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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: 
     Comment ID: 
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to:               
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: .011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The advantage this method has over other methods of predicting BAFs is that
     it addresses factors that effect bioaccumulation such as bioavailability,  
     growth, and metabolism.  Also, it utilizes measurements of the chemical in 
     sediments, a medium in which it is often easier to measure hydrophobic     
     contaminant concentrations as compared to the water medium.  The           
     disadvantages are that it requires a lot of data that is not readily       
     available outside of a few locations, it requires reliable BAFs for several
     reference chemicals, and it is more complex than traditional methods.      
     Considering the data demands of the BSAF method and the need for reference 
     BAFs, if field sampling must be done to obtain these data, the direct      
     measurement of field BAFs may be more cost effective for many chemicals.   
     
     
     Response to: .011          
     
     EPA agrees with the assessment of the strengths of the BSAF methodology for
     predicting BAFs.  The BSAF method for calculating BAFs does not necessarily
     require as much data as measurement of BAFs (one reference site for BSAF   
     sediment data versus the need to sample water over time and space for      
     BAFs).  The direct measurement of field BAFs is not necessarily more cost  
     effective but is preferable to the BSAF method except when field-measured  
     BAFs cannot be determined due to inability to measure the concentration of 
     the chemical in ambient water.  Also the BSAF method depends on            
     availability of one or more measured BAFs for good reference chemicals.    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: 0.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Georgia-Pacific believes that the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance       
     published in the April 16, 1993, Federal Register is seriously flawed.  As 
     proposed, it is a prime example of regulatory overkill which will not      
     accomplish its intended goal, but will have a serious negative impact on   
     both the population and industries in the State of Wisconsin.  The cost of 
     attempting to comply with the onerous requirements contained in the draft  
     will undoubtedly make many industrial facilities unprofitable and force    
     them to close, with the loss of jobs and payroll.  Similarly, the          
     municipalities will pass their costs through to the residents in the form  
     of exorbitant taxes or user fees.  In the following comments, I have       
     attempted to highlight some of the major areas of the draft Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Initiative that concern Georgia-Pacific.                     
     
     
     Response to: 0.001         
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: 2790.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the implementation procedure focus needs to be "fundamentally   
     rethought".  The proposed guidance focus is on end-of-pipe, point source   
     "compliance" even when the trace materials of concern are not amenable to  
     treatment and are not specific to the point source.  When materials, such  
     as PCBs and mercury, are of concern throughout the Great Lakes Region, then
     the regulatory focus should be systemwide and concentrated at reducing the 
     most significant sources at the source.  Requiring case-by-case pollutant  
     minimization programs on a city-by-city basis will be much more resource   
     intensive and less effective than if the minimization programs concentrated
     on eliminating or reducing sources such as use or recovery from products.  
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     For example, it is not feasible for an individual city to ban the use of   
     mercury in paints or batteries.  However, such bans may be feasible for the
     Great Lakes region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: 2790.002      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F3040.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and II of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: 2854L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the increased costs to meet the Initiative's overly stringent criteria and 
     implementation procedures place an unnecessary burden on municipal and     
     industrial waste water treatment plants.                                   
     
     
     Response to: 2854L.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D1711.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Cumbersome and costly process; hard to administer; difficult for community 
     to perform a timely demonstration to accomodate new growth opportunities.  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D1711.001     
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     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  Adoption of these provisions is necessary because
     of the sensitivity of the Great Lakes to such pollutants.  For all other   
     pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever antidegradation   
     provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation provisions are        
     consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The final Guidance     
     serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions States and     
     Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance      
     documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, August   
     1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the           
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/EEQ
     Comment ID: D1711.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ) procedure provides a significant       
     disincentive to POTWs to perform at peak efficiency.  Some POTWs may have  
     to operate at less than peak efficiency to create a "cushion" of plant     
     capacity to allow for residential, commercial, and industrial growth.      
     
     
     Response to: D1711.002     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/EEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D1711.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal officials concerned that Tier II values, derived by employing    
     multiple "safety factors," will force expensive POTW retrofits with little 
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     substantive improvement in water quality.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D1711.003     
     
     See response to D2741.076.  Also, EPA has no reason to believe that use of 
     Tier II methodologies will result in expensive POTW retrofit or in adding  
     additional facilities.  EPA's cost and benefits study supports the         
     conclusion that POTWs will have a variety of options to choose from that   
     can distribute costs of varying proportions in a variety of ways.  EPA can 
     only assume that each POTW will make those decisions from the range of     
     potential choices in the most cost-effective manner for that POTW.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D1711.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipalities seeking regulatory/enforcement flexibility to allow Tier II 
     criteria to evolve over time.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D1711.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D1711.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal officials strongly encourage renewed effort to develop data sets 
     needed to estabish reasonable discharge values for regulated substances.   
     EPA needs to work with Water Environment Federation, academia, permittees, 
     and other organizations to step-up research needed to complete necessary   
     studies.                                                                   
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     Response to: D1711.005     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D1711.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA needs to provide a clear mechanism for allowing exemptions to          
     antibacksliding provisions.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D1711.006     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D1711.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ELIMINATION OF MIXING ZONES                                                
                                                                                
     Significant point of concern for those POTWs that are currently allowed to 
     utilize effluent mixing zones.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D1711.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA recognizes that elimination of mixing
     zones for existing discharges of BCCs, including POTWs, can be extremely   
     expensive. Therefore, EPA has included in the final Guidance a limited     
     exception to that phase-out based on economic and technical considerations.
      For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for
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     adopting a limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, 
     see the SID at VIII.C.4. Response to D1711.007                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D1711.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     POTWs question whether the mixing zone phase-out is scientifically         
     supportable.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D1711.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D1711.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipalities are seeking workable and understandable framework for       
     obtaining variances.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D1711.009     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.216                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D1711.010
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To accomodate growth, municipalities must have a variance framework that is
     timely.  Development projects are time-sensitive activities.  GLI variance 
     procedures must recognize that reality.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D1711.010     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.216                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D1711.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Significant concern among POTW superintendents that even the most minor    
     detection of a regulated substance will trigger enforcement actions, fines 
     and penalties.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D1711.011     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D1711.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not all introductions of regulated substances can be traced to industrial  
     users nor controlled through IPP activities.  Municipalities are very      
     concerned that domestic sewage flows could contain regulated substances at 
     levels below analytical detection, and later discovered during routine     
     biosolids analysis.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D1711.012     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D1711.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Communities with combined storm and sanitary sewage conveyance systems that
     have opted to detain and treat combined flows during wet weather events are
     concerned that stormwater contributions will trigger violations.  Several  
     communities that are planning future programs to treat stormwater, as part 
     of the EPA's stormwater management initiatives, have expressed significant 
     concern that stormwater flows will add a host of new management and        
     compliance challenges for POTWs.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D1711.013     
     
     The final Guidance provides an exclusion at section 132.4(e) for wet       
     weather point sources, which are defined to include discharges of storm    
     water from a municipal separate storm sewer as defined at 40 CFR           
     122.26(b)(8); discharges of storm water and sanitary wastewaters (domestic,
     commercial, and industrial) from a combined sewer overflow; or any other   
     stormwater discharge for which a permit is required under section 402(p) of
     the CWA.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1711.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     POTW superintendents, municipal managers and elected officials fearful of  
     high-level costs for retrofitting secondary and advanced treatment         
     facilities to meet end-of-pipe discharge limits.                           
     
     
     Response to: D1711.014     
     
     Based in part on the comments received by EPA on the proposed Guidance,    
     many of the provisions in the final Guidance were revised to allow greater 
     implementation flexibility.  This flexibility should minimize the impacts  
     to the regulated community.  In particular, revisions to the final Guidance
     included a reassessment of bioaccumulation factors (BAF) for several       
     pollutants, recalculation of criteria to reflect updated BAFs and toxicity 
     data, and the establishment of metals criteria for the dissolved form      
     instead of "total recoverable."  In general, these changes resulted in the 
     establishment of less stringent criteria for many pollutants.              
                                                                                
     With respect to the cost assessment study, the criteria revisions resulted 
     in fewer instances where the Guidance-based water quality-based effluent   
     limit (WQBEL) was determined to be more stringent than existing            
     requirements.  This was particularly evident for metals such as copper and 
     zinc.  Because Guidance-based WQBELs were less stringent, the cost to      
     remove these pollutants was reduced.  In addition to the improvements made 
     to the criteria methodology, the final Guidance also provides flexibility  
     to dischargers that have detectable quantities of pollutants in the intake 
     water sources.  While these revisions will not eliminate the cost impact of
     the final Guidance, the impact on dischargers compared to the proposed     
     Guidance should be significantly reduced.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1711.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two, likely POTW retrofits -- chemical precipitation and activated carbon  
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     absorption -- are costly, and pose significant operational challenges.     
     
     
     Response to: D1711.015     
     
     EPA received a number of comments regarding the ability of existing        
     treatment technologies to meet Guidance-based water quality-based effluent 
     limits (WQBEL) for a wide variety of pollutants.  The Guidance, consistent 
     with the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the National Pollutant Discharge        
     Elimination System (NPDES) program, does not direct facilities on how to   
     comply with permit requirements.  Therefore, each regulated facility can   
     consider a variety of options to comply with permit requirements.  In      
     estimating compliance costs, EPA selected control options for the sample   
     facilities by taking into consideration treatment feasibility and cost.    
                                                                                
     In an effort to ensure consistency in estimating the general types of      
     controls that would be necessary for a sample facility to comply with the  
     final Guidance, as well as to integrate into the cost analysis the         
     alternatives available through the final Guidance, EPA developed a costing 
     decision matrix that was used for each sample facility.  The underlying    
     assumption of the decision matrix is that a facility will examine          
     least-cost alternatives prior to incurring the expense and potential       
     liabilities associated with constructing end-of-pipe treatment facilities. 
     Additionally, where current treatability data indicate that end-of-pipe    
     treatment cannot achieve the WQBEL, a relief measure, such as phased total 
     maximum daily loads/water quality assessments, site-specific criteria      
     modifications, standards variances, etc., will be utilized.  A description 
     of the decision matrix is provided in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs  
     Resulting from Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Guidance."  A brief overview of the matrix is provided below.              
                                                                                
     Under the decision matrix, costs for minor treatment plant operation and   
     facility changes were considered first.  Where it was not technically      
     feasible to simply adjust existing operations, waste minimization/pollution
     prevention controls were considered; however, these controls were costed   
     only where they were considered feasible based on EPA's understanding of   
     the process(es) at a facility.  In general, detailed treatment and         
     manufacturing process information is not available in NPDES permit files;  
     therefore EPA's assessment of feasibility was primarily based upon best    
     professional judgement using general knowledge of industrial and municipal 
     operations.  If waste minimization was deemed not feasible to reduce       
     pollutant levels to those needed to comply with the final Guidance         
     criteria, a combination of waste minimization/pollution prevention and     
     simple treatment was considered.  If these relatively low-cost controls    
     could not achieve the Guidance-based WQBELs, then finally end-of-pipe      
     treatment was considered.                                                  
                                                                                
     However, before assuming that treatment would be installed by the facility,
     EPA first considered whether or not the treatment had been shown to achieve
     the requisite effluent concentration, and evaluated the relationship       
     between the cost of adding the treatment versus other types of remedies or 
     controls.  If EPA concluded that treatment was not technically feasible, or
     that other remedies or controls would be more feasible than installing     
     end-of-pipe treatment, EPA assumed that a facility would alternatively     
     pursue some type of regulatory relief from the WQBEL. When EPA assumed that
     facilities would pursue alternative relief, no end-of-pipe treatment cost  
     was estimated for a facility; however, a nominal cost for efforts to reduce
     the pollutant using best available control methodologies was included.     
     Where regulatory relief was utilized, EPA did not take credit for any load 
     reduction for any pollutant for which alternative relief was assumed.      
     Finally, EPA estimated and included the typical cost to facilities pursuing
     relief from Guidance-based WQBELs.  These costs may include activities such
     as additional monitoring, performing special studies, etc., to support     
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     facilities' requests for relief from the Guidance-based WQBEL.             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1711.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some POTWs may require additional land to expand operations or house       
     additional advanced processes for removal of metals or organics.  Land     
     acquisition costs in many communities can be significant, further          
     increasing the overall cost of GLI compliance.                             
     
     
     Response to: D1711.016     
     
     In developing estimates of compliance costs, EPA did not account for land  
     acquisition costs because they are highly dependent on local conditions and
     would vary significantly among facilities.  EPA believes, however, that in 
     many instances facilities will not need to purchase additional land to     
     accommodate additional treatment unit processes.  In addition, EPA does not
     believe that many facilities will elect to install additional treatment    
     processes, but will instead pursue alternative methods (e.g., source       
     controls) to comply with permit limits resulting from final Guidance       
     requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
     See also response to Comment # (TREAT.RES)                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1711.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal officials in smaller communities, with POTW design flows between 
     one and two mgd, are worried that their limited customer base will not     
     generate the funds necessary to finance complex and expensive POTW         
     retrofits nor the acquisition of land for plant operations.                
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     Response to: D1711.017     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1711.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal officials are concerned that chemical precipitation and activated
     carbon absorption -- the two most-feasible POTW retrofits -- will yield    
     dramatic increases in POTW operations and maintenance costs.               
     
     
     Response to: D1711.018     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1711.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipalities also must factor-in potential increased costs for stepped-up
     IPP activities or bold, new, local initiatives to control deminimus        
     domestic sources of target pollutants.  Identifying and controlling minute 
     domestic sources of these regulated substances is a potentially costly,    
     uncharted area of local regulation that poses enormous management          
     challenges for local officials.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D1711.019     
     
     See response to comments D2595.022 and D1711.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D1711.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal officials are concerned that the strict antidegradation language 
     will curtail a community's ability to attract new development              
     opportunities.  The concern is not limited to industrial development;      
     several municipal managers fear that new residential and commercial        
     projects will be delayed or canceled because of the inability of the       
     community to offer domestic sewage treatment services to the new           
     developments.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D1711.020     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D1711.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Michigan Municipal League has identified more than 40 cities, villages 
     and townships with POTWs that are already fully utilizing the assimilative 
     capacity of their receiving waters.  Under the GLI, as drafted, they would 
     have to embark on a complex and time-consuming demonstration regimen in    
     order to justify additional residential, commercial and industrial growth. 
     
     
     Response to: D1711.021     
     
     The statement by the commenter that municipal facilities that discharge to 
     streams where there is no unused assimilative capacity would have to embark
     on lengthy and expensive antidegradation demonstrations to justify         
     increases in loadings is incorrect; such a facility would not have to      
     conduct an antidegradation demonstration because if there is no unused     
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     assimilative capacity, there is no opportunity for increased loadings to   
     the receiving water and no opportunity for lowering of water quality       
     because any lowering of water quality would result in a violation of       
     applicable water quality standards.  Of course, if there were a            
     reallocation of loads and another discharger reduced its loading, an       
     increase at the municipality might be possible.  If the commenter means,   
     not that the receiving water is fully allocated, but that the facility is  
     at capacity and is unable to accomodate additional influent loadings       
     without relaxed permit limits greater than a de minimis threshold, an      
     antidegradation demonstation is necessary to support the proposed lowering 
     of water quality and should be performed.                                  
                                                                                
     In general, antidegradation considerations are independent of the types of 
     pollutant that may be discharged from a facility. Increased loadings of so 
     called "conventional" pollutants are likely to degrade water quality water 
     quality as are increased loadings of pollutants identified as toxics.  The 
     final Guidance differentiates between BCCs and non-BCCs because of the     
     extreme sensitivity of the Great Lakes System to inputs of the former and  
     the extreme cost associated with remediation of the environmental harm     
     caused by such pollutants.                                                 
                                                                                
     Antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with          
     minimizing the adverse impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring     
     that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the  
     community affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation      
     provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the        
     Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and   
     that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings   
     are precluded.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited 
     resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of
     all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing     
     detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the   
     uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that    
     States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of achieving the          
     objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance 
     does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific          
     antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are   
     only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent with existing 
     Federal regulations and guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D1711.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Grave concerns among municipal leaders that worthwhile efforts to redevelop
     abandoned industrial and commercial properties in established urban areas  
     will be slowed or discouraged by the strict GLI antidegradation language.  
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     Response to: D1711.022     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D1711.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concern expressed by many communities that the GLI's antidegradation       
     regimen will make it impossible for them to take advantage of Michigan's   
     landmark Site Reclamation Program, which encourages the remediation and    
     reuse of contaminated industrial and commercial properties.  If a          
     community's POTW is already fully utilizing the assimilative capacity of   
     the receiving waters, environmentally sound site remediation and           
     reclamation projects will be discouraged.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D1711.023     
     
     In general, no permit can be issued that does not comply with water quality
     standards.  In the case described in the comment, it would not be possible 
     for the municipality to accept additional loadings because to do so would  
     result in an exceedance of the applicable criteria.  This is not a new     
     requirement developed as part of the final Guidance but is an underlying   
     principle of the water quality-based approach to pollution control under   
     the CWA.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D1711.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Michigan municipal officials recognize the environmental and economic
     benefits of developing uniform environmental performance standards among   
     states in a given geographic region, they are gravely concerned that this  
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     initiative will place all states in the entire region at a dramatic        
     competitive disadvantage in terms of business development and job creation.
     
     
     Response to: D1711.024     
     
     See response to comment number G2371.044.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1711.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Just as Michigan is attempting to overcome historical impediments to       
     economic development and job creation, municipal official are legitimately 
     concerned that the GLI, as drafted, will -- once again -- place Michigan at
     a competitive disadvantage to states in the southern and western United    
     States.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D1711.025     
     
     Estimating the impact of the Guidance on the economy of the Great Lakes    
     region requires a detailed econometric model of the region's economy. An   
     econometric analysis was performed independent of the regulatory impact    
     analysis for the Council of Great Lakes Governors (The Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Initiative: Cost Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental       
     Quality and Regional Competitiveness. DRI/McGraw-Hill, San Francisco,      
     California, July 1993). This analysis showed [a minimal impact] of the     
     Guidance on the region's economy for a worst case scenario, a scenario with
     costs far exceeding those estimated by EPA. Manufacturing output was       
     estimated to fall by between 0.008% and 0.337% over a range of four        
     scenarios evaluated, while personal income loss was estimated at between   
     0.002% and 0.094% for these scenarios. As a result, DRI concluded that the 
     impact of the Guidance's costs on the region's economy would be "nearly    
     imperceptible."                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D1711.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc OT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An overwhelming majority of elected and appointed municipal leaders agree  
     that dramatic gains in environmental quality are achieved in those states  
     and localities with sound, vibrant economies.  We must acknowledge the     
     necessity of maintaining the economic vitality of Michigan and the entire  
     Great Lakes region, since this will provide the foundation upon which we   
     will base future investments in additional environmental controls.         
     
     
     Response to: D1711.026     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1719.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to the cost-effective study of the Council of Great 
Lakes Governors.
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel that, in fact, your study is at best dubious and, at worst, bogus. 
     
     
     Response to: D1719.001     
     
     In response to the proposed Guidance, many independent studies were        
     performed to assess the impact of the Guidance and submitted as part of the
     public comments.  While EPA was not able to review in detail the technical 
     quality and accuracy of all studies submitted, based in part on EPA's      
     review of the comments and studies submitted on the proposed Guidance, many
     of the provisions in the final Guidance were revised to allow greater      
     implementation flexibility. EPA's analyses of the costs and benefits of the
     final Guidance were also modified based on these comments and studies.  The
     revisions to the cost/benefit analyses are described in "Assessment of     
     Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Guidance." See also response to Comment # D2589.014          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of thorough benefit analysis, especially in the tourism area.  Tourism
     is the major industry affected by Great Lakes pollution.  The fact that you
     consider fish advisories and not the rest of the $76 billion Great Lakes   
     tourist industry is a major oversight.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D1719.002     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     Faulty cost-effectiveness analysis, to quote these economists, "should     
     never be used to decide whether an approach is worthy of pursuing from     
     society's point of view."  While we realize that this is an honest attempt 
     to try to deal with some of those costs, we feel it does not provide us    
     meaningful answers.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D1719.003     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uncertain treament of uncertainty. We have grave concerns for your         
     treatment of uncertainty, especially the fact that the level of certainty  
     of the four scenarios that you evaluated is never really made clear to the 
     reader.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D1719.004     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using bogus cost figures. The costs that you assume for the GLI were based 
     on industry projections, which can range anywhere from 10 to 100 times     
     greater than what the actual costs will be.  This could  explain the great 
     difference between your cost estimates and the EPA's estimates.            
     
     
     Response to: D1719.005     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the fact that the DRI study did not place any certainty on the job   
     loss ranging from 8,600 to 33,000 jobs per year casts doubt on the         
     findings.  It should be noted in our study, Clean Lakes, Clean Jobs, that  
     we found that 2.9 million jobs and $95 billion in commerce are at risk to a
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     dirty Great Lakes.  So obviously, the losses in the 8,600 range are        
     statistically insignificant.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D1719.006     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     You can see our economists have several other important criticisms.  The   
     number one thing I would stress for you to do is to send DRI McGraw-Hill   
     back to the drawing board.  Do not use the findings, which are being widly 
     quoted and misrepresented, for public discussion.                          
     
     
     Response to: D1719.007     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One additional item, I do not understand why DRI McGraw-Hill should be in  
     the business of making policy recommendations, especially when it comes to 
     eliminating mixing zones.  This is by far one of the most important parts  
     of the Great Lakes Initiative.  And other areas like load reduction credit 
     for the mercury criteria and the lifetime of permits, we feel this is up to
     EPA, and not McGraw-Hill, to make these decisions.                         
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     Response to: D1719.008     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's comparative advantage is in macro modeling, not cost effectiveness   
     analysis.  The linkages among the Great Lakes economies seem to be well    
     developed and the model well specified.  As cost-effectiveness analyses go,
     however, this is actually rather crude, incorporating few of the techniques
     now common to such analyses in the presence of multiple outcomes and       
     significant uncertainty.  Even the basic purview of a cost effectiveness   
     analysis was not entirely respected as the analysis frequently strays into 
     the realm of a cost benefit analysis.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D1719.009     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The analysis repeatedly ignores the horrendous transactions costs that     
     chartacterize abatement of non-point sources of pollution.  There is, in   
     fact, an economic reason why society has not addressed non-point pollution.
     Whether point or non-point abatement is more cost effective at this point  
     is far from a given and certainty an empirical question that begs          
     investigation.                                                             
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     Response to: D1719.010     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results of the sectoral analyses through the macro model does not take 
     into account the structural shift in the economy that can be expected when 
     the economy becomes "cleaner".  More than initial construction jobs are    
     created when new technologies are developed.                               
     
     
     Response to: D1719.011     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's agenda appears to be to build the strongest case possible for        
     jettising a regulatory approach in favor of an approach that stresses      
     market solutions. That the outcomes achieved using the different approaches
     are the same is in fact open to debate and not as obvious as DRI would like
     it to be.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D1719.012     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost-effectiveness analysis is a technique that is used to compare the     
     relative cost effectiveness of two or more policy approaches to one policy 
     problem.  It is therefore a relative concept that should never be used to  
     decide whether an approach is worthy of pursuing form society's point of   
     view.  Such "go; no-go" decisions can only be made using full blown        
     cost-benefit analysis.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D1719.013     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI repeatedly stretches the purview of the technique throughout the       
     report.  Admonishments like, "proceed with caution" (p.11-2, II-3) imply   
     that the analysis has some relevance to the proceed-do not proceed         
     decision. It does not.  Furthermore, discussions of EPA benefit valuation  
     techniques (ES-8, V-21-23), where monetary values are imputed for the      
     benefits, have no place in a cost-effectiveness analysis, other than to    
     attack the overall credibility of the EPA RIA in general.                  
     
     
     Response to: D1719.014     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The objective of the evaluation, as stated by DRI, was to evaluate the     
     relative cost effectiveness of provisions of the GLI.  Statements regarding
     the relative cost effectiveness of of addressing non-point pollution, a    
     problem  that was never intended to be part of the GLI, redefine the scope 
     of the analysis.  For example, "Ironically, because these strategies have  
     not been pursued with vigor to date, the first round of elimination of     
     these pollutants would likely be far more cost-effective than most of the  
     GLI provisions selected by DRI for reconsideration."(p. 11-3).  Unless     
     there is some possibility of including non-point source abatement in a     
     revision of the GLI, this entire subject serves to obfuscate the analysis. 
     
     
     Response to: D1719.015     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Futhermore, it is far from clear that non-point source abatement would be  
     more cost effective anyhow.  Enormous transactions costs are present when  
     addressing non-point sources of contamination.  Policies to change the     
     behavior of millions of producers are difficult to develop and implement,  
     and nearly impossible to enforce.  In the language of DRI's cost benefit   
     framework, non-point abatement measures would be at an earlier point along 
     the incremental cost of clean-up curve than point source abatement, but the
     underlying production function is entirely different, resulting in an      
     entirely different cost curve.  That society would be at an earlier portion
     of a different curve doesn't say much.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D1719.016     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, the entire issue of the relative cost effectiveness of point      
     versus non-point abatement is an empirical question that deserves the kind 
     of in depth analysis that was performed in this study of the GLI.  This is 
     a tremendously complicated issue in its own right.  For example,           
     atmospheric deposition of toxics involves contamination sources from states
     out of the region, never mind other countries.  Clearly non-point source   
     abatement is beyond the purview of this analysis.                          
     
     
     Response to: D1719.017     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI study bases its analysis on data obtained from the EPA and, "five  
     engineering studies funded by trade associations" (p. ES-2).               
     Unfortunately, which data source was used to derive  which cost estimates  
     in the study is never made explicit.  It does appear, however, that the    
     majority of the cost estimates underlying the four scenarios evaluated in  
     the study were derived from industry data.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D1719.018     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At this early stage in the policy making process, trade associations have  
     every incentive to grossly overstate the cost of the potential policy; they
     have no incentive to search for the kind of least-cost solutions the       
     private sector would implement when faced with having to comply with an    
     established limit.  DRI dealt with this problem by using, "only those      
     estimates that appear to be well-supported with engineering analysis and   
     plausible in view of the language and intent of the Draft Guidance" (p.    
     IV-1).  One has to be suspicious of those sources that are left.  In view  
     of the discrepancies in the data, an independent assessment of the costs is
     needed.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D1719.019     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That there are a myriad of outcomes that will result from the GLI is       
     obvious                                                                    
     to anyone.  The greatest strength of cost effectiveness analysis as an     
     evaluation tool is that it enables tha analyst to examine multiple impacts 
     without being constrained by having to assign monetary values to outcomes. 
                                                                                
     The decision by DRI to use loadings reductions and their impact on         
     beneficial uses as the outcomes measures for the study is very limiting.   
     
     
     Response to: D1719.020     
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     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tourism was not included as a beneficial use, despite the importance of    
     lake-related tourism to the region's economy.  Similarly, fishing as an    
     economic activity was not included as a beneficial use.  The relationship  
     between loadings reductions and tourism fishing is nebulous, but this isa  
     condemnation of the outcomes measurement approach itself, not of their     
     relevance to the analysis.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D1719.021     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another problem with the approach used to measure outcomes is that neither 
     outcome measure captures the impact of the program on institutional        
     development.  Institution building was, in fact, the primary motivation for
     the formation of the Council of Governors and the GLI in the first place.  
     Had some measure of institutional development been included, for example   
     the degree of interstate consistency in abatement limits and enforcement   
     thereof, the relative effects of the four scenarios on institutional       
     development could have been systematically analyzed.  As it is,            
     institutional ramifications of the GLI are relegated to footnotes, such as 
     the note regarding the potential bargaining leverage showing progress on   
     the GLI would generate for negotiations with Canada (p.  ES-5).            
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     Response to: D1719.022     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In DRI's defense, they developed their study objectives in response to a   
     directive from the Council of Great Lakes Governors to evaluate the        
     economic and environmental impact of the GLI.  An evaluation of the        
     institutional impact of GLI was therefore absent from the original         
     directive.  The lesson here is that the Council needs to recognize that    
     their authority to determine the "rules of the game" through institutional 
     development has tremendous economic significance, something that should be 
     incorporated into all economic analyses.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D1719.023     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is clearly an enormous amount of uncertainty inherent in this        
     analysis. The distinction between technological  and regulatory uncertainty
     in the analysis is appropriate, though a more thorough assessment of       
     institutional outcomes of the GLI would have enabled a more systematic     
     evaluation of regulatory uncertainty in the analysis.  How these sources of
     uncertainty were incorporated into the four scenarios evaluated is never   
     really made clear to the reader.  How much of the total projected costs    
     were uncertain?  How important are the cost "spikes" relative to the       
     estimated total costs of the program?                                      

Page 29



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: D1719.024     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, though high and low cost scenarios were projected for the two 
     basic approaches, no probabilities were assigned to them.  Based on the    
     data, should the reader assume that the best and worst case scenarios are  
     equally likely?  This becomes a very significant issue when the report     
     begins to examine, say, the employment effects of the different scenarios. 
     There is a huge difference, political speaking, between the loss of 8,600  
     potential jobs and 33,000, yet the reader is given no indication of        
     relative probabilities.                                                    
                                                                                
     Beyond simply assigning and reporting probabilities, in the presence of    
     significant uncertainty, cost effectiveness analysis should include a      
     sensitivity analysis on all the major assumptions used in developing the   
     alternatives.  For example, the DRI report uses a cost range that is       
     significantly higher than that used by the EPA because their underlying    
     assumption about the ability of the private sector to adopt cost minimizing
     technologies was "less optimistic" (p. ES-1).  Given the global competition
     faced by the industries involved, it is difficult to fathom why they would 
     not aggressively explore least cost options.  But regardless, this is a    
     classic example of a situation begging for a sensitivity analysis.  How    
     sensitive are the cost estimates to this assumption about technological    
     adoption?                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D1719.025     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI is clearly in its element when it comes to designing and churning our  
     results from its macroeconomic model of the Great Lakes regional economy.  
     Their equations are as accurate as anyone's, but there is a prior issue    
     here. That is, macro simulations use simultaneous equations to model the   
     economy in its current form. As such, they are not particularly well suited
     to predicting what will happen in the future when a policy is designed to  
     change the underlying structure of the economy.                            
                                                                                
     One way you can see this bias in the study is that the only stimulative    
     impact of the GLI on the economy in the model was through the initial      
     construction jobs created.  What was missing is any new industries that    
     would be created to design and manufacture the abatement technology, for   
     example.  The GLI could, for example, spur the region to become the leader 
     in the development of abatement technology with global applications.  This 
     kind of thinking, environmental abatement as a business opportunity for a  
     region as opposed to a business threat, is something that the Japanese are 
     embracing on a global level. There is a lesson here.                       
     
     
     Response to: D1719.026     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is not to say that there would not be some business closings as a     
     result of the GLI.  How many is difficult to ascertain.  Businesses close  
     for many reasons, often an accumulation of reasons.  At the margin, the GLI
     would no doubt close some businesses, the ones for whom abatement was      
     prohibitively expensive due to the nature of the business or the quality of
     it management.  It is easy to blame environmental regulation when a company
     closes; difficult to admit to poor management.  In any event, the estimates
     of how many businesses would close and jobs would be lost are all presented
     without any indication of how likely the scenarios are and what assumptions
     were made when deriving them.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D1719.027     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Three questions need to be answered when evaluating the appropriateness of 
     market solutions to a public policy situation:  -Does the market solution  
     address the same problem that a regulatory approach would address or some  
     convenient variation of it?  If the answer is the latter, does the         
     convenient variation mean that some meaningful aspect of the problem will  
     not be addressed? -Does the appropriate set of institutions and incentives 
     exist to support the market solution?  -What are the equity implications of
     the new approach?                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D1719.028     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits is the solution recommended for the potential problem of the
     prohibitive cost to users of bringing discharges into complaince when the  
     water was beyond the acceptable level at intake.  Asking users to become,  
     in effect, lake water filtration systems would obviously impose a          
     significant cost.  If, however, a goal of the policy was to actually filter
     lake water, then the use of intake credits would change the problem the    
     policy was designed to address.  Such credits would be a workable policy,  
     however, as existing regulatory bodies could monitor intake levels.  the   
     solution would also be more equitable than a strict interpretation of the  
     existing guidance.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D1719.029     
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     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI estimated that the elimination of mixing zones accounted for           
     approximately 25% of the difference in cost between scenarios A and B.     
     Whether this proportion was estimated using the low or high scenarios was  
     never indicated, leaving the reader with no idea of the opportunity cost   
     involved.  According to DRI, the elimination of mixing zones was proposed  
     as a way to reduce loadings of BCC's.  They go on to asserted that, "it is 
     not clear that the additional loadings reduction could not be obtained much
     more cost effectively from other sources"  (p. II-8).  The alternatives    
     posed include allowing mixing zones, implementing multiple source TMDLS,   
     credit trading or atmospheric deposition credits, all of which accomplish  
     slightly different objectives in a variety of ways with varying cost and   
     equity impacts.  More investigation of the relative merits of each approach
     would seem to be in order, rather than simply asserting that the           
     elimination of mixing zones is a bad idea.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D1719.030     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/OFFS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI recommends the use of tradable loadings reduction credits to overcome  
     the impediments to development inherent in an anti-degradation policy.     
     Such credits, if properly allocated, could be used to preserve the current 
     rate of loadings, slow it or accelerate it.  New institutions would have to
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     develop to handle the trading of these credits.  As is always the case with
     credit trading, the equity of the resulting solution is often questionable 
     as who "cleans up their act" ends up being the company that can do it most 
     cheaply, not necessarily the one that pollutes the most.                   
     
     
     Response to: D1719.031     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The allowance for important social or economic benefit is another area of  
     concern.  As pointed out in the DRI study, in the absence of more specific 
     criteria this could become a giant loophole in both the anti-degradation   
     and the loadings reduction credits problem.                                
     
     
     Response to: D1719.032     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI study identifies the mercury criteria as a significant cost spike  
     (again, what is the relative magnitude here, never mind the dollar amount?)
      The economic principle at work here is that of diminishing returns.  The  
     marginal cost of abatement gets higher as the level of abatement increases.
      Why was the mercury criteria  set where it was?  The report never gives   
     any explanation.  It is clear that it is going to be expensive for society 
     to get to this level of abatement.  Thad does not necessarily imply,       
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     however, that it is not worth the expense. Again, a cost benefit analysis  
     is required to answer the question of where the mercury criteria should be 
     set, not a cost effectiveness analysis.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D1719.033     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.034
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The recommendation of extending the life of permits from 5 to 10 years     
     would obviously decrease regulatory uncertainty.  The opportunity cost of  
     this change would be the foregone ability to adjust the criteria as more   
     scientific data become available on the effect of the substances within the
     ecosystem.  This would therefore seem to rather significantly change the   
     institutions and incentives underlying the policy.                         
     
     
     Response to: D1719.034     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We suspect that the Sierra Club has more insight into the political        
     ramifications of the report than two economists, but some perspective from 
     the outside is often handy.  DRI argues in the paper that the danger of    
     adopting the GLI as written is that it could cause an environmental        
     backlash when the results do not materialize as quickly or effectively as  
     they should have.                                                          
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     Response to: D1719.035     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonpoint source pollution clearly has to be addressed, but the danger of   
     holding up the GLI in order to incorporate it, or of dismantling the GLI in
     favor of a LAMP approach, is that the institutional development that has   
     been accomplished and will continue to develop in the future around the GLI
     will be stymied.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D1719.036     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004, D2597.016, and D1719.001.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D1719.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: .
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The public does not have to be oversold on the GLI.  If packaged as a first
     step, continued institutional development will make the implementation of a
     more comprehensive LAMP approach more feasible in the future.  As stated   
     earlier, the outcomes generated by an economic system are a function of the
     institutions that underlie them.  Leverage to bring to the bargaining table
     with Canada, a model of intercountry cooperation to take to Mexico for     
     negotiations regarding atmospheric depositon, thee are important economic  
     as well as political outcomes that need to be kept in mind when discussing 
     the future of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.                    
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     Response to: D1719.037     
     
     See response to comments D2597.016 and D1719.001.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D1996.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the guidance mentions the Bi-National Program in passing (inter alia,
     p. 20827), it should probably be discussed in detail in the section I.G. of
     the preamble.  The Bi-National Program's focus is specifically on Lake     
     Superior and includes an emphasis on defining a "broader program" to       
     protect the Lake Superior Basin ecosystem - based on ecosystem management  
     principles - over a much longer time frame than the regulatory guidance    
     embodied in the proposed rule.  It should be discussed in the context of   
     "Other programs to restore and protect the Great Lakes."                   
     
     
     Response to: D1996.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.D of the SID.                                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D1996.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing water quality "uses" under State laws do not recognize "park-ness"
     as a beneficial use.  Consequently, the combination of "uses" that         
     characterize units of the National Park System -- protection of populations
     of native species of flora and fauna or preservation of the distinct       
     habitats and conditions necessary for maintaining them (unless they are    
     wholly aquatic), for example -- are generally not accounted for in State   
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     delineations of beneficial uses.  Virtually all of the proposed rule and   
     guidance are cast in terms of protecting beneficial uses and do not        
     consequently look beyond beneficial uses to that which is necessary to     
     preserve ecosystem integrity in park units, expecially where the integrity 
     of the ecosystem is largely a function of water quality, as is the case in 
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D1996.002     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D1996.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act's goal of protection of biological integrity of the    
     Nation's waters is not given sufficient attention in the proposed rule's   
     emphasis on protection of uses.  The same can be said of ecosystem         
     protection; concentration on beneficial uses often fails to adequately     
     protect functioning ecosystems and ecosystem components that are not       
     inherently utilitarian.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D1996.003     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D1996.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The NPS believes the guidance should, at a minimum, clarify exactly what   
     each of the new proposed designations means and how each differs from the  
     other, perhaps in tabular form.                                            
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     Response to: D1996.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance should also explain why EPA is seeking to have three          
     different, but related, protection categories for Lake Superior.  Most     
     importantly, the guidance should discuss what alternatives may be available
     if one, or all, of the States choose not to designate the waters of Lake   
     Superior for special designation.  The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act in
     imposing statutory deadlines for implementing key provisions of the GLWQI  
     (p. 20823) apparently did not envision the possibility of diminished or    
     inadequate protection for Lake Superior that may result from the failure of
     one or more of the States to designate Lake Superior for special           
     protection.                                                                
                                                                                
     [It is our understanding the ONRW designation means no new or increased    
     discharges of any kind to the waters so designated regardless of location. 
     The NPS suggests that Lake Superior Basin ONRW be called something other   
     than ONRW inasmuch as new discharges would be permitted (perhaps Lake      
     Superior Basin Outstanding National Waters) so that it is absolutely clear 
     that some discharges (but not all) are permitted (i.e., discharges of      
     non-BISC pollutants) and so it is clear that they are not really ONRW      
     waters as the term is understood nationally.]  [The third category, Lake   
     Superior Basin Outstanding International Waters, permits discharges of BISC
     pollutants given a demonstration of the best process technology (as        
     outlined in the antidegradation guidance).  It is not clear how the "best  
     technology in process and treatment" will be determined and how such       
     demonstrations will be consistent between the States.  Additional          
     discussion in the Preamble of how consistency in those demonstrations and  
     technologies is to be achieved should be included.]                        
     
     
     Response to: D1996.005     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.006
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .006 imbedded in .005                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is our understanding that ONRW designation means no new or increased    
     discharges of any kind to the waters so designated regardless of location. 
     The NPS suggests that Lake Superior Basin ONRW be called something other   
     than ONRW inasmuch as new discharges would be permitted (perhaps Lake      
     Superior Basin Outstanding National Waters) so that it is absolutely clear 
     that some discharges (but not all) are permitted (i.e., discharges of      
     non-BISC pollutants) and so it is clear that they are not really ONRW      
     waters as the term is understood nationally.                               
     
     
     Response to: D1996.006     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .007 imbedded in .005                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The third category, Lake Superior Basin Outstanding International Waters,  
     permits discharges of BISC pollutants given a demonstration of the best    
     process technology (as outlined in the antidegradation guidance).  It is   
     not clear how the "best technology in process and treatment" will be       
     determined and how such demonstrations will be consistent between the      
     States.  Additional discussion in the Preamble of how consistency in those 
     demonstrations and technologies is to be achieved should be included.      
     
     
     Response to: D1996.007     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.008
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     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The portion of the antidegradation policy that deals with Outstanding      
     National Resource Waters (ONRW) is based, at least in part, on EPA's       
     recognition of the limitations of a wholly "use" based regulatory program. 
     ONRW are supposed to provide protection to ecosystems and processes apart  
     from the permit program.  Existing State laws and regulations in the States
     of Michigan, Wisconsin, and Minnesota have ONRW or closely equivalent      
     designations and processes which could serve to provide that higher level  
     of protection.  That those States have chosen not to designate ONRW - for  
     Lake Superior - to date, appears not be a function of the ONRW processes or
     their consistency between the State programs; the fact that the States have
     not yet acted to provide special protection to Lake Superior appears to    
     have been a choice not to use the tools available to them to date.  Whether
     the highly complex and complicated rulemaking formula presented here will  
     change that situation is still a question.  [This is in spite of the fact  
     that the Bi-National Program to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin
     was signed by the State governments of Michigan, Minnesota, and Wisconsin  
     and the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on behalf of the Federal     
     Government (as well as by the province of Ontario and the Federal          
     Government of Canada) in 1991.  No action to provide additional protection 
     to Lake Superior has been undertaken by any of the State signatories since 
     that time.  Moreover, EPA signed the Bi-National Program on behalf of the  
     Federal Government and has apparently taken no steps to encourage the      
     States to provide additional protection for Lake Superior nor does it      
     propose any methods by which EPA, acting on behalf of the Federal          
     Government, will designate ONRW or other special designations if the States
     continue to choose not to.]  The Preamble should more directly address the 
     question of how the proposed rule and guidance will ensure the             
     implementation of special designations for Lake Superior inherent in the   
     U.S. commitment to the Bi-National Program.                                
     
     
     Response to: D1996.008     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D1996.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In general, the NPS supports the adoption of an ecosystem approach for     
     addressing issues related to water quality in the Great Lakes (p. 20816).  
     The proposed water quality criteria for the protection of wildlife are an  
     important step towards management of water quality based on ecosystem      
     principles.  Unfortunately, the emphasis on ecosystem management is not    
     carried through in the implementation-specific parts of the guidance.  As a
     matter of principle, if a substance is toxic, persistent, and              
     bioaccumulative, it should be of no concern in an antidegradation          
     demonstration whether one job or 20 jobs are created; in ecosystem terms,  
     the creation of jobs is not wholly relevant to the question of further     
     loadings of toxics to the Great Lakes system.                              
     
     
     Response to: D1996.009     
     
     EPA agrees that the final Guidance is based upon an ecosystem approach for 
     addressing issues related to water quality in the Great Lakes.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including using the best available science for the         
     protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For further discussion of the various components of the Guidance,
     including the implementation procedures and antidegradation, see Section   
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D1996.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the complex guidance with respect to antidegradation does not    
     seem to further the International Joint Commission's (IJC) call for a      
     demonstration zone to freeze the discharge of persistent toxics in Lake    
     Superior.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D1996.010     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     In addition, the commenter raises two objections to the proposed Guidance; 
     that the special antidegradation designations and implementation procedures
     for Lake are complex and confusing and that they will not achieve goals of 
     the zero discharge demonstration program for Lake Superior.  The special   
     designations and implementation procedures contained in the proposed       
     Guidance and carried through in the final Guidance were developed by the   
     States to implement the agreement between the States and Provinces, "A     
     Bi-National Program to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin."  As   
     stated in the preamble to the proposal, the special designations and       
     implementation procedures developed by the States to implement the program 
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     go beyond the minimum requirements of an acceptable antidegradation policy 
     and procedure.  They are included in the final Guidance as State proposals 
     which individual States and Tribes may choose to adopt.  Given the nature  
     of the program as an agreement between States and Provinces, and given that
     the special designations go beyond the minimum requirements of the Federal 
     regulations, it is beyond the purpose of the final Guidance to require more
     stringent protection for Lake Superior.  However, the final Guidance also  
     does not preclude States and Tribes from developing more stringent         
     requirements for the protection of Lake Superior. States and Tribes are    
     free to take whatever steps they consider necessary to protect water       
     quality in Lake Superior.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D1996.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Description of the Resource section of the preamble (p. 20806 - 20817) 
     makes a good case for why we need to be concerned about bioaccumulative    
     persistent toxics in the Great Lakes Basin.  Where it is less successful,  
     however, is in demonstrating tht the proposed rules will actually          
     ameliorate some, or all, of the adverse chemical, physical, and biological 
     conditions described.  [This is especially the case with the               
     antidegradation demonstrations for high-quality waters.  To the extent the 
     proposed rules will enable the further discharge of persistent,            
     bioaccumulative toxic substances (expecially into Lake Superior), we       
     believe they fail to achieve the minimum requirements for the protection of
     biological integrity and management based on ecosystem principles.  In each
     section of the preamble, we suggest that EPA discuss how the provisions    
     described are, in fact, related to management in ecosystem terms.]         
     
     
     Response to: D1996.011     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .012 imbedded in .011                                 
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is especially the case with the antidegradation demonstrations for    
     high-quality waters.  To the extent the proposed rules will enable the     
     further discharge of persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances          
     (especially into Lake Superior), we believe they fail to achieve the       
     minimum requirements for the protection of biological integrity and        
     management based on ecosystem principles.  In each section of the preamble,
     we suggest that EPA discuss how the provisions described are, in fact,     
     related to management in ecosystem terms.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D1996.012     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter's criticism that any increase of a   
     BCC will result in adverse impacts to the biota. The final Guidance        
     includes water quality criteria that, if they are not violated, are        
     protective of aquatic life, wildlife and human health.  As long as the     
     ambient concentration of any pollutant is below the applicable criterion,  
     there should be no unacceptable adverse impact on the biota of the Great   
     Lakes. Where water quality is better than criteria levels, antidegradation 
     requires that such water quality be protected and maintained.  Water       
     quality may be lowered in certain instances where lower water quality is   
     necessary to accommodate important social and economic development, but    
     water quality may never be lowered to the point where existing uses are    
     impaired or water quality criteria are violated.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D1996.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, it is difficult to determine exactly which chemicals fall into 
     each one of the various categories proposed to be regulated.  [The NPS is  
     concerned that the toxic pollutants regulated as part of the wildlife      
     criteria reflect historical trends only and may not adequately protect     
     wildlife from the bioconcentration/bioaccumulation of other toxic          
     pollutants in the food chain.  The consequence of dealing with only four   
     proposed criteria may mean that we may eliminate one set of toxic          
     pollutants that are known to have affected wildlife only to adversely      
     affect the same wildlife species with other, equally toxic or equally      
     bioaccumulative, pollutants that are not regulated through the wildlife    
     criteria.]                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D1996.013     
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     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance does not adequately protect     
     wildlife from additional pollutants beyond the four listed in Table 4 of   
     part 132.  States and Tribes are required to adopt a wildlife criteria     
     methodology consistent with the methodology in appendix D of the final     
     Guidance, or be subject to EPA promulgation of the methodology.  States and
     Tribes would need to use the methodology to develop wildlife criteria for  
     any additional BCCs as necessary to protect designated uses.  The use of   
     the Guidance methodology is encouraged, but not required, for pollutants   
     other than BCCs. See section VI of the SID for EPA's analysis of this      
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D1996.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .014 imbedded in .013                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The NPS is concerned that the toxic pollutants regulated as part of the    
     wildlife criteria reflect historical trends only and may not adequately    
     protect wildlife from the bioconcentration/bioaccumulation of other toxic  
     pollutants in the food chain.  The consequence of dealing with only four   
     proposed criteria may mean that we may eliminate one set of toxic          
     pollutants that are known to have affected wildlife only to adversely      
     affect the same wildlife species with other, equally toxic or equally      
     bioaccumulative, pollutants that are not regulated through the wildlife    
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D1996.014     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D1996.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/RISK/TROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also question the assertion that fish consumption is the only basis by  
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     which to posit bioaccumulation.  Observation of the bald eagle population  
     at Apostle Islands National Lakeshore leads us to believe that the         
     consumption of herring gulls (chicks and adults) may be a significant      
     pathway for contamination and may represent a theoretical trophic level of 
     5.                                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D1996.015     
     
     In the sensitivity analysis sections for each pollutant in the Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Initiative Criteria Documents for the Protection of Wildlife 
     (Proposed), EPA considered the ingestion of mammals, non-fish eating birds,
     and fish-eating birds by the eagle.  After the proposal, to define better  
     the magnitude of the ingestion of these prey, EPA conducted an analysis    
     described in the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical      
     Support Document for Wildlife Criteria and in U.S. EPA (1995a), which      
     characterized the diet of all five representative species, including the   
     eagle and other birds in the Great Lakes basin. Based on this analysis, the
     composition of the eagle's diet was modified to reflect its consumption of 
     herring gulls.  Rather than assigning the eagle to trophic level five,     
     however, EPA used chemical-specific biomagnification factors to account for
     the accumulation of contaminants in piscivorous birds which serve as prey  
     for the eagle.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D1996.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20807:  phosphorous loadings:  The guidance does not expressly address  
     phosphorous loadings, or other conventional pollutants as they might       
     interrelate with toxic substances.  Yet, conventional pollutants are often 
     important factors influencing the severity of problems related to toxics.  
     For example, phosphates work as metal chelating agents and tend to knock   
     down water hardness; hardness relates to metal toxicities; natural         
     surfactants such as humic substances impact solubilities; nutrient         
     enrichment relates to binding of metals to sediments and also to           
     stimulation of methylating bacteria (important in mercury toxicity).       
     
     
     Response to: D1996.016     
     
     The final Guidance methodologies and implementation procedures are not     
     scientifically and technically appropriate for developing and applying     
     water quality criteria and values for phosphorus. The methodologies for    
     numeric criteria and values and the corresponding implementation procedures
     are designed to be used with chemicals that exert an adverse effect, while 
     the primary environmental concern with phosphorus is its role as a nutrient
     in accelerating eutrophication of lakes and other waterbodies. The final   
     Guidance methodologies and procedures do not reflect eutrophication as an  
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     end point.  Therefore, it is not appropriate to apply the final Guidance   
     methodologies and implementation procedures in the case of phosphorus.  See
     section II.C.5 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D1996.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20822:  mixing zones:  NPS strongly supports the elimination of mixing  
     zones for toxics and also recommends that the water of the lakes themselves
     (as opposed to tributaries) not be used to calculate assimilative capacity.
     
     
     Response to: D1996.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D1996.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20849:  As noted above, beneficial uses may not be the only appropriate 
     measure of the adequacy of the proposed program.  An analysis of the ways  
     in which an ecosystem approach may require additional consideration --     
     beyond designated uses -- could be a useful additional to the guidance.    
     
     
     Response to: D1996.018     
     
     Please see section IX.E of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D1996.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20845:  lipid content:  The method for calculating lipid content, while 
     more restrictive than national guidance, does not adequately address some  
     of the issues related to whole fish with greater lipid content (such as    
     siskowet lake trout), where fish organs are being consumed, where the whole
     fish is consumed (as in fish boils), and other such considerations.  Given 
     the critical nature of the lipid content figure as it relates to the       
     question of BAF, the preamble should discuss this issue at length.  The    
     deliberation of the Committees of the Initiative for some time assumed a   
     lipid content, based on the whole fish, of 12%.  The 5% assumption         
     effectively lowers the BAF as a consequence.  We recommend the guidance    
     either be the exact percent of fat for that particular species, or use a   
     huger number (i.e., 12%) to be more conservative.                          
     
     
     Response to: D1996.019     
     
     EPA does not agree that the lipid values should be increased to 12 percent.
      In the majority of the cases people consume a variety of different species
     and not simply those with higher fat content, as evidenced by the West     
     survey.  The lipid values selected for use in deriving BAFs represent the  
     wide variety of fish consumed by sport anglers in the Great Lakes System.  
     In cases where it can be documented that a subpopulation consumes fish with
     an average lipid content higher than those prescribed in the final         
     Guidance, then it would be appropriate for a State or Tribe authorized to  
     be treated as a States pursuant to CWA Section 303 to increase the lipid   
     value in a site-specific criterion for waters fished by the subpopulation. 
     However, the State or Tribe should evaluate all aspects of exposure,       
     including amount consumed, before altering just one factor such as percent 
     lipid, since the values for these variables are interrelated.              
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the lipid content values in the final Guidance are based 
     on the best study to use for deriving consumption- weighted mean percent   
     lipid values.  States and Tribes can derive alternative percent lipid      
     values to be used in the derivation of BAFs if they have the information   
     needed to redo the derivation.                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D1996.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20845, 20858-63:  BAF:  NPS supports the use of BAF as the primary      
     guidance, rather than BCF.  EPA notes that BAF's are best derived from     
     field studies, but such studies are lacking for many of the wildlife       
     proposed as BAF monitors (eagle, mink, otter, osprey, kingfisher).  (We    
     suggest that several of the nine Great Lakes units of the National Park    
     System may be logical places to do BAF field studies.)                     
     
     
     Response to: D1996.020     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BAFs should be used instead of BCFs.    
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ESA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20848:  The discussion of the relationship between the proposed guidance
     and the Endangered Species Act does not adequately characterize the        
     relationship between toxic pollutants and endangered species in the U.S.   
     Obviously one of the significant causes of the listing of the bald eagle as
     an endangered species has been the bioaccumulative, persistent toxics in   
     the Great Lakes environment.  The provisions of the proposal that would    
     allow for the addition of BCC's to the environment (after an               
     antidegradation demonstration) do not appear to comport with this section. 
     Is it possible, for example, for FWS to require that areas of Lake Superior
     be designated as ONRW or LSB-ONRW as methods to protect endangered species 
     or their habitats even though EPA continues to maintain that it does not   
     have the authority to make such designations -- with respect to            
     bioaccumulative, persistent toxic substances -- if the States continue to  
     choose not to?                                                             
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     Response to: D1996.021     
     
     The final Guidance includes a required provision that States and Tribes    
     must adopt applicable to all water bodies within the Great Lakes System and
     to all pollutants that states that water quality may not be lowered if the 
     lowering of water quality would jeopardize the continued existence of a    
     threatened or endangered species or critical habitat listed pursuant to    
     Section 4 of the ESA.  This provision is similar to the protection of      
     existing uses under antidegradation and serves to prohibit any activity    
     that would lower water quality to such an extent that a threatened or      
     endangered species or listed critical habitat would be adversely affected. 
     This provision should provide adequate protection for threatened and       
     endangered species.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D1996.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20884:  reptiles and amphibians:  Due to the apparent worldwide decline 
     in amphibian populations, an effort needs to be made addressing their      
     sensitivities to Great Lakes chemicals of concern.  NPS strongly supports  
     EPA's call for research in this area.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D1996.022     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.170 and the final Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D1996.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20884:  The discussion of wildlife criteria states that the new wildlife
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     criteria will apply in "almost all" Great Lakes waters.  Which waters will 
     the criteria not apply to and on what basis?                               
     
     
     Response to: D1996.023     
     
     Please see section II.C.4 of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D1996.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20884:  The Preamble compares the GLWQA limit for DDT with the proposed 
     GLWQI limit for DDT (0.87 pg/L vs. 3.0 pg/L).  Is it possible to present a 
     similar comparison for the other criteria - methylmercury, PCB's, and 2, 3,
     7, 8 TCDD?                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D1996.024     
     
     Where possible, the wildlife criteria proposed were compared to values     
     already in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, as presented in the    
     preamble to the proposal.  There were not comparable values available for  
     all four compounds for which wildlife criteria were derived in the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D1996.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DMIN
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG/LSUP
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20895:  The two exceptions with respect to significant lowering of water
     quality for non-BCC pollutants (no increase assimilative capacity) should  
     not be allowable if the open waters of the lakes may be used for mixing    
     zones or calculations of assimilative capacity.  The exceptions, especially
     if permitted in Lake Superior, will not result in the maintaining          
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     high-quality waters.  [NPS suggests that those exceptions be specifically  
     prohibited for Lake Superior.  The NPS supports the case-by-case review    
     provision, especially if there is additional guidance with respect to      
     maintaining biological integrity and ecosystem management principles.]     
     
     
     Response to: D1996.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DMIN
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG/COV
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .026 imbedded in .025                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPS suggests that those exceptions be specifically prohibited for Lake     
     Superior.  The NPS supports the case-by-case review provision, especially  
     if there is additional guidance with respect to maintaining biological     
     integrity and ecosystem management principles.                             
     
     
     Response to: D1996.026     
     
     See response to comment D1996.010                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D1996.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20895:  The NPS does not support exceptions to the definition of        
     significant lowering of water quality include BCC's.  Any addition of BCC's
     to the waters of the Great Lakes Basin whether measurable in ambient       
     concentration is, ipso facto, significant.  Only non-BCC's should be       
     considered for the exceptions.                                             
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     Response to: D1996.027     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2742.405.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D1996.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20896:  The discussion of the question of exemptions for temporary or   
     short-term lowering of water quality should include an absolute cut-off to 
     define its temporal limits; that is, temporary or short-term is to be      
     measured in weeks (less than 1 month) but in no case may exceed 6 months.  
     The ambiguity in the guidance ("weeks or months") does not promote         
     consistency among the States, does not provide a clear target for the      
     regulated community, and provides no assurance of reasonable time limits to
     the public.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D1996.028     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2724.399                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D1996.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20903:  The NPS does not support the use of the de minimis test for     
     BCC's.  Any addition of BCC's to the Great Lakes Basin is, by definition, a
     significant lowering of water quality.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D1996.029     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2742.405.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D1996.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20909:  An additional approach to cost estimates could be the an        
     assessment of the costs of removal of the pollutant(s) in question in the  
     context of remediation (removal from sediments etc.) as the basis for the  
     cost comparison, since remediation costs seem to often exceed the other    
     costs proposed.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D1996.030     
     
     EPA believes that a secondary benefit of the final Guidance will be        
     reduction of the need for and costs of future remediation due to reduced   
     pollutant loadings from point and non-point sources.  However, EPA believes
     that the approach used to estimate costs and benefits associated with the  
     final Guidance is more appropriate for the regulated community that will be
     directly impacted by the Guidance.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20915:  The Preamble discussion of the component of the Bi-National     
     Agreement to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin attributes certain
     understandings and a level of certainty to the program that were, to our   
     knowledge and based on our participation, not part of the Agreement at the 
     time it was signed in 1991.  The September 1991 agreement mentioned the    
     possibility of OIRW and ONRW designations but it did not define them in the
     way in which the GLWQI preamble purports.  (The descriptions of what       
     designations meant is ex post facto).                                      
                                                                                
     The Preamble seems to suggest that all the decisions with respect to       
     protection of Lake Superior in the Bi-National Program were inherent in the
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     Agreement and that all decisions with respect to the meaning of key terms  
     have already been made.  The NPS participation in the Lake Superior Task   
     Force negotiations that lead to the Bi-National Agreement lead us to have a
     different understanding of several key elements of the special provisions  
     for Lake Superior.  Based on those discussions, OIRW was to mean that no   
     discharge of the designated persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances   
     but that "conventional" pollutant discharges could be permitted.  There was
     no discussion of the antidegradation demonstrations that would permit      
     discharges of the designated toxics.  The "best technology" discussions    
     were related to non-persistent, non-bioaccumulative pollutants, only.      
     
     
     Response to: D1996.031     
     
     EPA recognizes that the Lake Superior Bi-National Agreement has set into   
     motion many discussions and further plans and proposals for implementing   
     the Agreement.  EPA does not intend to amend or interfer with these        
     negotiations via the final Guidance, but rather has included in the final  
     guidance several provisions which acknowledge State prerogatives as they   
     pertain to this Agreement and activities conducted in association with it. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20916:  The Preamble discussion of the implementation of special        
     provisions for Lake Superior seems to suggest that EPA has no policy       
     position on or participation in the question of Lake Superior protection or
     its implementation.  As a signatory of the Bi-National Agreement on behalf 
     of the Federal Government, it would seem appropriate for EPA to have a     
     position on these issues.  Most especially, the statement that the special 
     provisions are operative only by State designations seems to obviate the   
     participation of the Federal Government in the process.                    
     
     
     Response to: D1996.032     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Federal Government of Canada should state that special protection   
     for Lake Superior was wholly the responsibility of the province of Ontario,
     notwithstanding its signature to the Agreement, EPA would probably raise   
     significant objections.  The Agreement committed the Federal Government of 
     the United States (through EPA) to special protection for Lake Superior; it
     is disingenuous for EPA to suggest it has no authority or interest in      
     working with the States on methods for implementing provisions of the      
     Agreement.  The protection of Lake Superior should not be left wholly in   
     the hands of the States; EPA can clearly exercise a major role in ensuring 
     the viability of the program.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D1996.033     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble should discuss what tools are available to EPA, either under  
     its own authority or through other Federal statutes to effect Lake Superior
     protection.  It should further discuss what methods may be available to    
     provide incentives to the States, if the states choose not to designate    
     waters of Lake Superior basin for special protection.                      
     
     
     Response to: D1996.034     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D1996.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Likewise, the Preamble should address buffer zones and transition areas for
     ONRWs.  NPS believes that the three Lakes Superior States must take a      
     uniform approach to setting the boundaries (and buffer/transitions zones)  
     of ONRWs.  Definition of these boundaries in our opinion should be based   
     largely in ecosystemic principles, and those principles are universal and  
     not open to variable definition among the three States.                    
                                                                                
     OIRW is intended to be, it appears to us, all U.S. waters of Lake Superior 
     that are not designated ONRW.  This being so, the designation could only be
     activated when all three States agree to act on it.  Yet, the Guidance     
     stipulates that OIRW (like ONRW) is individual State's choice.             
     
     
     Response to: D1996.035     
     
     The commenter raises several valid concerns regarding implementation and   
     coordination of special antidegradation designations for Lake Superior.    
     However, defining specific implementation issues concerning Lake Superior  
     special antidegradation designations goes beyond the purpose of this       
     Guidance.  EPA and the various entities with jurisdiction over water       
     quality in Lake Superior are engaged in discussions of specific            
     implementation guidance for States and Tribes that wish to adopt the       
     special designations for Lake Superior.  These discussions are intended to 
     lead to mutually agreed upon ecosystem principles that will address        
     questions such as those raised by the commenter.  Adoption of special      
     antidegradation designations is at the discretion of the States and Tribes.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D1996.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20918:  EPA should discuss, in detail, why it states it does not intend to 
     promulgate the Lake Superior provision of the Antidegradation Policy if a  
     Great Lake State fails to do so, especially because EPA signed the         
     Bi-National Agreement with the states, province, and Federal Government of 
     Canada.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D1996.036     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D1996.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: .
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20923:  We suggest that no variances be permitted on Lake Superior      
     regardless of the other variance provisions permitted by the guidance.  The
     basis for this provision is the Bi-National Agreement signed by the Lake   
     Superior States, EPA, the province of Ontario, and the Federal Government  
     of Canada; the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement; and the Clean Water Act
     goals for physical, chemical, and biological integrity.                    
     
     
     Response to: D1996.037     
     
     The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) supports the efforts of the Lake 
     Superior States to reduce loading of pollutants to Lake Superior.  States  
     are not required to develop variance provisions for the Great Lakes.  Those
     that do are encouraged to tailor their varaince provisions to comply with  
     the goal of the Lake Superior Binational Program and the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Agreement.  If Lake Superior is designated an ONRW, any variance   
     would need to assure compliance with ONRW requirements.                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D1996.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 20931:  The 10-year phase out for mixing zones for BCC's is not         
     appropriate for Lake Superior but may be appropriate for the other Great   
     Lakes.  We support the elimination of mixing zones for all new sources.  A 
     5-year phase out (one permit term) would seem most appropriate but we      
     recognize there may be extraordinary circumstances that may require        
     additional time to effect compliance.  The guidance should make it clear   
     that the 10-year term would be granted only in extraordinary instances.    
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     Response to: D1996.038     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D1996.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 21004:  Herring gulls have shown some of the greatest effects from      
     bioaccumulative, persistent toxics in the Great Lakes and should have been 
     included in the selection of avian species for the wildlife criteria.      
     
     
     Response to: D1996.039     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 and section VI.D of the Supplementary    
     Information Document for the response to this comment.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/RISK/TROP
     Comment ID: D1996.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 21006:  Studies of bald eagles at Apostle Islands National Lakeshore    
     have shown that parent eagles regularly capture herring gulls and feed them
     to their eaglets.  In this situation, eagles are clearly and often in      
     trophic level 5.  We suggest that the trophic definition of Great Lakes    
     eagles needs reexamination.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D1996.040     
     
     Please refer to comment D1996.015 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/RISK/TROP     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D1996.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 21031:  It is not clear whether lowering of water quality with respect  
     to a pollutant or pollutants includes the consideration of additivity.     
     
     
     Response to: D1996.041     
     
     Provision 5 of the definition of "significant lowering of water quality"   
     allows the director to consider additivity in assessing whether or not a   
     significant lowering of water quality has occurred.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D1996.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 21031:  The NPS believes that questions related to what is necessary to 
     accommodate important social or economic development would also include    
     consideration of whether there is a potential to affect the resources of a 
     unit of the National Park System.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D1996.042     
     
     If water quality within a unit of the National Park System is expected to  
     be affected by a proposed activity that is anticipated to result in a      
     significant lowering of water quality, it is appropriate to consider the   
     effects on the Park System unit in the antidegradation demonstration.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D1996.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 21032:  It is not clear from the language of I.C.1 whether new point    
     sources could be permitted or whether increases from existing point sources
     would be permitted.  If increased or new discharges could be permitted,    
     this differs from the national guidance.  If they are not permitted, the   
     language of the appendix needs to be changed so that it is clear and not   
     subject to differing interpretations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D1996.043     
     
     The final Guidance is consistent with current Federal regulations regarding
     ONRWs.  No permanent or long-term degradation is permitted of water bodies 
     designated as ONRWs.  EPA recommends that States and Tribes ensure that    
     degradation is prevented by not allowing new or increased discharges to    
     ONRWs.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D1996.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 21033:  The appendix section that refers to the antidegradation         
     demonstration does not really define important social or economic          
     development; it defines social or economic development without establishing
     thresholds that indicate importance.  Some thresholds must be established  
     in order to assure some consistency in application of the concept between  
     the States.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D1996.044     
     
     The commenter requests that the final Guidance contain specific guidelines 
     to assist States and Tribes in identifying what can be considered important
     social and economic development.  Although EPA agrees that specific        
     guidelines would be desirable for consistency sake, EPA recognizes that the
     final Guidance cannot anticipate every possible situation that might be    
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     encountered as States and Tribes run their water quality programs.         
     Instead, the final Guidance and accompanying SID provide Great             
     Lakes-specific guidelines to States and Tribes on how to tailor the general
     requirements and guidance that EPA has developed nationally to specific    
     problems and concerns of the Great Lakes System.  This is especially true  
     of the determination of whether or not an activity that results in a       
     significant lowering of water quality represents important social and      
     economic development.  The social and economic importance of any particular
     activity is related to many factors.  These factors and their relationships
     to each other are not always clearly understood.  In order for the final   
     Guidance to be workable, States and Tribes must retain adequate autonomy   
     and flexibility within the broader guidelines laid out by the final        
     Guidance to be able to respond appropriately to the different situations   
     that arise.  To strive for too great a level of detail in the final        
     Guidance would guarantee its ultimate failure as unexpected situations     
     arose.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance pertaining to the     
     determination of whether or not a proposed activity represents important   
     social and economic development are intentionally general and broad.  The  
     Guidance will be successful in achieving a level of consistency between all
     the Great Lakes States and Tribes if every State and Tribe considers each  
     of the factors discussed in the SID in making their evaluations of         
     antidegradation demonstrations.  Further, it is doubtful that circumstances
     surrounding any one antidegradation review will ever be sufficiently       
     similar to any other review to allow meaningful comparison.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2098.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is not based on sound science.                                     
                                                                                
     The credibility of any complex environmental regulation rests on the       
     scientific evidence and procedures which support it.   The Paper Council   
     believes that the GLI is premised on sloppy science -- and, in many        
     instances, on no science at all.  The result is that portions of the GLI   
     entail regulation through conjecture.                                      
                                                                                
     The EPA's own independent Science Advisory Board (SAB) evaluation of the   
     GLI criticizes the use of dubious scientific methods.  The SAB report      
     states:                                                                    
                                                                                
     It is the Subcommittee's conclusion that the substantive scientific issues 
     raised here should be addressed before the Agency adopts final guidance.   
                                                                                
     A SAB report:  Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality
     Initiative, p. 2. (Emphasis added).                                        
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     Response to: D2098.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2098.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) -- the office with the           
     responsibility to review all federal regulations -- stated that "...the EPA
     has failed to describe adequately the need for the regulation."  (Letter to
     former EPA Administrator William Reilly from James MacRae, Jr.)  The Paper 
     Council agrees with OMB's assessment.                                      
                                                                                
     One major justification for the GLI is based on the premise that the Great 
     Lakes is uniquely susceptible to toxic loadings because of its inability to
     "purge" chemicals from the basin.  Data, however, demonstrate that the     
     Great Lakes have seen a decrease in levels of several Bioaccumulative      
     Chemicals of Concern (BCCs).  In addition, contrary to EPA assumptions,    
     hydraulic flushing is not the sole pathway for removal of substances from  
     the ecosystem.                                                             
                                                                                
     [The EPA ignores the plethora of existing state and federal water quality  
     regulations and their ability to achieve the same goals as the GLI.  These 
     regulations have contributed to the vast improvement of water quality in   
     the Great Lakes.  The EPA stated in its own preamble that nonpoint source  
     pollution is now preventing further improvement in the ecosystem.]         
                                                                                
     [Finally, there are more effective and site-specific initiatives, like     
     Lakewide Management Plans (Lamps) and Remedial Action Plans (Raps) which   
     have not been considered by, or integrated into, the GLI.]                 
     
     
     Response to: D2098.002     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Section I of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2098.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .003 is imbedded in comment .002.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA ignores the plethora of existing state and federal water quality   
     regulations and their ability to achieve the same goals as the GLI.  These 
     regulations have contributed to the vast improvement of water quality in   
     the Great Lakes.  The EPA stated in its own preamble that nonpoint source  
     pollution is now preventing further improvement in the ecosystem.          
     
     
     Response to: D2098.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2098.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment .004 is imbedded in comment .002.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, there are more effective and site-specific initiatives, like      
     Lakewide Management Plans (Lamps) and Remedial Action Plans (Raps) which   
     have not been considered by, or integrated into, the GLI.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2098.004     
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2098.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will not result in any significant improvement in the environment. 
                                                                                
     The EPA has not been able to accurately quantify how the GLI will improve  
     the environment.  Reports from the Great Lakes states indicate that the    
     GLI's targeted toxins are not responsible for any impairments in drinking  
     water or swimming in the Lakes.  Moreover, the GLI is incapable of         
     addressing the issues of restrictions on fish consumption or impairments of
     aquatic life.  This is because the GLI will not significantly reduce the   
     total loadings of any regulated substance.                                 
                                                                                
     The inevitable failure of the GLI rests squarely with the fact that it does
     not address nonpoint source pollution, which represents alomost 90% of the 
     pollutants currently deposited in the Great Lakes.                         
                                                                                
     A local example illustrates this point.  The Green Bay Mass Balance study, 
     which generated over 100,000 data points, demonstrated that less than 1% of
     the PCB loadings into the Fox River and Green Bay in 1989 were from point  
     sources.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Because the current sources of environmental degradation in the Great Lakes
     are not the target of the GLI, it is logical to assume that the GLI will   
     fail to adequately adress any on-going degradation.  In other words, the   
     GLI cannot substantially improve the environment.  And even if, as promised
     by the EPA, the GLI does eventually address nonpoint source pollution, the 
     proposed regulation of point sources will still not contribute             
     significantly to the improvement of water quality.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2098.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2098.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It may not be technically or economically feasible to Implement the GLI.   
                                                                                
     As currently written, the GLI often asks the impossible of industrial and  
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     municipal dischargers.  Some of the discharge limits resulting from the GLI
     will be so strict that they cannot be detected by current technology.      
                                                                                
     The OMB estimates that the GLI sets thresholds for some substances at a    
     level 100,000 times more stringent than what has been determined to affect 
     laboratory animals.  Another example of the regulation's extreme nature is 
     that ordinary drinking water would -- in some instances -- be unsuitable   
     for discharge.  There is serious question whether any modern technology    
     could be employed by industries or municipalities that will meet the       
     ultra-strict discharge standards the GLI will impose.                      
                                                                                
     The most glaring example of the GLI's extremism are the permit levels which
     could be imposed for mercury.  The GLI's mercury criteria are set at       
     concentrations 1,000 times more sensitive than EPA's current approved      
     detection limits.  The wildlife criterion for mercury will require reducing
     concentrations of this naturally occurring element below those levels found
     in pristine conditions.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2098.006     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
                                                                                
     Also see response to comment G2892.007 for a discussion of the cost of     
     implementing this Guidance.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2098.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs imposed by the GLI dwarf its potential environmental benefit.    
                                                                                
     The GLI flunks any cost-benefit analysis.  Any small potential             
     environmental benefit is dwarfed by the rule's crippling costs.  For this  
     reason alone, the GLI should be modified.                                  
                                                                                
     The stringent water quality criteria, the antidegradation procedures and   
     changes in the implementation procedures will all require new capital      
     expenditures and on-going operation expenses.                              
                                                                                
     The Paper Council believes that the EPA has grossly underestimated the cost
     of the GLI.  The OMB concluded that the EPA "substantially understated" the
     cost of implementing the GLI.  As just one example, the EPA failed to      
     incorporate costs associated with the GLI's mandated pollution minimization
     programs into its fiscal impact analysis.  In addition, the EPA never      
     estimated the cost of the new implementation procedures, perhaps the most  
     costly aspect of the proposed regulation.                                  

Page 66



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: D2098.007     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2098.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to the $200 million estimate provided by the EPA for total costs, 
     the American Forest & Paper Association estimates that capital costs alone 
     for the paper industry in the Great Lakes region will exceed $1.3 billion. 
     An independent study published by DRI/McGraw Hill, and commissioned by the 
     Council of Great Lakes Governors, estimates that if the GLI is not modified
     it will cost $2.286 billion per year and 33,230 jobs in the Basin.         
     
     
     Response to: D2098.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: D2098.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     The EPA has asked for comments on whether and to what extent the GLI should
     modify intake credits.  The Paper Council strongly opposes EPA's           
     recommended option.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2098.009     
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     In the final Guidance, EPA made several significant changes to the intake  
     credit provisions in response to commenters' concern.  The numerous issues 
     concerning intake credits are discussed in detail in the SID at Section    
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2098.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the options listed by the EPA, option #4 is most preferable, although   
     the caveat limiting intake credits to water quality-impaired streams should
     be eliminated from the option.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2098.010     
     
     The issue raised in the comment is the same as one raised in comment       
     P2588.086 and is addressed in the response to that comment.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2098.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy would represent an unprecedented expansion of the reach of the  
     Clean Water Act.  Nowhere in the Act does it expressly or impliedly require
     dischargers to purify receiving waters.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2098.011     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers    
     D2722.012.  See also Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2098.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to eliminate mixing zones for selected substances         
     (completely eliminating zones for BCCs and severely restricting them for   
     other substances).  Industrial and municipal plant operators will be forced
     to meet ambient water quality standards at the end of their pipes,         
     increasing the stringency of most permits by 90% Plants will be required to
     install new -- in some instances yet-to-be-developed -- treatment          
     technologies to meet new end of the pipe standards.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2098.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2098.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's derivation procedures for BCC criteria are meant to compensate   
     for uncertainties in the protection of water quality.  The elimination of  
     mixing zones duplicates this cautious approach and therefore is an         
     expensive and redundant method of protecting water quality.                
     
     
     Response to: D2098.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2098.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality, however, will not appreciably improve if mixing zones are   
     eliminated.  Massive water bodies like the Great Lakes have a natural      
     ability to assimilate and discharge substances.  The GLI fails to recognize
     that mixing zones reflect the duration and exposure component of toxicity. 
     Nevertheless, even though ambient water quality standards are met beyond   
     the mixing zones, the GLI proposes to imposes massive costs in order to    
     cleanse small zones which currently pose no threat to human health, aquatic
     life or wildlife.  Once again, this is classic example of huge costs with  
     no attendant benefit.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2098.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2098.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Paper Council supports using existing EPA methods in considering mixing
     factors for non-BCCs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2098.015     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.5 (mixing zones for         
     open waters) and VIII.C.6 (mixing zones for tributaries), EPA has          
     determined that more specific mixing factors are appropriate for           
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2098.016
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, mixing zones could be limited to the extent technically          
     practicable, consistent with the 1978 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. 
     
     
     Response to: D2098.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2098.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Paper Council objects to the requirement that plants conduct "pollutant
     minimization programs" whenever a WQBEL is below the detection levels.     
     This requirement is being imposed regardless of whether detectable levels  
     of a pollutant remain in the plant's effluent.                             
                                                                                
     The EPA cannot justify imposing expensive minimization programs without    
     first demonstrating that there is a need for such a program i.e., that the 
     pollutant needs to be eliminated.  What purpose would a program serve if   
     data demonstrates that current discharge levels are below the prescribed   
     WQBEL?                                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2098.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2098.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, there is no reason why the GLI should ignore effective treatment  
     technologies in favor of pollutant minimization, especially if treatment is
     more effective and cost effective.  How standards are to be met must be    
     left to the regulated community, which has the experience and knowledge to 
     most effectively marshall its resources in order to meet environmental     
     standards in the least costly manner.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2098.018     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2098.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Detection Levels                                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI will set allowable discharge levels below the level of detection   
     for certain substances.  This means that enforcement of permits will be    
     predicated on permit levels which are so low that laboratory monitoring    
     equipment will be unable to quantify the existence of those substances in  
     the discharge.                                                             
                                                                                
     In addition, these low levels will essentially create separate treatment   
     and enforcement standards among similar plants because the levels of       
     detection will be a function of varying laboratory detection capabilities  
     throughout the Great Lakes.  The GLI should fix a definition of            
     quantifiable limits and the specification of particular sampling procedures
     in order to eliminate lab variabilities.                                   
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     Response to: D2098.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2098.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, a narrative statement should be placed in a permit which states   
     that a discharger is in compliance with a limit if the substance is not    
     detected above the practical quantitation level.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2098.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2098.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will prohibit the discharge of Bioaccumulating Chemicals of Concern
     (BCCs) from any point source above levels currently being discharged.  The 
     Paper Council strongly opposes the GLI's antidegradation policy.           
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     The policy would make it nearly impossible for any industrial or municipal 
     plants to expand if they are operating below full capacity and below       
     allowable permit limits.  Such a policy ignores recessionary cycles which  
     can force industry to cut production.  In addition, normal process or      
     product line changes would essentially be "frozen" unless a business could 
     show widespread social and economic harm.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2098.021     
     
     EPA received considerable comment on the use of EEQ to implement           
     antidegradation for BCCs.  The proposed Guidance defined a significant     
     lowering of water quality for BCCs as increase in loading in excess of     
     EEQ-based controls.  EEQ-based controls were to be implemented through     
     either permit limits notification requirements or prohibitions triggers in 
     NPDES permits for point source dischargers.  Similar requirements would    
     have applied to nonpoint sources where there existed regulatory authority  
     to do so.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Commenters complained that the using EEQ as the mechanism for implementing 
     antidegradation for BCCs would act as a disincentive for facilities to     
     optimize waste water treatment.  Commenters argued that facilities that    
     made an effort to achieve the best possible effluent would be penalized by 
     receiving more stringent effluent limits whereas facilities that were more 
     haphazard in their approach to treatment plant operations would be rewarded
     by receiving less stringent effluent limits.                               
                                                                                
     Commenters also stated that the use of EEQ deprived them of the compliance 
     benefits they gained as a result of maintaining their effluent quality at  
     levels well below permit limits.  Commenters reasoned that they often went 
     beyond the requirements of their permits for the purpose of ensuring       
     compliance with effluent limits.  EEQ-based limits, by tracking actual     
     effluent quality, would deprive dischargers of these benefits.             
                                                                                
     Commenters went on to suggest that the EEQ provisions contained in the     
     proposed Guidance would create incentives for dischargers to achieve the   
     maximum possible loadings allowable under their permits and thereby ensure 
     for themselves higher EEQ-based limits when the antidegradation provisions 
     were finally implemented. Thus, the antidegradation provisions in the      
     proposed Guidance could actually function in a manner contrary to EPA's    
     intent and result in an short-term increase in loadings to the Great Lakes 
     System as dischargers scrambled to discharge as great a quantity of BCCs as
     they could to the Great Lakes in order to receive higher permit limits.    
                                                                                
     Although EPA is not altogether convinced that the bleak picture painted by 
     the commenters would in fact prevail, EPA is willing to concede that the   
     use of EEQ does result in incentives that run counter to the goals of the  
     CWA, the CPA and the objective of reducing loadings of BCCs to the Great   
     Lakes System.  Therefore, the final Guidance does not include EEQ-based    
     effluent limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for BCCs.  This 
     change should eliminate any unintended disincentives for optimum waste     
     water treatment that the proposed Guidance may have contained.             
                                                                                
     The final Guidance retains the basic definition of significant lowering of 
     water quality for BCCs that was contained in the proposed Guidance.  That  
     is, any increase in loading of a BCC to the Great Lakes System is a        
     significant lowering of water quality and subject to antidegradation       
     review.  However, States and Tribes are no longer required to implement    
     antidegradation through effluent limits.  Instead, the final Guidance      
     specifies that the control document issued to facilities that discharge    
     BCCs shall include a condition prohibiting any deliberate activity by the  
     regulated facility that would result in an increased loading of BCCs to the
     Great Lakes System unless an antidegradation review is performed and       
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     approved.  As a result of this change, the final Guidance eliminates the   
     problems associated with the EEQ approach without compromising the         
     protection given to the Great Lakes System.                                
                                                                                
     The final Guidance is also truer to the intent of antidegradation as a     
     result of the change.  To be effective, antidegradation review must occur  
     while an activity that will result in an increased loading is still in the 
     planning stages.  Ideally, the antidegradation process should begin once it
     is realized that an activity will result in an increased pollutant loading.
      The State or Tribal regulatory authority should be notified that an       
     activity that could result in a lowering of water quality is under         
     consideration and the regulated facility should begin the pollution        
     prevention and alternative treatment analysis.  When the analysis is       
     complete, the regulated facility will either have identified ways in which 
     the activity under consideration can occur without a concomitant lowering  
     of water quality, or discovered that lowering water quality is a necessary 
     consequence of the activity under consideration.  In either case, the      
     findings of the analysis would be presented to the State or Tribal         
     regulatory authority.  If the activity could occur without lowering water  
     quality, no further review would be required and the activity would be     
     allowed to proceed.  If the activity would result in a lowering of water   
     quality, the State or Tribal authority would provide an opportunity for    
     public pa                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2098.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Almost any production or process change could cause a de minimus change in 
     the effluent concentration, while not impacting the environment.  However, 
     the antidegradation policy will apply regardless of the effect that even a 
     minute increase might have on water quality.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2098.022     
     
     See response to comment D2798.046.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2098.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most counter-productive aspect of this policy is that it will destroy  
     any incentive for industry to voluntarily reduce the discharge of selected 
     substances beyond compliance levels.  Because the GLI will make it illegal 
     to increase discharges of any pollutant -- regardless of current permit    
     levels -- any industry which voluntarily reduces its discharge of          
     pollutants will essentially be codifying a new, lower, discharge level for 
     itself.  Such an industry will risk inhibiting future expansion of their   
     plant.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2098.023     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2098.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ) as a basis for permit limits and 
     as a trigger for the antidegradation review.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2098.024     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2098.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     An antidegradation review should only be required upon a request for an    
     increase in an existing WQBEL or a new discharge.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2098.025     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2098.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation analysis should allow for a de minimus threshold       
     whereby a minor request for an increase in a permit limit would be exempt  
     from review if no significant deterioration in water quality would result. 
     
     
     Response to: D2098.026     
     
     See response to comment D2798.046.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2098.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution prevention plans should not be mandated (see "E").               
     
     
     Response to: D2098.027     
     
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance mandate pollution prevention   
     plans as part of the antidegradation demonstration. Also, neither the      
     proposed nor the final Guidance require dischargers to take any specific   
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     actions with respect to modifications of production processes within a     
     facility or changes or improvements to the waste water treatment by a      
     facility.  The final Guidance specifies that a facility contemplating an   
     action that is anticipated to result in a significant lowering of water    
     quality must conduct an analysis of the potential to offset some or all of 
     the anticipated significant lowering of water quality through pollution    
     prevention and that prudent and feasible options that would accomplish this
     goal be identified in the antidegradation demonstration prepared by the    
     facility.  States and Tribes will then use the information provided by the 
     facility in conjunction with the analysis of enhanced and alternate        
     treatment options to determine whether or not the significant lowering of  
     water quality that will result from the proposed activity is necessary. If 
     the State or Tribe finds, as a result of the information provided by the   
     facility, that the significant lowering of water quality is not necessary, 
     the State or Tribe will not permit the requested change in pollutant       
     loading from the facility.  How the facility proceeds at that point is     
     beyond the scope of this Guidance.  The facility may choose to implement   
     the pollution prevention and enhanced and alternative treatment options    
     identified through the antidegradation demonstration, proceed with the     
     proposed activity, and inform the State or Tribal regulatory agency that,  
     the options identified in the antidegradation demonstration were being     
     implemented, that no increased loading of the pollutant was now            
     anticipated.  As a result, there would be no lowering of water quality, and
     consequently no need for further antidegradation review. Alternatively, the
     facility could choose to forego the proposed activity, or select some other
     mechanism for eliminating the increased loading that would result from the 
     proposed activity. In any event, how the facility chooses to comply with   
     the water quality standards is solely the decision of the facility.        
                                                                                
     The pollution prevention analysis is both necessary and appropriate to     
     allow States and Tribes to answer the question of whether or not a         
     requested significant lowering of water quality is necessary, as required  
     by Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  Therefore, the pollution         
     prevention component of the antidegradation demonstration is retained in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2098.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Paper Council understands that goal of creating consistent and uniform 
     water quality standards for the entire Great Lakes ecosystem.  This goal,  
     however, is premised on the assumption that all of the Great Lakes have    
     such commonality that they can be addressed in a single omnibus            
     environmental regulation.  This is siimply not the case.  Lake Superior is 
     vastly different from Lake Erie, both in size, type of wildlife, uses of   
     the two lakes and the extent of current pollution and contamination.       
                                                                                
     The goal should be to ensure an uniform level of environmental protection, 
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     without mandating uniform criteria.                                        
                                                                                
     Uniform criteria applied to disparate lakes mandates standards which are   
     unnecessarily strict for some lakes for the sake of consistency with the   
     high standards of another.  Once again, this will impose additional costs  
     on certain regions of the Basin, with no incremental increase in           
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2098.028     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Sections I.C and II.C  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2098.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI offers no justification of why these uniform standards
     -- designed for open waters -- are being applied to tributaries of the     
     Great Lakes.  Why should open water standards be applicable to rivers; for 
     example, why should the open water standards for Lake Huron be applicable  
     to the unique natural attributes of the Fox River?  The mantra of          
     "uniformity" -- uniformity for its own sake -- does not answer these       
     questions.                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2098.029     
     
     See the definition of the Great Lakes System contained in Section II of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2098.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 79



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the GLI fails to provide any method for establishing site-specific
     criteria, based on site-specific conditions such as bioavailability,       
     chemical speciation, natural adaptation and differences in resident        
     species. These conditions should also be considered when determining Water 
     Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs).  Again, applying a single set of   
     water quality criteria across the basin does not take into consideration   
     the diversity of the ecosystem.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2098.030     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2098.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Paper Council prefers a modified option 3A, within the implementation  
     procedure, for the development of TMDL.  This option should be modified in 
     order to factor in nonpoint source loadings into the formula.  In addition,
     when developing Waste Load Allocations (WLA) and Load Allocations (LA), the
     technical economic feasibility of reducing those loadings must be          
     considered.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2098.031     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2  
     regarding EPA's decision to combine aspects of proposed options A and B    
     into a single TMDL procedure.  Also, see the discussion of the final       
     Guidance's mixing zone provisions for tributaries in the SID at VIII.C.6.  
     For a discussion of the final Guidance's treatment of nonpoint sources,    
     including issues of economic feasisiblity, see the discussions in the SID  
     at VIII.C.1, VIII.C.3.c and VIII.C.3.e.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2098.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, in developing a TMDL in an area that exceeds the WQS, effluent    
     limits should not be established that are more stringent than either the   
     larger of the criterion or background concentration.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2098.032     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2098.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Values.                                                            
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes to impose extremely stringent environmental standards for 
     substances when there is little or insufficient data concerning their      
     impact on the environment.  The GLI will shift the burden to the discharger
     to produce scientific evidence proving that another, less stringent, value 
     for that substance is appropriate.                                         
                                                                                
     Tier II values impose regulations in a scientific void.  Bad science has   
     given way to no science at all, and government -- at least in the realm of 
     environmental regulation -- is ready to adopt the notion that industry and 
     municipalities are guilty until proven innocent.                           
                                                                                
     Tier II values place dischargers in a lose - lose situation.  If one       
     chooses to engage in the expensive research to disprove the need for a     
     stringent Tier II value, it may not be possible to complete the required   
     research within the three year deadline imposed by the GLI.  Most extensive
     research will take at least 24 months to complete.  If the research is     
     inconclusive, the discharger may have not time to put into place the       
     necessary treatment equipment.                                             
                                                                                
     On the other hand, if a plant chooses to invest in expensive equipment to  
     meet the Tier II values, and subsequent research demonstrates that those   
     values are unnecessary, then that plant could be put at a competitive      
     disadvantage because the lower values it has accepted would be "locked"    
     into place by the antibacksliding provisions which will prevent increases  
     in permit limits when Tier II values are elevated to Tier I criteria.      
     
     
     Response to: D2098.033     
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     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2098.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) are perhaps the lynch-pin of the GLI.  They 
     act as a regulatory trigger and are critical in determining human and      
     wildlife criteria, as well as defining Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern
     (BCCs).  The Paper Council does not object to the concept behind BAFs.     
     Rather, our concern is with whether the BAF methodology is sufficiently    
     grounded in sound science to make it work in a fair and reasonable fashion.
                                                                                
     The Paper Council does not believe the modeling procedure should be used as
     a numeric factor in deriving water quality standards.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2098.034     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BAF modelling procedures should not be  
     used to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria.  EPA has decided 
     to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health   
     and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both 
     the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data
     for human health is discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI  
     of the SID.  The new minimum BAF data required to derive Tier I human      
     health criteria for organic chemicals include either: (a) a field-measured 
     BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a chemical with a 
     BAF less than 125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic
     chemicals, including organometals such as mercury, the minimum BAF data    
     required to derive a Tier I human health and wildlife criteria include     
     either: (a) a field-measured BAF or (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the
     majority of inorganic chemicals, the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM =  
     1) because there is no apparent biomagnification or metabolism.  See SID   
     Section IV for additional responses to the issues raised in this comment.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2098.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One major concern with BAFs is the Food Chain Multiplier.  In the absence  
     of a field measured BAF, the GLI requires the application of a Food Chain  
     Multipler (FCM) to a Bioconcentration Factor in order to estimate the BAF. 
     According to studies conducted by the American Forest and Paper Association
     (AFPA), the factors provided do not reflect the reality of the Great Lakes 
     ecosystem.  In other words, the FCM approach in the GLI does not accurately
     predict appropriate BAFs.  In fact, AFPA's conclusion is that the FCM      
     approach may overestimate or underestimate the BAF by as much as two orders
     of magnitude.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2098.035     
     
     EPA disagrees that the factors provided in the final Guidance do not       
     reflect the reality of the Great Lakes Ecosystem.  EPA decided to use the  
     1993 Gobas model in the development of FCMs instead of the Thomann model   
     (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes   
     much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing          
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs  
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA     
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2098.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other concerns with the BAF include the application of BAFs derived from   
     open water of the Great Lakes to all other waters within the basin, without
     any adjustment.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2098.036     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.  EPA      
     agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs should  
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     be allowed on a site- specific basis if there is scientific justification. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2098.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the BAF methodology does not consider the metabolism, potency 
     or environmental fate/pathway of a pollutant.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2098.037     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important processes such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether or not metabolism is accounted for.             
                                                                                
     The toxicological data is not considered in the derivation of the BAF but  
     is an important parameter in the derivation of the criteria and values.    
                                                                                
     The final Giudance does consider the bioavailability of a pollutant.  EPA  
     has decided to use the freely dissolved concentration of organic chemicals 
     in the derivation of baseline BAFs and the total concentration of the      
     chemical for derivation of Tier I human health and wildlife criteria.  The 
     fraction of the chemical in the ambient water that is freely dissolved,    
     ffd, will be calculated using the Kow for the chemical and the             
     concentration of DOC and POC in the ambient water.  For further details on 
     derivation of this equation, see the final BAF TSD.                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2098.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The overestimation of a BAF leads to unnecessarily strict criteria and     
     imposes costly implementation and antidegradation provisions on            
     dischargers.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2098.038     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenters that the antidegradation provision of the   
     final Guidance, as promulgated under Appendix E to Part 132, may impact the
     regulated community.  However, EPA disagrees that the impact will be       
     significant.  EPA also agrees that costs other than demonstration costs may
     be incurred by a facility in the form of lost opportunities for business.  
                                                                                
     In an effort to estimate what the lost opportunity cost could be related to
     implementation of the antidegradation provision of the Guidance, EPA       
     performed a separate cost analysis.  This analysis, described in the       
     "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," was based on the antidegradation      
     requirements for bioaccumulative compounds of concern (BCCs) contained in  
     the final Guidance, and the assumption that the economic growth in the     
     region (as indicated by total value of shipments for six major categories  
     of direct dischargers in the basin) would continue at a pace equal to the  
     average growth over the last 8 years (1987-1994).  The resulting estimated 
     incremental annual growth ($864 million) served as the baseline from which 
     impacts were estimated.                                                    
                                                                                
     Depending upon the assumed number of facilities with BCCs in their         
     discharge that are expected to request and receive approval of an          
     antidegradation review, EPA estimates the incremental annual growth that   
     would be lost due to implementation of the Guidance would range from $43.2 
     million to $2.2 million.                                                   
                                                                                
     It should be noted that EPA does not expect an increase in the baseline    
     loadings for BCCs, because the use of many BCCs is already banned or       
     severely restricted by the Agency.  A study performed for EPA shows that 14
     of the 28 BCCs are banned or severely restricted, and another four of the  
     28 are by-products of banned or severely restricted BCCs.  The remaining 10
     BCCs have some limited restrictions for use or are not restricted at all,  
     or no data were found for them.  EPA therefore believes that the mid- and  
     high- estimates of lost opportunity are unlikely because the increase of   
     banned or restricted BCCs should not occur due to releases from the        
     manufacture or use of the BCC.  In fact, EPA assumes that the levels of    
     these BCCs will decrease over time in point source discharges and in the   
     environment.  Several other BCCs are present as contaminants or by-products
     of banned or restricted BCCs (e.g., heptachlor epoxide is a metabolic      
     breakdown product of heptachlor), and for the same reason, the levels of   
     these BCCs should also decrease over time.  Therefore, EPA does not        
     anticipate antidegradation reviews as a result of an increase in loading   
     levels for BCCs that result in a significant lowering of water quality.    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2098.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the GLI is labeled "guidance," the EPA has chosen to ignore the   
     spirit of this title and rigidly impose the GLI as a mandate.  The Paper   
     Council believes that the enabling legislative authority for the GLI       
     envisioned a flexible set of guidelines for each of the Great Lakes States 
     to consider when evaluating their water quality standards.  For reasons    
     stated in the uniformity section (I-F), proposing the GLI as true guidance,
     instead of a heavy-handed regulation, would ensure the long-term success of
     the GLI's environmental goals.  The guidance should reflect a range of     
     options designed to assist the states in meeting their objectives.         
     
     
     Response to: D2098.039     
     
     For a discussion of one of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in    
     developing the final Guidance, that of promoting consistency in standards  
     and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to    
     States and Tribes, see response to comment number P2769.085.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2098.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity is not included in the current GLI draft.  The Paper Council    
     believes that in the absence of confirmed scientific data, an assumption of
     additivity is not justified.  The Paper Council endorses the SAB statement 
     that additivity be considered on a case-by-case basis.  In addition, the   
     burden of proof of additivity must be on the permitting authorities.       
     
     
     Response to: D2098.040     
     
     It is important to note that the final Guidance does not address the       
     possible                                                                   
     toxicologic interactions between pollutants in a mixture (e.g., synergism  
     or                                                                         
     antagonism) because of the limited data available on these interactive     
     effects.  The quantitative significance of toxic interactions between      
     chemicals in mixtures at environmental levels of exposure is often         
     difficult                                                                  
     to assess.  For example, most of the data available on toxicant            
     interactions                                                               
     are derived from acute toxicity studies using experimental animals. Many of
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     these studies use sequential exposures (first chemical 1, then chemical 2),
     which can differ substantially from simultaneous exposures in terms of the 
     direction of an interaction (Durkin et al., 1994). The use of acute        
     toxicity                                                                   
     data to assess the potential interactions in chronic simultaneous exposures
     is also difficult unless the same mechanisms of interaction are known to   
     apply. Additionally, the limited data available on toxicant interactions   
     from                                                                       
     both chronic and acute studies indicate that the chronic interactions can  
     be                                                                         
     either greater or less than the observed acute interactions. (Technical    
     Support Document on Risk Assessment of Chemical Mixtures, 1990.            
     EPA/600/8-90/064).  Due to these data limitations, the additivity          
     procedures                                                                 
     do not include procedures to estimate synergistic or antagonistic effects  
     from mixtures of pollutants.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with comments in the SAB report that multiple carcinogens in a  
     mixture should be considered on a case-by-case basis to determine whether  
     there is adequate data to characterize the potential interactions in the   
     mixture because carcinogens can act through a wide variety of mechanisms   
     and                                                                        
     target different organs.  The final Guidance, consistent with these        
     comments                                                                   
     and with the 1986 Guidelines on Chemical Mixtures, does not preclude States
     or Tribes from using any such data, when available, to characterize the    
     potential carcinogenic effects from the interaction of pollutants.  In the 
     majority of cases, these data will not be available.  In these situations, 
     EPA believes it would be appropriate for States and Tribes to assume that  
     the                                                                        
     total upper bound carcinogenic risk from a mixture is equal to the sum of  
     the                                                                        
     upper-bound incremental risk levels for the individual components of the   
     mixture.  EPA also believes this assumption is valid as long as the        
     carcinogens are acting independently.  EPA has determined that this        
     assumption of independence of action for carcinogens is a valid assumption 
     at                                                                         
     the concentration levels of concern in the Great Lakes System.  At these   
     low                                                                        
     concentrations, the competition for receptor sites will be reduced and the 
     likelihood of significant interactions (e.g., synergistic or antagonistic  
     effects) between pollutants will be minimal.  In other words, if the       
     probability of developing cancer from one pollutant is independent of the  
     probability of developing cancer from another pollutant, then the          
     probability                                                                
     of developing cancer from both substances may be obtained from summing the 
     individual probabilities.  Therefore, in the absence of data on the        
     interactions among the carcinogens, EPA believes that it would be          
     reasonable                                                                 
     for States and Tribes to estimate the total upper-bound incremental cancer 
     risks to human health by adding the separate upper-bound incremental cancer
     risks from each pollutant in the mixture.  This assumption is consistent   
     with                                                                       
     the 1986 Guidelines for Chemical Mixtures.                                 
                                                                                
     This assumption of additivity for carcinogens at low concentrations has    
     been                                                                       
     adopted in regulations and reports developed by other federal agencies.    
     For                                                                        
     example, the Food and Drug Administration procedures governing carcinogenic
     impurities in color or food additives assumes in the absence of specific   
     contrary information on the interactions among the carcinogenic impurities 
     that the risks incurred from the presence of multiple carcinogenic         
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     impurities                                                                 
     in a color or food additive are additive, and sum the estimated upper bound
     risks of these pollutants (53 FR 33118, August 30, 1988).                  
                                                                                
     This assumption of additivity is also supported by information in the      
     National Research Council Report, "Complex Mixtures: Methods for In Vivo   
     Toxicity Testing" National Research Council, 1988.  The Committee Report   
     analyzed epidemiologic studies and current models to predict toxicity of   
     mixtures containing multiple carcinogens, and concluded that effects of    
     exposures to pollutants with low response rates usually appear to be       
     additive                                                                   
     (Executive Summary, at p.3). The report also summarizes data demonstrating 
     additive effects from multiple carcinogens at low chemical concentrations. 
     This data was based on several additivity models, including the two models 
     most commoningly used by EPA for low-dose extrapolation: (1) multistage and
     (2) the Moolgavkar models (Chapter 5, and Appendix E, at p. 200).  The     
     final                                                                      
     Guidance recommends use of the linearized multistage model to determine    
     human                                                                      
     cancer potencies.  the cancer potencies are used in the derivation of human
     health criteria (see Section V.C.c. of the SID for a complete discussion of
     the use of the linearized multistage model).                               
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that chemicals in a mixture could take entirely separate  
     environmental pathways.  When deriving BAFs EPA attempts to account for    
     several environmental pathways that chemicals can take by accounting for   
     the                                                                        
     bioavailability of the chemicals and the partitioning between the water    
     column and the sediment.  In addition, for those chemicals that volatilize,
     the BAFs will be very low and therefore the corresponding criteria will    
     more                                                                       
     than likely not have a major impact on the overall cancer risk level in the
     mixture even an assumption of additivity is included.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2579.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits. Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals  
     responsible for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by      
     nonpoint sources, such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and            
     contaminated sediments.  The GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  
     No fish consumption advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of    
     implementing the Initiative.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2579.001     
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     See response to comments D2723.004, D2587.017, and F4030.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2579.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
     Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20  
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2579.002     
     
     Based in part on the comments received by EPA on the proposed Guidance,    
     many of the provisions in the final Guidance were revised to allow greater 
     implementation flexibility.  This flexibility should minimize the impacts  
     to the regulated community.  In particular, revisions to the final Guidance
     included a reassessment of bioaccumulation factors (BAF) for several       
     pollutants, recalculation of criteria to reflect updated BAFs and toxicity 
     data, and the establishment of metals criteria for the dissolved form      
     instead of "total recoverable."  In general, these changes resulted in the 
     establishment of less stringent criteria for many pollutants.              
                                                                                
     With respect to the cost assessment study, the criteria revisions resulted 
     in fewer instances where the Guidance-based water quality-based effluent   
     limit (WQBEL) was determined to be more stringent than existing            
     requirements.  This was particularly evident for metals such as copper and 
     zinc.  Because Guidance-based WQBELs were less stringent, the cost to      
     remove these pollutants was reduced.  In addition to the improvements made 
     to the criteria methodology, the final Guidance also provides flexibility  
     to dischargers that have detectable quantities of pollutants in the intake 
     water sources.  While these revisions will not eliminate the cost impact of
     the final Guidance, the impact on dischargers compared to the proposed     
     Guidance should be significantly reduced.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2579.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
                                                                                
     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lake States and will make the region less competitive in the global market 
     for new jobs and economic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
     
     
     Response to: D2579.003     
     
     Based on many of the comments received by EPA on the proposed Guidance, EPA
     revised many of the provisions in the Guidance to allow greater            
     implementation flexibility.  This flexibility should minimize the impacts  
     to the regulated community.  In addition, based on the changes to the final
     Guidance, the comments received on the approach to estimating compliance   
     costs for the proposed Guidance, and the additional data collected for the 
     sample facilities, EPA revised its estimate of compliance costs            
     attributable to the Guidance.                                              
                                                                                
     EPA's revised estimates indicate that the total annualized cost of the     
     final Guidance will be between $60.4 million (low-end) and $376 million    
     (high-end), and will result in pollutant load reductions of between 5.84   
     million (low-end) and 7.65 million (high-end) toxic pounds-equivalent.  The
     low- and high-end estimates vary based on whether or not regulatory relief 
     options, such as phased total maximum daily loads/water quality            
     assessments, site-specific criteria modifications, standards variances,    
     etc., are considered under certain circumstances.  EPA is convinced that   
     its estimates of costs and benefits are sound, and that the final Guidance 
     would result in benefits that are commensurate with projected costs.       
                                                                                
     While EPA did not evaluate in detail the process- and plant- specific      
     information submitted by the many commenters, EPA believes that several    
     general observations can be made regarding these studies and how they      
     differ from the EPA cost study for the final Guidance.                     
                                                                                
     First, many studies included costs associated with many provisions that    
     have changed in the final Guidance.  The most significant of the provisions
     relates to intake pollutants.  Thus the cost estimates submitted with      
     comments that included costs to treat pollutants in intake water would not 
     reflect the revisions in the final Guidance.  Based on the results of an   
     analysis of intake options contained in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs
     Resulting from Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Guidance," EPA estimates that the provisions in the final Guidance related 
     to the discharge of intake pollutants to the same body of water would      
     decrease costs six-fold from the estimated cost to comply with the proposed
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA also revised many of the criteria originally proposed under the        
     Guidance.  These revised criteria were used as the basis for calculating   
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     water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs) for the sample facilities and 
     then estimating compliance costs for the final Guidance.  One of the more  
     significant revisions included applying metals criteria in the dissolved   
     form.  In general, use of criteria in the dissolved form results in less   
     stringent WQBELs for metals than would be calculated using criteria in the 
     total form. Therefore, EPA believes that many of the cost estimates        
     provided by commenters, particularly those estimates for metals, are likely
     to overstate the cost impact of the Guidance.                              
                                                                                
     Many commenters also assumed that the mere presence of a pollutant would   
     result in costs to comply with a Guidance-based WQBEL.  It should be noted 
     that the presence of a pollutant in the ambient waters of the Great Lakes  
     Basin does not require permitting authorities to establish a WQBEL for that
     pollutant.  The establishment of a permit limit is appropriate only where  
     the permitting authority determines that a pollutant is likely to be       
     present, and that the pollutant concentration has a "reasonable potential" 
     to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the applicable water qualtiy    
     standard.  Where the pollutant is not likely to be present, or is not      
     present at levels that have reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
     a WQS exceedance, a WQBEL should not be necessary.                         
                                                                                
     The majority of cost estimates provided by commenters include the costs for
     the addition of end-of-pipe treatment to achieve proposed Guidance WQBELs. 
     This was particularly the case when WQBELs were expected to be below       
     analytical detection levels.  EPA disagrees that end-of-pipe treatment is  
     necessary to achieve Guidance-based WQBELs in all cases.  As discussed in  
     the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the   
     Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," there are documented cases where
     waste minimization or source control techniques have been used to comply   
     with existing permit limits established below detection levels. Although   
     waste minimization or source controls are not always applicable, EPA       
     assumes that a facility would first evaluate whether process changes or    
     modifications are feasible, prior to incurring costs for adding treatment. 
     Even so EPA estimates that the annual cost for all direct dischargers would
     be about $370 million with limited use of regulatory relief mechanisms,    
     waste minimization, and source controls as compliance options.             
                                                                                
     In addition, many commenters assumed that compliance would be base         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2579.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc WET
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE CRITERIA:                                                     
                                                                                
     The absence of scientifically defensible, peer-reviewed, criteria          
     invalidates the proposal to develop and use Tier II values to derive       
     enforceable water quality-based effluent limits in discharge permits.      
     Reliance on short-cut methodologies for Tier II "value" determination makes
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     it impossible to accurately predict the regulatory requirements and        
     associated costs and benefits of the proposed GLWQG.  The Tier II approach 
     delays but, does not remove, the need to develp Tier I criteria.  Tier II  
     methodologies serve only as an interim translator mechanism for            
     implementing narrative toxicity requirements as appied to dischargers.     
     Tier I criteria need to be developed for all applicable pollutants since   
     Tier I criteria are scientifically based and defensible.  The Tier II      
     methodology may be useful as a tool in helping to assess and set priorities
     among the listed pollutants for Tier I criteria development.  It is neither
     necessary nor beneficial to require state promulgation of Tier II aquatic  
     life methodologies for routine determination of water quality-based        
     effluent limits in NPDES Permits.  Tier II methodology should be used as   
     EPA guidance to the states for pollutant screening and limited case-by-case
     use in NPDES permitting when whole effluent toxicity testing is not        
     appropriate.  However, these cases should be guidance only with allowance  
     for state flexibility in actual use.  In cases where a discharge may       
     contain substances for which numeric water quality criteria are not        
     available (neither Tier I nor existing state criteria), then whole effluent
     toxicity testing can provide an adequate and more scientifically based     
     approach for protection of aquatic life than proposed Tier II criteria.    
     The Tier II methodology and values are best used for screening purposes.   
     Tier II values can be useful in evaluating whether a chemical is present or
     proposed to be discharged at a level of concern when there is no criterion 
     level established.  Comparing the Tier II value to the proposed discharge  
     concentration may assist in determining whether additional whole effluent  
     toxicity monitoring should be done.  Use of the Tier II aquatic life values
     to derive water quality-based effluent limits (WQBEL) will not result in   
     consistent requirements for all dischargers as intended.  Instead,         
     differences in the databases selected for use by each individual state will
     result in the derivation of significantly different Tier II values.        
     
     
     Response to: D2579.004     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2579.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed aquatic life criteria development documents must be peer      
     reviewed.  Derivation of these criteria are discussed in a technical       
     support document.  This document is referenced in a preamble of the GLWQG  
     with an indication that is was available in an administrative record.  EPA 
     did not solicit comments on this technical support document nor on the     
     detail of the individual criteria development.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2579.005     
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     EPA believes that the data used to derive the aquatic life criteria have   
     been subjected to peer review.  The data have been either peer reviewed    
     during the development of the national ambient water quality criteria      
     documents for aquatic life for that pollutant or have been peer reviewed in
     professional journals or both.  Although EPA did not specifically request  
     comments on the proposed GLI criteria documents, it did present the numeric
     criteria for the 16 pollutants and indicated the criteria documents were   
     available in the docket.  Since numerous comments were received on the     
     proposed GLI criteria documents, EPA believes it was understood that public
     comments were being accepted on the criteria documents.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2579.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE CRITERIA:                                                         
                                                                                
     Other ecologically representative species in addition to the mammalian and 
     avian species evaluated should be included in the development of wildlife  
     criteria.  Also, the technical support document for wildlife criteria      
     should include the evaluation criteria and databases reviewed.  No criteria
     and no screening data are provided to document species selection.  With the
     exception of the Belted Kingfisher, all the species selected are           
     terrestrial with relatively large home ranges.  Thus, they are naturally   
     relatively rare.  These species are especially intolerant of human         
     activities and this likely affects their distribution.  For the proposed   
     approach to be valid, the entire food source of the piscivores would have  
     to have lived in the waters of the Great Lakes System.  This assumption is 
     not valid.  Since species used to set the criteria have wide home ranges it
     is not realistic to assume that the entire food source of these organisms  
     lived in the waters of the Great Lakes System.  A dietary fraction should  
     be incorporated into the chronic daily intake equations similar to the     
     method used for human health risk assessment.  More fully ecologically     
     representative wildlife criteria that define the wildlife to be protected  
     in broader terms, to include various trophic level species, should be      
     incorporated.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2579.006     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
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     Comment ID: D2579.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without a large database on the sensitivity of different life stages of    
     wildlife species, development of meaningful parameters as required in the  
     equation for wildlife values would be very difficult.  Use of drinking and 
     feeding rates from "domestic laboratory animals" to establish rates for    
     wildlife species is inappropriate.  Data developed for rats and mice are   
     not likely to be useable surrogates for feeding rates of river otter and   
     mink.  Further, use of species sensitivity factors to accommodate toxicity 
     differences among different species must be based on scientifically        
     accepted methods of extrapolation.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2579.007     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028, D2574.042, P2590.040, and D2860.079 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/RISK
     Comment ID: D2579.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unless a species is threatened, endangered, or is of special concern,      
     protection of populations, not individuals, is appropriate.  There is no   
     quantitative basis for the species to species extrapolation factor.  The   
     sensitivity analysis used in human health risk assessment is very          
     conservative to protect sensitive subgroups in the population.  There is no
     parallel that necessitates the protection of the individual to maintain a  
     wildlife population.  Therefore, the wildlife criteria sensitivity analysis
     does not demand the same conservative approach as used in the human health 
     risk assessment.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2579.008     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2629.054, and P2718.144 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/RISK          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2579.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Determination of compliance with Tier I Great Lakes wildlife criteria will 
     be impossible with the current analytical capability.  Tier I wildlife     
     criteria presented in the proposed Guidance are in the pg/L, or 1 X        
     10(exp-12) g/L range.  Currently analytical limits for laboratory analyses 
     are at best in the ng/L, or 1 X 10(exp-9) g/L range for surface water      
     sample analysis.  Even if an analytical laboratory could devise a method to
     measure a sample with a minimum detection level in the pg/L range, the cost
     of such analysis would likely be prohibitive, especially if frequent       
     compliance monitoring is required.  Tier I criteria need to be raised to a 
     reasonable level for laboratory detection.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2579.009     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2579.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA should consider a cancer risk level of 10(exp-4) (one in 10,000) 
     instead of 10(exp-5) (one in 100,000) target risk level as recommended in  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.  This would be within the          
     traditional range of 10(exp-4) to 10(exp-6).  The most recent guidance for 
     superfund sites indicates that remediation will not be required for sites  
     with excess lifetime cancer risks at or below 10(exp-4).  Cancer risk      
     levels should establish a risk level of 10(exp-4), similar to other USEPA  
     programs.  This would result in increasing the numeric criteria for human  
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     health by one order of magnitude.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2579.010     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2579.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of the most sensitive animal species, as default for the most      
     biologically relevant species, should be tempered by recognition that it   
     makes an inherent assumption that humans are as sensitive, or more         
     sensitive, than the most sensitive test species.  This presumption of human
     sensitivity being equal to the most sensitive test species is not          
     scientifically established and should not be incorporated into the human   
     health criteria.  Ideally, for human health criteria, the most biologically
     relevant species should be used.  When that is not an option the           
     traditional default to the most sensitive test animal species is the most  
     conservative approach.  This approach relies again on the inherent         
     assumption that humans are as sensitive as or more sensitive than the most 
     sensitive test species.  This is biologically not likely in most cases.  A 
     more definitive relationship between human health criteria and the relevant
     test species needs to be established.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2579.011     
     
     See response to D2741.104.  EPA disagrees with comment that humans are not 
     as sensitive to pollutant as animals.  On a dose per unit of body weight   
     basis, large animals (e.g., man) are generally more sensitive to toxic     
     effects than small animals (e.g., rodents). This principle is attributed to
     the relationship between animal size and pharmacokinetics, whereby the     
     tissues of a large animal are exposed to a substance for a much longer time
     than the tissues of a small animal.  For more details on this issue see    
     Appendix A of the TSD.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2579.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS:                                                   
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation factors for the Great Lakes should allow for chemical      
     specific and site specific modifications using field data.  The proposed   
     GLWQG defines bioaccumulation factor (BAF) as the ratio of a substance's   
     concentration in tissue to its concentration in ambient water in situations
     where the organism and food chain are exposed.  The BAF calculated and/or  
     measured is used in the relevant equations to derive human health and      
     wildlife water quality criteria.  The calculated BAF is directly           
     proportional to the calculated exposure concentration.  Since data         
     available from field studies is limited, most BAF's will be calculated in  
     the laboratory by one of the two following methodologies.  Either it will  
     be calculated from a predicted BAF that is the product of a measured       
     bioconcentration factor (BCF) from a laboratory study and a food chain     
     multiplier (FCM), or it will be calculated from a predicted BAF for organic
     chemicals which is the product of a BCF estimated from a log Kow and an FCM
     where "log" means logarithm to the base 10.  The problem is that the       
     potential of a substance to bioaccumulate in laboratory studies does not   
     necessarily represent actual bioaccumulation in the environment.  Since    
     other fate processes also affect the concentration of a chemical in the    
     aquatic environment, a chemical may be actually less available for uptake  
     by biota than its concentration would indicate.  The potential to          
     bioaccumulate in a laboratory test situation, which is primarily a function
     of chemical structure, is not  necessarily an accurate representation of   
     actual bioaccumulation that will occur in any natural aquatic environment. 
     Other fate processes which may affect the concentration of a chemical      
     include transport processes (sorption to sediments, volatilization to air, 
     and downstream transport) and degradation processes (biodegradation,       
     photolysis, oxidation and hydrolysis).  Laboratory methods for estimation  
     of a BAF are highly dependent on one specific physical property of a       
     chemical, namely the tendency to be hydrophobic, expressed as Kow.         
     Derivation of a BAF without consideration of the other physical properties 
     which may affect the chemical, and without consideration for the site      
     specific factors which may influence the relative importance of the various
     fate processes, is not ecologically realistic or scientifically based.  A  
     substance's ability to bioaccumulate in the environment must be validated  
     through selective environmental monitoring and use of fate modeling        
     studies.  The City of Columbus recommends that the relative importance of  
     bioaccumulation estimates be based on known or measured physical/chemical  
     properties and the BAF, multiplied by a modification factor between zero   
     and one to account for affects of other physical/chemical properties.  A   
     similar system could be used to modify the BAF for site specific factors.  
     
     
     Response to: D2579.012     
     
     The final Guidance lists four methods for deriving BAFs for organic        
     chemicals, listed below in order of decreasing preference: a BAF measured  
     in the field, in fish collected from the Great Lakes which are at the top  
     of the food chain; a BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a BAF         
     predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably on a 
     fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF predicted
     by multiplying a BCF calculated from the Kow by the FCM.                   
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that bioconcentration is not an accurate     
     representation of bioaccumulation.  Bioaccumulation is what occurs in      
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     nature, and is what determines the total concentration of chemicals in     
     aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans and wildlife.  For some      
     chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical through the food chain can be 
     significant.  Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from the ambient 
     water, could substantially underestimate the potential exposure to humans  
     and wildlife for some of these chemicals and result in criteria or values  
     which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from 
     all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these chemicals  
     is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and wildlife 
     criteria. Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically valid    
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals. Use of the freely dissolved concentration will      
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals. See comment D2829.009.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2579.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAF's derived from field data should be considered ecosystem specific.  For
     example, a BAF derived from a field study on one of the Great Lakes may not
     be applicable to a fast flowing stream tributary to one of the other lakes.
     Further validation of methodologies and an allowance for modification to   
     values calculated should be allowed for BAF's.  In the proposed Guidance,  
     BAF's are to be calculated using the bioconcentration factor (BCF) derived 
     from octanol water partition coefficient (Log P), the food chain multiplier
     and the percent lipid content of the whole fish.  The procedure for        
     estimating BAF's does not take into account factors such as metabolism or  
     molecular weight/bioavailability of compounds.  Evaluation of              
     bioavailability is crucial.  Growth patterns and feeding habits of aquatic 
     organisms and those of their prey, and the prey's prey, etc, will greatly  
     impact the actual BAF.  The proposed FCM procedures assume the highest     
     trophic level and therefore the worst case by magnification through the    
     food chain.  Downward site specific modifications of BAF's which may be    
     appropriate where local food chain characteristics or fish lipid content   
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     differ have been prohibited.  Modifications based on this type of direct   
     measurements should be allowed on a site specific basis.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2579.013     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that BAFs for the Great Lakes should   
     necessarily be water body specific.  See SID for a discussion on           
     metabolism.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2579.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     Lack of implementation procedures for non-point sources of pollution in the
     Guidance is a significant shortcoming.  A significant contribution of many 
     of the pollutants to be regulated in the proposed Great Lakes Guidance come
     from non-point sources including air deposition and storm water runoff.    
     The proposed approach, targeting point sources only, will be inadequate to 
     address the actual source of much of the problem.  No procedures are       
     included in the proposed GLWQG for the control of toxics picked up from    
     land surfaces by storm water runoff from all types of areas.  Also, no     
     consideration is taken of air deposition of pollutants.  Non-point sources 
     are the dominant contributors of a number of pollutants to the Great Lakes 
     basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2579.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2579.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 99



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     The proposed definition of compliance evaluation level being at the Minimum
     Level (ML) is inappropriate.  Minimum (detection) Level has not been widely
     accepted in the scientific community nor has it been adequately peer       
     reviewed for its relevance to both organic and inorganic analytical        
     techniques.  The EPA is currently evaluating issues relevant to detection  
     level and quantification level related to other program areas such as      
     drinking water and has formed an intra-agency task force to establish a    
     consistent approach.  The City of Columbus recommends that the proposed    
     Great Lakes Guidance not adopt a specific approach to the determination of 
     use of detection levels prior to the EPA task force completing its review  
     and providing its recommendations.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2579.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2579.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance approach outlined to determine compliance with water          
     quality-based permits set below the analytical level of detection should be
     revised.  USEPA national guidance on this issue indicates that any         
     exceedence of a permit limit is a violation subject to enforcement.  For   
     limits set below the analytical detection limits for any pollutant, any    
     detection of a pollutant as limited in a permit will be considered a       
     violation of the permit.  The probability of a false assessment of a       
     violation can be statistically significant when determining concentrations 
     in the range of the analytical detection limit.  Even a series of analyses 
     on "blank" or uncontaminated samples will yield a few measurements that    
     exceed the detection limit for a chemical.  The proposed Great Lakes       
     Guidance needs to be strengthened so that detections below the             
     quantification level are not interpreted as permit violations.  This type  
     of approach is permitted by USEPA, "The permitting authority may choose to 
     specify another level at which compliance determinations are made.  Where  
     the permitting authority so chooses, the authority must be assured that the
     level is quantifiable, defensible, and as close as possible to the permit  
     level."  (Page 112, of Technical Support for Water Quality-based Toxics    
     Control).  An approach similar to the one used in the State of Ohio for    
     implementing permit limits below the level of quantification would be      
     preferred.  In Ohio, any permit limit set below the quantification level is
     deemed to have not been violated as long as analytical data show no        
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     exceedence beyond the quantification level.  Quantification level is       
     generally defined to be five times the Method Detection Limit of the most  
     sensitive analytical method approved for use by part 136 of CFR 40.        
     
     
     Response to: D2579.016     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2579.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc WET
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values should only be used as the basis for establishing Water     
     Quality-Base Effluent Limits (WQBEL) and in the "reasonable potential" [to 
     pollute] procedure.  Tier II values should not be used as the basis for    
     setting enforceable permit limits because they are not scientifically based
     and are unnecessary in light of existing regulatory authorities and        
     controls.  WQBEL should be based on criteria contained in state water      
     quality standards.  The Tier II approach should only be used for screening 
     purposes in conjunction with whole effluent toxicity testing.  The proposal
     should allow flexibility for determination of "reasonable potential" on a  
     site specific basis rather than imposing rigid conditions that may not be  
     appropriate.  A determination that a discharge poses a reasonable potential
     to pollute the receiving stream places a significant burden on the         
     discharger.  This burden should only be assessed to the discharger where it
     is based on scientifically sound evidence, such as when supported by whole 
     effluent toxicity testing and/or Tier I criteria.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2579.017     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, Adoption and        
     Application of Tier II Methodologies; and, Section III, Aquatic Life,      
     section C, Final Tier II Methodology.  See also Supplementary Information  
     Document Section IX.D, Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to      
     Estimated Costs, section 4, Tier II Criteria.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2579.018
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQBELs BELOW THE LEVEL OF DETECTION                                        
                                                                                
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
                                                                                
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: D2579.018     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2579.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2579.019     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2579.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2579.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2579.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes    
     that will lower or degrade existing water quality by the discharge of      
     additional or new pollutants to the receiving water from existing          
     facilities or the siting of new facilities.  The GLI would significantly   
     expand the scope of the existing federal antidegradation policy and add a  
     number of new requirements.                                                
                                                                                
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2579.021     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2579.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  Furthermore,  
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
     
     
     Response to: D2579.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2579.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Part 131.12 which is more general in scope.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2579.023     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the 
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2579.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "REASONABLE POTENTIAL" PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Mixing zones.  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in     
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     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part of total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2579.024     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2579.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     dischargers of non-BCC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The 
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      
     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2579.025     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA has retained the stream flow         
     provisions for dischargers of non- BCC pollutants, but has afforded States 
     and Tribes flexibility in applying them.  For example, the final Guidance  
     specifies that a State or Tribe can use an alternative stream design flow  
     if it has data to demonstrate that such alternative is appropriate for     
     stream-specific and pollutant-specific conditions.  Mixing zone            
     demonstrations can also be performed to raise the maximum dilution         
     fractions pertaining to chronic mixing zones in lakes and tributaries.  See
     the SID at VIII.C.5.a, VIII.C.6.c and VIII.C.9.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2579.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A TMDL must address all pollutants from
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2579.026     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2579.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SITE SPECIFIC ADJUSTMENTS, FLEXIBILITY, FUTURE SCIENCE                     
                                                                                
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2579.027     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion of these      
     issues, see Sections I.A and I.C of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2579.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2579.028     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2579.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2579.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2579.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which
     reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all        
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2579.030     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2579.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexiblity to set site specific water         
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2579.031     
     
     EPA agrees that it is important for States and Tribes to have the          
     flexibility to modify criteria, including those in Tables 1 through 4, in  
     appropriate circumstances when new scientific findings and data become     
     available.  EPA has determined that the proposed minimum requirements,     
     together with changes to the procedure for site-specific criteria          
     modifications in the final Guidance, as well as EPA's planned approach to  
     assist States and Tribes in implementing the Guidance, provide adequate    
     flexibility for incorporating new information without sacrificing the      
     improved consistency in Great Lakes water quality standards envisioned in  
     the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.                                     
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria modifications provide a degree of flexibility to    
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     incorporated new scientific findings and data as they may affect a specific
     waterbody.  EPA has retained the provisions allowing site-specific         
     modifications to criteria developed under the Guidance, including criteria 
     in Tables 1 through 4, and has expanded the flexibility of the provisions  
     to allow less restrictive site-specific modifications for aquatic life,    
     human health, and wildlife criteria under certain conditions using the     
     final procedure 1 of appendix F.                                           
                                                                                
     Additionally, there are several steps within the criteria methodologies    
     where some flexibility is available to reflect new findings and data.  For 
     example, although EPA states a preference for using the linearized         
     multistage model when deriving human health criteria, the final Guidance   
     allows the use of different models if the data support their use.  In      
     addition, the final Guidance recognizes that the EPA methodology for       
     conducting cancer risk assessments is currently under review and that any  
     changes adopted by EPA can be incorporated by the States and Tribes.       
                                                                                
     It is also possible that the new information could be so substantial that  
     it makes some criteria in Tables 1 through 4 scientifically indefensible.  
     In this situation, States or Tribes could utilize the provisions in section
     132.4(h) to adopt new criteria even if they were less stringent than       
     criteria in Tables 1 through 4 without further EPA rulemaking.  EPA expects
     that this situation would occur rarely, if at all.                         
                                                                                
     See sections II.C.1 and VIII.A of the SID for EPA's analysis of these      
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2583.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The American Foundrymen's Society (AFS) and the industry that it           
     represents, agree that environmental regulations should be applied fairly  
     and on a level playing field.  That goal will not be achieved by the       
     sweeping terms of the proposed Great Lakes Initiative (GLI), as shown by   
     the following examples.                                                    
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI only concerns itself with the United States' environmental
     impact on the Great Lakes Basin.  Canada is also a major environmental     
     force affecting the Basin and must be involved in any effective solution.  
     Canada occupies approximately 30 percent of the shoreline, with            
     approximately 60 percent of Canada's industry being located in the Basin,  
     around Ontario.  This industry includes foundries, steel mills, pulp and   
     paper mills and petrochemical plants.  The remaining Canadian areas in the 
     Basin are mostly rural and contain numerous agricultural non-point sources.
     
     
     Response to: D2583.001     
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     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     EPA agrees, and has not promulgated any Tier II values.  See section II.C.2
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2583.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI will apply stringent controls to point sources, many of   
     whom are already regulated and which account for only about ten percent of 
     total pollutant load in the Basin.  The remaining ninety percent is        
     contributed by non-point sources, which are not addressed by the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: D2583.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2583.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly foundries are an example of an already stringently regulated       
     industry facing even tighter controls while non-point sources, which       
     account for 90% of the problems are left uncontrolled.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2583.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2583.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Criteria                                                           
                                                                                
     Criteria should not be included in the proposed GLI or in any other        
     regulation, without appropriate supporting data.  Accepted scientific      
     methods and USEPA's own standards do not accept only one or a few data     
     points as valid proof.  Without sufficient data, limits may be set either  
     too high or too low.  The unproven criteria of Tier II should be removed   
     from the proposed GLI and added only when proper scientific evidence is    
     available.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2583.004     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2583.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION PROVISIONS                                                 
                                                                                
     Antidegradation provisions must be based on realistic and measurable data. 
     The actual effect of a discharge should be used to determine if it causes  
     degradation, instead of the indiscriminate application of general          
     provisions.  Increases in a discharge do not automatically cause           
     degradation and to assume so, is a violation of good scientific and        
     engineering judgement.  Requiring limits that do not exceed actual past    
     discharges will penalize facilities with good environmental records.  To   
     improve on their past good records they will have more stringent limits    
     than facilities with poor environmental records just to achieve            
     antidegradation.                                                           
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     Response to: D2583.005     
     
     Despite the commenter's assertion to the contrary, antidegradation is      
     clearly founded in science.  Antidegradation derives from the objective of 
     the CWA found at Section 101(a), "to restore and maintain the chemical,    
     physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters."  Increased     
     loadings of pollutants do degrade the chemical integrity of waters, whether
     or not a criterion or value is exceeded.  Increased pollutant loadings may 
     also increase the overall stress on the aquatic ecosystem, making organisms
     more susceptible to disease, drought or other environmental perturbations. 
     Given the uncertainty of how different components of the environment       
     respond to stressors and the lack of understanding of how different        
     stressors interact, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance   
     and existing regulations are prudent public policy and good science in the 
     face of considerable uncertainty.                                          
                                                                                
     Antidegradation benefits the environment by minimizing the extent to which 
     enviromental quality is reduced as a result of growth and development.     
     Antidegradation also benefits the environment be ensuring that             
     environmental quality is considered in decisions regarding growth and      
     development.  Antidegradation benefits the public by preserving water      
     quality improvements gained at public expense, whether through remediation 
     of past contamination, construction of waste water treatment plants or     
     increased prices for goods and services.  Antidegradation also ensures that
     the public has an opportunity to voice an opinion regarding decisions that 
     will affect water quality.  Finally, antidegradation benefits dischargers  
     by conserving assimilative capacity. Antidegradation recognizes that the   
     capacity of the Nation's waters to receive effluent from discharges is     
     limited, and that once that capacity is fully allocated, further increases 
     are not possible.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that limited  
     resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of
     all.  Dischargers may also benefit from the antidegradation review by      
     identifying new or improved technology that is less detrimental to the     
     environment and still allows growth and development to occur.              
                                                                                
     Antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with          
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2583.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SITE-SPECIFIC PROVISIONS                                                   
                                                                                
     While the goal of applying environmental regulations fairly and on a level 
     playing field is appropriate, this goal cannot be achieved without         
     consideration of variations in systems, geographic locations, climate, etc.
     The Great Lakes are certainly unique and not directly comparable to other  
     water systems, especially the river systems within the Basin.  For example,
     rivers and streams have much higher flow velocities with very short        
     retention times, as compared to the Great Lakes which vary from 2.7 years  
     of Lake Erie to 173 years for Lake Superior.  The proposed GLI must include
     mechanisms to grant site-specific variances based on scientific and/or     
     engineering proofs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2583.006     
     
     EPA has retained provisions for water quality standards variances on a     
     site-specific basis.  See Section VIII.B. of the SID for more information  
     regarding variances in the final Guidance.                                 
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications and variances are separate implementation      
     procedures under the national program and the final Guidance.  Temporary   
     variances to water quality standards and site- specific modifications to   
     criteria are not interchangeable.  Site- specific criteria should be       
     protective of the aquatic organisms at the site regardless of technical or 
     economic feasibility.  Where additional relief is needed due to            
     attainability issues, variances should be considered.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2583.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INTAKE CREDITS                                                             
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     The proposed GLI does not allow for the application of intake credits and  
     therefore requires dischargers to remove water-borne pollutants which they 
     did not contribute and have no way of preventing in the first place.  This 
     is especially true for non-contact cooling water which only picks up heat. 
     Due to the low limits contained in the proposed GLI, many facilities would 
     be forced to remove trace amounts of chemicals, which is technically       
     difficult and provides little improvement in the environment.  This is     
     especially true for the small amount of potable treatment chemicals found  
     in municipal drinking water used by industries.  It is also necessary to   
     consider the effects of local geologic conditions which may contribute     
     naturally high background levels of metals or other pollutants.            
     
     
     Response to: D2583.007     
     
     Contrary to the commenter's assertions, the proprosal did include a        
     separate intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure that would have   
     allowed a determination that a WQBEL is not needed where the facility      
     merely passed through a pollutant from one part of a water body to another 
     and the discharge did not create increased adverse effects that would not  
     have occurred if the pollutant were left in-stream.  Further discussion of 
     the basic issue concerning removal are addressed in response to comment    
     P2574.002 and the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2583.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MIXING ZONES                                                               
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI removes mixing zones from calculations of pollutant       
     impact.  The application of mixing zones is based on good science and      
     provides a reasonable model of the real world and actual biological        
     effects.  Mixing zones should be included in the proposed GLI.             
     
     
     Response to: D2583.008     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2583.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETECTION LIMITS                                                           
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI should not include criteria (and therefore limits) that   
     are less than the generally accepted and achievable laboratory detection   
     limits for pollutants.   It makes no scientific or legal sense to set a    
     limit that cannot be measured.  Criteria should be set no lower than the   
     current detection limit and if detection limits are lower, the criteria    
     could be adjusted at the next regular permit renewal.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2583.009     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2583.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI's heavy reliance on bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) is     
     scientifically inappropriate, especially for the point source discharges   
     who bear the compliance burden of GLI.  [First, many BAF's included in the 
     proposed GLI are not based on actual fish tissue data and should not be    
     used until they are properly supported by sufficient data.]  [Secondly, the
     levels of pollutants in fish flesh are impacted by factors beyond the water
     discharged by point sources, including contaminated sediments, storm       
     runoff, and air pollution fallout.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2583.010     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BAFs are scientifically inappropriate
     for point source discharges.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA believes that fish are exposed to organic chemicals through contact    
     with water, food and, and to some extent, sediment.  At steady-state, the  
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     concentrations of these chemicals in water or surface sediment, although   
     numerically quite different, are equally useful for prediction of          
     bioaccumulation in fish.  When concentrations of some chemicals are        
     temporally variable and/or nondetectable in water, BSAFs can provide a     
     reliable measurements of bioaccumulation.  Fortunately, BSAFs inherently   
     include a measure of the disequilibrium that invariably occurs between the 
     sediment-water distribution of the chemicals.  The relative concentrations 
     of the chemical in the sediment and water is therefore accounted for in the
     BSAF.  The BSAF method translates the bioaccumulation and disequilibrium   
     information presented by the BSAF into a BAF through comparison to         
     reference chemicals with similar sediment-water disequilibrium.  In this   
     method the reference chemicals provide key relationships between measured  
     BSAFs and BAFs for the ecosystem.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that pollutants in fish flesh may be derived from both point and
     nonpoint sources.  The source of the pollutant is not relevant to a        
     determination of levels of pollutants that are protective of human health, 
     wildlife and aquatic life.  The good of water quality criteria is to       
     establish protective ambient water levels.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2583.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.011 is imbedded in comment #.010.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, many BAF's included in the proposed GLI are not based on actual fish
     tissue data and should not be used until they are properly supported by    
     sufficient data.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2583.011     
     
     In the hierarchy of methods, only the last preference, a BCF predicted from
     an octanol-water partition coefficient, is not based on actual fish tissue 
     data.  EPA considers this method to be sufficiently accurate to require its
     use when no data from methods involving fish tissue studies are available. 
     For the derivation of criteria and designation of BCCs, however, EPA has   
     decided to allow the use of BAFs based on predicted BCFs only when         
     bioaccumulation is not expected to be significant.  For further            
     explanation, see Section B.2.a of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2583.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.012 is imbedded in comment #.010.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, the levels of pollutants in fish flesh are impacted by factors   
     beyond the water discharged by point sources, including contaminated       
     sediments, storm runoff, and air pollution fallout.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2583.012     
     
     EPA agrees that other sources contribute to the concentration of           
     contaminants in fish tissue. The GLI is only one activity that EPA has     
     underway to reduce the contaminant levels in fish tissue. These program    
     include nonpoint source runoff programs, LAMPs, RAPs, and other air and    
     solid waste programs.  For complete discussion on this, see the background 
     section of the SID.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2584.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To evaluate the potential impact of the GLI, the water qualities of the    
     background waters and the sources of the WLSSD effluent were examined and  
     compared to existing regulatory limits verses the new expected GLI         
     limitations.  The WLSSD has identified four measurable compounds of primary
     concern that would require additional treatment.  These include: mercury,  
     lead, PCB's and 2,3,7,8, TCDD (Dioxin).  Other metals and hydrophobic      
     organic                                                                    
     compounds are suspect to need additional treatment but are subject to a    
     great                                                                      
     deal of uncertainty because of lack of data, recorded as below detection   
     limits, or are based on assumptive interpretation of other data.           
                                                                                
     The most alarming water quality findings in the ENSR study on the GLI      
     implications is that "a major source of the loading in the WLSSD           
     wastewaters                                                                
     is derived from source waters from Lake Superior" and that "discharge of   
     water of this quality by WLSSD would represent a violation of the estimated
     (GLI) permit limit."                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2584.001     
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     EPA recognizes that high background levels of pollutants in water supplies 
     could lead to dischargers needing WQBELs for background pollutants unless  
     there is special consideration of intake pollutants.  The final Guidance   
     provisions for considering intake pollutants through permit-based          
     mechanisms are explained in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2584.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMPLIANCE ALTERNATIVES                                                    
                                                                                
     Since there are no background pollutant intake credits considered by the   
     GLI and the source waters exceed the GLI discharge standards, pretreatment 
     for pollutants at the source was considered not to be cost effective since 
     the WLSSD would also have to implement treatment at its site which would   
     result in redundancy.  GLI specified pollutants appeared to have many      
     multiple sources and many were contributed by nonpoint and atmospheric     
     sources to the receiving waters.  Since significant metal and organic      
     compounds were entering the WLSSD from unidentifiable sources, treatment   
     would have to be addressed at the WLSSD before discharge.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2584.002     
     
     This comment raises the same general issue about the availability of intake
     credits as in comment D2584.001 and is addressed in the response to that   
     comment.  EPA notes that where a POTW qualifies for consideration of intake
     pollutants in establishing WQBELS (i.e., "no net addition" limits under    
     procedure 5.E.3 or "partial" no net addition limits under procedure 5.E.5  
     of appendix F), pretreatment and other source reduction approaches may     
     become more viable alternatives.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2584.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     TREATMENT TECHNOLOGY                                                       
                                                                                
     The ENSR report identified additional treatment process technologies that  
     would have to be implemented at the WLSSD to theoretically meet the        
     proposed GLI limits.  These include the incorporation of a chemical        
     reduction facility with metal precipitation to be installed after secondary
     treatment.  Following chlorination, activated carbon absorption filters    
     would be provided for organics removal.  [Finally to address the low       
     criteria limits for mercury, the effluent would pass through an ion        
     exchange process for final mercury reduction.  The proposed ion exchange   
     process has great uncertainty since it is based on a theoretical           
     possibility but has not been proven or demonstrated on this scale.]        
     
     
     Response to: D2584.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2584.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .004 imbedded in .003.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally to address the low criteria limits for mercury, the effluent would 
     pass through an ion exchange process for final mercury reduction.  The     
     proposed ion exchange process has great uncertainty since it is based on a 
     theoretical possibility but has not been proven or demonstrated on this    
     scale.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2584.004     
     
     EPA agrees that certain criteria proposed under the Guidance could         
     significantly impact the costs to comply with the Guidance.  This was      
     particularly true for PCBs.  However, based on the revisions to the final  
     Guidance, EPA believes that the impact of the PCB criteria is less than    
     originally estimated.                                                      
                                                                                
     Examples of the revisions that will impact controls for PCBs include       
     provisions related to intake pollutants that could account for PCBs present
     in intake waters from diffuse sources; phased total maximum daily          
     loads/water quality assessments that reorganize the long-term nature of    
     certain and nonpoint sources; allowing mixing zones for PCBs if an existing
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     facility can demonstrate that achieving the criteria would be technically  
     and economically infeasible; and revising the PCB criteria upward.         
                                                                                
     See also response to Comments #s F4030.003, G3457.004, D2669.082, and      
     D2604.045. See response to comments D2587.014, F4030.003, G3457.004, and   
     D2579.002.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2584.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COST ESTIMATES                                                             
                                                                                
     The cost estimates made by ENSR were based on conservative estimates and   
     not worse case scenarios when dealing with uncertainties.  With these      
     assumption to be correct, the costs to the WLSSD would be the following:   
     $51.4 million in capital, $9.4 million dollars in additional operating and 
     maintenance, and when including debt service over a ten year period, the   
     additional cost to the WLSSD user would be $16.7 million dollars per year. 
     The economic impact to the WLSSD users would result in doubling the current
     rate of wastewater treatment and the cost would be equally spread to all   
     users of our system, since the sources come from throughout our system.    
     
     
     Response to: D2584.005     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2584.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The major source of many pollutants specified in the GLI is from Lake      
     Superior and other background receiving waters.                            
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     Response to: D2584.006     
     
     This point about sources of pollutants was made in comment D2584.001 and is
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2584.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI conditions dictate that pollution prevention or source reduction is not
     cost effective or a treatment alternative.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2584.007     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment and believes that pollution prevention
     and source reduction are key to further improvements in the water quality  
     of the Great Lakes.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements      
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those promoting source      
     reductions and pollution prevention, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.  
     For further discussion, see Sections II and IX of the SID.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2584.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury criteria standards in the GLI are the driving force in compliance  
     difficulties and exorbitant treatment costs.                               
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     Response to: D2584.008     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2584.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many uncertainties exist such as the lack of data in limitation standards, 
     bioaccumulation derived limitations, below detectable permit or criteria   
     limits, and doubtful success of available treatment removal technologies to
     assure GLI compliance.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2584.009     
     
     See SID discussion on Tier II methodology (section II), BAF methodology    
     (section IV), and procedures for WQBELs < LOQ (section VIII.H).            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2584.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establish background intake credits for pollutant loadings.  The present   
     system forces dischargers such as the WLSSD to expend local costs to clean 
     up pollution from other sources.  Lack of background credits also          
     discourages pretreatment, source reduction or elimination and pollution    
     prevention activities since treatment will still be necessary at end of    
     pipe.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2584.010     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2584.001 and is addressed in      
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     response to that comment.  Also see response to coment D2657.006.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2584.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Review the GLI mercury criteria that may be set at an excessively          
     protective level to the point that it is driving the cost of GLI           
     implementation to unrealistic expectations.  It is also questionable if    
     this criteria is truly protective when comparable to natural release of    
     mercury in the environment.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2584.011     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2584.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones or dilution rates should be maintained since increase removal 
     costs are incurred with little or no additional aquatic or wildlife        
     protection benefits.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2584.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2584.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation provides for ever decreasing limits for conscientious      
     operators and responsible facilities.  The current GLI language discourages
     improvement of effluent qualities because it may lead to future enforcement
     action with declining limits.  Antidegradation would be acceptable if      
     uniform base line lower limits were established, thus not penalizing       
     progressive facilities for cleaner waters.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2584.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2584.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WLSSD will urge the EPA to revisit the GLI guidance document to        
     reevaluate the benefits of the GLI in addressing the reduction of toxics in
     the Great Lakes.  The WLSSD would ask that the toxic sources be evaluated  
     and prioritized to maximize reduction strategies with current limited      
     economic resources.  The WLSSD would like to maintain it's proactive       
     philosophy in environmental protection but would be greatly curtailed by   
     the forceful implementation of the current proposed GLI regulations.       
     
     
     Response to: D2584.014     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2584.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: CPC = chemical of potential concern; comment found on p. 7-2 
of Attachment.
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For many CPCs, the estimated effluent limits applicable under the GLWQI    
     will be substantially lower than those currently in effect.                
                                                                                
     In many cases, the estimated permit effluent limit will be well below      
     analytical detection limits.  This has complicated the estimation of       
     compliance status as, in some cases, the presence or absence of the CPC in 
     the current effluent stream is uncertain.  Of course, for CPCs in which the
     permit limit will be well below analytical detection limits, monitoring of 
     compliance will be complicated.  For CPCs likely to bioaccumulate,         
     compliance monitoring will likely take the form of quantifying CPC         
     concentration in the flesh of fish caged in contact with the effluent.     
     However, this analysis focused solely on the costs involved in improving   
     existing wastewater effluent to achieve the GLWQI-derived effluent limits  
     and did not include costs for additional monitoring needed for constituents
     discharged at or below detection limits.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2584.015     
     
     In recent years, several States in the Great Lakes System have promulgated 
     water quality criteria for various toxic pollutants that are more          
     restrictive than the level of analytical detection. Implementation of these
     existing water quality criteria by these States do take into account the   
     ability to detect the pollutant in the wastestream.  Likewise, Procedure 8,
     Appendix F, of Part 132 clearly provides that the water quality-based      
     effluent limit must be derived from the water quality criterion; compliance
     with that limit, however, will be based on the minimum level (ML) where    
     available.  When a promulgated ML is not available, compliance with that   
     limit may be based on the lowest level of quantification (at the State's   
     discretion) defined in Procedure 8 of Part 132.                            
                                                                                
     In estimating the compliance cost for the final Guidance, EPA              
     conservatively used the method detection level (MDL) as the compliance     
     level.  In actuality, the State permitting authority is only required to   
     use the ML (as defined under 40 CFR Part 136) as the basis for reporting   
     compliance with the Guidance water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs). 
     The ML is generally higher thanthe MDL.  Although EPA used the pollutant   
     MDL for costing purposes, the Agency acknowledges that estimating treatment
     costs for WQBELs below the MDL, and most likely below the ML, would be     
     speculative, particularly as such estimation relates to expected future    
     performance of treatment processes.                                        
                                                                                
     However, EPA does believe that an aggressive pollutant minimization plan   
     (PMP) can successfully result in compliance with WQBELs below detection    
     levels.  In fact, several of the sample facilities examined as part of the 
     cost study have successfully performed studies, required as part of their  
     current NPDES permit, to effectively reduce all detectable amounts of      

Page 126



$T044618.TXT
     particular pollutants of concern from their discharge.  For example, the   
     State of Wisconsin required the Fort Howard Paper Company, as part of an   
     NPDES permit special condition, to perform a PCB reduction study "to reduce
     PCBs to the maximum extent possible with a goal of zero discharge."        
     Resulting effluent concentrations of PCBs allowed the State of Wisconsin to
     recommend reduced permit requirements for PCBs in the subsequent draft     
     reissued permit.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that some facilities will want to ensure compliance with WQBELs 
     below detection levels through the use of additional or enhanced           
     end-of-pipe treatment.  EPA believes that appropriate costs were included  
     in the cost analysis by including costs for the "control measure" element  
     of the PMP.  Control measures may include pollution prevention/waste       
     minimization techniques such as material substitution, process             
     modification, and/or recycling, reuse, or treatment of internal            
     wastestreams.  Where the pollutant is present at detectable levels, and    
     where the facility implements control measures directed specifically at    
     eliminating these pollutants, the controls will likely result in reduction 
     of the pollutant to below the level of detection.  The "control measure"   
     element resulted in over 95 percent of the total estimated PMP cost, while 
     less than 5 percent pertained to monitoring and reporting elements.  While 
     it is difficult to predict costs for these types of control measures, EPA  
     attempted to use conservative estimates wherever possible.  Based on these 
     considerations, the estimated costs and load reductions predicted by the   
     analysis are likely to occur.                                              
                                                                                
     As described in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from         
     Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," EPA       
     estimates that pollutant minimization plans account for a significant      
     proportion of the total compliance cost, particularly under the low-end    
     scenario.  EPA evaluated the impact of these requirements by deriving cost 
     estimates assuming that permitting authorities would only require increased
     monitoring for any pollutant for which a Guidance-based WQBEL was below    
     analytical detection levels.  Under this scenario, EPA estimates that      
     annual compliance costs and pollutant load reductions for direct           
     dischargers will decrease significantly.  Under the high-end, compliance   
     costs do not drop as dramatically as the low-end costs due to the shift    
     towards end-of-pipe treatment, however, the pollutant load reductions      
     decrease by over 50 percent. Because of the impact on pollutant load       
     reductions, EPA concludes that retaining the pollutant minimization plan   
     requirements is justified for the final Guidance.                          
                                                                                
     EPA also evaluated the potential impact improvements to analytical         
     detection levels would have on compliance cost estimates.  EPA particularly
     estimated costs and pollutant load reductions under two scenarios, one that
     assumes MDLs improve 10-fold over time and another that assumes MDLs       
     improve 100-fold over time.  As described in "Assessment of Compliance     
     Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final G                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2584.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most difficult metal to treat to the GLWQI-derived limit will be       
     mercury.  Treatment of this metal will require a sequence of chemical      
     reduction/precipitation followed by ion exchange.  While this set of       
     technologies has wide application in certain settings, a system of this    
     scale has not been demonstrated to be able to obtain the necessary degree  
     of mercury removal.  This represents the major uncertainty of this         
     analysis.  If such a system is unable to achieve the necessary level of    
     mercury removal, a substantially more costly means of water treatment may  
     be necessary.  As it is, this set of treatment measures dominates the      
     estimated cost of GLWQI compliance.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2584.016     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2584.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Source minimization will not sufficiently reduce the loading of mercury to 
     WLSSD to achieve compliance with the estimated permit limit.  First, the   
     water supplied to the community from Lake Superior has a mercury           
     concentration in excess of the estimated permit limit.  Thus, if there is  
     any addition of mercury by the community or its industries, mercury must be
     treated to the GLWQI permit limits.  In addition, the current loading of   
     mercury to the WLSSD is well in excess (i.e., a factor of 100 to 1000) of  
     the GLWQI-allowable loading.  Given the distributed and uncertain sources  
     of mercury in the wastestream, it would be difficult to affect source      
     minimization to the allowable loading.  Even after an aggressive mercury   
     minimization program, it would be extremely difficult to argue that the    
     community provides no additional masses of mercury to the amount already   
     present in Lake Superior water.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2584.017     
     
     See responses to comments D2657.006 and D2755.002.  Also note that the     
     final intake pollutant procedure, unlike the proposal, provides for        
     consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELs.  See SID at Sections 
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     VIII.E.4.b and 7.b.i.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2584.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To properly define the cost of compliance with the GLWQI, the incremental  
     cost of permit limits uniquely imposed by the GLWQI (as opposed to the     
     State of Minnesota) have been examined.  This is notable in the case of    
     mercury in which the estimated permit limit under the GLWQI (0.00018 ug/l) 
     is two orders of magnitude below the State of Minnesota permit limit (0.024
     ug/l).  Attainment of the currently enforced State of Minnesota limit has  
     been possible with the currently configured WLSSD facility and a program of
     source reduction.  As described in Section 5, reduction of the effluent    
     concentration of mercury to a the GLWQI-derived permit limits will require 
     an aggressive additional program of wastewater treatment.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2584.018     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2584.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The finding that additional treatment by activated carbon will be necessary
     to achieve compliance for PCBs and 2,3,7,8-TCDD is subject to some of the  
     same issues as raised for mercury.  The estimated permit limits for both of
     these CPCs are more stringent under the GLWQI than under State of Minnesota
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     regulations.  Both CPCs are present in background waters and/or multiple   
     industrial sources suggesting that source reduction will be difficult.     
     Finally, the successful treatment of mercury to the GLWQI-derived limit    
     will require the application of activated carbon suggesting that the       
     incremental cost of removing these hydrophobic compounds will be small.    
     
     
     Response to: D2584.019     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004, D2604.045, and D1711.015.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2584.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The capital equipment costs for the entire additional treatment system are 
     estimated at $51.4 million and the operation/maintenance are estimated to  
     be $9.4 million/year.  Based on these estimates the cost of compliance     
     annualized over ten years is estimated to be $16.7 million/year.           
     
     
     Response to: D2584.020     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2584.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each step of this analysis is based upon assumptions and judgements and is,
     therefore, associated with some uncertainty.  ENSR has attempted to be     
     conservative in its estimation of costs and has also qualitatively defined 
     the potential impacts of the uncertainty on the estimated costs.  The major
     potential issues include: (1) the judgement that treatment at WLSSD will be
     more cost-efficient than pretreatment and (2) that treatment of mercury by 
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     precipitation and ion exchange will be sufficient.  In ENSR's judgement,   
     potential pretreatment will be more costly on the whole as treatment would 
     have to be duplicated at numerous locations.  Similarly, other more        
     rigorous water treatment for mercury will be substantially more costly.    
     Thus, on a whole the major sources of uncertainty have the potential to    
     increase the estimated costs of compliance with the GLWQI.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2584.021     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017, D2584.004, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2584.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [As described above, the GLWQI will have substantial cost implications for 
     the WLSSD and its rate-payers.  These costs derive from two factors:       
     Substantially more stringent water quality criteria than currently apply.  
     This is especially true for mercury for which the permit limit is below    
     common analytical detection limits and background water quality.]  The     
     inability of WLSSD to take credit of the quality of water taken into the   
     potable water distribution system.  In many cases, WLSSD will be obligated 
     to treat CPCs that are out of compliance in water supplied to the          
     contributing communities.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2584.022     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004, D2604.045, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2584.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .023 imbedded in .022.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     As described above, the GLWQI will have substantial cost implications for  
     the WLSSD and its rate-payers.  These costs derive from two factors:       
     Substantially more stringent water quality criteria than currently apply.  
     This is especially true for mercury for which the permit limit is below    
     common analytical detection limits and background water quality.           
     
     
     Response to: D2584.023     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Through these intensive studies, we have concluded that the GLI, as        
     currently structured, would be extraordinarily difficult to achieve, very  
     costly, and have minimal, if any, real benefit to the environment.         
     
     
     Response to: D2587.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Administrator Carol Browner recently stated to U.S. Senators at opening
     sessions for reauthorization of the Clean Water Act that "states and local 
     communities cannot afford these activities (municipal wastewater treatment 
     needs) without continued federal support."  We concur.  Where is this      
     continued Federal support to accomplish the Great Lakes Initiative?        
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     Response to: D2587.002     
     
     EPA believes that adoption of provisions consistent with the final Guidance
     by States and Tribes makes good environmental sense and that it is up to   
     Federal, State and local entities to take responsibility for protecting and
     restoring the Great Lakes System for the reasons stated in the preamble to 
     the final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Federal funding necessary to provide capital improvements to comply    
     with the GLI is missing.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2587.003     
     
     See response to comment number D2587.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City has already exceeded its original investment for this facility by 
     five times, accumulating $39 million in costs to date.  Our estimates      
     indicate that an additional $50 million in capital investment will be      
     required to comply with the GLI.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2587.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ongoing Federal funding for day-to-day operation and maintenance to    
     continue compliance with the GLI is missing.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2587.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2587.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City's current sewer fund budget of over $17 million results from      
     complying with an avalanche of Federal and State mandates.  Our estimates  
     indicate that our annual GLI compliance costs will increase annual         
     expenditures by over $11 million, or 64 percent above current levels.      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.006     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The absence of this necessary Federal funding will have drastic effects on 
     our City which already has an unusually high percentage of senior citizens,
     unemployed residents, and economically stressed industries.                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.007     
     
     EPA does not believe that the absence of Federal funding to implement the  
     Guidance will have drastic effects on local communities for the reasons    
     stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and Section IX of the SID.    
     See also response to comment number D2587.002.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This lack of Federal funding will exacerbate the vicious cycle which       
     continues to further erode the treatment facility's economy of scale,      
     causes rates for remaining users to escalate further, and ultimately       
     encourages more users to consider relocation.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2587.008     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in response to 
     comment number D2587.002.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear, following our investigations, that the EPA has underestimated 
     the costs of implementing the GLI and the financial impacts on local       
     communities such as ours.  Doesn't it make sense to determine the true cost
     of a program before trying to force others to do the work?                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.009     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our plant represents one of the few survivors of what was once promoted by 
     many, including EPA, to be an innovative technology.  Of the thirteen      
     facilities of this type constructed, only a very few, including Niagara    
     Falls, operate as originally intended.  Having already endured "state of   
     the art technology" experience with our activated carbon system, the City  
     would be quite reluctant to venture into an unknown technological area     
     where no full scale facilities have proven reliable in meeting all of the  
     proposed GLI limits.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.010     
     
     The Part 132 rule has no specific technology-based requirements. The few   
     general technology considerations that are in the Part 132 rule emphasize  
     flexibility and cost-effectiveness in evaluating ways to achieve water     
     quality standards.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Being recognized by EPA as "the most successful operation of any of the    
     municipal carbon treatment facilities anywhere in the country,"  is EPA    
     aware that Niagara Falls, with its sophisticated treatment process and an  
     extremely stringent discharge permit, would not meet GLI requirements by a 
     longshot were they in effect today?  Does EPA expect this type of process  
     to work for everyone else in their attempts to meet GLI standards?         
     
     
     Response to: D2587.011     
     
     The final Part 132 rule has incorporated considerable flexibility to       
     address a variety of facility-specific and pollutant-specific scenarios.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2587.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulation of effluent discharge concentrations at or below detection      
     limits is a severely flawed concept.  Will Niagara Falls be penalized by   
     having to meet stricter requirements because we possess highly advanced    
     analytical equipment with the ability to detect chemicals at such low      
     levels?                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.012     
     
     The City of Niagara falls like all NPDES permittees dicharging into the    
     Great Lakes System, will be required by procedure 8 to monitor its effluent
     by use of methods in or approved under 40 CFR Part 136, or, absent such    
     methods, by use of an appropriate method specified by the permitting       
     authority.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2587.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How does EPA justify proceeding with such a regulation when the Science    
     Advisory Board and the Office of Management and Budget identified serious  
     deficiencies (e.g. bioaccumulation factors, mixing zones, intake credits,  
     Tier 1/Tier 2 criteria, antidegradation changes) with EPA's procedures and 
     results?                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2587.013     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The environmental benefits expected by EPA under this initiative are       
     speculative at best.  [The changes brought about by GLI would be           
     indistinguishable from the more significant influences such as non-point   
     contributions.]                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.014     
     
     EPA investigated the cost-effectiveness of regulating point and nonpoint   
     sources of mercury and PCBs, two contaminants associated with fish         
     advisories in the Great Lakes Basin.  Although data and resource           
     constraints limited the findings from these analyses, the preliminary      
     results indicated that point source controls can factor cost-effectively   
     into pollutant reduction scenarios (although the cost-effectiveness of     
     point and nonpoint source controls are likely to be highly site specific). 
     Potential "hidden" loads (contaminant concentrations which are not         
     currently measured because they are below detection levels) from point     
     sources may also be significant in the Great Lakes Basin and increase the  
     potential benefits of point source controls.                               
                                                                                
     Sediment remediation was evaluated relative to point source controls for   
     PCBs (RCG/Hagler Bailly, 1995).  This analysis showed that sediment        
     remediation options for PCBs are site-specific, relatively expensive, and  
     of variable effectiveness. If the $60 million to $376 million annual       
     estimated cost of the final Guidance were directed to sediment remediation 
     rather than to point source controls, then between 10 and 5,800 hectares of
     contaminated sediment could be remediated per year (a small but unknown    
     fraction of the total amount of sediment that requires action; i.e., one   
     Area of Concern alone is over 300,000 hectares in size).  However, on-going
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     point source loadings would necessitate further sediment remediation at    
     some point in the future.  Therefore, sediment remediation is a potentially
     effective, but relatively costly means of reducing risks in small,         
     localized areas.  However, it is an ineffective means of addressing risk   
     reduction basinwide.                                                       
                                                                                
     For PCBs, point source loadings reductions will also reduce future sediment
     contamination and, thereby, will reduce the need for costly site-specific  
     sediment remediation in the future. Therefore, the Guidance can be viewed  
     as both reducing current environmental risks (yielding benefits) by        
     reducing current loadings, and reducing future environmental cleanup costs.
      The Guidance will yield current benefits in locations where point sources 
     contribute appreciably to health and environmental risk, and future        
     benefits by reducing needs for future costly site-specific sediment        
     cleanup.                                                                   
                                                                                
     A similar analysis was conducted for mercury, comparing the effectiveness  
     of reducing the concentration of mercury in fish tissue by controlling     
     nonpoint source air emissions and point source discharges within the Great 
     Lakes Basin (Abt Associates Inc., 1995).  Mercury, once deposited in the   
     sediment from air and discharge sources, methylates to form monomethyl     
     mercury which is the more toxic bioaccumulative form of the pollutant.     
     Controlling nonpoint source air emissions in some locations significantly  
     reduced fish tissue concentrations of mercury, but in other locations it   
     was shown that point source reduction controls would play an important role
     in reducing mercury concentrations in fish. As in the case with PCBs, by   
     preventing further mercury contamination of sediment, the Guidance will    
     yield future benefits by reducing needs for future costly site-specific    
     cleanups, such as sediment remediation.  Abt Associates Inc. 1995.         
     Preliminary Evaluation of the Significance of Mercury Reduction            
     Alternatives for Point and Atmospheric Sources within the Great Lakes      
     States (Draft Report).  Prepared for U.S. EPA Office of Water. March 10.   
     RCG/Hagler Bailly. 1995.  Issues Related to the Cost-Effectiveness of      
     Reducing PCB Inputs to the Great Lakes from Point Sources (Final Draft).   
     Prepared for Mr. Mark Morris, U.S. EPA.  March 8.                          
                                                                                
     See also response to comment F4030.003.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2587.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.015 is imbedded in comment #.014.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The changes brought about by GLI would be indistinguishable from the more  
     significant influences such as non-point contributions.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
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     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2587.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once again the Canadians protest the loudest and accomplish the least.  How
     has EPA taken into account Canada's history of Great Lakes pollution and   
     their lack of progress in controlling it, let alone reducing it?  Canadian 
     environmental activists themselves recognize the lack of commitment on the 
     part of the Canadians.  Even Christopher Grundler, EPA's chief point man   
     for GLI, acknowledges that Canadian participation is required in this      
     effort.  Where is it?                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.016     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The relative importance, true effects and real costs need to be            
     realistically considered with respect to potentially much greater benefits 
     that can be achieved through other means.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.017     
     
     EPA estimated the potential benefits of the Guidance for three case study  
     sites.  The case-study approach was used because it is more amenable to    
     meaningful benefits estimates than are studies of larger aggregate areas.  
     The revised case study analyses presented in the regulatory impact analysis
     of the final Guidance demonstrate that recreational use, commercial use,   
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     nonuse (passive use), and human health benefits attributable to the final  
     Guidance can be quantified and would be significant.  Furthermore, the     
     revised benefit-cost analyses show that costs and benefits are             
     commensurate.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It appears that individual site-specific evaluations will be necessary to  
     quantify the types and costs of improvements required by the affected      
     treatment facilities in the region.  Even with "standardized" regulations, 
     differences in wastewater influent and treatment processes will not allow a
     universal set of changes or expansions to succeed everywhere (one size does
     not fit all).  This will no doubt bring joy and elation to consultants     
     nationwide because the fact is, very few, if any, owners will have the     
     expertise in-house to properly evaluate the advanced processes and systems 
     that GLI will lead to.  The Detroit's and the Chicago's probably could; the
     smaller cities and towns like Dunkirk, Oswego, Warsaw and Corfu probably   
     could not.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.018     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI focuses in large part on bioaccumulating chemicals.  These         
     chemicals tend to adsorb onto solids and accumulate in the fat of          
     organisms.  When contemplating treatment strategies to remove these        
     chemicals from waste streams, it is convenient to take advantage of their  
     tendency to adsorb to material.  The typical publicly owned treatment works
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     accomplishes the adsorption of chemicals and subsequent removal from the   
     waste stream in a serendipitous manner.  They generally were not designed  
     to remove bioaccumulating chemicals specifically, but rather were designed 
     to remove solids prior to discharge of the waste stream.  Their efficacy to
     remove toxics occurs only because these chemicals partially adsorb onto the
     solids and are removed from the waste stream only insofar as the solids are
     removed.  For strongly adsorbing chemicals in a treatment system that      
     removes a high percentage of solids this serendipitous removal of chemicals
     can be effective (e.g., 80% or greater removal).  [However, chemicals that 
     adsorb to a lesser degree are not as effectively removed by the typical    
     well performing treatment plant.]  [In addition, extremely high removal    
     rates (in excess of 99%) are likely necessary to meet a substantial portion
     of the limits resulting from the GLI.]                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.019     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.020 is imbedded in comment #.019.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, chemicals that adsorb to a lesser degree are not as effectively   
     removed by the typical well performing treatment plant.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.020     
     
     See response to D2587.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment #.021 is imbedded in comment #.019.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In addition, extremely high removal rates (in excess of 99%) are likely    
     necessary to meet a substantial portion of the limits resulting from the   
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.021     
     
     See response to comment D2587.011.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our research into GLI and its repercussions have turned up an apparent     
     belief by many parties that two processes in particular, chemical          
     precipitation and activated carbon adsorption, may be capable of achieving 
     removals down to GLI levels.  Although we are not a Detroit or a Chicago, a
     detailed comparison of those anticipated levels with our recent full-scale 
     plant performance data indicates that this expectation is at least overly  
     optimistic, and more likely, not possible.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.022     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Examining just the bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC's) and the    
     potential BCCs for which we have operating data, there would have been well
     in excess of one hundred instances in just the past year where our effluent
     contained either greater than detection limits or greater than the proposed
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     standard (whichever is higher).  In some cases these exceedances were      
     slightly above target levels.  In other cases the effluent concentrations  
     were ten or twenty times what the proposed requirements are.  Again, this  
     analysis only covers the chemcials we have data for; actual levels of      
     compliance problems may be greater for any of the other dozens of          
     substances to be regulated by GLI.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2587.023     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2587.022. D2587.023 D2587.024   
     D2587.025 D2587.026 D2587.028                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel this is highly significant not noly for ourselves, but for anyone  
     else considering activated carbon treatment because our carbon system was  
     specifically designed to remove the bioaccumulating chemicals upon which   
     GLI is focused.  It becomes clear that a much more aggressive level of     
     treatment would be necessary.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2587.024     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2587.022.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to the consistency and magnitude of the performance gap (current vs.   
     GLI), it is extremely unlikely that simple changes to our existing         
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     treatment process would reliably meet the GLI goals.  Such changes might   
     have included carbon regeneration strategies, chemical choice and/or       
     chemical dosage.  Instead, other more aggressive and costly means will be  
     necessary to achieve the GLI reductions.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2587.025     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2587.022.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the physical-chemical treatment process employed at the City of   
     Niagara Falls' wastewater plant is very sophisticated and highly efficient 
     in removing dissolved organics from the influent waste stream, a major     
     upgrade could be necessary in an attempt to meet expected GLI effluent     
     limitations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2587.026     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2587.022.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2587.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the expected effluent limits are below detection limits and thus it
     will be difficult to measure compliance.                                   
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     Response to: D2587.027     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From a review of the GLI criteria, it is expected that advanced treatment  
     technologies for the removal of metals and organics will be necessary.     
     Examples of such technologies include ultra-violet chemical oxidation or   
     carbon adsorption for organics removal, and reverse osmosis or ion exchange
     for metals removal.  With the exception of carbon adsorption, application  
     of these treatment technologies is generally within the several hundred    
     gallon per minute range and is used for water reuse or metal recovery in   
     industrial applications.  During development of this cost estimate examples
     of such large scale applications of these advanced treatment technologies  
     in municipal wastewater treatment could not be found.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.028     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2587.022.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2587.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have prepared conceptual cost estimates for the proposed enhancements,  
     which are also provided in Attachment M.  As can be seen, we estimate a    
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     capital expenditure of nearly $50 million will be required.  We further    
     estimate an additional annual O&M expenditure of over $7.4 million.  The   
     projected requirements are those necessary in addition to our current      
     capital investment and O&M expenditures, and the processes we currently    
     have are those that many would presuppose would allow compliance with the  
     GLI.  Other plants would have to undertake their own, site specific        
     analyses to determine the processes required and the associated costs.     
     Based on our own analysis, we believe the economic impact of the GLI far   
     exceeds the estimates prepared by the Agency.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2587.029     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Over time, the burden of operating this plant built for large, concentrated
     industrial wastes shifts to a captive audience made up of residents, small 
     businesses and industries that can't or won't pretreat.  This is the       
     opposite of the common treatment concept on which our design was based, a  
     point which was strongly made when we unsuccessfully petitioned for a      
     fundamentally different factors variance from the OCPSF regulations.  GLI  
     is the latest in a string of events forcing an expensive plant, for which  
     many contributed, to become a very expensive plant for which fewer         
     contribute.  Speaking of captive audiences, please understand that our City
     has a disproportionately high share of senior citizens living on fixed     
     incomes who handle increased expenses of any kind with great difficulty.   
     This is in addition to the numbers of unemployed residents of our City.    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.030     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2587.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is for these reasons we would require a construction grants program to  
     pay for the additional facilities that this draft regulation would force   
     upon us.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2587.031     
     
     See response to: D1711.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We estimate that the additional annual operation and maintenance costs     
     would be double the estimated debt service resulting from the upgrade.     
     Since these costs are too frequently neglected or dismissed by policy      
     makers removed from wastewater treatment reality, we would also require    
     funding to cover the ongoing costs of GLI.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.032     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without modifying the proposed regulations or providing the massive aid    
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     required to implement them, the aggregate costs for similar process        
     improvements at other Great Lakes municipal plants will result in a huge   
     economic sink for the region.  This latest federal program will create an  
     unfair disadvantage and provide one more factor to discourage local        
     industrial activity.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.033     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2587.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One criticism of the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) is that   
     businesses will be drawn to areas of low labor costs and few environmental 
     regulations.  If this is so, GLI, in its present form, would provide grease
     on the slide for companies moving south, north, or anywhere but the Great  
     Lakes states.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2587.034     
     
     See response to comment number D2750.017.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The argument exists that large scale end-of-pipe improvements are not the  
     inevitable result of GLI.  It is certainly conceivable that selective      
     banning of chemicals from the collection system could achieve some of the  
     GLI goals.  It would not work for substances that could come from          
     households, groundwater, or combined sewer runoff where small quantities   
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     would pass through the treatment plant and cause a violation.  If banning  
     were conducted to any substantial extent, it would also lead to the large  
     scale pretreatment and cost escalation as described previously.  In either 
     case, a small enviornmental benefit would be obtained at a huge cost.      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.035     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides investigating how one would meet the permit limits that would be   
     imposed by the GLI, it is also instructive to investigate the question of  
     what would be the environmental benefits of these even more stringent      
     effluent limits.  Even though the issue deserves much more investigation at
     different scales of concern (i.e., near effluent, river, Lake Ontario,     
     etc.), a revisit to the present permit's development is illustrative of the
     GLI's minimal efficacy in at least site specific instances.                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.036     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To determine the environmental benefit associated with this guidance, it is
     first necessary to provide documentation of the magnitude of harm currently
     attributable to point-source discharges.  This documentation appears to be 
     absent in the proposed rule.                                               
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     Response to: D2587.037     
     
     The regulatory impact analysis (RIA) accompanying the Guidance at proposal 
     (April, 1993) described the basis by which a portion of the potential      
     benefits of water quality improvements illustrated in the case study       
     benefits                                                                   
     analyses were attributed to the proposed Guidance, and the numerous sources
     of uncertainty surrounding these estimates.  In general, baseline resource 
     values and the value of water quality improvements were based on available 
     data and applied research.  However, data were not available on the        
     potential                                                                  
     contribution of the proposed Guidance toward attaining the larger water    
     quality objectives.                                                        
                                                                                
     Because of the lack of information on the attribution issue, benefits were 
     attributed to the Guidance in the case study analyses for illustrative     
     purposes based on general information about the sites.  Although the lack  
     of                                                                         
     data was not refuted, public comments on the proposed Guidance and RIA     
     focused on the uncertainty surrounding the attribution of benefits and the 
     use of potentially "optimistic" attribution assumptions.  Thus, subsequent 
     research efforts were directed towards better quantification of the        
     potential                                                                  
     impact of the Guidance in bringing about future toxic-oriented benefits.   
     Efforts were focused on determining the potential contribution of point    
     source loadings to the toxic-related problems in the basin. The revised    
     analysis of benefits for the final Guidance utilized this new information  
     in                                                                         
     attributing future toxics-oriented benefits to the Guidance.               
                                                                                
     One study investigating the relationships between various PCB sources and  
     sinks in the Great Lakes Basin is the ongoing Green Bay/Fox River Mass     
     Balance Study (GBMBS).  Preliminary results from this modeling effort      
     indicate that point sources contribute approximately 9.4% of the total PCB 
     loadings to Green Bay at the mouth of the Fox River (Bierman et al., 1992; 
     Table 9-8, p. 172). However, given the highly site- and                    
     contaminant-specific                                                       
     nature of toxic-related water quality impairments, the results of the GBMBS
     may not be representative of the universe of sites or pollutants impacted  
     by                                                                         
     the Guidance.                                                              
                                                                                
     In general, there are insufficient data available to estimate total        
     basinwide                                                                  
     loadings (and thus calculate the relative point source contribution) for   
     almost all of the contaminants addressed by the Guidance, and results are  
     likely to be highly site- and contaminant-specific.  For example, using    
     limited studies, EPA was able to estimate basinwide loadings only for      
     mercury, lead, cadmium, and PCBs (Warren, 1993).  However, if these results
     are utilized to provide a preliminary indication of the relative           
     contribution                                                               
     of point sources (based on Permit Compliance System data for point source  
     loadings), the estimated relative contribution of point sources ranges from
     approximately 2% to 40%, depending on the contaminant.                     
                                                                                
     Strachan and Eisenreich (1988) estimated inputs of direct industrial and   
     wastewater dischargers of PCBs and lead to Lakes Superior and Huron, and   
     compared them to total loadings.  Although the data probably underestimate 
     point source loadings, the estimates demonstrate that the lower Great Lakes
     receive a greater percentage of total loadings from point sources than the 
     upper lakes.  The upper lakes are estimated to receive a greater  share of 
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     their total loadings of toxic contaminants from atmospheric sources.  This 
     is                                                                         
     due to the relative lack of local sources and the larger surface area of   
     the                                                                        
     upper lakes. Conversely, extensive pollutant loadings from sources on the  
     Detroit-St. Clair and Niagara River systems result in a relatively higher  
     share of total loadings from point sources to the lower lakes (Strachan and
     Eisenreich, 1988).  Strachan and Eisenreich estimate that the contribution 
     of                                                                         
     point sources ranges from 0.7% to 1.5% for Lake Superior, and from 2.0% to 
     7.0% for Lake Huron.                                                       
                                                                                
     Strachan and Eisenreich (1988) were able to analyze total pollutant loads  
     and                                                                        
     the relative contribution of inputs from the atmosphere for PCBs, t-DDT,   
     benzo(a)pyrene, lead, and mirex (Lake Ontario only), although they found   
     large uncertainties in the data. Information on the relative contribution  
     of                                                                         
     atmospheric sources to total loadings provides an indication of the        
     potential contribution of point sources. Strachan and Eisenreich's work    
     showed atmospheric inputs varied greatly by contaminant and lake. For      
     example, atmospheric inputs of PCBs ranged from 90% for Lake Superior, to  
     7%                                                                         
     for Lake Ontario.                                                          
                                                                                
     Based on the information presented above, assumptions regarding the        
     relative                                                                   
     contribution of point sources to total toxic loadings were developed for   
     each                                                                       
     lake (1%-2% for Lake Superior, 5%-10% for Lakes Michigan and Huron, and    
     10%-15% for Lakes Erie and Ontario). These assumptions were then used in   
     the                                                                        
     benefits analysis to attribute an appropriate share of water quality       
     benefits                                                                   
     to the Guidance. Typically, the share of benefits attributed to the        
     Guidance                                                                   
     was estimated by multiplying the projected pollutant loading reductions    
     resulting form the point source controls of the Guidance by estimated      
     contribution of point sources to total loadings for each lake.  For        
     example,                                                                   
     the final Guidance is projected to reduce toxic-weighted loadings at the   
     Saginaw River/Saginaw Bay case study site by 60.5%.  Multiplying this      
     estimate by the estimated range for the relative contribution of point     
     sources to total Lake Huron loadings (5% to 10%) gives the expected        
     reductions of total loadings attributable to the Guidance (3.03% to 6.05%).
     Bierman V.J., J.V. DePinto, T.C. Young, P.W. Rodgers, S.C. Martin, and R.  
     Raghunathan .  1992.  Development and Validation of an Integrated Exposure 
     Model for Toxic Chemicals in Green Bay, Lake Michigan.  U.S. EPA, Grosse   
     Ile,                                                                       
     MI.  STrachan, W.M.J and S.J. Eisenreich.  1988.  Mass Balancing of Toxic  
     Chemicals in the Great Lakes:  The Role of Atmospheric Deposition.         
     Prepared                                                                   
     for the International Joint Commission.  May.  113 pp.  Warren, G.  1993.  
     Revised Whole-Basin Load Estimates for Critical Pollutants.  Memorandum    
     from                                                                       
     Glenn Warren to Arnie Leder. March 4.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
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     Comment ID: D2587.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that EPA has not considered Canadian input to the Great   
     Lakes Basin and to the development of this guidance document.  Without this
     consideration, any attempt to quantify environmental benefits on a basin   
     basis is incomplete, at best.  This, in turn, leads to an unsupported      
     expectation of environmental benefits attributable to the GLI.             
     
     
     Response to: D2587.038     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D2596.013.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2587.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule is directed solely toward point source discharges        
     (industrial and municipal).  In fact, 90+-% of the loading of the          
     pollutants addressed in the rule come from non-point sources including     
     stormwater runoff, atmospheric deposition, and previously contaminated     
     sediments.  Only 10+-% of the loading on the U.S. side of the lakes come   
     from point sources.  Furthermore, the GLI will account for only 1-50%      
     reduction of these loadings depending on the pollutant.  The 50% upper     
     limit is predicated on a number of EPA's unsubstantiated assumptions and   
     case studies that appear to be severely flawed.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.039     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: D2587.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A 1% reduction in PCBs is plausible considering that they are no longer in 
     production and are in the waterbody sediments or deposited from the air (a 
     medium not considered by EPA in the guidance document).  The persistence of
     PCBs is recognized, but apparently not considered.  Therefore, the         
     reduction in PCBs in the environment attributable to the GLI will not be   
     measurable for decades, if ever.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2587.040     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2587.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will be completely ineffective in controlling mercury.  The reason 
     is that atmospheric deposition contributes 10 times the loading of mercury 
     as do point sources.  Considering that rainwater can and does violate the  
     GLI limits for mercury, the reduction in loading resulting from the        
     proposed rule will be overwhelmed and lost in the atmospheric deposition   
     loading.  Consequently, no environmental benefit will be seen.             
     
     
     Response to: D2587.041     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2587.042
     Cross Ref 1: cc HA/EXP/FC
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     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A large part of EPA's expectation for environmental benefit is predicated  
     on three faulty case studies.  These studies address only concentrations in
     trout and salmon and then falsely assume that all species are the same.  In
     point of fact, many of the fish caught by sport fishermen in two of the    
     three case study areas are yellow perch, which is not on the fish advisory 
     list in those states.  Therefore, the benefits as stated by EPA are        
     inflated.  The GLI will have no beneficial impact on fish advisories lists 
     for decades including trout and salmon due to persistence of pollutants in 
     the sediments and atmospheric deposition.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.042     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2587.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is one exception in that dioxin will be significantly reduced by the 
     rule.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.043     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2587.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most effective way to address loadings is to take the ecosystem        
     approach to developing environmental standards.  Currently, the Lakewide   
     Area Management Plans (LAMPS) are closer to this approach than GLI.        
     Furthermore, LAMPS have been in place for a period of time and have been   
     identifying problem areas and concentrating on solutions to lake-specific  
     problems.  This is a more sensible approach that concentrates the effort   
     and the money on "local" problems without involving six or seven other     
     states.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.044     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, a number of regulations (e.g., OCPSF) aimed at controlling        
     loadings from various sources have recently or will soon become effective. 
     EPA has not considered the environmental benefit of these regulations which
     will occur without GLI.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.045     
     
     EPA revised its estimates of the costs and loading reductions anticipated  
     to result from implementation of the Guidance to reflect changes to the    
     proposed rule in response to comments received on the regulatory impact    
     analysis (RIA).  The revisions also reflect modifications to the           
     methodology to estimate costs and cost-effectiveness that were made to more
     accurately project the costs to the regulated community and to better      
     account for the pollutant load reductions, including updated data to       
     reflect current permit requirements and discharge conditions.  For the     
     purposes of estimating costs, EPA assumed that permitting authorities would
     use the more stringent provisions specified in the Guidance even when the  
     Guidance provides for less stringent alternatives.  This was done to reduce
     uncertainty in the cost analysis and to provide a conservative estimate of 
     costs on which to base decisions.  The revisions to the cost and loading   
     analysis are documented in the revised RIA of the final Guidance.          
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     As a result of using updated data which lowered baseline pollutant levels, 
     the estimated compliance costs and pollutant load reductions for the final 
     Guidance are not as substantial as those projected for the proposed        
     Guidance.  However, 80% of the pollutant load reduction is attributable to 
     reducing bioaccumulative pollutants of concern (BCCs).  Indeed, for two    
     case study areas, the Guidance is estimated to reduce PCB loadings from    
     point sources by approximately 90%.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Considering the above, we believe that the expectation of environmental    
     benefit from the GLI is largely unsubstantiated, that the extent of the    
     problem associated with current point source discharges remains            
     undocumented, and that continued effort under LAMPS is a far better        
     approach toward applying limited resources to solving the most significant 
     problems.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.046     
     
     EPA does not agree that the expectation of environmental benefits from the 
     GLI is largely understated for the reasons stated in the preamble to the   
     final Guidance, Section IX of the SID and supporting documents.  EPA also  
     believes that the Guidance is but one component in the overall strategy to 
     protect and restore the Great Lakes.  For further discussion on how the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.047 is imbedded in comment #.04?.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The above discussion implies that a GLI approach, which emphasizes the     
     population and community level and the mechanisms that cause effects at    
     these levels, may yield greater benefit than an approach with a singular   
     emphasis  on chemical concentrations.  This broader approach is also more  
     in accord with that indicated by a growing number of scientists who have   
     urged that assessments be based on an ecosystem approach which takes into  
     account all the Great Lakes environmentally related processes and          
     interactions (e.g., EPA's Science Advisory Board's comments on the GLI.]   
     
     
     Response to: D2587.047     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance takes an ecosystem approach to environmental
     management, but is only one component in the overall strategy to protect   
     and restore the Great Lakes.  For further discussion on how the Guidance   
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2587.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As mentioned above, the contribution of non-point sources to the pollutant 
     loading of the lakes is estimated to be 90+-% in the U.S. and no estimate  
     is available for Canadian waters.  EPA has chosen to totally neglect       
     non-point source loadings and their effects in this rule.  Also neglected  
     are impacts of other regulations affecting discharges to the lake basin,   
     e.g., stormwater runoff.  The Agency has chosen to target point source     
     discharges that have been regulated for at least a decade.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.048     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in responses to
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2587.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There was a time when point source dischargers were the most significant   
     contributor of toxic pollutants of concern.  However, pretreatment programs
     and construction grant programs coupled with the more recent Remedial      
     Action Plans (RAPS) and LAMPS have reduced the point source contribution to
     10+-%.  Identifying and quantifying the current sources of toxic chemicals 
     of concern is extremely important.  This is the primary focus of RAPS and  
     LAMPS which use an ecological approach to the problem.  This ecological    
     approach has been responsible for determining that 60% to 80% of the PCB   
     input to the Great Lakes comes from airborne contaminants and non-point    
     sources.  This, coupled with the fact that PCBs are extremely persistent in
     the waterbody sediments, suggests that the PCB problem needs to be         
     addressed from non-point source loadings and not the point source loadings 
     (i.e., identify and regulate sources of airborne contaminants and decide   
     how to best deal with PCBs in the sediments).  It has also been determined 
     that mercury concentrations in precipitation in Minnesota are as much as   
     100 times the allowable limit proposed in the GLI wildlife criteria.  [With
     non-point source loadings of this magnitude, it is evident that the GLI    
     will effect little, if any, appreciable improvement in the environment,    
     with the exception of dioxin.]                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2587.049     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those that address nonpoint sources of          
     pollcution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and      
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2587.04?
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to accurately examine the potential effect of the GLI criteria on 
     Great Lakes biota, the influence of more stringent effluent limits on river
     chemical levels must be considered in context with the other environmental 
     factors affecting biota.  Other environmental factors that have been shown 
     to produce substantial effects include habitat loss, overexploitation, and 
     invasion by non-indigenous species.  The first factor, destruction of      

Page 159



$T044618.TXT
     habitat by human activities (such as deforestation of drainage basins, with
     subsequent increases in siltation and temperature, construction of dams    
     which block access to spawning areas, and the filling of coastal marshes)  
     has been implicated as being "perhaps the most important stressor affecting
     the fisheries in the lower Lakes"  (Environment Canada, Dept. of Fisheries 
     and Oceans, 1991).  Similarly, lack of suitable habitat is considered a    
     significant factor curently impairing and/or threatening populations and   
     productivity of most avian species with the Great Lakes basin.  For        
     example, of 170 areas of potential eagle habitat surveyed in 1992 on Lake  
     Erie and the Niagara River, only 21 (12.4%) were rated as good to excellent
     for nesting (Weselch et al, Science of the Total Environment, 1992).  The  
     significance of the second factor, overexploitation (e.g. overfishing), has
     recently been demonstrated in Lakes Erie (Hatch et al, Can. J. Fish. Aquat.
     Sci., 1987) and Ontario (Sly, Hydrobiologia, 1991) where                   
     contaminant-induced fishing restrictions led to significant rebounds of    
     depressed fish populations.  The importance of non-indigenous species, the 
     third factor, is demonstrated by the historical effects of the sea lamprey 
     on the native lake trout population, and by Mills et al (Journal of Great  
     Lakes Research, 1993) who show that the rate of invasion by non-indigenous 
     species seems to be accelerating.                                          
                                                                                
     All of the factors discussed above, including toxic chemicals, habitat     
     overexploitation, and non-indigenous species, have been shown to impact    
     biota.  However, due to the interdependencies and interrelationships of    
     these factors, it is difficult to establish their relative importance      
     within the Great Lakes ecosystem.  For example, toxic chemicals have been  
     shown to cause effects on the molecular and cellular levels of fish, but   
     there is no consensus regarding whether present levels of contamination    
     cause significant biological response at the individual or, even less      
     likely, at the population level.  As stated by Environment Canada (prev.   
     cit., 1991), "the specificity of chemical effects decreases as one moves   
     from the molecular level towards the community level.  As a result,        
     contaminant effects become more difficult to separate out from the effects 
     of non-chemical stressors."                                                
                                                                                
     This distinction, between the effects of toxic chemicals and the effects of
     other factors on biota, is made even more difficult by the fact that       
     non-chemical stressors have had such a large impact in the Great Lakes.  In
     fact, there are many indications that toxic chemicals may play a relatively
     minor role in the Great Lakes ecosystem.  For example, data show that PCB  
     and DDT levels in tern eggs have declined since the early to mid-1970's,   
     while habitat problems due to high water levels have increased.  The only  
     location where tern chicks appear to be suffering the effects of chemical  
     contamination, are in localized areas such as Green Bay and Saginaw Bay    
     (Environment Canada, prev. cit., 1991).  A second example, is the lack of  
     temporal correlation between major effects and ambient chemical levels.    
     Many dramatic species changes preceded the use of chemicals, as illustrated
     by the Atlantic Salmon population (extinct in Lake Ontario by 1900),  lake 
     trout populations (diminished in most lakes by the 1950s), otter and beaver
     populations (diminished before the turn of the century),  and by eagles    
     which were experiencing population declines due to habitat degradation     
     before the widespread use of DDT (Weeks, Canadian Field Naturalist, 1974;  
     Noble and Elliot, Canadian Field Naturalist, 1990).  A final illustration  
     of the relative importance of chemical factors is shown by consideration of
     the duration (recovery time) of the various factors, which tend to indicate
     that the chemical impacts may be less severe than the physical and         
     biological impacts.  For example, the time scale of even the most          
     persistent chemicals in the Great Lakes (half lives of decades or less     
     [Borgmann and Whittle, Journal of Great Lakes Research, 1991]) is small    
     compared to that of physical habitat destruction, such as deforestation and
     filling of wetlands, which has a time scale from decades to centuries, and 
     that of exotic species, which may be permanent.                            
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     [The above discussion implies that a GLI approach, which emphasizes the    
     population and community level and the mechanisms that cause effects at    
     these levels, may yield greater benefit than an approach with a singular   
     emphasis on chemical concentrations.  This broader approach is also more in
     accord with that indicated by a growing number of scientists who have urged
     that assessments be based on an ecosystem approach which takes into account
     all the Great Lakes environmentally related processes and interactions     
     (e.g., EPA's Science Advisory Board's comments on the GLI.]                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.04?     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.050 is imbedded in comment #.049.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With non-point source loadings of this magnitude, it is evident that the   
     GLI will effect little, if any, appreciable improvement in the environment,
     with the exception of dioxin.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2587.050     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2723.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2587.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA and the Great Lakes States have recently initiated the Great Lakes     
     Toxic Reduction Initiative which focuses on non-point sources of loadings. 
     However, this initiative is only seven months old and will take an extended
     period of time to produce results.  Because this is of critical importance 
     to the overall improvement of the lakes, many members of the regulated     
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     community and some members of the steering committee (Water Directors of   
     EPA National and Regional offices and the Great Lakes States' environmental
     agencies) have urged that the implementation of the GLI be postponed until 
     the LAMP process has been completed.  This will, in turn, allow for the    
     most efficient regulatory effort, and the most efficient use of public and 
     private expenditures to solve the identified problems rather than force    
     large expenditures by industrial/municipal dischargers to achieve minor, if
     any, environmental improvement.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.051     
     
     See response to comment P2582.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2587.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on the above discussion, we join other members of the regulated      
     community in urging a delay in the implementation of the GLI until the LAMP
     process is complete.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.052     
     
     See response to comment P2582.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2587.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the sources of chemicals in the Niagara River and the rest of the    
     Great Lakes basin occur on both the American and Canadian sides of the     
     border, and while Canadians have often protested the loudest over some of  
     our problems, the lack of progress in Canada in controlling pollution is   
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     alarming to us and others.  Canada has been a party to the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality agreement since its origination in 1972, and through several 
     updates and amendments.  Yet, real Canadian commitment to the "virtual     
     elimination of the discharge of persistent toxic chemicals" to the Great   
     Lakes, as called for in the 1978 update, has been sorely lacking.  While   
     the United States has been moving ahead and has significantly reduced its  
     discharges to the Great Lakes, Canada has not.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2587.053     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2587.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has been promoted as a tool to ensure the establishment of         
     consistent discharge limits across the Great Lakes states, in an attempt to
     prevent interstate competition based on differences in discharge limits.   
     As evidenced by the statements above, we have no assurance whatsoever that 
     the Canadians will ever even approach the level of regulation that is      
     proposed to be foisted upon us.  We face the very real threat of a loss in 
     our industrial base and jobs to the Canadian side of the border.  It is    
     only right that the Canadians be required to do their fair share in        
     reducing the discharge of toxics to the Great Lakes.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.054     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2587.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Because the appropriately calculated water quality criterion may be several
     orders of magnitude below detection limits of currently acceptable         
     analytical methods, a serious compliance monitoring problem is created.    
     This problem may augment the credibility gap between agencies, the public, 
     and the regulated community.  The proposed rule does not provide guidance  
     on this matter.  It is vitally important to the success of the proposed    
     rule that specific guidance addressing this problem be incorporated into   
     the final version of the rule.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2587.055     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs) for many BCC's will be
     set below current analytical detection limits, EPA's cost assessment study 
     contains a number of questionable, simplistic assumptions.  These          
     assumptions have the effect of substantially understating "true" compliance
     costs and of introducing regulatory uncertainty to future compliance.      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.056     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA does acknowledge that, as new analytical methods are developed, a      
     previously non-detected pollutant could require additional treatment to    
     effect a discharge concentration that is below the new analytical detection
     level.  Failure to so treat would, in effect, move the discharger from the 
     category of compliance to that of non-compliance without any material      
     change in his effluent.  This approach also assumes that the discharger    
     will be required to either purchase the new equipment to perform the       
     testing or contract the work to a qualified laboratory.  Both options will 
     be expensive but they are not considered by EPA in its cost analysis.      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.057     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To further confound the issue, it is not clear whether monitoring costs    
     prepared by EPA are based on use of "superclean" analytical methods that   
     are critical for accurate determination of mercury in effluent streams.    
     Research by utilities, whose waste streams often contain mercury, has shown
     that these methods would result in substantially greater costs than EPA has
     estimated.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.058     
     
     In estimating monitoring costs EPA primarily relied upon analytical costs  
     for methods approved under 40 CFR Part 136.  See also response to Comment #
     MDL.RES.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2587.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the GLI would require such low concentrations of constituents in   
     plant discharges, it is possible, and even likely, that a very small mass  
     quantity of any particular chemical in a discharge would result in a permit
     violation.  Many of the expected permit limits are below current analytical
     limits of detection and thus a permit violation will occur upon detection  
     of any particular chemical in the plant's discharge.  It will not be       
     possible to measure how well a plant is performing if one can not see the  
     yardstick, and permit violations will pop up "out of the blue" when a      
     chemical is detected.  Then, perhaps some process adjustments will be made 
     that will bring that parameter back down below the limit of detection, but 
     we will never really know how reliable the processes are unless and until  
     we have the ability to measure extremely low concentrations of chemicals.  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.059     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To identify BCC's , the GLI has taken a nonvalidated theoretical approach. 
     The GLI proposal is based on consideration of octonal water partition      
     coefficient, trophic level and lipid content.  The approach calculates a   
     Bioconcentration Factor (BCF) for direct exposure to water and then uses a 
     Food Chain Multiplier (FCM) to calculate the Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF). 
     Chemicals with a BAF >1000 have been targeted as BCC's, Bioaccumulation    
     Chemicals of Concern.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.060     
     
     EPA agrees that BCCs should not be determined solely on the basis of a BAF 
     derived from a log KOW.  Rather, EPA believes that the BAFs used to        
     determine which organic chemicals are BCCs should be based on              
     field-measured data.                                                       
                                                                                
     See response to G1752.006.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.061
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL
     Cross Ref 3: cc HH
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCC's.  This, when    
     combined with BAF, wildlife criteria and human health criteria, will result
     in very stringent effluent limits.  These non-acute criteria will be an    
     effluent requirement.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.061     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has proposed an entirely new class of chemicals requiring very     
     specific stringent regulation.  This can pose particularly difficult       
     compliance problems for municipal treatment plants such as ours.  The      
     nature of plant influent is a complex mixture of sanitary waste, industrial
     inputs, runoff, groundwater infiltration and residential sources that can  
     include a myriad of chemicals, some of which may be classified as BCC's and
     severely regulated.  However, the scientific and policy basis for these    
     regulatory procedures are new and flawed.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.062     
     
     After careful consideration of this and other related comments, EPA        
     continues to believe that the special provisions for BCCs are warranted.   
     EPA's continued support of the special emphasis on BCCs parallels the      
     position of the Great Lakes States as initially expressed by State         
     representatives on the Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that these     
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     special provisions for BCCs are a reasonable approach to address the issue 
     of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  See   
     section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
                                                                                
     In the proposal, EPA requested comment on issues concerning the details of 
     the proposed special provisions for BCCs.  After analyzing those issues and
     the comments received, EPA has modified several of the provisions in ways  
     that may in some cases reduce costs for the regulated community without    
     significantly increasing the risk from BCCs.  EPA believes that with these 
     modifications the provisions for BCCs will continue to address the concerns
     of the Initiative Committees for controlling the discharges of BCCs.  These
     modifications include changes to the methodology for deriving non-cancer   
     human health criteria, the antidegradation provisions, the BAF methodology,
     the level of quantification procedure, and the procedures for elimination  
     of mixing zone for BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of these issues.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Very few BAFs have been measured accurately and reported in the literature.
     Furthermore, for those sites where information is available, its           
     application to other sites and other chemicals has not been verified.  The 
     overall methodology has not undergone rigorous scientific peer review.     
     Nevertheless, GLI still proposes to use BCF and FCM calculations to        
     establish the BAF and define BCC's.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2587.063     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the majority of data used to calculate the           
     field-measured BAFs in the final Guidance came from the data of Oliver and 
     Niimi (1988).  This data set is generally recognized as being the most     
     complete set of data available in the Great Lakes for estimating           
     field-measured BAFs.  EPA also acknowledges that the data from Oliver and  
     Niimi come from Lake Ontario, but believes that the data can be used to    
     predict BAFs in other Great Lakes because the values are lipid normalized  
     and based on the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the     
     water column.  Normalizing for lipid content allows the data to be applied 
     to other fish species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis 
     from field data eliminates the site- specific nature of the BAFs caused by 
     the amounts of dissolved and particulate organic carbon present at the     
     field site and therefore, allows the use of the derived BAFs in the other  
     Great Lakes.                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available and that the      
     methodology in the final Guidance has been adequately peer reviewed.       
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     EPA has decided not to use predicted or laboratory-measured BCFs or FCMs   
     for purposes of designating chemicals as BCCs. In the final Guidance, only 
     field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used  
     to determine BCCs.  Field- measured data are a more accurate gauge of what 
     is occurring in nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF.        
                                                                                
     For the derivation of criteria, EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I
     criteria and Tier II values for human health and Tier I criteria for       
     wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and   
     bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for human health is  
     discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new 
     minimum BAF data required to derive Tier I human health criteria for       
     organic chemicals include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF      
     derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than  
     125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals,   
     including organometals such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to   
     derive a Tier I human health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a   
     field-measured BAF or (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of  
     inorganic chemicals, the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because   
     there is no apparent biomagnification or metabolism.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2587.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Thomann FCM methodology was tested for a very narrow list of chemicals 
     and was deemed valid only within "an order of magnitude".  It also has been
     explicitly recognized to have greater weakness for chemicals with a Kow    
     >6.5.  Furthermore, the GLI proposal combines the methods of Veith and     
     Kosian (1983) and Thomann in an unverified fashion.  EPA proposes to       
     proceed with this methodology without further research.  This is           
     particularly dangerous since history has proven that once a chemical gets  
     placed on a regulatory list is it impossible to change the relative status 
     of its listing.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.064     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    

Page 169



$T044618.TXT
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2587.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA's own Science Advisory Board (SAB) recognized the inadequate       
     scientific basis for the GLI proposal.  The SAB recommended that EPA should
     mount a specific research program on the estimation of BAF in order to     
     satisfy the needs of this regulatory program.  Research is needed which    
     includes accurate field determination of BAF for each specific chemical    
     considered including information on water column concentrations, food      
     consumption and tissue content.  Current GLI procedures can be one to      
     several orders of magnitude in error, unacceptable for enforceable         
     regulation leading to substantial compliance expenditures.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.065     
     
     EPA disagrees that there is an inadequate scientific basis for the BAF     
     methodology.  EPA has made modifications to the BAF methodology in the     
     final Guidance which have improved the predictive capability.              
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that there can be errors in determining field- measured   
     BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to minimize these  
     potential errors when deriving BAFs for the final Guidance by carefully    
     screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.   EPA continues to contend  
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
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     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.                               
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments about the difficulty of collecting 
     and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA, however, thinks that States and
     Tribes can adequately use and interpret field studies.  To assist them in  
     this task, EPA plans to provide guidance concerning the determination and  
     interpretation of field-measured BAFs before the States and Tribes are     
     required to adopt water quality standards consistent with this Guidance.   
     This will provide interested parties with a consistent set of procedures   
     that will assist them in collecting and interpreting the field-measured    
     BAFs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     When field-measured BAFs are not available, a food chain model is used to  
     account for biomagnification.  In the final Guidance, an adaptation of the 
     Gobas model (1993) is used to estimate FCMs instead of the Thomann model   
     (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes   
     much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing          
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs  
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA     
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI was conceived to provide uniform Great Lakes regulation and address    
     water quality consideration from an ecosystem perspective specific to the  
     Great Lakes, not at isolated, individual locations.  However, the GLI      
     proposed regulations for BCC's fail to take into consideration of ecosystem
     wide factors or actual impacts.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.066     
     
     See response to P2656.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2587.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To begin, GLI proposes to classify and regulate BCC chemicals differently  
     and more stringent without scientific evidence of existing or emerging     
     impacts.  True, some BCC's such as PCB, dioxin and mercury have documented 
     problems and warrant special attention for which there already exists a    
     plethora of scientific and regulatory programs.  However, most of the 28   
     BCC's have only been targeted because of a theoretical, unverified BAF     
     greater than 1000.  There has been no evidence of impacts and no indication
     as to why a BAF >1000 is an appropriate trigger or an accurate             
     characterization.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2587.067     
     
     See response to P2656.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI procedure for BCC's will not consider mixing zone dilution nor the 
     importance of other loads.  Consequently, it does not provide a relevant   
     relationship to actual impacts in the Great Lakes.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2587.068     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The failure to consider dilution, actual exposure, and other sources is a  
     particularly important concern to the City.  Minute amounts of chemicals   
     present in our municipal discharge may have little or no impact on the     
     Great Lakes because of the vast amount of available dilution or the        
     dominance of other sources.  Still these BCC chemicals may be strictly     
     regulated leading to ineffectual expenditure of public monies.             
     Furthermore, the proposed regulations fail to place the importance of any  
     discharge of BCC's into an ecosystem perspective.  The chemicals are not   
     regulated inside the context of a system-wide mass balance which would     
     place individual loads into relative perspective and provide a cause effect
     relationship of loads to water quality.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.069     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is designed to increase the           
     consistency of water quality-based controls throughout the Great Lakes     
     System, taking into account dilution and exposure.  At the same time, for a
     set of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, the final Guidance is designed
     to reduce loadings to the Great Lakes System.  The Great Lakes Initiative  
     Steering Committee believed that every reasonable effort should be made to 
     reduce loadings of all BCCs, because these pollutants tend to persist      
     throughout the Great Lakes ecosystem and have a propensity to bioaccumulate
     in the food chain, and have been associated with serious and systemwide    
     impacts.  After careful consideration of this and other related comments,  
     EPA continues to believe that the special provisions for BCCs are          
     warranted.  EPA's continued support of the special emphasis on BCCs        
     parallels the position of the Great Lakes States as initially expressed by 
     State representatives on the Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that     
     these special provisions for BCCs are a reasonable approach to address the 
     issue of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  
     See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
                                                                                
     In the proposal, EPA requested comment on issues concerning the details of 
     the proposed special provisions for BCCs.  After analyzing those issues and
     the comments received, EPA has modified several of the provisions in ways  
     that may in some cases reduce costs for the regulated community without    
     significantly increasing the risk from BCCs.  EPA believes that with these 
     modifications the provisions for BCCs will continue to address the concerns
     of the Initiative Committees for controlling the discharges of BCCs.  These
     modifications include changes to the methodology for deriving non-cancer   
     human health criteria, the antidegradation provisions, and the procedures  
     for elimination of mixing zone for BCCs, and procedures for pollutant      
     minimization programs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     these issues.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe it would be appropriate to develop a System- wide mass
     balance before implementing controls on BCCs.  As discussed in section     
     II.C.8 of the SID, EPA is concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs
     from increasing to the level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes     
     waters.  Waiting to develop special controls on BCCs would not be effective
     in addressing this concern.  As discussed further in sections VII.B and    
     VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance 
     will take full effect over the next twelve years (two years for            
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     State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in period).  A  
     program to develop a System-wide mass balance analysis could significantly 
     delay implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new         
     persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The     
     risks to the Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant
     such an approach.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the GLI BCC approach does not consider the development of a Total 
     Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) as required by 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.070     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2587.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, no procedures have been proposed in the GLI to address CFR        
     122.44(d) requirements for demonstrating reasonable potential to cause     
     instream excursions above water quality standards.  This demonstration can 
     not be made without consideration of mixing and other sources and losses.  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.071     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment.  The proposal, at 5.A.1 of Appendix F,    
     would have required the preliminary wasteload allocations that form the    
     basis for preliminary effluent limits to be calculated using the procedures
     in procedure 3 of the proposal (the TMDL procedures).  This provision      
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     clearly linked the Reasonable Potential provision to the TMDL provision.   
     The TMDL provision, and thus the procedure for determining preliminary     
     effluent limits, would have required available dilution and ambient        
     background pollutant concentrations to be considered in determining        
     reasonable potential.  The final Guidance, as noted in the preamble,       
     clarifies the linkage between the Reasonabe Potential and TMDL sections    
     and, unlike the proposal, specifically cross- references the provisions    
     within the TMDL section that preliminary wasteload allocation calculations 
     are to be consistent with.  The final Guidance also specifically           
     cross-references the provisions in the TMDL section that, at minimum,      
     wasteload allocations in the absence of a TMDL under 40 CFR 130.7 or       
     assessment and remdiation plan under paragraph A of procedure 3            
     calculations are to be consistent with.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2587.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal focuses on octonal/water partition, food trophic level,   
     and lipid content, a very narrow list of factors relevant to               
     bioaccumulation.  The GLI proposal ignores several factors commonly noted  
     as important in the scientific literature.  These include:                 
                                                                                
       -  bioavailability                                                       
       -  hydrolysis                                                            
       -  volatilization                                                        
       -  metabolic degradation                                                 
       -  sorption, settling and transport                                      
       -  depuration                                                            
                                                                                
     Each of these factors can have dramatic effects in altering the BAF.  Yet  
     none are considered in the GLI proposal.  The GLI proposal is glaringly    
     deficient because of these absences.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.072     
     
     Comment: D2587.072                                                         
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, bioavailability of organic chemicals is             
     addressed by taking into account the freely dissolved                      
     concentration of the chemical in the ambient water.  This is               
     taken into account in the calculation involved in the use of               
     field-measured BAFs and BSAFs; it is also taken into account in            
     the calculation of the criteria from the BAFs.  Metabolic                  
     degradation and depuration are automatically taken into account            
     when field-measured BAFs and BSAFs are used and when laboratory-           
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     measured BCFs are determined.  Hydrolysis, volatilization,                 
     sorption, and settling affect the fate of the chemical when it is          
     discharged, but they do not affect the BAFs because they are               
     based on the concentration that exist in the ambient water.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal has created an entirely new class of chemical BCC's for   
     separate and distinct regulation with end-of-pipe effluent concentration   
     requirements, no consideration of mixing and no consideration of other     
     sources or losses.  In this regard, they have deviated dramatically from   
     traditional EPA regulatory guidance under the guise of Great Lake          
     protection.  However, the resultant proposal does not consider any         
     ecosystem characteristics of the Great Lakes.  It does not consider the    
     large volumes, the large flows or the relevance of multiple sources.  The  
     GLI proposes regulation of BCC solely on an unverified calculation of BAF  
     which is characteristic to the chemical, not the Great Lakes.              
     
     
     Response to: D2587.073     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is designed to increase the           
     consistency of water quality-based controls throughout the Great Lakes     
     System, taking into account dilution and exposure.  At the same time, for a
     set of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, the final Guidance is designed
     to reduce loadings to the Great Lakes System.  The Great Lakes Initiative  
     Steering Committee believed that every reasonable effort should be made to 
     reduce loadings of all BCCs, because these pollutants tend to persist      
     throughout the Great Lakes ecosystem and have a propensity to bioaccumulate
     in the food chain, and have been associated with serious and systemwide    
     impacts.  After careful consideration of this and other related comments,  
     EPA continues to believe that the special provisions for BCCs are          
     warranted.  EPA's continued support of the special emphasis on BCCs        
     parallels the position of the Great Lakes States as initially expressed by 
     State representatives on the Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that     
     these special provisions for BCCs are a reasonable approach to address the 
     issue of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  
     See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
                                                                                
     In the proposal, EPA requested comment on issues concerning the details of 
     the proposed special provisions for BCCs.  After analyzing those issues and
     the comments received, EPA has modified several of the provisions in ways  
     that may in some cases reduce costs for the regulated community without    
     significantly increasing the risk from BCCs.  EPA believes that with these 
     modifications the provisions for BCCs will continue to address the concerns
     of the Initiative Committees for controlling the discharges of BCCs.  These
     modifications include changes to the methodology for deriving non-cancer   
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     human health criteria, the antidegradation provisions, and the procedures  
     for elimination of mixing zone for BCCs, and procedures for pollutant      
     minimization programs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     these issues.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe it would be appropriate to develop a System- wide mass
     balance before implementing controls on BCCs.  As discussed in section     
     II.C.8 of the SID, EPA is concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs
     from increasing to the level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes     
     waters.  Waiting to develop special controls on BCCs would not be effective
     in addressing this concern.  As discussed further in sections VII.B and    
     VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance 
     will take full effect over the next twelve years (two years for            
     State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in period).  A  
     program to develop a System-wide mass balance analysis could significantly 
     delay implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new         
     persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The     
     risks to the Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant
     such an approach.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2587.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A dramatic change in EPA or State programs for water quality regulation    
     should not be unfairly imposed on an individual region or State.  Rather,  
     if deemed necessary, it should be proposed as a national regulation and    
     subject to the associated national regulatory or scientific review.        
     
     
     Response to: D2587.074     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Imposing new and distinct regulation of BCC's in Great Lakes Region without
     ecosystem-specific consideration will place an unfair regulatory burden on 
     the region and goes well beyond the original goal of the GLI of            
     standardizing water quality standards.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2587.075     
     
     See response to: D2587.073.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.076
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comments #.062 to #.075.                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The previous discussion has highlighted why the GLI proposal for BCC       
     regulation is unverified, unjustified, scientifically deficient, and       
     unfair.  However, special consideration for chemical discharges which      
     persist and bioaccumulate is not inherently unsound.  The following changes
     may provide means to address this need:                                    
                                                                                
     [1.  A serious examination of where existing regulatory procedures are     
     deficient in protecting against bioaccumulating chemicals and specifically 
     why and how the BCC methodologies are superior and more sufficient.]       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.076     
     
     See response to D2587.062.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.077 is imbedded in comment #.076.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     A serious examination of where existing regulatory procedures are deficient
     in protecting against bioaccumulating chemicals and specifically why and   
     how the BCC methodologies are superior and more sufficient.                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.077     
     
     See response to D2587.062.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As suggested by SAB, the EPA conduct the necessary research related to BAF 
     and BCC's to support the proposed regulatory program.  Enforceable         
     regulations should be deferred until the research is complete.             
     
     
     Response to: D2587.078     
     
     EPA believes that the scientific approach used for the development of BAFs 
     and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance are reasonable and        
     appropriate.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulation of BCC's consider not only calculated BAFs but also mass balance
     loadings to the Great Lakes and fate transport consideration.  Further, BAF
     evaluations must consider bioavailability, degradation and metabolism.     
     Field-verified or laboratory-verified BAFs should be emphasized.           
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     Response to: D2587.079     
     
     See response to: D2587.073.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCC regulations proceed for chemicals where documented evidence of existing
     or emerging problems exist.  For example, this would include chemicals such
     as PCB, dioxin and mercury.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.080     
     
     See response to P2656.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All other chemicals with calculated BAFs >1000 be characterized as         
     potential BCC's.  For these chemicals dischargers would be required to     
     maintain routine data on discharges and ambient conditions.  No enforceable
     regulations would exist until EPA research is completed or unless          
     monitoring exhibits a potential problem.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2587.081     
     
     See response to: D2591.035                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA consider allowances for chemical-specific and site-specific            
     modifications which suggest a different ambient BAF.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.082     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule sets forth a schedule for eliminating mixing zones within
     10 years.  The underlying premise is to eliminate exposure of fish and     
     other organisms living in the mixing zone to the pollutants.  This, in     
     turn, is supposed to reduce human exposure to these substances.  This      
     premise is badly flawed for the following reasons:                         
                                                                                
     [Many mixing zones are relatively small, often having a diameter of 100 ft 
     in lakes.]                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.083     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.084 is imbedded in comment #.083.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many mixing zones are relatively small, often having a diameter of 100 ft  
     in lakes.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.084     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fish may swim into the mixing zone and prey on food items encountered      
     within the mixing zone on an occasional or even regular basis; but they do 
     not spend their entire lives within the mixing zone.  Therefore, the effect
     of the mixing zone on fish is not as large as implied.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2587.085     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The probability of a fish which visits a mixing zone being caught by an    
     angler, and subsequently consumed, is small.  This is particularly true for
     large salmonids that roam the lakes following preferred temperatures.      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.086     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.087
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a result, the elimination of mixing zones will be ineffective in        
     achieving the underlying premise.  While this policy will reduce loadings  
     for BCC's, it represents crude means for achieving the reductions without  
     considering whether site-specific health or wildlife considerations are    
     involved, nor whether benefits will be commensurate with compliance costs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.087     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2587.088
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule provides four alternative solutions to address the       
     situation where background levels are a major source of a plant's effluent.
     The proposed rule would allow states to adjust WQBELS by granting          
     variances, site-specific modifications, downgrading a designated use, or   
     instituting phased TMDLs (total maximum daily load).  The first three are  
     cumbersome and time consuming, requiring an adjustment to the water quality
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     criteria for the whole stream segment.  The fourth does not help the       
     discharger when the agency cannot identify or control background levels of 
     the pollutant(s).  As written, this policy would be extremely costly and   
     ineffective at reducing the loading.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.088     
     
     The basic concern expressed in this comment about the utlitiy of existing  
     mechanism is similar to that in comment P2588.072 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2587.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the 138 substances covered by the proposed rule, 37 are categorized as  
     Tier 1 substances.  Their potential to cause harm to humans and wildlife   
     are reasonabley well understood and the proposed criteria are based on a   
     body of scientific evidence.  However, for the remainder of the substances,
     there is little or no scientific evidence to use in the development of     
     criteria.  These are placed in the Tier 2 category.  EPA proposes to       
     develop criteria for these substances using as little as a single acute    
     toxicity test or even no hard data.  Based on this "information", a series 
     of conservative factors are applied to ensure safety in the criteria.      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.089     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2587.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     There are two problems with this approach.  First, it is simply poor       
     science.  In the case of a single test, there is no validation, of the     
     results and no reproducibility of the test.  Consequently, meaningful      
     statistical evaluation of the results is not possible.  Furthermore, use of
     a single test for establishing criteria does not allow for site-specific   
     variables, such as pH, which can affect results at other locations.  EPA   
     proposed the application of safety factors.  These are supposed to         
     compensate for the poor scientific basis.  Criteria produced in this       
     fashion are overly stringent and can be off by orders of magnitude.        
     
     
     Response to: D2587.090     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2587.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA proposes that, as scientific evidence for a substance is       
     developed, the criterion will be reviewed and can be upgraded to Tier 1.   
     The burden of the costs to develop this information will be borne by       
     dischargers.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2587.091     
     
     EPA believes that it is appropriate for dischargers to share the burden of 
     developing data on pollutants for which there are no Tier I criteria or    
     Tier II values.  EPA recognizes that the ultimate statutory responsibility 
     for developing, adopting, and approving water quality standards rests with 
     States, Tribes, and EPA, however, the Clean Water Act also makes           
     dischargers ultimately responsible for the content of their discharges, and
     gives broad authority to the Administrator and the States for data         
     gathering and reporting concerning such discharges.  Since EPA does not    
     want to impose an undue hardship on dischargers, and has reviewed carefully
     the comments of those concerned about the cost and time required to        
     generate Tier II data, EPA has concluded that because of the amount of     
     existing data already available for the GLI Clearinghouse, the potential   
     burden to generate required Tier II data in specified circumstances will be
     relatively insignificant.                                                  
                                                                                
     See also response to D2741.076.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2587.092
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, this work must be accomplished within a two to three year     
     period.  This may not be enough time to complete sufficient studies to meet
     the requirements.  Even if these studies show that the Tier 2 criteria are 
     overly stringent, it is problematic that EPA would relax the criteria      
     because the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act might       
     prevent revision of the limits.  Therefore, as proposed, the provision to  
     conduct field tests to upgrade Tier 2 substances to Tier 1 will only be    
     available for tests which result in information that produces criteria     
     equal to or more stringent than the proposed Tier 2 criteria.  This does   
     not allow for inclusion of sound scientific research that may state the    
     case for more appropriate standards.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.092     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2587.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that:                                                         
                                                                                
     [BAFs be calculated using a methodology that considers all aspects of the  
     environment to determine persistence.]                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2587.093     
     
     Field-measured BAFs and BAFs based on the BSAF methodology inherently      
     account for persistence of the chemical in the environment.  EPA does      
     acknowledge that predicted BAFs do not specifically account for            
     persistence.  However, there is good correlation between field-measured and
     predicted BAFs, indicating that the predicted BAFs adequately predict      
     actual bioaccumulation.  See Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2.a.            
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2587.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.094 is imbedded in comment #.093.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs be calculated using a methodology that considers all aspects of the   
     environment to determine persistence.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.094     
     
     See response to comment D2587.093.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2587.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific requirements rather than regional values be used for BAF when
     issuing permits.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2587.095     
     
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
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     Comment ID: D2587.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA conduct the additional studies needed to adjust the assumed BAF/food   
     chain multipliers model to bring values to within the same order of        
     magnitude as field measured BAFs before incorporating the methodology into 
     a rule.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.096     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 188



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA remove the arbitrariness of the BAF Trigger of 1,000 by establishing a 
     value that can be reasonably determined by an appropriate model.           
     
     
     Response to: D2587.097     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA reassess the benefit associated with elimination of mixing zones and   
     then perform a valid cost/benefit analysis for this policy.                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.098     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2587.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits be more flexible in requiring a discharger to remove its    
     addition to the loading rather than remove all ambient load as well as its 
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     loading.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2587.099     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2587.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA completely reevaluate the Tier 2 approach and rewrite the proposed     
     provision based on sound science, giving further investigations an equal   
     chance to either relax or tighten the criteria.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.100     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2587.101
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB correctly points out that Canadian interests must also become      
     actively involved in developing a consistent approach to this endeavor.    
     EPA has ignored Canadian contributions to the loadings of toxic materials. 
     Thus, U.S. contributions are only a portion of the overall loading to the  
     Great Lakes system.  As a result of this unknown quantity, the beneficial  
     ecological effect of GLI on the Great Lakes system is overstated, and      
     concomitantly so is the benefit/cost ratio.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.101     
     
     See response to comment number D2867.087.  See also Sections I and IX of   
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     the SID. See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number    
     D2867.087.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2587.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB also strongly recommended "that an ecosystem approach be used      
     because it is more scientifically sound than the piece-meal approach that  
     has been historically used."  An ecosystem approach considers all sources, 
     sinks, and fate and transport of the subject chemicals.  Specifically, this
     approach includes point sources, non-point sources, including sediments,   
     atmospheric deposition, and groundwater as areas of potential control.     
     
     
     Response to: D2587.102     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2587.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A third SAB comment and recommendation was directed at the Tier 2 data     
     requirement.  Specifically, the SAB stated that the required minimum       
     database, a single acute toxicity test, is inadequate, and recommended that
     this data base include estimates of chronic toxicity and matrix effects in 
     toxicity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.103     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2587.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB continued its critique by expressing its concern that GLI does not 
     adequately consider ecologically important species and relies on human     
     health procedures that are more appropriate for protection of individuals  
     than for protection of wildlife populations.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2587.104     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.  See also Section I.E of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2587.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Persistence of chemicals is not addressed in GLI.  It also does not        
     consider rates of degradation, hydrolysis, volatilization, sorption or     
     environmental fate and transport pathways.  In addition, methods other than
     those advanced in GLI are available for estimating chemical persistence and
     should be attempted.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.105     
     
     Persistence of chemicals is addressed in the definition of BCCs, and in    
     special regulatory measures for BCCs.  Environmental fate and transport    
     (i.e., persistence, degradation, hydrolysis, volatilization, and sorption) 
     affect the loadings and TMDLs, etc., but do not affect the BAFs because    
     they are based on the concentrations that exist in the ambient water.  The 
     TMDL procedure includes constraints on consideration of degradation in     
     establishing WLAs and TMDLs.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2587.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the SAB was concerned that the human health risk assessment       
     methodology used by EPA is outdated.  For example, EPA is in the process of
     reassessing the human health risks associated with dioxin including the    
     basic assumption made in the risk model itself.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.106     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.  See also Sections I.E and IV of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The OMB reviewed the proposed GLI guidance and described inadequacies in   
     the guidance that resulted from flawed cost/benefit analysis and overly    
     stringent water quality standards.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2587.107     
     
     EPA has worked closely with the Office of Management and Budget (OMB) in   
     refining the methodology used to estimate compliance costs for the final   
     Guidance, and believes that many of their concerns about the Regulatory    
     Impact Analysis have been addressed.  In addition, EPA has provided        
     flexibility in the final Guidance through phased total maximum daily       
     loads/water quality assessments that should reduce the cost impact on both 
     new and existing facilities.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2587.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has assumed that chemicals are not purged from the system.  However,   
     data exists that demonstrate that the Lakes have seen a decrease in levels 
     of several bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.  EPA has recognized these 
     decreases in response to OMB criticism but has apparently failed to        
     consider the environment's ability to assimilate chemicals through a       
     variety of degradation pathways in its analysis.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2587.108     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2587.109
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA does not consider the benefit to the Great Lakes of other 
     regulatory initiatives (please refer to Attachments R., S., T. & U.).      
     Furthermore, EPA has not shown that the proposed GLI will effectively      
     provide any benefit beyond that anticipated from these other regulations.  
     EPA has not demonstrated that unacceptable risks to human health and the   
     environment will not persist after these regulations are in effect for a   
     reasonable period of time.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.109     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2587.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     OMB also critiqued the de-emphasis on water quality and the emphasis on    
     mass loading which results in overly stringent water quality criteria.  For
     example, small changes in loadings that are not allowed by the proposed GLI
     would have negligible impact on human health, aquatic life, and wildlife   
     because existing criteria already allow an ample margin of safety.         
     
     
     Response to: D2587.110     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees strongly with the commenter's contentions that the           
     antidegradation provisions contained in the proposed Guidance and          
     recommended by the final Guidance would not allow for small reductions in  
     water quality or that any impact on human health, aquatic life, and        
     wildlife is acceptable under any antidegradation scheme.  If adopted by a  
     State or Tribe, the antidegradation provisions contained in the final      
     Guidance would allow any lowering of water quality for non-BCCs that could 
     occur without a change in permit limits.  In addition, the antidegradation 
     provisions of the final Guidance would allow lowering of water quality to  
     occur even if a relaxed permit limit were needed so long as water quality  
     were reduced by only ten percent or less of the remaining assimilative     
     capacity. Antidegradation review would be required only if permit limits   
     were relaxed and the relaxation used up more than ten percent of the       
     remaining assimilative capacity.  In no case is it acceptable to allow an  
     increase that will result in an adverse impact on aquatic life, wildlife or
     human health.  To do so would be a violation of a State's or Tribe's water 
     quality standards.                                                         
                                                                                
     The commenter criticizes the proposed Guidance for relying on mass loading 
     rather than water quality.  The commenter alleges that this approach is    
     overly stringent, implying that there is not a direct correlation between  
     mass loadings of pollutants to a system and ambient water quality.  EPA    
     does not agree that relying on mass loading as a predictor of ambient water
     quality is overly stringent.  Mass loading of a pollutant clearly is       
     related to the ambient concentration of a pollutant; the ambient           
     concentration of a pollutant will be zero unless there is some mass loading
     to the receiving water.  Other factors also affect ambient concentration,  
     including discharge flow, upstream flow, evaporation, upstream             
     concentration, sediment concentration, the chemical characteristics of the 
     pollutant, degradation of the pollutant, and volatility.  Some of these act
     to increase the ambient concentration, others act to decrease the ambient  
     concentration.  In most cases, many of the interactions are poorly         
     understood.  As a result, ambient loading combined with flow data is the   
     single best predictor of ambient water quality available.  Consequently,   
     EPA disagrees that mass loading is somehow divorced from ambient water     
     quality.  On the contrary, mass loading is a key factor in determining     
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     ambient water quality.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2587.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     OMB criticized the implementation procedures as being too stringent and    
     very costly.  For example, the GLI would require tests to measure the      
     impact of discharged chemicals on fish in the ambient waters.  However,    
     these tests do not have an explicit criterion for unacceptable levels of   
     pollutants.  EPA's rough estimate to conduct these tests is $5,000 per     
     pollutant.  EPA makes no estimate for the cost of identifying the source   
     nor the treatment required if these tests show unacceptable levels of      
     pollutant uptake by the test species.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.111     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.  See also responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 for a discussion on how the     
     Guidance addresses point and nonpoint sources of pollution as well as how  
     it complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2587.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Regulatory Impact Analysis required by Executive Order No.  12291 has  
     not been completed because it fails to address important categories of     
     costs.  EPA has estimated the benefits of the proposal using case studies  
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     from three locations.  These studies are so severely flawed that they      
     cannot provide adequate information about the combined benefits of the     
     proposal.  Among the categories of costs not estimated are costs of        
     antidegradation provisions;  monetary losses to workers, consumers, and    
     investors;  and the full costs associated with setting effluent limits     
     lower than background levels of contaminants.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2587.112     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2587.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     OMB critiques EPA for not following its own guidelines regarding clear     
     separation of risk assessment and risk management.  The proposed guidance  
     does not provide unbiased, best estimates, of the true risks of these      
     pollutants.  It fails to fully characterize scientific uncertainties,      
     properly estimate average exposure, and separate the risk assessment       
     function from risk management.  If written into the Code of Federal        
     Regulations as proposed, it would set precedent for codifying faulty risk  
     assessment methodology and would include mandatory techniques for deriving 
     water quality criteria that suffer from these flaws.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.113     
     
     Regarding the issue of risk assessment versus risk management, the Agency  
     has conducted a risk characterization for the entire GLWQI and its impact  
     on the regulated community.  See the Regulatory Impact Analysis document   
     for a detailed discussion of risk characterization.  Also see the U.S. EPA 
     1991 review draft Great Lakes Basin Risk Characterization Study.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2587.114
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have summarized the criticisms and recommendations forwarded by the two 
     reviewing groups to EPA, because we are concerned that EPA has essentially 
     gone forward without substantively addressing these issues.  Of particular 
     concern is the fact that the requirements of E.O. 12291 have not been met  
     and that EPA is attempting to codify faulty risk assessment methodology and
     include in the Code of Federal Regulations mandatory methods for deriving  
     water quality criteria that are based on these flaws.  This would be       
     setting dangerous precedent for the future, and we strongly object to this 
     approach.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.114     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lastly, in referring to Senator Glenn's sponsored bill to elevate EPA to   
     Cabinet status (see Attachment O.), he also included a provision to        
     establish a bureau of environmental statistics to address complaints that  
     EPA has not adequately compiled scientific and environmental information.  
     As you can see, we are not the only ones to express such concerns about the
     validity of the conclusions EPA has reached.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2587.115     
     
     EPA does not agree that adequate environmental and scientific information  
     has not been compiled to support the GLI for the reasons stated in the     
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2587.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule shifts the focus of policy to any increase in the mass   
     loading from any individual source.  This proposed change is overly        
     stringent for three principal reasons:                                     
                                                                                
     1)  Some increases in discharges have negligible effect on water quality   
     because of absorption, biodegradation, and/or volatilization.              
     
     
     Response to: D2587.116     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2587.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If incremental increases raise ambient concentrations within water quality 
     criteria, any effects on human health, aquatic life, and/or wildlife, are  
     likely to be small because of copious safety factors that are incorporated 
     into water quality criteria.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2587.117     
     
     See response to comment D2587.110.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2587.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Water quality reflects aggregate effects of all pollutants rather than     
     individual effects of each contaminant.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.118     
     
     See response to comment D2723.133.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2587.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This stringent proposed policy change has two provisions for variance.  One
     is the antidegradation demonstration.  This requires that a public hearing 
     be held during which the applicant must show that important social and     
     economic benefits would be lost if the request is denied.  However,        
     demonstration of social and economic benefits is not addressed in the      
     proposed rule but rather is delegated to state environmental agencies.     
     This creates a situation in which a final decision would be reached by     
     nonuniform and perhaps arbitrary methods.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.119     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2587.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second is the "de minimis increase" provision which replaces an        
     antidegradation demonstration.  If a discharger can show that the          
     additional lowering of water quality represents 10% or less of the         
     available assimilative capacity, and at least 10% of that capacity will    
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     remain, the additional discharge will be allowed.  As proposed, this       
     provision excludes BCC's.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.120     
     
     Not a comment.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2587.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effect of the antidegradation provision would be to:                   
                                                                                
     Inhibit growth (expansion of established facilities, construction of new   
     facilities)                                                                
                                                                                
     Inhibit process expansions or changes                                      
                                                                                
     Jeopardize dischargers through normal fluctuations in process consistency  
                                                                                
     Introduce considerable regulatory uncertainty into the approval process,   
     along with further increasing the time and expense associated with the     
     approval process.                                                          
                                                                                
     Create situations that are incompatible with EPA's goals of reducing       
     pollution (i.e., sources may seek to maintain discharge loadings close to  
     permit levels to preserve operational flexibility).  This could add to     
     loadings where normal operation might otherwise lower them.                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.121     
     
     Comment ID: D2587.121, D2634.023, D2722.052, D1711.020,                    
     D1711.022, D2592.011, D2587.155, D2592.017, D2613.011, D2723.131,          
     D2825.041, D2917.079                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA understands the serious reservation expressed by many commenters with  
     respect to the antidegradation provisions of the proposed Guidance.  In the
     final Guidance, EPA took steps to respond to these concerns.  The two most 
     important are that EEQ is no longer used and that States and Tribes are no 
     longer required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions   
     for pollutants that are not BCCs.  As a result, the final Guidance         
     addresses the concerns of the commenters.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2587.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to the proposed antidegradation policy, we support the         
     following improvements:                                                    
                                                                                
     Use existing EPA policy regarding focus and stringency                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.122     
     
     In general, EPA agrees that full implementation of existing regulations    
     will be sufficient to protect the Great Lakes. Consequently, the final     
     Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in implmenting         
     antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes are only    
     required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the  
     control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to  
     adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the        
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2587.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Define "important social and economic benefits" for the antidegradation    
     demonstration to remove possibility of arbitrary decisions.                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.123     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2587.124
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DMIN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Incorporate BCC's into the de minimis provision (based on sound scientific 
     evidence)                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.124     
     
     The final Guidance continues to disallow a diminimus finding for increased 
     disharges of BCCs.  However, the definition of "significant lowering of    
     water quality" has been revised to address commenters concerns that without
     a diminimus provision for BCCs the proposed definition would trigger       
     antidegradation reviews needlessly.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2587.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Develop and include a better defined economic development exception        
     
     
     Response to: D2587.125     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2587.126
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation of the GLI, and its subsequent stricter discharge       
     limits, could mean that stricter pretreatment requirements might have to be
     imposed upon industries in order for our plant to be able to meet its      
     permit if we cannot remove the regulated pollutants down to the new limits.
     An additional complicating factor for our City is the fact that the        
     recently settled Federal Consent Decree requires us to accept an additional
     9 MGD of ground water flow from the Falls Street Tunnel back to our plant  
     as of October 1993.  This flow, while dilute, adds loading to our plant,   
     and we will be unable to do anything to decrease the concentrations in this
     flow.  We would potentially be in the situation of having to decrease      
     industrial wasteload allocations down to levels that are not realistic to  
     achieve or which cause an exodus of industry from our already depressed    
     area.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.126     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Will the proposed rule affect significant environmental benefits that will 
     be measurable and that can be separated from other regulations directed at 
     improving the resource?                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2587.127     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: D2587.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is the cost/benefit analysis performed by the Agency valid?                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.128     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How will the Agency/Federal Government pay the costs of implementing the   
     proposed rule?                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2587.129     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2595.022, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2587.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA's approach to setting standards based on mass loadings is a commendable
     concept.  However, its execution of the process is seriously flawed.  To   
     correctly assess conditions in a mass loading approach, all sources and    
     sinks must be considered and the persistence of the substances must be     
     determined before environmental benefits can be evaluated.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.130     
     
     EPA agrees that the loading limits for a given permit should be protective 
     of the environment.  To ensure that the receiving water will be fully      
     protected, EPA is requiring that water quality based effluent limits be    
     derived using the TMDL procedures in the final Guidance.  These TMDL       
     procedures include provisions to account for ambient pollutant             
     concentrations, the nonpoint source loads, a margin of safety which should 
     include consideration of the persistence of the pollutant especially as it 
     pertains to sediment contamination.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2587.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA ignored all non-point sources, fate and transport pathways, natural    
     degradation processes, and persistence in their analysis.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.131     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2587.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Furthermore, EPA entirely ignored Canadian contributions, both point and   
     non-point, to the Great Lakes basin.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.132     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As has been stated by the SAB and others, the correct application of the   
     approach is to consider the entire ecosystem, including these ignored      
     areas.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2587.133     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second body of knowledge that EPA has chosen to ignore in its benefits   
     analysis is the environmental benefits that are and will be attributable to
     existing programs and regulations.  Several of these include RAPS, LAMPS,  
     and the recently initiated Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Initiative.  RAPS   
     and LAMPS have been in existence for a sufficient period to analyze their  
     benefits to the environment.  The toxic reduction initiative came on the   
     scene in February 1993 and has not been in operation long enough to assess 
     its potential environmental benefits.  LAMPS and the toxic reduction       
     initiative address non-point sources of contamination; thus they have and  
     will attack the major sources of loadings to provide significant           
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     environmental benefits.  To reiterate, EPA has not included these          
     components in its benefits analysis - a second major flaw.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.134     
     
     See response to comment D2587.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2587.135
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA selected a sample of 50 facilities to represent the major dischargers  
     to the lakes.  In this evaluation, EPA based changes in loadings on the    
     difference between existing permit limits and those of the proposed rule.  
     This overstates the loading reductions for three reasons.                  
                                                                                
     Many facilities discharge at less than their permit limits.  Because EPA   
     incorrectly assumed that all facilities discharge at their permit limits,  
     actual reduction in loading after implementation of the rule will be lower 
     than indicated.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.135     
     
     EPA received a number of comments regarding the accuracy of the Regulatory 
     Impact Analysis (RIA), and in particular, the report titled "Assessment of 
     Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance" (April 1993), prepared by Science Applications     
     International Corporation, upon which the RIA cost estimates were based.   
     Based on these comments, and significant changes to the criteria           
     development and implementation procedures, the cost study was revised.  A  
     discussion of the revisions, and the results of the study are documented in
     "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance."  A summary of the most significant    
     revisions is also provided below.                                          
                                                                                
     - Improved data collection: For the final Guidance, the current information
     and data (including permits, fact sheets, permit applications, and other   
     relevant discharge information) were updated and verified, and were used as
     the basis for comparison to Guidance requirements.  In addition, State     
     permitting authorities were requested to review each sample facility       
     evaluated in the original cost estimate for the proposed Guidance, and to  
     provide comments and additional information as necessary to ensure accurate
     reflection of current permit requirements and discharge conditions.        
     Additional background concentration data for each of the sample facilities 
     were also collected.  Data submitted as a part of the public comments, as  
     well as the water quality files contained in the STORET data base, were    
     reviewed and considered.                                                   
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     - Consideration of Additional Pollutants:  The evaluation identified an    
     additional 37 pollutants that were determined to be of consequence to the  
     loadings and costing analyses.  This increased the total number of         
     pollutants evaluated for compliance costs and load reductions in the final 
     analysis to 69.  Where applicable, criteria for these pollutants were      
     calculated using updated toxicity data and Tier I and Tier II              
     methodologies.  Among the various updates made by EPA was the change in    
     promulgation of criteria for metals in the dissolved form as opposed to the
     total form for aquatic life.  The cost analysis applied the dissolved      
     metals criteria in accordance with current EPA policy.                     
                                                                                
     - Intake Pollutant Allowance:  In estimating the compliance costs for the  
     sample facilities, the intake pollutant provisions of the final guidance   
     were applied to applicable facilities.                                     
                                                                                
     - Additivity:  The estimate of costs for the sample facilities accounted   
     for additivity of human carcinogenic effects of pollutants contained in a  
     discharge.  To estimate costs for the final Guidance, it was assumed that  
     the total carcinogenic risk of the mixture of two or more carcinogens in a 
     discharge would not exceed a lifetime incremental cancer risk equal to one 
     in 100,000 (10-5).                                                         
                                                                                
     - Cost Decisions:  In an effort to ensure consistency in estimating the    
     general types of controls that would be necessary for a sample facility to 
     comply with the final Guidance, as well as to integrate into the cost      
     analysis the alternatives available through the final Guidance, EPA        
     developed a costing decision matrix that was used for each sample facility.
      The underlying assumption of the decision matrix is that a facility will  
     examine least-cost alternatives prior to incurring the expense and         
     potential liabilities associated with constructing end-of-pipe treatment   
     facilities.  Additionally, where current treatability data indicate that   
     end-of-pipe treatment cannot achieve the WQBEL, that a relief measure, such
     as a site-specific variance, will be utilized.                             
                                                                                
     Based on the revised cost study, EPA estimates that the total annualized   
     cost of the final Guidance will be between $60.4 million (low-end) and $376
     million (high-end), and will result in pollutant load reductions of between
     5.84 million (low-end) and 7.65 million (high-end) toxic pounds-equivalent.
      The low- and high-end estimates vary based on whether or not regulatory   
     relief options,such as phased total maximum daily loads, and site-specific 
     criteria variances, are considered under certain circumstances. EPA is     
     convinced that its estimates of costs and benefits are sound, and that the 
     final Guidance would result in benefits that are commensurate with         
     projected costs.                                                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2587.136
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In situations in which monitoring data were used to calculate loads, EPA   
     used the highest reported concentration rather than the long-term average  
     concentration.  This, then, overstates the loading reduction that would be 
     brought about by the rule.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.136     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.See response to comments for RIA/BEN.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2587.137
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases where discharges are not significantly different from permit 
     limits, the permit limits do not reflect current regulatory requirements.  
     Therefore, at least some of the loading reductions assigned to the rule    
     would actually be the result of another regulatory program.                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.137     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.See response to comments for RIA/BEN.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2587.138
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These invalid assumptions have led to an estimate in loading reductions    
     that is larger than baseline loadings calculated by EPA's Permit Compliance
     System.  This is a cause for great suspicion of its accuracy and is        
     particularly true for the heavy metals (cadmium, mercury, copper, and      
     selenium) for which EPA claims the greatest loading reductions.            
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     Response to: D2587.138     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.See response to comments for RIA/BEN.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2587.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The protection of aquatic life as a designated use is not currently        
     attained to the same degree as drinking water and swimming.  Therefore more
     stringent standards are imposed for the protection of aquatic life. It is  
     very difficult to evaluate benefits in this area because of competing      
     regulations and the long lag time projected before improvement can be      
     measured.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.139     
     
     EPA acknowledges the comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2587.140
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fish consumption advisories exist throughout the Great Lakes and are based 
     on seven persistent contaminants.  Of these seven, Mirex is not addressed  
     in the proposed rule and no reduction of DDT is projected to result from   
     the rule.  Of the five remaining substances, only mercury and PCBs are     
     widespread and only mercury and PCBs are widespread and only mercury and   
     dioxins have not been banned or severely limited.  Given the large         
     quantities of PCBs in the system and the atmospheric deposition of mercury,
     the rule's impact on substances responsible for fish advisories will be    
     ineffective with the exception of dioxins, which are localized to the      
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     Niagara River and Lake Ontario.  This containment could more effectively be
     addressed locally rather than regionally.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2587.140     
     
     See response to comment D2859.120.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to designated uses, the rule would have a modest beneficial   
     impact at best.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2587.141     
     
     See response to comments D2587.143 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used three case studies to evaluate environmental benefits and costs.  
     The associated report makes frequent references to the inherent            
     difficulties and limitations involved in assessing the probable            
     environmental benefits attributable to the proposed rule.  The report      
     states that the derived values are preliminary, and in some cases, not     
     defensible, given the tenuous nature of various assumptions which the      
     report readily admits are "subjective" and for "illustrative purposes      
     only."  Another way of characterizing them is that they are arbitrary and  
     unsubstantiated.  This is particularly pertinent to the report's assessment
     of incremental benefits attributable to the rule.  For example, the report 
     assumes an attribution factor of 50% (a purely illustrative assumption) in 

Page 212



$T044618.TXT
     the Fox River study.  The report states later that only 1% reduction will  
     be realized for PCBs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.142     
     
     See response to comments D2587.143 and D2587.037.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another example of invalid assumptions is the fisheries portion of the case
     studies.  The report incorrectly assumes that all fish are subject to the  
     most restrictive consumption advisories and/or have high contaminant       
     levels.  More often than not, the report compounds the error by assuming   
     that a reduction in these contaminant levels due to the rule will result in
     a given amount of increased fishing or increased fish populations; hence   
     increased monetary benefit.  Because the vast majority of fish caught are  
     classified in the "unlimited consumption" category (yellow perch in Saginaw
     Bay and Fox River studies), this approach overestimates benefits derived   
     from required activities of the proposed rule.  This is especially true    
     when calculating human health benefits and recreational, subsistence, and  
     commercial fishing benefits.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2587.143     
     
     EPA's benefits estimates for the Guidance do not reflect specific increases
     in shoreline miles available for designated uses, specific reductions in   
     fish consumption advisories or swimming bans, and they do not focus only on
     bioaccumulative chemicals or banned substances.  Further, potential        
     benefits to "unlimited consumption" fisheries are not included, although   
     they may be appreciable regardless of claims that stressed wildlife or fish
     populations compensate to maintain their size. In addition, there is       
     published scientific evidence that 14 wildlife species have exhibited      
     population declines and reproductive failure related to persistent toxic   
     substances since the 1960s (Environment Canada, 1991).                     
                                                                                
     Rather, the benefits estimates reflect the overall reduction in toxic      
     pollutants addressed by the Guidance, and the contribution of these        
     reductions in achieving future water quality benefits associated with      
     reductions in toxics. Generally, benefits for the three case study areas   
     are estimated first by estimating the total value of a "toxic-free" fishery
     (or fully fishable) waters, for example, and then estimating the proportion
     of the total benefits attributable to the Guidance. For the revised        
     benefits analysis of the final Guidance, the percentage of total benefits  
     attributable to the Guidance is assumed to be proportional to the percent  
     reduction in total toxic-weighted pollutant loadings anticipated to result 
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     from the Guidance. The calculation of the reduction in total loadings      
     attributable to the Guidance in discussed in response to comments D2587.037
     and D2587.045.  Environment Canada. 1991. Toxic Chemicals in the Great     
     Lakes and Associated Effects: Synopsis. Prepared by the Department of      
     Fisheries and Oceans, Health and Welfare, Canada. March.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Considering the qualifiers in the report, it is evident that it was not    
     intended to provide data that could be used and/or expanded basin wide.    
     However, EPA has chosen to do precisely what the report was not intended to
     do.  This use certainly calls into question the environmental benefits     
     attributed to the proposed rule.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2587.144     
     
     An inherent limitation of the case study approach is the inability to      
     extrapolate from a limited set of river-based sites to the Great Lakes     
     Basin as a whole.  The choice of three of the basin's remedial action plan 
     (RAP) areas was motivated by data availability; RAP areas are typically    
     well studied, and a wealth of relevant data are available.  Data           
     limitations usually preclude conducting case studies of less well known    
     sites.  However, there is no reason to believe that the selected sites are 
     not reflective of other sites in the basin.                                
                                                                                
     While RAP areas are hot spots and can be expected to have a higher         
     proportion of potential benefits (as well as costs) associated with total  
     cleanup, other sites are expected to have a greater share of benefits      
     attributable to the Guidance.  This is because contamination at hot spots  
     typically results from historic problems and highly contaminated sediments 
     would not be eliminated by the Guidance alone.  As a result, the potential 
     benefits attributable to the Guidance for hot spots are expected to be     
     lower than for other sites, everything else constant.                      
                                                                                
     EPA investigated two additional case study sites for possible inclusion in 
     the benefits analysis: (1) the Ashtabula River in Ohio and (2) the St.     
     Louis River in Minnesota.  EPA determined that adding case studies would   
     only offer limited insights, because sites with readily available data have
     profiles similar to the existing case studies (e.g., large historic        
     sediment loads). Instead, EPA conducted an analysis of the                 
     representativeness of the case study sites.                                
                                                                                
     The representativeness of the case study sites was assessed by comparing   
     the percentage of total benefits estimated to accrue in the case study     
     areas to the percentage of basinwide costs they will incur.                
     Benefits-related measures (such as population, recreational angling days,  
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     and nonconsumptive recreation days) were used in place of monetary benefits
     for this analysis because there is no estimate of monetary benefits for the
     entire Great Lakes Basin.                                                  
                                                                                
     Overall, there is no evidence to suggest that the three case studies       
     reflect an unrepresentative level of benefits relative to costs.  In fact, 
     empirical evidence shows that the three case studies combine to account for
     nearly 14 percent of the Guidance total cost, nearly 17 percent of the     
     total loadings reductions, and between 4 percent and 10 percent of the     
     benefits proxies (basin wide population, recreational angling, etc.).      
     Thus, the three case studies appear to represent a reasonably proportionate
     share of costs and benefits.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.145
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discussions presented above strongly suggest that environmental        
     benefits directly attributable to implementation of the proposed rule have 
     been greatly overstated.  Therefore the cost/benefit analysis presented by 
     the Agency is also flawed.  If the errors were corrected and the analysis  
     recalculated, results would indicate that costs (even EPA's                
     underestimations) would outweigh benefits.   This would then show that the 
     project, as proposed, did not meet expectations and would require a        
     technical overhaul.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2587.145     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.146
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The costs of implementing this inefficient and technically unsound program 
     would ultimately be borne by private citizens, either through increased    
     product prices in the market place or through increased user charges to    
     underwrite municipal compliance expenditures.  All compliance costs will   
     simply be passed through.  Once again EPA is forcing cost ineffective,     
     perhaps unnecessary, regulations on the public.  Realizing that EPA is     
     under Congressional directive on this matter, Congress must be made aware  
     of the inappropriateness of the GLI as proposed.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2587.146     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.147
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have "the most successful operation of any of the municipal carbon      
     treatment facilities anywhere in the country", according to EPA's acting   
     regional administrator, Mr. Muszynski (refer to Attachments G. & H.), yet  
     an examination of the plant's performance indicates that it will not be    
     able to achieve GLI performance demands without additional treatment       
     processes.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.147     
     
     See response to D2587.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on the data available to us, as well as current analytical detection 

Page 216



$T044618.TXT
     limits, we estimate an additional capital expenditure of $50 million will  
     be required to bring our plant into compliance with GLI limits.  If we had 
     to finance the costs of an upgrade ourselves, this would create an annual  
     increase of $3.7 million in our debt service.  On top of this would be the 
     $7.4 in additional annual operation and maintenance costs.  Our sewer fund 
     budget would increase by over $11 million, a jump of 64 percent.           
     
     
     Response to: D2587.148     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additonal costs to sewer system users would increase further yet as    
     industries cut back their loadings to save money, shifting the burden onto 
     the remaining users.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.149     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The processes used for our analysis have not been applied on the same scale
     as that required at our plant, and there is not data available to indicate 
     with any degree of certainty that these processes would allow consistent   
     compliance with new limits.                                                
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     Response to: D2587.150     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2587.151
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the expected limits are below the current limits of detection of   
     the analytical equipment and methods available, and there are many         
     chemicals for which we do not have any data.  As further analyses yield    
     data on the additional chemicals of concern, and as detection limits drop  
     with improved analytical methods, the ultimate cost of compliance with the 
     GLI will undoubtedly increase as other plants once thought to be in        
     compliance with the GLI would no longer be.  This could result in plants   
     constantly being called upon to further improve processes and performance  
     as the analytical technology evolves.  The ultimate cost of compliance will
     far exceed the current estimates of initial cost.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2587.151     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015 for a discussion of the potential future 
     costs of this Guidance.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.152
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious concerns exist related to the policies and methodologies underlying
     the development of the GLI, including overestimated or unknown             
     environmental benefits, the lack of addressing non-point sources in the    
     current proposal, a lack of addressing the Canadian discharges and their   
     impacts on the Great Lakes Basin, and the lack of adequate technologies to 
     assess compliance with proposed limits.                                    
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     Response to: D2587.152     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2723.004, D2867.087, D2596.013,       
     F4030.003, D2584.015, and D2587.037.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2587.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc TMDL/BCC cc IN cc REG/T1 cc REG/T2                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Flaws in the proposed GLI related to the use of bioaccumulation factors,   
     the elimination of mixing zones, the lack of provision for use of intake   
     credits, and the development of Tier 1 and Tier 2 criteria must be         
     reassessed by the Agency prior to finalizing the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2587.153     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2587.154
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both the Science Advisory Board and the Office of Management and Budget    
     pointed out serious deficiencies in the proposal in their respective       
     reviews.  These deficiencies must be corrected prior to final promulgation 
     of the GLI.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2587.154     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both the SAB's and OMB's    
     concerns for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the 
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     SID and supporting documents.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2587.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed shift in EPA's policy related to antidegradation is too       
     stringent and will inhibit growth, as well as process expansion and        
     changes, and should be revisited.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2587.155     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2587.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent that the proposed regulation is based on the flawed premise 
     that a uniform standard will create uniform conditions.  This ignores the  
     relative importance of local influences with local effects (and ensuing    
     concerns) that occurs on a subregional level.  Today, these matters are    
     properly addressed by local authorities such as county health departments, 
     state health departments and state environmental departments and agencies. 
     
     
     Response to: D2587.156     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
Page 220



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2587.157
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These public entities, in addition to the federal government, have         
     developed layers upon layers of laws directed at safely restricting the    
     types and quantities of substances which individuals, governments and      
     industries can emit.  At times, it has seemed like Niagara Falls has had   
     more layers yet heaped on.  The pollution sources which required the most  
     improvement, United States point dischargers, are now the most tightly     
     controlled and have made impressive strides.  It is now time to focus on   
     areas where comparable gains may be made, including United States nonpoint 
     discharges, Canadian point dischargers and Canadian nonpoint discharges.   
     
     
     Response to: D2587.157     
     
     EPA recognizes that regulation of point source discharges alone cannot     
     address all existing or future environmental problems from toxic pollutants
     in the Great Lakes.  In addition to discharges from point sources, toxic   
     pollutants are also contributed to the Great Lakes from industrial and     
     municipal emissions to the air, resuspension of pollutants from hazardous  
     waste and Superfund sites, and spills.  Restoration and maintenance of a   
     healthy ecosystem will require significant efforts in all of these areas.  
     As discussed further in section I.D of the Supplemental Information        
     Document, EPA, Canada, and the Great Lakes States and Tribes are currently 
     implementing or developing many voluntary and regulatory programs to       
     address these and other nonpoint sources of environmental contaminants in  
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2587.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A standard of environmental protection is necessary for the continuation   
     and growth of life on our planet; we should not and cannot return to the   
     environmental practices of the 1950's and 1960's.  However, the regulators 
     and the regulated alike must understand that the resources available to    
     accomplish this protection are finite while the state of science and       
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     technology is ever advancing.  The reasonable approach to these constraints
     is to methodically and thoughtfully apply the economic resources (time,    
     effort and funds) for the most beneficial protection of the environmental  
     resources (human/nature, air/land/water), realizing that understandings and
     priorities will continue to evolve and change.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2587.158     
     
     Estimating the impact of the Guidance on the economy of the Great Lakes    
     region requires a detailed econometric model of the region's economy. An   
     econometric analysis was performed independent of the regulatory impact    
     analysis for the Council of Great Lakes Governors (The Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Initiative: Cost Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental       
     Quality and Regional Competitiveness. DRI/McGraw-Hill, San Francisco,      
     California, July 1993). This analysis showed [a minimal impact] of the     
     Guidance on the region's economy for a worst case scenario, a scenario with
     costs far exceeding those estimated by EPA. Manufacturing output was       
     estimated to fall by between 0.008% and 0.337% over a range of four        
     scenarios evaluated, while personal income loss was estimated at between   
     0.002% and 0.094% for these scenarios. As a result, DRI concluded that the 
     impact of the Guidance's costs on the region's economy would be "nearly    
     imperceptible."                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2587.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly urge a thorough reevaluation of GLI before it becomes finalized
     and imposed on United States point source dischargers.  The relative       
     importance, true effects and real costs (direct and indirect) need to be   
     realistically considered with respect to potentially much greater benefits 
     that can be achieved through other avenues at equal or lesser costs.       
     
     
     Response to: D2587.159     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2589.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance has a fundamental, underlying flaw - it focuses almost        
     exclusively on point source discharges while essentially ignoring the most 
     significant sources of toxic loading to the Great Lakes, nonpoint sources. 
     
     
     Response to: D2589.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2589.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must develop a reasonable intake credit policy which does not hold     
     dischargers responsible for pollutants in their influent.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2589.002     
     
     This comment raise the same general concern as that in comment #D2798.058  
     and is addressed in response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2589.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The states must retain the flexibility to adopt less stringent criteria,   
     when needed to address local conditions and concerns.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2589.003     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2589.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II criteria should be used as only screening tools and should not be  
     used as a basis for imposing permit effluent limitations.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2589.004     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2589.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed model for developing Bioaccumulation Factors is unproven and  
     its use should be delayed until it is scientifically validated.            
     
     
     Response to: D2589.005     
     
     EPA disagrees that an unproven model was used to estimate bioaccumulation. 
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
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     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that additional validation of the    
     models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect      
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field- measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),  
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2589.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Circumstances authorizing a variance from water quality standards should be
     expanded to account for pollutants in intake waters and variance terms     
     should be extended to five years.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2589.006     
     
     EPA disagrees that variances are the most appropriate way to address the   
     issue of pollutants in intake water but does not prohibit variances under  
     such circumstances if they can be justified based on one of the six factors
     listed in Procedure 2. EPA agrees that variance terms should be extended to
     five years. See sections VIII.B and VIII.E of the SID for a discussion of  
     these issues.                                                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2589.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Limit of Detection" policy should provide a Compliance Evaluation     
     Level at least equal to the Practical Quantification Level and the         
     requirements related to pollution prevention evaluations should be deleted.
     
     
     Response to: D2589.007     
     
     Please see the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below   
     the Level of Quantitation for a discussion of why EPA chose to maintain the
     use of the WQBEL as calculated and keep the PMP requirement.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2589.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) policy should be     
     delayed until nonpoint source regulatory controls are in place.            
     
     
     Response to: D2589.008     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2589.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Acute and chronic mixing zones should be retained in evaluating the need   
     for and deriving permit effluent limitations.                              
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     Response to: D2589.009     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2589.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy should include "netting out" and "offset credit"
     provisions and should be revised to minimize "Regulatory Uncertainty."     
     
     
     Response to: D2589.010     
     
     The proposed Guidance requested comment on the appropriateness of requiring
     facilities that are unable to identify ways of eliminating a proposed      
     significant lowering of water quality to, as part of the antidegradation   
     demonstration, seek opportunities to offset the proposed significant       
     lowering of water quality through control of previously uncontrolled       
     sources of the pollutants under consideration, such as remediation of      
     contaminated sediments or control of nonpoint sources.  No specific        
     mechanism to implement this approach was included in the proposed Guidance 
     because of questions regarding implementability and enforceability.        
                                                                                
     Although the commenter expresses support for the concept of offsets, it is 
     unclear from the comment that the commenter is referring to offsets in the 
     same sense as the proposed Guidance used the term.  The commenter appears  
     to be suggesting the use of offsets as a way of exempting a proposed action
     that is expected to result in a significant lowering of water quality from 
     consideration under antidegradation.  This is not consistent with EPA's    
     intent in proposed Guidance in which offsets were viewed as an additional  
     step in the demonstration process.                                         
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not include an offsets provision.  EPA chose not to
     include an offsets provision in the final guidance for the same reasons    
     that one was not included in the proposed Guidance.  Although the final    
     Guidance does not prohibit the use of offsets in the antidegradation       
     demonstration process, it also does not provide any guidelines for States  
     and Tribes wishing to include such an approach in their antidegradation    
     policy.  States and Tribes wishing to do so should work closely with their 
     EPA Regional office.                                                       
                                                                                
     Offsets are not intended to serve as a pollutant trading scheme. Because   
     antidegradation is concerned with actions that affect both near and far    
     field water quality, the applicability of offsets is limited to actions a  
     discharger can take to reduce loadings in the immediate area affected by   
     the lowering of water quality that will result from the proposed activity. 
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     It would not be appropriate to lower water quality in one area and claim to
     offset that lowering of water quality with improved water quality in       
     another.  Just as the economic benefits resulting from lower water quality 
     must accrue to the community affected by the lower water quality, so must  
     the offsetting water quality improvements affect water quality in the area 
     where water quality would otherwise be lowered.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2589.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Existing Effluent Quality Limitations are illegal and create a         
     disincentive for reduced discharges and should be eliminated.              
     
     
     Response to: D2589.011     
     
     EPA has removed the EEQ provisions from the Antidegradation procedures.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2589.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, the GLI should be revised to address the most significant    
     loading sources, nonpoint sources, before further tightening restrictions  
     on point source discharges.  EPA must resist the temptation to take the    
     easy path.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA needs to recognize that this is not simply an instance of              
     municipalities and industry "crying wolf" in the face of additional        
     regulation.  Rather, our concern is based upon a fundamental and legitimate
     question regarding the effectiveness and cost of the proposed Guidance.    
     
     
     Response to: D2589.012     
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     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2589.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Will Be Ineffective                                           
                                                                                
     In attempting to justify the need for the Guidance, EPA cites the          
     approximately 164 fish consumption advisories currently in effect for      
     waters in the Great Lakes region.  58 Fed. Reg. 20831 (April 16, 1993).  It
     is a legitimate question, therefore, whether the proposed Guidance will be 
     effective in eliminating these advisories. Because of its myopic focus on  
     point source discharges, we believe the answer is no.                      
                                                                                
     By any estimate, the majority of toxic load to the Great Lakes come from   
     nonpoint sources.  A report prepared for the Council of Great Lakes        
     Governors reviewed available information regarding nonpoint and point      
     source loadings to the Great Lakes(1).  DRI found, for example, that less  
     than 4% of the PCB load to Lake Michigan comes from point sources.         
     Similarly, mercury, lead and DDT loadings from point sources were found to 
     amount to less than 15% of the load attributable to atmospheric deposition 
     alone.  In general, it is estimated that in some areas approximately 90% of
     the toxic load to the Great Lakes is attributable to nonpoint sources      
     (including uncontrolled discharges, sediment releases and air deposition)  
     and 10% or less is attributable to point source dischargers(2),  The DRI   
     report concludes, therefore, that even under the most optimistic           
     assumptions, the Guidance will be "completely ineffective"(3) in addressing
     the fish advisories in the Great Lakes region(4).  In short, the GLI as    
     currently proposed is destined for failure(5).                             
                                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (1)DRI/McGraw-Hill:  The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  Cost       
     Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental Quality and Regional           
     Competitiveness, July 1993 draft, final. Hereinafter referred to as the    
     "DRI Report"                                                               
                                                                                
     (2)MacKay, D., et al.  Mass Balancing and Virtual Elimination, A Peer      
     Review Worshop at the University of Toronto (1992).                        
                                                                                
     (3)DRI Report at ES-8.                                                     
                                                                                
     (4)A reduction of the point source discharge of dioxin may result in       
     elimination of certain advisories.  Dioxin loadings have been associated   
     with discharges from certain pulp and paper mills.  This issue is being    
     addressed within the framework of existing water quality programs and the  
     GLI will add little to that effort.                                        

Page 229



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     (5)EPA pays lip service to the nonpoint source problem by indicating that  
     the numeric criteria of the GLI apply to any dischargers to the Great Lakes
     regardless of the source.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20832.  What EPA overlooks,     
     however, is that there is currently no regulatory program to monitor, much 
     less regulate, the application of those criteria to nonpoint sources.      
     
     
     Response to: D2589.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2589.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Minimal Benefits of the GLI Cannot Justify Its Potential Costs         
                                                                                
     EPA has estimated that the GLI would pose an economic burden on industry   
     and municipalities in the Great Lakes region in the range of $80 million to
     $500 million per year.  Estimates prepared by others have estimated that   
     the annual compliance cost may be as high as $2-3 billion.  By any measure,
     these costs are significant.  We fully support the author of the DRI report
     in concluding that the ultimate question is not whether we can "afford" the
     Guidance but whether the Guidance is cost effective.                       
                                                                                
     As discussed above, the GLI completely ignores the impact of nonpoint      
     source loadings to the Great Lakes and will not, therefore, eliminate fish 
     advisories for the pollutants of concern in the Great Lakes.  Irrespective 
     of whether the true annual costs of the GLI will be $500 million or $3     
     billion, it cannot be justified on the basis of the limited environmental  
     benefit that will be realized.  Furthermore, it is questionable that any   
     program which regulates only 10% of the potential sources while ignoring   
     90% can ever achieve the desired results.                                  
                                                                                
     In summary, the Guidance must be revised to address the loadings from      
     nonpoint sources.  We recognize that regulation of these sources will not  
     be easy and may not be politically popular.  But the cost of expediency is 
     too high and offers too little return.  Unless the focus is broadened to   
     include the major loading sources, the GLI will simply place additional and
     unwarranted burdens on industry and municipalities in the region.  As the  
     authors of the DRI Report stated:                                          
                                                                                
     [A]s currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious     
     resources and borders on an expensive luxury(6).                           
     ________________                                                           
     (6)DRI Report at ES-10 and 11 (emphasis added).                            
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     Response to: D2589.014     
     
     EPA acknowledges that many of the cost/benefit studies provided during the 
     public comment period, such as the one performed by DRI McGraw-Hill,       
     provided credible approaches to assessing costs for regulated facilities to
     achieve compliance with the final Guidance. However, EPA was not able to   
     evaluate in detail the process- and plant-specific information needed to   
     make technical engineering decisions regarding effluent treatment for      
     complex facilities included in these studies.                              
                                                                                
     Based on comments received on the proposed Guidance, EPA revised many of   
     the provisions in the Guidance to allow greater implementation flexibility.
      This flexibility should minimize the impacts to the regulated community.  
     In addition, based on the changes to the final Guidance, the comments      
     received on the approach to estimating compliance costs for the proposed   
     Guidance, and the additional data collected for the sample facilities, EPA 
     revised its estimate of compliance costs attributable to the Guidance.     
                                                                                
     EPA's revised estimates indicate that the total annualized cost of the     
     final Guidance will be between $60.4 million (low-end) and $376 million    
     (high-end), and will result in pollutant load reductions of between 5.84   
     million (low-end) and 7.65 million (high-end) toxic pounds-equivalent.  The
     low and high end estimates vary based on whether or not regulatory relief  
     options, such phased total maximum daily loads/water quality assessments,  
     site-specific criteria modifications, standards variances, etc., are       
     considered under certain circumstances.  EPA is convinced that its         
     estimates of costs and benefits are sound, and that the final Guidance     
     would result in benefits that are commensurate with projected costs.       
                                                                                
     Estimating the impact of the Guidance on the economy of the Great Lakes    
     region requires a detailed econometric model of the region's economy.  An  
     econometric analysis was performed by DRI for the Council of Great Lakes   
     Governors.  This analysis showed a nearly imperceptible impact of the      
     Guidance on the region's economy for a worst case scenario, a scenario with
     costs far exceeding those estimated by EPA.  Manufacturing output was      
     estimated to fall by 0.008 percent to 0.337 percent over a range of four   
     scenarios evaluated, while personal income loss was estimated at between   
     0.002 percent and 0.094 percent for these scenarios.  As a result, the     
     region was considered able to "afford" the Guidance.                       
                                                                                
     See also response to comment D2579.002.                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2589.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE NATURE OF THE "GUIDANCE" AND MEANING OF "CONSISTENT WITH"              
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     The Critical Programs Act of 1990 requires EPA to develop water quality    
     "guidance" for the Great Lakes System.  33 U.S.C. Section 1268(b)(2).  The 
     Act goes on to require that the provisions of the Guidance shall be "no    
     less restrictive" than the provisions of the national water quality        
     criteria and guidance.  Finally the Act requires the states to develop     
     policies which are "consistent with" the Guidance developed by EPA.        
     Questions have arisen regarding the nature of the Guidance and the extent  
     to which Congress intended the states to have flexibility in developing    
     their own programs.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA has taken the position that there is very little room for state        
     flexibility in implementing the requirements of the Act.  Evidence of this 
     fact is found in the preamble to the proposed Guidance:                    
                                                                                
     EPA strongly encourages the verbatim adoption of the final Guidance or     
     adoption with only conforming changes, such as renumbering sections to     
     conform with State or Tribal regulations, ....                             
                                                                                
     58 Fed. Reg. at 20847.  EPA's interpretation is at odds with the express   
     terms of the Critical Programs Act and the legislative history of that Act.
                                                                                
     As a starting point, it is a fundamental rule of statutory construction    
     that terms which are undefined in the Act itself should be given their     
     customary and usual meaning.  The term "guidance", in its usual sense,     
     means leading the way or showing the direction(7).  If Congress had        
     intended to impose a Federal mandate with little room for State flexibiity,
     it certainly could have chosen a term other than guidance.  There is       
     nothing in the definition of the term which supports the dictatorial       
     meaning EPA is attempting to ascribe to it.                                
                                                                                
     In addition, we believe EPA has misconstrued the "no less restrictive"     
     requirement of the Criticial Programs Act.  EPA has interpreted this       
     provision to require that the State's program "be no less restrictive" than
     the proposed Guidance.  58 Fed. Reg. 20847.  There is no support for this  
     interpretation on the face of the Act and it is simply wrong.  The         
     requirement in the Critical Programs Act that the Guidance be "no less     
     restrictive" is a reference to current national water quality criteria nd  
     not the Guidance to be developed by EPA.  In other words, Congress simply  
     required that the GLI be at least as stringent as current national         
     criteria.  There is nothing in the Act which prohibits states from being   
     less restrictive than the Guidance, when warranted by local conditions or  
     circumstances.                                                             
                                                                                
     Furthermore, Congress' reference to State programs being "consistent with" 
     the Guidance cannot be used as the basis to preclude State flexibility in  
     implementing the Act.  "Consistent with" does not mean identical.  Had     
     Congress intended that State programs be exact replicas of EPA's Guidance, 
     it easily could have said so.  The fact of the matter is that Congress used
     the phrase "consistent with" to ensure that the states retain some         
     flexibility.                                                               
                                                                                
     The House Committee Report on the Act expressly declared as much:          
                                                                                
     The Committee notes that the states will continue to have a reasonable     
     degree of flexibility in developing water quality standards, consistent    
     with the requirement of Section 303 of the Federal Water Pollution Control 
     Act.                                                                       
                                                                                
     H. Rep. No. 101-704 (1990).  Section 303 of the Act clearly places the     
     primary burden of developing water quality standards on the states.  33    
     U.S.C. Section 1313(a).  Furthermore, the states have long had "primary"   
     responsibility for developing water quality programs within their          

Page 232



$T044618.TXT
     respective jurisdictions.  Section 101 of the Clean Water Act expressly    
     provides:                                                                  
                                                                                
     It is the policy of the Congress to recognize, preserve and protect the    
     primary responsibilities and rights of the states to prevent, reduce and   
     eliminate pollution, to plan the development and use (including            
     restoration, preservation and enhancement) of land and water resources, and
     to consult with the administrator in the exercise of his authority under   
     this chapter.                                                              
                                                                                
     33 U.S.C. Section 1251(b) (emphasis added).  There is nothing in the       
     Critical Programs Act or its legislative history to suggest that Congress  
     intended to divest the states of their primary authority in developing     
     water quality programs.                                                    
                                                                                
     ______________________                                                     
     (7)Webster's Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary (9th ed. 1991).               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2589.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2589.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we recognize that one of the purposes of the Critical Programs Act
     is to create a "uniform" set of procedures to apply in the Great Lakes     
     Region.  We do not believe, however, that this dictates a "one size fits   
     all" approach.  As discussed above, Congress intended that the states      
     retain the flexibility to adjust State programs to reflect local           
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2589.016     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2589.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Philip Morris strongly objects to the proposed Tier II concept.  The       
     concept would use an admittedly deficient database to develop water quality
     criteria which in turn would be used to develop water quality based        
     effluent limitations (WQBELs).  We believe this policy is scientifically   
     and legally unsupportable.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA's own Science Advisory Board (SAB) has criticized the use of Tier II   
     values for deriving WQBELs(8).  Moreover, both federal and state policies  
     currently require a minimum database before developing a criterion.  The   
     purpose of this requirement is to ensure that there is an adequate         
     scientific basis for the criterion.  A Tier II criterion, on the other     
     hand, would be based on a single data point for a single aquatic species.  
     We believe this is scientifically indefensible.                            
                                                                                
     ______________________                                                     
     (8)Science Advisory Board:  Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Initiative, December 1992.  (Hereinafter referred to as the  
     SAB Report).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2589.017     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2589.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From a legal perspective, we believe there are a number of infirmities in  
     the Tier II concept.  First, many states require that water quality        
     criteria be promulgated as administrative rules, e.g., subject to notice,  
     comment and hearing before they are used as regulatory tools.  For example,
     Wisconsin law specifically requires that water quality criteria be subject 
     to public hearing and comment.  Section 144.025(2)(b) Wis. Stats.  EPA must
     recognize that these are not mere state law "technicalities."  To the      
     contrary, they reflect a very basic element of due process rights - the    
     right of those to be regulated to review and comment on regulations before 
     they become effective.  The Tier II concept would deprive permittees of    
     this very basic right.  It would allow the imposition of effluent          
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     limitations (with the associated sanctions for non-compliance) without     
     providing any opportunity for the permittee to comment on or challenge the 
     criteria underlying the limitations.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2589.018     
     
     EPA disagrees that the permittee will lack a forum for comment or challenge
     of rationale underlying its permit.  The ability to challenge the basis for
     permit limitations currently exists and will continue to exist in State    
     permit adjudication procedures. Furthermore, to the extent State           
     regulations may require change to implement the GLI, those State           
     rulemakings will be subject to administrative review at least to the extent
     that it does not duplicate this review of the GLI following its            
     promulgation.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2589.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, we are not aware of any statutory or regulatory authority for 
     the Tier II concept.  EPA apparently attempts to justify the use of Tier II
     criteria by relying on the so-called "narrative" water quality standard.   
     58 Fed. Reg. at 20852.  In other words, EPA intends the Tier II criteria to
     act as a "translator" for the narrative standard.  Id. EPA's reliance on   
     the narrative standard is misplaced.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2589.019     
     
     See response to: D2741.076.                                                
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that it is inappropriate to use the Tier II       
     methodologies to "translate" the narrative criteria ("no toxics in toxic   
     amounts") in State water quality standards.  This approach is recognized in
     40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi).                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2589.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, as discussed above, we do not believe it is scientifically          
     defensible to presume toxicity based on what is an admittedly deficient    
     database.  More importantly, we believe this policy is inconsistent with   
     the decision in American Paper Institute v. United States Environmental    
     Protection Agency, ___ F. 2d ____ (D.C. Cir. June 22, 1993).  In the API   
     case, the Court of Appeals specifically held that use of the narrative     
     standard requires a consideration of site specific factors and information.
      Id. at 11.  In contrast, the Tier II process would preclude the           
     consideration of any site specific information and requires the uniform    
     application of the criteria to all dischargers in the region.  For example,
     the Tier II process would preclude a consideration of whether the          
     particular Tier II test species is even present in the water body to which 
     the permittee discharges.  It would also preclude consideration of any     
     other site specific circumstances which bear on the application of the Tier
     II criterion to the permittee's discharge or the receiving water.  EPA's   
     proposed use of a questionable criterion in a uniform and "across the board
     manner" is inconsistent with the API decision and is illegal.              
     
     
     Response to: D2589.020     
     
     Please see response to comment D2724.150.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2589.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II concept also raises significant questions regarding the impact 
     of the anti-backsliding restrictions in Section 402(o) of the Clean Water  
     Act. 33 U.S.C. Section 1342(o).  EPA has apparently come to the conclusion 
     that the anti-backsliding requirements would not apply to Tier II limits.  
     58 Fed. Reg. 20837.  There remain, however, significant questions regarding
     the statutory basis for EPA's conclusion.  It is unreasonable and unfair   
     for permittees to be even potentially subject to permit limits (which EPA  
     admits are likely to be more stringent than the Tier I limitations         
     eventually developed) if there is any chance that the anti-backsliding     
     restrictions would apply.  As suggested by EPA's own Science Advisory      
     Board, while the Tier II concept may have some place in the Clean Water    
     regulatory scheme, it should not be used for directly imposing regulatory  
     controls(9), (10).                                                         
                                                                                
     _______________________                                                    
     (9)SAB Report at p. 12                                                     
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     (10)The Tier II concept could be used as a "screening device" to determine 
     whether additional monitoring (chemical specific or whole effluent) may be 
     appropriate for a particular discharger.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2589.021     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2589.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the GLI discussion regarding BAFs, EPA recognized that there is very    
     little field-derived data upon which to base the BAFs.  58 Fed. Reg. 20858.
     In light of this data gap, EPA is proposing a model which would essentially
     use laboratory derived bioconcentration factors (BCFs) multiplied by       
     assigned food chain multipliers.  The scientific basis for these           
     multipliers has not been established.  Furthermore, research undertaken by 
     the National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement  
     (NCASI) has demonstrated that EPA's model overestimates actual field       
     calculated bioaccumulation for many chemicals.  In addition, the laboratory
     derived BAFs fail to take into account other environmental factors which   
     can significantly impact the concentration of a substance.  For example,   
     sorption to sediments, degradation, volatilization and oxidation can all   
     affect the concentration of a substance.  These variables in turn often    
     depend on the nature of the receiving water, e.g., open lake vs. rapidly   
     flowing stream.                                                            
                                                                                
     While in time an appropriate model may be developed to adequately address  
     these issues, the BAF model currently proposed does not.  Given the        
     significance of the values derived from that model, its use should be      
     delayed until these issues have been resolved.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2589.022     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that sound scientific data is not used to 
     establish predicted BAFs.  In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993)
     is used to estimate FCMs instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The      
     adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the    
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs. A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model  
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         

Page 237



$T044618.TXT
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the     
     Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In        
     addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part    
     because this model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters
     which could be more easily specified.                                      
                                                                                
     See discussion in the SID of the modifications of the proposed approach to 
     more accurately reflect bioavailability.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2589.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State Authority to Develop Water Quality Criteria                          
                                                                                
     As discussed above, we believe states should have the authority to adjust  
     the Guidance to reflect local conditions and concerns.  As proposed, the   
     Guidance would not allow the states to develop less restrictive wildlife   
     and human health criteria.  This policy is arbitrary and without any basis 
     in fact or law.  If the states can demostrate that local conditions or     
     circumstances support a less restrictive wildlife or human health          
     criterion, the states should have the authority to adopt it.  We do not    
     believe that the Critical Programs Act was intended to create uniformity   
     simply for the sake of uniformity.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2589.023     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2589.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act authorizes EPA to regulate the "discharge of           
     pollutants" to navigable waters.  33 U.S.C. Section 1342(a).  The phrase   
     "discharge of pollutants" is defined to mean the "addition" of pollutants  
     to navigable waters.  33 U.S.C. Section 1362(12).  It is fundamental,      
     therefore, that EPA's authority is limited to regulating a point source's  
     "addition" of pollutants.  Philip Morris' position is that when a point    
     source does not "add" any amount of a substance to the effluent, that      
     discharge cannot be regulated and is not subject to water quality based    
     effluent limitations. See American Iron and Steel Institute v. EPA, 526    
     F.2d 1027 (3rd Cir. 1975); Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F. 2d 1351  
     (4th Cir. 1976).                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA relies on a handful of cases to support a contrary position.  We       
     believe this reliance is misplaced.  In each of the cases cited by EPA, the
     courts used a discrete inquiry to determine whether a particular facility's
     "use" of receiving waters constituted an "addition" of pollutants.  See    
     e.g., Association of Pacific Fisheries v. EPA, 615 F.2d 794 (9th Cir.      
     1980).  However, all the cases cited by EPA found an "addition" of         
     pollutants only when a discharger significantly altered the previously     
     existing state of that water.  None of the cases cited by EPA expressly    
     authorize the Agency to regulate water which simply "passes through" a     
     facility, e.g., noncontact cooling water.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2589.024     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2589.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An even more difficult question is presented when a point source does add  
     an amount, which in and of itself would not interfere with the attainment  
     of a water quality standard, but in combination with concentrations of that
     pollutant in the intake water would warrant a permit limitation.  In the   
     context of technology based limitations it has been held that effluent     
     limitations must be adjusted to reflect pollutants in the influent.  In    
     American Iron & Steel Institute v. EPA, 526 F.2d 1027 (3d. Cir. 1975), the 
     Court held that permittees are "entitled" to an adjustment in its effluent 
     limitation if it can be demonstrated that the inability to meet the        
     limitation is attributable to pollutants in the intake waters.  The Court's
     decision clearly provides that permittees can be held accountable only for 
     that they "add" to the discharge.                                          
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     Response to: D2589.025     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document, section VIII.E.5.  Also, as        
     explained in the SID, EPA believes that there is a fundamental distinction 
     between water quality and technology-based effluent limitations under the  
     statute, in that the latter takes into account feasibility determinations  
     in establishment appropriate limitations.  EPA does not read the Iron and  
     Steel case as mandating that an "adjustment" approach be established in    
     establishing WQBELs for intake pollutants.  EPA believes that the "no net  
     addition" approach in the final Guidance appropriately takes into account  
     the presence of intake pollutants in establishing WQBELs.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2589.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, noncontact cooling water discharges should be exempted from the     
     imposition of water quality based effluent limitations.  If additives are  
     used, only the additives themselves should be subject to WQBELs.  This     
     exemption should be available without the need to establish compliance with
     the five criteria identified by EPA.  58 Fed. Reg. 20958.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2589.026     
     
     This comment raises some of the same issues as those in comment D2656.361  
     and is addressed in response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2589.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, discharges other than noncontact cooling water should be exempt    
     from the "reasonable potential to exceed" analysis if the discharger can   
     establish it does not add any of a particular substance to the discharge.  
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     Response to: D2589.027     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment for the reasons stated in the SID at       
     Section VIII.E.4-7.  Also see response to comment G2784.009.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2589.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, if the discharge does add some amount of a substance the policy     
     should nonetheless allow for a consideration of intake pollutants and,     
     where necessary, direct adjustment of permit effluent limitations.         
     
     
     Response to: D2589.028     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.b., the final Guidance allows  
     consideration of intake pollutants, through "no net addition" limits in    
     setting WQBELS where a facility adds mass of the pollutant to that already 
     in the discharge under certain circumstances.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2589.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, if the combination of the substance in the intake and that added  
     by the discharger threaten to interfere with the attainment of a water     
     quality standard, we agree with EPA that a variance from the water quality 
     standard should be available.  Intake pollutants should, however,          
     constitute an independent grounds for a variance.  In other words, the     
     variance should be available without any obligation on the permittee to    
     establish that it meets one or more of the existing grounds for a variance,
     e.g., social and economic test.                                            
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     Response to: D2589.029     
     
     The final guidance provides for permit-based mechanisms for considering    
     intake pollutants in determining whether a WQBEL is needed, and, if so, how
     to determine that limit.  The final guidance also includes an independent  
     procedure for variances. Some of the grounds for a variances may cover     
     situations where intake pollutants are a problem. Variances continue to be 
     available for dischargers that are not eligible for the intake pollutant   
     procedures.  See SID at Section VIII.E.6.  For a discussion of the variance
     provisions in the final Guidance, see the SID at Section VIII.B.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2589.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR/LEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance continues to authorize variances from water quality  
     standards under limited circumstances.  As discussed above, these          
     circumstances should be broadened to include situations where pollutants in
     the intake, alone or in combination with minor amounts added by a          
     discharger, threaten to interfere with the attainment of the standard.  A  
     variance should be available any time a permittee's discharge of a         
     substance is below the level that would interfere with the attainment of   
     the standard but because of the presence of pollutants in the intake, the  
     standard is threatened.                                                    
                                                                                
     We also suggest that EPA provide for a five year term to correspond to the 
     normal permit cycle.  We recognize that a reopener clause may be necessary 
     so that the variances are subject to review depending on the states'       
     triennial review of water quality standards.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2589.030     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  EPA has not prohibited States from granting   
     variances if non-attainment is caused by intake pollutants so long as the  
     conditions in the variance procedure are met.  EPA has also provided       
     provisions for addressing pollutants in intake water in Appendix F,        
     Procedure 5 of the final guidance.  See section VIII.B and E of the SID for
     a discussion of these issues.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: D2589.031
     Cross Ref 1: See Attachment # 1 and 2.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limit of Detection                                                         
                                                                                
     The water quality based effluent limitations that would be derived from the
     criteria proposed in the Guidance would in many cases be below the ability 
     of analytical test methods to detect them (LOD).  EPA is proposing that in 
     these circumstances any "detect" of the substance at or above a Compliance 
     Evaluation Level (CEL) would constitute a violation of the permit.  In most
     cases the CEL would be set at the minimum level (ML) or method detection   
     limit (MDL).  This policy is unfair, and more importantly,                 
     unconstitutional.                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA's proposed LOD policy overlooks the analytical variability inherent in 
     test methods.  It has been demonstrated that a discharger subject to an    
     effluent limitation below the LOD will eventually encounter a false        
     positive(13).  It has been stated:                                         
                                                                                
     This "no detects" rule [as proposed by EPA] has the advantage of being     
     simple, and it sounds assertive.  Unfortunately, sooner or later [sic] it  
     will declare every effluent in noncompliance even if there are no real     
     violations.  The mathematical laws of probability guarantee this because   
     there is no allowance for random sampling error and no recognition that an 
     effluent can be in compliance and yet produce a proportion of observations 
     above the MDL(14).                                                         
                                                                                
     This raises a serious concern with respect to the discharger's due process 
     rights.  In at least one case, a similar policy was held to violate these  
     constitutional protections.  In the case of In Re James River et. al,      
     IH-90-18, a Wisconsin Administrative Law Judge declared that the state's   
     limit of detection/limit of quantitation policy, similar to that proposed  
     by EPA, was unconstitutional.  (See Attachment 2).  To remedy this         
     infirmity, EPA must recognize the potential for false positives and other  
     analytical variability in arriving at a limit of detection policy.  At a   
     minimum, the policy must provide that results below the Practical          
     Quantification Level (PQL) will be deemed in compliance.                   
                                                                                
     _______________________                                                    
     (13)Berthouex, Much Ado About Next To Nothing - Judging and Compliance at  
     the Limit of Detection, a presentation at the 64th Annual Meeting of the   
     Central States Water Pollution Control Association (May, 1991) (see        
     Attachment 1).                                                             
                                                                                
     (14)Id. at 2.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2589.031     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2589.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also requested comment on the policy of assigning data points less than
     the LOD a value of one-half of the LOD in calculating averages.  The James 
     River decision also addressed this issue.  The Administrative Law Judge    
     held that this policy has no scientific support and "deprives [permittees] 
     of due process of law by creating an irrebuttable presumption not founded  
     upon fact."  Id. at p. 13.  Consequently, any value reported as            
     "non-detect" should be assigned a value of zero.  Any other alternative has
     no basis in fact or law.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2589.032     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2589.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also question EPA's authority to require the pollution prevention       
     analysis proposed in this section of the Guidance.  We are not aware of any
     authority in the Clean Water Act which would support these requirements.   
     For water quality based effluent limitations, the point of compliance is   
     the final discharge outfall.  Simply because the agency has imposed limits 
     below the ability to detect them should not serve as a basis to bootstrap  
     the requirement that a discharger conduct a review of its internal         
     operations.  In other words, simple because EPA is pushing its regulatory  
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     program beyond the limits of available science does not create a lawful    
     basis for extending its authority up from the end of the pipe and into     
     process operations.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2589.033     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2589.034
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the fact that there is nothing in the Clean Water Act which 
     authorizes these requirements, the policy is inconsistent with the Agency's
     own announced position.  In evaluating standards for the organic chemicals,
     plastics and synthetic fibers industry (OCPSF) EPA considered the          
     imposition of "in-plant" requirements.  In deciding not to impose these    
     in-plant requirements EPA stated:                                          
                                                                                
     Another potential problem in using in-plant limits under the CWA is that it
     is inconsistent with the general approach taken by EPA under the CWA of    
     determining compliance with effluent limitations at the end of pipe or, at 
     least, at the point at which no more process wastewater treatment occurs.  
     This approach is, as industry commenters have noted, consistent with the   
     general statutory scheme of controlling discharges from point sources.     
                                                                                
     52 Fed. Reg. 42522, 42560 (Nov. 5, 1987).  Philip Morris fully supports and
     is implementing pollution prevention analysis on a voluntary basis.  EPA is
     without the authority, however, to impose these requirements as a          
     regulatory mandate and these provisions should be deleted from the         
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2589.034     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

Page 245



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2589.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA devoted significant attention to the concept of total maximum daily    
     loads (TMDLs) in developing the Guidance.  While in theory the concept of a
     basin wide regulatory program is attractive, we believe there are very     
     practical limitations on the use of TMDLs and we are very concerned about  
     the implications they may have for point source dischargers.  The cause for
     this concern is that there is currently no practical way to quantify or    
     regulate the nonpoint source (LA) portion of the TMDL.  The agency may be  
     tempted, therefore, to simply assign an arbitrary percentage to nonpoint   
     source and then seek any necessary reductions from the point source        
     dischargers.  As discussed at length above, this approach would ignore     
     reality.  The vast majority of the pollutant loads to the Great Lakes comes
     from nonpoint sources.  Before developing TMDLs, therefore, the regulatory 
     program should be put in place to quantify and regulate nonpoint source    
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2589.035     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2589.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State and federal water program have historically recognized mixing zones  
     in evaluating the need for and establishing both acute and chronic effluent
     limitations.  EPA has offered no credible scientific basis to support the  
     GLI's proposed elimination of mixing zones.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2589.036     
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2589.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Federal and state policies require that mixing zones be established so as  
     to not interfere with the attainment of any applicable water quality       
     standards.  By definition, mixing zones are protective of water quality    
     standards. EPA's proposed elimination of mixing zones must, therefore, be  
     recognized for what it is -- a policy and not scientific judgment.  Philip 
     Morris believes that this "policy" judgment is ill-advised.  The           
     elimination of mixing zones could require huge expenditures to meet end of 
     pipe effluent limitations.  These expenditures would not result in any     
     significant environmental improvement.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2589.037     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2589.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, we question EPA's apparent assumption that end of pipe        
     limitations could be met simply by product substitution or other pollution 
     prevention measures.  This is unlikely to be the case for dischargers which
     have little or no control over pollutants in their intake water.           
     Industry's concern in this regard would be compounded if the Agency fails  
     to adopt a reasonable intake credit policy.  Municipalities would be put in
     a similar position since they have little control over residential and     
     commercial loadings to their treatment facilities.  In these instances     
     dischargers may have no choice but to install expensive end-of-pipe        
     treatment systems.                                                         
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     Response to: D2589.038     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2589.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, there is no scientific basis to support the elimination of     
     mixing zones.  From a policy perspective, the economic cost of eliminating 
     mixing zones far outweighs any minimal environmental benefit.              
     
     
     Response to: D2589.039     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2589.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/OFFS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy as proposed could encourage the continued use of old, outdated  
     processes, to avoid the uncertainties of the antidegradation procedures.   
     These old facilities are likely to be less efficient in terms of the       
     generation or treatment of pollutants than newer, more modern facilities.  
     There is a danger, therefore, that the policy may actually impede rather   
     than promote a reduction in the loadings to the Great Lakes.               
                                                                                
     One way to minimize this risk is to implement a policy which would allow   
     for recognition of reduction credits which could be used to "offset"       
     increased discharges or "net out" of the antidegradation process           
     altogether.  These policies have a long tradition in the regulation of air 
     pollutants and received express Congressional approval in the 1990         
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     Amendments to the Clean Air Act.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2589.040     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2589.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing Effluent Quality Limitations                                      
                                                                                
     As currently proposed, the existing effluent quality (EEQ) limitations     
     would only apply to BCCs.  Nonetheless, Philip Morris questions the agency 
     legal authority to impose these types of effluent limitations.  Section 302
     of the Clean Water Act does authorize the imposition of water quality based
     effluent limitations.  This section by its terms, however, requires that   
     these limits only be imposed where the discharge "would interfere with the 
     attainment or maintenance" of an applicable water quality standard.  By    
     definition, the EEQ limits would result in effluent limitations more       
     stringent than necessary to comply with applicable water quality standards.
     This section cannot, therefore, support imposition of the EEQ              
     limitations(15).                                                           
                                                                                
     Other sections of the Clean Water Act authorize the imposition of          
     technology-based limitations.  These limitations, however, must be         
     promulgated as administrative rules and be applied to classes or categories
     of point sources.  As EPA recognized in the Guidance, the EEQ limitations  
     cannot be justified on the basis of its authority to impose                
     technology-based limitations.  58 Fed. Reg. 20914.                         
                                                                                
     __________________________                                                 
     (15)Section 303(d)(4)(B) which is purportedly the legal basis for the      
     antidegradation policy does not authorize the EEQ limits.  By its terms,   
     this section only applies if the discharger is seeking revised (and        
     presumably increased) limitations.  Nothing in this section authorizes     
     limitations to be set at "existing effluent quality."                      
     
     
     Response to: D2589.041     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
                                                                                
     Despite the fact that the imposition of EEQ-based limits is no longer an   
     issue in the final Guidance, EPA believes a response to the specific issues
     raised by this commenter is required.  The commenter states that EPA lacks 
     legal authority to require limits as a means of implementing               
     antidegradation.  This is simply not true.  Section 301(a) of the CWA      
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     states unequivocally that discharge of any pollutants into the Nation's    
     waters is prohibited except that such discharge complies with sections 301,
     302, 306, 307, 318, 402, and 404 of the CWA.  Section 301(b)(1)(C) requires
     that where a discharge is allowed, effluent limitations are to be imposed  
     as necessary to meet water quality standards.  Federal Regulations at 40   
     CFR 131.6 state that an antidegradation policy consistent with Federal     
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.12, along with designated uses and criteria to   
     protect the uses are required elements of any State's of Tribe's water     
     quality standards.  Given that an antidegradation policy is a required     
     element of a State's or Tribe's water quality standards, Section           
     301(b)(1)(C) authorizes States, Tribes and EPA to impose limits on         
     discharges as necessary to implement antidegradation.                      
                                                                                
     Contrary to the citation provided by the commenter, statutory authority for
     antidegradation does not derive from Section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA.      
     Statutory authority for antidegradation derives from Section 101(a) of the 
     CWA which states, "The objective of this Act is to restore and maintain the
     chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters."      
     Antidegradation is integral to maintaining the quality of the Nation's     
     waters.  Section 303(d)(4)(B) merely ratifies that interpretation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2589.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aside from these legal questions, Philip Morris also questions the policy  
     underlying the EEQ limitations.  In effect, these limitations would        
     "punish" those permittees which have already reduced their discharges well 
     below permit levels while at the same time "rewarding" those dischargers   
     who have not been so aggresive.  In effect, the limitations create an      
     incentive for poor operation of treatment facilities.  In the short term,  
     the policy may result in increased loadings to the Great Lakes so that     
     dischargers can create a higher baseline for themselves.  From both a legal
     and policy standpoint, the EEQ concept is ill-advised and should be        
     eliminated from the Guidance.                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2589.042     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2589.043
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     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Miscellaneous Antidegradation Comments                                     
                                                                                
     The proposed antidegradation procedures would identify very specific       
     grounds for determining when a lowering of water quality would be          
     "significant" and subject to the procedure.  As noted by the DRI authors,  
     these procedures are unduly stringent and have the potential to inhibit    
     economic development in the Great Lakes region.  One of industry's         
     principal concerns is the regulatory uncertainty these types of provisions 
     can create.  Because of the broad, and sometimes ill-defined, discretion   
     provided under these procedures a company considering construction of a new
     facility of the expansion of an existing facility would have a difficult   
     time evaluating the type of requirements which may apply.                  
                                                                                
     For example, in determining a "significant lowering of water quality" the  
     Guidance has four specific criteria.  A fifth criterion, however, provides 
     that the director can exercise his/her discretion and deem an increase     
     "significant" even if it does not meet any of the four specific criteria.  
     There are no parameters specified for the exercise of this discretion.     
     Aside from any legal question this raises, it has the potential to create  
     significant uncertainty for any company seeking to construct or expand in  
     the Great Lakes region.  As noted by the authors of the DRI Report, this   
     "Regulatory Uncertainty" has the potential to be a significant "Cost       
     Trigger" -- costs that EPA has failed to consider and which further        
     undermine the cost effectiveness of the Guidance.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2589.043     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     The final Guidance retains the "catch-all" provision that was included in  
     the proposed Guidance.  This provision provides necessary flexibility in a 
     State's or Tribe's antidegradation policy to address situations that were  
     not contemplated in the final Guidance.  Although EPA does not expect the  
     "catch-all" to be used frequently, it is essential that States and Tribes  
     not be precluded from addressing unusual cases that have the potential to  
     degrade water quality.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2589.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed social and economic analysis should also be revised to reflect
     changes which may be necessary to maintain current employment and not be   
     limited to a consideration of only increases in employment.  In today's    
     competitive marketplace, a company may need to undertake modifications and 
     increase discharges simply to maintain its competitive position.  As       
     proposed, the Guidance would not expressly authorize a consideration of    
     these types of factors.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2589.044     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2589.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, Philip Morris also questions EPA's authority to require the       
     pollution prevention analysis.  As discussed in the preceding section, EPA 
     does not have the authority to regulate internal plant operations.  The    
     requirements regarding pollution prevention analysis should be deleted.    
     
     
     Response to: D2589.045     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that neither the CWA nor the Federal regulations that implement 
     it                                                                         
     give EPA the authority to regulate internal processes at a facility that   
     discharges to the Nation's waters through the water quality standards      
     program.  The final Guidance does not attempt to change EPA's basic        
     authorities in any way.                                                    
                                                                                
     Section 101(a)(1) of the CWA states, "The objective of this Act is to      
     restore                                                                    
     and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the       
     Nation's                                                                   
     waters."  Antidegradation is the element of a State's or Tribe's water     
     quality standards that ensures that water quality is maintained.  As       
     specified at 40 CFR 131.6, water quality standards developed by States and 
     Tribes must include an antidegradation policy consistent with 40 CFR       
     131.12.                                                                    
     Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 envision a three- pronged approach to 
     maintaining water quality.  The first ensures that, at a minimum, water    
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     quality necessary to support existing uses is maintained at all times and  
     in                                                                         
     all waters.  The third requires the protection of water quality in all     
     water                                                                      
     bodies that are designated as outstanding national resource waters.  The   
     second addresses water quality in water bodies where the water quality is  
     better than the minimum necessary to support aquatic life and recreation in
     and on the water, but that are not designated outstanding national resource
     waters.  Such water bodies are known as high quality waters and water      
     quality                                                                    
     in such water bodies is to be maintained and protected unless a lowering of
     water quality is necessary to accommodate important social and economic    
     development within the area affected by the lowering of water quality.     
                                                                                
     As stated above, the Federal regulations do allow water quality to be      
     lowered                                                                    
     in high quality waters as long as the lowering is both necessary and will  
     accommodate important social and economic development.  Where the party    
     seeking approval of an activity that is anticipated to result in a lowering
     of water quality fails to demonstrate that the proposed activity cannot    
     occur                                                                      
     without a concomitant lowering of water quality or that social or economic 
     development will not accompany the lowering of water quality, approval for 
     the proposed activity may not be granted.                                  
                                                                                
     The first step a party seeking approval of an activity that is expected to 
     lead to a lowering of water quality in a high quality water must take to   
     gain                                                                       
     approval under the Federal regulations is to demonstrate that the proposed 
     activity will necessarily result in a lowering of water quality.  In order 
     to                                                                         
     accomplish this, the proponent of the activity must determine whether or   
     not                                                                        
     there are any other ways of accomplishing their objectives without lowering
     water quality.  Inherent are two consideration: first, is it possible for  
     the                                                                        
     activity to occur without an increased loading of pollutants to receiving  
     water; and second, if the increased loading cannot be prevented, can the   
     waste water treatment at the affected facility be improved or enhanced so  
     that the increased load of pollutants is not discharged into the           
     environment.                                                               
      The first of the two considerations is the prudent and feasible pollution 
     prevention alternatives analysis contained in the final Guidance.          
                                                                                
     States and Tribes use the information provided by the party seeking        
     approval                                                                   
     for the activity that is expected to lower water quality to determine      
     whether                                                                    
     or not to grant approval for the activity.  If prudent and feasible        
     pollution                                                                  
     prevention options are identified in the antidegradation demonstration, the
     State or Tribe will not authorize the increased loading from the facility  
     and                                                                        
     the facility will continue to operate under the requirements in its        
     existing                                                                   
     control document.  Requirements to implement the pollution prevention      
     alternatives are not included in the facility's control document.  At this 
     point, there are several options available to the proponent of the proposed
     activity.  A decision may be made to no longer pursue the proposed         
     activity.                                                                  
     If pursuing the proposed activity remains desirable, the party involved may
     either implement the identified pollution prevention alternatives or take  
     some other action so that the activity can occur without resulting in a    
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     lowering of water quality.  Having done so, the party can inform the State 
     or                                                                         
     Tribal regulatory agency that it has found a way for the activity to       
     proceed                                                                    
     without a lowering of water quality and that no further antidegradation    
     review is necessary.                                                       
                                                                                
     In summary, consistent with existing Federal regulations, the final        
     Guidance                                                                   
     does require parties requesting approval of an activity anticipated to     
     result                                                                     
     in a lowering of water quality to seek and identify possible alternatives  
     whereby the activity may occur without lowering water quality.  This review
     is required consistent with Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  The sole
     purpose of the review is to ensure that the State or Tribal regulatory     
     agency                                                                     
     is able to make an informed decision regarding the request; there is no    
     requirement on the part of the parties seeking approval to implement any   
     alternatives identified as a result of the demonstration, the facility may 
     choose to implement them.  As with all water quality standards, the only   
     requirement is that the discharge occur in compliance with water quality   
     standards, in this case antidegradation.  What steps are taken at a        
     facility                                                                   
     to ensure compliance is the choice of parties responsible for the facility.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2589.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Philip Morris strongly encourages the EPA to reevaluate the focus of the   
     Great Lakes Initiative.  The initial focus should be on the identification 
     and regulation of nonpoint source loads to the Great Lakes.  Both the      
     Agency and the regulated community will be in a better position to assess  
     the need for any additional point source controls once these programs are  
     in place.  Many of the controversial aspects of the Guidance may be        
     unnecessary if nonpoint sources were adequately monitored or controlled.   
     As proposed, however, we believe the GLI will be ineffective in achieving  
     any significant environmental improvement and would result in a waste of   
     precious economic resources.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2589.046     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2591.001
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA urges the Environmental Protection Agency to insure that the      
     Regulations maintain necessary procedures for coordination with Remedial   
     Action Plans, Lakewide Management Plans, Toxic Management Plans and the New
     York's 25 Year Plan for the Great Lakes.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2591.001     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including Remedial Action Plans, Lakewide Management Plans and the Great   
     Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort (Round 2) as discussed in Section I.D of the  
     SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.   
                                                                                
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those that address nonpoint sources of          
     pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2591.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we believe the focus of the regulations should be changed.  The   
     emphasis and control should not be on end of pipe treatment.  The          
     regulations should require banning of BCCs, the institution of pollution   
     prevention plans, and the tightening of sewer use laws.  End of pipe       
     controls and non point source controls should be presented in integrated   
     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2591.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2591.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is recognized that consistent regulatory mechanisms are needed if the   
     goals outlined in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement are to be met.   
     This requires that the Canadian government also take actions consistent    
     with the Regulations in order for U.S. actions to be effective in meeting  
     mutual goals.  The WQMA urges the U.S. Commissioners of the International  
     Joint Commission to take every appropriate action to influence their       
     Canadian counterparts in the effort to insure consistent regulatory        
     mechanisms that will improve our shared Great Lakes.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2591.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2591.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA agrees with the Science Advisory Board's evaluation of the        
     Guidance.  To be effective the Regulations need to be based on the best    
     available scientific data and methods.  The issues raised by the Science   
     Advisory Board should be resolved to the satisfaction of the Science       
     Advisory Board.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2591.004     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2591.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA agrees that the discharge of persistent toxic substances must be  
     prohibited.  Secondly, the discharge of other toxic substances should be   
     controlled.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2591.005     
     
     EPA agrees that the discharge of toxic substances should be controlled and 
     believes that the final Guidance addresses this issue for the reasons      
     stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and Sections I.C and II.C of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NATL
     Comment ID: D2591.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA recognizes the important value of water quality in the Great Lakes
     Region.  However, the main thrust of these Regulations focus on the need to
     reduce the discharge of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, that affect  
     humans, aquatic life and wildlife.  This goal is deemed by the WQMA as one 
     that is valid for the entire nation.  What factors other than the fact that
     this is bi-national water, make the bioaccumulation of chemicals in species
     and their effect on said species in this region different from any other   
     region of the United States?  In New York, a great deal of the State is not
     in the Great Lakes basin.  Potentially, different geographic areas of a    
     jurisdiction could have multiple criteria to meet, resulting in more       
     administrative responsiblities with less environmental benefit.  EPA should
     consider extending these Regulations nationwide.                           
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     Response to: D2591.006     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance addresses the unqiue characteristics of the 
     Great Lakes System for the reasons stated in Sections. I.A though C of the 
     SID.  For further discussion of the precendential effects of the Guidance, 
     including extending the Guidance provisions nationwide, see Section II.F of
     the SID. See response to: P2576.057                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2591.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the basic premises of the Science Advisory Board was that           
     regulations should be written to address all sources of toxic pollutants.  
     The WQMA is in full agreement that EPA should expedite a broad-based       
     system-wide approach which considers point and non-point source, sediments,
     atmospheric deposition, and ground water to control discharge of chemicals 
     at toxic levels.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2591.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2591.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits:  The regulations should provide a method for municipal     
     wastewater treatment plants to properly credit the pollutants that enter   
     the system via atmospheric deposition and drinking water that they intake  
     into their system.  Procedures should be described that deal with the case 
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     where background concentrations of pollutants exceed the water quality     
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2591.008     
     
     The issue of atmospheric deposition credits is addressed in the response to
     comment P2744.201. The SID in Section VIII.E.7.a.iv addresses the          
     availability of the intake pollutant procedures for users of water supplies
     (including POTWs). See the SID at Section VIII.E.4.b. concerning the       
     availability of no net addition limits, which also addresses a major       
     problem POTWs found with the proposal.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2591.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  Cost Effective Measures to     
     enhance Environmental Quality and Regional Competitiveness" prepared by    
     DRI/McGraw-Hill estimated the cost of the GLWQI to be $710 million to $2.3 
     billion annually.  This exceeds the cost range of $80 to $510 million      
     annually put forth by the EPA case study.  The cost effectiveness issues   
     raised by this report must be discussed with the public and brought to a   
     resolution.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2591.009     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2591.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The added costs of achieving water quality standards under the Regulations 
     may adversely affect the business competitiveness of Great Lakes States,   
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     resulting in the loss of market share for industries absorbing compliance  
     costs, and for their suppliers within the region.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2591.010     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2591.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Federal OMB's report describing inadequacies of the proposed guidance  
     relative to cost/benefit analysis leads us to support that additional      
     comment be provided from Federal Agencies charged with making decisions    
     relative to economic development, including but not limited to the Economic
     Development Administration and the Small Business Administration.          
     
     
     Response to: D2591.011     
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2591.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effectiveness Of Regulations                                               
     At public information meetings co-sponsored by USEPA and the NYSDEC, there 
     was a clear message that the second part of the Great Lakes Initiative     
     would address non-point sources of pollution.  It is imperative that before
     the Regulations are finalized, clear information regarding the following   
     three aspects be reported to the public and included as part of the        
     Regulations documentation:                                                 
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     The fact that the Regulations to reduce BCCs have two parts--point source  
     (currently proposed) and non-point source (not yet developed).             
     Clear estimates of the point and non-point source contribution of BCCs to  
     the environment.                                                           
     The actual water quality benefit expected from implementation of the first 
     part of the Regulations.  For example, some of the BCCs are causing fish   
     consumption advisories in the Great Lakes.  The July 1993 version of       
     comments on the Regulations as prepared by DRI/McGraw-Hill (referred to    
     subsequently as DRI comments) suggests that "...of the toxins causing fish 
     advisories, only dioxin will experience a significant reduction in total   
     loadings as a result of the GLI.  Under the most optimistic assumptions,   
     mercury loadings from municipal and industrial point sources--the only     
     sources addressed by GLWQI--will be cut by 80%.  However, known sources of 
     mercury deposition from the atmosphere are estimated at ten times the point
     source contributions..."                                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2591.012     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2591.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As far as implementing the final regulations that address point sources,   
     the EPA should consider a phasing in of the regulations so that no major   
     expenditures are required to control relatively small amounts of point     
     sources when the results of the non-point source work may show that those  
     expenditures might be better spent in implementing non-point source        
     controls.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2591.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2591.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the WQMA also urges the immediate development of regulations to deal with  
     non-point sources.  The WQMA believes that work on the non-point source    
     document is critical to accomplishing the goals of the Guidance, and that  
     its development should begin while the point source portion is being       
     completed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2591.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2591.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There should be specific long term monitoring strategies identified now    
     that can be used as a base line to measure the effectiveness of the        
     Regulations.  These should include fish flesh analysis and comparable      
     wildlife data.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2591.015     
     
     EPA agrees that monitoring strategies used as a baseline to measure the    
     effective of implementation of the Guidance provisions will help           
     environmental managers to achieve the goals and objectives of the Guidance.
      For further discussion on the various provisions included in the Guidance,
     including those addressing monitoring, see the preamble to the final       
     Guidance,the SID and supporting documents.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2591.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  See appendix C to commentor 2591.                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Blasland and Bouck Engineers prepared an evaluation of the impacts of the  
     Regulations for the Rochester Pure Waters District.  This report is        
     included as Appendix C.  The district has a combined sewer system and a 135
     mgd treatment plant.  The report investigated three pollutants included in 
     the Regulations; copper, mercury, and PCBs.  The consultant followed the   
     procedures in the Regulations for developing permit limits for these three 
     parameters.  Even after intensive pollution prevention programs efforts the
     treatment plant effluent is likely to exceed the limits for mercury        
     (0.00018 ppb) and PCBs (0.000003 ppb).  The report evaluates all currently 
     available treatment technologies to determine what improvements would be   
     needed to meet these limits.  Through their literature review and          
     conversations with EPA's Cincinnati Research Laboratory, the consultants   
     were unable to find a treatment process which could meet the limits        
     required by the Regulations.  It was assumed that the district would be    
     required to implement the best available technology.  The consultant       
     estimated the capital cost for these improvements to be $64,400,000.   This
     would increase the average user's annual rate by approximtely $65.         
     
     
     Response to: D2591.016     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2591.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  "this report" refers to Appendix C of 2591.             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of this report, the WQMA believes it would be a more effective use
     of tax payers' funds to try to obtain the goals of the Regulations by the  
     banning the use of the chemicals of concern in manufacturing and household 
     goods and by requiring all permit holders to institute aggressive pollution
     prevention programs with a significant public education effort and a       
     tightening of local sewer use laws.  Requiring discharge permit holders to 
     construct costly improvements to attempt to remove trace concentrations of 
     pollutants at the end of the pipe is not cost effective.  The Regulations  
     would require industrial and municipal dischargers to meet unequivocally   
     the water quality criteria before having addressed the technical           
     feasibility and monitoring capabilities.                                   
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     Response to: D2591.017     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D1711.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2591.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative Guidance, in that it requires States to adopt   
     specific numeric criteria and translator mechanisms (Tier I and Tier II    
     methodologies) is, in effect, a rule rather than a guidance.  It severely  
     restricts the flexibility and discretionary authority that the Clean Water 
     Act has always delegated to the States.  The WQMA supports a basin wide    
     guidance but also believe States should retain their traditional role in   
     the development of numeric criteria and the implementation of narrative    
     criteria.  For this reason and because of numerous technical concerns that 
     the Science Advisory Board has identified regarding the Guidance           
     methodologies, the WQMA recommends that the regulations be re-written as a 
     true guidance document.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2591.018     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2591.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA agrees with the two tier approach for developing water quality    
     limits.  The Tier II approach allows limits to be set with data sets less  
     than the National Water Quality Criteria.  The WQMA is concerned with the  
     setting of discharge limits with data on as little as one species.  The    
     concern is that discharge limits are inflexible and not able to change with
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     additional data.  In information provided to the Science Advisory Board it 
     is clearly indicated that the intent of the developers of the Tier II      
     approach was "Tier I numbers were to be adopted by Great Lakes States as a 
     numeric criteria" and Tier II were " to be adopted as a narrative          
     procedure."  To guard against potential misuse of the Tier II concept and  
     the problems associated with deriving specific values from this procedure, 
     the WQMA recommends that Tier II values be used as guidance.               
     
     
     Response to: D2591.019     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2591.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific factors such as species selection, water hardness and        
     temperature conditions should be considered in the development of Tier II  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2591.020     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2591.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conservative Tier II criteria used are likely to establish lower limits
     than Tier I criteria.  Additional data later supporting the relaxing of    
     Tier II derived limits may not be able to be used because of the Clean     
     Water Act anti-backsliding provisions.  The Regulations should specifically
     outline the procedures to modify Tier II derived limits to less stringent  
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     Tier I limits, once adequate data is available.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2591.021     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2591.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A State may establish Tier II criteria, however, it is unclear whether     
     other States will have to adopt these Tier II criteria.  EPA should review 
     all State developed Tier II criteria and determine which ones are          
     applicable to all Great Lakes States.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2591.022     
     
     See response to: P2574.027                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2591.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permitting authority should be required to generate ambient screening  
     values and if necessary, generate data sufficient to develop Tier II       
     criteria.  Permit holders should not be required to develop the data needed
     to set Tier II criteria.  The States should be required to develop the Tier
     II criteria since it would be more cost effective and consistent to have   
     this work performed by one source.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2591.023     
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     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2591.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA agrees with the use of bioaccumulation factors in the development 
     of criteria for the protection of wildlife and aquatic life.               
     Bioavailability factors should also be taken into account.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2591.024     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the BAF procedure is appropriate.  In   
     the final Guidance, EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved            
     concentration of organic chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and  
     the total concentration of the chemical for derivation of Tier I human     
     health and wildlife criteria.  The fraction of the chemical in the ambient 
     water that is freely dissolved will be calculated using the Kow for the    
     chemical and the concentration of DOC and POC in the ambient water.  For   
     further details on derivation of this equation, see the final BAF TSD which
     is available in the public docket for this rulemaking.                     
                                                                                
     Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration of the freely  
     dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic BAFs devoid  
     of site-specific influences and considerations, such as varying            
     concentrations of POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and derivation of
     the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2591.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board's review listed several concerns regarding the  
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     development of Bioconcentration Factors & Bioaccumulation Factors.  The    
     WQMA shares their concerns in the following areas and recommends that      
     efforts continue to resolve these issues:                                  
                                                                                
     Inconsistencies between field data for some chemicals and Thomann's        
     conceptual model for food chain derived residues.                          
     Need more specific guidelines for the acceptability of residue data in     
     tissues and dissolved concentrations in water.                             
     Consideration of metabolism is not included in models used in adjusting    
     bioconcentration factors from bioaccumulation factors.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2591.025     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A      
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the methodology in the final Guidance uses the best      
     science available for regulatory application.  EPA however agrees with     
     commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new data become        
     available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1
     will provide the mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In     
     addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows for the            
     incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is        
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2591.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20822 - Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern                               
     The designation of all chemicals with a Bioaccumulation Factors greater    
     than 1000 as Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) appears to be     
     somewhat arbitrary.  If stringent implementation and antidegradation       
     procedures are to be applied to BCCs, is there consideration given to      
     whether the BCC is actually toxic enough at a specific concentration to    
     truly be of concern?  A chemical specific analysis should be performed     
     taking into account such factors as bioaccumulation, environmental fate,   
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     toxicity, and other characteristics to determine if it should be classified
     as a BCC.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2591.026     
     
     See response to: D2814.007                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/Hg
     Comment ID: D2591.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife criteria for mercury of 180 parts per quadrillion with no dilution
     would be applied directly as a 30 day average permit limit to our          
     wastewater treatment plant.  This limit is far below the analytical        
     detection limit.  One detectable value during a month would constitute an  
     enforceable violation.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2591.027     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
                                                                                
     Also see response to comment G2892.007 for a discussion of the cost of     
     implementing this Guidance.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2591.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The EPA should develop narrative language which requires a history of      
     detectable values before it can be determined if an excursion has occurred.
     New York State uses an appropriate method for action levels which specifies
     a minimum frequency and period in which detections have to occur before it 
     is determined that an excursion has occurred.  Sample language from one of 
     our SPDES permits follows:                                                 
          "If discharges of any substance exceed their respective action level: 
                                                                                
                 (1) for four of six consecutive samples, or                    
                 (2) for two of six consecutive samples by 20% or more, or      
                 (3) for any 1 sample by 50% or more                            
                                                                                
     the permittee shall undertake a short-term, high-intensity monitoring      
     program for this parameter.  Samples identical to those required for       
     routine monitoring purposes shall be taken on each of three consecutive    
     operating days and analyzed.  Results shall be expressed in terms of both  
     concentration and mass, and shall be submitted no later than the end of the
     third month following the month when any of the criteria listed above was  
     met.  Results may be appended to a DMR or transmitted under separate cover 
     to the same address."  The WQMA recommends that this type of language be   
     incorporated into the Regulations to determine the Compliance Evaluation   
     Level.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2591.028     
     
     Permitting authorities are free to include conditions in NPDES permits such
     as those set forth by the commenter, so long as such language does not     
     serve to shield permittees from enforcement for violations of WQBELs.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2591.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegredation is an important principle in protecting the Great Lakes    
     from becoming more polluted.  The Regulations should provide common        
     criteria for determining degradation in all the Great Lakes States.        
     
     
     Response to: D2591.029     
     
     Comment ID: D2591.029, D2633.014, D2838.087, D2859.002,                    
     G2571.020, G2922.006, G4052.004, P2593.028, P2742.350, P2976.005           
                                                                                
     EPA appreciates the support for the proposed Guidance expressed in these   
     comments.  EPA believes that the changes made between the proposed Guidance
     and the final Guidance build upon the strengths of the proposal and improve

Page 270



$T044618.TXT
     the overall workability of the Guidance.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2591.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some of the requirements within the antidegradation proposal appear to be  
     creating a disincentive to do better than the current permit limits and may
     even encourage people to increase their loadings before the regulations are
     put in place.  At the request of the Council of Great Lakes Governors, DRI 
     McGraw-Hill has compiled a comprehensive evaluation of the economic and    
     environmental impact of the Regulations.  The WQMA is in full agreement    
     with a key finding of this report that "The Antidegradation Policy         
     preserves existing water quality when it is better than the standard, by   
     limiting new discharges from new and existing plants.  However, in doing   
     so, it freezes the status quo so that a proposed plant using a cleaner     
     process may be blocked while older plants jealously guard their right to   
     discharge at historical levels.  Devising a scheme for trading of loadings 
     reduction credits with an offset factor would allow environmental          
     improvements to take place alongside economic growth, charging a zero-sum  
     game to a positive-sum game.  Cleaner handling of the allowance for higher 
     loadings when there is an important social or economic benefit will also   
     mitigate this problem."                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2591.030     
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2591.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures and criteria for the social/economic justification in an    
     antidegradation demonstration are presented in general terms with an       
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     implication that final interpretation and judgement be rendered by the     
     individual States.  Due to its importance and the desire for regional      
     standardization, the WQMA thinks the Regulations needs to provide more     
     definition in this area.  Also, time limits for decision making should be  
     included in the regulation similar to the New York State Uniform Procedures
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2591.031     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the time limits on decision making requested by the commenter 
     are beyond the scope of this Guidance.  Given differences in State and     
     Tribal adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to   
     specify time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.    
     Also, given that the presumption under the regulations is that water       
     quality be protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water    
     quality to accomodate important social and economic development, if a time 
     frame were specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe  
     would result in a denial of the request.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2591.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing EPA antidegradation policy focuses on ambient water quality,  
     thus allowing small changes in loadings that have no effect on ambient     
     concentrations in a water body.  The Regulation considers any increase in  
     the mass loading of BCCs to constitute degradation.  The WQMA agrees with  
     this approach.  However, it may be inappropriate to regulate other         
     parameters in this manner.  Non-BCCs should remain regulated by the EPA's  
     existing definition of antidegradation.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2591.032     
     
     EPA agrees, and has limited the scope of the antidegradation provisions of 
     the final Guidance to pollutants which are classified as BCCs.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2591.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In regard to "Significant Lowering of Water Quality" the WQMA does not see 
     the rationale for the Great Lakes/nationwide differentiation as expressed  
     in the following:  "The Great Lakes priorities should not be interpreted as
     EPA's priorities for water bodies nationwide.  EPA expects the significant 
     lowering of water quality to be potentially different in other areas       
     depending on the priority concerns identified through Water Quality        
     Management Processes."                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2591.033     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     With respect to applicability of the definitions of significant lowering of
     water quality contained in the final Guidance nationwide, to do so would be
     unwarranted.  The antidegradation provisions contained in the final        
     Guidance are tailored to place special emphasis on the pollutants of most  
     concern in the Great Lakes System.  These pollutants may not be a major    
     concern elsewhere in the country.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2591.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20888.1 - Antidegradation, Lowering of Water Quality                       
     The third alternative ties "Assessing Lowering of Water Quality" to any    
     action or decision that might result in any increase in the actual rate of 
     mass loading for a BCC and those that require an increase in an existing   
     permit limitation for any other pollutant.  We feel this alternative to be 
     the most reasonable as it retains a more stringent focus on BCC's.         
     However, the WQMA thinks it should incorporate more latitude in dealing    
     with the conventional pollutants associated with domestic wastewater       
     discharges.  This need could possibly be addressed in the de minimis       
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2591.034     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
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     The final Guidance implements antidegradation for BCCs by requiring        
     antidegradation review of any activity that is anticipated to result in an 
     increased loading of BCCs to the Great Lakes System.  The final Guidance   
     does not require EEQ- based effluent limits to implement antidegradation   
     for BCCs.  For non-BCCs, antidegradation review is recommended for any     
     action that will require a non-de minimis increase in permit limits.       
     Examples of the types of actions subject to antidegradation review are     
     included in the final Guidance and the accompanying SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2591.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In regard to the request for comment on the need to "distinguish between   
     BCCs and other chemicals" the WQMA offers the following.  As the emphasis  
     should be on persistent toxics, the WQMA thinks distinguishing between BCCs
     and other pollutants is fair and reasonable.  However, with this in mind it
     becomes critical that the criteria used to define BCCs is data based and   
     has the consensus of the scientific community.  For this reason the WQMA   
     would recommend further study and evaluation on the parameters necessary to
     define these "focus pollutants".                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2591.035     
     
     EPA does not agree that further study and evaluation is necessary before   
     defining BCCs.  In response to this and other related comments on the      
     proposed Guidance, and comments on subsequent reports whose availability   
     was announced in the Federal Register, EPA has modified the methodology for
     development of BAFs and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance.  The 
     methodology modifications include a revised model, requirements for use of 
     field-measured BAFs and BSAFs for Tier I criteria development and for      
     determining BCCs, and other changes.  The definition of BCC was revised to 
     include consideration of persistence and toxicity. EPA believes the        
     approach in the final Guidance is scientifically and technically           
     appropriate.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2591.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20890 - Antidegradation, Public Comment                                    
     EPA should require the States to allow public comment on antidegradation   
     demonstrations and associated social/economic developments before it       
     renders a decision based on its review of the merits of actions.           
     
     
     Response to: D2591.036     
     
     See response to comment D2783.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2591.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concerning antidegradation demonstrations the EPA states:  "No benchmarks  
     are specified for the evaluation of the social/economic developments;      
     rather the regulatory agency is provided the flexibility to fit the        
     analysis to the condition of the community and area involved."  To avoid   
     community vs. community controversy, the WQMA believes language should be  
     developed which ties this local benefit into the regional impact (and      
     benefit).  Otherwise, what is perceived as a localized social/economic     
     benefit will likely be opposed by the neighboring localities that stand to 
     see no benefit, and in some cases a detrimental environmental impact.      
     
     
     Response to: D2591.037     
     
     Consistent with the final Guidance, State and Tribal regulatory agencies   
     are the appropriate arbiter of such local disagreements.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2591.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's statement that "EPA does not intend through the proposed guidance to 
     require compliance with antidegradation provisions where independent       
     regulatory authority requiring compliance with water quality standards do  
     not already exist." is somewhat confusing and appears to ignore all        
     non-point sources in areas where there are no local controls.              
     
     
     Response to: D2591.038     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2591.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance takes the position within its antidegradation language that   
     water quality be assessed on a "pollutant by pollutant" basis and asks for 
     comment on an alternative "all or nothing" approach.  The "all or nothing" 
     approach would categorize total water body status on criteria utilizing any
     single pollutant.  We believe this approach to be impractical and          
     unreasonable as it would serve to preclude the ability to objectively      
     analyze and provide the necessary flexibility for all remaining pollutants.
     
     
     Response to: D2591.039     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2591.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance requests comment on the "mixture approach" in assessing water 
     quality in which a discharger could demonstrate that the effects of        
     increasing the discharge of one or more individual pollutant would be      
     offset by a concurrent decrease in other pollutants.  The WQMA believes    
     this approach should be incorporated as an option for a discharger and will
     likely serve to stimulate further analytical testing and innovations in the
     industrial process.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2591.040     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
                                                                                
     In addition, no information available to EPA suggests a mixture- based     
     approach based on overall toxicity would be implementable at this time.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2591.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To avoid the unnecessary triggering of a full antidegradation demonstration
     EPA has qualified their definition of lowering of water quality to say that
     a specific and intended "action" must be associated with incidental or     
     apparent increases in the rate of mass loading for a BCC.  The WQMA thinks 
     this is not only appropriate but of practical necessity for the effective  
     operation of any municipal wastewater system.  This is a key point and, if 
     emphasized in other parts of the policy, will allow municipalities to      
     better address incidental discharges (ie. Public Education and             
     Pre-Treatment Programs).  This approach will allow for the development of  
     programs that actually reduce these occurrences rather than a reactionary  
     approach.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2591.041     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2591.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As indicated in the comment above, the WQMA is in full agreement that a    
     "discernable action" is appropriate and necessary to the definition of     
     significant lowering of water quality.  However, the WQMA also thinks that 
     it is necesssary that EPA define monitoring requirements and a clear method
     for statistical interpretation of these incidental and non-identifiable    
     discharges that may generate short term exceedances.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2591.042     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the final Guidance and the SID contain examples of what is and
     is not an action subject to antidegradation review.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2591.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the WQMA thinks the word "action" should be added to the definition of     
     significant lowering of water quality within the section that addresses    
     criteria used to establish existing effluent quality (EEQ).  The "action"  
     definition should include, for point sources, creation of a new source;    
     addition of a new process or product line at an existing source; expansion 
     of processing capability; modification of the waste handling or treatment  
     processes; change in raw materials; and new sanitary or industrial hookups 
     to a POTW.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2591.043     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     All of the actions suggested by the commenter are included in the final    
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2591.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA agrees the guidance should"...not require EEQ be expressed as     
     numeric effluent limitations" and agrees that "EPA is confident that       
     well-constructed, clear narrative conditions can be tracked and enforced as
     effectively as numeric limitation".                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2591.044     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2591.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA is in favor of Option 2 (Narrative Prohibition Coupled with EEQ   
     Notification Requirement, including supplement) in regard to establishing  
     provisions for EEQ.  This narrative prohibition would address the BCCs with
     bans and explicit language wtihin the permit rather than burdening         
     treatment operators with all the normal monitoring and documentation       
     requirements associated with conventional pollutants.  It should be        
     emphasized, however, that EPA must develop clear and uniform language      
     associated with monitoring requirements, effect of detection, response     
     expectations, etc.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2591.045     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
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     Comment ID: D2591.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the "10% rule" of the de minimis test appears to be logical, the  
     WQMA believes it may create a rush by dischargers for the right to utilize 
     the largest chunk of assimilative capacity that may still exist.  This     
     perceived need to "rush and grab" remaining assimilative capacity could    
     possibly induce a scenario that is actually counterproductive to the       
     overall intent of the policy.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2591.046     
     
     See response to comment P2582.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2591.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA does not believe that the use of the de minimis test should be    
     extended to BCC's and find this particular request for comment to be       
     somewhat contradictory to the implied philosophies of the proposal.        
     
     
     Response to: D2591.047     
     
     Please see response to D2587.124.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2591.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's pollution prevention example for reducing mercury in a sewer system  
     is based on a very realistic scenario and suggests very logical and        
     reasonable measures of control.  However, public education programs are    
     long term developments and it appears doubtful that the demonstration of   
     such measures would be timely enough to allow for sewer expansion and      
     community growth.  In this regard it seems appropriate that the recognized 
     existence of such programs would preclude the necessity of continually     
     going through this portion of the antidegradation demonstration.           
     
     
     Response to: D2591.048     
     
     Pollution prevention opportunities for municipal dischargers can be divided
     into two types of activities, short-term actions that result in essentially
     immediate reductions in loading of a pollutant to a plant and long-term    
     activities that may result in more gradual reductions in influent loadings 
     and improvements in effluent quality.  Examples of the former include local
     limits on industrial users, identification and control of previously       
     uncontrolled commercial sources and sewer maintenance activities, such as  
     removal of deposits of contaminated sediments from sewer lines.  Examples  
     of the long-term activities that may be undertaken by a municipality to    
     prevent pollutant loadings to a treatment plant include public education,  
     instituting home toxic waste disposal opportunities and local bans and     
     phase-outs of certain chemicals.                                           
                                                                                
     Depending on the municipality and the pollutant in question, either        
     short-term actions, long-term activities or a combination of both may be   
     appropriate pollution prevention considerations. For the mercury example   
     cited by the commenter, an investigation of the sewer system for           
     significant uncontrolled commercial sources of mercury is an example of a  
     short-term action that could result in significant reductions in mercury   
     loadings to the treatment plant and improved effluent quality.  Both long  
     and short-term pollution prevention opportunities should be considered in  
     preparing an antidegradation demonstration.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2591.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA believes that the "1.1 to 1 ratio" part of Tier II antidegradation
     demonstration is completely arbitrary and in most instances will not be a  
     very appropriate means to measure cost effectiveness for any form of       
     enhanced treatment.  As pollutants all have very differing environmental   
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     significance, it would seem appropriate that they be evaluated individually
     in regard to this parameter.  With tighter and clearer narrative the       
     "Director" should have appropriate means for discretionary rulings.        
     
     
     Response to: D2591.049     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII. See 
     response to comment D2741.170.                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2591.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment above refers to 2591 .049.                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20911.1 - Antidegradation, Relevant Cost Factors                           
     In response to request for comments, it is felt strongly that consideration
     of relative energy consumption, air emissions, and other indirect water    
     quality impacts should all be evaluated as cost factors.  To not consider  
     these items would demonstrate a disregard for other crucial environmental  
     concerns and would not represent a true cost analysis.  These factors all  
     should be part of the individual evaluation as suggested in the comment    
     above.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2591.050     
     
     See responses to comments D2741.165 and D2741.170.                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2591.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20911.2 - Antidegredation, Defining Total Area Of Concern                  
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     The question that EPA raises concerning "how broadly the area in which the 
     waters are located" related to social/economic benefit is extremely        
     important.  The antidegradation decision should definitely depend on the   
     actual pollutant and the justification should be balanced by both local and
     regional benefit.                                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2591.051     
     
     See response to comment D2741.166.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2591.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20911.2 - Antidegredation, Public Discussion of Social/economic Issue      
     It is felt that these social/economic judgements will always be            
     controversial.  For this reason the WQMA believes it is very important that
     this document provide a clear outline for the States regarding their       
     repsonsibilities for public discussion and interaction with adjacent       
     communities.                                                               
                                                                                
     [The Regulations should include specific procedures for consolidating      
     existing wastewater systems.]                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2591.052     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2591.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .053 is imbedded in comment .052.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The Regulations should include specific procedures for consolidating       
     existing wastewater systems.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2591.053     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is but one component of the overall strategy
     to protect and restore the Great ALkes. Although the provisions of the     
     Gudance do not include specific procedures for consolidating existing      
     wastewater systems, the Guidance does complement other onging Great Lakes  
     protection efforts as discussed in Section I.D of the SID.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2591.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads                                                  
     The WQMA believes the concept of Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is very   
     important.  Certainly any efforts to regulate individual point source      
     discharges or to control non-point sources can easily be negated if there  
     is no attempt to tally all the sources for a given body of water.  [Given  
     the size of the air shed of the Great Lakes relative to the watershed the  
     WQMA would prefer a national regulation for establishment of TMDLs         
     especially for BCCs.]  A consistent TMDL provision must be included in the 
     Regulations,the WQMA prefers the use of Option A (Watershed Approach).     
     
     
     Response to: D2591.054     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2591.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .055 is imbedded in comment .054.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Given the size of the air shed of the Great Lakes relative to the watershed
     the WQMA would prefer a national regulation for establishment of TMDLs     
     especially for BCCs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2591.055     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2591.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20978 - Total Maximum Daily Loads                                          
     [The entire United States, Canada, and Tribes should adopt uniform methods 
     for averaging quantifiable and non-quantifiable values.]  The WQMA         
     recommends the following procedures for setting data points:               
                                                                                
     Values less than method detection limit                                    
     If all values are less than the method detection limit, zeros should be    
     used in calculating a geometric or arithmetic mean.                        
                                                                                
     If 25% or more of the reported values for a specific analyte are           
     quantifiable, the remaining values reported at less than method detection  
     limit would be used at 1/2 the method detection limit in calculating a     
     geometric or arithmetic mean.                                              
                                                                                
     If less than 25% of the reported values for a specific analyte are         
     quantifiable, the remaining values reported at less than method detection  
     limit would be used at zero in calculating a geometric or arithmetic mean. 
                                                                                
     Values between method detection limit & practical quantification limit     
     For values that fall between the method detection limit and the practical  
     quantification limit, a value of 1/2 the practical quantification limit    
     should be used in calculating a geometric or arithmetic mean.              
                                                                                
     Background level - All values less than method detection limit             
     If all values are less than the method detection limit, the background     
     level should be set at zero.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2591.056     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
Page 285



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2591.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .057 is imbedded in comment .056.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The entire United States, Canada, and Tribes should adopt uniform methods  
     for averaging quantifiable and non-quantifiable values.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2591.057     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2591.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20841.3 - Exclusion of Wet Weather Discharges                              
     EPA should develop permit language which allows the exclusion of           
     applicability of Regulations to wet weather event discharges.  There is    
     concern that if the States were to independently develop this language the 
     goal of uniformity across the Great Lakes Region would not be met.         
     
     
     Response to: D2591.058     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2591.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20842.3 - Excluded Pollutants                                              
     The WQMA agrees with EPA's proposal to not expand these methodologies and  
     procedures to certain "conventional" pollutants including alkalinity,      
     ammonia, etc.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2591.059     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2591.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20865.2 - Choice of Risk Level                                             
     EPA requests comments regarding the choice of a risk level of 10(exp -5)   
     instead of alternate risk levels such as 10(exp -6) and 10(exp -4).  The   
     FDA and Drinking water regulations are based on a risk factor of 10(exp    
     -6).  The recently promulgated Part 503 sludge regulations were based on a 
     risk factor of 10(exp -4).  What is the reasoning for selecting a different
     risk factor for these Regulations?                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2591.060     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2591.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     20870.3 - Exposure Assessments                                             
     One set of assumptions made in the development of the human health criteria
     is that the average body weight is 70 kg (154 lbs.) and the average fish   
     consumption is 15 grams per day.  The WQMA and its Advisory Committee, the 
     Water Quality Management Advisory Committee (WQMAC), recognize that there  
     is considerable scientific and statistical procedures applied in setting   
     such assumptions.  The WQMAC encourages the EPA to insure that these       
     assumptions protect those individuals who do not fit such weight and       
     consumption assumptions and may be at greatest risk.  This includes women  
     of childbearing age and children - both groups that are recognized by the  
     New York State Department of Health, and others, as being at higher risk to
     effects from BCCs.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2591.061     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document. See response
     to comment P2771.192.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2591.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     20975 - Loading Limits                                                     
     The WQMA believes that mass loading limitations should be expressed as     
     monthly averages without corresponding concentration limits.  Pollution    
     prevention programs are likely to yield water conservation as well as      
     pollution reduction.  It is possible that with water conservation a        
     concentration limit would be exceeded without the mass loading to the      
     receiving water body.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2591.062     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2591.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQMA believes that it is appropriate to require monthly average mass   
     loading Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs) as a mechanism to     
     address wet-weather effluent variability.  It should be noted that removal 
     efficiencies decrease during wet weather events.  This does cause a        
     variability in the effluent quality during wet weather.  EPA should develop
     narrative permit language to address extreme wet weather months.  A flow   
     rate factor or rainfall factor could be developed beyond which the         
     permittee would be required to monitor only.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2591.063     
     
     EPA agrees that the permitting authority should be given flexibility to    
     address wet weather flows at POTWs.  See comment G2764.010.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2591.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Regulations should allow a facility to consider cost-effectiveness in  
     developing a pollutant minimization progam (PMP).                          
     
     
     Response to: D2591.064     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2592.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The severely flawed GLWQG, as presently drafted by EPA, will be extremely  
     detrimental to both businesses and communities within the Great Lakes      
     Region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2592.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2592.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost alone should never be the determining factor in environmental policy  
     making.  However, economics and job displacement should be considered.  The
     GLWQG, as now drafted, will cost communities and businesses billions of    
     dollars at a time it is struggling with many social spending demands.      
     
     
     Response to: D2592.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2592.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     If the Erie wastewater plant is rebuilt to comply with GLI present         
     estimates are $174,000,000 in capital improvements and approximately       
     $42,000,000 PER YEAR in labor and operating costs.  The City of Erie does  
     not have the financial depth to afford necessary $100,000 captial          
     improvements let alone a wastewater plant costing this amount to install   
     and operate.  Area industry and homeowners would be required to `foot this 
     bill'.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2592.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2592.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In operating costs alone, Kaiser's water-sewer costs on 400,000 gallons per
     day, would rise at least 5-fold from approx. $225,000/year to $1,125,000.  
     This amounts to $900,000/year LESS Plant profit and does not include       
     additional first cost monies Kaiser would be expected to pay for the       
     treatment plant itself.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2592.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2592.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As previously noted, Kaiser Aluminum and Chemical Corporation is a large   
     multi-plant corporation.  A regional cost prohibitive environmental        
     regulation such as GLWQG, will force the corporation to evaluate           
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     elimination of certain manufacturing facilities when specific areas are no 
     longer conducive to business needs.  The Erie area prides itself in being a
     blue collar community of "BUILDERS".  In a time when United States         
     facilities should be rebuilding to meet the manufacturing challenges of the
     years beyond 2001, it is frankly asinine to have such a restrictive and    
     flawed legislation practically eliminate a whole manufacturing region.  Has
     the estimated cost of loss of manufacturing and support payrolls of        
     personnel that will move to NON-GLWQG states been analyzed?                
     
     
     Response to: D2592.005     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2592.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule requires every stream, tributary, and connecting channel 
     in the Great Lakes Basin to meet the same water quality standard as the    
     open waters of the Great Lakes.  In several instances, uniform basinwide   
     requirements will result in unnecessarily stringent controls and costs for 
     dischargers with no environmental benefit.                                 
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     States should have the flexibility to establish local or site specific     
     water quality criteria when environmental conditions differ from the       
     assumptions used to establish the rule's basinwide standards.              
     
     
     Response to: D2592.006     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2592.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rule assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform         
     ecosystem in which essentially the same water quality controls apply to    
     waters as diverse as a small Indiana stream and Lake Superior's Isle       
     Royale.  The basis for this assumption is that the only way a pollutant's  
     impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the basin.  This reasoning 
     does not take into account the actual environmental fate of a pollutant.   
     
     
     Response to: D2592.007     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2592.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and the use of uniform water quality standards   
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will result in treatment for treatment's  
     sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requuirements with little 
     or no environmental benefit.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2592.008     
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C and IX of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2592.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     States should have the flexibility to accommodate economic growth without  
     compromising water quality.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2592.009     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2592.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures for generating criteria and/or values are based on overly       
     conservative assumptions, because in many cases the science is poorly      
     understood.  If site specific modifications are not allowed to raise or    
     lower a criterion little incentive will exist to better define the science.
     
     
     Response to: D2592.010     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2592.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA currently requires states to include antidegradation policies in   
     water quality management programs.  The proposed rule significantly        
     tightens these requirements for states within the Great Lakes Basin.  This 
     will discourage some new industries from locating -- and existing          
     industries frm expanding -- in the Great Lakes Basin, as well as retard    
     community growth in general.                                               
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
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     Replace the proposed rule's antidegradation provisions with current law,   
     which is fully protective of health and environment.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2592.011     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2592.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes in the operation
     of existing facilities or the siting of new facilities from lowering or    
     degrading existing water quality by the discharge of additional pollutants 
     into the water.  The EPA currently has regulations which address           
     antidegradation.  The new rule significantly expands the scope of          
     antidegradation review and introduces a number of new requirements.        
     
     
     Response to: D2592.012     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance went beyond what was required
     by the CWA and Federal regulations.  To a large extent, the proposed       
     Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and
     policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation standard contained in the  
     proposed Guidance is an excellent example of how the proposed Guidance was 
     based on existing regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance    
     makes this even more explicit by deferring to existing regulations and     
     guidance with respect to requirements for non- BCCs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2592.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The discharge of some substances (i.e., the list of bioaccumulative        
     chemicals of concern, or BCCs) would be limited to a level which does not  
     exceed actual past discharges ["existing effluent quality" (EEQ)], even    
     where the past actual discharge is lower than the prior permitted discharge
     level.  This approach penalizes facilities with good environmental         
     performance and rewards those with poorer performance, because the good    
     performers will receive more stringent limits.  It also assumes            
     environmental quality will degrade as a result of a change in a discharge  
     without any investigation of whether this would be expected to occur.      
     
     
     Response to: D2592.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2592.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If temporary production curtailment (because of business conditions or     
     other factors) results in reductions in discharges, increases back to      
     previous levels could be prohibited.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2592.014     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2592.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An increase in nonpoint source loading could trigger an antidegradation    
     review which may result in stricter limitations on point sources.          
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     Response to: D2592.015     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2591.034.                         
                                                                                
     Antidegradation will never lead to more stringent permit limits for one    
     discharger as a result of an action by another.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2592.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule would eliminate the ability of industry and              
     municipalities to operate within "a margin of safety," because the         
     enforceable permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually  
     discharged.  In fact, the way EEQ is calculated wil result in permit       
     violations.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2592.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2592.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At a minimum, the antidegradation provisions will create additional        
     administrative burdens for proposed new facilities and existing facilities 
     needing to change or expand operations.  This will discourage business     
     expansion in the Great Lakes Basin.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2592.017     
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     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2592.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At a maximum, the antidegradatin provisions could require sufficient       
     additional control requirements so that some businesses may find it        
     uneconomical to locate in the Great Lakes Basin.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2592.018     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will prevent new industries from locating in the Great Lakes      
     region.  Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt 
     Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions only for BCCs.  For all    
     other pollutants, Great Lakes States and Tribes are affected by the same   
     requirements as the rest of the Nation.  Therefore, there should be only   
     minimal differences between the regulatory climate of the Great Lakes and  
     other parts of the country.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2592.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, the EPA has attempted to list bioaccumulation factors  
     (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals within a rule.  In doing  
     so, the agency has used unproven models to overcome a lack of data for many
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2592.019     
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     EPA disagrees that an unproven model was used to estimate bioaccumulation. 
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2592.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs calculated from unproven models should not be used.  Only BAFs based  
     on actual fish tissue measurements should be used to derive water quality  
     standards or to list chemicals for special control.  Any such list should  
     be based on all relevant data, not merely those which exceed a trigger     
     point.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2592.020     
     
     EPA does not agree that BAFs which incorporate a FCM should not be used.   
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty- two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three    
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold 
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA concludes that    
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  However, EPA
     does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is       
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.  EPA has decided to use only the best   
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     BAF protocols for determining which chemicals to designate as BCCs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2592.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the rule's pollutants by     
     using an unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board has concluded, "The model has not been        
     adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional water quality   
     criteria, at this time."                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2592.021     
     
     See response to comment D3254L.061                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2592.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For only a few pollutants does the rule use BAFs derived from comparisons  
     of acutal fish tissue concentrations with concentrations in the ambient    
     water.  Fish tissue data are considered to be better than modeled          
     bioaccumulation data, but they are still subject to large error.           
     
     
     Response to: D2592.022     
     
     EPA acknowledges that there can be errors in determining field- measured   
     BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to minimize these  
     potential errors when deriving BAFs for the final Guidance by carefully    
     screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.   EPA continues to contend  
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
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     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concerned about
     the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA,   
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2592.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the model does not consider factors such as metabolism and         
     biodegradation, which reduce bioaccumulation, it likely overestimates      
     bioaccumulation potential for some pollutants.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2592.023     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.  See Section IV.B.2.a for further       
     discussion of EPA's consideration of the issue of metabolism.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2592.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If BAFs are overestimated, overly restrictive and excessively costly       
     controls -- with negligible environmental benefits -- will be required.    
     
     
     Response to: D2592.024     
     
     EPA does not believe that BAFs derived pursuant to the final Guidance will 
     be overestimated such that there will be overly restrictive or excessively 
     costly controls.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2592.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A "hit list" of high priority pollutants should be based on all available  
     and relevant data on the chemicals, not merely BAFs.  Use of a single      
     factor to define such a list is inappropriate.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2592.025     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2592.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A system which allows for direct intake credits for background             
     concentrations of substances present in facility supply waters should be   
     included in the final version of the rule.                                 
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     Response to: D2592.026     
     
     The general issue of intake credits is discussed in the detail in the SID  
     at Sections VIII.E.3-7.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2592.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, many facilities face discharge permit limits that  
     are lower (i.e., more stringent) than the chemical concentrations in supply
     waters.  Stringent new permit limits and the presence of some substances   
     covered by the rule in low concentrations in many supply waters support    
     this assessment.  (For comparison, water meeting all EPA drinking water    
     standards would not necessarily meet all of the rule's discharge           
     requirements.)                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2592.027     
     
     EPA recognizes that high background levels of pollutants in water supplies 
     could lead to dischargers needing WQBELs for background pollutants unless  
     there is special consideration of intake pollutants.  The final Guidance   
     provisions for considering intake pollutants through permit-based          
     mechanisms are explained in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2592.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because many intake water concentrations and discharge concentration limits
     are lower than current measurement capabilities, the number of facilities  
     eventually needing direct intake credits is currently underestimated.  Many
     more situations where intake waters exceed permit limits will be identified
     as lower concentration measurements become possible from expected          
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     improvements in analytical chemistry.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2592.028     
     
     See responses to comments D2657.006 and D2584.015.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2592.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for direct intake credits will not be significantly reduced by    
     implementing the rule.  Because it focuses on more stringent point source  
     controls, while nonpoint sources (e.g., natural mineral deposits,          
     atmospheric deposition and nonpoint runoff) are more significant sources   
     for many chemicals, the proposed rule will have little effect on intake    
     water quality.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2592.029     
     
     EPA agrees that it is important to recognize the link between intake       
     credits and the need to address the underlying problem of mulitple sources 
     contributing to the water quality problems in the Great Lakes system.  For 
     this reason, EPA has decided to make "no net addition" limits available for
     a limited period of time, to give States and Tribes a reasonable period to 
     develop TMDLs or comparable assessment and remediation plans that will     
     achieve attainement of WQS.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.b.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2592.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule establishes strict liability by eliminating intake       
     credits for chemicals over which the plant may have no control.            
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     Response to: D2592.030     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2592.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without direct intake credits, some facilities will be required to remove  
     -- at great expense -- materials present in their once-through, non-contact
     cooling water before discharging it.  This would be inequitable and        
     inefficient, because once-through, non-contact cooling water is used       
     exclusively for cooling, does not come in contact with raw materials,      
     intermediates or products, and therefore is not a source of additional     
     pollution.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2592.031     
     
     This and other issues related to intake credits are addressed in the SID at
     Section VIII.E.3-7. EPA believes that consideration of intake pollutants   
     needs to occur on a case-by-case basis and therefore the final Guidance    
     does not provide for categorial exemptions for particular type of          
     discharges.  With regard to cooling water, see especially the discussions  
     in Section VIII.E.7.a.vi. and b.i. of the SID.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2592.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without direct intake credits, treatment costs will be unnecessarily high  
     as large volumes of water are involved and treatment requirements would    
     push or exceed the limits of available treatment technology.  Direct intake
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     credits are needed to promote fairness in the permitting of water          
     dischargers and to avoid large expenditures for negligible environmental   
     benefit.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2592.032     
     
     See response to comment D2657.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2592.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By the EPA's own admission, the provision for intake credits in the rule   
     will only be available in very limited circumstances, it ever.  For        
     instance, for a discharger to be granted a credit under the proposal, it   
     must not add any pollutant to its process water.  The rule, however, states
     that molecules leaching from a water pipe are pollutants.  The proposed    
     intake will simply never be available.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2592.033     
     
     EPA disagrees with the implication that the problem of pollutants leaching 
     from pipes cannot be addressed. Nonetheless, the final Guidance, unlike the
     proposal, provides for special consideration of intake pollutants even if  
     the discharger adds mass of the pollutant to that already in the intake in 
     the form of "no net addition" limits in certain circumstances.  See SID at 
     Section VIII.E.3-7 for a full discussion of the final intake pollutant     
     procedures and various issues raised by comments.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2592.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Under the regulation, allowable discharge limits for some materials could  
     be set below the ability to measure or confirm their presence (i.e., at    
     less than detection level).  To the extent that less than detection limits 
     are actually imposed on dischargers, significant problems are created in   
     demonstrating compliance.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2592.034     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2592.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule should be modified to set permit limits at existing      
     acceptable detection limits when the calculated limit could not be         
     measured.  If during the term of the permit analytical procedures improve  
     and the substance is detected, the permit could be reopened to determine if
     a lower limit is required.  If required the permit could be revised, giving
     the facility the new detection level and a compliance schedule to meet this
     limit.  The detection limit should be defined as the practical quantitation
     limit (PQL).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2592.035     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2592.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance of permit limits below the level of detection must -- 
     given the enormous potential liability in case of permit noncompliance --  
     be based on a definition of detection limit which is clear and unequivocal.
     Use of the practical quantitation limit (PQL) as the detection limit is    
     recommended, as it is clear and has been successfully used to define       
     detection limits in other environmental regulatory programs.               
     
     
     Response to: D2592.036     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2592.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some instances where facility discharges are limited to less than       
     detection level concentrations, the rule will require facilities to conduct
     in-plant control programs to reduce the input of certain pollutants to the 
     in-plant process water.  Municipal sewerage treatment plants could be      
     required to impose similar control measures on their customers (residential
     and industrial) if the municipal system received a less than detection     
     level permit limit.  This requirement totally ignores the capability of any
     waste treatment plant process.  Whether these control measures would       
     improve the quality of the discharges would probably be impossible to      
     determine, as the pollutant of concern would already by at unmeasurable    
     levels in the discharges.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2592.037     
     
     See SID discussion of WQBELs Below the Level of Quantitation (Section      
     VIII.H).                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2592.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, NPDES permits require compliance with stream standards "after   
     reasonable opportunity for mixing."  The proposed rule would eliminate the 
     "mixing zone" for some substances (i.e., the bioaccumulative chemicals of  
     concern, or BCCs) in 10 years without consideration of technical           
     capability.  For others mixing zone areas are reduced.  Eliminating mixing 
     zones means some dischargers to the Great Lakes Basin will face additional 
     controls and costs with little environmental benefit.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2592.038     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2592.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     Continue to allow the use of mixing zones as a sound way of protecting     
     water quality and avoiding unnecessary treatment costs.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2592.039     
     
     Comment D2592.039                                                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2592.040
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, mixing zones would be eliminated completely in 10 years and all  
     water quality standards would have to be met by the effluent prior to      
     discharge.  This is unnecessarily conservative and is not scientifically   
     justified.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2592.040     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2592.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non BCCs the mixing zone definition is more restrictive than that      
     currently used.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2592.041     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA agrees with this characterization of 
     the mixing zone provisions for non-BCCs, but also notes that the final     
     Guidance affords States and Tribes to make site-specific adjustments as    
     appropriate.  See the SID at VIII.C.5.a, VIII.C.6.c and VIII.C.9.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2592.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing EPA guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to  
     water specifically recognizes mixing zones are appropriate.                
     
     
     Response to: D2592.042     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID pertaining to
     EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality- based Toxics Control in
     the SID at VIII.C.4.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2592.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rule's restrictions on mixing zones ignore the scientific relationship 
     between concentrations and exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity. 
     They also ignore that aquatic life is usually not attracted to nor normally
     resident in a mixing zone.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2592.043     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.To the extent this comment pertains to   
     EPA's decision to mixing zone ban new discharges of BCCs and to phase-out  
     existing discharges of BCCs, EPA directs the commenter to the discussion in
     the SID at VIII.C.4, where EPA sets out its policy reasons for making that 
     decision.  In particular, EPA directs the commenter to the discussion      
     pertaining to the principle incorporated in the Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Agreement that supports the elimination of point source impact zones (i.e.,
     mixing zones) for toxic substances as consistent with the overall policy of
     the virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances.  To the extent the 
     comment pertains to the other mixing zone provisions of the final Guidance,
     EPA directs the commenter to the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c for a    
     discussion of the acute mixing zones and the scientific and policy         
     justifications for those decisions.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2592.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A new method of establishing water quality criteria (Tier II values) is    
     being proposed.  Tier II values, however, lack an adequate scientific basis
     for use in establishing NPDES permit limits.  If used, they could result in
     overly restrictive control requirements that are unnecessarily costly.     
     
     
     Response to: D2592.044     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2592.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As recommended by the EPA's Science Advisory Board, the application of Tier
     II values should be restricted and not used to derive enforceable permit   
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2592.045     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2592.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed rule would demand more water quality requirements than        
     currently exist, as it proposes to regulate additional pollutants.         
     
     
     Response to: D2592.046     
     
     EPA does not agree.  The final Guidance does not regulate "additional      
     pollutants," since both the current CWA requirements and the final Guidance
     address all pollutants.  See section II.C.10 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2592.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data meeting current EPA requirements on data quantity and quality are not 
     currently available to derive the additional water quality standards that  
     would be required by the rule.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2592.047     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
                                                                                
     Also, EPA believes that substantial data exist that meet EPA requirements  
     that can be used to generate Tier II values and Tier I criteria.  See      
     section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2592.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By design, the procedure for establishing a Tier II value will always      
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     result in a lower value than if Tier I data standards are applied.         
     
     
     Response to: D2592.048     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2592.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     own expense.  These data will likely show the original Tier II value is    
     incorrect.  Relief from the standards is questionable, however, since other
     parts of the rule (antidegradation) would "lock in" the Tier II numbers.   
     
     
     Response to: D2592.049     
     
     See response to: P2771.277                                                 
                                                                                
     The commenter states that antibacksliding and antidegradation will         
     "lock-in" permit limits for non-BCCs derived from tier II values.  The     
     commenter is incorrect in this statement.  Under the CWA, less stringent   
     permit limits are allowed for discharges to waters where water quality     
     standards are attained consistent with antidegradation.  Under             
     antidegradation, as long as unused assimilative capacity remains in a water
     body, dischargers may request to be allowed to increase loadings of the    
     pollutant subject to antidegradation review.  Where a State or Tribe adopts
     de minimis provisions, certain small changes in water quality may be       
     allowed without antidegradation review.                                    
                                                                                
     Antidegradation only applies to changes in water quality.  If a discharger 
     is never able to comply with a limit based on a tier II value, subsequent  
     relaxation of the limit will not trigger antidegradation unless the new    
     limit allows the discharger to increase loadings above current levels.     
     Similarly, if a change is made to a tier II value during the period of the 
     compliance schedule and before the limit becomes effective, the change is  
     not subject to antidegradation review.                                     
                                                                                
     Antidegradation applies to any activity that will lower water quality and  
     is independent of permit limits.  In the final Guidance, EPA suggests      
     linking antidegradation requirements to requests for increased permit      
     limits for non-BCCs as a means of reducing the administrative burden       
     stemming from the antidegradation provisions.  Regardless, a greater than  
     de- minimis change in permit limits is a significant lowering of water     
     quality, irrespective of how the limit was developed. There is no basis    
     under antidegradation for distinguishing between achievable limits based on
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     tier I criteria and those based on tier II values since relaxation of      
     either will result in a lowering of water quality.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2592.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Considering the potential liabilities which are created and the inadequate 
     minimum data quality requirements, the use of Tier II procedures to create 
     enforceable permit limits is inappropriate.  The EPA's Science Advisory    
     Board confirms this belief in its review of the procedures.                
     
     
     Response to: D2592.050     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2592.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A Tier II value can supersede a state value or become the "controlling"    
     criteria among the wildlife, aquatic, human health criteria if if is lower 
     than corresponding state Tier I values.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2592.051     
     
     See response to: D2741.076 and P2656.095.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2594.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board  
     ("SAB") and others have criticized and questioned the science and the lack 
     of peer-review upon which the GLI is based.  The GLI proposes to use       
     unproven methodologies in several circumstances.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2594.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science,  
     produces measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals,      
     addresses local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a     
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including using the best available science to protect human
     health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C
     of the SID.  For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment,
     see the preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2594.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI forces further regulation of point sources, which are not the      
     primary source of pollutants to the Great Lakes.  By doing so, the GLI will
     i) not achieve noticeable reductions in pollutant loadings and ii) not     
     achieve a benefit/cost ratio as favorable as achieved by controlling       
     non-point sources where huge pollutant reductions can usually be achieved  
     for relatively small investments.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2594.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2594.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI would impose onerous and time-consuming burdens on employers and   
     municipalities with little environmental benefit.  Example provisions      
     include requiring pollution prevention plans for materials which have not  
     been detected in the facility's effluent, antidegradation demonstrations   
     for any increase in effluent loadings, and expensive monitoring for        
     materials that have never been detected in a discharger's effluent.        
     
     
     Response to: D2594.003     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2594.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN
     Cross Ref 3: cc TMDL/BCC
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While it is true that the GLI will result in decreased emissions from some 
     sources, these emission decreases are insignificant as compared to the     
     total loadings of these materials to the Great Lakes.  Countless examples  
     can be used to illustrate the following point:  the GLI proposes to force  
     employers and municipalities to spend billions of dollars for little       
     environmental benefit when these scarce resources should be spent elsewhere
     to affect a greater improvement.  The most expensive provisions,           
     elimination of intake credits and mixing zones, will yield essentially no  
     benefits.  The major sources of pollution have not even been addressed by  
     this rulemaking (e.g. Canadian discharges, non-point source discharges,    
     contaminated storm water runoff, construction sites, etc.).                
     
     
     Response to: D2594.004     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2867.087, D2669.082, and D2579.002.   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2594.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Universal recognizes that point source control will be a part of an        
     eventual program to reduce lake pollution.  However, only through          
     significant revision and reproposal of the GLI will EPA be able to develop 
     a rationale approach to controlling point source discharges.               
     
     
     Response to: D2594.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2594.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to require dischargers to treat their intake water to     
     remove materials that were not added by any action of their own.  This     
     position has been debated many times in state and federal actions.         
     However, EPA was simply not granted statutory authority to regulate        
     materials which are present in dischargers' influent.  The Clean Water Act 
     clearly states that EPA can only regulate the "addition" of pollutants to  
     U.S. waters.  EPA argues in the GLI that any water discharged to waters of 
     the U.S. represents added pollution.  However, this is contrary to the     
     legal history:                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA took the position that "for addition of a pollutant from a point source
     to occur, the point source must introduce the pollutant into the navigable 
     water from the outside world" (NWF v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 165, D.C. Cir.
     1982) (emphasis added);                                                    
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     In 1988 EPA again took this position, which was adopted by the Sixth       
     Circuit: "EPA also argued, as it does here, that there can be no addition  
     unless a source 'physically introduces a pollutant into the water from the 
     outside world...' We agree with the District of Columbia circuit that EPA's
     definition...is a permissible construction of 'added'...(NWF v. Consumers  
     Power Company, 862 F.2d 580, 584).                                         
                                                                                
     In Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976), the court
     concluded:  "It is industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction under  
     the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter a plant through   
     its intake stream.  We agree."  This is the only case which directly       
     addresses the intake credit issue.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2594.006     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2594.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA cites several cases to support its position that intake credits cannot 
     be granted.  However, these cases fail to support EPA's decision.  NWF v.  
     Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th Cir. 1988) adopted EPA's       
     previous definition of "addition."  The other cases are not applicable     
     since they do not discuss the removal from and subsequent return of        
     materials to the waterways.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2594.007     
     
     See SID at VIII.E.5.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2594.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of treating water to remove pollutants which were not added by 
     the discharger is an easily understood concept for the general public and  
     politicians.  Almost without exception, these persons believe this to be an
     unreasonable demand placed on dischargers.  Therefore, EPA would not       
     receive intense political pressure if it chose to adopt a more reasonable  
     position.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2594.008     
     
     The intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance and EPA's rationale  
     for adopting them are explained in detail in the SID at Sections           
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2594.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  "To do so" means "to adopt a more reasonable position" 
with respect  
          to intake credits.                                                        

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To do so would address one of the biggest problems with the GLI:           
     incredible cost with minimal benefits.  It has been projected that greater 
     than 50% of the costs of compliance with the GLI would be devoted to       
     removing minute amounts of materials from the intake waters of non-contact 
     cooling water dischargers.  Universal understands EPA's concern that some  
     intake sources are much more polluted than the receiving streams.  Clearly,
     EPA can incorporate provisions that would give it the flexibility to       
     regulate these on a case-by-case basis.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2594.009     
     
     The SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5 explains why EPA does not extend     
     special consideration for intake pollutants to discharges of intake        
     pollutants from different bodies of water, which is likely the case        
     whenever the source water is significantly dirtier than the receiving      
     water.  Also see response to comment D2657.006 with respect to cost issues.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2594.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When adequately modified, Universal supports Option 3A for intake credits  
     (58 FR 20963).  The following changes must be made to the option:          
                                                                                
     1.  EPA should add language stating that de minimis additions of materials 
     due to non-intentional activities (e.g. corrosion/erosion of facility      
     cooling water piping) are not considered to have the potential to impact   
     the receiving water and hence are not regulated.                           
                                                                                
     2.  EPA should make the determination that the facility is exempt under    
     this provision at each permit renewal process.  In the interim, there      
     should be no permit limits for these materials.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2594.010     
     
     As explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5, EPA does not agree  
     that discharges of intake water pollutants from different bodies of water  
     warrant the same special consideration as discharges of intake water       
     pollutants from the same body of water.  EPA also does not agree that a    
     deminimis exemption if appropriate as explained in the SID at VIII.E.7.b.i.
     EPA does agree, however, that it is appropriate to reconsider whether      
     pollutants in a discharge causes, have the reasonable potential to cause or
     contributes to an excursion above an applicable WQS each time the permit is
     renewed.  Also, under procedure 5.D.3.c.iii of the final Guidance, the     
     permit must contain a reopener provision to reconsider a finding of "no    
     reasonable potential" if new information indicates changes in the          
     conditions which supported the "no reasonable potential" finding when the  
     permit was issued or reissued.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2594.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Zones of initial dilution (ZID) and mixing zones represent areas at a      
     discharger's outfall where rapid mixing between the effluent and the       
     receiving water occurs.  The acute criteria are to be met at the edge of   
     the acute mixing zone or ZID and the chronic criteria at the edge of the   
     (chronic) mixing zone.  Previously, EPA stated that "It is not always      
     necessary to meet all water quality criteria within the discharge pipe to  
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     protect the integrity of the waterbody as a whole."  (Technical Support    
     Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control.  U.S. EPA Office of Water.
     March 1991.  p. 33.) {"TSD"}.  Hence, EPA's current position is to allow   
     and support the use of mixing zones and ZIDs.  In addition, EPA has        
     approved numerous permits throughout the Great Lakes region that include   
     mixing zone and ZID provisions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2594.011     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     responses to comment numbers D2592.042 and D2592.043.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2594.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's rationale for the elimination of the BCC mixing zones and the        
     limiting of the ZIDs is that they provide additional protection for the    
     Great Lakes.  This is an unacceptable reason.  The GLI includes numerous   
     "conservative factors" throughout the derivation of the criteria and their 
     development into WQBEL.  Each of these was supposed to provide "additional 
     protection" for the ecosystem.  This extreme stringency makes mixing zones 
     all the more important for discharger compliance.  The GLI should not      
     eliminate BCC mixing zones nor should it limit ZIDs.  If the criteria are  
     not sufficiently stringent, the GLI must address that in the criteria      
     development instead of hiding it in the mixing zone provisions.            
     
     
     Response to: D2594.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA disagrees with the comment that EPA  
     should rely entirely on water quality criteria and values to address the   
     problem of BCCs in the Great Lakes.  For the reasons set forth in the SID  
     at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4 pertaining to the special circumstances presented
     by BCCs, EPA has decided as a matter of policy, consistent with the Great  
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement, ultimately to eliminate mixing zones for    
     BCCs (with a few limited exceptions).  For a discussion of EPA's policy    
     reasons for limiting mixing zones for other pollutants, see the SID at     
     VIII.C.5 and CIII.C.6.  EPA notes, however, that States and Tribes have the
     flexibility to expand certain mixing zones in appropriate instances based  
     on a mixing zone demonstration.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.9.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2594.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A mixing zone policy which meets EPA's scientific requirements would be    
     similar to that proposed by the Maryland Department of the Environment.  In
     reference to MDE's mixing zone policy, Stanley Laskowski (Acting EPA Region
     III Administrator) described his reaction in his February 19, 1993 letter  
     to Secretary Perciasepe (MDE) as "For the most part we are pleased with the
     revised version . . ."  This policy would be as follows:                   
                                                                                
     1.  Chronic mixing zones would be available for all materials, subject to  
     the TSD restrictions.  Dischargers would be required to show no chronic WET
     at the edge of the mixing zone.                                            
                                                                                
     2.  Acute ZIDs would be available for all materials, subject to the TSD    
     restrictions.  Dischargers would be required to show no acute WET at the   
     end of the pipe.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2594.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA disagrees with the comment's         
     suggestion that chronic and acute mixing zones should be available for all 
     substances, including BCCs.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at I,    
     II.C.8 and VIII.C.4 pertaining to the special circumstances presented by   
     BCCs, EPA has decided as a matter of policy, consistent with the Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement, ultimately to eliminate mixing zones for    
     BCCs (with a few limited exceptions).  For a discussion of EPA's policy    
     reasons for limiting mixing zones for other pollutants, see the SID at     
     VIII.C.5 and CIII.C.6.  EPA notes, however, that States and Tribes have the
     flexibility to expand certain mixing zones in appropriate instances based  
     on a mixing zone demonstration.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.9.
     EPA appreciates the commenter's suggestion that dischargers should be      
     required to show no acute whole effluent toxicity at the end of the pipe,  
     but has decided not to specify this because EPA has determined that aquatic
     life can be protected adequately from acute toxic effects within the mixing
     zone by adhering to the Final Acute Value.  See the discussion in the SID  
     at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2594.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal "acknowledges that some point source dischargers . . .will    
     incur costs in complying with the requirements of the GLWQG . . ." (58 FR  
     20982).  This is quite an understatement.  The GLI appears to play down the
     extraordinary costs that will be required of all point source dischargers. 
     
     
     Response to: D2594.014     
     
     EPA received a number of comments regarding the accuracy of the Regulatory 
     Impact Analysis (RIA), and in particular, the report titled "Assessment of 
     Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance" (April 1993), prepared by Science Applications     
     International Corporation, upon which the RIA cost estimates were based.   
     Based on these comments, and significant changes to the criteria           
     development and implementation procedures, the cost study was revised.  A  
     discussion of the revisions, and the results of the study are documented in
     "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance."  A summary of the most significant    
     revisions is also provided below.                                          
                                                                                
     - Improved data collection: For the final Guidance, the current information
     and data (including permits, fact sheets, permit applications, and other   
     relevant discharge information) were updated and verified, and were used as
     the basis for comparison to Guidance requirements.  In addition, State     
     permitting authorities were requested to review each sample facility       
     evaluated in the original cost estimate for the proposed Guidance, and to  
     provide comments and additional information as necessary to ensure accurate
     reflection of current permit requirements and discharge conditions.        
     Additional background concentration data for each of the sample facilities 
     were also collected.  Data submitted as a part of the public comments, as  
     well as the water quality files contained in the STORET data base, were    
     reviewed and considered.                                                   
                                                                                
     - Consideration of Additional Pollutants:  The evaluation identified an    
     additional 37 pollutants that were determined to be of consequence to the  
     loadings and costing analyses.  This increased the total number of         
     pollutants evaluated for compliance costs and load reductions in the final 
     analysis to 69.  Where applicable, criteria for these pollutants were      
     calculated using updated toxicity data and Tier I and Tier II              
     methodologies.  Among the various updates made by EPA was the change in    
     promulgation of criteria for metals in the dissolved form as opposed to the
     total form for aquatic life.  The cost analysis applied the dissolved      
     metals criteria in accordance with current EPA policy.                     
                                                                                
     - Intake Pollutant Allowance:  In estimating the compliance costs for the  
     sample facilities, the intake pollutant provisions of the final guidance   
     were applied to applicable facilities.                                     
                                                                                
     - Additivity:  The estimate of costs for the sample facilities accounted   
     for additivity of human carcinogenic effects of pollutants contained in a  
     discharge.  To estimate costs for the final Guidance, it was assumed that  
     the total carcinogenic risk of the mixture of two or more carcinogens in a 
     discharge would not exceed a lifetime incremental cancer risk equal to one 
     in 100,000 (10-5).                                                         
                                                                                
     - Cost Decisions:  In an effort to ensure consistency in estimating the    
     general types of controls that would be necessary for a sample facility to 
     comply with the final Guidance, as well as to integrate into the cost      
     analysis the alternatives available through the final Guidance, EPA        
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     developed a costing decision matrix that was used for each sample facility.
      The underlying assumption of the decision matrix is that a facility will  
     examine least-cost alternatives prior to incurring the expense and         
     potential liabilities associated with constructing end-of-pipe treatment   
     facilities.  Additionally, where current treatability data indicate that   
     end-of-pipe treatment cannot achieve the WQBEL, that a relief measure, such
     as a site-specific variance, will be utilized.                             
                                                                                
     Based on the revised cost study, EPA estimates that the total annualized   
     cost of the final Guidance will be between $60.4 million (low-end) and $376
     million (high-end), and will result in pollutant load reductions of between
     5.84 million (low-end) and 7.65 million (high-end) toxic pounds-equivalent.
      The low- and high-end estimates vary based on whether or not regulatory   
     relief options,such as phased total maximum daily loads, and site-specific 
     criteria variances, are considered under certain circumstances. EPA is     
     convinced that its estimates of costs and benefits are sound, and that the 
     final Guidance would result in benefits that are commensurate with         
     projected costs.                                                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2594.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  refers to EPA RIA                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The worse case scenario estimates that all facilities can comply for a     
     total annualized cost of only $505,000,000.  This estimate is at least an  
     order of magnitude too low.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2594.015     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2594.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI estimates that under worst case conditions, the total annualized   
     cost to municipal major direct discharters will not exceed $353,000,000.   
     However, the GLWQC performed a survey of POTWs in the Great Lakes region.  
     These results, when combined with some from EPA, predict that the GLI will 
     cost $7,523,000,000 in capital and $1,094,181,000 in annual operation      
     expenses for POTWs.  On an annualized basis (with capital money borrowed at
     7% interest for 10 years), the yearly cost for the Great Lakes region      
     residents is over $2,165,000,000.  Based on 36,000,000 residents and 2.5   
     residents per household, the GLI will end up costing as much as $150 per   
     household per year.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2594.016     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.EPA agrees with this comment that, in    
     appropriate circumstances, the full (100%) 7Q10 dilution capacity of the   
     receiving stream should be allowed when determining discharge limitations  
     and TMDLs. Accordingly, EPA has authorized States and Tribes to exceed the 
     25% dilution fraction when justified by an approved mixing zone            
     demonstration.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2594.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discrepancies between the GLI and the GLWQC cost estimates are due to  
     the many unjustifiable assumptions made in the GLI.  For example, the GLI  
     assumed that pretreatment controls would minimize POTW costs for compliance
     (58 FR 20985).  Thus, the fact that drinking water does not meet the GLI   
     standards was ignored.  Even if a POTW eliminated every industrial and     
     commercial user, it would still be forced to perform extensive treatment of
     its waste water.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2594.017     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2594.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To illustrate one case, in the early 1980's, the Milwaukee Metropolitan    
     Sewer District ("MMSD") commissioned a study of the costs to comply with   
     potential advanced treatment requirements imposed by Illinois.  In 1978    
     dollars, the capital costs associated with the advanced treatment were     
     $120,000,000 (Pilot Plant Investigations.  Preliminary Phase I Technical   
     Report.  Milwaukee Water Pollution Abatement Program.  Milwaukee, WI.      
     December 1978).  This translates into $183,000,000 in 1993 dollars.  Based 
     on borrowing the capital money at seven percent interest and paying it back
     over a 10 year period as EPA did (58 FR 20986), this translates into       
     $26,060,000 per year in annualized capital costs.  The operations and      
     maintenance costs were estimated at $13,500,000 per year (1978 dollars) or 
     $21,000,000 per year (1993 dollars).  The costs to comply with the Illinois
     initiative would be $47,000,000 per year.  This is 61 times EPA's estimated
     average facility costs for compliance with the GLI (Assessment of          
     Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the proposed Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance.  SAIC, Falls Church, VA.  April 1993.  p. C-4).    
     Also, based on the 1,100,000 people in MMSD's area and 2.5 persons per     
     household, this would raise sewer rates by $107 per household per year.    
     (Please remember that this study was not performed to estimate costs of    
     compliance with the GLI.  However, it demonstrates the extreme costs       
     required to modify POTWs to comply with advanced treatment requirements.)  
     This small example illustrates that the GLI's cost estimate for municipal  
     dischargers is inaccurate.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2594.018     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2594.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another flaw in the economic analysis is that minor facilities would only  
     incur "special monitoring study" costs as a result of the GLI (58 FR       
     20987).  The GLI states that "a number of minor facilities were evaluated  
     even though they are not expected to discharge a large number or quantity  
     of toxic pollutants . . ."  (58 FR 20983).  This is in direct contradiction
     to the rest of the GLI.  Throughout the GLI, it discusses forcing major    
     dischargers to reduce discharges from current small quantities.  However,  
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     when it comes to minor dischargers, the cost analysis indicates that EPA   
     will not force them to reduce their small quantity contributions.  Since   
     this is highly unlikely, the GLI must consider the minor discharger costs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2594.019     
     
     For the final Guidance, EPA further evaluated the impact of the Guidance on
     minor dischargers in the Great Lakes Basin.  In particular, EPA analyzed   
     the costs to all minor dischargers in the three Remedial Action Plan (RAP) 
     areas for which benefits case studies were developed.  EPA found that of   
     the 187 minor dischargers located in the three RAP areas, only 16 (or just 
     under 9 percent of the total) were determined to incur costs related to the
     final Guidance.  Therefore, the RAP area analyses support EPA's original   
     assumption that minor dischargers are not expected to be adversely impacted
     by the Guidance.                                                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2594.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Universal feels that EPA must consider all of the cost information         
     submitted during the comment period.  EPA must then recalculate the total  
     costs and re-perform a cost/benefit analysis.  This information must then  
     be made available to the public and politicians so that an educated        
     decision as to the worth of the GLI can be made.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2594.020     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2594.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA has set up standardized, peer-reviewed procedures for the derivation of
     water quality criteria (i.e. Tier I criteria).  However, due to a lack of  
     resources, EPA has not been able to develop a Tier I criteria for each     
     material which may be of concern to the Great Lakes.  The GLI proposes to  
     ignore EPA's standardized criteria which it terms "Tier II values."  This  
     is completely unacceptable.  EPA developed the Tier I process to produce   
     adequately supported criteria upon which to regulate discharges.  The      
     circumvention of this process is a breakdown of the legal and scientific   
     process to which dischargers are entitled.  Even EPA's SAD stated that this
     was "inadequate" (58 FR 20855).                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2594.021     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2594.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Essentially, the GLI is punishing dischargers because EPA has not completed
     the work for which it is responsible.  While Universal recognizes that EPA 
     must operate under very tight budget constraints, it is clearly unfair to  
     force billions of dollars of private expenditures to compensate.           
     
     
     Response to: D2594.022     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2594.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Universal is very concerned about this issue because of the uncertainty of 
     materials in its intake from the municipal water system and ground water.  
     A material could be present in Universal's intake water and thereby force  
     its effluent to become subject to a Tier II standard.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2594.023     
     
     This comment raises the question of to what extent dischargers should be   
     responsible for pollutants they discharge but do not necessarily originate.
      This issue is addressed in Procedures 5.D & E of appendix F of the final  
     Guidance and discussed at length in the Supplementary Information Document 
     (SID) at Section VIII.E.  Generally, those procedures recognize that       
     pollutants in a facility's intake water can and should be regulated        
     differently than other pollutants in the discharge in certain situations.  
     However, as explained in Section VIII.E.5. of the SID, EPA has not adopted 
     a blanket approach of excluding from regulation any pollutant that does not
     originate with the discharger.                                             
                                                                                
     Generally, special consideration for intake pollutants in determining      
     whether or not a pollutant in a discharge needs a water quality-based      
     effluent limit (WQBEL) (the "reasonable potential" determination) and in   
     setting effluent limits when WQBELs are found to be needed, is limited to  
     discharges of intake pollutants from the same body of water as that to     
     which the pollutant is discharged.  The final Guidance, unlike the         
     proposal, specifically recognizes that pollutants in a municipal water     
     supply and ground water can be from the same body of water for purposes of 
     the intake pollutant procedures when those sources waters fall within the  
     definition of same body of water applicable to all waters.  See procedure  
     5.D.2 of appendix F of the final Guidance the discussion in the            
     Supplementary Information Document at section VIII.E.7.a.iv.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2594.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     in science when very few data points are available, uncertainty dictates   
     that the range of values represented by the data be widened (i.e.          
     mathematical statistics).  However, the GLI takes the opposite approach; it
     constricts the range by imposing overly protective conservative factors.   
     
     
     Response to: D2594.024     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2594.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     if dischargers spend considerable funds to develop Tier I criteria which   
     are less restrictive, the GLI would not allow them to be incorporated into 
     the permit limits because of the anti-backsliding and anti-degradation     
     provisions.  (EPA has given weak assurances that this is not the case, but 
     nothing has been produced in writing to substantiate that opinion).        
     
     
     Response to: D2594.025     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2594.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, once a discharger has expended millions of dollars to comply with the
     Tier II value or has ceased operations and laid off its employees, a less  
     restrictive permit limit will not be beneficial.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2594.026     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2594.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An acceptable method of identifying and regulating effluents which impact  
     receiving waters and which contain materials for which Tier I criteria have
     not been developed should proceed along the following guidelines:          
                                                                                
     1.  EPA or the affected state would compare the concentration of the       
     material in the water body to the Tier II value.  If the water has the     
     lower concentration (or a non-detectable concentration), no further action 
     would be necessary.                                                        
                                                                                
     2.  If the receiving water body has a higher concentration than the Tier II
     value, EPA or the affected state would compare the concentration of        
     effluents to the Tier II values.  If the effluents have lower              
     concentrations (or non-detectable concentrations), no further action would 
     be necessary.                                                              
                                                                                
     3.  If an effluent has a higher concentration than the Tier II value, EPA  
     and all the affected dischargers would develop a joint project to produce  
     sufficient data for either a Tier I criteria development or to identify the
     material as non-impacting to the Great Lakes.  (This is possible since the 
     only data upon which the Tier II value was produced could have been in     
     error or unrepresentative).  However, a time limit of 5 years would be     
     placed on the joint research.  If EPA chooses to continue with research    
     after the 5 year period, it would do so alone.  During the interim period  
     when the criteria are being developed, EPA would modify the dischargers'   
     permits to include requirements for Whole Effluent Toxicity ("WET")        
     testing.                                                                   
                                                                                
     4.  If acceptable data are produced to support a valid Tier I criteria, EPA
     or the affected state would modify the dischargers' permits to include the 
     new Tier I criteria-developed limits and reach Compliance Agreements giving
     the dischargers adequate time for compliance.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2594.027     
     
     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2594.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI proposes "guidance" for permitting authorities to follow when the  
     permit limit is below the level which can be adequately quantified given   
     the best analytical method.  These include listing the WQBEL in the permit,
     but noting the actual Compliance Evaluation Level("CEL") and requiring     
     facilites to develop and implement a Pollutant Minimization Program        
     ("PMP").                                                                   
                                                                                
     First, EPA does not have the statutory authority to regulate what happens  
     inside a facility's operation, as the PMP would.  EPA's authority, as      
     stated above, is limited to regulating the addition of pollutants to U.S.  
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2594.028     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2594.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     by requiring facilities to reduce or eliminate the use of the materials in 
     their processes, the GLI completely ignores the materials' removal in any  
     treatment plant.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2594.029     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2594.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Universal agrees with the "new" direction by EPA to prevent          
     pollution, Universal strongly disagrees with the GLI's apparent concurrent 
     policy to eliminate the very treatment facilities which it forced          
     dischargers to build.  Therefore, a PMP cannot be required.                
     
     
     Response to: D2594.030     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2594.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, Universal does not agree that the Water Quality Based Effluent   
     Limits ("WQBEL") should be the official permit limit.  EPA must state, very
     clearly, in the permit that the CEL, not the WQBEL, is the correrct limit. 
     The WQBEL should be listed only in the discharger's fact sheet.  In        
     addition, it must be clearly stated that in order for EPA to lower the CEL 
     due to improved analytical methods, the permit must be modified, with all  
     the associated procedures.  If the permit were not set up this way, EPA    
     could, without appropriate permit modification procedures, determine that a
     new analytical method has a lower quantification limit and hence the       
     effective permit limit should be lowered.  The discharger could be placed  
     into immediate non-compliance with no chance to negotiate Compliance       
     Agreements, etc.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2594.031     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2594.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Universal believes that the Practical Quantification Limit ("PQL") should  
     be identified as the CEL for the following reasons:  1.  Consistency with  
     other EPA programs (Safe Drinking Water Act); and 2.  Use of accepted      
     methodology and values.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2594.032     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2594.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The provision which raises the greatest concern is that a WLA of zero is   
     quite possible (58 FR 20932).  This is unacceptable.  A discharger's       
     effluent limit should never be set lower than the Water Quality Criteria.  
     As proposed, if the natural background concentration of a material exceeds 
     the acute or chronic criteria, EPA would prohibit any discharge of that    
     material to the water body.  Not only does this unfairly punish employers  
     and municipalities, it causes further degradation of the waterbody.  This  
     is because the discharger's effluent (which is at or below the water       
     quality criteria) would dilute and mitigate the effects of the natural     
     background concentration.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2594.033     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2594.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA stipulates that a Margin of Safety ("MOS") must be provided for each   
     TMDL.  This is in addition to the MOSs and conservative values used        
     throughout the entire criteria development, permit limit derivation, etc.  
     processes.  Certainly, at some point, EPA must be satisfied that enough    
     conservative measures have been taken.  Additionally, the data treatment   
     specified by EPA (58 FR 20930) should be sufficient to impart a MOS to each
     TMDL.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2594.034     
     
     The general condition in the final Guidance specifying a margin of safety  
     is derived from the requirement in Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act,  
     which expressly requires that TMDLs incorporate a margin of safety.  As    
     discussed in the SID at VIII.C.5, that margin of safety may take the form  
     of conservative assumptions and need not be a separate allocation.   See   
     response to comment P2771.393.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2594.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The best way for EPA to address these concerns is to implement TMDL Option 
     A with several changes:  1)  a specific formula for calculating non-point  
     source contributions must be developed to avoid time-consuming and         
     difficult determinations for each TMDL; 2)  the affected states should be  
     allowed to deviate from the basin-wide approach and use a site-specific or 
     area-specific approach if more appropriate; 3)  non-contact cooling water  
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     should be exempt from any "reasonable potential" analysis so it does not   
     become subject to permit limits; and 4)  WLAs cannot be set lower than the 
     Water Quality Criteria and should not be mass limited.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2594.035     
     
     EPA has incorporated some of the commenter's suggestions into the final    
     Guidance.  Specifically, EPA has combined proposed options A and B; as part
     of that single TMDL procedure, EPA does not specify whether a State or     
     Tribe must adopt a basin-wide approach such as that in proposed option A,  
     or an approach like proposed option B, which would focus initially on      
     evaluating limits needed for individual point sources.  Therefore,         
     consistent with the concerns expressed in this comment, a State or Tribe   
     has the flexibility to choose a source-specific approach if it wishes.  See
     the SID at VIII.C.2.  EPA has also omitted from the final Guidance         
     provisions that would specify establishment of WQBELs below criteria.  See 
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.7.  For a discussion of non-contact    
     cooling water and reasonable potential considerations, see the SID at      
     VIII.E.  EPA does not believe that it would be appropriate to specify a    
     formula for calculating nonpoint source contributions because of the       
     site-specific nature of those contributions and the need to provide States 
     and Tribes with the flexibility to evaluate and address them.  See the     
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2594.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/OFFS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the discussion of Total Maximum Daily Loads, Waste Load Allocations,    
     Anti-degradation, etc., EPA states that large increases in loadings above  
     the TMDL will be prohibited.  If not handled correctly, this will stifle   
     growth in the Great Lakes region.  One way to handle this is to establish  
     an emission trading program for the materials of concern.  The program     
     could be very simple and would contain the following elements:             
                                                                                
     1.  A "bank" would be established at EPA Region V. EPA would maintain a    
     list of the TMDL established for each material in each waterbody and the   
     WLA for each point source and LA for each non-point source.                
                                                                                
     2.  Companies wishing to buy or sell emission credits would contact EPA who
     would maintain a list of these companies and their materials and act as a  
     facilitator to match companies together.  EPA would play no other role than
     that outlined in items 1 and 2.                                            
                                                                                
     3.  If a company notifies EPA that it has emission credits to sell, there  
     would be no discounting of the credits as may occur under the Clean Air Act
     emissions trading program.                                                 
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     4.  A "credit" would be worth one pound per year of material discharged and
     would be valid anywhere within the same waterbody as the original source.  
                                                                                
     An emission trading program would allow growth and development to continue 
     in the Geat Lakes basin.  Without such a program, the economic effects of  
     the GLI will be even greater.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2594.036     
     
     See section VIII.C.10 of the Supplementary Information Document.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2594.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the GLI antidegradation policy could have a significant impact
     on economic growth in the Great Lakes region and would impose onerous      
     demonstration requirements on both municipal and industrial dischargers.   
     
     
     Response to: D2594.037     
     
     The final Guidance largely eliminates any perceived differences between the
     antidegradation requirements affecting dischargers within the Great Lakes  
     region and those elsewhere in the country. States and Tribes are required  
     only to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for BCCs.    
     For all other pollutants, Great Lakes States and Tribes are under the same 
     requirements as all other States and Tribes throughout the Nation.  Hence, 
     the impact on economic growth should not be significantly different than   
     under the national regulation.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2594.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     the antidegradation policy as proposed would give EPA almost unlimited     
     power to regulate any activity in the Great Lakes region.  EPA states that 
     "where there is regulatory authority requiring compliance with water       
     quality standards, regulatory agencies permitting air emissions should     
     consider the potential for significant lowering of water quality, and if   
     applicable, subjected to an antidegradation review."  (58 FR 20891).       
     Universal recognizes that air emissions can have a significant impact on   
     water quality.  However, EPA does not outline any of the procedures it will
     follow to determine if air emissions have the "potential for significant   
     lowering of water quality."  If EPA chooses to pull air emission permitting
     into the CWA arena, it must propose very specific guidelines about how that
     is to proceed.  If EPA invokes a policy that gives the permit writers      
     complete latitude, dischargers would essentially be denied their right to  
     fair treatment.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2594.038     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2594.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2594.039     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation review process envisioned by   
     either the proposed or the final Guidance is overly broad, complex or time 
     consuming.  To a large extent, the proposed Guidance was nothing more than 
     a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and policy on antidegradation.    
     The antidegradation standard contained in the proposed Guidance is an      
     excellent example of how the proposed Guidance was based on existing       
     regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance makes this even more 
     explicit by deferring to existing regulations and guidance with respect to 
     requirements for non- BCCs.                                                
                                                                                
     Given differences in State and Tribal adminstrative procedures, it is not  
     possible for this Guidance to specify time frames within which the         
     antidegradation review must occur.  Also, given that the presumption under 
     the regulations is that water quality be protected unless there is a       
     demonstrated need to lower water quality to accomodate important social and
     economic development, if a time frame were specified, failure to complete  
     the review within the timeframe would result in a denial of the request.   
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     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2594.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy should be structured as follows:                
                                                                                
     1.  The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same  
     for BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in a water  
     quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing effluent  
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     2.  Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on  
     these values (although the Tier II program should be restructured as       
     outlined above).                                                           
                                                                                
     3.  Non-point sources should not be addressed under the provisions.        
     Instead, they should be considered as part of the Total Maximum Daily      
     Load/Waste Load Allocation provision.                                      
                                                                                
     4.  The antidegradation analysis should be simplified and clarified as     
     follows:                                                                   
                                                                                
     -For both BCCs and non-BCCs, small permit limit increases or small amounts 
     of a new substance should be exempt from the antidegradation process.      
     -The pollution prevention test should be eliminated and the permittee      
     should only need to complete the 10% increase in cost test.                
     -The socio-economic test should provide specific numeric factors (based on 
     a numerical increase in jobs or a percentage increase in the tax base) to  
     provide consistent results.                                                
                                                                                
     5.  Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be        
     arbitrary and based on subjective judgement.  Companies should be assured  
     that if they meet specific requirements of a demonstration they will be    
     granted the necessary increase.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2594.040     
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     In response to numerous other commenters, EPA has restricted the           
     applicability of the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance to   
     BCCs.  Thus, the individual states will have the discretion either to adopt
     identical provisions for non-BCCs, or to adopt other approvable provisions 
     non BCCs consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.                                    
                                                                                
     With respect to the applicability of antidegradation to Tier II values, EPA
     notes that the antidegradation policy found in existing regulations, at    
     40CFR 131.12, applies to any pollutant, irrespective of the breadth of the 
     toxicity database available for that pollutant.  Since antidegradation     
     review is not keyed off of permit limits, per se, but rather is keyed off  
     of any action which significantly lowers water quality, the basis for a    
     permit limit is irrelevant to the antidegradation analysis.                
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that nonpoint sources should be considered under the TMDL       
     provisions, but disagrees that such consideration absolves non-point       
     sources of the need to comply with antidegradation provisions.             
                                                                                
     With respect to exempting small amounts of a new substance from the        
     antidegradation provisions, EPA notes that the proposed guidance did       
     contain such a diminimus provision for non-BCCs.  Since, as discussed      
     above, the scope of the final guidance has been limited to non-BCCs, the   
     diminimus provision is no longer part of the final rule.  EPA disagrees    
     that it would be appropriate to allow diminimus increases for BCCs.  A     
     conservative approach to allowing increased loadings of such pollutants to 
     be introduced into the Great Lakes is warranted because of the sensitivity 
     of the Lakes to the effects of BCCs and because of the considerable cost   
     and effort expended in repairing the damage wrought by past discharges of  
     BCCs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The final Guidance has been revised to delete many of the specific         
     provisions relating to the required demonstrations.  Thus, the 10% cost    
     test is no longer included in the final rule.  The requirement to perform a
     pollution prevention test remains in the final guidance, and as it is an   
     essential element in evaluating the costs associated with minimizing the   
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
                                                                                
     In response to numerous comments requesting that the Guidance provide      
     additional flexibility to the States in implementing the antidegradation   
     policy, the Final Guidance has eliminated many of the specific provisions  
     relating to the required demonstration. EPA is persuaded that the          
     site-specific nature of many of these determinations prevents the          
     establishment of meaningful, universally applicable factors.               
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that antidegradation demonstrations should not be based upon    
     arbitrary decisions, and believes that the additional regulatory           
     requirements and guidance provided with the final Great Lakes Guidance,    
     will greatly minimize the existing potential for such actions.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2595.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Toledo also asks that the Water Quality Guidance be republished
     as a proposed rule prior to promulgation because we feel that the present  
     rule is more in the form of an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking.      
     
     
     Response to: D2595.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2595.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments .002 - .025 are from Attachment 1.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so-called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values would be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
                                                                                
     [NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under   
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data, at their 
     expense, to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  This data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inapprorirately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.]                
                                                                                
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
                                                                                
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.  If the Tier II methodology is 
     used, it must be used as an "action" level to establish priorities for     
     further scientific studies to develop sound Tier I criteria.               
     
     
     Response to: D2595.002     
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     EPA does not agree that the two-tiered approach is overly restrictive,     
     scientifically unsound or based on inadequate data. EPA has carefully      
     reviewed the concerns of commenters, and has concluded that the Tier II    
     methodologies for aquatic life and human health are scientifically sound   
     and necessary for development of consistent control of pollutants in       
     discharges to the Great Lakes System.  See sections III and V of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of these issues.  EPA agrees with some of the concerns  
     expressed about the applicability of the wildlife methodology.  As a       
     result, EPA has deleted the use of the wildlife Tier II methodology and the
     use of the Tier I methodology for pollutants other than BCCs from the final
     Guidance.  See section VI of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.     
                                                                                
     EPA believes it is appropriate for dischargers to share the cost of        
     developing data on pollutants for which there are no Tier I criteria or    
     Tier II values.  See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this  
     issue.  EPA will accept the results of toxicity testing from any source so 
     long as the testing conforms with the minimum data requirements in the     
     final Guidance and technical support documents, and EPA quality assurance  
     guidelines.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the "first discharger" problem will necessarily be 
     a significant issue.  First, as discussed in section II.C.2 of the SID,    
     there are relatively few pollutants for which data to generate Tier II     
     values do not already exist. Second, the maximum potential burden to       
     generate Tier II values may not be realized, for reasons discussed in      
     section II.C.2 of the SID.  Also, the GLI Clearinghouse operated by EPA    
     will help ensure sharing and dissemination of data and may facilitate      
     collaborative data generation efforts. See section II.C.1 of the SID for   
     EPA's analysis of this issue.  See also section VIII.I of the SID for a    
     discussion of the use of compliance schedules to address this issue.       
                                                                                
     EPA agrees in part that the use of biological tests can have a role.  EPA  
     has determined that whole effluent toxicity testing may be used as an      
     indicator pollutant under certain circumstances to protect aquatic life.   
     See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there will be an incentive for dischargers to develop Tier 
     II toxicity data.  This is an optional activity, however, and should not be
     considered a "cost" of implementing the final Guidance.  See section II.C.2
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                               
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that pollution prevention is the preferred approach, and has    
     included several provisions in the final Guidance to further this end.  See
     section III.E of the preamble to the final Guidance for EPA's analysis of  
     this issue.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA agrees it is important for States and Tribes to have the flexibility to
     modify criteria and values in appropriate circumstances when new scientific
     findings and data become available.  EPA believes the final Guidance, as   
     well as EPA's planned approach to assist States and Tribes in implementing 
     the Guidance, provide adequate flexibility for incorporating new           
     information.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that anti-backsliding requirements of the CWA will      
     necessarily prevent upward adjustment of Tier II values or Tier I criteria.
      See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.           
                                                                                
     See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these and other Tier   
     II-related issues.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2595.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .003 is imbedded in comment .002.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data, at their 
     expense, to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  This data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2595.003     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049. See responses to P2656.091 and          
     P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID, for EPA's analysis of this issue.
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2595.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EXCLUDED POLLUTANTS                                                        
                                                                                
     The U.S. EPA should not expand its methodologies and procedures to         
     incorporate the excluded pollutants.  All of the Great Lakes states have   
     adopted U.S. EPA's approved numeric water quality criteria for these       
     pollutants.  These criteria are adequate to protect aquatic life, human    
     health and wildlife in the Great Lakes system.  In addition, the excluded  
     pollutants have been the subject of full regulation for many years and our 
     resources should be applied to other areas.  The City of Toledo uses       
     chlorine for disinfection in both its Wastewater and Water Treatment Plants
     and would be opposed to the addition of chlorine to the list of chemicals  
     to be regulated.                                                           
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     Response to: D2595.004     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2595.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria                                                          
                                                                                
     The wildlife criteria are a new development for most states and have not   
     been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the scientific community.  The
     methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk assessment method for human
     health and is not appropriate for wildlife.                                
                                                                                
     The wildlife standards are designed to protect individual animals.  It     
     would be more important to establish standards that protect animals at the 
     population level, that is, ensure that a healthy population of each species
     exists even though some individual animals may be adversely affected.      
     
     
     Response to: D2595.005     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2595.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife
     population in the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should
     be replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data 
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.                                               
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     Response to: D2595.006     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2595.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REMEDIAL ACTION PLANS                                                      
                                                                                
     The Remedial Action Plan (RAP) and Lakewide Area Management Plan (LAMP)    
     approaches that are currently in place account for the widely varying      
     conditions in the individual watersheds that feed the Great Lakes and will 
     provide the needed water quality protection in the most cost effective     
     manner.  If these programs which are already in progress are carried out,  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative will not be needed.  The Great    
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative treats all areas as though they were alike  
     and does not account fort the widely varying environmental conditions      
     throughout the Great Lakes region.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2595.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2595.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SITE SPECIFIC ADJUSTMENTS/FLEXIBILITY                                      
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     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Toledo, Ohio, will be regulated the same as Lake  
     Superior's Isle Royal, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is 
     that the only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically   
     leaves the basin.  The reasoning does not take into account the actual     
     environmental fate of a pollutant.                                         
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proved that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2595.008     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2595.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative does not provide the necessary flexibility for  
     the states and local agencies to determine what would be in the best       
     interest of their communities.  As indicated before, it does not make sense
     to be treating to standards that directly relate to Minnesota when they    
     have little productive use for Ohio.  The Great Lakes Initiative could be  
     greatly strengthened by the utilization of partnerships between the states 
     in the Great Lakes area and the local communities.  Prioritization is a key
     issue in dealing with where the money cam be spent to best improve the     
     environment.  The Remedial Action Plans have shown that much success can be
     achieved through the cooperative efforts of many local agencies, addressing
     concerns for water quality.  These types of programs should be the key     
     towards short-range and long-range priorities for local communities.       
     
     
     Response to: D2595.009     
     
     See Sections I.C, I.D and II.C of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: D2595.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NON-POINT SOURCE ISSUE                                                     
                                                                                
     None of the GLWQI Implementation Procedures can apply to non-point sources,
     such as agricultural run-off, urban run-off, atmospheric deposition, and   
     sediment resuspension.  Yet, studies are showing that the most significant 
     remaining causes of pollution by far in the Great Lakes is now non-point   
     sources.  Regulation of point sources to achieve the high water quality    
     standards set by the initiative will not come close to compensating for the
     failure to address non-point sources.  Following massive expenditures on   
     additional control and elimination/prevention of point sources to meet the 
     initiative's standards, there will be no significnt improvement in the     
     Great Lakes' water quality without taking a holistic approach.             
                                                                                
     Over half of the chemicals regulated will only be reduced by less than 10  
     percent of their total inputs to the lakes by the GLWQI control of point   
     sources.  The non-point sources need to be controlled first.  Even the     
     National Wildlife Federation said in its report of June 4, 1993, that the  
     benefits for fewer fish eating advisories; improved vitality, reproductive 
     success of wildlife that feed on Great Lakes fish; and improved vitality,  
     reproductive success and health of Great Lakes-region fishing would likely 
     be minimal in short-term without controls on contaminated sediments and air
     deposition.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2595.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2595.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Toledo would recommend that the U.S. EPA look at controlling   
     the non-point sources, as noted above.  Some methods would be:             
                                                                                
     a)  Agricultural Run-off - The U.S. EPA should work with the states to     
     mandate conservation tillage practices, wherever possible, on the          
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     farmlands; require states to regulate fertilizer, pesticide and herbicide  
     applications on farmland and require filter strips along ditches and       
     streams.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2595.011     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those that address nonpoint sources of          
     pollcution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and      
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2595.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Toledo would recommend that the U.S. EPA look at controlling   
     the non-point sources, as noted above.  Some methods would be:             
                                                                                
     b)  Urban Run-off - Continue to require best management practices (BMP) to 
     control stormwater run-off from municipalities and areas associated with   
     industrial activity.  Require states to properly manage the NPDES permit   
     process for stormwater.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2595.012     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2595.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Toledo would recommend that the U.S. EPA look at controlling   
     the non-point sources, as noted above.  Some methods would be:             
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     c)  Atmospheric Deposition - Conduct the research necessary to identify the
     levels of the toxics of concern in the atmosphere and their deposition into
     the water.  After the sources are identified, use tighter controls on these
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2595.013     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those that address nonpoint sources of          
     pollcution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and      
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2595.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Toledo would recommend that the U.S. EPA look at controlling   
     the non-point sources, as noted above.  Some methods would be:             
                                                                                
     d)  Sediment Resuspension - Continue the research to treat the contaminated
     sediments in-situ so that dredging would not be the only remedial action.  
     Prohibit open lake disposal of contaminated dredging and encourage programs
     to recycle such material.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2595.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2595.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The U.S. EPA is going to convene a multi-media group to explore the        
     sediment storage, handling, treatment and transport, urban run-off,        
     stormwater, combined sewer overflows, air deposition and agricultural      
     issues.  We commend U.S. EPA for going ahead with this program.            
                                                                                
     However, even if this group were to be effective in producing timely       
     results to deal with this thorny issue, anti-backsliding regulations will  
     certainly prevent the alleviation of the inequitable burden that has been  
     placed on point source dischargers by the initiative.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2595.015     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2595.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy decision to allow credit for only 25% of the dilution capacity  
     of the receiving stream will decrease the effluent limitations for         
     parameters at the Bay View Park Wastewater Treatment plant by approximately
     one-third.  In the case of the whole effluent toxicity limit, the chronic  
     toxicity limit will be reduced to the point that it may be very difficult  
     or impossible to meet the limits by regulating sewer discharges.           
                                                                                
     The decision to allow credit for only 25% or less of 7Q10 dilution capacity
     of the receiving streams is overly restrictive especially when the         
     discharge limits are developed using the design capacity of the point      
     source.  It is highly unlikely that design flows (especially from POTW's)  
     will occur simultaneously with receiving stream minimum flows since wet    
     weather conditions producing high discharge flows will also simultaneously 
     increase receiving stream flows.  Allowance for the full (100%) 7Q10       
     dilution capacity of the receiving stream should, therefore, be allowed    
     when determining discharge limitations.  Also, discharge flows used in such
     calculations should be the most likely to occur under weather conditions   
     that produce the 7Q10 receiving stream flows.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2595.016     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2595.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQBELs BELOW THE LEVEL OF DETECTION                                        
                                                                                
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2595.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2595.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -  
     given the enormous potential liability for permit non-compliance - must be 
     based on a practical quantification limit (PQL).  This approach is based on
     real world interlaboratory capabilities and has been successfully used in  
     other environmental programs.                                              
                                                                                
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the water quality based     
     effluent limit.  This requirement totally ignores the capability of the    
     waste treatment plant to remove such pollutants.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2595.018     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2595.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2595.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2595.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI should be modified to be consistent with the pollution
     minimization requirements under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which 
     allows Ohio EPA to adopt rules that establish conditions under which a     
     permit holder must identify sources of the pollutant and take steps to     
     prevent or mitigate significant adverse effects on public health or        
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     environmental quality, in the event the facility's discharge concentrations
     are exceeding a permit limit but are still below the PQL.  The Ohio method 
     is a reasonable approach and should be adopted by U.S. EPA.                
     
     
     Response to: D2595.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2595.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UNIFORM METHODS FOR AVERAGING VALUES BELOW THE QUANTIFICATION LEVEL        
                                                                                
     The City of Toledo believes that the Guidance should specify that results  
     below the practical quantification level are treated as zero for averaging 
     purposes, in conformity with U.S. EPA's Draft "National Strategy for the   
     Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of Water Quality-Based Effluent    
     Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection Levels" (December 22, 1992).    
     
     
     Response to: D2595.021     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2595.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COSTS AND BENEFITS                                                         
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     The City of Toledo feels that there is a considerable amount of unfunded   
     mandates currently required through federal laws.  These mandates are      
     driving up the costs to the public in the areas of drinking water,         
     wastewater, air, etc.  For the first time in the history of the State of   
     Ohio, there will be large permit fees charged for drinking water,          
     wastewater, and solid waste disposal.  These fees are to be utilized for   
     the State EPA to manage the federal laws.  This situation is, again, an    
     additional financial burden on local residents in order for the states to  
     manage federal programs.  There is no funding provided in the Great Lakes  
     Initiative for the seven (7) affected states to manage the Great Lakes     
     Initiative Program.  There is no allocation for additional personnel and   
     services to oversee the Great Lakes Initiative Program.  Therefore,        
     notwithstanding the fact that there will be additional costs for the       
     Capital Improvements required by the Great Lakes Initiative and the        
     operation costs of these new facilities, there will also be associated     
     costs for the management of the program.  These costs for additional       
     regulation will not contribute productively towards the improvement of     
     water quality for human health, wildlife and aquatic life.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2595.022     
     
     EPA acknowledges that additional administrative burden will be placed on   
     permittees and State and EPA Region permitting agencies as a result of the 
     "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance". As part of its regulatory impact      
     analysis efforts, EPA developed estimates of the additional burden         
     associated with the implementation of the final Guidance.  These estimates 
     are reported in the "Information Collection Request for National Pollutant 
     Discharge Elimination System Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance." The      
     specific provisions of the final Guidance that could result in additional  
     burden include application monitoring, pollutant minimization programs,    
     bioassays to support water quality criteria development, antidegradation   
     demonstrations, and regulatory relief demonstrations.  EPA believes that   
     the final Guidance is not responsible for any other burden to permittees or
     permitting authorities that are related to the existing requirements of the
     National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program.    
                                                                                
     It should also be noted that generally States and Tribes must adopt        
     provisions consistent with the final Guidance.  In addition, EPA has       
     included recommendations or guidance on other issues that permitting       
     authorities may choose to incorporate into their water programs.  This made
     it difficult to determine burdens and cost associated with implementation  
     of provisions consistent with the final Guidance, however, EPA assumes that
     most States/Tribes will implement the recommendations provided in the final
     Guidance.  As such, EPA included burden and costs associated with these    
     recommendations throughout the Information Collection Request. Burdens and 
     costs, therefore, may be overstated.                                       
                                                                                
     The ICR prepared by EPA estimates the total annual burden and costs        
     associated with implementation of the Guidance to be 135,379 hours with an 
     associated cost of $4,773,982.  This burden includes an annual burden to   
     local governments, as publicly owned treatment works (POTW) operators, of  
     45,296 hours with an associated cost of $2,008,624; an annual burden to    
     non-local government respondents of 83,605 hours with an associated cost of
     $2,571,657.  The total annual burden to State and Federal governments is   
     estimated to be 6,478 hours with an associated cost of $193,701, of which  
     5,886 hours of the burden and $175,992 fall upon the State governments.    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2595.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To ensure cost effective implementation of each water quality standard as  
     it is developed, the major sources of each pollutant should be identified. 
     The implementation regulations should then be targeted at the major sources
     of the pollutant.  For example, mercury regulations could be targeted at   
     air pollution sources.  A target for PCB regulations would be landfills    
     known to be leaching that pollutant.  Even a U.S. EPA spokesperson         
     ackowledges that no one knows what the Great Lakes Initiative proposal will
     cost any given facility.  The annualized treatment costs for the City of   
     Toledo could easily range from $13 million to $63 million dollars resulting
     in increases in sewer bills from 50% to 280% or more.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2595.023     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2595.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Everyone throughout the United States is concerned about the preservation  
     of our natural resources and the environment.  Only through educational    
     programs can we develop an awareness that the goals of improving the       
     environment can be met at reasonable costs in reasonable time frames.  The 
     problem that we face is that many times, emotional issues over specific    
     circumstances become the focal point in dealing with human health, wildlife
     and aquatic life.  There is the need for the commitment of all agencies in 
     the Great lakes area, to progressively work for a better environment as    
     science and technology provide answers.  There should be efforts made on a 
     yearly basis to share successful programs throughout the Great Lakes       
     states.  This could easily be done through a yearly conference held in the 
     Great Lakes region.  By sharing information, we can avoid the duplication  
     of efforts on various environmental programs.  The public deserves to be   
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     well-informed on what productivity is being done to help the environment,  
     and should be given choices in dealing with environmental programs.  Here, 
     again, the Remedial Action programs are an excellent means of conveying    
     this information through local seminars or forums.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2595.024     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2595.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of standardization throughout the Great Lakes in regulating    
     water quality, does not provide the most productive environmental results. 
     The goals of the Great Lakes Initiative for improving water quality for    
     human health, wildlife, and aquatic life, should be constantly pursued.    
     This will best be done through local participation and partnerships        
     established with federal government, and various states to focus on what   
     programs will provide the most productive, effective results.  The         
     direction of the Great Lakes Initiative would be greatly improved in these 
     areas if the majority of the focus was placed on dealing with non-point    
     sources, such as agricultural run-off, urban run-off, atmospheric          
     deposition, and the re-entrainment of sediments.  It is felt that          
     improvements in water quality issues dealing with these areas could, at    
     this time, most productively improve the future water quality of the Great 
     Lakes.  Dealing with specific regulation of point sources as the primary   
     focus of the Great Lakes Initiative, will not provide the substantial      
     benefits of focusing on the non-point sources. Point sources have been     
     regulated and will continue to be regulated under existing federal and     
     state legislation.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2595.025     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2595.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comments .026 - .063 are from Attachment III.                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are conflicts between the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) goals and some
     treatment techniques currently practiced by water suppliers to meet        
     requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act.  For example, new zinc limits 
     from treatment plant discharges as a result of the Great Lakes Initiative  
     may inhibit the use of zinc orthophosphate, which is the best available    
     treatment for optimum reduction of lead corrosion in many water systems.   
     [Furthermore, any limitations on the use of chlorine in the Great Lakes    
     Initiative would run counter to new increased disinfection regulations in  
     the proposed Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule.  Based on all that we  
     know at this time, we must preserve the use of Chlorine as the primary     
     disinfectant used in drinking water treatment.  We also are greatly        
     concerned that reduction in use of chlorination in wastewater discharges   
     without an equal replacement may result in higher levels of microbiological
     contamination in water supply sources.]                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2595.026     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2595.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 is imbedded in comment .026.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, any limitations on the use of chlorine in the Great Lakes     
     Initiative would run counter to new increased disinfection regulations in  
     the proposed Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule.  Based on all that we  
     know at this time, we must preserve the use of Chlorine as the primary     
     disinfectant used in drinking water treatment.  We also are greatly        
     concerned that reduction in use of chlorination in wastewater discharges   
     without an equal replacement may result in higher levels of microbiological
     contamination in water supply sources.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2595.027     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2595.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Certainly the most cost-effective solution to the continued provision of   
     high quality drinking water is to prevent contaminants from entering the   
     supply.  To date, however, the EPA has not emphasized the aspect of        
     controlling contamination as part of their overall mandate.  This is       
     evidenced by the lack of enforcement EPA has exercised over the application
     and resultant migration of pesticides, solvents, heavy metals, and other   
     pollutants to surface and groundwater supplies.  Unfortunately, the GLI    
     addresses this issue with respect to point sources only; the contributions 
     from non-point sources and air deposition are not addressed.               
     
     
     Response to: D2595.028     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2595.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Futhermore, in developing drinking water regulations, the EPA must consider
     the cost and benefits associated with removing contaminants from one medium
     simply to release them into a different medium.  Thus the additional       
     treatment which will be required by dischargers to comply with these       
     regulations imposes the secondary cost of solid waste handling and the     
     transference of contaminants from one media to another.  This includes the 
     potential for source water contamination via air deposition, now           
     unregulated under the GLI.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2595.029     
     
     EPA has provided, in the final Guidance, the framework for evaluating point
     and nonpoint sources of pollutants on a site- and regional-specific basis  
     through the phased total maximum daily load/water quality assessment       
     provision.  This framework will allow States and Tribes to identify the    
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     appropriate control strategy for point and nonpoint sources in terms costs 
     and benefits for pollutants such as mercury.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2595.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general we see the following needs for improvement in the regulations to
     make them more manageable and to provide the greatest improvemenet in water
     quality given the limited available funding in implementing and monitoring 
     the GLI:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Flexibility must be included to allow evaluation of unique or site specific
     considerations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2595.030     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2595.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general we see the following needs for improvement in the regulations to
     make them more manageable and to provide the greatest improvement in water 
     quality given the limited available funding in implementing and monitoring 
     the GLI:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Adequate funding must be provided to administer public education, necessary
     technological research, and program risk reduction analysis.               
     
     
     Response to: D2595.031     
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     See response to comments G1990.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2595.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general we see the following needs for improvement in the regulations to
     make them more manageable and to provide the greatest improvement in water 
     quality given the limited available funding in implementing and monitoring 
     the GLI:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Priorities must be established with regulation implementation based on     
     maximized relative risk reduction, environmental impact, and other key     
     factors.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2595.032     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For further  
     discussion on the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, as well as a general discussion of the provisions contained
     in the final Guidance (including variances), see Sections I.C and II.C of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2595.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general we see the following needs for improvement in the regulations to
     make them more manageable and to provide the greatest improvement in water 
     quality given the limited available funding in implementing and monitoring 
     the GLI:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Provisions must be based on sound scientific principles.                   
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     Response to: D2595.033     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science,  
     produces measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals,      
     addresses local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a     
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including using the best available science to protect human
     health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C
     of the SID.  For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment,
     see the preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2595.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general we see the following needs for improvement in the regulations to
     make them more manageable and to provide the greatest improvement in water 
     quality given the limited available funding in implementing and monitoring 
     the GLI:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Provisions should be consistent with other environmental regulations and   
     should not just move the problem to another area.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2595.034     
     
     See section I.D of the SID for a discussion on the relationship of the GLI 
     to other programs.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2595.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In general we see the following needs for improvement in the regulations to
     make them more manageable and to provide the greatest improvement in water 
     quality given the limited available funding in implementing and monitoring 
     the GLI:                                                                   
                                                                                
     The potential for application of the Great Lakes Initiative regulations to 
     other parts of the US should be considered, including which portions of the
     regulation, if any, may serve as a blueprint for nationwide application.   
     
     
     Response to: D2595.035     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2595.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general we the following needs for improvement in the regulations to    
     make them more manageable and to provide the greatest improvement in water 
     quality given the limited available funding in implementing and monitoring 
     the GLI:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Finally, the impact of Canadian discharges, non-point, and airborne        
     contributions should be considered before the regulations are implemented. 
     For maximum effect, the Great Lakes Initiative must be a fully cooperative 
     effort with Canada, particularly regarding non-point source and air        
     deposition contributions.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2595.036     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The human health criteria section in the proposed rule contains two        
     questionable data points that this section is based upon:                  
                                                                                
     [The EPA use of 2 L/day, 90th percentile, drinking water ingestion rate]   
                                                                                
     The assumption in the Great Lakes Initiative that the 15 grams or less of  
     regionally-caught fish consumed per day be those which contain maximum     
     pollution                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2595.037     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and P2771.193.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2595.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .038 is imbedded in comment .037.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA use of 2 L/day, 90th percentile, drinking water ingestion rate     
     
     
     Response to: D2595.038     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It must be recognized that EPA's use of 2 L/day ingested drinking water    
     does not reflect the variability in that number.  Two widely known studies 
     - Lognormal Distributions for Water Intake by Children and Adults by       
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     Roseberry and Burmaster, published in Risk Analysis, Vol. 12, No. 1, 1992  
     and Total Water and Tapwater intake in the United States:  Population-Based
     Estimates of Quantities and Sources by Ershow and Cantor, published under  
     the National Cancer Institute in May 1989 reflect the variability in the   
     data and uncertainty in the numbers.  A comparison of the data from these  
     two studies on tap water and total water intake show can only show similar 
     but not definitive results.  If proposed regulations are to be based on    
     data that is gathered under "best science", it would enhance EPA's position
     to challenge and redefine the data used for the drinking water ingestion   
     rate.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2595.039     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2595.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance has assumed that the fish consumption rate for the Great Lakes
     Basin is 15 grams per day.  This differs from the 6.5 grams per day value  
     that represents a National average consumption rate.  The fish consumption 
     rate of 15 grams per day is also an estimate of fish that will be of       
     maximum pollutant-bearing fish.  These estimates do not reflect the        
     variability of fish consummed in the Great Lakes Basin and also the        
     variability of the amount of pollution in each fish that is consummed.     
     
     
     Response to: D2595.040     
     
     See response to comments P2771.193 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2595.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 365



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     Choice of risk level of 10(exp -5) and alternate risk levels such as 10(exp
     -6) and 10(exp -4).                                                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     A risk level of 10(exp -5) is within the range (10(exp -4) to 10(exp -6))  
     of risk levels generally used by USEPA to establish MCL's for drinking     
     water.  As stated on page 20864 of the proposed rules, "At some level of   
     upper bound incremental risk, generally between one in ten thousand (10(exp
     -4)) and one in one million (10(exp -6)), the incremental risk of          
     developing cancer may be deemed sufficiently small not to be appreciable." 
     Given this statment, it is inappropriate to arbitrarily choose a 10(exp -6)
     risk level.  The 10(exp -4) to 10(exp -6) range should be utilized with the
     exact risk level to be applied determined on a case-by-case basis based    
     upon a number of factors including background levels and other exposure    
     routes.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2595.041     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2595.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of upper 95th percentile confidence limit point estimate of health     
     risk.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     The use of a cancer potency factor which is an upper 95th percentile       
     confidence limit of the probability of response based on human or          
     experimental data is questionable.  As stated in the proposed rules, "We   
     can be reasonably confident that the 'true risk' will not exceed the risk  
     estimate derived by this model, may be less than predicted, and could be as
     low as zero."  AWWA has commented previously to EPA and wishes to repeat   
     here that we believe that reducing all the careful analysis and scientific 
     judgement that goes into the development of risk assessments down to a     
     single point estimate of risk does not fully convey the range of           
     information considered and used in developing the assessment or the        
     uncertainties associated with the judgements involved.  Selecting a risk   
     level for regulatory purposes involved balancing not only the risk         
     assessment and its uncertainties but also other considerations (e.g.,      
     economic and societal factors) in the risk management and decision-making  
     process.                                                                   
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     In an EPA memorandum titled Guidance on Risk Characterization for Risk     
     Managers and Risk Assessors dated February 26, 1992.  F Henry Habicht, II  
     stated that, "Effective immediately, it will be Agency policy for each EPA 
     office to provide several kinds of risk assessment information in          
     connection with new Agency reports, presentations and decision packages."  
     The memorandum goes on to state that, "Regarding exposure and risk         
     charaterization, it is Agency policy to present information on the range of
     exposures derived from exposure scenarios and on the use of multiple risk  
     descriptors (i.e., central tendency, high end individual risk, population  
     risk, important subgroups, if known)..."  A full and complete picture of   
     risk, including a statement of confidence about data and methods used to   
     develop the assessment should be provided.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2595.042     
     
     see response to D2619.026                                                  
                                                                                
     With regard to the comment regarding risk characterization, the Agency has 
     conducted a risk characterization for the entire GLWQI. See the Regulatory 
     Impact Analysis document for a detailed discussion of risk                 
     characterization.  Also see the U.S. EPA 1991 review draft Great Lakes     
     Basin Risk Characterization Study.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether the following criteria are correct:                                
                                                                                
     -use of 70 kg body weight assumption                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2595.043     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether the following criteria are correct:                                
                                                                                
     -use of 70 year lifetime exposure periods                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2595.044     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether the following criteria are correct:                                
                                                                                
     -criteria be derived using 90th % drinking water ingestion value of two    
     liters per day                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2595.045     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2595.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether the following criteria are correct:                                
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     -fish consumption rate of 15 grams per day instead of 6.5 as used          
     nationally.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2595.046     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general EPA should use the best science at each step in the analysis and
     let the results speak for themselves without imposing policy decisions on  
     the analysis.  Examples of where policy has been imposed on the analysis   
     include:                                                                   
                                                                                
     [Using 2 L/day 90th percentile drinking water ingestion.  Ingestion data   
     has been well characterized (Roseberry and Burmaster, Risk Analysis,       
     12(1)99, 1992.  Why not use real world data?  Also, it is highly unlikely  
     that a significant percent of the population is going to drink significant 
     amounts of untreated surface water daily over the course of a 70 year      
     lifetime.  Therefore, even using an average drinking water consumption rate
     is very conservative and likely overstates human health risks. AWWA does   
     not believe that surface water criteria for waters designated for drinking 
     water uses should assume consumption of untreated water.]                  
                                                                                
     The Guidance indicates that using 15 grams per day for fish consumption    
     represents at least the mean exposure level for regionally caught fish for 
     the regional sport-fishing population.  On the other hand, the Guidance    
     indicates that it is predicted that approximately 90% of the entire        
     regional population consumes 15 grams or less of regionally caught fish per
     day.  The Guidance also has assumed that the entire 15 grams per day will  
     be of maximum pollutant-bearing fish.  On top of that the Guidance allows  
     for the use of higher fish consumption rates in developing site-specific   
     criteria.  These many layers of conservatism would appear to be excessive. 
     Why not use real world exposure data?  AWWA does not object to using       
     regional fish consumption data in the exposure assessment but does believe 
     that coupling regional data with layer after layer of excessively          
     conservative assumptions cannot be scientifically defended.                
     
     
     Response to: D2595.047     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197, D2724.599, P2771.194, P2771.193, and   
     P2771.192.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2595.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using 2 L/day 90th percentile drinking water ingestion.  Ingestion data has
     been well characterized (Roseberry an Burmaster, Risk Analysis, 12(1)99,   
     1992.  Why not use real world data?  Also, it highly unlikely that a       
     significant percent of the population is going to drink significant amounts
     of untreated surface water daily over the course of a 70 year lifetime.    
     Therefore, even using an average drinking water consumption rate is very   
     conservative and likely overstates human health risks.  AWWA does not      
     believe that surface water criteria for waters designated for drinking     
     water uses should assume consumption of untreated water.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2595.048     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D2724.599.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether any of the options described for use of a relative source          
     contribution (RSC) in deriving non-cancer criteria and values considered in
     calculating Great Lakes cancer criteria and values (human cancer values).  
                                                                                
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     The logic for using an 80% Relative Source Contribution (RSC) for          
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) is not well founded.  The      
     Technical Work Groups reasoning that other more significant routes of human
     exposure should be addressed through other regulatory efforts, rather than 
     attempting to eliminate relatively insignificant exposure via greater      
     control of discharges to surface waters is equally valid for both BCCs and 
     non-BCCs.  It is not appropriate to force large scale reductions in        
     discharges that are relatvely insignificant compared to other exposure     
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     routes.  Such a practice would be inefficient and ineffective.  AWWA does  
     not believe that there is any better case for reducing the RSC for BCCs    
     below 100% than there is for non-BBCs in the absence of specific data on   
     exposure via other pathways.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2595.049     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether EPA should change all exposure levels to lower numbers to develop a
     criterion exclusively for a child.                                         
                                                                                
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     The various uncertainty factors used in determining the Acceptable Daily   
     Exposure (ADE) which can total 3000 for Tier I criterium and 30,000 for    
     Tier II values are intended to provide for intraspecies variability (the   
     sensitivity within the human population).  Therefore it would not appear to
     be appropriate to change all exposure levels in order to develop a         
     criterion exclusively for a child or any other sensitive subpopulation.  If
     such an approach were employed, the uncertainty factor related to          
     intraspecies variability should be deleted from the analysis.  The standard
     approach utilizing criteria for an adult already provides specific         
     protection for children due to the margin of safety afforded by the many   
     conservative assumptions incorporated into the risk analysis.  In the      
     absence of specific evidence to the contrary, the adult criteria should be 
     the basis for regulation.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2595.050     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment.  The uncertainty factors used in developing
     RfDs and ADEs are meant to account for intraspecies variability with regard
     to the toxicity of a compound.  The exposure assumptions EPA makes are made
     independently of the issue of toxicity and are chosen to represent the type
     and amount of exposure relevant to the population of concern.              
                                                                                
     EPA believes exposure assumptions may be tailored to a population of       
     concern, if chemical-specific data indicate a segment of the population may
     be in greater danger, i.e., pregnant women, children.                      
                                                                                
     See discussions under "body weight" and "fish consumption" in the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

Page 371



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2595.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowance of exceptions to the use of a non-threshold mechanism for        
     carcinogens.                                                               
                                                                                
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance would require that a non-threshold mechanism should  
     be assumed for carcinogens unless data exist that demonstrate a threshold  
     mechanism.  AWWA agrees with this approach because, while still being a    
     appropriately conservative, the Guidance provides for the consideration of 
     increased scientific knowledge regarding cancer mechanisms.                
     
     
     Response to: D2595.051     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2595.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowance of exceptions to the Linearized Multistage Model to extrapolate  
     to lower doses.                                                            
                                                                                
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance indicates that the Linearized Multistage Model (LMS) 
     be used to extrapolate from actual animal bioassay data to the             
     dose/response relationship expected at lower doses, unless it can be       
     established on a case-by-case basis that another model is more appropriate.
     AWWA agrees with this approach since it provides for the consideration of  
     the best available information in establishing the dose/response           
     relationship.                                                              
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     Response to: D2595.052     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2595.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Need for an incidental exposure factor.                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     AWWA does not believe that a factor for incidental exposure is necessary.  
     As indicated the factor would be relatively small (0.01 L/day) and it has  
     not been included in the derivation of the existing National criteria.     
     Such exposure would apply to only a very small percentage of the population
     living in the Great Lakes system.  AWWA does not believe that there is a   
     need to include an incidental exposure factor since other conservative     
     assumptions regarding drinking water consumption more than offset any      
     potential incidental exposure whether via ingestion or dermal contact.     
     
     
     Response to: D2595.053     
     
     See response to comment D3053.041.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/C
     Comment ID: D2595.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of Tier II criteria which require a less extensive data base for       
     developing human health values.                                            
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     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     AWWA supports the concept of developing Tier II criteria which require a   
     less extensive database for the development of human health values as an   
     appropriately conservative regulatory approach to assure widest protection 
     of human health.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2595.054     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: D2595.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For possible human carcinogens (Group C) AWWA believes that Tier I criteria
     should only be set for those Group C chemicals which are well characterized
     and supported by a well-conducted study.  Tier II criteria should then be  
     set for all other Group C chemicals - thereby assuring minimal protection  
     of human health.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2595.055     
     
     See response to G2575.093                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2595.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non-carcinogens AWWA believes that Tier I criteria should only be set  
     for those chemicals where data from a well conducted repeated dose         
     mammalian study of at least 28 days are available.  For those chemicals    
     with a less extensive data base, Tier II criteria should be used.          
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     Response to: D2595.056     
     
     EPA believes the minimum data necessary to develop a Tier I criterion is a 
     90 day NOAEL or a one year LOAEL from an animal study.  The LOAEL must be a
     minimal LOAEL exhibiting relatively mild and reversible effects.   Tier II 
     can be based on a 28-day NOAEL from a rodent study or a LOAEL of greater   
     than 28 days.  Both Tiers rely on generally the same standard procedure for
     data review and criteria derivation.  The difference between the two       
     focuses heavily on the certainty with which one can predict a level of risk
     or a level of safety for humans from the data available.  The more adequate
     the database to estimate actual human risk or to establish no adverse      
     effect levels, the greater the certainty in the criterion or value.   Also 
     see response to D3382.053.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2595.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For both possible human carcinogens and non-carcinogens we note that an    
     extra uncertainty factor of 10 is applied in establishing the ADE.  While  
     on the surface it may appear appropriate to add an additional uncertainty  
     factor for chemicals where limited data are available to indicate a human  
     health risk, this practice would in fact lead to more stringent criteria   
     for chemicals with the weakest evidence of posing a human health risk.     
     This result does not appear to be appropriate.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2595.057     
     
     EPA believes the use of uncertainty factors is justified to account for    
     lack of data in an otherwise adequate database.  Taking the commenter's    
     suggestion to the extreme, EPA would never set an RfD or regulate any      
     chemical until it had a complete and comprehensive toxicity profile for a  
     chemical.  In many cases, this would take years to compile.  EPA believes  
     it must make decisions with limited data in order to protect the public    
     from possible health hazards. As new data becomes available, which may     
     alter EPA's risk assessment on a chemical, EPA will study the new data and 
     revise its RfD or q1*, if warranted.                                       
                                                                                
     The extra uncertainty factor applied to Tier II values is in part seen as a
     impetus to developing new data which, in the long run, may reduce the      
     overall uncertainty used in deriving an ADE for a particular chemical.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2595.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SUNSETTING OF CHLORINE                                                     
                                                                                
     There is no question that the disinfection of drinking water and subsequent
     discharge waters is an absolute necessity.  For the past 70 years, chlorine
     has been utilized to meet this need.  In order for public health to be     
     protected in the future, other equally effective disinfection methods      
     should and are being investigated.  A change in the conceptual use of      
     chlorine as a disinfectant should not occur until a replacement can be     
     found that provides the same public health benefits.                       
                                                                                
     To date, no other disinfectant has been found that can be used to maintain 
     disinfection of water distribution systems.  The primary benefit chlorine  
     provides is in its ability to persist in residual concentrations as a      
     safeguard against re-contamination in potable water distribution systems.  
     Chlorine can readily be controlled in concentrations and does not render   
     the water toxic or objectionable while eliminating diseased-producing      
     organisms.                                                                 
                                                                                
     We must consider the overall benefits in the use of chlorine as an         
     effective disinfectant which has been instrumental in the control of       
     waterborne diseases.  Chlorine, as a disinfectant, should not be regulated 
     or controlled as part of the Great Lakes Initiative since no acceptable    
     alternative is available.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2595.058     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2595.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS                                                    
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     1.  Non-point Source Pollution                                             
                                                                                
     One of the major problems posed by the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative is that in trying to control the introduction of pollution into 
     the Great Lakes, the emphasis has been and continues to be on point        
     sources, while a greater problem occurs from water-borne non-point sources 
     and air deposition.  While AWWA supports the improvement in water quality  
     promised by the GLI, the Environmental Protection Agency needs to recognize
     that pollution from non-point sources and air-deposition is far greater    
     than that emitted from point-sources.  Regulation of non-point sources will
     eventually provide proper methods of control and experience while reducing 
     the influx of contaminants from non-point sources to a level comparable to 
     that of present point sources.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2595.059     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2595.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier I and Tier II                                                         
                                                                                
     The two-tiered approach should be maintained to provide maximum            
     flexibility, especially where it is difficult to distinguish between       
     program elements due to differences in State adoption procedures and       
     terminology.  The two tiered approach as proposed in the Great Lakes       
     Initiative is an acceptable means to limit discharges in the Great Lakes   
     Ecosytem.  Instead of having a policy of "no data - no discharge", the     
     limits imposed for a Tier II substance may allow enough data to be         
     collected to shift some Tier II regulated compounds to Tier I.  In certain 
     cases where Tier II limits may be severely restrictive, a review process   
     should be established for evaluating substances with several restrictive   
     limitations when there is no suitable "best available technology" and/or   
     available data on the substance is questionable.                           
                                                                                
     AWWA supports the position of establishing limits on chemicals in question 
     even though extensive data may not exist at the time.  As the supplier of  
     drinking water to the public, AWWA is committed to the protection of public
     health.  In this context, chemicals that have previously not been regulated
     should be until more or better data is gathered.  This would allow         
     chemicals to either be added to a targeted list or completely dropped off. 
     
     
     Response to: D2595.060     
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     EPA agrees with the comment, and has retained the two-tiered approach to   
     development of water quality criteria and values in the final Guidance.    
     See sections II.C.1 and II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/SS
     Comment ID: D2595.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific Requirements                                                 
                                                                                
     AWWA believes that the States should have the authority to establish local 
     or site-specific requirements when local conditions differ from the        
     assumptions used to establish the Great Lakes Initiative basin-wide        
     standards.  This may be accomplished by "intake credits" or a "variance",  
     taking into account site-specific conditions.  It is therefore vital that  
     these two items be an integral part of the Implementation Section.         
     
     
     Response to: D2595.061     
     
     This final Guidance contains all three types of mechanisms for adjusting   
     criteria or limits based on site-specific conditions.  Intake credits are  
     discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  Variances are discussed in the
     SID at Section VIII.B. Site-specific modifications to criteria are         
     discussed at Section VIII.A. of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/SS            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2595.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake/Discharge Intervals                                                 
                                                                                
     AWWA believes that the proposed rule in the Great Lakes Initiative is very 
     vague and does not indicate if the discharge points may be from the water  
     treatment or wastewater treatment plants.  AWWA also believes that adequate
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     data does not exist to determine a maximum distance or time interval       
     between an intake and a discharge.  The diversity of locations of          
     facilities on lakes and streams is a major consideration.  We would        
     therefore recommend continuing to allow the use of mixing zones with the   
     further use of intake credits to assist in determining any necessary change
     in distance between an intake and discharge location.                      
                                                                                
     AWWA believes that proper application of site specific considerations and  
     allowing continuation of mixing zones will reduce implementation costs with
     negligible adverse impact.  This will result in a more manageable program  
     where enforcement and implementation funds can be directed to those areas  
     where greatest benefit can be obtained.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2595.062     
     
     Procedure 5.D. of appendix F pertains to making decisions regarding whether
     a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an      
     excursion above a water quality standard, and if so, what water quality    
     based effluent limits is needed.  The procedure therefore pertains to all  
     discharges of pollutants into waters of the United States.  This includes  
     wastewater treatment plants as well as any direct discharge of a drinking  
     water treatment plant into waters of the United States.  Some drinking     
     water treatment plants discharge removed solids mixed with excess          
     coagulation agents into surface waters; these discharges have always been  
     subject to NPDES control, and where relevant, procedure 5.D. would apply to
     these discharges.                                                          
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not specify the maximum distance between intake and
     outfall points in order to find that an intake pollutant is from the same  
     body of water as the discharge.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.  Where  
     the such information is deemed important, EPA believes that permitting     
     authorities can readily determine the distance between the points of intake
     and discharge in many instances.  Points of discharge are always required  
     to be identified in NPDES permit applications.   Points of water intake for
     industrial facilities, where the industry itself draws its own water, are  
     usually on the industrial property.  The permitting authority can easily   
     obtain this information from the facility. Where municipal water           
     authorities provide the intake water for industries and users of POTWs, the
     permitting authority should be able to quickly ascertain the point of water
     intake through conversation with the water authority.  In addition, as     
     permitting authorities begin to assemble data for geographical information 
     systems, such information will become more readily available.              
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that the concurrent use of mixing zones and intake    
     credits is technically consistent with the purposes of mixing zones and    
     intake credits.  Both provide a way to allow a facility to discharge above 
     water quality standards, but they work in distinctly different situations. 
     Mixing zones are used for discharges into waters that meet water quality   
     standards.  Mixing zones are used by permitting authorities in those       
     instances where natural dilution will reduce localized concentrations above
     a water quality standard, due to a discharge, such that the water quality  
     standard will be achieved a short distance from the discharge.  In         
     contrast, intake credits are used for discharges into waters that exceed   
     water quality standards, and set effluent limits at ambient concentrations.
      Where ambient pollutant concentrations are less than water quality        
     standards, an effluent limit based on an intake credit approach would be   
     more restrictive than that based on mixing zones.  Where ambient pollutant 
     concentrations exceed water quality standards, an effluent limit based on a
     mixing zone approach (actually the limit would be equal to the standard    
     itself) would be more restrictive  than that based on intake credits.      
     Therefore, EPA does not believe that concurrent use of mixing zones and    
     intake credits would be appropriate.                                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2595.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Document Availability                                                      
                                                                                
     There is also a problem with the availability of support documents that do 
     exist.  At least two months (or more) can be consumed in the logistics of  
     obtaining suppport documents prior to the rules' proposal.  Even then there
     is a waiting period before they are available in the Docket.  These include
     the Cost and Technology documents, and Economic Impact Analyses documents, 
     Health Effects documents, and Pesticide Survey data.  We commend EPA for   
     producing draft copies of the supporting documents prior to proposal of the
     rule or consider extending the comment period to six months whenever       
     regulations as broad as this one are proposed.  AWWA's frustration in      
     obtaining the agency's data is highlighted in Appendix C which is a        
     chronological summary of its data gathering attempts.  THE REQUEST FOR     
     EXTENSION OF THE COMMENT PERIOD IS NOT INTENDED IN ANY MANNER TO DELAY     
     IMPLEMENTATION, BUT RATHER TO ASSIST IN THE PROPER AND POSITIVE DEVELOPMENT
     OF LONG-TERM SOLUTIONS TO WATER QUALITY CONCERNS.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2595.063     
     
     EPA believes that an appropriate comment period was provided for in the    
     proposal.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2596.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The focus of the GLWQG is on discharges of toxics.  Its laudable objective 
     is to protect water quality in the Great Lakes basin, although we          
     understand that various aspects of the GLWQG program may be extended beyond

Page 380



$T044618.TXT
     the Great Lakes watershed by state environmental regulatory agencies.  New 
     York State, for example, has indicated that much of the Guidance may be    
     implemented statewide.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2596.001     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2596.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance is ambitious and enormously complex.  Many of the    
     pollutant parameters proposed to be limited have never before been directly
     regulated and are difficult to detect routinely.  The technical feasibility
     and practicability of complete implemenation of the program is less than   
     certain.  [Clearly, implementation of the program will be very costly to   
     all economic sectors, including utilities, industries, municipalities, and 
     government.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2596.002     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .003 is imbedded in comment .002.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly, implementation of the program will be very costly to all economic 
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     sectors, including utilities, industries, municipalities, and government.  
     
     
     Response to: D2596.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2596.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR/PROC/TIME
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Implementation and variance schedules - the NYSDEC has established a    
     major/minor SPDES review procedure which is designed to allow the NYSDEC to
     apply its limited resources to the review and revision of those SPDES      
     permits which are most likely to produce significant progress in reduction 
     of pollutant loadings.  The implementation schedule and procedures proposed
     under the Guidance would require the NYSDEC to revise this procedure, and  
     to do so in a fashion which will impede optimal use of NYSDEC's resources  
     and potentially impair environmental enchancement in the State, at least in
     the short-term.  This will frustrate the heretofore successful             
     federal-state partnership of the Clean Water Act program.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2596.004     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For further  
     discussion on the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, as well as a general discussion of the provisions contained
     in the final Guidance (including variances), see Sections I.C and II.C of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2596.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     2. Source water quality and compliance monitoring - Existing monitoring,   
     reporting and compliance procedures can be expected to be thrown into      
     turmoil by the GLWQG.  The NYSDEC recognizes that there are imperfections  
     inherent in normal laboratory monitoring analysis.  Discharge limits       
     established at or below reliable analytical quantitation levels can be     
     expected to routinely lead to the reporting of exceedence of permit limits 
     due to acknowledged analytical variability, and not to actual addition of  
     pollutants.  [In addition, in many instances ambient source water quality  
     considerations of BCCs and other compounds of concern exceed proposed      
     discharge limits.]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2596.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2596.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .006 is imbedded in comment .005.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, in  any instances ambient souce water quality concentrations  
     of BCCs and other compounds of concern exceed proposed discharge limits.   
     
     
     Response to: D2596.006     
     
     EPA recognizes that high background levels of pollutants in water supplies 
     could lead to dischargers needing WQBELs for background pollutants unless  
     there is special consideration of intake pollutants.  The final Guidance   
     provisions for considering intake pollutants through permit-based          
     mechanisms are explained in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Generally, the complexity of the GLWQG program as proposed means that its  
     implementation, to the extent feasible, will be extremely costly and may   
     not yield commensurate social benefits.  [Moreover, because many of the    
     regulatory proposals are innovative, pollutant dischargers, whether        
     utility, industrial, or municipal, will be exposed to significant          
     enforcement liability which could result in both economic disruption and   
     injustice.]  [Moreover, funding for administration of the GLQWG program at 
     the state level is not provided by federal grants, as has historically been
     the case under previous major Clean Water Act initiatives.  This lack of   
     funding enhances the potential for significantly increased permit fees and 
     economic sanctions on dischargers, a trend which has been growing in recent
     years.]  These issues are of great concern to Member Systems, who must not 
     only meet regulatory requirements, but also are responsible to their       
     stockholders and their ratepayers.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2596.007     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2595.022, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .008 is imbedded in comment .007.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, because many of the regulatory proposals are innovative,         
     pollutant dischargers, whether utility, industrial, or municipal, will be  
     exposed to significant enforcement liability which could result in both    
     economic disruption and injustice.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2596.008     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .009 is imbedded in comment .007.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, funding for administration of the GLQWG program at the state     
     level is not provided by federal grants, as has historically been the case 
     under previous major Clean Water Act initiatives.  This lack of funding    
     enhances the potential for significantly increased permit fees and economic
     sanctions on dischargers, a trend which has been growing in recent years.  
     
     
     Response to: D2596.009     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The short-term technology development and capital improvement costs        
     associated with the implementation of the proposed regulations will be     
     disproportionately borne solely by the industries and taxpayers on the     
     United States side of the border within this region. The effect of these   
     costs, coupled with the additional, long-term operation and maintenance    
     cost burden of such new treatment systems, will be to differentially reduce
     the competitiveness of industry within the basin and to increase the costs 
     of living to each and every resident and tax-payer of those states affected
     by the GLWQG.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2596.010     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2596.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the Antidegradation provisions included in the GLWQG will act
     to preclude the future expansion or utilization of existing, un-used       
     industrial capacity within the basin.  [Effectively then, the Member       
     Systems see the consequence of the Guidance to be the achievement of       
     pollution abatement through the export of discharges (jobs, industry and   
     population) to other drainage basins.]                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2596.011     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution prevention   
     plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that a      
     lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated that   
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .012 is imbedded in comment .011.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effectively then, the Member Systems see the consequence of the Guidance to
     be the achievement of pollution abatement through the export of discharges 
     (jobs, industry and population) to other drainage basins.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2596.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2596.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance as proposed ignores as much as 90 percent of existing Great   
     Lakes pollution sources. These sources include:                            
                                                                                
     [1. Extensive areas of contaminated sediments from which BCC's can be      
     expected to continue to be cycled through the environment.  Contaminated   
     sediments represent one, if not the, major potential source of many of the 
     compounds of concern addressed by the Guidance (See Preamble, I.A.4).      
     NPDES/SPDES permitees are not the principal source for many of the BCCs,   
     yet they will be regulated under the guidance for these compounds.]        
     [Industries and municipalities which draw process and non-contact cooling  
     water from the lake basin will be responsible for the removal of even      
     pre-existing ambient levels of pollutants.  As admitted in the Preamble to 
     the Guidance, due to the cycling of these compounds between the water      
     column and the sediment phase, these dischargers are being asked to        
     indirectly treat the lake sediments and water colummn.]                    
                                                                                
     [Given the sediment loading rates and the extremely long hydraulic         
     residence times, this treatment process will take tens, or possibly        
     hundreds of years, before meaningful reductions in these particular        
     compounds are seen.]                                                       
                                                                                
     2.  Non-point source contributions.                                        
                                                                                
     [Atmospheric deposition and storm water runoff represents a much greater   
     contribution to the total pollutant loading to the Great Lakes than that of
     the total combined permitted point-source discharges.  This is acknowledged
     in the Preamble to the Guidance, and has been the subject of numerous      
     studies since the enactment of the Clean Water Act.]                       
                                                                                
     [Meaningful implementation of the Clean Air Act Amendments and the Storm   
     Water management provisions of the Clean Water Act will have a greater     
     effect on overall water quality in the Great Lakes basin than chasing      
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     molecules in the few permitted discharges that  are found to be            
     contributory to the loading of BCCs in the basin.]                         
                                                                                
     [Additionally, the development and implementation of Remedial Action Plans 
     ("RAPS") for indentified and yet to be indentified toxic and hazardous     
     disposal sites and contaminated areas within the basin also represents an  
     area where much more impact on the reduction of BCCs can be accomplished.] 
      [3. Although Canada, and particularly the Providence of Ontario, is not   
     subject to the Guidance, it represents a major additional source of both   
     traditional compounds and BCC pollutant loading within the basin.          
                                                                                
     The comments made above with respect to non-point pollutant sources apply  
     particularly to Canadian contributions to total pollutant loading in the   
     Great lakes Basin.]                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2596.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.  Ongoing activities such as LaMPs and RAPs    
     often involve cooperative actions to address both point and nonpoint       
     sources of pollution by the U.S. and Canadian governments and their State  
     and Provincial counterparts.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2596.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .014 is imbedded in comment .013.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Extensive areas of contaminated sediments from which BCC's can be       
     expected to continue to be cycled through the environment.  Contaminated   
     sediments represent one, if not the, major potential source of many of the 
     compounds of concern addressed by the Guidance (See Preamble, I.A.4).      
     NPDES/SPDES permitees are not the principal source for many of the BCCs,   
     yet they will be regulated under the guidance for these compounds.         
     
     
     Response to: D2596.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D.5 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2596.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .015 is imbedded in comment .013.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industries and municipalities which draw process and non-contact cooling   
     water from the lake basin will be responsible for the removal of even      
     pre-existing ambient levels of pollutants.  As admitted in the Preamble to 
     the Guidance, due to the cycling of these compounds between the water      
     column and the sediment phase, these dischargers are being asked to        
     indirectly treat the lake sediments and water column.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2596.015     
     
     This comment raises the same basic concern as comment D2798.058 and is     
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2596.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .016 is imbedded in comment .013.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the sediment loading rates and the extremely long hydraulic residence
     times, this treatment process will take tens, or possible hundreds of      
     years, before meaningful reductions in these particular compounds are seen.
     
     
     Response to: D2596.016     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2596.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .017 is imbedded in .013.                             
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Atmospheric deposition and storm water runoff represents a much greater    
     contribution to the total pollutant loading to the Great Lakes than that of
     the total combined permitted point-source discharges.  This is acknowledged
     in the Preamble to the Guidance, and has been the subject of numerous      
     studies since the enactment of the Clean Water Act.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2596.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2596.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .018 is imbedded in comment .013.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Meaningful implementation of the Clean Air Act Amendments and the Storm    
     Water management provisions of the Clean Water Act will have a greater     
     effect on overall water quality in the Great Lakes Basin than chasing      
     molecules in the few permitted discharges that are found to be contributory
     to the loading of BCCs in the basin.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2596.018     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2596.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment .019 is imbedded in comment .013.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Additionally, the development and implementation of Remedial Action Plans  
     ("RAPS") for indentified and yet to be identified toxic and hazardous      
     disposal sites and contaminated areas within the basin also represent an   
     area where much more impact on the reduction of BCCs can be accomplished.  
     
     
     Response to: D2596.019     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2596.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .020 is imbedded in comment .013.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although Canada, and particularly the Province of Ontario, is not subject  
     to the Guidance, it represents a major additional source of both           
     traditional compounds and BCC pollutant loading within the basin.          
                                                                                
     The comments made above with respect to non-point pollutant sources apply  
     particularly to Canadian contributions to total pollutant loading in the   
     Great Lakes Basin.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2596.020     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     See responses to comment numbers D2867.087 and D2596.013.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2596.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The  member Systems have serious reservations with respect to the technical
     feasibilty of achieving the proposed discharge reductions, being able to   
     uniformly and consistently perform compliance monitoring for such limits if
     and where they can be achieved, and the schedules and timing proposed for  
     implementation.                                                            
                                                                                
     [Specifically, adequate time does not exist within the schedule for the    
     permit implementation and variance procedures for the proper design,       
     contruction and testing of existing "off the shelf" treatment              
     technologies-not to mention the development and application of newer, more 
     innovative technologies required to meet WQBELs that may be established at 
     or below limits of quantification.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2596.021     
     
     EPA believes adequate time does exist to implement the Guidance provisions 
     once the States and Tribes adopt them.  Following publication of the final 
     Guidance, the States and Tribes have two years to adopt provisions         
     consistent with the final Guidance into their standards.  Facilities which 
     must comply with these standards will then have one permitting cycle, or   
     approximately three years, to meet the requirements of those standards.    
     Additional mechanisms are provided in the Guidance (e.g., compliance       
     schedules) if more time is needed.  For a general discussion of the        
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEG
     Comment ID: D2596.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .022 imbedded in comment .021.                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, adequate time does not exist within the schedule for the     
     permit implementation and variance procedures for the proper design,       
     construction, and testing of existing, "off the shelf" treatment           
     technologies-not to mention the development and application of newer, more 
     innovative technologies required to meet WQBELs that may be established at 
     or below limits of quantification.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2596.022     
     
     As discussed in the Supporting Information Document (SID), section VIII.I  
     ("Compliance Schedules"), EPA believes for the vast majority of facilities 
     that three years or less will be sufficient to meet post 1977 Tier I       
     criterion, Tier II values, whole effluent criteria, or narrative criteria. 
     However, EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult to
     accomplish the objectives listed above in three years. Therefore, the final
     Guidance provides for compliance schedules for up to a maximum of five     
     years. See also the response to P2576.231.                                 
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     Insofar as comment addresses variances, response can be found in Section   
     VIIIB ("Variances") of the Supporting Information Document (SID) and the   
     "Great Lakes Response to Comments" document for variances.D2596.022        
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult to         
     accomplish the objectives listed above in three years; however, EPA        
     believes for the vast majority of facilities this amount of time will be   
     sufficient.  See response to ID P2576.231.                                 
                                                                                
     Insofar as comment addresses variances, response can be found in Section   
     VIII.B ("Variances") of the Supporting Information Document (SID) and the  
     "Great Lakes Response to Comments" document for variances.                 
                                                                                
     The other points raised by the commenter regarding permit implementation   
     and new treatments are addressed by the final rule's provisions for        
     compliance schedules and in part may be addressed during the time allowed  
     for Tier II additional studies. Where a facility does encounter real       
     difficulties changing its operation in order to comply with the new        
     requirements or treatments are yet untested, the permitting authority has  
     other mechanisms for providing relief beyond three years (e.g., "shake     
     down" grace periods and enforcement discretion).                           
                                                                                
     The use of a short-term "shake-down period" was identified in the final    
     rule as an alternative for new Great Lakes dischargers as is provided for  
     new sources or new dischargers in 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4).  This approach could
     be used at a permitting authorities' discretion for other facilities       
     encountering difficulties in changing their operations.  The regulations   
     under 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4) require that the owner or operator of a (1) new  
     source; (2) a new discharger (as defined in 40 CFR 122.2) which commenced  
     discharge after August 13, 1979; or (3) a recommencing discharger shall    
     install and implement all pollution control equipment to meet the          
     conditions of the permit before discharging.  The facility must also meet  
     all permit conditions in the shortest feasible time (not to exceed 90      
     days).  This shake-down period is not a compliance schedule.  This approach
     may be used to address violations which may occur during a new facility's  
     start-up, especially where permit limits are water quality-based and       
     biological treatment is involved.                                          
                                                                                
     Another approach is to use prosecutorial discretion as an unofficial       
     shake-down period.  That is, the permitting authority may elect not to take
     enforcement action against a new source which has installed the necessary  
     treatment prior to discharging and is making a good faith effort to come   
     into compliance as soon as possible.  Alternatively, the permitting        
     authority may issue a compliance order (under section 309(a) or equivalent 
     State authority) requiring compliance by a specified date, where           
     circumstances warrant.                                                     
                                                                                
     Finally, EPA's enforcement experiences have shown that the regulated       
     community usually has been able to find and implement new effective        
     technologies in a three-year period or less.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEG
     Comment ID: D2596.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effluent limitations are technology based.  Further gains in pollutant     
     removal efficiencies, specifically at those limits anticipated under the   
     GLWQG, will require the application of existing technologies at or near    
     theoretical limits (but untested at present) Innovative treatment          
     technologies, and internal operational management practices (pollutant     
     minimization programs) will entail detailed conceptual engineering and     
     bench studies, construction and re-piping at existing facilities that will 
     exceed the proposed three-year schedule for compliance.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2596.023     
     
     Same as ID D2596.022D2596.023 See response to comment D2596.022.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2596.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  Application for variance request is to be made no later than 60    
     days after imposition of the permit limitation (nominally permit renewal   
     date for existing discharges.)                                             
                                                                                
     CONCERN:  Data collection and analyses required to support application for 
     variance can be expected to require no less than 12 months of site specific
     data collection and analyses.  Specific provisions should be made in the   
     rule to allow sufficient time for the preparation of demonstrations in     
     support of any application for variance.  It has been our experience that  
     at least 24 months are required.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2596.024     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposal should be more flexible in terms to timing.   
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2596.025

Page 394



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  Application for variance should be made at the time of the issuance
     of a proposed permit, with approval contingent on compliance with currently
     achievable initial effluent limitations.                                   
                                                                                
     CONCERN:  It should be clearly stated that in no case should new, more     
     stringent effluent limitaions be imposed prior to submittal of a           
     demonstration consistent with Appendix F Procedure 2.  To allow for such a 
     variance would still seem prudent sicne it would still require the         
     attainment of currently achievable levels of treatment.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2596.025     
     
     Because of Section 510 of the CWA, EPA cannot impose such a requirement.   
     However, EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible.   
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2596.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  WQS variances do not appear to be available for either new         
     capacity, or for increased discharges due to the return of pre-existing    
     capacity to service.                                                       
                                                                                
     CONCERN:  Unless WQS variances are made to clearly apply to both new or    
     increasing dischargers, existing and future capital investment is impeded  
     in virtually all of the Great Lakes Basin.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2596.026     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2596.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  All GLWQG variance procedures, as currently proposed, are limited  
     by the requirement of three-year review of variance justification, to be   
     imposed by expiration of the variance.                                     
                                                                                
     CONCERN:  The effective life of a permit now becomes three years or less,  
     as many permit renewals do not presently meet the existing five-year       
     renewal schedule, it can be anticipated that there will be a continuing    
     requIrement for demonstration studies and monitoring reporting in support  
     of variance renewal that will impose significant and costly on-going       
     administrative burden on both the regulatory agency staff and permittee.   
     Actual variance justifications will differ according to site specific      
     criteria, however, taking WQS Variances (Procedure 2) as an example, the   
     supporting study (demonstration) requirements for application of the       
     conditions required to obtain a variance can be anticipated to be similar  
     to that experienced in the application of Sections 316(a) and 316(b) of the
     Clean Water Act during the 1970's.   In other words it is not anticipated  
     that study requirements and the regulatory compliance schedules imposed as 
     a result could be significantly less time consuming than those experienced 
     for such comparatively straight-forward issues.                            
                                                                                
     In most, if not all cases, such study requrements will require two years to
     scope, fund and implement.  Actual studies themselves can be anticipated to
     exceed the actual life of the variance.  It can also be anticipated that   
     results in many cases will not be available for review prior to the        
     expiration of the initial three-year variance term.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2596.027     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to review at the three  
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2596.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  GLWQG compliance procedures, as proposed, require demonstrated     
     initial compliance with existing effluent limitations, and for variance    
     renewal, continued compliance.  This will include demonstrated             
     implementation of Best Mangement Practices (BMP) for non-point source      
     control.                                                                   
                                                                                
     CONCERN:  These requirements appear to force the conduct of engineering and
     technology development studies in parallel with studies designed to justify
     application for variance.  Such a requirement does not allow for a logical 
     assignment of priorities to specific discharge limitations and further does
     not allow for the orderly development of proposed solutions, whree the     
     normal course of events is:                                                
                                                                                
     the specific treatment goal is indentified                                 
                                                                                
     engineering design and performance criteria are established                
                                                                                
     contracts are issued for detailed design and construction                  
                                                                                
     subsequent performance testing and pre-operational optimization.           
                                                                                
     The entire process requred to indentify and bring on line an operational   
     treatment system with attendant regulatory approvals, can easily exceed    
     three years, even with existing "off the shelf' treatment technologies.    
     
     
     Response to: D2596.028     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The specific treatment goals identified as step one in the 
     comment are the water quality standards absent the WQS variance.  The      
     engineering design and performance criteria should be directed at that     
     goal.  Only if these criteria are unable to attain the basic standards     
     should a variance be considered and the engineering design and performance 
     criteria revisited.                                                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEG
     Comment ID: D2596.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance contains no indentification of generally stated compliance    
     times, for example the lack of definition of phrases such as "reasonable   
     time."  As can be seen from the examples illustrated above for new and     
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     existing technologies, the anticipated difficulties of developing treatment
     technologies for as-yet undefined limitations at or below existing         
     detection levels can be expected to greatly exceed the schedule for        
     compliance.                                                                
     Other specific technical limitations anticipated include:                  
     [Difficulties associated with the development and implementation of        
     innovative treatment technologies designed to treat BCCs and other         
     pollutants to levels that can be reliably monitored only marginally as     
     compared to conventional treatment technologies.]                          
                                                                                
     [An implied requrement of "reverse engineering", where potential discharges
     and their sources in the waste stream may in many cases only be indentified
     as "present" by analytical results.  Subsequent quantification and         
     isolation of their source within a facility  may require detailed          
     evaluation of a facility's water balance and subsequent partioning of      
     existing combined waste streams in order to reliably establish compliance.]
     
     
     Response to: D2596.029     
     
     The final Guidance has been revised in response to commenters concerns with
     the proposed three year compliance schedule to provide up to a maximum of  
     five year compliance schedules.  The final Guidance defers to the permit   
     authority to determine what is reasonable within that time frame based upon
     the site specific facts at each facility.                                  
                                                                                
     For additional details on the extension of the compliance period from a    
     maximum of three to a maximum of five years see the Supporting Information 
     Document (SID), Section VIII.I ("Compliance Schedules") and the response to
     P2576.231.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Finally, if a facility believes it can not meet its permit limit within the
     compliance period assessed by the permitting authority it must provide to  
     the authority explicit information and a rationale as to why it can not.   
     The burden is on the permit applicant to justify its issues with           
     compliance.  Once the legitimate issues are identified, the permitting     
     authority can then working with the facility in evaluating the issue of    
     compliance.  For example, where a facility does encounter real difficulties
     changing its operation in order to comply with the new requirements, the   
     permitting authority has other mechanisms for providing relief beyond five 
     years (e.g., "shake down" grace periods and enforcement                    
     discretion).D2596.029                                                      
                                                                                
     With respect to the commenter's question on the phrase "reasonable time",  
     EPA decision to maintain a three year maximum duration for compliance      
     schedules was necessary in order to meet post 1977 Tier I criterion, Tier  
     II values, whole effluent criteria, or narrative criteria.  The general    
     provision for compliance schedules of up to, but no longer than, three     
     years reflects EPA's judgement of a reasonable time frame based on         
     analogous provisions in the CWA, and on EPA's experience.  For example,    
     section 301(b)(2) (C) - (F) of the Act provided that various               
     technology-based effluent limitations shall be complied with as            
     expeditiously as possible but no later than three years after effluent     
     limitation guidelines are promulgated and in no case later than 1989.      
     Similarly, section 304(l) provides that sources shall comply with          
     individual control strategies (water- quality based requirements) within   
     three years.  Accordingly, EPA believes that the three year duration       
     selected for the final Guidance is consistent with what is typically       
     allowed under the CWA.                                                     
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA's past permitting and enforcement experience has shown    
     that the regulated community usually has been able to find and implement   
     new effective technologies in a three-year period or less.                 
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     Finally, if a facility believes it can not meet its permit limit within the
     compliance period assessed by the permitting authority it must provide to  
     the authority explicit information and a rationale as to why it can not.   
     The burden is on the permit applicant to justify its issues with           
     compliance.  Once the legitimate issues are identified, the permitting     
     authority can then working with the facility in evaluating the issue of    
     compliance.  For example, where a facility does encounter real difficulties
     changing its operation in order to comply with the new requirements, the   
     permitting authority has other mechanisms for providing relief beyond three
     years (e.g., "shake down" grace periods and enforcement discretion).  For  
     additional details on these mechanisms, see the response to comment        
     D2596.022.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/FTRS
     Comment ID: D2596.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .030 is imbedded in comment .029.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Difficulties associated with the development and implementation of         
     innovative treatment technologies designed to treat BCCs and other         
     pollutants to levels that can be reliably monitored only marginally as     
     compared to conventional treatment technologies.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2596.030     
     
     In the proposal, EPA requested comment on issues concerning the details of 
     the proposed special provisions for BCCs.  After analyzing those issues and
     the comments received, EPA has modified several of the provisions in ways  
     that may in some cases reduce costs for the regulated community without    
     significantly increasing the risk from BCCs.  EPA believes that with these 
     modifications the provisions for BCCs will continue to address the concerns
     of the Initiative Committees for controlling the discharges of BCCs.  These
     modifications include changes to the methodology for deriving non-cancer   
     human health criteria, the antidegradation provisions, and the procedures  
     for elimination of mixing zone for BCCs, and procedures for pollutant      
     minimization programs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/FTRS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/FTRS
     Comment ID: D2596.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .031 is imbedded in comment .029.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An implied requirement of "reverse engineering", where potential discharges
     and their sources in the waste stream may in many cases only be            
     indentified as "present" by analytical results.  Subsequent quantification 
     and isolation of their source within a facility may require detailed       
     evaluation of a facility's water balance and subsequent partioning of      
     existing combined waste streams in order to reliably establish compliance. 
     
     
     Response to: D2596.031     
     
     Issues related to establishing WQBELs below the level of detection and     
     pollutant minimization plans are discussed in the SID at Section VIII.H.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/FTRS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2596.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The variance schedule requrements will impose a requirement for the        
     examination of waste streams rather than waste source indentification.     
     Water balance and partitioning of waste stream analysis, sampling and      
     monitoring will have to be performed prior to being able to conduct actual 
     effluent treatment investigations.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2596.032     
     
     EPA agrees and has modified Procedure 2.D to allow States and Tribes to    
     determine the most appropriate variance application schedule to suit their 
     administrative procedures for both first- time variances at Procedure 2.D  
     and for variance renewal at Procedure 2.H.                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2596.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Member Systems operate existing steam electric generating stations     
     which are characterized by the use of large volumes of non-contact cooling 
     water.  The GLWQG would require in many cases new discharge limits at or   
     below existing ambient water quality of the source water body.             
                                                                                
     [Nowhere in the Guidance is there a clear statement on the application of  
     credits for non-contact cooling waters that have the potential to exceed   
     discharge limits either on a regular or an excursion basis.]               
     
     
     Response to: D2596.033     
     
     This and other issues related to intake credits are addressed in the SID at
     Section VIII.E.3-7. EPA believes that consideration of intake pollutants   
     needs to occur on a case-by-case basis and therefore the final Guidance    
     does not provide for categorial exemptions for particular type of          
     discharges.  With regard to cooling water, see especially the discussions  
     in Section VIII.E.7.a.vi. and b.i. of the SID.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2596.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .034 is imbedded in .033.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nowhere in the Guidance is there a clear statement on the application of   
     credits for non-contact cooling waters that have the potential to exceed   
     discharge limits either on a regular or an excursion basis.                
     
     
     Response to: D2596.034     
     
     This comment is included in comment #D2595.033 and is addressed in response
     to that comment.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2596.035
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     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The standards  proposed within the Guidance are more stringent than        
     existing Drinking Water Standards.  Thus, not only electric generating     
     facilities are affected.  Each and every municipality possessing a         
     municipal drinking water system and POTW, and each pre-discharge permittee,
     in addition to all point-source direct dischargers, will potentially be    
     faced with a treatment problem at the outset that is not caused by any     
     contact with process waters or raw materials and is not amenable to        
     pollution mimization or BMP solutions.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2596.035     
     
     AWQC are derived differently than Drinking Water Standards.  AWQC include  
     factors for fish consumption and bioaccumulation, which can make an AWQC   
     much more stringent than a Drinking Water Standard. The MCLs consider cost 
     and treatment capability.   In addition, many Drinking Water Standards were
     developed in the late 1980s.  It is not inconceivable that the             
     toxicological database has been updated and changed since then for a given 
     chemical.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2596.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the opportunity for Citizen's suits under Section 505 of the Clean   
     Water Act, the potential cost of protecting a discharger could be          
     inordinately high.  The simple act of performing required compliance       
     monitoring will in many cases result in enforcement liability, due simply  
     to the analytical quality control difficulties that can be anticipated to  
     occur when attempting to monitor for pollutants on a regular basis at or   
     below detection limits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2596.036     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
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     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2596.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As drafted, the Guidance can be interpreted as a mandate to the States to  
     revise their water quality standards, and to enforce them through effluent 
     limitations in permits on a rigid time schedule.  Accordingly, the GLWQG is
     hardly a true "guidance", notwithstanding use of the term in its title.  On
     the other hand, given the complex, costly and innovative nature of the     
     program, Member Systems suggest that more restraint and caution needs to be
     exercised in implementation of the Guidance.  The States need flexibility, 
     both as to the degree of control to be imposed, and the timing of          
     implementation of additional treatment technology, if the program is to    
     succeed rather than fail.  So do dischargers, whether utility, industrial, 
     or municipal.  EPA should therefore revise the GLWQG to provide that it is 
     not binding, and that deviations will be permitted by the States for good  
     cause, including technological feasibility, scientific justification, and  
     economic necessity.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2596.037     
     
     EPA does not agree that the amendments to section 118(c)(2) of the CWA     
     directed EPA simply to publish non-binding guidance. This section not only 
     directs EPA to provide guidance to the Great Lakes States on minimum water 
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for the Great Lakes System, but also requires the States to adopt water    
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for waters within the Great Lakes System which are consistent with such    
     guidance or be subject to EPA promulgation (Section 118(c)(2)(C)).  EPA    
     believes that whether States and Tribes adopt minimum standards, policies, 
     and procedures consistent with the final Guidance, or whether EPA          
     promulgates them, the Congress intended that the final Guidance would      
     establish minimum, and ultimately, enforceable requirements for the Great  
     Lakes System.                                                              
                                                                                
     This interpretation of section 118(c)is supported by the primary authors of
     the Critical Programs Act.  In a June 9, 1994, letter to Governor Cuomo    
     discussing this issue, Senators Levin, Glenn, and Kohl emphasized the need 
     to provide enforceable requirements through a federal regulation in order  
     to improve consistency in State water quality programs in the Great Lakes  
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The final Guidance is not, however, by itself enforceable. Provisions      
     consistent with the Guidance will become enforceable only when adopted by a
     State or Tribe as part of its NPDES or water quality standards programs,   
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     promulgated by EPA in the absence of State or Tribal action, or when       
     included in a NPDES permit.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with comments, however, that it is appropriate to provide  
     additional flexibility to States and Tribes, to the extent that this can be
     done and still meet the requirements and purpose of the CWA.  In overseeing
     States' implementation of the CWA, EPA has found that reasonable           
     flexibility is not only necessary to accommodate unforeseen circumstances, 
     but is also appropriate to enable innovation and progress as new approaches
     and information become available.  To address the need for flexibility, EPA
     reviewed all sections of the proposed Guidance and all comments to         
     determine the appropriate level of flexibility.  Based on this review, the 
     final Guidance provides increased flexibility for State and Tribal adoption
     and implementation of these provisions in many areas, including            
     antidegradation, TMDLs, intake credits, site- specific modifications,      
     variances, compliance schedules, elimination of mixing zones for BCCs, and 
     the scientific defensibility exclusion.  The final Guidance also provides  
     reduced detail of provisions in many areas, and provisions for the exercise
     of best professional judgment by the Great Lakes States and Tribes when    
     implementing many individual provisions.  This increased flexibility is    
     discussed further in section I of the SID.                                 
                                                                                
     See section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2596.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further reduction in pollutant loading is generally not readily available  
     to many point dischargers, and specifically high to volume, low mass       
     loading dischargers, such as power plants operating in the Great Lakes     
     Basin with once-through cooling.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2596.038     
     
     See discussion of intake water pollutants in Section VIII.C of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Member Systems are concerned that basic economic decisions will be made
     by industry as a result of the GLWQG in both the near and mid-term as to   
     where capital investments, such as new facilities, plant modernization and 
     expansion, etc. will be made.  The net result of such decisions is  likely 
     to be that capital investment, and subsequently large numbers of jobs, can 
     be anticipated to leave the affected states as a direct result of the      
     implementation of the proposed Guidance.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2596.039     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since other existing regulatory programs will do much more than the GLWQG  
     to meet the goal of toxics reduction in the Great Lakes basin, the proposed
     guidance is largely superfluous, and may very likely result in the combined
     loss of industrial  capacity and population in the Great Lakes region,     
     while not noticeably affecting the major contributory sources of such      
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2596.040     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2596.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that the GLWQG, as presently proposed, has the potential  
     to cause serious short and long-term economic disruption to industry,      
     government, taxpayers and consumers within the Great Lakes Basin, and that 
     this disruption will come with little or no offsetting environmental       
     benefit to be accrued in the near term.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2596.041     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2587.045, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2597.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is imperative that the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLWQI) be  
     technically feasible, legally defensible, scientifically justifiable and   
     cost-effective, since it is expected to serve as a prototype for a national
     program on the control of toxics.  The Senate version of a Clean Water Act 
     Reauthorization (Senate Bill 1081) embodies many of the same concepts as   
     the GLWQI.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2597.001     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2597.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLWQI is driven by the legislative mandate for uniform criteria and    
     uniform implementation procedures for the Great Lakes on the basis that it 
     is a closed system.  Also, the uniformity is intended to promote fairness  
     and prevent industries from moving from one Great Lakes state to another   
     one.  The waterbodies of the Great Lakes vary in depth, detention time,    
     habitat and water use and therefore, must be treated individually.  Also,  
     while the GLWQI may not provide an incentive for an industry to move from  
     one Great Lakes state to another Great Lakes state, it definitely does not 
     preclude that industry from moving to another state (non-Great Lakes), or  
     country.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2597.002     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.A and I.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2597.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The limited fish data presented in the Guidance Preamble seem to indicate  
     that the Great Lakes are actually improving; yet it is hypothesized that   
     the degree of improvement is declining, therefore, something needs to be   
     done.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2597.003     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2597.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Over the last two decades, immense progress has been made in improving the 
     nation's water quality.  Through the combined efforts of government and    
     industry, many of the major water pollution problems have been addressed.  
     With major accomplishments having been made in addressing municipal and    
     industrial point discharges, it is the feeling of most of those actively   
     involved in improving the quality of the nation's water that we must focus 
     our attention on the control of sources such as agricultural run-off,      
     in-place sediments, combined sewer overflows, stormwater, hazardous waste  
     site runoffs, household hazardous chemicals discharge, air deposition and  
     other non-point sources.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2597.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2597.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI fails to make a clear-cut case that the existing water quality   
     problems can be attributed to point sources and yet relies completely on   
     dealing with point sources.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2597.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2597.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Reducing air toxics should be given a higher priority than reducing the    
     toxics in water, since according to EPA's 1991 Toxic Release Inventory     
     (TRI), 59.4% of toxics were released into air, whereas, only 7.2% of toxics
     were discharged into surface water (12.4% released to land and 21.0%       
     injected underground.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2597.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The majority of the toxics managed off-site are transfers to recycling     
     (60.9%) or energy recovery (11.3%) and only 10.7% are transfers to POTWs   
     (transfers to disposal 7.7%, transfers to treatment 9.1%, other off-site   
     transfers 0.2%), according to the 1991 TRI.  Therefore, POTWs should not   
     bear the brunt of controlling toxics.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2597.007     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does not require POTWs to bear the    
     brunt of controlling toxics for the reasons stated in the preamble to the  
     final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2597.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI seems to pay very little attention to crucial factors, such as,  
     cost-effectiveness and U.S. competitiveness in the global economy, as      
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     recognized by EPA in the Pollution Prevention Strategy document of February
     26, 1991, as follows:                                                      
                                                                                
     "In the twenty years since the Environmental Protection Agency was founded,
     America has made real progress in reducing the threats of pollution to     
     human health and our natural environment.  EPA enters its third decade,    
     however, facing a new generation of complex environmental challenges       
     requiring a new response.  The new challenges include persistent, mobile   
     and bioaccumulative toxics released from both industrial facilities and a  
     wide variety of dispersed sources; agricultural practices that jeopardize  
     the quality of our rivers, lakes, and ground water, and pollution from     
     ever-growing need for energy and transportation.  These problems must and  
     can be addressed in a cost-effective manner that does not impede economic  
     growth and maintains U.S. competitiveness in the global economy."          
     
     
     Response to: D2597.008     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2597.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential benefits do not appear to justify the cost.  The GLWQI seems 
     to be following the old model of loading a shotgun full of money, firing at
     a problem and hoping some part of the money will provide an effective      
     result.  While it could be hypothesized that these approaches worked well  
     in time of prosperity, such as the 60's and early 70's, clearly, we do not 
     have the luxury of unlimited funds today.  Problems must be solved in a    
     targeted, fine rifle-shot approach where dollars are pinpointed at known   
     problems and where measurable results can be achieved.  The Remedial Action
     Plans and Lakewide Management Plans provide for the utilization of this    
     approach.  The GLWQI, on the other hand, appears to follow the old model of
     spending substantial sums of money in the hope of achieving                
     ever-diminishing returns.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2597.009     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2597.010

Page 410



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI represents a "top-down" rather than a "grass-roots" effect.      
     Within the Great Lakes Basin at the present time, forty-three Areas of     
     Concern are being addressed by Remdial Action Planning (RAP) processes.    
     Some of these are proceeding well at developing community consensus on the 
     nature of the problems, and they are working towards solutions.            
     Unfortunately, consensus-building takes time, and decisions must be based  
     upon sound scientific data.  Therefore, it appears much more prudent to    
     allow the RAP processes to unfold, rather than to simply impose uniform,   
     one-criteria-fits-all requirements on the entire Basin.  If the uniform    
     criteria are to apply everywhere in the Great Lakes, one may question why  
     we should even bother with the RAP process.  Federal resources should be   
     directed to provide technical support for the RAP process.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2597.010     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion of these      
     issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2597.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI, initially, targets 138 Pollutants of Initial Focus, which sounds
     like an over-ambitious and impractical goal.  At least, initially, the     
     GLWQI may be better off taking the approach taken by EPA in the Pollution  
     Prevention Strategy, in which EPA will identify 15 to 20 pollutants from   
     Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) that present both significant risks to human 
     health and the environment, and potential opportunities to reduce such     
     risks through prevention.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2597.011     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc: Adeg P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution Prevention has been ignored by GLWQI.  In an Earth Day statement,
     EPA's Administrator, Carol Browner, declared that henceforth, "...pollution
     prevention will be the central ethic in everything we do at EPA."  She     
     announced the creation of a new Task Force charged with integrating        
     pollution prevention initiatives into every EPA activity, program, and     
     operation.  The new approach will have five key parts:  (1) incorporating  
     prevention as the principle of first choice in all EPA regulatory          
     activities; (2) building a national network of prevention programs among   
     state, local, and tribal governments; (3) expanding EPA budget allocations 
     for "green" programs; (4) stepping up dissemination of information to      
     promote prevention and track progress; (5) developing partnerships for     
     technological innovation including a new, interagency Environmental        
     Technology Initiative.                                                     
                                                                                
     Explaining the important of the renewed commitment to prevention, Browner  
     stated:                                                                    
                                                                                
     "We believe that by moving our focus upstream, by emphasixing innovation   
     and source reduction measures over end-of-the-pipe regulation, we can blase
     a new trail of lower environmental costs, improved environmental protection
     and public health, and increased national competitiveness."                
     
     
     Response to: D2597.012     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that pollution prevention has been ignored in the final 
     Guidance.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in
     developing the final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention    
     practices, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the      
     provisions of the Guidance, see Section II of the SID.  For a discussion of
     how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
     Section I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Refer to page 5 of the document, if needed                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances into the Great Lakes
     Basin may be well-intentioned, but not necessarily prudent, necessary, or  
     practical.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2597.013     
     
     EPA does not agree that the virtual elimination of persistent toxic        
     substances is not necessarily prudent, necessary or practical.  EPA        
     believes that the final Guidance complements other Great Lakes program     
     efforts, such as the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort (GLTRE), which     
     promote the virtual elimination of toxic substances in the Great Lakes     
     basin through a variety of regulatory and non-regulatory mechanisms.  For a
     discussion of the GLTRE and other Great Lakes protection efforts, see      
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2597.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc: OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The United States Environmental Protection Agency needs to develop         
     categorical standards in an expeditious manner, especially, for industries 
     discharges toxics, in general, and persistent toxics in particular.  The   
     categorical standards are more uniform and equitable than local standards. 
     
     
     Response to: D2597.014     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2597.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     POTW's are not designed to treat toxics, therefore, pollution prevention   
     needs to be enforced at the point of origination of toxics.                
     
     
     Response to: D2597.015     
     
     See response to comment D2591.048.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2597.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There seems to be a definite weakness in the science and data to support   
     GLWQI.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The Preamble seems to point to the need for additional data to actually    
     determine the exact condition of the Great Lakes and the aquatic and       
     wildlife communities in the Basin.  Furthermore, the huge data gaps that   
     appear to preclude development of scientifically sound water quality       
     criteria point to the need for significant additional investment in        
     developing the criteria.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2597.016     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2904.011 and G3750L.003.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2597.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/T2, RIA COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comment .016                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the Tier 2 Value approach is an attempt to deal with this deficiency,
     it does not appear to be workable within the present regulatory framework  
     and the time limits proposed.  It appears to us that at least five to ten  
     years of intense scientific effort and millions of dollars are needed      
     before requiring dischargers to invest billions of dollars.                
     
     
     Response to: D2597.017     
     
     EPA believes that the use of methodologies consistent with the Tier II     
     methodologies in the final Guidance are a necessary and reasonable         
     mechanism for fulfilling EPA's obligation to develop minimum water quality 
     criteria and implementation procedures for the Great Lakes System.  See    
     Sections I.C, II.C and D, III, V and VI of the SID for a discussion of this
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2597.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI appears to ignore Canada and the Lakewide Management Plan (LAMP) 
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The LAMP is the next logical step evolving from the Remedial Action        
     Planning process.  Unlike the Initiative, which is an unilateral U.S.      
     effort, Lakewide Management Plans are to incorporate consideration of      
     Canadian pollutant sources.  It makes little sense to proceed with a       
     vigorous program on the southern shores of the Lakes while leaving         
     pollutant loads from the northern shores unaddressed.  Again, this process 
     takes time and investment in adequate science and resources.  Moving       
     forward immediately to fully implement the Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Guidance in the United States, without factoring in the Lakewide Management
     approach and Canada, appears to be imprudent.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2597.018     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2597.019
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     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The water quality criteria developed by GLWQI will apply to all surface    
     waters in the Great Lakes Systems, without opportunity for site-specific   
     relaxation, regardless of whether or not the wildlife are capable of       
     inhabiting the locales being regulated.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2597.019     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2597.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria calculation procedures are modeled after the human   
     health criteria calculation procedures and are consequently overprotective 
     because they are designed to protect individual rather than population     
     health.  Incidentally, it should be noted that this is the first time that 
     EPA is proposing criteria for the protection of wildlife.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2597.020     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scientifically sound water quality criteria are critical since they form   
     the basis for the Water Quality Standards upon which the permit limits are 
     developed for POTWs and industry.  In addition, in some cases, the effluent
     limits given to the POTWs form the basis of site-specific indirect         
     dischargers industrial limits.  The lack of scientifically sound water     
     quality criteria has retarded progress on the entire effort over the years.
     
     
     Response to: D2597.021     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and promotes      
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2597.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQI does not allow any true "use designations".  All criteria, except    
     those for drinking water protection, apply to all waters of the Great Lakes
     System, which includes all open waters of the Great Lakes, connecting      
     waters, and tributary systems.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2597.022     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2597.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The limitation on the drinking water criteria is that it applies to        
     "...open waters of the Great Lakes, all connecting channels of the Great   
     Lakes, and all other waters of the Great Lakes System that have been       
     designated as public water supplies...".  However, "open waters" include   
     all waters "...lakeward from a line drawn across the mouth of tributaries  
     to the Lakes, including all waters enclosed by constructed backwaters..."  
     In other words, water behind backwalls should meet criteria for drinking   
     water.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2597.023     
     
     See the preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID for a     
     discussion of this issue.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2597.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the GLWQI is required by federal legislation, the Critical Programs
     Act and/or the Clean Water Act itself will need to be amended to provide   
     for adequate funding to develop a scientifically sound GLWQI in a realistic
     time frame.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2597.024     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance uses the best available science for the     
     protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife as discussed in      
     Section I.C of the SID.  For a discussion of the funding issue raised by   
     this commenter, see response to comment number G3013.003.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GTA
     Comment ID: D2597.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc: OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If USEPA recognizes that GLWQI is flawed, then the GLWQI should be held in 
     abeyance until all the deficiencies have been addressed.  GLTXRI should be 
     an integral part of GLWQI, instead of a separate initiative.               
     
     
     Response to: D2597.025     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the Guidance is flawed for the  
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and supporting        
     documents.  Also, the Guidance, as well as the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction 
     Effort and other voluntary and regulatory Great Lakes programs, are all    
     integral components of the efforts to protect and restore the Great Lakes  
     Basin Ecosystem.  See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004,   
     D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID for a discussion of these programs.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GTA         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GTA
     Comment ID: D2597.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc: OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even though GLTXRI may be headed in the right direction, it has neither a  
     statutory mandate nor adequate funding and resources.  A possible solution 
     would be to provide for the GLTXRI in federal law along with adequate      
     funding and a realistic timetable.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2597.026     
     
     EPA and the Great Lakes States and Tribes have established a multi- media  
     strategy called the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Effort (GLTRE) to achieve 
     further reductions in the use and release of toxic substances to the Great 
     Lakes System.  The GLTRE emphasizes addressing nonpoint sources and wet    
     weather point sources of pollution, and is consistent with the Great Lakes 
     5-year Strategy discussed in the preamble to the proposed Guidance (58 FR  
     20826).                                                                    
                                                                                
     The GLTRE has three multi-media tracks.  The Pathway track focuses on the  
     primary nonpoint source paths and wet weather sources through which BCCs   
     enter the Great Lakes System.  The Virtual Elimination Project focuses on  
     identifying the ongoing uses and sources of the BCCs and identifies        
     specific actions designed to achieve further reductions of these           
     pollutants.  The third track, the Lake Michigan Enhanced Monitoring        
     Program, being pursued as part of the Lake Michigan LaMP, is designed to   
     develop a sound scientific basis to guide future pollution prevention and  
     reduction efforts to address toxic pollutants in the Great Lakes.          
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     a.   Pathway Track.  The first track of the GLTRE has identified five      
     primary wet weather and nonpoint source pathways for BCCs: air deposition; 
     Combined Sewer Overflow (CSO)/stormwater/runoff; contaminated sediments;   
     storage, handling and transport (spills); and leaking waste storage sites. 
     The GLTRE will address any gaps or barriers in existing regulatory and     
     non-regulatory programs designed to prevent and reduce the introduction of 
     BCCs through these five sources.  The final product of the GLTRE Pathway   
     Track will be a menu of actions and recommendations aimed at focusing      
     current and emerging program authorities on preventing, controlling and    
     reducing loadings of BCCs; improving reporting, education and outreach;    
     improvements in monitoring and modeling; and risk communication techniques.
      Actions and recommendations that enhance media-specific or multi-media    
     regulatory gaps and eliminate barriers to effective regulation, including  
     use of the ambient water quality criteria in the final Guidance in other   
     media regulatory programs, will also be addressed.  The Pathway track will 
     encourage the prevention of BCC use, recycling and proper disposal of BCCs,
     as well as the replication of exemplary or innovative prevention and       
     reduction programs.  Prevention measures may also include recommendations  
     for bans or sunsets for certain BCCs, if appropriate.                      
                                                                                
     b.   Virtual Elimination Project.  The goal of the second component of the 
     GLTRE is the virtual elimination of bioaccumulative, persistent toxic      
     substances from the Great Lakes basin.  The project identifies the use and 
     release of specific toxic substances in the Great Lakes basin and examines 
     the existing regulatory framework that applies to each substance.  The     
     project is designed to provide recommendations for voluntary and           
     incentive-based changes to increase the pace and level of reductions of    
     bioaccumulative toxics.  This project is initially focusing on PCBs and    
     mercury for the purpose of finding opportunities to achieve virtual        
     elimination of discharges through voluntary source reductions.             
                                                                                
     c.   Lake Michigan Enhanced Monitoring Program.  This program will develop 
     a sound, scientific base of information to guide toxic pollutant load      
     reduction efforts at the State and Federal levels. The Lake Michigan       
     Enhanced Monitoring Program will help determine: loadings of contaminants  
     from tributaries, the atmosphere and open lake sediments; concentrations   
     and fluxes of toxic chemicals in the food web; and the magnification of    
     toxic chemicals concentrations through representative food chains.  This   
     work will result in a better understanding of the relative sources and fate
     of toxic pollutants in Lake Michigan, and will be of use in addressing     
     pollutant concerns in all of the Great Lakes.  The results of this program 
     will also be used to make recommendations on regulatory and nonregulatory  
     changes needed to fully achieve water quality standards.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GTA         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQI draft guidance is a result of a Federal Court Action by the National 
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     Wildlife Federation (NWF).  The court-mandated deadlines can be unrealistic
     and may nullify the best regulatory and legislative efforts.               
     
     
     Response to: D2597.027     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance was the result of a Federal  
     court action by the National Wildlife Federation.  For a full discussion of
     the history of the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to pages #8 and #9 of the document, if needed           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQI has ignored EPA's much touted Watershed Protection Approach (WPA)    
     
     
     Response to: D2597.028     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance ignores the Watershed Protection      
     Approach.  The Guidance takes an ecosystem approach to environmental       
     management that considers such efforts as the Watershed Protection         
     Approach.  The Guidance, however, is but one factor in the overall strategy
     to protect and restore the Great Lakes basin.  For further discussion on   
     how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see      
     Sections I.C and I.D of the SID as well as responses to comment numbers    
     F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to pages 9 and 10 of the document, if needed            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not addressed to Science Advisory Board's comment in regards to its
     failure to consider the effects of other regulatory initiatives on water   
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     quality in the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2597.029     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance does not consider the effcts of other 
     regulatory initiatives on water quality in the Great Lakes.  EPA believes  
     the Guidance considers both regulatory and non-regulatory initiatives      
     designed to improve the water quality of the Great Lakes.  The Guidance    
     takes an ecosystem approach to environmental management, but is only one   
     component in the overall strategy to protect and restore the Great Lakes   
     basin. For further discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great
     Lakes program efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID as well as      
     responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2597.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20806, "In spite of their large size and substantial volume of fresh  
     water, the Great Lakes are sensitive to the effects of a wide range of     
     pollutants that enter the Lakes through both point and nonpoint sources."  
                                                                                
     If EPA recognizes the above phenomena, then nonpoint sources must be       
     addressed in the implementation procedures.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2597.030     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and VIII of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2597.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Page 20808, "While the concentrations of these chemicals in water may be so
     low as to be undetectable by available analytical techniques, persistence  
     and bioaccumulation can increase the levels of these contaminants to toxic 
     concentrations".                                                           
                                                                                
     If the concentrations are so low that they cannot be even detected, then   
     how can EPA expect the regulated entities to locate and abate those        
     pollutants?                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2597.031     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GTA
     Comment ID: D2597.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20820, "In 1986, the Governors of the eight Great Lakes States signed 
     the Great Lakes Toxic Substances Control Agreement (Governors' Agreement), 
     pledging the States' cooperation in studying, managing and monitoring the  
     Great Lakes as integrated ecosystem".                                      
                                                                                
     The Governors' Toxics Agreement was woefully inadequate because it ignored 
     the Canadian Government and the Canadian contribution of pollutants to the 
     Great Lakes.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2597.032     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     response to comment number D2867.087.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GTA         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Virtual elimination of the discharge of all persistent toxic substances"  
     and "prohibiting the discharge of toxic pollutants in toxic amounts" seem  
     to contradict each other.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2597.033     
     
     EPA does not agree that the virtual elimination of all persistent toxic    
     substances and prohibiting the discharge of toxic substances in toxic      
     amounts contradict each other.  Rather, EPA believes that these two        
     objectives complement each other.  For a discussion on how the Guidance    
     addresses these concepts and complements ongoing Great Lakes program       
     efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID as well as responses to       
     comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2597.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permitting process cannot be the best means to reduce or eliminate     
     toxic dischargers into the Great Lakes System, when even EPA recognizes the
     significant contribution from storm runoffs, atmospheric deposition and    
     other nonpoint sources.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2597.034     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2597.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act's goal is for waters to be "fishable" but unrestricted 
     consumption of fish is not a legal requirement.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2597.035     
     
     EPA not only believes that the waters of the Great Lakes System should be  
     "fishable" as required by the Clean Water Act, but that the fish caught by 
     anglers should be able to be eaten without adversely affecting human       
     health.  For further discussion on fish consumption and fish advisories in 
     the Great LAkes basin, see Section I.B of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2597.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA needs to study the sources that may be contributing to persistent      
     bioaccumulative pollutants before expecting point source dischargers to    
     singlehandedly address the problem.  Those pollutants may be emanating from
     in-place sediment, atmospheric deposition, or storm runoffs.  Money and    
     resources will then need to be targeted to the source(s) contributing most 
     to the problem.  More emphasis should be on pollution prevention than on   
     the permitting process.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2597.036     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2597.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20829, "Airborne deposition of pollutants is believed to have a       
     significant impact on the water quality of the Great Lakes System".        
                                                                                
     If this is true, this source must be quantified and incorporated in the    
     permitting process.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2597.037     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2597.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20830, "There is a general agreement that nonpoint sources of         
     pollution (e.g., any diffuse source of pollutant loadings to the waters of 
     the Great Lakes System, such as contaminated sediments, air deposition,    
     spills, etc., as well as agricultural and urban runoff) are a significant  
     remaining cause of environmental risk in the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem". 
                                                                                
     If this is true, these sources must be quantified and incorporated in the  
     permitted process.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2597.038     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2597.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If sufficient data is not available to develop Tier I Criteria, then GLWQI 
     should be delayed until the Tier I Criteria is developed for all the       
     pollutants in question.  EPA mentions that "development of Tier I Criteria 
     is often costly and time consuming".  Installing pretreatment systems and  
     advanced Wastewater Treatment Systems are costly and time-consuming, as    
     well.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2597.039     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final rule should be delayed until Tier I      
     criteria are developed for all pollutants in question.  States and Tribes  
     also need to implement narrative criteria even if specific numeric criteria
     are not available.  The Tier II m,s provide a systematic way to accomplish 
     this, furthering the CPA goal of increasing consistency of water quality   
     programs in the Great Lakes System.  EPA has reviewed commenters' concerns 
     and concluded that the Tier II approach is scientifically sound and        
     necessary for the Great Lakes System, and is appropriate for development of
     water quality-based effluent limits.                                       
                                                                                
     See also response to D2741.076.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2597.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Criteria are unduly restrictive and scientifically unsupportable   
     and therefore should be scrapped.  However, if a decision is made to use   
     Tier II Criteria, then they should be used only as goals and not for       
     calculating NPDES permit limits.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2597.040     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2597.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20837, "EPA solicits comments on identification of any less costly    
     approaches to regulate pollutants for which inadequate data exist to derive
     Tier I Criteria that would fully protect human health, wildlife, and       
     aquatic life in the Great Lakes System".                                   
                                                                                
     Utilize the concept of Pollution Prevention until the Tier I Criteria can  
     be developed.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2597.041     
     
     Please see section II.C.2 of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2597.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20837, "As described above, the Tier II methodologies generally yield 
     more conservative numbers than Tier I, to reflect the greater uncertainty  
     related to the absence of complete data sets.  This creates an incentive on
     the part of dischargers to generate additional toxicological data".        
                                                                                
     Considerable resources could be wasted because of duplication of efforts.  
                                                                                
     Without a vehicle for cost sharing and coordination, the first discharger  
     faced with a limit based on an overly restrictive Tier 2 valve could bear  
     the whole cose for development of a Tier I Criteria.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2597.042     
     
     See response to: D2587.091                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2597.043
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Tier 2 criteria/value development                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From the discharger's standpoint, there is absolutely no assurance that,   
     once the money is spent and a scientifically sound criteria is developed   
     that, in fact, the discharge limit would be modified by EPA in a timely    
     fashion.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2597.043     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2597.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As mentioned by Science Advisory Board, there is enormous uncertainty      
     associated with these BAF estimates, typically plus or minus one order of  
     magnitude.  The use of these BAFs is responsible for much of the increase  
     in stringency of the water quality criteria in the GLWQI.  Moreover,       
     codification of water quality criteria that rely on such a rapidly evolving
     area of science may delay implementation of further improvements in        
     scientific understanding.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2597.044     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
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     EPA believes that the methodology in the final Guidance uses the best      
     science available for regulatory application.  EPA however agrees with     
     commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new data become        
     available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1
     will provide the mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In     
     addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows for the            
     incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is        
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that finalizing the Great Lakes Guidance will delay   
     implementation of further improvements in scientific understanding.        
     Criteria can and should be revised to reflect changes in scientific        
     understanding.  The Clean Water Act requires States to review their        
     criteria every three years to determine whether modifications are          
     warranted.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2597.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20858, "Chemical uptake is due to exposure from the water the         
     organisms live in, the food they eat, and other sources of chemical.  This 
     is called bioaccumulation".                                                
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation will also depend on duration of exposure to chemicals in   
     water.  For example, how much bioaccumulation takes place in a fish may    
     depend on how long a fish is exposed to contaminated water before it is    
     "fished out".  It is possible that bioaccumulation may become prominent    
     because of fish advisories and not necessarily because of increase in      
     pollutant concentration of the ambient water.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2597.045     
     
     Duration of exposure for determining BAFs and BCFs is an important factor. 
     EPA partially disagrees with the commenter to the extent that is suggested 
     that accumulation in fish tissue is a factor of time only. Instead believes
     that it is a factor of time of exposure as well as pollutant concentration 
     in the ambient water, sediment and food web.  The definition of            
     bioaccumulation is the ratio (in L/kg) of a substance's concentration in   
     tissue of an aquatic organism to its concentration in the ambient water, in
     situations where both the organism and its food are exposed and the ratio  
     does not change substantially over time.  The BAF should be measured at    
     steady- state which for chemicals with log Kows greater than four may      
     require an extended exposure period.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2597.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20858, "BAFs are a scientific area which is still evolving".          
                                                                                
     If BAFs are still evolving, then it is not fair to use them to set water   
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2597.046     
     
     EPA believes that the science underlying the BAF methodology has been      
     sufficiently developed to be used in setting water quality standards.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2597.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20919, "EPA assumes that, due to their mobility, humans and wildlife  
     feed from and recreate in all portions of the Great Lakes System".         
                                                                                
     This assumption is not reasonable.  Humans are just as likely to move out  
     of the Great Lakes Basin as they are likely to move within the Basin.      
     Industries and, possibly humans will definitely move out of the Great Lakes
     Basin if GLWQI imposes unduly restrictive pollutant limitations on         
     industries and POTWs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2597.047     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Sections I.C, II.C and IX of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2597.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH;WL;SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20919, "EPA invites comment on whether the proposed approach for      
     humans and wildlife is reasonable or whether less stringent site-specific  
     modifications should be allowed under certain circumstances".              
                                                                                
     The proposed approach is not reasonable.  Less stringent site-specific     
     modifications should be allowed under certain circumstances on a           
     case-by-case basis.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2597.048     
     
     For a full discussion of the issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2597.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A POTW or an Industrial user should not be required to remove pollutants   
     that were inherent in the intake water.  Therefore, the water quality      
     criteria must not have concentrations of pollutants lower than those in the
     intake water, as far as NPDES permitting standards are concerned.          
     
     
     Response to: D2597.049     
     
     This comment raises the general issue of intake credits and the extent     
     which any particular discharger must remove pollutants in its water supply 
     in order to meet permit limits.  This subject is discussed in detail in the
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
Page 432



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2597.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A general stipulation should be made by EPA that WQBEL for a pollutant,    
     under no circumstances, will be allowed to set at a level below the        
     detection limit of the instrument measuring the pollutant concentration.   
     This will also take care of the problem of constantly improving detection  
     limits of instruments.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2597.050     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2597.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20984, "The first WLA assumed zero background in the absence of       
     background data (WLA #1)".                                                 
                                                                                
     These is no basis whatsoever, for this assumption.  Just because background
     data does not exist, we cannot assume its contribution to be zero.         
     
     
     Response to: D2597.051     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2597.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20984, "The second WLA assumed a value for background concentrations  
     where no background data existed (WLA #2).  The assumed background value   
     was based on the average proportion of the actual measurable background    
     data from seven facilities to the GLWQG Criteria and Values".              
                                                                                
     The proportion of the actual measurable background data to the GLWQG       
     Criteria is purly an arbitrary ratio, since the two are unrelated.         
     Therefore, using this ratio to calculate background data is technically    
     meaningless.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2597.052     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2597.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20984, "There were several instances when negative WLAs were          
     calculated for a pollutant".                                               
                                                                                
     There is something fundamentally wrong if calculated WLAs are negative.    
     
     
     Response to: D2597.053     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2597.054
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20986, "In developing these cost estimates several factors were taken 
     into consideration, including..."                                          
                                                                                
     Among the factors considered, one important factor, namely, global         
     competitiveness was not considered.  Also, not considered was              
     competitiveness with non-Great Lakes States.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2597.054     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2597.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20987, "The total annualized compliance costs of implementing the     
     GLWQG to direct and indirect dischargers is estimated to be between $80    
     million under scenario 1 and $505 million under scenario 4".               
                                                                                
     The EPA cost estimates mentioned above are much lower than preliminary     
     estimates made by Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition, which calculate the 
     proposed GLWQI to cost several billion dollars.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2597.055     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2602.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is my sincere hope that the USEPA will continue to work with Tribes as  
     we                                                                         
     endeavor to protect our Tribal Treaty Rights in the Great Lakes.  Our      
     perspective is one that transcends the interests of the central public.    
     Our                                                                        
     interest in these ecosystems is vested in our Treaties with the United     
     States Government.  The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative offers hope   
     that we may one day again be able to eat fish from these waters without    
     fear of cancer and birth defects caused by man-made pollution.             
     
     
     Response to: D2602.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2602.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Comment addresses Tribal rights under Treaty and USEPA's
trust       
          responsibilities.                                                         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Minnesota Chippewa Tribe generally supports the efforts of the U.S.    
     Government to improve the water quality of the Great Lakes, in particular  
     the                                                                        
     recommendation of the International Joint Commission (IJC) for zero        
     discharge                                                                  
     of persistent toxic chemicals.  We note with great emphasis that the IJC   
     was                                                                        
     formed in 1909 following the signing of the Boundary Waters Treaty Act.    
     The                                                                        
     Chippewa Tribes of the Great Lakes region also signed Treaties with the    
     United States:  the Treaties of 1842 and 1854 are two of several.  Through 
     these Treaties the Chippewa retained homelands and usufructory rights to   
     fish, hunt and gather in waters and lands ceded to the United States.  Our 
     rights have been severely diminished by man made pollution entering the    
     Great                                                                      
     Lakes.  This pollution has accumulated in the food chain of the lakes,     
     causing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to issue risk assessments 
     for the consumption of fish taken from the Great Lakes.                    
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     Response to: D2602.002     
     
     EPA agrees that the presence of contaminants in the Great Lakes has        
     resulted in the issuance of fish advisories in many areas of the Great     
     Lakes basin.  For a full discussion of the adverse effects of pollution on 
     the Great Lakes System over the last 20 years, see Section I.B of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2602.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Comment addresses Tribal treaty rights and USEPA's trust
            
          responsibilities.                                                         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [It is instructional to assess this risk from the perspective of Tribal    
     utilization with the following illustration:                               
                                                                                
     A.  assuming that in 1850 a Chippewa person ate 32 ounces of Lake Michigan 
     perch per week;                                                            
                                                                                
     B.  assuming that the consumption of these 32 ounces of fish per week      
     carried                                                                    
     with it a lifetime cancer risk of 1 in 1,000,000;                          
                                                                                
     C.  today, the lifetime cancer risk from eating 32 ounces of perch in an   
     entire lifetime is 1 in 1,000,000 (Foran and Glenn.  Great Lakes Natural   
     Resource Center, 1989);                                                    
                                                                                
     D.  thus, if Chippewa people want to maintain a perch consumption lifetime 
     cancer risk of 1 in 1,000,000, their consumption of perch from Michigan    
     must                                                                       
     be decreased by 99.997%                                                    
                                                                                
     It is important to understand that these risks are for the relatively      
     "clean"                                                                    
     perch species only.  As well, non-cancer causing pollutants such as        
     mercury,                                                                   
     cadmium , lead, and numerous organic compounds carry additive and/ or      
     multiplicative health risks when Great Lakes fish are consumed.]           
                                                                                
     From this one illustration, it is clear to us that the Treaties have been  
     compromised by failure of the Unites States Government to control          
     pollution.                                                                 
     The United States has a fiduciary responsibility to protect treaty         
     resources, and to do so from the Tribal understanding of the treaties.     
     Zero discharge of toxic pollution to the Great Lakes is the most apparent  
     and feasible means to accomplish this.                                     
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     Response to: D2602.003     
     
     As stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and the SID, EPA believes  
     that the people of the Great Lakes basin have the responsibility to protect
     this valuable natural resource.  The protection of the Great Lakes System  
     makes good environmental sense from both an economic and environmental     
     perspective for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance   
     and the SID. To that end EPA, has discussed the risks associated with the  
     presence of pollutants in the Great Lakes System for avrious segments of   
     the Great Lakes population, including Native American Tribes.  For a       
     discussion of these risks and what the Guidance does to address them, see  
     Sections I.C, II and IX of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2602.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.003 is imbedded in #.004.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is instructional to assess this risk from the perspective of Tribal     
     utilization with the following illustration:                               
                                                                                
     A.  assuming that in 1850 a Chippewa person ate 32 ounces of Lake Michigan 
     perch per week:                                                            
                                                                                
     B.  assuming that the consumption of these 32 ounces of fish per week      
     carried with it a lifetime cancer risk of 1 in 1,000,000:                  
                                                                                
     C.  today, the lifetime cancer risk from eating 32 ounces of perch in an   
     entire lifetime is 1 in 1,000,000 (Foran and Glenn.  Great Lakes Natural   
     Resource Center. 1989):                                                    
                                                                                
     D.  thus, if Chippewa people want to maintain a perch consumption lifetime 
     cancer risk of 1 in 1,000,000, their consumption of perch from Michigan    
     must be decreased by 99.997%                                               
                                                                                
     It is important to understand that these risks are for the relatively      
     "clean" perch species only.  As well, non-cancer causing pollutants such as
     mercury, cadmium, lead, and numerous organic compounds carry additive      
     and/or multiplicative health risks when Great Lakes fish are consumed.     
     
     
     Response to: D2602.004     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2602.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also Minnesota Chippewa tribe comment 003.          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If zero discharge of toxic pollutants is not adopted by the United States  
     and Canada as the Great Lakes water quality management strategy, it will be
     necessary for the U.S. Government to develop a Tribal specific risk        
     assessment, and subsequent water quality standards, which uphold Tribal    
     Treaty rights to harvest and consume fish, wild rice and other resources   
     from the Great Lakes Basin.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2602.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2602.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel it is absolutely necessary that the two phases of the Great Lakes  
     Water quality cleanup be developed concurrently.  Today we address the     
     point                                                                      
     source pollution phase of the initiative, named the Great Lakes Water      
     Quality                                                                    
     Initiative (GLWQI).  We should also be commenting on the non-point source  
     phase, known as the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Initiative (GLTxRI).  To   
     proceed otherwise is contrary to comprehensive water quality management    
     strategy.  An example here is the issue of wet weather discharges as       
     discussed on page 20840 of the proposed rule.  If non-point source loading 
     is                                                                         
     assessed concurrently with point sources, a comprehensive pollution        
     reduction                                                                  
     strategy can be developed. Leaving the loophole of wet weather discharge   
     variances equates to pollutant stockpiling during dry weather and then     
     discharging these stockpiled pollutants during the "uncertain" wet weather 
     periods.  We fail to understand how the USEPA can propose non-concurrent   
     tracks for point and non-point pollution.  Has there been a change in      
     policy?                                                                    
     The USEPA's 314 Clean Lakes Program requires that both point and non-point 

Page 439



$T044618.TXT
     discharges be assessed before lake watershed management alternatives are   
     finalized and regulations promulgated.  At least this is the standard to   
     which our Tribe has been held when we have participated in the 314 grant   
     program.  It only makes sense to comprehensively manage Great Lakes water  
     quality.  Separate point and non-point pollution strategies will lead to   
     unending argument over who is responsible for the pollution we are         
     attempting to manage.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2602.006     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance addresses point and nonpoint sources of    
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, see     
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/HG
     Comment ID: D2602.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also Minnesota Chippewa Tribe comment 006.          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our above comments on toxic pollutants and their sources are intensified   
     when                                                                       
     mercury is added to the discussion.  It is quite clear that mercury        
     continues                                                                  
     to increase in our lakes and fish as a result of human activities (Glass,  
     1990; Bloom, 1985; Watras, 1992).  Fish from several lakes in the Great    
     Lakes                                                                      
     watershed may not be consumed on a sustenance basis due to mercury in the  
     edible tissue.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2602.007     
     
     See response to D3160L.001                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2602.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Here again, managing the multiple sources of mercury pollution will require
     a direct linkage between the point and non-point source components of the  
     Great Lakes initiative.  We challenge the USEPA and Federal Government to  
     manage the water quality of the Great Lakes watershed comprehensively.     
     
     
     Response to: D2602.008     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2603.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: cc BACK/CAN
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is too complex, too far reaching and too expensive.  More 
     importantly, it will not significantly enhance the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes because the major remaining problems to be solved are not being
     caused by the point sources, although these are the sole target of GLI.    
     (Nor is Canada participating yet in solving those water quality problems). 
     
     
     Response to: D2603.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI is too complex, far reaching and expensive 
     and that it will not improve the water quality of the Great Lakes because  
     it does not address nonpoint sources of pollution.  EPA believes the       
     Guidance considers all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes, point and  
     nonpoint, for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  For a         
     discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes programs,   
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses t comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and        
     D2597.026.  For a discussion on the current status of negotiations with    
     Canada to control pollution sources in the Great Lakes, see response to    
     comment number D2867.087.                                                  
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     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the provisions  
     contained in the final Guidance, see Sections I.C and II.C of the final    
     Guidance.  See also responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3458.004,     
     D2597.026, D2596.013 and D2867.087. For further discussion on how the      
     Guidance complements other Great Lakes protection efforts, see Section I.D 
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2603.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI unreasonably impacts existing and new sources in the U.S.  While we
     recognize the desirability of a balance between environmental and economic 
     issues, the economic growth and viability of the U.S. Great Lakes region   
     will be adversely, unnecessarily and unfairly impacted unless the proposed 
     rules are modified.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2603.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI will adversely, unnecessarily and unfairly 
     impact the economy ofGreat Lakes.  EPA considered the comments submitted in
     response to the proposed Guidance and modified the final Guidance to       
     address many commenters' concerns. EPA believes the Guidance is based upon 
     sound science and provides for consistency in standards and implementation 
     procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes.    
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing
     the final Guidance, including providing an accurate assessment of the costs
     and benefits associated with implementation of the final Guidance, see     
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2603.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     How can the permittee achieve compliance with effluent limits derived from 
     unreasonably ultra-conservative GLI-based water quality standards that are 
     set below limits of analytical detection?                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2603.003     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2603.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How can the permittee, who uses natural raw materials (e.g., bark, clay,   
     coal, ambient water), achieve compliance with effluent limits derived from 
     the unnecessarily ultra-conservative GLI-based water quality standards for 
     ubiquitous chemicals, such as mercury, that naturally exist in those raw   
     materials?                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2603.004     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.5, EPA's basic position is that  
     dischargers are subject to NPDES program requirements for pollutants in the
     their effluent, whether natural or man-made, which are discharged to waters
     of the United States.  However, EPA has also adopted procedures in the     
     final Guidance that allows for special consideration of intake water       
     pollutants that are discharged to the same body of water under certain     
     circumstances.  See generally SID at Sections VIII.E.3-7.                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.145 for a discussion on the naturally        
     occurring background levels for mercury.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2603.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How can the permittee expand or competitively operate at today's discharge 
     levels given the unreasonably complex, time-consuming, expensive and       
     unpredictable decision-making aspects of the antidegradation procedures in 
     GLI?                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2603.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.  In addition, it is unlikely that the   
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance will become an impediment 
     to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not   
     concerned with minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth
     on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for       
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2603.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why does the GLI mandate the arbitrary, non-scientific, expensive phase-out
     of mixing zones without any demonstration of costs and/or benefits?        
     
     
     Response to: D2603.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA construes this comment's reference to
     the "phase-out of mixing zones" to refer to the provisions pertaining to   
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     the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs (because no other "phase-outs" are
     specified in the final Guidance).  For a discussion of EPA's consideration 
     of the costs and benefits associated with its policy decision to phase out 
     mixing zones for BCCs, see the discussion of the Regulatory Impact Analysis
     in the SID at IX.D.6.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2603.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why does GLI mandate unreasonable procedural inflexibility when dealing    
     with the most complicated aspects of GLI implementations such as "Site     
     Specific Criteria", "TMDLs", "Intake Credits", "Whole Effluent Toxicity",  
     "Additivity", "Tier II" and "Bioaccumulation"?                             
     
     
     Response to: D2603.007     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.  See also responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 for a discussion on how the     
     Guidance addresses point and nonpoint sources of pollution as well as how  
     it complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2603.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Will scientific and cost effective approaches be used to revise and        
     finalize GLI?                                                              
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     Response to: D2603.008     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance is based upon sound science, provides for  
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, and provides an accurate     
     assessment of the costs and benefits associated with implementation of the 
     final Guidance. For a discussion of these underlying principles which EPA  
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see the preamble to the final
     Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2603.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The American Forest and Paper Association (in which Mead is an active      
     member) is addressing the unreasonable, ultra-conservative GLI-based water 
     quality standards which, if not changed, will force considerably more      
     expenditures than warranted.  The proposed GLI water quality standards will
     result (in many cases) in effluent limits for the NPDES permit that will be
     at or below the levels of analytical detection which is an area of         
     quantitative uncertainty.  Such uncertainty is unacceptable in NPDES       
     permits because of the enforcement provisions for non-compliance.          
     Therefore, the GLI must be modified to provide the certainty around which  
     enforcement must be based.  Such certainty for the analytical answer is    
     assured at the Practical Quantification Level for the approved analytical  
     method.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2603.009     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2603.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, Mead strongly recommends that compliance with standards         
     (including any mandated pollution prevention activities that are triggered 
     by detectable pollutant) should be based on the Practical Quantification   
     Level (PQL) of the approval analytical method.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2603.010     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2603.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The occurrence of natural mercury in the natural raw materials essential   
     for papermaking (e.g., bark, clay, coal, ambient water) apparently was not 
     considered because the GLI allows no flexibility in establishing the       
     effluent NPDES limit for such natural materials.  Thus, if mercury is ever 
     found to be present under the increasingly more sensitive analytical       
     procedures, there is no flexibility in GLI and that limit would have to be 
     enforced.  The State of Michigan has tight limits on methyl mercury under  
     its Rule 57 but there are three significant differences between Rule 57 and
     the proposed GLI as shown in Attachment I:  1) Michigan's water quality    
     standard (for methyl mercury) is not nearly as low as the proposed GLI     
     standard (for total mercury);  2) the point of compliance is different;  3)
     the flexibility in implementation is different because GLI appears to      
     forbid the flexibility that Michigan has practiced.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2603.011     
     
     The first issue raised by this comment is essentially the same as that in  
     comment D2603.004 and is addressed in the response to that comment.        
                                                                                
     With regard to the second issue, EPA believes the final                    
     Guidance provides sufficient flexibility to modify the criteria            
     as new scientific information becomes available.  For example,             
     States do not have to apply the criteria methodologies to                  
     pollutants for which it is not scientifcally defensible (see               
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     132.4(h)) and criteria or values derived from the adopted                  
     methodologies may be modified to be more or less stringent on a            
     site-specific basis to reflect local environmental conditions              
     (Procedure 1 of appendix F).                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2603.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, the "Probable Scenario" at the bottom of Attachment I becomes   
     real if GLI is not modified.  It is difficult to determine the most        
     appropriate treatment technology because none has been demonstrated full   
     scale on paper effluents.  We have assumed, for estimating purposes, that  
     if GLI is not changed, then reverse osmosis is applicable.  However, there 
     are several additional uncertainties that make it difficult to estimate the
     cost of compliance with GLI.  Taking all these uncertainties into account, 
     Mead has estimated that the capital costs for its Escanaba facility could  
     range from $100 million to $150 million, with additional operating costs in
     the neighborhood of $50 million per year.  (There may be additional costs  
     not yet estimated for Mead's other manufacturing facilities which also use 
     and discharge water in the Great Lakes area.)                              
     
     
     Response to: D2603.012     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2603.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 3: cc SS
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc LOQ; cc IN                                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mead strongly recommends:  1) base the mercury standard on the methyl form 
     rather than total mercury;  2) reassess the scientific basis for the       
     extremely low value and consider elevating the value;  3) allow mixing     
     zones; 4) allow an optional site-specific determination based on actual    
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     concentrations in native fish that could be used to establish the actual   
     need for an effluent standard for an existing facility;  5) base compliance
     on the Practical Quantification Level (PQL) of the currently approved      
     analytical method;  6) do not force open-ended, never ending               
     pollution-prevention studies on permittees when it is known that either the
     cause is natural or the actual levels are below PQL.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2603.013     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance addresses the recommendations contained in 
     this comment for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, 
     the SID and supporting documents.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2603.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concerning expanded facilities, Mead examined the proposed GLI             
     antidegradation implementation impact on a potential post-consumer         
     recycle-fiber paper addition to our Escanaba mill to supplement the        
     existing virgin fiber production with recycle paper.  We concluded that the
     process is unreasonably complex, would consume unreasonable time and       
     resources, and could ultimately require a regulatory decision that will be 
     based on uncertain factors.  Mead has, therefore, concluded that the       
     project could be jeopardized.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2603.014     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the 
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
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     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2603.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concerning existing discharge levels that already meet water quality       
     standards, it is unreasonable to impose new, more stringent permit         
     limitations based on "existing effluent quality" because that process      
     unfairly penalizes companies that have made the effort to maintain         
     consistent                                                                 
     compliance and it eliminates the incentive for voluntary improvements.     
     Antidegradation must be changed so that renewed permits do not remove the  
     margin of safety that permittees have worked hard to achieve.              
     
     
     Response to: D2603.015     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2603.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mead strongly recommends that the antidegradation procedures in the        
     proposed                                                                   
     GLI be made more reasonable, less complex, less expensive, and more        
     predictable with respect to outcome.  The comments being submitted by the  
     American Forest and Paper Association represent the best way to accomplish 
     Mead's recommendations.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2603.016     
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     See response to D2594.039.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2603.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The forced elimination of mixing zones is scientifically unwarranted and   
     economically unacceptable and will not significantly improve water quality 
     and yet it is being proposed in GLI.  Mead believes there is a             
     misperception about the process of mixing treated effluents with their     
     receiving streams or lakes.  From a scientific standpoint, properly derived
     water quality criteria are perfectly compatible with the use of mixing     
     zones.  The need for a phase-out of mixing zones has not been              
     scientifically demonstrated and the additional costs have not been         
     estimated by U.S. EPA (but the costs are potentially very expensive).  With
     today's well-designed diffuser systems, there will not be sufficient time  
     in the mixing zone for there to be either acute or chronic effects.        
     Furthermore, water quality standards will be fully met beyond the mixing   
     zone boundary.  Therefore, the additional costs to eliminate mixing zones  
     will not materially improve water quality.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2603.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA construes this comment's reference to
     the "elimination of mixing zones" to refer to the provisions pertaining to 
     the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs (because no other "elimination" is
     specified in the final Guidance).  EPA disagrees with the comment that EPA 
     should rely entirely on water quality criteria and values to address the   
     problem of BCCs in the Great Lakes.  For the reasons set forth in the SID  
     at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4 pertaining to the special circumstances presented
     by BCCs, EPA has decided as a matter of policy, consistent with the Great  
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement, ultimately to eliminate mixing zones for    
     BCCs (with a few limited exceptions).  EPA believes that the elimination of
     mixing zones for discharges of BCCs (with limited exceptions) will attain  
     significant environmental results without imposing excessive, burdensome   
     costs.  However, EPA also recognizes that elimination of mixing zones for  
     existing discharges of BCCs can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA has
     included in the final Guidance a limited exception to that phase-out based 
     on economic and technical considerations.  For a discussion of the final   
     mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception  
     to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
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     Comment ID: D2603.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mead strongly recommends that EPA reject the proposed GLI implementation   
     procedures that would artificially limit zones of initial dilution and     
     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2603.018     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.4 (mixing zones for BCCs),  
     VIII.C.5 (mixing zones for open waters) and VIII.C.6 (mixing zones for     
     tributaries), EPA has decided to adopt in the final Guidance procedures    
     that would eliminate (in the case of BCCs) or limit (in the case of        
     non-BCCs) mixing zones in the Great Lakes System.  The procedures in the   
     final Guidance are slightly different than the proposed procedures and     
     include among other things a limited exception for the phase-out of mixing 
     zones for existing BCC discharges and more flexibility regarding the       
     dilution fraction for implementing chronic criteria in tributaries.        
     Response to D2603.018                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2603.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The bottom line is that it does not make regulatory sense to be tied to the
     inflexible complexity of the proposed GLI implementation.  The cost of     
     complying with these most complex issues will be substantially higher then 
     would be the case by using proper site-specific scientific judgement       
     coupled with practical technical flexibility.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2603.019     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards and           
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the   
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, which provides for the use of  
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     best professional judgment in the assessment of available data, see Section
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2603.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mead agrees with the site-specific modifications that EPA proposes, but    
     they fall far short of what should reasonably be allowed.  In addition,    
     Mead strongly supports the development of less stringent site-specific     
     modifications allowed under all the scenarios on pages 20919 and 20920 in  
     the proposed GLI.  These include modification for bioaccumulative          
     pollutants where local physical or hydrological conditions do not allow    
     aquatic life that may be consumed by humans or wildlife to be present long 
     enough to reach steady-state bioaccumulation and/or modifications for      
     bioaccumulation factors if data show that local bioaccumulation is lower   
     than the system-wide value.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2603.020     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2603.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Mead believes EPA should propose that site-specific           
     modifications be available for tributaries and connecting channels for both
     BCCs and non BCCs for human health and wildlife criteria, as well as       
     aquatic criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2603.021     
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     EPA agrees with the commenters who stated that site-specific criteria      
     should be available for  tributaries and connecting channels for both BCCs 
     and non-BCCs for human health and wildlife criteria, as well as aquatic    
     criteria, and provides for this in the final Guidance.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2603.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDLs should not include any restriction on mixing zones.  (Mixing xones   
     should only be addressed due to site-specific considerations).  Mead       
     believes that TMDL option 3-A is too complex and expensive to be           
     practicable.  Mead prefers the general approach of option 3-B if the mixing
     zone restrictions are eliminated.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2603.022     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For the reasons set forth in the SID at  
     VIII.C.4 (mixing zones for BCCs), VIII.C.5 (mixing zones for open waters)  
     and VIII.C.6 (mixing zones for tributaries), EPA has decided to adopt in   
     the final Guidance procedures that would eliminate (in the case of BCCs) or
     limit (in the case of non-BCCs) mixing zones in the Great Lakes System.    
     The procedures in the final Guidance are slightly different than the       
     proposed procedures and include among other things a limited exception for 
     the phase-out of mixing zones for existing BCC discharges and more         
     flexibility regarding the dilution fraction for implementing chronic       
     criteria in tributaries.  With respect to the comment expressing a         
     preference for option 3B, EPA directs the commenter to the discussion in   
     the SID where EPA sets forth its reasons for combining proposed options A  
     and B into a single TMDL procedure.  In so doing, EPA has provided a       
     greater degree of flexibility than afforded by either proposed Option A or 
     B by allowing States and Tribes to choose different implementation         
     procedures.  At the same time, EPA also ensures a level of consistency by  
     requiring implementation of specific components of the procedure.  See the 
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at
     VIII.C.4, VIII.C.5, and VIII.C.6, EPA disagrees with the comment that      
     mixing zones policies should be driven by site-specific basis only.        
     However, EPA also acknowledges that site-specific considerations may be    
     relevant with respect to mixing zones for non-BCCs and therefore affords   
     the States and Tribes flexibility to consider site-specific factors in the 
     form of a mixing zone demonstration, by which certain mixing zone          
     parameters specified in the final Guidance may be exceeded.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2603.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI does not allow the consideration of intake water          
     pollutants except in one very narrow situation.  Such rigid inflexibility  
     is unreasonable and unwarranted.  Mead strongly recommends that EPA adopt  
     the modified Option 4 approach being supported by the American Forest and  
     Paper Association.  This approach allows permit writers the needed         
     flexibility to account for pollutants in intake waters when deriving water 
     quality based effluent limits.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2603.023     
     
     See responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2603.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mead strongly recommends that the proposed guidance allow state            
     flexibililty in developing numeric criteria for Whole Effluent Toxicity    
     (WET) to be set at the level that protects water quality standards for both
     acute and chronic exposures.  A limit of 1.0 TU is too restrictive in many 
     situations and should not be used as an effluent cap.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2603.024     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  EPA believes that the goals of the CWA and the 
     Critical Programs Act are best served by requiring consistency in the WET  
     criteria goals applicable to the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
Page 455



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2603.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, Mead notes that the U.S. EPA Science Advisor Board (SAB), in  
     its review of specific GLI methods, suggested that Whole Effluent Toxicity 
     testing should be included as an alternative to the Tier 2 methodology and 
     Mead strongly agrees with this SAB suggestion.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2603.025     
     
     See response to comment P2656.080 for a discussion of why the WET procedure
     generally can not be used in lieu of the aquatic life Tier II values in    
     NPDES permits.                                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2603.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not mandate a specific procedure in the Final Rule for the      
     additivity of pollutants because, according to EPA's Science Advisory Board
     review of the GLI, "...the assumption of additivity has both practical and 
     scientific shortcomings".  Therefore, additivity should not be assumed     
     unless and until scientific information shows that additivity of toxic     
     effects does, in fact, occur for the specific chemicals being considered.  
     
     
     Response to: D2603.026     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2603.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mead objects to the use of the proposed Tier II methodology as a basis for 
     regulation and instead endorses the comments and recommendations being     
     submitted by the American Forest and Paper Association.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2603.027     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2603.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed bioaccumulation factor procedure should not be used as a      
     numeric factor in deriving Water Quality Standards for all the reasons     
     cited in the comments submitted by the American Forest and Paper           
     Association.  Mead endorses those comments and recommendations to EPA for  
     modifying GLI.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2603.028     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BAFs should not be used in the       
     derivation of water quality standards.  EPA has revised the final Guidance 
     in response to comments received and believes that the BAF methdology uses 
     the best science available for regulatory application.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2603.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mead believes that the process which created the proposed GLI was unfairly 
     dominated by U.S. EPA in concert with only a few of the eight Great Lake   
     States and that more practical opinions offered by the other states and by 
     industry were heard but largely ignored.  U.S. EPA is on record many times 
     advocating good science in regulations.  Part of the science portions of   
     GLI were assessed by the U.S. EPA Science Advisory Board and many problems 
     were identified.  However, the cost implications of the policy portions    
     (implementation) of GLI overwhelm the cost implications of the science     
     portions.  Yet, they were not subjected to any independent assessment for  
     cost-effectiveness.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2603.029     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment number      
     D2904.011.  See also Section IX of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2603.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mead strongly recommends that an economically responsible and              
     scientifically objective process now be used to revise and finalize GLI.   
     The process must be very open and must have active involvement by the      
     states and the U.S. EPA Science Advisory Board as these comments and all   
     other public comments to EPA on the proposed GLI are reviewed and decisions
     are made.  The resulting revisions must then be reviewed with and input    
     obtained from all of the stakeholders in the regulated community.  Mead    
     further recommends that the U.S. EPA Science Advisory Board be given the   
     entire final package (rather than just specific items as last time) and    
     that the SAB's resulting comments be used to further improve the final GLI 
     guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2603.030     
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     EPA believes that an economically responsible and scientifically objective 
     process was used in developing the final Guidance for the reasons stated in
     the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2604.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prioritize Pollutant Transport Systems                                     
     The proposed GLI puts onerous new requirements on point source discharges  
     to the Great Lakes Basin.  Point sources are generally in compliance with  
     permit limits based on accepted scientific models for establishing water   
     quality standards.  Air deposition and non point sources are significant   
     contributors to water quality.  Significant amounts of air deposition is   
     coming from states outside of the Great Lakes Basin.  Point sources        
     contributions of Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC's) are dwarfed  
     by atmospheric deposition.  For example, approximately 10 times more       
     mercury enters the lakes through atmospheric deposition than from point    
     source discharges.                                                         
                                                                                
     Our recommendation is that EPA reassess and prioritize the major transport 
     system and concentrate the expenditure of environmental dollars in those   
     areas where the greatest pollutant reductions can occur.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2604.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regional Competitiveness                                                   
     Since the GLI will impact only those utilities operating in the Great Lakes
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     Basin, it places them at an economic disadvantage when competing on a      
     regional market with utilities outside the Great Lakes Basin.  As          
     deregulation of the utility industry occurs, the operating costs for those 
     Great Lakes utilities will continue to increase at a rate greater than     
     those outside the basin as they will be required to meet more stringent    
     water quality standards.                                                   
                                                                                
     Due to the regulatory and technological uncertainty in the proposed GLI    
     rules, the economic impacts to Minnesota Power are difficult to assess.  At
     this time it is estimated it would require $9M in capital expenditures and 
     $1.3M annually in operation and maintenance costs to meet the proposed     
     water quality standards.  An additional $174M and $12M annually in         
     operation and maintenance costs may be required to convert to closed cycle 
     cooling if intake credits for cooling water are not allowed.  Background   
     pollutant levels in certain areas exceed the Tier II permit limits which   
     may make it impossible to reduce intake contaminates to achieve the GLI    
     goals.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2604.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2604.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis                                           
     EPA's April 16, 1993 Technical Background Document For the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Guidance Implementation Procedures Compliance Cost Study     
     cites unrealistically low compliance cost estimates for MP's M.L. Hibbard  
     Station (NPDES Permit No. MJ 0001015).  EPA;s compliance cost study ignores
     the fact that the process wastewater from this facility is discharged to   
     the Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) for treatment.  Based  
     on a regulatory impact analysis (RIA) performed for WLSSD by ENSR          
     Consulting and Engineering and discussions with WLSSD management,          
     wastewater processing fees are expected to at least double (from $36,000 to
     between $72,000 and $90,000) upon implementation of the proposed GLI rules.
     In addition, EPA's cost study fails to consider that under the proposed GLI
     rules this facility, and one other MP facility, may not qualify for        
     non-contact, condenser cooling water intake credits.  Unless the current   
     GLI intake credit procedures are clarified to ensure that condenser cooling
     water qualifies for intake credits, it is possible that these facilities   
     would be forced to convert to closed cycle cooling systems.  The projected 
     cost for both facilities are outlined in the discussion above on "Regional 
     Competitiveness."  These examples, combined with RIA's which have been     
     conducted for other Great Lakes industries, demonstrate that EPA's RIA is  
     unrealistically low and cannot be used in justifying the cost/benefit      
     relationship of the proposed GLI.                                          
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     Response to: D2604.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2604.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Future Guidance Direction                                                  
     One thing that has become apparent through this review process is there is 
     not a scientific or adequate record basis for many of the measures         
     identified in the proposed rule.  This rulemaking is an enormous           
     undertaking, incorporating ideas that have been developing inside EPA for  
     some twenty years.  On many key points EPA had not yet made up its mind and
     simply asked from comments on a variety of alternatives.  The result is    
     that it is not possible, from the Federal Register proposal, to get a clear
     idea of the impact the proposed rule would have on the regulated community.
     Also, in many respects the proposal appears to lack technical justification
     in the record, and unless the commentors provide such justification, the   
     proposed rule will be legally defective.                                   
                                                                                
     It is therefore important the EPA refine its April 16 proposal, narrow the 
     range of alternatives, and republish the proposal for additional comment.  
     It should be possible to republish the proposed rule for comment and still 
     finish the rulemaking early 1995, if a revised proposal is published in    
     spring of 1994 and a tight schedule set for comments, say 60 days.         
     
     
     Response to: D2604.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2604.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other Concerns                                                             
     The development of a comprehensive implementation plan to improve the Great
     Lakes water quality should at least take into consideration the impact of  
     current pollution prevention activities, Canadian discharge standards and  
     other ongoing initiatives (Remedial Action Plans, Lakewide Area Management 
     Plans, Binational Agreements, etc.).                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2604.005     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2604.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not designate a water as "high quality" for antidegradation     
     purposes if only one ore a few specific pollutants are above the level     
     needed to protect fishing and swimming; instead, the antidegradation       
     provisions should apply only if the fishable/swimmable uses are actually   
     "attainable."                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2604.006     
     
     Please see response  to comment ID  P2588.117.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2604.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For thermal discharges, EPA should make clear that a discharger is not     
     subject to the antidegradation provisions if he has made a Section 316(a)  
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2604.007     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2604.035.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2604.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For tier 2 waters, there can be no "significant lowering" of water quality 
     without a social or economic justification.  "Significant lowering" for    
     this purpose should be triggerd by the same event for bioaccumulative      
     pollutants (BCCs) as for other pollutants, namely, by a request for an     
     increase in a discharge permit limit.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2604.008     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2604.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A "significant lowering" of water quality should not include increases in  
     discharges resulting from the return of intake pollutants or discharges of 
     pollutants that are discovered for the first time due to a change in       
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     monitoring methods.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2604.009     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, antidegradation review is only required where a lowering of   
     water quality is anticipated.  In general, simple pass through of unaltered
     cooling water does not require antidegradation review even if the volume of
     water is increased. Similarly, imposition of a limit for the first time due
     to new or improved monitoring and not due to changes in the facility is not
     subject to antidegradation review.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2604.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not use "existing effluent quality" (EEQ) as the baseline form  
     which "significant lowering of water quality" for BCCs is measured.        
     
     
     Response to: D2604.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2604.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permittees should be allowed no less than 90 days to submit an application 
     for a variance.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2604.011     
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     EPA agrees that the proposal should be more flexible in terms to timing.   
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2604.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should eliminate the requirement of Best Management Practices as a     
     condition for obtaining a variance.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2604.012     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2604.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Discharges that violate conditions of a variance should not necessarily be 
     ineligible for a renewed variance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2604.013     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2604.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulation of permits under the NPDES program is based on the "addition" of
     pollutants, and the case law from the District of Columbia and Sixth       
     Circuits shows that a permittee may not be charged with cleaning up his    
     upstream neighbor's pollution.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2604.014     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2604.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring permittees to remove other dischargers' pollutants is            
     inconsistent with the policy of preventing pollution at the source and     
     would create solid wastes which would still have to be disposed of.        
     
     
     Response to: D2604.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2604.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The four "existing mechanisms" (the TMDL process, site-specific criteria,  
     variances, and removing a designated use) that EPA claims are available for
     dealing with intake pollutants may not be available under state laws and,  
     even if they are, would be discretionary with permit writers.  Moreover,   
     none of them necessarily will offer adequate relief.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2604.016     
     
     This comment raises essentially the same concerns as those in comment      
     #D2721.069, which are addressed in the response to that comment.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2604.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed procedure 5.E is too restrictive.  MP's concern over the    
     five conditions contained in the proposed procedure are as follows:        
                                                                                
     EPA's "same body of water" condition is unnecessary and would interfere    
     with the States' exercise of judgement.  MP proposed a two-part approach as
     a better alternative.                                                      
                                                                                
     The "no mass addition" condition would be unavailable for many dischargers 
     unless EPA specifies that the condition be construed in a practical way so 
     as to not apply to de minimis contributions of pollutants.                 
                                                                                
     The condition that the intake pollutant not be altered chemically or       
     physically is impracticable because many of the intake pollutants will be  
     present at extremely low concentrations, where measurement is difficult.   
     Instead, the states should be encouraged to restrict relief from intake    
     pollutants where they can support a finding that a plant chemically or     
     physically alters a pollutant in a manner that would cause adverse water   
     quality impacts that would not occur if the pollutants were left in stream.
                                                                                
     The "edge of mixing zone" condition is also over restrictive, since even   
     the de minimus release of metals expected from most equipment during its   
     design life would at least theoretically cause an increase in metals       
     concentration at the edge of the mixing zone.  EPA should specify that the 
     techniques recommended for demonstrating a de minimus contribution would   
     also satisfy the "edge of mixing zone" condition.  Moreover, relief for    
     intake pollutants should be available for discharges that cause more than a
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     de minimus increase concentration at the edge of the mixing zone.          
                                                                                
     A permittee would find it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to make a
     technical demonstration that its discharge is not exacerbating water       
     quality problems already present in the receiving waters.  EPA should not  
     impose such a burden (i.e., "proving a negative") on dischargers.  The lack
     of guidance regarding what the demonstration must prove and how extensive a
     study would have to be conducted will render intake pollutant relief       
     practically unavailable.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.017     
     
     The "same body of water" part of this comment is addressed in the SID at   
     Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.  See response to comment P2588.075 with respect to  
     the "no mass added" requirement.  Issues related to the "no increased      
     concentration requirement are addressed in the SID at Section              
     VIII.E.7.a.iv. Also see response to comment P2588.077.  Section            
     VIII.E.7.a.iii. discusses why EPA believes it is appropriate to require    
     permittees to demonstrate that they meet the requirements for special      
     consideration of intake pollutants.  Also see response to comment          
     P2588.076, with respect to the requirement related to physical and chemical
     alterations.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2604.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
     Water quality should be determined at locations outside of reasonable      
     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2604.018     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.  EPA does not fully understand this     
     comment. However, it construes this comment to advocate mixing zones       
     (insofar as the applicable water quality criteria invariably is exceeded   
     within mixing zones). EPA agrees that mixing zones are appropriate in many 
     cases (as described in the final Guidance) and also agrees that dischargers
     granted a mixing zone should be required to monitor for attainment of the  
     applicable water quality criteria at the edge of such mixing zones and     
     ensure no acute effects within the mixing zone.  For a discussion of the   
     mixing zone provisions in the final Guidance, see the SID at VIII.C.4,     
     VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6, and VIII.C.9.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the mixing zone provisions in the final Guidance are       
     conservative, but disagrees that they are scientifically unjustified or    
     that they will have minimum environmental effect. For a discussion of the  
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     benefits EPA anticipates from these provisions, see the discussion of the  
     Regulatory Impact Analysis in the SID at IX.  For further explanation of   
     the mixing zone provisions in the final Guidance, see the discussion of    
     those provisions in the SID at VIII.C.4, VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6, and VIII.C.9. 
     See also the discussion in the preamble to the proposed guidance at 58 Fed.
     Reg. 20802, 20927-39.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2604.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLA mixing zone provisions ignore the scientific relationship 
     between concentration and exposure time with respect of aquatic toxicity.  
     These mixing zone rules are unnecessarily conservative, are not            
     scientifically justified and would provide minimum overall environmental   
     benefit.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.019     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should specify MLs for all of the regulated chemicals, specify the 
     protocol for developing MLs, and allow for development of matrix-specific  
     MLs where warranted.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2604.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should establish defensible and reasonable policies for            
     interpreting measurements that are less than the MLs.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2604.021     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should remove the PMP requirement from the GLI.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2604.022     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2604.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific basis for restricting the availability to establish 
     site-specific wildlife and human health criteria that are less stringent   
     than the GLI criteria, if warranted by local conditions.  The same         
     rationale for allowing site-specific aquatic life criteria should apply to 
     wildlife and human health.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2604.023     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2604.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II proposal should be dropped from the GLI because it is based    
     upon limited scientific information with overly conservative risk          
     management assumptions used to derive the final acute values that will     
     become effluent limits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2604.024     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2604.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs should be established based on sufficient field data, not on modeling 
     results alone.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2604.025     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that BAFs should be established based  
     on field data alone.  EPA revised the proposed hierarchy of methods for    
     deriving BAFs based on public comments. The final Guidance lists four      
     methods for deriving BAFs for organic chemicals, listed below in order of  
     decreasing preference: a BAF measured in the field, in fish collected from 
     the Great Lakes which are at the top of the food chain; a BAF derived using
     the BSAF methodology; a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the 
     laboratory, preferably on a fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by 
     the FCM; and a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF calculated from the KOW  
     by the FCM.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2604.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Development of site-specific BAFs that are representative of actual        
     bioaccumulation at that site, whether more or less restrictive, should be  
     allowed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.026     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2604.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A list of priority pollutants (BCCs), if deemed necessary, should be based 
     on all relevant information on the relative environmental impact of that   
     chemical.  The use of a single arbitrary factor (BAFs greater than 1000) is
     not scientifically supportable.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2604.027     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2604.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criterion for mercury should be considered, and the           
     assumptions used for deriving the BAF carefully evaluated.  The BAF for    
     mercury should be based in carefully conducted field studies.              
     Site-specific BAFs for mercury should be allowed.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2604.028     
     
     EPA agrees that it is desirable for the BAF for mercury (and for all other 
     GLI chemicals) to be based on field-measured BAFs. Some aspects of the     
     derivation of the BAF for mercury (e.g., the biomagnification factors      
     between trophic levels 1 and 2 and between trophic levels 2 and 3) are     
     based on field studies.  In the final guidance, site-specific BAFs and     
     criteria may be derived if adequately justified by acceptable data and if  
     downstream uses are adequately.                                            
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that it is desirable for the bioaccumulation factor (BAF) for   
     mercury (and for all other GLI chemicals) to be based on field-measured    
     BAFs.  Some aspects of the derivation of the BAF for mercury (e.g., the    
     biomagnification factors between trophic levels 1 and 2 and between trophic
     levels 2 and 3) are based on field studies.  In the final guidance,        
     site-specific BAFs and criteria may be derived if adequately justified by  
     acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately protected.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2604.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     High mercury control costs from point discharges, with questionable        
     environmental benefit, should be considered in the final decision on       
     standard establishment and implementation.  Intake credits and less        
     stringent site-specific criteria for mercury are scientifically            
     justifiable.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2604.029     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2604.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BACKGROUND                                                                 
                                                                                
     Antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes in operation of 
     existing facilities or the siting of new facilities from lowering or       
     degrading existing water quality by the discharge of additional pollutants.
     Minnesota Water Quality Rules (Chapter 7050) currently contain             
     antidegradation provisions which were designed to maintain and protect the 
     quality of water within the state including Lake Superior and its          
     tributaries.  These antidegradation rules appear to already provide the    
     MPCA with the necessary authority and permitting mechanisms to adequately  
     protect and maintain the waters of Lake Superior and it's tributaries.     
                                                                                
     IMPLICATIONS TO MINNESOTA POWER                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI rules contain additional antidegradation requirements     
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     which are unnecessarily rigid and fail to balance environmental and        
     economic issues.  They will penalize facilities which have demonstrated    
     sound environmental stewardship, reward facilities which have demonstrated 
     poor performance, discourage business expansion by freezing the status quo 
     and stifle the development of cleaner industrial processes.                
     
     
     Response to: D2604.030     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2604.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing Effluent Quality                                                  
                                                                                
     Of major concern with the draft GLI antidegradation rules is the provision 
     for using existing effluent quality (EEQ), defined by historical rates of  
     discharge, as a trigger for antidegradation review or as a basis for NPDES 
     permit limits.  This procedure penalizes a discharger for good performance,
     by ratcheting down effluent limits each time a NPDES permit is renewed or  
     amended.  A responsible discharger will attempt to operate its wastewater  
     treatment systems in an efficient and effective manner, and may even design
     additional treatment capacity to ensure that it will not exceed permit     
     limits.  As a result, the good performer is likely to have mass pollutant  
     loading rates that are well below applicable permit limits.  In fact, this 
     is the case at MP facilities which normally operate well below permitted   
     NPDES standards.  The EEQ procedure proposed in the GLI rules would        
     restrict a discharger to the effluent levels it achieved precisely because 
     of its good performance.  Thus, as EPA acknowledges, the use of EEQ-based  
     effluent limits and control conditions could operate as a disincentive to  
     good performers (58 Fed. Reg. at 20899).                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.031     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2604.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of concern also is that the proposed statistical procedure for establishing
     maximum permit limits does not allow for a "margin of safety" to account   
     for variabilities in facility operation.  The Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Coalition's analysis indicates that if a data set contains over 100 points,
     the proposed EEQ method essentially guarantees that an existing discharger 
     will violate it's maximum permit limit at least once in every 100 samples  
     analyzed.  Minnesota Power takes pride in operating well within permitted  
     effluent limitations and takes issue with any permit setting statistical   
     procedure which will increase the potential for noncompliance with permit  
     limits.  The EEQ provisions also do not have a mechanism to account for    
     temporary curtailment in production, which is an aspect of our operations. 
     If wastewater discharges are reduced during these time periods, it appears 
     that discharges back to full production levels could be prohibited under   
     the proposed antidegradation provisions.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.032     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2604.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ antidegradation provisions are also inconsistent with the          
     "watershed management" approach advocated by the EPA.  The watershed       
     management approach takes into account the impact of multiple sources of   
     pollutants (point sources, nonpoint sources, groundwater, air deposition)  
     on the ambient water quality and the health of the ecosystem.  In looking  
     at only the actions of an individual discharger, the EEQ approach fails to 
     consider the impact of other sources on the water body.  For example,      
     reductions in air emissions for a given pollutant due to the closing of a  
     facility in the watershed might reduce air deposition of that chemical     
     therefore decreasing the mass loading for that pollutant in the water body.
     The proposed antidegradation approach ignores such a factor in determining 
     when an antidegradation demonstration must be undertaken.  In this regard, 
     it may be beneficial to examine the merits of developing a mechanism for   
     trading loading reduction credits.  Such a system would allow for          
     environmental improvement to occur along with the development of new       
     wastewater treatment technology and economic growth.                       
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     Response to: D2604.033     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2604.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another issue of concern is the manner in which the proposed GLI rules     
     require water quality be based on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis for the   
     purpose of defining high quality waters.  The proposed rules provide that a
     water is considered high-quality for a given pollutant where its quality   
     exceeds the level necessary to protect fishable/swimmable uses for that    
     pollutant.  The existing water quality for that pollutant must be          
     maintained and protected, unless economic factors justify lowering the     
     quality.  MP feels a modified pollutant by pollutant approach should be    
     developed which would classify water as "high quality" only where the water
     quality for a given pollutant exceeded the level necessary to support      
     fishable/swimmable uses and fishable/swimmable uses are attainable.  Using 
     this two part criteria, regulators would first determine whether water     
     quality for the parameter at issue exceeds the level necessary to support  
     fishable/swimmable uses.  If it does exceed, a determination would then be 
     required to determine whether fishable/swimmable uses are attainable by use
     of an attainability test.  If fishable/swimmable uses are found to be      
     attainable, tier 2 restrictions should apply.  If these uses are determined
     to be unattainable, only the tier 1 restrictions requiring protection of   
     existing uses would apply.                                                 
                                                                                
     This modified pollutant by pollutant approach is consistent with the EPA's 
     national degradation policy and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  A
     modified pollutant by pollutant approach is a more reasonable and workable 
     alternative which would result in a better allocation on limited           
     administrative resources by requiring regulators to conduct a              
     antidegradation review in fewer cases.  It makes sense that regulators     
     should focus first, under any rational antidegradation policy, on the      
     cleanest and most valuable waters.  Requiring them to focus equally on     
     lower water quality waters that happen to exceed standards for one or two  
     specific pollutants will only dilute their effectiveness.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2604.034     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2588.117.                              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2604.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of clarity on how the proposed GLI rules may affect the thermal   
     variance provisions of Section 316 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) is also an 
     issue of concern to MP.  The proposed rules state "In those cases where the
     potential lowering of water quality is associated with a thermal discharge,
     the decision to allow such degradation shall be consistent with Section 316
     of the Clean Water Act" (58 Fed. Reg. 21031).  This language does not      
     clarify if EPA intends by this provision to subject to its antidegradation 
     review provisions discharges covered by Section 316 of the Clean Water Act.
     If it does, the proposed standard is inconsistent with the provisions of   
     Section 316 of the Clean Water Act and the national degradation policy.    
     The proposed thermal discharge provision of the proposed GLI rules need to 
     be revised to agree with Section 316 of the Clean Water Act and the        
     national degradation  policy.  Specifically, the rules should provide that 
     no antidegradation demonstration or decision is required for the thermal   
     component of a discharge, where the discharger has obtained a thermal      
     variance under Section 316.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2604.035     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2604.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final aspect of the proposed GLI antidegradation rules MP would like to
     comment on is the definition of "significantly lowers water quality" found 
     in the implementation procedures (Fed. Reg. 20899).  The proposed          
     implementation procedures would trigger limitations on antidegradation     
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     where an action proposed by a regulated entity has the potential to lower  
     water quality beyond a certain threshold.  Where water quality for a       
     particular pollutant does not exceed the level required to maintain        
     existing or designated uses (impaired tier 1 waters) and Outstanding       
     National Resource Wataers (ONRW's - tier 3 waters) the threshold is any    
     lowering of water quality.  For high quality waters (HQW - tier 2 waters)  
     the threshold is any "significant" lowering of water quality.  MP advocates
     that the definition of "significant lowering of water quality" should be   
     revised to tie it to increases in permit limits for both BCC's and         
     Non-BCC's and that it apply this standard to tier 3 and impaired tier 1    
     waters as well as tier 2 waters.  MP feels increases in permit limits      
     provide a more rational basis for defining "significant lowering of water  
     quality" and the EPA has offered no evidence that any increase in the rate 
     of mass loading corresponds to a lowering of water quality.  The           
     antidegradation implementation policy should distinguish between BCC's and 
     other pollutants, if at all, only with respect to the decision whether the 
     social or economic development resulting from the proposed lowering of     
     water quality is sufficiently important to justify the lowering.  The      
     policy should provide that, for all pollutants, a request for an increase  
     in permit limits should be the sole trigger for antidegradation review.    
     
     
     Response to: D2604.036     
     
     The term "significant lowering of water quality" is relevant to Tier II    
     waters only, because the existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 do not allow
     any lowering of water quality, significant or otherwise, for Tier I or III 
     waters.   With respect to the suggestion concerning the determination of   
     "significant lowering of water quality, for BCCs, please see response to   
     Comment ID D2798.046.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2604.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary of the above position and rationale, Minnesota Power feels the  
     following major changes would improve the antidegradation policy proposed  
     in the GLI rules:                                                          
                                                                                
     The policy should place the greatest degree of restriction on the lowering 
     of water quality in "high quality waters" identified on the basis of a two 
     part "test" that assesses (1) whether the water quality of the pollutant at
     issue exceeds the level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses and   
     (2) whether fishable/swimmable uses are attainable.                        
                                                                                
     The policy should provide that, for all pollutants, a request for an       
     increase in permit limits should be the sole trigger for antidegradation   
     review.                                                                    
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     The policy should direct regulators to use a cost-effectiveness approach to
     determine whether a lowering of water quality is necessary.                
                                                                                
     The policy should require regulators to issue an antidegradation decision  
     on the merits within 90 days of receipt.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.037     
     
     With respect to the proposal to use a "two-part test"  please see response 
     to comment ID P2588.117.                                                   
                                                                                
     With respect to the proposal to key antidegradation review off of permit   
     limit increases alone, please see response to comment P2656.248.           
                                                                                
     With respect to the requirement to use a cost-effectiveness approach, EPA  
     believes that the demonstration requirements provide the framework for this
     type of analysis.                                                          
                                                                                
     With respect to the suggestion that the Guidance limit the amount of time  
     the Director has to make a decision, EPA believes it is generally          
     appropriate that State regulations or procedures do state the time allowed 
     for the approval, as well as deadlines for the regulated facility's        
     submission of the requisite demonstrations and related materials.  However,
     EPA believes that it is important to give the regulated authority the      
     flexibility to set those deadlines which will best fit their existing      
     individual administrative procedures.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2604.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BACKGROUND                                                                 
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI rules discuss several options EPA has considered for      
     dealing with "source water" pollutants in water quality-based permitting   
     decisions.  Minnesota Power believes that permit writers have authority and
     the obligation to properly account for source water pollutants when        
     evaluating the need for, deriving, or determining compliance with NPDES    
     permit limits.  Permit limits which are applied without appropriate        
     allowances for source water pollutants would require permittees to remove  
     materials they did not add and over which they have no control.  This will 
     substantially increase the cost of the GLI without providing commensurate  
     benefits.                                                                  
                                                                                
     IMPLICATIONS TO MINNESOTA POWER                                            
                                                                                
     The intake credit issue is of great significance to Minnesota Power which  
     uses large volumes of surface water for once through, non-contact condenser
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     cooling.  This water is used to condense the steam exhausted from the      
     electrical turbines back to high purity water which is reused in the       
     boilers.  The non-contact cooling water absorbs heat transferred from the  
     steam to the cooling water as that water passes through bundles of         
     condenser tubes around which the steam flows.  The cooling water will      
     contain any material present in the influent water.  This cooling water    
     inevitably contains varying concentrations of organic and inorganic        
     materials which could display toxicity or other undesirable characteristics
     before it enters the steam station.  The passing of surface water through a
     steam electric station's once through cooling system does not change or    
     contribute significantly to the pre-existing condition of the pollutants in
     the source water.  The development of water quality-based limits based on  
     the gross amount of material present in the effluent would force MP to     
     either:  attempt to treat huge volumes of once through cooling water to    
     remove pollutants which it did not add and cannot control at the source;   
     convert to a closed cycle cooling system; or retube steam condensers.      
     
     
     Response to: D2604.038     
     
     This comment raises a number of issues related to intake credits, which are
     discussed in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2604.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft GLI guidance addresses intake pollutants at length and begins    
     with a complicated analysis of four existing mechanisms that may provide   
     some relief to dischargers whose water supply source contains pollutants.  
     Apparently in recognition that these existing mechanisms are not adequate, 
     EPA proposes a new procedure ("5.E") for dealing with intake pollutants.   
     The procedure allows the permit writer to determine, but only if five      
     conditions are met, that a discharge does not have reasonable potential to 
     cause or contribute to an excursion of water quality standards.  MP credits
     the EPA for recognizing that a procedure beyond the existing mechanisms is 
     needed to deal rationally and efficiently with intake pollutants.  However,
     MP feels the new procedure is too restrictive to compensate for the        
     deficiencies in the existsing intake credit mechanisms.  The following is a
     summary of our major concerns and recommendations:                         
     
     
     Response to: D2604.039     
     
     The general concern raised about existing mechanisms is similar to that    
     raised in comment #D2721.069 and is addressed in response to that comment. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2604.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Condition "a" which requires that the "the facility withdraw 100% of the   
     intake water containing the pollutant from the same body of water into     
     which the discharge is made" is unnecessarily restrictive and will         
     interfere with ability of permit writers to exercise sound judgement in    
     making rational water quality decisions.  A complete restriction is not    
     necessary to ensure protection of water quality.  MP recommends that this  
     condition be based on a total watershed approach as defined by the state.  
     In addition, if a permittee draws its source water from a different        
     watershed than to which it discharges, credit should be granted where the  
     permit writer determines that the effluent quality would either            
     substantially maintain or improve the existing receiving water quality.    
     
     
     Response to: D2604.040     
     
     See the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 7.a.v.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2604.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Condition "b" requires that "the facility does not contribute any          
     additional mass of the identified intake water pollutant to its            
     wastewater."  This "no mass addition" condition is also unnecessarily      
     restrictive.  Unless EPA clarifies that it intends the condition to be     
     construed in a practical manner such that it does not apply to de minimis  
     contributions of pollutants, the proposed procedure would not be available 
     for many dischargers.  Of specific concern is the de minimis contribution  
     of metals from the erosion and corrosion of piping and equipment in once   
     through, non-contact cooling systems.  As stated in the proposal, EPA      
     "believes" that discharges comprised exclusively of "uncontaminated",      
     non-contact cooling water would meet all of the conditions proposed in     
     procedure "5.E."  This is not consistent with the text of the new procedure
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     which requires "the facility does not contribute any additional mass of the
     identified intake water pollutant to its wastewater."  (emphasis added).   
     In reality, few steam electric stations could meet these stringent         
     requirements.  While cooling systems are designed to minimize erosion and  
     corrosion to enhance design life, most systems will release at least some, 
     infinitesimally small, amounts of trace metals at some point in their      
     operation.  EPA needs to clarify that it did not intend the term           
     "uncontaminated" to apply to de minimis contributions from piping and      
     equipment.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2604.041     
     
     The general concerns about "de minimis" additions of mass raised in this   
     comment are similar to those in P2588.075 and are addressed in response to 
     that comment.  As explained in the SID at VIII.E.7.b.i, EPA does not agree 
     that a blanket exemption for additions of pollutant due to corrosion and   
     erosion is justified (although neither does the final Guidance eliminate   
     from special consideration any discharger that adds mass).                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2604.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Condition "c" requires that "the facility does not alter the identified    
     intake water pollutant chemically or physically in a manner that would     
     cause adverse water quality impacts to occur that would not occur if the   
     pollutants were left instream."  Many of the pollutants which permittees   
     will be seeking relief will be present in extremely low concentrations     
     often below the level of detection.  These measurement difficulties and    
     uncertainties will cause great difficulty for the permittee to measure the 
     total concentration of a pollutant let alone trying to identify and        
     quantify chemical or physical changes as it passes through a facility.     
     Without clarification, the MPCA will not know what this intake credit      
     condition requires and this may jeopardize the availability of this relief.
     This condition needs additional clarification that it is not intended to   
     require permittees to perform a technical demonstration as a prerequisite  
     for obtaining relief.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2604.042     
     
     The concerns raised in this comment are essentially the same as those      
     raised in comment P2588.076 and are addressed in the response to that      
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2604.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Condition "d" requires that "the facility does not increase the identified 
     intake water pollutant concentration at the edge of the mixing zone, or at 
     a point of discharge if a mixing zone is not allowed, as compared to the   
     pollutant concentration in the intake water."  This "edge of mixing zone"  
     condition is once again unnecessarily restrictive for the same reasons     
     discussed for condition "b".  The de minimis release of metals expected    
     from most equipment at some point in its design life will at least         
     theoretically result in an increase in metals concentration at the edge of 
     the mixing zone.  Once again, this increase would be extremely small and   
     below detection limits.  This condition also requires clarification that it
     does not apply to de minimis contributions such as metals from erosion and 
     corrosion of piping and equipment.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2604.043     
     
     The concerns raised in this comment are essentially the same as those      
     raised in comment P2588.077 and are addressed in the response to that      
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2604.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring facilities to remove materials which they did not add or cannot  
     control is not consistent with two important principles EPA has championed:
     (1) pollution prevention at the source and (2) preventing cross-media      
     pollution transfers.  Requiring a facility to remove materials added by    
     some other source obviously will do nothing to ensure appropriate source   
     controls.  Moreover, this will inevitably add an additional burden on the  
     facility in that removal will result in the production of a solid waste,   
     which will need to be managed and disposed of.  This policy simply         
     transfers pollutants from one media to another instead of imposing controls
     at the appropriate source, where pollution can be more effectively and     
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     fairly prevented.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2604.044     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2604.015 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2604.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The technical impediments to, and economic consequences of, imposing such  
     requirements in the GLI would be enormous.  As an example, Minnesota       
     Power's Syl Laskin Station alone uses a maximum of 136 million gallons of  
     once through, non-contact cooling water a day.  If once through,           
     non-contact cooling water is not clearly identified in the GLI rules as    
     qualifying for intake credit, conversion to closed cycle cooling systems   
     could be the only technically feasible alternative.  The July 1993 ENSR    
     Consulting and Engineering Regulatory Impact Analysis prepared for the     
     Great Lakes Ad Hoc Utility Group estimated that this conversion would      
     require $85 million dollars capital investment and $6 million dollars      
     annual operating & maintenance cost just for the Syl Laskin facility.  In  
     short, even if it were technically feasible to treat once through,         
     non-contact cooling water to remove source water pollutants, this enormous 
     expenditure cannot be justified by any concurrent environmental gains      
     because the original sources of pollutants removed will remain             
     uncontrolled.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2604.045     
     
     In generating cost estimates for the proposed Guidance, EPA accounted for  
     the provision that intake pollutants would not present reasonable potential
     at facilities that merely passed through the pollutants unchanged.         
     However, EPA revised its approach to developing compliance cost estimates  
     to reflect the intake pollutant provisions of the final Guidance.          
                                                                                
     In an effort to evaluate the impact of intake pollutants on estimated      
     compliance costs, EPA developed compliance costs under a number of         
     different intake pollutant scenarios described in the "Assessment of       
     Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Guidance".  As a result of this analysis, EPA agrees that the
     absence of intake pollutant provisions, particularly for discharges to the 
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     same body of water, will have an impact on the cost to comply with the     
     final Guidance. EPA, however, has included intake pollutants as part of the
     final Guidance.  EPA acknowledges that additional administrative burden    
     will be placed on permittees and state and EPA Region permitting agencies  
     as a result of the final Guidance.  See response to D2595.022 and D2579.003
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2604.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if imposing these "gross" water quality-based limits was not          
     objectionable on the technical, economic and equitable grounds previously  
     discussed, the Clean Water Act (CWA) does not authorize NPDES permit       
     writers to require dischargers to remove materials they did not add.  By   
     its terms, the CWA only prohibits the addition of pollutants to navigable  
     waters from point sources, except in compliance with other applicable      
     provisions of the Act.  The CWA does not authorize permit writers to hold  
     dischargers responsible for materials they do not add, no matter how noble 
     the cause.  Neither the plain language of the Act of the accompanying      
     legislative history contemplates that EPA and state permit writers would   
     have unlimited discretion to arbitrarily re-allocate NPDES responsibilities
     and liabilities, even for the purpose of meeting water quality standards.  
     
     
     Response to: D2604.046     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2604.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, NPDES permits require compliance with water quality standarads  
     after reasonable opportunity for mixing.  The proposed GLI rules would     
     eliminate mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC's) and
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     tighten mixing zones for non-BCC's.  The Environmental Protection Agency's 
     (EPA) Technical Support Document (TSD) For Water Quality-based Toxics      
     Control (EPA/505/2-90-001) recognizes the use of mixing zones as an        
     appropriate method for controlling the discharge of pollutants to receiving
     waters.  In addition, Minnesota Water Quality Standards Rule 7050 also     
     recognize the use of limited mixing zones on a site specific basis as long 
     as water quality standards are met at the edge of the mixing zone and there
     are no acute affects on aquatic organisms.  The proposed GLI rules would   
     eliminate the mixing zone for some pollutants without consideration of the 
     technical, social and economic issues.  The elimination of mixing zones for
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC's) and tightening of mixing zones
     for non-BCC's proposed in the GLI rules appear to be unnecessarily         
     conservative, are not scientifically justified and would result in minimum 
     environmental benefit.                                                     
                                                                                
     IMPLICATIONS TO MINNESOTA POWER                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed rules would require extremely stringent water quality         
     standards to be met at the "end of pipe" without consideration of          
     technical, social and economic issues.  This would require the construction
     and operation of additional, highly sophisticated wastewater treatment     
     facilities.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2604.047     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA recognizes that elimination of mixing
     zones for existing discharges of BCCs can be extremely expensive.          
     Therefore, EPA has included in the final Guidance a limited exception to   
     that phase- out based on economic and technical considerations.  For a     
     discussion of the final mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for       
     adopting a limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, 
     see the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a discussion of EPA's reasons for singling   
     out BCCs for special consideration, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4. 
     See also the preamble to the proposed rule at 58 FR 20820-20823.  Because  
     BCCs present special environmental hazards, EPA disagrees that the usual   
     precautions described in this comment are sufficient for these pollutants, 
     which have had documented widespread impacts.  With respect to the mixing  
     zone provisions for non-BCCs in the final Guidance, EPA directs the        
     commenter to the discussion of these provisions in the SID at VIII.C.5,    
     VIII.C.6 and VIII.C.9.  Although the final Guidance includes restrictions  
     on mixing zones for non-BCCs, the final Guidance also acknowledges that    
     site-specific considerations may be relevant and therefore affords the     
     States and Tribes flexibility to consider site-specific factors in the form
     of a mixing zone demonstration, by which certain mixing zone parameters    
     specified in the final Guidance may be exceeded.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2604.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The elimination of a reasonable mixing zone is, in effect, the equivalent  
     to the "zero" discharge concept.  This concept strives for loading         
     reductions which are as much as ten times beyond the already conservative  
     wildlife criteria without consideration of the contributions from nonpoint 
     sources.  For example, with mercury criteria set at a concentration 1,000  
     times more sensitive than EPA's currently approved detection limit, the    
     detection limit will dictate how stringent individual NPDES permits will   
     be.  As detection limits inevitably improve with scientific advances and if
     mixing zones are eliminated, eventual loading reductions will be literally 
     impossible to achieve with any known treatment technology.  The minute     
     environmental benefits vs. cost of treatment must also be considered in    
     that treatment costs begin to rise exponentially at these extremely low    
     concentrations.  None of these issues have been technically analyzed or    
     adequately addressed in the proposed GLI rules.  The rules simply assume   
     that water quality criteria can be applied to all effluents in ten years   
     and they will be complied with.  This is a policy assumption and is not    
     supported by a technical analysis demonstrating its feasibility.  The      
     technical, social, economic and precedent setting implications of this     
     proposal must be examined thoroughly before it is adopted as a rule.  Until
     these issues can be thoroughly assessed, the proposed GLI rules need to be 
     modified to allow the use of site specific mixing zones.  The correct      
     scientific approach for regulating the discharge of toxic substances is to 
     establish total maximum daily loads (TMDL's) which account for the         
     transport and fate of the pollutant.  EPA's already recognizes and         
     describes methods for calculating allowable loadings of bioaccumulative and
     persistent pollutants in its TSD Guidance Document.  These procedures      
     should be incorporated in the GLI to develop mass-based TMDL's on a site   
     specific basis for each pollutant identified as a BCC.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2604.048     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA disagrees that the elimination of    
     mixing zones for BCCs is tantamount to a zero discharge requirement.       
     Dischargers without mixing zones will receive WQBELs based on the          
     applicable water quality criterion at the end of the pipe, which is not a  
     zero value.  EPA also acknowledges that its decision to ban mixing zones   
     for new BCC discharges and to phase-out mixing zones for existing BCC      
     discharges is a primarily a policy decision.  This is consistent with the  
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, which supports the elimination of     
     point source impact zones (i.e., mixing zones) for toxic substances.       
     Moreover, this is consistent with the overall policy of the virtual        
     elimination of persistent toxic substances.  According to the Agreement,   
     pending the achievement of the virtual elimination of persistent toxic     
     substances, the size of such zones shall be reduced to the maximum extent  
     possible by the best available technology as as to limit the effects of    
     toxic substances in the vicinity of these discharges.  EPA believes that   
     the final Guidance is consistent with the Steering Committee's policy that 
     every reasonable effort be made to reduce all loadings of BCCs to the Great
     Lakes System. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  At the same time,
     however, EPA recognizes that elimination of mixing zones for existing      
     discharges of BCCs can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA has included
     in the final Guidance a limited exception to that phase-out based on       
     economic and technical considerations.  For a discussion of the final      
     mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception  
     to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.  For
     a discussion of EPA's reasons for singling out BCCs for special            
     consideration, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4. See also the preamble
     to the proposed rule at 58 FR 20820-20823. Finally, EPA agrees with the    
     commenter that TMDLs should be used to bring the receiving water into      
     attainment with water quality standards, including those pertaining to     
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     BCCs.  However, as noted above, EPA believes that mass BCC loadings from   
     all sources need to be reduced in the Great Lakes System and therefore does
     not agree that TMDLs should excuse point sources from their duty to reduce 
     their BCC loadings to the maximum extent possible.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2604.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scientific literature supports the fact that bioaccumulative substances,   
     including those identified as persistent, do degrade and become otherwise  
     unavailable biologically.  There is no scientific justification for        
     ignoring the concentration-exposure time of acute toxicity.  The proposed  
     GLI mixing zone provisions ignore the scientific relationship between      
     concentration and exposure time with respect of aquatic toxicity.  These   
     mixing zone rules are unnecessarily conservative, are not scientifically   
     justified and would provide minimum overall environmental benefit.         
     
     
     Response to: D2604.049     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to the portion of the     
     comment pertaining to acute mixing zones, see the discussion in the SID at 
     VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.  With respect to the balance of the comment, EPA
     agrees that the mixing zone provisions in the final Guidance are           
     conservative, but disagrees that they are scientifically unjustified or    
     that they will have minimum environmental effect. For a discussion of the  
     benefits EPA anticipates from these provisions, see the discussion of the  
     Regulatory Impact Analysis in the SID at IX.  For further explanation of   
     the mixing zone provisions in the final Guidance, see the discussion of    
     those provisions in the SID at VIII.C.4, VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6, and VIII.C.9. 
     See also the discussion in the preamble to the proposed guidance at 58 Fed.
     Reg. 20802, 20927-39.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Discharge permit limits for several chemicals listed in the GLI may be set 
     below the ability to measure using currently approved analysis methodology.
     The GLI requires that the actual, calculated water quality based effluent  
     limit (WQBEL) be expressed in the permit, along with a compliance          
     evaluation level (CEL) to ensure compliance.  Any discharge of a pollutant 
     in amounts greater than or equal to the CEL for that pollutant would be    
     considered an excursion.  Currently, the EPA recommends the use of minimum 
     levels (MLs, the acceptable quantitation level) as the CEL.  Where MLs do  
     not exist, permitting authorities have some flexibility in defining the CEL
     for a particular permit.                                                   
                                                                                
     Where the WQBEL is less than the ML, the permittee is required to develop a
     pollutant minimization program (PMP).  This requires monitoring, reporting,
     and pollution reduction of internal waste streams.  Pollution reduction may
     require pollution prevention, or pretreatment by imposing technology-based 
     effluent limitations on internal waste streams.                            
                                                                                
     IMPLICATIONS TO MINNESOTA POWER                                            
                                                                                
     For chemicals were MLs do not exist, permitting authorities could establish
     CELs below quantitation levels which could result in unavoidable, routine  
     excursions by the discharger due to analytical variability alone.  Because 
     these limits are enforceable, this could result in fines, negative         
     publicity, and even imprisonment for effluent data that in fact may only be
     "false positives".  The cost for control technology to ensure that the     
     discharge consistently meets the CEL requirements could be significant.    
                                                                                
     Costs associated with a PMP, such as monitoring, reporting, and controls on
     internal waste streams, could be substantial with no quantifiable          
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2604.050     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should specify MLs for all of the regulated chemicals, specify the 
     protocol for developing MLs, and allow for development of matrix-specific  
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     MLs where warranted.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2604.051     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should establish defensible and reasonable policies for            
     interpreting measurements that are less than the MLs.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2604.052     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should remove the PMP requirement from the GLI.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2604.053     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
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     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MP supports the EPA in acknowledging the need to consider analytical       
     uncertainty and matrix effects in establishing a CEL.  However, the EPA    
     should specify actual method detection limits and quantitation limits for  
     all of the regulated chemicals to avoid inconsistencies.  State flexibility
     in establishing CELs below quantitation levels could result in unnecessary 
     controls and permit violations due to "false positives".  The EPA should   
     establish and publish a specific protocol for developing MLs.  This is     
     necessary to demonstrate the validity of the MLs and to provide guidance to
     dischargers for development of matrix-specific MLs.  The definition of the 
     ML should be clear and unequivocal given the enormous potential liability  
     in a case of permit noncompliance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2604.054     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should establish defensible and reasonable policies on interpreting
     the measurements that are less than the detection and quantitation limits. 
     Setting these values to zero would be realistic, considering the fact that 
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     using some arbitrary value, such as half of the detection limit, would     
     result in calculated mass loading excursions when the WQBEL is less than   
     the arbitrary value.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2604.055     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2604.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A PMP could include monitoring and control requirements on internal waste  
     streams prior to reaching the treatment facility.  This ignores the removal
     effectiveness of the existing waste treatment facility and is not          
     scientifically justifiable.  Failure to implement a PMP would result in a  
     permit violation, even when there is no evidence that the chemical of      
     concern has ever been detected in the discharge during the life of the     
     permit, or that the PMP would provide any environmental benefit.  Routine  
     monitoring of all internal waste streams for all chemicals where the WQBEL 
     is below the ML could be costly, and likely of little environmental value. 
     
     
     Response to: D2604.056     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2604.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     All waters within the Great Lakes Basin will be required to meet the same  
     water quality standards, regardless of whether or not the standards are    
     warranted based on local conditions.  For human health and wildlife        
     criteria, states may apply stricter standards, however they will not be    
     allowed to set less stringent standards.                                   
                                                                                
     IMPLICATIONS TO MINNESOTA POWER                                            
                                                                                
     The lack of flexibility for states to set less stringent site-specific     
     criteria for wildlife and human health could result in requirements for MP 
     to implement costly control technologies that may not significantly benefit
     the environment.                                                           
                                                                                
     MINNESOTA POWER'S POSITION                                                 
                                                                                
     There is no scientific basis for restricting the availability to establish 
     site-specific wildlife and human health criteria that are less stringent   
     than the GLI criteria, if warranted by local conditions.  The same         
     rationale for allowing site-specific aquatic life criteria should apply to 
     wildlife and human health.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2604.057     
     
     The Agency agrees with the comment that less stringent water quality       
     criteria should also be allowed for human health, wildlife and BAF based on
     modifications in the assumptions for site-specific factors, if             
     scientifically supported, and has allowed for it in the Final Guidance.    
     Other exposure parameters, such as drinking water consumption rate, body   
     weight and incidental ingestion rate, can fluctuate on a population basis, 
     but are not considered parameters likely to change on a site- specific     
     basis.  To make a showing for a less stringent criterion based on body     
     weight, for instance, a State or Tribe would have to demonstrate that there
     was a site-related population of people weighing more than 70 kilograms. In
     addition, EPA has provided guidance on choosing protective body weights for
     those parts of the population considered  more vulnerable to the           
     toxicological effects of environmental  contaminents. With regard to       
     toxicological  assessments, EPA does not believe there are likely          
     conditions under which a site-specific toxicological assessment can be     
     made. For example, to make a site-specific toxicological assessment, it    
     would have to be shown that a particular human population at a specific    
     site was more or less sensitive to an environmental contaminant due to     
     genetic predisposition or site- related conditions which mitigate or       
     enhance its toxicological effects. Again, EPA believes making such a       
     showing is highly unlikely and probably implausible.                       
                                                                                
     See also response to comment P2771.287.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2604.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria are based on assumed exposures for specific species. 
     If the assumptions used to develop the criteria are not applicable to a    
     particular site, then site-specific criteria should be allowed.  For       
     example, the wildlife species may not exist in the watershed for reasons   
     other than the presence of toxic substances.  The preferred diet for the   
     wildlife species may differ from one region to another, and consist of     
     fewer food sources relatively high in the toxic substances of concern.     
     
     
     Response to: D2604.058     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and D2719.073 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2604.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The same is true for human consumption.  Local conditions should be        
     considered for development of site-specific criteria, regardless of whether
     the criteria are more or less stringent than the GLI criteria.             
     Site-specific conditions include fish consumption rates, and the lipid     
     content of the fish.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2604.059     
     
     See response to comments P2585.049 and P2656.271.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2604.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The allowable total maximum daily load (TMDL) procedure should be used to  
     alleviate concern that the affected waters ultimately flow into waters     
     where the criterion is applicable .  This will take into account the amount
     of the toxic substance that reaches the downstream surface water, subject  
     to losses to the sediments, biodegradation, and volatilization, for        
     example.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.060     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2604.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should be allowed to set standards, protective of the environment   
     and human health, that take into consideration site-specific conditions.   
     The assumptions used to develop the GLI water quality criteria may not be  
     applicable in all cases.  The inability to adjust for local conditions     
     could result in dischargers being forced to meet costly requirements with  
     no environmental benefit.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2604.061     
     
     See response to comment P2771.287.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2604.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BACKGROUND                                                                 
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     The GLI proposes a new method of establishing water quality criteria for   
     the protection of aquatic life which consists of two parts.  Tier I        
     criteria are based upon established rigorous EPA ambient water quality     
     criteria development protocols.  Tier II criteria will be developed for    
     certain substances from limited data bases which employ an extremely       
     conservative methodology for assigning final acute values.  These new      
     values must be achieved within a three year time frame unless the permitted
     discharger can demonstrate that the criteria is overly restrictive by      
     conducting on-site studies.  It is unclear whether the new criteria can be 
     relaxed even after successful demonstration of lower toxicity, because of  
     the anti-backsliding rule already established in the Clean Water Act.      
                                                                                
     IMPLICATIONS TO MINNESOTA POWER                                            
                                                                                
     If this provision of GLI is implemented and ultimately results in new      
     effluent limits at our NPDES permitted facilities, we have two alternatives
     to comply with the new standard.  As stated above, on-site toxicity studies
     could be performed to determine site specific final acute values, however, 
     the anti-degradation provision may take precedence so this may not be a    
     viable option.  These studies are also expensive (approx. $120,000 per     
     pollutant) and can take up to two years to complete.  The second option    
     would be to modify existing waste water treatment systems or install new   
     technology to remove the substance in question.  This also would be an     
     expensive alternative and would have to be implemented within the three    
     year time frame once the GLI is initiated.  Either of these options could  
     increase our production costs.  There is also no guarantee that conducting 
     on-site studies will allow relaxation of the Tier II standard (the outcome 
     of the testing is always an uncertainty).  Consequently, new technology, if
     available, would have to be installed if the toxicity testing resulted in a
     value higher than the standard.                                            
                                                                                
     MINNESOTA POWER'S POSITION                                                 
                                                                                
     The Tier II proposal should be dropped from the GLI because it is based    
     upon limited scientific information with overly conservative risk          
     management assumptions used to derive the final acute values that will     
     become effluent limits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2604.062     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2604.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Shifting the burden of proof of toxicity testing for substances in which   
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     there is limited scientific knowledge on to the individual discharger will 
     only promote duplication of effort and added expense to the utility        
     industry as a whole.                                                       
                                                                                
     The EPA's own Science Advisory Board(SAB) has recommended that the Tier II 
     water quality criteria should be restricted and not used to derive         
     enforceable standards.  MP favors the SAB's recommendation.                
     
     
     Response to: D2604.063     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2604.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is a ratio of the concentration of a      
     specific substance in a living organism to that in the water used for      
     drinking or as a food source.  The EPA has estimated BAFs for the entire   
     list of chemicals in the GLI.  A single BAF will be applied throughout the 
     Great Lakes basin for each chemical.  For many of the chemicals, the BAF is
     calculated from either a measured or calculated bioconcentration factor and
     a food chain multiplier.  For other chemicals the BAF is measured from     
     actual field studies.  Pollutants with a BAF of over 1000 are designated   
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) in the GLI and will be targeted
     for special controls.                                                      
                                                                                
     IMPLICATIONS TO MINNESOTA POWER                                            
                                                                                
     The development and use of BAFs and BCCs, if based on insufficient         
     information, may require MP to implement expensive control technologies    
     with negligible environmental benefits, or conversely, they may be         
     inadequate to protect the environment.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2604.064     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2604.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs should be established based on sufficient field data, not on modeling 
     results alone.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2604.065     
     
     See response to comment D2604.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2604.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Development of site-specific BAFs that are representative of actual        
     bioaccumulation at that site, whether more or less restrictive, should be  
     allowed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.066     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2604.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A list of priority pollutants (BCCs), if deemed necessary, should be based 
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     on all relevant information on the relative environmental impact of that   
     chemical.  The use of a single arbitrary factor (BAFs greater than 1000) is
     not scientifically supportable.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2604.067     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2604.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The suitability of a modeling approach for establishment of BAFs has been  
     questioned.  The EPA's Science Advisory Board has concluded, "The model has
     not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional water  
     quality criteria at this time.".  BAFs are a critical link in establishing 
     water quality criteria and listing chemicals of special concern (BCCs) that
     will be targeted for especially stringent control.  Bioaccumulation is a   
     complex environmental process.  To rely on an unproven model and an        
     inadequate data set may result in BAFs that are inaccurate.  This would    
     result in establishment of water quality criteria that either are not      
     adequately protective of the environment, or conversely, result in         
     unnecessary control costs.  Only a sufficient data set that includes actual
     fish tissue analysis and ambient water concentrations, although still      
     subject to variability and error, should be used to establish BAFs.        
     
     
     Response to: D2604.068     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2604.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A single BAF for all waters within the Great Lakes basin may not be        
     realistic for some or all of the chemicals.  Bioaccumulation for some      
     chemicals may be highly dependent on local conditions, such as water       
     chemistry and food chain characteristics.  Site-specific BAFs, whether more
     or less stringent than the GLI BAFs, should be allowed.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2604.069     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2604.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of BAFs alone to establish a list of BCCs for special consideration
     is inadequate.  The potential for a chemical to bioaccumulate is only one  
     factor that determines the relative environmental impact or the potential  
     to impact within the Great Lakes basin.  Other factors such as relative    
     toxicity and persistence in the environment may be significant.  Some of   
     the chemicals listed as BCCs may result in stringent, costly controls with 
     relatively little environmental benefit.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2604.070     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2604.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed wildlife criterion for mercury is below most ambient levels in
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     the Great Lakes basin, and well below current standards.                   
                                                                                
     IMPLICATIONS TO MINNESOTA POWER                                            
                                                                                
     MP would likely be required to implement costly controls to reduce mercury 
     in discharge waters.  Intake credits, site-specific criteria, detection    
     limits, and BAFs/BCCs all factor into how this criterion is established or 
     how it results in discharge limits.  For example, the lack of intake       
     credits in most circumstances may result in MP actually being required to  
     remove mercury from the intake waters prior to discharge.  Also, the lack  
     of flexibility to develop less stringent site-specific wildlife criterion  
     could result in costly expenditures with little environmental benefit.     
     
     
     Response to: D2604.071     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2604.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criterion for mercury should be considered, and the           
     assumptions used for deriving the BAF carefully evaluated.  The BAK for    
     mercury should be based in carefully conducted field studies.              
     Site-specific BAFs for mercury should be allowed.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2604.072     
     
     EPA agrees that it is desirable for the BAF for mercury (and for all other 
     GLI chemicals) to be based on field-measured BAFs. Some aspects of the     
     derivation of the BAF for mercury (e.g., the biomagnification factors      
     between trophic levels 1 and 2 and between trophic levels 2 and 3) are     
     based on field studies.  In the final guidance, site-specific BAFs and     
     criteria may be derived if adequately justified by acceptable data and if  
     downstream uses are adequately protected.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
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     Comment ID: D2604.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN/SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     High mercury control costs from point discharges, with questionable        
     environmental benefit, should be considered in the final decision on       
     standard establishment and implementation.  Intake credits and less        
     stringent site-specific criteria for mercury are scientifically            
     justifiable.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2604.073     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2604.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The complex chemistry of mercury makes it imperative that a mercury BAF be 
     based on actual field data, not calculated using conservative assumptions. 
     Mercury bioaccumulation varies considerably between water bodies, so a     
     mercury criterion based on a single BAF for the Great Lakes basin is       
     unrealistic.  Mercury criteria should take into consideration the          
     bioavailability and fate of mercury, which varies from water body to water 
     body.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2604.074     
     
     It is not unrealistic to derive a system-wide BAF for mercury and allow    
     derivation and use of site-specific BAFs when adequately justified by      
     available data and when downstream uses are adequately protected.  Two of  
     the Biomagnification Factors (BMFs) are based on field data, whereas the   
     BCF and the other BMF are based on laboratory data.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 503



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2611.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is a goundbreaking attempt to       
     comprehensively address regulation on an ecosystem basis.  The Great Lakes 
     is really a collection of interconnected, but different ecoregions.  Plant 
     and animal communities along the south shore of Lake Erie are not the same 
     as communities along the shores of Lake Superior.  The characteristics of  
     the rivers and streams in the southern Great Lakes watershed are different 
     than the characteristcs of tributaries to the northern Great Lakes.  The   
     Guidance needs to be structured with enough flexability to accomodate these
     significant regional ecological differences.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2611.001     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.A and I.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2611.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While planned as a synoptic approach to reducing pollutants, the GLI only  
     addresses what is likely to be a small portion of the pollutant loading in 
     the Great Lakes basin, namely the point sources of pollution.  For many of 
     the persistent, bioaccumulative compounds of concern in the Great Lakes,   
     point source wastewater discharges contribute only a small fraction of the 
     entire load in the system.  Consequently, imposing tighter restrictions on 
     point sources may have little effect on further reducing the loads of some 
     categories of pollutants such as mercury and PCBs.  Atmospheric deposition,
     surface non-point sources and the reservoir of pollutants already present  
     in sediments are not addressed by this guidance.  And, in fact, these major
     sources are extremely difficult to control.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2611.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2611.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality and fish tissue data collected over the past two decades     
     suggest that the NPDES program has brought about improvements in the Great 
     Lakes.  This is evident in the resurgence of sport fish populations in Lake
     Erie.  We may be approaching the practical limit of improvement which can  
     be achieved by controlling point source wastewater discharges.  The        
     non-point sources merit similar evaluation, management and regulations to  
     achieve additional improvements to the ecosystem.  It is our understanding 
     that non-point sources will be addressed by a separate initiative.         
     
     
     Response to: D2611.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2611.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria are derived based on the assumption that the         
     individual to be protected drinks untreated water from the Great Lakes.  It
     is very unlikely that anyone would drink untreated lake water for a variety
     of aesthetic and health based (eg. microbial) reasons.  While this is      
     clearly an absurd assumption under most circumstances, it is consistent    
     with risk assessment practices under CERLA and RCRA.  However, this        
     assumption may be valid with regard to a small number of chemicals, such as
     atrazine, which are not removed during treatment of drinking water, in the 
     absence of granular activated carbon filtration. The assumption that a 70  
     kg individual consumes 2 liters of water per day is also standard          
     methodology.  The quantity of water consumed is really most influential in 
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     deriving criteria for non-bioaccumulative compounds.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2611.004     
     
     See response to comment D2724.599.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2611.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is generally accepted that consumption of sport caught fish is one of   
     the most important pathways by which humans are exposed to persisitent     
     compounds in the ambient environment.  The importance of this pathway is   
     recognized in the formula for calculating human health criteria.  It is    
     assumed that an individual consumes 15 g of fish per day.  For most people,
     this is clearly a gross overestimate.  However, there may be some subsets  
     of the general population, such as native Americans or certain ethnic      
     groups, for whom locally caught fish is a major food source.  This high    
     level of consumption may be appropriate for these small groups of          
     individuals.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2611.005     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2611.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For lipophilic compounds, the Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF) applied to the  
     amount of fish consumed is the dominant factor in the ultimate value of the
     criteria.  See comments on BAF.  Also, there  is no accomodation for loss  
     of pollutants when the fish is cooked.  For most cooking techniques, some  
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     portion of the fat, and associated bioaccumulative chemicals, are removed  
     during cooking.  This implies that the amount of lipophilic chemicals      
     actually ingested may be considerably less than contained in the uncooked  
     fish.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2611.006     
     
     See response to comment P2771.018 et al. See response to comment P2771.195.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2611.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI suggests a procedure for developing the equivalent of Reference    
     Doses (RfDs) and Cancer Slope Factors (CSFs), if these values are not      
     available in IRIS or HEAST (Health Effects Assessment Summary Tables).     
     Although the review process at ECAO may be variable, IRIS and HEAST do     
     provide a somewhat benchmark source for these important parameters.        
     Toxicity factors developed independently of ECAO may set a precedent for   
     other programs and may not withstand the scrunity of litigation.           
     
     
     Response to: D2611.007     
     
     EPA believes the criteria or values set in the final Guidance are based on 
     the best data available at the time.  EPA also believes setting criteria   
     and values is a dynamic process.  If new data becomes available that       
     indicates EPA should review the basis for an RfD or q1*, then EPA will do  
     so through its RfD and CRAVE Workgroups.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA has decided that deviations from IRIS should be allowed since IRIS is  
     only guidance and that other interpretations of the data may be valid.     
     However, to foster consistency between EPA and the States and Tribes, EPA  
     strongly urges States and Tribes to communicate any anticipated or         
     necessary deviation from IRIS to the EPA Reference Dose (RfD) and/or the   
     Cancer Risk Assessment Verification Endeavor (CRAVE) workgroups as soon as 
     possible. Following this course of action will allow EPA to discuss the    
     potential deviations with the State or Tribe and could lead to an expedited
     review of the chemical and data by the EPA workgroup of concern.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2611.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is suggested that human health cancer slope factors be derived using the
     Linear Multistage Model (LMS) unless there is convincing evidence of a     
     threshold mechanism of carcinogenesis.  This is consistent with historic   
     U.S. EPA practice.  However, by specifying LMS in the GLI, it will make it 
     very difficult to use any other method, even if better information becomes 
     available.  What consititutes convincing evidence of a threshold mechanism 
     is never defined.  It is naive to think that U.S. EPA will abandon this    
     ultraconservative, and not always scientifically justified position, no    
     matter how much data to the contrary are presented for a specific chemical.
                                                                                
     As a corollary, data demonstrating "no effect" are not generally           
     considered, even if studies are available.  This is also consistent with   
     current practice.  Unfortunately, it is impossible to prove the negative.  
     Studies concluding "no effect" are much less likely to be published than   
     studies showing "positive" results.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2611.008     
     
     EPA believes a showing for a threshold carcinogen must be made on a        
     case-by-case basis because there are no established EPA guidelines to make 
     such judgements.  EPA does intend to  examine all the available data before
     making a final decision regarding a threshold carcinogen.  As the Agency's 
     understanding grows in the area of threshold carcinogens, it is likely that
     a more definitive set of evidence will be used (and required) to make such 
     decisions.                                                                 
                                                                                
     With regard to EPA's reliance on positive studies, and our lack of         
     consideration of negative results, EPA agrees that the main focus when     
     evaluating the potential adverse effects of a chemical are on studies that 
     show adverse effects.  However, EPA believes this is reasonable to ensure  
     that humans are protected against potential adverse effects.  Unless       
     pharmacokinetic data clearly indicates that adverse effects in tested      
     animal species are in no way related to possible adverse effects in humans,
     EPA will continue to rely upon positive results in animal studies to assess
     risk to humans.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: D2611.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/MD
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The minimum data requirements for developing Tier I , and especially Tier  
     II, criteria seem to be rather skimpy given the potentially serious        
     ramifications of the resulting criteria.  However, the data base           
     requirements for Tier I may not be substantially different than ECOA has   
     had available to develop toxicity factors for many chemicals.  If there is 
     not enough appropriate data to calculate a Tier I value, then perhaps it is
     not appropriate to derive an even more conservative Tier II value.  If a   
     constituent, or group of constituents, in a discharge is of sufficient     
     concern to justify deriving criteria, then the expenditure to acquire      
     appropriate data is also justified. However, from a practical standpoint,  
     it is possible than an entity which is in a Tier II situation may not have 
     sufficient resources to generate enough data to develop a Tier I criterion.
      Furthermore, establishing a Tier II criterion will, in all likelihood,    
     lock in that value no matter how much data are produced.  It is very       
     unlikely that, once established, any criteria value will be made less      
     restrictive in the future.  This dilemna could be resolved by not applying 
     antidegradation to Tier II values, pending development of a Tier I value.  
     
     
     Response to: D2611.009     
     
     See response to D3382.053                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2611.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the effort to regulate individual chemicals to protect wildlife in   
     the Great Lakes region is remarkable, the chemical specific approach in the
     GLI may do little to further this goal.  This opinion is based on the      
     observation that other stressors, such as habitat destruction and          
     alterations, as well as natural shifts in population dynamics, may be more 
     influential in determining the fate of wildlife communities than the       
     presence of very low (below present detection limits) levels of some       
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2611.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.016.  For a
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see also Section I.D of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
Page 509



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2611.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly, environmental pollutants have played and may still play a         
     significant role in the decline of some species in the Great Lakes region. 
     However, regulating the concentrations of even Bioaccumulative Chemicals of
     Concern (BCCs) in the water column to levels which are orders of magnitude 
     below detection, may do little to improve the health of the overall        
     ecosystem unless other major stressors are reduced or eliminated.          
     
     
     Response to: D2611.011     
     
     Please see response to comment G2688.007.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2611.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The five species selected to represent wildlife are not necessarily typical
     of the many different ecoregions in the Great Lakes.  River otters         
     certainly do not represent top of the food chain mammals along the Ohio    
     shores of Lake Erie.  Racoon and muskrat may be more appropriate for the   
     southern Great Lakes ecoregion.  There are small numbers of eagles along   
     the Ohio shores of Lake Erie, and this species is probably not unreasonable
     as a top predator avian representative for our region.  However, any       
     ospreys along the southern shores of Lake Erie are likely to be transient  
     and not resident.  Colonial waterfowl which depend almost exclusively on   
     the Lakes may also be sensitive groups even though they are not carnivores.
      Cormorants, which are now returning to Lake Erie, would be an appropriate 
     choice.  It is acknowledged that modeling pollutant uptake from food       
     sources other than fish is likely to be extremely difficult.               
     
     
     Response to: D2611.012     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.  The   
     muskrat is primarily a herbivore, therefore, not highly exposed to         
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     bioaccumulative contaminants.  EPA believes that wildlife criteria based on
     the representative species would also be protective of the muskrat.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2611.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc OT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As with the human health criteria, values to be derived for the protection 
     of wildlife represent concentrations of compounds in the water column and  
     subsequently in fish or other aquatic organisms which serve as food for the
     indicator species.  For bioaccumulative chemicals, this approach does not  
     address the presence of these compounds in sediment; which is a more       
     significant sink or source than the water column.  Obviously, it is assumed
     that there is a correlation between the concentrations of a chemical in    
     water and the concentration in sediment.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2611.013     
     
     EPA agrees that sediment should be considered as a route of exposure in the
     model, especially for chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5.  EPA       
     considers the model by Gobas (1993) an improvement on the 1989 Thomann     
     model because it incorporates the exposure of organisms to chemicals from  
     the sediment by including a benthic food-chain component.                  
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has incorporated the BSAF methodology as the second       
     preference for data.  The BSAF provides a method by which the concentration
     of a chemical in the sediment is related to the concentration in fish      
     tissue. The concentration of chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5 in   
     the sediment is greater than in the water column and more readily measured;
     therefore use of the BSAF reduces the uncertainty associated with relating 
     concentration in fish tissue to the concentration in the water column.     
     This is particularly true for chemicals with higher Kows since these       
     generally show a greater affinity for sediments.  For further details on   
     deriving BAFs from the BSAF methodology, and the data supporting the       
     approach, see the final BAF TSD which is available in the public docket for
     this rulemaking.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that it is important to use Great Lakes-specific parameters     
     whenever possible and that there should be an attempt to account for the   
     most sensitive input parameters to the model. In light of these concerns,  
     EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas model that 
     is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In addition, EPA selected  
     the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this model        
     required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could be    
     more easily specified.                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site- specific       
     characteristics based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure  
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     1.                                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2611.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the model proposed for deriving wildlife criteria is thoughtful,  
     it seems essential to invest in acquiring the data to support the          
     relationship between the concentration of compounds in the water and       
     movement up the foodchain.  Additional field validation of the model would 
     seem to be advisable before this method is used to generate criteria.      
     
     
     Response to: D2611.014     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.011 and section VI of the Supplementary      
     Information Document for the response to this comment.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2611.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The actual factors considered in the calculations appear reasonable.  But  
     again, field validation on at least an ecoregion basis seems advisable.    
     
     
     Response to: D2611.015     
     
     Please refer to comment P2653.050 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: D2611.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comment .009                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment #6 for Human Health Methodology, concerning data requirements for  
     Tier I and Tier II criteria also applies to the Wildlife methodology.      
     Derivation and use of Tier II criteria, as interim values, would only be   
     acceptable if these more restrictive criteria do not apply to              
     antidegradation requirements.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2611.016     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2611.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some attempt should be made to evaluate the real life implications that a  
     given point source discharge may have on aquatic and wildlife communities. 
     If there is no indentifiable impact, does it make sense to set lower       
     effluent limits for individual components of the discharge?                
     
     
     Response to: D2611.017     
     
     EPA believes the methodologies used to derive the criteria are based on    
     sound science.  In addition, EPA attempts to provide protection so impacts 
     are not seen on aquatic and wildlife communities.  EPA does not believe it 
     should wait to act until there are identified impacts.  Instead, EPA       
     believes impacts should be minimized before they occur.                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF

Page 513



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: D2611.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The way in which these factors are derived is the cornerstone for both the 
     human health and the wildlife criteria development.  Ecoregion specific    
     information would be desirable to support the BAFs in the Technical Support
     Document.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2611.018     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that ecoregion specific information is       
     desirable in derivation of BAFs.  Using data from the Great Lakes is       
     preferable over information from other bodies of water because it better   
     represents the physical, chemical, and hydrological conditions present     
     within the Great Lakes.  EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters
     in the Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.     
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA is also allowing site-specific modifications to 
     the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2611.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation is extremely variable between species and even between     
     individuals, and different life stages of the same species living in the   
     same area.  The magnitude of the uncertainty inherent in the estimates of  
     BAF is enormous.  This is particularly true when the log Kow is the only   
     information available for a compound.  The method described for deriving   
     BAFs is defensible within the limits of current knowledge.  However, the   
     consequences of any compound-specific BAF are so potentially serious (from 
     the standpoint of the regulated community), that it justifies an investment
     in site-specific information.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2611.019     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
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     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2611.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the approach to deriving criteria for chemicals in mixtures, as
     suggested in the guidance, is consistent with U.S. EPA risk assessment     
     practice for human health under RCRA and CERCLA. While this approach may be
     appropriately conservative under many circumstnces, it may not be          
     scientifically defensible under all circumstances.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2611.020     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     See section IV of the SID for a discussion of BAFs.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2611.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 515



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most defensible approach for carcinogenic compounds would be to assume 
     additivity based on similar mode of action and target organ.  Other types  
     of interactions, such as antagonism and synergism shuld also be considered 
     if there is strong supporting evidence in the literature.  It should not be
     assumed that a mixture of compounds with diverse modes of action will      
     produce an additive effect.  This is a particularly faulty assumption given
     the fact that "cancer" is a collection of different diseases or effects,   
     having some common features (eg. uncontrolled cell growth), rather than one
     single phenomenon.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2611.021     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     See section IV of the SID for a discussion of BAFs.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2611.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If carcinogenic additivity is to be assumed for a mixture, we would suggest
     that criteria development consider a small and finite number of chemicals  
     in                                                                         
     the mixture.  At least in risk assessments performed for hazardous waste   
     sites, it is typically observed that a very few chemicals contribute the   
     bulk of the estimated risk.  This may also be true for mixtures in point   
     source wastewater discharges.  Limiting criteria development to the major  
     "risk drivers" not only simplifies the calculations, but also focuses      
     attention on the most significant components of the effluent.              
     
     
     Response to: D2611.023     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2718.273 for a      
     discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when assessing the        
     additive risks in a mixture to the "risk drivers"; D2098.040 for a         
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/ALT
     Comment ID: D2611.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a Hazard Index (HI) for noncarcinogenic chemicals is consistent 
     with U.S. EPA risk assessment practices under RCRA and CERCLA. Additivity  
     should only be assumed for chemicals with similar modes of action or target
     organs.  For most threshold acting chemicals (exceptions may be chemicals  
     such as lead, antimony), it would probably require fairly high             
     concentrations in water to exceed a HI of 1.0.  It seems likely that for   
     humans, the aesthetic quality of the water would probably be compromised   
     before toxic concentrations are achieved.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2611.024     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity       
     provisions for noncarcinogens.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/ALT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2611.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For PCDDs/PCDFs, as well as other compounds, there may be considerable     
     uncertainty in the assumption that the interactive effects of chemicals at 
     extremely low concentrations, eg. nanograms and picograms per liter, will  
     be the same as observed at higher exposure concentrations, particularly    
     under controlled conditions.  This is also a very difficult hypotheses to  
     test under actual field conditions.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2611.025     
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     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     See section IV of the SID for a discussion of BAFs.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2612.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 Requires The Creation of     
     Guidance, Not Inflexible Regulations.                                      
                                                                                
     Section 101 of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, P.L. 101-596,
     Nov. 16, 1990, amended the Federal Water Pollution Control Act by adding a 
     new subsection 33 U.S.C. Section 1268(c)(2) which stated, in pertinent     
     part:                                                                      
                                                                                
     (2) GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY GUIDANCE --                                  
     (A) By June 30, 1991, the Administrator [of U.S. EPA], after consultation  
     with the Program Office, shall publish in the Federal Register for public  
     notice and comment proposed water quality guidance for the Great Lakes     
     System.  Such guidance shall conform with the objectives and provisions of 
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, shall be no less restrictive than 
     the provisions of this Act and national water quality criteria and         
     guidance, shall specify numerical limits on pollutants in ambient Great    
     Lakes waters to protect human health, aquatic life, and wildlife, and shall
     provide guidance to the Great Lakes States on minimum water quality        
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures for the 
     Great Lakes System.  (Emphasis added)                                      
                                                                                
     It is plain from this language that the law authorizing the creation of the
     Guidance requires that the product of the effort must be stated in terms of
     guidance rather than regulations.  As the Guidance itself recognizes (58   
     Fed. Reg. 20823), the legislative history supports the plain language of   
     the statute.1                                                              
                                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     1  See also House Report No. 101-704, 1990 U.S. Code Cong. and Admin. News 
     4278 et seq.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2612.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2612.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issuance as Guidance is Sound Policy.                                      
                                                                                
     In addition to the legal requirement noted above, there are several        
     important reasons why the use of guidance makes sense.                     
                                                                                
     (a) Wisconsin has been a leader in the issues addressed by the Guidance.   
     Permittees in Wisconsin should not be penalized by the disruption,         
     confusion and expense of being forced to switch to other methods of        
     addressing problems that have been worked out in Wisconsin, and which would
     be consistent with the final Guidance, but not perhaps identical.          
     
     
     Response to: D2612.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2612.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An excellent example is the question of handling water quality based       
     effluent                                                                   
     limits (WQBELs) below the level of quantification, addressed in the        
     Guidance                                                                   
     at 58 Fed. Reg. 20977 et seq.  This issue was one of the early challenges  
     in                                                                         
     the implementation of the water toxics program under Chapters NR 105 and   
     106,                                                                       
     Wis. Adm. Code.  MEG (and Madison Metropolitan Sewerage District) called   
     for                                                                        
     a committee to address this difficult problem, and permit language and a   
     general understanding of the usage of applicable terms readily emerged.  An
     EPA representative sat on the Advisory Committee.  In Wisconsin, the terms 
     Limit of Detection (LOD) and Limit of Quantitation (LOQ) are used.         
     Laboratories, permittees and regulators now understand the meaning of these
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     terms, expected values for commonly regulated substances, reporting        
     techniques and compliance implications.  It would be utterly wasteful, and 
     do                                                                         
     nothing substantive to improve water quality protection, to force Wisconsin
     to scrap this approach and begin all over again the process of several     
     years                                                                      
     of debate and understanding to conform to new regulations.  On the other   
     hand, with Guidance, EPA may well decide to accept Wisconsin's approach as 
     within the bounds of the Guidance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2612.003     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2612.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to confusion, cost and error introduced by a needless switch in
     methods, there is often a tendency in federal programs to seek a method    
     that involves ease of administration rather than one that may be better    
     refined to site-specific conditions.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2612.004     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2612.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Again, the LOD/LOQ example illustrates this problem.  It appears from the  
     Guidance (58 Fed Reg. 20977-78) that EPA prefers establishing a "minimum   
     level" or "ML" for all regulated substances.  It appears that these MLs are
     method-specific, but are standard for that pollutant and method, rather    
     than being derived by the permittee's lab in the context of the particular 
     effluent matrix of that permittee.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA's method is likely to afford ease of understanding for EPA personnel,  
     and allow hasty judgements about the levels of data relative to a          
     standardized ML.  But there should be little doubt that an                 
     effluent-specific LOD and LOQ are more accurate in terms of determining the
     threshold for reliable data.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2612.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2612.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another example of the importance of issuing the Guidance as guidance is   
     the integral relationship of facilities planning and permit-writing under  
     the Wisconsin program.  In practice, U.S. EPA has little if anything to do 
     with the facilities planning side of the wastewater regulatory process in  
     Wisconsin.  [MEG has already seen conflicts arise between U.S. EPA         
     positions on permits and the status of new construction under the State    
     facilities planning process.  Handling mass limits, for example, when there
     is new construction needed or already approved, must take account of the   
     status of facilities planning, and may even dictate the nature of planning 
     decisions as anti-degradation procedures become more widely applicable.  We
     see great potential for a lack of integration between new EPA permit       
     regulations and the facilities planning process.]  This can be addressed if
     the Guidance remains flexible enough to allow DNR to address planning and  
     permit issues in an integrated way.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2612.006     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

Page 521



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2612.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.007 is imbedded in #.006.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MEG has already seen conflicts arise between U.S. EPA positions on permits 
     and the status of new construction under the State facilities planning     
     process.  Handling mass limits, for example, when there is new construction
     needed or already approved, must take account of the status of facilities  
     planning, and may even dictate the nature of planning decisions as         
     anti-degradation procedures become more widely applicable.  We see great   
     potential for a lack of integration between new EPA permit regulations and 
     the facilities planning process.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2612.007     
     
     Municipal planning processes and antidegradation should readily coexist    
     where proposed growth does not result in increased loadings of BCCs and can
     be accomodated within existing permit limits.  Where new limits are        
     required to accomodate growth, antidegradation review is also required.    
     EPA encourages permitting agencies and facilities palnning agencies to work
     closely.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2612.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wisonsin's experience and regulatory capability in this field (and its     
     ability to continue trying new methods, and adjusting as more is learned)  
     should not be sacrificed simply because some states have been dilatory in  
     addressing these issues, as long as consistency and adequacy to fulfill    
     over-arching statutory requirements are met.  Each state is a laboratory   
     for                                                                        
     understanding these problems, and we feel that Wisconsin is a particularly 
     capable forum for understanding and addressing these problems.  The        
     consistency requirement of a guidance will be sufficient to bring along    
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     other                                                                      
     states that are not meeting Wisconsin's standards, or those of the various 
     Great Lakes Agreements.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2612.008     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers P2585.015  
     and P2769.085 for a discussion of the history of the development of the    
     final Guidance and the underlying principle of promoting consistency in    
     standards and imlementation procedures while allowing appropriate          
     flexibility to States and Tribes that EPA relied upon in developing the    
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2612.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MEG is concerned that the failure of the Guidance to address non-point     
     sources of pollution, leaving that for another day, may cause the Guidance,
     if it were promulgated as binding regulations, to unduly restrain the      
     ability                                                                    
     of Wisconsin to move ahead in this area through its own legislation.  For  
     example, it may well be that newly authorized watershed or basin-wide plans
     establish programs for sediment cleanup.  It may be deemed advantageous to 
     somehow link compliance with such plans to the antidegradation process.  Or
     it may be that Wisconsin wishes to take a slightly different approach to   
     the                                                                        
     Total Maximum Daily Load issue due to its desire to fit that into new      
     basin-wide plans.  It is impossible to predict what such basin-wide        
     legislation might look like down the road.  Our concern is that new federal
     regulations, which admittedly only address a portion of the problem, could 
     turn out to be too rigid to allow creative solutions to the remaining      
     problems presented by basin management concepts.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2612.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2612.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that conduction further promulgation activities may impose
     procedural requirements that unduly restrict the input of the States.  We  
     believe Wisconsin's experience in this field should not be barred from     
     final agency deliberations.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2612.010     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2612.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments #.002-.010 for reasons                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For these reasons, MEG strongly urges the U.S. EPA to retain the statutory 
     intent and plain meeting, and issue the final Guidance in the form of      
     Guidance, and not regulations that will unduly regiment Wisconsin's        
     regulators and permittees.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2612.011     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2612.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Existing Environmental Quality (EEQ) Concept Will Penalize States Which
     Reward Diligent Water Quality Protection.                                  
                                                                                
     We realize that the EEQ concept is recognized by EPA as a particularly     
     stringent form of effluent limitation, employed as part of the             
     antidegradation procedures only with respect to Bioaccumulative Chemicals  
     of Concern (BCCs) which are of particular concern to EPA and the States.   
     Nonetheless, the objective of not allowing any material increase in these  
     substances over current levels should be achievable with a more fair and   
     sensible approach.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2612.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2612.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This concept provides a one way ratchet that inexorably lowers limits (thus
     increasing the statistical chance of a permit violation) as a POTW improves
     performance by accomplishing source reduction.  Every time a permit is     
     reissued, data will be reviewed, and only adjusted downward if improvements
     are made in source reduction which lower the results.  Thus, this method is
     a                                                                          
     clear disincentive to source reduction efforts, which is quite             
     counter-productive.                                                        
                                                                                
     Although the Guidance preamble recognizes the problem of disincentives for 
     good performance (at 58 Fed. Reg. 20899) it does not adequately note the   
     negative impact this concept may have on the all-important task of source  
     reduction.  Also, the suggestions in the Guidance (at 20899) as to how     
     these                                                                      
     disincentives for good performance can be alleviated are highly            
     unpersuasive.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2612.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2612.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under Option 2 (58 Fed. Reg. 20898), EPA would allow States to elect a     
     "narrative" approach in part.  Such permit language could say, for example:
     "The permittee is prohibited from undertaking any deliberate action, where 
     such action by the permittee would result in the increase in the mass      
     loading                                                                    
     rate of a Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern..." without first obtaining a
     permit modification with an approvable antidegradation demonstration.  With
     some of these substances, such as Mercury, coming from domestic wastewater,
     or even new industrial processes that come to town with no dependable prior
     monitoring history, it seems possible that POTW managers and operators     
     could                                                                      
     easily find themselves with an increase in a BCC such as Mercury without   
     any                                                                        
     warning or opportunity to obtain a permit modification.  Whether or not the
     cause of the increase came from a "deliberate action" or the POTW is a very
     ambiguous standard indeed!                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2612.014     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
                                                                                
     The commenter's statement that municipal waste water treatment plants are  
     unable to determine the constituents of potential industrial users is not  
     compelling.  Obviously, the potential industrial user must be able to      
     furnish the municipal plant with estimates of expected character of the    
     effluent from the industrial user.  If this were not so, it would not be   
     possible for the municipality to make a determination of whether or not the
     industrial uses could be accomodated at the plant.   To eliminate any      
     ambiguity, accepting a new industrial user that has the potential to be a  
     source of BCCs is a deliberate action subject to antidegradation review    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2612.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The EEQ concept needs to be refined to meet the objective of keeping these 
     substances to a minimum and at the same time provide incentives for        
     reduction rather than disincentives.  This would be better accomplished if 
     the POTW views source reductions as reducing its risk of violation, rather 
     than increasing it.  Some portion of source reductions could be credited to
     the POTW, so that reductions in effluent limits and increases in the margin
     of safety for permit compliance both result when source reduction is       
     accomplished.  Under the current proposal, EPA takes away all benefit from 
     source reduction.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2612.015     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2612.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, with substances that are coming into the treatment plan from a   
     wide                                                                       
     variety of sources, such as Mercury, the policy should recognize that POTWs
     cannot continually eliminate more and more of this substance, and that     
     other                                                                      
     elements of society (whether consumer products, infiltration/inflow of     
     "clear" rainwater that contains atmospheric constituents, or allowable     
     commercial practices) should be pursued through broader policy changes,    
     rather than perpetuating the myth that all of these substances can be      
     controlled through continually more stringent clamps on the POTWs.         
     Penalties for POTWs only convince legislators that toxics can and should be
     addressed through treatment plants if only we devise clever enough control 
     strategies.  EEQ is the latest installment in that very old policy.        
     
     
     Response to: D2612.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.  In addition, EPA does not agree that   
     the antidegradation provisions of either the proposed or final Guidance    
     focus solely on end-of-pipe controls.  The purpose of the pollution        
     prevention component of the antidegradation demonstration is to encourage  
     the use of alternatives other than treatment as a way of controlling       
     loadings of BCCs.  The pollution prevention analysis is particularly       
     appropriate for municipal facilities.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2612.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recent information from Wisconsin POTWs (Mugan 1993)2 indicates mercury    
     concentrations in POTW effluents are below the levels found in "average"   
     rainfall.  Atmospheric deposition seems to be the largest source of        
     contributions to surface waters, with municipal wastewater contributions   
     likely representing less than 1% of the total mercury input to inland      
     waters.                                                                    
                                                                                
     These data do not diminish the importance of addressing Mercury, a BCC     
     under                                                                      
     the Guidance.  But they do suggest that other anthropogenic sources of     
     certain critical substances should be addressed simultaneously, and in a   
     complementary fashion, with any further point source guidance.  In the     
     absence of such additional strategies, the Guidance might at least identify
     those substances that are largely the product of local industrial processes
     that may be most susceptible to source control, and those, such as Mercury,
     which are largely a function of the other, more remote sources beyond the  
     jurisdiction of the POTW.  This distinction could be quite relevant in the 
     application of such concepts as antidegradation and EEQ.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2612.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and VII of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2612.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should also be sure that:  (i) the Guidance does nothing to discourage 
     States from pursuing their own legislation on non-point pollution; and (ii)
     additional federal efforts to address non-point pollution are advanced     
     expeditiously.  One way to meet the first objective is to build rewards    
     into                                                                       
     this Guidance for those states that pursue non-point pollution through     
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     their                                                                      
     own legislation.  One way to do this would be to give express authority for
     States to approve watershed or basin-wide plans that would still achieve   
     the                                                                        
     ambient concentration goals of the Guidance, but allow the States greater  
     leeway in the specific techniques (point vs. non-point controls) to        
     accomplish those goals.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2612.018     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2612.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current discussion of non-point pollution in the Guidance (see e.g., 58
     Fed. Reg. 20830) reflects very little attempt to link the point source     
     controls with any future non-point efforts.  In short, not nearly enough   
     thought has been given to creating incentives for non-point controls in    
     this                                                                       
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2612.019     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2612.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Tier II Data Should Be Developed by State and/or Federal Agencies.         
                                                                                
     MEG objects to the idea that individual POTWs must shoulder the burden of  
     developing data for particular substances.  Some argue that wastewater     
     discharge is a privilege, and this places the burden on the discharger to  
     justify the right to discharge that particular substance.  However this    
     position ignores the distinction between private industrial choices to use 
     a                                                                          
     particular substance as part of a process, for profit (where the costs of  
     using that substance ought perhaps to be figured into the decision to use  
     that substance), as opposed to the entirely involuntary job of treating the
     people's wastewater performed by POTW's.  Placing the burden of addressing 
     a                                                                          
     question of overall public health and protection of the environment upon an
     individual community makes absolutely no sense from a public policy        
     perspective.                                                               
                                                                                
     It is just another example of higher levels of government trying to solve  
     budget problems by pushing costs to lower levels of government, without any
     funding to go along with the mandate, or any sound public policy reason why
     the lower level of government is better situated to undertake the problem. 
     In fact, it is clear that the federal government is much better situated to
     address widespread problems posed by particular pollutants than are        
     individual local governments.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2612.020     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: D2612.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits.                                                            
                                                                                
     The Guidance should be clearer on the obligation of POTWs to reduce        
     substances in the water supply to the facility.  This is termed intake in  
     the industrial context and is termed water supply background by POTWs.  We 
     suggest that the Wisconsin Administrative Code approach to this issue is an
     appropriate one, and should be adopted by the Guidance.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2612.021     
     
     The intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance are described in     
     detail in the SID at Sections VIII.E.3-7, including its application to     
     POTWs.  Responses to comments D2574.083 and P2607.081 explain how the final
     Guidance incorporates aspects of the Wisconsin approach, presented as      
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     Option 4 in the preamble to the proposed Guidance.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2612.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Quality Data Is At The Heart Of This Program; Explicit Measures Should     
     Therefore Be Instituted To Assure Higher Quality Data.                     
                                                                                
     Our experience in Wisconsin POTWs is that a number of problems with meeting
     WQBELs that appeared insurmountable were ultimately determined to be the   
     result of faulty data.  To protect the program (and the permittees'        
     budgets)                                                                   
     from the adverse effects of bad data, EPA should do more than specify      
     methods.  Requirements such as confirmatory testing, split samples and     
     expanded monitoring as prerequisites to enforcement activities,            
     antidegradation analyses, triggering the requirement to even place a limit 
     in                                                                         
     a permit, and the like, would allow all parties to concentrate on real     
     issues                                                                     
     instead of chasing false data.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2612.022     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final GUidance. See Section  
     II.C for a general discussion of the provisions, including many of the     
     requirements mentioned in this comment, contained in the final Guidance.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2612.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also comments #.003, .005; Municipal Environmental Group. 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We mentioned above the significance fo the LOD/LOQ issue.  These concepts  
     continue to exist as statistical realities even if EPA chooses to ignore   

Page 531



$T044618.TXT
     them, by using some hybrid such as ML.  If something such as ML is used,   
     EPA                                                                        
     is inviting contests over data at the ML, but below the LOQ (which experts 
     will testify is unreliable as to quantity).                                
     
     
     Response to: D2612.023     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2612.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     And an express exception to antibacksliding should be noted where data     
     errors                                                                     
     have incorrectly caused a limit to be placed in a permit, or the limit has 
     been incorrectly calculated due to bad background or hardness data, or     
     other                                                                      
     technical errors.  As new limits are added for new substances, it is likely
     that we will again see certain substances which labs will have particular  
     difficulty analyzing, and there should be some mechanism for "appealing"   
     these technical issues outside of the general policies and framework for   
     anti-degradation.  Special Committees for the Great Lakes region could be  
     established with representatives of dischargers with monitoring experience,
     as well as state and federal agency people, to address common problems in  
     the                                                                        
     sampling and testing area.                                                 
                                                                                
     To some extent this is cured by the appeal process and the informal policy 
     that EPA has established that anti-backsliding (and anti-degradation) do   
     not                                                                        
     apply until a limit is finally in force, usually allowing a three year     
     period                                                                     
     of monitoring to discover and address data issues.  Yet this avenue is only
     available as of right to communities that appeal their permit through      
     either                                                                     
     Section 147.05 or Section 147.20, Wisconsin Statutes, and the concern over 
     data problems has no doubt prompted a number of appeals that were later    
     resolved when the data problems were ironed out.  Clearer federal policies,
     not dependent upon state law appeal processes, should be developed to      
     address                                                                    
     the problems resulting from bad data.                                      
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     Response to: D2612.024     
     
     Please see response to comment G2688.007. See response to comment          
     D2592.049.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2613.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The enabling legislation required that the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)    
     guidance specify minimum requirements for the waters in the Great Lakes    
     System in three areas:  water quality standards, antidegradation policies  
     and implementation procedures.  SOCMA believes the program that EPA has    
     proposed will not address the major sources that have impacted the water   
     quality problems in the Great Lakes Basin and thus, the proposed program   
     does not fulfill the legislative mandate.                                  
                                                                                
     Nonpoint source pollution, which EPA reports to be the cause of a majority 
     of the contamination to surface waters, is not being effectively regulated.
     It is insufficient for EPA to state in the preamble to the GLI guidance    
     that it will focus on nonpoint sources of pollution in the near future.    
     SOCMA believes that EPA should turn a major part of its attention and      
     resources to nonpoint sources and not delay until an assessment and control
     of the nonpoint source problem is well advanced.  Instead of continuing to 
     focus on point source control, EPA could use the GLI guidance as a         
     meaningful vehicle for beginning to control nonpoint source contamination. 
     In recognition of the primary role played by nonpoint sources in impacting 
     the water quality of the Great Lakes, EPA's resources should be focused on 
     controlling such sources.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2613.001     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance addresses point and nonpoint sources of          
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction     
     Effort, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers        
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2613.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SOCMA believes that EPA's proposed two-tiered approach for water quality   
     criteria is inappropriate and would lead to excessively stringent          
     regulation based on admittedly inadequate information.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2613.002     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2613.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has imposed stringent data quality requirements to insure that water   
     quality criteria are technically sound and based on adequate scientific    
     evidence.  In the current proposal, however, EPA essentially waives these  
     data quality requirements in order to regulate more chemicals.  SOCMA      
     believes this would be a grave error.  Water quality criteria should be    
     developed based on an adequate toxicity database.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2613.003     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2613.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a two-tiered approach is retained, EPA should clearly and explicitly    
     demonstrate that the benefits of deriving criteria based on inadequate data
     is scientifically sound and shall justify the costs of complying with such 
     criteria.  The costs of compliance with water quality-based regulations are
     significant.  Imposing additional requirements on inadequate data is not   
     only unsound from a technical perspective, but also represents a drain on  
     limited resources.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2613.004     
     
     EPA agrees that compliance costs should have been estimated for pollutants 
     for which Tier I criteria or Tier II values could be developed and that    
     were present in effluent at levels of concern. As a result, EPA's cost     
     estimate for the final Guidance is based upon evaluation of compliance for 
     69 pollutants.                                                             
                                                                                
     As described in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from         
     Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," EPA       
     evaluated whether additional pollutants should be included in the cost     
     analysis and if Tier II values should be estimated.  The evaluation used   
     three criteria to determine whether additional pollutants should be        
     included in the final cost analysis: loadings, frequency of occurrence, and
     toxicity.  Of the 69 pollutants, numeric Tier I criteria were available for
     32 pollutants, and Tier II values were conservatively estimated for 37     
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2613.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SOCMA is concerned that the proposed Tier II methodologies will undermine  
     one of the principal intents of the GLI, namely to establish uniform       
     criteria to protect water quality of the Great Lakes.  With regard to the  
     Tier I criteria, EPA has established stringent data quality requirements   
     and calculated criteria for chemicals that meet those requirements.        
     However, for other chemicals, EPA only proposes the  methods for state     
     agencies to use to develop their own water quality-based requirements.     
     Based on limited technical resources available to most states, SOCMA       
     believes that this is unrealistic and will result in a lack of uniformity  
     as each state agency develops different criteria.  Tier II values          
     derivation and data validation will place an undue burden on regulatory    
     programs leading to increased delays in permitting.  Because of the        
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     tremendous resources required to develop numerous Tier II values for all   
     potential chemicals of interest, SOCMA believes state regulators will      
     transfer the burden of developing these values to individual discharges as 
     a condition of applying for a permit.  This will undermine the objectives  
     of the GLI, as there would be little probability of uniform Tier II values 
     being applied throughout the Great Lakes basin.  In the event of any Tier  
     II values development, there should always be an adequate opportunity for  
     widespread public and peer review and comment on these criteria.           
     
     
     Response to: D2613.005     
     
     Please see response to comments D2741.076, P2585.058, and P2656.058.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2613.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .006 is imbedded in comment .007                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance does not adequately address issues raised by the     
     anti-backsliding provision of the Clean Water Act, which essentially       
     prohibit permit limits derived from water quality from becoming less       
     stringent.  If Tier II values are established based on limited data and    
     extremely conservative assumptions, it is reasonable to presume that       
     additional data will, in many cases, result in a "corrected" water quality 
     criteria that is less stringent.  However, there is no clearly defined     
     means to refine these values when better data become available.  EPA's own 
     Science Advisory Board raised this concern when reviewing the proposed     
     guidance.  If EPA employs the two-tiered approach, the regulated community 
     should have assurances that the timely generation of new scientific data   
     will be mandated and recognized, even if these result in less stringent    
     water quality criteria.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2613.006     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2613.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The proposed guidance does not adequately address issues raised by the    
     anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act, which essentially      
     prohibit permit limits derived from water quality criteria from becoming   
     less stringent.  If Tier II values are established based on limited data   
     and extremely conservative assumptions, it is reasonable to presume that   
     additional data will, in many cases, result in a "corrected" water quality 
     criteria that is less stringent.  However, there is no clearly defined     
     means to refine these values when better data become available.  EPA's own 
     Science Advisory Board raised this concern when reviewing the proposed     
     guidance.  If EPA employs the two-tiered approach, the regulated community 
     should have assurances that the timely generation of new scientific data   
     will be mandated and recognized, even if these result in less stringent    
     water quality criteria.]  EPA should also establish a procedure for        
     revising water quality criteria based upon improved technical data that    
     will satisfy the requirements of the "new information" exemption from the  
     anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act.  Whatever procedure is 
     employed for the development of modification of criteria, there must be    
     full participation by the scientific and regulated communities, including  
     public comment on the proposed criteria that is published in the Federal   
     Register.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2613.007     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2613.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SOCMA believes that TIer II values are unnecessary and redundant in many   
     respects.  The current water quality-based permitting process, involving   
     the three-tiered approach (numerical criteria, biocriteria and whole       
     effluent toxicity (WET) testing), is sufficient to protect water quality in
     the Great Lakes.  For example, with particular regard to water quality     
     criteria for protection of aquatic biota, the development of Tier II values
     is unnecessary given the availability of water quality-based permitting    
     approaches such as conventional parameters and WET testing.  The use of    
     biocriteria and WET testing are specifically designed to address chemicals 
     which have inadequate toxicity test data for deriving numerical (i.e. Tier 
     I) criteria.  Even if data are inadequate for deriving numerical criteria, 
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     these other procedures would detect chemicals that might be present in     
     toxic amounts.  EPA has already developed methods to identify toxics in    
     effluent.  SOCMA believes that implementation of these existing procedures 
     is far preferable to developing additional numerical criteria which are    
     based on inadequate data.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2613.008     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
                                                                                
     With respect to biological criteria or biological monitoring, WET and Tier 
     II, see section VIII of the SID on determining reasonable potential.       
     Essentially, if there is no reasonable potential for WET, and biological   
     monitoring indicates that there is no impairment to biological communities 
     then data to calculate a Tier II value does not have to be generated.  In  
     this instance, only when sufficient data to calculate a Tier II value      
     exist, does a Tier II value have to be derived for determining reasonable  
     potential.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2613.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .009 is imbedded in .010                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SOCMA believes that Tier II values would constitute overregulation and will
     result in a burden on state resources, the regulated community and         
     regulators.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2613.009     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2613.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [SOCMA believes that Tier II values would constitute overregulation and    
     will result in a burden on state resources, the regulated community and    
     regulators.]  It also will create a competitive disadvantage for industry  
     without providing measurable protection of the ecosystem.  EPA should      
     demonstrate that the regulation of chemicals using Tier II values offers   
     benefits beyond those that are achieved by applying existing WET and other 
     elements of water quality-based permitting requirements.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2613.010     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2613.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  SOCMA believes that any antidegradation policy should not unduly       
     prohibit economic recovery.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA requested comment on whether the proposed antidegradation provisions   
     will inhibit the economic recovery of the Great Lakes region.  The proposed
     antidegradation policy will clearly restrict the economic development of   
     the region without providing any significant improvement to the waters of  
     the Great Lakes.  Most of the pollutants entering the Great Lakes waters   
     are from atmospheric deposition, nonpoint source discharges or contaminated
     sediments.  Imposing further restrictions on currently regulated point     
     source dischargers will not noticeably improve the waters of the Great     
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2613.011     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2613.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring a batch manufacturer to undergo an antidegradation determination 
     each time a new bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC) has the potential
     to be introduced into the effluent could make it prohibitively expensive to
     develop a new product.  It is totally impractical for a specialty chemical 
     manufacturer  to be required to initiate an extensive evaluation of the    
     resulting social or economic benefit whenever a formulation is changed and 
     trace quantities of a new BCC may be discharged.  The cost of developing   
     formal pollution preventions plan and engineering evaluations of enhanced  
     treatment techniques could discourage the development of new products.     
     Furthermore, one element of the proposed evaluation, the benefit/compliance
     cost effectiveness ratio for enhanced treatment may have little relevance  
     for these manufacturers.  Such a cost effectiveness ratio assumes the      
     enhanced wastewater treatment process would have a standard operating life 
     and not be taken out of service after several batches.  In a normal cost   
     effectiveness ratio calculation, the relative cost of enhanced treatment   
     includes a depreciation charge for the additional equipment required.      
     Because of the nature of batch manufacturing and the unpredictability of   
     the "life" of the product affecting the composition of an effluent related 
     to production of any particular product, assumptions regarding the term for
     which a wastewater treatment process will be required are virtually        
     impossible to make.  Thus, use of a ratio that assumes a "standard         
     operating life" will result in an invalid benefit/compliance analysis.     
     
     
     Response to: D2613.012     
     
     Under the final Guidance, for an action to be subject to antidegradation,  
     it must involve a change in process or production capabilities beyond the  
     level of variability contemplated in a facility's control document.  With  
     regard to the example raised by the commenter, if the production of the    
     different chemicals is within the existing capabilities of the facility    
     without modification, and the production was envisioned when the facility  
     was granted permission to discharge, then changes between different product
     lines would not be subject to antidegradation review.                      
                                                                                
     The final Guidance allows States and Tribes a great deal of discretion in  
     making decisions with respect to antidegradation demonstrations.  This     
     discretion gives States and Tribes the ability to tailor their decisions to
     the circumstances of individual dischargers.  The flexibility contained in 
     the final Guidance prevents the "one size fits all" approach that concerns 
     the commenter.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2613.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the cost of developing the antidegradation justification    
     documents (pollution prevention alternatives, alternative enhanced         
     treatment, and important social or economic development), SOCMA is         
     concerned about the time required to develop these documents and perform   
     the formal antidegradation procedures.  It could take months or even years 
     to receive authorization for the  manufacture of a new product, by which   
     time a company may be at a competitive disadvantage or the product may     
     simply no longer have a market.  The key to success in the manufacture of  
     specialty products is being able to rapidly respond to market demands.  The
     proposed antidegradation provision will put Great Lakes manufacturers of   
     specialty products at a serious global disadvantage.  The EPA should       
     reevaluate the proposed antidegradation procedures, particularly the       
     prescriptive and burdensome elements of the demonstration procedures.      
     
     
     Response to: D2613.013     
     
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2613.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operational flexibility is critical for competitiveness in the global and  
     domestic marketplace.  At a minimum, SOCMA believes that it is essential   
     for an antidegradation policy to include an exemption for "de minimis      
     increases".  The definition of "de minimis increase" should include any    
     pollutant increase below the water quality criteria concentrations or below
     receiving water concentrations.  This concept is consistent with the       
     objectives of the antidegradation policy, to protect the existing and      
     designated uses of waterways.  Since the water quality criteria            
     concentrations are regulatorily defined as being protective, no formal     
     antidegradation determination should be required for in-stream             
     concentrations below this level.  Such an approach would be consistent with
     the language of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the Clean Water
     Act which prohibits the discharge of toxic substances in toxic amounts.    
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     SOCMA also believes that EPA should include in the "de minimis increase"   
     exemption a discharge of a non-BCC or Table 5 pollutant which uses less    
     than 10% of the "unused assimilative"  capacity of the receiving water.  We
     propose the following revision to the proposed definition of De Minimis in 
     Appendix E, page 21031.  The underlined text indicates language to be      
     inserted into the definition of De Minimis.                                
                                                                                
     De Minimis - The lowering of water quality by a pollutant may be considered
     de minimis if it is below the corresponding water quality criteria         
     concentration or below the concentration in the receiving waters in stream 
     or if it satisfies all the following criteria for the pollutant under      
     consideration, and such a determination is consistent with applicable      
     requirements and limitations of Appendix F to 40 CFR 132 (implementation   
     procedures) including appropriate margin of safety allocations:            
     - The lowering of water quality does not involve a bioaccumulative chemical
     of concern; - the lowering of water quality uses less than 10 percent of   
     the unused assimilative capacity; and - For pollutants included on Table 5 
     of part 132, at least 10 percent of the total assimilative capacity remains
     unused after the lowering of water quality.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2613.014     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2613.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation policy procedures should be compound specific.             
                                                                                
     SOCMA endorses the concept of addressing antidegradation on a              
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis.  An all or nothing concept for designating   
     water quality could result in many waterways not meeting the "absolute     
     floor water quality criteria" and this could result in a ban on any        
     increased discharge to these waterways.  This would prevent any plant      
     expansions or modifications in the region.  There are literally hundreds of
     water quality criteria.  It is unreasonable to ban or prohibit any increase
     in a facility's discharge levels as a result of exceedence of one or a     
     small number of criteria which may be unrelated to the facility or the     
     discharge and unrelated to toxicity factors underlying the particular      
     criteria of concern.  SOCMA believes that facilities on a waterbody that is
     designated as an outstanding natural resource water should still have the  
     ability to perform a compound specific antidegradation demonstration.      
     
     
     Response to: D2613.015     
     
     EPA believes it imperative that the States and Tribes retain the           
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     opportunity to designate waterbodies for which no lowering of water quality
     will be allowed, and that by incorporating the revison to the definition of
     an ONRW, suggested by the commenter, this flexibility would be denied the  
     States and Tribes.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2613.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The provisions of Appendix E, including Procedure 8, should not apply when 
     an existing effluent quality is not implemented as a water quality-based   
     effluent limit.                                                            
                                                                                
     SOCMA supports EPA's assertion that existing effluent quality requirements 
     for discharges at nondetect levels operate independently from the Procedure
     8 of Appendix F provision for fish bio-uptake studies.  In addition, SOCMA 
     requests clarification that other provisions of Procedure 8, such as       
     pollutant minimization programs also operate independently.  EPA should    
     clarify in Procedure 8 that the procedure is only applicable to water      
     quality-based effluent limits that are derived by the total miximum daily  
     load process.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2613.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2613.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SOCMA believes that it is unduly burdensome and not cost effective to      
     require monitoring for BCCs by all dischargers.                            
                                                                                
     SOCMA strongly objects to the proposal to require all dischargers to       
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     periodically monitor their effluents for all BCCs.  Only those dischargers 
     that have a reasonable potential to discharge a specific BCC should be     
     required to monitor for that compound.  Reasonable potential should be     
     based on actual effluent data or internal waste sources and/or process     
     knowledge.  Such an approach will still achieve EPA's goal of developing a 
     more comprehensive database without imposing unnecessary cost and waste of 
     resources on dischargers.                                                  
                                                                                
     Most of the BCCS are not common pollutants and would not be expected to be 
     contributed by a great majority of direct and indirect dischargers.  For   
     those that do have a reasonable potential to contribute BCCs, typically    
     they discharge only one or two of these pollutants.  Therefore, requiring  
     all dischargers to monitor their effluents for all BCCs is not justified,  
     especially considering the high costs to obtain needed analytical          
     sensitivity with certain BCCs.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2613.017     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.126. See responses to P2656.091 and   
     P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID, for EPA's analysis of this issue.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2613.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     F.  SOCMA supports the provision that requires a "discernable action" which
     increases the discharge of a BCC to trigger antidegradation procedures.    
                                                                                
     In the proposed GLI guidance, EPA states that an increase in a BCC         
     discharge that is not the result of a discernible action by the permittee  
     would not constitute a significant lowering of water quality and will not  
     trigger an antidegradation demonstration.  Examples of such discernible    
     actions are expansion of processing capacity, changes in raw materials and 
     new industrial hookups to a municipal sewer system.  EPA should confirm    
     that the following are some examples of situations that should not         
     constitute a discernable action:  optimization/debottlenecking of existing 
     production capacity; increasing production within design capacity;         
     projected expansion that has already been presented in an application for  
     an approved permit or permit renewal; increases in volumes of once-through 
     cooling water that contains background levels of a BCC, where a BCC is     
     added to that cooling water.  These situations should not be subject to an 
     antidegradation demonstration.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2613.018     
     
     Comment ID:  D2613.018                                                     
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     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2613.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Statistical procedures to identify an increase in the existing mass loading
     of a BCC are not adequately defined.                                       
                                                                                
     The Antidegradation Policy in Provision II.A. of Appendix E (58 FR 21032)  
     states that "A significant lowering of water quality occurs when...There is
     an increase in the rate of mass loading, in excess of that defined by the  
     existing effluent quality controls established pursuant to Section II D.1  
     of this appendix of any BCC...".  Provision II D.1 goes on to state that   
     the existing effluent quality level for BCCs should reflect the existing   
     effluent discharge mass of that pollutant.                                 
                                                                                
     However, these provisions do not specify the statistical methodology that  
     should be employed to define the existing effluent quality for a particular
     bioaccumulative pollutant.  Is the existing effluent quality and increase  
     in mass loading to be measured by an average value or a maximum value?     
     What statistical procedure is to be used to calculate them?  For example,  
     if a maximum value is used, what frequency distribution probability        
     percentile and sampling period are appropriate?  Specific guidance within  
     the antidegradation procedure should be provided.                          
                                                                                
     SOCMA recommends that calculation of existing effluent quality levels      
     should be consistent with the statistical methods specified for background 
     concentrations in Procedure 3A.A.8.b of Appendix F (58 FR 21035).   In that
     procedure, concentrations reproted as less than the detection limit are to 
     be taken as one-half the detection limit unless all measurements are below 
     the detection limit, in which case "zero" is assumed.  Furthermore, for    
     measurements between the detection limit and the quantification limit, the 
     discharger shall use the detection limit plus one-half of the difference   
     between the two limits (detection limit and quantification limit).  SOCMA  
     believes the same conventions should be used for very low concentration    
     values (i.e., less than detection limit or less than quantification limit) 
     in calculating the "existing effluent quality" for purposes of these       
     Antidegradation Procedures.                                                
                                                                                
     SOCMA also recommends that the geometric mean be the summary statistic     
     (measure of central tendency) for determining the existing effluent quality
     and increase in mass loading of a BCC.  It is important that calculations  
     with both effluent and surface water data be performed with consistent     
     statistical procedures.                                                    
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     Response to: D2613.019     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2613.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limitations on the discharge of BCC to the existing effluent quality should
     only be required when there is a reasonable potential for the BCC to be    
     present in the discharger's wastewater.                                    
                                                                                
     Where there is not a reasonable potential for a BCC to be added as a result
     of a discharger's operations, the antidegradation policy and the existing  
     effluent quality requirements should not apply.  Discharges such as        
     once-through cooling water to which no BCC is added should be exempted from
     the antidegradation provisions herein.                                     
                                                                                
     SOCMA recommends that the rule explicitly state that the  antidegradation  
     provisions in Appendix E are not applicable to a given discharge unless    
     there is reasonable potential for a BCC to be present in that discharge as 
     a result of the discharger's operation or activities.  This "reasonable    
     potential" should be based on actual effluent data and/or knowledge of the 
     process generating wastewater such as raw materials,  intermediates,       
     reaction by-products and products.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2613.020     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2613.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The existing mass loading of a BCC (for an existing or expanding point     
     source) should be defined as the water quality-based effluent limitation   
     calculated from a total maximum daily load or wasteload allocation.        
                                                                                
     Under Provision II.D.1. of Appendix E, existing permit limits for any BCC  
     are not to be considered in establishing the existing effluent quality for 
     purposes of an antidegradation evaluation.  However, for pollutants other  
     than BCCs, existing permit limits can be the basis for an antidegradation  
     determination.                                                             
                                                                                
     SOCMA sees no defensible basis for differentiating between BCCs and other  
     regulated pollutants for the purposes of these antidegradation provisions, 
     provided that the existing permit limits are based on a total maximum daily
     load or waste load allocation that is protective of the ambient water      
     quality standard.                                                          
                                                                                
     Under EPA's proposal, a discharger is penalized for treating his effluent  
     below a level that is lower than the water quality-based effluent limit.   
     This discharger would not be allowed to increase the mass discharge of that
     BCC without an antidegradation demonstration, even if such an increase     
     would not exceed the existing water quality-based effluent limit.  This    
     policy is not necessary because the existing water quality-based effluent  
     limit was designed to be protective of water quality.  Moreover, it        
     discourages dischargers from developing treatment capabilities below water 
     quality limits.                                                            
                                                                                
     SOCMA believes that for the purposes of determining whether there has been 
     a significant lowering of water quality, BCCs should be treated the same as
     other pollutants.  With respect to either, a discharger should only be     
     required to initiate an antidegradation review if increases in mass loading
     would exceed a permit limit (if based on a total maximum daily load/waste  
     load allocation).  Water quality-based effluent limits should constitute   
     the basis for existing effluent quality for all pollutants if consistent   
     with the GLI criteria.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2613.021     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.021 and D2798.046.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2613.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to the nature of SOCMA member company operations, effluent from batch  
     manufacturing operations is variable.  An existing effluent quality        
     variation may not accurately reflect the character of the effluent over a  
     period of time.  Existing effluent quality as defined in the GLI guidance  
     would not be accurately represented by a long term average concentration   
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     for batch manfacturers.  Typically, effluent limits based on total maximum 
     daily loads or wasteload allocations reflect long-term averages and not a  
     fixed time frame of effluent quality.  Because the antidegradation         
     procedure in the GLI guidance does not recognize effluent variability,     
     there is the need to always evaluate total maximum daily load before       
     triggering the antidegradation demonstration.  Batch manufacturers should  
     not be subject to antidegradation demonstrations if existing effluent      
     quality is less than wasteload allocation.  Changes in effluent quality,   
     even long-term changes, can result from a multitude of factors, including  
     raw material variability, process operating conditions and weather         
     (especially as it affects stormwater flows).  Long-term variability must be
     accounted for in determining existing effluent quality.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2613.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2613.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A pollution prevention program must allow flexibility for companies to     
     develop programs that optimize their resources.                            
                                                                                
     SOCMA strongly supports the concept of pollution prevention and embraces a 
     philosophy of environmental risk reduction.  There are numerous methods for
     achieving pollution prevention goals, including source reduction,          
     in-process recycling, off-site recycling and energy recovery.  SOCMA       
     believes that an effective pollution prevention program must provide       
     companies with flexibility to meet regulatory requirements and must        
     recognize the large differences in the types and numbers of products       
     produced, individual facility size and production among chemical           
     manufacturers.  For instance, some plants may manufacture hundreds of      
     million pounds per year of a very few products in a facility with a        
     thousand employees while other chemical plants may manufacture a few       
     hundred products totaling only a few milion pounds in a plant with fewer   
     than 50 employees.  We would urge EPA to allow the flexibility for         
     individual companies to develop programs that optimize their resources and 
     achieve the best results possible.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2613.023     
     
     The final Guidance is extremely flexible with regards to pollution         
     prevention.  The procedures only require identification of the prudent and 
     feasible pollution prevention opportunities available to a facility.  The  
     SID accompanying the final Guidance provides guidelines on the factors that
     should be considered. EPA recognizes that pollution prevention is both site
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     and case specific and that prescriptive requirements could hinder rather   
     than spur greater reliance on pollution prevention as a means of reducing  
     pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2613.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SOCMA believes that quantification goals are ill-suited to batch           
     manufacturing operations.  A mandated pollution prevention target may not  
     be achievable for these operations which, due to frequent process changes  
     and varying consumer demands, cannot forecast the feedstocks and processes 
     which will be used over an extended period of time.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2613.024     
     
     The final Guidance does not mandate any particular pollution prevention    
     target for a facility requesting an increased loading. Rather, it requires 
     that any feasible alternatives that could reduce or eliminate the          
     anticipated significant lowering of water quality be identified and        
     considered.  Also, the argument that batch chemical manufacturers cannot   
     commit to maintain a certain level of plant performance over a period of   
     time is not compelling; such facilities operate under the same five-year   
     discharge permits as other types of facilities and are able to comply with 
     the limits in their discharge permits.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2613.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comments .021-.024                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Pollution Prevention Act of 1990 recognizes these concerns by allowing 
     individual companies to move up the pollution prevention hierarchy as      
     appropriate for their particular operations and requires them to report on 
     these pollution prevention activities as part of their Toxic Release       
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     Inventory (TRI) reports.  The hierarchy sets source reduction as the       
     preferred method, followed by recycling, treatment, and disposal.  SOCMA   
     members have in place pollution prevention programs that utilize one or    
     more of these methods.  Rather than imposing another pollution prevention  
     program on companies, EPA should work within existing programs.            
     
     
     Response to: D2613.025     
     
     The commenter's concerns about existing mechanisms are essentially the same
     as those in comment #D2721.069, which are addressed in the response to that
     comment.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA believes the methodologies used to drive the human health, wildlife,   
     and aquatic life criteria are based on sound science. EPA has reviewed the 
     methodologies based on comments on the proposal and on comments from EPA's 
     Science Advisory Board and made changes where appropriate.  Therefore,     
     where background levels of a pollutant exceed the criteria, EPA believe    
     there is a sound basis for concern about impacts on the ecosystem. See     
     response to comment D2098.027.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2613.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One pollution prevention alternative listed in the Guidance is for a       
     manufacturer to substitute the use of a BCC with a nonbioaccumulative or   
     nontoxic substance.  SOCMA members support and engage in material          
     substitution when feasible; however, it is important to note that many of  
     the basic building block chemicals fundamental to our society may be       
     considered BCCs.  Some are essential to sustain life.  Therefore, SOCMA is 
     concerned that the Great Lakes Guidance may mislead the public into        
     believing that pollution prevention programs for point sources will result 
     in the elimination of discharges of BCCs into surface waters.  The final   
     GLI guidance should address this possible misconception.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2613.026     
     
     It is inaccurate to characterize any of the chemicals included in the list 
     of BCCs as "essential to sustain life."  Further, many of the BCCs are not,
     as suggested by the commenter, "basic building block chemicals fundamental 
     to our society."  Many of the BCCs are pesticides or pesticide metabolites 
     or the unintended toxic byproducts of various industrial processes.        
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not include any bans or phase-outs of any          
     chemicals.  Rather, the final Guidance establishes criteria for the BCCs   
     that are protective of uses.  Likewise, the antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance are not concerned with the removal of chemicals from    
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     effluents, but with maintaining and protecting existing water quality in   
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2613.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SOCMA members utilize noncontact cooling water in their processes.  The    
     water used as cooling water may originate from a public water system,      
     on-site water supply system or from a lake or river.  Public water appears 
     to be the typical source of water for smaller sites with only the very     
     large sites withdrawing from lakes or rivers.  The manufacturing process   
     adds virtually no pollutants to noncontact cooling water other than        
     corrosion products and/or atmospheric deposits from cooling tower          
     operations.  These contributions are generally insignificant and           
     unmeasurable.  Cooling water is utilized as a once through cooling medium  
     or can be used for multiple passes when an evaporative cooling tower is    
     employed.  Although evaporative cooling towers conserve water, the         
     evaporative cooling process increases the concentration, but not the mass, 
     of the pollutants originally present in the water.  Hence, this could      
     result in an exceedence of the GLI guidance water quality-based effluent   
     limit, particularly a water quality-based effluent limit that is less than 
     detection.  EPA needs to have provisions in the GLI guidance dealing with  
     the potential conflict of the need to conserve water and the need to meet  
     water quality-based effluent limits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2613.027     
     
     The concerns raised in this comment are addressed elsewhere in numerous    
     places.  The availability of intake credits for users of water supplies is 
     addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.(B).                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2613.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed regulations only authorize relief from Great Lakes water      
     quality limits when the noncontact cooling water is discharged unaltered   
     back to the same body of water from which it was withdrawn.  Many          
     manufacturers that use public water for cooling do not have access to      
     discharge to the same body from which the public utility obtained its      
     water.  Under the proposed regulations, these manufacturers will therefore 
     be forced to treat water to which they have added no contamination even if 
     the water contained pollutants above water quality limits at the time it   
     reached the manufacturers facility.  Such a result is unfair and           
     prohibitively expensive.  SOCMA recommends that EPA exclude noncontact     
     cooling water from the reasonable potential determination.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2613.028     
     
     EPA does not agree that there is a sound basis, technical or legal, for    
     categorically excluding cooling water from the reasonable potential        
     determination.  See discussion in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vi and     
     7.b.i.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that indirect users of surface waters, e.g., public water supply
     users, should not be excluded from special consideration of intake         
     pollutants in appropriate circumstances and has addressed this in the final
     Guidance.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.(B).                           
                                                                                
     The general concerns raised in this comment about responsibility for       
     removal of pollutants from a discharge are similar those raised in comment 
     D2798.058 and are addressed in response to that comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2613.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .029 is imbedded in comment .030                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA specifically requests comments on consideration of the impact of       
     background concentrations of pollutants in the intake water in determining 
     the need for a water quality-based effluent limit for a discharge.  We     
     believe that, in respect to determining the need for a limit and           
     establishing a limit for a process discharge, the regulator should take    
     into account the quality of the intake water.  In this case, we do not     
     believe that the discharger should be responsible for removal of the       
     pollutants contained in the intake water.  Thus, the pollutant level in the
     intake water should be deducted from the level of that pollutant in the    
     discharge before a determination is made regarding reasonable potential to 
     cause an excursion above a water quality standard.  If it is determined    
     that a limit for a pollutant is needed, it should be a net limitation with 
     the intake water concentration being subtracted from the effluent limit.   
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     Response to: D2613.029     
     
     The general concerns raised in this comment are similar to those raised in 
     comment D2798.058 and are addressed in the response to that comment.  The  
     other issues raised by this comment are addressed in various places in the 
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2613.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA specifically requests comments on consideration of the impact of      
     background concentrations of pollutants in the intake water in determining 
     the need for a water quality-based effluent limit for a discharge.  We     
     believe that, in respect to determining the need for a limit and           
     establishing a limit for a process discharge, the regulator should take    
     into account the quality of the intake water.    In this case, we do not   
     believe that the discharger should be responsible for removal of the       
     pollutants contained in the intake water.  Thus, the pollutant level in the
     intake water should be deducted from the level of that pollutant in the    
     discharge before a determination is made regarding reasonable potential to 
     cause an excursion above a water quality standard.  If it is determined    
     that a limit for a pollutant is needed, it should be a net limitation with 
     the intake water concentration being subtracted from the effluent limit.]  
                                                                                
     With respect to water taken from the receiving body and returned to that   
     same body without addition of a pollutant, there would be no net increase  
     in the level of pollutants to the receiving water as the result of such an 
     intake credit.  As other sources to the receiving water are controlled,    
     that pollutant level would fall accordingly and the in-stream standard     
     would be achievable.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2613.030     
     
     This comment duplicates D2613.029 and the response is not repeated here.   
     EPA generally agrees that it is appropriate in the situation described by  
     the commenter in the second to last sentence to provide special            
     consideration for intake pollutants in determining whether a WQBEL is      
     needed, and that control of other sources would be a key factor in         
     attaining standards.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
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     Comment ID: D2613.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of water drawn from a public water supply, the supplier should 
     be responsible for the water being discharged to receiving water bodies    
     when that water is essentially the same as the intake water.  Virtually all
     of the water provided by a public water supplier is ultimately discharged  
     to ground or surface  water.  It is inequitable to hold a limited number of
     dischargers responsible for removing pollutants from such water while      
     leaving other dischargers of the same water unregulated.  Such pollution   
     should be controlled at the source, the water utility, or by a general     
     limit adjustment granted to all dischargers of such water.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2613.031     
     
     The commenter's concern is addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2613.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of groundwater, we believe a distinction should be made between
     natural contaminants and contaminants added to the aquifer by human        
     activities.  If a discharger chooses to use water from a source            
     contaminated by human activity, it may be appropriate to require the       
     discharger to meet water quality-based effluent limits before discharge    
     without adjustment based on the quality of the intake water.  However,     
     where the contaminants are of natural origin, they should be considered a  
     natural characteristic of the watershed and this background level added to 
     the water quality-based effluent limit.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2613.032     
     
     The final Guidance specifically addresses ground water in the intake credit
     context, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.(C).  As         
     suggested by the commenter, the final Guidance distinguishes ground water  
     contaminated by human activity.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2613.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the approach recommended above represents the appropriate  
     way to deal with contaminated intake water.  However, if the Agency limits 
     its consideration to the options listed in the proposed guidance, we       
     believe that Option Four is the most appropriate of the options listed.  It
     is the option recommended by the Great Lakes Technical Work Group and      
     addresses at least some of our concerns regarding water from a source other
     than the receiving stream.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2613.033     
     
     See responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2613.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also recommend that EPA review and reference the water quality-based    
     permitting program of the State of Wisconsin.  This program, which has been
     approved, allows discharges of background levels of intake water above     
     water quality criteria.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2613.034     
     
     The Wisconsin provisions for dealing with high background concentrations   
     was the basis for option 4, which was presented in the preamble to the     
     proposed Guidance.  The final Guidance incorporates some aspects of the    
     Option 4 approach.  See response to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2613.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must adopt a practical way to deal with the issue of natural and       
     background levels of pollutants in source and receiving waters.            
                                                                                
     Background levels of natural constituents are a serious problem.  There are
     documented reports where constituents (for example, arsenic, copper and    
     mercury) have been detected throughout rivers or lakes at levels above     
     chronic water quality criteria yet the ecosystems are not impaired.  For   
     EPA to suggest that regulatory mechanisms are currently available to       
     address this problem of natural constituents greater than water quality    
     criteria is disingenuous.  As EPA well knows, use designations,            
     site-specific criteria and variances are burdensome and expensive          
     procedures and are seldom granted to a site.  EPA needs an effective and   
     practical mechanism to establish water quality-based effluent limits.      
     
     
     Response to: D2613.035     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2613.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA compliance cost scenarios presented in the preamble to the draft GLI   
     guidance estimate 10-year annualized costs for major industrial            
     dischargers, major municipal dischargers, minor direct dischargers, and    
     indirect dischargers.  EPA states that Cost Scenario 2 represents the most 
     likely compliance option for dischargers.  Under this scenario, indirect   
     dischargers will incur the major portion of compliance cost -- 41 percent  
     of the total compliance cost.  EPA has not adequately addressed the GLI    
     compliance cost for indirect dischargers or the disproportionate impact on 
     this group.                                                                
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     In the "Assessment of Compliance Costs resulting from implementation of the
     proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance", EPA discusses the cost of    
     compliance for indirect dischargers.  EPA acknowledges the inaccuracy for  
     these estimates:                                                           
                                                                                
     "Because of the generous assumptions used in developing them, there is a   
     low level of confidence that the estimate are representative of the actual 
     costs to indirect dischargers.  This procedure was developed only for      
     perspective, not for accuracy, and is provided for illustrative purposes   
     only."                                                                     
                                                                                
     SOCMA shares EPA's low level of confidence in the indirect discharge       
     compliance cost, and believes the actual cost to SOCMA member facilities   
     will greatly exceed EPA's estimates.  SOCMA disagrees the assumptions were 
     "generous".  Given the magnitude of the costs and the disproportionate     
     impact on indirect discharges, EPA has a responsibility to conduct a more  
     careful analysis of potential cost.  EPA's "Illustrative" example of the   
     favored Cost Scenario 2 projects that indirect dischargers will incur a    
     10-year annualized cost of $79.5 million (out of a total cost of $192.3    
     million).(1)  EPA estimates that categorical industrial users (CIUs) will  
     incur compliance costs of $66.8 million of the $79.5 million.(2)  The upper
     range in costs for the 1,349 CIU's are projected to be $222.6 million.(3)  
     In the Organic Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF) industry   
     category alone, there are approximately 100 indirect dischargers           
     potentially impacted by the GLI, many of which are small batch/specialty   
     chemical facilities.(4)  EPA must conduct a more thorough evaluation of the
     cost of compliance to indirect dischargers to determine the regulatory     
     impact to these facilities, particularly to small entities and particularly
     in view of the recently incurred costs to comply with other Clean Water Act
     programs such as OCPSF pretreatment standards for existing Sources (PSES)  
     and the stormwater regulations.                                            
     __________________________________________                                 
     (1)  "Assesment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the   
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance", April 16, 1993.              
     (2)  Ibid.                                                                 
     (3)  Ibid.                                                                 
     (4)  "Development Document for Effluent Limitations Guidelines and         
     Standards for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers         
     Category", Vol I, Oct. 1987.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2613.036     
     
     The approach to estimating indirect discharger costs for the proposed      
     Guidance, was based on an analysis of one major, highly industrialized,    
     sample publicly owned treatment work, or POTW (City of Battle Creek,       
     Michigan).  Based on this evaluation, it was assumed that the number of    
     indirect dischargers that could be affected ranged from 10 to 30 percent.  
     To further verify this range for use in estimating costs for the final     
     Guidance, information for an additional eight POTWs was analyzed, based on 
     data collected from the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (DNR) and 
     Wisconsin DNR.  In addition, the original sample POTW was re-evaluated     
     based on changes to the final Guidance (as reflected in estimated water    
     quality-based effluent limits, or WQBELs, for the POTW).                   
                                                                                
     Since not all of the eight POTWs were selected as one of the 59 study      
     facilities, it was assumed for the purpose of this analysis, that the      
     pollutants limited by each POTW's existing NPDES permit would be the same  
     as those that would require regulation under the Guidance (i.e., the       
     Guidance would not result in additional pollutants being regulated, but    
     would result in more stringent permit limits).  Based on the results       
     provided in the EPA "Draft Analytical Survey of Nine POTWs from the Great  
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     Lakes Basin" (December 15, 1994), this assumption was considered reasonable
     in light of the limited detection of pollutants, particularly BCCs. It     
     should be noted that information for three of the additional POTWs was not 
     sufficient to determine the number of industries potentially affected.     
                                                                                
     For each POTW, the potential indirect dischargers of each regulated        
     pollutant were identified from among the POTW's list of indirect           
     dischargers, as well as the number of industrial users found to be         
     violating the POTW's permit limits for any of the pollutants of concern    
     over a 1-year period.  Based on these data, the range of potentially       
     affected indirect users is estimated to be 8 to 44 percent of the total    
     number of the indirect dischargers to a POTW. The results show that the    
     assumed range of indirect dischargers affected (10 to 30 percent) had a    
     reasonable basis.                                                          
                                                                                
     For purposes of developing costs for the final Guidance, it was assumed    
     that 10-30 percent of all indirect dischargers in the Great Lakes Basin    
     would be impacted by source control efforts by POTWs as a result of more   
     restrictive Guidance-based WQBELs.  EPA assumed that 30 percent of the     
     indirects would be impacted under the low-end cost scenario, and because of
     the dependence on end-of-pipe treatment, 10 percent of the indirects were  
     assumed under the high-end scenario.  The average compliance cost per      
     direct discharger facility was also updated, based on the revisions made to
     the sample facilities as a result of the final Guidance.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2613.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost estimation procedure is irresponsible and ill-conceived.              
                                                                                
     The EPA-favored Cost Scenario 2 is based on POTWs imposing additional      
     pretreatment controls on indirect dischargers to attain their GLI water    
     quality-based effluent limits.  To estimate the cost to these indirect     
     dischargers, EPA relied upon a number of assumptions, two of which SOCMA   
     will address.                                                              
                                                                                
     1.  Costs to indirect dischargers would be equal to direct discharger      
     compliance cost.  The direct discharger cost selected to be applicable for 
     an indirect discharger is the lowest EPA estimated compliance cost.        
                                                                                
     This assumption embodies a number of underlying assumptions which call into
     question their relevance to an indirect discharger's cost.  Most critical  
     are the assumed concentrations in the receiving water used in the          
     derivation of the wasteload allocation and the assumptions regarding what  
     happens if the concentrations in the receiving water/background are already
     greater than the GLI criterion.  The EPA acknowledges that the single most 
     important factor in compliance cost estimation is the value used for       
     background concentration for the receiving water. (5)  For this particular 
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     cost evaluation, the EPA assumes that the receiving water background       
     concentration of a substance is zero when there is no data and, if the     
     wasteload allocation results in a negative number, the water quality-based 
     effluent limit is set to the background concentration.  A much more sound  
     approach for this type of situation would be to use half of the GLI        
     criteria, hence allowing for a maximum wasteload allocation, and setting   
     the water quality-based effluent limit to the most stringent GLI criterion.
     Additionally, EPA used the low end of literature implementation costs for  
     pollution/waste minimization studies.  SOCMA member facilities are batch   
     and/or specialty chemical manufacturers with frequently changing production
     campaigns resulting in variable effluent with inconsistent constituents.   
     Pollutant/waste minimization studies will be complex and definitely not be 
     at the low end of costs.  The series of assumptions used to develop the    
     direct discharger cost inappropriately skew the compliance cost downward.  
     EPA has not demonstrated that the compliance cost derived in this manner   
     represents any accurate or appropriate measure of costs for an indirect    
     discharger.                                                                
     ______________________________                                             
     (5)  "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the  
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance", April 16, 1993.              
     
     
     Response to: D2613.037     
     
     See response to comments D2613.036, D2613.038, D2925.008, G5708L.019       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2613.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  EPA wrongly assumes that only 30 percent of indirect dischargers would 
     incur any compliance costs.                                                
                                                                                
     There is no validation for this percentage nor is there a systematic       
     evaluation of specific controls needed for GLI pollutants.  This assumption
     is based on an evaluation of compliance costs for discharges to the Battle 
     Creek, Michigan POTW. (6)  This POTW did not have any OCPSF indirect       
     dischargers.  Consideration of mercury is illustrative of the fallacy of   
     this assumption; the water quality-based effluent limit for mercury is less
     than detection; hence POTWs would be required to perform pollutant         
     minimization studies.  Since mercury is a pervasive/ubiquitous constituent 
     in effluent, EPA should have considered that POTWs would require all       
     indirect dischargers to control mercury to a non-detect level with the     
     result that all such dischargers would incur the cost of performing a waste
     minimization study.  Thus, a very high percentage of, if not all, indirect 
     dischargers would incur compliance costs.                                  
                                                                                
     The net result of the use of such inappropriate assumptions for estimating 
     compliance costs for indirect dischargers is that the resulting cost       
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     estimate is not valid.  EPA's statement that the assumptions are "generous"
     is not supported by the facts.  EPA should develop an appropriate procedure
     for defining the compliance cost for indirect dischargers.  Moreover, the  
     EPA should develop a method to estimate the impact on small entities.      
     ____________________________________                                       
     (6)"Technical Background Document for the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Guidance Implementation Procedures Compliance Cost Study", April 16, 1993. 
     
     
     Response to: D2613.038     
     
     See response to comment D2613.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2615.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From this work we have concluded that the Guidance, as proposed, will      
     provide little in the way of environmental benefits and substantially      
     increase costs at our facilities operating within the region.  The written 
     comments which are being filed by the Coalition and AFPA explain in detail 
     how the proposed Guidance is flawed, why no significant environmental      
     benefit will result and how the proposal must be modified to avoid the very
     substantial and unnecessary costs of this program.  Georgia-Pacific is in  
     agreement with these findings and hereby incoporates them into the comments
     contained in this letter by reference.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2615.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2615.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 560



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     The Georgia-Pacific facilities in the region face increased costs because  
     of the need to install additional control equipment or alternative         
     processes, increased user fees from POTWs to which they discharge and      
     increased expenses and fees associated with the enormous administrative    
     burden which the proposed Guidance will produce.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2615.002     
     
     See response to comments D2595.022 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     because background levels in intake water drawn from Lake Superior exceed  
     the Guidance criteria for mercury, the Georgia-Pacific hardboard           
     manufacturing plant in Duluth, Minnesota will be forced to replace a 3     
     million gallon per day non-contact cooling water system with a closed cycle
     cooling tower/chiller alternative at an estimated capital cost of $1.3     
     million.  The additional annual operating costs for the tower/chiller      
     arrangement would be $450,000.  Guidance cost impacts do not end there for 
     this plant.  The Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) has       
     notified the Plant that user fees for treating the process wastewater from 
     this facility would increase from $480,000 to $960,000 annually, should the
     Guidance be promulgated as proposed.  This increase is attributed to the   
     $51.4 million capital cost and an additonal $16.7 million annual operating 
     costs which will have to be expended by the WLSSD to comply with the       
     expected discharge limits.                                                 
                                                                                
     The Georgia-Pacific hardboard plant located just a few miles away in       
     Superior, Wisconsin is expected to be impacted similarly.  Given the size  
     of these operations, the capital expenditures required, the additional     
     process operating costs and the increased sewer user fees are very         
     significant.  They can mean the difference between profitable and          
     unprofitable operations.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2615.003     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
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     Comment ID: D2615.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Georgia-Pacific operates 14 corrugated box making plants in six of the     
     Great Lakes States.  All discharge to POTWs.  They not only stand to see   
     their user fees increase proportionally to those described above, but will 
     have to install additional pretreatment processes in order to meet the     
     requirements which would be placed on them by the local sewer districts in 
     response to the Guidance.  The extent of the need for modifications depends
     upon what facilities already exist, but each plant would have to invest    
     between $100,000 and $200,000 to install the necessary additional          
     equipment.  Altogether, it is expected that the modifications for these 14 
     plants would total $2.5 million.  The important point is that these small  
     plants operate as independent profit centers.  These $100,000 to $200,000  
     expenditures are very significant for them.  If they are unable to justify 
     the expenditure on economic terms, the plant will have to close or         
     relocate.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2615.004     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Four of the Georgia-Pacific paper mills which operate in the Great Lakes   
     States are smaller operations which discharge to POTWs. Since these        
     treatment facilities would be required to expend very significant amounts  
     of capital operating dollars to comply, they face the same increase in     
     sewer use fees as described above.  Costs to refit The Kalamazoo Water     
     Reclamation Plant, to which one of our mills discharges will amount to $100
     million with increased annual operating costs of $15 million according to a
     study performed by the Coalition.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2615.005     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These mills will also have to deal with meeting the cooling water discharge
     limits through means similar to that described for the Hardboard plants.   
     All of these additional costs will severely impact the profitability of    
     these relatively small manufacturing units and in some cases impede the    
     ability to modernize or revitalize the operations through process enhancing
     capital expenditures.  In other words, the size of the capital expenditures
     which these mills are capable of supporting are limited.  If they are      
     forced to put additional money into meeting Guidance derived pretreatment  
     standards, they may be unable to upgrade manufacturing processes.  One such
     project is the expansion of drinking/recycling facilities at the           
     Georgia-Pacific, Gary, Indiana mill.   This project, which would have many 
     desirable environmental benefits from the recycling standpoint, could be   
     jeopardized if the Gary Sanitary District is forced to significantly       
     tighten pretreatment standards or significantly increase user fees.        
     
     
     Response to: D2615.006     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2604.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2615.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From a operational and permitting standpoint, a very onerous aspect of the 
     Guidance proposal is the additional administrative burden which would      
     result.  To obtain a permit, an applicant will have to collect vast        
     quantities of data regarding effluent constituents, upstream and downstream
     conditions, other discharges to the receiving stream, stormwater           
     discharges, etc.  Applicants may have to perform the necessary studies to  
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     derive wildlife, aquatic species and human health water quality criteria.  
     At the least, it is reasonable to assume that the applicants will have to  
     pay for criteria development if a permit is needed to support the building 
     of a new manufacturing facility or expansion/redevelopment of an existing  
     plant.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2615.007     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2615.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the costs, the time required to collect the data and perform
     the studies will be very long.  This delay will kill many industrial       
     development projects for which the optimum marketing window to get a       
     project permitted, constructed and on line is short and critical.          
     
     
     Response to: D2615.008     
     
     EPA does not agree that the costs incurred and studies required in         
     implementing the various provisions of the Guidance will result in adverse 
     impacts to industrial development projects for the reasons stated in the   
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.  For     
     further discussion on the costs and benefits associated with implementation
     of the final Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2615.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also not to be overlooked, is the administrative burden which these factors
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     will place on the State and/or Federal agencies which will have to review  
     the documentation and write the permits.  This impact will indeed be very  
     significant given that permit sections within the Region's agencies are    
     already overburdened.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2615.009     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To obtain a quantitative assessment of these administrative impacts.       
     Georgia-Pacific has cooperated with the Gary Sanitary District on a study  
     designed to predict the process required to apply for permit renewal under 
     the proposed Guidance.  The assumptions made were that the District would  
     be applying for a simple renewal of the existing permit, would not be      
     requesting any increase in limits or additional discharges but would be    
     anxious to obtain the renewal to support the City's ambitious redevelopment
     objectives.  The District assumes that under the circumstances, it would be
     responsible for, or have to pay for the development of relevant water      
     quality criteria.                                                          
                                                                                
     The Gary Sanitary District will be submitting the details regarding this   
     study along with their comments.  A summary is attached to this letter.  In
     short, this study showed that, under the proposed guidance, the cost for   
     developing the permit application documentation would range between $1.5 to
     $3 million, require 19,500 hours of effort and take 48 months to complete. 
     These impacts are obviously, extremely significant and will overtax permit 
     holder and regulators within the basin alike.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2615.010     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2615.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Georgia-Pacific supports strong, science based, environmental protection   
     programs.  Environmental protection practices are a priority at each       
     facility.  However, based on our evaluation, we do not believe that the    
     proposed Great Lakes Guidance is a cost effective program.  Costs would be 
     very high, actual benefits small.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2615.011     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2615.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Minimization of water discharges has been a top priority at this plant.    
     For example, wastewaters are evaporated and the solids used to produce an  
     animal food product.  Only a small residual waste stream is sent to the    
     Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) for treatment.  The only   
     additional discharge is water used for non contact cooling, to which the   
     plant adds no waste constituents.  We were presented with a Corporate      
     Environmental Award from the City of Duluth this year in recognition of our
     success in pollution minimization.                                         
                                                                                
     Despite these efforts, this new regulatory proposal would place a          
     significant financial burden on this facility.  It would put it at a       
     competitive disadvantage with respect to other producers located in other  
     regions of the Country.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2615.012     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2604.045.                          
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA has provided a specific provision that exempts  
     discharges of once-through, non-contact cooling water to which no chemicals
     are added.  Implementation of the final Guidance, therefore, would not     
     result in any additional costs to the facility.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposed water quality standard for mercury is 0.18 parts per      
     billion.  Our intake water, which is used for non contact cooling, contains
     1 to 2 parts per billion of mercury.  Because of the GLI provision which   
     lists mercury as a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), the mixing   
     zone prohibitions for BCC's and lack of intake credit provisions in the    
     proposed rule, our non contact cooling water would have to meet this       
     standard at the end of the discharge pipe.  This means that we would have  
     to install equipment to treat this stream and remove material which we did 
     not put into the water, or make other provisions for cooling our process.  
     The cost will be significant.  We estimate the installed capital cost of   
     the necessary equipment to the $1,300,000 with an annual operating cost of 
     $450,000.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2615.013     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These and other GLI provisions will similarly impact the WLSSD.  Their     
     studies have shown that modifications to the treatment system, necessary to
     meet the resulting new discharge limits, will cost $51.4 million.  Their   
     annual operating costs are expected to increase by $16.7 million.  This    
     would mean that the user fees for our facility will double.  They will     
     increase from $480,000 annually to $960,000.  This cost increase along with
     those represented by the need to treat the cooling water discharge will    
     significantly impact the financial viability of this plant.                
     
     
     Response to: D2615.014     
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     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2615.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps some portion of this cost increase would be justified if           
     significant improvements in, or added protection of, Lake Superior would be
     the result.  Unfortunately this does not appear to be the case.  The total 
     quantity of mercury which would be removed from our non contact cooling    
     water stream will be insignificant relative to concentrations in even the  
     western end of the Lake.  In fact, Minnesota water quality experts have    
     said that implementation of all of the GLI provisions would result in only 
     a very small reduction in toxic pollutant loading to Lake Superior.        
     Transport from outside of the Basin has been identified as the largest     
     source.  In short, benefits expected from the GLI are small while costs are
     very high.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2615.015     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2615.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also have concerns about the administrative burdens which this proposal 
     will place on permit holders and state agencies.  A joint study carried out
     by Georgia-Pacific and the Gary (Indiana) Sanitary District, to which one  
     of our paper mills discharges, has shown that the permit application       
     preparation and review process will become very costly under GLI provision.
     A standard permit renewal application for the Gary Sanitary District has   
     been projected to cost between $1.5 and $3 million and require 48 months to
     complete.  This compares to $100,000 and about 9 months of effort under    
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     current programs.  The Total Maxium Daily Load (TMDL) process,             
     antidegradation demonstration requirements and variance application        
     provisions are responsible for these high costs.  We urge you to also      
     consider these factors and request modifications in these requirements when
     preparing your comments.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2615.016     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref memo contains a summary of costs for KI Georgia Pacific 
Plants.        
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Georgia-Pacific intracompany memo                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2615.017     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A recent study of the potential additional administrative costs imposed by 
     EPA's proposed Great Lakes Initiative regulations has shown that the basic 
     sampling, testing, and paperwork required to issue or renew just one permit
     under the regulations would cost millions of dollars for a medium sized    
     facility.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2615.018     
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     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The total estimated cost to the state and municipality to complete the     
     permit renewal process for Gary, Indiana was $3,011,325.  This compares to 
     approximately $100,000 under current policy.  The additional work required 
     includes:                                                                  
                                                                                
     background scientific research and testing needed before the permit        
     preparation process can even begin,                                        
                                                                                
     actual preparation of the permit application, and                          
                                                                                
     long term costs for the municipality, primarily from generating more       
     detailed information on a wide variety of substances.                      
                                                                                
     The cost estimates are solely for paperwork and application requirements.  
     None of the costs are associated with actually improving water quality.    
     
     
     Response to: D2615.019     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2615.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study also states that it will take considerably longer for a new or   
     renewed permit to be prepared and issued--4 years under the Great Lakes    
     Initiative as opposed to the nine months under current regulations.        
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     Response to: D2615.020     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI regulations would set limits on the discharge of up to 138
     substances into the Great Lakes, based on a strict and complex methodology 
     laid out by EPA.  However, limits have only been developed for a fraction  
     (13 percent) of the substances that EPA proposes to regulate.  The Great   
     Lakes States and wastewater dischargers will be responsible for calculating
     limits for the remaining substances.  The total cost for doing so is       
     estimated at $1,524,350.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2615.021     
     
     See response to comments D2613.004 and D2595.022.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2615.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, in applying for a permit renewal, the discharger (in this case
     the city of Gary, Indiana) will need to provide detailed data to the state;
     much of this data does not currently exist.  For example, the city will    
     need to collect information on discharges by other facilities and on       
     background levels of pollutants in the water.  In many cases, limits are so
     low that they cannot be measured with state-of-the-art scientific          
     equipment.  The costs associated with collecting this information and      
     preparing the permit application are estimated at $187,625.                
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     Response to: D2615.022     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2615.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further costs will be incurred if it appears that the city has a potential 
     to exceed the new discharge limits for any substance.  It will need to     
     spend over a million dollars for each pollutant to conduct a more detailed 
     analysis.  Dischargers such as the city of Gary will also incur other long 
     term costs such as establishing pollutant minimization programs and meeting
     further paperwork requirements.  Long term costs, assuming conservatively  
     that only one substance (such as mercury) will require further analysis,   
     are estimated at $1,299,350.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2615.023     
     
     See response to comments D2669.082 and D2604.045.D2615.023                 
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2595.022.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The report concludes that preparation and issuance of an NPDES Permit      
     according to the new regulation would be costly, labor intensive, and time 
     consuming.   The report does not address the costs of any improvements to  
     the POTW wastewater treatment system that will be necessary to comply with 
     the more stringent regulations.  If focusses solely on the costs of        
     collecting and assimilating the information needed for renewal of an NPDES 
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     permit under the GLI.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2615.024     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the study:  the total cost to both the state and municipality 
     would be $3 million and it would take four years to prepare and issue a    
     single permit.  This compares to current costs of under $100,000 and       
     approximately nine months.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2615.025     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Development Of Criteria                                                    
                                                                                
     The POTW will need to meet criteria that have not yet been developed.  A   
     total of 414 water quality criteria will be applied in the new rule (one   
     aquatic life criterion, one human health criterion, and one wildlife       
     criterion, for each of the 138 chemicals of concern.)  To date, criteria   
     have only been developed for a fraction (13 percent) of these.             
                                                                                
     Between the State and NPDES applicant, 121 acute aquatic criteria, 123     
     chronic aquatic criteria, 118 human health criteria, and 134 wildlife      
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     criteria need to be developed.  Total cost:  $1,524,350; 17,662 work hours 
     
     
     Response to: D2615.026     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004 and D2595.022.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Background and non-point source data tabulation--information must be       
     collected on background levels of pollutants.  Data required will include  
     that regarding water quality in the Grand Calumet River Basin, plant and   
     animal species, chemicals in the industrial discharges to the POTW,        
     chemicals in the POTW discharge, ambient water column concentrations, and  
     fish tissue analyses.                                                      
     Total cost:  $13,500; 180 man hours                                        
                                                                                
     Establishment of dilution factors                                          
     Determine flow characteristics of the stream.  These flows are used in the 
     TMDL analysis to determine the POTW's waste load allocation (WLA).         
     Total cost:  $6,375; 85 work hours                                         
                                                                                
     Total Maximum Daily Loan allocation and preliminary effluent limitation    
     calculations  Determine the appropriate WLA for the discharge of each of   
     the 138 chemicals.  Convert WLAs to preliminary effluent limitations to    
     determine whether WQBELS are necessary on the NPDES permit. If EPA's       
     proposed method A is used, information will need to be collected for the   
     entire basin, not just the area around the POTW.                           
     Total cost:  Method A:  $28,875; 385 work hours                            
                  Method B:  $12,375; 165 work hours                            
                                                                                
     Predicted Effluent Quality Calculations                                    
     Analysis of historical data to determine the predicted effluent quality.   
     This is used to determine whether the POTW has a potential to exceed the   
     developed criteria in the receiving stream.                                
     Total costs:  $6,000; 80 works hours                                       
                                                                                
     Preparation of Application                                                 
     Present all data to the state in a new application.                        
     Total costs:  $9,750; 130 work hours                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2615.027     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: D2615.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2615.028     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2615.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LONG TERM COSTS                                                            
     Develop Tier 1 Values                                                      
     If it is determined that the discharge has a "potential to exceed" the     
     preliminary effluent limitation based on the screening criteria, it will   
     need to develop a Tier I value.  It is unknown how many chemicals will     
     require the development of some values.                                    
     Cost per chemical: $1,061,450                                              
                                                                                
     Monitoring/Pollutant Minimization                                          
     For chemicals for which the discharge limit is below currently detectable  
     levels the facility will need to develop a Pollutant Minimization Plan and 
     will need to conduct additional monitoring.                                
     Cost: $207,900                                                             
                                                                                
     Variance Request                                                           
     If the facility needs to seek a variance from the water quality standards  
     it will need to demonstrate its inability to achieve water quality         
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     standards and show that cost-effective technology cannot be implemented to 
     meet the standards.                                                        
     Estimated cost: $30,000; 400 work hours                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2615.029     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2616.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One general issue requires a strong recommendation.  Although the EPA      
     proposed Guidance applies, by definition, only to point source discharges  
     to the Great Lakes drainage basin, including all tributaries, it is likely 
     that states will promulgate the regulations on a state-wide basis.  This is
     likely because states claim they do not have the resources to administer   
     two different water quality and permitting programs, one for Great Lakes   
     discharges and one for discharges to other waters in the remainder of the  
     state.  We would oppose this arbitrary decision by the states since the    
     Guidance was specificaly developed and justified using the characteristics 
     and water quality concerns in the Great Lakes.  We urge EPA to strongly    
     recommend that states not adopt the Guidance outside of the Great Lakes    
     basin unless they have conducted a thorough technical and legal analysis   
     and have determined that the Guidance criteria and procedures can be       
     technically applied with full sound science justification.  This           
     requirement would be analogous to the Guidance provision that states can   
     adopt different methodologies if the Guidance procedures are not           
     technically defensible in a given Great Lakes permitting case.             
     
     
     Response to: D2616.001     
     
     See response to: P2629.023                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2616.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the proposed Guidance focuses only on pollutants in point source   
     discharges, both industrial and municipal, it does not address the major   
     source of continuing inputs to the Great Lakes system from non-point       
     sources, such as stormwater, agricultural runoff, atmospheric deposition   
     and sediment depuration.  It is our understanding that the major sources of
     loadings of the 138 chemicals of initial focus, especially the 28          
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs), are non-point, and that EPA   
     acknowledges this fact in the preamble and in other agency reports.        
     
     
     Response to: D2616.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance addresses only addresses point sources
     of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in   
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements other   
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint   
     sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
                                                                                
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, inclduing those that address nonpoint sources of          
     pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2616.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The logical course of action for addressing remaining Great Lakes water    
     quality problems would be to first determine the major sources of chemicals
     of concern, i.e. those actually causing an identified adverse water quality
     impact, and then design a strategy to reduce the loadings from the most    
     important sources.  To do otherwise would ensure failure of the program to 
     produce a desired goal or result, especially if cost effectiveness is      
     considered a criterion.  It is, therefore, not prudent to pursue further   
     controls on already well regulated point sources because they are not the  
     source of the remaining problems.  No measurable environmental benefit can 
     accrue from such an ill conceived regulatory program.  Instead, EPA should 
     complete the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) for each of the Great Lakes 
     before defining the problem, designing a solution (if needed), and         
     implementing a strategy.                                                   
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     Response to: D2616.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2616.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It has been our experience through the state administered NPDES permit     
     program and the POTW pretreatment program that allowable discharges of     
     pollutants have been continually reduced through implementation of         
     technologically based permit limitations.  Our facility has expended over  
     $20 million on wastewater treatment since 1972for treatment facilities     
     since the implementation of the NPDES program/groundwater remediation, and 
     currently spends over $300,000 to operate those treatment systems.         
     Loadings of pollutants from our facility have been reduced 98% due to our  
     investments.  In addition, the implementation of the 1987 amendments to the
     Clean Water Act (CWA) has resulted in even further reductions in permit    
     limits for toxics based on water quality concerns.  Our facility currently 
     has 24 more stringent permit limits based on water quality requirements.   
     The next round of permits is expected to further reduce permit limitations 
     based on existing programs for water quality protection.  Surely, the      
     current program should be allowed to work before layering another set of   
     prescriptive "command and control" requirements on a successful, albeit    
     costly, program.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2616.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2616.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It is also our observation that dramatic improvements have been made in    
     water quality since the imposition of discharge controls under the CWA, as 
     well as from the impact of other regulatory programs, such as FIFRA        
     (pesticide bans and restrictions), TSCA (chemical substance controls, e.g. 
     PCBs), Clean Air Act (future further reductions under the HON rule to be   
     implemented in the 1990s) and CERCLA/RCRA (contaminated site remediations).
     In fact, the reduction of chemical residues in Great Lakes fish flesh has  
     been dramatic and continues to decline, making it difficult to identify any
     additional beneficial impact of the currently proposed new regulations.    
     Please refer to CMA, GLWQC and OxyChem Corporate comments for documented   
     confirmation that alleged impacts on fisheries and wildlife are exaggerated
     and that the proposed Guidance will have little or no measurable or        
     additional beneficial impact on these improving trends.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2616.005     
     
     EPA agrees that dramatic improvements have been made in Great Lakes water  
     quality during the last 20 years.  For further discussion on recent trends 
     in fish tissue contamination, see the discussion in Section I.B.2 of the   
     SID.  Although the declines of some pollutants are encouraging, persistent 
     toxic chemicals still exist at unacceptably high levels in the Great Lakes 
     System and continue to produce adverse effects.  Additionally, preventive  
     measures are also necessary to ensure that similar long-lasting problems do
     not develop from other pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  These issues 
     are discussed further in Section I of the SID.  See also response to       
     comment number F4030.003.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2616.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has estimated total compliance costs to be incurred for all U. S.      
     dischargers, including both industrial and municipal (POTW) point source   
     dischargers currently permitted, to be around $200 million per year for 10 
     years, in the most likely case.  Others, including the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors, have estimated aggregate annual costs to be in the        
     billions of dollars range.  The chemical industry, under the auspices of   
     the CMA, conducted a cost analysis and projected industry estimate that    
     indicates compliance costs for this small subgroup of dischargers to be in 
     the range of $58 million per year, using EPA's amortization methodology.   
     We have estimated that our individual facility's initial compliance cost   
     may be in the range of $3.0 million in capital cost and $300,000 per year  
     in recurring operations and maintenance cost.  We note that there are many 
     uncertainties which could raise this cost estimate substantially.  For     
     instance, the CMA methodology and our estimate assume that the Guidance    
     proposed intake credit provisions will be modified to avoid treatment of   
     non-contact cooling water.  In addition, some of the proposals in the      
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     Guidance which could not be reasonably predicted and were not included in  
     the cost estimate are (1) the cost of complying with anti-degradation      
     provisions, (2) the cost of developing compound specific toxicity data to  
     upgrade Tier 2 values to Tier 1 values, (3) the cost of additional         
     treatment for trace levels of contaminants as analytical detection limits  
     are lowered (indeed, in most cases, we are not aware of available          
     technology that could accomplish the reductions) and (4) the costs due to  
     state implementation of water quality criteria for compounds other than the
     "Pollutants of Initial Focus".                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2616.006     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2584.015, D2595.022, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2616.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent to us that EPA has significantly underestimated the regional
     economic impact of the Guidance.  One area of special concern is the       
     restrictions placed on growth, expansion and even return to past production
     levels that will result from the onerous, complex and time consuming       
     anti-degradation provisions.  When plans are made for expansion and/or for 
     new product lines at existing facilities, or even for siting of new        
     facilities, tight schedules and budgets are the norm.  Uncertainties and   
     time consuming demonstrations place facilities subject to these            
     restrictions, and competing for these projects, at a disadvantage compared 
     to facilities in other parts of the country and other parts of the world.  
     New facilities are sited based on many factors, including the availability 
     of, and restrictions on, suitable and affordable methods for treated       
     wastewater discharge.  Given that most recent chemical industry expansions 
     and new plant construction have occured outside the Great Lakes region, it 
     is imperative that another major disadvantage not be placed upon our       
     ability to compete, without full justification and demonstration of need.  
     Even the return to full production capability after the current economic   
     downturn would be threatened by these new requirements.  We believe that   
     EPA should do a full analysis on the extent to which the Guidance would    
     prevent the recovery of the Great Lakes manufacturing base and the         
     establishment of new facilities.  Ony then can the true economic cost of   
     these new rules to the U.S. Great Lakes basin be established.              
     
     
     Response to: D2616.007     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

Page 580



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2616.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that the benefits EPA claims for the implementation of the     
     Guidance have been exaggerated and will not be discernible from the        
     benefits already being accrued under various existing environmental        
     regulations and voluntary reduction programs.  Appropriate attribution of  
     benefits along with the setting of measurable goals (e.g. lifting of fish  
     consumption advisories) within a full ecosystem evaluation and management  
     approach must be utilized by EPA.  To do otherwise would cause a gross     
     mis-allocation of limited resources.  Adding another layer of burdensome   
     "command and control" rules that are expensive to comply with, as well as  
     to administer, will only serve to divert resources from the solution       
     process for real problems.  EPA must utilize appropriate risk assessment   
     methods along with relative risk ranking and prioritization so that the    
     agency can make intelligent risk management decisions.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2616.008     
     
     See response to comments P2718.345 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2616.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the Guidance have been seriously underestimated by EPA.       
     Before implementation of such sweeping regulatory changes, the true        
     economic impact must be assessed.  A strong Great Lakes economy is a       
     necessary prerequisite to our ability to address any remaining             
     environmental problems.  A full ecosystem approach must be utilized,       
     including the assessment of the impact of other existing regulatory        
     programs as well as strategies for control of non-point sources of         
     substances causing impairments.                                            
                                                                                
     Given the substantive analysis and comment made by CMA, the Great Lakes    
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     Water Quality Coalition and others, it is imperative that EPA reassess the 
     current Guidance proposal and implement only those few sections that make  
     sense from a cost-benefit perspective.  The current proposal fails the test
     of providing clear solution to demonstrated environmental problems         
     utilizing cost-effective management measures and programs.  If this is not 
     done, the impact on our facility's operations will be significant, both in 
     the short term and in the longer term as economic opportunity evaluations  
     are made for new products, as well as for expansion of existing production 
     capacity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2616.009     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025, D2579.002, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2616.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     Our facility discharges clean, untreated non-contact cooling tower blowdown
     waters.  If a comprehensive intake credit provision is not included in the 
     Guidance, then treatment of these substantial volumes of water may be      
     necessary for substances that are present in ambient waters or those that  
     are unintentionally added at trace amounts due to unavoidable corrosion of 
     materials of construction.  Cycling the waters through a cooling tower     
     system to conserve water could increase the concentration of these         
     materials but would add no additional loadings to the discharges.  The     
     Guidance should provide full allowance for intake levels of substances     
     based on loadings.  If a substance is added by our facility at more than de
     minimis levels, thus requiring treatment, full credit should be given for  
     the portion attributable to the intake water.  States should also have the 
     flexibility to allow higher concentrations in discharged cooling waters    
     without requiring treatment if the loadings are not substantially increased
     over intake loadings.  To require a facility such as ours to treat for     
     materials in the intake water, or at de minimis increased levels, would    
     require large costs with no measurable environmental benefit.              
     
     
     Response to: D2616.010     
     
     The issues addressed in this comment are addressed at various places       
     throughout the SID Section addressing intake pollutants (see generally,    
     Section VIII.E.3-7.  EPA notes generally that the intake pollutant         
     procedures in the final Guidance expand instances where special            
     consideration of intake pollutant are allowed, most significantly by       
     allowing consideration of intake pollutants in developing WQBELs in        
     procedure 5.E. of appendix F.                                              
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     The SID sections addressing issues of particular concern to cooling water  
     processes are VIII.E.7.a.vi. (no increase in concentration requirement) and
     VIII.E.7.b.i. (no mass added requirement).                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2616.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of existing effluent quality (EEQ) to limit any increases in       
     discharge of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), even if due to a 
     production level increase, is counter-productive.  Our facility has        
     installed treatment facilities and operates them with the goal of a        
     significant margin of safety, i.e. we ensure that treatment exceeds the    
     minimum required so that our facility will have very little chance for an  
     NPDES permit alternatively pretreatment limit or both excursion.  Part of  
     the impetus for this over-treatment is the desire to avoid increasingly    
     stringent CWA enforcement provisions, including third party citizen suits. 
     Combined with unmeasurable permit limits (less than detection) for BCCs,   
     the existing EEQ provision exposes us to unreasonable enforcement          
     liability.  This provision also discourages us from continuing extra       
     treatment and would penalize us for doing a better job than necessary.     
     
     
     Response to: D2616.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2616.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ provision would also discourage our implementation of further      
     pollution prevention projects, which would have the potential to decrease  
     loadings of BCCs and other chemicals in our discharge, since doing so would
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     restrict our ability to make timely business decisions (e.g. increased     
     production levels after a period of low capacity operation) and subject our
     facility to costly regulatory oversight with uncertain outcome.  The CWA   
     permit system, especially the water quality based toxic discharge          
     provisions from the 1987 amendments now being implemented, continues to be 
     the most effective pollution prevention tool available to EPA and the      
     regulated community.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2616.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2616.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We continue to strongly recommend that EPA not become involved in chemical 
     production process or business decisions, but provide goals and guidance   
     that promote voluntary emission reduction programs and allow us to choose  
     the method(s) for reducing discharges of pollutants.  Therefore, the EEQ   
     provisions and the anti-degradation demonstration process should be deleted
     from the Guidance.  One alternative option for promotion of consistent     
     antidegradation decisions by the states would be increased EPA oversight of
     existing state program implementation.  Antidegradation policy has been a  
     part of the CWA for over 15 years and is adequate to protect the nation's  
     waters.  EPA should ensure that states are implementing the existing policy
     in a consistent manner, with flexibility allowed where necessary, before   
     proposing more prescriptive procedures that only require more              
     non-productive resources to administer.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2616.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
                                                                                
     Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that water quality in a high  
     quality water may only be lowered if the lower water quality is necessary  
     to accomodate important social and economic development.  The regulations  
     also require that a decision to allow a lowering of water quality must     
     include opportunity for public participation.  The antidegradation         
     demonstration requirements of the proposed Guidance accomplish these       
     requirements.  The demonstration provides the basis for determining whether
     or not the proposed lowering of water quality is necessary to accomodate   
     important social and economic development.  The demonstration also provides
     the information needed by the public to participate in the decision making 
     process.  Consequently, the demonstration is an essential element of a     
     State's or Tribe's antidegradation provisions.  States and Tribes are      
     required to adopt the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance     
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     applicable to BCCs.  States and Tribes may adopt the provisions applicable 
     to non-BCCs or may develop their own provisions consistent with 40 CFR     
     131.12.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2616.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones have been applied successfully in the derivation of water     
     quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) as recommended by EPA in guidance   
     manuals, and their use has allowed protection of water resources without   
     unnecessary end of pipe treatment by dischargers, both industrial and      
     municipal.  The proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCCs has no       
     scientific basis, since very conservative water quality criteria protect   
     open waters at all locations away from actual discharge points.            
     
     
     Response to: D2616.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2616.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effluent diffusers have been successfully used to avoid toxic impacts as   
     well, and use of zones of initial dilution (ZIDs) should be continued.  Our
     facility has water quality based effluent limits which assume a mixing zone
     or ZID is available to avoid unnecessary, overly stringent WQBELs:         
     
     
     Response to: D2616.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.The final Guidance authorizes the        
     continued use of mixing zones for non-BCCs (and, in certain limited        
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     instances, for BCCs) for the reasons described in the SID at VIII.C.4,     
     VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6. The final Guidance also authorizes the use of mixing
     zone demonstrations to justify different dilution fractions than those     
     specified in the final Guidance for chronic criteria, and in that allows   
     States and Tribes to take into account site-specific considerations when   
     establishing a mixing zone.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.9.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2616.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  It would seem more appropriate to focus the Guidance on those chemicals
     which continue to cause impairment of beneficial uses of Great Lakes waters
     instead of diluting efforts and resources on controlling a long list of    
     substances which are already the subject of control in NPDES permits under 
     existing CWA programs.  We would recommend that EPA develop a short list of
     pollutants of initial focus which have demonstrated water quality impacts. 
     Doing this would focus everyone's efforts on the real, critical pollutants.
     
     
     Response to: D2616.016     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2616.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF/SPE/TOL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Bioaccumulation potential should not be the only criterion for         
     selection to the pollutant list, but persistence should be considered as   
     well.  The list of chemicals for initial focus would not then have to be   
     broken down arbitrarily or with suspect science into various subgroups.  A 
     ranking system should be developed so that "false positives" are not       
     likely.  An example of such a false positive is the compound phenol, which 
     appears on the Guidance's potential BCC list.  This compound is rapidly    
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     degraded in the environment by biological action and is treated very       
     effectively in biological wastewater treatment as evidenced by EPA's recent
     ruling on the OCPSF effluent guidelines, which deleted phenol and 2,4      
     dimethylphenol from pretreatment standards requirements (58 FR 36872, July 
     9, 1993).  Another apparent false positive is toluene, which is also       
     susceptible to rapid biological degradation.  It should be noted that      
     phenol is present in many household and commercial products and toluene is 
     a significant component of gasoline.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2616.017     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2616.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Phenol is a major raw material used to produce phenol-formaldehyde     
     resins, the product produced by this facility OxyChem's Durez Division.    
     Although biological treatment is successful for removal of this compound   
     from our wastewater discharges, the proposed Guidance could, assuming      
     phenol were subject to BCC provisions, require inappropriate pollution     
     prevention measures be taken before our facility could discharge increased 
     quantities (still protective of water quality standards) due to a          
     production campaign schedule, product reformulation or production increase.
     Obviously, phenol could not be substituted with another raw material, and  
     recycling measures have already been implemented where feasible.  Enhanced 
     treatment would not be justifiable but would be required under the         
     anti-degradation review process before we could take the action requested. 
     This new layer of unjustified regulation would have an extremely adverse   
     effect on the phenol-formaldehyde resin industry and preclude timely       
     business decisions which are essential to the survival of this batch resin 
     process facility.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2616.018     
     
     As  discussed in the Preamble to the final guidance, EPA has revised the   
     definition of BCCs such that chemicals for which a field-measured BAF or a 
     BAF predicted from a field measured BSAF do not exist are no longer        
     classified as BCC's.  As such, phenol andd toluen are not classified as    
     BCC's.  Further, additional information provided since the Guidance was    
     proposed, indicates that the BAF for phenol and for toluene will be below  
     the cut-off of 1000, in any case.  Since the final guidance provisions     
     pertaining to antidegradation have been revised to limit their scope to    
     BCCs only, and since phenol and toluene are not classified as BCC's, the   
     concerns of the commenters have been addressed.                            
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2616.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Below Quantification Permit Limits                                         
                                                                                
     The setting of permit limits which are lower than current measurement      
     technology capabilities, as required by the Guidance when a WQBEL is       
     determined to be below detection levels, would subject a discharger to     
     great uncertainty regarding permit compliance.  It would be impossible to  
     demonstrate compliance, which would also become a moving target as         
     analytical methods become more sensitive.  The setting of compliance       
     evaluation levels (CELs) would likely follow analytical technological      
     advances very closely, since third party citizen suits could force the     
     re-opening of permits for revision of CELs.  The requirement to go upstream
     to remove any detectable amounts of the substance from tributary raw waste 
     streams is impractical and would require redundant treatment.              
     
     
     Response to: D2616.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2616.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One example of the problems to be encountered using the proposed Guidance  
     is for PCBs, which were used as transformer dielectric fluids and heat     
     transfer media at many industrial and commercial facilities before they    
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     were banned in the 1970s.  It is likely that trace levels of PCBs would be 
     found in many industrial sewers as detection levels are lowered (current   
     detection levels in clean waters are at least 1000 times higher than the   
     proposed Wildlife criterion), not from continued process use, but from past
     groundwater contamination entering with groundwater infiltration.  This    
     contribution would be almost impossible to remove upstream of treatment    
     units in a cost-effective manner and would make the appropriate end-of-pipe
     treatment system (if a treatment technology were even available to treat   
     these low levels) redundant.                                               
                                                                                
     In fact, rainwater in the Great Lakes region is reportedly contaminated    
     with PCBs at levels exceeding the wildlife criterion.  Thus, uncontaminated
     runoff would likely need treatment before reaching a treatment facility as 
     detection limits are improved.  In addition to industrial facilities, this 
     rule would apply to municipal POTW systems where PCB contaminated          
     stormwater from street runoff would need to be treated before reaching the 
     wastewater treatment plant.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2616.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2616.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is obvious that the Guidance requirement for permit limits below        
     detection limits, in combination with the overly-conservative provisions of
     the proposed regulations, can lead to nonsensical conclusions.  As a       
     minimum, permit limits should not be set below quantification limits for   
     approved analytical methods so that some of these situations can be        
     avoided.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2616.021     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2618.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific basis for the GLI.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has
     critized and quetioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and the
     absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such as   
     the National Academy of Sciences.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2618.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2618.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving a              
     Bioaccumulation Factor (used to indentify chemicals of particular concern  
     which will be subject to especially stringent controls) and to set limits  
     on substances for which limited data exist.  Until questions about the     
     validity of these methodologies are resolved, it is not appropriate to use 
     them as a basis for regulation.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2618.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2618.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI unfairly focuses on point-source industrial dischargers and        
     municipalities in the Great Lakes region.  Pollution from these sources has
     been severely curtailed over the last 20 years, GLI ignores major sources  
     of discharges, such as sediments, airborne pollutants, and contaminated    
     stormwater runoff from city streets and lawns, construction sites, and     
     agriculture.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2618.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2618.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring entities in the Great lakes region to comply with 
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would, in many cases,    
     lead to significant new requirements on manufacturers including:           
                                                                                
     -- [conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemicals in 
     cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not exist (or, as 
     an alternative, meeting standards which are designed to be more stringent  
     than necessary);]                                                          
                                                                                
     -- [treating substances which that facility did not generate or add to in  
     their discharge; that is, substances already present in water used for     
     cooling or other purposes;]                                                
                                                                                
     -- [undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have 
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent;]                           
                                                                                
     -- [conducting an expensive and time-consuming antidegradation             
     demonstration before the facility could increase its discharge over        
     existing effluent quality, even if permit limits would not be exceeded.]   
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     Response to: D2618.004     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2618.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note: 005 is imbedded in .004  Reference comment .004         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemicals in     
     cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not exist (or, as 
     an alternative, meeting standards which are designed to be more stringent  
     than necessary);                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2618.005     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2618.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note:  .006 is imbedded in .004  Reference comment .004       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     treating substances which that facility did not generate or add to in their
     discharge; that is, substances already present in water used for cooling or
     other purposes;                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2618.006     
     
     This comment is included in another comment by the same author and is not  
     addressed separately here.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2618.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note:  .007 is imbedded in .004  Reference comment .004       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have     
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent;                            
     
     
     Response to: D2618.007     
     
     This is not a complete comment.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2618.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note:  .008 is imbedded in .004  reference comment .004       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     conducting an expensive and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration   
     before the facility could increase its discharge over existing effluent    
     quality, even if permit limits would not be exceeded.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2618.008     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2618.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of GLI are great, while the benefits are lilmited, at best.  GLI 
     seeks very expensive reductions from point source dischargers.  Cost       
     studies by four industries alone indicate that their costs would be over $5
     billion dollars in capital and almost $1.5 billion per year in annual      
     operation and maintenance costs.  An independent study, conducted by       
     DRI/McGraw Hill for the Council of Great Lakes Governors, concludes that   
     major costs of up to $2.3 billion annually would be imposed by the GLI and 
     that environmental benefits would not be equitable, if in fact, measurable.
     
     
     Response to: D2618.009     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2618.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As additional cost studies for the automobile and petroleum industries are 
     completed and submitted to DRI as part of requested comments, these        
     estimates will rise substantially.  Moreover, study, not available to DRI  
     earlier, estimates that costs to municipalities will be between $7 and $7.5
     billion in capital costs and over $1 billion in annual costs.  And, given  
     the broad array of substances and the extremely low levels that must be    
     met, only some of these costs can be passed on to upstream direct          
     dischargers.  All of this additional information will be included in DRI's 
     final report to the Governors.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2618.010     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2618.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industries in the region would be at a severe economic disadvantage over   
     industries elsewhere in the nation who are not subject to the same         
     stringent provisions.  The antidegradation provisions will inhibit growth  
     in the region by making it difficult, if not impossible, for companies to  
     return to full production during the course of economic recovery as well as
     forcing delays in business decisions while antidegradation demonstration   
     reviews are being carried out.  Meanwhile, Canadian industries and         
     municipalities discharging into the Great Lakes would enjoy a very         
     significant and unfair advantage, unless and until Environment Canada could
     be prevailed upon to adopt equally stringent discharge limits.             
     
     
     Response to: D2618.011     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2618.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities and
     with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples      
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This conflict will cause confusion, unjustified costs, and       
     conflicting objectives for state agencies in administering environmental   
     statutes.  It will also result in most states in the region administering  
     two seperate permit programs based on separate water quality criteria,     
     unless states change their own rules to effectively apply the GLI          
     statewide.  Statewide application would only serve to impose the GLI and   
     its associated flaws on a much larger number of dischargers.               
     
     
     Response to: D2618.012     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance conflicts with ongoing Great Lakes    
     program efforts.  EPA believes the Guidance complements these efforts,     
     including Remedial Action Plans, Lakewide Management Plans and the Clean   
     Air Act, for the reasons stated in Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.  For   
     further discussion of Great Lakes protection and restoration efforts, see  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a    
     discussion of the various provisions of the Guidance, see also Section II  
     of the SID.                                                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2618.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI may set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the country.    
     Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance of the policies  
     and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve unproven      
     science and new, more burdensome approaches to implementation.             
     
     
     Response to: D2618.013     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance involves unproven science and more    
     burdensome approaches to implementation.  EPA believes the Guidance uses   
     the best available science in the protection of human health, aquatic life 
     and wildlife and promotes consistency in standards and implementation      
     procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes.    
     For a discussion of these underlying principles EPA relied upon in         
     developing the final Guidance, see Section I.C  of the SID.  For a         
     discussion of the precedential effects of elements of the Guidance, see    
     Section II.F of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2618.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CHLORINE  The proposed Guidance lists chlorine as one of 16 "excluded      
     pollutants."  58 Fed. Reg. 21015, Table 5..  In the preamble to the        
     proposal, EPA notes that the Agency and the states have extensive          
     experience in the control of these pollutants and all of the Great Lakes   
     States have adopted the numeric water quality criteria for these pollutants
     that EPA has approved.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20842-20843.  The Agency concludes 
     that existing water quality standards are adequate.  Therefore, additional 
     regulatory criteria for chlorine are unnecessary.                          
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     As EPA observes, the proposed Guidance stems from both Congressional       
     direction found in the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, which    
     amended the Clean Water Act, and the work of the International Joint       
     Commission (IJC) under the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA).1   
     EPA notes, however, that some of the excluded pollutants are indentified in
     the GLWQA, and the Agency intends to seek amendment of the GLWQA when      
     necessary. (58 Fed. Reg. at 20843:) SPI supports EPA's position with regard
     to the excluded pollutants and amending the GLWQA if necessary.            
     
     
     Response to: D2618.014     
     
     See response to: D2595.058                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2618.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II METHODOLOGY  For substances that have not been thoroughly          
     researched, the GLI proposes to adopt a new policy:  the less that is known
     about a substance, the more stringent the water quality requirements.      
     Although developing a methodology to better address narrative water quality
     standards for all substances is appropriate, SPI has several concerns about
     the science and implementation of the proposed Tier II approach.           
                                                                                
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, that is the use of added safety factors  
     to produce criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.   
     
     
     Response to: D2618.015     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2618.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing better criteria
     to the dischargers.  It is up to the discharger to prove that a less       
     stringent standard is merited.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2618.016     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2618.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of antibacksliding provisions it becomes possible that the more    
     valid Tier I criteria could not be applied once they are developed.        
     
     
     Response to: D2618.017     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.I.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2618.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's own Science Avisory Board has raised a number of questions about the 
     Tier II methodology and has indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach    
     needs further review for validity before use.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2618.018     
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     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2618.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .019 is imbedded in .020.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the         
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a difficult if not impossible situation.  Permittees
     could:                                                                     
                                                                                
     1) Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to develop Tier
     1 criteria.  Some studies take 24 months or longer to conduct, and         
     dischargers will not have sufficient time to complete research and studies 
     and then put in place additional equipment, if needed, within the extremely
     short three-year time frame for meeting the Tier II limits.                
     
     
     Response to: D2618.019     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2618.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [By shifting the burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the        
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a difficult if not impossible situation.  Permittees
     could:                                                                     
                                                                                
     1)  Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to develop    
     Tier I criteria.  Some studies take 24 months or longer to conduct, and    
     dischargers will not have sufficient time to complete research and studies 
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     and then put in place additional equipment, if needed, within the extremely
     short three-year time frame for meeting the Tier Ii limits.]  Or,          
                                                                                
     2)  Undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter value, even    
     though the limits imposed are probably overprotective.  This may place a   
     plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research proves the Tier 
     II value to be too stringent and if competing plants are not forced to meet
     the same standards.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2618.020     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2618.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we recommend that permit limits not be based on Tier II values.  Thus,     
     antibacksliding provisions which would prevent the replacement of the more 
     valid Tier I criteria for Tier II values would not apply.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2618.021     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2618.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .022 is imbedded in .023                                      
            
          Comment .022 is imbedded in .023.                                         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to these specific concerns, SPI believes EPA has seriously     
     underestimated the economic impacts of the GLI on individual Great Lakes   
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     companies and on the region as a whole.                                    
                                                                                
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have 
     the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.  Manufacturing   
     costs will be significantly higher and operations are likely to shift in   
     other areas of the affected states or to other regions of the country that 
     are not affected by the regulation.  This will lead to a loss of markets   
     and a loss of jobs to the basin.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2618.022     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2618.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to these specific concerns, SPI believes that  EPA has        
     seriously underestimated the economic impacts of the GLI on individual     
     Great Lakes companies and on the region as a whole. In addition to costs   
     incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have the effect of        
     inhibiting growth across the entire region.  Manufacturing costs will be   
     significantly higher and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected states or to other regions of the country that are not        
     affected by the regulation.  This will lead to a loss of markets and a loss
     of jobs to the basin.]  Moreover, municipalities will be forced to restrict
     growth and increase sewer costs to meet the new requirements.              
     
     
     Response to: D2618.023     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2618.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pressure to extend the regulation nationwide will increase in order to     
     ensure economic equity among regions, even where waters are already fully  
     protected and further stringency will not produce additional environmental 
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2618.024     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.158.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2618.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It was an attempt to resolve the vast differences in costs and benefits    
     between EPA and the industry studies that the eight Great Lakes Governors  
     commissioned an independent study by DRI/McGraw Hill--experts in estimating
     the costs of environmental regulation-which was mentioned earlier.         
                                                                                
     The DRI/McGraw Hill draft study concludes that the GLI proposal:           
                                                                                
     *  Is the least cost-effective method of achieving the Iniative's goals;   
                                                                                
     *  Has high compliance costs of up to $2.3 billion per year, and these cost
     estimates will be much higher when the Report is completed;                
                                                                                
     *  Will have impacts in the region's economy that are multiples of the     
     costs, and that:                                                           
                                                                                
     *  "as currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious   
     resources and borders on an expensive luxury."                             
     
     
     Response to: D2618.025     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2618.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel that the Proposed Rule, as it currently stands, contains some      
     serious and very significant flaws.  The way the Tier II methodology is set
     up, EPA transfers the burden and costs of developing better criteria to the
     discharger.  This provision places the regulated community in a difficult, 
     if not impossible situation.  Therefore, we recommend that permit limits   
     not be based on Tier II values.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2618.026     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2618.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 is imbedded in .028.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to this concern, SPI believes that EPA has seriously           
     underestimated the economic impact of the GLI on the Great Lakes Region and
     the regulated community.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2618.027     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2618.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [In addition to this concern, SPI believes that EPA has seriously          
     underestimated the economic impact of the GLI on the Great Lakes Region and
     the regulated community.]  In addition to these prohibitive costs, the GLI 
     would have the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.       
     Manufacturing costs will be much higher and the potential outfall is that  
     businesses will move elsewhere, further compounding the economic impact on 
     the region.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2618.028     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2619.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To maximize the protection of public health, protection of water resources 
     is of utmost importance to AWWA. As such, we are interested in conserving  
     water resources and preventing deterioration of source water quality.  We  
     recognize the potential positive impacts of the Great Lakes initiative in  
     the regard, however, to maximize our efforts we recommend that the         
     significant contribution by non-point sources and air deposition be        
     considered.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2619.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2619.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Treatment of surface water for potable use generates process wastewater    
     (such as filter backwash water) which may be further treated prior to      
     discharge.  More stringent discharge limits will affect water treatment    
     plant operations, whether the discharge is directly to receiving waters or 
     through a wastewater treatment plant.  The more stringent limits will      
     result in higher operating costs and greater costs of water to our         
     consumers.  For these reasons, we must justify these additional costs to   
     our consumers.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2619.002     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The comprehensive mandate of the Environmental Protection Agency is the    
     protection of public health and the environment from degradation due to    
     human activities.  The challenge to the Agency is to meet this mandate     
     through the development of regulations which make sense and are cost       
     effective to implement in order that scarce public dollars are used to     
     their best advantage.  To meet this challenge, AWWA believes that the      
     Agency must employ an integrated environmental management approach to      
     environmental regulation.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.003     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance employs an ecosystem approach to            
     environmental management, is cost-effective and is based on good science.  
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing
     the final Guidance, including use of the best available science to protect 
     human health, wildlife and aquatic life and providing an accurate          
     assessment of the costs and benefits associated with implementation of the 
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  EPA also believes that the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts as discussed in   
     Section I.D of the SID.  For further discussion, see also responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
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     Comment ID: D2619.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All drinking water regulatory initiatives must consider their impact on    
     other drinking water programs as well as their impact on EPA regulatory    
     actions taken outside the Office of Drinking Water (ODW). Likewise, the    
     impact on the drinking water quality and treatment must be addressed during
     the development of non-ODW, EPA programs.  Without this type of regulatory 
     management approach, perceived environmental solutions to one problem may  
     just increase the magnitude of, or even create, another environmental      
     problem.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2619.004     
     
     EPA considered the effect of the Guidance on other existing regulatory     
     initiatives being implemented in the Great Lakes basin.  For a discussion  
     of the provisions that pertain to human health, including those that       
     address drinking water, see Section V of the SID.Response to: D2619.004    
                                                                                
     EPA generally agrees with the comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are conflicts between the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) goals and some
     treatment techniques currently practiced by water suppliers to meet        
     requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act.  For example, new zinc limits 
     from treatment plant discharges as a result of teh Great Lakes Initiative  
     may inhibit the use of zinc orthophosphate, which is the best available    
     treatment for optimum  reduction of lead corrosion in many water systems.  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.005     
     
     See response to D2587.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

Page 606



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, any limitations on the use of chlorine in the Great Lakes     
     Initiative would run counter to new increased disinfection regulations in  
     the proposed Enchanced Surface Water Treatment Rule.  Based on all that we 
     know at this time, we must preserve the use of Chlorine as the primary     
     disinfectant used in drinking water treatment.  We also are greatly        
     concerned that a reduction in the use of  chlorination in wastewater       
     discharges without an equal replacement may result in higher levels of     
     microbiological contamination in water supply sources.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2619.006     
     
     Chlorine is one of the pollutants specifically excluded from the Guidance  
     provisions.  For a full discussion of EPA's rationale for excluding        
     chlorine from the final Guidance, see Section II of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2619.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AWWA supports the overall goals of the Great Lakes Initative with respect  
     to improvement to source water quality, in this case, the Great Lakes.  The
     protection of our nation's drinking water supply against potential         
     contamination may be the most obvious and simple example of a situation    
     where an integrated environmental approach would result in an improved     
     environment at lower overall cost.  Certainly the most cost-effective      
     solution to the continued provision of high quality drinking water is to   
     prevent contaminants from entering the supply.  To date, however, EPA has  
     not emphasized the aspect of controlling contamination as part of their    
     overall mandate. This is evidenced by the lack of enforcement EPA has      
     exercised over the application and and resultant migration of pesticides,  
     solvents, heavy metals, and other pollutants to surface and groundwater    
     supplies.  Unfortunately, the GLI addresses this issue with respect to     
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     point sources only; the contributions from non-point sources and air       
     deposition are not addressed.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2619.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2619.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, in developing drinking water regulations, the EPA must        
     consider the cost and benefits associated with removing contaminants from  
     one medium simply to release them into a different medium.  Thus the       
     additional treatment which will be required by dischargers to comply with  
     these regulations imposes the secondary cost of solid waste handling and   
     the transference of contaminants from one media to another.  This includes 
     the potential for source water contamination via air deposition, now       
     unregulated under the GLI.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2619.008     
     
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Emphasis should be placed on protection of drinking water supplies.        
     
     
     Response to: D2619.009     
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     The Guidance considers all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System. 
     For a general discussion of the Guidance provisions and their applicability
     in the Great lakes basin, see Section II of the SID.  For further          
     discussion of the Guidance provisions for the protection of human health,  
     see Section V of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2619.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Flexibility must be included to allow evaluation of unique or site specific
     considerations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2619.010     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022. See response to: P2624.003              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adequate funding must be provided to administer public education, necessary
     technological research, and program risk reduction analysis.               
     
     
     Response to: D2619.011     
     
     EPA does not agree that funding must be provided to implement the various  
     provisions of the guidance for the reasons stated in response to comment   
     number D2587.002.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Priorities must be established with regulation implementation based on     
     maximized relative risk reduction, environmental impact, and other key     
     factors.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2619.012     
     
     EPA agrees that risk reduction, environmental impact and other key factors 
     must be considered in protecting and restoring the Great lakes Basin       
     Ecosystem.  For further discussion on these issues, see the preamble to the
     final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions must be based on sound scientific principles.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2619.013     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science as discussed
     in response to comment number P2574.006.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions should be consistent with other environmental regulations and   
     should not just move the problem to another area.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2619.014     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is consistent with other environmental
     regulatory and non-regulatory activities as discussed in the preamble to   
     the final Guidance and Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2619.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential for application of the Great Lakes Initative regulations to  
     other parts of the US should be considered, including which portions of the
     regulation, if any, may serve as a blueprint for nationwide application.   
     
     
     Response to: D2619.015     
     
     See Section II.E of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2619.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Finally, the impact of Canadian discharges, non-point, and airborne        
     contributions should be considered before the regulations are implemented. 
     For maximum effect, the Great Lakes Initiative must be a fully cooperative 
     effort with Canada, particularly regarding non-point source and air        
     deposition contributions.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.016     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even with the legislative mandate in the Clean Water Act, the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Guidance is clearly missing the protection of drinking water 
     sources.  AWWA strongly recommends that the Great Lake Water Quality       
     Guidance provide the same status for protection of drinking water sources  
     as it does for the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, wildlife,
     and recreation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2619.017     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance considers both drinking water and the 
     consumption of fish in the Great Lakes basin as discussed in Section V of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, specifically including the protection of drinking water      
     sources in the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance would follow new         
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     initiatives being proposed by EPA Administrator Carol Browner.  In a speech
     at the annual conference of the National Association of Towns and Townships
     on September 8, 1993, Administrator Browner emphasized "...a program to    
     prevent contaminants from getting into the water supply in the first       
     instance..pollution prevention.  Instead of spending all of our energy     
     testing the water and finding the contaminants and then trying to take them
     out of the water supply, we would focus our energy on the front end, look  
     at where the drinking water supply is actually coming from, where the      
     contaminants are getting in, and prevent that from occurring rather than   
     having to treat it down the line.  This pollution prevention initiative to 
     protect drinking water sources needs to be incorporated into the Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2619.018     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance considers both drinking water and the 
     consumption of fish in the Great Lakes basin as discussed in Section V of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, this change to the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance would       
     compliment, and thus be consistent with, the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA)
     by requiring the development of programs to provide for the protection of  
     drinking water sources.  The SDWA emphasizes source water protection and   
     encourages water purveyors to use the highest quality sources.  National   
     Primary Drinking Water Regulations require public water systems to conduct 
     sanitary surveys which emphasize the characterization of actual and        
     potential  pollutant sources for the drinking water supply and indentify   
     measures which should be taken to improve drinking water quality.  A change
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is needed which would protect    
     drinking water sources.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2619.019     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance considers both drinking water and the 
     consumption of fish in the Great Lakes basin as discussed in Section V of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
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     Comment ID: D2619.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As part of the Great Lake Water Quality Guidance, the EPA Administrator of 
     Regional Administrators should be required to provide information to the   
     states on factors necessary for the protection of public water supplies to 
     help them develop water quality criteria and effluent limitations which    
     adequately protect public water supplies.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.020     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance considers both drinking water and the 
     consumption of fish in the Great Lakes basin as discussed in Section V of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly, monitoring for regulated drinking water contaminants should be    
     required for discharges to navigable waters which are also designated as   
     source water supplies for drinking water.  Further, the public health      
     effects of curtailing any discharge should be considered as well as the    
     effects on fish, shellfish and wildlife.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2619.021     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance considers both drinking water and the 
     consumption of fish in the Great Lakes basin as discussed in Section V of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.022
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     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that water quality standards must be broad enough to address the
     critical issue of balancing both the human health and ecological risks.    
     These standards should continue to be set by the states based on greatly   
     improved guidance from the federal level.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.022     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance considers human health and ecological 
     risks as discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and      
     supporting documents.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the Maximum Contaminant Levels (MCLs) should be used as an   
     absolute ceiling in the development of water quality standards.  That is, a
     point discharger shuld not be allowed  to discharge at a concentration     
     higher than any existing MCL.  This would ensure that the cost of pollution
     treatment is borne by the polluters, and not by a downstream public water  
     supply.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2619.023     
     
     Maximum contaminant levels are considered in implementing the procedures   
     included in the final Guidance.  For a general discussion of the provisions
     of the final Guidance, see Section II of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2619.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also Table 6 in the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance needs to be expanded
     to include all drinking water contaminants as listed in the 1986 amendments
     to the Safe Drinking Water Act.  This would ensure that consistent         
     regulations are developed under both regulatory programs.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.024     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2619.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A risk level of 10 (exp-5) is within the range (10(exp-4) to 10(exp-6)) of 
     risk levels generally used by USEPA to establish MCLs for drinking water.  
     As stated on page 20864 of the proposed rules, "At some level of upper     
     bound incremental risk, generally between one in ten thousand (10(exp-4))  
     and one in one million (10(exp-6)), the incremental risk of developing     
     cancer may be deemed sufficiently small not to be appreciable."  Given this
     statement, it is inappropriate to arbitrarily choose a 10(exp-5) risk      
     level.  The 10(exp-4) to 10(exp-6) range should be utilized with the exact 
     risk level to be applied determined on a case-by-case basis based upon a   
     number of factors including background levels and other exposure routes.   
     
     
     Response to: D2619.025     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2619.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a cancer potency factor which is an upper 95th percentile       
     confidence limit of the probability of response based on human or          
     experimental data is questionable.  As stated in the proposed rules, "We   
     can be reasonably confident that the 'true risk' will not exceed the risk  
     estimate derived by this model, may be less than predicted, and could be as
     low as zero."  AWWA has commented previously to EPA and wishes to repeat   
     here that we believe that reducing all the careful analysis and scientific 
     judgement that goes into the development of risk assessments down to a     
     single point estimate of risk does not fully convey the range of           
     information considered and used in developing the assessment or the        
     uncertainties associated with the judgements involved.  Selecting a risk   
     level for regulatory purposes involves balancing not only the risk         
     assessment and its uncertainties but also other considerations (e.g.,      
     economic and societal factors) in the risk management and decision-making  
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2619.026     
     
     With regard to the choice of a cancer model, and specifically the          
     appropriateness of continuing reliance on the Linear Multistage Model (LMS)
     which presents a cancer potency factor which is an upper 95th percentile   
     confidence limit of the probability of response based on human or          
     experimental data, EPA believes that, in the absence of adequate           
     information to the contrary (such as information on the mechanism of       
     carcinogenic action), the LMS is the best of the mathematical extrapolation
     models used for extrapolating from high dose to low dose.  As stated in the
     1986 Guidelines for Carcinogenic Risk Assessment:  When data and           
     information are limited, and when much uncertainty exists regarding the    
     mechanism of carcinogenic action, models or procedures which incorporate   
     low dose linearity are preferred when compatible with the limited          
     information.  In the absence of adequate information to the contrary, the  
     linearized multistage procedure will be employed (U.S. EPA, 1986).  Because
     of the uncertainties associated with dose response, animal to human        
     extrapolation, and the serious public health consequences that could result
     if risk were under-estimated, EPA believes that it is prudent and          
     consistent with public health goals of the Act to use the LMS to estimate  
     cancer risk for ambient water quality criteria.  The LMS has been endorsed 
     by four agencies in the Interagency Regulatory Liaison Group and was       
     characterized as less likely to under-estimate risk at the low doses       
     typical of environmental exposure than other models that could be used     
     (Interagency Regulatory Liaison Group, 1979). It should also be noted that 
     the final Guidance allows the use of models other than the LMS if it can be
     scientifically justified.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2619.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In an EPA memorandum titled Guidance on Risk Characterization for Risk     
     Managers and Risk Assessors dated February 26, 1992, F. Henry Habicht, II  
     stated that, "Effective immediately, it will be Agency policy for each EPA 
     office to provide several kinds of risk assessment information in          
     connection with new Agency reports, presentations and decision packages."  
     The memorandum goes on to state that "Regarding exposure and risk          
     characterization, it is Agency policy to present information on the range  
     of exposures derived from exposure scenarios and on the use of multiple    
     risk descriptors (i.e., central tendency, high end individual risk,        
     population risk, important subgroups, if known)..." A full and complete    
     picture of risk, including a statement of confidence about data and methods
     used to develop the assessment should be provided.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2619.027     
     
     Regarding the issue of risk assessment versus risk management, the Agency  
     has conducted a risk characterization for the entire GLWQI and its impact  
     on the regulated community.  See the Regulatory Impact Analysis document   
     for a detailed discussion of risk characterization.  Also see the U.S. EPA 
     1991 review draft Great Lakes Basin Risk Characterization Study.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2619.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general EPA should use the best science at each step in the analysis and
     let the results speak for themselves without imposing policy decisions on  
     the analysis.  Examples of where policy has been imposed on the analysis   
     include:                                                                   
      - Using 2L/day 90th percentile drinking water ingestion data.  Ingestion  
     data has been well characterized (Rosebuerry and Burmaster, Risk Analysis, 
     12(1)99, 1992 (Appendix A).  Why not use real world data?  Also, it is     
     highly unlikely that a significant percent of the population is going to   
     drink significant amuonts of untreated surface water daily over the course 
     of a 70 year lifetime.  Therefore, even using an average drinking water    
     consumption rate is very conservative and likely overstates human health   
     risks.  AWWA does not believe that surface water criteria for waters       
     designated for drinking water uses should assume consumption of untreated  
     water.                                                                     
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     Response to: D2619.028     
     
     See response to comments D2724.599 and P2576.009.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2619.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance indicates that using 15 grams per day for fish consumption    
     represents at least the mean exposure level for regionally caught fish for 
     the regional sport-fishing population.  On the other hand, the Guidance    
     indicates that it is predicted that approximately 90% of the entire        
     regional population consumes 15 grams or less of regionally caught fish per
     day.  The Guidance also has assumed that the entire 15 grams per day will  
     be maximum pollutant-bearing fish.  On top of that the Guidance allows for 
     the use of higher fish consumption rates in developing site-specific       
     criteria.  These many layers of conservatism would appear to be excessive. 
     Why not use real world exposure data? AWWA does not object to using        
     regional fish consumption data in the exposure assessments but does believe
     that coupling regional data with layer after layer of excessively          
     conservative assumptions cannot be scientifically defended.                
     
     
     Response to: D2619.029     
     
     See response to comments P2771.193 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2619.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The logic for using an 80% Relative Source Contribution (RSC) for          
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) is not well founded.  The      
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     Technical Work Groups reasoning that other more significant routes of human
     exposure should be addressed through other regulatory efforts, rather than 
     attempting to eliminate relatively insignificant exposure via greater      
     control of discharges to surface waters is equally valid for both BCCs and 
     non-BCCs.  It is not appropriate to force large scale reductions in        
     discharges that are relatively insignificant compared to other exposure    
     routes.  Such a practice would be inefficient and ineffective.  AWWA does  
     not believe that there is any better case for reducing the RSC for BCCs    
     below 100% than there is for non-BBS in the absence of specific data on    
     exposure via other pathways.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2619.030     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2619.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The various uncertainty factors used in determining the Acceptable Daily   
     Exposure (ADE) which can total 3000 for Tier I criterium and 30,000 for    
     Tier II values are intended to provide for intraspecies variability (the   
     sensitivity within the human population).  Therefore it would not appear to
     be appropriate to change all exposure levels in order to develop a         
     criterion exclusively for a child or any other sensitive subpopulation.  If
     such an approach were employed, the uncertainty factor related to          
     intraspecies variablity should be deleted from the analysis.  The standard 
     approach utilizing criteria for an adult already provides specific         
     protection for children due to the margin of safety afforded by the many   
     conservative assumptions incorporated into the risk analysis.  In the      
     absence of specific evidence to the contrary, the adult criteria should be 
     the basis for regulation.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.031     
     
     See response to D2595.050                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2619.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AWWA does not believe that a factor for incidental exposure is necessary.  
     As indicated the factor would be relatively small (0.01 L/day) and it has  
     not                                                                        
     been included in the derivation of the existing National criteria.  Such   
     exposure would apply to only a very small percentage of  the poulation     
     living                                                                     
     in the Great Lakes system.  AWWA does not believe that there is a need to  
     include an incidental exposure factor since other conservative assumptions 
     regarding drinking water consumption more than offset any potential        
     incidentala exposure whether via ingestion or dermal contact.              
     
     
     Response to: D2619.032     
     
     See response to comment D3053.041.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: D2619.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For possible human carcinogens (Group C) AWWA believes that Tier I criteria
     should only be set for those Group C chemicals which are well characterized
     and supported by a well-conducted study.  Tier II criteria shOuld then be  
     set for all other Group C chemicals-thereby assuring minimal protection of 
     human health.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2619.033     
     
     See response to D3382.016                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2619.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non-carcinogens AWWA believes that Tier I criteria should only be set  
     for those chemicals where data from a well conducted repeated dose         
     mammalian study of at least 28 days are available.  For those chemicals    
     with a less extensive data base, Tier II criteria should be used.          
     
     
     Response to: D2619.034     
     
     EPA believes the commenter misunderstood the proposed Guidance. The minimum
     data requirements for Tier I are a 90 day NOAEL from a rodent study or a   
     NOAEL from a study which is 10% of on animal's lifespan.  If a LOAEL is    
     used, it must be a minimum of 1 year in length and exhibit minimal effects.
      For Tier II, the minimum database is a NOAEL from a 28-day rodent study or
     a LOAEL exhibiting minimal, reversible effects from a study of 29 or       
     greater, up to a year.   Also see response to D3382.053.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2619.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For both possible human carcinogens and non-carcinogens we note that an    
     extra uncertainty factor of 10 is applied in establishing the ADE.  While  
     on the surface it may appear appropriate to add an additional uncertainty  
     factor for chemicals where limited data are available to indicate a human  
     health risk, this practice would in fact lead to more stringent criteria   
     for chemicals with the weakest evidence of posing a human health risk.     
     This result does not appear to be appropriate.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2619.035     
     
     See response to D2595.057                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     In conclusion, the linkage between the Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and  
     the Clean Water Act (CWA) needs to be strongly emphasized in the Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance.  The need for the consistent development of  
     standards between the two regulatory programs, and the need to balance both
     human health and ecological risk requires a strong emphasis in this        
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.036     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance considers human health and ecological 
     risks as discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and      
     supporting documents.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the Guidance does not call for a sunsetting of chlorine, there has   
     been an increasing emphasis on banning the use of chlorine in the Great    
     Lakes area.  The International Join Commission (IJC) on the Great Lakes has
     called for a sunsetting of chlorine and chlorine-containing compounds in   
     their Sixth Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality.  Similarly, IJCs 
     Virtual Elimination Task Force has included chlorine amongst its list of   
     chemicals to be sunsetted as noted in their July 1991 interim report       
     titled:  Persistent Toxic Substances-Virtually Eliminating inputs to the   
     Great Lakes.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2619.037     
     
     The Guidance does not address chlorine, which is listed in Table 5 as an   
     excluded pollutant.  For a discussion of the rationale underlying EPA's    
     decision to exclude chlorine from covergae by the Guidance provisions, see 
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no question that the disinfection of drinking water and subsequent
     discharge waters is an absolute necessity.  For the past 70 years, chlorine
     has been utilized to meet this need.  In order for the public health to be 
     protected in the future, other equally effective disinfection methods      
     should and are being investigated.  A change in the conceptual use of      
     chlorine as a disinfectant should not occur until a replacement can be     
     found that provides the same public health benefits.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2619.038     
     
     The Guidance does not address chlorine, which is listed in Table 5 as an   
     excluded pollutant.  For a discussion of the rationale underlying EPA's    
     decision to exclude chlorine from covergae by the Guidance provisions, see 
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must consider the overal benefits in the use of chlorine as an effective
     disinfectant which has been instrumental in the control of waterborne      
     diseases.  Chlorine, as a disinfectant, should not be regulated or         
     controlled as part of the Great Lakes Initiative since no acceptable       
     alternative is available.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2619.039     
     
     The Guidance does not address chlorine, which is listed in Table 5 as an   
     excluded pollutant.  For a discussion of the rationale underlying EPA's    
     decision to exclude chlorine from covergae by the Guidance provisions, see 
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2619.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the major problems posed by the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative
     is that in trying to control the introduction of pollution into the Great  
     Lakes, the emphasis has been and continues to be on point sources, while a 
     greater problem occurs from water-borne  non-point sources and air         
     deposition.  While AWWA supports the improvement in water quality promised 
     by the GLI, the Environmental Protection Agency needs to recognize that    
     pollution from non-point sources and air-deposition is far greater than    
     that emitted from point-sources.  Regulation of non-point sources will     
     eventually provide proper methods of control and experience while reducing 
     the influx of contaminants from non-point sources to a level comparable to 
     that of present point sources.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2619.040     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and II of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2619.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The two-tiered approach should be maintained to provide maximum            
     flexibility, especially where it is difficult to distinguish between       
     program elements due to differences in State adoption procedures and       
     terminology.  The two tiered approach as proposed in the Great Lakes       
     Initiative is an acceptable means to limit discharges into the Great Lakes 
     Ecosystem.  Instead of having a policy of "no data-no discharge" the limits
     imposed for a Tier II substance may allow enough data to be collected to   
     shift some Tier II regulated compounds to Tier I.                          
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     Response to: D2619.041     
     
     See response to comment D2714.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2619.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In certain cases where Tier II limits may be severly restrictive, a review 
     process should be established for evaluating substances with several       
     restrictive limitations when there is no suitable "best available          
     technology" and/or available data on the substance is questionable.        
     
     
     Response to: D2619.042     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2619.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implicit in the Tier I/Tier II approach is the use of the "reverse onus"   
     philosphy.  That is, that a chemical is unsafe until it is proven safe.    
     This is a major policy decision that needs to be fully debated by the      
     public before it is implemented in this Guidance.  Many naturally occurring
     compounds are essential nutrients at low doses, but can become toxic at    
     high doses.  This "reverse onus" philosphy has not been fully accepted by  
     the scientific community and needs a much fuller and broader debate before 
     it is implemented in this Guidance.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2619.043     
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     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2619.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AWWA believes that the States should have the authority to establish local 
     or site-specific requirements when local conditions differ from the        
     assumptions used to establish the Great Lakes Initiative basin-wide        
     standards.  This may be accomplished by "intake credits" or a "variance",  
     taking into account site-specific conditions.  It is therefore vital that  
     these two items be an integral part of the Implementation Section.         
     
     
     Response to: D2619.044     
     
     EPA believes that the most appropriate way to take site-specific conditions
     into account in water quality standards is to derive site-specific         
     criteria.  For more information on the differences between site-specific   
     criteria, intake credits, and variances see section VIII of the SID.       
     Site-specific modifications, intake credits and variances are separate     
     implementation procedures under the national program and the final         
     Guidance.  Temporary variances to water quality standards and site-specific
     modifications to criteria are not interchangeable.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2619.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AWWA believes that the proposed rule in the Great Lakes Initiative is  very
     vague and does not indicate if the discharge points may be from the water  
     treatment or wastewater treatment plants. AWWA also believes that adequate 
     data does not exist to determine a maximum distance or time interval       
     between an intake and a discharge.  The diversity of locations of          
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     facilities on lakes and streams is a major consideration.  We would        
     therefore recommend continuing to allow the use of mixing zones with the   
     further use of intake credits to assist in determining any necessary change
     in distance between an intake and discharge location.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2619.045     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the response to comment number         
     D2595.062.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2619.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AWWA believes that proper application of site specific considerations and  
     allowing continuation of mixing zones will reduce implementation costs with
     negligible adverse impact.  This will result in a more manageable program  
     where enforcement and implementation funds can be directed to those areas  
     where greatest benefit can be obtained.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2619.046     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA agrees that, in appropriate          
     circumstances, site-specific considerations are appropriate when           
     establishing mixing zones for non-BCCs and therefore the final Guidance    
     authorize States and Tribes to take these into account by means of mixing  
     zone studies conducted pursuant to Procedure 3.F of the final Guidance.    
     See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.9.  For a further response to this 
     comment, see the discussion in the SID of the mixing zone provisions for   
     non-BCCs, at VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     There is also a problem with the availability of support documents that do 
     exist.  At least two months (or more) can be consumed in the logistics of  
     obtaining support documents prior to the rules' proposal.  Even then there 
     is a waiting period before they are available in the Docket.  These include
     the Cost and Technology documents, and Economic Impact Analyses documents, 
     Health Effects documents, and Pesticide Survey data.  We commend EPA for   
     producing these documents but ask that the Agency consider either providing
     draft copies of the supporting documents prior to proposal of the rule or  
     consider extending the commenet period to six months whenever regulations  
     as broad as this one are proposed.  THE REQUEST FOR EXTENSION OF THE       
     COMMENT PERIOD IS NOT INTENDED IN ANY MANNER TO DELAY IMPLEMENTATION, BUT  
     RATHER TO ASSIST IN THE PROPER AND POSITIVE DEVELOPMENT OF LONG-TERM       
     SOLUTIONS TO WATER QUALITY CONCERNS.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2619.047     
     
     EPA believes that the 150-day comment period provided for in the proposed  
     Guidance provided an adequate time-period for commenters to submit         
     comments.  In addition, upon request, EPA met with any interested party to 
     discuss comments on the GLI after the close of the comment period.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To be truly responsive to the proposed rule requires that we review,       
     evaluate, and understand the rule and all supporting documentation, and,   
     for a rule of this magnitude, the procedure rightfully requires six months 
     after all supporting documents are available.    Extending the time frame  
     of availability of the supporting documents or the comment period would    
     provide the more comprehensive and constructive reviews necessary for the  
     development of regulations that are in the best public interest.           
     
     
     Response to: D2619.048     
     
     See response to comment number D2619.047.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AWWA would like to re-emphasize the need for a linkage between the Safe    
     Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and both the Clean Water Act (CWA) and the Great 
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2619.049     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance complements other ongoing regulatory and    
     non-regulatory programs that are designed to protect the aquatic life,     
     wildlife and humans that reside within the Great Lakes basin.  For a       
     discussion of how the Guidance complements some of these other efforts, see
     Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.  For further discussion of the Guidance   
     provisions applicable to the protection of human health, including drinking
     water and fish consumption, see Section V of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2619.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AWWA would like to re-emphasize the need to balance human health and       
     ecological risk in this Guidance.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2619.050     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance balances human health and ecological risk   
     for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and Sections V
     and IX of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2620.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow is a major manufacturer of chemicals and plastics in the U.S. and has  
     several manufacturing facilities located in states adjacent to the Great   
     Lakes.  As such, several manufacturing sites will be directly impacted by  
     the proposal regulation.  Dow also operates several manufacturing          
     facilities in non-Great Lakes states, and is concerned that EPA may choose 
     to inappropriately apply the Great Lakes Guidance to other areas of the    
     country.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2620.001     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2620.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow also recommends that EPA not consider any elements of the proposed     
     Guidance for inclusion in the national water quality standards program.    
     EPA has presented substantial information regarding the uniqueness of the  
     Great Lakes region that constitutes a significant element of the           
     justification for this regional Guidance.  Without passing judgment on that
     justification, we must express serious concerns with several scientific    
     problems remaining in the proposed Guidance.  [We also have serious        
     reservations about the cost-effectiveness of the Guidance as proposed.  We 
     feel that the national program should not be modified without significant  
     input from all states representing the full range of hydrologic and        
     hydraulic conditions in the U.S. waters.]                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2620.002     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to comments P2629.023 and         
     D2698.008.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: D2620.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .003 is embedded in comment .002                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also have serious reservations about the cost-effectiveness of the      
     Guidance as proposed.  We feel that the national program should not be     
     modified without significant input from all states representing the full   
     range of hydrologic and hydraulic conditions in the U.S. waters.           
     
     
     Response to: D2620.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2620.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance contains a new methodology for determination of water
     quality criteria for the protection of wildlife.  This new wildlife        
     methodology has not been subjected to appropriate scientific testing and   
     validation.  We believe the methodology is fundamentally wrong because it  
     is based upon an incorrect model.  Dow strongly recommends that the        
     proposed wildlife methodology not be considered ready for use in a         
     prescriptive manner to yield regulatory permit limits.  We recommend that  
     EPA continue the work that is in progress to develop an appropriately based
     model for wildlife methodology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2620.004     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the responses to this comment.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2620.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see Figure 1                                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A. On page 20809 of the proposed Guidance, the statement is made that:     
                                                                                
     "beyond 1982, the decline of PCB residues in lake trout (in 1984, 1988 and 
     1990) no longer follow first-order decay curves...resulting in             
     concentrations continuing well above water quality criteria."              
                                                                                
     The agency was apparently somewhat selective in its data collection, as    
     fish residue data from Hesselberg, et al. (1990) and Miller, et al. (1992) 
     clearly shows a continued first-order decline in PCB concentrations in Lake
     Michigan lake trout and Lake Michigan bloaters (chub) beyond 1982; see     
     attached Figure 1.  Both species are considered to be good environmental   
     markers, as they are native fish, relatively non-migratory, and            
     commercially important.  The residue data indicates an excellent           
     first-order decline curve of PCB residues exists in both species, with     
     regression coefficients exceeding 90 percent.  Interestingly, the rate of  
     decline (slope) of PCB residues is nearly identical in the two species,    
     with rates of 0.086 and 0.105 year(exp-1) for bloaters and lake trout,     
     respectively.  The data clearly contradicts the EPA's contention that the  
     decline of PCB residues in lake trout beyond calendar year 1982 no longer  
     follows first-order kinetics.                                              
                                                                                
     It is important to note that tissue concentrations of organochlorine       
     contaminants in Great lakes fish are significantly influenced by age       
     (exposure time), so interpretation of fish residue data must include an    
     examination of a selected age subset to properly interpret temporal trends.
     The average PCB/lake trout residue data of Miller, et al. (1992) were      
     corrected for fish age, whereas the PCB/lake trout residue data used by the
     EPA are not publicly available and an examination of the data base is not  
     possible.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2620.005     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2620.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:

Page 633



$T044618.TXT
     B.  On page 20849 of the proposed Guidance, the statement is made that:    
                                                                                
     "Observed effects on aquatic life, such as population declines and abnormal
     reproduction, provide clear evidence that the goals of the Clean Water Act 
     and the objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for aquatic  
     life are not being met throughout the Great Lakes System."                 
                                                                                
     Throughout the context of this introductory statement it is implicitly     
     implied that the failure to realize these goals is due to water quality    
     being impacted by anthropogenic chemicals. A key point which is not        
     mentioned as a significant contributor to the effects described is that,   
     since the 1800's, 139 non-indigenous aquatic organisms have been introduced
     into the Great Lakes, including plants, invertebrates, and fish such as    
     rainbow trout, brown trout, and several salmon species (Mills).  Several of
     these fish species have never been able to sustain adequate naturally      
     reproducing populations and have been supplemented by stocking programs.   
     
     
     Response to: D2620.006     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  For a       
     discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program     
     efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and         
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.B of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2620.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C. On page 20807 of the proposed Guidance, the statement is made that:     
                                                                                
     "...overfishing, pollution, stream and shoreline habitat destruction, and  
     introduction of exotic species contribute to the decline of Great Lakes    
     fishery."                                                                  
                                                                                
     This statement correctly identifies numerous environmental stresses other  
     than aqueous contaminants that impact on the fisheries.  These other       
     stresses are subsequently ignored in the Guidance.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2620.007     
     
     EPA recognizes that chemical contaminants are only one of the threats to   
     the health of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  The continued decline of   
     physical habitat and the presence of exotic (i.e., non-indigenous) species,
     for example, are also of concern. The final Guidance provides a consistent 
     approach for reducing the threat from chemical stressors to the Great Lakes
     Basin Ecosystem.  Other programs and activities are currently being        
     implemented by EPA and other Federal and State agencies to address         
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     biological, chemical and physical problems in the Great Lakes.  See        
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
     Section I.D of the SID.Response:                                           
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that chemical contaminants are only one of the threats to   
     the health of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  The continued decline of   
     physical habitat and the presence of exotic (i.e., non-indigenous) species,
     for example, are also of concern. The final Guidance provides a consistent 
     approach for reducing the threat from chemical stressors to the Great Lakes
     Basin Ecosystem.  Other programs and activities are currently being        
     implemented by EPA and other Federal and State agencies to address         
     biological, chemical and physical problems in the Great Lakes.  See        
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
     Section I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2620.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D. On page 20816 of the proposed Guidance, the statement is made that:     
                                                                                
     "Several fish-eating bird species are at greater risk from exposure to     
     pollutants in the Great Lakes than in other aquatic systems because their  
     foraging range is entirely within the Great Lakes basin for all or part of 
     each year.  Species of fish-eating birds known to be affected by pollutants
     in the Great Lakes include the double-crested cormorant, black crown night 
     heron, opsrey, herring gull, common tern, Forester's tern and bald eagle.  
     Colonial water birds of the Great Lakes have been shown to bioconcentrate  
     pollutants from their food (i.e., fish) 20 to 30 fold."                    
                                                                                
     EPA is requested to identify the source or reference for this data.  Most  
     of the birds referenced in this paragraph are not present in the Great     
     Lakes region all year.  They migrate to warmer areas where they continue to
     feed and prepare for their return in the spring.                           
                                                                                
     Although once endangered, cormorant populations have increased to levels   
     that are causing severe nuisance problems and endangering the fishery in   
     several states.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2620.008     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2620.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is seriously mistargeted by its  
     focus only on point sources.                                               
                                                                                
     The atmosphere is a significant source of many lipophilic compounds to     
     water due to a favorable Henry's Law constant for these materials.  Such   
     compounds include PCBs, PCDDs, PCDFs, and PAHs, among others.  Doskey and  
     Andren (1981) found that atmospheric transport is the major process in     
     distributing PCBs, both on a local and global basis.  Swackhammer and      
     Armstrong (1986) calculated the atmospheric and non-atmospheric            
     contributions of PCBs to Lake Michigan and found them to be of roughly     
     equal magnitudes.  They also examined the atmospheric input of PCBs into   
     several "remote" lakes in northern Wisconsin that were distant from urban  
     areas and had no influent tributaries (groundwater seepage only).  The PCB 
     flux (g/m(exp2)/year) to these lakes ranged from 11-41 percent of the PCB  
     flux to southern Lake Michigan sediment, indicating that atmospheric input 
     of such anthropogenic compounds to the Great Lakes can be considerable even
     in remote areas without urban discharge.  Kjeller, et al. (1991) have      
     examined historic (1846 to 1986) soil samples from semirural southeast     
     England for polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and furans (PCDD/Fs) were    
     present in all samples.  Concentrations began to increase around the turn  
     of the century, rising from 31 to 92 ng of total PCDD/Fs per kg of soil    
     between 1893 and 1986.                                                     
                                                                                
     The fact that the atmosphere can be a significant source of anthropogenic  
     chemicals to water bodies will greatly complicate the setting of water     
     quality criteria for the Great Lakes region, as remediation efforts aimed  
     at correcting water inputs of such compounds to the Great Lakes will       
     obviously not affect atmospheric inputs of materials.  Any future water    
     quality violations may be due in part to atmospheric deposition, yet the   
     burden of guilt will fall on discharging industry and municipalities.      
     
     
     Response to: D2620.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2620.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: See comment .009                                              
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To achieve significant, cost-effective improvements overall in the Great   
     Lakes system, a carefully constructed watershed approach should be         
     implemented.  The beginnings of this type of approach are seen in the      
     lake-wide management plan (LaMP's) process.  We support the on-going       
     development of this type of approach because we are hopeful it will lead to
     a process of correctly identifying problems followed by focused, effective 
     solutions being brought to bear on those problems.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2620.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and II of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2620.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3a.  Tier II values should never be used to develop limits for NPDES       
     permits.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Dow does not support the use of the proposed Tier II concept in any of the 
     criteria sections.  The Tier II procedures have not been designed to       
     provide a genuine estimate of the actual water quality criteria.  Instead, 
     the values derived from any of the proposed Tier II procedures are         
     intentionally intended to be overly-conservative estimates of the actual   
     water quality criteria.  Because of this intent, Tier II values should     
     never be used to establish permit limits.  If EPA does allow the use of    
     Tier II values in establishing permit limits, [EPA must also specify that  
     anti-backsliding provisions do not apply in cases where, at some future    
     time, the actual water quality criteria is found to be greater than the    
     Tier II values.  A more appropriate use for values calculated from the Tier
     II procedures would be to simply regard them as one of many tools that can 
     be used for overall assessment of a water discharge.]                      
     
     
     Response to: D2620.011     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2620.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .012 is imbedded in comment .011                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must also specify that anti-backsliding provisions do not apply in     
     cases where, at some future time, the actual water quality criteria is     
     found to be greater than the Tier II values.  A more appropriate use for   
     values calculated from the Tier II procedures would be to simply regard    
     them as one of many tools that cam be used for overall assessment of a     
     water discharge.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2620.012     
     
     See response to: P2576.077                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2620.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3b. Whole effluent toxicity testing and bioconcentration testing can be    
     appropriate discharge assessment tools.                                    
                                                                                
     Whole effluent toxicity testing (WET) and bioconcentration testing, when   
     performed by completely validated procedures, can be used as valuable      
     supplements to discharge assessment considerations.  Assessment indications
     arising from both of these types of whole effluent tests should be         
     considered to have greater significance than the tentative numerical       
     estimates that would result from the Tier II procedures.  Both types of    
     whole effluent testing should only be considered for use in situations     
     where there is a reasonable potential for pollutants under consideration to
     be present in an effluent due to activities of the discharger.             
                                                                                
     Dow presents the following comments on specific elements within the        
     proposed Guidance.  We refer again to the detailed comments provided by the
     CMA.  Not repeating CMA points on a particular issue does not imply a lack 
     of concern on our part regarding that issue.  For clarity, the following   
     comments are referenced to the major sections of the Guidance.             
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     Response to: D2620.013     
     
     EPA agrees that WET permit limits should be imposed only if the permitting 
     authority determines that there is reasonable potential to violate the WET 
     water quality standards.  EPA also agrees that bioconcentration testing is 
     best suited as an assessment tool and does not require bioconcentration    
     monitoring for compliance monitoring purposes; it is however a recommended 
     component of a Pollution Minimization Program where the WQBEL is below the 
     level of quantification.                                                   
                                                                                
     With regard to the comment on the use of Tier II values, EPA maintains that
     its policy of independent application of WET criteria and chemical-specific
     criteria should be used in evaluating the impacts of a discharge.  The     
     policy considers WET criteria and chemical-specific criteria and values    
     equal in their application.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2620.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     High quality field studies are the preferred procedure to derive           
     bioaccumulation factors.                                                   
                                                                                
     Dow prefers the use of high quality field-derived data in the determination
     of bioaccumulation factors.  High quality field data, at a minimum, would  
     require the simultaneous collection of water column concentrations and fish
     tissue concentrations.  All work performed to derive the bioaccumulation   
     factor should follow Good Laboratory Practices.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2620.014     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that high quality field studies are the        
     preferred method for deriving BAFs.  The final Guidance requires that      
     field-measured BAFs be the preferred method for deriving BAFs because of   
     their ability to account for biomagnification, growth, metabolism and      
     bioavailability.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees that high quality field data, should require the           
     simultaneous collection of water column concentrations and fish tissue     
     concentrations.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
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     Comment ID: D2620.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Laboratory-derived bioconcentration factors can be successfully obtained   
     with carefully controlled laboratory work.  On page 20859, the agency      
     briefly discusses how to empirically determine a compound's BCF value.  In 
     this discussion, the EPA presents difficulties that may arise in using     
     radiolabeled materials in testing:                                         
                                                                                
     "However, the radiolabeled compound leaves open a possibility of error in  
     several areas.  In radiolabeling, the organism may metabolize a metabolite 
     of the parent compound thereby inflating the measured BCF.  There is also a
     possibility of contamination of the labeled compound."                     
                                                                                
     These "difficulties"  with radiolabeled materials in BCF testing are easily
     avoided in actual practice. An initial HPLC or GC assay of the chemical and
     radiochemical purity of the test compound is a standard first step in the  
     experiment.  Additionally, radiochemical assays of tissue extracts separate
     the radiolabeled parent compound from any and all metabolites, avoiding any
     errors in the measurement of tissue residue levels, and the resultant      
     calculation of BCF values.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2620.015     
     
     EPA partially agrees with the commenter who recommended the use of         
     radio-labeled organic chemicals for measuring BCFs.  Attempts to measure   
     the amount of radio-labeled compound obtained through tissue analysis,     
     instead of measuring the radioactivity of the fish, have not been          
     definitive.  There is also the possibility of contamination of the labeled 
     compound.  Because of these concerns, EPA has decided that BCFs for organic
     chemicals may be based on measurement of radioactivity only when the BCF is
     intended to include metabolites or when there is confidence that there is  
     no interference due to metabolites.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2620.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, with well-planned and well-executed laboratory work, valid      
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     bioconcentration factors can be obtained.  To determine a bioaccumulation  
     factor from a bioconcentration factor, some type of food chain multiplier  
     must be used.  Dow believes that the food chain multiplier model that is   
     proposed in the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is not an acceptable    
     model.  We reference comments below--comments from the EPA's SAB report    
     (SAB, 1992) and comments contained in the submittal from the CMA.          
                                                                                
     Dow strongly rejects the use of bioaccumulation factors derived from       
     octanol-water partition coefficients in any regulatory application.        
     
     
     Response to: D2620.016     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that with well-planned and well- executed    
     laboratory work, a valid BCF can be obtained.  For further review and      
     selection of data, see Appendix B Section 3.D.                             
                                                                                
     EPA partially agrees with the commenter that the food chain model proposed 
     in the GLWQI Guidance is not acceptable because it does not account for    
     exposure from sediment.  In the final Guidance, EPA has decided to use the 
     food-chain model of Gobas (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model,     
     includes both benthic and pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure 
     of organisms to chemicals from both the sediment and the water column.  In 
     addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part    
     because this model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters
     which could be more easily specified.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.  See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a      
     discussion of the SAB comments.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2620.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The model used to develop food chain multipliers should not be used in a   
     regulatory framework until it is adequately validated.                     
                                                                                
     EPA's SAB has expressed serious reservations regarding the regulatory use  
     of the proposed model to derive food chain multipliers.  In particular, the
     SAB commented:                                                             
                                                                                
     "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of  
     regional water quality criteria at this time.  The potential exists for    
     both overprotection and underprotection of aquatic organisms, wildlife and 
     humans.  It is noteworthy that almost all bioaccumulation work has been    
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     focused on non-metabolizing, non-polar chlorinated hydrocarbons.           
     Relatively little has been done on metabolizable chemicals such as PAHs or 
     phenols."  (SAB, 1992, page 33)                                            
                                                                                
     Clearly the proposed model is not sufficiently developed for regulatory use
     in a prescriptive fashion.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2620.017     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the commenter suggesting that additional validation
     of the models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a       
     perfect simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, 
     based on the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 
     1988), the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2620.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Table B-1 (page 21025) of the proposed Guidance, food chain multiplier  
     (FCM) values are presented as a function of Kow and trophic level.         
     However, the differences in FCM factors between levels three and four is   
     considerable at elevated Kow values, yet the distinction between a small   
     fish (level three) and a piscivorous fish (level four) is unclear.  Would  
     not a juvenile salmon qualify as both a small fish and a piscivorous fish? 
     In some midwestern streams, the top predator may well be a small fish.  The
     food chain multiplier table needs considerably more scientific support and 
     definition before use as a regulatory tool.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2620.018     
     
     In the final guidance, additional discussion has been added to help one    
     select the most appropriate FCMs.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2620.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed wildlife methodology is not sufficiently validated to be used 
     in a prescriptive process to derive wildlife criteria.                     
                                                                                
     The proposed wildlife methodology uses the human health model that is      
     designed to protect the individual rather than the population.  A wildlife 
     criteria methodology similar to that used for aquatic life was proposed by 
     Robert Thomann and Tom Parkerton, Environmental Engineering and Science    
     Program, Manhattan College, New York, at the National Wildlife Criteria    
     Methodologies Meeting held in Charlottesville, Virginia, on April 13-16,   
     1992.  This type of methodology is designed to protect wildlife            
     populations.  There is a large acute LD50 and LC50 mammalian and avian data
     base that could be used to derive an acute wildlife criteria.              
     Acute/chronic ratios could be used to develop chronic exposure criteria.   
     Unacceptably, the Guidance proposes to only use avian studies lasting 28   
     days or greater, and mammalian studies lasting 90 days or greater to       
     develop wildlife criteria.                                                 
                                                                                
     All methods need to go through a peer review process which includes        
     ground-truthing or verification of the methodology.                        
                                                                                
     Dow refers again to the comments of the CMA regarding the significant      
     inadequacies in the newly developed methodology to derive wildlife         
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2620.019     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2576.011, and D2860.079, as well as   
     the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document  
     for Wildlife Criteria for the response to this comment.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2620.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The dissolved metal fraction is a better estimate of the bioavailable metal
     fraction.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The current aquatic life water quality criteria for polyvalent metals is   
     questionable.  A recent EPA sponsored "Workshop on Aquatic Life Criteria   
     for Metals" held on January 25, 1993, in Annapolis, Maryland, brought      
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     together a group of 34 participants and approximately 120 observers with   
     the charge to review both short-term and long-term problems with criteria  
     metals bioavailability and related toxicity issues.  The dissolved metals  
     fraction contains the bioavailable metal.  Currently, most state water     
     quality standards are based upon total recoverable concentraton of metals. 
     Because only the dissolved fraction is bioavailable and, therefore,        
     responsible for the toxicity response, regulatory use of the total         
     recoverable concentration of the metal can significantly overestimate the  
     impact of the effluent.                                                    
                                                                                
     Dow supports EPA's movement to regulate based upon the bioavailable form of
     the pollutant.  We suggest that EPA continue to move forward to find       
     appropriate means to implement this approach.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2620.020     
     
     The criteria for metals in Tables 1 and 2 of the proposed rule were        
     expressed as total recoverable concentrations.  Subsequent to the proposal,
     EPA issued a memorandum to all EPA Regional Water Management Division      
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).  The     
     memorandum covered a number of areas including the expression of aquatic   
     life criteria.  For the expression of aquatic life metals criteria, the    
     memorandum recommended that State water quality standards be based on      
     dissolved metals because dissolved metal concentrations more closely       
     approximate the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than    
     does total recoverable metal concentrations.  However, because the present 
     National aquatic life criteria were expressed as total recoverable         
     measurements, it is necessary to use a conversion factor to convert the    
     total recoverable metal concentrations to equivalent dissolved metal       
     concentrations.                                                            
                                                                                
     In response to the comment, EPA agrees that, in general, the dissolved     
     metal fraction more closely approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal
     in the water column than does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life        
     criteria are designed to protect aquatic organisms from water column       
     toxicity.  The primary mechanism for water column toxicity is adsorption at
     the gill surface which requires metals to be in the dissolved form. The use
     of the dissolved form of the metal will, therefore, better approximate the 
     toxicity to the aquatic organism.                                          
                                                                                
     This does not suggest, however, that the expression of metals criteria as  
     total recoverable is not scientifically defensible because these more      
     conservative criteria still protect aquatic life, nor does this imply that 
     State and Tribes are required to adopt the dissolved metals criteria.      
     Although EPA expresses criteria as dissolved metal concentrations in the   
     final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be situations, such as concern 
     about potential impacts of contaminated sediments or about food chain      
     effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression of metals criteria 
     as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will still allow States and Tribes
     the flexibility to adopt total recoverable criteria for metals as stated in
     the memorandum issued to all EPA Regional Water Management Division        
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).          
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
     Conversion factors for the proposed total recoverable metals criteria were 
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     derived and publicly noticed on August 30, 1994 (59FR44678).  EPA adjusted 
     these conversion factors and used them to convert the proposed criteria    
     from total recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations for the  
     final Guidance. EPA will promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1  
     and 2 of part 132 for States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     With regard to using dissolved metals concentrations for permitting, EPA's 
     NPDES regulations require that limits of metals in permits be stated as    

�     total recoverable in most cases (see 40CFR 122.45(c)) except when an       
     effluent guideline specifies the limitation in another form of the metal,  
     the approved analytical methods measure only dissolved metal, or the permit
     writer expresses a metals limit in another form (e.g., dissolved, valent   
     specific, or total) when required to carry out provisions of the Clean     
     Water Act. This is because the chemical conditions in ambient waters       
     frequently differ substantially from those in the effluent, and there is no
     assurance that effluent particulate metal would not dissolve after         
     discharge. The NPDES rule does not require that State water quality        
     standards be expressed as total recoverable; rather the rule requires      
     permit writers to translate between different metal forms in the           
     calculation of the permit limit so that a total recoverable limit can be   
     established. Both TMDL and NPDES uses of water quality criteria require the
     ability to translate between dissolved metal and total recoverable metal.  
     Methods for this translation are contained in Attachment #3 of "The Office 
     of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation
     of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria" (U.S. EPA., 1993)                         
                                                                                
     In the final rule, permitting limits for metals will continue to be set in 

�     accordance with  40CFR 122.45(c) as total recoverable.                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: D2620.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Definition of Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs)                  
                                                                                
     Dow recommends that a special categorization of bioaccumulative chemicals  
     of concern should not be based solely on one physical property of the      
     compound, such as the bioacccumulation factor.  There are many other       
     factors that must be  taken into account.  These factors include toxicity, 
     persistence in the environment, prevalence in the environment, material use
     patterns, material production patterns, among others.  Because these many  
     other factors must be considered before a material is placed in this       
     special category, we recommend that EPA publish in the Federal Register any
     new candidates for incorporation on this list along with a clear definition
     of the environmental problem to be addressed.  Doing so would allow        
     information on the material to be submitted by the public.                 
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     Response to: D2620.021     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence (including environmental fate) and toxicity    
     should be considered together with bioaccumulation in determining which    
     chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA modified the proposed definition of  
     BCCs to include only chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse    
     effects, and to provide that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight  
     weeks in the water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section  
     II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2620.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of Mixing Zones                                                
                                                                                
     Dow strongly opposes the proposed elimination of mixing zones for          
     bioaccumulative chemicals.  We believe that the combination of correctly   
     derived water quality criteria and appropriate implementation procedures to
     translate those criteria into permit limitations will provide full         
     environmental protection.  The elimination of mixing zones is an artificial
     proposal that is simply not needed to assure that water quality standards  
     are maintained in the ambient waters of the region.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2620.022     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2620.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN OPT 4
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
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     Dow strongly believes a workable approach to intake credits must be taken. 
     We support the use of Option 3c.  Option 4, as originally proposed by the  
     Steering Committee, is also an acceptable option.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2620.023     
     
     As explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5, EPA does not agree  
     that discharges of intake water pollutants from different bodies of water  
     warrant the same special consideration as discharges of intake water       
     pollutants from the same body of water, which Option 3c would have allowed.
      Under the final Guidance, discharges of intake pollutants from different  
     bodies of water to non-attainment waters must meet criteria end-of-pipe,   
     which is a feature of Option 4.  However, Option 4 would also allow such   
     discharges to have limits up to the background of the receiving water,     
     which EPA believes to be inconsistent with the CWA, as discussed in the SID
     at Section VIII.E.4.c.                                                     
                                                                                
     The final Guidance differs from the proposal by allowing "partial"         
     consideration of intake pollutants in establishing WQBELs where the        
     facility has intake water from both the same and different bodies of water.
      Based on the comments received, this should expand the number of          
     facilities eligible for the intake pollutant procedures.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2620.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow comments on EPA's "Interim Report On Data And Methods For Assessment Of
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-P-Dioxin Risks To Aquatic Organisms And         
     Associated Wildlife" are as follows:                                       
                                                                                
     The bioaccumulation model promulgated in the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Initiative (GLWQI) was that of Thomann (1989).  This model was detailed in 
     the GLWQI and, as noted by the EPA, the model becomes highly unreliable for
     chemicals with log Kow values above 6.5.  Therefore, the GLWQI does not    
     recommend its use with very hydrophobic compounds, such as TCDD.  The GLWQI
     does a generally poor job of describing field observations, overestimating 
     residue data by a factor of 5-10 or more.  If realistic lipid              
     concentrations are used for varous trophic levels for the Great Lakes      
     (instead of the 10 percent universal levels used in the GLWQI), the Thomann
     model predicts no aquatic food chain biomagnification for chemicals with a 
     log Kow value of less than 6.5.  If the interim report on TCDD is intended 
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     as an adjunct to the Thomann model to assist in regulatory initiatives for 
     the Great Lakes, more work must be applied to the basic bioaccumulation    
     model for use with TCDD.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2620.024     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2620.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the interim report on TCDD, the authors commonly employ a variety of    
     steady-state models to generate factors (BCF, BSAF, etc.) to evaluate the  
     accumulation of TCDD in biota.  However, such models are only applicable to
     situations in which all system components - sediment, water, biota - are in
     equilibrium.  Significant decreases in TCDD loading to the Great Lakes over
     the past 20 years have produced a system which is not in equilibrium and   
     the application of steady-state madels is inappropriate.  Sediment levels  
     of TCDD are many times higher than aquatic residues and represent a primary
     exposure route.  For example, Batterman, et al. (1989) found that water    
     uptake of TCDD (bioconcentration) to Lake Ontario lake trout was not       
     significant, while sediment and food exposures (bioaccumulation) accounted 
     for a majority of accumulated residues.  The amount of TCDD residues in    
     fish were 30-120 times less than predicted from equilibrium partitioning   
     models.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2620.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
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     Comment ID: D2620.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The over-estimation of TCDD fish residues by steady-state models has been  
     confirmed by a number of recent surveys.  Rifkin and LaKind (1991) reviewed
     the current EPA-predicted fish filet TCDD level (10(exp-4) risk) for Samoa 
     Peninsula, California.  Using BCF values of 5000-50,000, the EPA-estimated 
     TCDD levels were approx. 10-100 ppt; the use of higher BCF values (e.g.,   
     1x10(exp6)) would result in even larger reside estimates.  The actual      
     measured aquatic organism TCDD residues for Samoa Peninsula organisms      
     (fish/crab/mussel) were significantly lower, ranging from non-detectable to
     2.4 ppt.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2620.026     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2620.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In another recent paper (Parsons, et. al. 1991), the risk assessment for   
     TCDD in Columbia River fish was calculated; this river system supports a   
     number of bleached kraft pulp and paper mills, along with other commercial 
     and recreational fisheries.  Fish were sampled upstream and downstream of  
     the paper mills, and 80 percent of the anadromous fish (salmon and         
     steelhead trout) and 45 percent of all the fish (other species included    
     white sturgeon, carp, and largescale sucker) had no detectable residues of 
     TCDD. The geometric mean concentrations in fillet tissues of three         
     subspecies of salmon ranged from 0.08 to 0.31 ppt; steelhead trout averaged
     0.07 ppt.  White sturgeon, large-scale sucker, and carp collected in areas 
     affected by paper mills averaged 0.55, 0.30, and 1.07 ppt, respectively,   
     while the same species collected upstream averaged 1.12, 0.24, and 1.12    
     ppt, respectively.  This data indicates that mill effluents did not elevate
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     TCDD residues above background, i.e., there are additional upstream sources
     of TCDD discharge contributing to the presence of TCDD in Columbia River   
     fish.  The calculated lifetime average daily dose (LADD) for resident      
     recreational fisherman (the most sensitive consumers in this study) was    
     0.056 pg/kg-day.  The theoretical upper-bound excess lifetime cancer risk  
     associated with the consumption of Columbia River fish by these fisherman  
     was below one in one million (5x10(exp-7)).  Data from Rifkin and LaKind   
     (1991) and from Parsons, et. al. (1991) collectively demonstrate that the  
     risks associated with predicted fish TCDD levels may be orders of magnitude
     higher than the risks calculated using actual fish data, the discrepancy in
     part resulting from the use of steady-state concentration/ accumulation    
     factors (BCF, BAF, etc.).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2620.027     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2620.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the interim report, the authors present a wide range of                 
     laboratory-derived bioconcentration factors (BCF) observed for TCDD,       
     ranging from 81,300 to 4,300,000.  The reason for the variabiilty in the   
     BCF value is generally thought to be the extreme hydrophobicity of TCDD,   
     which is typically found associated with sediment and the organic carbon   
     fraction of ambient waters.  Under the GLWQI, point source discharge limits
     are established so that the nominal receiving water concentrations will not
     exceed a given water quality criterion; the use of a compound's            
     steady-state BCF value is critical to the GLWQI calculation, although the  
     Thomann model (1989) becomes highly unreliable for very hydrophobic        
     chemicals (log Kow values > 6.5).  Given the current level of understanding
     of the BCF for TCDD, the use of a traditional BCF in the development of a  
     criterion for TCDD must be reassessed.  Such highly hydrophobic substances 
     as TCDD require an alternative approach, which recognizes that these       
     substances are found sorbed to organic material in both the sediment and   
     the water column.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2620.028     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2620.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Research presented in the document clearly shows that the contribution to  
     fish of dissolved TCDD under natural conditions is negligible, since       
     virtually all of the dioxin is sorbed to particles and food sources.  The  
     authors of the interim report have attempted to present a new factor, the  
     BSAF, which is the ratio of the organism's lipid concentration of chemical 
     (Cl) to the compound in sediment organic carbon (Coc); BSAF values for TCDD
     range from 0.03 to 0.3.  However, this accumulation factor is again        
     presented as a steady-state parameter.  As shown in the previous           
     discussion, the application of steady-state conditions to TCDD frequently  
     may produce elevated estimates of residue levels, either in aquatic        
     organisms or in receiving waters.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2620.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2621.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI attempts to create a more level playing field throughout the Basin.
     This may result in an uneven playing field between the Basin and the rest  
     of the country which could manifest itself by weakening the economic,      
     industrial and infrastructure base in the Great Lakes states.              
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     Response to: D2621.001     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2621.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System, also known 
     as the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI) states that the          
     antidegradation standard shall be applicable to any source, point or       
     nonpoint, of pollutants to surface waters of the Great Lakes System.  (58  
     FR 21031).  Also, the GLI states at 58 FR 20891 that "the USEPA expressly  
     intends for this proposed Guidance to be applied to nonpoint source        
     activities, to the extent that regulatory authorities exist, but this      
     proposed Guidance does not create any new regulatory authorities."         
                                                                                
     Consumers Power supports the Michigan Department of Natural Resources'     
     (MDNR) comment that clarification of how nonpoint sources are affected by  
     this proposed GLI is needed.  Consumers Power agrees with the MDNR in not  
     supporting the proposed regulation if it means that all sources of         
     pollutants, ie; air emission sources in Michigan would be subject to this  
     regulation.                                                                
                                                                                
     Consumers Power recommends that this proposed GLI only pertain to point    
     source wastewater discharges.  Nonpoint sources of pollutants should be    
     administered by the proposed USEPA's Great Lakes Toxics Reduction          
     Initiative (GLTxRI, or GLI-II) and not the proposed GLI discussed here.    
     
     
     Response to: D2621.002     
     
     While many commenters have argued that the antidegradation provisions of   
     the final Guidance should not be applied to nonpoint sources, many         
     commenters, and sometimes the same commenters,  have also criticized the   
     proposed Guidance for focussing too heavily on point source dischargers.   
     EPA believes that the scope of the antidegradation portion of the final    
     Guidance properly extends to nonpoint source discharges for which          
     independent regulatory authority requiring compliance with water quality   
     standards exists, since the antidegradation standard is part of a State's  
     water quality standards.  This is consistent with the national             
     antidegradation policy, found at 40 CFR 131.12, and current practices in   
     implementing that policy.                                                  
                                                                                
     With respect to commenters concerns that the final Guidance does not       
     specify how antidegradation is to be applied to nonpoint sources,  EPA     
     wishes to reiterate that the antidegradation provisions specified in the   
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     final Guidance are generally applicable to both point sources and nonpoint 
     sources, although certain limited provisions may apply solely to point     
     sources or to nonpoint sources.  EPA believes these provisions coupled with
     further elaboration found in the SID provide ample guidance, and does not  
     believe it is necessary to provide more guidance as to how antidegradation 
     applies to nonpoint sources than has been provided for point sources.      
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with commenters who state that the antidegradation provisions
     should apply to all nonpoint sources, and agrees with commenters who assert
     that such a position would improperly extend authority of the              
     antidegradation provisions.                                                
                                                                                
     Finally, EPA wishes to note that the term "nonpoint source" has been used  
     very inconsistently to the extent that it is not a useful term to          
     distinguish sources of pollutants subject to the antidegradation           
     provisions.  For example,  EPA considers stormwater discharges covered by  
     section 402 of the CWA to be point sources, while many commenters have     
     viewed these as nonpoint source discharges.  Explicitly stating that the   
     antidegradation provisions apply to both point sources and nonpoint sources
     for which independent regulatory authority  requiring compliance with water
     quality standards exists eliminates this uncertainty as to which sources   
     are covered.   That is, antidegradation coverage extends to all activities 
     where independent authority requiring compliance with water quality        
     standards exists, and the label applied to that activity (e.g., point or   
     nonpoint) is irrelevant.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2621.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consumers Power strongly agrees with the MDNR recommendation that USEPA    
     exempt all Tier II-based limits from antibacksliding, even after the permit
     limits become effective.  As more scientific data is developed to generate 
     valid Tier I criteria, earlier permit applicants who did not enjoy the     
     benefit of this advanced knowledge must not continue to be penalized.  In  
     order to maintain an even playing field throughout the Great Lakes states, 
     it is important that everyone in the regulated community ultimately be     
     required to meet the same standards.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2621.003     
     
     See response to: P2576.077                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2621.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .004 is embedded in comment .005                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI allows the states to specify if a criterion should be     
     expressed in dissolved or total forms.  A number of the criteria for metals
     listed in the proposed GLI are expressed as total recoverable metals.      
     Consumers Power urges the USEPA to express the water quality criteria in   
     dissolved form and not as total recoverable metal.  The dissolved metal    
     concentration is a better estimate for bioavailable metal fractions.  The  
     USEPA should clarify the ambiguity in the proposed GLI regarding how states
     are to express water quality criteria.  Consumers Power urges the USEPA to 
     base all its permitting decisions on a dissolved metal criteria, thus      
     allowing permittees to focus resources on pollutants in their potentially  
     toxic forms.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2621.004     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2621.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The proposed GLI allows the states to specify if a criterion should be    
     expressed in dissolved or total forms.  A number of the criteria for metals
     listed in the proposed GLI are expressed as total recoverable metals.      
     Consumers Power urges the USEPA to express the water quality criteria in   
     dissolved form and not as total recoverable metal.  The dissolved metal    
     concentration is a better estimate for bioavailable metal fractions.  The  
     USEPA should clarify the ambiguity in the proposed GLI regarding how states
     are to express water quality criteria.  Consumers Power urges the USEPA to 
     base all its permitting decisions on a dissolved metal criteria, thus      
     allowing permittees to focus recources on pollutants in their potentially  
     toxic forms.]  For example, the water criterion as proposed is based on    
     total selenium.  The proposed GLI sets total selenium criterion at 20 ug/l 
     for acute and 5 ug/l for chronic.  Consumers Power recommends changing the 
     criterion from total selenium to a chemical species specific criterion for 
     selenite.  Research shows that selenite (Se(exp4)) is more bioavailable,   
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     and toxic, than selenate (Se(exp6)).  Consumers Power recommends an acute  
     criterion of 20 ug/l and a chronic criteria of 10 ug/l for selenite        
     (Se(exp4)).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2621.005     
     
     EPA agrees that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely     
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
     organism.                                                                  
                                                                                
     This does not suggest, however, that the expression of metals criteria as  
     total recoverable is not scientifically defensible, nor does this imply    
     that State and Tribes are required to adopt the dissolved metals criteria. 
     Although EPA expresses criteria as dissolved metal concentrations in the   
     final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be situations, such as concern 
     about potential impacts of contaminated sediments or about food chain      
     effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression of metals criteria 
     as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will still allow States and Tribes
     the flexibility to adopt total recoverable criteria for metals as stated in
     the memorandum issued to all EPA Regional Water Management Division        
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).          
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
     Conversion factors for the proposed total recoverable metals criteria were 
     derived and publicly noticed on August 30, 1994 (59FR44678).  EPA adjusted 
     these conversion factors and used them to convert the proposed criteria    
     from total recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations for the  
     final Guidance. EPA will promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1  
     and 2 of part 132 for States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     With regard to using dissolved metals concentrations for permitting, EPA's 
     NPDES regulations require that limits of metals in permits be stated as    

�     total recoverable in most cases (see 40CFR 122.45(c)) except when an       
     effluent guideline specifies the limitation in another form of the metal,  
     the approved analytical methods measure only dissolved metal, or the permit
     writer expresses a metals limit in another form (e.g., dissolved, valent   
     specific, or total) when required to carry out provisions of the Clean     
     Water Act. This is because the chemical conditions in ambient waters       
     frequently differ substantially from those in the effluent, and there is no
     assurance that effluent particulate metal would not dissolve after         
     discharge. The NPDES rule does not require that State water quality        
     standards be expressed as total recoverable; rather the rule requires      
     permit writers to translate between different metal forms in the           
     calculation of the permit limit so that a total recoverable limit can be   
     established. Both TMDL and NPDES uses of water quality criteria require the
     ability to translate between dissolved metal and total recoverable metal.  
     Methods for this translation are contained in Attachment #3 of "The Office 
     of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation
     of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria" (U.S. EPA., 1993)                         
                                                                                
     In the final rule, permitting limits for metals will continue to be set in 

�     accordance with  40CFR 122.45(c) as total recoverable.                     
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      Justification for EPAs Selenium criterion is contained in the GLI Selenium
      criteria document and its references.                                     

                                                                                
     Also see response to comment P2588.211.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/NCS
     Comment ID: D2621.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI specifies that a permittee of an existing discharge is    
     allowed up to three years to comply with new or more restrictive limits,   
     while a new or increased discharge is required to comply with the proposed 
     limits upon commencement of discharge.  The GLI should allow a phase-in    
     period for dischargers who are in the process of building a new facility   
     when the regulations go into effect, thus eliminating the need to retrofit 
     a facility during construction.  Consumers Power supports the use of a     
     compliance schedule that permits a phase-in period for new and existing    
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2621.006     
     
     The final Guidance's prohibition against compliance schedules for new Great
     Lakes dischargers (as defined in Part 132.2) will be those permittees whose
     construction of their facilities commences more than two years after the   
     final Guidance is published in the Federal Register.  Those facilities who 
     are in the process of building a new facility when the regulations go into 
     effect are considered existing dischargers and as such may have based on   
     the permitting authorities' discretion a compliance schedule of up to five 
     years. The permitting authority must, however, have provisions for         
     compliance schedules in their implementing water quality standards or      
     implementing regulations.                                                  
                                                                                
     For increasing dischargers, the final Guidance has included these          
     dischargers under the category of existing Great Lakes                     
     dischargers.D2621.006                                                      
                                                                                
     The final Guidance's prohibition against compliance schedules for new Great
     Lakes dischargers (as defined in Part 132.2) will be those permittees whose
     construction of their facilities commences more than two years after the   
     final Guidance is published in the Federal Register.  Those facilities who 
     are in the process of building a new facility when the regulations go into 
     effect are considered existing dischargers and as such may have based on   
     the permitting authorities' discretion a compliance schedule of up to three
     years or less.  The permitting authority must, however, have provisions for
     compliance schedules in their implementing water quality standards or      
     implementing regulations.                                                  
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     For increasing dischargers, the final Guidance has included these          
     dischargers under the category of existing dischargers.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/NCS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEG
     Comment ID: D2621.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI implements stringent Water Quality Based Effluent Levels  
     (WQBEL) that may result in a discharger having to develop, install operate 
     and maintain costly state-of-the-art technology.  A three year compliance  
     period may not be sufficient time to identify possible treatment           
     technologies, perform pilot tests, construct and operate a new or retrofit 
     an existing treatment facility.  It would be extremely difficult for any   
     company with multiple facilities to expend the human resources and capital 
     needed to construct appropriate treatment facilities simultaneously around 
     the Great Lakes Basin within a three year period.                          
                                                                                
     Dischargers needing to research pollution prevention and waste minimization
     processes may actually need more than three years to complete credible     
     evaluations which will likely result in expensive plant revisions.         
     Consumers Power recommends the USEPA create a phase-in period to meet the  
     GLI's WQBEL, based on specific site conditions and the actual difficulty in
     meeting specific pollutant discharge criteria.  A process to fairly        
     determine necessary phase-in periods or extensions should be included in   
     the GLI in lieu of a fixed three year mandate.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2621.007     
     
     Although  EPA believes for the vast majority of facilities that three years
     or less will be sufficient, EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it 
     may be difficult to accomplish the objectives listed above in three years. 
     Therefore, the final Guidance has been revised to allow compliance         
     schedules up to a maximum of five years for limited circumstances.  These  
     include situations involving complex state-of-the-art technology, and      
     development and implementation of comprehensive facility-wide pollution    
     prevention approaches.  For more detail, see the SID, Section VIII.I       
     ("Compliance Schedules") and the response to P2576.231.D2621.007           
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult to         
     accomplish the objectives listed above in three years; however, EPA        
     believes for the vast majority of facilities this amount of time will be   
     sufficient.  EPA's enforcement experiences have shown that the regulated   
     community usually has been able to find and implement new effective        
     technologies in a three-year period or less.                               
                                                                                
     Where a facility does encounter real difficulties changing its operation in
     order to comply with the new requirements or treatments are yet untested,  
     the permitting authority has other mechanisms for providing relief beyond  
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     three years (e.g., "shake down" grace periods and enforcement discretion). 
     For additional details on these mechanisms, see the response to comment    
     D2596.022.                                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2621.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI allows development of Tier II pollutant specific water    
     quality criteria to generate enforceable permit limits despite inadequate  
     scientific data.  Permittees may challenge the Tier II criteria, but must  
     expend considerable time and money for protracted studies which may not    
     result in a reduction of permit limits.  Due to the time constraints of    
     proposed GLI requirements, major renovations may have to be implemented by 
     permittees in order to meet a Tier II based discharge limitation before a  
     well-founded criterion is established.  Permittees should be allowed time  
     extensions for developing adequate data to set Tier I criteria beyond the  
     proposed two year limit if they are able to demonstrate the need for an    
     extension to the USEPA.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2621.008     
     
     EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult for the    
     permittee to accomplish its objectives.  However, EPA believes for the vast
     majority of facilities a period of time of up to two years to complete     
     additional studies should be sufficient time.                              
                                                                                
     See also the response to P2576.231 and P2588.053 as well as the SID,       
     Section VIII.I ("Compliance Schedules").D2621.008                          
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult for the    
     permittee to accomplish its objectives.  However, EPA believes for the vast
     majority of facilities a compliance schedule of up to three years and two  
     years to complete additional studies should be sufficient time.            
     Furthermore, EPA's enforcement experiences have shown that the regulated   
     community usually has been able to find and implement new effective        
     technologies in a three-year period or less.                               
                                                                                
     Another approach which may be used by a permitting authority is            
     prosecutorial discretion.  That is, the permitting authority may elect not 
     to take enforcement action against a new source which has installed the    
     necessary treatment prior to discharging and is making a good faith effort 
     to come into compliance as soon as possible.  Alternatively, the permitting
     authority may issue a compliance order (under section 309(a) or equivalent 
     State authority) requiring compliance by a specified date, where           
     circumstances warrant.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2621.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regulation as proposed will result in uneven treatment of permittees   
     from state to state.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2621.009     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2621.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the MDNR's comment that the USEPA should generate more Tier I
     criteria, establish a clearinghouse for Tier I criteria and Tier II values,
     and use the Federal Register process to receive comment and provide notice 
     of additional Tier I criteria as they become finalized.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2621.010     
     
     EPA Region 5, in cooperation with EPA Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters     
     offices, and the Great Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a GLI       
     Clearinghouse to assist States and Tribes in developing numeric Tier I     
     water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  As additional    
     toxicological data and exposure data become available or additional Tier I 
     numeric criteria and Tier II values are calculated by EPA, States, or      
     Tribes, Region 5 will ensure that this information is disseminated to the  
     Great Lakes States and Tribes.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA Region 5 will work with the States and Tribes, EPA Regions 2 and 3, EPA
     Headquarters offices, and EPA research laboratories to review new          
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     toxicological and exposure data.  The review will include consideration of 
     data quality and appropriateness for use with the final Guidance           
     methodologies.  For pollutants of especially high interest or concern,     
     Region 5 and theother EPA offices identified above intend from time to time
     to use the Clearinghouse to develop GLI criteria documents similar to those
     supporting the proposed and final Guidance.  EPA will then publish a notice
     in the Federal Register announcing the availability of such documents and  
     inviting public comment on them.  After reviewing the comments, EPA will   
     finalize the GLI criteria guidance documents and make them available as    
     guidance to Great Lakes States and Tribes.                                 
                                                                                
     See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2621.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA's proposed GLI regulations will result in pollutant concentration
     limits in discharged waters that are beyond the ability of existing        
     technology to measure or confirm.  If less-than detection level limits are 
     imposed on dischargers, significant problems are created in measuring and  
     meeting compliance.  The USEPA should allow permit limits to be set at     
     known nondetect levels rather than using less-than detection limits such as
     one-half of detection.  Using less-than detection limits obstructs a level 
     of confidence in the significance of sampling results and will result in   
     erroneous permit violations.  Because of the difficulty of interpretation  
     of "less-than" values, the USEPA should consider the regulatory            
     consequences of relying on unrepeatable and erroneous data.  It is         
     extremely important that any permit limit and compliance evaluation data be
     consistently and accurately measured by existing and readily available     
     technology.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2621.011     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2621.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed existing effluent quality (EEQ) concept creates a disincentive
     for improved treatment of pollutants.  Each pollutant would ultimately be  
     limited to lower levels which may have been experience during the previous 
     permit period.  In addition, any reductions in pollutants discharged as a  
     result of a decreased level of production over the previous permit period  
     will be reflected by more stringent limitations in the next permit.  This  
     proposed approach inappropriately frustrates a dischargers ability to      
     expand production in subsequent permit periods if that expansion results in
     an increase of the EEQ pollutant in the discharge.                         
                                                                                
     A number of factors contribute to the variability in discharge rates over  
     time of most discharges including discharges made by utilities.  A number  
     of factors are essential to the safe, legal operation of a power plant.    
     The NPDES permits for these facilities generally approve the maximum       
     discharge expected when the facility operates at full capacity.  Setting   
     the EEQ at less than the discharge expected at full generating capacity,   
     having already permitted the facility on the basis of technology-based or  
     water quality-based standards, would be costly and unfair.                 
                                                                                
     Consumers Power supports the MDNR recommendation that the USEPA adopt EEQ  
     Notification Requirement rather than mandate numeric mass loading limits.  
     This approach establishes EEQ data and provides for permit conditions that 
     only require notification if an EEQ level is exceeded.  Permit violations  
     should only be limited to exceedances of EEQ levels that are either not    
     reported or are not the result of allowable increased production.          
     
     
     Response to: D2621.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2621.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed regulations define "High Quality Water" (HQW) as any water    
     body where water quality exceeds standards on a pollutant by pollutant     
     basis.  As a result, any water body, including even drainage ditches, can  
     be classified as High Quality Water for certain pollutants.  We strongly   
     agree with the MDNR comment that "These lower value waters should not be   
     treated the same as high quality trout streams or the Open Waters of the   
     Great Lakes when applying antidegradation requirements."  Requiring        
     rigorous pollution prevention and enhanced treatment analyses should only  
     be necessary if a facility will lower the highest priority of High Quality 
     Water such as trout streams, or if there is a significant lowering in the  
     water quality of High Quality Water (which should be defined less          
     inclusively) with bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2621.013     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2621.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consumers Power also agrees with the MDNR concern that, even with properly 
     trained staff, it will be extremely difficult for the MDNR to knowledgeably
     review the wide variety of information submitted on appropriate treatment  
     technologies.  Unless some mechanism is put in place to deal with the      
     technical review of enhanced treatment submissions, this requirement may   
     lead to unnecessary costs, delays and frustrations.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2621.014     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA does not agree with the commenter's criticism that States 
     and Tribes lack the technical capabilities to review antidegradation       
     demonstrations for several reasons.  First, as stated in the referenced    
     comment response, review of antidegradation demonstrations is not a new    
     requirement.  Given that the requirement has existed in essentially its    
     present form since 1975, States in particular should have had ample        
     opportunity to develop the needed expertise to review antidegradation      
     demonstrations.  Second, the final Guidance provides a great deal of       
     direction to States and Tribes regarding what an antidegradation           
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     demonstration is expected to consider. Therefore, the final Guidance should
     facilitate reviews by States and Tribes and expedite the antidegradation   
     decision making process.  Finally, by describing what is required before   
     dischargers begin developing antidegradation demonstrations, the final     
     Guidance should expedite the process of preparing the antidegradation      
     demonstration as well.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2621.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  2 maps attached to document                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule sets forth five specifically defined conditions which    
     must all be met in order to demonstrate that water quality-based effluent  
     limitations (WQBEL) for identified intake water pollutants are not required
     for an NPDES permitted waste water discharge.  We agree with USEPA "that   
     determinations whether discharge of intake water pollutants should be      
     limited by a WQBEL, and, if so, the scope of such limitations must be      
     determined after consideration of site-specific factors."  However, there  
     are a number of site-specific intake water factors which exist at NPDES    
     permitted facilities throughout the Great Lakes which prohibit the use of  
     proposed procedure 5(e) of Appendix F to Part 132.                         
                                                                                
     Consumers Power owns facilities which take water from rivers or lakes which
     would otherwise immediately discharge into the Great Lakes.  As the        
     attached drawings demonstrate, the JH Campbell Units 1 and 2 take water    
     from the Pigeon River just before if flows into Lake Michigan.  The JC     
     Weadock Plant takes water from the Saginaw River just before if flows into 
     Saginaw Bay (Lake Huron).  The resultant discharges are to the Great       
     Lakes--a body of water other than the intake water body.  Additionally,    
     some facilities, such as the JH Campbell Units 1 and 2, commingle house    
     service water and other "intake" water sources of much higher water quality
     with the main flow of intake cooling water prior to discharge.             
                                                                                
     For these reasons, Consumers Power believes it would be more appropriate to
     evaluate all intake water sources to determine the reasonable potential for
     the existence of pollutant concentrations and to determine whether the     
     discharge of the resulting waste water would cause adverse water quality   
     impacts on the Great Lakes that would not have occurred if the pollutants  
     were left in the intake water body and subsequently discharged to the Great
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2621.015     
     
     This comment raises two basic issues addressed in the SID.  As explained in
     section VIII.E.4-5 of the SID, EPA believes that special consideration for 
     intake pollutants should be limited to situations where the source of the  
     intake water and the receiving water are the same body of water.  However, 
     the final Guidance adopts a flexible definition of "same body of water"    
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     that allows consideration of site-specific factors related to the fate and 
     transport of the pollutants and does not impose what some would consider   
     artificial boundaries, such as designated segments or popular names of     
     waterbodies.                                                               
                                                                                
     In response to numerous comments about facilities which have multiple      
     sources of intake water or co-mingled wastestreams, EPA has adopted in the 
     final guidance provisions which allow special consideration of intake      
     pollutants in these instances, through the availability of "no net         
     addition" limits for discharges of intake water to the same body of water  
     (see SID at Section VIII.E.4.b) and the possibility of using a             
     flow-weighted average to develop limits for effluents containing multiple  
     sources of intake water (see SID Section VIII.E.4.d).                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2621.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E to Part 132 of the proposed GLI contains two options (A) and (B)
     in Procedure 3 for "Total Maximum Daily Loads, Waste Load Allocations and  
     Load Allocations for Point and Non-Point Sources."  Both options provide   
     for the elimination of mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of       
     concern (BCC) ten years following the effective date of the GLI final rule 
     and prohibit BCC mixing zones for new discharges on the effective date of  
     the GLI final rule.                                                        
                                                                                
     Existing mixing zones have been granted to dischargers based on evaluations
     made by the states and USEPA on a site specific basis.  A mixing zone is   
     allowed because of agency and discharger determinations that unacceptable  
     adverse environmental impacts have not and will not occur within the       
     authorized zone of mixing.  It is unreasonable to prohibit any mixing zone 
     for BCCs when it is likely that a very limited mixing zone will cause no   
     measurable effect on the local environment and  will most assuredly result 
     in enormous savings to the general public.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2621.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2621.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further it is not reasonable to immediately prohibit BCC mixing zones for  
     new dischargers or new sources.  If this new, extremely stringent, or if a 
     more reasonable mixing zone restriction becomes final in the GLI, a        
     phase-in period for dischargers who are in the process of building new     
     facilities or dischargers in a facilty modification process should be      
     provided.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2621.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2621.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both options presented in Procedure 3A and in Procedure 3B of Appendix E to
     Part 132 appear to require that existing and future mixing zones for       
     chronic criteria of Tier I and Tier II chemicals be restricted to "no      
     greater dilution than one part effluent to 10 parts receiving water" upon  
     the effective date of the final rule.                                      
                                                                                
     USEPA has inappropriately used a very limited and unrepresentative data    
     base (Milwakee Metropolitan South Shore wastewater treatment plant and     
     Green Bay Metropolitan wastewater treatment plant) to determine that a 10:1
     mixing factor is appropriate for all dischargers in all Great Lakes Basin  
     locations.  There is, in fact, no existing data base for appropriately     
     determining a one-size-fits-all mixing zone for Tier I and Tier II chemical
     parameters for discharges which occur throughout the Great Lake Basin.     
     Unless this concept is changed in the GLI, all dischargers will need to    
     immediately conduct mixing zone studies to determine compliance and many   
     may very likely need extensive plant revisions to provide more immediate   
     wastewater discharge dispersion.                                           
                                                                                
     This proposed requirement will be a great boon to consulting firms and to  
     suppliers and installers of discharge diffusers, however there appears to  
     be little, if any, demonstrated need for the arbitrary 10:1 ratio          
     requirement.  This provision of the proposed GLI should be eliminated and  
     replaced with a much more organized and well developed process of          
     determining allowable mixing zone sizes which would be consistently applied
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     in lieu of an arbitrary 10:1 basin wide standard.                          
                                                                                
     This proposed requirement has not been well thought out, and would likely  
     result in a very high cost in terms of studies, monitoring and hardware    
     with little, if any, measurable environmental benefits.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2621.018     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.For a response to this comment, see the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.a.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2621.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be much more specific in defining the criteria and a public 
     procedure to be used in determining that a water body or a section of a    
     water body may be designated as Outstanding National Resource Waters       
     (ONRWs).  As provided in Appendix E to Part 132, subsection II A, the      
     states are to use five very general categories to determine waters to be   
     designated as ONRWs.  States may also apparently use any other categories  
     they so choose to determine ONRWs.  There appears to be a complete lack of 
     public participation in the ONRWs' designation process.  A single state    
     should not be able to designate the entire waters of Lake Michigan without 
     significant open and public participation from other states and the general
     public.  In fact, the ONRWs' designation should be uniquely applied to     
     special portions of major water bodies and to other significant waters only
     after an open and public process of participation and honest debate.       
     
     
     Response to: D2621.019     
     
     See response to P2742.470.                                                 
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees with the commenter's suggestion that more       
     specific guidance is needed on how to designate ONRWs. Designation of an   
     ONRW is site-specific and depends upon the relative importance of a water  
     body within a given State or Tribe.  It is impossible to specify strict    
     rules for what may or may not be designated an ONRW.  For this reason, the 
     section of the antidegradation standard pertaining to ONRWs that is        
     included in the final Guidance is drawn directly from the Federal          
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  There is no basis for placing constraints on
     Great Lakes States and Tribes with respect to ONRWs that are not placed on 
     States and Tribes elsewhere.                                               
                                                                                
     Although it is beyond the scope of the final Guidance, EPA feels compelled 
     to respond to the commenter's criticism that the ONRW designation process  
     lacks opportunity for public participation. Water bodies are designated as 
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     ONRWs through the normal standards review process.  One of the primary     
     functions of the water quality standards review process is to garner public
     input, comment and participation.  The process provides for public review  
     of the water quality standards once every three years. The commenter is    
     mistaken is stating that the ONRW designation process lacks opportunity for
     public input.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2621.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed criteria do not allow site-specific water quality criteria to 
     be determined for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC), unless such  
     criteria would be more restrictive than basin-wide criteria.  Not allowing 
     an upward adjustment, disregards future factual data that may show specific
     areas where to aquatic food chains have much less tendency to bioaccumulate
     one or more of the chemicals identified as BCCs.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2621.020     
     
     See response to: D2959.008                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2621.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although USEPA proposes less stringent "chronic" aquatic life criteria to  
     reflect local physical and hydrological conditions, less stringent criteria
     are not available for "acute" criteria.  Because many of USEPA's acute     
     criteria were derived on the basis of a one hour exposure period, a less   
     stringent acute water quality criterion should be available if a discharger
     can demonstrate that organisms wil not be exposed to a pollutant for one   
     hour or longer.                                                            
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     Response to: D2621.021     
     
     See section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2621.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consumers Power encourages USEPA to allow site-specific demonstrations and 
     potential modifications to wildlife and human health criteria that are less
     stringent than the proposed Tier I wildlife and human health criteria.  If 
     a discharger is able to demonstrate that the site specific environmental   
     fate of a pollutant is fundamentally different from the assumptions on     
     which the criteria was based, the USEPA should allow the applicant to seek 
     less stringent site-specific criteria.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2621.022     
     
     Use of the appendix D methodology is now only required for development of  
     Tier I criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.  This limitation 
     may address some potential issues concerning the environmental fate of     
     specific chemicals.  In addition, site-specific modifications to any       
     criteria developed pursuant to appendix F, procedure 1 may be less         
     stringent, based on site-specific considerations of the bioaccumulation    
     factor. EPA continues to be unwilling to allow site-specific modifications 
     making the wildlife criteria less stringent because such analyses are      
     unlikely to provide sufficient protection for the entire range of wildlife 
     species in the Great Lakes basin. For example, aquatic species which serve 
     as wildlife prey may be present at the site even if terrestrial wildlife   
     species that feed on them are not.  Modifications are also unwarranted     
     where the five representative wildlife species are absent.  These five     
     species are surrogates for the entire range of wildlife that ingest prey or
     water from the Great Lakes System.                                         
                                                                                
     Please see the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support      
     Document for further explanation of the selection of these species and the 
     concept of using the most highly exposed species to protect species that   
     may be more toxicologically sensitive.  Please see also the response to    
     comment D2719.073.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2621.023
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes a temporary variance from the water quality standards     
     because some permittees have unique circumstances that differ from the     
     general assumptions used in deriving the water quality standards.  The     
     intent of the variance provision is to provide a procedure for permit      
     holders to meet a modified standard when compliance with the existing water
     quality standard is demonstrated to be infeasible.  It also encourages the 
     maintenance of original standards as goals rather than removing uses and   
     identifies the requirements for variance applications to ensure the highest
     level of water quality achievable while the variance is in effect.         
     Consumers Power believes that a provision for renewal of variances should  
     be included in the GLI.  Consumers Power also recommends the proposed      
     variance provision be streamlined and clarified.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2621.023     
     
     EPA has retained the provision for renewal of variances.  Also see Response
     ID: 2718.216.                                                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2621.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The term of the variance should correspond to the remaining length of the  
     inforce NPDES permit term of five years.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2621.024     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 669



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2621.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The request for variance and variance extensions should occur during the   
     permit issuance process, rather than after the permit is issued, resulting 
     in fewer contested case hearing requests and avoiding the issue of how     
     antibacksliding will be applied once the permit is issued.  This will also 
     result in streamlining the NPDES permitting process.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2621.025     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2621.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consumers Power recommends that the GLI provide for request for renewal of 
     a variance 180 days before the variance expires, thus corresponding with   
     the NPDES reapplication.  This wil also allow the NPDES permit             
     reapplication and most variance requests to be addressed simultaneously.   
     
     
     Response to: D2621.026     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposal should be more flexible in terms to timing.   
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2621.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More consistent variance procedures should be developed to ensure          
     uniformity within the Great Lakes Basin.  Consumers Power recommends that  
     the procedures be expanded to allow for variances for entire water body    
     segments or on a regional basis.  This method will allow the Surface Water 
     Quality Division of the MDNR and those who process wastewater permitting in
     other states to manage NPDES permits basin wide where pollutants exceed GLI
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2621.027     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2621.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc: VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To assure consistent standards throughout the Great Lakes Basin, Consumers 
     Power recommends that the USEPA publish all variances in the Federal       
     Register and maintain a database of granted variances.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2621.028     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
                                                                                
     As it gains experience in operating the Clearinghouse, EPA will consider   
     including supplementary information such as the type of information        
     suggested in the comment.  Decisions to expand the Clearinghouse in this   
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     way will depend on the relative needs for the information, the availability
     of resources, and the alternative approaches available for meeting the     
     information needs.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2621.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the proposed GLI will have a significant impact on NPDES permitting
     processes and on dischargers throughout the Great Lakes Basin, there is a  
     real need to provide for timely review and potential revision to strive for
     effective and efficient implementation of these new requirements.  The     
     Administrator of the USEPA should be required to provide periodic review   
     and reports to the congress and to the Governors of the eight Great Lakes  
     States outlining the effectiveness of the final GLI, the cost associated   
     with compliance and the benefits gained through implementation.  The report
     should include recommended legislative and/or regulatory changes needed to 
     improve the initiative's overall performance and cost effectiveness.       
                                                                                
     The above oversight is needed because of the wide discrepancies in         
     perceived costs and in perceived difficulties in implementing these        
     proposed regulations.  We recommend that the initial report be required no 
     later than March 15, 1995 with subsequent reports due on March 15 of every 
     odd numbered year.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2621.029     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2622.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS:  EPA's Scientific Advisory Board (SAB) has        
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     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences.  EPA used scientifically unproven     
     methodologies to derive a Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF) that identifies     
     chemicals of particular concern that will be subject to especially         
     stringent controls and to set limits on pollutants for which limited data  
     exist.  NACA fully concurs with the widely expressed view that until       
     questions about these methodologies are resolved, it is not appropriate to 
     use them as a basis for regulation.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2622.001     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2622.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of particular concern to NACA is the use of the food chain multiplier (FCM)
     formula to calculate BAF when the necessary field data do not exist.  The  
     FCM leads to substances being classified as Bioaccumulative Chemicals of   
     Concern (BCCs) without any consideration of their persistence, toxicity,   
     metabolism, or bioavailability in water.  Failure to consider these        
     critical water quality factors is technically unsound, and inconsistent    
     with the expressed goals of the International Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement, which expressly directs EPA to focus on persistent toxic        
     substances.  This is extremely important for the pesticides and fertilizers
     being manufactured today as opposed to those of a few decades ago.  Today's
     pesticides are selected expressly for low persistence.  Therefore, a number
     of modern pesticides may well be unfairly listed as BCCs in the future.    
                                                                                
     A listing as a BCC under the GLI will, in itself, raise significant issues 
     with the licensing mechanisms of the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and    
     Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).  Newly registered and reregistered pesticides have
     already been subject to extensive toxicological and ecological testing     
     before their use is permitted.  EPA registration conveys a legal permit to 
     use these produces according to labeled procedures.  EPA's listing under   
     the Clean Water Act may nevertheless force the Agency to place the use of  
     these products in jeopardy or initiate unnecessary further testing.        
     
     
     Response to: D2622.002     
     
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation should not be the only factor considered in
     defining BCCs.  Persistence (including environmental fate and metabolism)  
     and toxicity should also be considered together with bioaccumulation       
     (including bioavailability) in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a 
     result, EPA modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only       
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     chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide 
     that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water       
     column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. Furthermore, the methodology for         
     development of BAFs has been revised to include methods that consider      
     bioavailability and emphasize field measurements.                          
                                                                                
     Regardless of whether a pesticide has been registered under FIFRA, the CWA 
     requires that all discharges, including those of registered pesticides,    
     must comply with water quality standards as well.  The final Guidance is   
     designed to increase the consistency of water quality standards and their  
     application in the Great Lakes System, but cannot and does not change the  
     underlying requirement of the CWA.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2622.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER 2 AQUATIC LIFE AND WILDLIFE VALUES:  Of even greater importance,      
     however, is the introduction of a new methodology to regulate chemicals    
     which EPA would not now regulate, due to insufficient information.  Again  
     the Agency's own SAB has raised serious concerns about using this unproven 
     methodology in a regulatory context, i.e. requiring that Tier 2 values be  
     included in discharge permits and requiring that they be met within three  
     years.  NACA strongly supports the SAB's recommendation to drop the use of 
     Tier 2 values under and continue to set water quality criteria in the      
     normal way -- based on solid analytical data that have been fully verified 
     through a peer review process.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2622.003     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2622.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: refer to Attachment 1                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 methodology consistently and systematically leads to values that
     are much lower than would be required if the normal process was employed.  
     This is because the secondary acute values calculated using Tier 2         
     methodology are extremely poor predictors of the Final Acute Values        
     calculated from a completed data set.  Attached is an historical           
     re-creation of the database for two agriculture chemicals, aldrin and      
     dieldrin, about which complete data sets, which took hundreds of tests and 
     years to complete, now exist.  Using the Tier 2 methodology on early year  
     information would yield aquatic values that were threefold more stringent  
     than actual EPA final acute values (based on the completed data set) for   
     aldrin and nearly a sixfold more stringent value for dieldrin.  The use of 
     Tier 2 values on partial data sets can lead to inappropriate conclusions,  
     and their incorporation in enforceable permits would create an warranted   
     margin of safety.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2622.004     
     
     See response to: P2656.199 and D2724.500.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2622.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Tier 2 values for setting wildlife values would mostly affect   
     agricultural chemicals.  Although EPA is not proposing any Tier 2 wildlife 
     values in the GLI, the Tier 2 methodology allows and encourages development
     of Tier 2 values by State, Federal and local regulators.  There is         
     potentially an unlimited number of agriculture chemicals for which Tier 2  
     wildlife values can be established from any of these regulatory entities.  
     In fact, EPA indicated that had it proposed Tier 2 values for wildlife, all
     seven would have been agricultural chemicals.  Given that the Tier 2       
     methodology itself is suspect, the agricultural chemical industry stands to
     receive an unwarranted impact.  Through various programs and regulatory    
     approaches, EPA's Office of Pesticide Programs is developing appropriate   
     wildlife criteria for regulation of pesticides.  Separate criteria should  
     not be developed by GLI.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2622.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2622.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE INTRODUCTION OF WILDLIFE CRITERIA THROUGH THE GLI IS INAPPROPRIATE:    
     Prior to the proposed GLI, EPA has never developed or set wildlife criteria
     (based on other Federal Department information) in a regulatory context.   
     NACA is strongly opposed to their inclusion in the GLI, without a full     
     scientific debate on the methodology used.                                 
                                                                                
     The methodology EPA has employed for wildlife criteria is directly based on
     the Agency's risk assessment for human health.  In fact, the database for  
     the wildlife criteria were selected primarily from studies to support human
     health criteria.  This is inappropriate.  The human health methodology     
     focuses on individuals (not specific populations), considers extremely     
     subtle effects, and does not allow for widely varying natural in species   
     sensitivities.                                                             
                                                                                
     Moreover, the stated goal in the Technical Support Document for wildlife   
     criteria States that "each criterion is the highest calculated             
     concentration of a toxicant which causes no reduction in the viability or  
     usefulness of the population of exposed animals over several generations"  
     (emphasis added).  It seems very doubtful that criteria being set to       
     protect 99.5% of the most sensitive wildlife species are necessary to      
     achieve this goal.  Again, EPA is using its human health criteria          
     methodology to protect individuals as a vehicle for setting wildlife       
     criteria to protect populations.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2622.006     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2622.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: refer to Attachment 2                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One concern identified by that study is intake credits, a major issue for  
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     municipalities, industries, and the eight Great Lakes Governors themselves.
      While not rehashing that debate, NACA submits Attachment 2 as poignant    
     example of the lack of cost-effectiveness and the lack of environmental    
     benefits of the GLI.                                                       
                                                                                
     Monsanto Company conducted an in-depth analysis of potential the GLI       
     impacts on its Trenton, Michigan plant.  The plant will be forced to remove
     11.2 pounds of non-bioaccumluative chemicals at a cost of $1.3 million per 
     year; almost $115K per pound of chemical removed.  Monsanto's recent       
     world-wide voluntary reduction effect removed 56 million pounds of toxic   
     air pollutants at an average costs of $4 to $5 per pound.  All of the      
     reductions required were due to chemicals found in the intake waters, not  
     in the plant's production process.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2622.007     
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in responses to comments D2584.005 and D2657.006.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2622.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second issue of concern to the agricultural chemicals industry is the    
     GLI's elimination of the States' current ability to make site-specific     
     modifications to established water quality criteria.  Site-specific        
     criteria are the only scientific way to ensure that standards are not over-
     or under-protective.  Despite this, the GLI requires the uniform           
     application of water criteria and values throughout the Great Lakes,       
     regardless of State or tribal designations and regardless of site-specific 
     water conditions.  Although its impact on direct dischargers is clear, this
     loss of flexibility will also directly affect practices to reduce non-point
     sources, which heavily depend on site-specificity.  Best Management        
     Practices employed by agriculture take into account site-specific          
     conditions when seeking to protect the environment.                        
                                                                                
     The failure to use or to allow for site-specific adjustments, except under 
     very specific, limited circumstances, ignores the fact that all species are
     not present everywhere, and that geological conditions vary due to factors 
     not related to toxic substances.  It also ignores background levels,       
     historical fluctuations and impact of storm events.  It is essential that  
     States have the ability to develop scientifically sound site-specific water
     quality standards that recognize unique local conditions, including        
     populations of fish species and other organisms present in the specific    
     area, consumption rates, lipid contents, and bioavailability.              
     
     
     Response to: D2622.008     

Page 677



$T044618.TXT
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications. For more information on        
     designated uses see Section II of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2622.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To assure this, the following changes to the rule should be made:          
      - Site-specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or   
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
     - Site-specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation      
     should be accounted for when deriving Water-Quality-Based Effluent Limits  
     (WQBELS).                                                                  
     - Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to  
     reflect conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same      
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2622.009     
     
     The site-specific modification procedures in the final Guidance allow both 
     more and less stringent modifications to all aquatic life, wildlife, and   
     human health criteria as well as BAFs.  Site- specific modifications to    
     criteria may account for differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate  
     of chemicals with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.         
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants is not appropriate.  Water-effect ratios  
     and discharge specific partitioning may be appropriate on a case- by-case  
     basis                                                                      
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2854L.053 regarding boundaries for attainment of  
     water quality standards.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2622.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble argues that EPA is not attempting to expand its regulatory    
     authority as part of the GLI, and specifically is not attempting to subsume
     non-point source controls within the purview of the GLI.  However, in fact,
     the GLI does indeed capture non-points sources within its regulatory net in
     a number of ways.                                                          
                                                                                
     NACA believes that EPA has no legal authority under the Clean Water Act to 
     incorporate non-point source controls in the GLI.  Furthermore, it would be
     inappropriate to do so, even if the authority did exist, in the context of 
     a highly targeted GLI rule.  Other statutes, Federal Departments and       
     Federal programs already address non-point source controls adequately.  Any
     attempt by EPA to regulate non-point source controls will directly conflict
     with those programs and create confusion.  Finally, the Critical Programs  
     Act of 1990 required the development of Lake Wide Management Plans (LaMPs) 
     and Remedial Action Plans (RAPs), which are the proper context for the     
     consideration of non-point sources.  Until these plans are completed and   
     subjected to the exposure of a full public comment process, the relative   
     contributions of non-point and point sources and the effect of controls on 
     each cannot be fully determined or even estimated.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2622.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID. EPA does not agree with this comment.         
     Programs to address both point and nonpoint source pollutant problems must 
     complement each other.  See responses to comment numbers F4030.003,        
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Sections I and II of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2622.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Policy:                                                    
                                                                                
     In the preamble to the GLI, EPA argues that it is not the intent of the EPA
     to apply proposed changes to the national antidegradation policy to        
     non-point sources.  However, it also notes that to the extent non-point    
     sources are regulated by any other governmental entity, they are subject to
     the provisions of the GLI and especially to the GLI's revised              
     antidegradation policy.  As is clearly indicated below, there are a number 
     of non-point source "control" programs which EPA or a State could claim    
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     fulfill the condition for application of the GLI to non-point sources.     
                                                                                
     The most serious change in current EPA antidegradation policy is the       
     substitution of existing effluent quality (EEQ) for permit limits whenever 
     EEQ is better than those limits.  The implications for this change are     
     broad-based for direct and indirect point source dischargers.  However, the
     use of EEQ will also greatly affect non-point sources as well.             
     Municipalities faced with EEQ requirements will be unable to expand and    
     allow new growth in residences or highways or economic activity that would 
     involve changes in effluent.  New uses or increased uses associated with   
     normal economic growth will be precluded.  Home lawn care as well as       
     agriculture users of chemicals will be frozen at a point in time by the EEQ
     requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
     To increase EEQ levels, municipalities will have to put in place a broad   
     array of pollutant minimization requirements, which for non-point sources  
     will mean new or expanded best management practices or direct construction 
     beyond those already in place or under development as part of the 1990 Farm
     Bill of the Coastal Zone Management Act.  EPA must approve all pollutant   
     minimization programs, and because pollutant minimization plans with       
     milestones as well as activities must be incorporated directly into        
     municipal permits, EPA has, in effect, extended its regulatory and         
     enforcement arms to a multitude of non-point sources.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2622.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2622.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Load:                                                  
                                                                                
     The TMDL provision of the GLI places a tremendous burden on States and     
     municipalities to conduct wasteload allocations that reflect a complete    
     mapping of all loadings.  Total loading calculations under this provision  
     are speculative at best.  States have historically not been able to        
     quantify non-point source contribution and have by-in-large limited Waste  
     Load Allocations (WLA) to point source contributions.  Most States faced   
     with the either option A or option B in the proposed GLI will now have to  
     assign a significant portion of the waste load allocation to non-point     
     sources, if for no other reason than to avoid allocating the entire        
     reduction required to point source discharges, which would be unfair and   
     inequitable.  The specific sources and reduction requirements imposed on   
     those non-point sources bring the regulation of non-point sources under the
     Clean Water Act and its permitting process by the way of the wasteload     
     allocation process.                                                        
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     Response to: D2622.012     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2622.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Point/Non-point Source Trade:                                              
                                                                                
     Although not actually proposed by EPA, the Agency has requested comments on
     the possibility and appropriateness of a trading or banking scheme as a way
     of reducing the overall costs of the GLI.  DRI/McGraw Hill, an national    
     economic consulting firm which has done many analyses for EPA was selected 
     by the eight Great Lakes Governors to conduct an independent analyses of   
     the GLI.  Assessing the GLI for the Council of Great lakes Governors, DRI  
     strongly supported such a trading mechanism as one way to increase the     
     GLI's cost-effectiveness and specifically endorsed the concept of trading  
     costly point source controls for presumably less costly non-point source   
     controls.                                                                  
                                                                                
     NACA is firmly opposed to the introduction of any trading or banking scheme
     that involves the trade-offs of non-point and point source reductions.  Any
     trading program must be strictly limited to point sources.  Point and      
     non-point sources do not exist on an equal statutory footing under the CWA 
     and cannot be treated equally under the GLI.  The inclusion of a trading   
     program would suddenly bring non-point sources into an enforceable         
     agreement administered under the GLI.  This has several potential adverse  
     impacts.  [First, it would subject non-point sources to Clean Water Act    
     enforcement purview for the first time.  These sources are already subject 
     to both regulatory and non-regulatory controls under other statutes such as
     the 1990 Farm Bill or Costal Zone Management Act.]                         
                                                                                
     [Second, enforcement issues aside, the States' or EPA's ability to         
     establish the appropriate non-point source controls, to determine actual   
     performance characteristics and to monitor the outcome of agreed-to        
     management practices lags far behind that for point sources.  Many of the  
     practices employed are not entirely engineering-or technology-based.  They 
     are changes in timing, uses, and harvesting practices and must be          
     implemented flexibly over time to adjust to changing climate or agriculture
     conditions.  Management practices rarely lead to the precise "MG/L"        
     discharge numbers that are common to point sources.  Who would be          
     responsible when total loadings are not reduced to the levels assumed or   
     agreed to in the approved trade is a very serious concern, given the high  
     variability and site-specific nature inherent in best management           
     practices.]                                                                
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     Response to: D2622.013     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2622.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .014 imbedded in .013                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, it would subject non-point sources to Clean Water Act enforcement   
     purview for the first time.  These sources are already subject to both     
     regulatory and non-regulatory controls under other statutes such as the    
     1990 Farm Bill or Costal Zone Management Act.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2622.014     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2622.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .015 imbedded in .013                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, enforcement issues aside, the States' or EPA's ability to establish
     the appropriate non-point source controls, to determine actual performance 
     characteristics and to monitor the outcome of agreed-to management         
     practices lags far behind that for point sources.  Many of the practices   
     employed are not entirely engineering-or technology-based.  They are       
     changes in timing, uses, and harvesting practices and must be implemented  
     flexibly over time to adjust to changing climate or agriculture conditions.
      Management practices rarely lead to the precise "MG/L" discharge numbers  
     that are common to point sources.  Who would be responsible when total     
     loadings are not reduced to the levels assumed or agreed to in the approved
     trade is a very serious concern, given the high variability and            
     site-specific nature inherent in best management practices.                
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     Response to: D2622.015     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2622.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Potential Economic Impacts:                                                
                                                                                
     Economic impacts of additional non-point source controls directly reduce   
     producer incomes on a dollar-for-dollar basis.                             
                                                                                
     If significant additional non-point sources are imposed regionwide, the    
     effect on producers in the region will be very real.  All major crop       
     producers face a given price for their products based on national or       
     international supply and demand.  Variations in price at the local level   
     only reflect differences in transportation costs.  Great Lakes Basin       
     producers facing additional costs associated with the GLI will be placed at
     an instant competitive disadvantage relative to non-basin producers.       
     Producers have no ability to pass costs on to the consumer in the form of  
     higher prices.  The products are homogeneous and the price is fixed to all 
     producers at any one time.  Since the GLI would target additional controls 
     to one group of producers -- those in the Basin -- and not to all          
     producers, any additional costs would immediately place these producers at 
     a competitive disadvantage.                                                
                                                                                
     The situation is even worse for small specialty farmers and those not in   
     the Federal programs.  Those producers have no ability to offset some of   
     the losses by offering eligible lands for easement or inclusion in the     
     non-point source programs described below and cannot participate in        
     non-point source costs sharing programs (intended largely for program      
     crops, also described below).  Hence, their only recourse is to either put 
     the additional practices into place or reduce or eliminate production      
     levels on identified acres.  In either case, producer incomes will be      
     adversely affected.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2622.016     
     
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2622.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/COV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New Programs to Establish Priority Non-point Source Controls               
                                                                                
     Non-point sources for agriculture chemicals are already subjected to       
     numerous controls under other authorities.  In particular, the 1990 Farm   
     Bill expanded and refined producers' responsibilities with respect to      
     pesticide and fertilizer application.  A number of new provisions adopted  
     in the 19985 Farm Bill were reauthorized in the 1990 Farm Bill and other   
     provisions were strengthened.                                              
                                                                                
     To highlight the concerns of the agriculture community about potential     
     non-point sources, Congress established a special Agricultural Council on  
     Environmental Quality (ACEQ) in USDA reporting directly to the Secretary.  
     Headed by an Executive Director, the council includes the Deputy Secretary,
     Assistant Secretary for Natural Resources and Environment, and the         
     Assistant Secretary for Science and Education.  The council is responsible,
     under the 1990 Farm Bill for developing both Department-wide and           
     Agency-specific goals and objectives for mitigating the effects of         
     agriculture on environmental quality, especially non-point source loadings.
      A report on accomplishments must be submitted to Congress each year.      
                                                                                
     According to USDA, EPA has not consulted with the new Council at any time  
     during the development of the proposed GLI or the more recently proposed   
     process for GLTxRI.  The potential inconsistency of EPA's goals with those 
     of USDA and the possible inconsistency of the GLI with USDA's priorities or
     mechanisms for implementing non-point source controls is of great concern  
     to the entire agriculture industry.                                        
                                                                                
     A second new provision in the 1990 Farm BIll requires that all applicators 
     of restricted use pesticides or fertilizers keep detailed records          
     comparable to those now required only of large commercial applicators.     
     Those records must be kept by the producers and made available to State    
     Agencies upon request.  USDA and EPA must establish a joint database and   
     publish an annual report on pesticide use.                                 
                                                                                
     To date, this data bank has not been fully developed, and until it is, EPA 
     can not determine the extent to which pesticides or fertilizers are the    
     sources of problems of the linkage to specific sources of those pesticides.
      The development of this joint data base is a critical link in establishing
     the need for controls and identifying specific areas that may need         
     additional non-point source management practices.  Until this information  
     is developed, any suggestion of blanket or generic non-point source        
     controls through Federal regulation is unfair and will likely not result in
     anticipated environmental benefits.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2622.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2622.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conservation Requirements                                                  
                                                                                
     The principle feature of the 1990 Farm Bill is the conservation practices  
     to which all producers in the Federal program must submit.  The            
     implementation of conservation, especially improved management practices,  
     takes place in three distinct ways.                                        
                                                                                
     1.  Regulatory Conservation Requirements:  Producers are already subjected 
     to difficult and expensive non-point source controls and best management   
     practices under the 1990 Farm Bill.                                        
                                                                                
     By 1994, all program producers must implement approved conservation        
     compliance plans.  Conservation planning requirements were established in  
     the 1985 Farm Bill, and full implementation of approved plans was mandated 
     by the 1990 Farm Bill.  The plans provide a detailed mapping of a          
     producer's highly erodible lands, wetlands, and buffer areas around        
     potential receiving waters.  Specific management practices such as no-till,
     conservation tillage, and restrictions on chemical application or timing   
     have all been developed with extensive help from the USDA's Soil           
     Conservation Service and have been approved by County ASCS offices.  Most  
     of these plans require a combination of construction and management        
     practices and will impose significant costs on producers nationwide.       
                                                                                
     The penalties for failure to follow Conservation Compliance plans are      
     severe.  Producers who plant without a plan on erodible lands, including   
     set asides, diverted acres, or lands devoted to conserving uses, will lose 
     all program benefits.  Since 85 percent of all wheat and feed grain        
     producers are part of the Federal program and virtually all large producers
     are program participants, this program already requires and ensures that   
     many non-point source controls in the Great Lakes Basin as well as         
     throughout the nation will be in place by 1995.                            
                                                                                
     Two other regulatory programs are extended in the 1990 Farm Bill.  Under   
     the Sodbuster regulations, the USDA precludes additional new farm lands    
     being placed into production if those lands include erodible grasslands or 
     woodlands.  Use of these lands for crop production results in a complete   
     loss of program benefits.  Since most lands being converted to agriculture 
     today are marginal producing lands but environmentally vulnerable          
     (erodible), the sodbuster rules are expected to reduce erosion             
     significantly.                                                             
                                                                                
     Similarly, the conversion to swamplands not previously farmed is a         
     violation of the swampbuster regulation applicable to all program          
     participants.  Many remaining farm-related swamplands are near or at the   
     edge of rivers and tributaries.  Therefore, swampbuster requirements will, 
     in themselves, achieve dramatic reductions in non-point source loadings.   
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     To the extent that the GLI imposes additional or different non-point source
     controls on agricultural chemical users, it will place the producer or     
     applicator in direct contradiction with the USDA regulations.              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2622.018     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2622.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Non-Regulatory Programs to Reduce Non-point Source Contamination:      
     Several cost sharing and other financial incentives USDA is authorized to  
     carry out under the 1990 Farm Bill will also greatly reduce non-point      
     sources contamination.                                                     
                                                                                
     The two major financial assistance programs are the Conservation Reserve   
     and the Wetland Reserve Program.  Producers are paid a fixed rental rate   
     (depending on the value of the crop forgone) for removing highly erodible  
     or wetland acres from production, restoring their original use through     
     conservation covers, and refraining from planting those acres for 10 years.
                                                                                
     To date, $25 billion in Federal assistance has been committed and over 40  
     million acres have been placed into the Conservative Reserve Program (CRP),
     of which 18 million acres are located in the Great Lakes Basin.  In total, 
     40-45 million acres are authorized.  Furthermore, all lands returned to    
     production after the 10-year period will be subject to strict conservation 
     compliance plans.                                                          
                                                                                
     The 1990 Farm Bill also established a new Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP)   
     for which regulations have only recently been finalized.  Up to 1 million  
     acres are authorized but offers to enter the program already exceed 2      
     million acres.                                                             
                                                                                
     USDA is confident that non-point source loadings to streams and lakes will 
     be greatly reduced as a result of these programs.  Furthermore, lands      
     entering either the CRP or WRP must be converted to trees, shrubs, non-crop
     vegetation or, in the case of WRP, water that may provide a permanent      
     habitat for wildlife, including migrating waterfowl.                       
                                                                                
     Unlike the 10-year period for CRP land, however, WRP acres are subject to  
     minimum 30-year easements, and the full functional value of the wetland    
     must be restored.  Any spraying or mowing of restored wetlands is strictly 
     prohibited unless required by State laws to control noxious weeds.         
                                                                                

Page 686



$T044618.TXT
     3.  Agriculture Water Quality Protection Program:  This is a financial     
     incentive program designed to subject up to 10 million acres to 3-5 year   
     easements between 1991-1995.  Eligible lands include wellhead protection   
     zones, shallow Karst topography (sinkholes), critical cropland acres (Clean
     Water Act's Section 319) which have priority problems from agriculture     
     non-point sources, areas where agricultural non-point sources pollution is 
     adversely affecting threatened or endangered species habitat, and other    
     environmentally sensitive areas identified by EPA, DOI or State            
     Environmental Agencies.                                                    
                                                                                
     Although crop production is not precluded on easement acres, management of 
     pesticide, fertilizer, and animal wastes is strictly regulated.            
     Participants receive $3,500 per acre per year and an additional $1,500 per 
     person to purchase technical assistance.                                   
                                                                                
     To achieve permanent reductions in non-point source loadings, the 1990 Farm
     Bill established the Environmental Easement Program.  It requires permanent
     easements for eligible lands, including land in the CRP likely to go back  
     into production, lands in the water bank riparian corridors, and critical  
     wildlife habitats.  Production is allowed only if it benefits wildlife and 
     may not be harvested, grazed or used for commercial foliage.  Eastment     
     payments are either $250,000 or the difference in the value of the land    
     with and without an easement, whichever is the lesser amount.  Payments are
     $50,000 per year.                                                          
                                                                                
     To help USDA administer such a wide variety of non-point source related    
     programs, the 1990 Farm Bill established State Technical Committees.  They 
     are comprised of professional resource managers in soil, water, wetland,   
     and wildlife sciences.  Water quality coordination programs must be        
     established in each State prioritizing issues for agriculture's impact on  
     water quality.                                                             
                                                                                
     A number of other lesser activities in research, coordinating, and         
     integrated pest management are also authorized in USDA and the States.     
                                                                                
     It is quite clear from the above that non-point sources are being          
     identified, evaluated, and addressed through a combination of regulatory   
     requirements and financial incentives in the 1990 Farm Bill.  These        
     activities, in combination with the already existing requirements under    
     EPA's own FIFRA, mean that pesticides are controlled to minimize adverse   
     environmental impacts through the means of application and management      
     practices after their use.                                                 
                                                                                
     NACA believes strongly that the existing allocation of responsibility      
     between USDA and EPA should not be altered through the GLI's attempt to    
     capture non-point source loadings within the framework of a point source   
     discharge regulation.  To do so is confusing to producers and may subject  
     them to compliance activities that are in direct conflict with existing    
     conservation plans and requirements.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2622.019     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does not alter the current            
     responsibilities between USDA and EPA.  For a discussion of the underlying 
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources, see Section
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. EPA   
     considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2622.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most importantly and for of the reasons noted above, NACA is firmly opposed
     to the incorporation of non-point sources in the GLI.  At best it will lead
     to great confusion for agricultural chemical users and at worst it will    
     conflict directly or indirectly with other existing non-point source       
     programs administered under the 1990 Farm Bill and the Coastal Zone        
     Management Act.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2622.020     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  Programs to address both point and  
     nonpoint source pollutant problems must complement each other.  See        
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
     Section I of the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2622.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead, EPA should clarify its purported intent to avoid expanding CWA    
     authority to regulate non-point sources by explicitly exempting non-point  
     sources from this regulation.  Further, it should rely on the LAMPS and    
     RAPS established under the Critical Programs Act of 1990 and new Farm Bill 
     provisions intended to identify and better characterize the contribution of
     agricultural chemical non-point sources total loadings of BCCs and         
     non-BCCs, and the Coastal Zone Management Act.  These existing programs are
     far more appropriate mechanisms for reducing non-point source loadings from
     agriculture-related activities.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2622.021     
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     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those that address nonpoint sources of          
     pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2625.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In April, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency released water quality  
     standards for the Great Lakes Region, known as the Great Lakes Initiative  
     (GLI).  These standards, if implemented, would impose nearly impossible    
     water quality requirements on businesses, industries and municipalities    
     within the Great Lakes basin.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2625.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2625.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The estimated capital cost of compliance with the Initiative in the Erie   
     region of Pennsylvania alone could reach $10 billion.  In placing this cost
     burden on business and industry, the GLI fails to use sound science or     
     reasonably enforceable criteria for pollutants.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2625.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2625.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the GLI's standards would force industries that use lake water to  
     return it to the lake in a cleaner than original state, with pollution     
     levels that are barely detectable with current measuring methods.  The     
     acceptable level of mercury under the GLI, for example, is lower than the  
     amount that exists naturally.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2625.003     
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, please see the Wildlife chapter of the Supplemental           
     Information Document regarding the modification of the mercury criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2625.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI stems from a 1982 agreement with Canada to improve the quality of  
     the Great Lakes, yet Canada has assumed little responsibility for its      
     portion of the pollution.  Consequently, the costs of the GLI for          
     industries in the Great Lakes Region would hinder their abilities to       
     compete effectively in today's global economy.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2625.004     
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     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2625.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the GLI has raised business concerns statewide because it could  
     be adopted by the General Assembly or by Congress as a water quality model 
     for watersheds statewide or nationwide.  In fact, in the preamble to the   
     GLI, the EPA considers using the regulations as precedential policy for    
     national water standards.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2625.005     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance proposes a list of pollutants of initial focus (Table 6).  Six
     phthalate esters are included on this list - diethyl phthalate (DEP),      
     dimethyl phthalate (DMP), di-n-butyl phthalate (DnBP), di-n-octyl phthalate
     (DnOP), di-(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP), and butyl benxyl phthalate      
     (BBP).  The Panel believes that these phthalate esters do not pose a       
     significant risk to human health, wildlife or aquatic life in the Great    
     Lakes Basin.  They should be deleted from the list of pollutants of initial
     focus for the following reasons:                                           
                                                                                
     - Phthalate esters are readily biodegraded and do not persist in the       
     environment.                                                               
     - Field measurements indicate that phthalate esters are found only at very 
     low concentrations in surface water of the Great Lakes Basin.  Furthermore,
     these measurements probably overstate the presence of phthalate esters,    
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     because analytical difficulties produce many false positives for these     
     compounds.                                                                 
     - Hazard assessments, in which measured concentrations of the phthalates   
     are compared to water quality criteria, show that there is a large margin  
     of safety.  That is, phthalate esters are found in the environment at      
     concentrations which are well below levels protective of aquatic life and  
     human health.                                                              
     - [The proposed Guidance does not consider the importance of nonpoint      
     sources of phthalate esters; control of effluent discharges probably will  
     provide only minimal reductions in the existing low concentrations.]       
     - [Because of the large margin of safety for phthalate esters, expenditure 
     of limited resources to control and monitor these compounds will not return
     significant benefits to the environmental protection and preservation of   
     the Great Lakes Basin.]                                                    
                                                                                
     If di-n-butyl phthalate is retained on the initial focus list, it should be
     placed in the category of chemicals which are not of bioaccumulative       
     concern nor of potential bioaccumulative concern.  DnBP is readily         
     metabolized by fish and other species, and so will not bioaccumulate.      
     
     
     Response to: D2627.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2627.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .002 imbedded in .001.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance does not consider the importance of nonpoint sources 
     of phthalate esters; control of effluent discharges probably will provide  
     only minimal reductions in the existing low concentrations.                
     
     
     Response to: D2627.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2627.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: .003 imbedded in .001.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the large margin of safety for phthalate esters, expenditure of 
     limited resources to control and monitor these compounds will not return   
     significant benefits to the environmental protection and preservation of   
     the Great Lakes Basin.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2627.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2627.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance is directed toward control of point source effluent  
     discharges; however, phthalate ester concentrations in the Great Lakes are 
     derived largely from nonpoint source contributions.  Given that            
     environmental concentrations of phthalates are well below protective       
     criteria, point source effluent control of these compounds would have a    
     negligible benefit.  It makes little sense to direct the finite resources  
     of regulatory agencies and industries to write permits, install controls,  
     and conduct monitoring for these compounds.  The Panel therefore believes  
     that the phthalate esters should be removed from the list of pollutants of 
     initial focus.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2627.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part II of these comments discusses the proposed designation of di-n-butyl 
     phthalate as a potential bioaccumulative compound of concern.  As for the  
     other phthalate esters, the Panel believes that DnBP should not be included
     in the list of pollutants of inital focus at all.  However, if it is       
     retained on that list, it should be categorized as a non-bioaccumulative   
     chemical (Table 6C).  Experimental data in fish and aquatic invertebrates  
     demonstrate that DnBP is readily metabolized in fish and does not          
     bioconcentrate or bioaccumulate.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2627.005     
     
     EPA agrees that di-n-butyl phthalate should not be listed as a BCC.  Since 
     there is no human health BAF exceeding 1000 based on a field-measured BAF  
     or BSAF for DNBP, EPA has not included it as a BCC.  See sections II.C.8   
     and II.C.9 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Panel believes that the phthalate esters, specifically, are chemicals  
     which should be dropped from the list of pollutants of initial focus.  The 
     phthalates qualified for the initial focus list because they are on the    
     priority pollutant list.2  In general, however, phthalates esters have     
     relatively low toxicity, and they are readily biodegradable.  They are     
     found in the water column, if at all, only in very low concentrations.     
     There is a large margin of safety between the concentrations detected and  
     levels designed to be protective of the environment and human health.      
                                                                                
     In addition, nonpoint sources are an important component of toal phthalate 
     ester concentrations in the Great Lakes, so that stringent control of point
     source discharges decreases, sorption reactions become more important so   
     that sediment biodegradation and burial become the dominant loss           
     mechanisms.                                                                
     ____________________________________                                       
     2. It is likely that phthalate esters were included on the priority        
     pollutant list (created in 1978) because a 1973 study had indicated that   
     DEHP was toxic to Daphnia at the extremely low concentration of 3 ug/l.    
     Recently, however, EPA has reported that that study has been discovered to 
     be invalid.  See 55 Fed. Reg. 19986, 19991 (May 14, 1990); U.S. EPA,       
     Ambient Aquatic Life Water Quality Criteria for Di-2-Ethylhexyl Phthalate  
     (Draft), p. 4 (1987).  As discussed in Section I.B and accompanying tables,
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     phthalate esters are much less toxic than had been indicated by the 1973   
     study results.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2627.006     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of investigators have reported phthalate esters in fresh waters at
     locations throughout the world (Giam et al. 1978; Sheldon & Hites, 1978;   
     Michael et al., 1984; Staples et al., 1985; Thuren & Larsson et al., 1986; 
     Wams, 1987, Ritsema et al., 1989, Preston & Al-Omran 1989).  However,      
     measurements of phthalate esters, particulaly those in earlier studies, are
     confounded by sample contamination problems, because phthalates occur      
     ubiquitously in laboratory equipment, reagents and atmospheres.  For       
     example, sources of phthalate ester contamination can originate from       
     plastic sampling containers (plastic containers, caps, or cap liners) or   
     from PVC tubing used in sampling or analysis.  In addition, interferences  
     with chlorinated hydrocarbons such as PCBs and DDT hinder reliable analyses
     (ECETOC, 1985).  Thus, reported concentrations of phthalate esters in      
     surface waters may be often false positives and may provide an inaccurate  
     assessment of true phthalate concentrations in surface waters.  An         
     additional caution with respect to reported values for DnOP is that there  
     has been confusion between DnOP and DEHP (DEHP is often referred to as     
     DOP).                                                                      
                                                                                
     To assess reported phthalate concentrations in ambient waters of the Great 
     Lakes Basin, the Panel requested a STORET retrieval.  Ms. Carol Lewis of   
     the U.S. Geological Survey, National Water Data Exchange Program Office,   
     kindly performed the retrieval for the Panel.  The analysis was restricted 
     to ambient waters in the Great Lakes Basin reported over the last five     
     years, from January 1987 to August 1993.  The results of this retrieval,   
     summarized in Table 1A, reveal that for all of the phthalate esters, except
     DEHP, reported concentrations are nearly always below detection limits.    
     These data are consistent with the biodegradable nature of the phthalate   
     esters, discussed above.  In the case of DEHP, 61 out of a total of 257    
     surface water samples had values that were above detection limits (Table   
     1A).  A distributional analysis of the STORET data for DEHP yielded 80th,  
     90th, 95th percentiles of 10, 50, and 220 ug/l, respectively.              
                                                                                
     The values for DEHP that are included in the STORET data set must be       
     interpreted with caution.  For example, at a given station for which       
     detectable concentrations have been reported for one or two samples, other 
     samples (collected both earlier and latter) showed no detectable DEHP.     
     Moreover, seven concentrations out of the 61 detected values were well in  
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     excess of DEHP's reported water solubility of approximately 340 ug/l.      
     Since these values reflect total (unfiltered) measurements it is possible  
     that observed concentrations could exceed water solubility.  Nevertheless, 
     such data must be considered suspect given the known importance of         
     laboratory contamination that occurs in DEHP analyses.                     
                                                                                
     In addition to STORET data, field measurements for phthalate esters are    
     available from the Niagara River Upstream/Downstream monitoring program.   
     This monitoring effort is being collectively sponsored by the U.S.         
     Environmental Protection Agency, the New York State Department of          
     Environmental Conservation, Environment Canada, and the Ontario Ministry of
     the Environment.  It provides one of the most state-of-the-art monitoring  
     programs that is currently underway in the Great Lakes Basin.  Sampling and
     analytical protocols have been rigorously reviewed to ensure high quality  
     data and have been endorsed by all four parties (Data Interpretation Group,
     1992).  Reported phthalate ester concentrations determined from this       
     monitoring program are summarized in Table 1B.  Detectable concentrations  
     for all phthalate esters are reported; this is not surprising, because     
     extremely low detection limits are applicable for these analyses.  The     
     observed concentrations are very low.  For example, concentrations for DEHP
     in the Niagara River samples are much lower than STORET data.  One factor  
     accounting for these lower levels probably is that sample contamination    
     problems have been minimized in the Niagara program.  Since the Niagara    
     River is considered one of the most contaminated water bodies in the Great 
     Lakes region, it is unlikely that concentrations in other water bodies of  
     this region would exceed these concentrations.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2627.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a given chemical substance is present in the environment at levels well 
     below water quality criteria, then imposing water-quality based pollution  
     controls on that substance in effluent discharges is not warranted.  The   
     finite resources of government and industry should not be spent on         
     monitoring and control of chemicals if the potential benefit is negligible.
                                                                                
     Using a hazard assessment paradigm, the Panel has assessed the potential   
     concern of the individual phthalate esters on the list of pollutants of    
     inital focus.  This assessment is based on comparison of observed,         
     representative concentrations in surface waters to concentrations that are 
     intended to be protective of designated uses.  It demonstrates that the    
     levels of phthalates found in surface waters are generally well below      
     concentrations that would threaten aquatic life or human health.3          
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     ______________________________________                                     
     3.  Five of the listed phthalate esters - BBP, DEP, DEHP, DMP, DnOP - are  
     listed in Table 6C as pollutants not of bioaccumulative concern.  DnBP is  
     listed in Table 6B as potentially of bioaccumulative concern.  As discussed
     in Part II of these comments, however, DnBP is not of bioaccumulative      
     concern.  Consequently, the primary concern with these chemicals is        
     potential adverse effects to aquatic life.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2627.008     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to tables.                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have calculated criteria here only for purposes of demonstrating the low
     hazard presented by phthalate esters in the Great Lakes Basin.             
                                                                                
     The proposed Tier II methodology described in the Initiative was used to   
     calculate "screening" aquatic life criteria for the more water soluble     
     phthalate esters based on available aquatic toxicity data summarized in    
     Tables 2 to 5.  Calculations for dimethyl, diethyl, di-n-butyl and butyl   
     benzyl phthalates are provided in Table 6.  A limited number of            
     acute-chronic ratios were available for the four compounds; however,       
     acute-chronic ratios exhibited a fairly narrow range.  They varied from 2.2
     to 11.4, with a median value of 3.4, based on eight acute-chronic values   
     (see Tables 2 to 5).  These data indicate that a default acute-chronic     
     ratio of 18, as required in the proposed methodology, is overly            
     conservative for phthalates.                                               
                                                                                
     Acute toxicity studies for the hydrophobic phthalate esters (i.e., DEHP and
     DnOP) demonstrate that acute effects are not elicited at concentrations    
     equaling water solubility limits (CMA, 1984; Mayer and Ellersieck, 1986;   
     DeFoe et al., 1990; CMA, 1993).  A mechanistic explanation for this so     
     called "toxicity-cutoff" (i.e., the LC50 or EC50 exceeds the compound's    
     water solubility) has recently been provided by Aberbathy et al., (1988)   
     based on narcosis theory.  These investigators posit that hydrophobic      
     chemicals that operate by a narcotic mode of action are not toxic because  
     aqueous concentrations are not high enough to produce a "critical" internal
     tissue concentration within the organism necessary to cause and effect     
     during the course of the test.  DeFoe et al., (1990) provide experimental  
     evidence indicating that phthalates operate by a narcotic mode of toxic    
     action in aquatic species.                                                 
                                                                                
     The proposed methodology for calculating Tier II aquatic life criteria     
     necessitates acute toxicity information.  This approach is based on the    
     presumption that acute toxicity information will be available or can be    
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     readily generated.  However, the use of acute toxicity data in deriving    
     aquatic life criteria for hydrophobic narcotic chemicals is fundamentally  
     flawed, since acute effects are not a relevant endpoint for these          
     chemicals.  In lieu of the Tier II approach, "screening" aquatic life      
     criteria for DEHP and DnOP were established by selecting the lowest        
     available no-observed-effect concentration reported in chronic toxicity    
     studies (Tables 7 & 8).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2627.009     
     
     If the acute values are greater than a specific concentration, then the    
     Tier II value can only be stated as a greater than value.  If acute        
     toxicity can not be measured, then the Tier II method can not be used to   
     derive Tier II values.  Section II.C.2. of the SID discusses relief from   
     the provisions of the final Guidance if the methodologies are not          
     scientifically defensible for a particular chemical or situation.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to tables.                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 9 presents a comparison of representative surface water column       
     concentrations and "screening"aquatic life criteria for the six phthalate  
     esters identified in the proposed Guidance.  To define a conservative,     
     average estimate for each of the phthalate esters in Great Lakes surface   
     waters, the highest mean values reported in Table 1B for the Niagara River 
     were adopted.  This is conservative, because most surface waters in the    
     Great Lakes are not expected to be as contaminated as the Niagara River.   
     To define a conservative lower bound, the lower limit of the 90% confidence
     interval about mean values reported for Niagara River was used (Table 1B). 
     To define a conservative upper bound, the lowest detection limit included  
     in the STORET data set was selected for all phthalate esters except DEHP.  
     These detection limits clearly represent a conservative upper bound since  
     greater than 98% of the reported samples fell below the lowest detection   
     limits (Table 1A).  In the case of DEHP, the 95th percentile determined    
     from the analysis of the STORET data set was used.  For the reasons        
     discussed above, the Panel believes this value represents a conservative   
     upper bound concentration and that its use in the hazard assessment        
     provides a worst case example.                                             
                                                                                
     The calculated ratios of criteria values to measured values, which equate  
     to a margin of safety, indicate that the aquatic life criteria exceed      
     surface water concentrations by three orders of magnitude for all but DEHP,
     which differs by more than a factor of 47.  An independent hazard          
     assessment performed by the Dutch government supports our results (Table   
     10).                                                                       
                                                                                
     The true margin of safety for phthalates is likely to be higher than       
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     indicated in Table 9 since calculated ratios were derived using            
     conservative assumptions.  As previously discussed, observed surface water 
     concentrations tend to be biased upward as a result of analytical          
     difficulties.  Moreover, the assumed upper bound concentrations are based  
     on total water column concentrations rather than freely dissolved,         
     bioavailable, concentrations.  A substantial body of scientific evidence is
     available which indicates that the partitioning of non-ionic organic       
     chemicals to particulate and dissolved organic carbon phases reduces the   
     bioavailability of these compounds to aquatic organisms.  Therefore,       
     consideration of total concentrations in calculating the margin of safety  
     provides an additional measure of conservatism.                            
                                                                                
     An additional source of conservatism is included in the calculated margin  
     of safety for the four less-hydrophobic phthalates, because the proposed   
     Tier II methodology was used to calculate aquatic life criteria for these  
     phthalates.  The Tier II methodology likely yields criteria that are overly
     conservative and therefore result in calculated values that are lower than 
     the true margins of safety.                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2627.010     
     
     See response to comment D2627.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comparison of Human Health Criteria to Surface Water Concentrations of     
     Phthalate Esters                                                           
                                                                                
     An assessment of environmental concentrations of phthalates versus criteria
     to protect human health also indicates that phthalates should be deleted   
     from the list of pollutants of initial focus.  The Panel has not calculated
     human health criteria under the proposed Guidance methodology; however,    
     criteria for phthalate esters have been established in the National Toxics 
     Rule. 57 Fed. Reg. 60848 (Dec. 22, 1992).  The Panel believes that,        
     although those criteria are very conservative, they provide a basis for an 
     initial hazard assessment.                                                 
                                                                                
     Table 11 compares the measured phthalate ester concentrations to the       
     National Toxics Rule criteria.  No comparison can be made for DnOP, because
     no criterion was promulgated or suggested.  For DMP, DEP, DnBP and BBP, the
     margin of safety is several orders of magnitude.  For DEHP, the margin of  
     safety is less, because the National Toxics Rule treated DEHP as a         
     nonthreshold carcinogen.  As the Panel explained in comments to that rule, 
     there is strong evidence that DEHP is either not a human carcinogen, or is 
     carcinogenic only above a threshold level.  Therefore, the criteria for    
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     DEHP are very conservative.  Nevertheless, measured levels are an order of 
     magnitude below the criteria.                                              
                                                                                
     The true margin of safety for human health is likely to be higher than     
     indicated in Table 11, since the calculated ratios were derived using      
     conservative assumptions.  As discussed in the previous subsection (aquatic
     life hazard assessment), the measured values of phthalate ester            
     concentrations are probably biased upward.  In addition, the human health  
     criteria are calculated using the assumption that persons obtain their     
     daily fluid requirement by ingesting untreated surface water over their    
     lifetime.  As pointed out in the general CMA comments, this is a very      
     conservative assumption, since surface waters used for drinking water are  
     treated prior to being supplied to consumers.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2627.011     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, hazard assessment demonstrates that the six phthalate esters   
     identified in the Great Lakes Initiative do not pose a concern to aquatic  
     life or human health.  This conclusion is based on the large margin of     
     safety that is determined for each compound despite the conservative       
     assumptions that were made in the calculations.  The Phthalate Esters Panel
     believes that this analysis provides a strong technical basis for EPA to   
     elect that phthalates be dropped from Table 6 of the proposed rules so that
     attention can be properly focused on contaminants that are posing a true   
     threat in the Great Lakes Basin.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2627.012     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2627.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effluent Controls Will Have Minimal Impact Because of the Importance of    
     Nonpoint Sources                                                           
                                                                                
     As discussed in the general CMA comments, the proposed Guidance            
     inappropriately focuses on point sources, because nonpoint sources are the 
     primary contributors of principal pollutants of concern.  Based on a review
     of potential losses of phthalates during production, distribution, and     
     disposal, ECETOC (1985) concluded that atmospheric emissions are the main  
     route through which phthalate esters enter the environment.  The atmosphere
     has been documented to be a significant nonpoint source of phthalate esters
     to the Great Lakes (Eisenreich et al., 1981).  Recent studies by Thuren &  
     Larsson (1990) report similar rates of atmospheric deposition for          
     phthalates in Sweden.                                                      
                                                                                
     Most point sources undergo some form of biological treatment before        
     discharge.  Phthalate esters are readily biodegraded in biological         
     treatment systems (Barth & Bunch, 1979; Petrasek et al., 1983; Hannah et   
     al., 1986; Tokuz, 1987; Peijenburg et al., 1991; Tokuz, 1991; Aichinger et 
     al., 1992). ECETOC (1985) suggests that only 10%, or less, of the phthalate
     ester entry to the environment occurs via direct input to the aquatic      
     environment.                                                               
                                                                                
     Consideration of the above information indicates that effluent permit      
     limitations for phthalate esters may have little impact on reducing surface
     water concentrations.  The Panel believes that resources for pollution     
     control and compliance monitoring would be better invested on substances   
     that exhibit a true potential to contribute to use impairments in the Great
     Lakes Basin as a result of effluent discharges.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2627.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DI-n-BUTYL PHTHALATE SHOULD BE CATEGORIZED AS A POLLUTANT THAT IS NEITHER A
     BIOACCUMULATIVE CHEMICAL OF CONCERN NOR A POTENTIAL BIOACCUMULATIVE        
     CHEMICAL OF CONCERN                                                        
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     Five of the six phthalate esters on the initial focus list are listed in   
     Table 6C of the proposed Guidance - pollutants that are not bioaccumulative
     chemicals of concern, nor potentially so.  EPA appropriately noted that    
     metabolism mitigates the bioaccumulation potential of even relatively      
     insoluble phthalates such as BBP (Coyle, undated) and DEHP (Barrows et al.,
     1980).                                                                     
                                                                                
     Di-n-butyl phthalate (DnBP) is listed in Table 6B of the proposed Guidance 
     - pollutants that are potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.  DnBP
     has a relatively high n-octanol/water partition coefficient (log Kow =     
     4.76) (Howard et al., 1985).  Thus, under EPA's proposed methodology, the  
     calculated bioaccumulation factor (BAF) for DnBP is in the range of        
     chemicals defined to be "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" (i.e., BAF  
     greater than 1000).  However, EPA has noted that, for DnBP, "metabolism is 
     likely to reduce both the BAF and the food chain multiplier enough to cause
     the BAF to be less than 1000."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20844-45.  The Panel agrees
     that DnBP is readily metabolized.  Experimental evidence, presented below, 
     indicates that DnBP does not bioaccumulate to unacceptable levels in fish  
     and other aquatic organisms. If DnBP is included among the initial focus   
     chemicals, it should be categorized with the other Table 6C chemicals (not 
     of bioaccumulative concern).                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2627.014     
     
     EPA agrees that di-n-butyl phthalate should not be listed as a BCC.  Since 
     there is no human health BAF exceeding 1000 based on a field-measured BAF  
     or BSAF for DNBP, EPA has not included it as a BCC.  See sections II.C.8   
     and II.C.9 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Bioconcentration of DnBP in Aquatic Invertebrates                      
                                                                                
     Wofford et al. (1981) reported the bioconcentration factors of DnBP in     
     American oyster and brown shrimp to be 32 (log BCF = 1.50) and 17 (log BCF 
     = 1.22), respectively.  Metcalf et al. (1973) reported the metabolism of   
     DnBP in oysters and shrimp to be rapid.                                    
                                                                                
     Sanders et al. (1973) studied the accumulation of DnBP in six fresh-water  
     invertebrates: water flea (Daphnia magna), glass shrimp (Palaemonetes      
     kadiakensis), scud (Gammarus pseudolimnaeus), midge (Chironomus plumosus), 
     damselfly (Ischnura verticalis) and mayfly (Hexagenia bilineata).  The     
     organisms were exposed to [14C]carbonyl-labelled DnBP for 3 to 14 days     
     under standard flow-through test conditions.  At the end of the exposure,  
     whole organisms were homogenized and analyzed for total [14C] activity.    
     Accumulation factors without clearance were calculated from the ratio of   
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     total [14C] activity in the organisms (expressed in units of ug/g-dry wgt) 
     to the [14C] activity in the water (expressed in units of mg/l).  Thus, the
     accumulation factors for midge, water flea, scud, mayfly, glass shrimp and 
     damselfly without clearance, and without correcting for metabolism, were   
     660, 5000, 6700, 1900, 5000, and 2700, respectively.                       
                                                                                
     Sanders et al. (1973) also measured the elimination of DnBP from the water 
     flea and scud.  After exposure to [14C]DnBP for 7 days, the water fleas    
     were transferred to fresh flowing water to determine the time required for 
     elimination of phthalate residues.  After 3 days, only 50% of the total    
     radioactivity remained.  After 7 days, only 24% of the original            
     radioactivity remained.  Rapid elimination of radioacitivity was found to  
     occur in the scud also.  The authors concluded that the rapid loss in      
     radioactive residues could be related to either metabolism and/or excretion
     of residues by the organisms.  If rapid metabolism of DnBP was occurring - 
     as has been shown to occur in fish, oysters and shrimp - then the [14C]    
     activity in the organisms could have been partially or even primarily      
     metabolites of DnBP and/or incorporated CO2.  Thus, the bioaccumulation    
     factors obtained in this study might be substantially greater than the true
     bioconcentration potential of DnBP in these invertebrates.                 
                                                                                
     Chemical-specific analyses are required to determine the extent to which   
     DnBP actually accumulates in invertebrates.  Even if accumulation in       
     invertebrates were to occur, subsequent accumulation in the next trophic   
     level will not occur due to the rapid metabolism of di-n-butyl phthalate in
     fish.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2627.015     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the data referenced by the commenter demonstrates    
     that biodegradation occurs for that pollutant.  EPA agrees that di-n-butyl 
     phthalate should not be listed as a BCC. Since there is no human health BAF
     exceeding 1000 based on a field-measured BAF or BSAF for DNBP, EPA has not 
     included it as a BCC.  See sections II.C.8 and II.C.9 of the SID for EPA's 
     analysis of these issues.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DnBP is Readily Metabolized in Fish and Other Vertebrate Species           
                                                                                
     The bioconcentration of DnBP has been measured in two species of fish.     
     Wofford et al. (1981) reported the bioconcentration factor of DnBP in      
     sheepshead minnow to be 21 (log BCF = 1.32).  Studies of the               
     bioconcentration and metabolism of DnBP in channel catfish found that it is
     degraded rapidly to its monoester and eliminated from the fish (Johnson et 
     al., 1977).  Within four hours, 75% of the DnBP residue extracted from the 
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     catfish was in the form of mono-n-butyl phthalate.                         
                                                                                
     Stalling et al. (1973) used hepatic microsomal preparations from channel   
     catfish and in vitro techniques to study the metabolism of DnBP.  Upon     
     incubation with the hepatic microsomal preparations, 97% of the parent     
     compound was degraded within two hours (55% to the monoester, 42% to a     
     series of three unidentified metabolites), and 3% remained as the parent   
     compound.  The metabolism of DnBP in these in vitro studies occurred       
     sixteen times faster than the metabolism of DEHP.  DEHP has a low potential
     to bioconcentrate due to metabolism (Barrows et al., 1980); it follows that
     DnBP also has a low potential to bioconcentrate in fish.                   
                                                                                
     Metabolism data indicate that, in the rat, DnBP is converted to            
     monobutylphthalate, then to hydroxylated and acidic metabolites of the     
     monoester by hydrolytic and oxidative processes (ATSDR, 1990 at 33-34).    
     Similar metabolic processes apply for DEHP in the rat and the cynomolgus   
     monkey (Astill, 1989) and to some extent in humans (Schmid and Schlatter,  
     1985).  It appears that hydrolysis to the monoester followed by oxidation  
     of the remaining sidechain is the generic metabolism of phthalate esters in
     mammals, as well as in fish.  Therefore, as EPA has recognized for other   
     phthalate esters, metabolism precludes the classification of DnBP as a     
     bioaccumulative chemical of concern or a potential bioaccumulative chemical
     of concern.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2627.016     
     
     See response to: D2627.015                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the reasons discussed herein, the Phthalate Esters Panel believes that 
     phthalate ester compounds do not pose any significant environmental risk in
     the waters of the Great Lakes Basin.  Inclusion of the phthalate esters on 
     the final list of pollutants of initial focus will result in expenditure of
     both governmental and industry resources with no concurrent benefit of     
     environmental protection.  The phthalate esters therefore should be deleted
     from the list of pollutants of initial focus.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2627.017     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2627.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If DnBP is nevertheless retained on the initial focus list, it should be   
     categorized as being neither a bioaccumulative chemical of concern nor a   
     potential bioaccumulative chemical of concern.  DnBP is readily metabolized
     in fish, oysters, shrimp, and other species, and therefore will not        
     bioaccumulate.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2627.018     
     
     See response to: D2627.005                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2628.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on our studies, we calculate the cost of implementing the GLI to be  
     $40 million in capital costs and an additional $6.5 million per year in    
     operation and maintenance costs.  Such costs are well beyond the ability of
     the real property taxpayers of the Town of Tonawanda to pay.               
     
     
     Response to: D2628.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2628.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As home to some of Western New York largest industries (GM, Dunlop, DuPont,
     O-Cel-O, Linde), I am concerned with the impact such costs would have on   
     their ability to expand, create jobs and remain competitive.               
     
     
     Response to: D2628.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2628.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As you know, there are numerous studies predicting the economic impact of  
     the WQG on the Great Lakes Region.  Although the amounts vary somewhat, the
     cost will be billions of dollars and thousands of jobs.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2628.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2628.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Town will be forced to spend in excess of $40 million to upgrade its   
     Wastewater Treatment Facilities (WTFs) to comply with the proposed         
     regulations.  Yet this expenditure will largely be without discernable     
     benefit to the Town, its residents, or the Great Lakes.  (This contention  
     is based upon our interpretation of the WQG, and knowledge that the        
     document does not address the major source(s) of contamination within the  
     basin:  non-point sources.)                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2628.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2628.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .005 is imbedded in comment .004.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This contention is based upon our interpretation of the WQG, and knowledge 
     that the document does not address the major source(s) of contamination    
     within the basin:  non-point sources.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2628.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2628.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA has proposed a new set of water quality criteria (WQC) based on  
     what they admit are scientifically and statistically invalid criteria:  The
     Tier II criteria.  This is bad science, and the Town is opposed to the use 

Page 707



$T044618.TXT
     of Tier II values in establishing WQC.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2628.006     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2628.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's own Science Advisory Board has raised a number of questions about    
     Tier II methodology and has indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach    
     needs further review.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2628.007     
     
     See response to comment number D2698.001.  See also Section III of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2628.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the Town of Tonawanda fails to understand the logic behind using 
     Tier II WQC, since the USEPA has historically established SPDES (NPDES)    
     limits on the basis of scientifically demonstrated connections between     
     given pollutants and aquatic species mortality.  If USEPA lacks adequate   
     data to establish scientifically defensible and lawful WQC, then those WQC 
     should be eliminated from the draft WQG.  Therefore, since the Town of     
     Tonawanda's WTFs must operate under a legally enforceable SPDES (NPDES)    
     permit limit, the Town maintains that USEPA should use only lawful and     
     scientifically defensible Tier I criteria in establishing the basis for the
     specific limits.  Furthermore, action levels should be used when discharge 
     levels have been historically below water quality based standards.         
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     Response to: D2628.008     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2628.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many, including the EPA's own Science Advisory Board, do not believe that  
     the science underlying the bioaccumulation factor has been sufficiently    
     developed to justify its use as a basis for regulation.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2628.009     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the science underlying the BAF       
     methodology is not sufficiently developed to be used in the final Guidance.
       EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on   
     the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93- 005).  See
     SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for further discussion of SAB comments.            
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals. Use of the freely dissolved concentration will      
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
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     Comment ID: D2628.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was originally intended to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals.  However, the final definition does not explain
     persistence or toxicity.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2628.010     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2628.011
     Cross Ref 1: See comment .010.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information.  The adoption of
     a BAF of 1000 for determining BCC's is arbitrary.  EPA has not explained   
     how that factor was derived.  (Our concerns over this issue are serious    
     because the economic impacts of additional controls for BCC's are so       
     great).                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2628.011     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2628.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .012 is imbedded in comment .011.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our concerns over this issue are serious because the economic impacts of   
     additional controls for BCC's are so great.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2628.012     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2628.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The avowed purpose of the draft Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is to   
     reduce and/or eliminate the aforementioned bioaccumulative chemicals of    
     concern (BCC's) in the Great Lakes basin.  If this is true, then USEPA     
     needs to control both point and non-point sources of BCCs.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2628.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2628.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Yet, despite evidence that non-point sources account for up to 90% of some 
     BCCs, USEPA has elected to control only point sources.  The Town fails to  
     see the logic in this.                                                     
     

Page 711



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: D2628.014     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2628.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consider the following widely published information:                       
                                                                                
     [Table to be inserted]                                                     
                                                                                
     From the above table, it is obvious that USEPA's approach to BCC control is
     flawed, since many BCCs are of non-point source origin such as rainfall,   
     sheet run-off, or other atmospheric contribution.  Consequently, it would  
     appear that the proposed WQG will do little to reduce the major sources of 
     pollutants entering the Great Lakes Basin.  Thus, USEPA must either        
     forestall or abandon its proposed point-source control program unless and  
     until the issue of non-point source contributions to the Great Lakes has   
     been addressed.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2628.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2628.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The point versus non-point source issue has a direct impact upon the Town  
     of Tonawanda, since the Town's WTFs could be required to remove non-point  
     source pollutants originating in drinking water and the other aqueous      
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     portions of sewage.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2628.016     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2628.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy as proposed by the GLQ will have a serious      
     negative effect on economic growth in the Great Lakes Region.  It will     
     discourage new industries from locating here as well as the expansion of   
     existing industries.  Furthermore, there is no allowance for treatment     
     variations.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2628.017     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will be an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the     
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2628.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discharge of BCC's would be limited to a level which does not exceed   
     historic discharges, even when they are lower that the permitted discharge.
     If your facility is operating at levels below the limit, your new limits   
     will be more strict than those who have operated at the limit.             
     
     
     Response to: D2628.018     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2628.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, even if BCC's were not historically discharged, EPA could    
     still issue new permit limits for your facility.  The facility would be out
     of compliance whenever a BCC was detected.  This hardly seems reasonable or
     fair.  The EPA and the State of New York already have antidegradation      
     policies.  What is wrong with the present policies?                        
     
     
     Response to: D2628.019     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2628.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA has attempted to alleviate concerns over the cost of compliance  
     with the Great Lakes WQG by contending that municipal POTWs, such as the   
     Town of Tonawanda WTFs, would not have to install additional treatment     
     equipment, since municipal Industrial Pretreatment Programs (IPP) could be 
     effectively used to control BCCs at the source.                            
                                                                                
     The Town contends that this would not be the case, since historical IPP    
     information has not identified industrial source(s) which contribute BCCs. 
     In fact, most BCCs are already banned under the Town's existing IPP.  Yet, 
     in spite of this, the Town has identified ten (10) pollutants for which it 
     must develop treatment systems in order to comply with the proposed WQG:   
     Mercury, Phenol, Chlordane, di(2-ethylhexl)phthalate, Zinc, Chromium,      
     Selenium, Cyanide, Silver, Cadmium.                                        
                                                                                
     Since the Town cannot pass the burden of compliance back to industry, the  
     economic burden will reside with the Town of Tonawanda.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2628.020     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2628.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One potential reason for the inability to identify specific industrial     
     sources of BCC pollutants is that, in many cases, the intake (source)      
     water, which both industries and the Town of Tonawanda utilize, contain    
     BCCs that exceed the proposed WQG limits.  This includes the drinking water
     which the Town draws from the Niagara River.  As a result, it is difficult 
     to differentiate between background levels of contaminants and low level   
     industrial contributions at the BCC levels being proposed by USEPA.        
     
     
     Response to: D2628.021     
     
     This comment appears to address the requirement in the proposal that a     
     discharger must demonstrate that it adds no mass of pollutant to that      
     already in the intake water in order to be eligible for special            
     consideration for intake pollutants.  Many POTWs expressed concern about   
     this requirement because of the difficulties in making this demonstration. 
     While the final Guidance retains the "no addditional mass" requirement for 
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     purposes of determining that a WQBEL is not needed, it does allow for "no  
     net addition" limits where the facility does add mass.  See SID at Section 
     VIII.E.4.b. and 7.b.i.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2628.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  IN/STAT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This issue is especially disturbing to the Town, given the non-point source
     of many BCCs and the historical position of USEPA that facilities have not 
     been held liable for eliminating chemicals over which they have no control.
     This tradition appears about to be reversed, and the Town of Tonawanda must
     question USEPA's legal basis for requiring the treatment of pollutants not 
     added by either the Town or its industrial users.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2628.022     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2628.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed WQG, the Town will need to install advanced processing  
     technologies to treat and remove background levels of contaminants in order
     to achieve proposed discharge criteria levels.  Consequently, the Town is  
     adamant that USEPA recognize the historical validity of intake credits and 
     that they become a part of the final WQG.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2628.023     
     
     EPA's position on the numerous issues surrounding intake credits is        
     discussed in detail in the SID at VIII.E.3-7.  The response to comment     
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     P2574.002 provides a short summary of major provisions of the final        
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2628.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed WQC will eliminate mixing zones for BCCs over time, and       
     severly restrict the use of mixing zones for non-BCCs.  The logic for this 
     policy change is unclear, since it ignores the widely accepted observation 
     that aquatic life is generally neither resident in, nor attracted to, a    
     mixing zone.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2628.024     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2628.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, mixing zones have virtually nothing to do with limiting either
     mass loading to, or concentrations within, the Great Lakes.                
     
     
     Response to: D2628.025     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2628.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones is only defensible when it can be shown    
     that there are adverse effects occurring within these zones.               
     
     
     Response to: D2628.026     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2628.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is clear to the Town of Tonawanda, however, is that the elimination of
     mixing zones for its' WTF's discharge into the Niagara River will result in
     a more restrictive discharge permit and the economic burden of installing  
     additional pollution control equipment.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2628.027     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2628.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed WQG, the allowable discharge limits for several BCCs    
     will be set at "less than detection limit."  This raises the interesting   
     specter of the Town being subjected to permit levels that cannot be        
     accurately measured or even detected.  At detection level, there is a      
     definite increased possibility for false readings and misinterpretation.   
     
     
     Response to: D2628.028     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2628.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, because of the frequency of analysis and lag time, a facility could  
     unknowingly be out of compliance for an extended period of time.  Under    
     this proposal the Town of Tonawanda's WTFs will either be forced to develop
     monitoring methodologies for certain pollutants that are undetectable under
     current technology, or run the risk of not knowing the status of its       
     compliance with respect to its SPDES permit.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2628.029     
     
     EPA does not agree that the provisions in procedure 8 would produce longer 
     lag times between monitoring and data analysis than would be expected for  
     other pollutants.  The permitting authority should specify the monitoring  
     and data reporting requirements in the NPDES permit and should take into   
     account any reasonable lag time between monitoring and data analysis.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2628.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Alternative monitoring technology such as bioaccumulative testing of       
     aquatic species, or Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing, generally lacks 
     the scientifically valid protocol for interpretation  Consequently, the    
     Town of Tonawanda will find its potential for liability for permit         
     violations increased on the basis of parameters for which no valid         
     measurement criteria exists.  (This is both bad science and bad            
     legislation).                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2628.030     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is based on bad science and bad       
     legislation.  For a discussion of the principles EPA relied upon in        
     developing the final Guidance, including using the best science available  
     for the protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife, see Section 
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the provisions pertaining to    
     aquatic life and WET, see Section III and VIII.F of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2628.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .031 is imbedded in .030.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is both bad science and bad legislation.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2628.031     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is based on bad science and bad       
     legislation.  For a discussion of the principles EPA relied upon in        
     developing the final Guidance, including using the best science available  
     for the protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife, see Section 
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the provisions pertaining to    
     aquatic life and WET, see Section III and VIII.F of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2628.032
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economic impact of the draft WQG is potentially devastating and appears
     to have been significantly understated by USEPA.  Consider the following:  
     The USEPA has estimated the annual cost of compliance at $192 million.     
     This appears absurdly low, since the Town of Tonawanda alone has estimated 
     the capital cost of compliance for its Wastewater Treatment Facilities to  
     be in excess of $40 million, with a projected annual Operation and         
     Maintenance (O&M) cost of $6.5 million.  If USEPA multiplies this estimate 
     times the number of POTWs in the Great Lakes Basin, the magnitude of the   
     error in estimating the costs is apparent.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2628.032     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2628.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What impact do these cost projections have upon the economic               
     competitiveness of the Great Lakes Basin?  Is Congress willing to          
     underwrite these costs?  If not, how can industries located within the     
     basin hope to compete with their counterparts elsewhere in the Nation?     
     
     
     Response to: D2628.033     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2628.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, I doubt that the States in the region will be willing to      
     administer two different sets of regulations.  Consequently, the GLQ would 
     be imposed on a statewide basis and economic impacts would be far greater  
     than any of the current projections.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2628.034     
     
     See response to comments G2650.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2628.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, the Town of Tonawanda insists that the proposed Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance, in its present form, will have a direct negative   
     impact on the residents and industries in the Town of Tonawanda.           
     
     
     Response to: D2628.035     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance will have a direct negative     
     impact on communities such as the Town of Tonawanda for the reasons stated 
     in the preamble to the final Guidance and Sections I.C and IX of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2628.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The WQG will force the Town to add additional expensive treatment          
     technology to its wastewater facilities.  And, to what end?  Even if the   
     Town invest in the unnecessary capital expenditures, BCC's will not be     
     significantly reduced within the Great Lakes Basin.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2628.036     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045 and D2587.107.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2628.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The major source of these contaminants are non-point sources. The benefits 
     would be negligible to aquatic life, insignificant to our drinking water   
     and non-existent for recreational purposes.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2628.037     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2628.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, you cannot simply ignore the costs versus the benefits.  For  
     example, tons of mercury are discharged to the atmosphere by coal fired    
     power generating plants.  Unfortunately, most of this pollutant finds its  
     way into the Great Lakes.  The GLQ does not address this problem, but it   
     will require expensive treatment processes to reduce levels of mercury     
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     measured in micrograms.  To be sure, it would make more economic sense to  
     reduce the mercury from the major source, air and re-assess the water      
     quality issue.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2628.038     
     
     See response to comment D2587.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2628.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ideally by utilizing Lake-wide Area Management Plans (LAMP's), we could    
     address the most serious problems first, again a cost effective approach.  
     
     
     Response to: D2628.039     
     
     See response to comment D2721.040 and D2587.014.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2628.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Town of Tonawanda fails to understand how the United States            
     Environmental Protection Agency can project that there will a net positive 
     benefit by enacting the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance in its present  
     form.  Until and unless the EPA addresses the concerns outlined in this    
     response, the Town of Tonawanda must go on record as opposing the WQG.     
     
     
     Response to: D2628.040     
     
     EPA believes that there will be a net benefit from implementation of the   
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     final Guidance for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final         
     Guidance, Sections I.C and IX of the SID, and supporting documents.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2632.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has proposed using Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) to determine both
     human health and wildlife criteria, as well as to identify chemicals of    
     concern within the Great Lakes Basin.  Due to the importance of the BAFs in
     determining the water quality criteria levels, it is imperative that they  
     accurately reflect actual bioaccumulation potential.                       
                                                                                
     Unfortunately, the proposed method to derive BAFs results in such a large  
     degree of uncertainty that they are not useful for their intended purpose. 
     As an example, octanol-water partition coefficients are used as inputs to  
     the bioconcentration factors (BCF) regression.  The EPA noted 10 values for
     log P for DDT ranging from 3.98 to 7.48.  This range, when used to         
     calculate BCFs results in an uncertainty of four orders of magnitude.  This
     example is only one of many areas where the methodology relies on data,    
     assumptions or equations which contribute substantial inaccuracy to the    
     calculated BAFs.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2632.001     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has set forth priorities for determining the value of Kow 
     used for an organic chemical based on the experimental and computational   
     techniques.  For a more detailed discussion, see Appendix B.III.F.  The use
     of these priorities should limit the range of available Kows and therefore 
     decrease the uncertainty.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on our review of Section VI and Appendix D of the proposed Water     
     Quality Guidance, as well as the technical support document (TSD, USEPA    
     1993) that presents the basis for the wildlife criteria proposed for four  
     chemicals, including DDT and its metabolites, we believe the proposed      
     methodology is inproper because of its use of unqualified field studies,   
     the incorportation of enormous safety factors for toxicity endpoints, and  
     its inappropriate focus on the protection of an individual organism as     
     opposed to the ecosystem's populations.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2632.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.011, P2653.050, P2574.042, and P2656.167 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
                                                                                
     EPA in the final guidance does not assume that its field BAFs are typically
     at steady- state.  EPA is using BAFs which combine all routes of exposure, 
     i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in the aquatic ecosystem.
      These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do not assume simple       
     water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall expression of the total  
     bioaccumulation using the concentration of the chemical in water column as 
     a reference point.  This usage does not assume steady-state conditions.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2632.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we believe that the Agency has ignored and/or misinterpreted a
     large body of toxicological data in deriving the proposed criterion for    
     DDT, DDD and DDE.                                                          
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     Response to: D2632.003     
     
     See response to D2632.044.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2632.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to the magnitude of uncertainty associated with the BAFs and the       
     resulting wildlife criteria, Ciba recommends that the Agency abandon its   
     attempt to derive a single criterion that is protective of all trophic     
     levels within an entire ecosystem.  Instead, an alternative approach that  
     relies on standard methods of human health and ecological risk assessment  
     in conjunction with measured body burdens of chemicals would eliminate the 
     large uncertainties associatd with the Agency's proposed approach.         
     
     
     Response to: D2632.004     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that because of the uncertainty associated
     with the BAFs, EPA should abandon the BAF methodology and derivation of    
     wildlife criteria.  EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in         
     application of the BAF methodology and has addressed these in the final    
     Guidance.  For example, to reduce the uncertainty in predicting the        
     biomagnification of chemicals, EPA is using a model in the final Guidance  
     that uses Great Lakes specific parameters and includes a benthic food chain
     component to estimate FCMs.  In addition, the final Guidance uses the      
     freely dissolved concentration of a chemical instead of total aqueous      
     concentration in the derivation of BAFs for organic chemicals.  Use of the 
     freely dissolved concentration will eliminate much of the variability      
     associated with specific waterbodies because most of the site-specific     
     differences in bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning of the chemical
     to the POC and DOC of the water column.  However, professional judgement is
     still required throughout the derivation of BAFs and a degree of           
     uncertainty is still associated with the determination of any BAF, BSAF,   
     BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that BAFs are the    
     most useful measure of the exposure of an aquatic organism to all          
     chemicals.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the BSAF methodology both rely on the 
     measured body burdens of chemicals in aquatic organisms to quantify the    
     exposure to humans and wildlife from chemicals with log Kows greater than  
     four.  These BAFs are used in the standard risk assessment equation for    
     derivation of human health criteria, and therefore EPA believes that it is 
     using the alternative approach suggested by the commenter to the extent    
     field data are available.  Where they are not, EPA believes the alternative
     approaches specified in the BAF methodology adequately estimate BAFs.  See 
     response to comment D2641.018.                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2632.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the significance of the BAFs within the proposed regulations, it is  
     important that BAFs accurately and precisely reflect actual bioaccumulation
     potential.  USEPA has used a combination of mathematical modeling,         
     uncertain assumptions, and measured data with questionable degrees of      
     quality assurance to derive the BAFs.  The net result is a degree of       
     uncertainty that renders the BAFs useless for their intended purposes.     
     
     
     Response to: D2632.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the BAFs are useless because of 
     the uncertainty.  EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in           
     application of the BAF methodology and has addressed these in the final    
     Guidance.  For example, to reduce the uncertainty in predicting the        
     biomagnification of chemicals, EPA is using a model in the final Guidance  
     that uses Great Lakes specific parameters and includes a benthic food chain
     component to estimate FCMs.  In addition, the final Guidance uses the      
     freely dissolved concentration of a chemical instead of total aqueous      
     concentration in the derivation of BAFs for organic chemicals.  Use of the 
     freely dissolved concentration will eliminate much of the variability      
     associated with specific waterbodies because most of the site-specific     
     differences in bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning of the chemical
     to the POC and DOC of the water column.  However, professional judgement is
     still required throughout the derivation of BAFs and a degree of           
     uncertainty is still associated with the determination of any BAF, BSAF,   
     BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that BAFs are the    
     most useful measure of the exposure of an aquatic organism to all          
     chemicals.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing database for chemical residues in fish, chemical              
     concentrations in water, and lipid measurements was collected without      
     regard to generally accepted principles of quality assurance used by       
     regulatory agencies.  Specifically, the data collected by Oliver and Niimi 
     (1988), which were used by USEPA to derive BAFs, were collected without    
     estabishing data quality objectives.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2632.006     
     
     Based upon the information provided in the report by Oliver and Niimi      
     (1988), one can not determine if data quality objectives were or were not  
     established for this investigation.  EPA disagrees with the commenter that 
     the apparent lack of data quality objectives (as asserted by the commenter)
     invalidates the scientific data and conclusions for an investigation.  EPA 
     has carefully reviewed the data reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988) and has
     concluded that the data reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988) are of high    
     quality.  It should also be noted that results of the investigation by     
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) were published in a peer reviewed scientific       
     journal, i.e., Environmental Science & Technology.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recent research has questioned the use of lipid ratios as a basis of       
     extrapolating among species or different types of samples (Schmitt et al.  
     1990).  Additionally, research has shown that extraction methods are not   
     standardized and operational definitions of "lipid" vary from study to     
     study.  The Guidance uses fixed lipid ratios to extrapolate between trophic
     levels.  In addition, the Guidance accepts all lipid measurement methods as
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     being equivalent without examining the underlying database.  These         
     practices can contribute substantially to the uncertainty of calculating   
     BAFs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2632.007     
     
     The commenter ignores a large body scientific evidence supporting the use  
     of lipid normalization in deriving BCFs and BAFs, for example, see Mackay  
     (1982), Connell (1988), and Barron (1990). In addition, lipid normalization
     is used consistently in food web models for predicting bioaccumulation,    
     e.g., see Gobas (1993), Thomann et al (1992), Thomann (1989), Connolly and 
     Pedersen (1988) and Thomann and Connolly (1984).                           
                                                                                
     The commenter cites the report of Schmitt et al. (1990) to question the    
     basis of lipid normalization.  In this report, Schmitt et al. (1990)       
     reported chemical residues in fishes from a large number of sampling sites.
      This report provided no information on the chemical exposure              
     concentrations (i.e., concentrations of the chemicals in the water where   
     the organisms live and the concentrations in the food eaten by the sampled 
     fishes) and used multiple adult fishes with unknown ages and sexes in each 
     sample composite.  Chemical residues in fishes and other aquatic organisms 
     are directly related to the chemical exposure concentrations for the       
     organisms.  One can not implicitly assume nor should they expect that the  
     residues measured in the organisms from the cited study would be correlated
     with lipid content among all of the sampling sites because different       
     sampling sites have different concentrations of the chemical in the water  
     and diet.  The use of composite samples with uneven ages (younger vs older 
     fishes) and sexes in this investigation further confounds the issues       
     associated with lipid normalization.  EPA addresses the issue of lipid     
     extraction procedures in the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are two primary applications of mathematical modeling to             
     bioaccumulation in the Guidance approach.  In the first, a regression      
     equation developed by Veith and Kosian (1983) is used to predict BCFs from 
     octanol water partition coefficients.  The second involves using the       
     bioaccumulation model developed by Thomann (1989).  Although both of these 
     mathematical models are useful for understanding of the phenomenon of      
     bioaccumulation, they are insufficiently certain to be used in a regulatory
     context.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2632.008     
     
     EPA has changed the final Guidance in response to commenters concerns with 
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     the use of the Veith and Kosian regression equation in combination with the
     Thomann model (1989).  In the final Guidance, the equation BCF = Kow  that 
     is used to predict BCFs is also used in the Gobas 1993 model to predict    
     FCMs.  Thus there is no longer a need to validate the use of the regression
     equation by Veith and Kosian (1983) in combination with the Thomann model  
     (1989) based on setting BCF = Kow.                                         
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) is used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The      
     adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the    
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty- two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three    
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold 
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA concludes that    
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     Based on the above discussion,  EPA has determined that the application of 
     mathematical modeling is good enough to be used in the regulatory context. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA has failed to establish the contribution of the food chain compared  
     to uptake from water for many chemicals, has assumed that fish in nature   
     are at steady state with respect to lipophilic compounds in the            
     environment, has assumed identical behavior for many chemical congeners and
     isomers, has recommended arbitrary values without scientific justification,
     and has failed to perform an adequate statistical analysis on the          
     underlying data.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2632.009     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  In the final guidance, the model of     
     Gobas (1993) which has both benthic and pelagic food web pathways was used 
     to derive FCMs.  In using the model of Gobas (1993), disequilibrium between
     the sediment and water column was included.  EPA performed a statistical   
     analysis of the measured and predicted BAFs.  The adaptation of the Gobas  
     model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs. A        
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
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     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The combination of uncertainties in each of these topics leads to BAFs     
     without any defined degree of scientific accuracy; in many cases, the      
     uncertainties associated with the BAFs are larger than the BAFs themselves.
     An alternative approach is proposed that relies on standard methods of     
     human health and ecological risk assessment in conjunction with measured   
     body burdens of chemicals in fish.  This approach eliminates the large     
     uncertainties associated with UEPA's current approach.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2632.010     
     
     EPA does not agree.  See IV.B.2 of the SID.Response to comment: D2632.010  
                                                                                
     See section IV of the SID for a discussion on the uncertainties with the   
     BAF methodology.  The final Guidance does contain human health and         
     ecological risk assessment methodologies for deriving water quality        
     criteria.  EPA agrees the fish tissue data can be used when determining    
     reasonable potential (see section VIII.E.2 for a discussion on using fish  
     tissue data).  EPA does not agree however, with the approach implied by the
     commenter that body burdens of chemicals in fish should be used in         
     determining whether a risk exists.  EPA is concerned about preventing      
     concentrations of chemicals from increasing to the level of criteria       
     concentrations in the Great Lakes.  EPA does not believe that it should    
     wait until some measurable concentration resulting in possible adverse     
     conditions is reached in the environment before taking any actions.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing chemical residue database is inadequate as a basis for water  
     quality criteria.  The chemical concentrations in fish and water in the    
     database used by USEPA to derive BAFs are very low and, at times, include  
     values that were undetected by the original investigator. It is considered 
     to be axiomatic in environmental chemistry that chemical data measured at  
     low concentrations are subject to a greater degree of uncertainty than data
     measured at higher concentrations.  USEPA has acknowledged quality         
     assurance problems with BAF data in the 1985 National Guidelines where they
     note that there is a substantial difficulty in integration of measurements 
     made over time and over the range of territory inhabited by the organism.  
     USEPA has developed the concept of Data Quality Objectives (DQOs).  DQOs   
     are statements of the level of uncertainty that a decision maker is willing
     to accept in results derived from environmental data (USEPA 1986).  As     
     such, DQOs express the probability of making a wrong decision for an entire
     program's results.  DQOs are usually used in conjunction with measurement  
     quality objectives (MQOs) that express a desired value of precision,       
     accuracy, completeness or representativeness for a series of measurements. 
     The elements of a typical study plan developed by USEPA in another context 
     that reflect DQOs for bioaccumulation of  chemicals in fish is shown in    
     Exhibit 1.  There is no evidence that the ambient water concentrations,    
     fish tissue chemical concentrations, or fish lipid concentrations that are 
     used by USEPA in this Guidance have been the subject of a DQO or MQO plan. 
     Thus, there is no overall assessment of the uncertainty used in the        
     analysis.  It appears, in fact, that rather than designing a program to    
     measure BAFs with an attendant quality assurance project program, USEPA is 
     extracting values of unknown quality from the scientific literature. Due to
     this, not only is the overall quality unknown, but studies with varying    
     degrees of quality are considered as equal without consideration of data   
     deficiencies.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2632.011     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  In the GLWQI, EPA has not used data for 
     the water column where concentration of the chemical in the water were     
     "undetected by the original investigator" to derive a BAF.  EPA also       
     disagrees with assertion that inappropriate data were used to derive BAFs. 
     The commenter also asserts that the apparent lack of data quality          
     objectives or measurement quality objectives invalidates the scientific    
     data generated by any scientific investigation.  EPA has carefully reviewed
     the data reported in the scientific literature and has used only data of   
     high quality.  Numerous reports were not used because of deficiencies in   
     the experimental design and measurements.  It should be noted that EPA     
     derived BAFs from scientific data published in peer-review scientific      
     journals.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: D2632.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The data of Oliver and Niimi (1988), which are used by USEPA as the basis  
     of the DDT and other measured BAFs, are a prime example of the lack of Data
     Quality Objectives in the Great Lakes Initiative scientific program.  USEPA
     has calculated several BAFs, including DDT, using fish residue and surface 
     water concentration data collected by Oliver and Niimi.  No quality        
     assurance plan was presented for this study.  The fish tissue samples from 
     four higher trophic level species of fish were obtained from two locations 
     at the western portion of Lake Ontario.  Colloidal organics were not       
     separated from dissolved organics.  The shape of the underlying data       
     probability distributions was not reported.  Only a single lipid value for 
     each trophic level was reported.  Although this study is important for our 
     understanding of the behavior of chemicals in a few species located in a   
     small portion of one of the Great Lakes, it is far too uncertain to be     
     extrapolated to all species in all the Great Lakes without further         
     corroboration under controlled conditions.  This is particularly true      
     considering the fact that the Great Lakes Laboratory for Fisheries and     
     Aquatic Sciencies, a division of the Canadian Department of Fisheries and  
     Oceans, has identified western Lake Ontario as a local source of DDTr,     
     PCBs, and mirex, probably from the Niagara River (Borgmann and Whittle     
     1991).  The ability of specific sources to influence DDE residues in       
     localized fish and bird populations has been reported elsewhere (White et  
     al. 1983).  These investigators also concluded that lake trout tend to     
     remain localized in specific regions of the Great Lakes.  It is            
     inappropriate to use fish residue data from a localized area of            
     contamination in conjunction with water concentration data from a larger   
     area to generalize throughout the Great Lakes.  It is even more            
     inappropriate to use data with limited quality assurance and degrees of    
     representativeness as the basis of a water quality criterion that will     
     likely become the basis of regulation.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2632.012     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the apparent lack of data quality    
     objectives or measurement quality objectives invalidates the scientific    
     data generated by any scientific investigation. EPA has carefully reviewed 
     the data reported in the scientific literature and has used only data of   
     high quality.  EPA disagrees with the commenters that EPA ignored the      
     effects of dissolved organic carbon (DOC).  In the final guidance, EPA is  
     using a methodology to account for the effects of DOC.  The commenter also 
     asserts that the data is far too uncertain.  If the uncertainties were as  
     large as implied by the commenter, the plots of the measured BAFs derived  
     from the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988) against log Kow should be a   
     scattergram. Figures 2 through 7 of the GLWQI Technical Support Document   
     for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors demonstrate a well  
     defined relationship between the field measured BAFs and log Kow.  In      
     addition, these measured BAFs are in excellent agreement with BAFs         
     predicted using the model of Gobas (1993).  A comparison of the BAFs       
     predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from   
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have            
     field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between 
     the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52         
     pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52         
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     pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The relationship between lipid content and bioaccumulation is too weak to  
     be used in a regulatory context.  Investigators have long recognized that  
     the relationship between lipid content and bioaccumulation is only         
     approximate.  As early as 1978, Bulkley cautioned that predictions of DDT  
     concentrations in individual catfish on the basis of muscle fat content    
     could be "grossly inaccurate".  Huckins et al. (1988) found that using     
     lipid normalization with regard to PCB concentratons in fish increased     
     rather than decreased contaminant variability.  Gutenmann et al. (1992)    
     found that lipid content was able to only account for 67% of the DDE       
     variability in Lake Trout.  The lack of correlation is made most evident   
     when different species from different trophic levels and locations are     
     combined.  To illustrate this, the reader is referred to Exhibit 2 which   
     presents the results of the lipid and DDE values from Frank et al. (1974)  
     in the form of a linear regression.  Frank et. al. measured DDE in 50      
     species of fish at all trophic levels at four locations in Ontario.  As can
     be seen from the plot, there is a lack of correlation (r2 = 0.07) between  
     the two variables, and the 95% upper cofidence limits become extemely wide 
     at high lipid levels.  This database is quite similar to that presented in 
     Appendix B of the Technical Support Document for BAFs to derive the percent
     lipid that is used in calculating criteria for wildlife in that it is      
     indiscriminate with respect to species, trophic level, and location.       
     Schneider (1982) and Kawai et al. (1988) found that lipophilic organic     
     chemicals were only associated with particular lipid fractions,            
     particularly triglycerides.  The solvent extraction of lipids results in a 
     mixture of fatty acids, glycerol, cholesterol, phospholipids and related   
     materials.  The relative proportion of each of these chemicals varies among
     species and individual members of a species.  Borgmann and Whittle (1991)  
     concluded that lipid concentrations in lake trout were not the major factor
     in controlling contaminant concentrations and that there was no advantage  
     in expressing contaminant concentrations on a lipid basis for contaminants 
     that are accumulated primarily through food.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2632.013     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that the relationship between lipid content 
     and bioaccumulation is too weak to be used in a regulatory context.        
     Further, EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of
     BAFs.  EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report 
     on the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Initiative stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and              
     scientifically credible than existing BCF procedures and that the use of   
     the BCF, FCM, and BAF approach appears to be fundamentally sound           
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     (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals. Use of the freely dissolved concentration will      
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to set different lipid values for trophic levels three and 
     four.  See response to comment D2838.067                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The quality of the  existing fish lipid content database is inadequate for 
     use in a rulemaking context.  In addition to the problems associated with  
     the use of the lipid-contaminant normalization procedure, there are        
     problems with the measurements of lipids themselves.  These problems       
     include variability in extraction procedures associated with use of        
     different solvents, effects of varying extraction temperatures, lipid      
     degradation from exposure to light, heat, oxygen, or chemicals, and        
     co-extraction of non-lipid materials.  Randall et al. have shown that the  
     difference in the amount of extractable lipid can vary by a factor of      
     3.5(2) among four common solvent systems.                                  
                                                                                
     _______________________________                                            
     (2)This is incorrectly reported in the TSD as a factor of 2 rather than    
     3.5.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2632.014     
     
     See response to Comment D2632.015                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One last comment on lipid measurements refers to the fact that USEPA does  
     not account for the true variability in these measurements.  The standard  
     deviations given in the TSD are for lipid measurements in fish populations 
     that have already been averaged or reflect composite samples.  This has a  
     tendency to underestimate variability.  It is interesting to note that,    
     even in a controlled population of laboratory-raised fish of a single      
     species and age, the coefficient of variation on lipid measurements was up 
     to 45% (Gobas et al. 1993), exceeding the coefficient of variation for     
     weight measurements in the same population.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2632.015     
     
     EPA has chosen to not designate a standardized method for measurement of   
     lipids at this time.  The Agency did request comment on this issue,        
     including what solvent would be used in the measurement of percent lipids. 
     Some commenters advocated the use of a standardized extraction method and a
     consistent system to measure lipid content, while a few suggested use of   
     methylene chloride as the extraction solvent.  No rationale for selecting  
     between the solvents which have been proposed was presented by commenters. 
     EPA has not specified a particular analytical method for use in measuring  
     lipid concentration in the final Guidance. EPA intends to issue guidance in
     the future to address this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2632.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regression equation used by USEPA to estimate bioconcentration factors 
     from partition coefficients is not sufficiently accurate to be used in a   
     rulemaking context.                                                        
     The regression equation of Veith and Kosian (1983) is based on a total of  
     122 measured BCF values.  These values represent about 100 different       
     chemicals(3).  About 17 species of fish are represented, although the data 
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     are concentrated on three species (44% fathead minnow, 27% bluegill, and 7%
     guppy) and there is little representation from the higher trophic levels   
     that could bioaccumulate organics to high levels and pose a potential      
     threat to human health or the environment.  No chemicals are included with 
     log P values less than one or greater than 6.89.  Caution should be        
     exercised if this equation is to be extrapolated to biologial species or   
     log P ranges beyond those represented in the original database.  Alhough   
     Veith and Kosian report an excellent coefficient of determination (r2 =    
     0.86) on regression of the log-transformed data, the non-transformed data  
     are not highly correlated (r2 = 0.54).  Since log BCFs are back transformed
     to BCFs in the calculation of BAFs, use of a coefficient of determination  
     for log-transformed values can give a false sense of accuracy of           
     prediction.  This lack of accuracy may be assessed by comparing calculated 
     BCFs using the equation from the Guidance and comparing the calculated     
     values to measured values (Veith et al. 1979).  The accuracy expressed as a
     percent error is 53% for p,p'-DDT, 63% for o,p'-DDT, and 71% for DDE.      
     There are several reasons for this lack of accuracy, most of which are     
     associated with lack of quality assurance for either measured BCF or log P 
     values.                                                                    
                                                                                
     _______________________                                                    
     (3)The actual number of chemicals is difficult to determine due to         
     differences in nomenclature and the failure of Veith and Kosian to fully   
     identify all chemicals on their list.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2632.016     
     
     In the final Guidance, BCFs are derived from a chemical's Kow using the    
     following equation, BCF = Kow where the BCF is the BCF reported on a       
     lipid-normalized basis using the freely dissolved concentration of the     
     chemical in the water.                                                     
                                                                                
     The BCF based on this equation provides a more consistent and              
     scientifically defensible basis for establishing BAFs than the equation    
     used in the proposal (Veith and Kosian, 1983).  The theoretical basis      
     presented by Mackay (1982) and the experimental data referenced in the     
     August 30, 1994, Notice of Data Availability (58 FR 44678), suggest that   
     n-octanol is a reasonable surrogate for lipids.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2632.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, there is the well known bias associated with regression       
     analysis of log-transformed data (Newman 1993).  The bias in this case is  
     associated with omission of the residual error term from the final         
     regression.  Using Newman's method and the data set of Veith and Kosian,   
     this bias may be estimated to be as high as 78%.                           
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     Response to: D2632.017     
     
     In the proposal, EPA used the equation of Veith and Kosian (1979) to       
     predict BCFs from Kow.  This equation was developed by performing a linear 
     regression using log BCF and log Kow data.  In the final guidance, EPA is  
     not using this relationship to predict BCFs.  BCFs are predicted by        
     assuming equality with Kow and thus, the "... well known bias associated   
     with regression analysis ..." is not present.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2632.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The octanol-water partition coefficients relied on by USEPA as inputs to   
     the BCF regression are too inaccurate to be used in rulemaking.  There is  
     substantial uncertainty in log P values that are used as inputs to the BCF 
     regression equation.  This uncertainty increases as the log P increases due
     to problems in chemical measurements such as the adherence of hydrophobic  
     chemicals to the walls of laboratory vessels.  When faced with numerous    
     values of log P for the same chemical, USEPA appears to take the arithmetic
     mean without regard for the quality of the underlying data, rather than    
     selecting the highest quality data.  For example, USEPA notes 10 values for
     log P for DDT ranging from 3.98 to 7.48.  This range could result in an    
     uncertainty of four orders of magnitude in calculated BCFs.  USEPA does not
     discuss the individual quality of the data, despite the fact that the set  
     includes estimated as well as measured values, is based on a variety of    
     measurement techniques ranging from reversed phase liquid chromatography to
     slow stirring, and has occurred over a period of 21 years.  Although not   
     explicity stated, USEPA appears to have derived a final log P for DDT from 
     the arithmetic mean of eight individual values cited in the report.        
     
     
     Response to: D2632.018     
     
     See response to comment D2632.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existence of major uncertainties in the mathematical modeling of       
     bioaccumulation render this approach inadequate for use in rulemaking.     
     USEPA has used the model of Thomann (1989) to calculate food chain         
     multipliers that are applied to BCFs to calculate BAFs.  The model is      
     derived from log P and lipid bioaccumulation concepts, thus any            
     uncertainties associated with the use or measurement of log P or lipid     
     content will be magnified through use of the model.  Thomann was not able  
     to perform a classical calibration of his model due to the fact that "The  
     BAF data are quite scattered and reflect the difficulty in measuring low   
     concentrations where small errors might result in large changes in the BAF"
     
     
     Response to: D2632.019     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is using the model of Gobas (1993) to derive    
     FCMs.  EPA agrees with the commenter that uncertainty in the Kows and lipid
     contents will cause some uncertainty in the derived FCMs.  The adaptation  
     of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty   
     and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thomann's model additionally ignores the contribution of food lipid to     
     organochlorine dietary uptake.  Gobas et al. (1993) have shown that food   
     lipid content can have a major impact on uptake.  For example,             
     decachlorobiphenyl was taken up at a rate of 34% from low lipid food but   
     only to the extent of 26% from high lipid food.  Even more significant,    
     Gobas et al's results show that uptake reaches a maximum value at log P    
     value of 6.29 for low lipid food, but it has already reached a maximum at  
     the lowest value of log P measured (4.51) for high lipid food.  This       
     contradicts Thomann's model which shows a maximum at a log P of 6          
     regardless of food type.  USEPA used Thomann's Model set C as the basis of 
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     its calculations despite the fact that Model set D appears to yield more   
     accurate results.  Thomann (1989) states that the model output is accurate 
     to within an order of magnitude in the log P range from 3.5 to 6.5.  This  
     output was then used in the TSD in conjunction with a BCF that itself may  
     be inaccurate by an order of magnitude and the resultant uncertainty in the
     final BAF may be two or more orders of magnitude.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2632.020     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is using the model of Gobas (1993) to derive    
     FCMs.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much
     of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured
     BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas  
     model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least   
     three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a    
     two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The degree of food chain contribution to fish body burdens of lipophilic   
     chemicals is not well understood.  Currently, there is a lack of scientific
     consensus about the degree to which fish bioaccumulate chemicals through   
     water as compared to the food chain.  Jarvinen et al. (1977), for example  
     demonstrated in the laboratory that fathead minnows (Pimephales promelas)  
     take up substantially more DDT from water than food, contrary to the       
     assumption that underlies the use of BAFs in this guidance.  Other         
     investigators (Webber et al. 1989) caution that substrate and mode of life 
     need to be considered along with trophic level in examining bioaccumulation
     of DDTr.  The specific mode of uptake should be addressed for each of the  
     chemical-species combinations being considered in the GLI to avoid         
     regulation on the basis of an assumed mechanism that might not be relevant 
     to a specific circumstance.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2632.021     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the food web interactions are not    
     well understood.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs    
     minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs. A comparison of the BAFs predicted 
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs   
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     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA     
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
      With the observed excellent agreement between measured and predicted BAFs,
     EPA has concluded that the procedure for determining BAFs in the final     
     guidance is scientific valid and defensible.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2632.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The technical support document errs in its assumption that field BAFs are  
     typically steady-state values.  The Technical Support Document tacitly     
     assumes that BAFs naturally reflect steady sate whereas BCFs measured in   
     the laboratory do not typically reflect steady state.  There is no reason  
     to assume that a field BAF reflects steady state unless measurements have  
     been made to substantiate this assumption.  Fish can take several months to
     reach steady-state for highly lipophilic chemicals, even in a relatively   
     constant environment.  When the environmental concentrations vary, the time
     to reach steady state may be prolonged.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2632.022     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  BCF measurements when done properly, are
     reported for steady-state conditions.  The commenter should consult ASTM's 
     methodology, "Standard Practice for Conducting Biconcentration Tests with  
     Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve Mollusks," Designation E 1022-84, 1986 Annual 
     Book of ASTM Standards, Vol 11-04, Publication Code Number(PCN): 01-       
     110485-48,pp.702-724 (1985).                                               
                                                                                
     EPA also disagrees with the statements by the commenter that EPA "errs in  
     its assumption that field BAFs are typically steady- state values".  For   
     the Great Lakes, the rate of change for PCBs and other bioaccumulative     
     chemicals which are no longer being manufactured and actively discharged is
     quite slow because burial in sediments and volatilization into the         
     atmosphere are the major routes of removal for these chemicals from the    
     ecosystem.  The major source of these chemicals to the food web are the    
     sediments in the Great Lakes.  Furthermore, chemicals residues in Great    
     Lakes fishes have been nearly constant since the early 1980's; see the     
     results of the Michigan DNR contaminant monitoring program                 
     (MI/DNR/SWQ-94/074).  EPA has concluded that the rate of change in the     
     Great Lake Ecosystem is slow enough to believe that field-measured BAFs    
     from the Great Lakes represent conditions that are best characterized as   
     steady-state conditions.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: D2632.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA inappropriately assumes that all isomers of DDT and its congeners    
     will have identical bioaccumulative behavior.  The derivation of Proposed  
     Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factors for the GLI assumes that 
     all isomers of DDT, DDE, and DDD are expected to have similar values for   
     Log P, BCF, and BAF.  This is contrary to published literature that shows a
     difference of 75% between octanol-water partition coefficients for o,p'-DDD
     and p,p'-DDD and a difference of 21% between octanol-water partition       
     coefficients for o,p'-DDE and p,p'-DDD (Suntio et al. 1988).  Similar      
     differences would be expected in BCFs and BAFs.  Veith et al. (1979), for  
     example, show a 21% difference between BCFs for o,p'-DDT and p,p'-DDT.     
     BCFs for the accumulation of DDTr by macroinvertebrates have been found to 
     vary by over an order of magnitude depending on the chlorine substitution  
     pattern (Reich et al. 1986)  This is not surprising considering the        
     potential influence of the ortho-chlorine on free rotation in DDT          
     congeners.  Due to the magnitude of these differences, separate BAFs and/or
     BCFs should be developed for each individual compound.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2632.023     
     
     EPA does not assume that DDD, DDE, and DDT have similar values for log Kow,
     BCF, and BAF.  Values for log Kow, BCF, and BAF are derived separately for 
     DDD, DDE, and DDT.  If a value for log Kow, BCF, or BAF is to be derived to
     apply to two or more of these chemicals, a weighted or unweighted mean is  
     calculated as appropirate.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: D2632.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA inappropriately assumes that polychlorinated biphenyls behave as     
     commercial Aroclor mixtures rather than as individual chemicals.  Although 
     polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) are not the paradigms for purposes of this
     discussion, it should be pointed out that there is no scientific basis for 
     regulating these chemicals as Aroclor mixtures.  PCBs exist as 209         
     individual congeners that make up commercial Aroclor mixtures of varying   
     composition.  There is a substantial body of evidence that shows that the  
     mixtures of PCBs found in water, sediments, and tissue are not related to  
     the Aroclors of commerce and can possess substantially different           
     physicochemical and toxicological properties (Safe et al. 1987).  This     
     phenomenon was, in fact, noted by Oliver and Niimi (1988), whose work is   
     substantially relied on by USEPA.  These authors concluded that there was a
     considerable difference in PCB composition between sediment, water, and    
     biota and that only 12 PCB congeners constituted over one-half the PCBs in 
     fish.  Similar comments apply to commercial mixtures of pesticides such as 
     chlordane and toxaphene.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2632.024     
     
     The final guidance does not assume that PCBs behave as Aroclor mixtures.   
     Mean values for Kow and BAF were calculated by weighting congener-specific 
     values for Kow and BAF according to the prevalence of the congeners in     
     salmonids in the Great Lakes, as reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988).  By  
     weighting according to the prevalence in salmonids, differences in         
     bioavailability, degradation rates, and accumulation rates are taken into  
     account; the weights used reflect what consumers ingest when they eat fish 
     from the Great Lakes.  With respect to PCB toxicology, please see that     
     portion of the SID related to the methodology for deriving human health    
     criteria and values.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2632.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA's use of an arbitrary maximum value for BCFs is inappropriate and    
     based on the inadequacy of the database.  The ceiling value of 100,000 for 
     quantitative structural-activity-relationship (QSAR) estimated BCFs is     
     arbitrary.  Theories and practice of QSARs demonstrate that this           
     relationship should be parabolic rather than linear (McFarland 1970).  The 
     most probable reason why this parabolic relationship has not been observed 
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     with respect to BAFs is due to the small number of BAF measurements and    
     their poor data quality.  Use of a linear equation with an arbitraty upper 
     limit as a substitute for the true shape of the relationship will lead to  
     great uncertainty for chemicals that are highly lipophilic.                
     
     
     Response to: D2632.025     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is not using an arbitrary maximum value for     
     predicted BCFs.  BCFs (lipid normalized and based upon the freely dissolved
     concentration of the chemical in the water) are predicted by assuming      
     equality with Kow.  This relationship is consistent with BCF used in the   
     model of Gobas (1993).  The model of Gobas (1993) was used to derive the   
     FCMs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific justification for an arbitrary food chain multiplier
     (FCM) for highly lipophilic chemicals.  Resorting to an FCM of 1 for highly
     lipophilic chemicals is arbitrary and without scientific justification.    
     These chemicals should be regulated on the basis of quality assured BAFs   
     only.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2632.026     
     
     See reponse to comment G2630.028.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA's failure to perform a statistical analysis of the chemical residue  
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     database can lead to errors in both interpretation and in calculations.  In
     deriving BAFs from fish and water residue data, USEPA treats measured      
     values of chemical residue in fish as normal distributions and calculates  
     arithmetic means for use in deriving BAFs.  In reality, chemical residues  
     in fish are typically log-normally distributed (e.g. Schmitt et al. 1985,  
     Schmitt et al. 1990).  There is also evidence that lipid content is        
     log-normally distributed in fish.  A statistical analysis of the data of   
     Frank et al. (1974), for example reveals a skewness coefficient of 3.7  The
     log-normality of this distribution is confirmed by a normal probability    
     plot.  The assumption of normality may bias the results of surveys that are
     used to calculate BAFs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2632.027     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA derives mean BAFs by calculating the geometric  
     mean of the available BAFs because of the log-normal distribution of       
     residue data.  When possible, EPA derives individual BAFs by using the     
     geometric mean of the residues in the tissues and in the water.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When the individual uncertainties in USEPA's methods are combined they will
     produce an overall uncertainty that is larger than the BAFs themselves.    
     Individual uncertainties in the measurement of water chemical              
     concentration, fish chemical concentration, and fish lipids will propagate 
     into larger uncertainties in BAF that are calculated by this approach.  As 
     part of this analysis, some screening calculations were performed to       
     determine the ultimate degree of propagated uncertainties in BAFs.  For    
     purposes of this analysis, it was assumed that the variances in measured   
     values of fish chemical concentrations, water chemical concentrations,     
     study fish lipid levels and USEPA fish lipid levels were uncorrelated.     
     Standard techniques of propagation of error were used (Ku 1966).  The      
     details of the analysis are given in Exhibit 3.  The results are as        
     follows:                                                                   
                                                                                
     This analysis shows that the propagated uncertainties in the BAFs are often
     larger than the BAFs themselves with coefficients of variation of 135%,    
     126%, and 119% for the three cases studies (human health DDT, wildlife DDT,
     wildlife DDD).  It should be kept in mind by the reader that these         
     uncertainties are reflective of the best quality scientific data (e.g.     
     measured BAF values) proposed by USEPA in the Guidance.  Additionally, it  
     does not reflect the loss of accuracy that could be associated with        
     extraction of lipids by different solvents.  Last, the uncertainties in the
     BAF should also be evaluated in conjunction with uncertainties in no       
     observed adverse effect levels, weight of test organisms, volume of water  
     consumed per day, and amount of food consumed by test organisms.  When     
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     these uncertainties are combined, it is likely that the total uncertainty  
     will span several orders of magnitude.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2632.028     
     
     The commenter implies that very large uncertainties exist in BAFs used by  
     EPA in the GLWQI.  EPA agrees that some uncertainty exists with any field  
     or laboratory measurement.  EPA has attempted to use the best data         
     available for deriving BAFs used in the GLWQI.  Since the original         
     proposal, EPA has made major improvements in its BAF methodology to reduce 
     uncertainties associated with its BAF methodology.  First, EPA added a     
     fourth method for determining BAFs using BSAFs.  Second, EPA is now using  
     Great Lake data with a food web model containing both benthic and pelagic  
     pathways for deriving FCMs.  Third, an adjustment for bioavailability has  
     been added to the BAF methodology.  Fifth, the method for predicting BCFs  
     has been made consistent with food web model approaches.  These            
     improvements to the BAF methodology have greatly improved the predictive   
     ability of the methodology and significantly reduced uncertainties         
     associated with the BAFs.                                                  
                                                                                
     If the uncertainties were as large as implied by the commenter, the plots  
     of the measured BAFs derived from the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     against log Kow should be a scattergram. Figures 2 through 7 of the GLWQI  
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors demonstrate a well defined relationship between the field measured 
     BAFs and log Kow.  In addition, these measured BAFs are in excellent       
     agreement with BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas (1993).  A          
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2632.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An accurate and scientifically sound alternative approach to regulating    
     lipophilic chemicals in fish consists of applying standard risk assessment 
     techniques to measured body burdens.  USEPA has requested recommendations  
     on alternative approaches to the method proposed in the Guidance.  Due to  
     the very substantial uncertainty in the derivation of BAFs noted above, a  
     reasonable recommendation is to abandon this approach entirely and         
     concentrate on a risk assessment approach.  The risk assessment approach   
     would very simply involve obtaining measured values of chemical            
     concentrations in fish that were likely to be ingested by humans or        
     wildlife.  Measurements would be obtained using a standard set of DQOs and 
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     protocols.  The values thus obtained could be compared to no observed      
     adverse effect levels or risk specific doses.  If they exceeded the        
     criteria, then regulation or health protective measures would be           
     implemented.  This approach eliminates all of the uncertainty associated   
     with prediction of BAFs or extrapolation of measured and uncertain BAFs    
     from one situation to another.  In addition, it eliminates uncertainties   
     associated with measurements of lipid content and octanol-water partition  
     coefficients and does not put the regulated community in the position of   
     being required to adhere to criteria or standards that are below analytical
     detection limits and thus impossible to measure.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2632.029     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     The approach of applying standard risk assessment techniques to body       
     burdens suggested by the commenter is not proactive and EPA does not       
     believe that the approach would protect human health or wildlife.  If the  
     concentration in the fish tissue was above the NOAEL or risk specific dose,
     the bioaccumulative chemical would be well entrenched in the System before 
     any regulatory action could be taken .  When developing water quality      
     criteria, EPA is trying to prevent the concentration in the fish tissue    
     exceeding acceptable standards.  The approach also does not eliminate all  
     of the uncertainty associated with BAFs because fish lipids would still    
     have to be measured and it would be necessary to extrapolate the data from 
     one site to another.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to the GLI & TSD, 1993 documents.                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on our review of these documents, we believe that the proposed       
     methdology for the development of criteria for the protection wildlife     
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     populations is simplistic, inappropriate, and fails to follow the basic    
     scientific principles of ecological assessment.  Moreover, the proposed    
     method is not consistent with the stated goals of the Great Lakes Water    
     Quality Initiative (GLWQI).                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2632.030     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, we believe that the proposed approach to exposure and toxicity    
     assessment is overly simplistic and results in excessively conservative    
     criteria that are so uncertain as to be meaningless in a scientific or     
     regulatory context.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2632.031     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2632.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we believe that the Agency has ignored and/or misinterpreted a    
     large body of toxicological data in derivation of the proposed criterion   
     for DDTr.                                                                  
                                                                                
     _______________________                                                    
     (1)For the purposes of this discussion, the sum of DDT + DDD + DDE will be 
     referred to as DDTr.  Each member of the famility of DDTr compounds will be
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     referred to as a congener.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2632.032     
     
     See response to D2632.044.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The theoretical construct underlying the derivation of wildlife criteria   
     ignores the basic scientific principles of ecological assesment.  The      
     proposed methodology for the development of wildlife criteria is based on a
     simplistic hazard assessment model which compares estimates of exposure in 
     an individual organism to estimated "safe" levels of exposure for that     
     organism.  This approach is identical to that used in non-cancer human     
     health risk evaluations in which protection of individual members of the   
     population is the risk management goal.  This approach, however, ignores   
     the basic premise of ecological assessment (an ecology in general), as well
     as USEPA's own ecological assessment guidance, that the minimal functional 
     unit of any ecological significance is the population (USEPA 1992, 1989;   
     NRC 1981; Moriarty 1988, Westman 1985).  From a population viewpoint, the  
     death or impairment of an individual organism is insignificant; the        
     question of interest in ecological assessment is how potential exposure to 
     chemicals or other stressors relate to effects on the abundance,           
     production, and persistence of populations, communities, or ecosystems.    
     
     
     Response to: D2632.033     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed approach gives token consideration to the concept of          
     population-level assessment in that it specifies that the toxicological    
     endpoints upon which the criteria should be based are those that measure   
     changes in organism reproduction, growth, or survival (which are related to
     population function).  Responses (predicted or measured) at the            
     organism-level, however, cannot be used as a characterization of the       
     responses at higher levels of biological organization without some type of 
     model that links the two (Suter 1993, Barnthouse 1992, and others).  The   
     proposed methodology does not provide any such model and implicity assumes 
     that effects on individuals are equal to effects on the population.  This  
     assumption is in direct conflict with the basic principles and practices of
     ecotoxicology.  Therefore, the proposed approach to the derivation of      
     wildlife criteria is fundamentally flawed and should not be used to derive 
     enforceable criteria or any type of wildlife guidance value.               
     
     
     Response to: D2632.034     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment # .034.                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed methodology is inconsistent with the stated goals of the      
     GLWQI.  The stated goal of the development of wildlife water quality       
     criteria is the protection of wildlife populations within the Great Lakes  
     region.  However, as stated above, the proposed approach is based entirely 
     on the evaluation of potential effects in individual organisms.            
     Consequently, the proposed approach is not only without scientific basis,  
     it fails to meet the stated risk management goal of the proposed           
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2632.035     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2632.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed methodology relies on an overly simplistic exposure assessment
     approach that is not represenative of potential exposures in wildlife      
     populations.  The proposed guidance relies on a single point estimate of   
     chemical concentration at a single point in time to characterize potential 
     exposures in wildlife populations (i.e., no spatial dilution or temporal   
     averaging are considered in the proposed application of the criteria for   
     BCC).  This simplistic approach is wholly inappropriate for                
     characterization of potential exposures in wildlife populations given that 
     entire wildlife populations cannot be exposed at this single point or at a 
     particular time.  Given the spatial and temporal dynamics that are inherent
     to functioning wildlife populations, exposure assessment for these         
     populations must take into account the spatial and temporal variability in 
     chemical distribution.  The failure to consider these factors renders      
     meaningless the exposure assessment approach adopted by the proposed       
     regulations.  In fact, the proposed approach would not even result in      
     realistic exposure estimates for individual organisms given that chronic   
     exposure at a single point is highly improbable for mobile wildlife        
     species.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2632.036     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: D2632.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed minimum requirements for the toxicity database for Tier 1     
     criteria are insufficient to support the development of toxicity criteria  
     that have any degree of certainty.  The proposed guidelines state that data
     from at least one mammalian and one avian study are required to derive Tier
     I criteria on the basis of laboratory data.  This minimum requirement is   
     wholly insufficient to characterize potential wildlife toxicity and will   
     result in wildlife toxicity values that are highly uncertain.  This seems  
     to directly contradict the intent of Tier I criteria.  This requirement    
     reflects a substantially lower degree of quality assurance than is required
     by USEPA for development of human health criteria.                         
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     Response to: D2632.037     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: D2632.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc ALT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to requirements to derive T1 criteria.                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, this requirement is inconsistent with the requirements for aquatic
     life criteria, which must be based on toxicity data from at least eight    
     families which represent differing habitats and taxonomic groups.  Although
     it is recognized that aquatic life criteria are intended to protect        
     communities whereas wildlife criteria are intended to protect populations, 
     the primary reason for the discrepancy between the database requirements   
     for wildlife and aquatic life criteria appears to be rooted in the fact    
     that few wildlife toxicity studies exist.  Nevertheless, the Agency has not
     provided any justification for the assumption that data from one mammalian 
     and one avian study is sufficient to characterize wildlife toxicity with   
     reasonable certainty.  As currently proposed, this minimum requirement     
     appears arbitrary and is completely unjustified.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2632.038     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2632.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More explict guidelines are required regarding the selection and use of    
     field studies for deriving wildlife criteria.  Field studies are not       
     necessarily better than laboratory studies for defining a NOAEL or LOAEL   
     and in fact, frequently will not be.  Few, if any field studies have been  
     designed or conducted to meet quality objectives necessary for criteria    
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     development.  Many confounding factors such as multiple chemical exposures,
     chemical avoidance responses, response to non-chemical stressors, habitat  
     and behavioral differences, and unmeasured individual exposures typically  
     complicate the use of field studies in defining NOAELs or LOAELs.  USEPA's 
     strong statements within the guidance that peer-reviewed field studies take
     precedence over laboratory studies, we believe, will lead to use of these  
     studies to derive criteria in situations when they are not appropriate.    
     USEPA's own selection of field study for the derivation of the DDTr        
     toxicity criterion (discussed below) is a splendid example of how field    
     study data can be inappropriately used in the derivation of toxicity       
     criteria.  If field studies are to take precedence over laboratory studies,
     USEPA should provide more detailed guidance on study selection criteria.   
     
     
     Response to: D2632.039     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2632.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance should require the use of data from studies on the selected   
     surrogate wildlife species (e.g., mink, kingfisher) or taxonomically       
     similar species as these are the target species of the regulation.         
     Although the proposed guidance identifies particular species for the       
     development of wildlife criteria, there are no requirements that toxicity  
     data from these same species be used (or at a minimum, be given            
     preference).  This introduces unnecessary uncertainty into the development 
     of the criteria and in all likelihood will lead to unnecessarily low       
     criteria because of the guidance's required use of uncertainty factors.    
     
     
     Response to: D2632.040     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2632.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uncertainty factors have little scientific basis.  The proposed guidance   
     outlines the use of uncertainty factors in the derivation of wildlife      
     criteria.  The proposed approach relies on a scheme that is used in the    
     derivation of human health reference doses (RfDs).  This scheme has        
     recently been criticized by USEPA's Science Advisory Board, an independent 
     group of scientists, who have recommended alternate approaches.  Despite   
     this, the guidance perpetuates the use of this concept in a context that is
     even less certain than the human health context.  In addition, the guidance
     provides no scientific justification regading the suitability or relevance 
     of these factors for ecotoxicological assessment for wildlife.  Calabrese  
     and Baldwin (1993) provide an extensive review on the biological basis of  
     uncertainty factors in aquatic toxicological assessment, but conclude that 
     similar data to support the derivation and use of uncertainty factors for  
     terrestrial wildlife species is lacking.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2632.041     
     
     Please refer to comments P2556.167, P2656.176, P2741.707, P2576.136, and   
     P2629.054, as well as the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative       
     Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria, for the response to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2632.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed use of uncertainty factors leads to excessively conservative  
     numbers.  Under the proposed guidance, uncertainty factors are proposed to 
     extrapolate NOAELs from LOAELs and chronic from subchronic exposures, and  
     to account for inter- and, in some instances, intra-species sensitivity.   
     Under this scheme, an uncertainty factor of up to 100,000 can be used to   
     derive a Tier 1 criterion.  Uncertainty factors for Tier II criteria can be
     even larger.  This degree of uncertainty renders the resulting toxicity    
     value useless for its intended purpose, especially considering that margins
     of safety of many orders of magnitud will be applied to individual members 
     of a population.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2632.042     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.167 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2632.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The field study used to derive the wildlife criterion for DDTr is          
     inadequate for the determination of a LOAEL.  The proposed wildlife        
     criterion for DDTr is based on a field study by Anderson et al. (1975) in  
     which egg shell thinning and reproductive failure in brown pelicans on the 
     southern California coast was correlated with DDTr concentrations in       
     anchovies, which is the principle food source of pelicans during the       
     breeding season.  The study was conducted for 6 years, during which time   
     shell thickness and reproductive success increased and DDTr concentrations 
     in anchovies decreased.  The geometric mean DDTr concentration measured in 
     anchovies at the end of a 6-year period (0.15 ppm, wet weight) was selected
     as the LOAEL and as the basis for the wildlife criterion for DDTr.         
                                                                                
     While this study clearly shows a correlation between DDTr dietary          
     concentration and decreased reproductive sucess, it cannot be used to      
     establish a LOAEL for DDTr.  This is because shell thinning and            
     reproductive effects can persist in previously exposed individuals, even   
     after exosure has ceased.  For example, Haegele and Hudson (1974) observed 
     significant shell thinning in mallards 8 months after a 3-month exposure to
     dietary DDE.  Given the time-lag in DDTr toxicity, it is not possible to   
     identify a LOAEL from the Anderson et al. (1975) study nor from any other  
     field study involving DDTr.                                                
                                                                                
     Quantification of dose-response relationship based on this study also is   
     complicated by the fact that exposure in members of the population was     
     never quantified or otherwise investigated (i.e., via stomach analyses).   
     It is possible that pelicans were exposed to DDTr concentrations higher or 
     lower than the geometric mean reported for the anchovy population.         
     Further, DDTr concentrations in other food items ingested during the       
     breeding season or during the non-breeding season were unknown, although   
     this also could contribute significantly to the observed responses given   
     the documented time-lag in DDTr response.                                  
                                                                                
     The proposed guidance states that only field studies with a defensible,    
     chemical-specific dose response curve should be used to derive wildlife    
     criteria.  The Anderson et al. (1975) study clearly does not meet this     
     criterion and, therefore, is not appropriate as the basis of the DDTr      
     wildlife criterion.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2632.043     
     
     See response to P2742.716.                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2632.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed criterion for DDTr ignores a large body of data that documents
     a clear dose-response relationship across a number of species and a clear  
     identification of LOAELs and NOAELs.  A large number of laboratory and     
     controlled field studies have been conducted to investigate the            
     reproductive toxicity of DDTr in birds.  Based on these studies, the       
     following conclusions can be drawn:                                        
                                                                                
     - DDTr exposure causes eggshell thinning in birds;                         
                                                                                
     - DDE is the most potent DDTr congener with respect to shell thinning;     
                                                                                
     - shell thinning(2) between 10% and 20% has been associated with population
     decline in wild populations;                                               
                                                                                
     - data from laboratory and controlled field experiments show a             
     dose-response with respect to DDTr exposure; and                           
                                                                                
     - the dose-response relationship is relatively consistent across the many  
     species studied.                                                           
     _________________________                                                  
     (2)Based on shell thickness at the equator.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2632.044     
     
     In the revised DDT criterion document a much broader review of the         
     literature is provided, including the issues of egg-shell thinning, total  
     DDT, and a comparison of laboratory studies with the field study of        
     Anderson et al. (1979).                                                    
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA also agrees that dose-response relationships can be attained from 
     these studies.   Also see response to P2742.716.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2632.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The toxicity criteria for DDTr is based on inappropriate assumptions       
     regarding DDTr congener distribution within the environment.  The proposed 
     criterion for DDTr is based on measured DDTr concentrations in the Anderson
     et al. (1975) study.  Use of DDTr concentrations from this study instead of
     congener-specific values implicitly assumes that congener-specific         
     distribution of DDTr in the environment will always be equivalent to that  
     observed in the Anderson et al. (1975) study.  This obviously is not a     
     valid assumption as a host of factors (e.g., source, environmental or      
     biological community conditions) can affect the presence and distribution  
     of the various DDTr congeners.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2632.045     
     
     In the report by Anderson et al. (1975), the average composition of the    
     total DDT mixture in anchovies was 69.4% (8.3% standard deviation, n=6,    
     range of 60.0 to 80.0%) for DDE and 30.6% for the sum of the DDT and DDD.  
     The distribution of the total DDT mixture in the Great Lakes for forage    
     fish, i.e., sculpin, alewife, and smelt, taken from the report of Oliver   
     and Niimi (1988) was 77.5% (6.4%, n=4, range 71.4 to 84.9%) for DDE and    
     22.5 % for the sum of the DDT and DDD. Statistically, there is not a       
     significant difference between the composition of the total DDT mixture in 
     the two ecosystems.                                                        
                                                                                
     In the final guidance, the BAF for the total DDT mixture was calculated    
     from the BAFs for DDT, DDE, and DDD derived from the dataset of Liver and  
     Niimi (1988).  The total DDT mixture BAFs are a weighted average of the    
     individual BAFs using the average composition of the components in the     
     total DDT mixture as weights.                                              
                                                                                
     Also, site-specific modifications to BAFs are available to address local   
     conditions that affect the distribution of congeners.                      
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to BAFs are available to address local         
     conditions that may affect the distribution of congeners.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2632.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any toxicity criterion for DDTr should take into account the differential  
     toxicity of DDT and its congeners.  The dose response data on DDTr clearly 
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     indicate the differential toxicity of DDT, DDE, and DDD.  Health et al.    
     (1969) demonstrated differential congener-specific toxicity in mallard     
     ducks exposed to dietary DDE, DDT, and DDD.  DDE concentrations of 10 ppm  
     (dry weight) was associated with significant shell thinning (10% to 15%),  
     whereas dietary DDT and DDD concentrations at this level produced no       
     effect.  Shell thinning was observed in mallards exposed to 25 ppm DDT.  No
     shell thinning was observed in mallards exposed to 10 or 40 ppm DDD.  Data 
     from many other studies support this general relationship. Similar concerns
     apply to criteria for other mixtures, such as polychlorinated biphenyls and
     chlordane.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2632.046     
     
     See response to P2742.716                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2633.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW boasts some of the highest quality land and water resources within the
     entire Basin.  Sustained yield forestry and wise (resource) use are two    
     principles that guide MITW's resource management activities, and the       
     beneficial effect of these management principles is evident upon comparison
     of the Menominee Reservation to surrounding land within the Basin.  Other  
     Great Lakes entities (Federal, State, industrial, municipal) and the Water 
     Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System (Guidance) need to incorporate 
     management principles similar to those of Menominee in order to make the   
     Guidance successful.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2633.001     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance takes an ecosystem approach to environmental
     management in the Great Lakes basin and complements several ongoing        
     regulatory and non-regulatory activities designed to protect and restore   
     the Great Lakes.  For a discussion of some of these activities, see Section
     I.D of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2633.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW is surprised, and concerned, about EPA's lack/absence of effort to    
     involve Great Lakes Indian Tribes in the Guidance.  To our knowledge Tribes
     have not played any role, whatsoever, in the development of the Guidance   
     despite the impact the Guidance will have on Indian Tribes, i.e.           
     "regulatory                                                                
     requirements that Great Lakes States and Tribes must adopt into their laws 
     and regulations."  By virtue of the lack of Tribal participation in        
     Guidance                                                                   
     development the document is inherently weak in that the Guidance does not  
     address valid concerns of the Great Lakes Tribes, nor did the Guidance     
     incorporate valuable input that Great Lakes Tribes have to offer.  MITW    
     (and                                                                       
     other Federally recognized Indian Tribes) is a sovereign governmental unit,
     which necessitates Tribal input on Federal activities that affect our      
     Reservation(s) and our Ceded Territory(ies).  Indian Tribes have this      
     right,                                                                     
     and the foundation for this right can be found in Treaty language and      
     Federal                                                                    
     Trust Responsibility.  The general welfare of the MITW is closely linked to
     the natural environment and the quality of its resources.  Extensive       
     subsistence activities including, but not limited to, hunting, fishing, and
     gathering by Indian people indicate the need for genuine Tribal            
     participation                                                              
     in activities which affect the quality of the natural environment.  The    
     Trust                                                                      
     Responsibility of the Federal Government to Indian Tribes also demands that
     the Federal Government's attention be directed toward Indian Tribes in     
     developing regulations such as the Guidance.  But, Guidance activities have
     been carried out without affording Tribes the opportunity to participate.  
     This fact is evident upon analysis of the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Initiative, and its associated committees - Steering Committee, Technical  
     Work Group, and Public Participation Group - and the total lack on         
     EPA's part to solicit Tribal participation and/or input.  Despite EPA's    
     efforts to involve:  EPA'S national and regional offices, Great Lakes      
     States'                                                                    
     environmental agencies, USFWS, USNPS, environmental groups, municipalities,
     industry, and academia in Guidance committees there is no mention of Indian
     Tribes.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2633.002     
     
     EPA endeavored to involve Great Lakes Tribes in the development of the     
     final Guidance and will continue to work with Tribes across the Great Lakes
     basin to protect the Great Lakes, including implementation of the final    
     Guidance.  For further discussion on the involvement of Native American    
     Tribes in the development of the final Guidance, see Section II.D.3 of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
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     Comment ID: D2633.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On page 20834 of the Guidance EPA invites comment on Indian Tribes.  MITW  
     demands that EPA solicit Tribal participation and input on all future      
     Guidance and related activities, including, but not limited to renewed     
     committee activities, the revision of the Lake Michigan LAMP, and the Green
     Bay mass balance study.  Increased funding must be appropriated to Tribal  
     governments so that Tribes can develop the capacities that are necessary to
     deal with the Guidance effectively.  Indian Tribes can no longer be dealt  
     with "within the context of a broader public forum," as stated.            
     
     
     Response to: D2633.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2633.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW supports the ecosystem approach to regulation within the Basin.       
     
     
     Response to: D2633.004     
     
     EPA agrees that an ecosystem approach to regulation in the basin is needed 
     for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2633.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW supports the two-tiered approach, and the reverse onus principle, to  
     address the wide range of pollutants in the Basin.  Water quality values   
     (Tier II) provide a mechanism for evaluating and regulating pollutants with
     associated insufficient data.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2633.005     
     
     See response to comment D2714.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2633.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW supports the no mixing zones for BCC's initiative, and we feel that   
     the Guidance could be improved through the addition of metals, e.g.        
     mercury, to the no mixing zones.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2633.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2633.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW states that fish consumption figures used in the Guidance are too low.
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     Tribal persons, in particular, and many others within the basin consume    
     large                                                                      
     amounts of fish harvested from the Basin, and the Guidance provides        
     inadequate protection to these people.  Fish consumption figures must be   
     raised to reflect the reality of the situation, i.e. a good number of      
     people                                                                     
     that derive a good level of subsistence from fish harvested within the     
     Basin.                                                                     
      MITW suggests that EPA reconsider the fish consumption issue and raise the
     fish consumption figures to provide adequate health protection.  MITW      
     supports fish consumption figures generated by the National Wildlife       
     Federation (NWF) that indicate a consumption of 50 grams/day, in order to  
     provide better protection to people's health.  MITW states that fish       
     consumption among the Menominee exceeds 50 grams/day in many cases,        
     especially during certain times of the year.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2633.007     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2633.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW feels that a BAF of 1,000 is inadequate and the figure should be      
     changed                                                                    
     to 250 in order to provide better protection.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2633.008     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2633.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW supports the concept of wildlife criteria.  MITW feels that mechanisms
     should be provided to expand the methodology for generating these criteria 
     beyond the limited number of animal species and toxic compounds.           
     
     
     Response to: D2633.009     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2633.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW feels that language should be added to the Guidance to address aquatic
     criteria related to plants.  At least language could be added to allow for 
     aquatic plant criteria to be generated at a later date.  This issue is     
     particularly important to protect Native Americans and other people that   
     consume wild rice (Zizania aquatica) and other aquatic plants harvested    
     within the Basin.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2633.010     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance already contains language the addresses     
     plant toxicity.  EPA believes Final Plant Value fully addresses the        
     concerns about wild rice.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2633.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW recognizes the importance of Risk Levels in generating criteria       
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     concentrations, and for this reason Risk Levels must be set to provide     
     adequate protection.  Risk levels should be set at (-7)                    
     
     
     Response to: D2633.011     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2633.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lower Risk Levels will not provide the protection needed for human health. 
     Additionally MITW understands that Risk Levels will be set by considering  
     only carcinogenic factors, we suggest that EPA consider additional factors,
     e.g. neurological, mutagenic, and behavioral, in setting Risk Levels.      
     
     
     Response to: D2633.012     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2633.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW supports ONRW designations for Lake Superior, and we contend that ONRW
     designations should be considered, and designated, for portions of Lake    
     Michigan and the other Great Lakes.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2633.013     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2633.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MITW supports strong antidegradation language contained within the         
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2633.014     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2633.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, MITW is disappointed with EPA for not involving the Menominee Tribe,
     and other Indian Tribes, in the development of the Guidance.  The Guidance 
     has taken the Native American community by surprise, and MITW feels that   
     EPA was unprofessional in handling this matter, considering the direct     
     impact the Guidance will have on Indian Tribes.  MITW demands that EPA     
     solicit, in writing, MITW's participation in future Guidance activities,   
     especially committee activities, the revision of the Lake Michigan LAMP,   
     and the Green Bay Mass Balance Study.  Lake Michigan is of particular      
     importance to the Menominee Tribe due to the fact that the Menominee Tribe 
     ceded land to the United States government in the mid 1800's stretching    
     from Milwaukee to Mackinac Island along the eastern shores of Lake         
     Michigan.  Government activities affecting the Menominee Reservation and   
     Menominee's ceded territory do involve Treaty Rights, and Federal Trust    
     Responsibility.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2633.015     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2634.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lilly believes that the proposed rules for the Great Lakes Water System    
     will have far reaching impacts well beyond the boundaries of the Great     
     Lakes and its contributing systems.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2634.001     
     
     See Section II.E of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2634.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Much like the Clean Water Act (CWA), these proposed rules attempt to       
     balance the philosophies of ecology and economics.  Lilly believes that it 
     is here that involved parties must design scientifically defensible water  
     quality standards and a workable permit issuing and compliance process that
     must tandemly account for the technological and economical limitations that
     could potentially arise when striving to attain water quality standards.   
     Here, parties must realize that the CWA and national and state ultimate    
     objectives and goals are ideals that do not in many cases intertwine with  
     the practical aspects of implementing a program.  And, Lilly wishes to     
     emphasize that a second step of the realization process is to recognize    
     that the policies and goals of the water quality programs are not legally  
     enforceable requirements.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2634.002     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance protects the environment in a cost- effective    
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     manner.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in  
     developing the final Guidance, including using the best available science  
     for the protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife and          
     accurately assessing the costs and benefits associated with implementing   
     the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  EPA does not agree,       
     however, that the policies and goals of the water quality programs are not 
     legally enforceable requirements for the reasons stated in the preamble to 
     the final Guidance and Sections I.C and II of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2634.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before addressing the positions that Lilly has on how parties are to comply
     with any of the regulatory requirements imposed by the setting and         
     implementation of water quality standards, all parties must understand the 
     basic water quality standard setting and permitting principles.  Lilly     
     believes these principles to be:                                           
                                                                                
     1.  Water Quality Standards and Permits must be protective of water        
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     2.  Methods to derive Water Quality Standards and Permits must be written  
     to avoid ambiguity and ensure enforceability.                              
                                                                                
     3.  Where not in compliance with water quality driven limits, permittees   
     must be compelled to come into compliance as soon as practicable.          
     
     
     Response to: D2634.003     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2634.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see comment .003                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Lilly believes that these basic permitting principles present the minimum  
     acceptable requirements for a water quality program, and these principles  
     must be legally and scientifically sound.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2634.004     
     
     EPA relied upon several underlying principles in developing the final      
     Guidance, including the use of the best available science to provide       
     protection to human health, wildlife and aquatic life. For a discussion of 
     these principles, see Section I.C of the SID.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2634.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both human health and wildlife criteria depend heavily on bioaccumulation  
     factors (BAFs) under the proposed Water Quality Guidance for the Great     
     Lakes System.  Extremely high BAFs contribute much more extensively to the 
     Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) human health criteria being more stringent    
     than the earlier criteria than do the various criteria calculation         
     procedure modifications.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.005     
     
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2634.006
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, these BAFs are the sole determining factor classifying        
     chemicals as Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs).                  
     
     
     Response to: D2634.006     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2634.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite their critical role, however, it appears that the BAFs and the     
     calculation procedures have received little scrutiny or validation.  The   
     impetus behind using BAFs instead of bioconcentration factors (BCFs) is    
     understandable; however, the science does not now support that transition. 
     
     
     Response to: D2634.007     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  BAFs have been used in   
     criteria development since 1985.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the suggestion that additional validation of the   
     models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect      
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field- measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),  
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     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2634.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed Guidance, field measured BAFs are preferred.  This method  
     incorporates all environmental factors which influence bioaccumulation.    
     However, the Science Advisory Board noted that there are many field data   
     problems (December 1992).                                                  
                                                                                
     While field measurements should be an acceptable measure of BAF, there can 
     be considerable error due to factors such as temporal changes in           
     concentration of the contaminant, analytical errors, whether dissolved or  
     suspended concentrations were determined, variable uptake rates by         
     individual fish, mortality of target species, and fish mobility. (p 30)    
     
     
     Response to: D2634.008     
     
     EPA agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenter's concern about the  
     difficulty of collecting and interpreting field- measured BAFs.  EPA,      
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2634.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, field-determined BAFs are highly site-specific, and are therefore 
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     inappropriate for establishing basin-wide criteria.  The Science Advisory  
     Board concluded that data quality guidelines must be established for tissue
     residue data and dissolved water concentrations.  Significant research     
     would be required before establishing such guidelines.  Until then,        
     field-measured BAFs should not be used for regulatory purposes.            
     
     
     Response to: D2634.009     
     
     EPA agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenter's concern about the  
     difficulty of collecting and interpreting field- measured BAFs.  EPA,      
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2722.023.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2634.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if the field-measured BAF methodology were adequate, the problem      
     remains; only a very few such values have been measured.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.010     
     
     The majority of data used to calculate the field-measured BAFs in the final
     Guidance came from the data of Oliver and Niimi (1988). This data set is   
     generally recognized as being the most complete set of data available in   
     the Great Lakes for estimating field- measured BAFs.  EPA believes that    
     this data can be used to predict BAFs in other Great Lakes because the     
     values are lipid normalized and based on the freely dissolved concentration
     of the chemical in the water column.  Normalizing for lipid content allows 
     the data to be applied to other fish species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a 
     freely dissolved basis from field data eliminates the site-specific nature 
     of the BAFs caused by the amounts of dissolved and particulate organic     
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     carbon present at the field site and therefore, allows the use of the      
     derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes.                                     
                                                                                
     The final Guidance requires that field-measured BAFs be the preferred      
     method for deriving BAFs because of their ability to account for           
     biomagnification, growth, metabolism and bioavailability.                  
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that field-measured BAFs are available for a limited      
     number of pollutants and, therefore, has included other methods in the     
     final Guidance for deriving BAFs for Tier II values.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2634.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance spans this data gap by predicting BAFs using BCFs and
     a food chain multiplier (FCM).  A single technical paper (Thomann 1989),   
     not field validated, supports the FCM approach.  In fact, considerable data
     exist which indicate that this model significantly overestimates           
     field-measured BAFs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2634.011     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has used Great Lake specific input parameters whenever    
     possible in the model.  The input data for the model were taken from       
     peer-reviewed publications of Flint (1986) and Oliver and Niimi (1988).    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2634.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement, 
     Inc. (NCASI) compared BAFs predicted using the GLI methodology to          
     field-measured values and found thousands of percent overestimation.       
     Ignoring fish metabolism of many chemicals is a major source of error.  At 
     several Technical Work Group meetings, U.S. EPA staff admitted that        
     metabolism was a major factor but, lacking field data, could not address   
     the problem.  The Science Advisory Board (December 1992) concluded:        
                                                                                
     The model has not been adequately tested for use for the establishment of  
     regional water quality criteria at this time.  The potential exists for    
     errors on both over-protection and under-protection of aquatic organisms,  
     wildlife and humans.  It is noteworthy that almost all bioaccumulation work
     has focussed on non-metabolizing, non-polar, chlorinated hydrocarbons.     
     Relatively little has been done on metabolizable chemicals such as PAHs or 
     phenols. (p 33)                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2634.012     
     
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.   The adaptation of the Gobas model for    
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A      
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA revised the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs based on   
     public comments.  The final Guidance lists four methods for deriving BAFs  
     for organic chemicals, listed below in order of decreasing preference: a   
     BAF measured in the field, in fish collected from the Great Lakes which are
     at the top of the food chain; a BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a  
     BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably  
     on a fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF     
     predicted by multiplying a BCF calculated from the Kow by the FCM.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2634.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 774



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, the science does not support using BAFs in such critically  
     important regulatory procedures.  Until data quality measures are          
     established and significant field validation is completed, the procedures  
     should use the more established BCFs.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2634.013     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the science is not adequate at this  
     time to support the transition from BCFs to BAFs. Bioaccumulation is what  
     occurs in nature, and is what determines the total concentration of        
     chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans and wildlife.   
     For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical through the food     
     chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from
     the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the potential exposure
     to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and result in criteria  
     or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for   
     uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these
     chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and
     wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically
     valid approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been
     used in criteria development since 1985.                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment G5521L.002.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2634.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to BCC definition                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed definition contains many flaws.  First, the many technical    
     problems with the BAF procedures (see above) preclude their regulatory use.
     In addition, the definition only reflects the bioaccumulation potential and
     no consideration is given to a compound's toxicity, persistence, or other  
     important aspects of environmental fate.  Many chemicals were              
     inappropriately included as BCCs in the December 1991 Steering             
     Committee-approved draft Guidance.  Of the 44 chemicals listed in that     
     draft with BAF values > 1,000, 23 (52%) were footnoted: "if the chemical is
     metabolizable, the BAF is probably too high, especially if the FCM used is 
     greater than 1.0."  U.S. EPA inadequately addressed this problem by        
     including metabolism considerations in the current definition.  Many       
     important chemicals have insufficient metabolism data, and the             
     interpretation is subjective (see above).                                  
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     Response to: D2634.014     
     
     EPA disagrees that there are technical problems with the BAF procedure that
     preclude its use in the final Guidance.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the 
     SID and the BAF Technical Support Document for EPA's analysis of this      
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that some of the BCCs listed in the December 1991 draft Guidance
     should not be included in the final Guidance. First, the BAFs were         
     recalculated between December 1991 and the April 16, 1993, proposal of the 
     Guidance, and 10 pollutants formerly listed as BCCs were redesignated as   
     potential BCCs, and approximately six other pollutants were deleted as     
     well. Comments were requested in the proposal on whether the 10 potential  
     BCCs should be listed as BCCs.  Second, for the reasons discussed in       
     section II.C.9 of the SID, EPA has decided not to include the potential    
     BCCs as BCCs in the final Guidance.  EPA believes that the definition of   
     BCCs in the final Guidance adequately addresses concerns about metabolism, 
     since it includes use of field-measured BAFs and BSAFs which reflect the   
     effects of metabolism.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2634.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .014                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For these reasons, the proposed BCC definition should be abandoned.  A     
     specific list of chemicals to be regulated as BCCs (or some other          
     appropriate term) should be proposed.  For each, a fact sheet should be    
     prepared describing the available data on bioaccumulation, environmental   
     fate, and transport, ambient water and tissue concentrations, toxicity,    
     sources, analytical methods, and other characteristics.  The proposed list 
     should include the rationale for requiring additional point source or other
     controls.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2634.015     
     
     EPA believes that of the factors suggested by the commenter, the factors   
     necessary to identify BCCs are bioaccumulation, persistence, and toxicity, 
     since the pollutants of concern in the Great Lakes System for special      
     provisions are persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic pollutants.  The         
     environmental fate and transport factors suggested by the commenter are    
     considered when determining persistence.  The definition of BCCs has been  
     revised in the final Guidance to reflect persistence and toxicity as well  
     as bioaccumulation.                                                        
                                                                                
     The other factors suggested by the commenter should not be used in         
     determining pollutants for special provisions.  Ambient water and tissue   
     concentrations, sources, and analytical methods may be of concern in       
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     determining controls needed to reduce loadings, but should not be factors  
     in identifying the pollutants of concern. Furthermore, EPA does not accept 
     the concept that pollutants should not be regulated as BCCs until they are 
     shown to be present at concentrations of concern in the Great Lakes System.
     As discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA is concerned about          
     preventing concentrations of BCCs from increasing to the level of criteria 
     concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  The regulatory approach suggested by
     commenters that would not trigger preventive action until some measurable  
     concentration resulting in adverse conditions is reached in the environment
     would not be effective in addressing this concern, particularly because of 
     the difficulties of measuring these pollutants at levels of concern in the 
     environment.  As discussed further in sections VII.B and VIII.C.4 of the   
     SID, the special provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance will take full  
     effect over the next twelve years (two years for State/Tribal adoption or  
     promulgation, plus ten year phase-in period).  A program requiring         
     systematic environmental monitoring followed by a regulatory process to    
     designate BCCs could significantly delay implementation of these provisions
     and allow build-up of new persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants in the    
     Great Lakes System.  The risks to the Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay
     are too great to warrant such an approach.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2634.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Responding to comments, the Technical Work Group verbally stated that it   
     would first generate a list using a numerical BAF cutoff and then remove   
     those which were clearly inappropriate and add others which were           
     overlooked.  To date, the second task has not been addressed.  Until it is 
     completed, the extremely stringent antidegradation and implementation      
     procedures for BCCs should not be implemented.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2634.016     
     
     EPA disagrees that there are technical problems with the BAF procedure that
     preclude its use in the final Guidance.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that some of the BCCs listed in the December 1991 draft Guidance
     should not be included in the final Guidance. First, the BAFs were         
     recalculated between December 1991 and the April 16, 1993, proposal of the 
     Guidance, and 10 pollutants formerly listed as BCCs were redesignated as   
     potential BCCs, and approximately six other pollutants were deleted as     
     well. Comments were requested in the proposal on whether the 10 potential  
     BCCs should be listed as BCCs.  Second, for the reasons discussed in       
     section II.C.9 of the SID, EPA has decided not to include the potential    
     BCCs as BCCs in the final Guidance.  EPA believes that the definition of   
     BCCs in the final Guidance adequately addresses concerns about metabolism, 
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     since it includes use of field-measured BAFs and BSAFs which reflect the   
     effects of metabolism.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2634.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy addresses lowering of in-stream water quality.  
     Antibacksliding policies address relaxing of NPDES permit requirements.    
     While there could be some relationship between relaxing a permit           
     requirement and lowering water quality, frequently relaxing a permit does  
     not noticeably affect in-stream water quality.  The proposed Guidance      
     Antidegradation Policy blurs the distinction between antibacksliding and   
     antidegradation by triggering non-BCC Antidegradation Procedures when there
     is an arbitrarily set mass loading permit limit increase.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2634.017     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees that the antidegradation provisions in the      
     proposed or final Guidance blur the distinction between antidegradation and
     antibacksliding.  Antidegradation is an element of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards that is concerned with maintaining existing water  
     quality, consistent with the objectives of the CWA, section 101(a).  To    
     simplify implementation, the proposed Guidance allowed States and Tribes to
     identify certain changes in water quality as not significant and not       
     subject to antidegradation review.  For non-BCCs, a significant change was 
     defined as relaxation of permit limit be greater than an de minimis amount.
      This does not imply that any increased loading of a non-BCC that is not   
     defined as signficant does have the potential to lower water quality,      
     rather that such lowerings are likely to be inconsequential and therefore  
     do not warrant extensive review.  Although EPA could clarify the           
     distinction between antidegradation and antibacksliding by requiring       
     antidegradation review for any action that is expected to lower water      
     quality for all pollutants, EPA believes that it is more important for the 
     final Guidance to be workable.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2634.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCCs trigger Antidegradation Procedures when there is an increase in mass  
     loading over Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ).  EEQ would also be a state   
     permit condition.  The Guidance would require analysis and treatment       
     upgrades which must be met before the State could allow increased loading. 
     Finally, the increase must satisfy social and economic development         
     requirements weighed against environmental considerations.  The proposed   
     policy is scientifically unsound and ensures economically harmful          
     decisions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2634.018     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2634.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy is triggered by "a significant lowering of water
     quality" (SLWQ).  For BCCs, the Guidance defines SLWQ as any mass-loading  
     increase above EEQ as it is statistically determined over the previous     
     permit term (or presumably five years).  Treating BCCs differently from    
     non-BCCs has no scientific basis.  As currently drafted, the Guidance      
     identifies BCCs using bioaccumulation potential alone.  The GLI human      
     health and wildlife criteria established for these substances already      
     include bioaccumulation potential.  The Antidegradation Policy will only   
     allow increases where the receiving waters are high quality (better than   
     water quality standards require) and they must remain high quality waters  
     after any mass loading increase.  Thus, the water will be safe as          
     determined by U.S. EPA or State water quality criteria which already       
     include many safety factors.  This is true whether the substance is a BCC  
     or a non-BCC.  Accordingly there is no basis to make the treatment of BCCs 
     harsher than that of non-BCCs.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2634.019     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2721.087                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2634.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many major industries have been struggling against domestic recessions and 
     intense international competition.  Calculating EEQ using the most recent  
     five-year period could set an EEQ associated with low production.          
     Currently, increased sales and production opportunity occur on short notice
     and often for a short term.  Multi-layered regulatory requirements         
     preceding increased production ensure that these opportunities will be     
     taken by companies outside the Great Lakes Region or by foreign            
     competition.  The cumbersome antidegradation provision will preclude a     
     level playing field with competitors outside the region.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.020     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2634.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution prevention requirement is the first antidegradation step.    
     Lilly supports voluntary pollution prevention.  However, requiring         
     pollution prevention in the Antidegradation Policy makes pollution         
     prevention mandatory for a discharger needing a mass loading increase.     
     Many industrial processes and the raw materials used are proprietary and   
     provide a company's competitive position.  Basic industries face very      
     strong competition, both nationally and internationally.  Bureaucratic     
     interference in industrial processes could greatly weaken any competitive  
     advantage.  Since the discharger's effluent already meets permit limits    
     assuring high quality waters, further interference is an unwarranted       
     intrusion that will adversely affect the competitive position of many      
     companies with little or no corresponding environmental benefit (i.e.,     
     potential patent infringements and potential increases in generic          
     competition).                                                              

Page 780



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     One pollution prevention effort the Antidegradation Policy purports to     
     encourage is substituting nontoxic, nonbioaccumulative substances for BCCs.
     In fact, many such substitutions themselves must satisfy the               
     Antidegradation Policy before the substitution is made.  By definition, the
     substitution would be an increase in one substance's mass loading when it  
     replaces a BCC.  These onerous antidegradation procedures will certainly   
     dilute any incentive to make the substitutions.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2634.021     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2634.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy would allow non-BCC increases of 10% of the     
     receiving water's unused assimilative capacity before triggering the       
     Antidegradation requirements.  While there should be a de minimis test,    
     arbitrarily setting this level is not justified.  First, by definition,    
     high quality waters must remain high quality waters even after the mass    
     loading increase.  This means that EPA has determined that the water is    
     protective of the designated uses and already has many safety factors.     
     Second, arbitrarily setting de minimis levels does not consider the level  
     where there may be a discernible in-stream impact properly triggering      
     Agency concerns.  Once triggered, the Antidegradation Policy will require  
     considerable application and compliance expenditures, but provide no       
     assured benefits.  Frequently, there will be no discernible environmental  
     benefit and even then, it may be insignificant.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2634.022     
     
     EPA supports the use of de minimis provisions as a means of easing the     
     administrative burden associated with implementation of antidegradation.   
     However, within the context of the antidegradation provisions of the       
     proposed                                                                   
     Guidance, allowing a de minimis threshold greater than ten percent would   
     expose the environment to undue risk and would be incompatible with        
     existing                                                                   
     regulations.  De minimis provisions are intended to differentiate between  
     insignificant and significant lowering of water quality, and only require  
     review where the lowering of water quality is significant.  However, any de
     minimis provisions must be consistent with the intent of the Federal       
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 pertaining to antidegradation; namely, that   
     where there will be a lowering of water quality, that an antidegradation   
     review be performed.  The Federal regulations do not expressly             
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     differentiate                                                              
     between de minimis and significant lowering of water quality and under the 
     literal wording of the regulations, any lowering of water quality is       
     subject                                                                    
     to antidegradation review.  To be consistent with the regulations, a de    
     minimis provision must minimize the possibility that significant lowering  
     of                                                                         
     water quality can occur without antidegradation review.  The de minimis    
     provisions contained in the proposed Guidance balanced the conflicting     
     goals                                                                      
     of reviewing all activities that would lower water quality and reducing the
     administrative burden associated with antidegradation by establishing a ten
     percent change in the available assimilative capacity as the threshold for 
     distinguishing between insignificant and significant lowering of water     
     quality.  The ten percent threshold is small enough that the integrity of  
     the                                                                        
     antidegradation provisions of the proposed Guidance were not compromised,  
     but                                                                        
     large enough to provide meaningful relief by exempting small, insignificant
     changes in water quality from antidegradation review.                      
                                                                                
     It should be noted that under the proposed Guidance, antidegradation review
     for non-BCCs was required only if the proposed activity could not occur    
     without increased permit limits.  Activities that would lower water        
     quality,                                                                   
     but could be accommodated within existing permit limits would not be       
     subject                                                                    
     to antidegradation review.  This reduces the administrative burden         
     resulting                                                                  
     from antidegradation considerably, given that the Federal regulations      
     address                                                                    
     changes in water quality rather than changes in permit limits.  In essence,
     the proposed Guidance considers changes in water quality for non-BCCs that 
     do                                                                         
     not exceed permit limits to be insignificant.  The de minimis provisions in
     the proposed Guidance provided an added layer of relief beyond what was    
     envisioned by the existing regulations. As a result, the ten percent       
     threshold is appropriate.                                                  
                                                                                
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are not required to adopt      
     antidegradation provisions consistent with those contained in the final    
     Guidance that are applicable to non-BCCs; States and Tribes are only       
     required                                                                   
     to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent with the final Guidance for 
     BCCs.  As a result, the de minimis provisions contained in the final       
     Guidance                                                                   
     are advisory rather than mandatory.                                        
                                                                                
     In addition to stating that the de minimis threshold contained in the      
     proposed Guidance was arbitrary, the commenter goes on to suggest that any 
     increase that does not result in an exceedance of a water quality criterion
     should be considered de minimis and not subject to antidegradation review. 
     EPA disagrees strongly with the opinion expressed by the commenter.  If the
     commenter's suggestion were incorporated into the final Guidance, there    
     would                                                                      
     be no protection for high quality waters whatsoever under the final        
     Guidance.                                                                  
     In addition, the position advocated by the commenter conflicts with the CPA
     and existing Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.                         
                                                                                
     Finally, EPA does not agree that there is no benefit in performing an      
     antidegradation review.  Antidegradation benefits the environment by       
     minimizing the extent to which enviromental quality is reduced as a result 
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     of                                                                         
     growth and development. Antidegradation also benefits the environment be   
     ensuring that environmental quality is considered in decisions regarding   
     growth and development.  Antidegradation benefits the public by preserving 
     water quality improvements gained at public expense, whether through       
     remediation of past contamination, construction of waste water treatment   
     plants or increased prices for goods and services.  Antidegradation also   
     ensures that the public has an opportunity to voice an opinion regarding   
     decisions that will affect water quality.  Finally, antidegradation        
     benefits                                                                   
     dischargers by conserving assimilative capacity.  Antidegradation          
     recognizes                                                                 
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to receive effluent from          
     discharges                                                                 
     is limited, and that once that capacity is fully allocated, further        
     increases are not possible.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that
     limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for the   
     benefit of all.  Dischargers may also benefit from the antidegradation     
     review by identifying new or improved technology that is less detrimental  
     to the environment and still allows growth and development to occur.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2634.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation application for increased mass loading requires        
     extensive research and analysis.  Once the antidegradation decision process
     is triggered, these costs escalate dramatically.  Where all three          
     Antidegradation steps are triggered, there seems little difference in      
     application cost between small increases and very large increases in       
     loading.  The Agency should determine whether such an all or nothing cost  
     is warranted.  Creating a high application threshold for relief can dampen 
     recovery of ailing industries and growth of healthy industries.  Small or  
     disadvantaged business will feel the most severe impact.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.023     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2634.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 783



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An Antidegradation application's cost and complexity may be used as a      
     bureaucratic impediment to growth.  There could be long delays for         
     resubmission of data or analyses that are not deficient.  The              
     Antidegradation Policy may require social and economic analysis branches in
     the environmental agencies.  As a result, the only regional growth may be  
     in the regulatory agencies.  Since there is no required deadline for agency
     action, the process may keep companies out of spot markets; sometimes the  
     only opportunities are found there.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2634.024     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become a bureaucratic impediment to growth. Rather, by       
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently,
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2634.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without adequate scientific or environmental basis, the permitting         
     authorities will be venturing into social and economic policy making.  The 
     impacts on industry and the economy appear great even when there would be  
     no environmental benefit.  Before a proposed loading increase, water       
     quality will exceed standards and after all the antidegradation activity,  
     water quality will still exceed standards.  The Agency should completely   
     reconsider the Antidegradation Policy.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2634.025     
     
     EPA disagrees with all aspects of this comment.  It is incorrect to to     
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     argue                                                                      
     that antidegradation lacks a scientific or environmental basis.            
     Antidegradation derives from the objective of the CWA found at Section     
     101(a), "to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and biological    
     integrity of the Nation's waters."  Increased loadings of pollutants do    
     degrade the chemical integrity of waters, whether or not a criterion or    
     value                                                                      
     is exceeded.  Increased pollutant loadings may also increase the overall   
     stress on the aquatic ecosystem, making organisms more susceptible to      
     disease, drought or other environmental perturbations.  Given the          
     uncertainty                                                                
     of how different components of the environment respond to stressors and the
     lack of understanding of how different stressors interact, the             
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance and existing regulations  
     are                                                                        
     prudent public policy.                                                     
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees that any of the elements go beyond or in any way
     change or deviate from the requirements of the CWA, the CPA or the Federal 
     regulations governing antidegradation at 40 CFR 131.12.  Consistent with 40
     CFR 131.6, a State's or Tribe's water quality standards are not acceptable 
     unless they include an antidegradation policy consistent with 40 CFR       
     131.12.                                                                    
     40 CFR 131.12, which has been in existence since 1983, derives from the    
     objective of the CWA stated in section 101(a), "to restore and maintain the
     chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Nation's waters."  To   
     accomplish the objective of maintaining the chemical, physical and         
     biological                                                                 
     integrity of the Nation's waters, the regulations at 40 CFR 131.12         
     establish                                                                  
     three principles:  first, that water quality may never be degraded to the  
     point where an existing use would become impaired; second, that where water
     quality is better than the minimum level needed to support fish and other  
     aquatic life and recreation in and on the waters, that level of water      
     quality                                                                    
     shall be maintained unless lower water quality is necessary to accommodate 
     important social and economic development in the area affected by the      
     reduced                                                                    
     water quality; and third, that where a water body is recognized as an      
     outstanding national resource by being designated as such by a State or    
     Tribe, the water quality in that water body shall be maintained and may not
     be permanently lowered for any reason. (The commenter is referred to the   
     preamble to the proposed Guidance for a complete discussion of the history 
     of                                                                         
     antidegradation.)  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are
     taken directly from the regulation. Under the final Guidance, a party      
     seeking                                                                    
     to lower water quality must demonstrate that the lowering of water quality 
     is                                                                         
     necessary, in other words, that there are no viable alternatives to reduced
     water quality, and that the activity responsible for the lowering of water 
     quality will generate important social and economic development in the area
     affected by the reduced water quality. The final Guidance takes the logical
     step of answering the question of whether or not a lowering of water       
     quality                                                                    
     is necessary by requiring the party seeking to lower water quality to      
     answer                                                                     
     two related questions: first, is it possible to reduce or eliminate the    
     significant lowering of water quality through the application of pollution 
     prevention techniques; and second, given the findings of the pollution     
     prevention analysis, is it possible to reduce or eliminate increase in     
     loading that will remain after application of pollution prevention         
     techniques                                                                 
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     through alternate or enhanced waste water treatment without a significant  
     increase in cost.  The final Guidance only imposes Great Lakes-specific    
     requirements on increased loadings of BCCs. For all other pollutants, the  
     recommendations of the final Guidance EPA's intentions for implementation  
     of                                                                         
     antidegradation nationally.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA also disagrees that there are not benefits to the antidegradation      
     policy.                                                                    
      Antidegradation benefits the environment by minimizing the extent to which
     enviromental quality is reduced as a result of growth and development.     
     Antidegradation also benefits the environment be ensuring that             
     environmental                                                              
     quality is considered in decisions regarding growth and development.       
     Antidegradation benefits the public by preserving water quality            
     improvements                                                               
     gained at public expense, whether through remediation of past              
     contamination,                                                             
     construction of waste water treatment plants or increased prices for goods 
     and services. Antidegradation also ensures that the public has an          
     opportunity                                                                
     to voice an opinion regarding decisions that will affect water quality.    
     Finally, antidegradation benefits dischargers by conserving assimilative   
     capacity.  Antidegradation recognizes that the capacity of the Nation's    
     waters to receive effluent from discharges is limited, and that once that  
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases are not possible.           
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that limited resources are used  
     in                                                                         
     the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all.  Dischargers may
     also benefit from the antidegradation review by identifying new or improved
     technology that is less detrimental to the environment and still allows    
     growth and development to occur.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA has reconsidered the antidegradation policy on numerous occasions and  
     each time found it to be fundamentally sound, both scientifically and      
     environmentally.  EPA is aware of no compelling reason to change current   
     federal regulations pertaining to antidegradation or to discontinue        
     requiring                                                                  
     states and Tribes to adopt an antidegradation policy consistent with the   
     Federal regulations.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2634.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By their very definition, Tier 2 value calculation procedures circumvent   
     these data requirements and allow fewer species, shorter-term tests, and   
     data of questionable quality.  At the same time, these procedures          
     incorporate additional safety factors which are intentionally very         

Page 786



$T044618.TXT
     conservative.  These two factors cause questionable accuracy and deliberate
     stringency.  The resulting Tier 2 values have the same standing as Tier 1  
     criteria.  The government should establish Tier 1 criteria protective of   
     the waters.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2634.026     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2634.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 process effectively relieves the U.S. EPA and the states of this
     responsibility by giving it to point source dischargers which hold NPDES   
     permits.  Implementation Procedure 5(D) describes this process.  This      
     procedure is flawed.  First, where Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values have   
     not yet been developed, a state may estimate ambient screening values using
     any "available, relevant Information."  Based on these screening values, or
     "Tier 3" criteria, the states determine whether Tier 2 values are          
     necessary.  The state may establish NPDES permit limits using screening    
     values.  Using such vaguely-defined numbers in such a rigorous marker has  
     no sound technical or policy basis.  Second, the state may conclude that an
     individual discharger has the "reasonable potential" to discharge a        
     chemical at a concentration exceeding this screening value in stream.  Even
     if this is only under extreme conditions, the state may require that       
     discharger to develop Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife      
     values.  Generating such data causes enormous and misplaced costs.  No     
     consideration is given to whether that discharger is the chemical's sole   
     source.  In fact, there are ubiquitous chemicals, many naturally-occurring,
     for which neither Tier 1 nor Tier 2 values have been calculated.  Urban and
     agricultural runoff, precipitation, and other non-point sources contain    
     many such substances.  To require placing the development burden on the    
     first permit renewal applicant is unwarranted.  Even giving a discharger   
     the "opportunity" to "upgrade" a Tier 2 value by collecting additional data
     is an undue burden; the discharger is forced to correct an unjustifiable   
     value.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2634.027     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2634.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While implementation Procedure 9 states that "the limit revised based on   
     additional studies is not affected by the anti-backsliding provisions of   
     section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act," there is no guarantee that such an 
     interpretation will hold or that revisions might not preclude permit limits
     increases.  However, even if the anti-backsliding problem were addressed,  
     Tier 2 values would remain inappropriate bases for enforceable permit      
     limits and should only be used as advisory levels which indicate that      
     future research is needed.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2634.028     
     
     See response to: P2656.091 and P2656.092                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2634.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Along with the general Tier 2 process flaws described above, the proposed  
     procedures for calculating Tier 2 aquatic life values contains specific    
     technical problems.  First, calculating values using as little as one acute
     toxicity data point is unjustifiable.  The Science Advisory Board reports  
     that, "The Subcommittee is concerned that the minimal data base of one     
     species acute test is inadequate" (December 1992).  Data cost for two      
     additional species (e.g., fathead minnow and rainbow trout) is relatively  
     small, and increasing the minimum data requirements to three species       
     reduces the maximum secondary acute factor from 20 to 8.6.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2634.029     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2634.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board noted that using the 80th percentile protection 
     level is arbitrary and is also more conservative than necessary.  A more   
     appropriate choice would be the 50th percentile.  If daphnid data is       
     required and the three-species requirement discussed above is used, the    
     resulting maximum secondary acute factor would be 2.6 (Host et al. 1990).  
                                                                                
     The Science Advisory Board also describes how the procedure is insensitive 
     to matrix effects such as the relationship between hardness and metal      
     toxicity.  A single soft water test would yield a much lower Tier 2 value  
     than a similar hard water test.  This uncertainty supports using Tier 2    
     values only as advisory levels.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2634.030     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2634.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Aquatic Life Criteria and Values Methodologies contain        
     absolutely no data requirements supporting Tier 2 Final Acute Values.      
     Clearly, Tier 2 data quality requirements should be no less than Tier 1    
     data quality requirements.  To accomplish this, the GLI methodology should 
     indicate that the Tier 1-Procedure I (A) (Material of Concern) and         
     Procedure II (Collection of Data) requirements are also required for Tier 2
     data.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2634.031     
     
     EPA's intention is that the data quality requirements for Tier I will apply
     to Tier II as well.  See also section II.C.1 of the SID.                   

Page 789



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2634.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether generating dozens of Tier 2 Values (and permit limits) rather than 
     relying upon the whole effluent toxicity testing program (also a GLI       
     program) is another scientific concern.  As U.S. EPA's (1985b) Technical   
     Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control correctly notes:   
                                                                                
     an advantage of the whole effluent toxicity approach is that "the aggregate
     toxicity of all constituents in a complex effluent is measured, and toxic  
     effect can be limited by one parameter" (p. 2), and                        
                                                                                
     principal disadvantages of chemical-by-chemical evaluations are that they  
     do not address the chemical effluent interaction or bioavailability.       
                                                                                
     The Tier 2 criteria process, therefore, ignores whole effluent toxicity    
     testing, and potentially will stretch the chemical-specific approach beyond
     relevance.  Where Tier 1 chemical criteria and a whole effluent toxicity   
     testing program repeatedly show no acute or chronic in-stream toxicity,    
     questionable Tier 2 values should not force redesigning a facility for     
     compliance since there will be little or no added environmental benefit.   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.032     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
                                                                                
     See response to: D2595.002.  Also, the Tier II approach in the final       
     Guidance does not ignore whole effluent toxicity testing. On the contrary, 
     it adds provisions that expand the potential use of such testing.  See     
     sections II.C.8 and VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2634.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier 2 value procedures do not provide scientifically sound   
     ambient water quality criteria.  U.S. EPA and the states, not point source 
     dischargers, should generate accurate and defensible criteria protecting   
     legitimate uses.  If at all, Tier 2 values should only be used as advisory 
     levels indicating future research needs, not as the basis for enforceable  
     permit limits.  Finally, even if limited to such an advisory role, the Tier
     2 aquatic life value procedures are unnecessarily conservative and         
     frequently repeat other measures of water quality.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2634.033     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2634.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedures 3A and 3B set forth the methods that translate   
     the GLI criteria into numerical NPDES permit limits.  Therefore, these     
     procedures are critical.  Unfortunately, the general approach presented is 
     confusing and fragmented.  Early drafts described mixing zone policies and 
     procedures.  When U.S. EPA Headquarters staff commented that these         
     procedures overlooked the recommended Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)      
     approach, the Technical Work Group began combining the mixing zone         
     procedures and general TMDL concepts.  During the last meetings, the       
     Technical Work Group rewrote this section extensively with very little     
     Public Participation Group review and comment.  Finally, after Steering    
     Committee approval for publication in December 1991, a complete second     
     option was added.  The Public Participation Group never saw the second     
     option until Federal Register publication on April 16, 1993.  The product  
     shows the haphazard handling and review.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.034     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2634.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The resulting procedures are very confusing and do not show how water      
     quality-based permit limits will actually be calculated.  The proposal of  
     two such widely divergent preferred options leaves each state the choice of
     provisions.  Given the vagueness, the choice will be difficult.  This      
     leaves the NPDES dischargers wondering which option might be used.  Also,  
     the tributary basin TMDL procedures are so general that one cannot predict 
     permit limits.  Finally, the procedures address few of the issues which    
     permit writers regularly face in water quality-based permit limits.  Each  
     permit writer must use many assumptions to fill "gaps."  U.S. EPA's cost   
     study illustrates some assumptions and the compliance cost impact.  Lilly  
     has communicated with and agrees with several of the Public Participation  
     Group representatives who commented repeatedly to the Technical Work Group 
     meetings in 1991 that the draft provisions were vague.  To our knowledge,  
     the Technical Work Group has never provided any specific evidence that they
     have worked through sample calculations demonstrating the adequacy of the  
     Guidance.  The current proposal is even more complex and confusing than    
     those previous drafts, and U.S. EPA has still not shown how the process    
     will work.  Meaningful understanding and public comment require such       
     examples.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2634.035     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2634.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both options include a general condition A(6), which requires that TMDLs   
     prevent harmful pollutant accumulation in sediments both inside and outside
     the mixing zones.  No guidance describes harmful levels or how TMDLs can   
     accomplish this goal.  U.S. EPA's Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy
     should address these and many other issues, but it is still under          
     development and will require extensive peer review.  The GLI should not    
     address such an important issue in such a cursory manner, but should await 
     the national strategy.  Therefore, these general conditions should be      
     deleted.                                                                   
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     Response to: D2634.036     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2634.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both options include a general condition 8 concerning background           
     concentrations for TMDL determinations.  Background concentrations may be  
     estimated from caged fish tissue data.  Fish tissue concentrations divided 
     by the BAF determine the ambient concentration.  This procedure is         
     unacceptable because the BAFs are problematic for the reasons described    
     above, including variability and site- and species-specificity.            
     
     
     Response to: D2634.037     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2634.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both options preclude dilution for BCCs within 10 years from the final     
     rule's effective date.  This policy presumes a toxicological mechanism for 
     BCCs which is different from non-BCCs.  This distinction is not technically
     valid.  The GLI objective is managing toxic chemical ambient               
     concentrations.  Because both exposure and duration are critical to        
     toxicological response, there should be very little difference between     
     regulation of BCCs versus non-BCCs.  Except for non-threshold carcinogens, 
     there is a concentration below which adverse effects are not elicited.     
     National water quality criteria are based on this concept.  In addition,   
     bioaccumulation, reflected in BAFs, already controls human health and      
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     wildlife criteria.  Those chemicals with high BAFs will have appropriately 
     stringent criteria and permit limits even without special treatment.       
     Therefore, mixing zones are appropriate for BCCs and non-BCCs.             
     
     
     Response to: D2634.038     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2634.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics
     Control addresses this issue, and does not recommend a blanket mixing zone 
     prohibition for bioaccumulative substances.  U.S. EPA recognizes the       
     importance of evaluating actual in-stream exposure.  This is particularly  
     true for many BCCs because, exposure would be less than that assumed by    
     strict mass-balance due to metabolism and other fate processes.            
                                                                                
     Reducing mass pollutant loadings, as a goal, apparently is served by       
     prohibiting BCC mixing zones.  However, this indirect control is not the   
     appropriate means.  Since point source contributions represent only a small
     fraction of total loadings, this approach is not justified considering the 
     cost/benefit balance.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2634.039     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2634.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     First, the proposed procedures use stringent stream design flows.  This    
     problem is particularly severe for aquatic life criteria implementation.   
     The aquatic life design flow is 7Q10, a flow exceeded more than 99% of the 
     time on a daily basis.  At the June 7, 1991 Steering Committee meeting, it 
     was stated that Ohio has used the 30Q10 for chronic aquatic life criteria  
     for several years and has not found any ambient water quality criteria     
     exceedances attributable to this policy.  Lilly supports the use of full   
     design flow as the aquatic life stream design flow, not a protion of design
     flow.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2634.040     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns with using stringent design flows. EPA       
     recognizes that in some cases the recommended design flows may be overly   
     stringent while in other cases they may be too lenient. Accordingly, the   
     final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless whether the     
     results would be more or less restrictive than those generated with        
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models thus could negate concerns 
     regarding the design flow used. See VIII.C.6.a.  Moreover, the final       
     Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative design flow, such as the
     30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is appropriate for stream-specific 
     and pollutant-specific conditions.   For a discussion of EPA's reasons for 
     specifying a design flow based on the 7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic
     aquatic life criteria or values, as well as the opportunity to use an      
     alternative design flow, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.    
     EPA acknowledges the comment that full stream design flow by authorized in 
     the final Guidance.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c,   
     EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing zones         
     implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that  
     there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is          
     appropriate. Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a  
     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2634.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stream design flow stringency is compounded by using a dilution fraction   
     ranging from 0.10 to 0.25.  Thus, the widely used full dilution flow is    
     reduced to a small fractional flow.  These fractions should be deleted     
     unless they can be justified.  The states which have studied the issue have
     found that sufficient protection is afforded by using the full stream      
     design flow.  Without contrary proof, these study findings should stand.   
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     Response to: D2634.041     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2634.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should encourage dynamic modeling, as does U.S. EPA's         
     Technical Support Document (1991).  The results should be used whether they
     produce either more or less stringent results than the typical mass-balance
     procedures.  These severe dilution flow restrictions further reflect the   
     misguided over-emphasis on point source discharges.  The aquatic life,     
     human health, and wildlife criteria procedures all embody conservative     
     assumptions and the resulting stringent criteria would protect target      
     populations extremely well.  Using small fractions of rare flow events     
     reduces point source permit limits well below levels protective of these   
     populations.  Discharge load reductions which may be achieved at           
     considerable expense will yield virtually no environmental benefit because 
     these discharges constitute only a small fraction of overall loadings.  The
     preamble even concedes this bias against point source discharges:          
                                                                                
     The detailed source specific procedures could pose an inequitable burden in
     some situations on the particular point source responsible for the marginal
     loading that could result in a water quality standards exceedance.  (p     
     20935)                                                                     
                                                                                
     Using 7Q10 for aquatic life criteria and full stream design flow for all   
     other criteria would partly correct this bias.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2634.042     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2634.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second problem is the (1-f) term in the waste load allocation (WLA)      
     calculations, where f = the fraction of the source flow that is withdrawn  
     from the receiving water.  In many cases where the discharger withdraws    
     most or all water from the receiving stream, using this term will generate 
     WLA's more stringent than the ambient criteria.  This contradicts          
     procedures which do not set water quality-based permit limits below ambient
     criteria.  Limits below criteria should never be used unless there are     
     maximum non-point source discharge controls and water quality criteria     
     continue to be exceeded.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.043     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2634.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedure can even generate negative WLA's when background    
     concentrations exceed criteria.  While the preamble acknowledges this      
     problem (p 20937), it proposes an unacceptable solution: if a discharger   
     WLA has been calculated and the "reasonable potential" to cause or         
     contribute to criteria excursions exists, then the discharge must be       
     prohibited unless a full multi-source TMDL will ensure attainment.  The    
     reasonable potential procedures are very conservative, and the "relief"    
     through intake credits is minimal even for many non-contact cooling waters.
     Many dischargers will therefore be faced with discharge cessation or plant 
     shutdown unless the State develops an approvable phased TMDL which         
     thoroughly addresses the other (largely non-point) sources which actually  
     cause the problem.  For these reasons, the (1-f) term should be dropped.   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.044     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2634.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the proposed procedures do not allow dilution to meet acute water 
     quality criteria.  Rather, the Final Acute Value (FAV) is applied at       
     end-of-pipe in all cases.  Thus, unlike many state regulations, no         
     provision is made for Zones of Initial Dilution (ZIDs) or Areas of Initial 
     Mixing (AIMs).  U.S. EPA has long supported ZIDs, recognizing that (1)     
     acute toxicity reflects magnitude and duration of exposure and (2)         
     organisms cannot reside in rapid mixing areas long enough for lethality.   
     U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support Document allows applying the acute     
     criteria down stream, even without a high-velocity diffuser (p. 158-160).  
     Although most Technical Work Group representatives voted to allow ZIDs, the
     Steering Committee rejected ZIDs by a small margin.  Initial mixing is a   
     technical fact, not a policy.  Allowing rapid initial mixing to meet acute 
     water quality criteria is consistent with toxicological principles and     
     should be included in these procedures.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2634.045     
     
     The final Guidance provides that wasteload allocations and preliminary     
     wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic life criteria and values shall
     not exceed the final acute value, which is twice the applicable acute      
     criterion or value.  Thus, applying the FAV cap does allow dilution (2:1)  
     to meet the acute criteria. The final Guidance also provides that the FAV  
     may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is        
     conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See   
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2634.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed TMDL procedures are too confusing and fragmented, and provide 
     insufficient guidance on how water quality-based permit limits will be     
     calculated.  There are many specific technical flaws as well, causing      
     misguided over-emphasis on point source discharges.  These flaws should be 
     corrected and the guidance expanded and made more "user-friendly,"         
     including several practical examples.  Only then should the final Guidance 
     be published.                                                              
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     Response to: D2634.046     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the Great Lakes States adopt the more stringent GLI criteria and        
     implementation procedures, many calculated water quality-based permit      
     limits will be below detectable or quantifiable levels.  Implementation    
     Procedure 8 addresses these situations.  However, the proposed procedure   
     does not reflect the latest U.S. EPA policy developments and has several   
     significant technical shortcomings.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2634.047     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's Environmental Monitoring Management Council (EMMC) is addressing
     the confusion regarding definitions of detection and quantitation limits.  
     EMMC is developing and implementing consistent definitions across all media
     and all U.S. EPA programs.  Their goals are to (1) redefine detection      
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     limits and quantitation limits thus addressing matrix interference and     
     false negatives, (2) develop validation and standardization guidelines, and
     (3) develop standard QA/QC requirements.  In addition, U.S. EPA has drafted
     the National Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of   
     Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection    
     Levels.  Internal review is proceeding but it has not been made available  
     for public comment and peer review.  The GLI should not independently      
     develop such a critically important national issue while the national      
     strategy is under development.  Since the working draft is unavailable,    
     Lilly cannot endorse its contents.  However, the GLI Guidance should not be
     finalized until this National Strategy has received public comment and     
     responded and its essential elements have been incorporated into the GLI's 
     implementation procedures.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2634.048     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's minimum level definition is technically flawed.  The minimum     
     level is defined as:                                                       
                                                                                
     the level at which the analytical system gives recognizable spectra and    
     acceptable calibration points.  It is based upon interlaboratory analyses  
     for the analyte in the matrix of concern.                                  
                                                                                
     An analytical chemist would find this definition too vague and not useful. 
     The ambiguous definition would allow each chemist to interpret the language
     differently and to compute vastly different minimum levels.  As defined,   
     the term may not apply to some substances (e.g., cyanide) for which limits 
     below the detection level may be common.  The definition's primary source  
     is U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document (1991), which uses the phrase     
     "recognizable mass spectra."  (p. 111).  Thus, this definition strictly    
     applies only to GCEMS analyses (base/neutral, acid, and volatile organic)  
     and does not directly apply to general inorganic (e.g., ammonia, chlorine, 
     cyanide) or metals.  The Technical Work Group, attempting repair, simply   
     deleted the word "mass."  This does not solve the problem.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2634.049     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
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     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PQL addresses the "actual" situation for dischargers conducting        
     effluent monitoring and is far more reliable for determining compliance or 
     enforcement actions than the GLI's minimum level.  U.S. EPA's PQL has      
     widely accepted validity, and the GLI should adopt it.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2634.050     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedure requires the permit to include the calculated water 
     quality-based permit limit and the minimum level.  This leaves the         
     discharger potentially vulnerable to citizen suits, particularly when      
     concentrations are reported between the detection level and the minimum    
     level.  Since compliance would be assessed at the minimum level, the permit
     limit should be the Minimum Level.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2634.051     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Calculating average concentrations is complicated when one or more         
     observations are below the minimum level.  The proposed procedure would    
     calculate averages using existing State procedures, which vary greatly.  It
     has been indicated to Lilly that the working draft National Strategy       
     recommends substituting zero for all values below minimum level when       
     calculating averages.  Lilly suggests that the GLI adopt this procedure.   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.052     
     
     See resopnse to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 8 requires a pollutant minimization program where the calculated 
     permit limit is below the minimum level.  The proposed procedure actually  
     seeks source elimination, not source minimization.  In some cases,         
     eliminating a source will be impractical.  Instead, the approach should    
     emphasize increased waste water treatment efficiency.  Source control may  
     be appropriate for chemicals which pass through the waste water treatment  
     system.  Treatment may be preferred for treatable contaminants.  In such   
     case, requiring non-detectable influent levels may be unnecessary and      
     inefficient.                                                               
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     Response to: D2634.053     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance also assumes that contaminant sources are readily identifiable
     and controllable.  Research has shown that many low level pollutants (e.g.,
     mercury and silver) may be observed throughout the collection system.      
     
     
     Response to: D2634.054     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the Procedure 8 chemical minimization program is currently written, full
     compliance will be impossible.  Once a facility has eliminated obvious     
     sources, observations above the detection limit are still likely due to    
     detection limit uncertainty.  Further, because some compounds are          
     widespread, ultimate control (defined as never detected) is impossible.    
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     Response to: D2634.055     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2634.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, Procedure 8 requires monitoring programs to determine whether    
     unacceptable levels are bioaccumulating in fish tissue.  This requirement  
     raises several technical problems.                                         
                                                                                
     First, the monitoring studies would include resident fish monitoring.  This
     approach does not recognize that many chemicals are currently detectable in
     fish tissue nationwide.  For example, contaminant averages (in mg/kg)      
     identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in whole-body    
     fish tests from 117 stations nationwide are: DDT (0.03), DDD (0.06), DDE   
     (0.19), chlordane (0.05), dieldrin (0.04), heptachlor (0.01), toxaphene    
     (0.14) and PCBs (ranging from 0.06 to 0.15 depending on isomer) (Schmitt et
     al. 1990).  U.S. EPA's National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish (1992)  
     also reports widespread contamination of fish with a variety of chemicals. 
     Atmospheric transport and deposition is the primary mode of distribution   
     for most of these compounds (Travis and Hester 1991).  Dischargers should  
     not be penalized for baseline fish tissue pollutant levels.                
     
     
     Response to: D2634.056     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2634.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the comments concerning field-determined BAFs discussed, resident fish  
     monitoring has limitations, including variability in uptake rates,         
     analytical variability, and fish mobility.  Caged fish studies have many   
     such limitations.  The proposed procedure compounds these problems.  It    
     allows water concentrations to be "back-calculated" from BAF based tissue  
     concentrations.  The comments on BAF and BCC outlines the reasons this     
     procedure should not be used in regulatory programs.                       
                                                                                
     Lilly recommends that no special BCC provisions be included in Procedure 8.
     
     
     Response to: D2634.057     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2634.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lilly commends the Technical Work Group for addressing water quality-based 
     permit limits below levels of detection or quantitation.  However, this is 
     a national issue not a Great Lakes regional issue.  Therefore, we recommend
     that this portion of the GLI Guidance not be finalized until the current   
     national efforts are completed.  We also strongly recommend that the       
     proposed Guidance adopt the PQL as the compliance level.  The permit should
     contain only this compliance level.  The Guidance should include averaging 
     procedures which assume all values below the compliance level are zero.    
     The pollutant minimization program should reflect minimization, not        
     elimination.  Finally, BCCs should not receive special harsh treatment.    
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     Response to: D2634.058     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.029 and P2582.089.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2634.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although aquatic life criteria and values (Appendix A) calculation         
     procedures do not specify, the individual criteria documents state that the
     criteria should be expressed as total recoverable metal.  This policy      
     ignores the toxicological basis for the criteria as well as the recent     
     technical and policy developments.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2634.059     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2634.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI Guidance recognizes that the chemical form regulated is   
     important.  The primary requirements include that the form should be       
     "compatible with the available toxicity and bioaccumulation data without   
     making extrapolations that are too hypothetical, and that it rarely result 
     in under protection or overprotection of aquatic organisms and their uses" 
     (Appendix A, Section I(A)(3).  Using total recoverable metals is           
     inconsistent with both of these requirements.  The preamble also addresses 
     this issue (p 20852), but concludes that site-specific criteria, using the 
     water effect ratio approach, is the best route.  Lilly disagrees; this     
     policy incorrectly places the burden of correcting fundamental criteria    
     flaws on each individual discharger.                                       
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     Response to: D2634.060     
     
     The criteria for metals in Tables 1 and 2 of the proposed rule were        
     expressed as total recoverable concentrations.  Subsequent to the proposal,
     EPA issued a memorandum to all EPA Regional Water Management Division      
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).  The     
     memorandum covered a number of areas including the expression of aquatic   
     life criteria.  For the expression of aquatic life metals criteria, the    
     memorandum recommended that State water quality standards be based on      
     dissolved metals because dissolved metal concentrations more closely       
     approximate the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than    
     does total recoverable metal concentrations.  In the final rule, aquatic   
     life criteria for the nine metals proposed in Tables 1 and 2 of part 132   
     are expressed as dissolved concentrations.                                 
                                                                                
     In the event that the implementation of dissolved metals criteria does not 
     adequately address bioavailability in a particular discharge, the          
     water-effect ratio can be used to address this situation.  EPA has issued  
     more guidance on water-effect ratios since the proposal (Interim Guidance  
     on Determination and Use of Water-Effect Ratios for Metals, EPA, February  
     1994) which is Appendix L of the Water Quality Standards Handbook.  EPA    
     believes that use of dissolved criteria will reduce the need for using a   
     water-effects ratio.                                                       
                                                                                
     Also see response to D2620.020.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2634.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pages 14 & 15 if needed                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most disturbing aspect of the GLI's metals criteria expression is that 
     it ignores even U.S. EPA's own recent technical and policy developments.   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.061     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
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     Comment ID: D2634.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to April 23, 1993 memo from Martha Prothro             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The memorandum also describes current U.S. EPA efforts to develop          
     techniques that translate dissolved criteria into permit limits.  In light 
     of the Office of Water recommendations, it is contradictory for the GLI to 
     propose using total recoverable metals criteria.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2634.062     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2634.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scientific community agrees that the dissolved metal form much more    
     closely approximates bioavailability than does the total recoverable form. 
     Further, U.S. EPA's own current policy recommends the dissolved expression.
     The GLI aquatic life metals criteria should be expressed as dissolved      
     consistent with these recommendations.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2634.063     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2634.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed Section 132.4(d) applies the aquatic life, human                  
     health-nondrinking, and wildlife criteria and values to "all waters of the 
     Great Lakes System," which is defined as "all the streams, rivers, lakes   
     and other bodies of water within the drainage basin of the Great Lakes."   
     In addition, the human health-drinking criteria apply to the "Open Waters" 
     of the Great Lakes (including those enclosed by breakwaters) and all       
     connecting channels, whether or not near a public water supply withdrawal. 
     This basin-wide approach is scientifically indefensible, as well as being  
     unnecessarily conservative.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2634.064     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2634.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform basin-wide criteria and a single use designation should not be     
     applied across such a wide variety of aquatic, terrestrial, and human      
     habitats.  For example, a drainage system may begin as an intermittent flow
     stream with a combination of riffle and pool habitats and move downstream  
     to an open-canopy, channelized ditch through an agricultural area.  It     
     could then join other tributaries forming a medium-sized river, pass       
     through heavily-urbanized areas, flow through a dredged and                
     heavily-trafficked harbor and enter the open waters of Lake Michigan.      
     Applying a single set of water quality standards to all these waters is    
     ridiculous, especially where natural or irreversible man-induced habitat   
     restrictions make such standards unreachable.  It cannot be scientifically 
     proven that the entire Basin must carry a single standard to protect a few 
     small areas.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2634.065     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2634.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using uniform basin-wide criteria contradicts the ecoregional approach     
     developed by U.S. EPA and various State agencies.  The U.S. EPA            
     Environmental Research Laboratory in Corvallis, Oregon, conducted the      
     "Stream Regionalization Project" in 1983-1984.  Since then, regulators have
     recognized that ecoregional variations affect water quality goal           
     attainability.  See, e.g., U.S. EPA 1988; U.S. EPA 1987; Larsen et al.     
     1988; Larsen et al. 1986a; Larsen et al. 1986b; Miller et al. 1988; Hughes 
     et al. 1988; Ohio EPA 1990.  A leading U.S. EPA authority (Omerink 1987)   
     Summarized:                                                                
                                                                                
     Ecoregions identify areas of relatively homogeneous ecological systems.    
     They are based on patterns of land use, land-surface form, potential       
     natural vegetation, and soils.  Maps of ecoregions have been produced to   
     provide resource managers with a logical regional strategy for locating    
     representative reference sites, for designing sampling schemes, for        
     analyzing and evaluating data, and for assessing regional patterns of      
     attainable terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem quality.                      
                                                                                
     Ecoregion maps identify 18 distinct ecoregions in Great Lakes States and at
     least 7 in the Great Lakes Basin.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2634.066     
     
     EPA considered this coment in developing the final Guidance.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2634.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another problem with basin-wide criteria is that they protect the most     
     sensitive species found anywhere in the basin.  Yet, the most sensitive    
     species are found only in limited areas.  The procedures for calculating   
     aquatic life criteria and values (Appendix A) adjust the FAV to protect a  
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     commercially or recreationally important species, even where that species  
     would never be found.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2634.067     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Section II.C.4 of the SID.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2634.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human health-drinking criteria applied to all Open Waters and connecting   
     waters present a similar problem.  Criteria for drinking water protection  
     should be met where water is withdrawn, as most states require, not many   
     miles away, in areas within breakwaters or in heavily-developed connecting 
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2634.068     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2634.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 1 does contain language describing that the       
     discharger should develop data for site-specific criteria modification.    
     However, appropriate and scientifically-based criteria are the             
     responsibility of the States and U.S. EPA, not the discharger.  The        
     regulators could fashion appropriate rules themselves but instead propose  
     an over-simplified approach, thereby shifting data gathering costs to      
     dischargers.  Also, each time the discharger seeks a site-specific         
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     criteria, it will unfairly appear to be against the government and the     
     environment.  Finally, site-specific modification procedures are           
     discretionary and unknown, unjustifiably adding extra uncertainty to       
     long-term business decision-making.                                        
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 1 requires the "any site-specific modifications   
     that result in less stringent criteria must be based on sound scientific   
     rationale."                                                                
                                                                                
     Ironically, there is no such requirement for modifications that result in  
     more stringent criteria.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2634.069     
     
     See responses to comments D2917.143 and D2791.082.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2634.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 1 allows site-specific criteria for protecting wildlife and human
     health to become only more restrictive not less restrictive.  This policy  
     is inappropriate and will not adequately reflect site-specific conditions. 
     In general, the criteria are based on unrealistic, worst-case assumptions  
     and were intended to protect continuously-exposed organisms.  For example, 
     the wildlife criteria protect sensitive wildlife, and assume continuous    
     contaminant exposure at a constant daily dose rate.  In contrast, eagles   
     and ospreys, for example, do not inhabit every portion of the Great Lakes, 
     nor do they live in the Great Lakes area year round.  Actual environmental 
     exposure is influenced by migration routes, feeding habits and season.     
     Osprey winter in the southern United States, Mexico and South America and  
     Bummer in the northern United States and Canada.  Although they primarily  
     eat fish, osprey also eat other birds, small rodents and reptiles when fish
     are not readily available (Terre 1982).  In this case, a site-specific     
     criterion should reflect the percent of fish consumed within the study     
     area, and the percent of time at the site each year.  Where birds only     
     consume a fraction of their food or spend a fraction of their time at the  
     study site, the site-specific criterion could be adjusted upward.          
     
     
     Response to: D2634.070     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2634.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance does not recognize site-specific conditions which would make  
     the human health criteria and bioaccumulation factors less restrictive.    
     The same factors which control metal bioavailability and toxicity also will
     affect metal bioaccumulation.  Similarly, for human health, site-specific  
     conditions may exist which lower risk to a specific population.            
     
     
     Response to: D2634.071     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2634.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Implementation Procedures should not be applied basin-wide.  Again,    
     U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document (1991) supports flexibility:         
                                                                                
     States may, at their discretion, adopt certain policies in their standards 
     affecting the application and implementation of standards.  For example,   
     policies concerning mixing zones, variances, low flow exemptions, and      
     schedules of compliance for water quality-based Permit limits may be       
     adopted. (p.69)                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2634.072     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final GUidance. For a general
     discussion of the underlying principles, including promoting consistency in
     standards and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate         
     flexibility to States and Tribes, EPA relied upon in developing the final  
     Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the     
     provisions pertaining to implementation procedures contained in the final  
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2634.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The federal water quality standards regulations (40 CFR 131.13) contain    
     similar language.  Pursuant to U.S. EPA's express grant of authority,      
     several Great Lakes States have incorporated "Zones of Initial Dilution" or
     "Areas of Initial Mixing" into their water quality standards.  As mentioned
     earlier, the proposed Implementation Procedures would prohibit using       
     discharge-induced mixing and would supersede the carefully considered State
     programs.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2634.073     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA acknowledges that several States in  
     the Great Lakes System authorize mixing zone as part of their water quality
     standards. Mixing zones for non-BCCs may continue to be granted under the  
     final Guidance, subject to certain restrictions explained in the SID at    
     VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6.  Moreover, the final Guidance also acknowledges that
     site-specific considerations may be relevant and therefore affords the     
     States and Tribes flexibility to consider site-specific factors in the form
     of a mixing zone demonstration. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5, 
     VIII.C.6 and VIII.C.9. Finally, the final Guidance would not prohibit      
     discharge-induced mixing for non-BCCs.  Indeed, for discharges to open     
     waters, the final Guidance retains the provision in proposed Option B that 
     authorizes a mixing zone up to the area of discharge-induced mixing.  See  
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.a.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2634.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several State agencies intend to apply any federally-mandated uniform      
     standards and implementation procedures statewide.  This would worsen the  
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     problems discussed above.  Not only are Uniform standards inappropriate for
     basin-wide application, but they are even less appropriate for other       
     drainage basins such as the Mississippi or Susquehanna River Basins.  The  
     most sensitive species which controls a particular criterion may not exist 
     elsewhere in the State.  The shortage of funds and personnel will almost   
     certainly force statewide adoption of a single set of standards and        
     implementation procedures.  This is directly contrary to the most          
     scientific ecoregional approach developed by U.S. EPA and implemented in   
     some States.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2634.074     
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C and II.E of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2634.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform basin-wide criteria and procedures are inappropriate and           
     scientifically indefensible due to significant differences among the Great 
     Lakes and between the Great Lakes and their tributaries.  The Guidance     
     should reflect ecosystem diversity in developing water quality criteria and
     implementation procedures.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2634.075     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance promotes consistency in standards and      
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID. See response  
     to comment number P2769.085.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2640.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     One general issue requires a strong recommendation.  Although the EPA      
     proposed Guidance applies, by definition, only to point source discharges  
     to                                                                         
     the Great Lakes drainage basin, including all tributaries, it is likely    
     that                                                                       
     states will promulgate the regulations on a state-wide basis.  This is     
     likely                                                                     
     because states claim they do not have the resources to administer two      
     different water quality and permitting programs, one for Great Lakes       
     discharges and one for discharges to other waters in the remainder of the  
     state.  We would oppose this arbitrary decision by the states since the    
     Guidance was specifically developed and justified using the characteristics
     and water quality concerns in the Great Lakes.  We urge EPA to strongly    
     recommend that states not adopt the Guidance outside of the Great Lakes    
     basin                                                                      
     unless they have conducted a thorough technical and legal analysis and have
     determined that the Guidance criteria and procedures can be technically    
     applied with full sound science justification.  This requirement would be  
     analogous to the Guidance provision that states can adopt different        
     methodologies if the Guidance procedures are not technically defensible in 
     a                                                                          
     given Great Lakes permitting case.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2640.001     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2640.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the proposed Guidance focuses only on pollutants in point source   
     discharges, both industrial and municipal, it does not address the major   
     source of continuing inputs to the Great Lakes system from non-point       
     sources,                                                                   
     such as stormwater, agricultural runoff, atmospheric deposition and        
     sediment                                                                   
     depuration.  It is our understanding that the major sources of loadings of 
     the 138 chemicals of initial focus, especially the 28 bioaccumulative      
     chemcials of concern (BCCs), are non-point, and that EPA acknowledges this 
     fact in the preamble and in other agency reports.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2640.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does not address only point sources of
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     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to   
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2640.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The logical course of action for addressing remaining Great Lakes water    
     quality problems would be to first determine the major sources of chemicals
     of concern, i.e. thos actually causing an identified adverse water quality 
     impact, and then design a strategy to reduce the loadings from the most    
     important sources.  To do otherwise would ensure failure of the program to 
     produce a desired goal or result, especially if cost effectiveness is      
     considered a criterion.  It is, therefore, not prudent to pursue further   
     controls on already well regulated point sources because they are not the  
     source of the remaining problems.  No measurable environmental benefit can 
     accrue from such an ill conceived regulatory program.  Instead, EPA should 
     complete the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) for each of the Great Lakes 
     before defining the problem, designing a solution (if needed), and         
     implementing a strategy.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2640.003     
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID for a discussion of EPA's development  
     of the final Guidance and other programs to address water quality problems 
     in the Great Lakes.  See also responses to comment numbers F4030.003,      
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2640.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It has been our experience through the state administered NPDES permit     
     program that allowable discharges of pollutants have been continually      
     reduced through implementation of technology based permit limitations.  Our
     facility has expended over $6,000,000 for treatment facilities since the   
     implementation of the NPDES program, and currently spends over $1,200,000  
     to operate those treatment systems.  Loadings of pollutants from our       
     facility have been reduced due to our investments.  In addition, the       
     implementation of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act (CWA) has     
     resulted in even further reductions in permit limits for toxics based on   
     water quality concerns.  Our facility currently has more stringent permit  
     limits based on water quality requirements.  The next round of permits is  
     expected to further reduce permit limitations based on existing programs   
     for water quality protection.  Surely, the current program should be       
     allowed to work before layering another set of prescriptive "command and   
     control" requirements on a successful, albeit costly, program.             
     
     
     Response to: D2640.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2640.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also our observation that dramatic improvements have been made in    
     water                                                                      
     quality since the imposition of discharge controls under the CWA, as well  
     as                                                                         
     from the impact of other regulatory programs, such as FIFRA (pesticide bans
     and restrictions), TSCA (chemical substance controls, e.g. PCBs), Clean Air
     Act (future further reductions under the HON rule to be implemented in the 
     1990s) and CERCLA/RCRA (contaminated site remediations).  In fact, the     
     reduction of chemical residues in Great Lakes fish flesh has been dramatic 
     and continues to decline, making it difficult to identify any additional   
     beneficial impact of the currently proposed new regulations.  Please refer 
     to                                                                         
     CMA, GLWQC and OxyChem Corporate comments for documented confirmation that 
     alleged impacts on fisheries and wildlife are exaggerated and that the     
     proposed Guidance will have little or no measurable or additional          
     beneficial                                                                 
     impact on these improving trends.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2640.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2616.005.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2640.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has estimated total compliance costs to be incurred for all U.S.       
     dischargers, including both industrial and municipal (POTW) point source   
     dischargers currently permitted, to be around $200 million per year for 10 
     years, in the most likely case.  Others, inluding the Council of Great     
     Lakes                                                                      
     Governors, have estimated aggregate annual costs to be in the billions of  
     dollars range.  The chemical industry, under the auspices of the CMA,      
     conducted a cost analysis and projected industry estimate that indicates   
     compliance costs for this small subgroup of dischargers to be in the range 
     of                                                                         
     $58 million per year, using EPA's amotization methodology.  We note that   
     there are many uncertainties which could raise this cost estimate          
     substantially. For instance, the CMA methodology assume that the Guidance  
     proposed intake credit provisions will be modified to avoid treatment of   
     non-contact cooling water.  In addition, some of the proposals in the      
     Guidance which could not be reasonably predicted and were not included in  
     the cost estimate are (1) the cost of complying with anti-degradation      
     provisions, (2) the cost of developing compound specific toxicity data to  
     upgrade Tier 2 values to Tier 1 values, (3) the cost of additional         
     treatment for trace levels of contaminants as analytical detection limits  
     are lowered (indeed, in most cases, we are not aware of available          
     technology that could accomplish the reductions) and (4) the costs due to  
     state implementation of water quality criteria for compounds other than the
     "Pollutants of Initial Focus".                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2640.006     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2584.015, D2595.022, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2640.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent to us that EPA has significantly underestimated the regional
     economic impact of the Guidance.  One area of special concern is the       
     restrictions placed on growth, expansion and even return to past production
     levels that will result from the onerous, complex and time consuming       
     anti-degradation provisions.  When plans are made for expansion and/or for 
     new product lines at existing facilities, or even for siting of new        
     facilities, tight schedules and budgets are the norm.  Uncertainties and   
     time                                                                       
     consuming demonstrations place facilities subject to these restrictions,   
     and                                                                        
     competing for these projects, at a disadvantage compared to facilities in  
     other parts of the country and other parts of the world.  New facilities   
     are                                                                        
     sited based on many factors, including the availability of, and            
     restrictions                                                               
     on, suitable and affordable methods for treated wastewater discharge.      
     Given                                                                      
     that most recent chemical industry expansions and new plant construction   
     have                                                                       
     occurred outside the Great Lakes region, it is imperative that another     
     major                                                                      
     disadvantage not be placed upon our ability to compete, without full       
     justification and demonstration of need.  Even the return of full          
     production                                                                 
     capability after the current economic downturn would be threatened by these
     new requirements.  We believe that EPA should do a full analysis on the    
     extent to which the Guidance would prevent the recovery of the Great Lakes 
     manufacturing base and the establishment of new facilities.  Only then can 
     the true economic cost of these new rules to the U.S. Great Lakes basin be 
     established.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2640.007     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2640.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that the benefits EPA claims for the implementation of the     
     Guidance have been exaggerated and will not be discernible from the        
     benefits                                                                   
     already being accrued under various existing environmental regulations and 
     voluntary reduction programs.  Appropriate attribution of benefits along   
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     with                                                                       
     the setting of measurable goals (e.g. lifting of fish consumption          
     advisories)                                                                
     within a full ecosystem evaluation and management approach must be utilized
     by EPA.  To do otherwise would cause a gross mis-allocation of limited     
     resources.  Adding another layer of burdensome "command and control" rules 
     that are expensive to comply with, as well as to administer, will only     
     serve                                                                      
     to divert resources from the solution process for real problems.  EPA must 
     utilize appropriate risk assessment methods along with relative risk       
     ranking                                                                    
     and prioritization so that the agency can make intelligent risk management 
     decisions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2640.008     
     
     See response to comments P2718.345 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2640.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the Guidance have been seriously underestimated by EPA.       
     Before implementation of such sweeping regulatory changes, the true        
     economic impact must be assessed.  A strong Great Lakes economy is a       
     necessary prerequisite to our ability to address any remaining             
     environmental problems.  A full ecosystem approach must be utilized,       
     including the assessment of the impact of other existing regulatory        
     programs as well as strategies for control of non-point sources of         
     substances causing impairments.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2640.009     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025, D2579.002, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2640.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the substantive analysis and comment made by CMA, the Great Lakes    
     Water                                                                      
     Quality Coalition and others, it is imperative that EPA reassess the       
     current Guidance proposal and implement only those few sections that make  
     sense from a cost-benefit perspective.  The current proposal fails the test
     of providing clear solution to demonstrated environmental problems         
     utilizing                                                                  
     cost-effective management measures and programs.  If this is not done, the 
     impact on our facility's operations will be significant, both in the short 
     term and in the longer term as economic opportunity evaluations are made   
     for                                                                        
     new products, as well as for expansion of existing production capacity.    
     
     
     Response to: D2640.010     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2640.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     Our facility uses over 0.230 mgd of once through non-contact cooling water.
     If a comprehensive intake credit provision is not included in the Guidance,
     then treatment of these substantial volumes of water may be necessary for  
     substances that are rpesent in ambient waters or those that are            
     unintentionally added at trace amounts due to unavoidable corrosion of     
     materials of construction.  Cycling the waters through a cooling tower     
     system                                                                     
     to conserve water could increase the concentration of these materials but  
     would add no additional loadings to the discharges.  The Guidance should   
     provide full allowance for intake levels of substances based on loadings.  
     If                                                                         
     a substance is added by our facility at more than de minimis levels, thus  
     requiring treatment, full credit should be given for the portion           
     attributable                                                               
     to the intake water.  States should also have the flexibility to allow     
     higher                                                                     
     concentrations in discharged cooling waters without requiring treatment if 
     the loadings are not substantially increased over intake loadings.  To     
     require a facility such as ours to treat for materials in the intake water,
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     or at de minimis increased levels, would require large costs with no       
     measurable environmental benefit.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2640.011     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment #D2616.010 and is addressed
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2640.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of existing effluent quality (EEQ) to limit any increases in       
     discharge of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), even if due to a 
     production level increase, is counter-productive.  Our facility has        
     installed treatment facilities and operates them with the goal of a        
     significant margin of safety, i.e. we ensure that treatment exceeds the    
     minimum required so that our facility will have very little chance for an  
     NPDES permit excursion.  Part of the impetus for this over-treatment is the
     desire to avoid increasingly stringent CWA enforcement provisions,         
     including third party citizen suits.  Combined with unmeasurable permit    
     limits (less than detection) for BCCs, the existing EEQ provision exposes  
     us to unreasonable enforcement liability.  This provision also discourages 
     us from continuing extra treatment and would penalize us for doing a better
     job than necessary.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2640.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2640.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The EEQ provision would also discourage our implementation of further      
     pollution prevention projects, which would have the potential to decrease  
     loadings of BCCs and other chemicals in our discharge, since doing so would
     restrict our ability to make timely business decisions (e.g. increased     
     production levels after a period of low capacity operation) and subject our
     facility to costly regulatory oversight with uncertain outcome.  The CWA   
     permit system, especially the water quality based toxic discharge          
     provisions from the  1987 amendments now being implemented, continues to be
     the most effective pollution prevention tool available to EPA and the      
     regulated community.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2640.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2640.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We continue to strongly recommend that EPA not become involved in chemical 
     production process or business decisions, but provide goals and guidance   
     that                                                                       
     promote voluntary emission reduction programs and allow us to choose the   
     method(s) for reducing discharges of pollutants.  Therefore, the EEQ       
     provisions and the anti-degradation demonstration process should be deleted
     from the Guidance.  One alternative option for promotion of consistent     
     antidegradation decisions by the states would be increased EPA oversight of
     existing state program implementation.  Antidegradation policy has been a  
     part of the CWA for over 15 years and is adequate to protect the nation's  
     waters.  EPA should ensure that states are implementing the existing policy
     in a consistent manner, with flexibility allowed where necessary, before   
     proposing more prescriptive procedures that only require more              
     non-productive                                                             
     resources to administer.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2640.014     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.021, and D2616.013.                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2640.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones have been applied successfully in the derivation of water     
     quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) as recommended by EPA in guidance   
     manuals, and their use has allowed protection of water resources without   
     unnecessary end of pipe treatment by dischargers, both industrial and      
     municipal.  The proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCCs has no       
     scientific basis, since very conservative water quality criteria protect   
     open waters at all locations away from actual discharge points.            
     
     
     Response to: D2640.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2640.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effluent diffusers have been successfully used to avoid toxic impacts as   
     well, and use of zones of initial dilution (ZIDs) should be continued.     
     
     
     Response to: D2640.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.Mixing zones for non-BCCs may continue to
     be granted under the final Guidance, subject to certain restrictions       
     explained in the SID at VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6.  In addition, under certain 
     limited exceptions, mixing zones for BCCs may also be granted.  See the    
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  Moreover, the final Guidance also      
     acknowledges that site-specific considerations may be relevant and         
     therefore affords the States and Tribes flexibility to consider            
     site-specific factors in the form of a mixing zone demonstration. See the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2640.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  It would seem more appropriate to focus the Guidance on those chemicals
     which continue to cause impairment of beneficial uses of Great Lakes waters
     instead of diluting efforts and resources on controlling a long list of    
     substances which are already the subject of control in NPDES permits under 
     existing CWA programs.  We would recommend that EPA develop a short list of
     pollutants of initial focus which have demonstrated water quality impacts. 
     Doing this would focus everyone's efforts on the real, critical pollutants.
     
     
     Response to: D2640.017     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2640.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF/SPE/TOL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Bioaccumulation potential should not be the only criterion for         
     selection                                                                  
     to the pollutant list, but persistence should be considered as well.  The  
     list of chemicals for initial focus would not then have to be broken down  
     arbitrarily or with suspect science into various subgroups.  A ranking     
     system                                                                     
     should be developed so the "false positives" are not likely.  An example of
     such a false positive is the compound phenol, which appears on the         
     Guidance's potential BCC list.  This compound is rapidly degraded in the   
     environment by biological action and is treated very effectively in        
     biological wastewater treatment as evidenced by EPA's recent ruling on the 
     OCPSF effluent guidelines, which deleted phenol and 2,4 dimethylphenol from
     pretreatment standards requirements (58 FR 36872, July 9, 1993).  Another  
     apparent false positive is toluene, which is also susceptible to rapid     
     biological degradation.  It should be noted that phenol is present in many 
     household and commercial products and toluene is a significant compound of 
     gasoline.                                                                  
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     Response to: D2640.018     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence should be considered together with             
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to provide that chemicals with    
     half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and     
     biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of   
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2640.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Phenol is a major raw material used to produce phenol-formaldehyde     
     resins, the product produced at OxyChem's Kenton, Ohio facility.  Although 
     biological treatment is successful for removal of this coumpound from our  
     wastewater discharges, the proposed Guidance could, assuming phenol were   
     subject to BCC provisions, require inappropriate pollution prevention      
     measures be taken before our facility could discharge increased quantities 
     (still protective of water quality standards) due to a production campaign 
     schedule, product reformulation or production increase.  Obviously, phenol 
     could not be substituted with another raw material, and recycling measures 
     have already been implemented where feasible.  Enhanced treatment would not
     be justifiable but would be required under the anti-degradation review     
     process before we could take the action requested.  This new layer of      
     unjustified regulation would have an extremely adverse effect on the       
     phenol-formaldehyde resin industry and preclude timely business decisions  
     which are essential to the survival of this batch resin process facility.  
     
     
     Response to: D2640.019     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2616.018.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2640.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Below Quantification Permit Limits                                         
                                                                                
     The setting of permit limits which are lower than current measurement      
     technology capabilities, as required by the Guidance when a WQBEL is       
     determined to be below detection levels, would subject a discharger to     
     great uncertainty regarding permit compliance.  It would be impossible to  
     demonstrate compliance, which would also become a moving target as         
     analytical methods become more sensitive.  The setting of compliance       
     evluation levels (CELs) would likely follow analytical technological       
     advances very closely, since third party citizen suits could force the     
     re-openeing of permits for revision of CELs.  The requirement to go        
     upstream to remove any detectable amounts of the substance from tributary  
     raw waste streams is impractical and would require redundant treatment.    
     
     
     Response to: D2640.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2640.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One example of the problems to be encountered using the proposed Guidance  
     is for PCBs, which were used as transformer dielectric fluids and heat     
     transfer media at many industrial and commercial facilities before they    
     were banned in the 1970s.  It is likely that trace levels of PCBs would be 
     found in many industrial sewers as detection levels are lowered (current   
     detection levels in clean waters are at least 1000 times higher than the   
     proposed Wildlife criterion), not from continued process use, but from past
     groundwater contamination entering with groundwater infiltration.  This    
     contribution would be almost impossible to remove upstream of treatment    
     units in a cost-effective manner and would make the appropriate end-of-pipe
     treatment system (if a treatment technology were even available to treat   
     these low levels) redundant.                                               
                                                                                
     In fact, rainwater in the Great Lakes region is reportedly contaminated    
     with PCBs at levels exceeding the wildlife criterion.  Thus, uncontaminated
     runoff would likely need treatment before reaching a treatment facility as 
     detection limits are improved.  In addition to industrial facilities, this 
     rule would apply to municipal POTW systems where PCB contaminated          

Page 828



$T044618.TXT
     stormwater from street runoff would need to be treated before reaching the 
     wastewater treatment plant.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2640.021     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2640.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is obvious that the Guidance requirement for permit limits below        
     detection                                                                  
     limits, in combination with the other overly-conservative provisions of the
     proposed regulations, can lead to nonsensical conclusions.  As a minimum,  
     permit limits should not be set below quantification limits for approved   
     analytical methods so that some of these situations can be avoided.        
     
     
     Response to: D2640.022     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2641.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLWQG goes beyond Great Lakes issues by imposing more stringent        
     requirements on substances which do not meet all of the criteria that form 
     the basis for justifying deviations from the National Policy:              
     
     
     Response to: D2641.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance goes beyond Great Lakes issues.       
     Rather, EPA believes the Guidance addresses problems still present in the  
     Great Lakes basin for the reasons stated in Section I of the SID.  EPA also
     believes that the provisions of the final Guidance are consistent with     
     national policies for the protection of wildlife, aquatic life and human   
     health in the Great Lakes basin as discussed in the preamble to the final  
     Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2641.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     many GLWQG procedures allow so much unstructured discretion that objective 
     observers could not be expected to utilize those procedures to come to the 
     same conclusions;                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2641.002     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes consistency in standards and       
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     the GLWQG needlessly forces members of the regulated community into        
     duplicative and expensive studies in order to challenge Tier II values;    
     
     
     Response to: D2641.003     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2641.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the GLWQG does not evaluate where we ought to focus our resources in order 
     to obtain the greatest environmental improvement for the resources         
     expended; rather, it focuses our resources almost exclusively on point     
     sources where incremental gains in environmental protection come at        
     tremendously high costs.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2641.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2641.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the GLWQG should be tailored to accomplish three objectives:    
     1. Regulate only those chemicals which are:   a. persistent;               
     b. bioaccumulative;   c. toxic; and   d. of concern to the Great Lakes.    
                                                                                
     2. Develop a consistent approach to regulating those chemicals in the Great
     Lakes System, which is predictable, cost effective and fair.               
                                                                                
     3. Create deviations form the National Policy only where issues unique to  
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     the Great Lakes Basin justify different treatment.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2641.005     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance addresses bioaccumulative chemicals of      
     concern in the Great Lakes basin utilizing a consistent, cost-effective and
     fair approach, and is consistent with National policies for the protection 
     of human health, aquatic life and wildlife as discussed in the preamble to 
     the final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2641.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLWQG FAILS TO PROMOTE CONSISTENCY.  A major tenet of the Great Lakes  
     Initiative is that the approach to regulating chemicals of concern in the  
     Great Lakes System should be consistent.  Simply laying down a set of      
     procedures for all to follow is just one part of achieving consistency.    
     The true test of consistency is whether independent, objective observers,  
     using those procedures arrive at the same conclusions.  In this sense, we  
     strongly support the efforts of the GLWQG; however, we cannot support  the 
     GLWQG as written, because it fails to promote that consistency.    For     
     example, the GLWQG requires each state to assign values to a wide range of 
     factors without establishing clear and predictable procedures for arriving 
     at those values [e.g. the entire Tier II process, TMDL determinations,     
     background calculations, and social/economic determinations].  This        
     unguided discretion will result in widely variant conclusions, even if the 
     implementing agency is even-handed and competent.  The problem of variant  
     conclusions can only be exacerbated if the implementing agency is          
     technically weak or politically motivated.  These inconsistencies will     
     differentiate the Great Lakes states from each other and from non-Great    
     Lakes states.  These differences may well result in competitive advantages 
     and disadvantages for competing businesses, and they should be reduced or  
     eliminated wherever possible.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2641.006     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes consistency in standards and       
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
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     Comment ID: D2641.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not only do the procedures themselves present enormous opportunities for   
     inconsistency but, in many cases, they appear in the GLWQG without any     
     scientific justification for imposing requirements more stringent than the 
     National Policy.  These concerns can be addressed by limiting the more     
     stringent requirements to those which are scientifically justified, by     
     testing that scientific justification in the light of public review, and by
     developing procedures and criteria for decision-making which reflect sound 
     science and foster predictability.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2641.007     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes consistency in standards and       
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLWQG REQUIREMENT THAT EACH STATE ESTABLISH TIER II VALUES AS PART OF  
     AN INDIVIDUAL PERMIT DECISION IS COUNTER-PRODUCTIVE FOR A NUMBER OF        
     REASONS.  The process furthers inconsistency among the states by requiring 
     that each state undertake the task of establishing Tier II values for human
     health, aquatic life and wildlife.  The quality of the Tier II value will  
     vary with the expertise of the state agency staff assigned the task of     
     developing the value.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2641.008     
     
     See responses to P2656.074 and D2741.076                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     The process virtually eliminates public review of a water quality standard 
     derived from the Tier II value.  Unlike the Tier I criteria set out in the 
     GLWQG, Tier II values are developed as part of an individual permit        
     application and become defacto water quality standards for the next permit 
     applicant.  The GLWQG allows an applicant two years to produce data        
     contesting the value but any given applicant cannot be expected to have the
     interests of the entire business community in mind when it considers       
     whether to invest the considerable sums needed to challenge the value.  The
     GLWQG fosters the development of water quality standards in a piecemeal    
     fashion when the under consideration is, admittedlu, inadequate.  In this  
     type of situation, we need to have fulle public review, not the limited    
     review we expect when a single application is under review.                
     
     
     Response to: D2641.009     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLWQG, states may be required to expend resources to establish   
     Tier II values for chemicals which are not persistent, bioaccumulative,    
     toxic and of concern to the Great Lakes.  The GLWQG requires all states to 
     develop Tier II values for all chemicals listed at Table VI which are      
     present in the applicant's effluent.  The GLWQG provides no evidence that  
     the chemicals listed in Table VI are persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic and
     of concern to the Great Lakes.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2641.010     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A better approach would have EPA establish Tier II procedures and values as
     guidelines for the states as follows:   1.  EPA should identify those      
     chemicals which are persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic and of concern to   
     the Great Lakes along with supporting facts.   2. That list should evaluate
     the data available for each chemical and develop Tier II values for them.  
     The procedure used to develop the values and the values themselves should  
     be subject to public review and comment.  4.  As additional information    
     becomes available, EPA should revise the values accordingly and submit the 
     data and revision to public review and comment.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2641.011     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: reference comment .011                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This approach would provide a number of benefits:  1. Conservation of state
     resources would result because each state would not be required to         
     separately establish Tier II values.  With greater technical strength ,EPA 
     is in the best position to undertake the process of developing Tier II     
     values.   2.  Conservation of business resources would result because each 
     business would not be left to evaluate the value on its own.   3.  Although
     not bound to adopt EPA's Tier II values, states would benefit greatly from 
     EPA's identification of acceptable values.   The guidance values would lead
     to greater consistency among the states by providing a clear indicator of  
     what an acceptable value is, thereby discouraging outlying values.   4.    
     Consolidation of the value development process will facilitate information 
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     collection and evaluation to the benefit of all concerned.  5.  This       
     approach allows states which have already undertaken the process of        
     establishing water quality standards for the "Tier II" chemicals to        
     continue to employ them.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2641.012     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2641.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current Tier II procedure allows an applicant two years to develop data
     to modify the value.  This is an inadequate period in which to conduct     
     certain types of animal tests needed to establish useable data for human   
     health studies.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2641.013     
     
     EPA believes that human health Tier II studies can be completed within a   
     one-year period, although it is possible that testing could take longer.   
     These periods may not be of major concern for many dischargers, however,   
     since EPA has already developed Tier I criteria for 18 of the 138          
     pollutants, and has tentatively determined that there is currently enough  
     toxicological information available to calculate at least 101 more Tier I  
     criteria, leaving only 14 pollutants for which there is not enough data to 
     calculate at least a Tier II human health value, and 5 pollutants which are
     currently under review by EPA.  See section II.C.1 and VIII.I of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     THE TIER II PROCESS IMPOSES UNREASONABLE AND UNNECESSARY BURDENS ON PERMIT 
     APPLICANTS.  Under the Tier II procedure, the state agency develops a Tier 
     II                                                                         
     value for each use category every time an application is received.  Because
     these values are based on inadequate data bolstered by large uncertainty   
     factors [as high as 30,000 in the case of the human non-carcinogen         
     category],                                                                 
     the GLWQG gives the applicant two years to challenge the state generated   
     values.  The applicant may well be required to challenge the values for    
     each                                                                       
     use category [aquatic acute, aquatic chronic, human health and wildlife],  
     not                                                                        
     only the most stringent value, because a successful challenge to the most  
     stringent value will simply bring the next most stringent value into play. 
     
     
     Response to: D2641.014     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife and human health studies needed to challenge the state generated  
     values are difficult to conduct properly  and are very expensive.          
     
     
     Response to: D2641.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2641.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     human carcinogenicity studies cannot be completed within the time frame    
     allowed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2641.016     
     
     Response to ID D2641.016                                                   
                                                                                
     See section VIII.E.2.f on Reasonable Potential and section II.C.2          
     on Adoption of Criteria and Methodologies in the SID.  There are no        
     provisions in the final Guidance which require the development of          
     a human cancer study to meet the requirements of Tier I or Tier II.        
     The minimum data required to meet Tier I is a 90 day NOAEL (or a           
     one year LOAEL) from an animal bioassay and for Tier II, a 28-day          
     NOAEL (or 29-89 day LOAEL) from an animal bioassay.  These studies         
     can both be conducted within the two years allowed for compliance          
     with the final Guidance.   The only circumstance which would               
     dictate conducting a chronic cancer bioassay would be that in which        
     a State/Tribe or discharger believes a Tier I criterion or Tier II         
     value for a carcinogen is too stringent.  In these cases, it would         
     be difficult to conduct a 2 year animal bioassay and still meet the        
     time the schedule for adoption of the final Guidance.  It is               
     recommended that an animal bioassay of less than two years (12-18          
     months) be employed with adjustment for less than lifetime duration        
     in order to meet the deadline for adoption.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2641.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A field BAF study of  appropriate  quality and focus is also likely to be  
     impossible within the time frame allowed.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2641.017     
     
     For a discussion on field-measured BAFs, see Section IV.B.2a and b of the  
     SID.  For a discussion of time frame for completion of field study, see    
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
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     Comment ID: D2641.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An additional problem arises because the non-field BAF studies provide no  
     mechanism to account for degradation.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2641.018     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important process such as metabolism or degradation.                       
                                                                                
     However, the adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs             
     minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability associated with          
     comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison            
     of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the                
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-            
     two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three           
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a          
     two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a           
     three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).            
     EPA concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available,             
     the model used in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for          
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The extreme difficulty, if not impossibility of challenging the values     
     dictates that the development of Tier II values be limited to only those   
     chemicals which are toxic, persistent, bioaccumulative and of concern to   
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2641.019     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2641.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the criteria for a successful challenge should be clearly spelled out, with
     sufficient time allowed to complete the studies.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2641.020     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2641.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER I ASSUMPTIONS ARE UNNECESSARILY CONSERVATIVE.  Tier I aquatic criteria
     should be based upon the reasonably expected bioavailability and toxicity  
     of the regulated substance.  EPA acknowledges that the chemical form of the
     substance is determinative of the bioavailability and toxicity of the      
     substance, yet ignores the many different forms [some of which are not     
     available or toxic] of the substance, and assumes all of it is in a        
     bioavailable and toxic form.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2641.021     
     
     See response to comment D2860.070.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/T1
     Comment ID: D2641.022
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife criteria are also calculated using worst case assumptions about   
     degradation, bioaccumulation, food chain multipliers and intra species     
     variation.  The enormous degree of scientific uncertainty reflected in the 
     use of these assumptions produces extremely low criteria which ought to be 
     viewed with a healthy measure of skepticism.  For example, the procedure   
     for deriving a criteria for mercury assumes that 100% of the mercury is in 
     the biologically available methylated form.  In fact, it is highly unlikely
     that all of  the mercury will be bioavailable.  Mercury becomes methylated 
     in the sediment and the procedure assumes that it is all in the water      
     comlumn.  A worst case scenario like this is useful to inform efforts to   
     address substances of concern for wildlife, but should not prescribe point 
     source effluent limits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2641.022     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.167 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
     comment, as well as sections VI and IV of the SID, the final Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for Bioaccumulation    
     Factors, and the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Criteria       
     Documents for Wildlife.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2641.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG assumes that human drinking water consumption from the Great     
     Lakes is 2 liters per day, yet the Preamble acknowledges that national     
     drinking water consumption is 1.4 liters per day. We assume that the GLWQG 
     adopted the 2 liter assumption in order to parallel the Safe Drinking Water
     Act.  That would make sense if the rest of the GLWQG tracked the           
     assumptions of the SDWA.  They do not.  In fact, the very conservative     
     assumptions of the GLWQG may well result in a requirement that waters going
     into a public drinking water system meet requirements more stringent than  
     those imposed on waters coming out of the tap.  The interface of these     
     issues ought to be addressed before the GLWQG becomes final.               
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     Response to: D2641.023     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D2724.599.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2641.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes human game fish consumption rate is inappropriate for the  
     tributaries.  The National Guidance  is appropriate to protect most people 
     completely and some people to a great degree.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2641.024     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2641.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TABLE VI SHOULD BE MODIFIED TO INCLUDE ONLY THOSE CHEMICALS WHICH ARE      
     PERSISTENT, BIOACCUMULATIVE, TOXIC AND OF CONCERN TO THE GREAT LAKES.      
     These are the criteria which justify  deriving standards and permit limits 
     in a manner which differs from the procedures established by the National  
     Policy.  The  GLWQG appears to have simply combined the Priority Pollutant 
     list with some other chemicals to form Table VI without actually evaluating
     the appropriateness of including the chemical for management under the     
     GLWQG.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2641.025     
     
     See response to: P2629.006                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2641.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE BAF METHODOLOGY IS INAPPROPRIATELY CONSERVATIVE.  The use of BAF rather
     than BCF is preferrable if the assumptions used to develop it are sound.   
     The assumptions used in the GLWQG are problematic.  The non-field study    
     BAFs do not account for degradation and are, therefore, not representative 
     of the actual situation.  The GLWQG should employ a default degradation    
     value using structure relationships in a representative aquatic situation. 
     
     
     Response to: D2641.026     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the BAF methodology is               
     inappropriately conservative and that the assumptions used are not sound.  
     The parameters used in the final Guidance are based on Great Lakes data,   
     and are not only conservative.  For a more detailed explanation of the     
     parameters, see Section IV of the SID.                                     
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  Therefore, EPA does not believe 
     a default degradation value shoudl be used for non-field study BAFs.       
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, severalalthough the 1993 
     Gobas model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero   
     due to a scarcity of data. The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF 
     data are required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for  
     organic chemicals based on whether metabolism is accounted for or not. See 
     additional discussion of metabolism in the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2641.027
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lipid for BAF open waters should be 4%.  If the average lipid content  
     for human consumption based on overall consumption of skin-on fillet for   
     game fish eaters on the Great Lakes is 4.7%, then the skin-on fillet must  
     be in the order of 4% for that group.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2641.027     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See response to comment D2821.036.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2641.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lipid for BAF for tributaries should be 3%.  Most people in the Basin  
     living on the tributaries will eat less Great Lakes  game fish than people 
     on the Great Lakes.  The National Guidance number of 3% is sufficiently    
     conservative for general public health purposes.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2641.028     
     
     EPa does not agree with the use of 3% lipid values for tributaries.  See   
     response to comment D2710.036.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2641.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIMITATIONS ON BIOACCUMULATIVE CHEMICALS OF CONCERN ARE NOT JUSTIFIED.     
     Bioaccumulative chemicals of concern [BCC] are subject to much more        
     stringent controls than the other chemicals regulated under the GLWQG      
     simply because they bioaccumulate.  By definition, BCCs are chemicals whose
     bioaccumulation factor [BAF] is greater than 1,000.  The BAF is purely a   
     measure of whether a chemical bioaccumulates.  There is no requirement that
     BCCs be persistent, toxic or of concern to the Great Lakes.  The definition
     of BCC ought to be revised to reflect these criteria.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2641.029     
     
     See response to: P2576.110.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2641.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLWQG'S NEARLY EXCLUSIVE FOCUS ON POINT SOURCES IS MISPLACED.  The     
     concentrations of chemicals truly  of concern to Great Lakes sport fish and
     drinking water are no longer discharged from point sources in significant  
     amounts compared to other sources.  Diverting state government, local      
     government, and private resources to further reduction of point source     
     discharges based on conservative default factors, is a poor use of the     
     public health and environmental protection dollar.  We ought to take an    
     approach similar to that taken by  the Canadians-rather than focusing only 
     on point source discharges, they are evaluating the different sources of   
     pollutants and looking at which focus will provide the greatest            
     environmental improvement for the money spent.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2641.030     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2641.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Programs to address contaminated sediment, CSOs and nonpoint sources ought 
     to be developed before investing GNP on marginal gains exacted by new point
     source requirements such as Tier II procedures, wildlife criteria and value
     methodologies, human BAF and exposure estimates for criteria, additivity,  
     BCC limitations and more stringent antidegradation policies.               
     
     
     Response to: D2641.031     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2641.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION.  THE ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY IS UNCLEAR AS TO WHAT         
     CONSTITUTES ADEQUATE STEP ONE, TWO AND THREE ANTIDEGRADATION               
     DEMONSTRATIONS.  Without a more detailed set of generally understood and   
     accepted guidelines [and a clearly stated minimum capablility of state     
     staff expertise, resources and federal support], the proposed              
     antidegradation policy could be satisfied at one extreme by signing a      
     checklist in the manner of the RCRA waste minimization statement or, at the
     other extreme, by an open-ended series of demonstrations that conclude only
     when the applicant has satisfied the unwritten requirements needed to make 
     the implementing agency comfortable with the applicant's efforts.          
                                                                                
     In the case of landfills, for example, input control is virtually          
     impossible. The materials in the landfill are there and when the rules     
     change, the state industry cannot stop the previously accepted materials   
     from mixing with leachate.  That leachate must go then through treatment   
     processes, and the treatment process alone dictates the degree of success  
     we have in removing substances.  The option of substituting a raw material 
     in the manufacturing process is simply not available to us.  Situations    
     like this must be carefully considered in establishing the antidegradation 
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2641.032     
     
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
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     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2641.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION.  AN EXCEEDANCE BY ONE POLLUTANT SHOULD NOT PRECLUDE THE   
     ADDITION OF ANY OTHER POLLUTANT WHICH IS ACHIEVING THE WATER QUALITY       
     STANDARD.  The practical effect of prohibiting any additions whenever one  
     pollutant exceeds the water quality standard would be to simply stop all   
     growth until the water quality standard for that pollutant is achieved.    
     This could adversely affect operations which do not contribute the         
     pollutant to the water body.  This could also unfairly impact point source 
     operations which have done a great job of limiting effluent loads, but are 
     hampered by nonpoint source contributions.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2641.033     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2641.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION.  PLEASE CLARIFY UNDER WHAT CIRCUMSTANCES AN ACTIVITY,     
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     OTHER THAN A PERMIT APPLICATION, WILL NECESSITATE AN ANTIDEGRADATION       
     DEMONSTRATION.  [SEE P. 20891, FIRST FULL PARAGRAPH].  What is an          
     independent regulatory authority? Does the anti-degradation demonstration  
     apply if a state issues permits by rule for storm-water?  How does the     
     state agency make the demonstration and determine whether or not the       
     demonstration is adequate?  We note the discussion about including wetlands
     in the antidegradation evaluation.  We believe wetlands should not be      
     addressed in this proposal as the area is already well regulated through a 
     series of other laws.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2641.034     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2641.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION.  THE COMPONENTS OF THE DEMONSTRATION OF THE SOCIAL OR     
     ECONOMIC IMPORTANCE OF THE LOWERING OF WATER QUALITY MAKE IT IMPOSSIBLE FOR
     COMPANIES WITH FEW EMPLOYEES AND A NATIONWIDE CUSTOMER BASE TO MEET THE    
     ANTIDEGRADATION REQIREMENTS.  Under the requirements set out in the        
     proposal, a 10 person specialty manufacturer located in a city of 100,000  
     probably could not meet the demonstration requirements because its customer
     base is not local, but national, and its work force is very small.  It's   
     impact on the economy of the local area would be negligible as would be the
     number of its customers in that local area.  Does the proposal intend to   
     drive away businesses with these characteristics?  What is the objective of
     requiring the demonstration of social/economic importance in light of the  
     fact that the facility's discharge meets the WQBEL established for the     
     facility and the facility owner has demonstrated that every conceivable    
     approach to further reducing the discharge has been explored via the       
     pollution prevention and alternative/enchanced treatment analyses.  We     
     believe it is impossible to establish meaningful criteria to determine     
     whether or not an operation can be justified on an economic or social      
     basis.  If an operation has customers and employs people  it serves a      
     social and economic purpose.  An agency would do better to focus its       
     resources on reducing pollutant contributions from sediment, non point     
     sources and CSOs rather than engaging in highly speculative value          
     judgements about which companies are worthy to continue their existence.   
     
     
     Response to: D2641.035     
     
     See response to comment D2721.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2641.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 1.  SITE SPECIFIC MODIFICATIONS TO CRITERIA AND VALUES SHOULD BE 
     ALLOWED TO CREATE LESS STRINGENT AS WELL AS MORE STRINGENT CRITERIA AND    
     VALUES.  The criteria and values are derived from procedures that embody a 
     series of assumptions, any one of which could inadequately reflect the     
     actual situation at a given site.  Adjustments either way ought to be      
     allowed to reflect the actual situation.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2641.036     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2641.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 2.  VARIANCES.  VARIANCES SHOULD BE AVAILABLE TO DISCHARGERS WHO 
     APPLIED FOR NPDES PERMITS ON OR BEFORE THE EFFECTIVE DATE OF THE RULE.  The
     current proposal prohibits new or recommencing dischargers from obtaining a
     variance.  This provision ought to be interpreted to allow variances for   
     facilities which applied for an NPDES permits prior to the effective date  
     of the rule.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2641.037     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2641.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 2.  VARIANCES.  THE TERM OF A VARIANCE SHOULD BE CONCURRENT WITH 
     THE TERM OF THE UNDERLYING PERMIT.  This saves time and effort for both the
     business community and the agency.  The variance renewal application ought 
     to be submitted within the same time time frame as the permit renewal      
     application is submitted, so both can be considered together.              
     
     
     Response to: D2641.038     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2641.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 2.  VARIANCES.  A VARIANCE FOR WHICH A RENEWAL IS TIMELY FILED   
     SHOULD NOT EXPIRE IF THE REGULATORY AGENCY FAILS TO ACT UPON IT PRIOR TO   
     ITS EXPIRATION DATE.  The current proposal state that "Upon expiration of a
     variance, the WQS of the water body will have full force and effect upon   
     the permittee."  [App. F. Procedure 2B.]  No provisions are made to        
     continue the variance in effect until the agency makes a determination on a
     timely filed renewal application.  Failure to allow the variance to        
     continue to the point of agency determination will eliminate one feature of
     the permit process that was predictable and cause severe business          
     disruptions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2641.039     
     
     EPA agrees in part.  EPA has provided for a five year variance term in the 
     final guidance.  See section VIII.B of the SID for further discussion of   
     this issue.                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2641.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 2.  VARIANCES.  THE PROCEDURES SHOULD RECOGNIZE THAT VARIANCES   
     ARE NOT THE ABROGATION OF A STANDARD, RATHER THEY ARE A MEANS OF REFLECTING
     MODIFICATIONS TO THE ASSUMPTIONS USED IN DEVELOPING THE CRITERIA OR VALUE  
     TO PROVIDE CONTINUED PROTECTION IN SITUATIONS WHERE THE ASSUMPTIONS DO NOT 
     REFLECT THE REAL SITUATION.  The extremely conservative assumptions used to
     develop criteria and values will result in very low numbers and, although  
     these numbers are, at best, rough conservative approximations, many people 
     believe that any deviation, in the form a a variance or otherwise, from    
     these numbers is not "safe".  We approve of the inclusion of the variance  
     procedures as a normal adjunct of the process of developing the permit     
     limitations which reflect situations incorrectly characterized by the      
     assumptions used to develop the criteria or values.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2641.040     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The intent of the variance provision is to provide a       
     mechanism by which permits can be written to meet a modified standard only 
     where compliance with the underlying water quality standard is demonstrated
     to be infeasible due to one of the six stated factors.  The underlying     
     water quality standard should still be designed to fully meet the goals and
     objectives of the CWA.  The provisions for site specific modifications for 
     criteria are more relevant to the commenter's concerns.                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2641.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 2.  VARIANCES.  THE VARIANCE FOR WIDESPREAD SOCIAL AND ECONOMIC  
     IMPACT IS TOO VAGUE TO BE USEFUL.  If this type of variance must be        
     included, explicit demonstration guidance should be provided so that all   
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     states are using the same principles.  This variance category should be    
     subject to a three year trial test to work out objective criteria for      
     evaluating variance requests.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2641.041     
     
     See Response ID: Indiana P2769.061  EPA intends to update the interim      
     guidanc based on State experience.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2641.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 2.  VARIANCES.  AN ADDITIONAL VARIANCE SHOULD BE ALLOWED TO      
     ADDRESS CASES WHERE ACHIEVEING THE CEL IS INFEASIBLE DUE TO TECHNOLOGICAL  
     CONSTRAINTS.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2641.042     
     
     See Response P2771.040                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2641.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 2.  VARIANCES.  THE VARIANCE EFFLUENT LIMIT SHOULD BE THE ONLY   
     EFFLUENT LIMIT IN THE PERMIT.  Because the Clean Water Act does not speak  
     to variances, the government must never put a WQBEL in a permit if it is   
     not being used to measure compliance.  The WQBEL should be referenced in   
     the fact sheet accompanying the permit.                                    
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     Response to: D2641.043     
     
     EPA anticipates that the variance-based effluent limit will be the only    
     effluent limit in a permit unless the variance term is shorter than the    
     term of the permit.  Since the final Guidance allow variance terms of five 
     years, with a review after three years, EPA expects few cases where the    
     variance term will be shorter than the term of the permit.  However, that  
     practice, being more stringent than EPA's minimum requirements, is allowed 
     pursuant to Section 510 of the CWA.  See section VIII.H for discussion of  
     WQBELs and measures of compliance.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2641.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 2.  VARIANCES.  A PILOT PROJECT DESIGNED TO DEVELOP VARIANCE     
     CRITERIA SHOULD BE IMPLEMENTED PRIOR TO THE FINALIZATION OF THE VARIANCE   
     PROCEDURES.  Before the proposed criteria and value policies are           
     implemented, a two year pilot project should be established by EPA to      
     establish the criteria for granting the variances and specific guidance    
     outlining the manner in which those criteria are to be evaluated.  The     
     existing variance procedures are open-ended and nonspecific, placing       
     applicants whose situations are not addressed by the assumptions inherent  
     in the criteria or value at a distinct disadvantage with regard to other   
     applicants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2641.044     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The variance procedures in the final Guidance are based on 
     current EPA guidance which has been in place for several years.  During    
     that time, over four hundred variance have been issued by sixteen States.  
     EPA has provided significant flexibility in the final Guidance regarding   
     the scope, demonstration requirements and duration of WQS variances.       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2641.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CONTINUING CRITERIA/VALUE DEVELOPMENT BY EPA.  WHAT PROCEDURE DOES EPA     
     INTEND TO INITIATE TO CONTINUE DATA COLLECTION AND EVALUATION IN ORDER TO  
     REVISE EXISTING CRITERIA AND VALUES, UPGRADE VALUES AND CREATE NEW VALUES  
     AND CRITERIA?  EPA is clearly in the best position to most effectively     
     undertake these functions.  EPA ought to designate an individual and staff 
     responsible for this ongoing activity.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2641.045     
     
     EPA Region 5, in cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices,
     and the Great Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes        
     Initiative (GLI) Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in      
     developing numeric Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality 
     values.  EPA is prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI      
     Clearinghouse described above, and is committed to working with States and 
     Tribes to develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop   
     GLI criteria guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available  
     resources.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2641.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference Attachment A.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PROCEDURE 8.  WQBEL BELOW THE LIMIT OF QUANTIFICATION.  THE DEFINITION OF  
     BOTH THE MINIMUM LEVEL AND THE COMPLIANCE EVALUATION LEVEL MUST BE         
     THOROUGHLY REVIEWED AND DEFINED BEFORE THE GLWQG BECOMES FINAL.  The       
     "minimum levels" and "CELs" referenced in the proposal are not adequately  
     defined, and EPA must establish the value for each parameter before the    
     rule becomes final.  Like the current debate over the definition of        
     "minimum detection levels" and "PQLs", the definition of "minimum levels"  
     and "CELs" should be developed on the basis of rigorous statistical        
     reviews.  A discussion of the concerns inherent in developing definitions  
     for PQLs and minimum detection limits is included in Attachment A and may  
     prove useful in addressing the task of defining minimum levels and CELs.   
     
     
     Response to: D2641.046     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    

Page 854



$T044618.TXT
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2642.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One general issue requires a strong recommendation.  Although the EPA      
     proposed Guidance applies, by definition, only to point source dicharges to
     the Great Lakes drainage basin, including all tributaries, it is likely    
     that states will promulgate the regulations on a state-wide basis.  This is
     likely because states claim they do not have the resources to administer   
     two different water quality and permitting programs, one for Great Lakes   
     discharges and one for discharges to other waters in the remainder of the  
     state.  We would oppose this arbitrary decision by the states since the    
     Guidance was specifically developed and justified using the characteristics
     and water quality concerns in the Great Lakes.  We urge EPA to strongly    
     recommend that states not adopt the Guidance outside of the Great lakes    
     basin unless they have conducted a thorough technical and legal analysis   
     and have determined that the Guidance criteria and procedures can be       
     technically applied with full sound science justification.  This           
     requirement would be analogous to the Guidance provision that states can   
     adopt different methodologies if the Guidance procedures are not           
     technically defensible in a given Great Lakes permitting case.             
     
     
     Response to: D2642.001     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2642.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the proposed Guidance focuses only on pollutants in point source   
     discharges, both industrial and municipal, it does not address the major   
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     source of continuing inputs to the Great Lakes system from non-point       
     sources, such as stormwater, agricultural runoff, atmospheric deposition   
     and sediment depuration.  It is our understanding that the major sources of
     loadings of the 138 chemicals of initial focus, especially the 28          
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs), are non-point, and that EPA   
     acknowledges this fact in the preamble and in other agency reports.        
     
     
     Response to: D2642.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2642.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The logical course of action for addressing remaining Great Lakes water    
     quality problems would be to first determine the major sources of chemicals
     of concern, i.e. those actually causing an identified adverse water quality
     impact, and then design a strategy to reduce the loadings from the most    
     important sources.  To do otherwise would ensure failure of the program to 
     produce a desired goal or result, especially if cost effectiveness is      
     considered a criterion.  It is, therefore, not prudent to pursue further   
     controls on already well regulated point sources because they are not the  
     source of the remaining problems.  No measurable environmental benefit can 
     accrue from such an ill conceived regulatory program.  Instead, EPA should 
     complete the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) for each of the Great Lakes 
     before defining the problem, designing a solution (if needed), and         
     implementing a strategy.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2642.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2642.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is our observation that dramatic improvements have been made in water   
     quality since the imposition of discharge controls under the CWA, as well  
     as from the impact of other regulatory programs, such as FIFRA (pesticide  
     bans and restrictions), TSCA (chemicals substance controls, e.g. PCBs),    
     Clean Air Act (future further reductions under the HON rule to be          
     implemented in the 1990s) and CERCLA/RCRA (contaminated site remediations).
     In fact, the reduction of chemical residues in Great Lakes fish flesh has  
     been dramatic and continues to decline, making it difficult to identify any
     additional beneficial impact of the currently proposed new regulations.    
     Please refer to CMA, GLWQC and OxyChem Corporate comments for documented   
     confirmation that alleged impacts on fisheries and wildlife are exaggerated
     and that the proposed Guidance will have little or no measurable or        
     additional beneficial impact on these improving trends.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2642.004     
     
     Please see section IX.E of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2642.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has estimated total compliance costs to be incurred for all U.S.       
     dischargers, including both industrial and municipal (POTW) point source   
     dischargers currently permitted, to be around $200 million per year for 10 
     years, in the most likely case.  Others, including the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors, have estimated aggregate annual costs to be in the        
     billions of dollars range.  The chemical industry, under the auspices of   
     the CMA, conducted a cost analysis and projected industry estimate that    
     indicates compliance costs for this small subgroup of dischargers to be in 
     the range of $58 million per year, using EPA's amortization methodology.   
     We have estimated that our individual facility's initial compliance cost   
     may be in the range of $700,000 to $800,000 in capital cost and $400,000   
     per year in recurring operations and maintenance cost.  We note that there 
     are many uncertainties which could raise this cost estimate substantially. 
     For instance, the CMA methodology and our estimate assume that the Guidance
     proposed intake credit provisions will be modified to avoid treatment of   
     non-contact cooling water.  In addition, some of the proposals in the      
     Guidance which could not be reasonably predicted and were not included in  
     the cost estimate are (1) the cost of complying with antidegradation       
     provisions, (2) the cost of developing compound specific toxicity data to  
     upgrade Tier 2 values to Tier 1 values, (3) the cost of additional         
     treatment for trace levels of contaminants as analytical detection limits  
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     are lowered (indeed, in most cases, we are not aware of available          
     technology that could accomplish the reductions) and (4) the costs due to  
     state implementation of water quality criteria for compounds other than the
     "Pollutants of Initial Focus".                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2642.005     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2584.015, D2595.022, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2642.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent to us that EPA has significantly underestimated the regional
     economic impact of the Guidance.  One area of special concern is the       
     restriction placed on growth, expansion and even return to past production 
     levels that will result from the onerous, complex and time consuming       
     antidegradation provisions.  When plans are made for expansion and/or for  
     new product lines at existing facilities, or even for siting of new        
     facilities, tight schedules and budgets are the norm.  Uncertainties and   
     time consuming demonstrations place facilities subject to these            
     restrictions, and competing for these projects, at a disadvantage compared 
     to facilities in other parts of the country and other parts of the world.  
     New facilities are sited based on many factors, including the availability 
     of, and restrictions on, suitable and affordable methods for treated       
     wastewater discharge.  Given that most recent chemical industry expansions 
     and new plant construction have occurred outside the Great Lakes region, it
     is imperative that another major disadvantage not be placed upon our       
     ability to compete, without full justification and demostration of need.   
     Even the return to full production capability after the current economic   
     downturn would be threatened by these new requirements.  We believe that   
     EPA should do a full analysis on the extent to which the Guidance would    
     prevent the recovery of the Great Lakes manufacturing base and the         
     establishment of new facilities.  Only then can the true economic cost of  
     these new rule to the U.S. Great Lakes basin be established.               
     
     
     Response to: D2642.006     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2642.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that the benefits EPA claims for the implementation of the     
     Guidance have been exaggerated and will not be discernible from the        
     benefits already being accrued under various existing environmental        
     regulations and voluntary reduction programs.  Appropriate attribution of  
     benefits along with the setting of measurable goals (e.g. lifting of fish  
     consumption advisories) within a full ecosystem evaluation and management  
     approach must be utilized by EPA.  To do otherwise would cause a gross     
     mis-allocation of limited resources.  Adding another layer of burdensome   
     "command and control" rules that are expensive to comply with, as well as  
     to administer, will only serve to divert resources from the solution       
     process for real problems.  EPA must utilize appropriate risk assessment   
     methods along with relative risk ranking and prioritization so that the    
     agency can make intelligent risk management decisions.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2642.007     
     
     See response to comments P2718.345 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2642.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the Guidance have been seriously underestimated by EPA.       
     Before implementation of such sweeping regulatory changes, the true        
     economic impact must be assessed.  A strong Great Lakes economy is a       
     necessary prerequisite to our ability to address any remaining             
     environmental problems.  A full ecosystem approach must be utilized,       
     including the assessment of the impact of other existing regulatory        
     programs as well as strategies for control of non-point sources of         
     substances causing impairments.                                            
                                                                                
     Given the substantive analysis and comment made by CMA, the Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Coalition and others, it is imperative that EPA reassess the 
     current Guidance proposal and implement only those few sections that make  
     sense from a cost-benefit perspective.  The current proposal fails the test
     of providing clear solution to demonstrated environmental problems         
     utilizing cost-effective management measures and programs.  If this is not 
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     done, the impact on our facility's operations will be significant, both in 
     the short term and in the longer term as economic opportunity evaluations  
     are made for new products, as well as for expansion of existing production 
     capacity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2642.008     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2642.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     Our facility uses over 200,000 gallons per day (gpd) of once through       
     non-contact cooling water.  If a comprehensive intake credit provision is  
     not included in the Guidance, then treatment of these substantial volumes  
     of water may be necessary for substances that are present in ambient waters
     or those that are unintentionally added at trace amounts due to unavoidable
     corrosion of materials of construction.  Cycling the waters through a      
     cooling tower system to conserve water could increase the concentration of 
     these materials but would add no additional loadings to the discharges.    
     The Guidance should provide full allowance for intake levels of substances 
     based on loadings.  If a substance is added by our facility at more than de
     minimis levels, thus requiring treatment, full credit should be given for  
     the portion attributable to the intake water.  States should also have the 
     flexibility to allow higher concentrations in discharged cooling waters    
     without requiring treatment if the loadings are not substantially increased
     over intake loadings.  To require a facility such as ours to treat for     
     materials in the intake water, or at de minimis increased levels, would    
     require large costs with no measurable environmental benefit.              
     
     
     Response to: D2642.009     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment #2616.010 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2642.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would seem more appropriate to focus the Guidance on those chemicals    
     which continue to cause impairment of beneficial uses of Great Lakes waters
     instead of diluting efforts and resources on controlling a long list of    
     substances which are already the subject of control in NPDES permits under 
     existing CWA programs.  We would recommend that EPA develop a short list of
     pollutants of initial focus which have demostrated water quality impacts.  
     Doing this would focus everyone's efforts on the real, critical pollutants.
     
     
     Response to: D2642.010     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2642.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF/SPE/TOL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation potential should not be the only criterion for selection to
     the pollutant list, but persistence should be considered as well.  The list
     of chemicals for initial focus would not then have to be broken down       
     arbitrarily or wih suspect science into various subgroups.  A ranking      
     system should be developed so that "false positives" are not likely.  An   
     example of such a false positive is the compound phenol, which appears on  
     the Guidance's potential BCC list.  This compound is rapidly degraded in   
     the environment by biological action and is treated very effectively in    
     biological wastewater treatment as evidenced by EPA's recent ruling on the 
     OCPSF effluent guidelines, which deleted phenol and 2,4 dimethylphenol from
     pretreatment standards requirements (58 FR 36872, July 9, 1993).  Another  
     apparent false positive is toluene, which is also susceptible to rapid     
     biological degradation.  It should be noted that phenol is present in many 
     household and commercial products and toluene is a significant component of
     gasoline.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2642.011     
     
     See response to: D2640.018                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2642.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The setting of permit limits which are lower than current measurement      
     technology capabilities, as required by the Guidance when a WQBEL is       
     determined to be below detection levels, would subject a discharger to     
     great uncertainty regarding permit compliance.  It would be impossible to  
     demostrate compliance, which would also become a moving target as          
     analytical methods become more sensitive.                                  
                                                                                
     The setting of compliance evaluation levels (CELs) would likely follow     
     analytical technological advances very closely, since third party citizen  
     suits could force the re-opening of permits of revision of CELs.  The      
     requirement to go upstream to remove any detectable amounts of the         
     substance from tributary raw waste streams is impractical and would require
     redundant treatment.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2642.012     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2642.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One example of the problems to be encountered using the proposed Guidance  
     is for PCBs, which were used as transformer dielectric fluids and heat     
     transfer media at many industrial and commercial facilities before they    
     were banned in the 1970s.  It is likely that trace levels of PCBs would be 
     found in many industrial sewers as detection levels are lowered (current   
     detection levels in clean waters are at least 1000 times higher than the   

Page 862



$T044618.TXT
     proposed Wildlife criterion), not from continued process use, but from past
     groundwater contamination entering with groundwater infiltration.  This    
     contribution would be almost impossible to remove upstream of treatment    
     units in a cost-effective manner and would make the appropriate end-of-pipe
     treatment system (if a treatment technology were even available to treat   
     these low levels) redundant.                                               
                                                                                
     In fact, rainwater in the Great Lakes region is reportedly contaminated    
     with PCBs at levels exceeding the wildlife criterion.  Thus, uncontaminated
     runoff would likely need treatment before reaching a treatment facility as 
     detection limits are improved.  In addition to industrial facilities, this 
     rule would apply to municipal POTW systems where PCB contaminated          
     stormwater from street runoff would need to be treated before reaching the 
     wastewater treatment plant.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2642.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2642.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is obvious that the Guidance requirement for permit limits below        
     detection limits, in combination with the other overly-conservative        
     provisions of the proposed regulations, can lead to nonsensical            
     conclusions.  As a minimum, permit limits should not be set below          
     quantification limits for approved analytical methods so that some of these
     situations can be avoided.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2642.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2643.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It has been our experience through the state administered NPDES permit     
     program that allowable discharges of pollutants have been continually      
     reduced                                                                    
     through implementation of technologically based permit limitations.  Our   
     facility has expended over $4.8MM for treatment facilities since the       
     implementation of the NPDES program, and currently spends over $750 M to   
     operate those treatment systems.  Loadings of pollutants from our facility 
     have been reduced 97% due to our investments.  In addition, the            
     implementation of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act (CWA) has     
     resulted in even further reductions in permit limits for toxics based on   
     water quality concerns.  The next round of permits is expected to further  
     reduce permit limitations based on existing programs for water quality     
     protection. Surely, the current program should be allowed to work before   
     layering another set of prescriptive "command and control" requirements on 
     a successful, albeit costly, program.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2643.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2643.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also our observation that dramatic improvements have been made in    
     water quality since the imposition of discharge controls under the CWA, as 
     well as from the impact of other regulatory programs, such as FIFRA        
     (pesticide bans and restrictions), TSCA (chemical substance controls, e.g. 
     PCBs), Clean Air Act (future further reductions under the HON rule to be   
     implemented in the 1990s) and CERCLA/RCRA (contaminated site remediations).
      In fact, the reduction of chemical residues in Great Lakes fish flesh has 
     been dramatic and continues to decline, making it difficult to identify any
     additional beneficial impact of the currently proposed new regulations.    
     Please refer to CMA, GLWQC and OxyChem Corporate comments for documented   
     confirmation that alleged impacts on fisheries and wildlife are exaggerated
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     and that the proposed Guidance will have little or no measurable or        
     additional beneficial impact on these improving trends.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2643.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2616.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2643.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has estimated total compliance costs to be incurred for all U.S.       
     dischargers, including both industrial and municipal (POTW) point source   
     dischargers currently permitted, to be around $200 million per year for 10 
     years, in the most likely case.  Others, including the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors, have estimated aggregate annual costs to be in the        
     billions of dollars range.  The chemical industry, under the auspices of   
     the CMA, conducted a cost analysis and projected industry estimate that    
     indicates compliance costs for this small subgroup of dischargers to be in 
     the range of $58 million per year, using EPA's amortization methodology.   
     We have estimated that our individual facility's cost to be in the range of
     $750M per year in recurring operations and maintenance cost.  We not that  
     there are many uncertainties which could raise this cost estimate          
     substantially.  For instance, some of the proposals in the Guidance which  
     could not be reasonably predicted and were not included in the cost        
     estimate are (1) the cost of complying with anti-degradation provisions,   
     (2) the cost of developing compound specific toxicity data to upgrade Tier 
     2 values to Tier 1 values, (3) the cost of additional treatment for trace  
     levels of contaminants as analytical detection limits are lowered (indeed, 
     in most cases, we are not aware of available technology that could         
     accomplish the reductions) and (4) the costs due to state implementation of
     water quality criteria for compounds other than the "Pollutants of Initial 
     Focus".                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2643.006     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2584.015, D2595.022, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2646.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     Because the proposed Guidance focuses only on pollutants in point source   
     discharges, both industrial and municipal, it does not address the major   
     source of continuing inputs to the Great Lakes system from non-point       
     sources, such as stormwater, agricultural runoff, atmospheric deposition   
     and sediment depuration.  The major sources of loadings of the 138         
     chemicals of initial focus, especially the 28 bioaccumulative chemicals of 
     concern (BCCs), are non-point, and EPA acknowledges this fact in the       
     preamble and in other agency reports.  In fact, the major remaining        
     pollution sources to all U.S. lakes are (1) agriculture, (2)               
     hydrologic/habitat modification, (3) storm sewers/runoff, and (4) land     
     disposal.  Municipal and industrial discharges are ranked fifth and        
     seventh, respectively, as pollution sources to U.S. lakes.  In the Great   
     Lakes specifically, industrial and municipal discharges account for 6.7%   
     and 3.4%, respectively, of the impaired Great Lakes shore miles that are   
     affected by sources of pollution.  The major sources of remaining pollution
     in the Great Lakes are attributed to (1) land disposal, (2) contaminated   
     sediments, (3) atmospheric deposition and (4) combined sewers (National    
     Water Quality Inventory, 1990 Report to Congress, April 1992, EPA          
     503/9-92/006).  Great strides in reducing the land disposal component will 
     soon be accomplished by the remediation of hazardous waste sites along the 
     Niagara River, reducing persistent toxics loadings from 694 lbs/day to 10  
     lbs/day by 1998, a 99% reduction (Reduction of Toxics Loadings to the      
     Niagara River From Hazardous Waste Sites in the United States:  A Progress 
     Report, USEPA and NYSDEC, March 1993).  The draft Lake Michigan Lakewide   
     Management Plan (LaMP) acknowledges that non-point sources contribute      
     substantially larger quantities of the critical pollutants (e.g. PCBs) than
     point sources and recommends the following strategy; "identifying all      
     possible sources of the pollutants, quantifying the relative loadings from 
     each source, and targeting load reduction activities on the most           
     significant sources and where the potential for success in reducing loads  
     is the greatest."  (Lake Michigan Lakewide Management Plan, DRAFT - January
     1, 1992, USEPA, Region V).                                                 
                                                                                
     An in-depth evaluation of the benefits expected from implementation of the 
     Guidance and a critique of EPA's justification for the proposed rule is    
     provided in the enclosed report "Evaluation of the GLWQG" by our           
     consultant, BCM Engineers Inc.                                             
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     The logical course of action for addressing remaining Great Lakes water    
     quality problems would be to first determine the major sources of chemicals
     of concern, i.e. those actually causing an identified adverse water quality
     impact, and then design a strategy to reduce the loadings from the most    
     important sources.  To do otherwise would ensure failure of the program to 
     produce a desired goal or result, especially if cost effectiveness is      
     considered a criterion.  It is, therefore, not prudent to pursue further   
     controls on already well regulated point sources because they are not the  
     source of the remaining problems.  No measurable environmental benefit can 
     accrue from such an ill conceived regulatory program.  Instead, EPA should 
     complete the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) for each of the Great Lakes 
     before defining the problem, designing a solution, if needed, and          
     implementing a strategy.                                                   
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     Response to: D2646.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2646.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG Costs                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA has estimated total compliance costs to be incurred for all U. S.      
     dischargers, including both industrial and municipal (POTW) point source   
     dischargers currently permitted, to be around $200 million per year for 10 
     years, in the most likely case.  Others, including the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors (GLWQI: Cost Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental   
     Quality and Regional Competitiveness, DRI/McGraw-Hill, DRAFT FINAL, July   
     1993), have estimated aggregate annual costs to be in the billions of      
     dollars range.  The chemical industry, under the auspices of the CMA,      
     conducted a cost analysis and projected industry estimate that indicates   
     compliance costs for this small subgroup of dischargers to be in the range 
     of $58 million per year for 10 years (this value utilizes EPA's interest   
     rate of 7%).  OxyChem has estimated that for just one of our individual    
     Great Lakes plant, the initial compliance cost may be in the range of $5 to
     30 million per year in amortized capital and recurring operations and      
     maintenance cost.  As stated in the CMA study, their estimate may be biased
     low for larger facilities discharging more than 4.8 MGD of wastewater and  
     our example confirms this assessment.  Therefore, it is likely that several
     large chemical facilities in the Great Lakes basin will have significantly 
     higher costs than predicted by the CMA study.  This would indicate that EPA
     should re-evaluate their cost analysis since costs at several large        
     chemical facilities may total as much as the EPA estimate for all Great    
     Lakes dischargers.  We note that there are many uncertainties which could  
     raise the cost estimate substantially.  For instance, the CMA methodology  
     assumes that the Guidance proposed intake credit provisions will be        
     modified to avoid treatment of non-contact cooling water.  In the case of  
     the facility cited above, treating non-contact cooling water raises the    
     annual cost to about $30 million.  In addition, some of the proposals in   
     the Guidance which could not be reasonably predicted and were not included 
     in the cost estimate are (1) the cost of complying with anti-degradation   
     provisions, (2) the cost of developing compound specific toxicity data to  
     upgrade Tier 2 values to Tier 1 values, (3) the cost of additional         
     treatment for trace levels of contaminants as analytical detection limits  
     are lowered (indeed, in most cases, we are not aware of available          
     technology that could accomplish the reductions) and (4) the costs due to  
     state implementation of water quality criteria for compounds other than the
     "Pollutants of Initial Focus".                                             
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     Response to: D2646.002     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2584.015, D2595.022, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2646.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent that EPA has significantly underestimated the regional      
     economic impact of the Guidance.  One area of special concern is the       
     restrictions placed on growth, expansion and even return to past production
     levels that will result from the onerous, complex and time consuming       
     anti-degradation provisions.  When plans are made for expansion and/or for 
     new product lines at existing facilities, or even for siting of new        
     facilities, tight schedules and budgets are the norm.  Uncertainties and   
     time consuming demonstrations place facilities subject to these            
     restrictions, and competing for these projects, at a disadvantage compared 
     to facilities in other parts of the country and other parts of the world.  
     New facilities are sited based on many factors, including the availability 
     of, and restrictions on, suitable and affordable treated wastewater        
     discharge.  Given that most recent chemical industry expansions and new    
     plant construction have occurred outside the Great Lakes region, it is     
     imperative that another major disadvantage not be placed upon Great Lakes  
     facilities ability to compete without full justification and demonstration 
     of need.  Even the return to full production capability after the current  
     economic downturn would be threatened by these new requirements.  We       
     believe that EPA should do a full analysis on the extent to which the      
     Guidance would prevent the recovery of the Great Lakes manufacturing base  
     and the establishment of new facilities.  Only then can the true economic  
     cost of these new rules to the U.S. Great Lakes basin be established.      
     
     
     Response to: D2646.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2646.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Benefits vs Cost                                                           
                                                                                
     It is clear that the benefits EPA claims for the implementation of the     
     Guidance have been exaggerated and will not be discernible from the        
     benefits already being accrued under various existing environmental        
     regulations and voluntary reduction programs.  Appropriate attribution of  
     benefits along with the setting of measurable goals (e.g. lifting of fish  
     consumption advisories) within a full ecosystem evaluation and management  
     approach must be utilized by EPA.  To do otherwise would cause a gross     
     mis-allocation of limited resources.  Adding another layer of burdensome   
     "command and control" rules that are expensive to comply with, as well as  
     to administer, will only serve to divert resources from the solution       
     process for real problems.  EPA must utilize appropriate risk assessment   
     methods along with relative risk ranking and prioritization so that the    
     agency can make intelligent risk management decisions.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2646.004     
     
     See response to comments P2718.345 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2646.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the Guidance have been seriously underestimated by EPA.       
     Before implementation of such sweeping regulatory changes, the true        
     economic impact must be assessed.  A strong Great Lakes economy is a       
     necessary prerequisite to our ability to address any remaining             
     environmental problems.  A full ecosystem approach must be utilized,       
     including the assessment of the impact of other existing regulatory        
     programs as well as strategies for control of non-point sources of         
     substances causing impairments.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2646.005     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025, D2579.002, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2646.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the substantive analysis and comment made by CMA, the Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Coalition and others, it is imperative that EPA reassess the 
     current Guidance proposal and implement only those few sections that make  
     sense from a cost-benefit perspective.  It appears that EPA is trying to   
     force fit a point source control program only a preceived water quality    
     problem which is not a result of point source discharges.  This is the     
     wrong tool; the LaMP process, which is available and being separately      
     implemented by EPA, would be a much better choice.  No wonder the cost is  
     high and the benefits are low to non-existent.  The current proposal fails 
     the test of providing clear solution to demonstrated environmental problems
     utilizing cost-effective management measures and programs.  If these       
     recommendations are not adopted by EPA, the impact on OxyChem facilities   
     will be significant, both in the short term and in the longer term as      
     economic opportunity evaluations are made for new products, as well as for 
     expansion of existing production capacity.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2646.006     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025, D2579.002 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2646.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     If a comprehensive intake credit provision is not included in the Guidance,
     then treatment of substantial volumes of water may be necessary for        
     substances that are present in ambient waters used for non-contact cooling 
     or those that are unintentionally added at trace amounts due to unavoidable
     corrosion of materials of construction.  Cycling the waters through a      
     cooling tower system to conserve water could increase the concentration of 
     these materials but would add no additional loadings to the discharges.    
     The Guidance should provide full allowance for intake levels of substances 
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     based on loadings.  If a substance is added at more than de minimis levels,
     thus requiring treatment, full credit should be given for the portion      
     attributable to the intake water.  States should also have the flexibility 
     to allow higher concentrations in discharged cooling waters without        
     requiring treatment if the loadings are not substantially increased over   
     intake loadings.  To require a facility to treat for materials in the      
     intake water, or at de minimis increased levels, would require large costs 
     with no measurable environmental benefit.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2646.007     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment #2616.010 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2646.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation                                                            
                                                                                
     The use of existing effluent quality (EEQ) to limit any increases in       
     discharge of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), even if due to a 
     production level increase, is counter-productive.  Our manufacturing plants
     have installed treatment facilities and operate them with the goal of a    
     significant margin of safety, i.e. to ensure that treatment exceeds the    
     minimum required so that there will be very little chance for an NPDES     
     permit or pretreatment limit excursion.  Part of the impetus for this      
     over-treatment is the desire to avoid increasingly stringent CWA           
     enforcement provisions, including third party citizen suits.  Combined with
     unmeasurable permit limits (less than detection) for BCCs, the existing EEQ
     provision exposes OxyChem to unreasonable enforcement liability.  This     
     provision also discourages continuing extra treatment and would penalize   
     OxyChem for doing a better job than necessary.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2646.008     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2646.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ provision would also discourage our implementation of further      
     pollution prevention projects, which would have the potential to decrease  
     loadings of BCCs and other chemicals in our discharge, since doing so would
     restrict the ability to make timely business decisions (e.g. increased     
     production levels after a period of low capacity operation) and subject our
     facilities to costly regulatory oversight with uncertain outcome.  The CWA 
     permit system, especially the water quality based toxic discharge          
     provisions from the 1987 amendments now being implemented, continues to be 
     the most effective pollution prevention tool available to EPA and the      
     regulated community.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2646.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2646.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We continue to strongly recommend that EPA not become involved in chemical 
     production process or business decisions, but provide goals and guidance   
     that promote voluntary emission reduction programs and allow us to choose  
     the method(s) for reducing discharges of pollutants.  Therefore, the EEQ   
     provisions and the anti-degradation demonstration process should be deleted
     from the Guidance.  One alternative option for promotion of consistent     
     antidegradation decisions by the states would be increased EPA oversight of
     existing state program implementation.  Antidegradation policy has been a  
     part of the CWA for over 15 years and is adequate to protect the nation's  
     waters, if it is utilized.  EPA should ensure that states are implementing 
     the existing policy in a consistent manner, with flexibility allowed where 
     necessary, before proposing more prescriptive procedures that only require 
     more non-productive resources to administer.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2646.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2646.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     Mixing zones have been applied successfully in the derivation of water     
     quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) as recommended by EPA in guidance   
     manuals, and their use has allowed protection of water resources without   
     unnecessary end of pipe treatment by dischargers, both industrial and      
     municipal.  The proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCCs has no       
     scientific basis, since very conservative water quality criteria are met   
     beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real improvement     
     would occur inside the mixing zone itself, which is typically small and    
     poses no threat to aquatic life.  Effluent diffusers have been successfully
     used to avoid toxic impacts as well, and use of zones of initial dilution  
     (ZIDs) should be continued.  Many OxyChem facilities have successfully     
     utilized mixing zones and/or effluent diffusers to avoid water quality     
     impacts while mitigating the cost of expensive, beyond BAT treatment       
     systems which would be required by otherwise unnecessary, overly stringent 
     WQBELs.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2646.011     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2646.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutants of Initial Focus                                                
                                                                                
     The list of 138 pollutants of initial focus in the proposed Guidance       
     includes many commonly used substances which have not been shown to be     
     creating a water quality problem in the Great Lakes, but is reportedly     
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     composed of materials listed by various other groups as being of concern.  
     The subgroups of 28 BCCs and 10 potential BCCs have been singled out for   
     special attention because they have a calculated theoretical               
     bioaccumulation factor of 1000 or greater.  Others have commented on the   
     appropriateness of the EPA proposed methodology and the technical basis for
     such differentiation.  Our observations and recommendations will be limited
     to what we perceive as fundamental practical problems with such a list of  
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2646.012     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2646.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  It would seem more appropriate to focus the Guidance on those chemicals
     which continue to cause impairment of beneficial uses of Great Lakes waters
     instead of diluting efforts and resources on controlling a long list of    
     substances which are already the subject of control in NPDES permits under 
     existing CWA programs.  We would recommend that EPA develop a short list of
     pollutants of initial focus which have demonstrated water quality impacts. 
     The Lake Michigan LaMP process has already done this for Lake Michigan by  
     identifying a list of fifteen (15) critical pollutants.  Doing this for all
     the lakes would focus everyone's efforts on the real pollutant problems    
     instead of using the Guidance "shotgun" approach.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2646.013     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2646.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Bioaccumulation potential should not be the only criterion for         
     selection to the pollutant list, but persistence and toxicity should be    
     considered as well.  The list of chemicals for initial focus would not then
     have to be broken down arbitrarily, or with suspect science, into various  
     subgroups.  A ranking system should be developed so that "false positives" 
     are not likely.  An example of such a false positive is the compound       
     phenol, which appears on the Guidance's potential BCC list.  This compound 
     is rapidly degraded in the environment by biological action and is treated 
     very effectively in biological wastewater treatment as evidenced by EPA's  
     recent ruling on the OCPSF effluent guidelines, which deleted phenol and   
     2,4 dimethylphenol from pretreatment standards requirements (58 FR 36872,  
     July 9, 1993).  Another apparent false positive is toluene, which is also  
     susceptible to rapid biological degradation.  It should be noted that      
     phenol is present in many household and commercial products and toluene is 
     a significant component of gasoline.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2646.014     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence should be considered together with             
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to provide that chemicals with    
     half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and     
     biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of   
     this issue.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that phenol and toluene should not be BCCs, since they do not   
     meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.  EPA also agrees that use
     of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants proposed as "potential 
     BCCs" may not be appropriate. EPA has deleted the list of potential BCCs   
     from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in section II.C.9 of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2646.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Phenol is a major raw material used to produce phenol-formaldehyde     
     resins, the product produced by OxyChem's Durez Division.  Although        
     biological treatment is successful for removal of this compound from our   
     wastewater discharges, the proposed Guidance could, assuming phenol were   
     subject to BCC provisions, require inappropriate pollution prevention      
     measures be taken before our facilities could discharge increased          
     quantities (still protective of water quality standards) due to a          
     production campaign schedule, product reformulation or production increase.
     Obviously, phenol could not be substituted with another raw material, and  
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     recycling measures have already been implemented where feasible.  Enhanced 
     treatment would not be justifiable but would be required under the         
     anti-degradation review process before we could take the action requested. 
     This new layer of unjustified regulation would have an extremely adverse   
     effect on the phenol-formaldehyde resin industry and preclude timely       
     business decisions which are essential to the survival of this batch resin 
     process industry.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2646.015     
     
     Phenol does not meet the definition of a BCC in the final Guidance, and    
     therefore would not be subject to the antidegradation provisions for BCCs  
     in the Guidance.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2646.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mirex                                                                      
                                                                                
     The chemical mirex is listed in Table 6 of the Guidance followed by the    
     word dechlorane.  Dechlorane is a trademark for a series of flame retardant
     compounds marketed by OxyChem.  Using the word dechlorane as an apparent   
     synonym for mirex is inappropriate, and will cause confusion with past and 
     existing Dechlorane flame retardants marketed and sold by OxyChem          
     (predecessor Hooker Chemical Co.) which have been shown to be safe in their
     intended uses.  OxyChem requests that the word dechlorane be deleted from  
     the listing for mirex in Table 6 of the Guidance.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2646.016     
     
     EPA agrees and has deleted "dechlorane" as a synonym for mirex in Table 6  
     of the final Guidance.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2646.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 876



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Hexachlorocyclohexane; BHC                                                 
                                                                                
     The listing of hexachlorocyclohexane; BHC in Table 6 of the Guidance is    
     redundant since each of the four (4) major isomers of BHC are listed       
     separately as well.  It appears that the listing for hexachlorocyclohexane;
     BHC is meant to represent Technical BHC, which was a mixture of the four   
     isomers listed separately in Table 6, i.e. alpha, beta, delta, and gamma   
     isomers.  Technical BHC contained only minor to trace amounts of any other 
     isomers of BHC (there are 9 possible isomers in all).  Instead of double   
     counting, OxyChem recommends that only the four isomers be listed and that 
     the listing for hexachlorocyclohexane; BHC be deleted from Table 6.        
     
     
     Response to: D2646.017     
     
     EPA does not agree, and has retained "hexachlorocyclohexanes; BHCs" in     
     Table 6A of the final Guidance.  Since this pollutant is listed in the     
     Niagara River Toxics Management Plan and may be addressed in other ongoing 
     water quality programs in the Great Lakes basin, EPA believes it is        
     appropriate to include it in the final Guidance.  In this way, States and  
     Tribes will have the flexibility to address BHCs either as a class or as   
     individual isomers.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2646.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Below Quantification Permit Limits                                         
                                                                                
     The setting of permit limits which are lower than current measurement      
     technology capabilities, as required by the Guidance when a WQBEL is       
     determined to be below detection levels, would subject a discharger to     
     great uncertainty regarding permit compliance.  It would be impossible to  
     demonstrate compliance, which would also become a moving target as         
     analytical methods become more sensitive.  The setting of compliance       
     evaluation levels (CELs) would likely follow analytical technological      
     advances very closely, since third party citizen suits could force the     
     re-opening of permits for revision of CELs.  The requirement to go upstream
     to remove any detectable amounts of the substance from tributary raw waste 
     streams is impractical and would require redundant treatment.              
     
     
     Response to: D2646.018     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2646.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One example of the problems to be encountered using the proposed Guidance  
     is for PCBs, which were used as transformer dielectric fluids and heat     
     transfer media at many industrial and commercial facilities before they    
     were banned in the 1970s.  It is likely that trace levels of PCBs would be 
     found in many industrial sewers as detection levels are lowered (current   
     detection levels in clean waters are at least 1000 times higher than the   
     proposed Wildlife criterion), not from continued process use, but from past
     groundwater contamination entering with groundwater infiltration.  This    
     contribution would be almost impossible to remove upstream of treatment    
     units in a cost-effective manner and would make the appropriate end-of-pipe
     treatment system (if a treatment technology were even available to treat   
     these low levels) redundant.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2646.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2646.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 878



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     In fact, rainwater in the Great Lakes region is reportedly contaminated    
     with PCBs at levels exceeding the wildlife criterion.  Thus, uncontaminated
     runoff would likely need treatment before reaching a treatment facility as 
     detection limits are improved.  In addition to industrial facilities, this 
     rule would apply to municipal POTW systems where PCB contaminated          
     stormwater from street runoff would need to be treated before reaching the 
     wastewater treatment plant.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2646.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2646.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is obvious that the Guidance requirement for permit limits below        
     detection limits, in combination with the other overly-conservative        
     provisions of the proposed regulations, can lead to nonsensical            
     conclusions.  As a minimum, permit limits should not be set below          
     quantification limits for approved analytical methods so that some of these
     situations can be avoided.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2646.021     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A regulatory ruling can only be as good as the science and logic behind it.
     Before spending billions of dollars on compliance for potentially          
     unnecessary regulation, it would be prudent to critically examine the      
     explicit rationales for the GLWQG proffered by EPA.  According to the      
     Preamble of the GLWQG, the primary justification for the GLWQG is the      
     following two premises and conclusion:                                     
                                                                                
     Premise 1.  The decline of toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes is slowing   
     and approaching a "new equilibrium."                                       
                                                                                
     Premise 2.  The "new equilibrium is unacceptable high.                     
     Conclusion:  Additional efforts (i.e., specifically the GLWQG) are         
     necessary to protect the environment and human health.                     
                                                                                
     Is either premise correct and/or well supported by data?  Is the conclusion
     justified?  As discussed in detail below, neither premise is well supported
     by data:  therefore, the conclusion, and the GLWQG, also have no support.  
     
     
     Response to: D2646.022     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Critical Evaluation of Premise 1 -- The decline of toxic chemicals in the  
     Great Lakes is slowing and approaching a "new equilibrium."                
                                                                                
     The basis of EPA's concern about a new equilibrium rests on PCB            
     concentrations in lake trout in Lake Michigan and from PCB and DDT data in 
     coho salmon from all the Great Lakes except Lake Ontario.  According to    
     EPA, the rate of decline of PCBs from 1974 to 1982 in Lake Michingan lake  
     trout was significantly faster than the rate from 1982 onward.  Moreover,  
     the two most recent samples (1988 and 1990) deviated significantly from the
     rate of first order decline established from 1974 to 1982.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2646.023     
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     In the preamble to the proposed Guidance, EPA provided environmental       
     information regarding several bioaccumulative chemicals (e.g., PCBs, DDT)  
     in game fish  (58 FR 20809-20816). EPA stated that contaminant levels in   
     fish had showed dramatic declines through the mid-1980s, but were currently
     fluctuating around a lower level.  This conclusion was based on data       
     showing that earlier declines may have been leveling off in recent years   
     (DeVault, 1993).                                                           
                                                                                
     The lake trout data which were presented in the preamble to the proposed   
     Guidance illustrated that existing PCB levels in such fish were too high to
     ensure adequate protection of human health and that the rate of decline in 
     fish tissue levels had slowed. Similarly, the data for coho salmon showed  
     that PCB levels in this species remained above the fish tissue             
     concentrations of concern and that the trend of PCBs in this species       
     between 1984 through 1990 had leveled off in both Lakes Michigan and Erie. 
                                                                                
     In addition to the data presented in the preamble to the proposed Guidance,
     lake trout data for Lakes Superior and Michigan, and walleye data for Lake 
     Erie, indicate that concentrations of PCBs and DDT initially declined      
     rapidly, but leveled off in the mid- 1980s.  Similarly, concentrations of  
     PCBs and DDT in Lake Erie walleye showed no significant changes since 1982.
      PCB and DDT concentrations in lake trout from Lakes Michigan and Superior 
     had not changed significantly since 1986 (DeVault, 1993).                  
                                                                                
     Current trends indicate that many water quality objectives and fish tissue 
     criteria for the protection of human health are still being exceeded       
     (DeVault et al., 1994).  In Lake Erie, for example, water column           
     concentrations of both PCBs and DDT declined from 1980 through 1984, and   
     have not changed significantly through 1992, with levels of PCBs still     
     substantially above the fish tissue concentrations of concern (DeVault et  
     al., 1994).  PCB and DDT concentrations in coho salmon filets from Lake    
     Michigan showed rapid declines from 1980 through 1983, but increased       
     between 1983 and 1992.  Thus, even though water column concentrations of   
     PCBs continued to decline in Lakes Superior and Michigan through the early 
     1990s, an increase or lack of decline of PCBs has been observed in Lake    
     Superior and Lake Michigan fish tissue residues since the mid- 1980s.      
                                                                                
     The difference between the declining rates of PCBs in the water column     
     concentrations and the fish tissue residues in Lakes Superior and Michigan 
     indicate that these two systems have not reached an equilibrium of existing
     loads and bottom sediments. One possible explanation provided by DeVault et
     al. (1994) is that several recent changes to the zooplankton and forage    
     fish communities in the Great Lakes System may be responsible.  These      
     changes were observed concurrently with the slowing and reversals in       
     contaminant declines discussed above.                                      
                                                                                
     Despite the trends discussed above, the fish tissue concentrations of PCBs 
     described above show that the acceptable fish tissue concentration of 0.2  
     mg/L for the protection of biological resources is still being exceeded    
     across most of the Great Lakes basin (DeVault et al., 1994).  These        
     contaminant concentration levels continue to result in exceedances of State
     and Provincial human health criteria potential risks to human health from  
     cancer and noncancer systemic injuries, and fish consumption advisories for
     PCBs in each of the Great Lakes. Based on this information, further        
     decreases in loadings to the Great Lakes are necessary in order to meet    
     both existing and proposed future water quality objectives and criteria.   
     EPA and the Great Lakes States and Tribes are currently addressing residual
     pollutant problems in the Great Lakes through a variety of regulatory and  
     voluntary programs.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, this analysis, and its conclusions, are invalid for several       
     reasons.                                                                   
                                                                                
     1.  The data do not support EPA's contention that the rate of decline is   
     slowing.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The significant relationships observed by EPA may simply be due to chance. 
     EPA presents lake trout chemical data from two lakes (Lakes Michigan and   
     Superior) for DDT and PCBs.  Of the four combinations presented, only one  
     -- PCB levels in Lake Michigan lake trout -- shows a statistically         
     significant slowing in the rate of decline, whereas the three other        
     combinations show constant rates of decline.  Given four chances, the net  
     probability of finding one significant relationship is 4 times 0.05 (1), or
     20% roughly the chance of getting two heads in a row when flipping a coin. 
     In addition, one can assume that EPA collected data on these two           
     contaminants in lake trout from all five Great Lakes.  Since other data    
     from other Great Lakes were not presented, one can assume that contaminant 
     concentrations in these other lakes also showed no significant slowing of  
     the rate of decline.  The chances of getting one significant decrease with 
     data from five lakes and two chemicals is 50% --the chance of a one 5%     
     significance level in 10 chances.  That is, EPA may be planning a billion  
     dollar per year regulation on the basis of an observation whose certainty  
     is equivalent to the toss of a coin.                                       
     ___________________                                                        
     (1) OxyChem assumed the typical statistical significance level of 5%       
     because these data and statistical analyses have not been released for     
     public review.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2646.024     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's observations could also be due to its failure to control for         
     confounding factors.  Chemical concentrations in fish depend on lipid      
     content and size as well as exposure concentrations.  The first two factors
     must be controlled when making comparisons over time.  EPA has not released
     these data for public review; thus, one cannot determine if lipid and fish 
     size were controlled across years.  However, other data from the same      
     system (Miller et al. 1992) that are controlled for size and lipid content 
     do not show significant slowing over time.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2646.025     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note:  See Figure 1                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most importantly, EPA's assessment of significant slowing is determined    
     soley by EPA's biased subsampling of the data (from 1974 to 1982), which   
     established a baseline from a period of unusually rapid decline.  As can be
     seen from the detrended data (2), there are semi-regular waves of PCB      
     concentrations in fish over time (Figure 1).  EPA subsampled the data such 
     that their baseline period started at a relatively high  point --1974 --   
     and ended at a relatively low point -- 1982 (Figure 1).  Using the wave    
     analogy, EPA established its baseline by going from crest to trough, but   
     does the opposite for the comparison period, which is defined from trough  
     to crest (1982 to 1990.)                                                   
     ____________________                                                       
     (2) The points are the deviation from the least squares regression of log  
     PCB concentrations on year divided by the prediction.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2646.026     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note:  See Figure 2                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's rationale for which date to include in its baseline was not revealed,
     but the choice is paramount to the analysis presented.  Any conclusion is  
     possible depending on how EPA's data set is subsampled (Figure 2).  A      
     reasonable starting point would have been 1972, because PCB use was        
     restricted in that year, and EPA has data for 1972 and 1973.  If 1972 and  
     1973 data points are included in determination of the baseline rate, the   
     rate of decrease from the 1972 to 1982 is the same as the rate of decrease 
     for the entire data set from 1972 to 1990 (Figure 2).  According to this   
     baseline, there is no slowing of PCB decline in Lake Trout, and, therefore,
     no reason for the GLWQG.  Starting with 1972 and choosing the next eight   
     data points (EPA used eight data points in the GLWQG to establish its      
     baseline) produces a baseline that predicts more PCBs than are currently   
     observed.  If EPA had used this baseline, we'd currently be celebrating the
     faster-than-anticipated decline of PCBs instead of considering billions of 
     dollars per year in additional regulation.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2646.027     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lastly, it should be noted that EPA's analysis could simply be due to      
     error.  EPA uses its own data for this analysis, much of which has not been
     provided to the public or peer reviewed.  OxyChem does not believe that    
     major regulatory decisions should be based on data that have not been      
     adequately reviewed by independent reviewers.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2646.028     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The data provided by EPA do not provide evidence that the rate of decline  
     has slowed significantly for PCBs in Lake Michigan or for other chemicals  
     in other Great Lakes.  The slowing noted by EPA is due largely to a biased 
     subsampling of the data that overestimates the rate of decline in the      
     1970s.  More reasonable starting points fail to support a hypothesis of    
     significant slowing.  Moreover, the Lake Michigan PCB data presented by EPA
     are contradicted by data presented by EPA on other Great Lakes and data    
     collected by other researchers.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2646.029     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Figures 3, 4, 5, & 6                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  First order kinetics is not an appropriate model for PCB decline.      
                                                                                
     As evidence for slowing, EPA says that the two most recent data points for 
     PCBs in Lake Michigan lake trout deviate significantly from the rate of    
     first order decay.  Use of first order decay as a standard is based on     
     EPA's apparent assumption that the decline of PCBs and other contaminants  
     should follow first order kinetics.                                        
                                                                                
     However, a deceleration of the rate of decrease is not only not alarming,  
     it is exactly what should occur, even with a total cessation of inputs.    
     Slowing of the rate of decrease is expected to occur because fish are      
     contaminated from sediment as well as the water, and the sediments depurate
     much more slowly than the water column.  Early stages of depuration,       
     therefore, should be faster as the portion of total fish bioaccumulation   
     due to water column concentrations responds to the quickly dissipating     
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     water concentration.  However, as water concentrations and the portion of  
     fish bioaccumulation due to water column concentrations becomes            
     progressively reduced, the rate of fall becomes almost entirely dependent  
     on the slower responding sediments.                                        
                                                                                
     A number of models, developed in association with or by the IJC and EPA,   
     demonstrate that the slowing is expected even under impossibly optimal     
     conditions:  complete instantaneous cessation of external inputs.  For     
     example, the recent work by Mackay et al. (1992) for the IJC's Virtual     
     Elimination Task Force gives an equation for total lake trout              
     concentrations as a function of PCBs in water and sediments:               
                                                                                
     [Lake Trout] = 1.7 Cw + 0.04 Cs,                                           
                                                                                
     where Cw is the concentration in water (in ng/l) and Cs is the             
     concentration in sediments, in ng/g.                                       
                                                                                
     Based on other models with PCBs, the water column has a half-response time 
     of about 0.5 years and the sediments have a half response time of about 10 
     years (Connolly et al. 1988).  Assuming that external loading to Lake      
     Michigan completely ceased in 1974, the predicted responses of water,      
     sediments, and fish are depicted in Figure 3.                              
                                                                                
     As described above, the simple IJC model illustrates that fish             
     concentrations initially follow the quick response in the water column, but
     then start tracking the sediment slope as water concentrations become very,
     very small.  The same fish data are plotted in Figure 6 with a line based  
     on the rate of decline of the first 8 years of decline, the same period    
     used by the GLWQG in its baseline period.                                  
                                                                                
     Figures 5 and 6 illustrate two very important points.  First, the GLWQG's  
     concerns about slowed rates of decline are based on a incorrect perception 
     of what should occur.  A slowing of the rate of decline of contaminants in 
     fish is something that would have occurred and will occur even under       
     impossibly optimal conditions.  Second, a slowed rate of decline does not  
     imply any of the following.                                                
                                                                                
     *influence of external sources of PCBs on fish concentrations              
     *establishment of a "new equilibrium"                                      
                                                                                
     *need for further regulation.                                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2646.030     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Figures 7, 8, & 9                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Short-term changes in fish concentrations are not good indicators of   
     changes in loading or water concentrations.                                
                                                                                
     Another basic premise of EPA's reasoning is that relatively short-term     
     changes in fish concentrations are indicative of changes in external       
     loading.  The GLWQG recognizes two possible hypotheses to explain the      
     apparent slowing of lake trout PCB concentrations in Lake Michigan.        
                                                                                
     Hypothesis 1  The slowing is due to changes in ambient concentration from  
     controllable sources addressed by the GLWQG.                               
                                                                                
     Hypothesis 2  The slowing is due to changes in ambient concentration from  
     uncontrollable sources (tributary sediments, atmospheric sources, in-lake  
     sediments) not addressed by the GLWQG.                                     
                                                                                
     Contrary to extensive evidence showing the unimportance of point sources to
     total loading, the GLWQG concludes that Hypothesis 1 is correct.           
                                                                                
     However, in addition to changes in ambient concentration and loading,      
     numerous additional factors affect bioaccumulation:  notably fish growth   
     rate (Larson et al., 1992), prey type (GLWQG), and chemical bioavailability
     (EPA, 1993).  (The EPA recognizes these effects.  Many are discussed in the
     GLWQG's discussion of BAFs).  For example, chemical declines in the Great  
     Lakes may be offset by antagonistic effects of decreasing levels of        
     phosphorus and primary production, and, at least in Lake Ontario,          
     decreasing growth rates of large fish due to the combined effect of        
     predation and reduced nutrient levels on their prey.  Invasion of the Lakes
     by the zebra mussel is thought by some to have significantly increased     
     bioavailability by decreasing levels of suspended particles.               
                                                                                
     The discussion above and the failure of EPA's data to demonstrate          
     significant slowing produce a third hypothesis, not considered by the      
     GLWQG.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Hypothesis 3.  There is no slowing in the rate of decline.  The "slowing"  
     observed by EPA is due to selective use of noisy data.  The noise is caused
     by factors other than ambient concentration and changes in loading.        
                                                                                
     In fact, the data presented by EPA illustrate quite clearly that Hypothesis
     number 1 is not true.  Inspection of the data for lake trout from Lake     
     Michigan indicates that DDT and PCB concentrations in lake trout tend to   
     have the same temporal trends (Figure 5), especially in the 1980s which are
     of such concern to EPA.  This trend is obscured (literally and             
     figuratively) by the trend lines drawn by EPA, but it is depicted clearly  
     in Figure 6.  The data depicted are EPA's own data with the temporal trend 
     removed and normalized for predicted concentration.                        
                                                                                
     The detrended data show quite clearly that PCB concentrations and DDT      
     concentrations in Lake Michigan fish deviate from the regression line at   
     about the same time and by about the same relative magnitude.  These two   
     contaminants also covary in coho salmon over time (Figure 7).  It is also  
     true that concentrations of PCB and DDT in coho tend to follow the same    
     temporal trends as those concentrations in lake trout (Figure 8).          
                                                                                
     Data supplied by EPA, therefore, indicate that the same forces are driving 
     concentrations of both chemicals in both species of fish.  This observation
     is inconsistent with controllable point sources, for two reasons:          
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     a.  No point source is likely to simultaneously be a major source of both  
     PCB and DDT.  It is also very unlikely that the major dischargers of DDT   
     would increase and decrease loading synchronously with major dischargers of
     PCBs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     b.  According to the GLWQG (page 20811), coho salmon "respond much faster  
     to changes in water column concentrations than lake trout".  The           
     synchronous response of the two species, therefore, demonstrates that      
     changing fish concentrations are not due to changing water column          
     concentrations.                                                            
                                                                                
     Inspection of temporal changes in PCB and DDT suggests two other           
     inconsistencies between EPA's data and EPA's hypothesis.                   
                                                                                
     c.  The magnitude of changes in chemical concentrations (plus or minus 50  
     percent in one year) are far too large to be caused by changes in point    
     source loading.  Point source loadings are too small to cause significant  
     changes in total loadings, ambient concentrations, or fish concentrations  
     over the short or long-term.                                               
                                                                                
     d.  The changes in fish concentrations are too rapid to be due to changes  
     in ambient concentrations.  EPA spends much of the Preamble of the GLWQG   
     describing how slowly the Great Lakes respond to changes in loading.  EPA's
     description on the response time of the Great Lakes aptly describes why the
     observed waves of chemicals concentrations in fish cannot be due to changes
     in ambient total concentration or changes in loading.                      
                                                                                
     Thus, the data supplied by EPA argue strongly that point sources cannot be 
     the cause of changes in lake trout chemical concentrations observed in data
     provided by the EPA.                                                       
                                                                                
     The EPA's data are also not consistent with Hypothesis 2.  Non-point       
     sources, such as tributary sediments or in-lake sediments, could be a      
     source for both DDT and PCB, so inputs from these sources could cause the  
     synchronous response of a species to these two contaminants.  However, the 
     changes in fish concentrations are too large and too quick to be due to    
     changes in in-lake concentrations or loading over time.  Also, according to
     the GLWQG's reasoning, the synchronous response by both lake trout and coho
     salmon indicates that changing ambient concentrations are not the causal   
     factor in changing fish concentrations.                                    
                                                                                
     The data shown by EPA appear to be most consistent with the noise          
     hypothesis.  The noise in this case is most likely due to food chain       
     dynamics.  As shown by Borgman and Whittle (1991), PCB concentrations in   
     lake trout depend on the dynamics of their primary prey (alewives).        
     Specifically, they found that PCB concentrations in lake trout dropped     
     dramatically 1 to 2 years after population crashes of the alewife.  These  
     authors argue that after population crashes, prey populations are dominated
     by young, less contaminated alewives.                                      
                                                                                
     The same relationship occurs in Lake Michigan.  If detrended PCB data for  
     lake trout are plotted versus alewife numbers (Wells et al. 1986), with a  
     one year time lag, the relationship is very strong (Figure 9).  In years   
     following major declines in alewife numbers, levels of PCBs in lake trout  
     drop significantly in Lake Michigan.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2646.031     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Summary:  The deline of toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes is slowing  
     and approaching a "new equilibrium.".                                      
                                                                                
     The data supplied by EPA do not support any of the underlying assumptions  
     suggested in the GLWQG.  The "slowing" appears to be due to EPA's          
     non-random subsampling of the data and, potentially, failure to include    
     data from other Great Lakes.  The underlying assumption that decline should
     be first order is inconsistent with theory.  Lastly, short-term changes in 
     fish concentrations observed in EPA's data are almost certainly not caused 
     by changes in loading or changes in ambient concentration.  Rather, the    
     trends observed by EPA are apprently due to changes in the prey of the lake
     trout and Coho Salmon.  The "new equilibrium" hypothesis due to external   
     sources is not supported by data provided by EPA.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2646.032     
     
     See response to comment number D2646.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Critical Evaluation of Premise #2: The new equilibrium is unacceptably high
                                                                                
     The GLWQG argues that further, expensive efforts are necessary to remedy   
     human health concerns in the Great Lakes.  The GLWQG refers to the presence
     of many fish advisories as evidence of a significant problem.              
                                                                                
     However, fish advisories would be a major problem only if all the following
     are true                                                                   
                                                                                

Page 889



$T044618.TXT
     1) Many fish are restricted                                                
                                                                                
     2) The restrictions applied to many people                                 
                                                                                
     3) Restrictions on consumption represented a significant cost to people    
     whose diet was restricted                                                  
                                                                                
     4) The dangers of eating too much were severe                              
                                                                                
     In fact, none of the above are likely to be true.  Each point will be      
     considered in detail below.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2646.033     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 1                                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Many fish are restricted                                               
                                                                                
     To underscore the severity of this "problem", EPA states that over 700 fish
     advisories currently exist in Great Lakes states.  This seems like a lot,  
     but later only 164 fish advisories are said to exist in the Great Lakes    
     waters and tributaries.  Why EPA lists advisories for waters not covered by
     the GLWQG is not clear.                                                    
                                                                                
     Moreover, the 164 advisories do not represent 164 fish species that cannot 
     be eaten.  It represents the total numbers of advisories, by target        
     population, by state, by chemical, and sometimes by size of fish.  Thus,   
     the same fish could be restricted 20 to 30 different ways and yield a like 
     number of different advisories (Table 1).  In fact, fish advisories in     
     Great Lakes states apply almost entirely to larger members of about four   
     species of fatty fish:  coho and chinook salmon, brown trout, and lake     
     trout.  According to a recent search of EPA Fish Advisory Database, Lake   
     Michigan has a total of 118 advisories, 99 of which apply to lake trout,   
     brown trout, chinook and coho salmon.                                      
                                                                                
     Thus, the 709 different advisories in Great Lakes states are really only   
     164 fish advisories in Great Lakes waters and, are really only restrictions
     on large individuals of about four fish species.  Consumption of many fish 
     is not restricted in the Great Lakes.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2646.034     
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     See Section I.C  of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The restrictions apply to many people                                  
                                                                                
     This small number of restricted species does not translate into large      
     numbers of people who are prevented from eating fish, because there simply 
     are not that many salmonid game fish in the Great Lakes.  Species that are 
     restricted are almost entirely large game fish.  These fish are at the top 
     of the food chain, and fish at the top of food chain are simply not very   
     productive, especially in the nutrient poor Great Lakes.                   
                                                                                
     For example, consider the worst-case -- lake trout in Lake Ontario -- the  
     most contaminated fish in the most contaminated of the Great Lakes.  The   
     total take of Lake Ontario lake trout is about 40,000 to 80,000 fish/yr    
     (Kerr and LeTendre 1991), each of which averages less than 3 kg in weight. 
     After skinning, filleting, spoilage, cooking, and waste, at most only about
     60,000 kg/yr of lake trout are available to be eaten.  Since the Lake      
     Ontario watershed contains about 8,000,000 people, Lake Ontario is capable 
     of supplying about 0.02 grams of lake trout per person per day.            
                                                                                
     In contrast, the GLWQG uses a level of 15 grams per person per day in its  
     risk assessments, which is about 730 times the rate that Lake Ontario's    
     lake trout can support on a per capita basis.  Even if only one in 7 people
     eats any lake trout at all, Lake Ontario would still be incapable of       
     supplying more than about 1% of the ration assumed by EPA in its risk      
     assessments.  Moreover, the Lake Ontario fishery is world famous and close 
     to very large populations centers outside the watershed, so many fisherman 
     come from outside the watershed.  The population actually supplying        
     fisherman, and fish eaters, to Lake Ontario is likely to be much larger    
     than 8 million.                                                            
                                                                                
     Most lake trout in Lake Ontario now have less than 2 ppm PCBs in fillets   
     (NYDEC 1993).  According to recently proposed fish consumption advisories  
     (GLSFATF 1993), a consumption advisory would limit consumption of these    
     fish to 6 meals per year.  Such a limitation on consumption poses no       
     significant loss since the lake is incapable of supplying more than one    
     meal every two months to less than 1% of the population. (3)               
                                                                                
     Consequently, fish consumption advisories pose far less of an impediment to
     eating Lake Ontario lake trout than the simple ratio of numbers of trout   
     divided by number of consumers.                                            
     ____________________                                                       
     (3) At one half pound per meal (0.23 kg), as assumed by GLSFATF (1993) and 
     a total fillet production of 60,000 kg/yr, the lake is capable of producing
     about 240,000 total meals per year, or enough lake trout for 40,000 people,
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     about 0.5% of the watershed's population, to have the maximum recommended 6
     meals per year.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2646.035     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.  See also Section I.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Restrictions on consumption represent a significant cost to people     
     whose diet is restricted.                                                  
                                                                                
     The cost of fish advisories are very small because the Great Lakes fishery 
     is almost entirely an angling resource, not a food fishery (4).  Simple    
     calculations concerning Lake Ontario, the worst-case lake, demonstrate how 
     small the "costs" of fish advisories really are.                           
                                                                                
     The relative value of angling versus food value can be crudely estimated by
     the differential expenditures for angling versus the food value of angled  
     fish.  Almost all of the restrictions in Lake Ontario apply to large       
     salmonid game fish.  According to Kerr and LeTendre (1991), the yield of   
     game fish from Lake Ontario should be about 3.5 kg/ha/yr, which produces a 
     total estimated game fish yield of about 7,000,000 kg/yr.  (Lake Ontario   
     has a surface area of about 2 million hectares).  Prior to consumption,    
     fish are gutted, deheaded, cleaned, and generally filleted and skinned,    
     often by fisherman who are not expert at cleaning fish.  After cleaning and
     other losses (spoilage), it can be assumed that only about 25 percent of   
     the total weight makes it to the kitchen.  Salmon, trout, and other game   
     fish cost approximately $10/kg retail, so the total food value of the catch
     is about $17,500,000.                                                      
                                                                                
     In contrast, the angling industry of Lake Ontario is a $200 million per    
     year industry (Kerr and LeTendre 1991).  Thus, the angling experience      
     represents about 91 percent of the value of the resource, while fish flesh 
     represents about 9 percent.  Assuming that no fish were ever eaten by      
     anyone due to the advisories, fish advisories would reduce the value of the
     resource by about 9 percent.                                               
                                                                                
     However, many of the game fish in Lake Ontario are not restricted for      
     consumption.  For example, walleyes and all but the largest rainbow trout  
     are not restricted.  Assuming that half the fish caught are not restricted 
     and only half the people pay attention to the restrictions, the net loss of
     the resource is 9 percent divided by 4, or about 2 percent of the total    
     value of the fishery.  So, the value of the fishery is almost independent  
     of current fish advisories.                                                
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     There are also antagonistic mitigating factors.  One could argue, for      
     example, that because of chemicals, the perceived value of fish is less.   
     This effect would reduce the value of the fish that were consumed, which   
     would drive the loss up toward the maximum of 9 percent of the total       
     resource.  On the other hand, restrictions on angling have been pivotal in 
     the revitalization of several of the fisheries in the Great Lakes, notably 
     walleyes in Lake Ontario and Lake Erie (Sly, 1991; Edwards and Ryder,      
     1991).  So fish advisories have, ironically, dramatically enhanced the     
     resource by preventing overfishing.                                        
     ____________________                                                       
     (4) The annual food value of the commercial fishery of the Great Lakes is  
     about $20 million whereas the angling industry of the Great Lakes is worth 
     an estimated $3 to $4 billion per year (Fish and Wildlife Service, as      
     quoted in Sierra Club 1993).                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2646.036     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 2, 3, & 4                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The dangers of eating too much fish are significant                    
                                                                                
     The dangers of ignoring an advisory are uncertain because it is unclear    
     what constitutes the basis for most advisories in the Great Lakes.         
     Nationally, two government agencies, the EPA and FDA, share jurisdiction   
     over contaminants in fish.  In a joint statement by the two agencies (EPA  
     1989), it is said that                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA and FDA share the federal responsibility for contaminants in foods that
     move in interstate commerce.  FDA has the primary role for assuring the    
     safety of the food supply, including fish and shellfish (5).               
                                                                                
     Later, the joint statement read:                                           
                                                                                
     "Since 1971, action levels have been the result of close consultation      
     between the two agencies."                                                 
                                                                                
     However, inspection of Table 2 illustrates that consultation has not       
     produced coherence between EPA and FDA assessments.  EPA risk numbers are  
     often 10 to 100 times more stringent than FDA's.  As also can be seen from 
     Table 2, compared to FDA action levels, very few advisories should         
     currently exist, even in the most contaminated Lake Ontario.  The FDA      
     advisories that do exist now will probably disappear sometime in the next  
     decade, given current trends in fish tissue concentrations                 
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     Thus, the choice of assessment number (FDA versus EPA) largely determines  
     the perceived state of the Lake Ontario and the Great Lakes as a whole, as 
     well as the need for the GLWQG.  Using FDA action levels, consumption of   
     only a few large fish, primarily lake trout, pose any significant danger.  
     Using EPA risk assessment numbers, however, many fish in the Great Lakes   
     pose risk due to a number of different compounds.                          
                                                                                
     The situation is even more complicated because the states have the primary 
     responsibility for issuing fish advisories, and they use a variety of      
     methods that vary between and even within states.  For example, New York   
     officially uses the FDA standards for PCB, mirex, and the pesticides, but  
     it uses its own risk assessment number (10 ppt) for dioxin.  Simply        
     comparing Lake Ontario fish advisories with Lake Ontario fish chemical     
     levels, however, shows that New York is not following FDA numbers for PCBs.
      Similarly, many other states continue to promulgate advisories for        
     chemicals that are now far below FDA limits.                               
                                                                                
     The confusion between EPA tissue levels and FDA action levels and state    
     advisories may soon become moot because the Great Lakes Sports Fishery     
     Advisory Task Force (GLSFATF) comprised of Great Lakes states has recently 
     come up with a completely new method for fish advisories.  Instead of the  
     all or none criteria used FDA, the proposed advisories would recommend     
     different consumption rates for different levels of contaminants.  In early
     drafts, the current method proposes only the following consumption         
     advisories for PCBs, reprinted in Table 3.                                 
                                                                                
     Other than lake trout, skinned fillets of most sport fish in Lake Ontario  
     have PCB concentrations close to 1.1 ppm (Table 4), which would place the  
     bulk of the sport fishes in Group 3 -- consume up to 12 times per year.    
     Based on these draft guidelines for PCBs, therefore, current levels of Lake
     Ontario fish pose little risk to the general population because the Lake is
     incapable of supplying more than one meal per month to all but a small     
     portion of the watershed.                                                  
                                                                                
     Therefore, based on recently proposed draft criteria from the Great Lakes, 
     the dangers of consuming PCB-contaminated fish, even from Lake Ontario     
     which has the highest PCB concentrations in the Great Lakes, are nil except
     for a very small number of people who have access to inordinate amounts of 
     fish and ignore the advisories.  Moreover, fish advisories are intended to 
     be protective, so they include numerous safety margins.  Thus, the actual  
     risk is likely to be very low, even for the sub-groups that consume very   
     large amounts of Lake Ontario fish.                                        
                                                                                
     It should also be noted that PCB levels in fish have probably dropped      
     another 30% from those cited above, because PCB concentrations in Lake     
     Ontario fish have been following a 10 year half life (Borgmann and Whittle 
     1991.)  Thus, all of the fish species, except for older lake trout, are now
     probably in the Group 3, which permits one meal per month.                 
     ____________________                                                       
     (5) It is important to note that while EPA states that "FDA has the primary
     role for assuring the safety of the food supply, including fish and        
     shellfish." the GLWQG's water quality criteria are based on EPA risk       
     numbers.  Use of FDA action levels would have rendered most of the GLWQG   
     unnecessary.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2646.037     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2967.001 and G2688.002.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Summary:  The new equilibrium is unacceptably high.                    
                                                                                
     Current fish advisories in the Great Lakes pose little cost, because       
                                                                                
     fish advisories do not apply to most fish species                          
                                                                                
     the lakes are incapable of supplying restricted fish to all but a small    
     portion of the watershed                                                   
                                                                                
     the fishery value is almost entirely recreational, not dietary             
                                                                                
     ignoring current advisories confers little risk.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2646.038     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2646.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Critical Evaluation of Conclusion:  Additional efforts (i.e., specifically 
     the GLWQG) are necessary to protect the environment and human health.      
                                                                                
     Data support neither of EPA's underlying premises for the GLWQG.  The data 
     presented by EPA do not support the GLWQG's contention that a new          
     equilibrium is occurring or will soon occur.  Furthermore, as exemplified  
     by fish advisories, current levels of chemicals pose little risk or costs  
     to consumers of Great Lakes fish.  Given that these two premises were      
     pivotal to EPA's justification for the GLWQG, the GLWQG would appear to    
     have little justification or potential benefit.  EPA should reconsider     
     whether the GLWQG is justified.                                            
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     In its re-evaluation of the need for the GLWQG, EPA should consider the    
     biological limits of these lakes to provide food to the populations.  Fish 
     consumption advisories pose far less of an impediment to eating Great Lakes
     fish than the simple ratio of numbers of fish divided by number of         
     consumers.  While appealing as a slogan, the goal of "unlimited            
     consumption" is, of course, biologically impossible, and in the discussion 
     of the actual cost of fish advisories, irrelevant.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2646.039     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2657.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains insufficient scientific, and technical data to justify its
     overly restrictive requirements and the conservative implementation        
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2657.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance contains insufficient scientific and  
     technical data to justify its requirements or that the requirements are    
     overly restrictive and conservative.  EPA believes that the Guidance       
     promotes consistency in standards and implementation procedures while      
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes and is based on the  
     best available science for the protection of human health, aquatic life and
     wildlife as discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and   
     supporting documents.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2657.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the GLI have been significantly underestimated and will result
     in an undue economic burden on the Great Lakes region for little practical 
     environmental improvement.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2657.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2657.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science underlying BAFs is not adequately developed to justify its use 
     as a regulatory tool.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.003     
     
     See response to comment G2784.005                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2657.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values will result in overly restrictive and unnecessary control   
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2657.004     
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     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2657.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy will adversely effect industrial expansion and  
     economic growth in the region.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2657.005     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will be an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the     
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2657.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For several substances, GLI criteria are set less than background          
     concentrations and the proposed intake credit provisions will result in    
     significant costs with no commensurate benefits.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2657.006     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs is not justified and needlessly   
     conservative.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2657.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2657.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality permit limits below analytical detection levels should not   
     result in the implementation of pollutant minimization programs which are  
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     beyond EPA's authority under the Clean Water Act.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2657.008     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2657.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will severely limit the ability of states to establish             
     site-specific water quality criteria even when fully justified by local    
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2657.009     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2657.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .010 is embedded in .011                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Promulgation of the GLI will constitute general regulatory approval of     
     policies and methods with unproven science.  The EPA should undertake      
     additional research and data collection to address the scientific          
     inadequacies of the proposal                                               
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     Response to: D2657.010     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.  See also responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 for a discussion on how the     
     Guidance addresses point and nonpoint sources of pollution as well as how  
     it complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2657.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Promulgation of the GLI will constitute general regulatory approval of    
     policies and methods with unproven science.  The EPA should undertake      
     additional research and data collection to address the scientific          
     inadequacies of the proposal] and to further evaluate the cost/benefit     
     inter-relationships prior to promulgation.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2657.011     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2657.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has been developed to address perceived water quality issues in the
     Great Lakes System.                                                        
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     Response to: D2657.012     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2657.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI will result in harsh economic impact for little           
     environmental improvement of the Great Lakes.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2657.013     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2657.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should consider substantial changes to improve the scientific and  
     legal basis for the GLI.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2657.014     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes consistency in standards and       
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2657.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mandatory language of the GLI is inconsistent with the intent of the   
     Clean Water Act and the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.  The April 16,  
     1993 GLI proposal overrides the state's lead role in development and       
     implementation of water quality standards.  The Clean Water Act Section    
     118(2) (A), which was added by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of    
     1990, directs EPA to publish water quality "guidance" for the Great Lakes  
     system which "shall conform with the objectives and provisions of the Great
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement" and "shall be no less restrictive than the  
     provision of this Act and national water quality criteria and guidance."   
     The Critical Programs Act specifies the development of guidance for the    
     states to provide uniform water quality standards, antidegradation         
     provisions and implementation procedures for the Great Lakes System.       
     Existing procedures are well established for EPA to publish guidance for   
     the states to review in developing state water quality standards.  The     
     proposed GLI significantly deviates from existing procedures by mandating  
     the implementation of the GLI guidance which usurps state authority as     
     provided in Section 303 of the Clean Water Act.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2657.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.  See  
     also Section I.C.4 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2657.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science underlying BAFs is not adequately developed to justify its use 
     as a regulatory tool.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.016     
     
     See response to comment G2784.005                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2657.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of bioaccumulation in deriving water quality criteria is a         
     reasonable scientific approach.  However, the use of the proposed GLI BAF  
     determination processes, without regard to adequate scientific validation, 
     is a serious flaw in using Tier II criteria in regulatory permits.  It is  
     crucial that BAFs be determined scientifically and their impact on the     
     regulated community be evaluated.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2657.017     
     
     EPA believes it has adequately validated the BAF procedure and believes the
     BAF values can be used in the regulatory process.  In addition, EPA has    
     evaluated the impact on the regulated community of using BAFs (see the RIA 
     and section IX of the SID for a discussion on the costs/benefits of the    
     final Guidance.)                                                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2657.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .018 is embedded in comment .019                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Field derived BAF exhibit a degree of variability due to environmental     
     factors such as fish mobility, sampling location and temporal changes in   
     contaminant concentration.  Before this methodology is used in developing  
     water quality criteria, assurances must be made that the field derived BAFs
     comport with all available scientifically verified data.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2657.018     
     
     EPA acknowledges that there can be errors in determining field- measured   
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     BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to minimize these  
     potential errors when deriving BAFs for the final Guidance by carefully    
     screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.   EPA continues to contend  
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concerned about
     the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA,   
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2657.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Field derived BAF exhibit a degree of variability due to environmental    
     factors such as fish mobility, sampling location and temporal changes in   
     contaminant concentration.  Before this methodology is used in developing  
     water quality criteria, assurances must be made that the field derived BAFs
     comport with all available scientifically verified data.]  Also, because of
     this innate variation, provisions in the GLI should allow for the          
     development of independent site specific BAFs for deriving state standards.
     
     
     Response to: D2657.019     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that all scientifically verified data that is
     applicable to the final Guidance should be used in the derivation of BAFs. 
     EPA states that for both organic and inorganic chemicals, human health and 
     wildlife BAFs for both trophic levels shall be reviewed for consistency    
     with all available data concerning the bioaccumulation, bioconcentration,  
     and metabolism of the chemical.  For example, information concerning       
     octanol-water partitioning, molecular size, or other physicochemical       
     properties that might enhance or inhibit bioaccumulation should be         
     considered for organic chemicals.  BAFs derived in accordance with this    
     methodology should be modified if changes are justified by available data. 
                                                                                
     If scientifically justified, EPA is allowing for modifications to          
     the BAF based on site-specific characteristics based on the                
     procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.                            
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     EPA will provide States and Tribes with guidance on conducting             
     BAF field studies.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2657.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation is a complex environmental process and estimating its      
     extent for specific pollutants is difficult.  The model proposed in the GLI
     to calculate BAFs is based on scientifically controversial food chain      
     multipliers.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.020     
     
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation is a complex environmental process.        
     However, bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines  
     the total concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed
     by humans and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a      
     chemical through the food chain can be significant.  The use of BAFs, which
     account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential        
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.                           
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that model is based on scientifically     
     controversial food chain multipliers.  In the final Guidance, EPA has used 
     an adaptation of the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the   
     Thomann 1989 model.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs 
     minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs   
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three- fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA    
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2657.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board's review found the model unacceptable because it
     "has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional   
     water quality criteria at this time".                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.021     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the commenter suggesting that additional validation
     of the models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a       
     perfect simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, 
     based on the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 
     1988), the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2657.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The model must be subject to further validation by sensitivity studies     
     which address potential data input and collection variation.  Studies by   
     the National Council for Air and Stream Improvement (NCASI) indicate that  
     the model predictions may be over estimated by as much as two orders of    
     magnitude and that the model consistently overpredicts tissue              
     concentrations for chemicals with bioaccumulative potential in the range of
     those considered for regulation under the GLI.  The current model BAF      
     procedure cannot be generally verified with actual field data measurements.
     Without further refinement of the model, the level of accuracy in the model
     makes this an unacceptable regulatory protocol for developing GLI criteria.
     
     
     Response to: D2657.022     
     
     See reponse to comments D2724.060 and P2607.048.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the adoption of a BAF level of 1000 as a basis for           
     determining bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) for criteria       
     development is arbitrary.  EPA did not explain how it selected this number 
     for the proposed rule.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2657.023     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2657.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF model flaws will result in the regulation of substances at a       
     significant cost to point source dischargers with unknown environmental    
     benefit.  For example, the model can and will be used to address previously
     untested substances.  Potential exists, due to inherent model flaws, for an
     overestimation of the new BAF.  This will lead to the development of       
     criteria and subsequent permit limitations which are unduly restrictive.   
     Costs associated with complying with these permit limitations can result in
     significant capital expenditures for unknown environmental benefit due to  
     the original model flaws.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2657.024     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A      
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
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     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the methodology in the final Guidance uses the best      
     science available for regulatory application.  EPA however agrees with     
     commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new data become        
     available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1
     will provide the mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In     
     addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows for the            
     incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is        
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2657.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the extreme consequences associated with BAFs, consideration must be 
     given to further accelerate efforts to develop a better methodology for BAF
     derivation if they are to be used in the development of GLI criteria.      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.025     
     
     EPA has reviewed and revised the BAF methodology in the final Guidance.    
     EPA believes that the methodology uses the best science available for a    
     regulatory application at this time.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2657.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving water quality      
     standards until the uncertainties of the BAF concept are addressed.  The   
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     regluatory agencies can begin this action by first developing sampling and 
     monitoring provisions, both chemical and biological, as a condition in     
     permits to develop a data base from which to make sound environmental      
     policy decisions and regulations.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2657.026     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2657.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 is embedded in .028                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to adopt a two tiered approach to water quality criteria  
     development which includes the traditional Tier I criteria development     
     methodologies and a new Tier II method.  The Tier II method will calculate 
     water quality values using less data than the full minimum data set        
     required for Tier I criteria.                                              
                                                                                
     The Tier II methodology is designed to be a conservative value to reflect  
     the uncertainty of a more limited database.  Tier II values will lack an   
     adequate scientific basis for establishing a criteria.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2657.027     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2657.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI proposes to adopt a two tiered approach to water quality criteria 
     development which includes the traditional Tier I criteria development     
     methodologies and a new Tier II method.  The Tier II method will calculate 
     water quality values using less data than the full minimum data set        
     required for Tier I criteria.                                              
                                                                                
     The Tier II methodology is designed to be a conservative value to reflect  
     the uncertainty of a more limited database.  Tier II values will lack an   
     adequate scientific basis for establishing a criteria.]  They can result in
     needlessly restrictive NPDES permit limits which may not be modified in the
     future to less restrictive limits due to antibacksliding provisions of the 
     Clean Water Act.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2657.028     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2657.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA currently requires scientific data on potential environmental impacts  
     that meet minimum quality assurance and control requirements before a Tier 
     I water quality criteria can be established.  The Tier II method allows    
     fewer scientific data points, both in quantity and quality, to establish   
     water quality standards.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2657.029     
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     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2657.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II values will result in overly restrictive and          
     unnecessary control requirements.  Capital resources should only be        
     required to meet permit limitations for pollutant criteria which are based 
     on verified scientific data and known environmental benefit.               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.030     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2657.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is also a concern that antibacksliding provisions of the Clean Water 
     Act will prevent the relaxation of permit limits based on Tier II criteria 
     following the compilation of additional scientific data which would justify
     a less stringent criteria.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2657.031     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2657.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values should not to be used for permitting purposes and should be 
     used solely for identifying substances where there is a need to gather more
     data to meet the Tier I criterion requirements.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2657.032     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2657.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lastly, Tier II provisions of the GLI inappropriately shifts the burden of 
     developing Tier I criteria from the regulator to the regulated community.  
     An individual permittee with Tier II based permit limits will face the     
     option of embarking on extensive research to unilaterally develop Tier I   
     criteria or construct additional treatment capability and/or change        
     production processes if technically possible.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2657.033     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2657.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values should only be used as a screening criteria to determine the
     need for additional data acquisition for potential Tier I criteria         
     development.  Permits could require chemical and biological monitoring of  
     effluents and receiving waters for chemicals of regulatory concern which do
     not meet Tier I criteria requirements.  This would provide the regulatory  
     agencies the opportunity to build an adequate data base for substances     
     without the potential for overly restrictive permit limits being           
     implemented.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.034     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2657.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
      The EPA should also propose a list of Tier II substances for comment and  
     review.  This will avoid repetitive review of chemicals for Tier II        
     criteria by individual states.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2657.035     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 914



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI will modify the current federal antidegradation policy to 
     include more restrictive standards, implementation procedures and          
     demonstration requirements.  Besides being inconsistent with the terms of  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, the proposed GLI antidegradation  
     policy will have a significant adverse effect on industrial expansion and  
     publicly owned treatment work's ability to accommodate population growth in
     the Great Lakes region.  This will result because the antidegradation      
     provision will preclude increases in the rate of discharge of              
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) from any source above current  
     levels (Existing Effluent Quality-EEQ).  The GLI antidegradation provision 
     will make it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to accommodate        
     production increases at manufacturing plants currently operating at less   
     than full capacity due to market conditions even if the production increase
     would result in treated effluent pollutant concentrations within allowable 
     permit levels.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2657.036     
     
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2657.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation provisions will also cause non-compliance incidents
     to increase regardless of operational practices.  Wastewater treatment     
     facilities are designed with excess pollutant removal capacity in order to 
     maintain a margin of safety for continuous compliance.  Under the proposed 
     GLI provisions, permittees that optimize treatment efficiency and establish
     a compliance margin of safety will confront an increased potential for     
     non-compliance as future permit limits reduce to levels that are           
     discharged.  This approach to antidegradation is needlessly restrictive and
     does not recognize seasonal effects and process variability on wastewater  
     treatment efficiency.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.037     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2657.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality is not compromised when permit limitations are unchanged.    
     When an NPDES permit is renewed the permittee should not be penalized for  
     successfully maintaining actual discharge concentrations below permitted   
     levels.  The implementation of the proposed antidegradation procedures     
     arbitrarily forces NPDES point sources into non-compliance.  Through       
     implementation of the proposed antidegradation procedure, permitees will be
     forced to adopt production cutbacks to account for process or treatment    
     variability in order to avoid exceeding arbitrary and increasingly         
     restrictive permit limitations.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2657.038     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2657.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ concept should not be used as a basis for modifying limitations in 
     permit renewals or as a trigger for an antidegradation review.  Facilities 
     will not be able to modify production processes, products, or raw materials
     without an antidegradation review under the proposed GLI.  Minor facility  
     or product modifications which could increase concentrations of some       
     substances in discharges over actual current levels, but within existing   
     permit limitations would be hindered causing severe restrictions to        
     industrial activity in areas subject to the GLI with no significant        
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2657.039     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation requirements should be the same for BCCs and non-BCCs.  EPA
     has not justified its assertion that any amount of a BCC has the potential 
     to significantly lower water quality.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.040     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2657.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy should contain a de minimis test for            
     applicability.  At a minimum, increases less than 10% of the current       
     discharge rate should not warrant an antidegradation review.               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.041     
     
     Allowing a lowering of water quality to be considered de minimis based on a
     change in discharge rate is contrary to the intent of antidegradation.     
     Antidegradation is concerned with changes in ambient water quality, not    
     changes in discharge rates.  The approach suggested by the discharger could
     result in significant changes in water quality without antidegradation     
     review, particularly for large discharges to smaller receiving waters. Any 
     de minimis provisions adopted by States and Tribes must be related to      
     changes in water quality, not changes in discharge rates.                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2657.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation demonstration for socio-economic impact should     
     provide some specific guidance as to an acceptable test in order to provide
     consistent application of the rules within and between Great Lakes states. 
     As an example, specific numeric factors based on increases in jobs or tax  
     base could be employed to eliminate decisions based on antidegradation     
     demonstrations which are arbitrarily based on subjective judgement.  Point 
     sources should be assured that if they meet specific requirements they will
     be granted the necessary permit modifications.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2657.042     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     It is not possible to provide a step-by-step process that, if followed,    
     will result in a request to lower water quality being granted.  This is    
     true for a number of reasons.  First, merely accomplishing the             
     administrative requirements does not ensure that the information provided  
     in support of lowering water quality is sufficient to justify a deicsion to
     allow a lowering of water quality.  Second, antidegradation is inherently  
     case- specific with the ultimate goal being to accomodate economic growth  
     while minimizing environmental impacts.  In some instances, information    
     provided early in a demonstration may suggest productive new avenues of    
     consideration or new possibilities that merit review prior to making a     
     final decision. Finally, public participation is an important factor in any
     decision regarding lower water quality.  An assured outcome based on       
     completion of certain steps and meaningful opportunities for public        
     participation are incompatible.  Further, because of section 510, EPA      
     cannot require States and Tribes to approve lowering of water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2657.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's current approach, states have some flexibility to account for  
     background pollutant concentrations.  Under the GLI, however, a very       
     restrictive set of conditions must be met to grant allowances for          
     pollutants in intake waters.  The GLI proposal burdens the procedure for   
     allowing intake water credits with so many conditions that it effectively  
     eliminates any such credits.  For example, many current municipal water    
     supplies, surface waters and groundwater sources used for non-contact      
     cooling water will be unable to meet the proposed GLI criteria.  The       
     procedures for obtaining intake credits in the proposed GLI will not be    
     available due to the potential of metal leaching in the piping causing an  
     "addition" to the pollutant load.  Essentially, permit writers will be     
     unable to make use of the proposed intake provisions and permittees will be
     subject to unnecessary costs for no environmental benefit.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2657.043     
     
     With respect the commenter's characterization of current policy, see       
     response to comment P2574.002.  The response to comment P2588.07 addresses 
     the "no mass added" requirement.  Also see SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2657.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft DRI/McGraw-Hill cost study for the Council of Great Lakes        
     Governors cites "the lack of a clear, sensible approach to intake credits" 
     as a key element that will "drive up the costs of the GLI without          
     delivering commensurate benefits."  Unless the proposal is significantly   
     modified, each permittee could be held strictly liable for removing        
     substances which are contained in waters entering the facility, even if the
     plant's processes do not produce the pollutant or significantly add to the 
     amount of the pollutant in the discharge.  As a result, significant capital
     expenditures may be needed just to treat intake waters or develop          
     additional waste water control technology for naturally occurring          
     ubiquitous substances.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2657.044     
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in response to comment D2657.006.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2657.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .045 is embedded in comment .046                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed approach for intake credits not only violates the Clean Water 
     Act which only allows EPA to regulate the "addition" of pollutants to U.S. 
     waters by point sources,                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2657.045     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2657.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The proposed apprach for intake credits not only violates the Clean Water 
     Act which only allows EPA to regulate the "addition" of pollutants to U.S. 
     waters by point sources,] it will jeopardize the economic viability of     
     existing facilities and discourage industrial development throughout the   
     Great Lakes region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2657.046     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2657.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is an additional concern that plant managers could be held liable for
     substances contained in intake waters that are below current analytical    
     test method detection capabilities.  As detection capabilities continue to 
     improve, operators will be faced with new unanticipated compliance         
     liabilities.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.047     
     
     The issue raised by the commenter is not unique to situations where the    
     discharge contains intake pollutants.  However, whether the discharge of   
     intake pollutants requires WQBLES and how those WQBELs will be developed   
     may depend on factors related to intake pollutants.  For a full discussion 
     of intake credits, see SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                          
                                                                                
     Please see SID at Section VIII.H. for a discussion of issues related to    
     establishing WQBELs below the level of quantitation.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2657.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the EPA or the states insist the GLI address intake credits, Option 4   
     presented in the preamble, coupled with a direct exemption for non-contact 
     cooling water, should be adopted.  Option 4 provides the greatest          
     flexibility for intake credits of the proposed options by addressing       
     credits for groundwater, public drinking water and surface water sources.  
     
     
     Response to: D2657.048     
     
     With respect to Option 4 as presented in the preamble, see responses to    
     comments P2607.081 and P2574.083. EPA does not agree that a blanket        
     exemption for non-contact cooling water is appropriate, as explained in the
     SID at Sections VIII.E.7.a.vi. and 7.b.i.  EPA agrees that limiting        
     consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELs to instances where the
     receiving water exceeds the criteria is appropriate, as explained in the   
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i, but has not imposed this limitation for       
     purposes of procedure 5.D. of appendix F, the intake pollutant reasonable  
     potential procedure.                                                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .049 is embedded in comment .050                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current federal policy requires industrial and municipal discharges to meet
     ambient water quality standards after they pass through a mixing zone which
     includes a zone of initial dilution.  Dischargers are required to perform  
     toxicity tests to ensure that sensitive species are fully protected where  
     mixing zones are set.  Under the GLI, the Agency has proposed that for     
     BCCs, mixing zones and zones of initial dilution be eliminated for no      
     scientifically valid reason.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.049     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Current federal policy requires industrial and municipal discharges to    
     meet ambient water quality standards after they pass through a mixing zone 
     which includes a zone of initial dilution.  Dischargers are required to    
     perform toxicity tests to ensure that sensitive species are fully protected
     where mixing zones are set.  Under the GLI, the Agency has proposed that   
     for BCCs, mixing zones and zones of initial dilution be eliminated for no  
     scientifically valid reason.]  This will force dischargers to meet ambient 
     water quality standards at the end of the pipe for BCCs, which could       
     require the application of advanced treatment technologies at a high       
     economic cost and no environmental benefit.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2657.050     
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA Technical Support Document of Water Quality-Based Toxics Control 
     (EPA No. 505/2-90-001) states that properly derived water quality criteria 
     are compatible with the use of mixing zones. The document further states   
     that mixing zones might be denied to compensate for uncertainties in the   
     protectiveness of the water quality criteria or uncertainties in the       
     assimilative capacity of the water body.  Based on these guidelines, there 
     is no reasonable basis for treating BCCs differently from non-BCC          
     substances in the GLI.  EPA's own admission is that the criteria proposed  
     in the GLI for BCCs may be overconservative.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.051     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further restricting BCCs by eliminating mixing zones is needlessly         
     conservative, and given the lack of any scientific or technical basis,     
     arbitrary and capricious.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2657.052     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, EPA's proposedmixing zone restriction is inconsistent with the   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  It contains specific provisions which
     allow mixing zones.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2657.053     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The size of the mixing zones should only be reduced to the extent possible 
     by the best available technology.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2657.054     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2657.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones and zones of initial dilution is only      
     defensible when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are     
     occurring in the effluent mixing areas.  It is recommended that no         
     modification of the current allowances for mixing zones be made until data 
     demonstrates adverse environmental impacts are resulting from pollutants in
     the mixing zones.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2657.055     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2657.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed GLI guidelines allowable discharge levels for specific  
     substances will be set below current analytical detection levels without a 
     demonstrated scientific need for the protection of public health or the    
     environment.  Setting limits below detection levels will impose tremendous 
     uncertainty and legal liability on dischargers.  Current federal           
     regulations do not require or specify procedures for determining compliance
     if Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs) are set at less than       
     quantificaiton levels.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2657.056     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2657.057
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal requires that each permit include the actual calculated   
     limit, even though it may not be analytically measurable.  Compliance,     
     however, will be based on a compliance evaluation level (CEL) set at the   
     minimum level that can be detected analytically.  In addition to meeting   
     the CEL, a discharger must implement a pollutant minimization program (PMP)
     to reduce pollutant levels entering its wastewater treatment system to a   
     level below the actual permit limit.  The PMP goes beyond EPA's authority  
     under the Clean Water Act.  The statute authorizes EPA to control addition 
     of pollutants to U.S. waters by point sources, not to tell a permittee how 
     to reduce pollutants in its discharge.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2657.057     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2657.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers will be required to implement a complex pollutant minimization 
     program whenever a permit contains a WQBEL which is below detection levels 
     regardless of compliance status.  The goal of the pollutant minimization   
     program is to maintain all pollutant concentrations in all internal process
     streams below detectable levels.  Additionally, for BCCs the minimization  
     program will require measures to eliminate the source of pollutants,       
     regardless of the fact that there is no measured non-compliance.           
                                                                                
     Pollutant minimization and elimination where no demonstrated non-compliance
     exists is a serious misuse of economic resources and will jeopardize the   
     economic viability of many manufacturing sites in the Great Lakes basin.   
     The elimination of identified materials where no demonstrated environmental
     or public health benefit exists is not a justifiable regulatory practice   
     given the potential social and economic impacts that can be incurred.      
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     Response to: D2657.058     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2657.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     International Paper does not disagree that WQBELs should be placed in      
     permits even if they are below detection levels if it is based on valid    
     science.  Imposition of WQBELs should be accompanied by a compliance       
     determination using analytical practical quanitation levels.               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.059     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2657.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If mandated, pollutant minimization programs should not apply if discharge 
     levels are below either intake or background concentrations.               
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     Response to: D2657.060     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2657.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant minimization programs should have the goal of reducing effluent  
     discharges to the receiving water(s) below WQBELs and not arbitrarily      
     mandate that each influent wastestream to a treatment system be reduced to 
     levels in compliance with the WQBELs.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.061     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2657.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with WQBELs should only be determined by quantitative analysis  
     of the final effluent.                                                     
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     Response to: D2657.062     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2657.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the GLI severely limits the ability of states to establish    
     site-specific water quality criteria even when fully justified by local    
     conditions.  Lack of state flexibility and the use of uniform water quality
     standards throughout the Great Lakes basin will result in standards which  
     are overly stringent and do not recognize the natural variability inherent 
     within an ecosystem such as the Great Lakes.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.063     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2657.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will impose undue restrictions on the issuance of variances from   
     water quality standards.  As proposed, variances will be limited to three  
     year terms.  Variances should be subject to full five year permit terms.   
     
     
     Response to: D2657.064     
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     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2657.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If necessary, provisions can be made to reopen and modify a permit at the  
     end of three years, based upon the state's triennial review of its water   
     quality.  The GLI variance provisions must provide a degree of flexibility 
     for state permit writers and the regulated community.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.065     
     
     EPA has revised the proposed provision to be more flexible.  See section   
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2657.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, EPA should also modify its variance procedure to allow a     
     discharger to petition for a variance within 60 days after issuance of a   
     proposed permit, rather than after issuance of a final permit.  Otherwise, 
     a discharger may not be able to obtain the variance, due to the Clean Water
     Act's anti-backsliding provisions.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2657.066     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposal should be more flexible in terms to timing.   
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2657.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific adjustments to all criteria should be allowed when           
     satisfactory protection can be demonstrated based on local considerations. 
     Site specific criteria are the only scientific way to properly implement   
     the GLI Tier I criteria through the state's review and development of water
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2657.067     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2657.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States must be allowed to use site-specific data as an alternative to      
     overly stringent assumptions used when calculating the criteria.  Under the
     Clean Water Act, states have the leading role for developing specific water
     quality standards based on local conditions.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.068     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2657.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The needless conservatism included in the derivation of the water quality  
     criteria developed under the GLI and the further restrictions resulting    
     from the TMDL development process will result in permit limits which are   
     overly restrictive.  The existing national policy relating to TMDLs        
     provides that the procedure become part of each state's continuing planning
     process and include a priority ranking effort.  The Clean Water Act        
     provides that a priority ranking effort take into account the severity of  
     the pollution and the uses to be made of the water.  This ranking and      
     assessment was not included in the GLI proposal and the TMDL process will  
     be inappropriately applied to all point source discharges regardless of    
     water quality.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2657.069     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2657.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .070 is embedded in comment .071                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TMDL process employed in the GLI must be flexible for implementation   
     without needless restrictions on point sources.  A priority ranking should 
     be used to address the need for TMDL development based on a valid          
     scientific evaluation of the severity of impairment resulting from a given 
     pollutant.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2657.070     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2657.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The TMDL process employed in the GLI must be flexible for implementation  
     without needless restrictions on point sources.  A priorty ranking should  
     be used to address the need for TMDL development based on a valid          
     scientific evaluation of the severity of impairment resulting from a given 
     pollutant.]  The process must also include a valid scientific and technical
     evaluation of all source contributions in developing waste load            
     allocations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.071     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2657.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to human health criteria, EPA suggests that for carcinogens,  
     it can be logically presumed that the effects of multiple substances       
     present in a discharge can be added together to yield a total impact.  This
     is an incorrect assumption.  Additivity cannot be presumed in the absence  
     of confirmed data and should be considered on a case-by-case basis.        
     
     
     Response to: D2657.072     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2657.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's proposal, wildlife criteria will be established based upon     
     inadequate data bases.  The proposed criteria are scientifically           
     unsupported and, as exemplified by the mercury criterion, are so stringent 
     that they will be the criteria of concern for setting state water quality  
     standards resulting in more of the compliance costs from EPA's proposal    
     than any other individual component of the GLI.  The GLI must not use      
     overly restrictive criteria in the absence of data.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2657.073     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 and P2593.035 for the response to this   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2657.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI wildlife criteria will result in significant cost to be incurred by
     the regulated community for no demonstrated environmental benefit.         
     
     
     Response to: D2657.074     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2657.075
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     International Paper conducted a water quality sampling and analytical      
     testing program at 36 of its 39 facilities in the Great Lakes states.      
     Water samples were taken from several sources including intake water and   
     indirect and direct discharge points.  The samples were analyzed for the   
     proposed GLI water quality criteria for aquatic life, human health and     
     wildlife except for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.                                          
                                                                                
     Analytical results for intake water at 28 facilities exceeded GLI standards
     for substances that could be detected using state of the art analytical    
     testing equipment. Analysis of intake waters exceeded GLI criteria for     
     copper, zinc, nickel and cadmium.                                          
                                                                                
     Of interest, city drinking water is the sole intake source for a majority  
     of the tested facilities.  Other facilities use a combination of surface   
     water, groundwater and/or city sources.  As evidenced by the testing       
     program results, naturally occurring minerals in water, regardless of      
     source, exceed proposed GLI water quality standards on a large regional    
     scale.  To comply with the proposed GLI standards valuable economic        
     resources would be dedicated to the treatment of pollutants which were not 
     generated by International Paper facilities.  Only through adoption of a   
     workable approach to intake credits can this misuse of resources be        
     avoided.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The testing also verifies that the science used in developing the GLI      
     criteria should be reviewed.  It is probable that mineral quality of       
     surface and ground waters in the region naturally exceed the criteria      
     proposed for many of the GLI regulated substances.  It is unconscionable   
     for the proposal to set criteria below existing ubiquitous levels which may
     be naturally occurring.  This is an extreme misapplication of finite       
     resources for our society.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2657.075     
     
     EPA recognizes that pollutant levels in water supplies in the Great Lakes  
     may exceed the water quality criteria for some pollutants, which could     
     create problems for users of those water supplies when pollutants in their 
     intake waters are discharged.  The issue of intake pollutants generally is 
     discussed in the SID at VIII.E.3-7.  The final Guidance generally allows   
     special consideration of intake pollutants when the source of the intake   
     pollutant is the same body of water as the discharge.                      
                                                                                
     The final Guidance contains two provisions which address concerns raised in
     this comment.  First, the Guidance clarifies that intermediate users of    
     water supplies are eligible for intake credits if their water supply meets 
     the "same body of water" definition, on the same basis as facilities which 
     draw their water directly from the surface water.  See SID at Section      
     VIII.E.7.a.iv. Second, the final Guidance provides for "partial"           
     consideration on intake pollutants in setting WQBELs ("no net addition"    
     limits) when a facility has multiple sources of the intake pollutant of    
     concern from the same and different bodies of water.  See SID at Section   
     VIII.E.4.d.                                                                
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     EPA believes the methodologies used to derive the human health, wildlife,  
     and aquatic life crieria are based on sound science.  EPA has reviewed the 
     methodologies based on comments on the proposal and on comments from EPA's 
     Science Advisory Board and has modified the methodologies based on these   
     comments (.e., no Tier II methodology for wildlife, mercury critria for    
     wildlife increased from 180 pq/L to 1300 pq/L).   See response to comment  
     P2576.145 for a discussion on the naturally occurring background levels for
     mercury.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2657.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     International Paper owns and operates a pulp and paper mill in Erie,       
     Pennsylvania, on the shore of Lake Erie.  The Erie facility is a fully     
     integrated paper mill with an average production of approximately 600 tons 
     of paper per day.  It employs 1200 people.  The mill will be directly      
     impacted by the proposed GLI when the state adopts the final GLI           
     provisions.                                                                
                                                                                
     The mill's various production and cooling water uses require approximately 
     30 to 40 million gallons of water per day.  Intake water sources consist of
     Lake Erie water supplemented by city water. Approximately 3 million gallons
     per day comes from the city, which also obtains its water from the lake.   
                                                                                
     The mill discharges approximately 14 million gallons per day of process    
     wastewaters to the city of Erie wastewater treatment facility.  The POTW   
     requires pretreatment monitoring of the indirect discharge for flow, total 
     suspended solids, pH and BOD.  The remaining daily volume of water consists
     of non-contact cooling waters which is discharged directly to the lake     
     through permitted outfalls.  The present NPDES permit (PA-0000124), for the
     non-contact cooling water outfalls, contain monitoring requirements for    
     temperature, flow, pH, total suspended solids, and free available chlorine.
                                                                                
     Under the GLI, the mill will potentially be subject to significantly       
     increased monitoring requirements on a continuous basis to assess intake   
     waters, and discharges of non-contact cooling water, and process water.  In
     order to assure compliance with the stringent standards of the GLI, a more 
     comprehensive monitoring program costing approximately $100,000 per year   
     will have to be implemented.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2657.076     
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     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.D2657.076 See response to 
     comment D2604.045.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2657.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Erie Mill participated in the GLI assessment testing program described 
     above in Section IV. The only substance that exceeded the April 16 GLI     
     proposed standards for Lake Erie intake water was copper at a concentration
     of 16 ppb (the proposed copper standard is 5.2 ppb - chronic aquatic life  
     criteria).  Without a sensible direct intake credit provision, the mill    
     will be required to treat in excess of 30 million gallons a day of supply  
     water taken from Lake Erie to maintain compliance with GLI standards for   
     copper.  This analysis does not account for those substances which may     
     exist in the lake supply water which are below present day detection       
     levels, such as mercury.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2657.077     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.D2657.077 See response to comment        
     D2604.045.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2657.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mill anticipates that the local POTW will adopt additional pretreatment
     permit limitations in order to meet its NPDES permit limits which would be 
     derived from the proposed GLI criteria.  Preliminary discussions with the  
     Erie POTW confirm that additional pretreatment standards will be necessary 
     for industrial dischargers.  Additionally, it is projected that the GLI    
     standards will drive the mill to require significant process modifications 
     such as 100% substitution of ClO(subscript 2) bleaching for elemental      
     chlorine bleaching in addition to using advanced wastewater technologies   
     for pretreatment of process wastewater.                                    
                                                                                
     The wastewater flow from the Erie Mill is equivalent to approximately 30%  
     of the total daily discharge from the municipal treatment system.   Based  
     on this allocation the city has set fees for the mill at approximately $2.2
     million per year for wastewater treatment.  In order to comply with the    
     GLI, the Erie POTW has projected significant capital expenditures and      
     operating costs.  As proposed by the POTW, wastewater treatment fee        
     increases are projected to be 875% above the current rate.  This projection
     is spread over a 20 year time span needed to retire the city bond debt     
     which will be incurred to meet capital and operating expenditures.  The    
     impact on the Erie mill will be a wastewater treatment rate increase of    
     875% which is equal to $19.25 million per year.  A rate increase of this   
     magnitude would seriously jeopardize the economic viability of the mill.   
     
     
     Response to: D2657.078     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2657.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without modification of the proposed GLI, the Erie Mill could incur the    
     following costs.                                                           
                                                                                
     POTW Fees ($/yr) -                              $ 19,250,000               
     Capital Improvements ($) -                      $ 29,300,000               
     Increased Operating ($/yr) -                    $  5,900,000               
     Additional Monitoring ($/yr) -                  $    100,000               
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     Total compliance costs for the first year of the GLI would potentially     
     exceed $ 54,550,000.                                                       
                                                                                
     In addition, the average Erie domestic wastewater utility bill is $ 120 per
     year.  After the imposition of the proposed GLI the cost could increase to 
     $ 1,050 per year, based on the same 875% increase in fees.  Impacts of the 
     GLI will be felt in every household.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2657.079     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2657.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is insufficient scientific, technical, legal and economic data to    
     justify many of the proposed requirements of the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2657.080     
     
     EPA does not agree that there is insufficient scientific, technical, legal 
     and economic data to justify many of the requirements of the final         
     Guidance.  EPA believes that the Guidance promotes consistency in standards
     and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to    
     States and Tribes and is based on the best available science for the       
     protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife as discussed in the  
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2657.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The improved health of the Great Lakes has been well documented over the   
     past 20 years.  Specific problem areas have been identified and are being  
     addressed through the Great Lakes Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial   
     Action Plans.  The environmental programs presently in place are continuing
     to have positive impact on the overall health of the Great Lakes.  The GLI 
     ignores the programs currently in place which have been successful in      
     protecting the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2657.081     
     
     EPA agrees that the health of the Great Lakes has improved greatly over the
     last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of the SID, but also believes    
     that additional improvements are needed in order to protect and restore    
     this fragile ecosystem.  EPA believes the Guidance is but one component in 
     the overall strategy to protect the Great Lakes and that it complements    
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.  For a discussion of how the Guidance 
     complements some of these efforts, including Remedial Action Plans and     
     Lakewide Management Plans, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2659.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It has been our experience through the state administered NPDES program    
     that allowable discharges of pollutants have been continually reduced      
     through implementation of technologically based permit limitations.  Since 
     1982, OxyChem has been using carbon adsorption technology at the Montague, 
     Michigan facility for wastewater treatment and currently spends $1,000,000 
     annually to operate these systems.  Loadings of pollutants from our        
     facility have been reduced greater than 99% due to our investments.  In    
     addition, the implementation of the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act 
     (CWA) has resulted in even further reductions in permit limits for toxics  
     based on water quality concerns.  Our facility currently has three more    
     stringent permit limits based on water quality requirements.  The next     
     round of permits is expected to further reduce permit limitations based on 
     existing programs for water quality protection.  Surely, the current       
     program should be allowed to work before layering another set of           
     prescriptive "command and control" requirements on a successful, albeit    
     costly, program.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2659.004     
     
     Comment D2659.004                                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2659.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has estimated total compliance costs to be incurred for all U.S.       
     dischargers, including both industrial and municipal (POTW) point source   
     dischargers currently permitted, to be around $200 million per year for 10 
     years, in the most likely case.  Others, including the Council of Great    
     Lakes                                                                      
     Governors, have estimated aggregate annual costs to be in the billions of  
     dollars range.  The chemical industry, under the auspices of the CMA,      
     conducted a cost analysis and projected industry estimate that indicates   
     compliance costs for this small subgroup of dischargers to be in the range 
     of                                                                         
     $58 million per year, using EPA's amortization methodology.  To meet       
     anticipated GLI criteria, sulfide precipitation would be required for      
     metals                                                                     
     removal.  The Montague, Michigan facility's compliance cost is estimated at
     $900,000 for capital expenditures and an annual operating cost of $160,000.
     We note that there are many uncertainties which could raise this cost      
     estimate substantially.  Some of the proposals in the Guidance which could 
     not be reasonably predicted and were not included in the cost estimate are 
     (1) the cost of complying with anti-degradation provisions, (2) the cost of
     developing compound specific toxicity data to upgrade Tier 2 values to Tier
     1                                                                          
     values, (3) the cost of additional treatment for trace levels of           
     contaminants                                                               
     as analytical detection limits are lowered (indeed, in most cases, we are  
     not                                                                        
     aware of available technology that could accomplish the reductions) and (4)
     the costs due to state implementation of water quality criteria for        
     compounds                                                                  
     other than the "Pollutants of Initial Focus".                              
     
     
     Response to: D2659.006     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2584.015, D2595.022, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2659.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     OxyChem is required to perform a mixing zone study under the state-issued  
     permit for the Montague facility because of the recognition that less      
     stringent effluent limits are appropriate.  The proposed elimination of    
     mixing zones and the associated money spent to comply with this requirement
     will result in a needless expenditure for compliance, offering no          
     additional protection to the environment.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2659.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Focus of the GLWQG Needs to be Sharpened:                              
                                                                                
     The proposal identifies on Table 6, the "Pollutants of Initial Focus in the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative" (pg. 21015).  Listed are 138         
     pollutants:  28 are proposed as bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)
     (Table 6A), 10 are identified as potential BCCs (Table 6B) and 100 others  
     are identified as neither BCCs nor potential BCCs (Table 6C). Table 6      
     contains many pollutants which are not causing nor are they likely to cause
     use impairments in the Great Lakes System.  The states and EPA, using a    
     risk-based methodology, should identify pollutants causing or having the   
     potential to cause use impairments in the Great Lakes System prior to      
     publication of the GLWQG.  Those pollutants not appropriate to list in     
     Table 6 should be placed on Table 5, "Excluded Pollutants", in the final   
     publication.  Doing so will sharpen the focus of the GLWQG.                
     
     
     Response to: D2661.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2661.002
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     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following are examples of chemicals that should be removed from Table 6
     and added to Table 5:                                                      
                                                                                
     Di-n-butyl phthalate (DnBP):  DnBP should not be categorized as BCC because
     it is readily biodegradable, not persistent in the environment, and not    
     likely to bioaccumulate in fish.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2661.002     
     
     EPA agrees that di-n-butyl phthalate should not be listed as a BCC.  Since 
     there is no human health BAF exceeding 1000 based on a field-measured BAF  
     or BSAF for DNBP, EPA has not included it as a BCC.  See sections II.C.8   
     and II.C.9 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Silver:  Based on the most recent scientific data, silver compounds are not
     likely to reside in the water column at toxic concentrations, and silver   
     does not bioaccumulate nor biomagnify through trophic levels in the food   
     chain.  There have been no documented environmental or human health        
     problems associated with silver in the Great Lakes.                        
                                                                                
     Kodak's largest manufacturing site, Kodak Park, in Rochester, N.Y., has    
     been, and is one of the largest users of silver in the U.S.  Following     
     seconary treatment, this facility's wastewater is discharged to the Genesee
     River; a tributary of Lake Ontario.  No adverse effects related to silver  
     have been observed affecting aquatic life, human health or wildlife in the 
     Genesee River or the Rochester Embayment.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2661.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that silver should be added to Table 5. Application of  
     the criteria methodologies and implementation procedures is technically and
     scientifically appropriate for silver.                                     
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     EPA does not agree that silver should be deleted from Table 6. All of the  
     138 pollutants in Table 6 have been identified as either priority          
     pollutants under the CWA or as pollutants of specific concern in the Great 
     Lakes System.  Silver is listed as a priority pollutant under the CWA in   
     appendix A to 40 CFR part 423.  Furthermore, EPA does not agree with the   
     concept that Table 6 should be limited to highly bioaccumulative pollutants
     or to pollutants that are causing demonstrated imp[acts to water quality in
     the Great Lakes System.  Any of the CWA priority pollutants could          
     potentially affect the Great Lakes ecosystem.                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Methylene Chloride:  The GLWQG has not considered several key elements     
     concerning methylene chloride and the inappropriateness of including it in 
     Table 6.  Several epidemiological studies were not consulted that          
     contribute significantly to the toxicology database for this chemical.  In 
     addition, the review of animal carcinogenicity and toxicity studies were   
     incomplete, while biotransformation and pharmacokinetic data for methylene 
     chloride were omitted from the criteria document for methylene chloride.   
     This information demonstrates that the carcinogenicity of methylene        
     chloride is limited and species-specific.  Finally, based on the physical  
     and chemical properties of methylene chloride and field data, there is no  
     reason to expect that methylene chloride will accumulate in surface waters 
     or sediments of the Great Lakes or bioconcentrate in organisms.  For these 
     reasons, methylene chloride should not be considered a threat to aquatic   
     life or human health in the Great Lakes Basin.  Removal of the above       
     pollutants from Table 6 and inclusion on Table 5 will prevent limited      
     resources from being misdirected to increased and unecessary monitoring,   
     treatment and criteria development.  Excluding DnBP, methylene chloride,   
     silver and the other pollutants that are not problematic in the Great Lakes
     Basin will alow the regulated community and regulatory agencies to maintain
     a focus on those pollutants that pose risks to human health and the        
     environment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2661.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: D2661.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs associated with the implementation of the GLWQG will far exceed  
     the expected environmental benefits:                                       
                                                                                
     Kodak generally concurs with the July 1993 study conducted by DRI/McGraw   
     Hill for the Council of Great Lakes Governors.  They concluded that the    
     GLWQG "contain elements that drive up the costs of GLI without deivering   
     commensurate benefits".  These elements include, but are not limited to,   
     the lack of intake credits, the antidegradation policy, phaseout of mixing 
     zones, and the inclusion of wildlife criteria for mercury.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2661.005     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004, D2604.045, D2098.038, D2669.082, and   
     D2589.014.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2661.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost for additional waste water treatment at Kodak Park has been       
     conservatively estimated at $67 million in capital and $11 million in      
     annual operating and maintenance costs.  Even this level of additional     
     treatment may be ineffective in achieving full compliance with the GLWQG as
     proposed.  Kodak's costs include carbon adsorption to remove organics and  
     sulfide precipitation for the removal of metals.  These costs were based on
     cost curves from EPA's Organic Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers    
     Guidelines and Development Document.  If additional, more sophisticated    
     treatment, such as ion exchange and reverse osmosis are needed, the costs  
     would be significantly higher.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2661.006     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2661.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG should be implemented only when integrated with Lakewide         
     Management Plans (LaMPs) and Canadian action.                              
                                                                                
     EPA and the Council of Great Lakes Governors both recognize that the major 
     sources of persistent pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes System are from
     non-point sources and not from point source disharges; yet the GLWQG has   
     ignored this in developing its implementation strategy.  [Kodak believes   
     that pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes should be reduced in a          
     cost-effective manner using appropriate risk-based, watershed and ecosystem
     approaches.  The LaMP process holds the greatest promise to achieve this   
     and its development should be emphasized and accelerated in the GLWQG.]    
     [Implementation of the GLWQG should also be coordinated with Canada's      
     schedule for action and should consider the reductions expected from       
     Remedial Action Plans (RAPs), the 1987 amendments to the U.S. Clean Water  
     act, the Clean Air Act of 1990 and ongoing voluntary pollution prevention  
     initiatives.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2661.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2661.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.008 is imbedded in comment #.007.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Kodak believes that pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes should be reduced
     in a cost-effective manner using appropriate risk-based watershed and      
     ecosystem approaches.  The LaMP process holds the greatest promise to      
     achieve this and its development should be emphasized and accelerated in   
     the GLWQG.                                                                 
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     Response to: D2661.008     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2661.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.009 is imbedded in comment #.007.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the GLWQG should also be coordinated with Canada's       
     schedule for action and should consider the reductions expected from       
     Remedial Action Plans (RAPs), the 1987 amendments to the U.S. Clean Water  
     Act, the Clean Air Act of 1990 and ongoing voluntary pollution prevention  
     initiatives.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2661.009     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2661.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States must play a major role in reviewing the public comments and shaping 
     the final rule.                                                            
                                                                                
     The GLWQI should continue to be developed using an open rule-making        
     process.  This collaborative approach should be reinstituted prior to      
     promulgating the final rule.  Kodak asks that EPA reconvene the Technical  
     Work Group, Public Participation Group and Steering Committee and that they
     be given sufficient time to meet, review and consider the public comments  
     and provide input to EPA prior to promulgation.                            
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     Response to: D2661.010     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2661.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should finalize the GLWQG as Guidance to the maximum extent possible.  
                                                                                
     The Critial Programs Act of 1990 (CPA) makes the GLWQG a rule.  Recognizing
     this EPA has proposed that the GLWQG follow rule making procedures.  EPA   
     should minimize the elements of the GLWQG it promulgates as a rule and     
     maximize those elements promulgated as guidance.  Tier II, pollutant       
     minimization programs, mixing zones, intake credits and elements of the    
     antidegradation procedure are examples of issues which should, after       
     modification, be promulgated as guidance.  This would go far to satisfy    
     those who entered and participated in this process as a voluntary effort.  
     
     
     Response to: D2661.011     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The focus of the GLWQG should be on persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic     
     sustances causing or having the potential to cause environmental harm.     
     DnBP is clearly not persistent or bioaccumulating in the environment.  DnBP
     should be removed from Table 6 and added to Table 5.                       
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     Summary                                                                    
                                                                                
     DnBP (CAS Registry No. 000084-74-2) was included in Table 6B.  "Pollutants 
     that are Potential Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern", of the EPA Water 
     Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System (GLWQG); Proposed Rule (Federal
     Register, April 16, 1993).  Based on the examination of existing data, DnBP
     should not be categorized as a "Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC)" 
     for the following reasons:  (1) DnBP is readily biodegradable and not      
     persistent in the environment (2) DnBP is not likely to bioaccumulate in   
     fish, and (3) much of the historical monitoring data for phthalate esters, 
     including DnBP, is inaccurate because of sample contamination problems.    
     The following comments on these three issues support the conclusion that   
     DnBP should be removed from Table 6B and added to Table 5 "Excluded        
     Pollutants".                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2661.012     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2661.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References cited found in Section C, p. (A-6) - (A-8)         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I.  DnBP is not persistent in the environment and should not be categorized
     as a "BCC":                                                                
                                                                                
     Biodegradation:  The biodegradation of DnBP has been well studied, and the 
     biodegradation literature has been summarized by Philip Howard of the      
     Syracuse Research Corporation[1].  DBP is significantly biodegraded in     
     biodegradation tests utilizing sewage [2,3] and actived sludge [2,4]       
     inoculum, as well as inoculum composed of sewage, soil, and natural        
     waters.[5]  In a shake lask biodegradation test, after 28 days 68 to >99%  
     of the DBP had disappeared and 80.6 to >99% was converted to CO2[2]  The   
     lag period averaged 4.5 days[2] 60-70% removal [was] reported in three     
     treatment plants using activated sludge.[6]  100% degradation occurred in 4
     days in water from an urban river in Japan and utilizing water from the    
     Rhine, Meuse, and Ijssel Rivers[7] in the Netherlands, 90% degradation     
     occurred in three days.[8]  In an aerobic pond water-sediment mixture, 97% 
     degradation was noted in 5 days.[9]  The intermediate products of          
     degradation were the mono-n-butyl ester and phthalic cid.[9]  In clean and 
     polluted seawater, 33% degradation in 14 days and 100% in 5 days [were]    
     observed, respectively.[7]  50% of the DBP biodegraded in 1-5 days and     
     complete disappearance was obtained in 2-13 days in sediment-water systems 
     obtained from 6 geographically different estuarine and freshwater sites    
     bordering on the Gulf Mexico[10]  Biodegradation in the water alone        
     proeeeded somewhat slower (half-life 2-12 days, complete disappearange in  
     (2-17 days) with rapid degradation occurring after a lag period that varied
     from site to site.[10]  Biodegradation under anaerobic conditions was      

Page 949



$T044618.TXT
     slower with 41% and 98% degradation occurring after 7 and 30 days,         
     respectively, in a sediment-pond water mixture.[9]  In Davidson clay loam  
     and Lakeland sand, 98 and 66% [removal[ occurred in 26 weeks, respectively,
     as a result of biodegradation[11].  While 86% removal of DBP in secondary  
     sewage occurred in a well acclimated 2.5 m loamy sand soil column[12], no  
     removal occurred in another laboratory model of a rapid infiltraion site   
     employing 1 m columns.[13]  The feed rate was greater in the first case and
     the acclimation period may have been longer.  Nevertheless, the reason for 
     the disparity in results is not evident.  DBP is completely mineraized in  
     digested sludge in 2 weeks under anaerobic conditions[14] and 28% was lost 
     after 7 days in composting mixture [15].                                   
     _________________________                                                  
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     9  Johnson, B.T. and W. Lulves, "Biodegradation of Di-n-Butyl Phthalate and
     Di-2-Ethylhexyl Phthalate in Freshwater Hydosoil," J. Fish. Res. Board     
     Can., Vol. 32, pp:333-9 (1975).                                            
                                                                                
     10  Walker, W.W., C.R. Cripe, P.H. Pritchard and A.W. Bourquin,            
     "Dibutylphthalate Degradation in Estuarine and Freshwater Sites,"          
     Chemosphere, Vol. 13, pp:1283-94 (1984).                                   
                                                                                
     11  Overcash, M.R. et. al., "Behavior of Organic Priority Pollutants in the
     Terrestrial System:  Di-n-butyl Phthalate Ester, Toluene and               
     2,4-Dinitrophenol," p:104, NTIS PB82-224-544, (1982).                      
                                                                                
     12  Bouwer, E.J., P.L. Mccarty and J.C. Lance, "Trace Organic Behavior in  
     Soil Columns During Rapid Infiltration of Secondary Wastewater," Water     
     Res., Vol. 15, pp:151-9 (1981).                                            
                                                                                
     13  Hutchins, S.R. and C.H. Ward, "A Predictive Laboratory Study of Trace  
     Organic Contamination of Groundwater:  Preliminary Results," J.Hydrol.,    
     Vol. 67, pp:223-33 (1984)                                                  
                                                                                
     14  Shelton, D.R., S.A. Boyd and J.M. Tiedje, "Anaerobic Biodegradation of 
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     Phthalic Acid Esters in Sludge," Environ. Sci. Technol., Vol. 18, pp:93-7  
     (1984).                                                                    
                                                                                
     15  Snell Environmental Group, Inc., "Rate of Biodegradation of Toxic      
     Organic Compounds while in Contact with Organics which are Actively        
     Composting," p:100, NSF/CEE 82024 (1982).                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2661.013     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the data referenced by the commenter demonstrates    
     that biodegradation occurs for that pollutant.  EPA agrees that di-n-butyl 
     phthalate should not be listed as a BCC. Since there is no human health BAF
     exceeding 1000 based on a field-measured BAF or BSAF for DNBP, EPA has not 
     included it as a BCC.  See sections II.C.8 and II.C.9 of the SID for EPA's 
     analysis of these issues.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2661.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References cited found on Page A-6 to A-8.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IIA.  DnBP is unlikely to bioaccumualate in fish and should not be         
     categorized as a "BCC" in Table 6A or 6B:                                  
                                                                                
     DnBP is categorized in Table 6B as a potential BCC.  This categorical      
     placement is the consequence of DnBP having a relatively high              
     n-octanol/water paritition coefficient (log(Kow) = 4.76[16], suggesting    
     DnBP may bioconcentrate or bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms.[17]  Its    
     placement in Table 6B rather than Table 6A(BCCs) is attributed to the      
     possibility that metabolism may mitigate its tendency to partitition into  
     lipids and fatty tissue.  The following statement is made, however, in the 
     Federal Register.[18]                                                      
                                                                                
     Metabolism is likely to reduce both the BAF and food chain multiplier      
     enough to cause the BAF to be less than 1000 for two chemicals             
     (4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether, dibutyl phthalate)."                         
                                                                                
     The effect of metabolism on mitigating the bioaccumulation of other        
     phthalate esters such as butyl benzyl phthalate [19] and di(2-ethylhexyl)  
     phthalate[20] was the basis for listing these chemicals in Table 6C along  
     with other chemicals that were not BCCs.  Experimental data are available  
     to support the same conclusion for DnBP, i.e., DnBP is not a BCC.  The     
     bioconcentration and metabolism of DnBP have been studied in fish[21] and  
     aquatic invertbrates [22,23]  These studies clearly show than DnBP is      
     readily metabolized in fish and does not bioconcentrate or bioaccumulate.  
     DnBP may have a slightly higher tendency to bioconcentrate in some         
     invertebrates, such as daphnids and insects, as compared to fish; however, 
     this is a tentative assessment, since the data are not conclusive.  Based  
     on all the data available, it is reasonable to conclude that DnBP is not   
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     likely to bioaccumulate in fish to any significant extent because it is    
     readily metabolized.                                                       
     _________________________                                                  
     16  Howard, P.M., S. Banerjee and K.A. Robillard, "Measurement of Water    
     Solubilities, Octanol/Water Partition Coefficients and Vapor Pressures of  
     Commercial Phthalate Esters," Environ. Toxicol. and Chem., Vol. 4, No. 5,  
     p:653 (1985).                                                              
                                                                                
     17  Bysshe, S.E., "Bioconcentration Factor in Aquatic Organisms," in W.J.  
     Lyman, W.F. Reehl and D.H. Rosenblatt (eds.), Handbook of Chemical         
     Estimation Methods, McGraw-Hill Book Company, New York, Chapter 5 (1982).  
                                                                                
     18  Federal Register, Vol. 58, No. 72, pp:20844-20855 (Friday, April 16,   
     1993).                                                                     
                                                                                
     19  Carr, K.H., G.T. Coyle, R.A. Kimerle and J.W. Barnett, "An Improved    
     Environmental Assessment of BBP Using Computer Database Information and    
     Intact Compound Analyses," presented at SETAC 13th Annual Meeting,         
     Abstract, p:186 (November 1993).                                           
                                                                                
     20  Barrows, M.E., S.R. Petrocelli, K.J. Macek and J.J. Carroll, in R.     
     Hague (ed.) Dynamics, Exposure and Hazard Assessment of Toxic Chemicals,   
     Ann Arbor Science Pub. Inc., p:379 (1980).                                 
                                                                                
     21  Stalling, D.L., J.W. Hogan and J.L. Johnson, "Phthalate Ester Residues 
     - Their Metabolism and Analysis in Fish," Environ. Health Perspectives,    
     Vol. 4, pp:159-173 (1973).                                                 
                                                                                
     22  Sanders, H.O., F.L. Mayer, Jr. and D.F. Walsh, "Toxicity, Residue      
     Dynamics and Reproductive Effects of Phthalate Esters in Aquatic           
     Invertebrates," Environmental Research, Vol. 6, pp:84-89 (1973).           
                                                                                
     23  Metcalf, R.L., Booth, G.M., Schuth, C.K., Hansen, D.J., Lu, P., "Uptake
     and Fate of Di-2-ethylhexyl Phthalate in Aquatic Organisms and in a Model  
     Ecosystem," Environ. Health Perspectives, Exp. Iss., Vol. 4,p:27 (1973).   
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2661.014     
     
     EPA agrees that di-n-butyl phthalate should not be listed as a BCC.  Since 
     there is no field-measured BAF or BSAF showing that this pollutant has a   
     BAF greater than 1000, EPA has not included it as a BCC.                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2661.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References found on pp. A-6 to A-8.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     IIB.  Fish metabolize DnBP and it has a low poetential to bioconcentrate:  
                                                                                
     The bioconcentration of DnBP has been measured in two species of fish.     
     Wofford et. al., reported the bioconcentration factor of DnBP in sheepshead
     minnow to be 21 (log(BCF) = 1.32).[24]  Hogan studied the bioconcentration 
     and metabolism of DnBP in channel catfish.[25]  He found that when channel 
     catfish were exposed to [14C]DnBP, the parent compound was degraded rapidly
     to its monoester and eliminated from the fish.  Within 4 hours, 75% of the 
     residue exctracted from the catfish was in the form of mono-n-butyl        
     phthalate.[22] Stalling, Hogan and Johnson used hepatic microsomal         
     preparations from channel catfish and in vitro techniques to study the     
     metabolism of DnBP.[21]  Upon incubation with the hepatic microsomal       
     preparations, 97% of the parent compound was degraded within 2 hours (55%  
     to the monoester, 42% to a series of three unidentified metabolites) and 3%
     remained as the parent compound.[21]  The metabolism of DnBP in these in   
     vitro studies was found to occur 16X faster than the metabolism of         
     di(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate, which has a low potential to                   
     bioconcentrate.[20]                                                        
     _________________________                                                  
     20  Barrows, M.E., S.R. Petrocelli, K.J. Macek and J.J. Carroll, in R.     
     Hague (ed.) Dynamics, Exposure and Hazard Assessment of Toxic Chemicals,   
     Ann Arbor Science Pub. Inc., p:379 (1980).                                 
                                                                                
     21  Stalling, D.L., J.W. Hogan and J.L. Johnson, "Phthalate Ester Residues 
     - Their Metabolism and Analysis in Fish," Environ. Health Perspectives,    
     Vol.4, pp:159-173 (1973).                                                  
                                                                                
     24  Wofford, H.W., C.D. Wilsey, G.S. Neff, C.S. Giam and J.M. Neff,        
     "Bioaccumulation and Metabolism of Phthalate Esters in Oysters, Brown      
     Shrimp and Sheepshead Minnows, Ecotox. Environ. Safety, Vol. 5, pp:202-10  
     (1981).                                                                    
                                                                                
     25  Hogan, J.W., unpublished data. Cited in: Johnson, B.J., D.L. Stalling, 
     J.W. Hogan and R.A. Schoettger, Fate of Pollutants in the Air and Water    
     Environments, Wiley, New York, p:292 (1977).                               
     
     
     Response to: D2661.015     
     
     See response to: D2661.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2661.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References found on p. A-6 to A-8.                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IIC.  The Bioconcentration of DnBP in aquatic invertebrates may be         
     overestimated.                                                             
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     Wofford et. al., reported the bioconcentration factors of DnBP in American 
     oyster and brown shrimp to be 32 (log(BCF) = 1.50) and 7 (log(BCF) = 1.22),
     respectively.[24]  The metabolism of DnBP in oysters and shrimp was        
     reported b Metcalf et. al., to be rapid [23] Sanders et. al., studied the  
     accumulation of DnBP in six fresh-water invertebrates:  waterflea (Daphnia 
     magna), glass shrimp (Palaemnetes Kadiakensis), scud (Gammarus             
     psedolimnaeus), midge (Chironomus plumosus), damselfly (Ischnura           
     verticalis) and mayfly (hetagenia bilineata).[22]  The organisms were      
     exposed to[4C}carbonyl-labeled DnBP for 3-14 days under standard flow      
     through test conditions.  At the end of the exposure, whole organisms were 
     homogenized and analyzed for total 14C activity.  Accumulation factors     
     without clearance were calculated from the ratio of total 14C activity in  
     the organisms (expressed in units of ug/g-dry wgt) to the 14C activity in  
     the water (expressed in units of mg/L).  The accumulation factors midge,   
     waterflea, scud, mayfly, glass shrimp, and damselfly were 6600, 5000, 6700,
     1900, 5000, and 2700, respectively.  The elimination of DnBP from the      
     waterflea and scud was measured.  After exposure to [14C]DnBP for 7 days,  
     the waterfleas were transferred to fresh flowing water to determine the    
     time required for elimination of phthalate residues.  After 3 days, only   
     50% of the total radioactivity remained.[26]  After 7 days, only 25% of the
     original radioactivity remained.  Rapid elimination of radioactivity was   
     found to occur in the scud also.  The authors concluded that the rapid loss
     of radioactive residues could be related to either metabolism and/or       
     excretion of residues by the organisms.  If rapid metabolism of DnBP was   
     occurring as we shown to occur in fish[21], oysters[23] and shrimp[23],    
     then the 14C activity in the organism could have been partially (even      
     mostly) metabolites of DnBP and/or incorporated 14C02.  Thus, the          
     bioaccumulation factors obtained in this study might be substantially      
     greater than the true bioconcentration potential of DnBP in these          
     invertebrates.  Chemical-specific analyses are required to determine the   
     extent to which DnBP actually accumulates in these organisms.  Even if     
     accumulation in invertebrates were to occur, subsequent accumulation in the
     next trophic level will not occur because of the rapid metabolism of DnBP  
     in fish.                                                                   
     _________________________                                                  
     21  Stalling, D.L., J.W. Hogan and J.L. Johnson, "Phthalate Ester Residues 
     - Their Metabolism and Analysis in Fish," Environ. Health Perspectives,    
     Vol.4, pp:159-73 (1973).                                                   
                                                                                
     22  Sanders, H.O., F.L. Mayer, Jr. and D.F. Walsh, "Toxicity, Residue      
     Dynamics and Reproductive Effects of Phthalate Esters in Aquatic           
     Invertebrates," Environmental Research, Vol. 6, pp:84-89 (1973).           
                                                                                
     23  Metcalf, R.L., Booth, G.M., Schuth, C.K.,  Hansen, D.J., Lu, P.,       
     "Uptake and Fate of Di-2-ethylhexyl Phthalate in Aquatic Organisms and in a
     Model Ecosystem," Environ. Health Perspectives, Exp. Iss., Vol. 4, p:27    
     (1973).                                                                    
                                                                                
     24  Wofford, H.W., C.D. Wilsey, G.S. Neff, C.S. Giam and J.M. Neff,        
     "Bioaccumulation and Metabolism of Phthalate Esters In Oysters, Brown      
     Shrimp and Sheepshead Minnows, Ecotox. Environ. Safety, Vol. 5, pp:202-10  
     (1981).                                                                    
                                                                                
     26  Mayer, Jr., F.L. and H.O. Sanders, "Toxicology and Phthalic Acid       
     Esters" Environ. Health Perspectives, Vol. 4, pp:153-157 (1973).           
     
     
     Response to: D2661.016     
     
     See response to: D2661.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2661.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Referencs found on pp. A-6 to A-8.                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     III.  Historical monitoring data should not be used to identify phthalate  
     esters as BCCs:                                                            
                                                                                
     The accuracy in measuring organic, inorganic, and metallic compounds at    
     trace levels in surface waters, ground waters, rain, snow, and ice is often
     affected by contamination during the process of sample collection and      
     preparation for analysis.  Contamination of the sample during collection in
     the field and/or processing in the laboratory will result in false         
     positives, increased concentrations and an inaccurate assessment of        
     environmental concentrations, and environmental exposures.  This is a      
     recurring problem with any common organic compounds such as phthalte       
     esters.[27]  Phthalate esters are common commercial substances present in  
     many materials found in and around the analytical laboratory.  For example,
     hair spray, nail polish, and other cosmetics contain DnBP.[27]  Flexible   
     plastics such as polyvinyl chloride (PVC) tubing and containers can contain
     relatively large amounts of phthalates.  These can be sources of           
     contamination during both sample collection and sample preparation prior to
     instrumental analysis.  Reportedly, DnBP is used in adhesives which secure 
     floor tiles or laboratory bench tops.  The materials often used to prepare 
     samples for trace organic analysis have been found to be sources of        
     phthalate ester contamination.  These include plastic containers and caps  
     (or cap liners), Na2SO4 (which is used to dry methylene chloride extracts),
     glass wool, bath balls, pipette balls, and other items made from plastic   
     and rubber.  For example, in studies perfored at Eastman Kodak Company,    
     Rochester, New York, samples of Na2SO4, glass wool and bath balls were     
     analyzed for di(2-ethylhexyl) phthalate (DEHP) using solvents and          
     procedures described in EPA method SW-8270.  The resulting concentrations  
     of DEHP observed in our laboratory from the extracts were 6ug/L from       
     Na2SO4, 1944 ug/L from the glass wool, and 2 ug/L from the bath balls.     
                                                                                
     Sample contamination with phthalate esters is a recognized and recurring   
     problem.  Therefore, it is important that data use to assess the presence  
     of phthalate esters, particularly DnBP, in the environment be critically   
     evaluated to confirm its reliability and accuracy.  At the minimum, data   
     consisting of laboratory quality control samples, field and laboratory     
     blanks, and spiked samples should accompany all studies.  Such complete    
     data sets will show whether sample contamination occurred.  Otherwise, it  
     is difficult if not impossible to have confidence in the reliability and   
     accuracy of the monitoring data.                                           
     _________________________                                                  
     27  Keith, L.H., Environmental Sampling and Analysis: A Practical Guide,   
     Lewis Publishers, Inc., Chelsea, Michigan, pp:37-39 (1991).                
     
     
     Response to: D2661.017     
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     See response to: D2661.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference found on p. B-4.                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Silver does not bioaccumulate or biomagnify through trophic levels.  Silver
     should be added to Table 5, "Excluded Pollutants":                         
                                                                                
     Table 6, "Pollutants of Initial Focus in the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Initiative", lists silver (p. 21016).  Silver should be removed from Table 
     6(C) and added to Table 5, "Excluded Pollutants"(p.21015).  Failure to do  
     so could lead to the unnecessary development and implementation of Tier II 
     values or Tier I criteria for silver without any environmental benefit.    
                                                                                
     EPA's own data show that silver does not bioaccumlate nor biomagnify       
     through the trophic levels[1].  The Great Lakes states already regulate    
     silver using criteria at least as stringent as EPA recommends nationally.  
     _________________________                                                  
     1  Stephan, Charles. "Summary of Proposed Human Health BAFs for the GLI,"  
     (9-23-91).                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2661.018     
     
     See response to: D2661.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values developed for silver are likely to be more restrictive than 
     EPA criteria and contrary to EPA's own recommendation.                     
                                                                                
     EPA documented its position on State Water Quality Standards for silver in 
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     a June 30, 1992 letter from Tudor Davies, Director of the Office of Science
     and Technology in the Office of Water, to the Regional EPA Water Management
     Division Directors and the State agencies under their jurisdiction.  In    
     this letter, Davies stated that, "Because of the variation in the results  
     of chronic tests with rainbow trout and the problem of determining an acute
     -chronic ratio for Daphnia magna neither a Final Acute-Chronic Ratio nor a 
     freshwater or Saltwater Final Chronic Value can be determined for silver." 
     EPA further recommended that states carefully consider their position      
     regarding silver chronic criteria.  While states may adopt silver standards
     that are more stringent than EPA criteria, EPA is not recommending that    
     states do so.  Under the GLWQG, Tier II values are likely to be more       
     restrictive than Tier I criteria 80% of the time.  If a Tier II value is   
     developed for silver, it is likely to be more restrictive than EPA criteria
     and contrary to EPA's current recommendations.  The National Toxics Rule   
     (NTR) (57 Fed. Reg. 60848, December 22, 1992) further documents EPA's      
     position on silver criteria.  This is the most recent guidance for states  
     developing toxic criteria.  There are no silver chronic nor Human Health   
     Criteria in the NTR.  Thus, silver should not be listed in Table 6(C), but 
     should be moved to table 5 "Excluded Pollutants".                          
     
     
     Response to: D2661.019     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2661.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References found on p. B-4.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If silver remains on Table 6(C) and criteria are developed, these criteria 
     should be identified as the ionic or dissolved form taking hardness into   
     consideration:                                                             
                                                                                
     The underlying science regarding water quality for silver has been evolving
     rapidly.  Research as clearly shown that silver readily combines with      
     naturally occurring substances and suspended solids to form far less toxic 
     complexes[3].  It also shows that laboratory tests using the most toxic    
     form of silver does not provide realistic estimates of field conditions.   
     Studies have shown that silver's toxicity is greatly moderated after use in
     photoprocessing, reduced even more after biological treatment, and is a    
     funcion of the hardness of the receiving water.  Any remaining impact is   
     quickly eliminated upon discharge into the environment.[2].                
                                                                                
     New York state has adopted water quality standards based on the free ionic 
     form of silver.  Kodak is concerned that the GLWQG would force New York and
     the other Great Lakes states to adopt standards which would be based on    
     total recoverable silver, which would be a step backward from current      
     scientific knowledge.                                                      
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     EPA's May 1992 "Interim Guidance on the Interpretation and Implementation  
     of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals" suggests using the dissolved species  
     of metals.  This recognizes that metals which are insoluble or bound to    
     solids are not bioavailable to aquatic organisms.  The SAB Report          
     "Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative"  
     noted that "The Subcommittee feels that by basing the water quality        
     criteria only on total concentration, much of the science which has        
     developed in the last ten years on the importance of chemical speciation   
     and biological activity is being ignored."  Summarizing a recent conference
     on metals criteria, EPA reports, "Based on the data presented at the       
     conference, and the majority of assembled scientists, the dissolved metal  
     concentration better approximates the bioavailable fraction of waterbone   
     metals than the total recoverable concentration of metals.  In some cases, 
     even the dissolved concentration may overestimate the bioavailable         
     fractions for metals that strongly complex to either inorganic or organic  
     ligands (emphasis added) [1b].  Unfortunately, the Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Guidance (GLWQG) does not incorporate this new scientific knowledge
     or the recommendations made by EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) report.  
     The approach is also inconsistent with the one for sediment criteria which 
     uses the soluble forms of contaminants but not the total                   
     concentration.[1a].                                                        
     _________________________                                                  
     1a  "Evaluation of the Guidance For The Great Lakes Water Quality          
     Initiative".                                                               
                                                                                
     1b  USEPA letter dated April 1, 1993 from M.G. Prothro to Water Management 
     Division Directors Regions I-X concerning EPA Workshop on Aquatic Life     
     Criteria for Metals, held January 25-29, 1993 Annapolis, Maryland          
                                                                                
     2  Cooley, A.C., J.J. Dagon, P.W. Jenkins and K.A. Robillard "Silver and   
     the Environment,"  Journal of Imaging Technology, 14:18-189 (1988)         
                                                                                
     3  LeBlanc, G.A., J.D. Mastone, A.P. Paradice, B.F. Wilson, H.B. Lockhart, 
     Jr. and K.A. Robillard.  "The Influence of Speciation and the Toxicity of  
     Silver to the Fathead Minnow (Pimephales promelas)," Environ. Toxicol.     
     Chem., 3:37-46 (1984)                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2661.020     
     
     EPA has retained silver in part B of Table 6 of the final Guidance as a    
     non-BCC.  EPA agrees that with regard to expression of aquatic life        
     criteria for metals such as silver, State water quality standards should   
     generally be based on dissolved metals because dissolved metal             
     concentrations more closely approximate the bioavailable fraction of metal 
     in the water column than do total recoverable metal concentrations.        
     Nevertheless, while stating a preference for dissolved metals criteria in  
     the final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be situations, such as     
     consideration of sediments or food chain effects, where a State or Tribe   
     believes the expression of metals criteria as total recoverable is         
     preferable.  EPA will allow the States and Tribes the flexibility to adopt 
     total recoverable criteria for metals in those situations.  See section III
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2661.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference found on p. B-4.                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If Tier I criteria or Tier II values for silver must be developed, a       
     translator should be applied so that the ionic form is recognized as the   
     species of concern.                                                        
                                                                                
     The current EPA Gold Book freshwater acute criterion for silver is derived 
     primarily from data on the toxicity of free silver ion.  All of these data 
     were obtained in carefully controlled laboratory studies using special     
     equipment and procedures to maintain exposures to the hydrated silver ion. 
     However, the likelihood that such exposures to the hydrated silver ion     
     would occur in natural settings is vanishingly small[2].  It is recognized 
     that silver discharged into and found in the environment is present in     
     molecular, complexed or adsorbed forms, which are much less toxic than the 
     hydrated silver ion[3].  Silver sulfide, which is the most common species  
     of silver in the environment, is over six orders of magnitude less toxic   
     than the hydrated silver ion.                                              
                                                                                
     The best information currently available supports the conclusion that any  
     water quality criteria or value for silver should be applied to "ionic"    
     silver or, at a minimum, "dissolved" silver.  This is technically correct  
     and environmentally sound.  To apply the criteria or value to "total", or  
     "total recoverable" silver will result in unnecessary and in many          
     circumstances nonachievable regulations that will have no environmental    
     benefit.  Unfortunately, the ionic approach has not been encouraged due to 
     the lack of EPA validated and approved analytical methods for selectively  
     measuring free silver ion.  Two electrochemical analytical proedures, one  
     based on a potentiometric measurement and the other based on anodic        
     stripping voltametry, have been developed for selectively measuring the    
     free ion[4-5].  Pending validation and acceptance of these methods by EPA, 
     an interim approach to regulating silver would be the use of the translator
     mechanism.  In this approach the criterion values for "ionic" or           
     "dissolved" silver are converted ("translated") into values for "total     
     recoverable silver using a partitioning of silver among its principal      
     environmental forms.                                                       
                                                                                
     A partitioning coefficient for silver can be derived from information on   
     its environmental chemistry.  Many processes affect the chemical and       
     physical form of silver in aqueous environments, including (i) complexation
     and chelation with organic ligands; (ii) inorganic complexation; (iii)     
     sorption by hydrous oxides; and (iv) adsorption onto organic and inorganic 
     colloids[6].  For silver, all of these processes occur rapidly and favor   
     the bound or adsorbed species[7].  Recent studies have shown large         
     reductions in "ionic" silver concentrations due to adsorption.  Andren has 
     shown that iron oxide concentrations of 1-100 mg/L will adsorb from 60% to 
     >99% of "ionic" silver.[8].  Similiar adsorption was found for bentonite, a
     clay.  Further, preliminary data indicate that sediments from Lake Michigan
     have adsorption rate tendencies that are even stronger than iron oxides.   
     In addition, the presence of chloride, sulfide and bisulide can dominate   
     the partitioning of silver.  Calculations based on partititioning          
     coefficients show that AgHS dominates completely even at reduced sulfur    
     concentrations as low as 1E-10 g/L(7).  These data support that "ionic"    
     silver accounts for less than 5% of the total species of silver and that at
     least half of the "ionic" silver becomes adsorbed to organic/inorganic     
     particulates.                                                              
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     The use of a translator mechanism and a partition coefficient will provide 
     environmental protection and a suitable means of regulation until an       
     EPA-approved analytical method is available to selectively monitor "ionic" 
     silver.                                                                    
     _________________________                                                  
     2  Cooley, A.C., T.J. Dagon, P.W. Jenkins and K.A. Robillard "Silver and   
     the Environment," Journal of Imaging Technology, 14:18-189 (1988)          
                                                                                
     3  LeBlanc, G.A., J.D. Mastone, A.P. Paradice, B.F. Wilson, H.B. Lockhart, 
     Jr. and K.A. Robillard.  "The Influence of Speciation on the Toxicity of   
     Silver to the Fathead Minnow (Pimephales promelas)," Environ. Toxicol.     
     Chem., 3"37-46 (1984)                                                      
                                                                                
     4  Chudd, J.M. "Measurement of pAg in Natural Water Samples," Environ.     
     Toxicol. Chem., 2:315-23 (1983)                                            
                                                                                
     5  Wang, J., R. Li and H. Huiliang. "Improved Anodic Stripping Voltammetric
     Measurements of Silver by Codeposition with Mercury," Electroanalysis,     
     1:417-421 (1989).                                                          
                                                                                
     6  O'Donnel, J.R., B.M. Kaplan and H.E. Allen.  "Bioavailability of Trace  
     Metals in Natural Waters," Aquatic Toxicology and Hazard Assessment:       
     Seventh Symposium, ASTM STP 854, R.C. Cardwell, R. Purdy and R.C. Bahner,  
     eds., American Society for Testing and Materials, Philadelphia, 458-501    
     (1985).                                                                    
                                                                                
     7  Jenne, E.A., D.C. Girvin, J.W. Ball and J.M. Burchard, "Inorganic       
     Speciation of Silver in Natural waters-Fresh to Marine, in Environmental   
     Impact of Artificial Ice Nucleating Agents," D.A. Klein, Ed., Dowden,      
     Hutchinson and Ross, Inc., Stroudsburg, Pennsylvania, Chapter 4:41-61      
     (1978).                                                                    
                                                                                
     8  Andren, W.A., Phillips, H., Phillip, D., Wingert-Runge, "Mobility of    
     Silver in Natural Waters", University of Wisconsin-Madison                 
     
     
     Response to: D2661.021     
     
     EPA is not promulgating aquatic life criteria for silver in the final rule.
      Several points should be made, however, with respect to the eventual      
     derivation of aquatic life criteria for silver.                            
                                                                                
     (1) The contention that current water quality criteria are equivalent to   
     the toxicity of free silver ion is speculative.  Most laboratory tests are 

      not  carefully controlled to maintain exposures to hydrated silver ion.   
     In fact, most of the laboratory tests for the silver criterion used natural
     waters (including that of Lake Superior), so that silver would speciate    
     according to the chemistry of these waters. Furthermore, because of the    
     addition of organisms and food, this water would generally have a higher   
     organic matter content than the original water source, resulting in even   
     less free silver ion. Some of the tests were static, which allows          
     considerable shifts in speciation, and even the flowthrough tests allow an 
     equilibrium time greater than typical mixing zones.  Many silver-containing
     effluents, however, would contain less bioavailable forms of silver than   
     added to laboratory test waters and the disposition of these different     
     forms is important.  Nevertheless, there is still no basis for stating that
     laboratory test results are equivalent to the toxicity of free silver ion. 
                                                                                
     (2) Silver criteria should address the risk of silver to the environment,  
     but there is no adequate basis for suggestion that this risk is simply     
     related to the concentration of free silver ion.   (a) Although free silver
     ion has been demonstrated to be much more potent than certain forms of     
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     silver, this is only true for two solids (silver sulfide and silver        
     chloride) and one strong chelate (silver thiosulfate).  There are many     
     other species of silver for which the relative toxicity is unknown. Metals 
     criteria are generally now based on dissolved metal, so the low potency of 
     silver sulfide and chloride (or any other solid form) would already be     
     addressed. Thiosulfate is not stable in the environment, so its low risk is
     of questionable importance.   (b) Even if free silver is eventually        
     demonstrated to be more potent than all other significant species, overall 
     toxicity and risk are a function not just of relative toxicity (potency),  
     but also of relative concentration.  This comment suggests free silver ion 
     has low concentration in the environment. If so, other less potent, but    
     more prevalent, forms can pose the greater risk.  It makes little sense to 
     relate criteria to forms that are the most potent if they actually are not 
     the principal source of actual toxicity. (3) Finally, if the intent of this
     comment is to suggest that the listed chemical of concern just be the free 
     silver ion, this is inappropriate on general principle.  Most chemicals of 
     concern have different species with different potencies, but all the       
     species need to be considered in setting standards because they can all    
     contribute somewhat to the risk and because fate processes will cause them 
     to interconvert and their relative concentrations to change.  The total    
     amount of chemical needs to be considered in any adequate assessment, and  
     so it should be the chemical in general that appears on the list of        
     concern, not a particular species.  Speciation is important in assessing   
     risk and as silver standards are developed there should be consideration of
     the effect of speciation, but it is not appropriate for this rule to       
     mandate regulations that focus exclusively on one species, especially when 
     the importance of this species is so uncertain.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2661.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Summary:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Kodak supports the SAB comments related to the development of human health 
     criteria and emphasizes and recommends that (1) all toxicological data be  
     reviewed prior to establishing health-based criteria or values for         
     chemicals of concern in the Great Lakes Basin; (2) the linearized          
     multistage model for predicting and extrapolating the carcinogenic risk of 
     a chemical should not be used as a default model when other relevant       
     toxicological data exist; (3) Tier I criteria should only be developed for 
     those chemicals with adequate toxicological databases and in addition, Tier
     II values should not be used to establish permit limits; and (4) the       
     assumption of additivity for carcinogens at low doses should not be the    
     default position in the absence of adequate toxicity data on which to      
     evaluate carcinogenic potential.                                           
                                                                                
     In response to EPA's request for comment on several technical issues, Kodak
     (1) does not support the use of ten-fold uncertainty factors when deriving 
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     human health criteria for noncarcinogens; (2) recommends and supports the  
     use of all toxicological data related to a specific contaminant of concern 
     and believes that the IRIS database should be externally peer-reviewed; and
     (3) recommends that exposure variables (drinking water consumption,        
     exposure duration) and the use of single-point estimates be modified to    
     reflect site-specific characteristics.                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2661.022     
     
     See response to D3382.054 with regard to the use of all toxicological data.
      See response to D2619.026 with regard to the use of the LMS.  See         
     responses on Tier II and additivity elsewhere in comment/response document.
                                                                                
     With regard to the use of an uncertainty factor of 10 to derive noncancer  
     criteria and values, EPA clearly states that uncertainty factors of 10     
     shall generally be used to account for uncertainties associated with       
     intra-, inter-species variability , less than chronic study results, the   
     variability between NOAELs and LOAELs , and a lack of a complete database. 
     Uncertainty factors of 10 are not required by the final Guidance, however, 
     this tends to be EPA's general practice unless data exist to suggest that  
     an uncertainty factor of less than 10 be used.                             
                                                                                
     With regard to externally peer-reviewing IRIS, EPA does believe that       
     indirectly most or all IRIS values do get peer reviewed externally since   
     EPA program offices generally peer review all regulatory supporting        
     documents.  For example, in the Drinking Water Program, all Drinking Water 
     Criteria Documents undergo external peer review before an MCLG and MCL are 
     finalized.  The same treatment is given to all Ambient Water Quality       
     Criteria documents.  In addition, any review and comment of EPA values by  
     the public during public comment period does, in a less formal sense,      
     constitute an external peer review.                                        
                                                                                
     With regard to site-specific modifications to exposure variables, EPA has  
     altered the proposal to allow for site-specific modifications  of some     
     exposure parameters which may result in less stringent criteria.  See      
     section VIII.5.a. for details on sit- specific criterion derivation.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2661.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference found on p. C-10.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All toxicological data should be reviewed prior to recommending            
     health-based values for chemicals of concern in the Great Lakes Basin:     
                                                                                
     In accordance with EPA policy, it is imperative to evaluate all available  
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     data when establishing health-based criteria[3].  For the majority of the  
     20 chemicals for which Tier I criteria have been recommended, it appears   
     that IRIS was exclusively used as a source of uncertainty factors and slope
     factors for calculating human noncancer values (HNVs) and human cancer     
     alues (HCVs) and that the complete database for each chemical was not      
     reviewed[4].  Relying only on IRIS may exclude other important             
     toxicological information not contained in the IRIS database.  In addition,
     the information in IRIS has not been peer reviewed.                        
     _________________________                                                  
     3  "Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Volume 1 - Human Health         
     Evaluation Manual (Part A).  Interim Final."  U.S. Environmental Protection
     Agency.  EPA/540/1-89/002.                                                 
                                                                                
     4  "Water Quality Criteria For Protection of Human Health" - Criteria      
     Documents.  1993.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2661.023     
     
     EPA used IRIS as a starting point for developing criteria and values.  In  
     some instances, data not on IRIS was used in determining the final criteria
     and values.  For example, mercury and TCDD criteria were based on data or  
     interpretations not formally placed on IRIS.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2661.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References found on p. C-10.                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The LMS should not be used as a default model:                             
                                                                                
     The linearized multistage model (LMS) for predicting and extrapolating the 
     carcinogenic risk of a chemical at low doses should not be used as a       
     default model when pharmacokinetic, biotransformation, and mechanistic data
     exist.  These data are useful in determining species-specific differences  
     in carcinogenic response and in evaluating dose administered versus dose   
     delivered to a test animal.  A prime exampe where such data exist that were
     not considered when predicting potential carcinogenic risk for GLWQG human 
     health criteria is methylene chloride.  Clearly, this is inconsistent with 
     EPA policy to consider all toxicity data, including pharmacokinetic data,  
     when assesing carcinogenic risk and other potential adverse human health   
     effects[1,3,5].                                                            
     _________________________                                                  
     1  "Proposed Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System.  Proposed  
     Rule." Federal Register, Vol 58, No. 72. pp. 74-90. 1993.                  
                                                                                
     3  "Risk Assessment Guidance for Superfund Volume 1 - Human Health         
     Evaluation Manual (Part A). Interim Final." U.S. Environmental Protection  
     Agency.  EPA/540/1-89/002.                                                 
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     5  "Draft Technical Support Document.  Methodologies for Human Health      
     Criteria and Values" - Great Lakes Initiative. 1993.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2661.024     
     
     See response to D3382.054 and D2619.026                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2661.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only chemicals with comprehensive toxicological databases should be        
     assigned Tier I criteria.  Tier II values should not be used to establish  
     permit limits:                                                             
                                                                                
     Because Tier I criteria, once adopted, are unlikely to be easily modified, 
     it is important that only those chemicals with comprehensive toxicological 
     databases be included in this group.  Chemicals for which limited          
     toxicological data are available should be relegated to Tier II values     
     until additional research clarifies uncertainties related to adverse human 
     health effects. In addition, flexibility should be incorporated into the   
     Tier I and Tier II divisional approach so that site-specific factors such  
     as population density, fish consumption, and direct ingestion of Great     
     Lakes' water are considered when establishing recommended health-based     
     limits for chemicals.  Because of the diversity of populations potentially 
     subjected to the GLWQG, it is prudent for human health criteria development
     to remain flexible so as to permit continued review of new information and,
     if necessary, subsequent revision of health-based criteria.                
     
     
     Response to: D2661.025     
     
     EPA generally agrees with the comment and believes its Tiered system is    
     distinguished by the available database for a chemical. Tier II is limited 
     to chemicals with a very limited database (both qualitative and            
     quantitative).                                                             
                                                                                
     With regard to flexibility, EPA has provided States and Tribes with a great
     deal of flexibility, not only in developing Tier I criteria and Tier II    
     values, but in also developing site-specific criteria and values.  See     
     section VIII.5.a for details on site-specific derivation.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
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     Comment ID: D2661.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference found on p. C-10.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity should not be used as the default assumption:                   
                                                                                
     The assumption of addivity for carcinogens at low doses should not be the  
     default position when data to address this point do not exist.  As the EPA 
     SAB states, "additivity assumes a common mechanism of action", and         
     mechanisms of carcinogenesis are many and varied[2].  It is important when 
     assessing two or more potentially carcinogenic chemicals to treat each     
     situation or combination of chemicals on a case-by-case basis.  All        
     available toxicological information including both "positive" and          
     "negative" data should be considered when determining whether additivity is
     appropriate for two or more potential carcinogens.                         
     _________________________                                                  
     2  "An SAB Report: Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water    
     Quality Initiative."  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency Science Advisory
     Board.  EPA- SAB- EPEC/DWC-93-005. pp. 37-43.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2661.026     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference found on p. C-10.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria for by-products of chlorination or fluoridation should be given   
     special consideration:                                                     
                                                                                
     The GLWQG should either exempt or ease ambient water quality criteria for  
     those chemicals in Table 6, "Pollutants of Initial Focus", that are formed 
     during chlorination (trihalomethanes, dichlorobromomethane) or directly    
     added to wastes (fluoride) to protect or enhance public health[1].  The    
     formation of small amounts of chlorinated compounds (disinfection          
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     byproducts) in potable water supplies following chlorination to control    
     mirobial contamination is an example where the GLWQG needs to ease         
     permissible water concentrations for chemicals that are inadvertently      
     formed in situ.                                                            
     _________________________                                                  
     1  "Proposed Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System.  Proposed  
     Rule."  Federal Register, Vol 58, No. 72. pp. 74-90. 1993.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2661.027     
     
     After careful consideration of comments, EPA has retained chlorine in Table
     5 of the final Guidance.  See section II.C.5 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that by-products of chlorination or fluoridation should 
     be given special consideration in the final Guidance.  CWA sections 301,   
     303, and 304 do not discern the need for water quality-based controls based
     on the origin of the chemical in question.  If technical or economic       
     considerations make the implementation of water quality standards for these
     chemicals infeasible, the final Guidance provides States and Tribes the    
     flexibility to adopt variances to the standards.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2661.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference found on p. C-10.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ten-fold uncertainty factors are not appropriate:                          
                                                                                
     The GLQWG should not specify using ten-fold uncertainty factors when       
     deriving health critera for noncarcinogens.  The use of ten-fold           
     uncertainty factors has been reviewed recently, and there appears to be    
     general agreement among industry, regulatory, and academic risk assessors  
     that the "standard approach of applying default uncertainty factors to a   
     no-observed-adverse-effect-level (NOAEL) to yield a permissible level for  
     chronic human exposure yields limited information"[6].  A review by Lewis  
     et al.[7] supports the view that the application of ten-fold safety factors
     is often not justified and does not have a scientific basis.  The GLWQG    
     should incorporate both flexibility and sound scientific judgment when     
     employing uncertainty factors and should consider using factors less than  
     ten when supported by scientific data on an individual chemical basis.     
     _________________________                                                  
     6  Beck, B.D., Conolly, R.B., Dourson, M.L., Guth, D., Hattis, D., Kimmel, 
     C., and Lewis, S.C. 1993. "Symposium Overview: Improvements in quantitative
     noncancer risk assessment."  Fund. Appl. Toxicol. 20:1-14.                 
                                                                                
     7  Lewis, S.C., Lynch, J.R., and Nikiforov, A.I. 1990. "A new approach to  
     deriving community exposure guidelines from "no-observed-adverse-effect    
     levels"." Reg. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 11:314-330.                             
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     Response to: D2661.028     
     
     See response to P2718.112                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2661.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The IRIS Database should be peer reviewed:                                 
                                                                                
     Because the GLWQG human health criteria for which Tier I criteria have been
     proposed use information from the IRIS database, it is essential that this 
     database be both accurate and up to date regarding toxicity data.  Further,
     because of its importance in developing regulatory policy and EPA          
     initiatives, the IRIS database should be open to scientific review prior to
     publication.  Presently, EPA as no mechanism to solicit peer review of the 
     IRIS database from academia, other regulatory agencies, or industry        
     representatives.  This undermines the reliability, accuracy, and scientific
     validity of GLWQG values.  In addition, we recommend that all available    
     scientific literature on a particular chemical (not only that included     
     within the IRIS database) be reviewed when establishing human health       
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2661.029     
     
     See response to D2611.007.                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     With regard to externally peer-reviewing IRIS, EPA does believe that       
     indirectly most or all IRIS values do get peer reviewed externally since   
     EPA program offices generally peer review all regulatory supporting        
     documents.  For example, in the Drinking Water Program, all Drinking Water 
     Criteria Documents undergo external peer review before an MCLG and MCL are 
     finalized.  The majority of GLWQI criteria are based upon the same RfDs and
     q1*s that many Drinking Water Criteria (MCLGs) are also based. Therefore,  
     many of these IRIS values have been previously peer reviewed and have      
     withstood expert criticism.                                                
                                                                                
     The same treatment is given to all Ambient Water Quality Criteria          
     documents.  In addition, any review and comment of EPA values by the public
     during public comment period does, in a less formal sense, constitute an   
     external peer review.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2661.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference found on p. C-10.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exposure assumptions should reflect site specific conditions:              
                                                                                
     The GLWQG has employed standard EPA exposure values for deriving human     
     health criteria, which include assuming (1) daily water intake is 2.0      
     L/day, (2) all daily water intake is from a contaminated source, (3)       
     exposure frequency is every day, and (4) exposure duration is 70 years.    
     While these assumptions are frequently used by state and federal agencies, 
     they should be revised to better reflect site-specific (i.e., actual)      
     exposures for the purpose of deriving GLWQG human health criteria.         
                                                                                
     For example, as described above, the GLWQG and EPA use a value of 2.0 L/day
     for adult human water consumption.  This estimate is based on the daily    
     ration of water required by United States Army field personnel and is not  
     reflectve of actual human consumption of Great Lakes water[8].  Moreover,  
     the GLWQG assumes that an individual will consume 2.0 L of untreated water 
     derived from the Great Lakes, an assumption that is clearly overly         
     conservative and unlikely to occur and thus should not be used in deriving 
     health criteria given the fact that that majority of residents within the  
     Great Lakes Basi ingest treated water.                                     
                                                                                
     Regarding exposure duration, EPA assumes a 70-yr residence time.  This may 
     be approprate for individuals residing in the Great Lakes Basin for their  
     entire lives.  The EPA Exposure Factors Handbook identifies 9 and 30 years 
     as representative average and reasonable upper bounds, respectively, for   
     length of time residing in the same house[8,9].  Further, EPA data indicate
     that only 7% of the U.S. population live in the same house for 33 years or 
     more.  The assumption of a 70 yr. residence time is a worse-case rather    
     than average estimation of exposure.                                       
                                                                                
     The multiplicative effect of combining worst-case assumptions and          
     upper-bound confidence limits results in protecting an individual that may 
     not exist.  To illustrate this point, if five assumptions representing 95% 
     upper confidence limits on the actual values are multiplied together, the  
     chance of all five values being accurate is (0.05)5 or 1 in 3 x 10(exp6),  
     an extremely conservative and unlikel scenario.  Because of the other      
     diversity of waterways and populations comprising the ecosystem of the     
     Great Lakes Basin, it would be appropriate to apply site-specific exposure 
     assumptions when deriving human health criteria.  Furthermore, we recommend
     that EPA consider alternative approaches to single point estimates such as 
     distributional analysis techniques.  The EPA Exposure Factors Handbook     
     support this approach and states "The most ideal exposure estimates can be 
     obtained using frequency distributions for the parameter values.  These    
     parameter distributions can be used in conjunction with Monte Carlo        
     techniques to obtain frequency distributions for exposure levels"[8].  We  
     support the use of alternative approaches to single-point estimates and    
     contend that distributional analyses and site-specific considerations will 
     permit more accurate exposure modeling and assessment of human health      
     risks.                                                                     
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     _________________________                                                  
     8  Exposure Factors Handbook.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office
     of Health and Environmental Assessment, Washington, D.C. EPA/600/8-89/043. 
                                                                                
     9  "Hazardous Waste Management System; Identification and Listing of       
     Hazardous Waste; Proposed Rule." 57 Federal Register 21450, May 20, 1992.  
     
     
     Response to: D2661.030     
     
     While EPA does see merit in the use of probabilistic modeling as one tool  
     to examine probable risk, such as the Monte Carlo analysis provided, EPA   
     does not believe it is the only way to evaluate risk. EPA believes         
     probabilistic modeling is widely open to interpretation and manipulation   
     and for these reasons has not adopted it as Agency-wide practice at the    
     present time.  Perhaps with greater analysis, such modeling may become a   
     more prevalent tool with Agency risk assessments in the future.            
                                                                                
     EPA also believes many exposure assumptions in the GLWQI are not           
     exclusively "high end" assumptions.  For example, the adult body weight    
     chosen is an average of both sexes; it does not favor a more conservative  
     approach of using adult female body weight which ranges from 55-65 kg.  EPA
     believes that, on the whole, the Agency has chosen reasonable assumptions. 
     To the extent EPA's assumptions may be characterized as on the conservative
     side, the Agency believes that this is appropriate, given the protective   
     nature of the CWA.                                                         
                                                                                
     See also response to comments D2859.118, D2724.599, P2771.197, and         
     D3382.082.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Summary:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Based on the above dicussion regarding methylene chloride, it is apparent  
     that the GLWQG has not considered several key elements concerning this     
     chemical and the appropriateness for including it in the list of pollutants
     of initial focus.  Specifically, (1) several epidemiological studies were  
     not consulted that contribute significantly to the overall toxicology      
     database for this chemical; (2) the review of animal carcinogenicity and   
     toxicity studies was incomplete; (3) review of biotransformation and       
     pharmacokinetic data for methylene chloride was omitted from the GLWQG     
     Technical Support Document that would have demonstrated that               
     carcinogenicity of methylene choride is species specific; and (4) there are
     no data indicating that methylene chloride will accumulate in surface      
     waters of the Great Lakes or bioconcentrate in organisms.                  
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     Therefore, methylene chloride should be removed from Table 6, "Pollutants  
     of Initial Focus", in the GLWQG and added to Table 5, "Excluded            
     Pollutants".                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2661.031     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Methylene chloride should be removed from Table 6 and added to Table 5:    
                                                                                
     We recommend that methylene chloride be removed from Table 6 of the GLWQG  
     as a "pollutant of initial focus".  Based on its chemical and physical     
     properties as well as its environmental fate, it is unlikely to accumulate 
     in surface waters or bioconcentrate in aquatic organisms.  [However, if    
     Tier I criteria are retained for methylene chloride, we recommend that the 
     complete database be included in the review. Presently, the human health   
     criteria developed for methylene chloride are inadequate and unacceptable  
     because a weight-of-evidence review of all the toxicity data was not       
     performed by EPA.  Specifically, the GLWQG did not consider (1) all        
     available epidemiology studies; (2) the complete animal toxicity database; 
     and (3) the pharmacokinetic data for methylene chloride, which indicate    
     that there are inherent differences in metabolism between animal species   
     and thus susceptibility to potential adverse effects of this chemical,     
     especially in humans.]                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2661.032     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2661.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Embedded in .032.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, if Tier I criteria are retained for methylene chloride, we        
     recommend that the complete database be included in the review.  Presently,
     the human health criteria developed for methylene chloride are inadequate  
     and unacceptable because a weight-of-evidence review of all of the toxicity
     data was not performed by EPA.  Specifically, the GLWQG did not consider   
     (1) all available epidemiology studies; (2) the complete animal toxicity   
     database; and (3) the pharmacokinetic data for methylene chloride, which   
     indicate that there are inherent differences in metabolism between animal  
     species and thus susceptibility to potential adverse effects of this       
     chemical, especially in humans.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2661.033     
     
     EPA has reviewed all the data in developing a Tier I value for methylene   
     chloride, including epidemiological, animal data and pharmacokinetic data. 
     See response to D2661.035                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2661.034
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References on p. C-10.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should consider the environmental fate of Methylene Chloride:          
                                                                                
     Criteria for pollutants in the Great Lakes Basin should only be developed  
     for chemicals that meet the following conditions: (1) a continued presence 
     in surface waters or sediments and (2) bioaccumulation in aquatic          
     organisms.  Based on its physical and chemical properties and resultant    
     environmental fate, methylene chloride does not meet either of these       
     conditions and thus should not be on the list of "pollutants of initial    
     focus".  Because of its high Henry's Law constant, methylene chloride      
     released to surface waters will rapidly volatilize to the atmosphere (and  
     subsequently degrade photochemically).  When released to river waters,     
     methylene chloride levels were nondetectable 3-5 miles from the source of  
     input [10,11].  Thus, because of its rapid evaporation under moderate      
     mixing conditions, the half-life of methylene chloride in surface waters is
     in the range of only 3.5-6 hrs.[12].  Consideration of vapor pressures and 
     Henry's Law Constants in assessments of chemicals that may represent       
     potential hazards to human health and the environment from hazardous wastes
     sits has been adopted by EPA for use in the Hazard Ranking System, the     
     principal mechanism for placing sites on the National Priorities List[13]. 
     We encourage and support the inclusion of such physical and chemical       
     properties when assessing the potential human health risks from chemicals  
     of concern within the Great Lakes Basin.  Finally, methylene chloride's    
     adsorption to sediments and bioconcentration in aquatic organisms are not  
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     expected to be significant processes because of its low octanol/water      
     partition coefficient.                                                     
     _________________________                                                  
     10  DeWalle, F.B., Chian, E.S.K. "Presence of trace organics in the        
     Deleware River and their discharge by municipal and industrial sources."   
     Proc. Ind. Waste Conf. 32:908-919.                                         
                                                                                
     11  Helz, G.R., Hsue, R.Y. "Volatile chloro- and bromocarbons in coastal   
     waters." Limnol Oceanogr. 23:858-869.                                      
                                                                                
     12  Rathbun, R.E. and Tai, D.Y. "Technique for determining the             
     volatilization coefficients of priority pollutants in streams." Water Res. 
     15:243-250. 1981.                                                          
                                                                                
     13  "Hazard Ranking System." U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Final   
     Rule. 55 Federal Register 51532, December 14, 1990.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2661.034     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2661.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References found on pp. C-10 & C-11.                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Methylene Chloride is unlikely to be a human carcinogen based on available 
     epidemiological evidence:                                                  
                                                                                
     Epidemiologic data provide the most direct evidence regardinng human health
     effects associated with exposure to chemicals.  As recommended by EPA[8]   
     and stated in the GLWQG[5], when sufficient epidemiological data exist,    
     their use in evaluating carcinogenicity should take precedence over animal 
     data.  Moreover, in the proposed rule for occupational exposure to         
     methylene chloride, OSHA states that use of nonpositive epidemiological    
     studies is supported by the Office of Science Technology and Policy (OSTP),
     which has asserted that "The lack of evidence of a hazard from an          
     epidemiological investigation can also be useful in that within the scope  
     of the study, a likely range can be determined for estimates of risk"[14]. 
                                                                                
     The Tier I human health criteria evaluation for methylene chloride states  
     that two epidemiological studies are "inconclusive on the human            
     carcinogenicity of methylene chloride" (GLWQG, 1993c).  Further, the       
     documentation states that a second review of these studies and updated     
     evaluations of the cohorts still provide "inadequate evidence of human     
     carcinogenicity"[14].  We disagree with these statements and assert that   
     there is sufficient and adequate epidemiological evidence to evaluate the  
     potential human carcinogenicity of methylene chloride.  Although the GLWQG 
     documentation for methylene chloride cites only two studies published      
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     through 1987, an additional epidemiological study [15] and two             
     follow-ups[16,17] to the studies cited by EPA are available that           
     significantly contribute to the overall human database for methylene       
     chloride.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Studies in three different occupational cohorts are currently available for
     the assessment of mortality effects in methylene chloride-exposed          
     populations[15-19].  These studies possess many features that make them    
     useful for risk assessment including relatively large study groups (over   
     5800 total individuals including a large number of long-term employees),   
     lengthy interval between first exposure and end of follow-up, and for two  
     cohorts, detailed exposure characterization allowing dose-response         
     analyses.  The epidemiological studies consistently demonstrated no excess 
     mortality for all causes of death, ischemic heart disease, total cancer,   
     and the cancers reported in the National Toxicology Program (NTP) mouse    
     bioassays, i.e., lung and liver cancer[20].  Although Lanes et al.[16]     
     reported an increased number of deaths associated with cancers of the      
     biliary tract (based on only three deaths), this observation was not       
     replicated or supported by the results of the other studies including the  
     Gibbs study[15] of workers at a plant using the same process with similar  
     exposures as the Lanes et al. study cohort[16].  Thus, the Lanes et al.    
     study[16] should not be overinterpreted as suggesting a potential          
     carcinogenic effect of methylene chloride.  The available epidemiological  
     evidence indicates that methylene chloride is unlikely to be a human       
     carcinogen.                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     4  "Water Quality Criteria for Protection Of Human Health" - Criteria      
     Documents. 1993.                                                           
                                                                                
     5  "Draft Technical Support Document.  Methodologies for Human Health      
     Criteria and Values" - Great Lakes Initiative. 1993.                       
                                                                                
     8  Exposure Factors Handbook.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Office
     of Health and Environmental Assessment, Washington, D.C. EPA/600/8-89/043. 
                                                                                
     14  Department of Labor, Occupational Safety and Health Administration. 29 
     Federal Register, Parts 1910, 1915, and 1926.  "Occupational Exposure to   
     Methylene Chloride." pp. 281, 1992.                                        
                                                                                
     15  Gibbs, G.W., "The mortality of workers employed at a cellulose acetate 
     and triacetate fibers plant in Cumberland Maryland: A "1970" cohort        
     followed 1970-1989." A Final Report to Hoechst Celanese Corporation, May   
     1992.  (Submitted to OSHA in June 1992).                                   
                                                                                
     16  Lanes, S.F., Cohen, A., Rothman, K.J., Dreyer, N.A., and Soden, K.J.   
     "Mortality of cellulose fiber production workers."  Scand. J. Work.        
     Environ. Hlth. 16:247-251, 1990                                            
                                                                                
     17  Hearne, F.T., Pifer, J.W., and Grose, F. "Mortality study of workers   
     first employed in methylene chloride area, 1946-70." Technical report of   
     Eastman Kodak Company.  1992 (Submitted to OSHA, 1992).                    
                                                                                
     18  Hearne, F.T., Grose, F., Pifer, J.W., Friedlander, B.R., and Raleigh,  
     R.L. "Methylene chloride mortality study: Dose-response characterization   
     and animal model comparison." J. Occup. Med. 29:217-228, 1987.             
                                                                                
     19  Hearne, F.T., Pifer, J.W., and Grose, F. "Absence of adverse mortality 
     effects in workers exposed to methylene chloride: An update." J. Occup.    
     Med. 32:234-240, 1990.                                                     
                                                                                
     20  "Toxicology and carcinogenesis studies of dichloromethane (methylene   
     chloride) (CAS No. 75-09-2) in F344/DFN rats and B6C3F1 mice (Inhalation   
     Studies)." National Toxicology Program, TR No. 306, NIH Publication No.    
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     86-2562, 1986.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2661.035     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that the epidemiological database is        
     adequate to evaluate the potential human carcinogenicity of methylene      
     chloride.  The database, which is cited by the commenter, and has been     
     reviewed by EPA, is clearly inconclusive.  EPA agrees that neither of the  
     two studies of chemical factory workers exposed to methylene chloride      
     showed excess cancers (Ott et al., 1983; Frielander et al., 1978; Hearne   
     and Frielander, 1981).  However, the Ott et al. (1983) study was designed  
     to examine cardiovascular effects, and consequently the study period was   
     too short to allow for latency of site-specific cancers.  In the Frielander
     et al. (1978) study, exposures were low, but data provided some suggestion 
     of an increased incidence of pancreatic tumors.  This study was later      
     updated to include a larger cohort, followed through 1984, and an          
     investigation of possible confounding factors (Hearne et al., 1986, 1987). 
     A nonsignificant excess in pancreatic cancer deaths was observed, which was
     interpreted by EPA as neither clear evidence of carcinogenicity in humans, 
     nor evidence of noncarcinogenicity.  The commenter also cites the Lanes et 
     al., 1990 study, in which an increased number of deaths associated with    
     cancer of the biliary tract are reported, and states that this observation 
     was not replicated or supported by the results of the other studies        
     including the Gibbs 1992 study.                                            
                                                                                
     In EPA's judgement, when all the studies are viewed collectively, it is    
     difficult to ascertain a clear picture with regard to carcinogenicity in   
     humans exposed to methylene chloride.  Either the studies are limited due  
     to exposure period or confounding factors, or they report results which can
     be interpreted in several ways. Thus, EPA has judged the overall database, 
     with regard to humans, as inadequate.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2661.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References found on pp. C-11 & C-12.                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Review of animal toxicity data is incomplete:                              
                                                                                
     The GLWQG evaluation for developing human health criteria for methylene    
     chloride is incomplete with regard to many of the published animal studies 
     in the scientific literature.  The carcinogenicity of methylene chloride   
     has been extensively investigated in animals.  However, although a total of
     11 bioassays have been conducted, two of these bioassays were incompletely 
     reported and have never been peer-reivewed or published, and two other     
     bioassays were rejected by the NTP because of discrepancies in the studies.
     Seven of the bioassays are potentially of value for purposes of evaluating 
     carcinogenic risk.  In two of these studies, increases in the incidences of
     lung and liver tumors in B6C3F1 mice (a strain having known high background
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     rates for spontaneously occurring tumors of these organs) and benign       
     mammary tumors in rats were reported following inhalation exposures to     
     levels of 2000 and 4000 ppm[20].  In two other studies, increasees in the  
     number of benign mammary gland tumors per rat (but not the numbers of rats 
     with tumors) were reported at exposure levels of 500 to 3500 ppm[21-23].   
                                                                                
     In the other three chronic bioassays, hamsters exposed by inhalation to    
     levels of methylene chloride up to 3500 ppm[23] and rats (Fischer 344) and 
     mice (B6C3F1) administered up to 250 mg/kg/day in the drinking water       
     [24,25] showed no statistically significant increases in tumor incidence.  
     For purposes of establishing a Tier I human cancer criterion, the GLWQG    
     estimated an oral slope factor by taking the arithemetic mean of two slope 
     factors derived from the induction of liver tumors by methylene chloride in
     female mice by inhalation[20] and in male mice by drinking water           
     exposure[25].  The use of the inhalation NTP study[20] for deriving an oral
     slope factor is questionable because it assumes equivalent absorption and  
     target organ dose by two routes of exposure.  In addition, in contrast to  
     the GLWQG evaluation of the Serota et al. study[25], which concludes a     
     "statistically significant increase in the incidence of combined           
     hepatocellular carcinoma and neoplastic nodules in male mice" was found, a 
     review of the study revealed only a slight, nonstatistically significant   
     elevation of liver tumors only in treated males an observation that was not
     dose- or sex-related.  Furthermore, the incidences of hepatocellular       
     carcinomas and of combined adenomas plus carcinomas seen in this study were
     within the ranges of historical control values.  Because of the high       
     background incidence of liver tumors in B6C3F1 mice, the biological        
     relevance of this tumor type for human health assessment of methylene      
     chloride is questionable.                                                  
     ________________________                                                   
     20  "Toxicology and carcinogenesis studies of dichloromethane (methylene   
     chloride) (CAS No. 75-09-2) IN F344/DFN rats and B6C3F1 mice (Inhalation   
     Studies)."  National Toxicology Program, TR No. 306, NIH Publication No.   
     86-2562, 1986.                                                             
                                                                                
     21  Nitschke, K.D., Burek, J.D., Bell, T.J., Rampy, L.W., and McKenna, M.J.
     1982. "Methylene chloride: a 2-year inhalation toxicity and oncogenicity   
     study."  Toxicology Research Laboratory, Health and Environmental Sciences,
     Dow Chemical, Final Report, 1982                                           
                                                                                
     22  Nitschke, K.D., Burek, J.D., Bell, T.J., Kociba, R.J., Rampy, L.W., and
     McKenna, M.J. "Methylene chloride: a 2-year inhalation toxicity and        
     oncogenicity study in rats."  Fund. Appl. Toxicol. 11:48-59, 1988.         
                                                                                
     23  Burek, J.D., Nitschke, K.D., Bell, T.J., Wackerle, D.L., Childs, R.C., 
     Beyer, J.E., Dittenber, D.A., Rampy, L.W., and McKenna, M.J. "Methylene    
     chloride: a two-year inhalation and oncogenicity study in rats and         
     hamsters." Fund. Appl. Toxicol. 4:30-47.5, 1984.                           
                                                                                
     24  Serota, D.G., Thakur, A.K., Ulland, B.M., Kirschman, J.C., Brown, N.M.,
     Coots, R.H., and Morgareidge, K. "A two year drinking water study of       
     dichloromethane in rodents. I. Rats." Food Chem. Tox. 24:951-958, 1986.    
                                                                                
     25  Serota, D.G., Thakur, A.K., Ulland, B.M., Kirschman, J.C., Brown, N.M.,
     Coots, R.H., and Morgareidge, K. "A two year drinking water study of       
     dichloromethane in rodents: II. Mice." Food Chem. Tox. 24"959-963.         
     
     
     Response to: D2661.036     
     
     See responses to D2661.033, D2661.035 and D2661.037                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2661.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References found on pp. C-12.                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Metabolism and biotransformation of methylene chloride should be           
     considered:                                                                
                                                                                
     In vitro and in vivo studies of the biotransformaion of methylene chloride 
     in humans and experimental animals have shown that the major effect,       
     carboxyhemoglobinemia, is caused by the reversible binding of carbon       
     monoxide produced by oxidation of methylene chloride in the presence of a  
     mixed-function oxidase (MFO) with hemoglobin.  The MFO-mediated metabolism 
     of methylene chloride, present in all mammalian species tested, has been   
     characterized as a high-affinity, low-capacity system, which implies that  
     it will preferentially metabolize substrates in the presence of            
     low-affinity enzyme systems, but that it will become saturated at high     
     substrate levels.  Another pathway of metabolism, based on the oxidation of
     methylene chloride following reaction with glutathione and called the      
     glutathione transferase (GST) pathway, has also been found in all species  
     tested.  This pathway, characterized as a low-affinity, high-capacity      
     pathway, metabolizes a significant portion of the substrate present only   
     after the MFO pathway becomes saturated.                                   
                                                                                
     Although shared by all species tested, including humans, quantitative      
     studies have shown significant species-related differences in the way the  
     two routes of metabolism are utilized.  These studies show that methylene  
     chloride is metabolized in the liver and lung of mice, the only test       
     species in which methylene chloride caused an increase in incidence of     
     malignant tumors, at higher rates by both the MFO and GST pathways than in 
     rats, a species that did not respond to methylene chloride with an increase
     in malignant tumors.  More significantly, in vitro experiments show that   
     the GST pathway is much more active in mouse liver than in rat liver (by   
     4-fold) or human liver (16-fold).  Similar results were found for methylene
     chloride metabolism by the GST pathway in mouse lung (greater than rats and
     humans by 7-fold and 16-fold, respectively).  Mice are thus capable of     
     producing much higher levels of active metabolites than are rats and       
     humans.  Hamsters, another species resistant to methylene chloride-induced 
     tumor formation, while still showing much lower GST levels, showed greater 
     MFO activity than did mice.  The correlation of high GST activity in the   
     species that reacted to methylene chloride by an increased incidence of    
     liver and lung tumors, i.e. mice, and the lack of correlation with MFO     
     activity suggest that carcinogenic activity of methylene chloride in mice  
     is related to  its metabolism by the GST pathway.  Furthermore, those      
     species that do not have high GST capabilities, e.g., hamsters and humans, 
     will not respond to methylene chloride exposure with an increased incidence
     of tumors at exposure levels likely to be encountered in the environment.  
                                                                                
     Several physiologically based pharmacokinetic models formulated to predict 
     the disposition of methylene chloride and its metabolites have been        
     developed based on inhalation exposure[26], intravenous and oral           
     exposure[27] and organic vapor penetration through the skin[28].  In       
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     addition, several compartmental models (also termed "data-based" models)   
     have been developed and used to predict the pharmacokinetic handling of    
     methylene chloride by various spcies[29-31].  The models show that the     
     metabolism of methylene chloride by the GST pathway (at high dose levels   
     used in the experiments to yield the putative tissue-reactive metabolite)  
     is greater in mice than in humans resulting in considerable overestimation 
     of risk at low levels to which people are exposed.  The use of PB-PK models
     is consistent with the EPA Science Advisory Board conclusion that          
     emphasized "biological information supporting a nonlinear or threshold type
     of dose-response relationship is potentially important for risk management 
     decision making because it becomes less likely that the default plausible  
     upper bound linear estimate will be an accurate estimate of human risk,    
     especially at low exposure levels in the ambient environment"[32].         
                                                                                
     Human health risk assessment must be based on a weight-of-evidence         
     evaluation of the overall database.  It is particuarly disappointing that  
     the EPA did not consider the wealth of PK data for methylene chloride,     
     particularly in light of a review by the EPA SAB of an EPA document        
     assessing the use of PB-PK models in quantitative risk assessment[32].  The
     SAB concluded that the document clearly demonstrated"... the potential     
     utility of pharmacokinetic data in risk assessment."  They further         
     suggested that the "EPA should continue to use this approach in future risk
     assessments, whenever scientifically possible."  Considering the amount of 
     information available regarding the metabolism and fate of methylene       
     chloride in animals and humans, the development of a quantitative risk     
     assessment without consideration and use of this information is            
     inappropriate.                                                             
     ________________________                                                   
     26  Andersen, M.E., Clewell, H.J., Gargas, M.L., Smith, F.A., and Reitz,   
     R.H. "Physiologically based pharmokinetics and the risk assessment process 
     for methylene chloride."  Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 87:185-205, 1987.      
                                                                                
     27  Angelo, M.J. and Pritchard, A.B. "Simulations of methylene chloride    
     pharmacokinetics using a physiologically based model." Reg. Toxicol.       
     Pharmacol. 4:329-339, 1984.                                                
                                                                                
     28  McDougal, J.N., Jepson, G.W., Clewell, H.J., MacNaughton, M.G., and    
     Andersen, M.E. "A physiological pharmacokinetic model for dermal absorption
     of vapors in the rat." Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 85:286-294, 1984.         
                                                                                
     29  Peterson, J.E. 1978. "Modeling the uptake, metabolism and excretion of 
     dichloromethane by man." Am. Ind. Hyg. Assoc. J. 39:41-47, 1978.           
                                                                                
     30  DiVincenzo, G.D., Kaplan, C.J. "Uptake, metabolism, and elimination of 
     methylene chloride vapor by humans." Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol 59:130-140,  
     1981.                                                                      
                                                                                
     31  DiVincenzo, G.D. and Kaplan, C.J. "Effect of exercise or smoking on the
     uptake, metabolism, and excretion of methlyene chloride." Toxicol. Appl.   
     Pharmacol. 59:141-148, 1981.                                               
                                                                                
     32  Environmental Protection Agency Science Advisory Board, Halogenated    
     Organic Subcommittee.  "Review of the June 1987 Draft Technical Analysis of
     New Methods and Data Regarding Dichloromethane Hazard Assessments:" and    
     July 1987 "Draft Addendum to the Health Assessment Document for            
     Dichloromethane: Pharmacokinetics, Mechanism of Action and Epidemiology."  
     SAB-EC-88-013, March 9, 1988.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2661.037     
     
     EPA agrees that there are probable differences in the metabolism of        
     methylene chloride exhibited by mice, rats and humans.  However, due to the
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     equivocal nature of the epidemiological data, EPA has chosen a conservative
     approach to setting a cancer slope factor for methylene chloride, by using 
     data from the most sensitive species, the mouse.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2661.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Summary:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Kodak is concerned that the costs to implement the GLWQG will be           
     significantly higher than the Agency has indicated.  More importantly,     
     these costs will not result in real, measurable environmental benefits     
     since the proposed GLWQG does not include an integrated, basin-by-basin    
     cost/benefit risk-based approach to environmental quality improvement.     
     
     
     Response to: D2661.038     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2661.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs to Kodak of the GLWQG are estimated at $67 million capital and $11   
     million for annual operation and maintenance:                              
                                                                                
     Kodak participated in a cost survey conducted by the Chemical Manufacturers
     Association that conservatively quantified the incremental wastewater      
     treatment costs that would be incurred to comply with the wildlife criteria
     and anticipated Tier II values in the proposed GLWQG.  Kodak's costs which 
     include carbon adsorption to remove organics and sulfide precipitation for 
     the removal of metals were based on cost curves from EPA's Organic         
     Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers Guidelines and Development       
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     Document.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2661.039     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2661.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on the design flow of 35 MGD for Kodak's King's Landing WasteWater   
     Purification Plant we conservatively estimate capital costs of $67 million 
     and $11 million annually for operation and maintenance.                    
                                                                                
     We believe that these cost estimates (1991 dollars) are conservative since 
     it has not been demonstrated that either of the treatment technologies     
     described above would achieve the proposed wildlife criteria.  If          
     additional, more sophisticated treatment such as ion exchange and/or       
     reverse osmosis is needed, the costs would be significantly higher.        
     
     
     Response to: D2661.040     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2661.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Kodak agrees with many of the observations made in the July 1993           
     DRI/McGraw-Hill report "Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:              
     Cost-Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental Quality and Regional      
     Competitiveness" prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors.  The   
     report identified major "cost triggers" that did not provide significant   
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     environmental benefit.  They were:  "lack of a clear, sensible approach to 
     intake credits"; "a rigid antidegradation policy that leaves little room   
     for new plants with cleaner process"; "the phasing out of mixing zones for 
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs)"; and "the wildlife criteria   
     for mercury".                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2661.041     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2661.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [We have identified additional "cost triggers" that also do not provide    
     significant environmental benefit.  Examples of these are:                 
                                                                                
     (1)  The costs of developing criteria using procedures required by the     
     GLWQG for the protection of wildlife, human health and aquatic life were   
     grossly underestimated a $120,000 per pollutant.  Some have estimated the  
     costs to be as high as $1,000,000 per pollutant.  The costs of developing  
     and meeting Tier II values were two conservative and not adequately        
     considered by the DRI/McGraw-Hill report.]                                 
                                                                                
     (2)  The GLWQG will require permits to include Pollution Minimization      
     Programs (PMPs) whenever water quality based effluent limits are below the 
     minimum level.  The goal of this Program is to reduce all potential sources
     of the pollutant and to maintain the effluent at or below the permit limit.
     We are concerned that this Program could be used to drive manufacturing    
     process and formulation changes, ignoring wastewater treatment plant       
     efficiencies and the environmental fate of the pollutant.  Process and     
     formulation changes could require years of research and development as well
     as significant capital costs.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2661.042     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2595.022.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2661.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 980



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.043 is imbedded in .042.                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have identified additional "cost triggers" that also do not provide     
     significant environmental benefit.  Examples of these are:                 
                                                                                
     (1)  The costs of developing criteria using procedures required by the     
     GLWQG for the protection of wildlife, human health and aquatic life were   
     grossly underestimated at $120,000 per pollutant.  Some have estimated the 
     costs to be as high as $1,000,000 per pollutant.  The costs of developing  
     and meeting Tier II values were too conservative and not adequately        
     considered by the DRI/McGraw-Hill report.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2661.043     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2669.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences.  [EPA used scientifically unproven    
     methodologies for deriving a Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify      
     chemicals of particular concern which will be subject to especially        
     stringent controls) and to set limits on substances for which limited data 
     exist].  Until questions about these methodologies are resolved, it is not 
     appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2669.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2698.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2669.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in .001                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving a              
     Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify chemicals of particular concern   
     which will be subject to especially stringent controls) and to set limits  
     on substances for which limited data exist.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2669.002     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2669.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point-source industrial
     dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.  Although        
     pollution from these sources has been severely curtailed over the last 20  
     years.  GLI focuses on them, ignoring major sources of these substances    
     such as contaminated sediments, airborne pollutants, contaminated          
     stormwater runoff from city streets and lawns, and construction sites and  
     agriculture.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2669.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     G1713.005.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2669.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with 
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:  -- conducting extensive   
     scientific research on the safety of chemicals in cases where a complete   
     database for those chemicals does not exist (or, as an alternative, meeting
     standards which are designed to be more stringent than necessary).         
     
     
     Response to: D2669.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2669.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with 
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including: -- treating substances     
     which they did not generate or add to in their discharge: that is,         
     substances already present in water used by entities for cooling or other  
     purposes.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2669.005     
     
     This comment raises the general issue of the extent to which a discharger  
     should be held responsible for pollutants in its discharge that may have   
     originated in the facility's water supply.  EPA's position on numerous     
     issues related to the special consideration for intake pollutants is       
     discussed in detail in the Supplementary Information Document at Section   
     VIII.E.3-7.  Briefly, the final guidance allows special consideration of   
     intake water pollutants which are withdrawn from, and returned to, after   
     use by the facility, the same body of water when discharge contains the    
     same mass and concentration of those pollutants as were in the intake and  
     does not cause adverse effects on the receiving water that would not have  
     occurred if the pollutants were left in-stream.  The final Guidance allows 
     special consideration of intake pollutants both in determining whether a   
     water quality-based effluent limit (WQBEL) is needed and in developing     
     WQBELs when they are needed (essentially when the facility add mass of the 
     pollutant that that already in the intake water).  EPA believes that       
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     allowing special consideration of intake pollutants in these situations is 
     consistent with the CWA requirements regarding the need for effluent limits
     necessary to attain water quality standards (see CWA sections 301(b)(1)(C) 
     and 402). A facility which qualifies for special consideration of intake   
     pollutants does not have to remove those pollutants from its intake water. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with 
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:  - undertaking significant,
     expensive monitoring for substances that have never been detected in a     
     discharger's effluent.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2669.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lake region to comply with  
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including: -- conducting an onerous   
     and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration proving that any increases
     in discharges will lead to major social and economic benefits.  The        
     demonstration would be required before the facility could increase its     
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     discharge over existing quality, even if permit limits would not be        
     exceeded.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2669.007     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance                                                                   
     will become an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary,
     antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with          
     minimizing                                                                 
     the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are
     unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community affected by the
     reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance                                                                   
     recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving     
     waters                                                                     
     for effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,   
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal                                                                    
     regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and Tribes 
     to                                                                         
     adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non- BCCs.      
     Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation      
     provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and guidance.      
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees that any of the elements go beyond or in any way
     change or deviate from the requirements of the CWA, the CPA or the Federal 
     regulations governing antidegradation at 40 CFR 131.12.  Consistent with 40
     CFR 131.6, a State's or Tribe's water quality standards are not acceptable 
     unless they include an antidegradation policy consistent with 40 CFR       
     131.12.                                                                    
     40 CFR 131.12, which has been in existence since 1983, derives from the    
     objective of the CWA stated in section 101(a), "to restore and maintain the
     chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Nation's waters."  To   
     accomplish the objective of maintaining the chemical, physical and         
     biological                                                                 
     integrity of the Nation's waters, the regulations at 40 CFR 131.12         
     establish                                                                  
     three principles:  first, that water quality may never be degraded to the  
     point where an existing use would become impaired; second, that where water
     quality is better than the minimum level needed to support fish and other  
     aquatic life and recreation in and on the waters, that level of water      
     quality                                                                    
     shall be maintained unless lower water quality is necessary to accommodate 
     important social and economic development in the area affected by the      
     reduced                                                                    
     water quality; and third, that where a water body is recognized as an      
     outstanding national resource by being designated as such by a State or    
     Tribe, the water quality in that water body shall be maintained and may not
     be permanently lowered for any reason. (The commenter is referred to the   
     preamble to the proposed Guidance for a complete discussion of the history 
     of                                                                         
     antidegradation.)  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are
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     taken directly from the regulation. Under the final Guidance, a party      
     seeking                                                                    
     to lower water quality must demonstrate that the lowering of water quality 
     is                                                                         
     necessary, in other words, that there are no viable alternatives to reduced
     water quality, and that the activity responsible for the lowering of water 
     quality will generate important social and economic development in the area
     affected by the reduced water quality. The final Guidance takes the logical
     step of answering the question of whether or not a lowering of water       
     quality                                                                    
     is necessary by requiring the party seeking to lower water quality to      
     answer                                                                     
     two related questions: first, is it possible to reduce or eliminate the    
     significant lowering of water quality through the application of pollution 
     prevention techniques; and second, given the findings of the pollution     
     prevention analysis, is it possible to reduce or eliminate increase in     
     loading that will remain after application of pollution prevention         
     techniques                                                                 
     through alternate or enhanced waste water treatment without a significant  
     increase in cost.  The final Guidance only imposes Great Lakes-specific    
     requirements on increased loadings of BCCs. For all other pollutants, the  
     recommendations of the final Guidance EPA's intentions for implementation  
     of                                                                         
     antidegradation nationally.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that there is no benefit in performing an               
     antidegradation                                                            
     review.  Antidegradation benefits the environment by minimizing the extent 
     to                                                                         
     which enviromental quality is reduced as a result of growth and            
     development.                                                               
     Antidegradation also benefits the environment be ensuring that             
     environmental                                                              
     quality is considered in decisions regarding growth and development.       
     Antidegradation benefits the public by preserving water quality            
     improvements                                                               
     gained at public expense, whether through remediation of past              
     contamination,                                                             
     construction of waste water treatment plants or increased prices for goods 
     and services.  Antidegradation also ensures that the public has an         
     opportunity to voice an opinion regarding decisions that will afffect water
     quality.  Finally, antidegradation benefits dischargers by conserving      
     assimilative capacity.  Antidegradation recognizes that the capacity of the
     Nation's waters to receive effluent from discharges is limited, and that   
     once                                                                       
     that capacity is fully allocated, further increases are not possible.      
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that limited resources are used  
     in                                                                         
     the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all.  Dischargers may
     also benefit from the antidegradation review by identifying new or improved
     technology that is less detrimental to the environment and still allows    
     growth and development to occur.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2669.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.    
     GLI seeks further, very expensive reductions from point source dischargers.
      Costs studies by four industries alone indicate that their costs would be 
     over $5 billion dollars in capital and almost $1.5 billion per year in     
     annual oepration and maintenance costs.  Moreover, the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors authorized an independent study, conducted by DRI/McGraw   
     Hill, of the costs and benefits of GLI.  The DRI draft report concludes    
     that major costs of up to $2.3 billion annually would be imposed by the GLI
     and that environmental benefits would not be measurable.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2669.008     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2669.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As additional cost studies for the automobile and petroleum industries are 
     completed and submitted to DRI as part of requested comments, these        
     estimates will rise substantially.  Moreover, a new study, not available to
     DRI earlier, estimates that costs to municipalities will be between $7 and 
     $7.5 billion in capital costs and over $1 billion in annual costs.  And,   
     given the broad array of substances and the extremely low levels that must 
     be met only some of these costs can be passed on to upstream direct        
     dischargers.  All of this additional information will be included in DRI's 
     final report to the Governors.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.009     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2669.010
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, industries in the region would be at a severe economic        
     disadvantage over industries elsewhere in the Great Lakes states and       
     nationally who are not subject to the same provisions. [The antidegradation
     provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making it more difficult or
     impossible for companies to return to full production during the course of 
     economic recovery and by forcing delays in business decisions while        
     antidegradation demonstration reviews are being carried out].              
     
     
     Response to: D2669.010     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2669.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: imbedded in .010                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making 
     it more difficult or impossible for companies to return to full production 
     during the course of economic recovery and by forcing delays in business   
     decisions while antidegradation demonstration reviews are being carried    
     out.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2669.011     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the 
     final Guidance will become an impediment to growth or economic recovery.   
     On the contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth,  
     but with minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring    
     that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the  
     community affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation      
     provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the        
     Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and   
     that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings   
     are precluded. Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited  
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     resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of
     all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing     
     more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final       
     Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many 
     of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes  
     that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of achieving the     
     objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance 
     does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific          
     antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are   
     only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent with existing 
     Federal regulations and guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2669.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities and
     with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples      
     include the Lakewide Management Plans.  Remedial Actions Plans, and the    
     Clean Air Act.  This will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and conflicting 
     objectives for state agencies in administering environmental statutes.  It 
     will also result in most states in the region administering two separate   
     permit programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states    
     change their own rules to effectively apply the GLI statewide.  Statewide  
     application would only serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws on 
     a much larger number of dischargers.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2669.012     
     
     EPA believes that theprovisions in the Guidance are a reasonable and       
     appropriate mechanism for implmenting the requirements of section 118 of   
     the Clean Water Act.  Additionally, EPA believes that the Guidance         
     complements existing programs and regulations as discussed in Section I.C  
     and I.D of the SID.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2669.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will likely set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the     
     country.  Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance of the 
     policies and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve      
     unproven science and new more burdensome approaches to implementation.     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.013     
     
     See Sections I.C, I.D and II of the SID for further discussion on these    
     points.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2669.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors produce       
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.              
     
     
     Response to: D2669.014     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2669.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing   
     better criteria to the discharger: it is up to the discharger to prove that
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     a less stringent standard is merited.  [Yet, because of antibacksliding    
     provisions it becomes possible that the more valid Tier 1 criteria could   
     not be applied once they are developed].                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2669.015     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091. See response to comment D2587.091.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2669.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: imbedded in .015                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Yet, because of antibacksliding provisions it becomes possible that more   
     valid Tier 1 criteria could not be applied once they are developed.        
     
     
     Response to: D2669.016     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2669.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc: CS/ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permittees could: 1) Embark of expensive and time-consuming research       
     projects to attempt to develop Tier 1 criteria.  This would be risky, since
     some studies may take 24 months or longer and thus dischargers would not   
     have sufficient time to complete research and studies and then put in place
     additional equipment if needed within the extremely short three-year time  
     frame for meeting the Tier II limits.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2669.017     
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     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2669.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permittees could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter   
     value, even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.     
     This may place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent         
     reasearch proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing    
     plants are not forced to meet the same standards.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2669.018     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2669.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc: CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To address our concerns, we recommend that the following changes be made:  
     - No permit limits should be based on Tier II values.  Thus,               
     antibacksliding provisions which would prevent the replacement of the more 
     valid Tier I criteria for Tier II values would not apply.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2669.019     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2669.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of deriving a bioaccumulation factor is sound. However, many,  
     including EPA's own Science Advisory Board (SAB), do not believe the       
     science underlying BAF has been sufficiently developed to justify its use  
     in the Initiative or as a regulatory trigger.  This is especially important
     since the economic consequences of additional controls on BCCs are so      
     great.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.020     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the science underlying the BAF       
     methodology is not sufficiently developed to be used in the final Guidance.
       EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on   
     the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93- 005).  In 
     a subsequent SAB report on August 12, 1993 on the ongoing revision of the  
     methodology for deriving National Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the   
     protection of human health (EPA- SAB-DWC-93-016), the Drinking Water       
     Committee supported the Agency's efforts to develop well-validated BAFs,   
     but recommended that for the time being EPA rely more heavily on BCF rather
     than BAF, because of the higher likelihood of collecting an adequate BCF   
     database.  The second report from the SAB Drinking Water Committee is not  
     as relevant as the first SAB report because field-measured BAF values have 
     been developed for many of the chemicals of concern in the Great Lakes     
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals. Use of the freely dissolved concentration will      
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that the current BAF methodology cannot accurately control   
     BCCs.  In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs because field-measured  
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     data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a       
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the actual impacts
     of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting 
     them through use of a model.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2669.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, and ecology.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2669.021     
     
     See response to comment G3202.017                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2669.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier (FCM) combined    
     with the bioconcentration factor (BCF).  This methodology does not take    
     into account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and   
     does not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, it cannot        
     reasonably be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what     
     actually occurs in the ecosystem.  Further, the SAB report states that the 
     BCF-to-BAF model "has not been adequately tested to use for the            
     establishment of regional water quality at this time."                     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.022     
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     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2669.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology  
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine parameters.  Errors of two orders  
     of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input parameters.
      EPA gave not careful consideration in selecting values of these input     
     parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were adopted with
     no critical review.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2669.023     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2669.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured  
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the annual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions, although the methodology     
     tends to overestimate greatly as log P (bioaccumulation tendency)          
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2669.024     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.016.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2669.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCCs is         
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the proposed
     rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1000 is the    
     right value.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2669.025     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2669.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemical concern was intended originally to identify      
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2669.026     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2669.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE CRITERIA (p. 20879-84) The GLI marks the first time that EPA has  
     sought to develop water quality standards expressly aimed at protecting    
     wildlife.  Because this is a new effort, it is especially important that it
     be extensively reviewed by the scientific community and found to be        
     scientifically sound.  However, the proposed methodology has not been      
     generally accepted by the scientific community.  As noted by the Science   
     Advisory Board, EPA's proposed methodology is based on the human health    
     paradigm and thus is aimed at protecting individuals, not species.         
     
     
     Response to: D2669.027     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2669.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the species selected to provide a basis for the criteria are  
     not ecologically representative of the region.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.028     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2669.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final methodology should be subject to a thorough peer review process  
     in which any other concerns expressed by the scientific community would be 
     addressed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2669.029     
     
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available, that the         
     methodology in the final Guidance has been adequately peer reviewed, and   
     that EPA has adequately addressed all concerns raised in peer review.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2669.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION (p. 20888-20917) As proposed, the GLI antidegradation      
     policy could have a significant adverse effect on economic growth in the   
     Great Lakes region and would impose onerous demonstration requirements on  
     both municipal and industrial dischargers.  The policy brings about a      
     number of significant changes that will unnecessarily inhibit growth.      
     
     
     Response to: D2669.030     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will be an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the     
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
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     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2669.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, all new source, new production processes, product lines,         
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and 
     economic benefits.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2669.031     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2669.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For all other substances, GLI also imposes burdensome requirements on      
     increases in permit limits associated with normal economic or population   
     growth.  By discouraging such changes, the proposed antidegradation policy 
     would freeze the production process in time, putting the Great Lakes region
     at a significant economic disadvantage over the other parts of the country.
     
     
     Response to: D2669.032     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2669.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs the existing effluent quality (EEQ) would become a legally        
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants currently operating at less than full
     capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and      
     cycles of demand for industrial products, many production facilities are   
     operating at less than full capacity: they will remain that way unless some
     flexibility is provided for in the final rule.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.033     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2669.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilities--including waste water treatment plants--which     
     operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing permit limitations
     for BCCs will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable permit   
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged,         
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.034     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2669.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharges.  EPA could    
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
     to undergo significant, expensive monitoring.  In addition, it would expose
     companies to legal liabilities, since if the substance were detected, the  
     facility instantly would be out of compliance.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.035     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2669.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period, Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even  
     if a data base is established to show that these substances pose no        
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2669.036     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2669.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2669.037     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2669.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in a water      
     quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing effluent  
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2669.038     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2669.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these

Page 1002



$T044618.TXT
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2669.039     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2669.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point sources should not be addressed under the provisions.  Instead,  
     they should be considered as part of the Total Maximum Daily Load/Waste    
     Load Allocation provision.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2669.040     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2574.053                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2669.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary  
     and based on subjective judgement.  While is is important that states      
     retain flexibility in making decisions regarding antidegradation           
     demonstrations, companies should also be assured that if they meet certain 
     requirements of a demonstration they will be granted the necessary         
     increase.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2669.041     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2669.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site Specific Criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the     
     standards set by GLI are exceedingly overprotective.  Despite this, the GLI
     generally requires the application of water criteria and values throughout 
     the Great Lakes regardless of state or tribal designations and regardless  
     of site-specific water conditions.  The failure to use, or to allow for,   
     site-specific adjustments except under very specific, limited circumstances
     ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere due to        
     physical or geological factors not related to toxic substances.            
     
     
     Response to: D2669.042     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2669.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is essential that State have the ability to develop scientifically sound
     site-specific water quality standards which recognize unique local         
     conditions including populations of fish species and other organisms       
     present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents and        
     bioavailability.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2669.043     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2669.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2669.044     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2669.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits         
     (WQBELs).                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2669.045     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has expressed aquatic life metals criteria as   
     dissolved concentrations.  Criteria expressed as dissolved metal and use of
     the water-effect ratio should account for bioavailability concerns and     
     differing toxicity due to chemical speciation.  Site-specific translators  
     for metals criteria may also be used.  See Section III.B.6. of the SID for 
     more information regarding metals bioavailability.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
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     with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.  However,            
     site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to resist the  
     effects of pollutants is not appropriate.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2669.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect local conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2669.046     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2669.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, EPA has proposed that mixing zones be eliminated for BCCs   
     and zones of initial dilution be eliminated completely.  This will force   
     dischargers to meet ambient water quality standards at the end of the      
     pipe-an extremely expensive prospect that brings with it virtually no      
     environmental benefits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2669.047     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2669.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal POTW, industrial, and Federal facility dischargers will be forced
     to begin removing substances that are not now of regulatory concern.  There
     are often, at present, no control limits in discharge permits because      
     discharges are below detectable levels or levels of these substances at the
     edge of the small mixing zone are at or below ambient water quality        
     requirements, even though they are slightly higher at the point of         
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2669.048     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.With respect to the comment regarding the
     absence of water quality based effluent limits for pollutants discharges at
     levels below detection, see the SID at VIII.H for a discussion of the      
     provisions in the final Guidance specifying that WQBELs be incorporated    
     into NPDES permits exactly as calculated, even if they are below the level 
     of quantification.  With respect to the commenter's concern that           
     dischargers will need to remove pollutants from their effluent that are not
     of regulatory concern because of the mixing zone provisions in the final   
     Guidance, EPA makes the following response. First, with respect to BCCs,   
     EPA disagrees that they are not of regulatory concern.  For a more thorough
     discussion of EPA's reasons for establishing special mixing zone provisions
     for BCCs, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  Second, with respect to  
     mixing zones for non-BCCs, EPA notes that, in certain instances, States and
     Tribes may authorize larger mixing zones than those specified in the final 
     Guidance if a mixing zone demonstration consistent with procedure 3.F of   
     appendix F is conducted and approved.  See the SID at VIII.C.5.a,          
     VIII.C.6.c, and VIII.C.9.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2669.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not           
     significantly improve water quality, since ambient water quality standards 
     are fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real   
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small, and
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.049     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4, VIII.C.5, and VIII.C.6.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2669.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxic Control"   
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  Under these guidelines, there is no reasonable basis for treating   
     BCCs differently in this case.  The GLI proposes derivation procedures for 
     criteria for BCCs which even EPA admits may be overconservative.  EPA's    
     approach, then, is duplicative.  First is designed overprotective criteria 
     to compensate for uncertainties and then it denies the use of mixing zones 
     to compensate again for those same uncertainties.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2669.050     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2669.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zone of initial dilution is   
     only defensible when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are
     occurring within these zones.  Thus, we recommend that reductions of these 
     zones be required only when the regulatory agency can show actual or       
     reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concentrations     
     within mixing zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are        
     economically and technically feasible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.051     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2669.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of intake credits in many circumstances will force 
     municipal and industrial dischargers to treat substances that they do not  
     add to their effluent.  The GLI requires dischargers to treat substances   
     present in the influent except under very specific situations which will be
     almost impossible to meet.  This proposed policy imposes tremendous costs  
     and liability problems on plant operators, subjects dischargers to         
     enforcement actions based on substances that they did not generate, and    
     raise a basic concern for equity among regions.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2669.052     
     
     The comment is essentially the same as D2698.030 and is addressed in the   
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2669.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 1009



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits. 
     Under the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly consider
     intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five specific conditions:
     100% of the discharge water is returned to the same body of water from     
     which it was derived; the facility does not add any of the substance in the
     process: the facility does not alter the substances chemically or          
     physically; there is no increase of the substance at the edge of the mixing
     zone; and the timing and location of the discharge would not lead to       
     adverse water quality impacts.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.053     
     
     The concerns expressed in this comment are similar to those in P2574.002   
     and are addressed in response to that comment.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2669.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A close review shows that these conditions will almost never be met.  Very 
     few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all intake 
     water in the same stream segment or area.  In addition, for some substances
     it would be extremely difficult for a facility to prove for some substances
     that none of the chemical is being added, for example, through metals      
     leaching from process pipes.  Because of this, facilities will become      
     legally responsible for substances that they did not generate.             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.054     
     
     The final Guidance allows for "partial" consideration of intake pollutants 
     in setting WQBELs when the facility has intake water from the same and     
     different bodies of water.  With regard to the the "no mass added"         
     requirement to qualify for a finding that a WQBEL is not needed, see       
     response to comment P2588.075.  See generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2669.055
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake chemicals should not be subject to regulation.  The Clean Water Act 
     regulates the discharge of pollutants, which is specifically defined as    
     "any addition of pollutants to navigable waters from any point source."    
     (33 USD 1361(12); emphasis added).  The legal history of this issue clearly
     supports the assertion that substances present in the intake stream are not
     covered by this provision.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2669.055     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2669.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency has expressly taken the position that "for addition of a        
     pollutant from a point source to occur, the point source must introduce the
     pollutant into navigable water from the outside world" (NWF v. Gorsuch, 693
     F.2d 156, 165 (D.C. Cir. 1982); (emphasis added).                          
                                                                                
     In 1988 EPA continued to adhere to this position when its interpretation   
     was again adopted, this time by the Sixth Circuit: "EPA also argued, as it 
     does here, that there can be no addition unless a source 'physically       
     introduces a pollutant into water from the outside world...'  We agree with
     the District of Columbia circuit that EPA's definition...is a permissible  
     construction of 'added'...(NWF v. Consumers Power Company, 862 F.2d 580,   
     584.)                                                                      
                                                                                
     Further, in Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976), 
     which remains the only precedent which definitely addresses the concept at 
     hand, the court concluded: "It is industry's position that EPA has no      
     jurisdiction under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter
     a plant through its intake stream.  We agree."  The agency relies on the   
     difference between technology based limits and WQBELs to support its       
     prohibition against intake credits in the GLI; however, there is nothing   
     inherent to this distinction that would explain why intake pollutants      
     should be handled differently.                                             

Page 1011



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     The cases EPA cites fail to support the Agency's position.  N.W.F. v.      
     Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th Cir. 1988) adopted the Agency's
     previous definition of "addition."  The other cases are simply not         
     applicable, as they involve discharges of a seafood processing plant,      
     redisposition of vegetation, etc., not "pollutants" removed from and then  
     returned to the waterways.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2669.056     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2669.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality is not improved.  This provision will prohibit intake credits
     even when the effluent from a plant has lower concentrations of substances 
     than does the receiving water.  It is difficult to understand how such an  
     action would contribute to the exceedance of a water quality standard.     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.057     
     
     The final Guidance provides special consideration of intake pollutants in  
     establishing WQBELs when the intake pollutants are from the same body of   
     water as the discharge through "no net addition" limits. Here, the         
     discharges levels would be set based on the mass and concentration of the  
     pollutants in the intake water.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.b.  If the    
     source of the intake pollutants is a different body of water, the          
     "baseline" reasonable potential procedures in procedure 5.A-C of appendix F
     would be used to determine if the discharge causes or has the reasonable   
     potential to cause or contributes to an excursion above an applicable WQS. 
     If the discharge poses "reasonable potential," the effluent may have to be 
     cleaner than the receiving water because the standard for developing WQBELs
     is that they are derived from, and implement WQS, not that they improve the
     receiving water quality in any amount.  See SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and
     5.                                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2669.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual users of the Great Lakes waters have become obligated to serve  
     as mini-water treatment plants under the Clean Air Water Act, individual   
     dischargers are held responsible for the impact that their actions have on 
     the Nation's water integrity.  The denial of intake credits will create a  
     situation where a facility takes in a small amount of water from a polluted
     water body, uses it, purifies it at a great expense, and releases it back  
     into the polluted water.  This outcome is nonsensical, while at the same   
     time being extremely expensive.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2669.058     
     
     This comment raises the same general issue about a discharger's need to    
     remove background pollutants in the water supply as in comment D2798.058   
     and is addressed in the response to that comment.  Also see response to    
     comment P2574.002.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2669.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Policy concerns lead to the conclusion that intake credits must be allowed.
      In its proposed rule, EPA expressed some concern that allowing for intake 
     credits would create an economic incentive for facilities to relocate to   
     water bodies that are more polluted. It is unlikely that the decision to   
     locate or relocate a facility would be based primarily on the pollution    
     levels in the water body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake 
     pollutant levels under an intake credit option would be important enough to
     create an incentive to relocate just underscores the economic burdens of   
     having no intake credit.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2669.059     
     
     This comment raises essentially the same issue as one in comment P2574.090 
     and is addressed in the response to that comment.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2669.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal limits to discretion of the permit writer.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2669.060     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as P2574.093 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2669.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge" which
     in turn expands the meaning of "point source."                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.061     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2669.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accordingly, EPA's new approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction    
     between federal and state power to control and eliminate water pollution.  
     
     
     Response to: D2669.062     
     
     EPA does not believe that the intake pollutant provisions blur the         
     distinction between federal and state power to control and eliminate water 
     pollution, as these provisions would be administered by State and Tribe    
     permitting authorities, subject to their expert determinations and judgment
     in applying the Guidance.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2669.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the   
     permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of whether dams   
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2669.063     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2669.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Civil and criminal liability would be dramatically expanded.  Under the new
     definition, every substance in the intake water requires a permit or, at a 
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     minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that substance.    
     Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary considerably,  
     the facility's civil and even criminal liability could be beyond its       
     control.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2669.064     
     
     EPA does not believe that the intake pollutant provisions "expand"         
     potential liability of dischargers. As discussed by EPA in the SID, the    
     Agency's current national policies do not provide a permit-based mechanism 
     for addressing intake pollutants; the Guidance reflects the Agency's       
     judgment that, in certain circumstances, special allowances for discharges 
     of intake pollutants are appropriate.  Moreover, nothing in the Guidance   
     would result in facilities' being held responsibile for circumstances      
     outside their control since, as was the case prior to the Guidance, the    
     facility is only responsible for pollutant that it actually discharges.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: D2669.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When water quality standards have been exceeded, the technology-based      
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to dealing    
     with its own chemicals, the facility would be required to have technology  
     to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution without workable   
     industry standards to guide them.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2669.065     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2574.098 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/MODS
     Comment ID: D2669.066
     Cross Ref 1: cc: IN/VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found to 
     be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to       
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     through a complex and time-consuming and expensive variance or use         
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     eventually be the same as if intake credits were allowed.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2669.066     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as P2574.099 and is addressed in      
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/MODS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2669.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc: IN/LIMT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI must address intake credits, it should select option 4.  In the 
     Guidance, EPA proposed four options for regulating intake credits.  Of     
     these, Option 4 is the most reasonable. This is the option developed by the
     Technical Work Group of the GLI and endorsed by all of the Great Lakes     
     states representatives.  States such as Wisconsin have successfully        
     implemented this provision in permits which have not be objected to by the 
     Agency, and sufficient limitations can be placed on a permit writer's      
     discretion under this option.  However, this option should be modified so  
     that noncontact cooling water and municipality discharges are exempted and 
     the provision limiting intake credits to water quality impaired streams    
     should be eliminated.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2669.067     
     
     This comment raises the same issue as comment D2798.077 and is addressed in
     the response to that comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits below a           
     quanitifiable level imposes tremendous uncertainty and legal liability     
     beyond those contemplated by the Clean Water Act. Currently, federal       
     regulations do not require or specify procedures for determining compliance
     when WQBELs are set at a less than quantifiable levels.  This is left to   
     the discretion of individual states.  The GLI regulation establishes       
     specific compliance procedures for Great Lakes States in these instances.  
     It requires that each permit include the actual calculated limit, even     
     though it may not be analytically measurable and would not be used to      
     determine compliance.  Compliance would be based on the compliance         
     evaluation level, in this case the minimum level that can be detected      
     analytically.  In addition, dischargers would be required to implement a   
     complex and expensive pollutant minimization program even though the       
     substances of concern have not been detected in the plant's discharge.     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.068     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It places a plant operator at the mercy of the laboratory's detection      
     equipment and the efficiency of its analytical technicians.  Laboratory    
     detection capability varies greatly throughout the Great Lakes Region as it
     does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending upon the matrix being   
     analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate treatment requirements and   
     enforcement activities across the basin.  Without consistency on factors   
     such as practical quantitation levels (PQLs), vastly inconsistent,         
     arbitrary, and inappropriate requirements will result.  In addition,       
     measurement of very low levels of substances using equipment at the        
     frontiers of detection capability, there is a higher likelihood of false   
     readings or misidentification of substances.  These readings may unfairly  
     subject operators to significant liability and costs.  Moreover, the long  
     lag time between sampling and analysis could mean that the operator could  
     unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period.                     
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     Response to: D2669.069     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability, municipal and industrial plant        
     operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated          
     monitoring equipment to frequently monitor the influent to the plant in    
     order to detect specified chemicals in the intake waters that are not in   
     the production process and would have to put in place sophisticated        
     treatment technology that will ensure that any substance listed in the     
     permit will remain below detectable limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2669.070     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances have not be detected in the plant's  
     discharge.  Just because a WQBEL is below the detection limits does not    
     mean that there is a need for the permittee to "eliminate the pollutant,"  
     or that the specified minimization program requirements are necessary or   
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2669.071     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency does not address how a municipality would implement a program   
     given that it has little, if any, control over indirect discharges,        
     especially from households.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2669.072     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where reduction of a substance may be warranted, it is            
     inappropraite to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2669.073     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No WQBEL should be placed in a permit even if below the detection lmit.  At
     most, WQBELs should be described in the EPA fact sheet that accompanies    
     permits.  Moreover, a narrative statement should be included, stating that 
     the discharger is in compliance with the limit if chemicals are not        
     detected above the PQL.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2669.074     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor of
     EPA's formal approval process may be used when the limit is below the      
     Practical Quantitation Limit.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2669.075     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with PQL should be determined only by quantitive analysis of the
     final effluent.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2669.076     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2669.077
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant minimization program requirements should either be dropped or    
     should not be enforceable, since EPA does not have the authority under     
     water quality regulations to regulate substances which are not being       
     discharged by the facility.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2669.077     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2669.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA, industry representatives, and environmental groups should work        
     together at a "Technical Summit" to discuss why WQBELs are below the       
     Practical Quantitation Levels.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.078     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2669.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The EPA's cost study was based on an inadequately small sample of only 59  
     facilities from industry and publicly owned treatment works.  Of these,    
     only 20 were identified as being significantly affected by the regulation. 
     
     
     Response to: D2669.079     
     
     EPA acknowledges that evaluating the impact each individual direct         
     discharger in the Great Lakes Basin would be the most accurate method to   
     determine impacts.  However, the resources that would be required to       
     perform such an analysis for each of the over 3,700 direct dischargers is  
     beyond the resources typically available for development of environmental  
     regulations.                                                               
                                                                                
     In developing the methodology for estimating the compliance costs for the  
     proposed Guidance, time and budget constraints limited EPA's costing review
     to a subset of the regulated community. However, EPA believes that the     
     sample size selected, and the stratified sample method used to select the  
     sample, adequately represents the various types of direct dischargers in   
     the basin.                                                                 
                                                                                
     See also response to Comment # D2594.019.                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2669.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one  
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     only estimates the costs of completing the demonstration process.          
     
     
     Response to: D2669.080     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2669.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study generally assumed that the background levels of substances in the
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI           
     regulations and therefore that the new approach to intake credits would not
     be an issue.  Yet, other studies show that the elimination of the intake   
     credit provision would be one of the most costly features of the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: D2669.081     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2669.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting WQBELs below   
     detection levels would impose little additional costs because these costs  
     could be attributed to other GLI requirements.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.082     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA retained the requirement for elimination of     
     mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) within 12     
     years.  However, EPA has provided some flexibility in the final Guidance to
     allow limited mixing zones for BCCs if an existing facility can show that  
     all prudent and feasible treatment technologies are being implemented to   
     reduce the discharge of BCCs to the maximum extent possible.               
                                                                                
     EPA began to address this issue in the sensitivity analyses performed for  
     the proposal.  In general, if analytical detection limits remain the same, 
     it was concluded that costs would be incurred infrequently for BCCs after  
     mixing zones have been taken away.  This conclusion was based on the fact  
     that many of the water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs) and          
     associated criteria for BCCs were already below analytical detection       
     levels.                                                                    
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     In estimating costs for the final Guidance, EPA conservatively assumed that
     no mixing zones were allowed for BCCs.  To determine the impact of this    
     requirement on facilities (in terms of cost) and the environment (in terms 
     of pollutant load reductions), EPA reevaluated the sample facilities       
     allowing the same mixing zones for BCCs as are allowed for non-BCCs.       
                                                                                
     As described in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from         
     Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," EPA       
     estimates that the addition of mixing zones for BCCs results in slight     
     reductions in cost and pollutant load reductions.  The relatively small    
     impact associated with the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs occurs     
     primarily because the criteria for most BCCs are relatively stringent, and 
     usually well below analytical detection levels.  Even with the dilution    
     afforded by the mixing zones allowed under the final Guidance, the         
     resulting WQBELs are still below analytical detection levels and, as a     
     result, do not drastically impact the costs and load reductions (i.e., the 
     pollutant controls would not change if both limits were below analytical   
     detection levels).                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees that as detection levels improve in the future, an increase
     in detectable amounts of pollutants may occur.  If this occurs, then EPA   
     also agrees that additional costs would most likely be incurred to achieve 
     the Guidance criteria.  However EPA would also expect a relatively high    
     toxic-weighted pollutant load reduction for BCCs.  As the results of EPA's 
     analysis of the impact of potential improvement of analytical detection    
     levels has shown, the potential benefits (in terms of increased pollutant  
     load reductions) could be substantial, making elimination of mixing zones  
     cost-effective. In addition, EPA's analysis of future improvements in      
     analytical detection levels also assumes no mixing zones are available for 
     BCCs.  This further supports the flexibility discussed above related to the
     elimination of mixing zone provision under the final Guidance.             
                                                                                
     Finally, as discussed under EPA's response for antidegradation, EPA does   
     not expect significant increases in the discharge of BCCs. Therefore, even 
     if analytical detection levels improve over time, EPA expects that the     
     levels of BCCs in discharges will also decrease at the same time.  As a    
     result of this analysis, EPA disagrees that the elimination of mixing zones
     for BCCs will have an adverse impact on the regulated community.           
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2669.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not estimate the costs of compliance for Federal Facilities. 
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     Response to: D2669.083     
     
     The approach used by EPA to estimate compliance costs associated with the  
     proposed and final Guidance evaluates a sample of all direct dischargers in
     the Great Lakes Basin including Federal facilities.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2669.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many other concerns with EPA's cost study were raised by the Office of     
     Management and Budget in its review.  OMB advised that these issues be     
     resolved before final publication.  Among these issues is a request for    
     additional analysis on the extent to which the new standards would prevent 
     the establishment of new facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Workers,    
     consumers, and investors will suffer losses whenever construction of new or
     expanded industrial or municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to
     the requirements of the propsoed GLI.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2669.084     
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2669.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast, detailed cost studies done by major industries in the Great   
     Lakes region project that companies will incur capital costs in the        
     billions of dollars and annual operation and maintenance costs of several  
     hundred million dollars.  These industry studies are generally conservative
     estimates of costs because all issues and substances were not evaluated.   
     They focus on only the one or two substances most liekly to be listed as a 
     BCC and to affect individual industries; and did not consider the          
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     possibility that GLI will be extended by states and administered           
     state-wide.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2669.085     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015, D2098.038, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2669.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ECONOMIC IMPACT ON OHIO COMPANIES                                          
                                                                                
     The Ohio Chemical Council recently surveyed its members on the estimated   
     costs to comply with the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.    
     The estimated compliance costs for the fourteen member company facilities  
     that responded to the survey are between $61 and $84 million in additional 
     capital expenditures plus between $11 to $15 million per year in additional
     operating costs.  The upper bound estimates assume all facility wastewater 
     discharges would be treated to meet GLI limits. The lower bound estimates  
     are based on more conservative assumptions.  Nearly all facility responses 
     included in the estaimtes were developed from cost versus capacity curves  
     for activated carbon treatment originally developed for U.S. EPA's Organic 
     Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF) guidelines study which was
     published in 1987.  Data have not been extrapolated to account for         
     facilities which did not respond to the survey.                            
                                                                                
     The size of facilities participating in the survey ranged from plants which
     are very large water users to plants which are very small users of water.  
     According to the survey, most the total expenditures for GLI are projected 
     to occur at a few large facilities.  However, the survey cannot determine  
     whether the relative economic impact (e.g., cost per unit of production)   
     would be greater at large or small facilities.  Certainly, the cost per    
     gallon of water treated would be higher at smaller facilities.             
                                                                                
     The survey also indicates that the costs to treat once-through non-contact 
     cooling water used by survey respondents to meet Great Lakes Initiative    
     limits would be approximately $13 million in capital plus $3 million per   
     year in additional operating costs.  Treatment costs for once-through      
     non-contact cooling water are considered in the survey because: - The GLI  
     does not specifically exempt once-through non-contact cooling water; - The 
     GLI has not adopted a policy on credits for background levels of pollutants
     in facility intake waters; and, - Background levels in facility intake     
     waters for several pollutants may exceed GLI limits.                       
                                                                                
     Estimating compliance costs for the GLI is a very difficult undertaking    
     which is complicated by several confounding factors, for example: - Only a 
     handful of the numerical criteria which facilities must ultimately comply  
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     with have been proposed and key provisions which have major impacts on     
     facility costs have not yet been defined; therefore a complete definition  
     of discharger requirements is not possible at this time.  - Many GLI       
     criteria both proposed and expected, are below the level of detection;     
     therefore a facility cannot be certian that its effluent will or will not  
     require treatment for GLI compliance.                                      
                                                                                
     Any estimate of GLI cost impacts which relies solely on existing analytical
     data on effluent quality to determine whether treatment is required and    
     proposed GLI criteria to determine discharger requirements will, by        
     definition, underestimate the costs of compliance.  Assigning zero         
     treatment costs to streams for which analytical data on GLI pollutants are 
     below detection limits would: - Ignore potential improvements in analytical
     chemistry which may eventually provide quantifiable measurements at the GLI
     limits; - Ingore that background concentrations of some GLI pollutants in  
     intake waters -- although not now measurable -- probably exceed GLI        
     effluent discharge limits; - Ignore that GLI currently contains control    
     measures for some less than detection limit discharge situations.          
                                                                                
     This survey has tried to avoid the problems of knowing underestimation by  
     evaluating several possible scenarios or cases.  Assumptions which both    
     tend to overestimate and underestimate the ultimate true costs have been   
     incorporated into the survey.  Our solution isn't perfect, but bracketing  
     the potential costs appears to be a reasonable way to provide a reasonable 
     estimate for a situation where no single estimate can be derived.          
                                                                                
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have 
     the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.  As discussed    
     above, the antidegradation provisions will discourage any changes          
     associated with normal economic growth, including efforts to expand        
     production to prerecession levels.  Manufacturing costs will be            
     significantly higher and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected states or to other regions of the country that are not        
     affected by the regulation.  This will lead to a loss of markets and a loss
     of jobs to the basin.  Moreover, municipalities will be forced to restrict 
     growth and increase sewer costs to meet the new requirements.  Pressure to 
     extend the regulation nationwide will increase in order to ensure economic 
     equity among regions, even where waters are already fully protected and    
     further stringency will not produce additional environmental benefits.     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.086     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2669.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The DRI/McGraw Hill draft study not only supports the arguments made above 
     but also goes further to conclude that the GLI proposal:                   
                                                                                
     Is the least cost effective method of achieving the Initiative's goals.    
                                                                                
     Has high compliance cost of up to $2.3 billions per year, and these cost   
     estimates will be much higher when the Report is completed.                
                                                                                
     Will have impacts in the region's economy that are multiple of the costs,  
     and that:                                                                  
                                                                                
     "as currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious      
     resources and borders on an expensive luxury."                             
                                                                                
     As an alternative, DRI recommends implementation of Lakewide Area          
     Management Plans (LAMPS), already required under the Great Lakes Critical  
     Programs Act.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2669.087     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: D2669.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite best evidence that only one percent of PCBs found in the Lower Fox 
     river and Green Bay come from point sources, EPA's benefit study           
     consistently overestimated the role of point sources and attributed from 20
     percent to 100 percent of the benefits of fishery restoration to GLI point 
     source reductions.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2669.088     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.037.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
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     Comment ID: D2669.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's benefit study was based on a highly controversial and unproven       
     methodology called "contingent valuation." The survey questions were not   
     directly targeted to what GLI will accomplish asking instead what people   
     would be willing to pay to achieve water quality "free from toxic          
     chemicals."  Since this will not be achieved by the regulations, and since 
     other initiatives also work towards the same basic goal, the responses can 
     only represent an extreme upper bound.  The actual benefits would be lower,
     and the responses would have been different if respondents knew this.      
     
     
     Response to: D2669.089     
     
     EPA [believes it] is justified in its use of the contingent valuation      
     method (CVM) regardless of whether there should be greater assurance of    
     reliability in the context of public policy setting compared to a          
     litigation because of the broad impact. CVM is currently the only method   
     accepted by the U.S. Department of the Interior (DOI) to estimate nonuse   
     values. The 1993 Blue Ribbon Panel convened by the National Oceanic and    
     Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) evaluated CVM and found it to be an      
     appropriate methodology for measuring nonuse values, and the method has    
     withstood Federal Court review for its use in litigation contexts.  While  
     the NOAA Panel made some specific methodological recommendations for       
     conducting CVM studies, few studies meet all of the recommendations. Many  
     studies that do not meet all of the recommendations still provide high     
     quality results. In fact, NOAA states, "It is not necessary, however, that 
     every single injunction (i.e., NOAA's recommendations) be completely       
     obeyed; inferences accepted in other contexts are not perfect either" (p.  
     4610, phrase in parentheses added for clarity). In general, as with all    
     methods and research efforts, the merits of specific studies to be used    
     must be evaluated, and the application of high quality CVM studies in a    
     benefits transfer context is appropriate given the time and resource       
     constraints often faced by EPA.                                            
                                                                                
     The benefit-cost comparisons in regulatory impact analyses (RIAs) are      
     prepared to inform the public and policy makers. Thus, the strengths and   
     weaknesses of all aspects of the RIA need to be made clear so that readers 
     are aware of the limits and uncertainties. Additionally, much of the       
     criticism of CVM is conceptual rather than based on empirical research.    
     Where CVM can be compared to other research techniques (e.g., use values   
     estimated by the travel cost methodology or the hedonic price method), CVM 
     is shown to yield similar values (see Brookshire et al., 1982 and Smith et 
     al., 1986). Additionally, in several field experiments, actual purchase    
     decisions were compared to hypothetical purchase decisions (Bishop and     
     Heberlein, 1978 and Dickie et al., 1987). In all of these studies,         
     hypothetical behavior was sufficiently predictive of actual behavior that  
     researchers concluded meaningful values could be obtained for benefit-cost 
     analysis or damage assessment. A chapter of the RIA for the proposed       
     Guidance was devoted to a review of issues surrounding the accuracy of the 
     CVM approach for measuring the use and nonuse values associated with       
     changes in environmental commodities (such as improved water quality), and 
     the effect of using CVM-derived research results in the benefits analysis  
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     for the Guidance.                                                          
                                                                                
     Bishop, R.C. and T.A. Heberlein. 1978. Measuring values of extra-market    
     goods: Are indirect measures biased? Amer. J. Agr. Econ. 61(5): 926-930.   
     Brookshire, D., M. Thayer, W.D. Schulze, and R. d'Arge. 1982. Valuing      
     public goods: A comparison of the survey and hedonic approaches. American  
     Economic Review 72(1): 165-177.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2669.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Estimates are inferior to data based on actual market transactions.  Survey
     responses to "willingness to pay" questions are not reliable because they  
     can be influenced by other factors, such as willingness to please the      
     interviewer and because respondents do not have to follow through and buy  
     at that price.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2669.090     
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2669.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, the DRI Report to the Governors not only supports these arguments   
     but also goes beyond them to conclude that:                                
                                                                                
     The benefits were calculated from the wrong baseline.  Although costs were 
     calculated only based on the costs added by GLI beyond all current         
     requirements that are still being implemented, benefits were calculated    
     from current discharge levels, assigning benefits to GLI that will actually
     be achieved by other rules already in place.                               
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     GLI only addresses current point source discharges.  Most of the remaining 
     pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish consumption         
     advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have since been   
     banned or severely restricted.                                             
                                                                                
     Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic substances, which  
     are regulated by the GLI.                                                  
                                                                                
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that GLI specifically has 
     on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards, miles of
     shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the removal of    
     fish advisories.                                                           
                                                                                
     The effects of GLI must be measured in terms of its effect on total        
     loadings not just point sources since environmental improvement depends on 
     changes in this total.                                                     
                                                                                
     The DRI study proves unequivocally that the vast majority of several key   
     substances of concern are from sources other than the direct dischargers   
     regulated by the GLI.  Hence, few if any benefits could be expected from   
     this Initiative as currently proposed.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2669.091     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014, D2579.002, D2587.017, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2669.092
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Ohio Chemical Council believes that some of the most expensive         
     provisions of the GLI, such as the elimination of intake credits and mixing
     zones, will yield essentially no benefits.  Significant gains have already 
     been made in reducing point source discharges in the region.  The GLI      
     focuses only on these, seeking further, very expensive reductions.  Not    
     addressed are discharges from the Canadian side of the Lakes, deposition of
     airborne emissions, or nonpoint source discharges, such as contaminated    
     stormwater runoff from city streets and lawns, construction sites, and     
     agriculture.  At best, GLI would result in only a marginal decrease in the 
     pollutants flowing into the Great Lakes Basin.  Moreover, the specific     
     impact of this decrease is unknown.  EPA's analysis of the costs and       
     benefits of the GLI needs to be improved considerably before this expensive
     new requirement can be justified.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2669.092     
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     See response to comments D2587.014, D2723.004, D2587.017, F4030.003,       
     D2657.006, D2669.082, D2867.087, D2596.013, and D2587.045.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2670.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we believe that regulations must be based on sound science and proven      
     methodology to be effective.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2670.001     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science, produces   
     measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals, addresses     
     local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin and providing consistency in    
     standards and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate         
     flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a       
     general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the preamble  
     to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2670.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also believe that true risk reduction must be the goal.  Public and     
     private funds available for remediative measures are not unlimited and need
     to be targeted carefully to get the maximum benefit possible.              
     
     
     Response to: D2670.002     
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     EPA believes that implementation of the final Guidance will reduce risks   
     from pollutants to the humans, wildlife and aquatic life that reside within
     the Great Lakes basin for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final  
     Guidance and Sections I.C and IX of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2670.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the Science Advisory Board's (SAB) evaluation of the         
     Guidance.  To be effective the Regulations need to be based on the best    
     available scientific data and methods.  The issues raised by the SAB need  
     to be resolved to the Board's satisfaction.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2670.003     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2670.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the SAB that regulations should be written to address all    
     sources of toxic pollution.  The EPA should expedite a broad-based         
     system-wide approach which considers point and non-point source, sediments,
     atmospheric deposition, and ground water to control the discharge of       
     chemicals at toxic levels.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2670.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2670.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The information provided in the SAB's report indicate that the Tier II     
     methodology was developed to generate narrative standards rather than      
     numerical criteria.  We believe Tier II values should be restricted to use 
     as guidance in the development of numeric criteria.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2670.005     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2670.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact of site specific Bio-availability in the development of BAFs has
     not been adequately addressed.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2670.006     
     
     EPA has revised the methodology to account for bioavailability and         
     partitioning of chemicals.  In the final Guidance, EPA has decided to use  
     the freely dissolved concentration of organic chemicals in the derivation  
     of baseline BAFs and the total concentration of the chemical for derivation
     of Tier I human health and wildlife criteria.  The fraction of the chemical
     in the ambient water that is freely dissolved will be calculated using the 
     Kow for the chemical and the concentration of DOC and POC in the ambient   
     water.  For further details on derivation of this equation, see the final  
     BAF TSD.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration of the freely  

Page 1036



$T044618.TXT
     dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic BAFs devoid  
     of site-specific influences and considerations, such as varying            
     concentrations of POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and derivation of
     the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA in the final Guidance is allowing for modifications to BAFs to account 
     for site-specific particulate organic carbon content in the water column if
     there is scientific justification.  For further information see the        
     procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2670.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Inconsistencies exist between field data for some chemicals and Thomann's  
     conceptual model of food chain derived residues.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2670.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2670.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should discuss and better quantify the known variances and potential   
     for errors in field derived BAFs (i.e. loss of analyte by absorption or    
     evaporation, incomplete extractions, temporal and spatial variability, fish
     concentration variability due to species, size, age, season, etc.)         
     
     
     Response to: D2670.008     
     
     EPA acknowledges that there can be errors in determining field- measured   
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     BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to minimize these  
     potential errors when deriving BAFs for the final Guidance by carefully    
     screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.   EPA continues to contend  
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concerned about
     the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA,   
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2670.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consideration of metabolism is not included in the models used in adjusting
     bioconcentration factors from BAFs.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2670.009     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether metabolism is accounted for or not.  Tier I     
     criteria must be based on field-measured BAFs and BSAFs.                   
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2670.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For permit levels assigned at less than method detection limit levels, one 
     detectable value during a month would constitute an enforceable violation. 
     The chance of a false detection when determining concentrations of a       
     chemical at or below the analytical limit of detection is statistically    
     significant by definition.  EPA should develop narrative language which    
     requires a history of detectable values before it can be determined if an  
     excursion has occurred.  New York State for example, uses action levels    
     which specify minimum frequency and time period in which detections have to
     occur before a permit violation determination can be made.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2670.010     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2670.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Regulations should provide a method for POTWs to properly credit       
     chemicals that enter the system via drinking water that they take in.      
     Procedures should be described that deal with the case where background    
     concentrations of chemicals exceed the water quality criteria.             
     
     
     Response to: D2670.011     
     
     Under the final Guidance, POTWs are eligibile for special consideration for
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     intake pollutants to the same extent as other dischargers.  Several changes
     from the proposal should help to expand the availability of special        
     consideration for intake pollutant to POTWs.  First, the final Guidance    
     allows for "no net addition" limits so that dischargers which add mass of  
     the pollutant to that already in the intake water can still qualify for    
     special consideration of intake pollutants. See SID at Sections VIII.E.4.b.
     and 7.  Second, the Guidance clarifies that intermediate users of water    
     supplies (such as POTWs) are eligible for intake credits if their water    
     supply meets the "same body of water" definition, on the same basis as     
     facilities which draw their water directly from the surface water.  See SID
     at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.  Finally, the final Guidance provides for        
     "partial" consideration on intake pollutants in setting WQBELs ("no net    
     addition" limits) when a facility has multiple sources of the intake       
     pollutant of concern from the same and different bodies of water.  See SID 
     at Section VIII.E.4.d.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2670.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with EPA's proposal not to expand these methodologies and         
     procedures to the "conventional" pollutants listed in Table 5 such as      
     alkalinity, ammonia, etc.                                                  
                                                                                
     We are currently conducting a joint feasibility study to develop a lake    
     water supply facility that will provide water to a drinking water treatment
     plant and on-site cooling facility at a large industrial plant.  Via once  
     through non-contact heat exchangers, the plant's use of CFCs would be      
     essentially eliminated and an electrical energy savings realized equivalent
     to the amount used by a community of 10,000 people.  We are concerned that 
     the GLI's very strict water quality criteria will make the environmentally 
     sound use of once through non-contact cooling economically unfeasible via  
     the imposition of treatment requirements on the discharge.  Thermal        
     discharges should not be covered by the regulation and provisions should be
     made to exclude the low levels of metals such as copper which may leach    
     from piping and distribution systems.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2670.012     
     
     EPA agrees that Table 5 should be retained in the final Guidance, because  
     for the affected pollutants it would be scientifically and technically     
     inappropriate to require use of some or all of the methodologies and       
     procedures put forth in the final Guidance. Copper is not excluded from    
     application of the final Guidance because there is no reason to believe    
     that the Guidance methodologies and procedures are not scientifically and  
     technically appropriate for copper.  Nevertheless, the final Guidance      
     provides that water quality-based effluent limits are not necessary for a  
     pollutant unless the pollutant is found to be present in a discharge at    
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     concentration great enough to cause a reasonable potential to exceed water 
     quality standards.  In those situations where water quality-based effluent 
     limits are found necessary, the final Guidance provides some flexibility   
     for States and Tribes to address the specific situation.  See section I of 
     the SID for a summary of the areas of flexibility in the final Guidance,   
     and section VIII.E for a discussion of the reasonable potential and intake 
     credit provisions of the final Guidance.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2670.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see 2670, comment .012                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to the anti-degradation section of the proposal and the example
     noted above, the consideration of relative energy consumption, air         
     emissions, and other non-water quality impacts should all be evaluated as  
     cost factors.  To not consider these items would demonstrate a disregard   
     for other crucial environmental concerns and would not represent a true    
     cost analysis.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2670.013     
     
     The considerations raised by the commenter should be part of the           
     demonstration submitted in support of a request to lower water quality.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2679.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI), as currently proposed,     
     fails as a cost-effective regulatory framework.  By focusing almost        
     exclusively on point sources, the GLI ignores other sources that contribute
     far greater pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes.  This approach alone    
     calls into question the effectiveness of the GLI.  Combined with the high  
     cost associated with many of the specific policies contained in the        
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     proposal, the GLI becomes both excessively costly and ineffective.         
     
     
     Response to: D2679.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2679.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rather than focusing scarce resources in areas offering the greatest       
     opportunities for environmental benefit at the least cost, the GLI attempts
     to extract the last possible pound of flesh from point source dischargers, 
     even though this approach would fail to produce much in the way of real    
     environmental benefit and would fail at a very high cost.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2679.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2679.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge EPA to commit to an approach that takes a comprehensive view of    
     Great Lakes water quality improvement by assessing all potential sources of
     pollution and focusing on the most productive areas for reduction.  This   
     approach should focus scarce public and private resources in areas which   
     will have the greatest environmental payback.  It should also recognize    
     that the realization of environmental benefits will take time and that the 
     premature implementation of additional regulations is at odds with a       
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     comprehensive approach.  WMC urges EPA to postpone further point source    
     regulations until such a comprehensive program can be developed.           
     
     
     Response to: D2679.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2679.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Failure to adhere to a comprehensive approach makes the GLI very costly    
     while delivering marginal environmental benefits.  Cost estimates vary     
     widely.  Estimates prepared by DRI/McGraw-Hill for the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors provide an independent view.  DRI estimates that compliance
     costs will range between $710 million and $2.3 billion per year.           
     Regardless of the economic base available to absorb this amount, the cost  
     is high.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2679.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2679.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the DRI study indicates, a high cost may be worth the investment if the 
     returns would be equally high.  Unfortunately, the environmental returns   
     will be minimal.  In fact, the study states that the "GLI's impact on      
     levels of mercury, PCBs and other chemicals of concern will be completely  
     ineffective in isolation".  For example, PCB reduction is estimated by EPA 
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     to be 7-13%.  Since PCB loadings from point source dischargers may be 1-10%
     of total PCB loadings, the GLI may result in less than a 1% reduction in   
     total PCB loading to the Great Lakes.  It is unbelievable that this amount 
     of effort is being put into a 1% reduction in PCB loadings.                
     
     
     Response to: D2679.005     
     
     See response to comments D2587.037, D2587.014, and D2587.045               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2679.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is proposed to implement the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of  
     1990.  The Critical Programs Act requires that EPA develop water quality   
     guidance with which states must be consistent.  As proposed, it is clear   
     EPA intends the GLI to be a regulation with which states must conform      
     rigidly.  This is not only at odds with the Critical Programs Act, it is at
     odds with one of basic tenets of the Clean Water Act.                      
                                                                                
     The language of the Critical Programs Act is clear.  EPA is to develop     
     guidance and states are to be consistent with the guidance.  This language 
     did not come into being by accident.  The original legislation was amended 
     to replace "standards" with "guidance" and to replace "conform" with       
     "consistent".  Congress took specific action to add flexibility to the Act.
      EPA is now attempting to undo Congressional action and remove this        
     flexibility by administrative fiat.  WMC is strongly opposed to EPA's      
     actions and urges that the GLI be modified to make clear that it provides  
     the kind of flexibility to states that Congress intended.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2679.006     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2679.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State flexibility is key to cost-effective implementation of any           
     environmental statute.  State primacy is provided in the Clean Water Act.  
     States are more familiar with the environmental conditions in local areas, 
     have a better understanding of environmental problems, and are better able 
     to work effectively with dischargers to address problems.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2679.007     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2679.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform Great Lakes regulation is advocated on the basis of an ecosystem   
     approach, as if the entire Great Lakes basin were a single homogeneous     
     ecosystem.  The reality is that there are ecological differences between   
     areas in the Great Lakes basin which require different regulatory          
     responses.  Uniform regulation ignores this fact and, in effect, regulates 
     to the worst case scenario.  This is environmentally unnecessary and overly
     costly.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2679.008     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2679.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to delete the use of Tier II criteria for the    
     purpose of establishing enforceable permit limits.  Tier II criteria are   
     based on inadequate scientific data.  The theory behind the use of Tier II 
     criteria is that the very conservative (stringent) nature of these criteria
     will force dischargers to generate additional scientific data.  While the  
     goal is laudable, the method is unfair and inefficient.                    
                                                                                
     The burden of generating the additional data will fall on the unfortunate  
     permittee that is first in line for a permit limit for a particular        
     substance.  The cost of generating sufficient data is estimated by EPA to  
     be as much as $120,000.  Private estimates are much higher.  This amount   
     will be multiplied by the number of Tier II limits proposed and could      
     easily reach staggering levels.  It is unfair to burden a single discharger
     with the cost of this data generation.  The benefits of additional data are
     realized by all citizens and, therefore, the costs should be borne by      
     society at large.                                                          
                                                                                
     The question of how to generate additional scientific data has never been  
     properly debated.  It should be removed from the context of the GLI and    
     debated on its own merits.  If that debate takes place, we are confident   
     that a reasonable and fair approach can be developed.  One option may be to
     focus efforts on whole-effluent rather than chemical-specific testing.     
     Whole-effluent testing methods are already available for fish and aquatic  
     life.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2679.009     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2679.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should also be amended to allow states to establish local or       
     site-specific criteria which are more or less stringent that the GLI       
     criteria.  The ability to establish less stringent criteria is not         
     currently allowed for human health and wildlife.  The inability to make    
     site-specific adjustments, either higher or lower, is at odds with sound   
     science.  Site-specific adjustment would recognize the variability between 
     local ecosystems within the Great Lakes basin, rather than assume          
     uniformity among diverse areas.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2679.010     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2679.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The bioaccumulation factor (BAF) provisions of the GLI should be removed   
     and given further study outside of a regulatory context.  The BAF model is 
     unproven and should not be used to generate criteria which serve as the    
     basis for enforceable permit limits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2679.011     
     
     EPA disagrees that an unproven model was used to estimate bioaccumulation. 
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2679.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A system which allows for direct intake credits for background             
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     concentrations of substances present in facility supply waters should be   
     included in the GLI.                                                       
                                                                                
     As drafted, the GLI could force a permittee to treat and remove a substance
     which is present in the intake water, even if the permittee does not use or
     otherwise discharge the substance (except for the amount present in the    
     intake water).  This is unfair to the discharger and will do little to     
     benefit the environment.  The procedures contained in NR 106, Wis. Admin.  
     Code, should be used as a model.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2679.012     
     
     The general issue of a discharger's obligation to remove background        
     pollutants is the same as in comment D2798.058 and is addressed in the     
     response to that comment. The Wisconsin Code cited by the commenter formed 
     the basis for Option 4, which was discussed in the preamble to the proposed
     GLI Guidance, which addressed several options EPA intended to consider in  
     developing a final Guidance.  Responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083
     explain how the final Guidance incorporates certain aspects of Option 4.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2679.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The provisions of the GLI relating to the imposition of limits below the   
     level of detection should be amended to be similar to those contained in NR
     106, Wis. Admin. Code.  This would allow certain "detects" up to the level 
     of quantitation to be considered to be in compliance.  Further, the GLIs   
     "in-plant" analysis for substances which are discharged at less than the   
     detection level should be eliminated.  As currently drafted, this provision
     could interject the agency into manufacturing operations in an             
     unprecedented and unlawful way.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2679.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
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     Comment ID: D2679.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to reflect a mixing zone policy similar to that  
     contained in NR 106, Wis. Admin. Code.  This would allow the use of mixing 
     zones for all substances, including acute mixing zones or zones of initial 
     dilution, and would use reasonable flow assumptions.  The GLI eliminates   
     the use of mixing zones for BCCs.  This is unnecessarily conservative and  
     has the effect of making effluent limits much more stringent than needed.  
     Mixing zones are protective of public health and the environment when      
     properly developed.  If a debate is to be held regarding mixing zone       
     policy, it should take place nationally within the context of the Clean    
     Water Act reauthorization.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2679.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For an explanation of EPA's reasons for  
     retaining (with limited exceptions) the mixing zone ban and phase-out      
     provisions in the final Guidance, see the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA disagrees  
     that these provisions should be deferred until CWA reauthorization.  EPA   
     believes that the threat posed by BCCs to the Great Lakes justifies        
     regional action prior to any possible national action that may be required 
     through CWA reauthorization.  Response to D2679.014                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2679.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The total maximum daily load (TMDL) procedure is, in our opinion,          
     fundamentally flawed.  While the concept makes some sense theoretically, it
     fails in practical application.  It assumes that all sources can be        
     regulated in the same manner as point sources.  The reality is that        
     nonpoint and air deposition sources cannot be regulated effectively in the 
     same way as point sources.  It is impossible to allocate loadings to these 
     sources because it is impossible to create an effective compliance         
     mechanism.  This is tacitly acknowledged in the preamble when an expanded  
     margin of safety is advocated in the absence of good data on nonpoint      
     sources.  This approach is totally unacceptable to point source            
     dischargers.  EPA is failing to meet its responsibility to regulate other  
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     sources of pollution and is compensating by over-regulating point sources. 
     
     
     Response to: D2679.015     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2679.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to increase the minimum threshold for determining
     a "significant lowering" from 10% to 33% of assimilative capacity.  In     
     addition, this measurement should be based on concentration, rather than   
     mass.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2679.016     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA does not agree that the determination of de minimis should
     be based on effluent concentration rather than mass.  Mass loading is more 
     related more closely to the determination of ambient concentration than    
     effluent concentration.  Further, the mass loadings are compatible with the
     calculation of wasteload allocations, load allocations and assimilative    
     capacity.  Finally, using the mass loading provides greater protection than
     basing antidegradation determinations on concentration by providing the    
     capability to address situations where effluent concentration may not      
     change, but the loading to a system may increase, resulting in degradation.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2679.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The imposition of existing effluent quality (EEQ) limits as a means to     
     administer the restriction on any increase in bioaccumulating chemicals of 
     concern should be deleted.  The use of EEQ limits effectively overrides    
     implementation procedures which may indicate that no limit is necessary to 
     protect public health or the environment.  Further, the Clean Water Act    
     does not authorize the imposition of EEQ limits.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2679.017     
     
     See responses to comment D2098.021 and D2589.041.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2679.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains a "catch all" provision which allows the determination of 
     "significant lowering" to be made based on undefined criteria.  This is an 
     overly broad grant of discretion and should be eliminated.  This is a prime
     example of the regulatory uncertainty noted in the DRI/McGraw-Hill study.  
     
     
     Response to: D2679.018     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2589.043.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2679.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be clearly stated in the GLI that the antidegradation procedures 
     do not affect the imposition of a permit limit in the first instance.      
     Implementation procedures should cover establishment of the initial limit. 
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     Response to: D2679.019     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  P2588.160.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2679.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to add a definite end to the process which would 
     specify if and how a limit will be established.  As currently drafted,     
     there is no guarantee that an increased discharge will be allowed if a     
     discharger meets all of the requirements.  This is an overly broad grant of
     authority to the agency and another example of regulatory uncertainty.     
     
     
     Response to: D2679.020     
     
     EPA disagrees that a definite end to the process antidegradation process is
     lacking.  The endpoint is the decision by the State or Tribe to allow or   
     deny a request to lower water quality.  It is not possible to provide a    
     step-by-step process that, if followed, will result in a request to lower  
     water quality being granted.  This is true for a number of reasons.  First,
     merely accomplishing the administrative requirements does not ensure that  
     the information provided in support of lowering water quality is sufficient
     to justify a deicsion to allow a lowering of water quality.  Second,       
     antidegradation is inherently case- specific with the ultimate goal being  
     to accomodate economic growth while minimizing environmental impacts.  In  
     some instances, information provided early in a demonstration may suggest  
     productive new avenues of consideration or new possibilities that merit    
     review prior to making a final decision. Finally, public participation is  
     an important factor in any decision regarding lower water quality.  An     
     assured outcome based on completion of certain steps would negate a        
     meaningful opportunity for public participation.  Furthermore, because of  
     section 510 of the CWA, EPA cannot require States and Tribes to approve    
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2679.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains a requirement that if a significant lowering of water     
     quality is determined, a pollution prevention analysis must be undertaken  
     that includes specified alternatives.  This includes a mandatory analysis  
     of manufacturing process changes.  NR 207, Wis. Admin. Code, contains a    
     similar, but more flexible requirement, which does not include             
     consideration of manufacturing process changes.  The mandatory examination 
     of manufacturing processes included in the GLI interjects the regulatory   
     agency into a business operation in an unprecedented way and should be     
     deleted.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2679.021     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2679.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains a socio-economic importance test which includes only      
     traditional "positive" measures, such as increased employment and personal 
     income.  These measures do not cover all of the situations which may       
     justify an increased discharge.  It may, for example, be necessary to      
     increase a discharge to maintain the competitive position of a company (the
     addition of new, more efficient machinery), even though there will be no   
     associated employment growth.  This provision should be amended to include 
     nontraditional competitive and efficiency measures, similar to NR 207, Wis.
     Admin. Code.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2679.022     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the flexibility afforded States and Tribes in making          
     determinations regarding social and economic development should allow them 
     to address the situation described in the comment.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2682.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel that EPA's proposed rule does not address known problems in a      
     flexible, beneficial and cost effective manner.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2682.001     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint source of
     pollution for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  For further   
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, see     
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science, produces   
     measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals, addresses     
     local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin and providing consistency in    
     standards and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate         
     flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a       
     general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the preamble  
     to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2682.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Today, more than ever, Congress, EPA, the states, municipalities,          
     industries and individual citizens must scrutinize all significant proposed
     laws, rulemakings and policy changes, including the GLWQG, to make sure    
     that:  (1) implementation of the proposal will result in a discernable     
     reduction in ecological and/or human health risk; and (2) the risk         
     reduction to be achieved by a particular program merits implementation     
     ahead of other worthy programs, particularly those addressing the same or  
     similar risks.  We do not think that many provisions in EPA's proposed rule
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     passes muster under EPA's own risk reduction approach.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2682.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the provisions included in the Guidance do not pass
     muster under EPA's risk reduction approach.  EPA believes that the final   
     Guidance is based on sound science, produces measurable improvements, has  
     realistic and attainable goals, addresses local conditions and includes    
     cost-effective options.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA 
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife in the
     Great Lakes basin and providing consistency in standards and implementation
     procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see
     Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the issues raised in  
     this comment, see the preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2682.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also think EPA has underestimated the potential economic impact         
     associated with rigid application of the rule as proposed.  The Great Lakes
     States are experiencing very difficult financial and economic times.  Jobs 
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin continue to disappear at an alarming rate.
     For example, since the recession "began" in New York (May, 1990) through   
     June, 1993, New York State has seen the loss of 569,200 jobs, or 6.9       
     percent of the State's job base.(5)  Thus it is important that any major   
     EPA rulemaking, such as the GLWQG, which might lead to either the loss of  
     existing jobs or to curtailment of new employment opportunities, be        
     carefully examined to ensure that the resulting benefits are real and that 
     there is not a better way to achieve the same benefits.                    
     ______________________________                                             
     (5) New York State Business Council, Capital Journal, August 23, 1993.     
     
     
     Response to: D2682.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2682.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the potential direct and indirect costs and benefits of complying with the 
     proposal must be identified and evaluated.  Where job loss and/or          
     curtailment of new employment opportunities may occur, the societal costs  
     of retraining, increased public assistance and/or relocation should be     
     considered as part of the costs of the proposal.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2682.004     
     
     See response to comments D2707.027 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2682.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also note that the Great Lakes industries compete on a local, national  
     and international basis.  When international businesses are subject to     
     extraordinarily rigid and expensive environmental requirements, their      
     international competitive position suffers.  While we recognize the need   
     for effective environmental regulation, we become very concerned when      
     proposed regulations would seriously impair the ability of U.S. companies  
     to compete internationally, while the environmental benefits to be gained  
     under the  proposal are minimal or uncertain, and where less expensive but 
     more beneficial alternatives to the proposal remain neglected.             
     
     
     Response to: D2682.005     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA SHOULD IMPOSE A MORATORIUM ON THE IMPLEMENTATION OF PHASE I OF THE     
     GREAT LAKES INITIATIVE FOR POINT SOURCES UNTIL PHASE II CONTROLS FOR       
     NONPOINT SOURCES ARE IMPLEMENTED.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2682.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2682.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should move forward as quickly as good science/good policy making      
     allows to put into place the fundamental GLWQG-related programs called for 
     under the Critical Programs Act ("CPA") of 1990.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2682.007     
     
     EPA believes that publication of the final Guidance and subsequent adoption
     by States and Tribes meets the requirements of the Great lakes Critical    
     Programs Act of 1990 for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final   
     Guidance and the applicable sections of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Section 118 of the CWA sets out an ambitious timetable for adoption  
     of these programs (which EPA has not been able to meet), it does not       
     include a timeframe within which the new Guidance has to be fully          
     implemented by the states.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2682.008     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.015.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current proposed GLI Guidance focuses its implementation on point      
     sources.  However, it is well documented that the major sources of many    
     pollutants in the Great Lakes, including the identified bioaccumulative    
     chemicals of concern ("BCCs"), are nonpoint sources. EPA acknowledges this 
     in the proposed rule "[t]here is general agreement that nonpoint sources of
     pollutants (e.g., any diffuse source of pollutant loadings to the waters of
     the Great Lakes System, such as contaminated sediments, air deposition,    
     spills, etc., as well as agricultural and urban runoff) are a significant  
     remaining cause of environmental risk in the Great Lakes Basin             
     Ecosystem".(8)                                                             
     ______________________________                                             
     (8) 58 Fed. Reg. 20830.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2682.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's existing point source control program (mainly through the NPDES      
     permitting program or state analogs) has already resulted in significant   
     reductions in the amount of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern and       
     priority pollutants discharged to our waters.  Particular point source     
     discharges of toxic substances which are impairing attainment of water     
     quality standards have already been identified pursuant to Section 304(l)  
     of the CWA.  Section 304(l) of the CWA mandates that individual control    
     strategies be established to ensure that these point sources are controlled
     to the extent that is necessary to re-attain the designated uses and meet  
     water quality standards. Consequently, EPA has already targeted the water  
     quality impacts of point sources which are causing or contributing to use  
     impairment under two programs.  It now seeks to impose an extremely        
     rigorous third point source program, while EPA's nonpoint source programs  
     languish from inaction.  This is not a sensible or economical approach to  
     risk reduction, and it ignores prior criticisms of EPA's overexclusive     
     focus on its point source programs.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2682.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     while there may be some additional, incremental benefit that application of
     the proposed GLWQG to point sources may yield, the potential magnitude of  
     that benefit appears to be low.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2682.011     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: D2682.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 1987 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement acknowledges "that many of    
     these [persistent] toxic substances enter the Great Lakes System from the  
     air, from groundwater infiltration, from sediments in the Great Lakes and  
     from the runoff of nonpoint sources."  Many of the specific changes made to
     the prior Agreement were specifically focused on nonpoint issues.(9)       
     ______________________________                                             
     (9) Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, Specifically, see Article VI,     
     paragraph 1(e) (ix), 1(p), 1(8), Annex 13, Annex 14, Annex 15 and Annex 16.
     
     
     Response to: D2682.012     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's National Water Quality Inventory(10) indicates that, within the Great
     Lakes Basin, only about 10% of the impaired waters within the Great Lakes  
     are impaired by point sources.  EPA, in evaluating data submitted by 6     
     Great Lakes states, indicated that landfills, contaminated sediments,      
     atmospheric transport and deposition are major sources of "critical"       
     pollutants to the Great Lakes.(11)                                         
     ______________________________                                             
     (10) EPA's National Water Quality Inventory, Office of Water, EPA          
     503/9-92/006, April 1992.                                                  
                                                                                
     (11) Id. at 39 and 40.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2682.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In an October 1990 report on the nonpoint source problem issued by the GAO,
     EPA was taken to task for essentially ignoring the nonpoint source problem,
     and overly focusing on regulation of point sources.  The GAO concluded that
     "EPA's budgetary priorities are overwhelmingly oriented toward controlling 
     point sources of pollution despite the fact that (1) the agency identified 
     nonpoint source pollution as the primary cause of the nation's remaining   
     water quality problems and (2) its own studies show that the comparative   
     risks posed by nonpoint source pollution are as least as high (and are     
     often higher) than the risks posed by point sources."(12)  The GAO also    
     concluded that while resource constraints are a major problem "in the case 
     of nonpoint source pollution, resource contraints may also reflect         
     inappropriate allocation of available funds among the agency's point source
     and nonpoint source pollution control programs.  As part of the 1990       
     report, for example, [GAO] performed an analysis of EPA's fiscal year 1990 
     water quality budget and found that less than 6 percent of the funding that
     year for the agency's point source -- and nonpoint source -- related       
     activities were devoted to nonpoint source related activities.  Moreover,  
     [GAO] observed in the report that EPA had requested only $22 million out of
     the $400 million authorized in the Clean Water Act for funding under       
     Section 319 for the period of fiscal years 1988 through 1991."(13)         
                                                                                
     The United States General Accounting Office, in April 1992(14) presented   
     testimony to the Senate Committee on Government Affairs in which it        
     concluded, inter alia, that "the cost of controlling nonpoint source       
     pollution far exceeds available resources.  Although some states have      
     allocated millions of dollars to address the problem, they maintain that   
     billions are required to correct it... Because of limited budgetary        
     resources, it is important that the environmental risks posed by different 
     kinds of pollution problems be considered in funding decisions.  However,  
     EPA's water quality budget priorities have been consistently and           
     overwhelmingly oriented towards point source problems."                    
                                                                                
     The GAO also discussed EPA findings in this area "[i]n an August 1989      
     report assessing the comparative risks posed by different kinds of         
     pollution problems, three EPA regions analyzed 18 to 24 of the most        
     important environmental problems facing each region.  Each region then     
     ranked each problem in terms of its relative health and ecological risk.   
     According to the report, ecological risks posed by nonpoint source         
     pollution are substantially more serious than those posed by pollution from
     point sources, and the health risks are roughly comparable."(15)           
                                                                                
     Finally the GAO testimony also found that, "[i]n a similar analysis, EPA's 
     Science Advisory Board also noted that nonpoint sources contributed to     
     impairment of beneficial uses in many more miles of streams than did point 
     sources.  The Board noted in its September 1990 report that EPA needed to  
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     do a better job of reflecting risk-based priorities in its planning and    
     budget processes."(16)                                                     
     ______________________________                                             
     (12) Greater EPA Leadership Needed to Reduce Nonpoint Source Pollution,    
     U.S. GAO, Washington, D.C., October, 1990.                                 
                                                                                
     (13) "Water Pollution -- EPA Budget Needs to Place Greater Emphasis on     
     Controlling Non Point Source Pollution"  USGAO, April 7, 1992.  Testimony  
     of Richard L. Hembra, U.S. Government Accounting Office to the Committee on
     Governmental Affairs, United States Senate.  April 7, 1992 at 4 and 5.     
                                                                                
     (14) Id.                                                                   
                                                                                
     (15) Id., Citing Comparing Risks and Setting Environmental Priorities, EPA,
     Washington, D.C.: Aug. 1989                                                
                                                                                
     (16) Id., Citing Reducing Risk: Setting Priorities and Strategies for      
     Environmental Protection, EPA's Science Advisory Board, Washington, D.C.:  
     Sept. 1990.                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2682.014     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance ignores the nonpoint source of  
     pollution problem for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort,   
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York's 1991 Priority Water Problem ("PWP") List found that "[f]ollowing
     the trend noted in the last several [PWP] List Reports, the percentage of  
     the segments included on the List that are affected by nonpoint sources of 
     pollution has increased.  Nonpoint sources have been identified as the     
     primary source on over 90% of the segments on the 1991 PWP List.(17)"      
     ______________________________                                             
     (17) New York's 1991 "Priority Water Problem ("PWP") List at 17.           
     
     
     Response to: D2682.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York's 1992 Section 304 (l) toxic "hot spots" Report provides          
     additional insight into the effect of nonpoint sources on water quality, at
     least within New York.  The State examined those surface waters where      
     sources other than permittable point sources are the primary causes of     
     water quality impairment to see if additional point source control would   
     eliminate the impairment.  New York found that fifty-one (51) waters are   
     "use impaired" by toxics [beyond those listed in the 1989 Section 304 (l)  
     (B) Point source impairment list].  Based on its evaluation of these       
     waters, the New York Department of Environmental Conservation concluded    
     that "[bringing the SPDES permits] current...for all 51 waters might result
     in significant improvement to 8%.  For this last category, it could equally
     result that none are improved with reissued permits."  Attachment B,       
     containing the summary Tables from the New York 1992 304 (l) Report        
     regarding all the surface waters within the Lake Ontario Basin that are    
     impaired by toxics, clearly indicates that, in the vast majority of cases, 
     further control of SPDES permitted point sources will not end the          
     impairment.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2682.016     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See original document for Attachment B.                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLWQG would continue EPA's traditional emphasis on point      
     source control, and would ignore the prime contributor to the problem:     
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     nonpoint sources.  This approach does not comply with EPA's own stated risk
     reduction decision-making process.  This approach not only ignores GAO     
     concerns about EPA's overemphasis on point source controls, it exacerbates 
     these concerns.  EPA's NPDES and 304 (l) toxic hot spots programs already  
     place additional layers of rigorous controls aimed specifically at point   
     sources contributing to impairment of Great Lakes water quality standards. 
     Now EPA would place a third even more rigorous layer of controls on Great  
     Lakes point source discharges while its nonpoint source programs languish. 
     EPA is proposing to do this even though its own studies show only 10% of   
     impaired Great Lakes waters are impaired by point sources.  Finally, not   
     only is EPA diverting its own resources away from nonpoint source programs 
     to implement the proposed rule but, by directing states to focus initially 
     on point source programs in the proposed rule, EPA will force those states 
     to divert their resources away from nonpoint source programs as well.  The 
     Coalition thinks that common sense and EPA's own risk reduction policy     
     argue for giving Great Lakes point and nonpoint source controls equal      
     priority.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2682.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are many federal, state and local programs currently underway to     
     address the identified and suspected water quality problems within the     
     Great Lakes.  Some of these, such as the Remedial Action Plan ("RAP"), the 
     Lakewide Management Program, Phase II of the GLI (the "Great Lakes Toxics  
     Reduction Initiative" or "GLTxRI") and the Clean Air Act Amendment's Study 
     of Atmospheric Deposition of Great Lakes and Coastal Waters program are    
     specifically authorized (and competing for federal funding) under federal  
     statutes.  Others are competing for federal, state and local funding,      
     including the limited NPS funding available under Section 319 of the CWA.  
                                                                                
     Given the other programs already in place, or in the planning stages, which
     are more focused on the identified nonpoint source problems within the     
     Great Lakes Basin, and which can be expected to yield far greater benefits 
     and greater risk reduction than would immediate implementation of the      
     proposed GLWQG to point sources, implementation of the proposed GLI should 
     be delayed until comparable NPS programs are implemented.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2682.018     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               

Page 1064



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Coalition believes it is appropriate to tackle the nonpoint source     
     problem concurrently with the point source problem in the Great Lakes      
     Basin.  Coalition members do not raise this concern in order to avoid their
     responsibilities to the Great Lakes.  Nor is this a mere academic concern  
     as to which program should go first.  The Coalition strongly believes that 
     ignoring the nonpoint source problem while pushing on with the point source
     program will have serious, immediate, practical impacts on point sources.  
     
     
     Response to: D2682.019     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2682.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's proposed rule, point sources will have to share available Total
     Maximum Daily Load/Waste Load Allocations with nonpoint sources.  These    
     allocations may result in stricter NPDES permit limits now or in the       
     future.  Yet, once nonpoint source contributions are reduced, these        
     reductions on point sources may turn out to be unnecessary, but will have  
     to remain in place under the CWA's statutory antibacksliding rules.        
     Similarly, point source expansion may be seriously curtailed under the     
     proposed antidegredation standards in circumstances where antidegredation  
     review is only triggered due to nonpoint source loadings that are, in turn,
     only to be addressed in the future.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2682.020     
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     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     VII of the SID. Comment ID:  D2682.020                                     
                                                                                
     See Section II.C.3 of the SID for a discussion of the antibacksliding      
     requirements.  See Section VII of the SID for a discussion of the          
     antidegradation provisions of the Guidance.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2682.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C. A Point Source Implementation Moratorium Should Stimulate the           
     Development of an Adequate NPS Control Program and Improve the             
     Establishment of Tier I Criteria                                           
                                                                                
     Placing a moratorium on implementing the proposed GLI with respect to point
     sources will not slow down the development of the GLI Guidance (as         
     envisioned by the CPA) because it will still allow preparation and         
     implementation of the mandated Guidance (see elements 1-5 discussed in     
     Section I (A) above) to go forward.  Even Element 5, "Guidance for States  
     on Implementatoin Procedures", would be developed, but not implemented with
     respect to point sources until it can also be implemented with respect to  
     nonpoint sources.  Most importantly, it will allow EPA to use its limited  
     resources to employ the Final Tier 1 criteria development methodologies to 
     derive additional scientifically sound minimum numerical water quality     
     criteria for the Great Lakes.  These criteria will, just as Congress       
     envisioned, become the basic reference point for future point and nonpoint 
     source-related control programs.  This will also reduce EPA's reliance on  
     the less sound and more controversial Tier II criteria.  Finally, it will  
     allow the GLI package as a whole (both the point and nonpoint elements) to 
     be evaluated with respect to the key criterion of risk reduction, its      
     priority with respect to other similar programs competing for federal,     
     state, local and private funding and its potential impact on regional and  
     global competitiveness.                                                    
                                                                                
     At the same time, such a moratorium should stimulate and accelerate the    
     development of the GLTxRI nonpoint Guidance and other NPS control programs.
     We expect this acceleration to occur for two reasons:                      
                                                                                
     i) It will reduce competition for scarce personnel and financial resources 
     between the point and nonpoint source control programs allowing the        
     nonpoint programs to be developed to a comparable level as the S/NPDES     
     program.                                                                   
     ii) Because GLWQG would only be applied to point sources when it is also   
     applied equally to nonpoint sources, as more GLWQG Tier 1 criteria become  
     available, public pressure will "drive" the development of the comparable  
     NPS control programs.                                                      
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     Finally, in the short term, we expect the moratorium will prevent point    
     sources from having to reduce existing loadings or defer expanded loadings 
     at excessive cost until it is extablished that such point source controls  
     are an appropriate and cost effective approach to reducing persistent      
     toxics in the Great Lakes.  At the same time, it will prevent the          
     expenditure of state resources on performing extensive Total Maximum Daily 
     Load allocations ("TMDL") when the NPS-related data necessary for fair and 
     equitable TMDL's are not available.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2682.021     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers all sources of pollution, both    
     point and nonpoint.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA     
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including establishing       
     equitable strategies for controlling pollution sources (point and          
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including the    
     Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, see Section I.D of the SID and         
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CPA requires the publication of proposed water quality guidance.  It   
     does not require, or suggest, that it be published as a proposed rule.     
     Notwithstanding the plain language of the CPA, the GLI "Guidance" is in    
     fact published as a proposed rule with minimal flexibility left to the     
     states.  EPA's justification for adopting such a rigid approach is         
     apparently tied to a perceived need for greater uniformity in water quality
     regulation among the various Great Lakes States and EPA's belief that "the 
     Great Lakes are an integrated ecosystem requiring a consistent approach to 
     pollution control across the entire basin."(20)  Leaving aside the notion  
     that the declaration of the Great Lakes as an integrated ecosystem somehow 
     justifies the promulgation of a rule when Congress specified it should be  
     guidance, neither the CWA nor the CPA envisions or authorizes such an      
     autocratic approach by EPA.                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (20) 58 Fed. Reg. 20838.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2682.022     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CWA has always allowed for state flexibility in setting water quality  
     standards, taking into consideration the criteria established by EPA.  The 
     courts have long acknowledged the states primacy in controlling water      
     pollution.  See e.g., Chevron, U.S.A., Inc. v. Hammond, 726 F.2d 483, 489  
     (9th Cir. 1984).  In certain cases EPA has also recognized the importance  
     of the state's role in setting water quality standards.  When Maryland     
     challenged EPA's controversial criterion value for dioxin, and adopted a   
     value much higher than EPA's national "guidance" criterion, EPA not only   
     approved the value, it defended its position in court.  Natural Resources  
     Defense Council v. EPA, 770 F. Supp. 1093, (E.D. Va., 1991).               
     
     
     Response to: D2682.023     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CPA specifically declares that the states are to adopt water quality   
     standards, antidegradation policies and implementation procedures          
     consistent with the Guidance published by EPA.  There is no suggestion in  
     the CPA that EPA is empowered to dictate to the States how these common    
     goals are to be achieved.  Indeed, the legislative history of the CPA      
     states:                                                                    
                                                                                
     "[T]he Administrator [is required] to develop and publish guidance within 2
     and one half years of enactment of this legislation for numerical limits on
     pollutant concentrations and implementation procedures for pollutants      
     determined by the Administrator to need such guidance.  The committee notes
     that states will continue to have a reasonable degree of flexibility in    
     developing water quality standards consistent with the requirements of     
     section 303 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.(21)  In other      
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     words, the CPA envisions a program no different than EPA's current water   
     quality program, where EPA recommends national criteria guidance values,   
     and the states adopt those values or defend alternative values, as in the  
     case of Maryland and the dioxin criteria.                                  
     ______________________________                                             
     (21) House Report No. 101-704, Cong. Record Vol. 136, 4278 U.S. Code Cong. 
     & Admin News (1990) (emphasis added).                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2682.024     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once final, EPA's Guidance/rule will amount to a partial federal takeover  
     of delegated state programs.  Notwithstanding the congressional sentiment  
     highlighted above to retain a reasonable degree of flexibility in the      
     states (and EPA's often-repeated desire for a Federal/State partnership),  
     EPA makes the remarkable statement in the preamble discussion to the       
     Guidance that "[a]llowing Great Lakes States . . . to retain the broad     
     discretion that they possess under the current National program would      
     seriously hinder -- and perhaps prevent -- the attainment of the goals of  
     the [CPA]."(22)  If Congress intended the CPA to overturn the 20+ year     
     tradition of delegating the NPDES program, including the setting of water  
     quality based limits, to the states to the maximum extent possible,        
     Congress would have said so.                                               
     _________________________                                                  
     (22) 58 Fed. Reg. 20802; 20838-20839 (April 16, 1993).                     
     
     
     Response to: D2682.025     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2769.085, P2585.015 and P2585.014.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's own citations to legislative history fail to make the case that the  
     Great Lakes States should be relieved of virtually all discretion in water 
     quality matters.  For example, EPA cites to several pieces of legislative  
     history for the proposition that Congress intended to establish more       
     uniform control of pollution through the CPA. (23) While more uniform      
     control is clearly a basic objective of the CPA, the proposed Guidance/Rule
     removes virtually all discretion from the Great Lakes States. One searches 
     in vain for congressional intent that such a radical approach be adopted.  
     ______________________________                                             
     (22) 58 Fed. Reg. 20802, 20838-20839 (April 16, 1993).                     
                                                                                
     (23) Id. 20839.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2682.026     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2682.026a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Governors who signed the 1986 Great Lakes Toxic Substances Control     
     Agreement certainly could not have intended to sign away control over their
     own delegated programs as EPA suggests in citing that agreement as support 
     for its micro-management approach to Great Lakes water quality.            
     
     
     Response to: D2682.026a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.027
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The notion that Congress intended statutorily delegated state programs to  
     be taken over in whole or in part by administrative fiat, as EPA proposes  
     to do, or that such an approach would be constitutionally valid even if    
     sanctioned by Congress, is wholly implausible.  If the states' input is to 
     be limited to commenting on EPA's proposed rule, then the CPA's statutory  
     language requiring states to adopt standards, policies and procedures      
     consistent with EPA Guidance is a nullity, in that it directs the states to
     adopt, verbatim, whatever EPA settles on as a final rule.  This could not  
     be what Congress intended.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2682.027     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: D2682.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2682.028     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniformity can still be achieved by issuing the proposed rule as a         
     Guidance.  Allowing the states additional discretion to implement the GLI  
     provides the states with important benefits, but does not detract from     
     EPA's authority to require what it feels is necessary to implement the GLI.
     Section 402(d) of the CWA authorizes EPA to veto any state-issued permit.  
     If a state fails to provide EPA with a satisfactory permit, EPA acquires   
     jurisdiction to issue its own permit.  Consequently, whether or not the EPA
     issues, and the states adopt, the GLI programs as guidance or regulations, 
     and whether or not state programs are verbatim duplicates of EPA's proposed
     GLI Guidance/rule will have no impact whatsoever on EPA's ability to ensure
     that all permits issued to Great Lakes dischargers are "consistent" with   
     EPA's view of what CWA Section 118 requires.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2682.029     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     providing states with greater flexibility in adopting and implementing GLI 
     requirements will allow the states to prioritize their programs and        
     policies and to apply the requirements to individual dischargers in a      
     flexible manner.  The New York State Department of Environmental           
     Conservation ("NYDEC") has used this approach very successfully in its     
     water program.  DEC publishes an extensive series of guidance documents    
     (called Technical and Operational Guidance Series).  These documents are   
     generally applied by NYDEC in the manner in which agency guidance is       
     intended, e.g., as a statement of what the agency thinks about a particular
     issue, to be applied to individuals on a case-by-case basis.  Dischargers  
     are effectively put on notice that unless good reasons militate against    
     application of these guidance documents in a particular case, the guidance 
     documents will be applied to them in permitting decisions.  This approach  
     does not completely bind the hands of either NYDEC or the regulated        
     community, but it does provide a common starting point for individual      
     permit decisions.  In this manner, consistency is achieved without the     
     burdens associated with formal rulemaking.                                 
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     This Coalition envisions that this approach would work particularly well   
     with some of the more controversial elements of the GLI.  For example, Tier
     II criteria, which are based on very little data, are similar to NYDEC's   
     water quality guidance values.  NY DEC's water quality guidance values are 
     adopted by NYDEC based on less than the full panoply of data necessary to  
     produce formal regulatory water quality standards.  NYDEC generally uses   
     these guidance values as the basis individual permitting decisions, but    
     permittees are allowed to rebut their application to particular situations 
     and, instead, propose and support alternatives. Because the agency employs 
     guidance to achieve its goals, the agency need not go through a resource   
     intensive process to promulgate the guidance values as regulatory          
     standards.  In turn the regulated community is assured that it will have an
     opportunity to rebut application of the guidance values to them, in        
     appropriate circumstances.  The GLICC thinks this approach would also work 
     well with EPA's proposed antidegradation procedures, areas where           
     significant technical issues have been raised (e.g., how/if to derive      
     permit terms and conditions for values below quantitation limits, etc.) and
     some of the proposed implementation procedures.  EPA must allow states the 
     flexibility to adopt this approach.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2682.030     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLICC believes that the CPA does not provide EPA with authority to     
     usurp state flexibility to adopt and implement the new requirements in the 
     manner that it deems appropriate.  Nor does EPA need to usurp state        
     authority in this area.  EPA's view that greater state uniformity is       
     necessary to achieve the goals of the CPA can still be realized through    
     oversight of individual state permits and programs.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2682.031     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     issuance of GLI standards and procedures as EPA guidance will allow the    
     states the ability to prioritize their resources in adopting and           
     implementing the program, and will belay much of the public criticism      
     regarding particular aspects of the GLI.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2682.032     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2682.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, we join with all the members of the GLICC in supporting the 
     underlying objectives of the proposed GLWQC.  We feel strongly, however,   
     that the proposal, as it now stands, does not meet the three criteria (risk
     reduction , high priority and not unnecessarily impacting competitiveness) 
     we identified in our introduction, as the necessary underpinings of any    
     sound environmental proposal.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2682.033     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science, produces   
     measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals, addresses     
     local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin and providing consistency in    
     standards and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate         
     flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a       
     general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the preamble  
     to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2682.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we believe that before the GLWQC is finalized it should:                   
                                                                                
     1. incorporate a moratorium on implementation of its point source-related  
     programs until comparable nonpoint source related programs are implemented;
     and, [be modified to a series of guidance documents as Congress and the    
     original GLI Steering Committee intended.]                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2682.034     
     
     EPA does not agree that a moratorium should be placed on implementation of 
     its point source programs until comparable nonpoint source programs are    
     implemented.  EPA believes that the Guidance considers all sources of      
     pollution, both point and nonpoint.  For a discussion of the underlying    
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     establishing equitable strategies for controlling pollution sources (point 
     and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how  
     the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including the
     Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, see Section I.D of the SID and         
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2682.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .035 is imbedded in comment .034                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     be modified to a series of guidance documents as Congress and the original 
     GLI Steering Committee intended.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2682.035     
     
     See response to comment number D2682.034.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2684.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI, as proposed, is a well-intentioned but horribly misdirected series
     of regulations.  It is a classic case of attempted micro-management of     
     point source pollution.  Point source pollution at one time was a          
     significant environmental problem, however, present regulation and         
     management, some of which is only new being put into practice, has         
     generally reduced point source pollution to a comparatively insignificant  
     concern compared to other pollution sources.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2684.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.157.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2684.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are many cost estimates for the initiative--from many millions of    
     dollars as calculated by EPA's contractor, to many billions of dollars as  
     calculated by many of the discharger consultants.  More important than     
     spending a lot of time on trying to determine where the cost falls between 
     the extremes, the Agency should step back and try to better determine      
     whether the GLI will meet Great Lakes objectives.  Most experts agree the  
     GLI, as proposed, will not result in meeting the Great Lakes environmental 
     objectives.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2684.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2684.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is needed is a true ecosystem approach, where present point source    
     management is only fine tuned and society's resources are directed towards 
     solving the real problems.  If we are ever going to meet the objectives of 
     Great Lakes Remedial Action Plans to "restore the beneficial uses", then   
     the Agencies must take the lead by directing their time and society's      
     resources to solving the problems that will go the furthest towards meeting
     the objectives in the most cost effective manner.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2684.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID for further discussion of EPA's Great Lakes      
     programs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/OCS
     Comment ID: D2684.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Excellent comments concerning this issue were made in the DRAFT FINAL      
     REPORT                                                                     
     PREPARED FOR THE COUNCIL OF GREAT LAKES GOVERNORS by DRI/McGraw-Hill when  
     answering the authors own question "Is the Great Lakes Water QuaLity       
     Initiative Affordable?":                                                   
                                                                                
     "If we fail to emphasize the question of cost-effectiveness, ultimately we 
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     will 'NOT be able to afford' the goal of a cleaner Great Lakes Region"     
                                                                                
     "as currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious      
     resources and borders on an expensive luxury."                             
     
     
     Response to: D2684.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2684.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second philosophical problem with the GLI, as proposed, is the employment
     of questionable science.  EPA generally ignored the Science Advisory       
     Board's recommendations that the EPA respond to a number of important      
     concerns, including tier 2 data requirements, human health and wildlife    
     requirements, and questionable bioaccumulation factor development.         
                                                                                
     We believe that it is appropriate that only good science be used in the    
     development of water quality standards and permit limits; and that EPA     
     adequately address the SAB comments and reservations.                      
                                                                                
     Instead of repeating the many specific technical concerns that industry has
     with the GLI, James River would like to go on record as strongly supporting
     the comments and recommendations of the Wisconsin Paper Council and the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition, and ask that the Agency consider this 
     document inclusive of those comments.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2684.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See attachments.                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The "TECHNICAL BACKGROUND DOCUMENT FOR THE GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY   
     GUIDANCE IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES COMPLIANCE COST STUDY" dated April 16,  
     1993 and prepared by Science Applications International Corporation,       
     included                                                                   
     a study on what was supposed to be the James River Corp.  Ashland Wis. Mill
     (See the attached comments by Jerry Donaldson on the Ashland study).       
     Unfortunately, the contractor appears to have confused the Ashland Mill and
     the Green Bay Mill as they mixed permit information of the two mills       
     together                                                                   
     and included the following comment in their notes:                         
                                                                                
     "The receiving water in the old permit was Chequamegon Bay, however, the   
     most                                                                       
     recent permit authorizes the facility to discharge into the Lower Fox River
     (flow data not available).  Therefore, the GLWQG WLAs were calculated for  
     discharges to a tributary with the assumption that the long-term average   
     flows were zero."                                                          
                                                                                
     Apparently the contractor doesn't realize that they created a 200 mile     
     fictitious pipeline.  Flaws as flagrant as these are, lead James River to  
     question the quality of the entire study; and may help to explain why the  
     cost projections are so low.  Unfortunately, as pointed out by many of the 
     commentors, the entire GLI is as flawed as the above study.                
     
     
     Response to: D2684.006     
     
     EPA reviewed the cost evaluation performed for the James River Ashland     
     Plant and incorporated relevant public comments.  In addition, many of the 
     provisions in the final Guidance were revised to allow greater             
     implementation flexibility.  This flexibility should minimize the impacts  
     to the regulated community.  The cost/benefit analysis, therefore, was also
     modified to account for revisions to criteria calculation methodologies and
     modifications to many of the implementation procedures incorporated in the 
     final Guidance.  The revisions to the cost/benefit analysis are described  
     in "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from implementation of the    
     Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance."                                 
                                                                                
     With respect to the James River facility, EPA acknowledges that the initial
     cost evaluation inadvertently used some data from the Green Bay Mill as    
     opposed to the Ashland Mill.  The revised cost study reflects data from the
     correct facility.  In addition, the revised cost evaluation determined that
     there would be no additional restrictions required by the final Guidance   
     beyond those already incorporated in the existing NPDES permit, with the   
     exception of a "monthly average" limit for aluminum.  Since the proposed   
     monthly average Guidance-based WQBEL is only slightly lower than the       
     existing "daily maximum" limitation, no additional costs are anticipated.  
                                                                                
     See respoonse to comments D2684.012, D2684.013, G2911.004.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Both the Green Bay and Ashland Mills would be severely penalized if    
     full intake credits are not allowed due to high ambient levels of copper   
     and zinc in the Chequamegon Bay and variable levels of PCB's as found in   
     the Fox River.  This problem will be exacerbated by the very conservative  
     assumptions used to generate GLI criteria.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2684.007     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  James River seriously questions whether plants producing recycled pulp 
     such as the Ashland and Green Bay Mills can meet the effluent requirements,
     if permits are issued based on the GLI as published.  There is no way to   
     eliminate, through pollution prevention or treatment, all of the very small
     amounts of pollutants inherently found in the recycled raw materials and   
     the intake water.  We request that the Agency fully evaluate the effect of 
     the GLI on recycling and thus the national solid waste problem.            
     
     
     Response to: D2684.008     
     
     EPA agrees that pollution prevention may not be applicable or effective in 
     all circumstances.  Before estimating costs for the final Guidance, EPA    
     attempted to collect additional data related to the cost and effectiveness 
     of pollution prevention techniques for the pollutants being regulated under
     the final Guidance.  The result of these efforts, which generally          
     constituted an extensive review of the EPA Pollution Prevention Information
     Clearinghouse (PPIC), indicated that limited documentation was available   
     regarding the effectiveness of pollution prevention to remove many of the  
     pollutants subject to the Guidance.  The limited data did, however, suggest
     that there are facilities that have reduced toxic pollutants to below      
     analytical detection levels using pollution prevention techniques.         
                                                                                
     In estimating costs for the final Guidance, EPA developed and used a       
     decision matrix for purposes of estimating the types of controls and costs 
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     associated with these controls to avoid unjustified use of waste           
     minimization/pollution prevention techniques to achieve Guidance water     
     quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs).  Under the decision matrix, waste  
     minimization/pollution prevention was considered only after consideration  
     of modifying existing treatment systems to achieve Guidance-based WQBELs.  
     Further, waste minimization/pollution prevention controls were only        
     considered when a relatively insignificant amount of pollutant needed to be
     removed (i.e., less than 10 to 25 percent of current discharge levels) and 
     when EPA considered the production process or source generating the        
     pollutant to be amenable to pollution prevention techniques.               
                                                                                
     As an alternative to the use of waste minimization/pollution prevention,   
     EPA also considered the use of the flexibility provided through the        
     Guidance (i.e., regulatory relief such as phased total maximum daily       
     loads/water quality assessments, site-specific criteria modifications,     
     standards variances, etc.) as a control alternative in estimating costs for
     the final Guidance.  However, the use of regulatory relief was limited to  
     only those facilities (under the low-end scenario) and categories (under   
     the high-end scenario) where the estimated cost was disproportionately high
     as compared to the resulting estimated pollutant reduction.  The primary   
     difference between the low-end and high-end cost estimates is that under   
     the high-end scenario, EPA limited the use of compliance costs based upon  
     the use of waste minimization/pollution prevention techniques and the costs
     associated with pursuing a relief mechanism.                               
                                                                                
     In summary, in estimating costs to comply with the final Guidance, EPA has 
     taken steps to ensure that the use of waste minimization/pollution         
     prevention as a method to comply with Guidance-based WQBELs was limited to 
     only those facilities where its use was considered technically feasible.   
     This is particularly true under the high-end scenario where end-of-pipe    
     treatment formed the basis of compliance cost estimates.                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2684.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Largely because of the anti-degradation provision of the proposed      
     regulation, James River believes that future production increases will be  
     prohibitive.  Further, current production levels will have to be slowly    
     curtailed as allowable levels of all pollutants are ratcheted down from    
     permit to permit.  This will result in reduced competitiveness and a work  
     force reduction.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2684.009     
     
     See response to comment G2911.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Any increased wastewater treatment required by GLI requirements will in
     all likelihood require significantly more energy.  As more and more energy 
     is required to reduce miniscule amounts of pollutants, James River believes
     that more pollution will be created (i.e. mercury from coal burning) than  
     removed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2684.010     
     
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2684.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     James River strongly requests that the Agency retract the present proposal,
     and continue to work with the Great Lakes States and affected parties to   
     redirect its efforts to improve the Great Lakes water quality from an      
     ecosystem basis.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2684.011     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: D2684.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The strategy for the "Cost Assessment" was to assess the cost of proposed  
     GLWQG implementation at a number (6) of major pulp and paper facilities in 
     the basin.  James River's Ashland Mill permit #0003140 data was selected   
     for                                                                        
     analysis as one of the six major facilities, (flow strata #2).  Yet, this  
     facility has been misrepresented in the text in a number of ways.  For     
     example, it is not located in a geographical setting equivalent to the     
     wording of the text, which states "The receiving water in the old permit   
     was                                                                        
     Chequamegon Bay, however, the most recent permit authorizes the facility to
     discharge into the Lower Fox River (flow data not available)".  To be so   
     located, the mill would need to have a pipeline stretching approximately   
     200                                                                        
     miles.  Attached for the record is a map which indicates the locations of  
     both water bodies.                                                         
                                                                                
     The stated "assumption that the long term average flows were zero" for the 
     receiving water would certainly not apply to the Fox River while it would  
     apply to the Ashland Mill which is located on a bay.  While the 7Q10 and   
     30Q5                                                                       
     flow are zero as the text states, nevertheless, there is a significant     
     dilution in the lake which is not accounted for in the text.  This omission
     misrepresents the situation.  It appears the case study is in part         
     representative of the Ashland Mill of James River Paper Company in Ashland 
     County, Wisconsin near the Chequamegon Bay of Lake Superior and in part    
     representative of the Green Bay Mill of James River Paper Company along the
     Fox River of Lake Michigan in Brown County, Wisconsin.  As a result, the   
     reader needs to be cautious throughout the text with regard to which data  
     is                                                                         
     pertinent to which mill or water body.  All of these errors certainly bring
     the validity of the "Cost Assessment" and hence the "Impact Analysis" into 
     question.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2684.012     
     
     See response to comment D2684.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EVALUATION OF GLWQG POLLUTANTS                                             
                                                                                
     When one begins to assess the Ashland permit #0003140 influent and effluent
     data versus the depicted "Evaluation" methodology, some interesting things 
     come to light.  These are of serious concern.  For example, under the table
     titled "Evaluation of GLWQG Pollutants" (page 2), we see that copper was   
     selected for evaluation and estimating of treatment technologies required  
     to                                                                         
     meet the GLWQ Guidance.  The actual analytical data collected from the     
     environment to support this assumption argues against the treatment for    
     copper removal.  Copper is a natural element in the Chequamegon Bay from   
     where the plant takes its process water.  In fact, the history of the area 
     indicates the general geographic area is where placer ore was found to be  
     prevalent.  It would be expected to be present in the water, and in fact   
     most of the time it shows up in the range of 0.002 to 0.03 ppm on          
     analytical tests of incoming water.  Concentrations of copper in the       
     discharge are generally                                                    
     comparable to, or less than, the intake in concentration.  Statistically it
     can be shown that all the discharge copper can be accounted for by the     
     influent water.  The mill does not use any chemicals that add any copper to
     the system.  It is likely that some copper leaches from mill pipes or may  
     be                                                                         
     found in recovered paper in the deink process however, the mill treatment  
     plant removes copper since statistically it can be shown that copper is    
     lower                                                                      
     in concentration in the effluent than the intake.                          
                                                                                
     Nevertheless the "Evaluation" calls for treatment to remove copper from the
     discharge!  To design treatment systems to discharge the plant effluent    
     process waters at a concentration below the background levels in the Bay is
     ludicrous.  The text calls for removal of copper at the rate of "0.2       
     mg/liter" as the result of implementation of the GLWQ Guidance.  This is   
     impossible since the concentrations in the intake water are much lower (by 
     one to two orders of magnitude) than this level to begin with.  The numbers
     presented in the "Evaluation" just don't add up.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2684.013     
     
     See response to comment D2684.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The document titled "Development Document for Effluent Limitations         
     Guidelines                                                                 
     and Standards for the Metal Finishing Point Source Category", 1983         
     hereinafter called the "Development Document", as used for reference in    
     development of projected treatment costs, is misapplied.  It indicates that
     waste water treatment technology, as applied to the metal finishing        
     category at raw waste load concentrations in the range of 12 ppm, is       
     capable of copper removal down to the range of 0.05 to 0.1 ppm in treated  
     wastewaters.  The raw waste loads of the "Development Document" were higher
     by three or more orders of magnitude than the Ashland raw water data, (i.e.
     12 ppm versus .004 ppm                                                     
     average) thus presenting a totally different treatment application than    
     that                                                                       
     proposed in the GLWQ Guidance.  Removal at the parts per billion level is  
     nowhere addressed in the document.  Therefore, the treatment processes     
     specified and associated cost data is speculative at best.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2684.014     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scenarios 1 and 2 in the "Evaluation" both call for copper                 
     treatment/removal by multimedia filtration.  To treat two million gallons  
     per day of water to remove copper which is at a concentration lower than   
     the receiving water would be enormously expensive and possibly not         
     feasible.  The problems with the development document treatment methods    
     include the following:                                                     
                                                                                
     Removal of copper at raw waste load concentrations as low as 0.004 ppm     
     (Ashland's average) are not addressed.                                     
                                                                                
     Lime treatment technologies may actually increase copper concentrations due
     to micro levels of copper in the natural lime raw materials.               
                                                                                
     Alternate chemical flocculation technology such as the use of alum would   
     not be acceptable as trace levels of aluminum would remain in the water.   
     This would not be permitted.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2684.015     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Copper treatment requires three process steps; precipitation, sedimentation
     and filtration.  Capital cost estimates for treatment would need to include
     equipment such as flocculators & clarifiers to precede multi media         
     filtration.  Also needed would be concentrators/vacuum filtration or       
     dewatering equipment ot concentrate sludges to be acceptable for           
     landfilling.                                                               
     However, the "Evaluation" only refers to costs included for multimedia     
     filtration, thereby ignoring two or three of the required process elements.
     Therefore, the projected capital costs of the "Evaluation", which specify  
     only "multi media filtration" are too low even for application where copper
     concentrations are orders of magnitude higher than the Ashland raw waste   
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2684.016     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The development document also does not include support equipment and       
     asosciated costs.  This oversight would mean no foundations, buildings,    
     property, permitting or engineering costs are accounted for.               
                                                                                
     The development document is based on 1979 costs.  It does not appear these 
     costs have been escalated accordingly.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2684.017     
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     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the event metals are complexed they may be more difficult to treat.  A  
     thorough study of complexed metals removal would be needed to show which   
     treatment process is applicable.  The "Development Document" and the cost  
     estimates do not include the cost of pilot plant studies to verify process 
     applicability.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2684.018     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No costs are shown for sludge handling and disposal yet this process is    
     known                                                                      
     for generating high sludge volumes due to the flocculation process         
     employed.                                                                  
     These wastes may also require special handling, neutralization and         
     permitting.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2684.019     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Development Document" is applicable to the metal finishing industry   
     and so states.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2684.020     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Evaluation" lists zinc as a pollutant that also needs                 
     removal/treatment by multimedia filtration for the discharge waters from   
     the mill.  While the above comments are provided specifically for copper,  
     these same comments also will apply to zinc for the Ashland mill, since the
     intake and effluent zinc concentrations show the same trends as are        
     characteristic to the copper concentrations.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2684.021     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No mercury has been detected for a number of years.  Prior year's results  
     may                                                                        
     have indicated the detection of mercury due to test method inaccuracy.  The
     analytical methods for mercury have been significantly improved and        
     developed                                                                  
     over the recent years in order to eliminate false positives which were     
     often                                                                      
     due to laboratory cleanliness methods.  As a result, there should be no    
     need                                                                       
     for the multi media filtration and the pollutant minimization program      
     requirements as stated in the "Evaluation" for mercury.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2684.022     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Application of the "Development Document" treatment methods to the pulp and
     paper industry and to metals at extremely low concentrations is highly     
     speculative.  A proper pilot study of potential treatment systems with full
     accounting for capital needs is lacking in the "Cost Assessment".  As a    
     result, the presentation of economic costs in the proposed GLWQ Guidance is
     misleading.  In addition, the EPA presented cost estimates of the          
     "Evaluation" and the "Cost Assessment" are woefully inadequate and         
     non-representative of this industry.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2684.023     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
Page 1089



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another pollutant in the "Evaluation" and 2, 3, 7,                         
     8-tetrachlorodibenzodioxin (TCDD).  It is interesting to note the only     
     reason the text gives for treatment is because it is "an existing permit   
     limit".  The Ashland mill has never had this limit in the permit #0003140. 
     No mention is made that the tests performed for this parameter have        
     indicated non detect.  This appears to again be an example where the       
     contractor that prepared the "Evaluation" looked at the Green Bay mill     
     permit and got it mixed up with the Ashland permit.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2684.024     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This pollutant was tested for at the Ashland mill with a result of         
     non-detectable at the low level of 0.0000000033 ppm, yet the guidance calls
     for a pollutant minimization program to take place.  To allocate resources 
     to search for what cannot be measured or is not present is a tremendous    
     waste.  It also begs the question of how to minimize something not         
     measurable and how you can measure any success or progress in doing so, let
     alone the question of is there any real value to doing so.  This is        
     certainly not the wise use of resources.                                   
                                                                                
     The "Evaluation" predicts expenditures of $784,686 for pollutant           
     minimization (PM) at this plant.  Because the analytical cost for TCDD     
     tests is high, it would take a disproportionately large share of the PM    
     monies to search for, shall we call it, the "missing pollutant".  Again    
     this would present a situation where resources are wasted at the rate of   
     $1000 per test to search for a pollutant which is not detectable at        
     infinitesimally minute levels of 3.3 parts per quadrillion.  (On the       
     relative order of measuring the thickness of a piece of paper as a piece of
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     paper as a fraction of the distance between the Earth and the Sun).        
     
     
     Response to: D2684.025     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2684.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a result of the above mentioned errors, omissions, oversights and       
     misapplication, the "Summary Table for GLWQG Evaluations" as related to the
     Ashland mill of James River Corporation significantly misrepresents the    
     actual mill discharges and the appropriateness of treatment.  As stated,   
     the                                                                        
     methodology of the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting From          
     Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance" is      
     significantly flawed and appears to severely understate the actual costs of
     the GLWQ Guidance implementation.  The impact of this brings into question 
     the veracity of "The Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Proposed Great Lakes
     Water Quality Guidance".                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2684.026     
     
     Please see response to comment number D2684.013.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2692.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Guidance vs. Regulation                                                    
                                                                                
     Congress obviously intended that the states maintain a lead role in the    
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     water                                                                      
     quality program.  Thus, the states should continue to have an active role  
     in                                                                         
     finalizing the Initiative, as well as the ability to adopt standards,      
     policies, and procedures which are consistent with both the Initiative and 
     existing state programs.  It is critical for Wisconsin, to maintain the    
     momentum of, and water quality gains from, implementation of Chapters NR   
     105,                                                                       
     106, and 207, Wisconsin Administrative Code.  To maintain the needed       
     flexibility to protect the gains already make by Wisconsin, the Madison    
     Metropolitan Sewerage District supports publication of the GLWQI as a      
     guidance document instead of a regulation.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2692.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2692.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Science Advisory Board Report                                          
                                                                                
     The EPA Science Advisory Board did an excellent job in their technical     
     review of the GLWQI.  EPA should respond in detail to the many comments    
     raised by the Science Advisory Board.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2692.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2692.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Uniformity vs. Consistency                                                 
                                                                                
     The goal of the Initiative should be consistency among the states with     
     regard to the major approaches and policies, rather than a strict          
     uniformity which includes identical procedures, coefficients and           
     assumptions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2692.003     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2692.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States must have enough flexibility to address site specific environmental 
     conditions, which could result in either more or less stringent            
     requirements based on species present and other factors.  If parts of      
     Wisconsin's current rules are more appropriate for this state, yet         
     consistent with Initiative procedures, Wisconsin should be allowed to      
     retain those components.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2692.004     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2692.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 Approach to Develop Criteria                                        
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     The District strongly opposes the development and use of Tier 2 criteria as
     proposed.  The data to be used is limited, resulting in a seriously flawed 
     procedure.  The proposed practice would likely lead to standards which are 
     over protective, unrealistic, and costly; with little certainty of benefit.
     
     
     Response to: D2692.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2692.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 process suggests that the permit holders be responsible for     
     developing additional toxicity data necessary to adjust the criteria.  This
     "guilty until proven innocent" technique would be terribly inefficient and 
     shift the regulatory and criteria development responsibility from EPA,     
     where it belongs, to individual permit holders.  The states and EPA should 
     lobby Congress to provide adequate resources for EPA to develop all the    
     necessary Tier 1 criteria in a timely fashion, thus eliminating the need   
     for Tier 2 criteria entirely.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2692.006     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2692.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should continue its criteria development role.  If this is not         
     possible, the manufacturers of these chemicals should be responsible for   
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     providing enough data, with adequate quality assurances, to develop the    
     requisite Tier 1 numbers.  It is patently unfair to require POTWs, who     
     neither use nor make these chemicals and have minimal control over their   
     entry into the sewer system, to divert resources from treatment and        
     prevention programs to fund the research necessary to develop Tier 1       
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2692.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2692.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Research refers to Tier 1 criteria development.               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative, EPA should commission the necessary research from a     
     single agency such as the Water Environment Federation Research Foundation.
     
     
     Response to: D2692.008     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2692.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation                                                            
                                                                                
     Wisconsin's antidegradation procedures are based on permitted effluent     
     quality, whereas Initiative procedures are based on existing effluent      
     quality.  The Wisconsin approach has worked well.  Changing to the         
     Initiative approach would penalize those POTWs who are voluntarily doing   
     significantly better than current effluent requirements by holding them to 

Page 1095



$T044618.TXT
     existing loadings in all future permits.  Those who have not done such a   
     good job will reap the benefits of their inaction.  We do not believe that 
     this is good public policy, nor the intent of Congress in requiring the    
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2692.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2692.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits for POTWs must be used in the antidegradation procedures.    
     Using existing effluent quality does not recognize the important           
     relationship between plant design and operation.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2692.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2692.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ proposal would virtually guarantee plant failures and permit       
     violations, and would provide a negative incentive for producing a high    
     quality effluent.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2692.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2692.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     Under the proposed Initiative, a POTW will be responsible for substances in
     the raw water source(s) used by its clients.  This is neither equitable nor
     rational.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2692.012     
     
     This general comment raises the issue as this in comment D2670.011 and is  
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2692.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of the Level of Detection (LOD) Concept                                
                                                                                
     After prolonged discussions with the regulated community, Wisconsin DNR now
     implements procedures for determining compliance with effluent limits below
     the LOD that make sense and everyone can live with.  The Wisconsin approach
     using LOD and LOQ is working well.  It should not be replaced with new     
     nomenclature, new definitions, and new approaches.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2692.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
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     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2692.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonpoint Sources of Persistent, Toxic Substances                           
                                                                                
     Everyone agrees that point sources are not the major source of toxics      
     loadings to the lakes.  Everyone also acknowledges that Stage 2 of the     
     Initiative will hopefully address air deposition and nonpoint sources in a 
     meaningful way.  We strongly encourage EPA to accelerate the Stage 2       
     effort.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2692.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2692.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since G.L.I. based limits will not appear in permits for up to eight years,
     there exists the opportunity to design and implement control and           
     remediation programs for nonpoint sources such that implementation will    
     occur simultaneously with the point source program.  This is essential to  
     the protection and recovery of the lakes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2692.015     
     
     EPA agrees that the development and implementation of control and          
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     remediation programs addressing nonpoint sources of pollution is important 
     to the protection and recovery of the Great Lakes System and encourages    
     ongoing and future efforts by Federal, State, Tribal and local governments 
     in this area.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2692.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wisconsin's water quality criteria for toxics, antidegradation policy and  
     implementation procedures, developed and refined over the last seven years,
     seem to be working fairly well in terms of the needs of the dischargers,   
     regulators, and most importantly -- the environment.  To the extent that   
     the Initiative parallels the Wisconsin approach, this can only help level  
     the playing field between dischargers in Wisconsin and those in other Great
     Lakes states.  To the extent that the Initiative builds upon Wisconsin's   
     rules in a logical, workable fashion, we support it.  However, we believe  
     that the issues listed above must be resolved to help realize the promise  
     of the Initiative in protection the lakes.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2692.016     
     
     See response to D2692.015.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2696.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As drafted, the Guidance can abe interpreted as a mandate to the States to 
     revise their water quality standards, and to enforce them through effuent  
     lilmitations in permits on a rigid time schedule.  Accorddingly, the GLWQG 
     is hardly a true "guidance", notwithstanding use of the term in its title. 
     On the other hand, givevn the complex, costly and innovative nature of the 
     program, Member systems suggest that more restraint an caution needs to be 

Page 1099



$T044618.TXT
     exercised in implementation of the Guidance.  The States need flexability, 
     both as to the degree of control to be imposed, and the timing of          
     implementation of additionala treatment technology, if the program is to   
     succeed rather than fail.  so do revise the GLWQG to provide that it is not
     binding, and that deviations will be permitted by the States for good      
     cause, including technologicl feasibility, scientif justification, and     
     economic necessity.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2696.037     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2696.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further reduction in pollutant loading is generally not readily available  
     to many point dischargers, and specifically to high volume, low mass       
     loading dischargers, such as power plants operating in the Great Lakes     
     Basin with once-through cooling.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2696.038     
     
     See the discussion of intake water pollutants in Section VIII.E of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2697.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The stated goal of the Clean Water Act is "that the discharge of toxic     
     pollutants in toxic amounts be prohibited."  Clean Water Act, Section 101  
     (a) (3).  As a result, in establishing new standards for the Great Lakes   
     System, EPA is limited to the regulation of toxics only to the extent that 
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     it can show that they would be discharged in toxic amounts.  In evaluating 
     the standards to be set for the discharge of metals to the Great Lakes     
     System, the Proposed Guidance relies upon statistics and studies from the  
     early and mid-1980s such as the 1985 study "Guidelines for Deriving        
     Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic    
     Organisms and Their Uses" which assumed incorrectly that total metals,     
     including suspended particulates, were bioavailable to operate in toxic    
     amounts to the receiving organisms.  This outdated approach is flawed and  
     should not be relied upon in determining standards for the Great Lakes.    
     
     
     Response to: D2697.001     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2697.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA's own work in other recent studies has shown that using total      
     metals greatly overestimates the portion of the metals which can be        
     absorbed and bioaccumulated.  EPA's "Interim Guidance on Interpretation and
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals" (EPA May 1992)         
     ("Interim Guidance on Metals") concluded that there is a great difference  
     "between metals that are measured [i.e. totals] and metals that are        
     biologically available."  (IG at 1)  The studies that the Proposed Guidance
     relies upon do not capture the complexities in setting toxicity levels for 
     metals discussed in the Interim Guidance on Metals.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2697.002     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2697.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The toxicity methodologies that the Proposed Guidance uses do not          
     adequately reflect the physical realities as described in the Interim      
     Guidance on Metals.  The proposed Guidance thus overestimates the          
     bioavailability of metals.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2697.003     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2697.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Interim Guidance on Metals describes in detail the differences in      
     bioavailability between particulate metals and dissolved metals:           
     "Particulate metal is generally expected to have less bioavailability than 
     dissolved metal."  (IG at 3.)  The Proposed Guidance does not base its     
     findings on this simple proposition that greatly lowers potential toxicity 
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2697.004     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2697.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the Interim Guidance on Metals states that, "some metals may exist
     in a variety of dissolved species that differ significantly in toxicity."  
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     Again, there is no indication that the Proposed Guidance takes into account
     the differences in toxicity levels that can occur with the same type of    
     metal.  The Proposed Guidance therefore has set toxicity levels too        
     stringently.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2697.005     
     
     The criteria for metals in Tables 1 and 2 of the proposed rule were        
     expressed as total recoverable concentrations.  Subsequent to the proposal,
     EPA issued a memorandum to all EPA Regional Water Management Division      
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).  The     
     memorandum covered a number of areas including the expression of aquatic   
     life criteria.  For the expression of aquatic life metals criteria, the    
     memorandum recommended that State water quality standards be based on      
     dissolved metals because dissolved metal concentrations more closely       
     approximate the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than    
     does total recoverable metal concentrations.  However, because the present 
     National aquatic life criteria were expressed as total recoverable         
     measurements, it is necessary to use a conversion factor to convert the    
     total recoverable metal concentrations to equivalent dissolved metal       
     concentrations.                                                            
                                                                                
     In response to the comment, EPA agrees that, in general, the dissolved     
     metal fraction more closely approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal
     in the water column than does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life        
     criteria are designed to protect aquatic organisms from water column       
     toxicity.  The primary mechanism for water column toxicity is adsorption at
     the gill surface which requires metals to be in the dissolved form. The use
     of the dissolved form of the metal will, therefore, better approximate the 
     toxicity to the aquatic organism.                                          
                                                                                
     This does not suggest, however, that the expression of metals criteria as  
     total recoverable is not scientifically defensible, nor does this imply    
     that State and Tribes are required to adopt the dissolved metals criteria. 
     Although EPA expresses criteria as dissolved metal concentrations in the   
     final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be situations, such as concern 
     about potential impacts of contaminated sediments or about food chain      
     effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression of metals criteria 
     as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will still allow States and Tribes
     the flexibility to adopt total recoverable criteria for metals as stated in
     the memorandum issued to all EPA Regional Water Management Division        
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).          
                                                                                
     Water quality standards should address the risk of the contaminant to the  
     environment, but there is no adequate basis for suggestion that this risk  
     is simply related to the concentration of a specific dissolved species.    
     Even if certain species are demonstrated to be more potent than other      
     significant species, overall toxicity and risk are a function not just of  
     relative toxicity (potency), but also of relative concentration. Even if   
     the toxic species has a low concentration or is not present in the         
     environment, other less potent, but more prevalent, forms can pose the     
     greater risk.  It makes little sense to relate criteria to forms that are  
     the most potent if they actually are not the principal source of actual    
     toxicity.  Most chemicals of concern have different species with different 
     potencies, but all the species need to be considered in setting standards  
     because they can all contribute somewhat to the risk and because fate      

Page 1103



$T044618.TXT
     processes may cause them to interconvert and their relative concentrations 
     to change.  The total amount of chemical needs to be considered in any     
     adequate assessment, and so it should be the chemical in general that      
     appears on the list of concern, not a particular species.  Speciation is   
     important in assessing risk and as standards are developed there should be 
     consideration of the effect of speciation, but it is not appropriate for   
     this rule to mandate regulations that focus exclusively on one species.    
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
     Conversion factors for the proposed total recoverable metals criteria were 
     derived and publicly noticed on August 30, 1994 (59FR44678).  EPA adjusted 
     these conversion factors and used them to convert the proposed criteria    
     from total recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations for the  
     final Guidance. EPA will promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1  
     and 2 of part 132 for States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2697.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulating metals at levels below toxic amounts would cause unnecessary    
     adverse economic affects on industries in the Great Lakes Region which     
     would undermine the welfare of those businesses and ultimately their       
     employees.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2697.006     
     
     EPA believes that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely   
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
     organism and should alleviate the commenters concern about regulating      
     metals at levels below toxic amounts..                                     
                                                                                
     This does not suggest, however, that the expression of metals criteria as  
     total recoverable is not scientifically defensible because these more      
     conservative criteria still protect aquatic life, nor does this imply that 
     State and Tribes are required to adopt the dissolved metals criteria.      
     Although EPA expresses criteria as dissolved metal concentrations in the   
     final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be situations, such as concern 
     about potential impacts of contaminated sediments or about food chain      
     effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression of metals criteria 
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     as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will still allow States and Tribes
     the flexibility to adopt total recoverable criteria for metals as stated in
     the memorandum issued to all EPA Regional Water Management Division        
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).          
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.  EPA 
     will promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 for
     States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals criteria.            
                                                                                
     See also response to comment D2620.020.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2697.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Valid and sensible regulation must begin with the apportionment of total   
     metals in water discharges between those fractions which are bioavailable  
     to cause toxic effects and those which pass readily through the organisms. 
     Over-regulation using total metals would not accomplish the stated purposes
     of the Clean Water Act and would inflict costs upon the regional industries
     far in excess of the environmental benefits.  Lavin therefore recommends   
     setting toxicity levels based on the methodology of the Interim Guidance on
     Metals.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2697.007     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2697.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance does not draw distinctions between different waters  
     of the "Great Lakes System."  Yet there is a significant difference between
     discharges which go directly to the Great Lakes and those which go to      
     distant tributaries which eventually flow to the Great Lakes.  Lavin       
     supports the goal of protecting aquatic life in the Great Lakes and human  
     and animal life around the Great Lakes.  To meet this goal, however, it is 
     not necessary for the Proposed Guidance to impose identical regulations on 
     all discharges regardless of the point of discharge.  Discharges which go  
     directly to the Great Lakes obviously have the most direct correlation to  
     impact on the Great Lakes System.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2697.008     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2697.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance must account for the significant difference in       
     potential effects on the Great Lakes of a discharge originating            
     approximately one mile from the Lake which combines with so many other     
     flows before it reaches the Lake, and a discharge directly into the Lake.  
     In the case of the discharge far from a Lake (which occurs with an almost  
     infinite variety of factual settings across the Great Lakes), the States   
     whould be given authority to set criteria sufficient to ensure that the    
     discharge of the receiving body into the Great Lakes System meets the Great
     Lakes criteria. Only if the empirical data show that the receiving stream  
     at the point of discharge is unable to meet the water quality standards,   
     should there be a basis for more stringent upstream regulation.  Otherwise,
     there is no basis for more stringent upstream regulation of the discharges.
      Because the goal of the Clean Water Act is to prohibit the discharge of   
     toxics in toxic amounts, not the mere discharge of toxics, regulating the  
     distant discharger as stringently as the entity discharging directly into  
     the Lake is unnecessary to the protection of the Great Lakes.              
     
     
     Response to: D2697.009     
     
     See response to comment number D2697.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2697.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The States are in a far better position than the federal government to     
     regulate through the existing NPDES permitting program any additional      
     discharge limits for distant lake tributaries which are necessary to meet  
     Great Lakes water quality standards in the Great Lakes themselves.         
     
     
     Response to: D2697.010     
     
     See response to comment number D2697.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2697.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lavin recognizes that the Proposed Guidance contains a modification        
     provision for site specific conditions.  Yet, the presumption likely would 
     be against such modifications.  Iin addition, rather than set up a standard
     which would apply to a distant discharger unless modified, the Proposed    
     Guidance should instead not impose additional restrictions on upstream     
     dischargers unless the discharge of the receiving stream into the Great    
     Lakes is shown to impair the Great Lakes' water quality.  In this way,     
     parties will be able to obtain more rapid certainty about the likely level 
     of contaminants which will be allowed in their discharge by sampling of the
     receiving stream.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2697.011     
     
     See response to comment number D2697.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
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     Comment ID: D2697.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc OT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indeed, the States could sample the receiving streams at the point of the  
     discharge into the Great Lakes so that a single set of sampling could be   
     done for the benefit of all upstream dischargers into that receiving       
     stream.  The current approach in the Proposed Guidance, which places the   
     burden on the discharger to show why site specific relief is necessary,    
     would instead create significant uncertainty and slow down the regulatory  
     process because of the number of site specific decisions which would need  
     to be made.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2697.012     
     
     See response to comment D2917.143.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA sees no merit in the States sampling the receiving streams at the point
     of the discharge into the Great Lakes unless used as a safety check to     
     ensure that downstream water quality standards are met by upstream sources.
      EPA questions the utility of this statement.  No explanation is given by  
     the commenter to fully understand the relevance of the statement.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2697.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lavin contends that a more efficient and appropriate process would be to   
     have those decisions made by first reviewing the receiving streams against 
     the water quality criteria for the receiving Great Lake and then, if       
     necessary, adopt additional criteria for upstream dischargers into those   
     receiving streams designed to improve the quality of the streams and reduce
     the adverse effect of those streams on the Great Lakes as measured by the  
     Great Lakes criteria.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2697.013     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes an ecosystem approach to the       
     protection of aquatic life, wildlife and human health in the Great Lakes   
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     basin as discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and      
     supporting documents.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2697.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance, as well as the final regulations, will affect       
     industry in only one area of the country, the Great Lakes region.  Industry
     in the Great Lakes region will absorb costs that competitors in other      
     regions will not face.  The Proposed Guidance therefore will upset the     
     competitive balance in many industries.  The preamble states that          
     "maintaining the water quality of the Great Lakes and stimulating economic 
     growth are complimentary goals" but the Guidance makes no effort to address
     the economic dislocation it might create for industries facing national    
     competition.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2697.014     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2697.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lavin proposes that the problem of competitive disadvantages be addressed  
     by a slow phase-in of the final regulations.  The long term phase-in would 
     permit other regions of the country, as they become regulated by similar   
     measures in the coming years, to have less of an advantage over industry in
     the Great Lakes Region.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2697.015     
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     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2698.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences.  EPA used scientifically unproven     
     methodologies for deriving a Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify      
     chemicals of particular concern which will be subject to especially        
     stringent controls) and to set limits on substances for which limited data 
     exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are resolved, it is not  
     appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2698.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the science supporting the Guidance is weak or     
     invalid.  See Section I.C of the SID for a discussion of EPA's development 
     of the final Guidance.  See also the discussion of the SAB's comments on   
     individual components of the final Guidance within the applicable          
     provisions of the preamble to the final Guidance and the SID.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2698.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point-source industrial
     dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.  Although        
     pollution from these sources has been severely curtailed over the last 20  
     years, GLI focuses on them, ignoring major sources of these substances such
     as contaminated sediments, airborne pollutants, contaminated stormwater    
     runoff from city streets and lawns, and construction sites and agriculture.
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     Response to: D2698.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2698.003A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:]                           
                                                                                
     -- conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemicals in  
     cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not exist (or, as 
     an alternative, meeting standards which are designed to be more stringent  
     than necessary).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2698.003A    
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2698.003B
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:]                           
                                                                                
     -- treating substances which they did not generate or add to in their      
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     discharge; that is, substances already present in water used by entities   
     for cooling or other puposes.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2698.003B    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.003C
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:]                           
                                                                                
     -- undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have  
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2698.003C    
     
     With regard to the use of WQBELs below the level of quantification, please 
     keep in mind that such limits will be required only if there is reasonable 
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality         
     criteria.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2698.003D
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:]                           
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     -- conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration  
     proving that any increases in discharges will lead to major social and     
     economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before the facility
     could increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even if permit
     limits would not be exceeded.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2698.003D    
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2698.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.    
     GLI seeks further, very expensive reductions from point source dischargers.
     Costs studies by four industries alone indicate that their costs would be  
     over $5 billion dollars in capital and almost $1.5 billion per year in     
     annual operation and maintenance costs.  Moreover, the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors authorized an independent study, conducted by DR/McGraw    
     Hill, of the costs and benefits of GLI. The DRI draft report concludes that
     major costs of up to $2.3 billion annually would be imposed by the GLI and 
     that environmental benefits would not be measurable.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2698.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2698.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As additional cost studies for the automobile and petroleum industries are 
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     completed and submitted to DRI as part of requested comments these         
     estimates will rise substantially.  Moreover, a new study, not available to
     DRI earlier, estimates that costs to municipalities will be between $7 and 
     $7.5 billion in capital costs and over $1 billion in annual costs.  And,   
     given the broad array of substances and the extremely low levels that must 
     be met only some of these costs can be passed on to upstream direct        
     dischargers.  All of this additional information will be included in DRI's 
     final report to the Governors.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2698.005     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2698.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, industries in the region would be at a severe economic        
     disadvantage over industries elsewhere in the Great Lakes states and       
     nationally who are not subject to the same provisions.  The antidegradation
     provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making it difficult or     
     impossible for companies to return to full production during the course of 
     economic recovery and by forcing delays in business decisions while        
     antidegradation demonstration reviews are being carried out.               
     
     
     Response to: D2698.006     
     
     See response to comment D2594.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2698.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities and
     with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples      
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and conflicting       
     objectives for state agencies in administering environmental statutes.  It 
     will also result in most states in the region administering two separate   
     permit programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states    
     change their own rules to effectively apply the GLI statewide.  Statewide  
     application would only serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws on 
     a much larger number of dischargers.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2698.007     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections    
     I.C, I.D and II.C. of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2698.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will likely set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the     
     country.  Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance of the 
     policies and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve      
     unproven science and new more burdensome approaches to implementation.     
     
     
     Response to: D2698.008     
     
     EPA does not agree that the scientific basis for the final Guidance is     
     unproven, or that its provisions are overly conservative or inequitable for
     the protection of the Great Lakes System.  The scientific basis and the    
     reasons for risk management decisions for the final Guidance are discussed 
     in detail in sections I through VIII of the SID. See also response to      
     comment P2629.023.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2698.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For substances that have not been thoroughly researched, the GLI proposes  
     to adopt a new policy: the less that is known about a substance, the more  
     stringent the water quality requirements.  Although developing a           
     methodology to better address narrative water quality standards for all    
     substances may be appropriate, Northern States Power Company- Wisconsin has
     several concerns about the science and implementation of the proposed Tier 
     II approach.                                                               
                                                                                
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors produce       
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.  In addition,
     EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing better criteria
     to the discharger: it is up to the discharger to prove that a less         
     stringent standard is merited.  Yet, because of antibacksliding provisions 
     it becomes possible that the more valid Tier I criteria could not be       
     applied once they are developed.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board has     
     raised a number of questions about the Tier II methodology and has         
     indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach needs further review for       
     validity before use.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2698.009     
     
     See response to comments D2587.091 and D2856.024.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2698.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the normal burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the  
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a Catch-22 situation.  Permittees could:            
                                                                                
     1) Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to  
     develop Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since some studies may take 
     24 months or longer and thus dischargers would not have sufficient time to 
     complete research and studies and then put in place additional equipment if
     needed within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting the    
     Tier II limits.  Or,                                                       
                                                                                
     2) They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter      
     value, even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.     
     This may place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research
     proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing plants are   
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     not forced to meet the same standards.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2698.010     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2698.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To address this company's concerns, we recommend that the following change 
     be made:                                                                   
                                                                                
     - No permit limits should be based on Tier II values.  Thus,               
     antibacksliding provisions which would prevent the replacement of the more 
     valid Tier I criteria for Tier II values would not apply.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2698.011     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2698.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures developed under the GLI must be grounded in sound science.      
     Because of its broad implications and its overreaching importance as a     
     trigger for regulation, the development of accurate Bioaccumulation Factors
     (BAFs) is crucial.  BAFs play a key part in determining human and wildlife 
     criteria and are the sole basis for defining bioaccumulative chemicals of  
     concern (BCCs) which are subject to much stricter provisions than are other
     regulated substances.                                                      
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     The concept of deriving a bioaccumulation factor is sound.  However, many, 
     including EPA's own Science Advisory Board (SAB), do not believe the       
     science underlying BAF has been sufficiently developed to justify its use  
     in the Initiative or as a regulatory trigger.  This is especially important
     since the economic consequences of additional controls on BCCs are so      
     great.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2698.012     
     
     See response to comment D2669.020                                          
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2698.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, or ecology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2698.013     
     
     See response to comment G3202.017                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2698.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier (FCM) combined    
     with the bioconcentration factor (BCF).  This methodology does not take    
     into account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and   
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     does not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, it cannot        
     reasonable be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what     
     actually occurs in the ecosystem.  Further, the SAB report states that the 
     BCF-to-BAF model "has not been adequately tested to use for the            
     establishment of regional water quality at this time."                     
     
     
     Response to: D2698.014     
     
     In the proposal, EPA used the pelagic food web model of Thomann (1989) with
     very generic input parameters for deriving the FCMs used in the BAF        
     methodology.  EPA agrees with the commenter and in the final Guidance, EPA 
     has used Great Lake specific input parameters whenever possible in the     
     model.  The input data for the model were taken from peer-reviewed         
     publications of Flint (1986) and Oliver and Niimi (1988).  In addition, EPA
     has changed from the model of Thomann (1989) to the model of Gobas (1993)  
     for deriving FCMs because the model of Gobas (1993) includes both benthic  
     and pelagic food web pathways and is much less sensitive to input          
     parameters for higher log Kow chemicals.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  In order to account for metabolism, the final Guidance  
     has differentiated which BAF data are required to derive Tier I human      
     health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals based on whether        
     metabolism is accounted for or not.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for     
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three fish shows   
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2698.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology  
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  Errors of two   
     orders of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input     
     parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these
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     input parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were       
     adopted with no critical review.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2698.015     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2698.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured  
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions, although the methodology     
     tends to overestimate greatly as log P (bioaccumulation tendency)          
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2698.016     
     
     See IV.B.2 of the SID where EPA summarized the comparisons between the BAFs
     predicted by the Gobas model and field-measured BAFs.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2698.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCCs is         
     arbitraty.  EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the proposed
     rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1000 is the    
     right value.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2698.017     
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     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2698.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2698.018     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2698.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until these questions about the methodology have been resolved, the BAF    
     procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving Water Quality 
     Standards.  Because the concept of examining bioaccumulative potential of  
     chemicals is so important, industry is prepared to work with EPA in a joint
     research effort to develop a better methodology and urges EPA to accelerate
     its efforts to do so.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2698.019     
     
     See response to comment D2830.038                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2698.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI marks the first time that EPA has sought to develop water quality  
     standards expressly aimed at protecting wildlife.  Because this is a new   
     effort, it is especialy important that it be extensively reviewed by the   
     scientific community and found to be scientifically sound.  However, the   
     proposed methodology has not been generally accepted by the scientific     
     community.  As noted by the Science Advisory Board, EPA's proposed         
     methodology is based on the human health paradigm and thus is aimed at     
     protecting individuals, not species.  In addition, the species selected to 
     provide a basis for the criteria are not ecologically representative of the
     region.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Before a final methodology for the protection of wildlife is proposed, EPA 
     should address these concerns; in addition, the final methodology should be
     subject to a thorough peer review process in which any other concerns      
     expressed by the scientific community would be addressed.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2698.020     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2698.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the GLI antidegradation policy could have a significant       
     adverse effect on economic growth in the Great Lakes region and would      
     impose onerous demonstration requirements on both municipal and industrial 
     dischargers.  The policy brings about a number of significant changes that 
     will unnecessarily inhibit growth:                                         
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     Response to: D2698.021     
     
     See response to comment D2594.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2698.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,        
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanity or industrial) would first require expensive and 
     time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and     
     ecoomic benefits.  For all other substances, GLI also imposes burdensome   
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the proposed          
     antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in time, putting
     the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage over other   
     parts of the country.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2698.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2698.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs the existing effluent quality (EEQ) would become a legally        
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants currently operating at less than full
     capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and      
     cycles of demand for industrial products, many production facilities are   
     operating at less than full capacity:  they will remain that way unless    
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     some flexibility is provided for in the final rule.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2698.023     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2698.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilities--including waste water treatment plants--which     
     operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing permit limitations
     for BCCs will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable permit   
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged,         
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2698.024     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2698.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharges, EPA could     
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
     to undertake significant, expensive monitoring.  In addition, it would     
     expose companies to legal liabilities, since if the substance were         
     detected, the facility instantly would be out of compliance.               
     
     
     Response to: D2698.025     
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     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2698.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even if
     a data base is established to show that these substances pose no           
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2698.026     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2698.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2698.027     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2698.028A
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [These requirements are burdensome and unworkable.  They will delay        
     business decisions and expose facilities to significant liability risks.   
     In order to rectify this, we urge above concerns be addressed and that the 
     following changes be made:]                                                
                                                                                
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in a            
     water-quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing     
     effluent quality.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2698.028A    
     
     See the SID, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues..                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2698.028B
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [These requirements are burdensome and unworkable.  They will delay        
     business decisions and expose facilities to significant liability risks.   
     In order to rectify this, we urge above concerns be addressed and that the 
     following changes be made:]                                                
                                                                                
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2698.028B    
     
     See the SID, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2698.028C
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [These requirementes are burdensome and unworkable.  They will delay       
     business decisions and expose facilities to significant liability risks.   
     In order to rectify this, we urge above concerns be addressed and that the 
     following changes be made:]                                                
                                                                                
     Non-point sources should not be addressed under the provisions.  Instead,  
     they should be considered as part of the Total Maximum Daily Load/Waste    
     Load Allocation provision.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2698.028C    
     
     See the SID, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2698.028D
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [These requirements are burdensome and unworkable.  They will delay        
     business decisions and expose facilities to significant liability risks.   
     In order to rectify this, we urge above concerns be addressed and that the 
     following changes be made:]                                                
                                                                                
     Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary  
     and based on subjective judgment.  While it is important that states retain
     flexibility in making decisions regarding antidegradation demonstrations,  
     companies should also be assured that if they meet certain minimum         
     requirements of a demonstration they will be granted the necessary         
     increase.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2698.028D    
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2698.029A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Site Specific Criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the    
     standards set by GLI are exceedingly over protective.  Despite this, the   
     GLI generally requires the application of water criteria and values        
     throughout the Great Lakes regardless of state or tribal designations and  
     regardless of site-specific water conditions.  The failure to use, or to   
     allow for, site specific adjustments except under very specific, limited   
     circumstances ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere 
     due to physical or geological factors not related to toxic substances.     
     It is essential that States have the ability to develop scientificaly sound
     site-specific water quality standards which recognize unique local         
     conditions including populations of fish species and other organisms       
     present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents, and       
     bioavailability.                                                           
                                                                                
     To assure this, the following changes to the rule should be made:]         
                                                                                
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2698.029A    
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
                                                                                
     For information regarding designated uses see Section II of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BA
     Comment ID: D2698.029B
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Site Specific Criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the    
     standards set by GLI are exceedingly over protective.  Despite this, the   
     GLI generally requires the application of water criteria and values        
     throughout the Great Lakes regardless of state or tribal designations and  
     regardless of site-specific water conditions.  The failure to use, or to   
     allow for, site specific adjustments except under very specific, limited   
     circumstances ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere 
     due to physical or geological factors not related to toxic substances.     
     It is essential that States have the ability to develop scientifically     
     sound site-specific water quality standards which recognize unique local   
     conditions including populations of fish species and other organisms       
     present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents, and       
     bioavailability.                                                           
                                                                                
     To assure this, the following changes to the rule should be made:]         
                                                                                
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits         
     (WQBELS).                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2698.029B    
     
     See responses to comments D2698.029C and P2574.061.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2698.029C
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Site Specific Criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the    
     standards set by GLI are exceedingly over protective.  Despite this, the   
     GLI generally requires the application of water criteria and values        
     throughout the Great Lakes regardless of state or tribal designations and  
     regardless of site-specific water conditions.  The failure to use, or to   
     allow for, site specific adjustments except under very specific, limited   
     circumstances ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere 
     due to physical or geological factors not related to toxic substances.     
     It is essential that States have the ability to develop scientifically     
     sound site-specific water quality standards which recognize unique local   
     conditions including populations of fish species and other organisms       
     present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents, and       
     bioavailability.                                                           
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     To assure this, the following changes to the rule should be made:]         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect local conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2698.029C    
     
     The site-specific modification procedures in the final Guidance allow both 
     more and less stringent modifications to all aquatic life, wildlife, and   
     human health criteria as well as BAFs.                                     
                                                                                
     See Section II of the SID for more information on use designations.        
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2854L.053 regarding boundaries for attainment of  
     water quality standards.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2698.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of intake credits in many circumstances will force 
     municipal and industrial dischargers to treat substances that they do not  
     add to their effluent.  The GLI requires dischargers to treat substances   
     present in the influent except under very specific situations which will be
     almost impossible to meet.  This proposed policy imposes tremendous costs  
     and liability problems on plant operators, subjects dischargers to         
     enforcement actions based on substances that they did not generate, and    
     raises a basic concern for equity among regions.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2698.030     
     
     The general issue of a discharger's obligation to remove background        
     pollutants is the same as in comment D2798.058 and is addressed in the     
     response to that comment. Also see the SID at Section VIII.E.5.  In        
     addition, EPA notes that intake credits are not universally available as   
     suggested by the commenter.  Despite action taken by EPA in the final      
     Guidance regarding the availability of intake credits for WQBELS, States   
     always retain the right to establish more stringent requirements and not   
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     make intake credits available.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2698.031A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin believes this new approach is     
     unacceptable for the following reasons.]                                   
                                                                                
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits. 
     Under the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly consider
     intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five specific conditions:
     100% of the discharge water is returned to the same body of water from     
     which it was derived; the facility does not add any of the substance in the
     process; the facility does not alter the substances chemically or          
     physically; there is no increase of the substance at the edge of the mixing
     zone; and the timing and location of the discharge would not lead to       
     adverse water quality impacts.                                             
                                                                                
     A close review shows that these conditions will almost never be met.  Very 
     few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all intake 
     water in the same stream segment or area.  In addition, for some substances
     it would be extremely difficult for a facility to prove for some substances
     that none of the chemicals is being added, for example, through metals     
     leaching from process pipes.  Because of this, facilities will become      
     legally responsible for substances that they did not generate.             
     
     
     Response to: D2698.031A    
     
     This comment is the same as comments D2669.053 and .054 and is addressed in
     the response to those comments.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2698.031B
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 1131



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin believes this new approach is     
     unacceptable for the following reasons.]                                   
                                                                                
     Intake chemicals should not be subject to regulation. The Clean Water Act  
     regulates the discharge of pollutants, which is specifically defined as    
     "any addition of pollutants to navigable waters from any point source."    
     (33 USC 1361(12); emphasis added).  The legal history of this issue clearly
     supports the assertion that substances present in the intake stream are not
     covered by this provision:                                                 
                                                                                
     In Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976), which    
     remains the only precedent which definitely addresses the concept at hand, 
     the court concluded: "It is industry's position that EPA has no            
     jurisdiction under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter
     a plant through its intake stream.  We agree."  The agency relies on the   
     difference between technology based limits and WQBELs to support its       
     prohibition against intake credits in the GLI; however, there is nothing   
     inherent to this distinction that would explain why intake pollutants      
     should be handled differently.                                             
                                                                                
     The cases EPA cites fail to support the Agency's position.  N.W.F. v.      
     Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th Cir. 1988) adopted the Agency's
     previous definition of "addition."  The other cases are simply not         
     applicable, as they involve discharges of a seafood processing plant,      
     redeposition of vegetation, etc., not "pollutants" removed from and then   
     returned to the waterways.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2698.031B    
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2698.031C
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin believes this new approach is     
     unacceptable for the following reasons.]                                   
                                                                                
     Water quality is not improved This provision will prohibit intake credits  
     even when the effluent from a plant has lower concentrations of substances 
     than does the receiving water.  It is difficult to undestand how such an   
     action would contribute to the exceedance of a water quality standard.     
     
     

Page 1132



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: D2698.031C    
     
     EPA's rationale for not extending special consideration of intake pollutant
     to intake pollutants from different bodies of water is discussed in the SID
     at Section VIII.E.4.c. and 5.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2698.031D
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin believes this new approach is     
     unacceptable for the following reasons.]                                   
                                                                                
     Individual users of the Great Lakes waters will become obligated to serve  
     as mini-water treatment plants Under the Clean Water Act, individual       
     dischargers are held responsible for the impact that their actions have on 
     the Nation's waters.  However, this does not mean that they have the       
     obligation to "restore" the Nation's water integrity.  The denial of intake
     credits will create a situation where a facility takes in a small amount of
     water from a polluted water body, uses it, purifies it at great expense,   
     and releases it back into the polluted water.  This outcome is nonsensical,
     while at the same time being extremely expensive.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2698.031D    
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed elsewhere in the      
     response to comment document and in the SID at Section VIII.E.5.  See SID  
     at Section VIII.E.3-7 generally for a discussion of the final intake       
     pollutant procedures.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2698.031E
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     [Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin believes this new approach is     
     unacceptable for the following reasons.]                                   
                                                                                
     Policy concerns lead to the conclusion that intake credits must be allowed.
     In its proposed rule, EPA expressed some concern that allowing for intake  
     credits would create an economic incentive for facilities to relocate to   
     water bodies that are more polluted.  It is unlikely that the decision to  
     locate or relocate a facility would be base primarily on the pollution     
     levels in the water body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake 
     pollutant levels under an intake credit option would be important enough to
     create an incentive to relocate just underscores the economic burdens of   
     having no intake credit.  Whatever the validity of this concern, it is     
     clearly outweighed by numerous, more compelling considerations:            
                                                                                
     - The proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer.                 
                                                                                
     - EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge"    
     which in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, EPA's   
     new approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and   
     state power to control and eliminate water pollution.                      
                                                                                
     - The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the 
     permitting process.  For example,it raises the question of whether dams    
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.                      
                                                                                
     - Civil and criminal liability would be dramatically expanded.  Under the  
     new definition, every substance in the intake water requires a permit or,  
     at a minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that          
     substance.  Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary    
     considerably, the facility's civil and even criminal liability could be    
     beyond its control.                                                        
                                                                                
     - When water quality standards have been exceeded, the technology-based    
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to dealing    
     with its own chemicals, the facility would be required to have technology  
     to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution without workable   
     industry standards to guide them.                                          
                                                                                
     - Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found  
     to be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to    
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     thorugh a complex and time-consuming and expensive variance or use         
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     eventually be the same as if intake credits were allowed.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2698.031E    
     
     The comment addressing economic incentive for relocating is addressed in   
     the response to comment P2574.090. Legal issues are addressed in the SID at
     VIII.E.5 and elsewhere in the response to comments. The comment of about   
     the utility of technology-based limits is addressed in the response to     
     comment P2574.098.  The last issue in this comment is addressed in the     
     response to comment P2574.099.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2698.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI must address intake credits, it should select option 4 In the   
     Guidance, EPA proposed four options for regulating intake credits.  Of     
     these Option 4 is the most reasonable.  This is the option developed by the
     Technical Work Group of the GLI and endorsed by all of the Great Lakes     
     states representatives.  States such as Wisconsin have successfully        
     implemented this provision in permits which have not been objected to by   
     the Agency, and sufficient limitations can be placed on a permit writer's  
     discretion under this option.  However, this option should be modified so  
     that noncontact cooling water and municipality discharges are exempted and 
     the provision limiting intake credits to water quality impaired streams    
     should be eliminated.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2698.032     
     
     This is the same as comment D2669.067 and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits below a           
     quantifiable level imposes tremendous uncertainty and legal liability      
     beyond those contemplated by the Clean Water Act.  Currently, federal      
     regulations do not require or specify procedures for determining compliance
     when WQBELs are set at less than quantifiable levels.  This is left to the 
     discretion of individual states.  The GLI regulation establishes specific  
     compliance procedures for Great Lakes States in these instances.  It       
     requires that each permit include the actual calculated limit, even though 
     it may not be analytically measurable and would not be used to determine   
     compliance.  Compliance would be based on the compliance evaluation level, 
     in this case the minimum level that can be detected analytically.  In      
     addition, dischargers would be required to implement a complex and         
     expensive pollutant minimization program even though the substances of     
     concern have not been detected in the plant's discharge.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2698.033     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.034A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [We have a number of concerns regarding these provisions:]                 
                                                                                
     It places a plant operator at the mercy of the laboratory's detection      
     equipment and the efficiency of its analytical technicians.  Laboratory    
     detection capability varies greatly throughout the Great Lakes Region as it
     does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending upon the matrix being   
     analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate treatment requirements and   
     enforcement activities across the basin.  Without consistency on factors   
     such as practical quantitation levels (PQLs), vastly inconsistent,         
     arbitrary, and inappopriate requirements will result.  In addition,        
     measurement of very low levels of substances using equipment at the        
     frontiers of detection capability, there is a higher likelihood of false   
     readings or misidentification of substances.  These readings may unfairly  
     subject operators to significant liability and costs.  Moreover, the long  
     lag time between sampling and analysis could mean that the operator could  
     unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2698.034A    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.034B
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [We have a number of concerns regarding these provisions.]                 
                                                                                
     In order to avoid serious liability, municipal and industrial plant        
     operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated          
     monitoring equipment to frequently monitor the influent to the plant in    
     order to detect specified chemicals in the intake waters that are not in   
     the production process and would have to put in place sophisticated        
     treatment technology that will ensure that any substance listed in the     
     permit will remain below detectable limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2698.034B    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.034C
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [We have a number of concerns regarding these provisions:]                 
                                                                                
     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances have not been detected in the plant's
     discharge.  Just because a WQBEL is below detection limits does not mean   
     that there is a need for the permittee to "eliminate the pollutant," or    
     that the specified minimization program requirements are necessary or      
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2698.034C    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.034D
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [We have a number of concerns regarding these provisions:]                 
                                                                                
     The agency does not address how a municipality would implement a program   
     given that it has little, if any, control over indirect discharges,        
     especially from households.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2698.034D    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.034E
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [We have a number of concerns regarding these provisions:]                 
                                                                                
     In cases where reduction of a substance may be warranted, it is            
     inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2698.034E    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.035A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following       
     changes be made to the WQBEL provision of the GLI guidance:]               
                                                                                
     No WQBEL should be placed in a permit even if below the detection limit.   
     At most, WQBELs should be described in the EPA fact sheet that accompanies 
     permits.  Moreover, a narrative statement should be included, stating that 
     the discharger is in compliance with the limit if chemicals are not        
     detected above the PQL.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2698.035A    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.035B
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following       
     changes be made to the WQBEL provision of the GLI guidance:]               
                                                                                
     Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor of
     EPA's formal approval process may be used when the limit is below the      
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     Practical Quantitation Limit.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2698.035B    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.035C
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following       
     changes be made to the WQBEL provision of the GLI guidance:]               
                                                                                
     Compliance with PQL should be determined only by quantitative analysis of  
     the final effluent.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2698.035C    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.035D
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following       
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     changes be made to the WQBEL provision of the GLI guidance:]               
                                                                                
     Pollutant minimization program requirements should either be dropped or    
     should not be enforceable, since EPA does not have the authority under     
     water quality regulations to regulate substances which are not being       
     discharged by the Facility.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2698.035D    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2698.035E
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following       
     changes be made to the WQBEL provision of the GLI guidance:]               
                                                                                
     EPA, industry representatives, and environmental groups should work        
     together at a "Technical Summit" to discuss why WQBELs are below the       
     Practical Quantitation Levels.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2698.035E    
     
     EPA agrees that a technical summit on the issues related to WQBELs below   
     the                                                                        
     level of quantification would be beneficial to all parties.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2698.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to these specific concerns, this company believes that EPA has 
     seriously underestimated the economic impacts of the GLI on individual     
     Great Lakes companies and on the region as a whole.                        
                                                                                
     EPA's cost study was structurally flawed.  The study did not measure the   
     full costs of the major new requirements included in the regulation.  EPA's
     study concludes that the total annual costs of the GLI for all industries  
     would only range from $80 to $505 million, with $230 million the most      
     likely costs.  This study had many defects including:                      
                                                                                
     It was based on an inadequately small sample of only 59 facilities from    
     industry and publicly owned treatment works.  Of these, only 20 were       
     identified as being significantly affected by the regulation.              
                                                                                
     The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one  
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     only estimates the costs of completing the demonstration process.          
                                                                                
     The study generally assumed that the background levels of substances in the
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI           
     regulations and therefore that the new approach to intake credits would not
     be an issue.  Yet, other studies show that the elimination of the intake   
     credit provision would be one of the most costly features of the GLI.      
                                                                                
     The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting WQBELs below   
     detection levels would impose little additional costs because these costs  
     could be attributed to other GLI requirements.                             
                                                                                
     The study did not estimate the costs of compliance for Federal Facilities. 
                                                                                
     Many other concerns with EPA's cost study were raised by the Office of     
     Management and Budget in its review.  OMB advised that these issues be     
     resolved before final publication.  Among these isues is a request for     
     additional analysis on the extent to which the new standards would prevent 
     the establishment of new facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Workers,    
     consumers, and investors will suffer losses whenever construction of new or
     expanded industrial or municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to
     the requirements of the proposed GLI.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2698.036     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025, D2669.079, D2098.038, D2604.045,       
     D2669.082, D2669.083, D2587.107, and D1711.014.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2698.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast, detailed cost studies done my major industries in the Great   
     Lakes region project that companies will incur capital costs in the        
     billions of dollars and annual operation and maintenance costs of several  
     hundred million dollars.  These industry studies are generally conservative
     estimates of costs because all issues and substances were not evaluated.   
     They focuses on only one or two of the major issues (e.g., intake credits  
     or antidegradation); evaluated only the one or two substances most likely  
     to be listed as a BCC and to affect individual industries; and did not     
     consider the very real likelihood that GLI will be extended by states and  
     administered state-wide.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2698.037     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2698.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have 
     the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.  As discussed    
     above, the antidegradation provisions will discourage any changes          
     associated with normal economic growth, including efforts to expand        
     production to prerecession levels.  Manufacturing costs will be            
     significantly higher and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected states or to other regions of the country that are not        
     affected by the regulation.  This will lead to a loss of markets and a loss
     of jobs to the basin.  Moreover, municipalities will be forced to restrict 
     growth and increase sewer costs to meet the new requirements.  Pressure to 
     extend the regulation natonwide will increase in order to ensure economic  
     equity among regions, even where waters are already fully protected and    
     further stringency will not produce additional environmental benefits.     
     
     
     Response to: D2698.038     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2698.039
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In an attempt to resolve the vast differences in costs and benefits between
     EPA and the industry studies the eight Great Lakes Governors commissioned  
     an independent study by DRI/McGraw Hill--experts in estimating the costs of
     environmental regulation.  The report is now available in draft form.      
                                                                                
     The DRI/McGraw Hill draft study not only supports the arguments made above 
     but also goes further to conclude that the GLI proposal:                   
                                                                                
     Is the least cost effective method of achieving the Initiative's goals.    
                                                                                
     Has high compliance costs of up to $2.3 billion per year, and these cost   
     estimates will be much higher when the Report is completed.                
                                                                                
     Will have impacts in the region's economy that are multiples of the costs, 
     and that:                                                                  
                                                                                
     "as currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious      
     resources and borders on an expensive luxury."                             
                                                                                
     As an alternative, DRI recommends implementation of Lakewide Area          
     Management Plans (LAMPs), already required under the Great Lakes Critical  
     Programs Act.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2698.039     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: D2698.040A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA's assessment of benefits was also flawed.  The benefit study conducted
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     by EPA and the three case studies in the Regulatory Impact Analysis that   
     formed the basis for EPA's benefit estimates have raised a number of       
     concerns:]                                                                 
                                                                                
     Despite best evidence that only one percent of PCBs found in the Lower Fox 
     river and Green Bay come from point sources, EPA's benefit study           
     consistently overestimated the role of point sources and attributed from 20
     percent to 100 percent of the benefits of fishery restoration to GLI point 
     source reductions.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2698.040A    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2698.040B
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA's assessment of benefits was also flawed.   The benefit study         
     conducted by EPA and the three case studies in the Regulatory Impact       
     Analysis that formed the basis for EPA's benefit estimates have raised a   
     number of concerns:]                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA's benefit study was based on a highly controversial and unproven       
     methodology called "contingent valuation".  The survey questions were not  
     directly targeted to what GLI will accomplish asking instead what people   
     would be willing to pay to achieve water quality "free from toxic          
     chemicals."  Since this will not be achieved by the regulations, and since 
     other initiatives also work towards the same basic goal, the responses can 
     only represent an extreme upper bound.  The actual benefits would be lower,
     and the responses would have been different if respondents knew this.      
     
     
     Response to: D2698.040B    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2698.040C
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA's assessment of benefits was also flawed.  The benefit study conducted
     by EPA and the three case studies in the Regulatory Impact Analysis that   
     formed the basis for EPA's benefit estimates have raised a number of       
     concerns:]                                                                 
                                                                                
     Estimates are inferior to data based on actual market transactions.  Survey
     responses to "willingness to pay" questions are not reliable because they  
     can be influenced by other factors, such as willingness to please the      
     interviewer and because respondents do not have to follow through and buy  
     at that price.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2698.040C    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2698.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, the DRI Report to the Governors not only supports these arguments   
     but also goes beyond them to conclude that:                                
                                                                                
     The benefits were calculated from the wrong baseline.  Although costs were 
     calculated only based on the costs added by GLI beyond all current         
     requirements that are still being implemented, benefits were calculated    
     from current discharge levels, assigning benefits to GLI that will actually
     be achieved by other rules already in place.                               
                                                                                
     GLI only addresses current point source discharges.  Most of the remaining 
     pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish consumption         
     advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have since been   
     banned or severely restricted.                                             
                                                                                
     Where swimming is banned, it is rearely because of toxic substances, which 
     are regulated by the GLI.                                                  
                                                                                
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that GLI specifically has 
     on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards, miles of
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     shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the removal of    
     fish advisories.                                                           
                                                                                
     The effects of GLI must be measured in terms of its effect on total        
     loadings not just point sources since environmental improvement depends on 
     changes in this total.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2698.041     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014, D2587.017, D2587.014, D2579.002, and   
     D1711.014.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2698.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI study proves unequivocally that the vast majority of several of the
     key substances of concern are from sources other than the direct           
     dischargers regulated by the GLI.  Hence, few if any benefits could be     
     expected from this Initiative as currently proposed.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2698.042     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2698.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Northern States Power Company-Wisconsin believes that some of the most     
     expensive provisions of the GLI, such as the elimination of intake credits 
     and will yield essentially no benefits.  Significant gains have already    
     been made in reducing point source discharges in the region.  The GLI      
     focuses only on these, seeking further, very expensive reductions.  Not    
     addressed are discharges from the Canadian side of the Lakes, deposition of
     airborne emissions, or nonpoint source discharges, such as contaminated    
     storm-water runoff from city streets and lawns, construction site, and     
     agriculture.  At best, GLI would result in only a marginal decrease in the 
     pollutants flowing into the Great Lakes Basin.  Moreover, the specific     
     impact of this decrease is unknown.  EPA's analysis of the costs and       
     benefits of the GLI needs to be improved considerably before this expensive
     new requirement can be justified.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2698.043     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2867.087, F4030.003, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2701.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     Any reasonable individual would support the goals of the GLI; namely, the  
     continued improvement in the water quality of the Great Lakes through      
     environmental policies and programs that contain the following basic       
     principles:  (1) have a sound scientific basis, (2) result in measurable   
     environmental benefits, (3) are achievable, and (4) are flexible,          
     recognizing local conditions.  Still, the District believes that the GLI   
     (and for that matter, any proposed environmental law or regulation) must   
     reflect a balance of the social, political, economic, as well as,          
     environmental concerns of the American public.  It must also be based upon 
     the latest scientific data, and sound scientific principles.               
     
     
     Response to: D2701.001     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment, and believes the final Guidance meets each of 
     the commenter's criteria.  See sections I through VIII of the SID for EPA's
     analysis of the scientific issues involved, and section IX of the SID and  
     the Regulatory Impact Analysis for EPA's analysis of costs and benefits    
     form implementation of provisions consistent with the final Guidance.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2701.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While dollars alone should not be the sole determining factor in           
     environmental policy-making, economics and job displacement must be        
     considered.  Independent studies have documented that the GLI will cost    
     muncipal agencies billions of dollars to implement at a time when they are 
     struggling to meet tremendous drains on their resources.   For the public  
     sector, it is a constant battle to meet the demands for services consistent
     with the need to control tax increases.                                    
                                                                                
     The U.S. Office of Management and Budget (OMB) (January 15, 1993) has      
     concluded that the USEPA substantially understated the cost of implementing
     the GLI at $200 million per year.  A more recent assessment of the economic
     impact of the GLI, prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors, and  
     conducted by DRI-McGraw-Hill, indicated that the GLI could result in the   
     loss of 33,000 jobs from the region.  The DRI-McGraw-Hill report also      
     stated that the annual cost of the GLI to government and industry could    
     approach 2.3 billion dollars.                                              
                                                                                
     The GLI will require a tremendous outlay of taxpayers' dollars for         
     compliance at the same time that the United States is seeking substantial  
     resources for infrastructure repair including highways, dams, bridges, etc.
     Increased costs for municipal and wastewater dischargers will translate    
     into significantly higher costs to consumers through increased rates,      
     higher taxes, and higher costs for goods and services.  These higher costs 
     for compliance will certainly impact decisions on industrial expansion for 
     the Great Lakes basin, and will likely lead to cutbacks in production.     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     The District believes that the regional economy of the Great Lakes must    
     remain competitive in both the domestic and international marketplaces.    
     The challenge of the GLI, and any other environmental policy, will be to   
     integrate environmental and economic issues into good public policy.       
     
     
     Response to: D2701.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2701.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI would create additional stringent controls on pollutants from point
     source discharges in the Great Lakes basin.  These pollutants, however,    
     account for less than one-tenth of the possible pollution sources to the   
     Great Lakes.                                                               
                                                                                
     The GLI does not definitively address the major sources of pollution to the
     Great Lakes such as air deposition, nonpoint sources such as agricultural  
     and urban storm water runoff, resuspension of contaminated sediment, and   
     contamination by groundwater.                                              
                                                                                
     It is important that an environmental policy such as the GLI take a        
     balanced approach to reducing the many sources of pollution to the Great   
     Lakes basin.  Only through such an approach will it be possible to fairly  
     restrict all sources of pollution, rather than just those sources (such as 
     point sources) which historically have been the subject of intensive       
     control mandates.                                                          
                                                                                
     Since air deposition, nonpoint sources, contaminated sediments, and        
     groundwater represent a significant input to the Great Lakes, they too     
     should be subjected to intensive pollution control mandates.               
     
     
     Response to: D2701.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2701.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another major pollutant source bordering the Great Lakes are the provinces 
     of Ontario and Quebec, Canada. The GLI focuses on the U.S. Great Lakes     
     while ignoring pollution sources from Canada. It makes little sense to     
     proceed with a vigorous program on the U.S. southern shores of the Great   
     Lakes while leaving pollutant loads from the Canadian provinces            
     unaddressed.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2701.004     
     
     See response to comment number D2867.087.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2701.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     Current scientific information on sources and loading rates of critical    
     pollutants to all the Great Lakes are extremely limited.  Before water     
     quality standards are developed, the District believes that more           
     information is needed to calculate a complet mass balance of all potential 
     pollutant loadings from all possible sources to the Great Lakes.           
     
     
     Response to: D2701.005     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that States or Tribes should delay the calculation of 
     water quality criteria until further information is received on mass       
     balances.  See Sections I.C and I.D for a discussion on how the final      
     Guidance complements ongoing and planned Great Lakes program efforts in    
     other media.  See Sections II.C and D of the SID for a discussion of the   
     adoption of water quality criteria; and see Sections I.C and II.C and D for
     discussions of the flexibility available to States and Tribes to consider  
     contributions of pollutants from other sources. See response to comment    
     D2595.002.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2701.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     It is a well known satistical principle that the smaller the data set, the 
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     greater the uncertainty. The District recommends that the use of Tier II   
     alues for establishing numeric water quality criteria should be eliminated 
     completely.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2701.005     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2701.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     It is a well known statistical principle that the smaller the data set, the
     greater the uncertainty.  The District recommends that the use of Tier II  
     values for establishing numeric water quality criteria should be eliminated
     completely.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2701.006     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2701.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The District further recommendss that the USEPA make sure that the         
     scientific criticism posed by their own SAB, and others of comparable      
     technical stature be addressed to insure that the final guidance document  
     is consistent with sound scientific principles and acceptable data.  The   
     public is best served and best protected when water quality criteria and   
     standards are based from the onset, on good estimates of risk, reliable and
     adequate toxicity data, and sound scientific assumptions.                  
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     Response to: D2701.007     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2701.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI mandates uniform water quality limits that will be universally     
     applied thoroughout the entire Great Lakes basin, without regard to local  
     conditions which might allow the discharge of higher pollutant             
     concentrations, and without any detrimental impact to the environment.     
                                                                                
     The assumption in the GLI is that the Great Lakes are a homogeneous, closed
     aquatic ecosystem which must, therefore, have uniform water quality        
     criteria, and standards throughout the entire basin.  As scientists have   
     noted, hundred of factors impact upon water quality throughout and within  
     the Great Lakes basin.                                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     Imposing one generic set of standards that are universally applied across  
     the eight Great Lakes states, with no exceptions for different local       
     conditions, simply cannot accommodate the diversity of each ecosystem.     
     Because of regional and/or local uniqueness, the District recommends that  
     the GLI allow site-specific water quality standards.  This will allow      
     flexibility without compromising water quality.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2701.008     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2701.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No governmental agency or industry would have a problem with spending funds
     for improving water quality if the result was a measurable benefit to the  
     environment.                                                               
                                                                                
     Although the goals of the GLI are not all matters of tangible benefits, it 
     is nevertheless crucial that policy makers recognize just how limited the  
     impact of the GLI will be on actual water quality.                         
                                                                                
     According to the state's biennial water quality reports to Congress,       
     Section 305 (b) of the Clean Water Act, pollutants proposed to be regulated
     in the GLI, are not responsible for any impairments in drinking water or   
     swimming in the Great Lakes.                                               
                                                                                
     Almost all current fish consumption advisories in the Great Lakes basin    
     result from the manufacture and use of compounds which have been banned or 
     severely restricted.  Also, with the exception of PCBs, most organic       
     pollutants of concern are pesticides.  The loadings of these chemicals are 
     from nonpoint sources, and are not amenable to point source control.       
                                                                                
     The National Wildlife Federation acknowledges that the positive impact on  
     wildlife that eat Great Laes fish would be minimal unless additional       
     regulations beyond the GLI for nonpoint runoff, air deposition, and        
     contaminated sediments are created.                                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     The District recommends that the USEPA better define the environmental     
     benefits of the GLI before proceeding with its finalization.               
     
     
     Response to: D2701.009     
     
     See response to comments D2587.143, D2587.014, F4030.003, and D2587.017.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2701.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Numerous state, federal, and local environmental laws and regulations are  
     already in place to improve the water quality of the Great Lakes, many of  
     which have been enacted only in the last few years.  In fact, many such    
     water quality standards already adopted have not yet reached their full    
     potential.  Most demand increasing levels of water quality improvement     
     annually, over the next several years.                                     
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     There ae a number of alternative approaches for improving the water quality
     of the Great Lakes already in the early stages of multi-year implementation
     plans, such as the Lakewide Management Plans, and Remedial Action Plans.   
     Environmental improvements will continue through implementation of existing
     regulations, and discharger initiated pollution prevention program.        
     
     
     Response to: D2701.010     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2701.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the limited funds that states and the USEPA curently have, it is     
     important that we investigate whether these laws and regulations have the  
     potential to achieve the types of water quality objectives we all want for 
     the Great Lakes, before we adopt new and far-reaching environmental        
     controls such as the GLI.  There is little value in the enactment of more  
     regulations when the government has yet to evaluate those already in place.
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     The District recognizes that the Great Lakes are much cleaner than they    
     were 20 years ago when the Clean Water Act was being formulated.  The      
     District recommends  that the USEPA document the improvements that existing
     water pollution abatement and control programs have achieved, before they  
     strive to implement expensive new solutions.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2701.011     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2706.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance would result in few environmental benefits.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2706.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2706.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance would impose large costs on industry and residents of the     
     Basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2706.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance does not have an adequate scientific basis.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2706.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Sections I.C and II of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2706.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is needlessly inflexible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.004     
     
     See Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2706.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance would discourage economic expansion.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2706.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2706.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This occurs because the Initiative focuses almost exclusively on additional
     point source controls and gives insufficient consideration to the fact that
     most loadings of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants to the Great Lakes  
     Basin do not result from point source discharges.  Existing data, although 
     somewhat limited, support the position that point sources are a very small 
     portion of the total input of these pollutants, maybe a few percent.       
     Non-point sources are much more significant.  The Initiative essentially   
     ignores non-point sources; consequently, it will have few environmental    
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2706.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2706.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A lack of environmental benefits does not, however, mean that high         
     compliance costs will not be incurred.  Reducing pollutants from point     
     source discharges to the extremely low concentrations envisioned by the    
     Initiative, if achievable at all, would be extremely costly.  Achievability
     is problematic because it is unknown whether technology actually exists    
     which meets all the ultimate limits envisioned by the Initiative.          
     
     
     Response to: D2706.007     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2706.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the proposal should be extensively revised to be much more 
     cost-effective.  To the extent possible, greater reliance should be placed 
     on expanded use of the Lakewide Management Plans (LAMPs) and Remedial      
     Action Plans (RAPs), instead of the proposed Guidance.  The numerous flaws 
     in the proposed methodologies described by EPA's Science Advisory Board and
     other science-oriented commentors should prompt EPA to undertake major     
     revisions to the proposed Guidance.  Unless and until a Guidance is        
     developed which is based on sound science, the Great Lakes Region will be  
     forced to make massive expenditures for no apparent environmental benefit. 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.008     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2706.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consequently, even if implemented as proposed, the Guidance would result in
     little practical improvement in the water quality of the Great Lakes, yet  
     will result in enormous economic burdens for business, governments and the 
     taxpayers in the region.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2706.009     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2721.040, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2706.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of the Potential BCC category and classification of these      
     pollutants as non-BCCs. There are no compelling reasons to treat these     
     substances any differently than other non-BCCs.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2706.010     
     
     See response to: P2574.040                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2706.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria development based on potential uses and potentially resident      
     species.  The Guidance assumption that all waters of the Basin form a      
     single ecosystem to which one set of criteria apply totally ignores        
     potential uses and results in costly, low benefit controls.                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.011     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2706.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposal includes several inappropriate restrictions on the use of the 
     site-specific criteria and variances, thereby severely limiting their      
     utility.  For example, the Proposal would allow human healthy and wildlife 
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     criteria to be made more restrictive on a site specific basis, but not less
     restrictive, even when data support less restrictive criteria.  Those      
     restrictions should be removed and dischargers given, where appropriate, a 
     reasonable opportunity to obtain site-specific criteria and/or variances.  
     
     
     Response to: D2706.012     
     
     See the SID, especially Section VIII, for a response to this and related   
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2706.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposal would restrict the use of mixing zones and "zones of initial  
     dilution".  Both of those practices are currently allowed by national      
     Guidance and have been successfully and effectively applied in the past.   
     
     
     Response to: D2706.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Reasonable Potential Procedure is a rigid comparison of       
     effluent data and TMDL results.  It should be revised to consider all      
     relevant factors and to allow permitting agency professionals to determine 
     whether the results are reasonable when all factors are considered.        
     
     
     Response to: D2706.014     
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     As discussed in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2,   
     General Requirements of Procedure 5, EPA received numerous comments        
     requesting additional flexibility for States and tribes in the             
     determiniation of the need for WQBELs.  EPA also received strong support   
     for the specific procedures as proposed. In response, EPA has incorporated 
     considerable flexibility in numerous aspects of procedure 5 in a way that  
     EPA believes does not sacrifice consistency between States and Tribes.  See
     comment discussions in Supplementary iInformation Document Section         
     VIII.E.2.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2706.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency proposes to require most dischargers, subject to a few narrow   
     exceptions, to treat and remove substances in their intake water if needed 
     to meet water quality standards in the receiving water or Guidance         
     requirements.  That concept is not authorized by the Clean Water Act, which
     allows that dischargers be given direct "intake credits," so that they are 
     not held responsible for substances that do not come from their operations.
     
     
     Response to: D2706.015     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that EPA lacks authority under the   
     CWA to regulate intake pollutants. See SID at Section VIII.E.5.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2706.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Below-Quantification Permit Limits:  EPA's proposal would result in        
     issuance of many more permit limits which are below the level of           
     quantification and would also require dischargers subject to such limits to
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     implement "pollutant minimization programs", which totally ignore the role 
     of pollutant removal in wastewater treatment plants.  Such pollutant       
     minimization programs should either not be required at all or should at a  
     minimum be revised to be cost effective.  Permite limits should be set no  
     lower than the "Practical Quantification Level" or "PQL" which is a        
     recognized regulatory concept applied by EPA in other rules.               
     
     
     Response to: D2706.016     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2706.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The category of potential BCCs should be removed from Table 6 of the       
     proposed rule.  Substances in this category should be classified as        
     non-BCCs.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Table 6 of the proposed regulation (58 Fed. Reg. 21015) includes 10        
     chemicals (6 polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, dibutyl phthalate,         
     4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether, phenol, and toluene) in a category identified 
     as "potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern." EPA's reasoning for   
     this proposed identification is discussed at 58 Fed. Reg. 20844-45.        
     Basically, the Agency is not confident that the BAF values that it         
     calculated for these pollutants were reliable estimates of their potential 
     to bioaccumulate because all of these chemicals are likely to be           
     metabolized, although at differing rates, and/or are not persistent.  For  
     example, field-measured BAFs for the PAHs were much lower than the BAFs    
     originally predicted from Log P and the BAF model.  Field-measured BAFs,   
     provided data limitations are properly considered, are the best estimates  
     currently available and should be used instead of Log P and model          
     estimates.  BP agrees with EPA's conclusion that these ten chemicals should
     not be identified as BCCs.                                                 
                                                                                
     There is no reason, however, to categorize these pollutants any differently
     than the rest of the pollutants in Table 6 that are not BCCs.  EPA has     
     calculated BAFs for all of the pollutants in Table 6 and presents them in  
     its technical support document (Stephan C., 1993).  Therefore, permit      
     writers may use the BAFs for any Table 6 chemical as needed to implement   
     the proposed guidance.  EPA clearly states in the preamble that the special
     provisions in the regulation that apply to BCCs do not apply to these 10   
     chemicals (58 Fed. Reg. 20845).  The proposed regulation does not mention  
     the term "potential BCCs" anywhere except in Table 6, which is consistent  
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     with the preamble statement that these chemicals are not to be regulated as
     BCCs.  Therefore, there is no reason to generate confusion and invite      
     arbitrary misuse with regard to these chemicals by creating a meaningless  
     category of "potential BCCs".  BP recommends that EPA strike the category  
     of potential BCCs from Table 6 and include these 10 chemicals in the list  
     of chemicals that are not BCCs.  Additional support for this recommendation
     is provided below in additional comments on toluene and PAHs.              
     
     
     Response to: D2706.017     
     
     See response to: P2574.040                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2706.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toluene and phenol are not persistent substances in an aquatic environment 
     and should be classified as non-BCCs.                                      
                                                                                
     Toluene is highly biodegradable in the aquatic environment.  (Pitter, P.   
     and Chudoba, J., 1990, Biodegradability of Organic Substances in the       
     Aquatic Environment, CRC Press, Inc. Boca Raton.)  Degradation of toluene  
     in water occurs primarily by microbial action.  The rate of biodegradation 
     is a function of many parameters (temperature, duration of microbial       
     acclimation, etc.) with half-lives of less than 1 day under favorable      
     conditions.  (Wakeman, S.G., Davis, A.C. and Karas, J.L., 1983.  Mesocosm  
     experiments to determine the fate and persistence of volatile organic      
     compounds in coastal seawater.  Environ Sci Technol 17:611-7).  Rapid      
     biodegradation (over 90% loss within 7 days) also occurs in shallow        
     groundwater (Wilson, J.T., Enfield, C.G., Dunlap, W.J., et al., 1981.      
     Transport and fate of selected organic pollutants in sandy soil. J Environ 
     Qual 10:501-6.) and in wastewater (Davis, E.M., Murray, H.E., Liehr, J.G., 
     et al., 1981.  Basic microbial degradation rates and chemical byproducts of
     selected organic compounds.  Water Res 15:1125-1127.)  Toluene is also     
     rapidly eliminated from the aquatic environment by volatilization (Mackay, 
     D., Shiu, W., and Ma, K., 1992, Illustrated Handbook of Physical-Chemical  
     Properties and Environmental Fate for Organic Chemicals, Volume I, Lewis   
     Publishers, Inc., Chelsea, Mi.).                                           
                                                                                
     To our knowledge, toluene is not persistent in the aquatic environment and 
     no basis exists for regulating it as a "potential BCC." It is clearly a    
     non-BCC and should be so classified.  We believe that phenol is similarly  
     situated.  Phenol's lack of persistence was recognized by EPA's July 9,    
     1993 Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF) industry    
     final rule (58 FR 36872), yet phenol appears on the GLI list.  EPA did not 
     set pretreatment standards for phenol in the OCPSF rule because it is      
     highly biodegradable and POTW removal of phenol is essentially equivalent  
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     to removal by direct dischargers.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2706.018     
     
     See response to: D2732.010                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2706.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has indirectly indicated that persistence, of which biodegradation is  
     an element, should be a factor in distinguishing BCCs from non-BCCs, since 
     the proposed definition for a BCC in 40 CFR 192.2 includes consideration of
     "metabolism and other physicochemical properties that might enhance or     
     inhibit bioaccumulation," when determining whether a substance is a BCC.   
     The failure of the proposed BCC methodology to more explicitly consider    
     persistence when defining a BCC is a major shortcoming which should be     
     corrected in the final rule.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2706.019     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2706.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons (PAHs) Listed as Potential BCCs Should be
     Classified as Non-BCCs.                                                    
                                                                                
     The preamble discussion at p. 20844 notes that the six polynuclear aromatic
     hydrocarbons (3,4-benzofluoroanthene, 11,12-benzofluoroanthene,            
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     benzo[a]pyrene, 1,12-benzoperylene, 1,2:5,6-dibenzanthracene,              
     indeno[1,2,3-ed]pyrene) included on the list of Potential BCCs are 5-ring  
     PAHs.  The preamble (p. 20844) further states:  "Field-measured BAFs for   
     two 3-ring and two 4-ring PAHs ranged from 17 to 228, and it seems unlikely
     that the addition of another ring will increase the BAF to over 1000.  The 
     four measured BAFs that are available for PAHs ar substantially lower than 
     the BAFs that are predicted from Log P for those chemicals."               
                                                                                
     The basic issue underlying that preamble discussion is that the modeled BAF
     factors for a number of PAHs are much higher than those derived from actual
     field data.  The differences are so great and the modeled BAFs are so      
     inaccurate, that the model data are not appropriate for use in rulemaking  
     or for establishing permit limits.  The following examples, which are taken
     from the technical support document (Stephan, C., Derivation of Proposed   
     Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes      
     Initiative, March 3, 1993), illustrate the problem.                        
                                                                                
     Part of the explanation for the lower field-derived BAFs is probably       
     metabolization.  The preamble, at p. 20861, states:, "Available information
     indicates that some organic chemicals, such as polynuclear aromatic        
     hydrocarbons (PAHs), are metabolized by aquatic organisms, but that the    
     extent of that metabolism varies substantially from one PAH to another and 
     from one species to another."  The preamble also states, at p. 20861,      
     "...FCMs [foodchain multipliers] of 0.1 may be appropriate for some        
     chemicals such as superlipophilic polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons.  These 
     chemicals are metabolized rapidly by many fish, and not only is uptake     
     through the food chain negated as a result, but rapid metabolism can result
     in bioaccumulation less than predicted using bioconcentration models such  
     as Equation 2 (Niimi and Dookran, 1989)."                                  
                                                                                
     We believe that EPA's conclusion to rely upon field-derived BAF data rather
     than modeled-derived data to estimate BAFs for the PAHs in the "Potential  
     BCC" category of Table 6 is sound and appropriate.  While we recognize that
     there are significant limitations to field data on BAFs for PAHs, we       
     believe that field data are the best data currently available.  The        
     uncertainties of using modeled BAFs are much greater.  Some of the major   
     uncertainties and some major differences between the properties of PAHs and
     the assumptions used in the proposed model are illustrated by the following
     citations from "Metabolism of PAH in the Aquatic Environment", (Varanosi,  
     U., [Editor], CRC Press Boca Raton, FL [1989])."  (All page numbers in the 
     following bullets refer to pages in that book.  Original authors identified
     in that book are not included.  Use of the term PAHs should not be         
     interpreted to mean that all PAHs have totally identical properties.       
     Because the term PAHs includes a large number of compounds, parameters such
     as reaction rates will often vary.)                                        
                                                                                
     PAHs are subject to transformation by sunlight (i.e. degradation by        
     photoreaction) in the upper parts of the water column.  Photooxidation has 
     been reported to be an important process in the removal of PAHs in the     
     aquatic environment. (P. 13)                                               
                                                                                
     PAHs may be metabolized by microorganisms.  Biodegradation is an important 
     pathway for transformation of PAHs.  On pages 45-46, the following         
     statement is given:                                                        
                                                                                
     "there have been numerous studies on the metabolism, biochemistry,         
     genetics, and regulation of PAH degradation.  In revieing the literature,  
     some general statements can be made about our present knowledge of the     
     microbial degradation of PAH:                                              
                                                                                
     1.  A wide variety of bacteria, fungi, and algae have the ability to       
     metbolize PAH...                                                           
     5.  PAH with more than three condensed benzene rings do not serve as       
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     substrates for microbial growth, though they may be subject to cometabolic 
     transformations...                                                         
     8.  Lower weight PAH such as naphthalene degrade rapidly, whereas higher   
     weight PAH such as benz(a)anthracene or benzo(a)pyrene are quite resistant 
     to microbial attack.                                                       
     9.  Most rapid biodegradation of PAH occurs at the water/sediment interface
     and degradation rates can be influenced by environmental factors.          
     10. Microbial adaptations can occur from chronic exposure to PAH.          
     11. There are higher biodegradation rates in PAH-contaminated sediments    
     than in pristine sediments."                                               
                                                                                
     The extent to which a PAH is bioavailable and subject to uptake by         
     organisms is dependent on the source of the PAH.  Bioavilability may be    
     lower for PAHs bound to sediments or particulates, than when dissolved in  
     the water phase. (Page 19). (See also: P. 22 for possible greater          
     bioavailability of spiked sediment fraction; P. 28 for impact of dissolved 
     organic matter; P. 28 for one researcher's finding that bioaccumulation    
     rate for naphthlene is much higher when organisms are exposed together in  
     model ecosystem than when exposed separately.)                             
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation is influenced by many factors, including availability and  
     metabolism.                                                                
                                                                                
     "As it is usually difficult to determine exactly on what and how much      
     field-collected organism have been feeding, there are very little field    
     data to either support or refute the potential for and importance of       
     trophic transfer of PAH in the aquatic environment.  Certainly,            
     biomagnification via trophic pathways, as has been documented with         
     pesticides in mammals, birds, and nonaquatic organisms, has not been       
     observed with PAH in aquatic systems... Because of these uncertainties in  
     field-collected organisms, investigation of trophic transfer of PAH is     
     probably more tractable in a controlled laboratory situation."  (P. 22-23, 
     emphasis added.)                                                           
                                                                                
     (While we would agree that laboratory data are needed to better resolve    
     these uncertainties, we believe that the best current data are field data, 
     even with its limitations.  Even in the future, we believe more and better 
     field data will be needed to estimate BAFs from laboratory BCFs.)          
                                                                                
     Empirically-derived equations for predicting bioconcentration factors from 
     parameters, such as, water solubility, octanol/water partition coefficient 
     (Kow) and soil absorption coefficient were developed from bioconcentration 
     data obtained in relatively short term lab studies and most of the data    
     were generated using chlorinated hydrocarbons and fish. (P. 24)            
                                                                                
     "Metabolism and active excretion can drastically reduce the bioaccumulation
     of compounds such as PAH." (P.24)                                          
                                                                                
     Bioconcentration of PAHs does not always increase as the Log Kow increases.
     One researcher found a 4-ring PAH to be more bioavailable than either a 3- 
     or 5-ring PAH.  "It is possible that the larger PAH are less available due 
     to their size, even though partitioning would favor their bioaccumulation."
     (P. 24) See also P. 100 for statement, "recent studies suggest that uptake 
     of highly lipophilic compounds having octanol-water partition              
     coefficients... greater than 10(exp6) such as BaP (benzo-a-pyrene)         
     (Kow=10(exp6.5)) from water is less than predicted because of              
     stereochemical properties that decrease the rate of transport across       
     biological membranes.  Whether such considerations apply to absorption by  
     the GI tract remain to be determined."                                     
                                                                                
     The first step in PAH biotransformation is usually slower in invertebrates 
     than vertebrates.  In some species the rate is so slow as to be            
     undetectable. This step occurs most rapidly in higher invertebrates (e.g.  
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     arthropods, echinoderms, and annelids) and very slowly or not at all in the
     more primitive invertebrates (e.g. protozoa, porifera, cnidaria and        
     mollusks). (P. 85-86)                                                      
                                                                                
     Available data suggests that any model which seeks to predict the          
     bioaccumulation of PAHs will have to be much more complex than that        
     currently being proposed and supported by much more additional data.  It   
     must consider appropriately the very complex system of environmental fate  
     which exists for PAHs.  In the interim, we believe EPA's best course of    
     action is to rely upon the best available field data.  PAHs, or at least   
     some of them, are ubiquitous in the environment.  Data on fish flesh       
     concentrations can be used to determine the extent to which bioaccumulation
     has in fact occurred and to estimate bioaccumulaton factors.               
                                                                                
     BP supports EPA's conclusion that field-derived BAFs for PAHs should be    
     used in place of modeled BAFs.  BP also supports EPA's conclusion to       
     extrapolate field-derived BAFs to other PAHs for which field-derived BAFs  
     are not available.  EPA is urged to take the next logical step and to      
     eliminate the Potential BCC category and clasiffy all PAHs currently in    
     that category as non-BCCs.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.020     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the data referenced by the commenter demonstrates    
     that PAHs are metabolized, and that modeled BAFs are higher than those     
     derived from actual field data.  EPA agrees that the special provisions for
     BCCs should not apply to the PAHs described, since they do not meet the    
     definition of BCC in the final Guidance.  EPA also agrees that use of the  
     special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants proposed as "potential BCCs"  
     may not be appropriate.  EPA has deleted the list of potential BCCs from   
     the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2706.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Application of identical criteria for each pollutant to all tributaries and
     the Open Waters of the Great Lakes is scientifically unsupportable.        
     Criteria developed from the proposed procedure are sometimes based on      
     species which could not reside in many waters in the Great Lakes Basin.    
                                                                                
     Application of the same numeric criteria for a toxic substance to all of   
     the Great Lakes and their tributaries is scientifically unsupportable.     
     However, that is the position adopted in the proposal.  Criteria should be 
     based on those species which the aquatic environment is capable of         
     supporting.                                                                
                                                                                
     For example, water temperature and the physical habitat in the tributaries 
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     to the lakes will have a major effect on the species potentially inhabiting
     these waters.  Different species will be resident in warm water            
     environments than in cold water environments and warmwater species will    
     have different sensitivities to some toxics than cold water species.       
     Aquatic life standards should, to be consistent with national policy,      
     either have separate standards for tributaries based on use designations or
     explicitly allow the states to set standards on tributaries which are      
     either more or less restrictive than the standards for the lakes.  It is   
     scientifically unsupportable to assume that all of the species used to     
     developed Tier I criteria or Tier II values can grow and reproduce in all  
     of the aquatic habitats found in the waters of the Great Lakes system.     
     These criteria and values are likely to be substantially overprotective in 
     many surface waters of the basin, and especially in the tributaries.       
                                                                                
     States within the basin have adopted numerical water quality standards to  
     account for the resident aquatic species thatinhabit the varying aquatic   
     environments in those states.  Wisconsin, Ohio and Minnesota all have three
     or more separate aquatic life criteria sets to reflect the principal       
     aquatic habitat conditions and associated resident species found in these  
     states.  The proposed rule would eliminate these distinctions, with no     
     scientific basis for doing so.                                             
                                                                                
     One example of the impact of basing the criteria on the most sensitive     
     species potentially present in the Great Lakes Basin is the aquatic life   
     criteria for free cyanide.  The proposed free cyanide aquatic life criteria
     of 22 ug/l (acute) and 5.2 ug/l (chronic) are essentially set by the       
     sensitivity of three salmonid species (Rainbow Trout, Brook, Trout and     
     Atlantic Salmon) which are the most sensitive species for which data are   
     available.  However, many warm water streams in the Great Lakes Basin can  
     not support salmonids regardless of water quality; for these streams,      
     salmonid sensitivity should not be considered.  If this were done, free    
     cyanide aquatic life criteria would be at least 46.3 ug/l (acute) and 11.5 
     ug/1(chronic) which are nearly the same values as Ohio currently applies in
     streams classified as "warm water habitat".                                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.021     
     

� ��     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. _ {                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2706.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The site-specific criteria provisions in the implementation procedures     
     offer some potential relief but are too administratively cumbersome to     
     apply for entire classes of aquatic life use within a state.  Under the    
     current proposal, each state will be required to develop site-specific     
     criteria for each individual stream segment in order to recognize          
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     differences between warm water and cold water species.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.022     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2706.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG should explicity provide for separate categories of numerical    
     aquatic life criteria, as a minimum providing for distinct warm and cold   
     water tributary categories and an Open Waters of the Great Lakes category. 
     The numeric criteria for each such category should be calculated based upon
     the aquatic species that are resident or potentially resident in each type 
     of habitat.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.023     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2706.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal inappropriately applies human health criteria and values      
     intended to apply to public water supplies to all the open waters of the   
     Great Lakes.                                                               
                                                                                
     Proposed Section 132.4(d)(3)(i) would apply all human health criteria and  
     values based on protection of waters used as drinking water supplies to all
     Open Waters of the Great Lakes.  This is a policy-based decision without an
     adequate basis in science.  It arbitrarily establishes the use designation 
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     of all open waters of the Great Lakes as drinking water supply and         
     overrides all previous state use classifications for these waters.         
     Previously standards based on drinking water supply usually only applied to
     waters in reasonably close proximity to a drinking water supply intake     
     point.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The proposed methodology also assumes that Open Waters of the Great Lakes  
     will be consumed directly, without treatment, as drinking water.  This is  
     not a realistic assumption.                                                
                                                                                
     Application of water supply criteria to all Open Waters of the Great Lakes 
     will have a significant impact on those facilities which discharge directly
     to the Open Waters.  (Facilities dicharging to tributaries are not subject 
     to these controls, unless the tributary or a segment thereof has been      
     designated as a public water supply.)  For any pollutants where human      
     health criteria based on drinking water supply are the controlling criteria
     for deriving permit limits, these facilities will have more restrictive    
     criteria applied to them than can be justified by appropriate use          
     designations.                                                              
                                                                                
     The proposal should be altered to allow the states to designate the        
     appropriate use designation for the Open Waters of the Great Lakes.        
     Surface waters should meet criteria consistent with applicable use         
     designations, not criterion associated with an arbitrary designation of    
     uses.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2706.024     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2706.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific modifications -- Procedure 1                                 
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria for human health, wildlife and BAFs should be       
     allowed to be either more or less stringent, depending on local conditions.
                                                                                
     The GLWQG proposal does not allow a relaxation in the basin-wide water     
     quality criteria for wildlife and human health protection nor for BAFs.    
     These criteria can only be more stringent on a site-specific basis.        
     (Procedures 1.A.2. and 1.A.4., Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034).  This      
     restriction on site-specific criteria has not been justified by a technical
     analysis, and indeed cannot be scientifically supported.  Rather, it is    
     proposed in the interest of "consistency" and to assure that highly        
     conservative standards for these use designations are adopted by all states
     for all Great Lakes waters.                                                
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     There is no scientific basis for restricting the availability of           
     site-specific wildlife and human health criteria or BAFs.  Wildlife        
     criteria, just like the aquatic life criteria for which both more stringent
     and less stringent site-specific modifications are allowed, are based on   
     the assumed presence of specific species and on assumed exposures.  For    
     example, the proposed wildlife criterion for polychlorinated biphenyls     
     (PCBs) is based on exposure of mink and otter to contaminated water and    
     aquatic life.  If a particular tributary watershed does not provide        
     suitable potential habitat for mink and/or otter and none are resident or  
     potentially resident, or the exposure assumptions used to develop the      
     basin-wide PCB criterion are unjustifiable at a specific site, then there  
     is no scientific reason for prohibiting application of an alternate        
     wildlife criterion, even if it is more relaxed than the GLWQG criterion.   
     The concern that a discharge will ultimately flow into a surface water to  
     which the GLWQG criterion is applicable should be addressed by the use of  
     the TMDL procedure.  A properly calculated TMDL will take into account the 
     amount of the toxic substance that reaches the downstream surface water.   
     
     
     Response to: D2706.025     
     
     See response to comments P2656.271 and D2604.057.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2706.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal allows development of site-specific bioaccumulation factors   
     (BAFs) if it is shown that bioaccumulation at a particular site is greater 
     than that assumed in the regulations (Procedure 1.A.3., Appendix F, 58 Fed.
     Reg. 21034).  The alternative, a lower site-specific BAF, is not allowed.  
     This restriction is scientifically indefensible.  Given that the BAFs in   
     the regulation are computed with very conservative assumption, it is likely
     that there may be many sites with lower BAFs than those used in the rule.  
     
     
     Response to: D2706.026     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2706.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the proposal allows the human health criteria to be more        
     stringent to reflect site-specific conditions, but prohibits them from     
     being less stringent.  Higher fish consumption rates than used in the      
     criteria development process (15 gm/day) can be used to compute            
     site-specific human health criteria, provided that a fish tissue lipid     
     content of 6% or greater is used.  The fish consumption rates, fish tissue 
     lipid content, and fishing activity are highly site-specific and for some  
     surface waters in the Great Lakes basin (especially tributaries), the      
     assumptions used to develop the GLWQG criteria are overly conservative.    
     Where this is the case, less stringent criteria should apply, provided     
     downstream users ae protected through the TMDL process.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2706.027     
     
     EPA generally disagrees with the comment that human health criteria are    
     based on overly stringent exposure assumptions, but has changed the Final  
     Guidance to allow for demonstrations for less stringent site-specific human
     health criteria as related to fish consumption rate and BAFs. Oher exposure
     parameters, such as drinking water consumption rate, body weight and       
     incidental ingestion rate, can fluctuate on a population basis, but are not
     considered parameters likely to change on a site-specific basis. To make a 
     showing for a less stringent criterion, a State or Tribe would have to     
     demonstrate there was a site-related population of people who deviated from
     the values assumed in the criteria methodology  With regard to             
     toxicological assessments, EPA does not believe there are likely conditions
     under which a site-specific toxicological assessment, such as genetic      
     predispositions which mitigate the toxic effects of chemical contaminents, 
     can be made.                                                               
                                                                                
     See also response to comment D2604.057.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2706.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, the entire approach in the Guidance on this issue is           
     scientifically unsupportable -- site-specific criteria should be able to be
     adjusted to reflect lower consumption rates, lipid contents and other local
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     conditions -- if such adjustments better represent the surface water at a  
     specific location.  The TMDL procedure in the proposed regulation is       
     designed to allow such site-specific considerations.  This is especially   
     important for the tributaries.  EPA has no scientific basis for            
     establishing the GLWQG criteria as absolute maximum numerical criteria with
     no provision for site-specific relaxation based on local conditions.       
     Site-specific criteria for human health, wildlife protection and for BAFs  
     that are either higher or lower than the GLWQG numeric criteria should be  
     implemented through a properly developed TMDL for the surface waters that  
     may be affected by discharges of a toxic substance.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2706.028     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that site-specific criteria should be implemented through a     
     properly developed TMDL for the surface waters that may be affected by     
     discharges or non-point sources of toxic substances.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2706.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed process for allowing development of site-specific aquatic life
     criteria that are more or less retrictive than the GLWQG criteria is       
     cumbersome.  States should control the decision making process;  EPA's role
     should be limited, particularly if the guidance does not develop separate  
     criteria for tributaries.                                                  
                                                                                
     The proposal would allow development of more or less restrictive aquatic   
     life criteria as appropriate to reflect the environmental conditions of a  
     specific receiving water (Procedure 1.A.1, Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034).
     This approach is scientifically justified to account for difference between
     aquatic populations in a particular surface water and the aquatic life used
     to developed the basin-wide criteria.  Such modifications to the criteria  
     are also important to account for differences in the bioavailability of    
     pollutants as a function of water quality.                                 
                                                                                
     The GLWQG allows relaxation of basin-wide aquatic life criteria on a       
     site-specific basis because EPA recognizes that the assumptions used to    
     develop the basin-wide criteria (aquatic populations to be protected by the
     criteria) may be too conservative for many surface waters (58 Fed. Reg.    
     20918-9).  This is especially the case for tributary waters, as discussed  
     elsewhere in these comments.  BP agrees with this presumption and supports 
     the adoption of provisions that allow either more or less restrictive      
     aquatic life water quality criteria depending upon site-specific           
     conditions.                                                                
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     If EPA fails to develop criteria for tributaries based on uses and resident
     species, and potential resident species, EPA should revise Procedure 1 to  
     allow rapid decision-making at the state level with a minimum of EPA       
     "second-guessing".  This point is addressed in detail in the next comment. 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.029     
     
     The States and Tribes do control whether or not to allow or derive a       
     site-specific modification to a criterion.  A State or Tribe has complete  
     discretion whether to adopt a site-specific criterion or not.  After a     
     State or Tribe adopts a site-specific criteria into its water quality      
     standards, it must submit its standards to EPA for review and approval.    
     EPA has patterned the submission and approval process in the final Guidance
     after the process now in place for water quality standards pursuant to     
     section 303 of the Clean Water Act.  EPA reviews the criteria modification 
     to ensure it is scientifically defensible.  The final Guidance states that 
     the site-specific criteria must be submitted to EPA for                    
     approval/disapproval.  This statement refers to the submission by States or
     Tribes for review and approval/disapproval of their water quality standards
     package. Site-specific criteria should be included in this submission by   
     the States and Tribes to EPA.  The State/Tribe makes the primary decision  
     on whether or not to allow or derive a site-specific criterion.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2706.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 1 should be modified to make clear that states and tribes, not   
     USEPA, have the lead role in approving or disapproving site-specific       
     criteria and values.                                                       
                                                                                
     Paragraph A of Procedure 1 states, "Any such modifications must be...      
     submitted to EPA for approval/disapproval."  This statement could be read  
     to mean that EPA has the lead role in decision-making an application for   
     site-specific criteria.                                                    
                                                                                
     Specific inclusion of EPA approval/disapproval on site-specific criteria is
     a change from the original Steering Committee draft.  No explanation is    
     provided in the preamble on why this change was made.  Clearly the intent  
     of the Steering Committee was that states would be the decision-makers on  
     site-specific criteria.  The preamble (p. 20920) notes that site-specific  
     modifications, apparently after state review and approval, must be         
     submitted to EPA for approval or disapproval in accordance with Section    
     303(C) of the Clean Water Act and 40 CFR 131.                              
                                                                                
     Both 303(C) and 40 CFR 131.20 place EPA in the role of reviewing a state   
     decision, not having EPA make the initial decision.  Furthermore, 303(C)   
     and 40 CFR 131.21 both establish timelines for EPA to respond to the state 
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     action and provide reasons for its decision.  To clarify EPA's role in the 
     process, the following wording changes to Procedure 1 are proposed:        
                                                                                
     Strike "and submitted to EPA for approval/disapproval."                    
                                                                                
     Add to the end of Section B, "The state or tribe shall submit all approved 
     site-specific criteria within 30 days of final action to EPA as provided in
     40 CFR 131.20.  EPA shall respond within the times and conditions provided 
     in 40 CFR 131.21(a).  Of EPA fails to meet the schedule and conditions in  
     40 CFR 131.21(a), the state or tribal decision shall be final."            
     
     
     Response to: D2706.030     
     
     See response to comment D2706.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2706.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The variance provisions of the Guidance should modified to be flexible and 
     innovative, as the proposed criteria and implementation procedures reflect 
     an unprecedented and unproven level of water quality control.              
                                                                                
     The stringency of the proposed Guidance can be illustrated by comparison   
     with a recent evaluation of atmospheric and tributary contributions of     
     toxic pollutants to Lake Erie which cited concentrations of dissolved      
     pollutants in Lake Erie and in precipitation that exceed the proposed GLWQG
     water quality criteria (Kelly, T.J., et.al., 1991, "Atmospheric and        
     Tributary Inputs of Toxic pollutants to Lake Erie," J. Great Lakes Res.,   
     17(4), pp. 504-516):                                                       
                                                                                
     Thus, for these chemicals, reported background concentrations in Lake Erie 
     are anywhere from 17 to 200 times greater than the proposed water quality  
     criteria.  Since the pollutants cited are BCCs and these criteria would    
     have to be met at end-of-pipe within 10 years, background concentrations   
     are also 17 to 200 times higher than maximum permit limits effective after 
     10 years.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Although some fraction of these pollutants may be captured in soils and    
     other solid surfaces, all surface runoff will contain some fraction of each
     of them.  For example, a recent paper has shown that approximately 25% of  
     the atmospheric mercury deposition on an undeveloped, forested, lake       
     catchment (tributary) will be transported to the lake (Swain, E.B., et.al.,
     1992, "Increasing Rates of Atmospheric Mercury Deposition in Midcontinental
     North America," Science, Vol 257, pp. 784-787).  Based on the              
     concentrations reported by Kelly, the concentrations of these pollutants in
     surface runoff will undoubtedly exceed the GLWQG criteria for these        
     pollutants (although the concentrations may not be analytically            

Page 1176



$T044618.TXT
     detectable).                                                               
                                                                                
     A mechanism must be available to deal with such situations.  When most or  
     all dischargers on a water body may need such a variance, the proposed     
     variance procedure will be very cumbersome and difficult for the states and
     EPA to manage.                                                             
                                                                                
     To deal with such situations, EPA should consider the following provisions 
     for variances:                                                             
                                                                                
     [Water body-wide water quality variances available to all dischargers to   
     the water body.  The concept of a water body-wide water quality variance is
     introduced by EPA in the preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20926-7) and should be     
     further developed.  Water body-wide variances may be the only              
     administratively practical method to address the water quality criteria for
     some BCCs (e.g., mercury, PCBs. DDT and metabolites) if analytical         
     chemistry becomes capable of measuring to the GLWQG Water quality          
     concentrations.]                                                           
                                                                                
     [More generous criteria and assessment procedures for variances            
     "substantial and widespread social and economic impact".  Most industrial  
     facilities will probably never qualify for a variance with the proposed    
     procedures (Procedure 2.C.6, Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034).]             
                                                                                
     [Variance periods which coincide with the life of a permit.]               
                                                                                
     [Readily renewable variances if conditions have not changed since          
     issuance.]                                                                 
                                                                                
     [Consideration of petitions for a variance after issuance of a proposed    
     permit instead of after the final permit is issued.]                       
     
     
     Response to: D2706.031     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2706.032
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .032 imbedded in .031.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water body-wide water quality variances available to all dischargers to the
     water body.  The concept of a water body-wide water quality variance is    
     introduced by EPA in the preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20926-7) and should be     
     further developed.  Water body-wide variances may be the only              
     administratively practical method to address the water quality criteria for
     some BCCs (e.g., mercury, PCBs, DDT and metabolites) if analytical         
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     chemistry becomes capable of measuring to the GLWQG water quality          
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2706.032     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2706.033
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .033 imbedded in .031.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More generous criteria and assessment procedures for variances "substantial
     and widespread social and economic impact".  Most industrial facilities    
     will probably never qualify for a variance with the proposed procedures    
     (Procedure 2.C.6, Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034).                         
     
     
     Response to: D2706.033     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2706.034
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .034 imbedded in .031.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variance periods which coincide with the life of a permit.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.034     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2706.035
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .035 imbedded in .031.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Readily renewable variances if conditions have not changed since issuance. 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.035     
     
     EPA anticipates that variances will be reaadily renewable if none the      
     conditions that justified the original variance have changed.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2706.036
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .036 imbedded in .031.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consideration of petitions for a variance after issuance of a proposed     
     permit instead of after the final permit is issued.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2706.036     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
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     Comment ID: D2706.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BP recommends that the Guidance allow states to adopt either option A or   
     option B.  If a single option is chosen for the final Guidance, however, it
     should be option B with appropriate modifications.                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.037     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2706.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has presented two options for states to use to implement the water     
     quality standards in the permitting process.  Option A (Procedure 3A) would
     require states to perform a TMDL for every tributary that receives a Table 
     6 pollutant from a point source discharge.  For many tributaries TMDLs     
     would have to be prepared for multiple pollutants.  This would require     
     extensive data bases on loadings for each pollutant that requires a TMDL   
     analysis.  This is a very burdensome requirement.  We are concerned that   
     many states simply will be unable to implement option A in a timely fashion
     but would of necessity employ simplified mass balance methods with assumed 
     loadings from the various pollutant sources and simplified assumptions on  
     pollutant fate and transport.  However, if a state prefers to use this     
     option, it should be allowed to do so.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.038     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has combined options A and B to preserve  
     State's and Tribe's flexibility.  For example, EPA does not specify whether
     a State or Tribe must adopt a basin-wide approach such as that in proposed 
     option A, or an approach like proposed option B, which would focus         
     initially on evaluating limits needed for individual point sources.        
     Therefore, consistent with the concerns expressed in this comment, a State 
     or Tribe has the flexibility to choose a source-specific approach if it    
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     wishes.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.  EPA has also modified 
     the stream design flow provisions to facilitate the use of dynamic modeling
     where appropriate.  The final Guidance retains provisions for using a      
     steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of dynamic    
     modelling regardless whether the results are more or less restrictive than 
     would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See discussion in the  
     SID at VIII.C.6.a. See response to comment P2771.393.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2706.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the best all-around approach to waste load allocations and 
     TMDLs is Procedure 3B (option B), although as discussed below, some changes
     are needed in its specific provisions.  Procedure 3B allows a state to     
     perform discharger-specific waste load allocations, but also requires a    
     water body-wide TMDL analysis if the state determines it is necessary to   
     assure that a water quality criterion is achieved.  Thus, Procedure 3B     
     provides protection of water quality equal to Procedure 3A.  It also allows
     simplified waste load allocations to be performed when they are adequate to
     protect water quality.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.039     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2706.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mixing zone limitations established for lakes in Procedure 3B are      
     inconsistent with existing state mixing zone policies and the TSD and      
     should be changed.                                                         
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     Procedure 3B.C.1.a. (58 Fed. Reg. 21039) allows a discharger to demonstrate
     that site-specific dilution in a lake is greater than the default dilution 
     provided.  The demostration requirements are given in Procedure 3B.E.      
     However, Procedure 3B.C.1.a. states that the permitting authority may not  
     grant a mixing zone larger than the area where discharge-induced mixing    
     occurs.  This prohibition is contrary to long-established policy that      
     allows states to establish mixing zone boundaries which include            
     ambient-induced mixing.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2706.040     
     
     The final Guidance is intended to promote greater consistency among the    
     mixing zone policies of the States and Tribes.  EPA recognizes that one    
     consequence of this consistency is that certain State and Tribal policies  
     will not longer be appropriate.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2706.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed prohibition in Procedure 3B.C.1.a. would arbitrarily restrict 
     regulatory mixing zone size to the ZID definition of the area of           
     discharge-induced mixing.  This is an improper use of the ZID concept.     
     There is no scientific justification for this arbitrary limitation on      
     mixing zone size.                                                          
                                                                                
     This provision of the implementation procedures should be changed to the   
     mixing zone provisions in Procedure 3A.  Implementation Procedures 3A.C.2. 
     and 3. provide that applicable state mixing zone requirements shall apply  
     to mixing zone demonstrations.  This will allow each state to use its      
     approved mixing zone definitions for implementation of the GLWQG criteria. 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.041     
     
     The final Guidance provides that wasteload allocations and preliminary     
     wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic life criteria and values shall
     not exceed the final acute value, which is twice the applicable acute      
     criterion or value.  Thus, applying the FAV cap does allow dilution (2:1)  
     to meet the acute criteria. The final Guidance also provides that the FAV  
     may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is        
     conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See   
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2706.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3B does not provide credit for a zone of initial dilution.  This 
     approach ignores the scientific fact that high-rate diffusers can be used  
     to prevent acute toxicity in receiving waters.                             
                                                                                
     Proposed Procedure 3B does not allow a zone of initial dilution (ZID) for  
     meeting acute aquatic life standards in OWGLs and tributaries.  It requires
     that the final acute value (FAV) be achieved in the effluent at the        
     discharge point (Procedure 3B.D.3.e.).  This restriction does not provide  
     credit for the increased dilution that can be obtained by installation of a
     properly-designed diffuser or enhanced mixing by use of other methods.  A  
     key purpose for installing an effluent diffuser is to prevent exceedance of
     acute aquatic life standards in a mixing zone (see discussion in Chapter 4 
     of the TSD).  There is no scientific justification for the proposed        
     regulation to ignore the concentration-exposure time relationship of acute 
     toxicity.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The regulations should directly incorporate the ZID concept and, if        
     appropriate at a specific site, allow credit for use of diffusers and other
     forms of enhanced mixing to increase discharge-induced dilution.  This     
     alternative should apply to both existing and new sources.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.042     
     
     The final Guidance provides that wasteload allocations and preliminary     
     wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic life criteria and values shall
     not exceed the final acute value, which is twice the applicable acute      
     criterion or value.  Thus, applying the FAV cap does allow dilution (2:1)  
     to meet the acute criteria. The final Guidance also provides that the FAV  
     may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is        
     conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See   
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2706.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The TMDL process should allow for use of more sophisticated dynamic models 
     (e.g. Monte Carlo analysis) than the steady state flow models currently    
     assumed.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comment on whether the final rule should allow the use of
     more sophisticated dynamic flow models (in lieu of the steady-state        
     assumptions used in the proposed rule) for calculating waste load          
     allocations and TMDLs (58 Fed. Reg. 20933, 4).  Dynamic flow modeling, as  
     discussed in the TSD, is the most scientifically-sound method for          
     establishing TMDLs when sufficient data are available to validate such a   
     model.  The GLWQG should encourage the development of TMDLs using the best 
     -- not the simplest -- available scientific tools.  Use of more            
     sophisticated models will allow for better application of information on   
     key variables, for example pollutant degradation.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2706.043     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2706.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is scientifically unjustifiable to restrict the use of dynamic modeling 
     to situations where the waste load allocations from the modeling are more  
     restrictive than the steady-state waste load allocations provided by the   
     proposed TMDL procedures.                                                  
                                                                                
     The preamble states that, "results of dynamic modeling may be used only    
     where the results can be shown to be more restrictive than the results due 
     to the steady-state assumptions of both options in proposed Procedure 3."  
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20939).  Perhaps this statement was an unintentional         
     oversight; if not, this is not an appropriate regulatory policy.  It is a  
     needlessly conservative requirement and without any basis in science.      
                                                                                
     This proposal runs directly counter to EPA's recommentadion in the TSD     
     which states:                                                              
                                                                                
     "If adequate receiving water flow and effluent concentration data are      
     available to estimate frequency distributions, one of the dynamic modeling 
     techniques should be used to develop more cost-effective treatment         
     requirements,"                                                             
                                                              (Page 83, TSD)    
                                                                                
     BP does not understand how the Agency can propose a rule that is in direct 
     conflict with its scientifically-based recommendations for TMDL analysis,  
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     particularly as no explanation or justification is given in the preamble   
     for this proposed limitation on dynamic modeling.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2706.044     
     
     See section VIII.C of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2706.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option B should be applicable to an aggregation of several facilities.     
                                                                                
     Option B should be clarified so that a state may clearly apply the         
     Tributary equations to an aggregation of several dischargers which are in  
     close proximity to each other.  While this flexibility was probably        
     intended, it is not clear in the language of the proposal.  For example,   
     title of Procedure 3B.D.3. is "Source Specific TMDLs" and Procedure        
     3B.D.3.c.i. contains the following definition:  "effluent flow = flow rate 
     of the discharger..." (emphasis added) both of which could be read to limit
     the procedure to a single permitted discharge.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2706.045     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BP supports the use of existing National rules and guidance for determining
     reasonable potential when all available effluent data for a pollutant are  
     below the applicable analytical detection level.                           
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     Response to: D2706.046     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.353.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     For some pollutants with water quality criteria below the analytical       
     detection limit, a single sample exceeding the detection limit could result
     in a finding that there is a reasonable potential to exceed the standard.  
     Determination of "reasonable potential" from such a small data set is not  
     appropriate.  States need more flexibility to handle situations with small 
     data sets and/or where data are below the Practical Quantitation Limit.    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5 creates a disincentive for a discharger to perform a           
     comprehensive evaluation of effluents for the GLWQG "Pollutants of Initial 
     Concern" that have water quality criteria that are lower than applicable   
     analytical detection limits, as even one measured concentration for a      
     pollutant above the detection limit could result in a WQBEL being placed in
     its permit.  It could also result in additional costs to develop data      
     needed to develop Tier II values, development and implementation of        
     pollutant minimization plans, and performance of bioconcentration studies. 
     This would occur even if the single measurement is suspected to be a       
     sampling or analytical artifact, because the regulation gives no direction 
     on how analytical data are to be judged as realiable.  State should have   
     additional flexibility to determine whether permit limits are required when
     the discharger has made additional efforts to assess the quality of its    
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.047     
     
     See responses to comments numbered D2722.117, G3201L.041 and P2588.322.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2706.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One analytical value above the detection limit is not an appropriate basis 
     for requiring automatic inclusion of a permit limit.  Clearly a larger data
     set should be required before making a decision on whether a permit limit  
     is required.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2706.048     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5 should also consider the following factors in determining if a 
     reasonable potential to exceed a standard exits:                           
                                                                                
     [reasonableness of the assumption that discharger added the pollutant based
     on knowledge of the discharger's operations;]                              
                                                                                
     [whether the pollutant is "ubiquitous";]                                   
                                                                                
     [whether the data point is an "outlier", analytical or sampling artifact;] 
                                                                                
     [whether the analytical values above the detection level are below the     
     Practical Quantification Limit (PQL).  (Analytical values below the PQL are
     not a reliable measurement of concentration.);]                            
                                                                                
     [whether the weight of evidence indicates that environmental or human      
     health impairment is a realistic concern.]                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.049     
     
     See responses to comments numbered D2722.117, G3201L.041 and P2588.322.    
     See also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.7.b.i on        
     determining when mass has been added.  See also generally, Supplementary   
     Information Document Section VIII.E.3-7.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.050
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .050 is imbedded in .049.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reasonableness of the assumption that discharger added the pollutant based 
     on knowledge of the discharger's opeations.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.050     
     
     See response to comment number D2706.049.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.051
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .051 is imbedded in .049.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether the pollutant is "ubiquitous".                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.051     
     
     See response to comment number D2706.049.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2706.052
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .052 is imbedded in .049.                                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether the data point is an "outlier", analytical or sampling artifact;   
     
     
     Response to: D2706.052     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.053
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .053 is imbedded in .049.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether the analytical values above the detection level are below the      
     Practical Quantification Limit (PQL). (Analytical values below the PQL are 
     not a realiable measurement of concentration.)                             
     
     
     Response to: D2706.053     
     
     See responses to comments numbered D2722.117, G3201L.041 and P2588.322.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2706.054
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .054 is imbedded in .049.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether the weight of evidence indicates that environmental or human health
     impairment is a realistic concern.                                         
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     Response to: D2706.054     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2706.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BP believes that while the statistical methods from the TSD may be valid   
     for use as guidance, it is not appropriate to apply them in an inflexible  
     command and control manner.  Procedure 5 should leave the decision on      
     whether the numbers analysis truly makes sense to the best professional    
     judgment of the regulatory agency.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2706.055     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A strict interpretation of the requirement that a facility not contribute  
     "any" amount of a pollutant to the discharge is inconsistent with the      
     definition of a "reasonable" potential to cause or contribute to an        
     exceedance of a water quality standard.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2706.056     
     
     See responses to comments numbered D2722.117, G3201L.041, G5708L.037 and   
     P2588.322.  See also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c,
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     Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent        
     Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed strict adherence to the "any addition" requirement has      
     potentially enormous economic consequences.  There is no cost-effective    
     treatment available for once-through cooling waters containing low         
     concentrations of corrosion products.  The only alternative available to   
     such dischargers would be to replace the once-through cooling water system 
     with an air cooling or recirculating cooling water system, at costs in the 
     tens of millions of dollars.  More important, even if such expenditures    
     were made the improvement in water quality would be unmeasurable.  This    
     approach simple makes no sense, environmentally or economically.           
     
     
     Response to: D2706.057     
     
     See generally, Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.3- 7.  See
     also discussion on costs and technical feasibility related to intake       
     credits in Supplementary Information Document Section IX.D.  See also      
     response to comment number D2952.031.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2706.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should therefore revise the "Reasonable Potential" provisions to allow 
     for a determination of no Reasonable Potential for situations involving de 
     minimis additions of pollutants that result in no significant increase in  
     the intake water concentration of the pollutants.  Undetectable and other  
     small amounts of pollutants that are not deliberately added to wastewater  
     by the discharger should be considered de minimis for the purposes of the  

Page 1191



$T044618.TXT
     reasonable potential determination.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2706.058     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.075.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2706.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the preamble asserts that alternatives to "intake credits"        
     currently exist, the examples cited in the preamble are unconvincing and   
     might inappropriately provide justification for eliminating the intake     
     pollutants provisions from the rule.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2706.059     
     
     This comment raises concerns similar to those in D2710.065, which are      
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2706.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A phased TMDL is suggested as an existing alternative for addressing       
     mercury as an intake water pollutant (58 Fed. Reg. 20954).  The entire     
     example is unrealistic.  It assumes that mercury concentrations are due to 
     sediment accumulations and ignores data indicating that mercury            
     concentrations in precipitation exceed GLWQG criteria (see earlier         
     comment), which if true, means that the background would exceed allowable  
     permits for the foreseeable future.  Also, at the proposed wildlife        
     criterion for mercury, naturally-occurring mercury alone may cause         
     exceedance of the criterion.  Phasing a TMDL would  have no value at all in
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     such situations.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2706.060     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/MODS
     Comment ID: D2706.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modifications to designated uses, even if obtained, will have little impact
     on discharge requirements, because as the preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20955)    
     states, "Modifications of designated uses for aquatic life and wildlife    
     protection would have little impact... because the criteria set forth in   
     Tables 1, 2 and 4, and the criteria and values developed pursuant to       
     methodologies referenced in Section 132.4, apply to waters of the Great    
     Lakes Basin regardless of designated use."  The preamble discusses changing
     a designated use from drinking water to non-drinking water, as a way to    
     provide relief from certain human health criteria.  However, all Open      
     Waters of the Great Lakes are designated by the Guidance as drinking water 
     sources and this cannot be changed by the states.  Therefore, only for     
     tributaries and inland lakes could criteria be changed by changing the use 
     designation to non-drinking water.  The net change for dischargers to these
     waters would, in most cases, be very modest and would probably not solve   
     the problem of intake water pollutants.  This is especially true for BCCs, 
     for which the drinking water component is insignificant compared to the    
     assumed exposure from fish consumption.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2706.061     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2656.355 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment. See response to: P2656.355                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/MODS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2706.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific modifications of water quality standards are not a practical 
     approach for accounting for background concentrations of pollutants (58    
     Fed. Reg. 20955).  The conditions for site-specific modifications to       
     aquatic life criteria in Procedure 1.A.1. of Appendix F (58 Fed. Reg.      
     21034) do not include elevated background concentrations of a regulated    
     pollutant.  Since the proposed site-specific standards provisions do not   
     allow any relaxation of wildlife or human health criteria, this approach is
     if no value whatsoever when high background concentrations affect          
     implementation of these criteria.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2706.062     
     
     Site-specific modifications to criteria do not take into consideration     
     background concentrations of the pollutants.  For more information on      
     background concentrations and implementation see Section VIII.E.3. of the  
     SID.  Site-specific modifications to criteria are derived if local water   
     quality characteristics such as pH, hardness, temperature, color, etc.,    
     alter the biological availability or toxicity of a pollutant; or if the    
     sensitivity of the local aquatic organisms (i.e., those that would live in 
     the water absent human-induced pollution) differs significantly from the   
     species actually tested in developing the criteria; or if local physical or
     hydrological conditions preclude aquatic life from remaining at the site.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2706.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should allow the permitting agency flexibility in the         
     determination of whether an intake credit will be provided in a specific   
     case.  This recommendation is consistent with our position that the        
     proposed Guidance should be just that, guidance to the states rather than  
     prescriptive regulation.  It would be extremely difficult to identify in   
     advance all the situations where intake credits are appropriate.           
     
     
     Response to: D2706.063     
     
     EPA believes that the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance    
     appropriately balance the GLI goal for uniform implementation procedures   
     with the need to retain flexbility to exercise best professional judgment  
     for determinations that require the evaluation of case-specific factors.   
     EPA notes that a significant feature of the final procedures is to provide 
     a uniform framework for making case-by- case evaluations.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2706.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble presents four options, with suboptions, for dealing with the  
     intake pollutants issue (58 Fed. Reg. 20960-6).  Option 3c would allow a   
     facility to discharge an effluent containing, at a maximum, the same       
     concentration of the pollutant that would be measured in the receiving     
     water (58 ed. Reg. 20964).  This option does not restrict applicability to 
     situations where 100% of the water containing the pollutant is taken from  
     and returned to the same water body. If the discharger's treatment system  
     is capable of removing some of the pollutant in the intake water, then the 
     allowable concentration would be reduced accordingly.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2706.064     
     
     This is not a comment, but a characterization of the proposal and therefore
     a response would be inappropriate.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2706.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA chooses to restrict state flexibility and chooses to specify one    
     option, BP would prefer option 3c to address the issue of elevated         
     background concentrations of regulated pollutants and intake water as the  
     pollutant source.  Statistical methodology referenced submitted by the     
     Chemical Manufacturers Association is specifically designed to demonstrate 
     compliance with this type of an approach to intake pollutants.             
     
     
     Response to: D2706.065     
     
     EPA's basis for not extending special consideration of intake pollutant to 
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     discharges from different bodies of water is explained in the SID at       
     Section VIII.E.4.c.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2706.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA presents the compete text of the Steering Committee's recommendation   
     for addressing the background concentration and intake water issue in the  
     preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20965).  This provision in identical to a similar   
     provision in Wisconsin's approved water quality standards.  EPA did not    
     propose the Steering Committee's recommended language.  Instead, it        
     modified it, restricting the Steering Committee's proposal.                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.066     
     
     This is not a comment, but a characterization of what was in the proposal. 
     EPA's rationale for not proposing option 4 is explained in the preamble to 
     the proposed rule.  As explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.3-7,        
     elements or variations of concepts in option 4 are included in the final   
     Guidance procedures regarding intake water pollutants (procedures 5.D & E  
     of appendix F).                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2706.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA chooses to specify one option on intake credits, BP also considers  
     option 4 to be an acceptable option for addressing intake pollutants and   
     background concentration in the receiving water provided the revisions     
     noted below are incorporated.  We believe that a modified option 4 would   
     assure that a discharge will not cause or contribute to an exceedance of a 
     water quality standard.  Option 4 should be revised to:                    
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     [Eliminate the restriction in Section (B)(2)(a) on intake credits for      
     facilities where the receiving water provided less than 10% of the intake  
     water;]                                                                    
                                                                                
     [Eliminate restriction of the credit to receiving waters which exceed water
     quality criteria.]                                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.067     
     
     With respect to Option 4 generally, see responses to comments P2607.081 and
     P2574.083.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Eliminating the restriction in Section (B)(2)(a) in Option 4, as suggested 
     by the commenter, would effectively set limits based on the background     
     concentrations in the receiving water whether the source water came from   
     the same or different body of water as the receiving water for the         
     discharge.  When the intake pollutants are from the same body of water,    
     this would effectively establish no net addition limits and the final      
     Guidance provides for such limits in certain situations.  See SID at       
     Section VIII.E.4.b.  When intake pollutants are from a different body of   
     water, EPA disagrees that limits should be based on the background         
     concentration of the receiving water as explained in the SID at Sections   
     VIII.E.4.c and 5.  The SID in Section VIII.E.3-7 explains in detail the    
     bases for all aspects of the final rule.  EPA agrees that limiting         
     consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELs to instances where the
     receiving water exceeds the criteria is appropriate, as explained in the   
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i, but has not imposed this limitation for       
     purposes of procedure 5.D. of appendix F, the intake pollutant reasonable  
     potential procedure.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2706.068
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .068 is imbedded in .067.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate the restriction in Section (B)(2)(a) on intake credits for       
     facilities where the receiving water provided less than 10% of the intake  
     water.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.068     
     
     This comment is included in comment D2706.067 and is not addressed         
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2706.069
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .069 is imbedded in .067.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate restriction of the credit to receiving waters which exceed water 
     quality criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2706.069     
     
     This comment is included in comment D2706.067 and is not addressed         
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2706.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As currently drafted, option 4 would deny an intake credit to some         
     dischargers based upon the source of the intake water.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.070     
     
     EPA agrees that it is appropriate to distinguish between the same and      
     different bodies of water as the source of an intake water pollutant, as   
     explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2706.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would also limit the credit to waters which are water quality impaired. 
     These restrictions unnecessarily limit the availability of intake credits. 
     
     
     Response to: D2706.071     
     
     This comment apparently refers to the explicit limitation of option 4 in   
     the proposal to situations where the background levels of pollutants in the
     water supply exceed applicable water quality criteria.                     
                                                                                
     The proposed guidance, which would establish a "reasonable potential" test 
     specifically for intake water pollutants, would apply regardless of the    
     levels of pollutants in the background waters.  This feature has been      
     retained in the final Guidance. The final Guidance, unlike the proposal,   
     also includes procedures for considering intake water pollutants in        
     establishing WQBELS for discharges to receiving waters that exceed an      
     applicable water quality standard.  The basis for this limitation is       
     explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2706.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the proposed additional focus in these procedures on the        
     background concentrations in the receiving water would be appropriate.     
     
     
     Response to: D2706.072     
     
     This is not a complete comment.  Intake credits are discussed in detail in 
     the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2706.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also believe that the inability to anticipate all possible situations   
     when applying these procedures argues for additional state flexibility for 
     implementation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2706.073     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2706.063 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2706.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For once-through non-contact cooling water, BP recommends that the GLWQG   
     regulations allow use of existing state procedures (e.g., state            
     restrictions on cooling water treatment chemnicals usage, and              
     technology-based restrictions such as net limits on total organic carbon)  
     to evaluate whether or not a reasonable potential to exceed water quality  
     standards exists.  Once-through non-contact cooling water is not a         
     significant source of persistent toxic pollutants to the Great Lakes and   
     their tributaries.  There is no need for the GLWQG to require              
     implementation of a rigid "by-the-numbers" procedure which does not        
     properly consider the true "reasonable potential" for once-through         
     non-contact cooling water.                                                 
                                                                                
     The provision of such an automatic exclusion would not only be             
     administratively more efficient than proposed Procedure 5.E., but would    
     also address any regulated pollutant that is added by the facility as a    
     result of cooling water treatment or manufacturing operations.             
     
     
     Response to: D2706.074     
     
     The proposal to include a blanket exemption for cooling water from the need
     for WQBELs is discussed in the response to comment D2592.031.  Also see SID
     at Section VIII.E.7.b.i.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2706.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monitoring conditions to demonstrate continuing compliance with the "no    
     reasonable potential" determination based on the presence of pollutants in 
     the intake water must be based on a statistical comparison of intake and   
     effluent concentrations.                                                   
                                                                                
     Proposed Procedure 5.E.2.b. requires inclusion of monitoring provisions in 
     the discharger's permit to insure that the basis for the determination that
     there is no reasonable potential because of the presence of pollutants in  
     the intake water to cause or contribute to an exceedance is maintained (58 
     Fed. Fed. Reg. 20960).  Monitoring to achieve this demonstration must allow
     a statistical comparison of intake and effluent concentrations.  Comparison
     of individual influent/effluent samples is not an acceptable approach      
     because sampling and analytical error will mask a comparison between two   
     concentrations that will be essentially the same, and often very close to  
     detection limits.  The Chemical Manufacturers Association, of which BP is a
     member, has developed a proposed statistical approach, which has been      
     previously submitted to EPA's Office of Science and Technology, for        
     determining when there is no significant addition of a pollutant to an     
     intake water.  The statistical procedure in that document is applicable to 
     all types of discharges where intake water is a source of the pollutants of
     concern in the discharge.  BP recommends that EPA specify this procedure if
     the requirement to include monitoring provisions in the discharger's permit
     is retained.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2706.075     
     
     The final Guidance leaves the detemination of appropriate monitoring       
     conditions and information needed to determine whether eligibility         
     requirements for special consideration of intake pollutants to the         
     discretion of the permitting authority to take into account case-specific  
     factors. See SID at Section VIII.E.7.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2706.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not result the methodology for addressing intake water          
     pollutants to those subtances that are present throughout the basin at     
     concentration that exceed the standards.                                   
                                                                                
     The preamble suggests that the methodology for addressing intake water     
     pollutants could be restricted to pollutants that are present at about the 
     same concentrations, due to non-point source contributions, throughout the 
     Basin (58 Fed. Reg. 20966).  BP believes that this restriction is not      
     scientifically justified.                                                  
                                                                                
     Background concentrations will vary considerably in the Great Lakes Basin. 
     If the lowest background concentration was used as the basis for this      
     determination, Lake Superior concentrations would probably control.        
     Moreover, this approach does not address the issue of sediment             
     concentration contributions to background concentrations, which is limited 
     to a few specific areas.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2706.076     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2656.367 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2706.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The requirement that a point source meet a standard of 1.0 acute toxic     
     units at the point of discharge lacks scientific support, will have little 
     impact on water quality, and could result in particularly stringent        
     controls on smaller dischargers.                                           
                                                                                
     The proposed whole effluent toxicity (WET) requirements in Procedure 6.A.1.
     specify that an effluent may not exceed 1.0 acute toxic unit (TUa) at the  
     point of discharge (58 Fed.Reg. 21042). This appears to be a policy based  
     decision, rather than a decision based on science.  These restrictions     
     appear to arise from the same policy which fails to allow a zone of initial
     dilution for achieving numerical standards for toxic substances.  The use  
     of a high rate diffuser or other methods of mixing enhancement to prevent  
     aquatic toxicity is a widely used and scientifically supported approach for
     protection of aquatic life.  This approach is also specifically supported  
     by EPA in the TSD.                                                         
                                                                                
     Since toxicity is related to the toxicant concentration and exposure time  
     for sensitive organisms, a diffuser can be designed in such a manner so as 
     to prevent aquatic life from remaining in the plume long enough to be      
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     adversely affected by any toxicant or mixture of toxicants (see Chapter 4, 
     TSD).  There is no scientific basis for prohibiting the use of high rate   
     diffusers to achieve WET requirements.  The proposed regulation should     
     therefore specify that diffusers and other methods of enhanced mixing can  
     be used to achieve both the acute and chronic criteria within a designated 
     mixing zone.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2706.077     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  EPA believes that the goals of the CWA and the 
     Critical Programs Act are best served by requiring consistency in the WET  
     criteria goals applicable to the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2706.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed regulations also allow dischargers to conduct mixing zone     
     demonstrations (Procedure 3.B.E.).  The results of mixing zone evaluations 
     should also be allowed to be used to adjust the allowable WET limit on a   
     site-specific basis.  This approach is scientifically-based, and correctly 
     addresses the exposure time-concentration relationship of toxicity.        
     
     
     Response to: D2706.078     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2706.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposal would not restrict the requirement to meet the acute WET limit
     at the end-of-pipe to large dischargers.  Smaller dischargers, even those  
     with minimal impact on the quality of the receiving water, would be        
     required to meet this limit.  Application to smaller dischargers so        
     situated would often be particularly cost ineffective because they often   
     have little impact on water quality outside the mixing zone as a result of 
     acute whole effluent toxicity.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2706.079     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  EPA believes that the goals of the CWA and the 
     Critical Programs Act are best served by requiring consistency in the WET  
     criteria goals applicable to the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2706.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For all treatable pollutants, there is absolutely no scientific            
     justification for requiring control upstream of the wastewater of the      
     treatment unit.  In effect, this provision renders all end-of-pipe         
     treatment units as redundant for the pollutant in question.  Therefore,    
     requiring a pollutant minimization program for such pollutants and their   
     elimination from wastewaters before treatment is scientifically            
     unsupportable and economically unjustified.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2706.080     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2706.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 1204



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The provision also fails to consider the limitations of pollutant sampling 
     and analysis.  It presumes that the detection limit in the untreated       
     wastewaters will be the same as it is in the treated effluent.  However,   
     for trace pollutants, matrix interferences increase when the amounts of    
     non-target pollutants increase; consequently in untreated wastewaters, the 
     detection levels for many pollutants will be 100 to 10,000 times higher    
     than the detection levels achievable in the treated effluent.  In such     
     cases, the permittee required to conduct the pollutant minimization program
     will be unable to identify the sources of a pollutant, or even its presence
     in the untreated wastewaters.  This will make it impossible to measure the 
     effectiveness of the pollutant minimization program.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2706.081     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2706.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA probably does not have necessary authority under the Clean Water Act to
     require pollutant minimization programs.  Section 404 of the Clean Water   
     Act restricts EPA's authority over point sources to the "addition" of      
     pollutants.  However, EPA is not given authority to specify what technology
     must be used to achieve permitted levels of pollutants nor does EPA have   
     authority to require that a pollutant in the influent to a treatment unit  
     be below the facility's discharge limit.  Consequently, we do not believe  
     that EPA has the needed authority to impose pollutant minimization programs
     as permit conditions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2706.082     
     
     See the discussion of legal authority for pollution minimization programs  
     (PMPs) and PMP requirements in Section VIII.H of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2706.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, should EPA determine that it has authority to require any         
     additional actions, the need for any such additional actions should be     
     focused on site-specific and pollutant-specific risks.  Such an approach   
     would also be consistent with a recently enacted Ohio statute which will be
     codified at Ohio Revised Code 6113(c) and which states:                    
                                                                                
     Whenever a discharge limit for a pollutant is less than the practical      
     quantification level, the director may require the permit holder to        
     identify the possible sources of that pollutant.  The director, by rule,   
     may specify additional actions that the permit holder may be required to   
     take when the director finds the actions to be necessary to prevent or     
     mitigate significant adverse effects on public health or environmental     
     quality.  Failure of a permit holder to comply with additional actions     
     required by the director under this division constitutes a violation of the
     permit holder's discharge permit.                                          
                                                                                
     Should EPA determine that it has authority to require any additional       
     actions, consideration should be given to final Guidance which is truly    
     guidance and which encourages, not mandates, states to implement a program 
     similar to that now required in Ohio.  Such a program would be protective  
     of human health and the environment as well as being much more cost        
     effective than the proposal.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2706.083     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2706.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 1206



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "minimum level" as currently defined is not a satisfactory detection   
     level for the implementation of the WQBELs.  The Practical Quantitation    
     Level should be used instead of the "minimum level".                       
                                                                                
     The Guidance uses the minimum level for the applicable EPA analytical      
     method in order to apply the requirements of Procedure 8 (58 Fed. Reg.     
     20977-8, 21044).  The Guidance defines the minimum level as "the level at  
     which the analytical system will give recognizable mass spectra and        
     acceptable calibration points." (Part 132.1, 58 Fed. Reg. 21011)           
                                                                                
     In the TSD, the Agency states that the minimum level is developed based on 
     interlaboratory analyses of the analyte in the matrix of concern, i.e.,    
     wastewater effluents.  It also states that this "minimum level is not to be
     confused with the method detection limit which is based on a single        
     laboratory analysis of distilled water."                                   
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance has appropriately recognized the importance of       
     interlaboratory uncertainty and matrix effects on the achievable           
     quantitation limits for specific chemicals and effluents, however, the     
     "minimum level" that the Guidance proposes in Procedure 8 is not the       
     appropriate vehicle for recognizing these two factors.  The Agency has     
     never published a protocol for developing minimum levels, and EPA's        
     analytical methods are silent on how the minimum levels were derived.      
                                                                                
     The only NPDES analytical methods that have published minimum levels (which
     sometimes are developed with reagent water, based on the statement in      
     Method 1634) are those that have been developed under the auspices of the  
     Industrial Technology Division (ITD) of the Office of Water.  These        
     formally-adopted ITD methods consitute only a small subset of the 40 CRF   
     136 analytical methods.                                                    
                                                                                
     Most of the analytical methods required for NPDES permit compliance testing
     do not have minimum levels developed for them.  Rather, only MDLs which are
     based on reagent water and are considered to be reproducible by            
     well-operated laboratories in clean matrices have been published for most  
     of these methods.                                                          
                                                                                
     In addition, those methods developed by ITD and which have published       
     minimum levels have not had quality assurance/quality control round robin  
     tests performed on those analytical methods, nor have they undergone the   
     same level of public review as most other NPDES compliance methods.  Nor   
     has EPA ever made public any of the studies and data on which these        
     published minimum levels are based.  Furthermore, it is not clear that all 
     of the published minimum levels are based on actual effluent matrices as   
     specified in the TSD.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2706.084     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2706.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BP believes that the Practical Quantitation Limit should be used for       
     Procedure 8 instead of the minimum level.  We recognize that the minimum   
     level concepts appears to be in any ways consistent with the definition of 
     the practical quantitation level (PQL) used by many of the other EPA       
     programs, but believe that the PQL would be a clear and more equitable     
     standard.  For example, there is no protocol for developing matrix-specific
     minimum levels and there are no statistical confidence levels that are used
     in its estimation from analytical data.  This is not acceptable in a       
     regulatory program, since regulators and permittees must have a consistent,
     well-defined performance target.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2706.085     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2706.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conversely, the EPA Office of Drinking Water has developed the PQL using a 
     combination of the actual performance of multiple EPA laboratories and the 
     method detection limits (MDL) developed using the protocol published at 40 
     CFR 136, Appendix B.  The Office of Solid Waste is currently developing a  
     similar protocol for estimating the PQLs in solid waste samples.  In each  
     case, EPA has used a statistically-defined level of uncertainty and        
     well-defined laboratory protocols to establish the PQL for a specific      
     analyte.  By contrast, the minimum level, as currently described in the    
     revised TSD and other Office of Water reports, does not have any of these  
     attributes.                                                                

Page 1208



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     Recognition of the PQL as the appropriate standard for use in establishing 
     compliance with NPDES permiots is increasing.  Recently the State of Ohio  
     enacted the following provisions on the use of "practical quantification   
     levels" (the statutory term for PQLs) which will be codified at Ohio       
     Revised Code Section 6111.13:                                              
                                                                                
     Sec.6111.13. (A) ...                                                       
     (1) "Method Detection Limit" has the same meaning as in 40 CFR Part 136,   
     Appendix B, and shall be determined in accordance with the procedures set  
     forth in that Appendix.                                                    
                                                                                
     (2) "Practical Quantification Level" means a concentration that is five    
     times the method detection limit for the most sensitive available          
     analytical procedure currently approved under 40 CFR Part 136 from a       
     pollutant unless the director... establishes a different practical         
     quantification level for the pollutant that is consistent with and no more 
     stringent than the appropriate national consensus standard or other        
     generally accepted standard.                                               
     (B) ... until the director has adopted rules specifying a different basis  
     for determining compliance..., if a discharge limit is set below the       
     practical quantification level for a particular parameter, any value       
     reported at or below the practical quantification level shall be considered
     to be in compliance with that limit.                                       
                                                                                
     The Guidance should use the PWLs developed by EPA in the Drinking Water    
     program.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2706.086     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2706.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     During Technical Work Group (TWG) deliberations on the proposed Guidance,  
     EPA and the Great Lakes States considered including specific provisions in 
     the loading limits procedure to address elevated effluent flows from       
     continuous discharges that might occur during wet-weather discharge events.
      EPA did not include such text in the proposed Guidance because it believed
     that the procedures for development of TMDLs and WLAs, and from them       
     WQBELs, already provide the permitting authority with the ability to       
     adequeately acount for effluent variability in continuous discharges,      
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     including that resulting from wet-weather events (p. 20977).               
                                                                                
     We are concerned that as proposed, inadequate consideration may not be     
     given in the TMDL and WLA process to the impact of storm events on         
     industrial facilities which treat stormwater in a combined system (i.e.    
     combining of process wastewater and contaminated stormwater prior to       
     treatment).  Although surge capacity is commonly included for storage of   
     some excess flow during storm events, discharge rates during storm events  
     often increase.  Effluent guidelines for some industrial categories (e.g.  
     petroleum refining) recognize the impact of storm events upon facility     
     operations and allow this impact to be considered when etablishing facility
     effluent permit limits for certain parameters.  If the TMDL and WLA        
     procedures were, contrary to EPA expectations, not to adequately consider  
     effluent variability (e.g. if a maximum mass loading limit were to be      
     derived from some type of average flow rate), allowable maximum            
     concentrations for facilities which have elevated discharge flows during   
     storm events would be even lower than otherwise applicable under the       
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     We recommend that consideration be given to including in the final Guidance
     procedures consistent with those originally proposed by the TWG and        
     consistent with the provisions of effluent guidelines that allow for       
     recognition of storm events.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2706.087     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2707.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By focusing on point sources alone, the GLI addresses only part of its     
     mission to provide basin-wide water quality planning for the entire        
     watershed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2707.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
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     Comment ID: D2707.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not promote cost-effectiveness criteria for basin water       
     quality improvements.  Consequently, it does not discourage wasteful and   
     unnecessary spending.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2707.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2707.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not take advantage of and may be incompatible with the        
     Remedial Action Planning efforts already being implemented within the      
     basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2707.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI does not take advantage of and may be      
     incompatible with the Remedial Action Planning efforts already being       
     implemented in the Great Lakes basin.  EPA believes the Guidance considers 
     all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes, point and nonpoint, for the   
     reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  For a discussion of how the     
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes programs, including Remedial      
     Action Plans, see Section I.D of the SID and responses t comment numbers   
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2707.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scientific community, based on extensive independent review efforts, is
     indicating that the GLI suffers from significant technical and             
     implementation problems.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2707.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance suffers from significant technical and
     implementation problems.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on 
     sound science, produces measurable improvements, has realistic and         
     attainable goals, addresses local conditions and includes cost-effective   
     options.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in 
     developing the final Guidance, including using the best available science  
     to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great Lakes      
     basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the issues 
     raised in this comment, see the preamble to the final Guidance and Section 
     II of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2707.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the GLI could place the Great Lakes states under an      
     economic disadvantage that could drive industry and jobs from the basin.   
     
     
     Response to: D2707.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2707.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Full implementation of GLI remedies could triple GBMSD municipal rates for 
     the average family from the current $33 per quarter to as much as $107 per 
     quarter.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2707.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2707.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Reference attached Executive Summary                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains no consideration of alternative solutions and the cost    
     effective manner to achieve them.  There is also no consideration of all   
     pollution sources within a particular watershed.  Both point and nonpoint  
     source contributions from throughout the watershed should be included in   
     seeking the least cost solution to a given downstream Great Lakes water    
     quality standard.  A draft report from the analysis team of Northeast      
     Wisconsin Waters for Tomorrow, Inc.  (NEWWT) provides documentation that,  
     in the Fox River/Wolf River basin, nonpoint source controls for phosphorus 
     and suspended solids would be much more cost effective than further control
     of point sources.  (See attached Executive Summary).  Indeed, without major
     reduction in nonpoint source pollution, Remedial Action Plan goals for     
     phosphorus and suspended solids reductions cannot be met no matter how     
     clean point source discharges are.  Lack of these features will, in our    
     opinion, render the proposed regulation ineffective at a time when the     
     availability of public funds is limited and the competition between the    
     many segments of our society for use of these funds is severe.             
     
     
     Response to: D2707.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2707.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GBMSD was formed for the express purpose of and has historically       
     supported the overall philosphy of environmental protection.  We are       
     currently in the final stages of our most recent plant improvement, a $70  
     million effort which will result in significant reduction in ammonia,      
     residual chlorine, and whole effluent toxicity from our discharge.  During 
     our Facilities Planning effort which preceded construction, we evaluated   
     several advanced wastewater treatment processes and performed extensive    
     pilot testing to establish their capabilities and costs.  Our experience   
     casts significant doubt as to the ability to remove all parameters to the  
     levels indicated by the GLI and causes us to view with alarm the potential 
     costs of compliance with the guidance.  We will present additional         
     information regarding treatment alternatives and related cost impacts later
     in this document.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2707.008     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2707.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA Science Advisory Board invested considerable time to evaluate and  
     comment on the GLI.  Their report probably represents the most in-depth    
     analysis performed to date.  The EPA should thoroughly review these        
     comments and produce an adequate response.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2707.009     
     
     See Section I.E of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2707.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The working draft executive summary prepared by DRI/McGraw-Hill for the    
     Council of Great Lakes Governors is also a very thorough and objective     
     evaluation of the overall impacts of the GLI.  That document describes five
     important and practical approaches toward more cost-effective remedies to  
     basin water quality problems.  The EPA should consider the DRI report as a 
     technical critique, and should make full use of the information presented  
     during final revisions of the GLI document.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2707.010     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2707.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI/McGraw-Hill review also compared point source discharge of         
     Bioaccumulative Compounds of Concern (BCCs) with those deposited           
     atmospherically and estimated the impact on BCC loadings if GLI were fully 
     implemented on point source dischargers.  Except for dioxin, the reduction 
     of BCCs in the environment was negligible.  Further, atmospheric deposition
     of mercury are ten times that of point source discharges.  Surely, in light
     of such vast expenditures to realize negligible gains, it is warranted for 
     the EPA to seriously rethink this basic GLI rationale.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2707.011     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2589.014.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

Page 1215



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2707.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the Tier 2 process as contained in the GLI for determining      
     ambient criteria in cases of very limited data to be seriously flawed.     
     This practice would very likely lead to standards which are overprotective,
     due to the uncertainties involved and the many conservative safety factors 
     applied.  The Wisconsin DNR struggled with this very issue during the      
     development of Administrative Code Chapters NR105 and 106.  We recommend   
     that the GLI data base requirements should more closely parallel the       
     Wisconsin rule.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2707.012     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2707.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 process suggests that individual dischargers can commission     
     studies to produce additional toxicity data in order to adjust criteria.   
     As an alternative, we recommend that the EPA commission such research which
     should best be conducted by a single agency, such as the Water Environment 
     Federation Research Foundation.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2707.013     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2707.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wisconsin has recently updated the language in Wisconsin Pollution         
     Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) permits regarding compliance with     
     limits that are at "Level of Detection" or "Level of Quantification"       
     levels.  We recommend that the GLI follow the Wisconsin guidance.          
                                                                                
     The underlying concept of treating discharges to meet criteria that are    
     below the level of detection will lead the wastewater treatment industry   
     into a new realm of regulatory implementation difficulties.  We will have  
     moved beyond effluent quality based standards and receiving water quality  
     based standards and into treatment process based standards.  Since effluent
     monitoring will not be able to gauge compliance with limits, confidence in 
     meeting those effluent limits must rely on the engineerng judgments that   
     the proper technology has been chosen, that treatment facilities have been 
     properly designed and constructed, and that ongoing operations are         
     maintained within proper limits.  In the past, the efficacy of the         
     planning, design, construction and operation of wastewater treatment       
     facilities was proven by effluent monitoring to demonstrate compliance with
     effluent limits.  Since effluent monitoring will not be able to provide    
     that proof, regulatory agencies will feel the need to become intimately    
     involved in all these activities to properly fulfill their missions.  We   
     see this situation as a continuously expanding regulatory load that is     
     costly and unnecessary when traditionally based standards are employed.    
     
     
     Response to: D2707.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2707.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Without adequate scientific or technical reason to do so, the GLI          
     eliminates mixing zones for BCCs and greatly restricts Zones of Initial    
     Dilution (ZIDs).  We recommend that mixing zones as developed in Wisconsin 
     State Code Chapter NR106 be substituted for the GLI policy.                
     
     
     Response to: D2707.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2707.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of "Existing Effluent Quality" (EEQ) to set permit limits is       
     inherently unfair, as it penalizes a facility for historically operating in
     an efficient manner.  For example, GBMSD has voluntarily reduced phosphorus
     concentrations in its discharge to levels well below those required by     
     permit, in response to a request by the Lower Green Bay Remedial Action    
     Plan (RAP).  Under EEQ, our reward for this voluntary action would be a    
     more stringent permit limit which would likely require additional capital  
     expenditure in order to maintain compliance on a consistent basis.         
     
     
     Response to: D2707.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2707.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our interpretation of the GLI is that EEQ would only apply to the BCCs.  We
     support the goal of virtual elimination of the BCCs.  However, we feel that
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     the very conservative Bioaccumulation Factors calculated for these         
     compounds in conjunction with the Wisconsin Antidegradation Policy will    
     achieve the desired objective.  This approach would not require            
     incorporating the overly restrictive and unfair EEQ procedure into the     
     permit process.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2707.017     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2707.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) in the GLI could bring a      
     watershed perspective into the point source management control program.  We
     strongly support the concept of watershed management, and urge the EPA to  
     maintain this component of the GLI.  However, TMDLs will be of little value
     unless appropriate reductions are made from nonpoint sources.  We recommend
     that the EPA prepare and distribute written guidance detailing how it (or  
     the States) would incorporate the TMDLs into current water quality         
     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2707.018     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2707.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that the GLI could negatively impact ongoing Remedial     
     Action Plans around the basin.  Specifically, given the reality of limited 
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     dollars, the GLI may bring about a reallocation of resources, which could  
     seriously hinder current progress of the Lower Green Bay RAP.              
     
     
     Response to: D2707.019     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI does not take advantage of and may be      
     incompatible with the Remedial Action Planning efforts already being       
     implemented in the Great Lakes basin.  See response to comment number      
     D2707.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2707.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel that the current lack of public understanding and commitment to    
     such important environmental issues is a fatal weakness to obtaining a     
     strong public mandate for continued pollution abatement.  We urge the EPA  
     to promote more public informational efforts throughout the basin.         
                                                                                
     We understand that the States which have worked long and hard on the       
     development of the GLI will essentially be excluded from the process after 
     the close of the written comment period.  We urge the EPA to reconsider    
     this decision, and to keep the States involved in the process.  To do      
     otherwise would risk losing credibility with the regulated community, and  
     would complicate the rule adoption and implementation process by the       
     States.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2707.020     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Great Lakes States were excluded from the      
     process after development of the GLI.  The States remained involved        
     throughout the entire GLI process as discussed in the preamble to the final
     Guidance and Section II of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2707.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI criteria could require a user of a contaminated surface water      
     supply to return the effluent in better condition than received.  We       
     support the use of intake credits for "net" dischargers, which utilize     
     surface waters in their production facilities.                             
                                                                                
     Current Wisconsin rules set permit limits no lower than the ambient        
     background concentration of the receiving water body.  The GLI suggests    
     that permit limits lower than background concentration could be generated. 
     We feel this is unreasonable.  The benefits to the environment from such   
     actions would be inconsequential, while incurring great expense.           
     
     
     Response to: D2707.021     
     
     This comment raises the general issue of intake credits in water           
     quality-based permitting.  This subject is discussed in detail in the SID  
     at Section VIII.E.3-7 and throughout this document.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2707.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our interpretation of the Critical Programs Act indicates that the EPA was 
     directed to publish the GLI as guidance to the states, rather than as a    
     fixed rule.  We urge the EPA to follow this directive, as it will give the 
     States a small but important measure of latitude in the implementation     
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2707.022     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2707.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is very difficult for us to predict the overall cost of the GLI to the  
     GBMSD, due to the number of implementation questions.  We would expect, at 
     a minimum, that we would significantly increase monitoring throughout the  
     collection system to identify all sources of regulated parameters.  We     
     could then pursue reductions of troublesome compounds via our Sewer Use    
     Ordinance, expansion of our Pretreatment Program, and by instituting       
     pollution prevention requirements and education programs.                  
                                                                                
     However, based on the extremely low post-GLI permit limits which we may    
     see, we may need to consider additional end-of-pipe treatment facilities.  
     As previously mentioned, we evaluated several tertiary treatment systems in
     1987-88 during preparation of our Facilities Plan.  In addition to         
     nitrification, we also pilot tested filtration, sodium sulfide             
     precipitation, high lime and carbon adsorption systems.                    
                                                                                
     Results from the sodium sulfide system were disappointing, as heavy metals 
     removal was ineffective if influent levels were below 100 ug/L.            
                                                                                
     The remaining systems were judged to be effective to varying degrees.  In  
     general, effluent quality improved as it passed through filtration-carbon, 
     or through the high lime-filtration - carbon systems.                      
                                                                                
     We have assembled potential candidate processes for enhancing our current  
     plant process train to meet future GLI criteria.  They are described as    
     follows:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Effluent Filtration                                                        
                                                                                
     As a first level of enhanced treatment, new effluent filtration provides   
     for removal of suspended solids and solid-related constituents.  These     
     constituents include phosphorus and metals.                                
                                                                                
     Effluent Filtration + Activated Carbon                                     
                                                                                
     A second level of enhanced treatment with new granular activated carbon    
     would accomplish reductions of color, COD, residual organics, and other    
     contaminants.                                                              
                                                                                
     High Lime                                                                  
                                                                                
     A first level of enhanced treatment, high lime coagulation and             
     sedimentation, provides additional metals and phosphorus removal.  High    
     lime treatment also provides some removal of color and COD.                
                                                                                
     High Lime + Effluent Filtration + Activated Carbon                         
                                                                                
     A second level of enhancement of effluent filtration provides for          
     additional removal of suspended solids, color, COD, residual organics, and 
     other contaminants.                                                        
                                                                                
     Cost estimates for these enhancements are presented below.  It is important
     to understand that these estimates are based on substantial facility       
     planning and pilot study work and represent the best information we have   
     available.  Our pilot studies indicate these process trains would improve  
     effluent quality but not necessarily meet GLI criteria.                    
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     Response to: D2707.023     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017, D1711.015, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2707.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference chart on page 8                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2707.024     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2707.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference chart on page 9                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current GBMSD municipal rates for a family of four average $33 per quarter.
     Assuming that one of the four process enhancements discussed previously    
     were implemented, rates could be increased by as little as 23 percent or as
     much as 227 percent.  This would result in an average quarterly bill       
     between $40 and $107.  The following table summarizes these rate estimates.
     
     
     Response to: D2707.025     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2707.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Review of recent GBMSD effluent data shows no detectable concentrations of 
     any of the BCCs.  However, many of these detection limits represent        
     concentrations which are several orders of magnitude above the GLI         
     criteria.  Also, we have occasionally detected some of the BCCs in our     
     influent.  We would expect, therefore, that if the analytical technology   
     existed to measure effluent concentrations at the GLI criteria levels, we  
     would likely exceed those criteria.                                        
                                                                                
     Based on our 1987-88 pilot studies, we would expect that tertiary treatment
     at GBMSD, if required, would follow one of the four scenarios listed above.
     Even with these expenditures, however, we could not be certain that our    
     effluent quality would be in total compliance with a GLI-driven permit, due
     to the detection limits issue noted previously.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2707.026     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2707.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would expect the EPA to characterize the level of nationwide secondary  
     environmental impacts that would result from full implementation of GLI    
     remedies.  What are the net environmental effects of advanced              
     physical/chemical wastewater treatment?  Examples of important factors that
     should be evaluated are increased fossil fuel burning associated with      
     electrical power generation, the likely transfer of pollutants from water  
     to land and/or air, the allocation of already limited landfill capacity to 
     chemical sludges, energy consumption related to activated carbon production
     and regeneration and to lime production and recovery, as well as other     
     secondary impacts typically evaluated in EPA environmental impact reviews. 
     
     
     Response to: D2707.027     
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     A regulatory impact analysis (RIA) was prepared for the Guidance in        
     compliance with Executive Order 12866, which requires federal agencies to  
     perform an analysis comparing the benefits and costs of the regulation,    
     analyze alternative approaches to the regulation, and identify the need for
     the regulation for each major rule proposed or promulgated.  Revisions and 
     updates were incorporated in response to comments from the public and the  
     Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  The RIA contains a comparison of   
     the estimated direct costs and benefits of the Guidance.                   
                                                                                
     Secondary benefits or economic impacts embody the successive rounds of     
     spending in an economy that result from the primary benefits of a          
     regulation.  These secondary benefits (or impacts) are estimated based on  
     the analysis of data on interindustry linkages within a region.  Although  
     these impacts may be of relevance to policy-makers, it is important to note
     that the inclusion of secondary benefits is inappropriate for a            
     national-level analysis. This is because under conditions of reasonably    
     full employment, the resources placed into support services (or diverted   
     from complying entities) would be diverted from (or redirected toward)     
     other productive purposes (i.e., net jobs would not be created or lost for 
     otherwise unemployed individuals but, rather, workers would be drawn to or 
     away from other jobs). Thus, these secondary impacts represent a transfer  
     or redistribution of resources rather than changes real economic activity. 
                                                                                
     A detailed econometric model of the Great Lakes region's economy was       
     developed independent of the RIA to estimate economic impacts of the       
     Guidance for the Council of Great Lakes Governors (The Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Initiative: Cost Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental       
     Quality and Regional Competitiveness. DRI/McGraw-Hill, San Francisco,      
     California, July 1993).  This analysis showed little impact of the Guidance
     on the region's economy for a worst case scenario, a scenario with costs   
     far exceeding those estimated by EPA.  As a result, DRI concluded that the 
     impact of the Guidance's costs on the economy of the region would be       
     "nearly imperceptible."                                                    
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2709.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe USEPA has deviated from the express requirements and spirit of  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement by proposing mandatory rules that  
     are not based on sound science or good public policy.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2709.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  

Page 1225



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2709.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance also ignores the Agreement's goal that regulatory programs be 
     cost-effective.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2709.002     
     
     See Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2709.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a preliminary matter, we found the guidance complex and lengthy.  USEPA 
     has asked for hundreds of comments on almost every aspect of the guidance. 
     We have no reasonable clue as to what the final regulation will look like. 
     For this reason we request that USEPA reissue the GLI in the Federal       
     Register in the form that it is intending to promulgate, as a proposed     
     regulation, so that the public will have an opportunity to comment on the  
     actual contemplated action.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Section II.C.4 of the SID. See  
     Section IX of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2709.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we object to USEPA including as part of the rulemaking docket,
     the two documents noticed in the August 9, 1993 Federal Register.  We have 
     not had sufficient time to review these documents and to assess their      
     significance to the proposed guidance but on the surface they appear to be 
     important and were relied upon by USEPA in developing the proposed         
     guidance.  Because of the late notice of inclusion of these documents into 
     the rulemaking docket, we again request that USEPA reissue the GLI in the  
     proposed form that USEPA intends to promulgate in the Federal Register so  
     that the public may learn what significance the documents played in the    
     final proposed regulation.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2709.004     
     
     EPA provided sufficient opportunity for public review and comment for the  
     documents noticed in the August 9, 1993 Federal Register. With respect to  
     reproposing the GLI in final form for public review and comment, see       
     Section II.C.4 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2709.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal would result in high costs with no significant environmental  
     benefits.  The proposal focuses almost exclusively on additional controls  
     on already stringently regulated point source dischargers and essentially  
     ignores non-point sources.  Consequently, the proposal, if implemented,    
     would have little environmental benefit.  It would have little impact on   
     the concerns over persistent and bioaccumulative pollutants responsible for
     its creation.  It would probably not result in the removal of a single fish
     advisory.  This occurs because point sources are not major contributors of 
     persistent bioaccumulative pollutants.  There is widespread agreement that 
     non-point sources, such as air deposition, urban and rural runoff,         
     sediments, and the like are the major sources of these pollutants.         
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     Response to: D2709.005     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2709.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of benefits does not preclude high compliance costs for           
     indusstrial dischargers, municipal dischargers, and members of the public. 
     Removal of pollutants at the extremely low concentrations envisioned by the
     Initiative is extremely costly, and the technology to achieve these levels 
     may not even exist.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2709.006     
     
     See response to comments D2684.008, D1711.015, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2709.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs would be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits.  The   
     DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by request of the Council of Great   
     Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to comply with the GLI  
     to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community has estimated total  
     capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs and $8 billion for  
     industries.  Part of the difference between DRI/McGraw-Hill's estimate and 
     the industry estimate results from DRI/McGraw-Hill's decision to exclude   
     costs for one-through non-contact cooling water on the basis that the      
     proposal does not really mean what it says and that EPA would not require  
     treatment of once-through non-contact cooling water.  We note that EPA has 
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     consistently stated that once-through non-contact cooling water is not     
     exempt from the proposal and that treatment could be required.             
     
     
     Response to: D2709.007     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2709.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's estimate of $80 million to $500
     million annually.  Although not an insignificant cost, EPA's estimate      
     greatly understates the probable costs of compliance because of the        
     simplified and optimistic assumptions used to prepare EPA's cost estimate, 
     including:                                                                 
                                                                                
     -- [Inadequate consideration of costs associated with Tier II value        
     development and implementation;]                                           
                                                                                
     -- [The unwarranted assumption that once through non-contact cooling water 
     would be excluded from regulation;]                                        
                                                                                
     -- [Optimistic assumptions that implementation of pollution prevention     
     programs for ubiquitous pollutants like mercury will be relatively         
     inexpensive;]                                                              
                                                                                
     -- [The assumption that achieving existing analytical detection limits     
     constitutes compliance for pollutants with detection limits below the level
     of detection.]                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2709.008     
     
     See response to comments D2613.004, D2604.045, D2684.008, D2584.015, and   
     D1711.014.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2709.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .009 imbedded in .008                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Inadequate consideration of costs associated with Tier II value development
     and implementation;                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2709.009     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2709.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .010 imbedded in .008                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The unwarranted assumption that once through non-contact cooling water     
     would be excluded from regulation;                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2709.010     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2709.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .011 imbedded in .008                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Optimistic assumptions that implementation of pollution prevention programs
     for ubiquitous pollutants like mercury will be relatively inexpensive;     
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     Response to: D2709.011     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2709.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The assumption that achieving existing analytical detection limits         
     constitutes compliance for pollutants with detection limits below the level
     of detection.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2709.012     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2709.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LOCAL COSTS  The City of Lima has estimated costs to comply with the       
     proposed GLI.  The City anticipates additional treatment capability will be
     required to comply with a more stringent Copper limit, during wet weather  
     flows.  Considerable administrative burdens will be added to the           
     pretreatment area to comply with Pollutant Minimization Plan requirements. 
     Expensive fish tissue monitoring is anticipated to comply with a WQBEL for 
     Mercury which will be below detection levels.  In the future, as analytical
     methods improve, it is conceivable that POTWs may need to add treatment    
     technology to remove Mercury; such costs could reach $25 million per year  
     or more.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Initial compliance costs are estimated at $34 million in capital costs and 
     $5.7 million additional O&M annual costs.  Additional capital costs could  
     reach $30 million or more as detection levels improve and present          

Page 1231



$T044618.TXT
     compliance margins are jeopardized.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA), despite focusing on three Areas of 
     Concern or "hotspots", which should have overestimated benefits, was not   
     able to demonstrate any significant environmental benefits.                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.013     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004, D2587.144, D2587.017, D1711.017, and   
     D2579.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2709.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UBIQUITOUS MERCURY  The proposed Guidance in some instances appears to     
     require improvement over nature.  The draft DRI/McGraw-Hill report         
     indicated the proposed Mercury wildlife criterion is probably lower than   
     the concentration of Mercury that existed in the Great Lakes in prehistoric
     times.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Ohio EPA contributed to a 1991 report "Atmospheric and Tributary Inputs of 
     Toxic Substances to Lake Erie," (Journal Great Lakes Research, 17(4):      
     504-516) in order to assess the relative significance of airborne toxic    
     loads compared to total loads to Lake Erie.  In that report, natural       
     sources of Mercury were found to be significant.  The report noted "the    
     calculated flux of Mercury out of Lake Erie exceeds the total calculated   
     inputs, suggesting volatilization of Mercury pollution which entered the   
     lake at an earlier time, or the presence of a natural source of Mercury.   
     The latter possibility is unique to Mercury among all the toxic species    
     considered here; emission of Mercury from the earth's crust is well known, 
     though the source strength in the Lake Erie region is not well defined."   
     Assuming the average U.S. Mercury emission rate from soil, applicable over 
     the surface of Lake Erie, "a natural Mercury flux of 3,500 kg/yr is        
     indicated.  This amounts to over 40% of the 8,000 kg/yr Mercury            
     volatilization calculated.  The estimated naturally occurring Mercury      
     emitted from the earth's crust is at least six times higher than the       
     loading from Ohio-based point sources.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2709.014     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2709.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REGIONAL COMPETITIVENESS  Implementation of the proposal would make Ohio   
     and other Great Lakes Basin areas less competitive in the global           
     marketplace for all jobs and economicdevelopment.  Costs of implementation 
     would fall on industry, municipalities and residents of the Great Lakes    
     Basin.  Basin industry and residents will incur costs which competitors    
     located elsewhere will not.  Moreover, the proposal will not produce the   
     "level playing field" which some of its supporters have promised.  Rather, 
     it would create new distortions.  Northern Ohio will incur penalties that  
     Southern Ohio will not.  Similar situations would occur in other Great     
     Lakes states.  Industries in the Basin must compete in an international    
     marketplace.  Additional costs which result in essentially no benefit will 
     hurt their competitiveness.  Competitors in other states and countries,    
     including Canada, will not be burdened with this Initiative.  Although a   
     party to the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement -- the very agreement used
     to justify many of the Initiative's provisions -- Canada has not shown any 
     interest in copying it.                                                    
                                                                                
     The City of Lima references in full, and endorses the comments submitted by
     AMSA (Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies) on "Economics,"       
     dealing with the USEPA cost and benefit analysis included with the proposed
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2709.015     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2867.087 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2709.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     To the extent possible, under the Critical Programs Act, the final Guidance
     should be developed and implemented concurrently with the Lakewide Area    
     Management Plans (LAMPs) and the Remedial Action Plans (RAPs).             
     Consideration should be given to Guidance which is phased-in and which     
     reflects the findings of the LAMPs and RAPs.  We believe such a combined   
     approach is consistent with both the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement   
     and the Critical Programs Act.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2709.016     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  See also response to comment number         
     G3457.004.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2709.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
                                                                                
     Under the proposed GLI development of Tier II values for all criteria would
     be required where the Agency has adequate data to do so.  Where the Agency 
     has inadequate date to develop a Tier II value, it will use "screening     
     values" based on all existing data to determine whether a Tier II value    
     must be derived.  There are inadequate controls on the quality of data used
     to derive screening values.  If a Tier II value is required, the Agency can
     either develop the needed data or force the discharger seeking a permit to 
     do so.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2709.017     
     
     Commenters, in part, misconstrue the applicability of screening values.    
     These values are not intended to establish permit limits, but rather to    
     assess the need for additional toxicity data generation.  Such screening   
     values do not necessarily result in a need for toxicity data generation for
     all three types of criteria (Human health, aquatic life and wildlife); the 
     scientific defensibility exclusion (40 CFR 132.4(h) can be invoked where on
     of these criteria will clearly be controlling.  Also note that the final   
     Guidance at 5.C.2 of Appendix F maintains an exception to the              
     circumstances.  Note that the procedures pertaining to screening values    
     implement existing regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi), and do not      
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     represent new requirements being imposed through the Great Lakes Guidance. 
     For additional discussion of this issue, please see sections II.C.2 and    
     VIII.E.2.f of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2709.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2709.018     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2709.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the proposed procedures for development of a Tier II criteria 
     for a specific facility would lack the needed process controls that ensure 
     quality and consistency.  There would be no scientific peer review or any  
     USEPA internal review.  These procedures place prohibitive cost burdens on 
     individual facilities to do the necessary studies for developing a quality 
     Tier II criteria.  This effort is duplicative and a waste of resources as  
     more than one facility could be required to do similar studies on the same 
     parameter.                                                                 
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     Response to: D2709.019     
     
     See response to comment D2750.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2709.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2709.020     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2709.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATIONS  The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II 
     criteria as a basis for an enforceable permit limitation.  EPA with        
     assistance from the states, should propose through an Advanced Notice of   
     Proposed Rulemaking, a prioritized list, based on risk analysis, of        
     candidate Tier II substances for further review and potential development  
     into Tier I criteria.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2709.021     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2709.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Facilities should not be required to remove pollutants in their intake     
     waters.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
                                                                                
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once-through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving stream where it was first obtained.          
     Treatment costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and
     treatment requirements would push or exceed the limits of available        
     technology.                                                                
                                                                                
     The proposed intake credit provisions are extremely restrictive and bear   
     little resemblance to the original Steering Committee proposal on          
     "background concentrations" (the original proposal is preamble Option No. 4
     on "intake credits").  USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake   
     credits will only be available in very limited circumstances.  This        
     limitation is unreasonable.  EPA should revise the GLI by expressly        
     allowing for intake credits and by expanding the conditions under which    
     they are available for permit holders.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2709.022     
     
     These comments are essentially the same as P2574.083 and P2607.081 and are 
     not addressed separately here.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2709.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers should not be held accountable for substances in their intake  
     water;                                                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.023     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that in comment  
     #D2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that comment.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2709.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the options presented by EPA, Option 4 is preferable, provided that the 
     provision in Option 4 limiting intake credits to water quality-impaired    
     streams is eliminated as well as the restrictions based on the source of   
     the intake water;                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2709.024     
     
     EPA agrees that limiting consideration of intake pollutants in setting     
     WQBELs to instances where the receiving water exceeds the criteria is      
     appropriate, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i, but has not  
     imposed this limitation for purposes of procedure 5.D. of appendix F, the  
     intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure.  EPA agrees that it is    
     appropriate to distinguish between the same and different bodies of water  
     as the source of an intake water pollutant, as explained in the SID at     
     Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5.  Also see response to comment D2706.067.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2709.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credit procedures should not be limited by an unduly restrictive    
     TMDL methodology; effluent limits in areas exceeding WQS should not be more
     stringent than the larger of the criterion or the background concentration.
     
     
     Response to: D2709.025     
     
     The relationship between intake pollutant procedures and TMDLs is discussed
     in SID at Section VIII.E.4.b. and 6.  Those discussions explains why EPA   
     believes that it is inappropriate to hinder State or Tribal flexibility in 
     developing TMDLs by superimposing on that process intake pollutant         
     procedures designed to apply in the absence of a TMDL (or comparable       
     assessment and remediation plan under Procedure 3.A of Appendix F).  Also  
     see response to comment D2723.114.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.  Controlling and maintaining all upstream sources in a sewer   
     sytem to below the WQBEL would be impossible for a POTW.  The requirements 
     of the proposed Pollutant Minimization Plan (PMP) could be construed to    
     mean that a POTW would need to regulate and monitor each individual        
     household on its sewer system.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2709.026     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used in other USEPA programs by some state agencies.  Ohio   
     EPA, in accordance with the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now     
     using PQL as the compliance level for NPDES permit limitations.  The PQL is
     recognized by USEPA itself as the lowest level of quantification that a    
     competent laboratory can reliably achieve and is an appropriate level to   
     use to overcome analytical problems associated with determining compliance 
     with extremely low limits.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2709.027     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we have reservations whether USEPA has legal authority under  
     the Clean Water Act to require mandatory pollution prevention or waste     
     minimization plans.  However, if such authority does exist, the GLI should 
     be modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements  
     under the new Ohio Statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
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     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2709.028     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATIONS   The proposed Implementation Procedure 8 will subject     
     dischargers to very onerous monitoring and pollution minimization          
     requirements for any pollutant with a permit limit below the level of      
     reliable detection.  To eliminate the expense associated with those        
     intrusive and marginally beneficial requirements, Implementation Procedure 
     8 should be modified to incorporate the following:                         
                                                                                
     [If a valid Water Quality Based Effluent Limit is placed in a permit which 
     is below the quantification level, a narrative statement should be placed  
     in the permit which states that a discharger is in compliance with the     
     limit if the substance is not detected above the practical quantification  
     level  (This is consistent with the new Ohio PQL law enacted in H.B. 152 on
     July 1, 1993 which will be codified at R.C. 6111.13.);]                    
                                                                                
     [As an alternative to the proposed pollutant minimization plans, whenever a
     discharge limit for a pollutant is less than the practical quantification  
     level, the Guidance should allow the state or tribe at its discretion based
     on its best professional judgement (which is truly state guidance as       
     opposed to this proposal) to: (1) require the permit holder to identify the
     possible sources of that pollutant; and (2) by rule, specify additional    
     actions that the permit holder may be required to take if the state or     
     tribe finds the actions to be necessary to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality and is           
     economically reasonable.]                                                  
                                                                                
     [Only monitoring programs and analytical methods approved by EPA pursuant  
     to 40 CFR 136 may be used to implement Procedure 8.]                       
     
     
     Response to: D2709.029     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
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     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .030 imbedded in .029                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a valid Water Quality Based Effluent Limit is placed in a permit which  
     is below the quantification level, a narrative statement should be placed  
     in the permit which states that a discharger is in compliance with the     
     limit if the substance is not detected above the practical quantification  
     level  This is consistent with the new Ohio PQL law enacted in H.B. 152 on 
     July 1, 1993 which will be codified at R.C. 6111.13.)                      
     
     
     Response to: D2709.030     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .031 imbedded in .029                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative to the proposed pollutant minimization plans, whenever a 
     discharge limit for a pollutant is less than the practical quantification  
     level, the Guidance should allow the state or tribe at its discretion based
     on its best professional judgement (which is truly state guidance as       
     opposed to this proposal) to: (1) require the permit holder to identify the
     possible sources of that pollutant; and (2) by rule, specify additional    
     actions that the permit holder may be required to take if the state or     
     tribe finds the actions to be necessary to prevent or mitigate significant 
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     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality and is           
     economically reasonable.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2709.031     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .032 imbedded in .029                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only monitoring programs and analytical methods approved by EPA pursuant to
     40 CFR 136 may be used to implement Procedure 8.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2709.032     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2709.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
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     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.  In some situations the policy could result in a disincentive to  
     replace older facilities with new facilities with fewer emissions, and so  
     result in a net increase in emissions over what would otherwise have       
     occurred.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2709.033     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2709.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.034     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2709.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and  
     municipalities to operate within a "margin of safety" because the          
     enforceable permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually  
     discharged.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.035     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2709.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of uncertainty is uncalled for and will set the Great     
     Lakes region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.         
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR 131.12 which is more general in scope and is simply a policy.  In
     fact, the Critical Programs Act ony requires an antidegradation "policy"   
     and not a mandatory standard.  A general policy that provides direction and
     guidance is all that is needed.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2709.036     
     
     Contrary to the comment, antidegradation is not simply a guiding principle 
     or a nonbinding suggestion.  Antidegradation stems from the basic objective
     of the Clean Water Act found at Section 101(a) which states, "The objective
     of this Act is to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and         
     biological integrity of the Nation's waters."                              
                                                                                
     Antidegradation functions to maintain water quality, consistent with the   
     objective of the CWA.  Furthermore, as stated at 40 CFR 131.6, water       
     quality standards submitted by States and Tribes must include an           
     antidegradation policy consistent with Federal regulations at 40 CFR       
     131.12; where an antidegradation policy is absent, a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards cannot be approved.  In order to be consistent with
     40 CFR 131.12, the antidegradation provision in a State's or Tribe's water 
     quality standards must address both the antidegradation policy and the     
     implementation of that policy.  Thus antidegradation has equal standing    
     with designated uses and criteria as an integral part of a State's or      
     Tribe's water quality standards.                                           
                                                                                
     In general, EPA considers its existing antidegradation requirements to be  
     sufficient to provide adequate protection to the Great Lakes in most       
     circumstances.  The final Guidance does include required antidegradation   
     provisions applicable to BCCs owing to the extreme sensitivity of the Great
     Lakes to such pollutants.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2709.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Procedure in the proposed guidance is too complex and  
     goes well beyond that required by the Clean Water Act or the Critical      
     Programs Act and is not needed to balance economic and environmental       
     concerns.  The procedure should be amended as follows:                     
     A) [Eliminate existing effluent quality (EEQ) as a basis for revised permit
     limits and as antidegradation trigger mechanism;]                          
     B) [Antidegradation restrictions should not apply to Tier II values or     
     limits based on Tier II values;]                                           
     C) [ The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be based on 
     requests for an increase in a water quality based effluent limit or a new  
     discharge;]                                                                
     D) [The trigger mechanism should not apply to new limits for previously    
     unregulated pollutants that are newly detected in a discharge due to       
     additional or improved monitoring methods;]                                
     E) [The antidegradation analysis process should be amended as follows:  1) 
     A de minimis test should be used for all pollutants wherein an             
     antidegradation analysis would not be required if the requested increase in
     an existing permit limit is small and would result in no significant       
     decrease in water quality;] 2) [Mandatory pollution prevention plans should
     not be part of the approval process.]                                      
     f) The GLI should not rewrite existing law for "Outstanding National       
     Resource Waters."]                                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.037     
     
     This comment raises a number of issues concerning the antidegradation      
     provisions of the proposed Guidance.  These are:                           
                                                                                
     1.  EEQ-based effluent limits should not be used to implement              
     antidegradation. For the response to this comment, see response to comment 
     D2098.021.                                                                 
                                                                                
     2.  Antidegradation review should not be required to relax limits based on 
     tier II values. Antidegradation applies to any activity that will lower    
     water quality and is independent of permit limits.  In the final Guidance, 
     EPA suggests linking antidegradation requirements to requests for increased
     permit limits for non-BCCs as a means of reducing the administrative burden
     stemming from the antidegradation provisions.  There is no basis for       
     distinguishing between achieveable limits based on tier I criteria and     
     those based on tier II values; relaxing any limit has the potential to     
     lower water quality.                                                       
                                                                                
     3.  Antidegradation review should only be required when a regulated        
     facility requests a less stringent permit limit for all pollutants         
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     including BCCs. For the response to this comment, see response to comment  
     D2798.046.                                                                 
                                                                                
     4.  Antidegradation review should not be required when a pollutant is      
     detected for the first time as a result of improved monitoring or          
     analytical techniques. EPA agrees that antidegradation is only applicable  
     where an activity is contemplated that will change water quality such that 
     water quality is reduced.  If there is no change in ambient water quality, 
     antidegradation is not applicable.  Therefore, if a pollutant is detected  
     solely as a result of improved monitoring techniques, the discharge of the 
     newly-detected pollutant does not need to be justified through an          
     antidegradation demonstration.                                             
                                                                                
     5.  The de minimis provisions of the proposed Guidance should apply to BCCs
     as well as non-BCCs. EPA disagrees that it would be appropriate to allow de
     minimis increases for BCCs.  A conservative approach to allowing increased 
     loadings of such pollutants to be introduced into the Great Lakes is       
     warranted because of the extreme sensitivity of the the lakes to           
     contamination by BCCs and because of the considerable cost and effort      
     expended in repairing the damage wrought by past abuses.  As a practical   
     matter, given the criteria for most BCCs, any de minimis increase would be 
     so small as to be functionally equivalent to zero.                         
                                                                                
     6.  A pollution prevention plan should not be a part of the antidegradation
     review process. Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require        
     pollution prevention plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12
     require that a lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is      
     demonstrated that lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important 
     social and economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is      
     necessary involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable           
     alternatives do not exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering
     water quality.  The most desireable alternatives are those that do not     
     generate pollutants in the first place as opposed to those that improve the
     treatment pollutants.  Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to   
     being the most benign to the environment, also have the potential to be the
     most cost-effective over the long-term because of potential reductions in  
     treatment and disposal costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance       
     requires a pollution prevention analysis as a component of a               
     antidegradation demonstration for BCCs and recommends such an analysis for 
     non-BCCs.  This does not imply that a regulated facility seeking permission
     for a significant lowering of water quality must develop a comprehensive   
     plan for pollution prevention, rather the final Guidance requires that the 
     regulated facility examine whether or not there are reasonable and         
     practicable pollution prevention steps that can be taken that will reduce  
     of eliminate the significant lowering of water quality.                    
                                                                                
     7.  The proposed Guidance rewrites existing regulations governing          
     outstanding national resource waters. The antidegradation standard in      
     appendix E of the proposed Guidance pertaining to ONRWs was taken from the 
     existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 verbatim.  Nothing was added or      
     changed in any way.  The commenter is mistaken in suggesting that the      
     proposed Guidance somehow modified this provision of the existing Federal  
     regulations.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2709.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .038 imbedded in .037                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate existing effluent quality (EEQ) as a basis for revised permit    
     limits and as an antidegradation trigger mechanism;                        
     
     
     Response to: D2709.038     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2709.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .039 imbedded in .037                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation restrictions should not apply to Tier II values or limits  
     based on Tier II values;                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2709.039     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2709.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .049 imbedded in .037.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be based on      
     requests for an increase in a water quality based effluent limit or a new  
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     discharge;                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2709.040     
     
     See response to comment D2709.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2709.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .041 imbedded in .037                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The trigger mechanism should not apply to new limits for previously        
     unregulated pollutants that are newly detected in a discharge due to       
     additional or improved monitoring methods;                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2709.041     
     
     See response to comment D2709.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2709.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .042 imbedded in .037                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation analysis should be amended as follows:  1) A de minimis
     test should be used for all pollutants wherein an antidegradation analysis 
     would not be required if the requested increase in an existing permit limit
     is small and would result in no significant decrease in water quality;     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.042     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2709.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .043 imbedded in .037                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mandatory pollution prevention plans should not be part of the approval    
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2709.043     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2709.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .044 imbedded in .037                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should not rewrite existing law for "Outstanding National Resource 
     Waters."                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2709.044     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470 and D2621.019.                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the antidegradation standard in appendix E of the proposed    
     Guidance pertaining to ONRWs was taken from the existing regulations at 40 
     CFR 131.12 verbatim.  Nothing was added or changed in any way.  The        
     commenter is mistaken in suggesting that the proposed Guidance somehow     
     modified this provision of the existing Federal regulations.               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2709.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposal is not clear on what is to be done when data is not     
     available to calculate screening value, data requirements for the screening
     value calculation are loosely defined, which could allow decision-making to
     be based on the most minimal of data sets.  The use of screening values and
     Tier II values based on inadequate data to develop proposed enforceable    
     permit limits is clearly inappropriate.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2709.045     
     
     The ambient screening values and tier II values should always be determined
     by the permitting authority to be adequate to make decisions regarding when
     WQBELs are required and what the level of the WQBEL should be before they  
     are used for those purposes.  The permitting authority should exercise good
     judgement in determining the adequacy of screening value and tier II data. 
     In addition, current Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to 
     develop a fact sheet or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and  
     to make the draft permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of
     the permit, available through public notice. (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and     
     124.56) The fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the        
     findings characterized in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are 
     needed and the basis for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior 
     to issuance of the final NPDES permit.  See also Supplementary Information 
     Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, Section f, Determining    
     Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When Tier II Values are Not Available, 
     and Section h, Basis for Effluent Limitations.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2709.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     For certain pollutants and situations, for example most BCCs when less than
     10 samples are available, a permit limit could be required to be included  
     in a permit from one analytical value above the detection limit, even a    
     false detect, for the pollutant in the effluent.  For a BCC this would     
     probably also require pollutant minimization plans and bioaccumulation     
     studies of the effluent (e.g. caged fish studies) to be included as permit 
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.046     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.  Also note that the final Guidance no longer 
     includes caged fish studies as a required element of a pollutant           
     minimization plan (See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.H,  
     WQBELs Below the Level of Quantitation).                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2709.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the procedure for evaluation of Reasonable Potential to determine    
     whether a permit limit is required is a rigid evaluation of numerical data 
     with rigidly defined decision points.  Insufficient flexibility exists for 
     Agency professionals to determine whether results are reasonable based on  
     all applicable data.  The Reasonable Potential procedure should be revised 
     to require and adequate data base for decision-making.  Additional         
     flexibility should also be provided to the states.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2709.047     
     
     EPA believes that permitting authorities have substantial flexibiity in    
     implementing the reasonable potential portions of the final Guidance.  See 
     also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable       
     Potential, Section 2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the     
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2709.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal            
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small part of 
     total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the main    
     concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column        
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  GLI water    
     quality criteria already consider bioaccumulation.  Existing EPA guidance  
     on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water specifically     
     recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The restrictions on mixing  
     zones in the guidance ignore the scientific relationship between           
     concentrations and exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity.  Mixing 
     zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call, not a science-based        
     decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA methods to determine     
     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2709.048     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2709.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the lack of any scientific basis, the proposed guidance eliminates 
     mixing zones for BCCs (after a phase-out period) and greatly restricts     
     consideration of water body mixing factors for non-BCCs.  Mixing zones are 
     currently defined through established EPA methods, which ensure that there 
     are no adverse aquatic toxicity or human health impacts.  Further limits on
     mixing zones are not an appropriate method to address mass loading issues; 
     other provisions of the guidance (e.g. BAFs, TMDLs) are specifically       
     intended to address those issues.  Existing EPA methods in the TSD should  
     be used to determine mixing zones for all pollutants.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2709.049     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2709.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for discharges of non-BCC 
     pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The cost impact of the     
     restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge location, stream   
     flow and background concentrations, and will be substantial for some       
     facilities that fall into this situation.  These restrictions should be    
     eliminated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2709.050     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.6.b.  See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information       
     Document.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2709.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) must address all pollutants from point   
     and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more      
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2709.051     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
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     Comment ID: D2709.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Lima is very concerned about the development of mass loading   
     limits to account for wet weather events at POTWs under the GLI.  The City 
     of Lima has interpreted the proposed guidance to require compliance with   
     stringent concentration and mass limits during wet weather events.  POTWs  
     with combined sewers experience considerable variability in flow and metals
     loading during rain events.  Urban runoff contributes much higher loadings 
     of Copper, Lead, Zinc and other metals to the treatment plant than dry     
     weather loadings.  The City of Lima estimated costs of compliance to meet  
     GLI metals limits during wet weather at $34-63 million in capital costs.   
     The Guidance should be modified to specifically address wet weather        
     compliance issues for POTWs.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2709.052     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2709.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When it is necessary to complete a TMDL, the State should consult the      
     affected parties in the area and determine the contributions from point and
     non-point sources.  TMDLs must address all sources.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2709.053     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2709.054
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a TMDL must be completed, the time for achievement of control strategies
     should not be set arbitrarily; technical feasibility and economic factors  
     should be considered.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2709.054     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2709.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should allow states to adopt either Option A or Option B.     
     
     
     Response to: D2709.055     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2709.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The Option B mixing zone limitations for discharges to lakes in section    
     C.1.a. are inconsistent with existing state mixing zone policies and the   
     Technical Support Document and should be revised to be consistent with     
     Option A sections C.1. and 3.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2709.056     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2709.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option A must provide for a preliminary TMDL process to eliminate the need 
     for a complete Option A TMDL to perform the Reasonable Potential evaluation
     required in Procedure 5.  Option A should also be modified to include a    
     specific formula for incorporation of non-point source (NPS) contributions.
      If appropriate consideration is given to the significance of NPS          
     contributions, the technical feasibility of source controls and the        
     relative economics for load reductions necessary to achieve water quality  
     standards can be accurately characterized.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2709.057     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.See section   
     VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2709.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing a TMDL for receiving water that do not meet applicable water 
     quality standards, effluent limits should not be established that are more 
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     stringent than the greater of either the criterion or the background       
     concentration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2709.058     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Initial implementation of the GLI is largely based on achieving detection  
     levels.  While this may lessen the initial impact, it results in a moving  
     target for the regulated community as analytical capabilities will improve.
      The Initiative defines in detail how permit limits will be calculated and 
     applied in the future when compliance measurements at the proposed WQBELs  
     become possible.  Compliance costs are much different for meeting today's  
     detection limit versus meeting the GLI WQBELs.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2709.059     
     
     See response to comment D2587.151 for a discussion of future costs of      
     implementing this Guidance.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, detection of additional pollutants in background concentrations      
     results in a greater chance of intake water concentrations causing a permit
     limit violation and the need for intake credits therefore increases        
     significantly.                                                             
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     Response to: D2709.060     
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, please see the Wildlife chapter of the Supplemental           
     Information Document regarding the modification of the mercury criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2709.061
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/LIMT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, improved detection limits will increase the significance of   
     background concentrations in establishing permit limits, especially for    
     some of the BCCs which are "ubiquitous".  EPA's cost assessment on the GLI 
     noted that background concentrations were the single most important        
     variable in determining the stringency of permit limits.  Furthermore,     
     under the proposed TMDL provisions, when background concentrations exceed  
     water quality criteria, the only options available are to expand the TMDL  
     (i.e. multi-source TMDLs), allow some additional compliance time, or for   
     the discharger to cease discharging.  Variances and site-specific criteria 
     are not realistic options.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2709.061     
     
     EPA disagrees that variances and site-specific options are not realistic.  
     Please see response to comment D2587.151 for a discussion of the future    
     cost of implementing this Guidance.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2709.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 1259



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs/BCCs                                                                  
                                                                                
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."  Even     
     field measured BAFs may be greatly exaggerated when exposure to BCCs       
     results from contaminated sediments rather than from ambient waters.       
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1,000 as a  
     Bioaccummulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of    
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g. in procedures for            
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
                                                                                
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2709.062     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2709.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATIONS  The consideration of food chain effects in deriving a     
     bioaccumulation factor is conceptually sound.  However, the BAF modeling   
     method proposed in the guidance is not scientifically defensible and will  
     result in estimated BAFs which disagree substantially with actual field    
     measurements.  As long as bioaccumulation is taken into account in         
     developing the initial criteria, further controls on pollutants are        
     unnecessary and redundant.  Accordingly, the following recommendations are 
     made concerning the use of modeled BAFs:  The proposed modelling procedure 
     should not be used to derive numeric Water Quality criteria; EPA should    
     work with the regulated community to develop a better BAF methodology;     
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     Further controls on BCCs based on BAFs should be eliminated.               
     
     
     Response to: D2709.063     
     
     In response to this and other related comments on the proposed Guidance,   
     and comments on subsequent reports whose availability was announced in the 
     Federal Register, EPA has modified the methodology for development of BAFs 
     and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance.  The modifications       
     include a revised model, requirements for use of field-measured BAFs and   
     BSAFs for Tier I criteria development and for determining BCCs, and other  
     revisions to the definition of BCCs.  EPA believes the approach in the     
     final Guidance is scientifically and technically appropriate.  See sections
     II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2709.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria as presented in the Aquatic Life Technical    
     Support Document are expressed as Total Recoverable even though the GLI    
     will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate analytical     
     method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by scientists   
     that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for regulation.       
     
     
     Response to: D2709.064     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2709.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's Superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  Considering  
     the multiple layers of conservative assumptions in the methodology the GLI 
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: D2709.065     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2709.066
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL/METH/REPR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria represent a new development for  
     most states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the  
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  Tier II     
     criteria for wildlife protection are not scientifically sound, yet GLI     
     requires states to develop and apply them in permitting.  The surrogate    
     species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife population in
     the Great Lakes basin.  The bird species selected are migratory with wide  
     home ranges; thus, it is not reasonable to assume that the entire food     
     source consists of fish from the Great Lakes Basin.  The proposed wildlife 
     criteria should be replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using   
     actual field data from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so
     that meaningful criteria can be established.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2709.066     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2543.035, P2590.044, P2590.028, and   
     P2653.050 for the response to this comment.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2709.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality criteria, except for    
     human health criteria, to all waters despite the vast differences evident  
     in the water environments.  This means that a drainage ditch in Ohio will  
     be subject to the same criteria as the open waters off Lake Superior's Isle
     Royale, an absurd notion, because it ignores the differences in species    
     potentially present and designated uses of these waters.  The basis for    
     this assumption is that the only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is 
     if it physically leaves the basin.  This reasoning does not take into      
     account the actual environmental fate of a pollutant.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2709.067     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2709.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with the Ohio EPA's multiple 
     use designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA  
     has proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different 
     biological expectations.  No adequate science basis exists for the uniform 
     criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed in the 
     final GLI.  We believe the current Ohio system, which defines a number of  
     ecoregions is a better ecosystem management tool than the proposed Guidance
     and should be retained.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2709.068     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
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     Comment ID: D2709.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2709.069     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2709.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustments of criteria should be allowed to increase or     
     decrease any criterion within a given geographic area without changing the 
     level of protection.                                                       
                                                                                
     Site specific conditions, including bioavailability, bioaccumulation rates,
     local water chemistry, chemical speciation, natural adaptation and         
     differences in resident species, should be accounted for when deriving     
     criteria and WQBELs.                                                       
                                                                                
     Parameters used to calculate site specific criteria adjustments should     
     reflect local conditions of an area, which would be determined in the same 
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for nonattainment of water
     quality standards.                                                         
                                                                                
     Down stream waters should be considered and protected by the site specific 
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2709.070     
     
     The site-specific modification procedures in the final Guidance allow both 
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     more and less stringent modifications to all aquatic life, wildlife, and   
     human health criteria as well as BAFs.  Site- specific modifications to    
     criteria may account for differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate  
     of chemicals with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.         
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants is not appropriate.  EPA maintains that   
     water quality standards for waters downstream must be attained.            
                                                                                
     See Section II of the SID for more information on use designations. See    
     response to comment D2854L.053 regarding boundaries for attainment of water
     quality standards.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2709.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Variance procedures are not      
     workable and do not offer a meaningful option for dischargers.  Site       
     specific modifications which reflect actual environmental conditions should
     be available for all criteria and all pollutants.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2709.071     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2709.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
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     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2709.072     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2709.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity is not included in the proposed guidance (40 CFR Part 132).  We 
     do not believe additivity should be part of the final guidance.  However,  
     if EPA elects to incorporate this concept into the final guidance, the     
     following must form the basis for any additivity methodology:  A)          
     Assumption of additivity in the absence of valid experimental data is not  
     scientifically justified; B) The SAB statement that additivity be          
     considered on a case-by-case basis is endorsed; C) The burden of proof of  
     additivity must be on the permitting authorities via EPA rulemaking.       
     
     
     Response to: D2709.073     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2710.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Indiana Chamber of Commerce believes that the Great Lakes Initiative   
     Water Quality (GLIWQ) guidance proposal as currently written is not based  
     on sound scientific principles; it is replete with technical flaws, as well
     as claims for legal authority that EPA simply does not possess.  As a      
     result the proposal would result in little practical improvement in the    
     water quality of the Great Lakes, yet will burden business, municipalities 
     and the taxpayers in the region with enormous economic burdens.            
                                                                                
     The members of the Chamber are opposed philosophically to the Federal      
     government continuing to mandate stringent requirements without providing a
     means to pay for the implementation of the mandate.  If this mandate is    
     truly in the best interests of the citizens of the region, then the federal
     government should provide a monetary commitment toward achieving the goal. 
     
     
     Response to: D2710.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2710.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the GLIWQ will create a significant economic disadvantage for the 
     midwest region.  Creating uniform standards between the states represents a
     positive step forward, however, the numerous additional layers of          
     regulatory mandates represent significant new costs and requirements not   
     imposed on businesses and municipalities in states outside of the midwest  
     or on business outside the United States.  Further, in our ever increasing 
     global economy, these mandates could seriously cripple industries vital to 
     our national economy.  [This will be particularly evident in the to date   
     close trading relationship with Canada which has no comparable mandate from
     the Canadian government.  In addition to this economic concern, given the  
     significant portion of Canada which borders the Great Lakes, the issue of  
     effectiveness of our proposed regulation is raised again.]                 
     
     
     Response to: D2710.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2710.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .003 is imbedded in comment .002.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This will be particularly evident in the to data close trading relationship
     with Canada which has no comparable mandate from the Canadian government.  
     In addition to this economic concern, given the significant portion of     
     Canada which borders the Great Lakes, the issue of effectiveness of our    
     proposed regulation is raised again.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2710.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/OCS
     Comment ID: D2710.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, new costs imposed on the regulated community is a prime      
     factor of concern related to economic disadvantages.  Independent studies  
     of the impact of the GLIWQ on just some of the industries affected have    
     documented the cost of these busineses as over $6 billion.  An independent 
     study of the financial impact of the GLIWQ on municipalities estimated the 
     costs to such local governments at $2.7 billion.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2710.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2710.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In 1990, manufacturing industries in Indiana spend approximately $1 billion
     on pollution abatement.  Nearly half of that amount was specifically for   
     water pollution abatement.  Manufacturers throughout the Great Lakes states
     spent dollars equalling 33 percent of the total spent by all manufacturers 
     in the U.S.  Industries are continuing to improve water quality in the     
     Great Lakes under existing regulations and through voluntary initiatives.  
     Currently, at least seven of the eight Great Lakes states have EPA approved
     programs to control toxic discharges.  According to the Toxic Release      
     Inventory maintained by the EPA, the total release of toxic chemicals by   
     businesses into the Great Lakes Basin declined by 20 percent between 1989  
     and 1990.  This improvement must be factored into any proposals for further
     action contained in the GLIWQ to assure that cost benefit analysis is used 
     in a realistic manner.  These costs might be justified if there were       
     indications that significant improvement to the water quality of the Great 
     Lakes would result.                                                        
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2710.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we strongly support the effort to make the implementation of the     
     Clean Water Act consistent from state to state, it is a great burden on the
     regulated community when the regulations for the same purpose vary from    
     state to state, often for no sound scientific reason.  However, we strongly
     oppose the GLIWQ Guidance as written because it fails to promote the very  
     consistency it seeks.                                                      
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     Response to: D2710.006     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2710.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLIWQ Guidance requires the states to assign values to a wide range of 
     factors without establihsing clear and predictable procedures for arriving 
     at those values (e.g. the entire Tier II process, TMDL, background         
     determination and social/economic impact).  This unguided discretion will  
     remain in widely variant conclusions by even-handed and competent state    
     agencies, a problem which can only be exacerbated if the agency is         
     technically weak or politically motivated.  These inconsistencies will     
     differentiate not only the Great Lakes states from each other but from     
     states outside the Great Lakes Basin.  In many cases, there are no valid   
     scientific reasons for imposing requirements more stringent than what      
     should be in a revised National Guidelines.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance does not establish clear and    
     predictable procedures.  The final Guidance establishes minimum water      
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for the Great Lakes System.  In many areas, such as wildlife criteria,     
     bioaccumulation factor development, antidegradation and mixing zone        
     provisions for BCCs, and intake credits, the Guidance provides far more    
     detail. specificity, and technical support than has been available in the  
     past.  See sections I through VIII of the SID for EPA's discussion of the  
     key elements of the final Guidance.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2710.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These inconsistencies can be corrected only by applying more stringent     
     requirements for the Great Lakes where they are scientifically justified,  
     by testing the scientific assumption underlying the GLIWQ Guidance in the  
     light of public review, by establishing Tier II values as guidance to aid  
     states in arriving at their own values, and by allowing deviations where   
     site-specific conditions clearly show that the assumptions used to develop 
     the standards do not reflect the local condition.                          
                                                                                
     This approach has worked well in the past with the air program's NAAQS and 
     technology standards, the drinking water program's MCLs and hazardous waste
     program's specific lists of wastes and specific treatment technologies and 
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     This inherent inconsistency in the surface water program must be addressed 
     by more than a further set of stringent guidance on many decision points   
     for state judgment.  The federal government must review the entire standard
     and implementation program together, determine the package desired and then
     have that as the uniform policy throughout the United States (including    
     deviations only for technical differences in local water conditions).      
     
     
     Response to: D2710.008     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2710.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/DEF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the attempt to reduce loading to the Great Lakes of chemicals   
     which are persistent, bioaccumulate, toxic and are of concern to the Great 
     Lakes.  This is clearly the spirit behind the use of the term "persistent, 
     toxic substance" based on all the statements around that term both in      
     treaty language and the Congressional deliberations.  The legitimate       
     concern is clearly about only those chemicals which: have been found in the
     Great Lakes, are not degraded or metabolized at significant rates,         
     bioaccumulate in the food chains present and are toxic when they do satisfy
     those three conditions.  However, the GLIWQ Guidance casts a net which is  
     too fine and thus unjustifiably will severely restrict discharge of many   
     chemicals which meet only one or two of these four criteria.  These        
     chemicals are regulated adequately by conservative water quality standards.
     Thus we object strenuously to the proposed Guidance on BCCs as overreaching
     the spirit of the law, the Governor's agreement and the treaty.            
     
     
     Response to: D2710.009     
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     See response to D2587.062.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2710.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we support opportunities in the proposed Guidance such as designated 
     use, variance and site-specific studies to make standards and permits for  
     specific water bodies more scientifically sound, these mechanisms are      
     costly and require state agencies with strong technical competence and     
     adequate resources not available in all states.  These mechanims must not  
     be viewed as the adequate policy safety valve for the many situations where
     the Guidance default value was made conservative in absence of adequate    
     science.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Despite the fact that the GLIWQ Guidance imposes exceedingly conservative  
     factors to accommodate inadequate data on all states, relief from those    
     requirements is not equally available in all states.  We note that changing
     a standard and rule after businesses have already invested is a taking of a
     property right.  There are times when such a taking is justified to achieve
     another good.  It must never be done without strong direct evidence of     
     benefit and without sensitivity to (if not compensation for) the difficulty
     of retroactive treatment.                                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.010     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards and           
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the   
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, which provides for the use of  
     best professional judgment in the assessment of available data, see Section
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2710.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has chosen to comply with the Critical Programs Act of 1990 by         
     proposing implementation procedures different from the National Guidelines 
     for the Great Lakes open waters and tributaries that, in many instances,   
     have no Great-Lakes-specific technical justification.  EPA should identify 
     the procedures for which Great Lakes-specific technical justification does 
     not exist and include them in the National Policy where they will get full 
     national review appropriate for them.  These concepts would include        
     antidegradation, water quality criteria and use designation for all        
     warmwater tributaries to the Great Lakes, Tier II mandates, TMDL           
     assumptions, and reasonable potential to exceed (including net limitation).
     Failure to coordinate the GLIWQ Guidance with the National Policy will     
     create unjustified inconsistencies among states across the country.        
     
     
     Response to: D2710.011     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2710.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The Proposed GLIWQ policy is far too restrictive for point sources if  
     the desire is maximize Midwest economic resources toward addressing a      
     chemical threat to the Great Lakes                                         
                                                                                
     The concentrations of chemicals truly of concern to Great Lakes sports fish
     and to drinking water are no longer being discharged from point sources in 
     significant amounts compared to the contribution from sediments and        
     nonpoint sources.  Diverting state government, local government and private
     resources to reducing further these discharges based on standards driven by
     very conservative default factors is poor use of the public health and     
     environmental protection dollar.                                           
                                                                                
     Existing National guidance for NPDES standards and permit conditions,      
     properly implemented and properly updated with better science, is adequate 
     to continue the trend to minimizing the contribution of point sources      
     discharges within the assimilative capacity of the receiving waters.       
                                                                                
     Prior to public resolution of CSOs and nonpoint source contributions, it is
     counterproductive to waste GNP on marginal gains from point sources by such
     new policies as the mandatory Tier II policy, wildlife criteria and value  
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     methodology, human BAF and exposure estimates for criteria, no net         
     limitation except in limited circumstances, additivity, prohibition of zone
     of initial dilution and enhanced antidegradation.                          
                                                                                
     We must not lose sight of the key objectives of spending resources fairly  
     across the country (a concept inherent in the BAT policy) and wisely in    
     areas targeted to achieve the greatest measurable water quality improvement
     for the cost.  We must add new policies with these objectives always in    
     mind.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2710.012     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2710.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  Nonfishable, nonswimmable tributaries to Great Lakes Basin should not  
     be declared fishable, swimmable by fiat.                                   
                                                                                
     The GLIWQ Guidance declares all tributary waters to be fishable, swimmable 
     for the purpose of a water column standard.  Many of these waters can      
     support only forage fish (e.g. intermittent stream) and have no significant
     impact on downstream concentrations.  These waters should be required to   
     meet aquatic criteria but not human recreational criteria or wildlife      
     criteria, both of which are based on assumptions which cannot possibly be  
     met on these waters.                                                       
                                                                                
     For example, to be fishable, a water body should be physically capable of  
     supporting fish which are routinely caught for food by people.  If the fish
     do not exist in the stream segment due to natural reasons, we cannot assume
     people eat fish from that segment.  The same hold true for assumptions     
     about wildlife eating these fish.                                          
                                                                                
     In this situation, the downstream TMDL at a point a water is fishable or   
     swimmable will incorporate adequately this aspect of water protection.     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.013     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment suggesting that there might be instances in    
     which tributary waters may not be fishable or swimmable due to the site's  
     physical or geological characteristics, e.g., natural features of a water  
     body, such as lack of proper substrate, cover, flow, depth, pools, and     
     riffles, unrelated to ambient water quality).   EPA will expect the State  
     or Tribe wishing to modify criteria in such circumstances to demonstrate   

Page 1274



$T044618.TXT
     that aquatic organisms do not inhabit a site or do not spend sufficient    
     time at the site to experience acute effects.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2710.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  Tier II concept as proposed is inefficient, impractical, unscientific  
     and unfair.  An improved, workable Tier II guidance should be developed and
     made optional for a state to use, non mandatory.  It should be in National 
     Guidance, not apply to Great Lakes Basin only.                             
                                                                                
     1.  Tier II concept is good only as voluntary guidance for site-specific   
     default draft permit limit proposals                                       
                                                                                
     The basic concept behind tier II is good for voluntary use by states in    
     traditional, site-specific situations.  The Clean Water Act requires an    
     agency to include in an NPDES permit limits for any substance which the    
     agency believes impairs the use of the water.  When setting such limits for
     substances without a tier I criteria, states should all use the same       
     procedure.                                                                 
                                                                                
     For many chemicals subject to Tier II procedures under the GLIWQ Guidance, 
     states have already set effluent limits based on chemical-specific and     
     site-specific assumptions.  That process should not be displaced.  The     
     current proposal does not accomplish this objective.  For example, under   
     the proposal each state must develop a new Tier II value for every use     
     category without a Tier I every time an application is received.           
                                                                                
     Then, for all of the Tier II values which the applicant cannot achieve, the
     applicant must perform toxicity tests to challenge the value.  The         
     applicant must challenge the values for each use category because if the   
     challenge is successful for the most restrictive value, the focus merely   
     moves to the next most stringent value, with little time left on the clock.
                                                                                
     For example, as the policy now stands, every POTW must develop a new POTW  
     for lead (Pb) for all criteria categories (there is no Tier I for any      
     category).  Presumably every ground water user or public water supply user 
     must do the same.                                                          
                                                                                
     Expecting most states and small businesses and muncialities to have the    
     resources to do this is unrealistic.  It leads to inconsistency and an     
     enormous waste of resources.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2710.014     
     
     See response to comment D2821.012.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2710.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Use of Tier II to establish a permit effluent limit is inappropriate   
     for most chemicals.                                                        
                                                                                
     The practice of using an intentionally conservative value to calculate     
     effluent limits may be appropriate for chemicals being discharged which are
     persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic, of legitimate concern to the Great     
     Lakes and added by the applicant during the process.  It is inappropriate  
     as an across-the-board practice for chemicals which do not meet these      
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     [The extreme difficulty, if not impossibility, of challenging the value    
     dictates that this practice be severely limited.  Wildlife and human health
     tests are difficult and expensive; human carcinogenicity tests cannot be   
     completed in the time-frame allowed.  A field BAF test of appropriate      
     quality and focus is also likely to be impossible within the time-frame    
     allowed and no mechanism to account for degradation is allowed for         
     determining BAFs through nonfield tests.  Aquatic testing is more          
     stright-forward, but could involve many different species.]                
                                                                                
     The difficulties in challenging the value, plus the use of the             
     extraordinary uncertainty factor (up to 30,000) create an enormous burden  
     on the permittee.  That sort of burden may only be reasonable if the state 
     has clear and convincing evidence the chemical is truly likely to be       
     persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic and of concern.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2710.015     
     
     See response to: D2741.076 and D2821.013.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2710.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .016 is imbedded in comment .015.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The extreme difficulty, if not impossibility, of challenging the value     
     dictates that this practice be severely limited.  Wildlife and human health
     tests are difficult and expensive; human carcinogenicity tests cannot be   
     competed in the time-frame allowed.  A field BAF test of appropriate       
     quality and focus is also likely to be impossible within the time-frame    
     allowed and no mechanism to account for degradation is allowed for         
     determining BAFs through nonfield tests.  Aquatic testing is more          
     straight-forward, but could involve many different species.                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.016     
     
     EPA's experience indicates that the necessary toxicity studies can likely  
     be accomplished within the 2 year timeframe allowed for compliance with the
     final Guidance.  Also see response to D2710.016.  For information on       
     wildlife and human health tests see the respective Technical Support       
     Documents for Human Health and Wildlife.D2710.016                          
                                                                                
     EPA's experience indicates that the necessary toxicity studies can likely  
     be accomplished in one year.  For information on wildlife and human health 
     tests see Sections V (Human Health) and VI (Wildlife) of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2710.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Proposed procedure for derivation of Tier II will lead to inconsistency
     among states                                                               
                                                                                
     The proposed applicant-by-applicant, site-by-site procedure for derivation 
     of the Tier II values will lead to great inconsistency among states unless 
     a very active role is played by USEPA.  The policy leaves so much          
     discretion to the value-setter that it simply becomes a requirement for    
     states to study each absent Tier I category in order to come up with some  
     number, thereby subjecting many applicants to engage in expensive toxicity 
     testing.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The federal government should establish the Tier II values as guidance and 
     establish a "federal clearinghouse" to monitor new data and oversee new    
     studies.  To promote consistency, the "clearinghouse" must be the place    
     that does the acceptable literature searches for each proposed Tier II     
     value.  No scientific advantage is to be gained by requiring the state or  
     applicants to perform those tasks.  Otherwise, the result of the           
     predictably highly uneven quality of work will be a wide variety of        
     decisions.                                                                 
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     The importance of establishing a national, public rulemaking process for   
     Tier II values cannot be overstated, especially where the data supporting  
     the value are admittedly inadequate and the discretion to "fill in the     
     gaps" is unguided, such that the value could not be predicted by objective 
     observers.  This process is fraught with unanswered issues of public policy
     which should not be hidden in hundreds of individual permit application    
     determinations.                                                            
                                                                                
     For chemicals present in natural waters or commonly present in POTW        
     effluent due to non-industrial contribution, the federal government should 
     perform the entire testing, standard-setting activity.  There is no public 
     policy goal achieved by forcing the states and the regulated to investigate
     independently the risk from trace amounts of such chemicals to which humans
     and wildlife have been exposed for centuries.                              
                                                                                
     Using Tier II as a prod to force the regulated community to do expensive   
     testing is appropriate only if there is a new chemical being added in      
     significant amounts/concentrations to the wastewater.  Many chemicals do   
     not fall in this category.                                                 
                                                                                
     While the state of Michigan could develop Tier II values, Indiana does not 
     have the resources.  Indiana has been unable, despite much encouragemenet  
     from the business community, even to do triennial reviews on the schedule  
     required.  EPA should help states do triennial reviews rather than add this
     burden.                                                                    
                                                                                
     It is impossible for most POTWs and small businesses to test waters to     
     improve accuracy of Tier II values.  The concept will be difficult for IDEM
     to implement for aquatic toxicity and impossible for wildlife.  Indiana has
     no human toxicity expertise and, if the objective is to have state-by-state
     consistency, there is no scientific reason human tier II should be a       
     state-by-state decision at all.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2710.017     
     
     See response to: P2718.056                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: D2710.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the proposed Guidance, there is no Tier I criteria for arsenic
     for "drinkable" surface water.  Therefore, the State of Indiana's current  
     human arsenic number for human drinkable surface water, 0.02 ug/L, does not
     meet the Tier I criteria.  Indiana's number is much lower than the EPA Tier
     I and thus would be the number that drives the permit effluent limits for  
     applicable situations.                                                     
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     Will the Indiana's number be considered a Tier II value or will the 0.02   
     ug/L need to be divided by an uncertainty factor?                          
                                                                                
     Or will the Indiana applicant be encouraged to argue that Indiana should   
     use a higher Tier II value from another state with an appropriate          
     uncertainty factor?  Will the trivalent form of arsenic be mandated for all
     human Tier II values or can each state have different chemical form for    
     toxicity determination?                                                    
                                                                                
     The fishable, swimmable number for arsenic in Indiana rule is 0.1 ug/L.    
     Similar questions apply to that criteria/value.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2710.018     
     
     In the final Guidance there is no Tier I criterion or Tier II value for    
     arsenic.  However, arsenic is one of the 138 Pollutants of Initial Focus.  
     Given the extensive database on arsenic, it is likely a Tier I criterion   
     will be developed in the future since it is one of the 138 Pollutant of    
     Initial Focus.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: D2710.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should establish the default Tier II for all human numbers in          
     conjunction with its office that enforces the Safe Drinking Water Act and  
     the Science Advisory Board committee that oversees that effort.  States    
     should be encouraged to be consistent with that EPA rulemaking.            
     
     
     Response to: D2710.019     
     
     The Tier II process has been reviewed by EPA personnel who derive Safe     
     Drinking Water MCLGs and MCLs, and also by the Science Advisory Board.     
     Both parties find the process acceptable for deriving interim toxicity     
     values.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2710.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Suggested Reworking of Tier II                                         
                                                                                
     The implementation of the Tier II program seems to be aimed at             
     accomplishing two objectives:  1) reducing the chemical loading to the     
     Great Lakes Basin and 2) inducing pressure for more extensive toxicity     
     testing paid for by the regulated community.  The reduction of chemical    
     loading can be accomplished efficiently and with an enormous reduction in  
     the need for individual members of the regulated community to undertake    
     hundreds of potentially duplicative toxicity tests.                        
                                                                                
     This can be accomplished if:  1) EPA uses the Tier II process to expose    
     proposed Tier II values to national examination; 2) EPA uses the comments  
     and national data to formulate scientifically sound Tier II values which   
     will be established as voluntary guidance for the states; 3) EPA limits    
     Tier II procedures to those chemicals which are toxic, persistent,         
     bioaccumulative and of demonstrated concern to the Great Lakes.            
     
     
     Response to: D2710.020     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2710.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should publish annually the list of those chemicals with a rebuttable  
     presumption of being a persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic substance and of 
     concern in the Great Lakes.  In addition it should publish the scientific  
     criteria it uses as the basis of that concern (such as a possible BAF of   
     more than 1000) to enable a state to evaluate whether a new chemical should
     be proposed to EPA for inclusion on the Tier II system.  Included in the   
     published annual list should be the current Tier II values as approved by  
     an EPA scientific panel after public discussion.  There is no advantage to 
     having each state develop the literature itself.                           
                                                                                
     EPA should publish Tier II values itself based on current literature and   
     tests it considers adequate.  Those values would be consistent             
     state-to-state and EPA could update them as new information is obtained and
     defend them against those that disagree.  Defence of the science behind a  
     toxicity determination is hardly a task which needs repeated at each state.
     We have one MCL for public water supplies for every state and that system  
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     seems to work well.  It concentrates scientific attention once for         
     everybody quite adequately.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.021     
     
     See response to comment P2585.085.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/T2
     Comment ID: D2710.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note that Tier II wildlife criteria is an especially inappropriate blunt
     axe approach which must have national scientific study debate and national 
     applicability before it is a good, fair policy tool.  If EPA believes there
     should be wildlife criteria for other than the four pollutants for which   
     Tier I are proposed, EPA should itself propose alternative values in public
     rulemaking for those compounds it believes of concern.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2710.022     
     
     EPA is promulgating not only the four criteria the commenter mentions, but 
     also a methodology for the States and Tribes to use to derive additional   
     wildlife criteria.  The methodology should insure that States and Tribes   
     derive scientifically sound criteria that are consistent between States and
     Tribes.  EPA is also establishing the Clearinghouse described in Section II
     of the SID to assist States and Tribes in developing criteria for          
     additional chemicals.  For these reasons, EPA believes that it does not    
     need to conduct Federal rulemakings to impose "quality control" on the     
     development of future wildlife values.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2710.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The time of permit condition writing is not appropriate for generic        
     standard setting; it is the point for any site-specific changes.           
     
     
     Response to: D2710.023     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards and           
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the   
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, which provides for the use of  
     best professional judgment in the assessment of available data, see Section
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2710.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA acknowledges that the chemical form is critical to bioavailability and 
     toxicity and then proposes as default methodology procedures which assume  
     impossibly worst cases.  The aquatic criteria should be set based on       
     reasonably expected bioavailability and toxicity, with opportunity for     
     states to tighten or loosen the numbers for nonconforming waterbodies.     
     
     
     Response to: D2710.024     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA encourages site-specific modifications to criteria where appropriate.  
     Modifications may make the criteria either more or less stringent.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2710.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reduction of load simply for sake of reduction of load should be           
     accomplished by other means such as best management plans and TMDL safety  
     factors, not via published tables of unscientific worst case concentration 
     numbers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2710.025     
     
     See response to comment D2723.256.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2710.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an intellectual discussion piece, the wildlife criteria methodology     
     presents a rational, yet incomplete, framework.  As a policy document,     
     however, it is severely deficient.  It stretches well beyond the limits of 
     science in an effort to address the important issue of protecting wildlife 
     from chemical discharge.                                                   
                                                                                
     The wildlife criteria are calculated using worst case assumptions about    
     degradation, bioaccumulation, food chains and intraspecies variation.  This
     results in extremely low criteria.                                         
                                                                                
     The enormous degree of scientific uncertainty inherent in these criteria   
     severely curtails their usefulness.  While they may be useful in informing 
     the overall water policy protecting the Great Lakes Basin, their use as a  
     mandatory determinant for every point source discharge is unscientific and 
     inappropriate.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2710.026     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.167 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2710.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, the procedure for deriving a criteria for mercury assumes that
     100% of the mercury becomes methylated and therefore available to wildlife.
     In fact, it is very unlikely the 100% does become methylated, much less    
     than an equilibrium is achieved with 100% of the mercury present as        
     methylated mercury.  This assumption requires no mercuric sulfide to be    
     formed.  It also assumes the methylated mercury to be present all in the   
     water column instead of in the sediment where most of the methylation must 
     occur.  A worst case scenario such as this is useful to warn society about 
     the dangers of indiscriminate use of mercury but it is nonproductive in    
     adddressing point source limits because it abandons sound science.         
     
     
     Response to: D2710.027     
     
     See Section VIII A and C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2710.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria should be water-body specific and the general        
     principles of standard-setting should be proposed, debated and established 
     in National Guidance, not Great Lakes-specific.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2710.028     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028, P2656.163, and P2574.042 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
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     Comment ID: D2710.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At the least, the wildlife criteria should be restricted to those          
     substances known to be persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic and of concern to
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2710.029     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/T2
     Comment ID: D2710.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of wildlife Tier II for an already completely unscientific     
     methodological worst case guess is improper policy.  The application of    
     aquatic and human standards to point sources reduces discharge greatly for 
     most substances of concern to wildlife.  The GLI ought focus on nonpoint   
     sources where much greater improvement can be made.  Wildlife criteria     
     which serve as goals for appropriate EPA policy for load reduction are     
     appropriate; however, when used as the specific numbers from which point   
     source effluent limits are derived, they are costly and unproductive.      
                                                                                
     EPA should state through rulemaking the substances it wishes to accomplish 
     the load reducions and fashion a appropriate policy.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2710.030     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2710.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Drinking water rate                                                    
                                                                                
     If the national drinking water consumption is 1.4 liters per day, then 1.4 
     liters per day should be used when estimating the amount of water consumed 
     by people drinking untreated water directly from lakes and streams in the  
     Great Lakes Basin.  If 2.0 liters is to be used, the policy should be      
     coordinated much more tightly with the public water supply protection      
     branch of EPA.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2710.031     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2710.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Safe Drinking Water Act already regulates the water at the tap with its
     set of public policy determinations; having an alternative set of criteria 
     established by a different government body seems to be unjustified, given  
     the low risk to public health compared to water-borne communicable diseases
     and the chemical steps to protect public health from these.                
                                                                                
     All public water supplies have MCLGs and MCLs worked out through the       
     federal policymaking process.  This process need not be repeated for       
     surface water unless there are specific problems for which EPA provides    
     proof of need for a different set of assumptions.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2710.032     
     
     The "drinking water" GLWQI criteria are not equatable to MCLs. They are    
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     criteria protective of both drinking water consumption and fish consumption
     (including bioaccumulation).  See also response to D2596.035.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2710.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes human game fish consumption rate is absolutely             
     inappropriate for the tributaries.  The National Guidance is appropriate to
     protect most people completely and a few people to a great degree.         
                                                                                
     Numbers calculated using the Michigan 90% game fisherman consumptions is   
     acceptable for an overall goal for EPA; it is inappropriate as the basis of
     each point source discharge effluent limits in the Great Lakes Basin.      
     
     
     Response to: D2710.033     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2710.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Add degradation factor.  Use of BAF is better than BCF, if the data are
     adequate.  If the data are inadequate, policy assumptions must be          
     appropriate.  Adding a food chain multiplier brings the BCF closer to an   
     appropriate value, but only if a factor is added for degradation in aquatic
     systems.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Except for field measured BAFs, which reflect accurately only the specific 
     aquatic ecosystem of the measurement, BAFs using food chain multiplers use 
     no degradation.  This is not representative of the actual situation.  A    
     default degradation value using structure relationship in a representative 
     aquatic situation would be a more accurate estimation of BAF than that     
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     used.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The site-specific study proposed allows no adjustment for site-specific BAF
     degradation.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2710.034     
     
     EPA agrees that site-specific modifications should be allowed for BAFs and 
     provides for this in procedure 1 of Appendix F.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2710.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Lipid for BAF open waters - should be 4.0%                             
     If the average lipid content for human consumption based on overall        
     consumption of skin-on fillet for game fish eaters on the Great Lakes      
     themselves is 4.7%, then the skin-off fillet must be on the order of 4.0%  
     for that group of consumers.  Therefore, 4.0% is far more accurate than    
     4.7% which is more accurate than 5.0%.                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.035     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2710.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b.  Lipid for BAF for tributaries - should be 3.0%                         
     Most people in the Basin living on tributaries would eat much less Great   
     Lakes game fish, the National Guidance number of 3.0% is appropriately     
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     conservative for the general public health purposes for which a point      
     source driven program.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2710.036     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment advocating the use of a three percent lipid 
     value for tributaries.  Due to the mobility of the prey and its host, it is
     difficult to characterize their territorial range.  The consumption        
     weighted mean percent lipid for the respective trophic levels represents an
     overall average for the Great Lakes System.  The fish lipid data used to   
     determine the percent lipid values were gathered from fish contaminant     
     monitoring programs in the Great Lakes System (including its tributaries)  
     and represent the species consumed by people in the West survey.           
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2710.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Procedure 1 - Site-Specific Study                                      
     a.  Aquatic                                                                
     Continuing to allow site-specific studies for aquatic criteria is          
     scientifically sound.  Adding opportunities for a state making a chronic   
     criteria determination to examine local physical or hydrological conditions
     which preclude a particular aquatic ecostyem is also a scientifically sound
     consideration for determining the appropriately protective standard.       
     
     
     Response to: D2710.037     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2710.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "no less stringent" factor should be eliminated.  Just as the state    
     should be allowed to determine a local aquatic ecosystem demands a higher  
     or lower number depending on local circumstances, this flexibility to      
     incorporate sound science should be extended to wildlife criteria, BAF and 
     human health criteria.  Each of these three calculations incorporate       
     conservatisms appropriate only to unique water situations (e.g. food chains
     in open waters with higher than normal game-fish-consuming human population
     with wildlife indigenous to the northwoods).  For situations where the     
     state is convinced these situations do not obtain and where the true nature
     of comparable factors justifies a less stringent criteria or BAF, that     
     ought to be an option for the state.  [The TMDL and antidegradation for    
     chemicals truly of concern downstream should be adequate to address point  
     source contributions to the Great Lakes of chemicals which are persistent, 
     bioaccumulative and toxic.  Potential wildlife mobility could certainly be 
     a factor in some situations and clearly of no concern in others.]          
     
     
     Response to: D2710.038     
     
     See response to comments P2656.266, P2656.271, G3024.006 and D2604.057.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2710.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .039 is imbedded in comment .038.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TMDL and antidegradation for chemicals truly of concern downstream     
     should be adequate to address point source contributions to the Great Lakes
     of chemicals which are persistent, bioaccumulative and toxic.  Potential   
     wildlife mobility could certainly be a factor in some situations and       
     clearly of no concern in others.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2710.039     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/T2
     Comment ID: D2710.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This "no less stringent requirement" is especially awkward for modifying a 
     Tier II value developed from another location.  A Tier II wildlife value   
     will be inherently site-specific and designed favoring studies focusing on 
     the specific sites of discharge.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2710.040     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2710.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although wildlife and fish migration must be accounted for as well as the  
     slow horizonotal travel of the water itself, there is no good scientific   
     reason to prohibit out-of-hand site-specific studies of open waters.       
     Clearly there are distinct food chains and ecosystems in different lakes   
     and different parts of the same lake.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2710.041     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2710.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the potentially unachievable standards driven by Tier II theoretical  
     calculations and by the Tier I wildlife methodology and with the proposed  
     net limitation policy for nonreceiving stream sources, WQBELs and CELs will
     often be lower than can be achieved technologically.                       
                                                                                
     Therefore sound, clear policies for a water quality-based variance are     
     essential to an efficient and effective NPDES program.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2710.042     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.216                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2710.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The addition of the ability to essentially redesignate use of the          
     permittee's part of a water body without lengthy rulemaking for the entire 
     stream segment is good.  The standard is the criteria for the designated   
     use of the stream; if bureaucratically it is difficult for the state       
     agencies to readily designate streams appropriately, allowing it in the    
     variance is a less acceptable alternative but better than nothing.         
     
     
     Response to: D2710.043     
     
     EPA disagrees with the implication that WQS varances are a shortcut for    
     redesignating a waterbody or waterbody segment or are designed to remove   
     the requirement for full public participation.  Water quality standards for
     a waterbody include, at a minimum, designated uses as well as criteria     
     necessary to support those uses and appropriate antidegradation provisions.
     WQS variances apply for only a limited time, apply only to a specific      
     discharger and only to the pollutant or parameter specified and are not    
     designed to change the underlying standard.                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2710.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sixth reason for a variance, that of widespread social "and" economic  
     impact, it too vague to be useful.  Explicit demonstration guidance should 
     be provided so that all states are using the same principles.  Ideally, EPA
     should establish a three year pilot project before implementation of the   
     GLIWQ Guidance whereby trial debates are held by EPA between an applicant  
     and remonstrators over the adequacy of the social and economic impact      
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The provision should be reworded to make it explicit that a large enough   
     economic penalty to a facility is conceivable as a reason to grant a       
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2710.044     
     
     See Response ID: Indiana P2769.061                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2710.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A seventh reason for a variance should be added for the case in which      
     achieving the CEL is infeasible due to technological constraints.  The     
     variance should be granted for an existing discharge if the state agency   
     recognizes that no amount of the changes in process or enhanced treatment  
     could cause the discharger to achieve the WQBEL.  For each situation, the  
     government could identify a "better-than-best available technology" or the 
     "best achievable" process change which should be implemented.  This        
     determination is independent of the cost in terms of "widespread social and
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     economic hardship" - this determination is a professional engineering      
     judgment regarding the state of art for a particular wastewater stream.    
                                                                                
     This solution simplifies reaching agreement on one set of variances and    
     simultaneously is a mechanism for proposing an alternative technology (and 
     thus effluent limit) that at least is technologically achievable.          
     
     
     Response to: D2710.045     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2710.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A variance should be for the life of the permit as extended (not three     
     years).  At any time the agency can reopen a permit for which more         
     information becomes available suggesting the need for the reopening        
     (especially for tier II values or when criteria is likely to be wrong due  
     local ameliorating conditions).  Otherwise, the variance validity period   
     and review process should parallel precisely the permit validity period and
     review process.  We support EPA's interest in prodding states to do timely 
     triennial reviews but EPA should choose alternative methods to achieve that
     goal, such as through grant conditions to the state.  The method EPA is    
     proposing will not be effective in Indiana which historically has given    
     many other reasons not to perform triennial reviews in a timely fashion.   
     
     
     Response to: D2710.046     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2710.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the Clean Water Act does not speak to variances, the government    
     must never put a WQBEL number in permit if this value is not being used as 
     a compliance limit.                                                        
                                                                                
     Due to a long-standing ambiguity in the legal meaning of accepting an NPDES
     limit regarding the applicability of "antibacksliding" for situations where
     the permitholder has not complied with the WQBEL, there remains the        
     possibility that the permitholder has agreed at some point to achieve      
     WQBEL. Thus even for an impossible situation or a situation in which the   
     standard later changes due to new information to allow a discharge limit   
     higher than the even the variance, the permitholder may be condemned to a  
     purgatory of unending variance justifications or unjustified expensive     
     treatment (if treatment technology improves).                              
     
     
     Response to: D2710.047     
     
     See response D2819.045                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2710.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The variance policy with its list of reasons for variance is good but it   
     must not replace for water-body designated use rulemaking.  It must be an  
     addition.  The Clean Water Act protects designated uses from impairment.   
     That principle is critical to sound water policy, especially as more       
     attention is given to nonpoint source pollution.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2710.048     
     
     EPA agrees.  See Comment ID: D2710.043                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2710.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before the proposed criteria and value policy are implemented, EPA should  
     conduct a two year pilot project to work out procedures and specific       
     guidance documents for:  1) specific criteria on which to grant variances  
     based on each of the six reasons, 2) criteria for determining that the     
     regulated made "reasonable progress", 3) the elements of an antidegradation
     demonstration, and 4) the procedures and criteria for both the endangered  
     species evaluation and the incremental risk assessment.  The current       
     proposed procedures are far too incomplete for consistency among states.   
     
     
     Response to: D2710.049     
     
     EPA disagrees.  In the Final Guidance EPA has provided a framework for     
     States and Tribes to grant variances if they desire to do so.  The final   
     Guidance is based on the national program regarding variances, which has   
     been implemented for many years (see response 2917.1545.)  EPA does not    
     agree that the Guidance cannot be impemented without additional guidance.  
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of variances and            
     antidegradation and section II.G of the SID for a discussion of            
     consultation under ESA.  The final guidance contains no requirement for    
     incremental risk assessment.  It is EPA's intent to grant States ubstantial
     latitude, within that framework, to develop variance procedures that are   
     appropriate to the individual State or Tribal adminisrative process.  In   
     addition, EPA has provided for EPA review and approval of State and Tribal 
     variances to assure compliance with the CWA and WQS Regulation.            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2710.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Transportation, degradation, volatilization                            
     When calculating a Total Maximum Daily Load, it is much better use of      
     science to require an estimation of the degreee of pollutant               
     transportation, volatilization and degradation.  The GLIWQ Guidance is     
     worst case and unscientific.  EPA should establish a mechanism analogous to
     the Tier II clearinghouse to upgrade the now inaccurate TMDL assumptions   
     and quality of data needed.                                                
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     Response to: D2710.050     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2710.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 7 day/10 year low flow is appropriate for protection from chronic      
     effects for aquatic life under all usual circumstances and the human       
     harmonic mean flow is appropriate for long term exposure.  However, the    
     wildlife flow is invalid.  The 30 day/5 year low flow does not reflect the 
     expected exposure to wildlife.  The 90Q10 is much more reflective of a     
     conservative protection for wildlife.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2710.051     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2710.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of which option is chosen for TMDL, the scientific basis for    
     water protection requires that an applicant be allowed to demonstrate that 
     by use of a diffuser or other situation, that a zone of initial dilution   
     exists which physically prevents concentrations in excess of FAV from      
     occurring.  Thus the acute effluent limit should be determined on a        
     case-by-case basis, not be an automatic FAV.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2710.052     
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     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2710.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mixing zone is a scientific concept consistent with the basis of       
     chronic standards.  To eliminate use of a mixing zone for a reason         
     independent of achieving a chronic standard, is unscientific.  Moreover, it
     is unfair policy penalizing only dischargers with mixing zones.            
                                                                                
     Reducing loadings of a substance for which the agency has evidence that a) 
     could be persistent in the Great Lakes and b) be bioaccumulative to a BAF  
     greater than 1000, c) be toxic in anticipated bioaccumulated concentrations
     and exposure routes and d) be of concern in the Great Lakes should be      
     accomplished by policies directly addressing load, not concentration.      
     
     
     Response to: D2710.053     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2710.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All policies which protect surface water while providing mechanisms for the
     market to find the most cost-effective solution are to be experimented and 
     promoted.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2710.054     
     
     See section VIII.C.10 of the Supplementary Information Document.           
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2710.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science behind an additivity policy is strong enough to suggest        
     approaches to the accomplishment of general EPA goals but far too weak to  
     include in specific permit and enforcement rules.  The large conservatisms 
     in the uncertainty incorporated into the criteria and values will balloon  
     out of proportion to degree to environmental protection.                   
                                                                                
     Generic additivity rules should not be implemented.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2710.055     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2710.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole effluent toxicity for aquatic protection is a slowly developing      
     technology.  As an experimental, site-by-site extra look at a discharge it 
     is an adequate tool.  It lacks the standardization and specific procedures 
     (e.g. uniform means to overcome interferences, species selection) necessary
     to allow objective observers to employ the concept to arrive at the same   
     numbers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2710.056     
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     See response to comment P2718.306 for a discussion of the selection of WET 
     test procedures.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2710.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TEF is a promising mechanism for wildlife and humans.  Those concepts  
     could be considered for incorporation as the science of TEF improves.      
     
     
     Response to: D2710.057     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2710.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Carcinogenicity caps are unscientific given the great uncertainty of the   
     risk factor of each carcinogen to begin with.  To combine under one cap the
     risk of independent carcinomas arbitrarily equates unrelated diseases which
     have similar manifestations.  It makes arguably more sense (but also       
     nonsense) to have a cap on the risk of chemical-induced sensitivities.  If 
     the carcinogenicity acts by the identical mechanism or in synergy and no   
     counter antagonistic effects occur, then additivity could be proposed for  
     that situation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2710.058     
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     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2718.273 for a      
     discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when assessing the        
     additive risks in a mixture to the "risk drivers"; D2098.040 for a         
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2710.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whatever policy is developed, it must apply only to effluents and to those 
     substances with a reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  
     The application of additivity concepts to all substances would be a        
     research project without end, with costs to state and the applicant quickly
     surpassing any possible significant benefit to water quality.              
     
     
     Response to: D2710.059     
     
     The purpose of the additivity provision is to ensure that human health is  
     adequately protected from adverse effects from chemical mixtures.  However,
     EPA recognizes the difficulties in implementing the additivity provisions  
     and has provided flexibility to the States and Tribes in order to address  
     any potential difficulties in their implementation.  In addition, at least 
     with respect to waters which are in nonattainment for additivity, a State  
     or Tribe may be able to develop provisions consistent with the additivity  
     provision in Procedure 4 that focus only on pollutants in the discharger's 
     effluent until a TMDL on additivity is developed.  This approach would     
     decrease implementation difficulties and would be consistent with EPA's    
     interpretation in section VIII.E.3. of this document concerning appropriate
     limits for discharges of individual pollutants into waters that exceed     
     established numeric criteria in the absence of a TMDL.  The development of 
     WQBELs for pollutants which have the reasonable potential to cause or      
     contribute to a violation of WQS is discussed in section VIII.E.1 of the   
     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
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     Comment ID: D2710.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy of additivity must be developed in National Guidance, not for   
     just one region of the country.  When that is done the policy must be      
     developed in conjunction with permit writers (not just standard-setting    
     sections), must contain the art of the possible as well as an understanding
     of the maximum benefit which could be received, must be sensitive to       
     exponentially growing errors when combining uncertainties and must apply   
     only to the highest priority chemicals for which a WQBEL must be developed 
     (not across the board in water bodies).                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2710.060     
     
     The final additivity provisions have been developed in conjunction with the
     EPA offices responsible for permitting and water quality standards.  EPA   
     believes that the provisions are appropriate and reasonable for the Great  
     Lakes System for the reasons set forth in the SID.  Additionally, the      
     benefits of the additivity provisions are included in the cost/benefit     
     analysis that was completed for the final Guidance (see section IX of the  
     SID for a complete discussion of the costs/benefits of the final Guidance.)
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2629.089 for a discussion on the uncertainties in 
     the additivity provisions.  See response to comment P2718.273 for a        
     discussion on limiting the number of chemicals included in the additivity  
     provisions.                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2710.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  No WQBEL if net limitation                                             
     We endorse option four as the closest to incorporating the practical       
     considerations of permitting to the concept of net limitation.             
     
     
     Response to: D2710.061     
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     See responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2710.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the great conservatisms in addressing scientific uncertainty in the  
     criteria/values and in the TMDL, the NPDES permit calculation becomes      
     unworkable without consideration for the reality of intake waters which are
     "contaminated" with the trace concentrations which are being proposed to be
     unacceptable.  For this phase of national water protection development,    
     reality demands a sound procedural solution for this background question.  
     
     
     Response to: D2710.062     
     
     This comment is addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.6.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2710.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option three is the fairest to the regulated - restricting responsibility  
     to that which is added by the regulated.  Clearly, however, there will be  
     situations in which the intake water itself would harm the receiving water.
     
     
     Response to: D2710.063     
     
     Many commenters who supported Option 3 based their support on the premise  
     that dischargers should not be responsible for pollutants in their         
     discharge that originated elsewhere.  This general issue is addressed in   
     the response to comment D2798.058.  EPA's rationale for not extending      
     special consideration of intake pollutants from different bodies of water  
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     is explained in the SID at VIII.E.4.c. and 5.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2710.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, as an interim compromise, option 4 is the only one of the four  
     options listed which accounts for the practical issues of ground water     
     supply and public water supply.  A state and EPA always have the authority 
     to impose tighter limits if they believe they are needed to protect the    
     designated use of a water which provides a sensitive habitat.              
     
     
     Response to: D2710.064     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv, the final Guidance       
     provides for consideration of intake pollutants from ground water and      
     public water supplies. With respect to option 4 generally, see response to 
     comment P2574.083.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: D2710.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option one is completely unworkable, leading to permit by variance, with   
     inefficient, nonproductive resource expenditure for negliglible water      
     quality improvement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2710.065     
     
     The final Guidance adopts additional mechanisms to address intake water    
     pollutants to supplement existing mechanisms.  In addition to the proposed 
     "reasonable potential" procedure for intake pollutants, the final Guidance 
     allows consideration of intake pollutants in developing WQBELs, as provided
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     in Procedure 5.E of appendix F.  The many issues surrounding intake water  
     pollutants in water quality-based permitting are addressed in detail in the
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: D2710.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option two is deficient in that it applies only to situations in which 100%
     of intake water is from receiving stream.  This condition is limiting for  
     many situations to which such a net limitation makes scientific sense.  To 
     make option two workable even for the same-receiving-stream-as-intake      
     situation the monitoring for the "nonWQBEL compliance" must account in the 
     permit 1) for natural variation of concentration in intake water and 2) for
     some degree of concentration due to evaporation.  Guidance should be given 
     on the nature of the Physical or chemical alteration of a substance which  
     EPA would consider to cause adverse effect on water quality given the broad
     assumptions about such factors in the criteria themselves.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2710.066     
     
     The final Guidance retains the distinction between intake pollutants from  
     the same and different bodies of water for the reasons stated in the SID at
     Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5.  However, the final Guidance also provides for 
     "partial" consideration of intake pollutants in establishing WQBELs when   
     the facility has intake water pollutants from the same and different bodies
     of water.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.d.                                  
                                                                                
     Under the final Guidance, the permitting authority retains discretion to   
     develop appropriate monitoring requirements on a case-by-case basis based  
     on numerous factors, including background variability.  See SID at Section 
     VIII.E.7.b.  Also see, Section VIII.E.7.a.vi. for a discussion of issues   
     related to the "no increased concentration" requirement and Section        
     VIII.E.7.a.vii. regarding physical or chemical alteration.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2710.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conditions for which there shall be no tier II value developed for a   
     table 6 pollutant are a good start but are not broad enough, especially    
     given that states have developed water quality standards already for any   
     use which the state considers the water impaired.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2710.067     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.292.  See also response to comment    
     number P2585.126.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2710.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Showing no biological effect may be impossible if the water is "affected"  
     according to some criteria by factors other than the pollutant in question.
     This precludes an exception from a tier II calculation requirement in      
     waters with some "effect".  The WET requirement poses the same impossiblity
     in certain circumstances.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2710.068     
     
     EPA agrees that biological impact measured through bioassessment might not 
     be related to a particular discharge.  Nonetheless, EPA believes that the  
     "no biological impact" condition is necessary, even in such a case, in     
     order to exercise the exception to Tier II data collection and value       
     generation.  The basic reason that EPA believes the condition is necessary 
     is that where ambient biological impact is measured using bioassessment, in
     EPA's experience it is difficult to discern between the often multiple     
     causes of the impact.  Simply put, bioassessment does not generally        
     identify causes of biological impact.  EPA does not believe it is          
     appropriate to create an exception to Tier II aquatic life data collection 
     and value generation when biological impact that is potentially the result 
     of the discharge is being measured.  The exception to tier II value        
     generation for aquatic life protection has been retained in the final      
     Guidance.  EPA notes that this exception is for aquatic life tier II values
     only and notes that in addition to the WET and biological assessment       
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     conditions described in the comment, the third condition that must be met  
     in order to exercise the exception is that there must be insufficient data 
     to calculate a tier I criterion or a tier II value for aquatic life. See   
     Supplementary Informations Document Section VIII.E.2.f, Determining        
     Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II Values are Not Available. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: D2710.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until EPA develops adequate Tier II values, applicants should have an      
     exemption for substances below the level of quantitation.  They must follow
     Tier II procedures if above that number.  For substances with              
     concentrations below that, the limit should be the applicable state        
     standard.  Otherwise, there is the problem of the first POTW applicants    
     doing calculations on all priority pollutants for wildlife and other       
     categories.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.069     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2710.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The compliance value for regulatory purposes must be time and laboratory   
     independent.  To do otherwise results in false positives.  Until EPA       
     establishes the "ML" for wastewater for the priority pollutants plus others
     of concern (incorporating statistical variances among good laboratories and
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     for a good lab from time to time), the states should use a PQL (practical  
     quantification limit) as a lower limit for a CEL.  This is the approach    
     used by the Safe Drinking Water program at EPA and the RCRA compliance     
     program.  There is no scientific reason for EPA to suggest otherwise for   
     surface water.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2710.070     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2710.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b.  WQBEL should not be in permit when it is not the compliance value.     
     Because the Clean Water Act is ambiguous on the complete implications of   
     this action, the government must never put a WQBEL number in permit if this
     value is not being used as a compliance unit.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2710.071     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2710.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Due to long-standing ambiguity in the legal meaning of accepting an NPDES  
     permit limit regarding the applicability of "antibacksliding" for          
     situations where the permitholder has not complied with the WQBEL, there   
     remains the possibility that the permitholder has agreed at some point to  
     achieve WQBEL.  Thus even for an impossible situation or a situation in    
     which the standard later changes due to new infomration to allow a         
     discharge limit higher than the current CEL, the permitholder may be       
     condemned to a purgatory later of meeting the originally accepted (but now 
     inappropriate) WQBEL or enter a string of unending variance justifications 
     or unjustified expensive treatment (if treatment technology improves).     
     
     
     Response to: D2710.072     
     
     The compliance schedule provisions of the Guidance are intended to dispel  
     ambiguity as to when antibacksliding requirements apply.  They specify that
     antibacksliding requirements are not applicable until the compliance date  
     of an effluent limitation, that is, until after any appeal which resulted  
     in a stay has been completed and any compliance schedule has run.  See     
     section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2710.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .070 - .072.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For historical or public involvement purposes, the WQBEL instead should be 
     in a fact sheet attached to the permit.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2710.073     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: D2710.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The compliance schedule must include time limits for the state to make a   
     decision.  If not, the opportunity for testing to determine more accurate  
     criteria or value could be a moot one.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2710.074     
     
     The rule provides for up to a two-year period for studies and up to 3 years
     from permit issuance for compliance.  That additional year allows time for 
     the State to make a decision.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2710.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     H.  The proposed antidegradation policy is at once too extreme in          
     requirements, too vague in details and too far reaching in pollutants      
     addressed to be mandated for one group of states to implement.             
     
     
     Response to: D2710.075     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance was too extreme or too broad.
      To a large extent, the proposed Guidance was nothing more than a          
     compilation of EPA's existing guidance and policy on antidegradation.  The 
     antidegradation standard contained in the proposed Guidance is an excellent
     example of how the proposed Guidance was based on existing regulations,    
     guidance and policy. The final Guidance makes this even more explicit by   
     deferring to existing regulations and guidance with respect to requirements
     for non-BCCs.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
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     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
                                                                                
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2710.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The policy is unclear in precisely what constitutes adequate step one, 
     step two and step three antidegradation justification.                     
                                                                                
     Without a more detailed set of generally understood and agreed upon        
     guidelines (and a clearly stated minimum capability of state staff         
     expertise, resources and federal support), the proposed antidegradation    
     policy could be satisfied by at one extreme by signing a cursory check list
     in the manner of the RCRA waste minimization testimony or, at the other    
     extreme, only by an exhaustive process terminated only when a favored      
     applicant satisfies the unwritten subjective requirements in the mind of a 
     state agency (and the EPA regional office).  This does not support the     
     objective of consistency among states.  Instead, this policy seems to rely 
     on site-specific local remonstrators to determine whether the              
     state-approved information is adequate and the permit is adjusted according
     to their power in a particular situation.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2710.076     
     
     This comment requests greater detail in the implementation procedures than 
     was provided in the proposal.  The final Guidance as well as existing      
     regulations state that water quality may be lowered where lower water      
     quality is necessary to accomodate important social and ecomonic           
     development in the area affected by the lower water quality as long as     
     water quality sufficient to protect uses is maintained.  It is not possible
     to provide a step-by-step process that, if followed, will result in a      
     request to lower water quality being granted.  This is true for a number of
     reasons.  First, merely accomplishing the administrative requirements does 
     not ensure that the information provided in support of lowering water      
     quality is sufficient to justify a deicsion to allow a lowering of water   
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     quality.  Second, antidegradation is inherently case-specific with the     
     ultimate goal being to accomodate economic growth while minimizing         
     environmental impacts.  In some instances, information provided early in a 
     demonstration may suggest productive new avenues of consideration or new   
     possibilities that merit review prior to making a final decision.  Finally,
     public participation is an important factor in any decision regarding lower
     water quality. An assured outcome based on completion of certain steps     
     would negate a meaningful opportunity for public participation.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2710.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As written, a state agency could by pocket veto prevent a permit from being
     issued.  Precise guidance on procedures and timetables and steps to appeal 
     inaction should be incorporated.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2710.077     
     
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2710.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The extended antidegradation policy proposed should be restricted to       
     chemicals which the USEPA has determined through public rulemaking to be   
     domonstrably persistent in  Great Lakes open waters and tributaries,       
     bioaccumulative in those circumstances and toxic at concentrations and     
     exposures reasonably expected to exist.  In the current proposal, some of  
     the chemicals proposed as BCCs would fall in this category.  The existing  
     antidegradation policy in effect in many states could be improved by more  
     guidance and assistance for the other pollutants which do not have all four
     of these characteristics.                                                  
                                                                                
     There is no evidence that the extensive antideg necessary for all          
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2710.078     
     
     The final Guidance reflects the changes suggested by this comment.  States 
     and Tribes are required to adopt only Great Lakes-specific antidegradation 
     provisions for BCCs.  For all other pollutants, the final Guidance provides
     a model of an acceptable antidegradation policy and procedures under 40 CFR
     131.12.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2710.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation program for all pollutants will impose an     
     extraordinary economic and bureaucratic impact to a region of the United   
     States without clear understanding of the beneficial effect and without any
     assurance of clear state guidance for consistency.  A program of such      
     magnitude needs a three year EPA pilot program to work out problems before 
     requiring Great Lakes states only to implement.  At the least, imposing    
     antidegradation should be postponed one permit cycle until the EEQ document
     is in place.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2710.079     
     
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are not an impediment 
     to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not   
     concerned with minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth
     on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
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     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The antidegradation provisions contained in the final Guidance are not a   
     prohibition on new and increased loadings of pollutants to the Great Lakes 
     System.  What the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance do      
     accomplish is to provide a clear description of the process through which a
     lowering of water quality may be demonstrated to be necessary to support   
     important social and economic development.  The antidegradation standard   
     and implementation elements of the final Guidance provide a clear          
     understanding of what is necessary to comply with the requirements of the  
     CWA  andFederal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2710.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize that the Great Lakes Basin is a nationally important economic 
     region.  The workers, industries, and municipalities present in the Great  
     Lakes Basin must not be needlessly jeopardized by policies that lack clear 
     environmental objectives, a sound scientific base, or justified economic   
     costs.  Our state's municipalities and businesses cannot afford to misspend
     any money, let alone the projected millions of dollars which the GLIWQ will
     require.  Resources - federal, state and local - are extremely limited.    
     Dollars must be spent efficiently on programs with measurable benefits.    
     
     
     Response to: D2710.080     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2713.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The amount of work, time and energy that was invested in the development of
     the over 300 pages of proposed GLI guidances is impressive.  Nonetheless,  
     MMA members are very concerned about the scientific basis for the          
     regulations and the policy assumptions underlying them.  We believe that   
     the pressure, brought about by lawsuits and court orders, to get the       
     document published within a defined time frame reduced the quality and     
     integrity of the end result.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2713.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the pressure to publish the GUidance within a      
     defined timeframe reduced the quality and integrity of the end result.  EPA
     believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science, produces       
     measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals, addresses     
     local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.    
     For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the     
     preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2713.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As many environmentalists will tell you, Michigan is already leading other 
     states, in not only meeting, but developing strict water quality standards.
      A National Wildlife Federation study on the control of toxic pollutants   
     showed Michigan doing the best job of control of among all Great Lakes     
     states.  Michigan's strict standards are just starting to pay off in marked
     improvements in the quality of plant and animal life.  These improvements  
     are demonstrated by such examples as the increase in the state's eagle     
     population, a betterment of life in the cormorants and a reduction of fish 
     advisories.                                                                
                                                                                
     With such marked improvements several questions must be raised:  What is   
     the risk of not implementing the GLI?  If it were not implemented, would   
     water quality continue to improve?                                         
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     We feel strongly that water quality will continue to improve with the      
     standards Michigan has in place.  What we find unfair is the fact that our 
     state has the best standards, and as a result of that stewardship we will  
     be overly penalized when the GLI goes into effect.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2713.002     
     
     EPA agress that the health of the Great Lakes has improved greatly over the
     last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of the SID.  EPA believes,       
     however, that the Guidance will promote a consistent application of        
     standards and implementation procedures across the Great Lakes basin that  
     will lead to further improvements in the future.  EPA believes that the    
     final Guidance is based on sound science, produces measurable improvements,
     has realistic and attainable goals, addresses local conditions and includes
     cost-effective options.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA 
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including the projected      
     benefits upon implementation of the Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  
     For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the     
     preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2713.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What do these changes mean for industry?  Many industrial groups are trying
     to calculate the cost now.  The exact dollar estimates of the GLI's costs  
     are hard to predict because of the effect it will have on each industry.   
     But, even EPA officials acknowledge the regulations will cost industry over
     $230 million.  By most accounts this number is very low.  EPA was very     
     select in the industries it chose to examine and looked only at the effect 
     of the release of just a few compounds.  It also did not take into effect  
     the $2.7 billion in costs passed on by local municipalities to upgrade     
     water and sewer systems.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2713.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2713.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry's concerns center not only on their own costs, but also the costs 
     in relationship to the possible benefits the GLI would provide to the Great
     Lakes.  Point sources of pollution contribute less than 15% of total       
     pollution entering the Great Lakes.  The balance (85%) comes from non-point
     sources, many of which come from outside the basin.  The GLI will have no  
     effect on these contaminants.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2713.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2713.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From looking at the memorandum and letters between the EPA and the other   
     agencies, it becomes apparent that the process behind the Great Lakes Water
     Quality Initiative was not one of thoughtful, deliberate consideration.    
     Instead, it appears to be the work of an understaffed agency rushing to    
     meet                                                                       
     an impossible court-imposed deadline.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2713.005     
     
     EPA does not agree that the pressure to publish the GUidance within a      
     defined timeframe reduced the quality and integrity of the end result.  EPA
     believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science, produces       
     measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals, addresses     
     local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.    
     For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the     
     preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2713.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establish Intake Credit Policy                                             
                                                                                
     Currently under the GLI a facility could be required to remove or reduce   
     substances in intake water before discharge, even if the facility did not  
     contribute any amount to the substance.  We believe the GLI should take    
     into account, through an "intake Credit policy," the background            
     concentrations of toxic substances in water taken in.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2713.006     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions for consideration intake water      
     pollutants in determining whether WQBELs are needed, and if so, how they   
     will be established.  The many issues related to intake credits are        
     discussed in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2713.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modify Site-Specific Provisions                                            
                                                                                
     In many cases, the GLI proposes to set a water quality limit that can be   
     "universally" applied, without consideration for the ability of discharge  
     areas to handle higher concentrations.  The states should be able to       
     maintain flexibility to accomodate economic growth without compromising    
     water quality standards.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2713.007     
     
     See response to: P2771.280                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2713.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Revise Anti-degradation Provisions                                         
                                                                                
     Currently the GLI does not allow discharges of a substance to be increased 
     above prior permit limits.  However, science has determined that in some   
     instances a higher discharge value does not necessarily result in a        
     environmental degradation.  Stringent anti-degradation policies could      
     restrict a facility's growth and the economic development within a         
     community.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2713.008     
     
     This comment misrepresents the proposed Guidance.  The proposed Guidance   
     did not prohibit increased loadings of BCCs, it only required that         
     increased be subject to an antidegradation review. It is inaccurate to     
     argue that antidegradation is not clearly founded in science.  Increased   
     loadings of pollutants do degrade the chemical integrity of waters, whether
     or not a criterion or value is exceeded.  Increased pollutant loadings may 
     also increase the overall stress on the aquatic ecosystem, making organisms
     more susceptible to disease, drought or other environmental perturbations. 
     Given the uncertainty of how different components of the environment       
     respond to stressors and the lack of understanding of how different        
     stressors interact, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance   
     and existing regulations are prudent public policy.                        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will be an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the     
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2713.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Maintain Mixing Zones                                                      
                                                                                
     There is no scientific basis for the elimination of mixing zones as        
     proposed in the GLI.  Currently EPA allows compliance based on a "mixing   
     zone" beyond the actual discharge point.  This buffer area is allowed      
     recognizing that aquatic organisms would not reside at the end of a        
     discharge pipe.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2713.009     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, which EPA
     construes to refer to the mixing zone provisions for BCCs (because of the  
     reference to "elimination"), see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2713.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modify Detection Levels                                                    
                                                                                
     Under the GLI, detection limits imposed are not uniformly based on levels  
     reliably achievable by testing laboratories on a regular basis.  Discharge 
     concentration limits for substances should not be set below detection      
     levels of laboratories.  This creates unacceptable potential legal         
     liabilities for dischargers resulting from laboratory variability.         
     
     
     Response to: D2713.010     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2713.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments #.006 to .010 inclusive.                         
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MMA is not alone in making these recommendations.  The Council of the Great
     Lakes Governors commissioned DRI/McGraw-Hill to measure the cost           
     effectiveness and the affect on regional competitiveness.  Their study     
     estimated compliance costs that would range between $710 million and #2.3  
     billion per year.  They pointed to four specific provisions in the EPA's   
     Draft Guidance that drive costs up without delivering commensurate         
     benefits.  They were:                                                      
                                                                                
     1.  Lack of clear sensible approach to intake credits.                     
                                                                                
     2.  A rigid anti-degradation policy.                                       
                                                                                
     3.  The phasing out of mixing zones.                                       
                                                                                
     4.  The wildlife criterion for mercury, which aims at reducing             
     concentrations of this naturally occurring element below levels found in   
     pristine conditions.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2713.011     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2098.038, D2669.082, D2584.004 and    
     D2589.014.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2713.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.011.                                            
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study pointed out that if these four provisions were modified the cost 
     of the guidance would be lowered from a high of $2.3 billion to a high of  
     $500 million.  The report went on to say that at $500 million the "GLI --  
     implemented cost-effectively -- is an affordable necessity."  Let me be    
     clear that while we believe the DRI study was on target with their         
     recommended changes MMA does not believe that at $500 million the GLI is   
     affordable.  We feel not only will Michigan pick up a lions share of the   
     cost but that the Great Lakes basin industries will be placed at a         
     significant competitive disadvantage to the rest of the country and to the 
     rest of the world.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2713.012     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2713.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also believe that because of the short amount of time DRI had to develop
     their study they only addressed the chief economic issues.  What was not   
     addressed in the study was how the implementation directed by EPA would    
     further erode the states rights to self govern.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2713.013     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2713.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: cc LOQ
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc TMDL/MOS                                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We all agree that an intake credit policy needs to be better defined and   
     established; changes need to be made to the anti-degradation provisions;   
     and a modification of less than detection standards need to be addressed.  
     We urge the Commission to make two additions to the DNR's recommendations: 
     modify site-specific provisions and the maintaining of mixing zones.       
     
     
     Response to: D2713.014     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 explains in detail the intake pollutant      
     provisions of the final Guidance, which have been expanded from the        
     proposal in response to comments. Section VIII.A. of the SID discusses     
     Site-specific modifications and Section VIII.C. discusses mixing zones.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2713.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MMA believes that there is no scientific basis for the elimination of      
     mixing zones as proposed in the GLI.  Currently EPA allows compliance based
     on a "mixing zone" beyond the actual discharge point.  This buffer area is 
     allowed recognizing that aquatic organisms would not reside at the end of a
     discharge pipe.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2713.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.This comment is virtually identical to   
     comment number D2713.009. Please see the response to that comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2713.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     DRI in their cost study estimated that some 25% of the cost difference     
     between the high scenario and the more cost effective one, was related to  
     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2713.016     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2713.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DNR staff in their recommendation supports the phase out because the   
     approach is consistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  That 
     agreement states that mixing zones should be reduced to achieve the maximum
     possible reductions of persistent toxic substances.  In other words, this  
     policy is a crude tool for achieving the reductions, without taking into   
     account whether site-specific health or wildlife considerations are        
     involved,                                                                  
     nor whether benefits will be commensurate with compliance costs.  We       
     believe                                                                    
     that with no scientific basis, nor any benefit in relation to costs, the   
     policy of phasing out of mixing zones should not be adopted.               
     
     
     Response to: D2713.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA construes this comment to pertain to 
     the mixing zone provisions for BCCs because of the comment's reference to  
     "phasing out" mixing zones, which occurred in the proposal only in the     
     context of BCCs. Consistent with the policy expressed in the Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Agreement noted by the commenter, EPA has decided as a matter
     of policy to retain the elimination of mixing zones for new BCC discharges 
     and the phase out of mixing zones for existing BCC discharges for the      
     reasons described the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a discussion of EPA's          
     consideration of the costs and benefits associated with its policy decision
     pertaining to mixing zones for BCCs, see the discussion of the Regulatory  
     Impact Analysis in the SID at IX.D.6.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2713.018
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also recommend the Commissions urge EPA to give the states as much      
     flexibility as they legally can.  In other words, keep as much of the GLI  
     in guidance form and very little in rules.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2713.018     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2713.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many cases, the GLI proposed to set a water quality limit that can be   
     "universally" applied, without consideration for the ability of the        
     discharge area to handle higher concentrations or the effect it may have on
     the people in the area.  A worst case scenario for Michigan would be to be 
     over regulated in a world of evolving technology and changing business     
     climate.  We also feel that as new advances take place in pollution        
     prevention and control the DNR needs to be responsive.  MMA feels that     
     states should be able to maintain flexibility to accommodate economic      
     growth without compromising water quality standards.  Michigan has been an 
     outstanding steward of the Great Lakes.  One of the reasons for the GLI was
     to bring other states up to many of Michigan's standards.  Michigan should 
     not be penalized for being the leader.  The elected State Legislature and  
     the Commission and the people through public hearings should have the right
     to decide what is best for them within the guidance, not an EPA bureaucrat 
     in Chicago or Washington.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2713.019     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2714.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am pleased to say that I support the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance  
     as a step in the right direction in making the Great Lakes healthier for   
     all living near them.  But, as a American Indian living in the Great Lakes 
     area, I have serious reservations regarding the lack of consideration given
     to Tribal cultures, people and governments in the proposed Guidance.  I    
     fear that these oversights will lead to a less effective and potentially   
     impertinent Guidance.                                                      
                                                                                
     As I am sure that you know, full Tribal participation in the Great Lakes   
     Initiative was not sufficiently sought by the Environmental Protection     
     Agency.  This is the root of the problem.  Full Tribal participation would 
     have avoided this misfortune.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2714.001     
     
     EPA has worked with Great Lakes Tribes on a true government-to- government 
     basis on a number of environmental protection efforts throughout the Great 
     Lakes basin.  EPA endeavored to involve Great Lakes Tribes and Tribal      
     organizations throughout the final Guidance development effort and will    
     continue to work with Tribes in those areas where further cooperation and  
     coordination are needed in order to achieve additional environmental       
     results.  See also Section II.D.3 of the SID for further discussion of this
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2714.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance does a good job of describing the uniqueness of the Great     
     Lakes System.  However, in documenting the specific details of this        
     uniqueness, the Guidance has failed to consider the unique position that   
     the American Indian holds in the Great Lakes System, or the importance of  
     the Lakes to the American Indian groups of the area.                       
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     The Great Lakes System is important to the Native groups of the area for a 
     variety of cultural, economic, subsistence and spiritual reasons.  Today,  
     there are twenty-one distinct, federally recognized Tribal groups in the   
     States of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan and New York.  The total          
     on-reservation populations of the groups is more than 25,000.  There are   
     also additional Tribal groups found adjacent to the Great Lakes System in  
     these states.  Despite the effects of colonization these groups have       
     maintained their cultures and sovereignty.                                 
                                                                                
     The Tribal relationship with the Great Lakes has been well documented since
     being noted by the earliest Europeans to come into contact with the        
     Indigenous People of the area.  The Great Lakes system plays an integral   
     role in Tribal sustenance, stories, culture and spirituality to an extent  
     unmatched by any other group.                                              
                                                                                
     Despite the amount of general social and economic changes, wild rice       
     harvesting, hunting, gathering, inland shore and landlocked fishing        
     continue to be viable economic and cultural pursuits for modern Great Lakes
     Indian communities.  There are presently, more than one-hundred Tribal     
     commercial fishermen operating on Great Lakes.  The commercial fishery also
     provides additional income to employees of individually and Tribally owned 
     commerical enterprises.  In 1992 the Tribal commercial fish harvest on U.S.
     waters of Lake Superior was more than 600 tons.  Most Tribes maintain fish 
     hatchery programs.                                                         
                                                                                
     Traditional wild rice harvesting of landlocked, flowing, and inland Lake   
     Superior shore waters is an economic, subsistence and cultural mainstay of 
     the annual cycle of life for Indian (and non-Indian) people in Minnesota,  
     Wisconsin and Michigan.  Hunting of waterfowl and small and large mammals  
     is also very important to Tribal peoples for subsistence and cultural      
     reasons.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2714.002     
     
     EPA acknowledges the importance of the Great Lakes System to the Native    
     American Tribes residing within the Great Lakes basin and has expanded     
     Section I of the SID to include some of the information provided by the    
     commenter.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2714.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The earliest settlement of the Great Lakes System, by the Indigenous       
     Peoples of the area, is not mentioned in this discourse.  The Great Lakes  
     System has provided amply for the needs of these Peoples for thousands of  
     years.  Earliest European explorers of the area could not help but to      
     record the general health and wealth of the Great Lakes environment.  Many 
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     areas under jurisdiction of Tribes are some of the most admirable          
     "protected areas" in the Great Lakes System at this time.                  
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The lack of human-caused environmental degradation in the 
     Great Lakes System before the earliest European settlements should be      
     noted.  The relatively superior condition of much of the Tribal land bases 
     should be noted.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2714.003     
     
     EPA agrees with the recommendation and has included in Section I.B of the  
     SID a discussion concerning how early settlement and related econmic       
     activities drastically changed portions of the Great Lakes System.  See    
     also response to comment number D2714.002.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no mention of the inclusion of representatives of the Great Lakes 
     Tribes on the Great Lakes Initiative committees. The Tribes are sovereign  
     governments, entitled to independent, government-to-government             
     representation on Environmental Protection Agency forums regarding         
     environmental initiatives and concerns affecting Tribal members            
     (Environmental Protection Agency Indian Policy Statement).  Tribes         
     potentially, and undoubtedly will in the future, have the regulatory       
     authority to administer Clean Water Act provisions on lands over which     
     Tribes exert jurisdiction (Section 518, Clean Water Act).                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The Great Lakes Tribes should each be individually given  
     the option of participating in further Environmental Protection Agency     
     initiatives in the Great Lakes area. Furthermore, due to the extreme lack  
     of Tribal environmental funding and staff, the Environmental Protection    
     Agency should make special efforts and provisions to facilitate this       
     individual Tribal participation.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2714.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.005
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATION:  The Environmental Protection Agency must clarify the      
     time-line for Tribal adoption of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative  
     as starting from the date any Tribe is authorized to administer the        
     program.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2714.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additional States' comment period after the Public Comment Period is   
     time-consuming and pointless.  The States should, if they are doing their  
     jobs, already know what the public's views of the Great Lakes Water Quality
     Initiative are before the end of the Public Comment Period.  In the        
     unlikelihood that the Environmental Protection Agency chooses to undergo   
     this States' comment period, the Great Lakes Tribes should be afforded the 
     same opportunity as the States in participating and holding public         
     meetings.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2714.006     
     
     Please see discussion of "Enhancing the Intergovernmental Partnership Under
     Executive Order 12875", found in section VII of the Preamble.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2714.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is misleading when it implies that the human health criteria  
     are derived to protect all individuals in the Great Lakes System.  In fact,
     the criteria are designed to protect only those individuals who fall under 
     a collection of combined assumptions.  What the Guidance does actually     
     derive is a theoretical individual who may or may not be in need of the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative's additional protection.  This        
     assumption, by definition, excludes the very individuals most at risk from 
     a polluted Great Lakes System.  Likewise, the new, improved fish           
     consumption for the Great Lakes System considers only the average fish     
     consumption rates in the Great Lakes System.                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  For the sake of honesty, the Environmental Protection     
     Agency should state in this section that the proposed human health criteria
     do not protect all individuals in the Great Lakes System.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2714.007     
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2714.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The narrative states that Tribes can designate water bodies as Outstanding 
     National Resource Waters ("If a State or Tribe has designated...an         
     Outstanding National Resource Water...").  Appendix E. does not mention    
     Tribes under the implementation procedures regarding Outstanding National  
     Resource Waters.  Does this statement imply Tribes under the term "States?"
     Do Tribes have this ability or not?  The Environmental Protection Agency   
     needs to explicitly clarify the Tribal ability to declare Outstanding      
     National Resource Waters.  The Tribes have good reasons to protect quality 
     waters in and adjoining their lands, for example, cultural and subsistence 
     reasons.                                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The Environmental Protection Agency should support the    
     Tribes in having the authority to designate Outstanding National Resource  
     Waters and High Quality Waters.                                            
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     Response to: D2714.008     
     
     The final Guidance recognizes that Tribes possess the same authorities with
     respect to the water quality standards program as States.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2714.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency is correct in stating that both point  
     and nonpoint source regulation is consistent with an ecosystem approach to 
     protecting the Great Lakes System.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2714.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2714.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: ref:  refers to Section IG10 of the Preamble)                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the final paragraph of this section the Environmental Protection Agency 
     probably meant to say "section I.G.13" instead of "section II.G.12."       
     
     
     Response to: D2714.010     
     
     EPA agrees with this commenter.  The correct citation should have been     
     Section I.G.13.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: D2714.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Adverse effect."                                                          
                                                                                
     The definition for "adverse effect" must be expanded and carefully revised;
     it is fundamental to application of Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative's 
     criteria, values and procedures.  It is essential that this definition     
     include all effects of concern, as the Environmental Protection Agency has 
     intended to do.  Therefore, transgenerational/reproductive and             
     developmental effects must be explicity included.  As written, the         
     definition appears on its face to be limited to application to "the        
     organism," thereby neglecting effects on offspring.                        
                                                                                
     The increased risks of cancer from exposure to these environmental         
     contaminants are generally recognized.  But there are increasing evidence  
     and scientific concern that people face other insidious threats from       
     exposure to these pollutants.                                              
                                                                                
     Moreover, the risks may be greatest to those most cherished among us - our 
     children.  These risks are not widely recognized or appreciated by the     
     public.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Due to the role hormones play in human development and the ubiquitous      
     presence of pollution, everyone is at risk from these effects.  The most   
     significant route of exposure, however, is probably from eating            
     contaminated food, especially fish.  The ability of many contaminants to be
     stored in the tissues of women and then be passed on to children during    
     pregnancy and breastfeeding poses a particularly disturbing scenario, and  
     one that is essentially impossible to prevent once the mother has been     
     exposed.  There is evidence that individuals exposed in the womb to        
     contaminants stored in their mothers' tissues could have adverse effects   
     for their entire lives.  Further research suggests significant unfavorable 
     consequences to learning potential and behavior is likely for children born
     to women living in polluted regions or who have eaten contaminated food.   
     
     
     Response to: D2714.011     
     
     See responses to P2742.244 and P2720.067                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency's outreach program with the Great Lakes
     Tribes to inform them on the elements of the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Initiative relevant to them was wholly inadequate; especially in           
     Environmental Protection Agency's Region II.  The Environmental Protection 
     Agency's overtures to the Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife Commission    
     were important; nevertheless, this agency represents fewer than half the   
     Tribes in the region.  The Great Lakes Indian Fish and Wildlife's explicit 
     mission is the co-management of off-reservation, treaty protected          
     bioresources of use to members of the Lake Superior Chippewa Tribes.       
     Section 518 of the Clean Water Act applies only to on-reservation          
     jurisdictions.  Only individual Tribal governments have the authority to   
     regulate environmental quality on reservation lands.  Individual Tribal    
     governments should represent themselves on Environmental Protection Agency 
     Initiatives.                                                               
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Tribes are not one, homogeneous entity, any more than are  
     the Great Lakes States.  To the contrary, individual Tribes have unique    
     sovereignty status requiring individual "government-to-government"         
     relationships and negotiations by the Environmental Protection Agency.     
     (Environmental Protection Agency Indian Policy Statement).                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2714.012     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes Tribes should be given, at a minimum, all rights afforded      
     States in the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Tribal viewpoints must
     be sought and considered on all major Environmental Protection Agency      
     initiatives in the Great Lakes System.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2714.013     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should exercise even greater           
     sensitivity in revising the draft Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative to  
     ensure that Tribes are not included as an afterthought in references to the
     "States," where the Tribes' unique legal status may require recognition in 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative language.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2714.014     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should be commended for being the first
     federal agency to adopt a formal policy recognizing the                    
     government-to-government relationship required between the U.S. and the    
     Tribes (Environmental Protection Agency Indian Policy Statement).          
     Unfortunately, cooperative efforts to establish environmental regulation   
     programs on Indian lands are not going well.  The following points need to 
     be noted concerning the problems faced by Tribes in their attempts to      
     implement the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative on Tribal lands:  Lack  
     of funding and a corresponding lack of staff; no clear direction for tribes
     concerning jurisdiction over non-Indians creating environmental problems   
     within Indian Lands; general lack of meaningful government-to-government   
     relationship between the Tribes and the Environmental Protection Agency.   
                                                                                
     The above points are critical in understanding the Great Lakes Tribes'     
     participation in the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative public comment   
     process.  Most Tribes have at best an environmental staff of one           
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     professional.  These individuals are generally responsible for a diverse   
     array of "multi-media" duties.  These individuals are also the Tribes' best
     source of comment on the technical and regulatory considerations of the    
     Guidance.  Due to their extreme work loads, Tribal environmental           
     professionals are extremely unlikely to provide complete, in-depth comments
     on the proposed Guidance.                                                  
                                                                                
     Due to these realities of Tribal government, and the fact that the Tribes  
     were not included in the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative committee    
     process, the Tribes experience undue handicaps in commenting on the        
     Guidance.  With this in mind, the Environmental Protection Agency's        
     outreach effort to the Great Lakes Tribes was inadequate.  The outreach    
     effort in Environmental Protection Agency's Region Two was virtually       
     non-existent.  This is an unacceptable process that will inevitably lead to
     legal recourse unless explicitly addressed in the post-comment period.     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2714.015     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATION:  The Environmental Protection Agency should make a priority
     the funding of technical assistance to the Tribes for administration of    
     Clean Water Act programs.  Funding agreements should provide latitude to   
     accommodate Tribal approaches to protecting Great Lakes resources under    
     their jurisdiction.  The Environmental Protection Agency should be         
     respectful of the reality of Tribal governments.  The Environmental        
     Protection Agency should cooperate with individual Tribes on a true        
     government-to-government basis.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2714.016     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: It is not clear what portion of the proposed reg. this        
            
          refers to.                                                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The citation for the Dec. 12, 1991 Federal Register should be Volume 56,   
     not Volume 54.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2714.017     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment, and will correct the citation in future       
     publications.  The citation is not used explicitly in the preamble to the  
     final Guidance or the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2714.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency's assessment of the need for the Great 
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative to minimize inconsistencies in regulatory   
     approaches among the Great Lakes States is supported.  In addition to the  
     examples noted for criteria inconsistencies, application of widely varying 
     dilution flows also contributes to wide variations among the States in     
     allowable pollutant loading to the Great Lakes System.  The general goal   
     should be increased environmental protection, not simply consistency.      
     
     
     Response to: D2714.018     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2714.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When methodologies proposed in this Guidance result in lowering water      
     quality criteria below any current levels, the Environmental Protection    
     Agency should retain stricter standards based on earlier methodologies.    
     
     
     Response to: D2714.019     
     
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2714.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The two-tiered approach is the only way to move forward with water quality 
     programs.  It is based on common sense and state-of-the-art science; its   
     fundamental premises are beyond debate.                                    
                                                                                
     The Environmental Protection Agency's proposed two-tiered approach and     
     assessment that this will advance the goals of the Critical Programs Act   
     and is consistent with objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality         
     Agreement is supported.  It will be an essential improvement; rigorous data
     requirements currently mean many chemicals now go unregulated.  As the     
     Environmental Protection Agency correctly notes in its discussion of the   
     proposed Tier II wildlife criteria:  "...Tier II values are intended to be 
     conservative to encourage data generation..."                              
     
     
     Response to: D2714.020     
     
     EPA agrees that it is important to maintain the two-tier approach. Use of  
     the two-tiered methodologies in the final Guidance in these situations will
     enable regulatory authorities to translate narrative criteria to derive    
     total maximum daily loads and individual NPDES permit limits on a more     
     uniform basis.  EPA and the States believe there is a need to regulate     
     pollutants more consistently in the Great Lakes System when faced with     
     limited numbers or criteria.  Many of the Great Lakes States are already   
     employing procedures similar to the approach in the Guidance to implement  
     narrative criteria.  EPA concludes this approach improves upon existing    
     mechanisms by utilizing a statistical analysis of all available data.      
                                                                                
     See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2714.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is nothing "conservative" about the Environmental Protection Agency's
     "conservative assumptions."  Even the most polluted waters in the Great    
     Lakes, including designated "Areas of Concern," are used intensively for   
     recreational and subsistence fishing despite public health advisories (and 
     they are used by wildlife).                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2714.021     
     
     See Sections I.C, I.D and II.C of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2714.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Critics of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative have suggested that not
     all waters (i.e. mixing zones) in the Great Lakes System may be suitable   
     for all human uses, or protection of all fish and wildlife.  Wildlife at   
     the top of the food chain, including mink and bald eagles, can survive in  
     surprising proximity to intense human development if their food sources are
     healthy and safe.  Moreover, migratory or wide-ranging wildlife frequently 
     use contaminated areas for feeding, exposing them to potentially dangerous 
     levels of toxic pollutants.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2714.022     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA construes this comment to be a       
     criticism of EPA's proposed mixing zone provisions.  For an explanation of 
     the mixing zone provisions contained in the final Guidance, see the SID at 
     VIII.C.4, VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6.                                           
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding adoption of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative by Great    
     Lakes Tribes, there will not likely be any Tribes authorized to administer 
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative program at the time it is         
     finalized.                                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative must clarify that
     the 18-month deadline for adoption of the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Initiative by the Great Lakes Tribes in no way limits any Tribes' rights or
     time limits to seek qualification for "treatment as a State" under 40 CFR  
     131, nor subsequently administer provisions of the Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Initiative.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2714.023     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2714.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes Tribes report that they have difficulties obtaining            
     Environmental Protection Agency responses to their environmental concerns, 
     or working with them on a government-to-government basis.                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Tribes are not minority interest groups.  Tribal          
     governments are sovereign.  The Environmental Protection Agency must       
     improve its "outreach" program to the Tribes.  Tribal representation should
     be sought by the Environmental Protection Agency on a                      
     government-to-government basis.                                            
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     Response to: D2714.024     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2714.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current Environmental Protection Agency funding to the tribes is not       
     adequate to guarantee they can maintain environmental standards on         
     reservations.  Financial requirements for applying for authorization to    
     administer Clean Water Act programs are a major concern of most Tribes in  
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  An expanded initiative to empower Great Lakes Tribes in   
     pursuing and carrying out their own environmental protection aims must be  
     undertaken.  A more meaningful approach to providing needed funding to     
     Tribes must be developed, so administration by the Great Lakes Tribes of   
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative becomes feasible.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2714.025     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative needs stricter rules, however, to 
     protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes fish contaminants, particularly    
     those most sensitive to toxic injury and those, especially including sport 
     anglers as well as Native Americans who rely on fish and wildlife for      
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     sustenance and cultural preservation.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2714.026     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Children are at special risk because of their relatively greater activity  
     and higher metabolic rates, their smaller body weight and body mass, and   
     the fact that protective mechanisms such as specific liver enzymes do not  
     develop until later in early childhood.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2714.027     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Women, at special risk because of the exposure they give their unborn      
     children and nursing infants, receive no special consideration in the      
     proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2714.028     
     
     See response to comments P2746.130 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, Native Americans and other minorities, at special risk because  
     they may consume large amounts of Great Lakes fish for cultural or economic
     reasons, receive no special consideration.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2714.029     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some sport anglers, at special risk because they may consume particularly  
     large amounts of Great Lakes fish because of recreational availability,    
     receive no special consideration.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2714.030     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency proposes that "sensitive subgroups" are
     to be protected in development of Acceptable Daily Exposure values.        
     Despite that narrative, the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative appears   
     generally designed, based on the assumptions used to calculate water       
     quality criteria, to protect average adult white males.  This premise      
     raises the issue of environmental equity and the question of whom the Great
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative should be designed to protect.              
     
     
     Response to: D2714.031     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should base the proposed Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Initiative on this simple premise:  People should be able to 
     eat as much fish from the Great Lakes System as their tastes, recreation,  
     culture or subsistence need dictate, and consume those fish without having 
     to worry about what risks that diet may bring to themselves or their       
     offspring.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2714.032     
     
     EPA believes that 15 grams/day is adequately protective of all fish        
     consumers.  The Agency also believes that not all fish consumed will be    
     contaminated.  However, even at a fish intake rate of 150 grams/day, which 
     is the 99th percentile of all individuals (from West et al., 1993),        
     consumers would still be protected at a 10-4 incremental risk level, within
     the range that EPA believes is protective of public health.  (Refer to     
     Human Health Section of SID for further discussion.)                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
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     Comment ID: D2714.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assumptions and methodologies based on mean values are inappropriate and   
     underprotective for a large fraction of the general population and most of 
     certain especially at risk populations.  Native Americans in particular    
     have unique and ancient cultural ties to the Great Lakes System and to     
     cultural practices that happen to make them especially susceptible to risks
     associated with the diverse array of toxins now found in their Great Lakes 
     environments.  These cultural practices manifest themselves in, to name a  
     few, high levels of aquatic plant, fish and wild mammal consumption and    
     other special natural resource uses.  Since these cultural activities are  
     not prevalent in the general population, exposure assumptions based on     
     averages predominantly from the mainstream society must discriminate       
     against those practicing these cultural activities.  Therefore, Native     
     Americans can only be included in risk assessments and risk management     
     policy decisions through explicit recognition and incorporation of         
     assumptions protective of those practicing these cultural activities.  Not 
     to do this is explicitly deciding to exclude these groups from protection  
     under any created scheme.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2714.033     
     
     See response to comments P2771.192, P2742.051 and P2771.199.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, by using mean values, the Environmental Protection Agency is  
     including in their criteria development individuals who are almost entirely
     not at risk from toxins in the Great Lakes System (i.e., those who never   
     swim in, or eat fish from the Great Lakes System).                         
     
     
     Response to: D2714.034     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2714.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should design human health assumptions 
     around protecting those subpopulations actually at risk from Great Lakes   
     System toxins.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2714.035     
     
     See response to comments P2742.051, P2771.192 and P2771.199.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Body Weight                                                            
                                                                                
     This assumption by the Environmental Protection Agency is a major flaw in  
     the underpinnings of assumptions about whom the Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative is designed to protect - average adult white males versus all   
     individuals at risk from direct or parental exposure to environmental      
     contaminants.                                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2714.036     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency's proposal fails to consider the       
     primary population at special risk - human infants (including embryos and  
     fetuses).  An increasing body of evidence describing the effects of        
     low-level, chronic exposure to contemporary chemicals has shown the passage
     of contaminants from mother to offspring both in utero prior to parturition
     and postpartum via breast milk.  The health impacts resulting from the     
     secondary exposure of progeny to the original parentally acquired          
     contaminants are referred to as transgenerational effects.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2714.037     
     
     EPA disagrees with comment.  See response to D605.055.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should not use mean adult body weight  
     when deriving criteria and values for the protection of human health.  This
     methodology is insufficiently protective of half the adult population, to  
     say nothing of children.  Furthermore, such a mean value is                
     nonrepresentative and underprotective of women as a group, who generally   
     are lower in weight than men.  Again, the Environmental Protection Agency's
     assumptions disregard the subpopulations most at risk from the harmful     
     effects of Great Lakes System toxins, women of child bearing age and       
     children.  That is, men, who are not especially at risk from the effects of
     Great Lakes System toxins, are included in the calculations for deriving   
     body weight assumptions.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2714.038     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should not use mean values for         
     determining body weight assumptions.  If the Environmental Protection      
     Agency decides to use mean values, the values should be calculated from the
     mean value of the subpopulations most at risk, women and children.         
     
     
     Response to: D2714.039     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency's assumption that oral exposure remains
     constant for a lifetime is suspect.  The Environmental Protection Agency's 
     is correct in assuming that it would not be practical to attempt to derive 
     exposure assumptions taking into account the movement of people from in and
     out of the Great Lakes System.  This would again include people not        
     especially at risk from Great Lakes System toxins in the derivations of    
     exposure assumptions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2714.040     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Native American place elders in a place of honor, in need or respect.  It  
     is not uncommon for Tribal elders, the cultural leaders of the Tribe, to   
     live for more than 80 or 90 years old.  Elders must be considered in       
     determining durations of exposure assumptions.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2714.041     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should use a longer life-span          
     assumption, at least 85 years.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2714.042     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For some cultural activities, water is consumed directly from lakes and    
     streams by some Native Americans.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2714.043     
     
     See response to comment D2724.599.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A fundamental issue raised throughout the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Initiative is this:  Who is the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative       
     intended to protect?  Despite the Environmental Protection Agency's        
     definition above, most aspects of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative 
     are predicated on protection of average adult white males.  Fish           
     consumption rates are a case-in-point.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2714.044     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The broader issue that the Environmental Protection Agency must confront is
     one of environmental equity.  The National Wildlife Federation recently    
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     addressed this issue in correspondence to the Clinton Administration, and  
     provided to the Environmental Protection Agency:  The Environmental        
     Protection Agency's formal process under the Clean Water Act for assessing 
     risk to consumers of toxic-contaminated fish has traditionally failed to   
     address risk to Native Americans, economically disadvantaged subsistence   
     fishers, people of color, sportsmen and women, and pregnant women.  The    
     manifest injustice of environmental discrimination is a concern we both    
     have shared for some time, and I believe it is critical for the new        
     Administration to identify and reverse existing policies that tacitly      
     endorse this type of continued discrimination...                           
                                                                                
     As a matter of justice, the risk to these subpopulations must be assessed  
     and taken into account when water quality standards are developed and fish 
     advisories published...                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2714.045     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are two general categories of fish which tend to accumulate the      
     largest quantities of bioaccumulative contaminants:  (1) salmonid fishes,  
     e.g., lake trout, chinook salmon and coho salmon and (2) bottom-feeding    
     fish with high lipid reserves, e.g., carp or catfish.  The first group of  
     fishes are the principle target of the Great Lakes region's more affluent  
     sport anglers and in some cases, Native American anglers.  Catches of these
     fish predominant in Lakes Superior, Michigan and Huron and significant     
     numbers are also taken in Lake Ontario.  Whitefish livers, likely a        
     concentrated source of contaminants, are considered a delicacy by some     
     Great Lakes Native Americans (and Canadian tourists).                      
                                                                                
     The second category of bottom-feeding fish is often the principle target of
     urban subsistence anglers.  In either case, it is more likely than not that
     most, if not all, of the daily quota of fish consumed for both of these    
     categories will come from the so called "maximum pollutant-bearing fish."  
                                                                                
     In short, a freezer full of Great Lakes chinook salmon or drum could easily
     shatter the Environmental Protection Agency's sanguine assumption about    
     unlikely exposure to "maximum pollutant-bearing fish" for families that may
     have to choose to ignore public health advisories.  The Environmental      
     Protection Agency's "conservative assumptions" regarding the lack of       
     significant consumption of "maximum pollutant-bearing fish" may be true for
     certain groups of economically advantaged sports anglers, but the reality  
     for many lesser advantaged subsistence anglers is one of consuming fish    
     other than "targeted" species.                                             
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     Response to: D2714.046     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should not assume that anglers are not 
     eating, and feeding their families, "maximum pollutant-bearing fish."      
     
     
     Response to: D2714.047     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2714.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, site-specific criteria may or may not be adopted by the            
     States/Tribes; but it is unlikely.  (I have been repeatedly reminded by    
     State officials that Tribal members "are not their constituency!"  The     
     proposed procedures for site-specific criteria makes no mention of Tribal  
     input on setting these criteria in Great Lakes or other off-reservation    
     Treaty waters.  Furthermore, urban ethnic minorities may be almost as      
     neglected by accountable state officials who's (political reality again)   
     constituency is almost certainly big-spending sports anglers.)             
     
     
     Response to: D2714.048     
     
     Tribes and ethnic minorities may not be ignored according to the Final     

Page 1351



$T044618.TXT
     Guidance, which states that sensitive sub-populations must be protected by 
     the GLI water quality criteria.  States are required to hold public        
     hearings and take public comments before adopting water quality standards. 
     If such a sub-population thought there were serious scientific deficiencies
     in the setting of criteria, it could also communicate these concerns to the
     Agency when the State standards are undergoing review.  In addition, Tribes
     which have qualified for treatment as a State are able to independantly    
     adopt site-specific modifications allowing more or less stringent human    
     health, aquatic life or wildlife criteria, if sufficient scientific        
     justification is provided.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2714.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific criteria generally make little sense in a program designed to
     treat the Great Lakes for what it is - an integrated ecoystem.  If, for    
     example, additional protection for high consumers of Lake Erie walleye or  
     Lake Superior lake trout was desired, what "site-specific" changes would   
     work on these wide-ranging species?                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2714.049     
     
     See response to comment P2742.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2714.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific criteria are inconsistent with the usage patterns in the     
     Great Lakes System.  Since consumption by many sport anglers occurs at     
     levels far above the Environmental Protection Agency's estimate and since  
     subsistence fishing and uses by other special groups of individuals at risk
     occur in all of the Great Lakes, then in order to satisfy its own          
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     requirements, the Environmental Protection Agency would be forced to set   
     separate site-specific criteria in each of the five Great Lakes if the 15  
     grams/day consumption value is continued.  This situation is intolerable   
     and contradicts the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative's originial       
     purpose of interstate consistency.  Further, the argument for site-specific
     criteria is specious as it fails to recognize either the mobility of the   
     biota or the circulatory patterns within and among the Great Lakes.  The   
     Environmental Protection Agency should re-examine its position in this     
     regard and select a fish consumption rate reflective of Great Lakes sport  
     anglers and other highly exposed subgroups, preferably at the level of     
     protection of the 90th percentile of this population.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2714.050     
     
     See response to comments D2859.123 and P2742.261.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exposure assumptions with regards to the consumption of Great Lakes System 
     fish are probably the most contentious area in the proposed Guidance for   
     Great Lakes Tribes.  Catching, consuming and sharing one's fish catch in   
     various forms and of various species is a basic practice among the Great   
     Lakes Tribal cultures.  At root to any sustainable Indigenous society is   
     the common practice of subsisting on naturally occurring plants, fish and  
     wildlife in a sustainable way.  This practice is not cultural merely in a  
     ceremonial way, but as a way of life, stemming from thousands of years of  
     ancestors, through the present day, and to the children to come.           
                                                                                
     The reality of the significance of wild food consumption leads to much     
     anxiety among Tribal Peoples when they are told that to do so is dangerous 
     to them and their children.  Although Indian People throughout the Great   
     Lakes System are aware of fish advisories and generally follow them, this  
     does not mean that they are content in doing so, but simply protecting     
     themselves.  According to may Tribal members, this is an intolerable       
     situation.  Tribal Peoples resist this "solution" to the Great Lakes System
     toxins problem just as mainstream society resists restricting car use as   
     the solution to urban pollution.  The difference is that the consumption of
     Great Lakes fish is not the problem, the polluting of the waters with      
     persistent toxins is!  The continued reliance on fish consumption          
     advisories is not acceptable.                                              
                                                                                
     The goal of increasing the level of safe fish consumption is fine, but the 
     target of assuming that an appropriate level of consumption is 15 grams per
     day, when viewed the reality of Great Lakes Indian life is not adequate.   
     At face value, the 15 grams/day value is at least half the "average" fish  
     consumption value used by the Environmental Protection Agency in the Tribes
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     at Risk Tribal risk assessment project for Wisconsin Tribes.  This can only
     be seen as allowing waters and fish to be contaminated at levels placing   
     almost all American Indians in the Great Lakes System at risk from fish    
     consumption.  This is not an acceptable condition for Great Lakes System   
     Tribes.                                                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2714.051     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As mentioned earlier, Environmental Protection Agency's use of averages is 
     inappropriate and discriminatory.  Given the importance of catching and    
     consuming fish in Indian culture, an exposure assumption value that does   
     not explicitly account for this central role of fish cannot be said to     
     represent protection of Indian People.  As well, though the Environmental  
     Protection Agency states that "the actual value of 15 grams per day was    
     derived from review of several regional studies..." these studies rarely,  
     if at all, include Native anglers.  By treaty, most Tribal members need not
     apply for State fishing licenses when fishing in Treaty waters, and hence, 
     are very rarely included in surveys of licensed anglers.  Tribal           
     initiatives to determine fish consumption patterns of members are underway,
     but are generally hampered by lack of funding and staff.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2714.052     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another important consideration, is the temporal pattern of fish           
     consumption by Tribal members.  Traditionally, fishing and spearfishing are
     concentrated during certain times of the year.  During spearfishing season,
     which takes place during the spring fish spawning period, fish consumption 
     rates are substantially increased.  Fish consumption assumptions pertaining
     to Great Lakes Tribal members should not be based on the belief that fish  
     consumption rates are constant over time.  In addition, some Tribal groups 
     practice inland shore fisheries that are more or less spread out over the  
     year.  Averaging the frequency of fish consumption over a year or a        
     lifetime obscures traditional Indian fish consumption patterns and         
     resulting vulnerabilities to toxins.                                       
                                                                                
     Likewise, the location of important fisheries for Tribal members in the    
     Great Lakes System cannot be generalized.  Spring spearfishing is          
     concentrated on landlocked lakes, while commercial fisheries are found over
     a large area of treaty protected areas of Lakes Superior, Huron and        
     Michigan.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2714.053     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.193.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A significant problem with the Environmental Protection Agency's proposed  
     human health derivation is the lack of consideraiton of other routes of    
     oral exposure to Great Lakes System toxins faced by Native Americans.      
     Tribal subsistence diets include a diverse array of potentially            
     contaminated wild foods that are not considered in the proposed criteria   
     development.  A large number of Tribal members consume deer, rabbit, bear, 
     moose, muskrat, beaver, ducks, geese, grouse, wild rice, cattail, water    
     lily, and, of course, fish.  Should this be read as the Environmental      
     Protection Agency believing that people receiving toxins from these sources
     are not worth of consideration and protection under this proposed Guidance?
     
     
     Response to: D2714.054     
     
     See response to comment G2989.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additional risk arising from the consumption of these potential toxin  
     sources has been pointed out in the Environmental Protection Agency's      
     Tribes at Risk report.  The report found:  lifetime cancer risk for the    
     average [Wisconsin Indian] individual is about 4 x 10(-3).  PCBs are       
     responsible for most of the risk...About half the PCBs are estimated to    
     come from small game, about 1/4 from large game, about 15% from            
     fish...Three-fourths of the mercury is estimated to derive from small game,
     22% from fish, and 2% from poultry.  Some plants are known to concentrate  
     toxic elements from their environment.  If wild rice, berries, maple sugar,
     or other staples of the Native American diet do so also, total dietary     
     risks for the Wisconsin [T]ribes could be much larger than those calculated
     thus far.                                                                  
                                                                                
     While there are problems with the methodologies, assumptions, data used to 
     calculate risk for "all" Wisconsin Indians, and the final risk values as   
     calculated, the report supports the notion that fish and drinking water as 
     the only source of oral exposure to toxic elements in the Tribal           
     environment is not based in reality.  Again, the Environmental Protection  
     Agency assumptions do not take in to account the reality of life for Great 
     Lake Indians.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2714.055     
     
     See response to comment G2989.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency should base exposure assumptions on all
     possible oral pathways, including consumption of large and small game, and 
     aquatic plants.  The Environmental Protection Agency should base these     
     exposure assumptions on the most sensitive and vulnerable subgroups within 
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     the Great Lakes System, such as women and children.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2714.056     
     
     See response to comments G2989.003 and P2576.009.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the fish consumption assumption of 15 grams per day as used in the
     proposed Guidance is again suspect.  The Environmental Protection Agency's 
     report Mercury Health Effects Update states:  ...it should be noted that   
     considerable national and individual differences must exist...Populations  
     largely dependent on fish...have average daily intakes of up to 193 grams  
     [per day].  Canadian Indians have been reported to take in as much as 1300 
     grams/day during fishing season.                                           
                                                                                
     Of course, Great Lakes Tribes are found in both Canada and the U.S., and   
     they are closely related groups.  The findings considered above should     
     apply equally to Tribes in both countries.  Other sources of more          
     appropriate fish consumption assumptions include the Environmental         
     Protection Agency's Exposure Factors Handbook, 140 grams/day for 90th      
     percentile for anglers, and the Environmental Protection Agency's          
     Assessment Guidance for Superfund and Supplemental Guidance for Superfund  
     Risk Assessment, 132 grams/day for 95th percentile for residential         
     exposure, and for subsistence anglers.  These values were correctly derived
     as percentiles of subpopulation actually consuming fish.                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2714.057     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency's inadequate fish consumption          
     assumption of 15 grams/day should be increased to 150 grams/day to better  
     reflect the consumption patterns of those groups who actually consume      
     significant quantities of Great Lakes System fish.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2714.058     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.059
     Cross Ref 1: Reiterates comment .058
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, the Environmental Protection Agency's inadequate fish consumption   
     assumption of 15 grams/day should be increased to 150 grams/day to better  
     reflect the consumption patterns of those groups who actually consume      
     significant quantities of Great Lakes System fish.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2714.059     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2714.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the unique cultural activities for which Native Americans depend
     upon the Great Lakes, the Environmental Protection Agency should continue  
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     to use a 2 L/day value for drinking water consumption.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2714.060     
     
     See response to comment D2724.599.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2714.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     During spring spearfishing season fish consumption rates in Indian         
     communities are elevated well above that of the yearly average.            
     Furthermore, these rates of consumption regularly are drawn out over a     
     period of several days or a few weeks.                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The Environmental Protection Agency should use 448 grams  
     as a one-day "worse-case" fish consumption estimate.  The Environmental    
     Protection Agency should use 4480 grams as a ten-day estimate "worst case" 
     fish consumption estimate.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2714.061     
     
     See response to comments P2771.192 and P2576.119.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2714.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency's derivation of wildlife health        
     criteria/values is an extremely positive and important step, and this      
     section clearly states the problems and obstacles present in the Great     
     Lakes System.  This is an innovative approach with long-term benefits for  
     all species who live in the Great Lakes System.                            
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     RECOMMENDATION:  The Environmental Protection Agency should derive wildlife
     health criteria for as many pollutants as possible.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2714.062     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency's proposal to incorporate into the     
     guidance specific antidegradation provisions applicable to Lake Superior is
     supported.  As a party to the Bi-National Program to Restore and Protect   
     the Lake Superior Basin, the Environmental Protection Agency has recognized
     that special challenges of protecting Lake Superior and the proposed       
     guidance represents an initial step forward in this regard.  However, the  
     Environmental Protection Agency's approach is too limited and              
     inappropriately leaves too much discretion concerning important            
     determinations to the States, in derogation of the Environmental Protection
     Agency's independent responsibilities under the Bi-National Program.       
     
     
     Response to: D2714.063     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The individual Great Lakes Tribal governments have not been historically   
     involved in the Bi-National Program.  The Lake Superior Tribes (Tribes with
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     reservations or Treaty protected rights to territories in the Lake Superior
     Basin) are sovereign governments within the Lake Superior Basin with       
     extremely significant concerns and treaty protected rights covering        
     portions of Lake Superior.  Lake Superior Tribes should be included as full
     partners in the Bi-National Program.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2714.064     
     
     Comment ID:  D2714.064                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that Tribes should be included in decisions affecting           
     waters within or bordering their reservations.  EPA regulations            
     recognize Tribes that have been approved for treatment as States           
     as having the same authorities with respect to water quality               
     standards as States.  EPA is working with Tribes through out the           
     Great Lakes System to help them develop water quality standards            
     for the waters under Tribes' jurisdiction.  As Tribes assume the           
     water quality standards program, they will also be included in             
     other water quality standards efforts including thoses intended            
     to protect Lake Superior.  See II.D.3. of the SID for further              
     discussion.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In incorporating provisions of the Bi-National Program into special        
     considerations for Lake Superior, the Environmental Protection Agency      
     should explicitly include Lake Superior Tribes as having the rights and    
     responsibilities of the Lake Superior States.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2714.065     
     
     See response to comment D2714.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The narrative states that "States" designate areas of Lake Superior as Lake
     Superior Basin - Outstanding National Resource Water (LSB-Outstanding      
     National Resource Water), and that Outstanding International Resource      
     Waters exists if Michigan, Minnesota and Wisconsin so designate Lake       
     Superior as OIRW.  Is this to be read as excluding Tribes from designating 
     or participating in designating LSB-Outstanding National Resource Waters or
     OIRW acting as individual sovereign governments?                           
     
     
     Response to: D2714.066     
     
     See response to comment D2714.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A reading of the Guidance does not recognize explicit acknowledgement of   
     the Tribes having the ability to designate waters as LSB-Outstanding       
     National Resource Water (or their involvement in the declaration of OIRW). 
     The true reading of the Guidance is unclear.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2714.067     
     
     See response to comment D2714.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A reading of the Bi-National Agreement, pp. 4-5, ("...the governments [in  
     the U.S. portion of the basin] will designate all U.S. Lake Superior basin 
     waters as a special resource, ...and designate certain portions of the Lake
     basin as areas where no new or increased point source discharge of these   
     pollutants will be permitted") should be read as including the Tribal      
     governments in the Lake Superior basin as having this prerogative.         
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  This needs to be clarified by the Environmental Protection
     Agency in the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  In incorporating      
     provisions of the Bi-National Program into special considerations for Lake 
     Superior, the Environmental Protection Agency should explicitly include    
     Lake Superior Tribes as having the rights and responsibilities of the Lake 
     Superior States.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2714.068     
     
     See response to comment D2714.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency is correct in recognizing that Lake    
     Superior requires special measures to protect its existing water quality   
     and that the Great Lakes Guidance is an appropriate context in which to    
     specify these measures.  The Environmental Protection Agency's explicit    
     references to the Bi-National Program, to which the Environmental          
     Protection Agency is a party commended.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2714.069     
     
     EPA appreciates the support of the commenter.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special designations for Lake Superior proposed in Section II.E. of the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative are inadequate.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2714.070     
     
     See response to comment D1996.010                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2714.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The designation of the entire U.S. waters of Lake Superior as Outstanding  
     National Resource Water is necessary to provide adequate protection to the 
     high quality waters of Lake Superior.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2714.071     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2714.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance provides some regulatory flexibility by way of site-specific  
     modifications.                                                             
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     RECOMMENDATION:  The modifications must only result in more stringent      
     discharge limits.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2714.072     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that site-specific modifications to       
     criteria must only result in more stringent discharge limits. EPA believes 
     that where there is adequate scientific justification that the Tier I      
     criterion is overprotective, a less stringent site-specific criterion can  
     be derived without providing a lower level of protection to the organisms  
     at the site.  In the final Guidance, EPA has provided States and Tribes    
     flexibility to derive and adopt scientifically appropriate site- specific  
     criteria which may be more or less stringent than Tier I criteria or Tier  
     II values for aquatic life, wildlife, and human health criteria as well as 
     BAFs.  Although EPA is allowing less stringent site-specific criteria for  
     all criteria types and BAFs, the site-specific criteria must provide the   
     same level of protection as or provide greater level of protection than a  
     Tier I criterion or Tier II value.  A State or Tribe may adopt more or less
     stringent site-specific criteria and BAFs for the tributaries as well as   
     the open waters of the Great Lakes System provided that they are           
     scientifically appropriate.  In the final Guidance more or less stringent  
     site-specific criteria and BAFs may also be adopted for BCCs and non-BCCs. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2714.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsection "VIII.B.14.e" has been mistakenly labeled as "VIII.B.14.5."     
     
     
     Response to: D2714.073     
     
     EPA has corrected the error.                                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2715.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although we believe government-to-government relationships are mandated by 
     international law, diplomatic and programmatic relationships have been     
     fostered primarily by virtue of EPA's progressive Indian Policy (Policy).  
     By its terms, the Policy requires consideration of Tribal interests in     
     government decision making, strives to remove outdated barriers to working 
     directly with Tribes, and recognizes and provides assistance to Tribes in  
     regulating, setting policy and managing environmental programs that relate 
     to Tribal natural resources.  We believe the Policy should be applied by   
     all of the nations, provinces, and states in working on any matters that   
     could bear upon the environmental quality of the Great Lakes basin.        
     
     
     Response to: D2715.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2715.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, we ask to be recognized by other participating governments and      
     invited                                                                    
     as a peer on all Great Lakes initiatives and workshops.  As a sovereign, we
     believe we have a great deal to offer to the international community on    
     environmental matters.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2715.002     
     
     EPA recognizes the sovereign interests of Indian Tribes, including those in
     the Great Lakes basin.  EPA will continue to invite Indian Tribes to       
     participate in all water quality programs, and strongly encourages Tribes  
     to take part in subsequent actions to implement the final Guidance.  EPA   
     looks forward to the contributions of Indian Tribes to these programs.     
                                                                                
     Upon request, EPA will provide technical guidance and assistance concerning
     both basic water quality provisions, and provisions consistent with the    
     Guidance, to Tribes that have applied or wish to apply for approval to     
     implement water quality standards or NPDES permit programs.  See section   
     II.D.3 of the SID for EPA's discussion of issues involving Indian Tribes.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2715.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, it is important that the GLI water quality standards properly take 
     into consideration the economic and cultural needs of the St. Regis Mohawk 
     Tribe.  EPA must be aware of the message it sends to the Great Lakes'      
     indigenous people when it proposes using standards which fail to represent 
     the interests of this population.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2715.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2715.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe must be recognized as an independent nation     
     entitled to government-to-government relationships with neighboring        
     sovereigns throughout the basin.  This section describes the objective of  
     the                                                                        
     GLI to provide a forum for the States and EPA to develop uniform water     
     quality criteria and implementing procedures for the Great Lakes basin.  In
     order to meet this objective, three committees were formed: a Steering     
     Committee, a Technical Work Group, and a Public Participation Group.  The  
     Steering Committee consisted of directors of water programs from EPA's     
     national and regional offices and the Great Lakes States' environmental    
     agencies.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Although the St. Regis Mohawks are recognized by EPA as a sovereign nation,
     we were not invited to join any of the three communities.  As a sovereign  
     nation with the experience and ability to develop and enforce our own water
     quality and other environmental regulatory standards, the St. Regis Mohawks
     are entitled to treatment equal to other "Great Lakes States."  Throughout 
     the proposed rules Indian Tribes are given the same reference as States,   
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     yet                                                                        
     this comparable treatment was absent in the critical initial stages of the 
     GLI development.                                                           
                                                                                
     The Tribe is entitled to sit at the main table with other sovereigns when  
     the                                                                        
     environmental law of the basin is discussed.  Indeed, when the structure of
     the Tribe's regulatory program is in place, the Tribe is entitled to sign  
     on                                                                         
     to the Great Lakes Charter, signed by the governors and premiers of the    
     Great                                                                      
     Lakes states and provinces, if it chooses to do so.  The Charter recognizes
     a                                                                          
     "shared duty" to protect, conserve and manage the waters of the Great Lakes
     basin for the benefit and use of all citizens.  Thus, to the extent that   
     the                                                                        
     Tribe is meeting its stewardship obligations, as it is, the Tribe must be  
     heard on policy and management issues.                                     
                                                                                
     As a "Great Lakes Nation," the St. Regis Mohawks have a continuing         
     governmental right and interest in the development of water quality        
     standards                                                                  
     affecting the Great Lakes; consequently, we feel we have right to future   
     involvement in the Great Lakes Initiative beyond the status of a           
     public-interest-group participant.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2715.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2715.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe recognizes and supports EPA's effort toward     
     consistency of regulations throughout the Great Lakes Basin  However, where
     proposed consistent methodologies result in a lowering of present water    
     quality standards, criteria, or values, the stricter standards based on    
     original methodologies are preferable.  The overall goal should be to      
     increase environmental protection, not simply consistency of standards.    
     
     
     Response to: D2715.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2715.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  referenced document was not included with comments      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA requests input and comments on its proposed fish lipid values of 5     
     percent and 7.9 percent for humans and wildlife, respectively.  These lipid
     values will apply to all fish consumed by Great Lakes humans and wildlife. 
     The St. Regis Mohawks are concerned that their consumption of fattier fish 
     will not be adequately represented using the 5 percent lipid value of      
     leaner fish.                                                               
                                                                                
     With over 164 fish consumption advisories and the non-attainment of water  
     quality criteria in the Great Lakes basin, there is clear evidence of the  
     failure of current environmental protection regulations and the need for   
     improvement.  The St. Regis Mohawk Tribe supports the goal of the GLI to   
     increase environmental protection.  However, the St. Regis Mohawks suggest 
     a value higher than 5 percent be used for lipid values pertaining to human 
     consumption of all fish.                                                   
                                                                                
     The average PCB level for fish in the Mohawk's local waters is 1.3 ppm.  In
     certain areas of the Mohawk fishing area the average PCBs are as high as   
     8.8 ppm.  The commonly digested fish such as yellow perch, brown bullhead, 
     bass, northern pike, sturgeon and walleye all have unhealthy PCB levels,   
     some as high as 4.9 ppm.  Contaminant levels in mother's milk fat is .55   
     ppm.  See generally, Draft Report, New York State Department of Health,    
     Bureau of Toxic Substance Assessment, Health Risk Assessment for the       
     Akwesasne Mohawk Population from Exposure to Chemical Contaminants in Fish 
     and Wildlife from the St. Lawrence River Drainage on Lands of the Mohawk   
     Nation at Akwesasne and Near the General Motors Corporation/Central Foundry
     Division Massena, New York Plant, April 1993.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2715.006     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns of the St. Regis Mohawk, but disagrees with  
     the comment that the lipid values should be increased to 11 percent        
     representative of lake trout, a species with the highest lipid value.  In  
     the majority of the cases people consume a variety of different species and
     not simply lake trout, as evidenced by the West survey.  The lipid values  
     selected for use in deriving BAFs represent the wide variety of fish       
     consumed by sport anglers in the Great Lakes System.  In cases where it can
     be documented that a subpopulation consumes fish with an average lipid     
     content higher than those prescribed in the final Guidance, then it would  
     be appropriate for a State or Tribe authorized to be treated as a State for
     purposes of the CWA Section 303 to increase the lipid value in a           
     site-specific criterion for waters where the subpopulation fishes.         
     However, the State or Tribe should evaluate all aspects of exposure,       
     including amount consumed, before altering just one factor such as percent 
     lipid, since the values for these variables are interrelated.              
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for

Page 1369



$T044618.TXT
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2715.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The St. Regis Mohawks are concerned with deriving water quality standards  
     for human health protection from exposure assumptions.  In general, EPA's  
     proposes exposure assumptions which are grossly inadequate to protect      
     Mohawk health and are non-responsive to Mohawk culture, lifestyle, or      
     eating habits.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2715.007     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2715.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although EPA's exposure assumptions may be adequate for male non-Mohawks,  
     they are under-protective of the majority of Mohawk men, women and         
     children.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2715.008     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

Page 1370



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2715.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assumptions and methodologies based on averages fail to consider the unique
     and ancient cultural roots that the Mohawks have to the Great Lakes region 
     which make them especially susceptible to risks associated with toxins in  
     the                                                                        
     environment.  The day to day economy and culture of the St. Regis Mohawks  
     and                                                                        
     other Native American Great Lakes Tribes include frequent use and          
     consumption                                                                
     of natural resources such as aquatic plants, fish and wildlife.            
     
     
     Response to: D2715.009     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2715.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment also addresses trust responsibilities           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The St. Regis Mohawks, as a people and a sovereign nation, are entitled to 
     the protection of their natural resources.  EPA's failure to consider      
     traditional Indian uses of natural resources, including and particularly   
     the consumption of naturally occurring plants, fish and wildlife, obscures 
     the true risk factors presented by the highest and best use of the natural 
     resources in the Great Lakes basin.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2715.010     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2715.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, the St. Regis Mohawks dispute the assumptions and            
     methodologies used to derive values for body weight and fish consumption.  
     A body weight more representative of women and children and a higher daily 
     fish consumption rate will provide more accurate assumptions and lead to   
     more valid methodologies.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2715.011     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document. See response
     to comment P2771.192.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2715.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The St. Regis Mohawks disagree with the use of the mean adult human body   
     weight of 70 kg when deriving criteria and values for protection of human  
     health.  Such a mean value is not representative and is under-protective of
     children and women as a group.  Because of the greater risk to children and
     women of child bearing age (women are typically at a lower weight during   
     their child bearing years), the St. Regis Mohawks strongly support mean    
     body weight which fairly considers both of these high risk groups.         
     
     
     Response to: D2715.012     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2715.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed average of 15 grams of fish intake per day for the average  
     Great Lakes fish eater fails to consider the Mohawk's traditional reliance 
     upon the fish as a resource.  Fifteen grams per day dramatically           
     underestimates the rate of Mohawk consumption of resident fish.  The       
     average                                                                    
     adult Mohawk will consume 28 grams of locally caught fish a day.  A Mohawk 
     adult in the 95th percentile will consume on average 132 g/day.  Mohawk    
     children consume on average 13 g/day from local water bodies and those in  
     the                                                                        
     95th percentile consume averages as high as 54 g/day.                      
                                                                                
     These fish consumption rates, which dramatically alter all of the risk     
     calculations in the proposed guidance, are not speculative.  Indeed, they  
     are                                                                        
     drawn from perhaps the most extensive study of the issue.  The data was    
     gathered by the New York State Department of Health in connection with the 
     General Motors Foundries National Priorities Site which borders the St.    
     Regis                                                                      
     Mohawk reservation.  See generally, Draft Report, New York State Department
     of Health, Bureau of Toxic Substance Assessment, Health Risk Assessment for
     the Akwesasne Mohawk population from Exposure to Chemical Contaminants in  
     Fish and Wildlife from the St. Lawrence River Drainage on Lands of the     
     Mohawk                                                                     
     Nation at Akwesasne and Near the General Motors Corporation/Central Foundry
     Division Massena, New York Plant, April 1993.                              
                                                                                
     The Environment Division of the St. Regis Mohawk Tribe regards these rates 
     as                                                                         
     extremely conservative.  Their application renders GLI's proposed average  
     of                                                                         
     15g/day unreliable and not representative of the St. Regis Mohawks.        
                                                                                
     By targeting protection of Great Lakes waters to 15 g/day of fish consumed,
     and combining this with other exposure assumptions, we are concerned that  
     safe levels of consumption will not even allow for one meal per week for   
     male                                                                       
     adults, and significantly less for women and children.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2715.013     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2715.014
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The governments in the Great Lakes Basin must embrace the St. Regis Mohawk 
     Tribe as a peer.  By doing so, all of the governments and the initiative   
     itself gain considerable strength and credibility through the knowledge and
     experience which the Mohawk people have acquired in studying the Great     
     Lakes pollution and its consequences.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2715.014     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2715.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To the extent that the final Guidance will result in increased             
     environmental                                                              
     protection and facilitate a return to traditional uses of the resources,   
     the                                                                        
     St. Regis Mohawks are generally supportive of EPA's efforts.  However, a   
     water quality initiative that does not pursue the highest and best use of a
     resource by calculating the ability of traditional people to rely upon the 
     resource for regular nutrition defeats the stated purpose of the           
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2715.015     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192. The final Guidance       
     attempts to provide protection to all people (see section V.C.5.e of the   
     SID for a complete discussion on fish consumption).                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: D2716.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First determine major sources of concern:  The major loadings of the 138   
     chemicals of initial focus are non-point sources.  For example, over 70% of
     the continuing input of PCB's to the Great Lakes comes from atmospheric    
     deposition.  Consequently, it is not prudent to pursue further controls on 
     an already well regulated manufacturing site with specific point sources   
     such as ours.  Note -- Our site has expended over $50 million on waste     
     water treatment since 1972, and currently spends over $3 million for annual
     waste water treatment.  Since 1972, loadings of pollutants from our        
     facility have been reduced by over 95%.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2716.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2716.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Excessive Cost:  It is estimated that at our Niagara Falls, New York, Plant
     initial compliance cost may be in the range of $10 to $20 million of       
     capital                                                                    
     (not including treatment of non-contact cooling water) and $1.5 to $2.5    
     million in annual operating and maintenance expenditures.  Apparently, the 
     EPA has significantly underestimated the economic impact of this guidance. 
     
     
     Response to: D2716.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: D2716.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another nail in our coffin:  New York State, and particularly Western New  
     York, has suffered a steady and drastic decline in manufacturing jobs.  The
     future for businesses like ours is already stressed with New York State's  
     high tax and regulation burden.  Specifically for a chlor alkali           
     manufacturing plant like ours, we currently face a 400% to 500% escalation 
     in the cost of our fundamental raw material: electricity.  Thus, with high 
     costs of doing business, compounded by increasing New York Power Authority 
     rates, the proposed GLWQG may be the straw that breaks the camel's back.   
     
     
     Response to: D2716.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2716.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits are needed:  Our facility uses over 17 mgd of once through  
     non-contact cooling water and we discharge 0.2 mgd of clean, untreated,    
     non-contact cooling tower blowdown waters.  The guidance should provide    
     full allowance for substances in the intake water body.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2716.004     
     
     EPA disagrees that a "full" allowance for substances in the intake water is
     appropriate in all cases.  In the final Guidance, EPA takes the position   
     that intake "credits" are appropriately limited to situations where the    
     discharge of intake pollutants does not cause increased adverse effects    
     that would not occur if the pollutant were left in-stream.  See Section    
     VIII.E.4-5 of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2716.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation policy needed:  This policy has been part of the CWA for   
     over 15 years, and has adequately protected the nation's waters.  EPA's    
     focus should insure consistent implementation of this policy with          
     flexibility allowed where necessary.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2716.005     
     
     For non-BCCs, EPA agrees that current regulations and guidance are         
     sufficient to protect the Great Lakes.  For pollutants other than BCCs, the
     procedures contained in the final Guidance are appropriate and consistent  
     with existing regulations.  EPA is not requiring States and Tribes to adopt
     Great Lakes-specific requirements for non-BCCs because the requirements    
     would be largely the redundant with the requirements placed upon States and
     Tribes under existing Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12. Consequently,  
     the provisions of the final Guidance applicable to non-BCCs are presented  
     as an example of acceptable antidegradation provisions under 40 CFR 131.12.
      States and Tribes may either adopt the published provisions, or develop   
     their own, consistent with Federal regulations.                            
                                                                                
     Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions are necessary for BCCs     
     because of the extreme sensitivity of the Great Lakes to such pollutants.  
     Consequently, it is appropriate that any activity that could result in an  
     increased loading of BCCs to the Great Lakes System must receive an        
     antidegradation review.  The final Guidance does not implement             
     antidegradation for BCCs through effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result
     of the many comments received on EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the        
     potential to cause the antidegradation provisions in the final Guidance to 
     function in a manner contrary to EPA's intent.  EPA believes that the final
     Guidance will insure consistent implementation, while allowing necessary   
     flexibility.                                                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2716.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Mixing zones are necessary:  The proposed elimination of mixing zones for  
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC's) has no scientific basis, and  
     should be eliminated from the proposed regulation.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2716.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2716.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consider chemical persistence not only bioaccumulative potential:  Our     
     manufacturing process utilizes toluene, which is susceptible to rapid      
     biological degradation.  This chemical, also a significant component of    
     gasoline, should therefore not be classified of BCC and the regulations    
     should accomodate more reasonable management of such issues.               
     
     
     Response to: D2716.007     
     
     See response to: D2732.012                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2716.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Impossible requirements:  The proposal to set permit limit quantification  
     below current measurement technology capabilities would not only subject us
     to great uncertainty regarding permit compliance, but would similarly make 
     it impossible to demonstrate our compliance with regulations.  This moving 
     target, as analytical methods become more sensitive, is an unreasonable    
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     approach to long term environmental improvement.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2716.008     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2716.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our plant is proud of its environmental performance, with a 75% reduction  
     in                                                                         
     SARA reportable emissions since 1987, most of these voluntary in nature.   
     Our Responsible Care commitment to continuous improvement results from the 
     millions of dollars we've steadily spent to upgrade facilities, provide    
     improved pollution control devices and emergency response capability, and  
     from our efforts to steadily refine our method of process manufacturing    
     through a corporate wide program called "OXYMIN".  We are committed to     
     safely                                                                     
     making quality products, and our steady improvement in environmental       
     performance acknowledges this commitment.  However, proposed regulations   
     such as the GLWQG are costly, unnecessary, technically unsound, and are an 
     unreasonable approach to regional environmental improvements.              
     
     
     Response to: D2716.009     
     
     EPA is aware of, and has provided extensive support and encouragement to,  
     pollution prevention efforts in the private sector.  Furthermore, EPA is   
     aware that releases of new and existing toxic chemicals are generally      
     declining.  Nevertheless, the Critical Programs Act requires EPA to develop
     minimum water quality provisions to ensure more consistency in the controls
     imposed on discharges to the Great Lakes System of such chemicals.  The    
     final Guidance is designed to improve such consistency.  EPA believes the  
     implementation of the final Guidance will not be excessively costly, and   
     will result in environmental benefits that justify the costs.  See section 
     IX of the SID, and the Regulatory Impact Analysis, for EPA's analysis of   
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2717.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a bioaccumulation factor (BAF) of 1,000 at 5.0 percent lipids is
     not stingent enough for designating BCCs.  We recommend the use of a       
     bioaccumulation of 250 at 11.0 percent lipid.  This number will provide    
     better protection for wildlife, aquatic life and humans from the           
     devastating effects of BCCs.  The greater lipid percentage is based upon   
     the management of the Great Lakes for a salmonid fishery.  This BAF and    
     lipid content combination will also do a better job of accounting for the  
     persistence of BCCs.  The use of BAF as the sole factor in designating BCCs
     is acceptable, but a lower BAF will provide better protection.  It is not  
     appropriate to exclude a pollutant from the BCC list due to its shorter    
     persistence in the Great Lakes Ecosystem.  The nature of BCCs is that they 
     do harm to organisms in tiny amounts.  Their contact with our environment  
     should be eliminated regardless of how long they persist.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2717.001     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2717.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones need to be eliminated for BCCs, both in the Lakes themselves  
     and in their tributaries.  Do not grant States the right to use mixing     
     zones in their water quality standards.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2717.002     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that mixing zones for BCCs need to be          
     eliminated in the Great Lakes System and therefore has retained the ban and
     phase-out provisions in the final Guidance.  However, for the reasons set  
     forth in the SID at VIII.C.4, EPA has also authorized a limited exception  
     to the phase-out for exising discharges of BCCs based on economic and      
     technical considerations. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.       
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     However, States and Tribes are always free to ignore that exception or to  
     establish a shorter phase-out period if they choose. See response to       
     comment P2576.196.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2717.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New loadings of pollutants with a high potential to bioaccumulate must be  
     severely restricted.  More stringent anti-degradation procedures are       
     appropriate for these pollutants.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2717.003     
     
     Please see response to D2587.124.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2717.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the position that the potential impacts from increased       
     concentrations of BCCs are unacceptable and that the use of a steady-state 
     mass balance assumption in the TMDL process requires additional controls on
     BCCs in order to prevent the problems.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2717.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2717.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the EPA does have the authority to require the use of only the  
     methodology adopted in the final Guidance instead of allowing States to use
     any scientifically defensible methodology to develop numeric criteria and  
     to implement narrative criteria.  Consistency among the jurisdictions of   
     the Great Lakes States is important.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2717.005     
     
     EPA does not agree to require the use of only the methodology adopted in   
     the final Guidance and to eliminate the scientific defensibility exclusion.
      Eliminating the exclusion would preclude States and Tribes from adapting  
     to newly emerging scientific information, and possibly lead to NPDES       
     permits based on inappropriate data or assumptions.  In these situations,  
     EPA would need to undertake future rulemaking, a lengthy procedure, which  
     would make the adoption of new scientific information difficult to         
     accomplish in a timely manner.  Retaining the exclusion will allow States  
     and Tribes to use professional judgment to address most situations and     
     oversight and review for consistency will be provided by EPA Regional      
     Offices when reviewing State and Tribal water quality standards            
     submissions, TMDL approvals, and NPDES program implementation.  See section
     II.C.6 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2717.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For pollutants which will need Tier II values, our preference would be a   
     "no data-no discharge" approach.  We have seen enough evidence of what we  
     do to our environment in our ignorance to now change our behavior and not  
     discharge when we have no information on possible impacts.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2717.006     
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     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2717.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In regards to alternative ways of regulating Tier II pollutants that may be
     less costly, we respond that cost has too many times been used as an excuse
     for inaction.  The enormous cost of clean-up alone tell us that prevention 
     is an economically preferable option.  When we add the costs associated    
     with reproductive failure of both wildlife and humans and the costs        
     associated with developmental problems in humans, the cost prevention is   
     even more justified.  The only test that should be used to determine       
     appropriateness and viability of a proposed method is whether or not it    
     will protect the environment and its inhabitants from harm.  Cost is not a 
     consideration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2717.007     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.014 and G2571.024a.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2717.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act provides sufficient remedy for the discharger who      
     discharges at a Tier II effluent limitation that is late revised based upon
     fuller data a less stringent level.  There is no reason to change the Tier 
     II approach in response to anti-backsliding provisions.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2717.008     
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained the two-tiered concept of water quality       
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     criteria and water quality values in the final Guidance. See sections      
     II.C.1, II.C.2, and II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2717.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the use of BAFs which account for direct uptake from the waters 
     of the Great Lakes System plus uptake from the food chain.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2717.009     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has continued to use the BAF to account  
     for exposure from the water column, food chain and sediment.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2717.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also support the use a greater fish consumption rate assumption in      
     calculating exposure risks.  The assumption should be a consumption rate of
     50gm/d as representative of the 95th percentile of fish consumption among  
     Native American groups, subsistence anglers, sport anglers and their       
     families, ethnic communities and other populations at risk.  People should 
     be able to eat as much fish as their taste and custom dictate.  Everyone,  
     including and especially developing fetuses, should be protected from the  
     harmful effects of ingesting toxic chemicals in their food.                
     
     
     Response to: D2717.010     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2717.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use a more conservative body weight assumption in the calculation of human 
     risk.  Use a human body weight of 55 kg for development of water quality   
     standards for pollutants with potential to cause transgenerational effects.
     Our future generations deserve our present care.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2717.011     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2717.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a specific adjustment for childhood sensitivity should be included as an   
     additional uncertainty factor, such as is included for mercury in the      
     adjustment for protection against fetal central nervous system development.
     
     
     Response to: D2717.012     
     
     EPA does not believe an extra uncertainty is needed for childhood          
     sensitivity, since the intraspecies uncertainty factor will account for    
     this in most cases.  In the case of mercury, EPA added an uncertainty      
     factor of 5 for intraspecies variability (protection of children) within   
     the human population instead of the usual uncertainty factor of 10 which is
     used in most cases when a limited human study is the basis of the RfD.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2717.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should provide for review of potential pollutants based on their   
     structure activity relationships.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2717.013     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.048.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2717.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Measuring the bioavailability of a pollutant, metals in particular, for the
     creation of site-specific criteria does not take into account the          
     environmental changes in water bodies which can contribute to the increase 
     of the bioavailable portion from total concentrations present.  It is      
     important that we look at total loads to the system so that we reduce the  
     future impacts.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2717.014     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the commenters concerns do not only apply to             
     site-specific criteria, but to statewide criteria as well. For situations  
     such as this, EPA gives the States and Tribes latitude to adopt criteria   
     expressed as total recoverable on a site-specific basis or statewide. This 
     is a risk management decision which should be made by the State.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2717.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a National criteria value for a pollutant is more stringent than the one
     that will result from the application of the GLI methodology, EPA should   
     promulgate that criteria and require the States to adopt it.               
     
     
     Response to: D2717.015     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance is based upon sound science and provides for     
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes.  For a discussion of these   
     underlying principles that EPA relied upon in developing the final         
     Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2717.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole effluent toxicity (WET) should be required of all discharges under   
     tht GLI.  We need to assess the impacts of whole effluents on the          
     populations of the receiving body, independent of the chemical specific    
     effluent limitations.  We then need to use both mechanisms in our          
     protection of the environment.  Both Tier II values and WET should be used.
     
     
     Response to: D2717.016     
     
     See the Aquatic Life section of the Supplemental Information Document for a
     discussion of when the WET procedure can be used in lieu of the aquatic    
     life Tier II values in NPDES permits.  EPA agrees that implementation of   
     both Tier II values and WET procedures is necessary to fully protect the   
     environment.                                                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2717.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the establishment of water quality criteria for the protection  
     of wildlife.  We support protection from reduction in growth, reproduction 
     and viability failure of species.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2717.017     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2717.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must retain stringent criteria in a two-tiered system designed to  
     protect wildlife.  Procedures should not, however, arbitrarily limit       
     chemicals that will be restricted.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2717.018     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2717.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .019 is imbedded in comment .020.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI Tier I wildlife criteria should be 0.1 pg/1 for PCBs (not 17 pg/1) 
     
     
     Response to: D2717.019     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2717.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (The GLI Tier I wildlife criteria should be 0.1 pg/1 for PCBs (not 17      
     pg/1)) and 7.0x10-5 pg/1 for TCDD (not 9.6x10-3 pg/1).                     
     
     
     Response to: D2717.020     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2717.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is appropriate in include Indian Tribes in the GLI.  However, our       
     understanding is that they were not adequately consulted in the initial    
     development of the provisions of the Guidance.  EPA needs to make serious  
     efforts to educate and solicit input on the impact of the GLI upon the     
     Tribes.                                                                    
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     Response to: D2717.021     
     
     EPA has worked with Great Lakes Tribes on a true government-to- government 
     basis on a number of environmental protection efforts throughout the Great 
     Lakes basin.  EPA endeavored to involve Great Lakes Tribes and Tribal      
     organizations throughout the final Guidance development effort and will    
     continue to work with Tribes in those areas where further cooperation and  
     coordination are needed in order to achieve additional environmental       
     results.  See also Section II.D.3 of the SID for further discussion of this
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2717.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the appropriateness of including Indian Tribes in the GLI, it is   
     wholly inappropriate to grant ANY State the authority to administer permits
     on Indian lands.  Instead, provide the necessary technical assistance and  
     monetary support for Tribes to assume their own permitting programs.  It is
     offensive that no Tribe in the Great Lakes Basin has the authority to      
     control the pollution into its own waters.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2717.022     
     
     EPA has not not granted any State the authority to administer permits on   
     Indian lands.  States and Tribes must be Federally- approved to administer 
     permit programs programs within their respective jurisdictions.  For       
     further discussion on this issue, see Section II.D.3 of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2717.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .024.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     We support the assumptions that humans use all waters of the Great Lakes   
     System for recreational purposes regardless of any applicable use          
     designations                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2717.023     
     
     See response to comment D3053.041.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2717.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (We support the assumptions that humans use all waters of the Great Lakes  
     System for recreational purposes regardless of any applicable use          
     designations) and that humans consume aquatic life that swim through or    
     live in and therefore accumulated pollutants from all waters of the Great  
     Lakes System.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2717.024     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2717.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also support the approach of requiring that human health protection be  
     required for all the waters of the Great Lakes System in order to protect  
     the system as a whole and any persons who use the waters as a drinking     
     water source, whether treated or untreated prior to consumption.  The      
     provision generally requiring basin-wide application of Tier I criteria and
     Tier II values regardless of existing use designations is appropriate.  Use
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     designation should not place a more predominant role in the Guidance.      
     
     
     Response to: D2717.025     
     
     See response to comment G3207.024.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2717.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of mixing zones for chlorine discharges (a Table 5 excluded        
     pollutant) should be banned regardless of its inclusion or exclusion in    
     Table 5.  See the two articles attached to this document which give more   
     information on chlorine and see also the report produced by Greenpeace,    
     "The Case for a Chlorine Phase-out", Joe Thornton, 1991.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2717.026     
     
     See response to: P2742.161                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2717.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation provisions should apply to all pollutants.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2717.027     
     
     EPA agrees that all pollutants should be subject to antidegradation.  In   
     drafting the final Guidance, EPA determined that Great Lakes-specific      
     antidegradation provisions were only necessary for the control of          
     pollutants identified as BCCs.  This is due to the demonstrated sensitivity
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     of the Great Lakes to such pollutants.  For all other pollutants, the final
     Guidance serves as a model for a State's or Tribe's antidegradation policy 
     and implementation procedures.  Lack of Great Lakes-specific               
     antidegradation requirements for non-BCCs does not imply that no           
     antidegradation consideration is necessary for such pollutants. Existing   
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.6 require that States' and Tribes' water quality 
     standards include antidegradation provisions consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.
      Pollutants other than BCCs will be addressed through the State's or       
     Tribe's antidegradation policy adopted pursuant to 40 CFR 131.6 and 40 CFR 
     131.12.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2717.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance should not, under any circumstances, allow the          
     relaxation of any portion of the GLI in cases where the State or Tribe has 
     a more stringent provision in an area.  The purpose of the GLI is to       
     provide a more consistent minimum across the Great Lakes System.  The      
     purpose is undermined by allowing too much flexibility in the final        
     adoption of the Guidance by States and Tribes.  If a jurisdiction is more  
     stringent than the GLI, they have take a lead and should be commended for  
     that.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2717.028     
     
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2717.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance should include specific language that says, "No mixing  
     zones or variances will be permitted to the extent that they will likely   
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     cause jeopardy of endangered and/or threatened species."                   
     
     
     Response to: D2717.029     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA agrees with this comment and has     
     added language to the final Guidance to accomplish this.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2717.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific criteria that are protective of endangered and/or threatened 
     species must be required so that water quality does not jeopardize them.   
     The final Guidance must make that requirement clear.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2717.030     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2717.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -Pollution dilution zones for persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances 
     must be phased out.  The pollutants affected by this ban, however, must    
     include all persistent toxic substances and the phase-out must be          
     accelerated.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2717.031     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2717.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -We support the designation of Lake Superior as an "Outstanding National   
     Resource Water".  However, the entire U.S. portion of the Lake must be     
     designated, not just the Basin.  Remove the misleading designation of      
     "Outstanding International Resource Waters", since it is of limited value. 
     
     
     Response to: D2717.032     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2717.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxic reduction plans for all dischargers in the Lake Superior Watershed   
     should be made an enforceable requirement in the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2717.033     
     
     See response to comment D605.076.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2717.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI must set Tier I criteria for as many pollutants as possible, as   
     soon as the procedures are final.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2717.034     
     
     See response to: P2742.015                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2717.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must set up a clearinghouse and periodically update Tier I and Tier II 
     criteria lists.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2717.035     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
                                                                                
     As it gains experience in operating the Clearinghouse, EPA will consider   
     including supplementary information such as the type of information        
     suggested in the comment.  Decisions to expand the Clearinghouse in this   
     way will depend on the relative needs for the information, the availability
     of resources, and the alternative approaches available for meeting the     
     information needs.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2717.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -For dealing with additivity, the first option (Section 3) is preferable   
     because it will require regulators to quickly develop new additivity       
     procedures as new scientific information emerges, without waiting for      
     formal revision of the GLI.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2717.036     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2717.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should include a variety of specific procedures that assume dose  
     additivity in the absence of information of specific mixtures.             
     
     
     Response to: D2717.037     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/NC
     Comment ID: D2717.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity should be assumed for a variety of toxic effects in addition to 
     cancer.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2717.038     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/NC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2717.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Toxicity equivalency factors" should be used wherever possible, but their 
     development should not be a prerequisite to the assumption of additivity   
     for non-carcinogens.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2717.039     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2717.040
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -When more than one pollutant is in effluent or in a surface water body,   
     human health criteria for those pollutants should be developed based upon  
     the assumption of dose or concentration addition (with a total risk of 10-5
     for carcinogens and a hazard index of <1 for non-carcinogens), unless some 
     other model is scientifically justified.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2717.040     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: D2717.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The additivity of planar congeners of PCBs and their dioxin-like modes of 
     action should receive special attention, due to their adverse impact upon  
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2717.041     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
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     Comment ID: D2717.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should provide that states/tribes are expected to regulate and    
     require discharge and toxicity data from dischargers of any toxic pollutant
     reasonably expected to be in a wastewater effluent whether or not it is    
     listed as a "pollutant of initial focus".                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2717.042     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.126.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2717.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should use explicit procedures, as a general rule, to limit       
     inter-state/tribal inconsistencies in the interpretation and implementation
     of the GLI.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2717.043     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2717.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should explicitly require that all state/tribal procedures and    
     criteria be consistent with and no less stringent than GLI procedures and  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2717.044     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2717.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should be updated annually to standardize new criteria values;    
     states/tribes should be required to update these values in their           
     state/tribal water quality standards during each triennial review by EPA.  
     
     
     Response to: D2717.045     
     
     See response to comment P2585.058                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2717.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should include clear instructions that states are required to     
     retain existing water quality criteria and procedures where they are more  
     stringent than GLI criteria and procedures.                                
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     Response to: D2717.046     
     
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2717.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should require states/tribes to incorporate standards more        
     stringent than national standards, as necessary to protect the Great Lakes;
     this is a fundamental reason for the GLI.  However, states/tribes should   
     not be allowed to use GLI-derived standards that are less stringent than   
     existing national standards (pursuant to the Great Lakes Critical Programs 
     Act, Sec. 101(2)(A)).                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2717.047     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance complies fully with the Critical Programs  
     Act requirement that the Guidance be no less restrictive than national     
     water quality criteria and guidance.  See sections III and V of the SID for
     EPA's analysis of this issue.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2717.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should retain and expand, wherever possible, opportunities to     
     incorporate new scientific findings, especially including field-derived    
     data, into development of water quality criteria and values, and subsequent
     development of permit limits by regulators.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2717.048     
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     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2717.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Special concern should be expressed in the GLI for protection of humans and
     wildlife against transgenerational effects of environmental pollution.     
     
     
     Response to: D2717.049     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2717.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -Development of procedures to ensure that pollution from diffuse sources do
     not violate GLI water quality standards should be initiated immediately by 
     EPA.  Implementation should include enforceable deadlines to require       
     diffuse pollution controls on a timetable parallel to implementation of    
     point-source pollution controls under the GLI.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2717.050     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
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     Comment ID: D2717.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should explicitly acknowledge that the phase-out of mixing zones  
     for persistent toxic pollutants is only an interim step towards the        
     objective of zero discharge of these pollutants pursuant to the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreement.  A specific timetable for sunsetting and zero     
     discharge should be included.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2717.051     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2717.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI narrative should explicitly acknowledge that it does not fully    
     satisfy requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 and  
     that EPA intends to move expeditiously to launch GLI "Round 2" to fulfill  
     these obligations, including: *setting timetables to ban the use of all    
     persistent and bio-accumulative toxic substances released into the Great   
     Lakes Ecosystem; *ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and
     do not violate GLI water quality standards; and *requiring comprehensive   
     pollution prevention programs for the Great Lakes.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2717.052     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does satisfy the requirements of the  
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 for the reasons set forth in the 
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and appropriate supporting         
     documents.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements   
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic       
     Reduction Effort, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2717.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI's procedures to phase our dilution zones for bioaccumulative      
     chemicals of concern should be expanded to include all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with half-lives of greater than eight weeks in any medium -     
     water, air, sediments, soil or biota.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2717.053     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2717.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should require at the first NPDES permit reissuance, and no later 
     than five years after GLI adoption, partial reductions of mixing zones by  
     dischargers.  At the second NPDES permit reissuance and no later than ten  
     years after the GLI, the mixing zone ban should be effective.              
     
     
     Response to: D2717.054     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2717.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should require the use of "Option B" for determination of total   
     maximum daily loads of pollutants.  Where aspects of Option A are stronger,
     such as consideration of the entire watershed in making the TMDL           
     determinations, they should be incorporated by EPA into Option B.          
     
     
     Response to: D2717.055     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2717.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The GLI should use a more conservative dilution flow to develop human     
     health-based waste load allocations, such as a fraction of the 7Q10 or     
     30Q10, instead of the harmonic mean flow.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2717.056     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2717.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     -The GLI should retain the proposed requirements for toxic pollutants to be
     regulated at the water quality-based effluent limit, even if that is below 
     the "level of quantification".  In addition, mandatory pollutant           
     minimization programs for such pollutants are essential and alternative    
     techniques for monitoring of bioaccumulative toxic pollutants must be      
     required.  Pollution discharges above the permit limit (not just above the 
     PQL) should be enforceable violations.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2717.057     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2717.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -"Significant" lowering of water quality as the threshold for tier two     
     analysis should be deleted from the GLI, even though the current definition
     of "significant" lowering of water quality should be retained.             
     
     
     Response to: D2717.058     
     
     EPA diagrees and believes that the term significant better conveys EPA's   
     intent regarding how antidegradation should be applied.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2717.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     -For second-tier waters, dischargers should also be required to demonstrate
     a direct linkage - a cause and effect relationship-between an economic and 
     social development and a lowering of water quality.  The GLI should then   
     require dischargers' demonstrations of direct linkages to be subject to    
     public review and comment.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2717.059     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2717.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should establish a database for social and economic development        
     decisions so that agencies and the public may improve their evaluation of  
     dischargers' demonstrations over time.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2717.060     
     
     EPA does not have the resources to implement the commenter's suggestion.   
     However, States, Tribes and EPA do meet to share information on a regular  
     basis.  EPA anticipates ongoing discussions with States and Tribes as the  
     final Guidance is adopted and implemented.  These discussions should help  
     to ensure a minimum level of consistency.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2717.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The integration of pollution prevention prerequisites should be an        
     integral part of the GLI's antidegradation analysis for second-tier waters,
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     as well as for tier one and tier three waters.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2717.061     
     
     See response to comment D605.083.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2717.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -EPA should clarify what is meant by requiring "independent regulatory     
     authority" for the GLI to apply to diffuse sources of pollution.           
     
     
     Response to: D2717.062     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those that address nonpoint sources of          
     pollcution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and      
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2717.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -The onus for providing data for the establishment of criteria and the     
     burden of proof for determining that effluent is not harmful should        
     properly fall upon the shoulders of the regulated entity.  Consumers will  
     eventually pay, but they can then vote with their dollars on which         
     companies they prefer.  Those that use toxic chemicals and pay the price   
     for their regulations, or those who do not use such substances in their    
     processes and therefore do not pay for regulatory programs and do not do   
     damage to the environment in the first place.  Please insure that the GLI  
     properly places the burden and the onus on the regulated entities.         
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     Response to: D2717.063     
     
     EPA believes that the provisions of the Guidance address this              
     issue as discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance, the              
     applicable sections of the SID and supporting documents.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2717.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -No water body based variance should be granted.  Variances should only be 
     granted to specific dischargers for specific substances for a limited time.
     
     
     Response to: D2717.064     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2719.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI as currently proposed will not significantly improve the water     
     quality of the Great Lakes, because it does not focus on all the           
     significant sources of pollution.  The proposed rulemaking addresses only  
     industries and municipal sewage treatment plants which discharge pollutants
     through a pipe, i.e., point sources.  However, these sources are not the   
     major contributors of many of the pollutants which the Great Lakes         
     Initiative would regulate.  Many other nonpoint sources, such as           
     agricultural and urban storm runoff, and atmospheric deposition are known  
     to be more significant contributors.  As proposed, this lack of holistic   
     approach will place an undue burden on industry, municipalities and the    
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     public to minimize pollutant loadings well beyond what is actually         
     necessary.  Nonpoint source contributions dwarf those of point sources for 
     the toxic pollutants discharged into the Great Lakes, such as mercury,     
     chromium, copper, lead, zinc, and PCB.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2719.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the lack of overall environmental benefits, the economic impacts of
     these regulations will be staggering.  The potential capital cost impact of
     the proposed Great Lakes Initiative upon General Motors in the Great Lakes 
     basin could exceed $1.8 billion, with annual operating and maintenance cost
     of $120 million.                                                           
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.002     
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2719.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Motors believes that EPA should prioritize and direct its          
     regulatory efforts to control pollutant sources which have the greatest    
     impact on the Great Lakes for the effective achievement of water quality   
     goals.  Environmental benefits will not be realized unless regulatory      
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     efforts also address pollutants from nonpoint sources.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002. See responses to comment numbers        
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Section I of the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2719.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should determine how the proposed rulemaking relates to legislative    
     mandates, and requirements in excess of the statutory mandates should be   
     reconsidered.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2719.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The LaMP process should proceed to conclusion before the rulemaking is     
     mandated to ensure that regulatory requirements will be consistent with    
     legislative and environmental goals.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.005     
     
     See response to comment P2582.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must thoroughly analyze the economic and social impact of these rules  
     before promulgation, including the competitive disadvantages associated    
     with application of more stringent regulations within a specific region of 
     the nation, both nationally and globally.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.006     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should evaluate and consider the cost impact on large municipalities   
     and industrial facilities requiring an NPDES permit for storm water        
     discharges as a result of applying advanced treatment technology.  In      
     addition, EPA should specifically exclude the application of water quality 
     based effluent limitations to storm water only discharges.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.007     
     
     For a discussion of the applicability of the final Guidance to wet weather 
     discharges, see Section II.C.7 of the Supplemental Information Document.   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since uncertainty surrounds the legal authority of Michigan's Rule 57      
     guidelines, EPA should analyze the impact of the GLI recognizing this      
     uncertainty and subsequent additional cost for dischargers in Michigan.    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.008     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM believes that it is scientifically inappropriate to consider Tier 2     
     values as equivalent to Tier 1 criteria and to use them as the basis for   
     any regulatory purpose.  Tier 2 values can be highly variable, are not     
     representative of subsequent derived Tier I values, and will result in     
     significant and unnecessary economic impacts without commensurate          
     environment benefit.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.009     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2719.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 1414



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should prioritize their requirements under the Clean Water Act to      
     develop Tier 1 criteria for all pollutants of concern identified in the    
     Great Lakes as quickly as possible.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.010     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality criteria should be expressed in the form that was assessed   
     when deriving the criteria for that specific pollutant.  The GLI should    
     recognize that not all forms of metal pollutants are toxic to aquatic life,
     and that the proposed GLI aquatic life criteria for metal is based upon    
     exposure to the dissolved metal form.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.011     
     

      EPA disagrees with the commenters implication that water quality criteria 
      are not being expressed in the form that was assessed when deriving the   

      criteria for that specific pollutant.  Metals concentrations were assessed
     as total recoverable when deriving criteria for metals.  In the final rule,
     conversion factors from Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent 
     Dissolved Metal in Freshwater Toxicity Tests (Stephan, 1995) were used to  
     convert from total recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations  
     for metals aquatic life criteria.  These conversion factors for the        
     proposed total recoverable metals criteria were derived and publicly       
     noticed on August 30, 1994 (59FR44678).  EPA adjusted these conversion     
     factors and used them to convert the proposed criteria from total          
     recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations for the final       
     Guidance.  Discussion of this issue may be found in Section III.B.6. of the
     Supplemental Information Document.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA believes that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely   
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
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     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
     organism.  For all criteria other than metals, EPA has expressed the       
     criteria in the form that was assessed.                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2719.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed requirements to determine compliance when water quality-based     
     effluent limits are below analytical detection levels should be modified to
     incorporate the concept of Practical Quantitation Level (PQL).  The PQL    
     represents a proven workable definition for dischargers conducting chemical
     monitoring of effluents, and is a far more reliable point for determining  
     compliance than either the Method Detection Limit or the GLI's new ML      
     value.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.012     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2719.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To provide both EPA and states with the flexibility to adopt provisions    
     that are tailored to their particular circumstances, the GLI should be     
     adopted in the form advisory guidance.                                     
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     Response to: D2719.013     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2719.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI as currently proposed will not significantly improve the water     
     quality of the Great Lakes, because it does not focus on all the           
     significant sources of pollution.  The proposed rulemaking addresses only  
     industries and municipal sewage treatment plants which discharge pollutants
     through a pipe, i.e., point sources.  However, these sources are not the   
     major contributors of many of the pollutants which the Great Lakes         
     Initiative would regulate.  Many other nonpoint sources, such as           
     agricultural and urban storm runoff, and atmospheric deposition are known  
     to be more significant contributors.  As proposed, this lack of holistic   
     approach will place an undue burden on industry, municipalities and the    
     public to minimize pollutant loadings well beyond what is actually         
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2719.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonpoint source contributions dwarf those of point sources for the toxic   
     pollutants discharged into the Great Lakes, such as mercury, chromium,     
     copper, lead, zinc, and PCB.  Conclusions and recommendations from EPA's   
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     Region 5 risk assessment project (EPA, May 1991) states:                   
                                                                                
             "Unique aquatic ecosystems, such as the Great Lakes, and           
             other surface waters have been seriously degraded historically     
             by point water pollution sources.  While many major point          
             sources are now largely controlled, recovery of aquatic            
             ecosystems has been slow and incomplete due to nonpoint            
             sources of toxics (i.e., pesticides and PCBs) coming from          
             agricultural runoff, atmospheric deposition, and previously        
             contaminated sediments."                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2719.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2719.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Known sources of mercury deposition from the atmosphere and other sources  
     of this natural occurring substance are estimated at ten times the point   
     source contributions (Eisenreich & Strachan, 1992).  The most common       
     pollutant impacting attainment of state designated uses is soil eroded from
     farms, construction sites and stream banks which are not address in the    
     proposed rules.  Greater improvements in water quality may be attained if  
     regulatory controls were directed at the sources causing the greatest      
     problems.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.016     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2719.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To determine the effectiveness of the proposed rulemaking, EPA estimated   
     the total toxic pollutant load reduction from all permitted point sources. 
     The estimated baseline loadings and estimated pollutant abatement as the   
     result of the GLI were premised upon extrapolation procedures for          
     statistical number of dischargers.   EPA established the baseline loading  
     for these dischargers by assuming that the facility is discharging at their
     existing permit limit concentrations and at its design flow rate.  The     
     calculation of pollutant reductions were based upon the differences between
     the existing permit limitations and the GLI limitations by application of  
     the guidance.  The EPA study estimated that the GLI would reduce           
     approximately 84,000 pounds per day of toxic pollutants (Table IX-3, F.R.  
     20992) from permitted point source discharges.                             
                                                                                
     GM believes that EPA incorrectly applied the GLI criteria to those         
     dischargers.  Data indicates that EPA compared the baseline loading for    
     metals (e.g., copper, etc.) without correcting for receiving water hardness
     as is required under the current national water quality criteria guidelines
     (Stephan, 1985).  It appears that EPA derived projected GLI limitations for
     the metals based upon a water hardness of 50 mg/l as shown in the example  
     in Table 1, F.R. 21014.  Whereas, the permit limits utilized to establish  
     the pollutant baselines were derived from actual receiving water hardness  
     (probably in the range of 200 - 300 mg/l), substantially higher than EPA's 
     50 mg/l.  As a result of this technical error, EPA's estimated reductions  
     in metal pollutants are extremely overstated.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.017     
     
     EPA revised the cost/benefit analysis to address many of the issues raised 
     in public comments.  In addition, the analysis was also modified to account
     for revisions to criteria calculation methodologies and modifications to   
     many of the implementation procedures in the final Guidance.  To more      
     accurately calculate site-specific criteria for certain metals, EPA revised
     its cost/benefit methodologies to consider in-stream hardness              
     concentrations.  This revision resulted in more accurate load reduction    
     calculations.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2719.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, copper is identified at a baseline loading of 78,600 pounds   
     per day (utilizing the proper hardness).  Since copper is a Tier I aquatic 
     life criteria, there are minor differences between existing state standards
     and GLI requirements, and presumably limits established under the proposed 
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     GLI should be slightly more stringent (10 - 15%).  If this is true, how can
     EPA estimate a GLI resultant reduction in loading of 75,000 pounds per day 
     (96% reduction)?  Furthermore, since copper is identified as the largest   
     pollutant being discharged and abated, EPA's estimated total pollutant     
     reduction of 84,000 pounds per day, as a result of the GLI, is             
     questionable.  If the copper loading reductions are incorrect, EPA's       
     estimate of environmental benefits, as a result of total pollutant         
     abatement, is reduced to 6,000 - 15,000 pounds per day or approximately a  
     10% reduction.  In addition, actual effluent concentrations are well below 
     permit limitations (in most cases non-detect) and actual wastewater volumes
     are well below permit design volumes.  "Actual" baseline loadings are most 
     likely substantially lower (50 - 100%) than the 103,400 pounds per day     
     claimed by EPA.  GM believes that EPA's suggested total pollutant          
     reductions (i.e., the "environmental benefit") are inaccurate and          
     overstated, and recommend that EPA re-evaluate the anticipated pollutant   
     reduction utilizing proper techniques and guidance.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.018     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2719.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Motors believes that EPA should prioritize and direct its          
     regulatory efforts to control pollutant sources which have the greatest    
     impact on the Great Lakes for the effective achievement of water quality   
     goals.  Environmental benefits will not be realized unless regulatory      
     efforts also address pollutants from nonpoint sources.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.019     
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2719.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A holistic approach, which utilizes sound science, prioritization and      
     risk-based controls, should be the basis for the environmental objectives  
     of the Great Lakes Initiative.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2719.020     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2719.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc IMP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should defer promulgation of the proposed implementation and           
     antidegradation rules until the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) are      
     completed, and identification of the most significant sources of pollutants
     can be quanitified and strategies established to address these sources.    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.021     
     
     EPA does not agree that implementation of the final Guidance should wait   
     until LaMPs are complete.  EPA believes that the Guidance is but one       
     component of the overall strategy to protect and restore the Great Lakes.  
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the development and implementation of LaMPs, see
     Sections I.C and I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For further discussion on how the   
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     the development and implementation of Lakewide Management Plans, see       
     Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the lack of overall environmental benefits, the economic impact of 
     these regulations is staggering.  Promulgation of the Great Lakes          
     Initiative will lead to significantly more stringent permit limitations for
     many of the parameters involved in automotive manufacturing.               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.022     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2719.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The desire to "standardize" criteria and procedures or create a "level     
     playing field" solely within the Great Lakes region is not necessarily a   
     "worthwhile goal".  In today's global economy, many of the region's        
     competitors are also located outside the Great Lakes region.  [An example  
     of the anti-competitive nature is the proposed antidegradation             
     requirements.  The "...the no net increase in pollutant loadings", could   
     significantly deter economic expansion in the Great Lakes basin.  Before   
     any existing facility could be expanded, e.g., to build a new vehicle, any 
     additional pollutant loadings, regardless if the resultant discharges are  
     within permit limitations, will have to be eliminated.  This proposed      
     requirement could offset any economic advantage a facility may have in a   
     particular Great Lakes state as compared to a similar facilities elsewhere 
     in the nation and overseas.]  [In addition, it prevents states from        
     considering very real and significant environmental and ecological         
     differences in the Great Lakes basin.]  Standardized criteria and          
     procedures would require some areas and states to unnecessarily and        
     inequitably meet certain requirements for no valid environmental or        
     ecological reason.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.023     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2719.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.024 is imbedded in comment #.023.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An example of the anti-competitive nature is the proposed antidegradation  
     requirements.  The "...the no net increase in pollutant loadings", could   
     significantly deter economic expansion in the Great Lakes basin.  Before   
     any existing facility could be expanded, e.g., to build a new vehicle, any 
     additional pollutant loadings, regardless if the resultant discharges are  
     within permit limitations, will have to be eliminated.  This proposed      
     requirement could offset any economic advantage a facility may have in a   
     particular Great Lakes state as compared to a similar facilities elsewhere 
     in the nation and overseas.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.024     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2719.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.025 is imbedded in comment #.023.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, it prevents states form considering very real and significant 
     environmental and ecological differences in the Great Lakes basin.         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.025     
     
     See response to Comment #G2650.002 and related discussion in Section II.C.4
     of the Supplemental Information Document.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM will not only be impacted by more restrictive implementation and        
     antidegradation requirements placed upon its discharges to the Great Lakes 
     and its tributaries, but will be faced with extremely stringent            
     requirements mandated by the local municipalities through the pretreatment 
     program.  Minor changes in discharge stringency applied to municipal NPDES 
     permits under the proposed Great Lakes Initiative, will force many Publicly
     Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) to significantly modify their industrial     
     pretreatment programs by restricting the discharge of many pollutants from 
     industrial sources to levels well below current categorical pretreatment   
     best available technology requirements.  In some instances, the            
     pretreatment requirements will be more stringent than the water quality    
     based limitations applied to the municipality, because of the inability of 
     the municipality to control pollutant contributions from domestic and      
     non-regulated sources.  The compounded impact of the proposed GLI          
     requirements and the municipality's inability to control unregulated       
     sources will force all industrial contributors, including GM to apply      
     advanced treatment technologies, such as a combination of Biological, Media
     Filtration, Softening, Reverse Osmosis and Reject Water Treatment, to      
     existing Best Available Technology equipment. In addition, biological      
     treatment, carbon adsorption and high efficiency filtration will be        
     required to remove complex organics which may be identified under the Tier 
     II process.  For some pollutants, treatment technology does not even exist 
     to meet EPA proposed levels.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.026     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015, D2613.036, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both the municipality and industrial users will incur costs to comply with 
     the GLI.  This will occur because industrial users are typically not the   
     exclusive or dominant source of GLI pollutants to the POTWs.  Significant  
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     amounts of GLI pollutants are contained in urban runoff, domestic sewage,  
     and indirect discharges form non-regulated commercial sources.  For this   
     reason and because the GLI criteria are so restrictive, POTWs would need to
     install advanced treatment equipment to remove GLI pollutants even if      
     industrial users were to remove pollutants from all or most of their       
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.027     
     
     See response to comment D1711.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Upon application of advanced treatment equipment, industry will recycle its
     treated water within the manufacturing complex for non-potable use.        
     Industrial wastewater which is currently being discharged to the           
     municipality, will cease, and the industrial revenue the municipality used 
     to offset the general public's cost to operate its publicly owned treatment
     works will be eliminated or substantially reduced.  Revenue the            
     municipality receives from industry for the purchase of potable water will 
     also decrease significantly.  This loss of industrial funding of municipal 
     services will directly impact the general public with additional.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.028     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:

Page 1425



$T044618.TXT
     EPA requires facilities with storm water associated with industrial        
     activities and large municipalities to apply and receive NPDES permits.    
     Since each of these dischargers will be required by state water quality    
     standards to prevent the discharge of toxic pollutants, one can assume that
     if storm water runoff contains pollutant concentrations above the proposed 
     GLI requirements, the permittee will be required to prevent the degradation
     of the receiving stream and thus, apply costly advanced treatment to storm 
     water discharges.  For example, the National Urban Runoff Program (NURP)   
     study (EPA, 1983) indicated that the mean concentration of zinc in storm   
     water runoff for a medium urban site was 160 ug/l.  This value is          
     significantly higher than the GLI aquatic life criteria of 67 ug/l @ a     
     hardness of 50 mg/l).  Storm water studies (Paulson, WEF 65th Annual       
     Conference, September 1992) conducted in Fresno, California indicate runoff
     concentrations from residential areas averaged 225 ug/l and had maximum    
     levels of 1550 ug/l.  Municipalities and industry would be forced to treat 
     rain water.  The application of more stringent GLI metal limitations will  
     require the installation of multiple advanced treatment technologies (i.e.,
     a combination of Media Filtration, Softening, Reverse Osmosis and Reject   
     Water Treatment) to reduce pollutant concentrations in rain water and      
     uncontaminated non-contact cooling water from city water supplies.         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.029     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2719.007.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2719.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA suggests that pollution prevention activities would preclude the need  
     for advanced end-of-pipe treatment facilities.  GM believes for some       
     industries this may be true.  However, for municipalities and highly       
     competitive large industrial facilities with complex manufacturing         
     operations, pollution prevention, may be more difficult and not provide the
     necessary abatement of specific pollutants to preclude end-of-pipe capital 
     cost improvements.  GM has long employed pollution prevention, including   
     material substitution, recycling, countercurrent rinses, and other process 
     changes as a normal business practice.  Major process and product changes  
     (earlier than required by law or regulations) have been made to eliminate  
     certain chemicals, such as the use of certain chlorfluorocarbons.  Most    
     recently, GM in coordination with Chrysler Corporation, Ford Motor Company 
     and the Michigan Department of Natural Resources signed a voluntary        
     agreement to pursue the prevention of persistent toxics pollution to the   
     Great Lakes.  Pollution prevention and waste minimization are essential    
     practices/policies for the U.S. auto industry to pursue to remain          
     competitive in the global business environment.  The most common pollutant 
     of automobile manufacturing is metals, i.e., copper, zinc, lead, etc.      
     These common and natural "earth elements" cannot simply be removed or      
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     substituted in the raw materials and products involved in automobile       
     manufacturing, due to their unique elemental properties.  End-of-pipe      
     treatment would still be necessary despite best efforts focused on         
     pollution prevention.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.030     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Michigan Department of Natural Resources has publicly stated that the  
     criteria and subsequent permit limits based upon the proposed regulations  
     will be essentially the same as those currently required under Michigan    
     Rule 57 guidelines, and therefore, the resultant cost impact would be      
     negligible.  GM believes these conclusions are uncertain or incorrect.  The
     Department's conclusions are premised upon the assumptions that the Rule 57
     guidelines are legally binding, there is no cost impact to indirect        
     industrial dischargers to municipal systems, and there is no cost          
     associated with Tier II criteria.  GM believes that the Rule 57 guidelines 
     are merely guidelines and not legally binding.  The U.S. EPA also stated   
     that the Rule 57 guidelines are not legally binding during the promulgation
     of the National Toxics Rule (40 CFR 60848) and the Rule 57 guidelines are  
     currently being challenged by several parties in state administrative      
     proceedings.  To the extent that the Rule 57 guidelines do not apply, the  
     Great Lakes Initiative would impose additional, more restrictive numerical 
     criteria and costs in Michigan.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.031     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must thoroughly analyze the economic and social impact of these rules  
     before promulgation, including the competitive disadvantages associated    
     with application of more stringent regulations within a specific region of 
     the nation, both nationally and globally.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.032     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should evaluate and consider the cost impact on industrial users (i.e.,
     indirect dischargers) and municipalities as a result of uncontrollable     
     pollutant loading to POTWs from domestic sources.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.033     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D1711.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should evaluate and consider the loss municipal revenue as a result of 
     industries being forced to apply advanced treatment technologies and       
     converting to water recycle.                                               
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     Response to: D2719.034     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should evaluate and consider the cost impact on large municipalities   
     and industrial facilities requiring an NPDES permit for storm water        
     discharges as a result of applying advanced treatment technology.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.035     
     
     See response to comment D2719.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should specifically exclude the application of water quality based     
     effluent limitations to storm water only discharges.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.036     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.See   
     response to comment D2719.007.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2719.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since uncertainty surrounds the legal authority of Michigan's Rule 57      
     guidelines, EPA should analyze the impact of the GLI recognizing this      
     uncertainty and subsequent additional cost for dischargers in Michigan.    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.037     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2719.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is required by the Clean Water Act to develop and publish water        
     quality-based criteria that "...accurately reflects the latest scientific  
     knowledge".  Many of the proposed Great Lakes Initiative standards are more
     stringent than necessary to protect the environment.  Regulation, without  
     adequate justification, diverts public and private funds from more socially
     beneficial projects, including environmental projects.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.038     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI Tier 2 Criteria Methodology allows acute and chronic      
     criteria values to be computed using a single data point for a daphnid     
     adjusted by an uncertainty factor.  The Tier 2 value development process   
     circumvents the Tier 1 criteria calculation process which was developed to 
     ensure that criteria are based on the best available, technically          
     defensible data and are based on an acceptable number of species.  In light
     of this, the Tier 2 value calculation process as well as the Tier 2 values 
     themselves, should not be used for legally enforceable regulatory purposes.
     Scientific concerns with the Tier 2 aquatic life criteria process are      
     discussed below.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2719.039     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ambient water quality criteria are intended to accurately reflect the      
     concentrations of a chemical that will be protective of aquatic resources  
     and human health.  However, use of the Tier 2 approach results in          
     enforceable permit limits which are highly variable, overly conservative   
     and not representative of properly determined Tier 1 criteria.             
     
     
     Response to: D2719.040     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2724.156.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, EPA's (1985) aquatic toxicological databases for lead and     
     cyanide were examined to determine how the Tier 2 criteria compare to Tier 
     1 criteria at various points in time.  By plotting the Tier 2 lead and     
     cyanide criteria that would be computed based upon the existing data set at
     given point in time, Figure 1 (lead) and Figure 2 (cyanide) show (1) the   
     extreme variability of the values that are computed using the proposed Tier
     2 methodology, and (2) the conservatism of the approach relative to        
     properly derived Tier 1 criteria for these compounds.                      
                                                                                
     [The analysis also clearly demonstrates why enforceable permit limits      
     computed from Tier 2 values should not be subject to Federal               
     antibacksliding requirements (i.e., antibacksliding provisions would       
     require permit limits based on Tier 2 values to be retained even though the
     criteria may increase when properly calculated Tier I criteria are         
     developed).]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.041     
     
     See response to comment D2791.101.                                         
                                                                                
     Because many species which fulfill a single minimum data requirement have  
     varying sensitivities, the Tier II value is bound to vary with the         
     sensitivity of the organism(s) for which the data exist. See response to:  
     P2656.199 and D2724.500.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.042
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.042 is imbedded in comment #.041.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The analysis also clearly demonstrates why enforceable permit limits       
     computed from Tier 2 values should not be subject to Federal               
     antibacksliding requirements (i.e., antibacksliding provisions would       
     require permit limits based on Tier 2 values to be retained even though the
     criteria may increase when properly calculated Tier I criteria are         
     developed).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.042     
     
     See response to comment D2791.101.Response to: D2719.042                   
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     Final procedure 9.C of appendix F states explicitly that anti- backsliding 
     requirements contained in section 402(o) do not apply to changes made in an
     effluent limitation prior to its compliance date.  In addition, there is   
     adequate flexibility contained in EPA's interpretation of the              
     anti-backsliding requirements of the CWA to allow adjustments to either    
     Tier I criteria or Tier II values in many situations.                      
                                                                                
     The approach in the final Guidance regarding the applicability of          
     anti-backsliding requirements will provide the greatest degree of          
     uniformity among the States and Tribes in terms of when Tier II values     
     would become a part of a final permit.  In addition, the approach of the   
     final Guidance will likely provide the greatest degree of environmental    
     protection in the short term because there will be a shorter time for      
     completion of the studies and issuance of a permit with final effluent     
     limitations.  See also section II.C.3 of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is also concern that without sufficient data to indicate how toxicity
     is affected by other water quality parameters (e.g., hardness, pH), Tier 2 
     criteria will substantially over or underestimate a substance's 'true'     
     criterion.  There are currently five GLI Tier 1 aquatic criteria based on  
     water hardness.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.043     
     
     See response to: D2741.076.                                                
                                                                                
     Also, the Tier II methodology for aquatic life includes adjustment of water
     quality values to reflect water quality characteristics sich as pH and     
     hardness.  See section III of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following chart evaluates the influence of water hardness on Tier 1    
     criteria at low hardness waters (25 mg/L CaCO(subscript (3))), and at      
     moderate water hardness more typical of the Great Lakes (150 mg/L          
     CaCO(subscript (3))).                                                      
                                                                                
                    Influence of Water Hardness on Tier 1 Criteria              
                                                                                
               Acute Criteria (CMC)              Chronic Criteria (FCV)         
               Water Hardness                    Water Hardness                 
                                                                                
                25     150    Difference          25     150    Differences     
                                                                                
     Cadmium  0.97    7.34    (x 7.6)           0.45    1.84    (x 4.1)         
     Cr(+3)    579    2514    (x 4.3)           27.7     120    (x 4.3)         
     Copper   3.79    20.5    (x 5.4)           2.85    13.2    (x 4.6)         
     Nickel   145.    660.    (x 4.6)           16.1    73.3    (x 4.6)         
     Zinc     37.0   169.0    (x 4.6)           33.5     153    (x 4.6)         
                                                                                
          Mean Difference = 5.3            Mean Difference = 4.4                
                                                                                
     Based on the GLI water hardness-toxicity regression equations for each     
     metal, this analysis illustrates the problems of using an extremely limited
     database which does not allow factors such as water hardness to be properly
     addressed.  Specifically, basing Tier 2 criteria on test conducted in low  
     hardness waters will yield criteria which are an average of 5.3 and 4.4    
     times more stringent than necessary to protect Great Lakes aquatic systems 
     from acute and chronic effects, respectively.  As stated in Stephan et al. 
     (1985),                                                                    
                                                                                
                'these National Guidelines should be modified whenever          
                sound scientific evidence indicates that a national criterion   
                produced using these Guidelines would probably be               
                substantially overprotective or underprotective of the          
                aquatic organism and their uses...' (p.18).                     
                                                                                
     GM recommends that Tier 2 values be derived based on an acceptable         
     database.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.044     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 value abbreviates the criteria development process.  Thus,      
     enforceable Tier 2 values can be quickly and cheaply generated.  Further,  
     regulatory agencies would be pressured to use these values to develop      
     enforceable permit limits regardless of data quality.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.045     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The testing requirements for generating a Tier 2 aquatic life criterion are
     abbreviated and inexpensive.  In contrast to Tier 1 criteria which require 
     data from 8 species, Tier 2 values can be generated using a single acute   
     toxicity data point for Cladoceran species.  It appears that the purpose of
     the Tier 2 procedure is to provide a mechanism to calculate toxicity values
     to be used as the basis for enforceable permit limits regardless of the    
     resulting value's validity.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.046     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, the data required to compute approximately 100 new Tier 2     
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     criteria could be quickly generated at a minimal expense ($75,000 assuming 
     $750 per daphnid acute toxicity test) and the Agency would be pressured to 
     adopt these criteria.  In contrast, EPA recognizes that the costs for      
     upgrading a Tier 2 value to a Tier 1 criterion will be very                
     expensive--probably in the range of $75,000 to $125,000 = per chemical.    
     Thus, the $75,000 spent to quickly generate 100 new Tier 2 values could    
     cost dischargers $7.5 - $12.5 million to upgrade to valid Tier 1 criteria. 
     Considering the variability of Tier 2 compounds and the magnitude of the   
     cost associated with upgrading from a Tier 2 value to a valid Tier 1       
     criterion, GM recommends that Tier 2 values should not be used to compute  
     enforceable National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit 
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.047     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At a minimum, enforceable permit limits should be derived from criteria    
     based on data of known quality and integrity.  While there are general data
     quality requirements for Tier 1 criteria, the current proposed Aquatic     
     Criteria Methodology contains no data quality requirements for computing   
     Tier 2 Final Acute Values.  Clearly, the quality of each data point used to
     compute a Tier 2 value should be no less than the quality required for Tier
     1 data.  GM recommends that EPA develop formal data quality requirements   
     for the derivation of any criteria.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.048     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given that Tier 2 criteria may be used to generate permit limits, it is    
     imperative that these criteria be peer reviewed.  Prior to adoption and use
     in the determination of enforceable permit limits, each Tier 2 value should
     be formally noticed in the Federal Register for public comment.  This would
     better ensure that only valid data are used, and might identify additional 
     unpublished toxicological data that are acceptable for the Tier 2 process. 
     Only after that broader public comment process would it be appropriate to  
     use a Tier 2 value as a guidance value.  Section 304 (a)(3) of the Clean   
     Water Act requires that EPA publish water quality criteria in the Federal  
     Register.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.049     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM believes that it is scientifically inappropriate to consider Tier 2     
     values as equivalent to Tier 1 criteria and to use them as the basis for   
     any regulatory purpose. As repeatedly noted by Charles Stephan (EPA, ERL   
     Duluth), 'Tier 2 values were never intended to be used as the basis for    
     NPDES permit limits'.  Further, Tier 2 values can be highly variable, are  
     not representative of subsequent derived Tier I values, and will result in 
     significant and unnecessary economic impacts without commensurate          
     environment benefit.  Thus, for regulatory purposes, it is inappropriate to
     base legally enforceable permit limits on Tier 2 values of questionable    
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2719.050     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 criteria should not be used for regulatory purposes due to the use  
     of an unacceptably small database and its associated uncertainty.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.051     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2719.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should prioritize their requirements under the Clean Water Act to      
     develop Tier 1 criteria for all pollutants of concern identified in the    
     Great Lakes as quickly as possible.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.052     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA should not issuing permit limitations based on Tier 2 criteria studies 
     that have not been through the process of public notice and comment, and   
     have not been formally adopted by each state as additional studies are     
     completed, because this would violate the fundamental rights of due        
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2719.053     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
                                                                                
     Also, EPA believes that use of the Tier II approach does not violate due   
     process in any way.  Tier II values are used to implement narrative        
     criteria already in State water quality standards which have been adopted  
     in accordance with public participation procedures.  Furthermore, Tier II  
     values are not enforceable until included in NPDES permits, which cannot be
     issued without public participation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2719.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regulatory difference between Tier 1 criteria and Tier 2 values should 
     be emphasized.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2719.054     
     
     States and Tribes are required to adopt into State or Tribal regulation,   
     those Tier I criteria EPA has published in Tables 1-4. States and Tribes   
     are not required to adopt numeric Tier II values into their regulations.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2719.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The uncertainties associated with Tier 2 values should be clearly noted,   
     and to be consistent with the human health and wildlife sections, Tier 2   
     numbers should be called "goals" and not be used to develop enforceable    
     permit limitations.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.055     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2719.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should establish a clearing house to track and record pollutant        
     studies.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2719.056     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
                                                                                
     As it gains experience in operating the Clearinghouse, EPA will consider   
     including supplementary information such as the type of information        
     suggested in the comment.  Decisions to expand the Clearinghouse in this   
     way will depend on the relative needs for the information, the availability
     of resources, and the alternative approaches available for meeting the     
     information needs.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2719.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should develop formal data quality requirements (e.g., QA/QC, etc.) for
     the derivation of any criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.057     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The aquatic life criteria for metals are expressed as total recoverable,   
     despite recent admissions by EPA that dissolved criteria are more          
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.058     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although sufficient technical evidence exists to support expressing the    
     aquatic life ambient water quality criteria for metals as 'dissolved'      
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     metals, 40 CFR 122.45 is currently interpreted to require that permit      
     limits for metals be expressed as total recoverable metals.  EPA has       
     recognized this problem and has provided several procedures which allow    
     dissolved metal criteria to be converted to total recoverable permit       
     limits.  Chemical specific procedures are described in EPA's revised       
     Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (1991)   
     and U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of    
     Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals (May, 1992).  In addition, EPA's May 1992 
     metals guidance document also provides a biological 'translator' mechanism.
     
     
     Response to: D2719.059     
     
     See response to comment  D2620.020 and Section III.B.6. of the Supplemental
     Information Document.                                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality criteria should be expressed in the form that was assessed   
     when deriving the criteria for that specific pollutant.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.060     
     
     See response to comment D2719.011                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Expressing the water quality criteria for metals as total recoverable is   
     inconsistent with the experimental data used to develop the criteria.      
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     Response to: D2719.061     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The toxicological studies which serve as the basis for the ambient water   
     quality criteria were conducted in almost every case using reagent-grade   
     chemicals diluted with filtered laboratory water containing very low       
     particulate concentrations.  In fact, the National Guidelines (Stephan et  
     al. 1985, p. 27) restrict the use of data in criterion calculation to those
     data from test conducted in dilution water with particulate concentrations 
     less than 5 mg/L.  As a result of these low particulate concentrations, it 
     is widely recognized that the Federal and proposed GLI aquatic life        
     criteria are based upon exposure to "dissolved metal" concentrations -- not
     total recoverable metal concentrations.  The point is specifically noted in
     EPA's (May 1992) Interim Guidance:                                         
                                                                                
     Because such dilution [test] water is generally lower in metal binding     
     particulate manner and dissolved organic matter than most ambient waters,  
     these toxicity tests may overstate the ambient toxicity of non-biomagnified
     metals that interact with particulate matter or dissolved organic matter   
     (p.4).  (Emphasis added)                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2719.062     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The scientific basis for regulating dissolved metal concentrations is that 
     the biological activity of a compound depends on the compound being able to
     cross membranes, either from the dissolved state in free water, or from    
     particulates via a dissolved phase to epithehal tissues.  In other words,  
     metals which enter tissues of organisms must pass through an aqueous phase 
     at some point.  However, the total recoverable metals analyses required by 
     40 CFR 122.45(c) typically measure total extractable concentrations of     
     metals present in water or other environmental samples.  As recognized in  
     the Agency's (1992) Interim metals guidance document, these methods include
     forms of metals that are tightly bound to solids and other matrix specific 
     constituents and not likely to be biologically available under normal      
     physical, chemical or biological conditions.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.063     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, the scientific basis and development of the Federal and     
     proposed GLI aquatic life criteria are based upon exposure to the dissolved
     metal form which is almost completely bioavailable to the test species.  In
     contrast, ambient waters have higher concentrations of particulates, which 
     bind and therefore substantially reduce the bioavailability of the metals  
     in the water column.  This should be recognized in the GLI criteria and    
     implementation procedures.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.064     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific evidence that the specification of the 1-hour       
     averaging period is anything more than a conservative assumption.  Acute   
     water quality standards are based upon 96 hour no effect exposure level.   
     The historical use of a 1-hour exposure period to avoid adverse effects is 
     based upon the erroneous assumption that all pollutants are "fast acting"  
     toxicant, and minor exceedances of the standard may cause mortality.       
     Except possibly for pesticides which are engineered to be fast acting, most
     pollutants, specifically metals are not fast acting.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.065     
     
     EPA does not agree that there is no scientific evidence supporting the     
     acute 1-hour averaging period.  While the data are somewhat mixed in this  
     regard, there are some studies indicating that ammonia can be sufficiently 
     fast acting to merit a 1-hour acute averaging period.  EPA does agree,     
     however, that none of the metals data indicate a sufficient speed of action
     to require a 1-hour averaging period.  Consequently, the Rule provides that
     States may use alternative, scientifically defensible averaging periods.   
     EPA has now compiled the relevant, readily available data for eight metals:
      cadmium, chromium, copper, lead, mercury, nickel, silver, and zinc.       
     Because EPA has not fully reviewed these data, it is unable to recommend   
     alternative averaging periods for all of these metals at this time.        
     However, EPA believes that States may use these data to support appropriate
     alternative averaging periods for metals acute criteria.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the 4-day averaging period was established based upon the       
     shortest period that chronic effects may be observed for certain chemicals.
     Again, this assumes that all chemicals are "fast acting".  In addition,    
     chronic water quality standards are based on long-term exposure studies,   
     ranging between 30-360 days.  The application of 4-day averages is         
     unscientific and unfounded.  GM recommends that the 1-hour and 4-day       
     averaging periods be adjusted to represent the actual exposure impact used 
     to derive the criteria.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.066     
     
     The chronic averaging period was established based on the shortest time in 
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     which chronic effects may be observed in certain test species, for example,
     daphnids.  EPA recognizes that this averaging period may not always be     
     appropriate, and for this reason the Rule allows States to use alternative,
     scientifically defensible averaging periods.  In contrast to the acute     
     speed of action situation, however, there is relatively little data        
     indicating how quickly chronic effects, particularly sublethal chronic     
     effects, take place.  This is because endpoints such as growth and         
     reproduction are often measured only at the end chronic tests, not         
     throughout chronic tests.  Consequently, these tests provide little        
     indication of how quickly the toxicant is acting.                          
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the 4-day chronic averaging period provides a high degree
     of protection to aquatic life.  Nevertheless, EPA is receptive to proposals
     for other chronic averaging periods, and has itself recommended a 30-day   
     alternative chronic averaging period in its 1984 ammonia criteria document.
      EPA recognizes that the limitations in the chronic data base will preclude
     a level of proof comparable to what is available for alternative acute     
     averaging periods.  EPA believes that to justify an alternative chronic    
     averaging period, the level of proof should be as good as is available to  
     justify the 4-day default averaging period, or as good as was available to 
     justify the 30-day averaging period for ammonia.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2719.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA states that both acute and chronic criteria may be exceeded, at most,  
     once in three years.  This return frequency was established to avoid major 
     excursions above the criteria that might permanently damage the stream     
     biota and to keep the receiving waters from being in a 'continual state of 
     recovery'.  The three years return frequency is based upon assumptions of  
     stream recovery from a profound acute toxic event.  However, aquatic life  
     criteria are established and applied to permits to avoid even the slightest
     stress to the biota.  Therefore, the recommended once in three year        
     exceedance requirement does not have any scientific or technical basis when
     applied to acute and chronic criteria.  GM believes that a more reasonable 
     and rational return frequency should be established considering the        
     multiple conservative assumptions incorporated into the development and    
     application of aquatic life criteria.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.067     
     
     EPA agrees that the rationale for the currently recommended allowable      
     frequency (once in 3 years) rests largely on the time needed for recovery  
     from catastrophic stress.  EPA agrees that the marginal criteria violation,
     to which the frequency applies, represents marginal stress.  The Rule thus 
     allows states to use scientifically justifiable alternative frequencies.   
     EPA, through its efforts to revise the Aquatic Life Guidelines, is         
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     developing an assessment tool capable of evaluating the level of protection
     provided by alternative return intervals.  This, however, is not the only  
     means for a state to provide a scientific rationale for an alternative     
     frequency.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality criteria should be expressed in the form that was assessed   
     when deriving the criteria for that specific pollutant.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.068     
     
     See response to comment D2719.011                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should recognize that not all forms of metal pollutants are toxic  
     to aquatic life, and that the proposed GLI aquatic life criteria for metal 
     is based upon exposure to the dissolved metal form.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.069     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2719.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM recommends that the 1-hour and 4-day averaging periods be adjusted to   
     represent the actual exposure impact used to derive the criteria.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.070     
     
     See responses to comments D2719.065 and D2719.066.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2719.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM recommends that a more reasonable and rational return frequency should  
     be established considering the multiple conservative assumptions           
     incorporated into the development and application of aquatic life criteria.
     
     
     Response to: D2719.071     
     
     See response to D2719.067.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2719.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed methodology for deriving wildlife criteria assumes that five  
     representative species of wildlife (i.e., mink, otter, kingfisher, osprey  
     and eagle), each with a single assumed diet, are an appropriate basis for  
     establishing wildlife protection criteria applicable to all waters in the  
     Basin, including the open waters of the Great Lakes and all tributaries.   
     The proposed guidance does not provide any scientific basis for applying   
     the same wildlife criteria to all waters in the basin.  GM believes that   
     some portions of the Great Lakes basin may lack suitable habitat           
     independent of water quality attainment.  For example, otters do not       
     habitat warm water stagnant streams, regardless of water quality.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.072     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2719.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM recommends that site-specific wildlife criteria be developed based on   
     the presence or absence of actual population of wildlife species and       
     whether potential suitable habitat exists.  In addition, site-specific     
     criteria should account for migratory or seasonal changes in dietary       
     patterns.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.073     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028, P2656.163, and P2590.044 for the       
     response to this comment.  Also, as explained in section VI of the SID, EPA
     replaced the osprey with the herring gull.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2719.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed document defines Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF) as the ratio of 
     a substance's concentration in tissue to its concentration in ambient      
     water, in situations where the organism and the food chain are exposed.  It
     is proposed that the BAF will determine the potential that a substance will
     cause a toxic response in humans and wildlife.  GM believes that regulatory
     policies and requirements should be based on scientific principles,        
     including but not limited to Bioaccumulation Factors.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.074     
     
     BAFs are a measure of the potential exposure for humans and wildlife from  
     consumption of aquatic biota.  The RfD or q1* determines the potential of a
     substance to cause a toxic response.  EPA agrees with GM that regulatory   
     policies and requirementss should be based on scientific principles,       
     including but not limited to BAFs.  This statement is reflected both in the
     proposal and final Guidance.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to assume that simply because a substance has a        
     potential to bioaccumulate, that it will also be toxic in the environment. 
     The toxic response of a substance is characterized by three common         
     components:  toxicity, fate and persistence.  The toxicity of a substance  
     must be identified and measured through interpretation of Carcinogenic     
     Slope Factors and Non-carcinogenic Reference Doses to determine if the     
     substance can impact human health.  The fate or its ecological movement of 
     a substance, is determined by its chemical structure and its potential to  
     bioaccumulate to toxic levels in an ecological system.  Finally,           
     persistence or residence time, must be determined through long term studies
     and direct measurements of a substance in the environment, to determine if 
     it has the potential to be toxic.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.075     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed mechanism to determine the bioaccumulation of a substance is  
     predicated on the relationship of laboratory studies to ecological         
     realities.  GM believes that the method of determining a substance's       
     ability to bioaccumulate in the environment should be based upon extensive 
     in-stream monitoring.  Furthermore, GM believes that EPA should establish  
     minimum database requirements for accepting field-measured BAFs due to the 
     significant variability associated with site-specific conditions.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.076     
     
     See response to P2656.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2719.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An aquatic organism's potential to uptake and retain a substance from its  
     surrounding medium and food source is hinged upon the variability of its   
     environment.  Since the ambient concentration of a substance may vary      
     significantly by location in the Great Lakes basin and throughout the      
     life-span of the aquatic organism, the only effective means of determining 
     the bioaccumulation of a substance is through actual long-term field       
     monitoring  of individual species within the actual body of water to which 
     they are exposed.  Furthermore, the bioaccumulation of a substance through 
     ingestion is extremely site-specific and dynamic, and should not be        
     determined through limited laboratory data and application of conservative 
     assumptions, such as Food Chain Multipliers (FM).                          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.077     
     
     See response to comment P2607.048.                                         
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     EPA partially agrees with the commenter that only field-measured BAFs      
     should be used when deriving criteria.  In the proposal, Tier I criteria   
     and Tier II values for human health and wildlife were differentiated based 
     on the quantity and quality of toxicological data only.  After             
     reconsideration, EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and  
     Tier II values for human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on  
     the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation     
     data.  The minimum toxicological data for human health is discussed in     
     section V and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new minimum BAF  
     data required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for      
     organic chemicals include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF      
     derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than  
     125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals,   
     including organometals such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to   
     derive a Tier I human health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a   
     field-measured BAF or (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of  
     inorganic chemicals, the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because   
     there is no apparent biomagnification or metabolism.  For more information,
     see Section IV.B.2a of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2719.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM believes that bioaccumulation of substances in aquatic organisms and    
     fish has not been significantly studied in the Great Lakes.  EPA's March   
     1991, draft "Assessment and Control of Bioconcentratable Contaminants in   
     Surface Waters" (March Draft), notes the lack of usable BAF data.          
                                                                                
     "...Relatively few BAFs have been measured accurately and reported, and    
     their application to sites other than the specific ecosystem where they    
     were developed is problematic and subject to uncertainty."  (Emphasis      
     added)                                                                     
                                                                                
     Existing data lacks consistency, and has not received peer-review and      
     validation.  In order to accurately determine the BAF for a particular     
     substance in a particular aquatic organism residing in a specific body of  
     water, tissue concentration, exposed water concentration, organism's age   
     and food chain, and the metabolic or biotransformation processes must be   
     evaluated effectively throughout the organism's life-cycle.  Before the    
     agency considers calculated BAF values based on bioconcentration laboratory
     studies, the formulas used for the calculation should be validated by data 
     obtained from field studies performed throughout the entire life cycles of 
     the appropriate organisms.  Lastly, as new data becomes available, a       
     mechanism for revising field derived and/or calculated BAFs and their      
     resulting criteria must be incorporated into the Initiative.               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.078     
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     EPA disagrees that there is a lack of usable data from the Great Lakes.    
     EPA acknowledges that the majority of data used to calculate the           
     field-measured BAFs in the final Guidance came from the data of Oliver and 
     Niimi (1988).  This data set is generally recognized by the scientific     
     community as being the most complete set of data available in the Great    
     Lakes for estimating field- measured BAFs.  EPA also acknowledges that the 
     data from Oliver and Niimi come from Lake Ontario, but believes that the   
     data can be used to predict BAFs in other Great Lakes because the values   
     are lipid normalized and based on the freely dissolved concentration of the
     chemical in the water column.  Normalizing for lipid content allows the    
     data to be applied to other fish species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a     
     freely dissolved basis from field data eliminates the site-specific nature 
     of the BAFs caused by the amounts of dissolved and particulate organic     
     carbon present at the field site and therefore, allows the use of the      
     derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes.                                     
                                                                                
     If scientifically justified, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to
     the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.       
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     Finally, EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to revise BAFs    
     when new data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse      
     discussed in Section II.C1 of the SID will provide the mechanism through   
     which new data is disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data  
     preference allows for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a    
     field-measured BAF is calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted 
     BAF was previously available, preference would be given to the field-      
     measured BAF.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM believes that any chemical substance introduced into a body of water,   
     which has been scientifically demonstrated to impact the water quality,    
     should be controlled and regulated properly.  The concept of applying      
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     "more" stringent controls on a substance must be scientifically based on   
     the careful evaluation of multiple factors.  Regulatory policies which     
     prioritize specific substances for more stringent control, should also be  
     based upon factors such as risk, ecological benefits, human health effects,
     technological capability, and economic and social impacts.  These policies 
     must address and evaluate the benefits and effectiveness of the regulatory 
     requirement on both point and non-point discharges.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.079     
     
     See response to D2587.062.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.080
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the use of calculated BAFs will not assess effectively the       
     ambient conditions which could include multiple sources of a particular    
     chemical to the receiving water, e.g., loadings from multiple point source 
     discharges, non-point sources and sediments.  Field-measured BAFs may be   
     greatly exaggerated when the exposure to bioaccumulative contaminants is   
     through sediments or other sources rather than ambient waters.  Upward     
     modifications of BAFs based upon field measurements at sites of sediment   
     contamination are allowed by the Initiative.  Such an attempt to account   
     for historical sediment contamination through the implementation of more   
     stringent ambient water quality criteria would be inappropriate and        
     ineffective because it would penalize point sources not responsible for the
     contamination.  The chemical content found in the tissue of an organism    
     might have little or no relationship to a given point source and may only  
     be present due to non-point source loading of the substance.               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.080     
     
     See section I.C.4 of the SID for a discussion on how the final Guidance    
     deals with nonpoint and point sources.  See section VIII.E.3 of the SID for
     a discussion on the intake credit provisions.                              
                                                                                
     EPA believes that BAFs developed according to the methodology in the final 
     Guidance, based on properly conducted field-measured BAFs or BSAFs, are    
     scientifically and technically appropriate. EPA does not agree that the    
     Guidance methodology will yield "exaggerated" BAFs in the presence of      
     contaminants in sediments. See section IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of 
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2719.081
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM believes that the use of "calculated" BAFs is inappropriate for         
     establishing Wildlife and Human Health criteria because of the high levels 
     of uncertainty associated with them.  The derivation of water quality      
     criteria from calculated BAFs has not received critical scientific peer-   
     review.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.081     
     
     For comment, see SID and discussion on P2656.119.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2719.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although presented in the March 1991 EPA Draft, the procedures have not    
     been accepted and validated by the scientific community.  It is proposed   
     that BAFs be calculated using the Bioconcentration Factor (BCF) derived    
     from Octanol/Water Partition Coefficient (log P), the Food Chain Multiplier
     and the percent lipid content of the whole fish.  The procedures for       
     estimating BAFs do not take into account metabolism, which if it could be  
     quantitatively incorporated would significantly lower the BAFs for many    
     substances.  GM believes that actual field or laboratory studies should be 
     used to derive the BCF due to the uncertainty and lack of accounting for   
     site-specific variables associated with calculated BCF from Octanol/Water  
     Partition Coefficient data.  EPA's, March Draft, notes the uncertainty of  
     calculated BCFs.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2719.082     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the BAF methodology has not been
     validated or accepted by the scientific community. See SID for discussion  
     on metabolism.                                                             
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     In addition, if scientifically justified, EPA is allowing for modifications
     to the BAF based on site-specific characteristics based on the procedure   
     set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the potential for a chemical to bioaccumulate in aquatic      
     organisms is determined from experimental measures by dividing the total   
     uptake (through water and food) by the elimination rate of the chemical.   
     This potential is dependent upon the structure of the food chain for the   
     organism of concern and the uptake of the chemical.  Both the molecular    
     size and the bioavailability of substances are not effectively addressed by
     the proposed process for calculating BAFs.  Molecular size, which can      
     inhibit the movement of large molecules across biological membranes, is not
     accounted for in the (log P) procedure.  The bioavailable (dissolved/ionic)
     fraction of metallic substances must also be reflect in the proposed       
     procedures.  The failure to account for molecular size and bioavailability 
     will result in further over-estimation of BAFs.  The use of                
     structure-activity relationships based upon the (log P) can only be used if
     correlation between actual and laboratory data is verified, and the        
     potential uptake is constant (steady-state) over a wide range of exposure  
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.083     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA does account for bioavailability in the         
     derivation of the BAFs.  EPA agrees that steric hindrance might be an      
     important consideration with some chemicals.  This is not likely to be a   
     problem for the chemicals on the GLI list and for the way the Gobas model  
     is being used.  The BAFs given highest priority in the GLI are             
     field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted on the basis of BSAFs, which will   
     automatically take steric hindrance into account.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2719.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 1456



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Food Chain Multipliers (FM) is inappropriate due to obvious     
     site-specific variables and associated high levels of uncertainty.  EPA's, 
     March Draft, acknowledges that the Food Chain Multipliers used to convert  
     BCFs to BAFs may be over-estimated by as much as two orders of magnitude   
     for chemicals with high log P values.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.084     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2719.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Growth patterns and feeding habits of aquatic organisms and those of their 
     prey, and the prey's prey, etc., will greatly impact the actual BAF.  The  
     proposed FM procedures assume the highest trophic level and therefore, the 
     worst-case biomagnification through the food chain.  However, downward     
     site-specific modifications of BAFs, which may be appropriate where local  
     food chain characteristics or fish lipid content differ, have been         
     prohibited.  Likewise, the proposed correction factor for lipid content    
     (9.0%, 7.6%, 6.0%) is different for different species and vary within      
     ecological system.  In certain waterbodies one species of fish may be of   
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     predominant  concern, and therefore, the lipid content should be adjusted  
     accordingly.   Only through the direct measurement of ambient conditions   
     and the concentration of substances in the oils and fats of animals, can   
     the fate of a substance in the environment be properly determined.         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.085     
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2719.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM recommends that carefully measured site-specific values of a substance's
     bioaccumulation in an organism be used instead of the proposed calculated  
     BAFs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.086     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that site-specific values for BAFs should be 
     used if available especially if the value is significantly different from  
     that in the final Guidance. However, EPA believes that BAFs developed in   
     accordance with the final Guidance can reasonably be applied throughout the
     waters of the Great Lakes System.  See response to comment 2611.019.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The term Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern' (BCC) is defined as 'any     
     chemical which, upon entering the surface waters, by itself or as its toxic
     transformation product, bioaccumulates in aquatic organisms by a human     
     health bioaccumulation factor greater than 1,000, after considering        
     metabolism and other physiochemical properties that might enhance or       
     inhibit bioaccumulation'.                                                  
                                                                                
     The objective of the GLI is to assure progress toward elimination of BCCs  
     in discharges to the Great Lakes.  However, because of the rather vague    
     definition, the discharge of numerous compounds may be restricted or       
     eliminated even though they are of limited persistence and/or low toxicity.
     
     
     Response to: D2719.087     
     
     See response to: P2576.110.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The basis for this problem is that the Technical Work Group and Steering   
     Committee agreed that there existed a group of compounds for which they    
     believed more restrictive controls are necessary.  To accomplish this goal,
     the Technical Work Group crafted a definition to "fit" a specific group of 
     substances.  Unfortunately, the approach does not provide a valid          
     definition of BCC which includes only the compounds of special concern.    
     The Technical Work Group's difficulty is reflected in the fact that the    
     term itself has evolved significantly.  Originally called 'Persistent Toxic
     Substance', the name was changed to 'Persistent Bioaccumulative Toxic      
     Substance', then 'Bioaccumulative & Persistent Toxic Substance'.  Finally, 
     when Charles Stephan of U.S. EPA ERL-Duluth stated at the August 1991      
     Technical Work Group meeting that the list was based on only one scientific
     criterion (a Bioaccumulation Factor > 1,000) and did not reflect           
     persistence or toxicity, the term was changed to BCC.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.088     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2719.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comment #.088.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted above, the scientific basis for the definition has also been      
     changed dramatically through the various drafts.  These various definitions
     are:                                                                       
                                                                                
     The February 19, 1991 draft defined a Persistent Toxic Substance (PTS) as  
     any organic chemical with a half-life greater than 8 weeks or a BAF greater
     than 100, plus mercury and thallium.                                       
                                                                                
     The April 2, 1991 draft left out the BAF value, saying that it would be    
     developed as the human health criteria were developed.  In addition,       
     thallium was deleted.                                                      
                                                                                
     The May 3,1991 draft still did not contain a BAF value, but stated that,   
     for the time being, a BAF value of 133 could be assumed  based on a fish   
     consumption rate of 15 gm/d.  Specific metals were no longer listed;       
     rather, a BAF of 133 (which was identical to the proposed organic chemical 
     BAF) was proposed.                                                         
                                                                                
     The May 31, 1991 draft contained language similar to the previous version, 
     but included a list of substances with accompanying BAFs indicating that   
     those with a BAF greater than 133 would be considered to be PTSs.  There   
     was a caveat that the final BAFs would have to be normalized to the percent
     lipid content to be specified in the GLI BAF Methodology.                  
                                                                                
     The current definition (BAF > 1,000) was not adopted by the Technical Work 
     until August, 1991.                                                        
                                                                                
     In light of the above, Mr. Stephan's comment is significant.  As currently 
     defined, BCCs only reflect the potential to bioaccumulate and no           
     consideration is given to a compound's toxicity, persistence, or other     
     important aspects of environmental fate.  If the chemical is metabolizable,
     many predicted BAFs are probably too high, especially if the FM used is    
     greater than 1.0.  Many of the previously proposed BCCs (i.e., PAHs and    
     Phenol) are relatively non-persistent in the water column and are now      
     identified as "Potential BCCs".                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.089     
     
     See response to: D2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM believes that a far better approach would be to propose a specific list 
     of compounds to be regulated as BCCs (or some other appropriate term).  For
     each, a fact sheet would be prepared describing the available data on      
     bioaccumulation, environmental fate and transport, ambient water and tissue
     concentrations, toxicity, sources, analytical methods, and other           
     characteristics, as well as the rationale for requiring additional point   
     source or other controls.  This approach is similar to that currently being
     used by EPA and the states of Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania and the     
     District of Columbia for the Chesapeake Bay 'Toxics of Concern List'.      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.090     
     
     See response to D2634.015.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The method of determining a substance's ability to bioaccumulate in the    
     environment should be based upon extensive in-stream monitoring.  EPA      
     should establish minimum database requirements for accepting field-measured
     BAFs due to the significant variability associated with site-specific      
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.091     
     
     See response to P2656.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2719.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before the agency considers calculated BAF values based on bioconcentration
     laboratory studies, the formulas used for the calculation should be        
     validated by data obtained from field studies performed throughout the     
     entire life cycles of the appropriate organisms.  As new data becomes      
     available, a mechanism should be adopted for revising field derived and/or 
     calculated BAFs and their resulting criteria.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.092     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment suggesting that additional validation  
     of the models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a       
     perfect simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, 
     based on the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 
     1988), the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the comment that it is important to revise BAFs when new   
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field- measured BAF.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2719.093
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of applying "more" stringent controls on a substance must be   
     scientifically based on the careful evaluation of multiple factors.  These 
     policies must address and evaluate the benefits and effectiveness of the   
     regulatory requirement on both point and non-point discharges.             
     
     
     Response to: D2719.093     
     
     See response to D2587.062.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2719.094
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Actual field or laboratory studies should be used to derive the BCF due to 
     the uncertainty and lack of accounting for site-specific variables         
     associated with calculated BCF from Octanol/Water Partition Coefficient    
     data.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.094     
     
     To the extent that this comment suggests use of a BCF instead of a BAF in  
     deriving criteria and values, EPA disagrees. Bioaccumulation is what occurs
     in nature, and is what determines the total concentration of chemicals in  
     aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans and wildlife.  For some      
     chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical through the food chain can be 
     significant.  Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from the ambient 
     water, could substantially underestimate the potential exposure to humans  
     and wildlife for some of these chemicals and result in criteria or values  
     which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from 
     all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these chemicals  
     is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and wildlife 
     criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically valid   
     approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used 
     in criteria development since 1985.  EPA has specified that derivation of a
     predicted BAF through use of an octanol/water partition coefficient is     
     least preferred of four acceptable BAF derivation procedures.  See SID and 
     TSD for technic justification for this approach.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Carefully measured site-specific values of a substance's bioaccumulation in
     an organism should be used instead of the proposed calculated BAFs.        
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     Response to: D2719.095     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should propose a specific list of compounds to be regulated as BCCs (or
     some other appropriate term).  For each, a fact sheet should be prepared   
     describing the available data on bioaccumulation, environmental fate and   
     transport, ambient water and tissue concentrations, toxicity, sources,     
     analytical methods, and other characteristics, as well as the rationale for
     requiring additional point source or other controls.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.096     
     
     See response to D2634.015.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2719.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM wishes to draw the attention of the Agency to the reports by TERRA, Inc.
     and RegNet submitted by the Chemical Manufacturers Association PCB Panel,  
     the Utility Solid Waste Activities Group, and the National Electrical      
     Manufacturers Association in response to the GLI.  The TERRA report details
     the manner in which EPA's proposed guidance for PCBs is flawed in two major
     ways:                                                                      
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     The guidelines employ a single, invalidated model based on water           
     concentrations to determine the PCB bioaccumulation factor -- despite the  
     fact much more accurate determinations are possible based on site-specific 
     sediment based factors.                                                    
                                                                                
     The guidelines are premised on a PCB carcinogenicity potency factor that   
     both epidemiology and toxicology data indicates is 100s, if not 1000s, of  
     times too high -- thus resulting in an unjustifiably low water quality     
     criteria standard.                                                         
                                                                                
     The RegNet report documents the continuing decline in PCB environmental    
     levels across the country (and in the Great Lakes).  The many monitoring   
     studies show that PCB levels are not plateauing.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2719.097     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170. See response to comments on PCB BAF and 
     cancer potency factor (D3382.059).                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2719.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedures currently set a maximum variance duration of three 
     years.  GM believes that the term of a variance should be five years to    
     correspond with the term of the permit containing the subject effluent     
     limit, as was initially proposed by the GLI Technical Work Group in May,   
     1991.  A five year term is consistent with section 302 (b)(2) of the CWA,  
     which authorizes 5-year variances for toxic pollutants and imposes no time 
     limitation on variances for non-toxic pollutants, provided that the        
     required demonstrations are made by the permittee.  Many States, including 
     Illinois and Indiana, have variance provisions with 5-year limits.         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.098     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2719.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft procedures specify six conditions by which a variance may be     
     granted if the permittee demonstrates to the State that attaining the WQS  
     is not feasible.  The following comments address three of these conditions.
                                                                                
     [Naturally occurring pollutant concentrations prevent the attainment of the
     WQS.                                                                       
                                                                                
     GM supports the proposed language and recommends that it be further        
     clarified and expanded to include non-attainment either on a seasonal or   
     annual basis due to causation by natural and uncontrollable conditions.  A 
     discharger should not be held accountable for pollutant discharges caused  
     by and from external sources outside the control of the permittee.         
     Pollutant discharges from these sources would include, for example,        
     pollutants present in intake water, air pollutant deposition, storm water  
     pollutant deposition and acid rain conditions leading to corrosion of      
     architectural structures.  Additional uncontrollable conditions may include
     the non-attainment of WQS due to normal corrosion and erosion of a         
     facility's water distribution piping due to the corrosive nature of the    
     intake water from a municipal water supply.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.099     
     
     EPA disagrees.  EPA has stated that WQS variances are appropriate if WQS   
     attainment is not feasible because of naturally occuring pollutants.       
     Simply because a source is presently "uncontrollable" does not make that   
     pollutant source "natural". Remedies for such pollutans are provided in    
     Procedures 3 and 5 of the final Guidance.  See Section VIII.B of the SID   
     for further discussion of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2719.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.100 is imbedded in comment #.099.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Naturally occurring pollutant concentrations prevent the attainment of the 
     WQS.                                                                       
                                                                                
     GM supports the proposed language and recommends that it be further        
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     clarified and expanded to include non-attainment either on a seasonal or   
     annual basis due to causation by natural and uncontrollable conditions.  A 
     discharger should not be held accountable for pollutant discharges caused  
     by and from external sources outside the control of the permittee.         
     Pollutant discharges from these sources would include, for example,        
     pollutants present in intake water, air pollutant deposition, storm water  
     pollutant deposition and acid rain conditions leading to corrosion of      
     architectural structures.  Additional uncontrollable conditions may include
     the non-attainment of WQS due to normal corrosion and erosion of a         
     facility's water distribution piping due to the corrosive nature of the    
     intake water from a municipal water supply.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.100     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.099                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2719.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human caused conditions or sources of pollution prevent the attainment of  
     the WQS and cannot be remedied or would cause more environmental damage to 
     correct than to leave in place.                                            
                                                                                
     GM supports the proposed language but recommends that the demonstration    
     required to determine if the human caused condition can be remedied be     
     balanced against the economic and social impacts of the remedy.  In many   
     situations, these impacts could far exceed the environmental benefit.      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.101     
     
     EPA disagrees.  Procedure 2.C.1.f addresses social and economic impacts in 
     the final Guidance.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of why 
     EPA did not expand theses groounds.                                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2719.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Controls more stringent than those required by sections 301 (b) and 306 of 
     the CWA would result in substantial and widespread economic and social     
     impact.                                                                    
                                                                                
     GM supports the principle of determining the economic and social impacts of
     attainment, but recommends that the test required to demonstrate these     
     impacts be focused on the area where the discharging facility is located.  
     Adverse economic and social impacts associated with attainment of the WQS  
     must be related to the immediate vicinity of the discharger rather than the
     nebulous "widespread" area currently proposed.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2719.102     
     
     The area that should be considered when determining "substantial widespread
     social and economic impact" includes the area of economic impact as well as
     the area of water quality impact. That is, the adverse social and economic 
     impact that would result from meeting WQS absent the variance should be    
     measured against the entire area of water quality impact.  For example. one
     locality should not receive an economic benefit at the environmental       
     expense of another locality without both being part of the process and     
     analysis.  However, as discussed in the SID, it is EPA's intent to provide 
     the Great Lakes States and Tribes reasonable discretion in defining,       
     characterizing and developing decision factors for the conditions for      
     granting a variance, including the factor for "substantial widespread      
     social and economic impact", subject to EPA review and approval.           
                                                                                
     To the extent that the commenter is suggesting that economic impact to the 
     discharger itself is all that should be considered, EPA disagrees.  Such an
     approach would be inconsistent with EPA's interpretation of 131.10(g) and  
     would render WQS inapplicable whenever they "cost too much", contrary to   
     the CWA.                                                                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2719.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the proposed procedure requires the permittee to submit an        
     application for a variance no later than 60 days after the State reissues  
     or modifies the permit, the procedures are void of a timeframe for         
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     government to respond to the application.  GM believes that permittees     
     should be afforded due process, and that the agency should be subject to a 
     timeframe (e.g., 60 days) to make a preliminary determination and public   
     notice its decision.  Furthermore, the proposed procedures require notice  
     to the public and the other Great Lakes States of the State's decision.  GM
     believes that the noticing of the Great Lakes States is unnecessary and    
     burdensome.  Instead, a 30 day public comment period should be specified in
     the procedures.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.103     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2719.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The term of a variance should be five years to correspond with the term of 
     the permit containing the subject effluent limit, as was initially proposed
     by the GLI Technical Work Group in May, 1991.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.104     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2719.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed conditions to grant a variance should be further clarified and
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     expanded to include non-attainment either on a seasonal or annual basis due
     to causation by natural and uncontrollable conditions. external sources    
     outside the control of the permittee.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.105     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.099                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2719.106
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The demonstration required to determine if the human caused condition can  
     be remedied should be balanced against the economic and social impacts of  
     the remedy.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.106     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.101                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2719.107
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The principle of determining the economic and social impacts of attainment 
     should be focussed on the area where the discharging facility is located in
     order to provide the most meaningful review.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.107     
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     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2719.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Timeframes should be established for the agency to make a preliminary      
     determination and for public comment.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.108     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2719.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules do not allow the application of intake credits.  EPA    
     believes that the discharger is responsible for the pollutants present in  
     the water prior to its use, and if those pollutants exceed ambient water   
     quality requirements, the discharger is responsible for their abatement.   
     GM believes that EPA does not have the statutory authority to deny "intake 
     credits".                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.109     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2719.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, GM recommends that the agency revise the rules to allow for   
     direct, complete "intake credits" for any pollutants in the dischargers    
     water supply, including water provided by the municipality and/or storm    
     water.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.110     
     
     The provisions in the final Guidance for consideration of intake pollutants
     in water quality-based permitting are discussed in detail in the SID at    
     Section VIII.E.3-7.  See response to comment P2744.201 regarding           
     stormwater.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: D2719.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, if the discharger does not add any quantifiable mass to the   
     intake water, then no discharge limits should be required.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.111     
     
     The final guidance allows consideration of intake pollutants even where the
     facility adds mass of the pollutant to that already in the intake water    
     through the availability of "no net addition" limits.  See generally, SID  
     at Sections VIII.E.4. and 7.b.i.   Permitting authorities may use their    
     best professional judgment in determining whether additional mass has been 
     added, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2719.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GM recommends that EPA adopt option No. 4, with the following              
     modifications:                                                             
                                                                                
     Credits should not be limited to water-quality impaired waters.            
                                                                                
     The "...no addition" clause, should be deleted or modified to read "...no  
     quantifiable addition".                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     The intake water definition should be expanded to included water supplied  
     by the municipality and storm water.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.112     
     
     With respect to Option 4 generally, see response to comment P2574.083.  The
     reasons for limiting consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELs  
     is explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i.  The definition of "same  
     body of water" in the final Guidance includes consideration of public water
     supplies, as discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv. With respect to
     stormwater, see response to P2744.201.  The reference to the "no addition  
     clause" in option 4 is unclear.  All major issues related to intake credits
     are discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2719.113
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The statement of applicability of the GLI Implementation Procedures        
     indicates that the aquatic life, wildlife, and human health non-public     
     water supply criteria 'shall apply to all waters of the Great Lakes        
     System.'  These waters are defined as 'all of the streams, rivers, Lakes   
     and other bodies of water that are within the drainage basin of the St.    
     Lawrence River at or upstream from the point at which the river becomes the
     international boundary between Canada and the United States.'  In addition,
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     the human health - public water supply criteria are to apply to all open   
     waters and connecting waters of the Great Lakes regardless of the proximity
     of a point of withdrawal for public water supplies.  GM is concerned that  
     if such uniform criteria and implementation procedures are adopted         
     throughout the Great Lakes basin, they will necessarily be designed to     
     protect the most sensitive resources basin-wide, and would thus be         
     over-protective in many waters currently having less restrictive designated
     uses.  The economic impacts would be great with little environmental       
     benefit.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2719.113     
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C and IX of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2719.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the major failings of this basin-wide approach is the application of
     a single use designation across a variety of aquatic, terrestrial, and     
     human habitats.  A drainage system may begin as an intermittent flow stream
     with a combination of riffle and pool habitats, move downstream to an      
     open-canopy, channelized ditch through an agricultural area, join other    
     tributaries to form a medium-sized river and pass through a series of      
     heavily-urbanized areas.  Finally, it could flow through a dredged and     
     heavily-trafficked harbor and into the open waters of one of the Great     
     Lakes.  Clearly, it is inappropriate to apply a single set of water quality
     standards across all of these waters, especially where natural or          
     irreversible man-induced habitat restrictions make it impossible to meet   
     such standards.  It is also inappropriate to assume that these standards   
     must be applied to all waters of the basin in order to meet criteria in the
     specific, localized areas which the criteria were designed to protect.     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.114     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2719.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 1474



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several Great Lakes states have invested considerable time and resources to
     develop a series of designated uses based on their extensive knowledge of  
     the waters and biota of their states.  For example, Ohio currently has     
     seven designations for aquatic life (warmwater, exceptional warmwater,     
     modified warmwater, limited warmwater, seasonal salmonid, coldwater, and   
     limited resource water).  Minnesota has separate criteria for water        
     supporting the propagation and maintenance of cold water sport or          
     commercial fish, cool or warm water sport or commercial fish, and 'rough   
     fish'.  In addition, most states include several recreational and human    
     health-based designations.  These various use designations should be       
     maintained and not be superseded by a single basin-wide designation.  The  
     stated intention of several states to apply such uniform standards         
     statewide if adopted by the GLI exacerbates this problem because the       
     criteria are inappropriate for other drainage basins such as the           
     Mississippi or Susquehanna Rivers.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.115     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.  Additionally, as stated in the 
     preamble to the Guidance, the criteria and methodologies included in the   
     Guidance are Great Lakes-specific.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2719.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A review of the maps of ecoregions of the upper midwest and northeast      
     states indicates that there are 18 distinct ecoregions within the Great    
     Lakes states, at least seven of which are within the Great Lakes basin.    
     The GLI should, therefore, reflect the importance of ecosystem diversity in
     developing water quality criteria and implementation procedures.           
     
     
     Response to: D2719.116     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2719.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated previously, basin-wide criteria must be very conservative and    
     thus frequently over-protective.  The GLI Tier 1 Aquatic Life Criteria     
     Methodology states that the collection of data should give 'particular     
     attention to resident species of the Great Lakes Basin.'  This emphasis    
     recognizes the importance of developing criteria appropriate for the       
     species to be protected.  However, this does not mean that it is           
     appropriate to adjust the Final Acute Value (FAV) on a basin-wide basis in 
     order to protect a sensitive species which may be limited in distribution  
     to an area hundreds of miles from a particular tributary segment.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.117     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2719.118
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The application of the human health - public water supply criteria to all  
     open waters and connecting waters of the Great Lakes present a similar     
     problem.  Criteria based on the protection of drinking water should be met 
     at the point of withdrawal, not many miles away in areas protected by      
     breakwaters or in heavily-developed connecting waters.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.118     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2719.119
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS/HH
     Cross Ref 3: cc SS/WL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedures contain language describing the development of   
     site-specific modifications of criteria (Procedure 1). It is the           
     responsibility of the states and EPA to develop scientifically based       
     criteria rather than oblige dischargers to request site-specific           
     modifications.  Further, Procedure 1 currently allows only more stringent  
     site-specific criteria for human health and wildlife.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.119     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards and           
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the   
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, which provides for the use of  
     best professional judgment in the assessment of available data, see Section
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2719.120
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Through the application of basin-wide criteria, the GLI ignores current    
     U.S. EPA guidance which supports the use of a flexible approach.           
                                                                                
     It is equally inappropriate to apply the GLI Implementation Procedures on a
     basin-wide basis.  The Technical Support Document (U.S. EPA 1991) support  
     the use of a flexible approach.                                            
                                                                                
     States may, at their discretion, adopt certain policies in their standards 
     affecting the application and implementation of standards.  For example,   
     policies concerning mixing zones, variances, low flow exemptions, and      
     schedules of compliance for water quality-based permit limits may be       
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     adopted. (p. 69)                                                           
                                                                                
     For example, several Great Lakes states have incorporated Zones of Initial 
     Dilution or Areas of Initial Mixing into their water quality standards.    
     The GLI as currently proposed would prohibit this use of discharge-induced 
     mixing and would supersede the carefully considered programs of the states.
     
     
     Response to: D2719.120     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance ignores current EPA guidance which    
     supports the use of a flexible approach.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,    
     including promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures 
     while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section   
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components of the   
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2719.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should recognize the significant differences among the Great Lakes and 
     their tributaries, and provide flexibility to address these differences.   
     
     
     Response to: D2719.121     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2719.122
     Cross Ref 1: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance should reflect the importance of the diversity of ecosystems  
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     in developing water quality criteria and implementation procedures.        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.122     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance promotes consistency in standards and      
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2719.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a TEF approach to correlate the toxicity of structurally related
     compounds and to base the surface water quality standard for all of these  
     substances on a risk-based analysis of a single substance is scientifically
     unsubstantiated.  GM believes that this approach implicitly assumes that   
     all compounds have the same toxicological pathways, endpoints, and         
     bioaccumulation characteristics, which has not been demonstrated.  The TEF 
     procedure is intended for hazard and risk assessment and is valid for this 
     purpose.  In the risk assessment context, the uncertainty in the TEF values
     is acceptable in relation to the other assumptions required in those       
     evaluations.  However, it is not good science to use the TEF methodology to
     establish numerical water quality standards for congeners (i.e., PCB) that 
     cannot be conclusively shown to have the same toxicity endpoints and       
     pathways.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.123     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2719.124
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual (congener specific) bioconcentration/bioaccumulation factors    
     should be calculated and subsequent individual water quality standards be  
     based upon sufficient toxicological data.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.124     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2719.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TEFs should not be used for regulating substances and determining the      
     effects of additivity, unless biological endpoints and biochemical pathways
     are clearly demonstrated.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.125     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2719.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance is inappropriate and will not result in site-specific
     criteria that adequately reflects site-specific conditions.  In general,   
     the criteria are based on an unrealistic set of worst-case assumptions and 
     were intended to protect continuously exposed organisms.  For example, the 
     wildlife criteria are based on the protection of sensitive wildlife        
     receptors, and assume continuous exposure of the receptor to the           
     contaminant at a constant daily dose rate.  In contrast, eagles and        
     ospreys, for example, do not inhabit every portion of the Great Lakes, nor 
     do they live in the Great Lakes area year round.  Actual exposure in the   
     environment is influenced by migration routes, feeding habits and season.  
     Osprey winter in the southern portion of the United States, Mexico and     
     South America and summer in the northern portion of the United States and  
     Canada.  Although they primarily feed on fish, osprey are also known to    
     feed on other birds, small rodents and reptiles when fish are not readily  
     available (Terres 1982).  In this case, a site-specific criterion should be
     reflective of the percent of total daily intake of fish consumed by osprey 
     within the study area, and the percent of time osprey spend at the site    
     each year.  For birds which only consume a fraction of their total daily   
     intake or spend a fraction of their time at the study site, the            
     site-specific criterion could be adjusted upwards.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.126     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2719.127
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For both human health criteria and bioaccumulation factors, the guidance   
     does not recognize site-specific conditions which would make the criterion 
     less restrictive.  For metals, the same factor which control metal         
     bioavailabilty and toxicity, also will affect bioaccumulation.  Similarly, 
     for human health, site-specific conditions may exist which result in a     
     lower risk to a specific population.  Procedure 1 as currently written does
     not allow consideration of site-specific factors which will result in a    
     less restrictive criterion or permit limit.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.127     
     
     See response to comments P2590.052 and D2604.057.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2719.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance should be modified to ensure protection of sensitive or       
     endangered populations by use of site-specific criteria, regardless of     
     whether the criteria is more restrictive or less restrictive than the GLI  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.128     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2719.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conditions under which mixing zones are granted and regulated are      
     described in Procedure 3 of the Implementation Procedures (Source-Specific 
     TMDLs/Wasteload Allocations).  For states surrounding the Great Lakes,     
     limitations on mixing zones currently range from use of twenty-five percent
     of the 7Q10 to full 30Q10 flows.   Many of these states also formally      
     recognize areas of intial mixing.  However, for nearly every technical     
     consideration, Procedure 3 utilizes an approach at least as restrictive as 
     the most conservative of all the Great Lakes states, and places more       
     restrictions on mixing than recommended in U.S. EPA's revised (1991)       
     Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control.  In     
     general, the GLI regulations on mixing zones and areas of initial mixing   
     are based upon philosophical objectives, and are not reflective of the     
     physical realities of mixing, dilution, and environmental exposure, or the 
     actual environmental impact of mixing zones.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.129     
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     See response to comment P2576.196.One of the purposes of the final Guidance
     is to ensure greater consistency among the Great Lakes States and Tribes   
     with respect to their water programs.  The mixing zone provisions are one  
     manifestation of that larger intent.  EPA recognizes that the mixing zone  
     provisions in the final Guidance for the most part reflect conservative    
     assumptions and are more restrictive than the recommendations in EPA's     
     national guidance (e.g., the TSD). However, for the reasons set forth in   
     the SID in VIII.C.4, VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6, EPA has decided as a matter of 
     policy to adopt this course, although for non-BCCs, site-specific          
     considerations may be taken into account in establishing mixing zones for  
     chronic criteria if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved  
     under procedure 3.F of appendix F.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures provide for the use of mixing zones for all pollutants from 
     existing sources until 2004.  However, after January 1, 2004, mixing zones 
     for all BCCs are prohibited.  For tributaries to the Great Lakes, the      
     critical flow used for regulatory purpose is based on a fraction of the    
     7Q10 low flow value.  This flow statistic is unnecessarily conservative in 
     light of the fact that the 7Q10 flow is exceeded approximately 99% of the  
     time.  As pointed out by Donald Schregardus, Director of Ohio EPA (June 7, 
     1991 Steering Committee meeting), Ohio has used 30Q10 for chronic criteria 
     for several years with no evidence of exceedances of ambient water quality 
     criteria attributable to this policy.  GM recommends adopting the full     
     30Q10 flow for developing allowable mixing for chronic water quality       
     criteria under the Implementation Procedures.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.130     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2719.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fraction of flow allowed for default mixing ranges from 10 to 25       
     percent of the 7Q10 depending upon the ratio of stream design flow to      
     effluent flow.  The rationale for limiting this flow to such a small       
     fraction is not presented.  The value of 25 percent corresponds to the     
     default Margin of Safety (MOS) of 75 percent used in the TMDL procedures.  
     Again, no technical justification is given for use of such a conservative  
     value.  A value of 50 percent, as used by several states, would be more    
     reasonable.  Also, when a mixing zone study is conducted by the discharger,
     a flow fraction of up to 75 percent is permitted, presumably to allow 25 % 
     of the stream flow as a zone of passage for migrating fish.  However, it is
     required as part of the mixing zone study to demonstrate that zones of     
     passage are maintained.  Therefore, it is unnecessary to restrict the      
     receiving water flow fraction used for calculating permit limits for       
     effluent in which a mixing zone has been approved.  In these cases, the    
     full mixing zone should be used.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2719.131     
     
     EPA agrees that there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100%   
     flow) is appropriate.  Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final   
     Guidance a provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% 
     dilution fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved 
     under procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at       
     VIII.C.6.c.  See response to comment P2771.060.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2719.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, use of fractional 7Q10 flows for calculation of permit limits     
     results in permit limitations which are based on worst-case receiving water
     conditions.  As noted above, 7Q10 flows are a relatively rare occurrence.  
     As an alterative to static modeling techniques, U.S. EPA (1991) recommends 
     using dynamic models which predict the effects of receiving water and      
     effluent flow and of concentration variability.  Dynamic models allow daily
     maximum and monthly average permit limits to be directly obtained from the 
     long-term average effluent concentration and are not constrained by use of 
     a static, rare receiving water flow.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.132     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
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     Accordingly, EPA authorizes the use of both steady-state and dynamic models
     to support establishment of TMDLs.  See discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.6.a.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2719.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3 does not allow any consideration of dilution to meet acute     
     water quality criteria.  Rather, the Final Acute Value (FAV) is applied at 
     end-of-pipe in all cases.  Thus,in constrast to many of the surrounding    
     state regulations, no provision is made for Zones of Initial Dilution      
     (ZIDs) or Areas of Initial Mixing.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.133     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2719.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has a long history of supporting the concept of ZIDs, recognizing that 
     (1) acute toxicity is a function of the magnitude and duration of exposure 
     and (2) organisms cannot reside in these areas of rapid mixing for a       
     sufficient period of time for exposures to cause lethality.  EPA's (1991)  
     revised Technical Support Document provides a series of alternatives for   
     applying the acute criteria at a downstream point even without the         
     requirement of a high-velocity diffuser (p. 158-160).  Although a majority 
     of state representatives in the Technical Work Group voted in favor of a   
     technical recommendation to allow ZIDs at the October 18, 1991 meeting,    
     allowance for a ZID was rejected by a small margin at the Steering         
     Committee meeting of November 6-7.  The existence of initial mixing is a   
     technical fact, not a policy.  Allowance for a demonstration of rapid      
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     initial mixing to meet acute water quality criteria is consistent with     
     toxicological principles and should be included in this procedure.         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.134     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA agrees that States and Tribes should 
     be permitted to authorize a limited acute mixing zone for non-BCCs.  The   
     final Guidance provides that, for discharges to open waters of the Great   
     Lakes and to tributaries, effluent limitations for point sources may not   
     exceed a final acute value.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c   
     and VIII.C.6.c.  The final Guidance also provides that the FAV may be      
     exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is conducted and 
     approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion  
     in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules preclude consideration of dilution for BCCs after       
     January 1, 2004.  This policy presumes a different toxicological mechanism 
     for BCCs versus non-BCCs, a distinction which is not technically valid.    
     The overall objective of the GLI is to manage ambient concentrations of    
     toxic chemicals.  Because both exposure and duration are critical in       
     eliciting a toxicological response, there should be very little difference 
     between the regulation of BCCs versus non-BCCs.  With the exception of     
     nonthreshold carcinogens, there is a concentration below which adverse     
     effects are not elicited.  This concept forms the basis of the national    
     water quality criteria.  Therefore, the use of mixing zones is appropriate 
     regardless of whether or not an individual compound is categorized is      
     bioaccumulative.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2719.135     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The apparent goal of the prohibition of mixing zones for BCCs is the       
     reduction of mass loadings of these pollutants to the Great Lakes system.  
     However, this indirect method of control is not the appropriate means of   
     achieving that goal.  In fact, considering that point-source contributions 
     represent only a small fraction of the total contribution of many of these 
     substances to the Great Lakes System, this approach may not be effective.  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.136     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2719.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limit calculation procedure should consider the factors which       
     influence near-field and far-field mixing.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.137     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2719.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The full 30Q10 flow should be used for developing allowable mixing for     
     chronic water quality criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.138     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns with using stringent design flows. EPA       
     recognizes that in some cases the recommended design flows may be overly   
     stringent while in other cases they may be too lenient. Accordingly, the   
     final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless whether the     
     results would be more or less restrictive than those generated with        
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models thus could negate concerns 
     regarding the design flow used. See VIII.C.6.a.  Moreover, the final       
     Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative design flow, such as the
     30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is appropriate for stream-specific 
     and pollutant-specific conditions.   For a discussion of EPA's reasons for 
     specifying a design flow based on the 7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic
     aquatic life criteria or values, as well as the opportunity to use an      
     alternative design flow, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.    
     EPA acknowledges the comment that full stream design flow by authorized in 
     the final Guidance.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c,   
     EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing zones         
     implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that  
     there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is          
     appropriate. Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a  
     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2719.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In lieu of steady-state worse case mixing zone assumptions, the discharger 
     and the state should have the flexibility to use dynamic models to         
     calculate appropriate permit limits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.139     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
     Accordingly, EPA authorizes the use of both steady-state and dynamic models
     to support establishment of TMDLs.  See discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.6.a.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2719.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones should be allowed for all compounds, including BCCs.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.140     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2719.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality-based permit limits are required when the permitting         
     authority determines that a discharged pollutant has the "reasonable       
     potential" to cause or contribute to an excursion above any GLI criteria.  
     Four methods are proposed and are based on the size of the existing data   
     set, dilution ratio of the effluent in the receiving water, and type of    
     criterion (Tier 1 v. Tier 2).  While this approach relies on statistical   
     analyses of actual data, the approach is based on unnecessarily            
     conservative assumptions and allows permit limits to be written for any    
     compound regardless of the regulatory status of the criteria.              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.141     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.  In addition, permitting         
     authorities already have the authority to determine reasonable potential in
     the absence of chemical criteria.  Moreover, they are required to interpret
     their narrative water quality standards (122.44(d)(1)) where they have made
     a finding of reasonable potential.  The final Guidance, like  the proposal,
     did not create a new provision giving the authority to permitting          
     authorities to require WQBELs based on interpretations of the State        
     narrative water quality standards.  The provision at proposed 5.D.3 of     
     Appendix F and at 5.C.3 of the final Guidance simply preserves the         
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     flexibility that the permitting authorities already have to interpret State
     narrative water quality criteria.  In this Guidance, since EPA is setting  
     minimum requirements for how permitting authorities must interpret State   
     narrative water quality criteria, the provision at C.3 simply preserves the
     authority of the Great Lakes States under section 510 of the Act to        
     interpret their narrative criteria more stringently than is specified by   
     the minimum requirements of the final Guidance.  Moreover, under the final 
     guidance, ambient screening values would not be used as the basis for      
     WQBELs, but only as a trigger for Tier II data collection and value        
     generation.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2719.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The reasonable potential for a detected compound to exceed WQBEL is based  
     on a comparison of projected effluent quality (PEQ) (i.e., the 99th        
     percentile of existing monthly average values) or PEQ to the WQBEL based on
     low flow conditions within the receiving water.                            
                                                                                
     This process is technically deficient because it fails to consider the     
     probability of the co-occurrence of the receiving water low flow and the   
     maximum effluent concentration.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.142     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2719.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI WQBEL is based on a percentage of the 7Q10 flow and represents     
     nearly a worst-case flow condition.  Further, the procedure to determine   
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     reasonable potential conservatively assumes that both the maximum effluent 
     concentration and the worst case minimum receiving water flow occur        
     simultaneously and does not consider the probability of these two event    
     co-occurring.  Thus, this process does not adequately consider             
     environmental risk.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2719.143     
     
     See response to comment number P2720.246.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: D2719.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alterative to this approach, the procedure should recognize dynamic  
     modeling techniques which provide probability estimates of receiving water 
     concentrations rather than a single, worst-case condition which rarely     
     occurs.  Further, use of these statistical techniques allow the predicted  
     frequency and duration of exceedances to be directly compared to the       
     duration and frequency associated with the water quality criterion, and EPA
     (TSD 1991, p. 80) has recommended the use of these procedures in           
     permitting.  GM recommends that Procedure 5 of the GLI be modified to      
     recommend the use of dynamic modelling techniques for the determination of 
     reasonable potential to exceed WQBELs.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.144     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated dynamic modelling    
     techniques offer another, perhaps more thoughtful approach to estimating   
     worste case receiving water concentrations. The final procedures for       
     calculating preliminary effluent limits, unlike the proposed procedures,   
     recognize and allow for use of dynamic modelling.  The final Guidance and  
     Supplementary Information Document preamble reflect this change from the   
     proposal. See also responses to comments numbered P2718.288 and P2720.246. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: D2719.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For discharge flows which exceed the receiving water 7Q10 flow, Procedure 5
     requires predicted effluent quality (99th percentile estimates) to be      
     compared to one-half (50%) of the WQBEL.                                   
                                                                                
     Comparison of the 99th percentile (P99) concentration, which is a rare     
     occurrence, to one-half of the WQBEL is unnecessarily conservative and will
     result in numerous compounds being regulated without a clear demonstration 
     of environmental risk.  The 99th percentile is the effluent concentration  
     predicted to occur 1 percent of the time (or less).  It is important to    
     note that the P99 calculation is highly influenced by sample size.  For    
     small datasets, the P99 value will be higher than for a larger dataset,    
     even though both have the same variability.  Further, even if the actual   
     effluent maximum concentration or the estimated P99 exceeds one-half of the
     WQBEL, there is no indication that adverse impacts will occur because the  
     actual WQBEL has not been violated.  Thus, a state may write enforceable   
     permit limits for a facility without evidence that the water quality       
     criteria have been exceeded.  The combined effects of comparing the P99    
     (which may be an overestimate of the true P99) to one-half of the WQBEL    
     will result in numerous compounds being regulated without a valid          
     demonstration of environment risk.  Therefore, GM recommends that this     
     requirement of Procedure 5 should be deleted.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.145     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2719.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5 describes how compounds without either Tier 1 or Tier 2        
     criteria are evaluated and used as a basis for permit limits.  In addition 
     any compound present in an effluent can be limited if there is a           
     'reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above the     
     State's narrative criterion for water quality' effectively adding what     
     could be called "Tier 3".                                                  
                                                                                
     Based on 'all available, relevant information', a state can develop a      
     numeric 'ambient screening value' for protection of aquatic organisms,     
     wildlife, or human health, estimate a WQBEL from this 'ambient screening   
     value' and then determine if there is a reasonable potential for exceedance
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     of the WQBEL using Procedure 5.                                            
                                                                                
     GM's basic concern with this procedure is that it would establish a new set
     of what could be called 'Tier 3' criteria.  Using relevant information, a  
     state could develop an ambient screening value and subsequent enforceable  
     permit limit for any compound based upon best Professional judgement.      
     Accordingly, these values will possess all of the problems associated with 
     Tier 2 criteria as well as the numerous assumptions upon which they are    
     based (e.g., similarity to chemicals which contain similar functional      
     groups, Quantitative Structure Activity Relationships (QSAR)).             
     Consequently, the implications of this procedure are enormous.  Permit     
     limits can be written for a compound for which no toxicological data exist.
     To protect against this, the regulatory authority should be required to    
     develop a substantive support document discussing why there is reasonable  
     potential for adverse effects from that particular compound, and how each  
     new or 'Tier 3' value was developed.  This document should be available for
     widespread public review and comment prior to its use. Through this        
     process, only those compounds which legitimately present unacceptable risks
     based on current scientific understanding will be identified and limited.  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.146     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2719.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dynamic modeling techniques used in EPA's 1991 Technical Support Document  
     should be used for the determination of reasonable potential to exceed     
     WQBELs.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.147     
     
     See response to comment number P2720.246.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2719.148
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A comparison should be made of the estimated or actual effluent quality    
     directly to the WQBEL.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.148     
     
     EPA notes that like the proposal, final procedure 5 contains a reasonable  
     potential screening procedure that involves a comparison of projected      
     effluent quality with a preliminary effluent limit, not the actual WQBEL as
     suggested by the commenter.  This fundamental difference between the two   
     procedures, one a screening procedure and the other a more precise approach
     to calculating WQBELs, is intentional and appropriate.   Were EPA to make  
     the PEL procedure entirely consistent with, for example, TSD guidance on   
     deriving WQBELs, and thus a more precise WQBEL derivation procedure, the   
     screening function of the PEL procedure would be entirely lost.  See       
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.b, Developing          
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2719.149
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regulatory authority should develop a substantive support document     
     discussing why there is reasonable potential for adverse effects from that 
     particular compound, and how each "Tier3" ambient screening value was      
     developed.  This document should be available for public review and        
     comment, prior to its use.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.149     
     
     Current Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to develop a    
     fact sheet or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and to make the
     draft permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit,
     available through public notice. (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The fact
     sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the findings characterized  
     in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are needed and the basis   
     for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior to issuance of the   
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     final NPDES permit.  Where a discharger is concerned that the permitting   
     authority may be about to regulate a compound that does not legitimately   
     present unacceptable risks based on current scientific understanding, the  
     discharger should challenge such proposed action during the permit         
     development and issuance process.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2719.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition of the minimum level (ML) in the GLI Implementation         
     Procedures is technically flawed.  The ML is defined in the procedure as:  
     '...the minimum level, the level at which the entire analytical system     
     gives recognizable spectra and acceptable calibration points.  It is based 
     upon interlaboratory analyses for the analyte in the matrix of concern.'.  
                                                                                
     This definition is too vague to be practically useful to an analytical     
     chemist.  Due to the ambiguity of the definition, each chemist could       
     interpret the language differently and compute vastly different MLs.  In   
     addition, as defined, the term may not apply to some substances (e.g.,     
     cyanide) for which WQBELs below the detection level may be common.  The    
     current definition is based primarily on the 'minimum level' (ML)          
     definition in EPA's revised Technical Support Document, which uses the     
     phrase 'recognizable mass spectra' (EPA 1991, p. 111, emphasis added).     
     Thus, this definition strictly applies only to GC/MS analytes (base &      
     neutral, acid, and volatile organics) and does not directly apply to       
     general inorganics (e.g., ammonia, chlorine, cyanide) or metals.  In an    
     attempt to avoid this obvious problem, the Technical Work Group simply     
     deleted the word 'mass'.  Unfortunately, this does not solve the problem.  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.150     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2719.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To help resolve the Agency-wide confusion regarding the various terms      
     describing analytical variability, EPA has recently established the        
     Environmental Monitoring Management Council (EMMC).  Specifically, EMMC is 
     charged with the task of developing and implementing consistent definitions
     across all media and all EPA programs.  Their goals are to 1) redefine     
     detection limits and quantitation limits such that matrix interference and 
     false negatives are addressed, 2) develop guidelines for validation and    
     standardization and 3) develop standard QA/QC requirements.  In addition,  
     the EPA Office of Science and Technology's Engineering and Analysis        
     Division (EAD) has recognized that the minimum level is a quantitation     
     limit (a level above which a numerical analytical result can be reported   
     with some degree of certainty), not a detection limit.  In summary, it     
     makes no sense to base such a critical part of the GLI Implementation      
     Procedures on a definition which is undergoing significant internal debate 
     within the Agency, has not been usd by the analytical chemist who must     
     perform the analyses, and has not been subject to any proper process of    
     peer review.  Therefore, Procedure 8 should be modified to properly addres 
     analytical variability.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.151     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2719.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 8 should be modified to incorporate the PQL.  The PQL represents 
     a proven workable definition for dischargers conducting chemical monitoring
     of effluents, and is a far more reliable point for determining compliance  
     than either the Method Detection Limit or the GLI's new ML value.          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.152     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2719.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PQL has been widely accepted by EPA as a valid measure, and it should  
     be adopted by the GLI.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.153     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2719.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI procedures should not use a compliance level less than the PQL     
     because such an approach could potentially result in permit limit          
     exceedances solely due to analytical variability and not true effluent     
     performance.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2719.154     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The application of Whole Effluent Toxicity testing and permit limitations, 
     leads to discharge requirements more stringent than necessary to protect   
     aquatic life and designated uses of receiving waters.  Whole Effluent      
     Toxicity testing should not be applied as enforceable permit limitations.  
     
     
     Response to: D2719.155     
     
     See comment P2718.301 for a discussion of compliance with WET limits in    
     permits.  EPA disagrees that WET limits are not necessary to protect       
     aquatic life and considers WET criteria and chemical-specific criteria     
     equal in importance.  There is sufficient flexibility in the WET procedure 
     to accommodate site-specific considerations as discussed in the response to
     comment P2718.302.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI (Procedure 6) requires the permitting authority to apply  
     acute and chronic Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing and permit         
     limitations when a reasonable potential to exceed a 1.0 toxic units is     
     calculated.  GM believes that the application of Whole Effluent Toxicity   
     permit limitations, will lead to discharge requirements more stringent than
     necessary to protect aquatic life and designated uses of receiving waters. 
     The application of WET in the GLI has three basic faults, (1) WET test     
     results are significantly variable, (2) the method for calculating         
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     receiving water concentration (RWC) overestimates actual exposure, and (3) 
     site-specific factors that reduce toxicity are not addressed.              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.156     
     
     See comment D2719.157 for a discussion of the WET test variability.        
                                                                                
     The reasonable potential equation is based on the need to attain water     
     quality standards at critical low flow conditions as is required for       
     chemical-specific limits.  See response to comment D2719.158.              
                                                                                
     Site-specific factors are taken into account by the use of site water for  
     dilution water in the WET tests, use of representative test species and a  
     possible waiver of the need to have a chronic WET permit limit based on the
     scientific defensibilty provisions of this Guidance.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole Effluent Toxicity testing, like many other analytical measurement    
     techniques, are variable.  Validation studies of analytical variability    
     (Parkhurst, 1990) have shown that the interlaboratory variability in       
     "survival" in acute and chronic tests often ranged for 0-100% for the same 
     effluent concentration.  Due to this high variability in survival, the     
     application of WET enforceable permit limits may result in inappropriate   
     application of treatment technology.  In addition, false-positive          
     indications of toxicity may result in subsequent enforcement action for WET
     permit violations.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.157     
     
     EPA is very aware of analytical variability in the WET test as well as in  
     other chemical and physical determinations.  EPA also has determined that  
     the                                                                        
     WET test procedures are no more variable than other analyses routinely used
     by regulatory agencies and private industry.  The WET test procedures, if  
     properly run, (eg., if the controls indicate that the test species survival
     rates are sufficient to perform a reliable interpretation of the data) are 
     suitable for compliance monitoring.  The States and Tribes should ensure   
     that only quality assured WET test data is used in reasonable potential and
     compliance determinations.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Typically, whole effluent toxicity limits in NPDES permits are based on    
     measurements at the Receiving Water Concentration (RWC).  GM believes that 
     it is inappropriate to calculate the RWC from the maximum effluent         
     discharge volume and the minimum stream flow (7Q10), due to the low        
     probability (less than 0.002%) of the two events occurring concurrently.   
     As a result, the probability that laboratory observed effluent toxicity    
     would correlate to actual effects on the resident aquatic organisms is     
     negligible.  GM recommends that the measurements of effluent toxicity      
     should be based on criteria more closely linked to "actual" RWC.  The      
     actual RWC can be established by averaging daily effluent flow values and  
     using dynamic flow modelling of the receiving stream.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.158     
     
     EPA has developed the WET procedure consistent with how reasonable         
     potential                                                                  
     determinations are made with chemical-specific criteria and consistent with
     the TMDL provisions for establishing the appropriate effluent flow and     
     available dilution in the receiving water.  EPA disagrees that the         
     reasonable                                                                 
     potential procedure is overly conservative, because the maximum flow volume
     is not required.  In addition, EPA has modified the TMDL procedure to allow
     the use of dynamic modeling studies to demonstrate that the receiving water
     can be adequately protected under expected receiving water flow conditions 
     and expected facility discharge levels.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific factors, such as lower sensitivity of resident species and   
     rapid degradation of toxicity in the receiving stream, reduce the toxic    
     effects observed in laboratory WET tests.  Resident species have a lower   
     sensitivity to the chemical in the effluent than the WET test species.     
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     Some species acclimate to natural occurring chemicals, such as zinc and    
     copper.  In addition, if the toxicity of the effluent degrades rapidly in  
     the receiving water, WET test results at the RWC may overestimate effects  
     to resident species.  Degradation of toxic effects could result from       
     adsorption, hydrolysis, oxidation, biodegradation, precipitation, etc.  GM 
     recommends that the effects of site-specific factors that reduce effluent  
     toxicity be properly addressed in the rulemaking.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.159     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole Effluent Toxicity testing should not be applied as enforceable permit
     limitations because of the following:                                      
                                                                                
     [WET test results are extremely variable.]                                 
                                                                                
     [The Receiving Water Concentrations (RWC) is based on low probability of   
     two conservative events occurring concurrently.]                           
                                                                                
     [WET test result may not correlate to site-specific factors that reduce    
     toxic effects in the receiving stream.]                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.160     
     
     See responses to the previous four comments, D2719.156 to .159.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.161 is imbedded in comment #.160.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WET test results are extremely variable.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2719.161     
     
     See comment P2718.301 and D2719.157 for a discussion of variability of WET 
     tests.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.162 is imbedded in comment #.160.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Receiving Water Concentrations (RWC) is based on low probability of two
     conservative events occurring concurrently.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2719.162     
     
     EPA has developed the WET procedure consistent with how reasonable         
     potential                                                                  
     determinations are made with chemical-specific criteria and consistent with
     the TMDL provisions for establishing the appropriate effluent flow and     
     available dilution in the receiving water.  EPA disagrees that the         
     reasonable                                                                 
     potential procedure is overly conservative, because the maximum flow volume
     is not required.  In addition, EPA has modified the TMDL procedure to allow
     the use of dynamic modeling studies to demonstrate that the receiving water
     can be adequately protected under expected receiving water flow conditions 
     and expected facility discharge levels.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.163 is imbedded in comment #.160.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     WET test result may not correlate to site-specific factors that reduce     
     toxic effects in the receiving stream.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2719.163     
     
     See response to comment P2718.302 and comment D2719.157 for a discussion of
     the available site-specific considerations in establishing WET permit      
     limits.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Measurements of effluent toxicity should be based on criteria more closely 
     linked to "actual" RWC.  The actual RWC can be established by averaging    
     daily effluent flow values and using dynamic flow modelling on the         
     receiving stream.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2719.164     
     
     See response to comment D2719.162.  The permitting authority has the       
     discretion to choose the appropriate effluent flow value(s) to use in the  
     dynamic model analyses.                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2719.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effects of site-specific factors that reduce effluent toxicity should  
     be properly addressed in the rulemaking.                                   
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     Response to: D2719.165     
     
     See comments P2718.302 and D2719.159 for a discussion of the available     
     site-specific                                                              
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2719.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual Great Lakes states' antidegradation procedures range from       
     unwritten policies to detailed procedures similar to those proposed in the 
     Great Lakes Initiative Proposed Guidance.  In determining which actions by 
     a point source discharger are subject to the antidegradation analysis, the 
     procedure identifies "significant" lowering of water quality as the        
     trigger.  The Guidance then treats Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern    
     (BCC) with greater stringency than other substances.  The proposed         
     antidegradation procedures are too restrictive for both BCCs and non-BCCs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.166     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the proposed     
     Guidance were too stringent for BCCs and non-BCCs. Great Lakes-specific    
     antidegradation provisions are necessary for BCCs because of the extreme   
     sensitivity of the Great Lakes to such pollutants.  Consequently, it is    
     appropriate that any activity that could result in an increased loading of 
     BCCs to the Great Lakes System must receive an antidegradation review.     
     However, the final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs    
     through effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments    
     received on EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the      
     antidegradation provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner   
     contrary to EPA's intent.                                                  
                                                                                
     For pollutants other than BCCs, the procedures contained in the final      
     Guidance are appropriate and consistent with existing regulations.  The    
     only reason EPA is not requiring States and Tribes to adopt Great          
     Lakes-specific requirements for non-BCCs is that the requirements would be 
     largely the same as the requirements placed upon States and Tribes under   
     existing Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  Consequently, the          
     provisions of the final Guidance applicable to non-BCCs are presented as an
     example of acceptable antidegradation provisions under 40 CFR 131.12.      
     States and Tribes may either adopt the published provisions, or develop    
     their own, consistent with Federal regulations.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2719.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement aims for the virtual elimination of
     Persistent Toxic Substances.  However, as the Initiative sought to define  
     this term, it became clear that many factors enter into a proper           
     determination of which substances should be virtually eliminated for       
     environmental benefit.  Ultimately, the Initiative developed the concept of
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern.  Given the current state of the BCC  
     definition, harsh treatment of a substance under the antidegradation       
     procedure solely because it qualifies as a BCC is not reasonable.          
     Environmental risk is already fully taken into account in development of   
     the criteria.  Thus, where permit limits are based on Total Maximum Daily  
     Load/Waste Load Allocation (TMDL/WLA), an increase in loading from EEQ to  
     the permit limit does not pose a threat to the environment or interfere    
     with the water body's designated use.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2719.167     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2719.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EEQ is a statistical concept that is not a measure of the actual           
     interaction of the environment and industrial effluent.  As used in the    
     Antidegradation procedure, it is only one of several indirect indicators of
     the discharger's impact on existing water quality (quality which may not be
     lowered without compliance with the antidegradation procedure).  Another   
     would be the permit limit.                                                 
                                                                                
     For existing industries, EEQ is not the best or most accurate measure.  For
     example, EEQ does not take into account the causes of production levels    
     which affect the discharge to the receiving stream.  In cases where a plant
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     has been at full production for the preceding five years, an increase above
     EEQ may represent growth and present an appropriate opportunity for review 
     of any increased loadings to the Great Lakes.  However, for industries such
     as the automobile manufacturing industry, where there are long and short   
     term production cycles and recent disastrous economic conditions, the      
     calculated EEQ is unlikely to be representative of discharges based on     
     reasonable or normal production levels.  While the proposed rules contain  
     correction procedures, they do not address long periods of low production. 
     Thus, the use of EEQ will be an unreasonable impediment to recovery to     
     previous levels of production.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2719.168     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2719.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since EEQ is defined as the 95th or 99th percentile of the discharge data  
     for the previous five years, performance at that same level in succeeding  
     years will assure that a certain percentage of sampling results will       
     represent exceedances of permit limits.  Further compounding this problem, 
     a well-run plant must operate considerably below the permit limit so that  
     normal fluctuations in the effluent quality will not result in exceedances.
     While it may be possible for the government to use discretion in pursuing  
     certain enforcement cases and not prosecute these exceedances as           
     violations, there is no protection for dischargers from citizen suits.     
     Furthermore, reliance on enforcement discretion is not a protection that is
     acceptable to industry.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.169     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2719.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non-BCCs, the proposed antidegradation procedure allows up to ten      
     percent of the remaining assimilative capacity to be used by a discharger  
     without triggering an antidegradation demonstration.  Over time, this      
     process will asymptotically approach the end of the remaining assimilative 
     capacity.  However, for no apparent reason, it makes the process of getting
     to the end an infinitely long process.  With each application it allows up 
     to ten percent of the capacity remaining after the previous application.   
     After the first several applications for de minimus exemptions, the        
     calculation will probably yield insignificant increases in loading as the  
     result.  This appears to be some type of margin of safety even though the  
     calculation of remaining assimilative capacity already contains a number of
     safety factors.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2719.170     
     
     See response to comment D2587.110.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2719.171
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed rules, the expenditure of an additional ten percent for 
     alternative or enhanced treatment over that necessary to achieve Federal   
     effluent guideline-based or water quality-based effluent limitations is    
     required before a significant lowering of water quality can be allowed.  In
     general, this decision guide may be appropriate.  However, the impact of   
     the additional ten percent expenditure is dependent on other factors, such 
     as the capital-intensive nature of the industry.  By not accounting for    
     profitability or return on investment, some industries will suffer a       
     disproportionate impact from this decision guide.  Some states already take
     into account these additional factors when determining the mandatory level 
     of expenditures.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2719.171     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2719.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Increases in BCCs above EEQ, but below permit levels, should not trigger   
     the requirement for an antidegradation demonstration.  Only increases above
     permit limits should trigger such a demonstration.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2719.172     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2719.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EEQ should not be used as the basis for calculating permit limits.  It     
     should only be used, if at all, as a trigger for the regulatory agency to  
     examine plant performance and the reasons for changes in effluent quality. 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.173     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2719.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of the de minimus exemption from the antidegradation demonstration 
     for non-BCCs is unnecessarily conservative.  The use of a larger percentage
     of remaining assimilative capacity, set on the date of the first           
     application, should be allowed without triggering the antidegradation      
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2719.174     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2719.175
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation decision should consider the additional factors of     
     profitability and/or return on investment in determining which pollution   
     control expenditures must be made prior to allowing a lowering of water    
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2719.175     
     
     See response to comment D2613.023.                                         
                                                                                
     The final Guidance specifies that a facility proposing an action that will 
     result in a significant lowering of water quality should identify prudent  
     and feasible pollution prevention opportunities.  Economic factors such as 
     return on investment, profitability and reduced costs are integral to      
     determining whether or not a particular option is prudent and feasible.    
     The goal of the antidegradation demonstration is not to force facilities   
     into undertaking actions that are not viable economically in the name of   
     pollution prevention, but to ensure that before an action is taken that    
     lowers water quality that other options have been fully considered.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RFLEX
     Comment ID: D2719.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Through the application of basin-wide criteria the GLI ignores the         
     principles of federalism.                                                  
                                                                                
     Mandatory identical basin-wide criteria and extremely comprehensive        
     antidegradation and implementation procedures violate the principles of    
     federalism set forth in Executive Order No. 12612, October 26, 1987, 52    
     Fed. Reg. 41685.Section 3d(2) of this Executive Order requires that:       
     ...Executive departments and agencies shall: ...refrain to the maximum     
     extent possible, from establishing uniform, national standards for programs
     and, when possible, defer to the States to establish standards.  Section   
     4c, of the Order further requires that: "Any regulatory preemption of State
     law shall be restricted to the minimum level necessary to achieve the      
     objectives of the statue pursuant to which the regulations are             
     promulgated."                                                              
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance should implement the principle that any uniform      
     standards must meet the requirement of the Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Agreement and Clean Water Act while preserving maximum flexibility for the 
     states.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2719.176     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2719.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should determine how the proposed rulemaking relates to legislative    
     mandates, and requirements in excess of the statutory mandates should be   
     reconsidered.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2719.177     
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     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2719.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The LaMP process should proceed to conclusion before the rulemaking is     
     mandated to ensure that regulatory requirements will be consistent with    
     legislative and environmental goals.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2719.178     
     
     See response to comment P2582.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2719.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To provide both EPA and states with the flexibility to adopt provisions    
     that are tailored to their particular circumstances, the GLI should be     
     adopted in the form advisory guidance.  GM recommends that EPA at a        
     minimum, promulgate the following GLI provisions, as amended, in the form  
     of advisory guidance:                                                      
                                                                                
     All Tier II Criteria and their Development Process                         
                                                                                
     Bioavailable Form of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals                      
                                                                                
     Site-specific Criteria determination and Water-Effect Ratio Procedures     
                                                                                
     Intake Credits Provisions                                                  
                                                                                
     Less than Detection Limits                                                 
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     Reasonable Potential Determination Process                                 
                                                                                
     Variance Provisions                                                        
                                                                                
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     Antidegradation Provisions                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2719.179     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2721.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AISI was a Great Lakes Initiative Public Participation Group member and    
     participated with the Technical Work Group and the Steering Committee.  We 
     have previously offered many comments directed at improving the Guidance   
     during development.  Our members have now reviewed and analyzed the        
     Proposed Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System ("Guidance").   
     It is virtually a complete Great Lakes Basin Water Quality Plan, containing
     criteria, antidegradation procedures and implementation procedures.  The   
     Guidance contains many new and unproven regulatory concepts.  It contains  
     the most stringent features from each Great Lakes state's water quality    
     plans and in some cases, even goes beyond those requirements.  The Guidance
     borrows concepts from various projects within the Agency and turns         
     early-phase scientific efforts into full-blown regulatory requirements     
     enforceable by state and federal governments and through citizen suits.  In
     short, this regulatory effort's breadth and stringency go far beyond the   
     statutory authority and stand to cause great economic harm with only       
     minimal, if any, environmental benefits.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID. See Sections I.A and I.B of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2721.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The LaMPs are to be a study and planning process on a lakewide basis.  They
     will identify critical pollutants that are interfering with attaining and  
     maintaining the beneficial Great Lakes uses and will set forth plans that  
     would address these critical pollutants on a lakewide basis.  The RAPs     
     target identified "Areas of Concern" where localized toxicity interferes   
     with the beneficial water use.  The RAPs will assess use impairments,      
     identify remedial actions and implementation methods, and monitor          
     restoration.  These planning activities must be integrated with all        
     regulatory efforts if the Agreement's objectives are to be reached without 
     excessive and unnecessary costs.                                           
                                                                                
     Planning must precede action in order to obtain the most favorable results 
     from any government or industry program.  That is why the LaMP and RAP     
     processes must precede any Water Quality Guidance of the stringency        
     proposed.  The Agreement's objectives will not be accomplished unless      
     accompanied and preceded by these plans.  That does not mean that the Clean
     Water Act requirements for a Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance should be  
     ignored, but the initial Guidance should begin with reasonable efforts,    
     with consideration of the Great Lakes as a watershed and a more consistent 
     approach than in the past.  The Guidance as proposed by U.S. EPA reflects  
     an ultimate effort and not a reasonable first step.  Among other problems, 
     it unreasonably focuses on point sources.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2721.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMP) need to       
     precede the final Guidance.  First, the final Guidance and LaMPs have      
     different objectives.  The final Guidance sets forth minimum water quality 
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures for the 
     entire Great Lakes System. LaMPs, on the other hand, integrate Federal,    
     State and local programs that address loadings of critical pollutants,     
     assess whether these programs ensure attainment of beneficial uses, and    
     recommend media-specific program enhancements to reduce loadings of        
     critical pollutants to the open waters of the Great Lakes as necessary to  
     attain beneficial uses.  Second, information from completed LaMPs is not   
     needed in order for cost-effective programs to proceed.  EPA believes that 
     the final Guidance is scientifically and technically appropriate using     
     existing available data, and that implementation of the final Guidance is  
     cost-effective.  The scientific basis and the reasons for risk management  
     decisions for the final Guidance are discussed in detail in sections I     
     through VIII of the SID; EPA's analysis of the costs and benefits of the   
     implementation of the final Guidance is in section IX of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2721.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes problems are multimedia problems, not water point source       
     problems alone.  The LaMP and RAP processes clearly recognize the          
     multimedia nature and will arrive at multimedia solutions.  Without a      
     multimedia approach, the Guidance ensures that costs will be much greater  
     than they otherwise would be.  Furthermore nonpoint sources are the        
     greatest source of pollutants to the Great Lakes.  Addressing only point   
     sources ensures that after billions of dollars are spent on controls, the  
     Great Lakes will be no less polluted than they are now.  The U.S. EPA      
     Science Advisory Board in its December, 1992 report on the draft Guidance  
     recommended that "...EPA promote a broadly based ecosystem approach which  
     considers not only point source discharges but non-point sources,          
     sediments, atmospheric fallout, and groundwater as targets for conservation
     and control of undesirable loadings  (i.e., levels which have a toxic      
     effect)."                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2721.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2721.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It seems obvious that the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 (CPA)  
     embodied the multimedia planning required by the Agreement and recommended 
     by the SAB by setting requirements for the LaMPs, the RAPs and sediment    
     projects as well as the Great Lake Water Quality Guidance.  The drafters of
     the CPA and their staffs maintained close contact with the authors of the  
     Great Lakes Initiative during development of the Guidance.  At the time of 
     passage of the CPA in November 1990, the Great Lakes Initiative was a      
     voluntary effort which was effectively just beginning the Guidance process.
     Guidance development was proceeding at a reasonable pace since the         
     Initiative had only started in June, 1989.  However, the CPA provided a    
     mere seven months to complete the development and propose the draft        
     guidance and only one additional year to promulgate the final guidance.  In
     fact, however, the process took 29 months, even with all parties working   
     diligently, and even then many technical issues have yet to be addressed in
     an adequate manner.  Further, it is not likely that Congress envisioned    
     that Guidance of the magnitude proposed could be promulgated a year later  
     when typical major rule promulgation takes two years.  Either Congress did 
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     not comprehend the scope of the Initiative or the Agency has overstepped   
     the bounds of the authority provided by the Critical Programs Act.  It     
     seems quite clear it was the latter.  (See Attachment 1 ).                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2721.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congress required a Guidance that brings increased consistency (not        
     uniformity) among the state programs, makes progress towards the           
     Agreement's goals, and includes specified components.  Congress did not    
     require a Guidance that imposes new and unproven regulatory concepts and   
     futile attempts to obtain large point source reductions when the Act wisely
     requires completion of the multimedia LaMP and RAP planning processes.     
     AISI members are very concerned that the Agency is fostering a public      
     perception that this Guidance will make tremendous environmental strides   
     that offset the tremendous costs involved.  That is not true.  Very little 
     progress toward the Agreement's goals will be made, and the regional costs 
     will be extremely high (See Attachment 2).                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2721.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) grossly underestimated the annual     
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     costs of the Guidance in its proposed form at $80 million to $505 million  
     with $230 million as the most likely level.  AISI commissioned a compliance
     cost study for the steel industry.  The study showed that the cost of      
     compliance for a typical large integrated steel company would be up to $175
     million in capital costs and $26 million annually in operating and         
     maintenance costs.  The huge costs were caused by the need to treat cooling
     water for background concentrations of mercury in the intake water.  This  
     is a cost that the RIA "assumed" to be small.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.006     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2721.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AISI's cost figures were calculated for a model of a typical large steel   
     company.  A former U.S. EPA permit writer and a former state EPA permit    
     writer developed the NPDES permit for the model using the draft Guidance   
     supplemented by reasonable regulatory assumptions to fill gaps.  The       
     resulting permit was given to an engineering firm which works extensively  
     in designing steel company environmental controls.  The end result was     
     attachment (2) showing likely compliance costs.  It should be noted that   
     AISI's cost study did not evaluate the cost of the antidegradation policy  
     that some have said will be a major cost factor.  The RIA did not evaluate 
     this factor except for the cost of completion the antidegradation          
     demonstration process.  Costs to comply with the results of the            
     antidegradation analysis were ignored.  AISI has grave reservations about  
     the accuracy of the RIA costs.                                             
                                                                                
     AISI is also concerned that the huge costs are viewed as "merely" a cost to
     industry.  Of course, that is not true.  Either costs are passed through to
     customers or companies may go out of business.  In both cases, the public  
     incurs added costs, through higher costs of goods and services or in lost  
     jobs.  To quantify the likely job losses from the increased costs likely to
     result from the proposed Guidance, AISI referred its cost study to a firm  
     which relates changes in costs to job impacts.                             
                                                                                
     For the steel industry, direct job losses in the Great Lakes states are    
     predicted to amount to 2,150 to 4,600 depending on the availability of     
     water intake credits for non-contact cooling water.  Indirect and induced  
     job losses will reach 5,800 to 12,400.  Correspondingly, steel jobs        
     severely-at-risk are predicted at 48,500 to 92,000 depending on the intake 
     credit provision.  Communities and states that have already suffered a long
     industrial decline will experience the greatest job and revenue losses (See
     Attachment 3).                                                             
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     Response to: D2721.007     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2721.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the Agency continues to focus on direct effects of water      
     pollution to the exclusion of other considerations.  Another important     
     aspect of the proposed Guidance is the correlation between job status and  
     income and health.  Economic well-being is a strong human health indicator.
     Thus, there are two routes to public health impact that the Agency must    
     consider.  The first is pollution's direct impact.  The second is public   
     health impact from income and job loss.  Without fully considering both    
     impacts, the Agency is not protecting human health. (See Attachment 3).    
     
     
     Response to: D2721.008     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.158.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2721.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the Agency has not yet answered the threshold question; is the    
     Great Lakes Guidance's current stringency necessary?  The Science Advisory 
     Board and the Office of Management and Budget noted that the condition of  
     the Great Lakes is improving under current national regulatory programs.   
     Moreover, there is a lag between the promulgation of regulations such as   
     the National Toxics Rule, which affect the Great Lakes Basin states, and   
     corresponding environmental effects.  The Agency claims environmental      
     improvement has reached a plateau.  This is doubtful, but if true, it is   

Page 1517



$T044618.TXT
     the end point of regulations promulgated years ago.  Water quality benefits
     of the more current regulations emanating from the 1987 Clean Water Act    
     Amendments, have not yet been fully implemented.  Until the Agency has     
     evaluated the effect of current regulations the Agency should not          
     promulgate Guidance this severe.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2721.009     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) represent a new and controversial       
     concept.  Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) are identified using 
     BAFs.  The Antidegradation Policy and the mixing zone provisions treat BCCs
     harshly even though not warranted (Attachment 4).                          
     
     
     Response to: D2721.010     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance is overly harsh in its treatment
     of BCCs under antidegradation.  Careful scrutiny of increased loadings of  
     such pollutants is prudent public policy given the sensitivity of the Great
     Lakes System to BCCs and the enormous cost of clean-up of contamination    
     from BCCs.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2721.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits for water quality-based effluent limits will be unavailable 
     for many situations warranting relief.  This provision can cause $100      
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     million to $200 million in capital costs for a typical large plant with    
     little or no environmental benefit (Attachment 5).  Such requirements are  
     outside the law (Attachment 6).                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.011     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.  With respect to cost, see responses to       
     comments D2657.006 and D2584.005.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2721.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy includes extraordinarily complicated and        
     expensive application provisions.  The procedures will restrain growth even
     where an industry is recovering from prolonged low production (Attachment  
     7).                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.012     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution prevention   
     plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that a      
     lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated that   
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
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     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Scant toxicity data will be used to support Tier II values, yet Tier II
     standards will be enforced as if they were fully justified and necessary.  
     (Attachment 8).                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.013     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  BCC mixing zones will be eliminated in ten years, immediately for new  
     sources, even though there is no scientific basis.  Non-BCC mixing zones   
     will be restricted even though investigation shows this is unnecessary     
     (Attachment 9).                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  The Guidance would generate many permit limits below the analytical    
     quantification level.  Questionable enforcement may result (Attachment 10).
     
     
     Response to: D2721.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2721.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Aquatic life metals criteria may use the total recoverable form.  The  
     dissolved form is more accurate and yet still conservative (Attachment 11).
     
     
     Response to: D2721.016     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2721.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8.  Uniform basinwide criteria ignore U.S. EPA's ecoregion approach.       
     Science does not justify treating an entire region stringently to protect  
     species found only in a small area (Attachment 12).                        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.017     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2721.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  U.S. EPA states that the Guidance provides sufficient relief from      
     overly stringent requirements.  In practice the relief is not and will not 
     be available (Attachment 13).                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.018     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2721.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     10.  The Reasonable Potential test for requiring water quality-based       
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     effluent limits is infused with flaws and unwarranted safety factors.  The 
     end result will be unnecessary permit limits and potentially high          
     compliance costs (Attachment 14).                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2721.019     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developin the final Guidance.  See public   
     comment discussions in Supplementary Information Docuement Section         
     VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D, Major      
     Issues/Comments and Responses Related to Estimated Costs.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2721.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "It is axiomatic that an administrative agency's power to promulgate       
     legslative regulations is limited to the authority delegated by Congress." 
     Bowen v. Georgetown University Hospital, 488 U.S. 204, 208 (1988).  See    
     also Respect Inc. v. Committee on Status of Women, 815 F. Supp. 1112, 1123 
     (N.D. Ill. 1993) ("It is a fundamental principle of administrative law that
     agencies may not self-levitate the power to promulgate regulations - they  
     must rather find any such power in a source conferred by Congress.").      
     Thus, EPA's authority to promulgate the Water Quality Guidance is limited  
     by the scope of the underlying statute - Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean    
     Water Act in this case.  See Bowen, 488 U.S. 204; Federal Communications   
     Commission v. American Broadcasting Co., 347 U.S. 284, 290 (1953).         
     
     
     Response to: D2721.020     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2721.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     However, EPA failed to meet the separate, mandatory requirement of         
     conformity with the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Agreement (Agreement) underlined above.  Section 118(c)(2)(A) of   
     the Clean Water Act, 42 U.S.C. Section 1268(c)(2)(A).  In the legislative  
     history, Congress has further emphasized and explained the requirement of  
     conformity, stating that "[b]oth the guidance and the water quality        
     standards must be consistent with applicable provisions of the Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Agreeement..." H.R. Rep. No. 704, 101 St. Cong.,2d Sess., at 
     8 (1990) (emphasis added).  Thus, it is clear that in adopting Section     
     118(c)(2), Congress limited EPA's authority in completing the specific     
     mandates of Section 118(c)(2) [i.e., numerical water quality limits, water 
     quality standards, antidegradation, policies, etc.] to the scope of the    
     Agreement.  Congress intentionally withheld from EPA the power to          
     promulgate regulations outside the Agreement.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.021     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2721.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because Congress specified EPA's rulemaking authority under Section 118,   
     EPA is prohibited from expanding this statutory mandate.  Baldwin v.       
     Missouri, 251 U.S. 599, 610 (1929) ("[the agency] may not extend a statute 
     or modify its provisions."); Peters v. Hobby, 349 U.S. 334, 345 (1954)     
     (Agencies "are not free to ignore the plain limitations on" the authority  
     conferred by statute.); Iglesias v. United States, 848 F.2d 362, 366 (2nd  
     Cir. 1988) (citations omitted) ("A regulation, however, may not serve to   
     amend a statute..., or to add to the statute 'something which is not       
     there.'").  Thus, it is well settled in the case law and legislative       
     history, that U.S. EPA's authority to promulgate the Water Quality Guidance
     is limited by the CWA's, and by reference the Agreement's, mandates and    
     framework.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.022     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2721.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, Congress focused on the requirement under the Agreement "to  
     achieve certain levels of water quality throughout the lakes."  Cong. Rec. 
     - Senate, 5-15620 (October 17, 1990).  Congress believed that the best     
     method for achieving these levels of water quality was to establish minimum
     water quality limits for select pollutants, which are intended to function 
     in the same way as the national water quality criteria already in place in 
     the United States ("criteria"), along with water quality standards,        
     antidegradation policies and implementation procedures. Id.  However, a    
     significant limitation is found in the use of other programs and the timing
     and sequence of all the programs in the Agreement.                         
                                                                                
     The requirements of the Water Quality Guidance extend far beyond what      
     Congress envisioned when it drafted and adopted Clean Water Act Section 118
     (c)(2).  As explained in United States Supreme Court opinions cited above, 
     the Guidance's outreach is unlawful.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.023     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2721.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement Framework                          
                                                                                
     The Agreement's framework establishes two separate sets of objectives:     
     general objectives and specific objectives.  For example, one of the       
     general objectives is that "[the waters of the Great Lakes] should be ...  
     free from materials and heat directly or indirectly entering the waters as 
     a result of human activity that alone, or in combination with other        
     materials, will produce conditions that are toxic or harmful to human,     
     animal or aquatic life ..."  Article III(d), Agreement.  Although the      
     drafters intended this general objective, and the others, to be satisfied  
     eventually, these goals were not intended to be met immediately, nor could 
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     they be.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.024     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and I.D of the SID. EPA considered this comment in developing the final
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a more easily identified benchmark, the Agreement's drafters established
     several specific objectives.  These specific numerical objectives          
     "represent the minimum levels of water quality desired ..."  Article IV,   
     section 1(a), Agreement.  Although the Agreement states that either country
     may have more stringent requirements and that persistent toxic substance   
     must eventually be virtually eliminated, presumably the drafters believed  
     those minimum levels included were well founded.  Recognizing that present 
     treatment levels might not reach the general and specific objectives, the  
     Agreement provided for point source impact zones where gradual progress    
     would take place.  Article IV, Agreement.  To meet these specific water    
     quality levels, Congress amended Section 118 of the CWA through the Great  
     Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, requiring EPA to establish Great Lakes
     water quality criteria.  The means to proceed to the objectives of the     
     Agreement (and the water quality requirements under the CPA) would include 
     multimedia Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) and the multimedia Remedial   
     Action Plans (RAPs) (Annex 2), control of phosphorous (Annex 3) and many   
     other programs which are further discussed below.  However, the Guidance   
     goes outside the Agreement's long-term specific objectives of meeting      
     minimum water quality levels through implementation of the Agreement's     
     short-term programs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.025     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It seems rather clear that the Agreement contemplated that the short-term  
     programs, especially those involving planning efforts such as the LaMPs and
     RAPs, should precede the stringent point source and other regulatory       
     efforts.  The CPA requires conformity with the Agreement in developing a   
     water quality guidance leading to greater consistency among the states.    
     Thus, the CPA contemplated the more intrusive regulatory controls of the   
     Guidance only after the planning processes of the RAPs and the LaMPs are   
     completed and show such a need.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.026     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until 1987, the Agreement provided for "limited use zones" -- areas of     
     lower water quality near municipal and industrial tributary point source   
     discharges.  The limited use zones were to be decreased in size as         
     technology permitted.  In 1987, the protocol to the Agreement substituted  
     for the limited use zones a provision for "point source impact zones" and  
     the requirements for the RAPs and LaMPs.  Article IV of the Agreement was  
     amended in 1987 to state in part:                                          
                                                                                
     pending virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances in the Great    
     Lakes system, the parties, in cooperation with state and provincial        
     governments and the commission, shall identify and work toward the         
     elimination of:                                                            
                                                                                
     (i)   areas of concern pursuant to Annex 2; [RAPs]                         
                                                                                
     (ii)  critical pollutants pursuant to Annex 2; [LaMPs] and                 
                                                                                
     (iii) point source impact zones pursuant to Annex 2.                       
                                                                                
     The intent of this seems clear, no one element, such as point source       
     controls, under the Agreement was to be pushed ahead of the others.  To    
     push excessive point source restrictions ahead of planning leads to        
     avoidable waste of resources.                                              
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     Response to: D2721.027     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, rather than awaiting the results of the specific programs such
     as the RAPs and LaMPs set forth in the Agreement, EPA proposes to impose on
     the Great Lakes basin point source controls using Tier II values.  Though  
     unproven, exceedingly conservative, potentially costly, and not even       
     remotely suggested by the Agreement, the Guidance would require that Tier  
     II values be used for regulatory purposes.  Further, the proposed Guidance 
     would take away intake credits in many situations where the offending      
     pollutant is present only due to background levels in surface waters.  As  
     one example, the background concentrations of mercury exceed the proposed  
     criteria throughout the Basin due to nonpoint, air, and natural sources.   
     The proposed Guidance would set the mercury criteria far below the         
     Agreement's specific objective level.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.028     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, by classifying mercury and other substances as BCCs and taking   
     away the existing discharger BCC mixing zones within ten years, no cooling 
     water recycle, a water conservation measure, can operate without           
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     outrageously expensive high technology treatment to treat blowdown.        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.029     
     
     See the SID, the preamble to the final Guidance and the appropriate        
     technical support documents.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As is apparent from these among many possible examples, U.S. EPA has       
     exceeded its statutory authority by proposing Guidance which incorporates  
     requirements that extend well outside the Agreement's framework.  As such, 
     the Guidance does not conform with the Agreement as required by CWA Section
     118.  Under the Agreement, each separate program focuses on a solution to a
     distinct problem which, when combined, moves responsibly toward meeting the
     Agreement's general and specific objectives.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.030     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2722.012 and D605.042. See Section I of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2721.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Evidence that the Guidance has gone too far in its overly broad and        
     detailed attempt to cover all objectives using a single point source       
     program is abundant throughout the statutory and regulatory scheme.  The   
     CPA required the Guidance to be published in draft form for public notice  
     and comment by June 30, 1991, with the final rule published by June 30,    
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     1992.  Simple subtraction shows thant the CPA, from passage in November    
     1990, allowed 7 months for the Great Lakes Initiative to complete the      
     effort that, to that point, it had been working on for 17 months.  In those
     17 months the GLI's progress could only be characterized as a "good start" 
     toward drafting the eventual, proposed Guidance.  It seems obvious that the
     authors of the CPA, who had closely followed the development of the        
     Guidance in the Great Lakes Initiative and knew the condition it was in,   
     could not have intended a guidance of the magnitude and with the new       
     features that EPA now proposes.  Instead, the CPA undoubtedly only         
     contemplated a first small step towards greater consistency in the Great   
     Lakes region.  Furthermore, the year which the CPA provided for review of  
     comments, redrafting and promulgation of the final rule is nowhere near the
     18 months to 2 years that is generally necessary for EPA to publish a major
     rulemaking, especially one of this magnitude.  The less ambitious scope of 
     the guidance contemplated by the CPA is especially appropriate in light of 
     the known status and deadlines provided for the Remedial Action Planning   
     and the Lakewide Management Planning for Lake Michigan and the schedule    
     likely for the other LaMPs.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.031     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and F4030.003.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, Annex 12, titled "Persistent Toxic Substances," provides that the
     parties "shall develop and adopt the following programs and measures for   
     the elimination of discharges of persistent toxic substances:              
                                                                                
                ...(b) establishment of close coordination between air,         
                water, and solid waste programs in order to assess the          
                total input of toxic substances to the Great Lakes system       
                and to define comprehensive, integrated controls....            
                                                                                
     It is wrong to postulate that this multimedia direction suggests a point   
     source control program of the magnitude proposed by EPA in the Guidance.   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.032     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
Page 1530



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GTA
     Comment ID: D2721.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Governors in their Toxic Substances Control Agreement, one 
     of the foundation documents, also did not look for the imposition of the   
     ultimate program immediately.  The program envisioned by them was one of   
     research and work toward increasing consistency among the Great Lakes      
     states' water quality programs.   A water quality guidance which mandates a
     total water quality program containing the most stringent features of each 
     of the various states' programs plus new and untried programs going well   
     beyond the scientific basis that exists is not consistent with the         
     Governors' views of the bi-national Agreement.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.033     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Section I.C of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GTA         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2721.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agreement sets forth an integral program which focuses on all sources  
     of pollution, not just industrial point sources.  Even at the time of the  
     original toxics focus in 1978, the drafters recognized that the Great Lakes
     pollution problems were a result of many sources beyond point sources, such
     as run-off, contaminated sediment, air deposition and the like.  With this 
     recognition, the Agreement focuses on all of these sources, thus fully     
     acknowledging that regulation and control of only point sources will       
     achieve little progress toward the Agreement's overall objectives.  Today, 
     the truth of this fact is even more readily apparent:  enormous            
     expenditures have already been devoted to control of point source          
     pollution, and pollution still exists in the Great Lakes.  An analysis of  
     PCB contributors readily makes this point.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.034     
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     EPA agrees with this comment.  For a discussion of EPA's efforts to address
     nonpoint sources of pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, 
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2721.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to data reported in the draft LaMP for Lake Michigan (January 1, 
     1992), atmospheric deposition contributed 10,950 pounds of PCBs per year to
     the Lake in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Murphy 1984).  A survey of PCB 
     loadings to Lake Michigan has estimated that 50 to 72 percent is from the  
     atmosphere (Thomann and DiToro 1983).  Using the higher percentage yields a
     conservative estimate of a total loading of 15,208 pounds/year.  The draft 
     LaMP also reports estimated loadings from point sources based on U.S. EPA's
     Permit Compliance System database.  The estimated mean annual point source 
     contribution of PCBs to the Lake Michigan basin from 1988 to 1990 is 428   
     pounds/year.  Therefore, point sources comprise approximately 2.8 percent  
     of the total PCB loadings to Lake Michigan.  This low percentage estimate  
     should probably be even lower because it ignores other sources adding to   
     the total such as contaminated sediments.  Because the relative source     
     contributions to Lake Michigan are similar to contributions to the Great   
     Lakes System as a whole (Thomann and DiToro 1983), this percentage may be  
     extrapolated to the entire Great Lakes Basin.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.035     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2721.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the summary of EPA's GLI cost impact study presented in the   
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     preamble, the scenario which was estimated to have a $230 million          
     annualized impact to the Basin would reduce annual point source loadings of
     PCBs by 13 percent (Table IX-3, p 20993).  Basin on the percentages        
     described above, the GLI and its associated cost would reduce annual total 
     loadings of PCBs only 0.36 percent.  This is particularly ironic given the 
     heavy emphasis which the preamble's introduction places on PCB             
     contamination as the major justification for the Guidance.  This leads to  
     the inescapable conclusion that planning must be completed before point    
     source controls are implemented.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2721.036     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2587.135, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance, however, focuses almost solely on point sources, ignoring the
     other sources almost entirely.  By failing to address non-point source     
     contamination, the Guidance directly contradicts the focus and mandates of 
     the Agreement, violating the conformity requirement of Section 118 of the  
     CWA.  Thus, EPA has proposed rules which are beyond the scope of the       
     statute, and has exceeded its rule-making authority.  This excess is also  
     found in the list of pollutants for which point source controls are        
     required.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Under Annex 1 and 3 of the Agreement, the drafters set forth a limited list
     of pollutants which required regulation and control.  Although the specific
     objectives, including these lists of pollutants, may have been considered  
     minimal requirements, the Agreement drafters have not amended this list.   
     Thus, the Agreement is aimed at control and regulation of those listed     
     pollutants at this time.                                                   
                                                                                
     However, the Guidance would regulate many substances not regulated in the  
     Agreement.  The Guidance essentially uses the list of priority pollutants  
     as its starting point rather than the Agreement's list.  By doing so, the  
     Guidance is not consistent with or in conformity with the Agreement's focus
     and confines.  Although the United States and Canada can amend and add to  
     this list, they have not done so.  EPA acting alone cannot lawfully amend  
     or add to the Agreement.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.037     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2721.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact of the Guidance will be a minimal, if any, improvement of the   
     water quality of the Great Lakes at a great economic cost to industry and  
     citizens.  It is estimated that it will cost industry $6 billion in capital
     costs and $1 billion per year for operation and maintenance to implement   
     the Guidance requirements, and yet the major contribution of pollution in  
     the Great Lakes is from non-industrial, non-point sources.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.038     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2721.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In proposing the Guidance, EPA wholly failed to realistically assess the   
     costs to society and compare such costs to any real benefits which may     
     result.  Mercury is one example of a BCC that AISI's cost study shows will 
     require over $100 million in capital costs for a large integrated steel    
     plant to control but, on a lakewide basis, mercury cannot be controlled by 
     additional point source requirements.  As proof, in remote Michigan lakes  
     which receive no point source inputs, approximately 15 percent of the fish 
     sampled exceeded the state advisory level of 0.5 ppm mercury, which is well
     above the fish residue values used in the GLI human health and wildlife    
     criteria (Travis and Hester 1991).  Even rainwater in Minnesota has been   
     measured to contain at least 18 ng/l mercury, 100 times higher than the GLI
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     wildlife criterion (Sorensen et al. 1990).  Failure to properly analyze the
     cost-benefit relationship of the Guidance is in direct contravention of the
     underlying philosophy of the Clean Water Act, the dictates of Executive    
     Order 12291 and Article II of the Agreement.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.039     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2721.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Throughout the Clean Water Act, Congress has expressly mandated that the   
     cost of achieving the Act's goals are relevant, important and must be      
     considered.  For example, the CWA allows modification of effluent limits,  
     whether technology-based or water quality-based, where the costs of        
     achieving the limitations exceed the benefits.  See 33 U.S.C. Paragraph    
     1311(m) and 1312(b)(2).  Since these modifications have been generally     
     unavailable (see Attachment 13 on relief mechanisms) there is no reason to 
     believe that they will be available to any greater degree where available  
     under the Guidance.  In addition, U.S. EPA is required by the statute to   
     consider the costs associated with meeting the effluent limitations when   
     promulgating regulations providing guidance for such limitations.  See 33  
     U.S.C. Section 1314.  Additional concerns of Congress for the relationship 
     of the cost to implement the requirements as compared to the benefits are  
     evident in Section 1315 and Section 1375 (requiring EPA and the states to  
     submit reports which analyze the costs and benefits of implementing the    
     requirements of the Act), Section 1316(b) (requiring consideration of costs
     for standards of performance for new sources), and Section 1329 (requiring 
     collection of cost-benefit information concerning non-point source         
     programs).  Moreover, Congress also expressed its concern for the          
     cost-benefit relationship for the requirements of the Great Lakes programs.
     See Section 33 U.S.C. Section 1324(d).                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.040     
     
     A regulatory impact analysis (RIA) was prepared for the final Guidance in  
     compliance with Executive Order 12866, which requires federal agencies to  
     perform an analysis comparing the benefits and costs of the regulation,    
     analyze alternative approaches to the regulation, and identify the need for
     the regulation for each major rule proposed or promulgated.  Revisions and 
     updates were incorporated in response to comments from the public and the  
     Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  The RIA contains a comparison of   
     the estimated direct costs and benefits of the Guidance.  Costs were       
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     estimated to range from $60.4 million to $376.0 million per year, with the 
     most likely estimate of costs near the low end of the cost range.          
     Cost-effectiveness was estimated to range from $10.30 to $49.00 per        
     toxic-weighted pound of pollutant reduced, which is comparable with        
     previous effluent limitations guidelines and standards.  For three case    
     study areas, potential benefits were estimated to be comparable to costs.  
     Benefits ranged from approximately $200,000 to several million dollars     
     annually; costs were approximately $2 million to $3 million per year for   
     each of the case studies.                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, an independent analysis showed the potential economic impacts 
     of the Guidance on the Great Lakes region to be negligible. Secondary      
     benefits or economic impacts are inappropriate for inclusion in a          
     national-level analysis but may nonetheless be of relevance to             
     policy-makers.  A detailed econometric model of the Great Lakes region's   
     economy was developed independent of the RIA to estimate economic impacts  
     of the Guidance for the Council of Great Lakes Governors (The Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Initiative: Cost Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental 
     Quality and Regional Competitiveness.  DRI/McGraw-Hill, San Francisco,     
     California, July 1993).  This analysis showed little impact of the Guidance
     on the region's economy for a worst case scenario, a scenario with costs   
     far exceeding those estimated by EPA.  As a result, DRI concluded that the 
     impact of the Guidance's costs on the economy of the region would be       
     "nearly imperceptible."Comment D2596.010                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2721.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, it is readily apparent from the requirements placed upon EPA by the  
     CWA that Congress intended the cost of implementing the requirements of the
     CWA be weighed against benefits.  According to the legislative history of  
     Section 118, Congress intended the numerical effluent limitations in the   
     Guidance to function like the effluent limitation programs currently in    
     operation, this cost-benefit analysis requirement should be extended to the
     Guidance requirements.  However, EPA has failed to realistically make a    
     cost-benefit comparison for the implementation of the Guidance provisions. 
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA is expressly required to weigh the benefits against the   
     costs of any major rule pursuant to Executive Order 12291.  46 Fed. Reg.   
     13193.  Executive Order 12291 further mandates that:                       
                                                                                
     [i]n promulgating new regulations...and developing legislative proposals   
     concerning regulations, all agencies, to the extent permitted by law, shall
     adhere to the following requirements:                                      
                                                                                
     ...                                                                        
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     (b)  Regulatory action shall not be undertaken unless the potential        
     benefits to society for the regulation outweigh the potential costs to     
     society;                                                                   
                                                                                
     (c)  Regulatory objectives shall be chosen to maximize the net benefits to 
     society;                                                                   
                                                                                
     (d)  ...the alternative involving the least net cost to society shall be   
     chosen; and                                                                
                                                                                
     (e)  Agencies shall set regulatory priorities with the aim of maximizing   
     the aggregate net benefits to society, taking into account the condition of
     the particular industries affected by regulations, the condition of the    
     national economy, and other regulatory action contemplated for the future. 
                                                                                
     Id.  In addition, the courts have found Executive Order 12291 to "bear on  
     [the agencies'] authority to promulgate [rules] whose benefits fail to     
     outweigh its costs."  International Union, UAW v. Occupational Safety and  
     Health Administration, 938 F.2d 1310, 1321 (D.C. Cir. 1991).  See also     
     American Pilots' Association v. Gracey, 631 F. Supp. 827, 831 (D.D.C. 1986)
     ("...[the agency] is required by Executive Order 12291 to consider         
     precisely the type of cost/benefit analysis the Final Rule was intended to 
     address.  Executive Order 12291 directs all federal agencies to minimize   
     regulatory costs to society and to consider in their cost/benefit calculus 
     the effect of the regulation on the industry involved.")                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.041     
     
     See response to comment D2721.040.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2721.042
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, Article II, after stating the purpose of the Agreement - to   
     restore and maintain integrity of the waters, sets forth the policy in     
     three numbered subparagraphs.  Of the three subparagraphs, one addresses   
     financial assistance to POTWs and another addresses coordinated planning   
     and best management practices to control all sources of pollution.  By its 
     nature, "best management" implies cost considerations.  This policy, along 
     with the concern expressed throughout the Agreement for planning and       
     phasing of programs clearly establishes that cost-effectiveness of the     
     program is essential.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.042     
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     See Sections I and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2721.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although EPA attempts to provide some cost-benefit analysis of the proposed
     Guidance in the Preamble, EPA's analysis is incomplete, oversimplified and 
     inaccurate.  For example, the cost of the Antidegradation Policy was not   
     estimated, only the cost of completing the demonstration process; costs due
     to background concentrations above criterion were not sufficiently         
     evaluated and costs likely to arise as the three-forths of the potential   
     criteria and values (which currently have not been calculated) are prepared
     has not been evaluated.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2721.043     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2721.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Critical Programs Act through the Clean Water Act requires a Great     
     lakes Water Quality Guidance, Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action
     Plans and others.  The full array of programs would more than satisfy the  
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the concerns expressed above, but  
     the proposed Guidance is a lopsided effort that violates the Agreement's   
     terms and accordingly does not satisfy U.S. law.  EPA must scale back this 
     first Guidance commensurate with the planning accomplished in the RAPs and 
     LaMPs and coordinate the Guidance with the other programs and requirements 
     of the Agreement.                                                          
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     Response to: D2721.044     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2722.012, F4030.003 and G3457.004.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2721.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 2,3.                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLWQI) is the domestic response  
     to a series of agreements signed by the United States and Canada.  Under   
     requirements of the 1990 Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, EPA and the    
     Great Lakes states have developed minimum water quality standards,         
     implementation procedures, and an anti-degradation standard applicable to  
     the entire Great Lakes watershed.  Each state will decide whether to apply 
     the standards statewide for administrative reasons.  Approximately 60% of  
     the capacity of the U.S. integrated iron and steel industry is located in  
     the Great Lakes basin.  Another 20% of that capacity is located in Great   
     Lakes states but outside the Great Lakes watershed.  Accordingly, the water
     quality standards applicable in the Great Lakes region are of vital concern
     to the members of the American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI).            
                                                                                
     To assess the impact of the proposed limitations of the GLWQI on the U.S.  
     iron and steel industry, AISI commissioned EA Engineering and Chester      
     Engineers to develop estimates for treatment facilities to meet permit     
     limitations to comply with the GLWQI standards.  To analyze this impact,   
     requirements were determined for a typical integrated plant with an annual 
     capacity of three million tons.  In order to characterize a range of       
     background conditions and existing state water quality requirements for    
     typical steel plant locations, two separate geographical settings were     
     selected, one in Ohio and one in Indiana.  As a baseline condition, the    
     plants were assumed to be meeting existing EPA technology-based (BAT)      
     effluent standards.  Costs were determined for those facilities necessary  
     to meet existing state water quality requirements and additional costs to  
     meet the GLWQI requirements.  The estimates were developed assuming ideal  
     conditions at a new facility; unique site-specific conditions would be     
     expected to result in substantially higher costs.                          
                                                                                
     Among the simplifying assumptions on which the GLWQI compliance estimates  
     were based is that no treatment of non-contact cooling water is necessary  
     beyond those facilities required to recycle that cooling water.  However,  
     the GLWQI Implementation Procedures do not adequately address situations   
     where intake concentrations exceed water quality standards.  Unless credits
     are granted for background loadings, additional treatment facilities will  
     be needed, even where there is no net addition of pollutants from plant    
     operations.  For example, Lake Michigan background concentrations for      
     mercury exceed the GLWQI limits.  To assess the effects of standards       
     allowing for no intake credits for recycle, cost for facilities to treat   
     non-contact cooling water for mercury were estimated at the Indiana model  
     plant.  The total required capital costs were estimated to be $150.4       
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     million.  Projecting this figure to the entire integrated steelmaking      
     capacity in the Great Lakes states, capital costs to comply with the GLWQI 
     amount to $2.7 billion if no intake credits for recycle of non-contact     
     cooling water are recognized.  Annual operating costs would amount to about
     15% of the capital costs or $400 million.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2721.045     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2721.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 2,3.                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another factor necessary to consider in assessing the costs of the GLWQI is
     that of Tier 2 criteria, where additional standards can be established on  
     the basis of only very limited scientific data.  The GLWQI guidance        
     currently contains Tier 2 criteria for only one substance, but as more Tier
     2 criteria are developed, it is likely that treatment beyond BAT and       
     existing state regulations will be required.  To assess the effects of     
     additional Tier 2 criteria, costs for treatment of benzo(a)pyrene, a BAT   
     pollutant found in steel plant wastewaters but not regulated by GLWQI      
     standards, were estimated at the Indiana model plant.  The required        
     additional capital costs were estimated to be $17.6 million.  Projecting   
     this figure to the entire integrated steelmaking capacity in the Great     
     Lakes states, added capital costs amount to about $320 million for this    
     single additional Tier 2 requirement.  Additional annual operating costs   
     would amount to about $48 million.                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.046     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2721.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 2,3.                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if intake credits and Tier 2 issues are addressed, costs to meet the  
     GLWQI limits are substantial.  In the Indiana baseline case, estimated     
     capital costs to meet the existing state water quality standards and GLWQI 
     limits for the model plant amount to $72.2 million.  In the baseline Ohio  
     case, capital costs to meet existing state water quality limits at the     
     model plant were estimated to be $42.8 million; to meet tighter GLWQI      
     standards requires an expenditure of $52.7 million.  If the Indiana        
     estimate is applied to all integrated steel plants in that state and the   
     Ohio estimate is used to estimate costs for all other integrated           
     steelmaking capacity in the Great Lakes states, the total estimated capital
     costs to meet the GLWQI limits is approximately $1.1 billion.  Annual      
     operating costs would amount to about $165 million per year.  These        
     estimates do not include costs to non-integrated producers located in the  
     Great Lakes region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.047     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2613.004, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2721.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 2,3.                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to costs attributable only to the differences between existing
     state requirements and those of the GLWQI, the total estimated additional  
     capital costs to meet the GLWQI limits is approximately $108 million;      
     operating costs amount to about $16 million per year.  Although the        
     incremental costs are not as large as the totals, they add significantly to
     the already heavy burden of complying with existing state environmental    
     rules, which will have severe economic effects on the industry.            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.048     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2721.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 2,3.                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These extremely high costs of compliance should be of great concern to     
     regulators.  The Science Advisory Board at a session devoted to the GLWQI  
     questioned whether it was proper to continue reducing point source         
     contributions when they are not the main source of pollutants and when the 
     Great Lakes conditions are improving under existing point source programs. 
     The Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans currently under    
     development indicate that the major sources of lake pollution are of air   
     and nonpoint source origin.  Until these programs demonstrate where        
     expenditures can be most effective, AISI recommends that the enormously    
     costly provisions of the GLWQI be deferred or remain optional.             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.049     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2721.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both human health and wildlife criteria depend heavily on bioaccumulation  
     factors (BAFs) under the proposed Guidance.  Extremely high BAFs contribute
     much more extensively to the increased GLI human health criteria stringency
     over earlier criteria than do the various criteria calculation procedure   
     modifications.   In addition, these BAFs are the sole determining factor   
     classifying chemicals as Bioaccumulatve Chemicals of Concern.  Despite     
     their critical role, however, it appears that the BAFs and the calculation 
     procedures have received little scrutiny or validation.  The impetus behind
     using BAFs instead of bioconcentration factors (BCFs) is understandable;   
     however, the science does not now support that transition.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.050     
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     The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure    
     that the potential exposure from chemicals is adequately accounted for in  
     the derivation of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the   
     most comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the 
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the comment that the science does not support the  
     use of BAFs.  EPA believes that the state of the science does support the  
     use of BAFs.  The BAF procedures have been reviewed by EPA's SAB and the   
     public at large.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these to the extent possible in the final    
     Guidance.  For example, to reduce the uncertainty in predicting the        
     biomagnification of chemicals, EPA is using a model in the final Guidance  
     that uses Great Lakes specific parameters and includes a benthic food chain
     component to estimate FCMs.  In addition, the final Guidance uses the      
     freely dissolved concentration of a chemical instead of total aqueous      
     concentration in the derivation of BAFs for organic chemicals. Use of the  
     freely dissolved concentration will eliminate much of the variability      
     associated with specific waterbodies because most of the site-specific     
     differences in bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning of the chemical
     to the POC and DOC of the water column.  However, professional judgement is
     still required throughout the derivation of BAFs and a degree of           
     uncertainty is still associated with the determination of any BAF, BSAF,   
     BCF or KOW.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that BAFs are the    
     most useful measure of the exposure of an aquatic organism to all          
     chemicals.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2721.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed Guidance, field measured BAFs are preferred.  This method  
     incorporates all environmental factors which influence bioaccumulation.    
     However, the Science Advisory Board noted that there are many field data   
     problems (December 1992).                                                  
                                                                                
                While field measurements should be an acceptable measure        
                of BAF, there can be considerable error due to factors          
                such as temporal changes in concentration of the                
                contaminant, analytical errors, whether dissolved or            
                suspended concentrations were determined, variable              
                uptake rates by individual fish, mortality of target            
                species, and fish mobility.(p.30)                               
                                                                                
     Further, field-determinated BAFs are highly site-specific, and are         
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     therefore inappropriate for establishing basin-wide criteria.  The Science 
     Advisory Board concluded that data quality guidelines must be established  
     for tissue residue data and dissolved water concentrations.  Significant   
     research would be required before establishing such guidelines.  Until     
     then, field-measured BAFs should not be use for regulatory purposes.       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.051     
     
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concern about  
     the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA,   
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2721.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if the field-measured BAF methodology were adequate, the problem      
     remains; only a very few such values have been measured.  The proposed     
     Guidance spans this data gap by predicting BAFs using BCFs and a food chain
     multiplier (FCM).  A single technical paper (Thomann 1989), not field      
     validated, supports the FCM approach.  In fact, considerable data exist    
     which indicate that this model significantly overestimates field-measured  
     BAFs. The National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream        
     Improvement, Inc. (NCASI) compared BAFs predicted using the GLI methodology
     to field-measured values and found thousands of percent overestimation.    
     Ignoring fish metabolism of many chemicals is a major source of error.  At 
     several Technical Work Group meetings, U.S. EPA staff admitted that        
     metabolism was a major factor but, lacking field data, could not address   
     the problem.  The Science Advisory Board (December 1992) concluded:        
                                                                                
                The model has not been adequately tested for use for            
                the establishment of regional water quality criteria            
                at this time.  The potential exists for errors on both          
                over-protection and under-protection of aquatic organisms,      
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                wildlife and humans.  It is noteworthy that almost all          
                bioaccumulation work has focussed on non-metabolizing,          
                non-polar, chlorinated hydrocarbons.  Relatively little         
                has been done on metabolizable chemicals such as PAHs or        
                phenols. (p 33)                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.052     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One individual at U.S. EPA-Duluth determined the BAF values existing thus  
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     far.  Personal judgement seems to have been a factor;  many also illustrate
     the problems described above.  For example, the benzo(a)pyrene BAF         
     predicted using log P and the FCM is 999,975.  However, while no           
     field-measured BAFs were found, related compound field data indicate that  
     this value is overestimated by at least a factor of 1,000.  The predicted  
     BAF for phenol using a measured BCF was 1,728, while that based on log P   
     was 3.4.  These inconsistencies reduced these two chemical to "potential"  
     BCCs.  Based on these inconsistencies, they should not become BCCs.        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.053     
     
     See response to: P2656.142                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2721.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, the science does not support using BAFs in such critically  
     important regulatory procedures.  Until data quality measures are          
     established and significant field validation is completed, the procedures  
     should use the more established BCFs.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.054     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs  
     in the final Guidance.  Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is   
     what determines the total concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms  
     that are consumed by humans and wildlife.  For some chemicals the          
     biomagnification of a chemical through the food chain can be significant.  
     Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from the ambient water, could  
     substantially underestimate the potential exposure to humans and wildlife  
     for some of these chemicals and result in criteria or values which are     
     underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from all       
     sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these chemicals is   
     adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and wildlife    
     criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically valid   
     approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used 
     in criteria development since 1985.                                        
                                                                                
     In addition, in the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to   
     estimate FCMs instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of   
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted   
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
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     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA plans to provide guidance concerning the determination and             
     interpretation of field-measured BAFs before the States and Tribes are     
     required to adopt water quality standards consistent with this Guidance.   
     This will provide interested parties with a consistent set of procedures   
     that will assist them in collecting and interpreting the field-measured    
     BAFs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: D2721.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Definition of BCCs                                                     
                                                                                
     The term Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) is defined as "any      
     chemical which, upon entering the surface waters, by itself or as its toxic
     transformation product, bioaccumulates in aquatic organisms by a human     
     health bioaccumulation factor greater than 1000, after considering         
     metabolism and other physiochemical properties that might enhance or       
     inhibit bioaccumulation."  This term subjectively labels a group of        
     substances which some Technical Work Group and Steering Committee members  
     believed warranted extraordinary controls.  To accomplish their goal, the  
     Technical Work Group crafted a term and definition to "fit" specific       
     substances.  Unfortunately, the approach does not validly define BCCs to   
     include only compounds warranting special concern.  The term's evolution   
     reflects the Technical Work Group's difficulty.  Originally called         
     "Persistent Toxic Substance," the name was changed to "Persistent          
     Bioaccumulative Toxic Substance," then to "Bioccumulative/Persistent Toxic 
     Substance."  The definition underwent similar changes.  In the August 1991 
     Technical Work Group meeting, a representative from U.S. EPA-Duluth stated 
     that the list had only one scientific criterion, (BAF > 1,000) and did not 
     reflect persistence or toxicity; the term was then changed to BCC.         
                                                                                
     The proposed definition contains many flaws.  First, the many technical    
     problems with the BAF procedures (see above) preclude their regulatory use.
     In addition, the definition only reflects the bioaccumulation potential and
     no consideration is given to a compound's toxicity, persistence, or other  
     important aspects of environmental fate.  Many chemicals were              
     inappropriately included as BCCs in the December 1991 Steering             
     Committee-approved draft Guidance.  Of the 44 chemicals listed in that     
     draft with BAF values > 1,000, twenty-three (52%) were footnoted:  "If the 
     chemical is metabolizable, the BAF is probably too high, especially if the 
     FCM used is greater than 1.0."  U.S. EPA inadequately addressed this       
     problem by including metabolism considerations in the current definition.  
     Many important chemicals have insufficient metabolism data, and the        
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     interpretation is subjective (see comments above).                         
     
     
     Response to: D2721.055     
     
     EPA disagrees that there are technical problems with the BAF procedure that
     preclude its use in the final Guidance.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that persistence (including environmental fate) and toxicity    
     should be considered together with bioaccumulation in determining which    
     chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA modified the proposed definition of  
     BCCs to include only chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse    
     effects, and to provide that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight  
     weeks in the water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section  
     II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation should not be the only factor considered in
     defining BCCs.  Persistence (including environmental fate and metabolism)  
     and toxicity should also be considered together with bioaccumulation       
     (including bioavailability) in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a 
     result, EPA modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only       
     chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide 
     that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water       
     column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. Furthermore, the methodology for         
     development of BAFs has been revised to include methods that consider      
     bioavailability and emphasize field measurements.  See section IV of the   
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA does not accept the concept that pollutants should not be regulated as 
     BCCs until they are shown to be present at concentrations of concern in the
     Great Lakes System.  As discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA is     
     concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs from increasing to the   
     level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  The regulatory    
     approach suggested by commenters that would not trigger preventive action  
     until some measurable concentration resulting in adverse conditions is     
     reached in the environment would not be effective in addressing this       
     concern, particularly because of the difficulties of measuring these       
     pollutants at levels of concern in the environment.  As discussed further  
     in sections VII.B and VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs 
     in the final Guidance will take full effect over the next twelve years (two
     years for State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in    
     period).  A program requiring systematic environmental monitoring followed 
     by a regulatory process to designate BCCs could significantly delay        
     implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new persistent,   
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The risks to the    
     Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant such an     
     approach.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The benzo(a)pyrene and phenol examples discussed above illustrate the      
     subjective categorization process.  Another example is fluoranthene, which 
     had a December 1991 draft BAF of 10,950 (footnoted as above) and was       
     categorized a BCC.  The proposed Guidance reports a predicted BAF of 9,125 
     and a measured BAF of 96; it is no longer categorized as a BCC.  As more   
     data become available, many more chemicals could be similarly              
     "recategorized," but expensive control measures might have already been    
     installed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.056     
     
     EPA agrees that the pollutants listed in the comment should not be BCCs,   
     since they do not meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.  EPA   
     also agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants   
     proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has deleted the  
     list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in  
     section II.C.9 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For these reasons, the proposed BCC definition should be abandoned.  A     
     specific list of chemicals to be regulated as BCCs (or some other          
     appropriate term) should be proposed.  For each, a fact sheet would be     
     prepared describing the available data on bioaccumulation, environmental   
     fate and transport, ambient water and tissue concentrations, toxicity,     
     sources, analytical methods, and other characteristics.  The proposed list 
     would include the rationale for requiring additional point source or other 
     controls.  The Chesapeake Bay "Toxics of Concern" list is a similar        
     approach used by U.S. EPA and the states of Maryland, Virginia,            
     Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia.  Responding to comments, the   
     Technical Work Group verbally stated that it would first generate a list   
     using a numerical BAF cutoff and then remove those which were clearly      
     inappropriate and add others which were overlooked.  To date, the second   
     task has not been addressed.  Until it is completed, the extremely         
     stringent antidegradation and implementation procedures for BCCs should not
     be implemented.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.057     
     
     See response to D2634.015.                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2721.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality standards' stringency varies by state.  The preamble to the  
     technology-based effluent limit intake credit rule suggests water          
     quality-based effluent limit intake credits are available but does not     
     describe the credit.  (49 Fed. Register 37998 at 38027 (Sept. 26, 1989))   
     The states thus take varying approaches.  The Guidance will make all       
     states' NPDES permits more stringent.  At the same time, it effectively    
     takes away the water-quality based effluent limit intake credit.  The      
     effective removal of these intake credits would magnify overall Guidance   
     stringency.  Discharger costs will be extraordinarily high with very little
     offsetting environmental benefit.                                          
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Initiative Steering Committee recognized the intake credit 
     provision's very great importance when it approved the Guidance for        
     publication.  It noted the Guidance's increased stringency compared to     
     current state water programs.  The Steering Committee members said that,   
     without a meaningful intake credit provision, the Guidance as drafted would
     be unacceptable.  EPA changes have effectively eliminated water-quality    
     based effluent limit intake credits and must be viewed as unacceptable to  
     the Steering Committee and certainly as unacceptable to AISI.              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.058     
     
     In response to numerous public comments expressing concerns about the      
     proposed intake pollutant procedure, EPA has made significant changes in   
     the final Guidance to make special consideration of intake pollutants more 
     widely available. This subject is discussed in detail in the SID at Section
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2721.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Within Implementation Procedure 5, the Guidance provides a very restrictive
     intake credit provision.  If five limiting conditions are met, the         
     permitting authority may determine that there is no reasonable potential   
     for the discharger to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality
     criteria and therefore a water quality-based effluent limit is not         
     required.  The intake credit conditions are so stringent that AISI's       
     economic analysis shows that they are the Guidance's largest single cost   
     component.  AISI's analysis shows that the preferred option capital costs  
     are $100 million to $200 million per plant or $2.7 billion total capital   
     for major integrated steel plants throughout the Great Lakes Basin.  The   
     costs are staggering and are by no means inflated.  The economic analysis  
     uses only very reasonable assumptions and these costs have been replicated 
     by other industry groups' cost impact analyses.  Four of the five          
     conditions which must be demonstrated before using the intake credit are   
     discussed below along with some Preamble options.  Whether returning       
     background concentrations to navigable waters constitutes a pollutant      
     "addition" triggering the Clean Water Act is a threshold question which    
     should be considered first.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.059     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5. and responses to comments D2657.006 and       
     D2584.005.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Returning background concentrations to the source stream is not a      
     pollutant "addition" which imposes Clean Water Act requirements.  There is 
     a logical approach to this issue and a strictly legal approach based on    
     statutory and case law.  A memorandum from AISI's counsel (Attachment 6),  
     concludes that return of background concentrations is not an "addition" of 
     pollutant and that aspect will not be further discussed here.              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.060     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on common sense, returning those pollutants in those quantities drawn
     from the receiving stream should not be the discharger's responsibility.   
     The water quality standards are not a clean up statute like the            
     Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act       
     (CERCLA) with joint and several liability provisions.  In that statute,    
     very specific proof is required before a polluter must bear everyone's     
     pollution remediation cost.  Further, many Great Lakes pollutants of       
     greatest concern, e.g., mercury, are almost entirely from sources other    
     than industrial point sources.  It is well known that non-point sources and
     air deposition from burning coal in other regions are the largest mercury  
     sources.  Natural sources also provide significant Great Lakes mercury     
     loading.  Yet this intake credit provision would require industrial point  
     sources to remove background concentrations from all sources.  Treating    
     these background levels is very costly and very little water would be      
     treated under the intake credit provision, compared to the extremely large 
     Great Lakes' volume.  Thus, there will be little or no impact from the     
     enormously costly permit source treatment.  This recognition strongly      
     suggests working through the LaMP and RAP multimedia planning processes    
     before promulgating a Guidance this severe.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.061     
     
     The commenter's general concern about the relative responsibilities of     
     point vs. non-point sources is addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. 
     Also see response to comment P2588.275.                                    
                                                                                
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in the SID at Section 
     VIII.E.5.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The "same body of water" requirement is overly stringent.  To obtain an
     intake credit, the plant must draw water from and return it to the same    
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     stream.  In some important circumstances, this makes a distinction without 
     a difference.  Some companies in the Great Lakes Basin draw water from a   
     lake and return it to the same lake's upstream tributary.  The waters do   
     not have the same name, but for all reasonable purposes they are the same  
     waters.  Since this defines a closed-loop system, there is no reason to    
     distinguish between the Great Lakes and the tributary waterway and yet this
     condition may have that effect.  The Agency's position here is inconsistent
     with the essentially single Great Lakes and tributary use designation.     
     Either the waters are the same throughout or they are not.  Dischargers    
     should not lose both the basinwide use designation and the intake credit   
     arguments.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.062     
     
     These comments are essentially the same as P2588.077 and P2588.276 and are 
     not addressed separately here.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The unreasonableness of the "same body of water" requirement is shown by   
     another example.  If a company has a water source with a lower pollutant   
     concentration than the water of the Great Lakes System to which it         
     discharges, discharging that water to the Great Lakes, after use, will help
     keep the Great Lakes clean.  The only way to look at this where it would   
     not be a help is if one assumes that drawing water from a different        
     hydrologic system and discharging it to the Great Lake System would somehow
     increase the rate of evaporation from the Great Lakes and result in a      
     cycling up of the pollutant as is found in cooling water recycle systems.  
     During deliberations on the Guidance, the Technical Work Group could not   
     scientifically demonstrate whether adding water from another source with   
     lower concentrations of a given pollutant helped or hurt the Great Lakes.  
     This is a sorry basis for a major provision of the Guidance.               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.063     
     
     EPA's rationale for distinguishing between name and different bodies of    
     water for purposes of the intake pollutant procedures is explained in the  
     SID at Section VIII.E.4.c. and 5.  EPA disagrees that potentially increased
     evaporation is the only concern.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the Great Lakes are governed by treaties and agreements directed  
     at preventing the diversion of water from the Great Lakes, not the other   
     way around.  If one were able to add water to the Great Lakes with lower   
     concentrations of pollutants than found in the Great Lakes, the net effect 
     would be an improvement to the Great Lakes.  This should be encouraged     
     rather than discouraged.                                                   
                                                                                
     The "same body of water requirement" must address this complexity and      
     should allow flexibility for the permit writers to accommodate situations  
     where an improvement is made or at least no harm is done.  Since the       
     technology-based effluent limitation intake credit provision allows such   
     discretion, it seems overly conservative not to provide the same discretion
     where water quality-based effluent limits are involved.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2721.064     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c. and VIII.E.5, EPA believes  
     that it is appropriate to consider inter-body transfers differently than   
     discharges of intake pollutants from the same body of water as the         
     discharge, not withstanding how this issue may be addressed under the      
     regulations governing technology-based effluent limits.  Also see SID,     
     Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  The "no addition" requirement as a condition on intake credits is      
     unnecessarily harsh.  Taken at face value, it almost ensures constant      
     battles with regulatory agencies over nuances that repeatedly arise in     
     natural processes.  The "no addition" requirement does not reflect         
     unavoidable processes such as corrosion, minute leakage and other very     
     minor pollutant additions in properly operating processes.  If not changed,
     a severe misallocation of resources may result.  Not only is "no addition" 
     impossible, but even if it were, the Agency should not make such intrusive 
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     requirements.  Assuming that a condition of no mass loading of a pollutant 
     is appropriate, the standard should be stated, at worst, as no net         
     addition.  The discharger should be allowed to take the substance out of   
     the process at the location where it makes the most sense.  Other          
     approaches result in the Agency becoming involved in plant engineering     
     beyond that appropriate from a regulatory agency with no environmental     
     benefit.  The effect on the receiving stream is the same from a "no        
     addition" condition as from a "no net addition" condition and the latter   
     makes the most economic sense.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.065     
     
     The commenter's concern about the "no additional mass" requirement is      
     essentially the same as that in comment P2588.075 and is addressed in      
     response to that comment. The issue raised by the comment concerning full  
     vs. partial credit is essentially the same as that in comment D2917.054 and
     is addressed in response to that comment.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The condition allowing no pollutant alteration that harms water quality
     unless such a change would also occur in-stream is not clear.  If a plant  
     must soften the intake water before it can be used, will the discharger be 
     required to harden the water after usage to return it to the original      
     state?  Again, this is a flatly stated requirement that should allow permit
     writer discretion to ensure that adverse changes do not occur.  A realistic
     requirement could be one of "no net increase in total pollutant            
     bioavailability."  This would protect the waters from harmful effects and  
     yet preserve the permit writer's ability to deal reasonably with           
     unanticipated situations.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2721.066     
     
     The general concern raised by the comment is essentially the same as that  
     in comment D2917.063 and is addressed in response to that comment.  The    
     example cited by the commenter is specifically addressed in the SID at     
     Section VIII.E.7.a.vii.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.067
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     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  The "no increase in concentration at the edge of the allowable mixing  
     zone" requirement is overly stringent and misses the most important        
     consideration.  It seems to be an attempt to provide relief for cycling up 
     of pollutants from evaporation in cooling water recycle systems.  The      
     relief for water conservation measures is helpful where it applies, but    
     does not go far enough.  To be fully useful, the provision must provide for
     cycling up of all pollutants in noncontact cooling water recycle whether   
     they are BCCs or non-BCCs.  For example, in the case of BCCs such as       
     mercury, for which there would be no mixing zone, this condition would deny
     relief.  Mercury from natural sources and human-induced sources such as air
     deposition and nonpoint sources is ubiquitous in the Great Lakes System at 
     levels above Guidance criteria.  In cooling water, it would cycle up and be
     returned above background concentrations.  With no mixing zone, it must be 
     removed by treatment.  A provision which attempts to provide relief and    
     does not address mercury and other BCCs which will cycle up in recycle     
     systems is of little value.  AISI's economic analysis found that treatment 
     of noncontact cooling water for mercury was the major cost factor in the   
     proposed Guidance (see Attachment 2).                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.067     
     
     These comments are essentially the same as P2588.077 and P2744.201 and are 
     not addressed separately here. See response to comment D2584.004 regarding 
     cost issues.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This further points to the need for more flexibility in the other          
     conditions for the use of the intake credit provision and giving the permit
     writer more flexibility.  In some cases, dilution of cooling water recycle 
     blowdown may be appropriate and available at lower cost, with no           
     environmental impact.  As stated in the comment on the TMDL and mixing zone
     procedure, there is no scientific basis for eliminating mixing zones for   
     BCCs and ZIDs for all pollutants.                                          
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     Response to: D2721.068     
     
     This comment further elaborates on points made in comment D2721.067 and is 
     not addressed separately here. The phase-out of mixing zones for BCC is    
     discussed in the SID at Section VIII.C.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: D2721.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even though Option 1 in the Preamble states that existing relief mechanisms
     such as variances, phased TMDLs, and changes in use designation are fully  
     acceptable and sufficient to address background concentrations, the        
     agencies have made such relief effectively unavailable in practice.  These 
     relief mechanisms are discussed elsewhere (see Attachment 13), but here it 
     is enough to say that they provide no relief and it is disingenuous to     
     suggest otherwise.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2721.069     
     
     Without commenting on the practice of different agencies in implementing   
     exiting relief mechanisms, EPA notes that it has adopted in the final      
     Guidance additional permit-based mechanisms for addressing intake          
     pollutants.  In addition to the proposed "reasonable potential" procedure  
     for intake pollutants, the final Guidance allows consideration of intake   
     pollutants in developing WQBELs, as provided in Procedure 5.E of appendix  
     F.  The many issues surrounding intake water pollutants in water           
     quality-based permitting are addressed in detail in the SID at Section     
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: D2721.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Some options require that any pollutant reduction resulting from           
     pretreatment of the water must be maintained in the effluent discharge to  
     obtain an intake credit.  In some cases this may be appropriate; however,  
     as an unyielding requirement it does not recognize that possibilies for    
     pretreatment may be different from and more reasonable than the            
     possibilities for post-treatment.  Just because a pollutant can be removed 
     in pre-treatment does not mean it is feasible to do so in post-treatment.  
     Not only does this appear to not place any trust in the discharger's       
     judgment, it also appears to distrust the permit writer's judgment. The    
     Guidance's stringency requires greater, rather than less, trust in the     
     permit writers' good faith and technical skills to carry out the intent of 
     the Guidance without being unreasonably restrictive.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.070     
     
     This comment raises concerns similar to those raised by comment #D2917.054 
     and are addressed in response to that comment.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Conclusion.  The Guidance must provide the permit writer flexibility if
     water quality-based effluent limit intake credits are to be reasonable.    
     There are several alternatives available.  The first is to reconsider      
     whether return of background concentrations is a pollutant "addition."     
     This could lead to intake credits where necessary.  There appears to be a  
     policy decision that this is too lax and will remove an area of potential  
     regulation from the Agency's grasp.  While AISI believes that return of    
     background concentration is not a pollutant addition, even under the       
     Agency's view, relief can be provided.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2721.071     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.5, EPA maintains its position    
     that discharge of intake pollutants is an "addition" subject to regulation 
     under the CWA. However, as explained generally in the SID at Section       
     VIII.E.4-5, EPA also believes that special consideration for intake        
     pollutants is appropriate and consistent with CWA in certain circumstances.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
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     Comment ID: D2721.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AISI's preferred approach to intake credits is a stated exemption under the
     Reasonable Potential section for non contact cooling water.  By definition,
     and within the bounds of technological feasibility, there is no meaningful 
     addition of pollutants to the receiving stream from the noncontact cooling 
     water.  Furthermore the dischargers would be relieved from treating very   
     high flows of ambient water at very high cost and with no benefit to the   
     lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2721.072     
     
     EPA does not agree that there is a sound basis, technical or legal, for    
     categorically excluding cooling water from the reasonable potential        
     determination.  See discussion in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vi and     
     7.b.i.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that indirect users of surface waters, e.g., public water supply
     users, should not be excluded from special consideration of intake         
     pollutants in appropriate circumstances and has addressed this in the final
     Guidance.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.(B).                           
                                                                                
     The general concerns raised in this comment about responsibility for       
     removal of pollutants from a discharge are similar those raised in comment 
     D2798.058 and are addressed in response to that comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2721.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another possibility is to state the intake credit restrictions in terms of 
     a requirement that there be "no net increase in total pollutant            
     bioavailability."  This would give discretion to the permit writer who     
     already has partial discretion with technology-based effluent limit intake 
     credits.  This would protect the environment and could lead to greater     
     innovation in handling intake pollutants because it does not automatically 
     eliminate so many possibilities.  Another possibility would provide a      
     straight intake credit to the extent needed to meet water quality-based    
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     effluent limits up to a credit equal to the pollutant intake value.  Permit
     writers already do this through technology-based effluent limit intake     
     credits.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.073     
     
     The comment about "no net increase in total pollutant bioavailability" is  
     essentially the same as that in D2917.063 and is addressed in the response 
     to that comment.                                                           
                                                                                
     The final Guidance provides for downward adjustments of "no net addition"  
     limits at the discretion of the permit writer as discussed in the SID at   
     Section VIII.E.7.c.ii.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Accurate Analysis Depends on Proper Application of the CWA Term        
     "Addition."                                                                
                                                                                
     Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act ("CWA"), 33 U.S.C. Section 1311(a),  
     prohibits "the discharge of any pollutant by any person."  A "point source"
     only may avoid this prohibition by obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge
     Elimination System ("NPDES") permit under CWA Section 402, 33 U.S.C.       
     Section 1342.  "Discharge of pollutants" is the activity which triggers    
     NPDES program jurisdiction.  CWA Section 502(12) defines that activity as  
     "any addition of any pollutant to navigable waters from any point source." 
     33 U.S.C. Section 1362(12)(A).  The CWA consequently does not authorize    
     regulation of any pollutants that are not "added" to navigable waters.     
     Therefore, whether the CWA regulates the discharge of unaltered intake     
     waters ultimately depends upon proper application of the term "addition".  
     
     
     Response to: D2721.074     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Inexplicably, the agency's proposed rule ignores the above CWA mandates    
     altogether.  The agency completely fails to address applicable             
     interpretations of the most relevant issue herein:  "additions" to waters  
     of the United States.  The agency instead creates its own version of NPDES 
     regulation based upon the following faulty reasoning:  (a) unaltered intake
     water (b) removed from waters of the United States (c) and used by an      
     industrial facility (d) loses its status as waters of the United States and
     (e) therefore its discharge "must" be governed by applicable water quality 
     standards in a NPDES permit.  58 Fed. Reg. 20956 (April 16, 1993).         
     However, subpart (e) above most certainly does not follow directly from    
     subparts (a)-(b).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2721.075     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, CWA Section 402 does not focus upon the intake of substances, but   
     rather upon the discharge of substances.  The agency's reliance upon       
     "removal from waters of the United States" for regulation of intake waters 
     therefore is unsupportable.  Moreover, NPDES applicability does not depend 
     upon the status of discharged substances as waters of the United States,   
     but rather upon the status of such substances as pollutants.  The agency's 
     emphasis on the former thus is misguided.  NPDES regulation similarly does 
     not turn upon the type of facility discharging the substance.  The agency  
     thus improperly concentrated on "industrial" facility usage as an element  
     for NPDES regulation of unaltered intake waters.  The agency's reasoning   
     simply is unconvincing and unsustainable.                                  
                                                                                
     As stated previously, the most cogent analysis of regulation of the        
     discharge of unaltered intake waters focuses upon the term "addition" to   
     waters of the United States.  For the purposes of this analysis, we assume 
     that                                                                       
                                                                                
     (a)  certain unaltered intake waters qualify as "pollutants" under CWA     
     Secton 502(19), 33 U.S.C. Section 1362(19);                                
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     (b)  certain receiving waters qualify as "navigable waters" under CWA      
     Section 502(7), 33 U.S.C. Section 1362(7);                                 
                                                                                
     (c)  certain facilities are "point sources" under CWA Section 502(14), 33  
     U.S.C. Section 1362(14).                                                   
                                                                                
     Despite these assumptions, U.S. EPA still cannot regulate discharge of     
     unaltered intake waters absent proof that such discharge constitutes an    
     "addition of any pollutant to navigable waters from any point source."  33 
     U.S.C. Paragraph 1362(12), 1342(a), 1311(a).  As shown above, the CWA only 
     prohibits the addition of pollutants to navigable waters from point        
     sources, except in compliance with other applicable provisions of the Act. 
     The CWA thus provides U.S. EPA or other permit writers with absolutely no  
     regulatory authority over discharges that are not "additions" under the CWA
     and applicable case law.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.076     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  CWA Section 402 Decisions Uniformly Mandate Causation for Regulated    
     "Additions."                                                               
                                                                                
     Significantly, CWA Section 402 decisions invariably have found no regulated
     "addition" absent proof of causation.  For example, the Fourth Circuit has 
     held that discharge of intake stream pollutants was not an "addition" to   
     navigable waters because                                                   
                                                                                
                [t]hose constituents occurring naturally in the waterways       
                or occuring as a result of other industrial discharges,         
                do not constitute an addition of pollutants by a plant          
                through which they pass.                                        
                                                                                
     Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351, 1377 (4th Cir. 1976)        
     (emphasis added).  The Court therefore held that U.S. EPA had no CWA       
     jurisdiction to require removal of such intake water pollutants.  Id.  As  
     the above quote illustrates, no regulated "addition" occurs absent         
     causation by the discharger.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.077     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appalachian's "causation" requirement uniformly has been adopted by every  
     Court addressing the "addition" issue.  In holding that dam discharges     
     containing high metallic concentrations and exhibiting oxygen-deficiency   
     were "additions," the South Carolina Wildlife Fed. v. Alexander Court      
     emphasized that the water had not contained such pollutants before entering
     the dam's reservoir.  See Alexander, 457 F. Supp. 118, 126 (D.S.C. 1978).  
     The dam's causation of post-intake pollution thus required NPDES           
     regulation:                                                                
                                                                                
                [T]he release of the water as changed because of the            
                impoundment constitutes the "addition" of pollutants            
                into a navigable water ....  If defendants cause the            
                character of the water to change ... they will have             
                added pollutants to a navigable water.                          
                                                                                
     Id. (emphasis added in part).                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.078     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In National Wildlife Federation v. Gorsuch, U.S. EPA also championed the   
     above causation requirement, arguing that "for addition of a pollutant from
     a point source to occur, the point source must introduce the pollutant into
     navigable water from the outside world."  Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 165, 175  
     (D.C. Cir. 1982) (emphasis in original) (determining agency's ability to   
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     regulate discharges from dams).  The D.C. Circuit agreed, noting that      
     "[w]ithout causation, there is no legal responsibility for removing        
     pollutants from the water."  Id. at 174, n. 57 (emphasis added).  The Court
     therefore upheld the reasonableness of the agency's interpretation of      
     "addition."  Id. at 175.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.079     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, in National Wildlife Federation v. Consumers Power Company, the 
     Sixth Circuit held that a hydro-electric facility's discharge of turbine   
     generating water containing entrained fish was not a regulated "addition." 
     See Consumers Power, 862 F.2d 581, 584-590 (6th Cir. 1988).  The Court     
     emphasized the difference between pollution caused by the discharger and   
     pollution merely taken in by the discharger:                               
                                                                                
                [I]f the [facility] itself added pollutants to the water,       
                rather than merely transmitting the water coming into           
                it, in whatever altered form, then it would be subject          
                to the NPDES permit system.                                     
                                                                                
     Id. at 586.  The Court noted that seafood processing required NPDES        
     regulation of discharged fish remains, since processing facilities         
     physically remove, process and alter fish, producing waste for discharge.  
     In such cases, the facility causes an "addition" of pollutants.  Id. at 585
     (citing Ass'n of Pac. Fisheries v. EPA, 615 F.2d 794 (9th Cir. 1980)).     
     However, the Court noted that the entrained fish originated from Lake      
     Michigan and were "pollutants already in the water" prior to facility      
     intake.  Id.  The CWA therefore did not regulate the entrained fishes'     
     discharge: the facility plainly had not "physically introduced" the        
     entrained fish into the outside world.  U.S. EPA thus could not apply NPDES
     requirements to the dischargers.  Id. at 586.  See also U.S. ex. rel. TVA  
     v. Tenn. Water Quality Control Bd., 717 F.2d 992, 998-999 (6th Cir. 1983)  
     (approving "physically introduced into waters" definition of "addition" in 
     dam regulation case).                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.080     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Notably, Consumers Power also distinguishes hydro-electric facilities from 
     steam/electric operations.  Although cited by U.S. EPA here, the           
     distinction clearly does not support the agency's proposed rule.  58 Fed.  
     Reg. 20956 (April 16, 1993).  The Court indicated that pumped storage      
     facilities "d[o] not alter the [waters'] character as waters of the United 
     States."  See Consumers Power, 862 F.2d at 589.  The Court next contrasted 
     NPDES regulation of steam/electric operations, which "remove water, which  
     then enters into the industrial complex and absorbs heat and other minerals
     produced by the plant or electric generator before being added to waters of
     the United States."  Id., at 589.  In other words, the Court believed      
     steam/electric operations require NPDES permits when such operations       
     discharged intake waters polluted after entering the operation's facility. 
     The Court never found that such operations required permits for discharge  
     of intake pollutants.  Therefore, this distinction ultimately favors the   
     argument that discharge of unaltered intake waters is not regulated by the 
     NPDES program.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.081     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further support for the "causation" requirement appears in Hudson River    
     Fisherman's Ass'n. v. City of New York, 751 F. Supp. 1088, 1102 (S.D.N.Y.  
     1990).  The defendant municipality had argued that NPDES regulations did   
     not apply to its pumping station's discharges of polluted river water to a 
     reservoir, since the water was polluted prior to intake.  In rejecting this
     argument, the Court emphasized that the municipality had chemically treated
     and physically altered the intake waters after intake.  Discharge of the   
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     altered waters thus constituted an "addition:                              
                                                                                
                Here, however, defendants are adding chlorine and alum          
                to the water with the intention of creating a partly            
                chemical, partly physical reaction.  It cannot be               
                seriously disputed that chlorine, alum and the resulting        
                floc are physically introduced into the water of the            
                West Branch Reservoir and the Croton River from the             
                outside.                                                        
     Id.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.082     
     
     EPA agrees that, in this case, the court found that the defendant had      
     altered its intake water and that an addition had occurred.  EPA does not  
     read this case as establishing the legal principle that, absent such       
     alteration, an addition would not have occurred.  Those facts were not     
     presented in this case, and therefore such a legal conclusion cannot be    
     drawn from the court's opinion.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  CWA Section 404 Cases Likewise Require Causation for Regulated         
     "Additions."                                                               
                                                                                
     For support of its proposed rule, the agency cites several cases addressing
     dredge and fill permits under CWA Section 404, 33 U.S.C. Section 1344.  58 
     Fed. Reg. 20956 (April 16, 1993).  However, these cases actually bolster   
     the above Appalachian interpretation of "addition."  Each case found that  
     "addition" includes "redeposition" of substances originally found in the   
     source waters.  However, the cases involved far more than simple extraction
     and replacement of a substance.  In each decision, the questioned          
     "redeposition" caused a fundamental disturbance of the physical and        
     biological integrity of the waterbody, compared to its original condition. 
                                                                                
     For instance, Avoyelles Sportman's League, Inc. v. Marsh held that         
     redeposition of large amounts of vegetation removed from a wetland would   
     "significantly alter the character of the wetlands and limit the vital     
     ecological functions served by the tract."  Avoyelles, 715 F.2d 897, 923   
     (5th Cir. 1983).  The Eleventh Circuit likewise found that redeposition of 
     significant amounts of soil dredged by a tug boat's propellers severly     
     damaged the integrity of adjacent seagrass beds, so that the "damage done  
     to these areas was too severe for nature to be able to restore them to     
     their natural condition."  See United States v. M.C.C., 772 F.2d 1501, 1506
     (11th Cir. 1985).  Another Court found that redeposition of indigenous     
     materials (river cobble) had compromised river channels, thereby damaging  
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     the river's natural drainage system.  See United States v. Sinclair Oil    
     Co., 767 F. Supp. 200, 204 (D. Or. 1990).  The Ninth Circuit similarly has 
     applied the above "redeposition" analysis in the NPDES context.  See       
     Rybachek v. U.S. EPA, 904 F.2d 1276, 1285-86 (9th Cir. 1990).  In holding  
     that redeposition of streambed sediments required NPDES regulation of      
     placer mines, the Court emphasized that placer mining discharges           
                                                                                
                can have aesthetic and water-quality impacts on waters          
                both in the immediate vicinity and downstream.  Toxic           
                metals, including arsenic, cadmium, lead, zinc and copper,      
                have been found at a higher concentration in streams            
                where mining occurs than in non-mining streams.                 
                                                                                
     Id. at 1282.                                                               
                                                                                
     In the above cases, the discharger actively altered the water's original   
     state through extraction and redeposition activities.  Simply put, the     
     discharger's activities caused substantial alteration of the source water. 
     The water's fundamental change, caused by the discharger's external        
     activities, therefore qualified as "addition" of pollutants to water of the
     United States.  Contrary to the agency's position, these decisions thus    
     squarely uphold the Appalachian line:  NPDES regulation depends upon       
     causation of pollution.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2721.083     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Discharges of Unaltered Intake Waters Are Not Regulated "Additions"    
     Absent Causation.                                                          
                                                                                
     Based on the foregoing, the critical issue herein is not whether discharged
     intake waters are "waters of the United States" or whether dischargers are 
     "industrial facilities," as the agency advocates.  Instead, the Courts     
     uniformly agreed that a regulated "addition" turns on causation: did the   
     discharger introduce pollutants into the intake water from the outside     
     world?  If not, the discharge of such water is not regulated by the NPDES  
     program.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Here, steelmaking operations require vast amounts of source waters for     
     non-contact cooling purposes.  Very often, these waters contain pollutants 
     prior to intake.  Applying the above rule to a steelmaking facility: has   
     the facility introduced outside pollutants into intake water prior to      
     discharge?  For example, mere passage of intake water through a facility's 
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     once-through cooling system does not significantly change or contribute to 
     the intake water's pre-existing condition.  The facility thus has not      
     caused any fundamental alteration or pollution of the intake water.  The   
     facility's subsequent discharge of the unaltered intake waters therefore is
     not a regulated "addition" of pollutants under the CWA.  Absent causation  
     of "added" pollution, the facility simply is not legally responsible for   
     removal of pollutants from the discharged intake water.  Furthermore, the  
     CWA requires net credit for such discharges where causation is unproven.   
     The agency's contrary position therefore is patently impermissible under   
     both applicable case law and the CWA.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.084     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2721.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy addresses lowering of in-stream water quality.  
     Antibacksliding policies address relaxing of NPDES permit requirements.    
     While there could be some relationship between relaxing a permit           
     requirement and lowering water quality frequently, relaxing a permit limit 
     does not noticeably affect in-stream water quality.  The proposed Guidance 
     Antidegradation Policy blurs the distinction between antibacksliding and   
     antidegradation by triggering non-BCC Antidegradation Procedures when there
     is an arbitrarily set mass loading permit limit increase.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2721.085     
     
     EPA disagrees that the antidegradation provisions in the proposed or final 
     Guidance blur the distinction between antidegradation and antibacksliding. 
     Antidegradation is an element of a State's or Tribe's water quality        
     standards that is concerned with maintaining existing water quality,       
     consistent with the objectives of the CWA, section 101(a).  To simplify    
     implementation, the proposed Guidance allowed States and Tribes to identify
     certain changes in water quality as not significant and not subject to     
     antidegradation review.  For non-BCCs, a significant change was defined as 
     relaxation of permit limit be greater than an de minimis amount.  This does
     not imply that any increased loading of a non-BCC that is not defined as   
     signficant does have the potential to lower water quality, rather that such
     lowerings are likely to be inconsequential and therefore do not warrant    
     extensive review.  Although EPA could clarify the distinction between      
     antidegradation and antibacksliding by requiring antidegradation review for
     any action that is expected to lower water quality for all pollutants, EPA 
     believes that it is more important for the final Guidance to be workable.  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2721.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCCs trigger Antidegradation Procedures when there is an increase in mass  
     loading over Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ).  EEQ would also be a stated  
     permit condition.  The Guidance would require pollution prevention measures
     and analysis and treatment upgrades which must be met before the State     
     could consider increased loading.  Finally, the increase must satisfy      
     social and economic development requirements weighed against environmental 
     considerations.  The proposed policy is scientifically unsound and ensures 
     economically harmful decisions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.086     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Treating BCCs different from non-BCCs is not warranted.  The           
     Antidegradation Policy is triggered by "a significant lowering of water    
     quality" (SLWQ).  For BCCs, the Guidance defines SLWQ as any mass-loading  
     increase above EEQ as it is statistically determined over the previous     
     permit term (or presumably five years).  Treating BCCs different from      
     non-BCCs has no scientific basis.  As currently drafted, the Guidance      
     identifies BCCs using bioaccumulation potential alone.  The Guidance human 
     health and wildlife criteria established for these substances already      
     include bioaccumulation potential.  The Antidegradation Policy will only   
     allow increases where the receiving waters as high quality (better than    
     water quality standards require) and they must remain high quality waters  
     after any mass loading increase.  Thus, the water will be safe as          
     determined by U.S. EPA or State water quality criteria which already       
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     include many safety factors.  This is true whether the substance is a BCC  
     or a non-BCC.  Accordingly there is no basis to make the treatment of BCCs 
     harsh compared to non-BCCs.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.087     
     
     Commenters misconstrue the purpose of the antidegradation provisions.      
     These provisions address the circumstances under which a degradation of    
     water quality will be permissible and are not intended to define "safe"    
     levels of water quality, nor to require improvements of water quality to   
     such "safe" levels, as may be required through establishment of a TMDL or  
     WLA.   The antidegradation provisions are complementary, rather than       
     duplicative of, provisions in state standards which establish water quality
     criteria and both types of provisions are required in a State's water      
     quality management program.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2721.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Calculating EEQ using the preceding five year permit term ensures      
     long-term economic distress will be perpetuated.  Many major Great Lakes   
     industries have been struggling against domestic recessions and unfair     
     international competition for 15 years or longer.  Calculating EEQ using   
     the most recent five-year period will set an EEQ associated with low       
     production.  Currently, increased sales and production opportunity occur on
     short notice and often for a short term.  Multi-layered regulatory         
     requirements such as the Antidegradation Policy preceding increased        
     production ensure that these opportunities will be taken by companies      
     outside the Great Lakes Region or by foreign competition.  The cumbersome  
     antidegradation provision will preclude a level playing field with         
     competitors outside the region.  Moreover, the effect will be contrary to  
     the protection against "dumping" artificially low-priced products by       
     foreign producers.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2721.088     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2721.089
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 1570



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Mandatory pollution prevention should be avoided.  The pollution       
     prevention requirement is the first antidegradation step.  AISI supports   
     voluntary pollution prevention.  However, requiring pollution prevention in
     the Antidegradation Policy makes pollution prevention mandatory for a      
     discharger needing a mass loading increase.  Many industrial processes and 
     the raw materials used are proprietary and provide a company's competitive 
     position.  Basic industries face very strong competition, both nationally  
     and internationally.  Bureaucratic interference in industrial processes can
     kill any competitive advantage.  Since the discharger's effluent already   
     meets permit limits assuring high quality waters, further interference is  
     an unwarranted intrusion that will homogenize the industry and ensure      
     higher than necessary costs are passed to consumers.  Beyond that, these   
     costs may not provide environmental benefit.                               
                                                                                
     One pollution prevention effort the Antidegradation Policy purports to     
     encourage is substituting nontoxic, nonbioaccumulative substances for BCCs.
      In fact, many such substitutions themselves must satisfy the              
     Antidegradation Policy before the substitution is made.  By definition, the
     substitution would be an increase in one substance's mass loading when it  
     replaces a BCC.  These onerous antidegradation procedures will certainly   
     dilute any incentive to make the substitutions.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.089     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2721.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Arbitrarily setting non-BCC de minimis increases does not reflect      
     actual impacts.  The Antidegradation Policy would allow non-BCC increases  
     of 10% of the receiving water's unused assimilative capacity or a level    
     that does not increase the ambient concentration outside the mixing zone   
     before triggering the Antidegradation requirements.  While there should be 
     a de minimis test, arbitrarily setting this level is not justified.  First,
     by definition, high quality waters must remain high quality waters even    
     after the mass loading increase.  This means that EPA has determined that  
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     the water is protective of the designated uses and already has many safety 
     factors.  Second, arbitrarily setting de minimis levels does not consider  
     the level where there may be a discernible instream impact properly        
     triggering Agency concerns.  Once triggered, the Antidegradation Policy    
     will require considerable application and compliance expenditures, but     
     provide no assured benefits.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.090     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2721.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Impact on the discharger.  The Antidegradation Policy potentially      
     affects any discharger which needs a mass loading increase; however, the   
     Antidegradation Policy does not separately or meaningfully consider the    
     impact on the discharger.                                                  
                                                                                
     Social and economic impact is reviewed in the decision process only for the
     area where the water is affected.  Impact on the discharger is not         
     independently considered.  Given that the environmental agencies' expertise
     is limited to environmental matters, requiring social and economic         
     decisions seems unwise.  Since this will be an unfamiliar area, simplistic 
     decisions seem likely.  Either all denials will be found to have social and
     economic impact thus qualifying or such large impacts will be required that
     virtually no company could qualify.  In any case, if all pass or none      
     passes, there is no reason for long and costly social and economic         
     analyses.  The Agency should recognize that its and the state's expertise  
     has limits.  The Antidegradation Policy should avoid social and economic   
     policy-making.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.091     
     
     Although the commenter objects to EPA, States and Tribes becoming involved 
     in social and economic decisions, the commenter fails to suggest an        
     alternative.  Clearly, it would be easier for EPA, States and Tribes to    
     administer the water quality standards program if water quality standards  
     and economic considerations were completely divorced.  However, such a     
     program would be so unrealistic that it would fail even before it began.   
     Furthermore, it would be inconsistent with the National regulation.        
                                                                                
     Given that water quality standards and economic considerations are likely  
     to remain inextricably linked for the foreseeable future, the              
     antidegradation provisions contained in the final Guidance do an excellent 
     job of balancing environmental and economic considerations.  For the most  
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     part, the antidegradation demonstration is concerned with identifying      
     concrete ways to allow social and economic development to occur without    
     degrading environmental quality.  Hopefully, most cases will be resolved by
     identifying such an alternative.  Where environmental degradation is an    
     unavoidable consequence of an action, the final Guidance, consistent with  
     existing Federal regulations, requires that the action must result in      
     social and economic development in the area affected by the lower water    
     quality.  The final Guidance gives States and Tribes broad discretion in   
     making this determination, allowing States and Tribes to tailor their      
     decisions to the specific circumstances and keeping the decision making    
     authority as close to the affected public as possible.                     
                                                                                
     Given the EPA's and the State's long experience in conducting the water    
     quality standards program, EPA is confident that State, and, as they       
     develop water quality Standards, Tribes, will be able to meet the demands  
     of implementing antidegradation.  Also, antidegradation is not a new       
     requirement; many States have more than ten years of experience            
     implementing provisions substantially similar to those in the final        
     Guidance.  Given the similarity between the existing regulations and the   
     current Federal regulations, EPA expects that most States should not find  
     the final Guidance overly taxing.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2721.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  Cost of the Analysis.  The Antidegradation application for increased   
     mass loading requires extensive research and analysis.  Once triggered,    
     application costs escalate dramatically.  Where all three Antidegradation  
     steps are necessary, there seems little difference in application cost     
     between those for small increases and those for very large increases in    
     loading.  The Agency should determine whether such an all or nothing cost  
     is warranted.  Creating a high application threshold for relief can dampen 
     recovery of ailing industries and restrain growth of healthy industries.   
     Small or disadvantaged businesses will feel the most severe impact.        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.092     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     The commeneter is largely concerned with the cose of performing an         
     antidegradation demonstration.  The final Guidance is more general than the
     proposal and therefore gives States and Tribes greater flexibility to      
     tailor the level of detail to the proposed increase in loading.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2721.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Bureaucratic Impedient to Growth.  An Antidegradation application's    
     cost and complexity may be used as a bureaucratic impediment to growth.    
     There could be long delays for resubmission of data or analyses that are   
     not deficient.  The Antidegradation Policy may require establishment of    
     social and economic anlysis branches in the environmental agencies.  As a  
     result, the only regional growth may be in the regulatory agencies.  Since 
     there is no required deadline for agency action, the process may keep      
     companies out of spot markets; sometimes the only opportunities are found  
     there.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2721.093     
     
     See response to comment D2634.024.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2721.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8.  Conclusion.  Without adequate scientific or environmental basis, the   
     permitting authorities will be venturing into social and economic policy   
     making.  The impacts on industry and the economy appear great even when    
     there would be the most minimal environmental benefit.  Before a proposed  
     loading increase, water quality will exceed standards and after all the    
     antidegradation activity, water quality will still exceed standards.  The  
     Agency should completely reconsider the Antidegradation Policy.            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.094     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Burden on Dischargers                                                  
                                                                                
     For many years, U.S. EPA has established ambient water quality criteria.   
     Under the Clean Water Act, the states establish water quality standards.   
     Since U.S. waters belong to all citizens, governmental responsibility is   
     appropriate.                                                               
                                                                                
     The Tier II process effectively relieves the U.S. EPA and the states of    
     this responsibility by giving it to point source dischargers which hold    
     NPDES permits.  Implementation Procedure 5(D) describes this process.  This
     procedure is flawed.  First, where Tier I criteria or Tier II values have  
     not yet been developed, a state may estimate ambient screening values using
     any "available, relevant information."  Based on these screening values, or
     "Tier 3" criteria, the states determines whether Tier II values are        
     necessary.  The state may establish NPDES permit limits using screening    
     values.  Using such vaguely-defined numbers in such a rigorous manner has  
     no sound technical or policy basis.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.095     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the state may conclude that an individual discharger has the       
     "reasonable potential" to discharge a chemical at a concentration exceeding
     this screening value instream.  Even if this is only under extreme         
     conditions, the state may require that discharger to develop Tier II       
     aquatic life, human health, and wildlife values.  Generating such data     
     causes enormous and misplaced costs.  No consideration is given to whether 
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     that discharger is the chemical's sole source.  In fact, there are         
     ubiquitous chemicals, many naturally-occurring, for which neither Tier 1   
     nor Tier II values have been calculated.  Urban and agricultural runoff,   
     precipitation, and other non-point sources contain many such substances.   
     To require placing the development burden on the first permit renewal      
     applicant is totally irresponsible.  Even giving a discharger the          
     "opportunity" to "upgrade" a Tier II value by collecting additional data is
     an undue burden; the discharger is forced to correct an unjustifiable      
     value.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2721.096     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.097
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Establishing Enforceable Permits Limits                                
                                                                                
     The fundamental Tier II problems above will become worse when applied.  The
     Tier II aquatic life procedures are based on a paper (Host et al. 1990)    
     describing a screening process to determine the need (i.e., whether the    
     anticipated environmental risk is sufficiently significant) to develop a   
     water quality criterion for a particular parameter.   One author discussed 
     these procedures at a Technical Work Group Meeting in 1991.  He made clear 
     that the methods were intentionally conservative and biased.  They were    
     only intended to calculate advisory levels, not enforceable permit limits. 
     He was particularly concerned that U.S. EPA's antibacksliding policy would 
     preclude the upward adjustment of Tier II-based permit limits even when    
     additional data became available.  The Science Advisory Board echoed these 
     concerns in its December, 1992 report:                                     
                                                                                
                The Subcommittee is concerned that Tier II values might         
                be adopted as regulatory limits for point source                
                dischargers.  The Tier II numbers were designed to be           
                over protective in the arbitrary choices of percentage          
                distributions from the original data set.  These numbers        
                should only be used as interim narrative standards not          
                numeric limits. (p 12)                                          
                                                                                
                States implementing this Tier II method must realize that       
                all Tier II estimates will, because of the statistical          
                derivation process used, result in a value more stringent       
                than a full criterion.  As more data are obtained over          
                time, the value will frequently become less stringent           
     as it approaches the Tier I value.  If these facts can                     
                not be dealt with in implementation then there can be           
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                no scientific defensibility in the Tier 1 concept. (p 16)       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.097     
     
     See responses to comments D2791.101 and P2656.199. See response to comment 
     D2741.076.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Implementation Procedure 9 states that "the limit revised based on   
     additional studies is not affected by the anti-backsliding provisions of   
     section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act," there is no guarantee that such an 
     interpretation will hold or that revisions might not preclude permit limits
     increases.  However, even if the anti-backsliding problem were addressed,  
     Tier II values would remain inappropriate bases for enforceable permit     
     limits and should only be used as advisory levels which indicate that      
     future research is needed.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.098     
     
     See response to: P2656.091 and P2656.092                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Along with the general Tier II process flaws described above, the proposed 
     procedure for calculating Tier II aquatic life values contains specific    
     technical problems.  First, calculating values using as little as one acute
     toxicity data point is unjustifiable.  The Science Advisory Board reports  
     that, "The Subcommittee is concerned that the minimal data base of one     
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     species acute test is inadequate" (December 1992).  Data cost for two      
     additional species (e.g., fathead minnow and rainbow trout) is relatively  
     small, and increasing the minimum data requirements to three species       
     reduces the maximum secondary acute factor from 20 to 8.6.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.099     
     
     See response to comment D2791.103.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board noted that using the 80th percentile protection 
     level is arbitrary and is also more conservative than necessary.  A more   
     appropriate choice would be the 50th percentile.  If daphnid data is       
     required and the three-species requirement discussed above is used, the    
     resulting maximum secondary acute factor would be 2.6 (Host et al. 1990).  
     
     
     Response to: D2721.100     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2791.103.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board also describes how the procedure is insensitive 
     to matrix effects such as the relationship between hardness and metal      
     toxicity.  A single soft water test would yield a much lower Tier II value 
     than a similar hard water test.  This uncertainty supports using Tier II   
     values only as advisory levels.                                            
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     Response to: D2721.101     
     
     See response to comment D2917.088.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Aquatic Life Criteria and Values Methodologies contain        
     absolutely no data requirements supporting Tier II Final Acute Values.     
     Clearly, Tier II data quality requirements should be no less than Tier 1   
     data quality requirements.  To accomplish this, the GLI methodology should 
     indicate that the Tier 1 - Procedure I(A) (Material of Concern) and        
     Procedure II (Collection of Data) requirements are also required for Tier  
     II data.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.102     
     
     See response to comment D2722.063.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.103
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether generating dozens of Tier II Values (and permit limits) rather than
     relying upon the whole effluent toxicity testing program (also a GLI       
     program) is another scientific concern.  As U.S. EPA's (1985b) Technical   
     Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control correctly notes:   
                                                                                
                an advantage of the whole effluent toxicity approach is         
                that "the aggregate toxicity of all constituents in a           
                complex effluent is measured, and toxic effect can be           
                limited by one parameter" (p. 2), and                           
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                principal disadvantages of chemical-by-chemical                 
                evaluations are that they do not address the chemical           
                effluent interaction or bioavailability.                        
                                                                                
     The Tier II criteria process, therefore, ignores whole effluent toxicity   
     testing, and potentially will stretch the chemical-specific approach beyond
     relevance.  Where Tier I chemical criteria and a whole effluent toxicity   
     testing program repeatedly show no acute or chronic instream toxicity,     
     questionable Tier II values should not force redesigning a facility for    
     compliance since there will be no environmental benefit.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.103     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II value procedures do not provide scientifically sound  
     ambient water quality criteria.  U.S. EPA and the states, not point source 
     dischargers, should generate accurate and defensible criteria protecting   
     legitimate uses.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2721.104     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     If at all, Tier II values should only be used as advisory levels indicating
     future research needs, not as the basis for enforceable permit limits.     
     
     
     Response to: D2721.105     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, even if limited to such an advisory role, the Tier II aquatic life
     value procedures are unnecessarily conservative and frequently repeat other
     measures of water quality.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.106     
     
     It is not clear what other measures of water quality the commenter is      
     illuding to in this comment.  If the commenter is referring to WET as      
     another measure of water quality, see response to comment D3382.097.  Also 
     see comments D2724.493 and P2653.020 on the issue of the conservative      
     nature of Tier II.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2721.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  General Approach                                                       
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedures 3A and 3B set forth the methods that translate   
     the GLI criteria into numerical NPDES permit limits.  Therefore, these     
     procedures are critical.  Unfortunately, the general approach presented is 
     confusing and fragmented.  Early drafts described mixing zone policies and 
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     procedures.  When U.S. EPA Headquarters staff commented that these         
     procedures overlooked the recommended Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)      
     approach, the Technical Work Group began combining the mixing zone         
     procedures and general TMDL concepts.  During the last meetings, the       
     Technical Work Group rewrote this section extensively with very little     
     Public Participation Group review and comment.  Finally, after Steering    
     Committee approval for publication in December 1991, a complete second     
     option was added.  The Public Participation Group never saw the second     
     option until Federal Register publication on April 16, 1993.  The product  
     shows the haphazard handling and review.                                   
                                                                                
     The resulting procedures are very confusing and do not show how water      
     quality-based permit limits will actually be calculated.  The proposal of  
     two such widely divergent preferred options leaves each state the choice of
     provisions.  Given the vagueness, the choice will be difficult.  This      
     leaves the NPDES dischargers wondering which option might be used.  Also,  
     the tributary basin TMDL procedures are so general that one cannot predict 
     permit limits.  Finally, the procedures address few of the issues which    
     permit writers regularly face in water quality-based permit limits.  Each  
     permit writer must use many assumptions to fill "gaps."  U.S. EPA's cost   
     study illustrates some assumptions and the compliance cost impact.  AISI's 
     Public Participation Group representatives commented repeatedly to the     
     Technical Work Group meetings in 1991 that the draft provisions were vague.
     AISI provided sample discharge scenarios; the adequacy and conservativeness
     of the Guidance would have been demonstrated.  To our knowledge, the       
     Technical Work Group never worked through these or any other examples.  The
     current proposal is even more complex and confusing than those previous    
     drafts, yet U.S. EPA has still not shown how the process will work.        
     Meaningful understanding and public comment require such examples.         
     
     
     Response to: D2721.107     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2721.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Relationship to Sediment Quality                                       
                                                                                
     Both options include a general condition A(6), which requires that TMDLs   
     prevent harmful pollutant accumulation in sediments both inside and outside
     the mixing zones.  No guidance describes harmful levels or how TMDLs can   
     accomplish this goal.  U.S. EPA's Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy
     should address these and many other issues, but it is still under          
     development and will require extensive peer review.  The GLI should not    
     address such an important issue in such a cursory manner, but should await 
     the national strategy.  Therefore, these general conditions should be      
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     deleted.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.108     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2721.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Calculation of Background Concentrations                               
                                                                                
     Both options include a general condition 8 concerning background           
     concentrations for TMDL determinations.  Background concentrations may be  
     estimated from caged fish tissue data.  Fish tissue concentrations divided 
     by the BAF determine the ambient concentration.  This procedure is         
     unacceptable because the BAFs are problematic for the reasons described    
     above, including variability and site- and species-specificity.            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.109     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Mixing Zones For BCCs                                                  
                                                                                
     Both options preclude dilution for BCCs within 10 years from the final     
     rule's effective date.  This policy presumes a toxicological mechanism for 
     BCCs which is different from non-BCCs.  This distinction is not technically
     valid.  The GLI objective is managing toxic chemical ambient               
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     concentrations.  Because both exposure and duration are critical to        
     toxicological response, there should be very little difference between     
     regulation of BCCs versus non-BCCs.  Except non-threshold carcinogens,     
     there is a concentration below which adverse effects are not elicited.     
     National water quality criteria are based on this concept.  In addition,   
     bioaccumulation, reflected in BAFs, already controls human health and      
     wildlife criteria.  Those chemicals with high BAFs will have appropriately 
     stringent criteria and permit limits even without special treatment.       
     Therefore, mixing zones are appropriate for BCCs and non-BCCs.             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.110     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics
     Control addresses this issue, and does not recommend a blanket mixing zone 
     prohibition for bioaccumulative substances.  U.S. EPA recognizes the       
     importance of evaluating actual instream exposure.  This is particularly   
     true for many BCCs because, exposure would be less than that assumed by    
     strict mass-balance due to metabolism and other fate processes.            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.111     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Reducing mass pollutant loadings, as a goal, apparently is served by       
     prohibiting BCC mixing zones.  However, this indirect control is not the   
     appropriate means.  Since pointsource contributions represent only a small 
     fraction of total loadings, this approach is not justified considering the 
     cost/benefit balance.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.112     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2721.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble noted that most Technical Work Group representatives          
     recommended Option B primarily because the source-specific TMDL procedures 
     were most like existing procedures.  Both state permit writers and         
     permittees are most familiar with Option B's emphasis on individual point  
     source discharges.  For the same reason, it is likely that most Great Lakes
     States will use these procedures for dischargers, at least until tributary 
     basin TMDL procedures become better defined and more widely applied.       
     Therefore, these source-specific TMDL procedures are the most important to 
     most dischargers.  Accordingly, several significant shortcomings are noted 
     below.                                                                     
                                                                                
     First, the proposed procedures use stringent stream design flows.  This    
     problem is particularly severe for aquatic life criteria implementation.   
     The aquatic life design flow is 7Q10, a flow exceeded approximately 99% of 
     the time.  The Ohio EPA Director, at the June 7, 1991 Steering Committee   
     meeting, stated that Ohio has used the 30Q10 for chronic aquatic life      
     criteria for several years and has not found any ambient water quality     
     criteria exceedances attritutable to this policy.  The proposed procedures 
     should use the 30Q10 as the aquatic life stream design flow.               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.113     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns with using stringent design flows. EPA       
     recognizes that in some cases the recommended design flows may be overly   
     stringent while in other cases they may be too lenient. Accordingly, the   
     final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless whether the     
     results would be more or less restrictive than those generated with        
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models thus could negate concerns 
     regarding the design flow used. See VIII.C.6.a.  Moreover, the final       
     Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative design flow, such as the
     30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is appropriate for stream-specific 
     and pollutant-specific conditions.   For a discussion of EPA's reasons for 
     specifying a design flow based on the 7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic
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     aquatic life criteria or values, as well as the opportunity to use an      
     alternative design flow, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.    
     EPA acknowledges the comment that full stream design flow by authorized in 
     the final Guidance.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c,   
     EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing zones         
     implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that  
     there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is          
     appropriate. Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a  
     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2721.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stream design flow stringency is compounded by using a dilution fraction   
     ranging from 0.10 to 0.25.  Thus the widely used full dilution flow is     
     reduced to a small fractional flow.  These fractions should be deleted     
     unless they can be justified.  The states which have studied the issue have
     found that sufficient protection is afforded by using the full stream      
     design flow.  Without contrary proof, these study findings should stand.   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.114     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2721.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should encourage dynamic modeling, as does U.S. EPA's         
     Technical Support Document (1991).  The results should be used whether they
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     produce either more or less stringent results than the typical mass-balance
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.115     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2721.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These severe dilution flow restrictions further reflect the misguided      
     over-emphasis on point source discharges.  The aquatic life, human health, 
     and wildlife criteria procedures all embody conservative assumptions and   
     the resulting stringent criteria would protect target populations extremely
     well.  Using small fractions of rare flow events reduces point source      
     permit limits well below levels protective of these populations.  Discharge
     load reductions which may be achieved at considerable expense will yield   
     virtually no environmental benefit because these discharges constitute only
     a small fraction of overall loadings.  The preamble even concedes this bias
     against point source discharges:                                           
                                                                                
                The detailed source specific procedures could pose an           
                inequitable burden in some situations on the particular         
                point source responsible for the marginal loading that          
                could result in a water quality standards exceedance.           
                (p 20935)                                                       
                                                                                
     Using 30Q10 for aquatic life criteria and full stream design flow for all  
     other criteria would partly correct this bias.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.116     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns with using stringent design flows. EPA       
     recognizes that in some cases the recommended design flows may be overly   
     stringent while in other cases they may be too lenient. Accordingly, the   
     final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless whether the     
     results would be more or less restrictive than those generated with        
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models thus could negate concerns 
     regarding the design flow used. See VIII.C.6.a.  Moreover, the final       
     Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative design flow, such as the
     30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is appropriate for stream-specific 
     and pollutant-specific conditions.   For a discussion of EPA's reasons for 
     specifying a design flow based on the 7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic
     aquatic life criteria or values, as well as the opportunity to use an      
     alternative design flow, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.    
     EPA acknowledges the comment that full stream design flow by authorized in 
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     the final Guidance.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c,   
     EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing zones         
     implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that  
     there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is          
     appropriate. Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a  
     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2721.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second problem is the (1-f) term in the wasteload allocation (WLA)       
     calculations, where f = the fraction of the source flow that is withdrawn  
     from the receiving water.  In many cases where the discharger withdraws    
     most or all water from the receiving stream, using this term will generate 
     WLA's more stringent than the ambient criteria.  This contradicts          
     procedures which do not set water quality-based permit limits below ambient
     criteria.  Limits below criteria should never be used unless there are     
     maximum non-point source discharge controls and water quality criteria     
     continue to be exceeded.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.117     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2721.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedure can even generate negative WLA's when background    
     concentrations exceed criteria.  While the preamble acknowledges this      
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     problem (p 20937), it proposes an unacceptable solution: if a discharger   
     WLA has been calculated and the "reasonable potential" to cause or         
     contribute to criteria excursions exists, then the discharge must be       
     prohibited unless a full multi-source TMDL will ensure attainment.  The    
     reasonable potential procedures are very conservative, and the "relief"    
     through intake credits is minimal even for many non-contact cooling waters.
     Many dischargers will therefore be faced with discharge cessation or plant 
     shutdown unless the State develops an approvable phased TMDL which         
     thoroughly addresses the other (largely non-point) sources which actually  
     cause the problem.  For these reasons, the (1-f) term should be dropped.   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.118     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2721.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the proposed procedures do not allow dilution to meet acute water 
     quality criteria.  Rather, the FAV is applied at end-of-pipe in all cases. 
     Thus, unlike many state regulations, no provision is made for Zones of     
     Initial Dilution (ZIDs) or Areas of Initial Mixing (AIMs).  U.S. EPA has   
     long supported ZIDs, recognizing that (1) acute toxicity reflects magnitude
     and duration of exposure and (2) organisms cannot reside in rapid mixing   
     areas long enough for lethality.  U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support      
     Document allows applying the acute criteria down stream, even without a    
     high-velocity diffuser (p. 158-160).  Although most Technical Work Group   
     representatives voted to allow ZIDs, the Steering Committee rejected ZIDs  
     by a small margin.  Initial mixing is a technical fact, not a policy.      
     Allowing rapid initial mixing to meet acute water quality criteria is      
     consistent with toxicological principles and should be included in these   
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.119     
     
     The final Guidance provides that wasteload allocations and preliminary     
     wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic life criteria and values shall
     not exceed the final acute value, which is twice the applicable acute      
     criterion or value.  Thus, applying the FAV cap does allow dilution (2:1)  
     to meet the acute criteria. The final Guidance also provides that the FAV  
     may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is        
     conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See   
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2721.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  The whole effluent toxicity requirements have a misplaced overemphasis 
     on toxicity limits in permits and do not properly consider rapid initial   
     mixing.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 6 describes how whole effluent toxicity testing   
     (Wet) will be incorporated into NPDES permits.  The emphasis of the        
     requirements is an imposition of Wet limits in permits.  While Wet testing 
     serves a role in the NPDES process and provides some advantages over the   
     use of Tier II values (see Attachment 8), the use of Wet limits is not     
     supportable, particularly given the flaws with the reasonable potential    
     procedures used (see Attachment 14).  In addition, the mandatory 1.0 TUa   
     limit ignores the reality of rapid initial mixing as described above.      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.120     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  EPA believes that the goals of the CWA and the 
     Critical Programs Act are best served by requiring consistency in the WET  
     criteria goals applicable to the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2721.121
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  The imposition of both concentration and loading limits increases the  
     vulnerability of dischargers to permit violations with no increase in      
     environmental protection.                                                  
                                                                                
     The requirement to express all water quality-based permit limits in terms  
     of both concentration and loading (Implementation Procedure 7) is          
     technically unfounded.  The TMDL process will, by definition and design,   
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     generate results in terms of acceptable pollutant loadings. In the majority
     of cases, this will also be the appropriate means to express permit limits.
      The addition of a concentration limit calculated by division of the       
     loading by the average or design flow will only increase the number of     
     potential permit exceedances and not provide additional environmental      
     protection.  If the concentration limit calculated in this manner is       
     violated while the flow is below average or design, an exceedance of an    
     instream criterion would not be expected to occur.  This also serves as a  
     counterincentive to water conservation.                                    
                                                                                
     The only case where concentration limits are necessary is for protection   
     from acute toxicity to aquatic organisms using the Final Acute Value.  As  
     discussed above, rapid initial mixing should be considered in these        
     situations.  In any case, the concern surrounds exposure to concentration. 
     Imposition of loading limits in this situation would only serve as a       
     limitation on flow; whenever the average or design flow is exceeded, a     
     violation of loading limits could occur if the concentration limit were    
     met.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.121     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2721.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8.  Conclusions                                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed TMDL procedures are too confusing and fragmented, and provide 
     insufficient guidance on how water quality-based permit limits will be     
     calculated.  There are many specific technical flaws as well, causing      
     misguided over-emphasis on point source discharges.  These flaws should be 
     corrected and the guidance expanded and made more "user-friendly,"         
     including several practical examples.  Only then should the final Guidance 
     be published.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.122     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Recent U.S. EPA Developments                                           
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's Environmental Monitoring Management Council (EMMC) is addressing
     the confusion regarding definitions of detection and quantitation limits.  
     EEMC is developing and implementing consistent definitions across all media
     and all U.S. EPA programs.  Their goals are to (1) redefine detection      
     limits and quantitation limits thus addressing matrix interference and     
     false negatives, (2) develop validation and standardization guidelines, and
     (3) develop standard QA/QC requirements.  In addition, U.S. EPA had drafted
     the National Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of   
     Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection    
     Levels.  Internal review is proceeding but it has not been made available  
     for public comment and peer review.  The GLI should not independently      
     develop such a critically important national issue while the national      
     strategy is under development.  Since the working draft is unavailable,    
     AISI cannot endorse its contents.  However, the GLI Guidance should not be 
     finalized until this National Strategy has received public comment and     
     responded and its essential elements have been incorporated into the GLI's 
     implementation procedures.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.123     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Use of the Minimum Level                                               
                                                                                
     The GLI's minimum level definition is technically flawed.  The minimum     
     level is defined as:                                                       
                                                                                
                the level at which the analytical system gives                  
                recognizable spectra and acceptable calibration points.         
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                It is based upon interlaboratory analyses for the analyte       
                in the matrix of concern.                                       
                                                                                
     An analytical chemist would find this defintion too vague and not useful.  
     The ambiguous definition would allow each chemist to interpret the language
     differently and to compute vastly different minimum levels.  As defined,   
     the term may not apply to some substances (e.g. cyanide) for which limits  
     below the detection level may be common.  The definition's primary source  
     is U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document (1991), which uses the phrase     
     "recognizable mass spectra" p. 111, (emphasis added).  Thus, this          
     definition strictly applies only to GC/MS analytes (base/neutral, acid, and
     volatile organics) and does not directly apply to general inorganics (e.g.,
     ammonia, chlorine, cyanide) or metals.  The Technical Work Group,          
     attempting repair, simply deleted the word "mass."  This does not solve the
     problem.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The Technical Work Group definition emphasizes interlaboratory analyses and
     matrix interferences which are two important discharger concerns.  The GLI 
     minimum level definition embraces the key concepts of a much more widely   
     established (and more appropriate) measure - the Practical Quantitation    
     Level.                                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.124     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA defines the Practical Quantitation Level (PQL) as "the lowest     
     concentration that can be reliably achieved by well-operated laboratories  
     (EPA and State laboratories) within specified limits of precision and      
     accuracy during routine laboratory operation conditions."  [56 Fed. Regist.
     26460, 26511; June 7, 1991, preamble to final drinking water regulations   
     for lead and copper.]  PQL is "the lowest level of quantitation that the   
     Agency believes a competent laboratory can reliably achieve."  [55 Fed.    
     Regist. 22520. 22535 and 22540; June 1, 1990, preamble to final rule on the
     land disposal restrictions].  U.S. EPA recently stated that is uses PQLs   
     "for the purpose of integrating analytical chemistry data into regulation  
     development," recognizing the analytical problems in determining compliance
     with extremely low limits [56 Fed. Regist. 3526, 3546; Jan. 30, 1991,      
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     preamble to final drinking water regulations.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.125     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although PQL is normally determined in interlaboratory studies, it may be  
     estimated "based upon the [method detection limit] and an estimate of a    
     higher level which would represent a practical and routinely achievable    
     level with relatively good certainty that the reported value is reliable." 
     [50 Fed. Regist. 46902, 46906; Nov. 13, 1985, preamble to final drinking   
     water regulations]; see also 56 Fed. Regist. at 26517.  Typically, PQL is  
     estimated at 5 to 10 times the method detection limit when no              
     interlaboratory studies have determined the precise PQL value.             
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA has accepted PQL in hazardous waste listings and de-listings, land
     disposal restrictions, groundwater rules, and drinking water standards.    
     See, e.g., 56 Fed. Regist. at 26509-26512; 55 Fed. Regist. at 22535 and    
     22540; 55 Fed. Regist. 46354, 46365 (Nov. 2, 1990, preamble to hazardous   
     waste listing final rule); 55 Fed. Regist. 38090, 38098 (Sept. 17, 1990,   
     preamble to proposed rule on hazardous waste de-listing); 52 Fed. Regist.  
     25942. 25944-25945 (July 9, 1987, preamble to groundwater regulation final 
     rule).                                                                     
                                                                                
     For several years, U.S. EPA's Office of Drinking Water has set maximum     
     contaminant levels (MCLs) using the PQL because PQL considers matrix       
     interferences and interlaboratory variability (50 Fed. Regist. at          
     46906-46907).  More recently, U.S. EPA recognized that assumptions about   
     PQL values do not accurately determine violations (in issuing its lead and 
     copper MCL final rule, June 7, 1991).  Accordingly, U.S. EPA selected the  
     observed data 90th percentile as the "action level" since that value would 
     be greater than PQL (because lead and copper in drinking water are         
     log-normally distributed) and the assumptions could be avoided.  U.S. EPA  
     based its decision on a U.S. EPA Science Advisory Board 1988 recommendation
     to avoid unreliable assumptions about values below PQL by using            
     percentiles, 56 Fed. Regist. at 26479.                                     
                                                                                
     The PQL address the "actual" situation for dischargers conducting effluent 
     monitoring and is far more reliable for determining compliance or          
     enforcement actions than the GLI's minimum level.  U.S. EPA's PQL has      
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     widely accepted validity, and the GLI should adopt it.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2721.126     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Calculated Limit in Permit                                             
                                                                                
     The proposed procedure requires the permit to include the calculated water 
     quality-based permit limit and the minimum level.  This leaves the         
     discharger potentially vulnerable to citizen suits, particularly when      
     concentrations are reported between the detection level and the minimum    
     level.  Since compliance would be assessed at the minimum level, the permit
     limit should be the minimum level.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2721.127     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     4.  Calculating Averages                                                   
                                                                                
     Calculating average concentrations is complicated when one or more         
     observations are below the minimum level.  The proposed procedure would    
     calculate averages using existing State procedures, which vary greatly.    
     AISI has learned that the working draft National Strategy recommends       
     substituting zero for all values below minimunm level when calculating     
     averages.  GLI should adopt this procedure.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.128     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Pollutant Minimization Program                                         
                                                                                
     Procedure 8 requires a pollutant minimization program where the calculated 
     permit limit is below the minimum level.  The proposed procedure actually  
     seeks source elimination, not source minimization.  In some cases,         
     eliminating a source will be impractical.  Instead, the approach should    
     emphasize increased wastewater treatment efficiency.  Source control may be
     appropriate for chemicals which pass through the wastewater treatment      
     system.  Treatment may be preferred for treatable contaminants.  In such   
     case, requiring non-detectable influent levels may be unnecessary and      
     inefficient.                                                               
                                                                                
     The guidance also assumes that contaminant sources are readily identifiable
     and controllable.  Research has shown that many low level pollutants (e.g.,
     mercury and silver) may be observed throughout the collection system.      
                                                                                
     As the Procedure 8 chemical minimization program is currently written, full
     compliance will be impossible.  Once a facility has eliminated obvious     
     sources, observations above the detection limit are still likely due to    
     detection limit uncertainty.  Further, because some compounds are          
     widespread, ultimate control (defined as never detected) is impossible.    
     
     
     Response to: D2721.129     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
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     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, Procedure 8 requires monitoring programs to determine whether    
     unacceptable levels are bioaccumulating in fish tissue.  This requirement  
     raises several technical problems.                                         
                                                                                
     First, the monitoring studies would include resident fish monitoring.  This
     approach does not recognize that many chemicals are currently detectable in
     fish tissue nationwide.  For example, contaminant averages (in mg/kg)      
     identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in whole-body    
     fish tests from 117 stations nationwide are:  DDT (0.03), DDD (0.06), DDE  
     (0.19), chlorodane (0.05), dieldrin (0.04), heptachlor (0.01), toxaphene   
     (0.14) and PCBs (ranging from 0.06 to 0.15 depending on isomer) (Schmitt et
     al. 1990).  U.S. EPA's National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish (1992)  
     also reports widespread contamination of fish with a variety of chemicals. 
     Atmospheric transport and deposition is the primary mode of distribution   
     for most of these compounds (Travis and Hester 1991).  Dischargers should  
     not be penalized for baseline fish tissue pollutant levels.                
                                                                                
     As the comments concerning field-determined BAFs discussed, resident fish  
     monitoring has limitations, including variability in uptake rates,         
     analytical variability, and fish mobility.  Caged fish studies have many   
     such limitations.  The proposed procedure compounds these problems.  It    
     allows water concentrations to be "back-calculated" from BAF based tissue  
     concentrations.  The comments on BAF and BCC outlines the reasons this     
     procedure should not be used in regulatory programs.                       
                                                                                
     AISI recommends that no special BCC provisions be included in Procedure 8. 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.130     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: D2721.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2721.131     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: D2721.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2721.132     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Conclusions                                                            
                                                                                
     AISI commends the Technical Work Group for addressing water quality-based  
     permit limits below levels of detection or quantitation.  However, this is 
     a national issue not a Great Lakes regional issue.  Therefore, we recommend
     that the GLI Guidance not be finalized until the current national efforts  
     are completed.  We also strongly recommend that the proposed Guidance adopt
     the PQL as the compliance level.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2721.133     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permit should contain only this compliance level.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.134     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should include averaging procedures which assume all values   
     below the compliance level are zero.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.135     
     
     See response to comment P2588.095.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2721.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollutant minimization program should reflect minimization, not        
     elimination.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.136     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2721.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, BCCs should not receive special harsh treatment.                  
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     Response to: D2721.137     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2721.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Toxicological Basis                                                    
                                                                                
     The toxicological studies supporting the ambient water quality criteria    
     were conducted most often using reagent-grade chemicals diluted with       
     filtered laboratory water containing very low particulate concentrations.  
     In fact, the GLI procedures [Appendix A, Section IV (D)] restrict criterion
     calculation to those data from tests using dilution water with particulate 
     or total organic carbon concentrations less than 5 mg/L.  As a result, it  
     is widely recognized that the Federal and proposed GLI aquatic life        
     criteria reflect dissolved metal concentrations - not total recoverable    
     metal concentrations.  U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance on Interpretation and   
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals (May 1992) (Interim     
     Guidance) notes:                                                           
                                                                                
                Because such dilution [test] water is generally lower           
                in metal binding particulate matter and dissolved organic       
                matter than most ambient waters, these toxicity tests may       
                overstate the ambient toxicity of non-biomagnified metals       
                that interact with particulate matter or dissolved              
                organic matter (p. 4).                                          
                                                                                
     The biological activity of a compound depends on its ability to cross      
     membranes, either from the free water dissolved state, or from particulates
     via a dissolved phase to epithelia tissues.  In other words, metals which  
     enter organism tissues must pass through an aqueous phase.  However, the   
     total recoverable metals analyses required by 40 CFR 122.45(c) typically   
     measure total extractable concentrations in water or other environmental   
     samples.  The Interim Guidance recognizes that these methods include metal 
     forms that are tightly bound to solids and other matrix specific           
     constituents and are not biologically available under normal physical,     
     chemical or biological conditions.                                         
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     Response to: D2721.138     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2721.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance recognizes that the metal bioavailability and  
     toxicity "depend strongly on the exact physical and chemical form of the   
     metal" (p. 1) and that the surrounding effluent and water quality affects  
     the metal's form.  Ambient waters contain substantially higher particulate 
     concentrations than laboratory waters.  The result is binding of metals to 
     particulates and a commensurate reduction in aquatic species               
     bioavailability.  Sorption onto suspended solids is an important           
     environmental fate process that largely explains the inverse relationship  
     between dissolved metals and suspended particulate matter.  As noted by    
     U.S. EPA (1992):                                                           
                                                                                
                recent data suggest that typically 30-80 percent of the         
                copper,  nickel and zinc, and 90-95 percent of the lead         
                may be in a particulate phase measured by the total             
                recoverable method but not by the dissolved method.             
                                                                                
                Because of the greater fraction of particulate metal in         
                ambient waters, as well as the higher levels of dissolved       
                organic binding agents in ambient waters, the fraction          
                of metal that is biologically available may often be            
                lower under ambient field conditions than under laboratory      
                conditions, particularly for fresh waters. (p. 4).              
                                                                                
     The same issue is noted in U.S. EPA's (1985c) ambient water quality        
     criteria document for copper.                                              
                                                                                
                Because a majority of the reported [toxicity] test              
                results....have been conducted in waters having relatively      
                low complexing capacities, the criteria derived herein          
                may be at or below ambient total copper concentrations          
                in some surfaces waters of the United States.  Seasonally       
                and locally, toxicity in these waters may be mitigated          
                by the presence of naturally occuring complexing and            
                precipitating agents.  In addition, removal from the            
                water column may be rapid due to settling of solids             
                and normal growth of the aquatic organisms. (p. 2)              
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI Guidance recognizes that the chemical form regulated is   
     important.  The primary requirements include that the form should be       
     "compatible with the available toxicity and bioaccumulation data without   
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     making extrapolations that are too hypothetical, and that it rarely result 
     in underprotection or overprotection of aquatic organisms and their uses"  
     (Appendix A, Section I(A)(3)).  Using total recoverable metals is          
     inconsistent with both of these requirements.  The preamble also addresses 
     this issue (p 20852), but concludes that site-specific criteria, using the 
     water effect ratio approach, is the best route.  AISI disagrees; this      
     policy incorrectly places the burden of correcting fundamental criteria    
     flaws on each individual discharger.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.139     
     
     EPA agrees that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely     
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
     organism.                                                                  
                                                                                
     This does not suggest, however, that the expression of metals criteria as  
     total recoverable is not scientifically defensible, nor does this imply    
     that State and Tribes are required to adopt the dissolved metals criteria. 
     Although EPA expresses criteria as dissolved metal concentrations in the   
     final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be situations, such as concern 
     about potential impacts of contaminated sediments or about food chain      
     effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression of metals criteria 
     as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will still allow States and Tribes
     the flexibility to adopt total recoverable criteria for metals as stated in
     the memorandum issued to all EPA Regional Water Management Division        
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).          
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
     Conversion factors for the proposed total recoverable metals criteria were 
     derived and publicly noticed on August 30, 1994 (59FR44678).  EPA adjusted 
     these conversion factors and used them to convert the proposed criteria    
     from total recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations for the  
     final Guidance. EPA will promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1  
     and 2 of part 132 for States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     With regard to using dissolved metals concentrations for permitting, EPA's 
     NPDES regulations require that limits of metals in permits be stated as    

�     total recoverable in most cases (see 40CFR 122.45(c)) except when an       
     effluent guideline specifies the limitation in another form of the metal,  
     the approved analytical methods measure only dissolved metal, or the permit
     writer expresses a metals limit in another form (e.g., dissolved, valent   
     specific, or total) when required to carry out provisions of the Clean     
     Water Act. This is because the chemical conditions in ambient waters       
     frequently differ substantially from those in the effluent, and there is no
     assurance that effluent particulate metal would not dissolve after         
     discharge. The NPDES rule does not require that State water quality        
     standards be expressed as total recoverable; rather the rule requires      
     permit writers to translate between different metal forms in the           
     calculation of the permit limit so that a total recoverable limit can be   
     established. Both TMDL and NPDES uses of water quality criteria require the
     ability to translate between dissolved metal and total recoverable metal.  
     Methods for this translation are contained in Attachment #3 of "The Office 
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     of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation
     of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria" (U.S. EPA., 1993)                         
                                                                                
     In the final rule, permitting limits for metals will continue to be set in 

�     accordance with  40CFR 122.45(c) as total recoverable.                     
                                                                                

      Justification for EPAs Selenium criterion is contained in the GLI Selenium
      criteria document and its references.                                     

                                                                                
     Also see response to comment P2588.211.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2721.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most disturbing aspect of the GLI's metals criteria expression is that 
     it ignores recent technical and policy developments, even U.S. EPA's own.  
     The Science Advisory Board (December 1992) reached the same conclusion.    
                                                                                
                The Subcommittee feels that by basing the water quality         
                criteria on total concentration that much of the science        
                which has developed in the last ten years on the                
                importance of chemical speciation and biological activity       
                is being ignored (p 3)                                          
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance (May 1992) was a major step forward in the     
     metal regulation.  As described previously, it recognized that using total 
     recoverable measurements may often overestimate the toxicity potential, and
     concluded that using dissolved criteria was an acceptable option.          
     
     
     Response to: D2721.140     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2721.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On January 25-27, 1993, U.S. EPA held a Workshop on Aquatic Life Criteria  
     for Metals.  Workshop participants were experts invited from U.S. EPA, two 
     states (Conneticut and Michigan), academia, and the regulated community.   
     The specific charge was to (1) identify interim solutions to problems with 
     metals criteria and permits, and (2) identify additional research needs for
     metals bioavailability and toxicity.                                       
                                                                                
     Workshop participants drafted several recommendations, published in the    
     June 8, 1993 Federal Register for public comment.  Among these             
     recommendations was the following:                                         
                                                                                
                Based on the data presented at the conference, and the          
                opinion of the majority of assembled scientists, the            
                dissolved metal concentration better approximates the           
                bioavailable fraction of waterbone metals than the total        
                recoverable concentration of metals.  In some cases,            
                even the dissolved concentration may overestimate the           
                bioavailable fraction for metals that strongly complex          
                to either inorganic or organic ligands (e.g., filterable        
                carbon containing particles).  On the other hand, the           
                dissolved concentrations may underestimate the bio-             
                available fraction where food sources are shown to be           
                contaminated and represent a significant exposure pathway.      
                On balance, the assembled experts at the workshop               
                recommend that the existing water quality criteria be           
                applied as a dissolved metal concentration as the               
                dissolved metal concentration is curently the better            
                estimate for bioavailable metal fractions (p 32132).            
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.141     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2721.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Responding on April 23, 1993 Martha Prothro, Acting Assistant Administrator
     for Water, sent the draft policy memorandum to the U.S. EPA regional Water 
     Management Division Directors which stated:                                
                                                                                
                In the future EPA may revise its aquatic life criteria          
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                for metals to more accurately reflect the bioavailable          
                fraction of the metal.  Until that time OW [Office of           
                Water] recommends, in most cases, using dissolved criteria      
                for cationic metals that do not significantly bio-              
                accumulate.  (This would exclude mercury and selenium.)         
                                                                                
                Because they may have to legally defend their standards,        
                if a state chooses to account for uncertainties by              
                expressing metals criteria as total recoverable metal,          
                they should have a defensible rationale for using total         
                recoverable criteria rather than dissolved criteria as          
                recommended.                                                    
                                                                                
                It is Office of Water policy that if States want to change      
                their Water Quality Standards to be expressed as dissolved      
                metal, the Region must support the State in doing so.           
                                                                                
     The memorandum also describes current U.S. EPA efforts to develop          
     techniques that translate dissolved criteria into permit limits.  In light 
     of the Office of Water recommendations, it is contradictory for the GLI to 
     propose using total recoverable metals criteria.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2721.142     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2721.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scientific community agrees that the dissolved metal form much more    
     closely approximates bioavailability than does the total recoverable form. 
     Further, U.S. EPA's own current policy recommends the dissolved expression.
     The GLI aquatic life metals criteria should be expressed as dissolved      
     consistent with these recommendations.                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.143     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
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     Comment ID: D2721.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed Section 132.4(d) applies the aquatic life, human                  
     health-nondrinking, and wildlife criteria and values to "all waters of the 
     Great Lakes System," which is defined as "all the streams, rivers, lakes   
     and other bodies of water within the drainage basin of the Great Lakes."   
     In addition, the human health-drinking criteria apply to the "Open Waters" 
     of the Great Lakes (including those enclosed by breakwaters) and all       
     connecting channels, whether or not near a public water supply withdrawal. 
     This basin-wide approach is scientifically indefensible, as well as being  
     unnecessarily conservative.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.144     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2721.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Abandonment of Use Designations                                        
                                                                                
     Uniform basin-wide criteria and a single use designation should not be     
     applied across such a wide variety of aquatic, terrestrial, and human      
     habitats.  For example, a drainage system may begin as an intermittent flow
     stream with a combination of riffle and pool habitats and move downstream  
     to an open-canopy, channelized ditch through an agricultural area.  It     
     could then join other tributaries forming a medium-sized river, pass       
     through heavily-urbanized areas, flow through a dredged and                
     heavily-trafficked harbor and enter the open waters of Lake Michigan.      
     Applying a single set of water quality standards to all these waters is    
     ridiculous, especially where natural or irreversible man-induced habitat   
     restrictions make such standards unreachable.  It cannot be scientifically 
     proved that the entire Basin must carry a single standard to protect a few 
     small areas.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.145     
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     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2721.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using uniform basin-wide criteria contradicts the ecoregional approach     
     developed by U.S. EPA and various State agencies.  The U.S. EPA            
     Environmental Research Laboratory in Corvallis, Oregon, conducted the      
     "Stream Regionalization Project" in 1983-1984.  Since then, regulators have
     recognized that ecoregional variations affect water quality goal           
     attainability.  See, e.g., U.S. EPA 1988; U.S. EPA 1987; Larsen et al.     
     1988; Larsen et al. 1986a; Larsen et al. 1986b; Miller et al. 1988; Hughes 
     et al. 1988; Ohio EPA 1990.                                                
                                                                                
                A leading U.S. EPA authority (Omerink 1987) summarized:         
                                                                                
                Ecoregions identify areas of relatively homogeneous             
                ecological systems.  They are based on patterns of land         
                use, land-surface form, potential natural vegetation,           
                and soils.  Maps of ecoregions have been produced to            
                provide resource managers with a logical regional               
                strategy for locating representative reference sites,           
                for designing sampling schemes, for analyzing and               
                evaluating data, and for assessing regional patterns            
                of attainable terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem quality.        
                                                                                
     Ecoregion maps identify 18 distinct ecoregions in Great Lakes States and at
     least 7 in the Great Lakes Basin.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2721.146     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2721.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics       
     Control (1991), again recognized that several use designations may be      
     appropriate:                                                               
                                                                                
                The States are free to designate more specific uses             
                (e.g., cold water and warm water aquatic life), or to           
                designate uses not mentioned in the CWA, with the               
                exception that waste transport and assimilation is not          
                an acceptable designated use. (p. 67)                           
                                                                                
     This statement tracks U.S. EPA's rule on States' designation of uses,      
     accepted at 40 CFR 131.10.  The Technical Support Document encourages      
     developing biological criteria using reference sites for each distinct     
     ecoregion and habitat type.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.147     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2721.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At great cost, several Great Lakes States have developed various           
     appropriate designated uses.  For example, Ohio has six aquatic life       
     designations (exceptional warmwater, modified warmwater, limited warmwater,
     seasonal salmonid, coldwater, and limited resource water).  In addition,   
     the exceptional warmwater habitat uses have different numeric criteria for 
     Ohio's 5 different ecoregions.  Minnesota similarly has separate criteria  
     supporting the propagation and maintenance of cold water sport or          
     commercial fish, cool or warm water sport or commercial fish, and "rough   
     fish."  Most States also include several recreational and human            
     health-based designations.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.148     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2721.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another problem with basin-wide criteria is that they protect the most     
     sensitive species found anywhere in the basin.  Yet, the most sensitive    
     species are found only in limited areas.  The procedures for calculating   
     aquatic life criteria and values (Appendix A) adjust the Final Acute Value 
     (FAV) to protect a commercially or recreationally important species, even  
     where that species would never be found.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2721.149     
     
     See Section III.B.1. and 2. of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2721.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human health-drinking criteria applied to all Open Waters and connecting   
     waters present a similar problem.  Criteria for drinking water protection  
     should be met where water is withdrawn, as most states require, not many   
     miles away, in areas within breakwaters or in heavily-developed connecting 
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2721.150     
     
     See response to comment D2859.067.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2721.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 1 does contain language describing that the       
     discharger should develop data for site-specific criteria modification.    
     However, appropriate and scientifically-based criteria are the             
     responsibility of the States and U.S. EPA, not the discharger.  The        
     regulators could fashion appropriate rules themselves but instead propose  
     an over-simplified approach, thereby shifting data gathering costs to      
     dischargers.  Also, each time the discharger seeks a site-specific         
     criteria, it will unfairly appear to be against the government and the     
     environment.  Finally, site-specific modification procedures are           
     discretionary and unknown, unjustifiably adding extra uncertainty to       
     long-term business decision-making.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.151     
     
     See response to comment D2917.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2721.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 1 requires that "any site-specific modifications  
     that result in less stringent criteria must be based on sound scientific   
     rationale" (emphasis added).  Ironically, there is no such requirement for 
     modifications that result in more stringent criteria.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.152     
     
     See response to comment D2791.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2721.153
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/HH
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 1 allows site-specific criteria for protecting wildlife and human
     health to become only more restrictive not less restrictive.  This policy  
     is inappropriate and will not adequately reflect site-specific conditions. 
     In general, the criteria are based on unrealistic, worst-case assumptions  
     and were intended to protect continuously-exposed organisms.  For example, 
     the wildlife criteria protect sensitive wildlife, and assume continuous    
     contaminant exposure at a constant daily dose rate.  In constrast, eagles  
     and ospreys, for example, do not inhabit every portion of the Great Lakes, 
     nor do they live in the Great Lakes area year round.  Actual environmental 
     exposure is influenced by migration routes, feeding habits and season.     
     Osprey winter in the southern United States, Mexico and South America and  
     summer in the northern United States and Canada.  Although they primarily  
     eat fish, osprey also eat other birds, small rodents and reptiles when fish
     are not readily available (Terres 1982).  In this case, a site-specific    
     criterion should reflect the percent of fish consumed within the study     
     area, and the percent of time at the site each year.  Where birds only     
     consume a fraction of their food or spend a fraction of their time at the  
     study site, the site-specific criterion could be adjusted upward.          
     
     
     Response to: D2721.153     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2721.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance does not recognize site-specific conditions which would make  
     the human health criteria and bioaccumulation factors less restrictive.    
     The same factors which control metal bioavailability and toxicity also will
     affect metal bioaccumulation.  Similarly, for human health, site-specific  
     conditions may exist which lower risk to a specific population.            
     
     
     Response to: D2721.154     
     
     See response to comments P2590.052 and D2604.057.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2721.155
     Cross Ref 1: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Basin-Wide Implementation Procedures                                   
                                                                                
     The Implementation Procedures should not be applied basin-wide.  Again,    
     U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document (1991) supports flexibility:         
                                                                                
                States may, at their discretion, adopt certain policies         
                in their standards affecting the application and                
                implementation of standards.  For example, policies             
                concerning  mixing zones, variances, low flow exemptions,       
                and schedules of compliance for water quality-based             
                permit limits may be adopted. (p. 69)                           
                                                                                
     The federal water quality standards regulations (40 CFR 131.13) contain    
     similar language.  Pursuant to U.S. EPA's express grant of authority,      
     several Great Lakes States have incorporated "Zones of Initial Dilution" or
     "Areas of Initial Mixing" into their water quality standards.  As mentioned
     earlier, the proposed Implementation Procedures would prohibit using       
     discharge-induced mixing and would supersede the carefully considered State
     programs.                                                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2721.155     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance promotes consistency in standards and      
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2721.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     4.  Statewide Application                                                  
                                                                                
     Several State agencies intend to apply any federally-mandated uniform      
     standards and implementation procedures statewide.  This would worsen the  
     problems discussed above.  Not only are uniform standards inappropriate for
     basin-wide application, but they are even less appropriate for other       
     drainage basins such as the Mississippi or Susquehanna River Basins.  The  
     most sensitive species which controls a particular criterion may not exist 
     elsewhere in the State.  The shortage of funds and personnel will almost   
     certainly force statewide adoption of a single set of standards and        
     implementation procedures.  This is directly contrary to the most          
     scientific ecoregional approach developed by U.S. EPA and implemented in   
     some States.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.156     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2721.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform basin-wide criteria and procedures are inappropriate and           
     scientifically indefensible due to significant differences among the Great 
     Lakes and between the Great Lakes and their tributaries.  The Guidance     
     should reflect ecosystem diversity in developing water quality criteria and
     implementation procedures.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.157     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2721.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Variances from Water Quality Standards                                 
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 2 describes the procedures which States may use to
     grant point source variances from water quality standards.  The six        
     conditions describing infeasibility of achieving standards are appropriate.
     However, the requirement to demonstrate "substantial and widespread        
     economic and social impact" suggests that individual facility impacts will 
     not be considered.  This rationale is flawed (See Antidegradation Procedure
     Comments).                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2721.158     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2721.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another flaw is the three year variance term.  The term should be the same 
     five year term as the NPDES permit from which relief is sought.  Otherwise,
     a discharger would be required to complete (and receive approval for) two  
     variance applications within one permit cycle.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.159     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2721.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It must also be recognized that several States' variance procedures (e.g., 
     Indiana) are currently more restrictive than the proposed Guidance.        
     Because those existing procedures would still be applicable, the likelihood
     of a variance would be considerably lower than elsewhere.  This is yet     
     another illustration that the touted "uniformity" among the Great Lakes    
     states is illusory.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.160     
     
     Section 510 of the CWA expressly allows State to be more restrictive than  
     the minimum requirements set forth by EPA.                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2721.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most significant reason that the variance procedure provides virtually 
     no possibility of relief is the historical reluctance of States and U.S.   
     EPA to grant variances.  In addition, the arduous demonstration            
     requirements and timetables discourage many dischargers from even applying.
     In many cases, litigating the permit may be more efficient.  Therefore,    
     such a variance procedure provides very little promise of relief.          
     
     
     Response to: D2721.161     
     
     See Response ID: D2917.154.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2721.162
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Modifications to Designated Uses                                       
                                                                                
                The Preamble discusses state flexibility to modify              
                designated uses.                                                
                                                                                
                States may currently remove a non-existing designated           
                use where unattainable and adopt less stringent criteria        
                to protect existing and/or attainable uses pursuant to          
                State requirements consistent with 40 CFR Part 131.10.          
                This regulatory provision is appropriate to address             
                situations where the water quality standards for a water        
                body are not attainable in the future.  (p 20955)               
                                                                                
     However, the proposed Guidance makes such relief impossible because it     
     erroneously eliminates most designated uses.  (See Uniform Basin-Wide      
     Criteria comments.)  The Preamble admits, "Modifications of designated uses
     for aquatic life and wildlife protection would have no impact under the    
     proposed Guidance" (p 20955).  In only one situation might relief be       
     obtained; the human health-drinking water use could be removed so that only
     the nondrinking criteria would apply.  Thus, the discussion about the      
     flexibility to modify designated uses is extremely misleading.             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.162     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2721.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 1 describes the mechanisms by which site-specific 
     criteria or value modifications may be derived.  The technical and policy  
     shortcomings are discussed elsewhere.  (See Uniform Basin-Wide Criteria    
     comments).  The cumulative effect severely limits the number of dischargers
     qualified for relief.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2721.163     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2721.164
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed relief from overly stringent water quality criteria or permit 
     limits are grossly inadequate.  In each case, the discharger carries the   
     burden to prove that less stringent values will provide adequate           
     protection.  In this manner, the discharger will be viewed negatively by   
     the regulatory agencies and the public when, in fact, that discharger is   
     deserving of relief from at least some of the many over-simplications and  
     undue, cumulatively conservative assumptions implicit in the basin-wide    
     approach.  Almost no deserving dischargers will qualify for relief, and the
     Agency is deceptive to suggest otherwise.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2721.164     
     
     Site-specific modification of criteria is not a new concept. This provision
     has been used for many years in the national criteria and standards        
     program.  EPA knows of no better way to allow relief from criteria which   
     may be over-protective for a given site.  The commenter makes no           
     suggestions as to an alternative to the proposed site-specific modification
     provisions.  EPA believes that the current provisions are fair, because all
     dischargers are subject to the same criteria and have the same opportunity 
     for modifying criteria on a site-specific basis.                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: D2721.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Excessive use of worst case assumptions results in many unnecessary    
     permit limts.  Calculation of TMDLs and wasteload allocations under the GLI
     procedures are based on a fraction of the 7Q10 flow (a flow exceeded more  
     than 99% of the time).  The procedure then assumes that the maximum (99th  
     percentile) effluent concentration and the 7Q10 flow occur at the same     
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     time.  Probabilistic or dynamic modelling techniques, such as Monte Carlo, 
     would show that this is highly unlikely and that the procedure is using    
     unreasonable overestimations of environmental risk.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2721.165     
     
     EPA agrees that dynamic modelling can be used to estimate worst case       
     receiving water concentrations and the final Guidance does not preclude its
     use for generating preliminary wasteload allocations for purposes of       
     determining when water quality-based limits are required in a discharger's 
     permit.  The permitting authority has the option of using dynamic or steady
     state modelling.  When steady state modelling is used, EPA's longstanding  
     position is that the low design flow, a conservative assumption, should be 
     used as the steady state modelling assumption for stream flow. See also    
     responses to comments numbered D2719.144, P2718.288 and P2720.246.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2721.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table F5-1 continues the overprotection.   Where only one sample has been  
     taken, as might be the case for a permit renewal, the measured value would 
     be multiplied by 6.2 and compared to the calculated preliminary effluent   
     limitation.  This comparison would determine whether or not a permit limit 
     is required.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.166     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: D2721.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preliminary effluent limitation for BCCs would be the most stringent   
     criterion for the substance.  In that case, permit limits would be required
     if the BCC were found and measured at less than 1/5 of the most stringent  
     criterion.  Given analytical variability and sample contamination, such as 
     U.S. EPA has found in measurement of metals at very low concentrations,    
     this procedure will result in many unnecessary permit limits.              
     
     
     Response to: D2721.167     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.a, Developing      
     Preliminary Wasteload Allocations and Section VIII.E.2.b, Developing       
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations.  See also, Supplementary Information     
     Document Section VIII.H, WQBELS Below the Level of Quantification; section 
     1, Expressing the WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level; section 2, 
     Compliance Issues; and section 3, Compliance with the CEL.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: D2721.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Reduction of stream flow by 1/2 in effluent dominated streams is       
     unwarranted in Reasonable Potential calculations.  To determine reasonable 
     potential, the procedure compares discharge flow to the 7Q10.  Projected   
     effluent quality is compared to the preliminary effluent limitation where  
     the discharge flow is less than 7Q10 flow.  However, projected effluent    
     quality is compared to 1/2 the preliminary effluent limitation, if the     
     discharge flow equals or exceeds the 7Q10, i.e., in effluent dominant      
     streams.  There is no apparent reason for this additional safety factor,   
     other than an apparent concern that the ordinary TMDL procedures break down
     in effluent dominated streams.  This does not appear to be the case.       
                                                                                
     First, the projected effluent quality used is already set using the maximum
     or 99th percentile concentration.  Second, zones of initial dilution are   
     prohibited and mixing zones are severely restricted or eliminated for all  
     pollutants, as discussed in Attachment 9.  Third, the criteria are         
     developed using many safety factors.  Accordingly, there is no reason to   
     arbitrarily add another safety factor just because an effluent dominated   
     stream is under consideration.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2721.168     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: D2721.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Using ambient screening levels in determining reasonable potential or  
     in calculating wasteload allocations and permit limits is without          
     foundation.  Where there is no Tier I criterion or Tier II value available 
     to calculate a preliminary effluent limitation, procedure 5D would use     
     "ambient screening values " based on "all available, relevant information."
     There are no data quantity or quality requirements for developing ambient  
     screening values.  The way these screening values are used makes them      
     effectively "Tier III criteria."                                           
                                                                                
     First, the ambient screening values are used in the reasonable potential   
     calculation in the same way that Tier I criteria or Tier II values are     
     used.  If the calculations indicate that a permit limit is appropriate, the
     permitting authority or the permittee must generate either appropriate Tier
     II values or Tier I criteria to use in setting permit limits (AISI objects 
     to this cost shifting mechanism.  See Attachment 8).  Regardless of which  
     target population is shown to be at risk-from the reasonable potential     
     calculation, Tier I criteria or Tier II values must be developed for       
     noncancer human health, wildlife, acute aquatic life, and chronic aquatic  
     life.  Without an indication that there is some risk, shown through the    
     reasonable potential calculation, to particular target population, it is a 
     waste of resources to develop criteria or values to protect that           
     population.  To do so based on use of screening values is a gross          
     misallocation of resources and should be avoided.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2721.169     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.  In addition, current Federal Regulations require
     permitting authorities to develop a fact sheet or statement of basis of    
     each draft NPDES permit and to make the draft permit, including the fact   
     sheet or statement of basis of the permit, available through public notice.
      (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The fact sheet or statement of basis of 
     the permit, and the findings characterized in it, including any            
     determinations  that WQBELs are needed and the basis for such findings, are
     reviewable by the public prior to issuance of the final NPDES permit.      
     Where a discharger is concerned that the permitting authority may be about 
     to regulate a compound that does not legitimately present unacceptable     
     risks based on current scientific understanding, the discharger should     
     challenge such proposed action during the permit development and issuance  
     process.  See also response to comment number D2791.208.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2721.170
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP/PEFL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, AISI has already objected to calculation of enforceable permit     
     limits using Tier II values (see attachment 8).  Procedure 5 would allow   
     the permitting authority to develop enforceable permit limits using the    
     even more unacceptable ambient screening values which have no controls on  
     supporting data quality or quantity.  It is imposssible to believe that any
     pollutant of concern in the Great Lakes could be identified with so little 
     toxicity information and then regulated also based on a near total lack of 
     information.  This points even more strongly to a need to complete the     
     LaMPs and the RAPs to fully identify problems and cost-effective solution  
     before imposing a guidance of this stringency.  Use of ambient screening   
     values in this matter not only makes it clear that the regulatory agencies 
     have not done their homework, but they are making it very clear that they  
     do not intend to do it in the future either.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2721.170     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2709.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2721.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  There is very questionable foundation for the "independent application"
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     policy and it should not be raised to regulatory status in the Guidance.   
     Procedure 5(F)(2) would require independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments in   
     determining whether effluent limitations are necessary.  While the         
     scientific community would use "weight of evidence" to make determinations 
     in this area, U.S. EPA relies on its 1991 Technical Support Document for   
     Water Quality-Based Toxics Control as the basis for independent            
     applicability.  Under the weight of evidence approach, a slight exceedance 
     of aquatic life criteria where there is no whole effluent toxicity or      
     instream biological effects would not require a water quality-based        
     effluent limit.  This puts some reliance on the best professional judgement
     of the permit writer and is a partial check on the unbounded conservatism  
     of the Guidance.                                                           
                                                                                
     To the contrary, the Guidance would require independent application of each
     of the three possible indicators and would require permit limits where they
     are unnecessary for instream protection.  This questionable policy is not  
     one which should not be raised to the level of regulatory status and could 
     be safely left in the Technical Support Document until that document is    
     revised to better accord with scientific procedures.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2721.171     
     
     EPA believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of  
     the final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is   
     grounded in the requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which      
     requires, among other things, that the permitting authority (1) establish  
     chemical-specific permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality 
     criterion, and (2) establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a       
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an        
     exceedance of a numeric WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if         
     "reasonable potential" is found with regard either of these aspects of     
     standards, then a corresponding permit limit is required.  There is no     
     indication in the language of this provision that one type of information  
     (e.g., biological assessment or WET testing) can be used to "negate" a     
     reasonable potential finding based on another type of information (e.g.,   
     chemical specific analysis).  One principle behind the policy on           
     independent application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs  
     is that WET testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in      
     complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure  
     toxicity from single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to
     do both kinds of analysis on effluents and consider the results            
     independently.  The regulations do permit, however, the use of             
     chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where there a      
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a         
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
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     Comment ID: D2721.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  The use of resident fish tissue data is without sufficient scientific  
     basis for use in the reasonable potential procedures.  Where resident fish 
     collected from the waters exceed the tissue basis of the criteria, then any
     facility discharging detectable levels of the pollutant must have a water  
     quality-based effluent limit in its permit for that pollutant.  This is a  
     totally new reasonable potential procedure.  Attachment 4 gives a number of
     reasons why AISI is concerned that fish tissue data is unreliable.         
     Moreover, such data certainly does not lead to those sources which         
     contribute to the problem.  This procedure, if it is used even though      
     scientifically unsupported, should cause permit limits to be generated for 
     those facilities contributing a level of the pollutant high enough to be of
     concern.  Further, it must be clear that a rule of reason must accompany   
     the breadth of application of permit limits to those facilities discharging
     the pollutant.  If limits are not placed on this procedure, permit limits  
     may be applied throughout the basin to account for the finding of the fish 
     tissue exceedance in one small part of the basin.  Clearly, best           
     professional judgement, if not an exemption, is appropriate for those      
     pollutants such as mercury which already are thoroughly mixed in the       
     system.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The agency must review and rewrite the reasonable potential procedure to   
     ensure that it does not result in the generation of many unnecessary permit
     limits throughout the region.  Clearly, unnecessary permit limits will     
     result in unnecessary monitoring costs and will squander resources that    
     would better be applied to other uses.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2721.172     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document section VIII.E.2.g, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.  This discussion explains that
     permitting authorities should use careful judgement in determining whether 
     tissue data is representative of ambient conditions and relevant to the    
     discharger in question.  EPA believes there will be cases where available  
     fish tissue data may not be relevant to a discharger because the the data  
     are, for example determined by the permitting authority to be too old, or  
     from waters too distant from the discharger to be judged to be relevant to 
     that discharger.  In addition, current Federal Regulations require         
     permitting authorities to develop a fact sheet or statement of basis of    
     each draft NPDES permit and to make the draft permit, including the fact   
     sheet or statement of basis of the permit, available through public notice.
      (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The fact sheet or statement of basis of 
     the permit, and the findings characterized in it, including any            
     determinations that WQBELs are needed and the basis for such findings, are 
     reviewable by the public prior to issuance of the final NPDES permit.      
     Where a discharger is concerned that the permitting authority may be about 
     to regulate a compound that does not legitimately present unacceptable     
     risks based on current scientific understanding, the discharger should     
     challenge such proposed action during the permit development and issuance  
     process.                                                                   
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     See also Supplementary Information Documentand Section VIII.C.3.h, General 
     Condition 9 - Background Concentrations of Pollutants.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2722.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA has exceeded its statutory authority in the promulgation of the   
     Guidance.  The scope of the Guidance far exceeds that envisioned in the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement or required under the Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act.  Specifically, the misplaced over-emphasis on       
     point-source controls ensures that the Guidance will be both inordinately  
     costly and completely ineffective in achieving the goals of improving water
     quality and reducing fish advisories in the Great Lakes.  (Attachment 1)   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2722.022. See Section I of the SID.  See   
     also response to comment number. See responses to comment numbers D2722.012
     and F4030.003.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2722.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) is unjustified considering the   
     variability associated with field measurements and the flaws of the        
     predictive models.  The definition of Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern 
     (BCCs) is also flawed.  Although the concern for food chain effects on     
     tissue                                                                     
     concentrations is understandable, the science does not currently support   
     the                                                                        
     use of BAFs in such critically important regulatory procedures.  The       
     widely-accepted bioconcentration factors (BCFs) should be used instead     
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     until these concerns are addressed.  The definition of BCCs does not       
     address                                                                    
     environmental risk and will therefore include many chemicals undeserving of
     the extremely stringent controls associated with this "class" of chemicals.
     (Attachment 2)                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.002     
     
     EPA acknowledges that there can be variability in determining              
     field-measured BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to  
     minimize these potential errors when deriving BAFs for the final Guidance  
     by carefully screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.  EPA continues 
     to contend that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is   
     occurring in nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because the
     BAF measures the actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability,      
     concentration in the sediment, growth dilution, and metabolism rather than 
     predicting them through use of a model.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the model used is flawed.  In the final Guidance,  
     the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs instead of the model of 
     Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs     
     minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs   
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA     
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with commenters that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs.    
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be substantial.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in deriving human health       
     criteria development since 1980.                                           
                                                                                
     The definition of BCCs addresses persistence by specifying that chemicals  
     with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and
     biota are not BCCs.  In addition, BCCs must have "the potential to cause   
     adverse effects" and must have BAFs greater than 1,000.  Accordingly, the  
     definition does address environmental risks.  For a more detailed          
     discussion on BCCs, see Section II.G of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2722.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance fails to provide meaningful relief for dischargers with       
     significant intake concentrations of pollutants.  The restrictions included
     in the intake credit provisions will exclude the vast majority of          
     dischargers.  As a result, an "impact" on water quality will be predicted  
     when there is truly no addition of a pollutant, leading to inappropriate   
     permit limits and potentially enormous compliance costs.  (Attachment 3)   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.003     
     
     The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, does provide for special          
     consideration of intake pollutants in certain situations when the facility 
     adds mass of the pollutant to that already in the intake water in the form 
     of "no net addition" limits for discharges of intake pollutants to the same
     body of water.  The final Guidance also provides for "partial"             
     consideration of intake pollutants in establishing WQBELS when the facility
     has multiple sources of intake water from the same and different bodies of 
     water.  These changes to the proposal, as well as others, are discussed in 
     detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.4-7.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2722.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy includes a series of bureaucratic hurdles which 
     are largely unrelated to the protection of water quality.  The focus on    
     permit limits and the inappropriate use of existing effluent quality for   
     BCCs is inconsistent with the goals of the policy.  Further, the procedures
     will serve as a very real impediment to economic recovery and growth.      
     (Attachment 4)                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach circumvents the process of defensible criteria        
     development and results in values which are scientifically unsound, highly 
     variable and overly conservative.  The Guidance inappropriately places the 
     burden of criteria development on individual point source dischargers.     
     Further, the values obtained through the "short cut" Tier II procedures    
     will be treated in the same manner as the more defensible Tier I criteria. 
     (Attachment 5)                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.005     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2722.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The restrictions on mixing zones reflect the misplaced emphasis on point   
     sources, and will lead to extremely restrictive and potentially            
     unachievable                                                               
     permit limits with very little, if any, environmental benefit.  The use of 
     small fractions of rare low flow events and the ban on mixing zones for    
     BCCs                                                                       
     are based on misguided policy, not technical necessity.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2722.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the Guidance's stringent criteria and implementation procedures will 
     lead to the establishment of many permit limits below detectable or        
     quantifiable levels, the Guidance fails to protect dischargers from        
     spurious "violations."  This "regional" Guidance attempts to resolve a     
     national issue while U.S. EPA headquarters is developing its own strategy. 
     The minimum level should be replaced with the more widely accepted PQL, and
     many of the special conditions should be deleted.  (Attachment 7)          
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2722.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic life criteria for metals should be expressed as dissolved, not     
     total recoverable metal.  The Guidance's use of the total recoverable form 
     is technically inappropriate and contradicts U.S. EPA's own recent policy  
     announcements concerning this critically important issue.  (Attachment 8)  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.008     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2722.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of ecologically appropriate use designations fails to      
     recognize the vast ecological diversity of the Great Lakes ecosystem.  This
     policy provides for the protection of local species by implementation of   
     restrictive criteria across hundreds of miles of highly variable habitats. 
     The flexibility currently available to the states will be taken away.      
     (Attachment 9)                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.009     
     
     See response to: G2650.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2722.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relief from unnecessarily restrictive criteria and permit limits is largely
     unavailable.  Variances, use designation changes, and site-specific        
     criteria are all described in the Guidance.  However, the restrictions     
     associated with their application render them nearly meaningless.          
     (Attachment 10)                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2722.010     
     
     See Response ID: D2917.154.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
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     Comment ID: D2722.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "reasonable potential" test for requiring water quality-based permit   
     limits has a number of significant flaws and unnecessary safety factors.   
     This procedure will result in many unnecessary permit limits for which     
     compliance could be very costly.  (Attachment 11)                          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.011     
     
     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Docuement      
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D,    
     Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to Estimated Costs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2722.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions of the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance published in 
     the April 16, 1993 Federal Register (the "Guidance") exceed the the        
     authority                                                                  
     granted in Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. Section     
     1268(c)(2)(A).  EPA ignored the Congressional mandate that "[s]uch guidance
     shall conform with the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Agreement [the "Agreement"]."  33 U.S.C. Section 1268(c)(2)(A); see
     also H.R. Rep. No. 704, 101 St. Cong., 2d Sess., at 8 (1990)("[b]oth the   
     guidance and the water quality standards must be consistent with applicable
     provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement....")(emphasis       
     added).                                                                    
     By adopting regulations which exceed its statutory authority, EPA has acted
     unlawfully.(1)   EPA's Guidance fails to conform with the Agreement, and   
     thus                                                                       
     unlawfully exceeds its authority, in at least (3) respects, each of which  
     are                                                                        
     discussed separately.                                                      
     _________________________                                                  
     (1)  Numerous cases have held that a regulatory agency cannot exceed its   
     statutory grant of authority.  See, e.g., Bowen v. Georgetown University   
     Hospital, 488 U.S. 204, 208 (1988)("It is axiomatic that an administrative 
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     agency's power to promulgate legislative regulations is limited to the     
     authority delegated by Congress.").  Respect Inc. v. Committee on Status of
     Women, 815 F. Supp. 1112, 1123 (N.D. Ill. 1993) ("It is a fundamental      
     principle of administrative law that agencies may not self-leviyate the    
     power                                                                      
     to promulgate regulations - they must rather find any such power in a      
     source                                                                     
     conferred by Congress."); Peters v. Hobby, 349 U.S. 334, 345 (1954)        
     (Agencies                                                                  
     "are not free to ignore the plain limitations on "the authority conferred  
     by                                                                         
     statute); Baldwin v. Missouri, 251 U.S. 599, 610 (1929) ("[the agency] may 
     not extend a statute or modify its provisions"); Iglesias v. United States,
     848 F.2d 362, 366 (2nd Cir. 1988)(citations omitted)("A regulation,        
     however,                                                                   
     may not serve to amend a statute..., or to add to the statute 'something   
     which is not there'").                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2722.012     
     
     EPA does not agree with this commentand believes that the final Guidance is
     fully consistent with the statutory requirements of section 118(c) of the  
     Clean Water Act, and is a reasonable and scientifically sound mechanism for
     achieving the Congressional goal of increasing consistency between programs
     protecting water quality in the Great Lakes System.  See also response to  
     comment number D2596.037 and Sections I, II.C and D, III, V and VI of the  
     SID for further discussion of these issues.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2722.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance, however, goes far beyond the short-term programs leading to  
     meeting minimum water quality levels envisioned by Congress in CWA Section 
     118 (C)(2)(A) and the Agreement.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2722.013     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance goes far beyond the requirements of   

�     CWA 118(c)(2)(A) and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  EPA        
     believes that the Guidance satisfies all requirements of the Clean Water   
     Act, Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, and Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Agreement for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final      
     Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the comment and believes that the final Guidance is
     a reasonable and scientifically sound mechanism for meeting the            
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     requirements of section 118(c) of the Clean Water Act. See Sections I and  
     II of the SID and response to comment number D2596.037 for further         
     discussion.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2722.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two examples illustrate how EPA has exceeded its statutory authority by    
     proposing Guidance which incorporates requirements that extend well beyond 
     the Agreement's short-term programs.  [First, the proposed Guidance would  
     impose Tier 2 value methodology and usage on the Great Lakes basin, even   
     though such requirements are unproven, exceedingly conservative,           
     potentially                                                                
     costly, and not even remotely suggested by the Agreement.]  [Second, the   
     proposed Guidance also eliminates intake credits in many situations where  
     the                                                                        
     offending pollutant is present only as background levels.(2)]              
     ________________________                                                   
     (2)  For mercury, background concentrations from nonpoint sources, air and 
     natural sources exceed the proposed criteria.  The proposed Guidance set   
     the                                                                        
     mercury criteria far below the Agreement's specific objective level.       
     Furthermore, by classifying mercury as a BCC and taking away the existing  
     discharger mixing zone within ten years, no cooling water recycle          
     operations,                                                                
     which conserve water, will be able to operate without extremely expensive  
     treatment technology.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.014     
     
     EPA does not agree that it has exceeded its statutory authority in         
     proposing and finalizing the Guidance.  EPA believes that the Guidance     
     satisfies all requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes Critical    
     Programs Act of 1990, and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  See responses to comment numbers D2722.013,         
     D2596.037 and F4030.003 and referenced documents.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .015 is imbedded in .014.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the proposed Guidance would impose Tier 2 value methodology and     
     usage on the Great Lakes basin, even though such requirements are unproven,
     exceedingly conservative, potentially costly, and not even remotely        
     suggested by the Agreement.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.015     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2722.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .016 is imbedded in .014.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the proposed Guidance also eliminates intake credits in many       
     situations where the offending pollutant is present only as background     
     levels.(2)                                                                 
     ________________________                                                   
     (2.)  For mercury, background concentrations from nonpoint sources, air and
     natural sources exceed the proposed criteria.  The proposed Guidance set   
     the mercury criteria far below the Agreement's specific objective level.   
     Furthermore, by classifying mercury as a BCC and taking away the existing  
     discharger mixing zone within ten years, no cooling water recycle          
     operations, which conserve water, will be able to operate without extremely
     expensive treatment technology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2722.016     
     
     See the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a full discussion of the intake      
     credit provisions in the final Guidance.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA believes the final mercury value of 1.3 ng/L is consistent with the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement specific objective levels of total     
     mercury in whole fish of 0.5 ug/g (wet weight basis)to protect aquatic life
     and fish-consuming birds.  The 0.5 ug/g of total mercury in whole fish     
     corresponds to a water concentration of about 3.5 ng/L (0.5ug/g / 140,000  
     L/Kg - BAF for mercury).  See Section III.E of the SID for a discussion on 
     conformance with the Great lakes Water Quality Agreement.                  
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     The phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs is addressed in the SID at Section  
     VIII.C.  Also see responses to comments D2584.006 and D2669.082.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2722.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agreement's framework includes several programs leading to the general 
     and specific objectives.  For example, the Agreement contains a part       
     devoted to identification of pollutants and corresponding minimum levels   
     (Annex 1), a part aimed at creating and implementing RAP's and LaMPs and   
     addressing contaminated sediment (Annex 2), a part devoted to the control  
     of phosphorus (Annex 3), and so forth.  Each separate part focuses on a    
     solution to a distinct problem which, when taken as a whole, moves         
     responsibly toward meeting the Agreement's long-term general and specific  
     objectives.                                                                
                                                                                
     Conversely, the Guidance attempts to establish a single, dominant program  
     to meet all objectives.  Such an approach is contrary to the Agreement's   
     framework and was clearly not contemplated by Congress, as evidenced by the
     time allotted by Congress to complete the Guidance.(3)  The Critical       
     Programs Act contemplated guidance which would provide a first, measured   
     step towards  greater consistency in the Great Lakes region.  The less     
     ambitious scope of the guidance contemplated by Congress in the Critical   
     Programs Act is especially appropriate in light of the known status and    
     deadlines for the Remedial Action Planning process and the Lakewide        
     Management Planning for Lake Michigan and the schedule likely for the other
     LaMPs.                                                                     
     ________________________                                                   
     (3.)  The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, adopted in November 1990,     
     requires EPA to develop a proposed water quality guidance consistent with  
     the Agreement by June 30, 1991, with the final rule to have been published 
     by June 30, 1992.  Therefore, Congress, which had closely followed the     
     development of the Great Lakes Initiative and knew of its progress, allowed
     seven (7) months for completion of the proposed guidance and one year for  
     the review of comments, redrafting and promulgation of the final rule - not
     the 18 months of two (2) years EPA typically needs to publish a major      
     rulemaking. Given the breadth of EPA's Guidance, it missed Congress' first 
     deadline by almost two (2) years.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.017     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085. See Section I of the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2722.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the Agreement, until 1987, provided for limited use zones -- areas  
     of lower water quality near municipal and industrial tributary point source
     discharges.  The limited use zones were to be decreased in size as         
     technology permitted.  In 1987, the protocol to the Agreement substituted  
     for the limited use zones, point source impact zones and requirements to   
     reduce these zones with the RAPs and LaMPs.  The addition of the RAPs and  
     the LaMPs evidence a decision to proceed with a phased planning and action 
     process and are necessary steps on the way to reaching the general and     
     specific objectives of the Agreement.                                      
                                                                                
     Second, Article 4 of the Agreement provides a step-by-step, phased approach
     requiring "the parties, in cooperation with state and provincial           
     governments and the commission, [to] identify and work toward the          
     elimination of: (i) areas of concern pursuant to Annex 2; (ii) critical    
     pollutants pursuant to Annex 2; and (iii) point source impact zones        
     pursuant to Annex 2."  Finally, Annex 12, entitled "Persistent Toxic       
     Substances," provides that the parties "shall develop and adopt the        
     following programs and measures for the elimination of discharges and      
     persistent toxic substances:                                               
                                                                                
     ...(b) establishment of close coordination between air, water, and solid   
     waste programs in order to assess the total input of toxic substances to   
     the Great Lakes system and to define comprehensive integrated controls.... 
                                                                                
     These provisions support a reasoned, step-by-step approach, not EPA's      
     attempt to create an overly stringent point source regulatory program from 
     scratch.(4)                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     (4.)  In addition, the Great Lakes Governors in their Toxic Substances     
     Control Agreement also did not look for the imposition of the ultimate     
     program immediately.  The program envisioned by them was one of research   
     and work toward increasing consistency among the Great Lakes states' water 
     quality programs.  A water quality Guidance which mandates a total water   
     quality program containing the most stringent features of each of the      
     various states' programs plus new and untried programs going well beyond   
     the scientific basis is not consistent with the Governors' Agreement.      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.018     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2722.019
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     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: cc BEN
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to data reported in the draft LaMP for Lake Michigan (January 1, 
     1992), atmospheric deposition contributed 10,950 pounds of PCBs per year to
     the Lake in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Murphy 1984), while the        
     estimated mean annual point source contribution of PCBs to the Lake        
     Michigan basin from 1988 to 1990 is 428 pounds/year.  Therefore, point     
     source contributions comprise only a fraction of the total PCB loadings to 
     Lake Michigan.(5)                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA's cost impact study presented in the Guidance preamble estimates that a
     scenario with a $230 million annualized impact on the Basin would reduce   
     annual point source loadings of PCBs by 13 percent (Table IX-3, p 20993).  
     Using the figures described above, the proposed Guidance and its associated
     cost would reduce total annual loadings of PCBs by only 0.36 percent.  By  
     failing to address non-point source contamination, the Guidance directly   
     contradicts the focus and mandates of the Agreement, violating Congress'   
     conformity requirement.                                                    
     ________________________                                                   
     (5.)  The actual relative amount of PCB's contributed by point sources is  
     lower when other non-point sources, such as sediments, are considered.     
     
     
     Response to: D2722.019     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2722.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Failed to Adequately Consider the Cost-Effectiveness Requirements for  
     the                                                                        
     Guidance                                                                   
                                                                                
     The costs associated with the Guidance greatly outweigh the associated     
     benefit to the water quality of the Great Lakes.  Requirements contained in
     the Guidance will require industry to spend an estimated $6 billion on     
     capital improvements and an additional $1 billion annually to operate and  
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     maintain those improvements.  Such immense expenditures are unwarranted    
     where                                                                      
     the the major contributors of pollution (i.e., non-point sources) go       
     unchecked.(6)  Failure to properly analyze the cost-benefit relationship of
     the Guidance is in direct contravention of the underlying philosophy of the
     Agreement,(7) the Clean Water Act(8) and the dictates of Executive Order   
     12291.(9)                                                                  
     ________________________                                                   
     (6.)  For example, millions of dollars will be spent to regulate point     
     sources of mercury without eliminating the problem.  In remote Michigan    
     lakes                                                                      
     which receive no point source inputs, approximately 15 percent of the fish 
     sampled exceeded the state advisory level of 0.5 ppm mercury, which is well
     above the fish residue values used in the GLI human health and wildlife    
     criteria (Travis and Hester 1991).  Even rainwater in Minnesota has been   
     measured to contain at least 18 ug/l mercury, 100 times higher than the GLI
     wildlife criterion (Sorensen et al. 1990).                                 
                                                                                
     (7.)  Article II provides the purpose of the Agreement -- to restore and   
     maintain the integrity of the waters.  It then states the policy in three  
     numbered subparagraphs.  Two of the three address financial assistance to  
     POTWs and coordinated planning and best management practices to control all
     sources of pollution.  By its nature "best management" implies cost        
     consideration.  This policy along with the concern expressed throughout the
     Agreement for planning and phasing makes clear that cost-effectiveness of  
     the                                                                        
     program is essential.                                                      
                                                                                
     (8.)  Throughout the Clean Water Act, Congress has expressly mandated that 
     the cost of achieving the Act's goals are relevant, important and must be  
     considered.  See, e.g., 33 U.S.C. Sections 1311(m) and 1312(b)(2)(allows   
     modifications of effluent limits, whether technology-based or water        
     quality-based, where the costs of achieving the limitations exceed the     
     benefits); See 33 U.S.C. Section 1314.  (U.S. EPA must consider the costs  
     associated with meeting the effluent limitations when promulgating         
     regulations providing guidance for such limitations).  33 U.S.C. Sections  
     1315 and 1375 (requiring EPA and the states to submit reports which analyze
     the costs and benefits of implementing the reqirements of the Act); 33     
     U.S.C. Part 1316(b) (requiring consideration of costs for standards of     
     performance for new sources), and 33 U.S.C. Section 1329 (requiring        
     collection of cost/benefit information as concerns non-point source        
     programs).  Congress also expressed its concern for the cost/benefit       
     relationship for the requirement under the Great Lakes programs.           
     See Section 33 U.S.C. Section 1324(d).  Furthermore, the legislative       
     history                                                                    
     of Section 118, expressly provides that numerical effluent limitations in  
     the                                                                        
     Guidance are to function like the effluent limitation programs currently in
     operation.  The current programs are covered by this cost/benefit analysis 
     requirement.                                                               
                                                                                
     (9.)  Executive Order 12291 expressly requires EPA to weigh the benefits   
     against the costs of any major rule.  46 Fed. Reg. 13193.  Specifically,   
     Executive Order 12291 requires that:                                       
                                                                                
     [i]n promulgating new regulations...and developing legislative proposals   
     concerning regulations, all agencies, to the extent permitted by law, shall
     adhere to the following requirements:                                      
                                                                                
     ...                                                                        
                                                                                
     (b) Regulatory action shall not be undertaken unless the potential benefits
     to society for the regulation outweigh the potential costs to society;     
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     (c) Regulatory objectives shall be chosen to maximize the net benefits to  
     society;                                                                   
                                                                                
     (d) ...the alternative involving the least net cost to society shall be    
     chosen; and                                                                
                                                                                
     (e)  Agencies shall set regulatory priorities with the aim of maximizing   
     the                                                                        
     aggregate net benefits to society, taking into account the condition of the
     particular industries affected by regulations, the condition of the        
     national                                                                   
     economy, and other regulatory action contemplated for the future. Id.      
     (emphasis added).  Executive Order 12291 directs all federal agencies to   
     minimize regulatory costs to society and to consider in their cost/benefit 
     calculus the effect of the regulation on the industry involved.").         
     
     
     Response to: D2722.020     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2587.014 and D2587.045.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2722.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's cost/benefit analysis is incomplete, oversimplified and inaccurate.  
     For example, the cost of the Antidegradation Policy was not estimated, only
     the cost of completing the demonstration process; costs due to background  
     concentrations above criterion were not sufficiently evaluated; and costs  
     associated with calculating potential criteria and values for numerous     
     chemicals for which no such numbers currently exist have not been          
     calculated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.021     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2722.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Guidance exceeds statutory authority by failing to adopt a program in
     conformity with the Agreement.  EPA's attempt to adopt a complete          
     regulatory                                                                 
     program before the studies and justification contemplated in the Agreement 
     have been completed is unlawful and lacks a sound scientific basis.  The   
     Guidance is also defective because it fails to consider nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  Finally, the EPA has not adequately conducted a cost/benefit   
     analysis.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.022     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance fully satisfies the requirements of section 
     118 of the Clean Water Act and does not exceed EPA's authority.  The       
     scientific basis of each provision is discussed within the applicable      
     corresponding sections of the preamble, SID and technical support          
     documents.  Additionally, see responses to comment numbers D605.042,       
     P2585.015, D2722.012, F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also        
     Sections I.D and IX of the SID. See responses to comment numbers D605.042, 
     P2585.015, D2722.012, F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also        
     Sections I.D and IX of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2722.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since field-measured BAFs are highly site-specific they should not be used 
     to establish basin-wide criteria.  The Science Advisory Board concluded    
     that data quality guidelines must be established for tissue residue data   
     and dissolved water concentrations.  BAFs should not be used for regulatory
     purposes until the ground work is complete.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.023     
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
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     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2722.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if the field-measured BAF methodology were adequate, such data has    
     been generated for only a few substances.  The procedures would bypass the 
     lack of data by predicting BAFs from bioconcentration factors ("BCFs") and 
     a food chain multiplier (FCM).  The FCM approach is based on a single      
     technical paper (Thomann 1989), which was not field validated.  The data   
     that exist indicate that this model produces significantly higher values   
     than field-measured BAFs.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.024     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) is used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The      
     adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the    
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for   
     the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three 
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2722.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement, 
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     Inc. (NCASI) compared BAFs predicted using the GLI methodology to          
     field-measured values.  NCASI concluded that the GLI methodology           
     overestimates field-measured BAFs by several thousand percent.  At several 
     Technical Work Group meetings, U.S. EPA staff admitted that fish metabolism
     was a major factor in calculating BAF's not considered by the GLI          
     methodology.(10)  The Science Advisory Board (December 1992) concluded:    
                                                                                
     The model has not been adequately tested for use for the establishment of  
     regional water quality criteria at this time.  The potential exists for    
     errors on both over-protection and under-protection of aquatic organisms,  
     wildlife and humans.  It is noteworthy that almost all bioaccumulation work
     has focussed on non-metabolizing, non-polar, chlorinated hydrocarbons.     
     Relatively little has been done on metabolizable chemicals such as PAHs or 
     phenols. (p 33).                                                           
                                                                                
     Scientific evidence does not support using BAFs for regulatory procedures. 
     Significant field validation must precede such use; until then the Guidance
     should use the more established BCFs.                                      
     ________________________                                                   
     (10.)  One individual at U.S. EPA-Duluth determined the BAF values existing
     thus far; many illustrate the problems described above.  For example, the  
     benzo(a)pyrene BAF predicted using log P and the FCM is 999,975.  However, 
     while no field-measured BAFs were found, related compound field data       
     indicate                                                                   
     that this value is overestimated by at least a factor of 1,000.  The       
     predicted BAF for phenol using a measured BCF was 1,728, while that based  
     on                                                                         
     log P was 3.4.  These inconsistencies reduced these two chemicals to       
     "potential" BCCs.  Based on these inconsistencies, they should not become  
     BCCs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.025     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
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     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the definition of BCCs only reflects the bioaccumulation potential 
     with no consideration given to a compound's toxicity, persistence, or      
     environmental fate.(11)                                                    
     ________________________                                                   
     (11)  Evolution of the term BCC and its definition illustrates that        
     toxicity and persistence are not adequately considered.  Originally called 
     "Persistent Toxic Substance," then to "Bioaccumulative/Persistent Toxic    
     Substance."  The definition underwent similar changes.  In the August 1991 
     Technical Work Group meeting, a representative from U.S. EPA-Duluth stated 
     that the list had only one scientific criterion (BAF greater than 1,000),  
     and did not reflect persistence or toxicity; the term was then changed to  
     BCC.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2722.026     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the December 1991 Steering Committee-approved draft Guidance many       
     chemicals were inappropriately included as BCCs.  Forty-four chemicals with
     BAF values greater than 1,000 were listed.  Twenty-three (52% were         
     annotated:                                                                 
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      "If the chemical is metabolizable, the BAF is probably too high,          
     especially                                                                 
     if the FCM used is greater than 1.0."  U.S. EPA attempted to address this  
     problem by including metabolism considerations in the current definition   
     but                                                                        
     sufficient metabolism data is lacking for many important chemicals.(12)    
     For                                                                        
     these reasons, the proposed BCC definition should be abandoned.            
     ________________________                                                   
     (12.)  The benzo(a)pyrene and phenol examples discussed above illustrate   
     the                                                                        
     subjective categorization process.  Another example is fluoranthene, which 
     has a December 1991 draft BAF of 10,950 (footnoted as above) and was       
     categorized a BCC.  The proposed Guidance reports a predicted BAF of 9,125 
     and a measured BAF of 96; it is no longer categorized as a BCC.  As more   
     data                                                                       
     become available, many more chemicals could be similarly "re-categorized," 
     but expensive control measures might have already been installed.          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.027     
     
     See response to: D2634.016                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A specific list of chemicals to be regulated as BCCs (or some other        
     appropriate term) should be proposed.  A fact sheet for each chemical      
     should                                                                     
     be prepared describing the available data on bioaccumulation, environmental
     fate and transport, ambient water and tissue concentrations, toxicity,     
     sources, analytical methods, and other characteristics.  The proposed list 
     would include the rationale for requiring additional point source or other 
     controls.  The Chesapeake Bay "Toxics of Concern" list is a similar        
     approach                                                                   
     used by U.S. EPA and the states of Maryland, Virginia, Pennsylvania, and   
     the                                                                        
     District of Columbia.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.028     
     
     See response to D2634.015.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Responding to comments, the Technical Work Group verbally stated that it   
     would first generate a list using a numerical BAF cutoff and then remove   
     those which were clearly inappropriate and add others which were           
     overlooked.                                                                
      Rather than complete this unfinished task, the agency should abandon the  
     current concept of BCCs and the harsh treatment accorded them under the    
     Antidegradation Policy and the mixing zone procedures.  If the Agency      
     persists, it should at least publish a list of individual chemicals in the 
     Federal Register for notice and comment to ensure that there is an improved
     chance of adequate supporting evidence being used.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2722.029     
     
     EPA agrees that some of the BCCs listed in the December 1991 draft Guidance
     should not be included in the final Guidance. First, the BAFs were         
     recalculated between December 1991 and the April 16, 1993, proposal of the 
     Guidance, and 10 pollutants formerly listed as BCCs were redesignated as   
     potential BCCs, and approximately six other pollutants were deleted as     
     well. Comments were requested in the proposal on whether the 10 potential  
     BCCs should be listed as BCCs.  Second, for the reasons discussed in       
     section II.C.9 of the SID, EPA has decided not to include the potential    
     BCCs as BCCs in the final Guidance.  EPA believes that the definition of   
     BCCs in the final Guidance adequately addresses concerns about metabolism, 
     since it includes use of field-measured BAFs and BSAFs which reflect the   
     effects of metabolism. Table 6A of the final Guidance therefore lists 22   
     BCCs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that EPA should solicit formal public comment before    
     States or Tribes treat any additional chemicals as BCCs in the future.  EPA
     believes that the States and Tribes should have the ability to designate   
     additional chemicals for BCC controls based on information available to    
     them without waiting for EPA to act.  As discussed in section II of the    
     SID, EPA will operate the GLI Clearinghouse as a means to share pollutant  
     information, including BAFs, as quickly as possible.  If new information   
     becomes available showing an organic chemical to have a field- measured BAF
     of over 1000, for example, this information would be reviewed by EPA and   
     other Clearinghouse participants and placed in the Clearinghouse, where    
     States and Tribes would be alerted. States and Tribes would be able to     
     apply the special BCC provisions to the pollutant after following their    
     applicable State or Tribal public review procedures for revisions to water 
     quality standards or for permit development.  For example, the State or    
     Tribe could include a description of the special BCC provisions in the     
     public notice for a NPDES permit.  EPA believes this would be a more       
     efficient approach than relying in all cases on EPA to sponsor a public    
     review and comment process, which has often taken several years for similar
     types of actions.                                                          
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     See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2722.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance effectively eliminates the water quality-based effluent limit 
     intake credit, which will magnify overall Guidance stringency and impose   
     extraordinarily high costs on dischargers with very little corresponding   
     environmental benefit.  Implementation Procedure 5 provides the equivalent 
     of a very restrictive intake credit provision.  If five limiting conditions
     are met, the permitting authority may determine that there is no reasonable
     potential for the discharger to cause or contribute to an exceedance of    
     water quality criteria and therefore a water quality-based effluent limit  
     is not required (intake credit).  The importance of an intake credit cannot
     be overstated.  For example, the Steering Committee has stated the Guidance
     would be unacceptable without a meaningful intake credit provision.   As   
     currently drafted, the reasonable potential exemption will be unavailable  
     to mining companies.  AMC thus strongly supports option 4 as the least     
     harmful of the provisions available for comment.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2722.030     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2722.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN/SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The application of the exception to the reasonable potential for excursions
     above water quality standards for intake pollutants is unworkable for      
     mining                                                                     
     operations.  Mining wastewater discharges in large part consist of         
     groundwater.  There are two general types of mining groundwater discharges.
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     The first is natural seepage of groundwater into a mine which comes into   
     contact with mine operations.  Normally 90% or more of the discharge from  
     the                                                                        
     mine would be groundwater and it is usually treated prior to being         
     discharged.  The second type is from wells surrounding the mine which are  
     pumped to collect groundwater and prevent its entry into the mine.  This   
     groundwater does not come into contact with mining operations.  It would be
     impossible to carry out mining operations without the ability to remove    
     groundwater seepage from mines or surrounding wells.  Such groundwater     
     contains naturally occurring contaminants and, its diversion to surface    
     waters will reflect a natural contribution to surface waters as opposed to 
     pollutants of human origin.  An intake credit is appropriate for either of 
     these types of groundwater discharge.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.031     
     
     The final Guidance generally allows special consideration of intake water  
     pollutants that are from the same body of water as the discharge.  The     
     definition of "same body of water" in the final Guidance specifically      
     provides for allowing groundwater to be considered "same body of water."   
     This is explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2722.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The five (5) conditions that the proposed Guidance would require being met 
     before relief for background concentrations could be provided cannot be met
     by mining operations.  The extremely low limits that will be placed on     
     wastewater discharges due to the stringency of the proposed Guidance will  
     ensure that extremely expensive control equipment must be added to even    
     marginally profitable mining operations.  The expectation is that many     
     operations would be unable to continue in operation if it becomes necessary
     to treat for groundwater contaminants.  AMC believes that it is essential  
     and justified that the Guidance return to the Technical Work Group-drafted,
     Steering Committee-approved intake credit provision.  In that provision,   
     where more than 90% of the intake water is drawn from uncontaminated       
     groundwater or public drinking water and the receiving water concentration 
     exceeds the water quality criterion, the pollutant wasteload allocation    
     would be the background concentration where the pollutant concentration in 
     the groundwater or drinking water intake is greater than the receiving     
     water criterion and reasonable efforts are made to reduce the discharge    
     concentration.  This would enable a mining company to do what is           
     economically and technically feasible and not be driven out of business by 
     the misapplication of extremely low permit limits which have many layers of
     built-in conservatism.                                                     
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     Response to: D2722.032     
     
     EPA considered but did not adopt this Option 4 approach in the final       
     Guidance for the reasons stated in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c.  With    
     respect to cost issues, see responses to comments D2657.006 and D2618.023. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2722.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/NETG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "same body of water" requirement is overly stringent.                  
                                                                                
     To obtain an intake credit, the discharger of the pollutant must draw water
     from and return it to the same water body.  This eliminates use of the     
     intake                                                                     
     credit provisions for companies with a groundwater component in their      
     discharge.  It also prevents companies which draw water from a lake and    
     return it to that lake's upstream tributary from receiving an intake       
     credit.                                                                    
     In the latter case, the waters do not have the same name but they are the  
     same waters.  In the former, the waters would generally be part of a single
     hydrogeological system.                                                    
                                                                                
     A further example of the excessive stringency of this provision is that the
     "same body of water" requirement also prevents a discharger from           
     discharging                                                                
     water with a lower concentration than the receiving water background.      
     During                                                                     
     discussion of the intake credit, the Technical Work Group could not        
     scientifically conclude whether adding water from another source with lower
     pollutant concentrations helped or hurt the Great Lakes.  Since this       
     involves                                                                   
     such a basic provision of the Guidance with large cost implications, it    
     must                                                                       
     be resolved on a scientific basis.                                         
                                                                                
     The Guidance relief mechanisms provide little or no relief from the        
     excessive                                                                  
     stringency of the Guidance.  The "same body of water requirement" must     
     allow                                                                      
     flexibility for the permit writers to accomodate situations where an       
     improvement is made or at least no significant harm is done to the         
     receiving                                                                  
     water.  Since the technology-based effluent limitation intake credit       
     provision allows such discretion, it seems overly conservative not to      
     provide                                                                    
     the same discretion where water quality-based effluent limits are involved.
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     Response to: D2722.033     
     
     The final Guidance retains a distinction between intake pollutants from the
     same or different body of water.                                           
                                                                                
     However, the final Guidance contains a flexible definition of "same body of
     water" that is not as rigid as the commenter fears. Generally, the         
     definition focuses on the fate and transport of pollutant in the water and 
     not on factors such as the name of a particular water body.  The definition
     also addresses groundwater. See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.  This section
     also addresses why the approach in the technology-based regulation in not  
     appropriate in the water quality-based permitting context.                 
                                                                                
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c., EPA does not agree that    
     standard for setting limits for interbody transfers of pollutants should be
     whether the discharge maintains or improves the receiving water quality.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2722.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "no addition" condition on intake credits is not necessary or          
     realistic.                                                                 
     Such a requirement is technically infeasible to implement and is not       
     cost-justified.  All industrial processes include minute leakage, corrosion
     and other minor additions.  Because of the low concentration, they would be
     prohibitively expensive to remove from the wastewater.                     
                                                                                
     Assuming that no additional mass loading of a pollutant from a plant is an 
     appropriate condition for an intake credit, the standard should be stated, 
     at                                                                         
     its most extreme, as no net addition.  The company should be allowed to    
     take                                                                       
     the substance out of the process where it is most cost-effective.  Other   
     approaches result in the Agency becoming involved in minor elements of     
     plant                                                                      
     engineering, beyond that appropriate for a regulatory agency.  Since the   
     contributions are minor no environmental benefit results from the          
     intervention and possible removal.  The effect on the receiving stream is  
     the                                                                        
     same from a "no addition" condition as from a "no net addition" condition  
     and                                                                        
     the latter makes the most economic and regulatory sense.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.034     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2721.065 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2722.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency should clarify the condition allowing no pollutant alteration   
     that harms water quality unless such a change would also occur in-stream.  
     If a plant must soften the intake water before it can be used, will the    
     discharger be allowed or required to harden the water before return?  The  
     condition should allow permit writer discretion to ensure that adverse     
     changes do not occur but that unreasonable restrictions are not imposed.  A
     realistic requirement could be one of "no net increase in total pollutant  
     bioavailability."  This would protect the waters from harmful effects and  
     yet preserve the permit writer's ability to deal reasonably with           
     unanticipated situations.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.035     
     
     The comment is essentially the same as y2721.066 and is addressed in the   
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2722.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The condition allowing "no increase in pollutant concentration at the edge 
     of the allowable mixing zone" is overly conservative and prevents use of   
     the provision where most needed.  As relief for cooling water recycle      
     systems, a water conservation measure, this condition is helpful where it  
     applies.  However, the relief does not reach BCCs where it is most needed. 
     In cooling water recycle there is evaporation of the water which increases 
     the concentration of intake pollutants.  This process is referred to as    
     cycling-up of pollutants.  The Guidance provision must provide for         
     cycling-up of all pollutants in noncontact cooling water recycle systems   
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     whether they are BCCs or non-BCCs.  Mercury, a ubiquitous BCC for which    
     there would be no mixing zone, would be denied relief because of this      
     condition.  Mercury from natural sources and human-induced sources such as 
     air deposition and nonpoint sources is very widely present above GLI       
     criteria in the Great Lakes System.  In cooling water recycle systems, it  
     would cycle-up, and be returned above background concentrations.  With no  
     mixing zone, it must be removed by treatment not just to background levels 
     but to criteria.  A provision which attempts to provide relief and is      
     conditioned to prevent relief for mercury and other BCCs which will        
     cycle-up in recycle systems is of little value.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2722.036     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment D2721.067 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2722.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most options Presented in the Guidance Preamble are of Little Value.  The  
     Preamble considers existing relief mechanisms such as variances, phased    
     TMDLs, and changes in used designation to be "option 1."  U.S. EPA believes
     that such relief for background concentrations is acceptable and           
     sufficient.  At the same time, the agencies have made such relief          
     effectively unavailable. While these relief mechanisms are discussed in    
     detail in Attachment 10, AMC believes they provide no relief and the agency
     should not suggest otherwise.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2722.037     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Section II of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2722.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 1651



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some sub-options require downward adjustment of allowable mass loading for 
     reductions of pollutants taken before use in the plant.  This may be       
     reasonable in some cases.  Applied as a firm condition, it does not        
     recognize                                                                  
     that, combined with a revised no net addition condition, pretreatment may  
     be                                                                         
     different from and more cost-effective than the possibilities for          
     post-treatment to reach no net addition.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.038     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that in comment  
     D2917.054 and is addressed in the response to that comment.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2722.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency should reconsider whether return of background concentrations of
     pollutants in intakes from surface water or groundwater above criteria is a
     pollutant "addition" that signals jurisdiction under the CWA.  This could  
     lead to intake credits where necessary.  While AMC believes that           
     contribution at background concentrations is not a pollutant addition, even
     under the Agency's narrow view, relief can be provided.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2722.039     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment D2721.071 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2722.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 1652



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permit writer must have flexibility in applying the conditions if water
     quality-based effluent limit intake credits are to be reasonable.  AMC's   
     preferred approach to intake credits is a stated exemption under the       
     Reasonable Potential section for non contact cooling water and credit for  
     groundwater pollutant levels.  By definition, and within the bounds of     
     technological feasibility, there is no significant addition of pollutants  
     to the receiving stream from the noncontact cooling water.  Furthermore,   
     noncontact cooling water dischargers would be relieved from treating very  
     high flows of ambient water at very high cost and with no benefit to the   
     lakes.  In the case of groundwater, the pollutants are naturally occurring 
     and not added to the hydrological system.  Option 4 is the best alternative
     presented.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2722.040     
     
     The comments about exempting non-contact cooling water from WQBELs are     
     addressed in the response to comment D2592.031.  With respect to           
     groundwater, the final Guidance generally allows special consideration of  
     intake water pollutants that are from the same body of water as the        
     discharge.  The definition of "same body of water" in the final Guidance   
     specifically provides for allowing groundwater to be considered "same body 
     of water."  This is explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.         
     Finally, the responses to comments P2574.083 and P2607.081 address how the 
     final Guidance incorporates certain aspects of option 4.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2722.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An additional possibility is to state the intake credit restrictions in    
     terms of an alternative condition that there be "no net increase in total  
     pollutant bioavailability."  This would protect the environment and could  
     lead to greater innovation in handling intake pollutants because it does   
     not automatically eliminate so many possibilities.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2722.041     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2917.063 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2722.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another possibility would provide an intake credit on an as-needed basis to
     meet water quality-based effluent limits up to the pollutant intake value. 
     Permit writers already do this through technology-based effluent limit     
     intake credits.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2722.042     
     
     This comment appears to advocate "partial" credits, which are discussed in 
     the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.ii.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2722.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mining operations require clarification of the Antidegredation Policy      
     definition of "action of the permittee" to ensure that normal operations   
     are not subject to repeated antidegradation review.  In contrast to        
     industries which have relatively complete control over what constituents go
     into their                                                                 
     wastewater discharges and municipalities which through a pretreatment      
     program                                                                    
     have some control over industrial discharges into their system, mining     
     operations have no choice but to accept the geology and hydrology as it    
     occurs.  The ore body which is being mined is often of significant size and
     may or may not be homogeneous.  The host rock is also subject to variation.
     Very often these changes in ore and host rock will be unpredictable and are
     not due to any new or different actions on the part of the mining company. 
     The groundwater contaminants will vary accordingly.  In other words, the   
     input to the mine's wastewater system and its discharge can vary with no   
     change in the operation.  While this variability may be noted over the     
     course                                                                     
     of the permit term, it is not at all certain that it will.  Thus, to limit 
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     the mining company's wastewater to EEQ for BCCs unless an antidegradation  
     review is completed may cause undue economic hardship.  The company may be 
     faced with the need for an unexpected but immediate need for an            
     antidegradation review unless it is made clear that the ordinary variations
     in the geology and hydrology reached by mining operations do not constitute
     appropriate subjects for antidegradation review.  The best approach would  
     be                                                                         
     to make clear that such normally encountered variations do not represent   
     changes due to "actions of the permittee" that would, in conjunction with a
     change in the effluent, trigger review.  Thus, the normal variations to be 
     expected in mining operation wastewater effluent would be limited by permit
     limits developed using wasteload allocations and not subject to the        
     antidegradation review.  An "action" on the part of a mining company would 
     be, as with any industry, an addition of a new mine or a change in         
     capacity.                                                                  
     While this policy seems apparent, the provision must be clarified to ensure
     that this is the interpretation given in the practice.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2722.043     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2722.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation requirements for BCCs and non-BCCs should be the same.  "A 
     significant lowering of water quality" (SLWQ) brings antidegradation       
     review.  SLWQ for BCCs is any mass-loading increase above EEQ as it is     
     statistically determined over the previous permit term.  Treating BCCs     
     differently from non-BCCs has no scientific basis.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2722.044     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance identifies BCCs using bioaccumulation potential alone, but the
     GLI human health and wildlife criteria already include bioaccumulation     
     potential.  The Antidegradation Policy will only allow increases where the 
     receiving waters are high quality (better than water quality standards     
     require) and they must remain high quality waters after any mass loading   
     increase.  Thus, the water will be safe as determined by U.S. EPA or State 
     water quality criteria which already include many safety factors.  This is 
     true whether the substance is a BCC or a non-BCC.  Accordingly there is no 
     additional basis to make the treatment of BCCs harsh compared to non-BCCs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2722.045     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2721.087                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2722.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution prevention should not be required.  AMC supports pollution       
     prevention when voluntary.  However, requiring pollution prevention in the 
     Antidegradation Policy makes pollution prevention mandatory for a          
     discharger needing a mass loading increase.  Basic industries face very    
     strong competition, both nationally and internationally.  Government       
     control of industrial processes can be expected to increase costs and to   
     reduce efficiency and thus hurt competition.  Since the discharger's       
     effluent already meets permit limits assuring high quality waters, further 
     interference is unwarranted and will ensure higher than necessary costs    
     without any incremental environmental benefit.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.046     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2722.047

Page 1656



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One pollution prevention effort the Antidegradation Policy purports to     
     encourage is substituting nontoxic, nonbioaccumulative substances for BCCs.
     In fact, many such substitutions themselves must satisfy the               
     Antidegradation                                                            
     Policy before the substitution is made.  By definition, the substitution   
     would be an increase in one substance's mass loading when it replaces a    
     BCC.                                                                       
     These onerous antidegradation procedures will certainly dilute any         
     incentive                                                                  
     to make the substitutions.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2722.047     
     
     EPA disagrees that the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     will act as a disincentive for facilities to seek alternatives to BCCs     
     through raw material substitution.  The rigorous requirements of the final 
     Guidance with respect to BCCs compared with the greater flexibility of the 
     final Guidance with respect to non-BCCs should be a considerable incentive 
     for facilities to seek opportunities to replace BCCs with non-BCCs in their
     processes.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2722.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition of de minimis increases should be expanded.  The            
     Antidegradation Policy would allow non-BCC increases up to 10% of the      
     receiving water's unused assimilative capacity before triggering the       
     Antidegradation requirements.  While there should be a de minimis test,    
     arbitrarily setting this level is not justified.  First, by definition,    
     high                                                                       
     quality waters must remain high quality waters even after the mass loading 
     increase.  This means that EPA has determined that existing water quality  
     is                                                                         
     protective of the designated uses and already has many safety factors.     
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     Response to: D2722.048     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2722.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, arbitrarily setting de minimis levels does not consider the level  
     where there may be a discernible instream impact properly triggering Agency
     concerns.  Once triggered, the Antidegradation Policy will require         
     considerable application and compliance expenditures, with no assured      
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.049     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2722.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For some industries EEQ must reflect data from more than five years.       
     Production at many major Great Lakes industries has been depressed for 15  
     years or longer because of domestic recessions and unfair international    
     competition.  Calculating EEQ using the most recent five-year period will  
     set                                                                        
     an EEQ based on low production.  Currently, increased sales and production 
     opportunity occur on short notice and often for a short term.  Complying   
     with multi-layered regulatory requirements such as the Antidegradation     
     Policy                                                                     
     before production can be increased ensures that these opportunities will be
     taken by companies outside the Great Lakes Region or by foreign            
     competition.                                                               
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     The cumbersome antidegradation provision will preclude a level playing     
     field                                                                      
     with competitors outside the region.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2722.050     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2722.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should include an analysis of the social and impact on the    
     discharger.  The Antidegradation Policy potentially affects any discharger 
     which needs a mass loading increase; however, the Antidegradation Policy   
     does not separately or meaningfully consider the impact on the discharger. 
                                                                                
     Social and economic impact is reviewed in the decision process only for the
     area where the water is affected.  Impact on the discharger is not         
     independently considered.  This is a major failing because the bankruptcy  
     of                                                                         
     most individual companies will not have a serious economic impact on an    
     area                                                                       
     and yet will be devastating to employees and owners.                       
                                                                                
     Given that the environmental agencies' expertise is limited to             
     environmental                                                              
     matters, requiring social and economic decisions seems unwise.  Since this 
     will be an unfamiliar area, simplistic decisions seem likely.  Either all  
     denials will be found to have social and economic impact thus qualifying or
     such large impacts will be required that virtually no company could        
     qualify.                                                                   
     In any case, if all pass or none passes, there is no reason for long and   
     costly social and economic analyses.  The Agency should recognize that its 
     and the state's expertise has limits.  The Antidegradation Policy should   
     avoid social and economic policy-making.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.051     
     
     See response to comment D2721.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
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     Comment ID: D2722.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Economics of the Application.  The Antidegradation application for         
     increased mass loading requires extensive research and analysis.  Once     
     triggered, application costs escalate dramatically.  Where all three       
     Antidegradation steps are necessary, there seems little difference in cost 
     between those for small increases and those for very large increases in    
     loading.  The Agency should determine whether such an all or nothing cost  
     is warranted.  Creating a high application threshold for relief can dampen 
     recovery of ailing industries and restrain growth of healthy industries.   
     Small or disadvantaged businesses will feel the most severe impact.        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.052     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2722.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Government Growth.  An Antidegradation application's cost and complexity   
     may                                                                        
     be used as a bureaucratic impediment to growth.  There could be long delays
     for resubmission of data or analyses that are not deficient.  The          
     Antidegradation Policy may require establishment of social and economic    
     analysis branches in the environmental agencies.  As a result, the only    
     regional growth may be in the regulatory agencies.  Since ther is no       
     required                                                                   
     deadline for agency action, the process may keep companies out of spot     
     markets.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.053     
     
     See response to comment D2634.024.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2722.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conclusion.  Without adequate scientific or environmental basis, the       
     permitting authorities will be venturing into social and economic policy   
     making.  The impacts on industry and the economy appear great even when    
     there would be the most minimal environmental benefit.  Before a proposed  
     loading increase, water quality will exceed standards and after all the    
     antidegradation activity, water quality will still exceed standards.  The  
     Agency should completely reconsider the Antidegradation Policy.            
     
     
     Response to: D2722.054     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 Values are Scientifically Unsound Criteria                          
                                                                                
     Under the Guidance, Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife values 
     are to be developed when scientifically defensible Tier I criteria cannot  
     be calculated because of inadequate data; worse, these Tier 2 values will  
     be used to develop enforceable permit limits.  Tier 2 value calculation    
     procedures circumvent the failure to develop Tier 1 data and allow         
     calculations to be based upon information relating to fewer species,       
     shorter-term tests, and data of questionable quality.  At the same time,   
     these procedures incorporate additional overly conservative safety factors.
      The result will be permit limits based on values which are redundant of   
     other water quality measures, unduly stringent and scientifically          
     unsupported.  Accordingly, EPA should establish Tier 1 criteria anytime    
     permit limits are deemed necessary to protect the waters.                  
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     Response to: D2722.055     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 procedures Impermissibly Place the Burden of Developing Water       
     Quality                                                                    
     Criteria on Dischargers.                                                   
                                                                                
     Section 304 of the Clean Water Act mandates that EPA "develop and          
     publish...                                                                 
     criteria for water quality accurately reflecting the latest scientific     
     knowledge..."  The Tier 2 process described in Implementation Procedure    
     5(D)                                                                       
     impermissibly relieves EPA of this responsibility by giving it to point    
     source dischargers which hold NPDES permits.  This is wrong for two        
     reasons.                                                                   
     [First, where Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values have not yet been developed,
     the permitting authority may estimate ambient screening values using any   
     "available, relevant information."  Based on these screening values, or    
     "Tier                                                                      
     3" criteria, the permitting authority determines whether Tier 2 values are 
     necessary.  NPDES permit limits may be established using screening values. 
     Using such vaguely-defined numbers in such a rigorous manner has no sound  
     technical or policy basis.]                                                
                                                                                
     [Second, the permitting authority may conclude that an individual          
     discharger                                                                 
     has the "reasonable potential" to discharge a chemical at a concentration  
     exceeding this screening value instream.  If so, the discharger may be     
     required to develop Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife values,
     with no consideration given to whether that discharger is the sole source  
     or                                                                         
     a significant source of the chemical.  In fact, there are ubiquitous       
     chemicals, many naturally-occurring, for which neither Tier 1 nor Tier 2   
     values have been calculted.  Urban and agricultural runoff, precipitation, 
     and other non-point sources contain many such substances.  To place the    
     burden of developing criteria on the first permit renewal applicant is     
     unlawful and arbitrary and capricious.  Even giving a discharger the       
     "opportunity" to "upgrade" a Tier 2 value by collecting additional data is 
     an                                                                         
     undue burden; the discharger is forced to correct an unjustifiable Tier 2  
     value and provide a criterion that Section 304 of the CWA required U.S. EPA
     to establish.]                                                             
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     Response to: D2722.056     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .057 is imbedded in comment .056.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, where Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values have not yet been developed, 
     the permitting authority may estimate ambient screening values using any   
     "available, relevant information."  Based on these screening values, or    
     "Tier 3" criteria, the permitting authority determines whether Tier 2      
     values are necessary.  NPDES permit limits may be established using        
     screening values.  Using such vaguely-defined numbers in such a rigorous   
     manner has no sound technical or policy basis.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.057     
     
     See response to comment D2709.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .058 is imbedded in .056.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the permitting authority may conclude that an individual discharger
     has the "reasonable potential" to discharge a chemical at a concentration  
     exceeding this screening value instream.  If so, the discharger may be     
     required to develop Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife values,
     with no consideration given to whether that discharger is the sole source  
     or a significant source of the chemical.  In fact, there are ubiquitous    
     chemicals, many naturally-occurring, for which neither Tier 1 nor Tier 2   
     values have been calculated.  Urban and agricultural runoff, precipitation,
     and other non-point sources contain many such substances.  To place the    
     burden of developing criteria onthe first permit renewal applicant is      
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     unlawful and arbitrary and capricious.  Even giving a discharger the       
     "opportunity" to "upgrade" a Tier 2 value by collecting additional data is 
     an undue burden; the discharger is forced to correct an unjustifiable Tier 
     2 value and provide a criterion that Section 304 of the CWA required U.S.  
     EPA to establish.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.058     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing enforceable Permit Limits Using Tier 2 Values is not          
     Scientifically Justified.                                                  
                                                                                
     When Tier 2 values are used in establishing permit limits, the fundamental 
     problems described above will be amplified.  A draft paper (Host et. al.   
     1990) which described a method to assess the need for developing a water   
     quality criterion for a particular substance serves as the basis for Tier 2
     aquatic life procedures.  One of the authors reviewed his concerns at a    
     Technical Work Group meeting in 1991.  He stated that the Tier 2 methods   
     were biased and intentionally conservative.  Their sole purpose was to be  
     an indicator of situations where environmental risk was sufficiently       
     significant to warrant development of a criterion.  Clearly, the procedures
     were not to be used to calculate enforceable permit limits.  One of his    
     concerns was that the anti-backsliding policy would attach to the Tier 2   
     based permit limit and prevent adjustment of the permit limit as more data 
     became available.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.059     
     
     See response to comment D2791.101.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Implementation Procedure 9 states that "the limit revised based on   
     additional studies is not affected by the anti-backsliding provisions of   
     Section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act," there is no guarantee that such an 
     interpretation will hold.  However, even if the anti-backsliding problem   
     were addressed, Tier 2 values would remain inappropriate bases for         
     enforceable permit limits and should only be used as advisory levels       
     indicating where future research is needed.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.060     
     
     See responses to: P2656.091 and P2656.092                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: Host et al., 1990                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures for Calculating Tier 2 Aquatic Life Criteria Are Flawed.        
                                                                                
     Numerous technical problems, many pointed out by the Science Advisory Board
     are contained in the Tier 2 procedures.  The SAB objected in its December  
     1992 report that "the subcommittee is concerned that the minimal database  
     of                                                                         
     one species acute test is inadequate."  Reducing the maximum secondary     
     acute                                                                      
     factor from 20 to 8.6 would require data from only three species and should
     be available for relatively low cost using species such as fathead minnow  
     and                                                                        
     rainbow trout in addition to the required daphnid data.                    
                                                                                
     The Science Advisory Board also found excess conservatism in using the 80th
     percentile protection level and noted that the selection of that level is  
     arbitrary.  The 50th percentile protection level would be more appropriate.
     Using three species, if including daphnid data, the maximum secondary acute
     factor would be 2.6 (Host et. al. 1990).                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.061     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2791.103.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional support for using Tier 2 values only as advisory levels is found
     in the insensitivity of Tier 2 procedures to matrix effects such as        
     hardness which can drastically vary metals toxicity.  A much lower Tier 2  
     value would result from a single test using soft water than for a similar  
     hard water test.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2722.062     
     
     See response to comment D2917.088.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Aquatic Life Criteria and Values Methodologies contain        
     absolutely no data requirements supporting Tier 2 Final Acute Values.      
     Clearly, Tier 2 data quality requirements should be no less than Tier 1    
     data quality requirements.  To accomplish this, the GLI methodology should 
     indicate that the Tier 1 - Procedure I (A) (Material of Concern) and       
     Procedure  II (Collection of Data) requirements are also required for Tier 
     2 data.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2722.063     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.  The proposed Tier II methodology did not   
     directly specify that the same data collection and review requirements of  
     Tier I applied to the data used to generate Tier II values.  EPA has added 
     language to Appendix A, sections XII and XIII of part 132 which specifies  
     that the data collection and review requirements within the Tier I         
     methodology apply to the generation of Tier II values.  EPA believes that  
     the requirements for data collection, review and quality should be         
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     identical for Tier I and Tier II methodologies because Tier II data should 
     be applicable to Tier I as the eight minimum data requirements of the Tier 
     I methodology become available.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.064
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 criteria process, therefore, ignores whole effluent toxicity    
     testing, and potentially will stretch the chemical-specific approach beyond
     relevance.  Where Tier 1 chemical criteria and a whole efflent toxicity    
     testing program repeatedly show no acute or chronic toxicity, questionable 
     Tier 2 values should not force redesigning a facility for compliance since 
     there will be no environmental benefit.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2722.064     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2722.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Through the threat of unnecessarily stringent permit limits based on       
     screening levels or Tier 2 values, the regulatory agencies will shift the  
     burden of criteria development from U.S. EPA, where it was placed by the   
     Clean Water Act, to the dischargers.  The only acceptable use for Tier 2   
     values is as an indicator of when U.S. EPA should devote its resources to  
     the development of new criteria.  Such limiting of Tier 2 values is even   
     more appropriate in light of the fact that the Tier 2 values will          
     duplicate, in an inadequate fashion, information provided by other measures
     of water quality such as whole effluent toxicity testing.                  
     
     

Page 1667



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: D2722.065     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2722.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The states will be able to choose between the two options in adopting state
     rules consistent with the Guidance.  The two procedures are not detailed   
     nor                                                                        
     are there examples of how procedures would be applied in practice.  A      
     number                                                                     
     of assumptions will need to be made by the permit writer to calculate      
     permit                                                                     
     limits.  If the procedure is intentionally left vague so that states will  
     have greater flexibility, this is supported by AMC.  If, on the other hand,
     the intention is to hold states to some standard that is not yet defined,  
     but                                                                        
     will be defined at a later date outside the normal rulemaking procedures,  
     AMC                                                                        
     objects.  These procedures are far too important to be handled in that     
     fashion.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.066     
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones for BCCs should be allowed.  The proposed Guidance would      
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     eliminate mixing zones for BCCs immediately for new dischargers and within 
     10 years for existing sources.  This is different from non-BCC mixing zones
     which are allowed although drastically restricted compared to some states' 
     policies.  There is no scientific justification for this distinction.      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.067     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics
     Control makes no recommendation for prohibition of mixing zones for        
     bioaccumulative substances.  Actual instream exposure is recognized for its
     importance.  Because of metabolism and environmental fate, a strict mass   
     balance approach would show greater than actual instream concentrations for
     many BCCs.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2722.068     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.069
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While one of the goals of the Guidance is to reduce mass loading of        
     pollutants and eliminating BCC mixing zones would support this goal in an  
     indirect way, it is a very costly means to the end. Nonpoint sources of the
     substances are far greater than point source contributions and would       
     undoubtedly be more amenable to cost-effective reductions.                 
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     Response to: D2722.069     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sediment Quality.  Both options under Procedure 3 require TMDLs to prevent 
     harmful pollutant accumulation in sediments both inside and outside the    
     mixing zone.  The regulatory agencies are not yet ready to address sediment
     accumulations through the mechanism of NPDES permits.  The relationships   
     and processes involved are not well understood.  In fact, U.S. EPA is only 
     now working on a Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy.  The regulatory
     requirements through the proposed Guidance should await proper regulatory  
     development in this area.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.070     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2722.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Background Concentrations.  Options 3A and 3B both include estimation of   
     background concentrations from caged fish tissue data.  Using BAFs, the    
     proposed Guidance postulates that ambient water chemical concentrations can
     be determined from fish tissue concentrations.  This science and           
     information underlying this relationship is insufficiently developed to be 
     a part of a regulatory program and should not be a required part of the    
     TMDL procedure.                                                            
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     Response to: D2722.071     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB/A
     Comment ID: D2722.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stream design flow stringency is compounded by using a dilution fraction   
     ranging from 0.10 to 0.25.  Thus the widely used full dilution flow is     
     reduced to a small fractional flow.  These fractions should be deleted     
     unless they can be justified.  The states which have studied the issue have
     found that sufficient protection is afforded by using the full stream      
     design flow.  Without contrary proof, these study findings should stand.   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.072     
     
     The proposal contained different mining zone requirements for non- BCCs for
     tributaries.  Option A did not provide specific requirements for mixing    
     zones for chronic or acute criteria.  It required site-specific cross      
     checks be conducted to assure that water quality standards, including      
     chronic an acute criteria be attained at the edge of any  applicable mixing
     zone.  Option B specified that for acute criteria, that WLAs not exceed the
     final acute value (FAV).  Option B provided different requirements for new 
     and existing sources for chronic criteria.                                 
                                                                                
     The final Guidance specifies that for acute aquatic criteria, the FAV shall
     not be exceeded unless a mixing zone demonstration has been conducted.  The
     final Guidance also specifies that for chronic aquatic life, human health, 
     and wildlife criteria, the dilution fraction should be set at no greater   
     than 25% of the appropriate stream design flow, unless a site-specific     
     mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved.  For a more detailed  
     discussion of the final mixing zone requirements for non- BCC discharges to
     tributaries, see section VIII.C.6 of the Supplementary Information         
     Document.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB/A
     Comment ID: D2722.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should encourage dynamic modeling, as does U.S. EPA's         
     Technical                                                                  
     Support Document (1991).  The results should be used whether they produce  
     either more or less stringent results than the typical mass-balance        
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.074     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB/A
     Comment ID: D2722.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These severe dilution flow restrictions further reflect the misguided      
     over-emphasis on point source discharges.  The aquatic life, human health, 
     and wildlife criteria procedures all embody conservative assumptions and   
     the resulting stringent criteria would protect target populations extremely
     well. Using small fractions of rare flow events reduces point source permit
     limits well below levels protective of these populations.  Discharge load  
     reductions which may be achieved constitute only a small fraction of       
     overall loadings.  The preamble even concedes this bias against point      
     source discharges:                                                         
                                                                                
     The detailed source specific procedures could pose an inequitable burden in
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     some situations on the particular point source responsible for the marginal
     loading that could result in a water quality standards exceedance. (p.     
     20935)                                                                     
                                                                                
     Using 30Q10 for aquatic life criteria and full stream design flow for all  
     other criteria would partly correct this bias.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.075     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns with using stringent design flows. EPA       
     recognizes that in some cases the recommended design flows may be overly   
     stringent while in other cases they may be too lenient. Accordingly, the   
     final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless whether the     
     results would be more or less restrictive than those generated with        
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models thus could negate concerns 
     regarding the design flow used. See VIII.C.6.a.  Moreover, the final       
     Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative design flow, such as the
     30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is appropriate for stream-specific 
     and pollutant-specific conditions.   For a discussion of EPA's reasons for 
     specifying a design flow based on the 7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic
     aquatic life criteria or values, as well as the opportunity to use an      
     alternative design flow, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.    
     EPA acknowledges the comment that full stream design flow by authorized in 
     the final Guidance.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c,   
     EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing zones         
     implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that  
     there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is          
     appropriate. Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a  
     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB/A
     Comment ID: D2722.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second problem is the (1-f) term in the wasteload allocation (WLA)       
     calculations, where f = the fraction of the source that is withdrawn from  
     the                                                                        
     receiving water.  In many cases where the discharger withdraws most or all 
     water from the receiving stream, using this term will generate WLAs more   
     stringent than the ambient criteria.  This contradicts procedures which do 
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     not set quality-based permit limits below ambient criteria.  Limits below  
     criteria should never be used unless there are maximum non-point source    
     discharge controls and water quality criteria continue to be exceeded.     
     
     
     Response to: D2722.076     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB/A
     Comment ID: D2722.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedure can even generate negative WLAs when background     
     concentrations exceed criteria.  While the preamble acknowledges this      
     problem                                                                    
     (p. 20937), it proposed an unacceptable solution:  if a discharger WLA has 
     been calculated and the "reasonable potential" to cause or contribute to   
     criteria excursions exists, then the discharge must be prohibited unless a 
     full multi-source TMDL will ensure attainment.  The reasonable potential   
     procedures are very conservative, and the "relief" through intake credits  
     is                                                                         
     minimal even for many non-contact cooling waters.  Many dischargers will   
     therefore be faced with discharge cessation or plant shutdown unless the   
     State develops an approvable phased TMDL which thoroghly addresses the     
     other                                                                      
     (largely non-point) sources which actually cause the problem.  For these   
     reasons, the (l-f) term should be dropped.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2722.077     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB/A
     Comment ID: D2722.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the proposed procedures do not allow dilution to meet acute water 
     quality criteria.  Rather, the FAV is applied at end-of-pipe in all cases. 
     Thus, unlike many state regulations, no provision is made for Zones of     
     Initial Dilution (ZIDs) or Areas of Initial Mixing (AIMs).  U.S. EPA has   
     long                                                                       
     suppported ZIDs, recognizing that (1) acute toxicity reflects magnitude and
     duration of exposure and (2) organisms cannot reside in rapid mixing areas 
     long enough for lethality.  U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support Document   
     allows applying the acute criteria down stream, even without a             
     high-velocity                                                              
     diffuser (p. 158-160).  Although most Technical Work Group representatives 
     voted to allow ZIDs, the Steering Committee rejected ZIDs by a small       
     margin.                                                                    
     Initial mixing is a technical fact, not a policy.  Allowing rapid initial  
     mixing to exceed acute water quality criteria in a localized area is       
     consistent with toxicological principles and should be included in these   
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.078     
     
     The final Guidance provides that wasteload allocations and preliminary     
     wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic life criteria and values shall
     not exceed the final acute value, which is twice the applicable acute      
     criterion or value.  Thus, applying the FAV cap does allow dilution (2:1)  
     to meet the acute criteria. The final Guidance also provides that the FAV  
     may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is        
     conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See   
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2722.079
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed TMDL procedures are lacking in sufficient detail to allow     
     commentors to adequately review and comment on the agencies proposed       
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     action.  Where it is sufficiently clear, the proposed Guidance contains a  
     degree of overconservatism that reflects an overemphasis on point source   
     dischargers, when all available information shows nonpoint sources to be   
     the major source of lake pollution.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.079     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although Implementation Procedure 8 attempts to rectify the difficulties   
     with such limits, Procedure 8 inadequately addresses the issues.           
     Specifically, Procedure 8 does not encompass the current U.S. EPA policy   
     concerning limits below detection or quantifiable levels, nor is it        
     technically sound.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2722.080     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     However, AMC strongly believes that the proper forum for developing such a 
     national strategy should be accomplished through a specialized initiative  
     on                                                                         
     a national basis, not through the GLI.  The issue of the treatment of      
     permit                                                                     
     limits set below detection levels is of national importance, and, thus     
     development of a strategy dealing with this issue must be achieved on a    
     national level and must be through a single initiative.  Allowing the GLI  
     with its limited focus on the Great Lakes States, to develop an independent
     strategy for treatment of detection limits is unwise, and destroys the     
     purpose of U.S. EPA's purpose in developing a national strategy.           
     
     
     Response to: D2722.081     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 8 should not be finalized until at least information and         
     arguments can be exchanged on the National Strategy through the public     
     commenting process and the essential elements are incorporated into the    
     Guidance's implementation procedures.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.082     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, due to the inconsistent interpretation of the terms detection 
     limits and quantitation limits and the resulting confusion, U.S. EPA's     
     Environmental Monitoring Management Council ("EMMC") has undertaken an     
     initiative to develop and implement uniform definitions of these terms to  
     be used for all media and throughout all U.S. EPA programs.  The results   
     which EMMC seeks to achieve in its initiative include (1) a redefinition of
     detection limits and quantitation limits which incorporates the concepts of
     matrix interference and false negatives, (2) development of validation and 
     standardization guidelines, and (3) development of standard QA/QC          
     requirements.  As with the National Strategy, the GLI Guidance should not  
     be finalized until EMMC has determined the sole definitions of detection   
     limits and quantitation limits, especially since such definitions will be  
     used throughout all U.S. EPA programs.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2722.083     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the Technical Work Group modified the definition of minimum level 
     in an attempt to incorporate and address issues which are important to     
     dischargers, specifically interlaboratory analysis and matrix              
     interferences, the term, as now defined, still falls short of eliminating  
     the important concerns involved with these concepts.  In other words, the  
     definition does not include many key concepts which are widely acknowledged
     as essential, as evidenced by the incorporation of these concepts into the 
     widely approved and more appropriate measure of Practical Quantitation     
     Level ("PQL").  As explained below the PQL is far more reliable and        
     accepted method for determining compliance than is the Guidance's minimum  
     level.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2722.084     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Practical Quantitation level (PQL) is defined by U.S. EPA as "the      
     lowest                                                                     
     concentration that can be reliably achieved by well-operated laboratories  
     (EPA and State laboratories) within specified limits of precision and      
     accuracy during routine laboratory operation conditions."  [56 Fed. Regist.
     26460, 26511; June 7, 1991, preamble to final drinking water regulations   
     for                                                                        
     lead and copper].  PQL is "the lowest level of quantitation that the Agency
     believes a competent laboratory can reliably achieve."  [55 Fed. Regist.   
     22520. 22535 and 22540; June 1, 1990, preamble to final rule on the land   
     disposal restrictions].  U.S. EPA recently stated that it uses PQLs "for   
     the                                                                        
     purpose of integrating analytical chemistry data into regulation           
     development," recognizing the analytical problems in determining whether a 
     party is in compliance where the compliance limits are extremely low.  [56 
     Fed. Regist. 3526, 3546; Jan. 30, 1991, preamble to final drinking water   
     regulations].  Thus, it is clear that U.S. EPA has openly embraced the use 
     of                                                                         
     PQL.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2722.085     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's approval of PQLs is evident from the fact that it has accepted  
     PQL                                                                        
     in hazardous waste listings and de-listings, land disposal restrictions,   
     groundwater rules, and drinking water standards.  See, e.g., 56 Fed.       
     Regist.                                                                    
     at 26509-26512; 55 Fed. Regist. at 22535 and 22540; 55 Fed. Regist. 46354, 
     46365 (Nov. 2, 1990, preamble to hazardous waste listing final rule); 55   
     Fed.                                                                       
     Regist. 38090, 38098 (Sept. 17, 1990, preamble to proposed rule on         
     hazardous                                                                  
     waste de-listing); 52 Fed. Regist. 25942. 25944-25945 (July 9, 1987,       
     preamble to groundwater regulation final rule).                            
                                                                                
     One important advantage of using PQLs over the Guidance minimum level is   
     that                                                                       
     the PQL may be estimated "based upon the [method detection limit] and an   
     estimate of a higher level which would represent a practical and routinely 
     achievable level with relatively good certainty that the reported value is 
     reliable."  [50 Fed. Regist.46902, 46906; Nov. 13, 1985, preamble to final 
     drinking water regulations]; see also 56 Fed. Regist. at 26517.  Typically,
     PQL is estimated at 5 to 10 times the method detection limit when no       
     interlaboratory studies have determined the precise PQL value.  Thus,      
     although the PQL in normally determined in interlaboratory studies, it can 
     also be estimated, rendering it a more realistic and readily available     
     tool.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.086     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based upon the above analysis it is clear that the PQL addresses the       
     "actual"                                                                   
     situation for dischargers conducting effluent monitoring and is far more   
     reliable  for determining compliance or enforcement actions than the GLI's 
     minimum level.  The validity and accuracy of the PQL is widely accepted and
     confirmed by U.S. EPA.  The GLI should acknowledge the credentials of PQL  
     and                                                                        
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     adopt it.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.087     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Inappropriately Requires Calculated Lilmits.                  
                                                                                
     There is no doubt that under the Guidance, compliance status is solely     
     based                                                                      
     upon the minimum level.  Notwithstanding this fact, the proposed procedures
     mandate that the calculated water quality-based limits be included in the  
     dischargers' permit in addition to the minimum levels.  Inclusion of these 
     calculated limits in the permit is unnecessary.  The only outcome which can
     be expected from such inclusion is a bombardment of misplaced citizen      
     suits.                                                                     
     The inclusion of both limits will lead to confusion, and provide citizen   
     groups with a basis, although mistaken, for bringing an enforcement action,
     especially when reported concentrations fall below the detection level but 
     above the minimum compliance level.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.088     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the sources of inconsistency has always been the calculation of     
     average concentrations where some of the observations are below the minimum
     level.  The Guidance allows for continued inconsistency in these           
     calculations, allowing the states to use their own procedures.  A better   
     approach, and the only acceptable approach is to substitute zero for all   
     values below the minimum level.  This approach has been recommended by the 
     National Strategy and should, therefore, be adopted by GLI for this purpose
     but not for calculation of EEQ.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2722.089     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's Pollutant Minimization Program is Ineffective.              
                                                                                
     According to Procedure 8, a "polllutant minimization program" must be      
     implemented if the calculated permit limit is below the minimum level.     
     This is a misnomer -- Procedure 8 in practicality requires source          
     elimination, not source minimization.  As proposed, these programs will be 
     ineffective, failing to meet the end result time after time.  The major    
     flaw of the program is that it forces source elimination, not allowing for 
     alternative methods of minimizing pollutants, such as treatment.  In many  
     cases, source elimination will be impractical if not impossible.  Source   
     control may be more effective and efficient for chemicals which pass       
     through the treatment plant whereas treatment may be the preferred option  
     for treatable contaminants.  Under the above described circumstances,      
     non-detectable influent levels, as required by the Guidance, will not only 
     fail to be effective, but will fail at great cost.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2722.090     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
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     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2722.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is also based on faulty assumptions.  Notwithstanding the fact
     that research has shown that many low level pollutants (e.g., mercury) can 
     be observed throughout the Great Lakes system, the Guidance's minimization 
     procedures are based on the premise that contaminant sources are readily   
     identifiable and controllable.  This assumption is blatantly false.        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.091     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers    
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the  
     SID.  For a general discussion of the Guidance provisions, including       
     pollution minimization programs, see Section II.C of the SID.  EPA does not
     agree that the pollutant minimization programs (PMPs) in procedure 8 of    
     appendix F of part 132 are undreasonable.  PMPs clearly apply only when a  
     WQBEL for that discharger is calculated below the level of detection.      
     Because WQBELs are not necessary with respect to a pollutant unless the    
     permitting authority determines that the pollutant has the reasonable      
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality         
     standards (see procedure 5 of appendix F), application of the PMP provision
     necessarily assumes that the pollutant is present in the effluent, albeit  
     in non-quantifiable amounts.  If a discharger can demonstrate that the     
     pollutant does not have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
     an exceedance of water quality standards, especially if the facility meets 
     the provisions to obtain an intake credit to address discharges at or below
     the intake water concentration as discussed in procedure 5, then no WQBEL  
     and, therefore, no PMP would be necessary.  Such demonstrations could      
     include treatability studies to document that the treatment process can    
     remove the pollutant of concern to the WQBEL concentrations.  See section  
     VIII.H of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the misguided requirements of the minimization programs, the
     overall framework is also wrong.  Under the proposed program, it will be   
     absolutely impossible for a dishcarge to be in complete compliance.  The   
     framework of this program is based on the premise that once obvious sources
     are eliminated, there will be no observations above the detection limit.   
     However, the conclusion is irrational, especially due to the uncertainty of
     detection limits and the impossibility of controlling (never               
     detecting)compounds which are widespread.  The Guidance must include       
     amended assumptions underlying the pollutant minimization programs to      
     conform to realistic capabilities of present technology.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.092     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2722.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's BCC Monitoring Requirement Fails to Account for Causes Not  
     Associated with Point Source Discharges.                                   
                                                                                
     According to Procedure 8, dischargers are required to implement monitoring 
     programs to detect unacceptable levels of bioaccumulation of BCC's in fish 
     tissue.  This requirement, however, fails to recognize that the levels of  
     contaminants in fish are a result of many sources, resulting in technical  
     deficiencies in the requirements.                                          
                                                                                
     The resident fish monitoring requirement for BCC's found in Procedure 8    
     exemplifies of the major technical flaws in the proposed monitoring scheme.
      The Guidance does not recognize that many chemicals are currently         
     detectable in fish tissue nationwide.  For example, contaminant averages   
     (in mg/kg) identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in    
     whole-body fish tests from 117 stations nationwide are:  DDT (0.03), DDD   
     (0.06), DDE (0.19), chlordane (0.05), dieldrin (0.04), heptachlor (0.01),  
     toxaphene (0.14) and PCBs (ranging from 0.06 to 0.15 depending on isomer)  
     (Schmitt et al. 1990).  Moreover, according to U.S. EPA's National Study of
     Chemical Residues in Fish (1992), research concludes that there is         
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     widespread contamination of fish involving a variety of chemicals.  Point  
     sources are not the cause of this contamination.  Most of these compounds  
     are transported in the air and deposited throughout the states.  (Travis   
     and Hester 1991).  Dischargers should not be penalized for baseline fish   
     tissue pollutant levels.                                                   
                                                                                
     As discussed above in the comments concerning field-determined BAFs, the   
     limitations of resident fish monitoring are abundant, including variability
     in uptake rates, analytical variability, and fish mobility.  Many such     
     limitations also plague caged fish studies.  To compound these problems,   
     the proposed procedures allow water concentrations to be "back-calculated" 
     from BAF based tissue concentrations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2722.093     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2722.094
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given these technical problems for which there is no solution, AMC         
     recommends                                                                 
     that no special BCC provisions be included in Procedure 8.                 
                                                                                
     Because the importance of addressing water quality-based permit limits     
     below                                                                      
     levels of detection extends beyond the Great Lakes region and involves     
     national implications, the Guidance is not the appropriate vehicle for     
     making                                                                     
     these determinations.  Therefore, AMC recommends that Guidance procedures  
     not                                                                        
     be finalized until the current National Strategy is completed.  If the     
     Guidance is finalized, we strongly recommend that the proposed Guidance    
     adopt                                                                      
     the PQL as the compliance level.  In addition, the Guidance should not     
     require any other limit, except the compliance limit, to be incorporated in
     the dischargers permits.  The Guidance should, however, require use of     
     averaging procedures which assume all values below the compliance level are
     zero except in calculation of EEQ.  The pollutant minimization program     
     should                                                                     
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     reflect minimization, not elimination.  Last, the requirements concerning  
     fish tissue monitoring should be eliminated from the Guidance.             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.094     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.029 and P2582.089, and sections 1 and 2 of 
     the SID regarding the WQBELS Below the Level of Quantification.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2722.095
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance, by using total recoverable metal concentrations, directly    
     contradicts the toxicological basis for the criteria and completely        
     disregards the current technical and policy developments concerning this   
     exact issue.                                                               
                                                                                
     1.  Use of Total Recoverable Metal Concentrations Directly Contradicts the 
     Criteria's Toxicological Basis                                             
                                                                                
     In order to arrive at the ambient water quality criteria contained in the  
     Guidance, the toxicological studies most often used reagent-grade chemicals
     diluted with filtered laboratory water containing very low particulate     
     concentrations.  To ensure that the then particulate concentrations were   
     extremely low, the procedures followed in arriving at the aquatic life     
     criteria in the Guidance [Appendix A, Section IV(D)] prohibit the use of   
     data                                                                       
     from tests using water with particulate or total organic carbon            
     concentration                                                              
     equal to or greater than 5 mg/L.  Based upon these practices, it is clear  
     that both the Federal and Proposed Guidance aquatic life criteria reflect  
     dissolved metal concentrations.                                            
                                                                                
     The impact of this discrepancy is that those values are not comparable.    
     U.S.                                                                       
     EPA's Interim Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life
     Criteria for Metals (May 1992)(Interim Guidance) explains this principle,  
     stating that:                                                              
                                                                                
     Because such dilution [test] water is generally lower in metal binding     
     particulate matter and dissolved organic matter than most ambient waters,  
     these toxicity tests may overstate the ambient toxicity of non-biomagnified
     metals that interact with particulate matter or dissolved organic matter   
     (p.4).                                                                     
                                                                                
     The biological activity of a compound depends on its ability to cross      
     membranes, either from the free water dissolved state, or from particulates
     via a dissolved phase to epithelia tissues.  Stated another way, in order  

Page 1686



$T044618.TXT
     for                                                                        
     metals to cross membranes in organism tissue, they must be in an aqueous   
     phase.                                                                     
                                                                                
     However, the total recoverable metals analysis required by 40 C.F.R.       
     122.45(c) measures total extractable concentrations in water or other      
     environmental samples.  In other words, this analysis measures both        
     dissolved                                                                  
     metals and metal forms that are tightly bound to solids and other          
     matrix-specific constituents.  Those forms are unable to pass through an   
     organism's membrane, and thus are not biologically available under normal  
     physical, chemical or biological conditions.                               
                                                                                
     The Guidance's use of total recoverable concentrations does not comport    
     with                                                                       
     reality.  The Guidance fails to recognize that ambient waters contain      
     substantially higher concentrations of particulates than laboratory waters.
     The impact of the importance of this has been recognized by U.S. EPA's     
     Interim Guidance -- metal bioavailability and toxicity "depends strongly on
     the exact physical and chemical form of the metal" (p. 1) and the          
     surrounding                                                                
     effluent and water quality affects the metal's form.  The impact of ambient
     waters containing higher particulate concentrations arises from the fact   
     that                                                                       
     metals bind to particulates.  A higher amount of particulates in the water 
     will result in more metals attaching to these particulates, decreasing the 
     amount of dissolved metals.  In turn, as the dissolved metal decreases, so 
     does the bioavailability and toxicity of the water sample.                 
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA documents support this proposition, as explained in U.S. EPA      
     (1992):                                                                    
                                                                                
     Recent data suggest that typically 30-80 percent of the copper, nickel and 
     zinc, and 90-95 percent of the lead may be in a particulate phase measured 
     by                                                                         
     the total recoverable method but not by the dissolved method.              
                                                                                
     Because of the greater fraction of particulate metal in ambient waters, as 
     well as the higher levels of dissolved organic binding agents in ambient   
     waters, the fraction of metal that is biologically available may often be  
     lower under ambient field conditions than under laboratory conditions,     
     particularly for fresh waters.  (p. 4).                                    
                                                                                
     This same proposition is explained in U.S. EPA's (1985c) ambient water     
     quality criteria document for copper:                                      
                                                                                
     Because a majority of the reported [toxicity] test results....have been    
     conducted in waters have relatively low complexing capacities, the criteria
     derived herein may be at or below ambient total copper concentrations in   
     some                                                                       
     surface waters of the United States.  Seasonally and locally, toxicity in  
     these waters may be mitigated by the presence of naturally occurring       
     complexing and precipitating agents.  In addition, removal from the water  
     column may be rapid due to settling of solids and normal growth of the     
     aquatic organisms.  (p.2)                                                  
                                                                                
     Although the language of the GLI Guidance recognizes that the chemical form
     regulated is important, the requirement for using total recoverable metals 
     in                                                                         
     measuring aquatic life criteria fails to heed its importance.  Moreover,   
     using total recoverable metals is inconsistent with the express            
     requirements                                                               
     concerning the chemical form regulated.  According to the Guidance, the    
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     form                                                                       
     should be "compatible with the available toxicity and bioaccumulation data 
     without making extrapolations that are too hypothetical, and that it rarely
     result in underprotection or overprotection of aquatic organisms and their 
     uses" (Appendix A, Section I(A)(3)).  Neither one of these requirements    
     have                                                                       
     been satisfied.  U.S. EPA's solution to this problem, as stated in the     
     preamble, is to use the water effect ratio approach.  This approach fails  
     to                                                                         
     effectively solve the problem and inappropriately places the burden of     
     correcting these fundamental defects in the criteria on the discharger, on 
     a                                                                          
     case-by-case basis.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.095     
     
     See response to comment D2721.139                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2722.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/CRIT/SE
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of Total Recoverable Metal Concentration Disregards Current Federal    
     Policy                                                                     
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA, in its use of total recoverable metal concentration, has         
     contravened years of scientific developments and research.  The Science    
     Advisory Board concurs:                                                    
                                                                                
     The Subcommittee feels that by basing the water quality criteria on total  
     concentration that much of the science which has developed in the last ten 
     years on the importance of chemical speciation and biological activity is  
     being ignored (p. 3).                                                      
                                                                                
     To find evidence of U.S. EPA's disregard for the current scientific and    
     technical developments, one needs to go no further than EPA's own policy.  
     As                                                                         
     described previously, U.S. EPA Interim Guidance (May 1992), concluded that 
     because using total recoverable measurements can and will overestimate the 
     toxicity potential, alternative measures were essential.  U.S. EPA itself  
     found that using dissolved metal concentrations was a viable and acceptable
     solution.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Moreover, on January 25-27, U.S. EPA held a Workshop on Aquatic            
     Life Criteria for Metals for the express purpose of (1) identifying interim
     solutions to problems with metals criteria and permits and (2) identifying 
     additional research needs for metals bioavailability and toxicity.         
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     Workshop participants, composed of experts from U.S. EPA, two states       
     (Connecticut and Michigan), academia, and the regulated community, drafted 
     several recommendations which were published in the June 8, 1993 Federal   
     Register for public comment.  The recommendations included in part the     
     following:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Based on the data presented at the conference, and the opinion of the      
     majority of assembled scientists, the dissolved metal concentration better 
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of waterborne metals than the total 
     recoverable concentration of metals.  In some cases, even the dissolved    
     concentration may overestimate the bioavailable fraction for metals that   
     strongly complex to either inorganic or organic ligands (e.g., filterable  
     carbon containing particles).  On the other hand, the dissolved            
     concentrations may underestimate the bioavailable fraction where food      
     sources                                                                    
     are shown to be contaminated and represent a significant exposure pathway. 
     On balance, the assembled experts at the workshop recommend that the       
     existing                                                                   
     water quality criteria be applied as a dissolved metal concentration as the
     dissolved metal concentration is currently the better estimate for         
     bioavailable metal fractions (p. 32132).                                   
                                                                                
     Based upon these sound recommendations, U.S. EPA formally changed its prior
     policy concerning use of total recoverable metals as evidenced in an April 
     23, 1993 draft policy memorandum from Martha Prothro, Acting Assistant     
     Administrator for Water, to the U.S. EPA regional Water Management Division
     Directors which stated:                                                    
                                                                                
     In the future EPA may revise its aquatic life criteria for metals to more  
     accurately reflect the bioavailable fraction of the metal.  Until that time
     OW [Office of Water] recommends, in most cases, using dissolved criteria   
     for                                                                        
     cationic metals that do not significantly bioaccumulate.  (This would      
     exclude                                                                    
     mercury and selenium.)                                                     
                                                                                
     Because they may have to legally defend their standards, if a state chooses
     to account for uncertainties by expressing metals criteria as total        
     recoverable metal, they should have a defensible rationale for using total 
     recoverable criteria rather than dissolved criteria as recommended.        
                                                                                
     It is Office of Water policy that if States want to change their Water     
     Quality Standards to be expressed as dissolved metal, the Region lmust     
     support the State in doing so.                                             
                                                                                
     The memorandum went further, announcing current efforts by U.S. EPA to     
     develop techniques which would translate dissolved criteria into permit    
     limits.  Given the above consensus which includes U.S. EPA opinion, the use
     of total recoverable metal criteria in the Guidance is void of any sound   
     scientific basis.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.096     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.097

Page 1689



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance creates a basin-wide approach to setting concentration limits.
     For example, according to proposed Section 132.4(a) of the Guidance, the   
     criteria and values for aquatic life, human health-nondrinking, and        
     wildlife                                                                   
     apply to "all waters of the Great Lakes System," which includes by         
     definition                                                                 
     "all the streams, rivers, lakes and other bodies of water within the       
     drainage                                                                   
     basin of the Great Lakes."  Moreover, as concerns the human health-drinking
     criteria, these criteria apply to "Open Waters" of the Great Lakes         
     (including                                                                 
     those enclosed by breakwaters) and all connecting channels, irrespective of
     their proximity to a public water withdrawal.  The inclusion of all of     
     these                                                                      
     bodies of water into the basis for establishing criteria is completely void
     of any scientific support.  Moreover, this basin-wide approach escapes the 
     bounds of any realistic goal of protecting the environment.                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.097     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Notwithstanding the simple irrationality of an approach which regulates the
     entirety to the extreme for the benefit of a few areas, such an approach   
     cannot be supported by scientific proof.  For example, the ecoregional     
     approach developed by U.S. EPA and the various State agencies directly     
     refuse use of a basin-wide system.  Based upon the "Stream Regionalization 
     Project" conducted by the U.S. EPA Environmental Research Laboratory in    
     Corvallis, Oregon, in 1983-1984, regulators have consistently recognized   
     that ecoregional variations affect water quality goal attainability.  See, 
     e.g., U.S. EPA 1988; U.S. EPA 1987; Larsen et al. 1988; Larsen et al.      
     1986a; Larsenet al. 1986b; Miller et al. 1988; Hughes et al. 1988; Ohio EPA
     1990.                                                                      
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     The purpose and rational basis for ecoregions has best been summarized by a
     leading U.S. EPA authority (Omerink 1987):                                 
                                                                                
     Ecoregions identify areas of relatively homogenous ecological systems.     
     They are based on patterns of land use, land-surface form, potential       
     natural vegetation, and soils.  Maps of ecoregions have been produced to   
     provide resource managers with a logical regional strategy for locating    
     representative reference sites, for designing sampling schemes, for        
     analyzing and evaluating data, and for assessing regional patterns of      
     attainable terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem quality.                      
                                                                                
     More importantly, the ecoregion in concept has been developed and tested,  
     providing ecoregion maps identifying 18 distinct ecoregions in Great Lakes 
     States and at least 7 in the Great Lakes Basin.                            
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics       
     Control (1991) also supports that it is appropriate to employ a system of  
     multiple use designations:                                                 
                                                                                
     The States are free to designate more specific uses (e.g., cold water and  
     warm water aquatic life), or to designate uses not mentioned in the CWA,   
     with the exception that waste transport and assimilation is not an         
     acceptable designated use.  (p. 67)                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.098     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is uncontroverted that the Technical Support Document encourages        
     developing biological criteria based upon reference sites for each distinct
     ecoregion and habitat type.  Moreover, given that the above statement      
     mimics                                                                     
     U.S. EPA's regulation concerning the States designation of uses (40 C.F.R. 
     131.10), there is clear evidence that U.S. EPA itself supports a designated
     use approach.                                                              
                                                                                
     Because the designated use approach has been the long-accepted appropriate 
     tool for establishing water quality standards, the Great Lakes States have 
     expended valuable resources for developing accurate and sensible designated
     uses.  For example, Ohio has six aquatic life designations (warmwater,     
     exceptional warmwater, modified warmwater, seasonal salmonid, coldwater,   
     and                                                                        
     limited resource water).  In addition, the warmwater habitat and           
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     exceptional                                                                
     warmwater habitat uses are further sectioned, providing different numeric  
     criteria for Ohio's five different ecoregions.  Minnesota similarly has    
     separate criteria supporting the propagation and maintenance of cold water 
     sport or commercial fish, cool or warm water sport or commercial fish, and 
     "rough fish."  Recreational and human health-based designations are also   
     commonly used by the States.                                               
                                                                                
     The basin-wide approach not only is based upon the overly conservative     
     assumption that all bodies of water must be protected to the same extent,  
     but                                                                        
     it is also based upon the overly conservative and ludicrous assumption that
     the most sensitive species found anywhere in the basin must be protected   
     everywhere even where not resident.  The basis for this assumption cannot  
     be                                                                         
     found, for the most sensitive species may be found only in a very few,     
     small                                                                      
     areas within the basin.  Yet, according to the procedures for calculating  
     aquatic life criteria and values (Appendix A), the Final Acute Value (FAV) 
     must be adjusted in order to protect species in waters where they have     
     never                                                                      
     been found.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.099     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.100
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of rationality of the basin-wide approach also plagues the treatment  
     of                                                                         
     human health-drinking criteria.  There is absolutely no reason to apply    
     these                                                                      
     criteria to waters which is never withdrawn for drinking, such as water in 
     areas within breakwaters or in heavily-developed connecting waters.  These 
     criteria should only be required where humans may actually consume the     
     water.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2722.100     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.101
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although Implementation Procedure 1 provides for modification of the       
     basin-wide criteria which can be replaced by site-specific criteria, the   
     Guidance inappropriately places the burden of developing such criteria on  
     the                                                                        
     discharger.  This is wholly unacceptable -- development of such criteria is
     the responsibility of the States and U.S. EPA alone.  The disadvantages of 
     placing such a burden on the discharger are significant in both number and 
     severity.  For example, the oversimplified approach proposed by the        
     regulators transfers not only the responsibility of establishing such      
     criteria to the dischargers, but shifts the costs to each discharger which 
     when totalled will greatly exceed the cost had U.S. EPA or the states      
     carried                                                                    
     out their jobs.  In addition, this approach shifts the political pressure  
     to                                                                         
     the dischargers.  Given the current public outcry, it is undeniable that   
     any                                                                        
     attempt by a discharger to increase the criteria level will provide a basis
     for the public to tag the discharger as a villain, even where such an      
     increase is appropriate and necessary.  [Moreover, in the days of poor     
     economic times, this uncertain and costly process will add great           
     uncertainty                                                                
     to long-term business decisions.]                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.101     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C, II.C and VIII.A of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2722.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .102 is imbedded in comment .101.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, in the days of poor economic times, this uncertain and costly    
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     process will add great uncertainty to long-term business decisions.        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.102     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.103
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another fatal flaw in the site-specific criteria provisions is that,       
     according to Procedure 1, site-specific criteria for protecting wildlife   
     and human health can only be more restrictive than the basin-wide criteria,
     not less restrictive.                                                      
                                                                                
     Procedure 1 allows site-specific criteria for protecting wildlife and human
     health to become only more restrictive not less restrictive.  This policy  
     is inappropriate and will not adequately reflect site-specific conditions. 
     For the most part, the identified criteria in the Guidance are based on    
     worst-case assumptions which have little basis in reality, with the        
     intended purpose of protecting continuously-exposed organisms.             
     Specifically, the wildlife criteria protect sensitive wildlife, and assume 
     continuous contaminant exposure at a constant daily dose rate.  These      
     premises are not based on real world occurrences.  Eagles and ospreys, for 
     example, do not inhabit every portion of the Great Lakes, nor do they live 
     in the Great Lakes area year round.  For these, and other animals, the     
     extent of their actual environmental exposure fluctuates depending on their
     migration routes and feeding habits and the season, variables ignored by   
     the Guidance.  For example, Osprey are only found in the northern United   
     States and Canada during the summer months.  Also, although they primarily 
     eat fish, osprey eat other birds, small rodents and reptiles when fish are 
     not readily available (Terres 1982).  In this case, this is the exact case 
     where the site-specific criterion should be adjusted upward, allowing the  
     site-specific criteria to reflect the percent of fish consumed within the  
     study area, and the percent of time at the site each year.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2722.103     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.104
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     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH/CRIT
     Cross Ref 3: cc BAF
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance also does not recognize site-specific conditions which would  
     make the human health criteria and bioaccumulation factors less            
     restrictive.  The site-specific factors which control bioavailability and  
     toxicity also will affect bioaccumulation.  (See Attachment 2)  Similarly, 
     for human health, site-specific conditions may exist which lower risk to a 
     specific population, such as local fish consumption below the assumed      
     basin-wide 15g/day.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.104     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.105
     Cross Ref 1: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Basin-Wide Implementation Procedures Will Be Costly and Ineffective        
                                                                                
     Following the basin-wide criteria approach, the Guidance also provides for 
     basin-wide Implementation Procedures.  Such a proposal destroys the        
     flexibility which has been acknowledged as a necessary requirement for     
     successful implementation.  As explained in U.S. EPA's Technical Support   
     Document (1991), such flexibility is widely accepted:                      
                                                                                
     States may, at their discretion, adopt certain policies in their standards 
     affecting the application and implementation of standards.  For example,   
     policies concerning mixing zones, variances, low flow exemptions, and      
     schedules of compliance for water quality-based permit limits may be       
     adopted. (p. 69)                                                           
                                                                                
     Moreover, almost identical language can be found in the federal water      
     quality standards regulations (40 C.F.R. 131.13).  Pursuant to U.S. EPA's  
     express grant of authority, several Great Lakes States have, at great      
     expense and effort, incorporated "Zones of Initial Dilution" or "Areas of  
     Initial Mixing" into their water quality standards.  The elimination of    
     discharge-induced mixing by Implementation Procedures would destroy an     
     effective system and render carefully considered State programs void.      
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     Response to: D2722.105     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2579.031 and P2624.003.  See also        
     sections I.C.4, II.C.1, II.C.4 and VIII.A of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.106
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Threatens State Programs Outside the Great Lakes Basin        
                                                                                
     To exacerbate the problems detailed above, several agencies of Great Lakes 
     States have announced that they must consider adopting any federally       
     mandated uniform standards and procedures implementing them on a state-wide
     basis.  Notwithstanding the problems of applying uniform standards         
     basin-wide, applying standards developed for the Great Lakes to other      
     drainage basins, such as the Mississippi River Basin will create a         
     seperate, additional set of problems.  For example, the most sensitive     
     species for which a criteria is designed to protect may not exist anywhere 
     in the State.  Moreover, given the shortage of funds and personnel in most 
     states, statewide adoption of one set of standards and implementation      
     procedures is inevitable.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.106     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because each of the waters of the Great Lakes is unique and possesses      
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     greatly varying values, a basin-wide approach is inappropriate.  Moreover, 
     the basis underlying this approval is void of scientific support.  The     
     Guidance should acknowledge the problems, and adopt a system for           
     establishing criteria which allows for diversity in the ecosystem and      
     diversity among the States.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.107     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2722.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In an attempt to defuse the comments raised by the regulated community     
     concerning the stringency of the Guidance criteria and methodologies, U.S. 
     EPA continues for pages in the Preamble emphasizing that the Guidance      
     provides relief from any overly stringent and even unattainable water      
     quality                                                                    
     criteria or resulting permit limits.  However, both the actual flexibility 
     and magnitude of relief are greatly overstated.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2722.108     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Section I.C and II of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2722.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances from Water Quality Standards Will Not Provide Relief.            
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     At first glance, Implementation Procedure 2 appears to provide dischargers 
     with an opportunity to obtain point source variances from water quality    
     standards, with state approval.  Although the six conditions describing    
     infeasibility of achieving standards are appropriate, many of these        
     conditions create prohibitive barriers for obtaining any such variance.    
     For                                                                        
     example, the requirement of demonstrating "substantial and widespread      
     economic and social impact" prohibits the variance from being based upon   
     impacts to each individual facility, instead requiring the discharger to   
     prove facts not readily available to it.  As explained in these comments   
     concerning the Antidegradation Policy (See Attachment 4), this principle is
     flawed.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2722.109     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2722.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another example of prohibitive conditions is the requirement that the      
     variance must be renewed every three years.  Under this scheme, a          
     discharger must complete and receive approval for two variance applications
     within one five-year term for its NPDES permit.  As a practical problem,   
     this feat is improbable if not impossible.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2722.110     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2722.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even assuming the conditions for a variance could be met, practical matters
     will prevent almost any possibility of relief from the stringent           
     requirements                                                               
     of the Guidance.  Historically, the States and U.S. EPA have refused to    
     grant                                                                      
     variances.  Nothing in the Guidance decreases the discretion of the States 
     or U.S. EPA in approving or denying a variance.  Also, the high hurdles,   
     such                                                                       
     as the tedious, costly and time consuming nature of the demonstration      
     requirements and the timetable, discourage the dischargers from even filing
     an application for a variance.  In fact, the alternative of litigating the 
     permit is often more effective and cost-efficient for obtaining such       
     relief.                                                                    
     Clearly little if any opportunity for relief will be provided by the       
     variance                                                                   
     provisions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.111     
     
     See Response ID: D2917.154.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2722.112
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relief by Modifications to Designated Uses Allowed in the Guidance is      
     Empty.                                                                     
                                                                                
     According to the Preamble, states may modify designated uses:              
                                                                                
     States may currently remove a non-existing designated use where            
     unattainable and adopt less stringent criteria to protect existing and/or  
     attainable uses pursuant to State requirements consistent with 40 CFR Part 
     131.10.  This regulatory provision is appropriate to address situations    
     where the water quality standards for a water body are not attainable in   
     the future. (p 20955)                                                      
                                                                                
     Yet, in the following text, the Preamble makes clear that "Modifications of
     designated uses for aquatic life and wildlife protection would have no     
     impact under the proposed Guidance." (p 20955).  Thus, little if any relief
     is available under this provision, given that the Guidance mistakenly      
     eliminates almost all designated uses.  (See Uniform Basin-Wide Criteria   
     Comments, Attachment 9).  What little relief can be found only arises when 
     human health-drinking water use is an issue; this can be removed, allowing 
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     only non-drinking criteria to apply.  Thus, not only does the Guidance     
     overstate the relief associated with modifications of designated uses, but 
     it is misleading.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.112     
     
     See response G2675.016                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2722.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowing the Use of Site-Specific Criteria Provides No Relief.             
                                                                                
     As discussed above, the Guidance site-specific criteria approach has many  
     technical and policy defects.  (See Uniform Basin-Wide Criteria Comments,  
     Attachment 9).  In addition, the mechanisms set forth in the Guidance for  
     deriving these criteria adds to the difficulty in attempting to use        
     site-specific criteria.  Cumulatively these hurdles decrease any           
     possibility that a discharger may obtain relief by using site-specific     
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2722.113     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2722.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Upon working through the rhetoric of the Guidance, it is clear that the    
     chances of a discharger actually obtaining any relief from overly stringent
     water quality criteria or permit limits under the proposed Guidance, are   
     minimal at best.  As discussed above, each avenue of attempted relief      
     places the burden on the discharger to overcome U.S. EPA's aggressive and  
     admittedly, overly stringent regulatory regime.  Even in the case where the
     discharger deserves to obtain relief, a scenario U.S. EPA contemplates will
     occur, not only will it likely not obtain such relief, but it will also    
     subject itself to the scrutiny and ill will of the public and the          
     government for even attempting to obtain such relief.  The failure of the  
     Guidance to provide any viable avenue of relief from overly stringent      
     regulation, as acknowledged by U.S. EPA itself, is grossly unfair and must 
     be rectified.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2722.114     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Section I.C and II of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2722.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the Guidance, Implementation Procedure 5 will be used by the         
     permitting                                                                 
     authority to determine whether water quality-based effluent limits should  
     be                                                                         
     required for Guidance pollutants.  Preliminary effluent limits would be    
     calculated using Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values.  These preliminary      
     limits                                                                     
     would then be compared to a projected effluent quality determined from     
     historical discharges.  If a particular pollutant is believed to be present
     in the discharge but no Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values are available,    
     ambient screening values based on practically any available information may
     be substituted for Tier 1 or Tier 2 data.  For the various reasons         
     discussed                                                                  
     below, this procedure will result in a vast waste of resources which will  
     not                                                                        
     accomplish the stated purpose of protecting the waters of the Great Lakes  
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2722.115     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
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     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB/A
     Comment ID: D2722.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Numerous superfluous permit limitations could result from the prodigious   
     use of worst-case assumptions.  Under the Guidance procedures, TMDL's and  
     wasteload allocations are calculated on the basis of a fraction of the 7Q10
     flow, even though the 7Q10 flow is exceeded more than 99 percent of the    
     time.                                                                      
     Furthermore, the maximum (99th percentile) effluent concentration and the  
     7Q10 flow are then assumed to occur simultaneously.  Modelling techniques  
     based on stream dynamics or probability, such as Monte Carlo, indicate that
     the likelihood of maximum concentrations conciding with 7Q10 flow          
     conditions                                                                 
     is very improbable.  These procedures result in unnecessary overprotection 
     of                                                                         
     water quality.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2722.116     
     
     The final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless of whether  
     the results would be more or less restrictive than generated with          
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models would negate the concern   
     regarding which design flow should be used.  Their use also would limit the
     tendency to pile worst case assumption upon worst case assumption.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2722.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This overprotection is carried even further with the use of Table F5-1.    
     Under this procedure, a single sample may be used to determine whether or  
     not                                                                        
     a permit limit should be imposed.  In the case of a permit renewal, when   
     available data could be limited to the analytical result of one sample, the
     analytical result for a particular parameter would be multiplied by 6.2 and
     compared to the calculated preliminary effluent limitation.  If the        
     arithmetical result exceeds the preliminary limit, a permit limitation     
     would                                                                      
     be deemed necessary.                                                       
                                                                                
     In the case of BCC's, the most stringent criterion for each parameter would
     become the preliminary effluent limitation.  For these constituents, permit
     limits would be required if the substance were found in concentrations less
     than 20 percent of the most stringent criterion.  Combined with the        
     analytical variability and sample contamination which commonly occurs when 
     measuring metals at very low concentrations, this methodology will generate
     many unnecessary permit limitations.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2722.117     
     
     Many commenters raised this concern that reasonable potential              
     determinations based on a single data point, using the statistical         
     procedure proposed and essentially retained in the final Guidance, will    
     result in conservative projections of effluent quality and unnecessary     
     permit limits.  The statistical procedure in question (EPA procedure) is   
     designed to estimate the 95th percentile effluent value based upon whatever
     representative effluent data is available.  When a small data set is being 
     used to make this projection, or in the extreme case, where only one data  
     point is being used, the projected effluent quality will be 6.2 times the  
     observed value (assuming a coefficient of variation of 0.6).  EPA as well  
     as many of the commenters on the proposed guidance recognize this          
     statistical procedure to be valid, even  for very small data sets.         
     However, EPA also recognizes that the more data there is for a discharge,  
     the closer the observed maximum value will be to the projected 95th        
     percentile value.  Where dischargers are concerned that the result of the  
     statisitcal analysis using a single data point will be too conservative,   
     the discharger can certainly remedy the situation.  Effluent data in the   
     vast majority of cases becomes available to the permitting authority via   
     reporting by the discharger.  In other words, the discharger almost always 
     has the same effluent data for its discharge that the permitting authority 
     has.  Where the discharger has only a single data point, the discharger is 
     free to collect and report more effluent samples to the permitting         
     authority prior to permit issuance or reissuance.  EPA encourages this     
     practice.  However, where the discharger reports only a single data point, 
     EPA's position is that such data must not be ignored.  The final guidance  
     provides flexibility to States to adopt a reasonable potential statistical 
     procedure that among other attributes, accounts for and captures long term 
     effluent variability and accounts for limitations associated with sparse   
     data sets.  Where a State fails to adopt such a procedure, the final       
     Guidance specifies the statistical procedure EPA would promulgate for a    
     State should it become necessary (EPA procedure).  It is essentially the   
     same procedure that was proposed for data sets of ten or less data points. 
     See also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: D2722.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Calculation of Reasonable Potential in effluent-dominated streams should   
     not                                                                        
     include a 50 percent reduction of the stream flow.  Reasonable potential is
     typically determined by comparing the discharge flow with the 7Q10 flow.   
     When the discharge flow is less than 7Q10 flow, the projected effluent     
     quality is compared to the preliminary calculated effluent limitation.     
     However, when the discharge is equal to or greater than the 7Q10 flow for  
     the                                                                        
     receiving stream, the preliminary effluent limitation is divided by 2 prior
     to comparison with the projected effluent water quality.  This additional  
     safety factor appears to be unwarranted and unjustifiable.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2722.118     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: D2722.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While U.S. EPA contends that the usual procedures for determining TMDL's   
     are inadequate to protect water quality in effluent-dominated streams,     
     various other safety factors are employed to ensure conservative results.  
     For example, the projected effluent quality is determined by using the     
     maximum (or 99th percentile) concentration in combination with the         
     uncharacteristically low 7Q10 flow, as previously discussed.  In addition, 
     initial dilution zones are disallowed and mixing zones are limited or      
     eliminated for all pollutants (see Attachment 6).  Furthermore, many safety
     factors were used in the original development of the criteria.  As a       
     result, the implementation of additional safety factors simply because the 
     discharge flow may exceed the flow of the receiving stream appears to be   

Page 1704



$T044618.TXT
     unwarranted.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2722.119     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: D2722.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
      There is no justifiable basis for using ambient screening levels to       
     determine reasonable potential, wasteload allocations, and/or permit       
     limits.                                                                    
     Procedure 5D discusses the use of "ambient screening values" based on "all 
     available, relevant information" to determine a preliminary effluent       
     limitation when no Tier 1 criterion or Tier 2 value is available.  However,
     no requirements are specified for the quality or quantity of the data to be
     used as "ambient screening values."  In effect, these "values" become "Tier
     3                                                                          
     criteria."                                                                 
                                                                                
     The ambient screening values are to be used in the calculation of          
     reasonable                                                                 
     potential in the same manner as Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values.  Should  
     the                                                                        
     calculation indicate that a permit limit is required, either Tier 2 values 
     or                                                                         
     Tier 1 criteria must be determined for use in setting the limit.  (The cost
     for development of the needed data may be borne by the permitting authority
     or apportioned to the permittee.  This issue is addressed in Attachment 5.)
     Regardless of which population is shown to be at risk according to the     
     reasonable potential calculation, the required Tier 1 criteria and Tier 2  
     values must be determined for noncancer human health, wildlife, acute      
     aquatic                                                                    
     life, and chronic aquatic life.  Development of data to protect each of    
     these                                                                      
     various populations without any indication of some risk to that population 
     is                                                                         
     a gross waste of funds which should have been avoided.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2722.120     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2722.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, even the use of Tier 2 values to calculate enforceable permit     
     limits                                                                     
     has been disputed (see Attachment 5).  These arguments which attack the    
     validity of the collected data because of the lack of control on its       
     quality                                                                    
     and quantity are even more appropriately applied to the ambient screening  
     values.  The idea that a pollutant of concern should be identified and     
     regulated in the Great Lakes with such scant toxicity information is       
     ludicrous.  The LaMP's and the RAP's proposed to identify pollutant        
     problems                                                                   
     and cost-effective solutions in the Great Lakes region should be completed 
     prior to implementation of guidance as stringent as the Guidance.          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.121     
     
     See response to comment D2709.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: D2722.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of data as unreliable as the ambient screening values would be         
     unnecessary if the regulatory authorities would conduct the research       
     required for these proposed projects in a timely manner.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2722.122     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
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     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2722.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "independent application" policy should not become a part of the       
     Guidance.  This policy, described in Procedure 5(F)(2) of the Guidance,    
     requires independent consideration of chemical-specific, whole effluent    
     toxicity, and biological assessments in determining whether effluent       
     limitations should be imposed.  If any of these three indicators suggest   
     the                                                                        
     presence of a particular parameter, permit limitations would be required,  
     according to the U.S. EPA's 1991 Technical Support Document of Water       
     Quality-Based Toxics.  The result of implementing this policy will be many 
     unnecessary permit limitations.                                            
                                                                                
     The scientific community has suggested that a "weight of evidence" approach
     is more appropriate than the "independent application" policy.  This       
     approach                                                                   
     would allow the permit writer to use his best professional judgement in    
     assessing  the need for a permit limitation after evaluating the evidence  
     of                                                                         
     all available indicators.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2722.123     
     
     EPA believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of  
     the final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is   
     grounded in the requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which      
     requires, among other things, that the permitting authority (1) establish  
     chemical-specific permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality 
     criterion, and (2) establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a       
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an        
     exceedance of a numeric WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if         
     "reasonable potential" is found with regard either of these aspects of     
     standards, then a corresponding permit limit is required.  There is no     
     indication in the language of this provision that one type of information  
     (e.g., biological assessment or WET testing) can be used to "negate" a     
     reasonable potential finding based on another type of information (e.g.,   
     chemical specific analysis).  One principle behind the policy on           
     independent application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs  
     is that WET testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in      
     complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure  
     toxicity from single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to
     do both kinds of analysis on effluents and consider the results            
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     independently.  The regulations do permit, however, the use of             
     chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where there a      
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a         
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2722.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Resident fish tissue data should not be incorporated into the reasonable   
     potential procedures.  Under the Guidance, any facility which dishcarges   
     detectable levels of a parameter found in the tissues of resident fish     
     collected from the waters will receive a water quality-based effluent limit
     for that parameter.  A number of reasons to doubt the scientifc validity of
     fish tissue data have been discussed in Attachment 2.  Imposition of       
     limitations to every discharger which contributes a detectable quantity    
     will                                                                       
     not necessarily target the primary source of the pollutant.  If this       
     procedure is to be used, it should be limited to those facilities which    
     discharge the pollutant in quantities high enough to cause concern.        
     
     
     Response to: D2722.124     
     
     See response to comment number D2721.172.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2722.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Furthermore, this procedure could cause limitations to be imposed          
     throughout the basin for parameters which may be a problem in only a small 
     portion of the basin.  Once again, the procedure to be implemented should  
     allow leeway for best professional judgement to be applied in determining  
     the necessity of permit limitations, particularly for pollutants such as   
     mercury which can be found throughout the system.  Without some means to   
     balance the excessive conservatism incorporated into the Guidance, millions
     of dollars will be wasted on monitoring costs for parameters which do not  
     require permit limitations for the protection of the environment.          
     
     
     Response to: D2722.125     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overbreadth:  The scope and contents of the Guidance far exceed what is    
     authorized by the Critical Programs Act or what is necessary to address any
     identified problem with the Great Lakes water quality.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2722.012.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Critical Programs Act (CPA) directed EPA to publish Guidance for the   
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     Great Lakes Basin in order to further two specific goals:  implementing the
     objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) and promoting
     greater consistency among the Great Lakes States.  There is nothing in the 
     GLWQA which requires the bioaccumulation procedures, wildlife criteria,    
     Tier II approach, implementation procedures, antidegradation requirements, 
     or the application of these provisions to the Great Lakes tributaries.     
     Further, as noted below, consistency among the Great Lakes States could far
     more easily have been achieved without these elements.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2722.012.  See also Sections I.C, I.D and  
     II of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scope and requirements of the Guidance are also well beyond what is    
     necessary to address the water quality problems which EPA identifies as    
     justification for the Guidance.  The evidence of those problems is limited 
     and equivocal to begin with, and is strictly limited to a very small       
     universe of highly bioaccumulative chemicals.  Thus, evidence of water     
     quality problems caused by this handful of pollutant does not begin to     
     justify EPA's attempt to regulate 131 other pollutants, most of which have 
     bioaccumulation potential four to six orders of magnitude lower than the   
     pollutants of principal concern.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.003     
     
     See response to comment number G3750L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2723.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Questionable Science:  The Guidance mandates use of methodologies which    
     have never been shown to be reasonably reliable.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.004     
     
     EPA modeled the potential reductions in fish tissue contaminant            
     concentrations and changes in fish consumption advisories resulting from   
     point source loadings reductions.  A generalized Great Lakes exposure and  
     bioaccumulation model was developed and applied to PCBs in Lake Michigan's 
     Green Bay.  PCB contamination of Green Bay was modeled because PCB sources 
     and food web parameters were available from the Green Bay Mass Balance     
     Study.  However, Green Bay may underrepresent typical potential benefits   
     from point source controls because current point source loadings contribute
     a relatively small fraction of total PCB exposure to fish (9.4%) (Bierman  
     et al., 1992).  A complete description of the model and results is         
     presented in the Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) of the Final Guidance.   
                                                                                
     Bierman V.J., J.V. DePinto, T.C. Young, P.W. Rodgers, S.C. Martin, and R.  
     Raghunathan. 1992. Development and Validation of an Integrated Exposure    
     Model for Toxic Chemicals in Green Bay, Lake Michigan. U.S. EPA, Grosse    
     Ile, MI.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The model was used to estimate changes in fish tissue concentrations and   
     exceedences of human (fish consumption advisory) and ecological health     
     thresholds under different scenarios of point source loadings reductions.  
     Reductions in point source loadings in Green Bay were shown to impact fish 
     tissue PCB concentrations and exceedences. For example, a 50% reduction in 
     point source loadings reduces baseline exceedences of the health-based fish
     tissue concentration threshold from 10.6% to 8.9% (a 16% reduction).  A 90%
     reduction in point source loadings lowers exceedences of the human health  
     threshold from 10.6% to 6.8% (a 36% reduction). Estimated reductions in    
     loadings for two case study areas, the Fox River/Green Bay and Saginaw     
     River/Bay sites, indicated that the Guidance may reduce point source PCB   
     loadings by approximately 90% (SAIC, 1995, as shown in the final RIA).     
     Greater changes from baseline conditions are expected to result from point 
     source loadings reductions as the site-specific contribution of point      
     source loadings to total loadings (here, modeled as 9.4%) increases.  SAIC,
     1995. Revised Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting form Implementation 
     of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.Response to: D2723.004     
                                                                                
     See response to: D2723.047                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLWQG would require the Great Lakes States to use methodologies for    
     calculating bioaccumulation factors and wildlife criteria which exceed the 
     limits of established scientific application.  Neither of these            
     methodologies has been tested or subject to a peer review process.  Both   
     have been severely criticized as unsound and undemonstrated by EPA's own   
     Science Advisory Board.  And neither has been shown to reliably predict    
     actual bioaccumulation rates or actual water concentrations necessary to   
     adequately protect human health or wildlife. (Indeed, the whole notion of  
     what is "adequate" protection for wildlife is never defined.)              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.005     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2723.006
     Cross Ref 1: Imbedded in comment .005
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indeed, the whole notion of what is "adequate" protection for wildlife is  
     never defined.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.006     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.283 for the response to part of this comment.
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA believes that the term "adequate protection" is clearly   
     described in the proposed Guidance, at 58 FR 21028 (column 1).  The concept
     is explained further in the SID. Adequate protection is that ambient       
     concentration of contaminants which, when accounting for bioaccumulation   
     through the food web to the most exposed species, will not cause           
     impairments of the reproductive success and viability of wildlife          
     populations. Reproductive success and viability impacts may be observed in 
     a number of endpoints, including reduced birth weights, whelping or        
     hatching success, fertility (number of fertilized eggs laid), and          
     survivability of the young.  Please see additional discussion in response  
     to comment P2742.326.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Excessive Stringency:  The Guidance produces effluent limits which bear no 
     demonstrated relationship to any actual risk.                              
                                                                                
     Primarily because of the problems with the bioaccumulation and wildlife    
     methodologies, the water quality criteria and values on which most effluent
     limits will be based are far more stringent than existing national         
     criteria.  The wildlife criterion for mercury, for instance, is three      
     orders of magnitude below the detection limit.  There is no showing        
     anywhere on the record that such a water quality criterion is actually     
     necessary to protect wildlife.  The stringency of these criteria are       
     compounded by implementation procedures which themselves bear little       
     relationship to what is needed to protect against any realistic risk.  The 
     combined effect of the criteria and implementation procedures will be      
     effluent limits which are far more stringent and expensive than necessary  
     to protect actual water quality.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.007     
     
     EPA believes the methodology used for deriving the wildlife mercury        
     criterion is based on sound science (see section VI.B of the SID for a     
     discussion on the wildlife methodology).  In addition, the final Guidance  
     provides flexibility to either modify the criteria based on local          
     conditions or be granted regulatory relief because of specific conditions  
     at the site (see section I.C.4 of the SID). Finally, if it can be shown    
     that the methodology for deriving criterion for a pollutant is             
     scientifically indefensible then a State can use another methodology or    
     procedure in its place (see section II.C.6. of the SID).                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Excessive Discretion:  The Guidance will decrease consistency,             
     predictability, and certainty by making water quality criteria ad hoc and  
     based on the permit writer's subjective evaluation of the multiple         
     uncertainty factors imbedded in the methodologies.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.008     
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     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections    
     I.C, I.D and II of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance establishes five separate sets of water quality standards for 
     each of 138 pollutants.  This equates to a total of 690 separate water     
     quality standards.  Unfortunately only 47 of these standards have actually 
     been calculated and published:  the 40 Tier I criteria which appear in the 
     rule and seven Tier II aquatic life values which appear in the record.  The
     other 643 standards prescribed by the rule are to be developed by          
     individual permit writers on a case-by-case basis, using the methodologies 
     in the Guidance.  These methodologies, however require the exercise of a   
     tremendous amount of judgment and discretion, both in gathering and        
     evaluating the scientific literature and in applying the multiple          
     uncertainty factors incorporporated into the methodologies.  It is not at  
     all clear that the average permit writer has the training and experience to
     perform these evaluations.  Moreover, even where such expertise exists,    
     results reached by different permit writers will almost inevitably vary by 
     substantial margins due to differing perceptions of the uncertainties and  
     appropriate margins of safety to incorporate into the calculations.  This  
     unpredictability is unreasonable and inconsistent with one of the major    
     goals of the CPA.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.009     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion of these      
     issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Insufficient Flexibility:  The Guidance arbitrarily treats all waters of   
     the Great Lakes Basin as if they were indistinguishable.                   
                                                                                
     The Guidance makes no distinction among any of the Great Lakes Basin.  The 
     concepts of differing use designations and different levels of protection  
     for different waters, which have been integral to the Clean Water Act for a
     quarter century, have been obviated in a drive for "uniformity."  The      
     result is requirements which make little sense in relation to many of the  
     situations to which they will apply.  Thre are fundamental physical,       
     chemical and biological differences among the five Great Lakes, between the
     Lakes and their tributaries, and among the tributaries.  In a rational     
     program, these differences must be taken into account.  In its quest for   
     uniformity, the GLWQG fails to do this.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.010     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment number      
     P2769.085.  See also Sections I.A and I.C of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2723.011
     Cross Ref 1: See OEUI comments, Attach. II
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Huge Costs, Negligible Benefits:  The Guidance will impose huge costs on   
     industry and municipalities in the Great Lakes Basin without producing any 
     measurable benefit.                                                        
                                                                                
     Because it is impossible to determine the impacts of the                   
     yet-to-be-developed "Tier II values," it is impossible to even estimate the
     actual costs that will flow from the GLWQG with any degree of reliability. 
     To date all estimates of the costs have focused solely on what would be    
     required to meet the published Tier I criteria.  [Yet even these limited   
     studies show that the costs will run into the billions of dollars per year,
     and will cost tens of thousands of people their jobs.  See Ebasco Cost     
     Analysis (Attachment II); DRI/McGraw Hill Study.  The impact on growth is  
     inestimable, but it can be expected to be substantial, since an industry   
     looking for new plant sites need only go south of I-70 or north of the     
     U.S.-Canada border to avoid these costs altogether.]  [These burdens might 
     be worthwhile if there were at least a reasonable expectation that the     
     result would be significantly cleaner lakes.  There is no such expectation.
     To the contrary, there is nearly universal agreement that because the      
     Guidance is directed solely at American point sources and does not even    
     attempt to address any non-point sources or Canadian point sources, it will
     not produce any meaningful reduction in the loadings to the Lakes of the   
     pollutants of primary concern.]                                            
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     Response to: D2723.011     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2723.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in comment 011; refers to costs of GLI driving 
industry into      
          Canada.                                                                   

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Yet even these limited studies show that the costs will run into the       
     billions of dollars per year, and will cost tens of thousands of people    
     their jobs.  See Ebasco Cost Analysis (Attachment II); DRI/McGraw Hill     
     Study.  The impact on growth is inestimable, but it can be expected to be  
     substantial, since an industry looking for new plant sites need only go    
     south of I-70 or north of the U.S.-Canada border to avoid these costs      
     altogether.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.012     
     
     See Sections I and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.013
     Cross Ref 1: Imbedded in comment .011
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These burdens might be worthwhile if there were at least a reasonable      
     expectation that the result would be significantly cleaner lakes.  There is
     no such expectation.  To the contrary, there is nearly universal agreement 
     that because the Guidance is directed solely at American point sources and 
     does not even attempt to address any non-point sources or Canadian point   
     sources, it will not produce any meaningful reduction in the loadings to   
     the Lakes of the pollutants of primary concern.                            
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     Response to: D2723.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.  See also Sections I and IX of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2723.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Ohio Utilities recognize that U.S. EPA is now under a statutory        
     obligation to promulgate guidance for the Great Lakes Basin.  That         
     Guidance, however, should be based upon sound science, should implement    
     rather than supplant current water quality guidance, and should be limited 
     in its goals to the purposes Congress intended it to serve: elimination of 
     gross inequities in implementation of water quality standards among the    
     various states and implementation of the objectives of the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Agreement.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2746.043 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2723.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As Proposed, The Guidance Exceeds EPA's Statutory Authority Under the      
     Critical Programs Act.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.015     
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     See response to comment number P2585.015.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2723.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Critical Programs Act authorizes EPA to adopt requirements more        
     stringent than existing national criteria and guidance only where necessary
     to "conform to the objectives and provisions of the GLWQA".                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.016     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2723.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's authority to promulgate the GLWQG is provided (and constrained) by   
     the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act (CPA). That Act directed EPA to      
     publish Guidance containing numerical water quality standards,             
     implementation procedures and antidegradation policies, and provided that  
     this Guidance:                                                             
                                                                                
     "shall conform with the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Agreement [and] shall be no less restrictive than the provisions of
     [the CWA] and national water quality criteria and guidance.                
                                                                                
     33 U.S.C. section 1268(c)(2)(A).                                           
                                                                                
     These two requirements reflect Congress' twin purposes:  to improve        
     consistency among the Great Lakes States and to implement the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Agreement.  Improved consistency was to be provided by       
     ensuring that each state program was "no less restrictive than ... national
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     water quality criteria and guidance."  Implementation of the GLWQA was to  
     be provided by requiring the Guidance to "conform with the objectives and  
     provisions" of that Agreement.                                             
                                                                                
     These two requirements also constrain EPA's discretion.  The CPA does not  
     provide EPA with carte blanche authority to impose on the Great Lakes      
     States requirements vastly different or more stringent than those required 
     of other states.  To the contrary, EPA's authority to impose requirements  
     more stringent than national criteria and guidance is limited by the Act to
     those situations where more stringent requirements are necessary to        
     "conform with the objectives and provisions of the [GLWQA]."               
                                                                                
     EPA has not observed those limits on its authority, for there are many     
     elements of the Guidance which are both far more stringent than national   
     criteria and guidance and unnecessary to conform the Guidance with any     
     objective or provisions of the GLWQA.  This can be illustrated by examining
     the differences between the Guidance and the State of Ohio's existing,     
     federally approved water quality standards programs.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2723.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, Ohio EPA's existing program is already "no less restrictive than   
     the provisions of this chapter [the GWA] and national water quality        
     criteria and guidance."  Under the terms of the CPA, therefore, EPA may    
     require Ohio EPA to adopt more stringent requirements only if such         
     requirements are necessary to achieve the CPA's other purpose:             
     "conform[ance] with the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Agreement." CWA section 118(c)(2)(A).                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.018     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2723.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many elements of the Guidance -- including those regarding bioaccumulation 
     factors, bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, wildlife criteria, design   
     flows, mixing zones, and antidegradation policies -- are more stringent    
     than Ohio's existing federally-approved requirements, yet are not necessary
     to conform Ohio's program to the GLWQA.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.019     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2723.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "This fact" refers to EPA having exceeded the requirements of 
the GLWQA.   
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are many elements of the proposed Guidance which are substantially   
     more stringent than Ohio's existing federally approved program.  The most  
     important of these are:                                                    
                                                                                
     the requirement to incorporate BAFs, calculated in accordance with the     
     GLWQG methodology, into human health criteria;                             
                                                                                
     the requirement to develop and adopt wildlife criteria and values in       
     accordance with the GLWQG methodology;                                     
                                                                                
     the requirements of the GLWQG antidegradation policy, especially as applied
     to BCCs;                                                                   
                                                                                
     limitations on tributary mixing zones;                                     
                                                                                
     specification of lower design flows;                                       
                                                                                
     elimination of BCC mixing zones;                                           
                                                                                
     limitations on site-specific criteria;                                     
                                                                                
     elimination of all use designations;                                       
                                                                                

Page 1720



$T044618.TXT
     zero discharge standard where background water quality exceeds the         
     applicable criterion;                                                      
                                                                                
     requirement to evaluate pollutants for which no criteria have been set.    
                                                                                
     None of these requirements, either individually or taken as whole can be   
     said to be necessary, or even appropriate, to "conform [Ohio's program]    
     with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement" as required by the CPA.      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.020     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042 and P2585.015.  See also Section 
     I.D of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2723.020A
     Cross Ref 1: No reference
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "This fact" refers to EPA having exceeded the requirements of 
the GLWQA.   
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ironically, the best evidence of this fact is provided by EPA itself.  At  
     several points in the Preamble, EPA asserts that it intends to use the     
     Guidance as a basis for negotiations with Canada on modifications to the   
     agreement.  For instance, in discussing the status of these negotiations   
     EPA states:                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA intends to submit the numeric criteria, methodologies, and             
     implementation procedures contained in the proposed Guidance as the basis  
     for the United States' proposal to modify the GLWQA pursuant to Section X. 
                                                                                
     58 Fed.Reg. at 20819-20 (emphasis added).                                  
                                                                                
     Instead of conforming the Guidance to the GLWQA, as the statute directs,   
     EPA intends to attempt to conform the GLWQA to its Guidance.               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.020A    
     
     See the SID for a response to this and related issues.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2723.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In seeking to justify the Guidance, EPA relies heavily on the declaration, 
     in Article II of the GLWQA, that it is the policy of the parties that "the 
     discharge of any or all persistent toxic substances be virtually           
     eliminated."  GLWQA, Article II, (a).  This reliance is misplaced, however,
     for Article II does not articulate an independent regulatory requirement.  
     It expresses a long-term goal which is to be pursued in accordance with the
     remaining provisions of the agreement.  This is demonstrated in the        
     language of Article II, which provides that the goal of virtual elimination
     shall be pursued "[c]onsistent with the provisions of this Agreement." Id. 
     "The provisions of this Agreement" to which this section refers are the    
     General and Specific Objectives set out in Articles III and IV.  See, e.g. 
     GLWQA Article V, 1.  ("Water quality standards and other regulatory        
     requirements of the Parties shall be consistent with the achievement of the
     General and Specific Objectives" (emphasis added); Article VI, 1 (requiring
     "additional treatment" only where "present treatment is inadequate to meet 
     the General and Specific Objectives") (emphasis added).  In short, EPA can 
     justify the Guidance as necessary to "conform with the objectives and      
     provisions of the [GLWQA]" only insofar as the requirements of the Guidance
     are consistent with the General Objectives of Article III and the Specific 
     Objectives of Article IV.                                                  
                                                                                
     Article III sets out the following five "General Objectives":              
                                                                                
     (a) Free from substances that directly or indirectly enter the water as a  
     result of human activity and that will settle to form putrescent or        
     otherwise objectionable sludge deposits, or that will adversely affect     
     aquatic life or waterfowl;                                                 
                                                                                
     (b) Free from floating materials such as debris, oil, scum, and other      
     immiscible substances resulting from human activities in amounts that are  
     unsightly or deleterious;                                                  
                                                                                
     (c) Free from materials and heat directly or indirectly entering the water 
     as a result of human activity that alone, or in combination with other     
     materials, will produce color, odor, taste, or other conditions in such a  
     degree as to interfere with beneficial uses;                               
                                                                                
     (d) Free from materials and heat directly or indirectly entering the water 
     as a result of human activity that alone, or in combination with other     
     materials, will produce conditions that are toxic or harmful to human,     
     animal, or aquatic life; and                                               
                                                                                
     (e) Free from nutrients directly or indirectly entering the waters as a    
     result of human activity in amounts that create growths of aquatic life    
     that interfere with beneficial uses.                                       
                                                                                
     These provisions are virtually identical to the five "free-froms" already  
     included in Ohio's existing water quality standards.  See OAC 3745-1-04.   
     There is no indication that Ohio's interpretation or implementation of     
     these requirements is inadequate to serve the purposes of the GLWQA.  To   

Page 1722



$T044618.TXT
     the contrary, EPA has fully approved the Ohio program.  As a result, no    
     claim can be made that the EPA's proposed Guidance is necessary to conform 
     Ohio's program with the General Objectives of the GLWQA.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.021     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042, P2585.015 and D2722.012. See    
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2723.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Article IV adopts the list of "specific objectives" set out in Annex 1 to  
     the Agreement.  These specific objectives are a set of numeric water       
     quality criteria for a relatively limited number of pollutants.  As such,  
     these objectives do not justify regulation of pollutants not listed in the 
     Annex.  Moreover, by the terms of Article IV, these numeric criteria apply 
     only to "the boundary waters of the Great Lakes System."  As such, the     
     specific objectives cannot justify EPA's extension of the Guidance to cover
     the Lake Erie Tributaries.(2)  Finally, the Specific Objectives are        
     expressly made subject to the following condition:                         
                                                                                
     (f) The Parties recognize that there are areas in the voundary waters of   
     the Great Lakes System where, due to human activity one or more of the     
     General or Specific Objectives are not being met.  Pending virtual         
     elimination of the persistent toxic substances in the Great Lakes System,  
     the Parties, in cooperation with State and Provincial Governments and the  
     Commission, shall identify and work toward the elimination of: (i) Areas of
     Concern pursuant to Annex 2; (ii) Critical Pollutants pursuant to Annex 2; 
     and (iii) Point Source Impact Zones pursuant to Annex 2.   GLWQA, Art.IV,  
     paragraph (f).                                                             
                                                                                
     In short, for areas of the boundary waters where the specific objectives   
     are not being met, the GLWQA directs that areas of concerns, critical      
     pollutants, and point source impact zones be identified and eliminated in  
     accordance with the provisions of Annex 2.  The methods prescribed by Annex
     2 are Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) and Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs).  
     Under these approaches, point sources would not be considered in isolation,
     as they are in the Guidance, but would instead be dealt with as a part of  
     an integrated program tailored to the specific circumstances of the        
     particular lake or area of concern in question and addressing all sources  
     of degradation simultaneously.  In short, far from "conforming" to the     
     "objectives" of the GLWQA, EPA has adopted an approach which is            
     inconsistent with those objectives in two fundamental respects.  First, it 
     is overbroad in comparison to the GLWQA, both in the pollutants addressed  
     and in the types of waters covered.  Second, for pollutants and waters to  
     which it might properly be applicable, it adopts a program diametrically   
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     opposed to that prescribed by the Agreement.                               
                                                                                
     It is no answer in this regard to point out -- as EPA frequently does --   
     that the specific objectives are only "interim objectives" pending         
     attainment of the "virtual elimination" goal.  These interim objectives    
     define what is presently required by the Agreement, and it is to these     
     objectives that EPA must conform its guidance.  EPA may not, as it seeks to
     do here, decide what the GLWQA should say, incorporate those provisions    
     into its Guidance and then seek to conform the Agreement to its Guidance.  
     The CPA directs EPA to conform its Guidance to the GLWQA as it presently   
     exists.                                                                    
                                                                                
     _____________________________________                                      
     (2) The GLWQA defines "boundary waters of the Great Lakes System by        
     reference to the definition of that term in the "Treaty between the United 
     States and the Great Britain Relating to Boundary Waters, and Questions    
     Arising Between the United States and Canada, signed at Washington on      
     January 11, 1909." ("Boundary Waters Treaty") GLWQA, Article I, paragraph  
     (c) and (d).  The Treaty defines boundary waters to specifically exclude   
     all tributaries to the Great Lakes:                                        
                                                                                
     For purposes of this treaty boundary waters are defined as the waters from 
     main shore to main shore of the lakes and rivers and connecting waterways, 
     or the portions thereof, along which the international boundary between the
     United States and the Dominion of Canada passes, including all bays, arms, 
     and inlets thereof, but not including tributary waters which in their      
     natural channels would flow into such lakes, rivers, and waterways, or     
     waters flowing from such lakes, rivers, and waterways, or the waters of    
     rivers flowing across the boundary.   Boundary Waters Treaty, Preliminary  
     Article.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.022     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042, P2585.015 and D2722.012. See    
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2723.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Proposal To Prohibit States From Adopting Any Rules Or Procedures    
     Less Stringent Than The Guidance Exceeds EPA's Legal Authority Under The   
     Critical Programs Act, Which Requires EPA To Approve Programs That Are     
     "Consistent With" The Guidance.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.023     
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     See response to: D2858.022                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2723.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CPA requires EPA to publish "guidance on a variety of different        
     subjects," and then requires the states, within two years, to "adopt water 
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     ... which are consistent with the Guidance."  The appropriate              
     interpretation of this phrase "consistent with" is important because it    
     defines the extent to which the states will be able to go to tailor the    
     Guidance to their own specific circumstances and priorities.               
                                                                                
     Under EPA's interpretation, "consistent with" prohibits all differences    
     among states other than those which make the requirements more stringent.  
     This interpretation is indefensible on any basis.  If true uniformity were 
     the goal of the CPA, there would be no basis for allowing the state to be  
     any more stringent than the Guidance.  On the other hand, if "consistent   
     with" means substantially equivalent to, then states may adopt criteria and
     procedures tailored to their own circumstances and needs so long as the    
     overall impact of the state program is to treat substantially similar      
     sources in a substantially equivalent manner.                              
                                                                                
     This latter interpretation is clearly the better interpretation on the face
     of the statute, since the plan meaning of "consistent with" is not         
     "identical to or more stringent than," but means "in harmony with" or      
     "compatible with."  See, e.g., City of St. Louis v.DeLassus, 104 S.W. 12,  
     14 (Mo., 1907), ("consistent with does not import exact conformity, but    
     means a subsantial harmony with"); Wilkes v. Deerfield-Bannockburn Fire    
     Protection District, 399 N.E.2d 617, 622 (Ill.App. 1979) (defining         
     consistent with as meaning "in harmony with"), Roanoke Memorial Hospitals  
     v. Kenley, 352 S.E.2d 525, 529 (Va App. 1987) ("consistent with does not   
     mean exact, alike, or the same in every detail.  It means instead, in      
     harmony with, compatible with, holding to the same principles or in general
     agreement with" [emphasis added]).                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.024     
     
     EPA does not agree that the decision whether State or Tribal submissions   
     are "consistent with" the final Guidance should be based only on the       
     overall outcome of applying all of the Guidance provisions.  Such an       
     approach, which would allow "offsets" between various provisions, would be 
     technically and administratively unworkable for the following reasons.     
     Because of the differing nature of each methodology and procedure and      
     differences in the site-specific characteristics of each discharge and     
     discharge location, it would be administratively difficult, if not         
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     impossible, to quantify and compare numerically the effects of allowing    
     more stringent changes in one methodology or procedure to "offset" less    
     stringent changes in different methodologies or procedures.  The only      
     potential way to make a valid comparison would be to apply the full set of 
     Guidance methodologies and procedures to specific cases, such as developing
     water quality-based effluent limits for a range of NPDES discharges to a   
     range of receiving waters, and comparing those limits with limits derived  
     using alternative State or Tribal procedures for the same dischargers.     
     Based on its experience, EPA does not believe such analyses can produce    
     useful results within a reasonable time or with available resources.       
     Additionally, EPA does not believe that it could undertake this lengthy and
     complex analysis within the short time period specified by Congress in     
     section 118(c)(2)(C) for review and approval or disapproval and            
     promulgation of the Guidance provisions in the eight Great Lakes States.   
     For these reasons, EPA has retained the prohibition against offsetting     
     changes between different provisions, but has made editorial changes to    
     clarify that adoption of a more protective element in one provision may be 
     used to offset a less protective element in the same provision as long as  
     the adopted provision is as protective as the corresponding provision in   
     part 132.  Adoption of a more protective element in one provision, however,
     is not justification for adoption of a less protective element in another  
     provision of this part.                                                    
                                                                                
     See also response to comment D2596.037 and section II.D of the SID for     
     further discussion of EPA's interpretation of the phrase "consistent with" 
     in section 118(c)(2)(C) of the CWA.Response to: D2723.024                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the decision whether State or Tribal submissions   
     are "consistent with" the final Guidance should be based only on the       
     overall outcome of applying all of the Guidance provisions.  Such an       
     approach, which would allow "offsets" between various provisions, would be 
     technically and administratively unworkable for the following reasons.     
     Because of the differing nature of each methodology and procedure and      
     differences in the site-specific characteristics of each discharge and     
     discharge location, it would be administratively difficult, if not         
     impossible, to quantify and compare numerically the effects of allowing    
     more stringent changes in one methodology or procedure to "offset" less    
     stringent changes in different methodologies or procedures.  The only      
     potential way to make a valid comparison would be to apply the full set of 
     Guidance methodologies and procedures to specific cases, such as developing
     water quality-based effluent limits for a range of NPDES discharges to a   
     range of receiving waters, and comparing those limits with limits derived  
     using alternative State or Tribal procedures for the same dischargers.     
     Based on its experience, EPA does not believe such analyses can produce    
     useful results within a reasonable time or with available resources.       
     Additionally, EPA does not believe that it could undertake this lengthy and
     complex analysis within the short time period specified by Congress in     
     section 118(c)(2)(C) for review and approval or disapproval and            
     promulgation of the Guidance provisions in the eight Great Lakes States.   
     For these reasons, EPA has retained the prohibition against offsetting     
     changes between different provisions, but has made clarifying and          
     simplifying editorial changes to clarify that variations or offsets within 
     a particular provision are acceptable as long as the submitted provision is
     consistent with the Guidance.                                              
                                                                                
     See also response to comment D2596.037 and section II.D of the SID for     
     further discussion of EPA's interpretation of the phrase "consistent with" 
     in section 118(c)(2)(C) of the CWA.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2723.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "EPA's interpretation" refers to the meaning of the phrase 
"consistent     
          with" in the CPA.                                                         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's interpretation is also inconsistent with the final sentence of       
     Section 118(c)(2)(C), which provides that:  "When reviewing any Great Lake 
     state's water quality plan, [EPA] shall consider the extent to which the   
     state has complied with the Great Lakes guidance issued pursuant to this   
     section" (emphasis added).  By using the phrase "extent to which" Congress 
     clearly indicated its intent that States would be allowed to depart from   
     the Guidance, to some extent.  Moreover, the "extent" of State compliance  
     is simply one factor to be "considered" by EPA in approving the state plan.
      This statement of legislative intent contradicts EPA's view that it must  
     disapprove any individual element of a state program which is less         
     stringent than the corresponding provisions of the Guidance.               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.025     
     
     See response to: D2858.022                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2723.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "EPA's interpretation" refers to the meaning of the phrase 
"consistent     
          with" in the CPA.                                                         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's interpretation is also inconsistent with the legislative history.    
     For instance, the House Committee Report asserted:                         
     States will continue to have a reasonable degree of flexibility in         
     developing water quality standards, consistent with the requirements of    
     Section 303 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.                    
                                                                                
     H. Rpt. 101-605, pt 2, at 35.                                              
                                                                                
     Rep. Strangeland voiced concern during the House debate "about the Great   
     Lakes provisions and particularly its mandates and overall flexibility".   
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     136 Cong. Rec. 12,326 (1990).  He stated that:                             
                                                                                
     the committee intends to give states as much flexibility as possible in    
     meeting the goals and requirements of this legislation, the Clean Water    
     Act, and the international agreement.  Each state must have the latitude to
     establish its own water quality standards and designated uses as long as   
     those actions are consistent with legal requirements and will help to      
     achieve a uniform basin-wide approach to improve water quality.            
                                                                                
     136 Cong. Rec. 12,326 (1990).                                              
                                                                                
     In a similar vein, Senator Levin, the bill's sponsor in the Senate,        
     heralded the legislation as a step toward reducing disparities among Great 
     Lakes States' water quality standards but certainly did not see it as      
     imposing a strictly uniform program or removing all state discretion.      
     Senator Levin addressed EPA's mandate to "specify recommended numerical    
     limits for selected pollutants" stating that they are:                     
                                                                                
     intended to function within the Great Lakes region in the same way that    
     national water quality criteria do for the country, by providing a         
     regulatory minimum that states must meet unless they have a specific       
     justification for doing less.                                              
                                                                                
     136 Cong. Rec. 15,620 (1990).                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.026     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2723.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, in similar circumstances, the Federal Courts have also found      
     flexibility to exist within the meaning of the phrase "consistent with".   
     With respect to determining the standard of compliance required under      
     CERCLA's mandate that a cleanup be "consistent with" the National          
     Contingency Plan (NCP), the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit    
     held in two instances that "consistency with the national contingency plan 
     does not necessitate strict compliance with its provisions".  NL           
     Industries, Inc. v. Kaplan, 792 F.2d 896 (9th Cir. 1986) and Wickland Oil  
     Terminals v. ASARCO, Inc. 792 F.2d 887 (9th Cir. 1986).                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.027     
     
     See response to: D2858.022                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2723.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's construction of the phrase "consistent with" conflicts with the plain
     meaning of the phrase and intent of Congress as reflected in the language  
     and legislative history of the Critical Programs Act.  Furthermore, where  
     the courts have addressed the issue of an action being "consistent with" a 
     regulation or statue, they have found the phrase to mean "in harmony with, 
     compatible with, holding to the same principles or in general agreement    
     with" not "strict compliance with".  EPA should conform its rules to the   
     language of the statute.  That is, EPA's regulations should specifically   
     provide that the states must adopt criteria and procedures "consistent     
     with" the Guidance and acknowledge in the preamble that the requirement of 
     consistency is broad enough and flexible enough to allow states to depart  
     from the specific requirements of the Guidance, so long as the overall     
     impact of the state program is substantially equivalent to that which would
     be achieved by a direct adoption of the Guidance itself.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.028     
     
     See response to: D2858.022                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2723.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Has Not Demonstrated That The Benefits Of The Guidance Will Bear Any   
     Rational Relationship To Its Costs.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.029     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2723.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While there is considerable debate over the exact magnitude of the costs of
     complying with the GLWQG, there is no dispute that the cost will be huge.  
     The only debate is how huge.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.030     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2723.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also OEUI comments, attachment II.                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Attachment II to these comments is a report prepared by EBASCO             
     Environmental on the probable cost impacts of the GLWQG on the Ohio        
     Utilities alone.  As this report demonstrates, the minimum cost will be    
     $45-59 million dollars.  If cooling water must be treated due to the lack  
     of a realistic intake credit provisions, the costs will rise to $84 - $98  
     million.  These estimates are extraordinarily conservative, for they do not
     include any consideration of balance of plant modifications that would be  
     necessary, space constraints, or costs of monitoring and implementing      
     at-source reduction requirements for parameters with limits below          
     detection. Furthermore, these estimates do not include costs necessary to  
     meet limits based on yet-to-be-developed Tier II values.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.031     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2723.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study prepared for the Great Lakes Council of Governors by             
     DRI/McGraw-Hill estimates the cost of the Guidance, as written, at between 
     $750 million and $2.3 billion per year.  DRI estimates that these costs    
     could be reduced substantially (to $500 million/year) with certain changes 
     to the Guidance.  But, it is unclear whether EPA will make any of those    
     changes.  Thus, the estimate of $1-2 billion/year is still probably the    
     best current estimate of costs available.  Again, however, this estimate   
     ignores Tier II values.  Indeed, all impact studies of which the Ohio      
     Utilities are aware, as based exclusively on the costs associated with     
     meeting the published Tier I criteria.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.032     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2723.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The exclusion of Tier II values almost certainly cause these studies to    
     significantly understate actual impacts.  The Tier II values are likely to 
     be the criteria which truly drive costs, for they are intentionally set at 
     levels below expected Tier I criteria.  In addition, the costs of          
     developing data necessary to generate the Tier II values are also ignored. 
     EPA estimates that a single wildlife study would cost approximately        
     $120,000. There is no way to determine how many such studies would be      
     required per year, but this cost will not be insignificant.                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.033     
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     See response to comments D2595.022 and D2613.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2723.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, and of particular relevance to the Ohio Utilities, the            
     DRI/McGraw-Hill Study ignores the huge costs that would be required to     
     treat once-through cooling water(3).                                       
                                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     (3)The study concedes that such treatment might well be required under the 
     proposal, but the costs are so hugh that DRI/McGraw-Hill simply refuses to 
     believe that they might be imposed.  The Ohio Utilities concur with the DRI
     that cooling water treatment should not be required, but the proposal's    
     position on intake credits, must be changed if that is to be avoided.  See 
     Section IV.B. below.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.034     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2723.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments .036 - .046 for a discussion of the three 
reasons.            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Such costs will clearly have an adverse impact on the economies of the     
     portions of the Great Lakes States within the Great Lakes Basin, and they  
     place those areas at a substantial competitive disadvantage relative to    
     Canada and to other parts of the United States.  Yet such costs might      
     nonetheless be justified if they could be counted on to markedly improve   
     the quality of the water.  Thre is no such assurance for three interrelated
     reasons.                                                                   
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     Response to: D2723.035     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This is reason 1 referred to in comment .035.  See Attachment 
1.           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has failed to show that there is a water quality problem in the Great  
     Lakes which warrants intervention on the scale proposed here.              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.036     
     
     See response to comment number G3750L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2723.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Discussion of reason 1 referred to in comment .035 and .036.  
See          
          Attachment 1.                                                             

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For a regulatory program to be rational, it must be reasonably well        
     tailored to the problem it is designed to address.  The GLWQG fails this   
     test.  As Ebasco points out in Section 5.0 of its Technical Analysis       
     (Attachment I hereto), all of the data and other justifications EPA cites  
     to justify the Guidance are related exclusively to a handful of highly     
     bioaccumulative chemicals: PCBs, DDT/DDE, dioxins, chlordane, dieldrin,    
     Mirex, and mercury.  The evidence that even these chemicals are causing    
     significant problems is equivocal at best(4).  [Furthermore, it is not at  
     all clear why controlling point source discharges of these pollutants would
     be effective in reducing or eliminating the cited problems if they exist.  
     PCBs, DDT, and dioxins are banned substances, and all of the rest except   
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     mercury are insecticides.  Non-point sources such as agricultural and urban
     run-off and previously contaminated sediments are almost certainly far, far
     greater contributors of the substances than are point sources.]            
                                                                                
     _______________________                                                    
     (4)For instance, EPA relies heavily on time trend data which even EPA      
     admits shows that levels of these pollutants in fish declined steadily     
     between 1970 and 1990.  EPA also admits that these levels will continue to 
     decline even in the absence of new water quality requirements.             
     Nevertheless EPA claims that these data demonstrate the need for a massive 
     new federal program because, in EPA's view, the trend lines indicate that  
     the rate of decline may be slowing.  Similarly, in attempting to           
     demonstrate that the PCBs and DDT can adversely effect reproduction rates  
     of aquatic species, EPA relies on a 1975 study, even though EPA concedes   
     that more recent studies of this effect are "inconclusive" and ultimately  
     concludes that "it is difficult to determine the extent to which [if any]  
     current pollutant concentrations in the Great Lakes may be inhibiting the  
     ability of this species to re-establish viable, self-sustaining            
     populations." 58 Fed. Reg 20816 (1993).                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.037     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.038
     Cross Ref 1: Imbedded in comment .037
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, it is not at all clear why controlling point source discharges
     of these pollutants would be effective in reducing or eliminating the cited
     problems if they exist.  PCBs, DDT, and dioxins are banned substances, and 
     all of the rest except mercury are insecticides.  Non-point sources such as
     agricultural and urban run-off and previously contaminated sediments are   
     almost certainly far, far greater contributors of the substances than are  
     point sources.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.038     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
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     Comment ID: D2723.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to PCBs, DDT/DDE, dioxins, chlordane, dieldrin, Mirex 
and mercury.  
          See Table 1, OEUI comments.                                               

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nevertheless, even if it were conceded that stringent new point source     
     controls were necessary for these eight pollutants, there would still be no
     justification whatsoever for regulation of the other 131 chemicals covered 
     by the Guidance.  If the only identifiable problems relate to seven        
     pollutants, it is unreasonable and arbitrary to regulate 138.              
                                                                                
     EPA seeks to get around this point by arguing that regulation must extend  
     beyond the pollutants currently known to be causing problems in order to   
     avoid similar problems in the future.  There are two deects in this        
     argument.  First, the problems (if any) that may be attributable to the    
     eight pollutants identified by EPA are directly related to the tendency of 
     those substances to bioaccumulate.  There is no reason to anticipate that  
     other substances which do not bioaccumulate at comparable rates would ever 
     cause comparable problems.  EPA itself has determined that 100 of the 138  
     substances regulated by the Guidance do not bioaccumulate to a point where 
     they can be expected to present comparable problems.  Thus, at least for   
     these 100 substances, there is no basis for regulation.  Further, as       
     illustrated by Table 1 below, many of the remaining 38 substances have     
     bioaccumulation potential far below that of the pollutants of actual       
     concern:                                                                   
                                                                                
     The likelihood that any of these will eventually pose a problem comparable 
     to that posed by DDT is correspondingly remote, even if those substances   
     were entirely unregulated.                                                 
                                                                                
     But they are not unregulated, and this is the second problem with EPA's    
     assumption that lead, for instance, or any of the other pollutants         
     regulated under the Guidance, will become the next DDT unless the GLWQG is 
     adopted.  All of the pollutants identified in Table 1 are already intensely
     regulated under existing provisions of the Clean Water Act. DDT and PCBs   
     became problems because they were used for years without an appreciation of
     or any particular concern for their impact on the environment.  As a       
     result, they became ubiquitous.  Even for those relatively few substances  
     with bioaccumulation potentials similar to PCBs and DDT, the regulatory    
     requirements already applicable ensure that similar problems will not arise
     in the future.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.039     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2723.040
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     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Last comment pertaining to reason 1.                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, EPA has failed to identify any actual or potential problem with the
     Great Lakes Water Quality which would even begin to justify a program of   
     the scope proposed here.  At most, EPA has justified a program directed at 
     regulating the eight substances identified above, and perhaps a limited    
     number of other substances with comparable bioacccumulation factors.       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.040     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2723.040A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has failed to show that the GLWQG will produce any meaningful          
     improvement in the problem identified.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.040A    
     
     See the SID for a response to this and related topics.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2723.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This is reason 2 referred to in comment .035                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if there is a water quality problem with the Great Lakes which        
     justifies additional regulation, EPA must nonetheless demonstrate the      
     criteria and implementation procedures prescribed by the Guidance are      
     reasonably necessary to rectify that problem.  EPA has made no such        
     demonstration here.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.041     
     
     See response to comment D2587.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2723.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Begins discussion of reason 2, continues to comment .046      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, EPA has made no effort to demonstrate that effluent limitations     
     generated by the Guidance are reasonably related to the goals they purport 
     to serve.  The data presented in Section 6.0 of the Technical Analysis     
     performed for the Ohio Utilities by Ebasco (Attachment I hereto) strongly  
     suggests that they are not.  In this study, Ebasco assessed the impact of  
     substituting more reasonable values than specified by EPA into the criteria
     development and implementation methodologies for three different Tier I    
     criteria of particular concern to the utilities: aquatic life for copper   
     and human health and wildlife for mercury.  The results of this evaluation 
     are displayed in Figures 1, 2 and 3.  As indicated there, the repetitive   
     and compounding safety factors incorporated into the GLWQG methodologies   
     produce effluent limitations which are anywhere from one to four orders of 
     magnitude more stringent than orders of magnitude more stringent than      
     necessary to fully protect aquatic life, human health, or wildlife.        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.042     
     
     For discussions related to the methods and safety factors used by EPA to   
     derive criteria for the final Guidance. refer to the Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Initiative criteria documents for the protection of aquatic life,  
     human health, and wildlife.                                                
                                                                                
     See also response to Comment # D2584.005                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: D2723.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment I, OEUI comments, also figures pages 17-18.    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2723.043     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2723.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA has made no effort to demonstrate that the Guidance will result
     in any measurable improvement in the quality of the Lakes.  Again, all     
     available evidence indicates that it will not.  This is demonstrated both  
     by the DRI/McGraw-Hill study prepared for the Great Lakes Council of       
     Governors, and by the technical comments prepared by Ebasco.  See          
     Attachment I, Section 5.0.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.044     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: D2723.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment refers to lack of env. benefits resulting from GLWQG. 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In large part, this is due to the fact that the Guidance, as proposed,     
     fails to address the most important sources of the pollutants of primary   
     concern.  The Guidance targets only point source effluent, yet non-point   
     sources of water pollutants may contribute as much as 90% of these         
     pollutants.  DRI/McGraw Hill Report at V8-11.  Even conservative EPA       
     estimates recognize that non-point sources contribute over half of the     
     pollutants in the Great Lakes system.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.045     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and                  
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Last comment pertaining to reason 2, no mention of reason 3.  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The failure to propose measures that will effectively address such         
     non-point sources as agricultural and urban run-off, contaminated          
     sediments, and abandoned or inactive waste dumps violates the intent of the
     GLWQG wherein the parties agreed to "coordinated planning processes and    
     best management practices ... to ensure adequate control of all sources of 
     pollutants."  As a GAO report stated ten years ago:                        
                                                                                
     Without more attention to non-point sources and a coordinated strategy and 
     plan for dealing with them, the Great Lakes water quality objectives may   
     not be achieved even if all other sources of pollution are eventually      
     controlled or eliminated.                                                  
                                                                                
     General Accounting Office, A More Comprehensive Approach is Needed to Clean
     Up the Great Lakes, (May 1982).                                            
                                                                                
     In the ten years that have elapsed since that report, controls for point   
     sources have continued to be made more stringent.  Point sources are now   
     adequately controlled and there is little, if any, evidence of problems    
     caused by point sources that are not already being fully addressed by      
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     existing programs.  However, non-point sources of pollutants continue to go
     largely unregulated.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.046     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2723.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Has Not Demonstrated That The Proposed Methodologies For Developing    
     Bioaccumulation Factors, Human Health Criteria And Values, And Wildlife    
     Criteria And Values Are Reasonably Reliable.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.047     
     
     EPA does not agree that the scientific basis for the final Guidance is     
     unproven, or that its provisions are overly conservative or inequitable for
     the protection of the Great Lakes System.  The scientific basis and the    
     reasons for risk management decisions for the final Guidance are discussed 
     in detail in sections I through VIII of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2723.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With limited exceptions, the Guidance does not establish water quality     
     criteria.  Rather, it establishes methodologies by which permit writers    
     will develop criteria or "values" on a case-by-case basis.  This approach  
     has a number of substantive and procedural drawbacks which are discussed   
     below.  However, the more fundamental problem with this approach is that   
     EPA has not met its burden of showing that these methodologies are         
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     reasonably reliable.                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA's use of methodologies, tests or predictions for establishing standards
     or determining compliance with statutory requirements is not a novel       
     approach. However, such techniques must be able to withstand a rigorous    
     standard of judicial review.  National Lime Ass'n v. E.P.A., 627 F.2d 416, 
     451 (D.C. Cir. 1980).  EPA's reliance on a methodology, test or prediction,
     especially when used to establish enforceable standards, requires that the 
     Agency bear the burden of proving that it is not arbitrary or capricious   
     and that it meets a level of reasonableness and reliability.  In Portland  
     Cement Association v. Ruckelshaus, 486 F.2d 375,401 (D.C. Cir 1973) for    
     example, EPA constituted a method for measuring plume opacity as an        
     enforceable standard.  The Court remanded the standard stating that EPA    
     must show it to be "reasonably accurate and not arbitrary".  Similarly, in 
     International Harvester Co. v. Ruckelshaus, 478 F.2d 615, 643 (D.C. Cir    
     1973) EPA sought to use a methodology to predict whether technology was    
     available to permit motor vehicle manufacturers to comply with certain     
     Clean Air Act Standards.  The court remanded on the grounds that EPA had   
     not satisfied its burden of demonstrating that the methodology used was    
     reasonably reliable.  See, also, National Lime Ass'n v. E.P.A., 627 F.2d   
     416,433 (D.C. Cir. 1980) (the "initial burden of promulgating and          
     explaining a non-arbitrary, non-capricious rule rests with the Agency".    
                                                                                
     Like the methodologies at issue in International Harvester, the            
     bioaccumulation human health and wildlife methodologies are nothing more   
     than devices for making predictions of the extent to which a given         
     substance bioaccumulates or the concentration necessary to protect human   
     health and wildlife.  As Judge Leventhal held in that case, such           
     methodologies are acceptable if, but only if, EPA "bear[s] the burden of   
     adducing a reasoned presentation supporting the reliability of its         
     methodology". Id. Meeting this burden "requires more than reliance on the  
     unknown, either by speculation, or mere shifting back of the burden of     
     proof." Id.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.048     
     
     EPA believes that the methodologies, policies, and procedures in the final 
     Guidance are necessary and reasonable to implement the requirements of the 
     Critical Programs Act.  EPA's analysis of the reasons for including each of
     the methodologies and procedures in the final Guidance is contained in     
     section I through VIII of the SID.  Inclusion of the methodologies,        
     policies, and procedures in the final Guidance is necessary to achieve the 
     minimum water quality standards, antidegradation policies, and             
     implementation procedures required by the CPA, and will result in increased
     consistency among water quality programs for the Great Lakes System.  Such 
     increased consistency increases the reliability of the regulatory processes
     within States and Tribes, and reduces, rather than increases, the chances  
     that State or Tribal programs would have a "reliance on the unknown" or any
     "arbitrary" or "capricious" elements.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's bioaccumulation factor methods have not been shown to reliably       
     predict how substances will actually bioaccumulate in the real world.      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.049     
     
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.  In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas 
     (1993) is used to estimate FCMs instead of the model of Thomann (1989).    
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs. A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model  
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the majority of data used to calculate the           
     field-measured BAFs in the final Guidance came from the data of Oliver and 
     Niimi (1988).  This data set is generally recognized as being the most     
     complete set of data available in the Great Lakes for estimating           
     field-measured BAFs.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general -- Bioaccumulation factors, which play a crucial role in both   
     the human health and wildlife criteria methodologies, are supposed to      
     represent the degree to which a pollutant concentrates in fish flesh as a  
     result of exposure in both the water and in the food chain.  The Guidance  
     prescribes three different methods for estimating this value for different 
     substances.  Unfortunately, none of these methods has been shown to        
     reliably predict what actually happens in the real world.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.050     
     
     See response to comment D2723.049.                                         
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     In the final Guidance, the first two methods for deriving a BAF are based  
     on field-measurements which inherently account for the processes which     
     occur in the real world.  As stated above, when field data are not         
     available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs   
     for the Great Lakes System.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2723.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's preferred method is to use field-measured BAFs.  In theory, BAFs     
     determined in the field should most closely represent reality.  As EPA     
     itself acknowledges, however, it is extremely difficult to realiably       
     measure BAFs:                                                              
                                                                                
     [V]ery few BAFs have been measured acceptably, because it is necessary to  
     make enough measurements of the concentration of the material in the water 
     to show that it was reasonably constant over a long period of time, over   
     the range of territory inhabited by the organism.                          
                                                                                
     58 Fed. Reg. 20859                                                         
                                                                                
     The Science Advisory Board expressed the problem even more forcefully:     
                                                                                
     Field BAFs must be interpreted very carefully, and it should be recognized 
     that they may contain substantial errors and variability due to the        
     following reasons:                                                         
                                                                                
     a) Analytical methodologies generally determine total concentrations all of
     which may not be biologically available;                                   
                                                                                
     b) There may be a loss of analytical data by absorption or evaporation     
     during sampling;                                                           
                                                                                
     c) Incomplete extractions may occur, especially if there is a high organic 
     carbon content in the water;                                               
                                                                                
     d) Temporal and spatial variability in water concentration may occur due to
     season, temperature, depth, hydrology, meteorology, and microbial and      
     photolytic activity;                                                       
                                                                                
     e) There is likely to be variability in fish concentrations due to size,   
     age, sex, season, pre- or post-spawning status, migration, the nature of   
     and availability of food, the structure of the food chain, differences in  
     lipid content, parasite infestation and general health of the organism.    
                                                                                
     SAB Report at 31.                                                          
                                                                                
     Given these potential sources of error, the SAB directed EPA to "discuss   
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     and quantify the variance in field-derived BAFs in its guidance ... and    
     attempt to identify the magnitudes of natural variability and analytic     
     errors in each criterion database, and estimate the impacts on BCFs and    
     FCMs."  Id. EPA has not done this, and as a result, it has failed to       
     demonstrate even that its "preferred" field-measured BAFs are reasonably   
     reliable.  International Harvester, supra, 478 F.2d at 647.  ("It would ...
     seem incumbent on the Administrator to estimate the possible degree of     
     error in his prediction").  Furthermore, even if EPA did meet the SAB      
     objections, it is far from clear that the typical state permit writer has  
     the training and experience to critically evaluate studies to determine    
     which are acceptable and which are not.  Yet, it is individual permit      
     writers who will be required to make most of these evaluations under EPA's 
     Tier II approach.  See Section III.B. below.                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.051     
     
     EPA agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenter's concern about the  
     difficulty of collecting and interpreting field- measured BAFs.  EPA,      
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
                                                                                
     Regarding the ability of permit writers to derive Tier II values, please   
     see response to comment D2718.077.                                         
                                                                                
     The SAB instruction to discuss and quantify the variance in field-measured 
     BAFs followed review of an earlier proposed methodology.  In the final     
     Guidance, EPA has attempted to minimize the variance in field-measured BAFs
     by basing them on the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the
     water column and by lipid normalizing the data.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCFs can be determined experimentally by exposing organisms to known       
     concentrations of a pollutant in water.  Alternatively, BCFs for some      
     organic substances may be estimated with a fair degree of reliability from 
     the substance's octonol water partition coefficient.  These measured or    
     calculated BCFs are then multiplied by a FCM derived using the so-called   
     Thomann model.  Until very recently, EPA had not considered this approach  
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     sufficiently reliable to use in developing national criteria, and while the
     1991 National Toxics rule, "recommended" this approach to States, EPA      
     itself did not use it to derive the criteria in the rule.  Yet, EPA now    
     asserts that calculated BAFs demonstrate "acceptable agreement" with field 
     measured BAFs. 58 Fed. Reg. 20859 (1993).                                  
                                                                                
     Given the uncertainty in the field measured BAFs this is scant comfort:  it
     simply proves that both may be equally wrong.  Moreover, it is difficult to
     see how EPA can assert that "acceptable agreement" exists when field       
     derived and calculated BAFs for the same substances rarely agree in fact   
     and sometimes differ by several orders of magnitude.  For instance, the    
     list of derived human health BAFs included in the record indicates that    
     photomirex has a field-derived BAF of 2,326,205.  Its calculated BAF is    
     1,213.  See Figure 4. By constrast, flouranthene and flourene have field   
     measured BAFs of 86 and 89, respectively, while their calculated BAFs are  
     9,125 and 1,607.  See Figures 5 and 6.  EPA has failed to explain how such 
     tremendous differences can be considered "acceptable."                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.052     
     
     The purpose of the National Toxics Rule was to federally promulgate        
     criteria for States which had failed to comply with CWA Section 303        
     (c)(2)(b).  BAFs were not incorporated because the National Toxics Rule    
     used criteria based on the 1980 Guidelines and Methodologies Used in the   
     Preparation of Health Effects Assessment Chapters of the Consent Decree    
     Water Criteria (45 FR79347).  The 1980 guidelines for deriving human health
     criteria provide for use of measured or predicted laboratory               
     bioconcentration factors (BCFs) when the preferred field-measured BCFs are 
     not available.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that there can be errors in determining field- measured   
     BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to minimize these  
     potential errors when deriving BAFs for the final Guidance by carefully    
     screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.   EPA continues to contend  
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.  In addition, the final       
     Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical instead of  
     total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs for organic          
     chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will eliminate much  
     of the variability associated with specific waterbodies because most of the
     site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning  
     of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water column.  However,          
     professional judgement is still required throughout the derivation of BAFs 
     and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the determination of  
     any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that  
     BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an aquatic organism to 
     all chemicals.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for     
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2723.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further evidence of the problems with the BAF methodology is provided by   
     the SAB, which sharply criticized virtually every aspect of EPA's approach.
     The SAB flatly rejected the Thomann model as a method for estimating a FCM 
     which would convert BCF data into reliable BAFs:                           
                                                                                
     The [Thomann] model has not been adequately tested to use for the          
     establishment of regional water quality at this time.                      
                                                                                
     SAB Report at 33.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.053     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the models used in the  
     final Guidance is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a      
     perfect simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, 
     based on the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 
     1988), the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the SAB criticized EPA's approach of using Log Kow to estimate    
     BCFs and then using the Thomann model to estimate a FCM:                   
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     At present the GLI procedures use an equation for BCF developed by the     
     Duluth Environmental Research Laboratory plus the Thomann (1989) equation  
     for FCM.  The Subcommittee recommends that the GLWQI use either the entire 
     Thomann (1989) approach, which has been tested or test the validity of the 
     GLWQI combination of approaches.  The significant difference is that the   
     Veith and Kosian approach does not view the bioconcentration as simple     
     lipid partitioning.                                                        
                                                                                
     SAB Report at 33.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.054     
     
     EPA has changed the final Guidance in response to commenters concerns with 
     the use of the Veith and Kosian regression equation in combination with the
     Thomann model (1989).  In the final Guidance, the equation BCF = Kow that  
     is used to predict BCFs is also used in the Gobas 1993 model to predict    
     FCMs.  Thus there is no longer a need to validate the use of the regression
     equation by Veith and Kosian (1983) in combination with the Thomann model  
     (1989) based on setting BCF = Kow.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, while the SAB agreed that BCFs could be experimentally determined 
     for chlorinated organic chemicals with molecular weight less than 500-600  
     and for which no biotransformation occurs, "[c]arefully specified          
     procedures for measuring and estimating BCFs and Log Kow for other classes 
     of compounds must be developed and evaluated."  Id. at 33. EPA has not     
     addressed this concern either.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.055     
     
     EPA is in the process of developing guidelines for measurement of Kows.  In
     the interim period, EPA has revised the method by listing in section III.F 
     of Appendix B, the priorities for the analytical technique for deriving    
     Kows.  Kows are an integral factor in developing BAFs used in derivation of
     human health criteria and values and wildlife criteria; therefore, EPA     
     believes that providing guidance on the acceptability of Kows will result  
     in more consistent criteria.                                               
                                                                                
     For laboratory-measured BCFs, EPA has also made some revisions to section  
     III.D of Appendix B, which lists the procedural and quality assurance      
     requirements.  Other aspects of the methodology used should be similar to  
     those described by ASTM (1990).                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.056
     Cross Ref 1: See attach. 1, OEUI comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, therefore, BAFs for inorganics are presumed to be equal to     
     their measured BCFs.                                                       
                                                                                
     In theory, this should make determination of appropriate BAFs for          
     inorganics, relatively straight-forward.  As Ebasco points out in Section  
     2.0 of its Technical Analysis (Attachment I hereto), this is not the case, 
     primarily because "measured" BCFs (or BAFs) for inorganic chemicals        
     frequently vary by several orders of magnitude or more.  For example,      
     measured BCFs for arsenic in freshwater fish span two orders of magnitude  
     (2.2 to 333).  Figure 7.  Those for lead range from 445 to 1700, in trout, 
     the same fish species.  Figure 8. EPA proposes to address this variability 
     by the simple expedient of using a geometric mean.  This approach does     
     produce the single value which is essential for regulatory purposes, but it
     does nothing to actually improve the reliability of the number.  As Ebasco 
     points out, "the broad variability found in BCF measurements even within   
     the same taxonomic group indicate that there are problems with the         
     measurement of BAFs and BCFs that have not been addressed scientifically by
     the proposed guidance."  Ebasco Technical Analysis (Attachment I) at p.    
     2.2.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.056     
     
     EPA partially agrees with the commenter that there is variability even in  
     laboratory measurements.  EPA's methodology prescribes criteria for        
     laboratory studies that should help reduce variability.  However,          
     variability is an inherent part of the scientific process.  If the relevant
     variability cannot be addressed in an acceptable manner, a BAF should not  
     be derived.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "This variability" refers to differences between mesured BCFs 
inorganics.  
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A second implication of this variability is that determination of          
     appropriate BCFs and BAFs requires a substantial amount of judgment, since 
     the person making the determination must be able to evaluate the reported  
     data and judge the reliability and representativeness of datum to determine
     if it should be included in the geometric mean.  The Tier II approach      
     assigns this task to individual permit writers and requires it to be       
     performed on an ad hoc permit-by-permit basis.  Apart from the huge        
     administrative burdens this imposes, it is far from clear that most permit 
     writers have the technical expertise necessary to perform this function.   
     This inability of EPA to quantify the range of error which its methodology 
     would have in actual implementation is exactly what led the court to remand
     EPA's opacity standard in Portland Cement, supra, 486 F.2d at 401.         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.057     
     
     EPA partially agrees with the commenter that there is variability in both  
     field and laboratory-measurements.  However, variability is an inherent    
     part of the scientific process.  As detailed in Appendix B, review and     
     selection of data includes assurance that the data is of good quality and  
     can be used in the derivation of a BAF.  If the relevant variability cannot
     be addressed in an acceptable manner, a BAF should not be derived.         
                                                                                
     EPA anticipates establishing a Clearinghouse whose goal is to reduce the   
     duplication of generating Tier II values by individual permit writers.  EPA
     hopes that this would reduce the administrative burden on States, Tribes   
     and permit writers.  The Clearinghouse would utilize the expertise from all
     interested parties, including States and EPA.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The net effect of all these uncertainties is to prevent EPA from concluding
     that its proposed BAF methodology produces reasonably reliable estimates of
     what actually occurs in situ.  Absent such assurance, EPA may not prescribe
     the methodology as a legally binding method for establishing criteria.     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.058     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The Technical Support Document for the Procedure to        
     Determine Bioaccumulation Factors demonstrates that excellent agreement    
     between measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using the GLWQI methodologies for 
     PCBs and chlorinated pesticides in Lake Ontario.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2723.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's human health criteria methodology is undermined by the requirement to
     incorporate BAFs and should not be adopted until EPA completes its ongoing 
     review of its 1980 methodology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.059     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the human health criteria methodology
     is undermined by the requirement to incorporate BAFs. Bioaccumulation is   
     what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total concentration of   
     chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans and wildlife.   
     For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical through the food     
     chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from
     the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the potential exposure
     to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and result in criteria  
     or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for   
     uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these
     chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and
     wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically
     valid approach. As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been 
     used in criteria development since 1985.  Therefore, EPA is using the BAF  
     methodology as described in the final Guidance to derive human health      
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Since EPA has received substantial public and SAB comments on the proposed 
     BAF procedures for use in the Great Lakes Guidance, EPA does not believe it
     is necessary or appropriate to delay requiring the use of BAF procedures in
     the final Guidance until EPA finishes modifications to the methodology for 
     deriving national criteria guidance.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2723.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The human health methodology prescribed by the Guidance is based on EPA's  
     1980 human health methodology.  As such, it is substantially identical to  
     the methodology used to develop the national criteria.  Nevertheless,      
     because the Guidance rerequires the States to use the outputs from the BAF 
     methodology in calculating human health criteria, the methodology is       
     poisoned by the problems and uncertainties associated with the BAFs.  As   
     such, the human health methodology cannot be shown to be reasonably        
     reliable unless and until the BAF methodology is.  International Harvester 
     Co. v. Ruckelshaus, 478 F.2d 615, 644 (D.C. Cir. 1973) ("A hard question is
     raised by the use of a methodological assumption without evidence that it  
     will correspond to reality, or a reasonable and forthright prediction based
     on expertise").                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.060     
     
     EPA disagrees that the human health criteria are undermined by the problems
     and uncertainties associated with BAFs.  For a discussion on the scientific
     validity of BAFs see response to comment D2723.059 and Section IV of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2723.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a second problem with the human health methods.  EPA is currently 
     considering changes to the 1980 guidelines, and the Science Advisory Board 
     itself noted with concern "that the human health risk assessment           
     methodology being advanced by the [Guidance] is not using updated          
     approaches for exposure assessment and carcinogen classification that are  
     being used by EPA and others."  SAB Report at ii.  Apart from the doubts   
     this observation throws on the technical validity of the human health      
     methodology, it also creates a serious practical problem.  With EPA        
     actively considering changes to the 1980 methods, it is inappropriate to   
     require the Great Lakes States to adopt and implement the existing         
     approach.  The GLWQG requirements for human health should be reserved until
     the ongoing review of the human health methodology has been completed.     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.061     
     
     Risk assessment methods are always evolving.  EPA has developed the GLWQI  
     methodology with this in mind.  For example, under the minimum data        
     requirement for carcinogens, EPA states that the current cancer guidelines 
     be used in developing cancer criteria until future modifications to the    
     cancer guidelines are finalized by the EPA.  EPA also suggests that the    
     latest IRIS values be used as a starting point for criteria development,   
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     but also realizes that IRIS values are always being updated as new data    
     becomes available.                                                         
                                                                                
     Also see response to G2788.010                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     EPA's wildlife criteria methodology is poorly conceived, is based on       
     questionable science and an inappropriate model, and will be virtually     
     impossible to implement reliably.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.062     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Like the human health methodology, the wildlife methodology is undetermined
     by the requirement to use BAFs in calculating criteria and values.  The    
     problems with the wildlife methodology run far deeper than this, however.  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.063     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the wildlife methodology to be valid and defensible, EPA must be able  
     to demonstrate that it produces criteria (or values) which reliably reflect
     the water quality concentration actually necessary to provide a reasonable 
     level of protection to wildlife.  EPA has no made such a demonstration.    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.064     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria methodology is the most novel aspect of the GLWQG,   
     and while the SAB complimented EPA's effort to develop such criteria, it   
     roundly criticized the scientific defensibility of virtually every aspect  
     of the methodology.  The gist of these criticisms are summarized in the    
     following excerpt from the Executive Summary.                              
                                                                                
     The Subcommittee supports the GLWQI's efforts to develop an approach to    
     protect wildlife from the effects of bioaccumulative chemicals in the      
     environment.  However, the Subcommittee is concerned that the current      
     approach does not adequately consider ecologically representative species  
     in selection of surrogate wildlife species.  Similarly, the Subcommittee   
     feels that the defintion of wildlife is ambiguous as used in the GLWQI.  We
     recommend that EPA and the GLWQI develop a definition of wildlife and      
     justify species inclusions nad exclusions.  Regardless of the definition,  
     provisions should be provided in the GLWQI for reevaluating and updating   
     the list of surrogate species.  In addition, the exposure assessment needs 
     to be differentiated between species sensitivities and effects of the      
     chemicals.                                                                 
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     The Subcommittee is also concerned that the methodology used in the GLWQI  
     to assess the range of species sensitivities needs further development.  In
     contrast to human health criteria which are designed to protect            
     individuals, wildlife criteria are designed to protect populations and must
     consider differences in species sensitivities.  This aspect is not a part  
     of the human health methodology which has been applied to establish        
     wildlife criteria in the GLWQI.  The discussions of the Lowest Observed    
     Acute Effect Level (LOAEL) versus the No Observed Acute Effect Level       
     (NOAEL) in the Technical Support Document are very superficial.  These     
     concepts were formulated around the perceived requirements of the human    
     health risk assessment, they cannot serve as foundations for the           
     development of criteria methodologies for the protection of wildlife.      
     Further explanation is needed of how the two applications differ and how   
     they will be addressed.  The GLWQI should develop guidance for the         
     selection of NOAELs appropriate for the protection of local and regional   
     wildlife population as distinct from the protection of individuals.        
                                                                                
     SAB Report at 3-4.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.065     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2742.283, and P2741.707 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2723.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "These defects" refers to problems with the wildlife 
methodology identified
          in comment .065                                                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An objective indication of the unreliability which these defects interject 
     is provided by the number and magnitude of the uncertainty factors in the  
     methodology.  Without even considering the problems caused by the          
     incorportation of a BAF, the wildlife methodology requires permit writers, 
     on a case-by-case basis, to adjust an effect dose obtained from the        
     literature by the following four uncertainty factors(5).                   
                                                                                
     Little or no guidance is provided for assessing where within these ranges  
     the uncertainty factor should fall.  As a result, since each uncertainty   
     factor is independent of the others, the output from this model could vary 
     by five orders of magnitude, even with an identical effects dose.  While   
     variations this great are unlikely, variations of one or two orders of     
     magnitude are to be expected given the subjective nature of the uncertainty
     factors.  Any methodology which can be expected to produce outputs which   
     vary by even one order of magnitude using identical inputs cannot be said  
     to be reasonably reliable.                                                 
                                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
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     (5)This analysis is based on the alternative formula proposed by EPA at 58 
     Fed. Reg. 20881 (1993).  The Ohio Utilities agree that this alternative    
     expression better illustrates the actual process of deriving wildlife      
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.066     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.167, P2741.707, P2656.176, P2576.136,       
     P2656.170, P2718.144, P2742.306, and P2629.054 for the response to this    
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also OEUI comments, attachment I.                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ebasco, in its technical analysis also points to a large number of         
     technical defects and problems with the wildlife methodology and           
     demonstrates the practical difficulties of developing values using that    
     methodology.  It also points out that wildlife criteria, even for metals   
     are likely to be the controlling criteria, and that ignoring those values, 
     as EPA has done, in assessing their impacts seriously underestimates the   
     costs of the Guidance.  Ebasco Technical Analysis (Attachment I) Section   
     3.0.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.067     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     One final indication of the problems with both the BAF and the wildlife    
     methodology is provided by U.S. EPA's recently promulgated National Toxics 
     Rule. 57 Fed. Reg. 60848 (December 22, 1992).  This rule was adopted less  
     than four months prior to proposal of the GLWQG, and its purposes as       
     applied to the rest of the country are virtually identical to those of the 
     GLWQG.  Yet, the National Toxics Rule incorporates neither BAFs nor        
     wildlife criteria.  EPA must explain why methodologies such as this may    
     rationally be imposed on the Great Lakes Basin when they are not yet       
     reliable enough to be included in national guidance.  EPA must provide a   
     "reasoned presentation of the reliability of its ..methodology".           
     International Harvester, at 648.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.068     
     
     The purpose of the National Toxics Rule was to federally promulgate        
     criteria for States which had failed to comply with CWA Section 303        
     (c)(2)(b).  BAFs were not incorporated because the National Toxics Rule    
     used criteria based on the 1980 Guidelines and Methodologies Used in the   
     Preparation of Health Effects Assessment Chapters of the Consent Decree    
     Water Criteria (45 FR79347).  The 1980 guidelines for deriving human health
     criteria provide for use of measured or predicted laboratory               
     bioconcentration factors (BCFs) when the preferred field-measured BCFs are 
     not available.  In newer terminology, BCFs only take into account uptake   
     directly from water, whereas bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) not only take  
     into account uptake directly from water but also take into account uptake  
     from all other media, such as food and sediment.  Thus the "field-measured 
     BCFs" that are preferred in the 1980 guidelines are "field-measured BAFs"  
     in the newer terminology because field-measured values include exposure    
     from all sources.  Therefore, some of the BCFs used in the National Toxics 
     Rule were actually BAFs.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As Proposed, The Tier II Approach Is Unlawful And Unreasonable.            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.069     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
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     Comment ID: D2723.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLWQG, fixed "criteria" are to be adopted only when relatively   
     stringent data availability requirements can be satisfied.  The Ohio       
     Utilities agree with this aspect of the Guidance.  Too often in the past,  
     states have adopted binding and inflexible criteria based on limited and   
     inadequate data.  Once adopted, such criteria becomes very difficult to    
     change, even when additional data demonstrates that other values are more  
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.070     
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained the minimum data requirements in the          
     methodologies to develop criteria and values.  See sections III, IV, V, and
     VI of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.071
     Cross Ref 1: Refers to Tier 2 approach.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In theory, this approach has some advantages.  As implemented in the       
     Guidance, however, it is unlawful and unworkable.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.071     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach violates the APA notice and comment provisions by     
     failing to provide the public with reasonable notice of what requirements  
     the Guidance will impose.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.072     
     
     See response to comment D2723.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The APA requires a rulemaking body to place interested parties on notice of
     all significant subjects and issues involved in a rulemaking and provide   
     the public and regulated community with an opportunity to meaningfully     
     comment on proposed rules.  To effectively participate in the rulemaking   
     process, interested parties must be provided all of the information        
     necessary to assess the results of a proposed rule.  A rulemaking body is  
     required to provide this information on the record.  In proposing the      
     GLWQG, EPA fails to meet these requirements.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.073     
     
     Please see response to comment G3201L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has published numeric criteria for only 47 of these:  40 Tier I        
     criteria published in the regulations and 7 Tier II aquatic life criteria  
     included in the record.  The public, in short, has actual notice of only a 
     tiny fraction (<7%) of the total number of criteria and values actually    
     being proposed.  The rest must be developed on a case-by-case basis using  
     the Tier II methodologies.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.074     
     
     Please see response to comment G3201L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This situation might be acceptable if the public were able to use the Tier 
     II methodologies to determine (or even reliably estimate) what criteria    
     they will produce.  This is impossible here for two reasons.  First, the   
     data necessary to use the methodologies are not included in the record.  In
     many cases, those data do not even exist.  See Ebasco Technical Analysis   
     (Attachment I) Section 3.0.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.075     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment addresses ability of the public to generate T2 values.
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Second, even if one had the necessary data, the proposed methodologies     
     contain so many uncertainty factors that it is impossible to derive        
     "values" based on any level of certainty and reliably predict how a given  
     permit writer will apply those methodologies to a given data set.          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.076     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment addresses ability of the public to generate T2 values.
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This leaves the public without either notice of the criteria or any way to 
     reliably determine what they will be and precludes meaningful comment      
     because it is impossible to even estimate the impact of the Guidance.  This
     lack of notice and opportunity to comment violates the APA.                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.077     
     
     See response to comment D2723.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach is inconsistent with Section 303 of the Clean Water   
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.078     
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     EPA does not agree that the guidance is inconsistent with Section 303 of   
     the CWA, nor that the Tier II procedures violate due process.  In fact,    
     many States have similar processes in place currently.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach is based upon a two-field justification.  First, EPA  
     argues that some method must be established to regulate pollutants for     
     which there are insufficient data to establish an actual criterion.  The   
     alternative, according to EPA, would be to ban the discharge altogether.   
     Second, EPA argues, it is appropriate to place on the discharger the burden
     of demonstrating the pollutant levels that will adequately protect aquatic 
     life, human health and wildlife.  Whatever the merits of these two         
     arguments from a policy perspective, they suffer from the same defect:     
     they are inconsistent with the program established by Congress.            
                                                                                
     Under Section 301 of the Clean Water Act, a discharger's only              
     responsibility is to comply with the effluent limits "necessary to comply  
     with water quality standards."  Congress placed the responsibility for     
     establishing such water quality standards squarely on the states.   CWA    
     section 303(c).  If a State fails to act, EPA must itself promulgate       
     standards for the state.  CWA section 303(b).  Nowhere does the statute    
     allow either EPA or the states to transfer the burden of developing        
     standards to the regulated community.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.079     
     
     See response to comment D2750.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In addition, Section 303(c)(2) clearly establishes what water quality      
     standards shall consist of:                                                
                                                                                
     Such revised or new water quality standards shall consist of the designated
     uses ...and the water quality criteria for such waters based upon such uses
     ...                                                                        
                                                                                
     CWA section 303(c)(2)(A).                                                  
                                                                                
     Such criteria shall be specified numerical criteria for such toxic         
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     CWA section 303(c)(2)(B).                                                  
                                                                                
     Water quality standards, in short, cannot lawfully consist of a            
     methodology.  They must be specific numeric values specifically developed  
     by the states, specifying the concentration of that pollutant which will   
     "protect the public health or welfare, enhance the quality of water and    
     serve the purposes of this chapter." CWA section 303(c)(2)(A).             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.080     
     
     See response to comment D2723.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach vests permit writers with too much discretion in      
     establishing effluent limits and increases, rather than eliminates,        
     inequities and differences among dichargers.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.081     
     
     See response to P2656.074 and D2741.076.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.082
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the principal purposes of the GLWQG is to promote uniformity among  
     the Great Lakes States.  Ironically, because of its focus on methodologies,
     the actual impact of the Guidance will be to decrease predictability and   
     increase differences among dischargers.  The Tier II approach is the       
     primary reason for this, since it requires that the criteria (or "values") 
     for most pollutants regulated by the Guidance must be developed on a       
     case-by-case basis using methodologies which require substantial research  
     and the exercise of considerable professional judgment.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.082     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2723.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment refers to potential differences between T2 values.    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria methodology provides the most vivid example of this. 
     Under the procedure for determining "reasonable potential," (Implementation
     Procedure 5), a permit writer must develop a Tier II wildlife value for    
     every GLI pollutant "known or suspected" to be in the effluent(6).  To     
     establish such a value for a given pollutant, the permit writer must       
     conduct a literature search to determine if there is an "effects dose"     
     reported for any mammalian or avian species.  Differences among permit     
     writers may arise even at this point, since there is no guarantee that one 
     permit writer will discover exactly the same data set(s) as every other    
     permit writer or evaluate that data in exactly the same way.               
                                                                                
     Having identified an effective dose, the permit writer must divide that    
     value by the series of uncertainty factors discussed above. Given the      
     allowable magnitude of the uncertainty factors, an effects dose of 1 could 
     yield a hazard component of anywhere between 1 and .00001.  While          
     variations of this magnitude are unlikely, substantial variations of one or
     more orders of magnitude are inevitable.                                   
                                                                                
     To illustrate this point, imagine a situation in which two different permit
     writers are trying to establish a wildlife value for pollutant X.  Each    
     permit writer identifies 1.0 mg/kg as the appropriate "effects dose."      
     Finally, suppose that one permit writer, recognizing the inherent          
     conservatism of the method, selects uncertainty values slightly lower than 
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     the midpoint of the allowable range (e.g. 3 instead of 5), while the other,
     attempting to ensure adequate protection of wildlife, might select values  
     slightly higher (e.g. 7 instead of 5).  It is probably impossible to say   
     that either of these choices is "wrong," since they simply reflect         
     different evaluations of the uncertainties. Yet, the effects are dramatic: 
                                                                                
     The hazard component in Case 1 is 30 times greater than in Case 2 despite  
     an identical "effects dose."  Thus, all else being equal, the discharger   
     receiving a permit from the permit writer in Case 1 will be allowed to     
     discharge thirty times as much of pollutant X as the identically situated  
     discharger in Case 2.  See Figure 9.  This variability is further          
     compounded by the fact that each permit writer must select or develop a    
     bioaccumulation factor for pollutant X.  This factor can as easily         
     interject yet another order of magnitude of variability into the outcome.  
                                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
                                                                                
     (6)The enormous logistic burdens which this requirement imposes ae         
     discussed below.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.083     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2656.167 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The problem of unpredictability is most obvious and most serious with      
     respect to wildlife criteria, but it exists as well with all of the Tier II
     methodologies.  All of these methodologies require the exercise of         
     substantial judgment in order to produce a value.  Permit writers are      
     generally ill-equipped to make such judgments, but even well-trained and   
     experienced toxicologists can reach very different but equally defensible  
     results with these methodologies.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.084     
     
     See responses to P2656.074 and D2741.076                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: D2723.085
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, the claim that the GLWQG will produce uniformity among the states  
     is simply untrue.  It will produce uniform regulations, but the outputs of 
     those regulations will be far from uniform.  Indeed, the GLWQG may make the
     inequities worse.  Whatever differences there may be between Ohio and other
     Great Lakes States, there is at least a high degree of consistency within  
     Ohio.  The GLWQG threatens to change even that by interjecting so much     
     variability that results for identically situated dischargers may vary     
     substantially from permit-writer to permit-writer.  Certainly it will do   
     nothing to alleviate differences among states.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.085     
     
     See responses to P2656.074 and D2741.076                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach imposes overwhelming procedural burdens on permit     
     writers and permittees.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.086     
     
     EPA does not agree.  States and dischargers have considerable experience in
     implementing these types of methodologies and EPA has provided extensive   
     guidance to States on how to implement narrative translator methodologies. 
     Consequently, EPA believes that States and dischargers are well equipped to
     implement Tier II.  EPA also believes that use of more consistent          
     methodologies in the Great Lakes System will ease implementation of State  
     narrative WQS generally, since neighboring States, dischargers, and the    
     public will be using a common frame of reference.  See also response to    
     D2741.076.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2723.087
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to its legal infirmities, the Tier II approach also creates    
     massive administrative problems.  The most important of these is the       
     relationship to the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act.    
     The Tier II methodologies are specifically designed to produce values lower
     than what the criterion itself would be if sufficient data were available. 
     As a result, effluent limits based on such values will generally be lower  
     than what is actually necessary to fully protect the target populations.   
     For the Tier II approach to function effectively, it must be clear that    
     effluent limits -- like the values themselves -- may be relaxed when       
     additional data becomes available.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.087     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.I.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.088
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference Table 3 on page 32.                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The other major practical problems are less easily addressed.              
     Inplementation Procedure 5 requires a permitting authority to make a       
     "reasonable potential" determination for each type of criterion for each   
     pollutant known or suspected to be in the effluent.  In order to do this,  
     the permitting authority must find or develop a Tier I criterion, a Tier II
     value or screening value for aquatic life for wildlife and for human health
     for each pollutant in the discharge.                                       
                                                                                
     This places an impossible burden on the permit writer.  Suppose a          
     permit-writer is attempting to write a permit for a utility fly-ash pond   
     discharge.  As indicated in the cost study performed by Ebasco (Attachment 
     II hereto), such a discharge could contain all or most of the following    
     substances:  Antimony, Arsenic (III), Beryllium, Cadmium, Chromium (III),  
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     Chromium (VI), Copper, Cyanide, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Selenium, Silver,   
     and Zinc.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Under GLWQG Implementation Procedure 5, our hypothetical permit writer must
     determine, for each of these pollutants, whether the projected effluent    
     quality will exceed any Tier I criterion or Tier II value.  To do this, the
     permit writer must have a Tier I criterion or Tier II value for aquatic    
     life, human health and wildlife for each pollutant.                        
                                                                                
     Table 3 summarizes the availability of Tier I Criteria or published Tier II
     values for these pollutants:  [See page 32 for Table 3]                    
                                                                                
     As indicated by this Table, there are no criteria or values available for  
     two substances (antimony and silver) and no human health or wildlife       
     criteria for eleven more.  Only one substance-mercury-has criteria for all 
     three populations.  As a result, mercury is the only pollutant for which   
     reasonable potential determinations can be made and (if necessary)         
     wastelaod allocations developed.  For the other eleven substances, the     
     permit writer must review the available literature and develop a total of  
     28 Tier II values:  2 aquatic life values, 13 human health values and 13   
     wildlife values.                                                           
                                                                                
     [The difficulties and uncertainties associated with this task is           
     illustrated and discussed in section 3.0 of the Ebasco Technical Analysis  
     (Attachment I), which details Ebasco's efforts to develop wildilfe criteria
     for the inorganic substances covered by the Guidance.  As indicated there, 
     it will frequently be the case that there is simply no data from which even
     a Tier II value, much less a Tier I criterion, may be derived.  In those   
     situations, Procedure 5 requires the permit writer to "use all available,  
     relevant  informatin, including Quantitative Structure Activity            
     Relationship (QSAR) toxicity information to estimate ambient screening     
     values for such pollutant which will protect humans from health effects    
     other than cancer, aquatic life from acute and chronic effects, and        
     wildlife."  58 Fed. Reg. at 21041.  If the preliminary effluent quality    
     exceeds any of these screening levels, the permit writer must generate or  
     require the discharger to generate data necessary to calculate a Tier II   
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     This arduous process plainly cannot be repeated with each permit.          
     Inevitably, therefore, individual permit writers, or the states themselves,
     will begin to generate lists of Tier II values which they will use absent  
     additional information.  This, however, creates all the potential for      
     differential treatments and inequities that the GLWQG is supposedly        
     designed to avoid.]                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.088     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance places an impossible burden on  
     permit writers.  The Guidance may actually make some aspects of permit     
     writing less burdensome.  First, States and EPA have many years of         
     experience in using translator mechanisms to implement narrative water     
     quality criteria. The Tier II methodology for aquatic life, for example, is
     patterned on translator mechanisms already is use in some States.  Second, 
     the process to gather and assess data should be made easier through        
     operation of the GLI Clearinghouse.  See sections II.C.1 and II.C.2 of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.  Third, some of the burden on      
     permit writers may actually decrease because the Guidance provides a       
     standardized approach, rather than an ad-hoc approach requiring a new      
     learning curve on each case.  Fourth, although the Guidance adds more      
     detail to existing EPA requirements under sections 303 and 402 of the CWA, 
     the Guidance does not necessarily increase the number of pollutants that   
     need water quality-based effluent limits.  States are already required to  
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     apply "reasonable potential" provisions under 40 CFR 122.44(d) to implement
     narrative criteria.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance will lead to inconsistency. On the    
     contrary, adoption of Tier II provisions consistent with the Guidance will 
     ensure that all Great Lakes States and Tribes will use similar methods in a
     systematic way to implement narrative criteria.  Currently the States are  
     using different methods applied on a case-by-case basis.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2723.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .089 is imbedded in comment .088                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The difficulties and uncertainties associated with this task is illustrated
     and discussed in Section 3.0 of the Ebasco Technical Analysis (Attachment  
     I), which details Ebasco's efforts to develop wildlife criteria for the    
     inorganic substances covered by the Guidance.  As indicated there, it will 
     frequently be the case that there is simply no data from which even a Tier 
     II value, much less a Tier I criterion, may be derived.  In those          
     situations, Procedure 5 requires the permit writer to "use all available,  
     relevant information, including Quantitative Structure Activity            
     Relationship (QSAR) toxicity information to estimate ambient screening     
     values for such pollutant which will protect humans from health effects    
     other than cancer, aquatic life from acute and chronic effects, and        
     wildlife."  58 Fed. Reg. at 21041.  If the preliminary effluent quality    
     exceeds any of these screening levels, the permit writer must generate or  
     require the discharger to generate data necessary to calculate a Tier II   
     value.  This arduous process plainly cannot be repeated with each permit.  
     Inevitably, therefore, individual permit writers, or the states themselves,
     will begin to generate lists of Tier II values which they will use absent  
     additional information.  This, however, creates all the potential for      
     differential treatments and inequities that the GLWQG is supposedly        
     designed to avoid.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.089     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: D2723.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Tier II approach to work, EPA must itself propose for public       
     comment, publish, and periodically update non-binding, rebuttable Tier II  
     values for each pollutant/criterion combination that states are required to
     consider in issuing permits.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.090     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is needed to address both the legal and practical problems with the   
     Tier II approach is a list of initial Tier II values for each              
     criterion/pollutant combination.  Where there is not enough data to develop
     a Tier II  value, EPA will have to develop the data necessary to establish 
     a Tier II value before it can regulate the substance.  Such an approach is 
     necessary to satisfy the requirements of the APA and the CWA, and it is    
     essential to the workability of the Tier II approach.                      
                                                                                
     As indicated above, such a list will inevitably be compiled due to the     
     burdens Tier II would otherwise impose. The only question is whether it    
     will be compiled by EPA subject to national notice and comment proceeding  
     or by individual permit writers who may or may not be competent on an ad   
     hoc, case-by-case basis.  EPA, with its vastly superior resources is far   
     better able to develop such a list than are individual states or permit    
     writers.  such a list moreover, if regularly updated, would enhance        
     communication and minimize both redundant research and inconsistent        
     results.  Finally, it would add a level of predictability to the GLWQG     
     process by enabling predictions as to what requirements will apply to a    
     given discharger and what additional data may have to be generated.        
                                                                                
     For reasons discussed above, this list should be made available to the     
     public for comment and incorporated into EPA economic impact analyses      
     before the GLWQG is finalized, since this is the only way to allow EPA or  
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     the public to make even remotely reliable estimates of the probable impacts
     on the GLI.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.091     
     
     See response to: D2790.008                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Cut-Point For Indentifying "Bioaccumulative Chemicals Of Concerns    
     Should Be Revised Upward By At Least One Order Of Magnitude.               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.092     
     
     See response to: D2723.094                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is unclear why the point at which dietary uptake begins to be           
     significant is an appropriate break-point from a risk management           
     perspective.  Level of risk is based upon the magnitude of the             
     bioaccumulation potential, not the relative contribution of water          
     concentrations and dietary uptake.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.093     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. Table 4 on page 35.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The basic rationale for the more stringent regulation of BCCs is the desire
     to prevent problems in the future similar to those which EPA claims exist  
     today with PCBs and DDT.  Since that is the harm to be avoided, then the   
     universe of BCCs should be confined to bioaccumulation potential similar to
     PCBs and DDT.  The adverse impacts indentified by EPA as justifying the    
     GLWQG (elevated fish tissue concentrations, fish consumption advisories,   
     and adverse wildlife impacts) are all said to result from one or more of   
     eight pollutants:  PCBs, DDT, DDE, dioxin, chlordane, dieldrin, mirex and  
     mercury.  See, Ebasco Technical Analysis (Attachment II),Section 5.0.      
     Table 4 lists the human health BAFs for each of these substances as        
     reported in the "Derivation of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife          
     Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative."  [See Table 4     
     (Human Health BAFs for Pollutants of Primary Concern, page 35]             
                                                                                
     As indicated, the lowest BAF value  for any of these pollutants is 28 times
     greater than the cut point selected by EPA.  [The pollutants of primary    
     concern--PCBs, DDT/DDE--have BAFs approaching two million.                 
                                                                                
     Given these data, the BCC cut-point of 1,000 appears far too stringent to  
     use as a realistic risk management decision.  Indeed, it is at least an    
     order of magnitude more conservative than the cut-point which would have   
     been necessary to "catch" all of the substances currently known to cause   
     problems.  Based on these facts, the Ohio Utilities recommend that EPA     
     redefine the BCC cut-point as a BAF no lower than 10,000.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.094     
     
     EPA does not agree that the cutoff of 1000 is too low.  The commenter      
     suggests raising the cutoff to 10,000 or 100,000.  They appear to believe  
     the cutoff should be as high as possible without exceeding the BAF of the  
     least bioaccumulative pollutant currently known to cause problems in the   
     basin.  EPA believes there are currently known "problem" BCCs, such as     
     lindane, with BAFs lower than 10,000.  EPA believes that it is prudent to  
     retain the proposed cutoff of 1000 not only to avoid excluding such        
     pollutants, but also to prevent adverse inputs from additional             
     bioaccumulative chemicals in the future.  Past discharges of highly        
     bioaccumulative pollutants have resulted in contamination of the Great     
     Lakes System that is taking decades to subside.  EPA believes it is        
     reasonable and appropriate to prevent this from happening with other       
     chemicals in the future.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

Page 1771



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2723.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Unreasonably Restricts The Ability Of States To Take Differing
     Circumstances Into Account.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.095     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the major problems with the GLI is the extent to which it has sought
     to stamp out any consideration of site-specific differences.  Wildlife     
     criteria based on protection of mink and osprey apply to the Cuyahoga River
     in downtown Cleveland.  Human health criteria based on fish consumption and
     recreation apply to streams which are too small for anything other than    
     wading and to streams which are incapable of supporting game fish          
     populations due to habitat modifications or other irreversible conditions. 
     Flowing streams are subjected to exactly the same criteria as lakes, and   
     all lakes, streams, rivers and other water bodies are treated as if they   
     were identical.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.096     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Section I.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Differences among states are ignored as well.  Ohio's biological criteria, 
     the most innovative approach to water quality regulation in years, are     
     ignored.  Anti-degradation policies and decisions, traditionally an area of
     substantial state discretion, are now dictated by EPA.  Rigid water quality
     criteria and implementation procedures are imposed on each state regardless
     of its own facts, circumstances and policies.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.097     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections    
     I.C, I.D and II.C of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA repeatedly justifies this lock-step rigidity by arguing that one of the
     principal goals of the Critical Programs Act ("CPA") was to "level the     
     playing field" among the Great Lakes States.  Nowhere in the CPA is this   
     supposed "goal" expressed, however.  As discussed in Section II.B above,   
     the Act does not, either expressly or by implication, require EPA to ignore
     the obvious differences among the Lakes, between the Lakes and their       
     tributaries, or among the tributaries.  Its goal, rather, is to ensure that
     similarly situated dischargers receive similar treatment.  A source        
     discharging to the Cuyahoga River in Cleveland or to Ottawa River in       
     Toledo, is not "similarly situated" to a source discharging to Thunder Bay 
     on Lake Superior, even if the two sources are otherwise identical.  The    
     concept of differing levels of protection for differing types of waters has
     been an integral part of the Clean Water Act more than a quarter century.  
     Nothing in the CPA requires or authorizes EPA to prohibit such distinctions
     within the Great Lakes Basin.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.098     
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     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C, I.D and II.C of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2723.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG provisions governing site-specific water quality criteria must be
     revised to allow site-specific relaxations of criteria where warranted by  
     the facts.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.099     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2723.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG also includes provisions for site-specific modifications to the  
     bioaccumulation factors, wildlife criteria, and human health criteria.     
     Unfortunately for the credibility of the Guidance, however, these          
     procedures specify that modifications to the criteria and values can only  
     be used to make them more stringent (i,e. provide "an extra level of       
     protection.")  The apparent rationale for this approach is the belief that 
     as far as bioaccumulation factors, human health, and wildlife are          
     concerned, all waters of the Great Lakes Basin are indistinguishable from  
     each other, and all are entitled to exactly the same level of protection.  
     This is demonstrably untrue.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.100     
     

Page 1774



$T044618.TXT
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2723.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human health criteria and wildlife criteria are based upon certain use and 
     exposure assumptions.  While it may be that these assumed uses and         
     exposures assumptions could occur anywhere in the open waters of the Great 
     Lakes or their connecting channels, there are plainly many near shore areas
     and tributaries to the Great Lakes system where the assumed exposures could
     not occur.  For instance, there are many areas along the shores of Lake    
     Erie and in its tributaries which are incapable of supporting the types of 
     wildlife on which the wildlife criteria are based due to surrounding land  
     use patterns.  Similarly, there are many streams which because of size,    
     habitat modifications, or other irretrievable man-induced conditions are   
     incapable of supporting game fish in sufficient numbers to allow any       
     individual to consume 15 grams per day of fully bioaccumulated fish flesh. 
     Also, there are any number of streams in which full body contact recreation
     of the sort likely to produce casual intake of untreated water is simply   
     inconceivable.                                                             
                                                                                
     In all of these situations--and there are undoubtedly many others--there is
     no rational basis for application of the GLWQG bioaccumulation, human      
     health and wildlife criteria.  The proper way to deal with these sorts of  
     situations would be through differing use designations.  Failing that,     
     however, the GLWQG must, at a minimum, allow states to modify or eliminate 
     the criteria applicable to a given body of water upon a demonstration that 
     some or all of the assumnptions which underlie the human health and        
     wildlife criteria simply do not pertain to a particular body of water.     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.101     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2723.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG Variance procedure should be revised to allow variances upon a   
     demonstration of significant hardship to the discharger considered alone.  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.102     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2723.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG variance procedure is a generally applicable method for ensuring 
     that there is sufficient flexibility to take individual circumstances into 
     account.  The Ohio Utilities recognize that this procedure is substantially
     indentical to that set forth in U.S. EPA's existing regulations.  The Ohio 
     Utilities suggest, however, that given the stringency of the criteria      
     specified in the GLWQG, it would be apropriate to make at least one        
     modification to this procedure.  Specifically, the Ohio Utilities propose  
     that requirement number 6 be modified to permit a variance in situations   
     where controls more stringent than those required by Sections 301(b) and   
     306                                                                        
     of the Clean Water Act, will result in substantial economic impact to the  
     source itself, provided that the state determines, after full public       
     review,                                                                    
     that the detriment of this impact on the source outweights the incremental 
     environmental benefit that would be achieved if compliance were required.  
                                                                                
     At present, condition 6 can be met only upon a demonstration of            
     "wide-spread economic and social impact," a test which focuses on the      
     impact that requiring the controls would have on the community at large.   
     Satisfying such a test would generally require a demonstration that        
     requiring compliance would force a major employer to shut down or          
     significantly curtail operations.  This is far too harsh a test.  Instead, 
     the state should be permitted to allow a source to temporarily exceed the  
     limits necessary to meet a water quality standard if it determines, after  
     full public participation, that the economic impacts on the source outweigh
     the incremental environmental benefit that requiring compliance would      
     provide.                                                                   
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     Response to: D2723.103     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2723.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second change that needs to be made with respect to variances does not 
     require any particular change in the language of the procedure itself.     
     Rather, it is a change in U.S. EPA's attitude with repsect to water quality
     variances.  While U.S. EPA's variance regulation has been on the books for 
     years, the number of variances actually issued or approved by U.S. EPA, is 
     minuscule.  In part, this is due to the fact that vigorous water quality   
     standard programs are only now beginning to be implemented.  In part,      
     however, this is also due to a perception that EPA would simply not approve
     a variance under any but the most extreme circumstances.                   
                                                                                
     To eliminate this perception, the Ohio Utilities urge EPA to clearly state 
     in the preamble to the final rule that variance procedures are an integral 
     part of the overall GLWQG, and that where the conditions exist which       
     satisfy the criteria, states are encouraged to give serious consideration  
     to issuance of a variance, especially pending development of aplicable     
     lake-wide area management plans or lake-wide TMDLs.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.104     
     
     See Response ID: D2917.154.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2723.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Guidance Must Allow The States To Provide Dischargers With Credit For  
     The Mass of Pollutants Present In The Intake Water.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.105     
     
     The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, does provide for "no net addition"
     limits in limited circumstances. EPA's approach is discussed in detail in  
     the SID at Section VIII.E.4-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2723.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the extreme stringency of the criteria EPA is proposing to impose on 
     all of the Great Lakes states, the question of intake credits is one of    
     substantial importance to the Ohio Utilities.  Yet, this is another issue  
     on which EPA's apparent object is not protection of Great Lakes water      
     quality, but control for control's sake.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.106     
     
     EPA disagrees with this characterization of its efforts or intent.  The    
     rationale for the intake credit provisions in the final Guidance is        
     discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2723.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This issue of intake credits is one of special concern to the Ohio         
     Utilities, since Utility generating stations take in and discharge hundreds
     of millions of gallons per day of once-through cooling water.  Absent some 
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     meaningful consideration of the pollutants that exist in the intake water, 
     the GLI may very well force Ohio Utilities to treat this water.  Since     
     treating this volume of water is virtually impossible at any remotely      
     manageable cost, the only alternative would be to construct cooling towers 
     for all utility plants in the Great Lakes Basin and treatment plants to    
     treat the blowdown from these cooling towers.  See Attachment II.  There is
     no rational basis for imposing these excessive costs on the Ohio Utilities 
     or its customers.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.107     
     
     The broad topic of intake credits is discussed at length in the SID at     
     Section VIII.E.3-7.  Costs and benefits associated with the final Guidance 
     are discussed in the SID at Section IX and in response to comment          
     D2657.006.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2723.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has no legal authority to limit the allowable mass of a pollutant in a 
     discharge to a level lower than the mass of pollutant received by the      
     discharger in its intake water.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.108     
     
     As discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.5., EPA does not agree with the  
     commenter that EPA lacks legal authority to regulate intake pollutants.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2723.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Under the Clean Water Act, EPA is granted authority to requrie removal of  
     certain pollutants from discharges into the navigable waters.  This is     
     accomplished through the National Pollution Discharge Eliminatin System    
     (NPDES), whereby EPA sets limits on effluents and issues permits for the   
     discharge of effluents containing pollutants at certain allowable levels.  
     EPA's jurisdiction, however, only extends to the "discharge of pollutants",
     33 U.S.C. Section 1311(a), The Clean Water Act defines these as "any       
     addition of any pollutant to navigable water".  33 U.S.C. Section 1362(12).
     Any attempt by EPA to require the reduction of pollutants in effluent      
     discharges "other than those added by the discharger, is beyond the scope  
     of EPA's statutory authority".  Appalachian Power company v. Train. 545    
     F.2d 1351, 1377 (4th.Cir. 1976).                                           
                                                                                
     The discharge of pollutants in amounts no greater than the amounts a       
     facility receives from its intake waters is not the "addition of any any   
     pollutant."  It is simply a return of pollutants already there.  Thus, at  
     least where intake water is withdrawn from the same body of water as that  
     to which it is discharged, EPA has no statutory authority to impose on such
     water a water quality based effluent limit lower than background water     
     quality.  See American Iron and Steel Institute v. E.P.A., 526 F.2d 1027,  
     1056 (3rd. Cir. 1975) "any individual point source should be entitled to an
     adjustment in an effluent limitation applicable to it if it can show that  
     its inability to meet the limitation is attributable to significant amounts
     of pollutants in the intake water."  American Petroleum Institute v.       
     E.P.A., 540 F.2d 1023, 1034 (10th Cir. 1976) and Appalachian Power Co. v.  
     train, 545 F.2d 1351, 1377 (4th Cir. 1976).  Thus, at least where water is 
     drawn from and discharged to the same body of water, EPA has no statutory  
     authority to impose an effluent limit more stringent than background (i.e. 
     no net addition).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.109     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2723.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA proposes to severely limit circumstances under which credit can be
     allowed for intake pollutants.  It seeks to justify these limitations in   
     large part by relying on its existing intake rule, 40 C.F.R. Section       
     122.45.  That rule has never been subject to judicial review.  In Natural  
     Resources Defense Council v. U.S. EPA., 859 F.2d 156, 204-205 (D.C. Cir.   
     1988) the court held that the challenge of regulation's authority under the
     Clean Water Act was not ripe for judicial review because it was linked to  
     fact-dependent issues not fully available to the court.  See also, Diamond 
     Shamrock Corp. v. Costle, 580 F.2d 670, 672 (D.C. Cir. 1978).              
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     Response to: D2723.110     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.  As explained in the SID, EPA views water       
     quality-based and technology-based provisions as distinct; therefore, EPA  
     does not "rely" upon the technology-based intake pollutant provision as the
     basis for the approach in the Guidance.  40 CFR 122.45 was cited by EPA as 
     background relating to how EPA currently addresses intake pollutants from  
     the technology-based perspective.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2723.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, EPA's existing rule is irrelevant to the GLWQG, since it focuses 
     solely on the extent to which a discharger may get relief from             
     technology-based effluent limitations due to the presence of pollutants in 
     the intake water.  Whatever justifications there may be for limiting intake
     credits in the context of technology based limts have no relevance for the 
     GLWQG, where the focus is water quality.  A discharger which discharges no 
     greater quantity of a pollutant than it took from the same body of water   
     has neither added any pollutant nor had any adverse impact on the water    
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.111     
     
     This comment raises the same general issues as that in comment 2723.109 and
     is addressed in the response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2723.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if EPA has legal authority to limit credit for intake pollutants under
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     specific circumstances, the limitations imposed by the GLWQG are arbitrary 
     and unlawful.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.112     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2723.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's intake credit provisions are based on the premise that the addition  
     of even one molecule of "process pollutants" to any water in the Great     
     Lakes Basin is prohibited where background concentrations exceed the water 
     quality criteria.  From this premise, EPA concludes that where background  
     is higher than the water quality criterion, the limit must be zero unless  
     the discharger can demonstrate that he is withdrawing and discharging all  
     of his water to the same body of water, and that there is no addition of   
     even one molecule of the pollutant that did not come, originally, from that
     same body of water.  As DRI/McGraw Hill points out in its report for the   
     Great Lakes Governors Conference, this approach is essentially an effort to
     clean the Lakes by filtering them through industrial facilities.  In       
     addition to being beyond EPA's statutory authority, this is an             
     extraordinary expensive and inefficient approach.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.113     
     
     The final intake pollutants procedures, unlike the proposal, provide for   
     "no net addition" limits in certain situations where the discharger adds   
     mass of the pollutant to that already in the intake water.  Although the   
     final Guidance limits special consideration of intake pollutants to the    
     "same body of water," it also provides for "partial" consideration of      
     intake pollutants in establishing WQBELs where the facility has multiple   
     sources of intake pollutants from the same and different bodies of water.  
     The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 contains a detailed discussion of the final  
     intake pollutant procedures.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2723.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: "this absurd result" refers to EPA's intake credits 
proposal          
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead of embracing this absurd result, EPA should go back and reexamine  
     its original premise.  In the present context, where the concern is water  
     quality, the origins of the pollutants do not matter.  What matters is the 
     quality of the water.  Thus, it should be a matter of indifference whether 
     pollutants are "process pollutants" or "non-process pollutants."  It should
     also be a matter of indifference whether the pollutants come from the same 
     or different bodies of water.  All is that is important is what impact the 
     discharge will have on the receiving water.                                
                                                                                
     When the focus is properly placed on the impact the discharge will have on 
     the quality of the receiving water, it becomes clear that the dischargers  
     should never be required to meet a standard higher (cleaner) than that     
     which applies to the receiving water itself.  Thus, the lowest effluent    
     limitation that may legitimately be imposed on any discharge under any     
     circumstances is an end-of-pipe application of the applicable water quality
     criterion.  Such a limitation ensures that the effluent itself is clean as 
     we ultimately want the lake to be. Furthermore, since such a limit ensures 
     that the effluent is cleaner than the existing quality of the receiving    
     water, it necessarily ensures that the discharge will have a beneficial    
     impact on the receiving water even in the short term.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.114     
     
     EPA generally agrees that, in the absence of a TMDL, a reasonable interim  
     approach for setting permit limits in non-attainment waters would be to set
     limits at the most stringent of applicable criteria.  See SID at Section   
     VIII.D.2.h.  The final Guidance, also provides for less stringent or no    
     limits in certain circumstances where the intake pollutant originates in   
     the same body of water as the discharge.  See generally, SID at Section    
     VIII.E.4-5.  However, EPA does not believe that in developing a TMDL,      
     States should be constrained to these policies which are designed to serve 
     in the absence of a TMDL.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2723.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For sources withdrawing water from the same body of water as that to which 
     the discharge goes, it should also be generally acceptable, that the       
     discharge not make the situation any worse.  The provisions of the Clean   
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     Water Act restricting EPA's regulatory authority to the addition of        
     pollutants, makes it clear that Congress did not intend to force           
     dischargers to directly improve existing water quality.  Their maximum     
     obligation is to simply add nothing.  Thus, a facility which withdraws 100%
     of its intake from the same body of water to which it discharges, should be
     allowed to discharge the same mass of pollutants as it takes in.           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.115     
     
     EPA believes that the final guidance is consistent with the thrust of this 
     comment.  See SID at Sections VIII.E.4.b and 5.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2723.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where a source withdraws water, in whole or in part, from sources other    
     than the water to which it discharges, the effluent limit should be        
     govererned by volume-weighted of these two approaches.  The water which    
     does not come from the same body of water to which it is discharged, should
     be required to meet a standard no lower than the water quality standard    
     applicable to the receiving stream.  The water which does come from the    
     same receiving water should be allowed to return the same mass of          
     pollutants to that body that it took in the intake water.  Thus, the final 
     effluent limit under this approach would be a flow-weighted average of the 
     water quality standard and the background concentration.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.116     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has included such a procedure in the final
     Guidance at procedure 5.E.5. of appendix F, which is discussed in the SID  
     at Section VIII.E.4.d.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2723.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also requested comment on how the phrase "same body of water" should be
     defined.  The Ohio Utilities urge EPA to adopt the broadest possible       
     definition of this term.  Indeed, since the premise of the GLWQG is that   
     the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single integrated ecosystem, all waters  
     of the Basin, or at least all surface waters should be considered to be a  
     single body of water for these purposes.                                   
                                                                                
     Alternatively, and at a minimum, same body of water should be defined      
     broadly enough to include all receiving waters which drain into the same   
     body of water from which the intake water was taken, together with any     
     goundwater having a direct hydrological connection to such waters.         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.117     
     
     The definition of "same body of water" is explained in detail in the SID at
     Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.  The final Guidance includes a flexible definition  
     of "same body of water." However, it does not adopt the broad approach     
     suggested by the comment, which would not really distinguish between       
     different bodies of water.  The definition adopted by EPA is designed to   
     identify situations where discharge of the intake pollutant does not       
     significantly differ in terms of the fate and transport of the pollutant   
     from what would occur if the pollutant were left in-stream.  Thus, in      
     certain circumstances, groundwater can be considered to be same body of    
     water and is specifically provided for in the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2723.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG Design Flow And Mixing Zone Requirements Must Be Modified To     
     Conform to The Exposure Assumptions On Which The Relevant Criteria Or      
     Values Were Based                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.118     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a further
     discussion on the design flow and mixing zone requirements of the final    
     Guidance, see Section II of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2723.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The averaging periods for design flows should correspond to the periods    
     over which the assumed exposures are projected to occur                    
                                                                                
     No design flows are specified for the open waters of the Great Lakes.      
     However, for tributaries, EPA has proposed specific flow values to be used 
     in performing wasteload allocations.  In doing this, EPA has made some     
     attempt to correlate the averaging period for these design flows with the  
     basis for the standards.  Thus, design flows for human health and wildlife 
     criteria use averaging times which are longer than those for aquatic life  
     in recognition of the fact that the effects at issue occur only over longer
     time periods.  Nevertheless, the design flows specified for both aquatic   
     life and wildlife are unrealistically low.  Further, the Ohio Utilities    
     question the justification for using harmonic mean flows for human health  
     rather than arithmetic means.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.119     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2723.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life--The preamble suggests the 1Q10 as the appropriate critical   
     low flow for acute aquatic life criteria.  The acute aquatic life criteria,
     however, is based on continuous exposures of between two and four days (48 
     to 96 hour bioassays).  Further, the aquatic life criteria are half of the 
     LC50 over this period for the most sensitive species in the data base.  The
     design flow to be used in setting effluent limits should conform to these  
     averaging periods.  EPA has proposed the 7Q10 or 4B3 as the appropriate    
     design flow for chronic criteria.  This is actually appropriate design flow
     for acute criteria, since it more closely approximates the period of the   
     tests which formed the basis for the criteria in the first place.7         
     Dividing the already conservative LC50 by 2 to establish the criterion     
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     provides a more than adequate margin of safety.                            
     ------------------------ 7  The 7Q10 is also the design flow which Ohio has
     used for years for actual aquatic life criteria, a practice approved by    
     U.S. EPA as meeting the requirements of the CWA.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.120     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2723.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For similar reaons, or 30Q5 or 30Q10 should be specified as the critical   
     low flow for chronic aquatic life.  The chronic criterion represents the   
     concentration to which even the most sensitive organisms may be exposed    
     continuously without adverse impact.  Use of the 30Q5 or 30Q10 ensures that
     even under worst case conditions, (i.e., all discharges at maximum         
     allowable levels continuously) actual exposure of these organisms to       
     concentrations higher than the criteria will be limited to 30 days and that
     this exposure will occur no more than once every 5 or 10 years.            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.121     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2723.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria -- For wildlife criteria, EPA proposes to use the 30Q5 as
     the critical low flow.  This is inconsistent with the basis of the wildlife
     criteria, which are premised on effects which are predicated to occur only 
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     over periods of years.                                                     
                                                                                
     As with human health criteria, wildlife criteria should be implemented     
     using a reasonable measure of long term average flows. Specifically, the   
     arithmetic mean flow, or at worst the harmonic mean flow (see discussion   
     below) should be used.  However, if some critical low flow event is to be  
     selected, then the averaging period for that low flow event must closely   
     approximate the period of time required for the effects being guarded      
     against to manifest themselves.  This period should certainly be no less   
     than a year (i.e. a 365 Q 5), and would more appropriately be based on a   
     3-year low-flow (i.e. an 1100 Q 10, for instance).                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.122     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2723.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ebasco estimates that a 10-to-1 dilution ratio equates to an area          
     approximately 50-75 yards in diameter for a 1 MGD discharge.  It is        
     inconceivable that any person or animal could obtain an exposure postulated
     by the GLWQG methodologies from so small an area.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.123     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.5.a.  Response to D2723.123C. See response to comment P2771.060.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2723.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The mixing zones established for various criteria should correspond in size
     to the spatial area required for the anticipated exposure to occur         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.124     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.EPA construes this comment as advocating 
     use of site-specific considerations in establishing mixing zones.  EPA has 
     incorporated such flexibility into the final Guidance for non-BCCs by      
     authorizing larger mixing zones than those specified in the final Guidance 
     if supported by mixing zone demonstrations conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2723.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Waters of the Great Lakes -- For discharges to the open waters of the Great
     Lakes (OWGL) the GLI Guidance provides that the default dilution ratio     
     (i.e. the ratio to be used absent a mixing zone study) shall be 10-to-one  
     for all averaging periods and all criteria.  For aquatic life criteria this
     dilution ratio is not unreasonable as a default value.  However, it is     
     inappropriate even as a default value for human health and wildlife        
     criteria, since it is inconsistent with the exposure assumptions on which  
     those criteria are based.                                                  
                                                                                
     Human health and wildlife criteria are both derived by back-calculating the
     water concentration which would prevent an individual person or animal from
     receiving more than a specified dose of the polllutant assuming the        
     individual ate a specified amount of fish and consumed a specified amount  
     of water each day.  The exposure calculation assumes that all of the fish  
     consumed by the individual over his or its entire lifetime had lived       
     continuously in water having a concentration equal to the water quality    
     criterion for a period long enough to have achieved a bioaccumulation      
     equilibrium.  Further, they assume that all of the water consumed by this  
     individual over his or its entire lifetime also had a concentration equal  
     to the criterion.                                                          
                                                                                
     For a dilution ratio to be consistent with the assumptions underlying the  
     human health and wildlife criteria, the mixing zone should be no smaller   
     than the area in which, given site-specific conditions, it would be        
     reasonably possible for person or animal to receive the life-time exposure 
     postulated.  Such an area would be substantially larger than that described
     by a 10-to-1 dilution area.  In most cases, a mixing zone of several square
     miles would still prevent anything close to the exposure assumptions used  
     in the criteria from occurring.                                            
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     Response to: D2723.125     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.5.a.  Response to D2723.125. See response to comment P2771.060.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2723.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For tributaries - The default mixing zones established for tributaries are 
     even more unrealistic than those for the OWGL.  Here discharges are allowed
     dilution credit for only 10-25% of the already conservative design flow    
     value.  As with the mixing zones in the OWGL, the mixing zones in          
     tributaries must conform to the assumptions on which the criteria          
     themselves were based.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.126     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.EPA has determined that there may be     
     circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is appropriate.          
     Accordingly, EPA believes it has addressed this comment by adopting as part
     of the final Guidance a provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use 
     up to a 100% dilution fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted 
     and approved under procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the 
     SID at VIII.C.6.c.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2723.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For aquatic life criteria, it may be appropriate to allow use of only a    
     part of the available dilution increases where the flow of the receiving   
     stream substantially exceeds the discharge flow.  Furthermore, the Ohio    
     Utilities agree that the formula specified in Procedure 5 is an reasonable 
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     and workable a method as any for purposes of specifying a default dilution 
     fraction for this purpose.  However, the Ohio Utilities strongly object to 
     the arbitrary upper bound of 25% on the default dilution flow and the      
     absolute 25% upper bound of 75% that is imposed on this dilution flow.     
     There is simply no basis for these restrictions.                           
                                                                                
     Where the ratio of receiving water flow to discharge flow is relatively low
     (i.e. less than 10-to-1), complete mixing occurs within a relatively short 
     time.  In such cases, the permit writer should be allowed to presume that  
     100% of the receiving flow is the appropriate dilution percentage.  Where  
     the ratio of receiving-to-discharge flow is very large (e.g.>300-to-1) the 
     Ohio Utilities accept the 10% dilution fraction as an appropriate default  
     value.  Between these two extremes, however, the formula specified in      
     Procedure 5 provides a resonably conservative methodology for establishing 
     a default dilution fraction.  The Ohio Utilities urge EPA to delete both   
     the 25% upper bound imposed on this formula and the 75% upper bound imposed
     even with a mixing zone study.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.127     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.EPA agrees that there may be             
     circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is appropriate.          
     Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a provision that
     authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution fraction if a    
     mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under procedure 3.F of 
     appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2723.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no rational basis for ever using anything less than 100% of the   
     tributary flow as the approriate dilution factor for human health and      
     wildlife.  The effects being guarded against by these criteria take years, 
     even decades to occur.  It is absurd to assume that any person will consume
     15 grams of fish per day from the same water body, much less from the same 
     mixing zone.  Given the extreme conservativeness of the exposure           
     assumptions at issue, EPA cannot rationally require permit writers to      
     assume less than complete mixing in implementing them.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.128     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.For the reasons set forth in the SID at  
     VIII.C.6.c, EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing   
     zones implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes 
     that there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is     
     appropriate.  Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a 
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     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of mixing zones for BCCs -- The proposed GLWQG would require   
     the states to eliminate all mixing zones for BCCs no later than 10 years   
     after adoption of rules implementing the Guidance.  This would have the    
     effect of reducing wasteload allocations by an order of magnitude for      
     dischargers to the open waters of the Great Lakes and by similar but       
     variable amounts for dischargers to tributaries.                           
                                                                                
     There is no rational basis for this proposal. The criteria and values      
     established by the GLWQG methologies are specifically designed to eliminate
     virtually all risk of adverse impact, even under extraordinary and         
     unrealistic worst case conditions.  The implementation procedures are then 
     designed to ensure that these criteria or values will never be exceeded in 
     any meaningful segment of any water body in the Great Lakes Basin.  In     
     short, even with mixing zones, the criteria and implementation procedures  
     already ensure that no adverse impact will ever occur from any BCC, or any 
     other GLI chemical for that matter.  Elimination of these mixing zones thus
     significantly tightens limits and yet achieves not even an incremental     
     additional environmental benefit.  This provision should simply be         
     eliminated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.129     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2723.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLWQG Antidegradation Procedures Are Arbitrary and Capricious,         
     Especially As They Relate To BCCs                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.130     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HG
     Comment ID: D2723.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Ohio Utilities recognize that the Critical Programs Act requires U.S.  
     EPA to develop an anti-degradation policy as a part of the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Guidance.  However, such a policy poses a significant threat 
     to the ability of existing businesses to expand their operations and new   
     businesses to come into the area.  Formulating such a policy thus requires 
     a careful balancing between the often ephemeral benefits of protecting high
     quality waters beyond what is already provided by other portions of the    
     GLWQG and the very real costs and burdens which any antidegradation policy 
     places on economic vitality and growth.                                    
                                                                                
     The anti-degradation policy proposed by EPA does not achieve this balance. 
     It is far more stringent than necessary to protect high quality waters.  It
     will produce no meaningful environmental benefits.  And, it will impose    
     very significant burdens on the ability of industry in the Great Lakes     
     Basin to even return to preexisting production levels, much less grow and  
     expand.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.131     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/HG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2723.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition of "significant degradation" should be revised to better    
     distinguish real from hypothetical or theoretical degradation.             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.132     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2723.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general -- The Ohio Utilities take issue with the central premise of    
     U.S. EPA's andti-degradation policy, to-wit:  that "degradation" should be 
     measured on a pollutant by pollutant basis.  The Ohio Utilities agree that 
     an increase in a permit or pollutant loading may be used as a mechanism to 
     trigger a determination of whether an anti-degradation review is necessary.
     However, such an increase should not, alone, be considered, "degradation." 
                                                                                
     The concept of degradation is one which relates to the overall quality of a
     water body.  An increase in an amount of a single pollutant discharged does
     not necessarily "degrade" the water body in any meaningful sense.  In order
     to determine whether a given action of a permit holder or discharger will  
     result in significant degradation of a water body, the permit authority    
     must necessarily review the overall impact of the action on the water body 
     both by itself and in conjunction with other actions by other dischargers. 
     For these reasons, a determination of whether or not "significant          
     degradation" will occur as a result of some proposed action must ultimately
     be based on an exercise of judgement considering the totality of the       
     circumstances.  The absence of any significant increase in a permit limit  
     or actual loading is sufficient to determine the action at issue will not  
     result in significant degradation, as EPA has proposed.  But, such an      
     increase alone cannot be the basis for a conclusion that degradation will  
     occur.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.133     
     
     Although the commenter's opposition to the parameter-by-parameter approach 
     taken by the proposed Guidance is clear, the commenter fails to provide the
     details of a workable alternative.  EPA's analysis of this issue has       
     likewise failed to identify an alternative that improves upon the          
     parameter-by-parameter approach in the proposed Guidance.  Therefore, the  
     final Guidance requires States and Tribes to use a parameter-by-parameter  
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     approach for BCCs and recommends the approach for nonBCCs.                 
                                                                                
     EPA selected the parameter-by-parameter approach for several reasons.      
     These are described in detail in the SID accompanying the final Guidance.  
     To summarize, the primary reason for choosing the parameter-by-parameter   
     approach is that is maximizes both environmental protection and flexibility
     compared to the available alternatives, and reduces the administrative     
     effort by employing an approach similar to that used in the calculation of 
     permit limits and with which States and Tribes are familiar.               
                                                                                
     Environmental protection is maximized because high quality waters are      
     protected, even if water quality criteria in a water body may be violated  
     for a few criteria.  This is important for water bodies such as the Great  
     Lakes that are recognized as high quality resources, but also fail to meet 
     all criteria in some cases due to historical contamination.  An approach   
     that required all water quality criteria to be achieved in order for a     
     water body to be considered high quality and given protection under        
     antidegradation would not protect the Great Lakes and is therefore         
     unacceptable.                                                              
                                                                                
     Flexibility is maximized because the parameter-by-parameter approach allows
     a State or Tribe to consider a request for an increased loading for a      
     parameter for which water quality is better than the criterion, even if    
     criteria for other parameters are not achieved.  An alternative considered 
     by EPA would have prohibited increased loadings to water bodies if all     
     criteria were not achieved.  Although such an approach would have maximized
     the protection for impaired water bodies, it also would curtail many       
     opportunities for economic development within the Great Lakes System.      
                                                                                
     Finally, the approach selected by EPA will be simple for States and Tribes 
     to implement because it is similar to the approach used to determine       
     reasonable potential and to calculate permit limits.  The final Guidance   
     will not require State and Tribal water quality staff to become proficient 
     in a new methodology. Consequently, the transition to operating under the  
     final Guidance should be simplified.                                       
                                                                                
     Although an approach that considers the aggregate effect of pollutants on a
     waterbody is intellectually intriguing, such an approach is not feasible at
     this time.  Approaches based on toxicity testing only address protection of
     existing uses and do not ensure protection of high quality waters in a high
     quality state.  Further, the need to perform such tests would add          
     substantially to the cost and time required to perform an antidegradation  
     demonstration.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2723.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  See also comment 133.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non-BCCs -- For pollutants other than the BCCs, EPA has proposed to use
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     increases in allowable effluent loadings as the triggering mechanism for   
     anti-degradation review.  As a general matter, the Ohio Utilities believe  
     this is appropriate, subject to the ability (discussed above) to ultimately
     base the degradation/non-degradation determination on the totality of the  
     circumstances rather than solely on the fact that a permit limit was       
     increased.  Nevertheless, the Ohio Utilities do agree that absent an       
     increase                                                                   
     in allowable loadings, no activity of the discharger can  reasonably be    
     considered to constitute significant degradation.8                         
                                                                                
     Despite this general agreement, however, the proposed definition of        
     "significant degradation" for non-BCCs should be changed in three respects.
     First, there are a number of situations in which increases in permit limits
     should be explicitly excluded from the definition of significant           
     degradation.                                                               
     These include the following:                                               
                                                                                
     Elimination or revision of a permit limit which was never achieved (i.e.   
     which was complied with less than 99% of the time).                        
                                                                                
     Elimination or revision of a limit which was improper and/or based on a    
     mistake of fact at the time it was established.                            
                                                                                
     Elimination or revision of a limit which was originally imposed by the     
     state                                                                      
     in furtherance of state anti-degradation policy, but which is not now      
     required by either the GLWQG or the state law.9                            
                                                                                
     Elimination or revision of an existing limit due to increase in the        
     dilution                                                                   
     flow that may be used to calculate water quality based effluent limits.10  
                                                                                
     Elimination or revision of an effluent limitation due to the granting of a 
     site-specific criterion or variance.                                       
                                                                                
     Any other increase which the Director determines will not "significantly"  
     degrade water quality based on the totality of the circumstances.          
                                                                                
     The antidegradation policy should make clear that increases in permit      
     limits                                                                     
     which fall into any of these categories do not trigger an antidegradation  
     review.                                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     8  This position appplies as well to BCCs as discussed more fully below.   
                                                                                
     9  This is an issue  which amy be peculiar to the State of Ohi.  In the    
     past,                                                                      
     Ohil has regularly imposed EEQ-based limits on dischargers in cases where  
     the                                                                        
     discharger's EEQ was lower than the applicable technology based or water   
     based effluent limits.  Recently, however, Ohio EPA's statutory authority  
     to                                                                         
     implement the NPDES program has been amended to ban EEQ-based limits unless
     specifically mandated by federal law.  This legislation also provides      
     dischargers the right to seek modification of existing effluent quality    
     limits which were previously imposed.  Elimination of the EEQ-based        
     limitations should obviously not be considered to trigger the              
     anti-degradation policies of the GLWQG.                                    
                                                                                
     10  Where dilution flow increases either naturally or because of a change  
     in                                                                         
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     the rules regarding the design flow or dilution franction to be used, a    
     corresponding increse in the water quality based effluent will have no     
     measurable impact on the quality of the water itself.  Rather, the revision
     is made to simply maintain the same water quality under the changed        
     circumstances.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.134     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the commenter raises a number of circumstances which, in the  
     opinion of the commenter, should not require review under antidegradation. 
     Where a permit limit is changed in a way which would allow an increase in  
     loading in a high quality waters (other than an increase with de minimis   
     effect), that change should be subject to antidegradation review.  Some of 
     the commenter's examples reflect confusion over when 131.12(a0(2) applies, 
     e.g. for a given pollutant, one would not have both a variance and an      
     antidegradation review, because variances do not apply to high quality     
     waters.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2723.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA's proposal to exempt permit limit increases which use less than
     10% of the unused assimilative capacity of the receiving water is too      
     stringent.  Given the very severe limitations the GLWQG would impose on    
     available dilution flows, an increase in an existing permit limit should be
     considered deminimis so long as it does not consume more than 75% of the   
     available assimilative capacity.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.135     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2723.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, in determining the assimilative capacity of a water body, the     
     antidegradation policy should make it clear that discharges from other     
     interactive dischargers should be evaluated based on the actual loading    
     levels, not on permit allowable levels.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.136     
     
     EPA does not agree that the calculation of the available assimilative      
     capacity of a water body should be based on discharge levels as opposed to 
     permitted levels as suggested by the commenter.  To do so within the       
     context of the antidegradation provisions in the final Guidance would risk 
     over allocation of the receiving waters.  The final Guidance allows        
     dischargers to increase loadings of pollutants without antidegradation     
     review provided the increases can be accommodated within existing permit   
     limits.  As a result, in calculating available assimilative capacity,      
     States and Tribes must assume that all dischargers to a stream segment are 
     discharging at permitted levels since for non-BCCs, there is no mechanism  
     contemplated for holding discharges to levels below permit limits.  If the 
     commenter's preferred method were implemented, available assimilative      
     capacity would be overestimated if a discharger were discharging below     
     permitted levels.  If an increased permit limit were granted and other     
     dischargers subsequently also increased loadings to permitted levels, water
     quality criteria could be exceeded.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs -- EPA has proposed a set of substantially more stringent         
     anti-degradation criteria for BCCs.  First, the triggering mechanism is any
     increase in actual loadings, whether or not that increase also requires a  
     permit modification.  Second, there is no "deminimis" level for BCCs.  Any 
     increase in actual loadings of BCCs is considered significant degradation, 
     so long as it is coupled with a discernable "action" by the discharger.    
                                                                                
     The Ohio Utilities strongly disagree with this approach.  The only         
     rationale advanced for this proposal is the desire to further restrict     
     loadings of BCCs because of their potential to bioaccumulate in the food   
     chain.  This consideration might be appropriate if the criteria for the    
     BCCs did not themselves already fully take this interest into account.     
     However, the methodology used to establish human health and wildlife       
     criteria for BCCs is specifically designed to eliminate virtually all risks
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     of harm even if all of the waters in the Great Lakes Basin have water      
     quality concentrations equal to the criteria and even if all of the fish in
     the Great Lakes Basin have bioaccumulated all such chemicals to            
     equilibrium.  Using the anti-degradation policy as a means of imposing     
     further reductions on the discharge of these substances is unreasonable and
     inconsistent with the bases for the criteria.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.137     
     
     Comment ID  D2723.137                                                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Response                                                                   
                                                                                
     Please see response to comment ID  D2721.087.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Ohio Utilities recommend that the special provisions in the            
     anti-degradation policy for BCCs be eliminated and that BCCs be treated for
     this purpose on the same basis as all other substances.  However, if       
     special treatment for BCCs needs to be imposed, EPA must, at a minimum,    
     make the following changes to its present proposal:                        
                                                                                
     If increases above EEQ  levels trigger an anti-degradation review, then EEQ
     must be carefully defined to ensure that antidegradation reviews are not   
     triggered by normal variations in the discharge quality.  At a minimum,    
     values should not be considered outside the EEQ range unless they exceed   
     the log normal 99th percentile of data over a representative period.       
     Further, the increase must be shown to be a causal result of an identified 
     action with permanent or long-term impacts.                                
                                                                                
     The definition of the "action" which will trigger an anti-degradation      
     review if it results in an increase in actual loadings must be broadened to
     exclude routine repair and maintenance activities and increases in         
     production levels up to design capacity.  Absent these exemptions, the     
     anti-degradation policy is wrongly converted from a policy designed to     
     regulate growth into a policy designed to prevent economic recovery.  The  
     Great Lakes Basin is economically depresssed and has been for some time.   
     Much of its industry has not performed up to past actual levels, much less 
     the levels at which they are capable of operating.  In no event will any   
     increase in capacity utilization be permitted to violate the very stringent
     water quality criteria.  As a result, all uses and potential uses of the   
     basin water would be fully protected in any event.  In such circumstances, 
     there is simply no rational basis for refusing to allow a company to use   
     existing capacity if it has the opportunity to do so.                      
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     In this context at least, EPA must provide for a straight forward          
     pass-through of intake loadings, from whatever source, in determining      
     whether there is an increase in loading that will trigger an               
     anti-degradation review.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.138     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2723.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure and criteria for making an antidegradation demonstration are 
     far more burdensome than necessary and are inconsistent with EPA's own     
     antidegradation regulation                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.139     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2723.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once a determination has been made that a proposed action would result in  
     "significant degradation," the permitting authority may nonetheless allow  
     that degradation to occur if it will "result [in] necessary and justifiable
     economic or social development," so long as the discharger achieves the    
     "highest statutory and regulatory requirement for point sources and        
     feasible management practices for non-point sources."  40 C.F.R. 131.12 (a)
     (2). EPA's proposal for implementing this relatively straight-forward      
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     provision is mindlessly complex and seems specifically designed to prevent 
     all "degradation," regardless of the facts.  Indeed, the proposed procedure
     is inconsistent with EPA's own regulations and is beyond EPA's authority.  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.140     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2723.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's procedure, the source would be required, first of all, to      
     demonstrate to the permit writer's satisfaction that it had implemented all
     prudent pollution prevention procedures and had installed alternative or   
     enhanced treatment techniques that were technologically feasible and that  
     fell with certain very broad (and very expensive) cost ranges.  These      
     requirements are inconsistent with EPA's own regulation.  For point        
     sources, EPA's anti-degradation policy requires only that the source       
     install "the highest statutory and regulatory requirements."   A source    
     complies with this requirement when it demonstrates that it is meeting the 
     most stringent effluent guidelines applicable to new or existing sources in
     the relevant source category.  There is no statutory or regulatory         
     requirement for pollution prevention projects, or controls more stringent  
     than the controls mandated under Sections 301(b) and 306 of the Clean Water
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.141     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2723.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, U.S. EPA may not require the detailed economic justifications   
     outlined in the proposal.  U.S. EPA's own anti-degradation rule has scant  
     statutory authority, and even that requres only that the state find that   
     allowing degradation would result in "necessary and justifiable economic or
     social development".  The concept of what is "necessary and justifiable" is
     a matter left largely, it not entirely, to the discretion of the state in  
     light of its own policies and priorities.  It certainly does not provide a 
     mechanism by which U.S. EPA can force states to ban all projects which     
     would require degradation of water quality absent a showing that the area  
     in question would be economically devastated in the absence of the project.
     
     
     Response to: D2723.142     
     
     See response to comment D2721.091.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA is not aware of the source of the alleged quote of Federal regulations;
     there is no such language at 40 CFR 131.12. Instead, 40 CFR 131.12 states, 
     "that quality shall be maintained and protected unless the State finds,    
     after full satisfaction of intergovernmental coordination and public       
     participation provisions of the State's continuing planning process, that  
     allowing lower water quality is necessary to accommodate important social  
     and economic development in the area in which the waters are located."     
     Thus, the existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 are explicit that social   
     and economic development is a precondition to allowing reduced water       
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The commenter's lack of familiarity with the proposed Guidance is evident  
     in the commenter's statement that EPA intends to use antidegradation       
     to,"force States to ban all projects which would require degradation of    
     water quality absent a showing that the area in question would be          
     economically devestated in the absence of the project."  On the contrary,  
     antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with          
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance does not require States   
     and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for   
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative began as an informal effort to reduce the       
     inconsistencies among the Great Lakes States with respect to their water   
     quality programs and to begin to implement the provisions and objectives of
     the GLWQA.  It has become a set of binding regulations which goes far      
     beyond what is required by any existing state program, or by national      
     criteria and guidance, and which bears little relationship to what is      
     actually required by the GLWQA.  Indeed, as proposed, the Guidance will    
     frustrate both of the major congressional purposes of the Critical Programs
     Act.  Because of the uncertainties and discretion involved in calculating  
     Tier II values, the Guidance will inevitable increase, rather than decrease
     inconsistencies and inequities among the states.  And, by focusing time    
     attention and resources on yet another round of stationary source controls,
     the Guidance will inevitable delay if not entirely derail the Remedial     
     Action Plans and Lakewide Management Plans, which are the mechanism        
     prescribed by the GLWQA and the only mechanisms truly likely to result in  
     measurable improvement in Great Lakes water quality.                       
                                                                                
     The Critical Programs Act requires EPA to issue Guidance for the Great     
     Lakes Basin.  The Ohio Utilities urge EPA to conform that Guidance to the  
     greatest degree possible to the existing national criteria and guidance,   
     departing from that Guidance only where demonstrably necessary to conform  
     to an existing General or Specific Objective of the GLWQA.  Beyond that,   
     EPA should focus its time and resources on the RAPs and the LaMPs as the   
     only reasonable methods for making significant additional progress in      
     improving the quality of the Great Lakes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.143     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C, I.D and II.C of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment 144 - are drawn from OEUI attachment I          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The requirement that BAFs for inorganics only be developed through         
     measurement was identified as problematic, and the use of food chain       
     multipliers derived from the Thomann model in the development of BAFs for  
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     inorganics was questioned.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.144     
     
     EPA does not know of a way to predict BCFs or BAFs for metals,and none was 
     presented or referenced in the comment.  Until such predictive tools are   
     established, EPA will continue to derive BAFs for inorganic chemicals based
     on field- and laboratory- measurements.                                    
                                                                                
     The food chain multipliers derived from either the Thomann model (1989) or 
     Gobas model (1993) are not used with inorganics.  For most inorganics, the 
     BAF is equal to the BCF and the FCM would equal one.  For chemicals like   
     mercury for which data indicate that biomagnification may be a factor, the 
     FCM is based on field data and not a model.  For further details on        
     mercury, see the final TSD for BAFs.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lipid values proposed by EPA were determined to not be representative  
     of Great Lakes species.  They also were not obtained using standard        
     methods.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.145     
     
     EPA has revised the lipid values for both human health and wildlife.  EPA  
     conducted additional analysis of the data from a second fish consumption   
     survey conducted by West, et al. (1993) (see section V, Human Health, for a
     complete discussion of this study).  EPA believes that the use of the West 
     et al. (1993) survey to estimate the percent lipid used for deriving BAFs  
     is an improvement on the methods utilized in the proposal because the West 
     survey allows a determination of the actual fish species consumed and the  
     rate of consumption.  When this information is coupled with the information
     on percent lipid values for these fish, it is possible to derive a more    
     accurate reflection of the grams of lipid from fish that are consumed by   
     humans.  EPA acknowledges that the West study only covered anglers in the  
     State of Michigan, but concludes it represents the best study to use for   
     deriving consumption-weighted mean percent lipid values.  States and Tribes
     authorized to establish water quality standards programs can derive        
     alternative percent lipid values to be used in the derivation of BAFs if   
     they have the information needed to revise the derivation.  EPA has        
     specified use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for       
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
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     In the final Guidance, the percent lipid for the actual prey species       
     consumed by the representative wildlife species is used to estimate the BAF
     for the trophic levels at which wildlife consume. The percent lipid is     
     based on the consumption patterns of wildlife and cross-referenced with    
     fish weight and size and appropriate percent lipid.  This approach is a    
     more accurate reflection of the lipid content of the fish consumed by      
     wildlife species than the approach used in the proposal.                   
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a percent lipid value for trophic level four fish  
     of 10.31 and 6.46 for trophic level three in whole fish for use in         
     determining wildlife BAFs for organic chemicals in the final Guidance.     
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA is not specifying a standardized extraction     
     method or a consistent system to measure lipid content because the data are
     inconclusive.  Future Guidance on this issue will be forthcoming.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Within the context of the proposed Guidance, the single most novel and     
     disturbing aspect of BAFs is that the EPA will use them to determine       
     whether a particular contaminant should be considered a "bioaccumulative   
     chemicals of concern" (BCC).  If a chemical has a BAF greater than 1000, it
     will be listed as a BCC under the proposed Guidance.  If a chemical is     
     listed as a BCC, the eventual result will be no consideration of a mixing  
     zone in which to attain water quality objectives in a permitted discharge. 
     The BAFs of the six chemicals used by the EPA to justify the proposed      
     Guidance were found to be at least 2 orders magnitude higher than this     
     proposed cutoff value for BCCs of 1000.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.146     
     
     See response to: D2723.094                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Report documents an attempt to develop Tier II Wildlife Criteria as a  
     typical permit writer would have to do if required at this time for        
     purposes of establishing a screening value or water quality based effluent 
     limit (WQBEL).  Because biological transfer and accumulation of            
     contaminants up the food chain would now be considered in calculating      
     wildlife criteria values under the proposed Guidance, these new wildlife   
     criteria are potentially much lower than other applicable ambient water    
     quality criteria and standards.  Even though data from a single organism is
     all that is required to develop a Tier II wildlife criterion, criteria for 
     all of the inorganic chemicals proposed for control under the proposed     
     Guidance could not be developed due to a lack of suitable data and         
     pervasive methodological ambiguity.  Single class-based Tier II criteria   
     could be developed for only 8 of the 16 "Table 6" inorganic contaminants   
     (arsenic, chromium III, chromium IV, nickel, selenium, silver, thallium,   
     and zinc).  Lead was the only inorganic contaminant for which both         
     mammalian and avian wildlife values could be derived using BAFs for        
     appropriate trophic levels.  A great deal of variability was observed in   
     the measured BAFs, NOAELs, and other data compiled for this study, and in  
     the methods used to obtain BAFs.  Implementing the proposed Guidance will  
     present too much opportunity and necessity for discretionary behavior on   
     the part of permit writers.  This and the possibility that different       
     criteria values could be developed for the same contaminant depending on   
     the criteria writer's selection of data or the state of the data set at the
     time of the application are especially troubling.  Ironically, these       
     problems undermine the standardization and regional approach that the      
     proposed Guidance seeks to promulgate.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.147     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 and section VI of the SID for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the proposed Guidance does not directly address contaminated      
     sediments, contaminated sediments could have a profound impact on the      
     implementation of the proposed guidance.  In net effect, consideration of  
     contaminated sediments under the proposed Guidance will, at minimum,       
     decrease allowable discharge levels and may lead to more draconian         
     restrictions.  Again, ambiguity in the guidance will give discretionary    
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     power to the discharge permit writer.  Measured background levels may not  
     always be used and the scientific rationale behind obtaining calculated    
     values is not well documented.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.148     
     
     See response to comment number G2693.019.  See also Section I.D of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overall the EPA attempted to justify the need for the proposed Guidance by 
     pointing out that a few chemicals of concern (PCBs, DDT/DDE, Mercury, and  
     Chlordane), although decreasing in the tissues of certain fish species     
     throughout the Great Lakes, show signs of a declining rate of improvement. 
     The residual levels of these selected contaminants were indicated to be at 
     levels that were not protective of human health.  This cited trend, coupled
     with EPA's assertion that the Lakes have little water turnover, are used as
     the rationale for the regional control approach put forth by the proposed  
     Guidance.  A decreasing trend for all contaminants throughout the Great    
     Lakes was ignored by the EPA.  Fish tissue data for just 6 bioaccumulating 
     chemicals (PCBs, DDT/DDE, mercury, chlordane, and dioxin) cited from two   
     primary studies was used by the EPA to justify the additional regulation of
     138 different chemicals.  In fact, the most recent data relied on by the   
     EPA in its justification is from unpublished reports not available for     
     general review.  This Section systematically evaluates EPA's justification 
     for the proposed Guidance.  The analysis points out that not only are EPA's
     assertions not backed by the weight of scientific evidence but also that a 
     regional approach may not based in good science or on good reasoning.  The 
     justification offered by the EPA reflects an incomplete and sometimes      
     faulty understanding of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem, and a very        
     selective use of data.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.149     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.  See also responses to comment numbers         
     D2723.231 and P2746.043.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2723.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The case studies review the entire process of calculating WQBELs from      
     toxicological data and exposure assumptions.  Aspects of the proposed      
     Guidance where conservative safety factors are implicit in the assumptions 
     and methodologies are identified and their magnitudes are estimated.  The  
     resulting range of estimated compounded safety factors for the WQBELs      
     (spanning 3 orders of magnitude) and often times arbitrary use of          
     unsubstantiated safety factors reflected a clear lack of consistency in the
     way uncertainty and risk aversion were treated by the EPA for the various  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.150     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the justification presented by the EPA for the new regulation was   
     considered to be inadequate.  This inadequacy was judged to be related to a
     number of factors, including:  1) no clear definition of the problem to be 
     addressed by the regulation; 2) no recognition that multiple existing      
     programs have been put into effect which could result in further           
     improvements in the conditions of the Lakes; 3) no evidence that the       
     proposed regulation would be effective in solving any residual problems; 4)
     reliance on methodologies and procedures that are not technically          
     defensible; and 5) no clear demonstration of the likely impact of the      
     regulation.  Section 5.0 of this Report addresses this concern with the    
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.151     
     
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing
     the final Guidance, including using the best available science for the     
     protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife and accurately       
     assessing the costs and benefits associated with implementation of the     
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of   
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     the provisions of the Guidance, see Section II of the SID.  For discussion 
     of the costs and benefits associated with implementation of the Guidance,  
     see Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2723.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the criteria and procedures put forth in the proposed Guidance are 
     couched in an overall quantitative framework that reflects many explicit   
     and implicit conservative assumptions.  Given the sequence of linkages     
     involved in the calculation of the various toxicological, exposure, and    
     effluent discharge parameters and criteria, these conservatisms tend to    
     compound to levels that would appear to be unreasonable given the          
     information available.  The use of safety factors to compensate for        
     uncertainties, and the combining and compounding of safety factors in the  
     application of the proposed criteria to develop discharge limits is        
     criticized in Section 6.0 of this Report.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.152     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.153
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The values obtained for BAFs can be measured, calculated from biological   
     data, or derived from certain physical characteristics of the chemical in  
     question.  Because of the variety of ways in which BAFs can be obtained,   
     the lack of reliable data concerning BAFs, the variability of measured and 
     predicted BAFs, and the underlying importance of BAFs to the entire process
     of formulating criteria in the proposed Guidance, a State or Tribal permit 
     writer who attempts to develop any Tier II values will have a great deal of
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     discretionary power.  This discretionary power could result in an          
     undermining of the proposed regional approach to water quality regulation  
     in the Great Lakes States.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.153     
     
     Although permit writers will have some discretionary power in the          
     derivation of BAFs for use in the derivation of Tier II values, the final  
     guidance provides recommendations for assessing the acceptability of BAFs, 
     BSAFs, BCFs, and Kows and the order of preference for different kinds of   
     data.  In addition, one purpose of the GLI Clearinghouse is to increase    
     uniformity throughout the Great Lakes basin.  EPA expects through          
     implementation of the final Guidance to improve consistency between the    
     States and Tribes.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.154
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAFs underlie the derivation of every Tier I criterion and Tier II     
     value for the protection of wildlife or human health under the proposed    
     Guidance.  To the extent that BAF data and methodology are flawed, all of  
     the Tier I criteria and Tier II values derived from them also will be      
     flawed.  The BAF methodology is based on assumptions that the required data
     are available and scientifically robust.  These assumptions are not valid. 
     Therefore, Tier I criteria and Tier II values based on invalid assumptions 
     also are invalid.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.154     
     
     EPA agrees that human health criteria and values will be flawed if the BAFs
     are flawed.  EPA does not assume that the required data are available and  
     scientifically robust; guidance is provided for assessing the acceptability
     of BAFs, BSAFs, BCFs, and Kows.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Field measured BAFs are to be based on fish collected from the Great Lakes 
     which are at the top of the food chain.  This preferential restriction     
     greatly diminishes the amount of data that are available for the           
     development of BAFs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.155     
     
     EPA believes that using data from the Great Lakes is preferable over       
     information from other bodies of water because it better represents the    
     physical, chemical, and hydrological conditions present within the Great   
     Lakes.  BAFs can be determined for aquatic biota at any trophic level and  
     in the final Guidance are not restricted to only fish at the top of the    
     food chain.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Freshwater fish BCFs for arsenic differ from 2.2 for walleye (Foley et.al.,
     1978) to 333 for an unspecified freshwater fish (Chapmann, 35.1l., 1968 in 
     Callahan et.al., 1979) and BCFs for lead in trout which were from the same 
     taxonomic family varied from 445 to 1700 (Pagenkopf and Neuman, 1984).     
     This last example points out two of the major problems with the EPA's      
     approach.  First, there is broad variability even in laboratory            
     measurements that are essential to the derivation of criteria.  [Second,   
     this example highlights the folly in arbitrarily choosing a BAF value of   
     1000 as a trigger to list a chemical as a bioaccumulative chemical of      
     concern (BCC) (See Section 2.5).  A BCF-derived BAF for lead within the    
     family that contains trout (a top level fish as specified in the proposed  
     Guidance) can be developed to cause lead to be either listed as a BCC or   
     excluded from the list depending on the set of data considered.]           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.156     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that there is variability even in laboratory 
     measurements.  EPA's methodology prescribes criteria for laboratory studies
     that should help reduce variability. However, variability is an inherent   
     part of the scientific process.  If the relevant variability cannot be     
     addressed in an acceptable manner, a BAF will not be derived and/or a      
     chemical designated as a BCC.  The final BCF for lead does not designate   
     the chemical as a BCC.                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  imbedded in comment 156                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, this example highlights the folly in arbitrarily choosing a BAF    
     value of 1000 as a trigger to list a chemical as a bioaccumulative chemical
     of concern (BCC) (See Section 2.5).  A BCF-derived BAF for lead within the 
     family that contains trout (a top level fish as specified in the proposed  
     Guidance) can be developed to cause lead to be either listed as a BCC or   
     excluded from the list depending on the set of data considered.            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.157     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance states that the geometric mean be used in cases where
     there are multiple BCF or BAF data points for a given chemical.  This does 
     allow for broad differences in the data set.  However, the broad           
     variability found in BCF measurements even within the same taxonomic group 
     indicates that there are problems with the measurement of BCFs and BAFs    
     that have not been addressed scientifically by the proposed Guidance.  [In 
     fact, the high variability of BCF data supports the concept of             
     lake-specific BCF or BAF values, and undermines the Great Lakes regional   
     approach offered by the proposed Guidance.]  These problems cound have a   
     real impact on the regulatory treatment of a given chemical.               
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     Response to: D2723.158     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that there is variability found in the BCF   
     measurements.   Variability is an inherent part of the scientific process, 
     including field- or laboratory-measurements. If the relevant variability   
     cannot be addressed in an acceptable manner, a BAF will not be derived.    
                                                                                
     In order to limit the amount of variability in BCF and BAF data, the       
     baseline BAFs are lipid normalized and based on the freely dissolved       
     concentration of the chemical in the water column. Normalizing for lipid   
     content allows the data to be applied to other fish species.  Derivation of
     the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field data eliminates the        
     site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts of dissolved and    
     particulate organic carbon present at the field site and therefore, allows 
     the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes and consistent usage  
     and derivation of the BAFs throughout the Guidance.Comment: D2723.158      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that there is variability found in the BCF   
     measurements.   Variability is an inherent part of the scientific process, 
     including field- or laboratory-measurements. If the relevant variability   
     cannot be addressed in an acceptable manner, a BAF will not be derived.    
                                                                                
     In order to limit the amount of variability in BCF and BAF data, the       
     baseline BAFs are lipid normalized and based on the freely dissolved       
     concentration of the chemical in the water column. Normalizing for lipid   
     content allows the data to be applied to other fish species.  Derivation of
     the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field data eliminates the        
     site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts of dissolved and    
     particulate organic carbon present at the field site and therefore, allows 
     the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes and consistent usage  
     and derivation of the BAFs throughout the Guidance.Comment: D2723.158      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that there is variability found in the BCF   
     measurements.   Variability is an inherent part of the scientific process, 
     including field- or laboratory-measurements. If the relevant variability   
     cannot be addressed in an acceptable manner, a BAF will not be derived.    
                                                                                
     In order to limit the amount of variability in BCF and BAF data, the       
     baseline BAFs are lipid normalized and based on the freely dissolved       
     concentration of the chemical in the water column. Normalizing for lipid   
     content allows the data to be applied to other fish species.  Derivation of
     the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field data eliminates the        
     site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts of dissolved and    
     particulate organic carbon present at the field site and therefore, allows 
     the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes and consistent usage  
     and derivation of the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.159
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  imbedded in comment 158                                 
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, the high variability of BCF data supports the concept of          
     lake-specific BCF or BAF values, and undermines the Great Lakes regional   
     approach offered by the proposed Guidance.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.159     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another important implication of data variability must be highlighted.  The
     tables for each contaminant in Appendix A show how variable data can be.   
     In the case of a contaminant for which very little data now exists, studies
     will need to be performed to develop the necessary information.  The       
     results of the initial studies will determine how that contaminant will be 
     considered from a regulatory standpoint.  It is clear from the variability 
     of the current BCF measurements (as evidenced in the tables in Appendix A) 
     that the possibility exists that the first set of data evaluated could     
     indicate that a chemical should be listed as a BCC (or that a chemical that
     is a BCC could be omitted from the list).  While additional data compiled  
     later would dictate that this classification be reversed.  With the        
     anti-backsliding provisions of the proposed Guidance, initial bad data     
     could incorrectly seal the fate of a chemical, and cause inordinately low  
     criteria to be promulgated.  Invalid criteria could have drastic financial 
     repercussions for industry and tax payers.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.160     
     
     EPA partially agrees with the commenter that there is variability even in  
     laboratory measurements.  However, variability is an inherent part of the  
     scientific process.  If the relevant variability cannot be addressed in an 
     acceptable manner, a BAF should not be derived.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2723.161
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see appendix A to Attachment 1, OEUI comments           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the proposed Guidance document has admitted that BAF data methodology
     is currently under development, another important factor must be mentioned.
      Two sets of BAF data, presented in Table 3-1, were considered in this     
     study relative to the development of wildlife values.  Neither set         
     corresponds to the values that the EPA proposed in its BAF guidance        
     document (Stephan, 1993).  The EPA guidance document lists BAFs for human  
     health criteria, that are inappropriate for use in developing wildlife     
     values.  EPA's human health BAFs were obtained from measurements of        
     boneless, skin-on fillets of fish.  For the development of wildlife        
     criteria, the proposed Guidance clearly states that aquatic life BAFs are  
     to be used and should be derived from whole organism data rather than      
     fillet data.  The EPA technical support document (Stephan, 1993) does not  
     give recommended BAFs for wildlife value development.  However, BAF values 
     obtained from the body of EPA's document as well as from the literature    
     search summarized in Appendix A were used to formulate the BAFs for this   
     study (which are listed in the first BAF column of Table 3-1).             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.161     
     
     EPA agrees that lipd values for whole fish should be used for wildlife     
     criteria.  Furthermore, EPA has required use of a percent lipid value for  
     trophic level four fish of 10.31 and 6.46 for trophic level three in whole 
     fish for use in determining wildlife BAFs for organic chemicals in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second set of BAF values was obtained from the EPA technical support   
     document dealing with BAF methodology (Stephan, 1993).  The values for BAFs
     are much lower in the Stephan document than the values developed for this  
     study.  This may be explained by the fact that Stephan used a much smaller 
     data set than was generally available.  The purpose behind presenting the  
     two sets of data is to emphasize how data determine the BAF and ultimately,
     the criteria values.  If the proposed BAF methodology is accepted, new     
     studies will adopt the EPA methods.  As the BAF methods and the analytical 

Page 1815



$T044618.TXT
     protocols improve, measured BAF values will increase.  As BAFs increase,   
     the ambient water quality criteria that depend on them will necessarily    
     decrease.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.162     
     
     EPA agrees that, all other things being equal, water quality criteria will 
     decrease as BAFs increase, but it is not clear that measured BAFs will     
     increase as BAF methods and the analytical protocals improve.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the proposed Guidance, it is permissible to derive BAFs from  
     certain physical or chemical structure data in the absence of field or     
     laboratory measurements.  This approach is technically flawed in several   
     ways.  Most importantly to the electric utility industry, it does not apply
     for inorganic chemicals.  The use of physical data or structural data to   
     predict bioaccumulation or toxicological effect has long been used by      
     toxicologists.  Scientists use these approaches as a screening tool to     
     develop a starting point for subsequent scientific testing.  Using these   
     approaches to develop regulatory criteria is not valid.  Essentially, EPA  
     proposed using a screening tool, skipping the scientific validation all    
     together, and developing regulatory criteria.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.163     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that predicted BAFs based on BCFs predicted  
     from the chemicals' log Kow are not applicable to inorganic chemicals.     
     Both in the proposal and in the final Guidance, the most accurate          
     measurement of bioaccumulation for inorganic chemicals are field-measured  
     BAFs and laboratory-measured BCFs.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes the limitations of predicting the BCF from a log Kow.  EPA  
     stated in the Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine    
     Bioaccumulation Factors (EPA-822-R-94-002) that the relationship BCF = Kow 
     is applicable to organic chemicals which are either slowly or not          
     metabolized by aquatic organisms. Since predicted BCFs do not account for  
     metabolism, they will not be used in the derivation of Tier I human health 
     and wildlife criteria unless the predicted BAF is less than 125.  Predicted
     BCFs, however, can be used in the derivation of Tier II human health values
     if no laboratory-measured BCF data are available.                          
                                                                                
     EPA encourages new data generation (e.g., a laboratory-measured BCF or     
     field-measured BAF) to revise the BAFs and anticipates that the            
     Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1 of the SID will provide the       
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     mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In addition, the final  
     hierarchy of data preference for BAFs allows for the incorporation of new  
     data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is calculated for a chemical   
     for which only a predicted BAF was previously available, preference would  
     be given to the field- measured BAF.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the most serious shortcomings of the proposed Guidance is that      
     organic chemicals can have BAFs determined in several other ways, but      
     inorganic chemicals must be measured.  Where as organic chemicals can be   
     modelled and derived, and finally have both field and laboratory validation
     of the assigned BAFs, EPA erroneously mandates that inorganic chemicals can
     only have experimentally determined BCFs of BAFs.  Therefore, criteria for 
     inorganic chemicals will be set initially using data sets that are either  
     non-existent or highly variable.  No modelling methods will be permitted to
     be used to check the reliability of the data used to generate the criteria.
     
     
     Response to: D2723.164     
     
     EPA will not derive criteria or BAFs based on non-existent datasets.       
     Variability is an inherent part of the scientific process, including field-
     or laboratory-measurements.  If the relevant variability cannot be         
     addressed in an acceptable manner, a BAF will not be derived.              
                                                                                
     EPA does not know of a way to predict BCFs or BAFs for metals,and none was 
     presented or referenced in the comment.  Until such predictive tools are   
     established, EPA will continue to derive BAFs for inorganic chemicals based
     on field- and laboratory- measurements.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2723.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA's proposed BAFs for each trophic group were obtained by using the Food 
     Chain Multipliers for each trophic level developed by Thomann (1989).      
     However, Thomann only tested a few chemicals, all having a Log Kow greater 
     than 4.  Uncomplexed inorganic chemicals, in general, have a Log Kow that  
     is much lower due to their high water solubility.  The partitioning of an  
     inorganic chemical between phases (e.g., sediment and water or water and   
     organism, or lower trophic-level organism and consumer) cannot be reliably 
     predicted using the Thomann food chain model.  This shortcoming of the     
     Thomann Model is particularly important to the regulation of mercury which 
     exists in many inorganic and a few organically complexed forms.  The form  
     in which the mercury exists will determine its bioaccumulation.  However,  
     the Thomann Model-based BAFs will apply only to organic forms of mercury.  
     The Thomann model relies extensively on partitioning between organic phases
     of interest such as organic carbon in sediment and organism lipid.  The    
     partitioning of inorganic chemicals between phases of interest is less well
     understood, and cannot be modelled by the Thomann model.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.165     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the partitioning of an inorganic        
     chemical between phases cannot be reliably predicted using the Thomann food
     chain model.  The FCM, whether derived from the Thomann model (1989) or    
     Gobas model (1993) is only applicable to organic chemicals.                
                                                                                
     EPA has not applied a FCM to either organic or inorganic mercury but has   
     instead calculated a biomagnification factor based on field data.  For     
     further information on the derivation of the BAF for mercury, see the final
     TSD for BAFs.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2723.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also OEUI comment #2723                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contradiction to both the BAF technical support document and the main   
     body of the proposed Guidance, Appendix B of the proposed Guidance states  
     that a Food Chain Multiplier is needed to promulgate both human health     
     criteria and wildlife criteria.  In light of the above discussion of the   
     Thomann Model's lack of utility in predicting inorganic chemical transfer, 
     it is puzzling that the EPA has proposed the use of a Food Chain Multiplier
     to describe trophic transfer and to develop criteria.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.166     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the Thomann model is not useful for     
     predicting inorganic chemical transfer.  It was not EPA's intention to     
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     propose use of the FCM for derivation of criteria for inorganic chemicals. 
     FCMs are only applicable to organic chemicals.  EPA hopes to have clarified
     this sufficiently in the final Guidance.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2723.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see tables A-1 through A-16, appendix A of Attachment 1,
OEUI        
          comments                                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix B of the proposed Guidance also requires that a Food Chain        
     Multiplier of unity (1) be used for inorganics.  This requirement is given 
     without any technical verification or citation, but it appears to have     
     arisen from the fact that the lowest FCM developed using the Thomann model 
     was one.  If a FCM is equal to one, the BAF must equal the BCF.            
     Examination of the BCF and BAF values in Tables A-1 will indicate that this
     is seldom the case.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.167     
     
     The food chain multipliers derived from either the Thomann model (1989) or 
     the Gobas model (1993) are not used with inorganics. For most inorganics,  
     the BAF is equal to the BCF and there would be no biomagnification.  In    
     order to provide a parallel with the equation for organic chemicals, it is 
     indicated that the FCM would be one if BAF = BCF.  For chemical like       
     mercury for which data indicate that biomagnification may be a factor, the 
     FCM is based on field data and not a model.                                
                                                                                
     EPA continues to believe that for most inorganic chemicals the BCF will    
     approximately equal the BAF providing experimental error is accounted for. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2723.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Food Chain Multiplier describes the proportion of a contaminant that is
     likely to be transferred to the next higher trophic level.  Use of a value 
     of 1 implies that all of a contaminant will be transferred to the next     
     trophic level.  This is simply untrue.  In wildlife criteria development   
     under this assumption, a fish would transfer its entire body burden of     
     lead, for example, to the bird that consumes it.  Even under steady state  
     conditions the entire mass of a contaminant is not retained within the body
     of the consumer organism.  In fact, lead (and many other metals) in excess 
     of nuitritional requirements are easily excreted.  Many of the elements    
     listed in "Table 6" of the proposed Guidance actually have nutritional     
     requirements and play and important role in regulating enzyme systems (e.g.
     , copper and zinc) or in oxygen storage and transfer (e.g., iron).         
     Furthermore, charged inorganic chemicals with nutritional requirements     
     (such as copper and zinc) as well as charged inorganic chemicals without   
     nutritional requirements are well regulated by almost every organism, and  
     mostly excreted within several passes through the kidney.  Less soluble    
     forms of inorganic chemicals are often sequestered in the body in teeth,   
     bone, beak, hair or feather, or various concretions (such as kidney and    
     gall stones).  Most divalent cations are further regulated by              
     metallothionein and other metal binding proteins.                          
                                                                                
     Bone, teeth and kidney stones are seldom digested by the consuming         
     organism, but are usually enriched with contaminant metals.  The use of a  
     Food Chain Multiplier of 1 for inorganic chemicals of concern is unfounded 
     and unwarranted, with the possible exception of mercury which is largely   
     bioaccumulated in organic forms.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.168     
     
     A FCM of 1 does not imply that all of a contaminant will be transferred to 
     the next trophic level, just as a FCM of 5 does not mean that five times   
     the amount of contaminant will be transferred to the next trophic level.   
     The FCM refers to the relative concentration in the organisms at two       
     different trophic levels.  FCMs greater than 1 have been observed in       
     laboratory tests and in field studies.  EPA agrees that many contaminants  
     are excreted to some extent, but this does not imply that the FCM has to be
     less than 1.  Similarly, it is irrelevant whether a chemical fulfills a    
     nutritional requirement or whether it is regulated by metallothionein or   
     another mechanism; these are not related to the FCM for a chemical.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is obvious that derived BAFs can only be as good as the values used to  
     derive them.  The values that are needed as input to the model to derive a 
     BAF arae the Log Kow of the chemical and the Food Chain Multiplier.  Log   
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     Kow values can be measured or calculated in several ways.  The proposed    
     Guidance indicates that in the absence of measured BAFs, BCFs can be       
     calculated from a Log Kow value derived from quantitative structure        
     activity relationships (QSARs).  However, QSARs are typically used only for
     organic chemicals.  Calculated Log Kow values based on structural          
     assumptions have long been known to be extremely imprecise when compared to
     actual measured values.  Designation of a chemical as a BCC and formulation
     of criteria could, under the proposed Guidance, be based on such imprecise 
     estimations.  Use of the QSARs approach required the analyst to estimate   
     the very properties that define the bioaccumulation, food chain transfer   
     and ultimate toxicity of a contaminant to humans, aquatic life and         
     wildlife.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.169     
     
     EPA is in the process of developing guidelines for measurement of Kows for 
     organic chemicals.  In the interim period, section III.F of Appendix B     
     lists the analytical and computational technique priorities for deriving   
     Kows.  The QSAR approach (CLOGP) is the least preferred method for deriving
     a Kow.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter not to use predicted BCFs for chemicals      
     designated as BCCs. In the final Guidance, only field- measured BAFs or    
     BAFs based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs       
     because field-measured data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring 
     in nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures  
     the actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism     
     rather than predicting them through use of a model.                        
                                                                                
     For the derivation of criteria, EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I
     criteria and Tier II values for human health and Tier I criteria for       
     wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and   
     bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for human health is  
     discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new 
     minimum BAF data required to derive Tier I human health criteria for       
     organic chemicals include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF      
     derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than  
     125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals,   
     including organometals such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to   
     derive a Tier I human health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a   
     field-measured BAF or (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of  
     inorganic chemicals, the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because   
     there is no apparent biomagnification or metabolism.  See SID Section      
     IV.B.2.a for a further discussion of EPA's consideration of the issue of   
     metabolism.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     For lipophilic organic chemicals, BAFs and BCFs are assumed to be directly 
     proportional to the percent lipid from one tissue to another and from one  
     aquatic species to another.  Percent lipid data are used to convert        
     reported BAFs and BCFs to BAFs and BCFs appropriate for the fisheries of   
     the Great Lakes Basin.  Percent lipid data also are used to determine human
     health and wildlife BAFs from the same data.  For inorganic contaminants,  
     the lipid values chosed by the EPA for inclusion in the proposed Guidance  
     are not relevant.  They cannot be used to predict the eventual             
     concentration of a contaminant in a target organism or tissue, and         
     therefore, they have no utility in predicting wildlife criteria, aquatic   
     life criteria or human health criteria.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.170     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that for inorganic chemicals use of lipid    
     values are not relevant and therefore have not utility in predicting the   
     concentration of a contaminant in a target organism or tissue.  EPA did not
     apply the lipid values to inorganic chemicals in the proposal or final     
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lipid values given for use with neutral organic chemicals also seem to 
     be inappropriate for several reasons, including:  1) the data used were not
     developed according to standardized methods; 2) the values were obtained   
     from studies using different methodology; and 3) the values are heavily    
     skewed by the inclusion of lake trout data in the sample sets.             
                                                                                
     With the exception of the data chosen by the EPA to obtain their default   
     lipid values, all recent literature dealing with the bioaccumulation       
     prediction of neutral organic compounds has either used or made reference  
     to the Bligh and Dyer (1959) method.  The EPA used data from several       
     different extraction techniques to reach their conclusions regarding lipid 
     concentrations, but did not relate the solvent extraction efficiency of    
     their methods to the standardized methods.  The need for lipid             
     standardization has been stated in many previous EPA documents, including  
     the Sediment Quality Criteria Document (Di Toro, et al., 1991).            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.171     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it would be preferable if a consistent  
     solvent was used throughout all applicable measurements, however EPA is not
     specifying a standardized extraction method or a consistent system to      
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     measure lipid content in the final Guidance. If different solvents are     
     used, it will increase the uncertainty in the data but not render the mean 
     lipid content value meaningless. In the analysis of the fish consumption   
     patterns in the Great Lakes (West et al. 1993), it was shown that people   
     consume lake trout and therefore lake trout data was included in           
     development the lipid content value.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA plans to provide guidance concerning the determination and             
     interpretation of field-measured BAFs before the States and Tribes are     
     required to adopt water quality standards consistent with this Guidance.   
     This will provide interested parties with a consistent set of procedures   
     that will assist them in collecting and interpreting the field-measured    
     BAFs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2723.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, it is inappropriate to use the lipid values for generic, Great
     Lakes systemwide application because of the preponderance of lake trout in 
     the data set.  Lake trout are extremely high in lipid.  According to the   
     data set used in the technical support document for the Procedure to       
     Determine Bioaccumulation Factors (EPA, 1993), lake trout are nearly an    
     order of magnitude more enriched in lipid than non-salmonid game fish such 
     as northern pike, walleye, smallmouth bass and white perch and nearly twice
     as high as other salmonid game fish.  Lake trout are not an important      
     fishery in Ohio or in Lake Erie.  In fact, lake trout were so seldom       
     collected throughout the Great Lakes (only from a single site) that EPA    
     excluded lake trout data from the National Bioaccumulation Study           
     (EPA,1992c).  These inordinately high lake trout lipid values drive up the 
     quantitative criteria for the neutral organic contaminants that will have  
     to be met under the proposed Guidance.  Exclusion of lake trout data will  
     drastically reduce the lipid value and change the quantitative criteria    
     developed to values more reflective of true exposure to wildlife and       
     humans.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.172     
     
     As stated in the response to comment D2723.171, based on the information   
     provided in the West et al. (1993) analysis, lake trout are consumed by the
     people of the region.  EPA has revised the analysis of lipid content both  
     for human health and wildlife. EPA has included lake trout data in the     
     final analysis and believes that the lipid content values are reflective of
     the true exposure to wildlife and humans.  For a more detailed discussion  
     of lipid values, see Section IV.B.3 of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A BAF-based approach was used to develop a list of Bioaccumulative         
     Chemicals of Concern (BCCs).  All chemicals having a BAF greater than 1000 
     are designated as BCCs according to the proposed Guidance.  This subjective
     designation of a chemical as a BCC drastically changes its treatment under 
     the proposed regulatory framework and subjects it to special               
     anti-degradation procedures.  If a chemical is determined to be a BCC using
     the specified BAF method, mixing zone and dilution considerations will     
     eventually be eliminated in permitting an effluent.  Thus, the practical   
     upshot of a chemical's designation as a BCC will eventually be zero        
     discharge requirements.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.173     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of BAFs > 1000 as the basis for designating a chemical as a   
     BCC does not conform to acceptable scientific criteria.  The proposed      
     Guidance states that the value of 1000 was chosen by regulators after      
     "weighing information and policy considerations", but without regard for   
     its scientific merit.  No scientific basis exists for choosing a BAF of    
     1000, and the repercussions of listing a chemical as a BCC under the       
     proposed Guidance warrants a sound scientific treatment.  The EPA used the 
     examples of DDT/DDE, PCBs, dioxin, mercury, and chlordane as justification 
     for the proposed Guidance.  The human health BAFs for these contaminants   
     are presented in Stephan (1993) as follows:  DDE - 7,600,000; DDT -        
     1,900,000; PCBs - 1,700,000;  Chlordane - 219,000; Mercury - 130,000;      
     dioxin - 79,000.                                                           
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     The chemicals of concern that EPA used to justify the proposed Guidance    
     have BAFs at least 2 orders of magnitude greater than the proposed limit   
     that will be used to justify listing a chemical as a BCC.  As such, the BAF
     criterion value of 1000 does not seem to be warranted.  A cutoff BAF value 
     of 50,000 for the designation of a chemical would still list the chemicals 
     of concern that are used as a justification for the proposed Guidance      
     method, and is more soundly based on scientific observation.  EPA should   
     have designated a BCC threshold that was based on something other than the 
     simple phenomenon of bioaccumulation.  Bioaccumulation is an observation   
     not necessarily linked to an effect.  The BCC threshold value must be based
     on actual toxicological effects and risk assessment.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.174     
     
     The commenter's concern about the basis of the BAF cutoff level of 1000 may
     have resulted from a confusion about the nature of risk management         
     decisions.  As EPA explained in the preamble to the proposal (58 FR 20844),
     the selection of a BAF cutoff level is a risk management decision that     
     involves weighing information and policy considerations, rather than a risk
     assessment assumption that results solely from a scientific analysis.  It  
     is not possible, therefore, to specify a mathematical formula or systematic
     algorithm employing environmental data to select a cutoff level.  EPA      
     weighed a wide range of information and policy considerations in this      
     decision.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue, 
     and its reasons for selecting the cutoff human health BAF value of 1000 in 
     the final Guidance.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the cutoff of 1000 is too low.  The commenter      
     appears to believe the cutoff should be as high as possible without        
     exceeding the BAF of the least bioaccumulative pollutant currently known to
     cause problems in the basin.  EPA believes there are currently known       
     "problem" BCCs, such as lindane, with BAFs lower than 10,000.  EPA believes
     that it is prudent to retain the proposed cutoff of 1000 not only to avoid 
     excluding such pollutants, but also to prevent adverse inputs from         
     additional bioaccumulative chemicals in the future.  Past discharges of    
     highly bioaccumulative pollutants have resulted in contamination of the    
     Great Lakes System that is taking decades to subside.  EPA believes it is  
     prudent to prevent this from happening with other chemicals in the future. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance recognizes that not enough data exist to prepare an  
     ambient water quality value for each chemical that must be regulated.  In  
     an effort to overcome this serious deficiency, the concept of Tier II      
     criteria has been offered as an alternative.  In the Preamble the proposed 
     Guidance does not encourage Tier II values for use as generalized criteria 
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     with the same force as Ambient Water Quality Criteria under Section 303 of 
     the Clean Water Act, but requires the States and Tribes to develop Tier II 
     values for discharge permitting.  The end result for dischargers, however, 
     remains enforcement of scientifically unfounded criteria.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.175     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 and section VI of the SID for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2723.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II Criteria for Wildlife are meant to be protective of "wildlife" 
     species.  The term wildlife is not clearly defined in the proposed         
     Guidance, but some surrogate species are suggested for use as              
     representative receptors.  The criteria are meant to protect these         
     surrogate species.  The list chosen is arbitrary and includes only         
     pisciverous, top-level consumers such as bald eagle, belted kingfisher,    
     osprey, mink, and otter.  These organisms are not widely distributed in the
     Great Lakes and singling them out for protection is not appropriate.  Using
     an extremely small set of scientific reports the EPA makes the dubious     
     assumption that these organisms' populations are being decimated by        
     contamination.  The EPA, however, failed to consider other possible factors
     affecting population size, such as habitat depletion.  A further "leap of  
     faith" is required to believe that:  (1) elimination of contamination will 
     cause populations of these species to recover, and (2) protection of these 
     species will protect other species of Great Lakes wildlife.  Unfortunately,
     very little toxicological data exist for the five target species, and none 
     is likely to be developed, as the organisms listed will not be used in     
     laboratory studies to develop toxicity data to support Tier II Criteria,   
     let alone Tier I criteria values.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.176     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is difficult to judge the efficacy of the proposed Guidance's approach  
     to Tier II wildlife criteria because the EPA did not develop any criteria  
     values.  The purpose behind allowing for Tier II criteria development is to
     allow permits to be written for dischargers when not enough data exists to 
     develop a true wildlife criterion.  However, the proposed Guidance does not
     take into account the fact that in many cases there are not enough data    
     even to develop a Tier II criterion value.  In other cases, the data that  
     do exist are not of sufficient quality or are for inappropriate species,   
     and therefore use of these data in developing criteria may cause more      
     problems that are solved.  The lack of suitable data, the number of        
     subjective and value-laden decisions that must be made regarding the       
     quality of the data, and the difficult choice of which parameter values to 
     plug into the Tier II wildlife criteria formula, ensure that development of
     a Tier II criterion by a permit writer in a State or Tribe will be         
     extremely difficult and very unpredictable.  The lack of data of suitable  
     quality is a problem in itself, but a more insidious problem is created by 
     the amount of leeway and discretionary power that is afforded a permit     
     writer in deciding which values should be used in the preparation of the   
     Tier II criterion.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.177     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lastly, the most damaging assumption made by the EPA is that the           
     methodology for developing wildlife criteria (Tier I or Tier II) which is  
     based entirely on the human-health risk assessment paradigm is appropriate 
     and is protective of wildlife.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.178     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a fundamental error in employing human health criteria techniques 
     to the protection of wildlife.  The assumption in the human health model is
     that consumption of the given contaminant for which a criterion is being   
     developed will be related to harmful effect to the individual.  However,   
     the purpose of wildlife criteria are to protect the population.  Individual
     toxicity data do not necessarily predict population level effects.  The    
     development of a tumor, for example, may or may not affect an organism's   
     ability to procreate throughout its normal reproductive life span.         
     Toxicity-induced hypersensitivity to disease may or may not result in      
     actual decimation of a wildlife species population.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.179     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In all cases of criteria development, the fundamental assumption is that   
     some specific dose is related to some specific outcome.  In humans, the    
     route of exposure is different than in wildlife.  Wildlife are exposed to  
     the contaminant in question by a variety of routes including food, drinking
     water and, in some cases, dermal absorption or inhalation.  In the         
     laboratory studies used to develop the NOAEL, the route of exposure is     
     generally a single pathway, and generally food.  The proposed Guidance     
     attempts to overcome this difficulty by using a BAF to relate the          
     availability of the contaminant to the NOAEL level.  This is not           
     fundamentally sound.  This approach confounds the risk assessment approach 
     which utilizes the NOAEL.  Although the concept of BAFs is critical, and   
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     exposure assessment is warranted, dose responsiveness is a value that is   
     not necessarily related to the rate of bioaccumulation or the propensity of
     a contaminant to bioaccumulate.  Multiplying the food ration by the BAF    
     does not really reveal anything about the dose related effect.             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.180     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2723.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of human health criteria development the target organism is    
     always Homo sapiens.  In wildlife criteria development the target species  
     is variable, and depending on the contaminant for which a criterion is     
     being developed, the species reaction to exposure will be variable.  More  
     importantly, the test species and the proposed representative Great Lakes  
     species will have a different degree of similarity in responsiveness to a  
     given contaminant.  But, more importantly, the relationship between test   
     species and proposed representative Great Lakes species is likely to be    
     contaminant-specific.  In other words, for contaminant X the test organism 
     may be more susceptible to toxicity (lower NOAEL) than the proposed        
     representative Great Lakes species.  For contaminant Y, on the other hand, 
     the test species may be less susceptible to toxicity (higher NOAEL) than   
     the representative Great Lakes species.  The proposed guidance tries to    
     overcome this difficulty by the use of an arbitrary species sensitivity    
     factor, which is discussed later in this Section.  It is obvious that an   
     SSF will not be able to overcome these differences in species toxic        
     response.  The SAB cautioned the EPA that minor fine-tuning of existing    
     criteria methodology would not be adequate to generate the wildlife        
     criteria (EPA, 1992d).                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.181     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 and the final Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see table A1-A16, Appendix A, Attachment 1, OEUI 
comments            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A literature review of available date for bioaccumulation factors and      
     development of wildlife criteria was conducted by both an online electronic
     database search and manual research.  The following online computer        
     databases were searched:  BIOSIS, Hazardous Substances Data Bank (HSDB),   
     AQUIRE, and the Ebasco Environmental Sciences Data Base.  The manual       
     research was performed using collections of journals and articles          
     maintained by Ebasco personnel and the Ebasco library, and collections at  
     the Rutgers University Library of Science and Medicine.  Collections of    
     data such as that of R. Eisler (Contaminant Hazards to Fish, Wildlife, and 
     Invertebrates: Synoptic Reviews, U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service,           
     1985-1988), the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) Ambient Water 
     Quality Criteria documents, and the U.S. Department of Health and Human    
     Services, Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry (ATSDR)         
     Toxicological Profiles (1989-1990) also were extensively reviewed.  Data   
     obtained were intended for use in calculating Tier II Wildlife Criteria    
     according to the methodology established in the proposed Guidance.         
     Concurrently, a database of bioaccumulation and bioconcentration factors   
     was completed for each of the sixteen "Table 6" inorganic contaminants in  
     the proposed Guidance.                                                     
                                                                                
     Keywords were used in searching the online systems.  A sample list of      
     keywords used in association with the sixteen inorganics of interest is as 
     follows:  mammalian/avian toxicity - mink; LOELs/LOAELs - river otter;     
     NOELs/NOAELs - belted kingfisher; oral toxicity - osprey; chronic toxicity 
     - bald eagle; Great Lakes - reproductive success; fish BAFs/BCFs -         
     fecundity; bioaccumulation - bioconcentration; field measured -            
     bioavailability.                                                           
                                                                                
     All of the retrieved data were compiled into a toxicity and bioaccumulation
     factor database for the sixteen inorganics of concern.  This database can  
     be found in Appendix A - Development of Tier II Wildlife Criteria (see     
     Tables A-1 through A-16).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.182     
     
     Please refer to comment P2724.180 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2723.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see tables 2-1, 3-1 Attachment 1, OEUI comments         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 2-1 presents a summary of data availability for the parameters       
     required to calculate Tier II Wildlife Criteria for each of the sixteen    
     inorganic contaminants.  Table 3-1 Calculates the Tier II Wildlife Values  
     and resulting Wildlife Criteria for each chemical that was judged to have  
     sufficient data.  Calculation of Tier II Wildlife Criteria require a       
     knowledge of:  toxicological data from appropriate wildlife species; the   
     sensitivity of the species; the average weight of the proposed,            
     representative Great Lakes species; the average daily intake of both water 
     and food by the proposed, representative Great Lakes species, and; the     
     ability of the chemical of concern to be bioaccumulated.                   
                                                                                
     Section 2.0 of this report discusses a number of problems associated with  
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) in the context of the proposed Guidance.    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.183     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2723.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see table 3-1 and Appendix B.3, Attachment 1, OEUI 
comments          
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance requires data concerning the relative toxicity of a  
     chemical for a specific organism.  The organism should ideally be one of   
     the proposed representative Great Lakes species listed in the proposed     
     Guidance.  A NOAEL is the highest dose of the chemical administered to the 
     test organism that does not produce any observable adverse effect.  The    
     NOAEL is expressed in milligrams of contaminant administered per kilogram  
     of body weight per day (mg/kg-day).  Table 3-1 lists the organisms for     
     which sufficient toxicological data was available to develop a NOAEL and,  
     subsequently, a Tier II Wildlife Criterion.  In many cases, the NOAEL value
     had to be derived from some other toxicological datum such as a LOAEL      
     (Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level).  The stretch from the lowest dose  
     to cause an effect to the highest dose that does not cause an effect is    
     conceptually difficult.  The proposed Guidance allows for a safety factor  
     to be used in cases where the test or study did not produce an appropriate 
     endpoint, or where there were other technical difficulties associated with 
     the test (e.g., exposure not long enough or subchronic duration rather than
     chronic duration).  This provision amounts to an arbitrary safety factor   
     that can be employed at the discretion of the data analyst.  The safety    
     factor is a unitless value from 1.0 to 10.0 established to be analogous to 
     the 10-fold uncertainty factor allowed in human health risk assessments    
     (see also Appendix B.3).                                                   
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     Response to: D2723.184     
     
     Please refer to comment P2656.176, P2576.136, and P2590.028 for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2723.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As can be seen, most data was obtained from common toxicological laboratory
     animals such as chicken, dog, rat, hamster, and ferret.  These organisms   
     are hardly representative of wildlife species and are phylogenetically far 
     removed from the representative Great Lakes species listed in the proposed 
     Guidance.  The proposed Guidance attempts to overcome this dilemma by the  
     use of another, arbitrary safety factor, the species sensitivity factor,   
     which is discussed below.  However, data for wildlife species is lacking in
     both the peer-reviewed and the "gray" literature.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.185     
     
     Please refer to comments P2629.054 and P2590.028 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another difficulty in obtaining the toxicological data required to develop 
     wildlife criteria is that NOAEL data is seldom the form of data that is    
     provided in the literature.  Conceptually, there is a problem with NOAEL   
     akin to proving the negative case.  It is purportedly a dose that has never
     caused any harm to the species being tested.  However, wildlife species are
     seldom the subjects of toxicity testing.  A single study can change the    
     NOAEL value, just as a single example can disprove the negative case.  In  
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     large part, the value assigned to a NOAEL depends on who is doing the study
     and which end point is being measured.  Each biological effect will have a 
     different threshold for effect or a different dose below which no effect is
     ever seen.  As the effect that is being observed changes, so does the      
     derived NOAEL.  For example, acute toxicity was formerly the only          
     toxicological parameter of interest.  A dose required to cause death in an 
     adult organism will certainly be higher than a dose required to cause      
     anemia in an adult organism, or a dose required to cause birth defects in  
     fetal organisms.  If the study is being performed with a certain endpoint  
     in mind, the NOAEL will be different that the NOAEL associated with another
     effect.  As science advances, the NOAELs will surely decrease.  More       
     sensitive endpoints, or more sensitive lifestages, or more sensitive       
     organisms will be found, and the NOAELs will decrease.  Decreasing NOAELs  
     will decrease the wildlife criterion developed for each contaminant.       
     Unfortunately, although scientific studies will be used to reduce the NOAEL
     values and consequently the criteria, it is unlikely that a wildlife       
     species will actually ever be tested.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.186     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this                 
     comment.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In addition, the minimum database from which a test dose is to be derived  
     must clearly describe a dose response curve.  The dose response curve      
     lessens the uncertainty inherent in a NOAEL by allowing a more precise     
     extrapolation or interpolation to the threshold value.  Finally, NOAELs    
     have been used and accepted for many years in the derivation of human      
     health criteria.  The EPA SAB, while requesting further refinement, did not
     discourage EPA from using NOAELs.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to selecting NOAEL values, the most troubling problem is the   
     fact that many purported toxicological endpoints are not endpoints at all  
     and in fact turn out to be normal physiological responses that may or may  
     not be related to toxicology.  A case in point is the induction of certain 
     biomarkers.                                                                
                                                                                
     Biomarkers are indicators of change in an organism.  The literature is     
     currently replete with biomarker research where a change in the observed   
     concentration of a particular protein in the organism when a dose of       
     chemical is given is treated as cause-and-effect data.  Since this Report  
     is mainly concerned with inorganic contaminants, the induction of          
     metallothionein (MT), a metal-binding protein, is a good example of a      
     biomarker that is not necessarily a good toxicological endpoint.  Many     
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     workers support the possibility of using the induction of MT as an early   
     indicator of toxicity due to certain metals such as copper, zinc, silver,  
     and cadmium (Bray and Reilly, 1979).  The underlying premise of this       
     concept is that if this protein could be measured in an organism, that     
     organism was beginning to suffer from toxicity due to metal exposure.      
     Engel (1981) published a paper describing the normal physiological role of 
     MT in blue crabs, and demonstrating that increases in MT were a normal  and
     necessary part of the blue crab molting process.  It is recommended that   
     the EPA be very careful in selection of appropriate endpoints for use in   
     developing NOAEL values.  For the NOAEL concept to be scientifically valid,
     the EPA must clearly distinguish between anecdotal evidence of contaminant 
     concentration related to a biomarker and true cause and detrimental effect 
     studies.  A layman's example is offered to explain this problem.  Exposing 
     a green chameleon to a brown background will absolutely cause the chameleon
     to turn brown.  This is a clear case of exposure cause and effect, but has 
     the chameleon been harmed?  Is there a detrimental effect?                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.187     
     
     Please refer to comments D2723.186 and P2742.326 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOAEL data is conceptually very difficult to accept and to interpret.  The 
     lack of NOAEL data for wildlife will make the proposed Guidance difficult  
     to implement.  However, an even more troubling aspect of the proposed      
     Guidance is that the EPA did not address the fundamental question, "Is     
     NOAEL an appropriate end point for the estimation of effects in wildlife or
     for protection of wildlife?"                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.188     
     
     Please refer to comments D2723.186 and P2742.326 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2723.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The species sensitivity factor (SSF) is employed to adjust for the         
     difference in toxicological sensitivity between the test species for which 
     data is available and the proposed representative Great Lakes species (when
     data for them is not available).  Again, this factor is a unitless safety  
     factor and appears to have no scientific basis.  The range of potential    
     values for the SSF is 1.0 to 0.01.  The SSFs utilized in the derivation of 
     the Tier II Wildlife Criteria for this study are presented in Table 3-1.   
     The rationale for their selection is provided in Appendix A with the       
     discussion of each contaminant.                                            
                                                                                
     No real guidance exists for the selection of SSF in either the proposed    
     Guidance or in any of the technical support documents.  In order to select 
     an appropriate SSF value a permit writer is required to have knowledge of  
     the relative physiological comparability of a myriad of test species to    
     each of the proposed representative Great Lakes species.  Also required by 
     the permit writer will be the ability to extrapolate toxicity data obtained
     from a lab animal (e.g., chicken or dog) to a Great Lakes representative   
     wildlife species (e.g., eagle or mink).  It is left to the discretion of   
     the permit writer to elect an SSF value between 1.0 and 0.01.  This is a   
     two order of magnitude safety factor that directly modifies the NOAEL value
     in the WV calculation, and in some cases, modifies the eventual criterion  
     value by the same factor.                                                  
                                                                                
     Thus the permit writer, without any guidance, is expected to select an SSF 
     which could cause a Tier II wildlife criteria to vary over two orders of   
     magnitude.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.189     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2723.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The average weight (WTa) of the proposed representative Great Lakes species
     is used to convert the NOAEL (usually expressed in milligrams of toxicant  
     per day) to a measure normalized to body weight (in units of mg/kg body    
     weight per day).  The average daily water (Wa) and Food (Fa) rations are   
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     the exposure parameters required to link the toxicant intake to the        
     concentration of that toxicant in the ambient water.  The weights and      
     exposure parameters used in this NOAEL unit conversion were obtained from a
     toxicity data base called RTECS (The Registry of Toxic Effects of Chemical 
     Substances), which would generally be available to a permit writer.  The   
     daily food intake amounts were determined using allometric equations from  
     the proposed Guidance.  Under ideal conditions, these values would be part 
     of the data expressed in each study used to derive the NOAEL.  In actual   
     practice, however, the Wta, Wa and Fa values are seldom documented.  In    
     every case in the current study, values had to be obtained that were not   
     for actual organisms and, in some cases, not for the species used in the   
     toxicological testing.  It seems likely that although some data are        
     available, the average permit writer would have some difficulty in         
     determining the proper values to input to the equation for converting a    
     literature-derived NOAEL to the proper units for NOAEL required by the     
     proposed Guidance.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.190     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.135 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2723.191
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although Section 2.0 of this Report addresses the BAF methodology and its  
     associated problems, it is also important to discuss the data that were    
     used to derive the Tier II Wildlife Criteria (WCs).  Two sets of BAF data  
     were used to develop two sets of WCs.  Neither set of BAF values used in   
     this study corresponds to the information the EPA proposed in its BAF      
     guidance document (Stephan, 1993).  The EPA guidance document lists BAFs   
     for human health criteria that are inappropriate for use in developing     
     wildlife criteria.  EPA's human health BAFs were obtained from measurements
     of boneless, skin-on fillets of fish.  The proposed Guidance clearly states
     that aquatic life BAFs are to be used and should be derived from whole     
     organism data rather than fillet data.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.191     
     
     EPA agrees that lipd values for whole fish should be used for wildlife     
     criteria.  Furthermore, EPA has required use of a percent lipid value for  
     trophic level four fish of 10.31 and 6.46 for trophic level three in whole 
     fish for use in determining wildlife BAFs for organic chemicals in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2723.192
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA technical support document (Stephan, 1993) does not give           
     recommended BAFs for wildlife criteria development.  However, as discussed 
     in Section 2, two sets of BAF values were developed for consideration:  one
     set based on the comprehensive data search performed for this study        
     (presented as BAF(1) in Table 3-1) and one set based on the geometric mean 
     of whole body BCFs for the appropriate trophic level fish as cited in      
     Stephan (1993) (presented as BAF(2) in Table 3-1).  Examination of the     
     values for BAF(1) in Table 3-1 shows a variety of BAFs for the same test   
     species and contaminant (e.g., arsenic for dog, lead for American kestrel  
     or rat, and zinc for ferret).  The proposed Guidance requires that aquatic 
     life BAFs from the appropriate trophic level be used to develop the WV.    
     According to the proposed Guidance, mink are assumed to consume only       
     trophic level 3 fish, while otter are assumed to consume fish of both      
     trophic levels 3 and 4.  Likewise, kingfisher and osprey are assumed to eat
     only trophic level 3 fish, while bald eagle are assumed to eat only fish   
     from trophic level 4.  In most cases, data were not available for the      
     required assumptions to be matched with appropriate BAF values for the WV  
     calculations.  Interestingly enough, Stephan's BAF(2) data set (1993) did  
     not provide enough information to fulfill the trophic level-specific BAF   
     requirements of the proposed Guidance.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.192     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.135 and D1996.015 for the response to this  
     comment.  See also the DDT document in the final Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Initiative Criteria Documents for Wildlife. EPA considered all available   
     literature to calculate the BAFs for wildlife in the final Guidance.  EPA  
     believes that the resultant wildlife criteria are appropriate.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2723.193
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The BAF values derived from the literature review were generally higher    
     than those developed by Stephan (1993), indicating that the chemicals would
     be more likely to be bioaccumulated and to a higher concentration in the   
     organism.  The result is a much lower, or more stringent, Tier II Wildlife 
     Criterion is calculated.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.193     
     
     EPA used the best data available to develop the BAFs. Furthermore, after   
     consideration, EPA has decided to differentiate Tier I criteria for        
     wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and   
     bioaccumulation data. The minimum toxicological data for wildlife is       
     discussed in section VI.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2723.194
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see table 3-1, Attachment 1, OEUI comments              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The development of two sets of BAFs and corresponding WVs and WCs was      
     purposely done to: (1) show the effect of differing BAFs on the derived    
     criteria values; (2) highlight the variability inherent in BAF data; (3)   
     show the discretionary powers available to a permit writer with respect to 
     deriving wildlife criteria; and (4) demonstrate the lack of appropriate    
     data.                                                                      
                                                                                
     In both cases, data of approximately equal quality was utilized.  However, 
     EPA used a smaller data set in the development of the Stephan BAFs.        
     Selection of the data to be used can be seen to drastically affect the     
     criteria developed under the proposed Guidance.  What also becomes apparent
     is that as time and science progress, BAF values will change.  Changes in  
     BAFs will have a significant impact on the Tier II criteria developed.     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.194     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that it is important to revise BAFs when new   
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field- measured BAF.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the proposed Guidance states that Tier II values will be developed as
     part of a discharge permitting process, it is conceivable that neighboring 
     permitees that apply for permits at different times will have different    
     Tier II Wildlife criteria with which to comply because the data set used in
     developing the permit changed between applications.  The proposed Guidance 
     purports to provide a regional approach to water quality, yet different    
     permit writers or different States' or Tribe's permit writers have wide    
     latitude in establishing the permit limits.  The same permit writer        
     responding to two different peremit applications has similar latitude.     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.195     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see Appendix A and table 3-1, Attachment 1, OEUI 
comments            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Insufficient data exist for the calculation of WVs for 8 of the 16 "Table  
     6" inorganics.  Criteria were developed for arsenic, chromium, lead,       
     nickel, selenium, silver, thallium, and zinc.  However the data, not of    
     uniform quality, required assumptions and a knowledge of toxicology and    
     physiology not likely to be available to the routine permit writer.  In    
     fact, a full, appropriate data set (covering both birds and mammals) with  
     BAFs available from the required trophic levels could only be developed for
     a single "Table 6" inorganic contaminant-lead.  A non-pisciverous wildlife 
     test species was available for birds, but rat data had to be used for the  
     mink and otter WV calculations.  Even this data set was not optimal in that
     the kestrel data were obtained without the information to properly adjust  
     toxicity to NOAEL and size and water / food rations had to be estimated    
     from other organisms and allometric equations.  A discussion of the results
     of the literature search and the Tier II WV development for each of the    
     contaminants is provided in Appendix A.  However, many compromises had to  
     be made in the selection of data for the calculations.  These compromises  
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     had to be made after an exhaustive search of the literature, a portion of  
     which may or may not be available to the typical permit writer.            
                                                                                
     Wildlife criteria are the lower of the geometric means of the avian and    
     mammalian wildlife values.  In the development of Tier II WC, a criterion  
     can be based on the WV for a single taxon.  The results of the Tier II     
     wildlife value development attempt are presented for 8 of the 16 "Table 6" 
     inorganics in Table 3-1.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.196     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see Table 3-2, Attachment 1, OEUI comments              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 3-2 compares both of the Tier II wildlife criteria developed for this
     study to other water quality criteria for the same chemical.               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.197     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see Tables 3-1 or 3-2, Attachment 1, OEUI comments      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the wildlife criteria developed using BAFs from the literature (i.e.,  
     WC(1)), the following was found:                                           
                                                                                
     -Contaminants with criteria that are higher (less stringent) than either   
     the National Ambient Water Quality Criteria or the proposed Great Lakes    

Page 1840



$T044618.TXT
     Tier I Aquatic Life Water Quality Criteria - arsenic, chromium VI, and     
     silver.                                                                    
     -Contaminants with criteria that are lower (more stringent) than either the
     National Ambient Water Quality Criteria or the proposed Great Lakes Tier I 
     Aquatic Life Water Quality Criteria - chromium III, lead, nickel, selenium,
     thallium, and zinc.                                                        
                                                                                
     For the wildlife criteria developed using BAFs from Stephan (1993) (i.e.,  
     WC(2)), the following was found:                                           
                                                                                
     -Contaminants with criteria that are higher (less stringent) than either   
     the National Ambient Water Quality Criteria or the proposed Great Lakes    
     Tier I Aquatic Life Water Quality Criteria - arsenic, chromium III and VI, 
     nickel, silver, and zinc.                                                  
     -Contaminants with criteria that are lower (more stringent) than either the
     National Ambient Water Quality Criteria or the proposed Great Lakes Tier I 
     Aquatic Life Water Quality Criteria - lead, selenium, and thallium         
                                                                                
     The implication of the different BAF values is clear from this simple      
     comparison.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.198     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also comment 198                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More importantly, however, data did not exist for the development of many  
     criteria.  Data existed to develop criteria for both birds and mammals for 
     only one chemical.  Criteria could be developed for lead in birds and      
     mammals, although laboratory animal data had to be used for those criteria.
     
     
     Response to: D2723.199     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.125 and P2746.176 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II wildlife criteria could be developed for eight of the sixteen      
     metals of concern, based on data retrieved from an extensive literature    
     review.  Although criteria could be developed following the proposed       
     Guidance methodology, a very low level of confidence is placed in the      
     resultant values due to the great uncertainty associated with making vast  
     interspecies extrapolations.  Toxicity data for the five Great Lakes       
     representative species (mink, otter, bald eagle, osprey, and belted        
     kingfisher) were not found in the review of the literature.  Available     
     mammalian and avian toxicity data (NOAELs/LOAELs) were limited, for the    
     most part, to laboratory species such as dog, rat, and chicken.  The       
     appropriateness of calculating water quality criteria based on toxicity    
     data for such species is highly questionable.  The Tier II WC calculations 
     are based on uptake of contaminants through the food chain and the water   
     column (bioaccumulation).  Calculations of this nature that incorporate    
     fish BCFs are relevant for piscivorous species.  Extrapolating data from   
     non-piscivorous, same-class species, and especially from species which are 
     not of the same tropic level (i.e., not predators), renders the resultant  
     wildlife criteria unsubstantiated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.200     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2723.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The incorporation of multiple uncertainty factors in the process of        
     calculating Tier II wildlife criteria also lowers the level of confidence  
     in the resultant Tier II values.  Uncertainty factors which can be used in 
     the Tier II criteria development process are; (1) for extrapolation from   
     LOAELs to NOAELs, where NOAELs are not available, and (2) the Species      
     Sensitivity Factor (SSF) employed to adjust for the difference in          
     toxicological sensitivity between the test species and the surrogate target
     species of the proposed Guidance.  Uncertainty factors also can be used    
     when extrapolating from subchronic toxicity data to chronic toxicity data, 
     and in calculating Tier II criteria to be protective of sensitive          
     individuals within a population (or the use of the Intraspecies Sensitivity

Page 1842



$T044618.TXT
     Factor (ISF)).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.201     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.125 and P2656.167 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Difficulty also was encountered in collecting adequate data for the        
     calculation of the Tier II wildlife criteria.  As mentioned above, toxicity
     data was limited.  Often, the only available NOAELs/LOAELs were for common 
     laboratory species (i.e., rat).  Wide ranges of toxicity, NOAELs and       
     LOAELs, and BCFs were encountered for most contaminants.  Incomplete test  
     specifics were commonly encountered in reviewing data compilations.  The   
     chemical form of the test material was highly variable, and often not      
     compatible with available BCF and other toxicity data.  Bioenergetics      
     parameters, such as the weight of the test species and amount of food      
     consumed, often had to be assumed or assigned generic values.  The duration
     of the studies were often insufficient for use in Tier II calculations     
     (minimum 28-day study length is required under the proposed Guidance).     
     Above all, the absence of data for the five representative Great Lakes     
     species or other appropriate, piscivorous species resulted in Tier II      
     Wildlife Criteria values which are highly questionable as to the validity  
     of their application of the Great Lakes system.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.202     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2723.203
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Comment addresses contaminated sediments                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The treatment of contaminated sediment issues in the proposed Guidance has 
     the potential to create a complex interaction between the proposed water   
     quality criteria for the Great Lakes System and the Proposed National      
     Sediment Quality Criteria.  Contaminated sediments will have a profound    
     impact on the implementation of the proposed Guidance for point source     
     dischargers because of their effect on mixing zones, calculation of Total  
     Maximum Daily Loadings (TMDLs), waste load allocations, and background     
     water levels in general.  The implementation provisions of the proposed    
     Guidance for the treatment of contaminated sediments imparts a degree of   
     discretionary power to permit writers that is ill-advised, and not in      
     keeping with the goals of providing a regional approach to the regulation  
     of the quality of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.203     
     
     EPA does not agree that the implementation procedures of the Guidance      
     imparts a degree of discretionary power to permit- writers that is         
     ill-advised or that it is not in keeping with the goals of a regional      
     approach to the regulation of water quality in the Great Lakes.  EPA       
     believes that the Guidance takes an ecosystem approach to environmental    
     management in the Great lakes basin and provides consistency in standards  
     and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate authority to      
     States and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great lakes program     
     efforts, including efforts to address contaminated sediments, see Section  
     I.D of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2723.204
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Comment addresses contaminated sediments                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, Great Lakes Water Quality Criteria derived using the proposed
     Guidance could force the calculation of lower sediment quality criteria for
     the Great Lakes.  Lowered sediment quality criteria could result in halting
     dredging and construction, as well as forcing remediation of sediments     
     judged to be contaminated.  These factors add significantly to the cost and
     uncertainty of complying with the proposed Guidance.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.204     
     
     EPA believes that contaminated sediment is a factor to be considered in the
     development of water quality criteria for the Great Lakes.  For further    
     discussion on how contaminated sediments should be considered in developing
     standards, see Section IV of the SID.                                      

Page 1844



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2723.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Comment addresses contaminated sediments                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Preamble and throughout the proposed Guidance, previously           
     contaminated sediments are cited as one of the fundamental reasons why the 
     Great Lakes need new water quality criteria.  Sediments are not mentioned  
     specifically within the ambient water quality criteria provisions of the   
     proposed Guidance, however, contaminated sediments are mentioned in the    
     Preamble under the heading "Other Programs to Protect and Restore the Great
     Lakes."  In the section dealing with contaminated sediments, mention is    
     made of several programs that will consider contaminated sediments.  The   
     Assessment and Remediation of Contaminated Sediments (ARCS program) focuses
     on contaminated sediments in the Great Lakes.  The establishment of        
     National Sediment Quality Criteria and a National Contaminated Sediment    
     Strategy also are mentioned.  Areas of Concern (AOCs) throughout the Great 
     Lakes have been identified based not only on existing water quality, but   
     also from data characterizing contaminated sediments.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.205     
     
     EPA agrees that contaminated sediments were discussed in the preamble to   
     the proposed Guidance.  EPA believes that contaminated sediments are a     
     factor to be considered in the development of water quality criteria for   
     the Great Lakes.  For further discussion on how contaminated sediments     
     should be considered in developing standards, see Section IV of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also OEUI comment 203-205                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That there is an interrelationship between sediment and overlying water    
     where contamination is concerned is well established.  However, a          
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     sufficient understanding of the scientific relationships between sediment  
     associated contaminants and the water column does not currently exist,     
     especially for inorganics.  The proposed Guidance acknowledges this        
     interrelationship in the Preamble, stating that contaminated sediments are 
     major contributors of contaminants to the water and biota of the Great     
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.206     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.207
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Techniques to predict bioaccumulation and toxic effects from sediment      
     contaminant levels and other quality characteristics have been sought for  
     many years.  Many of the factors affecting bioaccumulation of contaminants 
     from sediments are listed and discussed by McFarland (et. al., 1991a,b,c). 
     The factors include sediment characteristics, organism characteristics,    
     water body characteristics, and the chemistry of the contaminant in        
     question.  Prediction of bioaccumulation of inorganic contaminants from    
     sediments is not well understood.  Attempts have been made to predict the  
     bioaccumulation of some metals (e.g., cadmium) from sediment using various 
     sulfide fractions (DiToro, et. al., 1991).  The premise is that sulfides   
     act as a sink for metals in the same way that TOC acts as a sink for       
     neutral organic compounds.  Given this, the release of the metals would be 
     inversely proportional to the amount of sulfide present and directly       
     related to the amount of metal present.  These predictions have not been   
     widely accepted due to the technical problems with sampling and quantifying
     sulfides and a lack of reproducibility (U.S. Army COE, 1992).              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.207     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contaminated sediments have the potential to affect the development of the 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Criteria and their implementation.  The          
     contribution of contaminants from sediments to overlying water coupled with
     the long water residence time in the Great Lakes are two of the reasons the
     EPA cite as compelling evidence of the need for special regulatory         
     treatment of the Great Lakes.  Thus, contaminated sediments have already   
     been used to justify Great Lakes-specific water quality criteria in lieu of
     National Water Quality Criteria.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.208     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2723.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The area of the proposed Guidance most likely to be affected by            
     contaminated sediment issues is the implementation of the criteria.  The   
     contribution of contaminants from sediments to overlying waters is         
     addressed in the proposed Guidance in the section dealing with the         
     calculation of TMDLs (GLI, 1993, pp. 20928-20930).  Loss of contaminants   
     from the water column to the sediments can be considered in the calculation
     of TMDLs, however, the document mentions that "care must be taken..." to   
     account for the contribution of contaminants from the sediments to the     
     overlying water.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.209     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2723.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the list of General Conditions for the calculation of TMDLs, several of 
     the conditions have wording that will allow them to be affected by the     
     presence of contaminated sediments.  These effects have far-reaching       
     consequences for the point source discharger because Wasteload Allocations 
     (WLAs) could be severely reduced by the consideration of contaminated      
     sediments at or near the discharge or its concomitant mixing zone.         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.210     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2723.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Condition No. 1 calls for the development of a TMDL for each       
     contaminant and requires that "natural background" be taken into account in
     the calculations.  Contribution of contaminants from sediments can         
     obviously alter and will generally increase the "natural background".  The 
     natural background level will be used to calculate wasteload allocations.  
     If the waters are already degraded by the presence of a particular         
     contaminant being contributed by contaminated sediments, the TMDL or WLA   
     for the given area will be decreased to account for the contribution from  
     background.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.211     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2723.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Condition No. 6 makes specific mention of the consideration of     
     contaminated sediments both within and outside of the mixing zone, when    
     TMDLs are being calculated.  This provision will affect the WLA of a       
     discharger in the ways previously mentioned, but with several additions.   
     Attainment of compliance within the mixing zone will be hampered by the    
     presence of sediments that continue to recycle contaminants to the water   
     column.  Intake water may enter the discharger's facility having already   
     been contaminated by sediment contributions to the water body.  This       
     loading, in addition to the discharger's contribution to the effluent,     
     could cause the effluent to be above background levels.  Attainment of the 
     water quality objective will be proportionally hampered.  It is not likely 
     that mixing zones will be enlarged to accommodate the higher background    
     levels i the intake or in the dilution water.  In addition, if the         
     contaminant in question has been designated as a BCC, the discharger may   
     well be penalized for contaminants that he did not generate.  This is due  
     to the special treatment the Guidance proposes for BCCs.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.212     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2723.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Condition No. 8 directs that a background concentration must be    
     established to allow TMDLs to be promulgated while still protecting the    
     water for its intended uses.  The background concentrations will certainly 
     be influenced by the presence of contaminated sediments, and their         
     contribution will therefore affect the proportion of the TMDL available for
     the WLA of a given contaminant from a discharger.  The proposed Guidance   
     allows the background concentrations to be determined by the selection of  
     one of three possible data sets.  The most preferable would be ambient     
     monitoring data, but due to a lack of this data or a data set that is      
     limited by a large number of analytical non-detect data, the information   
     can also be gotten by the use of pollutant loading information or caged    
     fish studies.  The choice of the data set to be employed in making the     
     determination is not mandated by the Guidance.  The protocols used to get  
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     the data for any of the mandated data sets also are not specified.  The    
     choice of which data set will be employed as well as the methodology       
     employed to get that data can have a drastic effect on the determination of
     background levels.  The use of caged fish studies could conceivably count  
     the effect of contaminated sediments twice in the determination of         
     background levels.  The fish will be exposed to ambient water with its load
     of sediment desorbed contaminants.  However, depending on the fish species 
     selected, the placement of the cages, the feeding regime, and other        
     factors, the fish could ingest sediments, be placed too close to the       
     sediments, starve and increase contaminant on a concentration basis, or    
     feast on organisms that have taken up contaminants from the sediments.  All
     of the choices are up to the regulator tasked with writing the permit for  
     the discharge application, and allow too much discretion.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.213     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2723.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also OEUI comments 211-213                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation conditions discussed above also have the effect of      
     increasing the discretionary powers of the permit writer with regard to    
     granting an effluent permit.  Calculation of the MOS mentioned in General  
     Condition No. 4 is left to the discretion of the permit writer.  The permit
     wirter's calculation of just how much loading to retain for sediment       
     contributions to the naturally occurring background is also open to local  
     interpretation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.214     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2723.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under General Condition No. 8, the determination of background levels can  
     be accomplished either by the use of caged fish studies or tissue residue  
     levels obtained from captured fish.  The choice of protocols and fish      
     species will have a drastic impact on the determination of background      
     levels and a concomitant effect on the calculated TMDLs and waste load     
     allocations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.215     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2723.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment addresses GLI's effects on Nat'l Sediment 
Criteria           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Great Lakes Ambient Water Quality Criteria are generally much 
     lower than National Ambient Water Quality Criteria.  If the newly proposed 
     Great Lakes Ambient Water Quality Criteria are used as the basis for       
     deriving Sediment Quality Criteria for Great Lakes, the sediment criteria  
     will be correspondingly lower than the National Sediment Quality Criteria. 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.216     
     
     EPA believes that contaminated sediments are a factor to be considered in  
     the development of water quality criteria for the Great Lakes.  National   
     Sediment Quality Criteria applied in the Great Lakes basin would           
     necessarily be consistent with the water quality criteria included in the  
     final Guidance.  For further discussion on how contaminated sediments      
     should be considered in developing standards, see the applicable sections  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2723.217
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: ref:  comment addresses GLI's effects on Nat'l Sediment 
Criteria           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated previously, the Proposed National Sediment Quality Criteria will 
     be criteria with the enforceability of other types of criteria.  Therefore,
     in addition to being used to deny discharge permits, the presence of       
     sediments judged to be contaminated by using the lower water quality       
     criteria from the proposed Guidance could be used to deny dredging permits 
     needed to keep ports or intake pipes open.  Another stated use of the      
     Sediment Quality Criteria will be to order cleanups of sediments declared  
     contaminated by exceeding Sediment Quality Criteria.  If Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Criteria are used to derive sediment quality criteria, it is       
     feasible that cleanups could be ordered for sediments throughout the Great 
     Lakes that would not otherwise need to be cleaned up by National Sediment  
     Quality Criteria.  The direct and indirect cost of these actions could be  
     quite large, both to the utility discharger and to the taxpayer.           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.217     
     
     EPA believes that contaminated sediments are a factor to be considered in  
     the development of water quality criteria for the Great Lakes.  National   
     Sediment Quality Criteria applied in the Great Lakes basin would           
     necessarily be consistent with the water quality criteria included in the  
     final Guidance.  For further discussion on how contaminated sediments      
     should be considered in developing standards, see the applicable sections  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA asserts that, "once released into the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem, 
     toxic substances that are slowly degrading and bioaccumulative will cycle  
     within the system for decades, exerting biological effects and presenting  
     relatively high levels of risk to aquatic life, wildlife and humans which  
     inhabit the basin" (GLI, 1993, p. 20809).                                  
                                                                                
     Quantitative support for this statement was drawn from an extremely small  
     set of studies on PCBs, a highly persistent bioaccumulative class of       
     chemicals.  A significant portion of the quanititative data presented was  
     from unpublished reports (DeVault, 1993 a,b).  Time trend data for the     
     levels of PCBs in lake trout from Lake Michigan were presented showing a   
     continual decrease in trout PCB body burdens from the early 1970s through  
     to 1990.  The EPA notes that while the levels continue to decline, the rate
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     of decline is decreasing and may be leveling off above calculated          
     health-based target levels.  Similar time trend data is presented for PCBs 
     in lake trout from Lake Superior and coho salmon from all five of the Great
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.218     
     
     See response to comment number D2646.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The justification presented for the proposed Guidance appears to be brief, 
     lacking in sufficient scientific support, and largely extrapolated with    
     respect to which contaminants warrant further regulation.  In consideration
     of a new regulation which is as potentially economically burdensome and    
     technically complex as the proposed Guidance, the need for the regulation  
     must be clearly identified by the EPA.  Such a clear justification was not 
     presented by the EPA and, as a result, credibility in the overall strategy 
     for the proposed Guidance and in the EPA's understanding of complex        
     environmental issues is lacking.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.219     
     
     See response to comment number G3750L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  individual points are discussed in detail in comments 
221-246        
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Preamble to the proposed Guidance, EPA outlines a general discussion
     of the types of impacts on aquatic life, wildlife and human health that may
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     be attributed to historical and current levels of toxic pollutants in the  
     waters of the Great Lakes Drainage Basin.  However, many critical pieces of
     the logic associated with this presentation were inadequate for purposes of
     justifying the proposed new regulatory requirements.  The EPA Preamble does
     not clearly answer the following sequence of questions:                    
                                                                                
     (1)  What contaminants are really of concern?, (2)  What are the primary   
     sources of the contaminants shown to be currently problematic?, (3)  How do
     the contaminants interact with the aquatic environment and its inhabitants 
     and are the Lakes' aquatic environments similar enough to justify          
     regulating them as one system?, (4)  What measures of environmental        
     composition (i.e., water column, fish tissue, lake sediment, or egg shell  
     contaminant concentrations) are the best indicators of the existence of    
     contamination in the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem, and what level of        
     contamination must be present to confidently demonstrate a linkage to known
     adverse effects?, (5)  What does the available data indicate about the     
     condition of the Great Lakes relative to the contaminant levels shown to   
     produce adverse effects?, (6)  What steps have already been taken to limit 
     or control these remaining loadings?                                       
                                                                                
     Based on the answers to these questions, the need for additional regulation
     to further improve the quality of human health and the condition of aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem could be justifiably  
     demonstrated.  Each of these questions is reviewed below relative to EPA's 
     justification for the proposed Guidance.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.220     
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2723.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Inappropriate Selection of Contaminants to be Regulated                    
                                                                                
     The set of chemicals to be regulated under the proposed Guidance is too    
     broad and is not limited to those pollutants that are persistent in the    
     environment and exhibit the ability to bioaccumulate in living organisms.  
     The problematic contaminants have consistently been identified to include  
     PCBs, a range of pesticides (chlordane, DDT/DDE, dieldrin, Mirex, and      
     toxaphene), dioxins, and mercury.  Many of these pollutants already have   
     zero discharge requirements from point sources.  The Preamble itself states
     that the persistent bioaccumulative toxic chemicals are of particular      
     concern to the Great Lakes, highlighting them both in the text (GLI, 1993, 
     p. 20808) and in the quantitative examples they include in the             
     justification for the Guidance.  Time trend data on the levels of PCBs and 
     DDT in lake trout and coho salmon in the Lakes were presented, as were     
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     estimates of the 1990 concentrations of PCBs, DDT/DDE, chlordane and       
     dieldrin in Lake Michigan lake trout.  These concentrations were compared  
     to concentrations of these pollutants calculated to meet a target risk goal
     given the consumption of fish.  In addition, concentrations of PCBs, DDE   
     and dieldrin in bald eagle egg shells were presented to illustrate the     
     impact of Great Lakes contaminants on wildlife.  Based on this information 
     for four (4) highly persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals, the proposed 
     Guidance establishes requirements for a total of 138 varied chemicals as   
     follows:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Set A       28 pollutants that are "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern"  
               (including chlordane, DDT/DDE, dieldrin and PCBs);               
     Set B       10 pollutants that are "potential bioaccumulative chemicals of 
                concern";                                                       
     Set C       100 pollutants that are neither "bioaccumulative chemicals of  
               concern" nor "potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern."   
                                                                                
     The calculated bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is the criteria used in the    
     proposed Guidance to determine whether a pollutant should be classified as 
     a "bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC)".  Such a classification is   
     made if the calculated BAF for the chemical exceeds a cut-off value of 1000
     (see Section 2.0 of this Report for a more detailed discussion and critique
     of this classification approach).  Consequently, the set of chemicals to be
     regulated under the proposed Guidance is not limited to those which are    
     persistent and bioaccumulate, but instead includes nearly all chemicals of 
     industrial or commercial importance.  The "BCCs" in Set A are, in general, 
     far less persistent and bioaccumulating than the four pollutants discussed 
     in EPA's justification for the proposed Guidance.  The 110 pollutants in   
     Sets B and C certainly are not similar to the four cited problematic       
     pollutants and should not be regulated based on their characteristics  and 
     behavior.  [In addition, use of the BAF cutoff value of 1000 to define a   
     BCC, without any consideration of persistence, also is inconsistent with   
     the underlying support for the new Guidance (GLI, 1993, p. 20821)].        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.221     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2723.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .222 is embedded in comment .221                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, use of the BAF cutoff value of 1000 to define a BCC, without  
     any consideration of persistence, also is inconsistent with the underlying 
     support for the new Guidance (GLI, 1993, p. 20821).                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.222     
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     EPA agrees that persistence should be considered together with             
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to provide that chemicals with    
     half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and     
     biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of   
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance, as written, will directly affect only point source  
     discharges of the regulated chemicals, without due consideration to what   
     proportion of the total loading for that pollutant is currently attributed 
     to other pollutant sources (i.e., atmospheric deposition and non-point     
     sources).  In their review of the proposed Guidance, DRI/McGraw-Hill (1993)
     illustrate that a focus on additional controls for point source dischargers
     for the BCCs is generally not projected to result in either significant or 
     cost effective improvements to measures of environmental quality.  For     
     example, current loadings of DDT and mercury into the Great Lakes via      
     atmospheric deposition are estimated to be 10 times greater than from point
     source discharges.  For PCBs, atmospheric deposition is estimated to be    
     approximately 3 times greater than the input from point sources.  Only in  
     the case of dioxin, from among the BCCs reviewed, were point source        
     discharges the predominant source of loadings over atmospheric deposition. 
     When other potentially significant sources of pollutant loading also are   
     considered (e.g., surface runoff for agricultural chemicals), the          
     justification for new requirements that would predominantly impact only    
     point source discharges would not appear to reflect a thorough             
     understanding of the overall nature of the underlying pollutant sources and
     ecosystem interactions.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.223     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 1856



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see examples, first full paragraph, pg.5-5, Attachment 
I, OEUI       
          comments                                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed in the preamble to the proposed Guidance, the major sources of
     pollutants to the Great Lakes include point sources (e.g., municipal,      
     industrial, and wet weather discharges) and non-point sources (e.g.,       
     contaminated sediment, atmospheric deposition, contaminated groundwater,   
     contaminated surface runoff and leachate from disposal sites).  The        
     relative importance of these pollution sources in terms of their           
     waste/pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes was not addressed.  Mass       
     balance calculations should be performed on the pollutants of concern so   
     that the pollution sources can be prioritized according to their pollutant 
     loadings.  With this information, a pollutant of concern in the Great Lakes
     can be cost-effectively controlled by reducing the loadings from those     
     pollution sources introducing the majority of its mass into the system.    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.224     
     
     For efforts that EPA is taking to address pollutant loadings, see responses
     to comment numbers F3040.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See also Section I  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is generally agreed for the vast majority of contaminants that the      
     non-point sources, including contaminated sediments, atmospheric           
     deposition, and leaking waste sites, contribute a far greater share of the 
     toxic pollutants of concern than individual point sources.  The magnitude  
     of these other contaminant sources is so much greater than that from point 
     source discharges that even removal of all point-source contaminant        
     discharges (zero discharge) is unlikely to cause a measurable decrease in  
     water column or biota concentrations, a measurable decrease in the effect  
     of contaminants, a measurable decrease in fishing advisories, or           
     improvements in wildlife or aquatic life health (DRI/McGraw-Hill, 1993).   
     For these reasons, the ability of the proposed Guidance to improve the     
     water quality of the Great Lakes is very questionable.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.225     
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     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Inadequate Consideration of the Fate and Transport of Contaminants in the  
     Great Lakes                                                                
                                                                                
     As discussed in the preamble to the proposed Guidance, the Great Lakes are 
     said to be particularly susceptible to pollutants that are bioaccumulative 
     chemicals of concern.  This was reportedly due to the Lakes':              
                                                                                
     (1)  long hydraulic retention times; (2) low biological productivity; (3)  
     low suspended solids; (4) great depth; and (5) self-contained fish and     
     wildlife populations.                                                      
                                                                                
     However, significant differences between the Great Lakes with respect to   
     these attributes cause them to exhibit wide variations in their ability to 
     process BCCs through their limnological systems.  For example, Lake        
     Superior has a maximum depth of 1333 feet and a hydraulic retention time of
     173 years, as opposed to Lake Erie with a maximum depth of 212 feet and a  
     hydraulic retention time of just 2.7 years.  Lake Erie also is known to be 
     the most biologically productive of the Great Lakes and, due to            
     agricultural practices in the watershed, has higher levels of suspended    
     solids.  Each of these attributes tend to make Lake Erie less sensitive    
     with respect to the potential impacts of BCCs.  Consequently, these        
     criteria should not be developed without considering the Lakes different   
     hydraulic and biologic regimes.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.226     
     
     See Sections I.A, I.C and II.C of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble to the Guidance refers to the Great Lakes Basin as if it were 
     one single, undifferentiated ecosystem, consisting of interacting          
     components of air, land, water and living organisms.  However, several     
     points illustrate that each Great Lake is actually a separate and unique   
     ecosystem.  For example, water exchange rates between the Great Lakes are  
     noted in the Preamble but their implications are not discussed.  In view of
     the fact that the outflow from the Great Lakes is relatively small (less   
     than one percent per year in comparison to the total volume of water that  
     the Lakes contain), the water exchange rates between the Great Lakes and   
     the degree to which their water quality characteristics are interdependent 
     may also be relatively small.  If this is the case, application of water   
     quality criteria and implementation procedures tailored to each of the     
     Great Lakes individually appears to be much more reasonable and justifiable
     than the Great Lakes system-wide approach proposed by the EPA.             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.227     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment number      
     P2769.085.  See also Sections I.B and I.C of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's recognition of self-contained fish and wildlife populations on the   
     individual Lakes also refutes a systemwide approach and supports a lakewide
     approach to regulation.  The existence of self-contained populations calls 
     for Lake-specific exposure assumptions and background quality              
     characteristics to be factored into the development of criteria or         
     procedures aimed at protectiveness.  There is no guarantee that systemwide,
     as opposed to lakewide, regulatory actions will be effective at being      
     protective in these unique settings.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2723.228     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the principle goals of the proposed Guidance is to develop water    
     quality criteria to be applied consistently across the Great Lakes Drainage
     Basin.  However, a robust and tangible measure of similarity among the     
     diverse ecosystems of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem was not provided.    
     Substantial differences among the Lakes exist with respect to their:       
                                                                                
     physical characteristics; important fish and wildlife species and their    
     associated habitats; major pollutant sources and loadings; water quality   
     and uses; surrounding environment and watershed land uses; and impacts of  
     current pollution levels on the ecosystems.                                
                                                                                
     From a regulatory standpoint, a "level playing field" with respect to      
     allowable discharge limits may be a worthwhile and desirable goal.  But the
     proposed uniform water quality criteria and implementation procedures may  
     not be realistic in dealing with the specific contaminant conditions       
     currently associated with each of the Great Lakes.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.229     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Failure to Identify Reliable Indicators of Contamination and Levels of     
     Contamination Linked to Known Adverse Effects                              
                                                                                
     Today's ability to detect chemicals in water, sediment or tissue samples at
     extremely low levels guarantees that almost any contaminant will be found  
     at some low level during the analyses of such samples.  The critical       
     question then becomes one of relating the observed levels to a demonstrated
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     adverse effect to a particular segment of the ecosystem (i.e., to aquatic  
     or terrestrial wildlife or man).  Relative to the 138 chemicals to be      
     regulated under the proposed Guidance, and the focus of the Guidance on the
     protection of aquatic life, wildlife and human health, the EPA did not     
     demonstrate such a cause-and-effect relationship in their justification for
     the new regulation.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.230     
     
     See Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The literature is replete with the results of studies that define different
     measures of the "impact" of toxic contaminants, especially relative to     
     aquatic or terrestrial wildlife.  The Preamble states that "adverse impacts
     on fish, bird, and mammal populations in the Great Lakes associated with   
     the effects of toxic chemicals include:  cancer, death, eggshell thinning, 
     population declines, reduced hatching success, abnormal behavior (such as  
     abandonment of nests), infertility, birth defects, illnesses, and effects  
     on body chemistry"  (such as abnormalities in the thyroid, liver and       
     endocrine systems) (GLI, 1993, p.20807).  What is not clear is which of    
     these many potential changes in some segment of the ecosystem are important
     and warrant specific protection through regulation.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.231     
     
     EPA believes that the examples provided in the preamble to the proposed and
     final Guidance are important and warrant specific protection through       
     regulation.  As stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the Great    
     Lakes comprise 20 percent of the world's and 95 percent of the United      
     States' fresh surface water supply.  The Great Lakes are also home to 46   
     million Americans and Canadians and 131 globally significant species.  As  
     such, the birth defects recorded in ten species of young fish-eating birds 
     in the Great Lakes basin place these species at greater risk from exposure 
     to pollutants present in the Great Lakes than in other aquatic systems.    
     This is because their foraging range is entirely within the Great Lakes    
     basin for all or part of each year, and they are located at the upper      
     levels of the aquatic food web.  Additionally, eleven wildlife species have
     shown evidence of contaminant impacts in the past.  Although some of these 
     species are providing some evidence of recent improvements, persistent     
     toxic chemicals still exist at levels that continue to produce adverse     
     effects on fish-eating wildlife and fish.                                  
                                                                                
     Significant declines in concentrations of certain bioaccumulative          
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     contaminants, such as PCBs, DDT, dieldrin, and oxychlordane over the past  
     20-30 years, as evidenced by basin-wide decreases of these pollutants in   
     water, fish, bird eggs, and sediments are believed to be attributable to   
     bans and restrictions that were placed on the manufacture and use of these 
     chemicals from the late 1960s through the mid-1970s.  Decreased chemical   
     levels in the Great Lakes are also attributable, in part, to existing      
     regulatory controls, industrial source controls, and the Lakes' ability to 
     respond to changes in loads following remedial actions.                    
                                                                                
     Despite these declines, however, the fish tissue concentrations of some    
     contaminants such as PCBs show that the acceptable fish tissue             
     concentration of 0.2 mg/L for the protection of biological resources is    
     still being exceeded across most of the Great Lakes basin.  These          
     contaminant concentration levels continue to result in exceedances of State
     and Provincial human health criteria, potential risks to human health from 
     cancer and noncancer systemic injuries, and fish consumption advisories for
     PCBs in each of the Great Lakes.  Based on this information, further       
     decreases in loadings to the Great Lakes are necessary in order to meet    
     both existing and proposed future water quality objectives and criteria.   
     Additionally, preventive measures are also reasonable and appropriate to   
     decrease the likelihood that similar pollutants will cause adverse effects 
     on the ecosystem in the future.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA attempts to justify additional regulatory requirements for PCBs,       
     DDT/DDE, chlordane, and dieldrin on the basis of measured fish tissue      
     concentrations exceeding a human health-based target fish tissue           
     concentration back-calculated using conservative exposure assumptions.  No 
     documentation of actual adverse effects or impacts at these levels of      
     exposure are provided to lend credence to the assertion that these levels  
     are, in fact, not protective.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.232     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.233
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because lake trout have uncharacteristically high lipids concentrations    
     (generally an order of magnitude greater than most other species important 
     to the region), fish tissue concentration measurements are expected to be  
     higher in lake trout than in other species.  The fish tissue concentrations
     of PCBs in coho salmon (a species with a lower lipid concentration) were   
     approximately an order of magnitude closer to the calculated risk-based    
     target tissue concentration than were the lake trout measurements.  Lake   
     trout also are not a suitable representative fish species for Lake Erie,   
     for example.  As such, the representativeness of the quantitative examples 
     for the five chemicals and four wildlife species included by the EPA in    
     their justification for the proposed Guidance to a broad range of species  
     is questioned.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.233     
     
     EPA believes the chemicals and species included in the proposed Guidance   
     are justified based on the information contained in Sections I.B, I.C and  
     VI of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.234
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the downward trends in the concentrations of PCBs, DDE and        
     dieldrin in bald eagle egg shells were asserted to reflect the trend in the
     viablity of the bald eagle population overall, although the linkage was    
     qualitative and extrapolated.  EPA's sole reliance on such a weak link in  
     their justification calls into question whether the Guidance overall is    
     based in solid cause-and-effect observation or, alternatively, conceptual  
     linkages based on compounded analogies.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.234     
     
     See Sections I.B and I.C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.235
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Except for the cases of the levels of PCBs, DDT/DDE, chlordane and dieldrin
     in Lake Michigan lake trout, the GLI failed to define what an unacceptable 
     level of impact is and failed to demonstrate that current levels of        
     contamination in a pertinent segment of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem    
     have reached this level.  The concentration of certain persistent toxic    
     chemicals (e.g., PCBs and DDT) measured in fish tissues are used by the EPA
     as examples of toxic impact.  However, fish tissue results do not, by      
     themselves, indicate environmental degradation.  Unless corresponding      
     impacts on the fish population or on fish-eating wildlife or on the health 
     of people eating the fish (which was addressed through the comparison of   
     the measured levels in the lake trout to the calculated risk-based targets 
     or indirectly through fish consumption advisories) can be shown, fish      
     tissue contamination cannot be said to have reached an unacceptable level. 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.235     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Failure to Use the Available Data to Characterize Current Conditions and   
     Contaminant Levels Shown to Produce Adverse Effects                        
                                                                                
     The Preamble to the proposed Guidance cites the research of a very few     
     groups in describing the current conditions and recent trends in the       
     quality of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  The preponderance of the      
     quantitative information presented is concentrations of contaminants in    
     fish tissues developed by DeVault and associates for the period of 1970 to 
     1990.  This data shows a continual reduction in the concentration of PCBs  
     and DDT in lake trout and coho salmon in the Great Lakes, with the rate of 
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     improvement slowing down.  In many of the cited cases, the most recent     
     measurements reported fish tissue concentrations that were at levels higher
     than target levels back-calculated to meet a target risk goal.             
     
     
     Response to: D2723.236     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.237
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No data was presented in the proposed regulation to justify the regulation 
     of roughly 130 of the 138 listed chemicals under the proposed Guidance.    
     This includes all of the "Table 6" metals and inorganics of particular     
     interest to this review.  A lack of any discussion of these other chemicals
     would seem to imply that they also must be present in the Great Lakes at   
     levels that exceed some criteria that defines acceptability for the        
     protection of human health or aquatic and terrestrial wildlife.            
     
     
     Response to: D2723.237     
     
     See Section II.C.10 of the SID for a discussion of the table of pollutants 
     of initial focus.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see section 5.2.5.1, pgs.5-8 - 5-11, Attachment I, OEUI 
comments      
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The open literature contains hundreds of articles and reports which        
     characterize the conditions in the Great Lakes in one way or another.  A   
     comprehensive review and summarization of this data was beyond the scope of
     this effort.  However, in reviewing this large body of information, it does
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     not take long to discover that the conditions described by the EPA relative
     to PCBs and pesticides in the Great Lakes in its justification for the     
     proposed Guidance are not comparable or analogous to the "Table 6" metals  
     and inorganics, even for the BCC mercury.  A few examples of data from the 
     generally available literature that supplement or contradict the general   
     findings put forth from the studies cited by the EPA for the few           
     highlighted contaminants are provided in the following sections.           
     
     
     Response to: D2723.238     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see section 5.2.5.2, pgs.5-11 - 5-12, Attachment I, OEUI
comments    
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other Collected Information On Fish Consumption Advisories                 
                                                                                
     The collected data on fish advisories in the Great Lakes describes a       
     situation where a few problematic contaminants (specifically PCBs, dioxins,
     pesticides, and mercury) are currently responsible for the advisories      
     issued in recent years.  The data show that these persistent and           
     bioaccumulative chemicals are generally present throughout a given water   
     system and have been present at elevated levels (as evidenced by fish      
     tissue sampling) for a number of years.  What is not supported by the data 
     is a general contamination problem associated with a broad range of organic
     and inorganic pollutants.  The list of problematic pollutants is limited   
     and consistent across this collected data on fish advisories.              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.239     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see table 5-2, pg.5-13, Attachment I, OEUI comments     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 1866



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Results from "DDE, PCB, and Mercury Concentration Trends in Lake Ontario   
     for Rainbow Trout and Slimy Sculpin - 1977 to 1988" - Great Lakes          
     Laboratory for Fisheries and Aquatic Sciences, Canadian Department of      
     Fisheries and Oceans (Borgmann and Whittle, 1992)                          
                                                                                
     This study of the long term trend in the measured concentrations of DDE,   
     PCBs, and mercury in rainbow smelt and slimy sculpin (both foraging fish)  
     in Lake Ontario presents results much like those summarized earlier from   
     the National Contaminant Biomonitoring Program in the U.S.  The fish       
     monitoring activity presented in this paper is an outgrowth of an          
     international surveillance program initiated as part of the activities of  
     the International Joint Commission.                                        
                                                                                
     To briefly summarize, the study found the following:                       
                                                                                
     Whole body concentrations of DDE and PCBs in Lake Ontario smelt displayed  
     no significant change over the period from 1977 to 1988;                   
                                                                                
     Whole body concentrations of PCBs in Lake Ontario sculpin displayed no     
     significant change over the period from 1977 to 1988, while concentrations 
     of DDE have decreased; and                                                 
                                                                                
     Whole body concentrations of mercury in Lake Ontario smelt and sculpin     
     decreased significantly over the period from 1977 to 1988 with a mercury   
     decay half life of approximately 10 years.                                 
                                                                                
     Again, an improving or stabilized system of contamination is indicated.    
     This stabilization is most likely due to the effectiveness of past controls
     on point sources of the problematic contaminants.  Lack of a further       
     decrease in tissue concentrations may well reflect the effect of other     
     sources of these contaminants to the water bodies and to the inventory of  
     these persistent chemicals already present.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.240     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Insufficient Consideration of Existing Regulations and Programs for        
     Pollution Control in the Great Lakes Drainage Basin                        
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     The gradually improved quality of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem, as      
     illustrated in the previous section, indicates that existing regulations   
     (e.g., CWA, CAA, CERCLA, RCRA, SDWA, TSCA, etc.) have been effective in    
     limiting and controlling pollutant levels in the ecosystem.  The EPA did   
     not imply a deficiency or comment on the inadequacy of existing regulations
     to control current pollutant loading or to reduce projected future         
     pollutant loadings in the Great Lakes Drainage Basin.  Gaps in existing    
     pollution control legislation were not cited as justification for the      
     proposed Guidance.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.241     
     
     See response to comment number G3750L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eleven federal regulatory and volutary programs have currently been        
     implemented to:                                                            
                                                                                
     (1) prevent pollutants from being introduced;                              
     (2) reduce pollutant loadings currently being discharged; and              
     (3) remediate adverse effects associated with pollutants discharged to the 
     Great Lakes system in the past.                                            
                                                                                
     Information generated from these programs (especially relative to Lakewide 
     Management Plans (LaMPs), Remedial Action Plans (RAPs), contaminated       
     sediments, atmospheric deposition, storm water, combined sewer overflows,  
     discharges of oil and hazardous polluting substances, and non-point sources
     of pollution from land-use activities) should provide the scientific and   
     empirical basis for demonstrating what elements of the proposed Guidance   
     are, in fact, necessary.  At the same time, this information could support 
     the development of more complete implementation procedures for pollution   
     control in the Great Lakes system.  To proceed first with the proposed     
     Guidance, and to develop supporting implementation data later is to risk   
     the requirement for costly point source control technologies which will    
     decrease plant profitablility, and could result in plant closures with only
     minimal and probably unmeasurable improvement in overall Lake water        
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.242     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Foran (1991) in his report to the International Joint Commission,          
     investigated the great number of procedures that the Great Lakes States and
     the Province of Ontario currently use to regulate the discharge of toxic   
     pollutants from point sources.  This framework was found to be complex and 
     multi-leveled.  The U.S. Clean Water Act, the Ontario Water Resources Act, 
     and the Ontario Environmental Protection Act were identifed as the primary 
     statutes for regulating the quality of the surface waters in the Great     
     Lakes Basin.  Foran also cites the recent development and implementation of
     the Municipal-Industrial Strategy for Abatement (MISA) by Ontario to       
     address the discharge of toxic substances into Ontario's waters.  There is 
     substantial variation among State, Provincial, Federal, and International  
     Joint Commission criteria and objectives with respect to toxic pollutants, 
     however, viable working programs to control the point source releases of   
     toxics are in place.  Clearly, practical, cost-effective steps could be    
     taken to make the various State programs more consistent with respect to   
     criteria or procedures for the development and implementation of point     
     source discharges short of the implementation of the Guidance as proposed. 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.243     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another justification provided by EPA for regional consistency with respect
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     to point source discharge limits is to prevent industries interested in    
     locating in the region from shopping around between the Great Lakes States 
     for the most lenient regulatory climate.  No evidence is provided to       
     suggest that this is currently a problem in the region and the supposition 
     ignores the strong inter-industry linkages that exists among the economies 
     of the Great Lakes States.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.244     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2723.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposed Guidance ensures that States may not utilize a more     
     lenient environmental climate to compete for jobs to the detriment of the  
     quality of the Great Lakes, it does not extend to discharges in Canada.    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.245     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2723.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, regulatory uncertainty as to how the proposed Guidance may be        
     interpreted has resulted in widely varying cost estimates for compliance.  
     Implementation costs in the upper end of estimates could erode the economic
     competitiveness of the entire region.                                      
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     Response to: D2723.246     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the objective of improving the quality of the water in the Great     
     Lakes such that significant improvements in human health and the welfare of
     aquatic and terrestrial wildlife will be realized, there is considerable   
     evidence that the proposed Guidance will not be effective in achieving this
     goal.  The EPA did not demonstrate that continuing point source discharges 
     are a major, let alone significant, contributor to remaining concerns about
     the quality of the Great Lakes water and ecosystem.  The targeting of only 
     point source discharges, incorporation of compounded conservatism in       
     procedures to the point that implementation would not be cost-effective,   
     and proposing a strategy of control for a broad range of contaminants that 
     is not directly linked to justifiable biological or economic goals indicate
     that the proposed Guidance will  not be effective in meeting its primary   
     goal - the significant improvement of human and ecological health in the   
     Great Lakes Drainage Basin.  Points associated with the projected          
     ineffectiveness of the proposed Guidance have been discussed above.        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.247     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2723.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In review of the criteria established in Section 5.2 for a robust          
     justification for additional regulatory action to protect human health,    
     aquatic life and wildlife in the Great Lakes Drainage Basin, the following 
     recommendations may be made to the EPA:                                    
                                                                                
     (1) [Focus the Guidance on a smaller set of contaminants that can have a   
     demonstrated adverse impact on human health or the environment at levels   
     observed to be present.  This set of chemicals should consist primarily of 
     the contaminants that are both bioaccumulative and persistent in the       
     environment.  An appropriate measure of a chemical's combined behavior     
     relative to these two characteristics should be developed, and a cut-off   
     value should be established on the basis of sound scientific principles.]  
     (2) [For the contaminants identified in this manner, develop an            
     understanding of their sources, transport, and fate in the context of the  
     Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  Identifying a first order mass balance on the
     input, accumulation, and removal of each of the contaminants of concern    
     would provide the basis for developing and targeting reduction strategies  
     most effectively.  Evaluate all sources of available data.]                
     (3) [Reevaluate the technical, as opposed to the political and economical, 
     justification for a Basin-wide control effort.  Administrative or          
     commercial benefits that might be derived from a Basin-wide program might  
     be quickly overshadowed by the costs of forcing incompatible,              
     generally-derived controls on a problem that would best be addressed in a  
     lakewide strategy.  The Great Lakes Drainage Basin may be such that its    
     "average"  conditions and characteristics do not actually exist as such    
     anywhere in the region.]                                                   
                                                                                
     (4) [Consider the regulatory context in which the Guidance would be        
     implemented, and develop the Guidance so that it would both complement and 
     supplement existing programs for controlling other sources of pollutant    
     loadings, especially atmospheric deposition, non-point sources, and        
     uncontrolled releases.]                                                    
                                                                                
     Having taken these steps, justification for any particular future action to
     improve the quality of the Great Lakes will be more focused and defensible.
     Guidance developed on such a foundation would be much more likely to       
     achieve the stated goals of the Guidance now proposed and in a manner that 
     is cost-effective.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2723.248     
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2723.249
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: comment .249 is embedded in comment .248                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Focus the Guidance on a smaller set of contaminants that can have a        
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     demonstrated adverse impact on human health or the environment at levels   
     observed to be present.  This set of chemicals should consist primarily of 
     the contaminants that are both bioaccumulative and persistent in the       
     environment.  An appropriate measure of a chemical's combined behavior     
     relative to these two characteristics should be developed, and a cut-off   
     value should be established on the basis of sound scientific principles.   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.249     
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: comment .250 is embedded in comment .248                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the contaminants identified in this manner, develop an understanding of
     their sources, transport, and fate in the context of the Great Lakes Basin 
     Ecosystem.  Identifying a first order mass balance on the input,           
     accumulation, and removal of each of the contaminants of concern would     
     provide the basis for developing and targeting reduction strategies most   
     effectively.  Evaluate all sources of available data.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2723.250     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2723.251
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment .251 is embedded in comment .248                      
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Reevaluate the technical, as opposed to the political and economical,      
     justification for a Basin-wide control effort.  Administrative or          
     commercial benefits that might be derived from a Basin-wide program might  
     be quickly overshadowed by the costs of forcing incompatible,              
     generally-derived controls on a problem that would best be addressed in a  
     lakewide strategy.  The Great Lakes Drainage Basin may be such that its    
     "average" conditions and characteristics do not actually exist as such     
     anywhere in the region.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.251     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C, II.C and IX of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2723.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: comment .252 is embedded in comment .248                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consider the regulatory context in which the Guidance would be implemented,
     and develop the Guidance so that it would both complement and supplement   
     existing programs for controlling other sources of pollutant loadings,     
     especially atmospheric deposition, non-point sources, and uncontrolled     
     releases.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2723.252     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2723.253
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see also Table 6-1, pg 6-2, Attachment I, OEUI comments  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance will most directly impact the electric utilities in  
     the Great Lakes Drainage Basin (GLDB) through the relationship between     
     target ambient water quality standards and calculated effluent discharge   
     limits (as determined through the calculation of a wasteload allocation).  
     The development of point source effluent limits for power plants under the 
     proposed guidance would involve a series of calculations and procedures    
     that:                                                                      
                                                                                
     (1) begins with the compilation and review of the available data on the    
     toxicological effect of the contaminant in question to develop a risk or   
     impact related dose;                                                       
     (2) considers how and to what extent people, aqautic organisms, or wildlife
     are exposed to lake water containing that contaminant to develop protective
     ambient water quality criteria; and                                        
     (3) translates the ambient water quality standard into an allowable limit  
     on the discharge of that contaminant from the point source.                
                                                                                
     This general process is illustrated in Table 6-1.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2723.253     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2723.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This linked series of calculations is routinely performed by a collection  
     of specialists with varied backgrounds, with each attending to their own   
     mandate to be scientifically credible and conservatively protective of the 
     public and the environment.  As such, the toxicology, exposure assessment, 
     and permitting specialists have all developed their own techniques and     
     procedures for addressing the unknowns and uncertainties inherent to their 
     own part of the overall calculation.  These uncertainties have been        
     addressed through the use of safety factors, modifying factors,            
     conservative methodologies, directives to adopt the most stringent value   
     from a data set, conservative screening guidelines, and the making of      
     assumptions that would ensure erring on the side of being protective of    
     human health or the environment.  Typically, each specialist attempts to be
     conservative, but realistic within their own purview.  However, when a     
     series of such components must be sequentially linked for purposes of      
     establishing regulatory limits, as is the case with the proposed Guidance, 
     the techniques and procedures for addressing the uncertainties are         
     compounded.  No reevaluation of the overall conservatism of the calculated 
     results from such a linked relationship was provided in the proposed       
     Guidance.                                                                  
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     Response to: D2723.254     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  The proposed Guidance was evaluated 
     in terms of the overall conservatism contained in all of the provisions.   
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing
     the final Guidance, including the use of the best available science to     
     provide protection to human health, wildlife and aquatic life, see Section 
     I.C of the SID. For a general discussion of the provisions included in the 
     final Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2723.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also Section B.1, B.2, B.3, Appendix B, and Table 
6-2, pg 6-4    
          Attachment I OEUI comments                                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This section presents the results of such a reevaluation of the process for
     calculating power plant effluent discharge limits for Lake Erie based on   
     the criteria contained in the proposed Guidance.  Three case studies were  
     conducted to explore the compounded nature of the conservative parameter   
     selections and assumptions associated with the different types of ambient  
     water quality criteria:  aquatic life, human health, and wildlife.  Two    
     particular power plant pollutants, copper and mercury, were chosen for the 
     case studies because the Phase I Analysis Report (Ebasco, 1993) indicated  
     that they were present in concentrations that would potentially exceed the 
     Tier I values proposed in the Guidance.  The three case studies calculate  
     point source discharge limits based on the:                                
                                                                                
     (1) Tier I Aquatic Life Criterion for copper; (2) Tier I Human Health      
     Criterion for mercury; and (3) Tier I Wildlife Criterion for mercury       
                                                                                
     These case studies are presented in Sections B.1, B.2, and B.3             
     respectively, of Appendix B to this Report.  Each case study includes a    
     description and disaggregation of the overall process of setting discharge 
     limits for direct discharges into Lake Erie.  This analysis focused on the 
     assumptions and parameter selections that were made by the EPA in the      
     proposed Guidance in order to determine to what degree each of those       
     choices may have been conservative.  In addition, each case study examined 
     the manner in which the individual conservative assumptions combined, in   
     either additive or multiplicative fashion.  They also determined what the  
     resulting overall safety factor for the Guidance-based discharge limit was 
     indicated to be.  This was generally accomplished in the case studies by   
     presenting a side-by-side comparison of the calculation done using         
     parameters from the proposed Guidance and the same calculation using values
     determined for this study to be more representative of "typical" or        
     "central tendency" values.  In addition to allowing the specialist to      
     address uncertainties through the use of selected data, some conservative  
     assumptions are built into the form or formula of the methodologies        
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     themselves.  Whenever possible, the case studies estimated the inherent    
     safety factor associated with the underlying data, formula.                
                                                                                
     The primary results of the three case studies are summarized in Table 6-2. 
     For each case study, Table 6-2 presents the compounded safety factor that  
     was found to represent the difference between the wasteload allocation or  
     effluent discharge limits calculated on the basis of the proposed Guidance 
     and the alternate values calculated for this study based on more central   
     tendency parameter values and methodological assumptions.  In addition,    
     where a clear component-by-component disaggregation of the compounded      
     safety factor could be made, the conservatism associated with each         
     individual component is identified.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2723.255     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section  
     II.C of the SID.  See also Appendix B of the rule.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2723.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Table 6-2, pg.6-4, Attachment I, OEUI comments       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The case study for the Tier I Aquatic Life Criterion for copper resulted in
     a compounded or overall safety factor of 348.  To put this result in       
     perspective, conservatism or risk aversion of this magnitude (using area to
     illustrate) would be analogous to mounting a circular piece of plywood 37  
     feet in diameter on the wall behind a dartboard to ensure that no errant   
     tosses would poke a hole in the wall.  Missing such a protective backstop  
     with a tossed dart would almost literally be like missing the broad side of
     a barn.  Table 6-2 also shows that, with respect to the two primary inputs 
     to the default wasteload allocation formula, there was relatively more     
     conservatism associated with the criterion value (a component safety factor
     of 10.7) than was indicated for the background copper concentration in Lake
     Erie (a component safety factor of 1.6).  The alternate assumptions for the
     mixing zone that were judged to be more representative of typical          
     hydrologic and exposure conditions, led to an adjusted formula for the     
     wasteload allocation that was a factor 9.1 times less conservative than the
     default formula.  In addition, the results for this case study clearly     
     illustrate that the cumulative conservatism in a calculated result (as     
     evidenced by the overall safety factor) can be much greater than is        
     associated with any one of its input parameters (as evidenced by the       
     component safety factors).                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2723.256     
     
     Based on data from outdoor experimental streams with controlled toxicant   
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     concentrations, EPA believes that aquatic life criteria derived by the     
     procedures used by the Rule (and used for national criteria), do not have  
     any substantial safety factor built into them, when applied to             
     concentrations that occur continuously at a site, provided that differences
     in bioavailability are not confounding factors.  EPA has provided          
     procedures to account for the differences in bioavailability commonly      
     observed for metals such as copper.  In addition, recognizing the potential
     that EPA's criteria averaging periods and allowable violation frequency may
     not be appropriate, the Rule provides that states and tribes may use       
     alternative averaging periods and frequencies. If appropriate averaging    
     periods and frequencies are used, and if procedures for adjusting for      
     bioavailability are used, then EPA believes that the criteria will be      
     sufficiently protective but not overly protective.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Table 6-2, pg. 6-4, Attachment I, OEUI comments      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The case study for the Tier I Human Health Criterion for mercury resulted  
     in a compounded or overall safety factor of 30,770.  Conservatism or risk  
     aversion of this magnitude would be analogous to placing a circular plywood
     backstop behind the dartboard that was 350 feet in diameter to ensure that 
     errant tosses would not stick in the wall.  Such a backstop would be       
     roughly the size of the entire circular playing field of a major league    
     baseball stadium (with the dartboard being somewhat bigger than second     
     base).  Table 6-2 also shows the estimates of the component safety factors 
     contributing to the overall safety factor for the discharge limit (waste   
     load allocation):                                                          
                                                                                
     A component safety factor of 65 associated with the estimation of the risk 
     associated dose (addressing the underlying toxicology);                    
                                                                                
     A cumulative safety factor of 359 for the criterion value (which includes  
     the effects of the RAD safety factor of 65 and the BAF safety factor of    
     2.34);                                                                     
                                                                                
     a component safety factor of 5.3 associated with the Lake Erie background  
     mercury concentration; and                                                 
                                                                                
     A component safety factor of 8.6 associated with the alternate mixing      
     zone/ratio assumption and the resulting wasteload allocation formula       
                                                                                
     The results of this case study also illustrate how the component safety    
     factors can combine in ways that are not linear or intuitive.  In addition,
     this example shows how a set of conservative, but generally reasonable,    
     assumptions for individual components of a problem can compound and        
     propagate to a result that is implausible and unrealistic.                 
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     Response to: D2723.257     
     
     EPA does not apply safety factors.  EPA applies uncertainty factors which  
     indicates we are uncertain in the toxicology endpoint or the translation of
     that endpoint to humans.  The uncertainty factors are applied to account   
     for the uncertainty in translating from animal to humans, the intraspecies 
     variability, the uncertainty related to using less than lifetime animal    
     data, endpoints which are lowest observable adverse effect levels and/or   
     incomplete databases.   While use of such uncertainty factors may          
     overestimate the degree of risk, EPA believes that a conservative approach 
     is warranted in carrying out the public health protection goals of the CWA.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Table 6-2, pg.6-4, Attachment I, OEUI comments       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The case study for the Tier I Wildlife Criterion for mercury resulted in a 
     compounded or overall safety factor of 60.  Conservatism or risk aversion  
     of this magnitude (again using the dartboard analogy to illustrate) would  
     require a plywood backstop 15 feet in diameter.  Such a circular backstop, 
     in this case, would be slightly taller than a standard basketball pole with
     the attached backboard.  Table 6-2 also shows the estimates of the         
     component safety factors contributing to the overall safety factor for the 
     discharge limit (WLA):                                                     
                                                                                
     A factor of 9.2 associated with the estimation of the risk associated dose 
     (addressing the underlying toxicology of mercury poisoning in birds);      
                                                                                
     A cumulative safety factor of 60 for the criterion value (which includes   
     the effects of the RAD safety factor of 9.2 and the assessment that the BAF
     for trophic levels 4 and 3 were overly conservative by factors of 2.34 and 
     2.0 respectively, relative to the central tendency value);                 
                                                                                
     A component safety factor of 5.3 associated with the Lake Erie background  
     mercury concentration; and                                                 
                                                                                
     An unquantified component safety factor associated with the alternate      
     mixing zone/ratio assumption and the resulting wasteload allocation        
     formula.                                                                   
                                                                                
     It must be noted that the influence of the background water quality and    
     mixing zone/ratio component safety factors was not reflected in the overall
     safety factor calculated for this WLA due to the low value of the criteria 
     proposed or developed relative to the representative background mercury    
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     concentration in Lake Erie.  The WLA calculations lead to a negative value 
     for the WLA under the conditions of the case study, which would result in  
     the WLA being set equal to the criterion value.  When this occurs, the     
     overall safety factor for the criterion becomes the overall safety factor  
     for the WLA.  Consequently, the WLA or discharge limit is not further      
     affected by possibly conservative procedures associated with the background
     water quality or other aspects of the discharge.  However, the overall     
     safety factor of 60 may ultimately be shown to be too low for two          
     additional reasons.  First, an analysis of the weights of the target avian 
     species, the daily amount of water consumed, and quantity of fish in each  
     trophic level eaten by each target bird species assumed in the proposed    
     guidance revealed a general lack of sufficient data in the literature to   
     either confirm or refute the values presented in the proposed Guidance.    
     While the EPA's treatment of the data cited for these parameters was       
     logical, additional data may ultimately show that these initial estimates  
     were biased in one direction or the other.  Second, there is considerable  
     controversy over the adoption of the human health formulation for the      
     wildlife risk associated dose.  The human health paradigm may ultimately be
     shown to be an order of magnitude or greater more conservative than the    
     formulation ultimately confirmed to be representative.  This issue was not 
     addressed quantitatively in the case study.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2723.258     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment, and the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical      
     Support Document for Wildlife Criteria for a discussion of the             
     representative species body weights and ingestion rates.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2723.259
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH/T1
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL/T1
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also sections B.1, B.2, B.3, Appendix B, Attachment 
I OEUI       
          comment                                                                   

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Significant differences in magnitude were seen between the overall safety  
     factors for the various criteria:                                          
                                                                                
     Tier I Aquatic Life     -Factor of 348                                     
     Tier I Human Health     -Factor of 30,770                                  
     Tier I Wildlife         -Factor of 60                                      
                                                                                
     It would appear that the EPA is generally consistent in the magnitude of   
     the overall safety factors they used for aquatic and terrestrial wildlife  
     criteria (factors of 348 and 60) considering that the wildlife safety      
     factor does not reflect the influence of the background water quality or   
     mixing zone conservatisms.  EPA also appears to have chosen to be          
     relatively more conservative in the protection of human health by an extra 
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     factor of approximately 100.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2723.259     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section  
     II.C of the SID.  See also Appendix B of the rule.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2723.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: refers to case studies in Appendix B, Attachment I, OEUI 
comments     
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The individual case studies in Appendix B of this Report had some          
     particular characteristics that masked the effect of other parametric and  
     methodological conservatisms.  These characteristics arose due to the focus
     of this study on:                                                          
                                                                                
     -   Shoreline coal-fired power plants in the Lake Erie Drainage Basin, and 
     -   The metal contaminants identified in "Table 6" of the proposed Guidance
     due to their presence in coal in trace quantities (especially copper and   
     mercury).                                                                  
                                                                                
     Safety factors and conservatisms associated with other provisions of the   
     proposed Guidance (such as discharges to Great Lakes Basin tributaries or  
     developing a human health criterion for a carcinogenic chemical using a    
     cancer slope factor) were not explicitly examined in the case studies.     
     Many other examples of the effect of conservatism or risk aversion under   
     the proposed Guidance can be seen.  The goal of the analysis of the three  
     case studies was to:                                                       
                                                                                
     (1) look at how each type of ambient water quality criteria (aquatic life, 
     human health and wildlife) would be developed under the proposed Guidance, 
     and (2) estimate how conservative a water quality based effluent limit     
     (WQBEL) for the discharge of the identified metal from a power plant into  
     Lake Erie would be relative to a "best estimate" or central tendency value.
     
     
     Response to: D2723.260     
     
     For a discussion of the Guidance provisions regarding human health, see    
     Section V of the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
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     Comment ID: D2723.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see case studies, Appendix B, Attachment I, OEUI comments
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Component safety factors, such as are associated with the BAFs or the      
     exposure parameters, are likely to exhibit more variability than is        
     reflected in the case study analyses.  This is due to the manner in which  
     quantitative estimates were evaluated for this study.  These estimates from
     the various cited studies were typically averages or representative values 
     from a more varied data set.  As such, the analysis for this Report        
     primarily looked at the range of resulting "averages" reported in the      
     literature, values that have already "washed out" some portion of the total
     variability associated with the parameters.  In this regard, the overall   
     safety factors estimated in this report may be somewhat underestimated.    
     
     
     Response to: D2723.261     
     
     For a discussion on the BAF provisions included in the final Guidance, see 
     Section IV of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2723.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see case studies, Appendix B, Attachment I, OEUI 
comments            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This study calculated the overall safety factors for the discharge limits  
     by replacing each of the conservative parameters from the proposed Guidance
     with an alternate, more central tendency value.  In contrast, the analysis 
     could have been undertaken by performing the series of calculations        
     probabilistically.  Using this approach, characterizations of the          
     distributions of values representative of each input parameter would be    
     developed and combined in a probabilistic manner to construct a continuous 
     distribution for the value of the resulting wasteload allocation or        
     discharge limit.  Values representing different levels of conservatism or  
     risk aversion could then be read directly from the distribution (i.e., most
     likely value at the 50%-ile, reasonable maximum value at the 95%-ile,      
     etc.).  This approach generally requires a great deal of data review and   
     analysis so that the input distributions can be credible in terms of their 
     shape and quantitative characterization.  Such an effort was beyond the    
     scope of this study.                                                       
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     Response to: D2723.262     
     
     For a discussion on the BAF provisions included in the final Guidance, see 
     Section IV of the SID.Response to comment: D2723.262                       
                                                                                
     See the TSD for human health and wildlife for a discussion of the          
     uncertainty factors and Section III of the SID for a discussion of the     
     uncertainty factors for aquatic life.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Appendix A, Attachment I, OEUI comments.  See Tables 
2-1, 2-2 pg.2-3 
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As can be seen from Tables 2-1 and 2-2 in the main body of the report, the 
     BAF(2), derived from values reported in Stephan (1993), is generally lower 
     than BAF(1), derived from all literature values.  Therefore, the resulting 
     Wildlife Value, WV(2), is proportionally higher.  Calculating the Wildlife 
     Criteria using the geometric mean of all literature BAFs/BCFs, or BAF(1),  
     always resulted in a lower Wildlife Value, and more stringent criteria than
     when only the EPA data, BAF(2) was used (Stephan, 1993).                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.263     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: summary of Appendix A, Attachment I, OEUI comments; see 
Appendix A for
          details                                                                   

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Wildlife Criteria could be developed for eight of the sixteen      
     metals of concern, based on data retrieved from  an extensive literature   
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     review.  Although criteria could be developed following the proposed       
     Guidance methodology, the resultant values we hold very low levels of      
     confidence in them due to the great uncertainty associated with making vast
     interspecies extrapolations.  Toxicity data for the five Great Lakes       
     representative species, mink, otter, bald eagle, osprey, and belted        
     kingfisher, were not found in the review of the literature.  Available     
     mammalian and avian toxicity data (NOAELs/LOAELs) were limited, for the    
     most part, to laboratory species such as dog, rat, and chicken.  The       
     appropriateness of calculating water quality criteria based on toxicity    
     data for such species is highly questionable.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2723.264     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: summary of Appendix A, Attachment I, OEUI comments       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II WC calculations are based on uptake of contaminants through the
     food chain and the water column (bioaccumulation).  Calculations of this   
     nature, incorporating fish BCFs, are relevant for piscivorous species.     
     Extrapolating data from non-piscivorous same-class species, and especially 
     from species which are not of the same trophic level (not predators),      
     renders the resultant wildlife criteria unsubstantiated.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2723.265     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2723.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  summary of Appendix A, Attachment I, OEUI comments      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Difficulty was encountered in collecting adequate data for the calculation 
     of the Tier II WC.  As mentioned above, toxicity data was limited, often   
     the ony available NOAELs/LOAELs were for common laboratory species.  Wide  
     ranges of toxicity, NOAELs and LOAELs, and BCFs were encountered for most  
     contaminants.  Incomplete test specifics were commonly encountered in      
     reviewing data compilations.  The chemical form of the test material was   
     highly variable, and often not identical to the form used to obtain the    
     BCFs, or the other toxicity data.  Bioenergetics parameters such as the    
     weight of the test species and amount of food consumed often had to be     
     assumed or assigned generic values.  The duration of the studies was often 
     insufficient for use in Tier II calculations (a minimum 28-day length of   
     exposure is required by the proposed Guidance).  Above all, the absence of 
     data for the five representative Great Lakes species or other appropriate, 
     piscivorous species resulted in Tier II wildlife criteria values which are 
     highly questionable, and which cast doubt on the validity of their         
     application to the Great Lakes system.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2723.266     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2724.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The primary Great Lakes objective should be to identify the significant    
     "real problems" that are impacting water quality in the Great Lakes and to 
     implement the most cost-effective "real solutions".  Unfortunately, prior  
     to initiating the GLI, EPA did not complete the research and evaluation    
     necessary to make such a judgement.  Rather, the GLI takes as a given that 
     persistent substances from industrial and municipal dischargers are causing
     a "real problem" and therefore, that extremely stringent control of point  
     sources for those persistent substances will result in a "real solution."  
     The over-conservatism of multiple assumptions and safety factors, the use  
     of unscientific shortcuts or exclusion of data, [and the elimination of the
     flexibility that is essential to rationalize any regulatory approach to the
     tremendous diversity within the Great Lakes Basin have further complicated 
     the proposed GLI.]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.001     
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

Page 1885



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.002 is imbedded in comment #.001.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     and the elimination of the flexibility that is essential to rationalize any
     regulatory approach to the tremendous diversity within the Great Lakes     
     Basin have further complicated the proposed GLI.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.002     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2724.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of these problems, EPA's suggestion that perhaps the Guidance     
     should be expanded to cover the entire nation is particularly distressing, 
     but AFPA will reserve further comment on this issue unless and until such  
     an expansion is formally proposed in the future.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.003     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2724.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA does urge, however, that the close of this comment period should not  
     be the close of consideration of additional data and analysis of the GLI --
     there is a considerable amount of unfinished business!  Just as the        
     proposal was developed with the opportunity for input from a wide variety  
     of parties, it is critical that the process remain open to additional data 
     and review in order to resolve several fundamental tenets of the GLI.      
                                                                                
     We support the concept of reconvening the Great Lakes Initiative Steering  
     Committee in order to review and evaluate the comments after a summary of  
     the record has been compiled.  AFPA suggests, however, that a two day      
     meeting will not be sufficient time for a careful review of the wealth of  
     material that is expected to be submitted to the Docket.  We suggest that  
     the Agency consider establishing a process -- perhaps a series of meetings 
     -- focusing on specific aspects of the GLI -- and that sufficient notice of
     such activities be included in the Federal Register to insure that the     
     public will be able to attend and provide comment as well.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.004     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2724.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are two other areas in particular that also would benefit            
     considerably from such continued analysis:  (1) The entire revised GLI     
     should be submitted to the Science Advisory Board for their comment and    
     review,                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
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     Comment ID: D2724.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) further economic evaluation of the far-reaching impacts of the GLI     
     should be completed.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.006     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pulp and paper industry cost estimate of the proposed Great Lakes      
     Initiative alone -- based on a very conservative analysis -- is $1 billion 
     in capital improvements and several hundred million dollars per year in    
     operation and maintenance costs to comply with the Guidance.  That is in   
     addition to money already being spent to eliminate trace amounts of dioxin 
     and what we anticipate spending to meet our new Effluent Guidelines/MACT   
     requirements.  AFPA is willing to devote substantial resources toward      
     improved water quality.  However, prior to committing such significant     
     resources, we must be certain we are addressing "real problems" that will  
     result in "real" environmental gains.  To this end, we believe EPA must    
     continue to seek scientific answers to the questions about overall         
     significance and priority of Great Lakes water quality problems throughout 
     the rest of the GLI process.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.007     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: D2724.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, while we oppose the use of Tier II Criteria as a basis for    
     enforceable limitations, we recognize the legitimate need for use of       
     information on substances where possible effects on the environment are    
     indicated.  Tier II values could be very useful in establishing research   
     priorities and perhaps could be the first step in a joint effort by EPA,   
     states and the regulated community to identify those chemicals likely to   
     represent the greatest threat to the Great Lakes environment.  If EPA is   
     interested in pursuing this idea, we would be happy to discuss it further  
     and/or present a full, detailed proposal.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.008     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2724.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of these problems, EPA's suggestion that perhaps the Guidance     
     should be expanded to cover the entire nation is particularly distressing, 
     but AFPA will reserve further comment on this issue unless and until such  
     an expansion is formally proposed in the future.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.009     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance contains mandatory language which exceeds EPA's statutory     
     authority.  The Clean Water Act requires EPA to publish water quality      
     guidance for the Great Lakes System concerning minimum water quality       
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures.        
     Nothing in the Act eliminates the primary authority of the individual      
     states (including the Great Lakes states) to adopt their own water quality 
     standards, antidegradation policies and implementation procedures, so long 
     as these are consistent with the Guidance.  However, the so-called         
     "guidance" proposed by EPA is replete with mandatory language and          
     requirements which would eliminate state discretion to tailor the Guidance 
     blueprint to the unique circumstances of their waters.  This mandatory     
     language is contradictory to Congress' intent, as evidenced by the language
     of Clean Water Act Section 118 and the legislative history.  [Furthermore, 
     mandatory language is inconsistent with the meaning of "guidance" as       
     interpreted by the courts.]  For these reasons, all mandatory language     
     should be removed from the Guidance.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.010     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.011 is imbedded in comment #.010.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, mandatory language is inconsistent with the meaning of        
     "guidance" as interpreted by the courts.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.011     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 1890



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the proposed water quality criteria, as well as the procedure for  
     their derivation, have been proposed without sufficient scientific basis.  
     [Despite the Agency's acknowledgement that the primary risks that the      
     Guidance is intended to address are those risks to human health and        
     wildlife posed by persistent and bioaccumulative pollutants, EPA has       
     nevertheless proposed that the Guidance include aquatic life criteria that 
     differ markedly from aquatic life criteria that EPA has used in other parts
     of the country.]  Since existing federal and state criteria currently      
     provide adequate protection for aquatic life in the Great Lakes (and the   
     nation's other waters) and since aquatic life in the Great Lakes do not    
     respond uniquely to the pollutants present, EPA should not impose more     
     stringent aquatic life criteria in the Great Lakes states than elsewhere.  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.012     
     
     The aquatic life criteria adopted in the Rule were derived using a         
     procedure little different than that used to derive nationwide criteria.   
     Differences between this Rule's aquatic life criteria and national criteria
     may arise because certain test species not found in the Great Lakes system 
     have been either excluded or given a less prominent role in derivation of  
     these criteria and because of updates to the database.  See also the       
     discussion of the differences in the methodologies in the preamble and     
     Section III.B.4. of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2724.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.013 is imbedded in comment #.012.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the Agency's acknowledgement that the primary risks that the       
     Guidance is intended to address are those risks to human health and        
     wildlife posed by persistent and bioaccumulative pollutants, EPA has       
     nevertheless proposed that the Guidance include aquatic life criteria that 
     differ markedly from aquatic life criteria that EPA has used in other parts
     of the country.                                                            
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     Response to: D2724.013     
     
     The methodology used to derive Tier I aquatic life criteria is             
     substantially the same as the Guidelines for Deriving National Water       
     Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses    
     (U.S. EPA, 1985).  The most notable difference is removal of the FRV.  A   
     believes that the FRV is no longer needed with the use of both the Wildlife
     Criteria and the revised Human Health Methodologies.  For more information 
     regarding removal of the FRV see Section III.B.4. of the SID.              
                                                                                
     The addition of new data to the data sets is the primary reason for the    
     differing criteria.  EPA believes that updating the data sets with new data
     is prudent.  For more information on criteria derivation see "Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic
     Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."Response to comment:      
     D2724.013 See reponse to comment D2724.012.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, many of the aquatic life criteria proposed are not            
     scientifically defensible.  Such criteria were calculated without adherence
     to the procedures as specified in the proposed Appendix A to 40 C.F.R. Part
     132.  Also, certain newly available data was not used in developing        
     criteria for certain hardness-dependent metals.  Further, the regulatory   
     language proposed requires revision to be consistent with the indication,  
     in proposed Appendix F to 40 C.F.R. Part 132, that site-specific           
     adjustments to aquatic life criteria may yield less stringent criteria.    
     Finally, a number of pollutant-specific aquatic life criteria documents for
     various metals fail to support calculations of acute and or chronic        
     criteria for such metals.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.014     
     
     See responses to comments D2758.003 and P2976.089.  Also, site- specific   
     provisions have now been added.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2724.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier I wildlife criteria are also plagued by errors in the    
     calculation of the criteria and by excessive conservatism in the           
     assumptions upon which such criteria are based.  Some of the wildlife      
     criteria are derived in absence of dose-response curves--a violation of the
     proposed minimum data requirements.  Also, AFPA has specific objections to 
     certain assumptions and calculations inherent in the development of        
     wildlife criteria for other parameters, including PCBs and mercury.        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.015     
     
     Please refer to comment P2656.167 for the response to this comment.  See   
     also the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Criteria Documents for 
     Wildlife.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2724.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the proposed Tier I human health criteria are also based on        
     unreasonably conservative assumptions.  The proposed intraspecies dose     
     scaling factor is inconsistent with the practice of other federal agencies 
     and with recent consensus between EPA and FDA.  Also, the adjustment       
     factors for inter- and intraspecies variation and exposure duration appear 
     to have been selected in many instances without appropriate evaluation.  In
     addition, the proposal inappropriately includes criteria for chemicals for 
     which a critical review of the risk assessment is currently being          
     undertaken by EPA.  Finally, AFPA has specific objections to certain       
     aspects of the calculations and assumptions used in developing human health
     criteria for several chemicals.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.016     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2724.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedures for developing bioaccumulation factors include a   
     number of significant flaws.  The food chain multiplier model used to      
     predict BAFs has not been appropriately validated and contains what appear 
     to be serious methodological and theoretical errors, which tend to bias the
     proposed BAFs on the high side.  Also, relevant data have been ignored in  
     the derivation of certain BAFs, including situations where Great Lakes     
     field studies are available.  In addition, the bioaccumulation equivalency 
     factors suggested in the proposed Guidance are based on insufficient data, 
     are contrary to other available data, and are applied incorrectly.         
     Finally, AFPA has specific technical objections to the proposed BAFs for a 
     number of chemicals.  In several cases, EPA has made unsupported           
     assumptions or ignored available data to come up with BAFs many times      
     greater than a more vigorous analysis would produce.  [In the case of      
     dioxin, EPA uses BAFs that were not calculated in a manner comparable to   
     the way in which permit limitations will be derived and enforced.]         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.017     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A      
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the methodology in the final Guidance uses the best      
     science available for regulatory application.  EPA however agrees with     
     commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new data become        
     available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1
     will provide the mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In     
     addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows for the            
     incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is        
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.018 is imbedded in comment #.017                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of dioxin, EPA uses BAFs that were not calculated in a manner  
     comparable to the way in which permit limitations will be derived and      
     enforced.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.018     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II criteria, as envisioned under the proposal, are an inappropriate   
     basis for enforceable limitations.  If employed at all, Tier II criteria   
     should be used as nothing more than a screening mechanism for chemicals    
     which may need translation into enforceable Tier I criteria.  AFPA         
     appreciates the concerns that led to the development of the Tier II        
     approach, and proposes that Tier II values be used to identify pollutants  
     that will be the subject to joint state/municipality/industry studies to   
     develop information necessary to derive Tier I criteria.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.019     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
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     Comment ID: D2724.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A more rational and scientifically defensible approach to development of   
     water quality criteria should be used in the Guidance.  AFPA would support 
     use of the Monte Carlo method of risk assessment, which combines           
     statistical distribution of input values in a way that more closely        
     approximates the way they are combined in nature, rather than making a     
     series of conservative assumptions, such that the conservatism of the      
     assessment is exponetially compounded.  Use of the Monte Carlo approach    
     would do a lot to address some of the conservative or unsupported choices  
     EPA has made for the factors influencing the derived water quality         
     criteria.  [If EPA insists on using fixed assumptions in its risk          
     assessment, however, AFPA supports the use in the proposed Guidance of a   
     10(exp.-5) risk level] a water consumption rate of 1.4 l/day, and a fish   
     consumption rate of 15 g/day or less.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.020     
     
     See response to comments D2661.030, P2771.197, and P2771.192.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.021 is imbedded comment #.020.                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA insists on using fixed assumptions in its risk assessment, however, 
     AFPA supports the use in the proposed Guidance of a 10(exp. -5) risk level 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.021     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
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     Comment ID: D2724.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the proposed procedures for developing total maximum daily loads    
     ("TMDL") are unreasonably inflexible.  The Guidance should not require     
     development of TMDLs for such a large number of circumstances, since the   
     economic burden on dischargers and the resource burden on the regulatory   
     agencies would be tremendous, and yet often point sources will not         
     contribute substanially to the water quality standards exceedance.  None of
     the proposed TMDL procedure options is adequate without modification -- EPA
     must rework its approach to TMDL/WLA/LA development, and AFPA offers some  
     principles that should be followed in the revised procedures.              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.022     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The availability of mixing zones would be unreasonably constrained under   
     the proposal.  Despite the scientific fact that receiving waters have      
     assimilative capacity to absorb and render harmless minimum concentrations 
     of toxic substances (and EPA's recognition of this fact in current national
     guidance on mixing zones), the proposed Guidance would unnecessarily       
     restrict, and in some cases eliminate, the use of mixing zones in the Great
     Lakes region.  [The proposed restrictions on mixing zones are particularly 
     unreasonable for bioaccumulative chemicals ("BCCs")].                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.023     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     discussions in the SID at VIII.C.4 (mixing zone provisions for BCCs) and   
     VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6 (mixing zone provisions for non-BCCs).               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.024 is imbedded in comment #.023.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed restrictions on mixing zones are particularly unreasonable for
     bioaccumulative chemicals ("BCCs")                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.024     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.See response to comment P2771.393.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By severely restricting the use of mixing zones, EPA fails to recognize the
     fact that acute and chronic toxicity as well as bioaccumulation are        
     functions of both magnitude and duration of exposure.  For example, zones  
     of inital dilultion ("ZIDs") are appropriate for meeting acute aquatic life
     criteria, since ZIDs are designed so that the velocity and turbulent mixing
     of effluent and ambient water within a ZID ensures that aquatic organisms  
     cannot be exposed to acute concentrations for a sufficient time to illicit 
     an acute response.  In place of the proposed mixing zone policy, AFPA      
     suggests that mixing zones be disallowed only when the permitting agency   
     demonstrates actual or reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting  
     from concentrations within the mixing zones and where it is economically   
     and technically feasible to eliminate such impacts within the mixing zone. 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.025     
     
     In order to ensure greater consistency among States and Tribes in the Great
     Lakes System, EPA has decided as a matter of policy to specify default     
     dilution fractions for acute and chronic mixing zones in the final         
     Guidance.  In EPA's view, the commenter's approach would not assure that   
     consistency, because it would require a demonstration to disallow a mixing 
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     zone; in those circumstances, the mixing zones would vary greatly from     
     State to State and Tribe to Tribe.  Nevertheless, EPA agrees with the      
     commenter's assertion that the size of a mixing zone can be influenced by  
     site-specific factors.  Therefore, the final Guidance affords the state and
     tribal permit writer, if so authorized by the State or Tribe, the          
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors in the form of a mixing zone 
     demonstration developed pursuant to procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6 and VIII.C.9.  In addition,    
     with respect to the provisions calling for the elimination of mixing zones 
     for BCCs, the final Guidance authorizes a limited exception to the mixing  
     zone phase-out for existing BCC discharges based on economic and technical 
     considerations.  See response to comment P2771.060.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Revisions to the intake credit provision of the proposed Guidance are      
     essential.  The proposed approach to intake credits is unjustifiably more  
     stringent than EPA's current policy.  The Agency's legal rationale for     
     limiting the availability of intake credits is inadequate in several       
     respects.  Most importantly, the release of a pollutant is not an          
     "addition" under the Clean Water Act when effluent concentration does not  
     exceed intake concentration.  EPA's asserted policy concerns over allowing 
     direct intake credits are outweighed by the various policy implications of 
     the proposal, including the sacrifice of balanced regulation and efficiency
     in the permitting process that eliminating permit writer discretion would  
     cause, the tremendous costs of cleaning up intake water, and the dramatic  
     expansion in potential civil and criminal liability of facilities which    
     would result from activities beyond their control.  [AFPA believes that the
     only reasonable approach to intake credits would be to adopt a modified    
     Option 4 as described in these comments.]                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.026     
     
     Without specific chemicals mentioned in the comment, it is hard to respond 
     to the comment.                                                            
                                                                                
     With regard to the scaling factor, EPA is employing the scaling factor     
     (2/3) which is currently official Agency policy.  While the 3/4 scaling    
     factor has been presented as a draft consensus by the InterAgency group    
     (U.S. EPA, 1992), this undertaking has not been finalized nor adopted as   
     EPA policy to date.                                                        
                                                                                
     The application of inter- and intra-species uncertainty factors was applied
     using EPA's best professional judgment, which is how all uncertainty       
     factors are applied.                                                       
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     With regard to developing criteria for chemicals which are currently under 
     review by the Agency, such as TCDD-dioxin, EPA believes that TCDD-dioxin is
     too pervasive, ubiquitous, and potentially harmful a chemical to leave out 
     of the final Guidance until the Dioxin reassessment is officially          
     finalized.  The Agency has maintained this policy in a number of program   
     areas.  For instance, EPA has developed National Primary Drinking Water    
     Standards for dioxin and has developed and maintained compliance with      
     dioxin water quality standards even though the Dioxin Reassessment has been
     underway for several years now.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.027 is imbedded in comment #.026.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA believes that the only reasonable approach to intake credits would be 
     to adopt a modified Option 4 as described in these comments.               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.027     
     
     This comment is explained in more detail elsewhere and is not addressed    
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure for dealing with water-quality-based effluent limits below   
     detection levels is not legally or scientifically justifiable.  The mandate
     that permits shall include below-quantification limits, coupled with the   
     fact that the Clean Water Act allows imposition of criminal penalties for  
     unknowing, negligent acts, threatens to compromise the constitutional due  
     process rights of dischargers as analytical techniques and capabilities    
     improve.                                                                   
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     Response to: D2724.028     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, significant revisions are necessary for Implementation Procedure 8,  
     which establishes requirements for implementing permit limitations below   
     quantification limits.  First, the mandated Pollution Minimization Program 
     is not authorized under the Clean Water Act and would often be unjustified,
     since establishment of a limit below quantification has no rational        
     relationship to whether actual discharges even approach the limitation     
     (and, thus, whether control measures such as pollution minimization are    
     necessary).  Pollution minimization requirements only should be imposed    
     where there is a reasonable basis to believe the discharger is adding a    
     pollutant in excess of the water-quality-based effluent limitation and     
     where cost-effective pollution minimization measures are available.        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.029     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the fish uptake study requirement for BCCs regulated below         
     quantification would be an unreliable compliance determination method.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.030     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the proposed use of the "Minimum Level" as a compliance benchmark is
     inappropriate due to definitional, validation and quality control problems.
     AFPA supports use of the "Practical Quantification Limit" or some other    
     scientific measure of the limits of analytical quantitation instead as the 
     method of determining compliance.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.031     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2724.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific adjustments of the proposed water quality criteria must be   
     allowed.  The proposed Guidance allows flexibility to make criteria more   
     stringent, but little flexibility to make them less stringent.  This       
     unscientific approach ignores the tremendous variety of circumstances      
     within the Great Lakes Basin that permit writers will have to deal with    
     under the Guidance.  Site-specific adjustments should be allowed so long as
     it can be shown that site-specific factors warrant.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.032     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation procedure is unlawful, impractical, and would 
     stifle economic growth in the Great Lakes region.  The proposal would      
     establish antidegradation procedures in the Great Lakes states much more   
     stringent than the rest of the nation without authority in the Clean Water 
     Act.  Also, the proposed requirements would conflict with the basic        
     structure of the Clean Water Act by effectively eliminating the use of BAT 
     and BCT limitations in the NPDES permitting process.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.033     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance went beyond what was required
     by the CWA and Federal regulations.  To a large extent, the proposed       
     Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and
     policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation standard contained in the  
     proposed Guidance is an excellent example of how the proposed Guidance was 
     based on existing regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance    
     makes this even more explicit by deferring to existing regulations and     
     guidance with respect to requirements for non- BCCs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
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     Comment ID: D2724.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of important revisions to the proposed antidegradation policy are 
     imperative.  First, the applicability of antidegradation review should be  
     narrowed substantially.  The policy should apply on a                      
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis only and should be limited to high quality    
     waters.  [In addition, the antidegradation policy should not be applied to 
     Tier II values or nonpoint sources.]                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.034     
     
     Please see responses to comment ID D2825.037 and D2867.031.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.035 is imbedded in comment #.034.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the antidegradation policy should not be applied to Tier II   
     values or nonpoint sources.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.035     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of triggering antidegradation review based on departure from   
     EEQ must be abandoned.  Antidegradation review should be triggered only    
     when the agency is authorizing significant increases in discharges.  The   
     EEQ concept discourages innovative treatment, operating with a margin of   
     safety, water conservation initiatives, and expanding production in        
     general.  Permit limitations based on EEQ are unlawful and inappropriate.  
     Also, the criteria triggering such review should be the same for BCCs and  
     non-BCCs.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.036     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed exemptions from the antidegradation policy must be expanded in
     several respects, including extension of bypass authority to dischargers on
     Outstanding National Resource Waters ("ONRWs").  The provisions relating to
     ONRWs also need revision since they would improperly place more stringent  
     limits on discharges to high quality waters which happen to be in the Great
     Lakes region.  [Also, the definition of ONRW is dangerously vague and must 
     be limited.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.037     
     
     The final Guidance allows short-term and temporary lowering of water       
     quality in ONRWs.  This provision should provide dischargers with          
     sufficient flexibility so that emergency by- passes and upsets do not      
     trigger antidegradation review.  It should be noted however, a bypass which
     does not comply with the terms of 40 CFR 122.41(m)(4) may lead to          
     enforcement action.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.038 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also,the definition of ONRW is dangerously vague and must be limited.      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.038     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the pollution prevention requirements of the policy are           
     unauthorized, inappropriate and should be deleted.  Pollution prevention is
     not a panacea, and reductions in discharges through pollution prevention   
     are often not technically feasible nor economically or environmentally     
     feasible.  The only workable pollution prevention programs are those       
     developed voluntarily by dischargers themselves.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.039     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The economic impact of the guidance as proposed would be massive and       
     unjustified.  AFPA estimates that since 1972 the point source portion of   
     the forest products industry (pulp and paper mills) has invested more than 
     $5 billion in capital expenditures alone to meet state and federal water   
     pollution control requirements throughout the nation.  Yet our very        
     conservative analysis of the proposed Guidance is that pulp and paper mills
     in the Great Lakes region alone would have to spend at least $1 billion in 
     capital improvements and several hundred million dollars per year in       
     operation and maintenance costs to comply with the Guidance.  The combined 
     economic impact on the region, considering all of the industries,          
     municipalities, commercial developments, and more that will be impacted by 
     the Guidance, is likely to cause major adverse economic impacts for the    
     region as a whole.  Perhaps even greater impact will be felt, however, by  
     the way in which numerous aspects of the Guidance's implementation         
     procedures and over-conservatism in establishing water quality criteria    
     will discourage new and expanded facilities that are necessary for the     
     region's economic revitalization.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.040     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2724.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA and its members are committed to reducing the discharge of persistent 
     bioaccumulative toxic chemicals, where such reduction provides clear       
     benefits to health or the environment, based on sound science.  AFPA       
     opposes, however, the over-conservatism of multiple conservative           
     assumptions and safety factors, the use of unscientific shortcuts or       
     exclusion of data, and the elimination of the flexibility that is essential
     to rationalize any approach to the tremendous diversity within the Great   
     Lakes Basin.  Substantial additional efforts by EPA, states and industry   
     are needed to develop cost effective solutions to real environmental       
     problems in the Great Lakes.  As the following comments demonstrate, AFPA  
     is willing to devote substantial resources toward those ends.              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.041     
     
     EPA lauds the commenter's willingness to devote resources to the           
     development of scientific information that will assist in implementation of
     the final Guidance.  EPA is prepared to cooperate with any organizations in
     the development and dissemination of such information through the operation
     of the GLI Clearinghouse.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis
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     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the scientific basis for the final Guidance is     
     unproven, or that its provisions are overly conservative or inequitable for
     the protection of the Great Lakes System.  The scientific basis and the    
     reasons for risk management decisions for the final Guidance are discussed 
     in detail in sections I through VIII of the SID.                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On April 16, 1993, EPA proposed such water quality guidance ("Guidance"),  
     but the so-called Guidance is replete with mandatory language and          
     requirements.  58 Fed. Reg. 20,802.  This mandatory language is            
     contradictory to Congress' intent as evidenced by both the language of     
     section 118 and the legislative history.  [Furthermore, mandatory language 
     is inconsistent with the meaning of "guidance" as interpreted by courts to 
     mean providing information or direction to permitting authorities that is  
     not directly enforceable against a state or source of pollutants.]  For    
     these reasons, EPA must remove any mandatory language from its Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance and instead provide true "guidance" that will help  
     states address water quality problems in ways that are consistent and yet  
     cognizant of local circumstances.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.042     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.043 is imbedded in comment #.042.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:

Page 1908



$T044618.TXT
     Furthermore, mandatory language is inconsistent with the meaning of        
     "guidance" as interpreted by courts to mean providing information or       
     direction to permitting authorities that is not directly enforceable       
     against a state or source of pollutants.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.043     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Mandatory Language in EPA's Proposed Guidance                          
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance contains many instances of mandatory language or     
     commands to the Great Lakes States that are inconsistent with the nature of
     guidance and Congress' intent.  For example, section 132.3 of the proposed 
     Guidance states that "the Great Lakes States and Tribes shall adopt        
     numerical water quality criteria ... in accordance with Section 132.4(d)   
     [regarding methodologies, policies and procedures] that are equal to or    
     more restrictive than" criteria listed in the proposed rule (emphasis      
     added).  This mandatory language is inconsistent with EPA's mandate to     
     provide "guidance" to the states.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.044     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In addition, several instances of mandatory language can be found in       
     section 132.4 of the Guidance regarding state adoption and application of  
     methodologies, policies and procedures.  For example, section 132.4(b)     
     states that "the Great Lakes States and Tribes shall use the methodologies 
     designated [in other parts of the rule] and the procedures in Appendix F of
     this part when adopting or revising numerical water quality criteria ..."  
     Another example of mandatory language is section 132.4(e) which states that
     the "Great Lakes States and Tribes shall apply the implementation          
     procedures adopted pursuant to [Appendix F] ...in establishing controls on 
     the discharge of any pollutant to the Great Lakes system by any point      
     source ..."  The implementation procedures themselves are replete with     
     examples of mandatory language; if a water quality-based effluent          
     limitation would be below detection limits, for example, Procedure 8 states
     that the permitting authority "shall use the following strategy to regulate
     the source of that pollutant in the NPDES permit.  58 Fed. Reg. 21044, col.
     1.                                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.045     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congress' intent that EPA publish guidance to the states (in contrast to   
     imposing mandatory requirements) is evidenced by the fact that CWA section 
     118(c) (2) (c) requires the Great Lakes States to adopt water quality      
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures which   
     are "consistent with such guidance" (emphasis added).  It is only after a  
     Great Lakes State fails to adopt such standards, policies, and procedures  
     that EPA is required to promulgate such requirements" (id., emphasis       
     added).  This statutory language demonstrates that Congress intended that  
     EPA publish information and guidance so that the states could then publish 
     their own standards, policies and procedures consistent with the guidance. 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.046     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.047
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, the requirement in section 132.3 of the proposed Guidance that       
     criteria be established in accordance with procedures that in turn have    
     been dictated by EPA, and that the criteria be equal to or more restrictive
     than EPA's "guidance," makes the states' role in establishing such         
     standards perfunctory, thereby rendering portions of the statutory language
     meaningless.  If Congress intended for EPA to mandate requirements and     
     procedures, then it would not have included the separate requirement for   
     EPA to promulgate requirements upon a state's failure to do so.  Congress  
     certainly indicated its ability to have EPA impose mandatory requirements  
     on the states where Congress believed that to be necessary.  Section 402(b)
     of the Act, for example, spells out detailed provisions that any state     
     NPDES program must have; section 319(b) (2) specifies the elements that    
     "must" be contained in any nonpoint source management plans; section 402(o)
     states that NPDES permits "may not" be revised except in compliance with   
     detailed anti-backsliding rules.  No such mandatory language is contained  
     in section 118.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.047     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congressional intent that EPA not dictate specific requirements to the     
     states is most explicit with respect to the elements of the guidance other 
     than numerical standards for the Great Lakes themselves.  While the Act    
     requires the "guidance" to "specify" numerical limits for pollutants "in   
     ambient Great Lakes Waters," in contrast, the Act requires that the        
     "guidance" only provide "guidance" as to water quality standards,          
     antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures "for the Great     
     Lakes System."  This use of different, less explicit language must be      
     interpreted to require that states be given even more flexibility with     
     respect to the water quality standards, antidegradation policies, and      
     implementation procedures that they employ in their state.                 
     

Page 1911



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: D2724.048     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congress' intent that EPA publish guidance to the States rather than impose
     requirements is also evident from the legislative history of the Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Improvement Act of 1990.  In the House Report, the     
     Public Works and Transportation Committee stated, "States will continue to 
     have a reasonable degree of flexibility in developing water quality        
     standards, consistent with the requirements of section 303 of the Federal  
     Water Pollution Control Act."  H.R. Rep. No. 704, 101st Cong., 2nd Sess., 8
     (1990).  Representative Stangeland explained that the Act contains "a      
     requirement for States to develop, with EPA guidance, Great Lakes water    
     quality standards."  136 Cong. Rec. H12, 326 (daily ed. Oct. 27, 1990).    
     Mr. Stangeland also stated, "The committee intends to give States as much  
     flexibility as possible in meeting the goals and requirements of this      
     legislation ...  Each State must have the latitude to establish its own    
     water quality standards and designated uses as long as those actions are   
     cosistent with legal requirements and will help to achieve a uniform,      
     basin-wide approach to improve water quality."  Id.  In addition, Senator  
     Kohl (one of the original sponsors of the legislation) states that the     
     legislation "insures that the States in the Great Lakes Basin will share an
     equal burden in the Great Lakes cleanup, by requiring that EPA develop     
     uniform water quality guidance for the States to use when they develop     
     their water quality rules."  136 Cong. Rec. S15, 623 (daily ed.  Oct.  18, 
     1990)  (emphasis added).                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.049     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.049.                                            
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, Congress' emphasis was on the Great Lakes States developing their own
     water quality standards, policies, and procedures, with guidance from EPA. 
     These statements demonstrate that Congress wanted EPA to issue guidance    
     only and that states are to use that guidance to develop their own water   
     quality rules according to the guidance to achieve some uniformity among   
     the Great Lakes States.  Moreover, Congress intended for states to retain  
     flexibility in developing water quality standards.  The mandatory language 
     in EPA's proposed Guidance is simply inconsistent with these notions.      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.050     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Obviously Congress meant to convey something by using the term "guidance"  
     in CWA Section 118(c) (2), rather than the term "regulations."  Courts have
     previously recognized that use of terms like "guidance" and "guidelines"   
     should be distinguished from issuance of regulations.  For example, the    
     court in Federal Postal Retiree Coalition v. Devine, 751 F. 2d 1424, 1426  
     n.2 (D.C. Cir. 1985) stated, "policy guidance ... is precisely that --     
     guidance.  It is not mandatory, regardless of its 'persuasive authority'   
     ... we are simply unable to divine in what matter ... guidance is, in law, 
     transformed into a directive."(1)  See also Public Citizen v. Dep't of     
     Justice, 491 U.S. 440, 465 n. 12 (stating that where a statute authorized  
     an agency to prescribe guidelines, the agency may not also issue a         
     regulation carrying the force of law).                                     
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (1)  Note, one cannot infer that the Guidance is an enforceable regulation 
     from the fact that Congress required the Guidance to be published in the   
     Federal Register;  courts have held that mere publication in the Federal   
     Register does not transform agency policy into a judicially enforceable    
     rule.  See United States v. Fitch Oil Co., 676 F. 2d 673 (Temp. Emer. Ct.  
     App. 1982).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.051     
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     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance to be promulgated by EPA under CWA section 118 is comparable  
     to the "control technique guidelines" required to be issued by EPA under   
     the Clean Air Act.  The court in Citizens for a Better Environment v.      
     Costle, 515 F. Supp. 164 (N.D. I11.  1981) stated that such guidelines are 
     "not expressed in mandatory terms" and are not binding on state agencies.  
     Id. at 278.  Further, guidelines "do not establish legally binding         
     requirements."  Because many of the provisions in EPA's proposed "Guidance"
     are expressed in mandatory terms, they are inconsistent with the meaning of
     guidance and therefore contradict Congress' intent.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.052     
     
     See sections I and II of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2724.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is only authorized by CWA section 118(c) (2) to issue guidance to the  
     Great Lakes States to provide uniformity regarding minimum water quality   
     standards, antidegradation policies and implementation procedures for the  
     Great Lakes System.  Accordingly, EPA must modify the language in its      
     proposed Guidance to provide advice to the states rather than imposing     
     mandatory requirements.  This is especially important because in many areas
     the Guidance deals with public policy decisions on local issues not        
     susceptible to broad federal mandates, and much of the Guidance also deals 
     with very complex scientific questions and largely untried technical       
     procedures.                                                                
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     Response to: D2724.053     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2724.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the methods EPA has proposed for developing water quality   
     criteria (especially the bioaccumulation factor calculation) are           
     scientifically flawed and systematically biased to produce low water       
     quality criteria, while the Tier I criteria EPA has proposed in numerous   
     cases are not scientifically supportable and do not even follow EPA's      
     supposed procedures for deriving such criteria.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.054     
     
     EPA does not agree that the scientific basis for the final Guidance is     
     unproven, or that its provisions are overly conservative or inequitable for
     the protection of the Great Lakes System.  The scientific basis and the    
     reasons for risk management decisions for the final Guidance are discussed 
     in detail in sections I through VIII of the SID.                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The whole approach to Tier II criteria, under which enforceable permit     
     limitations would be imposed for pollutants where there is admittedly not  
     enough data to derive a water quality criteria that are fully              
     scientifically defensible, is simply a flawed concept.  Tier II criteria   
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     may be used as tools for screening and prioritizing pollutants and         
     discharges for further study, but not as the basis for effluent            
     limitations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.055     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA, however, is also proposing to impose through the Guidance more        
     stringent aquatic life criteria which focus on the acute and chronic       
     toxicity effects of certain pollutants to aquatic organisms.  There is no  
     logical reason to include more stringent acute and chronic toxicity        
     criteria for aquatic life in the Guidance, when the stated justifications  
     for more stringent water quality criteria in the Great Lakes are directed  
     primarily to persistence and bioaccumulation.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.056     
     
     See response to comment D2724.012.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing federal and state water quality criteria and standards programs   
     already have adequate mechanisms in place for the protection of aquatic    
     life in the Great Lakes System, as in the nation's other waters.           
     Furthermore, aquatic life in the Great Lakes do not respond uniquely as    
     compared to aquatic life in other waters to justify including in the       
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     Guidance special aquatic life criteria for the Great Lakes.  In fact, under
     the Guidance, acute aquatic life criteria must be met at the end of the    
     pipe and chronic aquatic life criteria must be met after no more than      
     ten-fold dilution, calculated on the assumption that "chronic" exposures   
     occur in less than four or seven days.  Thus, the proposed aquatic life    
     criteria in the Guidance reflect the impact on aquatic life in the         
     immediate area of a particular discharge, rather than the potential for a  
     discharge to contribute pollutants to the larger Great Lakes System.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.057     
     
     EPA agrees that aquatic life in the Great Lakes system do not respond      
     uniquely, and are generally little different from aquatic life in many     
     other places, with respect to sensitivity to pollutants.  EPA also agrees  
     that the Rule is designed to protect aquatic life in the immediate area of 
     dischargers.  Generally, protection of aquatic life in the immediate area  
     of the discharge (not aquatic life further away) will determine the        
     stringency of any discharge limitation resulting from this Rule.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See #.057.                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consequently, the Guidance should continue to let the states develop       
     appropriate ambient water quality criteria for aquatic life through their  
     existing programs after consideration of the EPA Gold Book criteria, rather
     than requiring additional, more stringent aquatic life criteria for waters 
     in the Great Lakes basin.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.058     
     
     EPA believes that the Critical Programs Act provides the authority for the 
     criteria and that the criteria are needed to protect aquatic life in the   
     Great Lakes System.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2724.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent that, due to the rather hectic schedule imposed by the Great
     Lakes Critical Programs Act and a court imposed deadline, not all aspects  
     of the Guidance received the scientific research they should have.  [For   
     example, the foodchain multiplier model used to predict BAFs was apparently
     never subjected to rigorous validation or sensitivity studies.  Input      
     parameters were lifted unchanged from a single publication.  See Section   
     III.B.3 of these comments for a more complete discussion of the foodchain  
     multiplier model.]  Mr. Stephan, author of the support documentation for   
     derivation of the specific BAFs proposed, indicated to EPA's Science       
     Advisory Board during its meeting on the Guidance in February, 1991 that he
     had neither the time nor the resources to determine the "best" BAFs for    
     each chemical.  Rather, he indicated he had tried to find all available    
     information and to choose the "typical" or central tendency values.        
                                                                                
     These approaches to obtaining information necessary for publication of the 
     Guidance are, perhaps, understandable in view of the unreasonable deadlines
     imposed on EPA.  However, we suggest that the regulated community and      
     society in general expect EPA to use the best science, not just enough to  
     get by.  To do otherwise is to risk inadequate or misdirected regulations  
     which may either fail to protect the environment or waste valuable         
     environmental protection resources or even both.  We urge EPA to conduct   
     the research necessary to make the chemical specific BAFs the best they can
     be; not just "typical," but scientifically unassailable.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.059     
     
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  The use of BAFs, which account 
     for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from  
     these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human     
     health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and    
     scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858),
     BAFs have been used in criteria development since 1985.                    
                                                                                
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     SID section IV.B.2 of a further discussion of the SAB's comments.          
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
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     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges the commenters concern of the potential economic impacts  
     for chemicals designated as BCCs. In the final Guidance, only              
     field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used  
     to determine BCCs because field-measured data are a more accurate gauge of 
     what is occurring in nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF    
     because they measure the actual impacts of biomagnification,               
     bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting them through use of a
     model.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.060 is imbedded in comment #.059.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, the foodchain multiplier model used to predict BAFs was       
     apparently never subjected to rigorous validation or sensitivity studies.  
     Input parameters were lifted unchanged from a single publication.  See     
     Section III.B.3 of these comments for a more complete discussion of the    
     foodchain multiplier model.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.060     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) is used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The      
     adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the    
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for   
     the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three 
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Likewise, we urge EPA to withdraw and rework the approach to prediction of 
     BAFs so it can honestly be said that it is fully peer-reviewed and the best
     science available.  AFPA and NCASI would be happy to participate in that   
     peer review process.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.061     
     
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available and that the      
     methodology in the final Guidance has been sufficiently developed to       
     justify its use in the initiative, as explained below.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2724.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the February 3 draft of the document entitled "Derivation of Proposed   
     Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes      
     Initiative,"  it is stated that, "If a BAF could be calculated for a       
     chemical from a field study in the Great Lakes, BAFs from other bodies of  
     water were not considered for that chemical."  No further discussion or    
     justification for that restriction is presented.                           
                                                                                
     In our view this is not a scientifically justifiable position to take.     
     Given the paucity of field BAFs available, and the lack of any credible    
     indication that bioaccumulation in the Great Lakes differs significantly   
     from bioaccumulation in any other body of water (especially if adjustments 
     for particulate organic carbon content are made), if EPA wishes to derive a
     single BAF for the entire Great Lakes Basin it makes no sense to ignore    
     other field BAFs simply because they did not come from studies conducted in
     the Great Lakes.  The effect is to cause EPA to ignore a number of studies,
     many of which suffer from fewer methodological problems than the ones that 
     were used.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.062     
     
     See comment response for G2571.137.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2724.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As it happens, this artificial restriction has the most effect on          
     derivation of BAFs for PCBs and 2,3,7,8-TCDD, both of which would probably 
     be considerably lower if non-Great Lakes data were properly considered.  In
     both cases, studies in Lake Ontario are used in preference to any other    
     data available.  As noted in our comments elsewhere on these specific BAFs,
     the Lake Ontario studies suffer from a number of serious flaws which other 
     available studies do not have.  Even if they were not flawed, however, it  
     is difficult to understand how a study on Lake Ontario lake trout is any   
     more applicable to Lake Superior or a river in Michigan than studies on    
     lake trout in, for example, Lake Baikal or an inland lake in central       
     Ontario.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.063     
     
     The majority of data used to calculate the field-measured BAFs in the final
     Guidance came from the data of Oliver and Niimi (1988). This data set is   
     generally recognized as being the most complete set of data available in   
     the Great Lakes for estimating field- measured BAFs.  EPA acknowledges that
     the data from Oliver and Niimi come from Lake Ontario, but believes that   
     the data can be used to predict BAFs in other Great Lakes because the      
     values take into account the percent lipid and are based on the freely     
     dissolved concentration of the chemical in the ambient water. Taking the   
     lipid content into account allows the data to be applied to other fish     
     species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field    
     data eliminates the site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts 
     of dissolved and particulate organic carbon present at the field site and  
     therefore, allows the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes.    
                                                                                
     Using data from the Great Lakes is preferable to using information from    
     other bodies of water because it better represents the physical, chemical, 
     and hydrological conditions present within the Great Lakes.                
                                                                                
     To the extent that BAFs calculated as part of this final Guidance do not   
     appear to be appropriately applied in any given waterbody, site-specific   
     BAFs may be derived.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2724.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly urge EPA to abandon the stated policy regarding field BAF      
     studies in the Great Lakes and re-derive all the BAFs that were affected by
     that policy.  If the policy is continued, then we believe it is incumbent  
     upon EPA to present a scientific justification for it.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.064     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that the policy regarding field BAF    
     studies in the Great Lakes should be abandoned.  EPA continues to contend  
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.                               
                                                                                
     The final Guidance requires that field-measured BAFs be the preferred      
     method for deriving BAFs because of their ability to account for           
     biomagnification, growth, metabolism and bioavailability.                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     See the SID and BAF TSD for a discussion of EPA's rationale for selecting  
     field BAF studies as the preferred methods for deriving BAFs.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2724.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, AFPA would support revision of the Guidance to specifically   
     allow the use of site-specific BAFs where sufficient data are available to 
     do so.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.065     
     
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2724.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should also consider allowing adjustment to BAFs to account for        
     site-specific particulate organic carbon content of the water column.      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.066     
     
     EPA in the final Guidance is allowing for modifications to BAFs to account 
     for site-specific particulate organic carbon content in the water column if
     there is scientific justification.  For further information see the        
     procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The FCM methodology has neither been adequately described nor subjected to 
     adequate scientific review.  It makes predictions which are contrary to    
     biological knowledge, and it uses generic inputs despite demonstrated high 
     sensitivity to its parameters.  EPA should withdraw the approach until it  
     can be shown to have applicability to the Great Lakes.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.067     
     
     In the final Guidance, an adaptation of the model of Gobas (1993) is used  
     to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The adaptation of the   
     Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and      
     variability associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted   
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    

Page 1923



$T044618.TXT
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System and therefore does not make       
     predictions which are contrary to biological knowledge.                    
                                                                                
     In the proposal, EPA used the pelagic food web model of Thomann (1989) with
     very generic input parameters for deriving the FCMs used in the BAF        
     methodology.  EPA agrees with the commenter and in the final Guidance, EPA 
     has used Great Lake specific input parameters whenever possible in the     
     model.  The input data for the model were taken from peer-reviewed         
     publications of Flint (1986) and Oliver and Niimi (1988).  The model of    
     Gobas (1993) includes both benthic and pelagic food web pathways and is    
     much less sensitive to input parameters for higher log Kow chemicals.  In  
     selecting the model of Gobas (1993), EPA did consider the model of Thomann 
     (1992) which includes both benthic and pelagic food web pathways.  EPA     
     selected the model of Gobas (1993) for deriving the FCMs because this model
     in contrast to the model of Thomann (1992) required fewer input parameters 
     and had input parameters which could be more easily specified.             
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that additional validation of the    
     models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect      
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on 
     the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),   
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This section of these comments follows the presentation of the FCM         
     methodology in the Technical Support Document.  That document states that  
     Thomann's model(2) was run using the input parameters used in Thomann's    
     paper and the FCMs were generated using the assumption that assimilation   
     efficiency and the phytoplankton BCF are a function of K(subscript ow).    
     It, is important to note that Thomann's input parameters are not specific  
     to the Great Lakes.  Given the proposed Guidance's exclusive focus on Great
     Lakes data, it is surprising that the Guidance did not use Thomann's       
     earlier foodchain model(3) that was specific to lake trout in Lake         
     Michigan.  At a minimum an explanation needs to be provided for why the FCM
     methodology in the proposed Guidance uses generic input assumptions when   
     Thomann and Connolly's earlier paper has Great Lakes sepcific inputs.      
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (2)  Thomann, R.V.. 1989.  Bioaccumulation model or organic chemical       
     distribution in aquatic food chains.  Env. Sci. and Tech., 23:699-707.     
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     (3)  Thomann, R.V., and J.P. Connolly.  1984.  Model of PCB in the Lake    
     Michigan lake trout food chain.  Env. Sci. and Tech., 18:65-71.            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.068     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of the trophic level 2 BCF as the denominator in calculating FCMs  
     is inconsistent in two aspects.  First, it is inconsistent with Thomann's  
     food chain model and, second, it is inconsistent with one of the stated    
     preferences of the Technical Support Document.                             
                                                                                

Page 1925



$T044618.TXT
     Thomann's model clearly states that trophic level 2 organisms are          
     zooplankton, not small fish.  So, while daphnids would be trophic level 2, 
     fathead minnows or guppies would be classified as trophic level 3 in       
     Thomann's model.  If a measured BCF was based upon results from experiments
     with fish, as are most of the BCFs referred to in the Derivation of        
     Proposed Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great   
     Lakes Initiative, then the BCF of trophic level 3 should be used in the    
     denominator when estimating FCMs.  Only when the measured BCF is based upon
     zooplankton should the FCM be based upon the trophic level 2 BCF.          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.069     
     
     In the April 16, 1993 proposal, it states that "the FCMs were determined by
     first running Thomann's model to generate BCFs and BAFs for trophic level  
     two, and BAFs for trophic levels three and four.  The BCF used in the      
     denominator of the equation when estimating FCMs is based on the equation, 
     BCF = Kow, and not laboratory derived.  Therefore, the commenter's point   
     that only when the measured BCF is based upon zooplankton should the FCM be
     based upon the trophic level two BCF is not relevant in this context.      
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann model (1989). The Gobas model 
     is also based on the equation, BCF = Kow, and does not incorporate         
     laboratory BCFs in the derivation of the FCM.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Technical Support Document states that a BAF can be derived by "a BCF  
     measured in the laboratory, preferably on a fish species (emphasis not in  
     original), times the appropriate Food Chain Multiplier" (page 2).  Given   
     the stated preference for measured BCFs from fish species and Thomann's    
     classification of small fish as trophic level 3, the appropriate           
     denominator for estimating FCMs is the BCF of trophic level 3.  Such a     
     change in the FCM methodology would serve to make it consistent with       
     Thomann's trophic level classification and the stated goal of the GLI      
     Technical Support Document.  This change is unlikely to result in a        
     substantial change in the FCMs because the assumed BCFs for trophic levels 
     2,3, and 4 are roughly equal in the FCM methodology.  If anything, the FCMs
     will increase by ten to twenty percent because the BCF assumed by the      
     methodology for trophic level 3 is slightly smaller than the BCF for       
     trophic level 2.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.070     
     
     See response to comment D2724.069.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Technical Support Document goes on to state "Thomann compared predicted
     BAFs for trophic level 4 with measured BAFs from the Great Lakes and       
     concluded that, within an order of magnitude, model predicted BAFs were a  
     reasonable representation of the observed data for chemicals with log      
     K(subscript ow) values in the range of 3.5 to 6.5" (page 11).  This is     
     Thomann's conclusion, with the exception that he compared the model results
     to more than just Great Lakes fish;  however, the inclusion of fish from   
     other water bodies does not alter the conclusion.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.071     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter's quote from the Technical Support Document. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we disagree that prediction to "within an order of magnitude" is     
     necessarily acceptable in a regulatory setting, perhaps a more important   
     question is whether the model actually provides a "reasonable              
     representation" of BAFs to "within an order of magnitude."  The comparison 
     is shown in Figure 6 of Thomann's paper.  Several observations are apparent
     for chemicals with log K(subscript ow) of between 5.5 and 6.5, the range in
     which FCMs can change a BCF by an order of magnitude or more.  First, the  
     measured BAFs within this range span about 4 orders of magnitude (log BAF  
     of 5 to 9) with the majority lying within the lower two orders of magnitude
     of potential BAFs (log BAF between 5 and 7).                               
                                                                                
     Next, the model prediction approximately bisects this range.  Thus it      

Page 1927



$T044618.TXT
     actually predicts to plus or minus two orders of magnitude, not an order of
     magnitude.  Because it bisects the range of measured BAFs and most of those
     lie below the middle of the range, the model actually overpredicts BAFs for
     the majority of chemicals.  Thus, it is misleading to represent the model  
     as predicting BAFs to within an order of magnitude, and it certainly       
     misleading to suggest that it does so in an unbiased manner.               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.072     
     
     The commenter presented information concerning the 1989 Thomann model.  In 
     the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas (1993)
     to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  Therefore, the concerns 
     of the commenter are no longer relevant.  The adaptation of the Gobas model
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two        
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold difference
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Exhibit 1.                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A more striking observation from Thomann's figure is that within this range
     of log K(subscript ow) (between 5.5 and 6.5) the measured BAFs are more    
     accurately described as a cloud of points as opposed to a line.  This      
     suggests that the factors that determine bioaccumulation are not easily    
     reducible to a generic set of values, even if the relationship that        
     describes how these values are combined is identical from one location to  
     the next.  Consequently, most attempts to take a generic BCF and combine it
     with a generic set of FCMs to derive a reasonable representation of the BAF
     for a particular water body will fail.  This is, in fact, expected, because
     the FCM methodology has been shown to be extremely sensitive to almost all 
     of the input assumptions(4).  In the face of such sensitivity, even if the 
     relationship used to derive the FCMs is correct, representative FCMs and   
     BAFs can only be derived by using site-specific input assumptions.  The    
     current FCM methodology does not do this and thus will generally           
     overestimate BAFs, by up to 100-fold, and will sometimes underestimate     
     BAFs, by up to 100-fold.  The comparison of field-observed BAFs with the   
     predictions of the methodology strongly suggest the FCM methodology, as    
     currently used in the Guidance, does not provide a reasonable              
     representation of bioaccumulation in the Great Lakes(5).                   
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     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (4)  Letter from Jay Unwin, NCASI, to Dr. Edward Bender, USEPA, detailing  
     comments for consideration by the Great Lakes Water Quality Subcommittee of
     the SAB, February 6, 1992.  (Copy enclosed as Exhibit 1).                  
                                                                                
     (5)  Ibid.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.073     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In support of the FCMs predicted by the FCM methodology, the Technical     
     Support Document cites field-measured ratios for the concentration of PCBs 
     in trophic level 3 versus trophic level 4 organisms and compares those to  
     the ratios of FCMs for trophic level 3 versus trophic level 4.  This is an 
     accurate comparison, but it fails to address the causes of the trophic     
     level 2 FCM of 19 for chemicals with a log K(subscript ow) of 6.5.  It is  
     in the derivation of the absolute value of the trophic level 2 FCM, and not
     the relative magnitude of the trophic level 2,3, and 4 FCMs, that the FCM  
     methodology reaches insupportable predictions about bioconcentration and   
     bioaccumulation.  These are discussed below.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.074     
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     The final Guidance uses an adaptation of the Gobas model (1993) to derive  
     FCMs.  The analysis of the BAFs from the Oliver and Niimi data set (1988)  
     and the BAFs derived from the Gobas model (1993) compared the actual BAFs  
     and not just the ratios of the FCMs. Based on the before mentioned         
     analysis,  EPA concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available,  
     the model used in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great
     Lakes System.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sensitivity of FCMs to lipid content                                       
                                                                                
     Thomann very clearly states in the first sentence of the abstract of his   
     paper that the model was developed for "... calculating the concentration  
     of organic chemicals in a simple generic aquatic food chain."  Thus he     
     recognized that this model was for a "simple" and, more importantly,       
     "generic" food chain.  The model was not developed specifically for the    
     Great Lakes.  Given the GLI's stated preference for using measured BAFs    
     "...preferably on fish in the Great Lakes living at or near the top of the 
     food chain"  (page 2, Technical Support Document), it is surprising that   
     Thomann's "generic" input assumptions were used directly in calculating    
     FCMs for the Great Lakes.  Use of such assumptions, when for some          
     assumptions alternative values are readily available, is clearly           
     inconsistent with the stated preferred approach for the Guidance.  The     
     potential consequences of using generic assumptions in the absence of Great
     Lakes specific assumptions should also be considered.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.075     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
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     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: D2724.076
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH/PER
     Cross Ref 2: .
     Cross Ref 3: .
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Exhibit 1.                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Among the default assumptions Thomann made about the generic food chain,   
     some are clearly not applicable to the Great Lakes.  One assumption that is
     obviously out of place concerns lipid content of organisms in the food     
     chain.  Indeed, the lipid contents used in the generic assumptions may be  
     representative of very few aquatic food chains.  Thomann assumed that the  
     top three trophic levels have a lipid content equal to 10% of wet weight.  
     Many food chains are likely to have lipid contents of less than 10%,       
     particularly at the lower trophic levels.  As mentioned above, sensitivity 
     studies had already shown that the FCM calculation is very sensitive to the
     inputs, lipid content included.  In order to investigate further the effect
     of changing lipid content on the FCMs, FCMs were calculated using all of   
     Thomann's generic assumptions with the exception that the lipid content was
     assumed to be 1% at all trophic levels.  The results are shown in Table    
     III-1.  The FCMs at all trophic levels decrease dramatically.  At trophic  
     level 4, the FCM decreases by about 20-fold, from about 100 to 6.  It is   
     important to note that a 10 fold reduction in lipid content caused a more  
     than 10 fold change in the FCMs.  Similar findings were reported by        
     NCASI(6).  Clearly, site-specific information on lipid content should be   
     employed if it is available.                                               
                                                                                
     See original for Table III-1 Sensitivity of FCM to Lipid Content of Trophic
     Levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     ________________________________________________________________________   
                                                                                
     (6) Ibid.:  (4)  Letter from Jay Unwin, NCASI, to Dr. Edward Bender, USEPA,
     detailing comments for consideration by the Great Lakes Water Quality      
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     Subcommittee of the SAB, February 6, 1992.  (Copy enclosed as Exhibit 1).  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.076     
     
     The commentor did not like the Thomann model with its default assumptions  
     because the sensitivity studies indicated a large degree of dependency on  
     the input lipid content parameter.  The commentor wanted site specific     
     lipid information used when it is available.  The final Guidance provisions
     pertaining to the predictive capability of the proposed BAF calculation    
     method has been revised to include use of the model of Gobas (1993) instead
     of the Thomann model (1989), therefore the comments on the Thomann model   
     are no longer relevant, and will not be addressed in this context.         
                                                                                
     In addition, the adaption of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes 
     much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing          
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty- two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs  
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA      
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptable predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
                                                                                
     Further, EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the 
     BAFs should be allowed on a site-specific basis it there is scientific     
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing sit-specific        
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: D2724.077
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH/PER
     Cross Ref 2: cc FCM
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is unlikely that most food chains have a constant lipid content at all  
     trophic levels.  Table III-1 also presents the FCMs that results from      
     changing the lipid content of only trophic level 4 and only trophic level  
     2.  Decreasing the trophic level 4 lipid content by 10-fold reduces the    
     trophic level 4 FCM by about 2-fold.  Thus the methodology does not appear 
     very sensitive to changes in lipid content of trophic level 4.  It is      
     however quite sensitive to changes in lipid content of trophic level 2.    
     Reducing the lipid content of that trophic level by 10-fold results in     
     about a 6 to 7-fold reduction in the FCM at all trophic levels.  It is     
     apparent from this analysis that site-specific lipid contents, and not the 
     generic ones employed by Thomann and the current methodology, need to be   
     employed if the FCMs derived for the Great Lakes or any other water body   
     are to be meaningful.                                                      
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     Response to: D2724.077     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that both more and less stringent modifications
     of the BAFs should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is         
     scientific justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing          
     site-specific modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in 
     Appendix F, Procedure l.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: D2724.078
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH/PER
     Cross Ref 2: cc FCM
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fortunately, information on lipid content of aquatic organisms in the Great
     Lakes is available.  Whole body trophic level 4 fish are reported by the   
     Bioaccumulation Technical Support Document to have an average lipid content
     of about 9 percent.  Though not specifically derived within the GLI, the   
     lipid content of trophic level 3 and 2 aquatic organisms is also likely to 
     be lower than assumed by Thomann.  Information presented in the Technical  
     Support Document indicates that whole body non-game fish from the Great    
     Lakes have an average lipid content of about 6%.  Information on the lipid 
     content of zooplankton collected in the Great Lakes was obtained from the  
     Great Lakes National Program Office.(7)  This information indicates that   
     lipid content as percent of dry weight ranges from 4 to 8 percent.         
     Thomann's assumption of 10 percent lipids on a wet weight basis is, then,  
     clearly too high.  It is more difficult to estimate what percentage of the 
     wet weight of zooplankton is dry weight, however, 10 to 20 percent is a    
     reasonable range.  This information indicates assuming 1% lipid on a wet   
     weight basis is reasonable for Great Lakes zooplankton.                    
                                                                                
     Use of these lipid contents produces dramatically different FCMs specific  
     for the Great Lakes Table III-1.  They are approximately 6 to 7 times lower
     for all trophic levels than those proposed in the Guidance.  Because these 
     FCMs are based upon Great Lakes specific lipid content data, they should be
     substituted for those proposed in the Guidance and used to develop BAFs for
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (7)  Personal Communication, Dr. David DeVault, GLNPO, regarding data      
     collected in the Green Bay Mass Balance project, August 25, 1993.          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.078     
     
     Comment:  D2724.078                                                        
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     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the comment, and so the following provisions have          
     been included into the final rule.  These include use of the               
     Gobas (1993) model instead of the Thomann (1989) model; use of             
     site-specific modifications for BAFs, (based on the procedure set          
     forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1) if it can be demonstrated that           
     the percent lipid of aquatic organisms is different than the               
     percent lipid values used in the derivation of BAFs.  The percent          
     lipid of 1.84 for trophic level three and 3.12 for trophic level           
     four in edible tissue for use in determining human health BAFs             
     and the percent lipid of 6.46 for trophic level three and 10.31            
     for trophic level four in whole fish for use in determining                
     wildlife BAFs for an organic chemical are protective of most               
     sites in the Great Lakes.  In cases where it can be documented             
     that the percent lipid for the fish species consumed at a site             
     differs from these values, modifications can be made to the BAF.           
     The model of Gobas (1993) can also be adjusted for site-specific           
     considerations.  The FCMs in Table 1 of Appendix B were                    
     calculated using Great Lakes-specific data.  If it can be                  
     demonstrated that the values for input parameters used by EPA are          
     not appropriate for a given site, use of other values is                   
     permitted.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: D2724.079
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One finding of the sensitivity analysis bears repeating.  All the FCMs are 
     most sensitive to the lipid content of zooplankton.  This is the trophic   
     level about which we have the least information.  Although it is possible  
     that the lipid content, on a wet weight basis, is somewhat greater than 1% 
     it may also be substanially lower.  Reducing the lipid content to 0.5%     
     reduces the FCM for trophic level 4 to 10, which is an order of magnitude  
     less than proposed in the Guidance.                                        
                                                                                
     Perhaps the most disturbing aspect of attempting to establish the lipid    
     content of zooplankton was pointed out by Dr. DeVault, of GLNPO.(8)  He    
     indicated that establishing a wet weight of zooplankton is virtually       
     impossible and depends almost entirely upon who collected the sample and   
     how it was treated.  He pointed out that this high uncertainty led         
     researchers on the Green Bay Mass Balance project to develop food chain    
     models based upon the lipid content as a percentage of the dry weight, not 
     wet weight, of zooplankton.  The significant effect of this assumption on  
     predicted FCMs suggests that the FCM methodology should be modified such   
     that it is based upon measurements that can be made accurately and         
     reliably.  Lipid content of zooplankton on a wet weight basis is not such a
     measurement.                                                               
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     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (8)  Ibid.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.079     
     
     Since the final Guidance provisions pertaining to the predictive capability
     of the proposed BAF calculation method has been revised to include use of  
     the model of Gobas (1993) instead of the Thomann model (1989), the concerns
     about the lack of peer review of the Thomann (1989) model are no longer    
     relevant, and therefore will not be addressed in this context.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: D2724.080
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH/PER
     Cross Ref 2: cc FCM
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sensitivity analysis presented above also produced information         
     suggesting the details and theoretical underpinnings of the methodology    
     need to be investigated more closely.  Table III-2 lists the BCFs and BAFs 
     for each of the trophic levels given different assumptions about lipid     
     content.  Comparison of the first two lines of the table show a startling  
     result that is contrary to expected behavior of BCFs with changing lipid   
     content.  It is normally expected that as lipid content increases, BCF     
     should increase.  Derivation of BCFs from the model as EPA did when        
     calculating FCMs, however, shows a much different outcome.  When lipid     
     content is increased by 10-fold the BCFs for each of the trophic levels    
     decrease by about 5-fold.  This unexpected and inexplicable discrepancy may
     indicate a problem with direct use of BCFs from Thomann's model and it     
     needs to be explored and explained more fully.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.080     
     
     Since the final Guidance provisions pertaining to the predictive capability
     of the proposed BAF calculation method has been revised to include use of  
     the model of Gobas (1993) instead of the Thomann model (1989), the concerns
     about the lack of peer review of the Thomann (1989) model are no longer    
     relevant, and therefore will not be addressed in this context.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: D2724.081
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH/PER
     Cross Ref 2: cc FCM
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.080.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the sensitivity of the methodology to the input assumptions, two     
     divergent possibilities may explain this contradictory prediction.  First, 
     the bioaccumulation model or the FCM methodology may contain one or more   
     fundamental errors that cause this contradiction.  Second, perhaps the     
     contradictory results are caused by the use of generic assumptions instead 
     of site-specific assumptions, in a methodology that is exceptionally       
     sensitive to inputs.  Questions of this type highlight the fact that the   
     FCM methodology has never been presented in detail and has not been        
     peer-reviewed.  Given the methodology's complexity and importance to the   
     regulation of bioconcentratable substances, it is critical that it be      
     presented in detail with the type of thoughtful analysis that generally    
     accompanies peer-reviewed literature.  This has not yet happened.          
                                                                                
     See original for Table III-2 Sensitivity of Log BCF and Log BAF to Lipid   
     Content of Trophic Levels (exp. (a))                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.081     
     
     Since the final Guidance provisions pertaining to the predictive capability
     of the proposed BAF calculation method has been revised to include use of  
     the model of Gobas (1993) instead of the Thomann model (1989), the concerns
     about the lack of peer review of the Thomann (1989) model are no longer    
     relevant, and therefore will not be addressed in this context.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sensitivity analysis presented above also produced results, at least   
     using Thomann's generic assumptions, that are not in keeping with the      
     biology of the organisms being modeled and previous predictions about these
     organisms.  Table III-3 presents a breakdown of the percent contribution of
     water to the total accumulation of a chemical at each trophic level.  This 
     breakdown is presented for five combinations of lipid content.             
                                                                                
     See original for Table III-3 Sensitivity of Percent Contribution of Water  
     Uptake to Total Accumulation to Lipid Content of Trophic Levels            
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     Response to: D2724.082     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A      
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the methodology in the final Guidance uses the best      
     science available for regulatory application.  EPA however agrees with     
     commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new data become        
     available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1
     will provide the mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In     
     addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows for the            
     incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is        
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using the generic assumptions, the methodology predicts that 100% of the   
     accumulation of a chemical in phytoplankton is from water.  Zooplankton,   
     however, are predicted to accumulate only 5% of their body burden of a     
     chemical from water.  The remainder is predicted to be from the food chain.
     This 20-fold reduction in the importance of water uptake for zooplankton,  
     compared to phytoplankton, is critical to the FCM methodology because it is
     translated up the foodchain.  Thus, the 20-fold greater contribution of    
     food than water to the total second trophic level (zooplankton)            
     concentration translates to a 46-fold greater contribution (20 x 2.3) of   
     food than water to the total third trophic level (small fish) and          
     translates to about a 105 fold greater contribution (20 x 2.3 x 2.3) of    
     food than water to the total fourth trophic level (large fish).            
                                                                                
     The question becomes whether differences in the biology or data in the     
     literature support such a large change in the relative contribution of     
     water versus the foodchain when one moves from phytoplankton to            
     zooplankton.  These organisms have roughly similar size and both have large
     surface area to volume ratios compared to organisms in other trophic       
     levels.  Thus, the predicted 20-fold change in the contribution of water   
     uptake does not appear to be explained by the biology of these organisms.  

Page 1937



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: D2724.083     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.  In the final guidance, EPA is using Great  
     Lakes data with the model of Gobas (1933) to derive FCMs.  The model of    
     Gobas (1993) assumes that zooplankton are in equilibrium with the freely   
     dissolved chemical in the water.  This assumption eliminates the 20-fold   
     difference raised by the commenter between phytoplankton and zooplankton on
     the relative contribution of uptake from water versus the food web.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Thomann R.V. 1981 Equilibrium model of fate of microrganisms 
in diverse    
          aquatic food chains.  CANJ Fish.  Aquatic Sci.  38:  280-296.             

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Available data also suggest that a 20-fold difference cannot be supported. 
     For PCB, Thomann(9) reviewed the available laboratory and field data on the
     contribution of water alone (bioconcentration) versus water and the        
     foodchain combined (bioaccumulation) for aquatic organisms ranging in size 
     from a few microns to almost a meter in length.  Thomann plots the data    
     (Figures 1a, b, c) and also draws upper bounds on those plots.  Comparison 
     of the data within the size range typical of phytoplankton and zooplankton 
     indicates substantial overlap between concentrations due to water only and 
     those attributable to water and the food chain combined.  Even the         
     difference between his upper bound estimates of these two potential sources
     of PCB suggests only a two- to three-fold difference between concentrations
     due to water only and those due to water and the food chain.  These        
     observations, based upon actual data with their admitted limitations,      
     strongly suggest that the approximately 20-fold reduction in the importance
     of water uptake in zooplankton versus phytoplankton (for a chemical with   
     log K(sub ow) of 6.5) predicted by the FCM model is incorrect.  If, as     
     Thomann's paper suggests, the contribution of water remains approximately  
     constant regardless of the size and trophic position of the aquatic        
     organism, then the FCMs predicted by the methodology in the proposed       
     Guidance are high by about a factor of ten and should instead be, 2, 4.5   
     and 10 for trophic levels 2, 3, and 4 respectively for a chemical with log 
     K (sub ow) of 6.5.                                                         
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (9)  Thomann, R.V., 1981.  Equilibrium model of fate of microcontaminants  
     in diverse aquatic food chains. Can. J. Fish. Aquatic Sci., 38:280-296.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.084     
     
     EPA agrees the commenter that a 20-fold difference between phytoplankton   
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     and zooplankton is too large.  In the final guidance, EPA is using Great   
     Lakes data with the model of Gobas (1933) to derive FCMs.  The model of    
     Gobas (1993) assumes that zooplankton are in equilibrium with the freely   
     dissolved chemical in the water and this eliminates the 20-fold difference 
     raised by the commenter between phytoplankton and zooplankton.  The new    
     FCMs for trophic levels 3 and 4 derived using the model of Gobas (1993) are
     smaller than those in the original proposal and are close to the values    
     suggested by the commenter.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.084.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That same paper by Thomann (10) contains a model that predicts the uptake  
     of PCB from water and the food chain for four different trophic levels.    
     The results of the model (Thomann's Figure 8) bracket the observed data and
     "...hence may represent a meaningful representation of the mechanisms      
     giving rise to the observations" (page 292).  Also apparent from the model 
     is that the contribution of PCB from water only is constant in             
     phytoplankton and zooplankton.  This contradicts the FCM methodology used  
     in the proposed Guidance.  Further, the total concentration of PCB in      
     zooplankton is predicted to be only 2 to 5 times greater than the          
     contribution of water alone.                                               
                                                                                
     ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
                                                                                
     (10)  Ibid.:  (9)  Thomann, R.V., 1981.  Equilibrium model of fate of      
     microcontaminants in diverse aquatic food chains.  Can. J. Fish. Aquatic   
     Sci., 38:280-296.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.085     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that contribution of PCB from water only is  
     constant in phytoplankton and zooplankton.  In the final guidance, EPA is  
     using the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs which assumes that          
     zooplankton (and as well phytoplankton) are in equilibrium with the freely 
     dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water column.               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.086
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, in an earlier food chain model of PCB in Lake Michigan lake     
     trout (10a) the bioconcentration factor for PCB from water was assumed to  
     be lower for phytoplankton than for either mysis (zooplankton), alewife    
     (trophic level 3), or lake trout (trophic level 4).  This is a food chain  
     model that was calibrated specifically for a food chain in the Great Lakes 
     and directly contradicts a critical assumption of the FCM methodology      
     presented in the proposed Guidance.                                        
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (10a)  Thomann, R. and Connolly, model of PCB in Lake Michigan, Lake Trout 
     Food Chain, Environmental Science and Technology, 18 ( ) 65 1984.          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.086     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has revised and substantially improved the      
     procedures for determinig BAFs in the GLWQI.  EPA is using the model of    
     Gobas (1993) with Great Lakes food web parameters to derive FCMs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  With the observed excellent agreement  
     between measured and predicted BAFs and the use of the entire Gobas (1993) 
     approach, which has been tested, throughout the GLWQI, EPA has concluded   
     that the procedure for determining BAFs in the final guidance is scientific
     valid and defensible.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.087
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These findings are in stark contrast to the FCM methodology used in the    
     proposed  Guidance, which predicts that the total concentration of PCB in  
     zooplankton is 20 times the contribution of water alone.  This prediction  
     does not appear to be supported by data, nor is a biologically based reason
     for such a change in relative contribution presented in the technical      
     support for the FCM methodology.  It is more likely an artifact of the FCM 
     methodology which attempts to predict separately the bioconcentration      
     factor (water contribution only) in order to facilitate calculation of the 
     BAF to BCF ratio.  Since Thomann's article does not examine the performance
     of the model for that purpose, it is conceivable that such predictions are 
     not appropriate for the use to which EPA puts them.  The FCM methodology   
     needs to be revised to make it reflect actual data and what is known about 
     biological systems and uptake of chemicals.                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.087     
     
     See IV.B.2, IV.B.4 and IV.B.9 of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.088
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/WL/PER
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sensitivity analysis of lipid content provides valuable insight into a 
     possible cause for this inconsistent result.  When the lipid content of    
     zooplankton is changed from 10% to 1% the contribution of water to total   
     chemical concentration increases from 5% to 40% (Table 3).  This prediction
     is much closer to that expected based on the biology of these organisms and
     prediction of earlier models.  Note, however, that if the lipid content of 
     all trophic levels is assumed to be 1%, then the percent contribution of   
     water uptake for trophic level 4 is 16%.  This is substantially more than  
     generally reported for organisms at that trophic level.  A more typical    
     contribution of water uptake, for a log K(subscript ow) 65 chemical such as
     PCB, is 1 to 2%.  When Great Lakes specific lipid content inputs are used, 
     the water uptake is predicted to contribute 2% to the concentration of     
     trophic level 4 organisms and 40% to trophic level 2 organisms (Table 3).  
     Both of these predictions are consistent with the biology of these         
     organisms, previously collected data and predictions of earlier models.    
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     This points, once again, to the need to use site-specific inputs when      
     deriving FCMs and the need for a thorough review of the entire FCM         
     methodology.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.088     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is important to use Great            
     Lakes-specific parameters whenever possible and that there should be an    
     attempt to account for the most sensitive input parameters to the model.   
     In light of these concerns, EPA has used Great Lakes- specific input       
     parameters in the Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final    
     Guidance.  In addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive   
     FCMs in part because this model required fewer input parameters and had    
     input parameters which could be more easily specified.  See SID Section    
     IV.B.3 for a discussion of lipid values used in the final Guidance.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This review of the FCM methodology has demonstrated that the explanation of
     its theoretical and mechanistic basis presented in the Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for the Procedure to         
     Determine Bioaccumulation Factors is inadequate.  That document provides a 
     cursory review of the basis of the methodology and uses select pieces of   
     information as support.  Closer examination of most of those statements or 
     facts finds that they present only a portion of the whole picture and that,
     in reality, the methodology and its underpinnings are far more complex and 
     uncertain than suggested by the support document.  A more detailed review  
     of some of the assumptions made by the methodology calls into question the 
     entire basis of the FCMs proposed for use in the proposed Guidance.  For   
     example, the methodology is exquistely sensitive to almost all of the      
     parameters used in the model, yet the values used for these parameters may 
     not be representative of Great Lakes conditions.  For instance, the lipid  
     contents used by the proposed methodology are not representative of the    
     Great Lakes.  Substitution of lipid contents appropriate for the Great     
     Lakes leads to substanially reduced FCMs.  No discussion of this effect or 
     the general sensitivity of the model is presented anywhere in the support  
     information for the methodology.  Given that the methodology is very       
     sensitive to other inputs in addition to lipid content, one must question  
     the value and purpose of using, in a regulation as important and           
     far-reaching as the proposed Guidance, a procedure as complex as a food    
     chain model whose most basic assumptions have apparently not been          
     investigated.                                                              
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     Response to: D2724.089     
     
     See response to comment D2724.088.  See SID Section IV.B.3 for a discussion
     of lipid values.                                                           
                                                                                
     Since the input parameters for the Gobas model can be measured and the     
     model is sensitive to input parameters it is important to use good data for
     the input parameters.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given these findings, this review must conclude that the FCM methodology   
     proposed for the Guidance should not be used to derive BAFs.  Before such a
     methodology is ready for use, its derivation and basis must be shown and   
     explained, and the consequences of its extreme sensitivity to inputs must  
     be discussed.  This is in accord with the findings of the SAB which said,  
     "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of  
     regional water quality criteria at this time."(11)  We are also in accord  
     with the SAB call for EPA to support more reseach into this topic.         
                                                                                
     ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
     (11)  SAB, "Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality   
     Initiative," Joint Report of the Ecological Processes and Effects Committee
     and the Drinking Water Committee, EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005, pp.33.          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.090     
     
     EPA has taken the comments from EPA's SAB (December 1992) report on the    
     original proposal as well as the comments received on the original proposal
     via the public comment process and has made substantial and significant    
     improvements to the procedure for determining BAFs in the final guidance.  
                                                                                
     In the proposal, EPA used predicted BAFs by determining the product of a   
     BCF found using the equation of Veith and Kosian (1979) and FCMs derived   
     using the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA's SAB (December 1992) criticized   
     this methodology because of inconsistencies in the underlying assumptions  
     about the BCF in the respective parts of the procedure.  Furthermore, EPA's
     SAB (December 1992) stated that "the GLWQI use either the entire Thomann   
     (1989) approach, which has been tested or test the validity of the GLWQI   
     combination of approaches."                                                
                                                                                
     The commenter (D2724) has also criticized EPA about the assumptions at the 
     phytoplankton and zooplankton trophic levels.                              
                                                                                
     In the final guidance, EPA has eliminated the inconsistencies in the       
     underlying assumptions about the BCF.  EPA now predicts BCFs by assuming   

Page 1943



$T044618.TXT
     that the BCF expressed on a lipid normalized basis and a freely dissolved  
     concentration in the water is equal to the chemical's Kow.  This assumption
     is well supported in the scientific literature, see the GLWQI Technical    
     Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors,   
     and is consistent with the models of Gobas (1993) now used to derive the   
     FCMs.  Furthermore, this assumption is consistent with other food web      
     models including Thomann (1989) and Thomann et al. (1992).  EPA has also   
     addressed the criticism of this commenter of a 20-fold difference in       
     residues between the phytoplankton and zooplankton trophic levels being too
     large and not supportable by current scientific data.  This criticism was  
     address in using the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs which assumes    
     that the both phytoplankton and zooplankton are in equilibrium with the    
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water column.  The   
     model Gobas (1993) has both benthic and pelagic food web components in     
     comparison to the model of Thomann (1989) which was based upon the pelagic 
     food web only.  This model has been evaluated using the data set of Oliver 
     and Niimi (1988) and has been shown to have excellent predictive ability,  
     see the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine    
     Bioaccumulation Factors for further information.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One possible interim approach EPA might investigate for application while  
     the science is better defined is that the concept of FCMs be eliminated    
     from the Guidance and that instead,  Thomann's food chain model, with Great
     Lakes specific inputs be used to generate individual BAFs for each of the  
     relatively few chemicals that had an FCM of greater than 5 or perhaps even 
     2.  Only 12 of the 122 compounds with BAFs in the proposed Guidance have   
     FCMs of greater than 5 and only 21 have an FCM of 2 or greater.  Derivation
     of BAFs for this subset of chemicals would not require great effort and    
     would be more defensible than the current BAFs derived using the FCM       
     procedure because they would be based upon a peer-reviewed model that is   
     available and relatively easy to run.  This avoids the problematic use of  
     BCFs generated by the model, though we remain unsure as to the general     
     applicability of the model.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.091     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that FCMs should be eliminated from the
     GLWQI.  However, EPA does agree that the FCMs should be derived using a    
     model that has been tested with Great Lakes data. In the final guidance,   
     FCMs were derived using the model of Gobas (1993) with Great Lakes data.   
     BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas (1933) (which are equal to the     
     product of the FCM and Kow of the chemical) are in excellent agreement with
     the measured BAFs. A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model   
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
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     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995) across the food web.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the FCM methodology is to be used, then, at a minimum, the input        
     assumptions should be modified such that they reflect conditions in the    
     Great Lakes.  In particular, the default assumptions about lipid content   
     must be changed.  Changing lipid content alone, however, should not be     
     viewed as the solution to the inconsistencies identified in this review.   
     The model is equally or more sensitive to other inputs.  These inputs must 
     also be changed to reflect conditions in the Great Lakes.  The effect of   
     such modifications on predicted FCMs is unknown at this time.              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.092     
     
     See response to comment D2724.075.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     The default lipid assumptions may be changed in the derivation of          
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.              
                                                                                
     EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this 
     model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could 
     be more easily specified.  Since the input parameters for the Gobas model  
     can be measured,  the sensitivity of the model to the parameters will be   
     reflected in the precision of the measurements.                            
                                                                                
     See SID and TSD for a description of lipid values used in the final        
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BAF for dioxin is apparently based on studies in Lake Ontario 
     in which efforts were made to determine the actual water column            
     concentration to which fish were exposed.  The issue addressed in this     
     comment is whether a BAF calculated in this way, even if it is done        
     correctly, is appropriate for the regulatory application for which it is   
     intended.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA proposes to use the dioxin BAF to derive human health and wildlife     
     criteria.  State and tribal governments would then be obligated to adopt   
     these criteria as ambient water quality standards.  One use to which such  
     standards are put is in determining limitations in NPDES permits.  Such    
     limits are essentially derived from a simple mass balance calculation such 
     that the allowable amount of the substance to be discharged, when diluted  
     by a specified volume of receiving water, would not produce a concentration
     above the water quality standard.  Sherman and Keenan(12) (copy included as
     Exhibit 2) refer to a water concentration calculated as described above as 
     a "nominal concentration."  In the words of the authors, the nominal       
     concentration is, "the total quantity of TCDD (dissolved and adsorbed)     
     added per unit volume of water."                                           
                                                                                
     Sherman and Keenan argue, and we agree, that when the nominal concentration
     is used as the basis for writing permit limits, as it historically has been
     and as it is proposed to be in the GLI, this must be the water             
     concentration used to calculate the BAF.  To use a BAF based on any other  
     concentration would constitute a scientifically incorrect application of   
     the BAF.  As Cook's 1992 memorandum (hereinafter referred to as Cook's     
     memorandum or the memorandum), which is cited as support for the proposed  
     BAF, correctly points out, "When BAFs are used, there must be a good       
     understanding of the definition of the BAF and the use must be consistent  
     with that definition" (emphasis added).  The proposed Guidance fails to    
     follow that admonition.                                                    
                                                                                
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                                                                
     (12)  Sherman, W. and R. Keenan, "Reevaluation of Dioxin Bioconcentration  
     and Bioaccumulation Factors for Regulatory Purposes," J.Tox. Envir. Health,
     37(), 211-229, 1992.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.093     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs are calculated as the ratio of some measure of fish tissue            
     concentration to some measure of water concentration.  Any such measures   
     that are in equilibrium with the truly dissolved chemical concentration can
     be used in this calculation.  Of particular concern in the case of the     
     proposed TCDD BAF, and for other nonpolar, hydrophobic chemicals as well,  
     is the measure of water concentration used.  The Interim Dioxin Report,    
     which is apparently the basis for many of the statements in the memorandum,
     uses the total water column concentration in equilibrium with the sediments
     as predicted by a mass balance model.  Presuming the modeling was done     
     correctly (see our comments elsewhere) so that the total water column      
     concentration is that which is in equilibrium with the truly dissolved     
     fraction, and so that the fish tissue concentration measured is likewise an
     equilibrium value, the BAF thus derived would be one of several possible   
     valid measures of TCDD bioaccumulation.  In the terminology of the Interim 
     Dioxin Report and Cook's memorandum this is a BAF(exp. t).  A BAF(exp. t)  
     (derived from studies in Lake Ontario) of 50,000 L/kg @ 5% lipids is       
     proposed for use in the Guidance.  However, using data from the same Lake  
     Ontario studies, a number of other equally valid BAFs could be calculated, 
     each of which, when used in conjunction with the appropriate water         
     concentration, is an accurate predictor of fish tissue levels.             
                                                                                
     Table 3-2 of the Interim Dioxin Report indicates that for the conditions   
     corresponding to the proposed BAF, only 27% of the dioxin in the water     
     column was predicted to be truly dissolved.  Thus, the BAF based on        
     dissolved water concentration (i.e. the BAF(exp. d)) would be 50,000/0.27 =
     185,185 L/kg @ 5% lipids.  Information in the Interim Dioxin Report and the
     Lake Ontario Bioaccumulation study indicates that the equivalent total     
     loading of TCDD that the model would calculate to be in equilibrium with   
     the observed surface sediment layer concentration of 110 pg/L would be     
     about 2 kg/yr.  The total flow through Lake Ontario is about 7100          
     m(exp.3)/sec.  This corresponds to a nominal concentration in Lake Ontario 
     of about 9 pg/L.  The BAF, based on the nominal concentration (BAF(exp. n))
     calculated using the fish lipid TCDD concentration of 194 pg/g lipid given 
     in the Interim Dioxin Report, would then be about 1080 L/kg @ 5% lipid.    
     Thus, data from the very same study can be used to calculate BAFs spanning 
     2 orders of magnitude simply by using a different water concentration basis
     in each calculation.                                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.094     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is likely that, scientifically, a BAF based upon dissolved concentration
     is the most relevant and correct BAF to use for criteria development;      
     however, others such as the nominal BAF have historically been used. Until 
     we have the models and data needed to properly apply BAFs based on total   
     water column or, preferably, dissolved concentrations, it will be necessary
     to use the nominal BAF.  Cook's memorandum correctly points out, for       
     example, that using a BAF(exp. d) may not be practical because accurate    
     measurement of the dissolved concentration of TCDD is not easily done.  Use
     of the BAF(exp. t) is complicated by the need to understand the            
     relationship between the amount of chemical that enters the water body and 
     the amount that stays in the water column under equilibrium conditions.    
     Historical practice in permit limit derivation indicates that the most     
     practical concentration to obtain is the nominal concentration, because    
     this requires only that the total mass loading from the discharge be       
     measured and that the volume of receiving water mixed with the discharge be
     known.  Thus, if historical practice continues, which seems to be the      
     intent of the proposed Guidance, the TCDD criteria upon which NPDES permit 
     limits are based should be based on the BAF(exp. n) as calculated above.   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.095     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cook's memorandum says that the BAF(exp. t) of 50,000 @ 5% lipids should be
     used in part because, "water criteria are presently being applied on a     
     total chemical concentration basis."  This is incorrect in the context in  
     which "total chemical concentration" is applied by Cook himself.  The term,
     as used in the Interim Dioxin Report, applies to the total concentration of
     TCDD in the water column (adsorbed and dissolved) in equilibrium with the  
     sediments.  This is definitely not the same as the nominal concentration,  
     which has historically served and is proposed for use in the Guidance as   
     the basis for water quality criteria application.  For example, Table 3-2  
     of the Interim Dioxin Report indicates that the total water column         
     concentration modeled for Lake Ontario is between about 0.2 and 0.4 pg/L   
     depending on the modeling assumptions.  As shown above, however, the       
     nominal concentration based on the equilibrium loading predicted by the    
     same model would be about 9 pg/L.  In other words, in Lake Ontario         
     apparently only less than 5% of the TCDD entering the Lake remains in the  
     water column.                                                              
                                                                                
     The Lake Ontario BAF derived from the total water column concentration     
     certainly cannot, then, be applied directly to the nominal concentration.  
     Doing so would lead to a gross overestimation of expected fish flesh       
     concentrations.  To illustrate, the Interim Report says that Lake Ontario  
     fish were found to have TCDD concentrations of 194 pg/g lipid.  Using the  
     GLI proposed BAF of 50,000 @ 5% (10(exp. 6) @ 100%) with the nominal       
     concentration calculated above of 9 pg/L, one would predict a concentration
     in Lake Ontario fish of 9,000 pg TCDD/g lipid; almost 50 times higher than 
     what is actually observed.                                                 
                                                                                
     Clearly, the "total chemical concentration" referred to by Cook is not the 
     same as the nominal concentration used in application of water quality     
     criteria to derive permit limits; it is much, much less in the case of Lake
     Ontario.  BAFs based on the "total chemical concentration" should not be   
     used to derive criteria that will be used to calculate NPDES permit limits.
     Just as using the wrong BAF with the nominal concentration greatly         
     overestimates the fish concentrations, it causes gross underestimation of  
     the permit limits that would be required to provide adequate protection to 
     the environment.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.096     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2724.097
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     d.  Conclusions and recommendations                                        
                                                                                
     Development and use of the TCDD BAF in the proposed Guidance is very       
     confusing because the documentation does not clearly indicate what         
     concentration bases for fish and waters were used in the calculation.  This
     is also true for BAFs of other nonpolar hydrophobic chemicals for which    
     BAFs are proposed, such as PCBs.  This makes problematic the development of
     discharge permit limits from criteria based on the poorly defined BAF.     
                                                                                
     We recommend that the documentation be revised to make clear precisely what
     water and fish concentrations were used in the calculation.  In particular,
     we strongly suggest that the documentation explicitly present all three    
     BAFs described above, BAF(exp. d), BAF(exp. t), and BAF(exp. n), with clear
     definitions of each.  Furthermore, any numeric criteria or values derived  
     using the BAF should make it absolutely clear which of these BAFs was used 
     in the derivation.  In this way, permit writers and others using the       
     criteria will be able to make the proper calculations to ensure their use  
     of the criteria is consistent with the water and fish concentrations used  
     in deriving those criteria.  An example of one way to display the          
     information so as to dispel confusion is set forth in Table III-4.         
                                                                                
     See original for Table III-4.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.097     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the documentation in the proposal does  
     not clearly indicate what concentration bases for fish and waters were used
     in the calculation.  In the August 30, 1994 Notice of Data Availability (59
     FR 44678), EPA defined the baseline BAF to be the BAF that is based on the 
     concentration of freely dissolved organic chemical in the ambient water and
     takes into account the partioning of the chemical within the organism.     
     Freely dissolved refers to the truly dissolved (uncomplexed) fraction of   
     the chemical in the water column.                                          
                                                                                
     The baseline BAF is based on the freely dissolved concentration of a       
     chemical, while the BAF used in the derivation of the human health and     
     wildlife Tier I criteria will reflect the total concentration of the       
     chemical.  In order to implement the criteria, the BAFs need to be based on
     a total concentration of the chemical in the water column because CFR      
     analytical methods for compliance monitoring determine the total amount of 
     chemical in the water.                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.  EPA has required use of a percent lipid value for     
     trophic level four fish of 10.31 and 6.46 for trophic level three in whole 
     fish for use in determining wildlife BAFs for organic chemicals in the     
     final Guidance. For a further explanation, see Section IV.3 of the         
     SID.Comment: D2724.097                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the documentation in the proposal does  
     not clearly indicate what concentration bases for fish and waters were used
     in the calculation.  In the August 30, 1994 Notice of Data Availability (59
     FR 44678), EPA defined the baseline BAF to be the BAF that is based on the 
     concentration of freely dissolved organic chemical in the ambient water and
     takes into account the partitioning of the chemical within the organism.   
     Freely dissolved refers to the truly dissolved (uncomplexed) fraction of   
     the chemical in the water column.                                          
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     The baseline BAF is based on the freely dissolved concentration of a       
     chemical, while the BAF used in the derivation of human health and wildlife
     Tier I criteria will reflect the total concentration of the chemical.  In  
     order to implement human health and wildlife criteria, the BAFs need to be 
     based on a total concentration of the chemical in the water column because,
     among other reasons, analytical methods in 40 CFR Part 136 for compliance  
     monitoring determine the total amount of chemical in the water.            
                                                                                
     EPA has specified the use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid     
     value for trophic level four fish of 3.10 and 1.82 for trophic level three 
     in edible tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic      
     chemicals in the final Guidance.  EPA has required use of a percent lipid  
     value for trophic level four fish of 10.31 and 6.46 for trophic level three
     in whole fish for use in determining wildlife BAFs for organic chemicals in
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BAF for 2,3,7,8-TCDD is inadequately documented, the original 
     reports upon which the value is likely based are neither peer reviewed nor 
     readily available.  Other literature on the subject is ignored.  We urge   
     EPA to provide adequate documentation for the proposed BAF.  EPA has       
     clearly failed to provide an adequate opportunity for public comment on    
     this key element of the proposed Guidance.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.098     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.099
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The basis for the proposed BAF for 2,3,7,8-TCDD is contained in the March  
     3, 1993 draft of "Derivation of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife         
     Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative," by Charles E.     
     Stephan (hereafter referred to as the TSD).  While this document refers to 
     a published report by Cook, et al.  (1991), that report is not really the  
     basis for the proposed BAF.  It simply serves as a convenient vehicle for  
     derivation of an "equivalent" foodchain multiplier (FCM) of 1.37255 for use
     in further calculations.                                                   
                                                                                
     The real basis for the proposed BAF is a memorandum from Philip M. Cook to 
     Charles E. Stephan(13)  (hereinafter referred to as "Cook's memorandum" or 
     "the memorandum") in which it is suggested that a BAF of 60,000 could be   
     used in the Guidance for trophic level 4 fish with 6 percent lipid.  The   
     TSD erroneously indicates the lipid basis for this suggestion was 5 percent
     but the FCM derived was correctly based on 6 percent.  Interestingly, while
     the TSD says Cook's memorandum recommends 60,000, it actually just mentions
     the possibility of using 60,000.  It seems to recommend that 120,000 be    
     used and that the BAF "should be applicable to other Great Lakes waters of 
     similar [to Lake Ontario] organic carbon content" and "can be adjusted on  
     the basis of different organic carbon content."  In any event the TSD      
     performs the calculations based on a BAF of 60,000 and does not mention    
     adjustment for organic carbon content.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.099     
     
     See the SID, especially Section IV, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     No references are cited in the memorandum, so the basis for statements and 
     recommendations therein is uncertain.  Without citation of documents to    
     support the figures suggested, it is very difficult to judge and comment on
     their validity.  Because this is the only "official" basis presented in the
     TSD for the BAF, we conclude that the BAF cannot be considered             
     scientifically credible until much more documentation is provided.         
                                                                                
     Throughout the process of developing the Guidance since the SAB meetings in
     February 1992 we have repeatedly asked for this documentation through      
     various informal channels to no avail.  We now repeat this request in      
     formal written comments.  We urge EPA in the strongest possible terms to   
     amend the TSD to provide that documentation so that all interested parties 
     may provide informed comments.  Until this happens, we and everyone else   
     are forced to base detailed technical comments on speculation as to the    
     likely basis for the memorandum.  This is an unsatisfactory situation which
     frustrates efforts to make meaningful comments on the proposal.            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.100     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cook's memorandum refers to Lake Ontario studies and "a preliminary aquatic
     ecological risk characterization report for TCDD" that was in preparation  
     at the time the memorandum was written.  We suspect the report referred to 
     is the "Interim Dioxin Report"(14)  (hereinafter referred to as the Interim
     Report) which has since been published, and does discuss studies of        
     bioaccumulation of TCDD in Lake Ontario.(15)  This is also one of the      
     documents upon which EPA has solicited comments "on the possible           
     application of options set forth [therein] in the final [Great Lakes]      
     Guidance."(16)                                                             
                                                                                
     Based on the speculation that the Interim Report may have been used as the 
     basis for the statements in the memorandum, we reviewed the chapter on     
     bioaccumulation factors.  While the chapter does provide more information  
     than the memorandum, it refers to the original EPA studies in Lake Ontario 
     (17)   (hereinafter referred to as the Lake Ontario Report) as providing   
     "the best data for calculating a bioaccumulation factor for TCDD."         
                                                                                
     Believing it is always best to go to the original study in order to judge  
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     its validity, we attempted to obtain a copy of the Lake Ontario Report.  We
     discovered that it is not part of the docket for the proposed Guidance and 
     that librarians in neither the EPA Region II nor the EPA Headquarters      
     libraries could locate it.  The docket librarian suggested we contact the  
     primary author of the document.  However, we declined to do this as the    
     necessity of such measures indicates that the document is clearly not      
     readily available for review.                                              
                                                                                
     This key report (the Lake Ontario Report) is apparently not widely         
     available for review by all interested parties.  If EPA is using these     
     studies as the basis for the proposed TCDD BAF, it is imperative that the  
     original studies be made readily available so judgements can be made about 
     their validity.                                                            
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (14)  USEPA, "Interim Report on Data and Methods for Assessment of         
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated   
     Wildlife,"  EPA/600/R-93/055, March, 1993.                                 
                                                                                
     (15)  Our suspicion is tempered, however, by the finding that numbers cited
     in the memorandum do not match those in the Interim Report.  For example,  
     Cook cites a BAF(exp. t)(subscript 1) of 2x10(exp. 6) for a "no chemical   
     loading" modelling scenario.  No BAF(exp. t)(subscript 1) even close to    
     this value is given in the Interim Report.  Moreover, while a BAF(exp.     
     t)(subscript 1) of 1x10(exp. 6) is reported, it is associated with a 90%   
     reduction modeling scenario, not the "steady state" scenario associated    
     with it in the memorandum.  These inconsistencies highlight the need for   
     EPA to explain more clearly exactly how the proposed BAF was derived.      
                                                                                
     (16)  58 Fed. Reg. 42266.                                                  
                                                                                
     (17)  USEPA, "Lake Ontario TCDD Bioaccumulation Study - Final Report, USEPA
     Region II, New York.  Endicott, D.,P. Cook, W. Richardson, B. Butterworth, 
     "Modeling the partioning and bioaccumulation of TCDD and other hydrophobic 
     organic chemicals in Lake Ontario," Submitted for publication in           
     Chemosphere, 1993.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.101     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.101.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (15)  Our suspicion is tempered, however, by the finding that numbers cited
     in the memorandum do not match those in the Interim Report.  For example,  
     Cook cites a BAF(exp. t)(subscript 1) of 2x10(exp. 6) for a "no chemical   
     loading" modelling scenario.  No BAF(exp. t)(subscript 1) even close to    
     this value is given in the Interim Report.  Moreover, while a BAF(exp.     
     t)(subscript 1) of 1x10(exp. 6) is reported, it is associated with a 90%   
     reduction modeling scenario, not the "steady state" scenario associated    
     with it in the memorandum.  These inconsistencies highlight the need for   
     EPA to explain more clearly exactly how the proposed BAF was derived.      
                                                                                
     (16)  58 Fed. Reg. 42266.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.102     
     
     D2724.102                                                                  
                                                                                
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section          
     IV.                                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.101.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (17)  USEPA, "Lake Ontario TCDD Bioaccumulation Study - Final Report, USEPA
     Region II, New York.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.103     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
Page 1955



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with the declaration in the Interim Report that the Lake       
     Ontario studies provide "the best data for calculating a bioaccumulation   
     factor for TCDD."  The most that can be said is that the Lake Ontario work 
     provides one of several data sets from which field BAFs can be calculated. 
     Several other studies exist which were conducted under conditions at least 
     as conducive to characterization of the true nature of TCDD bioaccumulation
     as those in the Lake Ontario studies.  These should be discussed in the TSD
     and the Interim Report.                                                    
                                                                                
     NCASI published a review of the literature on this topic in 1991.(18)  A   
     copy of this review is included with these comments as Exhibit 3.  We have 
     recently reviewed the literature again to find additional references that  
     have been published since 1991.  These are included as Exhibit 4.  NCASI   
     has also conducted original research on dioxin and furan bioaccumulation in
     experimental streams.(19)  A copy of the report of these studies is        
     included as Exhibit 5.                                                     
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (18)  NCASI, "A Critical Review of the Literature on the Bioaccumulation of
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin and Furan in Fish,"  NCASI Technical   
     Bulletin No. 610, May, 1991.                                               
                                                                                
     (19)  NCASI, "Observations on the Bioaccumulation of 2,3,7,8-TCDD and      
     2,3,7,8-TCDF in Channel Catfish and Largemouth Bass and Their Survival or  
     Growth During Exposure to Biologically Treated Bleached Draft Mill Effluent
     in Experimental Streams,"  NCASI Technical Bulletin No. 611, June, 1991.   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.104     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The documentation for the proposed dioxin BAF is completely inadequate.  It
     neither presents a comprehensive explanation of the basis for the BAF nor  
     explains why that basis is preferable to others that could have been       
     chosen.  The documentation must be greatly expanded and all the relevant   
     studies used must be cited and available for review.  Only in this way can 
     EPA hope to receive complete comments on what is being proposed.  We       
     strongly urge EPA to use much more of the available literature in          
     documenting the BAF for dioxin.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.105     
     
     The Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine              
     Bioaccumulation Factors contains rigorously defined bioaccumulation factor 
     methods.  There is little or no measured BAF data for TCDD in the          
     literature now because of the inability to detect TCDD in water samples.   
     When this occurs for Great Lakes waters, the TCDD BAF will be validated.   
     In the mean time, the strong correlations shown between measured BAFs and  
     BSAF - predicted BAFs for PCBs strongly indicate the robustness and        
     accuracy of the method used to determine the TCDD BAF.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cook's 1992 memorandum, cited as support for the proposed TCDD BAF, states 
     that the "BAF estimates are only as good as our estimates of the           
     concentration of TCDD in Lake Ontario water."  The Interim Dioxin Report   
     cites Endicott (1993)(19a) as the source for information about the model   
     used with the Lake Ontario TCDD data to calculate those estimates.  Cook's 
     memorandum says, "The accuracy of these estimates, of course, depends on   
     the assumptions made in modeling TCDD concentrations in Lake Ontario       
     water."  Because the details of the model are, as noted in another comment,
     unavailable for review by all interested parties, it is difficult to       
     comment on or even judge the validity of the assumptions made in the       
     modeling.                                                                  
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     The Interim Dioxin Report indicates, however, that the model is similar to 
     one described by Endicott et al. (1990) in the similarly unavailable Lake  
     Ontario Bioaccumulation Report.  The reported differences between the two  
     models are "slight changes in the organic carbon partitioning              
     parameters."(20)                                                           
                                                                                
     What we have been able to learn about the model causes us concern.  It     
     appears that the intended purpose of the model was to predict the response 
     of Lake Ontario to an incremental change in TCDD input.  That is, for a    
     given change in TCDD mass input rate, the model would predict the amount of
     change in sediment and water column concentrations.  Thus, a fundamental   
     problem with the way in which the model has been used is that it was       
     apparently never intended to predict concentrations accurately; rather its 
     purpose was to predict changes in concentrations.  Moreover, the model was 
     only partially calibrated (mass loading was not measured) and it was not   
     validated at all.                                                          
                                                                                
     The sensitivity analysis performed on the earlier model indicated that it  
     is quite sensitive to organic carbon partitioning parameters.  Thus,       
     "slight" changes in those parameters could have a large effect on model    
     predictions.  Because the Interim Dioxin Report provides little            
     justification for the parameters used in the new model, we cannot judge    
     whether or not they are valid for the situation being modeled.             
                                                                                
     [Before EPA promulgates criteria based on the BAF derived using model      
     predictions, all interested parties should have the opportunity to review  
     and comment on the model.]                                                 
     ________________________________________                                   
     (19a)Endicott, D., P. Cook. W. Richardson, B. Butterworth, "Modeling the   
     partitioning and bioaccumulation of TCDD and other hydrophobic organic     
     chemicals in Lake Ontario," Submitted for publication in Chemosphere, 1993.
     (20)A cursory examination of Endicott's unpublished 1993 manuscript makes  
     us wonder, however, how the statements about it in the Interim Report could
     be accurate, since it seems to describe a model completely different from  
     that which was used in the earlier Lake Ontario studies.  Moreover, results
     reported in the manuscript are not in accord with those presented in the   
     Interim Report.  These inconsistencies further highlight the need for EPA  
     to be much more forthcoming as to the basis for the proposed TCDD BAF.     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.106     
     
     This comment is not relevant to the GLWQI because it refers to models and  
     reports which were not used as a basis for the TCDD BAF determination from 
     Lake Ontario data as documented in the TSD.  The TCDD BAF is not based on  
     prediction of concentrations of TCDD in water.  For the record, Endicott   
     and Cook's paper was published in Chemosphere in 1994.  The TCDD BAF is not
     based on model predictions, rather it is directly linked to measured       
     concentrations of PCBs in sediment, water and fish in comparison to        
     measured concentrations of TCDD in sediment and fish.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
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     Comment ID: D2724.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See #.106.                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (20)A cursory examination of Endicott's unpublished 1993 manuscript makes  
     us wonder, however, how the statements about it in the Interim Report could
     be accurate, since it seems to describe a model completely different from  
     that which was used in the earlier Lake Ontario studies.  Moreover, results
     reported in the manuscript are not in accord with those presented in the   
     Interim Report.  These inconsistencies further highlight the need for EPA  
     to be much more forthcoming as to the basis for the proposed TCDD BAF.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.107     
     
     Neither the Endicott report nor the Interim TCDD report are a basis for the
     TCDD BAF calculated for the GLWQI.  These reports relate only to the       
     history of improvements in estimating BAFs for PCDDs and PCDFs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .108 is imbedded in comment .106.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before EPA promulgates criteria based on the BAF derived using model       
     predictions, all interested parties should have the opportunity to review  
     and comment on the model.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.108     
     
     The Endicott model was not used as a basis for BAF calculations in the     
     GLWQI.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.109
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA agrees with the statement in the Preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20942) that,  
     "...it may be appropriate to use factors accounting for the different BAFs 
     in converting concentrations of CDDs and CDFs to equivalent concentrations 
     of 2,3,7,8-TCDD."  Indeed, if such conversion of concentrations is to be   
     done, then it is not only appropriate, it is necessary to take into account
     differences in bioaccumulation, preferably through accurate                
     congener-specific BAFs, in order to maintain scientific credibility.  Thus,
     AFPA is in disagreement with the further statement in the preamble that    
     failure to account for different BAFs is merely a "conservative, as well as
     simplifying, approach."  We view failure to account for the very different 
     BAFs of the different congeners as over-simplification to the point that   
     scientific credibility is lost while conservatism is taken to unnecessary  
     extremes.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.109     
     
     The GLWQI TSD provides both PCDD, PCDF and PCB congener specific BAFs and  
     BEFs for PCDDs and PCDFs to be used for TCDD toxicity equivalence (TE)     
     calculations.  The uses of BEFs are convenient for calculating TEs but the 
     same results would be obtained with the appropriate use of the congener    
     specific BAFs.  There is no need to avoid accounting for congener          
     differences in BAFs.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.110
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we agree that use of BEFs could be acceptable in concept, we are     
     troubled by the specific factors presented in Table VIII.D-3 (58 Fed. Reg. 
     20943).  Though it is not stated in the preamble, these BEFs appear to have
     been taken from another EPA document(21) (hereafter referred to as the     
     "Interim Report") upon which EPA has recently requested comment(22) as to  
     incorporation of data and methods therein into the final Great Lakes       
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     Guidance.  Because the BEFs given in the preamble are defined differently  
     than those in the Interim Report, however, in the following discussion,    
     those proposed in the Guidance will be referred to as "Guidance BEFs" and  
     those defined as in the Interim report will be called "BEFs."              
     ___________________________________                                        
     (21)USEPA, "Interim Report on Data and Methods for Assessment of 2,3,7,    
     8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated         
     Wildlife," EPA/600/R-93/055, March 1993.                                   
     (22)58 Fed. Reg. 42266, August 9, 1993.                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.110     
     
     The BEFs presented in the TSD were not taken from the Interim TCDD Report. 
     These BEFs are calculated with the same method used in the Interim Report  
     from an improved data set in which each congener was detected in both the  
     sediment and trout samples by high resolution gas chromatography/high      
     resolution mass spectrometry.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.111
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Review of the Interim Report indicates that the BEFs listed therein and    
     copied in the preamble are based solely on the ratios of biota-sediment    
     accumulation factors (BSAFs) for Lake Trout in Lake Ontario.  Even if      
     derivation of BAFs from the Guidance BEFs in the manner suggested in the   
     Preamble is scientifically valid (we do not believe it is, see discussion  
     below), we are concerned about the values reported because they come from  
     data developed for a single species of fish generated in the course of a   
     single study carried out by a single investigator (or team of              
     investigators) in a limited geographic area.  If there is anything         
     anomalous about the situation in Lake Ontario (e.g., the source of TCDD/F  
     differs from that generally applicable to the Great Lakes, or the nature of
     the sediments is different) then the results might be correct for that     
     study but inappropriate for application basinwide.  In the worst case, the 
     results of the single study might be erroneous.  This is the danger in     
     relying on a single study.  In this case, it is unnecessary to rely on just
     a single study since other studies have generated data that can be brought 
     to bear.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.111     
     
     There are no anomalies in Lake Ontario which complicate the calculation of 
     BEFs for general use in the Great Lakes.  Lake trout are the prime trophic 
     level four species of concern in the Great Lakes.  The entirety of Lake    
     Ontario open waters is incorporated into the data set used to calculate    
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     BEFs.  The BEFs are powerful measures of relative bioaccumulation potential
     differences between PCDDs, PCDFs and PCBs, regardless of site- specific    
     differences.  The alternative to BEFs is to predict bioaccumulation for    
     each congener as equal or greater than that of TCDD which clearly is not   
     the case.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDF
     Comment ID: D2724.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. Kuehl, D Chemosphere 16(4)657-666 1987.                  
            
               Kjellar Chemosphere 20()1489-1496 1990.                              

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the Interim Report correctly notes, the BEF for 2,3,7,8-TCDF from the   
     single Lake Ontario study "is large in comparison to values from other     
     systems."  One study on the Wisconsin River is cited.(23)  At least two    
     other published studies present data sufficient to allow this calculation, 
     and both indicate that the proposed Guidance BEF for 2,3,7,8-TCDF is too   
     high.(24)  Those studies also indicate discrepancies both high and low in  
     the other Guidance BEFs.  The Interim Report speculates that the           
     explanation for the discrepancy for TCDF, at least for the one study cited,
     is related to "greater water concentrations of TCDF with respect to        
     sediment concentrations in Lake Ontario."  This suggestion needs further   
     elaboration as it may indicate that the Lake Ontario situation is, indeed, 
     anomalous, particularly since the other studies agree better with each     
     other than they do with the Interim Report.                                
     _________________________________                                          
     (23)Kuehl, D., P. Cook, A. Batterman, D. Lothenbach, and B. Butterworth,   
     "Bioavailability of polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans    
     from contaminated Wisconsin River Sediment to Carp," Chemosphere,          
     16()667-679, 1987.                                                         
     (24)Kuehl, D., et al., Chemosphere, 16(4)657-666, 1987 and Kjellar,        
     Chemosphere, 20()1489-1496, 1990.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.112     
     
     EPA agrees that further research will provide more data for developing     
     better BEFs and encorage any new data that may become available.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDF
     Comment ID: D2724.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To the extent that BAFs for the other congeners have been measured, it is  
     useful to examine the ratios of the various congener BAFs to that for TCDD 
     as this is the definition of the Guidance BEFs being proposed.  The        
     Guidance BEF of 1.2 for 2,3,7 8-TCDF indicates that the TCDF BAF should be 
     higher than that for TCDD.  However, Mehrle, et al.(25) reported that BCF  
     for TCDD in rainbow trout was 6-12 times higher than the BCF for TCDF in   
     the same fish.  While Mehrle, et al. did not measure BAFs, based on the    
     fact that the K(subscript ow) for TCDD is much higher than that for TCDF,  
     one would expect the differences in BAFs to be even greater since a higher 
     K(subscript ow) usually means the foodchain contribution will be higher.   
     NCASI(26) studied BAFs for TCDD and TCDF in experimental streams and found 
     the BAF of TCDD to be approximately 7 times greater than that for TCDF in  
     largemouth bass and 20 times greater in channel catfish.  Some of the      
     differences in BAFs observed in fish from the experimental streams were    
     probably due to depuration rates.  The depuration rate constant for TCDF in
     catfish was 11 times greater than the TCDD depuration rate.  Depuration of 
     TCDF by largemouth bass was approximately twice as fast as for TCDD.  These
     observations indicate that the Guidance BEF for TCDF is too high.  By      
     implication, then, all the other Guidance BEFs are questionable.  We       
     strongly suggest that EPA examine these data as well as any other data     
     available to determine the validity of the suggested Guidance BEFs.        
     ____________________________                                               
     (25)Mehrle, P., D. Buckler, E. Little, L. Smith, G. Petty, P. Peterman, D. 
     Stalling, G. DeGraeve, J. Coyle, and W. Adams, "Toxicity and               
     bioconcentration of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin and                
     2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzofuran in rainbow trout," Envir. Toxicol. Chem.,  
     7()47-62, 1988.                                                            
     (26)Observations on the Bioaccumulation of 2,3,7,8-TCDD and 2,3,7,8-TCDF in
     Channel Catfish and Largemouth Bass and Their Survival or Growth During    
     Exposure to Biologically Treated Bleached Kraft Mill Effluent in           
     Experimental Streams," NCASI Technical Bulletin No. 611, June 1991.  See   
     Exhibit 5.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.113     
     
     The final BEF for TCDF is 0.80 which EPA believes reflects an accurate     
     assessment of the BEF.  EPA believes the BEFs are valid. See the TSD for   
     BAFs for a complete discussion on the data used to derive the BEFs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDF
     Comment ID: D2724.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See #.113.                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (25)Mehrle, P., D. Buckler, E. Little, L. Smith, G. Petty, P. Peterman, D. 
     Stalling, G. DeGraeve, J. Coyle, and W. Adams, "Toxicity and               
     bioconcentration of 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin and                
     2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzofuran in rainbow trout," Envir. Toxicol. Chem.,  
     7()47-62, 1988.                                                            
     (26)Observations on the Bioaccumulation of 2,3,7,8-TCDD and 2,3,7,8-TCDF in
     Channel Catfish and Largemouth Bass and Their Survival or Growth During    
     Exposure to Biologically Treated Bleached Kraft Mill Effluent in           
     Experimental Streams," NCASI Technical Bulletin No. 611, June 1991.  See   
     Exhibit 5.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.114     
     
     The final BEF for TCDF is 0.80 which EPA believes reflects an accurate     
     assessment of the BEF.  EPA believes the BEFs are valid. See the TSD for   
     BAFs for a complete discussion on the data used to derive the BEFs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDF
     Comment ID: D2724.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pg. 61 2724 Figure A.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble proposal treats the Guidance BEFs as though they are the ratio
     of BAFs.  While this concept is not necessarily incorrect, using values for
     the Guidance BEFs that are identical to the Interim Report BEFs is simply  
     incorrect.  As is clearly described in the Interim Report, those BEFs are  
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     defined as the ratio of BSAFs, not BAFs.  The BSAFs and BAFs (as defined in
     the Guidance) are not equivalent nor will their ratios be equivalent when  
     the two congeners involved have different affinities for sediment/suspended
     solids.  The error introduced by failing to account for those differing    
     affinities is just what is described as having been observed for TCDF; it  
     would cause overestimation of the TCDF BAF.                                
                                                                                
     Note 1 to Table VIII.D-3 in the preamble reads as:                         
     ((exp x)BEF)((expTCDD)BAF)=(exp x)BAF                                      
                                                                                
     Converting to the terminology of the Interim Report:                       
     ((exp x)BEF)=(BEF(subscript i))                                            
                                                                                
     ((exp TCDD)BAF)=(BAF(subscript l,D)(exp t))(f(subscript l))                
                                                                                
     ((exp x)BAF)=(BAF(subscript i)(exp t))                                     
                                                                                
     Where:  l indicates the quantity is normalized to 100% lipid               
             D indicates the quantity is measured for TCDD                      
             t indicates the quantity is based on total water column conc.      
             (dissolved + bound) of the chemical                                
                                                                                
     Thus, the equation in Note 1 could be written in Interim Report terms and  
     with some rearrangement as:  (BAF(subscript i)(exp t))=(BEF(subscript      
     i))(BAF(exp t)(subscript l, D))(f (subscript l))                           
                                                                                
     This is similar, but not identical to, Interim Report Equation 3-27:       
                                                                                
     BAF(subscript i)(exp t)=(BEF(subscript i))(BAF(exp t)(subscript            
     l,D))(f(subscript b,i)/f(subscript b,D))(f(subscript l))                   
                                                                                
     Based on the long and detailed explanation in the Interim Report of the    
     development of BSAFs, the Interim Report's Equation 3-27 appears to be     
     correct.  Therefore, the Equation in Note 1 of Table VIII.D-3 must be      
     incorrect since it is intended that Interim Report BEFs be used with it.   
     Using those values for Guidance BEFs overestimates the i(exp th) congener  
     BAF by a factor of (f(subscript b), (subscript D/f(subscript b), (subscript
     i)), where f(subscript b) is the fraction of chemical bound to organic     
     carbon in water.  Figure A, derived from Interim Report Figure 3-1, shows  
     the approximate amount of overestimation that would result for 2,3,7,8-TCDF
     due to the application of the proposed Guidance BEF assuming a log         
     K(subscript ow) for TCDF of 6 (the Interim Report says it is 5.8) and log  
     K(subscript ow) for TCDD of 7 or 8 (the Interim Report says these are      
     reasonable upper and lower bound values).                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.115     
     
     The final BEF for TCDF is 0.80 which EPA believes reflects an accurate     
     assessment of the BEF.  EPA believes the BEFs are valid. See the TSD for   
     BAFs for a complete discussion on the data used to derive the BEFs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDF
     Comment ID: D2724.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pg. 61 2724 Figure A.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Figure A shows that in Lake Ontario where, according to the Interim Report,
     the POC is about 0.2 mg/L, the TCDF BAF would be overestimated by a factor 
     of about 3 to 5 times.  In other lakes such as Superior, where the POC is  
     likely much lower, the overestimation could be much greater.  Note that in 
     Lake Ontario, this means that Guidance BEF should be only about 20-30      
     percent of the value shown in the Table VIII.3-D, or about 0.25 to 0.4.    
     The NCASI studies discussed above found the ratio TCDF BAF to TCDD BAF     
     (i.e., the Guidance BEF as defined in the preamble) of about 0.14 for      
     largemouth bass and 0.05 for channel catfish.  While agreement is still    
     not perfect (perhaps due to other confounding factors cited in this        
     comment), it is much better than before application of the correction.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.116     
     
     The final BEF for TCDF is 0.80 which EPA believes reflects an accurate     
     assessment of the BEF.  EPA believes the BEFs are valid. See the TSD for   
     BAFs for a complete discussion on the data used to derive the BEFs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDF
     Comment ID: D2724.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pg. 61 2724 Figure A.                                     
            
          See #.115, #116.                                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The example presented above for TCDF shows that application of the Guidance
     BEFs as suggested in the preamble can lead to a gross overestimation of    
     TCDF bioaccumulation.  The amount and direction of error introduced by     
     application of these factors to other congeners will vary both by congener 

Page 1966



$T044618.TXT
     and with the POC in the waterbody.  Generally, the closer the congener     
     K(subscript ow) is to that of TCDD the less will be the error, and the     
     lower the POC of the waterbody, the greater will be the error.             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.117     
     
     The final BEF for TCDF is 0.80 which EPA believes reflects an accurate     
     assessment of the BEF.  EPA believes the BEFs are valid. See the TSD for   
     BAFs for a complete discussion on the data used to derive the BEFs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDF
     Comment ID: D2724.118
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BEFs as proposed in the preamble to the proposed Guidance are seriously
     flawed and therefore inappropriate for application in a regulatory program.
     EPA should retain the concept of correcting for different congener BAFs,   
     but more effort needs to be devoted to developing values from a broad      
     scientific database, not just a single study.  Congener-specific BAFs      
     should be developed rather than relying on the demonstrably inaccurate BEF 
     methodology proposed.  Moreover, the proposed Guidance BEFs are calculated 
     incorrectly for application in the manner proposed.  At the very least, the
     error in the calculation must be corrected.  If such correction is         
     attempted, justification must be supplied for the values of f(subscript b) 
     used.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.118     
     
     The final BEF for TCDF is 0.80 which EPA believes reflects an accurate     
     assessment of the BEF.  EPA believes the BEFs are valid. See the TSD for   
     BAFs for a complete discussion on the data used to derive the BEFs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed lipid normalized (i.e., @ 1% lipid) BAF of 355,372 L/kg is    
     based on a study by Oliver and Niimi (1988, cited in the support document  
     for BAF derivation) in which total PCBs in fish tissue were observed to be 
     4300 +/- 3200 ng/g and water concentration was observed to be 1100 +/- 520 
     pg/L in salmonids with 11% lipid content.  Note that the calculated        
     standard deviation of the BAF (based on an approximate equation for the    
     standard deviation of the quotient of two independent stochastic values) is
     about 90 percent of the mean.  The confidence interval about this estimate 
     is thus so wide that, statistically, it is indistinguishable from almost   
     any number one could imagine really characterizes PCB bioaccumulation. In  
     other words, this estimate contains little useful information about the    
     true nature of PCB bioaccumulation.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.119     
     
     EPA agrees that some uncertainty exists with any field or laboratory       
     measurement.  EPA has attempted to use the best data available for deriving
     BAFs used in the GLWQI.  If the uncertainties were as large as implied by  
     the commenter, the plots of the measured BAFs derived from the data set of 
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) against log Kow should be a scattergram.  Figures 2
     through 7 of the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to     
     Determine Bioaccumulation Factors demonstrate a well defined relationship  
     between the field measured BAFs and log Kow.  In addition, these measured  
     BAFs are in excellent agreement with BAFs predicted using the model of     
     Gobas (1993). A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) 
     against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the       
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See #.119.                                                    
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not only does the estimate contain little useful information, but what     
     information it does contain is probably misleading.  First, from a purely  
     statistical standpoint, we believe that the ratio of sample means is not an
     unbiased estimate of the mean of the ratio.  EPA should ensure that        
     calculations of this sort are done properly.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.120     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  See the response to comment D2724.119   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The other source of bias is due to the study methodology.  The study upon  
     which the value is based was conducted in such a way that the BAF is almost
     certainly biased high.  Two factors in particular would lead to such a     
     bias.  First, water samples were collected from stations in the middle of  
     the lake; far from shore where runoff and other shoreline inputs might be  
     expected to cause higher water column concentrations.  However, half of the
     60 salmonid fish upon which the BAF was based were collected from a        
     tributary, the Credit River, rather than from the lake itself.  The other  
     30 salmonids were collected from a station (which the authors indicate is  
     nearer shore than any of the water sampling stations) near Vineland,       
     Ontario not far from the mouth of the Niagara River.  Thus, fish samples   
     were collected in a way that would tend to maximize their PCB              
     concentrations while water samples were collected in a way that would tend 
     to minimize theirs; a methodology that would tend to bias the BAF upward.  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.121     
     
     The commenter ignores the fact that salmonid fish are mobile. Furthermore, 
     they ignore the fact that fishes return to streams to spawn and thus,      
     providing an opportunity for easier collection by humans.  Although there  
     are some spacial differences in sample collection points, EPA has carefully
     evaluated the data reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988) and considers this  
     data set to be of high quality.  Comparison of the BAFs derived from the   
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     data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988) and those derived using data from the  
     Green Bay ecosystem shows good agreement.  This agreement strongly suggests
     that the BAFs are not bias.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, fish samples were collected in 1981 and 1982 whereas water samples 
     were not collected until 1984.  Since this was a period of rapid decline of
     concentrations of PCBs in fish tissue (see graphs in the Preamble) and     
     water column, this temporal difference in sampling fish and water would    
     tend to match elevated fish tissue concentrations with decreased water     
     column concentrations.  Assuming that Oliver and Niimi's Lake Ontario fish 
     concentrations would have decreased at the same rate as is shown for Lake  
     Ontario salmon in Figure I-2 of the preamble, the effect of the temporal   
     differences in sampling alone would account for a 30-40 percent            
     overestimate of the BAF.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.122     
     
     The commenter points out the time differences between the sample collection
     dates and concludes that the data reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988) is   
     unacceptable.  The commenter has ignored the fact that chemical residues in
     Great Lakes fishes are driven by the concentrations of the chemicals in    
     surface sediments and that the concentrations of chemicals in the surface  
     sediments change quite slowly in the Great Lakes.  EPA knowledges that     
     there is time differences in the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988) but   
     contends that these differences are not significant.  EPA has based their  
     conclusion upon the good agreement between BAFs derived using the data of  
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) and the data from the Green Bay ecosystem.         
     Furthermore, if the uncertainties caused by the differences in sample      
     collection dates were as large as those implied by the commenter, the plots
     of the measured BAFs derived from the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     against log Kow should be a scattergram.  Figures 2 through 7 of the GLWQI 
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors demonstrate a well defined relationship between the field measured 
     BAFs and log Kow.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See #.122.                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA guidance (USEPA 1985) cited in the proposed BAF methodology (Appendix B
     to Part 132, Sec. IV B.) clearly states that for a field-derived BAF to be 
     scientifically valid, the organism and water samples should be collected   
     from the same area at the same time, particularly if temporal variation in 
     the water concentration is expected or demonstrated.  These conditions are 
     clearly violated in the study used to calculate the BAF for PCBs.  Thus,   
     despite the fact that the study is a field study from the Great Lakes, it  
     appears inappropriate for calculation of a Great Lakes Initiative BAF.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.123     
     
     EPA has carefully reviewed the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988) and has 
     concluded that this data set is of high quality.  Although there are some  
     differences in sample collection times, EPA has concluded that these       
     differences are not significant.  EPA based their conclusion upon the      
     excellent agreement between the measured and predicted BAFs using the model
     of Gobas (1993), the well defined relationship between the field measured  
     BAFs and log Kow in the TSD, and the good agreement between the BAFs from  
     the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988) and those derived from the Green   
     Bay data system.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In order to see if there might be other literature available on the topic  
     we conducted a literature review.  We found that there are, indeed,        
     suitable studies available for derivation of a PCB BAF.  Our review of the 
     literature (see Exhibit 6 for an annotated bibliography) revealed a number 
     of studies which could be used to calculate a BAF from field data while    
     generally complying with the requirements for data quality specified in the
     proposed methodology.  Table III-5 summarizes the trophic level 4 BAFs that
     can be derived from those studies.  Note that all three studies also       
     provide data that allow calculation of trophic level 3 (or lower) BAFs.    
                                                                                
     In view of the demonstrable flaws in the proposed BAF and the apparent     
     availability of alternative and better data, we strongly recommend that EPA
     withdraw the proposed BAF for PCBs and reevaluate the literature to        
     identify more appropriate studies from which a BAF might be calculated.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.124     
     
     The commenter has criticized EPA for not using other available data.  The  
     commenter has assembled a hodgepodge of data.  EPA after careful           
     consideration of the available data used a used high quality data set to   
     derive the lipid normalized BAF based upon the freely dissolved            
     concentration of the chemical for the PCBs.                                
                                                                                
     EPA has demonstrated that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the   
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in 
     good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller,   
     and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.125
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA is also concerned that EPA is developing BAFs for non-polar           
     hydrophobic chemicals like PCBs, which are inappropriate for use in        
     deriving NPDES permit limits.  See our comments on the dioxin BAF, above,  
     for a detailed discussion of this issue.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.125     
     
     EPA disagrees with the usage of nominal concentration.  See discussion in  
     section IV. B. section 6.                                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.126
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA included in the proposed Guidance (Table 6.B, 58 Fed. Reg. 21015) a    
     list of "pollutants that are potential bioaccumulative chemicals of        
     concern."  Phenol is one of the chemicals included on the list.  Review of 
     available data strongly suggest, however, that phenol is not highly        
     bioaccumulative and should be deleted from the list.  In fact, AFPA        
     questions the appropriateness of promulgating such a list in general.      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.126     
     
     EPA agrees that the special provisions for BCCs should not apply to phenol,
     since phenol does not meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.    
     EPA also agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10          
     pollutants proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has   
     deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons
     stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2724.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF derivation support document proposes two BAFs (actually BCFs which 
     are identical because the FCM is assumed to be 1.0) for phenol.  The human 
     health BAF predicted based on Log K(subscript ow) is 3.4, while that       
     derived from a laboratory-measured BCF is 1,728.  The document provides no 
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     specific guidance as to which of the two BAFs is more appropriate despite  
     the fact that they differ by almost 3 orders of magnitude!  However, a     
     thorough review of the literature (see Exhibit 7 for an annotated          
     bibliography) revealed data that strongly supports use of the lower of the 
     two values (as well as the assumption of no biomagnification, i.e., FCM =  
     1.0).                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.127     
     
     The predicted BCF based on a log Kow of 3.4 is 2,512.  It is not           
     appropriate to compare a log number to a natural number, and therefore the 
     commenters confusion with regard to the comparison between the             
     laboratory-measured BCF and the predicted BCF.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2724.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The laboratory-measured BCF reported in the support document is            
     inconsistent with the findings of any of the other studies.  The highest   
     reported BCF identified in the literature (other than that cited in the    
     support document) was 214.  See Exhibit 7.  The geometric mean of the nine 
     BCFs identified in the literature (excluding the one cited in the support  
     document) is 6.8.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.128     
     
     EPA has modified the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide    
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a 
     BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF          
     methodology.  BSAFs are developed using field data.  Field data inherently 
     account for the factors which may be modified for a predicted BAF, and     
     therefore, the final Guidance does not address specific modifications to   
     the BCCs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

Page 1974



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2724.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See #.126 - .128.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     None of the nine studies mentioned above contains sufficient information to
     support calculation of a lipid-normalized BAF.  Nevertheless, because the  
     BCFs in those studies were derived from a diversity of species (e.g.       
     fathead minnows, goldfish, bluegill, trout) that are likely to have a range
     of lipid levels and not be biased, as a group, toward either high or low   
     values, the geometric mean BCF should be considered robust.  As such, it   
     provides very strong support for the use of the low end of the range of    
     BAFs proposed by EPA.  We recommend that discussion in the support document
     be modified to state that virtually all phenol BCFs reported in the        
     literature support a final BAF less than 10.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.129     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2724.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the paper used to support the laboratory-derived BCF of 1,728 
     (Call, et al., 1980) is not appropriate for derivation of a BCF for phenol.
     Its advantages are that it uses a species found in the Great Lakes and it  
     reports lipid content for the test species.  These advantages are          
     outweighed by serious concerns about the validity of the BCFs reported in  
     the paper.   The paper acknowledges that the BCFs for phenol are much      
     higher than reported in earlier studies, but cites the low concentrations  
     (ug/l) used in the experiments as a possible explanation.  Yet subsequent  
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     papers (Esenbach and Nagel, 1993; Krijgsheld, K., and A. vander Gen, 1986) 
     also use ug/l concentrations and derive BCFs of between about 10 and 200   
     for phenol.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.130     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2724.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More disturbing is that the trend in BCF that is observed in all of the    
     other literature, increasing BCF with increasing chlorination of phenol, is
     reversed in this paper.  Trichlorophenol has a BCF that is about one tenth 
     that of phenol.  And the BCF for trichlorophenol is still higher than      
     reported in other studies.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.131     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2724.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See #.126 - .131.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The support documentation makes no mention of these shortcomings.  Thus, it
     is very difficult using the documentation supplied by EPA to accept the    
     validity of the higher BAF.  These findings suggest that the experiments   
     conducted by Call, et al. (1980) had one or more confounding experimental  
     conditions that led to the derivation of spurious BCFs for phenol and      
     likely the other phenols investigated in the experiment as well.  Therefore
     the BCFs reported in Call, et al. cannot be considered valid and are not   
     appropriate for use in developing water quality criteria under the GLI, or 
     in any other regulatory setting where the scientific validity of           
     assumptions is paramount.  A thorough review and analysis of the literature
     suggests that other papers containing scientifically valid results are     
     available and that these papers paint a consistent picture of phenol BCFs. 
     The information in these papers should be used to derive a BCF/BAF for     
     phenol.  The information should, at least, be discussed in the             
     documentation to aid the reader in making an informed judgement as to what 
     the true nature of phenol bioaccumulation might be.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.132     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2724.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA believes there is sufficient evidence that the BAF for phenol is much 
     less than 1000; therefore, phenol should be removed from the potential BCC 
     list.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.133     
     
     EPA agrees.  See II.C.9 of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2724.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, AFPA suggests deletion of the entire list of "potential BCCs" --  
     this list seems likely to focus regulatory attention on chemicals for which
     (as this discussion of phenol demonstrates) there is insufficient data to  
     warrant.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.134     
     
     See response to: P2574.040                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCP
     Comment ID: D2724.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The March 3, 1993 draft of the support document "Derivation of Proposed    
     Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes      
     Initiative" reports two BAFs for pentachlorophenol.  The first, based on a 
     BCF predicted from log K(subscript ow) and a FCM, is 8,960 at 5% lipid     
     content.  The second BAF, 650 at 5% lipid, is based on the geometric mean  
     of two freshwater BCFs reported in the literature and a FCM.  The document 
     provides no specific guidance as to which of these two BAFs should be      
     employed, even though they are more than an order of magnitude different   
     from one and another.  The preference expressed in the BAF procedure for   
     use of measured BCFs suggests that the latter human health BAF of 650      
     should be employed by the proposed Guidance.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.135     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCP
     Comment ID: D2724.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     None of the articles identified in a literature review (see Exhibit 8 for  
     annotated bibliography) provide information that would allow one to        
     estimate a measured BAF for pentachlorophenol.  One paper (van der Huevel, 
     et al. 1991) does contain enough information to develop two                
     lipid-normalized BCFs, of 58 and 97.  The geometric mean of these two BCFs 
     is 75, which is about twice as large as the measured BCF (40.63 at 1%      
     lipid) presented in the document, but it is almost 10 times smaller than   
     the predicted BCF (560 at 1% lipid) in the document.  Including these two  
     BAFs in the calculation of a freshwater geometric mean BCF results in a BCF
     of 55.21 compared to the BCF of 40.63 reported in the document.  The       
     resulting human health BAF (assuming an FCM of 3.2 and a lipid level of 5%)
     is 883.36.  This BAF is still more than 10 times smaller than the predicted
     BAF of 8,960 reported in the document and only about 60% larger than the   
     lower BAF reported in the document.                                        
                                                                                
     The additional data identified from a review of the peer-reviewed          
     literature support the lower of the two BAFs reported in the document.     
     Inclusion of those additional data leads to a slight (about 60%) increase  
     in the lower BAF reported in the document.  In summary, the literature     
     review supports that use of the measured BCFs used to derive either the    
     lower BAF reported in the document or the modified BAF based upon          
     additional data from the literature identified below.  The BCF used to     
     derive the BAF of 8,960 for pentachlorophenol is not supported by the      
     literature review.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.136     
     
     See final TSD for BAFs.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
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     Comment ID: D2724.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used a different methodology in deriving BAFs for mercury than it did  
     for other compounds, combining an elaborate set of questionable assumptions
     to develop BAFs that are several times higher than those that can be       
     calculated from other available data.  The BAFs EPA calculated for trophic 
     levels 3 and 4 of 60,000 and 130,000, respectively, simply do not have     
     sufficient scientific support in the record.                               
                                                                                
     In numerous instances, EPA used unexplained and apparently illogical       
     assumptions or ignored data all together.  [For example, EPA assumed that  
     25% of mercury in the aquatic system is methylmercury, whereas the         
     available data show a range from 3% to 37%, and the only available Great   
     Lakes data produce a 17% value.]  [EPA assumed that all of the organic     
     mercury is methylmercury, despite a number of studies that have shown the  
     contrary.]  [EPA relied on what it called a "BCF" from the paper by Olson, 
     et al., when the paper itself suggests that the value presented is not just
     a BCF but also likely reflects intake from food, as well.]  [EPA failed to 
     use available BCF data from lower trophic levels in calculating the BAF.]  
     [EPA also used a BCF value for muscle tissue only from the McKim, et al.   
     study in determining BAFs for the wildlife criteria, even though EPA       
     assumes that wildlife consume whole body rather than primarily muscle      
     tissue, and the McKim, et al. paper provides a BCF for a whole body that is
     about 30% lower than the muscle-only BCF used by EPA.]                     
                                                                                
     [EPA did not use all available data in deriving the food chain multiplier  
     for its mercury BAF calculations, and it selected an FCM of 10 for no      
     apparent reason.  The two available papers that provided quantitative      
     analysis of the mercury FCM offered values of 6.4 and 7.7.  The value of 10
     chosen by EPA is in fact higher than most of the reported values.]  [EPA   
     then made the totally unsupported assumption that the FCM is geometrically 
     distributed among the three highest trophic levels, despite the fact that  
     all reported data relate only to trophic level 3 and level 4 fish.]        
                                                                                
     If EPA's unique methodology for deriving mercury BAFs were assumed to be   
     appropriate, still, merely using more supportable or appropriate           
     assumptions for various factors from existing data, as described above,    
     would produce approximately a three-fold reduction in the estimated BAFs.  
     It is arguably even more appropriate, however, to derive BAFs from actual  
     field studies in which mercury concentrations in both lake water and       
     appropriate fish species are known.  It does not appear that sufficient    
     data are available to perform such calculations at present; nevertheless,  
     given the tremendous cost to the public that is projected to result from   
     the mercury criteria contained in the proposed Guidance, there is a strong 
     rationale for obtaining such data prior to imposing the new limitations.   
                                                                                
     [There is one peer-reviewed paper that provides contemporaneous mercury    
     fish tissue and water concentration data.  The study EPA referenced by     
     Parks, et al. provides data that allow calculation of mercury BAFs for pike
     and perch.  The geometric means of those values are from 50 to 90% lower   
     than the BAFs for mercury assumed by EPA.]                                 
                                                                                
     These and other deficiencies in EPA's purported support for its mercury    
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     BAFs are described in much greater detail in two analyses by ENSR          
     Consulting and Engineering, included in these comments as Exhibits 9 and   
     10.  In light of all of these facts, it is essential, at a minimum, that   
     EPA completely review and revise its calculation of BAFs for mercury.      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.137     
     
     EPA used a different methodology for mercury because mercury is different  
     from the other chemicals for which BAFs are derived in the GLI.  The       
     methodology for mercury is a modification of that used for organic         
     chemicals to reflect the ways in which the biomagnification of mercury     
     differs from that of organic chemicals.  The assumptions are based on the  
     available information.  In the final guidance, the percent of total mercury
     in the water column that is methylmercury is set at 17 percent based on the
     best available data.  It is likely that the BCF reported by Olson et al. is
     mostly due to uptake from the water rather than uptake from the food.  In  
     the final guidance, EPA used field data regarding uptake of mercury by the 
     lower trophic levels.  In the final guidance the biomagnification factor   
     between trophic levels 3 and 4 is set at 5, based on the available data.   
     Field data, such as those reported by Parks et al., are not a sufficient   
     basis to derive field-measured BAFs for mercury.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .138 is imbedded in comment .137.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, EPA assumed that 25% of mercury in the aquatic system is      
     methylmercury, whereas the available data show a range from 3% to 37%, and 
     the only available Great Lakes data produce a 17% value.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.138     
     
     The final guidance uses 17 percent as the percent of the total mercury in  
     the water column that is methylmercury, based on the best available data.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .139 is imbedded in comment .137.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA assumed that all of the organic mercury is methylmercury, despite a    
     number of studies that have shown the contrary.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.139     
     
     Although some of the organic mercury might not have been methylmercury, for
     lack of better information, it is prudent for the final guidance to assume 
     that the BAF for all organic mercury is equal to that for methylmercury    
     rather than to assume that the BAF equals that for inorganic mercury.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .140 is imbedded in comment .137.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EAP relied on what it called a "BCF" from the paper by Olson, et al., when 
     the paper itself suggests that the value presented is not just a BCF but   
     also likely reflects intake from food, as well.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.140     
     
     It is unlikely that the fish accumulated much mercury from food in the     
     study by Olson et al.  Fish do not do well in life cycle tests unless they 
     are fed, and the food that is added is unlikely to sorb a substantial      
     amount of mercury before it is eaten.  If fish accumulated a substantial   
     amount of chemical via food in bioconcentration tests, a correlation       
     between BCF and log Kow would not be evident for organic chemicals.        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .141 is imbedded in comment .137.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA failed to use available BCF data from lower trophic levels in          
     calculating the BAF.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.141     
     
     In the final guidance, field data reported by Watras and Bloom (1992) are  
     used for biomagnification factors between trophic levels 1 and 2 and       
     between trophic levels 2 and 3.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .142 is imbedded in comment .137.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also used a BCF value for muscle tissue only from the McKim, et al.    
     study in determining BAFs for the wildlife criteria, even though EPA       
     assumes that wildlife consume whole body rather than primarily muscle      
     tissue, and the McKim, et al. paper provides a BCF for a whole body that is
     about 30% lower than the muscle-only BCF used by EPA.                      
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     Response to: D2724.142     
     
     Field data from other investigators indicate that the concentration of     
     mercury in whole body is similar to that in muscle for fish.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .143 is imbedded in comment .137.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA did not use all available data in deriving the food chain multiplier   
     for its mercury BAF calculations, and it selected an FCM of 10 for no      
     apparent reason.  The two available papers that provided quantitative      
     analysis of the mercury FCM offered values of 6.4 and 7.7.  The value of 10
     chosen by EPA is in fact higher than most of the reported values.          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.143     
     
     In the final guidance, a biomagnification factor of 5 (not 10) is used     
     between trophic levels 3 and 4.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .144 is imbedded in comment .137.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA then made the totally unsupported assumption that the FCM is           
     geometrically distributed among the three highest trophic levels, despite  
     the fact that all reported data relate only to trophic level 3 and level 4 
     fish.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.144     
     
     In the final guidance the biomagnification factors used between trophic    
     levels (i.e., 1 to 2, 2 to 3, and 3 to 4) are 2.00, 1.26, and 5.00,        
     respectively.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .145 is imbedded in commment .137.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is one peer-reviewed paper that provides contemporaneous mercury fish
     tissue and water concentration data.  The study EPA referenced by Parks, et
     al. provides data that allow calculation of mercury BAFs for pike and      
     perch.  The geometric means of those values are from 50 to 90% lower than  
     the BAFs for mercury assumed by EPA.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.145     
     
     EPA is preparing Volume V of a document titled "Mercury Study Report to    
     Congress".  Volume V is titled "An Ecological Assessment for Anthropogenic 
     Mercury Emissions in the United States", and Appendix A of Volume V is     
     titled "Estimation of Bioaccumulation Factors for Mercury in Fish".  It was
     hoped that the BAFs derived in a draft of this report could be used for the
     GLI.  It was decided, however, not to use BAFs from this report until the  
     report finished going through the review process and the final version was 
     completed.  Because of the sophisticated analyses used in this report, the 
     extensive review to which this document is being subjected, and the limited
     time and resources available to the GLI, it was decided not to try to      
     duplicate this effort under the GLI.  Field data that satisfy the pertinent
     quality requirements will be used in the report.  The BAFs derived in the  
     GLI are somewhat lower than the BAFs derived in the early drafts of the    
     report and some of those resulting from field studies.  EPA intends to     
     revise the GLWQI mercury criteria if the final report indicates that such a
     change is warranted.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance contains a novel policy that would shift the normal burden of 
     proof from the regulator to the regulated community for those substances   
     for which the scientific knowledge is incomplete, inconclusive or          
     unsubstantiated.  Under the perverse logic of this approach, the less that 
     is known about a substance, the more stringent the limitations imposed upon
     it.  This new approach is referred to as "Tier II values" (Tier I being the
     conventional process for developing water quality criteria).  These water  
     quality "values" would have to be achieved within three years unless the   
     permittee can prove that a less stringent standard is merited.             
                                                                                
     Moreover, the Tier II process employs an extremely conservative methodology
     for assigning values.  As described below, the methodology EPA proposes to 
     employ contains numerous conservative factors and produces criteria that   
     are usually far lower than comparable Tier I criteria.                     
                                                                                
     If the Tier II approach is retained, permittees will be faced with a very  
     difficult choice between two costly alternatives for which the             
     environmetnal benefits are uncertain.  They can embark on extensive        
     research projects needed to prove that the values are overly stringent, or 
     they can attempt to meet the Tier II values by adding more treatment       
     technology or changing production processes.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.146     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first option is expensive, and uncertain as to its final outcome.      
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     Typical studies needed to develop and evaluate the necessary data can      
     easily cost more than $120,000 per study.  Furthermore, typical studies    
     take 24 months or longer to complete, leaving very little time to put      
     treatment technology in place within the three-year deadline.  Due to the  
     extremely short three-year time frame proposed for meeting the Tier II     
     limits, municipal POTWs and industrial dischargers would not have          
     sufficient time to complete research studies and then put into place       
     additional equipment if needed.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.147     
     
     The final Guidance has been revised to provide for maximum compliance      
     schedules up to five years.  In addition, EPA's experience indicates that  
     the necessary toxicity studies can likely be accomplished in one year.  See
     also the response to D2621.007 and P2576.231 as well as the SID, Section   
     VIII.I ("Compliance Schedules").Response to: D2724.147                     
                                                                                
     Although it is possible that a Tier I human health study could cost as much
     as suggested by the commenter, the final Guidance does not include any data
     generation provisions for Tier I criteria.  A Tier II study would likely   
     cost less than the suggested figure, but as discussed in section II.C.2 of 
     the SID, it is likely that few dischargers would be subjected to human     
     health data generation requirements: EPA has already developed Tier I human
     health criteria for 18 of the 138 pollutants, and has tentatively          
     determined that there is currently enough toxicological information        
     available to calculate at least 101 more Tier I criteria, leaving only 14  
     pollutants for which there is not enough data to calculate at least a Tier 
     II human health value, and 5 pollutants which are currently under review by
     EPA.                                                                       
                                                                                
     Additionally, see section VIII.I of the SID for a discussion of the        
     increased flexibility available to regulatory authorities to grant         
     compliance schedules to address the generation of data and compliance with 
     ultimate permit limits.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2724.148
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ignoring the inadequate scientific basis for limitations based on Tier II  
     values and committing instead to add more treatment equipment or change    
     production processes is generally more certain (if technically feasible at 
     all), but it may place the plant at a competitive disadvantage if          
     subsequent research proves the Tier II value to be overly stringent, since 
     competing plants may not be forced to meet the same discharge restrictions.
      If the discharger incurs the expense necessary to meet lower Tier II      
     values that are subsequently found through research to be overly stringent,
     the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act and the             
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     antidegradation provision in the proposed Guidance may prevent adjustment  
     of permit limits to higher, scientifically defensible levels, even though  
     the environment is proven to be fully protected.  As a practical matter,   
     this also means that the Great Lakes States will be deluged with permit    
     appeals by dischargers that cannot accept the long-term competitive        
     disadvantage resulting from premature inclusion of unsubstantiated         
     limitations in their permits.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.148     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049. See responses to P2656.091 and          
     P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID, for EPA's analysis of this issue.
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.149
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides the practical implementation issues raised by the use of Tier II   
     values, there are serious scientific issues, as well.  In sharp contrast to
     EPA's normal criteria development methodology, Tier II methods allow the   
     derivation of the Secondary Acute Value (SAV) even if the eight minimum    
     data points requirement for calculating a Final Acute Value (FAV) are not  
     met.  It is possible to derive an SAV from the results of a single acute   
     toxicity test.  Our industry has conducted an in-depth analysis as a       
     "reality check" on the ability of Tier II procedures to calculate SAVs that
     are reasonably predictive of FAVs calculated using Tier I methods.  This   
     was done for five representative chemicals.  The analysis (which looks at  
     the number of studies available for selected pollutants at different stages
     in the last 20 years, and the Tier II criteria that would have been derived
     at different times) indicates that historically the Tier II approach would 
     in most cases have substantially overstated the concentration necessary to 
     protect aquatic life using Tier I calculations with a full data set.  See  
     Exhibit 11.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.149     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of these deficiencies in the Tier II approach, it is especially   
     disturbing to note that the language of the proposed Guidance could be read
     to suggest that a Tier II value could be developed by a permit writer in   
     New York, for example, which might then be binding on facilities in any    
     other state discharging the same pollutant.  It is not clear if EPA even   
     believes that other dischargers could challenge the Tier II value at the   
     time it is applied to them.  This would not only be nonsensical -- a       
     criterion developed in one proceeding based on admittedly inadequate data  
     becoming binding, region-wide, precedent -- it would be contrary to the    
     clear procedural requirements of the Clean Water Act and the Due Process   
     Clause of the U.S. Constitution.  This potential problem just reemphasizes 
     the need to completely overhaul the Tier II methodology and not require    
     permit limitations based on Tier II values.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.150     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.151
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using aquatic Tier II values to develop permit limits would be especially  
     unjustified since a more reliable method for protecting aquatic life is    
     available.  Whole Effluent Toxicity ("WET") testing is currently used      
     widely to monitor the effects of pollutants in effluents where sufficient  
     pollutant-specific aquatic toxicity data are not available and for which   
     criteria have not yet been developed.  EPA and many states have            
     incorporated WET testing provisions in their NPDES permitting regulations  
     and policies.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.151     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.152
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WET testing directly measures effects of effluents on aquatic organisms and
     thus can provide direct indication of whether the particular discharge     
     requires limitation.  If determined to be necessary, a WET limitation in   
     the NPDES permit can provide direct assurance that the discharge is not    
     adversely affecting aquatic life.  By contrast, a permit limit imposed on  
     the basis of a Tier II value, via back-calculation, with layers of         
     assumptions and based on scarce data, attempts to predict what WET testing 
     can directly and more accurately indicate -- whether the discharge is      
     causing adverse effects on aquatic life.  (Note that WET testing does not  
     measure lethal effects -- EPA protocols for chronic WET testing measure    
     other effects as well and, especially as applied to ceriodaphnia, consider 
     reproductive effects and other biological changes.)                        
                                                                                
     In sum, the use of Tier II values for aquatic life is inappropriate for the
     additional reason that aquatic life protection can be achieved more        
     reliably with WET testing, a regulatory tool already available to permit   
     writers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.152     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble contains a statement that describes the intent of Tier II as  
     "a somewhat conservative value to reflect the increased uncertainty        
     surrounding a more limited database."  58 Fed. Reg. 20, 854 (emphasis      
     added).                                                                    
                                                                                
     Table III-6 shows a comparison of proposed Tier I aquatic criteria with the
     Tier II criteria that would have been obtained had only the minimum data   
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     set been available for those chemicals.                                    
                                                                                
     [Two key observations can be made from the table.  First, the level of     
     conservatism in the criteria when the Tier II methodology is applied varies
     dramatically and arbitrarily from chemical to chemical.  For example,      
     cadmium is about a hundred times as acutely toxic as nickel (based on their
     Tier I criteria) but comparable levels of conservatism are imposed on both 
     when the Tier II methodology is applied.  Selenium(IV) is fifty times more 
     acutely toxic than chromium(III), but the chromium Tier II value is about  
     half as conservative as that for selenium.]                                
                                                                                
     [Second, the methodology is more conservative for chronic criteria than for
     acute criteria.  There is no logical reason why this should be so.  Chronic
     effects are not inherently more harmful than acute effects so that a larger
     margin of safety is required.  This is simply an illogical artifact of the 
     methodology.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.153     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2724.156.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .154 is imbedded in comment .153.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two key observations can be made from the table. First, the level of       
     conservatism in the criteria when the Tier II methodology is applied varies
     dramatically and arbitrarily from chemical to chemical.  For example,      
     cadmium is about a hundred times as acutely toxic as nickel (based on their
     Tier I criteria) but comparable levels of conservatism are imposed on both 
     when the Tier II methodology is applied.  Selenium(IV) is fifty times more 
     acutely toxic than chromium(III), but the chromium Tier II value is about  
     half as conservative as that for selenium.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.154     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2724.156.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .155 is imbedded in comment .153.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the methodology is more conservative for chronic criteria than for 
     acute criteria.  There is no logical reason why this should be so.  Chronic
     effects are not inherently more harmful than acute effects so that a larger
     margin of safety is required.  This is simply an illogical artifact of the 
     methodology.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.155     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199, D2724.493 and P2653.020.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA's goal was to design a methodology that provides "somewhat"         
     conservative Tier II values compared to the Tier I values that would be    
     obtained given sufficient data, then the method clearly must be refined to 
     give more uniform results both from chemical to chemical and from acute to 
     chronic criteria.  As it exists now, the method gives extremely variable   
     degrees of conservatism that cannot be justified on any basis we can       
     imagine.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.156     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2719.041.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.157
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the conclusion by EPA's Science Advisory Board,(1) that the     
     methodology "could benefit from a review by a separate group of            
     statisticians."  We see no indication in the proposal that EPA has followed
     up on this suggestion.  Given the complexity of the statistical            
     manipulations undertaken and the regulatory significance of all Tier II    
     values, we urge EPA to subject the method to such peer review before it is 
     used in the final guidance.                                                
     _______________________________                                            
     (1)USEPA, "An SAB Report:  Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Initiative," EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005, December, 1992, pp. 16.
     
     
     Response to: D2724.157     
     
     See response to comment D2724.494.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have worked with a contractor in reviewing the methodology.  This work  
     resulted in a submission for consideration by the SAB,(2) and another for  
     submission with these comments.  Both review the methodology and contain   
     various suggestions for possible improvements.  These reports are included 
     with these comments as Exhibits 11 and 12.                                 
     ________________________________                                           
     (2)Letter from David A. Hanson to Dr. Edward Bender dated May 8, 1992.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.158     
     
     Exhibits 11 and 12 contain comments on a variety of policy, conceptual,    
     toxicological, statistical, and implementation issues concerning Tier II   
     values for aquatic life.  The purpose of this response is to deal with all 
     of the statistical issues raised in exhibits 11 and 12, but some of these  
     cannot be adequately addressed without also dealing with some of the       
     non-statistical issues.  Some of the issues that are raised, such as anti- 
     backsliding, fate, transport, human health criteria, wildlife criteria, and
     the "no-data" option, are not directly related to the statistical issues   
     concerning Tier II for aquatic life and will be addressed in other         
     responses.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The rationale for Tier II is that EPA, States, and Tribes have the         
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     following kinds of policy options concerning chemicals for which Tier I    
     criteria do not exist: a. Prohibit the discharge of any chemical for which 
     a Tier I criterion does not exist. b. Allow unrestricted discharge of any  
     chemical for which a   Tier I criterion does not exist. c. Do not place a  
     restriction on any individual chemical in an effluent that satisfies a     
     requirement based on whole effluent toxicity tests. d. Allow some discharge
     of a chemical for which a Tier I criterion does not exist if a Tier II     
     procedure provides a     good basis for believing that the discharge would 
     not be greater than what would be allowed if the Tier I criterion did      
     exist. There would be no need for a Tier II procedure if an option similar 
     to either a, b, or c were adopted.  EPA, however, believes that neither    
     options a or b are desirable or justifiable.  If an option similar to      
     option d is adopted, a Tier II procedure that is compatible with the intent
     of the option must also be adopted.  In the final GLI guidance, States and 
     Tribes have the option of adopting either c or d or both.  Thus there is a 
     need for a Tier II procedure that can provide a good basis for believing   
     that the discharge of a chemical will not be greater than what would be    
     allowed if a Tier I criterion existed for the chemical.  The intent of the 
     draft report titled "ANALYSES OF ACUTE AND CHRONIC DATA FOR AQUATIC LIFE"  
     by Host, Regal, and Stephan was to provide the basis for a useful Tier II  
     procedure for aquatic life.                                                
                                                                                
     A major point of contention is that toxicological and risk assessment      
     considerations were given more weight than statistical considerations when 
     various decisions were made in the draft report.  This is true and is      
     entirely appropriate in many cases. This is a toxicological project;       
     therefore, the primary goal is for the project to be based on sound        
     toxicology.  Then the statistical analyses must be valid and appropriate   
     within the toxicological framework, but "good statistics" cannot be given  
     more weight than "good toxicology."  Similarly, when a risk assessment     
     decision has to be made, "good statistics" cannot be given more weight than
     "good risk assessment."  However, good statistics can answer the           
     toxicological and risk assessment questions and can provide information    
     concerning the consequences of toxicological and risk assessment decisions.
      Policy and implementation decisions can take into account toxicological,  
     risk assessment, statistical, and other considerations.                    
                                                                                
     The rationale explained above affects several portions of the project: 1.  
                                                                                
         EPA agrees that the 50th percentile (i.e., the median) is the most     
     robust percentile;                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.159
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While AFPA recognizes the legitimate need for use of information on        
     chemicals where possible effects on the environment are indicated, we just 
     do not believe the methodologies employed give valid enough results to     
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     justify, for example, establishment of enforceable permit limits.  For the 
     same reason, Tier II values must not be locked-in through antidegradation  
     or anti-backsliding policies.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.159     
     
     See response to: D2741.076 See response to comment D2592.049.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.160
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values can be very useful, however, in establishing research       
     priorities.  Assuming that insufficient resources are available to support 
     development of the necessary data for derivation of Tier I criteria for all
     "Pollutants of Initial Focus," Tier II values in combination with other    
     data on likely exposure can help identify those chemicals likely to        
     represent the greatest threat to the Great Lakes environment.  Scarce      
     research resources could then be focused on those chemicals to accelerate  
     the development of Tier I criteria.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.160     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2724.161
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/TL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One stated objective underlying promulgation of Tier II values is "to give 
     dischargers an incentive to conduct studies and develop data that would    
     permit EPA to promulgate Tier I criteria for additional pollutants."  58   
     Fed. Reg. 20,854.  While we feel EPA bears at least some of the            

Page 1995



$T044618.TXT
     responsibility for development of such data, we understand that the Agency 
     will probably never have sufficient resources to do the complete job in an 
     adequate fashion.  Dischargers are reluctant, on the other hand, to develop
     such data independently, because the necessary studies can be very costly  
     and the proposed guidance gives EPA and the states/tribes complete         
     discretion as to whether or not such data should be used to develop either 
     improved Tier II values or Tier I criteria.                                
                                                                                
     EPA should first propose (through the mechanism of an advance notice of    
     proposed rulemaking) a list of candidate Tier II substances for comment and
     review.  This step would be followed by development of proposed Tier II    
     values based on consideration of all available relevant science.  AFPA     
     proposes that EPA then enter into agreements with the states and           
     dischargers or associations of dischargers, in a joint effort to increase  
     the quantity and quality of available data for development of better       
     criteria/values.  The current Tier II methodologies could be used to help  
     guide these activities.                                                    
                                                                                
     While these comments are not an appropriate forum for presentation of a    
     detailed proposal on this matter, it would involve (a) mutual Agency and   
     discharger definition of goals and objectives, (b) joint use of Agency and 
     discharger resources to accomplish the goals, (c) commitments on the part  
     of the discharger to support the work, (d) commitments on the part of the  
     Agency to utilize valid results, and (e) holding in abeyance the           
     application of Tier II values as enforceable limits for some mutually      
     agreeable time, at least five years, to allow development of the necessary 
     data.  In order to ensure that no significant adverse effects occur while  
     Tier II values are being developed and, reviewed and translated into Tier I
     criteria, approved whole effluent toxicity and bioaccumulation testing     
     could be employed as interim measures.                                     
                                                                                
     If EPA is interested in pursuing this idea, we would be happy to discuss it
     further and/or present a full, detailed proposal.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.161     
     
     EPA is prepared to cooperate through the operation of the GLI Clearinghouse
     with any organization in the development and dissemination of scientific   
     information that will assist in implementation of the final Guidance.   See
     section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed Appendix A is quite specific as to the procedures that are to be  
     followed when calculating aquatic life criteria.  We have noted in comments
     below where those procedures appear not to have been followed.  In some    
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     instances it appears that the deviations from the specified procedures are 
     the same as deviations that were made when national criteria were          
     developed.                                                                 
                                                                                
     There is nothing in the proposed guidance that says such deviations, which 
     are not in accord with national guidance either, are allowed simply because
     they have been done in calculating national criteria.  There has never been
     any adequate justification for the deviations in development of the        
     national criteria, and there is certainly no justification for             
     incorporating such deviations in newly derived critieria for the Great     
     Lakes.  All criteria developed under the proposed guidance should be       
     developed in strict adherence to that guidance.  If deviations are to be   
     allowed, the conditions for such allowances should be spelled out          
     explicitly in the guidance.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.162     
     
     See response to D2758.003.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The criteria documents for the various Tier I aquatic life criteria list   
     relevant data that have become available since EPA last calculated national
     criteria for the substance.  In the case of hardness-dependent criteria    
     these data are apparently used only to determine the intercept of the      
     equation since there is no mention of efforts to update the slopes and all 
     the proposed slopes are the same as those for the national criteria.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.163     
     
     The commenter is correct.  The slopes of the hardness-dependent criteria   
     and pH-dependent criteria were not updated with the new data added to the  
     dataset subsequent the national criteria for each chemical.  The new data  
     was used only to determine the intercepts of the hardness and pH equations.
      Also see response to comment D2724.164.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CD
     Comment ID: D2724.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, in the only case we checked, cadmium, we found that the newly     
     available data would also support recalculation of the slope of the        
     equation.  Specifically, new data for acute effects on Daphnia pulex       
     combined with data presented in the current national criteria document meet
     the requirements stated in that document for use of the data in calculating
     the slope of the equation.  That is, the "acute values are available over a
     range of hardness such that the highest hardness is at least three times   
     the lowest and the highest is also 100 mg/L higher than the lowest."       
                                                                                
     The criteria document for cadmium gives no indication why the data were not
     used to update the slope.  We suggest that they should have been considered
     for inclusion in the regression in the same way data were considered in the
     national criteria document.  There is no scientific rationale for using new
     data to update the intercept but not the slope, unless such data are       
     explicitly shown to be inappropriate for such use as is done in the        
     national criteria document.                                                
                                                                                
     [Since we found this situation in the first and only case in which we      
     looked, we suspect that there may be other instances in which new data     
     would support updating of the slope.  EPA should examine the data carefully
     and update the slopes where it is scientifically justified.]               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.164     
     
     The GLI technical workgroup decided not to change the hardness slopes for  
     any of the metals or the pH slope for pentachlorophenol because few new    
     data were available.  This decision also simplifies the derivation of      
     site-specific criteria because the slope would not be recalculated whenever
     data are added, deleted, or changed for a species used in the calculation  
     of the pooled slope or such a species was deleted altogether.  Therefore,  
     the new data could affect the intercept, but not the slope.  This could    
     only apply to cadmium, copper, and zinc since no new data were used which  
     could affect the slopes of chromium(III), nickel, or pentachlorophenol.    
                                                                                
     One new acute value was used that could affect the slope for zinc. This    
     value was for Daphnia magna.  The adjusted acute values from this test is  
     within the existing range of adjusted acute values and is close to the     
     existing geometric mean for Daphnia magna.  The existing slope for zinc is 
     based on seven values for this species and 102 values for seven other      
     species.  EPA believes that the change in slope due to the addition of this
     new data for Daphnia is likely to be negligible.                           
                                                                                
     For cadmium, the new data would allow derivation of slopes for three       
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     additional species (Ceriodaphnia reticulata, Daphnia pulex, and Morone     
     saxitilus) using eight acute values and one new acute value for D. magna.  
     The existing slope is based on 33 acute values for five species.  The new  
     value for D. magna would not affect the slope because only the values      
     determined in the same lab under comparable conditions by Chapman were     
     used.  The slopes for the three new species would all be less than the     
     existing slope of 1.128, but these are likely to have only a small effect  
     because the existing slope is based on many more values.                   
                                                                                
     For copper, the new data would allow derivation of slopes for two          
     additional species (Ceriodaphnia reticulata and Daphnia pulex) using five  
     acute values and contains five acute values for species used in the        
     calculation of the existing slope, which is based on 124 acute values for  
     eight species.  The slopes for the two new species would both be about one 
     fifth of the existing slope and probably would be rejected by the test for 
     equality of slopes.  The five other new acute values would have a          
     negligible affect because the existing slope is based on many more values. 
                                                                                
     As is evident from the above discussion, EPA analyzed the decision of the  
     workgroup and agrees that it is not necessary to derive new slopes with the
     limited new data at this time.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .165 is imbedded in comment .164.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since we found this situation in the first and only case in which we       
     looked, we suspect that there may be other instances in which new data     
     would support updating of the slope.  EPA should examine the data carefully
     and update the slopes where it is scientifically justified.                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.165     
     
     EPA agrees that periodic review of new data and updating of criteria would 
     be desirable.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.166
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble states that "EPA is proposing to promote consistency by       
     requiring Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt specific criteria at least
     as stringent as those proposed herein...."  58 Fed. Reg. 20,849.  This is  
     codified in the proposed language for 40 C.F.R. Section 132.4(a)(2).  This 
     is contrary to the language proposed for Appendix F to Part 132, Procedure 
     1 which cites conditions under which less stringent aquatic life criteria  
     may be derived than those numeric criteria given in the Guidance.          
                                                                                
     We suggest that the language of 40 C.F.R. Section 132.4(a)(2) be modified  
     as follows, "...of this part except as specified in Appendix F of this     
     part."                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.166     
     
     The "specific criteria" adopted by the Rule include the site specific      
     procedures (Appendix F of the proposal) and the criteria derivation        
     procedure.  EPA would prefer not to use the language suggested by the      
     comment, because it implies that the criteria are simply the tabulated     
     numbers, rather than the complete criteria methodology set forth in the    
     Rule.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/AS
     Comment ID: D2724.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No acute to chronic ratios (ACRs) are presented in the aquatic life        
     criterion document for As(III).  The text of the document refers to Table 3
     which contain ranked SMAVs and GMAVs but provides no information on ACRs.  
     The information should be provided or the chronic criterion should either  
     not be calculated or it should be a Tier II value.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.167     
     
     EPA inadvertently did not transfer the ACRs from the cited references into 
     Table 3 of the aquatic life criteria document for arsenic.  All of this    
     information was provided in the citations of the document.  In the final   
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     aquatic life arsenic document EPA added the ACRs to the tables and has     
     explained the derivation of the FACR in the text of the document.  A       
     technical support document, "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water      
     Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final
     Criteria Documents," contains this information.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Cd
     Comment ID: D2724.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxicity data for two species of the genus Morone are presented.  The lower
     of the two values is used as the GMAV "due to the wide variation in the    
     SMAVs within the genus Morone."  An evaluation of the quality of the data  
     from the two toxicity tests should be performed to determine which, if     
     either, test is flawed.  If no scientifically supportable reason can be    
     found for excluding one of the points, both should be used.  This is       
     preferable to simply assuming, with no apparent scientific support, that   
     the value leading to a less stringent criterion must be flawed.            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.168     
     
     See the SID, especially Section III, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Cd
     Comment ID: D2724.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The document indicates that the FCV was calculated from available data.    
     However, for the calculation of the chronic criterion only five of the     
     eight data requirements are met.  No chronic test data are presented for   
     benthic crustaceans, insects, or the "family in any order of insect or any 
     phylum not already represented."  Either sufficient data should be         
     presented or the FCV should be calculated using ACRs if available.  If     
     sufficient ACRs are not available, then the chronic criterion should be    
     calculated as a Tier II value.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.169     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CR III
     Comment ID: D2724.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Three acute to chronic ratios are presented, but only two of the values are
     used in the calculation.  No explanation is given.  The proposed guidance  
     requires three data points in the calculation of ACRs for Tier I aquatic   
     life criteria.  If this cannot be done, then the chronic criterion should  
     not be calculated as Tier I.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.170     
     
     See response to comment D2724.173.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Cr6
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     Comment ID: D2724.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eight acute to chronic ratios are presented, but only four of the values   
     are used in the calculation of the ACR.  No explanation is given.  While   
     this satisfies the requirement for three data points in the calculation of 
     ACRs for Tier I aquatic life criteria, it is problematic that judgments    
     have apparently been made about the quality of ACRs but those judgments are
     not stated in the criteria document.  Unless the data are excluded for     
     explicitly stated reasons, there is no justification for excluding them.   
     The criteria document should be rewritten to explain why four of the ACRs  
     that were available were not used.  If judgments like this are not required
     to be adequately explained, it is too easy for the biases of the individual
     making the judgments to affect the outcome of the calculations in a way    
     that cannot be reviewed by others.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.171     
     
     The FACR was derived using the procedure described in Appendix A section   
     VI.K. of part 132.  EPA has rewritten all the criteria documents so as to  
     better explain how the criteria were derived. The document for chromium(VI)
     which contains this information may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in      
     Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Cu
     Comment ID: D2724.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eight acute to chronic ratios are presented, but only two of the values are
     used in the calculation of the ACR.  Neither of these is from a fish       
     species.  No explanation is given.  The proposed guidance requires three   
     data points in the calculation of ACRs for Tier I aquatic life criteria.   
     If this cannot be done, then the chronic criterion should not be calculated
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     as Tier I.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.172     
     
     The FACR was derived using the procedure described in Appendix A section   
     VI.K. of part 132.  EPA has rewritten all the criteria documents so as to  
     better explain how the criteria were derived. The document for chromium(VI)
     which contains this information may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in      
     Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2724.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two freshwater acute to chronic ratios are presented, but only one of these
     is used, in conjunction with a saltwater (mysid) ACR which is not presented
     in the tables, in the calculation of the ACR.  Neither of the two values   
     used is from a fish species.  No explanation is given.  The proposed       
     guidance requires three data points in the calculation of ACRs for Tier I  
     aquatic life criteria.  If this cannot be done, then the chronic criterion 
     should not be calculated as Tier I.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.173     
     
     The required ACRs are available (a total of three ACRs with one ACR being a
     fish and one being an invertebrate).  The way in which the ACRs are used is
     explicitly described as an option in Appendix A.VI.K.  Appendix A does not 
     require that the FACR be the geometric mean of at least three ACRs.        
                                                                                
     The FACR was derived using the procedure described in Appendix A section   
     VI.K. of part 132.  EPA has rewritten all the aquatic life criteria        
     documents so as to better explain how the criteria were derived.  All of   
     the data used to derive the mercury criteria were cited in the reference   
     section of the document.  Any data which were inadvertantly missing from   
     the data tables have been added. The revised document for mercury which    
     contains this information may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in      
     Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Zn
     Comment ID: D2724.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Seven freshwater acute to chronic ratios are presented, but only three of  
     these are used, in conjunction with a saltwater (mysid) ACR which is not   
     presented in the tables, in the calculation of the ACR.  No explanation is 
     given.  While this satisfies the requirement for three data points in the  
     calculation of ACRs for Tier I aquatic life criteria, it is problematic    
     that judgments have apparently been made about the quality of ACRs but     
     those judgments are not stated in the criteria document.  Unless the data  
     are excluded for explicitly stated reasons, there is no justification for  
     excluding them.  The criteria document should be rewritten to explain why  
     four of the ACRs that were available were not used.  If judgments like this
     are not required to be adequately explained, it is too easy for the biases 
     of the individual making the judgments to affect the outcome of the        
     calculations in a way that cannot be reviewed by others.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.174     
     
     The FACR was derived using the procedure described in Appendix A section   
     VI.K. of part 132.  EPA has rewritten all the criteria documents so as to  
     better explain how the criteria were derived. The document for chromium(VI)
     which contains this information may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in      
     Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Se
     Comment ID: D2724.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the data presented for calculation of criteria for selenium IV and VI
     appear to meet the requirements of the proposed guidance (see proposed     
     Appendix A Section III), the data for total selenium simply do not.        
     Whether or not a national criterion was calculated using these data, there 
     is nothing in the proposed guidance that allows such a departure from the  
     data requirements.  A Tier I criterion for total selenium cannot and should
     not be calculated.  It should either be recalculated as a Tier II value (if
     data requirements are met) or no value should be calculated at all until   
     sufficient data are available.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.175     
     
     See response to comment P2588.211.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2724.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All the data used to determine the mammalian and avian criteria for mercury
     are from studies involving methyl mercury only.  Although EPA goes through 
     several steps in deriving the BAF for mercury to try to relate total       
     mercury in water to methyl mercury in fish, the method relies on several   
     uncertain assumptions.  The most important of the assumptions is that the  
     ratio of inorganic mercury to methyl mercury is constant at 3:1.  In fact, 
     there is substantial literature which suggests that the ratio is controlled
     by several water quality parameters, particularly pH, that would be        
     expected to vary around the lakes and that most conditions in the Great    
     Lakes would favor ratios less than 3:1.  See Exhibits 9 and 10, and our    
     specific comments on the fate and transport assumptions and BAF for mercury
     at Section II.B.10 of these comments.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.176     
     
     See Section VIII A and C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2724.177
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the proposed Appendix D to Part 132, "Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Initiative Methodology for the Development of Wildlife Criteria and
     Values," the minimum toxicity database for development of Tier I criteria  
     (no Tier II criteria are proposed) "must provide enough data to generate a 
     subchronic or chronic dose-response curve for any given substance for both 
     mammalian and avian species."                                              
                                                                                
     This is a significant requirement. Having data sufficient merely to        
     identify a NOAEL or LOAEL is different from having data sufficient to      
     derive a dose-response curve.  Being able to derive a dose-response curve  
     lends some credence to the possibility that exposure to the chemical is    
     causally related to the toxic endpoint.  Thus, the requirement is important
     in that it requires more indication of causality than simply being able to 
     identify a NOAEL or LOAEL.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.177     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.316 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2724.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, in some instances, the proposed criteria were apparently not
     developed from data sufficient to derive dose-response curves for both     
     mammalian and avian species.  This appears to be the case for the mercury  
     avian and particularly the DDT avian criteria (see our specific comments on
     those criteria below).                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.178     
     
     See response to P2742.716.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2724.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no indication in the criteria documents for the other criteria    
     that the studies were scrutinized to ensure that the dose-response curve   
     requirement was met.  If this requirement is to be a part of the           
     methodology, which we believe it should, then the documentation for all    
     wildlife criteria/values proposed now and in the future should make it     
     clearer when and why EPA believes the data are sufficient to derive a dose 
     response curve.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.179     
     
     Please see response to comment D2860.028 as well as the final GLWQI        
     wildlife criteria documents.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2724.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our review of the proposed wildlife criteria was conducted primarily to    
     learn how EPA calculated these precedent-setting Tier I criteria.  Thus,   
     our comments, while specific to the various compounds, are intended to     
     suggest ways in which the calculation of these and future wildlife criteria
     might be improved.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.180     
     
     This comment was either incorrectly coded or the author's issue is not     
     clear.  It may be introductory material for specific comments; no response 
     is warranted.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please refer to our comment elsewhere regarding holding in abeyance        
     development of new criteria for PCBs and TCDD until current risk assessment
     review activities are complete.  We believe the criteria document for PCBs 
     should, at the very least, discuss these activities and their findings to  
     date.  We have some comments on details of EPA's development of the        
     mammalian and avian criteria for PCBs.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.181     
     
     Based on a 1993 U.S. EPA sponsored workshop comprised of non- Agency       
     scientists (U.S. EPA, 1994a), it was concluded that the data and methods   
     reported in the peer-reviewed Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993), and         
     reflected in the GLI wildlife values, were sufficient to conduct TCDD      
     ecological risk assessments.  More broadly, the U.S. EPA SAB has found     
     that, in general, there is a sufficient scientific basis to develop        
     wildlife criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals (U.S. EPA, 1994b).  Based  
     on these reviews, U.S. EPA feels it is appropriate to proceed with the     
     final TCDD wildlife values.                                                
                                                                                
     With regard to the PCB analysis, the U.S. EPA's "Dioxin Reassessment"      
     activities have not provided any information to date concerning the effects
     of these compounds to wildlife or aquatic life.  Based on the above        
     mentioned SAB report, U.S. EPA feels it is appropriate to proceed with a   
     wildlife criterion for PCBs.                                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.182
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/METH/UF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A ten-fold subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor is applied based on the
     observation of approximately ten-fold greater reproductive toxicity in mink
     fed Clophen-60 for 400 days compared to mink fed Aroclor 1254 for 297 days.
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     Since the toxicity of PCB is known to increase with increasing chlorination
     it is dangerous to attribute all the increased toxicity to the longer      
     feeding period because two different formulations are involved.  It is     
     possible that some adjustment might be required to account for the         
     chronicity of the experiment, but this must be justified on pharmacokinetic
     grounds, not the comparison of the toxicity of different formulations.  EPA
     should review use of the uncertainty factor in this case and better justify
     the value chosen.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.182     
     
     See response to P2771.256.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b.  PCB avian                                                              
                                                                                
     Please refer to our comment elsewhere regarding holding in abeyance        
     development of new criteria for PCBs and TCDD until current risk assessment
     review activities are complete.  We believe the criteria document for PCBs 
     should, at the very least, discuss these activities and their findings to  
     date.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.183     
     
     See response to D2724.181                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA uses a SSF of 0.3 in deriving this criterion.  However, in view of the 
     statement in the criteria document, "chickens have been shown to be more   
     sensitive to the effects of chronic exposure to PCBs than other avian      
     species," there seems to be little justification for a SSF below 1.0.  We  
     recommend that the SSF be set at 1.0 unless a stronger scientific          
     justification can be presented for something lower.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.184     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
                                                                                
     In reviewing and revising the PCB avian value, U.S. EPA carefully assessed 
     all public comments received.  Based on this review, U.S. EPA contends that
     the use of an interspecies uncertainty value of 3, instead of 1.0, is      
     reasonable.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2724.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA uses a ten-fold subchronic adjustment factor to account for the fact   
     that the study used to derive the chronic NOAEL was just 90 days in length 
     and that the mink were exhibiting subchronic effects.  In view of another  
     study reported by EPA, however, it is questionable whether a full 10-day   
     factor is justified.  In that study the feeding period was approximately   
     50% longer and the NOAEL that would have been derived approximately three  
     times higher than that in the study chosen by EPA for NOAEL development.   
     Nevertheless, the mink exhibited no adverse effects.  While the criteria   
     document claims this experiment utilized inorganic mercury, this does not  
     seem correct since virtually all mercury in fish tissue is methylated.(3)  
     Moreover, the latter finding is also consistent with the observations of   
     Auerlich, et al.,(4) who found virtually the same kit production in mink   
     fed control diets and diets containing fish reported to contain 0.36 ppm   
     mercury.  We conclude that, in the face of these findings a full 10-fold   
     adjustment factor is unjustified, and we encourage EPA to review this      
     factor and lower it as appropriate or else present a better justification  
     in the criteria document for using a full 10-fold factor.                  
     _____________________________                                              
     (3)Cappon, C. and J. Smith, "Mercury and selenium content and chemical form
     in fish muscle," Archives of Environmental Contamination and Toxicology,   
     10:305-319, 1981.                                                          
     (4)Auerlich, R.,  R. Ringer, H. Segran, and W. Youatt, "Effects of feeding 
     Coho Salmon and other Great Lakes fish on mink reproduction," Canadian     
     Journal of Zoology, 49:611-616, 1971.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.185     
     

Page 2011



$T044618.TXT
     See response to D2860.026.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2724.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is questionable whether a dose-response curve can be derived from the   
     data presented in the study chosen for determination of the NOAEL.  In this
     three generation study, the first generation was dosed at 3 and 0.5        
     mg/kg-day while the next two generations were dosed only at 0.5 mg/kg-day. 
     The conclusions about effect are based on reproductive effects pooled      
     across generations.  Because the last two generations were dosed at only   
     one level (above controls) the data are not, technically, sufficient to    
     establish a dose-response curve.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.186     
     
     See response to D2860.028.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2724.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .186.                                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would agree that the data are probably sufficient to indicate causality,
     but the wildlife methodology requires that the data be sufficient to       
     establish a dose-response curve in both mammalian and avian species if the 
     derived value is to be considered a Tier I criterion.  Since this          
     requirement has not been satisfied, the value should be considered a Tier  
     II value.  If the mercury value is to remain a Tier I criterion, the       
     criteria document for the avian value must make it much clearer how one    
     could derive a dose-response curve from the data presented in the chosen   
     study.                                                                     
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     Response to: D2724.187     
     
     See response to D2860.028.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2724.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The LOAEL was calculated from the nominal concentration of methyl mercury  
     in the feed and the reported feed ingestion rate of 128 g/kg body          
     weight-day in the control animals.  It is unclear (and unexplained in the  
     criteria document) why the ingestion rate for controls was used when the   
     author clearly states that the mercury-fed ducks ate more food, with an    
     ingestion rate pooled over the generations of 156 g/kg body weight-day.    
     EPA should use the treatment group ingestion rate since it is readily      
     available and more appropriate.  If the control group ingestion rate is to 
     be used, some justification should be given in the criteria document.      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.188     
     
     EPA considered the point raised by the commenter and agrees with the       
     commenter.  In derivation of the wildlife value for birds in the final     
     GLWQI mercury document, the pooled ingestion rate of 156 g/kg, as suggested
     by the commenter, was used.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2724.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA reports that no studies on DDT toxicity in mammalian wildlife were     
     available and, therefore, a rat study (Fitzhugh, et al., 1948) was selected
     for determination of the NOAEL.  However, Auerlich and colleagues studied  
     just this problem in ranch mink in the early 1970s.(5)  These data are both
     newer than the cited study and available for reproductive endpoints in a   
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     more pertinent species.  Thus, it would seem appropriate to use these      
     studies, or at least to discuss why they are not acceptable.               
     ___________________________________                                        
     (5)Linscombe, G., N. Kinler, and R. Auerlich, "Mink" in Wild Mammals of    
     North America, J. Chapman and G. Feldhamer, eds., Johns Hopkins University 
     Press, Baltimore, MD, 1982, pp. 629-643.                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.189     
     
     U.S. EPA has reviewed the paper suggested and does not feel it addresses   
     the topic asserted by the commenter or meet the minimum test requirements  
     in the GLI. See also P2576.138.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2724.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .189.                                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The species sensitivity factor used for this criterion is 0.1 based on the 
     reported paucity of data on pertinent species.  A more appropriate value   
     for this parameter is 1.0.  If the Auerlich data are used, then the        
     similarity of species would justify a SSF of 1.0.  If the Auerlich data are
     not used, they still indicate that mink are not significantly more         
     sensitive than rats, thereby providing justification for a SSF of 1.0.     
     Moreover, EPA's view that high variability in response to DDT is indicated 
     by the LD50 data presented in the criteria document seems faulty.  Beyond  
     the issue of the poor correlation between acute and chronic toxicity,      
     little variability is indicated by the table included in the document      
     (Table 1-1).  Oral LD50 values for seven species are reported to be within 
     a factor of three of each other with only the hamster data highly          
     divergent.  The hamster was less sensitive than all other species and the  
     rat, which was the species of choice for NOAEL development, had the lowest 
     reported LD50.  Thus, these data do not support use of a SSF less than 1.0.
     
     
     Response to: D2724.190     
     
     See response to P2576.138.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2724.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .189 - .190.                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should objectively review the data, considering the Auerlich data cited
     above and adjust the SSF upward accordingly or explain in the criteria     
     document why this should not be done.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.191     
     
     See response to P2576.138.                                                 
                                                                                
     Also, U.S. EPA has reviewed the paper suggested and does not feel it       
     addresses the topic asserted by the commenter.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2724.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study chosen for determination of the NOAEL (Anderson, et al., 1975,   
     cited in the criteria document) does not provide data sufficient to derive 
     a dose-response curve.  First of all there is no control group in the      
     experiment.  This is important because, being a field study, there is      
     little control over confounding factors.  For example, the paper indicates 
     that productivity of Brown Pelicans is increasing as DDT residues in       
     anchovies are decreasing.  This seems a compelling indication that there is
     a dose-response relationship between productivity and DDT exposure.        
     However, the paper also shows that reproductive success is well correlated 
     with anchovy abundance.  Thus, there may be an interaction, for example, of
     decreasing DDT concentration in anchovies and increasing food availability 
     to Brown Pelicans which accounts for some or all the change in pelican     
     productivity.  While other information in the paper may cause one to judge 
     that at least some of the change is due to changing DDT exposure in the    
     pelicans, the fact remains that a true dose-response curve cannot be       
     derived from the data presented in the chosen study.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.192     
     
     See response to P2742.716.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2724.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the wildlife criteria methodology requires that the data must be     
     sufficient to derive dose-response curves for both mammalian and avian     
     species in order to calculate a Tier I criterion, it would seem that the   
     value for DDT should be tier II, not Tier I.  If the value for DDT is to   
     remain a Tier I criterion, the criteria document for the avian value must  
     make it much clearer how one could derive a dose-response curve from the   
     data presented in the chosen study.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.193     
     
     See response to P2742.716.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: D2724.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SSF of 0.1 for development of this criterion is not supported by the   
     criterion document.  EPA explains that an SSF of 0.1 is appropriate to     
     account for the possible excess sensitivity of piscivorous birds to DDT.   
     First of all, we are aware of no studies which indicate such greater       
     sensitivity.  As EPA properly notes elsewhere in the preamble, piscivorous 
     birds are probably at greater risk due to increased exposure.  This is     
     sufficient to explain why problems are often reported in such species      
     without having to speculate about greater sensitivity.  In this particular 
     case, since Brown Pelicans are themselves piscivorous birds, EPA's         
     justification for the low SSF is specious.  A SSF of 1.0 seems much more   
     appropriate in this instance.  EPA should reconsider the SSF in view of the
     discussion presented here and either adjust it upward as appropriate or    
     present a clear justification in the criteria document why it should remain
     at 0.1.                                                                    
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     Response to: D2724.194     
     
     In reviewing public comments, U.S. EPA has used an interspecies uncertainty
     factor of 1.0, instead of 10.0, in the final avian value.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2724.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In our detailed review of a few of the human health criteria/value         
     derivations we found a number of instances (see our detailed comments on   
     specific crtieria/values) where some or all of the adjustment factors for  
     inter- and intraspecies variation and exposure duration seem to have been  
     set at 10 almost as a default, apparently without careful consideration of 
     the factors that should be considered when such adjustments are determined.
     
     
     Response to: D2724.195     
     
     EPA considered all the data, both toxicological and pharmacokinetic, in    
     developing Tier I criteria and Tier II values. It was EPA's judgment, that 
     changes in the uncertainty factors were unwarranted.  However, EPA does    
     allow for use of uncertainty factors of less than 10 as long as data exists
     to justify a lower uncertainty factor.  See discussion under Uncertainty   
     Factors in the SID.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2724.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our detailed review was limited to just a few chemicals, so we suspect many
     of the other criteria/values were derived using these adjustment factors   
     that were likewise uncritically chosen.  Because these factors can change a
     criterion/value by up to three orders of magnitude, it is very important   
     that they be chosen carefully and that they be adequately justified in the 
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     criteria document.  EPA should review those which we point out as          
     questionable in our comments on specific criteria/values as well as all    
     others to ensure that they are fully justified scientifically.  Criteria   
     documents should be rewritten as necessary to clarify the justifications.  
                                                                                
     We suspect that many of these determinations simply mirror questionable    
     decisions made when national criteria were determined.  While this may be  
     convenient in that it maintains consistency with the national criteria,    
     there is nothing in the proposed Guidance that requires such consistency.  
     Incorporation of questionable judgments simply because they have been made 
     before is contrary to the spirit and letter of the proposal and it is bad  
     science.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.196     
     
     EPA believes the best data and scientific judgements were used in          
     developing both the criteria methodology and the ensuing criteria and      
     values.  As new data become available, and as RfDs and cancer slope factors
     change, they will be made available through updates to IRIS.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2724.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance proposes a scaling factor based on the ratio of body weights  
     to the 2/3 power to extrapolate a carcinogenic dose response for humans    
     from animal data.  This is consistent with historical EPA policy(6) that   
     surface area scaling is appropriate (body weight to the 2/3 power is       
     intended to approximate body surface area).  In contrast with this policy, 
     both FDA and CDC concur that surface area scaling is not as appropriate as 
     body weight scaling (i.e. scaling factor that is a simple ratio of body    
     weights) for carcinogens which do not have to undergo metabolism to be     
     activated(7).                                                              
     ________________________________                                           
     (6)USEPA, Part II:  Guidelines for Carcinogenic Risk Assessment, 51 FR     
     33992, 1986.                                                               
     (7)USFDA, "Biological Basis for Interspecies Extrapolation of              
     Carcinogenicity Data, Department of Health and Human Services, July, 1986; 
     Bayard, S., "Quantitative implications of the use of different             
     extrapolation procedures for low-dose cancer risk estimates from exposure  
     to 2,3,7,8-TCDD," in "A Cancer Risk-Specific Dose Estimate for             
     2,3,7,8-TCDD, Review Draft, Appendix A," EPA 600/6-88/007 Aa and Ab, 1988. 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.197     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2724.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Dioxin Reassessment Document.                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance proposes a scaling factor based on the ratio of body weights  
     to the 2/3 power to extrapolate a carcinogenic dose response for humans    
     from animal data.   This is consistent with historical EPA policy(6) that  
     surface area scaling is appropriate (body weight to the 2/3 power is       
     intended to approximate body surface area).  In contrast with this policy, 
     both FDA and CDC concur that surface area scaling is not as appropriate as 
     body weight scaling (i.e. scaling factor that is a simple ratio of body    
     weights) for carcinogens which do not have to undergo metabolism to be     
     activated(7).                                                              
     ________________________________                                           
     (6)USEPA, Part II:  Guidelines for Carcinogenic Risk Assessment, 51 FR     
     33992, 1986.                                                               
     (7)USFDA, "Biological Basis for Interspecies Extrapolation of              
     Carcinogenicity Data, Department of Health and Human Services, July, 1986; 
     Bayard, S., "Quantitative implications of the use of different             
     extrapolation procedures for low-dose cancer risk estimates from exposure  
     to 2,3,7,8-TCDD," in "A Cancer Risk-Specific Dose Estimate for             
     2,3,7,8-TCDD, Review Draft, Appendix A," EPA 600/6-88/007 Aa and Ab, 1988. 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.198     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2724.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should review the proposed scaling factor in view of other agencies'   
     policies and the recent consensus agreement and consider modifying the     
     historical approach included in the proposed Guidance.                     
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     Response to: D2724.199     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2724.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .197.                                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (7)USFDA, "Biological Basis for Interspecies Extrapolation of              
     Carcinogenicity Data, Department of Health and Human Services, July, 1986; 
     Bayard, S., "Quantitative implications of the use of different             
     extrapolation procedures for low-dose cancer risk estimates from exposure  
     to 2,3,7,8-TCDD," in "A Cancer Risk-Specific Dose Estimate for             
     2,3,7,8-TCDD, Review Draft, Appendix A," EPA 600/6-88/007 Aa and Ab, 1988. 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.200     
     
     See response to comment D2724.224.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.201
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance contains Tier I wildlife criteria for both PCBs and  
     2,3,7,8-TCDD, Tier I human health criteria for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, and Tier I and
     II human health criteria for PCBs (cancer and noncancer, respectively).    
     EPA is currently sponsoring extensive and ongoing programs to reexamine and
     reassess available information on the risk assessment for 2,3,7,8-TCDD and 
     related compounds.  While the schedule for completion of these reviews     
     remains somewhat uncertain, it is certainly not indefinite.                
                                                                                
     It seems oddly incongruous for EPA to be proposing criteria for these      
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     substances in the midst of activities the Agency has undertaken in order to
     better understand the very factors that must be used to derive those       
     criteria.  It is particularly troubling that the Agency would propose to   
     publish Tier I numeric criteria in this situation.                         
                                                                                
     We recommend that for these compounds no Great Lakes Initiative criteria or
     values should be published until the risk assessment review activities have
     been completed.  To do otherwise would risk issuance of NPDES permits which
     might contain discharge limits that are either unnecessarily stringent or  
     potentially underprotective.  Existing state standards for these substances
     which have been in place for years could provide the necessary regulatory  
     control until the scientific picture is clarified.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.201     
     
     See response to comments D2724.224 and D2741.115.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2724.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each of the exposure assumptions selected by EPA in deriving the proposed  
     human health water quality criteria is more conservative than necessary to 
     protect individuals exposed to Great Lakes waters.  When the risk level and
     all of the exposure assumptions are combined in the derivation of the      
     proposed human health criteria, this excess conservatism is compounded.    
     Therefore, no changes to the risk level or exposure assumptions (aside from
     appropriate relaxations) can be justified.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.202     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has set the proposed human health criteria at a level that will        
     supposedly protect the average individual from an incremental cancer risk  
     of 1 x 10(exp-5).  The use of the 10(exp-5)  level is unnecessarily        
     conservative in light of the other assumptions EPA has used.  Nevertheless,
     AFPA supports the use of 10(exp-5) in lieu of a more conservative          
     alternative.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.203     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has approved human health risk levels of 10(exp-5) as being consistent 
     with the CWA in many states and for some criteria and uses has approved    
     risk levels of 10(exp-4).  In recent years, states have more frequently    
     used 10(exp-5) (rather than even more protective risk levels), reflecting a
     better understanding of risk management issues.  EPA should not stray from 
     this approach.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.204     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Use of a risk level lower than 10(exp-5) would be inappropriate for several
     reasons.  First, the model used to calculate criteria for carcinogens is   
     replete with overly conservative assumptions.  As a result, the probability
     that the potency of a carcinogen will be underestimated is extremely low.  
     In fact, in most cases it is likely that potency is significantly          
     overestimated.  Therefore, use of a risk level lower than the proposed     
     10(exp-5) would serve to compound the other overly conservative            
     assumptions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.205     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, use of a risk level lower than 10(exp-5) would apply a more        
     stringent level of protection than EPA has used in other regulatory        
     decisions.  For example, EPA adopted a 10(exp-4) maximum individual risk   
     level (which is deemed to include an ample margin of safety) for emissions 
     to the atmosphere of benzene, which, as opposed to most of the priority    
     pollutants, is a known human carcinogen.  See 54 Fed. Reg. 38044 (Sept. 14,
     1989).  In adopting 10(exp-4) as an acceptable maximum individual risk     
     level, EPA recognized that such a risk level "provides health protection at
     a level of [of risk] lower than many other risks common in the world in    
     which we live."  Id. at 38046.  See also Exhibit 14 at pp. 6-5 - 6.9.  EPA 
     has allowed risk levels for the general population of a 1 x 10(exp-5) in   
     setting the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act Standards.  The Maximum        
     Contaminant Level ("MCL") for carbon tetrachloride (5 parts per billion or 
     "ppb") is calculated by EPA to pose an excess risk of 1.9 x 10(exp-5).     
     Vinyl chloride at its MCL is calculated to pose a risk of 6.6 x 10(exp-5). 
     Unlike many of the pollutants regulated in the proposal, vinyl chloride is 
     known to cause cancer in humans.  Also, the exposure pathway to which MCLs 
     apply (drinking water) is far more certain than the principal exposure     
     pathway (consumption of recreationally-caught freshwater fish) upon which  
     the risk assessment for human health protection water quality criteria are 
     based.(9)  Therefore, to be consistent with its risk level choices in      
     situations posing equal, if not greater, cancer risk than the range of     
     pollutants subject to this rulemaking, EPA should not stray from a risk    
     level of 10(exp-5).                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.206     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA is concerned that it may be suggested by other commentors that        
     10(exp-6) is the appropriate level at which to protect not only the general
     population, but also the maximally exposed individual (such as, perhaps,   
     subsistence fishermen).  To the contrary, EPA has advocated the use of     
     elevated risk levels (which represent insignificant incremental additions  
     to risk) (10) to protect maximally exposed subpopulations.  The EPA        
     rulemaking on emission standards for benzene, referenced above, is an      
     example.  In that rule, EPA sought to protect the general public at a      
     10(exp-6) risk level, while allowing a 10(exp-4) estimated risk for those  
     living near industrial facilities.  See 54 Fed. Reg. 38044-45 (Sept. 14,   
     1989).  See also, 56 Fed. Reg. 21802, 21825 (in a proposal to regulate the 
     land application of sludge from pulp and paper mills using chlorine and    
     chlorine derivative bleaching processes, EPA recognized the propriety of   
     protecting the maximally exposed individual at at the 10(exp-4) level is   
     adequately protective of the maximally exposed individual.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.207     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .206                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (9) The question of what is acceptable risk has been addressed indirectly  
     by quantifying the risk levels associated with 132 regulatory decisions by 
     various federal agencies in order to determine a de facto level of         
     acceptable risk.  "Cancer Risk Management:  A Review of 132 Regulatory     
     Decisions," by Travis et al., Environmental Science and Technology         
     21(5):415-420 (1987).  Travis, et al. conclude convincingly that the de    
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     facto level of acceptable risk in federal regulatory decisions is          
     approximately 10(exp-4).  See generally "The Myth of 10(exp-6) as a        
     Definition of Acceptable Risk (Or, `In Hot Pursuit of Superfund's Holy     
     Grail'), by Kathryn E. Kelly, et al., Environmental Toxicology             
     International, Inc. (June, 1991)(included as Exhibit 15 to these comments).
     
     
     Response to: D2724.208     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The weight of recent scientific judgment confirms the propriety of using   
     the 10(exp-5) risk level used in proposed standards.  See generally,       
     Exhibit 14 at Section 6.0.  EPA itself argued the acceptability of an      
     individual cancer risk of 2.3 x 10(exp-5) in the TMDL for dioxin on the    
     Columbia River, a determination recently upheld by the U.S. District Court 
     for the Western District of Washington in Dioxin/Organochlorine Center v.  
     Rasmussen, No. C93-33D (Slip. Opinion Aug. 10, 1993).  Also, the U.S. court
     of Appeals for the District of Columia Circuit recently ruled that a risk  
     range from 10(exp-6) to as high as 10(exp-4) is adequately protective of   
     public health.  Ohio v. U.S. EPA, No. 86-1096, Slip Op. at 22 (July 20,    
     1993).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.209     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Use of a 10(exp-5) risk level is further supported by the conclusions of   
     Theodore M. Farber, Ph.D., that "a level of background risk below about    
     10(exp-4) has no bearing at all on the overall incidence of cancer in the  
     U.S."  "Risk Factors of 10(exp-5) and 10(exp-6) Are Equally Protective of  
     Human Health from a Statistical Viewpoint,"  by Theodore M. Farber, Ph.D., 
     Toxicology Advisory Services, at 3 (included as Exhibit 16 to these        
     comments).  Dr. Farber draws this conclusion from a statistical analysis   
     which reveals that risk levels below about 10(exp-4) are statistically     
     indistinguishable where the background risk is greater than                
     one-in-one-hundred (as is the case here, where the background cancer risk  
     in the U.S. approaches one-in-three).  Since the background cancer risk    
     associated with the proposed standards is well in excess of                
     one-in-one-hundred, use of a risk level of 10(exp-4), 10(exp-5) or a       
     lowever level will each be fully protective of human health.  If there     
     exists no perceptible difference in protectiveness from the choice among   
     these risk levels, expenditure of the resources necessary to implement a   
     risk level lower than 10(exp-5) cannot be justified.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.210     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2724.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .207                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (10) Since the normal incidence of cancer in the U.S. population approaches
     one in three, or roughly 30,000 in 100,000, the total lifetime cancer risk 
     assumed for a maximally exposed individual under a water quality standard  
     based on a 10(exp-6) (or 1 in 1,000,000) risk level is 30,000.1 in 100,000.
     The total risk for such an individual under a 10(exp-5) risk level standard
     would be 30,000.1 in 100,000.  The incremental additional upper bound risk 
     associated whit elevating the risk level of a carcinogen (or possible      
     carcinogen) from 10(exp-6) to 10(exp-5) is, therefore, 0.9 in 1000,000.    
     (In fact, since EPA calculates its water quality criteria as 95% upper     
     bound estimates, the actual increased risk would be expected to be even    
     less.)                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.211     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2724.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed human health criteria are also based on a fish consumption    
     rate of 15 grams per day.  AFPA finds this consumption rate excessively    
     conservative and would strenuously object to any increase in the final     
     rule.  [First, most residents of the Great Lakes states do not eat 15 grams
     per day of locally caught freshwater fish or shellfish.]  [Moreover, EPA's 
     risk assessment effectively assumes that all of the freshwater fish that an
     individual consumes are taken from the most impacted point in a single     
     water body.]  [Finally, even if some individuals do consume substantial    
     amounts of fish from a particualr location on a particular stream, the     
     likelihood that even this small sub-group experiences that exposure for a  
     period of 70 years is quite low.]  The excessive conservatism of these     
     assumptions and the needlessness of assuming upper bounds for all          
     parameters are discussed more thoroughly in a paper on fish consumption,   
     prepared by ENSR Consulting and Engineering, included as Exhibit 17 to     
     these comments.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.212     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2724.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .213 is imbedded in comment .212                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, most residents of the Great Lakes states do not eat 15 grams per day
     of locally caught freshwater fish or shellfish.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.213     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2724.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .214 is imbedded in comment .212                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, EPA's risk assessment effectively assumes that all of the        
     freshwater fish that an individual consumes are taken from the most        
     impacted point in a single water body.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.214     
     
     See response to comment P2771.193.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2724.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .215 is imbedded in comment .212                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, even if some individuals do consume substantial amounts of fish   
     from a particular location on a particular stream, the likelihood that even
     this small sub-group experiences that exposure for a period of 70 years is 
     quite low.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.215     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2724.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another source of overestimation of exposure comes from the implicit       
     assumption that each portion of freshwater fish consumed by an individual  
     will have the maximum concentration of the subject contaminant.  This      
     assumption is obviously an overstatement, since not all fish (presumably   
     very few of them, in fact) will have been exposed to ambient water which is
     just barely achieving the water quality standard.  By definition, if the   
     water quality standard is implemented, ambient concentrations of the       
     pollutant will normally be less.  In addition, depending on the dilution   
     calculations (if any) used in implementing the water quality standard,     
     there may be little or no portion of the stream where the concentration of 
     the pollutant is ever as high as the water quality standard allows (due to 
     dilution and the use of low stream flows).                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.216     
     
     See response to comment P2771.193.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2724.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has used a national fish consumption rate of 6.5 grams in other        
     rulemakings.  While this rate has been adjusted upward to account for      
     higher consumption in Great Lakes states, the Agency has clearly           
     acknowledged the excess conservatism inherent in the estimated national    
     fish consumption rate in briefs and argument in the Eastern District of    
     Virginia in NRDC, et al. v. U.S. EPA, No. 3:91CV0058.  EPA Brief, October  
     11, 1991, at 60-63.  "EPA was fully aware when it chose the 6.5 gram per   
     day estimate for use in its guidance that much less conservative approaches
     could be used in deriving water quality criteria...." Id. at 61.           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.217     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2724.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even the assumption used for water consumption of 1.4 liters is somewhat of
     an overstatement.  A recent analysis of data from a 1977-78 Nationwide Food
     Consumption Survey by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, in which         
     log-normal distributions were applied to water intake rates for children   
     and adults from a sample of over 26,000 people, demonstrated that the 50th 
     percentile intake of "tap water" (the sum of water drunk directly as a     
     beverage and water added to foods and beverages during preparation) was    
     slightly less than one liter per day.  See Exhibit 18.  Another analysis of
     similar water consumption data resulted in a comparable figure for "tap    
     water" consumption -- 1.2 liters per day.  See Exhibit 14.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.218     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2724.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exposure through water consumption is also overestimated via the implicit  
     assumption that the entire 1.4 liters consumed will each day contain the   
     maximum concentration of the subject contaminant at which the criterion is 
     attained.  However, if water quality standards are generally being met,    
     only rarely will water consumed have a concentration at the threshold of   
     compliance with the standards.  Thus, AFPA feels that the water consumption
     rate is certainly protective enough (and quite possibly too conservative)  
     and therefore should under no circumstances be increased.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.219     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2724.220
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For these reasons, AFPA would have strong objections to any decrease in the
     risk level or increase in the fish or water consumption rates used to      
     develop the proposed human health criteria.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.220     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The criteria document should clarify how the dose of 0.13 mg/kg body       
     weight-day was calculated from Bowman, et al. since the cited paper does   
     not provide the body weight of the test animals.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.221     
     
     See response to comment D2724.222.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 10-fold intraspecies adjustment factor seems unjustified given that    
     many experiments with many endpoints have repeatedly shown Rhesus monkeys  
     to be among the more sensitive species tested.  In the case of reproductive
     success, the NOAEL in Rhesus monkeys is an order of magnitude less than the
     NOAEL for rats (1.0 mg/kg-day) reported by Murray, et al. and cited in the 
     criteria document.  While the document claims the latter value is really a 
     LOAEL, this requires special interpretation of the data, and EPA has       
     treated it as a NOAEL elsewhere in the proposed Guidance.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.222     
     
     EPA developed a Tier I criterion for dioxin of 0.1 pg/L for drinking water 
     and nondrinking water sources based on a reproductive study by Bowman et   
     al. (1989).  The study was undertaken in rhesus monkeys and yielded a LOAEL
     of 25 ppt (0.67 ng/kg/day) based on behavioral effects and a NOAEL of 13   
     ng/kg/day. An ADI was generated by dividing the NOAEL of 0.13 ng/kg/day by 
     an uncertainty factor of 100 (10X for intraspecies variability and 10X for 
     interspecies extrapolation).  It is EPA judgment that an uncertainty factor
     of 10 should be applied to take into account variability and sensitivity   
     within the human population. EPA also believes that the interspecies       
     uncertainty factor of 10 is justified because the study groups were very   
     limited in size and the statistical and biological significance of the     
     findings are unclear. In addition, metabolic and pharmacokinetic parameters
     for humans and rhesus monkeys may be sufficiently different. For these     
     reasons, EPA believes an interspecies uncertainty factor of 10 is quite    
     justified.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should critically and objectively review the intraspecies adjustment   
     factor and consider lowering it from the proposed value of 10 or provide a 
     better explanation why it cannot be lowered.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.223     
     
     See response to comment D2724.222.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 2032



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2724.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The RAD for TCDD was developed using a cancer slope factor derived from a  
     new review of the outcome of a feeding study conducted in rats.  It is     
     appropriate that as this type of new credible information becomes available
     that it be applied to regulatory actions.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.224     
     
     EPA developed a human cancer value of 0.01 pg/L for drinking water and     
     nondrinking water sources. This value is based on a slope factor of 7.5 x  
     E-4 (mg/kg/day)-1 which is derived by pooling the results from Kociba et al
     (1978) study on female rats showing liver tumors and Sauer (1990) liver    
     tumor reevaluation conducted by the Pathology Working Group. Also, EPA     
     agrees that the 1986 cancer risk assessment guidelines are appropriate for 
     use in developing the dioxin criterion and believes that this action is    
     appropriate until the revised guidelines are peer/publicly reviewed and    
     finalized.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The studies used as the basis for the NOAEL (Barsotti, 1980 and Barsotti   
     and Van Miller, 1984, both cited in the criteria document) had significant 
     methodological problems of which EPA should be aware as it considers what  
     studies are most appropriate to use.                                       
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     Response to: D2724.225     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .225                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The reported effect was decreased birth weight in rhesus monkeys.  However,
     the difference in birth weights may have been due not to PCB exposure but  
     due all or in part to one or several confounding factors.  First, control  
     animals and experimental animals were not randomly selected from the same  
     group of animals.  Control animals were acquired four years prior to the   
     purchase of experimental animals, suggesting that the control females were 
     four years older.  This is further complicated by a lack of information    
     such as prepregnancy maternal body weight, maternal age, gestational       
     length, sex of offspring, and individual birth weights of control animals. 
     In addition, the 0.025 ppm dose group was reported (Barsotti, 1980) to have
     been fed monkey chow contaminated with polybrominated biphenyl (PBB) and   
     had to be dropped from the study.  This raises questions about possible    
     cross-contamination of other groups in the studies.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.226     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .226                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These methodological problems make us wonder if the chosen studies are a   
     suitable basis for derivation of any noncancer value.  They certainly      
     reinforce EPA's decision to make the HNV a Tier II value.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.227     
     
     EPA's selection of a critical endpoint in developing a noncancer value was 
     based on the review of the best data available.  The best study available, 
     a rhesus monkey study, did not meet the minimum requirements of Tier I.    
     Tier I specifies that at a minimum a criterion must be based on a 90-day   
     NOAEL from a rodent study or a NOAEL from a study of at least 10% of the   
     test organism's lifespan. The rhesus monkey study was 22 months long, less 
     than 10% (24 months) of a normal rhesus monkey's lifetime which is 20      
     years.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The NOAEL for the chosen studies is divided by 1000 to derive the ADE.  The
     three ten-fold factors applied are to account for inter- and intraspecies  
     variability and for the "subchronic" dosing period.  Of these, only the    
     intraspecies adjustment appears justified based on normal risk assessment  
     practice.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.228     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rationale for applying a ten-fold factor to account for exposure       
     duration is to predict the effects of long-term exposures using            
     dose-response information from short-term studies.  In the case of the     
     1-year exposure regimen used by Barsotti and Van Miller (1984), however,   
     the exposure duration completely encompasses the critical period of        
     interest:  the gestational period of 168 days in rhesus monkeys when an    
     adverse reproductive or developmental response whould be induced.  In the  
     case of human exposure and possible reproductive or developmental effects, 
     gestation is also the expsoure period of interest (11).  The exposure      
     duration of one year in monkeys appears to be more than adequate for       
     extrapolating to humans.  The ten-fold factor to account for exposure      
     duration is, thus, unjustified and it should not be used.                  
     _______________________________                                            
     (11) Amdur, M., J. Doull, and C. Klaassen, Casarett and Doull's Toxicology:
      The Basic Science of Poisons, Permagon Press, New York, 1991.             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.229     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ten-fold factor used to account for interspecies variation may not be  
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     necessary due to the physiologic similarities among different primates such
     as humans and monkeys.  EPA acknowledges this with the statement that:     
     "The most appropriate data for use in HNV development are the rhesus monkey
     data due to the high sensitivity of the species and the relative wealth of 
     the database on reproduction and development.  Also, as a non-human primate
     the rhesus monkey may serve as the most appropriate model species for      
     potential human effects."                                                  
                                                                                
     Numerous studies have indicated that non-human primates are more sensitive 
     to the effects of PCBs and dioxins than humans.(12)  This fact would seem  
     to indicate that the 10-fold factor that is traditionally used for         
     extrapolation from rats to humans may not be appropriate for extrapolation 
     from monkeys to humans.  EPA should objectively review the use of this     
     factor in the calculation and consider reducing it as appropriate given the
     information presented here.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.230     
     
     See response to comments P2771.180 and P2654.261.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The NOAEL was reduced 1000-fold to account for inter- and intraspecies     
     variation and exposure duration.  Of the three 10-fold factors applied,    
     only the interspecies adjustment appears fully justified.  EPA should      
     examine these factors objectively and critically and provide thorough      
     justification for them in the criteria document.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.231     
     
     See response to comment D2724.234.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2724.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .230                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (12) Barsotti, D., Gross. Clinical and Reproductive Effects of             
     Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in the Rhesus Monkey, A thesis submitted  
     to the Graduate School of the University of Wisconsin-Madison in partial   
     fulfillment of the requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy,    
     1980, pp.260;  Kimbrough, R., "How toxic is                                
     2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin to humans?," J.Tox. Environ. Health,   
     30:261-271, 1990.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.232     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .231                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In view of the fact that the authors report a "slight decrement in white   
     blood cell count in the next highest dose, which was a full order of       
     magnitude higher than the dose defined as the NOAEL, it is questionable    
     that a full 10-fold factor is necessary for intraspecies variation.        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.233     
     
     See response to comment D2724.234.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The factor applied to adjust for exposure duration is not justified.  The  
     chosen study continued for 187 days, a period that is roughly 25 percent of
     a rat's lifetime.  Subchronic exposure is usually characterized as that    
     which lasts for 10 percent or less of the period of interest in the test   
     animal (the lifetime, in this case).  The longer period might still be     
     considered subchronic if the chemical is absorbed slowly or has a long     
     half-life such that it takes an unusually long time for internal           
     concentrations to reach equilibrium.  However, benzene is known to be      
     absorbed and metabolized quickly such that equilibrium should be reached   
     within days.  Thus, the full 10-fold adjustment for exposure duration is   
     not scientifically justified.  EPA should consider lowering it or present a
     justification in the face of the information discussed here as to why it   
     should be 10.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.234     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2724.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note that the NOAEL has been divided by a factor of 3 in addition to the
     more typical 1000 to account for what is referred to in the criteria       
     document as "substantial gaps in the database."  The need for this extra   
     adjustment for uncertainty makes questionable the judgment that "the       
     database is judged sufficient for Tier 1 HNC [sic] derivation."  We believe
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     Tier II was devised specifically to accommodate situations in which the    
     data were so uncertain as to require extra application of uncertainty      
     factors.  The fact that a national criterion was developed for this        
     compound should not overly influence the decision here since the national  
     guidelines offer no option analogous to Tier II.  EPA should objectively   
     reconsider the quality of the data upon which the 2,4-Dimethylphenol HNV is
     based and either better justify why it should be Tier I or else make it a  
     TiEr II value.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.235     
     
     EPA believes the uncertainty factor chosen for 2,4 -dimethylphenol is      
     correct and justified given the database for the chemical. According to the
     Tiered approach, a 90 day NOAEL is considered sufficient for Tier I        
     development.   This is the case for 2,4- dimthylphenol: a 90-day gavage    
     mouse study was chosen as the critical study upon which a Tier I criterion 
     is based.  However, since there is a paucity of supplemental and supportive
     data, especially with regard to reproductive or developmental data, EPA    
     (RfD Workgroup) decided an extra uncertainty factor of 3 was warranted in  
     the calculation of an RfD.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2724.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 10-fold factor applied to account for a subchronic study does not      
     appear to be justified.  2,4-Dimethylphenol is reasonably well absorbed and
     would be expected to be rapidly metabolized in mammals so a steady state   
     concentration should be reached fairly quickly.  The criteria document     
     indicates that toxic effects in the high dose group (250 mg/kg-day) did not
     occur until 6 weeks into the study, but the identical signs were reported  
     in the 250 mg/kg-day dose group in the 14-day study preceding the 90-day   
     study.  This would suggest that the observed effects occurred reasonably   
     quickly following initiation of dosing and that the lack of effects at     
     lower doses is unlikely to be explained based on short exposure duration.  
     EPA should reevaluate this adjustment factor and objectively consider      
     lowering it to something more appropriate to the nature of the data.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.236     
     
     See response to D2724.235                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2724.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Monte Carlo method of risk assessment is well suited to development of 
     water quality criteria.  It is a well developed technique (13) which takes 
     a more rational and scientifically supportable approach than that          
     traditionally used by EPA.  Rather than making a series of conservative    
     assumptions such that the conservatism of the assessment continuously      
     compounds, Monte Carlo analysis combines statistical distributions of input
     values in a way that more closely approximates the way they are combined in
     nature.  One significant aspect of this approach is that there is no need  
     to exclude any possible values, no matter how extreme they may be.  For    
     example, if it is known that a segment of the population consumes large    
     quantities of fish, the distribution of fish consumption rates will reflect
     that fact.  Thus, extremely high consumption rates will be included in the 
     risk assessment and they will have the proper statistical weight assigned  
     to them.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.237     
     
     See response to comment D2661.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2724.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (13) Morgan, B., Elements of Simulation, Chapman and Hall, Portland, Maine,
     1984.  Rubenstein, R., Simulation and the Monte Carlo Method, John Wiley   
     and Sons, New York, New York, 1981.  Morgan, M. and M. Henrion,            
     Uncertainty: A Guide to Dealing with Uncertainty in Quantitative Risk adn  
     Policy Analysis, Cambridge University Press, New York, New York, 1990.     
     U.S. EPA, "Guidelines on Exposure Assessment," 57 FR 22890, May 39, 1990.  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.238     
     
     See response to D3382.083 with regard to Monte Carlo Methods.              
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2724.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The output of the process is a distribution of water quality criteria.     
     From this distribution, policymakers can choose criteria such that a       
     particular fraction of the population is accorded a level of protection    
     equal to or greater than that prescribed by the regulation..  Note that the
     remaining population is not then placed at 100% risk.  Rather, it is       
     exposed only to a somewhat greater level of risk than that prescribed by   
     the regulation.                                                            
                                                                                
     Monte Carlo analysis allows policymakers to choose criteria in such a way  
     that the level of protection is known explicitly.  Debate is shifted away  
     from endless arguments about what point values to choose for the sometimes 
     numerous input parameters to criteria derivation equations in order to     
     obtain the desired level of overall protection.  While some debate may     
     persist regarding formulation of input distributions, calculating          
     distributions from all the data available is a fairly straightforward      
     process which leaves little room for argument.  Instead of arguing about   
     the process, then, the debate can center on the important question of just 
     what level of protection  society really desires (and can afford), because 
     the output distributions makes it easy to see what level of protection     
     corresponds to any criterion value chosen.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.239     
     
     See response to comment D2661.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2724.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative represents a break from the past in water       
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     quality criteria development in that it is a regional approach             
     incorporating many new ideas about water quality protection.  As such, it  
     is an ideal opportunity for EPA to set aside the illogical and contentious 
     approach to derivation of criteria in favor of the Monte Carlo method,     
     which provides a rational, scientifically supportable approach, while      
     shifting the debate from bickering over technical details to deciding what 
     level of protection is truly appropriate for wildlife and humans.  This    
     debate is not likely to be any easier than have been the debates over the  
     details in the past, but at least our efforts will be focused on the       
     relevant questions.  Tinkering with the assumptions would cease to be a    
     viable way of manipulating criteria.  In other words, the risk management  
     process would be clearly separated from the risk assessment process.       
                                                                                
     To assist EPA in considering this approach AFPA and NCASI commissioned     
     ENSR, a contractor expert in Monte Carlo risk assessment, to derive        
     selected criteria using the method.  See Exhibit 19.  In the course of     
     carrying out this task a large amount of data was generated to support     
     derivation of the necessary input distributions.  The report describes     
     these distributions, which we believe are the appropriate ones to use for  
     the Great Lakes.  We would be glad to discuss this approach further with   
     EPA and provide any data or further information which would facilitate     
     application of the Monte Carlo method in the Great Lakes Initiative.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.240     
     
     See response to comment D2661.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2724.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We commissioned ENSR, a contractor expert in Monte Carlo risk assessment,  
     to develop distributions for selected GLI criteria using the Monte Carlo   
     method.  As explained above, we believe this is a better method of criteria
     derivation than the point estimate approach currently used by EPA, because 
     it (a) allows the incorporation of all the data, including extreme values  
     and (b) it avoids the problem of compounding conservatism which occurs when
     several conservative assumptions are incorporated in one derivation.  This 
     latter point is illustrated by the results reported by the contractor.  the
     contractor's report is included with these comments as Exhibit 19.         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.241     
     
     See response to comment D2661.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pages 113 - 116, #2724                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The tables and figures below present results of the Monte Carlo analysis of
     wildlife criteria for mercury and PCBs.  In all cases the proposed criteria
     are well below the lower 99th percentile of the distribution of criteria   
     obtained.                                                                  
                                                                                
     While the proposal and supporting documentation are essentially silent with
     regard to the quantitative level of protection intended by the proposal,   
     the Introduction to the "Great lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical    
     Support Document for Wildlife Criteria" states that "each criterion is the 
     highest calculated aqueous concentration of a toxicant which causes no     
     significant reduction in the viability or usefulness (in a commercial or   
     recreational sense) of a population of exposed animals over several        
     generations.(14)"  It seems very questionable whether criteria protective  
     of over 99.5% of the individuals of even the most sensitive wildlife       
     species are necessary to achieve the stated goal.  EPA does not address    
     what level of protection is necessary.  Part of the beauty of the Monte    
     Carlo method is that it allows the debate to focus on just that question   
     rather than the numerous details of the analysis.                          
                                                                                
     The factors subjected to Monte Carlo analysis for derivation of the        
     distribution of wildlife criteria are listed below.  Note that the toxicity
     or potency of the chemical was not included.  The point estimate for the   
     NOAEL used in the proposal was also used in the Monte Carlo analysis.      
                                                                                
     Exposure Assumptions:                                                      
     body weight, water consumption rate, food consumption rate, fraction of    
     diet consisting of fish, fraction of fish diet comprised of trophic level 3
     fish, fraction of fish diet comprised of trophic level 4 fish,             
     bioaccumulation factor (Hg and PCBs) for trophic level 2-3 fish, and       
     bioaccumulation factor (Hg and PCBs) for trophic level 4 fish              
                                                                                
     Toxicity Assumption:                                                       
     species sensitivity factor                                                 
                                                                                
     Tables III-7 and III-8 summarize the findings from the Monte Carlo analysis
     to obtain a distribution of mercury and PCB wildlife criteria.  Figures B  
     and C set forth the distribution of the resulting mercury and PCB criteria 
     for the most sensitive of the analyzed species.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.242     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.151 and the final Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2724.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The tables and figures below present results of the Monte Carlo analysis of
     human health criteria for mercury and PCBs.  The mercury criterion proposed
     in the Guidance is at about the lower 95th percentile of the distribution  
     of all criteria.  The PCB criterion proposed in the Guidance is below the  
     lowest value generated in the distribution of PCB criteria.  As with the   
     wildlife criteria, having the distributions allows debate to focus on the  
     appropriateness of the level of protection rather than on the details of   
     the calculation.  The PCB criterion, in particular, seems to have been set 
     inappropriately low.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.243     
     
     See response to D3382.083 with regard to the use of probabilistic          
     modelling.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2724.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pg. 118 #2724                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The factors subjected to Monte Carlo analysis for derivation of the        
     distribution of human health criteria are listed below.  Note that the     
     toxicity or potency of the chemical was not included.  The Point estimate  
     for the RFD or RAD used in the proposal was also used in the Monte Carlo   
     analysis.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Exposure Assumptions:                                                      
                                                                                
     body weight, duration of residence, water consumption rate, fish           
     consumption rate, fraction of fish diet composed of Great Lakes fish, lipid
     content of Great Lakes fish eaten by humans, bioaccumulation factor (Hg and
     PCBs) for trophic level 3 fish, and bioaccumulation factor (Hg and PCBs)   
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     for trophic level 4 fish                                                   
                                                                                
     Table III-9 is a summary of results of Monte Carlo analyses to obtain      
     distributions of mercury and PCB human health criteria.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.244     
     
     See response to comment D2661.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance requirement that States perform total maximum daily  
     load (TMDL) analyses, for each of the listed chemicals present in          
     quantities above water quality criteria, will, because of the nature of    
     other portions of the rule, place enormous burdens on both the permit      
     applicants and permit writers.  In addition, the TMDL procedures themselves
     contain elements which are problematic.  The discussion which follows      
     provides details and identifies changes in the proposed rule which are     
     necessary to ease the burden.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.245     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2724.246
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first step in the TMDL procedure will be to conduct a Reasonable       
     Potential to Exceed analysis pursuant to the strictures of proposed        
     Implementation Procedure 5.  To do this, the aquatic, wildlife, and human  
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     health criteria for each of the substances likely to be present will have  
     to be available.  Given the limits of state resources, it is likely that   
     the burden of developing, or at least paying for the development of, the   
     criteria will fall upon the applicant.  This is a very expensive           
     undertaking.  Also, from the outset, collecting data which are needed to   
     prepare a permit application will not take weeks or months, as is now the  
     case, but years.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.246     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the extremely low water quality criteria which will result from 
     application of the Guidance's Tier I and Tier II protocols, most, if not   
     all, of the 138 listed chemicals will either be present at levels above the
     criteria or the criteria will be below one-half of the detection limit for 
     the substance.  In the latter case, the presence of the material at a level
     above the criteria will have to be assumed.  Under the Guidance then, TMDLs
     will have to be determined for each such substance.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.247     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TMDL procedures prescribed by the proposed Guidance are very           
     comprehensive.  Vast quantities of data and many studies will be required  
     to determine the TMDL for a single chemical.  Many "innovative" procedures 
     are included in the Guidance.  The requirement that background             
     concentrations for substances with criteria below detection limit be       
     determined through caged fish analysis is an example. These procedures have
     not been thoroughly evaluated and certainly have not been standardized.  To
     be useful, a defensible BAF for the substance of concern must be available.
     The detailed discussion regarding AFPA's analysis of the proposed          
     Guidance's use of inappropriate BAFs is included in an earlier section.  In
     short, we do not have available the quality of BAF data necessary to       
     provide accurate background data using the caged fish approach.            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.248     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.249
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the need to relate individual point source discharge waste load 
     allocations (WLAs) to water quality within the Great Lakes Basin, the more 
     flexible (but resource-intensive) approach provided in option 3A is the    
     preferred and logical choice.  However, when an applicant sets out to file 
     a discharge permit renewal application, because of the enormity of the     
     basin, the extremely large quantities of water within the lakes, the vast  
     number of tributaries, and the diverse ecosystem, practical limitations of 
     sources will require the use of procedures more like those discribed in    
     option 3B.  Thus, the flexibility which EPA has attempted to provide       
     through proposal of the various options is realistically more limited.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.249     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an example of the burden created by the need to determine TMDLs for so  
     many substances, AFPA is aware of a study performed for the Gary (Indiana) 
     Sanitary District (GSD).  In that study, it was assumed that the GSD would 
     be filing for renewal of their permit with no request for changes in       
     limits, but they would be the first discharger on their small receiving    
     stream (the Grand Calumet River) to so apply.  The study showed that they  
     would be required to:                                                      
                                                                                
     Develop (or pay for development of) 414 water quality criteria;  Test for  
     the presence of each of the 138 chemicals in each of the GSD's 15 outfalls;
     Obtain data on the 138 chemicals from nonpoint source dischargers,         
     including storm water discharges from its own and other industry storm     
     water discharges;  Determine background levels of all 138 chemicals in     
     upstream areas;  Determine concentrations of all 138 chemicals in sediments
     both upstream and downstream from the GSD outfalls.  Determine loads for   
     each of the 138 chemicals for each major industrial user of the GSD;       
     Obtain basin flow characteristics and source-specific dilution factors;    
     Design a TMDL monitoring plan.                                             
                                                                                
     The total cost for obtaining this information, performing the WLA/TMDL     
     calculations, and preparing the application was estimated at $3 million.   
     The time necessary to perform this work was estimated at four years.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.250     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.251
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To limit these impacts, means must be found to reduce the need to determine
     TMDLs.  Elsewhere in these comments, AFPA has pointed out that the severe  
     restrictions which the proposed Guidance places on point source discharges 
     will do little or nothing to reduce concentrations of the critical         
     pollutants within the lakes.  The largest inputs come from other sources or
     are already present in sediments.  For this reason, rather than deal with  
     this situation through application of multiple or phased TMDLs as proposed,
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     it seems appropriate to limit the need to determine TMDLs and WLAs to only 
     those discharges where it can be shown that the point source discharges    
     under consideration have a significant direct impact on  water column      
     concentrations.  In the situations and cases where direct impacts are not  
     shown to be significant, additional controls should not be required. In    
     this way, the number of TMDL determinations required by this proposed rule 
     could be reduced.  This action would not be inconsistent with the Clean    
     Water Act requirements for the use of TMDLs, since the statute calls for   
     response to water quality deficiencies via the TMDL process on a priority  
     basis.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.251     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA has described the flaws associated with the use of Tier II water      
     quality values elsewhere within these comments.  Given the shortcomings    
     inherent in the Tier II concept and the extraordinary large margin of      
     safety factor which would have to be applied for General Condition 4 of the
     proposed rule, the data will not be of sufficient quality to serve as the  
     benchmark for the TMDL/WLA process.  For this reason, TMDL determinations  
     should not be performed in those instances where only Tier II values are   
     available.  This, at lease initially, would also serve to limit the number 
     of TMDL determinations which an applicant would be required to perform.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.252     
     
     See section II of the SID for a discussion on the use of Tier II values.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In deciding if a TMDL is needed, the permit authorities should have to look
     at effluent quality and water quality and fish tissue data.                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.253     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A TMDL analysis should address all significant sources of the relevant     
     polutant.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.254     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permit authority should be given the discretion to decide the scope of 
     the TMDL to be developed (e.g., basin-wide, site-specific or               
     source-specific), depending on what approach is most appropriate in a given
     situation.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.255     
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     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing WLAs and LAs and prescribing deadlines for compliance with   
     permit limits, certain factors should be considered, including: (1) the    
     significance of each source's contribution, (2) the technical feasibility  
     of controls, and (3) relative economics in reducing loadings to achieve    
     water quality standards.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.256     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For areas that exceed water quality standards, WLAs and LAs of zero are not
     appropriate; a WLA or LA should not be established any more stringent than 
     the greater of either the relevant water quality criterion or the          
     background concentration in the area.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.257     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones should be recognized and the size of mixing zones should not  
     be specified by EPA; instead, Sates should be allowed to continue to       
     implement existing requirements in this area.  Mixing zones and zones of   
     initial dilution should not be prohibited arbitrarily, but should be       
     included in WLAs where specifically appropriate.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.258     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.See response to comment number D2724.025.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.259
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits should be set on the basis of mass when derived from human   
     health or wildlife criteria, and on the basis of concentration for         
     protection of aquatic life, to focus specifically on the types of loadings 
     that would directly affect each type of organism.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.259     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2724.260
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cooling water should be exempt from the "reasonable potential" analysis, so
     it does not become subject to treatment requirements under the Guidance,   
     unless significant amounts of chemicals are being intentionally added to   
     the cooling water.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.260     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It Is A Scientific Fact That Receiving Waters Have An Assimilative Capacity
     To Absorb and Render Harmless Minute Concentrations Of Toxic Substances.   
     U.S. Epa's Current Guidance On Mixing Zones, As Described In The Water     
     Quality Standards Handbook (U.S. Epa, 1983) And The Technical Support      
     Document For Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (U.S. Epa, 1991),          
     Recognizes This Fact And Provides Appropriate Guidance.  As Detailed In    
     Both Documents And Illustrated In Figure 2-1, Epa Distinguishes Between Two
     Types Of Mixing Zones: 1) A Limited Zone Of Initial Dilution (Or Zid) Where
     The Velocity Of The Dishcarge And The Receiving Water Create Rapid         
     Turbulent Mixing, And 2) A Larger Mixing Zone Where The Discharge Comes    
     Into Equilibrium With The Receiving Water.  Ambient Acute Water Quality    
     Criteria For Aquatic Life Must Be Met AT The Edge Of The Zid, While Ambient
     Water Quality Criteria For Chronic Effects To Aquatic Life, Human Health,  
     And Wildlife Must Be Met At The Edge Of The Mixing Zone.  Narrative        
     Criteria For The Implementation Of Mixing Zones Have Always Allowed State  
     Agencies To Further Restrict The Size Of A Mixing Zone On A Case By Case   
     Basis If Site-Specific Conditions Justified Additional Restrictions.       
                                                                                
     1. The Great Lakes Initiative Mixing Zone Policy                           
                                                                                
     In contrast to established federal policy, state policies and state        
     regulations, the proposed Guidance would unnecessarily restrict, and in    
     some cases eliminate, mixing zones.                                        
                                                                                
     The use of mixing zones is tied directly to the two options for            
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     establishing total maximum daily loadings (TMDL), Option A and Option B.   
     The focus of Option A is on evaluating the basin as a whole, followed by   
     site-specific controls for point and non-point sources.  The focus of      
     Option B is on evaluating limits needed for individual point sources with  
     supplemental emphasis on basin-wide load allocations.  Both options        
     arbitrarily restrict the size of the mixing zones.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.261     
     
     See response to comment number D2724.025.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The Propose Mixing Zone Policy is Unnecessarily Restrictive.           
                                                                                
     The severe restriction or elimination of mixing zones as proposed by the   
     Guidance is a policy decision not based on sound science.  From a          
     toxicological perspective, acute and chronic toxicity, as well as          
     bioaccumulation, are a function of both magitude and duration of exposure. 
     Artificial limitations on the size of mixing zones ignore the fact that    
     ambient water quality criteria are concentrations of a chemical that if not
     exceeded for a certain duration insure that toxic responses or excess      
     bioaccumulation will not take place.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.262     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA acknowledges that the mixing zone    
     provisions in the final Guidance reflect a policy decision on the part of  
     EPA.  At the same time, EPA agrees with the commenter's assertion that the 
     size of a mixing zone can be influenced by site-specific factors.          
     Therefore, the final Guidance affords the state and tribal permit writer,  
     if so authorized by the State or Tribe, the flexibility to consider        
     site-specific factors in the form of a mixing zone demonstration developed 
     pursuant to procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at 
     VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6 and VIII.C.9.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.263a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Zones of Initial Dilution (ZIDs) are appropriate for meeting acute aquatic 
     life criteria, including whole-effluent acute criteria, because the        
     velocity and turbulent mixing of effluent and ambient water within a ZID   
     insure that aquatic organisms cannot be exposed to acute concentrations for
     sufficient time to elicit an acute response.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.263a    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.263b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In a similar fashion, the concentration of a chemical may exceed chronic   
     aquatic life criteria within the mixing zone without inducing a chronic    
     effect, because the duration of exposure is limited by the size of the     
     mixing zone.  Likewise, fish or other aquatic life organisms eaten by      
     wildlife or humans would have to reside only within a mixing zone in order 
     to bioaccumulate an excess amount of a bioaccumulative chemical.  Other    
     sections of the proposed Guidance contain derivation procedures for        
     criteria for BCCs which even EPA admits might be overly conservative.      
     These procedure already take into account bioaccumulation, the sole basis  
     for the BCC designation.  It is inconsistent, therefore, to design         
     overprotective criteria to compensate for uncertainties and then to deny   
     the use of mixing zones to compensate again for those same uncertainties.  
     Properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly compatible with the  
     use of mixing zones.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.263b    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is AFPA's position that unnecessary and artificial restrictions on the  
     size, or the complete elimination, of mixing zones is an arbitrary policy  
     decision not based on good science that will result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.264     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA disagrees that the policies          
     underlying the mixing zone provisions in the final Guidance are arbitrary. 
     With respect to BCCs, the mixing zone provisions reflect the policy        
     articulated in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement supporting the      
     elimination of point source impact zones (i.e., mixing zones) for toxic    
     substances.  Moreover, these BCC provisions are consistent with the overall
     policy of the virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances.          
     According to the Agreement, pending the achievement of the virtual         
     elimination of persistent toxic substances, the size of such zones shall be
     reduced to the maximum extent possible by the best available technology as 
     as to limit the effects of toxic substances in the vicinity of these       
     discharges.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is consistent with the   
     Steering Committee's policy that every reasonable effort be made to reduce 
     all loadings of BCCs to the Great Lakes System. See the discussion in the  
     SID at VIII.C.4.  For additional discussion of the reasons EPA believes    
     BCCs warrant special consideration, see the SID at I and II.C.8. With      
     respect to non-BCCs, EPA has specified maximum default dilution fractions  
     in order to promote consistency within the Great Lakes System.  However,   
     EPA also acknowledges the need for flexibility to account for site-specific
     factors and has built such flexibility into the final Guidance.  See the   
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5 & VIII.C.6.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs is not the appropriate means for    
     achieving the goal of reduced loadings of BCC's to the Great Lakes system  
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     due to the larger input of BCCs from non-point sources.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.265     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .266 is imbedded in comment .267                      
            
          Ref: "phase out" means of BCC's                                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the need for a phase-out has not been demonstrated.  Because point source  
     discharges are not only a small fraction of the loadings for the chemicals 
     of concern, the proposed mixing zone restrictions will not result in       
     measurable improvements in water quality.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.266     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.267
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [the need for a phase-out has not been demonstrated.  Because point source 
     discharges are not only a small fraction of the loadings for the chemicals 
     of concern, the proposed mixing zone restrictions will not result in       
     measurable improvements in water quality.]  However, these same policies   
     will result in significantly higher treatment costs for both municipal and 
     industrial dischargers.  Dischargers that are currently in compliance with 
     all applicable state and federal regulations and policies will immediately 
     be out of compliance with the proposed regulations and will be forced to   
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     spend large amounts of money on capital expansions and operating expenses  
     for waste water treatment facilities.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.267     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, many municipal POTW, industrial and Federal facility dischargers 
     will be forced to begin removing pollutants that are not now of regulatory 
     concern.  For example, both industries and municipal POTW's discharge small
     amounts of mercury.  There is often no limit in a permit for mercury       
     because at the edge of the mixing zone levels are at or below ambient water
     quality requirements, even though they are slightly higher than these      
     levels at the point of discharge.  However, by mandating compliance at the 
     end of the pipe, EPA would force municipalities and industries to treat for
     mercury.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.268     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.For the reasons set forth in the SID at  
     VIII.C.4, EPA believes that the ban on mixing zones for new BCC discharges 
     and the phase-out of mixing zones for existing BCC discharges is           
     reasonable.  However, EPA also recognizes that elimination of mixing zones 
     for existing discharges of BCCs can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA
     has included in the final Guidance a limited exception to that phase- out  
     based on economic and technical considerations.  For a discussion of the   
     final mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited      
     exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at     
     VIII.C.4.  For a discussion of EPA's reasons for singling out BCCs for     
     special consideration, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  See also the
     preamble to the proposed rule at 58 FR 20820-20823.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.269
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It must be emphasized that all of the costs will not significantly improve 
     water quality, since ambient water quality is fully met beyond the mixing  
     zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real improvement occurs in the mixing  
     zone itself, which typically is small, and which poses no threat to aquatic
     life.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.269     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .270 is imbedded in comment .271                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendations for a Revised Mixing Zone Policy                           
                                                                                
     Despite any scientific or technical reason for doing so, the Guidance      
     eliminates mixing zones for BCCs                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.270     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.271
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [Recommendations for a Revised Mixing Zone Policy                          
                                                                                
     Despite any scientific or technical reason for doing so, the Guidance      
     eliminates mixing zones for BCCs] and greatly restricts mixing zones and   
     ZIDs for non-BCCs.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.271     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA acknowledges that the mixing zone    
     provisions in the final Guidance reflect a policy decision on the part of  
     EPA.  At the same time, EPA agrees with the commenter's assertion that the 
     size of a mixing zone can be influenced by site-specific factors.          
     Therefore, the final Guidance affords the state and tribal permit writer,  
     if so authorized by the State or Tribe, the flexibility to consider        
     site-specific factors in the form of a mixing zone demonstration developed 
     pursuant to procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at 
     VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6 and VIII.C.9.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .272 is imbedded in comment .273                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the only defensible reason to eliminate or reduce mixing zones or    
     ZIDs is when adverse environmental impacts are occurring within them,      
     mixing zones and ZIDs should only be reduced when:                         
                                                                                
     1) the Regulatory Agency demonstrates actual or reasonable potential for   
     adverse impacts resulting from concentrations within the mixing zones;     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.272     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     response to comment number D2724.025.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 2061



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Since the only defensible reason to eliminate or reduce mixing zones or   
     ZIDs is when adverse environmental impacts are occurring within them,      
     mixing zones and ZIDs should only be reduced when:                         
                                                                                
     1) the Regulatory Agency demonstrates actual or reasonable potential for   
     adverse impacts resulting from concentrations within the mixing zones;] and
     2) further reductions are economically and technically feasible.           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.273     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     response to comment number D2724.025.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should therefore reject the proposed Guidance implementation procedures
     that would artificially limit the size of ZIDs and mixing zones and adopt  
     instead the current guidance found in the Water Quality Standards Handbook 
     (U.S. EPA, 1983) and the Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based
     Toxics Control (U.S. EPA, 1991)                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.274     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a discussion of the reasons          
     justifying EPA's decision to depart from the TSD in specifying mixing zone 
     provisions in the final Guidance, see the SID at VIII.C.4, VIII.C.5 and    
     VIII.C.6.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: D2724.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As part of the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, EPA included a provision
     in the Implementation Procedures (Appendix F) regarding the consideration  
     of intake water pollutants when determining the reasonable potential of a  
     discharge to exceed numeric water quality standards, thereby requiring a   
     water quality based effluent limit ("WQBEL") (Implementation Procedure     
     5.E.).  The provision proposed for adoption would allow the consideration  
     of intake water pollutants in one very narrow situation.  Further, the     
     Guidance preamble discussed four other options to address such pollutants; 
     however, EPA declined to propose any of those options.  For the reasons    
     discussed below, the Agency must adopt a more expanded, direct intake      
     credit approach which allows permit writers the flexibiity to take into    
     consideration pollutants in intake waters when deriving WQBELs.  Such an   
     approach would provide greater flexibility, yet achieve the goals of the   
     Clean Water Act.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.275     
     
     The final Guidance authorizes permitting authorities to consider intake    
     water pollutants in developing WQBELs in certain circumstances, as         
     discussed in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2724.276
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [It is important to note that pollutants in intake waters need to be       
     reflected in two ways.  First, in determining whether a permit needs to    
     contain effluent limitations for a particular pollutant, the discharge     
     should not be considered to have a "reasonable potential" to cause or      
     contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards if the discharger is
     not adding any of the pollutant or is adding only a de minimis amount.]    
     Second, if WQBELs are necessary because the discharger is adding the       
     pollutant, the calculation of a permit limitation should include a credit  
     for the pollutant in the intake water.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.276     
     
     We agree and final procedure 5 considers intake pollutants in both ways.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.277
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .277 is imbedded in comment .276                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is important to note that pollutants in intake waters need to be        
     reflected in two ways.  First, in determining whether a permit needs to    
     contain effluent limitations for a particular pollutant, the discharge     
     should not be considered to have a "reasonable potential" to cause or      
     contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards if the discharger is
     not adding any of the pollutant or is adding only a de minimis amount.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.277     
     
     The final Guidance, unlike the proposed, allows for consideration of intake
     pollutants in both the situations identified by the commenters (the        
     "reasonable potential" determination and the derivation of WQBELs.  The    
     question of what constitutes "addition" and its significance (including    
     comments advocating a de minimis exemptions) are addressed in the SID at   
     Section VIII.E.7.b.i.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.278
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Present Policy Allows A Permit Writer To Consider Intake Water       
     Pollutants When Deriving WQBELs                                            
                                                                                
     EPA's present policy towards intake credits was established in 1984 during 
     the "net/gross" debate with respect to the development of technology-based 
     limits.  Specifically, the Agency stated:                                  
                                                                                
     Eligibility for a net credit under these regulations does not imply any    
     right to violate water quality-based standards.  However, EPA recognizes   
     that implementation of water quality-based standards is a complex balancing
     and consideration of many facilities and many factors and that, in setting 
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     water quality based permit limitations, a permit writer may take into      
     account the presence of intake water pollutants, as appropriate.  Of       
     course, in any case limits must be adequate to meet the water quality      
     objectives of the Clean Water Act when considered along with control       
     requirements for other dischargers to the stream. 49 Fed. Reg. at 38027    
     (emphasis added).                                                          
                                                                                
     Thus, EPA took the position that the permit writers had broad discretion to
     take intake pollutants into account, thereby allowing intake credits for   
     WQBEL limits.  States, permit writers and EPA regions have been acting on  
     that assumption for years, when promulgating water quality regulations,    
     deriving WQBELs under such regulations, and approving those actions,       
     respectively.  Numerous states, for example Wisconsin, New York and        
     Michigan, incorporate a "no net discharge" policy in their respective water
     quality regulations.  Further, such regulations (and permits drafted under 
     those regulations) have been approved by the respective EPA regions for    
     years.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The Agency's current water quality regulations also provide other, albeit  
     more onerous, mechanisms available to permit writers in this situation,    
     such as water quality standard variances, designated use changes or site   
     specific modifications.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA has not justified any need, specific to the Great Lakes, for departing 
     from past practice and regulatory pronouncements.  There is nothing special
     about the Great Lakes Basin to require preclusion of the measures to       
     account for intake waters that have heretofore been available throughout   
     the nation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.278     
     
     This comment takes issue with how EPA interpreted its position on intake   
     credits in the preamble to the proposed GLI Guidance.  This issue is       
     addressed in the response to comment P2574.002.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.279
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's approach to handing intake water pollutants set forth in    
     Implementation Procedure 5.E, when read with the other Guidance provisions,
     is nothing more than a narrowing of the approach currently taken by EPA.   
     As mentioned above, under the Agency's current national approach, not only 
     can a permit writer take into account the presence of intake water         
     pollutants, when deriving WQBELs, but there are other tools available such 
     as water quality standard variances, designated use changes or site        
     specific modifications.                                                    
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     Under the Guidance approach, however, a permit writer may only consider    
     intake water pollutants when deriving a WQBEL for a discharger when the    
     discharger meets the following five specific conditions:                   
                                                                                
     1. 100% of the discharge water must be into the same body of water from    
     which the effluent was derived; 2. The facility does not make any addition 
     of the pollutant in the process; 3.  The facility does not alter the       
     pollutant chemically or physically; 4.  There is no increase of the        
     pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone; and 5. The timing and location of
     the discharge would not cause adverse water quality impacts.               
                                                                                
     A close review of those five conditions, however, quickly indicates that a 
     permit writer will never be able to take advantage of those conditions.    
     For ubiquitous materials such as copper, a facility will never be able to  
     prove it is not adding any of the pollutant in its process.  That inability
     is evident in the Agency's own use of the example of metals leaching from  
     process pipes as a specific situation where a facility is adding pollutants
     to the process stream. If that truly de minimis amount is an addition,     
     trace amounts of pollutants in process chemicals or feedstocks (inputs the 
     discharger may have little or no control over) which ultimately find       
     themselves in process streams will clearly by viewed as "additions."  Thus,
     as a practical matter, the proposed intake "credits" will almost never be  
     available, greatly increasing the burden of the proposed Guidance for most 
     point sources.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.279     
     
     The general concern raised in the comment about limiting intake pollutant  
     relief to situations where the facility does not add any of the pollutant  
     of concern to that already in the intake water is similar to the concern   
     raised in comment P2588.075 and is addressed in the response to that       
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.280
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     if there is any evaporation of the water during its use, the concentration 
     of the intake water pollutant will increase slightly, and as a result the  
     requirement that there be no increase in the concentration of the pollutant
     at the edge of the mixing zone would not be met.  Even once-through        
     noncontact cooling water would not qualify for an intake credit under the  
     Agency's interpretation.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.280     
     
     This comment is addressed in the response for comment ID P2588.077.        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.281
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency states in the preamble to the Guidance, that all of the same    
     tools as mentioned above will still be available to permit writers under   
     the Guidance.  However, when one considers that only more stringent        
     site-specific modifications are allowed (except for aquatic life criteria),
     and that there would be only two designated water uses (drinking water and 
     non-drinking water), site-specific modifications and removals of use, tools
     available under the current regulations, are of limited, if any, utility.  
     As is apparent from this discussion, the Agency's contention that it is    
     somehow expanding the availiability of intake credits under the Guidance is
     inaccurate -- rather just the opposite is true.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.281     
     
     The concern raised in this comment about the adequacy of existing mechanism
     is similar to that raised in comment D2588.270 and is addressed in response
     to that comment.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.282
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA does present (and requests comments on) four options to regulating     
     intake credits in the Guidance preamble which it considered prior to       
     choosing its proposed approach.  For the record, despite statements in the 
     preamble to the contrary, Option 4 was originally proposed by the Technical
     Work Group and endorsed by the state representatives on the Steering       
     Committee only to be rejected by EPA.  The Agency rejected the States'     
     recommendation, arguing that:  (1) direct intake credits may be            
     inconsistent with the Clean Water Act and present policy with respect to   
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     technology-based limits; (2) they would allow facilities to discharge to   
     water quality impaired streams, and (3) they would create incentives to    
     relocate on "dirty" streams.  As discussed below, these concerns are simply
     not warranted.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.282     
     
     EPA has reconsidered all options and issues related to intake credits based
     on extensive public comments and has made significant changes in the final 
     Guidance, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.283
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Legal Reasons Forwarded By EPA Do Not Support Its Conclusion That It Must  
     Narrow The Availability Of Intake Credits                                  
                                                                                
     a.  The release of a pollutant is not an "addition" under the Clean Water  
     Act when the contention of the pollutant in a facility's effluent is no    
     greater than that in its intake water                                      
                                                                                
     The Act regulates only the discharge of pollutants.  33 U.S.C. Section     
     1311(a).  The term "discharge of pollutants" is specifically defined as    
     "any addition of any pollutant to navigable waters from any point source." 
     33 U.S.C. Section 1361(12).  The Act, however, does not define what        
     constitutes the "addition" of a pollutant.  National Wildlife Federation v.
     Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 174 (D.C.  Cir. 1982).                              
                                                                                
     A number of interpretations of the term "addition" are consistent with the 
     CWA.  See Gorsuch, id.  at 175.  A logical and reasonable interpretation of
     the term "addition," when referring to the addition of pollutants to       
     navigable waters, is a release at the point of discharge of pollutants     
     that, but for the operation of the discharging facility, would not have    
     been there.  By focusing on the addition of pollutants to a water body, the
     determinant issue becomes whether a facility is responsible for increasing 
     the overall instream concentrations of a pollutant.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.283     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.284
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA changed its position, however, in the proposed Guidance to enlarge its 
     authority to regulate any release of pollutants from industrial facilities 
     even simply returning pollutants found in intake water to the receiving    
     stream.  The Agency accomplished this by broadening its definition of      
     "addition of pollutants" to include the return of intake water pollutants  
     to waters of the United States after removal and use of the water by       
     industrial facilities.  As discussed below, EPA's new interpretation of    
     "addition" is contrary to its long-standing position and is not supported  
     by the stated objectives of the CWA.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.284     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.285
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In any event, neither Agency interpretation of "addition" is applicable to 
     situations where a discharger releases a pollutant in concentrations equal 
     to or less than those in its intake water.  The authority to which EPA     
     turns to support its current definitions of "addition" demonstrates that   
     those definitions should apply only to point sources that discharge        
     pollutants that are not in their intake water.  In cases where pollutants  
     are found in intake water and the concentration of pollutants in the       
     discharge water is no greater than that in the intake, regardless of       
     whether some of the pollutant is somehow added by the discharger's         
     operations the CWA supports the position that no addition of pollutants    
     occurs.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.285     
     
     EPA does not agree with this commenter's interpretation of the CWA, as     
     explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.286
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By subjecting intake water pollutants to regulation under the Clean Water  
     Act, the Agency has changed its long-standing position that the "return" of
     a pollutant is not an "addition" under the Act.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.286     
     
     This issue is discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.5.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.287
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.287 is imbedded in comment #.288.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistent with the clear statutory language, EPA has long distinguished   
     between actions resulting in the "addition" of pollutants to waters which  
     are subject to the Act, and actions resulting in the "return" of           
     "pollutants" which are not.  For example, in June, 1983, the Agency stated 
     that "a discharger should not be held responsible for pollutants already   
     existing in its water supply."  44 F.R. at 32865.  And in 1981, an EPA     
     Judicial Officer ruled that it was "obvious" that no "addition" occurs     
     "[w]hen the same body of water is both the source and the recipient of the 
     pollutants."  In re Rayonier Corp., 1981 NPDES Lexis 1, at 5 (June 18,     
     1981).                                                                     
                                                                                
     In the one case directly addressing the question whether a discharger must 
     remove pollutants from its intake waters, the court concluded that EPA     
     cannot require removal of pollutants in the intake stream:                 
                                                                                
     It is industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction under the Act to    
     require removal of any pollutants which enter a plant through its intake   
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     stream.  We agree.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.287     
     
     See responses to comments D2771.347 and D2750.065.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.288
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Consistent with the clear statutory language, EPA has long distinguished  
     between actions resulting in the "addition" of pollutants to waters which  
     are subject to the Act, and actions resulting in the "return" of           
     "pollutants" which are not.  For example, in June, 1983, the Agency stated 
     that "a discharger should not be held responsible for pollutants already   
     existing in its water supply."  44 F.R. at 32865.  And in 1981, an EPA     
     Judicial Officer ruled that it was "obvious" that no "addition" occurs     
     "[w]hen the same body of water is both the source and the recipient of the 
     pollutants."  In re Rayonier Corp., 1981 NPDES Lexis 1, at 5 (June 18,     
     1981).                                                                     
                                                                                
     In the one case directly addressing the question whether a discharger must 
     remove pollutants from its intake waters, the court concluded that EPA     
     cannot require removal of pollutants in the intake stream:                 
                                                                                
     It is industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction under the Act to    
     require removal of any pollutants which enter a plant through its intake   
     stream.  We agree.]                                                        
                                                                                
     The act prohibits only the addition of any pollutant to navigable waters   
     from a point source.  Those constituents occurring naturally in water ways 
     or occurring as a result of other industrial discharges, do not constitute 
     an addition of pollutants by a plant through which they pass.              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.288     
     
     The first part of this comment is the same as D2724.287.  See also SID,    
     Section VIII.E.5.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.289
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d, 1351 (4th Cir. 1976) (emphasis   
     added).(1)  The Agency tries to distinguish, in the preamble, this case    
     from the instant situation, in that Applachian Power addressed             
     technology-based limits as opposed to WQBELs, by pointing to "fundamental  
     differences" between technology-and water-quality-based limits.  Despite   
     the different authorities cited by EPA, there is nothing in the CWA that   
     would justify different accounting for intake credits between              
     technology-and water-quality-based controls.                               
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (1)  (Emphasis added.)  Even though Appalachian Power addressed            
     technology-based limits, as opposed to WQBELs, its conclusion that the     
     discharge of intake pollutants are not "additions" subject to regulation   
     applies nonetheless since both limits only apply to such "additions" under 
     the Act.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.289     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.290
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By its new intrepretation of "addition" under the Guidance the Agency has  
     changed its long-standing position and contradicts the holding of          
     Appalachian Power.  EPA points to a number of cases as supposed support for
     its abrupt change of position.  (e.g,,  N.W.F. v. Consumers Power Co., 862 
     F.2d 580, 584 (6th Cir. 1988) and a line of cases beginning with           
     Association of Pacific Fisheries v. EPA, 615 F.2d 794 (9th Cir. 1980).  As 
     discussed below, however, none of these cases support its change of        
     position.                                                                  
                                                                                
     All of the cases cited by EPA involved the removal of fish and release of  
     fish remains to water, or point sources that physically introduced         
     pollutants into water from the outside world that were not in its intake   
     waters.  None of the cases involved situations where a discharger releases 
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     a pollutant in concentrations equal to or less than those in its intake    
     water.                                                                     
                                                                                
     For example, in Consumers Power the court deferred to the Agency's         
     determination that the intake of water containing live fish into a         
     hydro-electric facility and the discharge of turbine generating water      
     containing dead fish and fish remains was not an "addition" of these       
     pollutants under the Act.  In contrast to the preamble to the proposed     
     Guidance, in that case, EPA argued that there can be no addition unless a  
     source physically introduces a pollutant into water from the outside world.
     Consumers Power, 862 F.2d at 584.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA also points to Association of Pacific Fisheries v. EPA, 615 F. 2d 794  
     (9th Cir. 1980).  This case involved the discharge of unused fish residuals
     from seafood processing plants.  Like Consumers Power, the discharged fish 
     residuals were not in the facilities' intake water and, unlike facilities  
     that discharge no greater concentrations of a pollutant than exists in its 
     intake water, the processing plants added pollutants that would not have   
     been in the receiving waters but for their operation.                      
                                                                                
     EPA further cites Rybachek v. EPA, 904 F.2d 1276 (9th Cir. 1990), which    
     concerned the discharge into a navigable water of dirt and other materials 
     excavated from alongside the water.  Again, the activity added materials to
     the water that would not have been there but for the discharge.  Similarly,
     in United States v. M.C.C. of Florida, Inc., 772 F.2d 1501 (11th Cir.      
     1985), cited by EPA, propellers of tug boats (point sources under the Act) 
     disturbed sediments and vegetation that were redeposited on adjacent sea   
     grass beds, damaging the beds.  Again, but for the discharge of the point  
     source, the dredged sediments and vegetation would not have been deposited 
     in the sea grass beds.  Finally, EPA relies on Avoyelles Sportsmen's League
     v. Marsh, 715 F.2d 897 (5th Cir. 1983), which concerned bulldozing and     
     landfilling in a wetland.  Still again, the activity, which dramatically   
     altered the characteristics of the wetland, added material to the wetland  
     that would not have been there but for the discharge.                      
                                                                                
     The Agency should evaluate pollutant concentrations in a discharge relative
     to in-stream or intake water concentrations, rather than merely looking at 
     whether the water passed through an industrial process.  A construction of 
     "addition" that ignores existing in-stream pollutant concentrations and the
     relative concentration of discharge and intake pollutants is arbitrary.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.290     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.291
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Furthermore, a determination that the discharge of a pollutant is not an   
     addition of pollutants to navigable waters when a facility has no adverse  
     impact on a navigable water (regardless of whether the discharger adds some
     of the pollutant from the outside world) is consistent with the goal of the
     CWA to restore and maintain the integrity of the Nation's waters (33 U.S.C.
     Section 1251(a)).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.291     
     
     Response to: D2724.291:  See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2724.292
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c.  EPA's proposed regulation of the discharge of a pollutant when the     
     concentration of the pollutant in the discharge is no greater than the     
     concentration in the intake water is inconsistent with the CWA             
                                                                                
     The Agency improperly relies on Clean Water Act Section 301 (b)(1)(C) as   
     the basis for prohibiting the consideration of intake credits.  That       
     section requires that NPDES permits contain effluent limitations "necessary
     to meet water quality standards."  The Agency's regulations implementing   
     the NPDES program interpret that section as requiring WQBELs only for those
     pollutants that are discharged at a level which will cause, have the       
     reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any     
     state water quality standard.  40 C.F.R. Section 122.44(b)(1)(i).          
                                                                                
     The discharge of the same or a lower concentration or mass of a pollutant  
     than already exists in the receiving water will not cause or contribute to 
     an exceedance of a water quality standard.  To the contrary, such a        
     situation could decrease the in-stream concentration or loading, thereby   
     improving the water quality.  Thus, WQBELs are not required for such       
     pollutants where the concentration of the pollutant in the discharge is no 
     greater than in-stream concentrations (i.e., no greater than the           
     concentrations in a discharger's intake water) and where the mass of the   
     pollutant in the discharge is no greater than the mass in the discharger's 
     intake.  Such discharges do not "cause or contribute" to an "excursion     
     above" a water quality standard.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.292     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.293
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To the extent that the discharge of the same or lower concentration and    
     mass of a pollutant than exists in the discharger's intake water could     
     cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard, even     
     though such a situation could lower the in-stream concentration and mass of
     the pollutant and improve water and stream quality, and that a WQBEL is    
     necessary for such a discharge, it should account for the intake           
     concentrations of the applicable pollutant when determining the permit     
     limits.  EPA has proposed such an option in the proposed Guidance.  Option 
     4 would allow a permitting authority to modify WQBEL's directly to provide 
     a full or partial credit for intake water pollutants when the facility     
     contributes an additional amount of the intake water pollutant from its    
     process waste stream and when the source of the intake water is different  
     from the receiving water.  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20,802, 20,962.  EPA           
     acknowledges that this option could result in reductions in water column   
     concentrations which may improve the overall water quality.  See 58 Fed.   
     Reg. 20,962.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.293     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as                                    
     comment P2574.083 and is addressed in response to that comment.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2724.294
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also suggests in the preamble that mechanisms such as intake credits   
     would be somehow inconsistent with the Act's stated goal "to restore and   
     maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Nation's   
     waters."  33 U.S.C. Section 1251; see also 58 Fed. Reg. at 20959.  Of      
     course, this very argument conflicts with EPA's existing policy on intake  
     credits, as noted above.  In any event, for the following reasons, intake  
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     credits are not inconsistent with the Act's goals.                         
                                                                                
     [First, there is nothing in the Act that places on any individual          
     discharger the obligation to "restore" the Nation's water integrity.       
     Congress could have said that, as a condition for the privilege of using   
     the Nation's waters, all users must purify their intake waters.  It chose  
     not to do so by instead carefully defining the term "discharge of a        
     pollutant" to encompass the "addition" "from" the point source.  In light  
     of this definition, and absent some indication that Congress' broad policy 
     statement was intended to convert every facility that uses water into a    
     mini-water treatment plant, the term "restore" must not be inerpreted to   
     impose additional obligations on dischargers.]                             
                                                                                
     [Furthermore, the denial of intake credits is far from being a "reasonable"
     method of achieving the restoration goal.  The denial of intake credits    
     will create situations where (1) the waters are polluted; (2) the          
     discharger takes a small amount of that water; (3) he uses it; (4) he      
     purifies it at great expense; and (5) he releases it back into the polluted
     water, where it becomes polluted again.]  [As noted in the DRI-McGraw Hill 
     economic study completed for the Council of Great Lakes Governors, this    
     procedure would involve a theoretical minimal enhancement to water quality,
     but the staggering costs, combined with the availability of far more useful
     remediation technologies and more stringent discharge limits on upstream   
     polluters, make such a decision completely unreasonable.]                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.294     
     
     Response to: D2724.294:  See Supplementary Information Document,           
     Section VIII.E.5.  Also, EPA does not rely upon section 101(a) of          
     the CWA as legal "authority" for the intake pollutant provisions in        
     the Guidance.  EPA agrees that this provision is simply a goal of          
     the CWA and does not, in and of itself, impose obligations on              
     dischargers.  The statutory "requirement" with which the intake            
     pollutant provisions must be consistent is section 301(b)(1)(C).           
                                                                                
     EPA has, however, looked to the goals of the statute in choosing           
     among available, legally permissible policy options that are               
     available to the Agency.  The Regulatory Impact Analysis completed         
     by the Agency addresses the costs and benefits of this rule.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2724.295
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.295 is imbedded in comment #.294.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, there is nothing in the Act that places on any individual discharger
     the obligation to "restore" the Nation's water integrity.  Congress could  
     have said that, as a condition for the privilege of using the Nation's     
     waters, all users must purify their intake waters.  It chose not to do so  
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     by instead carefully defining the term "discharge of a pollutant" to       
     encompass the "addition" "from" the point source.  In light of this        
     definition, and absent some indication that Congress' broad policy         
     statement was intended to convert every facility that uses water into a    
     mini-water treatment plant, the term "restore" must not be interpreted to  
     impose additional obligations on dischargers.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.295     
     
     See response to comment D2724.294.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2724.296
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.296 is imbedded in comment #.294.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the denial of intake credits is far from being a "reasonable" 
     method of achieving the restoration goal.  The denial of intake credits    
     will create situations where (1) the waters are polluted; (2) the          
     discharger takes a small amount of that water; (3) he uses it; (4) he      
     purifies it at great expense; and (5) he releases it back into the polluted
     water, where it becomes polluted again.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.296     
     
     See response to comment D2724.294.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.297
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.297 is imbedded in comment #.294.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted in the DRI-McGraw Hill economic study completed for the Council of
     Great Lakes Governors, this procedure would involve a theoretical minimal  
     enhancement to water quality, but the staggering costs, combined with the  

Page 2077



$T044618.TXT
     availability of far more useful remediation technologies and more stringent
     discharge limits on upstream polluters, make such a decision completely    
     unreasonable.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.297     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2724.298
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA seems to assume that, based on its new definition of "addition," it has
     absolute authority to disregard intake pollutants in the permit writing    
     process.  However, at least one court has held that an "adjustment" to     
     account for "pollutants in the intake water" is "required by due process,  
     since without it a plant could be subjected to heavy penalties because of  
     circumstances beyond its control."  American Iron and Steel Institute v.   
     E.P.A., 526 F.2d 1027, 1056 (3d Cir. 1975), amended on other grounds, 560  
     F.2d 589 (1977), cert. denied, 435 U.S. 914 (1978).                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.298     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2724.299
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #298.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although no other cases address this issue directly, American Iron's       
     holding accords with standard due process jurisprudence.  If the Agency    
     adopts the new definition of "addition" and fails to provide some mechanism
     to ameliorate its effects, an unlawful "discharge" could occur under       
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     numerous scenarios in which the facility itself did nothing or could not   
     have known that the illegal "conduct" was taking place.  In the first      
     place, it is simply unfair to impose harsh civil and even criminal         
     penalties under a pollution statute for conduct that does not pollute.  Cf.
     United States v. Briggs, 939 F.2d 222, 228 (5th Cir. 1991) ("to convict    
     someone of a crime on the basis of conduct that does not constitute the    
     crime offends the basic notions of justice and fair play embodied in the   
     Constitution").  Moreover, due process prohibits the punishment of conduct 
     that is "wholly passive" in nature.  Lambert v. California, 355 U.S. 225,  
     228 (1957).  Under the Guidance, civil penalties and perhaps even criminal 
     liability can be based solely on (1) the fortuitous conduct of others, who 
     actually polluted the intake stream, or (2) on the vicissitudes of nature. 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.299     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document, Section VIII.E.5.  EPA has reviewed
     the cases cited by the commenter, which EPA believes have no relevance to  
     the Guidance. For example, while the Lambert decision dealt with wholly    
     passive conduct, permittees discharging intake pollutants undeniably take  
     the "active" step of withdrawing intake water, utilizing it for some       
     purpose, and subsequently discharging the pollutants via a point source    
     into waters of the U.S.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.300
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, in most circumstances, the technology does not exist to detect the
     presence of new pollutants or increased pollutant levels in the intake     
     water samples before the intake water is released back into the water.     
     Accordingly, under the new definition of "addition," the facility would be 
     subject to civil penalties before it could reasonably have notice that its 
     otherwise innocent activities violated the law.  See Lambert, 355 U.S. at  
     228 ("[n]otice is required before property interests are disturbed, before 
     assessments are made, before penalties are assessed").  Thus, to the extent
     that the new definition and procedure imposes criminal and civil penalties 
     for conduct that is wholly passive, intuitively blameless, and inconstantly
     unlawful, it is proscribed by the due process clause.  Further, that is    
     precisely the reason the alternatives presented by the Agency to address   
     this situation, such as variances, TMDLs, will not rescue the provision    
     from its due process perils.  Since most, if not all, of the applicable    
     criteria will be below detection levels, a discharger and state would be   
     unaware that a variance, TMDL, etc., would be required, further            
     complicating the due process pitfalls.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.300     
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     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.  It is difficult for EPa to understand the      
     commenter's concern where the levels of the pollutant are below detection. 
     If all monitoring samples are below detection (and the polutant was        
     therefore determined to be absent), then there would be no need to adjust  
     permit levels to account for intake pollutants.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: D2724.301
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA mentions one policy reason for refusing to grant intake credits:       
     "Option 2 [allowing for intake credits] may create an economic incentive   
     for facilities to relocate to water bodies that are the most polluted, that
     is, have the highest ambient pollutant concentrations."  58 Fed. Reg. at   
     20963.  The Agency goes to some length to establish that, where a net or   
     modified net credit is allowed, and where the facility's treatment systems 
     remove a set percentage of the pollutant, a facility is able to discharge  
     more pollutants where the intake stream is heavily polluted.               
                                                                                
     This concern is unfounded.  Contrary to EPA's concerns, it is unlikely the 
     decision to locate or relocate a facility would be based primarily on the  
     pollution levels in the water body, whether or not an intake credit were   
     applied.  On the other hand, if mere variations in intake pollutant levels 
     under an intake credit option would be important enough to create an       
     incentive to relocate, this fact underscores the economic burdens of having
     no intake credit at all.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.301     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as P2584.090 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.302
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance limits the discretion of the permit writer, who is   
     currently able to take intake pollutant concentrations into account.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.302     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as y2574.093 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.303
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The substantial economic costs of forcing facilities to clean up intake    
     water far outweigh the minimal benefit of a largely theoretical improvement
     in water quality.  This is not an efficient use of society's resources.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.303     
     
     See responses to comments D2657.006 and D2587.009.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.304
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's new definition of "addition" would dramatically expand exposure to   
     civil and criminal liability for discharges of pollutants under the CWA.   
     Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary considerably,  
     the facility's civil and even criminal liability could be beyond its       
     control.  Thus, the new definition raises serious due process concerns.    
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     Response to: D2724.304     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5 and response to comment D2669.064.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.305
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In situations where water quality standards are exceeded, technology-based 
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to treating   
     the pollutants generated by a facility, the facility would be required to  
     have additional technology to treat many forms, and varying degrees, of    
     pollution without workable industry standards to guide them.               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.305     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.306
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limiting the availability of intake credits will delay state permit        
     reissuance by requiring states and permittees to implement costly and time 
     consuming variance, TMDL or use modification procedures.  These delays will
     increase as more and more waters are found to be exceeding increasingly    
     stringent water quality standards primarily due to background              
     concentrations.  The absurdity of that result is clear for facilities      
     having a negligible, if any, impact on the stream.  It makes no sense to   
     require a state and permittee go through a complex, time consuming and     
     expensive variance or use modification procedure which will inevitably lead
     to the same result, i.e., WQBELs based on an intake credit procedure.      
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     Response to: D2724.306     
     
     This comment raises essentially the same concerns as comment #P2574.099,   
     which are addressed in the response to that comment.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.307
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In short, the sole policy reason identified by EPA for eliminating intake  
     credits, namely that some facilities might relocate to polluted streams in 
     order to take advantage of an intake credit, is outweighed by the numerous 
     competing policy considerations arguing in favor of an intake credit       
     mechanism.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.307     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as one in P2574.090 and is addressed  
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.308
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed above, sound legal analysis and compelling policy reasons lead
     to only one conclusion, that direct intake credits be allowed for WQBELs.  
     Of those options presented in the preamble, the Agency should adopt Option 
     4, for the following reasons.  [First, and most importantly, it is the     
     option developed by the Technical Work Group of the GLI and endorsed by all
     of the Great Lakes states representatives on the Steering Committee.]      
     [Second, Option 4, which was promulgated in 1988/89 as part of Wisconsin's 
     water quality standards, was approved by EPA Region 5 a short time later.] 
     [Third, states such as Wisconsin have had considerable experience          
     implementng this provision in permits which have not been objected to.]    
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     [Finally, sufficient limitations would be placed on a permit writer's      
     discretion in this instance if intake credits for process waters would only
     be allowed for those dischargers having a truly negligible impact on the   
     receiving waters.]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.308     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment P2574.100 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.309
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.309 is imbedded in comment #.308.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, and most importantly, it is the option developed by the Technical   
     Work Group of the GLI and endorsed by all of the Great Lakes states        
     representatives on the Steering Committee.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.309     
     
     This comment is included in Comment D2724.308 and is not addressed         
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.310
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.310 is imbedded in comment #.308.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, Option 4, which was promulgated in 1988/89 as part of Wisconsin's  
     water quality standards, was approved by EPA Region 5 a short time later.  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.310     
     

Page 2084



$T044618.TXT
     This comment is included in Comment D2724.308 and is not addressed         
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.311
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.311 is imbedded in comment #.308.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, states such as Wisconsin have had considerable experience           
     implementing this provision in permits which have not been objected to.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.311     
     
     This comment is included in Comment D2724.308 and is not addressed         
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.312
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.312 is imbedded in comment #.308.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, sufficient limitations would be placed on a permit writer's       
     discretion in this instance if intake credits for process waters would only
     be allowed for those dischargers having a truly negligible impact on the   
     receiving waters.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.312     
     
     This comment is included in Comment D2724.308 and is not addressed         
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.313
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should make explicit, as noted above, that a discharger which does not 
     add a pollutant or adds only a minimal amount is not only entitled to a    
     credit under Option 4 but may not even need a permit limit at all under the
     "reasonable potential" analysis.  EPA should also specify that             
     consideration of intake credits is appropriate for waters that meet water  
     quality standards as well as those that do not since, under the "reasonable
     potential" analysis, WQBELs may be imposed even for discharges to waters   
     meeting water quality standards.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.313     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i., EPA does not agree that a
     "de minimis addition" exemption is appropriate for an intake pollutant     
     reasonable potential test.  EPA agrees that limiting consideration of      
     intake pollutants in setting WQBELs to instances where the receiving water 
     exceeds the criteria is appropriate, as explained in the SID at Section    
     VIII.E.7.c.i, but has not imposed this limitation for purposes of procedure
     5.D. of appendix F, the intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure for
     the reason stated by the commenter.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2724.314
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency discusses an alleged drawback with Option 4, namely there is    
     nothing available to force states to complete TMDLs since they will simply 
     rely on the intake credit provisions when addressing negative wasteload    
     allocations.  To the contrary, authority under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
     Water Act, which requires TMDLs in those situations, is still available    
     despite a sensible intake credit approach.  Further, by eliminating intake 
     credits, the Agency is really shifting the burden of completing TMDLs from 
     the permitting authorities to the dischargers.  This is not authorized by  
     the Clean Water Act.                                                       
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     Response to: D2724.314     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment P2574.101 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.315
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Section VIII.E.2.e. of the preamble, the Agency presents pollution      
     prevention as the "end-all," "cure-all" solution to pollution.  According  
     to the Agency, by incorporating pollution prevention techniques, industry  
     would rid itself of the need for intake credits.  It provides as examples  
     of pollution prevention the use of an alternative "less polluted" source of
     water, altering the hardness of the process water, and changing wastepaper 
     furnish in a recycling mill to reduce contaminants in the discharge.  EPA, 
     however, failed to discuss whether those changes are even possible much    
     less cost-effective.  With respect to the recycling mill example, for      
     instance, it is neither.  Various pollutants are found in all grades and   
     types of wastepaper and in virtually every individual piece.  It is        
     impossible to sort out those pieces that may contain higher levels of      
     pollutants.  In that case, at least, pollution prevention is not the       
     solution.  In many cases, changing water supplies or eliminating use of raw
     materials with certain pollutants may be entirely unavailable (pulp mills  
     cannot stop using trees, for example) or uneconomical.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.315     
     
     See responses to comments D2657.006, D1711.015, and D2684.008.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.316
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     As with the Agency's current intake credit approach or, as argued herein,  
     Option 4, the decision to take into account intake concentrations is up to 
     the discretion of each permit writer.  The decision as to the meaning of   
     the "same body of water" is simply another factor in that overall          
     discretion and should be left up to the permit writer on a case-by-case    
     basis.  As mentioned in the preamble, the position of the intake structure 
     to the discharge may also be considered, although it is difficult to       
     comprehend how or why a discharge location could impact a background       
     concentration since a truly representative background concentration could  
     only be determined some distance upstream of the discharge in question.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.316     
     
     With respect to Option 4, see responses to comments P2574.083 and P2607.081
     for discussions of how aspects of Option 4 have been incorporated into the 
     final rule.  See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a full discussion of the    
     various issues related to intake credits.  With respect to the meaning of  
     the "same body of water" see the response to comment P2574.103.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.317
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As with Option 4, the key condition that must be demonstrated under        
     Procedure 5.E should be whether or not the discharge loading is negligible.
     As long as the impact is negligible, an intake credit should be allowed.   
     By prohibiting this discretion when a discharger is adding any amount of   
     the pollutant in its process prior to treatment, the provision will have   
     limited, if any, utility.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.317     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in comment P2588.075  
     and is addressed in the response to that comment.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.318
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many facilities co-mingle process waters taken from the receiving stream   
     with small amounts of water from different sources due to production or    
     product requirements.  Eliminating the availability of an intake credit to 
     those facilities which may co-mingle one molecule of stormwater,           
     groundwater or city water with their process water is not justified.  Such 
     a facility would still not be entitled to an intake credit even if it does 
     not add any amount of the pollutant.  The proper test should be whether or 
     not the discharge, taken as a whole, has a negligible impact on the        
     receiving water.  If the impact is truly negligible, regardless of the     
     source of the water, an intake credit should be allowed.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.318     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment D2574.105 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.319
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any mechanism eventually adopted by the Agency should not be arbitrarily   
     limited to one five year permit term.  Likewise, any such mechanism should 
     not be conditioned on a state-developed TMDL.  Rather, if site conditions  
     leading to the use of whatever intake credit mechanism continue to exist,  
     that mechanism should continue to be available to the permit writer.       
     Presumably, as long as the source's impact is negligible and a TMDL or     
     other clean-up activity has not occurred for whatever reason, an intake    
     credit should be allowed.  Dischargers should not be penalized or their    
     permits jeopardized by a particular state's failure to implement a TMDL.   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.319     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment P2574.016 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2724.320
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 3 (or any option eventually selected, for that matter),  if         
     eventually promulgated by the Agency, should be applicable to all          
     pollutants subject to regulation by the GLI, not just non-BCCs.  There is  
     no sound legal, policy or other reason to limit its intake credit approach 
     in that manner.  A permittee should not be subject to all the              
     ramifications, e.g., increased treatment costs, enforcement uncertainties, 
     etc., for BCCs simply because a permit made an unfounded distinction       
     between BCCs and non-BCCs which may find their way into the permittee's    
     intake water.  Further, this may be a distinction without a difference     
     since the additional treatment necessary to treat the reduced limits for   
     BCCs in all likelihood would remove the non-BCCs, thereby making Option 3  
     meaningless.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.320     
     
     Although the final Guidance does not implement Option 3 for the reasons    
     stated in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c., the procedures adopted do not    
     distinguish between BCCs and non-BCCs as recommended by the commenter.  See
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ii.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2724.321
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.320.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the same reasons mentioned in Item f. above, any mechanism eventually  
     adopted to address intake credits should not be limited to ubiquitous-type 
     pollutants.  As with Item f., any such distinction would transform the     
     mechanism into a meaningless provision since the additional treatment      
     necessitated by the remaining pollutants will, in all likelihood, remove   
     the ubiquitous pollutants as well.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.321     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2574.108 and is addressed in the response to 
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     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.322
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA concedes in its proposal that due to the stringency of its method for  
     calculation of permit limits, dishchargers will often be faced with limits 
     so low that the compliance levels cannot be accurately measured with       
     current analytical techniques.  For that reason, EPA specifies that permits
     should include a "compliance evaluation level" ("CEL"), which is a level   
     higher than the water-quality-based permit limits, to be used for measuring
     permit compliance.  Nevertheless, the below-quantification limit itself    
     must also be included in the permit, and as analytical techniques improve, 
     there is a risk that dischargers will be found liable for violations if    
     pollutants are detected in a discharge at levels below the CEL but above   
     the below-quantification permit limit.  Under the Clean Water Act, such    
     permit violations can result in criminal penalties, even if the violation  
     is not a "knowing" act, but merely an act of negligence.  This risk of     
     criminal sanctions, including jail terms, for violations of standards that 
     cannot be accurately measured raises serious due process questions.        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.322     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.323
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     One of the basic principles of constitutional due process law is that      
     statutes or rules carrying criminal penalties must provide clear and       
     ascertainable standards of conduct.  A standard that violates that         
     principle is "void for vagueness."  The U.S. Supreme Court has explained   
     the vagueness principle as follows:                                        
                                                                                
                As generally stated, the void-for-vagueness doctrine            
                requires that a penal statute define the criminal               
                offense with sufficient definiteness that ordinary              
                people can understand what conduct is prohibited                
                and in a manner that does not encourage arbitrary               
                and discriminatory enforcement.                                 
                                                                                
     Kolender v. Lawson, 461 U.S. 352, 357 (1983).  This standard has been      
     applied to regulations as well as to statutes.  See, e.g., Timpinaro v.    
     Securities and Exchange Commission, 1993 U.S. App. LEXIS 20530 at *7(D.C.  
     Cir., Aug. 13, 1993) ("a vague rule 'denies due process by imposing        
     standards of conduct so indeterminate that it is imposssible to ascertain  
     just what will result in sanctions.'")  The policy basis for this          
     "vagueness standard" has been explained by the Supreme Court as follows:   
                                                                                
                Vague laws offend several important values.  First,             
                because we assume that man is free to steer between             
                lawful and unlawful conduct, we insist that laws give           
                the person of ordinary intelligence a reasonable                
                opportunity to know what is prohibited, so that he              
                may act accordingly.  Vague laws may trap the innocent          
                by not providing fair warning.  Second, if arbitrary            
                and discriminatory enforcement is to be prevented,              
                laws must provide explicit standards for those who              
                apply them.  Vague law impermissibly delegates basic            
                policy matters to policemen, judges, and juries for             
                resolution on an ad hoc and subjective basis, with the          
                attendant dangers of arbitrary and discriminatory               
                application.                                                    
                                                                                
     Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104. 108-109 (1972) (footnotes       
     omitted).                                                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.323     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.324
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.323.                                            
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's requirement that below-quantification limits must be incorporated    
     into permits fails the due process standards set forth above.  When a limit
     is set at a level that is below what can be quantified with a reasonable   
     degree of accuracy, the permittee will be faced with situations in which it
     has no idea whether the pollutant level measured in its discharge is       
     actually above, below, or equal to that limit.  Without any degree of      
     certainty as to its compliance status, the discharger has no way of        
     discerning what discharge levels it should aim for in order to make sure   
     that it does not violate the permit.  This problem can be even more severe 
     for those limits that are set so low that they are below the limit of      
     quantification and the limit of detection.  With limits that low, the      
     permittee will not even know if the pollutant is present or not with any   
     degree of certainty, let alone whether the level is in compliance with the 
     permit limit.  Thus, the discharger has no way to determine exactly what   
     conduct is prohibited, and accordingly has no way to act to ensure that    
     such conduct is avoided.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.324     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.325
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A discharger faced with below-quantification limits, and the resulting     
     indefinite compliance status, is subject to a serious potential for        
     arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement.  There would be nothing to       
     prevent an enforcement agency, using new, invalidated analytical methods or
     other monitoring techniques, from making a determination that the          
     discharger is violating the below-quantification permit limit, and seek    
     criminal penalties on that basis against the discharger, and/or the        
     discharger's employees.  Since there is no reasonably quantifiable standard
     against which to measure compliance, agencies would have broad discretion  
     to make such determinations in an arbitrary and unscientific manner.  Even 
     if such enforcement actions are eventually defeated, because of the lack of
     validated analytical methods, the discharger (and possibly its employees as
     well) would be forced to defend against these charges and face the         
     possibility of substantial fines and jail terms.  That risk is one that the
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     discharger and its employees should not be forced to assume, and the       
     unquantifiable standard that gives rise to that risk therefore violates due
     process.  The only way to prevent that due process violation, as discussed 
     in the body of these comments, is to issue permit limits no lower than the 
     practicable quantification level ("PQL"), or some other scientifically     
     validated level at which discharges can reasonably be quantified.          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.325     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.326
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  The mandated pollution minimization program ( "PMP") is unauthorized   
     and unjustified.                                                           
                                                                                
     For the reasons stated in our comments on the proposed antidegradation     
     policy in Section IV.F.1. of these comments, EPA is without authority to   
     mandate such pollution minimization requirements.                          
                                                                                
     Moreover, the requirements of Procedure 8 would often be unjustified.  Just
     because a WQBEL is less than detection limits does not mean that there is a
     need for the permittee to "eliminate the pollutant," nor even that the     
     specified minimization program requirements are necessary or appropriate.  
     (For example, sampling within the plant may demonstrate that current       
     discharge levels are below the WQBEL.)  For these reasons, the Pollution   
     Minimization Program requirement should be deleted.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.326     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.327
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b.  If retained, the Pollution Minimization Program must be modified.      
                                                                                
     As stated above, the PMP should be deleted.  If the Agency nevertheless    
     insists on including a PMP requirement in the final Guidance, certain      
     revisions are necessary.  First, the PMP provisions should be modified to  
     eliminate the focus on reductions from each wastestream.  WQBELs are       
     developed to ensure that effluent entering the receiving water does not    
     cause water quality criteria to be exceeded.  As long as the aggregate     
     effluent meets the WQBEL, there is no justification for requiring that     
     levels in each contributing wastestream be reduced.  In a 1990 guidance    
     document cited by the Agency as supporting this proposal (which discussed, 
     in detail, recommended monitoring strategies for below-quantification      
     permit limits on dioxins and furans), EPA recognized the inappropriateness 
     of indiscriminately limiting internal wastestreams.  "Strategy for the     
     Regulation of Discharges of PHDDs and PHDFs from Pulp and Paper Mills to   
     Waters of the United States,"  U.S. EPA, May 21, 1990 ("1990 Strategy").   
     In discussing the possibility of imposing limits on pollutant levels in    
     internal wastestreams, EPA stated that:                                    
                                                                                
                Limitations on internal wastestreams should only be             
                imposed where they can be related to the calculated             
                end-of-pipe loading, accounting for demonstrated                
                removals of 2,3,7,8-TCDD by the wastewater treatment            
                facility.                                                       
                                                                                
     1990 Strategy at 20.  In its PMP proposal, EPA has completely ignored that 
     restriction; by requiring dischargers to move toward compliance with permit
     limits before treatment, the Agency has specifically refused to consider   
     "demonstrated removals ... by the wastewater treatment facility."          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.327     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.328
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has also disregarded another important provision in the 1990 Strategy  
     concerning the compliance levels that should be imposed on internal        
     wastestreams:                                                              
                                                                                
                [M]onitoring of internal wastestreams may require               
                establishment of a higher level at which compliance/            
                noncompliance determinations will be made (due to               
                matrix effects) than is used for final effluents.               
                                                                                
     1990 Strategy at 20.  The PMP program is directly contrary to that guidance
     provision; under the PMP program, discharge levels for internal            
     wastestreams are exactly equal to the permit limits imposed on effluents.  
     For these reasons, the PMP provisions must be changed to reflect the sole  
     purpose of meeting the WQBEL at the "end of the pipe."                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.328     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.329
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PMP requirements must also be revised to appropriately provide relief  
     for dischargers that add little or none of a regulated pollutant to their  
     effluent.  An exemption from PMPs should be provided where discharge levels
     are below intake water or receiving-water-background concentrations.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.329     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.330
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.329.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the guidance on provisions to be added to NPDES permits to    
     provide a benchmark for measuring compliance with PMPs needs revisions.    
     See Implementation Procedure 8 at Paragraph E.  The proposed Paragraph E.  
     suggests a compliance condition requiring that the PMP requirements of     
     Paragraph D are being "fully performed."  This provision should be amended 
     to account for the conditions where dischargers are exempt from PMP        
     requirements as discussed above.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.330     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.331
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, it is essential that any requirement to perform pollution         
     minimization extends only so far as pollution minimization measures produce
     cost-effective reductions in pollutant discharges.  Pollution prevention is
     not a panacea and is only desirable when it produces results economically. 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.331     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.332
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where a WQBEL below the ML regulates a BCC, Procedure 8 requires a fish    
     uptake study.  If the study reveals "unacceptable accumulation" has        
     occurred, further regulatory measures are mandated.  Two alternative       
     methods of determining "unacceptable concentration" are proposed.  The     
     second of these (described in Section F.2.ii. of the Procedure)            
     inappropriately requires back-calculating of the effluent concentration    
     from the fish flesh levels.  This practice not only relies upon unreliable 
     and widely variable assumptions with respect to bioconcentration, but also 
     ignores the premise that water quality criteria are not ends themselves but
     rather means to protect aquatic life (as well as human health).  At a      
     minimum, if fish flesh concentrations are below the acceptable levels on   
     which the water quality criterion is based, there should be no need for    
     back-calculating a theoretical effluent value.  The resulting              
     back-calculated effluent concentration will not be a reliable measure since
     it would be the product of unreliable values.  Rather than being subjected 
     to the risk of further regulatory or enforcement action on the basis of    
     such an unreliable compliance determination method, dischargers should be  
     allowed to base the "unacceptable concentration" determination on data     
     drawn from observation of any toxic effects exhibited by the fish subjected
     to the uptake study, and on the fish tissue concentrations observed.  Such 
     results will be more reliable and will more closely reflect water quality  
     sought to be protected by the applicable criteria.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.332     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: D2724.333
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Historically, the development of analytical procedures has stressed        
     validation of method performance throughout the working range of a method. 
     The potential use of these methods for the determination of compliance or  
     non-compliance at the lowest end of the analytical range has not been the  
     focus of the validation process.  Thus, very little data describing and    
     characterizing method performance at the lowest end of the range of a      
     method is typically available for most methods.  The approach taken to     
     validate a method must take into account the fact that the method is       
     intended to be used for compliance evaluation at the level of detection.   
     The Agency proposes to use methods for the purpose of compliance at the    
     detection level that have not been full validated with that use in mind.   
     Unfortunately, very little information is available to demonstrate that the
     analytical procedures perform adequately at their lower concentration      
     ranges, making their suitability for compliance testing dubious.           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.333     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.334
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed use of "Minimum Levels" as the point of compliance has several
     problems or limitations.  In general, these problems can be summarized as  
     limitations in the definition, lack of validation (particularly            
     interlaboratory validation), unknown method performance characteristics,   
     and shortcomings in quality control.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.334     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.335
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, it should be recognized that the definition of "Minimum Level" given
     in the Federal Register (proposed Section 132.2, 58 Fed. Reg. 21011)       
     applies only to GC/MS methods and includes the qualitative identification  
     criteria of "a recognizable mass spectrum."  However, there are no clear   
     definitions to establish when a mass spectrum is, or is not, recognizable. 
     Often, the methods defer to the subjective judgement of "an experienced    
     analyst."  Furthermore, the concept of "a recognizable mass spectrum" is   
     highly questionable in GC/MS methods where selected ion monitoring with    
     only two masses for the target analysis are used for identification (e.g., 
     method 1613).                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.335     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.336
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The more problematic aspect of this approach is that, to the best of our   
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     knowledge, there are no studies (either single lab or multi-lab) which     
     validate the accuracy, precision and routine achievability of the "Minimum 
     Level" in either reagent water or real samples.  Thus, there is no         
     standarized experimental procedure for establishing "minimum levels" for an
     analytical procedure and data demonstrating that analytes can be           
     accurately, reliably and routinely determined at the minimum level in real 
     world samples is lacking.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.336     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.337
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As will be discussed in a following section, it is extremely important that
     any compliance limits that are proposed at the threshold of analytical     
     detection must be established using multi-laboratory method performance    
     characteristics.  It is only through interlaboratory testing that a        
     method's performance can be established where the performance is           
     independent of the laboratory making the measurements.  This type of       
     information is currently not available for most methods.  The only         
     multi-lab support which can be cited for most methods is the ability of    
     many laboratories to initially calibrate an instrument down to the minimum 
     level.  This does not characterize or establish overall method performance 
     on real world samples on an ongoing, routine basis.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.337     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.338
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The importance of using real-world samples to establish interlaboratory    
     method performance characteristics cannot be overemphasized.  Given that   
     the minimum level corresponds to the lowest calibration point, the analyst 
     is working at or near the limits of the analytical system.  The effects on 
     method performance of poor extraction of analytes due to emulsions, losses 
     in concentration and/or clean-ups, shifts in retention times due to        
     co-eluting compounds, potential interferences in both quantitation and     
     recognition of mass spectra, deterioration of chromatography due to        
     co-extractives, etc. can only be assessed by testing the method using the  
     actual sample matrix proposed to be regulated.  Without studies and/or data
     of this nature, the potential for false positives and false negatives is   
     essentially unknown.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.338     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.339
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In reality, the minimum level is just a sample-size-adjusted lower         
     calibration point.  Thus, the only check provided to verify the method's   
     ability to make measurements at the minimum level is based on the ability  
     to meet calibration criteria in a single initial demonstration of          
     instrument (not method) linearity.  Such a QC check does not undergo the   
     extraction and, if applicable, the clean-up components of the analytical   
     procedure.  Also, in many of the methods where "minimum levels" are        
     described (mostly CWA Section 304(h) methods) there are no ongoing QC      
     checks to verify method performance at the minimum level or in real work   
     sample matrices.  Ongoing calibration checks in most methods are typically 
     performed at the mid-point or upper end of the calibration range, not at   
     the minimum level.                                                         
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     Response to: D2724.339     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.340
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Add footnote.                                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The American Chemical Society Committee for Environmental Improvement and  
     the ASTM Committee D-19.02.04.07 are presently working on the subject of   
     re-defining or clarifying the definition of the method detection limit and 
     related terms to characterize method capabilities (e.g. reliable detection 
     limits, quantitation limits, etc.).  Although both groups have recognized  
     the need to utilize real world samples in the development of detection     
     limit determinations, the ASTM committee is recognizing the need for       
     definitions specific for compliance related measurements and, in so doing, 
     acknowledges the need to base these determinations on interlaboratory data.
     The arguments supporting this need are presented by Maddalone, et al.(2).  
     Furthermore, the ASTM group feels that development of a defintion alone    
     will not be sufficient; an experimental procedure to determine a compliance
     detection level is needed.                                                 
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (2)  Maddalone, Rice, Edmonson, Nott and Scott, Water Environment and      
     Technology, Vol. 5, No. 1, 41-44, 1993.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.340     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.341
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact that both these groups are grappling with these issues clearly    
     indicates that there is no clear consensus within the scientific community.
      The development of a scientific consensus through the activities of these 
     two groups will be invaluable in providing a sound technical basis for     
     defining and determining detection levels suitable for use as compliance   
     limits.  Thus, the Agency should not preempt this process by establishing  
     "minimum levels" as the preferred means of regulating at the detection     
     limit.  Instead, the Agency should await the outcome of the scientific     
     consensus process and adopt the definitions and procedures which emerge    
     from that process.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.341     
     
     As described in section 2, Compliance Issues, of the SID for this          
     procedure, EPA believes that MLs specified in Part 136 are scientifically  
     valid and that quantification levels specified in permits in lieu of MLs   
     from Part 136 will be scientifically valid.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.342
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both the ACS and ASTM committees recognize the urgency of the task they    
     have undertaken and are trying to bring the process to completion as       
     quickly as possible.  We recommend that EPA both participate in and        
     encourage to the maximum extent possible rapid and useful completion of    
     these activities.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.342     
     
     EPA welcomes the work of the ACS and ASTM committees.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.343
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As set forth above, the Minimum Level is an inappropriate CEL.  AFPA       
     suggests that, until the scientific consensus activities described above   
     are completed, the practical quantitation limit ("PQL") or some other      
     agreed level at which a pollutant can be quantified replace the ML in the  
     proposed definition of "Compliance Evaluation Level."  In various          
     regulatory scenarios, EPA has used a "quantitation limit" in determining   
     compliance with a regulation.  This approach has been endorsed strongly in 
     a final regulation published March 29, 1990:                               
                                                                                
                EPA believes that the appropriate way to deal with a            
                calculated regulatory level that is below the analytical        
                detection limit is to use (for the regulatory level) the        
                lowest level of detection that can be attained.  The            
                lowest level of a particular chemical that can be               
                reliably measured within acceptable limits of precision         
                and accuracy under routine laboratory operating                 
                conditions is that chemical's "quantitation limit."  A          
                quantitation limit is determined through such studies           
                as method performance evaluations.                              
                                                                                
                If data from interlaboratory studies are unavailable,           
                quantitation limits are estimated based on the detection        
                limits and an estimated multiplier that represents a            
                practical and routinely achievable level with relatively        
                high certainty that the reported value is reliable.  EPA        
                proposed to use a value of five times the analytical            
                detection limit as the quantitation limit and to set the        
                regulatory level at the quantitation limit for those            
                compounds for which the calculated regulatory level is          
                below the quantitation limit, and interlaboratory               
                studies were not available.                                     
                                                                                
     55 Fed. Reg. 11845 (emphasis added).  In those final regulations, EPA set  
     the regulatory compliance level at an estimated quantitation limit of 5    
     times the detection limit, stating:                                        
                                                                                
                The Agency has a high degree of confidence in setting           
                the regulatory level at the quantitation limit (i.e.,           
                five times the detection limit) because other programs          
                within the Agency have successfully used this method in         
                the past to set regulatory levels (e.g., the Contract           
                Laboratory Program under the Superfund Program).                
                                                                                
     Id.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.343     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.344
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PQL is the lowest level that can be reliably achieved within specified 
     limits of accuracy and precision during routine laboratory operating       
     conditions.  The PQL is analogous to the limit of quantification, except   
     that it is determined through interlaboratory studies.  These concepts are 
     discussed in the American Chemical Society Subcommittee on Environmental   
     Monitoring and Analysis' "Principles of Environmental Analysis," Analytical
     Chemistry, Vol. 55 (1983), pp. 2210-18.  This ACS Subcommittee recommends  
     that "quantitative interpretation, decision-making and regulatory actions  
     should be limited to data at or above the limit of quantitation."  Id. at  
     2217.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.344     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.345
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA itself started some of the reasons for basing regulatory actions on    
     PQLs in a 1988 Federal Register notice:                                    
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                PQLs provide a reasonable degree of certainty that true         
                values, rather than false negatives (or false positives),       
                are presented.  (If the true sample concentration is            
                equal to the MDL ["method detection level," the lowest          
                concentration at which a compound can be detected in            
                distilled water in a given instance], the analytical            
                results will not be quantitative, i.e., will be reported        
                as "less than the MDL" on about 50 percent of all               
                analyses.)                                                      
                                                                                
                The PQL takes into account a number of factors that are         
                generally difficult to control and that contribute to           
                the uncertainty associated with the MDL, such as high           
                background levels, significant matrix interference, and         
                operator and instrument variability.  PQLs therefore            
                provide a greater degree of certainty as the [sic] actual       
                constituent concentrations.                                     
                                                                                
     53 Fed. Reg. 38.  EPA in that notice also stated that, where               
     interlaboratory studies of the analytical methods are unavailable, EPA has 
     estimated PQLs as from approximately 3 to 10 times the MDL.  Id.           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.345     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.346
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In short, EPA has recognized in numerous rulemakings that regulatory       
     compliance should be based on a practical quantitation limit determined    
     through interlaboratory studies or, if necessary, estimated based on the   
     MDL.  For these reasons, AFPA suggests that, for the time being, the PQL   
     would be a much more appropriate level for the CEL than the inappropriate  
     and ill-defined ML.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.346     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2724.347
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance severely limits the ability of States to establish   
     site-specific water quality criteria even when fully justified by local    
     conditions.  Specifically, although less stringent aquatic criteria are    
     permitted due to local water quality parameters or sensitivity of local    
     aquatic organisms, less stringent criteria are not permitted for wildlife, 
     human health, and bioaccumulation factors.  Acknowledging that this        
     approach is "somewhat overprotective," the Agency's claimed rationale for  
     not allowing less stringent criteria for wildlife, human health, and       
     bioaccumulation factors is founded on the overly simplistic premise that   
     wildlife and humans are mobile and that there are no natural conditions    
     that preclude fish consumption and recreational activity at any specific   
     site.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.347     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2724.348
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AFPA believes that here EPA has gone beyond simply being overly protective 
     to the point of being scientifically unsound.  The Agency approach does not
     recognize the enormous diversity and complexity of the ecosystems          
     comprising the Great Lakes Basin.  It ignores the fact that there are      
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     natural conditions, such as physical, geologic and climate factors, which  
     do encourage or limit populations and activities of wildlife and humans in 
     specific areas.  These factors are completely unrelated to presence or     
     absence of toxic substances.  For example, the ecosystem of Lake Erie is   
     vastly different from that of Lake  Superior.  Species of fish and wildlife
     found in one area of the Great Lakes Basin either may not be present or may
     live under vastly different conditions in another area.  If a given species
     of wildlife on which a water quality criterion is based does not inhabit a 
     region because of natural conditions, it does not make sense to use such an
     unnecessarily stringent water quality criterion, which will impose         
     significant economic cost on a discharger and yet yield no discernible     
     benefit.  If a stream, because of its natural physical conditions, cannot  
     support larger fish or swimming, states should not be forced to assume     
     fishing by eagles or full body contact recreation by humans.  Likewise, if 
     site-specific conditions do not allow fish to remain in a particular stream
     segment long enough to reach steady-state bioaccumulation, then criteria   
     should not be based on that assumption.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.348     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 and P2590.028 for the response to this   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2724.349
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific adjustments to all criteria should be allowed when           
     satisfactory environmental protection can be demonstrated based on local   
     considerations.  Site-specific criteria are the only scientific way to     
     determine if the standards set by the Guidance as established through Tier 
     II procedures are unnecessarily overprotective.  States must be allowed to 
     use site-specific data as an alternative to overly stringent assumptions   
     used when calculating the criteria.  The Guidance does not allow           
     consideration of factors such as bioavailability and chemical speciation,  
     which are site-specific factors related to a specific effluent and water   
     body.  On the other hand, the Guidance requires the use of uncertainty, or 
     safety, factors in equations for human health and wildlife where actual    
     data are unavailable.  These safety factors can change a criterion by      
     several orders of magnitude, usually making it highly overprotective.  By  
     definition, these safety factors do not allow the use of actual or ambient 
     local conditions.  Thus, under the Guidance, site-specific conditions that 
     may result in different exposure levels for wildlife and humans either     
     permanently or temporarily inhabiting a specific area are ignored, while   
     overprotection is mandated.  The form of the contaminant in the effluent   
     and in the receiving stream, as well as other factors affecting the fate   
     and transport of the contaminant in the environment, can vary dramatically 
     from one location to another within the Great Lakes region, and if those   
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     factors suggest a higher criterion is still protective of aquatic life,    
     wildlife, or humans with a particular discharge or water body, it should be
     allowed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.349     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2724.350
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency first presumes to know all of the possible reasons for          
     site-specific criteria for human health, wildlife, and bioaccumulation     
     factors and then rejects them out of hand.  However, given the complexity  
     of the Great Lakes Basin and the current state of scientific knowledge,    
     such a presumption cannot be acccepted.  Such blanket prohibitions do not  
     constitute good science or good public policy.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.350     
     
     The Agency does not presume to know all of the possible reasons for        
     site-specific criteria for human health, wildlife and bioaccumulation, but 
     merely requires that there be adequate scientific justification for        
     modifications to these values.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2724.351
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To summarize, it is essential that States have the ability to develop      
     scientifically sound site-specific water quality criteria which recognize  
     unique local conditions, including such factors as populations of fish     
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     species and other organisms present in the specific area, consumption      
     rates, lipid contents, chemical speciation, and bioavailability of         
     contaminants.  To assure this, the following changes to the proposed       
     Guidance should be made:                                                   
                                                                                
     [Site-specific adjustment should be allowed to increase or decrease        
     aquatic, wildlife, or human health criteria based on local conditions, if  
     the overall level of environmental protection is maintained.]              
                                                                                
     [The Guidance should allow use of site-specific bioaccumulation factors    
     where sufficient relevant data are available.]                             
                                                                                
     [Site-specfic conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving water-quality-based effluent limits.]       
                                                                                
     [In assessing whether site-specific adjustments are warranted, the "site"  
     to be evaluated should be an area similar to the area that is evaluated to 
     determine whether water quality standards are being met; e.g., the state   
     should assess conditions within a particular stream segment.]              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.351     
     
     EPA believes that site-specific modifications to criteria or site-specific 
     criteria should be based on sound science and should be technically        
     defensible.  In the final Guidance, EPA has provided States and Tribes     
     flexibility to derive and adopt scientifically appropriate site-specific   
     criteria which may be more or less stringent than Tier I criteria or Tier  
     II values for aquatic life, wildlife, and human health criteria as well as 
     BAFs.  Although EPA is allowing less stringent site-specific criteria for  
     all criteria types and BAFs, the site-specific criteria must provide the   
     same level of protection as or provide greater level of protection than a  
     Tier I criterion or Tier II value.  A State or Tribe may adopt more or less
     stringent site- specific criteria and BAFs for the tributaries as well as  
     the open waters of the Great Lakes System provided that they are           
     scientifically appropriate.  In the final Guidance more or less stringent  
     site-specific criteria and BAFs may also be adopted for BCCs and non-BCCs. 
                                                                                
     EPA has provided guidance on deriving site-specific modifications to       
     criteria for aquatic life criteria in Chapter 3 (and Appendix L) of the    
     U.S. EPA Water Quality Standards Handbook, Second Edition - Revised, 1994. 
     In Section VIII.A. of the SID, EPA has also provided guidance on which     
     components of the aquatic life, wildlife, human health and BAF             
     methodologies which can be modified.  States and Tribes may use any        
     scientifically appropriate and technically defensible method for deriving  
     site- specific criteria.  As is the practice under the National Program,   
     States and Tribes are still required to provide scientific justification   
     and documentation verifying that the methods employed and data used is both
     scientifically and technically defensible.  The State or Tribe must also   
     show that any less stringent site-specific modification would not cause    
     declines in downstream water quality.                                      
                                                                                
     Except where endangered or threatened species are involved, the derivation 
     and adoption of site-specific criteria is at the discretion of the State or
     Tribe which has jurisdiction over the site.  After a State or Tribe adopts 
     a site-specific criteria into its water quality standards, it must submit  
     its standards to EPA for review and approval.  EPA has patterned the       
     submission and approval process in the final Guidance after the process now
     in place for water quality standards pursuant to section 303 of the Clean  
     Water Act.  EPA reviews the criteria modification to ensure it is          
     scientifically defensible.  The final Guidance states that the             
     site-specific criteria must be submitted to EPA for approval/disapproval.  
     This statement refers to the submission by States or Tribes for review and 
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     approval/disapproval of their water quality standards package.             
     Site-specific criteria should be included in this submission by the States 
     and Tribes to EPA. Also see response to D2750.053.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2724.352
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.352 is imbedded in comment #.351.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific adjustment should be allowed to increase or decrease aquatic,
     wildlife, or human health criteria based on local conditions, if the       
     overall level of environmental protection is maintained.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.352     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2724.353
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.353 is imbedded in comment #.351.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should allow use of site-specific bioaccumulation factors     
     where sufficient relevant data are available.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.353     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
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     Comment ID: D2724.354
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.354 is imbedded in comment #.351.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving water-quality-based effluent limits.        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.354     
     
     See response to comment P2574.061.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2724.355
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.355 is imbedded in comment #.351.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In assessing whether site-specific adjustments are warranted, the "site" to
     be evaluated should be an area similar to the area that is evaluated to    
     determine whether water quality standards are being met; e.g., the state   
     should assess conditions within a particular stream segment.               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.355     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.356
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the most serious problems with the proposed Guidance is the detailed
     antidegradation program it would impose upon the Great Lakes States.       
     Although the idea of preventing degradation of the waters of the Great     
     Lakes Basin is a goal everyone can agree upon, there are two fundamental   
     ways in which the proposed antidegradation requirements go far beyond an   
     appropriate program to strive towards that goal.  First, the actions that  
     would trigger antidegradation review under the Guidance are much too broad,
     going beyond the Clean Water Act and far beyond what is required in any    
     other region, creating an overinclusive and unworkable program.            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.356     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.357
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the criteria for when a potential lowering of water quality will be
     allowed under the proposed antidegradation policy are inappropriate and    
     place excessive power over manufacturing processes and over the entire     
     region's development in the hands of a few permit writers.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.357     
     
     See response to comment D2621.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.358
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Nothing in the Clean Water Act authorizes EPA to impose more stringent or  
     additional antidegradation requirements in the Great Lakes region.  Section
     118 of the CWA (as added by the Critical Programs Act of 1990) merely      
     requires EPA to provide guidance to the Great Lakes States on              
     antidegradation policies.  It does not alter or limit the application of   
     antidegradation constraints under CWA Paragraph 303 (d)(4)(B) or 402(o).   
     The Clean Water Act provides for application of an antidegradation policy  
     to only a subset of water-quality-based effluent limitations (only those   
     for discharges to waters attaining water quality standards and based on a  
     TMDL or other waste load allocation established under section 303).  CWA   
     Section 303(d)(4)(B).  The statute does not require applicaton of          
     antidegradation requirements to changes in technology-based limits at all, 
     nor to other activities not involving revision of effluent limitations.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.358     
     
     The comment interprets section 303(d)(4)(B) of the CWA as limiting the     
     application of antidegradation to water quality based-effluent limits in   
     situations where water quality standards have been attained.  This comment 
     reflects a misunderstanding of the section 303(d)(4)(B).  That section     
     provides a limited exception to the general prohibition in section 402(o)  
     against revising WQBELs to be less stringent (a concept known as           
     backsliding).  When water quality based-effluent limits are revised (e.g., 
     because they had been written unnecessarily stringently), they must still  
     ensure compliance with the applicable portions of EPA's antidegradation    
     policy.  Section 303(d)(4)(B) was not intended as a limitation on the      
     application of the antidegradation policy.  In addition, section 402(o)(3) 
     provides explicitly that any backsliding which would be permitted under    
     section 402(o)(2) must still comply with applicable water quality          
     standards, which includes antidegradation.                                 
                                                                                
     In addition, the comment asserts that Congress did not intend for changes  
     in technology-based effluent limitations to be subject to an               
     antidegradation review, and that EPA's regulations also do not contemplate 
     it.  However, section 301(b)(1)(C) of the CWA makes it clear that any      
     permit may include effluent limitations more stringent than otherwise      
     applicable technology-based limits as needed to comply with water quality  
     standards.  An antidegradation policy is a component of a State's or       
     Tribe's water quality standards (see PUD No. 1 of Jefferson County v.      
     Washington Department of Ecology (Supreme Court, May 31, 1994)). Thus the  
     proposed Guidance, which contemplated additional restrictions on discharges
     as needed to comply with an antidegradation policy, fits squarely within   
     this statutory framework.  (Indeed, for dischargers to high quality waters,
     the "otherwise applicable" limitations may often be technology-based; if an
     antidegradation could not be applied to such dischargers, it could be      
     rendered meaningless.)                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.359
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Comment #.358.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast, the proposed Guidance would apply antidegradation constraints 
     to changes in any type of effluent limitation on any stream, and even to   
     actions that do not involve changes in effluent limitations at all.  This  
     drastic expansion of the scope of the antidegradation policy is clearly    
     beyond EPA's authority.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.359     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.360
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has ignored the fact that Congress made an explicit decision to        
     restrict the relaxation of permit limitations only in specific             
     circumstances.  The Guidance contains no recognition, for example, of the  
     fact that CWA Section 402(o) allows increased permit limits in numerous    
     circumstances, including "material and substantial alterations or additions
     to the permitted facility."  CWA Section 402(o)(2).  Likewise, EPA has     
     ignored the obvious fact that Congress, in enacting CWA Section            
     303(d)(4)(B), specifically chose to limit application of an antidegradation
     policy to the relaxation of effluent limitations based on TMDLs or other   
     waste load allocations.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.360     
     
     See response to comment D2724.358.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.361
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA then compounds this conflict with the statute by imposing additional   
     burdens within its proposed expanded antidegradation policy, which burdens 
     themselves go beyond any authority provided to EPA or the states under the 
     Clean Water Act.  In fact, in the case of proposed pollution prevention    
     requirements and the suggestion that a permit writer can prohibit "actions"
     instead of discharges, EPA's proposal runs directly contrary to expressed  
     congressional intent.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.361     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.362
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation policy guidance mandates implementation of    
     "prudent and feasible" pollution prevention alternatives as a precondition 
     to the lowering of water quality.  To determine "prudent and feasible"     
     alternatives, a discharger seeking to complete an antidegradation          
     demonstration must evaluate each of five categories of alternatives        
     (substitution of BCCs, Water Conservation, Water Source Reduction,         
     Recycle/Reuse of Waste By-Products, and Manufacturing Process Operational  
     Changes).  While in many cases dischargers will utilize one or more of     
     these approaches, EPA cannot dictate implementation of such pollution      
     prevention measures.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.362     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.363
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act mandates water pollution control through limiting the  
     discharge of pollutants to the nation's waters.  The Clean Water Act does  
     not provide authority for EPA to regulate industrial processes or the use  
     of raw materials.  While many industrial facilities voluntarily practice   
     and will continue to practice pollution prevention, the Clean Water Act    
     does not confer upon EPA the authority to require such controls.           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.363     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.364
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act does provide EPA with limited authority to impose "best
     management practices" ("BMP") requirements upon identified classes and     
     categories of point sources.  CWA Section 304(e).  However, BMP provisions 
     are expressly limited to good housekeeping measures -- i.e., measures to   
     "control plant site runoff, spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal and
     drainage from raw material storage which the Administrator determines are  
     associated with or ancillary to the industrial manufacturing or treatment  
     process."  CWA Section 304(e).  EPA's BMP authority does not extend to     
     process modifications and raw-material-related decisions.  In fact,        
     Congress specifically considered and rejected a proposal to give EPA such  
     sweeping authority.  According to the Conference Report on the 1977        
     Amendments to the Act:                                                     
                                                                                
                The conferees have modified the Senate provision to             
                assure that this [BMP] authority is not used by the             
                Administrator to become involved in actual plant                
                process design and operating decisions.  The intent             
                is to control runoff of toxic and hazardous materials           
                from industrial sites resulting from poor housekeeping          
                procedures.                                                     
                                                                                
     A Legislative History of the Clean Water Act of 1977, Congressional        
     Research Service (Oct. 1978) ("Legislative History"), at 264.  The         
     categories of pollution prevention alternatives which must be implemented  
     under the proposed antidegradation policy are much more than "good         
     housekeeping procedures."  Rather, in just the manner that Congress        
     explicitly declined to authorize, the proposed Guidance would allow        
     permitting authorities to manage directly the production processes of      
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     industrial facilities.  The authority to undertake this level of regulation
     is clearly not conferred by the Clean Water Act.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.364     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.365
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the options proposed to incorporate existing effluent quality       
     ("EEQ") as a control requirement in permits (designated "Option 2")        
     involves imposing prohibition of actions, such as plant expansions, that   
     would increase the mass loading rate for any BCC (unless an approvable     
     antidegradation demonstration is made).  58 Fed. Reg. 20898.  Such a       
     prohibition is without authority in the Clean Water Act.  Nothing in the   
     Clean Water Act confers upon EPA the authority to regulate manufacturing   
     processes, production rates, raw materials or pollution control technology.
      The statute's primary goal is to control the discharge of pollutants to   
     the nation's waters.  The method chosen by Congress to achieve this goal is
     to limit the discharge of pollutants, not to limit or prescribe actions of 
     dischargers that may indirectly affect their discharge levels.  During     
     consideration of BMP provisions added by the 1977 Amendments to the Act,   
     the House Conferees stated that "it is not intended that the Administrator 
     actually get involved in managing the plant or controlling production      
     processes.."  Legislative History at 592-93.  Thus, Congress has           
     specifically indicated that the type of process control embodied in Option 
     2 is not within EPA's Clean Water Act authority.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.365     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.  See also response to comment D2589.041.
      The final Guidance does not limit or prescribe actions that the discharger
     must take with respect to industrial processes or waste water treatment.   
     It merely requires, consistent with Federal regulations at 40 CFR          
     122.41(l), that a discharger notify the permitting authority of an         
     anticipated change that will result in an increased loading of BCCs so that
     the action can be reviewed under antidegradation.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.366
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Likewise, EPA's suggestion that an antidegradation policy can be used to   
     "bootstrap" Clean Water Act authority into authority to control air        
     emission sources, residental or commercial development, highway            
     construction, and the like highlights the overreaching of the proposed     
     antidegradation policy.  Congress has in fact enacted legislation to       
     provide that impacts on water quality will be considered in any major      
     federal action;  that legislation, however, and the regulations and caselaw
     interpreting that legislation, relate to the National Environmental Policy 
     Act, and not to the Clean Water Act.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.366     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.367
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two types of limitation apply to point source discharges.  First,          
     technology-based limitation (BCT and BAT for industrial sources) must be   
     met in any event.  Second, sources must meet any more stringent limitations
     necessary to meet state water quality standards.  CWA Section 301(b).  The 
     antidegradation policy in the proposed Guidance, however, would make BCT   
     and BAT limitations (as well as secondary treatment requirements for       
     municipalities) essentially irrelevant; rather, dischargers would be       
     limited to no greater mass loadings than they are presently discharging,   
     regardless of whether technology-based limitations would allow higher      
     discharge rates and regardless of whether higher discharge rates would     
     still allow attainment and maintenace of water quality standards.          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.367     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

Page 2120



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.368
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA attempts to justify this illogical result by claiming that an          
     "antidegradation policy" is a water quality standard (because EPA says it  
     is), and therefore, the requirement of CWA Section 301(b)(1)(C) that       
     permittees meet any more stringent limitations necessary to meet water     
     quality standards justifies a "zero increase" permit limitation, in order  
     to meet this antidegradation policy/water quality standard.  This argument 
     contains two fundamental flaws.  First, Congress already defined "water    
     quality standard" to "consist of the designated uses of the navigable      
     waters involved and the water quality criteria for such waters based upon  
     such uses."  CWA Section 303(c)(2)(A).  Obviously, an antidegradation      
     policy is neither a use designation nor a criteria to protect a particular 
     use; if Congress had wanted to define a water quality standard as an       
     antidegradation policy, it clearly could have done so.(3)                  
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (3)  Similarly, CWA Section 118 directs EPA to issue Great Lakes Guidance  
     on "minimum water quality standards, antidegradation policies, and         
     implementation procedures."  CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A).  If an              
     antidegradation policy were a "water quality standard," then the two would 
     not have been listed in series in that provision.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.368     
     
     The commenter argues that EPA is in error in claiming that an              
     antidegradation policy is a water quality standard component. This issue is
     clearly laid to rest, in EPA's favor, in a recent Supreme Court opinion in 
     PUD No. 1 of Jefferson County v. Washington Department of Ecology, No.     
     92-1911 (May 31, 1994), slip op. at 16-17.  Presumably, section 118 lists  
     "water quality standards" and "antidegradation policies" in series in order
     to emphasize the importance of addressing antidegradation.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.369
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, this EPA interpretation would render large portions of the Clean   
     Water Act meaningless.  BPT, BCT, BAT, and secondary treatment would all be
     essentially irrelevant, since dischargers would be limited to no more than 
     their existing discharge rates, and the national uniformity within         
     industrial categories that was a major motivation behind the Federal Water 
     Pollution Control Act of 1972 would be totally frustrated.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.369     
     
     The comment states that using antidegradation to limit discharges which    
     would otherwise be permitted under technology-based effluent guidelines    
     undercuts Congressional intent to have uniformity with industrial          
     categories.  This comment overlooks the fact that by enacting section      
     301(b)(1)(C), Congress expressly provided that where receiving water       
     conditions warranted it, more stringent effluent limitations could be      
     applied to particular point sources.  The application of supplementary     
     antidegradation-based limitations to certain sources within an industrial  
     category to prevent unjustifed lowering of high quality water is fully     
     consistent with Congressional intent.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.370
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When Congress enacted the 1972 Federal Water Pollution Control Act         
     Amendments, it shifted the emphasis of federal water pollution control law 
     from water-quality-based permitting to permit limitations based on         
     available technology.  The reasons for this were two-fold.  First,         
     experience with water-quality-based permit limitations had demonstrated    
     that the establishment of these limitations was technically complicated,   
     time-consuming, and resource-intensive, with the result that permit        
     limitations were not being developed to the extent necessary.  Second,     
     Congress wished to create a uniform baseline level of treatment which would
     be required of all similarly situated industrial discharges, so as not to  
     give an economic advantage to a discharger that happened not to be subject 
     to water-quality-based effluent limitations.  See e.g., E.I. du Pont de    
     Nemours & Co. v. Train, 430 U.S. 112 (1977).  As Representative Harsha, one
     of the managers of the bill, emphasized:  "The water quality standard      
     requirements are not intended to be in lieu of the technological           
     requirements for 1977 but are more stringent" than BPT; i.e., if BPT "is   
     inadequate to meet the water quality standards..."(4)                      
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
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     (4)  118 Cong. Rec. 33755.  See also EPA v. California ex rel. State Water 
     Resources Control Bd., 426 U.S. 200, 205 n. 12 (1976) ("Water quality      
     standards are retained as a supplementary basis for effluent limitations,  
     however, so that numerous point sources, despite individual compliance with
     effluent limitations [guidelines] may be further regulated to prevent water
     quality from falling below acceptable levels"  (emphasis added)).          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.370     
     
     See response to comment D2724.369.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.371
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.368.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3)  Similarly, CWA Section 118 directs EPA to issue Great Lakes Guidance  
     on "minimum water quality standards, antidegradation policies, and         
     implementation procedures."  CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A).  If an              
     antidegradation policy were a "water quality standard," then the two would 
     not have been listed in series in that provision.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.371     
     
     See response to comment D2724.368.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.372
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's application of its antidegradation policy to technology-based        
     effluent limitations turns this statutory scheme on its head.  While       
     Section 301 states that all discharges first must meet technology-based    
     effluent limitations and, if necessary, must also meet any more stringent  
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     limitations required to implement water quality standards, EPA's approach  
     in effect means that all dischargers first must meet water quality         
     standards (in the form of the antidegradation rule), unless there is a more
     stringent technology-based effluent limitations guideline.  Under the      
     proposed approach for the Great Lakes, most dischargers would be uniformly 
     and perpetually limited to their existing dishcarge levels, even if they   
     otherwise are or will become entitled under technology-based guidelines to 
     higher effluent limitations due to production increases, changes in the    
     regulations, and the like.(5)                                              
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (5)  Judge Pell previously noted the inconsistency of a broad              
     antidegradation policy with the basic structure of the Clean Water Act     
     regulatory programs in Commonwealth Edison Co. v. Train, 649 F.2d 481, 489 
     (dissenting from the Court's judgment that Commonwealth Edison's appeal of 
     the antidegradation policy was not ripe).                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.372     
     
     See response to comment D2724.358.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.373
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.370.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (4)  118 Cong. Rec. 33755.  See also EPA v. California ex rel. State Water 
     Resources Control Bd., 426 U.S. 200, 205 n. 12(1976) ("Water quality       
     standards are retained as a supplementary basis for effluent limitations,  
     however, so that numerous point sources, despite individual compliance with
     effluent limitations [guidelines] may be further regulated to prevent water
     quality from falling below acceptable levels" (emphasis added)).           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.373     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.374
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.372.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (5)  Judge Pell previously noted the inconsistency of a broad              
     antidegradation policy with the basic structure of the Clean Water Act     
     regulatory porgrams in Commonwealth Edison Co. v. Train, 649 F.2d 481, 489 
     (dissenting from the Court's judgement that Commonwealth Edison's appeal of
     the antidegradation policy was not ripe).                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.374     
     
     See response to comment D2724.358.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2724.375
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The only exception would be when the discharger could meet the burden of   
     demonstrating that a higher effluent limitation is necessary for important 
     economic and social development (a burden which EPA has in the past said   
     will be "very high" and will "provide relief only in a few extraordinary   
     circumstances"; Questions and Answers on:  Antidegradation, August, 1985,  
     p. 7).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.375     
     
     Not a comment.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.376
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, except in a very few instances, EPA's current interpretation of the  
     antidegradation policy will render BCT and BAT effluent limitations        
     guidelines irrelevant.  Existing sources will be restricted to their       
     historical effluent limits, unable to obtain the limits they are entitled  
     to under BCT and BAT guidelines.  This interpretation not only wreaks havoc
     with the statutory scheme, but it also produces precisely the result       
     Congress wanted to avoid:  dischargers in the same industry will be subject
     to widely varying effluent limitations based on their production levels and
     treatment plant performance prior to the application of this new policy,   
     and based on whether they happen to have the misfortune to be located in   
     the Great Lakes Basin.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.376     
     
     See response to comment D2724.369.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.377
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congress clearly was aware of EPA's antidegradation policy when it enacted 
     the Water Quality Act of 1987 and decided not to include it as a           
     prerequisite for allowing less stringent technology-based-limits.  EPA's   
     proposed antidegradation policy for the Great Lakes thus attempts to do    
     what Congress knowingly chose not to do.  In fact, the precise situation at
     issue here was addressed by one of the conferees on the Water Quality Act  
     of 1987:                                                                   
                                                                                
     On another issue, the antibacksliding provision included in the bill, while
     designed to ensure that reasonable further progress is made in meeting the 
     goals of the act, is not designed to prohibit industrial growth, nor to    
     penalize those who have production-based permits.                          
                                                                                
     Technology-based limits are often based on the level of production at a    
     facility - pounds per ton.  Permittees will continue to be able to increase
     their production or add to or change their manufacturing processes.  They  
     would, of course, still be required to maintain the effluent limitation    
     guidelines - pounds per ton - issued by EPA for the appropriate industrial 
     categories or subcategories as well as meet all applicable water quality   
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     133 Cong. Rec. H172, col. 3 (daily ed. January 8, 1987) (remarks of Rep.   
     Hammerschmidt).  So long as water quality standards will not be violated,  
     Congress intended for production increases to be reflected in increased    
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     discharge allowances.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.377     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.378
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance requiring state antidegradation policies to restrict 
     changes in individual technology-based permit limitations also clearly     
     conflicts with numerous provisions of EPA's longstanding NPDES regulations.
     In fact, AFPA is unable to identify any NPDES regulation that supports such
     an interpretation.                                                         
                                                                                
     For example, on September 26, 1984 EPA published revisions to its NPDES    
     regulations which allow permit writers to include "alternative limitations"
     in permits based upon anticipated increases in production levels.  Neither 
     these regulations at 40 C.F.R. Section 122.45(b)(2) nor the preamble       
     discussing the concept of alternative permit limitations makes any mention 
     of a requirement that important economic and social need be shown before   
     the alternative limitations may be used.  See 49 Fed. Reg. 38029-38031.    
     Such regulatory silence clearly implies that a discharger would be entitled
     to an increase in technology-based effluent limitations (to reflect        
     increased production) without consideration of EPA's antidegradation       
     policy.(6)                                                                 
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (6)  EPA regulations on calculating permit effluent limitations for        
     publicly owned treatment works ("POTWs") also indicate that                
     technology-based limitations are to be applied independent of any          
     antidegradation policy.  Under 40 C.F.R. Section 122.45(b)(1), permit      
     limitations for POTWs are to be calculated "based on design flow."         
     Whenever a POTW begins operation at less than design flow and subsequently 
     increases its flow due to growth, such a permit limitation would           
     automatically allow that increase without any analysis under the           
     antidegradation policy.  This directly conflicts with EPA's proposal for an
     antidegradation policy for the Great Lakes, which suggests that even       
     population growth in a municipality may not result in increased discharges 
     without compliance with the antidegradation policy.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.378     
     
     See response to comment D2724.358.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.379
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.378.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (6)  EPA regulations on calculating permit effluent limitations for        
     publicly owned treatment works ("POTWs") also indicate that                
     technology-based limitations are to be applied independent of any          
     antidegradation policy.  Under 40 C.F.R. Section 122.45(b)(1), permit      
     limitations for POTWs are to be calculated "based on design flow."         
     Whenever a POTW begins operation at less than design flow and subsequently 
     increases its flow due to growth, such a permit limitation would           
     automatically allow that increase without any analysis under the           
     antidegradation policy.  This directly conflicts with EPA's proposal for an
     antidegradation policy for the Great Lakes, which suggests that even       
     population grown in a municipality may not result in increased discharges  
     without compliance with the antidegradation policy.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.379     
     
     See response to comment D2724.358.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2724.380
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.378.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, EPA's existing NPDES regulations at 40 C.F.R. Section 122.44(1) 
     specify the conditions under which technology-based effluent limitations   
     may be made less stringent.  Less stringent limits are allowed if          
     "circumstances have materially and substantially changed ... and would     
     constitute grounds for permit modification."  There is no mention in       
     Section 122.44(1), or in the EPA regulations on permit modification in     
     Section 122.62, of any requirement for a determination of "important       
     economic and social need," nor is there any reference to compliance with   
     EPA's antidegradation policy.                                              
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     Response to: D2724.380     
     
     Even permits modified under 40 CFR 122.44(l) must still ensure compliance  
     with water quality standards, including antidegradation.  See sections     
     301(b)(1)(C) and 402(o)(3) of the CWA.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2724.381
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The whole concept of an antidegradation policy is that it applies to waters
     that are already considered "high quality."  Thus, the Clean Water Act only
     requires compliance with an antidegradation policy for increased permit    
     limitations on streams where water quality standards are being achieved.   
     CWA Section 303(d)(4)(B).  Similarly, on the air pollution side the        
     Prevention of Significant Deterioration program only applies in areas where
     the air quality exceeds ambient standards.  Under both the Clean Water Act 
     and the Clean Air Act, the determination is made on a pollutant-by-        
     pollutant basis. There is no basis in either the law or in logic for EPA's 
     suggestion that it might be appropriate to prohibit any increase in the    
     discharge of any pollutant to a water body, just because the water is not  
     meeting water quality standards for a single pollutant.  It makes only     
     slightly more sense to impose antidegradation review for one pollutant for 
     which water quality standards are being attained when the applicable water 
     body is not meeting water quality standards for most other pollutants, and 
     thus cannot in any logical sense be called a "high quality" water.         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.381     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2724.382
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, an antidegradation policy should only apply to "high quality waters,"
     which could be defined as those waters whose quality generally meets or    
     exceeds that necessary for fishing and swimming.  If one or more pollutants
     are already at ambient concentrations that interfere with fishable,        
     swimmable uses, then any proposed increase in those pollutants would be    
     handled pursuant to CWA Section 301(b)(1)(C) and the various EPA           
     regulations for establishing water-quality-based limitations;              
     antidegradation review would not be required at all for such pollutants.   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.382     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter's interpretation of the applicability of     
     301(b)(1)(C).   With respect to the proposed definition of "high quality   
     waters",  EPA has discussed the advantages of the pollutant-by-pollutant   
     approach, which led to the specification of this approach in the final     
     Guidance, in Section VII.C.2.b of the SID.  EPA notes that since a         
     discharge typically contains a variety of pollutants, such that a proposed 
     increase in one pollutant would result in  a proposed increase in several  
     pollutants, the situation where a waterbody exceeds criteria for only one  
     or two pollutants would not generally result in the need for an            
     antidegradation review for those few pollutants, since in all likelihood,  
     one of the other pollutants being increased would be one of those for which
     criteria were not attained, and the proposed increase would be prohibited  
     on that basis.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2724.383
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conversely, while antidegradation review would be required for most        
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     pollutants in that scenario, the fact that some pollutants were already    
     exceeding levels considered necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses   
     would have to be taken into account in deciding whether a particular change
     in ambient concentrations of some other pollutant should be considered     
     significant; the balancing of social and economic benefits resulting from  
     the change should take into consideration the fact that the particular     
     water body is not as "high quality" as some other waters.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.383     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2724.384
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation review should only be triggered by an action that truly has
     the direct effect of approving a lowering of water quality.  Such actions  
     would include downgrading of a use or promulgating a less stringent water  
     quality criterion; permitting a new discharger; or authorizing a higher    
     water-quality-based effluent limitation.  A lowering of water quality is   
     not being authorized when an NPDES permit is renewed with the same effluent
     limitations as the existing permit, even if the discharger has been        
     successful in maintaining its actual discharge levels below the permitted  
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.384     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.385
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Imposing new, more stringent permit limitations based on "existing effluent
     quality" penalizes companies that have made the effort to maintain         
     consistent compliance and have installed the best wastewater treatment     
     technology.  Renewed NPDES permits must not remove the margin of safety the
     businesses have worked hard to create.  The EEQ concept would directly     
     undercut the Clean Water Act's reliance on national effluent limitations   
     guidelines:  businesses in the Great Lakes States that have done a good job
     of controlling their discharges will now be at a disadvantage relative to  
     their competitors in other areas.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.385     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.386
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is with the concept of "existing effluent quality" that EPA strays      
     farthest from the statutory scheme, prior precedent, and logical           
     regulation.  In another bootstrap-type of argument, EPA uses the           
     antidegradation policy as a justification for ignoring existing permit     
     limitations and requiring review of changes even though permit limitations 
     would not be exceeded.  Then, EPA uses the concept of antidegradation      
     review for departures from EEQ as the purported justification for imposing 
     new permit limitations for every BCC.  Not only would this approach impose 
     new permit limitations that apply only to dischargers in the Great Lakes   
     region and have no statutory precedent;  it would also impose significant  
     monitoring costs regardless of whether any change in the permitted facility
     was planned.  And, since many of these new permit limitations would likely 
     be set below detection limits, permittees would be faced with a compliance 
     nightmare:  forced to monitor for pollutants that are not known to be      
     discharged, a company would nevertheless be immediately in noncompliance as
     soon as the pollutant was detected.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.386     
     
     See responses comments D2098.021, and D2589.041.                           
                                                                                
     The final Guidance contains minimal monitoring requirements relating to    
     BCCs.  These are found at Section D.4 of appendix E. The requirement for   
     monitoring only applies to BCCs known or believed to be present in a       
     discharge, and thus would not be invoked if previous monitoring had        
     documented their absence. Even in such cases where monitoring is required, 
     the final Guidance does not specify a frequency for such monitoring.  Thus,
     where it is truly unlikely that BCCs are present, a spot check to verify   
     this, conducted once per permit term, would suffice.                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.387
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring antidegradation review for any departure from EEQ improperly     
     penalizes dischargers that have a good compliance record or that have      
     installed the best control technology, while their competitors that may    
     have spent less on water pollution control are rewarded with higher        
     effluent limitations.  The greater a discharger's resolve to stay in       
     compliance with its permit (and therefore the greater "margin of safety"   
     below its permit limitations that the discharger maintains), the more      
     stringent will be the effluent limitations applied.  In fact, the way EPA  
     is proposing to apply a seperate "necessary" test in antidegradation review
     before even considering important economic or social development, the      
     proposed policy essentially has the effect that a discharger will only be  
     able to consider "degradation" if it is already at or exceeding its permit 
     limitations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.387     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.388
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal to set limits at EEQ quite clearly discourages                
     "overcompliance" and investment in the most effective pollution control    
     technology; it also discourages voluntary pollution reduction or           
     installaton of innovative technology.  If a discharger has to fear that a  
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     program to try to reduce pollutant usage or a demonstration project using a
     new pollution control technology could result in the discharger receiving  
     more stringent permit limitations simply because they reflect the discharge
     quality achieved with those voluntary efforts, there will be a clear       
     disincentive for the discharger to take such actions.  In other contexts,  
     EPA has recognized and accounted for this problem.  For example, in the new
     source permitting program under the Clean Air Act, installation of a clean 
     coal technology demonstration project by an electric utility will not      
     trigger Prevention of Significant Deterioration review if that             
     demonstration project is later halted, producing a relative increase in    
     emissions at that time.)  Conversely, if the EEQ concept were removed from 
     the proposed antidegradation policy, the disincentives for voluntary       
     treatment would be removed.  Importantly, the EPA proposal would create    
     these disincentives for voluntary treatment for precisely the pollutants   
     that EPA should be seeking most to encourage dischargers to reduce -- the  
     BCCs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.388     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.389
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Setting permit limitations at the EEQ level, especially using the 95th and 
     99th percentile calculations EPA recommends, removes the margin of safety  
     that dischargers strive to attain.  It ignores the fact that process or    
     treatment variability will on occasion produce higher-than-normal          
     discharges.  Faced with the potential civil and criminal liability for even
     one day of exceedances, companies try to maintain their normal discharge   
     levels well below their permitted levels.  Unless they are now willing to  
     risk these substantial sanctions, if EEQ limitations are imposed on Great  
     Lakes dischargers, they will have to either cut back their production or   
     install even more treatment technology to maintain an acceptable margin of 
     safety.  In fact, using EPA's suggested approach of setting daily maximum  
     EEQ limitations at the 99th percentile of historical daily data means that,
     on average, a discharger could be expected to exceed the EEQ limits three  
     or four times per year for each of about two dozen parameters.  Few        
     companies will be willing to risk 50-100 potential permit exceedances per  
     year, at a maximum penalty of $25,000 each.  Either in terms of much       
     greater penalty risk or in terms of the lost production or increased       
     treatment costs needed to move to a new, lower assured compliance level,   
     industries in the Great Lakes states would be at a definite competitive    
     disadvantage compared to companies in other areas of the country.  This    
     problem will be accentuated by the fact that the permit limitations for    
     many of the BCCs are likely to be below detection limits:  setting a permit
     limitation at the detection limit effectively removes all margin of safety,
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     since the first time any amount is detected it constitutes a violation.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.389     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.390
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ concept fails entirely to recognize the cyclical nature of some    
     businesses and the need for future production increases in plants currently
     operating at less than full capacity and below allowable permit            
     limitations.  The proposed antidegradation policy would freeze the current 
     production processes, and effectively the region's economy, at the current 
     time (or perhaps at the time the last NPDES permit was issued).  Normal    
     activities such as process improvements, product line changes, changes in  
     raw materials, modifications to waste handling equipment, and even new     
     sanitary or industrial hookups to municipal treatment plants could be      
     precluded unless those changes were shown to be necessary for important    
     economic or social development.  This is because even a minor change of    
     this sort could result in a finite increase of the concentration of a      
     pollutant in the discharge over current levels (or over non-detect), even  
     if the magnitude of the loading of the pollutant was still very small and  
     even if the increased loading could be accommodated within current permits.
     This places a severe burden on facilities in the Great Lakes States,       
     compared to their competitors outside the region, which are required only  
     to comply with technology-based limitations (which automatically           
     accommodate increases in production) or any more stringent limitations     
     necessary to meet specific water quality criteria.  Thus, while Great Lakes
     industries are shackled to the status quo, industries in other states will 
     be free to increase their production or otherwise respond to market demands
     under much less pervasive regulatory constraints.  (In that regard         
     particularly, EPA's suggestion that the calculation of EEQ be limited to   
     the last five years may make it particularly difficult for industries in   
     the Great Lakes States to overcome the effects of the recession that has   
     settled over the region for the past few years.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.390     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.391
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As if the general concept of limitations based on EEQ were not enough, EPA 
     goes even further afield in suggesting that permit writers can impose      
     narrative prohibitions on certain actions by dischargers to assure that the
     dischargers take no action that might result in a lowering of water        
     quality.  As noted above, the Clean Water Act contains no authority for the
     prohibition or regulation of a discharger's "actions," rather than its     
     dischargers.  In fact, Congress considered and explicitly rejected such an 
     approach.  In fact, ultimately EPA is suggesting that the antidegradation  
     policy could even apply to non-actions, like the reduction in wastewater   
     treatment plant efficiency that may come with age, and non-discharges, like
     the installation of an air pollution source.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.391     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.021, D2589.041 and D2724.365.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.392
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All of this overreaching could be avoided if EPA were to be recognize that 
     the guidance on antidegradation policies called for in CWA Section 118, and
     the specific policies themselves that the states will adopt in response to 
     the Guidance, cannot be seen as the answer to every possible factor that   
     could adversely impact existing water quality.  The antidegradation policy 
     should be focused on high-quality waters and on regulatory agency decisions
     that may result in a lowering of water quality.  An antidegradation policy 
     cannot solve all of the needs for protecting existing water quality, any   
     more than the PSD program is designed to prevent every type of adverse     
     impact on existing air quality.  Numerous other mechanisms exist to address
     these concerns, not the least of which is the LAMP procedure provided in   
     the Critical Programs Act.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.392     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.393
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The trigger for requiring an antidegradation review should be the same,    
     regardless of whether the pollutants involved are all BCCs, all non-BCCs,  
     or both:  antidegradation review should be required for any governmental   
     action authorizing a step that will lower receiving water quality in a way 
     that may be more than de minimis.  To say that any increase in the mass    
     loading of a BCC requires antidegradation review is illogical and          
     unworkable.  If a pollutant is being discharged at levels well below the   
     water quality criteria that have been established to assure that there is  
     not undue bioaccumulation of such a pollutant, then there is no scientific 
     basis for asserting that any increase in the mass of that pollutant could  
     significantly lower water quality.  This absolutist approach is            
     particularly troubling in light of the very low concentrations at which    
     BCCs may be regulated and discharged, since very small changes at a        
     facility could result in a detectable increase in a BCC.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.393     
     
     Please see responses to Comments D2798.046 and D2721.087.                  
                                                                                
     In addition, note that governmental actions are not exempt from the        
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.394
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of particular importance are the concerns about pollutants in the intake   
     waters, as discussed more thoroughly in a previous portion of these        
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     comments.  Although EPA asserts in the preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20895) that  
     the discharge of a BCC contained solely in intake waters would not         
     constitute an increase in a facility's discharge triggering antidegradation
     review, since the increase would not have been caused by some action of the
     discharger, that interpretation is not so obvious from the language of the 
     Guidance itself.  Thus, EPA should provide a more explicit statement in the
     Guidance that changes in intake waters are not to be considered actions of 
     the dischargers that trigger antidegradation review.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.394     
     
     While the final Guidance does not contain the explicit language requested  
     by the commenter, the definition of "significant lowering of water quality"
     has been revised to more clearly define those actions which result in a    
     significant lowering of water quality.                                     
                                                                                
     While the final Guidance does not contain the explicit language requested  
     by the commenter, the definition of "significant lowering of water quality"
     has been revised to more clearly define those actions which result in a    
     significant lowering of water quality.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.395
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, recognizing that an antidegradation policy should not be viewed as a
     panacea, or as a mechanism merely to impose more stringent limitations on  
     toxic pollutants than the law otherwise allows, it is clear that there is  
     little basis for requiring special, absolute prohibitions on any increase  
     in BCCs.  BCCs should be subject to the same criteria as non-BCCs.         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.395     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID D2798.046.  In addition, note that       
     neither the proposed nor final Guidance require "special absolute          
     prohibitions on any increase in BCCs".   See further discussion of this    
     issue in Section VII.A.1 of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.396
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed Guidance, within a short time after their development,  
     Tier II criteria would become locked in, such that a discharge could not be
     increased even if the discharger can show that the increase causes no      
     perceptible environmental impact.  Application of an antidegradation policy
     to Tier II criteria in this manner is inappropriate.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.396     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.397
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II criteria are admittedly based on limited data and are intended in  
     most cases to be an interim measure while additional, more reliable        
     scientific assessment can be completed.  It would be particularly ironic if
     a discharger or a state agency were to make the effort to do a more        
     thorough review of the potential impacts of a pollutant covered by a Tier  
     II criterion, only to discover that the discharger was bound to comply with
     the permit limit based on the original Tier II value, because of the       
     antidegradation policy.  An additional, practical consideration is that    
     many of the Tier II values are likely to be so low as a result of EPA's    
     highly conservative methodology for their derivation that limits will be   
     set at nondetect levels.  In such circumstances, dischargers may not even  
     know they have a problem until more sensitive analyses can be performed,   
     and at that point it may be too late to avoid being subject to             
     antidegradation review.                                                    
                                                                                
     If EPA persists in setting effluent limitations based on Tier II values,   
     despite the objections provided in these comments, EPA should certainly    
     provide that the antidegradation policy will not apply to such limitations.
     
     
     Response to: D2724.397     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.398
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance exempts from application of the antidegradation      
     policy for high-quality waters three types of actions:  short-term,        
     temporary lowering of water quality; bypasses authorized by 40 C.F.R.      
     Section 122.41(m); and response actions to alleviate a release of hazardous
     substances.  Such exemptions are important, so that agency resources are   
     not wasted on antidegradation review for temporary occurrences or for      
     necessary responses to hazardous substance releases.  They should be       
     expanded in several ways, however.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.398     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2724.399                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.399
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The limitation of the exemption for short-term, temporary lowering of water
     quality to "weeks or months" is unnecessary.  The state Director can make a
     judgement whether a particular lowering of water quality should, under all 
     the circumstances, be considered "short-term" and "temporary," or whether  
     it will be of sufficient duration to justify the effort involved in an     
     antidegradation review.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.399     
     
     EPA does not believe it appropriate to remove the parenthetical statement  
     "weeks or months" from the guidance, because the terms "short-term,        
     temporary" can be subject to wide interpretation, and without the          
     parenthetical statement unnecessary ambiguity would result.  However, EPA  
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     disagrees with commenters who suggest that the final Guidance should       
     include an absolute temporal cut-off defining "short-term, temporary"      
     because such a cut-off will be viewed as an entitlement,  making it        
     difficult for the director to establish, on a case-by-case basis, a length 
     of time appropriate to the facts of each individual situation.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.400
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The exemption for bypasses should apply to all waters, rather than being   
     excluded from Outstanding National Resource Waters.  Under 40 C.F.R.       
     Section 122.41(m) a bypass will only be authorized if it is necessary for  
     essential maintenance or to prevent risk of serious damage to property or  
     human health.  Such bypasses are both authorized by the Clean Water Act and
     necessary and appropriate, even in ONRWs.  Response actions to alleviate a 
     release of hazardous substances should also be exempted from               
     antidegradation review in ONRWs, as well, for the same reason.             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.400     
     
     See response to comment D2724.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.401
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA states in the preamble to the Guidance its position that the federal   
     antidegradation policy and the proposed Great Lakes antidegradation policy 
     do not apply to discharges of dredged or fill material in compliance with  
     CWA Section 404.  AFPA agrees with that interpretation, but suggests that  
     for clarity it should be included in the Guidance itself.                  
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     Response to: D2724.401     
     
     EPA does not agree that a specific exemption for dredged materials in      
     appropriate in the final Guidance.  Reductions in water quality due to     
     dredging should qualify for the short-term and temporary lowering of water 
     quality exemption from antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.402
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance contains a number of provisions relating to          
     Outstanding National Resource Waters ("ONRWs") that are more stringent and 
     all-encompassing than the federal antidegradation policy at 40 C.F.R.      
     Section 131.12.  There is simply no basis for asserting that the Great     
     Lakes Basin requires different treatment than the remainder of the country.
     Both areas contain streams that, because of their special ecological or    
     recreational significance, should be according special protection as ONRWs.
     Imposing additional, more stringent requirements in the Great Lakes region,
     however, puts the entire region at an economic disadvantage with respect to
     all of the other states which also may contain waters of exceptional       
     ecological or recreational significance.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.402     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.403
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance lists as waters that may be designated as ONRWs not  
     only waters having exceptional ecological or recreational significance, but
     also waters "having other special environmental, recreational, or          
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     ecological attributes"; waters "important because of protection through    
     official action"; and waters whose designation as ONRWs "is reasonably     
     necessary for the protection of" others waters eligible for ONRW           
     designation.  58 Fed. Reg. 21032.  The new categories of potential ONRWs   
     are vague, untested departures from the long-standing federal              
     antidegradation policy.  This definition would effectively allow a state to
     list virtually any water as an ONRW.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.403     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.404
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of listing as ONRWs, and imposing the draconian requirement of 
     no degradation regardless of economic or social impact, for waters that do 
     not have any special characteristics themselves represents a complete      
     departure from existing policy, allowing extreme no-growth restrictions to 
     be imposed on waters for which no antidegradation review at all should be  
     required.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.404     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2724.405
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.404.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The same is true for the special provisions for Lake Superior, which would 
     authorize States to designate all waters in the entire Lake Superior Basin 
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     as ONRWs.  No real justification has been provided for these proposed      
     tremendous expansions in the ONRW prohibition, and no real assessment has  
     been done of the short-term and long-term impacts of such designation on   
     the social and economic health of the region.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.405     
     
     The final Guidance neither mandates not precludes special antidegradation  
     designations for Lake Superior and the Lake Superior basin.  The Guidance  
     includes provisions that are compatible with the binational program for    
     restoration and protection of Lake Superior.  The special designations were
     not created through the proposed Guidance; rather, they are a function of  
     the Lake Superior program and existed prior to the publication of the      
     proposed Guidance.  Responding to criticisms of the special designations   
     for Lake Superior is beyond the scope of the final Guidance and document.  
     If individuals or parties have concerns regarding the implications of      
     special antidegradation designations applicable to Lake Superior, the      
     concerns should be raised within the context of a State's or Tribe's       
     regular review of water quality standards.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.406
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should simply limit ONRW designation to those waters that themselves   
     have exceptional economic or recreational significance.  Also, as noted    
     above, states should not be constrained in how they define "short-term,    
     temporary" lowering of water quality, and other necessary exemptions       
     provided for the remainder of the waters of the region should also be      
     available for ONRWs.  Failure to make these changes will place the Great   
     Lakes region at yet another significant economic disadvantage compared to  
     the remainder of the country.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.406     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.407
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted previously, the reference to an antidegradation policy in the     
     Clean Water Act applies only to changes in limitations for point source    
     dischargers.  In practice, as well, state antidegradation policy review has
     only been applied to new and modified point sources, not to nonpoint source
     activities.  The Guidance also should limit requirements for               
     antidegradation review to point source discharges.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.407     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.408
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since nonpoint source activities are not typically subject to permit       
     requirements or pre-construction approval, there is no available mechanism 
     for applying an antidegradation policy review to changes in nonpoint source
     activities.  Also, the question of whether a nonpoint source activity will 
     result in a lowering of water quality and whether that impact can be       
     reduced or eliminated in exchange for certain social or economic costs is  
     much less predictable and less subject to analysis than changes in point   
     source discharges.  Thus, the Great Lakes States will have to continue to  
     deal with nonpoint sources through traditional water quality management    
     methods, including TMDLs and load allocations as well as Lakewide Area     
     Management Plans.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.408     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.409
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 2145



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance would require, as part of the determination of       
     whether a proposed change in a discharge was "necessary," a review to      
     assure that the discharger had considered all "prudent and feasible"       
     pollution prevention measures.  As noted earlier in these comments, it is  
     not consistent with the Clean Water Act to impose pollution prevention     
     requirements on dischargers.  In fact, Congress considered and rejected    
     authorizing EPA to dictate how companies run their plants.  Even if the    
     proposed pollution prevention requirements were not illegal, they would be 
     inappropriate for the same reasons that Congress rejected the idea.        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.409     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.410
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would be foolish to think that a state environmental agency permit      
     writer can determine what process changes or other pollution prevention    
     measures are "prudent and feasible" for a particular facility.  That type  
     of determination can only be made by the facility itself, and yet the      
     proposal to require a threshold determination by the permit writer of      
     whether all prudent and feasible pollution prevention measures have been   
     considered, in order to determine whether a particular lowering of water   
     quality is "necessary," would invite and even require that kind of         
     determination by the permit writer.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.410     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter's opinion for several reasons.       
     First, the commenter underestimates the abilities of State and Tribal staff
     and their experience in implementing antidegradation.  EPA's               
     antidegradation regulation has been in its present form as a regulatory    
     requirement since 1983 and very nearly the same since 1975.  Thus, at a    
     minimum, States have over ten years of experience implementing the         
     regulation.  The final Guidance provides additional guidelines that should 
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     improve the State's and Tribe's abilities to implement the regulations.    
     Second, EPA expects that dischargers to the Great Lakes System will        
     continue to practice good stewardship of the region's aquatic resources and
     implement prudent and feasible pollution prevention options and            
     cost-effective alternative and enhanced treatment options where they are   
     available so that there will not be cause to disagree over the findings of 
     an antidegradation demonstration.  The final Guidance should facilitate    
     this process as well by providing direction to dischargers on what should  
     be considered in developing an antidegradation demonstration.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.411
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance effectively elevates pollution prevention as a standard which 
     supersedes all other considerations.  Eliminating an increased discharge   
     through a technically feasible pollution prevention measure is not         
     necessarily worth the economic and social costs, impact on workers, and    
     potential non-water-quality impacts that may accompany the pollution       
     prevention measure.  Is a pollution prevention alternative "prudent and    
     feasible" if, for example, it avoids an increased ambient lead             
     concentration of 0.5 ug/l, but it costs 50 jobs?  Are these really the     
     types of decisions that a permit writer should be asked to make, in any    
     case?                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.411     
     
     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.412
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, AFPA strongly believes that the pollution prevention requirement for 
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     the antidegradation analysis should be removed.  If it is not removed      
     completely, at a minimum it should only require that dischargers consider  
     "cost-effective pollution prevention alternatives and techniques that are  
     available to the entity and would eliminate the lowering of water quality."
     
     
     Response to: D2724.412     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.413
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy requirements in the proposed Guidance would     
     impose tremendous burdens not only on the regulated community, but on      
     regulatory agencies, as well.  Expanding so far beyond EPA's traditional   
     approach to antidegradation, encompassing any change in BCCs, requiring    
     limitations based on EEQ for dozens of new pollutants, requiring pollution 
     prevention and alternative technology evaluations, and so forth, would     
     quickly result in an unworkable system.  As a practical matter, the        
     proposed antidegradation policy would in most cases be a zero economic     
     growth policy; increasing production within existing permit limits,        
     changing processes to use different chemicals, and many other desirable    
     changes at industrial, commercial, and municipal facilities would either be
     prohibited by the terms of the antidegradation policy or would be so       
     difficult and time-consuming to justify that they would not take place.    
     EPA must make several fundamental changes to the antidegradation policy,   
     many of which are discussed above, to avoid an excessive burden on         
     regulatory agencies and a tremendous drain on the economic health of the   
     Great Lakes region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.413     
     
     The comment raises two issues.  First, the commenter states that the       
     requirements of the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance will  
     be so taxing on dischargers, States and Tribes that gaining approval for   
     new or increased discharges would be functionally impossible.  The         
     commenter also claims that the antidegradation provisions are a significant
     expansion of EPA's "traditional" approach to antidegradation.              
                                                                                
     Clearly, EPA disagrees strongly with the premise of this comment. The      
     Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 that serve as the basis of            
     antidegradation are extremely broad in scope.  If anything, EPA took pains 
     in drafting the proposal to limit the scope of antidegradation.  Elements  
     of the proposal such as allowing de minimis lowering of water quality      
     without antidegradation review and linking antidegradation implementation  
     to permit limits for non-BCCs all serve to limit the number of activities  
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     that are considered by antidegradation.  In the final Guidance, EPA took   
     further steps to minimize any potential adverse impacts of the             
     antidegradation provisions of the Guidance on State and Tribal water       
     quality programs.  Examples include elimination of the use of EEQ to       
     implement antidegradation for BCCs and elimination of Great Lakes-specific 
     requirements for non-BCCs among others. These changes also address the     
     commenter's concern that EPA moved beyond the National program in the      
     proposed Guidance.  In the final Guidance, Great Lakes-specific            
     antidegradation provisions are required for BCCs only.  For all other      
     pollutants, the final Guidance is advisory in nature, the only requirement 
     being compliance with existing Federal regulations.  Thus, for all         
     pollutants except BCCs, the requirements of the final Guidance and the     
     National program are the same.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2724.414
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the applicability of antidegradation review should be narrowed      
     substantially.  EPA should follow current federal policy with respect to   
     designation of ONRWs, and antidegradation review should only be required   
     for waters which generally support fishable, swimmable uses.               
     Antidegradation review should only be triggered by a regulatory action that
     would authorize an increased discharge, not by actions like permit         
     renewals.  [In light of their limited scientific basis and interim nature, 
     limitations based on Tier II values should not be subject to               
     antidegradation review at all.]                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.414     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.415
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .415 is imbedded in comment .414.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In light of their limited scientific basis and interim nature, limitations 
     based on Tier II values should not be subject to antidegradation review at 
     all.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.415     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2724.416
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The whole concept of triggering antidegradation review based on a departure
     from EEQ (or even worse, imposing permit limitations based on EEQ to       
     preclude "degradation" in the future) must be abandoned.  Retention of EEQ 
     procedures ignores fundamental realities of business and macroeconomics    
     cycles, safety margins for compliance, inherent process and treatment      
     technology variability, and the need to encourage use of state-of-the-art  
     or innovative technology.  For either BCCs or non-BCCs, antidegradation    
     review should only be required for changes in permits, or other formal     
     actions that authorize increased discharges.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.416     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2724.417
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some de minimis threshold is essential to make the program workable.  If   
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     any detectable (or even projected but undetectable) increase in a BCC would
     trigger antidegradation review, regulatory agencies would be swamped with  
     the additional required analyses.  AFPA suggests that an authorized change 
     should only be considered to have the potential to significantly lower     
     water quality, triggering full-scale antidegradation review, if that change
     would either increase the discharge of an existing pollutant by more than  
     10% or use up more than 10% of the unused assimilative capacity of the     
     receiving water.  Many environmental regulatory programs recognize the need
     for de minimis provisions, including the Prevention of Significant         
     Deterioration program under the Clean Air Act; for similar reasons, such a 
     provision should be included in the proposed antidegradation policy.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.417     
     
     See response to comment D2798.046.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: D2724.418
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In determining whether a particular lowering of water quality is           
     "necessary," the permitting authority should not be asked to determine     
     whether all prudent and feasible pollution prevention alternatives have    
     been implemented.  Rather, the only determination of whether a particular  
     lowering of water is "necessary" should be whether the discharger, using   
     cost-effective in-plant and end-of-the-pipe controls, could avoid an       
     increase in the discharge without having to expend more than 10% of the    
     cost of the relevant project on such pollution controls and without having 
     to increase its annualized wastewater discharge control costs by more than 
     10%.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.418     
     
     EPA disagrees with the opinion expressed by the commenter that pollution   
     prevention considerations should not be part of the antidegradation        
     demonstration.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 state that water      
     quality in high quality waters should be maintained and protected unless   
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development. Inherent in making a finding that lower water quality
     is necessary is an analysis of the alternatives to lower water quality.  A 
     consideration of the potential to elimate or reduce the lowering of water  
     quality through the application of pollution prevention is emminently      
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     germane to such a determination.  Further, pollution prevention is always  
     the most benign option with respect to the environment and is often the    
     most cost-effective.  The required analysis does not impose a corresponding
     requirement that the prudent and feasible options be implemented by the    
     regulated facility.  The demonstration is solely for the purpose of State  
     or Tribal decision making.  The decision of how best to control pollution  
     from the regulated facility remains the discharger's.                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2724.419
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The question of whether a particular lowering of water quality is related  
     to important economic or social development should be subject to some      
     objective criteria, rather than left entirely to the personal predilictions
     of the permit writer.  Specific numerical factors should be provided in an 
     attempt to give some consistency to the process; AFPA suggests that default
     values for a few factors, such as increase in employment and increase in   
     tax base, be provided, so that a permit writer can assume that a project   
     that results in the specified level of economic development will be        
     considered "important."                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.419     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2724.420
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not provide a specific procedure in the Final Rule for the      
     additivity of pollutants.  It is recommended that the narrative criteria of
     the States be used to address additivity when specific information exists  
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     that under co-exposure conditions each pollutant is exerting its own dose  
     v. response potency, eliciting the same type of effect by the same         
     mechanism of action.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.420     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2724.421
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed Guidance, EPA has withheld any recommendation for          
     Implementation Procedure 4 "Additivity."  Yet, in the preamble it appears  
     that EPA is not really weighing whether or not a default assumption of     
     additivity should be applied, but, rather what specific procedures should  
     be included in the Final Rule to implement a default assumption for        
     additivity.  This is in direct contrast to existing EPA policy and         
     guidance, as well as conclusions and recommendations from the SAB review of
     this Guidance.                                                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.421     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/AL
     Comment ID: D2724.422
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble requests, in general, comment in three areas for the concept  
     of additivity; aquatic life, wildlife, and human health.  All proposals    
     account for the potential effect of additivity to aquatic life through     
     establishment of whole-effluent toxicity (WET) limitations.  AFPA agrees   
     that WET testing accounts for additive effects of pollutants to aquatic    
     life listed in this Guidance, as well as substances for which there are  no
     existing aquatic life numeric criteria.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.422     
     
     EPA agrees that the WET provisions in appendix F, procedure 6 of the final 
     Guidance are a reasonable mechanism to account for additive effects to     
     aquatic life and, therefore, are retaining those provisions in appendix F. 
     Because the provisions for WET have been adequately incorporated in        
     Procedure 6, however, EPA has removed the references to WET testing from   
     the additivity provisions in Procedure 4 of the final Guidance.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: D2724.423
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedure for deriving wildlife criteria is in of itself a new
     method to protect wildlife, for which comment is being solicited.  This    
     procedure translates wildlife chronic and subchronic toxicological data    
     into criteria.  To add an additional new concept with its own uncertainty, 
     default additivity, makes it impossible to assess the scientific merit of  
     the combined assumptions.  The numeric wildlife criteria derived in the    
     Guidance do make it possible to make a "reality check" on the potential for
     overprotection due either to the criteria procedure and/or the assumption  
     of additivity.  One only needs to look to the example of proposed benefits 
     of the Guidance for the Green Bay/Lake Michigan, Fox River area.  This     
     area, designed as an "Area of Concern," exceeds the proposed Guidance      
     criteria for PCBs and mercury.  Yet, this area is now being reinhabited by 

Page 2154



$T044618.TXT
     eagles which are considered one of the most sensitive "representative"     
     species in developing wildlife criteria.  It is especially important to    
     note that these nests are not found in what would be considered "prime"    
     nesting sites for this species.  This fact, along with other information   
     depicting significant ecological improvements in the area, does not support
     the concept of additivity of pollutants in relations to chemical-specific  
     data for the area.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.423     
     
     The final Guidance does not include TEFs for wildlife for the reasons cited
     in see section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID.                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: D2724.424
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the newly proposed wildlife criteria development procedure is      
     purported to protect populations as opposed to individuals, carcinogenic   
     endpoints may not be relevant to the protection of species.  It may be more
     appropriate to consider EPA's assessment of the relevancy of a pollutant's 
     additivity for chronic aquatic toxicity.  EPA's Technical Support Document 
     for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (March 1991) quotes a statement from
     Alabaster and Lloyd that:  [I]n the few studies on the growth of fish, the 
     joint effect of toxicants has been consistently less than additive which   
     suggests that as concentrations of toxicants are reduced towards the levels
     of no effect, their potential for addition is also reduced.  There appear  
     to be no marked and consistent differences between the response of species 
     to mixtures of toxicants.                                                  
                                                                                
     This conclusion may be more appropriate than it appears if environmental   
     degradation and fate of a substance are taken into consideration.  AFPA    
     agrees that further explanation is needed as to why the suggested approach 
     for human health is also appropriate for wildlife.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.424     
     
     The final Guidance does not include TEFs for wildlife for the reasons cited
     in see section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/ALT
     Comment ID: D2724.425
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Application of the additivity concept to non-carcinogen human health       
     criteria has no scientific merit.  The Hazard Index (HI) approach          
     considered by EPA is not applicable to threshold risks.  Pollutants        
     designated by EPA to be below a threshold level are considered to have zero
     risk.  Therefore, the additive sum for these pollutants below criterion    
     levels would also be zero, making a default assumption of additivity       
     incongruous.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.425     
     
     Response to Comment: D2724.425                                             
                                                                                
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion of the                  
     additivity provisions for noncarcinogens.  See response to comment         
     P2656.326 for a discussion on the conservatism in the risk                 
     assessment process.                                                        
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/ALT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2724.426
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final proposal brought forth by EPA is the additivity assumption for   
     substances considered carcinogenic.  As AFPA has consistently supported    
     criteria developed on a sound scientific basis, it agrees with the         
     conclusion of EPA's Science Advisory Board review of the Guidance, which   
     states;                                                                    
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     Ideally multiple carcinogens should be considered on a case by case basis, 
     because the assumption of additivity has both practical and scientific     
     shortcomings"... [emphasis added].                                         
                                                                                
     The SAB recommends that the GLI consider the probability of interaction    
     between carcinogens on a case by case basis.  These interacts must also be 
     taken into account within the context of their co-occurrence in fish tissue
     rather than from simple projections of their concentrations based on       
     occurrence in effluent.  The compounds might well take entirely separate   
     environmental pathways.  It would be unwise to project potential errors of 
     an interaction on top of errors in risk assessment and projections of      
     bioacumulation.                                                            
                                                                                
     There are some pollutants for which such analysis can be made.  However,   
     for the majority of pollutants that are and potentially will be regulated  
     by this rule, there is essentially no scientific basis for assuming that   
     additivity of toxic effects will occur.  In the absence of such data, any  
     additivity assumption would be based on pure speculation.                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.426     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2724.427
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The inclusion of a default assumption of additivity in this rule cannot be 
     made on a scientific basis in light of the above information.  EPA suggests
     in the preamble that such an assumption would further the goals of the     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the Clean Water Act, but fails to  
     distinguish that both of these documents recognize that water quality      
     criteria (on which standards are based) are only interim measures to attain
     the above stated goals.  Using EPA's argument, apparently any default      
     assumption, even if patently contrary to scientific fact, is acceptable if 
     it furthers the goal of reducing discharges.  Fortunately, Congress        
     directed EPA to provide scientific guidance to the states, not unsupported 
     assumptions like the blanket assumption of additivity.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.427     
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     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2724.428
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA requested comment in the preamble to the proposed Guidance (58 Fed.    
     Reg. 20942) as follows, "EPA solicits comment on whether EPA should require
     use of the specified TEF-based approach to equate mixtures of CDDs and CDFs
     to a concentration of 2,3,7,8-TCDD for purposes of implementing the human  
     health and wildlife criteria for 2,3,7,8-TCDD."                            
                                                                                
     Although we recognize that the dioxin TEF approach has international       
     interest, and that several states have adopted TEFs for CDDs and CDFs in   
     their water quality criteria for dioxin, we are also concerned that there  
     remains skepticism among qualified scientists regarding the validity of the
     use of TEFs for dioxin, and that for most dioxin and furan congeners, the  
     supporting evidence for the assignment of a TEF is not convincing.  In the 
     1989 Update document(7), EPA states, "With the exception of 2,3,7,8-TCDD,  
     the 2,3,7,8-hexaCDDs and 2,3,7,8-TCDF, the TEFs are not based on the       
     results of major animal (reproductive, carcinogenic) studies.  Generally,  
     TEFs are based on estimates of the relative toxicity determined using in   
     vitro tests whose relationship to the chronic effects of concern is largely
     presumptive."                                                              
     _____________________________________                                      
     (7)"Interim Procedures for Estimating Risks Associated with Exposures to   
     Mixtures of Chlorinated Dibenzo-p-dioxins and Dibenzofurans (CDDs and      
     CDFs)" and 1989 Update, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington,  
     D.C., EPA/625/3-89/016, March, 1989.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.428     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
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     Comment ID: D2724.429
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Neubert et al.(8) outlined a number  of prerequisites that need to be      
     fulfilled in order to consider the TEF approach scientifically valid.  The 
     actions of the congeners must be strictly additive in the dose range of    
     interest; the dose response curves for the congeners and endpoints must run
     parallel; organotropic manifestations must be identical; differences in    
     kinetics must be considered when extrapolating between species; and the    
     dose range must be considered.  Many of these criteria have not been       
     satisfactorily addressed.  There is no evidence that the dose-response     
     curves for the different congeners run parallel, nor is there evidence that
     the dose response curves for all toxicological endpoints for a given       
     congener run parallel.  Finally, the range of doses used in acute and      
     subchronic animal studies is not within the range of doses received from   
     environmental exposure.  Neubert et al. argues that "in fact, there is not 
     a single pair of congeners for which substantial and sufficient information
     on dose-responses for various toxicological and biological endpoints is    
     available."                                                                
     _____________________________                                              
     (8)Neubert, R., et al., "Polyhalogenated Dibenzo-p-dioxins and             
     Dibenzofurans and the Immune System.  2.  In Vitro Effects of...TCDD on    
     Lymphocytes of Venous Blood from Man and a Non-human Primate...," Arch.    
     Toxicol., 65:213-219, 1991.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.429     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2724.430
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board and other peer reviewers of the 1989 Update     
     document have recommended that "EPA consider more explicitly the effects of
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     pharmacodynamics (the bioavailability, absorption, distribution,           
     metabolism, and elimination) of relevant environmental mixtures in whole   
     animals when assigning TEFs to homologues and isomers of CDDs and CDFs."   
                                                                                
     Thus, in spite of considerable regulatory and scientific interest, there is
     good evidence, some of it provided by EPA itself, that the use of TEFs for 
     dioxins and furans for other than rough estimations of mixture toxicities  
     is not scientifically supportable.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.430     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2724.431
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .429.                                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (8)Neubert, R., et al., "Polyhalogenated Dibenzo-p-dioxins and             
     Dibenzofurans and the Immune System.  2.  In Vitro Effects of...TCDD on    
     Lymphocytes of Venous Blood from Man and a Non-human Primate...," Arch.    
     Toxicol., 65:213-219, 1991.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.431     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2724.432
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADD/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .430.                                                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA requested comments on suggested language in the Preamble for use of    
     TEFs (58 Fed.Reg. 20943, 3.B., Wildlife Effects).  That language is, "The  
     effects of individual pollutants shall be considered additive for          
     chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and chlorinated dibenzofurans, and for other 
     pollutants for which the available scientific information supports a       
     reasonable assumption that the pollutants produce the same adverse effects 
     through the same mechanism of action, and for which toxic equivalency      
     factors and bioaccumulation equivalency factors may reasonably be          
     calculated."  We support the above quoted concept as generally appropriate 
     for judging additivity validity, but we do not support the premise of the  
     statement that such judgement has been accomplished already for chlorinated
     dioxins and furans.  If it were known that the chlorinated dioxins and     
     furans produce the same adverse effect through the same mechanism of       
     action, there would not be the considerable criticism of the use of TEFs   
     which appears in the scientific literature, some of which is referenced in 
     the previous comment.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.432     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2724.433
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To the point of additivity, we are also concerned that on page 20944, 4.D. 
     (1) and (2), Human Health - Cancer Effects, the Agency proposes that all   
     carcinogens be considered additive in their toxicities, unless a permittee 
     can present information to the contrary to the satisfaction of a permitting
     authority.                                                                 
                                                                                
     There is more than ample evidence in the scientific literature that all    
     carcinogens do not affect the same biological processes, through the same  
     mechanism of action, which is one of the requirements for the incremental  
     risks of mixtures of carcinogens to be additive.  To require the permittee 
     to assemble information on additivities, and to argue this before a        
     permitting agency, is to remove this task from the arena in which it can be
     most adequately addressed.                                                 
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     Response to: D2724.433     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2724.434
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the concept that carcinogens and non-carcinogens not be         
     considered to have additive toxicities unless the specific chemicals of    
     interest have been subjected to a publicly open, scientific review of      
     additivities.  We believe that the broad issue of additivity of toxicities 
     requires much more attention than has been given in this proposal, and that
     a major effort by USEPA directed toward this matter is warranted.          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.434     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2724.435
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble discussion starting on page 20942, EPA describes various   
     activities and reports discussing the development and use of PCB TEFs. The 
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     workshop on the topic recommended that TEFs be seen as an "interim"        
     approach while more promising bioassay techniques are pursued.  The SAB    
     said that "more studies are needed," and that "there are insufficient data 
     available to judge the reliability and accuracy of the TEF approach."  Two 
     studies are cited, both of which indicate that the proposed TEFs might be  
     orders of magnitude too high.  The authors of the second study (DeVito, et 
     al.), one of whom is an EPA researcher, say that "more experimental data   
     are required before TEFs for PCBs should be used in regulatory decision    
     making."                                                                   
                                                                                
     We agree completely with these opinions.  It is apparent that the science  
     underlying development of PCB TEFs is not well developed or understood.    
     Without a basic understanding of the factors that cause the different      
     researchers to obtain such widely variable TEFs, it cannot be possible for 
     EPA to know if the goals of the GLI for protection of wildlife are being   
     met by using them.  We recommend, therefore, that the PCB TEFs in Table    
     VIII.D-1 not be incorporated into the final guidance and that EPA support  
     further research to clarify the situation before the TEF approach is       
     considered further for regulation of PCBs in the environment.              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.435     
     
     The final Guidance does not require the use of TEFs for PCBs. See Section  
     VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for dioxins and    
     "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.                          
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.436
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As have other major industries that will be greatly affected by the        
     proposed guidance, AFPA has conducted an in-depth analysis of the rule's   
     impacts concentrating specifically on the pulp and paper industry.  See    
     Exhibit 20.                                                                
                                                                                
     The study concludes that, as proposed by EPA, the Guidance would require   
     $1.25 billion for new capital equipment, $284 million in annual operation  
     and maintenance expenses and $431 million in annualized costs for          
     additional water pollution controls beyond those already required.  These  
     costs are only for those 103 mills located within the Great Lakes Basin.   
                                                                                
     However, all the Great Lakes states (except Pennsylvania), have indicated  
     with at least some degree of certainty that they intend to implement the   
     Guidance statewide.  If actually implemented statewide by all the Great    
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     Lakes states but Pennsyvlania, an additional 141 mills would be subject to 
     the Guidance with total additional costs of $2.8 billion for new capital   
     expenditures, $608 million in new annual operation and maintenance expenses
     and approximately $940 milion in annualized costs throughout the eight     
     Great Lakes States.                                                        
                                                                                
     These total costs translate into increases in the costs of production of   
     between $43 and $45 per ton of product.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.436     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.437
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pulp and paper study is different than those conducted by other        
     industries in two ways.  First, the cost study is not based on a typical   
     "model plant" analysis that EPA often uses in setting air and water        
     regulations.  This study is a complete bottom-up analysis of all           
     dischargers into the Great Lakes Basin for all categories.  A census of    
     data is a far superior analytical methodology in that it builds off of     
     actual plant by plant information.  There is no significant self-selection 
     bias in the pulp and paper industry study which often results when         
     non-respondents to a survey are assumed to have costs similar to those that
     did respond or are assumed to be identical to a model plant.               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.437     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.438
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the pulp and paper industry study is conservative in its           
     assumptions and deliberately so.  The study estimates the financial and    
     technical impacts of only a few criteria, especially mercury, and estimated
     the additional costs of only the most significant changes in implementing  
     procedures being proposed by the Guidance.  There is a very significant    
     probability that the costs presented in this study are greatly understated.
     Any reasonable changes in estimating assumptions would most likely lead to 
     higher, not lower costs.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.438     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.439
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A final introductory point should be made.  The analysis was conducted by  
     the National Council for Air and Stream Improvement (NCASI), an independent
     research organization comprised of scientists and engineers and funded by  
     member companies of the American Forest and Paper Association.             
                                                                                
     A summary of the NCASI study follows and the complete study is attached as 
     Exhibit 20.  All annualized cost estimates assume a 20-year amortization   
     and discount rate of 8%, the standard federal government period and rate   
     established by the Office of Management and Budget.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.439     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.440
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pg. 213 #2724.                                            
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NCASI has assembled a database that contains production processes and other
     information on virtually every mill in the Great Lakes states.  The        
     database can be used to generate mill-by-mill cost estimates, which can    
     then be totaled to yield a basin-wide cost estimate for this industry.     
     Table V-1 sets forth a state-by-state distribution of pulp and paper mills 
     (both direct and indirect dischargers) within the Great Lakes basin and    
     within the Great Lakes states as well as comparative effluent flow rate    
     data for these comparative groups of mills.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.440     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.441
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although mercury is not used as part of the production process for most    
     mills, the extraordinarily low value for mercury being proposed in the     
     Guidance will cause many, if not most mills to be in violation of the      
     mercury criteria.  Mercury is present in mill effluent either because it is
     in the intake waters or because it is contained in the raw materials used  
     in production processes.                                                   
                                                                                
     Since mercury and other metals are introduced into the production process  
     via sources outside the control of the mills, production-related pollution 
     prevention techniques as envisioned in EPA's draft economic analysis would 
     not be effective.  Rather, consideration of the proposed elimination of    
     intake credits and mixing zones, alongside the infeasibility of pollution  
     prevention leads to the conclusion that the only alternative for the       
     industry to achieve additional removal of these metals and organics would  
     be through additional end-of-pipe treatment technology.                    
                                                                                
     Unfortunately, the selection of technology is somewhat speculative.  The   
     proposed criteria for mercury is two orders of magnitude below that level  
     which an industry engineering consultant determined could be routinely     
     achieved by traditional technology options.  The unpublished draft of the  
     consultant's report (discussed more fully at page 6 of Exhibit 20)         
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     evaluated sulfide precipitation, chemical coagulation, and carbon          
     absorption and ion exchange (using a resin especially designed to remove   
     mercury).  The evaluation concluded that only chemical absorption and ion  
     exchange used together could achieve the .42 ng/L mercury levels required  
     in that study.  The proposed Guidance requirement is less than half this   
     concentration.  The only exception to the choice of technology would be for
     recycling operations.  Facing different incentives mills might instead     
     choose to 100% recycle, thus closing up their wastewater systems.          
     Therefore, these costs were estimated separately.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.441     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.442
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For purposes of estimating costs to the industry stemming from the         
     Guidance, the upcoming combined MACT and BATEA effluent guidelines have    
     been assumed to be in place.  Technology requirements (especially for      
     mercury) in the Guidance go well beyond those needed to meet the likely    
     national BAT regulation.  The only potential for some overlap occurs in    
     bleaching mills of which there are relatively few in the basin.  The       
     potential for overlap in this category does not significantly alter total  
     cost estimates.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.442     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.443
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: See pg. 217-219 #2724.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Capital operation and maintenance costs and total annualized costs have    
     been estimated for each mill based on EPA's own Treatability Manual for    
     direct dischargers.  Indirect dischargers would pay an allocated cost to   
     the municipality for similar treatment requirements.                       
                                                                                
     The cost estimating procedures adopted were, again, deliberately           
     conservative.  For example, no costs were included for the installation or 
     preventive maintenance of the carbon and ion exchange systems.  Moreover,  
     the costs of handling and disposing of the wastes generated were not       
     included.  There is virtual certainty that such costs will be incurred and 
     given the large volumes of regenerant solution, these costs are very likely
     to be significant.                                                         
                                                                                
     Because so much of the metals found in a mill's effluent can be traced to  
     the intake waters, the loss of intake credits in the proposed Guidance     
     makes a tremendous difference in the costs.  Further, none of the          
     conditions set forth in the proposed Guidance for obtaining partial intake 
     credit make a difference to the vast majority of pulp and paper mills      
     discharging into the Great Lakes Basin.  Therefore, costs are presented    
     with and without the availability of full intake edits.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.443     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.444
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pg. 221-223 #2724.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Paper recycling mills are unique in that the major raw material entering   
     their process, recovered paper, can have extremely variable quality with   
     respect to chemical contaminants.  Moreover, the way in which these        
     materials are currently collected and distributed precludes any realistic  
     hope of effective controls on raw material quality or its variability.     
     Therefore, process changes or other traditional pollution prevention       
     approaches would not often be useful in significantly reducing the levels  
     of chemicals in effluents from such mills.                                 
                                                                                
     Because many recycling process may be more amenable to process water system
     closure than some other processes (e.g., bleached chemical pulp mills), and
     given the difficulty of controlling the quality of raw materials entering  

Page 2168



$T044618.TXT
     the processes, the study assumes that direct discharging recycling mills   
     will opt to close up their process water systems and essentially eliminate 
     their discharges rather than incur the extremely high costs associated with
     trying to meet the proposed Guidance requirements.  Because of the very    
     high costs of water system closure, it is assumed that indirect discharging
     mills will choose to pay allocated POTW costs for treatment rather than pay
     for water system closure.                                                  
                                                                                
     Costs for water system closure at deinking mills were evaluated in an      
     engineering feasibility study.  See Exhibit 20 At Appendix D.  Since most  
     mills already have secondary treatment technologies in place, capital and  
     operating costs were estimated only for additional technology requirements;
     granular filtration, microfiltration and reverse osmosis for deinking mills
     and granular filtration alone for non-deinking mills.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.444     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.445
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pg. 225-228 #2724.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is assumed that bleached chemical pulp mills (both kraft and sulfite)   
     will institute 70% substitution of chlorine dioxide for chlorine in the    
     first bleach stage and that hypochlorite stages will be eliminated.        
     Although the performance of this option is subject to considerable debate  
     within the industry, it is the judgment of the environmental engineers that
     this method could generally achieve non-detectable levels of BCCs in the   
     internal streams.  Actual methods employed will be very site specific.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.445     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.446
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of studies, including a recent DRI Study conducted for the Council
     of Great Lakes Governors have pointed out the numerous errors of fact,     
     improper assumptions and inaccurate calculations in EPA's draft cost study 
     in support of the Guidance.  This study was done for EPA by SAIC.  These   
     will not be repeated here in their entirety.  However, two errors are      
     important because they were instrumetnal in SAIC's annual cost for the pulp
     and paper industry being estimated at $17 Million, compared to the NCASI   
     estimate of $450 million and the DRI estimate of $300 million in annual    
     Costs.                                                                     
                                                                                
     [First and foremost, contrary to the SAIC assumption, the criteria levels  
     being set by EPA for several metals are not achievable by simple,          
     inexpensive pollution prevention techniques.  In fact, as noted in the     
     NCASI study the mercury level of .18 Ng/L Is several-fold more stringent   
     than achievable by conventional technologies and may only be barely        
     achievable with the use of the most sophisticated technological treatment  
     train.  It is now widely recognized that mercury levels being set in the   
     Guidance are major cost drivers for the entire regulation.]                
                                                                                
     [SAIC also concludes that using current technologies most mills will, at   
     most, barely miss the Guidance criteria level for mercury.  SAIC's study   
     completely ignored the combined effects of the loss of intake credits, and 
     the loss of mixing zones which are also being proposed in the Guidance.  In
     combination, the Guidance will force the achievement of the mercury and    
     other metal criteria at the internal waste stream, not at the edge of the  
     mixing zone and not only to the extent mercury is added to the intake      
     waters.]                                                                   
                                                                                
     [Second, the SAIC study assumes that pulp and paper mills have a reasonable
     degree of control over the levels of mercury entering the waste stream and 
     which therefore would be subject to pollutant minimization techniques.     
     This assumption is completely false.  The vast majority of mills do not    
     ever add mercury to the production process.  Mercury is found in the intake
     waters and mercury is found at trace levels in the raw materials entering  
     the mills.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Therefore, to a great degree, the levels of mercury found in the eventual  
     waste stream are not only outside the control of the mill, but also widely 
     variable over time -- i.e., these levels may be very predictable.  These   
     non-production related sources and the unpredictability of the mercury     
     levels themselves render application of any pollutant minimization program 
     unworkable, especially the types of minimization activities suggested by   
     EPA's study.]                                                              
                                                                                
     We urge EPA, if it intends to improve the SAIC study rather than start a   
     new study as most have suggested, to drop any assumption for pollutant     
     minimization activities as a substitute for end of pipe technology.  [In   
     addition, other factual errors in the SAIC study with respect to the number
     of pulp and paper mills affected, the direct dischargers involved, the     
     number of indirect dischargers, and their respective flows should be       
     corrected based on the detailed information included in the NCASI study.]  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.446     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2684.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.447
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .447 is imbedded in comment .446.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First and foremost, contrary to the SAIC assumption, the criteria levels   
     being set by EPA for several metals are not achievable by simple,          
     inexpensive pollution prevention techniques.  In fact, as noted in the     
     NCASI study the mercury level of .18 Ng/L Is several-fold more stringent   
     than achievable by conventional technologies and may only be barely        
     achievable with the use of the most sophisticated technological treatment  
     train.  It is now widely recognized that mercury levels being set in the   
     Guidance are major cost drivers for the entire regulation.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.447     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.448
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .448 is imbedded in comment .446.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAIC also concludes that using current technologies most mills will, at    
     most, barely miss the Guidance criteria level for mercury.  SAIC's study   
     completely ignored the combined effects of the the loss of intake credits, 
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     and the loss of mixing zones which are also being proposed in the Guidance.
     In combination, the Guidance will force the achievement of the mercury and 
     other metal criteria at the internal waste stream, not at the edge of the  
     mixing zone and not only to the extent mercury is added to the intake      
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.448     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2584.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.449
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .449 is imbedded in comment .446.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the SAIC study assumes that pulp and paper mills have a reasonable 
     degree of control over the levels of mercury entering the waste stream and 
     which therefore would be subject to pollutant minimization techniques.     
     This assumption is completely false.  The vast majority of mills do not    
     ever add mercury to the production process.  Mercury is found in the intake
     waters and mercury is found at trace levels in the raw materials entering  
     the mills.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Therefore, to a great degree, the levels of mercury found in the eventual  
     waste stream are not only outside the control of the mill, but also widely 
     variable over time -- i.e., these levels may be very unpredictable.  These 
     non-producction related sources and the unpredictability of the mercury    
     levels themselves render application of any pollutant minimization program 
     unworkable, especially the types of minimization activities suggested by   
     EPA's study.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.449     
     
     See response to comments D2684.008 and D2584.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.450
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .450 is imbedded in comment .446.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, other factual errors in the SAIC study with respect to the    
     number of pulp and paper mills affected, the direct dischargers involved,  
     the number of indirect dischargers, and their respective flows should be   
     corrected based on the detailed information included in the NCASI study.   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.450     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.451
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA benefit study is replete with methodological errors, factual       
     errors, errors in calculation and errors in assumptions.  We urge EPA to   
     drop the analysis completely and instead conduct a new analysis using the  
     same quantitative methodology DRI employed for its report to the eight     
     Great Lakes Governors.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.451     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158 and D2587.037.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.452
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First and foremost, the basic benefits methodology is flawed and was used  
     incorrectly.  AFPA has reviewed and fully concurs with the problems raised 
     by the use of a "contingent valuation" methodology for estimating benefits.
     This methodology is now being widely debated in academic circles.  However,
     while it may be a useful academic concept, the methodology is not nearly   
     developed or refined sufficiently to merit its use in a regulatory context.
     
     
     Response to: D2724.452     
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.453
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, as OMB points out in its letter to EPA (see Exhibit 21), the way in
     which EPA used the methodology was considerably flawed or incomplete.  It  
     did not, in the most simple terms, provide sufficient information to the   
     respondent to make appropriate choices.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.453     
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.454
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although there were many, the largest single error employed in the         
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     calculation of benefits by EPA was the benchmark selected.  EPA used       
     current levels of water quality as the benchmark rather than calculating   
     the benefits of the Guidance beyond those which will be achieved under     
     current regulation and policy.  This was an interesting oversight given the
     great pains EPA took to ensure that in estimating costs, those associated  
     with current regulations and policy were not included.  The vast majority  
     of the benefits attributed to the Guidance, in fact, will be achieved over 
     the next several years as a result of implementing existing Clean Water Act
     and Clean Air Act requirements, many of which will be issued by EPA in     
     regulation in the very near future.                                        
                                                                                
     Regardless of the methodology employed by EPA in reevaluating benefits it  
     should, at a minimum, employ the proper baseline--the same one it employs  
     in estimating costs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.454     
     
     See response to comment D2587.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.455
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other errors, especially those included in the three case studies must also
     be fixed before the analysis can become credible.  For example, simple     
     factual information related to pulp and paper mills and their discharge    
     locations was incorrect in the analysis.  Testimony of Fort Howard         
     Corporation at the August, 1993 EPA hearing on the Guidance highlights the 
     extent of errors in estimating costs for Ft. Howards' Green Bay Wisconsin  
     mill.  See Exhibit 22.  There is every reason to believe that the other    
     case studies contained similar types of errors.                            
                                                                                
     The testimony goes on to point out the errors made in estimating benefits, 
     citing the completely inaccurate description of the location of a Fish and 
     Wildlife Refuge in the Green Bay, Wisconsin area and the technically       
     infeasible assumption about how the refuge would serve a greater diversity 
     of wildlife after the Guidance is implemented.                             
                                                                                
     By contrast, DRI's benefit analysis uses a standard methodology and uses   
     measures that are both quantifiable and reliable indicators of ambient     
     water quality.  It measures the number of fish advisories that will be     
     eliminated, shoreline sites opened to recreational fishing and water       
     quality criteria that will be met as a result of the regulation, among     
     others.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Even if EPA disagrees with the DRI conclusion that the Guidance will not   
     result in any measurable benefits, because the rule does not address the   
     major sources of the BCCs listed EPA should use this methodology as the    
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     basis for conducting a new benefit analysis of its own.  It should not,    
     however, retain the benefits study issued at the time of the Guidance's    
     proposal as the basis for its final Regulatory Impact Analysis.            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.455     
     
     See response to comments D2587.144, D2587.037, and D2719.008.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.456
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has used a different approach in developing BAFs for mercury than for  
     other compounds.                                                           
                                                                                
     First, EPA ascertained BCFs for both inorganic mercury and methylmercury.  
     From this, EPA derived a hybrid BCF for ambient mercury according to the   
     Agency's assumptions about the ratio of methylmercury to inorganic species.
     EPA then estimated what proportion of mercury in fish flesh is             
     methylmercury and applies this proportion to the total fish mercury        
     concentration estimated from the hybrid BCF for mercury,  In this way, EPA 
     believes it has developed a bioconcentration factor that relates total     
     mercury in the water column to methylmercury in fish.  It is necessary to  
     do this, because all the toxicity data EPA applies to the derivation of    
     water criteria is for methylmercury (an appropriate approach in our view,  
     due to the higher level of toxicity of this species of mercury).           
                                                                                
     The second step, derivation of a food chain multiplier (FCM), was          
     accomplished by reviewing the field observations of the differences in     
     mercury accumulation between small and large fish.                         
                                                                                
     This approach may be depicted as the following equations:                  
                                                                                
     BAF(subscript 4) = [(ratio*bcf(subscript mehg)) + ((1 - ratio)             
     *bcf(subscript hg))]*frac(subscript mehg) * (FCM)                          
                                                                                
     BAF(subscript 3) = [(ratio*bcf(subscript mehg)) + ((1 -                    
     ratio)*bcf(subscript hg))]*frac(subscript mehg)*(FCM(exp 2/3))             
                                                                                
     where,                                                                     
                                                                                
     ratio  =  the ratio of methylmercury to total mercury concentration in     
               water (assumed to be 0.25)                                       
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     BCF    =  bioconcentration factors for methylmercury (mehg) and inorganic  
               mercury (hg) (assumed to be 52,175 and 2,998, respectively).     
     FCM    =  food chain multiplier (assumed to be 10)                         
     frac   =  fraction of mercury in fish that is methylmercury (assumed to    
               be 0.85).                                                        
                                                                                
     The power function of the FCM parameter in the equation for BCF3 reflects  
     EPA's assumption that the FCM chosen from the literature is geometrically  
     distributed between trophic levels 2, 3, and 4.  No justification for this 
     assumption was provided in the Technical Support Document and ENSR cannot  
     surmise how it may have been arrived at.                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.456     
     
     The BAF for mercury in the final guidance is derived using a different     
     approach than for other chemicals because the properties of mercury are    
     different from those of other chemicals on the GLI list.  EPA agrees that  
     it is appropriate to use toxicity data for methylmercury in the derivation 
     of human health and wildlife criteria for mercury, due to the higher level 
     of toxicity of methylmercury.  The BAFs in the final guidance are not the  
     same for each trophic level.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.457
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 9a.  Exhibit 9.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using EPA's values for each of the parameters, BAF3 and BAF4 values of     
     60,000 and 130,000, respectively, are calculated (Table 1).                
                                                                                
     ENSR has reservations about the values used in the algorithms shown above, 
     as discussed below.  Alternative values for the parameters would result in 
     calculation of lower BAFs.  More importantly, we question the              
     appropriateness of the method at all.  We feel it is both simpler and more 
     consistent with EPA's stated preference for field data from the Great Lakes
     data to calculate BAFs as the ratio of mercury concentration in water to   
     that observed in trophic level 3 or 4 fish.  Using the one study in the    
     peer reviewed literature that provides the data required for this          
     calculation, ENSR derived BAFs much lower than those proposed by EPA.      
     Other data may be avilable for such a calculation, or new data should be   
     obtained.                                                                  
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     Response to: D2724.457     
     
     EPA agrees that field data are preferable, and the report that is being    
     prepared makes uses the available field data that are considered to be of  
     acceptable quality.  EPA intends to revise the GLWQI mercury criteria if   
     the final report indicates that such a change is warranted.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.458
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As will be shown below, there is a large difference in the BCF for methyl- 
     versus inorganic mercury.  Therefore, the ratio parameter is very important
     in determining BAF.  ENSR has provided NCASI with separate comments on the 
     fate of mercury, in which we expressed the opinion that this parameter     
     cannot be considered constant in the Great Lakes.  This is one of the      
     reservations we have with the use of the present approach to determining   
     BAFs for mercury.  This opinion aside, the following comments address the  
     literature values for this parameter.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA references three ratios from the literature:  "less than 10% (Parks,   
     1988), 17% (Gill and Bruland, 1990), and 33% (Kudo, et al, 1982).  Based on
     this, EPA suggested a "reasonable" value of 25%.                           
                                                                                
     The Parks (1988) paper, which is a study of methylmercury in a Canadian    
     river system actually reports a range of ratios from 3 to 8% for the       
     different sampling stations addressed, with a median value of 6%.  Gill and
     Bruland (1990) studied methylmercury in California Rivers and lakes and,   
     for perspective obtained one sample from Lake Erie.  To our knowledge, this
     single sample is the only actual Great Lakes data available.  Kudo, et al  
     (1982) reported ratios of methylmercury to total mercury up to 33% in the  
     Ottawa River.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA did not reference three other references that ENSR encountered.        
                                                                                
     [Schintu, et al (1989) is a follow-up of the previously mentioned study of 
     Kudo, et al (1982) in which they report methylmercury to mercury ratios    
     ranging form 22 to 37% (with a median of the four reported values of 30%)  
     in Ottawa Valley surface water.  Interestingly, this report presents       
     methylmercury in the Ottawa River, as 22 and 26% of total mercury rather   
     than the 30% reported for this water body by Kudo, et al (1982).  However, 
     the authors interpret these values as indicative that methylmercury to     
     mercury ratios are constant.  The report presents total organic mercury    
     and, based on the work of Kudo, et al (1982) indicates that all organic    
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     mercury is methylmercury.  Kudo, et al (1982) were justified in reaching   
     this conclusion as they employed thin layer chromatography methods to      
     identify specific organic mercury species.  It is a bit discomforting,     
     however, that Schintu, et al (1989) did not confirm this finding, because, 
     as discussed below, others have found significant portions of "organic"    
     mercury to be something other than methylmercury.]                         
                                                                                
     [Bloom and Effler (1990) report on methylmercury in Onandaga Lake, in      
     Syrcuse, N.Y.  This waterbody is among the most contaminated lakes in the  
     U.S., resulting from years of discharge from a chlor-alkali facility       
     (methylmercury concentrations are reported to be approximately 20-fold     
     higher than that measured in pristine lakes).  Bloom and Effler report     
     substantial variance in mercury speciation with season and with depth, a   
     finding that presents a difficulty with the EPA assumption of a constant   
     ratio.  The ratios reported range from 4% to 34% with a median value of    
     19%, if one assumes that it is valid to combine observations across seasons
     and depth of sample.  This paper also reports values for methylmercury and 
     total mercury observed in 6 other studies of several other lakes.  As the  
     values are ranges, it is difficult to determine ratios, although if one    
     divided the median methylmercury value in each reported range by the median
     total mercury value for the same water body, the ratios would be from 5 to 
     10%.]                                                                      
                                                                                
     [Lee and Hultberg (1990) report ratios of methylmercury to mercury in      
     Swedish lakes that range from 3.6 to 5.3% (median, 4.5%).  A second        
     important finding of this study is that methylmercury constituted only     
     between 6 and 13% of total detected organic mercury species in the lakes,  
     when "organic" mercury is defined as that proportion of total mercury that 
     is not reactive upon reductive treatment with stannous chloride.  Because  
     such reduction is effective for free inorganic mercury and weak ionic      
     organic complexes for mercury, non-reactive mercury that is cited as       
     "organic" may include more "tightly bound" mercury organic ion complexes as
     well as non-methylmercury species that contain the C-Hg bond.  Thus, one   
     should be concerned about references reporting organic mercury without     
     further speciation.  It is very likely that this overestimates the amount  
     of methylmercury.]                                                         
                                                                                
     The overall observations of the studies cited by EPA plus the studies      
     reviewed by ENSR shows a farily substantial range of values -- a finding   
     that is expected in view of the wide variation of the hydrologic and       
     biogeochemical factors that are reported to affect organic mercury         
     formation.  Again, this calls into question the appropriateness of applying
     a constant ratio to the algorithm.                                         
                                                                                
     It is unclear why EPA chose a ratio of 25% given the spread of the data.   
     The arithmetic mean of the median values reported here (not including Bloom
     and Effler's review of other data) would be approximately 18%.  Given EPA's
     stated preference for Great Lakes data, it is also arguable that the 17%   
     value reported by Gill and Bruland (1990) is most appropriate.             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.458     
     
     EPA agrees that there is a large difference in the BCFs for mercury and    
     methylmercury.  EPA also agrees that the value of 17 percent reported by   
     Gill and Bruland (1990) is the only value known for the Great Lakes.       
     Values from other studies range from 3 to 33 percent.  Kudo et al. (1982)  
     reported that all organic mercury is methylmercury, but others have        
     reported lower percentages.  EPA feels that data from Onondaga Lake are not
     the most relevant available data for purposes of the GLI because this is   
     among the most contaminated lakes in the U.S.  EPA does not assume a       
     constant ratio of methylmercury to total mercury; a site-specific value may
     be used in the derivation of a site- specific criterion if adequately      

Page 2179



$T044618.TXT
     justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately         
     protected.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.459
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .459 is imbedded in comment .458.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Schintu, et al (1989) is a follow-up of the previously mentioned study of  
     Kudo, et al (1982) in which they report methylmercury to mercury ratios    
     ranging from 22 to 37% (with a median of the four reported values of 30%)  
     in Ottawa Valley surface water.  Interestingly, this report presents       
     methylmercury in the Ottawa River, as 22 and 26% of total mercury rather   
     than the 30% reported for this water body by Kudo, et al (1982).  However, 
     the authors interpret these values as indicative that methylmercury to     
     mercury ratios are constant.  The report presents total organic mercury    
     and, based on the work of Kudo, et al (1982) indicates that all organic    
     mercury is methylmercury.  Kudo, et al (1982) were justified in reaching   
     this conclusion as they employed thin layer chromatography methods to      
     identify specific organic mercury species.  It is a bit discomforting,     
     however, that Schintu, et al (1989) did not confirm this finding, because, 
     as discussed below, others have found significant portions of "organic"    
     mercury to be something other than methylmercury.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.459     
     
     The percentage of total mercury that is methylmercury in the final guidance
     is 17 percent based on the report by Gill and Bruland, because this value  
     was obtained in the Great Lakes.  The other data presented in the comment  
     were not considered as relevant.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.460
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .460 is imbedded in comment .458.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bloom and Effler (1990) report on methylmercury in Onandaga Lake, in       
     Syracuse, N.Y.  This waterbody is among the most contaminated lakes in the 
     U.S., resulting from years of discharge from a chlor-alkali facility       
     (methylmercury concentrations are reported to be approximately 20-fold     
     higher than that measured in pristine lakes).  Bloom and Effler report     
     substantial variance in mercury speciation with season and with depth, a   
     finding that presents a difficulty with the EPA assumption of a constant   
     ratio.  The ratios reported range from 4% to 34% with a median value of    
     19%, if one assumes that it is valid to combine observations across seasons
     and depth of sample.  This paper also reports values for methylmercury and 
     total mercury observed in 6 other studies of several other lakes.  As the  
     values are ranges, it is difficult to determine ratios, although if one    
     divided the median methylmercury value in each reported range by the median
     total mercury value for the same water body, the ratios would be from 5 to 
     10%.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.460     
     
     EPA feels that data from Onondaga Lake are not as relevant for purposes of 
     the GLI as other data because this is among the most contaminated lakes in 
     the U.S.  EPA does not assume a constant ratio of methylmercury to total   
     mercury; a site-specific value may be used in the derivation of a          
     site-specific criterion if adequately justified and if downstream uses are 
     adequately protected.  The percentage of total mercury that is             
     methylmercury in the final guidance is 17 percent based on the report by   
     Gill and Bruland, because this value was obtained in the Great Lakes. The  
     data presented in this comment for other lakes are also not considered as  
     relevant as the value reported by Gill and Bruland.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.461
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .461 is imbedded in comment .458.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Lee and Hultberg (1990) report ratios of methylmercury to mercury in       
     Swedish lakes that range from 3.6 to 5.3% (median, 4.5%).  A second        
     important finding of this study is that methylmercury constituted only     
     between 6 and 13% of total detected organic mercury species in the lakes,  
     when "organic" mercury is defined as that proportion of total mercury that 
     is not reactive upon reductive treatment with stannous chloride.  Because  
     such reduction is effective for free inorganic mercury and weak ionic      
     organic complexes for mercury, non-reactive mercury that is cited as       
     "organic" may include more "tightly bound" mercury organic ion complexes as
     well as non-methylmercury species that contain the C-Hg bond.  Thus, one   
     should be concerned about references reporting organic mercury without     
     further speciation.  It is very likely that this overestimates the amount  
     of methylmercury.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.461     
     
     The percentage of total mercury that is methylmercury in the final guidance
     is 17 percent based on the report by Gill and Bruland, because this value  
     was obtained in the Great Lakes.  The other data presented in the comment  
     were not considered as relevant.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.462
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is implicit in the above equations that the uptake of mercury from the  
     water column can be estimated based on BCFs for either methylmercury or    
     inorganic mercury.  EPA justifies this approach by indicating that it is   
     reasonable to assume all organic mercury is methylmercury.  As indicated in
     the papers reviewed above, this is not necessarily a good assumption.      
     Thus, the above equations may be inadequate for estimating mercury uptake  
     unless they are expanded to include BCFs for other mercury species, as well
     as identifying the ratio of all species.  Using the BCF for methylmercury  
     for other organic mercury species (particularly those derived from the     
     association of inorganic mercury with humic substances) is likely to       
     overestimate the actual BAF, while applying the inorganic BCF to other     
     organic species may underestimate the BAF.  Even if EPA had accounted  for 
     the possibility of other mercury species in the algorithm, it is unlikely  
     that BCFs for other mercury species are available.                         
                                                                                
     Of the papers cited above, all but Gill and Bruland (1990) and Schintu, et 
     al (1989) provide specific methods for determining methylmercury versus    
     "organic mercury."  Gill and Bruland (1990) state that they believe all the
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     organic mercury measured is methylmercury, but indicate that the analytical
     method employed (calculation of organic as the difference between total and
     SnCl(subscript 2)-reactive fraction) is not capable of differentiating     
     organic species.  This raises the possibility that the ratio estimate in a 
     key paper may be too high.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.462     
     
     EPA understands the concerns expressed in this comment.  It is prudent for 
     EPA to assume that all organic mercury is methylmercury until data for the 
     Great Lakes are available. Site-specific criteria for mercury may be       
     derived if scientifically justified by available data and if downstream    
     uses are protected.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.463
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA cites two papers providing BCFs for methylmercury:  Olson, et al (1975)
     and McKim, et al (1976).  While ENSR found other studies of methylmercury  
     bioaccumulation, as cited below, we would agree that these papers seem to  
     be the most comprehensive studies in terms of the number of water          
     concentrations tested and the duration of the experiments.  The results of 
     the studies are quite different - the particular BCF values EPA selects    
     from among the data the authors present are 81,667 and 33,000 from Olson,  
     et al and McKim, et al, respectively.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA neglects to mention that Olson, et al (1975) specifically state that   
     the concentrations observed in their study are:                            
                                                                                
     "...the result of a continuous water exposure and a probable intake from a 
     portion of the food eaten."                                                
                                                                                
     This is because the test species, fathead minnow, is a foraging fish that  
     takes a portion of its diet from the periphyton growing in the test tanks. 
     As such, this experiment cannot be said to provide a BCF in that mercury   
     transfer via gills is not the sole mechanism of mercury uptake.  The McKim,
     et al (1976) study, which used rainbow trout, a species that does not      
     forage, does not suffer from this confounding factor.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.463     
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     EPA agrees that the studies by Olson et al. (1975) and McKim et al. (1976) 
     are the most comprehensive studies available of the bioconcentration of    
     mercury.  If there was substantial uptake via food in the study by Olson et
     al. (1975), the BCF would be too high.  However, fathead minnows do not do 
     well in life-cycle tests unless they are fed and it is unlikely that there 
     was sufficient uptake via food to substantially affect the BCF.  The BCFs  
     used from the two reports were 33,000 and 81,667, which are not too        
     different.  The BCF obtained from the McKim study possibly was             
     unnecessarily low due to growth dilution.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.464
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also worth note that these two tests represent findings in separate  
     trophic levels.  It is not clear which trophic level is the appropriate one
     to be studied, given the difference in EPA's method for determining mercury
     BAFs versus the approach used for other chemicals.  However, to the extent 
     that the standard BAF method relies on BCFs for the lower trophic levels,  
     it is unfortunate that EPA did not include these data.  ENSR did obtain one
     BCF study for a lower trophic level organism, burrowing mayfly nymphs      
     (Saouter, et al, 1993).  Because bed sediments are necessary for a test    
     system containing such creatures, it it difficult to determine the         
     relationship of dissolved mercury to animal burdens because the water      
     concentration changes as it equilibrates with sediment (sediment also      
     provides a separate "compartment" in the uptake scheme).  However, crude   
     ratios of animal concentration to water concentration were of the order    
     10(exp 3), as opposed to the 10(exp 4) observations in finfish.  If this   
     represents true differences in BCFs among trophic levels, one must question
     which BCF should be used in the BAF model provided by EPA.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.464     
     
     EPA does not agree that the tests by Olson et al. (1975) and McKim et al.  
     (1976) represent findings in separate trophic levels.  In the field, these 
     species would be in different trophic levels, but in a laboratory test,    
     both are fed uncontaminated food and BCFs (not BAFs) are measured with both
     species.  EPA does not agree that data obtained using burrowing mayfly     
     nymphs is more representative of BCFs than the data obtained by Olson et   
     al. (1975) and McKim et al. (1976).  EPA dose not know of anyone who       
     advocates the determination of BCFs using a test methodology employing     
     burrowing organisms and sediment.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.465
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA indicates that the findings of Olson, et al (1975) and McKim, et al    
     (1976) suggest that BCFs are not linear with concentration.  That is, BCFs 
     measured in systems with low water mercury concentrations may be higher    
     than those measured at high water concentrations.  Therefore, EPA selected 
     the BCFs calculated for the lowest water concentration of mercury.  While  
     we would agree that it is proper to use BCFs from the lowest water         
     concentrations utilized in these experiments, it is because these          
     concentrations are "closest" to ambient conditions in the Great Lakes.  It 
     is not universally accepted that BCFs will increase in inverse proportion  
     to water concentration.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.465     
     
     EPA did not imply universal acceptance that BCFs will increase in inverse  
     proportion to water concentrations; EPA only commented that it occurred in 
     the tests of concern.  EPA agrees that it is proper to use BCFs from the   
     lowest water concentrations utilized in these experiments.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.466
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     McKim, et al (1976), the report that EPA claims makes a case for increasing
     BCFs with diminished water concentrations, actually states that the        
     relationship holds only for BCFs relating water concentration to muscle    
     tissue.  For other tissues and whole body the BCFs are considered to be    
     similar at all tested water concentrations.  Additionally, Cember, et al   
     (1978) report that there was no relationship between water concentration   
     and BCF in their experiments with Bluegills kept in aquaria with           
     methylmercury concentrations ranging from 0.2 ppb to 50 ppb.  Rather, these
     authors indicated the methylmercury BCF is quite sensitive to temperature. 
     They report methylmercury BCFs of 524 and 2431 for bluegill in 0.2 ppb     
     methylmercury at 9 and 33 degrees C, respectively.  Further, Nimmi and     
     Lowe-Jinde (1984) report a BCF for "high" water concentrations (0.15 ppb)  
     that is more than an order of magnitude higher than that derived at the    
     tested low water concentration (0.053 ppb; BCFs were 80,000 and 4,000 for  
     high and low water concentrations, respectively).  Such a difference in the
     values, however, make the results suspect in our mind.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.466     
     
     EPA agrees that the data reported by Nimmi and Lowe-Jinde (1984) are       
     suspect, which is why they were not used.  EPA maintains that the data from
     McKim et al. (1976) and Olson et al. (1975) are the most relevant, and does
     not know of any reason to change the interpretation of those data.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.467
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also important that, for all species raised in standard waters, the  
     ubiquitousness of methylmercury is such that experimental fish will have a 
     body burden of methylmercury prior to the conduct of the experiment.       
     Because methylmercury is slow to depurate,this "background" body           
     concentration of methylmercury will add to the concentration resulting from
     the exposure and will represent a varying proportion of the total          
     methylmercury in test animals from different exposure concentrations.  For 
     instance, in the McKim, et al (1976) study, body burdens of methylmercury  
     in control fish were approximately 10% of that observed in fish at the     
     lowest exposure concentration, but only 1% of that observed at the highest 
     exposure concentration.  Accounting for this background does not eliminate 
     the inverse relation between water concentration and BCF, but it tends to  
     "flatten" the effect.                                                      
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     Response to: D2724.467     
     
     EPA agrees that accounting for the concentration of mercury in the control 
     fish in different ways could affect the BCF somewhat. It is not clear how  
     much of this mercury was in the fish at the beginning of the test, was in  
     the food fed to the fish, was in the incoming dilution water, or came from 
     other test chambers via transport through the air.  Transport via the air  
     would not cause any complications in the interpretation of the BCFs because
     the denominator is the concentration measured in the ambient water in the  
     bioconcentration test.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.468
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, ENSR notes that the value from the McKim, et al (1976) study is   
     for muscle rather than whole body the tissue reported in the Olson, et al  
     (1975) study.  EPA generally regards BCFs for either of these tissues      
     similar, given the observed uniform distribution of methylmercury in fish. 
     While we agree that, in most studies, the distribution does seem uniform,  
     the McKim, et al paper provides a BCF for whole body and that value is     
     lower than that reported for muscle by some 30% (mean value 20,000, value  
     calculated at the lowest water concentration tested, 23,333).  It is       
     unclear to us why this value was not used by EPA in determining BAFs for   
     the Wildlife Criteria in that they regard whole body as the tissue expected
     to be consumed by wild animals.  For humans, who would be expected to eat  
     muscle primarily, the muscle BCF is appropriate.                           
                                                                                
     Based on this review, it is our opinion that the McKim data is preferable  
     to the Olson data or a geometric mean of both data sets as an estimate of  
     BCF for methylmercury.  [We would agree that the BCF for muscle determined 
     at the lowest water concentration tested (i.e., 33,000) is appropriate for 
     determining a BAF for use in human health criteria because this            
     concentration is most like the ambient concentration and because this      
     tissue is probably what is ingested by man.]  [For determining BAFs related
     to Wildlife Criteria, it would seem more appropriate to use the BCF for    
     whole body burden determined at the lowest concentration (23,333).]        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.468     
     
     EPA agrees that (a) the value from the McKim et al. (1976) study is for    
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     muscle rather than for whole body as reported in Olson et al. (1975), (b)  
     in most studies the distribution does seem uniform, and (c) the BCF        
     determined at the lowest water concentration tested is appropriate for     
     determining a BAF used in human health criteria.  EPA does not agree that  
     the data from McKim et al. (1976) provide an adequate rationale for        
     deriving wildlife BAFs that are different from human health BAFs for       
     mercury.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2724.469
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .469 is imbedded in comment .468.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would agree that the BCF for muscle determined at the lowest water      
     concentration tested (i.e., 33,000) is appropriate for determining a BAF   
     for use in human health criteria because this concentration is most like   
     the ambient concentration and because this tissue is probably what is      
     ingested by man.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.469     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that the BAF at the lowest concentration is the
     most appropriate one to use.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2724.470
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .470 is imbedded in comment .468.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For determining BAFs related to Wildlife Criteria, it would seem more      
     appropriate to use the BCF for whole body burden determined at the lowest  
     concentration (23,333).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.470     
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     EPA disagrees that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. Bioaccumulation is 
     what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total concentration of   
     chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans and wildlife.   
     For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical through the food     
     chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from
     the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the potential exposure
     to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and result in criteria  
     or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for   
     uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these
     chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and
     wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically
     valid approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been
     used in criteria development since 1985.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.471
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA cites values for BCFs for inorganic mercury used in the Ambient Water  
     Quality Criteria for Mercury (EPA 440/5-84-026; January 1985).  These      
     studies, by Boudou and Ribeyre (1984) and Snarski and Olson (1982) provide 
     BCFs of 1,800 and 4,994 for rainbow trout and fathead minnow, respectively.
     In view of the previously mentioned foraging activity of fathead minnow, we
     are skeptical that the latter study is appropriate for use as a BCF.  It is
     also notable that the measurements of fish tissue concentration of mercury 
     in these reports are for total mercury rather than methylmercury.          
     Therefore, the use of these BCFs without the assumption that some          
     transformation of inorganic to methylmercury occurs in fish is problematic.
     
     
     Response to: D2724.471     
     
     EPA agrees that it is interesting that BCFs obtained with fathead minnows  
     were higher that those obtained with salmonids for both inorganic mercury  
     and methylmercury, but EPA does not agree that this is necessarily likely  
     to be due to foraging activity of fathead minnows in laboratory tests.  It 
     is unlikely that fathead minnows obtain a substantial amount of food by    
     foraging in such tests because the fish must be fed in order to do well in 
     the tests.  Also, BCFs obtained with fathead minnows for organic chemicals 
     have not been reported to be higher than what partitioning theory predicts.
      It is well known, however, that BCFs obtained for some chemicals with such
     large fish as salmonids are too low unless the calculation of the BCFs take
     growth dilution into account.  Unless clarify the issues, it is prudent for
     EPA to use the geometric mean of the experimentally determined BCFs.  In   
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     addition, Watras and Bloom (1992) obtained a higher BCF in a field study,  
     although the study was conducted at a pH of 6.1.  Bloom (1992) reported    
     that virtually all ( > 95 %) of the mercury in fish is methylmercury.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.472
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA suggests a value of 85.5% of total mercury as methylmercury.  It is a  
     fairly consistent finding in the literature that a large fraction of total 
     mercury in finfish is methylmercury, in many cases 90% or higher, although 
     the fraction may be very much lower in other aquatic organisms.  Because   
     the species of concern for application of BAFs are all finfish, EPAs value 
     seems reasonable, if not slightly low.                                     
                                                                                
     It has been argued that the entire body burden of methylmercury in fish    
     tissue can be explained based on the uptake of methylmercury from water,   
     without the requirement of any transformation of inorganic mercury to      
     methylmercury during or following uptake (Parks, 1988).  The application of
     the 85% fraction to the BAF equations effectively eliminates the           
     contribution of the BCF for inorganic mercury.  This may be fortuitous or  
     may indicate that simply accounting for the BCF of methylmercury is        
     sufficient to estimate fish levels of methylmercury.  This distinction     
     becomes more important if the fraction of total mercury in water that is   
     methylmercury turns out to be much smaller than the estimates from the     
     current limited database.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.472     
     
     EPA agrees that the value of 85.5 % is probably low, based on the data     
     reported by Bloom (1992).  In the final guidance, it is assumed that 97.5 %
     of the total mercury in fish is methylmercury.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.473
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All six of the papers cited by EPA make the qualitative case for an        
     increase in methylmercury burden derived from food chain uptake.  Only two 
     (Cope, et al; 1990 and MacCrimmon, et al 1982) provide a quantitative      
     analysis of the effect.                                                    
                                                                                
     In Cope et al (1990) and MacCrimmon, et al (1982), linear regressions of   
     the methylmercury concentrations in perch vs. walleye and smelt vs. lake   
     trout, respectively, are presented.  Both papers show statistically        
     significant correlations and fairly high correlation coefficients.  The    
     food chain multipliers reported in EPA's Technical Support Document are the
     slopes of these regression lines.                                          
                                                                                
     The remainder of the papers present data on body burdens of mercury in     
     small and large fish.  The FCMs based on these papers that are reported in 
     the Technical Support Document are the result of EPA computing the ratios  
     of selected values in report tables.  ENSR was able to reproduce most of   
     the values, but notes that all possible combinations were not reported in  
     the Technical Support Document.  Whether such comprehensive treatment of   
     the data is better or more valid than the overview provided by EPA is      
     unclear.  What is apparent is that EPA does not make full use of the total 
     available data set.  We prefer the FCMs derived from the linear regressions
     in the previously mentioned papers, because they use all available data in 
     a more comprehensive fashion.                                              
                                                                                
     EPA selected an FCM of 10 after presenting the data described above.  There
     is no reason why this value was selected -- it is not the central tendency 
     of the reported values or a median value (although the reported values are 
     not necessarily a true representation of the range of possible values).  A 
     value of 10 is in fact higher than most of the reported values.            
                                                                                
     Based on our preference for methods that utilize the data in a more        
     inclusive fashion, the slope values of the Cope and MacCrimmon papers (6.4 
     and 7.7) seem more appropriate.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.473     
     
     The biomagnification factor used in the final guidance between predator    
     fish and prey fish is 5, which is likely to be closer to a central value   
     than 10.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.474
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA made the assumption, without any published justification, that the     
     selected FCM is geometrically distributed between the three highest trophic
     levels.  We cannot imagine how this assumption was developed.  This causes 
     the FCM to be 2.15 (the cube root of 10) from trophic level 2, 4.6 for     
     trophic level 3, and 10 for trophic level 4.  Using the same logic, our    
     preferred FCM would range from 1.4 to 2 (the approximate cube roots of 6.4 
     and 7.7) at trophic level 2 and increase exponentially.  However, it should
     be noted that all the reported values were derived from observations of    
     differences between trophic level 4 fish (e.g., pike, lake trout, and brown
     trout) and trophic level 3 fish (e.g., smelt, young perch).  It might be   
     argued that the value derived from these studies is really to be used      
     solely for the final trophic transition.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.474     
     
     In the final guidance, the biomagnification factor derived from the data   
     regarding predator fish and prey fish is only used to relate trophic levels
     3 and 4.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.475
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .474. Ref. Table 1 pg. 9a of Exhibit 9.           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The previous discussion included the selection of what ENSR views as more  
     appropriate values for the parameters used by EPA to derive BAFs.  In Table
     1, the preferred parameter values are shown along with the BAF that would  
     be calculated using these values.  Note that since the BCF for             
     methylmercury is different for muscle versus whole body, separate BAFs for 
     humans and wildlife must be calculated.                                    
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     These calculations show an approximate three-fold overall reduction in the 
     BAFs.  As we are somewhat skeptical that the approach represented by these 
     equations is appropriate at all, it is difficult to argue that the         
     alternative calculations are more valid than those presented by EPA.  They 
     do indicate the magnitude of change produced by EPA's conservative         
     application of parameter values.  It should be noted however, that the     
     reduction would be "wiped out" if it were the case that the FCM of 7.7     
     should be regarded as applying to the trophic level 4, rather than being   
     geometrically distributed among trophic levels.  As such, EPA's BAF        
     estimates might be regarded as "upper bounds" with the likely values being 
     at least three-fold lower.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.475     
     
     EPA agrees that it is difficult to argue that the alternative calculations 
     are more valid than those presented by EPA.  EPA also agrees that the      
     biomagnification factor concerning predator fish and prey fish should be   
     used only to relate trophic levels 3 and 4.   EPA believes that the field  
     data reported by Watras and Bloom (1992) should be used to relate trophic  
     levels 1, 2, and 3.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.476
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The method EPA has chosen to determine BAFs for mercury suffers in several 
     regards, but among the most improtant is that providing values for the     
     parameters requires a large number of assumptions, producing a significant 
     amount of uncertainty in the final values.  We regard it as more           
     appropriate, as well as more consistent with the stated preferences of the 
     GLI, to determine BAFs from field studies in which mercury concentrations  
     in both lake water and appropriate fish species are known.                 
                                                                                
     The optimal data for such determinations would be obtained from synoptic   
     studies in the Great Lakes.  We do not believe these data exist at this    
     time.  However, in view of the extreme potential cost of compliance with   
     the criteria for mercury developed in the GLI, it seems cost-effective to  
     obtain such information.                                                   
                                                                                
     In the interim, we would think it would be possible to obtain data on water
     and fish concentrations of mercury that is somewhat compatible with respect
     to time and location of collection.  Sources for such data may include the 
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     STORET database, the database of Lake Ontario fish and water mercury       
     analyses, or a recently published report from Environment Canada           
     (Environment Canada, 1991).                                                
                                                                                
     We are aware of one peer-reviewed paper that provides such data.  The data 
     from Table 1 of Park, et al (1988) can be manipulated to provide BAFs for  
     two ages of pike as well as perch.  The arithmetic mean values from these  
     calculations yield estimated BAFs of approximately 20,000 (range 1,885 to  
     41,429) for young pike, 35,000 (range 11,429 to 68,750) for pike older than
     1 year, and 12,000 (range 2,857 to 25,000) for perch.  Alternatively, the  
     slope of the lines provided in Figure 3 of this paper (linear regression of
     mercury in biota on total mercury in water) would also provide an estimate 
     of the BAF and fulfill our preference for inclusive utilization of data.  A
     numeric value for this slope is not given in the paper, but might be       
     obtained from the author or calculated.                                    
                                                                                
     The values derived from Parks (1988) are lower than those proposed in the  
     GLI and similar to those we obtained in our alternative calculation.  Not  
     too much should be made of this outcome, however, as Parks data is from a  
     specific lake and river system which has somewhat lower ratios of          
     methylmercury to total mercury in water than other reports.  The           
     calculations do illustrate the utility of the approach.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.476     
     
     EPA agrees that field-measured BAFs are preferable, and EPA agrees that    
     such data do not seem to exist at this time.  EPA also agrees that not too 
     much should be made of the BAFs reported by Parks (1988).  EPA has         
     insufficient confidence in the quality of the data in Storet to utilize the
     suggested interim approach for deriving a BAF without independently        
     verifying the data.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.477
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury can undergo a variety of transformations in the aquatic            
     environment.  The various forms that mercury takes in water (predominantly 
     Hg(exp 2+), Hg(exp +), Hg(exp 0), and methyl mercury) have vastly different
     biogeochemical behavior.  Further, the rates of transformation between the 
     various forms vary substantially depending upon the environmental          
     conditions.  Thus, simplifying assumptions of mercury behavant mercury     
     speciation and bioavailability (see below).  In any case, it is highly     
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     desirable to base the assumed proportion of methyl mercury on a strong     
     empirical data set.  Unfortunately, such a data set does not exist for the 
     Great Lakes system.  As cited by the GLI Criteria Development document, one
     citation of the proportion exists for Lake Erie (Gill and Bruland, 1990).  
     This publication is, in fact, focussed on the mercury dynamics of lakes and
     rivers in California and only provides the Lake Erie datum for perspective.
     An extensive review of the peer-reviewed literature and a telephone survey 
     of researchers in the field was not able to reveal further data on the     
     proportion of methyl mercury likely to be encountered in the various Great 
     Lakes.  This problem is compounded by the recent conclusion that           
     "ultra-clean" techniques are necessary to quantify metals concentration in 
     the ug/l range.  Thus, data generated prior to the late 1980s is suspect   
     due to potential mercury contamination of samples by f highest proportions 
     being observed in the hypolimnion) and time (Bloom and Effler, 1990).  In  
     lake and stream systems, Lee and Hultberg (1990) observed that methyl      
     mercury proportion varied between three and seven percent depending upon   
     the concentration of dissolved organic materials and water residence time. 
                                                                                
     Given this level of variability, it may be necessary to base the regulation
     of mercury discharges on site-specific conditions that allow for estimation
     of relevant mercury speciation and bioavailability (see below).  In any    
     case, it is highly desirable to base the assumed proportion of methyl      
     mercury on a strong empirical data set.  Unfortunately, such a data set    
     does not exist for the Great Lakes system.  As cited by the GLI Criteria   
     Development document, one citation of the proportion exists for Lake Erie  
     (Gill and Bruland, 1990).  This publication is, in fact, focussed on the   
     mercury dynamics of lakes and rivers in California and only provides the   
     Lake Erie datum for perspective.  An extensive review of the peer-reviewed 
     literature and a telephone survey of researchers in the field was not able 
     to reveal further data on the proportion of methyl mercury likely to be    
     encountered in the various Great Lakes.  This problem is compounded by the 
     recent conclusion that "ultra-clean" techniques are necessary to quantify  
     metals concentration in the ug/l range.  Thus, data generated prior to the 
     late 1980s is suspect due to potential mercury contamination of samples by 
     filter media, sampling equipment, bottles, etc.                            
                                                                                
     [It is clear that the enforcement of the GLI criteria for mercury will     
     result in significant expenditure of societal resources.]  [It is also     
     clear that the proportion of methyl mercury relative to total can vary     
     widely with time and space.  Citations to methyl mercury proportions well  
     below that selected for the GLI are common in the literature.]  Given these
     facts, it is reasonable to expect that such an important criteria would be 
     backed by strong empirical data.  This is clearly not the case for the GLI 
     criteria.  [In any case, given this variability, greater significance      
     should be given to data from the Great Lakes system (i.e., the 17 percent  
     cited by Gill and Bruland (1990) rather than the 25 percent taken as a     
     "reasonable" estimate of Great Lakes water quality based upon data from    
     other systems.]                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.477     
     
     The final guidance allows derivation of site-specific criteria and allows  
     such site-specific criteria to be higher or lower than the system-wide     
     guidance if adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses 
     are adequately protected.  The final guidance uses 17 percent as the       
     percent of total mercury in ambient water that is methylmercury.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.478
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .478 is imbedded in comment .477.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that the enforcement of the GLI criteria for mercury will      
     result in significant expenditure of societal resources.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.478     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2584.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.479
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .479 is imbedded in comment .477.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also clear that the proportion of methyl mercury relative to total   
     can vary widely with time and space.  Citations to methyl mercury          
     proportions well below that selected for the GLI are common in the         
     literature.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.479     
     
     EPA feels that the proportion of methylmercury is likely to vary with time 
     and space.  EPA agrees that citations to methylmercury proportions well    
     below that selected for the GLI are common in the literature.  The         
     percentage used in the final guidance is 17 percent, which is based on the 
     only measurement known to EPA for the Great Lakes.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.480
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .480 is imbedded in comment .477.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In any case, given this variability, greater significance should be given  
     to data from the Great Lakes system (i.e., the 17 percent cited by Gill and
     Bruland (1990) rather than the 25 percent taken as a "reasonable" estimate 
     of Great Lakes water quality based upon data from other systems.           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.480     
     
     The percentage used in the final guidance is 17 percent.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.481
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fundamental to the application of the GLI criteria is the assumption that  
     all of the mercury discharged by a facility remains bioavailable.  Our     
     understanding of mercury biogeochemistry indicates this is not the case.   
     In fact, a substantial portion of the discharged mercury is likely to be   
     lost to the atmosphere and to the bed sediments.  As an analogy, various   
     other metals have been estimated to have half-lives in Lake Ontario of as  
     short as 4 days for lead and as long as 3 years for copper (Coale and      
     Flegal, 1989).                                                             
                                                                                
     It is clear that mercury can be lost from the aquatic environment by       
     volatilization (Ramamoorthy et al., 1983; Schroeder et al., 1989).  In     
     model systems, volatilization provides a major sink for aquatic mercury    
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     (Hudson et al., 1993).  Similarly, ionic mercury has a high affinity for   
     organic particles (Moore, 1990) and settling particles are likely to       
     provide a mercury sink.                                                    
                                                                                
     It is expected that these losses would cause, the half-life for mercury in 
     the Great Lakes system to be relatively short (i.e., on the order of a     
     year) and a substantial portion of mercury discharged would become         
     unavailable to the aquatic environment.                                    
                                                                                
     The development of the GLI makes no attempt to account for this rate of    
     loss and assumes that mercury is entirely persistent.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.481     
     
     It is not true that "Fundamental to the application of the GLI criteria is 
     the assumption that all of the mercury discharged by a facility remains    
     bioavailable".  The derivation of a criterion makes no assumptions about   
     the fate of the chemical that is in an effluent.  Issues concerning the    
     fate and transport of a chemical that is discharged in an effluent are     
     relevant to the derivation of permit limits, but not the derivation of a   
     criterion.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.482
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implicit in the development of the GLI criteria is the understanding that  
     there will be a beneficial impact from implementation of the GLI on the    
     concentrations of mercury in water and in fish flesh.  As described in the 
     Federal Register statement of the GLI, there is the perception that the    
     concentraions of xenobiotics (e.g., polychlorinated biphenyls) in Great    
     Lakes fish flesh have fallen in recent years since control of point        
     sources.  US EPA has interpreted the data to indicate that this trend has  
     slowed and this fact is used to support the need for more stringent        
     regulation of point sources.  If, in fact, the trend toward lower water    
     column and fish concentrations has slowed, there are other explanations    
     besides having reached a steady state with point source loadings.          
                                                                                
     There is substantial evidence that many of the contaminants present in the 
     Great Lakes are not primarily due to point discharges of wastewater.       
     Instead, as pointed out by the Virtual Elimination Task Force Report       
     (1993), non-point sources such as atmospheric deposition,                  
     sediment-associated contaminant, and runoff from terrrestrial systems      
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     contribute significant quantities.  The Virtual Elimination Task Force     
     Report concludes that point source discharges of mercury (i.e., municipal  
     and industrial discharges) are likely to account for 4.4 percent of the    
     total loading of mercury to Lake Superior.  Even if loading from monitored 
     tributaries are attributed solely to point-source discharges, the          
     proportion is only 19.4 percent.                                           
                                                                                
     The importance of atmospheric deposition as a source of aquatic mercury has
     been well defined in recent studies.  In seepage lakes in the northern     
     Middle West and in Florida, the Electric Power Research Institute and      
     others have concluded that atmospheric deposition represents the dominant  
     source of mercury loading (as an example see Hudson et al., 1993).         
     Similarly, Sorenson et al. (1990) found that atmospheric deposition is the 
     dominant source of mercury to 80 lakes in Minnesota.  Swain et al. (1992)  
     observed that the rate of atmospheric deposition in central North America  
     is substantial and has increased with industrialization.  Similar          
     observations were made by Nater and Grigal (1992) and Evans (1986).  Wiener
     et al. (1990) also found that sediment resuspension was of importance to   
     the uptake of mercury by fish.  Finally, the fact that most waterbodies    
     measured (including those receiving no point discharges, cf. Gill and      
     Bruland, 1990) have concentrations in excess of the proposed GLI criteria  
     suggests that other sources are significant.                               
                                                                                
     [Assuming that the mass of mercury present in the water column is          
     proportional to the amount loaded to the system, we can expect the         
     concentration of mercury to fall by approximately 4 to 19 percent following
     the perfect control of point sources.  While this is a laudable goal, it is
     unlikely to substantially affect the uses of Great Lake resources.  Such a 
     marginal change in concentration should be weighed against the considerable
     costs of compliance with the GLI.]                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.482     
     
     Water quality criteria represent the desired ambient condition of a        
     waterbody and may be used as a basis of imposing both point and nonpoint   
     source controls.  The primary authority for developing and implementing    
     nonpoint source controls rests with the States and Tribes.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2724.483
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .483 is imbedded in comment .482.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assuming that the mass of mercury present in the water column is           
     proportional to the amount loaded to the system, we can expect the         
     concentration of mercury to fall by approximately 4 to 19 percent following
     the perfect control of point sources.  While this is a laudable goal, it is
     unlikely to substantially affect the uses of Great Lake resources.  Such a 
     marginal change in concentration should be weighed against the considerable
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     costs of compliance with the GLI.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.483     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.484
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As alluded to above, the biogeochemistry of mercury is extremely           
     complicated.  Transformation between various inorganic and organic forms of
     the metal greatly affect its bioavailability and toxicity.  Further        
     confusing the picture is the fact that the rates of transformation between 
     the various mercury forms can vary substantially depending upon the        
     specific conditions found in the waterbody and its sediments.  For these   
     reasons, a specific mercury load may have low potential for uptake in one  
     system but not in another.  The GLI criteria neglect this important fact   
     and assume that the uptake of mercury in to fish is proportional solely to 
     the concentration of mercury in water.                                     
                                                                                
     There is a substantial body of literature that indicates that the          
     concentration of mercury in fish flesh depends upon the quality of the     
     water.  The concentration of mercury in fish flesh is higher in waters that
     have low pH and low acid neutralizing capacity (Sorenson et al., 1990) ;   
     Grieb et al., 1990; Wiener et al., 1990; Cope et al., 1990) despite the    
     fact that all of the waterbodies would be expected to have similar total   
     mercury loads.  The concentration of dissolved organic material has been   
     observed to correlate negatively with mercury concentration in fish (Grieb 
     et al., 1990).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.484     
     
     It is not true that "The GLI criteria neglect this important fact and      
     assume that the uptake of mercury into fish is proportional solely to the  
     concentration of mercury in water".  The GLI assigns different BAFs to     
     inorganic mercury and methylmercury. In addition, the final guidance allows
     derivation of site- specific criteria and allows such site-specific        
     criteria to be higher or lower than the system-wide guidance if adequately 
     justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately         
     protected.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.485
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .484.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are a variety of explanations for the impact of low pH on fish flesh 
     concentration.  Bjornberg et al. (1988) concluded that pH affects sulfide  
     concentration while sulfide controls the solubility of mercury in solution.
     Other authors call on changes in the rate of inorganic mercury methylation 
     or the relative abundance of volatile Hg(exp 0) (see Winfrey and Rudd,     
     1990).                                                                     
                                                                                
     Regardless of the actual mechanism affecting mercury concentration in fish 
     flesh, it is clear that this concentration can vary independent of the rate
     of loading to the waterbody and even the mercury concentration in water.   
     As described above, the concentration of mercury and methyl mercury is     
     poorly known in the Great Lakes system.  The biogeochemical cycling of     
     mercury is even more poorly understood.  It is hypothesized that the models
     developed during the study of small seepage lakes apply, then the          
     relatively basic large lakes would be expected to exhibit low fish flesh   
     concentrations relative to the small acidic lakes.  It is important to     
     note, however, that the applicability of this model is not well understood.
     The differences between the small temperate lakes and the Great Lakes are  
     manifest; the Great Lakes have longer residence times, different aquatic   
     chemistry, and poorer contact with bed sediments.  The implications of     
     these differences from seepage lakes are not known.  What is clear is that 
     the behavior of mercury between the Great Lakes and within specific regions
     of each lake is likely to vary as the aquatic chemistry varies.            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.485     
     
     EPA agrees that "the behavior of mercury between the Great Lakes and within
     specific regions of each lake is likely to vary as the aquatic chemistry   
     varies".  Therefore, the final guidance allows derivation of site-specific 
     criteria and allows such site- specific criteria to be higher or lower than
     the system-wide guidance if adequately justified by acceptable data and if 
     downstream uses are adequately protected.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.486
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI fails to appreciate the differences that are likely to occur       
     between the different lake systems relative to the bioavailability of      
     mercury.  As suggested by Hudson et al. (1993) the bioaccumulation factor  
     for mercury is likely to be substantially greater for acidified systems    
     that circum-neutral ones (such as the Great Lakes).  The GLI criteria      
     should reflect this difference.                                            
                                                                                
     In order to understand the relationship between water column concentration 
     and fish flesh concentration (and thus human and ecological risk) a large  
     body of empirical evidence should be examined.  The collection of a        
     meaningful data set (i.e., multiple paired samples of fish and water)      
     represents a significant commitment but, given the complexity of mercury   
     dynamics and the Great Lakes system, proper regulation of mercury requires 
     it.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.486     
     
     EPA agrees that differences "are likely to occur between the different lake
     systems relative to the bioavailability of mercury".  Therefore, the final 
     guidance allows derivation of site-specific criteria and allows such       
     site-specific criteria to be higher or lower than the system-wide guidance 
     if adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are      
     adequately protected.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.487
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The development of the GLI criteria has oversimplified the environmental   
     dynamics of mercury.  It has based its criteria development on model       
     systems that are not likely to be appropriate.  The result is that the     
     total mass of mercury in the water column, the fraction of methyl mercury, 
     and the bioavailability of mercury are likely to be overestimated.  In     
     addition, it is not clear that stringent regulation of point sources of    
     wastewater will result in substantial decreases in mercury concentrations  
     in water and fish flesh.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.487     
     
     EPA agrees that the derivation of the criteria for mercury is based on a   
     simplification of the environmental dynamics of mercury, but EPA feels that
     this is necessary for the derivation of most criteria and is not           
     necessarily inappropriate.  The final guidance allows derivation of        
     site-specific criteria and allows such site-specific criteria to be higher 
     or lower than the system-wide guidance if adequately justified by          
     acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately protected.  Water    
     quality criteria represent the desired ambient condition of a waterbody and
     may be used as a basis of improving both point and nonpoint source         
     controls.  The primary authority for developing and implementing nonpoint  
     source controls rests with the States and Tribes.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.488
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prior to the commitment of substantial societal resources on such criteria,
     the biogeochemistry of mercury in the Great Lakes should be better         
     established.  This is especially the case given the anti-backsliding       
     provisions of the Clean Water Act which will lock dischargers into criteria
     that could be found, upon further study, to be unnecessary and             
     unreasonable.  Especially disturbing is the fact that the anit-backsliding 
     provision may actually remove any incentive to study further the problem of
     mercury dynamics in the Great Lakes.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.488     
     
     EPA does not believe that effluent limits designed to meet Tier I criteria 
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     or Tier II values will be unnecessary or unreasonable. Furthermore, EPA    
     expects that antibacksliding provisions can be satisfied so as to allow    
     modification of permit limits if appropriate.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.489
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ideally, the fate and transport of mercury in the Great Lakes system should
     be better studied in order to develop relevant assumptions in the          
     estimation of criteria.  Such a study should include measurement of mercury
     and methyl mercury concentrations in Great Lakes waters and coordinated    
     sampling of fish for tissue analysis of mercury concentration.  This would 
     allow for accurate estimates of mercury BAFs.  It would also be productive 
     to estimate the residence time of discharged mercury and develop a mass    
     balance of mercury discharge to the lakes.  It is distinctly possible that 
     such a study would reveal substantial inter- and intralake difference.  US 
     EPA may need to consider lake or area specific criteria to account for this
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.489     
     
     EPA agrees that it is desirable to make measurements of the concentrations 
     of mercury and methylmercury in coordinated samples of fish and water from 
     the Great Lakes waters, because this would allow the derivation of         
     field-measured BAFs.  Data concerning the fate and transport of mercury in 
     the Great Lakes would not aid in the derivation of BAFs or criteria.  EPA  
     agrees that variations between lakes are likely, which is why the final    
     guidance allows derivation of site-specific criteria and allows such       
     site-specific criteria to be higher or lower than the system-wide guidance 
     if adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are      
     adequately protected.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.490
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2724.490     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.491
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious consideration should be given to a change in the regulatory scheme 
     such that site-specific conditions could be used to develop mercury        
     criteria.  This would properly recognize the complexity of mercury         
     biogeochemistry.  In short, it could be made incumbent upon a discharger to
     characterize their discharge and specific receiving water conditions to    
     develop a meaningful estimate of bioavailable mercury.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.491     
     
     The final guidance allows derivation of site-specific criteria for mercury 
     and allows such site-specific criteria to be higher or lower than the      
     system-wide guidance if adequately justified by acceptable data and if     
     downstream uses are adequately protected.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.492
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, it is important that such a crude mechanism of mercury regulation 
     as developed in the GLI be made provisional (i.e., not subject to          
     anit-backsliding) so that more realistic criteria could be developed in the
     future and dischargers are motivated to study the problem.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.492     
     
     EPA does not believe that the mercury criteria for the final Guidance      
     represent a crude regulatory mechanism.  Moreover, antibacksliding         
     provisions allow for a relaxation of permit requirements in appropriate    
     circumstances.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.493
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One stated purpose of the Tier II values is to be used in interpreting     
     narrative water quality criteria.  These comments support this position and
     urge that Tier II values be used solely for the purpose of screening,      
     rather than as regulatory limits.  For evaluation or screening purposes,   
     the use of large safety factors may be appropriate.  However, if the       
     purpose is to define permit limits, then the use of unsubstantiated safety 
     factors is inappropriate.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.493     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that Tire II values be used solely for the
     purpose of screening, rather than regulatory limits.                       
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the adjustment factors used in the aquatic life Tier II  
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     methodology are scientifically sound and merit use in establishing Tier II 
     values.  The adjustment factors were derived from the dataset used to      
     derive the national ambient aquatic life criteria.  Because the adjustment 
     factors are based from "real" datasets EPA believes that they are far from 
     "unsubstantiated" as the commenter suggests.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.494
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board (SAB) (1992), in its review of earlier draft    
     material on Tier II derivations commented:  "the method seemed conceptually
     correct but could benefit from a review by a separate group of experts in  
     statistics."  There is no evidence that any changes have been made since   
     the previous SAB review and no indication that an outside peer review has  
     been performed.  If the review has been completed then it should be        
     incorporated into the public docket.  If it has not been done, then        
     comments were provided to the SAB that suggested alternative approaches    
     (ENSR, 1992).  These comments are also included as attachments.  This      
     concept is further developed in Section 4.  Section 4 also provides        
     comments on the database of compounds with national AWQCs that was used to 
     develop the SAFs presented in the GLI.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.494     
     
     Prior to publication in the Federal Register on April 16, 1993, a          
     statistical review was conducted by EPA.  EPA made the Host, et al. (1991) 
     report available to the public in the Administrative Record for the        
     proposal.  Comments were received and addressed regarding this report      
     (Host, et al., 1991).                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.495
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Host et al. (1991), in their original report, selected the overall 95th    
     percentile as the best summary statistic to use in the estimation of what  
     the FAV would be for the following two reasons:                            
                                                                                
     1.  It is one of two values that is based on all the available data.  The  
     other four are based on smaller sample sizes.                              
     2.  The two sources of variability of concern are the variation within each
     chemical and the variation between chemicals, and "the only two summary    
     FAVFs that deal with both sources of variability are the 95th percentile of
     the 95th percentiles and the overall 95th percentile."                     
                                                                                
     However, this reasoning is not correct.  The median is based on the entire 
     data set and deals with all sources of variability.  The 95th percentile is
     only required if one is seeking an extreme statistic that reflects worst   
     case possibilities.  Ultimately, the eightieth percentile of the FAVR data 
     was selected to form the basis for the SAFs presented in the GLWQI.  This  
     selection appears to be arbitrary, as no justification for this particular 
     value was provided.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.495     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.496
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Exhibit #11 for attachments.                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comments on this protocol were submitted to the Science Advisory Board     
     (SAB) previously.  Reading the Federal Register notice of the GLWQI        
     indicates that the concerns raised in the previous comments, as well as    
     other comments raised by the SAB, have not been addressed by latest version
     of the GLWQI.  Issues raised in previous comments include the following:   
                                                                                
     Assuming that providing numerous analyses of multidimensional data would   
     provide scientific justification of the adequacy of their model;           
                                                                                
     Failing to adequately link the theoretical presentation of Tier II with the
     extensive mathematical analyses performed or to set a priori decision      
     criteria for the analyses;                                                 
                                                                                
     Failing to evaluate the magnitude of the increasing variance of each SAV   
     distribution as the number of data requirements satisfied was reduced; and 
                                                                                
     Including conservative risk management assumptions into the same analysis  
     that was supposed to justify the proposed methodology.                     
                                                                                
     These comments are documented in letters to Dr. Edward Bender of the       
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     Science Advisory Board dated 6 February and 8 May 1992 which are included  
     as attachments to these comments.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.496     
     
     See response to comment D2724.158                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.497
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The intent of conservative risk management assumptions that occur in the   
     generation of Tier II values is reflected in the following statement (58 FR
     20854):                                                                    
                                                                                
     "The Steering Committee intended that the outcome of a Tier II analysis    
     would be a somewhat conservative value to reflect the increased uncertainty
     surrounding a more limited data base." (emphasis added)                    
                                                                                
     The stated attempt to be somewhat conservative is confounded by the number 
     of additional conservative assumptions that are superimposed in the        
     calculation of Tier II values.  Two examples include: (1) assuring that    
     there is an 80 percent probability that the value calculated will be below 
     the FAV that would be calculated if there were sufficient data and (2)     
     requiring daphnid data.  The SAB, in its review of the selection of a      
     particular percentile, noted:                                              
                                                                                
     "The Subcommittee is not aware of any rationale provided in the            
     documentation for this particular value."                                  
                                                                                
     Previous comments submitted to the SAB (see attachments) indicated that a  
     more robust estimator would be the median value, rather than the 95th or   
     80th percentiles, which are more sensitive to outliers.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.497     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.498
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Daphnid data were required because examination of the AWQC documents       
     indicated that in the majority of cases, daphnids were among the most, if  
     not the most, sensitive species.                                           
                                                                                
     Estimating the FAV by dividing the lowest GMAV in the data set by the      
     eightieth percentile SAF and then dividing the estimated value by two to   
     calculate the Tier II value gives an unspecified level of protection from  
     the distribution of toxicity data.  As such, the results are of            
     indeterminate relation to the original definition of the FAV (the fifth    
     percentile of the toxic concentrations).  The methodology used to estimate 
     Tier II values does not scientifically determine what effect level is      
     achieved, only that it will be below the corresponding Tier I criteria if  
     one could have been calculated.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.498     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.499
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further dividing the uncertain Tier II acute value by eighteen to estimate 
     the chronic Tier II value places the value at the extreme low end of the   
     distribution of chronic toxicity values, not at the fifth percentile that  
     was intended in the AWQC documents.                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.499     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.  See response to comment D2724.158 and  
     Section III.C.5 of the SID for more information on the assumed ACR of 18.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.500
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 2.                                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effect of the combination of these two assumptions is illustrated in   
     the example presented in Table 2.  This table presents a comparison of the 
     GLWQI Tier I acute and chronic criteria for several chemicals with         
     hypothetical Tier II values calculated from daphnid data.  Thus, if only   
     daphnid data were available for each of the chemicals, then the            
     hypothetical Tier II Secondary Maximum Concentrations (SMCs for acute      
     effects) and Tier II Secondary Continuous Concentrations (SCCs for chronic 
     effects) presented in the table would form the basis for regulating the    
     concentrations of these chemicals in the Great Lakes.  The major point to  
     observe here is that not only are these values all below the actual Tier I 
     criteria, they are, in many cases, orders of magnitude below the actual    
     criteria.  The zinc acute Tier II value is 28.5 times lower than the acute 
     Tier I criterion for zinc.  The zinc chronic Tier II value is 460 times    
     lower than the chronic Tier I criterion for zinc.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.500     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
                                                                                
     A discharger has the option of performing more testing to obtain a lower   
     adjustment factor.                                                         
                                                                                
     The reason why the zinc SCC would be 460 times lower is that the measured  
     ACR is very small.  EPA prefers measured ACRs over the assumed ACR of 18.  
     See Section III.C.5. of the SID and Appendix A.XIII. for more information  
     on calculating an SCC.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.501
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 2.                                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also presented in Table 2 are similar comparisons of GLWQI Tier I acute and
     chronic criteria for several chemicals with hypothetical Tier II values.   
     These were calculated from daphnid data using the median SAF rather than   
     the 80th percentile.  Thus, if only daphnid data were available for each of
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     the chemicals, the hypothetical Tier II median values that would be        
     calculated are presented in the table.  In this analysis, almost all of    
     these values are below the actual Tier I criteria and, in many cases, are  
     far below the actual criteria.  The zinc acute Tier II median value is 7.14
     times lower than the acute Tier I criterion.  The zinc chronic Tier II     
     median value is 115 times lower than the chronic Tier I criterion.  This   
     provides an example comparing the effects of using the median rather than  
     the eightieth percentile.  For screening purposes, this approach may be    
     appropriate, but for regulatory purposes a more rigorous justification     
     should be provided.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.501     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2724.493.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.502
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the conservatism and uncertainty associated with the Tier II values, 
     it seems that they might serve as a reasonable screening tool, but they are
     wholly inappropriate for regulation.  As such, giving the states authority 
     to adopt Tier II values is a poor policy and appears inconsistent with the 
     intent of EPA:                                                             
                                                                                
     "The Tier II values can serve as the basis for some regulatory decisions,  
     such as permit limitations.  Although the State or Tribe will have         
     authority to adopt Tier II values as standards, it is not intended that    
     Tier II values will normally be adopted as State water quality standards." 
     (58 FR 20850)                                                              
                                                                                
     The correct approach would seem to include allowing the use of Tier II     
     values as guidance in the development of permit limits, but not giving them
     the force (and future legal complications) of water quality standards.     
     Thus, for example, if a discharger were to cause an exceedance of a Tier II
     value in the receiving water body, then additional efforts, such as whole  
     effluent toxicity testing or additional biomonitoring, would be required to
     demonstrate no reasonable potential for adverse effects.  This concern was 
     also raised in previous comments by the U.S. EPA's Science Advisory Board. 
                                                                                
     The Science Advisory Board also raised the following comment in its initial
     review of the draft GLWQI that has not been addressed in the subsequent    
     revision found in the Federal Register notice:                             
                                                                                
     "The Subcommittee agreed with the concept of Tier I and Tier II criteria   
     but was concerned that the minimal data base currently required in Tier II 
     water quality criterion - a single acute toxicity test - is inadequate."   
                                                                                

Page 2212



$T044618.TXT
     Given that the EPA has specifically required a daphnid test for the        
     calculation of Tier II values, then it seems that a panel of experts could 
     be convened to evaluate the minimum number of data requirements that must  
     be satisfied in order to calculate a Tier II value.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.502     
     
     See responses to comments D2791.103, D3382.097, and D2724.493.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.503
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Tables 1,2                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The analysis provided in this paper was designed as a "reality check" on   
     the ability of the Tier 2 procedure to calculate SAVs that are reasonably  
     predictive of FAVs calculated using the Tier 1 procedure.  This was        
     accomplished by an historical analysis of the acute toxicity data base for 
     five representative chemicals:  aluminum, arsenic (III), aldrin, dieldrin, 
     and mercury (II).                                                          
                                                                                
     The method of analysis was as follows:  For each of the five chemicals     
     listed above, the complete acute toxicity data base was arranged by        
     publication date from the earliest to the most recent study.  All data from
     the appropriate U.S. EPA criteria documents and the updated information in 
     the Great Lakes Initiative criteria documents were used in each analysis.  
     Starting from the year in which a GMAV for a daphnid was first available, a
     new SAV was calculated using the Tier 2 methodology for each year when the 
     publication of new data resulted in the addition of a one or more minimum  
     data requirements or the addition of a more sensitive GMAV.                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.503     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.504
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results of the analyses for each of the five chemicals is presented in 
     Tables 1 through 5.  For aluminum (Table 1), arsenic (III) (Table 2),      
     aldrin (Table 3), and mercury (II) (Table 5), the Tier 2 methodology       
     calculated an SAV that was consistently significantly lower than the FAV   
     calculated from the complete data set.  For example, the SAV calculated for
     aluminum ranged from 195 ug/L in 1972 when only data for Daphnia were      
     available, to 554 ug/L in 1981 when four of the eight minimum data         
     requirements were satisfied.  These SAVs are approximately nine to three   
     times lower than the FAV calculated from a complete data base of the eight 
     minimum data requirements.  Part of this change is the result of the       
     addition of a more sensitive GMAV in 1974, but the gradual increase in the 
     GMAV is due primarily to the increase in the number of minimum data        
     requirements.  Arsenic (III) and mercury (II) show similar data trends.    
     This is in sharp contrast to dieldrin and aldrin where seven of the eight  
     minimum data requirements were met at the time a GMAV for a daphnid was    
     first available.  In both cases the SAV decreased as the most sensitive    
     GMAV decreased.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.504     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2724.500.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.505
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, Secondary Acute Values calculated using the Tier 2 methodology 
     are poor predictors of Final Acute Values calculated from a complete data  
     base of the eight minimum data requirements.  Furthermore, Secondary       
     Chronic Values calculated from Secondary Acute Values will likewise be     
     invalid, particularly if the Secondary Chronic Value is calculated using   
     one or more assumed acute-to-chronic ratios of 18 as proposed in the Tier 2
     methodology.  Criteria derived using the Tier 2 methodology are more likely
     than not to be either substantially over protective or under protective of 
     aquatic life.  Only criteria derived using the Tier 1 procedures should be 
     used to develop enforceable numerical water quality standards for the Great
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.505     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.506
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In place of invalid Secondary Acute and Chronic Values, regulatory agencies
     should rely on acute and chronic whole-effluent biomonitoring to evaluate  
     the potential acute and chronic effects of point source discharges.  This  
     approach is widely accepted by both the regulatory and regulated           
     communities and is fully endorsed by the Technical Support Document for    
     Water Quality-based Toxics Control (U.S. EPA 1991).  The combined approach 
     of using both properly derived chemical-specific criteria and              
     whole-effluent toxicity testing will result in high quality ambient waters 
     that are protective of aquatic life in the Great Lakes.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.506     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.507
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Rule for the Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System
     (58 FR 2082, April 16, 1993) derives criteria for the protection of        
     wildlife and human health using the traditional approach of combining point
     estimates for assumptions about exposure and toxicity.  In this report, we 
     discuss the derivation of alternative water quality criteria using a       
     probabilistic risk assessment technique referred to as Monte Carlo Analysis
     (MCA).   Monte Carlo techniques are used to derive criteria for mercury and
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     PCBs for humans and several species of wildlife.  The results of this work 
     are distributions of criteria for each wildlife species of concern and for 
     humans, which are compared with the recommended GLI criteria derived by    
     EPA.                                                                       
                                                                                
     The application of Monte Carlo techniques to environmental risk assessment 
     is a powerful tool for illustrating a range of possible outcomes.  It is a 
     scientifically accepted and readily available method by which to combine   
     distributions and quantify the conservatism inherent in risk assessment, or
     in this application, the derivation the GLI criteria.  A major strength of 
     Monte Carlo analysis is that a range of all possible and valid values is   
     used for the parameters that determine the water quality criteria.  In     
     other words, Monte Carlo analysis explicitly and quantitatively accounts   
     for the uncertainty and variability in human or wildlife populations and   
     environmental exposures by using distributions of values rather than single
     point estimates.  Another major strength of this technique is that it      
     allows evaluation of the single point estimate in the context of the       
     distribution of possible outcomes.  Such an evaluation can reveal whether  
     the point estimate GLI criteria are consistent with the stated intent of   
     the proposed rule (e.g., protection of 90 to 95 percent of the population).
                                                                                
     This section discusses first the derivation of mercury and PCB criteria    
     using Monte Carlo analysis for the protection of wildlife in the Great     
     Lakes area (Section 1.0).  A discussion of the criteria derived for        
     protection of human health is presented next (Section 2.0).  The results of
     both the wildlife and human Monte Carlo analyses are presented in each     
     section, along with a comparison to the proposed GLI criteria and a        
     discussion of implications of the results.  The technical supporting data  
     and literature used in the development of distributions for key parameters 
     are presented in an appendix to this document.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.507     
     
     See response to D3382.083                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2724.508
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Exhibit 19                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Four sets of Monte Carlo simulations were run:  1) mercury-avian; 2)       
     mercury-mammalian; 3) PCB-avian; and 4) PCB-mammalian.  The results of     
     these simulations (selected percentiles) for the five species of interest  
     are presented in Table 3 for mercury and Table 4 for PCBs.  The results of 
     the MCA show that the mercury criterion is driven by the avian species and 
     the PCB criterion is driven by the mammalian species.  For the kingfisher, 
     which is the most sensitive species for mercury, the full distribution of  
     mercury criteria is presented in Figure 1.  The full distribution of PCB   
     criteria for the otter, the most sensitive species for PCBs is presented in
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     Figure 2.  As these two figures illustrate, the distribution of water      
     quality criteria are lognormally distributed, with most values falling at  
     the low end of the range.  The shape of the distributions for the other    
     species are similar to the two presented here (see Figures 3-10).          
                                                                                
     As shown in Table 3, the distribution of mercury criteria span nearly three
     orders of magnitude.  The lower 90% result for the five species ranges from
     a low of 660 pg/l for the kingfisher to a high of 4612 pg/l for the mink.  
     EPA's proposed mercury criterion of 180 pg/l falls at the extreme lower end
     of the distribution of criteria for all five species.  In fact, the EPA's  
     point estimate falls at the lower 99.56% on the distribution of kingfisher 
     criteria, the lower 99.9% on the distribution of osprey criteria, and below
     the lower 100% on the distribution of eagle criteria.                      
                                                                                
     As shown in Table 4, the distribution of PCB criteria also span about three
     orders of magnitude.  The lower 90% result ranges from a low of 136 pg/l   
     for the otter to 3462 pg/l for the eagle.  The proposed PCB criterion of 17
     pg/l also falls at the extreme lower end of the distribution of criteria   
     for all five species.  The EPA criterion falls below the lower 100% on the 
     distribution of criteria for mink and at the lower 99.98% on the           
     distribution for otter.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.508     
     
     See responses to comments: D2860.026; D2860.028 and P2574.042. Also see the
     final GLWQI wildlife criteria documents and the Technical Support Document 
     for the Derivation of Wildlife Criteria. See comment response to P2574.042.
                                                                                
     The scientific and statistical basis for most of the assumed distributions 
     of input parameters are not provided in the NCASI report.  Without this    
     information, the validity of these assumptions (and the validity of the    
     resulting criteria values) can not be determined.                          
                                                                                
     The independent of certain input parameters made by NASCI (e.g., the       
     assumption that body weight and food consumption rates vary independently) 
     is not supported by the scientific literature. This implies that some      
     values of the criteria distribution may not be appropriate (e.g., in cases 
     where larger animals may be assumed to have erroneously small consumption  
     rates).                                                                    
                                                                                
     Also, no information is provided on the sensitivity of the criteria values 
     to assumptions about distribution types, shapes and bounds.  This          
     information would be useful for evaluating the relative importance of      
     various assumptions made in the input parameters.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.509
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Exhibit 19                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 2217



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     Wildlife Summary                                                           
                                                                                
     This analysis clearly demonstrates that the proposed criteria are overly   
     conservative and may not even be realistic goals.  The results of the Monte
     Carlo analysis indicate that the PCB criterion may be relaxed eight-fold   
     and still protect 90% of the potentially exposed population of otter.  The 
     mercury criterion may be relaxed by at least three-fold and still protect  
     90% of the population of potentially exposed kingfishers.  Protection of   
     90% of the exposed population is the goal cited in earlier versions of the 
     proposed GLWQI with respect to humans for both cancer (at a target risk    
     level of one in one hundred thousand) and noncancer effects.  Hence, a 90th
     percentile level of protection is an appropriate goal for protection of    
     wildlife.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The wildlife values determined by the current procedure in the Proposed    
     Rule are based on an overestimate of potential risk and thus are more      
     stringent than necessary to assure protection of wildlife.  Use of Monte   
     Carlo analysis results in more realistic assessment of potential wildlife  
     risks and should lead to the adoption of criteria that are scientifically  
     sound and fully protective.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.509     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.151 and the final Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.510
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Exhibit 19                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Results                                                              
                                                                                
     Monte Carlo simulations were run separately for mercury and PCBs.  The     
     results of these simulations (selected percentiles) are presented in Table 
     5 and graphically illustrated in Figures 11 and 12.  As shown in Table 5,  
     the distributions for both mercury and PCBs span four to five orders of    
     magnitude.  The lower 90% result for mercury is 3607 pg/l, and for PCBs is 
     823 pg/l.  EPA's proposed mercury human health criterion of 2 ng/l (2000   
     pg/l) falls at the lower 95 percentile of the distribution of human        
     noncancer values for mercury.  The proposed PCB human health criterion of  
     0.003 ng/l (3 pg/l) falls at the lower end of the distribution of human    
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     cancer values for PCBs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.510     
     
     See response to D3382.083 with regard to the use of probabilistic          
     modelling.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.511
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Exhibit 19                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Summary                                                              
                                                                                
     This analysis clearly demonstrates that the proposed criteria are overly   
     conservative and may not even be realistic goals.  The results of the Monte
     Carlo analysis indicate that the EPA's human cancer value for PCB may be   
     relaxed 270-fold and still protect 90% of the potentially exposed          
     population of people who eat freshwater fish in the Great Lakes area.  The 
     mercury criterion currently protects 95% of the potentially exposed        
     population of freshwater fish consumers, and could be relaxed by a factor  
     of 1.8 and still protect 90% of the population.  Protection of 90% of the  
     exposed population is the goal cited in earlier versions of the proposed   
     GLWQI with respect to humans for both cancer (at a target risk level of one
     in one hundred thousand) and noncancer effects.                            
                                                                                
     The human health values determined by the current procedure in the Proposed
     Rule are based on an overestimate of potential risk and thus are more      
     stringent than necessary to assure protection of human health.  Use of     
     Monte Carlo analysis results in more realistic assessment of potential     
     risks to people who drink water and eat fish from the Great Lakes, and     
     should lead to the adoption of criteria that are scientifically sound and  
     fully protective.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.511     
     
     See response to D3382.083 with regard to the use of probabilistic          
     modelling.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
Page 2219



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.512
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Append A,B,C,D & E                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With its Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, USEPA proposed basic changes
     in water quality criteria and their implementation through the Great Lakes 
     Basin and possibly beyond.  Because many of these changes will have the    
     effect of making standards  more stringent, the GLI will result in         
     significant cost increases to the industry in the region.  This report     
     estimates the size of that increase.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.512     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.513
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We examined three major cost components judged likely to impose most of the
     new costs on mills in the region.  The components examined were control of 
     metals (especially mercury) and organics, closure of process water systems 
     at paper recycling mills, and process modification at bleached chemical    
     pulp mills.  The potential effect of intake credits was also considered.   
     Cost estimates were generally made in a conservative fashion, particularly 
     because many potential additional costs were not considered.               
                                                                                
     Estimated additional capital costs for mills within the Great Lakes basin  
     range from about $0.3 bilion with full intake credits to $1.2 billion      
     assuming no intake credits are available.  Additional operation and        
     maintenance costs estimates range from $130 million per year (full intake  
     credits) to $280 million per year (no intake credits).  Estimated          
     additional total annualized costs range from about $170 million per year   
     (full intake credits) to $430 million.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.513     
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     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.514
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note to primary author: note discrepancies in costs in #.513 
and .514      
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Results are presented of an analysis of potential additional costs the     
     Great Lakes pulp and paper industry may face due to implementation of      
     USEPA's Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  A comprehensive data-base   
     characterizing that industry was assembled.  Costs for control of metals   
     (particularly mercury) and various organics, closure of process water      
     systems at recycling facilities, and process modifications at bleached     
     chemical pulp mills are examined. Cost estimates are generally conservative
     since many potential costs are not considered.  The effect of intake       
     credits is considered.                                                     
                                                                                
     Estimated additional capital costs for mills within the Great Lakes basin  
     range from about $0.5 billion with full intake credits to $1.5 billion     
     assuming no intake credits are available.  Additional operation and        
     maintenance costs estimates range from $130 million per year (full intake  
     credits) to $280 million per year (no intake credits).  Estimated          
     additional total annualized costs range from about $180 million per year   
     (full intake credits) to $450 million.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.514     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.515
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs are estimated for both direct and indirect discharging mills within  
     the basin and also for mills outside the basin but located in any of the   
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     Great Lakes states deemed likely to impose GLI requirements statewide.  The
     potential effect of the availability of intake credits is examined.  All   
     costs estimated are in addition to present costs so they represent a cost  
     increase for the mills involved.  All cost estimates are in 1992 dollars.  
                                                                                
     Cost estimates are derived in a conservative fashion, that is, assumptions 
     made would tend to understate the costs.  For example, not all potential   
     costs associated with some of the treatment technologies are included, not 
     all effluents (e.g. non-contact cooling water) are considered, and         
     additional pretreatment costs are not considered.  Increased monitoring    
     costs are calculated but they are not included.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.515     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: D2724.516
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal includes a procedure to deal with the issue of intake     
     credits (see Implementation Procedure 5 E, pp. 21042).                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.516     
     
     This comment merely characterizes the proposal and therefore a response is 
     not useful.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.517
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the conditions imposed in this procedure, particularly conditions 
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     1 b and 1 c, make it unlikely that many mills would be able to take        
     advantage of intake credits.  The preamble discussion presents three other 
     options (see discussion starting on p.20960), some of which could          
     conceivably offer relief to some mills.  Lack of information on which      
     intake credit option might finally be implemented and on specific          
     conditions at each mill makes a precise prediction of the costs of the GLI 
     difficult.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.517     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2724.518
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is likely that among the most troublesome aspect of the GLI for POTWs   
     will be compliance with strict new limits on GLI Bioaccumulative Chemicals 
     of Concern (BCCs) in their permits.  While pulp and paper mills are not    
     large sources of BCCs, it seems likely, nevertheless, that many of the     
     indirect discharging mills will have new pretreatment requirements imposed 
     on them for BCCs.  Available data do not allow a reasonable estimate of the
     costs that might be associated with such new requirements.  However, given 
     that the levels of BCCs in most pulp and paper effluents are already quite 
     low, it is safe to say that requirements to lower them still further are   
     likely to be very costly.  Costs for additional pretreatment are not       
     included in the estimates presented in this report.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.518     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.519
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Tables 2,3                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A consultant's report on possible pulp and paper industry permit limits    
     under the GLI (Appendix B) (5) indicates that because mercury is a BCC and 
     because of the extremely low criteria proposed for it, current effluent    
     quality at most mills will be insufficient to comply with projected permit 
     limts.  Mercury is not used in any part of the process at most mills.  It  
     either comes in with the furnish or with the intake water.  The same is    
     true for various other metals and organics which the consultant's report   
     identifies as possibly exceeding projected permit limits at some mills.    
     Pollution prevention approaches to controlling substances which enter the  
     process in this way are very limited.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.519     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.519b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Tables 4,5                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) Cost Estimates - Tables 2 and 3 present the estimated costs for control
     of mercury and other metals and organics without and with intake credits,  
     respectively.  Annual costs were derived from EPA's cost curves for total  
     annual costs and they include annualized capital costs plus annual         
     operating and maintenance costs.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.519b    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.520
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 2224



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Tables 4,5                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) Cost Estimates - Tables 4 and 5 present the cost estimates for closure 
     of process water systems are recycling mills without and with intake       
     credits, respectively.  Annual costs include amortized capital costs (20   
     years at 8 percent) plus annual operating and maintenance costs.           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.520     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.521
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 6                                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) Cost Estimates - Table 6 summarizes the costs estimated for conversion 
     of bleached chemical pulp mills.  The total annual cost includes amortized 
     capital costs (20 years at 8 percent) plus annual operating and maintenance
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.521     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.522
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 7,8                                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Tables 7 and 8 summarize the estimated total costs to the U.S. pulp and    
     paper industry due to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative without and 
     with full intake credits, respectively.  Annual costs include amortized    
     capital costs and annual operating and maintenance costs.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.522     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2724.523
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 9                                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 9 summarizes the total cost per unit of production for Great Lakes   
     mills.  Costs presented in Table 9 are median values for all mills that    
     would have to implement the technologies presented.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.523     
     
     D2724.523                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2579.003.D2724.523                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2724.524
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accurate projection of GLI-based limits is hampered by the absence of a    
     procedure to account for intake concentrations which exceed GLI water      
     quality criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.524     
     
     This issue of procedures to account of intake concentrations is addressed  
     in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. Also see response to comment   
     D2657.006.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2724.525
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, many of the GLI Implementation Procedures lack sufficient detail, 
     and each state will be forced to make its own interpretations.             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.525     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a general discussion of the     
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, as 
     well as the provisions pertaining to implementation procedures contained in
     the final Guidance, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2724.526
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, EPA has failed to describe adequately the need for the regulation.  
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     Response to: D2724.526     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G3750L.003.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2724.527
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA would severely restrict any increases in discharges of some    
     chemicals, even when these meet stringent water quality criteria and do not
     threaten designated uses.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.527     
     
     See Section I.C of the SID for a discussion of the issues raised in this   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.528
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, EPA would require States to adopt more stringent permit procedures  
     to implement these stringent water quality criteria, without adequate      
     consideration of whether the benefits of such restrictions are likely to   
     exceed the costs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.528     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.529
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, EPA has failed to estimate properly the costs of this rule or to   
     describe the benefits that might result.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.529     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2724.530
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fifth, EPA would incorporate within the rule a set of conservative risk    
     assessment assumptions as a policy basis for setting water quality criteria
     and permit limits.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.530     
     
     EPA believes that the risk assessment assumptions included in the final    
     Guidance are protective of the humans, wildlife and aquatic life that      
     inhabit the Great Lakes basin as discussed in the preamble to the final    
     Guidance, the applicable sections of the SID and supporting documents.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2724.531
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) claims that "In 
     spite of their large size and substantial volume of fresh water, the Great 
     Lakes are extremely sensitive to the effects of a wide range of pollutants 
     that enter the Lakes through both point and nonpoint sources."(1)  EPA     
     argues, for example, that the Lakes act as a "sink" for pollutants because 
     of the long retention times of the Lakes.  But the rulemaking package does 
     not support such a claim.                                                  
     ______________________________                                             
     (1)  See the Preamble to the Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes    
     System, August 21, 1992, p. 4 of the section BKGRND.PRE.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.531     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2724.532
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) has already reported to EPA its
     concern that "[B]ased on the documents reviewed and the presentations made 
     to the SAB panels, it is unclear how the Great Lakes region is unique in   
     water quality problems and issues."(2)  As a result, the SAB specifically  
     urged EPA to "explain how the Great Lakes are unique in terms of their     
     water quality problems and issues, and indicate how the unique aspects of  
     contaminant exposure of the biota in the Great Lakes dictate the approach  
     being advanced."(3)                                                        
     ______________________________                                             
     (2) Letter to Mr. William Reilly, EPA Administrator, from the EPA Science  
     Advisory Board about its review of the GLWQG, December, 16, 1992, p.2.     
                                                                                
     (3) EPA, Science Advisory Board, "An SAB Report:  An Evaluation of the     
     Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative," December 1992,     
     EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005, p.1 of the executive summary.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.532     
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     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2724.533
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's focus on such factors as the retention time for water in the Great   
     Lakes system fails to consider alternative measures that may better        
     indicate the condition of the Great Lakes ecosystem and how it responds to 
     increased pollutant loadings.  One alternative measure is the concentration
     of bioaccumulative chemicals in the tissue of fish, and of fish-eating     
     animals at higher trophic levels, e.g., gulls.  Available data suggest     
     continuing, sharp declines in such concentrations.  According to the       
     Michigan Department of Natural Resources, for example, "Levels of PCB, DDT,
     mirex and mercury in lake trout and herring gull eggs decreased            
     dramatically in the mid to late 1970s after extensive controls and         
     restrictions on the use of these chemicals were implemented."(4)  The      
     concentrations of dieldrin, DDT and PCBs in coho salmon have all fallen by 
     about 17 to 80 percent between 1980 and 1986.(5)  The concentrations of    
     dieldrin, hexachlorobenzene and dioxin in the eggs of piscivorous herring  
     gulls, measured at several Great Lakes locations, all show substantial     
     declines, in some instances as much as 95 percent, over the years from 1974
     to 1989.(6)  (See Appendix A.)  These declines all appear to be much       
     greater than one would expect to occur through the simple flushing of the  
     Great Lakes System.(7)                                                     
     ______________________________                                             
     (4) Michigan Department of Natural Resources, "Water Quality and Pollution 
     Control in Michigan: 1992 Report," Michigan 305(b) Report: Volume 12, p.84.
                                                                                
     (5) See the Twentieth Annual Report of the President's Council on          
     Environmental Quality, (CEQ), 1990, Chapter 8.                             
                                                                                
     (6) Except for hexachlorobenzene, the use and production of these chemicals
     were banned or restricted during the 1970s.  See the Twentieth Annual      
     Report of the CEQ, Chapter 8.                                              
                                                                                
     (7) EPA's argument that it is concerned with effects of chemical           
     concentrations in ambient water at levels below detectable levels serves to
     disqualify water quality measures (e.g., detections of chemicals of        
     concern) as a way of assessing the condition of the Great Lakes.  As a     
     result, concentrations in fish may be an especially appropriate alternative
     measure.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.533     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2724.534
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other mechanisms--both physical and biological--also operate to reduce the 
     bioavailability of these chemicals for fish and piscivorous animals at     
     higher trophic levels.  According to the SAB, "the proposed approaches do  
     not consider rates of degradation, hydrolysis, volatilization, sorption and
     all of the environmental transport and fate pathways.(8)  Recognition of   
     these other mechanisms and their incorporation into the decision process   
     may substantially reduce the assumed benefits of implementing the stringent
     requirements embodied in the draft proposal.                               
     ______________________________                                             
     (8) SAB letter to Mr. William Reilly, EPA Administrator, December 16, 1992,
     p.3.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.534     
     
     For a general discussion of the approaches contained in the wildlife,      
     aquatic life and human health provisions of the final Guidance, see        
     Sections I and II of the SID.  See Sections III, IV, V and VI of the SID   
     for further discussion.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2724.535
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other Agency Initiatives:  Apart from the failure to articulate a clear    
     basis for the proposal, EPA does not consider the effects of other         
     regulatory initiatives on water quality in the Great Lakes.  Indeed, EPA   
     has claimed that these other measures will achieve significant improvements
     in water quality.  To the extent these claims are correct, then, these     
     other regulatory actions may obviate the need for the measures identified  
     in the draft proposal.  In particular, most industrial sources are now     

Page 2232



$T044618.TXT
     subject to and will be coming into compliance with the stringent controls  
     required by the technolgy-based effluent guidelines adopted during the     
     1980s.  Substantial additional reductions in toxic discharges will result  
     from two recent regulatory actions.  First, EPA's initiative under Section 
     303 (C) (2) (b) to require States to adopt numeric criteria for toxic      
     pollutants will result in substantial reductions in toxic discharges.(9)   
     (This initiative was recently completed with the announcement of the       
     National Water Quality Standards Rule for Priority Toxic Pollutants).      
     Second, the Stormwater Permit Application Rule (55 FR 47990) and NPDES     
     General Permit for Storm Water Discharges Associated with Industrial       
     Activity (57 FR 41236) will greatly diminish urban runoff, thereby reducing
     loadings of many toxic chemicals into waters of the Great Lakes basin.  EPA
     has not shown that unacceptable risks to human health and the environment  
     will persist after the implementation of these regulations.                
     ______________________________                                             
     (9) EPA claimed that these numeric criteria for toxics are "essential" to  
     the process of controlling toxics.  Thus, "[T]oday's rule will result in a 
     reduction in the presence and discharge of toxic pollutants in the water   
     bodies of these States thereby protecting those aquatic ecosystems         
     currently under stress, providing the opportunity for the reestablishment  
     of productive ecosystems in damaged water bodies, and protection of        
     resident endangered species."  See FR Vol. 57, No. 246, Tuesday, December  
     22, 1992, p. 6090.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.535     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2724.536
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has also failed to show that the proposal will address effectively     
     whatever problem, if any, would remain after the implementation of these   
     major initiatives.  In particular, although the program imposes extremely  
     stringent standards on point sources, for many chemicals air deposition and
     sediment hot-spots are believed to be continuing important contributors to 
     water quality problems in the Great Lakes.(10)                             
     ------------------------------                                             
     (10) For example, one study attributes to atmospheric pathways 90 percent  
     of the PCB loading for Lake Superior, 58 percent in Lake Michigan, 78      
     percent in Lake Huron, 13 percent in Lake Erie and 7 percent in Lake       
     Ontario.  See, Colborn, Theodora, A. Davidson, S. Green, R. Hodge, C.      
     Jackson, R., Liroff, Great Lakes, Great Legacy, The Conservation           
     Foundation, Washington, D.C., and The Institute for Research on Public     
     Policy, Ottawa, Ontario, 1990, p.126.                                      
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     Response to: D2724.536     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2724.537
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This proposed equivalence is unnecessarily stringent for three reasons.    
     [(1) Some increases in discharges have negligible effect on ambient        
     concentrations, and hence water quality, because of absorption,            
     biodegradation, and even volatilization of chemicals.]  [(2) Even if       
     incremental discharges raise ambient concentrations, as long as these are  
     consistent with water quality criteria, any effects on human health and    
     aquatic life and wildlife are likely to be small because water quality     
     criteria are calculated using abundant safety factors and ambient water    
     quality continues to meet these criteria.]  [(3) Water quality is a general
     concept, reflecting aggregate effects of all pollutants, rather than       
     individual effects of each.  The draft preamble proceeds to explain that   
     while any increase in mass loading is technically considered to lower water
     quality, the regulatory focus of the guidance is on "the significant       
     lowering of water quality in high quality waters."  Actions that           
     significantly lower water quality are defined to include those that might  
     result in any increase in the actual rate of mass loading of               
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.(12)                                  
     ______________________________                                             
     (12) These are defined to include all chemicals with bioaccumulation       
     factors greater than 1,000.]                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.537     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.538
     Cross Ref 1: cc LL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .538 is imbedded in comment .537                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1)  Some increases in discharges have negligible effect on ambient        
     concentrations, and hence water quality, because of absorption,            
     biodegradation, and even volatilization of chemicals.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.538     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.539
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .539 is imbedded in comment .537                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) Even if incremental discharges raise ambient concentrations, as long as
     these are consistent with water quality criteria, any effects on human     
     health and aquatic life and wildlife are likly to be small because water   
     quality criteria are calculated using abundant safety factors and ambient  
     water quality continues to meet these criteria.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.539     
     
     See response to comment D2587.110.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.540
     Cross Ref 1: cc LL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .540 is imbedded in comment .537                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) Water quality is a general concept, reflecting aggregate effects of all
     pollutants, rather than individual effects of each.  The draft preamble    
     proceeds to explain that while any increase in mass loading is technically 
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     considered to lower water quality, the regulatory focus of the guidance is 
     on "the significant lowering of water quality in high quality waters."     
     Actions that significantly lower water quality are defined to include those
     that might result in any increase in the actual rate of mass loading of    
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.(12)                                  
     ______________________________                                             
     (12) these are defined to include all chemicals with bioaccumulation       
     factors greater than 1,000                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.540     
     
     Not a comment.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.541
     Cross Ref 1: cc LL
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In evaluating proposals to increase loadings, the Director of the          
     permitting agency must require expenditures on additional abatement        
     technologies, as long as they cost less than 10 percent of the original    
     cost of meeting the water quality standard.  The arbitrary 10 percent      
     figure is clearly too high for very small increases in loadings and has no 
     relation to the benefits of avoiding the additional discharge.             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.541     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2724.542
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the economy continues to recover from the recent recession, firms in the
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     Great Lakes States facing these new regulatory restrictions--especially    
     firms with BCCs in their discharge streams--will find it difficult to      
     return to the production levels of the 1980s.(14)                          
     ______________________________                                             
     (14) The effects of this restriction are likely to be felt over a wide     
     range of manufacturing activities in the Great Lakes region because phenols
     are included among the BCCs, and these chemicals are widespread in modern  
     manufacturing processes.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.542     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2724.543
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provisions of the proposed rule may also create        
     important perverse incentives that are incompatible with EPA's goal of     
     reducing pollution.  [First, since these provisions discourage increases in
     loadings of BCCs above current actual levels, sources may seek to maintain 
     discharge loadings at levels close to permit levels in order to preserve   
     operational flexibility.  Thus an unexpected consequence of this           
     antidegradation policy may be to increase loadings of some chemicals, where
     normal fluctuations in operations might otherwise lower them.]  [Second, in
     instances where a source would wish to lower the net toxicity of a         
     discharge, by increasing the loadings of one chemical and decreasing the   
     loadings of others, it would have to obtain prior approval.  Approval would
     follow only after a lengthy review procedure including extensive pollution 
     prevention studies.  As a result, sources would be less likely to undertake
     changes in the mix of loadings, even when doing so would entail little or  
     no cost and would result in a net decline in overall toxicity and an       
     improvement in water quality.(15)]                                         
     ______________________________                                             
     (15) OMB staff suggested that EPA to permit increases in loadings of some  
     chemical provided that there is no deterioration of overall toxicity.  EPA 
     staff responded by stating that there is no scientific basis for selecting 
     appropriate toxic equivalent weights.  They claim that even for a          
     relatively homogeneous class of substances such as human carcinogens, so   
     little is known about whether the carcinogens act synergisticly, or        
     antagonisticly, that there is no basis for the establishment of any        
     formula.  When effluent limits are based on disparate water quality        
     criteria, e.g., aquatic life and human health, quantification of such      
     tradeoffs in a formula is even more problematic.  Such comments ignore the 
     fact that antidegradation applies only to changes in loadings that meet    
     water quality standards.  Thus, within safe levels, specifying acceptable  
     tradeoffs in  a formula is reasonable and defensible because the Agency has
     already implicitly acknowledged through the setting of various water       
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     quality criteria that no material differences in levels of safety to humans
     or the environment exist below such levels.                                
                                                                                
     There exists some precedent for such an approach.  The implementation      
     procedures of the GLWQG require that the water quality based effluent      
     limits (WQBELs) developed based on wildlife criteria or human health       
     noncancer criteria for chlorinated dibenzodioxins, chlorinated             
     dibenzofurans, and chlorinated biphenyls be converted to equivalent amounts
     of 2,3,7,8-TCDD by multiplying the concentration of the substances by a    
     toxicity factor.  The resultant concentrations of each substance are then  
     added to produce the equivalent amount of 2,3,7,8-TCDD used to calculate   
     the wasteload allocation.  Thus EPA has already used toxic equivalents in  
     the setting of wasteload allocations, even though the underlying criteria  
     are derived from very different types of adverse effects, e.g., wildlife   
     and human health.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.543     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.544
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .544 is imbedded in comment .543                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, since these provisions discourage increases in loadings of BCCs     
     above current actual levels, sources may seek to maintain discharge        
     loadings at levels close to permit levels in order to preserve operational 
     flexibility.  Thus an unexpected consequence of this antidegradation policy
     may be to increase loadings of some chemicals, where normal fluctuations in
     operations might otherwise lower them.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.544     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.545
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .545 is imbedded in comment .543                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, in instances where a source would wish to lower that net toxicity  
     of a discharge, by increasing the loadings of one chemical and decreasing  
     the loadings of others, it would have to obtain prior approval.  Approval  
     would follow only after a lengthy review procedure including extensive     
     pollution prevention studies.  As a result, sources would be less likely to
     undertake changes in the mix of loadings, even when doing so would entail  
     little or no cost and would result in a net decline in overall toxicity and
     an improvement in water quality.(15)                                       
     ______________________________                                             
     (15) OMB staff suggested that EPA to permit increases in loadings of some  
     chemical provided that there is no deterioration of overall toxicity.  EPA 
     staff responded by stating that there is no scientific basis for selecting 
     appropriate toxic equivalent weights.  They claim that even for a          
     relatively homogeneous class of substances such as human carcinogens, so   
     little is known about whether the carcinogens act synergisticly, or        
     antagonisticly, that there is no basis for the establishment of any        
     formula.  When effluent limits are based on disparate water quality        
     criteria, e.g., aquatic life and human health, quantification of such      
     tradeoffs in a formula is even more problematic.  Such comments ignore the 
     fact that antidegradation applies only to changes in loadings that meet    
     water quality standards.  Thus, within safe levels, specifying acceptable  
     tradeoffs in a formula is reasonable and defensible because the Agency has 
     already implicitly acknowledged through the setting of various water       
     quality criteria that no material differences in levels of safety to humans
     or the environment exist below such levels.                                
                                                                                
     There exists some precedent for such an approach.  The implementation      
     procedures of the GLWQG require that the water quality based effluent      
     limits (WQBELs) developed based on wildlife criteria or human health       
     noncancer criteria for chlorinated dibenzodioxins, chlorinated             
     dibenzofurans, and chlorinated biphenyls be converted to equivalent amounts
     of 2,3,7,8-TCDD by multiplying the concentration of the substances by a    
     toxicity factor.  The resultant concentrations of each substance are then  
     added to produce the equivalent amount of 2, 3, 7, 8-TCDD used to calculate
     the wasteload allocation.  Thus EPA has already used toxic equivalents in  
     the setting of a wasteload allocations, even though the underlying criteria
     are derived from very different types of adverse effects, e.g., wildlife   
     and human health.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.545     
     
     It is unlikely that the final Guidance will have the effects suggested by  
     the commenter for a number of reasons.  First, if the commenter is talking 
     about substitutions of non-BCCs for other non-BCCs, the final Guidance     
     includes no Great Lakes- specific requirements for non-BCCs.  Second, if   
     the substitution is of a non-BCC for a BCC, again there are no specific    
     requirements in the final Guidance.  If the substitution involves one BCC  
     for another, it is appropriate that the action be reviewed to ensure that  
     there will be a net environmental benefit.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
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     Comment ID: D2724.546
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In translating water quality standards to enforceable permit limits, States
     would first have to determine whether water quality based effluent limits  
     (WQBELs) are to be included in permits.  Under the draft proposal, this    
     determination, which EPA calls a test of "reasonable potential" to exceed  
     WQBELs, would apply to all priority pollutants at all potential sources.   
     Generally, if a source's loadings of a particular chemical are deemed to   
     have even a one in a hundred chance of exceeding the WQBEL, then the WQBEL 
     must be included in the permit.  Thus many sources are likely to have      
     WQBELs written into permits even though the chemicals in question were     
     rarely or never identified in their effluent at levels near the compliance 
     evaluation limit.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.546     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.547
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For chemicals with WQBELs below detection limits, the determination of     
     "reasonable potential" depends on general knowledge of the sources'        
     production processes.  Individual sources within certain production        
     categories would thus be presumed to be discharging chemicals known to be  
     associated with these categories.  Although sources could offer monitoring 
     data to refute such presumptions, collection of such data is costly.       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.547     
     
     Procedure 8 does not pertain to making reasonable potential determinations.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2724.548
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality criteria for all BCCs will be required to apply at the end of
     the discharge pipe starting ten years from the date of promulgation for    
     existing sources, and as of the implementation date for new sources.(18)   
     The incremental benefits resulting from this requirement are likely to be  
     very small for two reasons.  First, any improvements in ambient water      
     quality will be small because permissible ambient concentrations are       
     already very protective.                                                   
     ______________________________                                             
     (18) For new sources a mixing zone may be included if an adequate mixing   
     zone study passes several difficult hurdles.                               
                                                                                
     This requirement also applies to chemicals for which only incomplete       
     toxicity data exist.  According to the draft proposal, water quality based 
     effluent limits for such "Tier II" chemicals are to be based on Tier II    
     "values."                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.548     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2724.549
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the populations directly affected. i.e., aquatic organisms living  
     in the mixing zone, and human and animal consumers of such organisms, are  
     extremely small. (19)  The application of human cancer criteria, for       
     example, to end-of-pipe discharges would thus offer significant additional 
     protection only to human consumers of fish that had lived entirely within  
     such mixing zones.                                                         
     ______________________________                                             
     (19) For example, EPA has indicated that in waters without unidirectional  
     flow, a mixing zone may have a diameter of 100 feet.                       
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     Response to: D2724.549     
     
     EPA disagrees with the premise that humans would only be exposed to fish   
     that lived entirely within mixing zones.  Food webs result in humans being 
     exposed to BCCs in fish whose forage may have been several trophic steps   
     and miles away from any specific mixing zone. For this reasons, EPA        
     believes that BCCs pose a significant hazard to the Great Lakes System,    
     thereby justifying special provisions. This policy decision is consistent  
     with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, which supports the           
     elimination of point source impact zones (i.e., mixing zones) for toxic    
     substances.  Moreover, this is consistent with the overall policy of the   
     virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances.  According to the      
     Agreement, pending the achievement of the virtual elimination of persistent
     toxic substances, the size of such zones shall be reduced to the maximum   
     extent possible by the best available technology as as to limit the effects
     of toxic substances in the vicinity of these discharges.  EPA believes that
     the final Guidance is consistent with the Steering Committee's policy that 
     every reasonable effort be made to reduce all loadings of BCCs to the Great
     Lakes System. For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions and     
     EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to the phase-out for        
     existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4. For a discussion of EPA's
     reasons for singling out BCCs for special consideration, see the SID at I, 
     II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  See also the preamble to the proposed rule at 58 FR  
     20820-20823.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2724.550
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of the mixing zone is a new stringent requirement that is  
     imposed in addition to several existing conservative assumptions.  The     
     draft proposal would require the use of particular "margins of safety,"    
     dilution factors and conservative design flows.  For example, under the    
     Option B which EPA proposes for public comment, the margin of safety for   
     tributary basins is required to be at least 25 percent of the tributary    
     loading capacity.(20)  Another conservative assumption is the required use 
     of harmonic mean stream flows for human health criteria or values in       
     tributary basins under Option B.  EPA in its Technical Support Document for
     Water Quality-based Toxics Control, (1991), justifies the harmonic mean, by
     describing it as "the appropriate design flow for determining long term    
     exposures using steady-state modeling assumptions," (p. 88).  In fact the  
     harmonic mean may be less than the geometric mean in reasonable situations 
     by a factor of two.(21)  Simlarly, the 7-day, 10-year flow for chronic     
     aquatic life criteria or values is an additional conservatism.  The chronic
     aquatic life standard may be expected to protect more than 95 percent of   
     species the even during the 7-day 10-year low flow, because it reflects    
     toxicity during trials of at least 24 days, rather than only 7 day periods.
     Also, the 30-day 5 year flow for wildlife criteria may be expected to offer
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     substantial additional protection because the toxicity standards are       
     generally intended to reflect exposure over periods greater than 30 days.  
     Finally, under Option B, in tributary basins an additional dilution factor 
     of 4 to 10 must be imposed depending on the ratio of the seven-day 10-year 
     low flow to the source flow.                                               
     ______________________________                                             
     (20) See Procedure B3, (D) (1) (a), on p.9, of TMDL-B.RUL of the draft     
     rule.  According the the preamble, section TMDL.PRE p. 22, the requirement 
     to use a dilution fraction is a conservative assumption that provides a    
     margin of safety.                                                          
                                                                                
     (21) To see this, consider a lognormally distributed random variable, with 
     parameters u=1, and standard deviation=1.  A sample of 100 random numbers  
     generated according to this distribution, has an arithmetic mean of 4.95   
     and a standard deviation of 5.56.  THe geometric mean is 3.06.  The        
     harmonic mean, 1.83, is on the order of half the geometric mean.           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.550     
     
     For a discussion of EPA's decision to retain in the final Guidance the     
     provisions calling for the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs (with      
     certain limited exceptions), see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.    
     For a discussion of the 25 percent dilution fraction, and the opportunity  
     provided to exceed that cap based on a mixing zone demonstration conducted 
     and approved under procedure 3.F of appendix F, see the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
     For an explanation of EPA's reasons for specifying the design flows it did 
     in the final Guidance for human health, aquatic life and wildlife criteria 
     and values, see the SID at VIII.C.6.b.  That section of the SID also       
     discusses the provision in the final Guidance that authorizes the use of an
     alternative design flow if shown to be appropriate based on stream-specific
     and pollutant-specific conditions.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2724.551
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The combined effect of these conservatisms can be substantial.  For        
     example, in tributary basins, under option B, the aggregate effect may be  
     too stringent by up to a factor of 67, in the case where wasteload         
     allocations (WLAs) are set for human carcinogens, with margins of safety of
     .25, harmonic mean flows that are roughly half of geometric mean flows, and
     dilution fractions are less than .1.(22)                                   
     ______________________________                                             
     (22) The combined effects of these conservatisms is .25 x .6 x .1 - 1/67,  
     where .6 is the ratio of 1.83/3.06 derived in the preceding footnote.      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.551     
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     EPA recognizes that the combined effect of the various provisions of the   
     final Guidance can be highly protective of the environment. However, the   
     final Guidance also affords dischargers the opportunity to demonstrate that
     less conservative approaches are appropriate, in terms of the design stream
     flow and the dilution fractions.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5
     and VIII.C.6.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.552
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the conservatisms implicit in the calculation of wasteload           
     allocations, its seems likely that the elimination of mixing zones will    
     impose substantial incremental costs without offering commensurate         
     incremental benefits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.552     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2724.553
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Appendix C, and the discussion in Sect. V.                
            
          Re: Tier II procedure                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In instances where the water quality based effluent limits are below       
     current levels of detection, the proposal would require several            
     extraordinarily stringent measures, including a requirement that permitting
     authorities must write permits to include WQBELs below detection limits.   
                                                                                
     These stringent implementation procedures are likely to affect a large     
     proportion of the industrial and municipal wastewater treatment plants in  

Page 2244



$T044618.TXT
     the Great Lakes region because water quality standards (i.e., criteria and 
     values) will be below detection levels for many of the pollutants covered  
     by this rule.  For example, levels of detection exceed water quality       
     criteria for nine of thirteen BCCs with Tier I data.  (See Appendix C.)    
     For eight of these nine chemicals, the detection level is at least twenty  
     times greater than the water quality criteria.  In addition, many of the   
     Tier II chemicals (with incomplete toxicity data) are likely to have water 
     quality "values" that are below the level of detection because the Tier II 
     calculation procedure includes an additional margin of safety.  (See the   
     discussion below in section V. on the problems with the Tier II procedure.)
     
     
     Response to: D2724.553     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.554
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Elimination of All Detectable Levels of The Pollutant in All Internal  
     Wastewater Systems:  Sources must undertake pollution prevention programs  
     with a goal of "eliminating all detectable levels of the pollutant in all  
     internal (industrial) or indirect (municipal) wastewater streams           
     contributing to the permittee's wastewater collection system."(23)  The    
     draft requires that these pollution prevention programs be carried out with
     considerable rigor.  In particular, the programs would include periodic    
     review and monitoring, development of "approvable" control strategies,     
     "revision" procedures, a periodic identification of potential sources of   
     toxics within the plant, and an annual status report with a list of all    
     actions taken to eliminate these pollutants.  With such detailed and       
     burdensome procedures, even the direct costs of these pollution prevention 
     programs are likely to be higher than the $25,000 per plant estimated by   
     EPA.(24)                                                                   
     ______________________________                                             
     (23) See the draft rule, Procedure 8, D, on p. 2, of the section entitled  
     Detect.Rul.                                                                
                                                                                
     (24) Final draft Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting From             
     Implementation of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, p.2-38.        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.554     
     
     EPA's cost evaluation included costs for monitoring, reporting and control 
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     measures for all pollutant minimization plans (PMPs).  In those situations 
     where the additional monitoring required by the PMP determines that the    
     pollutant is present in the discharge or internal wastestreams at a        
     facility, the facility will be required to take appropriate control        
     measures consistent with the control strategy to proceed to the goal of    
     maintaining all sources below the WQBEL.  If the pollutant is detectable at
     the facility, it is likely that its source can be identified and that      
     pollution prevention or waste minimization control measures will be        
     applicable to its removal.  This element of the PMP was accounted for in   
     EPA's cost analysis by the "control measure" element of the PMP.  Control  
     measures may include pollution prevention/waste minimization techniques    
     such as material substitution, process modification, and/or recycling,     
     reuse, or treatment of internal wastestreams. In cases where the pollutant 
     is present at detectable levels, and where the facility implements control 
     measures directed specifically at eliminating these pollutants, the        
     controls will likely result in reduction of the pollutant to below the     
     level of detection.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA's estimate of PMP costs for these "control measures" resulted in over  
     95 percent of the total PMP cost, while less than 5 percent pertained to   
     monitoring and reporting elements (which included $25,000 for developing   
     the control measure plan).  While it is difficult to predict costs for     
     these types of control measures, the Agency attempted to use conservative  
     estimates wherever possible. See also response to Comment # (MDL.RES)      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.555
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Apart from the direct costs of carrying out the procedural requirements of 
     this pollution prevention program, these pollution prevention requirements 
     will likely impose substantial costs in terms of reducing production       
     levels, changing production processes, and even foregoing new market       
     opportunities in order to make progress in eliminating all traces of these 
     chemicals from internal wastewater streams.  (There appears to be no       
     recognition, for example, that there may be cases where a chemical is      
     essential to a particular process.)  EPA has failed to address all of these
     important cost categories in its cost analysis for the proposed draft.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.555     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.556
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has also failed to estimate the benefits of such pollution prevention  
     programs.  It has not explained how the occurrence of pollutants in waste  
     streams internal to the plant could pose any significant risk to humans or 
     the living environment in the Great Lakes.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.556     
     
     One of the goals of implementing pollution prevention techniques is to     
     prevent or minimize the introduction of pollutants to all waste streams.   
     These techniques could be used on a combined discharge for a facility, or  
     may be instituted within a plant to minimize contamination of internal     
     wastestreams.  Other than estimating potential pollutant load reductions,  
     EPA has not estimated all the other benefits that are associated with      
     implementing pollution prevention, such as reduced environmental liability.
      EPA is also aware of many facilities that have reduced operating and      
     manufacturing costs as a result of implementing pollution prevention       
     techniques. See also response to Comment #P2718.345.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.557
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Unreliable Mandatory Fish Tissue Monitoring:  As a part of the permit, 
     the draft would require "resident" fish monitoring, tissue sampling for    
     fish caged in the effluent pipe, and bioconcentration studies for those    
     BCCs with WQBELs below detect levels.  If these studies indicate           
     "unacceptable" levels of pollutants in fish tissue, the discharger will be 
     required to modify its pollution prevention control strategy.  There are   
     several important problems with this set of requirements.  [First, the     
     draft leaves undefined what constitutes an "unacceptable" accumulation of  
     these pollutants.]  [Second, there are important problems with the         
     reliability of the two methods EPA has identified as a way of determining  
     whether fish tissue concentrations for these pollutants are                
     "unacceptable."(25)  [Third, these fish and fish tissue monitoring studies 
     may be more expensive than conventional monitoring approaches.  EPA's rough
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     estimate is that fish studies will cost about $5,000 per pollutant.(26)]   
     [In addition, of course, plants with "unacceptable" accumulations--however 
     defined by the regulatory authorities for the plant--will incur substantial
     costs identifying the source(s) of the pollutant and controlling or        
     eliminating its discharge.]                                                
     ______________________________                                             
     (25) EPA does not define what unacceptable tissue levels would be.  One    
     approach is to estimate concentrations of a pollutant in receiving waters  
     based upon the levels of the pollutant in the fish tissues calculated using
     the criteria equations and assumed inputs.  See the preamble, section      
     DETECT.PRE p.8.                                                            
                                                                                
     (26) See "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting From Implementation of  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative," p.2-40.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.557     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.558
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .558 is imbedded in comment .557                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the draft leaves undefined what constitutes an "unacceptable"       
     accumulation of these pollutants.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2724.558     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2724.559
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .559 is imbedded in comment .557                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, there are important problems with the reliability of the two       
     methods EPA has identified as a way of determining whether fish tissue     
     concentrations for these pollutants are "unacceptable."(25)                
     ______________________________                                             
     (25) EPA does not define what unacceptable tissue levels would be.  One    
     approach is to estimate concentrations of a pollutant in receiving waters  
     based upon the levels of the pollutant in the fish tissues calculated using
     the criteria equations and assumed inputs.  See the preamble, section      
     DETECT.PRE p.8.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.559     
     
     See response to comment number P2607.082.  See also Supplementary          
     Information Document Section IV, Bioaccumulation Factors.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.560
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .560 is imbedded in comment .557                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, these fish and fish tissue monitoring studies may be more expensive 
     than conventional monitoring approaches.  EPA's rough estimate is that fish
     studies will cost about $5,000 per pollutant.(26)                          
     ______________________________                                             
     (26) See "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting From Implementation of  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative," p. 2-40.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.560     
     
     EPA's estimate of monitoring costs related to bioaccumulation studies was  
     based upon estimates provided by several EPA laboratories with extensive   
     experience in performing these types of studies.  Based upon the comments  
     received on the bioaccumulation study requirements included in the proposed
     Guidance, EPA has made bioaccumulation studies an optional component of the
     pollutant minimization plan requirements for permit limits below analytical
     detection levels in the final Guidance.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.561
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .561 is imbedded in comment .557                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, of course, plants with "unacceptable" accumulations--however  
     defined by the regulatory authorities for the plant--will incur substantial
     costs identifying the source(s) of the pollutant and controlling or        
     eliminating its discharge.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.561     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2724.562
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Any Detect is Treated As A Violation of The Permit:  Any detectable    
     discharge of these pollutants is considered a violation of the permit limit
     for the entire permit averaging period (e.g., 30 days).  This is an        
     extraordinarily stringent sanction for what may be a single "detect" over  
     the course of a week or month.  It may also distort incentives to monitor  
     and operate control equipment properly over the permit averaging period.   
     After an initial detect the discharger would be in violation of his permit 
     for the entire period anyway.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.562     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.563
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA currently allows the use of "intake credits" in developing permit      
     limits from technology-based effluent limits, but does not allow their use 
     for WQBELs.(27)  The intake credit process allows the permit writer to     
     adjust permit limits for a discharge to reflect the contribution of        
     pollutants from the source's intake water.  Such an adjustment process is  
     particularly important where water quality criteria are extremely stringent
     and the background levels in the intake water from a stream are a major    
     source of the pollutants in the plant's effluent.  In the absence of such  
     an adjustment, sources may be required to undertake costly water treatment 
     to remove background levels of pollutants from their intake waters.  This  
     requirement is likely to be particularly burdensome for Great Lakes sources
     since permit limits will be set at very stringent levels -- in some cases, 
     at or below background levels.  [Further, this requirement may result in no
     significant improvements in ambient water concentrations, since the source 
     of contaminants in ambient water is unaffected.]                           
     ______________________________                                             
     (27) In the draft rule pollutants found in intake water that is discharged 
     to the same body of water would be exempt from the test of reasonable      
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality         
     standards, (and would not require a WQBEL for these pollutants), only if   
     the intake water is not mixed with process wastewater containing any of the
     same pollutants.                                                           
                                                                                
     (28) These alternatives are consistent with existing EPA rules.            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.563     
     
     The general issue of intake credits is discussed in detail in the SID at   
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2724.564
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .564 is imbedded in comment .563                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, this requirement may result in no significant improvements in     
     ambient water concentrations, since the source of contaminants in ambient  
     water is unaffected.                                                       
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     Response to: D2724.564     
     
     This comment duplicates in part D2724.563 and is addressed in response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2724.565
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The EPA would require that States tighten criteria and Tier II values to  
     provide additional protection as appropriate for highly exposed            
     subpopulations.  In addition, the presence of an endangered or threatened  
     species within a specified radius of a source also triggers further        
     stringency.]  We recommend that you consider these obligatory additional   
     adjustments in permit limits.  Instead, States should be permitted to make 
     such adjustments as appropriate.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2724.565     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2724.566
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .566 is imbedded in comment .565                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA would require that States tighten criteria and Tier II values to   
     provide additional protection as appropriate for highly exposed            
     subpopulations.  In addition, the presence of an endangered or threatened  
     species within a specified radius of a source also triggers further        
     stringency.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.566     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.567
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IV.  EPA Has Not Completed A Regulatory Impact Analysis                    
                                                                                
     EPA has failed to describe adequately the benefits of the GLWQG or to      
     estimate properly the incremental costs of many important provisions of the
     draft proposal.  The analysis document supplied by EPA, entitled Assessment
     of Compliance Costs Resulting From Implementation of the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Initiative, (September, 1992) fails to address important categories
     of costs.  Further, EPA has only estimated the benefits of this proposal   
     using "case studies" for several locations.  These case studies are so     
     severely flawed that they cannot provide adequate information about the    
     aggregate benefits of the rule.  The Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA)      
     required by Executive Order No. 12291 has thus not been completed.  In fact
     EPA states in the draft preamble, "If warranted by the information         
     collected after the proposal and public comments, the Agency will prepare a
     RIA for the final GLWQG Guidance."(29)  Such analysis is essential for     
     making sensible and informed policy decisions.  Its completion should      
     generally precede regulatory decision making.  In this instance EPA should 
     seek to complete as much additional analysis as possible, and submit it for
     Executive Order No. 12291 review, prior to publishing a proposed rule.     
     ______________________________                                             
     (29) See the draft preamble, section RIA.PRE, p. 3.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.567     
     
     Please see response to comment D2721.040.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.568
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has substantially understated the costs of this rule.  Its             
     estimate--approximately $200 million per year in compliance costs borne by 
     sources in the Great Lakes area--is flawed because it inappropriately      
     excludes several very important cost categories.                           
                                                                                
     [First, while EPA has failed to estimate the costs of the antidegradation  
     provisions of the rule, these costs are likely to be substantial.(30)  As a
     result of the uncertainties and delays associated with this process, firms 
     and their employees are likely to incur substantial costs in the form of   
     lost wages and profits.  These costs include forgoing profitable           
     opportunities to change manufacturing processes, or production levels to   
     respond to increased demand, changes in production technologies, or changes
     in prices of inputs.  Sources will be unable to take advantage of such     
     opportunities because the review process is too cumbersome to make timely  
     success likely, or too costly to undertake when such opportunities offer   
     only small gains.]                                                         
                                                                                
     [Second, the cost estimates ignore the losses to workers, consumers and    
     investors that may result when the standards imposed on new facilities     
     delay or prevent the construction of such facilities within the Great Lakes
     area.  For example, water quality criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals of
     concern  must be applied at the end of discharge pipes for new facilities. 
     This requirement would generally increase  the stringency of standards for 
     new facilities by a factor of ten relative to comparable existing          
     facilities.(31)]                                                           
                                                                                
     [Third, EPA has failed to estimate the full costs of the pollution         
     prevention programs that would be required in the many instances where the 
     water quality based effluent limits would be set at levels below the detect
     levels for EPA certified analytical detection methods.  Apart from the     
     direct costs of such programs, sources would incur indirect costs related  
     to the changes in production practices that such programs might entail.]   
     [Further, pollution prevention programs must be revised (and production    
     practices further modified), whenever caged fish tissue studies show       
     "unacceptable" concentrations of BCCs.  EPA has no estimate of the costs   
     associated with such revisions.]  [Finally, EPA has failed to provide      
     evidence of the reliability of such fish tissue studies.  A potential      
     problem with such studies is that their interpretation entails use of a    
     bioconcentration factor that is typically known only with considerable     
     uncertainty.]                                                              
                                                                                
     [Fourth, EPA has failed to estimate the full costs associated with setting 
     water quality based  effluent limits lower than background levels of       
     contaminants.  When criteria are less than background levels, sources have 
     available four avenues for special dispensation.  Two of these, a site     
     specific modification, and a variance, may be difficult to obtain because  
     of the perception in local communities that special favors are being       
     granted to polluters.  A third, a downgrading of designated use, is        
     described by EPA staff as quite unlikly to be used because it is an        
     admission that efforts to clean-up the environment are being abandoned.]   
                                                                                
     [The costs of such abatement efforts, however, have been entirely          
     neglected.]  [Further, there is considerable uncertainty about the         
     effectiveness of controls on such sources.  If such abatement efforts fail 
     to improve background concentrations, the permitted point source would then
     be obliged to obtain a variance, or site-specific modification, despite    
     likely delays and the cost burdens associated with the negative publicity  
     of making such a change.(32)]                                              
     ______________________________                                             
     (30) The antidegradation provisions restrict increases in loadings above   
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     current actual levels and are discussed at length in the next section.     
                                                                                
     As a purely illustrative example of the potential magnitude of these costs,
     suppose that 1,000 industrial facilities each faced profitable             
     opportunities to increase loadings of at least one chemical (within permit 
     limits) but were prevented from doing so by the antidegradation policy.    
     Suppose further that the average value of such opportunities, in profits   
     and wages was $1,000 per day, and that they lasted on average only 100     
     days.  If the review procedure were too uncertain, lengthy and strenuous to
     permit sources to take advantages of such opportunities, then the costs of 
     antidegradation could be an additional $100 million annually.              
                                                                                
     (31) Both of the proposed options A and B to set total maximum daily loads 
     would require states to use a 10 to 1 dilution ratio in deriving WQBELs for
     discharges into open waters of the Great Lakes.                            
                                                                                
     (32) Assessing the frequency that background concentrations are likely to  
     exceed criteria is difficult because observed chemical concentrations in   
     water must first be ascribed to point sources and to non-point sources.    
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.568     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2684.008, D2584.015, D2604.045, and   
     D2719.008.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.569
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .569 is imbedded in comment .568                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, while EPA has failed to estimate the costs of the antidegradation   
     provisions of the rule, these costs are likely to be substantial.(30)  As a
     result of the uncertainties and delays associated with this process, firms 
     and their employees are likely to incur substantial costs in the form of   
     lost wages and profits.  These costs include forgoing profitable           
     opportunities to change manufacturing processes, or production levels to   
     respond to increased demand, changes in production technologies, or changes
     in prices of inputs.  Sources will be unable to take advantage of such     
     opportunities because the review process is too cumbersome to make timely  
     success likely, or too costly to undertake when such opportunities offer   
     only small gains.                                                          
     ______________________________                                             
     (30) The antidegradation provisions restrict increases in loadings above   
     current actual levels and are discussed at length in the next section.     
                                                                                
     As purely illustrative example of the potential magnitude of these costs,  
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     suppose that 1,000 industrial facilities each faced profitable             
     opportunities to increase loadings of at least one chemical (within permit 
     limits) but were prevented from doing so by the antidegradation policy.    
     Suppose further that the average value of such opportunities, in profits   
     and wages was $1,000 per day, and that they lasted on average only 100     
     days.  If the review procedure were too uncertain, lengthy and strenuous to
     permit sources to take advantages of such opportunities, then the costs of 
     antidegradation could be an additional $100 million annually.              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.569     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.570
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .570 is imbedded in comment .568                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the cost estimates  ignore the losses to workers, consumers and    
     investors that may result when the standards imposed on new facilities     
     delay or prevent the construction of such facilities within the Great Lakes
     area.  For example, water quality criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals of
     concern must be applied at the end of discharge pipes for new facilities.  
     This requirement would generally increase the stringency of standards for  
     new facilities by a factor of ten relative to comparable existing          
     facilities.(31)                                                            
     ______________________________                                             
     (31) Both of the proposed options A and B to set total maximum daily loads 
     would require states to use a 10 to 1 dilution ratio in deriving WQBELs for
     discharges into open waters of the Great Lakes.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.570     
     
     See response to comments D2587.107 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.571
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .571 is imbedded in comment .568                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, EPA has failed to estimate the full costs of the pollution          
     prevention programs that would be required in the many instances where the 
     water quality based effluent limits would be set at levels below the detect
     levels for EPA certified analytical detection methods.  Apart from the     
     direct costs of such programs, sources would incur indirect costs related  
     to the changes in production practices that such programs might entail.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.571     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2684.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.572
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP/OTH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .572 is imbedded in comment .568                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, pollution prevention programs must be revised (and production     
     practices further modified), whenever caged fish tissue studies show       
     "unacceptable" concentrations of BCCs.  EPA has no estimate of the costs   
     associated with such revisions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.572     
     
     In the April 16, 1993 "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from the   
     Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," a      
     sensitivity analysis was performed to evaluate the impact should Tier I    
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) be found bioaccumulating.      
     However, based upon the comments received on the bioaccumulation study     
     requirements included in the proposed Guidance, EPA has made               
     bioaccumulation studies an optional component of the pollutant minimization
     plan requirements for permit limits below analytical detection levels in   
     the final Guidance.  As a result of this and other flexibility provided in 
     the final Guidance for BCCs, EPA believes that these future costs will not 
     be significant for most direct dischargers.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2724.573
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .573 is imbedded in comment .568                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, EPA has failed to provide evidence of the reliabiity of such fish 
     tissue studies.  A potential problem with such studies is that their       
     interpretation entails use of a bioconcentration factor that is typically  
     known only with considerable uncertainty.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.573     
     
     See response to comment number P2607.082.  See also Supplementary          
     Information Document Section IV, Bioaccumulation Factors.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.574
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .574 is imbedded in comment .568                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, EPA has failed to estimate the full costs associated with setting  
     water quality based effluent limits lower than background levels of        
     contaminants.  When criteria are less than background levels, sources have 
     available four avenues for special dispensation.  Two of these, a site     
     specific modification, and a variance, may be difficult to obtain because  
     of the perception in local communities that special favors are being       
     granted to polluters.  A third, a downgrading of designated use, is        
     described by EPA staff as quite unlikely to be used because it is an       
     admission that efforts to clean-up the environment are being abandoned.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.574     
     
     As described in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from         
     Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," EPA       
     included costs to facilities to pursue regulatory relief provided for under
     the National water quality standards program and the final Guidance. See   
     also response to Comment # (TREAT.RES)                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.575
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .575 is imbedded in comment .568                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of such abatement efforts, however, have been entirely neglected.
     
     
     Response to: D2724.575     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2724.576
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .576 is imbedded in comment .568                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, there is considerable uncertainty about the effectiveness of      
     controls on such sources.  If such abatement efforts fail to improve       
     background concentrations, the permitted point source would then be obliged
     to obtain a variance, or site-specific modification, despite likely delays 
     and the cost burdens associated with the negative publicity of making such 
     a change.(32)                                                              
     ______________________________                                             
     (32) Assessing the frequency that background concentrations are likely to  
     exceed criteria is difficult because observed chemical concentrations in   
     water must first be ascribed to point sources and to non-point sources.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.576     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance takes into account point and nonpoint sources of 
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     pollution controls strategies (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the 
     SID.  For further discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great 
     Lakes program efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section
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     I.D of the SID.  For a general discussion of the various components of the 
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                                     
                                                                                
     For a discussion on how the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution, see Sections I.C and D of the SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2724.577
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Estimates derived using this approach are of dubious reliability for       
     several reasons.  First, regardless of the care with which such data are   
     collected and analyzed, they are intrinsically inferior to data on market  
     transactions.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.577     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2724.578
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, willingness-to-pay estimates derived from CV studies are known to  
     be extremely sensitive to the order in which particular questions are      
     posed.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.578     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2724.579
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Desuouges et. al, 1992 and footnote #34 & 35             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, some WTP estimates appear inconsistent with results of economic     
     theory.  Economic theory indicates, for example, that total WTP should rise
     as the quantity of the good being valued rises.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.579     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2724.580
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, the values of environmental goods, indeed of all goods, depends on 
     the availability and prices of substitutes.  Economic theory indicates that
     peoples' willingness to pay to fish in a body of water free from toxic     
     chemicals in toxic amounts should fall as substitute water bodies become   
     increasingly abundant.  Since the Great Lakes Initiative improves water    
     quality throughout the Great Lakes area, estimates of benefits that fail to
     take into account improvements in the quality of other, nearby, areas are  
     questionable.  All three case studies suffer from this deficiency.         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.580     
     
     If the region for which an increase in benefits resulting from water       
     quality improvement is estimated is extremely large, then most of the      
     substitution is expected to be within the region.  Lyke (1992), on which a 
     significant portion of the Guidance valuation is based, was originally used
     to value all Wisconsin Great Lakes sportfishing.  For example, for people  
     living in Wisconsin, substituting from Wisconsin Great Lakes fishing to    
     Great Lakes fishing in some other region is costly, both in terms of money 
     and time.  The values estimated by Lyke for improvements in Wisconsin Great
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     Lakes fishing would be little affected by water quality improvement in     
     other distant regions in the Great Lakes basin. Thus, the percentage       
     increase in benefits implicitly accounts for substitution in the region and
     is appropriate in benefits analysis for the Guidance (recall that          
     Guidance-related benefits are estimated as a fraction of total toxic-free  
     benefits based on the reduction in total loadings attributable to the      
     Guidance).  In addition, these use benefits estimates do not account for   
     benefits accruing to individuals who are not current anglers but would fish
     in the absence of contamination, nor do they account for benefits from the 
     Guidance to inland fisheries.  For these reasons, the fisheries benefits   
     estimates based on Lyke may be downwardly biased.                          
                                                                                
     The percentage increases in benefits for other use categories besides      
     recreational fishing are conservative to reflect substitution              
     possibilities.  In some cases, they are connected to the Lyke estimates.   
     For example, the percentage increases in current nonconsumptive            
     recreational use benefits are assumed to be equal to half of the percentage
     increase in fishing values estimated by Lyke.  This adjustment reflects    
     that fishing values are likely to increase more (in percentage terms)      
     because of the Guidance than nonconsumptive recreational values.           
     Additionally, nonuse valuation is based either on use (recreational        
     fishing) values or nonuse benefits studies of broad regions. As a result,  
     these values are also conservative and are sufficiently reflective of      
     substitution possibilities.                                                
                                                                                
     Lyke, A.J. 1992. Multiple Site Trip Generation and Allocation: A Travel    
     Cost Model for Wisconsin Great Lakes Sport Fishing. Draft. Ph.D. Thesis    
     presented at the University of Wisconsin, Madison.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2724.581
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fifth, the WTP data from the three EPA case studies reflect values that are
     not likely to be attributable to the GLWQG.  The questionnaire specifies a 
     level of water quality, "free from toxic chemicals," which will not be     
     achieved by the implementation of the GLWQG.  It fails to inform the       
     respondents about the improvements in water quality that may be expected to
     result from the implementation of recent rules.  [Further, it also neglects
     to mention that some chemicals, which have toxic effects at high           
     concentrations, occur naturally in minute concentrations, and that the     
     GLWQG will do nothing to affect concentrations of these chemicals in       
     ambient waters.]  The resulting benefits estimate is thus interpretable    
     only as an extreme upper-bound.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.581     
     
     The values derived by Lyke (1992) pertain to how survey respondents        
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     perceive and interpret the Wisconsin Great Lakes fishery with respect to   
     the phrase "completely free [of contaminants that] may threaten human      
     health."  This is likely to be interpreted as when fish consumption        
     advisories are removed.  The Guidance, in contrast, may ultimately improve 
     water quality beyond that point, which would yield additional benefits     
     above those estimated by Lyke.  Thus, applying the Lyke estimate may       
     underestimate benefits.                                                    
                                                                                
     Lyke, A.J. 1992. Multiple Site Trip Generation and Allocation: A Travel    
     Cost Model for Wisconsin Great Lakes Sport Fishing. Draft. Ph.D. Thesis    
     presented at the University of Wisconsin, Madison.                         
                                                                                
     See also response to comments D2587.143 and G2571.024a.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2724.582
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .582 is imbedded in comment .581                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, it also neglects to mention that some chemicals, which have toxic 
     effects at high concentrations, occur naturally in minute concentrations,  
     and that the GLWQG will do nothing to affect concentrations of these       
     chemicals in ambient waters.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.582     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2724.583
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This draft proposed guidance raises the same concerns because it does not  
     provide unbiased, best estimates of the true risks of these pollutants.    
     More specifically, it fails (1) to characterize fully scientific           
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     uncertainty, (2) to estimate properly average exposure, and (3) to separate
     the risk assessment functions from risk management.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.583     
     
     For a full discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the        
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the appropriate technical      
     support documents.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2724.584
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, for the first time would codify    
     faulty risk assessment methodology, and include in the Code of Federal     
     Regulations, mandatory techniqes for deriving water quality criteria (and  
     Tier II values) that suffer from these flaws.  As a result, if a State     
     requested an alternative methodology based on new information, this request
     would be denied unless either EPA proceeded with notice and comment        
     rulemaking to amend the methodology or the State could demonstrate that    
     EPA's methodology was not "scientifically defensible."  Moreover, even if  
     the methodology were amended to yield a less stringent Tier I criteria or  
     Tier II value, the anti-backsliding provision of Section 402(o) of the     
     Clean Water Act would appear to prevent increases in permit limits.  The   
     draft guidance is silent on this issue.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.584     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance codifies faulty risk assessment       
     methodologies.  For a full discussion of the scientific defensibility      
     exclusion contained in the Guidance, see Sections I.C and II.C.6 of the    
     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that the final Guidance will "freeze" the risk        
     assessment methodologies implicit in the methodologies for development of  
     criteria and values in the final Guidance.  EPA shares the concern of      
     commenters that the final Guidance should allow for evolving scientific    
     approaches.  EPA believes that the final Guidance provides sufficient      
     flexibility to ensure that new advances in scientific information can be   
     accommodated.  For example, States and Tribes can adopt variations         
     ("offsets") between elements within a provision, so long as the resulting  
     provision is "as protective as" the Guidance.  Further, States and Tribes  
     do not have to apply methodologies to pollutants for which use of the      
     methodologies is scientifically indefensible. Also, States and Tribes can  
     adopt more stringent or less stringent site-specific modifications.        
     Finally, the final Guidance contains specific flexibilities within the     
     methodologies that enable States and EPA to update risk assessment         
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     methodologies in such areas as the carcinogen classification system, the   
     linearized multistage model for carcinogens, the threshold dose assumption 
     for non-carciongens, the default value for uncertainty factors, the choice 
     of wildlife species to be evaluated, and the calculation of alternative    
     BAFs if justified by data.  These areas of flexibility are discussed in    
     sections I, II.D.2, IV, V, and VI of the SID.                              
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that the anti-backsliding requirements of the CWA will
     necessarily prevent increases in permit limits resulting from use of new   
     data and information.  See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of 
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.585
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an additional arbitrary factor of safety where certain toxicity 
     studies have not been completed, or the adoption of conservative           
     assumptions on the carcinogenicity of a substance, even though the         
     underlying data base is inadequate can result in biased assessments of risk
     and overly stringent discharge limits.  Such additional protection is      
     costly, however, in that with the development of additional health data,   
     some of these substances may later prove to be relatively less toxic.  Thus
     the additional protection or "insurance" provided by the Tier II procedure 
     is likely to impose significant costs.(40)  EPA has not evaluated the      
     benefits of imposing these procedures, or the costs.  Appropriate risk     
     management decisions are best made taking fully into account the costs and 
     benefits of regulatory alternatives.                                       
     ______________________________                                             
     (40) This approach may also have the unintended effect of inducing         
     dischargers to shift to alternative substances of unknown toxicity, or even
     to well-known substances of greater toxicity.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.585     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2724.586
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This Tier II apprach is particularly burdensome because under the draft    
     proposal sources would already have to comply with whole effluent toxicity 
     testing.  Such tests would likely reveal a variety of potential adverse    
     effects due to substances, (or sets of substances) for which Tier I        
     evidence do not exist and existing water quality criteria apply.  According
     to the SAB, "The whole effluent toxicity testing program is somewhat       
     redundant with the intentions of the Great Lakes Initiative Tier 2 aquatic 
     life criteria approach."(41)                                               
                                                                                
     This Tier II approach is especially problematic when it is combined with   
     anti-backsliding, which would appear to restrict increases in permit       
     limits.  Under the anti-backsliding provisions of the CWA, sources would   
     apparently be unable to revise these limits with the completion of later   
     scientific studies, even when these would indicate that a chemical is      
     relatively less toxic.                                                     
     ______________________________                                             
     (41) SAB "Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Initiative," p.16.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.586     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2724.587
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As explained in Appendix D, there is enormous uncertainty associated with  
     these BAF estimates, typically plus or minus one order of magnitude.  The  
     use of these BAFs is responsible for much of the increase in stringency of 
     the water quality criteria in this proposal, as noted in Appendix E.       
     Moreover, codification of water quality criteria that rely on such a       
     rapidly evolving area of science may delay implementation of further       
     improvements in scientific understanding.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.587     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
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     associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A      
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the methodology in the final Guidance uses the best      
     science available for regulatory application.  EPA however agrees with     
     commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new data become        
     available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1
     will provide the mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In     
     addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows for the            
     incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is        
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2724.588
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Appendix F                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dourson and Stara (1983) review some of the scentific sudies in an effort  
     to support the use of these uncertainty factors.  Our reading of their     
     study indicates that evidence supports the use of a factor of 10 for       
     interspecies adjustment, if risks are directly related to dose per unit of 
     surface area.  Evidence supports use of a factor of two to adjust health   
     effects data from subchronic tests to chronic effects.  [Finally, evidence 
     supports a factor of no more than five to adjust low observed adverse      
     effects levels to no observed adverse effects levels.  See Appendix F for a
     more complete discussion of Dourson and Stara.]                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.588     
     
     See response to P2718.112                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2724.589
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Appendix F                                               
            
          Comment .589 is imbedded in comment .588                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, evidence supports a factor of no more than five to adjust low     
     observed adverse effects levels to no observed adverse effects levels.  See
     Appendix F for a more complete discussion of Dourson and Stara.            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.589     
     
     See response to P2718.112                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2724.590
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/C
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG requires the use of a linear multi-stage model, although several 
     other models are equally suitable.  Such a model is conservative, and is   
     typically used to generate "upper-bound" estimates of carcinogenic potency 
     that are likely to be too high in at least 95 percent of the cases.        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.590     
     
     See response to D2619.026.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2724.591
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/C
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Further, EPA would require permits to include cancer-based 
limits for      
          discharges of chemicals when only mixed evidence of carcinogenicity 
exists.
          Such Tier II values would be computed using data that are inadequate for  
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          Tier I criterion development because of a lack of statistical correlation,

          or inability to derive a strong dose-response relationship.(43)  The      

          failure to insist on a statistically significant relationship 
demonstrating
          carcinogenic effects before regulating discharges builds policy on bad    

          science.  While it is true that a statistically insignificant finding does

          not imply that a substance is not a carcinogen, a finding of statistical  

          insignificance in a variety of studies is the best available evidence of 
no
          carcinogenicity.  By conventional methods of statistical inference, the   

          hypothesis of carcinogenicity can never be rejected.                      

          ______________________________                                            

          (43) See the draft rule, section HHMETH.RUL, p. 4.                        

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, EPA would require permits to include cancer-based limits for      
     discharges of chemicals when only mixed evidence of carcinogenicity exists.
     Such Tier II values would be computed using data that are inadequate for   
     Tier I criterion development because of lack of statistical correlation, or
     inability to derive a strong dose-response relationship.(43)  The failure  
     to insist on a statistically significant relationship demonstrating        
     carcinogenic effects before regulating discharges builds policy on bad     
     science.  While it is true that a statistically insignificant finding does 
     not imply that a substance is not a carcinogen, a finding of statistical   
     insignificance in a variety of studies is the best available evidence of no
     carcinogenicity.  By conventional methods of statistical inference, the    
     hypothesis of carcinogenicity can never be rejected.                       
     ______________________________                                             
     (43) See the draft rule, section HHMETH.RUL, p. 4.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2724.591     
     
     EPA has changed its language with regard to setting Tier II values for     
     Group C chemicals.  With regard to developing Tier II values for           
     carcinogenic contaminants with a lesser database,  EPA believes this must  
     be done on a case-by-case basis in which all the data is evaluated.        
                                                                                
     For example, there may be cases where only one or two studies of marginal  
     quality exist, however, other data may exist on mutagenicity, genotoxicity,
     SAR, and mode of action which indicate the chemical in question may be a   
     concern from a carcinogenic standpoint.  In these cases, a Tier II value   
     would be justified, if cancer quantification is plausible.  Otherwise,     
     developing a noncancer Tier I criterion or Tier II value, may be the best  
     recourse.  (See Section 6.a.i. of the SID for more details on assessing    
     Group C chemicals.)                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2724.592
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also incorporates arbitrary conservative assumptions into its          
     derivation of aquatic life criteria.  For example, EPA's guidelines for    
     setting numeric aquatic water quality criteria must protect members of the 
     most sensitive species, even if, in some cases the species is not          
     indegenous to the State.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2724.592     
     
     EPA's criteria are designed to protect 95 percent of the tested genera,    
     based on extrapolation from, or interpolation between measured             
     toxicological values.  For pollutants with reasonably large toxicity data  
     sets, the most sensitive tested species will generally not be protected by 
     the criterion.  EPA assumes that the tested species represent the range of 
     sensitivity of species that occur in a state.  Nevertheless, EPA provides a
     site- specific procedure for recalculating criteria by eliminating or      
     replacing taxa that do not occur at sites.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.593
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA would require States to use additional conservative assumptions to     
     derive Tier II values.  Since Tier II values are calculated using less data
     than Tier I values, EPA would assign safety factors ranging from 3.6 to 20 
     to assure that the calculated Tier II value would be at least as           
     restrictive as Tier I criteria in 80 percent of the cases.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.593     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.594
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA uses a model of human health risks to derive criteria for wildlife, but
     fails to explain how the methodology for estimating human health criteria  
     might be appropriate as a basis for deriving water quality criteria or     
     values to protect local or regional wildlife populations.  [The SAB        
     specifically questioned the appropriateness of this approach, noting that  
     it relies on human health procedures that are more appropriate for         
     protection of individuals than for local or regional wildlife populations.]
     
     
     Response to: D2724.594     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.595
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .595 is imbedded in comment .594                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB specifically questioned the appropriateness of this approach,      
     noting that it relies on human health procedures that are more appropriate 
     for protection of individuals than for local or regional wildlife          
     populations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.595     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2724.596
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB writes that the tests that are incorporated into protocols         
     applicable to developing criteria for the protection of human health can be
     very sensitive, and often go beyond the basic needs for protection of a    
     species to assure maintenance of its local population.(48)                 
     ______________________________                                             
     (48) See the SAB report, p. 22.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2724.596     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2724.597
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA fails to estimate adequately average human exposure to pollutants, and 
     instead assesses exposure using a variety of generally conservative        
     assumptions that yield exposure levels that are substantially greater than 
     the mean levels reported in empirical studies.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.597     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2724.598
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA assumes that affected waters are the direct source of 100 percent of a 
     human population's daily intake of water and fish.  Since fish are likely  
     to come from a variety of waters many of which have concentrations below   
     the legal maximum, EPA's assumption of 100 percent will result in an       
     overestimate of exposure.  some very commonly consumed fish, e.g.,         
     pond-raised catfish, and stream-raised trout, are likely to come from      
     waters with concentrations well below the permissible maximum.             
     
     
     Response to: D2724.598     
     
     See response to comment P2771.193.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2724.599
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA assumes that contaminants present in surface waters are present in     
     drinking water at the same level.  This assumption ignores any treatment of
     contaminants by public water systems mandated under the Safe Drinking Act. 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.599     
     
     EPA does not assume that contaminants present in surface water will also   
     necessarily be present in drinking water supplies at the same levels.      
     Indeed, drinking water treatment usually results in significant removals of
     chemical contaminants.  Rather, the assumed consumption of untreated       
     surface water is consistent with the protective goals of the Act.  It is   
     not appropriate to disregard drinking water uses since, as asserted by some
     commenters, there are expressed cultural practices by Native Americans     
     which include consumption of untreated drinking water.  EPA also believes  
     that it would not be appropriate to assume that untreated water is never   
     consumed by users since the CWA requires protection of designated uses,    
     including their use for public water supplies.  To protect waters          
     designated as drinking water sources, it is important that public drinking 
     water systems not be the only point of clean-up and that surface water     
     discharges also share the burden of maintaining the use designation of the 
     water.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2724.600
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/AO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For waters with designated uses that include human consumption of water and
     organisms, EPA would set standards based on the assumption that a person   
     consumes 2 liters of contaminated water and 15 grams of contaminated fish  
     per day for seventy years.  A recent study estimates that the average      
     person consumes only .957 liters of tap water per day.(49)  In addition,   
     daily fish consumption of 15 grams per day is based on 90th percentile     
     consumer rather than the average (50th percentile) consumer.               
     ______________________________                                             
     (49) Roseberry, Ann, and David Burmaster, "Lognormal Distributions of Water
     Intake by Children and Adults," Risk Analysis, March 1992, Vol. 12, No. 1, 
     pp. 99-104.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.600     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2724.601
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/AO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA implicitly assumes that people consume fish and water from the same    
     source over a lifetime of 70 years.  In fact many Americans change         
     residences frequently.  According to EPA's Exposure Factors Handbook,      
     (1989), the average length of residence was 7 years.  Thus EPA's assumption
     may lead to a large overstatement of the exposure through drinking water,  
     and through eating fish, if fish consumed are caught in local waters.      
     
     
     Response to: D2724.601     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2724.602
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an illustration of the potential overall effect of these conservative   
     assumptions, and others related to the effect of cooking on toxic          
     concentrations in fillets, and cancer potency, consider the case of dioxin.
     Anderson, Ruffle, and Gillespie (1992) have estimated the likely risks of  
     cancer that may be faced by the general public and sport fisherman alike,  
     after taking into account these conservative assumptions, and others       
     implicit in the EPA analysis.(50)  They conclude that the excess lifetime  
     cancer risk for the general population of all U.S. residents is 10(exp-3), 
     while for sport fisherman living near mills that have dioxin in their      
     effluents, the risk for the upper 95 percentile is 10(exp-6).  These       
     calculations suggest that simply revising the risk estimate to reflect more
     realistic exposure assumptions would reduce EPA's risk estimate for dioxin 
     by roughly two orders of magnitude.                                        
     ______________________________                                             
     (50) Anderson, P., Ruffle, B., and Gillespie, W., "A Monte Carlo Analysis  
     of Dioxin Exposures and Risks from Consumption of Fish Caught in           
     Freshwaters of the United States Affected by Bleached Chemical Pulp Mill   
     Effluents," TAPPI Proceedings, 1992 Environmental Conference, pp.879-893.  
     
     
     Response to: D2724.602     
     
     See response to comment P2771.195.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2724.603
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are several major concerns with the draft proposal.  First, EPA has  
     justified the adoption of the stringent measures within the proposal by    
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     claiming that the Great Lakes basin is uniquely sensitive to               
     bioaccumulative chemicals.  [The rulemaking package does not substantiate  
     such a claim, despite requests by the Scentific Advisory Board that EPA    
     provide supporting evidence.]  In fact, available data from the Great Lakes
     indicate recent dramatic declines in concentrations of bioaccumulative     
     chemicals in the tissue of predator fish and eggs of piscivorous gulls.    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.603     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Section of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2724.604
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .604 is imbedded in comment .603                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rulemaking package does not substantiate such a claim, despite requests
     by the Scientific Advisory Board that EPA provide supporting evidence.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.604     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.605
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA has proceeded in this rulemaking without a full analysis of the
     costs and benefits of the variety of new requirements and procedures set   
     out in the draft proposal.  EPA has not adequately described the costs of  
     this guidance attributable to 1) the stringent new antidegradation policy, 
     2) requirements that water quality based effluent limits below detection   
     limits be included in permits, or 3) [controls on non-point sources        
     including those contributing to air deposition.]  Similarly, EPA has not   
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     adequately described the benefits of the stringent new implementation      
     procedures such as antidegradation.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.605     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2584.015, D2579.002, and D2719.008.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2724.606
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .606 is imbedded in comment .605                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     controls on non-point sources including those contributing to air          
     deposition.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.606     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2724.607
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, in calculating the human noncancer water quality criteria, and [in  
     establishing the Tier II procedures to set limits on discharges of         
     chemicals with incomplete toxicity data,] EPA would require the use of     
     conservative "uncertainty factors."  Some of these uncertainty factors do  
     not appear to be supported by available evidence.  Their use generates     
     biased assessments of risk, and appears to result in unnecessarily         
     stringent water quality criteria and permit limits.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2724.607     
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     See response to P2742.266                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2724.608
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .608 is imbedded in comment .607                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     in establishing the Tier II procedures to set limits on discharges of      
     chemicals with incomplete toxicity data                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2724.608     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.609
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the GLWQG as estimated by EPA are severly understated.  As    
     noted, Fort Howard's Green Bay facility was among the facilities randomly  
     selected by EPA to provide a detailed study of the costs imposed by the    
     Guidance.  Incredibly, and without any factual support whatsoever,         
     according the agency, the GLWQG requirements can be accomplished by Fort   
     Howard spending only $2 to $6 million dollars.  These cost estimates are   
     grossly understated and are based on unrealistic assumptions.  [After a    
     thorough review, we have determined that the true cost to Fort Howard to   
     meet the GLWQG requirements at our Green Bay facility is between $54       
     million and $78 million dollars with increased operating costs of          
     approximately $14 million dollars annually.]  [These huge costs will have  
     to be incurred since pollutant minimization programs assumed in EPA's study
     will not further reduce the less than detectable concentrations of PCB's   
     and mercury.  Ironically, these huge costs would have to be borne even     
     though the discharge of PCB's from our outfall, for example, is actually   
     less than the level of PCB's coming into our intake from in-stream         
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     concentrations.  The high costs of the agency's proposal to not provide for
     an intake credit or recognition of existing pollutants in a stream arriving
     in a facility's intake is particularly highlighted in this example.  We    
     will provide detailed information on this issue when we submit our comments
     but huge incurred costs and no stream benefits will be the result.]  The   
     key point is that we strongly believe the agency has severely              
     underestimated the costs of compliance for the GLI and we are just one     
     example.  Similar findings have resulted from several industry and         
     independent studies as well.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.609     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2724.610
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment .610 is imbedded in comment .609                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a thorough review, we have determined that the true cost to Fort     
     Howard to meet the GLWQG requirements at our Green Bay facility is between 
     $54 million and $78 million dollars with increased operating costs of      
     approximately $14 million dollars annually.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2724.610     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2724.611
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .611 is imbedded in comment .609                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These huge costs will have to be incurred since pollutant minimization     
     programs assumed in EPA's study will not further reduce the less than      
     detectable concentrations of PCB's and mercury.  Ironically, these huge    
     costs would have to be borne even though the discharge of PCB's from our   
     outfall, for example, is actually less than the level of PCB's coming into 
     our intake from in-stream concentrations.  The high costs of the agency's  
     proposal to not provide for an intake credit or recognition of existing    
     pollutants in a stream arriving in a facility's intake is particularly     
     highlighted in this example.  We will provide detailed information on this 
     issue when we submit our comments but huge incurred costs and no stream    
     benefits will be the result.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2724.611     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2604.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.612
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The benefits of the GLWQG, as written, will be small:  Despite the huge    
     costs that will be required to implement the GLWQG most believe that the   
     benefits will be relatively small for two reasons.  First, most of the     
     remaining toxic problems are due to chemicals that have been banned for    
     years and are not from existing dischargers.  [Second, the overwhelming    
     majority of the toxic substances entering the Great Lakes today are from   
     air deposition and urban and rural run-off, neither of which the GLWQG     
     addresses.]  Instead, it addresses industrial and municipal discharges     
     which are already stringently regulated.  Because of these factors, the    
     GLWQG, as written, may be among the least cost-effective methods of        
     addressing the remaining problem in the Great Lakes.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.612     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and F4030.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2724.613
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .613 is imbedded in comment .612                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the overwhelming majority of the toxic substances entering the     
     Great Lakes today are from air deposition and urban and rural run-off,     
     neither of which the GLWQG addresses                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2724.613     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.614
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As I have stated, while the cost estimates of the GLWQG have clearly been  
     understated by the Agency in our view, we have also determined that the    
     benefits of the GLWQG are also clearly overstated.  A specific example of  
     this is the Fox River on which Fort Howard is located.  As you may be      
     aware, EPA's attempt to quantitatively assess the benefits to the Great    
     Lakes Basin included three case studies, one of which was the Fox River in 
     northeastern Wisconsin.  Incredibly, the agency's study finds that the     
     projected benefits are commensurate with the costs imposed by the GLWQG.   
     Among the benefits the Fox River case study attempted to break down was the
     benefits of the "enhanced" Fox River fisheries after GLWQG is implemented. 
     EPA's RIA states that the benefits associated with an enhanced fishery     
     resulting from the benefits of implementing the GLWQG that can be assigned 
     to a contaminant free Green Bay fishery is from $1.2 to $4.3 million       
     dollars.  Since the Guidance only regulates point source discharges, the   
     entire benefit analysis must turn on the decrease in those loadings as a   
     result of the Guidance relative to the entire toxic loading to the Fox     
     River.  [Yet, according to the Green Bay Mass Balance Study, the relative  
     loading from point sources to the Fox River has been summed up by U.S.     
     EPA's own researchers in one word----negligible.  How can the GLWQG whose  
     sole purpose is to regulate point source loadings, which U.S. EPA's own    
     scientists concluded are negligible, take credit for any improvement in the
     fishery.  The answer is, they can't.  Clearly, the benefit assigned to     
     fishery enhancement is wrong.]                                             
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     Response to: D2724.614     
     
     D2724.614                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2587.037, D2723.004, D2587.045, and              
     F4030.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2724.615
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .615 is imbedded in comment .614                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Yet, according to the Green Bay Mass Balance Study, the relative loading   
     from point sources to the Fox River has been summed up by U.S. EPA's own   
     researchers in one word----negligible.   How can the GLWQG whose sole      
     purpose is to regulate point source loadings, which U.S. EPA's own         
     scientists concluded are negligible, take credit for any improvement in the
     fishery.  The answer is, they can't.  Clearly, the benefit assigned to     
     fishery enhancement is wrong.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.615     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.  See also Sections I and IX of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.616
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two other examples of major flaws in the study are also worth mentioning.  
     First, the RIA next turns to a quantitative analysis of the benefits       
     attributable to the GLWQG with respect to enhanced yellow perch fishing in 
     the Fox River and Green Bay.  The RIA cites a 1987 study as support for the
     claim that the yellow perch fisheries is worth $1.8 million per year to the
     Green Bay area.  According to the RIA, the benefits to that fishery        
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     associated with implementation of the Guidance fall into the range of      
     $360,000 to $1.8 million assuming a 20% to 100% enhancement as a result of 
     the GLWQG.                                                                 
                                                                                
     A look at what has acually happened to the yellow perch fishery in the     
     Green Bay drives home the absolute fallacy of that quantitative assessment.
     First, as noted in Table 8-1 of the Agency's own RIA, yellow perch taken   
     from the River or Bay are not the subject of any fish advisory.  Second,   
     the reason the perch fishery declined several years ago (to the point of   
     closure) was due to overharvesting, the influx of the alewife and reduced  
     dissolved oxygen levels.  These activities are not even remotely regulated 
     by the GLWQG, yet the agency tries to take credit for this enhancement as a
     part of the benefit analysis.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2724.616     
     
     The regulatory impact analysis (RIA) of the proposed Guidance notes that   
     declines in the yellow perch fishery in the Fox River and Green Bay are due
     to multiple causes and not dominated by toxics. The fishery values cited   
     are reported as indicative of fishery values in the basin and are not the  
     primary basis for the benefit estimate (which is largely based on a        
     salmonid fishery study of Wisconsin's Great Lakes waters).  Fisheries      
     benefits were based on an increase in consumer's surplus attributable to   
     the reduction of toxic pollutants in fish.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2724.617
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Let's now look at the nonconsumptive use benefits stated by the RIA for the
     Fox River case study.  To assess that alleged benefit, the RIA simply      
     multiplies the number of activity days spent at a wildlife sanctuary       
     located in Green Bay, Wisconsin, by daily "use" values of $18.71 and       
     $26.34, for a range of $26.2 to $36.9 million.  The RIA then concludes that
     through contributing to enlarging the bald eagle, osprey, otter and mink   
     populations, implementation of the GLWQG will somehow enhance the          
     participation at the wildlife sanctuary by 5%.  A 5% increase in activity  
     days based on the values noted above equates to an alleged benefit of $1.3 
     to $1.8 million dollars.                                                   
                                                                                
     It is clear that the drafters of the RIA never bothered to actually visit  
     the wildlife sanctuary.  Although the sanctuary is a beautiful area, it is 
     located approximately 1/2 mile to 1 mile from the middle of downtown Green 
     Bay.  It consists of a picnic area, exhibit building, and a landing area   
     for migrating birds such as ducks, geese, and, most recently, seagulls.    
     The sanctuary, has not, is not, nor will it ever become, absent a complete 
     destruction of the City of Green Bay and the people living there, a haven  
     for eagles, otters, minks, etc., no matter the increase in respective      
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     populations.  Once again, the assigned benefits are totally incorrect.     
     
     
     Response to: D2724.617     
     
     The wildlife benefits in Green Bay were not based on a sanctuary becoming a
     "haven" for eagles and other wildlife, but on the potential increased      
     participation in nonconsumptive recreation such as nature viewing in the   
     case study area resulting from ecologic improvements.  The current level of
     activity at the sanctuary, which is on the order of one million visitor    
     days per year, provides a benchmark basis for measuring potential increases
     in activity.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.618
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our findings are simple:  The agency's cost study, as exemplified by the   
     estimate on Fort Howard are understated by at least ten fold while the     
     benefits of the GLWQG to the Fox River and Green Bay are gravely           
     overstated.  In fact, we believe they will be non-existent.  In this day   
     when resources are finite and almost all agree that scarce resources need  
     to be used to achieve meaningful environmental benefits, these are very    
     troubling findings indeed.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.618     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2724.619
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our recommendations are therefore simple.  Major modifications need to be  
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     made to the proposed GLWQG to insure that the current proposal is improved 
     so that astronomical costs are not incurred for almost non-existent        
     benefits.  You will hear many appropriate areas for improvement today by   
     representatives of the American Forest and Paper Association and others    
     from industry who have developed some specific ways to address the existing
     concerns.  Thank you for the opportunity to testify today.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2724.619     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2730.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An estimate from four industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron and steel   
     and petroleum) have estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6    
     billion in capital costs.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2730.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2730.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie has estimated its capital   
     costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100 million.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2730.002     
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     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2730.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling effect" on  
     industrial development and municipal growth throughout the region.         
     
     
     Response to: D2730.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2730.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great   
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits and non-point
     sources.  Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal, if any,    
     measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish advisory    
     being lifted.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2730.004     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.  See also Section I of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2730.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI even though in    
     1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978) which called for virtual elimination of     
     inputs of persistent toxic substances.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2730.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2867.087 and D2596.013.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2730.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are really policy judgments.  [For example,     
     under the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate toxicity data   
     (seven or eight data points) for a proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has 
     proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made on as little as one   
     data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We support the        
     application of sound science which would require more data to be gathered  
     before these values are used to derive permit limits.]                     
     
     
     Response to: D2730.006     
     
     See response to comment number D2628.007.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2730.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .007 imbedded in .006                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, under the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate    
     toxicity data (seven or eight data points) for a proper criteria is        
     unavailable, EPA has proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made  
     on as little as one data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We
     support the application of sound science which would require more data to  
     be gathered before these values are used to derive permit limits.          
     
     
     Response to: D2730.007     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2730.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     For example, in some circumstances, the GLI would force industries to      
     remove pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no        
     control.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2730.008     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 addresses the general question of the extent 
     to which dischargers must remove intake water pollutants.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2730.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Or, the GLI would require criteria to be achieved with a degree of         
     consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or     
     control programs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2730.009     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of
     the provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section II.C of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2732.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BASF Corporation believes that the proposed regulation will not meet its   
     stated goal of enhance protection of the waters and environment of the     
     Great Lakes Basin but merely imposes significant restrictions on point     
     source dischargers without creating a corresponding environmental benefit. 
     
     
     Response to: D2732.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2732.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     US EPA's own Lake-wide Management Plans and other well-recognized data     
     indicate that non-point sources are the major sources of the important     
     pollutants identified in the proposed regulations (Bioaccumulative         
     Chemicals of Concern).  In the preamble to this proposed rule EPA appears  
     to recognize that non-point sources are major contributors of these        
     pollutants; yet the regulations continue to focus exclusively on point     
     sources.  Water quality with respect to these BCCs will not be             
     significantly impacted--even if point sources are reduced drastically.     
     
     
     Response to: D2732.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2732.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 3: cc REG/T2
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc BACK/NPS                                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BASF also believes that the cost to industry and municipal sewage          
     authorities for the additional controls necessary to comply with these     
     regulations will be significantly greater than that estimated by US EPA.   
     Cost estimates for compliance with these proposed regulations are low      
     because EPA:                                                               
                                                                                
     *failed to consider costs associated with the elimination of mixing zones  
     for effluents containing BCCs                                              
     *failed to consider costs associated with compliance with Tier II values or
     costs required to develop Tier I criteria for Tier II chemicals            
     *assumed all once through non-contact cooling water would be excluded from 
     regulation                                                                 
     *assumed most minor dischargers would not be affected by the Guidance when 
     in fact the presence of BCCs in intake water and storm water will require  
     additional treatment.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2732.003     
     
     See response to comments D2669.082, D2594.019, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2732.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two-Tiered Approach - BASF Corporation strongly opposes the development of 
     Tier II values that are based on limited scientific data and incorporate   
     large safety factors.  We believe these Tier II values will, by definition,
     be overly conservative and may very well force a discharger to install and 
     operate expensive pollution control equipment that will not benefit the    
     environment.  Furthermore, once Tier II values are established as permit   
     limits, it will be extremely difficult to revise permit limits upward to   
     reflect new information even if additional toxicological data later becomes
     available that results in much higher Tier II values or higher water       
     quality criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2732.004     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2732.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DMIN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Anti degradation policy - BASF Corporation believes formal anti degradation
     review should be reserved for major dischargers that have the capacity to  
     actually lower the water quality of the receiving body below established   
     criteria.  To achieve this objective we recommend the regulatory definition
     of a "de minimis increase" be expanded to also include any discharge that  
     meets all water quality criteria or any discharge that is below the        
     concentration in the receiving water.  Since water quality criteria        
     concentrations are regulatorily defined as being protective of the         
     environment, no degradation should occur when effluents meeting these      
     criteria are discharged and therefore, formal anti degradation             
     determination should not be required for such discharges.  Also if the     
     discharge contains a pollutant in a concentration below the concentration  
     in the receiving stream it can obviously not have a degrading affect and   
     should again be exempted from a formal anti degradation determination.     
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     Response to: D2732.005     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the commenter suggests that if the concentration of a         
     pollutant in an effluent will be less than the ambient concentration of the
     pollutant, the increase should be considered de minimis.  The proposed     
     Guidance allows an exemption from the antidegradation requirements if there
     will be no change in ambient concentrations of non-BCCs outside of a mixing
     zone. This exemption is included in the final Guidance, although States and
     Tribes are not required to adopt the exemption.  In the scenario described 
     by the discharger, there would be no change in ambient concentration       
     outside of the mixing zone, so the discharge could be exempted from        
     antidegradation review.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: D2732.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) - BASF Corporation believes the
     definition of Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern as proposed in the Water
     Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System; Proposed Rules - Federal      
     Register April 16, 1993 should be modified to recognize the fact that many 
     of the chemicals identified have not been associated with fish advisories  
     or any other environmental alerts and therefore do not pose as serious a   
     threat to the environment as indicated.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2732.006     
     
     See response to: D2620.021                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the calculation of the BAF seldom uses field measurements   
     but generally relies on a laboratory measured physical chemical parameter  
     such as the octanol-water partition coefficient (Kow) or the laboratory    
     measured Bioconcentration Factor (BCF).  Both of which fail to consider the
     true fate of a chemical and its actual persistence in the environment.  In 
     estimating the persistence in the environment other factors such as        
     metabolism, biodegradability, volatilization or sedimentation must be      
     considered before one can establish whether a chemical actually            
     bioaccumulates in the environment.  These competing mechanisms will cause  
     much less of the chemical to be available for absorption by aquatic life.  
     The resulting impact on fish-consuming wildlife or humans will therefore be
     reduced by corresponding amounts.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2732.007     
     
     In response to this and other related comments on the proposed Guidance,   
     and comments on subsequent reports whose availability was announced in the 
     Federal Register, EPA has modified the methodology for development of BAFs 
     and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance.  The modifications       
     include a revised model, requirements for use of field-measured BAFs and   
     BSAFs for Tier I criteria development and for determining BCCs, and other  
     revisions to the definition of BCCs.  EPA believes the approach in the     
     final Guidance is scientifically and technically appropraite.  See sections
     II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2732.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the actual environmental fate of a chemical results from extremely   
     complex interaction of several competing processes, the only valid method  
     to predict the true bioaccumulation factor of a chemical is through caged  
     fish studies in the field.  All other laboratory procedures are            
     artificially high because they fail to consider these competing degradation
     mechanisms.  Furthermore, the two laboratory-based BAF calculation         
     procedures (one based on the Kow and the other on the laboratory-measured  
     BCF) frequently differ by more than one order of magnitude.                
     
     
     Response to: D2732.008     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that only the field measured BAF will account  
     for metabolism, but does not agree that this is the only method which can  
     be used to derive a BAF.  EPA revised the proposed hierarchy of methods for
     deriving BAFs based on public comments. The final Guidance lists four      
     methods for deriving BAFs for organic chemicals, listed below in order of  
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     decreasing preference: a BAF measured in the field, in fish collected from 
     the Great Lakes which are at the top of the food chain; a BAF derived using
     the BSAF methodology; a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the 
     laboratory, preferably on a fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by 
     the FCM; and a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF calculated from the Kow  
     by the FCM.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for     
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     Caged fish studies may not account for natural food-chain interaction, and 
     therefore are not the preferred method for determining a field-measured    
     BAF.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/DEF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BASF Corporation therefore, believes the current listing of BCCs should be 
     limited to chemicals that have actually been found at elevated             
     concentrations in fish tissue.  BASF Corporation agrees that it may be     
     necessary to take precautionary steps to designate a chemical as a BCC     
     before it is discharged in an effluent or found in the environment.        
     However, such a determination must consider the persistence of the chemical
     in the environment and the ability of fish to metabolize the chemical.     
     
     
     Response to: D2732.009     
     
     See response to P2656.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BASF is particularly concerned about the designation of two commonly-used  
     industrial chemicals as BCCs:  phenol and toluene.  To the best of our     
     knowledge neither of these compounds has been involved in fish advisories  
     in the Great Lakes.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2732.010     
     
     EPA agrees that phenol and toluene should not be BCCs, since they do not   
     meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.  EPA also agrees that use
     of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants proposed as "potential 
     BCCs" may not be appropriate. EPA has deleted the list of potential BCCs   
     from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in section II.C.9 of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tuolene - Significant evidence exists that toluene is not persistent in the
     environment, is not bioaccumulative and should not be registered as a BCC. 
     BASF Corporation has calculated the BAF for toluene using the available    
     octanol-water partition coefficients (log Kow = 2.69) (1)and the laboratory
     measured bioconcentration factor (BCF = 1250) (2).  We used a fish lipids  
     concentration of 5 percent in these calculations.  Only one of BAFs        
     calculated from these values exceeds the 1000 threshold established in the 
     definition of BCCs.  The other BAF value is more than one order of         
     magnitude below this threshold.  No estimates of toluene's BAF derived from
     field data exists.                                                         
     ____________________                                                       
     1. Chion CT, Schmedding DW; Env. Sci. Tech. 16(1): 4-10 (1982) as cited in 
     Environ Canada; Tech Info for Problem Spills.  Toluene (Draft) p. 5 (1981).
                                                                                
     2. Stephan CE. Derivation of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife            
     Bio-accumulation factors for the Great Lakes Initiative.  EPA.  Office of  
     Research and Development.  U.S. EPA.  Duluth MN.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2732.011     
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     See response to: D2732.012                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF calculated from the Kow is only 35 while the BAF calculated from   
     the BCF is approximately 1500.  This difference is more than one order of  
     magnitude.  Although it has been implied that the BAF calculated from      
     bioconcentration measurements is more accurate than the BAF calculated from
     the Kow.  We do not believe this to be true in the case of toluene.  The   
     BCF data for toluene was based on the radioactivity uptake of fish tissue  
     without verifying the presence of the parent chemical.  The radioactivity  
     measured could very well have been derived from a metabolite of tuoene left
     in the fish.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2732.012     
     
     EPA agrees that toluene should not be listed as a BCC.  Since there is no  
     BAF based on a field-measured BAF or BSAF greater than 1000 available for  
     that pollutant, EPA has not included it as a BCC.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Neither estimations of BAF consider the persistence of toluene in the      
     environment.  When it is discharged into an aqueous environment toluene can
     be both biodegraded or lost by volatilization.  The combined effect of     
     these two mechanisms results in a toluene half life of 2.9 to 5.7 hours in 
     an aquatic environment (3 - 5).  This is a very short half life when       
     compared to other compounds and we strongly recommend that toluene be      
     deleted from the list of BCCs.                                             
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     ____________________                                                       
     3. Lyman WJ et al; Handbook of Chemical property estimation methods.       
     Environmental behavior of Organic Chemicals, New York, NY.  Mc Graw Hill p.
     15-25 (1982).                                                              
                                                                                
     4. Rathbun RE. Tai DY; Water Res 15:243-50 (1981).                         
                                                                                
     5. MacKay D. Yeun ATK; Environ Sci Technol 17: 611-4 (1983)                
     
     
     Response to: D2732.013     
     
     See response to: D2732.012                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol - As in the case of toluene there is significant evidence that      
     phenol should not be designated a BCC.  There have been definitive studies 
     on the metabolism of phenol in man and animals and the degradation of this 
     chemical by biological and photochemical mechanisms when it is released in 
     an aquatic environment.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2732.014     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BASF calculated the BAF of phenol and found a wide disparity in the two    
     values calculated.  One value was more than two orders of magnitude below  
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     the BCC defined threshold of 1000.  Both BAF values were calculated using a
     fish lipid concentration of five percent.  The BAF calculated from the     
     octanol-water partition coefficient (KOW = 1.45) (7) was 3.7 and the BAF   
     calculated from the laboratory measured BCF of 1382 was approximately 1700.
     We believe the estimated BAF calculated from the bioconcentration factor is
     invalid because it fails to recognize that phenol metabolizes in the body. 
     ____________________                                                       
     7. Mc Call JC; J. Med Chem 18 (6) 549-52 (1975)                            
     
     
     Response to: D2732.015     
     
     See response to: D2732.010                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2732.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol is metabolized in the body.  In man, 90 percent of the oral dose of 
     phenol was excreted within 24 hours as phenyl sulfate and phenylglucuronide
     with very small amounts of quinol sulfate and glucuraonide.  These         
     metabolites were also excreted by rat, mouse, jerbon, gerbil, hamster,     
     lemming and guinea pig (8).  In a different study with man, rat, mouse,    
     jerboa, gerbil, hamster lemming and guinea pig; similar metabolites were   
     excreted.  (9) Phenol undergoes oxidative metabolism (10, 11) most of the  
     phenol after absorption in the body is oxidized and conjugated with        
     sulfuric, glucoronic and other acids (11).                                 
                                                                                
     In addition to being metabolized, other mechanisms in the environment will 
     serve to degrade and breakdown phenol.  Biodegradation in an aerobic       
     condition is generally rapid.  Phenol will also hydrolyze and this         
     mechanism is a function of pH.  (15)                                       
                                                                                
     In fact, complete degradation of phenol was seen in less than one day in   
     the waters of the lakes.  The rate of degradation increased with increased 
     concentration of phenol in the water and with increased nutrients in the   
     water (16).                                                                
                                                                                
     Given the facts that metabolism of phenol has been verified with definitive
     metabolic mechanisms and phenol has been demonstrated to rapidly degrade in
     the environment, bioaccumulation of this compound in aquatic organisms is  
     extremely unlikely.  BASF therefore strongly recommends that phenol be     
     deleted from the BCC list.                                                 
     ____________________                                                       
     8.  Phenol.  Foreign Compound Metabolism in Mammals Vol. 3 1975 p 569.     
                                                                                
     9.  Capel ID et al; Biochem J 127: 25 (1972) as cited in U.S. EPA Ambient  
     Water Quality Criteria Doc: Phenol P C-16-19 (1980) EPA 440/5-80-066.      
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     10. Britt DL, Hushon JM, Biol Effects, Crit and Stand Haz Pollut Assoc.    
     Energy Technol p. 29 (1976).                                               
                                                                                
     11. Patty. Indust Hyg and Toxicol 3rd Ed. Vol 2A, 2B, 2C. 1981-82. p 2571. 
                                                                                
     15. Serjeant EP, Dempsey B; Ionization Constants of organic Acids in       
     Aqueous Solution. IUPAC Chemical Data Series, New York, NY: Pergamon Press 
     989 pp (1979).                                                             
                                                                                
     16. Rubin HE, Alexander M; Environ Sci Tech 17: 104-7 (1983).              
     
     
     Response to: D2732.016     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2737.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
      The GLWQG proposes exemptions for overriding socio-economic reasons.  The 
     Council supports this in concept but believes that environmental           
     sustainability or carrying capacity should be applied as part of this      
     decision making process and that a high standard should be set for the     
     granting of exemptions.  Applicants should be required to take all         
     reasonable pollution prevention measures as part of any exemption proposal.
     
     
     Response to: D2737.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII. EPA 
     appreciates the commenter's support of the proposed Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2737.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The implementation of the GLWQG will represent a major step forward in the 
     protection and restoration of the water quality of the Great Lakes region. 
     In order for this step to be truly meaningful and effective the GLWQG must 
     ultimately be issued in regulation form.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2737.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2737.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the next stage of the Guidance relating to non-point source and   
     airborne pollution must be undertaken and developed with a sense of        
     urgency.  The logic of addressing point source discharges first is         
     recognized, but such discharges do not account for the bulk of the toxic   
     materials entering the Great Lakes.  This has been an issue in the review  
     of the GLWQG.  In order for the efforts of the USEPA to retain credibility 
     with the public of the Great Lakes region which must ultimately pay the    
     cost of both action and inaction; very early progress must be made on      
     addressing non-point source and airborne toxic discharges.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2737.003     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2737.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Finally, it has been argued that the short term economic cost of           
     implementation of the GLWQG may be substantial.  While this may in fact be 
     the case it must be recognized that the long term economic, ecological and 
     environmental health costs of failing to act strongly to eliminate toxic   
     discharges from the Great Lakes are likely to be even higher.              
     
     
     Response to: D2737.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2737.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need to eliminate toxic discharges also has a positive side in that    
     many economic opportunities may be created in the area of pollution        
     prevention, the development of alternatives to persistent toxics or        
     substitute manufacturing processes and the development of new control      
     technologies.  The Council strongly recommends that the USEPA, in          
     partnership with the eight Great Lakes states, begin an effort to encourage
     and facilitate the startup and growth of such industries in order to       
     mitigate the potential economic effects of the GLWQG and help to realize   
     its potential long term economic and quality of life benefits.             
     
     
     Response to: D2737.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2738.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA guidance creates mandatory minimum water quality standards and   
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     implementation procedures which pre-empt existing requirements because the 
     states must adopt approaches that are consistent with the guidance.  The   
     places BP Lima Chemicals' operations and other Great Lakes basin industries
     at a competitive disadvantage since we will face disproportionate          
     analytical and treatment costs compared to non-basin industries in the     
     region and facilities outside the region.  BP Lima Chemicals agrees with   
     the comments stated in the DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study prepared at the     
     request of the Great Lakes Governors entitled "The Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Initiative:  Cost Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental      
     Quality and Regional Competitiveness" and encourage USEPA to determine     
     which provisions of the GLI are the least cost-effective and develop ways  
     in which the GLI could be modified to improve its cost effectiveness.  DRI 
     identified several implementation procedures that have the potential to    
     create cost "spikes" without reducing loadings and improving beneficial    
     uses significantly.  In some cases, it was recommended that these problems 
     be remedied by making the language and intent of the Guidance more clear;  
     in other cases, procedures need to be altered to resolve the problem.  The 
     report identifies the provisions that are the least cost-effective, and    
     that could be modified without materially impairing benefits.  The DRI     
     study states that the projected benefits of the GLI are modest, yet the    
     costs are potentially significant.  Adopting a more flexible policy that   
     immediately implements the known cost-effective solutions, while           
     aggressively investigating areas of uncertainty, is preferable to the      
     current proposal and places no unnecessary burdens on the economy.  This   
     report concluded that the regulatory style employed by the USEPA for GLI is
     better suited to situations where costs and benefits are more precisely    
     quantifiable and there is consensus on goals and on the means of obtaining 
     them.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2738.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.107 and D1711.014.D2738.001. See response to
     comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2738.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Water Quality Criteria                                             
                                                                                
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.  As proposed in the GLI, the "Tier II water quality 
     criteria" would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the     
     insufficient data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit  
     limits.  The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria
     as a basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                           
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     Response to: D2738.002     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2738.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake water   
     contains one or more contaminants which could be regulated under its NPDES 
     permit.  Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit
     limits that are lower than the actual contaminant concentrations in the    
     source water.  Facilities should not be required to remove pollutants in   
     their intake waters.  A system which allows for direct intake credits for  
     background concentrations of substances present in a facility supply waters
     should be included in the final version of the rule.  This is especially   
     true                                                                       
     for materials present in once-through, non-contact cooling water systems.  
     Once-through, non-contact cooling water is used exclusively for cooling and
     does not come in contact with raw materials, intermediates, or products.   
     The                                                                        
     only alternative available to such dischargers would be to replace the     
     once-through cooling water system with an air cooling system at costs in   
     the                                                                        
     tens of millions of dollars and significantly high energy consumption, with
     no measurable improvement in water quality.  This approach makes no        
     economic                                                                   
     or environmental sense.  The language of Procedure 5 should unambiguously  
     provide that dischargers should not be responsible for pollutants that they
     did not add to the water body.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2738.003     
     
     The final Guidance includes procedures for considering intake pollutants in
     setting WQBELs in certain situations.  The issue of intake credits is      
     discussed in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.3-7.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2738.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQBELs Below the Level of Detection                                        
                                                                                
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits (water quality     
     based effluent limits, WQBELs) for some pollutants could be set below the  
     ability of current techniques to reliably measure or confirm their presence
     (i.e., at or below detection limits).  Significant problems are created in 
     demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set at less than the       
     detection limit.  Assessing compliance for permit limits must be based on a
     definition of detection level which is clear or unequivocal.  Use of the   
     practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is recommended,
     as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and has been used
     in other environmental programs.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2738.004     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2738.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Direct Impact to BP Lima Chemicals                                         
                                                                                
     These issues impact BP Lima Chemicals directly.  Estimated capital costs   
     associated with the proposed limit for total cyanide at 5 ppb for BP       
     Chemicals Lima operations are $4-5 million, with an annual operating cost  
     of $.5 million.  The proposed limit is at or below the detection level of  
     total cyanide.  The ability to design and operate a treatment system with  
     effluent limits set at or below detection limits is highly questionable.   
     BP Chemicals recommends that the PQL be used as the regulatory limit for   
     total cyanide.  BP Lima Chemicals extensively uses recirculating and       
     once-through non-contact cooling water systems.  Supply water for these    
     systems come from a combination of ground water and surface water sources. 
     This water never comes in contact with raw materials, intermediates, or    
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     products.  If no provision is made for intake credits and BPCI must treat  
     the discharge water from these systems to the proposed levels, the         
     estimated capital cost requirements would be in the range of $10 million   
     with annual operating costs of several million dollars.  Little or no      
     environmental benefits for the Great Lakes will result from these          
     extraordinary expenditures.  The Lima site is already a strictly regulated 
     NPDES point source.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2738.005     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2738.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative ignores the continuing
     progress made under existing programs which have yielded significant       
     improvements in the Great Lakes water quality.  In addition, the proposal  
     fails to focus on the areas (non-point sources) that contribute an         
     estimated 90 percent or more of the Great Lakes pollution.  We encourage   
     the USEPA to significantly revise this proposal, using sound scientific    
     analysis, to focus limited funds on the areas which will result in the     
     greatest net environmental benefits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2738.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     These comments submitted by Lake Superior Paper Industries (LSPI) in       
     Duluth, Minnesota, are an official response to the proposed GLI rulemaking 
     required of the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) under the Great Lakes
     Critical Programs Act of 1990 to implement the United States - Canada,     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA).  The GLWQA calls for virtual  
     elimination of persistent toxic substances and bioaccumulative compounds   
     and prohibits discharges of toxic chemicals in toxic amounts to the Great  
     Lakes.                                                                     
                                                                                
     LSPI supports the goals and the intent of the GLWQA.  However, the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI) in its present form, will not achieve 
     the environmental goals.  The regulatory approach of attacking the         
     end-of-the-pipe point source dischargers is severely flawed, costly, and   
     will ultimately result in severe economic hardship, loss of jobs and       
     societal decay.  A comprehensive ecosystem approach with a complete        
     understanding of the mass balance of toxic substances is required to       
     achieve the goals.  Additionally, an economic understanding of a           
     cost/benefit analysis with full review of how a competitively level playing
     field will be maintained for the private and industrial sector and a       
     comprehensive implementation plan is essential if the GLI is to be         
     successful in fulfilling the goals of the GLWQA.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2741.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI considers only point source dischargers and takes an approach that 
     regulating these known sources will "restore and protect the Great Lakes   
     system."  This philosophical approach is severly flawed in its ability to  
     achieve the environmental goals of the GLWQA, and it does not consider     
     pollution prevention or the best use of available funds to achieve the     
     goals.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2741.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     Point source discharges of toxic substances into the Great Lakes represent 
     less than 20 per cent of the total loading.  If the loading of point source
     discharges of toxic substances were reduced by 80 per cent, the remaining  
     84 per cent of present levels would still be a long-term threat and would  
     make the goals of the GLWQA unattainable.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2741.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     Ninety four per cent of the toxic loadings to Lake Superior come from      
     atmospheric deposition.  Known sources of mercury deposition are more than 
     ten times the point source contributions.  This same scenario is true of   
     nearly every organic biological chemical of concern (BCC).  Of the 28      
     BCC's, only dioxin will be reduced in concentration.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D.2 and Section IX of the SID.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2741.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     Of the remaining six per cent that come from tributaries and streams that  
     include all regulated point source discharges, a significant per cent are  
     non-point sources from contaminated sediments, landfills and unregulated   
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.005     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2741.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     Regulating point source discharges on the United States side of Lake       
     Superior is a small part of the threat to the Lake Superior ecosystem      
     compared to non-point sources.  This does not imply that point sources     
     should not be regulated or reduced, but it does suggest that a             
     comprehensive plan to protect the "ecosystem" should be developed first so 
     that funds can be appropriated and spent where the greatest benefit is     
     achieved.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2741.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI virtually eliminates intake credits.  This will force     
     industrial and municipal dischargers to remove chemical compounds that were
     present in the intake or potable water and not added to by the industrial  
     process or municipality.  As background levels of these chemical compounds 
     increase from non-point sources, the point source removal capacities will  
     not be adequate to maintain compliance.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.007     
     
     This comment raises an issue similar to that in comment D2798.058 and is   
     addressed in the response to that comment.  The SID at Section             
     VIII.E.7.c.iii. addresses the issue of accounting for background           
     variability in establishing WQBELs.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI will determine discharge limitations based on different   
     criteria for determining the standards.  Water quality standards will be   
     based on the most sensitive species within the Great Lakes whether or not  
     they naturally occur within the water downstream of the discharger.        
     Dischargers will therefore be forced to meet costly treatment standards    
     with no assurance that the environmental goals can be met because of the   
     loadings from non-point sources and from outside the ecosystem.            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.008     
     
     See response to comments D2597.026, F4030.003 and D1711.014.               
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2741.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     Water supplied to communities on the shores of Lake Superior already have  
     mercury concentrations in excess of the estimated permit limits of Tier I  
     criteria.  This fact makes it impossible for treatment systems to reduce   
     intake contaminates and achieve the goals of the GLWQA.  This same scenario
     must is true in the other Great Lakes.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.009     
     
     EPA recognizes that high background levels of pollutants in water supplies 
     could lead to dischargers needing WQBELs for background pollutants unless  
     there is special consideration of intake pollutants.  The final Guidance   
     provisions for considering intake pollutants through permit-based          
     mechanisms are explained in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2741.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     The concept of commitment for "pollution prevention" is totally ignored in 
     the GLI because it makes no effort to eliminate or even regulate any       
     outside source of toxic pollution coming into the basin or ecosystem.  This
     means that toxic household chemicals, pesticides, mercury, lead or products
     that have potentially toxic liabilities or consequences to the environment 
     will find a way into the receiving waters of the Great Lakes.  Private     
     sewer systems that are not regulated will add to the toxic loading. In     
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     Duluth, there is 5-10,000 pounds of elemental mercury estimated in switches
     and thermostats in homes and businesses, and the fate of this mercury is   
     unaccounted for in the GLI.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.010     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.  See generally Section III of the    
     preamble to the final Guidance.  For further discussion on how the final   
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D  
     of the SID.  For a discussion on pollution prevention provisions in the    
     final Guidance, see also Sections VIII.H, VIII.C and VII of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2741.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     Discharge standards in Canada are a fraction of the current United States  
     standards, even before the GLI.  Canadian loadings to the Great Lakes      
     system will further impair the water quality of the Lakes, requiring even  
     more stringent standards on the United States side to protect the existing 
     water quality.  It is doubtful the GLI will have any clout to force the    
     Canadian government to adopt the same standards.  This was demonstrated by 
     the fact that the Clean Water Act did not force Canada into adopting United
     States water quality standards on international boundaries.                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.011     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042, D2867.087 and D2596.013.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The goals will not be achieved because:                                    
                                                                                
     Economic hardships will result in industrial relocations or the unregulated
     expansion of industry in locations with lower environmental standards.     
     This could cause toxic pollution to be transferred to other sensitive areas
     of the world or from water to another media such as solid waste or air.    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.012     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2741.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI does not consider the full economic impact to the Great   
     Lakes basin.  An economic impact study by DRI-McGraw Hill for the Council  
     of Great Lakes Governors estimated the cost of the GLI could be as much as 
     $2.3 billion annually.  This economic analysis is in sharp contrast to the 
     EPA estimate of $80 to $510 million annually.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.013     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2741.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) contracted ENSR to do a
     realistic cost estimate to comply with the GLI Tier I criteria in Duluth.  
     To evaluate the potential impact of the GLI, the water qualities of the    
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     background waters and the sources of the WLSSD effluent were examined and  
     compared to existing regulatory limits versus the new expected GLI         
     limitations.  The WLSSD has identified four measurable compounds of primary
     concern that would require additional treatment.  Since LSPI is a major    
     discharger to WLSSD, the same compounds are of concern to LSPI.  These     
     include mercury, lead, PCBs and 2, 3, 7, 8, TCDD (dioxin).  Other metals   
     and hydrophobic organic compounds are suspect to need additional treatment 
     but are subject to great deal of uncertainty because of the lack of data,  
     recorded as below detection limits, or are based on assumptive             
     interpretation of other data.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.014     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2741.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most alarming water quality findings in the ENSR report on the GLI     
     implications is that "a major source of the loading in the WLSSD           
     wastewaters is derived from source waters from Lake Superior" and that     
     "discharge of water of this quality by WLSSD would represent a violation of
     the estimated GLI permit limit."                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.015     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2741.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Since there are no background pollutant intake credits considered by the   
     GLI and the source waters exceed the GLI discharge standards, pretreatment 
     for pollutants at LSPI was considered not to be cost effective since WLSSD 
     would also have to implement treatment at its site which would result in   
     additional charges and costs to LSPI.  The GLI specified pollutants        
     appeared to have many multiple sources and many were contributed by        
     non-point and atmospheric sources to the receiving waters.  Since          
     significant metal and organic compounds were entering the WLSSD from       
     unidentified sources, treatment would have to be addressed at WLSSD before 
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2741.016     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2741.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ENSR report identified additional treatment process technologies that  
     would have to be implemented at the WLSSD to theoretically meet the        
     proposed GLI limits.  These include the incorporation of a chemical        
     reduction facility with metal precipitation to be installed after secondary
     treatment.  Following chlorination or ultaviolet (UV) substitution,        
     activated carbon absorption filters would be provided for organic removal. 
     Finally, to address the low criteria limits for mercury, the effluent would
     pass through an ion exchange process for final mercury reduction.  The     
     proposed ion exchange process has great uncertainty since it is based on a 
     theoretical possibility but has not been proven or demonstrated on this    
     scale.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.017     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2741.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost estimate made by ENSR was based on conservative estimates and not 
     worst case scenarios when dealing with uncertainties.  The cost estimate is
     $51.4 million in equipment installation plus an additional $9.4 million    
     annual operating and maintenance cost.  This represents $167 million in ten
     years or approximately $2,000 for every citizen.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.018     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2741.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The economic impacts will be widespread because:              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many major issues proposed in the GLI are national water quality issues.   
     These issues are not isolated to the Great Lakes and should be resolved at 
     a national and not a regional level.  The economic impact in a free market 
     economy will have devastating effects in the long term to the people in the
     region if these national scientific and policy issues are not resolved and 
     implemented on a national rather than just a regional basis.  Nowhere in   
     the GLI is there any attempt to create an economically level playing field 
     with other regions in the country.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.019     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The economic impacts will be widespread because:              
            
          Refer back to comment .018.                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA did not consider the cost effectiveness of the GLI with other existing 
     pollution reduction strategies such as "pollution prevention."             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.020     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2741.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The economic impacts will be widespread because:              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The benefits study has overestimated the importance of point sources and   
     therefore overestimated the benefits attributed to the GLI.                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.021     
     
     See response to comments D2587.037.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation provisions of the GLI are intended to prevent lowering or  
     degrading existing water quality by preventing additional loadings when the
     water quality exceeds the GLI standards.  This will freeze any proposed    
     industrial expansion, such as a second paper machine at our Duluth         
     location.  It will also limit any future development of any kind that is   
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     proposed without an offset in the sanitary district loadings.              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (The Great Lakes region will be at a significant competitive disadvantage  
     to other regions if the proposed GLI is finalized in its present form.     
     Manufacturing costs will be significantly higher and operations are likely 
     to shift to other areas of the states or country that are not affected by  
     the GLI.)  Furthermore, municipalities like Duluth will be forced to       
     restrict growth because of the antidegradation policy of the GLI.          
     
     
     Response to: D2741.023     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2741.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .024 is imbedded in comment .023.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes region will be at a significant competitive disadvantage to
     other regions if the proposed GLI is finalized in its present form.        
     Manufacturing costs will be significantly higher and operations are likely 
     to shift to other areas of the states or country that are not affected by  
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.024     
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     See response to comment D2594.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCC's and zones of all pollutants will 
     force dischargers to meet water quality standards at the end of the pipe   
     with virtually no environmental benefits.  This concept strives for loading
     reductions as much as ten times beyond the already conservative wildlife   
     criteria.  For BCC's, such as mercury and PCB's, whose loadings are        
     predominantly from non-point sources, the benefits of these reductions are 
     minute, while the removal costs begin to rise exponentially at these       
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.025     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of 34 chemicals of potential concern (CPC's) is based on currently
     available data with sufficient toxicity to calculate Tier I criteria.      
     However, there are 138 compounds that could be regulated by the GLI.  This 
     much higher list could grow further and the lack of current knowledge to   
     develop standards will be a severe economic uncertainty to dischargers that
     must plan expansions and treatment modifications to meet compliance.       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.026     
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     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2613.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All eight Great Lakes states need a joint solution that ensures            
     cost-effectiveness because economic impacts cross borders just as easily as
     air and water pollution.  Total economic costs should always be compared   
     when making policy choices.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.027     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2741.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A comprehensive ecosystem approach is required if the principles and       
     objectives established by the International Joint Commission are to be met.
     Environmental standards must be developed based on a complete understanding
     of the ecosystem and Vision for the future.  The GLI in its present form is
     not complete and needs more science for the following reasons:             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.028     
     
     See Section I.C.4 of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2741.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The GLI is its present form is not complete and needs more 
science for the 
          following reasons:                                                        

          See comment .028 before responding.                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The disposal of toxic substances removed from point source discharges into 
     the Great Lakes must be carefully researched.  Transferring a toxic problem
     from one media to another could be environmentally damaging.               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.029     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2741.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The GLI in its present form is not complete and needs more 
science for the 
          following reasons:                                                        

          See comment .028 before responding.                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fate of toxic substances presently in the Great Lakes and the dynamics 
     of additional inputs of toxic substances must be known to predict the      
     future health of the Lakes.  Knowledge of the mass loadings, sources and   
     best methods of elimination are critical to the goal attainment.           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.030     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes   
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The GLI in its present form is not complete and needs more 
science for the 
          following reasons:                                                        

          See comment .028 before responding.                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures for generating Tier I and II criteria are based on overly       
     conservative assumptions because more science and actual measurements of   
     the concentrations of contaminants are needed.  An understanding of the    
     analytical measurement variation is needed.  If site specific modifications
     are not allowed to raise or lower a criterion, little incentive will exist 
     to better define the science.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.031     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2741.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The GLI in its present form is not complete and needs more 
science for the 
          following reasons:                                                        

          See comment .028 before responding.                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factors (BAF's) calculated from unproven models should not 
     be used.  Only BAF's based on actual fish tissue measurements should be    
     used to derive water quality standards or to list chemicals of potential   
     concern (CPC's).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.032     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that unproven models should not be used to  
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     calculate BAFs.  EPA believes that modelling should be allowed. EPA        
     advocates but does not require the use of modelling to verify the          
     reliability of the measured data for inorganic chemicals. In addition, EPA 
     agrees that site-specific modifications should be allowed for BAFs and     
     provides for this in procedure 1 of Appendix F.                            
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important processes such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether metabolism is accounted for or not.  See SID for
     more details.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to use Great Lakes-specific
     parameters whenever possible and that there should be an attempt to account
     for the most sensitive input parameters to the model.  In light of these   
     concerns, EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas  
     model that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In addition, EPA
     selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this     
     model in contrast to the model of Thomann (1992) required fewer input      
     parameters and had input parameters which could be more easily specified.  
                                                                                
     See the last paragraph of the response to comment G1743.008 for a          
     discussion of the excellent correlation between predicted and              
     field-measured BAFs.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2741.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The GLI in its present form is not complete and needs more 
science for the 
          following reasons:                                                        

          See comment .028 before responding.                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowable discharge limits for some compounds could be set below the       
     ability to measure or confirm their presence, i.e., less than detection    
     levels.  To the extent that less than detection limits are imposed on      
     dischargers, significant problems are created in meeting compliance.       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.033     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2741.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The major source of many pollutants specified in the GLI is from Lake      
     Superior and other background receiving waters.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.034     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI conditions dictate that pollution prevention or source reduction is not
     cost effective or a treatment alternative.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2741.035     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 2323



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury criteria standards in the GLI are the driving force in compliance  
     difficulties and exorbiant treatment costs.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.036     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2741.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many uncertainties exist such as the lack of data in limitation standards, 
     bioaccumulation derived limitations, below detectable permit or criteria   
     limits, and doubtful success of available treatment removal technologies to
     assure GLI compliance.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.037     
     
     See response to D2584.009                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2741.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI-McGraw Hill study for the Council of Great Lakes Governors cited   

Page 2324



$T044618.TXT
     four proposed provisions that "drive up the cost of GLI without delivering 
     commensurate benefits."  These are:                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.038     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2741.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI-McGraw Hill study for the Council of Great Lakes Governors cited   
     four proposed provisions that "drive up the cost of GLI without delivering 
     commensurate benefits."  These are:                                        
                                                                                
     Lack of a clear, sensible approach to intake credits.                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.039     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2741.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI-McGraw Hill study for the Council of Great Lakes Governors cited   
     four proposed provisions that "drive up the cost of GLI without delivering 
     commensurate benefits."  These are:                                        
                                                                                
     A rigid antidegradation policy that leaves little room for new plants with 
     cleaner processes.                                                         
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     Response to: D2741.040     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2741.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI-McGraw Hill study for the Council of Great Lakes Governors cited   
     four proposed provisions that "drive up the cost of GLI without delivering 
     commensurate benefits."  These are:                                        
                                                                                
     The phasing out of mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern   
     (BCCs).                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.041     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2741.042
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI-McGraw Hill study for the Council of Great Lakes Governors cited   
     four proposed provisions that "drive up the cost of GLI without delivering 
     commensurate benefits."  These are:                                        
                                                                                
     The wildlife criterion for mercury which aims at reducing concentrations of
     a naturally occurring element to below levels found in pristine conditions.
     
     
     Response to: D2741.042     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2741.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establish background intake credits for pollutant loadings.  The present   
     system forces dischargers to expend local cost to clean up pollution from  
     intake sources.  Lack of background credits also discourages pretreatment, 
     source reduction or elimination and pollution prevention activities since  
     treatment will still be necessary at the end of the pipe.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.043     
     
     The commenter's general concern is similar to that expressed in comment    
     2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that comment. Whether         
     treatment at the end of the pipe will be needed after appropriate          
     consideration of intake pollutants depends on the facts of each case.  With
     regard to pollution prevention, see response to comment D2604.063.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2741.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Review the GLI mercury criteria that is set at excessively protective      
     levels.  Since mercury is a ubiquitous heavy metal, and is present in all  
     background sources, the discharge limits should be based on truly          
     protective criteria when compared to the natural release of mercury in the 
     environment.  In this case, protection must include atmospheric deposition 
     which accounts for more than ten times the mass loading compared to point  
     sources discharges.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.044     
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     See responses to comments D2829.009 and Sections VIIIC. E, H and Section IX
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2741.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones or dilution rates should be maintained since increased removal
     costs are incurred with little or no additional aquatic or wildlife        
     protection benefits.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.045     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation provides for ever decreasing limits for conscientious      
     operators and responsible facilities.  The current GLI language discourages
     improving of effluent qualities because it may lead to future enforcement  
     action with declining limits.  Antidegradation would be acceptable if      
     uniform base line lower limits were established so that state-of-the-art   
     facilities were not penalized for cleaner discharges.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.046     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2741.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lake Superior Paper Industries urges EPA to reevaluate the benefits of the 
     GLI for toxic reduction in the Great Lakes.  A total ecosystem approach    
     must be considered and the cost benefit analysis realistically evaluated so
     that the goals of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement can be met with  
     the best use of public and private funds.  Lake Superior Paper will        
     maintain its aggressive philosophy for pollution prevention and            
     environmental protection by continuing to create initiatives to reduce     
     discharges and eliminate persistent toxic substances.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.047     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.037 and D2587.045.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2741.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5 provides a method for determining when water quality based     
     permit limits are required.  The requirement is triggered when the         
     permitting authority determines when a pollutant, which is discharged, has 
     a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above any    
     criterion.  To make this determination, the permitting authority would     
     calculate preliminary limits using Tier I criteria or Tier II values.      
     These preliminary limits are compared to projected effluent quality which  
     is based on past performance of the facility.  Using a statistical         
     procedure, the permitting authority will determine whether permit limits   
     are required.  Where no Tier I criteria or Tier II values are available and
     a pollutant is believed to be in the discharge, the permitting authority   
     will develop ambient screening values based on any "information."  This    
     so-called Tier III value will be compared to projected effluent quality.   
     Exceedances generally will require permit limits.                          
                                                                                
     Rather than provide a water quality based effluent limit intake credit, the
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     Guidance would make the determination that no reasonable potential to cause
     an excursion exists and, therefore, no permit is required if:  1.  All     
     intake water containing the pollutant is drawn from the same source or     
     receiving stream.  2.  The facility contributes no additional mass of the  
     pollutant.  3.  The facility does not alter the pollutant such that it     
     would cause adverse water quality impacts that would not otherwise occur   
     instream.  4.  The facility does not increase the concentration at the edge
     of the mixing zone if one is allowed, or end of the pipe for BCCs.  5.  The
     discharge timing and location would not cause adverse water quality impact 
     that would not otherwise occur instream.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.048     
     
     This comment merely characterizes the proposal and therefore a response is 
     not appropriate.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LSPI believes that the reasonable potential provision is overly            
     conservative and strongly recommends less stringent conditions for the     
     intake credit provisions.  A part of this provision must recognize a       
     distinction between voluntarily assumed pollutants in the intake and those 
     that are involuntarily assumed.  The purpose is to insure that credits are 
     obtained for increases in background concentrations from non-point sources 
     such as air deposition and for intake pollutants in the water source that  
     were not added to by the actions of the discharger.  Without such relief,  
     point source dischargers will be unable to meet Guidance requirements.     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.049     
     
     The final Guidance provision for intake pollutants is less restrictive than
     the proposal, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  However, it  
     does not distinguish between voluntarily and involuntarily assumed         
     pollutants.  With respect to pollutants in the facility's discharge due to 
     atmospheric deposition, see response to comment P2744.201.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The five conditions for intake credits will impose severe hardship on the  
     discharger.  For substances, such as mercury, that are found everywhere in 
     the background, a facility will never be able to prove it is not adding the
     pollutant in its process, particularly if the process inputs vary because  
     of changes in the background concentrations.  That inability is clearly    
     evident in the agency's own use of the example of heavy metals leaching    
     from process pipes as a specific situation where a facility is adding      
     pollutants to the process stream.  If that truly "de minimis" amount is an 
     addition, trace amounts of pollutants in process chemicals or feed stocks  
     which ultimately find themselves in the process streams will clearly be    
     viewed as "additions."  This makes the proposed intake credits unavailable 
     to the discharger and the concept no more than a passing thought.          
     
     
     Response to: D2741.050     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is similar to that in comment   
     P2588.075 and is addressed in response to that comment.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If there is any evaporation of water during its use, the concentration of  
     the intake water pollutant will increase slightly, and thus the requirement
     that there be no increase in the concentration of the pollutant at the edge
     of the mixing zone would not be met.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.051     
     
     This comment is addressed in the response for comment ID P2588.077.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.052
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In situations where water quality standards have been exceeded, the        
     technology based limits would become essentially useless because, in       
     addition to dealing with its own pollution, the facility would be required 
     to have technology to combat many forms, and varying degrees of pollution  
     without workable industry standards to guide them.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.052     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment D2574.098 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, in most circumstances, the technology does not exist to detect the
     presence of new pollutants or increased pollutant levels in the intake     
     water samples before the intake water is released back to the receiving    
     waters.  Accordingly, under the new expansive definition of "addition," the
     facility would be subject to civil penalties before it reasonably could    
     have notices that its otherwise innocent activities violated the law.      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.053     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limiting the availability of intake credits will only delay state permit   
     reissuance by requiring costly and time consuming variances, TMDL, or other
     modification procedures.  The substantial economic cost of forcing         
     facilities to clean up intake water far outweigh the minimal benefit of a  
     largely theoretical improvement in water quality.  Dischargers will be     
     required to clean up waters at great expense and hen release back into the 
     polluted waters, where it will become polluted again.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.054     
     
     The final Guidance contains procedures for considering intake pollutants in
     addition to the existing mechanisms discussed in the preamble to the       
     proposal. See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed regulation of the discharge of a pollutant when the         
     concentration of the pollutant in the discharge is no greater than the     
     concentration in the intake water, is inconsistent with the Clean Water    
     Act.  NPDES permits contain effluent limitations "necessary to meet water  
     quality standards."  The agency's regulations implementing the NPDES       
     program interpret that section as requiring water quality based effluent   
     limits (WQBELs) for those pollutants that are discharged at a level which  
     will cause, have a reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an      
     excursion above any state water quality standard.  It is therefore         
     difficult to believe that the concentration of a pollutant discharged to a 
     receiving water at the same concentration as the receiving water could     
     contribute to any exceedance of a water quality standard.  In this case, no
     permit limit should be required or at a very minimum, the limit should at  
     least be based on the intake concentrations of the applicable pollutants.  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.055     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5. and E.7.b.i.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2741.055A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The denial of some form of intake credits would cause the following        
     problems:                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.055A    
     
     See the SID for a response to this and related issues.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The denial of some form of intake credits would cause the 
following       
          problems"                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance limits the discretion of the permit writer, who is   
     currently able to take intake pollutant concentrations into account.       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.056     
     
     This comment is addressed in the response for comment ID P2574.093.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP

Page 2334



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: D2741.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The denial of some form of intake credits would cause the 
following       
          problems:"                                                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge" which
     in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, EPA's new     
     approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and state 
     power to control and eliminate water pollution.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.057     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5. and response to comment D2669.062.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2741.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The denial of some form of intake credits would cause the 
following       
          problems:"                                                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The substantial economic costs of forcing facilities to clean up intake    
     water far outweigh the minimal benefit of a largely theoretical improvement
     in water quality.  That fact is highlighted in the DRI-McGraw Hill study.  
     This is not an efficient use of financial resources.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.058     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The denial of some form of intake credits would cause the 
following       
          problesm:"                                                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's new definition of "addition" would dramatically expand civil and     
     criminal liability for discharges of pollutants under the Clean Water Act. 
     If "the return of intake water pollutants after removal and use by         
     industrial facilities is an addition of pollutants," then every pollutant  
     in the intake water requires a permit or, at a minimum, a demonstration    
     that the facility adds zero per cent of that pollutant.  Because pollutant 
     levels in the intake water vary considerably, the facility's civil and     
     criminal liability could be beyond its control.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.059     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5 and response to comment D2669.064.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The denial of some form of intake credits would cause the 
following       
          problems:"                                                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In situations where water quality standards have been exceeded, the        
     technology based limits would become essentially useless because, in       
     addition to dealing with its own pollution, the facility would be required 
     to have technology to combat many forms, and varying degrees of pollution  
     without workable industry standards to guide them.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.060     
     
     This is the same as comment D2741.052 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
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     Comment ID: D2741.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The denial of some form of intake credits would cause the 
following       
          problems:"                                                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limiting the availability of intake credits will only delay state permit   
     reissuance by requiring states and permittees to implement costly and      
     time-consuming variance, TMDL, or use modification procedures.             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.061     
     
     This comment raises the same general issue as that in comment P2574.099 and
     is addressed in response to that comment.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2741.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sole policy reason to eliminate intake credits is outweighed by the    
     numerous considerations in favor of intake credits.  LSPI believes strongly
     that intake credits must be allowed for water quality based effluent       
     limitations (WGBELs).  Of the Options presented in the Preamble, LSPI      
     recommends Option 4.  Option 4 was developed by the technical work group of
     the GLI and endorsed by all the Great Lakes states' representatives on the 
     steering committee.  Sufficient limitations can be placed on a permit      
     writer's discretion, in this instance, if intake credits for process waters
     would be allowed for those dischargers having a truly negligible impact    
     on the receiving waters.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.062     
     
     With regard to Option 4 generally as preferable to EPA's proposal, see     
     responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2741.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution prevention is not the "end-all," "cure-all" to pollution.  EPA   
     presents pollution prevention as the "end-all", "cure-all" solution to     
     pollution.  According to the agency, by incorporating pollution prevention 
     techniques, industry would rid itself of the need for intake credits.  It  
     provides examples of pollution prevention as simply using an alternative   
     "less polluted" source of water, to altering the hardness of the process   
     water to changing wastepaper furnish in recycling mill to reduce           
     contaminants in the discharge.  The Preamble does not discuss whether or   
     not those changes are even possible, much less cost effective.             
     Contaminants are found in all grades and types of wastepaper and in        
     virtually every individual sheet of wastepaper.  It is impossible to sort  
     those individual pieces that may be more contaminated than another.  In    
     that case at least, pollution prevention is not a solution to the problem. 
     The prevention must go further back in the life cycle of the paper.        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.063     
     
     Response to: D2741.063:  See responses to comments D2657.006,              
     D1711.015, and D2684.008.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2741.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation requirements would essentially create a zero growth    
     policy and restrict development, including the installation of cleaner     
     manufacturing processes if they added to the total mass loading.           
     Antidegradation procedures fail to balance the environmental and economic  
     issues or provide incentives for a cleaner and healthier environment.  The 
     actions that trigger antidegradation review are much too broad and go far  
     beyond what is required in any other region of the country.  This will     
     create severe economic hardship to the economy and people in the basin.    
     The criteria that allow a potential lowering of water quality are          
     inappropriate and place excessive power over industrial processes and the  
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     entire regions development.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.064     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution prevention   
     plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that a      
     lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated that   
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EXISTING EFFLUENT QUALITY                                                  
                                                                                
     Existing effluent quality (EEQ) is a control requirement in permits        
     (designated "Option 2") that involves imposing a prohibition of actions,   
     such as plant expansions, that would increase the mass loading rate for any
     BCC (unless an approvable antidegradation demonstration is made).  There is
     nothing in the Clean Water Act or the intent of Congress that gives EPA the
     authority to regulate manufacturing processes, procuction rates, raw       
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     materials or pollution control technology.  The statute's primary goal is  
     to control the discharge of pollutants to the nation's waters.  The method 
     chosen by Congress to achieve the goal is to limit the discharge of        
     pollutants, not to limit or prescribe the actions of dischargers that may  
     indirectly affect their discharge levels.                                  
                                                                                
     A major concern to LSPI is the constant reduction in effluent limitations  
     based on historical effluent discharges.  Future permits will not allow    
     dischargers in the Great Lakes basin the limits they are entitled to under 
     BCT and BAT guidelines.  The interpretation not only is contradictory with 
     the statutory scheme, but it also produces a result that dischargers in the
     same industry will be subject to widely varying effluent limitations based 
     on their production levels and treatment plant performance prior to the    
     application of this new policy.  This procedure penalizes the responsible  
     and good discharger for good performance by reducing the permit limits     
     every time a permit is renewed if the responsible discharger operated the  
     plant better than the previous limit.  As additional treatment capacity is 
     installed and the operation of the treatment facility constantly improved, 
     responsible dischargers will be penalized for better performance compared  
     to the irresponsible discharger that installs a marginal treatment facility
     and fails to operate it responsibly.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.065     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.021, D2589.041 and D2724.365.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Minnesota Pollution Control Authority (MPCA) also has reservations     
     about the disincentives that the EEQ procedures create.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.066     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using EPA's suggested approach of setting daily maximum EEQ limitations at 
     the 99th percentile of historical daily data means that, on average, a     
     discharger could be expected to exceed the EEQ limits three or four times  
     per year for each of about two dozen pollutants.  While LSPI does not hold 
     an NPDES permit, it believes in total compliance and would not risk 50 to  
     100 violations per year.  This is overly restrictive, either in terms of   
     the lost production or increased treatment costs needed to move to a new,  
     lower assured compliance level.  This definitely puts industry in the Great
     Lakes States at a considerable competitive disadvantage compared to        
     industry in other parts of the country.  This problem will be accentuated  
     by the fact that the permit limitations for many of the BCC's are likely to
     be below the detection limits,  Setting a permit limitation at the         
     detection limit effectively removes all margin of safety, since the first  
     time any amount is detected it constitutes a violation.  Measurement error 
     could be the cause.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.067     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LSPI takes pride in creating an initiative for pollution prevention by     
     performing better than the intent of the law.  It is therefore imperative  
     that limits on a pollutant by pollutant basis include the frequency and    
     test procedure to be used and a statistical understanting of the           
     measurement variation.  It is also imperative that the measurement error be
     less than 10% of the total.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.068     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the greatest potentials for creating inequities lies in the         
     discretion states have to require monitoring.  Nowhere in the guidance is  
     there any mention of the necessity for specific monitoring requirements,   
     sensitivity requirements, or frequency, particularly for BCC's.  LSPI      
     believes that the states must be afforded discretion in the degree of      
     monitoring that is applied to various sources of pollutants.  A small      
     manufacturing company like LSPI should not have to monitor pollutants with 
     the same frequency or number as a large multi-machine integrated  chemical 
     pulp mill.  The monitoring requirements should be based on the potential   
     source or presence of pollutants.  Some priortization process needs to be  
     instituted in the guidance that generally recognizes the degree of         
     environmental impact likely to exist from different sources and then allow 
     the states flexibility in implementing the final product.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.069     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ antidegradation provisions are inconsistent with the "Ecosystem"   
     approach advocated by EPA.  Any ecosystem approach accounts for the inputs,
     fate and transport mechanisms of pollutants within the ecosystem, in this  
     case the boundaries created by the watershed.  The inputs include point and
     non point sources from atmospheric, regulated dischargers like LSPI,       
     groundwater, sediments, landfills, etc. on the ambient water quality and   
     the health of the ecosystem.  By focusing on only the regulated point      
     source dischargers, the EEQ fails to consider the impact of the other      
     sources on water quality in the great lakes.  Quantified loadings of seven 
     of the nine designated persistent toxic substances (BCC's) to Lake Superior
     account for 94.5% from atmospheric deposition and only 5.5% from point     
     source and groundwater contamination.                                      
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     Response to: D2741.070     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2741.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INDIVIDUAL POLLUTANT APPROACH                                              
                                                                                
     For the purpose of defining "high quality waters", the GLI requires that   
     water quality be based by pollutant.  The proposed rules provide that a    
     body of water is considered high quality for a given pollutant when its    
     quality exceeds the level necessary to protect fishable/swimmable uses for 
     that pollutant.  The whole concept of an antidegradation policy is that it 
     applies to waters that are already considered "high quality".  Thus, the   
     Clean Water Act only requires conpliance with an antidegradation policy for
     increased permit limitations on streams where water quality standards are  
     being achieved.  If one or more pollutants are already at ambient          
     concentrations that interfere with fishable/swimmable uses, then any       
     proposed increase in those pollutants would come under the Clean Water Act 
     and the various EPA regulations for establishing water quality based       
     limitations.  Antidegradation review would not be required at all for such 
     pollutants.  Conversely, while antidegradation review would be required for
     most pollutants in that scenariw, the fact that some were already exceeding
     levels considered necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses would have  
     to be taken into account in deciding whether a particular change in ambient
     concentrations of some other pollutant should be considered significant.   
     The balancing of social and economic benefits resulting from the change    
     should take into consideration the fact that the particular water body is  
     not a "high quality" as some other waters.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2741.071     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2741.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION POLICY                                                     
                                                                                
     If a pollutant is being discharged at levels well below the water quality  
     criteria that have been established to assure that there is not undue      
     bioaccumulation of such a pollutant, then there is on scientific basis for 
     asserting that any increase in the mass of that pollutant could            
     significantly lower water quality.                                         
                                                                                
     According to the proposed guidance, Tier II criteria would become permanent
     in such a way that a discharge could not be increased even if the          
     discharger can show that the increase causes no perceptable environmental  
     impact.  Application of an antidegradation policy to the highly            
     conservative Tier II criteria in this way is inappropriate.                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.072     
     
     There is equally no reason for asserting that an increased loading of a BCC
     would not result in a significant lowering of water quality.  That results 
     from the fact that the definition of significant lowering of water quality,
     like antidegradation itself, is policy rather than science.  There are good
     policy reasons for reviewing all increased loadings of BCCs.  Among these  
     are the demonstrated sensivity of the Great Lakes to inputs of such        
     pollutants, the relatively small quantities of such pollutants that are    
     needed to elicit dramatic adverse effects and the high cost of cleaning up 
     when contamination occurs.  For these reasons, EPA believes that the       
     definition of significant lowering of water quality for BCCs is justified. 
                                                                                
     Antidegradation applies to any activity that will lower water quality and  
     is independent of permit limits.  In the final Guidance, EPA suggests      
     linking antidegradation requirements to requests for increased permit      
     limits for non-BCCs as a means of reducing the administrative burden       
     stemming from the antidegradation provisions.  There is no basis for       
     distinguishing between achieveable limits based on tier I criteria and     
     those based on tier II values.  The comment ignores the implied premise of 
     40 CFR 131.12(a)(2) that enven when water qulaity remains above criteria,  
     changes (other than improvements, of course) should be justified.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2741.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy requirements in the proposed Guidance would     
     impose tremendous burdens on the discharger.  Expanding so far beyond EPA's
     traditional approach to antidegradation, encompassing any change in BCC's, 
     requiring pollution prevention and alternative technology evaluations, will
     result in an impossible system.  The proposed antidegradation policy will  
     result in a zero economic growth policy.  Increasing production within     
     existion permit limits, changing processes to use different chemicals, and 
     many other changing processes to use different chemicals, and many other   
     desirable changes at industrial, commercial, and municipal facilities would
     either be prohibited by the terms of the antidegradation policy or would be
     so difficult to justify that they would not take place.  LSPI believes that
     EPA must make major fundamental changes to the antidegradation policy if it
     is to succeed in accomplishing its intended purpose.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.073     
     
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are not an impediment 
     to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not   
     concerned with minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth
     on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The antidegradation provisions contained in the final Guidance are not a   
     prohibition on new and increased loadings of pollutants to the Great Lakes 
     System.  What the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance do      
     accomplish is to provide a clear description of the process through which a
     lowering of water quality may be demonstrated to be necessary to support   
     important social and economic development.  The antidegradation standard   
     and implementation elements of the final Guidance provide a clear          
     understanding of what is necessary to comply with the requirements of the  
     CWA  andFederal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2741.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BACKGROUND                                                                 
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA proposes to use the concept of bio-accumulative chemicals of      
     concern (BCC's) as a means to identify and regulate pollutants requiring   
     special attention.  The agency further proposes to base BCC's on           
     bioaccumulation factors (BAF's).  Lake Superior Paper Industries believes  
     the methodology for identifying BCC's should be based on both acute and    
     chronic toxicity and not on an arbitrary BAF factor of 1,000, which is not 
     accurate for all chemicals of concern.                                     
                                                                                
     PAGE 20821                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed approach for selecting pollutants for   
     special attention in the Great Lakes system.                               
     Answer:  The bio-accumulative chemicals of concern are the focus of the    
     proposed regulations governing the selection of pollutants for special     
     attention.  The concept of BCC's is arbitrary because bioaccumulation      
     factors are already taken into account in developing criteria fully        
     protective of the Great Lakes basin.  USEPA has defined BCCs as a toxic    
     substance with a bioaccumulation factor of 1,000 or greater.  This         
     definition is arbitrary and not scientifically valid.                      
                                                                                
     The proposed definition focuses exclusively on bioaccumulation potential   
     and offers no consideration for a compounds toxicity, persistence or other 
     crucial aspects of its environmental fate.  No scientific basis exists for 
     selecting one BAF value over another, especially since the persistence of  
     toxicity of the pollutant is equal in importance to its potential to       
     bio-accumulate.                                                            
                                                                                
     Of the 44 chemicals with BAF values greater than 1,000, EPA admits that "if
     the chemical is metabolizable, the BAF is probably too high."  This        
     critical deficiency cannot be easily addressed, because many regulated     
     chemicals have insufficient metabolism data.  Although amny chemicals may  
     be recatagorized to non-BCC's as metabolism data becomes available,        
     industry may be forced to install expensive and permanent control measures 
     that may not meet future standards.                                        
                                                                                
     US EPA should prepare fact sheets for proposed BCC's that describe         
     available data on bioaccumulation, ambient water and tissue concentrations,
     toxicity, environmental fate and transport, sources, analytical methods,   
     and other characteristics of the chemical.  This information could then be 
     used to make a well informed decision regarding a potential BCC.           
                                                                                
     For all BCC's, actual measured data using fish tissue and background levels
     should be used.  This is very important because measured fish tissue       
     concentrations assimilate the effects of persistence, metabolism of        
     chemicals and trophic level multiplication.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.074     
     
     EPA does not agree that establishing special provisions for BCCs is        
     arbitrary.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is designed to increase   
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     the consistency of water quality-based controls throughout the Great Lakes 
     System, taking into account all appropriate factors in developing water    
     quality criteria and values, including BAFs.  At the same time, for a set  
     of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, the final Guidance is designed to 
     reduce loadings to the Great Lakes System.  The Great Lakes Initiative     
     Steering Committee believed that every reasonable effort should be made to 
     reduce loadings of all BCCs, because these pollutants tend to persist      
     throughout the Great Lakes ecosystem and have a propensity to bioaccumulate
     in the food chain, and have been associated with serious and systemwide    
     impacts.  After careful consideration of this and other related comments,  
     EPA continues to believe that the special provisions for BCCs are          
     warranted.  EPA's continued support of the special emphasis on BCCs        
     parallels the position of the Great Lakes States as initially expressed by 
     State representatives on the Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that     
     these special provisions for BCCs are a reasonable approach to address the 
     issue of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  
     See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that toxicity, persistence and metabolism should be considered  
     in the definition of BCCs, and that environmental fate and transport should
     be considered in determining persistence. The final Guidance has been      
     revised to provide that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks 
     in the water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  Also, the          
     definition provides for use of field-measured BAFs and BSAFs, which take   
     into account metabolism.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of these issues.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the source of discharges should be a factor in     
     determining which chemicals should be BCCs, nor that ambient water and fish
     tissue concentrations should be factors in identifying the pollutants of   
     concern.  EPA does not accept the concept that pollutants should not be    
     regulated as BCCs until they are shown to be present at concentrations of  
     concern in the Great Lakes System.  As discussed in section II.C.8 of the  
     SID, EPA is concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs from         
     increasing to the level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  
     A regulatory approach that would not trigger preventive action until some  
     measurable concentration resulting in adverse conditions is reached in the 
     environment would not be effective in addressing this concern, particularly
     because of the difficulties of measuring these pollutants at levels of     
     concern in the environment.  As discussed further in sections VII.B and    
     VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance 
     will take full effect over the next twelve years (two years for            
     State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in period).  A  
     program requiring systematic environmental monitoring followed by a        
     regulatory process to designate BCCs could significantly delay             
     implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new persistent,   
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The risks to the    
     Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant such an     
     approach.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2741.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS                                                    
                                                                                
     Lake Superior Paper Industries opposes the two-tiered approach to the      
     extent that Tier II levels will be used to develop permit discharge        
     limitations.                                                               
                                                                                
     PAGE 20834                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the Great Lakes system be defined to include reservations
     belonging to Indian tribes.                                                
     Answer:  The Great Lakes must be considered as a total ecosystem with all  
     the interrelated inputs, outputs and within system understanding of the    
     entire toxic issue.  The ecosystem should therefore not be separated on a  
     political basis, but should encompass all of the point source, non-point   
     source and atmospheric inputs.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.075     
     
     Also, EPA agrees that Great Lakes Tribes should be subject to the final    
     Guidance.  See section II.D.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2741.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20836                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the two-tiered methodology                           
     Answer:  The proposed two-tiered approach is not sound and needs a great   
     deal of scientific knowledge to measure the actual toxicity and            
     bioaccumulation for each substance.  Since US EPA proposes to use Tier II  
     values to establish enforceable limits, only actual measured data should be
     used because the models are not accurate enough for good prediction.       
                                                                                
     It is LSPI's position that Tier II values should be used as guidance only  
     and not as enforceable limits.  This is clearly the original intent of the 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance and should be an even stronger intent to
     derive those values for which the full amount of data is unavailable.      
                                                                                
     Consistency throughout all of the Great Lakes states is extremely important
     if the GLI is to succeed.  In this case, consistency is already achieved   
     through whole effluent toxicity testing, toxicity reduction evaluations,   
     and toxicity controls, all of which have been used by all Great Lakes      
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     states.  The second rationale of incentive is also unwarranted.  While the 
     proposed rule does not require a discharger to provide sufficient data to  
     establish Tier I criteria, the conservatism in the Tier II values will     
     cause the dischargers to develop Tier I criteria.                          
                                                                                
     An additional policy concern focuses on the burdens associated with        
     gathering this data.  The data required to establish Tier I and Tier II    
     values are both impractical and financially prohibitive for the discharger 
     to obtain, particularly for small to medium dischargers.  Another scenario 
     that is quite probable will occur when the first discharger who receives a 
     Tier II based limit will then bear the entire cost to develop criteria for 
     that parameter in spite of the fact that the entire regulated community    
     will benefit from the additional data base.  This means that EPA should    
     develop adequate data for all chemicals to be regulated and do away with   
     the highly conservative Tier II methodology.                               
                                                                                
     The burden of revising criteria should not fall on the dischargers because 
     the lack of process control may result in scientifically unsound criteria. 
     Since there is no guarantee that EPA will accept the results of any study  
     conducted by the regulated community, these studies must be conducted by an
     EPA contracted laboratory or by the EPA lab, neither of which would be     
     available to the discharger.  Resources would certainly be wasted if the   
     same studies were done by different dischargers at different laboratories. 
                                                                                
     The use of Tier II methodology in arriving at discharge permit levels of   
     water quality based effluent limitations is not a good technical basis     
     because the levels are derived when insufficient data is available to      
     support the development of the Tier I.  The Tier II based limits cause the 
     discharger to focus on specific pollutants instead of a ratinal approach to
     identifying and controlling substances that are actually causing a problem.
     US EPA's approach that numeric values and permit limits are necessary for  
     any substance that may present a risk of toxicity ignores the concept of   
     pollution prevention and other proven scientifically sound approaches that 
     protect water quality from toxic impacts.  If the effluent toxicity tests  
     indicate that there is no effect to aquatic life, then Tier II limits      
     should not be required under any circumstances.  Since the agency suggests 
     that only acute toxicity data points may used to calculate legitimate Tier 
     II values, the technical rationale behind this is completely unwarranted.  
     This is supported by the science advisory board.  The revision of all      
     criteria and associated permit limits should be allowed whenever warranted 
     by scientific information.  No regulatory approach should artificially     
     constrain any attempt to substitute actual conditions, whether or not they 
     fall in the time allowed for upgrading Tier II criteria.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.076     
     
     EPA does not agree that the two-tiered approach is overly restrictive,     
     scientifically unsound or based on inadequate data. EPA has carefully      
     reviewed the concerns of commenters, and has concluded that the Tier II    
     methodologies for aquatic life and human health are scientifically sound   
     and necessary for development of consistent control of pollutants in       
     discharges to the Great Lakes System.  See sections III and V of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of these issues.  EPA agrees with some of the concerns  
     expressed about the applicability of the wildlife methodology.  As a       
     result, EPA has deleted the use of the wildlife Tier II methodology and the
     use of the Tier I methodology for pollutants other than BCCs from the final
     Guidance.  See section VI of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.     
                                                                                
     EPA believes it is appropriate for dischargers to share the cost of        
     developing data on pollutants for which there are no Tier I criteria or    
     Tier II values.  See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this  
     issue.  EPA will accept the results of toxicity testing from any source so 
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     long as the testing conforms with the minimum data requirements in the     
     final Guidance and technical support documents, and EPA quality assurance  
     guidelines.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the "first discharger" problem will necessarily be 
     a significant issue.  First, as discussed in section II.C.2 of the SID,    
     there are relatively few pollutants for which data to generate Tier II     
     values do not already exist. Second, the maximum potential burden to       
     generate Tier II values may not be realized, for reasons discussed in      
     section II.C.2 of the SID.  Also, the GLI Clearinghouse operated by EPA    
     will help ensure sharing and dissemination of data and may facilitate      
     collaborative data generation efforts. See section II.C.1 of the SID for   
     EPA's analysis of this issue.  See also section VIII.I of the SID for a    
     discussion of the use of compliance schedules to address this issue.       
                                                                                
     EPA agrees in part that the use of biological tests can have a role.  EPA  
     has determined that whole effluent toxicity testing may be used as an      
     indicator pollutant under certain circumstances to protect aquatic life.   
     See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there will be an incentive for dischargers to develop Tier 
     II toxicity data.  This is an optional activity, however, and should not be
     considered a "cost" of implementing the final Guidance.  See section II.C.2
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                               
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that pollution prevention is the preferred approach, and has    
     included several provisions in the final Guidance to further this end.  See
     section III.E of the preamble to the final Guidance for EPA's analysis of  
     this issue.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA agrees it is important for States and Tribes to have the flexibility to
     modify criteria and values in appropriate circumstances when new scientific
     findings and data become available.  EPA believes the final Guidance, as   
     well as EPA's planned approach to assist States and Tribes in implementing 
     the Guidance, provide adequate flexibility for incorporating new           
     information.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that anti-backsliding requirements of the CWA will      
     necessarily prevent upward adjustment of Tier II values or Tier I criteria.
      See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.           
                                                                                
     See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these and other Tier   
     II-related issues.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2741.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     PAGE 20839                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the conservative assumptions for non-drinking        
     criteria developed using human health methodolgy.                          
     Answer:  Dischargers should not be required to apply human health,         
     non-drinking criteria to water where full body contact and consumable fish 
     species exist.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.077     
     
     In many cases, recreational activities may exist in a waterbody, but the   
     designated use is actually impaired due to high levels of pollutants.   For
     example, people may be fishing in a highly polluted area and eating fish   
     with high level of bioaccumulated pollutants.  Applying GLWQI criteria to  
     such an area will result in the reduction of point source pollutant loads  
     into the area, and will (with additional nonpoint source controls)         
     ultimately improve the water quality and regain the beneficial uses of the 
     waterbody.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2741.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question:  Comment on all aspects of the proposed exclusion for wet weather
     discharges.                                                                
     Answer:  The proposed rule should not apply to wet weather discharges.  The
     variability associated with wet weather events require special controls.   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.078     
     
     See response to: P2718.047                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2741.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20842                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should states be afforded the flexibility to select             
     implementation procedures?                                                 
     Answer:  States should have the ability to determine implementation        
     procedures.  The guidance procedures should not be applied to any pollutant
     whose physical or chemical properties are inconsistent with the intent of  
     the procedures, including all the pollutants excluded in Table 5 and any   
     others demonstrated to have properties inconsistent with the procedures.   
     Any substances whose environmental benefits can be shown to outweigh the   
     negative impacts should also be excluded.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.079     
     
     See response to: P2718.048                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2741.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20842                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA expand the criteria development methodology and   
     implementation procedures to include alkalinity, ammonia and other         
     pollutants?                                                                
     Answer:  The methodologies and procedures should not be expanded to include
     the excluded pollutants.  Since Minnesota has adopted EPA's approved       
     numeric water quality criteria for these pollutants, the criteria re       
     adequate to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife in Lake        
     Superior, the most pristine and largest of all the Great Lakes.            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.080     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2741.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20843                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA specify minimum criteria for utilizing the        
     exclusion found at 40 C.F.R. 132.4 (g) relief from guidance for Table 5    
     pollutants?                                                                
     Answer:  No minimum requirement should be specified for an exclusion.  EPA 
     should therefore strive to maintain flexibility needed for consideration of
     all site specific possiblities and the exclusion should based upon the best
     professional judgement.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.081     
     
     See response to: P2746.061                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2741.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question:  Comment on the listing of pollutants contained in Table 6 and on
     the basis for including pollutants in Table 6.                             
                                                                                
     Answer:  The list of pollutants of immediate concern should be limited to  
     those pollutants that pose persistent toxicity to the Great Lakes system.  
     The critical pollutants are identified by the Lakewide Management Plans.   
     Other pollutants are adequately addressed in other regulatory programs.    
     Most importantly, are the non-source input of pollutants from atmospheric  
     deposition.  Since these pollutants represent more than 80 per cent of the 
     toxic loading to the Great Lakes system, they should be highly regulated so
     that objectives of the Great Lakes Quality Agreement will be met.  Some of 
     these pollutants are also addressed by other regulatory programs.          
     
     
     Response to: D2741.082     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2741.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20844                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on Procedure 5.d's requirement that permitting          
     authorities generate the data necessary to calculate Tier II values for    
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     Answer:  The responsibility for developing the Tier I criteria or Tier II  
     values should not be the responsibility of a single discharger.  The states
     and EPA should provide the responsibility and data.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.083     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2741.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20845                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on all aspects of the issues related to BCC's.          
                                                                                
     Answer:  Since the criteria for BCC's are calculated to provide an adequate
     level of protection, any additional requirement can be considered to be    
     unnecessary.  Since special considerations might be appropriate for        
     criteria developed from bioconcentration factors, no added protection is   
     needed for criteria developed from BAFs, because all food chain effects are
     presumably considered in the determination of BAFs.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.084     
     
     See response to D2587.062                                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2741.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20845                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the alternative BAF levels to the proposed BAF level 
     of 1,000.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  The alternative approach of setting the cut-off at 308 assumes    
     greater exposure from eating fish than from drinking water.  Under this    
     scenario, a reduced cut-off level would only be necessary if fish          
     consumption were not adequately considered in the calculations.  Since fish
     consumption is adequately considered, the lower BCC level is unnecessary.  
     A second alternative of defining BCC's as substances with BAF's exceeding  
     100 is just as scientifically unsound and arbitrary as the use of a 1,000  
     factor.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.085     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2741.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20847                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA require states and tribes to adopt the final      
     guidance verbatim?                                                         
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA does not have the statutory authority to require verbatim     
     adoption, which makes the guidance a promulgated rule rather than the      
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     original intent to be "Guidance."  Since the Council of Great Lakes        
     Governors initiated the Great Lakes Guidance with the full intent that it  
     would be a special guidance for the protection and restoration of the Great
     Lakes system, it should remain just that, a guidance.  Under no            
     circumstances should EPA attempt to force states and dischargers by making 
     the Guidance a promulgated rule.  The Clean Water Act authorizes US EPA to 
     adopt standards for a state if only that state's water quality standards   
     are not sufficiently protective.  Thus, adoption of the Guidance as a      
     promulgated rule would circumvent the structure created by the Clean Water 
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.086     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20850                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should ecologically important species be defined for additional 
     protection?                                                                
                                                                                
     Answer:  How can a definition for "ecological importance" be arrived at?   
     Either the definition of "ecological importance" would be totally          
     subjective and not based on any scientific evidence or it would necessitate
     the establishment of a new type of criteria throughout the Great Lakes     
     system.  Such an effort would not be consistent with the Great Lakes       
     Initiative.  The approach would be inconsistent with the goal of uniformity
     with the Great Lakes Initiative.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.087     
     
     Please see section III.B.3 of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.088
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 2356



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20851                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the Guidance include a preference for fresh water acute  
     or chronic ratios (ACR's) and calculating a final chronic value to protect 
     species within the Great Lakes system?                                     
                                                                                
     Answer:  The ACR's for fresh water species that are developed should be    
     used.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.088     
     
     EPA believes it is appropriate to use saltwater ACRs when limited          
     freshwater ACRs exist.  Please see section III.B.5 of the SID for further  
     information.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH/T1
     Cross Ref 3: WL/METH/T1
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20851                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the aquatic criteria under the Guidance include          
     provisions to insure protection of wildlife rather than having a separate  
     methodology for protection of wildlife?  Should the final residual value   
     (FRV) used in the 1985 national guidelines be included in aquatic life     
     methodology to prevent concentrations of pollutants in commercial or       
     recreational aquatic species from affecting marketability or affecting     
     wildlife?                                                                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  The deletion of FRVs is warranted because they are already        
     addressed in human health and wildlife criteria.  If these considerations  
     are also included in aquatic life criteria, then the relationship to human 
     or wildlife consuming the aquatic life will be more attenuated.            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.089     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2741.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20852                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Is bioavailability of contaminants adequately addressed using   
     site specific modification approaches?  Should toxicity of contaminants be 
     expressed as bioavailable or total contaminant concentrations?             
                                                                                
     Answer:  The limited opportunities and the guidance to just aquatic life   
     criteria on a site specific basis are insufficient to address              
     bioavailability issues.  Therefore, states should be provided flexibility  
     to set generalized criteria for water bodies and base criteria upon        
     protection of aquatic life inhabiting a given body.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.090     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035 and D2620.020                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20852                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the Guidance adopt national criteria for nine pollutants 
     included in the national criteria which do not meet the Guidance criteria  
     for Tier I criteria?                                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  The Guidance should not accept national criteria that are not     
     appropriate under Guidance rules for Tier I criteria.  If such criteria are
     needed, the government should generate the data to properly calculate them.
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     Response to: D2741.091     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2741.092
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pagae 20854                                                                
                                                                                
     Question:  Should permit limits be based on Tier II values?  Should whole  
     effluent toxicity (WET) be used in place of a Tier II value?  Are there    
     other options?                                                             
                                                                                
     Answer:  The use of Tier II values for regulatory and enforcement purposes 
     is clearly not warranted.  States should have the flexibility to disregard 
     Tier II aquatic life values under all circumstances, particularly where WET
     or instream bio criteria are being met.                                    
                                                                                
     Since Tier II and WET are both concepts to regulate pollutants not measured
     or regulated in an effluent under Tier I criteria, the agencies independent
     applicability requirement should not apply to Tier II values.              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.092     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2741.093
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20855                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Is the minimum data base required for Tier II aquatic life      
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     criteria adequate?  Is it appropriate to use short term chronic tests to   
     derive Tier II values?                                                     
                                                                                
     Answer:  If Tier II values are used only as an originally intended         
     screening device, then the minimum data base requirements of Tier II are   
     probably acceptable.  Such a data base is not adequate to develop permit   
     limits.  The Tier II methodology was originally designed to raise an alarm 
     at a level that would be overprotective.  This would signal the need for   
     additional toxicity data to be used under Tier I.  Dischargers should not  
     be required to spend money for additional effluent controls when the agency
     knows that the permit levels are wrong because Tier II values are wrong.   
     The same approach applies to short term chronic toxicity tests to develop  
     Tier II values.  If the government wants to use a known overly conservative
     value as a trigger for the government to spend additional money developing 
     the toxicity data, we would consider that acceptable.                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.093     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2741.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20855                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should short-cut toxicity test methods be used to derive Tier II
     values?                                                                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  Short-cut toxicity methods would provide some relief but all Tier 
     II values, whether short-cut toxicity methods are used or not, should be   
     used only as a trigger to develop the toxicity data for Tier I limits.     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.094     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2741.095
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20856                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the eightieth percentile be used in establishing         
     adjustment factors for values developed using minimum data?                
                                                                                
     Answer:  The eightieth percentile is unacceptable for Tier II values used  
     to generate enforceable limits because Tier II should never be used for    
     enforceable limits.  When Tier II is used as a trigger for more government 
     research, then any percentile is acceptable.                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     LSPI's position is that EPA should always and only use Tier I criteria.    
     Either these pollutants are of concern, or they are not.  The Clean Water  
     Act reauthorization process is currently considering discharger funding of 
     the costs involved in generating Tier I criteria.  There is absolutely no  
     reason to establish a special cost shifting mechanism for the Great Lakes  
     region alone.  Everyone that wants the Great Lakes protected, which        
     includes the entire country, should clearly pay for the cost of this       
     protection.                                                                
                                                                                
     The government should take responsibility for its role and if cost shifting
     is involved, it should be done through changes to the Clean Water Act for  
     nationwide application and not through an already controversial, regional  
     initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.095     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20857                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA promulgate the national criteria in the Guidance  
     that is more stringent than that resulting from Tier I criteria            
     calculations?                                                              
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     Answer:  Since the Tier I criteria are based on national guidelines and    
     rely on more recent toxicity data, the criteria generated under Tier I     
     should be sufficient.  In fact, the national guidelines should be revised  
     for the four substances where Tier I criteria are less stringent than the  
     national guidelines because it is senseless to use bad information in a    
     regulatory program.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.096     
     
     Please see responses to comments D2717.047, G1726.001, and G1715.005.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2741.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20860                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on US EPA's proposed use of bioaccumulation factors and 
     agency's methodology for developing BAFs.                                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  The use of BCFs as opposed to BAFs is preferable.  More proven and
     scientifically sound BCFs should be used until adequate measures have been 
     established to use BAFs.  This means that BAFs should be calculated on     
     actual data, and not on the inaccurate models that do not have an adequate 
     correlation for all the chemicals of concern.  The use of BCFs should be   
     subjected to rigorous quality control standards and specific minimum       
     quality requirements.  BCFs should not be used for Tier I criteria because 
     they typically exaggerate BCFs.  Opportunities must be provided for taking 
     into account bioavailability and partitioning for site specific adjustments
     as a means to best reflect actual instream conditions at particular        
     locations.  US EPA should also provide a mechanism for future revision of  
     BCFs and the criteria derived from the BCFs, as warranted by new           
     information.                                                               
                                                                                
     Scientific evidence does not support a transition from BCFs to BAFs.  A    
     transition at this time would be wrong because BAFs would be the sole      
     determining factor in identifying chemicals as BCCs and therefore BAFs     
     would primarily drive the human health and wildlife criteria.              
                                                                                
     US EPA recommends that states implement field measured BAFs where data is  
     available.  EPA should recognize that BAFs are extremely site specific and 
     inappropriate for establishing basin wide criteria.                        
                                                                                
     When measured BAFs are unavailable, EPA proposes to predict BAFs using BCFs
     in a food chain multiplier (FCM).  EPA is relying on a single technical    
     paper by Thomann in 1989 to support this approach which has not been field 
     tested.  An impressive set of data developed by the Minnesota Pollution    
     Control Authority (MPCA) indicated that the model over-estimates field     
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     measured BAFs on some chemicals and under-estimates it on others.  The     
     National Council of Air and Stream Improvement for the paper industry      
     (NCASI) found over-estimation by more than 10 times.  The Science Advisory 
     board has also recognized that the model has not been properly tested to   
     establish regional water quality criteria.                                 
                                                                                
     The potential of a substance to bio-accumulate gives little indication of  
     its potential toxicity in the environment where toxicity, fate and         
     persistence combined to characterize the true site specific toxic response 
     of a particular substance.  An organisms potential to metabolize a         
     substance from its original form depends upon the site specific aspects of 
     its environment.  Since ambient concentrations of various substances vary  
     with time and location, the only effective means of determining            
     bioaccumulation is through field measured data of individual species at a  
     particular location.  Bioaccumulation is too specific and dynamic to be    
     determined solely through limited laboratory data.  The proposed mechanism 
     to determine the bioaccumulation of a substance cannot be based on an      
     estimated generic relationship between a model or lab and actual           
     conditions.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA suggests that BAFs calculated from FCMs could be adjusted for          
     metabolism effects with a laboratory measured BCF.  This still does not    
     address the persistence and metabolism due to limitation in laboratory BCF 
     tests.  FCMs are not supported by sufficient scientific documentation.  EPA
     simply relied upon Thomann's theoretical model which has not been field    
     tested or subjected to regulatory public review to derive the FCM values.  
     The Science Advisory Board has also expressed great concern in the use of  
     Thomann's model which we concur with.                                      
                                                                                
     The current scientific evidence simply does not support implementation of  
     BAFs in this critical regulatory procedure.  This fact is underscored by   
     the agency's proposed theoretical approach, which does consider extremely  
     relevant environmental factors and which therefore results in overly       
     conservative criteria.  Thus, the more established BCFs should be used     
     until data quality measures are established and meaningful field validation
     is completed.  Only those BCFs subjected to rigorous quality control       
     standards and conventional methods should be considered valid.  If the     
     agency wants to move toward BAFs in the future, it must undertake extensive
     monitoring and a meaningful effort to validate a substances ability to     
     bioaccumlate in different environments.  Further, due to enormous variation
     associated with different environmental conditions, EPA should establish   
     minimum data base requirements for creating field measured BAFs.           
                                                                                
     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.097     
     
     EPA disagrees with commenters that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs.    
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
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     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A      
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     BCFs are subjected to rigorous quality control standards and specific      
     minimum quality requirements.  For a more detailed discussion, see Appendix
     B, Section III.D.                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved concentration of organic       
     chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and the total concentration of
     the chemical for derivation of Tier I human health and wildlife criteria.  
     The fraction of the chemical in the ambient water that is freely dissolved 
     will be calculated using the Kow for the chemical and the concentration of 
     DOC and POC in the ambient water.  For further details on derivation of    
     this equation, see the final BAF TSD which is available in the public      
     docket for this rulemaking.                                                
                                                                                
     Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration of the freely  
     dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic BAFs devoid  
     of site-specific influences and considerations, such as varying            
     concentrations of POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and derivation of
     the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site-specific        
     characteristics based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure  
     1.                                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new    
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2741.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Page 20863                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Suggest approaches which might be used to identify pollutants of
     greatest concern to the Great Lakes.                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  Persistence, bioavailability and environmental fate must be       
     considered in combination with bioaccumulation potential to determine      
     pollutants of greatest concern.  If criteria are calculated and implemented
     properly in this fashion, the regulatory bodies may properly determine     
     which pollutants should be addressed, and create a legitimate level of     
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.098     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2741.099
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20865                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA require the Great Lakes states or tribes to adopt 
     Tier I criteria identical to the existing national guidance or organoleptic
     substances and should additional information on these substances be        
     generated?                                                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  Based upon already published information, EPA should not require  
     the states and tribes to adopt national guidelines for protection of       
     organoleptic effects because the effects are not a priority health concern 
     for the Great Lakes region.  Organoleptic properties, such as taste, simply
     do not cause adverse human health effects like cancer or other toxicity    
     impairments.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.099     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
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     Comment ID: D2741.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20865                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  What risk level should US EPA impose?                           
                                                                                
     Answer:  The high degree of cumulative conservatism in the development and 
     application of human health criteria results in actual risks much lower    
     than the stated acceptable risk. EPA has already adopted the 10(exp-4) risk
     level for Superfund site remediations.  Thus consistent with EPA superfund 
     policy which affects all Great Lakes states, the agency should implement a 
     risk of 10(exp-4) for development of human health criteria.                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.100     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2741.101
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/C
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20866                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA use a slope factor adjustment for cancer studies  
     with less than lifetime duration?                                          
                                                                                
     Answer:  Use of cancer studies with less than lifetime duration should be  
     restricted to Tier II criteria but not to develop permanent limits.        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.101     
     
     EPA believes the use of less-than-lifetime adjustment factors can be       
     justified for either Tier I criteria or Tier II values if mechanistic and  
     time to tumor data exists for a particular chemical. See response to       
     P2656.233.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.102
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20867                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should body weight, surface area, or other scaling factors be   
     used?                                                                      
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA should not prescribe a species scaling factor.                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.102     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2741.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20867                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should EPA specify a longer list of health impairments against  
     which non-cancer criteria should protect?                                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  Observed biological changes not linked to an adverse effect should
     not serve as basis for developing Tier I non-cancer criteria and therefore 
     these changes should definitely not be listed as deleterious effects       
     against which criteria should protect.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.103     
     
     EPA agrees that only biological changes linked to adverse effects should   
     serve as the basis for developing Tier I criteria.  EPA also believes that 
     the determination of an adverse effect requires professional judgment and  
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     many changes in biochemistry or enzyme activity, while not adverse in and  
     of themselves, may be indicators of systemic toxicity or organ damage.     
                                                                                
     EPA believes the list of deleterious effects listed in the proposed        
     preamble encompasses any effect which can be deemed adverse.  Thus EPA is  
     retaining the proposed list in the final Guidance.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20867                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA use the most sensitive animal species as a default
     species when the most biologically relevant species is not identified?     
                                                                                
     Answer:  Only those species most biologically relevant to humans should be 
     used for determining Tier I criteria.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.104     
     
     EPA agrees that the most biologically relevant species to humans should be 
     used when data is available for the chemical on the mechanism of the       
     carcinogenesis or noncarcinogenesis as well as the pharmacokinetics of the 
     test species relative to humans. However, in many cases there will be      
     limited data to assess how well an animal model reflects human             
     toxicological response for a chemical. In these situations, EPA believes it
     is prudent to use data from the most sensitive species.  This is supported 
     by the 1986 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment which states: In the 
     absence of appropriate human studies, data from a species that responds    
     most like humans should be used, if information to this effect             
     exists...because it is possible that human sensitivity is as high as the   
     most sensitive responding animal species, in the absence of evidence to the
     contrary, the biologically acceptable data set from long-term animal       
     studies showing the greatest sensitivity should generally be given the     
     greatest emphasis, again with due regard to biological and statistical     
     consideration (U.S. EPA, 1986).                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20869                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on uncertainty factors.                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA should allow the use of uncertainty factors less than 10 when 
     warranted by good science.  EPA should provide opportunities to revise     
     uncertainty factors as more science information becomes available to the   
     agencies and the regulated dischargers.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.105     
     
     EPA does allow for use of uncertainty factors of less than 10 as long as   
     data exists to justify a lower uncertainty factor.  See discussion under   
     Uncertainty Factors in the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20869                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA deviate from integrated risk information systems  
     (IRIS) values in deriving Great Lakes criteria and values?                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  Deviation in either direction from IRIS values must be allowed    
     where warranted by sound scientific information.  A policy that insures    
     that criteria are not derived from best available information is           
     unwarranted.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.106     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
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     Comment ID: D2741.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20869                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA use exposure periods less than seventy years to   
     account for the mobility of individuals in and out of the Great Lakes      
     basin?                                                                     
                                                                                
     Answer:  While a seventy year life time duration is reasonable, EPA should 
     provide the opportunity for modifications where substantial percentages of 
     the population are elderly and highly mobile.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.107     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2741.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20870                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should an incidental dermal exposure factor which occurs through
     recreational activities be included in EPA's exposure assumptions?         
                                                                                
     Answer:  Incidental dermal exposure is insignificant relative to other     
     exposure routes which are considered in the agency's exposure assumptions. 
     It is highly improbable that any human health criteria will be changed by  
     this consideration.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.108     
     
     See response to comment P2718.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2741.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20870                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA assume that two liters per day drinking water     
     consumption is protective of both drinking water and incidental ingesting  
     exposure for waters which may be a drinking water source and used for      
     recreation?                                                                
                                                                                
     Answer:  The drinking water ingestion value of two liters per day is       
     reasonably conservative.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.109     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2741.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20870                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  When criteria for waters designated as drinking water are       
     established, should US EPA assume consumption of untreated water?          
                                                                                
     Answer:  This assumption is overly conservative in light of the criteria.  
     Drinking water criteria should take into account the extent to which a     
     pollutant is likely to be in solid phase and removed by filtration or      
     neutralized by chemical treatment following intake.  Recreational untreated
     water consumption is already adequately accounted for in the 0.01 liters   
     per day incidental exposure assumption.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.110     
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     See response to comment D2724.599.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2741.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20870                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA assume a fish consumption rate of 15 grams per    
     day?                                                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  The fish consumption rate of 15 grams per day may be appropriate  
     but should definitely be site specific.  Differing communities in the Great
     Lakes basin vary greatly in the consumption habits and this should be taken
     into account.  However, if downward modification of the assumed consumption
     rate is prohibited, as proposed, all other conservatism in the human health
     criteria calculations makes the 15 grams per day consumption overly        
     conservative.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.111     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2741.112
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20871                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the derivation of non-cancer criteria and values.    
                                                                                
     Answer:  In order to best approximate field conditions, EPA should use     
     actual data to derive non-cancer criteria and values if the data is        
     scientifically valid and defensible.                                       
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     Response to: D2741.112     
     
     It is not clear what is meant by "actual data."  EPA encourage the use of  
     epidemiology data (human data) if it exists for a chemical and it          
     establishes a clear cause and effect, between chemical exposure and health 
     effect.  However, in the absence of sufficient evidence from               
     epidemiological studies, EPA believes that sufficient evidence from animal 
     studies is adequate for evaluating the potential adverse effect a chemical 
     can have on humans.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2741.113
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20871                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA's final methodology specify a different set of    
     exposure assumptions for use in deriving criteria protective of acute and  
     sub-chronic effects.                                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  In most circumstances, the most conservatism found in chronic     
     toxicity based criteria is more than adequate to protect against acute and 
     sub-chronic effects.  Consideration of acute sub-chronic effects for human 
     health criteria may be appropriate under certain circumstances but are not 
     necessarily appropriate for extrapolation across the basin, and are not    
     appropriate under all circumstances.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.113     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2741.114
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20871                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should EPA change all exposure levels to lower numbers in order 
     to develop a criteria exclusive for a child?                               
                                                                                
     Answer:  The conservatism in the proposed methodology adequately protects  
     children.  However, any criteria developed to specifically protect children
     should assume lower exposure rates and durations and should be based upon  
     likely exposures for the ages to be protected.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.114     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2741.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20874                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  What approach should US EPA take to establish dioxin criteria   
     pending completion of the agency's ongoing dioxin studies?                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  Revision of EPA's proposed criteria for dioxin should occur only  
     when sufficient scientific information warrants a change.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.115     
     
     EPA agrees with the commentors that it is important to develop a criterion 
     for dioxin regardless of the status of the Agency's dioxin reassessment    
     effort. Dioxin, from all available indications and reports, is one of the  
     most potent carcinogens and must be regulated with the most recent         
     available data in hand.  Once the dioxin reassessment is completed and     
     finalized, EPA will revisit the dioxin criterion, and make changes, if     
     needed. EPA's proposed dioxin reassessment was made public on September 13,
     1994.  The final dioxin reassessment is anticipated sometime late 1995.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: D2741.116
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     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/MD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20874                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA use the approach in the 1980 national guidelines  
     with respect to each individual component of the proposal that differs from
     the current national guidelines?                                           
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA should use the 1980 national guidelines.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.116     
     
     After careful review of the latest EPA risk assessment and exposure        
     guidelines, EPA believes its GLWQI and proposed revisions to the National  
     AWQC Guidelines substantially advance the science from 1980, and therefore 
     replacing the 1980 Guidelines with the newer GLWQI and the revised National
     Guidelines.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/CN
     Comment ID: D2741.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20875                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA promulgate the drinking water national criteria   
     for cyanide?                                                               
                                                                                
     Answer:  US EPA should not promulgate the drinking water national criteria 
     for cyanide.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.117     
     
     See response to P2746.141                                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2741.118
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20879                                                                 
                                                                                
     [Question:  How should US EPA publish the technical support document?      
                                                                                
     Answer:  US EPA should publish the technical support document separately in
     order to eliminate any mistaken identity that the technical support        
     document sets our requirements different from the Guidance.]  Again, the   
     Guidance should strictly remain as a Great Lakes guidance and should not be
     promulgated into a rule or binding requirements on the dischargers.        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.118     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2741.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment imbedded in .118                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question:  How should US EPA publish the technical support document?       
                                                                                
     Answer:  US EPA should publish the technical support document separately in
     order to eliminate any mistaken identity that the technical support        
     document sets out requirements different from the Guidance.                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.119     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.052 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2741.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20879                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed methodology.                            
                                                                                
     Answer:  The protection of wildlife using a NOAEL with uncertainty factors 
     reduces criteria which are unnecessarily restrictive because NOAELs protect
     individuals rather than populations.  It is the whole population that      
     should be the focus, except for protecting the human population, where a   
     single human is worth protecting.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2741.120     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 and P2741.707 for the response to this   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2741.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20879                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA allow the use of an uncertainty factor that would 
     permit a no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL) to be estimated from a   
     lowest observed adverse effect level (LOAEL)?                              
                                                                                
     Answer:  The approach is over protective.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.121     
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     Please refer to comment P2741.707 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2741.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20880                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA estimate a chronic NOAEL by adjusting the NOAEL   
     from a sub-chronic study?                                                  
                                                                                
     Anser:  This methodology is invalid because it focuses on individuals and  
     not on populations.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.122     
     
     Please refer to comments P2741.707, P2656.176, P2576.136, and P2574.042 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2741.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20880                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed species sensitivity factor (SSF)?       
                                                                                
     Answer:  Serious deficiencies in the proposed methodology apply to SSFs.  A
     species to species extrapolation factor should not be used even though it  
     is used for human health and aquatic life criteria.  The data base for     
     wildlife criteria is insufficient to support this type of extrapolation.   
     It is unreasonable to require a discharger to provide data to justify a    
     lower SSF.  The cost of a wildlife toxicity study is prohibitive and the   
     number required would be impossible.                                       
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     Response to: D2741.123     
     
     Please refer to comments P2629.054 and D2860.079 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2741.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20881                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed use of inter-species uncertainty factors
     (ISF).                                                                     
                                                                                
     Answer:  An ISF should not be used.  Protection of individual animals is   
     only justified when endangered species are threatened.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.124     
     
     Please refer to comments P2629.054 and P2718.144 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/FOR
     Comment ID: D2741.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20881                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the adoption of the alternative formula for hazard   
     component.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  The alternative formula is a non-substantive improvement that more
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     clearly presents the conservatism in the calculations.  However, the       
     formula remains unacceptable because it does not change the basis          
     underlying the calculations of the wildlife criteria values.               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.125     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.158 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/FOR      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2741.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20881                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the species selection process and the results        
     employed in the derivation of wildlife criteria.                           
                                                                                
     Answer:  The assumption that species with typically different environmental
     exposure dosages exhibit the same level of sensitivity is entirely without 
     foundation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.126     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and P2629.054 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2741.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20882                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the US EPA's choice of representative species        
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     identified for protection period.                                          
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA should revise its selection of three birds and two mammals for
     development of wildlife criteria.  The agency should develop selection     
     criteria and then develop a reasonable number of alternatives.  The        
     selection criteria should then be used to evaluate these alternatives.     
     Arbitrary selection should be avoided.                                     
                                                                                
     Contaminant consumed during winter feeding may continue to affect migratory
     species once they return to the Great Lakes region, thus making the impact 
     of the GLWQI wildlife criteria invalid.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.127     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 and the final Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2741.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20882                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  How should EPA select ecologically representative species given 
     the current state of knowledge?                                            
                                                                                
     Answer:  US EPA should adopt a methodological model after the aquatic life 
     approach.  This is the only scientifically sound methodology for           
     ascertaining wildlife criteria and eliminates the critical problems with   
     selecting an ecologically representative species.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2741.128     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.151 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/RISK/TROP
     Comment ID: D2741.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20882                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA consider oral ingestion the most significant route
     of exposure for bioaccumulative pollutants and non bioaccumulative         
     chemicals?                                                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  If US EPA considers species other than top level predators in the 
     criteria derivation, exposure routes other than oral ingestion may be more 
     significant.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.129     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.164 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/RISK/TROP     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2741.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20882                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the use of the human health paradigm.                
                                                                                
     Answer:  US EPA's attempt to protect wildlife using human health paradigm  
     is inappropriate and scientifically invalid because it focuses on          
     individuals rather than populations.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.130     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2741.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20883                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on US EPA's proposed end points for toxicity studies.   
                                                                                
     Answer:  Although EPA selected end points from parameters most likely to   
     influence population dynamics, the proposed "No Observable Adverse Effect  
     Level" is based on the protection of individual health.  This is incorrect 
     use where populations count.  Population models must be developed to       
     provide acceptable end points.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.131     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: D2741.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20883                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA use an acute chronic conversion ration (ACR)?     
                                                                                
     Answer:  US EPA should follow through with this decision to forego the use 
     of ACRs.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.132     
     
     EPA has considered whether or not to use an acute-to-chronic conversion    
     factor to derive wildlife criteria where there is insufficient chronic data
     on which to base a NOAEL.  EPA has decided to forego the use of this       
     factor.  The appendix D methodology test endpoints are to be               
     population-based, and the methodology is designed for bioaccumulative      
     pollutants which trigger an adverse effect over a period of time.  EPA     
     believes that, while an acute-to-chronic conversion factor merits further  
     development, the science on which to select a factor is not fully evolved. 
     In the limited cases where the use of such a factor may be warranted, the  
     States and Tribes may do so under the scientific defensibility clause at 40
     CFR 132.4.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20888                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  US EPA requests comments on the following approaches to         
     assessing lowering of water quality:  1. Rely on sampling and analysis of  
     the water body to determine whether any measurable change occurred in the  
     concentration of a pollutant as a result of actions taken by the           
     discharger.                                                                
                                                                                
     Answer:  Although a possibility, this is not considered a good alternative.
      Antidegradation should be considered from projections from results.  This 
     policy would encourage actions which might have an impact on water quality 
     and would require their elimination if they did so and could not satisfy   
     the antidegradation policy.  It is also unlikely that the actions of a     
     single discharger could be identified in the ambient water concentrations. 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.133     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005. Also, EPA agrees with the commenter's   
     analysis of the proposed alternative.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question 2.  Rely on projection of changes in water quality from the amount
     of pollutant added using several alternative methods.                      
                                                                                
     Answer:  The first alternative would rely on mass balance or dynamic models
     through the use of changes of effluent limitations and waste load          
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     allocations.  BCCs will have criteria that account for bioaccumulation,    
     etc. and will use familiar instream processes in arriving at appropriate   
     results.  It will prevent the Great Lakes from being treated any more      
     differently from the rest of the country than necessary.  Not all changes  
     in loading results in changes in ambient concentrations which is the true  
     measure of water quality.                                                  
                                                                                
     This overly stringent antidegradation policy has the effect of restraining 
     growth.  Given the high cost of applying for and complying with the        
     antidegradation policy, there will be a chilling effect which will prevent 
     applications or consideration under the policy.  As an industry, the       
     antidegradation policy does not allow sufficient time for the city or state
     review through the extensive proposed antidegradation procedures so that it
     can assure the industry that its needs can be accommodated.  Any location  
     in the Great Lakes basin will be unsuitable for industry to locate because 
     of this policy.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.134     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20890                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  The permitting agency may take public comment on the action and 
     associated social and economic developments before it renders a decision   
     based on its review of the merits of the antidegradation demonstration.    
                                                                                
     Answer:  The agency should not take public comment prior to rendering a    
     tentative decision on the merits of the antidegradation demonstration.  The
     agency will then be passing to the public its responsibility to make       
     environmental decisions which the public is incapable of.  The agency will 
     thereby potentially waste the time of large numbers of people who would be 
     commenting on a given set of facts not knowing what the agency intended to 
     do.  The agency should review antidegradation applications under the       
     applicable rules before being subject to the pressures of public comment.  
     It can generally be expected that the comments from the industrial sector  
     would support industrial growth.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.135     
     
     Although the Guidance does allow States and Tribes more flexibility in how 
     they factor in public participation, consistent with Federal regulations on
     antidegradation, if a State or Tribe seeks public participation on a       
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     tentative decision prior to preparation of a complete antidegradation      
     demonstration, the tentative decision must be to deny the request.         
     Although States and Tribes are free to seek public participation in a      
     manner that is most compatible with their existing administrative          
     procedures, where possible, it is best to seek public comment after the    
     demonstration process is complete.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20893                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the following alternative approaches:                
                                                                                
     (1) Look at water quality as an all or nothing proposition based upon      
     whether or not all applicable numeric water quality criteria are met.      
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA has correctly chosen the pollutant by pollutant alternative   
     for assessing whether or not the water body is a "high quality" water.     
     Because of the wide variety of individual situations that may be present,  
     any policy which goes beyond minimum needs  runs the risk of causing harm  
     where harm was not intended.  To require an all or nothing determination of
     whether a water  is a high quality water, would be inappropriate.          
     
     
     Response to: D2741.136     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2656.239.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) Look at whether all criteria are being met in a water body in order to 
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     determine the level of protection to be provided by antidegradation and    
     whether such an approach would be adequately protective of the Great Lakes 
     system.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  The mid position would allow degradation using a more stringent   
     antidegradation process than the preferred option where one or more        
     parameters do not meet the criteria.  This would add a punitive element and
     is subjected to the same failings as the all or nothing test. A discharger 
     may also be pushed into a stricter test by a pollutant it does add or      
     contribute to because of the background concentration of this pollutant.   
     This discharger, is in effect, punished because of the location in the     
     Great Lakes Basin.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.137     
     
     The approach which the comment addresses was included in the proposed      
     Guidance as an option under consideration.  The final Guidance does not use
     this option.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) Rely on a generic measure of water quality as opposed to water quality 
     criteria for individual pollutants and the applicability of such an        
     approach in a context of antidegradation, one that would allow the         
     evaluation of mixtures, rather then individual pollutants for defining     
     water quality.                                                             
     Answer:  The present state of knowledge of whole effluent toxicity and like
     generic measures is not sufficient to allow for prediction of instream     
     effects which is the essence of the antidegradation policy.                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.138     
     
     EPA agrees that the use of generic measures of water quality may offer some
     advantages, however, EPA also agrees that many of these measures represent 
     evolving science, and that attempting to use these measures to evaluate    
     proposed actions which may lower water quality could unnecessarily delay   
     those actions.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.139
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20894                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on how interaction of pollutants could be assessed and  
     considered within the context of the antidegradation policy to address     
     mixtures of pollutants, and on how to establish guidelines on the          
     pollutants to include in a mixture analysis.                               
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA should begin research on such a mixture approach as it may    
     enable the agency to bypass the objection that the antidegradation         
     procedure has a chilling effect on the substitution of a less toxic        
     substance for one that is more toxic because of the need to satisfy the    
     antidegradation policy before increasing the contribution of the less toxic
     substance.  In developing the mixture approach, the agency should move     
     toward using it as an exemption from the antidegradation policy and not    
     merely another antidegradation step or another test for the regulated      
     entity to meet their antidegradation.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.139     
     
     EPA agrees that it would be counterproductive for the antidegradation      
     provisions to work to limit substitution of environmentally preferable     
     alternatives, but also believes that it is highly unlikely that such       
     preferable alternatives would be BCCs (the group of chemicals falling under
     the scope of the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance).  Thus, 
     the final Guidance does not contain the requested provisions, however, the 
     States and Tribes are free to adopt such provisions in their               
     antidegradation implementation procedures which pertain to non- BCCs.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20895                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the following points regarding significant lowering  
     of water quality.                                                          
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     Answer:  Under significant lowering of water quality as a trigger to the   
     antidegradation demonstation, the definition for non BCCs of "de minimis"  
     is limited to 10 per cent of the remaining assimilative capacity.  This is 
     an arbitrary value and is more stringent than necessary.  There is no need 
     for this because the waters will remain high quality and will continue to  
     be the subject of the total maximum daily load "TMDL" process.             
                                                                                
     Treating BCCs more stringently than non BCCs does not make sense.  The most
     important point, is that the criteria, on which the permit limits are      
     based, already take full account of bioaccumulation under the GLI.   Since 
     the GLI criteria are fully protective, BCCs and non BCCs should be treated 
     the same and a less stringent  version of the proposed non BCC             
     antidegradation policy would be appropriate for all substances.  A         
     discharger should be allowed the opportunity to demonstrate that the       
     ambient concentration of the BCC would not measurably increase for         
     virtually any pollutant, fate and transport play an important role in      
     providing a level of protection.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.140     
     
     See responses to comments D2634.022 and D2798.046.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20896                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on alternative approaches to clarify whithin the        
     proposed Guidance that the Lakewide Management Plan (LaMP) is applicable to
     both point and non-point sources of pollutants to the Great Lakes system.  
                                                                                
     Answer:  The agency's question about other means to clarify the guidance   
     application to point and non point sources makes it clear that the agency  
     recognizes the guidance in proper approach.  Going forward with extreme    
     point source controls without having completed the LaMP on a multi-media   
     basis to identify the most cost effective solutions to Great Lakes         
     pollution is very poor policy.  The agency should reduce the proposed      
     guidance to a minimum set of generally agreed upon scientific and          
     regulatory principles.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.141     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20897                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the Great Lakes antidegradation policy be interpreted in 
     a similar way as Section 404 of the Clean Water Act?                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  It does not seem that the wet lands type of degradation, which    
     automatically eliminates the area as a wet land, has application to the    
     Guidance antidegradation policy.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.142     
     
     EPA agrees with the analysis of the commenter; the final Guidance does not 
     pursue the option of interpreting antidegradation in a manner similar to   
     the process for protecting wetlands under section 404 of the CWA.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2741.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20897                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the following options and other suggestions regarding
     alternatives that should be considered for Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ) 
     controls:                                                                  
                                                                                
     Option 1:  EEQ as a numeric mass loading rate limitation.                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  Such a use of the EEQ provision would modify the properly         
     determined and approved existing permit limits.  There is no reason to     
     determine a limit on this basis when Tier I criteria are already fully     
     protective and designated uses are being met.  Substituting EEQ as the     
     permit limit would unreasonably rachet down the discharge to fear of       
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     enforcement of EEQ.  The use of EEQ should therefore be prohibited by the  
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Option 2:  Narrative prohibition couple with EEQ notification requirement. 
                                                                                
     Answer:  This option is better than Option 1.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.143     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20899                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the folowing issues: (1) Alternative approaches that 
     should be considered to accomplish the objectives of the dischargers       
     operating and maintaining their existing capacity so that the rate of mass 
     loading of BCCs does not increase.                                         
                                                                                
     Answer:  Any approach must recognize that processes change over time.  The 
     requirement must take account of the normal aging of control and process   
     equipment.  The level selected must account for normal changes as long as  
     replacement, maintenance and repair is not unreasonably delayed by the     
     discharger.  This would apply that either the agency must put considerable 
     flexibility in the hands of the permit authority or must go through the    
     development document process to fully understand the various system        
     performance factors over time.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.144     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) Should the definition of "significant lowering of water quality" be    
     changed to focus on permit limit increases for all pollutants and thereby  
     eliminate the focus on EEQ for BCCs?                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  This change to the preferred option is appropriate.  GLI criteria 
     account for bioaccumulation and therefore permit limits are fully          
     protective.  The waters before and after antidegradation process will      
     support designated uses.  Since the criteria developed under the Guidance  
     already have multiple layers of safety factors, BCCs already will have     
     unreasonably low permit limits.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.145     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2721.087                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20900                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  What other approaches mught be useful in place of or in addition
     to the statistical procedures discussed in establishing EEQ?               
                                                                                
     Answer:  The agency must rely on " best professional judgement" of the     
     permit writer to make any sense.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.146     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20900                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the periodic monitoring of all discharges for the        
     presence of BCCs be required?  Give suggestions on the appropriate         
     monitoring requirements for BCCs?                                          
                                                                                
     Answer:  Periodic monitoring for BCCs is extremely costly.  A single scan  
     during a permit term would be sufficient for regulatory purposes.  This    
     frequency would catch the unknown BCC in the effluent without being a      
     significant cost burden on the discharger.  Since the sources other than   
     point sources are the cause of most BCC pollution loadings to the Great    
     lakes, identifying additional point sources for control will have virtually
     no effect on the quality of the Great Lakes waters or accomplishing the    
     goals of the GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2741.147     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20901                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Does the proposed Guidance provide sufficient flexibility to    
     accommodate economic recovery in the Great Lakes region while still        
     preserving the intent of the antidegradation policy.                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  The Great Lakes Guidance and the Preamble to the Guidance treat   
     the Great Lakes region different from the rest of the nation by requiring  
     its own set of water quality standards.  It is our collective opinion that 
     the special provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative should  
     be a national policy and not a region initiative that creates an unfair    
     economic disadvantage to the region.  It should recognize that the economic
     foundation of the Great Lakes region differs from most of the country.     
     Many of the industries located in this region differs from most of the     
     country.  Many of the industries located in this region have been          
     especially hard hit by international competiton over the past 20 years.    
     For the agency to consider that it is addressing a level playing field for 
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     industry in the private sector, a five-year permit term to establish EEQ is
     not in keeping with the site specific economic condition in the Great Lakes
     region. If  EEQ is not dropped fron the antidegradaton policy, then EEQ    
     should be established over a period of time that means something to the    
     industries in this region.  Imposing antidegradation policy and its costly 
     time consuming analysis and decision process could well prevent ailing     
     industries in the region from every responding to short term market        
     fluctuations which would enable them to recover.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.148     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2741.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20902                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the proposed Guidance be proposed to require fish bio    
     uptake studies in conjunction with EEQ requirements for non detectable     
     BCCs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Answer:  The bioaccumulation of chemicals in fish is not well understood to
     be a part of any regulatory program.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.149     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2741.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     PAGE 20904                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed approach and considerations in the use  
     of the assimilative capacity and deminimis decision.                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  The de minimis" decision applies only to non BCCs.  Non BCCs have 
     been determined not to be critical to the condition of the Lakes.  By      
     definition, the assimilative capacity of the receiving  stream will prevent
     instream impacts from a certain level of increased discharge.  To limit the
     non BCC increase to 10 per cent of that amount, considering all the safety 
     factors is overly conservative.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.150     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2741.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question:  Comment on allowing the unused assimilative capacity to be      
     established on the date of the first request to lower water quality on the 
     segment of the water body affected.                                        
                                                                                
     Answer:  This again is an issue that should only be of interest to the     
     state involved as along as the assimilative capacity of the receiving      
     stream will effectively neutralize the discharge.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2741.151     
     
     Although the final Guidance does not require States and Tribes to use a    
     particular method for determining available assimilative capacity, EPA     
     recommends that the available assimilative capacity be calculated each time
     a request for a significant lowering of water quality is received.  There  
     are two reasons for EPA's recommendation.  First, calculating the available
     assimilative capacity each time a request for a significant lowering of    
     water quality is received will provide a more accurate accounting of the   
     assimilative capacity that takes into account changes in receiving water   
     quality that may have occurred since the processing of the last request.   
     If, for example, sediment remediation has occurred, or a previous discharge
     has ceased, the assimilative capacity will change.  Second, calculating the
     available assimilative capacity each time a request to lower water quality 
     is received is necessary if de minimis lowering of water quality is        
     permitted.  Otherwise, the cumulative effect of multiple de minimis        
     reductions in water quality could result in an overestimation of the       
     available assimilative capacity and potential adverse impacts on water     
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     quality.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2741.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20905                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed provision to allow a demonstration for  
     non BCC that no ambient change will occur.                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  If there is no predicted instream impact, money spent on controls 
     will be wasted.  It is appropriate to exempt such increases from           
     antidegradation review.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.152     
     
     EPA agrees, however States and Tribes are not required to adopt a          
     comparable provision.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2741.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20905                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on suggestions regarding any changes that should be made
     to the demonstration of no ambient change to address BCCs if such a change 
     were made to the proposed Guidance.                                        
                                                                                
     Answer:  The only distinguishing factors for BCCs should not be treated    
     different from non BCCs under the Guidance.  Since the largest contribution
     of BCCs is from sources other than point sources, and particularly from    
     airborne sources outside of the ecosystem boundaries, it is not necessary  
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     to punish point sources with an antidegradation policy.  Significant       
     changes to the waters should be addressed, but insignificant changes should
     not be.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.153     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.   Also note that the         
     commenter mischaracterizes the scope of the proposed antidegradation       
     provisions.  That is, the scope is not limited to point sources, but also  
     covers nonpoint sources.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2741.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20905                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether a margin of safety establishes a cap at a    
     level appropriate for a 'de minimis" test.                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  There is no reason to impose additional measures of conservatism  
     through the Guidance which is already overly conservative by orders of     
     magnitude.  Reasonable load allocations for other than point sources       
     provides the appropriate measure of safety.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.154     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that a cap on de minimis reductions  
     in water quality is not necessary.  The final Guidance recommends that,    
     where a State or Tribe chooses to allow for de minimis reductions in water 
     quality, the State or Tribe should also include a threshold based on total 
     assimilative capacity beyond which any reduction in water quality would be 
     considered significant.  Such a cap on de minimis reductions in water      
     quality is necessary to ensure that water quality is not degraded to the   
     point where none of the assimilative capacity remains unused without the   
     benefit of an antidegradation review.  The cap also allows States and      
     Tribes to provide more careful scrutiny of reductions in water quality as  
     water quality approaches criteria levels and the potential for violations  
     of criteria increases.                                                     
                                                                                
     In the proposed Guidance, a cap was not recommended for                    
     pollutants other than those included in Table 5 because a margin           
     of safety was built into the TMDL procedures applicable to such            
     pollutants that would accomplish the same thing.  The final                
     Guidance includes changes in the TMDL procedures that may reduce           
     this protection.  Consequently, the final Guidance recommends the          
     use of a cap were de minimis reductions in water quality are               
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     permitted.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2741.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20906                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on piece meal approval of large projects from           
     dischargers                                                                
     submitting multiple request to lower water quality.                        
                                                                                
     Answer:  It would seem to be difficult to draft a reasonable protection    
     against the abuse of this type whereas abuses should be readily apparent to
     the permit writer.  There will be both times when there will be a series of
     small projects truly warranting repeated use of "de minimis" provision and 
     those where the discharger is dividing up one large project into numerous  
     small projects to avoid the antidegradation policy.  The permit writer and 
     the state should be able to identify and deal with such abuses without     
     additional regulatory direction from US EPA.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.155     
     
     The final Guidance does not include any specific requirements with respect 
     to the implementation of antidegradation for non- BCCs.  The final Guidance
     does not recommend any limits on the number of de minimis increases that   
     may be sought by an individual facility.  The final Guidance does recommend
     that where a State or Tribe chooses to allow for de minimis reductions in  
     water quality that are not subject to antidegradation review, that the     
     State or Tribe also establish a threshold based on total assimilative      
     capacity that, when exceeded, would require an antidegradation review,     
     regardless of what percentage of the remaining assimilative capacity the   
     increase will use.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2741.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20906                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  How should the agency address multiple lowering of water quality
     by different sources where the net effect is use of greater than 10 per    
     cent of the unused assimilative capacity.                                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  Setting the de minimis at 10 per cent of the unused assimilative  
     capacity appears to be a provision to insure that more than one discharger 
     would have an opportunity to use the provision.  The state should implement
     the antidegradation policy for non BCCs and all of the implementation      
     procedures should be left to the discretion period of the state.           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.156     
     
     See responses to comments D2741.155 and D2634.022.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20907                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the cost effectiveness approach using a comparison of
     the control costs with the base line costs.                                
                                                                                
     Answer:  The Guidance should be based on cost effectiveness including the  
     reduction or elimination of non point sources.  LSPI would support a cost  
     effectiveness approach if the Guidance took a whole ecosystem approach     
     including multimedia and treated industry and the private sector fairly    
     with a level playing field.  Reasonable cost measures should include a     
     measure of profitability and economic health along with a current tax      
     burden and economic conditions from municipalities.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.157     
     
     The final Guidance gives States and Tribes greater flexibility in economic 
     tools used to assess whether or not alternative or enhanced treatment is   
     feasible and whether or not the development that will result in a lowering 
     of water quality constitutes important social and economic development.    
     Such determinations are, by their nature, site- and case-specific.  States 
     and Tribes need a certain level of flexibility in order to respond         
     effectively to individual requests to lower water quality. Consequently,   
     the final Guidance does not require a specific measure be used in          
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     evaluating antidegradation demonstrations..                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20909                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the merit of comparing control costs implicit to the 
     pollution prevention alternative with benchmarking costs.                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  If the agency placed the entire antidegradation policy on a cost  
     effective basis and used reasonable cost benchmarks in doing so, the most  
     effective use of public and private money would be made.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.158     
     
     See response to comment D2741.157.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20909                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on establishing more specific criteria in order for the 
     director to determine what is prudent and feasible.                        
                                                                                
     Answer:  The issues of industry profitability and municipal economic       
     conditions and tax burdens should be considered.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.159     
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     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20909                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the use of "prudent and feasible" as a criteria upon 
     which pollution prevention alternatives are evaluated and chosen by the    
     director. Does the Guidance provide the correct level of detail to assist  
     in this decision and if not, what additional detail should be incorporated?
                                                                                
     Answer: Pollution prevention is a new regulatory concept that needs a great
     deal of support from the regulatory agencies.  The concept is extremely    
     sound in its approach and the results can be far reaching to the           
     accomplishment to the goals of the GLI.  Preventing the source of          
     persistent compounds from entering the ecosystem in the first place is one 
     of the best ways of leveling the playing field and making it cost effective
     for industries to compete.  The federal government should not allow any    
     chemicals or products, including household pesticides, heavy metals,       
     products that are not environmentally safe, etc. from entering the ecoystem
     and it should certify all products coming into the system, making sure that
     they are manufactured under the same strict environmental controls as those
     products that are made within the ecosystem.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.160     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the pollution prevention        
     elements of the proposed Guidance.  The final Guidance also includes these 
     elements.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20909                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should a formal cost benefit analysis with defined decision     
     criteria be a part of the prudent and feasible decision.                   
                                                                                
     Answer:  If EPA were able to determine a cost per pound toxic equivalent   
     for removal, this may be an acceptable decision criterion.  However the    
     application of this concept to pollution prevention and alternatives may be
     difficult.  It may be appropriate to allow states to develop information to
     make their individual determination on prudent and feasible.               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.161     
     
     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20909                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question: Comment on benchmark costs used in the proposed analysis; whether
     it is more appropriate to use only a portion of the total capital costs of 
     the treatment system.                                                      
                                                                                
     Answer:  Benchmark costs not tied to cost per pound for toxic removal or   
     the equivalent or to profits and economic health is not sufficiently       
     sensitive to the economics of pollution control.  To require 10 per cent   
     more expenditure than the particular benchmark may cause a capital         
     intensive industry like the paper industry to spend a great deal more money
     for a very limited additional pollution control benefit.  On the other     
     hand, it may allow a highly profitable growing industry to escape with     
     little or no pollution control expenditures under the antidegradation      
     policy.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.162     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20910                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the proposed Guidance rely on a cost benefit analysis to 
     establish the appropriate ratio for on a case-by-case analysis to determine
     mandatory expenditures and alternatives for enhanced treatment to prevent  
     the significant lowering of water quality.                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  The Guidance should rely on case-by-case analysis with some       
     consideration of cost per pound toxic equivalent removal.  However as noted
     in the previous answer, there must be judgement applied in determining the 
     appropriate levels of required expenditure.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.163     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20910                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the use of a bechmark control cost based on unit cost
     estimates developed for source categories as part of this rule making.     
                                                                                
     Answer:  This approach may have some potential for removing the most       
     ridiculous demands of the antidegradation policy. However, it would seem   
     that going through the process of developing source category costs as part 
     of this rule making will delay the rule making for a long period of time.  
     The goal is to make the existing antidegradation procedures of the Great   
     Lakes states more consistent and not to make them identical and the        
     Guidance should not make them unnecessarily complicated and be sure that   
     they are left to the state's discretion.                                   
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     Response to: D2741.164     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: D2741.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20911                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the alternative or enhanced treatment analysis include   
     consideration of relative energy consumption air emissions and non water   
     quality impacts.                                                           
                                                                                
     Answer:  The agency should take a total ecosystem approach and place the   
     burden, not just the discharger, but on all the toxic imports of concern   
     throughout the Great Lakes system.  EPA should seek to avoid improvements  
     to the Great Lakes at the cost of detriment elsewhere in the system.  This 
     means not transferring a toxic compound from one media to another.  The    
     input of toxins into the Great Lakes ecoystem through air deposition is not
     covered under the Clean Air Act to the extent that it will protect and     
     restore the Great Lakes and achieve the objectives of the Great Lakes and  
     achieve the objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  This   
     must be done if the objectives are to met.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2741.165     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the greater flexibility of the final Guidance should          
     facilitate consideration of cross-media transfer issues as recommended by  
     the commenter.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20911                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on how broadly the area in which the waters are located 
     should be defined and should the decision depend upon the type of pollutant
     involved.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  The area of consideration should include the entire drainage basin
     of the Great Lakes system and a total ecosystem approach should be used.   
     This should include not only impacts generated within the system but those 
     that are inputs to the system from outside the system.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.166     
     
     The final Guidance does not provide detailed direction to States and Tribes
     on how to define the area affected by a lowering of water quality.  The    
     affected area will vary depending on a number of factors including the type
     of pollutant, the size of the discharge and the size of the receiving      
     stream.  For example, pollutants identified as BCCs will affect a          
     comparatively larger area than pollutants that are not.  EPA recommends    
     that the affected area be determined on a case-by-case basis.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20912                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the requirements of remedial action provisions.      
                                                                                
     Answer:  The states, with the help of EPA, are involved in remedial action 
     plans (RAP).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.167     
     
     Not a comment.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2741.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20913                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  It is appropriate to require facilities to make expenditures at 
     the threshold amount even if the expenditure does not fully eliminate the  
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  This would appear to be related to the cost per pound of toxic    
     removal.  If there is a sufficient cost beefit, then the expenditure should
     be appropriated.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.168     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20913                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  What is the application of affordability measures and how might 
     they most effectively and efficiently utilized?                            
                                                                                
     Answer:  Because of the severe economic problems, the region has           
     experienced, affordability should be an element of every decision under the
     antidegradation policy.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.169     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20913                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  What is the potential use of a strict cost benefit analysis from
     making antidegradation decisions?                                          
                                                                                
     Answer:  The antidegradation decisions should be based on a cost benefit   
     analysis.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.170     
     
     The commenter urges EPA to rely on cost-benefit analysis in determining    
     whether or alternative or enhanced treatment that will prevent a           
     significant lowering of water quality is affordable as an alternative to   
     the approach taken in the proposed Guidance that would have defined        
     alternative or enhanced treatment as affordable if the cost of the         
     alternative or enhanced treatment would add ten percent or less to the     
     waste water treatment costs of the proposed project and the treatment      
     option selected would eliminate the significant lowering of water quality. 
     The final Guidance does not specify a method to be used by States and      
     Tribes to determine whether or not alternative or enhanced treatment is    
     affordable.  There are several reasons why the final Guidance does not     
     require States and Tribes to use the approach contained in the proposed    
     Guidance.  First, EPA did not wish to prevent States and Tribes from using 
     more sophisticated measures of affordability where such measures exist and 
     are available to States and Tribes.  Second, the approach taken in the     
     proposal, although simple to implement, could both underestimate and       
     overestimate the ability of a party to afford alternative and enhanced     
     treatment.  Third, the proposed Guidance took an all or nothing approach to
     eliminating the significant lowering of water quality; if the significant  
     lowering of water quality could not be eliminated through an expenditure of
     ten percent or less, the part was not required to make any expenditure,    
     even if the magnitude of the significant lowering of water quality could be
     reduced substantially.                                                     
                                                                                
     For the reasons stated above, the final Guidance does not specify a        
     particular mechanism for determining affordability of alternative or       
     enhanced treatment.  Although the alternative and enhanced treatment       
     component is still an essential part of the antidegradation demonstration, 
     States and Tribes are free to use measures they deem appropriate to each   
     circumstance on a case-by- case basis.  States and Tribes are also free to 
     consider the affordability of treatment options that only partially        
     eliminate the need for a significant lowering of water quality.  The       
     greater flexibility of the final Guidance will make it easier for States   
     and Tribes to respond to each situation on an individual basis.            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20914                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Is the flexibility inherent in the proposed Guidance to make it 
     sensitive to the needs of the recovering firm or company, and should       
     special provisions be made for recovering firms.                           
                                                                                
     Answer:  Since both before and after degradation allowable under the       
     policy, the waters must be high quality waters where there are some        
     provisions for companies or municipalities with economic hardships.        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.171     
     
     See response to comment D2741.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20915                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the policy position established by the proposed      
     mandatory expenditure requirements.                                        
                                                                                
     Answer:  Mandatory expenditures under the antidegradation policy where the 
     resulting water quality after degradation will be better than water quality
     standards require should not be required with no hope of financial relief. 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.172     
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     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2741.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20917                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should an offset approach be used for the Great Lakes           
     antidegradation policy?                                                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  Offsets are an accepted means of meeting environmental protection 
     goals.  They have the advantage that the free market can be used to make   
     provisions more cost effective.  The dischargers should have the option of 
     pursuing increased discharge through the antidegradation policy or if that 
     fails, an opportunity to purchase offsets.  The offset approach allows     
     dischargers which need to increase their discharge an opportunity to find  
     the lowest cost location in the system for removal of the pollutant.  This 
     serves both the environmental and the economic interest of the region.     
     Furthermore, the offset should be available anywhere in the region, since  
     after the degradation is allowed, under the antidegradation policy, the    
     receiving waters must continue to be better than water quality standards   
     require.  The protection afforded is of the mass loading to the Great Lakes
     basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.173     
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2741.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     PAGE 20919                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on US EPA's proposal for site specific modifications of 
     chronic aquatic life criteria.                                             
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA's proposal to allow site specific modification of chronic     
     aquatic life criteria is a good idea.  LSPI supports any scientifically    
     sound approach which more effectively accommodates models or replicates    
     actual conditions.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.174     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2741.175
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20919                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on US EPA's proposed policy regarding site specific     
     modifications for wildlife and human health criteria/values and BAFs.      
                                                                                
     Answer:  The proposed rules artificially and improperly disallow the       
     development of site specific human health and wildlife criteria that are   
     less restrictive than the proposed criteria.  The proposed rules           
     arbitrarily allow site specific BAFs only if bioaccumulation at the        
     particular location in question is greater than the regulatory default     
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     These restrictions are not supported by technical analysis because the     
     agency's proposal is scientifically insupportable.  EPA has no justifiable 
     basis for establishing the proposed criteria as the absolute maximum.      
     Human health criteria should be adjusted to reflect lower consumption rates
     of fish and fatty contents if those adjustments better represent the actual
     conditions at a particular location.  Similarly, wildlife criteria should  
     be adjusted for site specific exposure assumptions as reasonably justified.
     The scientific evidence including site specific modifications should serve 
     the foundation for all numeric criteria, values and factors whether or not 
     the adjustment is more or less restrictive.  If site specific modifications
     ae warranted based upon local consumption patterns, food chain             
     characteristics, habit ability of species, etc., and protection of         
     downstream uses can be demonstrated, prohibiting them is not scientifically
     defensible.  Since the conservative nature of determining the criteria does
     not take into acoount persistence, bioavailability, and environmental fate 
     and transport considerations, less restrictive adjustments should be made. 
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     Response to: D2741.175     
     
     Please refer to comment D2621.022 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2741.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20919                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA allow less stringent site specific modifications  
     to the aquatic life criteria values?                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  Site specific modifications should always be used because they    
     lead to more representative and scientifically sound criteria.             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.176     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2741.177
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question:  Should Procedure 1 in Appendix F to Part 132 contain specific   
     text requiring modification of aquatic life and wildlife criteria values on
     a site specific basis to provide appropriate protection for threatened or  
     endangered species?                                                        
                                                                                
     Answer:  Site specific modifications should be allowed for protection of   

Page 2411



$T044618.TXT
     endangered species, but not required.  Consideration of exposure           
     probabilities necessitate flexibility and accordingly EPA should not       
     mandate site specific protection of endangered species.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.177     
     
     For more information on protection of threatened or endangered species see 
     Sections VIII.A.2., III.B.3., and II.G. of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2741.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20920                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the two possible alternatives to the proposed        
     Procedure 1 to Appendix F.                                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  The first alternative arbitrarily limits the site specific        
     modifications to tributaries based on the objective of consistency.  Due to
     the major differences both within and between the Great Lakes,             
     opportunities for site specific modifications must not be limited to       
     tributaries and connecting channels but rather for all of the lakes.       
                                                                                
     The second alternative only allow aquatic life, human health and wildlife  
     criteria for non bio-accumulative compounds of concern to be adjusted      
     upward or downward on a site specific basis.  While this certainly improves
     on the proposed rule, and for that matter, on the first alternative        
     discussed, it arbitrarily precludes necessary site specific modifications  
     for BCCs.  Scientific evidence and actual data should be used to adjust    
     criteria according to actual measured conditions whenever possible.  As    
     long as water quality criteria are assumed to be properly calculated by    
     site specific testing, site specific modification for all pollutants, BCCs 
     or non BCCs should always be allowed.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.178     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2741.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20922                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should Procedure 2.c.3 of Appendix F be clarified to prevent any
     bootstrapping by parties who have contributed to the human cause conditions
     or sources of pollution?                                                   
                                                                                
     Answer:  The procedure authorizes a variance where a water quality standard
     cannot be met due to human caused conditions or sources of pollution which 
     would cause greater environmental damage to correct than to leave in place,
     or which cannot be remedied.  Many of the human caused conditions in the   
     Great Lakes system have been created by dischargers that were lawful at the
     time they occurred and accordingly, US EPA should not preclude such        
     dischargers from obtaining a variance.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.179     
     
     See Response ID: NWF P2742.481                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2741.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20922                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether variances addressing ubiquitous pollutants   
     should be available to new as well as existing dischargers.                
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA should make available to new dischargers variances for        
     pollutants that cause a receiving stream to be out of compliance with a    
     water quality criteria.  Despite EPA's contention that point source        
     discharges can install controls necessary to achieve water quality         
     standards, it is ridiculous to expect new discharges to fulfill this goal  
     for ubiquitous pollutants.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2741.180     
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     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2741.181
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20922                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether the appropriate amount of latitude is given  
     to the states and tribes.                                                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  The Great Lakes and tribes should not be bound to incorporate the 
     substantive aspects of the proposed Guidance.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.181     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.219                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2741.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20923                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question: Has US EPA provided sufficient guidance for the states and tribe 
     to make appropriate decisions on variance applications?                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  Far more discretion should be given to the states to use the      
     guidance appropriately.                                                    
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     Response to: D2741.182     
     
     See Response ID: Wisconsin P2720.157                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2741.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20923                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should variances be available for new and increasing            
     dischargers?                                                               
                                                                                
     Answer:  Variances should be equally available for all dischargers.        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.183     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2741.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20923                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should an antidegradation demonstration be required before a    
     variance is granted?                                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  No antidegradation review should be required before a water       
     quality variance is granted.                                               
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     Response to: D2741.184     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2741.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20923                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should a variance be processed only after an NPDES permit is    
     issued?                                                                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  Whenever requested by a perspective permittee or a permittee      
     seeking permit reissuance, a variance should be processed in conjunction   
     with the new or reissued NPDES permit.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.185     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20924                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Are the public notice requirements adequate to allow the public 
     to be fully involved in the variance process?                              
                                                                                
     Answer: The public notice requirements are sufficient.                     
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     Response to: D2741.186     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20924                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed renewal requirements.                   
                                                                                
     Answer:  Variance renewals should be put into the permit renewal process   
     for the reasons stated above regarding initial issuance of a variance.     
     
     
     Response to: D2741.187     
     
     EPA has provided this flexibility in the final Guidance.  See section      
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20924                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed information requirements and time frames
     for US EPA approval of variances.                                          
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA should have 30 days to make its determination and if no formal
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     determination is forthcoming, the variance should be considered approved.  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.188     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20924                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether the proposed Guidance adequately meets the   
     intent and substantive requirements for state and tribal adoption of       
     variances as changes to water quality standards.                           
                                                                                
     Answer:  The proposed approach to append variances to water quality        
     standards is preferable compared to requiring states or tribes to implement
     variances through water quality standard adoption processes.               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.189     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20924                                                                 
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     Question:  Comment on whether a mandatory time frame is necessary within   
     which variance must be appended to state and tribal water quality          
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  Since the public will be made aware of the standards of the       
     changes to the standards through the publc participation protocol, and     
     since the variances will not impact the standards to other dischargers, no 
     mandatory time frame is necessary.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.190     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20926                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Does the proposed Guidance require lake states or tribes to act 
     in a sufficiently timely manner on variance applications?                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  The variance issuance process should be combined with the permit  
     issuance and modification process.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.191     
     
     EPA agrees.  The final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance on variances has 
     been modified to allow States to combine variance requests with the permit 
     issuance and modification process where appropriate.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20926                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Does the proposed Guidance require Great Lakes states or tribes 
     to act in a sufficiently timely manner in initiating a permit modification 
     in response to approved water quality variance?                            
                                                                                
     Answer:  The variance issuance process should be combined with the permit  
     issuance modification process.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.192     
     
     See Response ID: D2741.191                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20926                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether the factors for granting variances to water  
     bodies in the Great Lakes system should be different than those for        
     granting variances in other waters of the United States.                   
                                                                                
     Answer:  The factors for granting variances for the Great Lakes system     
     should be more flexible than national requirements.  The proposed program  
     contains new criteria methodologies that overly restrictive to account for 
     poor scientific evidence and data bases.  Some of the proposed levels      
     effectively require zero discharge, which will become impossible to meet as
     analytical capabilities improve.  The GLI serves as a prototype for future 
     initiatives throughout the country and should therefore be more flexible,  
     particularly in the early phases and until the entire country is under the 
     same standard.  Increased flexibility in variance requirements is necessary
     to accommodate the lack of criteria and conservative approaches embodied in
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.193     
     
     EPA has provided more State and Tribal flexibility in the final Guidance.  
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2741.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20926                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should Best Management Practices (BMP) for non point source     
     controls be limited to BMPs the permittee can implement.                   
                                                                                
     Answer:  Required BMPs should be limited to those that may be implemented  
     by a particular discharger on a reasonable and cost effective basis.  If   
     variances are not available unless all BMPs have been installed throughout 
     an area, conscientious permittees will be unfairly and arbitrarily placed  
     at the mercy of other organizations who have ignored their duty to         
     implement BMPs.  It would be unfair to withhold an unncessary variance from
     a discharger who acted quickly and responsively merely because another     
     discharger was recalcitrant. The agency should never punish those who act  
     in an environmentally conscientious manner.   Individual dischargers should
     never be expected to install any BMPs without the consideration of cost and
     reasonableness.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.194     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20926                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Is there a need for public comment early in the variance        
     process?                                                                   
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     Answer:  The public notice requirements are sufficient.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.195     
     
     EPA agrees that a formal public notice in all Great Lakes States is        
     unnecessary but has retained the requirement that the State or Tribe shall 
     notify the other Great Lakes States and Tribes of the preliminary decision.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20926                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should public notices for variances be issued throughout all    
     Great Lakes states for each proposed question variance?                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  Public notice requirements should be limited to the impacted area.
     
     
     Response to: D2741.196     
     
     EPA agrees that basin-wide public notices are not needed since the final   
     Guidance maintains the requirement that States and Tribes notify the other 
     Great Lakes States and Tribes of the preliminary decision.                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2741.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20926                                                                 
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     Question:  Should variances be granted for up to five years as opposed to  
     three years?                                                               
                                                                                
     Answer:  Variances should be granted for up to five years because the      
     alternative is administratively cumbersome and often impractical.  A three 
     year variance limit was originally proposed to coincide with the review of 
     water quality standards.  The three year limit also presumes that a change 
     to applicable standards will be made to remove the need for the variance.  
     However, since the studies and administrative procedures necessary to      
     justify and implement a revision to the standard exceed three years, it    
     makes sense that an additional two years be required so that variances     
     should be granted for up to five years.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.197     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20927                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should EPA allow regional variances and, if so, should a TMDL be
     required prior to issuing a decision on the variance?                      
                                                                                
     Answer:  Regional variances are necessary to avoid cumbersome and          
     ineffective implementation of the variance program, and to deal with       
     situations where most of all dischargers on a water body may need a        
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.198     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2741.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20927                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Are additional safeguards needed to protect threatened or       
     endangered species?                                                        
                                                                                
     Answer: The variance procedures sufficiently protect threatened or         
     endangered species through requiring dischargers to maintain the level of  
     treatment achieved under the previous permit.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.199     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.237                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2741.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20927                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Is further guidance necessary for determining social or economic
     impact?                                                                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  In assessing the substantial widespread social and economic       
     impact, EPA should allow for more flexibility than provided in the         
     antidegradation demonstrations.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.200     
     
     The final Guidance allows States and Tribes a great deal of discretion in  
     making decisions with respect to antidegradation demonstrations.  This     
     discretion gives States and Tribes the ability to tailor their decisions to
     the circumstances of individual dischargers.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2741.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20927                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should US EPA expand the variance process to address Section 404
     permits?                                                                   
                                                                                
     Answer:  The variance process should be available for Section 404          
     permitting purposes because discharges of dredged or fill material are     
     legitimately subject to the type of efforts envisioned by the GLI.         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.201     
     
     See Response ID: D3071L.011                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2741.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20930                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the proposed Guidance provide for consideration of       
     pollutant degradation and transport outside the mixing zone when background
     concentrations are calculated using actual loadings to the system of       
     interest?                                                                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  Full consideration of degradation and transport outside the mixing
     zone should be considered in all cases.  Since many organics quickly       
     biodegrade and may completely degrade either within or shortly beyond the  
     mixing zone, these mechanisms may significantly impact acceptable TMDLs    
     that should be factored into TMDL calculations.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.202     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA has decided to adhere to its current 
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     national policy regarding the circumstances under which pollutant          
     degradation may be taken into account in developing TMDLs.  See the        
     preamble to the proposal at 58 Fed. Reg. 20802, 20928.  Accordingly, EPA   
     does not adopt the commenter's suggestion that degradation and transport   
     automatically be considered in all cases; rather, the final Guidance       
     specifies that TMDLs and related analyses shall be based on the assumption 
     that the pollutant in question does not degrade.  However, in              
     acknowledgement of the commenter's point that pollutant degradation can be 
     a very relevant factor, the final Guidance also authorizes the regulatory  
     authority to take into account degradation of the pollutant if, among other
     things, scientifically valid field studies or other scientifically valid   
     information demonstrates that degradation of the pollutant is expected to  
     occur under the full range of environmental conditions expected to be      
     encountered, and if it addresses other factors affecting the level of      
     pollutants in the water column.  For a discussion of this issue, see the   
     SID at VIII.C.8.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2741.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20930                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  EPA solicits comment on whether the definition of quantification
     level should be made more precise and if so how should it be changed?  EPA 
     is particularly interested in whether a particular degree of confidence    
     should be specified.                                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  While individual dischargers can exercise some degree of quality  
     control over their own monitoring programs and laboratory procedures, they 
     cannot control or verify the field data used by the agency to calculate    
     background concentrations in the receiving stream.  Yet, the value assigned
     to such background concentrations has a direct impact on the water quality 
     based effluent limits in the dischargers permit and the dischargers ability
     to achieve compliance with such limits.  Results below the level of        
     quantification should be assigned a value of zero.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2741.203     
     
     See response to comment P2588.348.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2741.204
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20931                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Is the elimination of mixing zones over a ten year period an    
     appropriate mechanism for addressing concerns with bioaccumulative         
     chemicals of concern (BCCs) in Great Lakes system?                         
                                                                                
     Answer:  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs does not have any        
     economic or scientific justification.  Prohibiting BCC mixing zones is an  
     indirect means to control mass pollutant loadings and is extremely         
     inappropriate and inefficient.  Point source contributions comprise only a 
     small fraction of total loadings.  Accordingly, the elimination of mixing  
     zones for BCCs is simply unjustified from a cost/benefit standpoint.       
     
     
     Response to: D2741.204     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2741.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20933                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the stream design flow for implementing chronic      
     aquatic life criteria.                                                     
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA should use a thirty day consecutive low flow in 10 year period
     designed to implement chronic aquatic life criteria because these criteria 
     are usually translated into monthly average permit limitations.            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.205     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2741.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20936                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed method of calculating a default dilution
     fraction and suggest alternatives to the proposed method.                  
                                                                                
     Answer:  When used with conservative stream design flows, dilution         
     fractions create unreasonably stringent requirements and should be deleted 
     unless they can be justified on a site by site basis.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.206     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.EPA disagrees that the dilution fractions
     specified in the final Guidance are intrinsically unreasonable.  As        
     discussed in the SID at VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6, they are intended to promote
     consistency within the Great Lakes System in an environmentally sound      
     manner. While EPA disagrees that the dilution fractions provisions should  
     be specified on a site-by-site (rather than basin-wide) basis, EPA does    
     agree that site-specific considerations can be relevant in determining the 
     proper dilution fraction in a particular situation. Accordingly, the final 
     Guidance affords the state and tribal permit writer, if so authorized by   
     the State or Tribe, the flexibility to consider site-specific factors in   
     the form of a mixing zone demonstration developed pursuant to procedure 3.F
     of appendix F. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6 and     
     VIII.C.9.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2741.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20937                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  What type of information is sufficient to demonstrate pollutant 
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     degradation in ambient waters?                                             
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA must incorporate degradation into the methodology in order to 
     properly model the actual assimilative capacity of the receiving waters.   
     The agency should direct states to gather site specific information in     
     scientifically sound studies.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.207     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2741.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     PAGE 20937                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should some or all physical transport processes be precluded    
     from consideration in the development of TMDLs and WLAs?                   
                                                                                
     Answer:  No transport processes should be precluded from consideration in  
     the development of TMDLs and WLAs.  EPA should strive to develop TMDLs and 
     WLAs that depict actual conditions as closely as possible and, in that     
     vein, transport processes are integral to an accurate model of instream    
     impacts.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.208     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2741.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     PAGE 20938                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should mixing zones under Option B be allowed to extend from a  
     tributary into a lake or connecting channel?                               
                                                                                
     Answer:  Mixing zones should be allowed to extend into a lake or connecting
     channel.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.209     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2741.210
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20938                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question: Comment on Options A and B.                                      
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA states that a TMDL is required only when a reasonable         
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     criterion is determined to exist.  No TMDL is required if no reasonable    
     potential to exceed a water quality standard exists, but a TMDL is needed  
     to ascertain whether a reasonable potential exists.  It is impractical to  
     perform a TMDL analysis for every pollutant and water body every time a    
     discharger is identified as a source of a criteria pollutant, irrespective 
     of loading and fate mechanisms.  The regulatory agency should have the     
     authority to determine that a TMDL is not required based on a combination  
     of effluent data and instream data.  Determining whether a discharge may   
     cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard is        
     currently based only on effluent considerations.  However, actual instream 
     quality and tissue data routinely generated at the state level, at         
     significant expense, provide great insight into actual stream conditions   
     and, accordingly, should be used to help determine whether a TMDL is       
     needed.  If water quality data demonstrate that a pollutant is never       
     detected or a standard is never approached, or if fish tissue data         
     establish that concentrations are well below human health and wildlife     
     criteria, a TMDL should not be required.                                   
                                                                                
     Option A requires the permitting agency to determine a pollutant specific  
     TMDL for an entire basin once it is established that one point source      
     discharges the pollutant, irrespective of the loading.  Option A is not    
     more protective than Option B, which requires a basin-wide TMDL analysis to
     assure that water quality criteria are achieved.  Thus, Option A creates an
     unnecessary administrative burden.  Option B is a better approach.         
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     Response to: D2741.210     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2741.211
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20939                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question: Should one-half the detection limit be used for measurements     
     reported as not detected in order to calculate background concentrations?  
                                                                                
     Answer:  Although US EPA's proposal is a common approach, the agency should
     change the protocol to allow the use of appropriate statistical methods for
     data sets that include a large number of values below the detection limit. 
     Otherwise, the agency's approach will result in an unrealistically high    
     background concentration for data sets with a large proportion of          
     measurements below the detection limit.  Since specific statistical methods
     are available to estimate an arithmetic mean concentration for such data   
     sets, a proposed alternative may be readily implemented.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.211     
     
     Please refer to comment D1996.015 for the response to this comment.See     
     response to comment P2771.049.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2741.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20939                                                                 
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     Question:  Should the states be allowed to use the results of dynamic      
     modeling irrespective of whether the results are less stringent as compared
     to steady state approaches.                                                
                                                                                
     Answer:  EPA's unnecessarily conservative requirement has no basis.  The   
     agency should encourage dynamic modeling and the results should be used    
     whether they produce more or less stringent results than the typical mass  
     balance procedures.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.212     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.a of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2741.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AGE 20939                                                                  
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on particular means for controlling non-point sources.  
                                                                                
     Answer:  Non-point sources are the largest contributor of pollutants to    
     water in the Great Lakes region.  In Lake Superior alone, 94.5 percent of  
     the mass loading of BCCs comes from air deposition alone.  The remaining   
     5.5 percent comes from regulated point sources and ground water non-point  
     sources such as sediments and landfill leachates and other unregulated     
     activities.  EPA has attempted to curtail a portion of this by requiring   
     Best Management Practices (BMP) to control storm water runoff including    
     activities associated with industry.                                       
                                                                                
     Any additional attempt to control non-point source contributions to water  
     pollution must include reduction of the airborne pollutants.               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.213     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: D2741.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20947                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on calculating a preliminary effluent limitation        
     including the appropriateness of specifying a methodology and any suggested
     alternative methodologies.                                                 
                                                                                
     Answer:  The methodology proposed by EPA is overly conservative because it 
     assumes that both the seven day consecutive lowest fow in a 10 year period 
     (7Q 10) and the maximum effluent concentration are going to happen during  
     the same time period.  The agency should use dynamic and statistical       
     modeling to understand the likelihood and impact of these interactions.    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.214     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: D2741.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20949                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether the level of at least 50 per cent of the     
     potential limitation in an effluent dominated stream is a reasonable       
     comparison for projected effluent quality to assure that the water quality 
     based effluent limitations are required where necessary.                   
                                                                                
     Answer:  Any safety factor is unnecessary because the procedure already    
     bases its calculation on the simultaneous occurrence of the lowest 7Q 10   
     with the highest concentration.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.215     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: D2741.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20949                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the sufficiency of existing guidance for determining 
     the need for water quality based effluent limitations on the absence of    
     facility specific effluent monitoring data or whether the minimum          
     requirements should be specified in the final guidance.                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  Existing guidance relies heavily on the use of best professional  
     judgement in making the reasonable potential determination.                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.216     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2741.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20951                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the permitting authority be required to generate ambient 
     screening values, and if necessary, generate or have generated data        
     sufficient to develop a Tier II value based upon the protection of human   
     health from carcinogenic effects of pollutants.                            
                                                                                
     Answer:  Tier II values are not based upon good science or enough science  
     to be used for effluent based limitations.  To use the completely unbounded
     screening values reduces the scientific basis to virtually nothing.  This  
     is extremely inappropriate because it puts the burden on the discharger to 
     develop values and will force the discharger to develop the data base for  
     Tier I criteria as a protection against unreasonable low permit limits.    
     This is extremely costly and may be impossible for many point source       
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     dischargers, particularly small to medium size operations.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2741.217     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.  In addition, current Federal Regulations require
     permitting authorities to develop a fact sheet or statement of basis of    
     each draft NPDES permit and to make the draft permit, including the fact   
     sheet or statement of basis of the permit, available through public notice.
      (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The fact sheet or statement of basis of 
     the permit, and the findings characterized in it, including any            
     determinations that WQBELs are needed and the basis for such findings, are 
     reviewable by the public prior to issuance of the final NPDES permit.      
     Where a discharger is concerned that the permitting authority may be about 
     to regulate a compound that does not legitimately present unacceptable     
     risks based on current  scientific understanding, the discharger should    
     challenge such proposed action during the permit development and issuance  
     process.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2741.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     PAGE 20951                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the exception from the requirement to generate Tier  
     II values for the protection of aquatic life if the permittee demonstrates 
     that biological assessments have shown that there are no acute or chronic  
     effects of aquatic life and the whole effluent toxicity testing does not   
     exhibit any acute or chronic toxicity.                                     
                                                                                
     Answer:  The whole basis of regulatory programs should be the reasonable   
     protection of humans and valued resources and therefore this exception is  
     supported.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2741.218     
     
     The exception to tier II value generation for aquatic life protection has  
     been retained in the final Guidance.  EPA notes that this exception is for 
     aquatic life tier II values only and notes that in addition to the WET and 
     biological assessment conditions described in the comment, the third       
     condition that must be met in order to exercise the exception is that there
     must be insufficient data to calculate a tier I criterion or a tier II     
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     value for aquatic life. Where such data are available, the exception to    
     tier II value generation may not be exercised.  See also Supplementary     
     Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable Potential, Section f,  
     determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When Tier II Values are Not
     Available.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2741.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20951                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the exception apply to pollutants that have been         
     identified as BCCs?                                                        
                                                                                
     Answer:  There is no scientific basis for treating BCCs different fom non  
     BCCs. The wildlife and human criteria account for bioaccumulation which is 
     the only distiguishing feature of BCCs.  Even without the degree of        
     conservatism built into the Guidance, BCCs hould not be treated differently
     than non BCCs.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.219     
     
     See discussion on limitation of tier II aquatic life exception to non-bccs 
     in Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable       
     Potential,  Section f, determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When
     Tier II Values are Not Available.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20958                                                                 
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     Question:  For intake credits conditions, should the Guidance define the   
     phrase "same body of water" or allow permitting authorities discretion to  
     interpret this phrase on a case-by-case basis.                             
                                                                                
     Answer:  By applying virtually identical water quality standards across the
     entire basin, this is a moot question.  The waters subject to the Guidance 
     are interconnected and required to meet the same water quality standards.  
     Therefore, the same body of water question should not be asked if the water
     is withdrawn and returned to the surface waters in the basin.  If the      
     source is not one of those waters, then the permit writer should have the  
     authority to exercise discretion in making the same body of water          
     determination.  This would be consistent with the application of the limit 
     of that limitation in technology based effluent intake credits.            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.220     
     
     This comment raises the same issues as D2722.033 and is addressed in       
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20959                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the interpretation of "contribution of no additional 
     amount," the use of statistical methods to make this determination, and    
     whether minimum data requirements should be specified in the final         
     regulation period.                                                         
                                                                                
     Answer:  This condition on the use of intake credits must accommodate the  
     fact that there are incidental additions of pollutants in any process.  The
     condition must be written so that the agencies are not perpetually engaged 
     in conflict with the discharges over insignificant natural processes such  
     as corrosion.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.221     
     
     This comment is addressed in the response for comment ID P2588.075.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.222
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20960                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether the final regulations should specify a       
     maximum distance between the intake and outfall or a maximum time interval 
     between intake and discharge to be eligible for proposed procedure 5e on   
     intake credits.                                                            
                                                                                
     Answer:  These conditions on the use of intake credits are purely for      
     protection of the stream from ill effects from the withdrawal and discharge
     of the water not associated with industrial processes but rather from      
     retention in the system.  It should therefore not be reduced to a          
     regulatory rule or guidance.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2741.222     
     
     This issue raised by this comment is addressed in the SID at Section       
     VIII.E.7.a.iv.  Also, see response to comment P2574.103.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2741.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20960                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the final Guidance specify minimum monitoring            
     requirements for all facilities? Should permitting authorities be required 
     to consider specified factors in making this determination, and would      
     permit conditions be adequate in lieu of the proposed monitoring           
     provisions?                                                                
                                                                                
     Answer:  Maximum flexibility should be given to states so that they can set
     the appropriate levels of monitoring for the wide variety of different     
     situations.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.223     
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     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.ii.(B), permitting           
     authorities have considerable discretion is developing appropiate          
     monitoring requirements.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2741.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20969                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should the Guidance require the Great Lakes states and tribes to
     adopt numeric criteria for whole effluent toxicity (WET).  If so, what     
     would be appropriate numeric criteria for WET?                             
                                                                                
     Answer:  Uniform WET criteria for the entire Great Lakes basin is totally  
     inappropriate because of the failure of the proposed Guidance to take into 
     account the site specific uses to be protected by such criterion.  EPA     
     provides the states with the flexibility to set different WET criteria on  
     water bodies where aquatic life use designations are different.            
                                                                                
     There should always be maximum flexibility to consider the various         
     characteristics and the complex interactions occurring in a receiving water
     to insure that the designated uses and classifications are being met.      
     
     
     Response to: D2741.224     
     
     See comments P2718.302 and D2719.157 for a discussion of the available     
     site-specific considerations in establishing WET permit limits.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2741.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20970                                                                 

Page 2439



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the proposed method for preventing acute WET effects 
     in high and low delusion receiving water situations.                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  Unusual situations where discharge plumes overlap and toxic       
     effects are compounded in the ambient water should be addressed on a site  
     specific basis.  States willing to assume the administrative burden of     
     collecting or considering the necessary dispersion information should be   
     given the option of doing so.  WET requirements which are more stringent   
     than the national guidelines have not been justified for the GLI.  There is
     no reason why aquatic life should require more protection in the Great     
     Lakes than anywhere else in the country.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.225     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  EPA believes that the goals of the CWA and the 
     Critical Programs Act are best served by requiring consistency in the WET  
     criteria goals applicable to the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2741.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20970                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether it would be appropriate to allow discharges  
     with toxicity in excess of 1.0 TUa where site specific information is      
     available to demonstrate that such discharges will not cause or contribute 
     or have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of
     a state water quality standard.                                            
                                                                                
     Answer:  The allowance of discharges where site specific information       
     demonstrates that such discharges will not cause, contribute or have the   
     reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a state or 
     tribal water quality standard is supported.  Permitted loading of the      
     individual pollutants will remain, thus preventing any increase.  Site     
     specific WET will not cause degradation.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.226     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2741.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20970                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question: Comment on the ability of 1.0 TUc applied at the edge of a       
     chronic mixing zone to sufficiently achieve a state's narrative water      
     quality criterion.                                                         
                                                                                
     Answer:  Chronic toxicity limits are not appropriate because the protocols 
     for identifying and controlling chronic WET have not been fully developed  
     or tested.  Furthermore, there is no clear professional census for the     
     conclusion reached in the complex effluent toxicity testing program that   
     effluent toxicity can be correlated directly to impact the receiving       
     waters.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Several additional factors complicate the relationship between laboratory  
     evaluations of effluent toxicity and the prediction of instream effects.   
     The complex mix of natural conditions in the receiving waters can only be  
     approximated in the laboratories.  Suspended solids, biological            
     transformations, bioavailability and chemical transformations can all      
     affect the toxicity of an effluent.  Other attributes of the natural       
     environment such as storm events, ambient fluctuations in water quality,   
     and habit characteristics may mask or counteract the effects of an effluent
     discharge. In addition, test species may not appropriately represent the   
     sensitivity of the indigenous species, or the indigenous population may    
     have acclimated or adapted to a particular toxicant and not show adverse   
     response.  Finally, instream effects will be over emphasized in the        
     critical low flow if the critical low flow isused to predict exposure of   
     aquatic organisms to toxic discharge instead of the actual flow in the     
     receiving water at the time of discharge.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.227     
     
     See comment P2718.306 for a discussion of the relationship between the     
     effluent toxicity test and the impacts on the receiving waterbody.  Also   
     see response to comment D2719.159 for a discussion of site-specific        
     considerations regarding the WET procedure.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2741.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20971                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the use of a 96-hour exposure period to define waters
     exempted from chronic WET water quality based effluent limitations (WQBEL) 
     requirements an whether an alternative definition should be used.          
                                                                                
     Answer:  WET chronic limits should not be required for waters where a full 
     aquatic use is unattainable due to physical or hydrological conditions.    
     
     
     Response to: D2741.228     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in WET testing protocols.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2741.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20971                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the need for the requirement that no discharge shall 
     cause or constribute to causing an excursion above any numeric WET criteria
     or narrative criteria for water quality within a state or tribal water     
     system.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Answer:  Procedure 6 a 3 requires compliance with more stringent state     
     standards and therefore it is unnecessary.  States should retain the       
     flexibility concerning the application of state standards which are more   
     stringent than those required in this Guidance.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2741.229     
     
     EPA agrees that this provision is not necessary and did not include it in  
     the                                                                        
     final Guidance.  In light of this modification, EPA does not address the   
     reasoning provided by the commenter.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2741.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20971                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the WET test methods that should be identified in the
     final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance and what factors are permitting   
     authority should consider in approving a particular test and whether       
     consideration of such factors should be required in the final Guidance.    
                                                                                
     Answer:  No WET test methods other than the approved under 40 C.F.R. Part  
     136 should be required in the final Guidance.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2741.230     
     
     See comment P2718.309 for a discussion of the selection of WET test        
     procedures.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2741.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20971                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on whether WQBEL's for WET should be compared for       
     compliance purposes to all species tested or whether it is necessary to    
     provide specific requirements to meet the most sensitive species.          
                                                                                
     Answer:  This proposal should be rejected because it discourages           
     experimentation with other species.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2741.231     
     
     See comment P2742.609 for a discussion of the use of the most sensitive    
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     species.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2741.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20975                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should requirements to establish WQBELs that have both          
     concentration values and mass loading rates be limited to an identified    
     class of pollutants?                                                       
                                                                                
     Answer:  Establishing water quality based effluent limitations (WQBEL) that
     have both concentration values and mass loading rate values for the same   
     pollutant is not necessary.  The WQBEL should be established by either     
     concentration or mass loading rates but not both, depending on the water   
     quality criteria used to establish the limit.  Aquatic life criteria are   
     established based on the relationship between concentration and exposure.  
     Therefore, mass limits are inappropriate for limits based on aquatic life  
     criteria.  Conversely human health and wildlife criteria for               
     bioaccumulative compounds are derived using long-term exposure assumptions 
     since concentrations in a given pollutant in a receiving water fluctuate   
     over time, mass limits should be used to regulate bioaccumulative          
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2741.232     
     
     See response to comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both         
     concentration-based and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2741.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     PAGE 20976                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should mass loading limitations be expressed as monthly averages
     in combination with the appropriate concentration limits?                  
                                                                                
     Answer: Establishing water quality based effluent limitations as both      
     concentration values and mass loading rate values for the same pollutant is
     not necessary.  There should also be an intake credit for pollutants       
     received in the background such as from air deposition and non point source
     run offs.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2741.233     
     
     See response to the previous comment.EPA has modified the intake credit    
     provisions of the Guidance.  Please see the Supplemental Information       
     Document chapter on Intake Credits for a thorough discussion of the        
     available options.  Please keep in mind that a WQBEL will be required only 
     if there is a reasonable potential for the discharge to cause or contribute
     to an exceedance of a water quality standard.                              
                                                                                
     Also see the response to the previous comment.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2741.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20976                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Should mass loading values be calculated using the effluent flow
     rate values used in the development of WQBEL concentration values?         
                                                                                
     Answer:  To the extent flow variability causes design flow rates to be     
     exceeded, the higher rates must be considered.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2741.234     
     
     See response to comment P2720.207 for a discussion of the use of           
     appropriate facility flows in setting massed-based limits.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2741.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20977                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  How should the development of mass loading rate limits account  
     for wet weather effluent variability?                                      
                                                                                
     Answer:  The proposed procedure for calculating mass loading values does   
     not take into consideration the increased flows during and after wet       
     weather events and this will result in overly restrictive limits.  Any     
     discharge that has a variable flow must have the variability factored into 
     the mass loading limits.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.235     
     
     EPA agrees that wet weather variability should be accounted for in this    
     procedure.  Please see response to comment G2764.010.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2741.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20978                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  EPA invites specific comments whether the conditions of the     
     Pollutant Minimization Program (PMP) are appropriate including whether the 
     frequency for monitoring of the source of the pollutant and the influent   
     are appropriate.                                                           
                                                                                
     Answer:  LSPI strongly opposes the requirement to conduct a PMP simply     
     because permit limits are set below the quantification level, with no      
     indication that the regulated substance is actually present in the         
     dischargers effluent.  This approach would impose a substantial and costly 
     burden in the absence of any evidence that the PMP is necessary.  Before   
     any kind of PMP is imposed, the implementing agency must have some         
     reasonable basis to conclude that the relevant substance is present.       
     Furthermore, if a required PMP is not being fully performed during any     
     given time period, the discharger would be non-compliance even if the      
     relevant substance was not detected at any level and was not present in the
     discharge.  This should be deleted from the Guidance.                      
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     Similarly, the requirement to monitor the "source" of the pollutant and the
     effluent cannot be required unless the implementing agency has, in fact,   
     established that there is a source or that the relevant substance is       
     present in the influent.  Where the implementing agency does have a        
     reasonable basis to believe that a source of the pollutant exists, LSPI    
     believes that the implementing agency is in the best position, and should  
     have the discretion to set an appropriate monitoring frequency based on the
     specific circumstances involved.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2741.236     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2741.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20978                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  EPA solicits comments on whether the final Guidance should allow
     a facility to consider cost effectiveness in developing a PMP, and, if so, 
     what data the facility should consider in developing the program.          
                                                                                
     Answer:  A consideration of cost effectiveness in developing any PMP should
     always be done and required as a condition of the permit.  Where a given   
     pollutant is reasonably likely to be present at levels below the detection 
     limit, a PMP may be futile if there is no feasible method of treatment, or 
     if the substance is known to be present in the influent.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2741.237     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: CS/NCS
     Comment ID: D2741.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAGE 20981                                                                 
                                                                                
     Question:  Comment on the approaches outlined concerning compliance with   
     Tier I criteria and Tier II values.                                        
                                                                                
     Answer:  The proposed text should not arbitrarily preclude compliance      
     schedules for new or increasing dischargers.  New and increasing           
     dischargers should be afforded an equivalent opportunity to conduct        
     additional studies that may provide the basis for developing a Tier I      
     criteria or modifying a Tier II value.  Otherwise, new and increasing      
     dischargers will be unfairly placed a competitive disadvantage compared    
     with existing dischargers.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2741.238     
     
     After reviewing the comments received on new and increasing dischargers EPA
     made some changes to increase eligibility for compliance schedules.        
     Specifically, EPA revised the Guidance to eliminate the definition of      
     "increasing discharger" and redefined the term "existing discharger" to    
     include any discharger which is not a "new Great Lakes discharger".  The   
     definition of a "new Great Lakes discharger" (in Part 132.2 of the final   
     Guidance) includes "any building, structure, facility, or installation from
     which there is, or may be, a 'discharge of a pollutants', the construction 
     of which commenced after [insert date two years after publication of this  
     final Guidance]."  The final Guidance's revised definitions were modeled   
     after the existing 40 CFR 122.2 definitions for parallel terms, but with   
     the cut-off date modified to reflect the date by which States or Tribes    
     must adopt provisions consistent with the final Guidance.  Only "new Great 
     Lakes dischargers" are required to comply immediately upon commencement of 
     discharge with effluent limitations derived from a Tier I criterion, Tier  
     II value, whole effluent toxicity criterion, or narrative criterion.       
     Therefore, the new definition for an existing Great Lakes discharger, which
     includes those facilities previously defined as increasing dischargers, are
     eligible for schedules of compliance to meet more stringent limitations    
     derived from specified criteria and values.  The existing Great Lakes      
     discharger also, in accordance with the final Guidance's provisions under  
     Procedure 9.C.1, may be provided a reasonable period of time, up to two    
     years, in which to provide additional studies necessary to develop a Tier I
     criterion or to modify the Tier II value.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA has included increasing dischargers within the category of existing    
     Great Lakes dischargers since they are factually closer to existing Great  
     Lakes dischargers than to new Great Lakes dischargers.  EPA recognizes that
     increasing dischargers may be existing facilities which have a change (an  
     increase) in their discharge.  Such facilities would already have treatment
     systems in place for their curreD2741.238                                  
                                                                                
     After reviewing the comments received on new and increasing dischargers EPA
     made some changes to increase eligibility for compliance schedules.        
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     Specifically, EPA revised the Guidance to eliminate the definition of      
     "increasing discharger" and redefined the term "existing discharger" to    
     include any discharger which is not a "new Great Lakes discharger".  The   
     definition of a "new Great Lakes discharger" (in Part 132.2 of the final   
     Guidance) includes "any building, structure, facility, or installation from
     which there is, or may be, a 'discharge of a pollutants', the construction 
     of which commenced after [insert date two years after publication of this  
     final Guidance]."  The final Guidance's revised definitions were modeled   
     after the existing 40 CFR 122.2 definitions for parallel terms, but with   
     the cut-off date modified to reflect the date by which States or Tribes    
     must adopt provisions consistent with the final Guidance.  Only "new Great 
     Lakes dischargers" are required to comply immediately upon commencement of 
     discharge with effluent limitations derived from a Tier I criterion, Tier  
     II value, whole effluent toxicity criterion, or narrative criterion.       
     Therefore, existing dischargers, including those previously defined as     
     increasing dischargers, are eligible for schedules of compliance to meet   
     more stringent limitations derived from specified criteria and values.     
                                                                                
     EPA has included increasing dischargers within the category of existing    
     dischargers since they are factually closer to existing dischargers than to
     new dischargers.  EPA recognizes that increasing dischargers may be        
     existing facilities which have a change (an increase) in their discharge.  
     Such facilities would already have treatment systems in place for their    
     current discharge.  Thus, they would have less opportunity than a new      
     discharger does to design and build a new treatment system which will meet 
     new water quality-based requirements for their changed discharge.  Allowing
     existing facilities with a changed discharge (increasing discharger) a     
     compliance schedule will avoid placing them at a competitive disadvantage  
     vis-a-vis other existing dischargers, who are eligible for compliance      
     schedules.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The final Guidance, however, retained the prohibition against compliance   
     schedules for new Great Lakes dischargers because, as defined in Part      
     132.2, these permittees are the facilities whose construction commences    
     more than two years after the final Guidance is published in the Federal   
     Register.  Therefore, these permittees will have had ample notice of the   
     Guidance's new requirements and should have included the requirements in   
     the planning of the new facility.  Continuing this prohibition is also     
     consistent with the national regulations.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/NCS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2743.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we note that the proposal to impose mass load limits on POTW's may limit   
     our ability to control combined sewer overflows by transporting and        
     treating these wet weather flows at the wastewater plant.  We strongly     
     recommend that flexibility be incorporated so that the new mass load limits
     do not preclude CSO control efforts.                                       
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     Response to: D2743.001     
     
     EPA agrees that mass-based limits should not interfere with CSO control    
     efforts and, therefore, the permitting authority is given flexibility to   
     address wet weather flows impacting POTWs.  See comment G2764.010.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2743.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DWSD strongly recommends that the guidance package be revised to           
     incorporate an explicit statement that POTW's are not required to install  
     advanced technology to remove trace metals and organics as a result of this
     guidance package.  The guidance should define conventional secondary       
     treatment (or more stringent treatment as may be necessary to meet water   
     quality standards for conventional pollutants) as "Best Available Treatment
     (BAT) for municipal wastewater plants.  In essence, the policy should      
     establish a treatment technology cap so that POTW's can continue to rely on
     conventional biological processes for domestic wastewater treatment.  The  
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance should focus the efforts of POTW's on   
     adjustments to the Industrial Pretreatment Program, but should refrain from
     imposing requirements to construct sophisticated new wastewater treatment  
     processes.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.002     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2743.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     We are also concerned over the potentially burdensome requirements         
     associated with the antidegradation and implementation procedures included 
     in the guidance package.  In constrast to the technical criteria which were
     developed to protect local aquatic life and wildlife, as well as human     
     health, the implementation and antidegradation procedures have no direct   
     linkage to the Great Lakes Basin.  Rather, these proposed procedures serve 
     to translate the regional based technical criteria into regulatory         
     controls.  We believe that it is inappropriate to impose the new           
     implementation and antidegradation procedures solely on the Great Lakes    
     region.  Rather, these procedures should be issued as national guidance and
     implemented across the entire country.  This approach would help ensure    
     that the guidance package does not adversely impact the economic well-being
     of the Great Lakes region.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become a bureaucratic impediment to growth. Rather, by       
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently,
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
                                                                                
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2743.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, DWSD is concerned over the absence of any Canadian commitment to
     impose controls on its point source discharges to the Great Lake Basin.    
     This omission, when coupled with the absence of regulatory controls on     
     atmospheric deposition and non-point source runoff, ensures that the water 
     quality objectives of the guidance will not be met.  Since major reductions
     in pollutant loadings will not be achieved without vigorous controls on    
     these sources, DWSD recommends that the compliance schedules for American  
     discharges be adjusted to be consistent with reductions to be imposed on   
     non-point sources and Canadian facilities.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026,          
     P2585.015, D2867.087 and D2596.013.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2743.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Congressional Mandate Exceeded                                         
                                                                                
     In amending Section 118 of the Clean Water Act, Congress called for the    
     publication of a "guidance" for the Great Lakes States, then, after        
     publication of the "guidance" the Great Lakes States called upon to adopt  
     standards, policies and procedures "consistent with" EPA's publication.    
     The published work product of the Congressional mandate is nothing less    
     than a crushing array of standards, procedures, rules and policies, some   
     highly technical and some overly-broad, a massive compilation of detail and
     information some tested and some untested which, when distilled into the   
     proposed rules become a mandate to the states, not a guidance.  Congress   
     utilized the word "guidance" carefully.  It sent a message that EPA was to 
     direct and guide the States, gather information that would assist them in  
     formulating their own plans, not dictate finite procedures and rules which 
     must be adopted by the states as minimum standard legislation.  The EPA has
     interpreted the term "guidance" and "consistent with" as an invitation to  
     make substantive law.  DWSD submits that the EPA has no authority in which 
     it may expand the definitions of "guidance" and "consistent with" from the 
     plain meaning of such words as used by Congress.  These interpretations are
     a violation of the congressional mandate and legislative due process.  No  
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     reasonable interpretation of the Clean Water Act amendments of 1990 would  
     support 200 pages of supplementary information and 37 pages of rules in the
     Federal Register specific only to the Great Lakes States.  Indeed, much of 
     Section 118 of the Clean Water Act will be or is addressed elsewhere (Lake 
     Wide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, Five-Year Plans, Confined    
     Disposal Facility Plans) but is not brought under the same umbrella with   
     the discussion of the Proposed Guidance.  DWSD recommends that EPA limit   
     the proposed rules to a specification of numerical limits on pollutants in 
     ambient Great Lakes waters, as mandated by Congress and the remainder of   
     the "guidance" be reconsidered as a guidance, rather than a minimum        
     standard allowing the Great Lakes States flexibility when working with this
     complex problem.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2743.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2743.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance also invites comment and asks the public for         
     alternative approaches in innumerable areas.  Despite placing the Proposed 
     Guidance in a proposed rule format, it is clear that EPA has reserved the  
     right to change direction significantly in the publication of final rules  
     without an additional comment period.  This outcome deprives the public of 
     an opportunity to comment on the final rules, as required by U.S.          
     Constitution.  DWSD recommends that the public receive an opportunity to   
     comment on proposed final rules after redrafting.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2743.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.  See also Section
     II.C.4 of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2743.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA has, however, provided little documentation to support its        
     contention that the Great Lakes system is unique or in need of special     
     protection not otherwise afforded under the Clean Water Act and the        
     approved state Water Quality Standards.  As noted in the Science Advisory  
     Board's report, numerous other ecosystems exhibit longer retention times   
     and are more sensitive to pollutant loadings than the Great Lakes System.  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.007     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.B, I.C and I.E of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2743.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the Proposed Guidance goes substantially beyond the initial   
     focus of protection of the Great Lakes by including all tributary waters in
     the basin, even agricultural drainage ditches.  The application of         
     stringent protective measures to all water bodies in the drainage basin of 
     the Great Lakes is not supported by any serious discussion of the fate,    
     transport and movement of pollutants from within the basin into the Great  
     Lakes.  The policy blithely assumes (incorrectly) that all toxic pollutants
     discharged in the Great Lakes System will ultimately wind up in the Great  
     Lakes, thus contributing to the overall loading.  No support has been      
     provided for this view and, in fact, credible existing scientific evidence 
     can be produced to show that factors such as volatilization, adsorption,   
     assimilation, hydrolyzation, and other factors may effectively remove or   
     reduce the actual pollutant load from upstream tributary waters into the   
     Great Lakes.  DWSD recommends that EPA further document its assertion that 
     the Great Lakes System warrants the imposition of stringent protection     
     measures as suggested in the Proposed Guidance.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2743.008     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.B, I.C and I.D of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2743.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost Impact                                                                
                                                                                
     Considerable controversy has been generated over the projected cost impact 
     of the Proposed Guidance based on several studies and under various        
     scenarios.  Those conducted by permittees differ markedly from the         
     conclusions drawn by EPA and its consultants.  In order to do a site       
     specific examination of the cost impact on DWSD, an analysis was performed 
     by McNamee, Porter and Seeley ("McNamee") of Ann Arbor, Michigan.  The     
     report (see attached Exhibit 1) addresses the probable impact of the       
     Proposed Guidance on the City of Detroit's NPDES discharge limits.  Since  
     U.S. EPA has yet to publish proposed water quality criteria for most of the
     pollutants to be regulated under the final guidance, it is impossible to   
     definitively identify all of the pollutants for which more restrictive     
     controls may be imposed.  Nevertheless, the McNamee study concludes that   
     the Proposed Guidance as applied would result in substantially more        
     stringent requirements for at least 3, and perhaps 4 pollutants.  These    
     include copper, mercury, PCB, and hexachlorobenzene.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2743.009     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2743.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The McNamee study evaluates probable treatment processes which could be    
     necessary to adapt the City of Detroit's existing sewage treatment         
     processes to meet the minimum numeric water quality criteria for these four
     pollutants.  The study also considers the potential reductions which may be
     achievable by modifying the control of industrial dischargers under the    
     pretreatment program.  New local limits would need to be adopted to control
     industrial discharges.  The study concludes that a one-time capital        
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     expenditure by DWSD to install the necessary  treatment facilities to meet 
     these limits could range from $50 million to as much as $1.5 billion, and  
     DWSD's annual operating cost would be increased by $10 - $100 million per  
     year.  The new facilities would require the City of Detroit to acquire     
     adjacent land for expansion since there is insufficient space at the       
     existing site of the sewage treatment plant for such facilities.  The study
     also estimates that an annual expenditure of more than $1 million per year 
     would be needed for the additional administrative costs associated with the
     management of the industrial pretreatment program.  This amount excludes   
     the costs of the industrial dischargers to comply with the new IPP limits. 
     It also excludes the costs that could be associated with other programs on 
     the CPA package including Remedial Action Plans, Lake Wide Management Plans
     and the most recent EPA proposed Great Lakes Toxin Reduction Initiative.   
     
     
     Response to: D2743.010     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2743.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on this analysis, DWSD believes that the compliance costs for its    
     facility will far exceed the costs projected by EPA for municipal and      
     industrial dischargers.  DWSD recommends that EPA revisit the cost issue   
     and do a meaningful comparison on a site specific basis of at least several
     large municipal and industrial dischargers to reconcile this disparity and 
     abandon Scenario 2 as a probable outcome.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.011     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2743.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Competitiveness                                                            
                                                                                
     A close cousin to the cost issue is the concept of "competitiveness."  The 
     City of Detroit is keenly aware of the need to be competitive in the       
     pursuit of new industrial development.  If new environmental controls are  
     to be instituted in the Great Lakes System, caution must be exercised to   
     avoid imposing such rigorous controls that local efforts to rejuvenate the 
     economy are in vain.  One disincentive to economic competitiveness is the  
     imposition of stricter industrial pretreatment controls on industries which
     discharge into municipal sewer systems.  U.S. EPA's cost impact analysis   
     clearly demonstrates that stricter industrial pretreatment controls will be
     an essential.  Detroit has already experienced a tremendous loss of        
     manufacturing jobs, and it appears that the Proposed Guidance may further  
     exacerbate this problem.  EPA should seriously examine the economic        
     potential for job loss due to manufacturing sector declines within POTW    
     service areas.  (Job loss should also be factored into the economic impact 
     analysis of the Proposed Guidance).  This issue has been briefly           
     acknowledged in several studies, but these reports have generally focused  
     on the cost of administering the industrial pretreatment program rather    
     than the expenses which industries will incur to achieve compliance with   
     new local limits.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2743.012     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2743.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Level Playing Fields"                                                     
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Initiative was partially conceived as a mechanism to help  
     "level the playing field" and to bring regulatory consistency among the    
     eight states located in the Great Lakes System.  Historically, some states 
     have adopted rigorous regulatory controls for point source discharges in   
     the Great Lakes System.  Other states have been less restrictive.  The     
     concept of a "level playing field" will, however, have little meaning if   
     the policy fails to cover the entire Great Lakes System.  No discussion or 
     study was offered to conclude that the Great Lakes System lies safely      
     within the eight states named, and one policy will be deficient if it fails
     to address the Canadian portion of the drainage basin.  Compliance         
     schedules for the U.S. point sources should be consistent with bi-national 
     efforts to reduce pollutant discharges from all sources so that the "level 
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     playing field" concept becomes meaningful.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2743.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A companion issue in the "level playing field" discussion is how the North 
     American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) will create an imbalance in the      
     competition between Canada and the United States.  EPA states in the       
     Proposed Guidance that Canada, an ally of the United States in the         
     International Joint Commission and the United States/Canada Bi-National    
     Operation Committee, will be shown the Proposed Guidance or the final      
     guidance, which the EPA intends to submit as its proposal for further      
     modifications to the Great Lakes Water Quality Act.  There is no assurance 
     of the reception the guidance will receive in Canada or in its             
     implementation by the IJC.  Were the Proposed Guidance to become final     
     guidance in the US, the costs of compliance visited on the businesses,     
     cities and industries and businesses of Canada, will destroy any           
     competitive edge now enjoyed by the United States.  NAFTA if enacted will  
     exacerbate the problem and with the rest of the possible losses of other   
     states the Great Lakes States could suffer an additional cost burden.      
     NAFTA has produced a second controversy, and that is, the applicability the
     National Environmental Policy Act to NAFTA as a quasi-treaty or            
     international agreement.  A U.S. federal court will not decide the recent  
     challenge to NAFTA under NEPA until after the comment period for the       
     Proposed Guidance in the case of Public Citizens v. U.S. Trade             
     Representative.  However, the outcome of the case may suggest that the     
     Proposed Guidance as a result of its international origins should be placed
     in the same category as NAFTA.  For this reason changes in the Proposed    
     Guidance should be published for public comment before they become final.  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, D605.042 and D2867.087.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2743.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Proposed Guidance establishes many policies (such as      
     implementation and antidegradation procedures) which have no direct link to
     the Great Lakes region and no foundation on GLWQ or CPA.  DWSD recommends  
     that those aspects of the Proposed Guidance which are not region-specific  
     in nature be incorporated into a national regulatory framework as an       
     amendment to the Clean Water Act.  Those matters which may appropriately   
     apply to all waters of the U.S. should be legislatively included for all   
     such waters and not site by site.  The U.S. EPA has absolutely no authority
     under the Clean Water Act to impose regionally more stringent              
     antideregulation requirements.  The Proposed Guidance should be more       
     narrowly written to consist of region specific numeric criteria for toxic  
     pollutants.  This can be achieved by promulgating the aquatic life,        
     wildlife, human health, and bioaccumulation factors in the Proposed        
     Guidance and deferring adoption of the implementation and antidegradation  
     procedures so that these policies can be incorporated as national standards
     under the Clean Water Act.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.015     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2743.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Treatment Technology Cap                                                   
                                                                                
     DWSD's effort to review the Proposed Guidance has been complicated by the  
     absence of numerical criteria for many pollutants.  Technical criteria     
     under Tier I and Tier II have been published for only a small subset of    
     pollutants.  Our preliminary evaluation of the Proposed Guidance indicates 
     that there is a strong potential for many additional parameters to be      
     identified as pollutants of concern.  As a result, it is possible that     
     additional sophisticated treatment technology may need to be installed to  
     remove trace concentrations of pollutants which will be regulated when new 
     water quality criteria are published.                                      
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     Response to: D2743.016     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2743.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's cost studies presume that existing treatment technology, if properly 
     operated, will be adequate for POTW's to achieve the necessary effluent    
     quality.  DWSD strongly recommends that the Proposed Guidance be revised to
     incorporate a "treatment technology cap" which would clearly indicate that 
     sophisticated technology to remove trace metals and/or organics at POTW's  
     (as a supplement to conventional biological sewage treatment) is not       
     required.  The GLI should ensure that conventional secondary treatment will
     continue to defined as "Best Available Treatment" for POTW's.  More        
     sophisticated technologies dealing with ion exchange, reverse osmosis,     
     activated carbon filtration, granular carbon absorption, sulfide           
     participation, semi-permeable membranes and other exotic technologies      
     should be specifically identified as "not required" for POTW's.            
     
     
     Response to: D2743.017     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2743.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances                                                                  
                                                                                
     DWSD strongly supports the establishment of a variance procedure to allow  
     the discharge of some pollutants at levels above the water quality criteria
     in certain circumstances.  DWSD has long advocated the adoption of such a  
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     procedure under Michigan's Water Quality Standards.  This provision could  
     be used to resolve the ongoing conflict over the restrictive mercury and   
     PCB limits which are established in the existing NPDES permit.  Since the  
     Proposed Guidance will likely further reduce the allowable pollutant loads 
     for these parameters, it is essential that a variance procedure be         
     available.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.018     
     
     EPA agrees and has retained variance provisions in the final Guidance.     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2743.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, DWSD recommends that the Proposed Guidance procedure be       
     revised to extend the term of the variance from three years to five years  
     to match the term of the NPDES permit.  The current three year variance    
     procedure is meaningless to a municipality such as the City of Detroit     
     where the development, design, financing and construction of new facilities
     to achieve compliance require more than three years.  In essence, the      
     proposed three year variance period would merely provide the time needed to
     implement a control program.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2743.019     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2743.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance should also clarify the circumstances under which a  
     variance can be granted and ensure that the review and approval process can
     be completed within a reasonable amount of time, such as 90 days after     
     receipt of a full and complete application.  In some cases, "categorical   
     variances" may also be warranted, and provisions for this should be        
     incorporated into the final guidance.  Pollutants such as mercury and PCB  
     which are not likely to be easily regulated with source controls and       
     industrial pretreatment, and which cannot be treated cost-effectively, are 
     logical candidates for a variance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2743.020     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. EPA did not
     incorporate "categorical variances" into the final Guidance because the    
     procedures and conditions for granting variances are inherently            
     site-specific.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEG
     Comment ID: D2743.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/FTRS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance Schedules                                                       
                                                                                
     The proposed three year period to achieve compliance with new effluent     
     limits is unrealistic based on a review of past wastewater control         
     programs.  DWSD's experiences with permit compliance activities shows that 
     most major treatment process changes generally require more than the three 
     years to complete.  This time period is partially attributable to the time 
     needed by the regulatory agencies to review plans for proposed new         
     projects.  This problem is particularly noticeable on projects where       
     financing is provided from grants or loans under Title II and VI of the    
     Clean Water Act.  In Michigan for example, the time needed to prepare a    
     Project Plan and receive a priority ranking for funding for new capital    
     improvements will usually exceed 12 months.  The engineering design work   
     will typically require an additional year, plus an additional 6-9 months   
     for agency review and bid advertisements.  The three year compliance period
     could easily be used up without even initiating construction of new        
     facilities.  In Michigan, as in most cold weather climates, construction   
     seasons are compressed and major capital improvement projects often require
     at least two to three construction seasons, plus a one year start-up period
     to ensure that the new processes are meeting their performance objectives. 
                                                                                
     As a result, DWSD recommends that a five year compliance period be provided
     in the final guidance, and that extensions up to 10 years be available, if 
     necessary, based on a site specific demonstration.  These schedules presume
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     the availability of financing which, in many cases, could further delay and
     impede completion of a project.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2743.021     
     
     EPA has revised the final Guidance to provide for a five year maximum      
     duration for compliance schedules to meet post 1977 Tier I criterion, Tier 
     II values, whole effluent criteria, or narrative criteria.  The general    
     provision for compliance schedules of up to, but no longer than, five years
     reflects EPA's judgement that although many facilities will be able to     
     comply in three years or less, in limited circumstances compliance         
     schedules up to a maximum of five years may be necessary.  For additional  
     detail on extending the compliance schedule from a maximum of three years  
     to a maximum of five years see the SID, Section VIII.I ("Compliance        
     Schedules").                                                               
                                                                                
     If a facility believes it can not meet its permit limit within the         
     compliance period assessed by the permitting authority it must provide to  
     the authority explicit information and a rationale as to why it can not.   
     The burden is on the permit applicant to justify its issues with           
     compliance.  Once the legitimate issues are identified, the permitting     
     authority can then working with the facility in evaluating the issue of    
     compliance.  For example, where a facility does encounter real difficulties
     changing its operation in order to comply with the new requirements, the   
     permitting authority has other mechanisms for providing relief beyond five 
     years (e.g., "shake down" grace periods and enforcement discretion).  For  
     additional details on these mechanisms, see the response to comment        
     P2576.231.D2743.021                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to maintain a three year maximum duration for compliance   
     schedules to meet post 1977 Tier I criterion, Tier II values, whole        
     effluent criteria, or narrative criteria.  The general provision for       
     compliance schedules of up to, but no longer than, three years reflects    
     EPA's judgement of a reasonable time frame based on analogous provisions in
     the CWA, and on EPA's experience.  For example, section 301(b)(2) (C) - (F)
     of the Act provided that various technology-based effluent limitations     
     shall be complied with as expeditiously as possible but no later than three
     years after effluent limitation guidelines are promulgated and in no case  
     later than 1989.  Similarly, section 304(l) provides that sources shall    
     comply with individual control strategies (water-quality based             
     requirements) within three years. Accordingly, EPA believes that the three 
     year duration selected for the final Guidance is consistent with what is   
     typically allowed under the CWA.                                           
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA's past permitting and enforcement experience has shown    
     that the regulated community usually has been able to find and implement   
     new effective technologies in a three-year period or less.                 
                                                                                
     Finally, if a facility believes it can not meet its permit limit within the
     compliance period assessed by the permitting authority it must provide to  
     the authority explicit information and a rationale as to why it can not.   
     The burden is on the permit applicant to justify its issues with           
     compliance.  Once the legitimate issues are identified, the permitting     
     authority can then working with the facility in evaluating the issue of    
     compliance.  For example, where a facility does encounter real difficulties
     changing its operation in order to comply with the new requirements, the   
     permitting authority has other mechanisms for providing relief beyond three
     years (e.g., "shake down" grace periods and enforcement discretion).  For  
     additional details on these mechanisms, see the response to comment        
     D2596.022.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEG          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2743.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance Where Limits Are Less Than Detectable Levels                    
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance offers a procedure similar to that currently used by 
     the Michigan Department of Natural Resources in the issuance of NPDES      
     permits.  That process specifies that when the "water quality based        
     effluent limits"  are set at levels below current laboratory analytical    
     capabilities, compliance is to be determined based on a comparison with the
     detectable level (the "minimum level") for the pollutant.  DWSD has        
     experienced a considerable problem with this approach since the minimum    
     level of detection required in the permit is close to the analytical       
     capability of the laboratory.  Scientific studies have shown that there is 
     an increased likelihood for error associated with laboratory analysis at or
     near the minimum detection level.  As a result, permittees have experienced
     problems with "false positives" due to reported detectable levels of       
     pollutants which may actually be the result of imprecise laboratory results
     at these extremely low levels.  DWSD strongly recommends that the          
     compliance procedure in these situations be established with a reasonable  
     margin of safety between the non-compliance level and the detection level  
     so as to prevent problems with false positives (including imprisonment) due
     to laboratorial procedure problems.  The "Practical Quantitative Limit"    
     (PQL) should be established as the criterion on which to determine the     
     presence or absence of these pollutants for compliance purposes.           
     
     
     Response to: D2743.022     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2743.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The risk of "false positives" occuring at the minimum level raises serious 
     due process concerns.  The Clean Water Act provides for the imposition of  
     criminal penalties for merely negligent, unknowing violations.  The risk of
     criminal penalty for violations that are potentially highly uncertain,     
     violates fundamental principles of due process.  Among these fundamental   
     principles, is the requirement that standards by which criminal conduct    
     will be measured must be sufficiently clear and precise, so as to avoid    
     arbituary and discriminatory enforcement.  When required minimum detection 
     levels are so imprecise that one discharger cannot know with reasonable    
     certainty that the discharge is above or below that level, that requirement
     does not provide a sufficiently precise standard of conduct in violation of
     due process requirements.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.023     
     
     See response to comment P2588.324 regarding the issue of "false positives."
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2743.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: .
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #D2743.023.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Biouptake and Whole Effluent Toxicity Tests                                
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance places increased emphasis on the utilization of fish 
     biouptake studies and Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing as part of     
     NPDES permits.  DWSD has utilized both procedures and concurs that these   
     tests are important indicator mechanisms.  DWSD believes, however, that    
     these tests should not be established as enforceable requirements, but     
     rather used as a monitoring tool/screening device to trigger toxicity      
     reduction studies when problems are identified.  There is too much         
     variability in the biological testing procedure to incorporate these       
     results as enforceable limits.  For the reasons explained in Section B.4   
     above, imposition of those test procedures as enforceable limits also may  
     violate a permittee's due process rights.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.024     
     
     See comment D2620.013 for the discussion regarding the use of WET permit   
     limits and biouptake studies in the Guidance.  EPA disagrees that the WET  
     testing procedures are not suitable for enforcement purposes.  Please see  
     responses to comments D2719.157 regarding WET test variability and         
     P2746.257                                                                  
     regarding the need for WET permits.  EPA does not agree that the use of WET
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     limits voilates due process since the imposition of WET limits requires    
     public notice and an opportunity for comment, and is subject to            
     administrative and judicial review.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2743.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mass Load Limits                                                           
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance recommends that effluent limits be expressed as both 
     a concentration and a mass loading limit to regulate the total pounds of a 
     pollutant which may be discharged from the facility.  DWSD recommends that 
     this approach be utilized for Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC's) 
     only.  Loading limits on non-BCC parameters are not appropriate, since it  
     is the pollutant concentration which is the critical factor in controlling 
     toxic effects for these parameters.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2743.025     
     
     See response to comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both         
     concentration and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2743.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy should also include flexibility to accommodate those POTW's     
     which experience flow and loading increases during wet weather events.  The
     City of Detroit, which has a combined sewer system, is actively pursuing a 
     CSO control program with the objective of transporting and treating the    
     maximum amount of storm water runoff at the wastewater treatment plant.    
     EPA's recently published National Urban Runoff Program (NURP) report       
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     indicates that BCC's may frequently be present in urban storm water runoff 
     at detectable levels.  The final guidance should ensure that municipalities
     are not penalized for transporting and treating these wet weather flows by 
     imposing mass load limits based on dry weather flow rates for flows that   
     occur during wet weather.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.026     
     
     EPA agrees that the wet-weather exclusion is needed, for the reasons given 
     in the preamble to the proposal (58 FR 20840-42). The final Guidance       
     provides that Great Lakes States and Tribes are not required to apply the  
     Guidance's implementation procedures in establishing controls on the       
     discharge of any pollutant by a wet weather point source.  Although        
     permitting authorities are not required to apply State or Tribal           
     requirements consistent with the part 132 implementation procedures in     
     establishing controls on wet-weather point source discharges, all permits  
     would still be required to contain any limitations and conditions necessary
     to ensure compliance with the CWA and implementing Federal and State       
     regulations.  The final Guidance defines a wet-weather point source to     
     include only discharges of storm water from a municipal separate storm     
     sewers; storm water discharge associated with industrial activity;         
     discharges of storm water and sanitary wastewaters (domestic, commercial,  
     and industrial) from a combined sewer overflow; or any other stormwater    
     discharge for which a permit is required under section 402(p) of the CWA.  
     A storm water discharge associated with industrial activity which is mixed 
     with process wastewater shall not be considered a wet weather point source.
                                                                                
     See section II.C.7 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2743.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance proposes that mixing zones be eliminated for BCC's   
     within ten years.  DWSD is concerned that new, restrictive water quality   
     criteria will be proposed for currently unregulated pollutants,            
     particularly as the wildlife protection values become known.  It is        
     possible that DWSD and other POTW's will be adversely impacted due to the  
     proposed phaseout of mixing zones.  The mixing zone elimination proposal   
     should be deferred until the Tier I values are known for most of the BCC's,
     and the cost and compliance impacts can be assessed.  Since the mixing zone
     elimination proposal is a policy decision (not a technical or scientific   
     decision), it is essential that the economical and technological impacts of
     the change be known before the procedure is adopted and implemented.       
     Further, any elimination of mixing zones should be contingent upon a       
     finding that actual potential adverse impacts occur within the zone of     
     initial dilution.                                                          
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     Response to: D2743.027     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2743.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed elimination of mixing zones should also be clarified to       
     indicate that this procedure will not change the computation of chronic    
     whole effluent toxicity units.  Specifically, it should be clearly stated  
     that dilution within the mixing zone is an appropriate consideration in    
     deriving the chronic toxicity units under the WET test requirements.  The  
     pollutants of concern to most municipalities are the heavy metals which are
     not classified as BCC's, and which, therefore, should continue to be       
     credited with dilution in the receiving stream.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2743.028     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2743.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Proposed Guidance should clearly state that the use of    
     end-of-pipe high velocity diffusers is an acceptable practice, and that the
     acute effluent limits should be adjusted accordingly in those situations.  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.029     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2743.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance requests comments on the use of additivity to further
     regulate pollutant discharges.  DWSD strongly opposes the utilization of a 
     default additivity provision.  Additive impacts of pollutants should be    
     considered only if a definitive scientific determination has been made to  
     show that additivity concerns are warranted.  There is no national basis   
     for regulating pollutants on an additive basis in the absence of sound     
     scientific evidence that pollutants do, in fact, act in an additive manner.
     In the absence of such scientific justification, pollutants should continue
     to be regulated singularly.  The Proposed Guidance already includes        
     appropriate mechanisms such as fish biouptake studies and whole effluent   
     toxicity tests which effectively address pollutant additivity.             
     
     
     Response to: D2743.030     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2743.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reasonable Potential Calculations                                          
                                                                                
     DWSD recommends that the process for determining "reasonable potential" to 
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     exceed proposed water quality criteria be modified to incorporate          
     additional flexibility to account for variability in lab accuracy,         
     particularly for small data sets.  DWSD's cost study (Exhibit 1)           
     illustrates this problem by identifying hexachlorobenzene as a pollutant   
     with a limited data set which includes a single sample at a relatively high
     concentration.  Based on this single data point, hexachlorobenzene would   
     exceed the "reasonable potential" threshold as proposed in the Great Lakes 
     Initiative, and would result in the imposition of new water quality based  
     effluent limits.  Since this conclusion is based on a single sample, it is 
     quite possible that this value simply represents a laboratory analysis or  
     even a reporting error.  The final guidance package should provide         
     sufficient flexibility to allow the permitting agency to exercise          
     professional judgement and obtain additional monitoring results before     
     imposing an effluent limit in such a situation.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2743.031     
     
     See response to comment number D2722.117.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2743.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site Specific Variables                                                    
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance allows for site-specific adjustments of the technical
     criteria on aquatic life, human health, and wildlife in some limited       
     situations.  For wildlife and human health, however, the adjustments may   
     only be more restrictive than those proposed in the Proposed Guidance.     
     DWSD believes that this approach should be revised to provide the          
     opportunity to relax the criteria if a sound scientific demonstration can  
     be made based on site specific variables.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.032     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2743.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)                                            
                                                                                
     DWSD recommends that the development of Total Maximum Daily Loadings       
     include a full evaluation of both point and non-point source loads, and    
     that the point source allocations be consistent with non-point source      
     reductions.  Further downward adjustment of allowable point source loads   
     should be accomplished only if an equivalent degree of reduction is also   
     imposed on non-point sources on a quantitative basis.  Whenever a TMDL is  
     used by the permitting agency as the basis for a proposed effluent limit,  
     the agency should be required to formally notify the permittee and all     
     other affected parties, and provide opportunity for comment on the         
     calculation.  Option B is preferred over Option A.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2743.033     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2743.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance seeks comment on a variety of options dealing with   
     the use of intake credits in situations where the raw water supply has high
     concentrations of a pollutant.  DWSD supports the concept of intake credits
     as a mechanism to ensure that dischargers are not held responsible for     
     removing pollutants from background waters.  As written, the proposed      
     procedure is deficient since the intake credits would be available only in 
     very limited situations such as when the discharger withdraws 100% of its  
     water supply from a single source, adds no mass of pollutant, and          
     discharges all water to the same receiving water.  These factors will      
     render the intake credit procedure meaningless in most situations where    
     small amounts of additional pollutant may be added, or where multiple      
     intakes or discharge locations are used.  DWSD recommends that the         
     procedure be replaced with a general statement that "no net increase" is   
     authorized for permittees where pollutant levels in the intake waters      
     exceed the water quality criteria.                                         
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     Response to: D2743.034     
     
     In response to concerns like those expressed in this comment, the final    
     Guidance has expanded the instances where special consideration of intake  
     pollutant is allowed, including the use of "no net addition" limits in     
     certain circumstances.  However, EPA has not adopted a blanket policy      
     allowing "no net addition" limits as suggested by the commenter. Generally,
     EPA believes that "no net addition" limits can be used when intake         
     pollutants are from the same body of water as the discharge and other      
     conditions designed to ensure that the discharge does not cause increased  
     adverse effects that would not occur if the pollutant were left in-stream  
     are met.  See SID at VIII.E.4-7.  At the same time, EPA believes that it is
     important to restrict the availability of "no net addition" limits for 12  
     years to provide an incentive for States and Tribe to develop comprehensive
     plans to assess and remediate elevated background levels of pollutants so  
     as to attain water quality standards. Addressing the underlying problems of
     elevated bakcground levels of pollutants will eliminate the need for       
     special consideration of intake pollutant.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.b. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2743.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further consideration must also be given as to the interpretation and      
     application of this procedure in situations where the criteria is less than
     the level of detection.  Intake waters will, no doubt, frequently exceed   
     the WQBEL for parameters such as mercury and PCB although the              
     concentrations in the water columns may be so low that they are not        
     routinely detected.  These situations should be considered as possible     
     cases where intake credits would also be warranted.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2743.035     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 address the procedures for consideration of  
     intake pollutants.  Intake procedures can be applied regardless of the     
     detection level of a particular pollutant.  A critical determination is    
     whether the facility adds mass of the pollutant of concern to that already 
     in its intake water.  This issue, including the signficance of non-        
     detection values for the influent is addressed in the SID at VIII.E.7.b.i. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2743.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The suggested rationale in support of the revised intake credit regulation 
     is in direct conflict with established law.  In the Proposed Guidance, U.S.
     EPA suggests that its authority extends to any release of pollutants, even 
     one mere return of pollutants found in intake water to the receiving       
     stream.  It has long been established that the discharge of constituents   
     naturally occuring in intake waters does not constitute an addition of     
     pollutants subject to regulation under the Clean Water Act.  See e.g.,     
     Appalchiun Power v. Train, 545 F2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976).  Because the City 
     of Detroit's system is a combined system which contains a stormwater       
     component that itself would exceed WQBEL's for mercury and PCB, and which  
     would otherwise drain into surface waters if not collected by the City's   
     systems, intake credits should be allowed for those pollutants naturally   
     present in stormwater.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2743.036     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed  in the SID at Section
     VIII.E.5.  The response to comment P2744.201 addresses the issues about    
     "atmospheric deposition credits."                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2743.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the antidegradation procedure is almost incomprehensible, and 
     ensures that a controversial and time consuming process will be imposed on 
     any permittee seeking approval of an increased use.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2743.037     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance went beyond what was required
     by the CWA and Federal regulations.  To a large extent, the proposed       
     Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and
     policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation standard contained in the  
     proposed Guidance is an excellent example of how the proposed Guidance was 
     based on existing regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance    
     makes this even more explicit by deferring to existing regulations and     
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     guidance with respect to requirements for non- BCCs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2743.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the proposed definition of "High Quality Waters" is established on a 
     pollutant by pollutant basis virtually every water body within the Great   
     Lakes system will be classified as High Quality.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2743.038     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2743.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DWSD is convinced that the antidegradation process, as proposed, is totally
     unworkable and would severely limit a permittee's ability to obtain        
     approval of new uses, even when there is a legitimate basis for the        
     request.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2743.039     
     
     See response to comment D2721.012.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2743.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At a minimum, DWSD strongly recommends that the antidegradation provisions 
     in the Proposed Guidance be revamped to apply the procedure to only those  
     pollutants identified as BCC's.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2743.040     
     
     The scope of the applicability of the antidegradation provisions of the    
     final Guidance has been limited to BCCs.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2743.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the term "High Quality Waters" should be redefined to         
     correlate to those waters which are truly high quality (as opposed to any  
     waterbody which exceeds the criteria on any pollutant).                    
     
     
     Response to: D2743.041     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2743.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By restructuring the antidegradation provision to apply only to BCC's, each
     state would be allowed to continue to operate under their existing water   
     quality standards and procedures for regulating increased discharges of    
     conventional pollutants.  Although no states currently impose such an      
     arduous procedure for antidegradation, the existing provsions are adequate 
     and have not created significant problems.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.042     
     
     EPA has restructured the final Guidance to limit its scope to BCCs         
     (although nonmandatory provisions have been included to assist states in   
     their efforts to develop antidegradation requirements for non-BCCs).   This
     restructuring is not intended to infer, however, that existing State       
     antidegradation provisions are all "adequate and have not created          
     significant problems"  In fact, EPA has had discussions with several of the
     States regarding the need to adopt or revise antidegradation implementation
     procedures.   Thus, although the final Guidance limits the applicability of
     the antidegradation provisions to BCCs, EPA fully expects that some of the 
     Great Lakes States will be revising their antidegradation provisions, as   
     they relate to non-BCCs, during the next triennial review.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2743.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation procedures for conventional pollutants should remain under 
     state jurisdiction rather than imposing the cumbersome new regional policy.
     
     
     Response to: D2743.043     
     
     In principle, EPA agrees with this comment and has therefore excluded      
     non-BCCs from the elements of appendix E that States and Tribes are        
     required to adopt under the final Guidance.  While States and Tribes must  
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     adopt implementation provisions for non- BCCs, they may devise their own   
     procedures provided the provisions they adopt are consistent with existing 
     Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 and cover all pollutants (except      
     BCCs).                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2743.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "De Minimis" Levels                                                        
                                                                                
     The proposed antidegradation procedure allows for "De Minimis" increases in
     loadings for non-BCC parameters without a formal demonstration.  DWSD      
     endorses the concept of the "De Minimis" increase as an appropriate        
     mechanism to minimize regulatory oversight of minor increases.             
     
     
     Response to: D2743.044     
     
     EPA agrees that the de minimis provisions contained in the proposed        
     Guidance performed a useful function of reducing the adminstrative burden  
     associated with antidegradation and allowing States and Tribes to focus    
     their review efforts on activities that are most likely to affect water    
     quality significantly.  The final Guidance includes de minimis provisions  
     that States and Tribes may incorporate into their antidegradation          
     implementation procedures if they choose.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2743.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This concept should be extended to the BCC pollutants as a means of further
     reducing the number of antidegradation demonstrations which must be        
     submitted and reviewed.                                                    
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     Response to: D2743.045     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2743.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mandatory response times should be incorporated to prevent a de facto      
     disapproval by delay.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2743.046     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2743.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ)                                            
                                                                                
     The antidegradation procedure is triggered by increases above the "Existing
     Effluent Quality" based on a statistical analysis of historical discharge  
     data.  This approach effectively penalizes dischargers who have operated   
     their systems at the maximum performance level, since the Existing Effluent
     Quality values will be very low.  In effect, discharges will lose the      
     ability to discharge up to their authorized level in the future, since they
     may have operated their system below the authorized level in the past.  It 
     is inappropriate to incorporate such a disincentive to optimal operation in
     the final guidance package.  Alternative mechanisms to trigger the         
     antidegradation provision must be established to encourage operators to    
     utilize their facilities to the maximum extent.                            
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     Response to: D2743.047     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2743.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance should also clarify that POTW's will not be required 
     to conduct periodic monitoring for all 28 BCC's to establish the EEQ data  
     base.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2743.048     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2743.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exempt Pollutants                                                          
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance lists several conventional pollutants as "exempt"    
     from the requirements of the policy.  Nevertheless, these parameters are   
     still included in the antidegradation procedure which is written to cover  
     all pollutants.  DWSD recommends that the policy guidance be revised to    
     clearly state that the exempt pollutants are not to be regulated under any 
     aspect of the guidance (including the antidegradation provision).          
     
     
     Response to: D2743.049     
     
     While EPA believes that there is no basis to distinguish the Table 5       
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     pollutants from other non-BCCs, for the purposes of the antidegradation    
     review, EPA notes that the mandatory provisions Appendix E of the final    
     Guidance are limited to BCCS.   The antidegradation procedures which a     
     State or Tribe adopts for non- BCCs must conform with the requirements of  
     existing regulations found at 40 CFR 131.12.  EPA does not believe that    
     these existing regulations would permit a categorical exemption of any     
     group of pollutants from the antidegradation requirements.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2743.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wet Weather Flows                                                          
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance indicates that the Great Lakes States will have the  
     discretion to decide whether the final guidance criteria are to be imposed 
     on wet weather discharges.  The final guidance should indicate that wet    
     weather discharges are exempt rather than leaving this matter open to state
     discretion.  The Proposed Guidance criteria were not derived by considering
     the effects of transient wet weather discharges and the corresponding      
     in-stream conditions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2743.050     
     
     See response to: D2743.026                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2743.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy should also provide the flexibility to regulate mixed waste     
     streams which include both stormwater runoff and process wastewater.  The  
     Proposed Guidance apparently would impose the final guidance criteria on a 
     process waste discharge even if it were to include intermittent stormwater 
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     runoff in the discharge.  Since there is significant potential for         
     pollutants which may be attributable to urban stormwater runoff (see EPA's 
     NURP Study), it is essential that some flexibility be provided during wet  
     weather events for those discharges which consist of a mixture of          
     stormwater runoff and process waste.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2743.051     
     

�     The final Guidance in  132.4(e)(1) excludes wet-weather point sources from
     any of the implementation procedures in appendix F of the final Guidance.  
     Any adopted implementation procedures must nevertheless comply with all    
     applicable Federal, State, and Tribal requirements.  See section II.C.7 of 
     the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Although the exclusion would not
     be available to an industrial activity where a storm water discharge is    
     mixed with process wastewater, the final Guidance provides a number of     
     areas of increased flexibility for State and Tribal adoption and           
     implementation of these provisions in many areas, including TMDLs, intake  
     credits, site-specific modifications, variances, compliance schedules,     
     elimination of mixing zones for BCCs, and the scientific defensibility     
     exclusion.  The final Guidance also provides reduced detail of provisions  
     in many areas, and provisions for the exercise of best professional        
     judgment by the Great Lakes States and Tribes when implementing many       
     individual provisions.  This increased flexibility is discussed further in 
     sections I and II.D.2 of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2743.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Attainability Analysis                                                     
                                                                                
     DWSD recommends that antidegradation demonstrations be allowed to include  
     an assessment of the attainability (or non-attainability) of the beneficial
     uses for the receiving water.  There may be some situations where the major
     pollutant sources are air deposition or non-point source runoff which are  
     sources which will not be controlled under the Proposed Guidance.  After   
     reviewing the source of the pollutant load, the permitting agency should be
     allowed to approve an increased discharge if the discharger has            
     demonstrated that the increase will not adversely affect the attainment of 
     beneficial uses.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2743.052     
     
     To incorporate the commenter's suggestion would be to eliminate            
     antidegradation protection for high quality waters.  This would conflict   
     with the CWA, the CPA and Federal regulations.  It would also be unwise    
     public policy and poor stewardship of the resources of the Great Lakes     

Page 2481



$T044618.TXT
     System.  The suggested change was not incorporated in final Guidance.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2743.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fate and Transport of Pollutants                                           
                                                                                
     Pollutant discharges to tributary streams and inland lakes should be given 
     the opportunity to demonstrate that the proposed increase in pollutant load
     will not adversely affect the Great Lakes due to factors such as uptake,   
     deposition, volatilization, etc. which prevent the transport of the        
     pollutant from the tributary to the Great Lakes.  If the increase in       
     pollutants will not cause an increased loading to the Great Lakes, a less  
     arduous antidegradation demonstration should be available.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.053     
     
     Given that pollutant degradation and volatilization take time, degradation 
     of water quality in the receiving water will still result from increased   
     loadings and antidegradation review is necessary and appropriate.  Also,   
     for persistent and bioaccumulative substances such as the BCCs, the        
     assumption that increased loadings to tributary streams will eventually    
     enter the Great Lakes is reasonable.  The final Guidance allows States and 
     Tribes greater flexibility to develop policies and procedures for          
     antidegradation for non-BCCs.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2743.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioavailability                                                            
                                                                                
     The aquatic life calculation procedure should specify that the             
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     bioavailability of the pollutant must be considered when the effluent      
     limits are established.  Flexibility should be provided to deal with heavy 
     metals in particular, where a major portion of the pollutant is often not  
     available for uptake by biota.  Although the policy refers to the use of   
     the "water effects ratio", this discussion should be expanded to specify   
     that the establishment of effluent limits for aquatic toxicity must reflect
     the bioavailable portion (usually a fraction of the dissolved portion) of  
     the pollutant.  DWSD is particularly concerned about the limits which will 
     soon be calculated for silver, since this pollutant often is present in    
     high concentrations, but the bioavailable portion is very small.           
     Michigan's Rule 57 calculation for silver has been adjusted to take into   
     account bioavailability, and DWSD strongly recommends that such flexibility
     also be incorporated in the final guidance.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2743.054     
     
     EPA agrees.  See the bioavailability discussion in Section III.B.6. of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2743.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Criteria                                                           
                                                                                
     DWSD shares the concern expressed by the Science Advisory Board that the   
     Tier II pollutant criteria not be imposed as final compliance limits.      
     Rather, flexibility and professional judgement must be preserved to allow  
     less stringent limits to be issued as the database expands and the         
     allowable levels become better defined.  The Tier II values should be      
     explicitly excluded from the antibacksliding provisions so that the values 
     can be relaxed if less restrictive values are promulgated in the future.   
     
     
     Response to: D2743.055     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2743.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Proposed Guidance assigns responsibility to the permittees
     to obtain additional data to evaluate the toxicity of various polllutants. 
     This approach is inappropriate since it is EPA's role under the Clean Water
     Act to make such determinations.  POTW's are ill equipped to perform such  
     research activities.  In addition, this approach ensures that the "level   
     playing field" concept will not be achieved since numerous studies may be  
     conducted simultaneously for the same pollutant at different locations.  As
     a result, substantially different limits may be established for various    
     permittees.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2743.056     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2743.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The application of the elusive Tier II methodology raises additional       
     concerns with respect to the operation of the "clearinghouse," as expressed
     in the supplementary information of the Proposed Guidance.  The goal       
     appears to be to develop a "translator mechanism" to aid the Great Lakes   
     States.  The mechanism apparently is fulfilled by EPA's Region 5 office,   
     which will gather database information of criteria and methodology to      
     disseminate to the Great Lakes States, presumably as minimum standard      
     requirements.  The benefits and practicality of the clearinghouse system   
     are inadequately described and leave further questions about rulemaking    
     without the opportunity for public comment.  DWSD recommends that any      
     database gathered by Region 5, which is believed to establish changes to   
     numeric criteria, methodology or other factors, should be properly turned  
     over to the EPA for comprehensive rule-making procedures, rather than on a 
     clearinghouse ad hoc basis.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2743.057     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2743.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury Criteria                                                           
                                                                                
     DWSD strongly recommends that the computation of the water quality criteria
     for mercury be based on the toxicity of the methyl mercury form, rather    
     than the elemental form, and that the allowable level be adjusted upward to
     reflect this change.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2743.058     
     
     See response to comment G2696.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2743.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Risk Exposure Levels                                                       
                                                                                
     DWSD strongly supports the utilization of a 1 in 100,000 human health risk 
     factor.  This value is the basis for establishing human health limits under
     Michigan's Rule 57, and is consistent with EPA's National Toxics Rule.     
     
     
     Response to: D2743.059     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2743.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria                                                          
                                                                                
     DWSD is extremely concerned that numerical criteria are currently available
     for only four pollutants under the wildlife formula.  By considering       
     bioaccumulation, this procedure is likely to result in extremely low values
     for many pollutants.  It is essential that the final guidance provide      
     allowances for the use of professional judgement where the criteria would  
     otherwise establish unattainable effluent limits.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2743.060     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.011 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/UF
     Comment ID: D2743.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DWSD shares the concern set forth by the Science Advisory Board that EPA's 
     proposed use of NOAEL's results in the inappropriate protection of         
     individuals rather than populations.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2743.061     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.707 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2743.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DWSD is similarly concerned over the selection of several "representative  
     species" for purposes of calculating wildlife protective criteria since    
     these species are not present in most urban areas and their sensitivities  
     may be much lower than common urban wildlife species.  Further examination 
     of this concept is needed to review the factors used to extrapolate results
     to other species.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2743.062     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2743.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors (BAF's)                                            
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation factors should be based on field gathered data rather than 
     estimates from mathematical computations.  In addition, some of the        
     bioaccumulation factors need to be adjusted to account for metabolism.     
     Since this adjustment could decrease the number of pollutants, procedures  
     should be established for the removal of pollutants when scientific data   
     shows that this is warranted.  The initial list of BCC's should be limited 
     to the 28 target parameters proposed in the guidance, with the opportunity 
     for further comment and evaluation of the ten additional pollutants.       
     
     
     Response to: D2743.063     
     
     EPA believes that it is preferable that BAFs be based on field gathered    
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     data, but believes that predicted BAFs are also acceptable for use in      
     deriving Tier II human health values.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that it would be appropriate to adjust some BAFs for metabolism.
      EPA has eliminated the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2743.064
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Discharge standards under the proposed regulation were first compared to   
     the current Michigan Rule 57 guidelines.  Results showed the GLI will      
     impact discharge limits applicable to the Detroit Wastewater Treatment     
     Plant in a highly pollutant-specific manner, with several being tightened  
     and some being reduced below available levels of detection.                
     Below-detection limits are a particular concern for pollutants which are   
     defined by the proposed regulation to be "Bioaccumulative Chemicals of     
     Concern" since they will have to be monitored via bio-uptake studies (e.g.,
     caged fish) and, pending a formal clarification, it is possible that this  
     provision could be extended to become a test for compliance.  Future       
     analytical improvements could also lower detection levels sufficiently to  
     cause compliance problems as a result of uncontrollable background levels. 
     In addition, Detroit's current NPDES permit includes below-detection limits
     for two of these chemicals, Mercury and Polychlorinated Biphenyls, although
     they are not in effect (pending completion of the contested case hearing). 
     In the absence of the proposed GLI and assuming a favorable contested case 
     ruling, such limits may be removed in lieu of a monitoring and minimization
     program; the appearance of these limits in the proposed Federal regulation 
     could preclude such options. For these reasons, the GLI is considered      
     significantly more restrictive than current standards.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2743.064     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2743.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The projected limits were next compared with available FY 1992-1993        
     analytical data for plant effluent samples.  This identified Copper and    
     Mercury as having a "reasonable potential to exceed" the applicable limits;
     Polychlorinated Biphenyls and Hexachlorobenzene were also identified as    
     potential compliance problems.  [It should be noted that the issue of      
     Copper compliance is actually pending a formal clarification of which acute
     toxicity criteria are to be used to develop Daily Maximum discharge limits.
     The more conservative requirement (Criterion Maximum Concentration) was    
     used for this evaluation, whereas implementation of the less stringent     
     requirement (Final Acute Value) would remove Copper from the non-compliant 
     category.]  While compliance was projected for the remaining chemicals with
     available data, assessments for certain other chemicals (e.g., Arsenic and 
     Selenium) were not possible due to lack of data.  Compliance assessments   
     for still other chemicals (e.g., Silver) were not possible because         
     additional discharge standards are pending or will be issued in the future 
     as a result of methodologies established by the proposed regulation.       
     
     
     Response to: D2743.065     
     
     Noted.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2743.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The least expensive approach to achieving compliance with the proposed GLI 
     includes monitoring, enforcement response, and local limit modifications to
     the Industrial Waste Control program.  Although these actions are estimated
     to cost $1 million/year, they are expected to have only marginal impact    
     (except, perhaps, for Hexachlorobenzene).  A more costly option (applicable
     to Copper and Mercury) is enhanced metals removal via sulfide precipitation
     retrofit at the treatment plant.  This technology, while theoretically     
     capable of metals removal, has never been successfully used in a domestic  
     wastewater treatment application; it also will be very expensive, with     
     estimated capital costs in the $50-$100 million range as well as estimated 
     operating and maintenance costs in the $10-$50 million/year range.  Still  
     another option (applicable to Polychlorinated Biphenyls and                
     Hexachlorobenzene) is enhanced organics removal via activated carbon       
     adsorption which, while previously applied to domestic wastewater, has     
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     never been attempted on a scale as large as DWSD's where flows approach    
     1000 mgd; this treatment is extremely expensive, with estimated costs in   
     the range of $500-$1500 million for capital plus $30-$300 million/year for 
     operating and maintenance.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.066     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D1711.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2743.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH/EXP
     Cross Ref 3: cc VAR
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the marginal expected impact of the modifications to the Industrial  
     Waste Control program, as well as the significant technical developments   
     and tremendous costs necessary for enhanced metals/organics removal, the   
     most appropriate strategy for addressing noncompliance with the proposed   
     GLI is to seek a Variance based on substantial economic impact.  This will 
     require an Antidegradation Demonstration to show there are no other        
     feasible alternatives, and a Human Health Risk Analysis to demonstrate any 
     adverse effects.  However, the proposed regulation limits such variances to
     three years and does not guarantee automatic renewal.  It is also unknown  
     whether this approach will be accepted as a long-term compliance strategy. 
     As such, more detailed studies (addressing local limits, sulfide           
     precipitation and carbon adsorption treatability, recycle stream impact and
     treatability, etc.) may be useful to further establish the other options.  
     
     
     Response to: D2743.067     
     
     As described in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from         
     Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," EPA       
     included costs to facilities to pursue regulatory relief provided for under
     the National water quality standards program and the final Guidance. See   
     also response to Comment # (TREAT.RES)                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2743.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be noted that the acute water quality criteria used to calculate 
     the GLI Daily Maximum discharge standards were based on the "Criterion     
     Maximum Concentration" (CMC) in accordance with a majority of              
     discussion/data in the proposed regulation and supporting documentation.   
     Subsequent discussions with Ms. Brenda Sayles of MDNR, however, indicated  
     that the GLI might instead allow use of the "Final Acute Value" (FAV); by  
     definition, the FAV is twice the CMC value.   Because this may or may not  
     be the case, depending on how the GLI's highly conflicting language is     
     actually implemented, it was considered appropriate to use the more        
     conservative approach while acknowledging the potential for less stringent 
     Daily Maximum standards.  Nevertheless, clarification of this issue by EPA 
     is needed before the regulation is finalized.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2743.068     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2743.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole Effluent Toxicity/BCCs                                               
                                                                                
     On the other hand, there is some question of how the banning of mixing     
     zones for BCCs in ten years might affect whole effluent toxicity.  While   
     the WET procedures proposed under the GLI (see Federal Register, Vol.58,   
     No. 72, page 21042) do not specifically indicate a change in this regard,  
     the mixing zone provision for BCCs would be eliminated ten years after     
     final GLI promulgation.  As WET concerns are relatively short-term compared
     to BCCs, it is anticipated that the mixing zone for overall WET will not   
     affected under the GLI as currently written.  However, clarification of    
     this issue by EPA is needed before the regulation is finalized.            
     
     
     Response to: D2743.069     
     
     EPA does not intend that mixing zones for WET be eliminated under the      
     provision in the final Guidance requiring the elimination of mixing zones  
     for                                                                        
     BCCs, even if BCCs are present in the discharge.  EPA believes that the    
     elimination of mixing zones in establishing effluent limitations for       
     individual BCCs will sufficiently reduce loadings of BCCs to the waters of 
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     the Great Lakes System, without also eliminating mixing zones for WET.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2743.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: McNamee et al., DWSP Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Compliance Assessment 
          Strategies, and Costs for Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nevertheless, based on experience and professional judgement, it is        
     estimated that operating costs for the IWC could increase by $1 million per
     year (assuming about 25% of the 410 permitted users will be affected at    
     $10,000 per year each) just to incorporate appropriate monitoring and      
     enforcement response modifications in response to the GLI.  Extended court 
     actions and/or source detection studies would result in even greater cost  
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2743.070     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2743.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  McNamee, et. al., DWSP Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Compliance         
          Assessment, Strategies, and Costs for Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality  

          Guidance.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preliminary capital and O&M cost estimates, adjusted to 4th Quarter - 1992 
     via ENR cost indices, for the primary and tertiary retrofit options are    
     detailed in Appendix B and summarized in Table 6.  The capital cost        
     estimates were developed from experience and professional judgement,       
     augmented by recent equipment vendor quotes; the O&M costs were obtained   
     from U.S. EPA cost curves, expected chemical costs, and operations         
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     experience.  Results show capital costs in the $50-100 million range, not  
     including any land purchases, and O&M costs in the $10-50 million/year     
     range.                                                                     
                                                                                
                                     Table 6                                    
                         Preliminary Cost Estimates for                         
                         Sulfide Precipitation Retrofit                         
                                                                                
     Option            Capital Cost,  Operating & Maintenance Cost,   Land Area,
                        $ million*         $ million/year*              acres   
                                      1 mg/L as FeS  22 mg/L as FeS             
     Primary Retrofit   48.2               11.9          45.1            9.0**  
     Tertiary Retrofit  106                15.2          48.5           30.8**  
                                                                                
     Notes:  *  Costs adjusted to 4th Quarter - 1992                            
             ** If needed, to be converted to capital cost based on local land  
              value                                                             
                                                                                
     Table 5 also shows the estimated 10-30 acres of land area which would be   
     required for these systems (with details again provided in Appendix B).    
     This is specified so that local land value can be added to the estimated   
     capital cost, provided that sufficient area is not available on the        
     existing site and must be obtained from adjacent properties.               
     
     
     Response to: D2743.071     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2743.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  McNamee, et. al., DWSP Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Compliance         
          Assessment, Strategies, and Costs for Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality  

          Guidance.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preliminary capital and O&M cost estimates for these two options       
     adjusted to 4th Quarter - 1992 via ENR cost indices, are detailed in       
     Appendix C and summarized in Table 8.  The capital costs were developed via
     experience and professional judgement, as well as cost curves and          
     literature from EPA; the O&M costs were obtained from EPA and vendor cost  
     curves.  Results show capital costs in the $500-1500 million range, not    
     including any land purchases, and O&M costs in the $30-$300 million/year   
     range.  It should be noted that the PACT capital cost does not include any 
     license fee because it is negotiable, and also that the O&M costs do not   
     include any disinfection savings which would result from the reduced       
     chlorine demand typical of carbon treated effluent.                        
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     Table 8 also shows the estimated 10-50 acres of land area which would be   
     required for these systems, to allow any necessary adjustments to the      
     capital cost based on local land value (with details also provided in      
     Appendix C.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2743.072     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2743.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  McNamee, et. al., DWSP Wastewater Treatment Plant 
Compliance         
          Assessment, Strategies, and Costs for Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality  

          Guidance.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI provision on Intake Credits offers another alternative    
     (see Federal Register, Vol. 58, No. 72, page 21042).  While it is not      
     entirely clear whether this provision applies only to industrial           
     dischargers or to any NPDES permitted facility, it is doubtful that the GLI
     intake credits (as proposed) could be applied to a POTW.  This is because  
     the POTW does not obtain the water directly from the receiving water, but  
     instead receives the water from users who obtained it from the water supply
     system.  In addition, the proposed intake credit provision requires that no
     amount of the particular pollutant be added to the water while in the      
     facility; such a condition could not be met even if a city's water and     
     wastewater systems were to be considered one facility for regulation       
     purposes.  For application to POTWs, the intake credit provisions would    
     need to be substantially changed to allow for some addition/removal of     
     pollutants.  Based on statements made in the GLI preamble, this appears    
     unlikely because water thereby used would have "ceased to be waters of the 
     United States" and thus would have to be appropriately purified prior to   
     discharge (see Federal Register, Vol. 58, No. 72, page 20956).             
     
     
     Response to: D2743.073     
     
     As suggested by the commenter, the intake pollutant provisions have been   
     changed in several ways from the proposal, which will special consideration
     of intake pollutants more available to POTWs.  First, in defining the "same
     body of water" the final Guidance allows "intermediate users" of intake    
     waters to seek eligibility for intake pollutant relief.  See SID at Section
     VIII.E.iv.(B).  Second, the final Guidance allows the use of "no net       
     addition" limits in instances where the only reason a dischargers does not 
     qualify for a determination that its discharge of intake pollutants does   
     not cause, or have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an   
     exceedance of an applicable WQS is that it has added mass of the pollutant 
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     to the effluent in addition to that already in the intake water.  In these 
     instances, dischargers could qualify for "no net addition" limits (i.e.,   
     additions are allowed as long as discharge does not include a greater      
     amount of the pollutant than in the intake water) for a specified period of
     time.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.b and 5.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2743.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the time and budget constraints, the GLI-based local limits     
     presented herein were based only on a rough order-of-magnitude evaluation. 
     A more technically rigorous assessment would be useful so that local       
     industries can be made aware of potential effects of this regulation.  As  
     this would require recent site-specific sampling data to be accurate, the  
     next formal local limits re-evaluation effort should include a GLI-based   
     calculation.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2743.074     
     
     Please see Section IX of the S.I.D.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2743.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also because of time and budget constraints, the design bases for sulfide  
     precipitation and carbon adsorption had to be assumed; this resulted in    
     subsequent capital costs, land requirements, and O&M costs again being     
     based on a rough order-of-magnitude evaluation.  In order to confirm the   
     assumptions, and also to address the overall question of technical         
     feasibility, it may be useful to conduct treatability studies via the pilot
     plant (e.g., ferrous sulfide addition) and the full-scale plant (e.g.,     
     side-stream carbon canister).                                              
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     Response to: D2743.075     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2743.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since processes producing recycle streams (such as thickeners, sludge      
     dewatering, incinerator scrubber, etc.) retain and return certain          
     pollutants to the plant influent, these pollutants could eventually        
     concentrate in the loop sufficiently to pass through the plant at          
     significant levels.  From a perspective of impending tightened discharge   
     standards, it thus may be useful to also conduct studies regarding how     
     in-plant recycles impact final effluent quality and the potential effect of
     treating these streams prior to their return.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2743.076     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CO
     Comment ID: D2745.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Brush Wellman objects to the aquatic life criteria for metals, particularly
     those for copper, as being unnecessarily stringent.  The primary basis for 
     for this objection is the extensive, and repeated, studies of the aquatic  
     biota in the Portage River near Brush Wellman's Elmore plant.              
     
     
     Response to: D2745.001     
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     See Response to comment D2620.020.                                         
                                                                                
     If dissolved copper or any other of the metals criteria are considered     
     unnecessarily stringent for the Portage River, EPA suggests that a         
     site-specific criteria be derived for the Portage River.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/CO       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2745.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Brush Wellman believes that it is irrational to establish aquatic criteria 
     for metals at levels that are lower than current in-stream levels which are
     not harmful to aquatic life.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2745.002     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020. See response to comment D2745.001.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2745.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Biomonitoring studies done by the Ohio EPA in 1985 and EA Engineering,     
     Science and Technology Study in 1990 have concluded that the Elmore plant's
     discharge does not significantly impact the Portage River aquatic          
     communities (both studies attached).  Hence, there is no ecological basis  
     for imposing more stringent water quality criteria to protect the biota in 
     the Portage River.  The existing biota are the best evidence that more     
     stringent criteria unnecessary.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2745.003     
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     See response to comment D2745.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2745.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the proposed Great Lakes Guidance have not been adequately    
     estimated or considered.  The Council of Great Lakes Governors has prepared
     a study that estimates the economic costs and job losses associated with   
     the proposal.  This study is a more adequate estimate than EPA's own       
     calculations;                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2745.004     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2745.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, neither study goes far enough to estimate the true human costs of 
     loss of income and employment.  The nature of these costs are identified in
     the recent Labor Day Statement by the Bishop of Cleveland, the Most        
     Reverend Anthony M. Pilla.  Bishop Pilla, the leader of an institution     
     which deals with the effects of unemployment daily states:                 
                                                                                
     Families in particular suffer when joblessness occurs.  Many careful       
     studies show a correlation between unemployment and increases in marital   
     strife, spousal abuse, drinking, child abuse, family breakup, physical and 
     mental illnesses and even suicide.  Joblessness, especially from plant     
     closing or office shutdowns, also erodes community life, contributes to an 
     upswing in crime and often exacerbates social tensions and intergroup      
     harmony.                                                                   
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     Response to: D2745.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2707.027.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2745.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must consider these costs.  It must consider not only whether the      
     benefits it predicts for the natural ecosystem will be attained by its     
     proposal but also the adverse consequences to the human community.         
     
     
     Response to: D2745.006     
     
     Please see response to comment D2721.040.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2747.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lubrizol is concerned with the general approach taken by the U.S. EPA in   
     addressing the extremely important issue of water quality in the Great     
     Lakes.  Little information is provided as to the benefits of establishing  
     the proposed extremely stringent point source discharge standards for a    
     host of chemicals.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2747.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2747.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the relative contributions from the sources of these chemicals and
     therefore the main focus of any efforts to improve water quality and       
     achieve maximum benefits for resources invested have not been established. 
     
     
     Response to: D2747.002     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2747.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If point sources account for an extremely small portion of the loading,    
     even a 100% reduction in their contribution will not substantially alter   
     the water quality, achieve Great Lakes Quality goals, or provide economic  
     benefit for the resources edpended.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2747.003     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.037, and D2587.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2747.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Time and money should be more effectively focused where the potential      
     benefits to human health and the environment are greatest.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2747.004     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CN
     Comment ID: D2747.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lubrizol is concerned about imposition of free cyanide limits (5.2 ug/l,   
     Table 2).  There currently is no EPA approved analytical technique for free
     cyanide based on the NPDES permit recently issued to the Painesville POTW  
     (draft version enclosed as AttachmentI).                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2747.005     
     
     Although permit limits and effluent monitoring must be based on EPA        
     approved analytical methods, criteria do not have to be.  If the permit    
     were based on total cyanide, the calculation of the permit limit could take
     into account the percent of the total cyanide in the effluent that became  
     free cyanide in the downstream water if acceptable effluent - specific     
     information were available.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/CN       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2747.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, analytical methods do not currently exist to evaluate waters  
     at some of the proposed limits.  Prime examples include mercury where      
     proposed Table 3 limits are 2 ng/l while current listed detection limits   
     are two orders of magnitude higher at 0.2 ug/l and cadmium where proposed  
     Table 2 limits are 0.78 ug/l while current listed detection limits are 10  
     ug/l.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2747.006     
     
     EPA recognizes that there are some existing criteria and some criteria in  
     this Guidance that are set at levels below current detection levels, that  
     is why this procedure is necessary.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2747.007
     Cross Ref 1: IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another major area of concern relates to the limits for metals which may be
     related to background concentrations inherent in the operations of typical 
     manufacturing processes.  Limits for cadmium, chromium, mercury, and nickel
     at the discharge of Lubrizol's Painesville facility would all exceed the   
     proposed criteria even though the facility does not employ or produce any  
     of these metals as part of its manufacturing process.  The apparent source 
     of these metals incude low level contaminants in raw materials, other      
     fugitive sources, and possibly background levels in incoming water.        
     
     
     Response to: D2747.007     
     
     See section VIII.E for discussion on what constitutes an addition of       
     pollutants under the CWA.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2747.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The technology necessary to reduce these metals below the proposed criteria
     would amount to a complete redesign of the facility's current multimillion 
     dollar waste water pretreatment system.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2747.008     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2747.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Substitution for raw materials which do not contain the trace levels of    
     metals would be virtually impossible.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2747.009     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CR
     Comment ID: D2747.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to adopt Chromium (VI) aquatic life criteria of 16 ug/l for   
     chronic toxicity.  58 Federal Register 21014 (April 16, 1993).  These      
     criteria, which are based on laboratory studies are overly stringent, as   
     demonstrated by the attached stream study.  A White "A Study of Hexavalent 
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     Chromium in the Grand River, Ohio," June 30, 1982.  ("White Study").  The  
     conclusion of the study is that levels of hexavalent chromium present in   
     the Grand River at levels substantially higher than that proposed criteria 
     have no effect on the biota present and pose no endangerment to the aquatic
     ecosystem.                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2747.010     
     
     EPA has many concerns regarding this study, such as:                       
                                                                                
     1.                                                                         
       There are many places in the report where it says that there was no      
     significant difference, but the report does not give the minimum           
     significant difference in any of these cases. Thus there is no way to      
     determine whether the studies were sufficiently sensitive.                 
                                                                                
     2.                                                                         
       There are several places in the report where it says that there was no   
     correlation with the concentration of chromium(VI), but in no case is there
     any indication that chromium(VI) was measured sufficiently to know what the
     exposure was.  For example, if a periphyton sample is in the water for 7 to
     14 days, measuring chromium(VI) on the last day tells one little or nothing
     about the exposure over the 7 or 14 days, especially when the report says  
     that the concentration was variable over time and space.  This is also     
       true for the zooplankton data.  The "slipping" mentioned on page 55 is an
     acknowledgement of this problem, but is a weak attempt to deal with it.    
     Even so, the correlation coefficient increased tremendously from 0.017 to  
     0.247.                                                                     
                                                                                
     3. Mayflies, stoneflies, and caddisflies are said to "be sensitive forms"  
     on page 63, but the data in the criteria document clearly indicate that    
     stoneflies, damselflies, and midges are resistant species.  All of the     
     insects for which data are available are resistant species.  The listing of
     "sensitive" fish species on page 89 is obviously not based on sensitivity  
     to chromium(VI) because sunfish and minnows do not agree with the data in  
     the criteria document. The other species seem to reflect their             
     sensitivities to chromium(VI) reasonably well.                             
                                                                                
     These concerns to do not necessarily imply that there are adverse effects  
     on the river, but they do indicate that the results of this study are not  
     as definitive as the report implies.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/CR       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CR
     Comment ID: D2747.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not regard these data as merely establishing the potential for a
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     site-specific modification of the chromium (VI) criteria.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2747.011     
     
     There is nothing in this report to indicate that the results should be     
     considered for more than a site-specific study.  The stream flow was       
     usually substantial (which reduced phytoplankton) and the stream was       
     turbid.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/CR       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2747.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Modification refers to site specific modification.            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The modification procedure places an unfair, and indeed irrational, burden 
     on the petitioner who seeks to establish that the criteria based on        
     laboratory data are over-protective.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2747.012     
     
     Site-specific modifications of criteria is not a new concept. This         
     provision has been used for many years in the national criteria and        
     standards program.  EPA knows of no better way to allow relief from        
     criteria which may be over-protective for a given site.  The commenter     
     makes no suggestions as to an alternative to the proposed site-specific    
     modification provisions.  EPA believes that the current provisions are     
     fair, because all dischargers are subject to the same criteria and have the
     same opportunity for modifying criteria on a site-specific basis.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2747.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The modification procedure establishes narrow requirements that must be met
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     to change a criteria based on laboratory data.  The burden of proof is     
     placed on the petitioner to explan why the field data justify a departure  
     from the laboratory data, which are presumed "correct".  The grounds for a 
     modification -- "Local water quality parameters" and "sensitivity of local 
     aquatic organisms" -- may not necessarily explain why biota in the natural 
     environment are less affected by chemicals than biota in the artificial    
     environment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2747.013     
     
     Although EPA provides three justifications for modifying criteria, EPA does
     not limit modifications of the criteria to the three specified in the final
     Guidance:  local water quality characteristics such as pH, hardness,       
     temperature, color, etc., alter the biological availability or toxicity of 
     a pollutant; or criteria when the sensitivity of the local aquatic         
     organisms (i.e., those that would live in the water absent human-induced   
     pollution) differs significantly from the species actually tested in       
     developing the criteria; and local conditions (any local physical or       
     hydrological condition) which precluded aquatic life from remaining at the 
     site (such as lack of proper substrate, cover, flow, depth, pools, and     
     riffles, unrelated to ambient water quality).  EPA, however, cannot think  
     of a situation where site specific aquatic life modifications would be     
     scientifically justified which would not be covered by these three         
     justifications.  As to the commenter's last sentence, although it would be 
     preferable to understand the true fate of pollutants in the natural        
     environment, EPA is most interested in what effect the pollutant has to    
     biota in natural conditions.  EPA believes that guidance given to States   
     and Tribes determines what effects pollutants elicit on organisms in their 
     natural environment and that why those effects occur is not of paramount   
     concern in establishing permit limits.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2750.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL/METH
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences and the National Institutes of Health. 
     EPA used questionable methodologies for deriving Bioaccumulation Factors   
     (used to identify chemicals of particular concern which will be subject to 
     especially stringent controls) and to set limits on pollutants for which   
     limited data exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are         
     resolved, it is not appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.     
     [This suggests the GLI should be adopted as a guideline rather than an     
     enforceable standard.]                                                     
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     Response to: D2750.001     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2750.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .002 is imbedded in comment .001.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This suggests the GLI should be adopted as a guideline rather than an      
     enforceable standard.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2750.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2750.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring dischargers in the Great Lakes region to comply   
     with much stricter effluent limits, the proposed rule would in many cases  
     also lead to significant new requirements including:                       
                                                                                
     [the burden of conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of   
     chemicals in cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not  
     exist would be shifted from Government to industry (or, as an alternative, 
     industry would be required to meet standards which are designed to be more 
     stringent than necessary).]                                                
                                                                                
     [treating pollutants which they did not generate or add to in their        
     discharge; that is, pollutants already present in water used for cooling or
     other purposes.]                                                           
                                                                                
     [undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have    
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     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.]                           
                                                                                
     [conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration    
     proving that any increases in discharges will lead to major social and     
     economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before the facility
     could increase it discharge over existing effluent quality, even if permit 
     limits would not be exceeded.]                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2750.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards and           
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the   
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, which provides for the use of  
     best professional judgment in the assessment of available data, see Section
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2750.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .004 is imbedded in comment .003.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the burden of conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of    
     chemicals in cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not  
     exist would be shifted from Government to industry (or, as an alternative, 
     industry would be required to meet standards which are designed to be more 
     stringent than necessary).                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2750.004     
     
     EPA believes it is appropriate for dischargers to share the burden of      
     developing data on pollutants for which there are no Tier I criteria or    
     Tier II values.  EPA recognizes that the ultimate statutory responsibility 
     for developing, adopting, and approving water quality standards rests with 
     States, Tribes, and EPA, however, the Clean Water Act also makes           
     dischargers ultimately responsible for the content of their discharges, and
     gives broad authority to the Administrator and the States for data         
     gathering and reporting concerning such discharges.  Since EPA does not    
     want to impose an undue hardship on dischargers, and has reviewed carefully
     the comments of those concerned about the cost and time required to        
     generate Tier II data, EPA has concluded that because of the amount of     
     existing data already available for the GLI Clearinghouse, the potential   
     burden to generate required Tier II data in specified circumstances will be
     relatively insignificant. See also response to D2741.076.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2750.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .005 is imbedded in comment .003.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     treating pollutants which they did not generate or add to in their         
     discharge; that is, pollutants already present in water used for cooling or
     other purposes.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2750.005     
     
     This is not a complete comment, but appears to raise the general issues of 
     intake credits.  See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a complete discussion of
     this subject.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .006 is imbedded in comment .003.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have     
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2750.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 2509



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2750.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .007 is imbedded in comment .003.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration     
     proving that any increases in discharges will lead to major social and     
     economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before the facility
     could increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even if permit
     limits would not be exceeded.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2750.007     
     
     See response to comment D2594.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.    
     The limited resources of point source dischargers, including municipalities
     would be better directed toward programs with tangible environmental       
     benefits rather than the illusory, overbroad goals of the GLI.             
                                                                                
     [In addition, industries in the region would be at a severe economic       
     disadvantage over industries outside the Great Lakes basin who are not     
     subject to the same provisions.]  [The antidegradation provisions will     
     inhibit growth in the region by making it difficult or impossible for      
     companies, especially small single location facilities, to return to full  
     production during the course of economic recovery and by forcing delays in 
     business decisions while antidegradation demonstration reviews are being   
     carried out.]  National companies could switch production to facilities    
     outside the Great Lakes basin to avoid the stringent GLI requirements and  
     associated higher cost of production.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2750.008     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2098.038 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .009 is imbedded in comment .008.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, industries in the region would be at a severe economic        
     disadvantage over industries outside the Great Lakes basin who are not     
     subject to the same provisions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2750.009     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2750.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .010 is imbedded in comment .008.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making 
     it difficult or impossible for companies, especially small single location 
     facilities, to return to full production during the course of economic     
     recovery and by forcing delays in business decisions while antidegradation 
     demonstration reviews are being carried out.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2750.010     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will be an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the     
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
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     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2750.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI conflicts with existing and proposed New York State regulations and    
     program priorities.  For example, New York State's Water Quality           
     Enhancement and Protection policy closely parallels the GLI.  A second     
     program would completely ban Bioaccumulative substances that are           
     "environmentally mobile."  This program is more protective than the GLI's  
     proposal to regulate "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" and would be   
     much simpler to implement for the regulated community.  [The GLI is        
     overbroad and duplicitous and will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and    
     conflicting objectives for state agencies.]  [It will also result in most  
     states in the region administering two separate permit programs based on   
     separate water quality criteria, unless states change their existing rules 
     to effectively apply the GLI statewide.]  [Statewide application would only
     serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws and costs on a much larger
     number of dischargers.]                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.011     
     
     See response to comment number D2821.009.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2750.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .012 is imbedded in comment .011.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is overbroad and duplicitous and will cause confusion, unneeded    
     costs, and conflicting objectives for state agencies.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2750.012     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI is overbroad, duplicitous and will cause   
     confusion, unneeded costs and conflicting objectives for State agencies.   
     EPA believes the Guidance takes an ecosystem approach to environmental     
     amnagement and considers all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes, point
     and nonpoint.  For a discussion of the principles EPA relied upon in       
     developing the final Guidance, including an accurate assessment of the     
     costs and benefits associated with implementing the final Guidance, see    
     Sections I.C and IX of the SID. For a discussion of how the Guidance       
     complements ongoing Great Lakes programs, see Section I.D of the SID and   
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2750.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .013 is imbedded in comment .011.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It will also result in most states in the region administering two separate
     permit programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states    
     change their existing rules to effectively apply the GLI statewide.        
     
     
     Response to: D2750.013     
     
     For a discussion of the adoption and application of criteria,              
     methodologies, policies and procedures included in the final Guidance, see 
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .014 is imbedded in comment .011.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Statewide application would only serve to impose the GLI and its associated
     flaws and costs on a much larger number of dischargers.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.014     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2750.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will likely to set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the  
     country.  Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance of the 
     policies and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve      
     unproven science and new more burdensome approaches to implementation.     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.015     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and P2698.008                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Small businesses will be disproportionately affected by the GLI's low      
     discharge limits especially ubiquitous compounds such as mercury.  This is 
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     due to the non-linear capital cost of treatment.  As discharge limits      
     descend from the parts per billion to parts per trillion and even parts per
     quadrillion range, treatment costs escalate dramatically.  Small businesses
     and de minimis dischargers should be exempted from the onerous requirements
     of the GLI.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2750.016     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2750.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will create economic discrepancies between U.S. and other North    
     American trading partners.  The combined effects of the GLI and the North  
     American Free Trade Agreement ("NAFTA") could result in a significant      
     incentive for the flight of manufacturing from the Great Lakes basin.      
     
     
     Response to: D2750.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, D605.042 and D2867.087.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2750.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors to produce    
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.  [In         
     addition, EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing      
     better criteria to industry: it is up to the discharger to prove that a    
     less stringent standard is merited.  Yet, because of antibacksliding       
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     provisions it is not clear that the more valid Tier I criteria could be    
     applied to relax a standard once a Tier II criteria has been developed.]   
     [EPA's own Science Advisory Board has raised a number of questions about   
     the Tier II methodology and has indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach
     needs further review for validity before use.]                             
     
     
     Response to: D2750.018     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2750.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .019 is imbedded in comment .018.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing   
     better criteria to industry: it is up to the discharger to prove that a    
     less stringent standard is merited.  Yet, because of antibacksliding       
     provisions it is not clear that the more valid Tier I criteria could be    
     applied to relax a standard once a Tier II criteria has been developed.    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.019     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2750.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .020 is imbedded in comment .018.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's own Science Advisory Board has raised a number of questions about the
     Tier II methodology and has indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach    
     needs further review for validity before use.                              
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     Response to: D2750.020     
     
     EPA has reviewed commenters' concerns and concluded that the Tier II       
     approach is scientifically sound and necessary for the Great Lakes System, 
     and is appropriate for development of water quality- based effluent limits.
      Furthermore, EPA does not agree with comments that the methodology is     
     overly restrictive.  For these reasons, the proposed aquatic life Tier II  
     methodology is retained in the final Guidance.  Further discussion of this 
     issue is found in sections II.C.2 and III of the SID. See also response to 
     comment D2714.020.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2750.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Traditionlly environmental standards have been proposed by government only 
     after scientific or academic institutions have identified undesirable      
     characteristics or effects associated with chemical compounds released to  
     the environment.  This is especially true of many compounds presently      
     targeted by the GLI (e.g.,DDT,PCB,Dioxin,etc.).  History and logic dictate 
     that a specific concern arising from isolated studies should not be acted  
     upon unless and until it is tested and embraced by the scientific community
     through the peer review process.  Without peer review of the underlying    
     science, government lacks critical insight as to whether a numerical       
     standard will accomplish the desired objective: protection of human health 
     and the environment.  EPA is required to assume the role of "peer reviewer"
     and perform its bureaucratic function.  This arrangement is suspect in     
     several regards.  The basic scientific work will be conducted and funded by
     parties with a biased objective; developing the least restrictive standard.
     EPA will be forced to conduct peer review which it is ill prepared to do.  
     Government, since it lacks the resources and expertise for peer review will
     have a tendency to compensate for its uncertainty with excessive and       
     unnecessary safety factors.                                                
                                                                                
     By shifting the normal burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the  
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a Catch-22 situation.  Permittees could:            
                                                                                
     [1) Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to 
     develop Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since the studies may take  
     24 months or longer and thus dischargers would not have sufficient time to 
     complete research and studies and then put in place additional equipment if
     needed within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting the    
     Tier II limits.  Or,]                                                      
                                                                                
     [2) They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter     
     criteria, even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.  
     This may place a discharger at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent    
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     research proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing     
     dischargers are not forced to meet the same standards.]                    
                                                                                
     Recommendations:                                                           
                                                                                
     [Permit limits should not be based on Tier II values.]  Moreover, [it      
     should be clarified that antibacksliding provisions will not apply to      
     prevent the replacement of the more valid Tier I criteria for Tier II      
     values.]                                                                   
                                                                                
     [Lists of potential Tier II substances should be proposed by EPA and       
     subject to review and comment.]  In addition, [there should be requirements
     for scientific peer review of all data underlying water quality standards.]
     
     
     Response to: D2750.021     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2750.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .022 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1) Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to  
     develop Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since the studies may take  
     24 months or longer and thus dischargers would not have sufficient time to 
     complete research and studies and then put in place additional equipment if
     needed within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting the    
     Tier II limits.  Or,                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2750.022     
     
     See response to comment 2576.231.  Also EPA's experience indicates that the
     necessary toxicity studies can likely be accomplished in one year.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2750.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2) They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter      
     criteria, even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.  
     This may place a discharger at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent    
     research proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing     
     dischargers are not forced to meet the same standards.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.023     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2750.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .024 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits should not be based on Tier II values.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2750.024     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2750.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .025 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it should be clarified that antibacksliding provisions will not apply to   
     prevent the replacement of the more valid Tier I criteria for Tier II      
     values.                                                                    
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     Response to: D2750.025     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2750.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .026 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lists of potential Tier II substances should be proposed by EPA and subject
     to review and comment.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.026     
     
     See response to comment P2720.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2750.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     there should be requirements for scientific peer review of all data        
     underlying water quality standards.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2750.027     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2750.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of deriving a bioaccumulation factor is sound.  However, many, 
     including EPA's own Science Advisory Board ("SAB"), do not believe the     
     science underlying BAF has been sufficiently developed to justify its use  
     in the Initiative or as a regulatory trigger.  This is [especially         
     important since the economic consequences of controlling BCC's are so      
     great.]  Concerns about the proposed methodology include the following:    
                                                                                
     [The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates   
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, geology, or ecology.]                                  
                                                                                
     [When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a  
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier ("FCM") combined  
     with the bioconcentration factor ("BCF").  This methodology does not take  
     into account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and   
     does not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Further, the EPA       
     Scientific Advisory Board report states that the BCF-to-BAF model "has not 
     been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional water      
     quality at this time."]                                                    
                                                                                
     [Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology 
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  Errors of two   
     orders of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input     
     parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these
     input parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were       
     adopted without extensive critical review by appropriate scientific        
     committees.]                                                               
                                                                                
     [The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured 
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions.  Thus, discharge limits could
     be set at levels that are not protective of the environment or at levels   
     that far exceed what is necessary or appropriate.  A method susceptible to 
     such as wide range of error is arbitrary and indefensible.]                
                                                                                
     [The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCC's is by    
     EPA's own admission not based on " a risk assessment assumption that       
     results from scientific analyses."  The Committee is concerned that this   
     methodology may result in the determination of BCC's which are not         
     persistent or toxic.  For example, phenol has been determined to be a      
     potential BCC.  This compound is widely known to be readily biodegradable  
     and has recently been removed from the categorical pretreatment            
     requirements of the Organic Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers       
     Industries (40 CFR Section 414) by EPA because it was shown to be          
     effectively treated in publicly owned treatment works ("POTW") with        
     biological treatment (no pass through).]                                   
                                                                                
     [BAF's derived at a specific field sit in the Great Lakes are not          
     applicable to all other waters in the Basin.  Hence, BAF's are likely ot be
     very site-specific.]                                                       
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     [The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify 
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.]                                     
                                                                                
     [Until these questions about the methodology have been resolved, the BAF   
     procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving Water Quality 
     Standards.]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2750.028     
     
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available and that the      
     methodology in the final Guidance has been sufficiently developed to       
     justify its use in the initiative, as explained below.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .029 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     especially important since the economic consequences of controlling BCCs   
     are so great.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2750.029     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2750.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .030 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, geology, or ecology.                                   
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     Response to: D2750.030     
     
     See response to comment G3202.017                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2750.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .031 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier ("FCM") combined  
     with the bioconcentration factor ("BCF").  This methodology does not take  
     into account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and   
     does not consider biotransformaiton or metabolism.  Further, the EPA       
     Scientific Advisory Board report states that the BCF-to-BAF model "has not 
     been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional water      
     quality at this time."                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.031     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2750.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .032 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology  
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  Errors of two   
     orders of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input     
     parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these
     input parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were       
     adopted without extensive critical review by appropriate scientific        
     committees.                                                                
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     Response to: D2750.032     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2750.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .033 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured  
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions.  Thus, discharge limits could
     be set at levels that are not protective of the environment or at levels   
     that far exceed what is necessary or appropriate.  A method susceptible to 
     such as wide range of error is arbitrary and indefensible.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2750.033     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.016.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2750.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .034 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCC's is by     
     EPA's own admission not based on "a risk assessment assumption that results
     from scientific analyses."  The Committee is concerned that this           
     methodology may result in the determination of BCC's which are not         
     persistent or toxic.  For example, phenol has been determined to be a      
     potential BCC.  This compound is widely known to be readily biodegradable  
     and has recently been removed from the categorical pretreatment            
     requirements of the Organic Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers       
     Industries (40 CFR Section 414) by EPA because it was shown to be          

Page 2524



$T044618.TXT
     effectively treated in publicly owned treatment works ("POTW") with        
     biological treatment (no pass through).                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.034     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2750.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .035 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs derived at a specific field site in the Great Lakes are not applicable
     to all other waters in the Basin.  Hence, BAF's are likely to be very      
     site-specific.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2750.035     
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2750.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .036 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.                                      
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     Response to: D2750.036     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2750.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .037 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until these questions about the methodology have been resolved, the BAF    
     procedure should not be used as numeric factor in deriving Water Quality   
     Standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2750.037     
     
     EPA believes that it has adequatetly addressed the questions about the     
     methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF as a numeric factor  
     in deriving water quality standards.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has made an effort to work with the regulated community to develop the 
     BAF methodology through the comment/response process, meetings and         
     discussions, and Science Advisory Board reviews. The regulated community   
     has had the opportunity to participate these and other forums to develop   
     the BAF methodology used in the final Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2750.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE CRITERIA (Fed Reg. pp. 20879-84)  The GLI marks the first time    
     that EPA has sought to develop water quality standards expressly aimed at  
     protecting wildlife.  Because this is a new effort, it is especially       
     important that it be extensively reviewed by the scientific community and  
     found to be scientifically sound.  However, the proposed methodology has   
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     not been generally accepted by the scientific community.  As noted by the  
     EPA's Science Advisory Board, EPA's proposed methodology is based on the   
     human health paradgm and thus is aimed at protecting individuals, not      
     species.  [In light of the diverse habitat present in the great lakes, a   
     species seclected to provide a basis for regional wildlife criteria may not
     be ecologically representative of the entire region.]                      
     
     
     Response to: D2750.038     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2590.028 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2750.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .039 is imbedded in comment .038.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of the diverse habitat present in the great lakes, a species      
     selected to provide a basis for regional wildlife criteria may not be      
     ecologically representative of the entire region.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2750.039     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2750.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .040 is imbedded in comment .038.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before a formal methodology for the protection of wildlife is proposed, EPA
     should address these concerns; in addition, the formal methodology should  
     be subject to a thorough peer review process in which any other concerns   
     expressed by the scientific community would be addressed.                  
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     Response to: D2750.040     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2750.041
     Cross Ref 1: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION (Fed.Reg.pp.20888-20917)  As proposed, the GLI             
     antidegradation policy would have significant adverse effect on economic   
     growth in the Great Lakes region and would impose onerous demonstration    
     requirements on both municipal and industrial dischargers.  The policy     
     brings about a number of significant changes that will unnecessarily       
     inhibit growth.                                                            
                                                                                
     [For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,       
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and 
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, GLI also imposes burdensome  
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the proposed          
     antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in time, putting
     the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage relative to  
     other parts of the country and our North American trading partners.]       
                                                                                
     [For BCCs the exisiting effluent quality ("EEQ") would become a legally    
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants or increased flows at POTW's for     
     growth in communities currently operating at less than full capacity and   
     below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and cycles of demand  
     for industrial products, many production facilities are operating at less  
     than full capacity: they will remain that way unless some flexibility is   
     provided for in the final rule.  The Committee strongly opposes this lack  
     of flexibilty in the proposed antidegradation proposal.]                   
                                                                                
     [Operators of facilities--including industrial waste water treatment plants
     and POTW's--which operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing 
     permit limitations will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable
     permits limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged, 
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.]                    
                                                                                
     [Even if they were never detected in a facility's dicharges, EPA could     
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
     to undertake significant, expensive monitoring.  In addition, it may expose
     all POTWs, direct and indirect dischargers to legal liabilities, since if  
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     the substance were detected, the facility instantly would be out of        
     compliance.]                                                               
                                                                                
     [Under existing antibacksliding policy, Tier II standards would not be     
     adjusted upward even if a data base is established to show that these      
     substances pose no environmental threat at currently regulated levels.]    
                                                                                
     [The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and   
     time-consuming.  Moreover, we question whether environmental regulators    
     have the inhouse expertise to evaluate the technical, social and economic  
     factors without more specific guidelines in the regulations.]              
                                                                                
     Recommendations:                                                           
                                                                                
     These requirements are burdensome and unworkable.  They will delay business
     and community decisions and expose facilities to significant liability     
     risks.  In order to rectify this, these concerns should be addressed and   
     the following changes made.                                                
                                                                                
     [The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for 
     BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in water quality
     based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing effluent quality.]
                                                                                
     [Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on     
     these values.]                                                             
                                                                                
     [The antidegradation analysis should be simplified and clarified as        
     follows:                                                                   
                                                                                
     - For non-BCCs, small permit limit increases or small amounts of a new     
     pollutant should be exempt from the antidegradation process (small would be
     up to 10 percent based on ambient conditions);                             
     - The pollution prevention test should be eliminated and the permittee     
     should only need to complete the 10 percent increase in cost test.         
     - The socio/economic test should provide specific numeric factors (based on
     perserving exisiting jobs as well as an increase in jobs or a percentage   
     increase in the tax base) to provide consistent results.]                  
                                                                                
     [Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary 
     and based on subjective judgment.  Municipal and industrial dischargers    
     should be assured that if they meet specific requirements of a             
     demonstration they will be granted the necessary increase in permitted     
     discharge.]                                                                
                                                                                
     [Incremental increases in production should be encouraged and flexibility  
     built into the system.]                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.041     
     
     With respect to the commenter's general complaint that the antidegradation 
     provisions of the proposed Guidance are burdensome and would inhibit       
     growth, EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the 
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
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     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     With respect to the commenter's concerns relating to the EEQ provisions of 
     the proposed Guidance, see the response to comment D2098.046.  In addition,
     with respect to monitoring, the final Guidance does not impose significant 
     new requirements. Monitoring is only required where BCCs are known or      
     expected to occur in the effluent of a regulated facility.  This monitoring
     need not be substantial; once per permit should suffice in most cases.     
                                                                                
     WIth respect to limits based on tier II limits, antidegradation applies to 
     any activity that will lower water quality in high quality waters and is   
     independent of the derivation permit limits.  In the final Guidance, EPA   
     suggests linking antidegradation requirements to requests for increased    
     permit limits for non-BCCs as a means of reducing the administrative burden
     stemming from the antidegradation provisions.  There is no basis for       
     distinguishing between discharge levels based on attaining tier I criteria 
     and those based on tier II values. This is not to say that either limits   
     cannot be adjusted upward, only that an antidegradation review is required 
     to do so.                                                                  
                                                                                
     With respect to the mechanism used to trigger antidegradation review, EPA  
     does not agree that antidegradation review should be triggered solely by a 
     request for increased permit limits for both BCCs and non-BCCs.  See the   
     response to comme D2798.046.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA also does not agree that the pollution prevention component of the     
     antidegradation demonstration should be dropped.  Federal regulations at 40
     CFR 131.12 state that water quality in high quality waters should be       
     maintained and protected unless lower water quality is necessary to        
     accomodate important social and economic development.  Inherent in making a
     finding that lower water quality is necessary is an analysis of the        
     alternatives to lower water quality.  A consideration of the potential to  
     elimate or reduce the lowering of water quality through the application of 
     pollution prevention is clearly germane to such a determination.           
                                                                                
     EPA does not agee that the final Guidance should provide specific factors  
     for evaluating the social and economic development associated with a       
     proposed lowering of water quality.  Such a determination is, by its       
     nature, extemely site- and case- specific.                                 
                                                                                
     Similary, it is not possible to provide a step-by-step process that, if    
     followed, will result in a request to lower water quality being granted.   
     This is true for a number of reasons. First, merely accomplishing the      
     administrative requirements does not ensure that the information provided  
     in support of lowering water quality is sufficient to justify a deicsion to
     allow a lowering of water quality.  Second, antidegradation is inherently  
     case-specific with the ultimate goal being to accomodate economic growth   
     while minimizing environmental impacts.  In some instances, information    
     provided early in a demonstration may suggest productive new avenues of    
     consideration or new possibilities that merit review prior to making a     
     final decision. Finally, public participation is an important factor in any
     decision regarding lower water quality.  An assured outcome based on       
     completion of certain steps and meaningful opportunities for public        
     participation are incompatible. 

Page 2530



$T044618.TXT
                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2750.042
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .042 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,        
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and 
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, GLI also imposes burdensome  
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the proposed          
     antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in time, putting
     the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage relative to  
     ther parts of the country and our North American trading partners.         
     
     
     Response to: D2750.042     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2750.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .043 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs the existing effluent quality ("EEQ") would become a legally      
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increase in plants or increased flows at POTW's for      
     growth in communities currently operating at less than full capacity and   
     below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and cycles of demand  
     for industrial products, many production facilities are operating at less  
     than full capacity: they will remain that way unless some flexibility is   
     provided for in the final rule.  The Committee strongly opposes this lack  
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     of flexibility in the proposed antidegradation proposal.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2750.043     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2750.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .044 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilities--including industrial waste water treatment plants 
     and POTW's--which operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing 
     permit limitations will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable
     permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged,  
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.044     
     
     See the response to comment D2098.046.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2750.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .045 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharges, EPA could     
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
     to undertake significant expensive monitoring.  In addition, it may expose 
     all POTWs, direct and indirect dischargers to legal liabilities, since if  
     the substance were detected, the facility instantly would be out of        
     compliance.                                                                
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     Response to: D2750.045     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2750.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .046 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under existing antibacksliding policy, Tier II standards would not be      
     adjusted upward even if a data base is established to show that these      
     substances pose no environmental threat at currently regulated levels.     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.046     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2750.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .047 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.  Moreover, we question whether environmental regulators    
     have the inhouse expertise to evaluate the technical, social and economic  
     factors without more specific guidelines in the regulations.               
     
     
     Response to: D2750.047     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2750.048
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .048 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in a water      
     quality based effluent limit or new discharge, not on existing effluent    
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2750.048     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2750.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .049 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.049     
     
     See the response to comment D2750.041.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2750.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG/SE
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG/TECH
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .050 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation analysis should be simplified and clarified as follows:
     - For non-BCCs, small permit limit increases or small amounts of new       
     pollutant should be exempt from the antidegradation process (small would be
     up to 10 percent based on ambient conditions);                             
     - The pollution prevention test should be eliminated and the permittee     
     should only need to complete the 10 percent increase in cost test.         
     - The socio/economic test should provide specific numeric factors (based on
     preserving existing jobs as well as an increase in jobs or a percentage    
     increase in the tax base) to provide consistent results.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2750.050     
     
     The final Guidance, if adopted by States and Tribes, would allow de minimis
     reductions in water quality that are not subject to antidegradation review.
      This was not changed from the proposed Guidance.                          
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that pollution prevention is not an appropriate consideration
     under antidegradation.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 state that    
     water quality in high quality waters should be maintained and protected    
     unless lower water quality is necessary to accommodate important social and
     economic development.  Inherent in making a finding that lower water       
     quality is necessary is an analysis of the alternatives to lower water     
     quality.  A consideration of the potential to eliminate or reduce the      
     lowering of water quality through the application of pollution prevention  
     is eminently germane to such a determination.                              
                                                                                
     It is not possible to provide direction to States and Tribes at the level  
     of detail requested by the commenter in the final Guidance.  What          
     constitutes important social and economic development is case-specific and 
     can vary tremendously. Therefore, the final Guidance gives States and      
     Tribes considerable latitude in making this determination.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2750.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .051 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary  
     and based on subjective judgment.  Municipal and industrial dischargers    
     should be assured that if they meet specific requirements of a             
     demonstration they will be granted the necessary increase in permitted     
     discharge.                                                                 
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     Response to: D2750.051     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: D2750.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .052 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Incremental increases in production should be encouraged and flexibility   
     built into the system.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.052     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2750.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the     
     standards set by the GLI are over protective.  Despite this, the GLI       
     generally requires the application of water criteria and values throughout 
     the Great Lakes regardless of state or tribal designations and regardless  
     of site-specific water conditions.  The failure to use, or allow for, site 
     specific adjustments except under very specific, limited circumstances     
     ignores the fact that All species are not present everywhere due to        
     physical factors not related to toxic substances.                          
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     It is essential that States and Indian Tribes have the ability to develop  
     scientifically sound site-specific water quality standards which recognize 
     unique local conditions including populations of fish species and other    
     organisms present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents, 
     and bioavailability.                                                       
                                                                                
     Recommendations:                                                           
                                                                                
     To assure this, the following changes to the rule proposed should be made: 
                                                                                
     [Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or     
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.]                                   
                                                                                
     [Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should
     be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits.]       
                                                                                
     [Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to   
     reflect local conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.]                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2750.053     
     
     The site-specific modification procedures in the final Guidance allow both 
     more and less stringent modifications to all aquatic life, wildlife, and   
     human health criteria as well as BAFs.  Site- specific modifications to    
     criteria may account for differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate  
     of chemicals with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.         
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants is not appropriate.  EPA maintains that   
     water quality standards for waters downstream must be attained.            
                                                                                
     See Section II of the SID for more information on use designations.        
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2854L.053 regarding boundaries for attainment of  
     water quality standards. Also see response to comment D2724.351.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2750.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .054 is imbedded in comment .053.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
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     Response to: D2750.054     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2750.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .055 is imbedded in comment .053.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits.        
     
     
     Response to: D2750.055     
     
     See response to comment P2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2750.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .056 is imbedded in comment .053.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect local conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2750.056     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2750.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, EPA has identified a long list of substances for which      
     mixing zones will be eliminated and has eliminated zones of initial        
     dilution completely.  This will force dischargers to meet ambient water    
     quality standards at the end of the pipe--an extremely expensive prospect  
     that brings with it extremely limited environmental benefits.              
     
     
     Response to: D2750.057     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2750.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many industrial and municipal permits require that discharges meet ambient 
     standards outside of a small zone of mixing or dilution.  Dischargers are  
     usually required to perform toxicity tests to ensure that sensitive species
     are fully protected wherever zones are established.  This policy has always
     been viewed by regulators and the public as protective of the environment. 
                                                                                
     The implications of the proposed change are of great concern to the        
     Committee:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Municipal POTW, industrial, and Federal facility dischargers will be forced
     to begin removing pollutants that are not now of regulatory concern.  For  
     example, both industries and municipal POTWs discharge small amounts of    
     mercury. There is often no limit in a permit for mercury because levels at 
     the edge of a mixing zone are at or below ambient water quality            
     requirements, even though they are slightly higher at the point of         
     discharge.  By mandating compliance at the end of the pipe, EPA would force
     municipalities and industries to treat for mercury.                        
                                                                                
     [Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not          
     significantly improve water quality, since ambient water quality standards 
     are fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real   
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     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small, and
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.]                                    
                                                                                
     [EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control" 
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  Under these guidelines, there is no reasonable basis for treating   
     BCCs differently in this case.  The GLI proposes derivation procedures for 
     criteria for BCCs which the EPA admits may be overconservative.  EPA's     
     approach, then, is duplicative.]                                           
                                                                                
     [The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zone of initial dilution is  
     only defensible when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are
     occurring within these zones.  Thus, we recommend that reductions of these 
     zones be required only when the regulatory agency can show actual or       
     reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concentrations     
     within mixing zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are        
     economically and technically feasible.]                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.058     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2750.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .059 is imbedded in comment .058.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not           
     significantly improve water quality, since ambient water quality standards 
     are fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real   
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small, and
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.059     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2750.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .060 is imbedded in comment .058.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control"  
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  Under these guidelines, there is no reasonable basis for treating   
     BCCs differently in this case.  The GLI proposes derivation procedures for 
     criteria for BCCs which the EPA admits may be overconservative.  EPA's     
     approach, then, is duplicative.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2750.060     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2750.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .061 is imbedded in comment .058.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zone of initial dilution is   
     only defensible when it can be shown that the adverse environmental impacts
     are occurring within these zones.  Thus, we recommend that reductions of   
     these zones be required only when the regulatory agency can show actual or 
     reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concentrations     
     within mixing zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are        
     economically and technically feasible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.061     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2750.062
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of intake credits in nearly all circumstances will 
     force municipal and industrial dischargers to treat substances that they do
     not add to their effluent.  Currently, dischargers are generally held      
     responsible only for the pollutants added to the effluent before           
     discharging.  They are not generally held responsible for background levels
     of substances already present in the influent to their plants.  However,   
     the GLI reguires dischargers to treat substances present in the influent   
     except under very specific situations which will be almost impossible to   
     meet.  [This proposed policy imposes tremendous costs and liability        
     problems on plant operators, subjects dischargers to enforcement actions   
     based on pollutants that they did not generate, and raises a basic concern 
     for equity among regions.]                                                 
                                                                                
     [The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current      
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits. 
     Under the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly consider
     intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five specific conditions:
     (1) 100% of the discharge water is returned to the same body of water from 
     which it was derived; (2) the facility does not add any of the pollutant in
     the process; (3) the facility does not alter the pollutants chemically or  
     physically; (4) there is no increase of the pollutant at the edge of the   
     mixing zone; and (5) the timing and location of the discharge would not    
     lead to adverse water quality impacts.                                     
                                                                                
     A close review shows that these conditions will almost never be met.  Very 
     few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all intake 
     water in the same stream segment or area.  In addition, it would be        
     extremely difficult for a facility to prove that none of the pollutant is  
     being added through metals leaching from process pipes or trace amounts of 
     pollutants in process chemicals or feedstocks ending up in effluent.       
     Because of this, facilities will become legally responsible for pollutants 
     that they did not generate.]                                               
                                                                                
     [Intake pollutants should not be subject to regulation.  The Clean Water   
     Act regulates the discharge of pollutants, which is specifically defined as
     "any addition of pollutants to navigable waters from any point source." (33
     USC Section 1362(12); emphasis added).  The regulatory history and judicial
     treatment of this issue raise serious questions about EPA's jurisdiction to
     regulate pollutants present in the intake stream.                          
                                                                                
     In June 1983 the agency stated that "a discharger should not be held       
     responsible for pollutants already existing in its water supply" (44 Fed.  
     Reg. at 32865).                                                            
                                                                                
     In 1981 an EPA judicial officer ruled that it was "obvious" that no        
     "addition" occurs when "the same body of water is both the source and the  
     recipient of the pollutants" In re Revonier Corp., 1981 NPDES Lexis 1, at 5
     (June 18, 1981).                                                           
                                                                                
     The Agency has expressly taken the position that "for addition of a        
     pollutant from a point source to occur, the point source must introduce the
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     pollutant into navigable water from the outside world."NWF v.Gorsuch, 693  
     F.2d 156, 165 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (emphasis added).                           
                                                                                
     In 1988 EPA continued to adhere to this position when its interpretation   
     was again adopted, this time by the Sixth Circuit: "EPA also argued, as it 
     does here, that there can be no addition unless a source 'physically       
     introduces a pollutant into water from the outside world...' We agree with 
     the District of Columbia circuit that EPA's definition... is a permissible 
     construction of 'added'"....NWF v. Consumers Power Company, 862 F.2d 580,  
     584. (6th Cir.1988).                                                       
                                                                                
     Further, in Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976), 
     the court squarely addressed EPA's jurisdiction to regulate pollutants in  
     intake water and concluded: "It is industry's position that EPA has no     
     jurisdiction under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter
     a plant through its intake stream.  We agree."                             
                                                                                
     The cases EPA cites are distinguishable from the Agency's position in this 
     rulemaking.  For example, N.W.F. v. Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580,584  
     (6th Cir. 1988) adopted the Agency's previous definition of "addition."    
     The other cases involving discharges of a seafood processing plant and     
     redeposition of vegetation in wetlands do not address the precise issue of 
     pollutants in intake water as did the court in Appalacian Power.]          
                                                                                
     [This provision will prohibit intake credits even when the effluent from a 
     plant has lower concentrations of pollutants than does the receiving       
     water.]                                                                    
                                                                                
     [We question whether the Clean Water Act confers power upon EPA to require 
     de facto remediation of the Great Lakes by entities who did not discharge  
     the pollutants in the first instance.]                                     
                                                                                
     [Policy concerns and legal precedent lead to the conclusion that same      
     drainage basin intake credits must be allowed.  In its proposed rule, EPA  
     expressed some concern that allowing for intake credits would create an    
     economic incentive for facilities to relocate to water bodies that are more
     polluted.  It is unlikely that the decision to locate or relocate a        
     facility would be based primarily on the pollution levels in the water     
     body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake pollutant levels    
     under an intake credit option would be more important enough to create an  
     incentive to relocate just underscores the economic burdens of having no   
     intake credit.  Whatever the validity of this concern, it is clearly       
     outweighed by numerous, more compelling considerations:                    
                                                                                
     The proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer.                   
                                                                                
     EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge"      
     which, in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, EPA's  
     new approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and   
     state power to control and eliminate water pollution.                      
                                                                                
     The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the   
     permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of whether dams   
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.  Moreover,           
     agricultural point source discharges could be subject to stringent new     
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Liability could be dramatically expanded.  Under the new definition, every 
     chemical constituent in the intake water will require a permit or, at a    
     minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that specific      
     constituent.  Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary  
     considerably, the facility's civil and even criminal liability would be    
     beyond its control.                                                        
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     When water quality standards have been exceeded, the technology-based      
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to dealing    
     with its own pollution, the facility would be required to have technology  
     to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution without workable   
     industry standards to guide them.                                          
                                                                                
     Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found to 
     be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to       
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     through a complex and time-consuming and expensive variance or use         
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     eventually be the same as if intake credits were allowed.]                 
     
     
     Response to: D2750.062     
     
     The issues raised in this comment duplicate comments made in other comments
     and a separate response is not provided here.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2750.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .063 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This proposed policy imposes tremendous costs and liability problems on    
     plant operators, subjects dischargers to enforcement actions based on      
     pollutants that they did not generate, and raises a basic concern for      
     equity among regions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2750.063     
     
     As noted in the response to D2750.062 (which includes this comment), this  
     issue has been raised by other commenters and a separate response is not   
     provided here.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2750.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .064 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits. 
     Under the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly consider
     intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five specific conditions:
     (1) 100% of the discharge water is returned to the same body of water from 
     which it was derived; (2) the facility does not add any of the pollutant in
     the process; (3) the facility does not alter the pollutants chemically or  
     physically; (4) there is no increase of the pollutant at the edge of the   
     mixing zone; and (5) the timing and location of the discharge would not    
     lead to adverse water quality impacts.                                     
                                                                                
     A close review shows that these conditions will almost never be met.  Very 
     few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all intake 
     water in the same stream segment or area.  In addition, it would be        
     extremely difficult for a facility to prove that none of the pollutant is  
     being added through metals leaching from process pipes or trace amounts of 
     pollutants in process chemicals or feedstocks ending up in effluent.       
     Because of this, facilities will become legally responsible for pollutants 
     that they did not generate.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2750.064     
     
     As noted in the response to D2750.062 (which includes this comment), this  
     issue has been raised by other commenters and a separate response is not   
     provided here.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2750.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .065 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake pollutants should not be subject to regulation.  The Clean Water Act
     regulates the discharge of pollutants, which is specifically defined as    
     "any addition of pollutants to navigable waters from any point source." (33
     USC Section 1362(12); emphasis added).  The regulatory history and judicial
     treatment of this issue raise serious questions about EPA's jurisdiction to
     regulate pollutants present in the intake stream.                          
                                                                                
     In June 1983 the agency stated that "a discharger should not be held       
     responsible for pollutants already existing in its water supply" (44 Fed.  
     Reg. at 32865).                                                            
                                                                                
     In 1981 an EPA judicial officer ruled that it was "obvious" that no        
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     "addition" occurs when "the same body of water is both the source and the  
     recipient of the pollutants" In re Revonier Corp., 1981 NPDES Lexis 1, at 5
     (June 18, 1981).                                                           
                                                                                
     The Agency has expressly taken the position that "for addition of a        
     pollutant from a point source to occur, the point source must introduce the
     pollutant into navigable water from the outside world." NWF v. Gorsuch, 693
     F.2d 156, 165 (D.C. Cir. 1982) (emphasis added).                           
                                                                                
     In 1988 EPA continued to adhere to this position when its interpretation   
     was again adopted, this time by the Sixth Circuit: "EPA also argued, as it 
     does here, that there can be no addition unless a source 'physically       
     introduces a pollutant into water from the outside world...' We agree with 
     the District of Columbia circuit that EPA's definition... is a permissible 
     construction of 'added'"....NWF v. Consumers Power Company, 862 F.2d       
     580,584. (6th Cir. 1988).                                                  
                                                                                
     Further, in Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976), 
     the court squarely addressed EPA's jurisdiction to regulate pollutants in  
     intake water and concluded: "It is industry's position that EPA has no     
     jurisdiction under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter
     a plant through its intake stream.  We agree."                             
                                                                                
     The cases EPA cites are distinguishable from the Agency's position in this 
     rulemaking.  For example, N.W.F. v. Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 
     (6th Cir. 1988) adopted the Agency's previous definition of "addition."    
     The other cases involving discharges of a seafood processing plant and     
     redeposition of vegetation in wetlands do not address the precise issue of 
     pollutants in intake water as did the court in Appalachian Power.          
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2750.065     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document, Section VIII.E.5.  Regarding       
     statements made by an EPA Chief Judicial Officer (CJO) in the Rayonier case
     and in the Federal Register preamble, the commenter has grossly            
     misrepresented those statements.  The Rayonier opinion was concerned with  
     applying the Agency's intake credit provision applicable to                
     technology-based effluent limitations, and the CJO held that the discharger
     in that case was entitled to a hearing on the question whether the         
     pollutants at issue were from the "same body of water" as the discharge.   
     If the discharge was from the same body of water, the discharger may have  
     been entitled to an adjustment of permit limitations.  That decision in no 
     way addressed, or implied, that discharges of intake pollutants are not an 
     "addition" subject to regulation, since in any case the discharge would be 
     subject to approriate permit conditions.  Similarly, the preamble cited by 
     the commenter actually supported the Agency's technology-based intake      
     pollutant provision, which does regulate discharges of intake pollutants,  
     but provides credit for such discharges under certain circumstances.  There
     is no implication that such discharges are not an "addition" of a          
     pollutant, and the basic concepts contained in that regulatory provision   
     and in the final Guidance are consistent.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2750.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .066 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This provision will prohibit intake credits even when the effluent from a  
     plant has lower concentrations of pollutants than does the receiving water.
     
     
     Response to: D2750.066     
     
     As noted in the response to D2750.062 (which includes this comment), this  
     issue has been raised by other commenters and a separate response is not   
     provided here.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2750.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .067 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We question whether the Clean Water Act confers power upon EPA to require  
     de facto remediation of the Great Lakes by entities who did not discharge  
     the pollutants in the first instance.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2750.067     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2750.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .068 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Policy concerns and legal precedent lead to the conclusion that the same   
     drainage basin intake credits must be allowed.  In its proposed rule, EPA  
     expressed some concern that allowing for intake credits would create an    
     economic incentive for facilities to relocate to water bodies that are more
     polluted.  It is unlikely that the decision to locate or relocate a        
     facility would be based primarily on the pollution levels in the water     
     body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake pollutant levels    
     under an intake credit option would be important enough to create an       
     incentive to relocate just underscores the economic burdens of having no   
     intake credit.  Whatever the validity of this concern, it is clearly       
     outweighed by numerous, more compelling considerations:                    
                                                                                
     The proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer.                   
                                                                                
     EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge"      
     which, in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, EPA's  
     new approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and   
     state power to control and eliminate water pollution.                      
                                                                                
     The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the   
     permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of whether dams   
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.  Moreover,           
     agricultural point source discharges could be subject to stringent new     
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Liability could be dramatically expanded.  Under the new definition, every 
     chemical constituent in the intake water will require a permit or, at a    
     minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that specific      
     constituent.  Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary  
     considerably, the facility's civil and even criminal liability would be    
     beyond its control.                                                        
                                                                                
     When water quality standards have been exceeded, the technology-based      
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to dealing    
     with its own pollution, the facility would be required to have technology  
     to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution without workable   
     industry standards to guide them.                                          
                                                                                
     Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found to 
     be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to       
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     through a complex and time-consuming and expensive variance or use         
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     eventually be the same as if intake credits were allowed.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2750.068     
     
     As noted in the response to D2750.062 (which includes this comment), this  
     issue has been raised by other commenters and a separate response is not   
     provided here.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.069
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits below a           
     quantifiable level imposes tremendous uncertainly and legal liability      
     beyond those contemplated by the Clean Water Act.  Currently, federal      
     regulations do not require or specify procedures for determining compliance
     when Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations are set at less than         
     quantifiable levels.  This is left to the discretion of individual states. 
     The GLI regulation establishes specific compliance procedures for great    
     lakes in these instances.  It requires that each permit include the actual 
     calculated limit, even though it may not be analytically measurable and    
     would not be used to determine compliance.  Compliance would be based on   
     the "compliance evaluation level," in this case the minimum level that can 
     be detected analytically.  In addition, dischargers would be required to   
     implement a complex and expensive pollutant minimization program even      
     though the substances of concern have not been detected in the plant's     
     discharge.                                                                 
                                                                                
     We have a number of concerns regarding these provisions:                   
                                                                                
     [It places a POTW or industrial wastewater plant operator at the mercy of a
     laboratory's detection equipment and the efficiency of its analytical      
     technicians.  Laboratory detection capability varies greatly throughout the
     Great Lakes Region as it does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending
     upon the matrix being analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate        
     treatment requirements and enforcement activities across the basin.        
     Without consistency on factors such as practical quantitation levels       
     ("PQLs"), vastly inconsistent, arbitrary, and inappropriate requirements   
     and regulatory action will result.]  In [addition, measurement of very low 
     levels of pollutants using equipment at the frontiers of detection         
     capability, results in a higher likelihood of false readings or            
     misidentification of substances.  These readings may unfairly subject      
     operators to significant uncertainty, liability and costs.]                
                                                                                
     [In order to avoid serious liability, municipal and industrial plant       
     operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated          
     monitoring equipment to frequently monitor the influent to the plant in    
     order to detect specified pollutants in the intake waters that may require 
     sophisticated treatment technology to ensure that any listed pollutant will
     remain below detectable limits.]                                           
                                                                                
     [The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the indentified substances were not introduced by the          
     discharger.  Just because a Water Quality Based Effluent Limitation is     
     below detection limits does not mean that there is a need for the permittee
     to "eliminate the pollutant," or that the specified minimization program   
     requirements are necessary or appropriate.]                                
                                                                                
     [The agency does not address how a municipality would implement a program  
     given that it has little control over indirect discharges, especially from 
     households.  Agricultural dischargers may also inadvertently fall under    
     these broad provisions.]                                                   
                                                                                
     [In cases where reduction of a pollutant may be warranted, it is           
     inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
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     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.]                                                                
                                                                                
     Recommendations:                                                           
                                                                                
     In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following changes
     be made to the Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations provision of the   
     GLI guidance:                                                              
                                                                                
     [Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor  
     of EPA's formal approval process may be used when the limit is below the   
     practical quantitation limit.]                                             
                                                                                
     [Compliance with water quality based effluent limitations should be        
     determined only by quantitative analysis of the final effluent.]           
                                                                                
     [Pollutant minimization programs should seek to reduce total discharges    
     instead of focusing on each wastestream.  The pollutant minimization       
     provisions should not apply if discharge levels are below either intake or 
     background concentrations.]                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2750.069     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.070
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .070 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It places a POTW or industrial wastewater plant operator at the mercy of a 
     laboratory's detection equipment and the efficiency of its analytical      
     technicians.  Laboratory's detection capability varies greatly throughout  
     the Great Lakes Region as it does everywhere.  It also varies greatly      
     depending upon the matrix being analyzed.  This will lead to widely        
     disparate treatment requirements and enforcement activities across the     
     basin.  Without consistency on factors such as practical quantitation      
     levels ("PQLs"), vastly inconsistent, arbitrary, and inappropriate         
     requirements and regulatory action will result.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2750.070     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .071 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     addition, measurement of very low levels of pollutants using equipment at  
     the frontiers of detection capability, results in a higher likelihood of   
     false readings or misidentification of substances.  These readings may     
     unfairly subject operators to significant uncertainty, liability and costs.
     
     
     Response to: D2750.071     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .072 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability, municipal and industrial plant        
     operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated          
     monitoring equipment to frequently monitor the influent to the plant in    
     order to detect specified pollutants in the intake waters that may require 
     sophisticated treatment technology to ensure that any listed pollutant will
     remain below detectable limits.                                            
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     Response to: D2750.072     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .073 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the indentified substances were not introduced by the          
     discharger.  Just because a Water Quality Based Effluent Limitation is     
     below detection limits does not mean that there is a need for the permittee
     to "eliminate the pollutant," or that the specified minimization program   
     requirements are necessary or appropriate.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2750.073     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .074 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency does not address how a municipality would implement a program   
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     given that it has little control over indirect discharges, especially from 
     households.  Agricultural dischargers may also inadvertently fall under    
     these broad provisions.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.074     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .075 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where reduction of a pollutant may be warranted, it is            
     inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2750.075     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .076 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor of
     EPA's formal approval process may be used when the limit is below the      
     practical quantitation limit.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2750.076     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .077 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with water quality based effluent limitations should be         
     determined only by quantitive analysis of the final effluent.              
     
     
     Response to: D2750.077     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2750.078
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .078 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Pollutant minimization programs should seek to reduce total discharges     
     instead of focusing on each wastestream.  The pollutant minimization       
     provisions should not apply if discharge levels are below either intake or 
     background concentrations.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2750.078     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2750.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to these specific concerns, the Committee believes that EPA has
     seriously underestimated the economic impacts of the GLI on individual     
     companies in New York and on the region as a whole.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2750.079     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's cost study did not measure the full costs of the majOr new           
     requirements included in the regulation.  EPA's study concludes that the   
     total annual costs of the GLI for all industries would only range from $80 
     to $505 million, with $230 million the most likely costs.  This study is   
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     questionable in many respects, including:                                  
                                                                                
     [It was based on an unrepresentative and small sample of only 59 facilities
     from industrial and publicly owned treatment works.  Of these, only 20 were
     identified as being significantly affected by the regulation.]             
                                                                                
     [The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one 
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     only estimates the costs of completing the demonstration process.]         
                                                                                
     [The study generally assumed that the background levels of pollutants in   
     the influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI       
     regulations and therefore that the new approach to intake credits would not
     be an issue.]                                                              
                                                                                
     [The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting Water Quality 
     Based Effluent Limitations below detection levels would impose little      
     additional costs because these costs could be attributed to other GLI      
     requirements.]                                                             
                                                                                
     [Many other concerns with EPA's cost study were raised by the Office of    
     Management and Budget ("OMB") in its review.  OMB advised that these issues
     be resolved before final publication.  Among these issues is a request for 
     additional analysis on the extent to which the new standards would prevent 
     the establishment of new facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Workers,    
     consumers, and investors will suffer losses whenever construction of new or
     expanded industrial or municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to
     the requirements of the proposed GLI.]                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.080     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2604.045, D2669.082, and D2719.008.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .081 is imbedded in comment .080.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It was based on an unrepresentative and small sample of only 59 facilities 
     from industrial and publicly owned treatment works.  Of these, only 20 were
     identified as being significantly affected by the regulation.              
     
     
     Response to: D2750.081     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

Page 2556



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .082 is imbedded in comment .080.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one  
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     only estimates the costs of completing the demonstration process.          
     
     
     Response to: D2750.082     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2750.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .083 is imbedded in comment .080.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study generally assumed that the background levels of pollutants in the
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI           
     regulations and therefore that the new approach to intake credits would not
     be an issue.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2750.083     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2579.003.D2750.083 See response to 
     comment D2604.045.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .084 is imbedded in comment .080.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting Water Quality  
     Based Effluent Limitations below detection levels would impose little      
     additional costs because these costs could be attributed to other GLI      
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2750.084     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .085 is imbedded in comment .080.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many other concerns with EPA's cost study were raised by the Office of     
     Management and Budget ("OMB") in its review.  OMB advised that these issues
     be resolved before final publication.  Among these issues is a request for 
     additional analysis on the extent to which the new standards would prevent 
     the establishment of new facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Workers,    
     consumers, and investors will suffer losses whenever construction of new or
     expanded industrial or municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to
     the requirements of the proposed GLI.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2750.085     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.086
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the GLI in New York State will be yet another incremental
     increase in the cumulative regulatory burden on a dwindling manufacturing  
     base.  The cost of complying with the GLI, as well as other regional       
     initiatives such as the ozone transport region (under the Clean Air Act    
     Amendments of 1990), NAFTA and burgeoning state environmental regulations  
     create significant incentives for business to leave New York in favor of   
     lower cost sites.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2750.086     
     
     See response to comments G2650.002 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the Committee has not conducted independent detailed cost studies,
     the consensus of opinion among the membership is that the GLI will cause   
     many companies in central New York to incur significant capital costs in   
     addition to increased monitoring, annual operation and maintenance costs.  
     
     
     Response to: D2750.087     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have 
     the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2750.088     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed above, the antidegradation provisions will discourage any     
     changes associated with normal economic growth, including efforts to expand
     production to pre-recession levels.  Manufacturing costs will be           
     significantly higher and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected states or to other regions of the country or to other North   
     American trading partners that are not affected by the regulation.  This   
     will lead to a loss of markets and a loss of jobs to the basin.            
     
     
     Response to: D2750.089     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     municipalities will be forced to restrict growth and increase sewer costs  
     to meet the new requirements.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2750.090     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pressure to extend the regulation nationwide will increase in order to     
     ensure economic equity among regions, even where waters are already fully  
     protected and further stringency will not produce additional environmental 
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2750.091     
     
     See response to comments G2650.002, D1711.025 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2750.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's assessment of benefit was also flawed.  The benefit study conducted  
     by EPA and the three case studies in the Regulatory Impact Analysis that   
     formed the basis for EPA's benefit estimates have raised a number of       
     concerns.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2750.092     
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     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.144.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2750.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Independent findings challenge EPA's approach to assessing both costs and  
     benefits.  An independent analysis of the effects of GLI has also          
     demonstrated significant weaknesses In EPA's approach to measuring costs   
     and benefits.  The Committee has reviewed and concurs with a 1992 study    
     commissioned by Council of Great Lakes Governors regarding the costs and   
     benefits of the GLI.  Specifically, the Committee notes the Council of     
     Great Lakes governors study, which is being conducted by DRI/McGraw Hill,  
     have assessed that:                                                        
                                                                                
     In addition to direct compliance costs there are significant indirect costs
     which must be taken into account.                                          
                                                                                
     The cost effectiveness of compliance varies significantly across           
     industries; the cost effectiveness of point source vs. non-point source    
     reductions also varies widely.                                             
                                                                                
     More work needs to be done on how standards could be met, particularly     
     investigation and validations of EPA's assumption that minor changes in    
     production processes could lead to major improvements in effluent water    
     quality prior to implementation of the GLI.                                
                                                                                
     [In looking into EPA's benefits assessment, the analysis also indicated    
     that EPA's approach was faulty:                                            
                                                                                
     GLI only addresses chemicals currently being discharged while many of the  
     pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish consumption         
     advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have since been   
     banned or severly restricted.                                              
                                                                                
     Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic pollutants.        
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that GLI specifically has 
     on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards, miles of
     shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the removal of    
     fish advisories.                                                           
                                                                                
     The efffects of GLI must be measured in terms of its effect on total       
     loadings not just point sources since environmental improvement depends on 
     changes in this total.]                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2750.093     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003, D2684.008, D2587.014, and D2589.014.   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2750.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .094 is imbedded in comment .093.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In looking into EPA's benefits assessment, the analysis also indicated that
     EPA's approach was faulty:                                                 
                                                                                
     GLI only addresses chemicals currently being discharged while many of the  
     pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish consumption         
     advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have since been   
     banned or severely restricted.                                             
                                                                                
     Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic pollutants.        
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that GLI specifically has 
     on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards, miles of
     shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the removal of    
     fish advisories.                                                           
                                                                                
     The effects of GLI must be measured in terms of its effect on total        
     loadings not just point sources since environmental improvement depends on 
     changes in this total.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2750.094     
     
     See response to comments D2587.037 and D2587.143.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2750.095
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 3: cc BACK/NPS
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, it is The Committee's position that some of the most expensive 
     provisions of the GLI, such as the elimination of intake credits and mixing
     zones, will yield essentially no benefits.  Significant gains have already 
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     been made in reducing point source discharges in New York State and        
     throughout the region.  At best, GLI would result in only a marginal       
     decrease in the pollutants flowing into the Great Lakes Basin.  Moreover,  
     the specific impact of this decrease is unknown.  EPA's analysis of the    
     costs and benefits of the GLI needs to be improved considerably before this
     expensive new requirement can be justified.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2750.095     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2721.040, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2755.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to assess the impact of the proposed regulations, eighteen Test   
     Case Michigan cities were selected based on their receiving wates (Great   
     Lakes, connecting channels, inland lakes and rivers), their treatment plant
     size, and their geographic location.  We determined the potential          
     end-of-pipe limits for GLI chemicals for which proposed water quality      
     criteria were available.  Appendices A and B list the names of these cities
     and relevant data.  The ones actually impacted by the proposed regulation  
     for one or more of the Test Case cities were Arsenic, Benzene, Copper,     
     Cyanide, Dioxin, Lead, Lindane, Mercury, Methylene Chloride, Nickel,       
     Pentachlorophenol, Phenol, PCBs, Trichloroethylene and Selenium.           
                                                                                
     Removal data for these chemicals for up to eight Michigan Publicly Owned   
     treatment Works (POTWs) were analyzed to determine the ability of typical  
     plants to attain the proposed limits.  This analysis found that the more   
     problematic chemicals for compliance under the GLI are likely to be Copper,
     Cyanide, Lead, Mercury, PCBs, and certain trace organics and pesticides.   
     
     
     Response to: D2755.001     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D1711.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2755.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industrial Pretreatment Programs (IPP) may be able to aid POTWs in         
     attaining the new limits, depending on the particular situation.           
     
     
     Response to: D2755.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2755.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If not, one potential treatment technology for metals removal suggested by 
     U.S. EPA is sulfide precipitation; however, this process has not been used 
     or extensively tested in municipal applications.  Capital and operation and
     maintenance (O&-M) cost curves were developed for typical designs; the     
     capital costs for a 10 MGD facility could range from $1.5 million to $5    
     million, depending upon the existing facilities, while the O&M costs could 
     range from $300,000 to $600,000 per year, depending upon the chemical      
     dosage.  For organics removal, the best generally applicable technology    
     appears to be activated carbon adsorption; this could be applied either as 
     granular form in a new contactor or as powdered form added to the existing 
     activated sludge process, if available.  While there is a great deal of    
     eperience with activated carbon processes in POTWs, there is little        
     experience demonstrating that they will be effective in attaining          
     concentration limits derived from the GLI.  Capital and O&M cost curves    
     were developed for typical powdered and granular activated carbon designs; 
     the capital costs for a 10 MGD facility could range from $6 million for    
     powdered carbon and $22 million for granular carbon (GAC), while the O&M   
     costs could range from $900,000 to $3.5 million per year for GAC, and $1.4 
     million to $2.9 million per year for PAC.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2755.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2755.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A survey of the 93 largest POTWs in Michigan (over 1 MGD capacity) was     
     conducted by the Michigan Municipal League in August, 1993, to determine   
     the attainability of the proposed GLI limits and potential costs of the    
     regulation to those communities.  Fifty-three responses were received      
     within three weeks.  The survey respondents included over 1550 MGD of flow,
     85% of the total surveyed flow.  Of the responding facilities, sixteen     
     determined that compliance would be possible without additional treatment  
     at the POTW, nineteen required enhanced metals removal, and eighteen, the  
     balance, required either enhanced metals removal, enhanced organics        
     removal, or both.  The potential total capital expenditure for those       
     facilities requiring additional treatment was over $265,000,000, with      
     annual O&M costs over $72,000,000.  The annualized cost is thus            
     $110,000,000.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2755.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2755.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is recommended that research be carried out to confirm the usefulness of
     sulfide precipitation in a municipal wastewater for attaining GLI metal    
     limits, and to verify the effectiveness of activated carbon adsorption in  
     attaining the required organic chemical limits.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2755.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2755.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation and conventional pollutants:  The inclusion of conventional
     pollutants in the antidegradation requirements is inconsistent with the    
     rationale of excluding them in the first place.  These conventional        
     pollutants are the primary concern of POTWs in the GLI de minimis          
     discussion.  In Michigan, over 40 POTWs, who have stable effluent          
     requirements in their permit, are expected to have difficulty in compliance
     with the antidegradation requirements in the future, when the flow         
     increases from growth of the municipalities.  Appendix D lists names of    
     these dischargers in Michigan.  Furthermore, many POTWs have agreements    
     with local township authorities to provide wastewater treatment service    
     over a particular time period.  The antidegraation requirements could put  
     those POTWs into imposible situations if the townships grow in population. 
     If de minimis procedures are maintained for conventional pollutants, a     
     separate antidegradation procedure should be established for these         
     substances should a POTW require more than a de minimis increase in its    
     discharge.  The separate procedure should require either no antidegradation
     demonstration or at most a streamlined demonstration.  This would          
     accommodate growth of a POTW without requiring large amounts of paperwork  
     for pollutants that are easily assimilated in the environment.             
     
     
     Response to: D2755.006     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions that, if adopted, would allow States
     and Tribes to consider small reductions in water quality for any non-BCC de
     minimis.  Although the commenter requests that, for pollutants included in 
     Table 5 of the proposed Guidance, EPA either eliminate antidegradation     
     requirements altogether or streamline the antidegradation requirements, EPA
     is aware of no compelling reason for treating Table 5 pollutants           
     differently from other non-BCCs under antidegradation.  Many of the Table 5
     pollutants, most notably chlorine, ammonia, TSS and DO (BOD), have toxic   
     effects on organisms inhabiting water bodies into which they are           
     discharged.  Consequently, an increased loading of these pollutants that   
     will result in a significant lowering of water quality should be subject to
     the same level of antidegradation review as any other lowering of water    
     quality. Furthermore, the national regulation does not exclude conventional
     pollutants; to exclude them here would make the Guidance less stringent    
     than the national regulation.                                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2755.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones:  For Michigan municipal facilities, the elimination of mixing
     zones for BCCs within 10 years after the GLI is finally promulgated may not
     provide much additional hardship due to the current MDNR standards for most
     of the BCC chemicals.  Some statement should be given by U.S. EPA to       
     reassure municipalities that mixing zones will be maintained for non-BCCs, 
     both now and in the future, to prevent unreasonably high compliance costs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2755.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA appreciates the comment that Michigan
     municipal facilities are unlikely to experience much additional hardship as
     a result of the phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs.  EPA notes, however,   
     that the final Guidance authorizes a limited exception to this phase-out   
     based on economic and technical considerations, so it severe hardship does 
     ensue, there is a mechanism that the State could adopt to address it.  For 
     a discussion of the mixing zone provisions pertaining to BCCs and the      
     limited exception identified above, see the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA also     
     acknowledges the comment urging the retention of mixing zones for non-BCCs 
     and notes that such mixing zones have been preserved in the final Guidance.
      See the SID at VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2755.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits and Variances:  Some Michigan POTWs are faced with large    
     concentrations of certain metals (e.g., copper) which meet drinking water  
     standards but are orders of magnitude above aquatic toxicity limits.  In   
     such cases, the granting of variances or intake credits will be needed to  
     allow the facility to continue operations without incurring prohibitive    
     costs.  It is recommended that the intake credit procedure be broadened to 
     allow POTWs to use the procedure when background water conditions warrant  
     such action.  The variances procedures outlined in the GLI could provide   
     burdens to POTWs, with the continuation of such allowances based on the    
     judgment of the permitting authority and thus potentially uncertain over   

Page 2568



$T044618.TXT
     time.  The procedures for granting variances for POTWs should be           
     streamlined and clarified to allow such facilities the ability to make     
     operational plans.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2755.008     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2827.059 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2755.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing Effluent Quality (EEO):  The EEQ provisions are intended to       
     enhance protection of the Great Lakes, but instead give a disincentive to  
     POTWs.  A permittee with a well-run plant may put off plant modifications  
     that could reduce the overall pollutant loading to the Great Lakes to avoid
     the new discharge becoming the future limit.  Thus, EEQ does not advance   
     overall water body protection.  An alternative to EEQ would be to set      
     definite (preferably Tier I) water quality criteria on chemicals of        
     concern, but not to reduce plant discharge limits based on an EEQ          
     procedure.  If EEQ procedures are left in place, some provisions should be 
     made to reassure permitees that these procedures will only apply to BCCs,  
     both now and in the future.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2755.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2755.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Tier II Methodology:  The GLI as a whole has the goal of establishing      
     uniform standards throughout the Great Lakes States.  The Tier II          
     methodology, however, leaves the setting of goals for these chemicals up to
     the individual state agencies, as is the case now.  There is a potentially 
     wide latitude for the states to vary with regard to Tier II values.  Since 
     the states could be allowed to use these Tier II values to derive          
     end-of-pipe limits, some tighter provision to insist that states use a     
     common set of studies would be most fair to dischargers in all states.     
     
     
     Response to: D2755.010     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2755.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the recommendation by U.S. EPA's Science Advisory Board to limit
     the use of Tier II values as goals rather than enforceable limits.         
     
     
     Response to: D2755.011     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2755.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors:  A great deal of the GLI regulation will depend on
     which compounds are bioaccumulative, as determined from estimated          
     bioaccumulation factores (BAFs).  Estimating BAFs from bioconcentration    
     factors, which in turn are based on octanol-water partition coefficients,  
     is putting a great deal of confidence in empirical correlations.  We       
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     support the recommendation by U.S. EPA's Science Advisory Board to limit   
     BAF estimates those based on actual fish studies.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2755.012     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that BAFs should be limited to only  
     those based on actual fish studies. However, EPA has decided to            
     differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health and  
     Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the 
     toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  In addition, EPA has included a   
     BAF based on the BSAF methodology as the second preference in the hierarchy
     of data.  The BSAF methodology, like field-measured BAFs, is also based on 
     actual fish studies.  See response to comment D2587.096.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2755.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendices attached.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     FAV versus CMC:  The GLI specifically lists Criterion Maximum Concentration
     (CMC) values in tables, and implies that they should be used in            
     determination of discharge limits.  The implementation section, however,   
     indicates that the ceiling for the waste load allocation (WLA) is the Final
     Acute Value (FAV), which is defined as twice the CMC value.  This          
     discrepancy should be addressed prior to final rule publication.  It is    
     noted that the cost calculations developed for this report were based on   
     use of the CMC; presumably the potentially high costs would be somewhat    
     reduced should the FAV be used instead, along with giving more operation   
     flexibility to POTWs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2755.013     
     
     The CMC is the maximum concentration allowed outside the acute mixing zone.
      The implementation section assumed that the FAV was being applied at the  
     end of the pipe, not at the end of the acute mixing zone.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2758.001
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pulp and paper industry is only a minor source of dioxin releases,     
     however, representing less than one percent of the total national dioxin   
     releases to the environment.  Nevertheless, since 1988 the pulp and paper  
     industry has spent over 1.5 billion to achieve a 90 percent reduction of   
     dioxin from pulp bleaching.  Today 90 percent of the nations bleached pulp 
     mills are at or below the nominal detecion level for dioxin and total      
     industry release is less than four ounces per year.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2758.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2758.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I.  THE SCIENCE SUPPORTING THE PROPOSED GLI IS NOT BASED ON SUFFICIENTLY   
     DEVELOPED METHODOLOGY OR SUFFICIENT DATA AND AS A RESULT THE PROMULGATED   
     CRITERIA ARE SCIENTIFICALLY UNCERTAIN:                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2758.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is not based on sufficiently develped 
     methodologies or sufficient data and that, as a result, the promulgated    
     criteria are scientifically uncertain.  EPA believes that the final        
     Guidance is based on sound science, produces measurable improvements, and  
     has realistic and attainable goals.  For a discussion of the underlying    
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic life and 
     wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a      
     general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the preamble  
     to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2758.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed Appendix A to the GLI details the procedures which are to be      
     followed when calculating aquatic life criteria.  Neither the Appendix nor 
     the draft text of the GLI define when deviations from the published        
     procedures are to be used.  The National Council of Air and Stream         
     Improvement (NCASI) has noted that several of the proposed Tier 1 aquatic  
     life criteria published appear to have been derived in a manner different  
     then that spelled out in Appendix A (i.e. chronic criteria for arsenic     
     (III), cadmium, chromium (III), copper, mercury (II).  MFI requests that   
     EPA either define when deviations from procedures are to be used or        
     calculate aquatic life criteria according to proposed guidance.            
     
     
     Response to: D2758.003     
     
     The criteria derivation procedures are intended to provide a systematic way
     of using aquatic life toxicity data.  These data, however, are not always  
     tidy and unambiguous, and the written procedures cannot anticipate every   
     situation.  Consequently, the procedures contain a provision indicating    
     that they need not be followed to the letter where a different handling of 
     the particular data would make more sense.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2758.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA must allow the states to retain flexibility in defining site       
     specific aquatic life criteria that is more or less stringent than the     
     proposed guidance as defined in Appendix F.  EPA should more clearly state 
     that this site specific adjustment may be either more or less stringent    
     than the proposed guidance.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2758.004     
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     Site-specific modifications to aquatic life criteria may be more or less   
     stringent than the criteria in the final Guidance or criteria derived using
     the methodologies in Appendix A of the final Guidance.  The criteria,      
     however, must be scientifically defensible and are subject to review and   
     approval by EPA.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2758.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In regard to the proposed representative avian species (FR GLI 20882, 1),  
     MFI suggests the EPA designate a dietary percentage correction similar to  
     that being used in the calculation of human health risk to account for the 
     fact that these birds are migratory throughout most or all of the Great    
     Lakes Basin.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2758.005     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.044 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2758.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MFI is concerned that the GLI mercury criterion of 0.180 ng/L is too low   
     and should be changed.  The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency has         
     monitored mercury concentrations in the water column (total mercury) of    
     Northeastern Minnesota and found concentrations which ranged from 0.9 to 2 
     ng/L.  The lakes selected for this study were generally not directly       
     impacted by point source discharges.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill study concluded  
     that for mercury .."it seems unlikely that the concentrations in the lakes 
     ever was or ever will be as low as the wildlife criterion proposed in the  
     GLI, even in the absence of anthropogenic inputs."                         
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     Response to: D2758.006     
     
     See comment D2829.009.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2758.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is the concern of all regulated parties that significant resources will 
     be required to meet this limit without a corresponding decrease in the     
     Great Lakes mercury content.  A study conducted by ENSR and commissioned by
     the Duluth based Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) concluded 
     that in order for the WLSSD to meet the limits proposed in the GLI, metal  
     precipitation and ion exchange treatment systems would be required.  The   
     estimated capital cost for these systems is $51.4 million dollars.  The    
     operating cost is estimated to be $9.4 million/year.  The annualized cost  
     over a ten year period is $16.7 million dollars per year.  The resulting   
     economic impact is a doubling of sewer rates for all WLSSD customers (see  
     ENSR report submitted with the comments of the Western Lake Superior       
     Sanitary District.)                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2758.007     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2758.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     MFI also has several concerns over the derivation of the wildlife mercury  
     criterion.  The proposed guidance assumes that the most significant route  
     of exposure for wildlife is uptake from the food chain.  MFI agrees that   
     this is a valid assumption (FR GLI 20882, 1).  We question however, the    
     assumption that species with typically different environmental exposure    
     dosages will exhibit the same level of sensitivity.  Specifically we       
     question the calculation of the No Observed Adverse Effects Level (NOAEL)  
     for predatory birds from a toxicity study on mallard ducks (FR GLI 20881,  
     2).                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2758.008     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.  EPA   
     does not assume that different species have the same sensitivities.  The   
     interspecies uncertainty factor is used to account for differing           
     sensitivities among species.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2758.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also question whether the proposed wildlife criteria for determining a  
     Tier 1 mercury value was satisfied.  Specifically we question whether the  
     data for the avian study was sufficient to establish a dose-response curve.
     The proposed guidance requires a dose-response curve be determined for both
     the mammalian and the avian species for establishment of a Tier 1 criteria.
     
     
     Response to: D2758.009     
     
     See response to D2860.028.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2758.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has requested comment on the establishment of Tier 1 criteria for  
     organoleptic substances (FR GLI 20864, 1-2).  MFI feels that it is         
     unnecessary to consider guidance on these substances due to the fact that  
     they are not a health concern on the Great Lakes.  It is also unnecessary  
     to establish organoleptic criteria everywhere on the Great Lakes regardless
     of drinking water supply intakes.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2758.010     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: D2758.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In regard to sensitive animal species, MFI believes that only those species
     most relevant to humans should be utilized in developing Tier 1 criteria.  
     If other more sensitive animal species are utilized without determining the
     biological relevance to humans only Tier 2 values should be established (FR
     GLI 20867, 3).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2758.011     
     
     See response to D2741.104                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2758.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MFI supports the use of the Monte Carlo model in more realistically        
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     determining the predicted risk to an individual from all exposures.  EPA   
     must also establish a procedure to revise uncertainty factors as more      
     information becomes available.  It should be the goal of this guidance to  
     decrease the composite level of uncertainty by reviewing and incorporating 
     all relevant studies to ensure that Tier 1 values adequately protect       
     species while not subjecting parties living within the basin to artifically
     low discharge limitations (FR GLI 20869,1).                                
     
     
     Response to: D2758.012     
     
     See response to D3382.083 with regard to the use of Monte Carlo methods.   
     In addition, EPA does allow for use of uncertainty factors of less than 10 
     as long as data exists to justify a lower uncertainty factor.  See         
     discussion under Uncertainty Factors in the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2758.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MFI opposes use of Tier 2 Criteria for the establishment of permit         
     limitations.  MFI agrees with the Science Advisory Board which suggested   
     that Tier 2 values be used to identify contaminants of concern which need  
     additional toxicity data.  The combination of the over protective nature of
     the Tier 2 values and the very limited data set which can be used to       
     establish criterion make Tier 2 values unacceptable for use in establishing
     permit limitations (FR GLI 20837,2).                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2758.013     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2758.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     MFI recognizes that EPA has limited resources available to fund all the    
     studies required to establish Tier 1 values but feel strongly that         
     individual dischargers should not be held solely responsible for conducting
     these studies.  MFI suggests that EPA establish a clearinghouse of Tier 2  
     data from which additional studies required to finalize Tier 1 values can  
     be determined.  EPA could also work with state agencies in determining a   
     required Tier 2 priority list for additional study.  MFI agrees with the   
     suggestion of the American Forest and Paper Associateion (AFPA) that upon  
     public review of the above mentioned priority list .." EPA enter into      
     agreements with the states and dischargers or associations of dischargers, 
     in a joint effort to increase the quantity and quality of available data   
     for development of better criteria/values."                                
     
     
     Response to: D2758.014     
     
     See response to comment D2621.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2758.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MFI is further concerned that the proposed time frame of three years       
     established for meeting either Tier 1 or Tier 2 standards is too short and 
     suggest it be revised to five years.  The required study to develop a Tier 
     1 value can easily take 24 months or longer to complete.  This does not    
     allow a discharger sufficient time to engineer, purchase and install needed
     equipment if the Tier 1 value is discovered to be below the facilities     
     current discharge.  If the discharger decides to purchase equipment to meet
     the Tier 2 value the facility may well discover that they are over treating
     for that compound at an added operating cost.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2758.015     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2758.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also uncertain if the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water 
     Act and the antidegradation provision in the proposed Guidance would allow 
     the permitted discharge level to increase if it was discovered that the    
     Tier 2 value was too low.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2758.016     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D2758.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Field Investigations                                                       
                                                                                
     MFI agrees that the best method of deriving a BAF is to actually measure   
     it.  Several factors must be considered.  The first is the resource base   
     available.  The February 3, 1993 draft of the document entitled "Derivation
     of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great
     Lakes Initiative," states that, " If a BAF could be calculated for a       
     chemical from a field study in the Great Lakes, BAFs from other bodies of  
     water were not considered for the chemical."  It is unclear why the Great  
     Lakes is so unusual for BAFs that only data collected from the basin can be
     utilized.  It is difficult to calculate accurate BAFs from such a limited  
     data base.  We strongly request that EPA reconsider its position on        
     utilizing other studies (FR GLI 20860, 1).                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2758.017     
     
     EPA does not agree that field study data from waterbodies outside the Great
     Lakes should be used in estimating field-measured BAFs. Using data from the
     Great Lakes is preferable over information from other bodies of water      
     because it better represents the physical, chemical, and hydrological      
     conditions present within the Great Lakes.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2758.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MFI is concerned with the study methodology utilized in determining the BAF
     for PCB.  In this study fish samples were collected in 1981 and 1982 in    
     locations closer to shoreline than the water samples. Water samples were   
     collected in 1984.  The difference in sample collection time and location  
     appears to be in contradiction to the EPA guidance (USEPA 1985) which is   
     cited in the proposed BAF methodology (Appendix B to Part 132, sec. IV B.) 
     which states that for a field-derived BAF to be scientifically valid, the  
     organism and water samples should be collected from the same area at the   
     same time.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2758.018     
     
     The commenter points out the time differences between the sample collection
     dates and concludes that the data reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988) is   
     unacceptable.  The commenter has ignored the fact that chemical residues in
     Great Lakes fishes are driven by the concentrations of the chemicals in    
     surface sediments and that the concentrations of chemicals in the surface  
     sediments change quite slowly in the Great Lakes.  EPA knowledges that     
     there is time differences in the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988) but   
     contends that these differences are not significant.  EPA has based their  
     conclusion upon the good agreement between BAFs derived using the data of  
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) and the data from the Green Bay ecosystem.         
     Furthermore, if the uncertainties caused by the differences in sample      
     collection dates were as large as those implied by the commenter, the plots
     of the measured BAFs derived from the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     against log Kow should be a scattergram.  Figures 2 through 7 of the GLWQI 
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors demonstrate a well defined relationship between the field measured 
     BAFs and log Kow.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: D2758.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on the use of a constant lipid value of 5.0 or   
     4.7 for fish.  To the extent that additional safety factors are already    
     built into criterion development.  MFI supports the default value of 4.7   
     percent.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2758.019     
     
     EPA disagrees with the default value of 4.7 percent.  In the final guidance
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic livel three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals.  The
     explanation for this follows.                                              
                                                                                
     In order to further examine whether the five percent lipid value was       
     appropriate, EPA conducted additional analysis of the data from a second   
     fish consumption survey conducted by West, et al. (1993) (see section V,   
     Human Health, for a complete discussion of this study).  EPA requested     
     comments on the appropriateness of the data presented in the study in a    
     Federal Register notice on August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678).  The results from
     this analysis indicate that the consumption-weighted mean percent lipid    
     value for trophic level four fish is 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three.
      EPA believes that the use of the West et al. (1993) survey to estimate the
     percent lipid used for deriving BAFs is an improvement on the methods      
     utilized in the proposal because the West survey allows a determination of 
     the actual fish species consumed and the rate of consumption.  When this   
     information is coupled with the information on percent lipid values for    
     these fish, it is possible to derive a more accurate reflection of the     
     grams of lipid from fish that are consumed by humans.  EPA acknowledges    
     that the West study only covered anglers in the State of Michigan, but     
     concludes it represents the best study to use for deriving                 
     consumption-weighted mean percent lipid values.  States and Tribes can     
     derive alternative percent lipid values to be used in the derivation of    
     BAFs if they have the information needed to redo the derivation.           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2758.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MFI also encourages EPA to allow for site specific adjustmenets to BAFs to 
     account for the actual lipid content in locally consumed fish (FR GLI      
     20860).                                                                    
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     Response to: D2758.020     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation factors may be modified on a site-specific basis to smaller
     values, where scientifically defensible, inlcuding if the percent lipid of 
     aquatic organisms that are consumed and occur at the site is different than
     that used to derive the system-wide BAFs.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2758.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed food chain multiplier model may or may not be valid.  MFI     
     requests that this model be peer reviewed and validated prior to its       
     incorporation into the GLI.  BAFs calculated utilizing this model should   
     not be published until the proper reviews are completed.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2758.021     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
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     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2758.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed approach is to utilize a laboratory measured BCF to back      
     calculate the logarithm of the octanol:water partioning coefficient for use
     in estimating the FCM.  While this is an improvement the use of FCMs still 
     requires validation ( see FCM comments).                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2758.022     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA is not requriring the use of an "effective FCM",
     but recognizes that it is a valid method that could be used by States and  
     Tribes to account for metabolism.  If the "effective FCM" is used, it is   
     important that the parameters set out in the April 16, 1993 proposed       
     Guidance be adhered to.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2758.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on the possible inclusion of additivity in the   
     GLI ( FR GLI 20940, 1).  MFI does not support the adoption of a specific   
     procedure on additivity of multiple toxic pollutants.  We believe that the 
     current degree of conservatism already incorporated in establishing        
     criteria are suitably protective of any potential effect of additivity.    
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     Response to: D2758.023     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2758.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific or technical basis for elimination of mixing zones. 
     Mixing zone elimination is based on the unsupported premise that the Great 
     Lakes is a closed system.  In effect, the GLI assumes that the only water  
     entering the Great Lakes Basin is industrial and municipal effluent, that  
     it never leaves and that the BCCs in the effluent never degrade.  None of  
     these assumptions are accurate.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2758.024     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     SID at I, II.C.8, and VIII.C.4, which set forth EPA's basis for concluding 
     that BCCs do indeed pose a real environmental threat to the Great Lakes    
     System.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2758.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To eliminate mixing zones essentially means that a discharger would have to
     meet water quality criteria at the end of its discharge pipe.  Requiring   
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     this would drastically increase removal requirements and consequently lead 
     to significantly higher control costs without achieving commensurate       
     environmental benefits since water quality standards must be met outside a 
     relatively small mixing zone in any event.  The GLI's proposed total       
     elimination of mixing zones for BCCs must be withdrawn because it will     
     provide negligible environmental benefit and impose enormous costs on the  
     regulated community.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2758.025     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2758.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that reductions of mixing zones be required only when States  
     can demonstrate actual or reasonable potential for adverse impacts         
     resulting from concentrations within these zones.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2758.026     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.In order to ensure greater consistency   
     among States and Tribes in the Great Lakes System, EPA has decided as a    
     matter of policy to achieve reductions of mixing zones by specifying       
     default dilution fractions for acute and chronic mixing zones in the final 
     Guidance. In EPA's view, the commenter's approach would not ensure that    
     consistency, because, as the converse of EPA's approach, it would require a
     demonstration to reduce a mixing zone; in those circumstances, EPA believes
     that the mixing zones would vary greatly from State to State and Tribe to  
     Tribe.  Nevertheless, EPA agrees with the commenter's suggestion that the  
     size of a mixing zone can be influenced by site-specific factors.          
     Therefore, the final Guidance affords the state and tribal permit writer,  
     if so authorized by the State or Tribe, the flexibility to consider site-  
     specific factors in the form of a mixing zone demonstration developed      
     pursuant to procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at 
     VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6 and VIII.C.9.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2758.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the GLI in theory allows intake credits, the conditions which must be
     met in order to qualify for them are so onerous that in practice they are  
     not available.  To deny a discharger intake credits imposes an unfair      
     burden to remove pollutants which are present in the water either from     
     other anthropogenic or natural sources.  It must be noted that the Great   
     Lakes Initiative Steering Committee recommended that reasonable provisions 
     for intake credits be included in the GLI.  However, in the final proposed 
     version, the intake credit provisions have effectively been eliminated by  
     EPA.  We strongly urge that realistic provisions for intake credits be     
     restored to the GLI.  Option 4 of the Guidance preamble should be adopted. 
     However, non-contact cooling water should be exempted and the provision in 
     Option 4 limiting intake credits to water quality impaired streams should  
     be eliminated.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2758.027     
     
     With respect to Option 4 as presented in the preamble, see responses to    
     comments P2607.081 and P2574.083. EPA does not agree that a blanket        
     exemption for non-contact cooling water is appropriate, as explained in the
     SID at Sections VIII.E.7.a.vi. and 7.b.i.  EPA agrees that limiting        
     consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELs to instances where the
     receiving water exceeds the criteria is appropriate, as explained in the   
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i, but has not imposed this limitation for       
     purposes of procedure 5.D. of appendix F, the intake pollutant reasonable  
     potential procedure.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2758.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In several instances, the GLI will result in the establishment of water    
     quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) which are below an analytically     
     quantifiable level.  This imposes upon the discharger tremendous           
     uncertainty and legal liability beyond that contemplated by the Clean Water
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2758.028     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2758.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whenever, effluent limits are established below the analytical "practical  
     quantifiable level" (PQL), a narrative statement must be placed in such a  
     permit that a discharger is in compliance with the limit if the substance  
     is not detected above the PQL in its final effluent.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2758.029     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2758.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PQL's should be held constant for the life of a permit such that a         
     discharger is not subject to a constantly moving target.  Moreover,        
     dischargers should not be held in violation of their permit if analytical  
     advancements cause the PQL to drop precipitously such that test results    
     suddenly show that the final effluent exceeds the new PQL.  In this        
     instance, the discharger must be given adequate time to develop and        
     implement a strategy to regain compliance.                                 
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     Response to: D2758.030     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2758.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Enhanced monitoring techniques such as caged fish studies must not be      
     allowed as a compliance determination mechanism until they have been       
     subjected to a rigorous and formal approval process.  These techniques     
     currently are too new and unproven for use as an enforcement mechanism.    
     
     
     Response to: D2758.031     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2758.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Pollution Minimization Plans (PMPs) are an unauthorized and unjustified    
     procedure and should be deleted.  Just because a WQBEL is less than        
     detection limits does not mean that there is a need for the permittee to   
     "eliminate the pollutant" nor even that the specified minimization program 
     requirements are necessary or appropriate.  However,, if the requirement   
     for PMPs is not deleted, economic and technical feasibility as well as     
     product quality implications must serve as the basis for determining the   
     components of PMPs.  Furthermore elimination of the pollutant should not be
     mandated in each process stream.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2758.032     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2758.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI allows either more or less stringent aquatic criteria but only     
     allows more stringent human health, wildlife and bioaccumulation criteria. 
     The failure to allow less stringent site-specific adjustment for human     
     health, wildlife and bioaccumulation criteria is based on the overly       
     simplistic premise that wildlife and humans are mobile and that there are  
     no natural conditions which preclude fish consumption and recreational     
     activity at any specific site.  The use of uncertainly or safety factors   
     can result in criteria which are overprotective by several orders of       
     magnitude.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2758.033     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2758.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     several of the Great Lakes states have indicated that they will apply the  
     procedures statewide.  Because factors can vary substantially both within  
     and outside of the Great Lakes Basin, it is essential that States have the 
     ability to develop site specific water quality criteria, either more or    
     less stringent, where scientifically justified and based on local          
     conditions as long as adequate demonstration can be made that the criteria 
     is protective of beneficial uses.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2758.034     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2758.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's proposed antidegradation procedures go beyond that which is      
     authorized by the Clean Water Act.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2758.035     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance went beyond what was required
     by the CWA and Federal regulations.  To a large extent, the proposed       
     Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and
     policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation standard contained in the  
     proposed Guidance is an excellent example of how the proposed Guidance was 
     based on existing regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance    
     makes this even more explicit by deferring to existing regulations and     
     guidance with respect to requirements for non- BCCs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2758.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The imposition of new more restrictive antidegradation requirements will   
     force municipal and industrial dishargers to restrict growth.              
     
     
     Response to: D2758.036     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance went beyond what was required
     by the CWA and Federal regulations.  To a large extent, the proposed       
     Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and
     policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation standard contained in the  
     proposed Guidance is an excellent example of how the proposed Guidance was 
     based on existing regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance    
     makes this even more explicit by deferring to existing regulations and     
     guidance with respect to requirements for non- BCCs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2758.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance will impose onerous demonstration requirements on new sources 
     and increases at existing sources.  Exceptions will only be considered if  
     major social and economic benefits would be forfeited by the new policy.   
     These demonstration requirements for new and existing sources must be made 
     much less formidable.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2758.037     
     
     EPA does not agree the demonstration requirements of either the proposed or
     final Guidance are in any way new or are significantly different from the  
     requirements imposed upon States and Tribes under the existing regulations.
      The basic premise of antidegradation, that water quality in high quality  
     waters should be maintained and protected unless lower water quality is    
     necessary to accommodate important social and economic development derives 
     from the existing regulations and has existed unchanged since 1983 and     
     before that in essentially the same form since 1975.  In preparing the     
     final Guidance, EPA went to great lengths to translate the broad, general  
     regulations found at 40 CFR 131.12 into more clearly defined and           
     implementable guidelines for antidegradation in the Great Lakes System.    
     The final Guidance incorporates a number of concepts intended solely for   
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     the purpose of streamlining antidegradation.  Among these are the concepts 
     that only actions that result in a significant lowering of water quality   
     are reviewed, that de minimis lowering may occur without antidegradation   
     review, that temporary and short-term lowering of water quality is not     
     subject to antidegradation review and that, for non-BCCs, antidegradation  
     may be triggered by reductions in water quality that result from increased 
     permit limits and that reductions in water quality that can occur without a
     corresponding increase in permit limits need not be reviewed under         
     antidegradation.  None of these concepts are spelled-out in the existing   
     antidegradation regulations at 40 CFR 131.12. Consequently, the            
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are as streamlined as     
     possible without compromising the basic intent of the CWA and Federal      
     regulations.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2758.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the antidegradation policy should not apply to Tier II values.             
     
     
     Response to: D2758.038     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LS
     Comment ID: D2758.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also extremely concerned with the Outstanding National Resources    
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     Water and Outstanding International Resource Water provisions being        
     proposed in the Guidance for Lake Superior.  These provisions will         
     essentially freeze the discharge of pollutants to Lake Superior from       
     existing sources and impose zero discharge requirements on any new sources.
     These provisions will have potentially severe economic and social          
     ramifications for Northeastern Minnesota.  We also are concerned with the  
     effect that the antidegradation policy may have on plants which may be     
     required to temporarily shutdown due to poor economic conditions.  Will the
     antidegradation policy be applied to such plants when they attempt to      
     resume operations?  If so, they will essentially be required to become zero
     discharge facilities.  The competitiveness issues associated with this     
     scenario are certainly significant for the plant in question and also      
     cumulatively for the economic health of the region.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2758.039     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2758.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy allows effluent limits to be continually        
     ratcheted down through the concept of "existing effluent quality" so as to 
     eliminate a treatment plant's margin of safety and potentially subject the 
     discharger to enforcement action.  This concept penalizes the good         
     performer, operating well below its effluent limit, while poor performers  
     operating near their effluent limits, even though the limit might be       
     considerably higher, will be much less adversely impacted.  The "existing  
     effluent quality" provisions must be deleted from the Guidance.            
     
     
     Response to: D2758.040     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2758.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is a Guidance as required by the Clean Water Act, Section 
     118 (c) (2) and not mandatory regulation or rule-making.  The proposed GLI 
     contains mandatory language that is inconsistent with the statutory        
     language of the Clean Water Act and the objectives of the Great Lakes Water
     Quality Agreement.  Seciton 118 (c) (2) requires the Great Lakes states to 
     adopt requirements consistent with the EPA's guidance.  33 USC Section 1268
     (c) (2).  Such a guidance on water quality was proposed April 16, 1993 as  
     the GLI.  It is only after a Great Lakes state fails to adopt standards    
     consistent with the Guidance that the EPA is required to promulgate such   
     standards for the states.  The Great Lakes states have not been given the  
     opportunity to adopt their own standards consistent with the EPA's         
     Guidance.  Therefore, at present, the EPA is restricted to only providing  
     guidance to the Great Lakes states in adopting water quality standards     
     consistent with the proposed GLI.  According to the Clean Water Act, states
     have two years to adopt such standards.  Should a state fail to do so, the 
     EPA shall promulgate them.  33 USC Section 1268 (c) (2).  Until the        
     foregoing contingencies actually arise, the EPA should provide only        
     guidance.  For these reasons, the EPA must remove the mandatory language   
     from the GLI.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2758.041     
     
     See Section II.C.4. of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2758.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE PROPOSED GLI WILL IMPOSE EXCESS COSTS ON INDUSTRY AND MUNICIPALITIES,  
     WILL NEGATIVELY IMPACT REGIONAL COMPETITIVENESS AND ECONOMIC GROWTH, AND   
     WILL RESULT IN VIRTUALLY NO ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFIT TO JUSTIFY ITS EXORBITANT
     COSTS:                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2758.042     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2758.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs associated with implementing the proposed GLI are excessive while
     its benefits are limited at best.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2758.043     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/OCS
     Comment ID: D2758.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has estimated that the costs of implementing the GLI will range    
     between $80 and $510 million annually.  Other cost studies dispute these   
     findings as being flawed since the EPA has failed to measure the full cost 
     of implementation.  Both industry and municipalities have estimated that   
     the cost of implementing the proposed GLI regulations will reach into the  
     billions of dollars annually.  A report prepared for the Council of Great  
     Lakes Governors by DRI/McGraw-Hill estimated annual costs of up to $2.3    
     billion for the region.  A report prepared specifically for the Duluth     
     based Western Lake Sanitary District (WLSSD) by ENSR consulting, estimated 
     that the GLI would cost the WLSSD, alone, $51.4 million in capital costs in
     addition to another $9.4 million in increased annual operating and         
     maintenance costs.  As a result, the current rate to WLSSD users is        
     expected to more than double.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2758.044     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2758.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing water quality regulations could be improved which are less costly 
     alternatives and which would achieve better environmental results for the  
     money.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2758.045     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2758.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is not a cost effective means for improving the water     
     quality of the Great Lakes.  If adopted in its present form, the GLI will  
     not meet its goals and will adversely impact regional economic growth and  
     competitiveness for virtually no environmental gain.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2758.046     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2758.047
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI will not achieve its goals of improving water quality.    
     The GLI considers only point sources, disregarding nonpoint sources such as
     landfills, agricultural runoff, illegal dumping, and atmospheric           
     deposition.  Though the GLI is expected to reduce dioxin levels, it will   
     only have a minor impact on reducing other major pollutants according to a 
     report by DRI/McGraw-Hill.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2758.047     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2758.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Though the GLI would reduce dioxin levels, the cost effectiveness of doing 
     so is questionable.  According to the National Council of the Paper        
     Industry for Air and Stream Improvement (NCASI), 90 percent of dioxin      
     releases are to the atmosphere.  This means that a vast majority of the    
     dioxin contribution to the Great Lakes is a result of atmospheric          
     desposition.  Thus, nonpoint sources throughout the United States and      
     elsewhere in the world contribute far more in generating dioxin releases in
     the Great Lakes than that which is generated in the Great Lakes basin      
     itself.  The best way to achieve the goals of the GLI are, therefore, to   
     develop a comprehensive plan which includes both point and nonpoint        
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2758.048     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2758.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI in its present form will not achieve its goal of improving
     water quality.  In addition to the GLI's inability to achieve significant  
     results, the GLI in its implementation will result in a competitive        
     disadvantage for the Great Lakes region.  The GLI in its present form will 
     impede economic development and significantly increase manufacturing costs.
     To meet the requiremnets imposed by the GLI, both industry and             
     muncipalities will be faced with significantly increased costs.  Compliance
     will mean that industry and municipalities will be forced to purchase      
     sophisticated and expensive monitoring and treatment equipment.  Thus,     
     significant resources will have to be expended for such equipment which    
     will result in a substantial increase in the cost of doing business.  The  
     GLI will leave plant operators with the difficult choices of whether to    
     relocate their plant, reduce their production, cut their work force as a   
     means of reducing manufacturing costs, discontinue their product line, or  
     to close operations entirely.                                              
                                                                                
     With the onset of increased manufacturing costs, regional competitiveness  
     will suffer.  A company left with substantially increased manufacturing    
     costs will be forced to reduce other costs in order to stay competitive.  A
     logical alternative to avoid these increased costs would be to move to     
     another area of the country not affected by the GLI.  Thus, regional       
     economic growth will be curtailed and regional competitiveness will be     
     stifled by the exodus of companies from the Great Lakes Region.            
     
     
     Response to: D2758.049     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2758.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regional competitiveness, under the GLI, may also suffer through the       
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     disparate impact of implementation of the GLI among the Great Lakes states 
     and within those states.  Based on the sophistication of monitoring        
     equipment, certain states and areas within certain states may have stricter
     standards.  The result is uncertainty for industry and municipalities and  
     the fear the noncomplicance will result.  The lack of a fixed definition of
     detectable limits will account for inconsistent enforcement.  Industry and 
     municipalities will be forced to purchase the most sophisticated and       
     expensive monitoring and treatment equipment available to match compliance 
     standards in their area.                                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2758.050     
     
     See response to comments G2650.002 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2758.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI should be revised so as to implement the recommendations  
     previously specified in these comments.  In the GLI's present form,        
     according to the report prepared by DRI/McGraw-Hill, the GLI "is both      
     wasteful of precious resources and borders on an expensive luxury".  The   
     federal government must revise the GLI to meet its commendable goals but   
     the federal government must do so in a more cost effective manner to       
     improve water quality without detrimentally affecting the economy of the   
     Great Lakes Region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2758.051     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2759.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. The GLWQG should be rejected as a model for national water quality      
     control policy.  The proposed GLWQG continues and amplifies the historic   
     focus of our national water quality control program on point sources       
     dischargers.  Clearly, a scientifically-based watershed approach which     
     simultaneously addresses control strategies on all important sources is a  
     better way to establish and achieve water quality improvement goals.       
     
     
     Response to: D2759.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2759.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. The GLWQG represents an unacceptable departure from a scientific        
     approach to setting standards and effluent limits.  For example, the use of
     arbitrary factors of safety to develop rigid criteria which cannot be      
     adjusted appropriately by site-specific scientific studies is poor public  
     policy which will lead to endless legal challenges.  This and other        
     provisions of the GLWQG should be modified to improve (rather than weaken) 
     the scientific basis for existing EPA water quality control policies and   
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2759.002     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. As currently written, the GLWQG will ultimately lead to either the zero 
     discharge scenario or to end-of-pipe treatment solutions for point sources.
      EPA should emphasize (rather than ignore) these scenarios in its public   
     disclosures regarding the cost impact of this guidance.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2759.003     
     
     See response to comments D2684.008 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. For San Francisco Bay, the water quality benefits of either zero        
     discharge or additional end-of-pipe treatment for POTWs would be           
     insignificant.  Other sources (riverine, runoff, inplace sediments and     
     atmospheric) contribute the preponderance of most chemicals of concern to  
     the Bay-Delta.                                                             
                                                                                
     5. The costs to comply with the GLWQG (through either zero discharge or    
     end-of-pipe treatment) by Bay area POTWs would be sigificant. These        
     projects would require a major, irreversible commitment of resources and   
     may not be feasible due to environmental, institutional, political and     
     economic constraints.  The GLWQG presupposes that point source compliance  
     projects are feasible.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2759.004     
     
     Guidance.  However, as described in Section II.f of the                    
     Supplemental Information Document, the applicability of the Great          
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance is limited to dischargers within the          
     Great Lakes Basin.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2759.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 2602



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6. EPA must change its course, both in the Great Lakes and in the existing 
     national water quality control program, to focus its efforts on programs   
     which will most efficiently achieve water quality benefits.  This can only 
     be achieved by setting goals which are attainable and focusing on the      
     control of the major sources of toxics.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2759.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In adopting national guidance, EPA should address the following questions  
     pertaining to municipal and industrial dischargers:                        
                                                                                
     1. What control measures must the regulated community ultimately implement 
     to comply with the guidance?                                               
                                                                                
     2. What is the cost to comply with guidance?                               
                                                                                
     3. What are the water quality benefits to be realized through compliance   
     with the guidance?                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2759.006     
     
     Guidance.  However, as described in Section II.f of the                    
     Supplemental Information Document, the applicability of the Great          
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance is limited to dischargers within the          
     Great Lakes Basin.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
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     Comment ID: D2759.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG clearly points to zero discharge as the ultimate compliance      
     option for municipal dischargers.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2759.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance clearly points to zero discharge as   
     the ultimate compliance option for municipal dischargers.  EPA believes    
     that the final Guidance is based on sound science and provides for         
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, as discussed in Section I.C  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Case Study No. 1                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2759.008     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2759.008a
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLWQG is predicted to have the following affect on the        
     regulation of mercury in the San Francisco Bay area.                       
                                                                                
     Mercury would be designated a "bioaccumulative chemical of concern" (BCC). 
     This would result in the Baywide phase-out of dilution credits in setting  
     mercury effluent limits and would lead to stringent antidegradation        
     limitations, i.e. no additional mercury loadings would be allowed.         
     
     
     Response to: D2759.008a    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/HG
     Comment ID: D2759.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This human health criterion would be more restrictive than the present     
     freshwater and saltwater EPA "Gold Book" criteria (12 ppt and 25 ppt,      
     respectively).  The more restrictive GLWQG criterion primarily results from
     the use of an additional uncertainty factor of six (6), above and beyond   
     the safety factors included in the Gold Book criteria.  This extra safety  
     factor is based principally on the GLWQG estimate of the acceptable daily  
     exposure of humans to mercury.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2759.009     
     
     Commenter correctly summarized EPA's position on mercury, except the       
     intraspecies uncertainty factor used to protect fetal central nervous      
     system development is 5 not 6.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA continues to believe the adult LOAEL of 3 ug/kg/d should be used in the
     derivation of criterion instead of the 10 ug/g maternal hair concentrations
     suggested by the commenter.  EPA believes the adult effects are more       
     clearly delineated from the available data than the fetal effects and thus 
     the use of a LOAEL of 3 ug/kg/d (50 ug/g adult hair concentrations) is     
     appropriate.  The LOAEL of 10 ug/g maternal hair concentrations is         
     predicted and therefore can be viewed as a somewhat less reliable endpoint 
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     upon which to base a criterion than the adult endpoints.  EPA continues to 
     believe the 5-fold uncertainty factor is justified to protect central      
     nervous systems development during the sensitive fetal life stages.  In    
     addition, as discussed in section 5.a. above, EPA has assumed a body weight
     of 65 kg (as opposed to 70 kg) for mercury.  The resulting Tier I mercury  
     criterion is therefore 1.9 ng/L, which is slightly less than the proposed  
     criterion of 2 ng/L.                                                       
                                                                                
     Since the proposal, EPA's RfD workgroup has recently revised the RfD, using
     an effect level of 1 ug/kg/d and using an uncertainty factor of 10 to      
     account for within-human variability and for an insufficient database.  The
     resulting RfD is 0.1 ug/kg/d which is higher than the proposed RfD (ADE) of
     0.06 ug/kg/d.  However, because the new RfD of 0.1 ug/kg/d was not verified
     until early February 1995, it was not possible to publish the data, request
     comment, and revise the final Guidance, if needed, prior to promulgation of
     the final Guidance. Consequently, EPA plans to publish a Notice of Data    
     Availability after the publication of the final Guidance with the new      
     mercury assessment for human health and will change the final mercury      
     criteria for human health if appropriate.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2759.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A strict new Tier 1 wildlife criterion (0.18 ppt) would be in effect.  This
     criterion is based on the use of conservative uncertainty factors to       
     quantify bioaccumulation and biomagnification of mercury through the food  
     chain.  These factors reduce the criterion by two orders of magnitude.  The
     GLWQG relies on these conservative safety factors because of the poor base 
     of scientific information regarding mercury dynamics through the food chain
     for species of interest.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2759.010     
     
     Uncertainty factor are not used to quantify bioaccumulation and            
     biomagnification through the food chain.  Biomagnification Factors (BMFs)  
     are used to related each trophic level to the next lower on e; the three   
     BMFs for the aquatic food chain in the final guidance are based on either  
     field data or data relating the transfer of mercury to a predator fish from
     a prey fish.  In the final guidance, the net effect of the three BMFs is   
     12.6. These three BMFs are not "conservative", because they are based on   
     data, and they are not "safety factors".                                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
Page 2606



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2759.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation procedures used in developing the mercury wildlife         
     criterion are similar to those used in development of human health         
     criteria, i.e. they are aimed at the protection of sensitive individuals.  
     Protection of pupulations of a species, as practice in the aquatic life    
     criteria, rather than individuals, would lead to less restrictive criteria 
     which would arguably still be fully protective of the health of the        
     ecosystem.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2759.011     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2759.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ambient levels of mercury measured in the San Francisco Bay-Delta typically
     exceed the GLWQG Tier 1 human health wildlife criteria.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2759.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 2607



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2759.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG specifically precludes site specific adjustments to relax human  
     health and wildlife criteria to address local conditions.  This is of      
     particular concern in San Francisco Bay, where site specific studies of    
     biota have shown that actual bioaccumulation factors for mercury in San    
     Francisco Bay are much lower than used in the GLWQG criteria development   
     (4000 in San Francisco Bay (10) versus 130,000 liters per kilogram (1/kg)  
     in the GLWQG) arguing for more than an order of magnitude change in the    
     GLWQG mercury criterion based on site-specific considerations.             
     ____________________                                                       
     (10) LWA/KLI, 1991.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2759.013     
     
     In the final guidance, the GLI criterion for mercury does not apply to San 
     Francisco Bay.  Also, the final guidance allows raising and lowering human 
     health and wildlife criteria on a site-specific basis if adequately        
     justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately         
     protected.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2759.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because ambient levels exceed the mercury wildlife criterion and because   
     mercury is considered a BCC, no dilution credit would be used in the       
     calculation of NPDES effluent limits for any POTW.  Therefore, the mercury 
     wildlife criterion would apply directly as an effluent concentration limit 
     for POTW dischargers to San Francisco Bay.  No Bay area POTW can comply    
     with an effluent limit of 0.18 ppt for mercury.                            
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     Response to: D2759.014     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2759.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since ambient levels exceed the GLWQG criterion, the Regional Board will be
     required to develop a TMDL for mercury using GLWQG procedures.  The GLWQG  
     procedures require either (1) that the sediment contributions and nonpoint 
     sources be considered in setting a wasteload allocations that ensures      
     attainment of criteria or (2) that the wasteload allocation be set equal to
     zero.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2759.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2759.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG procedures also require the point source controls be used to     
     achieve standards if nonpoint source controls are not effective within an  
     eight year period.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2759.016     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2759.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLWQG antidegradation procedures, since mercury is a BCC,        
     additional loadings of mercury to the Bay would be strictly prohibited.    
     Whereas current EPA antidegradation policy could allow increased mercury   
     loadings based on economic and social considerations, this would not be    
     allowed under the GLWQG.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2759.017     
     
     The commenter mischaracterizes the proposal.  The antidegradation          
     provisions for BCCs do not prohibit increased loadings of BCCs. While no   
     diminimus provision is available for BCCs, increased loadings are still    
     allowable, provided receiving water is a high quality water, and that the  
     requisite demonstrations (Part III of Appendix E) are made.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2759.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  "above requirements refers to comments 008a thru 017.   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The above GLWQG requirements would immediately result in across-the-board  
     compliance problems for Bay area POTWs and ultimately would lead to        
     concentration and mass-based mercury limits for San Francisco Bay POTWs    
     which equal or approach zero.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2759.018     
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     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2759.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The RWQCB has recently completed a phased TMDL for copper in San Francisco 
     Bay.  This proposal would require reductions in copper mass emissions from 
     POTWs ranging from 0 to 58 percent, with a Bay-wide average POTW reduction 
     of approximately 20 percent.  Wasteload allocations for copper under this  
     TMDL did not allocate loadings to sediments, which are known to exert a    
     major influence on water column copper concentrations in San Francisco Bay.
                                                                                
     The GLWQG would have the following direct effect on the regulation of      
     copper in the San Francisco Bay-Delta:                                     
                                                                                
     The GLWQG TMDL procedures would apply to copper, since ambient copper      
     levels exceed both the existing EPA aquatic criteria and the proposed      
     modified copper objective in San Francisco Bay.  According to the GLWQG    
     procedures, wasteload allocations must consider contributions from         
     sediment, nonpoint sources and wet weather events, the major copper sources
     in San Francisco Bay.  Consideration of these loadings as required under   
     the GLWQG procedures would result in reductions in the POTW wasteload      
     allocations for copper contained in the current RWQCB phased TMDL proposal.
      BADA and individual municipalities have expressed concerns that the       
     RWQCB's proposed site specific objectives and allocations will necessitate 
     costly treatment plant improvements or discharge relocation. (11)  [Further
     reductions in the RWQCB's proposed allocations will increase the           
     attainability problems of POTWs and hasten the need for costly solutions.] 
     ____________________                                                       
     (11) Larry Walker Associates, 1992.  The Attainability by Publicly Owned   
     Treatment Works of Site Specific Objectives for Copper Under Consideration 
     By the San Francisco Regional Water Quality Control Board, A Report for the
     Bay Area Dischargers Association.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2759.019     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment 020 imbedded in comment 019.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further reductions in the RWQCB's proposed allocations will increase the   
     attainability problems of POTWs and hasten the need for costly solutions.  
     
     
     Response to: D2759.020     
     
     See response to comments D2759.004 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2759.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG TMDL prodecures also stipulate that point source controls will be
     used to achieve compliance with criteria if nonpoint source controls do not
     produce compliance within eight years.  Given the uncontrollable nature of 
     many nonpoint source problems, it is projected that the GLWQG would require
     major reductions in POTW wasteload allocations for copper in the future.   
     
     
     Response to: D2759.021     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Significant lowering of copper allocations to POTWs would necessitate      
     application of end-of-pipe treatment to comply with these mass limits.     
     
     
     Response to: D2759.022     
     
     Based in part on the comments received by EPA on the proposed Guidance,    
     many of the provisions in the final Guidance were revised to allow greater 
     implementation flexibility.  This flexibility should minimize the impacts  
     to the regulated community.  In particular, revisions to the final Guidance
     included a reassessment of bioaccumulation factors (BAF) for several       
     pollutants, recalculation of criteria to reflect updated BAFs and toxicity 
     data, and the establishment of metals criteria for the dissolved form      
     instead of "total recoverable."  In general, these changes resulted in the 
     establishment of less stringent criteria for many pollutants.              
                                                                                
     With respect to the cost assessment study, the criteria revisions resulted 
     in fewer instances where the Guidance-based water quality-based effluent   
     limit (WQBEL) was determined to be more stringent than existing            
     requirements.  This was particularly evident for metals such as copper and 
     zinc.  Because Guidance-based WQBELs were less stringent, the cost to      
     remove these pollutants was reduced.  In addition to the improvements made 
     to the criteria methodology, the final Guidance also provides flexibility  
     to dischargers that have detectable quantities of pollutants in the intake 
     water sources.  While these revisions will not eliminate the cost impact of
     the final Guidance, the impact on dischargers compared to the proposed     
     Guidance should be significantly reduced.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2759.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PAHs.  Although the proposed GLWQG does not include Tier 1 or Tier 2 values
     for PAHs, it is projected that the GLWQG would have significant effects on 
     PAH limits.                                                                
                                                                                
     A number of individual PAH compounds are listed as potential BCCs          
     (benzo(a)pyrene, 3,4-benzofluoranthene, benzo(k)fluoranthene,              
     1,12-benzoperylene, dibenzo(a,h)anthracene, and indeno(1,2,3-cd)pyrene.  It
     is probable that one or several of the individual PAH compounds will       
     ultimately be classified as BCCs due to the bioaccumulative potential of   
     these comounds.  The GLWQG prescribes that BCCs be regulated with greater  
     stringency that other compounds.  For instance, the GLWQG antidegradation  
     procedures imposes a mass limit on BCC emissions not to exceed the current 
     level of discharge.                                                        
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     Response to: D2759.023     
     
     See response to: D2959.007                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PAH
     Comment ID: D2759.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT/PAH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG contains methods to generate Tier 2 wildlife criteria.  Given the
     bioaccumulative potential of PAHs, it is probable that Tier 2 PAH wildlife 
     criteria which are more restrictive than existing EPA human health criteria
     (31 ppt) required.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2759.024     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.125 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing POTW data indicates probable problems in attaining PAH criteria   
     without dilution.  Listing of PAHs as BCCs and/or lowering of criterion    
     through Tier 2 procedures would ultimately necessitate end-of-pipe         
     treatment solutions.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2759.025     
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     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref see pg 13, commentor 2759 for table 2.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 2 summarizes effluent limits for mercury, copper and PAHs that are   
     projected to result from implementation of the GLWQG in San Francisco Bay. 
     This table also contains information on the current effluent concentrations
     for copper, mercury and PAHs.  As indicated in this table, Bay area POTWs  
     cannot meet the projected GLWQG effluent limits.  Significant              
     across-the-board reductions in effluent mercury concentrations would be    
     required to achieve compliance with the GLWQG requirements.  Major         
     reductions would also be required for copper and PAHs to satisfy GLWQG     
     concentration and mass-based limits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2759.026     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004, D2579.003, and D2759.004.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref see pg 14, commentor 2759 for table 3.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Control Measure Assessment.  Alternative control options exist to meet the 
     GLWQG compliance objectives for mercury, copper and PAHs, including        
     industrial and commercial source control measures; residential waste       
     minimization activities; corrosion control measures by potable water       
     purveyors; upgraded municipal treatment facilities; and treatment,         
     conveyance and end-use facilities for wastewater reclamation to eliminate  
     discharges to the San Francisco Bay-Delta.  Table 3 provides estimates of  
     the percentage reduction in current effluent concentrations which may be   
     achieveable through the alternative control measures listed above.         
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     Response to: D2759.027     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Source control alternatives (pollution prevention and waste minimization)  
     are economically and politically more desirable than the other control     
     alternatives.  A wide range of innovative and aggressive source control    
     activities are currently being developed and implemented in bay area       
     municipalities.  Current estimates indicate that reductions in the range   
     from 10 to 50 may be possible through diligent source control efforts.     
     
     
     Response to: D2759.028     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Source control reduction efficiencies ultimately depend on the amount of   
     pollutant contributed by controllable sources and the efficiency of control
     of these sources.  For instance, for copper, it is known that residential  
     sources are predominant in many communities.  Studies performed in the     
     Bay-area indicate that household plumbing, laundry graywater, human body   
     wastes and copper-based root killers are major residential copper sources. 
     (12)                                                                       
     ____________________                                                       
     Larry Walker associates, 1993.  Residential Metals Study.  Prepared for    
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     Central Contra Costa Sanitary District.  In preparation.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2759.029     
     
     See response to comments D2827.068 and D2759.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the stringent permit requirements resulting from the GLWQG, it is    
     clear that pollution prevention and waste minimization efforts would not   
     produce compliance with the GLWQG requirements for mercury, copper and PAHs
     (see Table 3).  Therefore, the ultimate alternatives which will be required
     include either (1) upgraded treatment facilities or (2) facilities to      
     achieve total reclamation and thereby eliminate bay discharge.  Treatment  
     steps for metals removal include lime precipitation and reverse osmosis.   
     These treatment steps are capable of achieving reductions for most metals  
     in the 90 to 99 percent range, depending on feedwater concentrations.      
     Treatment steps for trace organic removal include carbon adsorption and air
     stripping.  Facilities to eliminate bay discharge include treatment        
     facilities to achieve appropriate reclamation standards, effluent          
     distribution facilities for local resuse and regional effluent conveyance  
     facilities for reuse outside the Bay area.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2759.030     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D2759.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2759.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Water Quality Benefits.  The principal benefit resulting from              
     implementation of the alternative control options described above is the   
     reduction of loadings from municipal sources.  The water quality benefit   
     associated with these reductions is less direct, since municipal discharges
     are not major sources of copper, mercury or PAHs to the Bay.               
                                                                                
     Modelling performed by EPA for the Regional Board (13) concluded that water
     quality changes produced by elimination of POTW copper discharges in South 
     San Francisco Bay would not result in the attainment of copper objectives. 
     Intensive water quality monitoring studies in South San Francisco Bay      
     supported this finding for copper and for other trace elements. (14)       
     Previous work for BADA (15) indicates that Bay-wide reductions in copper   
     loadings from POTWs would have no significant effect on copper levels in   
     the Bay.  This is evidenced by the observed lack of change in copper levels
     since 1970 despite major changes in POTW copper discharges.  The de minimus
     effect of POTW discharge reductions on ambient copper levels is consistent 
     with the fact that POTW loadings of copper represent less than 5 percent of
     the copper loading to the Bay-Delta.                                       
     ____________________                                                       
     (13) Wang, P.V., R. Ambrose, Jr., and K. Novo-Gradac.  1992.  South San    
     Francisco Bay Water Quality Modeling and Waste Load Allocation Study.      
     Environmental Research Laboratory, Office of Research and Development, U.S.
     Environmental Protection Agency.                                           
                                                                                
     (14) LWA/KLI, 1991.                                                        
                                                                                
     (15) LWA, 1992.                                                            
                                                                                
     (9)  Trace metal association in the water column of south San Francisco    
     Bay.  Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, 28:307-325; LWA/KLI. 1991.     
                                                                                
     (12) Larry Walker Associates. 1993.  Residential Metals Study.  Prepared   
     for Central Contra Costa Sanitary District.  In preparation.               
     
     
     Response to: D2759.031     
     
     See response to comments D2827.068 and D2759.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2759.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As for copper, water quality changes for mercury and PAHs resulting from   
     major reductions in POTW loadings are not projected to be significant.     
     Although current loading estimates show mercury contributions for POTWs to 
     be higher than copper, studies of ambient water quality do not point to    
     POTWs as a major influence. (16)                                           
     ____________________                                                       
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     (16) LWA/KLI, 1991; Flegal et al 1991.                                     
                                                                                
     (9)  Trace metal association in the water column of south San Francisco    
     Bay.  Estuarine, Coastal and Shelf Science, 28:307-325; LWA/KLI. 1991.     
     NPDES Permit Provision E5E; Site-Specific Water Quality Objectives for     
     South San Francisco Bay.  Prepared for the City of San Jose.  Larry Walker 
     Associates (LWS) and Kinnetics Laboratories Incorporated (KLI); Flegal et  
     al, 1991.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2759.032     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see table 4, pg 15 of commentor 2759.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost of Control Measures.  Cost of the control measures described above are
     summarized in Table 4.  These costs are based on the following             
     presumptions:  1) All treatment plants will be required to implement strict
     source control programs for mercury, copper and PAHs, 2) All POTWs will    
     require treatment for removal of mercury.  Treatment improvements for      
     removal of mercury (and other metals) from secondary effluent include lime 
     precipitation, filtration, and reverse osmosis (see Figure 7), 3) All POTWs
     will require treatment for removal of PAHs to meet GLWQG  requirements.  It
     is assumed that granular activated carbon will be required to achieve PAH  
     removal (see Figure 7).                                                    
                                                                                
     The total cost to POTWs in the San Francisco Bay area for the above        
     controls to serve the existing Bay area population is projected to exceed a
     present worth of $8 billion.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2759.033     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D2759.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2759.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Social, Economic and Environmental Impacts.  The GLWQG would have the      
     following social, economic and environmental impacts on the Bay area:      
       *would pose difficult and uncertain permit compliance issues and would   
     create uncertain/increasingly stringentregulatory burden on businesses in  
     the area,                                                                  
     *would limit Bay area community growth and development through its strict  
     TMDL and antidegradation provisions,                                       
     *would make long range community planning difficult due to a step-wise     
     regulatory system which facilitates future compliance obstacles,           
     [*would place a much greater demand on community financial resources to    
     support increased costs for wastewater treatment.                          
     *would ultimately impact energy resources and produce cross-media impacts  
     by requiring energy-intensive treatment facilities which produce           
     significant sludge quantities.  Based on previous Bay area estimates (17), 
     the projected increased energy use wold exceed 65 mega-watts per year.     
     Chemical sludge quantities would exceed 1500 tons per day and brine        
     quantities would exceed 100 mgd.]                                          
     *would not produce measureable reductions in ambient concentrations of     
     mercury, copper of PAHs in the Bay.                                        
     ____________________                                                       
     (17) LWA/KLI, 1991.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2759.034     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance would burden businesses, limit Bay    
     area community growth and development, and would not produce any measurable
     improvements in the Great Lakes System. EPA provided an accurate assessment
     of the costs and benefits associated with implementation of the final      
     Guidance, including the reduction of cancer risks to human health, that is 
     discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance and Section IX of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: comment 035 embedded in 036.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     *would place a much greater demand on community financial resources to     
     support increased costs for wastewater treatment.                          
                                                                                
     *would ultimately impact energy resources and produce cross-media impacts  
     by requiring energy-intensive treatment facilities which produce           
     significant sludge quantities.  Based on previous Bay area estimates (17), 
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     the projected increased energy use wold exceed 65 mega-watts per year.     
     Chemical sludge quantities would exceed 1500 tons per day and brine        
     quantities would exceed 100 mgd.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2759.035     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see pages 17-20 of commentor 2759 for a complete 
description of the   
          "zero discharge" scenario.                                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CASE STUDY NO. 2                                                           
                                                                                
     Description of Case Study.  The GLWQG has a goal of virtual elimination of 
     polutant discharges and is structured to ultimately achieve this goal      
     through a program of increasingly stringent criteria and mass limitations. 
     In assessing the GLWQG as national policy, it is therefore prudent to      
     assess how virtual elimination ("zero discharge") would be accomplished,   
     what impacts would it produce and what water quality benefits would result.
     This case study looks at the zero discharge scenario for San Francisco Bay 
     POTWs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2759.036     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Ultimate Control Measures to Comply with GLWQG                             
                                                                                
     The GLWQG will ultimately lead to either the zero discharge scenario or    
     extensive end-of-pipe treatment measures for POTWs.  Source control efforts
     will ultimately not be sufficient to achieve compliance.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2759.037     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2759.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  figure 9 is found on pg 21 of commentor 2759.           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs to achieve either zero discharge or end-of-pipe treatment        
     solutions for Bay area POTWs would be significant - such a project would   
     require a major, irreversible commitment of resources (see Figure 9).      
     
     
     Response to: D2759.038     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2759.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Benefits of Compliance with GLWQG                            
                                                                                
     For San Francisco Bay, we have evidence that the water quality benefits of 
     compliance with the GLWQG (i.e. zero discharge or end-of-pipe treatment by 
     POTWs) would be insignificant.  Other sources (riverine, runoff, inplace   
     sediments and atmospheric) contribute the preponderance of most chemicals  
     of concern to the Bay-Delta.  All available information indicates that     
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     these extreme POTW control efforts will not achieve water quality goals.   
     
     
     Response to: D2759.039     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2759.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG would produce NPDES permit compliance problems for every POTW in 
     the San Francisco Bay area.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2759.040     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance would produce permit compliance       
     problems in the Great Lakes System.  EPA endeavored to use the best        
     available science for the protection of human health, wildlife and aquatic 
     life in the Great Lakes basin while at the same time promoting consistency 
     in standards and implementation procedures that allow appropriate          
     flexibility to States and Tribes.  For a discussion of these and other     
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see Section   
     I.C of the SID.  For a discussion of the precedential effects elements of  
     the Guidance might have elsewhere in the nation, see Section II.F of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2759.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comments refer to impacts in San Francisco Bay area     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG TMDL and antidegradation provisions would result in stringent    
     mass loading limits on a number of pollutants (e.g. mercury, copper, PAHs) 
     which would impact community development and growth.  The progressively    
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     more stringent GLWQG requirements will predictably lead to uncertainty and 
     unrest within the business community.  Communities seeking to plan         
     wastewater treatment and community development projects will be frustrated 
     by rapidly changing, increasingly stringent wastewater limitations.        
     
     
     Response to: D2759.041     
     
     See section VII of the Supplementary Information Document.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2759.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comments refer to impacts in San Francisco Bay area.    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Significant environmental impacts of the GLWQG include energy consumption  
     and residuals (sludge and brine) disposal impacts.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2759.042     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance would produce significant             
     environmental impacts such as energy consumption and residuals disposal    
     impacts.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2759.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Using San Francisco Bay as a case example, the GLWQG should be rejected 
     as a model for national water quality control policy.  The guidance is     
     fatally flawed by its initial emphasis on point sources, which will not    
     produce the desired changes in water quality.  The provisions of the GLWQG 
     which imply that such changes will be achieved by this approach are        
     misleading.                                                                
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     The proposed GLWQG continues and amplifies the historic focus of our       
     national water quality control program on point sources dischargers.  This 
     ignores the common consensus that nonpoint sources are the primary sources 
     of pollution in many of our nation's waters.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2759.043     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2759.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has indicated it plans to implement the proposed GLWQG as a first step 
     in its Great Lakes stragegy.  Control of the major, nonpoint sources is    
     planned to be undertaken as a secondary phase.  However, the stringent and 
     inflexible requirements imposed on point sources as the first phase of the 
     GLWQG will result in extraordinary, irreversible costs with little water   
     quality benefit.  Clearly, a scientifically-based watershed approach which 
     simultaneously addresses control strategies on all important sources is a  
     preferred approach to the establishment and achievement of water quality   
     goals.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2759.044     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F3040.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2759.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     2. The GLWQG represents an unacceptable departure from a scientific        
     approach to setting standards and effluent limits.  For example, the use of
     arbitrary, overly conservative factors of safety to develop rigid wildlife 
     and human health criteria which cannot be adjusted appropriately by        
     site-specific scientific studies is an untenable policy which will lead to 
     endless legal challenges.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2759.045     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2759.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Tier 2 criteria which are based on limited scientific           
     information to etablish increasingly conservative effluent limits is also  
     an unworkable element of the GLWQG.  These should be modified to improve   
     (rather than weaken) the scientific basis for existing EPA water quality   
     control policies and procedures.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2759.046     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. EPA's assessment of costs of the proposed GLWQG does not accurately     
     portray the total costs of this policy.  The EPA GLWQG assessment looks    
     only at optimistic, incremental costs of the immediate effects of the GLWQG
     on point sources and grossly understates the probable cost impacts on this 
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     source category.  Because the GLWQG will ultimately lead to either the zero
     discharge scenario or to end-of-pipe treatment solutions, EPA should use   
     these scenarios in its public disclosures of costs and environmental       
     impacts for the GLWQG.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2759.047     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D2759.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2759.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. For San Francisco Bay, the water quality benefits of either zero        
     discharge or additional end-of-pipe treatment for POTWs would be minor.    
     Since other sources (riverine, runoff, inplace sediments and atmospheric)  
     contribute the preponderance of most chemicals of concern to the Bay-Delta,
     elimination of POTW contributions will not produce significant changes.    
     
     
     Response to: D2759.048     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2759.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5. The costs to comply with the GLWQG (through either zero discharge or    
     end-of-pipe treatment) by Bay area POTWs would be significant.  These      
     projects would require a major, irreversible commitment of resources and   
     may not be feasible due to environmental, institutional, political and     
     economic constraints.  The GLWQG presupposes that point source compliance  
     projects are feasible.                                                     
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     Response to: D2759.049     
     
     See response to comment D2759.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2759.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6. There is a growing consensus in California that the existing EPA water  
     quality standards program must be modified to make it more reasonable -    
     instead, the GLWQG proposal is much more stringent:  it includes a phase   
     out of dilution credits for some pollutants, reduces the scientific basis  
     for standard setting, and relies on the use of conservative safety factors 
     which produce rigid standards.  We encourage EPA to change its course, both
     in the Great Lakes and nationally, to focus its efforts on programs which  
     will most efficiently achieve water quality benefits.  This can only be    
     achieved by focusing on the control of the major sources of toxics,        
     particularly nonpoint sources.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2759.050     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI is unreasonable and produces rigid         
     standards.  EPA relied upon several principles in developing the final     
     Guidance, including using the best available science to protect the aquatic
     life, humans and wildlife that reside in the Great Lakes basin, promoting  
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, and establishing equitable   
     pollution control strategies (which consider point and nonpoint sources of 
     pollution), as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2763.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance shows that the command and control tools historically
     used by regulatory agencies are limited in their ability to protect the    
     health of humans and the environment.  Yet with the introduction of the    
     Tier II Methodology for the establishment of water quality criteria as well
     as the core of the Anti-degradation Procedures, the proposed Guidance is   
     moving beyond those limitations.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2763.001     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2763.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Throughout the public comment period, however, certain critics of the      
     proposed Guidance have raised objections and concerns.  Among them are the 
     implementability of the proposed Guidance's goals, the lack of scientific  
     validation in establishing Tier II Criteria, the cost of implementation and
     the very need for stricter point source pollution controls, as the Great   
     Lakes have recovered from past abuses so well.  Several industry           
     representatives have suggested that the proposed Guidance be voluntary     
     instead of regulatory.  Some opposed to the proposed Guidance state that   
     because non-point source pollution is also a problem, the Guidance is not  
     meaningful.  Along the same line of reasoning, some have said that because 
     the proposed Guidance will not by itself lift fish advisories, it does not 
     merit the attention it is receiving.                                       
                                                                                
     In CCE's view many of these objections are not applicable because of the   
     statutory authority and state and federal governmental agreements which, in
     part, have driven the development of the proposed Guidance.  Additionally, 
     much of the populace which lives within the Basin very simply wants less   
     pollution of the Lakes, regardless of the plans, studies or proposals which
     have been done.  In this context, the States and the EPA are wholly        
     justified in making this regulatory proposal.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2763.002     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See the     
     preamble to the final Guidance for a further discussion of these issues.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2763.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The shift to having to show that a certain level of discharge is not       
     harmful, before that level is discharged, is long overdue.  Assuming the   
     safety of a discharge, until its adverse effects in the system are         
     quantifiable, has proved disastrous for residents and wildlife in the Great
     Lakes Ecosystem.  The assumptions our laws and policies make of the safety 
     of many discharges has led to a price beyond reckoning which will          
     never-the-less have to be paid for by many generations.  Based on this     
     view, CCE believes that proposed Guidance could be even more conservative  
     in the procedures for calculating and affecting water quality criteria.    
     
     
     Response to: D2763.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2763.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  VAR
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are a number of points in the proposed Guidance which may lend       
     themselves to abuses.  For example, under the proposal, a discharger may be
     granted a site-specific modification, receive a favorable anti-degradation 
     decision and a variance from water quality standards, which may together   
     lead to a threat to human health and the environment.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2763.004     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2763.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Appendix C II(A) entitled Carcinogens, the proposed Guidance states that
     criteria should be set for the protection of human health "when there is   
     adequate evidence of potential human carcinogenic effects for a chemical." 
                                                                                
     Formaldehyde is a known animal carcinogen and a suspected human carcinogen.
     EPA categorizes formaldehyde as a potential human carcinogen.  The State of
     New Jersey categorizes formaldehyde as a probable (class C) human          
     carcinogen.  In November of 1980, the Federal Panel on Formaldehyde        
     published a report concluding that "formaldehyde should be presumed to pose
     a risk of cancer to humans."  It is widely discharged; about 23 million    
     pounds/year are discharged in the U.S. and formaldehyde has consistently   
     been among the top five chemicals discharged to surface water in New York. 
                                                                                
     Throughout the long debate on carcinogenic and other health effects,       
     formaldehyde discharges to water have largely been ignored by regulatory   
     agencies.  EPA has had a draft MCL for ten years.  New Jersey has a draft  
     MCL of 100 ppb; formalization of that draft is awaiting EPA approval of a  
     treatment technique.                                                       
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance presents an excellent opportunity for formaldehyde to
     be properly regulated. It's potential health effects, widespread use and   
     discharge amounts all indicate that formaldehyde discharges should be      
     curtailed.  CCE recommends that formaldehyde be included in Table 6 (C) of 
     Part 132 of the proposed Guidance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2763.005     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2763.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overall, it appears that the purpose of the anti-degradation proposal is to
     bring water quality, for the bulk of chemicals discharged into the Great   
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     Lakes, to within the minimum level necessary to support existing or        
     designated uses.  This will eventually lead water quality in the Great     
     Lakes, at best, to the brink of acceptability, and will not secure adequate
     protection of water quality.  CCE believes that an anti-degradation        
     proposal can and should do better than that.  The EPA should assume that if
     the mechamism is in place to allow water quality degradation, it will      
     happen.  This leaves little room for improving water quality, which is the 
     goal of the proposed Guidance, the CWA, the GLWQA and the public.          
     
     
     Response to: D2763.006     
     
     Antidegradation in general, and the antidegradation provisions of the final
     Guidance in particular, are not intended to preclude lower water quality.  
     Rather, antidegradation is intended to provide a mechanism for evaluating  
     activities that have the potential to lower water quality and ensuring     
     that, where lower water quality is deemed necessary, that the extent to    
     which the water quality is lowered is minimized.  States and Tribes may    
     designate water bodies as ONRWs where they wish to prevent all degradation.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2763.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Decades ago many communities within the Great Lakes Basin chose the Lakes  
     themselves or tributaries as the Highest and Best Source Available for     
     their primary drinking water supply.  The proposed anti-degradation policy 
     seems to assume that communities can now change their source of drinking   
     water if the need should arise.  The EPA should not assume that            
     contamination of the Lakes to the lowest possible level necessary to       
     support uses, particularly for drinking water use, is adequate for the     
     millions who are dependent on the Lakes.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2763.007     
     
     All of the data available to EPA suggest that the criteria contained in the
     final Guidance are adequate to protect the uses of the waters of the Great 
     Lakes System.  As long as criteria are met, uses should be supported.      
     Also, nothing in the antidegradation proposal is predicated on an          
     assumption that communities can change their source of drinking water if   
     the need arises.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
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     Comment ID: D2763.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The method for computing the assimilative capacity of a water body with    
     regard to de minimis degradation is based on the rate of mass loading,     
     which in turn is based on contaminants being diluted in the water body.  In
     CCE's view this is flawed because of unknown processes involved in the     
     dilution of a contaminant, the long retention times of chemicals in the    
     Great Lakes and other uncontrollable or unknowable variables.              
     
     
     Response to: D2763.008     
     
     See response to comment D2679.016.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA is aware that the processes that affect ambient concentration of a     
     pollutant in a water body are incompletely understood. However, mass       
     loading and flow are the best available predictors of ambient concentration
     of a polllutant in a water body.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2763.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In other sections of the proposed Guidance, the limits of dilution in      
     protecting water quality is recognized.  Thus an inconsistency exists      
     within the Guidance.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2763.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2763.010
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the Guidance proposes that the assimilative capacity of a    
     water body be computed at the time of a request for the lowering of water  
     quality.  CCE views this as flawed also.  There exists too many variables  
     which may effect water quality at any one time to confidently determine the
     assimilative capacity of a water body.  Weather, variations in point and   
     non-point source discharges, variations in water flow, etc. may change     
     water quality on a monthly, daily or hourly basis.  The level of monitoring
     to positively determine the assimilative capacity of a water body is not   
     now being achieved, at least in New York.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2763.010     
     
     See response to comment D2741.151.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that available monitoring data are not always ideal for     
     calculation of the available assimilative capacity at the time a request   
     for a significant lowering of water quality is received in all cases.      
     However, this objection is equally applicable to any calculation of        
     available assimilative capacity and so is not specific to the proposed     
     Guidance, but would apply to any approach employed by a State or Tribe.    
     Despite the possible shortcomings of the available data, calculating       
     available assimilative capacity at the time a request to lower water       
     quality is received is recommended because it gives the most accurate      
     assessment of the available assimilative capacity and because it is        
     compatible with the de minimis provisions contained in the final Guidance. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2763.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Though the proposed method for determining the assimilative capacity may be
     the best currently available, the EPA should recognize the potential       
     underlying flaws.  Considering this, a 10% "buffer" for de minimis         
     degradations and a minimum level needed to achieve designated uses for     
     significant lowering of water quality is not, in CCE's view, acceptable.   
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     Response to: D2763.011     
     
     See responses to comments D2634.022 and D2763.011.                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2763.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposal, de minimis degradation is permitted with the permission
     of the Director.  By allowing degradation of "less than 10% of the unused  
     assimilative capacity", the assimilative capacity will not reach zero;     
     however, it will be so close to zero as be essentially equal zero          
     (asymptotic).                                                              
                                                                                
     This will allow degradation without any anti-degradation demonstration.  As
     written, these types of degradations could occur indefinitely.  CCE also   
     sees no rationale for not informing and involving the public in these      
     decisions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2763.012     
     
     Under the final Guidance, all antidegradation provisions pertaining to     
     non-BCCs are provided as guidance only; States and Tribes are not required 
     to adopt Great Lakes specific- antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.    
     However, EPA recommends that were a State's or Tribe's antidegradation     
     provisions allow for de minimis lowering of water quality, the             
     antidegradation provisions should also reserve a portion of the            
     assimilative capacity beyond which de minimis lowering of water quality is 
     not allowed.  This reserved portion will ensure that the water quality is  
     not degraded to the point where the water body is no longer high quality   
     without review under antidegradation.                                      
                                                                                
     Although the final Guidance does not impose any requirements for States and
     Tribes to do so, States and Tribes may also choose to issue public notice  
     of a decision to allow a de minimis lowering of water quality.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2763.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposal, water quality will be able to degrade to within 10% of 
     the calculated assimilative capacity for most of the regulated chemicals   
     discharged into the Great Lakes for de minimis degradations.  Also, water  
     quality may degrade to the minimum level necessary to achieve designated   
     and existing uses for non-de minimis, or significant degradations.         
                                                                                
     CCE believes that many events, including very recent ones, belie the wisdom
     of allowing this degree of degradation.  For example, the disaster in      
     Milwaukee shows us that catastrophic pollution events can and do happen.   
     The recent flooding of the Mississippi shows us that nature does not always
     respect our water quality criteria.                                        
                                                                                
     To bring water quality in the Great Lakes to the brink of what is necessary
     to protect human health, wildlife and aquatic life, as a policy goal, is   
     folly.  CCE believes that it is appropriate for an anti-degradation policy 
     to lead to an improvement in water quality, as planning for those events   
     beyond our control and as a general policy goal.  If water quality is      
     allowed to degrade to the edge of acceptability, it is likely that water   
     quality standards will be violated due to circumstances beyond any         
     regulatory agencies' control.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2763.013     
     
     EPA recognizes that the cumulative effects of multiple de minimis          
     reductions in water quality may result in a significant lowering of water  
     quality.  This risk will exist any time a State or Tribe chooses to allow  
     de minimis lowering of water quality.  The final Guidance makes two        
     recommendations that reduce the likelihood of de minimis reductions in     
     water quality resulting in significant lowering of water quality or        
     exhausting the entire assimilative capacity of the receiving water.  First,
     the final Guidance recommends that the unused assimilative capacity be     
     determined each time a request for a lowering of water quality is received 
     and that de minimis should be defined as a percentage of the unused        
     assimilative capacity.  This will ensure that there will always be a       
     percentage of the unused assimilative capacity that is not used by a de    
     minimis reduction of water quality.  Second, the final Guidance recommends 
     that States and Tribes establish a cap on de minimis reductions in water   
     quality based on total assimilative capacity.  If a proposed lowering of   
     water quality will lower water quality beyond this threshold, it is subject
     to antidegradation review.  As to the commenter's specific examples, it is 
     unlikely that elimination of the de minimis provision would prevent        
     temporary violations of criteria in catastrophic events like the recent    
     great flood on the Mississippi River.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2763.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 2636



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As written, there will be de minimis lowerings of water quality and        
     significant lowerings of water quality, potentially for the same pollutant 
     and for the same body of water.  The former is based on the calculated     
     assimilative capacity and the latter on actual water quality criteria.  As 
     these lowerings of water quality may occur in different states, but in  the
     same area of a Lake, there should exist a mechanism to ensure that states  
     communicate when granting permission to lower water quality.               
                                                                                
     [Additionally, after an anti-degradation demonstration and decision, a     
     NPDES permit may be written to allow for water quality to be lowered up to 
     the water quality criteria.  Just prior or just after that anti-degradation
     decision, a de minimis lowering of water quality may be granted for one or 
     several requests, for the same constitutent.  There exists no mechanism to 
     ensure that significant lowerings of water quality and de minimis lowerings
     of water quality will be coordinated within an agency and among states.]   
                                                                                
     [Further, site specific modifications to water quality criteria and        
     variances for water quality based effluent limits may also be approved for 
     the same chemical in the same area.  There is no clear indication that site
     specific modifications, variances, de minimis lowerings of water quality   
     and significant lowerings of water quality will be adequately coordinated  
     so as to protect human health and to consistently work for the improvement 
     of water quality.]                                                         
                                                                                
     [For the above stated reasons, CCE is opposed to this concept and approach 
     to anti-degradation proposed by the Guidance.]                             
     
     
     Response to: D2763.014     
     
     The commenter objects to including de minimis provisions in the final      
     Guidance because lack of coordination within and between States and Tribes 
     could result significant lowering of water quality.  Functionally, this    
     issue is the same as the concern expressed by some commenters that the     
     cumulative effect of multiple de minimis reductions in water quality could 
     be significant lowering of water quality.  This issue is addressed in the  
     response to comment D2763.013.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2763.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .015 is imbedded in comment .014.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Additionally, after an anti-degradation demonstration and decision, a NPDES
     permit may be written to allow for water quality to be lowered up to the   
     water quality criteria.  Just prior or just after that anti-degradation    
     decision, a de minimis lowering of water qualty may be granted for one or  
     several requests, for the same constituent.  There exists no mechanism to  
     ensure that significant lowerings of water quality and de minimis lowerings
     of water quality will be coordinated within an agency and among states.    
     
     
     Response to: D2763.015     
     
     See response to comment D2763.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2763.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .016 is imbedded in comment .014.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, site specific modifications to water quality criteria and         
     variances for water quality based effluent limits may also be approved for 
     the same chemical in the same area.  There is no clear indication that site
     specific modifications, variances, de minimis lowerings of water quality   
     and significant lowerings of water quality will be adequately coordinated  
     so as to protect human health and to consistently work for the improvement 
     of water quality.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2763.016     
     
     See response to comment D2763.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2763.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .017 is imbedded in comment .014.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the above stated reasons, CCE is opposed to this concept and approach  
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     to anti-degradation proposed by the Guidance.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2763.017     
     
     See response to comment D2763.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2763.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CCE believes that once a use is impaired, it is too late.  In New York, the
     DEC recongnizes four levels of degradation of surface waters.  They are, in
     order of problem severity, threatened, stressed, impaired and finally      
     preclusion of use.  The proposed prohibition of the lowering of water      
     quality for a parameter in which the designated use is impaired should be  
     modified.  This modification should be to include waters that are merely   
     threatened, thus granting regulatory agencies options for preventing the   
     loss of a designated use.  The rationale behind this is similar for        
     choosing impairment as the trigger for not allowing the lowering of water  
     quality, but the protection afforded from opting for threatened waters is  
     much more protective and preventative in nature.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2763.018     
     
     An absolute prohibition on lowering water quality when water quality in a  
     water body approaches criteria is not necessary for several reasons.       
     First, the criteria themselves that are used to determine whether or not a 
     water body is high quality are somewhat conservative in nature.  In        
     addition, the antidegradation review itself should take into account the   
     value of existing water quality relative to the value of the proposed      
     social and economic development.  As water quality approaches criteria     
     levels, the value of maintaining water quality increases so that more      
     compelling demonstrations of social and economic development are required  
     to justify lowering water quality.  in addtion, the commenter's suggestion 
     of using terminology derived from one State's procedures could cause       
     confusion in other States who do not have the same procedures.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2763.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CCE supports the EPA's proposal for the enhanced level of protection       
     afforded to Lake Superior under the anti-degradation proposal.  However,   
     the same method to improve water quality in Lake Superior should be        
     utilized for all waters in the Basin.                                      
                                                                                
     The reason for a greater level of protection for Lake Superior is based on 
     the pristine nature of the Lake.  CCE believes that that is not a          
     sufficient reason to give lesser protection to waters that have not        
     achieved that undefiled state.  In fact, there is simply no reason not to  
     give the highest level of protection possible to all waters in the Great   
     Lakes Basin on a consistent basis.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2763.019     
     
     States and Tribes are always free to adopt more stringent requirements than
     contained in the final Guidance or existing regulations.  This is best     
     accomplished through the State's or Tribe's water quality standards        
     development process. See also response to comment D2838.089.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2763.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on the above comments, CCE recommends that the EPA require trial     
     areas throughout the basin before any final anti-degradation procedure is  
     adopted.  CCE believes it is feasible to select four areas in each state in
     the Basin; two would implement the proposed procedures and two would       
     implement a more stringent procedure similar to that for Outstanding       
     National Resource Waters.                                                  
                                                                                
     Further, for each pair, one site would be in an area larely impacted by    
     rural, non-point source type of pollution, the other largely impacted by   
     urban runoff and point source pollution.                                   
                                                                                
     With extensive monitoring, it should be feasible to determine the most     
     equitable procedure which gives the highest possible level of protection to
     all the waters in the Basin.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2763.020     
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     EPA does not agree that a trial period for antidegradation is necessary or 
     apppropriate as a predicate for final Guidance.  At the present time,      
     States and Tribes should alread by, and should continue, implementing      
     antidegradation in antidegradation in a manner consistent with Federal     
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  As a result of the final Guidance, States   
     and Tribes will also be required to adopt antidegradation provisions       
     specific to BCCs in the Great Lakes System.  States and Tribes continue to 
     have the authority to take more stringent actions as they see fit.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2763.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F 2.C.3 provides for the granting of a variance from a Water      
     Quality Standard (WQS) if non-attainment is precluded by "human caused     
     conditions or sources of pollution" that "cannot be remedied".  This       
     applies to WQSs which are the basis for effluent standards in NPDES        
     permits.                                                                   
                                                                                
     CCE understands that this is current EPA policy, but argues that the       
     proposed Guidance should make the conditions for granting variances from   
     WQSs less broad.                                                           
                                                                                
     [As the above cited variance condition is written, if a variance is granted
     because of social or economic reasons (2.C.6), there then exists a "human  
     caused condition that cannot be remedied".  That sets the stage for further
     variances based on the condition in 2.C.3.                                 
                                                                                
     Or if a WQS is violated because of urban runoff, and it is determined that 
     remediation is not possible in the foreseeable future, a variance based on 
     2.C.3 may be granted.                                                      
                                                                                
     These examples, and similar ones, are not reason to grant a variance       
     leading to increased discharges.  To allow increased pollution because     
     pollution exist from some other source (however justifiable) is very       
     circular logic, not very good environmental policy and lacks integrity.  In
     CCE's view it goes against the most basic tenant of all recent Great Lakes 
     federal and international policy, including this proposed Guidance.]       
                                                                                
     [CCE recommends that a definition of "human caused condition or sources of 
     pollution" be formulated.  Such a definition should include a listing of   
     limited, express instances in which a variance may be granted.  With site  
     specific modifications, variances and provisions in the anti-degradation   
     policy there is too much room for inconsistency and debasement.  The very  
     broad condition of "human caused" may lead to abuses which could otherwise 
     be prevented.]                                                             
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     Response to: D2763.021     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The final guidance does not allow variances if they will   
     further lower water quality.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a          
     discussion of this issue.                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2763.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .022 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the above cited variance condition is written, if a variance is granted 
     because of social or economic reasons (2.C.6), there then exists a "human  
     caused condition that cannot be remedied".  That sets the stage for further
     variances based on the condition in 2.C.3.                                 
                                                                                
     Or if a WQS is violated because of urban runoff, and it is determined that 
     remediation is not possible in the foreseeable future, a variance based on 
     2.C.3 may be granted.                                                      
                                                                                
     These examples, and similar ones, are no reason to grant a variance leading
     to increased discharges.  To allow increased pollution because pollution   
     exists from some other source (however justifiable) is very circular logic,
     not very good environmental policy and lacks integrity.  In CCE's view it  
     goes against the most basic tenant of all recent Great Lakes federal and   
     international policy, including this proposed Guidance.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2763.022     
     
     EPA agrees that increased pollution should not be allowed for those        
     reasons.  Since Procedure 2.F.1 requires an effluent limitation no less    
     stringent than that achieved under the previous permit, no variance will   
     lead to an increasing discharge no matter which justification is used.     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2763.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CCE recommends that a definition of "human caused condition or sources of  
     pollution" be formulated.  Such a definition should include a listing of   
     limited, express instances in which a variance may be granted.  With site  
     specific modifications, variances and provisions in the anti-degradation   
     policy there is too much room for inconsistency and debasement.  The very  
     broad condition of "human caused" may lead to abuses which could otherwise 
     be prevented.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2763.023     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2763.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In 2.F.2 of Appendix F, a requirement prior to granting any permit         
     associated with a variance is that "reasonable" progress toward attaining  
     the WQS for the water body in question is made.  CCE believes that         
     "reasonable" is too open to interpretation and is ill defined for the      
     purposes of Procedure 2 of Appendix F.  In practice, reasonable can may    
     mean anything.                                                             
                                                                                
     Instead, CCE recommends that progress towards attaining the WQS, as far as 
     the permittee is concerned, be achieved through reduction of the discharged
     substance the variance is granted for.  The permittee should be required to
     reduce the discharged substance(s) by a fixed percentage annually over the 
     life of the variance.  In this manner, "reasonable" progress toward        
     achieving the WQS can be defined and measured.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2763.024     
     
     Procedure 2.F of Appendix F allows the permitting authority to define      
     "reasonable progress" more specifically in the context of a particular     
     permit.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
Page 2643



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2763.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Renewal of variances.                                                      
                                                                                
     CCE sees no justification for renewing variances ad infinitum as permitted 
     via 2.H of Appendix F.  As written, there is no incentive for the          
     permittee, or others, to address the violated Water Quality Standard.      
     Instead, CCE recommends that a limit be placed on how many variances a     
     permittee may be granted for a specific substance.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2763.025     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The final Guidance requires that an application for renewal
     of a variance meet the same requirements as the original variance request. 
     In addition, as part of each variance granted will be a requirement that   
     reasonable progress be made toward attaining the water quality standards   
     for the waterbody as a whole through appropriate conditions.  See Section  
     VIII.B of the SID for further discussion of this issue.                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2763.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In New York State, the DEC is currently unable to conduct meaningful       
     monitoring of SPDES dischargers.  The program is largely done on a self    
     monitoring basis.  With the new standards which will be imposed through the
     proposed Guidance, CCE believes it is reasonable to provide the DEC with   
     increased funding to carry out a worthwhile monitoring and water quality   
     testing program.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2763.026     
     
     See response to comment number D2587.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2763.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance cites the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement as     
     justification, in part, for many of the new procedures to be required, yet 
     does not contain provisions for taking the final step of virtually         
     eliminating persistent toxic substances.  Virtual elimination is the       
     standard by which new policies and regulation should be measured against.  
                                                                                
     CCE believes that achieving that goal is not beyond the scope of the       
     Guidance.  Though many other programs are moving dischargers in that       
     direction, the Guidance, if implemented as written, will greatly forestall 
     the eventual achievement of virtual elimination.  That is because this     
     effort, years in the making, and years in implementing, is the major policy
     change for the Great Lakes as a whole.  Unless done state by state (which  
     the proposed Guidance seeks to prevent and is highly unlikely), or done    
     through the reauthorization of the Clean Water Act (which is more          
     unlikely), there exists no other mechanism by which we can actually        
     accomplish virtual elimination of toxic substances in the Great Lakes      
     Ecosystem.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Therefore, CCE recommends that the proposed Guidance establish a timetable 
     for eliminating point source discharges of persistent toxic substances.    
     
     
     Response to: D2763.027     
     
     EPA does not believe that an appropriate timetable can presently be set for
     the elimination of point source discharges of persistent toxic substances. 
     The Guidance, however, promotes the establishment of eqitable strategies to
     control pollution sources, point and nonpoint, as discussed in Section I.C 
     of the SID.  EPA is also developing and implementing the Great Lakes Toxic 
     Reduction Effort, which includes a virtual elimination project as one of   
     its three components.  For further discussion of this Effort, see Section  
     I.D.1 of the SID.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2763.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CCE believes formaldehyde is a chemical widely discharged into the Great   
     Lakes which needs to be regulated, and the proposed Guidance presents an   
     excellent opportunity for this.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2763.028     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2763.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CCE views the proposed anti-degradation policy as not living up to its     
     name.  The policy as proposed does not eliminate or reduce degradation.    
     Rather, it builds in perpetual degradation.  We strongly recommend         
     extensive modifications based on these comments to truly achieve           
     anti-degradation of the Great Lakes.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2763.029     
     
     Existing Federal regulations pertaining to antidegradation at 40 CFR 131.12
     envision three possible levels of protection applicable to a water body.   
     The first two are based on the ambient concentration of a pollutant in the 
     water body relative to the criteria that protect fish and aquatic life and 
     recreation in and on the waters.  If the ambient concentration of a        
     pollutant is greater than or equal to the criterion, no degradation is     
     allowed.  If, however, the ambient concentration of pollutant is less than 
     the criterion, degradation may be allowed provided it is necessary to      
     support important social and economic development and as long as all       
     existing uses will be protected.  States and Tribes may designated water   
     bodies as outstanding national resource waters (ONRW).  If a water body is 
     so designated, lower water quality is not permissible.                     
                                                                                
     It is not EPA's intent, either through the existing regulations or the     
     final Guidance to prohibit degradation.  Rather, EPA's goal is to ensure   
     that, for waters where ambient water quality exceeds the minimum necessary 
     to support fish and aquatic life and recreation in and on the water, any   
     decision concerning a possible lowering of water quality considers         
     alternatives to lowering water quality and weighs both the social and      
     economic benefits and the evironmental costs of any project that would     
     lower water quality.                                                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2763.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure for granting variances should be modified to prevent         
     potential abuses.  A clear definition of "human caused condition" would add
     integrity to the procedure.  The procedure should be coordinated with      
     allowed degradations and site-specific modifications.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2763.030     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2763.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Increased funding to state environmental agencies is necessary to achieve  
     the level of monitoring needed to ensure full compliance with water quality
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2763.031     
     
     See response to comment number D2587.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2763.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is the best opportunity to establish a timetable for the      
     elimination of point sources of persistent toxics.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2763.032     
     
     EPA does not believe that an appropriate timetable can presently be set for
     the elimination of point source discharges of persistent toxic substances. 
     The Guidance, however, promotes the establishment of eqitable strategies to
     control pollution sources, point and nonpoint, as discussed in Section I.C 
     of the SID.  EPA is also developing and implementing the Great Lakes Toxic 
     Reduction Effort, which includes a virtual elimination project as one of   
     its three components.  For further discussion of this Effort, see Section  
     I.D.1 of the SID.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D2775.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BP greatly appreciates EPA's effort to address the problem of intake water 
     pollutants in the proposed rule (Procedure 5.E., Appendix F).  Because of  
     the stringency of the GLWQG standards for many pollutants, and the fact    
     that many of these may be ubiquitous in the waters of the Great Lakes and  
     tributaries due to natural conditions or non point sources, it is critical 
     that EPA consider the contribution of pollutants in the intake water used  
     by a municipality or industry.  BP believes that restrictions on the intake
     water provisions in Procedure 5.E. are too restrictive and severely limit  
     its usefulness.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2775.001     
     
     As discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 and elsewhere in this        
     document, EPA has made several significant changes to the proposal to      
     address concerns raised by commenters.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2775.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN/LIMT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The principles used to evaluate intake pollutants should include: (1) the  
     definition of Procedure 5 -- no reasonable potential to cause or contribute
     to an exceedance of a water quality standard; (2) the principle that       
     dischargers should not be required to remove pollutants present in the     
     intake                                                                     
     waters; and (3) the principles that (a) discharge of pollutants present in 
     intake waters above background concentrations in receiving waters should be
     permitted when background concentrations continue to meet applicable       
     applicable water quality criteria, and (b) discharge of pollutants in      
     intake                                                                     
     waters where discharge is to receiving waters exceeding water quality      
     criteria should be permitted when the effluent does not exceed receiving   
     water background concentrations.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2775.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance procedures for considering intake     
     pollutants are consistent with "no reasonable potential."  See generally,  
     SID at Section VIII.E.3- 7.  With respect to the second point, see response
     to comment P2588.075.  With respect to the third point, see the discussion 
     of the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c. and 5 regarding discharges of intake     
     pollutants from a different body of water.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2778.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed regulations establish several new precedents, presumably based
     on science, which EPA's own Science Advisory Board (SAB) found             
     substantially inadequate.                                                  
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     Response to: D2778.001     
     
     See response to comment D2904.011.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2778.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the SAB noted earlier, and subsequent analysis has further supported,   
     EPA's methodology for calculating BAFs has not been adequately tested to   
     use for establishment of water quality criteria.  After actual testing of  
     the methodology, errors of at least two orders of magnitude were found to  
     be likely as a result of several different factors.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2778.002     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
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     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2778.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology is extremely sensitive to eight separate parameters.       
     
     
     Response to: D2778.003     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2778.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  "It" means the BAF methodology                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It ignores local biology and hydrologic conditions.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2778.004     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the BAF methodology ignores     
     local biology and hydrologic conditions.  EPA states that using data from  
     the Great Lakes is preferable over information from other bodies of water  
     because it better represents the physical, chemical, and hydrological      
     conditions present within the Great Lakes.  In addition, EPA has used Great
     Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas model that is used to derive  
     FCMs for the final Guidance.  In addition, see response to comment         
     2611.019.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2778.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It does not consider biotransformation,                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2778.005     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important process such as metabolism or degradation.                       
                                                                                
     However, the adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs             
     minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability associated with          
     comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison            
     of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the                
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-            
     two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three           
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a          
     two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a           
     three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).            
     EPA concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available,             
     the model used in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for          
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2778.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it imposes a threshold level that is not derived by or inherent to the     
     methodology itself.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2778.006     
     
     EPA agrees that the decision to apply the special BCC provisions to        
     pollutants with human health BAFs over 1000 is a risk management decision  
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     rather than a risk assessment assumption that results solely form a        
     scientific analysis.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2778.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, the SAB has seriously questioned the use of Tier II values for      
     establishing permit limits.  Information developed since the proposal was  
     offered last April underscores its concern.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2778.007     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2778.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment unclear - may refer to Tier 2 or Tier 2 and BAF 
methodology  
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge EPA to proceed with great caution before implementing these new    
     concepts.  Unless and until properly developed, their impact on            
     enforceable, permitted discharges will impose tremendous burdens on        
     municipalities and industries without a sound scientific foundation.       
                                                                                
     At a minimum, the Coalition believes that until these areas are further    
     developed and subjected to full peer review, there should be no linkage    
     between any values or criteria based on these methodologies, and           
     enforceable limits in discharge permits.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2778.008     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2778.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Policy                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA's proposed change to its antidegradation policy would force dischargers
     of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) to adopt existing effluent  
     quality as the new permit limit, if existing quality is better than        
     permitted                                                                  
     levels.  The implications of doing so are enormous.  All new sources, new  
     production processes, product lines, additional capacity, changes in       
     production inputs, and significant new hookups to publicly-owned treatment 
     works (POTWs) etc., involving discharges of BCCs would be required to go   
     through an extensive demonstration of major social/economic benefit to     
     retain                                                                     
     permitted levels or to obtain any increase in permitted levels.  This will,
     in many ways, freeze current production processes and levels, and hence    
     stifle innovation and competitiveness.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2778.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2778.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The three year economic-related grandfather clause in the proposal will not
     help.  Many industries have been operating at far less than full production
     capacity for five years or more.                                           
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     Response to: D2778.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2778.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the municipalities will find it too difficult, expensive and uncertain to  
     embark on the numerous analyses needed to continually demonstrate          
     widespread social and economic benefits to achieve ongoing economic growth 
     objectives.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2778.011     
     
     For all pollutants except BCCs, if States and Tribes adopt measures        
     consistent with the recommendations of the final Guidance, antidegradation 
     review would only be required when an increased loading would require a    
     non-de minimis increase in permit limits.  Thus, if BCC-bearing loadings to
     a municipal treatment plant are avoided, antidegradation review will only  
     be required when a permit modification is also required.                   
                                                                                
     Antidegradation review is required any time BCC-bearing influent is allowed
     to the municipal treatment plant.  This is appropriate given the senstivity
     of the Great Lakes System to BCCs.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2778.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not provided a need for this extremely prescriptive antidegradation
     policy based on any achievable environmental benefits.                     
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     Response to: D2778.012     
     
     See the RIA accompanying the final Guidance.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2778.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits:  The proposed GLI fails to provide credits for substances  
     found in the intake waters.  This will force many municipalities and       
     industries to treat effluents to remove substances which they do not add to
     intake levels.  Intake credits would also be inappropriately eliminated    
     where de minimis levels of the pollutant are added, but where the          
     facility's ultimate discharge of that substance contains no more of the    
     pollutant than the level in the intake stream.  The CWIC not only believes 
     the legal basis for this proposal to be very uncertain, but also believes  
     that such a requirement is unfair, inequitable and enormously expensive -  
     up to 30% of the entire estimated costs of the GLI proposal - either due to
     requirements for new or additional technologies to treat substances not now
     part of permit limitations or requirements to reduce levels below those    
     entering a plant.  The governors, mayors and many of the affected          
     industries have indentified this change in program implementation as their 
     greatest concern.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2778.013     
     
     In response to numerous comments expressing concern about the proposed     
     intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure, the final Guidance        
     includes several changes from the proposal that generally make             
     consideration of intake pollutants in water quality-based permitting more  
     available.  This subject is discussed in detail in the SID at Section      
     VIII.E.3-7.  Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are addressed
     in the SID at Section IX and in the Response to Comment document section   
     dealing with the Regulatory Impact Analysis.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2778.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-Specific Criteria:  Site-specific criteria are necessary to ensure    
     that                                                                       
     the standards set under the GLI are scientifically based.  The GLI's       
     failure                                                                    
     to use or to allow for site-specific adjustments (except under very limited
     circumstances) ignores that all biological species are not present         
     everywhere, and thus are unrelated to the presence of "toxic" substances.  
     In                                                                         
     order to allow the States to develop scientifically sound, site-specific   
     water quality standards, site- specific adjustments to published criteria  
     levels should be allowed.  Likewise, site-specific bioavailability and     
     chemical speciation should be accounted for when deriving Water Quality    
     Based                                                                      
     Effluent Limits (WQBELs).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2778.014     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2778.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones:  The GLI proposal to eliminate mixing zones for              
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) will force dischargers to meet 
     ambient water quality standards at the end of the pipe.  Despite its       
     enormous cost, this proposal will not significantly improve water quality. 
     
     
     Response to: D2778.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2778.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's own "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxic        
     Control" has always held that properly derived water quality criteria are  
     perfectly compatible with the use of mixing zones.  This is because ambient
     water quality standards are fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary,     
     which typically is small and allowed to the extent that the aquatic        
     integrity of the water body is maintained.  We recommend that reductions of
     these zones be required only when, and to the extent, that the regulatory  
     agency can show actual or reasonable potential for adverse impacts         
     resulting from concentrations within mixing zones.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2778.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2778.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (Elimination of mixing zones is a computational expediency only.           
     Physically,                                                                
     there will always be a mixing zone.)                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2778.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2778.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost and Benefit Analyses                                                  
                                                                                
     Prior to release of the GLI, the Office of Management and Budget raised a  
     number of concerns about EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis, which was in    
     turn,                                                                      
     based on separate cost and benefit studies conducted for EPA.              
                                                                                
     Several members of CWIC, including major industry groups most affected by  
     the                                                                        
     proposed regulation, and the Council of Great Lakes Governors, have        
     evaluated                                                                  
     EPA's studies and developed cost studies of their own.  In-depth studies   
     have                                                                       
     been done by the automotive, electric utility, petroleum, chemical, pulp   
     and                                                                        
     paper, and iron and steel industries over the past several months.  These  
     are                                                                        
     now or soon will be available to EPA.  The capital and annual costs        
     estimated                                                                  
     in these studies are many, many times higher than EPA estimated.           
     
     
     Response to: D2778.018     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2778.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, a recently completed estimate of the impacts of the GLI on       
     municipal treatment capital and annual costs were in excess of $7 billion  
     and $1 billion, respectively.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2778.019     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2778.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The major contribution of the DRI study was its review of the EPA's        
     benefits                                                                   
     study and its development of an independent estimate of the potential      
     benefits of the GLI.  The DRI Report to the Governors unequivocally        
     concludes                                                                  
     that the environmental benefits will not be measurable.  There are many    
     reasons for this conclusion, but in its most simple terms, the GLI         
     regulation                                                                 
     either does not address or apply to the vast majority of the total loadings
     to the Great Lakes Basin.  Moreover, many of the current problems (e.g.    
     PCBs)                                                                      
     remaining in the Great Lakes are the result of production and discharge    
     practices which have long since been eliminated and therefore will not be  
     affected by the GLI proposal.  As a result, DRI concluded that of all the  
     possible ways to meet the objectives of the GLI, the proposed regulation is
     the least cost-effective approach.                                         
                                                                                
     The CWIC urges you to please carefully consider the conclusions about the  
     costs and benefits reached by the DRI Report for the Council of Great Lakes
     Governors and to consider carefully the many recommendations it makes for  
     changes in the Great Lakes Initiative, most of which relate to the issues  
     identified above.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2778.020     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.014, D2587.045, and D2587.009.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2778.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, as drafted and proposed, we believe the GLI will achieve    
     neither environmental improvement nor cost-effectiveness.                  
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     Response to: D2778.021     
     
     EPA does not agree that implementation of the final Guidance will not      
     result in any environmental improvements and will not be cost-effective.   
     EPA provided an accurate assessment of the costs and benefits associated   
     with implementation of the final Guidance in the preamble to the final     
     Guidance and Section IX of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2779.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System offers an   
     important opportunity for the agency to advance the pollution prevention   
     ethic and integrate the goals of the guidance and those of the SDWA into a 
     more meaningful regulatory scheme.  This is particularly true in the       
     establishment of human health water quality criteria and the methodologies 
     used in their derivation.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2779.001     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  EPA believes the proposed revisions to the   
     1980 AWQC methodology will serve as a first step at unifying the risk      
     assessment process for developing both drinking water and surface water    
     criteria.  Many of the new risk assessment options presented in the        
     proposed 1980 methodology revisions will be adopted into the revisions of  
     Drinking Water MCLG process, just initiated at EPA.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2779.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Human Health (Drinking Uses): 
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     The human health criteria developed under the guidance will establish      
     maximum permissible levels of a contaminant in a water source specified for
     public water supply use.  In many cases, regulations issued under the SDWA 
     will have already addressed the particular contaminant.  They will have    
     specified a maximum permissible level (the maximum contaminant level or    
     MCL) for the contaminant which is considered to be protective of public    
     health with an appropriate margin of safety.  Should MCLs be exceeded,     
     public water supplies are required to install appropriate treatment to     
     reduce contaminant levels below their respective MCLs.                     
                                                                                
     A human health water quality criteria which is less stringent than a       
     corresponding MCL leads to the anomalous result of EPA sanctioning the     
     addition of a pollutant to a water body on the one hand, while on the      
     other, demanding its removal by public water supplies.  This effectively   
     results in a transfer of costs from polluters, who avoid paying to remove a
     contaminant, to drinking water consumers who then must pay.  This result is
     contrary to the generally held notion that the "polluter should pay,"      
     contrary to a basic premise of the CWA that "no one has the right to       
     pollute," contrary to efforts to establish pollution prevention as a       
     "central ethic," and contrary to the belief that EPA programs should be    
     coordinated.  Unfortunately, this is precisely the result reached for a    
     number of human health water quality criteria values in the recently       
     finalized National Water Quality Toxics Standards.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2779.002     
     
     EPA agrees that such inconsistencies can appear illogical and unfair.      
     However, they may be the result of many factors: old AWQC based on dated   
     toxicological data, as opposed to newer Drinking Water Standards based on  
     updated IRIS values and default relative source contributions.  Whenever   
     EPA adopts a human health-based standard (under the SDWA and CWA), the     
     Agency uses the best currently available information.  Differences between 
     drinking water standards and water quality criteria may be due, in some    
     cases, to the fact that different information was available when the       
     standards were developed.  While such differences are not desirable, they  
     may in some cases be inevitable, and it would not be feasible for the      
     Agency to constantly update each of its standards whenever new information 
     becomes available.  EPA, nevertheless, seeks to update standards as        
     appropriate (e.g., the dioxin criterion based on results presented in the  
     dioxin reassessment) to be consistent with the best available science.  If 
     the same databases should be used to develop both Drinking Water and       
     Surface Water criteria and standards,  in all cases (if a chemical is      
     bioacummulative) the surface water criterion should be more stringent.     
                                                                                
     EPA believes the proposed revisions to the 1980 AWQC methodology will serve
     as a first step at unifying the risk assessment process for developing both
     drinking water and surface water criteria. Many of the new risk assessment 
     option presented in the proposed 1980 methodology revisions will be adopted
     into the revisions of Drinking Water MCLG process, just initiated at EPA.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2779.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For those contaminants for which a drinking water MCL exists, the MCL can  
     be specified in the human health water quality criteria methodology as a   
     benchmark.  The Tier I and Tier II methodology (or other methodology       
     promulgated in the final rule) can specifically include comparison of      
     derived values to corresponding MCLs (where they exist) as a final check.  
     Those derived values found to be more stringent than MCLs should be        
     adopted.  For those derived values less stringent than the drinking water  
     MCL, the MCL should act as a "ceiling" for the human health water quality  
     criteria value established.                                                
                                                                                
     This is not a scientific question.  It does not depend upon whether or not 
     the same risk assessment methodologies are used for water quality criteria 
     and MCLs, or whether or not the use of factors such as 2 liters of water   
     per day for consumption, the type of cancer model used, or how to handle   
     relative source contribution are appropriate.  It is strictly a policy     
     decision.  Will the agency sanction the addition of pollutants to a        
     drinking water source at levels at which the agency mandates their removal 
     by water suppliers?  It is a policy decision that clearly should fit the   
     espoused Administration and agency policy on pollution prevention.         
     
     
     Response to: D2779.003     
     
     Drinking water MCLs do not apply to GLI Water Quality Criteria as they are 
     derived in a much different manner.  For example, bioaccumulation factors  
     and fish consumption are not a part of the equations used to derive        
     drinking water health criteria. Similarly, GLI water quality criteria do   
     not account for cost and feasibility issues that are a part of the         
     determination of an MCL. It, therefore, does not follow that these two     
     values will necessarily be the same for any given chemical.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2779.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since both the CWA and SDWA are under the control of the Office of Water,  
     coordination of regulations issued under the statutes is simplified, and   
     may be used to point the way for similar, albeit more difficult,           
     coordination between statutes under different EPA offices.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2779.004     
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     The development of revised methodologies for surface water and drinking    
     water criteria includes the entire agency through workgroup participation. 
     As the commenter points out, this may lead to a greater coordination with  
     regard to risk assessment methods used within the Agency.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2779.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Addition of SDWA Regulated Contaminants to the List of pollutants of       
     Initial Focus:  Following the same line of reasoning as above, it would be 
     appropriate that all contaminants regulated under the Safe Drinking Water  
     Act (with the exception of those already listed in Tables 3 and 5 of the   
     proposal) are listed in Table 6 "Pollutants of Initial Focus in the Great  
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative."  This will help guarantee that water      
     quality standards are developed for pollutants that water suppliers must   
     monitor for and treat when MCLs are exceeded.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2779.005     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2779.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule involves a variety of conflicting demands based on       
     differing legislative and regulatory requirements involving environmental  
     and                                                                        
     public health protection.  The list of pollutants for initial focus in the 
     guidance presents several problems for water suppliers.  The list includes 
     chemicals that can be formed by the action of drinking water disinfectants,
     particularly chlorine and chlorine-based disinfectants, or natural organic 
     matter during drinking water treatment.  The by-products on the list       
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     include the trihalomethanes (THMs)- chloroform, bromoform,                 
     chlorodibromomethane, and dichlorobromomethane.  Disinfection is required  
     to protect public health from microbial sources of disease.  Such          
     disinfection is mandated by the SDWA, and control of disinfection and      
     disinfection by-products is the focus of the proposed National Primary     
     Drinking Water Standards for Disinfectants and Disinfection By-products    
     which is being developed through a negotiated rulemaking process.          
                                                                                
     It is possible that water quality standards developed for THMs or other    
     by-products of disinfection may not be achievable in finished drinking     
     water                                                                      
     without compromising the microbial quality of water and greatly increasing 
     risks to the public from microbial disease.  This could lead to the        
     situation                                                                  
     where finished drinking water is considered unsuitable for discharge to a  
     water body.  [This situation is complicated by the fact that the same      
     contaminants can be formed by industrial point sources as process          
     by-products                                                                
     (as opposed to disinfection by-products) which can and should be controlled
     and do not entail offsetting risks to public health.                       
                                                                                
     This issue is complex and deserves extensive consideration in the          
     development                                                                
     of the final rule.  Implementation of water quality standards established  
     under the guidance should include flexibility to differentiate between     
     those                                                                      
     cases where a contaminant results from such activities as industrial       
     processing, and activities that are mandated and intended to protect public
     health.  Flexibility in permit levels, use of mixing zones, and similar    
     implementation structures on a site specific basis should be specifically  
     included in the guidance for those cases which involve a balancing of      
     environmental and public health risks and mandates.]                       
     
     
     Response to: D2779.006     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2779.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .007 imbedded in .006                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This situation is complicated by the fact that the same contaminants can be
     formed by industrial point sources as process by-products (as opposed to   
     disinfection by-products) which can and should be controlled and do not    
     entail offsetting risks to public health.                                  
                                                                                
     This issue is complex and deserves consideration in the development of the 
     final rule.  Implementation of water quality standards established under   
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     the guidance should include flexibility to differentiate between those     
     cases where a contaminant results from such activities as industrial       
     processing, and activities that are mandated and intended to protect public
     health.  Flexibility in permit levels, use of mixing zones, and similar    
     implementation structures on a site specific basis should be specifically  
     included in the guidance for those cases which involve a balancing of      
     environmental and public health risks and mandates.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2779.007     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2779.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Zinc, Copper and the Need for Site Specific Flexibility                    
                                                                                
     Copper sulfate is frequently used for algae control, particularly in       
     drinking water reservoirs.  It is used to preserve the aesthetic quality of
     water as required by the SDWA.  Copper may also be present in water        
     collected                                                                  
     by POTWs from leaching from copper pipes in drinking water or waste water  
     systems.  Zinc may be used in the form of zinc orthophosphate to reduce the
     leaching of copper and lead from plumbing fixtures, pipes, fittings, and   
     solder to reduce public exposure to these contaminants as required by the  
     National Primary Drinking Water Standards for Lead and Copper.  Although   
     there are other methods of corrosion control for lead and copper, zinc     
     orthophosphate is one of the more effective ones for may applications.     
     Problems may be encountered for these and other contaminants by water      
     suppliers as water quality standards are set as they attempt to balance the
     demands of providing adequate public health protection.                    
                                                                                
     The interaction and tension of contrasting human health and aquatic        
     demands,                                                                   
     as well as those of drinking water and water quality regulations are       
     evident                                                                    
     for these and other contaminants.  This interaction points toward two      
     specific actions by EPA prior to promulgation of a final Great Lakes rule. 
     First, coordination between the various offices within the agency must be  
     utilized to insure consideration of all environmental, public health,      
     regulatory, and legislative interactions. [Second, maximum state           
     flexibility                                                                
     based on site specific conditions must be retained in the final rule so    
     that                                                                       
     those most knowledgeable of specific conditions and interactions can make  
     appropriate decisions.]                                                    
     

Page 2666



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: D2779.008     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does not promote the increased        
     discharge of toxic pollutants, yet satisfies all requirements of the Clean 
     Water Act and Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 for the reasons    
     stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and appropriate sections of   
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the Guidance provisions, see Section 
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2779.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .009 imbedded in .008.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, maximum state flexibility based on site specific conditions must be
     retained in the final rule so that those most knowledgeable of specific    
     conditions and interactions can make appropriate decisions.                
     
     
     Response to: D2779.009     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025, D2579.002, and D1711.014.The commenter 
     supports the proposal.  For more information regarding aquatic life        
     site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance see Section  
     VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2779.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The health effects methodology included in the guidance is essentially     
     based on the 1980 Human Health Effects Methodology for deriving Ambient    
     Water Quality Criteria with some updates as noted in the preamble to the   
     proposal.  The methodology regarding carcinogenic effects is essentially   
     based on the the 1986 Cancer Risk Guidelines, again with some changes and  
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     updates.  Both the methodology and the guidelines are presently under      
     review and are being updated to reflect the advancement of scientific      
     knowledge in their respective areas.  Similar advances can be expected in  
     aquatic organism criteria, development of bioaccumulation factors, wildlife
     criteria, and identification of contaminants of concern.  The agency should
     make every effort to include in the final Water Quality Guidance for the   
     Great Lakes System the ability to incorporate advances in knowledge as they
     occur so that the guidance is not relegated to a static state, generating  
     standards out of touch with evolving knowledge.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2779.010     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2783.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "Project" refers to the Sierra Club, Cumberland Chapter Water 
Quality      
          Project.                                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The project seeks to aid in the full implementation of the Clean Water Act 
     and we believe that the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 (CPA), if
     and when it is fully implemented, will help Kentucky and all other states  
     outside the Great Lakes move toward more effective and more uniform        
     implementation of the Act.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2783.001     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2783.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The CPA was the result of Congress' frustration with EPA failure to        
     adequately implement significant portions of the Clean Water Act - most    
     notably EPA's failure for over a decade to implement the Act's             
     antidegradation requirements.  The CPA set express dates for required      
     progress for the waters of the Great Lakes.  But the remaining waters of   
     the nation need the same progress, the same renewed congessional mandate to
     move toward zero discharge of pollutants, and the same mandate to          
     effectively protect the water quality of those waters that meet the Act's  
     interim goals of "fishable and swimmable."  For these reasons, what happens
     with EPA's implementation of CPA is critical not just to the Great Lakes   
     but to Kentucky and to the nation.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2783.002     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2783.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "the need" refers to the need for uniform water quality 
guidance.          
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality criteria for the Great Lakes states (although the need does  
     not stop with the Great Lakes states).                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2783.003     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2783.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The development of such antidegradation guidance is long overdue.          
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     Response to: D2783.004     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the proposal.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2783.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance provides very important clarification that antidegradation is 
     a concept to be implemented on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis and that     
     other approaches to implementing antidegradation may have a practical      
     effect of excluding many waters from the benefit of antidegradation        
     protection.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2783.005     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that impaired water bodies and high quaity   
     water bodies should be identified on a parameter-by- parameter basis and   
     that States' and Tribes' antidegradation policy should be implemented on a 
     parameter-by-parameter basis. The final Guidance requires such an approach 
     for BCCs and recommends such an approach for non-BCCs.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2783.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the guidance clarifies the scope of the "necessary"           
     requirement, making this regulatory mandate the Clean Water Act's clearest 
     and most effective opportunity to implement pollution prevention.          
     
     
     Response to: D2783.006     
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     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the proposed Guidance.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Project believes that the de minimis exception offers no benefit to    
     water quality but invites abuse and allows those entities that qualify for 
     the de minimis exemption to avoid any obligation to demostrate pollution   
     prevention and the necessity for increased discharge of pollutants into the
     waters of the Great Lakes (and, if the Great Lakes example becomes a       
     prototype for the nation, then to the rest of the nation).  The Project    
     believes that the antidegradation analysis is a essential discipline that  
     should be imposed on all dischargers.  For this reason the Project believes
     that the proposed rule falls short of the historic and essential purpose of
     the antidegradation requirement.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2783.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the de minimis provisions contained in the proposed
     Guidance and incorporated in the final Guidance will undermine the         
     antidegradation component of the final Guidance. The de minimis threshold  
     recommended in the final Guidance is ten percent of the unused assimilative
     capacity.  The threshold is small enough that only minor reductions in     
     water quality should qualify.  In addition, because the threshold is based 
     on a percentage of the unused assimilative capacity at the time of the     
     request to lower water quality, there will always be unused assimilative   
     capacity following a de minimis reduction in water quality.  The final     
     Guidance also recommends that States and Tribes include a cap on de minimis
     reductions in water quality based on a percentage of the total assimilative
     capacity so that once loadings to a water body cross a threshold, any      
     lowering of water quality is considered significant and subject to         
     antidegradation review.  These recommendations ameliorate the potential for
     abuse of the de minimis provisions.                                        
                                                                                
     If implemented correctly, allowing de minimis reductions in water quality  
     that are not subject to antidegradation review should improve the          
     workability of a State's or Tribe's antidegradation policy.  The de minimis
     provisions reduce the administrative burden associated with antidegradation
     and allow States and Tribes to focus on review of activities that have     
     significant impacts on water quality.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/MEMO
     Comment ID: D2783.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The project believes that the proposed rules improperly relegate public    
     participation to the last stage of the antidegradation process, that is,   
     the stage of determining whether there is a social and economic            
     justification for allowing a significant lowering of water quality.  Both  
     public participation and inter-governmental coordination must be a part of 
     the "necessary" determination, including both the pollution prevention and 
     the alternative or enhanced treatment analysis.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2783.008     
     
     The opportunities for public participation in the antidegradation process  
     contained in the final Guidance are adequate.  The final Guidance gives    
     States and Tribes greater flexibility in how opportunity for public        
     participation in the decision-making process is provided in order to be    
     less disruptive of existing State and Tribal administrative procedures;    
     however, the final Guidance does not change or eliminate the requirement   
     for public participation.  States and Tribes may choose to use the process 
     described in the proposed Guidance or some other process that affords an   
     opportunity for public review and comment.                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2783.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Project believes that the proposed rules continue an improper practice 
     of EPA to set water quality requirements based upon the dilution           
     capabilities of the receiving water which practice is fundamentally at odds
     with the intended directives of the Clean Water Act.  The Project believes 
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     that the Clean Water Act intended to move the nation toward uniform        
     treatment requirements without regard to the quality or dilution capability
     of the receiving water.  Therefore, such concepts as mixing zones and      
     assimilative capacity are to be used only as necessary in the face of      
     technological limitations and should not be institutionalized into the     
     nation's approach to water quality protection.  The proposed rules fall    
     short of the Clean Water Act mandates in this regard.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2783.009     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The above comments in criticism of the proposed rules are based in part    
     upon actual experience with the Kentucky Natural Resources and             
     Environmental Protection Cabinet.  The Project and other citizens have     
     observed that the Kentucky regulatory agency will go to inordinate lengths 
     to avoid requiring a discharger to perform a "necessary" analysis.         
     Recently, the Kentucky Cabinet proposed a 25% of assimilative capacity in  
     rivers and 50% of assimilative capacity in lakes as criteria for a         
     determination of significant lowering of water quality for the apparent    
     purpose of assuring discharges that they would not have to go through the  
     pollution prevention and alternative or enhanced treatment analysis.       
     
     
     Response to: D2783.010     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Project recommends that EPA re-examine the draft "Guidance             
     Antidegradation Policy Implementation for High Quality Waters" prepared by 
     the Criteria and Standard Division of EPA dated June 27, 1986.  This       
     Guidance recognized a distinction between large dischargers and small      
     dischargers and provided a simplified procedure available for small        
     dischargers but ultimately required all such dischargers who proposed to   
     lower water quality to any extent to comply with the public participation  
     and "necessary" requirements of the antidegradation regulation.  The       
     proposed rules reliance upon a de minimis exception to create an           
     opportunity for dischargers to avoid even a simplified pollution prevention
     requirement is contrary to the express reading of the antidegradation      
     regulation, prior draft EPA guidance concerning implementation of this     
     requirement and is contrary to the purpose ofthe Clean Water Act and common
     sense.  EPA must correct this omission.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2783.011     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2783.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As suggested above, the Project is disappointed in the discussion of mixing
     zone availability as set forth in the proposed rules.  The Clean Water Act 
     mandate has been to progress toward the elimination of the discharge of    
     pollutants.  The proposed rules embracing of mixing zones for non-BCCs     
     appears to reflect that EPA has abandoned the Clean Water Act mandate in   
     this regard and is prepared to authorize on a permanent basis the right to 
     discharge pollutants even in chronically toxic amounts so long as a state  
     or tribe approves a mixing zone for that discharge.  The proposed rules    
     should be modified to recognize that mixing zones have a legitimate place  
     in water quality only to the extent that technology has not yet provided a 
     basis to eliminate the discharge of the pollutant and that mixing zones are
     therefore a temporary accomodation to the limits of technology.  The       
     Project suggets that the discussion of mixing zones in the proposed rules  
     include a requirement that whenever mixing zones are authorized language is
     added to reflect that the mixing zone is a temporary authorization only.   
     
     
     Response to: D2783.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2783.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg. Vol. 58, Number 72, p. 20822:  EPA invites comments on the        
     proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCCs in the Great Lakes:  The       
     Project strongly supports the decision to eliminate mixing zones for BCCs  
     in the Great Lakes System.  The Project believes that mixing zones should  
     be elimimated for all toxic pollutants and that all permits for dischargers
     of BCCs or other toxic pollutants should reflect that the mixing zone is a 
     temporary permit opportunity that must be justified in all future permits. 
     
     
     Response to: D2783.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2783.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the Project believes that mixing zones for conventional pollutants
     should likewise reflect that the mixing zone is temporary in nature and not
     a permanent opportunity to discharge pollutants.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2783.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2783.015
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20830:  The proposed rules discuss the impact of the proposed 
     guidance on nonpoint source pollution, noting that nonpoint source programs
     would be subject to the antidegradation procedures of the proposed         
     guidance.  The proposed guidance discussion of antidegradation as it       
     relates to nonpoint source pollution is inadequate as currently set forth. 
     
     
     Response to: D2783.015     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2783.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20831:   Describes the Great Lakes Toxic Reductions Initiative
     Multi-Media Management Committee Strategy as follows:                      
                                                                                
     "Specifically, in the area of toxics reductions, the strategy calls for    
     reducing the level of toxic substances in the Great Lakes System with an   
     emphasis on persistent toxic substances, so that all organisms are         
     adequately protected and toxic substances are virtually eliminated from the
     Great Lakes ecosystem."                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2783.016     
     
     See Section I.D.1 of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2783.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20835:  Discusses concern about inconsistency in regulatory   
     approaches between the states:  The Project is in strong agreement with the
     concern and urges that uniform requirements for not only the Great Lakes   
     states but all states and tribes are necessary to properly implement the   
     Clean Water Act.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2783.017     
     
     See response to: P2576.057.  Also, EPA does not agree that there should be 
     a national regulation in place of the final Guidance. See section II.F of  
     the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2783.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20839:  Contains a series of assumptions by EPA concerning a  
     use of the waters of the Great Lakes System:  The Project is not able to   
     comment directly upon use of the waters of the Great Lakes System but      
     support EPA's reasoning that their assumptions are necessary to put EPA on 
     the side of being overprotective of human health rather than               
     underprotective.  The Project believes that EPA must adhere to these       
     assumptions or accept more stringent assumptions when persuaded to do so.  
     
     
     Response to: D2783.018     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2783.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20840:  EPA invites comments on requiring basin-wide          
     application of the Tier I criteria and Tier II values:  In the interest of 
     consistency both throughout the Great Lakes and beyond, the Project        
     supports EPA's position in this regard.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2783.019     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment, and has retained the provision for basin-wide 
     application of criteria in the final Guidance.  See section II.C.4 of the  
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2783.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20840:  EPA invites comments on the alternative approach to   
     address site-specific conditions through use attainability and use         
     designations:  The Project strongly urges that EPA not rely upon use       
     attainability or use designations to play a role in determining the        
     reduction of the discharge of pollutants, both toxic and conventional, into
     the Great Lakes System.  Use attainment as a concept was at the heart of   
     the failed approach to water quality protection that preceded the Clean    
     Water Act adoption in 1972.  Haven't we learned from past failures?        
     
     
     Response to: D2783.020     
     
     See response to: P2742.158                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2783.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20842:  EPA requests comments on the proposal to make Appendix
     E dealing with antidegradation applicable to all pollutants.  EPA proposed 
     to exclude those pollutants listed in Table 5:  First, the Project believes
     that the antidegradation requirements should be applicable to all          
     pollutants.  Second, the Project disagrees with EPA's reasoning offered to 
     justify excluding those pollutants identified at Table 5.  While these     
     pollutants may be generally accepted as less serious than BCCs or toxic    
     pollutants, the Project believes that the antidegradation requirement is   
     fundamental to progress toward the overall goals of the Clean Water Act and
     that it should be applied to all dischargers of all pollutants.            
     Specifically, the discipline of requiring each discharger to establish the 
     necessity for discharging each pollutant for which a permit is sought to be
     discharged is by definition the most effective process to reduced pollutant
     loading.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2783.021     
     
     Please see response to ccomment ID   D2743.049.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2783.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's repeated concern for impacts on the "regulated public" can be        
     addressed by providing simplified procedures for compliance with the       
     antidegradation requirements for conventional pollutants, but not by       
     excluding these pollutants from such analysis.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2783.022     
     
     Please see response to ccomment ID   D2743.049.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2783.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "As set forth below" in an unclear reference - see p. 7 
commentor ID 2783. 
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Project could support an EPA determination to focus primary attention  
     on the most highly bioaccumulative toxic polluants if in the rest of the   
     proposed rules there was adequate protection against other persistent and  
     toxic polluants.  If the antidegradation procedures and the opportunity for
     mixing zones, for example, were not so dependent upon the designation as a 
     BCC in order to accomplish the purpose of pollution reduction, the         
     designation at this page would not be of significant concern.  However,    
     where the balance of the regulatory package provides relatively weak       
     protection against other toxic pollutants, the determination set forth at  
     this page is of more concern.  Either the definition of BCCs should be     
     expanded to accept the alternative levels of 308 or 100 as suggested, or   
     the proposed rules should provide adequate protection against pollution    
     from non-BCCs as set forth below.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2783.023     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2783.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20848:  EPA discusses the precedential effect of the elements 
     of the guidance and invites comments on whether the EPA should issue       
     national guidance to correspond to specific elements of the proposed rules:
     The Project strongly supports EPA action to issue national guidance or     
     proposed modifications of the appropriate federal regulations to extend    
     certain elements of the proposed rules nationwide.  As set forth earlier,  
     the Project seeks the benefit of the positive aspects of the proposed rules
     in Kentucky and elsewhere.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2783.024     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2783.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20852:  EPA invites comments on its decision not to promulgate
     specific numeric criteria for nine pollutants:  The Project would urge EPA 
     to adopt the alternative proposal requiring states and tribes adopt the    
     current National criteria for these pollutants, recognizing the            
     qualificatons set forth in th text.  The alternative proposal supports the 
     goal of setting uniform standards on as comprehensive a basis as possible  
     and is consistent with the basic Clean Water Act objectives.  The failure  
     to adopt specific criteria simply adds uncertainty and delays progress     
     toward the Clean Water Act goals.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2783.025     
     
     EPA has not derived Tier I criteria for these pollutants for the reasons   
     outlined in the proposal (58FR20852).  Many of the national criteria for   
     these pollutants were derived using a methodology prior to the current 1985
     guidelines and/or were derived using less than the required data for the   
     Great Lakes Tier I methodology.  EPA believes that the current Tier I      
     methodology is superior to the 1980 methodology used to calculate national 
     criteria for aldrin, chlordane, DDT, endosulfan, heptachlor, lindane (CCC) 
     and PCBs.  Therefore EPA would prefer States and Tribes to use the GLI Tier
     I methodology to set criteria rather than rely on the national criteria.   
     EPA acknowledges that the national criteria for lead, chlorpyrifos and     
     toxaphene do not meet the minimum data requirements under the current 1985 
     Guidelines or for the Tier I methodology.  The Initiative Committees stated
     a preference of only calculating Tier I criteria when the minimum data     
     requirements were fulfilled to maintain consistent application of the      
     methodologies.  EPA believes that the methodologies should be consistently 
     applied across States.  Therefore, EPA has decided not to insist on the    
     adoption of national criteria for aldrin, chlordane, chlorpyrifos, DDT,    
     endosulfan, heptachlor, lead, lindane (CCC), PCBs and toxaphene.  EPA      
     acknowledges that, in the interim, permit limits must be derived using the 
     Tier II methodology. EPA, however, believes this is preferable to using    
     values based on outdated methods or incomplete data.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2783.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20853:  EPA invites comments concerning its decision to       
     propose less restrictive criteria for certain pollutants for the Great     
     Lakes as compared to the National criteria.  EPA justifies this decision   
     based on the position that the Great Lakes criteria is based on more recent
     data:  The Project strongly questions EPA's reasoning in this regard.      
     Water quality criteria following 1972 is intended to provide a "scorecard" 
     on the nation's progress toward zero discharge of pollutants.  Water       
     quality criteria were no longer intended to provide an opportunity to      
     increase the discharge of pollutants.  The National criteria represents the
     best (although perhaps still inadequate) effort at uniform National        
     standards.  A determination based on "more recent data" that one region can
     handle increased loading of pollutants should not justify a retreat from   
     national criteria.  We are supposed to be engaged in a gradual but         
     consistent process of "ratcheting down" the amount of pollutants to be     
     discharged and not creating new opportunities for the discharge of         
     increased amounts of toxic pollutants.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2783.026     
     
     See Sections I and II for a general discussion of the issues raised in this
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2783.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20855:  EPA invites comments on whether the minimum data base 
     required for Tier II aquatic life criteria is adequate:  The Project       
     believes that the EPA reasoning in support of its Tier II requirements is  
     adequate.  In particular the Project supports EPA's reasoning that its     
     actions based on the Tier II requirements will motivate some permitees to  
     conduct additional testing to support development of more complete Tier I  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2783.027     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

Page 2682



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2783.028
     Cross Ref 1: "This page" refers to pg.20857
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA on this page discusses the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement         
     standards compared with the standards included in the proposed rules,      
     noting that the Agreement's standards ae more conservative. EPA then       
     undercuts the validity of the Agreement standards by describing them as    
     being a result of negotiation.  The Project regrets that EPA did not       
     publish the Agreement standards in the proposed rules in order to permit   
     the public to do a comparison between the Agreement standards and EPA's    
     proposed standards.  The Project disputes EPA's assertion that EPA is not  
     able to find a record of the technical or policy basis for the Agreement   
     standards.  Having stated that the Agreement standards were the result of  
     negotiation, EPA acknowledges the policy basis for these standards.  EPA's 
     text undercutting of the standards is therefore disingenuous.              
     
     
     Response to: D2783.028     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2783.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20865:  EPA invites comments on the choice of risk level and  
     on alternate risk levels:  The Sierra Club in Kentucky has previously      
     advocated standards based on a risk level greater than one in one million. 
     Therefore, for purposes of consistency, the Project would urge that EPA    
     select as a risk level the upper level of safety under consideration by EPA
     to-wit, one in one million (ten to the minus six)                          
     
     
     Response to: D2783.029     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2783.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20867:  EPA invites comments on certain aspects of its        
     assessment of cancer risk:  The Project would urge EPA to select the most  
     protective possible method of determining cancer and non-cancer criteria.  
     This would include selecting the most sensitive animal species as a default
     and the other suggested more protective alternatives.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2783.030     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2783.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20869:  EPA invites comments on exposure assumptions:  The    
     Project would urge EPA to select the most conservative reasonable          
     assumption relating to water consumption, fish consumption, duration of    
     exposure and body weight in order to adequately protect children and in    
     recognition that individuals may be moving from one contaminated           
     environment to another.  The Project specifically supports developing      
     criteria exclusively developed for a child as discussed at Fed. Reg., p.   
     20871. The goal of the Clean Water Act is not to protect the "average"     
     consumer of the Clean Water Act is not to protect the "average" consumer   
     only, but to protect the most vulnerable.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2783.031     
     
     See response to comments P2576.009, P2746.130 and D2859.118.               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2783.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20869:  EPA invites comments on exposure assumptions:  The    
     Project would urge EPA to select the most conservative reasonable          
     assumption relating to water consumption, fish consumption, duration of    
     exposure and body weight in order to adequately protect children and in    
     recognition that individuals may be moving from one contaminated           
     environment to another.  The Project specifically supports developing      
     criteria exclusively developed for a child as discussed at Fed. Reg., p.   
     20871. The goal of the Clean Water Act is not to protect the "average"     
     consumer only, but to protect the most vulnerable.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2783.031     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2783.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg. p. 20875:  EPA states its belief that the guidance criteria should
     serve as a basis to amend the Agreement: This appears to be suggestion that
     the guidance criteria would result in weaker requirements than contained in
     the Agreement.  If EPA is making this suggestion, it should state so more  
     expressly.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2783.032     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042 and D2867.087.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2783.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules should not under any circumstance weaken criteria or    
     methodologies required in earlier mandates, including the Agreement.  There
     is simply no justification for the proposed rules to result in the         
     increased discharge of any polluant under any circumstances.               
     
     
     Response to: D2783.033     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20885:  Contains a quote from former Secretary of Interior    
     Udall further defining antidegradation in 1968, including the following:   
                                                                                
     "This will require that any industrial public or private project or        
     development which would constitute a new source of pollution or an         
     increased source of pollution to high quality waters will be required, as  
     part of the initial project designs, to provide the highest and best degree
     of waste treatment available under existing technology..."                 
                                                                                
     The de minimis exemption from any antidegradation demonstration is not     
     consistent with Secretary Udall's declaration.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2783.034     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20888:  EPA invites comments on the alternative approaches to 
     implementing antidegradation:  The Project strongly supports EPA's         
     conclusion that the antidegradation concept must be based on any increase  
     in the rate of loading of a pollutant into a receiving water.  The Project 
     is concerned that EPA has adopted a hybrid which adopts this measure for   
     BCCs but qualifies this measure for non-BCCs, creating an exemption for de 
     minimis changes.  We believe this exemption creates a dangerous and        
     expensive loophole that defeats the beneficial purposes of a more          
     comprehensive antidegradation mandate.  We believe that the most effective 
     method of implementing the antidegradation requirement is to state clearly 
     and unequivocally that any proposal to permit the lowering of water quality
     for any parameter in any receiving water where water quality standards are 
     being met for that parameter must go through the antidegradation process.  
     
     
     Response to: D2783.035     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regulatory process should distinguish between larger projects and      
     smaller projects by requiring larger projects to go through a more detailed
     and specific analysis but all projects should be subject to the same public
     review and an ultimate determination:  Is it necesssary to allow this new  
     pollutant loading?                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2783.036     
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     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's concern about difficulties of implementation and costs must take into
     consideration the difficulties and costs that would result from trying to  
     implement its "de minimis" exemption.  Most dischargers will seek to take  
     advantage of this exemption and much dispute will result from determining  
     qualification for this exemption.  This will exhaust limited agency        
     resources that should be focused on reviewing each discharger's            
     demonstration of "necessary."                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2783.037     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This exemption will encourage dischargers to relocate their discharge to   
     obtain the exemption-using public and private monies for moving and        
     constructing cross countries pipes rather than using such monies on        
     pollution prevention and enhanced treatment.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2783.038     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2783.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note that the Kentucky Cabinet has proposed an approach to              
     antidegradation that is contrary to the approach described in the proposed 
     rules.  The Ketucky proposal would result in a necessity analysis only for 
     those parties discharging into 4% of Kentucky's river miles and even then  
     only if the discharger is found to be a significant discharger using 25% or
     more of the remaining assimilative capacity.  We are specifically opposed  
     to what EPA describes as the "generic measure" of water quality as opposed 
     to individual pollutants and we believe that EPA's approach is better than 
     the alternative described as the "all or nothing" proposition.  We are     
     strongly opposed to an effort to define water quality based on mixtures    
     rather than individual pollutants.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2783.039     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2656.239.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Project suppports EPA's determination that any increase in the rate of 
     mass loading of BCCs shall be considered a significant lowering of water   
     quality.  However, the Project is very concerned that EPA's focus on       
     "significant lowering of water quality" and its de minimis exemption create
     great opportunity for abuse.  We believe the better policy is to require   
     that the antidegradation requirement should apply to all dischargers and   
     that the "significant" distinction should only relate to the level of      
     detail required of the applicant in order to establish entitlement to lower
     water quality.                                                             
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     Response to: D2783.040     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20902:  EPA discusses the de minimis lowering of water quality
     exemption from the antidegradation requirements beginning at this page and 
     invites comments:  The Project strongly opposes the de minimis exemption as
     set forth in the proposed rules.  However, if the de minimis category were 
     reconsidered to provide an opportunity for discharger to comply with public
     participation and "necessary" determination elements of the antidegradation
     requirement by an abbreviated or simplified filing, we could support the   
     distinction proposed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2783.041     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where the de minimis exemption has the effect of excusing a dicharger from 
     making any pollution prevention demonstration or alternative or enhanced   
     treatment demonstration or social or economic justification demonstration  
     and the exemption excuses the discharger from public participation and     
     inter-governmental coordination, the exemption appears contrary to         
     established Clean Water Act requirements and sound public policy.  The far 
     better policy would be to require all dischargers to comply with some form 
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     of pollution prevention/alternative or enhanced treatment and public       
     participation mandate.  The "significant lowering" test should only        
     determine the amount of detail required from the "is it necessary"         
     investigation.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2783.042     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The approach" refers to the proposed approach                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The approach proposed invites dischargers to search for larger waterbodies 
     where their discharge is more difficult to monitor and where the           
     responsible regulatory agency and the public have a much more difficult job
     of assigning responsibility for environmental consequences.  The de minimis
     exemption as set forth would as a practical matter appear to encourage     
     dischargers to acquire certain portions of stream assimilative capacity as 
     property rights if for no other reason to prevent other dischargers from   
     using those waterbodies.  Where a particular discharger is able to reduce  
     pollutant loading, that result will likely attract new dischargers to that 
     stream to take advantage of the newly created assimilative capacity.       
     
     
     Response to: D2783.043     
     
     See response to comment P2582.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2783.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps the clearest expression of our concern about EPA's approach is     
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     found at p. 20907 where the text states that EPA places a very high        
     priority on the application of pollution prevention techniques as the      
     preferred approach to prevent or reduce the significant lowering of water  
     quality.  We believe that the proper application of pollution prevention   
     techniques is to reduce and ultimately eliminate the discharge of          
     pollutants. EPA's decision to focus on the impact on the receiving water is
     a throw back to the situation prior to 1972 that most observers described  
     as an unmanageable approach to water quality protection.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2783.044     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2783.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20908:  The EPA suggests that public comment and              
     inter-governmental coordination may be received as part of the social or   
     economic analysis, the final analysis in the "necessary" determination:    
     The Project believes that public comment and intergovernmental coordination
     are required for both the Tier I pollution prevention and Tier II enhanced 
     or alternative treatment analysis as well as the determination of important
     social and economic development.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2783.045     
     
     See response to comment D2783.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2783.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Fed.Reg., p. 20908:  The proposed rule provides minimal discussion of the  
     basis to extend the antidegration requirement into the pretreatment        
     program.  This discussion is found on this page with a brief reference to  
     the pollution prevention concept as involving a requirement that           
     municipalities should work back to its industrial users through its sewer  
     use ordinance.  The project believes that the need to extend the           
     antidegradation mandates fully and effectively into the pretreatment       
     programs deserves much broader treatment than is set forth in the proposed 
     rules.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2783.046     
     
     While EPA sympathizes with the concern raised by the commenter, EPA does   
     not believe that the level of detail suggested by the commenter is         
     appropriate in rulemaking.  In particular, EPA has historically allowed    
     control authorities substantial flexibility in implementing pretreatment   
     programs which best suit the needs of the particular locality, and believes
     that imposing additional regulatory requirements here may unnecessarily    
     complicate these programs.                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2783.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20909:  EPA anticipates that states will develop guidance to  
     assist in determining what alternative are prudent and feasible as part of 
     the "necessary" analysis:  The Project believes that such guidance is the  
     responsibility of EPA and not the states.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2783.047     
     
     The final Guidance and accompanying SID provide as much direction as is    
     possible given the case-specific nature of antidegradation demonstrations. 
     It is not possible to prepare guidance that would addresses every possible 
     circumstance that might be encountered by a State or Tribe in implementing 
     antidegradation. In order for the final Guidance to be workable, States and
     Tribes must retain some autonomy and flexibility within the broader        
     guidelines laid out by the final Guidance.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2783.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Project opposes the conclusion that mixing zones are an acceptable     
     method of disposal of other non-BCCs toxic pollutants of conventional      
     pollutants.  The use of rivers and lakes as a method of pollutant disposal 
     was outlawed in 1972 with the passage of the Clean Water Act.  Mixing zones
     were a pre-Clean Water Act concession to the limits of technology and      
     mixing zones should remain in that status.  The proposed rules appear  to  
     legitimize mixing zones for non-BCCs and conventional pollutants without   
     limitatin.  The proposed rules should be re-examined in order to harmonize 
     with the Clean Water Act mandate against continued reliance on receiving   
     water dilution as part of waste treatment.  If mixing zones are to be      
     permitted, such pemits must describe mixing zones as a temporary           
     opportunity to dispose of pollutants until such time as technology and     
     polluting prevention methods will justify the elimination of the mixing    
     zone.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2783.048     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2783.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20938:  The Project strongly suspports the determination to   
     eliminate acute mixing zones also known as zones of initial dilution (ZIDs)
     or areas of initial mixing (AIMs).  The Project believes that EPA has      
     lacked a legal basis to authorize so-called acute mixing zones and that    
     this concept is in clear violation of the mandates of the Clean Water Act. 
     
     
     Response to: D2783.049     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2783.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fed.Reg., p. 20969:  The discussion of whole effluent toxicity adopts a    
     requirement that acute toxicity shall have as its limit 1.0 TUa at the     
     point of dicharge.  Fed.Reg., p. 20970:  Contains a recognition that acute 
     mixing zones would provide the basis for toxicity greater than 1.0 TUa and 
     are therefore are not part of the proposed guidance:  The Project strongly 
     supports the decision as set forth herein and strongly opposes any         
     modification of this guidance that would resurrect the concept of ZIDs or  
     acute mixing zones.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2783.050     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2783.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules do not extend to existing permits that have not been    
     adequately subjected to an antidegradation analysis because of the failure 
     of EPA and the states and tribes to adequately implement such analysis     
     heretofore.  Therefore, we would urge that the proposed rules require that 
     the antidegradation analysis be applied in the case of every permit renewal
     where there has not been a prior antidegradation analysis to the parameters
     set forth in that permit as well as for all proposed increases hereafter.  
     
     
     Response to: D2783.051     
     
     EPA does not agree with the view expressed in the comment that an          
     antidegradation review be required every time a permit is reissued         
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     regardless of whether or not there will be an increased loading of         
     pollutants from the permitted facility.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR     
     131.12 are clear that antidegradation is a consideration only when there   
     will be a reduction in water quality.  In essence, antidegradation cannot  
     be invoked unless there is, or will be, a lowering of water quality.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2783.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the antidegradation analysis must also be mandated to be a 
     part of all sewer use ordinances for those municipalities with approved    
     pretreatment permits to their indirect dischargers, such indirect          
     dischargers are subjected to the same pollution prevention and alternative 
     or enhanced treatment requirements that other industries which are direct  
     dischargers are subjected to.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2783.052     
     
     For BCCs, tie-in to a municipal plant of a new industrial user that will   
     contribute BCCs to the plant is an action subject to antidegradation review
     under the final Guidance.  For non-BCCs, the final Guidance recommends     
     that, where the addition of a new industrial user will necessitate new,    
     less stringent permit limits, and the increased loading resulting from the 
     new limits is greater than a de minimis increase, an antidegradation review
     should be conducted.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2790.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clinton administration has recently announced efforts (Vice President  
     Gore's address of August 15th before the National Governors Association    
     annual meeting) to provide "regulatory relief" to the states and local     
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     government through an executive order soon to be completed.  Vice President
     Gore was quoted as saying the order "will call for frequent consultation   
     with states and local government.  It will call for an on-going effort to  
     review regulations and dump those that are burdensome or unnecessary.      
     Program rules and regulations must be fundamentally rethought and their    
     focus changed from compliance to outcomes, from sanctions to incentives."  
                                                                                
     We believe there are significant portions of the proposed guidance which   
     fall into the "burdensome or unnecessary" category (eg, much of the        
     antidegradation proposal, particularly existing effluent quality           
     requirements).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2790.001     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2790.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc IM
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City asks that the proposed Guidance be returned to the Steering       
     Committee with a charge to extensively review and revise the               
     antidegradation and implementation procedures so as to reduce the          
     regulatory burden and refocus the Guidance to address the most significant 
     sources of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern through cost-effective     
     control strategies.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2790.003     
     
     Based upon the comments received to, and new information made available    
     since, the publication of the proposed Guidance, EPA has revised several   
     provisions, including the antidegradation and implementation procedure     
     provisions, of the final Guidance.  For a general discussion of the        
     revisions included in the final Guidance, see Sections I.C and II.C of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2790.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance as proposed and discussed in the Preamble constitutes a       
     massive dose of regulatory uncertainty for the Great Lakes Region.         
     Municipalities and others cannot accurately predict what costs might be    
     required to upgrade wastewater treatment facilities, or incurred in        
     operation of industrial pretreatment programs, or incurred just to monitor 
     for trace levels of pollutants of concern.  The great disparity in         
     estimated costs for compliance with the GLI is an indicator of this        
     regulatory uncertainty.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2790.004     
     
     EPA believes that the provisions of the final Guidance can be implemented  
     in a cost-effective manner.  For a discussion of the underlying principles 
     EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including providing an   
     accurate assessment of the costs and benefits associated with implementing 
     the final Guidance, see Sections I.C and IX of the SID.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2790.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of costs, certain proposed limits or requirements appear to be  
     unattainable by any means.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2790.005     
     
     EPA does not agree that certain limits or reuirements in the final Guidance
     are not attainable by any means.  For further discussion of this issue, see
     the preamble to the final Guidance and Section VIII.I of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2790.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation proposal raises serious concerns relative to the       
     ability of a municipality to grow and meet public needs even within its    
     planned service area and wastewater treatment facility design capacity.    
     
     
     Response to: D2790.006     
     
     For municpalities, as long as BCCs are not present in the discharge, there 
     are no new requirements under the final Guidance.  The final Guidance      
     affords States and Tribes more flexibility in implementing antidegradation 
     than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes are only required to adopt  
     Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.   
     For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever     
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2790.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  "these concerns" refers to comments 004-006             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overlaying these concerns is the perception that the proposed regulatory   
     requirements will not accomplish significant improvement in the Great Lakes
     System because they fail to focus our limited public resources on the most 
     significant sources of the pollutants of primary concern.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2790.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2790.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Additional Tier I numeric criteria should be developed.                
                                                                                
     Of particular concern for municipalities are criteria for lead, silver and 
     arsenic (human health).  All such proposed numeric criteria should be      
     subject to peer review and Federal Register notice and comment process with
     consideration given to costs and attainability.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2790.008     
     
     EPA intends from time-to-time to use GLI Clearinghouse information to      
     develop GLI criteria guidance documents similar to those supporting the    
     proposed Guidance.  EPA will then publish a notice in the Federal Register 
     announcing the availability of such documents and inviting public comment  
     on them.  The GLI criteria guidance documents could address either or both 
     Tier I criteria and Tier II values.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2790.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  State adoption of Tier I criteria and methodologies should be          
     clarified.                                                                 
                                                                                
     [Will states withdraw existing numeric criteria for chemicals such as lead 
     for which there is not a proposed GLI Tier I numeric criteria?  If not,    
     will the states be required to use GLI Tier II values in preference to the 
     state numeric criteria?]  [In Michigan will EPA withdraw the National      
     Toxics Rule criteria in total once Michigan adopts the GLI numeric criteria
     and procedures?]  Failure to properly address this issue will result in a  
     hodge-podge of old and new criteria.  We fear that regulation will be based
     of whichever number is most stringent rather than which number represents  
     the best science.  Unless clarified, inconsistencies among the states will 
     be perpetuated.                                                            
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     Response to: D2790.009     
     
     See response to comment G1715.005                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2790.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment 010 imbedded in 009                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Will states withdraw existing numeric criteria for chemicals such as lead  
     for which there is not a proposed GLI Tier I numeric criteria?  If not,    
     will the states be required to use GLI Tier II values in preference to the 
     state numeric criteria?                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2790.010     
     
     See response to comment G1715.005                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2790.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment 011 imbedded in 009                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Michigan will EPA withdraw the National Toxics Rule criteria in total   
     once Michigan adopts the GLI numeric criteria and procedures?              
     
     
     Response to: D2790.011     
     
     See response to: G1715.005                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2790.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  The proposed reliance on Tier II methodologies for routine use in      
     determining NPDES permit limits should be reduced or eliminated.           
                                                                                
     States should not be required to promulgate Tier II methodologies.  Tier II
     values are appropriately used for screening purposes and determining       
     whether a pollutant may be present at a level of concern.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2790.012     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2790.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  The Guidance should more effectively address the bioavailability issue 
     for metals.                                                                
                                                                                
     [The Guidance relies primarily on site specific modifications for          
     regulatory relief.  This will be a significant and oftentimes unnecessary  
     cost and especially burdensome for small dischargers.]  There should be    
     allowance for a more generic water effects ratio.  [Michigan currently uses
     such an approach in the regulation of silver.  The approach is believed to 
     be conservative (that is, still more stringent than necessary to protect   
     designated uses), but without the allowance there would be widespread      
     noncompliance with silver limits in municipal permits.  It is not clear    
     whether the Guidance would allow Michigan's current approach to continue.] 
     
     
     Response to: D2790.013     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035 and D2827.020.                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

Page 2702



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2790.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .014 is imbedded in .013.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance relies primarily on site specific modifications for regulatory
     relief.  This will be a significant and oftentimes unnecessary cost and    
     especially burdensome for small dischargers.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2790.014     
     
     See response to comment D2771.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2790.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .015 is imbedded in .013.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Michigan currently uses such an approach in the regulation of silver.  The 
     approach is believed to be conservative (that is, still more stringent than
     necesary to protect designated uses), but without the allowance there would
     be widespread noncompliance with silver limits in municipal permits.  It is
     not clear whether the Guidance would allow Michigan's current approach to  
     continue.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2790.015     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035 and D2827.020.                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
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     Comment ID: D2790.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  The proposed mercury wildlife criteria of 0.18 ng/l should be          
     withdrawn.                                                                 
                                                                                
     [The use of the proposed species sensitivity factor of 0.1 in the avian    
     species calculation drives this proposed criteria below naturally occurring
     background levels.]  [The proposed uncertainty factor is "based on the     
     limited number of avian species used in dose-response toxicity studies."   
     This factor results in a criteria which is unattainable and would have     
     widespread regulatory impact throughout the Great Lakes basin.]            
     [Additional and more definitive research should be conducted to reduce the 
     uncertainty and reduce the proposed species sensitivity factor to one.]    
     The human health criteria for mercury is already driving regulatory        
     requirements in Michigan several orders of magnitude below analytical      
     detection and at the proposed 2.0 ng/l GLI level is of questionable        
     attainability.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2790.016     
     
     See comment response P2860.028 as well as the final GLWQI wildlife criteria
     for mercury, and the Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2790.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: ref:  017 imbedded in 016 - comment refers to Hg Crit         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of the proposed species sensitivity factor of 0.1 in the avian     
     species calculation drives this proposed criteria below naturally occurring
     background levels.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2790.017     
     
     See response to D2790.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2790.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  018 imbedded in 016 - comment refers to Hg Crit         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed uncertainty factor is "based on the limited number of avian   
     species used in dose-response toxicity studies."  This factor results in a 
     criteria which is unattainable and would have widespread regulatory impact 
     throughout the Great Lakes basin.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2790.018     
     
     EPA believes that the appendix D methodology is appropriate and results in 
     reasonable criteria that are protective of avian and mammalian wildlife    
     species in the Great Lakes basin.  The methodology is supported by the     
     Science Advisory Board (please see the response to comment P2574.042).     
     Also, EPA encourages the use of all appropriate data that are available in 
     selecting appropriate interspecies, LOAEL-to-NOAEL, and                    
     subchronic-to-chronic uncertainty factors to be used.  As new information  
     becomes available that information may be used to revise existing wildlife 
     criteria or to derive additional criteria for the pollutants in Table 6.A  
     of 40 CFR Part 132.                                                        
                                                                                
     While it is true that the four wildlife criteria provided in Table 4 of 40 
     CFR Part 132 are stringent, it should be noted that in all cases the       
     criteria are approximately within one order of magnitude as the            
     cancer-based human health criteria derived under appendix C. In addition,  
     several implementation procedures in appendix F provide alternatives to    
     dischargers where wastewater control technologies are insufficient to      
     attain the criteria.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2790.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  019 imbedded in 016 - comment refers to Hg Crit         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional and more definitive research should be conducted to reduce the  
     uncertainty and reduce the proposed species sensitivity factor to one.     
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     Response to: D2790.019     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2790.018.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2790.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Extraordinary controls on point sources of BCCs should not be imposed  
     when the major loading of the BCC is from nonpoint sources and the WQBEL   
     for the BCC is already below the level of analytical detection.            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2790.020     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F3040.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2790.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of mixing zones and imposition of existing effluent quality    
     limits or antidegradation conditions for mercury and PCBs in municipal     
     discharges are undue regulatory requirements and will not accomplish       
     meaningful reduction in loadings of these materials to the Great Lakes.    
     
     
     Response to: D2790.021     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2790.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing existing effluent quality limits or permit conditions on such 
     BCCs as mercury, which are present in everyday domestic wastewater, could  
     trigger extremely burdensome and unwarranted antidegradation requirements  
     for municipalities with facilities previously permitted and designed for   
     such future growth.  The POTW may very well be committed under contract to 
     a Township or other user who has bought a share of the plant's design      
     capacity for that anticipated development.  Existing effluent limitations  
     or conditions renege on the previous permit design conditions that were    
     relied on by the municipalities in the design and apportionment of facility
     capacity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2790.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2790.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that water quality values below the analytical detection level
     and/or WQBELs below that attainable by the best available technology be    
     established as goals.  Regulatory compliance levels should account for     
     analytical detection capabilities and attainability considerations.  We    
     recommend consideration of the MCL (Maximum Contaminant Level) and MCLG    
     (Maximum Contaminant Level Goal) approach utilized under the Safe Drinking 
     Water Act.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2790.023     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2790.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8.  Municipalities should be assured that expensive and unproven end of    
     pipe treatment technology will not be required for trace levels of         
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     Given that the 4 MGD Owosso WWTP currently employs tertiary treatment, has 
     a relatively light industrial contribution, and discharges to a surface    
     stream with a relatively high hardness level, we believe we would be able  
     to comply with WQBELs derived from the proposed GLI numeric criteria and   
     procedures except for mercury.  (Note:  we are uncertain about PCB and     
     other BCCs with criteria well below current detection levels but do not    
     have reason to believe they are present in our system.)  We currently do   
     not detect mercury in the influent to the plant at a 500 ng/l detection    
     level.  However, based on the concentration in the sludge, other references
     on mercury in municipal wastewater, and no known significant contributors  
     of mercury in our service area, we estimate our influent mercury loading is
     on the order of 200 ng/l or about 2.4 pounds per year.  Again based on     
     sludge data we estimate mercury removal at our tertiary treatment plant at 
     2.0 pounds per year or about an 85% removal rate.  This leaves an estimated
     effluent concentration on the order of 30 ng/l or about 0.4 pounds per     
     year of mercury discharged from our 4 MGD facility.  This is over 100 times
     higher than would be allowed under the GLI proposed criteria coupled with  
     the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs.  To achieve a 0.18 ng/l effluent 
     limit would require a removal efficiency of better than 99.9%.  Based on   
     several sources it appears that sulfide precipitation would be the only    
     feasible enhanced treatment technology to improve metals removal.  However,
     there is no guarantee that such technology would achieve the removal       
     potentially necessary to meet the GLI proposed limit of 0.18 ng/l.  Even if
     we were able to retrofit our existing plant at no capital cost, the        
     estimated additional O & M cost for sulfide precipitation is estimated at  
     $300,000 to $350,000 per year (from cost curves provided by Macnamee,      
     Porter and Seeley under consultation with the Michigan Municipal League).  
     Removal of 0.4 pounds per year of mercury at O & M cost of $300,000 is a   
     cost of $750,000 per pound of mercury removed.  Even using mercury toxic   
     weight factor of 505.02 (re:  Table IX-4 of the Preamble), the cost is on  
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     the order of $1500 per pound equivalent loading reduction.  Given the other
     much more significant loadings of mercury to the Great Lakes, there must be
     more cost effective control alternatives.  I for one would not like to have
     to justify a 25% increase in sewer rates for the Owosso service area in    
     order to reduce the mercury loading to the Great Lakes by less than one    
     pound per year.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2790.024     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2790.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  Variance provisions should be simplified, their availability assured,  
     and the term extended for the period of the permit.                        
                                                                                
     If the GLI guidance is not modified, situations as described above (i.e.,  
     unattainable or cost prohibitive effluent limits) will be routinely        
     encountered in the future particularly as analytical detection levels      
     become even more sensitive.  EPA has indicated in public statements and in 
     their Regulatory Impact Analysis that costly or exotic treatment           
     technologies should not be required of POTWs to meet the GLI regulations.  
     There is a need for a variance provision to allow an out when such         
     "unintended" consequences arise.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2790.025     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedures could be simplified and the term of
     variances extended to five years.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a     
     discussion of these issues.  Because of Section 510 of the CWA EPA cannot  
     assure the availability of variances.                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2790.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Michigan currently does not allow variances and we are concerned that the  
     GLI guidance leaves it optional to the State whether to incorporate even   
     the possibility for a variance in their state rules.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2790.026     
     
     Variances are a State option.  Since not granting variances is more        
     restrictive than the minimum EPA requirements, and thus allowed for States 
     under Section 510 of the CWA, EPA cannot assure the availability of        
     varainces.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2790.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limiting variances to three years or anything shorter than the term of     
     permit will only serve to create additional regulatory effort to process   
     renewal requests out of sync with the permit reissuance.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2790.027     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2790.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     10.  Regulatory use of bioaccumulation factors should be conditional on    
     derivation from valid field or laboratory studies subjected to adequate    
     peer review.                                                               
                                                                                
     Calculated BAFs, without field or laboratory verification and accounting   
     for metabolism, should not be used to determine human health and wildlife  
     criteria or to define a chemical as a BCC.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2790.028     
     
     EPA has decided that only field-measured BAFs should be used to determine  
     tier I criteria.  In addition, EPA has revised the definition of BCC such  
     that only BAFs based on field data can be used as a basis for identifying a
     chemical as a BCC.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2790.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chemicals should not be added to the BCC list until after formal public    
     comment in the Federal Register including review of the BAF determination. 
     
     
     Response to: D2790.029     
     
     EPA does not agree that EPA should solicit formal public comment before    
     States or Tribes treat any additional chemicals as BCCs in the future.  EPA
     believes that the States and Tribes should have the ability to designate   
     additional chemicals for BCC controls based on information available to    
     them without waiting for EPA to act.  As discussed in section II of the    
     SID, EPA will operate the GLI Clearinghouse as a means to share pollutant  
     information, including BAFs, as quickly as possible.  If new information   
     becomes available showing an organic chemical to have a field-measured BAF 
     of over 1000, for example, this information would be reviewed by EPA and   
     other Clearinghouse participants and placed in the Clearinghouse, where    
     States and Tribes would be alerted.  States and Tribes would be able to    
     apply the special BCC provisions to the pollutant after following their    
     applicable State or Tribal public review procedures for revisions to water 
     quality standards or for permit development.  For example, the State or    
     Tribe could include a description of the special BCC provisions in the     
     public notice for a NPDES permit.  EPA believes this would be a more       
     efficient approach than relying in all cases on EPA to sponsor a public    
     review and comment process, which has often taken several years for similar
     types of actions.                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA has some concern that inconsistencies could arise among States and     
     Tribes concerning future identification of BCCs under the above approach.  
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     EPA believes operation of the Clearinghouse will minimize this possibility.
      Nevertheless, if serious inconsistencies arise, EPA may from time to time 
     publish available BAF data for a pollutant and solicit public comments.    
     EPA could then issue final technical assistance and recommendations        
     concerning the pollutant to assist State and Tribal revisions to water     
     programs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2790.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     11.  Water Quality Based Effluent Limits based on acute aquatic life       
     protection should generally be expressed as concentration values, not as   
     mass loading rates.                                                        
                                                                                
     Whenever a water quality based effluent limit is developed, the guidance   
     proposes to establish the permit limit as both a concentration value and an
     equivalent mass loading rate (re:  Implementation Procedure 7:  Loading    
     Limits).  We recommend "equivalent mass loading rate: limits only be       
     required for monthly average limits with due consideration for wet weather 
     design flows for facilities, such as publicly owned treatment works, whose 
     hydraulic loading increases under storm or seasonal runoff conditions.     
     
     
     Response to: D2790.030     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2790.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Daily maximum effluent limits are based on acute aquatic life protection.  
     If no acute criteria mixing zone is specified (re:  Implementation         
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     Procedure 3.A or 3.B), then it is the concentration of the pollutant in the
     effluent that is properly limited to assure acute aquatic life protection. 
     If an acute criteria mixing zone is allowed (dependent on State procedures 
     per Implementation Procedure 3A.9.), then both concentration and mass      
     limits may be appropriate.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2790.031     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2790.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the need and basis for such equivalent mass limits should be      
     addressed in the applicable and discretionary State procedure, not in the  
     Federal guidance.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2790.032     
     
     EPA disagrees that the use of mass-based WQBELs should be discretionary.   
     The provisions in this Guidance allow for State and Tribal flexibility, but
     require that both mass-based and concentration-based limits be used in     
     NPDES permits.  See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for requiring both 
     types of limits.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2790.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If equivalent daily mass limits are required, there needs to be            
     consideration of an exemption or suspension of such mass loading limits    
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     under wet weather flow conditions for facilities whose hydraulic loading   
     increases under wet weather conditions.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2790.033     
     
     EPA agrees flexibility is necessary to address wet weather impacts on      
     continuous discharges. See comment G2764.010.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2790.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     12.  Adoption of the proposal to eliminate mixing allocations for all BCCs 
     would be premature.  Additional review and analysis, which is expected     
     through the Lakewide Area Management Planning process for the Great Lakes, 
     should be completed before promulgation of a requirement proposed to take  
     effect 10 years in the future.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2790.034     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2790.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Owosso understands the need to tightly regulate BCCs.  However,
     we caution against proceeding at this time with the policy decision to set 
     effluent limitations for all BCCs at or below the most restrictive water   
     quality criteria.  Water quality based effluent limitations for most BCCs, 
     even with a mixing allocation, will generally be below the level of        
     analytical detection.  Attainment of such limits for naturally occurring   
     substances, such as mercury, or residual substances already banned from    
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     production, such as PCBs, is uncertain.  Control requirements, such as     
     pollutant minimization programs, will already be required even without     
     elimination of mixing allocations.  Further reduction of such limits below 
     detection levels by elimination of a mixing allocation would thus not      
     result in further loading reductions.  It would, however, compound the     
     problem of compliance determination below analytical detection levels.     
     
     
     Response to: D2790.035     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2790.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A significant element of the Lakewide Area Management Plans for the Great  
     Lakes is to identify major sources of such BCCs as mercury and PCBs and to 
     propose control measures as appropriate to reduce loadings and attain water
     quality standards.  We understand the planning efforts are well underway.  
     The resulting plan recommendations for control of significant sources of   
     BCCs should be considered before finalizing a decision to eliminate mixing 
     allocations for existing point sources 10 years after the guidance is      
     promulgated.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2790.036     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2790.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     13.  The chronic whole effluent toxicity requirements for discharges to    
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     effluent dominated streams are unreasonably stringent in light of the test 
     sensitivity and variability.                                               
                                                                                
     A chronic toxicity test yields a minimum value of 1 TUc (TUc = toxic unit  
     chronic).  There is no ability to report zero TUc or a value lower than 1  
     TUc.  Standard variability of the biological toxicity tests will lead to   
     reports of "toxicity" greater than 1.0 TUc even when there is no actual    
     toxicity.  For effluent dominated streams this makes compliance and        
     reasonable potential determinations very difficult.  There is need for a   
     practical quantification level determination for whole effluent toxicity   
     test result reporting.  It is our opinion that individual test results less
     than 1.5 TUc should not be used to determine compliance with narrative     
     toxicity requirements or in making "reasonable potential" determinations.  
     Any test result in this range should be subject to review of the raw       
     toxicity test data and collection of additional data before "reasonable    
     potential" or compliance determinations are made.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2790.037     
     
     EPA disagrees that the 1 TUc WET criterion for chronic toxicity is too     
     stringent in low flow situations.  However, EPA agrees that States and     
     Tribes                                                                     
     have the discretion to reevaluate the raw data to ensure only quality      
     assured                                                                    
     data are used in reasonable potential and compliance determinations.  The  
     issue of practical quantification level relates to the analytical method   
     used.  EPA will address this issue in the context of its rulemaking        
     establihing Part 136 methods for WET.  Also, States and Tribes can exercise
     enforcement discretion as to what actions would be required of a permittee 
     with toxicity values of 1.5 TUc or less.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2791.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned, however, that the scope of the Guidance has gone far     
     beyond it's original intent, and that its stringent requirements will place
     significant economic burdens on our company and many others within the     
     aluminum and other industries with little commensurate improvement in water
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2721.040, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2791.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of our greatest concerns is that the proposed Guidance is not based on 
     good science and that the cost of implementation of the guidance is both   
     enormous and misplaced.  The study, commissioned by the Council of Great   
     Lakes Governors, found that the total regional cost of the Guidance could  
     result in expenditures up to $2.3 billion per year.  This amount is simply 
     not available in the current domestic and international economy for        
     regulatory programs that are not properly focused and cost justified.      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2791.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The entire focus of the guidance is directed towards additional treatment  
     of point source discharges when, in fact, they represent a small portion of
     the problem when compared to non-point sources of pollution.  Additionally,
     point sources are already being addressed through current provisions of the
     Clean Water Act, many which have yet to be implemented through NPDES permit
     revisions.  Considering these facts, does investing enormous amounts of our
     limited financial resources in a point source control program make sense?  
     Alcoa believes that it certainly would not.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.003     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that the Guidance is improperly focused and goes far      
     beyond the scope required by the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement or the
     Great Lakes Critical Program Act.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is improperly focused and goes far    
     beyond the scope required by the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of the
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990.  EPA believes that the Guidance 
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2791.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With historic and continuing improvements in the condition of the Great    
     Lakes, a clear demonstration of need is required before the Guidance is    
     promulgated.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.005     
     
     See response to comment number G3750L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2791.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is almost exclusively devoted to point source controls, which 
     dooms the program to cost ineffectiveness because such sources represent   
     only a small fraction of the inputs of pollutants to the Great Lakes       
     System.  ALCOA recommends that the Guidance be promulgated in a            
     properly-focused form based on sound science, and that the Lakewide        
     Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans be accelerated and the results  
     serve to direct the most cost-effective use of controls strategies.        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.006     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2791.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance does not conform to the framework of the Great Lakes Water    
     Quality Agreement and CWA Section 118.  In fact, the Agency has exceeded   
     its statutory authority.  ALCOA recommends that the Guidance be revised to 
     reflect the Agreement's terms and intent.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042 and D2722.012.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed policy of elimination of ecologically appropriate use         
     designations fails to recognize the vast ecological diversity of the Great 
     Lakes Ecosystem.  The great potential for state-wide application of the    
     Guidance when promulgated only exacerbates this problem.  ALCOA recommends 
     that ecosystem diversity be recognized and that states be given flexibility
     in developing appropriate water quality criteria and implementation        
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.008     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 approach circumvents the process of defensible criteria         
     development and results in scientifically unsound criteria which are highly
     variable, overly conservative, and not representative of properly          
     determined Tier 1 criteria.  ALCOA recommends that, if their many technical
     flaws are corrected, the Tier 2 values be used only as advisory levels as  
     originally intended, and not as the basis for enforceable permit limits.   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.009     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Expressing the water quality criteria for metals as total recoverable is   
     inconsistent with the toxicological data as well as with U.S. EPA's own    
     policy.  ALCOA recommends that the aquatic life criteria for metals be     
     expressed as dissolved.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.010     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2791.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures for determining bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) will generate
     values which are highly variable and unreliable.  ALCOA recommends that the
     more estabished bioconcentration factors (BCFs) be used until the technical
     deficiencies are addressed.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.011     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA also disagrees that BAFs are highly variable and unreliable. EPA       
     recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF          
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
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     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the definition of Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) does not       
     address environmental risk and is therefore overly inclusive.  This, in    
     turn, will lead to the inappropriate restriction or elimination of many    
     discharges.  ALCOA recommends that the current definition be abandoned, and
     a specific list of chemicals of true concern be developed with a technical 
     rationale for each.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.012     
     
     See response to: P2606.371                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2791.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The human health (cancer) criterion for PCBs is more stringent than        
     necessary, and the use of PCBs as an example of the necessity for and      
     projected effectiveness of the Guidance is flawed.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.013     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2791.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criterion for mercury is unrealistically stringent and        
     unachievable.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.014     
     
     See section VIII A; C and E of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2791.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ALCOA recommends a thorough review of the procedures, assumptions, and data
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     used in deriving these criteria.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The general approach for deriving TMDLs is confusing and inadequate, making
     it impossible to predict future permit limits with any confidence.  There  
     are many specific technical flaws as well, contributing to the  misguided  
     over-emphasis on point source discharges.  ALCOA's recommendations include 
     no special treatment for BCCs, the use of total, not fractional, design    
     flows, the use of zones of initial dilution, the application of whole      
     effluent toxicity testing without toxicity limits, and the elimination of  
     duplicative concentration and loading limits.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.016     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Integration of the Guidance's proposed criteria and implementation         
     procedures will lead to many calculated water quality-based permit limits  
     below detectable and quantifiable levels.  The proposed procedures to      
     handle such situations does not reflect the most recent U.S. EPA policy    
     developments.  Further, the minimum level definition is flawed and         
     impractical.  Other special permit conditions are also objectionable.      
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     ALCOA recommends that the practical quantitationn level (PQL) be used as   
     the compliance level until the national strategy is completed.             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ALCOA recommends that values below detection should be treated as zero when
     calculating averages, and that the pollutant minimization requirements     
     should be reworked to provide more flexibility to the discharger.          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.018     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures used for determining the need for water quality-based permit
     limits are far more conservative than necessary to protect the environment 
     and human health, and will lead to the imposition of many unnecessary      
     permit limits with untold compliance costs.  ALCOA recommends that this    
     entire set of procedures be reevaluated with particular attention given to 
     the cumulative effect of numerous conservative assumptions.                

Page 2725



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: D2791.019     
     
     As discussed in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2,   
     General Requirements of Procedure 5, EPA received numerous comments        
     requesting additional flexibility for States and Tribes in the             
     determiniation of the need for WQBELs.  EPA also received strong support   
     for the specific procedures as proposed. In response, EPA has incorporated 
     considerable flexibility in numerous aspects of procedure 5 in a way that  
     EPA believes does not sacrifice consistency between States and Tribes.  See
     comment discussions in Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.
                                                                                
     See also response to comment number 2720.246.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 values should only be developed by the permitting authority and only
     for protection of the target populations known to be at risk.              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.020     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the ambient screening levels, which effectively serve as "Tier 3" criteria,
     should never be used as the basis for permits limits.                      
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     Response to: D2791.021     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2791.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the Guidance will impose many criteria which are near or below     
     ambient background concentrations, it is critically important that relief  
     be granted through intake credits for those pollutants which a discharger  
     does not contribute.  The proposed "relief" is no relief at all to the vast
     majority of dischargers and will lead to extremely high expenditures for no
     environmental benefit.  ALCOA recommends that these provisions be          
     completely redrafted with a clear recognition that return of background    
     concentrations does not constitute addition of a pollutant.  At a minimum, 
     these provisions should provide a blanket exemption for non-contact cooling
     waters, whether once-through or recycle blowdown.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.022     
     
     The final Guidance is significantly different than the proposal in response
     to numerous public comments, although, as explained in the SID at Section  
     VIII.E.5, EPA believes that the discharge of intake pollutants is an       
     addition of a pollutant under the CWA.  With respect to cooling water, see 
     response to comment D2592.031.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2791.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble to the Guidance implies that there are many avenues through   
     which a discharger may seek relief from criteria or permit limits which are
     overly stringent or even unattainable.  However, the actual flexibility and
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     magnitude of relief are far less than implied.  ALCOA recommends that U.S. 
     EPA develop usable variance procedures and make appropriate changes to     
     procedures governing modification of designated uses and site-specific     
     criteria to make them truly available where local conditions warrant.      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.023     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.216                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2791.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Antidegradation Policy focuses on permit limits rather than   
     lowering of in-stream water quality as supposedly intended.  The result is 
     a set of procedures which effectively serve as a "zero growth" policy for  
     the Great Lakes Basin.  ALCOA recommends that the Antidegradation Policy be
     revised to minimize the costs of application and that the policy will      
     result in restricting increases in loading where there is a measurable     
     benefit from the restriction.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.024     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12. For a    
     discussion of the costs and benefits of the final Guidance, see the RIA.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2791.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before U.S. EPA promulgates the GLI Guidance, which has as its singular    
     focus an extremely stringent point source control program, there are a     
     number of threshold question which must be answered.  There are very real  
     limits on the nation's resources and accordingly limits on expenditures    
     that may be made on environmental improvements.  In an era of limited      
     resources, every regulatory program must be cost-effective.  In the Great  
     Lakes region the point source contribution to lake pollution is very small 
     compared to air deposition, non-point source and contaminated sediments    
     contributions.  It is wise to allocate such a large amount of our limited  
     resources on point source control when they represent such a small source  
     of pollution and the expected benefit is so low?                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.025     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2791.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  With historic and continuing improvements in the condition of the Great
     Lakes, a clear demonstration of need is required before the guidance is    
     promulgated.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.026     
     
     See response to comment number G3750L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2791.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In reviewing the provisions of the draft December 1991 Guidance, the Office
     of Management and Budget (UMB) and U.S. EPA's Science Advisory Board both  
     noted that the Agency has not demonstrated that the Great Lakes basin      
     should be treated different from the nation as a whole.  OMB, for example, 
     cited evidence of improvements in Great Lakes water quality.  The national 
     program under the current Clean Water Act is not standing still, in fact,  
     there are continuing changes and improvements in the handling of various   
     sources of pollution which have a continuing effect on improvement of      
     overall water quality in the Great Lakes.  The improvements to be gained   
     from the 1987 amendments to the Clean Water Act are just now being fully   
     realized in the Great Lakes region.  Because NPDES permits are typically   
     five years in duration, many permits do not yet reflect the changes in     
     water quality standards promulgated by many states in 1990.  Furthermore,  
     US EPA recently promulgated the National Toxics Rule which applies in the  
     Great Lakes.  Further, the Lakewise Management Plans and Remedial Action   
     Plans called for in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement have not yet   
     been fully implemented (see Section 1.C below).  Even for those permits    
     which do reflect these changes, compliance schedules may still be in       
     effect.  Even now, Congress is in the process of reauthorizing the Clean   
     Water Act.  Undoubtedly there will be additional requirements on a national
     basis.  As a consequence, there is a store of improvements, the effect of  
     which will not be felt in the Great Lakes region immediately.  Unless the  
     agency can demonstrate the projected, cumulative effect of those national  
     programs already in place and can further demonstrate that they are not    
     able to address Great Lakes problems, then the agency should not promulgate
     point source controls of the stringency of the Proposed Guidance.          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.027     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 amd D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2791.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also clear that, U.S. EPA has overstated the current impairment of   
     the Great Lakes in the Preamble.  For example, most of the fish collected  
     to establish "Lake Michigan mean" PCB levels in fish tissue were collected 
     from waters adjacent to industrialized areas or with known elevated PCB    
     levels (see Section 7).  These fish tissue results do not represent what   
     would be expected on whole from the Great Lakes Basin Area.                
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     Response to: D2791.028     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID for a discussion of the history and current     
     trends of pollution problems in the Great Lakes.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2791.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that the Clean Water Act does require a Great Lakes Guidance to
     be promulgated and that the time for that Guidance is now.  However,       
     admitting that does not translate into promulgation of the Guidance as     
     proposed.  A more moderate guidance based on sound science and             
     legally-supportable policy would satisfy the requirements of the Great     
     Lakes Critical Programs Act and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and
     result in increased consistency among the Great Lakes states water quality 
     programs.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.029     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2746.043 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2791.029A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  Point Sources represent only a small fraction of the inputs of         
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     pollutants to the Great Lakes System, particularly for those chemicals of  
     greatest concern.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.029A    
     
     See the SID, especially Section I, for a response to this and related      
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2791.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to data reported in the draft LaMP for Lake Michigan (January 1, 
     1992), atmospheric deposition contributed 10,950 pounds of PCBs per year to
     the Lake in the late 1970s and early 1980s (Murphy 1984).  A survey of PCB 
     loadings to Lake Michigan has estimated that 50 to 72 percent is from the  
     atmosphere (Thomann and DiToro 1983).  Using the higher percentage yields  
     an estimate of a total loading of 15,208 pounds/year.  The draft LaMP also 
     reports estimated loadings from point sources based on U.S. EPA's Permit   
     Compliance System database.  The estimated mean annual point source        
     contribution of PCBs to the Lake Michigan basin from 1988 to 1990 is 428   
     pounds/year.  Therefore, point sources comprise approximately 2.8 percent  
     of the total PCB loadings to Lake Michigan.  This estimate is probably     
     conservatively high because it ignores other sources such as contaminated  
     sediments.  If the 50% contribution is used instead of 72%, the point      
     source contribution would be even lower (2.0%).  Because the relative      
     source contributions to Lake Michigan are similar to those to the Great    
     Lakes System as a whole (Thomann and DiToro 1983), this percentage may be  
     extrapolated to the entire Great Lakes Basin.  A similar percentage of PCB 
     contribution from point sources was reported in the draft report prepared  
     for the Council of Great Lakes Governors (DRI/McGraw-Hill 1993).           
                                                                                
     According to the summanry of U.S. EPA's GLI cost impact study presented in 
     the Preamble, the scenario which was estimated to have a $230 million      
     annualized impact to the Basin would reduce annual point source loadings of
     PCBs by 13 percent (Table IX-3, p 20993).  This percentage is actually a   
     significant exageration because it assumes that all dischargers are        
     currently discharging exactly at their permit limits.  Based on the        
     percentages described above, the GLI and its associated cost would, event  
     under the most optimistic scenario, reduce annual total loadings of PCBs   
     only 0.36 percent.  This is particularly ironic given the heavy emphasis   
     which the Preamble's introduction places on PCB contamination as the major 
     justification for the GLI.  Thus, there is no cost-effectiveness in        
     addressing PCB contamination through additional point source controls.     
     This leads to the inescapable conclusion that planning (i.e., RAP's and    
     LaMPs) must be completed before point source controls are implemented.     
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     Response to: D2791.030     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D.2 and Section IX of the SID.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2791.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury serves as another example of an ubiquitous pollutant for which     
     point sources are a minor contributor.  In remote Michigan lakes which     
     receive no point source inputs, approximately 15 percent of the fish       
     sampled exceeded the state advisory level of 0.5 ppm mercury, which is well
     above the fish residue values used in the GLI human health and wildlife    
     criteria (Travis and Hester 1991).  Even rainwater in Minnesota has been   
     measured to contain at least 0.018 ug/l mercury, 100 times higher than the 
     GLI wildlife criterion (Sorensen et al. 1990).  (See Section 7.)  In       
     addition, because of the lack of available intake credits, many dischargers
     will be required to treat for mercury even if they are non-contributors.   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.031     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026, P2585.014
     and P2769.085.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2791.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, data contained in Table A-3 (p 20993) clearly indicates that the  
     Guidance will not significantly reduce even the point-source loading of the
     parameters of greatest interest, the Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern  
     (BCCs).  In fact, only 0.06% of the loading reductions were for BCCs.  Over
     91% of the reductions were for one parameter - copper - which has never    
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     been described as contributing to basin-wide use impairments.              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.032     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2791.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (Agreement intends completion  
     of Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans before promulgation 
     of U.S. EPA Proposed Guidance.                                             
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement between the United States and      
     Canada has been developing since 1972.  In 1978 the Agreement was revised  
     to seek the virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances and the     
     prohibition of discharge of toxic substances in toxic amounts.  On the way 
     to that goal, the Agreement provided for specific objectives to be         
     developed and met.  In 1987 the Agreement was further amended to require   
     Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans as part of a           
     coordinated array of efforts to improve the Great Lakes.                   
                                                                                
     Most important of these requirements is the Lakewide Management Planning   
     process.  Its purpose is to identify "critical" pollutants in the Great    
     Lakes which prevent attainment of beneficial uses of the waters.  The plan 
     would then identify the sources of pollutants and develop a plan for and   
     accomplish the reduction of those sources to enable the lakes to meet their
     intended use.  The Remedial Action Planning process aims at similar goals  
     and programs on a localized basis.  It is clear from the organization and  
     the requirements of the Agreement that the bi-national policy is one of    
     coordinated cost effective efforts to reach the beneficial use of the Great
     Lakes.  Not only is there no requirement for an extremely stringent, early 
     point source control program, but in fact, the Agreement negates that      
     option and provides for the many avenues of control to be advanced         
     simultaneously.  Disproportionately pushing point source controls so far   
     ahead of other controls, as the proposed Guidance would do, would in fact  
     violate the intent of the Agreement.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.033     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F3040.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2791.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pushing ahead the proposed Guidance will also ensure that the efforts will 
     not be cost-effective due to the over-emphasis on point sources.  The      
     result could be public insistence on the abandonment of the goals of the   
     Agreement because they will prove to be ineffective and expensive.  On the 
     other hand, the properly coordinated approach required by the Agreement and
     therefore by the Critical Programs Act which requires consistency with the 
     Agreement, would enhance the Great Lakes and the public's perception of the
     value and importance of the effort.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.034     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and D605.042.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2791.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  The legislative history of the Grat Lakes Critical Programs Act makes  
     it clear that U.S. EPA has violated the provisions of the Act.             
                                                                                
     As discussed above, Great Lakes pollution is a multimedia problem and of   
     necessity must have a multimedia solution.  The solution will be identified
     by the Lakewide Management Plans and the Remedial Action Plans.            
     Promulgating the Guidance in its proposed form will clearly show the       
     agency's attempt to solve the multimedia problem on a single source basis. 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.035     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2791.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The drafters of the Critical Programs Act maintained close contact with the
     drafters of the proposed Guidance working through the Great Lakes          
     Initiative.  The Great Lakes Initiative began in June 1989.  In November of
     1990 the Critical Programs Act required promulgation of the proposed       
     Guidance seven months later or in June 1991.  In fact, the Guidance in its 
     currently proposed form took 29 months from November 1990 to promulgate.   
     This was with the redoubled efforts of those working through the Great     
     Lakes Initiative as well as US EPA review and revisions since the          
     Initiative completed its work in December 1991.  The June 1992 date for    
     promulgation of the final Guidance has also passed.  The only way to make  
     sense of the Critical Programs Act's goals is to realize that the Critical 
     Programs Act sought a Guidance more in line with the Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Agreement.  This first Guidance was to be a much more limited      
     effort to improve the consistency of the Great Lakes water quality programs
     and to contain the other features designated in the law.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.036     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2791.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Great Lakes Initiative and the US EPA have taken many new and untried  
     ideas along with the most stringent features of each of the Great Lakes    
     states' water quality programs and compiled them into a single regulatory  
     document.  This Guidance will not measurably improve the Great Lakes.  It  
     will require expenditures to benefit the region's industrial and economic  
     activities.                                                                
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     Response to: D2791.037     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act requires a Guidance to be      
     promulgated and the Great Lakes Quality Agreement requires a coordinated   
     multimedia effort to address the lakes' problems, ALCOA recommends the     
     following:                                                                 
                                                                                
     -  The Guidance should be promulgated in a form that is properly focused,  
     relies on proven methods and science and increases the consistency among   
     the Great Lakes states' water quality programs.                            
                                                                                
     -  The LaMP and RAP processes should be accelerated if possible, but must  
     remain absolutely committed to collection and development of sound data and
     proven scientific principles to reach the goals of the Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Agreement and the Critical Programs Act.  The results of the LaMPs 
     and RAPs should then be pursued through the regulatory process, if         
     necessary, in a cost-effective way.                                        
                                                                                
     -  U.S. EPA should first determine what the impact will be on the Great    
     Lakes Basin from regulations that are currently in effect but whose        
     benefits have not as yet been realized.  Before pushing ahead with what may
     be an unnecessarily restrictive point source control program.              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.038     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science, produces   
     measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals, addresses     
     local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID. For
     a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes protection
     efforts, including RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID and responses
     to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As required by the congressional mandate of the Clean Water Act ("CWA"), 33
     U.S.C. & 1268(c)(2), U.S. EPA published a proposed "Water Quality Guidance 
     for the Great Lakes System" (Guidance) in the April 16, 1993 Federal       
     Register.  Although U.S. EPA was required to promulgate a water quality    
     guidance for the Great Lakes, as explained in detail below, U.S. EPA       
     exceeded its statutory authority in promulgating many of the provisions of 
     the proposed Guidance, rendering these provisions unlawful.                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.039     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It has long been established law that an administrative agency's ability to
     promulgate rules and regulations is dictated by Congress.  Specifically, an
     agency may only promulgate rules within the boundaries of its statutory    
     authority.  Bowen v. Georgetown University Hospital, 488 U.S. 204, 208     
     (1988) ("It is axiomatic that an administrative agency's power to          
     promulgate legislative regulations is limited to the authority delegated by
     Congress.").  See also Respect Inc. v. Committee on Status of Women, 815 F.
     Supp. 1112, 1123 (N.D. III. 1993) ("It is a fundamental principle of       
     administrative law that agencies may not self-levitate the power to        
     promulgate regulations - they must rather find any such power in a source  
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     conferred by Congress.").  Thus under the present circumstances, U.S. EPA's
     authority to promulgate the Guidance is restricted to the scope of the     
     enabling statute -- CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A).  See Bowen, 488 U.S. 204;    
     Federal Communications Commission v. American Broadcasting Co., 347 U.S.   
     284, 290 (1953).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.040     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to identify the limits of U.S. EPA's authority to promulgate the  
     Guidance, and analysis of the express language of the enabling act is      
     necessary.  Section 118(c)(2)(A) of the Clean Water Act states:            
                                                                                
     By June 30, 1991, the Administrator, after consultation with the program   
     office, shall publish in the Federal Register for pulic notice and comment 
     proposed water quality guidance for the Great Lakes System.  Such guidance 
     shall conform with the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Agreement, shall be no less restrictive than the provisions of this
     chapter and national water quality criteria and guidance, shall specify    
     numerical limits on pollutants in ambient Great Lakes waters to protect    
     human health, aquatic life and wildlife, and shall provide guidance to the 
     Great Lakes states on minimum water quality standards, antidegradation     
     policies and implementation procedures for the Great Lakes System.         
                                                                                
     33 U.S.C. & 1268(c)(2)(A) (emphasis added).  It is not contested that U.S. 
     EPA has addresed the congressional requirements found in Section           
     118(c)(2)(A), such as the requirement to establish numerical water quality 
     criteria and to provide program guidance, including minimum water quality  
     standards, antidegradation policies and implementation procedures.         
     Instead, the unlawfulness of U.S. EPA's action as concerns the Guidance    
     arises out of U.S. EPA's failure to abide by additional requirements of    
     Section 118(c)(2)(A) (underlined above).                                   
                                                                                
     Specifically, Section 118(c)(2)(A) of the Clean Water Act provides a       
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     requirement separate and distinct from those listed in the preceding       
     paragraph, which mandates that the "guidance shall conform with the        
     objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement."  Id.
     at Section 118(c)(2)(A), 33 U.S.C. Section 1268(c)(2)(A).  Congress has    
     explained that this conformity requirement means that the provisions of the
     guidance must be consistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement,  
     ("Agreement").  See H.R. Rep. No. 704, 101 St. Cong., 2d Sess., at 8 (1990)
     (emphasis added) ("Both the guidance and the water quality standards must  
     be consistent with applicable provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Agreement ....".).  The express requirement of "conformity" or             
     "consistency," therefore, further restricts U.S. EPA's authority in        
     promulgating the Guidance.  In other words, given this separate,           
     independent requirement of "conformity," Congress expressly limited U.S.   
     EPA's authority to complete the specific mandates of CWA Section           
     118(c)(2)(A) [i.e., numerical water quality criteria, antidegradation      
     policies, etc.] by the scope of the Agreement.  Therefore, because Congress
     did not so provide, U.S. EPA has no power to promulgate Guidance           
     regulations which extend beyond the scope of the Agreement.                
     Notwithstanding these express limits established by Congress in Section    
     118, U.S. EPA proposed a Guidance which encompassess provisions greatly    
     exceeding these limits, rendering them unlawful.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.041     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once the power to promulgate a rule is found, it is settled law that an    
     agency cannot expand its authority beyond its specific statutory authority.
     Baldwin v. Missouri, 251 U.S. 599, 610 (1929) ("[the agency] may not extend
     a statute or modify its provisions."); Peters v. Hobby, 349 U.S. 334, 345  
     (1954) (Agencies "are not free to ignore the plain limitations on" the     
     authority conferred by statute.); Iglesias v. United States, 848 F.2d 362, 
     366 (2nd Cir. 1988)(citations omitted) ("A regulation, however, may not    
     serve to amend a statute ..., or to add to the statute 'something which is 
     not there.'").  Since CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A) statutorily specifies the   
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     limits of U.S. EPA's rulemaking authority, U.S. EPA cannot expand its      
     authority beyond the mandates of CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A).  Based on the   
     foregoing case law and legislative history, it is clear that U.S. EPA      
     unlawfully exceeded its statutory authority in promulgating provisions of  
     the Guidance which extend beyond the limits set forth by the CWA's and     
     Agreement's mandates and framework for establishing specific numeric water 
     quality criteria, water quality standards, an antidegradation policy and   
     implementation procedures for the Great lakes consistent with the narrow   
     reach of the Agreement's short-term plan.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.042     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The general mandate of the Agreement which Congress focused on in drafting 
     and adopting Section 118(c)(2)(A) is its requirement "to achieve certain   
     levels of water quality throughout the lakes."  Cong. Rec. - Senate 5-15620
     (October 17, 1990).  As discussed below, the Agreement itself seeks a      
     multimedia phased effort to improve the Great Lakes cost-effectively.  The 
     proposed Guidance is not true to these requirements.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.043     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In essence, U.S. EPA, through the provisions of the proposed Guidance, has 
     proposed a rule which is solely focused on achieving the overall objectives
     of the Agreement while completely ignoring the short-term, interim steps   
     such as LaMPs and RAPs, etc. which are required under the Agreement in     
     order to achieve the long-term goals of the Agreement in a cost-effective  
     fashion.  Instead of implementing these interim steps which the drafters of
     the Agreement found to be necessary elements for achieving the overall     
     purposes of the Agreement, the Guidance jumps completely over them and     
     seeks to implement the objectives directly and immediately.  It is obvious 
     from the language and framework of the Agreement that the drafters did not 
     intend for this type of strategy to be followed.  The objectives of the    
     Agreement serve as goals, whereas the various multimedia programs serve as 
     the vehicles for attaining these goals.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.044     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that the Guidance completely ignores RAPs and     
     LaMPs.  For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, such as RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID  
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: D2791.045
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2791.045     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As one example of the far reaches of the Guidance, the Guidance would      
     impose a Tier 2 value methodoogy and usage on the Great Lakes Basin        
     ("Basin"), notwithstanding the fact that such a system is unproven,        
     exceedingly conservative, potentially costly, and not even remotely        
     suggested by the Agreement (Section 4).                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.046     
     
     See response to: D2741.076.                                                
                                                                                
     Also, EPA believes the final Guidance including the Tier II provisions,    
     does conform with the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Agreement.  See section III.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another example of U.S. EPA's exceedance of its authority in promulgating  
     the Guidance can be easily identified in the Guidance's treatment of intake
     credits (Section 11). The Guidance would eliminate intake credits in many  
     situations where the offending pollutant is surface water background       
     levels.  For instance, throughout the Basin, mercury background            
     concentrations exceed the proposed criteria due to non-point source        
     discharges, air deposition, and natural sources.  The Guidance would set   
     the mercury criteria far below the Agreement's specific objective level.   
     For example, for purposes of protecting aquatic life and fish-consuming    
     birds, the specific objectives set forth in the Agreement require that the 
     concentration of total mercury in a filtered water sample cannot exceed 0.2
     ug/l (ppb) and the total mercury in whole fish cannot exceed 0.5 ug/g.     
     (ppb).  Notwithstanding these specific objectives of the Agreement, the    
     Guidance would require that concentrations of total mercury in water cannot
     exceed 0.00018 ug/l.  Furthermore, the Guidance's classification of mercury
     as a BCC, and elimination of the existing discharger mixing zone within ten
     years will result in the inability of cooling ater recycle, a water        
     conservation measure, to operate without outrageously expensive, high      
     technology treatment because of the general unavailability of intake       
     credits.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.047     
     
     EPA recognizes that high background levels of pollutants in water supplies 
     could lead to dischargers needing WQBELs for background pollutants unless  
     there is special consideration of intake pollutants.  The final Guidance   
     provisions for considering intake pollutants through permit-based          
     mechanisms are explained in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  Other
     existing mechanisms for adjusting limits or allocating allowable loads,    
     such as variances from water quality standards and TMDLs continue to be    
     available as well.                                                         
                                                                                
     With respect to mercury, see response to comment D2722.016 for a discussion
     on the specific objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and  
     see section III.E of the SID for a discussion on conformance with the Great
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                             
                                                                                
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX.  Also see responses to comments D2675.006, D2584.004, and   
     F4030.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even the designation of a chemical as a BCC shows the overreaching nature  
     of the proposed Guidance.  The Agreement calls for the virtual elimination 
     of Persistent Toxic Substances (PTS) which are defined as any substance    
     with a half life in water greater than eight weeks.  Recognizing that such 
     a definition would take out of the system many important nutrients and all 
     elements, the GLI recrafted the term so that it inappropriately relies on  
     neither toxicity nor persistence but solely on bioaccumulation potential.  
     (Section 6) Further, because of the way human health and wildlife criteria 
     are calculated, the bioaccumulation potential is already addressed.  Thus  
     the Guidance would start with the PTS error and change it into the BCC     
     error.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.048     
     
     See response to D2587.062.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2791.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance would also change the effort of the Agreeent from protecting  
     wildlife populations to protecting individual animals by using a variation 
     of the human health criteria methodology to calculate widlife criteria     
     (Section 7).  This is not appropriate in the wild where individual animals 
     are at high risk due to pollutant exposure, as well as many other factors  
     (e.g., predators, disease, etc.) even though populations are relatively    
     stable.  It is clearly not cost-effective to promote greater protection    
     than nature provides.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.049     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Guidance incorporates requirements extending well beyond the           
     Agreement's short-term objectives.  The Guidance therefore does not conform
     with the Agreement as required under CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A). By failing  
     to abide by the requirements of Section 118, U.S. EPA has unlawfully       
     exceeded its statutory authority in promulgating the Guidance provisions.  
     Clearly, the Guidance fails to follow the long-term objective and          
     short-term program framework of the Agreement.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.050     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that the Guidance completely ignores RAPs and     
     LaMPs.  For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, such as RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID  
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To explain further, the Agreement contains a part devoted to identification
     of pollutants and corresponding minimum levels (Annex 1); a part devoted to
     the creation and implementation of RAPs and LaMPs (Annex 2); a part devoted
     to the control of phosphorus (Annex 3); and so forth.  Each separate part  
     concentrates on a solution to a distinct problem to reach the Agreement's  
     general and specific objectives.  Inconsistent with the Agreement's        
     framework explained above, the Guidance fails to focus on the Agreement's  
     various parts, but instead establishes a single dominant program aimed at  
     attaining a majority of the Agreement's long-term objectives using only one
     of the Agreement's programs.  By attempting to implement every aspect of   
     the Agreement through the point source Guidance, U.S. EPA completely       
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     ignores the Agreement's framework, defeating the purpose and intended      
     outcome of the Agreement.  Therefore, the Guidance unlawfully fails to     
     conform to the Agreement, in contravention of CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A).    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.051     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that the Guidance completely ignores RAPs and     
     LaMPs.  For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, such as RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID  
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congress' intent to limit the scope of the Guidance is readily apparent    
     given the statutory deadline for promulgating the proposed Guidance by June
     30, 1991, seven months after adoption of Section 118.  The significance of 
     the June 30, 1991 deadline is that it only allowed U.S. EPA enough time to 
     promulgate rules within the limited scope of Section 118 contemplated by   
     Congress.  In other words, if Congress had intended for U.S. EPA to        
     promulgate a guidance which would, to a large extent, completely overhaul  
     the statutory provision of the CWA as the Guidance attempts to do, such    
     intent would have been apparent from a deadline set for several years      
     beyond June 1991.  Instead, U.S. EPA finally published the Guidance nearly 
     two years after the statutory deadline, allowing U.S. EPA to add regulatory
     programs to the Guidance extending well beyond the framework of the        
     Agreement.  The resulting non-conformity of the Guidance with Agreement    
     therefore is not surprising, but nonetheless contrary to Congressional     
     intent.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.052     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
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     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Act only allowed seven months for promulgating the proposed Guidance.  
     It is important to note that prior to the adoption of Section 118, the     
     Great Lakes Initiative ("GLI") was also pursuing a similar effort which had
     been progressing slowly for 17 months.  Thus, Congress, which was          
     intimately aware of the slow development of the GLI, surely could not have 
     intended promulgation of a guidance with the all-encompassing breadth and  
     magnitude of the Guidance.  It is clear that Section 118 was only intended 
     to initiate a small first step towards greater consistency in the Great    
     Lakes Region.  Furthermore, the CWA provided only one year for review of   
     comments, redrafting and promulgation of the final rule.  This time period 
     is far less than the 18 months to two years that U.S. EPA generally needs  
     to promulgate a major rulemaking such as the Guidance.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.053     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As further evidence that a more limited guidance, both in scope and        
     complexity, was contemplated by the CWA, Congress was well aware of the    
     status and deadlines provided for the RAP process, the LaMP for Lake       
     Michigan and the requirement for the other LaMPs at the time it adopted    
     Section 118.  Specifically, the Agreement requires that the states submit  
     both the RAPs and LaMPs to the Commission for review and comment at        
     identified stages. It also requires that the states submit reports         
     concerning their progress in developing and implementing these programs by 
     December 31, 1988 and biennially thereafter. In maintaining this approach  
     to phased implementation of the objectives of the Agreement, Congress in   
     Section 118 requires that (1) RAPs be submitted in phases with the final   
     adoption into the state's water quality program by January 1, 1993; (2) the
     Lake Michigan LaMP be submitted in phases with final adoption by January 1,
     1994; and (3) the Guidance be finalized by June 30, 1992 with the states   
     adopting rules consistent with the Guidance no later than two years after  
     its adoption.                                                              
                                                                                
     Given Congress' awareness of these deadlines, Section 118 aimed for        
     promulgation of a guidance leading to greater consistency among the states,
     with more intrusive regulatory controls to be included only after          
     completion of the planning processes for the RAPs and the LaMPs.  Such     
     phased regulation also was contemplated by the Agreement as is evidenced by
     the history of the Agreement.  Until 1987, the Agreement provided for      
     limited uses zones -- areas of lower water quality near municipal and      
     industrial tributary point source discharges.  As technology permitted, the
     limited use zones were to be decreased in size.  In 1987, the protocol to  
     the Agreement substituted point source impact zones and the RAPs and LaMPs,
     as means for reducing them, for the limited use zones.  Significantly, the 
     addition of the RAPs and the LaMPs did not substitute an instantaneous     
     full-remediation program, but rather added a phased planning and action    
     process tending towards eventual achievement of the objectives of the      
     Agreement.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.054     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that the Guidance completely ignores RAPs and     
     LaMPs.  For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, such as RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID  
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another inconsistency between the Guidance and Section 118 is found in the 
     Guidance's sole focus on point source controls.  For example, pending      
     virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances, the Agreement directs  
     efforts to reduce point source impact zones, requiring that the point      
     source impact zones are not to be acutely toxic to aquatic life.  Given the
     requirement of Article 5 of the Agreement that the water quality standards 
     are to be consistent with achievement of Agreement objectives, point source
     impact zones which are not acutely toxic to aquatic life are consistent    
     with eventual goal attainment.  It seems clear than an effort to reduce    
     point source impact zones is consistent with the continuing existence of   
     mixing zones.  Eliminating mixing zones for BCCs is not consistent with the
     Agreement's recognition of the point source impact zones and with the      
     requirements of cost-effectiveness discussed below.  Therefore, the        
     Guidance's sole focus on point source controls is not consistent with the  
     Agreement's evident multi-source approach to goal attainment.              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.055     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses only on point source controls 
     of pollution.  EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and     
     nonpoint sources of pollution as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.  For 
     further discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes     
     program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, 
     see Section I.D of the SID.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA believes the final Guidance includes provisions that establish         
     equitable strategies to control pollution from all sources, point and      
     nonpoint.  For a general discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C  
     and II.C of the SID.  EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic        
     Reduction Effort to achieve further reductions in the use and release of   
     toxic substances to the Great Lakes basin, with an emphasis on nonpoint    
     sources and wet weather point sources of pollution.  For a discussion of   
     how the Guidance complements this and other ongoing Great Lakes program    
     efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and         
     D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Article 4 of the Agreement was amended in 1987 to state in part:           
                                                                                
     pending virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances in the Great    
     Lakes system, the parties, in cooperation with state and provincial        
     governments and the commission, shall identify and work toward the         
     elimination of:                                                            
                                                                                
     (i)  areas of concern pursuant to Annex 2;                                 
                                                                                
     (ii) critical pollutants pursuant to Annex 2; and                          
                                                                                
     (iii) point source impact zones pursuant to Annex 2.                       
                                                                                
     The express language of Article 4 of the Agreement makes it clear that each
     of these elements is equally important in attaining the objectives of the  
     Agreement, and that no single element should take precedence over the      
     others.  Article 4 recognizes that it is essential to fully prepare and    
     plan the necessary actions before rushing to take such action, if for no   
     other purpose than to prevent waste of valuable resources.  (See           
     cost-effectiveness discussion below.)                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.056     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance.  EPA believes that the Guidance is
     based on sound science and satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean  
     Water Act, Great Lakes Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Agreement for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the
     SID and supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying          
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science to protect aquatic life, human health and 
     wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID. For further discussion on how the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, Annex 12 titled "Persistent Toxic Substances" provides another
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     example of the unlawfully extended scope of the Guidance.  Annex 12 states 
     that the parties "shall develop and adopt the following programs and       
     measures for the elimination of discharges and persistent toxic substances:
                                                                                
     ... (b) establishment of close coordination between air, water, and solid  
     waste programs in order to asssess the total input of toxic substances to  
     the Great Lakes system and to define comprehensive, integrated controls    
     ....                                                                       
                                                                                
     The point source control program of the magnitude proposed by the Guidance 
     greatly exceeds any program which can be speculated as intended by the     
     above language and ignores the rest of the programs.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.057     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance.  EPA believes that the Guidance is
     based on sound science and satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean  
     Water Act, Great Lakes Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Agreement for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the
     SID and supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying          
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science to protect aquatic life, human health and 
     wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID. Also, for a discussion on how the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, such as RAPs and 
     LaMPs as required by Article VI, Annex 2 of the Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Agreement, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the Great Lakes Governors, in their Toxic Substances Control      
     Agreement ("Governors' Agreement"), also did not foresee the immediate     
     imposition of the ultimate program.  The Governors envisioned an integrated
     program consisting of research and other projects designed to increase     
     consistency among the Great Lakes states' water quality programs.          
     Therefore, the Guidance, which mandates a total water quality program      
     containing the most stringent features of each of the various states'      
     programs plus new and untried programs extending far beyond the existing   
     scientific basis, is indisputably inconsistent with the Governor's         
     Agreement, as well as Section 118 of the CWA.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.058     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Great Lakes Governors did not foresee the      
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     development of an effort such as the GLI when they concluded the Great     
     Lakes Toxic Substances Control Agreement (Governors' Agreement) in 1986.   
     For a discussion of the Governors' Agreement and the history of the Great  
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance, see Section I.C.1 of the SID.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2791.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A clear example of the significant contributions to the Great Lakes        
     pollution problems from non-point sources is readily apparent from recent  
     research associated with the Lake Michigan LaMP and other studies.  Section
     1 provides detailed examples of the small contribution of point source     
     discharges of PCBs and mercury to the Great Lakes system.  Inexplicably    
     however, the Guidance focuses solely on point sources, ignoring other      
     sources entirely.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.059     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F3040.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.061
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By failing to address any solution for non-point source contamination, the 
     Guidance directly contradicts the focus and mandates of the Agreement, once
     again violating the consistency requirement of CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A).   
     Thus, U.S. EPA exceeded its rule-making authority in violation of the law  
     by proposing a guidance inconsistent with the Agreement.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.061     
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     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses only on point source controls 
     of pollution.  EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and     
     nonpoint sources of pollution as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.  For 
     further discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes     
     program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, 
     see Section I.D of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One final inconsistency is apparent from the substances that Guidance would
     regulate.  Annexes 1 and 3 of the Agreement list specific pollutants which 
     require regulation and control.  Although the Agreement provides that the  
     list of regulated pollutants may be amended, the drafters have never       
     amended this list.  Thus, the Agreement was, and still is, aimed at control
     and regulation of those listed pollutants, and only those limited          
     pollutants at this time.  The Guidance, on the other hand, addreses many   
     substances not regulated in the Agreement.  Rather than conforming to the  
     Agreement's list as intended by CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A), the Guidance     
     improperly uses the Agreement's list pollutants as a mere starting point.  
     Thus, in promulgating the Guidance, U.S. EPA went far beyond the regulatory
     authority provided by CWA Section 118 and the Agreement.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.062     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance.  EPA believes that the Guidance is
     based on sound science and satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean  
     Water Act, Great Lakes Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Agreement for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the
     SID and supporting documents.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2791.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed regulatory program will cost industry up to $2.3 billion per  
     year and, (DRI/McGraw Hill 1993), yet the major sources of Great Lakes     
     pollution are non-industrial, non-point sources!  As such, the Guidance    
     plainly is not cost-effective.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.063     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2791.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance furthermore completely fails to realistically assess          
     compliance costs and to compare such costs to any resulting real benefits. 
     For instance, the control of mercury (a BCC) could require over $100       
     million in capital costs per large industrial plant because of the         
     unavailability of necessary intake credits.  Yet additional point source   
     requirements cannot fully control mercury, because even rainwater exceeds  
     the wildlife criterion (See Section 1).  As discussed below, such failure  
     to properly analyze the Guidance's cost-benefit relationship directly      
     contradicts the CWAs underlying philosophy and the dictates of Executive   
     Order 12291.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.064     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2791.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Throughout the CWA, Congress specifically focuses upon the relevance and   
     importance of cost considerations in achieving the Act's goals.  For       
     example, the CWA allows modification of technology-based or water          
     quality-based, effluent limits, where the costs of achieving such          
     limitations exceed any benefits.  See 33 U.S.C. Section 1311(m) and        
     1312(b)(2). The CWA also requires U.S. EPA to consider the costs associated
     with meeting the effluent limitations when promulgating regulations        
     providing guidance for such limitations.  See 33 U.S.C. { 1314.            
     Additionally, CWA Sections 1315 and 1375 require U.S. EPA and the states to
     submit reports which analyze the costs and benefits of implementing the    
     Act's requirements; CWA Section 1316(b) requires consideration of costs for
     standards of performance for new sources; and CWA Section 1329 requires    
     collection of cost/benefit information as concerns non-point source        
     programs. Moreover, Congress also expressed its concern for the            
     cost/benefit relationship in its requirements for the Great Lakes programs.
     See { 33 U.S.C. { 1324(d).                                                 
                                                                                
     According to the legislative history of CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A), Congress 
     intended the numerical effluent limitations in the guidance to function    
     like the effluent limitation programs currently in operation.  Those       
     programs' cost/benefit analysis requirements therefore should be extended  
     to the guidance requirements.  However, U.S. EPA unlawfully has failed to  
     compare realistic cost/benefits in the Guidance.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.065     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2791.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, Executive Order 12291 expressly requires U.S. EPA to weigh the   
     benefits against the costs of any major rule.  46 Fed. Reg. 13193.         
     Excecutive Order 12291 further mandates that:                              
                                                                                
     [i]n promulgating new regulations . . . and developing legislative         
     proposals concerning regulations, all agencies, to the extent permitted by 
     law, shall adhere to the following requirements:                           
                                                                                
     ...                                                                        
                                                                                
     (b)Regulatory action shall not be undertaken unless the potential benefits 
     to society for the regulation outweigh the potential costs to society;     
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     (c)Regulatory objectives shall be chosen to maximize the net benefits to   
     society;                                                                   
                                                                                
     (d) ...the alternative involving the least net cost to society shall be    
     chosen; and                                                                
                                                                                
     (e)Agencies shall set regulatory priorities with the aim of maximizing the 
     aggregate net benefits to society, taking into account the condition of the
     particular industries affected by regulations, the condition of the        
     national economy, and other regulatory action contemplated for the future. 
                                                                                
     Id.  The courts also have found Executive Order 12291 to "bear on [the     
     agencies'] authority to promulgate [rules] whose benefits fail to outweigh 
     its costs."  International Union, UAW v. Occupational Safety and Health    
     Administration, 938 F.2d 1310, 1321 (D.C. Cir. 1991).  See also American   
     Pilots' Association v. Gracey, 631 F. Supp. 827, 831 (D.D.C. 1986) ("...the
     agency is required by Executive Order 12291 to consider precisely the type 
     of cost/benefit analysis the Final Rule was intended to address.  Executive
     Order 12291 directs all federal agencies to minimize regulatory costs to   
     society and to consider in their cost/benefit calculus the effect of the   
     regulation on the industry involved.").                                    
                                                                                
     Furthermore, Article II provides the purpose of the Agreement -- to restore
     and maintain the integrity of the waters.  It then states the policy in    
     three numbered subparagraphs.  Two of the three address financial          
     assistance to POTWs and coordinated planning and best management practices 
     to control all sourcess of pollution.  By its nature "best management"     
     implies cost considerations.  This policy along with the concern expressed 
     throughout the Agreement for planning and phasing makes clear that         
     cost-effectiveness of the program is essential.                            
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA meagerly attempts to provide some cost/benefit analysis in the    
     Guidance's Preamble.  However, U.S. EPA's analysis is incomplete,          
     oversimplified and inaccurate, as the following examples demonstrate:      
                                                                                
     -  The cost of the Antidegradation Policy as not estimated, only the cost  
     of completing the demonstration process;                                   
                                                                                
     -  Costs due to background concentration above criterion were not          
     sufficiently evaluated; and                                                
                                                                                
     -  Costs associated with the remaining three-fourths of the potential      
     criteria and values (presently not prepared or calculated) have not been   
     evaluated.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.066     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2098.038, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2791.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 118 of the CWA requires a Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.      
     Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans.  The full complement  
     of these programs will satisfy the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.    
     However, the Guidance, as proposed, is an effort that unlawfully extends   
     beyond the scope of the Agreement's terms and intent, and accordingly does 
     not satisfy CWA Section 118(c)(2)(A). U.S. EPA therefore should revise the 
     Guidance to reflect the planning accomplished in the RAPs and LaMPs,       
     staying within the original intent of the Agreement.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.067     
     
     EPA does not agree that it exceeded its authority in promulgating many of  
     the provisions of the proposed Guidance , rendering those provisions       
     unlawful.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and    
     satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the      
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see  
     Section I.C of the SID.  For a discussion on how the Guidance complements  
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, such as RAPs and LaMPs, see Section   
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in Section 132.4(d), the aquatic life, human                   
     health-nondrinking, and wildlife criteria and values would apply to "all   
     waters of the Great Lakes System," defined as "all the streams, rivers,    
     lakes and other bodies of water within the drainage basin of the Great     
     Lakes."  The human health-drinking criteria would apply to the "Open       
     Waters" of the Great Lakes (including those enclosed by breakwaters) and   
     all connecting channels, regardless of the proximity to a point of public  
     water supply withdrawal.  This basin-wide approach is technically unsound  
     and contradicts existing U.S. EPA guidance and state regulations.          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.068     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C of the    
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     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  The proposed policy of elimination of ecologically appropriate use     
     designations fails to recognize the vast ecological diversity of the Great 
     Ecosystem.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.069     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reason stated in Sections I.C 
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes region is not a homogeneous system but an interconnected   
     series of ecologically distinct subregions.  It is therefore inappropriate 
     to apply uniform basin-wide criteria and a single use designation across   
     such a wide variety of aquatic, terrestrial, and human habitats.  For      
     example, a river basin may have its origin as an intermittent flow stream  
     with a combination of riffle and pool habitats supporting native trout, and
     downstream become a channelized ditch through an open agricultural area.   
     It could then join other tributaries forming a medium-sized river, passing 
     through a series of small cities.  Typically, it would then flow through a 
     heavily-urbanized area and a dredged and heavily-trafficked harbor and     
     enter the open waters of one of the Great Lakes.  It is clearly            
     inappropriate to apply a single set of water quality standards to all these
     waters, especially where natural or irreversible man-induced habitat       
     restrictions make such standards unattainable.                             
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     Response to: D2791.070     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Section I.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2791.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: "section 12" begins on pg. 80 of 2791.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the discussion given to variances and use designations in the      
     Preamble, it is unlikely that such relief would be available to the vast   
     majority of dischargers (See Section 12).                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.071     
     
     The variance procedure in the final Guidance is designed to provide relief 
     where appropriate.                                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific basis to the apparent assumption that the entire    
     Basin must carry a single standard to protect a few small, particularly    
     sensitive areas.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.072     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reason stated in Sections I.C 
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of uniform basin-wide criteria contradicts the ecoregion approach  
     developed by U.S. EPA and various State agencies.  A leading U.S. EPA      
     authority (Omerink 1987) summarized:                                       
                                                                                
     Ecoregions identify areas of relatively homogeneous ecological systems.    
     They are based on patterns of land use, land-surface form, potential       
     natural vegetation, and soils.  Maps of ecoregions have been produced to   
     provide resource managers with a logical regional strategy for locating    
     representative reference sites, for designing sampling schemes, for        
     analyzing and evaluating data, and for assessing regional patterns of      
     attainable terrestrial and aquatic ecosystem quality.                      
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's ecoregion maps identify 18 distinct ecoregions within the Great 
     Lakes States and at least 7 in the Great Lakes Basin.  These range from    
     North Central Hardwood Forests to Eastern Corn Belt Plains.                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.073     
     
     EPA believes that the establishment of minimum criteria and methodologies  
     for the Great Lakes System is a reasonable and scientifically valid        
     mechanism for fulfilling EPA's obligations under section 118(c) of the     
     Clean Water Act.  EPA agrees, however, that sufficient flexibility should  
     be included in the Guidance to enable site-specific modifications where    
     appropriate to address site-specific conditions and new data or            
     information.  See responses to comment numbers D2579.031 and P2624.003.    
     See also Sections I.C.4, II.C.1, II.C.4, III, V, VI and VIII.A of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Several of the Great Lakes States have developed various appropriate       
     designated uses based on their knowledge of the waters and biota within    
     their states.  This development required years of effort and major         
     expenditures.  For example, Ohio has six aquatic life designations         
     (warmwater, exceptional warmwater, modified warmwater, seasonal salmonid,  
     coldwater, and limited resource water).  In addition, the warmwater habitat
     and exceptional warmwater habitat uses have different numeric chemical and 
     biological criteria for Ohio's 5 different ecoregions.  Minnesota similarly
     has separate criteria supporting the propagation and maintenance of cold   
     water sport or commercial fish, cool or warm water sport or commercial     
     fish, and "rough fish."  Most States also include several recreational and 
     human health-based designations.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.074     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another problem with basin-wide criteria is that they protect the most     
     sensitive species found anywhere in the basin.  Yet, the most sensitivie   
     species are found only in limited areas.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.075     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2791.076
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The procedures for calculating aquatic life criteria and values (Appendix  
     A) adjust the Final Acute Value (FAV) to protect a commercially or         
     recreationally important species, even where that species would never be   
     found because of habitat considerations.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.076     
     
     See Section III.B. of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the application of human health-drinking criteria to all Open   
     Waters and connecting waters is technically inappropriate.  Criteria for   
     drinking water protection should be met where water is withdrawn, as most  
     states require, not many miles away, in areas within breakwaters or in     
     heavily-developed connecting waters.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.077     
     
     For a complete discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2791.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The procedures for site-specific criteria modifications provide little 
     or no relief from inappropriate basin-wide criteria.                       
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     Response to: D2791.078     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2791.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discharger may develope data for site-specific criteria modification   
     (Implementation Procedure 1).  However, appropriate and                    
     scientifically-based criteria are the responsibility of the States and U.S.
     EPA, not the discharger.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.079     
     
     See response to comment D2917.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2791.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each time the discharger seeks a site-specific criterion, it will unfairly 
     appear to be working against the government and the environment.           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.080     
     
     See response to comment D2917.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2791.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The state procedures for approving site-specific modifications procedures  
     are discretionary and unknown, unjustifiably adding additional uncertainty 
     to long-term business decision-making.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.081     
     
     See response to comment D2917.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2791.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 1 requires that "any site-specific modifications  
     that result in less stringent [aquatic] criteria must be based on sound    
     scientific rationale" (emphasis added).  Ironically, there is no such      
     requirement for modifications that result in more stringent criteria.      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.082     
     
     There are two components to setting water quality criteria. There is a     
     science-based component which ensures through scientific means that aquatic
     organisms are protected and there is also a risk management component in   
     which a State or Tribe makes a decision as to the certainty of protection. 
     Because science is evolving and is sometimes not precise, a State may wish 
     to make a risk management decision to lower a criterion to ensure          
     protection of aquatic organisms when the science may not be precise.  In   
     addition, Section 510 of the Clean Water Act specifically reserves to      
     States the authority to enact more stringent requirements than necessary to
     implement Clean Water Act requirements.  Consequently, EPA is not          
     authorized under the Clean Water Act to prohibit States from adopting more 
     stringent criteria/values for the Great Lakes System.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2791.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 1 allows site-specific criteria for protecting wildlife and human
     health to become only more restrictive, not less retrictive.  This policy  
     is inappropriate and will not adequately reflect site-specific conditions. 
     In general, the criteria are based on unrealistic, worst-case assumptions  
     and were intended to protect continuously-exposed organisms.  For example, 
     the wildlife criteria protect sensitive wildlife, and assume continuous    
     contaminant exposure at a constant daily dose rate.  In contrast, eagles   
     and ospreys, for example, do not inhabit every portion of the Great Lakes, 
     nor do they live in the Great Lakes area year round.  Actual environmental 
     exposure is influenced by migration routes, feeding habits and season.     
     Osprey winter in the southern United States, Mexico and South America and  
     summer in the northern United States and Canada.  Although they primarily  
     eat fish, osprey also eat other birds, small rodents and reptiles when fish
     are not readily available (Terres 1982). In this case, a site-specific     
     criterion should reflect the percent of fish consumed within the study     
     area, and the percent of time at the site each year.  Where birds only     
     consume a fraction of their food or spend a fraction of their time at the  
     study site, the site-specific criterion could be adjusted upward.          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.083     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.044 and D2719.073 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2791.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concern over chemicals being transported downstream to other habitats  
     in which more sensitive species might reside should not be addressed by an 
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     arbitrary prohibition on site-specific increases in criteria.  This concern
     is adequately addressed by the proper use of the procedures for calculating
     total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) where environmental fate and degradation 
     are considered.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.084     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2791.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) are also highly site-specific, because they 
     are based on the species which are actually present.  Using a high BAF     
     value based on a species located many hundred of miles away will lead to   
     unncessarily stringent human health and wildlife criteria.  Site-specific  
     BAFs should be allowed to be less stringent than the basin-wide values to  
     prevent this unnecessary overprotection.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.085     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  States should retain more flexibility in applying implementation       
     procedures to reflect local conditions, concerns, and policies.            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.086     
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     For a complete discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Implementation Procedures should also not be applied basin-wide.  As   
     with the policy on use designations, U.S. EPA's TSD (1991) supports        
     flexibility:                                                               
                                                                                
     States may, at their discretion, adopt certain policies in their standards 
     affecting the application and implementation of standards.  For example,   
     policies concerning mixing zones, variances, low flow exemptions, and      
     schedules of compliances for water quality-based permit limits may be      
     adopted. (p.69)                                                            
                                                                                
     The fedeal water quality standards regulations (40 CFR 131.13) contain     
     similar language.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.087     
     
     For a complete discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pursuant to U.S. EPA's express grant of authority, several Great Lakes     
     States have incorporated "Zones of Initial Dilution" or "Areas of Initial  
     Mixing" into their water quality standards.  The proposed Implementation   
     Procedures would prohibit using discharge-induced mixing and would         
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     supersede the carefully considered State programs.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.088     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA acknowledges that several States in  
     the Great Lakes System authorize mixing zone as part of their water quality
     standards. Mixing zones for non-BCCs may continue to be granted under the  
     final Guidance, subject to certain restrictions explained in the SID at    
     VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6.  Moreover, the final Guidance also acknowledges that
     site-specific considerations may be relevant and therefore affords the     
     States and Tribes flexibility to consider site-specific factors in the form
     of a mixing zone demonstration. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5, 
     VIII.C.6. and VIII.C.9. Finally, the final Guidance would not prohibit     
     discharge-induced mixing for non-BCCs.  Indeed, for discharges to open     
     waters, the final Guidance retains the provision in proposed Option B that 
     authorizes a mixing zone up to the area of discharge-induced mixing.  See  
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.a.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2791.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  The great potential for state-wide application of the proposed Guidance
     exacerbates the problems with the uniform basin-wide approach.             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.089     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2791.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Several State agencies, forced by administrative necessity, have expressed 
     their intent to apply the GLI's uniform standards and implementation       
     procedures statewide.  This would exacerbate the problems discussed above. 
     Not only are uniform standards inappropriate for basin-wide application,   
     but they are even less appropriate for other drainage basins such as the   
     Mississippi river basin.  The most sensitive species which serves as the   
     basis for a particular criterion may not reside elsewhere in the State.    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.090     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2791.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many states are currently facing fiscal crises which threaten their        
     environmental programs.  Indiana, for example, has already stated its      
     intent to return its NPDES authority to U.S. EPA Region V.  The shortage of
     funds and personnel will almost certainly force statewide adoption of a    
     single set of standards and implementation procedures.  This is directly   
     contrary to the science-based ecoregional approach developed by U.S. EPA   
     and implemented in some States.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.091     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2791.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform basin-wide criteria and procedures are inappropriate and           
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     scientifically indefensible due to significant differences among the Great 
     Lakes and between the Great Lakes and their tributaries.  The Guidance     
     should reflect ecosystem diversity and state flexibility in developing     
     water quality criteria and implementation procedures.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.092     
     
     For a complete discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2791.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, site-specific reductions in BAFs and increases in human health and
     wildlife criteria to reflect local conditions should be expressly permited.
     
     
     Response to: D2791.093     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife values are used when       
     scientifically defensible Tier 1 criteria can not be calculated because    
     data are inadequate.  However, technical and policy flows inherent in the  
     Tier 2 values makes them totally unsuitable for use in NPDES permitting.   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.094     
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     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  The Tier 2 approach circumvents the process of defensible criteria     
     development and results in scientifically unsound criteria which are highly
     variable, overly conservative, and not representative of properly          
     determined Tier 1 criteria.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.095     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 1 aquatic life and human health criteria and procedures have been 
     developed over many years and have undergone extensive peer review.  The   
     procedures are nearly identical to those used for national criteria and for
     criteria in most states.  U.S. EPA recently began a thorough scientific    
     review of these procedures and will incorporate technical developments     
     which have occurred since original publication of the National Guidelines  
     (Stephan, et.al 1985).  Work Groups will determine whether various         
     assumptions and safety factors and the resulting level of conservatism are 
     appropriate.  It should be emphasized that the proposed Tier 1 procedures  
     are themselves very conservative.  Therefore, it is appropriate that they  
     contain rigorous quality and quantity requirements for data used.          
                                                                                
     By their very definition, Tier 2 value calculation procedures ignore these 
     data requirements and allow fewer species, shorter-term tests, and data of 
     questionable quality.  At the same time, these procedures incorporate      
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     additional safety factors which are intentionally very conservative.  These
     two factors cause questionable accuracy and deliberate stringency.         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.096     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The Tier 2 process inappropriately places the burden of criteria       
     development on individual dischargers.                                     
                                                                                
     For many years, the task of establishing ambient water quality criteria has
     appropriately been assigned to U.S. EPA.  In turn, the Clean Water Act     
     requires that the states establish water quality standards.  The waters of 
     the U.S. belong to all of its citizens, and it is the task of the          
     government to establish the criteria necessary to protect all appropriate  
     uses.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The Tier 2 process effectively relieves the U.S. EPA and the states of this
     responsibility by giving it to point source dischargers which hold NPDES   
     permits.  This seriously flawed process is outlined in Implementation      
     Procedure 5(D).                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.097     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     where Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values have not yet been developed, a state
     may estimate ambient screening values using any "available, relevant       
     information."  Based on these screening values, or "Tier 3" criteria, the  
     state determines whether Tier 2 values are necessary.  The state may even  
     establish NPDES permit limits using these screening values.  There is      
     absolutely no technical or regulatory basis to using such vaguely-defined  
     numbers in such a rigorous manner.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.098     
     
     See response to comment D2709.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.099
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the state may conclude that an individual discharger has the "reasonable   
     potential" to discharge a chemical at a concentration which would cause or 
     contribute to an instream exceedance of the screening value.  Even if this 
     is only likely under extreme conditions, (See Section 10) the state may    
     require that discharger to develop Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and  
     wildlife values, regardless of the likelihood of impact to each of those   
     populations.  For example, if limited data are available to show behavioral
     effects on minnows, partial life-cycle tests on mammals would be required. 
     Most individual companies do not have the toxicology laboratories to       
     conduct such tests and the costs for a contract lab would be in the        
     hundreds of thousands of dollars for the complete set of required tests for
     each chemical.  Generating such data causes enormous misplaced costs.      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.099     
     
     Please see response to comment D2709.017.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No consideration is given to whether that discharger is the sole source of 
     that chemical.  In fact, there are ubiquitous chemicals, many              
     naturally-occurring, for which neither Tier 1 criteria nor Tier 2 values   
     have been calculated.  Urban and agricultural runoff, precipitation, and   
     other non-point sources contain many such substances.  To require placing  
     the development burden on the first applicant for permit renewal is totally
     irresponsible.  Even giving a discharger the "opportunity" to "upgrade" a  
     Tier 2 value by collecting additional data is an undue burden, because the 
     discharger is forced to correct an unjustifiable value.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.100     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 aquatic life procedures are based on a draft report (Host et al.
     1990) describing a screening process to determine the need (i.e., whether  
     the anticipated environmental risk is sufficiently significant) to develop 
     a water quality criterion for a particular parameter.  One author from U.S.
     EPA discussed these procedures at a Technical Work Group Meeting in 1991.  
     He reported that the methods were intentionally conservative and biased,   
     and that they were only intended to calculate advisory levels, not         
     enforceable permit limits.  He was particularly concerned that U.S. EPA's  
     antibacksliding policy would preclude the upward adjustment of Tier 2-based
     permit limits even when additional data became available.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.101     
     
     EPA acknowledges that there is conservatism built into the adjustment      
     factors based on the Host et al. (1990) report. Extrapolation from one, two
     or three minimum data requirements to a value equivalent or more           
     conservative than a Tier I FAV 95 percent of the time will undoubtably     
     produce conservative values. EPA believes that the resultant values are    
     acceptable for deriving enforceable permit limits.  EPA believes that this 
     is the best method for consistently translating State narrative water      
     quality standards.  With regard to the antibacksliding policy and          
     adjustment of Tier 2-based permit limits,  see Section II.C.3. of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

Page 2775



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Implementation Procedure 9 states that "the limit revised based on   
     additional studies is not affected by the anti-backsliding provisions of   
     section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act," there is no guarantee that such an 
     interpretation will hold or that future revisions to the anti-backsliding  
     policy might not preclude increases in permit limits.  However, even if the
     anti-backsliding policy problem were addressed, Tier 2 criteria would      
     remain inappropriate bases for enforceable permit limits and should only be
     used as advisory levels which indicate that future research is needed.     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.102     
     
     See responses to: P2656.091 and P2656.092                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed procedure for calculating Tier 2 aquatic life values contain  
     specific technical problems.  First, calculating values using as little as 
     one acute toxicity data point is unjustifiable.  The Science Advisory Board
     reports that, "The Subcommittee is concerned that the minimal data base of 
     one species acute test is inadequate" (December 1992).  The cost of        
     generating data for two additional species (e.g., fathead minnow and       
     rainbow trout) is relatively small (less than $2,500), and increasing the  
     minimum data requirements to three species reduces the maximum secondary   
     acute factor from 20 to 8.6 or even lower.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.103     
     
     EPA believes that the Tier II minimum data requirements are sufficient     
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     given the purpose of the Tier II methodology.  As described in the proposal
     (58FR20835), the Initiative Committees sought to ensure consistency among  
     States in the Great Lakes System as to how limited toxicity data are used  
     to interpret narrative standards.  The aquatic life Tier II methodology    
     fulfills this goal.  Section 303(c)(2)(B) of the CWA specifies that States 
     shall adopt criteria for all toxic pollutants for which presence in the    
     affected waters could reasonably be expected to interfere with designated  
     uses adopted by the State.  The minimum data required for the Tier II      
     methodology promotes consistency in how this requirement is implemented.   
     The Tier II method provides a standardized process for utilizing available 
     data to derive values for purposes of interpreting narrative standards,    
     thereby achieving greater consistency among the States in this activity.  A
     discharger has the option of testing more species and reducing the         
     adjustment factor if it believes that the Tier II values are unnecessarily 
     stringent.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board noted that using the 80th percentile protection 
     level is arbitrary and is also more conservative than necessary.  A more   
     appropriate choice would be the 50th percentile.  If daphnid data is       
     required and the three-species requirement discussed above is used, the    
     resulting maximum secondary acute factor would be 2.6 (Host et al. 1990).  
     Thus, the cumulative effect of these two changes would be a Tier 2 value   
     which could be up to 7.7 times (20/2.6) higher than that calculated under  
     the current proposal and would still be environmentally protective.        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.104     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199 and D2791.103.  EPA does not agree that  
     an adjustment factor based on the median would be protective.  The Tier II 
     value could too often be lower than the corresponding Tier I value.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board also described how the procedure is insensitive 
     to matrix effects such as the relationship between hardness and metal      
     toxicity.  A single test in soft water would yield a much lower Tier 2     
     value than a similar test in hard water.  This uncertainty supports using  
     Tier 2 values only as advisory levels.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.105     
     
     See response to comment D2917.088.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Methodologies for Deriving Aquatic Life Criteria and Values   
     contain absolutely no requirements for the quality of data used to         
     calculate Tier 2 Values.  Certainly, the quality of each data point used to
     compute a Tier 2 value should be no less than the quality required for Tier
     2 data.  To accomplish this, the GLI methodology should indicate that the  
     requirements outlined in Tier 1 - Procedure I (A) (Material of Concern) and
     Procedure II (Collection of Data) are also required for Tier 2 data.       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.106     
     
     See response to comment D2722.063.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.107
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Another scientific concern is the advisability of generating dozens of Tier
     2 values (and permit limits for those compounds) instead of relying upon   
     the whole effluent toxicity testing program which is part of the GLI       
     program.  As correctly noted in U.S. EPA's 1985a) TSD:                     
                                                                                
     - an advantage of the whole effluent toxicity approach is that "the        
     aggregate toxicity of all constituents in a complex effluent is measured,  
     and toxic effect can be limited by one parameter" (p. 2), and              
                                                                                
     - principal disadvantages of chemical-by-chemical evaluations are that they
     do not address the interaction or bioavailability of the chemicals in an   
     effluent                                                                   
                                                                                
     The Tier 2 value process, therefore, ignores the significance of whole     
     effluent toxicity testing, and has the potential to stretch the            
     chemical-specific approach beyond its limits of relevance.  If properly    
     implemented Tier 1 chemical criteria and a whole effluent toxicity testing 
     program repeatedly show no acute or chronic instream toxicity, there will  
     be no environmental benefit of redesigning a facility to comply with dozens
     of questionable Tier 2 values.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.107     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier 2 value procedures do not provide scientifically sound   
     ambient water quality criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.108     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA and the states, not point source dischargers, should generate     
     accurate and defensible criteria protecting legitimate uses.               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.109     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If at all, Tier 2 values should only be used as advisory levels indicating 
     future research needs, not as the basis for enforceable permit limits,     
     particularly given concerns regarding anti-backsliding.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.110     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if limited to such an advisory role, the Tier 2 aquatic life value    
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     procedures are unnecessarily conservative and should be modified to reflect
     a more reasonable level of protection as well as data quality requirements.
     In many cases, the need for Tier 2 values will be obviated by the use of   
     whole effluent toxicity testing.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.111     
     
     See responses to comments D3382.097 and 2724.493.  See Section III.C. of   
     the SID for EPA's analysis of the conservatism of Tier II values.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures for calculating aquatic life criteria and values (Appendix  
     A) are silent on the issue of the manner in which criteria for metals      
     should be expressed.  However, the individual criteria documents state that
     the criteria should be expressed as total recoverable metal.  This policy  
     ignores the toxicological basis for the criteria as well as recent         
     technical and policy developments on this issue.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.112     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Expressing the water quality criteria for metals as total recoverable  
     is inconsistent with the toxicological data used to derive the criteria.   
                                                                                
     In nearly every case, the toxicological studies which serve as the basis   
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     for the ambient water quality criteria were conducted using reagent-grade  
     chemicals diluted with filtered laboratory water containing very low       
     particulate concentrations.  In fact, the GLI procedures [Appendix A,      
     Section IV (D)] require that only data from tests using dilution water with
     particulate or total organic carbon concentrations less than 5 mg/L be     
     used.  Because of these low particulate concentrations, it is widely       
     recognized that the Federal and proposed GLI aquatic life criteria are     
     based on exposure to dissolved metal concentrations - not total recoverable
     metal concentrations.  U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance on Interpretation and   
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals (1992b) (Interim        
     Guidance) notes:                                                           
                                                                                
     Because such dilution [test] water is generally lower in metal binding     
     particulate matter and dissolved organic matter than most ambient waters,  
     these toxicity tests may overstate the ambient toxicity of non-biomagnified
     metals that interact with particulate matter or dissolved organic matter.  
     (p.4)                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.113     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dissolved metal is more reproducible among laboratories than total         
     recoverable because the extraction process introduces an additional source 
     of operator variability.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.114     
     
     EPA believes that aquatic life criteria for metals when expressed as       
     dissolved concentrations more closely approximates bioavailablity. In the  
     final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in Tables 1 
     and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations. EPA will      
     promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 for     
     States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals criteria.            
                                                                                

      EPA disagrees, however, that dissolved metal is more reproducible among   
      laboratories than total recoverable.  The error in measurement of total   

     metals is usually small, and the slight improvement that could be achieved 
     by measuring dissolved vs total metal concentrations is relatively         
     insignificant.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ironically, the proposed GLI Guidance recognizes at one point that the form
     of the chemical to be regulated is important.  The primary requirements    
     include that the form should be "compatible with the available toxicity and
     bioaccumulation data without making extrapolations that are too            
     hypothetical, and that it rarely result in underprotection or              
     overprotection of aquatic organisms and their uses" (Appendix A, Section   
     I(A)(3)).  The use of total recoverable metals is inconsistent with both of
     these requirements.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.115     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble also addresses this issue (p 20852), but concludes that       
     site-specific criteria, using the water effect ratio approach, is the best 
     means to address this issue.  However, this policy incorrectly places the  
     burden on each individual discharger to correct a fundamental flaw in the  
     criteria themselves.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.116     
     
     See response to comment D2634.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The proposed Guidance is inconsistent with recent scientific research  
     and U.S. EPA policy.                                                       
                                                                                
     The most disturbing aspect of the GLI's use of total recoverable metals is 
     that it ignores recent technical and policy developments, even within U.S. 
     EPA itself.  The Science Advisory Board (December 1992) reached the same   
     conclusion.                                                                
                                                                                
     The Subcommittee feels that by basing the water quality criteria on total  
     concentration that much of the science which has developed in the last ten 
     years on the importance of chemical specification and biological activity  
     is being ignored. (p 3)                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.117     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of the Office of Water recommendations, it is totally             
     contradictory for the GLI to propose the use of criteria expressed as total
     recoverable metal.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.118     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2791.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is an overwhelming consensus in the scientific community that the    
     dissolved metal more closely approximates the bioavailable form than does  
     the total recoverable metal.  Further, U.S. EPA's own current policy       
     recommends the use of dissolved metals.  The GLI aquatic life criteria for 
     metals should therefore be expressed as dissolved to be consistent with    
     these recommendations.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.119     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2791.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Extremely high BAFs contribute much more extensively to the increased      
     stringency of GLI human health criteria over earlier criteria than do      
     modifications to the various criteria calculation procedure.               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.120     
     
     The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure    
     that the potential exposure from chemicals is adequately accounted for in  
     the derivation of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the   
     most comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the 
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2791.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite their critical role, however, it appears that the BAFs and the     
     calculation procedures have received little scrutiny or validation.        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.121     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new minimum BAF data required to   
     derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals     
     include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF  
     methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than 125 regardless of how  
     the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals  
     such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to derive a Tier I human    
     health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a field-measured BAF or   
     (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of inorganic chemicals,   
     the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because there is no apparent   
     biomagnification or metabolism.  The basis for these new requirements is   
     explained below.                                                           
                                                                                
     Requiring the use of field-measured BAFs or field-measured BSAFs when      
     deriving Tier I criteria for organic chemicals eliminates concerns about   
     the effect of metabolism on the BAF.  This is the case because field       
     studies measure chemical concentrations in the tissues of the fish that are
     exposed to the chemical from food, ambient water and sediment.  The        
     measured concentrations in the fish inherently account for the effect of   
     metabolism from all sources of exposure.  On the other hand, the           
     concentration of the chemical in fish tissue from laboratory-measured BCF  
     accounts for exposure from ambient water only.  Consequently, BCFs do not  
     account for the effect of metabolism from exposure to the chemical through 
     the diet of the aquatic organism.  EPA's BAF methodology uses a model      
     (Gobas, 1993) to predict the accumulation of a chemical from food sources. 
     The model of Gobas (1993), however, does not account for the effects of    
     metabolism; in other words, the entire concentration of the chemical input 
     to the model plus the concentration biomagnified through the food chain is 
     accumulated in the fish tissue.  Consequently, BAFs based on multiplying a 
     laboratory-measured BCF times a FCM (predicted from Gobas, 1993) may either
     under- or overestimate the amount of a chemical a fish will bioaccumulate. 
     In addition, predicted BAFs that are obtained by multipyling a predicted   
     BCF by a FCM make no allowance for metabolism.                             
                                                                                
     EPA has determined that it is important to ensure that Tier I criteria,    
     which become the goal for permit limits throughout an entire State,        
     accurately account for the effect of metabolism. Accordingly, EPA is       
     requiring the use of field studies for determining a BAF to be used in the 
     derivation of a Tier I criterion for human health. EPA does not agree with 
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     the commenter that additional validation of the models is needed.  EPA does
     acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is occurring  
     in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the           
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2791.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impetus behind using BAFs instead of bioconcentration factors (BCFs)   
     may be undesirable; however, the science is not adequate at this time to   
     support that transition.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.122     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the science is not adequate at this  
     time to support the transition from BCFs to BAFs. Bioaccumulation is what  
     occurs in nature, and is what determines the total concentration of        
     chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans and wildlife.   
     For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical through the food     
     chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from
     the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the potential exposure
     to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and result in criteria  
     or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for   
     uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these
     chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and
     wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically
     valid approach. As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been 
     used in criteria development since 1985.                                   
                                                                                
     In addition,  EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, 
     report on the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Initiative stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and              
     scientifically credible than existing BCF procedures and that the use of   
     the BCF, FCM, and BAF approach appears to be fundamentally sound           
     (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for further        
     discussion of SAB comments.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2791.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Field-determined BAFs are highly variable and inappropriate for use in 
     establishing basin-wide criteria.                                          
                                                                                
     In the proposed Guidance, the use of field-measured BAFS is preferred.     
     This method incorporates all environmental factors which influence         
     bioaccumulation.  However, the Science Advisory Board (December 1992) noted
     that there are many problems with the use of field data.                   
                                                                                
     While field measurements should be an acceptable measure of BAF, there can 
     be considerable error due to factors such as temporal changes in           
     concentration of the contaminant, analytical errors, whether dissolved or  
     suspended concentrations were determined, variable uptake rates by         
     individual fish, mortality of target species, and fish mobility. (p 30)    
                                                                                
     The emphasis of the Guidance on determining BAFs based on the concentration
     of a chemical in fish tissue relative to the dissolved water concentration 
     leads to significant overestimation of BAFs.  Many of the chemicals of     
     greatest concern (e.g., PCBs) are superlipophilic and will rarely be       
     present in significant dissolved concentrations in the water column.  Most 
     of the uptake of such chemicals is from sediment, not water.  Calculating  
     BAFs using minute, trace water concentrations will inevitably lead to      
     inappropriately high values which do not reflect true environmental        
     exposure.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.123     
     
     EPA agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenter's concern about the  
     difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA,       
     however,                                                                   
     thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret field       
     studies.                                                                   
      To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance concerning the 
     determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs before the States  
     and                                                                        
     Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards consistent with this  
     Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a set of procedures   
     that                                                                       
     will assist them in collecting and interpreting the field-measured BAFs.   
     EPA                                                                        
     intends to address in the guidance difficult technical aspects of          
     conducting                                                                 
     field BAF studies including those difficulties referenced by the commenter.
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the comment that the use of dissolved water        
     concentrations leads to significant overestimation of BAFs. EPA agrees that
     using the bioavailable fraction of the chemical in the ambient water would 
     more accurately reflect the fraction of the total chemical available to    
     bioaccumulate in the biota.  EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved    
     concentration of a chemical is difficult to measure, however, the KOW, DOC 
     and POC can be measured or estimated and used to calculate the freely      
     dissolved concentration.                                                   
                                                                                
     The baseline BAF is based on the freely dissolved concentration of a       
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     chemical, while the BAF used in the derivation of the human health and     
     wildlife Tier I criteria will reflect the total concentration of the       
     chemical.  In order to implement the criteria, the BAFs need to be based on
     a                                                                          
     total concentration of the chemical in the water column because CFR        
     analytical methods for compliance monitoring determine the total amount of 
     chemical in the water. When the log Kow is less than four, the percent of  
     the                                                                        
     chemical dissolved is greater than 97% for reasonable values of POC and    
     DOC,                                                                       
     so no adjustment will be made.  When log Kow is greater than four, results 
     of                                                                         
     bioconcentration tests will not be used unless total organic carbon (TOC)  
     or                                                                         
     POC and DOC were measured because fish are fed.  When log Kow is greater   
     than                                                                       
     four, the concentration of POC and DOC estimated from Lake Superior from   
     Eadie et al. (1990) will be used to calculate BAFs based on total          
     concentration for derivation of human health criteria and values and       
     wildlife                                                                   
     criteria.  Other values for POC and DOC may be used to derive site-        
     specific                                                                   
     criteria if justified.                                                     
                                                                                
     In EPA's judgement the errors associated with the conversion equations are 
     minimal in comparison to normalizing the site- specific parameters of POC  
     and                                                                        
     DOC in calculation of the BAF.                                             
                                                                                
     Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration of the freely  
     dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic BAFs devoid  
     of                                                                         
     the site-specific influences of POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and
     derivation of the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                            
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the comment regarding the significant role of sediments in 
     the uptake of many chemicals.  In addition, EPA agrees with those          
     commenters                                                                 
     who suggested the use of the BSAF approach for deriving BAFs and has       
     modified                                                                   
     the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs to include a BAF       
     derived                                                                    
     from the BSAF methodology as the second preferred method after             
     field-measured                                                             
     BAFs.  The BSAF provides a method by which the concentration of a chemical 
     in                                                                         
     the sediment is related to the concentration in fish tissue.  The          
     concentration of chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5 in the sediment  
     is                                                                         
     greater than in the water column and more readily measured; therefore use  
     of                                                                         
     the BSAF reduces the uncertainty associated with relating concentration in 
     fish tissue to the concentration in the water column.  This is particularly
     true for chemicals with higher Kows since these generally show a greater   
     affinity for sediments.  The BI is the same method as the BSAF and the     
     terms                                                                      
     can be interchanged.  For further details on deriving BAFs from the BSAF   
     methodology, and the data supporting the approach, see the final BAF TSD   
     which is available in the public docket for this rulemaking.EPA revised the
     proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs based on public comments.  
                                                                                
     The final Guidance lists four methods for deriving BAFs for organic        
     chemicals, listed below in order of decreasing preference: a BAF measured  
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     in                                                                         
     the field, in fish collected from the Great Lakes which are at the top of  
     the                                                                        
     food chain; a BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a BAF predicted by   
     multiplying a BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably on a fish species 
     indigenous to the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF predicted by          
     multiplying                                                                
     a BCF calculated from the Kow by the FCM.                                  
                                                                                
     Regarding the temporal changes in contaminant concentrations, see response 
     to                                                                         
     comment P2654.119.  Professional judgement must be exercised in the        
     selection                                                                  
     of data that is free of analytical errors for use in deriving BAFs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2791.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Field-determined BAFs are highly site-specific, and are therefore          
     inappropriate for establishing basin-wide criteria.  The Science Advisory  
     Board concluded that data quality guidelines must be established for tissue
     residue data and dissolved water concentrations.  Significant research     
     would be required before such guidelines can be established.  Until such   
     research is completed, field-measured BAFs should not be used for          
     regulatory purposes, and BCFs should be used instead.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.124     
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with commenters that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs.    
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
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     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2791.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The food chain multiplier results in significant overestimation of     
     field-measured BAFs.                                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.125     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The adaptation of
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted   
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with commenters suggesting that additional validation of
     the model is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect   
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field- measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),  
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     EPA believes that the model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues
     to use it in the final Guidance.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2791.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The FCM approach is based on a single technical paper (Thomann 1989) which 
     has never been validated in the field.  In fact, considerable data exist   
     which indicate that this model significantly overestimates field-measured  
     BAFs.  The National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream       
     Improvement, Inc. (NCASI) compared BAFs predicted using the GLI methodology
     to field-measured values and found overestimation in the thousands of      
     percent.  One of the greatest sources of error is the fact that the model  
     ignores the metabolism of many chemicals within the fish as well as the    
     persistence of the chemical.  At several Technical Work Group meetings,    
     U.S. EPA staff admitted that metabolism was a major factor but, lacking    
     field data, could not address the problem.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.126     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The adaptation of
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted   
     BAFS.   A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)       
     against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the       
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has used Great Lakes specific input parameters whenever   
     possible in the model.  The input data for the model were taken from the   
     peer-reviewed publications of Flint (1986) and Oliver and Niimi (1988).    
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether or not metabolism is accounted for.  See Section
     IV of the SID for further discussion of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2791.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board (December 1992) concluded:                      
                                                                                
     The model has not been adequately tested for use for the establishment of  
     regional water quality criteria at this time.  The potential exists for    
     errors on both over-protection and under-protection of aquatic organisms,  
     wildlife and humans.  It is noteworthy that almost all bioaccumulation work
     has focussed on non-metabolizing, non-polar, chlorinated hydrocarbons.     
     Relatively little has been done on metabolizable chemicals such as PAHs or 
     phenols. (p 33)                                                            
                                                                                
     The BAF values determined to date were generated by one individual at U.S. 
     EPA-Duluth and have not undergone adequate peer review.  Many also         
     illustrate the problems described above.  For example, the BAF for         
     benzo(a)pyrene predicted using log P and the FCM is 999,975.  However,     
     while no field-measured BAFs were found, related compound field data cited 
     by U.S. EPA indicate that this value is overestimated by at least a factor 
     of 1,000.  The predicted BAF for phenol using a measured BCF was 1,728,    
     while that based on log P was 3.4.  These inconsistencies reduced these two
     chemicals to "potential" BCCs.  Based on these inconsistencies, they should
     not become BCCs.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.127     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The adaptation of
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted   
     BAFS.   A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)       
     against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the       
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  In addition,
     EPA has used Great Lakes specific input parameters whenever possible in the
     model.  The input data for the model were taken from the peer-reviewed     
     publications of Flint (1986) and Oliver and Niimi (1988).                  
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for important
     process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas model      
     includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a      
     scarcity of data.  EPA has taken these factors into account in the final   
     Guidance; EPA has differentiated which BAF data are required to derive Tier
     I human health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals based on whether
     or not metabolism is accounted for.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges the commenter's concern for chemicals designated as BCCs. 
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs. Field-measured data are
     a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a                
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because they measure the actual       
     impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than    
     predicting them through use of a model.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available, that the         
     methodology in the final Guidance has been adequately peer reviewed, and   
     that EPA has addressed to the extent possible the concerns raised in the   
     peer review and in comments on the proposed guidance.  EPA believes that   
     predicted BAFs for PAHs and phenols should include an adjustment for       
     metabolism.                                                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2791.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the science does not support using BAFs in such critically important       
     regulatory procedures.  Until data quality measures are established and    
     significant field validation is completed, the more established BCFs should
     continue to be used for criteria development.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.128     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA believes that data quality measures have been established and field    
     validations have been completed to use the BAF methodology in the final    
     Guidance.  For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     C.  The definition of Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) does not   
     address environmental risk and is therefore overly inclusive.  This, in    
     turn, will lead to the inappropriate restriction or elimination of many    
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.129     
     
     EPA does not agree that environment risk was not considered in developing  
     the BCC provisons of the final Guidance.  On the contrary, the Initiative  
     Committees and EPA believe, based on scientific and technical information  
     available as described in section I of the SID, that accumulation of toxic 
     pollutants poses significant environmental risk to human health and        
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  The special provisions for   
     BCCs and the methodology for defining these pollutants were developed by   
     the senior water program managers in the eight Great Lakes States and three
     EPA Regional Offices.  These managers selected this approach based on their
     many years of regulating pollutants, including direct experience in the    
     Great Lakes basin, and their knowledge of the environmental risks involved.
                                                                                
     In the proposal, EPA requested comment on issues concerning the details of 
     the proposed special provisions for BCCs.  After analyzing those issues and
     the comments received, EPA has modified several of the provisions in ways  
     that may in some cases reduce costs for the regulated community without    
     significantly increasing the risk from BCCs.  EPA believes that with these 
     modifications the provisions for BCCs will continue to address the concerns
     of the Initiative Committees for controlling the discharges of BCCs. These 
     modifications include changes to the methodology for deriving non-cancer   
     human health criteria, the antidegradation provisions, and the procedures  
     for elimination of mixing zone for BCCs, and procedures for pollutant      
     minimization programs.                                                     
                                                                                
     See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The term Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) is defined as "any      
     chemical which, upon entering the surface waters, by itself or as its toxic
     transformation product, bioaccumulates in aquatic organisms by a human     
     health bioaccumulation factor greater than 1000, after considering         
     metabolism and other physiochemical properties that might enhance or       
     inhibit bioaccumulation."  This term is a subjective label for a group of  
     substances which some Technical Work Group and Steering Committee members  
     believed warranted extraordinary controls.  To accomplish their goal, the  

Page 2795



$T044618.TXT
     Technical Work Group crafted a term and definition to "fit" a specific     
     group of substances.  Unfortunately, the approach does not provide a valid 
     definition of BCCs which includes only compounds warranting special        
     concern.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.130     
     
     EPA does not agree that the selection of a BAF cutoff level of 1000 for    
     defining BCCs is arbitrary or was established to "fit" a specific group of 
     substances.  EPA weighed a wide range of information and policy            
     considerations in this decision.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's  
     analysis of this issue, and its reasons for selecting the cutoff human     
     health BAF value of 1000 in the final Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2791.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed definition contains many flaws.  First, the many technical    
     problems with the BAF procedures (see above) preclude their use in such a  
     critically important context.  Most significantly, the definition only     
     reflects the potential to bioaccumulate and no consideration is given to a 
     compound's toxicity, persistence, or other important aspects of            
     environmental fate.  Many chemicals were inappropriately included as BCCs  
     in the draft Guidance approved by the Steering Committee in December 1991. 
     Of the 44 chemicals listed in that draft with BAF values > 1,000,          
     twenty-three (52%) were footnoted:  "If the chemical is metabolizable, the 
     BAF is probably too high, especially if the FCM used is greater than 1.0." 
     U.S. EPA inadequately addressed this problem by including metabolism       
     considerations in the current definition.  However, insufficient metabolism
     data are available for many important chemicals and the subjective         
     interpretation is left to the individual developing the BAF values.        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.131     
     
     See response to: D2856.008                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The benzo(a)pyrene and phenol examples discussed above illustrate the      
     subjective categorization process.  Another example is fluoranthene, which 
     in the December 1991 draft, had a BAF of 10,950 (footnoted as above) and   
     was categorized as a BCC.  The proposed Guidance reports a predicted BAF of
     9,125 and a measured BAF of 96 and it is no longer categorized as a BCC.   
     As more data become available, many more chemicals could be similarly      
     "re-categorized," but expensive and unnecessary control measures might have
     already been installed.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.132     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.  EPA     
     agrees that the pollutants listed in the comment should not be BCCs, since 
     they do not meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.  EPA also    
     agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants        
     proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has deleted the  
     list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in  
     section II.C.9 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BCC definition should be abandoned.  A specific list of       
     chemicals to be regulated as BCCs (or some other appropriate term) should  
     be proposed.  For each, a fact sheet would be prepared describing the      
     available data on bioaccumulation, environmental fate and transport,       
     ambient water and tissue concentrations, toxicity, sources, analytical     
     methods, and other characteristics.  Persistence is a particularly key     
     factor in this consideration.  In addition, the fact sheet should include  
     the rationale for requiring additional point source or other controls.     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.133     
     
     See response to D2634.015.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Technical Work Group verbally stated that it would first generate a    
     list using a numerical BAF cutoff and then remove those which were clearly 
     inappropriate and add others which were overlooked.  To date, the second   
     task has not been addressed.  Until it is completed, the extremely         
     stringent antidegradation and implementation procedures for BCCs should not
     be implemented.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.134     
     
     See response to: D2634.016                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2791.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures should use the more established bioconcentration factors    
     (BCFs) until appropriate data quality measures are established and         
     significant field validation is completed for bioaccumulation factors      
     (BAFs).                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.135     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
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     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA believes that data quality measures have been established and field    
     validations have been completed to use the BAF methodology in the final    
     Guidance.  For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed definition of Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) should
     be deleted and replaced with a specific list of chemicals which are        
     determined to be of a true concern on a chemical by chemical basis.        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.136     
     
     EPA assumes that by "true concern on a chemical by chemical basis," the    
     commenter meant that pollutants should not be regulated as BCCs until they 
     are shown to be present at concentrations of concern in the Great Lakes    
     System.  EPA does not accept this concept.  As discussed in section II.C.8 
     of the SID, EPA is concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs from  
     increasing to the level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  
     The regulatory approach suggested by commenters that would not trigger     
     preventive action until some measurable concentration resulting in adverse 
     conditions is reached in the environment would not be effective in         
     addressing this concern, particularly because of the difficulties of       
     measuring these pollutants at levels of concern in the environment.  As    
     discussed further in sections VII.B and VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special   
     provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance will take full effect over the   
     next twelve years (two years for State/Tribal adoption or promulgation,    
     plus ten year phase-in period).  A program requiring systematic            
     environmental monitoring followed by a regulatory process to designate BCCs
     could significantly delay implementation of these provisions and allow     
     build-up of new persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes  
     System. The risks to the Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too     
     great to warrant such an approach.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2791.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  The human health (cancer) criterion for PCBs is more stringent than    
     necessary, and the use of PCBs as an example of the necessity for and      
     projected effectiveness of the Guidance is flawed.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.137     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2791.138
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CNT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation of the human cancer criterion for total PCBs (3 pg/l) uses 
     several assumptions which contribute to a value which is significantly more
     protective than necessary to protect human health.  First, the BAF used    
     (1,776,860) is unrealistically high.  The reviewer from U. S. EPA-Duluth   
     states that the value "seems reasonable because it is similar to the       
     predicted HHBAF that was calculated above using the "typical Log P" for    
     pentachlorobiphenyl, which is a PCB with an intermediate amount of         
     chlorination."  However, that predicted value was 14 times higher than that
     predicted for any other class of PCBs, and more than 40 times higher than  
     most of the classes.  It should also be noted that the predicted value for 
     pentachlorobiphenyl using Log P was much higher than that calculated using 
     the measured BCF and Log P method.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.138     
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     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
                                                                                
     The BAFs proposed in the final guidance are 520,900 and 1,871,000 for      
     trophic levels 3 and 4 for the PCBs.  EPA disagrees with the commenter that
     these BAFs are too high.  These field measured BAFs were derived from data 
     contained within the report of Oliver and Niimi (1988).  The BAFs obtained 
     from the report of Oliver and Niimi (1988) are in good agreement with the  
     BAFs derived with data from Green Bay.  Excellent agreement is also        
     observed between measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using the GLWQI BAF      
     methodology. A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)  
     against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the       
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  Based upon the above 
     comparsions, EPA has concluded that the procedure for determining BAFs and 
     the final guidance BAFs for PCBs are scientific valid and defensible.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2791.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second problem with the criterion is the use of the cancer slope factor  
     of 7.7 (mg/kg/d)(exp-1).  This value, based on a single study, ignores     
     recent developments in the assessment of carcinogens, including a          
     reevaluation of the tumor incidence in the PCB cancer bioassays and U. S.  
     EPA's proposed changes to the animal to human scaling factor.              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.139     
     
     See Section V of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: D2791.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the Guidance proposes that total PCBs should viewed as Aroclor 1260  
     equivalents.  Basing the total PCB criterion on this particular carcinogen 
     greatly overestimates the potential cancer risk.  U. S. EPA should evaluate
     the congener profile of bioaccumulated PCBs and determine the inherent     
     error of assuming that these PCBs are 100% Aroclor 1260.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.140     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2791.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble states that "...while PCB concentrations are still declining  
     through 1990, the rate of decline is slowing and may be leveling off,      
     resulting in concentrations well above water quality criteria." (p 20808). 
     Considering the mobility of the species in the Great Lakes and the extreme 
     regional variability in the levels of PCB contamination (i.e., Green Bay,  
     Waukegan Harbor, etc., versus less industrialized areas), representing the 
     fish tissue concentrations as "Lake Michigan means" as presented in Figures
     I-1, I-2 and I-3 is inappropriate.  This is supported by the recent finding
     that elevated tissue levels are region-specific and reflective of sediment 
     levels near point and non-point sources.  For example, PCB levels in fish  
     collected from areas in close proximity to one another are extremely       
     variable as detailed in the newest Michigan Department of Natural Resources
     fish contamination report (MDNR 1992).  However, it appears that in the    
     GLI, the Agency is attempting to generalize conditions with a broad stroke,
     the result of which is an overestimation of the extent of the problem.  In 
     addition, it appears that the data presented in Figures I-1 through I-3 is 
     meant to be reflective of the lakes as a whole.  However, a review of the  
     primary literature (DeVault et al., 1988; DeVault et al., 1986) suggest    
     that this is an over-interpretation of the data.  For example, the number  
     of animals included in the analysis of Lake Michigan coho salmon are       
     relatively few (N of 12 in 1980; 8 in 1981; 5 in 1982; 10 in 1983, etc.)   
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     and the fish are often collected from waters adjacent to industrialized    
     areas or regions with known elevated PCB levels (for example, the Sheboygan
     River).  In the case of the lake trout data (DeVault et al., 1986), the    
     samples analyzed from 1970 through 1982 were collected from a single       
     location (Saugatuck, MI).  Similar to the data for coho salmon, the values 
     presented for lake trout, particularly for the years 1977 through 1982, are
     based on 10 or fewer fish samples (in some cases only 3).  Therefore, while
     these data are important as potentially indicative of regional conditions, 
     it is inappropriate to present these values as representative of fish PCB  
     levels in all of Lake Michigan.  This is presumably true for the other     
     Great Lakes.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.141     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2791.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the Preamble goes on to say that "If a new equilibrium is being   
     reached given current mass loadings, then substantial further reductions in
     mass loadings to the lakes will be necessary to eliminate fish advisories."
     (p 21046, emphasis added)  If this statement is indeed true, it further    
     supports the argument that the proposed Guidance will be largely           
     ineffective in achieving its goals.  As discussed in Section 1, imposition 
     of the proposed Guidance will only lead to a 0.5% reduction in loadings of 
     PCBs to the Great Lakes.  Thus, using public concern over fish advisories  
     for PCBs as support for the GLI Guidance is extremely misleading.          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.142     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2791.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The wildlife criterion for mercury is unrealistically stringent and    
     unachievable.                                                              
                                                                                
     The proposed wildlife criterion for mercury (0.0018 ug/l) is unsupportable 
     based on the ambient data for water and fish concentrations of mercury.    
     First, as discussed in Section 1, even the rain in the Great Lakes region  
     contains mercury at levels 100 times higher than the wildlife criterion.   
     As cited by Dr. J. Ludwig, toxicologist with the Sere Group, at the August 
     4-5 public hearings, it is likely that surface waters exceeded this level  
     even before man's influence on the Great Lakes was first felt.             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.143     
     
     See comment D2829.009.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2791.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U. S. EPA's National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish (1992) reports     
     background fish residues of 0.34 mg/kg mercury.  A review of reported      
     mercury concentrations in fish collected from the Great Lakes Basin,       
     including from several "hot spots", indicated that these background levels 
     are rarely exceeded.  This reaffirms the very minor contribution of point  
     sources to observed mercury concentrations in fish.  In addition, it       
     indicates that the loading reductions achieved by the proposed Guidance    
     will do nothing to reduce ambient levels of mercury in water and fish.     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.144     
     
     See Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2791.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the extreme stringency of the mercury criterion may be due to flaws in the 
     wildlife criteria procedures themselves.  Specifically, as pointed out by  
     the Science Advisory Board (December 1992), the wildlife procedures are    
     essentially a modified human health approach and are inappropriately       
     protective of individuals, not populations.  This unnecessary degree of    
     over-protection may be a significant contribution to the observed          
     stringency of the proposed wildlife criteria.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.145     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2791.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAFs and cancer slope factor used in the calculation of the human      
     health (cancer) criterion for PCBs should be reevaluated to determine      
     values which are more representative and provide a proper degree of        
     protection.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.146     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105. See response to comments on BAF         
     development for PCB and cancer slope factor chosen for PCBs (P2654.105).   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2791.147
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA should also modify the wildlife criteria procedures to emphasize  
     population effects, and conduct a "reality check" on the wildlife criterion
     for mercury.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.147     
     
     Please refer to comments P2742.326, P2574.042, and P2576.011 for the       
     response to this comment.  Please see section VI.F of the SID in regards to
     the mercury criterion.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  The general approach for deriving TMDLs is confusing and inadequate,   
     making it impossible to predict future permit limits.                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.148     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methods for translating the GLI criteria into numerical NPDES permit   
     limits are presented in Implementation Procedures 3A and 3B.  These        
     procedures are critically important to all point source discharges.        
     Unfortunately, the general approach presented is confusing and fragmented. 
     Early drafts of the Guidance simply described mixing zone policies and     
     procedures.  When U.S. EPA Headquarters staff commented that these         
     procedures overlooked the recommended Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)      
     approach, the Technical Work Group attempted to combine the mixing zone    
     procedures and general TMDL concepts.  Over the course of the last few     
     meetings, the Technical Work Group rewrote this section extensively with   
     very little opportunity for review and comment by the Public Participation 
     Group.  Finally, after Steering Committee approval for publication in      
     December 1991, a complete second option was added.  The Public             
     Participation Group never saw the second option until Federal Register     
     publication on April 16, 1993.  ALCOA is deeply concerned that such an     
     important set of procedures was handled in such a haphazard manner and     
     received so little review.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.149     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The resulting procedures are very confusing and do not show how water      
     quality-based permit limits will actually be calculated.  The proposal of  
     two such widely divergent options leaves the burden of choice to each      
     individual state.  Given the vagueness of the Guidance, the choice will be 
     difficult.  This leaves the NPDES dischargers with no idea of which option 
     might be used in calculating their limits.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.150     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
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     Comment ID: D2791.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the tributary basin TMDL procedures are so general that one cannot predict 
     permit limits.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.151     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the procedures address only a fraction of the issues which permit writers  
     regularly face in calculating water quality-based permit limits.  Each     
     permit writer must use many assumptions to fill in the "gaps."  U.S. EPA's 
     cost study illustrates some of those assumptions and the impact on         
     compliance costs.  These problems are exacerbated by the fact that neither 
     the Technical Work Group nor U.S. EPA have ever provided examples of how   
     the TMDL process would work.  Such examples are required for critical      
     meaningful understanding and public comment.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.152     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The references to protection of sediment quality are premature given   
     the pace of developments on a national level.                              
                                                                                
     Both options include a general condition A(6), which requires the TMDLs be 
     sufficiently stringent to prevent harmful pollutant accumulation to harmful
     levels in sediments both inside and outside the mixing zones.  There is no 
     guidance which defines "harmful levels" or how TMDLs can accomplish this   
     goal.  U.S. EPA's Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy is expected to 
     address these and many other issues, but it is still under development and 
     will require extensive peer review.  The GLI should not address such an    
     important issue in such a cursory manner, but should await the national    
     strategy.  Therefore, general condition A(6) should be deleted from both   
     options.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.153     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  The calculation of background concentrations from caged fish tissue    
     data is unacceptable.                                                      
                                                                                
     Both options include a general condition 8 concerning background           
     concentrations for TMDL determinations.  According to the Guidance,        
     background concentrations may be estimated from caged fish tissue data.    
     Fish tissue concentrations would be divided by the BAF to determine the    
     ambient concentration.  This procedure is unacceptable because the BAFs are
     problematic for the reasons described in Section 6, including variability  
     and site- and species-specificity.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.154     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  Mixing zones for BCCs should not be prohibited                         
                                                                                
     Both options preclude the use of mixing zones for BCCs within 10 years from
     the final rule's effective date.  This policy presumes a toxicological     
     mechanism for BCCs which is different from non-BCCs.  This distinction is  
     not technically valid.  The objective of the GLI is management of ambient  
     concentrations of toxic chemicals.  Because both exposure and duration are 
     critical to toxicological response, there should be very little difference 
     between regulation of BCCs versus non-BCCs.  For all but non-threshold     
     carcinogens, there is a concentration below which adverse effects are not  
     elicited.  Existing national water quality criteria are based on this      
     concept.  In addition, bioaccumulation is already accounted for in the use 
     of BAFs in the derivation of human health and wildlife criteria.  Those    
     chemicals with high BAFs will have appropriately stringent criteria and    
     permit limits even without special treatment.  Therefore, mixing zones are 
     appropriate for both BCCs and non-BCCs.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.155     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's (1991) TSD addresses this issue, and does not recommend a       
     blanket mixing zone prohibition for bioaccumulative substances.  U.S. EPA  
     clearly recognizes the importance of evaluating actual instream exposure.  
     This is particularly true for many BCCs because, exposure would be less    
     than that assumed by strict mass-balance due to metabolism and other fate  
     processes.                                                                 
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     Response to: D2791.156     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The apparent goal of the prohibition of mixing zones for BCCs is the       
     reduction of mass loadings of these pollutants to the Great Lakes system.  
     However, this indirect control is not the appropriate means to achieve that
     goal.  Since point-source contributions represent only a small fraction of 
     total loadings, this approach is not justified considering the cost/benefit
     balance (See Section 1).                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.157     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  The procedures for source-specific TMDLs (Option B) use overly         
     stringent design flows and inappropriately prohibit acute mixing zones.    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.158     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.b, EPA disagrees that the 
     stream design flows are overly stringent.  With respect to acute mixing    
     zones for non-BCCs, EPA notes that the final Guidance does not prohibit    
     such mixing zones, but rather provides that WLAs and preliminary WLAs based
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     on aquatic life criteria and values shall not exceed the Final Acute Value.
      See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c. and VIII.C.6.c.  See response to 
     comment P2771.060.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted the Preamble, most Technical Work Group representatives           
     recommended Option B primarily because the source-specific TMDL procedures 
     were most similar to existing procedures.  Both state permit writers and   
     permittees are most familiar with Option B's emphasis on individual point  
     source discharges.  For the same reason, it is likely that most Great Lakes
     States will use these procedures, at least until tributary basin TMDL      
     procedures become better defined and more widely applied.  Therefore, these
     source-specific TMDL procedures are the most important to the majority of  
     dischargers.  Accordingly, several significant shortcomings are noted      
     below.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.159     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the SID at VIII.C.2., which discusses  
     EPA's decision to combine options A and B and the reasons for that         
     decision.  For example, EPA notes that the final Guidance does not specify 
     whether a State or Tribe must adopt a basin-wide approach such as that     
     proposed in Option A, or an approach like that in Option B, which would    
     focus initially on evaluating limits needed for individual point sources.  
     Therefore, consistent with the concerns expressed in this comment, a State 
     or Tribe has the flexibility to choose a source-specific approach if it    
     wishes. Response to D2791.159See response to comment P2771.393.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     the proposed procedures use stringent stream design flows.  This problem is
     particularly severe for implementation of aquatic life criteria.  The      
     aquatic life design flow is 7Q10, a flow exceeded at least 99% of the time.
     At the June 7, 1991 Steering Committee meeting, the Director of the Ohio   
     EPA stated that Ohio has used the 30Q10 for chronic aquatic life criteria  
     for several years and has not found any ambient water quality criteria     
     exceedances attributable to this  policy.  The proposed procedures should  
     use the 30Q10 as the aquatic life stream design flow.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.160     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns with using stringent design flows. EPA       
     recognizes that in some cases the recommended design flows may be overly   
     stringent while in other cases they may be too lenient. Accordingly, the   
     final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless whether the     
     results would be more or less restrictive than those generated with        
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models thus could negate concerns 
     regarding the design flow used. See VIII.C.6.a.  Moreover, the final       
     Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative design flow, such as the
     30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is appropriate for stream-specific 
     and pollutant-specific conditions.   For a discussion of EPA's reasons for 
     specifying a design flow based on the 7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic
     aquatic life criteria or values, as well as the opportunity to use an      
     alternative design flow, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.    
     EPA acknowledges the comment that full stream design flow by authorized in 
     the final Guidance.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c,   
     EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing zones         
     implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that  
     there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is          
     appropriate. Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a  
     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stream design flow stringency is compounded by using a dilution fraction   
     ranging from 0.10 to 0.25.  The dilution flow is thereby reduced to a small
     fraction of the full flow value which has been safely used by many states. 
     These fractions should be deleted unless they can be justified.  The states
     which have studied the issue have found that sufficient protection is      
     afforded by using the full stream design flow.  Without contrary proof,    
     these study findings should stand.                                         
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     Response to: D2791.161     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.EPA disagrees with the comment that full 
     design flow should be employed absent a showing justifying a smaller       
     percentage.  Rather, EPA has adopted the converse approach in order to     
     ensure greater consistency among States and Tribes in the Great Lakes      
     System. Thus, EPA has decided, as a matter of policy, to achieve reductions
     of mixing zones by specifying default dilution fractions for acute and     
     chronic mixing zones in the final Guidance.  In EPA's view, the commenter's
     approach would not ensure that consistency, because it would require a     
     demonstration to reduce a mixing zone; in those circumstances, EPA believes
     that the mixing zones would vary greatly from State to State and Tribe to  
     Tribe.  Nevertheless, EPA agrees with the commenter's suggestion that the  
     size of a mixing zone can be influenced by site-specific factors.          
     Therefore, the final Guidance affords the state and tribal permit writer,  
     if so authorized by the State or Tribe, the flexibility to consider site-  
     specific factors in the form of a mixing zone demonstration developed      
     pursuant to procedure 3.F of appendix F.  Such demonstration then could    
     justify use of full (100%) stream design flow when determining the size of 
     the mixing zone.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5, VIII.C.6 and  
     VIII.C.9.  Response to D2791.161                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should encourage dynamic modeling, as does U.S. EPA's TSD     
     (1991).  The results should be used whether they produce either more or    
     less stringent results than the typical mass-balance procedures.           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.162     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  The final Guidance retains provisions for   
     using a steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of    
     dynamic modelling regardless whether the results are more or less          
     restrictive than would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See   
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.a. Response to D2791.162                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These severe dilution flow restrictions further reflect the misguided      
     over-emphasis on point source discharges.  The aquatic life, human health, 
     and wildlife criteria procedures all embody a series of conservative       
     assumptions and the resulting stringent criteria should be extremely       
     protective of the target populations.  Using small fractions of rare flow  
     events reduces point source permit limits well below levels necessary to be
     protective of these populations.  Discharge load reductions, which may be  
     achieved at considerable expense, will yield virtually no environmental    
     benefit because these point source discharges constitute only a small      
     fraction of overall loadings.  The Preamble even concedes this bias against
     point source discharges:                                                   
                                                                                
     The detailed source specific procedures could pose an inequitable burden in
     some situations on the particular point source responsible for the marginal
     loading that could result in a water quality standards exceedance. (p      
     20935)                                                                     
                                                                                
     Using 30Q10 for aquatic life criteria and full stream design flow for all  
     criteria would partly correct this bias.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.163     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the responses to comment number        
     D2791.160 and comment number D2791161. See section VIII.C.6.b of the       
     Supplementary Information Document.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second problem is the use of the (l-f) term in the wasteload allocation  
     (WLA) calculations, where f = the fraction of the source flow that is      
     withdrawn from the receiving water.  In many cases where the discharger    
     withdraws most or all water from the receiving stream, the use of this term
     will result in WLAs which are more stringent than the ambient criteria.    
     This contradicts the procedures of several Great Lakes states which do not 
     set water quality-based permit limits below ambient criteria.  Limits below
     criteria should never be used unless non-point discharges have been        
     controlled to the maximum extent possible and water quality criteria       
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     continue to be exceeded.  The proposed procedure can even generate negative
     WLAs when background concentrations exceed criteria.  While the preamble   
     acknowledges this problem (p 20937), it proposes an unacceptable solution; 
     i.e., that, if a discharger for which such a WLS has been calculated has   
     the "reasonable potential" to cause or contribute to criteria excursions,  
     then such a discharge must be prohibited unless a full multi-source TMDL,  
     which will ensure attainment, is completed.  The reasonable potential      
     procedures are very conservative, and the "relief" through intake credits  
     is minimal even for many non-contact cooling waters (See Section 11).  Many
     dischargers will therefore be faced with cessation of discharge or plant   
     shutdown unless the state develops an approvable phased TMDL which         
     thoroughly addresses the other (largely non-point) sources which actually  
     cause the problem.  For these reasons, the (l-f) term should be dropped    
     from the equation.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.164     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed procedures do not allow near-field mixing zones for acute     
     water quality criteria.  Rather, the Final Acute Valute (FAV) is applied at
     end-of-pipe in all cases.  Thus, unlike many state regulations, no         
     provision is made for Zones of Initial Dilution (ZIDs) or Areas of Initial 
     Mixing (AIMs).  U.S. EPA has long supported ZIDs, recognizing that (1)     
     acute toxicity reflects magnitude and duration of exposure and (2)         
     organisms cannot reside in rapid mixing areas long enough for lethality to 
     occur.  U.S. EPA's (1991) TSD provides a series of alternatives for        
     applying the acute criteria down stream, even without a high-velocity      
     diffuser (p. 158-160).  Although a majority of Technical Work Group        
     representatives voted to allow ZIDs, the Steering Committee rejected ZIDs  
     by a small margin.  Initial mixing is a technical fact, not a policy.      
     Allowing rapid initial mixing to exceed acute water quality criteria in    
     localized areas is consistent with toxicological principles and should be  
     included in these procedures.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.165     
     
     The final Guidance provides that wasteload allocations and preliminary     
     wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic life criteria and values shall
     not exceed the final acute value, which is twice the applicable acute      
     criterion or value.  Thus, applying the FAV cap does allow dilution (2:1)  
     to meet the acute criteria. The final Guidance also provides that the FAV  
     may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is        
     conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See   
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     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2791.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     F.  The whole effluent toxicity requirements have a misplaced over-emphasis
     on toxicity limits in permits and do not properly consider rapid initial   
     mixing.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 6 describes how whole effluent toxicity testing   
     (WET) will be incorporated into NPDES permits.  The emphasis of the        
     requirements is an imposition of wet limits in permits.  While wet testing 
     serves a role in the NPDES process and provides some advantages over the   
     use of Tier 2 values (see Section 4), the use of WET limits is not         
     supportable, particularly given the flaws with the reasonable potential    
     procedures used (see Section 10).                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.166     
     
     The final Guidance allows for consideration of rapid initial mixing, where 
     appropriate, in both the reasonable potential procedure and in the         
     requirements for establishing WQBELs for WET.  EPA disagrees that there is 
     an over-emphasis on WET limits since WET limits are required only when a   
     State or a Tribe determines that there is reasonable potential for a       
     facility to cause or contribute to an exceedance of the WET criteria.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2791.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: "as described above" refers to comment .165              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mandatory 1.0 TUa limit ignores the reality of rapid initial mixing as 
     described above.                                                           
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     Response to: D2791.167     
     
     See comments P2656.366 and D2719.166 for the discussion regarding the use  
     of an acute mixing zone in the WET procedure.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2791.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     G.  The imposition of both concentration and loading limits increases the  
     vulnerability of dischargers to permit violations with no increase in      
     environmental protection.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.168     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2791.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The requirement to express all water quality-based permit limits in terms  
     of both concentration and loading (Implementation Procedure 7) is          
     technically unfounded.  The TMDL process will, by definition and design,   
     generate results in terms of acceptable pollutant loadings.  In the        
     majority of cases, this will also be the appropriate means to express      
     permit limits.  The addition of a concentration limit calculated by        
     division of the loading limit by the average or design flow will only      
     increase the number of potential permit exceedances and not provide        
     additional environmental protection.  If the concentration limit calculated
     in this manner is violated while the discharge flow is below the average or
     design, an exceedance of an instream criterion would not be expected to    
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     occur.  This also serves as a counter-incentive to water conservation.     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.169     
     
     See response to comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both         
     concentration-based and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2791.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The only case where concentration limits are necessary is for protection   
     from acute toxicity to aquatic organisms using the FAV.  As discussed      
     above, rapid initial mixing should be considered in these situations.  In  
     any case, the concern surrounds exposure to concentration.  Imposition of  
     loading limits in this situation would only serve as a limition on flow;   
     whenever the facility's average or design flow is exceeded, a violation of 
     loading limits could occur even if the concentration limit were met.       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.170     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for a discussion of why mass limits are necessary.   
     With regard to the concern that a mass limit would only serve as a         
     limitation                                                                 
     on flow, EPA supports the use of the mass limit to restrict discharges to  
     design flows in order to ensure antidegradation provisions are being met.  
     Before a facility modifies its operation such that discharges are increased
     significantly above permitted levels, the facility must undergo an         
     antidegradation review to document that a significant lowering of water    
     quality will not occur as described in the antidegradation procedures of   
     the final Guidance.  If the increase in flow is due to wet weather, then   
     States and Tribes can use existing procedures to address such intermittent 
     excursions from design flow restrictions.  This issue is discussed in      
     comment G2764.010.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed TMDL procedures are too confusing and fragmented, and provide 
     insufficient guidance on how water quality-based permit limits will be     
     calculated.  There are many specific technical flaws as well, contributing 
     to the misguided over-emphasis on point source discharges.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.171     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance should be expanded and made more "user friendly", including   
     several practical examples.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.172     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The general conditions pertaining to sediments should be deleted until the 
     national sediment strategy is developed and implemented.                   
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     Response to: D2791.173     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2791.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The provision for calculation of background concentrations using caged fish
     tissue data should be deleted.  Only water-column data should be used.     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.174     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCCs should be subject to the same TMDL procedures as non-BCCs.            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.175     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.176
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 30Q10, not the 7Q10, should be used as the aquatic life design flow.   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.176     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the response to comment number         
     D2791.160.  See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information        
     Document.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The full stream design flow should be used without application of dilution 
     fractions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.177     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c, EPA is retaining the 25
     percent dilution fraction for mixing zones implementing chronic criteria   
     for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that there may be circumstances when
     a full mixing zone (100% flow) is appropriate.  Accordingly, EPA has       
     adopted as part of the final Guidance a provision that authorizes States   
     and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution fraction if a mixing zone          
     demonstration is conducted and approved under procedure 3.F of appendix F. 
     See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c.  See section VIII.C.6.b of the
     Supplementary Information Document.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2791.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fraction of source flow withdrawn from the receiving water should not  
     be used in the source-specific TMDL procedures.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.178     
     
     TMDL procedures should account for mass balance.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2791.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Zones of initial dilution for acute water quality criteria and acute whole 
     effluent toxicity criteria should be permitted.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.179     
     
     The final Guidance provides that wasteload allocations and preliminary     
     wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic life criteria and values shall
     not exceed the final acute value, which is twice the applicable acute      
     criterion or value.  Thus, applying the FAV cap does allow dilution (2:1)  
     to meet the acute criteria. The final Guidance also provides that the FAV  
     may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is        
     conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See   
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2791.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mandatory whole effluent toxicity limits should be not imposed unilaterally
     in NPDES permits.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.180     
     
     See response to comment P2629.120.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2791.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits should be expressed as concentration or loading, not both.   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.181     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the Great Lakes States adopt the more stringent GLI criteria and        
     implementation procedures, many calculated water quality-based permit      
     limits will be below detectable or quantifiable levels.  Implementation    
     Procedure 8 was intended to address these situations.  However, the        
     proposed procedure does not reflect the latest U.S. EPA policy developments
     and has several significant technical shortcomings.                        
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     Response to: D2791.182     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, U.S. EPA has prepared an internal working draft of the        
     National Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of Water 
     Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection Levels.  
     Internal review is proceeding but it has not been made available for public
     comment and peer review.  The GLI should not independently move forward on 
     such a critically important national issue while the national strategy is  
     under development.  Since the working draft has not been made available,   
     ALCOA cannot endorse its contents.  However, the GLI Guidance should not be
     finalized until this national strategy has received and incorporated public
     comment and its essential elements have been included in the GLI's         
     implementation procedures.  On an interim basis, the proposed              
     Implementation Procedure 8 could be used with significant modifications as 
     outlined below.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.183     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's minimum level definition is technically flawed.  The minimum     
     level is defined as:                                                       
                                                                                
     the level at which the analytical system gives recognizable spectra and    
     acceptable calibration points.  It is based upon interlaboratory analyses  
     for the analyte in the matrix of concern.                                  
                                                                                
     This definition is too vague and ambiguous to be useful to an analytical   
     chemist.  Each chemist could interpret the language differently and compute
     vastly different minimum levels.  As defined, the term may not apply to    
     some substances for which limits below the detection level may be common.  
     The definition's primary source is U.S. EPA's TSD (1991), which uses the   
     phrase "recognizable mass spectra" (p. 111, emphasis added).  Thus, the    
     definition strictly applies only to GC/MS analytes (base/neutral, acid, and
     volatile organics) and does not directly apply to general inorganics (e.g.,
     ammonia, chlorine, cyanide) or metals.  The Technical Work Group, in       
     attempting to repair this flow, simply deleted the word "mass."            
     Unfortunately, this does not solve the problem.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.184     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the most significant problems with the use of minimum levels is the 
     fact that minimum levels have only been defined for a small number of      
     chemicals.  Even these values have not been presented in the proposed      
     Guidance.  This lack of available values is critically important because   
     these values will serve as compliance evaluation levels (CELs) for the many
     cases in which limits are below detection or quantitation.  Thus it is     
     impossible for dischargers to determine their potential for immediate      
     compliance problems following state adoption of the GLI Guidance.          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.185     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Technical Work Group definition of minimum level emphasizes            
     interlaboratory analyses and matrix interferences, which are two important 
     real-world concerns of all dischargers.  Thus, the GLI minimum level       
     definition embraces the key concepts of a much more widely established (and
     more appropriate) measure of compliance - the Practical Quantitation Level.
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA defines the Practical Quantitation Level (PQL) as "the lowest     
     concentration that can be reliably achieved by well-operated laboratories  
     (U.S. EPA and State laboratories) within specified limits of precision and 
     accuracy during routine laboratory operation conditions."  (56 Fed. Regist.
     26460, 26511; June 7, 1991, preamble to final drinking water regulations   
     for lead and copper).  PQL is "the lowest level of quantitation that the   
     Agency believes a competent laboratory can reliably achieve."  (55 Fed.    
     Regist. 22520. 22535 and 22540; June 1, 1990, preamble to final rule on the
     land disposal restrictions).  U.S. EPA recently stated that it uses PQLs   
     "for the purpose of integrating analytical chemistry data into regulation  
     development," recognizing the analytical problems in determining compliance
     with extremely low limits (56 Fed. Regist. 3526, 3546; Jan. 30, 1991,      
     preamble to final drinking water regulations).                             
                                                                                
     Although PQL is normally deterined in interlaboratory studies, it may be   
     estimated "based upon the [method detection limit] and an estimate of a    
     higher level which would represent a practical and routinely achievable    
     level with relatively good certainty that the reported value is reliable." 
     (50 Fed. Regist. 46902, 46906; Nov. 13, 1985, preamble to final drinking   
     water regulations).  Typically, the PQL is estimated at 5 to 10 times the  
     method detection limit when no interlaboratory studies have determined the 
     precise PQL value.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.186     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PQL is far more reliable for determining compliance or enforcememt     
     actions than the GLI's minimum level.  Until the National Strategy is      
     finalized, the PQL should be used as the compliance level on an interim    
     basis.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.187     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  The calculated limit should not be included in the permit, and         
     compliance schedules should be granted if the Compliance Evaluation Level  
     (CEL) is lowered in the future.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.188     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedure requires the permit to include both the calculated  
     water quality-based permit limit and the minimum level.  This leaves the   
     discharger potentially vulnerable to citizen suits, particularly when      
     concentrations are reported between the detection level and the minimum    
     level.  Since compliance would be assessed at the minimum level, the permit
     limit should be the minimum level (or PQL).                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.189     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As analytical techniques improve, it is likely that minimum levels will    
     become significantly lower.  For example, a discharger could be in         
     compliance with its current CEL for PCBs based on the minimum level, but   
     immediately fall into non-compliance when a new analytical technique is    
     introduced with a more sensitive minimum level.  The discharger should be  
     protected by (1) use of only U.S. EPA approved analytical methodologies for
     compliance testing; (2) requiring the state to modify the permit to reflect
     the change in method and minimum level; and (3) allowing a 3-year          
     compliance schedule for that parameter following the modification.         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.190     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D. When calculating average concentrations, zero should be substituted for 
     all values below quantitation.                                             
                                                                                
     Calculating average concentrations is complicated when one or more         
     observations are below the minimum level.  The proposed procedure would    
     calculate averages using existing State procedures, which vary greatly.    
     ALCOA has learned that the working draft National Strategy recommends      
     substituting zero for all values below quantitation when calculating       
     averages.  This policy should be incorporated into the proposed GLI        
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.191     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 8 requires a pollutant minimization program where the calculated 
     permit limit is below the minimum level.  The proposed procedure actually  
     seeks source elimination, not source minimization.  In some cases,         
     eliminating a source will be impractical.  Instead, the approach should    
     emphasize increased wastewater treatment efficiency.  Source control may be
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     appropriate for chemicals which pass through the wastewater treatment      
     system, while treatment may be preferred for treatable contaminants.  In   
     such a case, requiring non-detectable influent levels may be unnecessary   
     and inefficient.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.192     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance also assumes that comtaminant sources are readily identifiable
     and controllable.  Research has shown that many pollutants may be observed 
     at low levels throughout the collection system.  This is particularly true 
     for parameters such as mercury which are present in "significant"          
     concentrations even in rain water.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.193     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     As the Procedure 8 chemical minimization program is currently written, full
     compliance will be impossible.  Once a facility has eliminated obvious     
     sources, observations above the detection limit are still likely to occur  
     due to detection limit uncertainty.  Further, because some compounds are   
     widespread, ultimate control (defined as never detected) is impossible.    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.194     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     F. The special conditions for BCCs, including resident fish monitoring, are
     unnecessary and place undue emphasis on point source dischargers.          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.195     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, Procedure 8 requires monitoring programs to determine whether    
     unacceptable levels are bioaccumulating in fish tissue.  There are several 
     technical problems with this requirement.                                  
                                                                                
     First, the monitoring studies would include resident fish monitoring.  This
     approach fails to recognize that many chemicals are currently detectable in
     fish tissue nationwide.  For example, contaminant averages (in mg/kg)      
     identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in whole-body    
     fish tests from 117 stations nationwide are: DDT (0.03), DDD (0.06), DDE   
     (0.19), chlordane (0.05), dieldrin (0.04), heptachlor (0.01), toxaphene    
     (0.14) and PCBs (ranging from 0.06 to 0.15 depending on isomer) (Schmitt et
     al. 1990).  U.S. EPA's National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish (1992)  
     also reports widespread contamination of fish with a variety of chemicals, 
     including mercury (See Section 7).  Atmospheric transport and deposition is
     the primary mode of distribution for most of these compounds (Travis and   
     Hester 1991).  Dischargers should not be penalized for baseline levels of  
     pollutants in fish tissue.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.196     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     resident fish monitoring is subject to the same serious limitations        
     concerning field-determined BAFs, including variability in uptake rates,   
     analytical variability, and fish mobility (Section 6).  Caged fish studies 
     have many of the same limitations.  The proposed procedure compounds these 
     problems by allowing water concentrations to be "back-calculated" from     
     tissue concentrations using BAFs, which are currently unsuitable for use in
     regulatory programs (See Section 6).                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.197     
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     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the inadequacy of these monitoring techniques and the lack of   
     suitable alternatives, ALCOA recommends that no special BCC provisions be  
     included in Procedure 8.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.198     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality-based permit limits below levels of detection or quantitation
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     represent a national issue not a Great Lakes regional issue.  Therefore,   
     ALCOA recommends that the GLI Guidance not be finalized until the current  
     national efforts are completed.  If not, we strongly recommend that the    
     proposed Guidance adopt the PQL as the compliance level on an interim, and 
     only this compliance level should be included in the permit.               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.199     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should include averaging procedures which assume all values   
     below the compliance level are zero.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.200     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollutant minimization program should reflect minimization, not        
     elimination.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.201     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, BCCs should not receive special harsh treatment.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.202     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2791.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, when the National Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring, and    
     Enforcement of Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Set Below          
     Analytical Detection Levels is completed, the Guidance will have to be     
     modified as necessary.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.203     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permitting authority will use Implementation Procedure 5 to determine  
     whether to require water quality-based effluent limits for any GLI         
     pollutants.  Therefore, this set of procedures is critically important in  
     determining how the GLI will impact each NPDES permit in the Great Lakes   
     Basin.  Serious flaws with the proposed procedures will contribute to many 
     unnecessary permit limits for which compliance could be very costly.       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.204     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI procedures for the calculation of TMDLs and wasteload allocations  
     are based on a percentage of the 7Q10 flow, which, by definition, is       
     exceeded more than 99% of the time.  Further, the reasonable potential     
     procedure conservatively assumes that both the maximum (or 99th percentile)
     effluent concentration and the worst-case minimum receiving water flow     
     occur simultaneously.  The probability of simultaneous occurrence of these 
     two rare events, is obviously extremely small.  Thus, by failing to        
     consider this joint probability, environmental risk is overestimated.      
     Dynamic modeling techniques for TMDLs and wasteload allocations would      
     address this important issue.  As discussed in Section 8, the Guidance     
     should strongly encourage dynamic modeling, rather than discourage it.     
     
     
     Response to: D2791.205     
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     See response to comment number P2720.246.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2791.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conservatism is also reflected in the multiplying factors in Table F5-1.   
     If only one sample has been taken (such as for a permit renewal            
     application), the multiplying factor would be 6.2.  The measured value     
     would therefore be multiplied by 6.2 and compared to the preliminary       
     effluent limitations to determine whether permit limits would be required. 
     For BCCs, the preliminary effluent limitation would be equal to the most   
     stringent criterion.  Thus, limits would be required if a discharger       
     detected a BCC at only 16% of the most stringent criterion.  Because of the
     significant problems with analytical variability, matrix interferences, and
     sample contamination at such levels, such a policy will contribute to      
     thousands of unnecessary permit limits with untold compliance costs.       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.206     
     
     See response to: D2722.117.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: D2791.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The additional safety factor of 0.5 used in effluent-dominated         
     situations is arbitrary and unnecessary.                                   
                                                                                
     The procedures compare the discharge flow to the 7Q10 as part of the       
     evaluation of reasonable potential.  Where the discharge flow is less than 
     the 7Q10, the Projected Effluent Quality (PEQ) is compared to the          
     preliminary effluent limitation to determine whether a limit is necessary. 
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     However, where the discharge flow is equal to or greater than the 7Q10, the
     PEQ is compared to one half of the preliminary effluent limitation.  This  
     distinction apparently reflects a concern that the criteria, TMDL          
     procedures, and PEQ calculations may not be sufficiently conservative to   
     protect effluent-dominant streams.  This concern is completely unfounded.  
     Many layers of conservatism are built into the process.  First, the        
     criteria themselves are derived using very conservative assumptions,       
     statistical procedures, and safety factors such that environmental and     
     human health impacts should not result from relatively minor exceedances.  
     Second, the TMDL procedures utilize extremely conservative flow values and 
     mixing zone policies, including the arbitrary prohibition of mixing zones  
     for BCCs and Zones of Initial Dilution (ZIDs) for all pollutants.  Finally,
     the PEQ is based on the 99th percentile, which will only be expected to be 
     exceeded one percent of the time.  As discussed above, combining this low  
     probability with the low frequency of 7Q10 flows produces an absurdly high 
     level of protection.  Thus, introducing yet another conservative factor is 
     totally unnecessary, and the flow-based distinction should be deleted      
     entirely.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.207     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2791.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C. The liberal use of ambient screening levels or "Tier 3" criteria with no
     requirements for data quality or quantity has no scientific basis.         
                                                                                
     Procedure 5(D) describes how the permitting authority must determine       
     whether calculation of Tier 2 criteria should be required for pollutants   
     for which neither Tier 1 or Tier 2 criteria have yet been derived.  The    
     first step in this process is the estimation of "ambient screening values,"
     which effectively serve as "Tier 3 criteria."  These may be estimated using
     "all available, relevant information".  The proposed Guidance contains no  
     requirements for either data quantity or quality.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.208     
     
     The ambient screening values and tier II values should always be determined
     by the permitting authority to be adequate to make decisions regarding when
     WQBELs are required and what the level of the WQBEL should be before they  
     are used for those purposes.  The permitting authority should exercise good
     judgement in determining the adequacy of screening values and tier II data.
      In addition, current Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to
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     develop a fact sheet or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and  
     to make the draft permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of
     the permit, available through public notice. (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and     
     124.56) The fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the        
     findings characterized in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are 
     needed and the basis for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior 
     to issuance of the final NPDES permit.  Where a discharger is concerned    
     that the permitting authority may be about to regulate a compound that does
     not legitimately present unacceptable risks based on current scientific    
     understanding, the discharger should challenge such proposed action during 
     the permit development and issuance process.                               
                                                                                
     See also Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory         
     Requirements Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II              
     Methodologies.  See also Supplementary Information Document Section        
     VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants When tier II Values Are Not Available.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2791.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Tier 3 criteria" can be used  in two ways.  First, they are used with 
     the same reasonable potential procedures as Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2      
     values.  If the PEQ exceeds the preliminary effluent limitation (or 50% of 
     the limitation if the discharge flow is equal to or greater than the 7Q10),
     "the permitting authority shall generate, or require the permittee to      
     generate, the data necessary to derive Tier 2 values for noncancer human   
     health, wildlife, acute aquatic life, and chronic aquatic life".  Requiring
     the discharger to generate these data is totally inappropriate, as         
     discussed in Section 4.  This problem is exacerbated by the requirement to 
     generate all types of criteria regardless of whether the "available,       
     relevant information" indicates that all of these target populations (i.e.,
     aquatic life, humans, or wildlife) would actually be at risk.  Tier 2      
     values, which should be used only as advisory levels, should be developed  
     by the permitting authority only for those target populations which are    
     actually at risk.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.209     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
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     Comment ID: D2791.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second use for "Tier 3 criteria" is in calculating wasteload           
     allocations and permit limits.  The permitting authority is given carte    
     blanche to establish water quality-based permit limits on these levels, or 
     any other basis, without even the minimum data necessary for Tier 2 values.
     Permit limits must never be based on such a unsubstantiated foundation.    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.210     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.  In addition, permitting         
     authorities already have the authority to determine reasonable potential in
     the absence of chemical criteria.  Moreover, they are required to interpret
     their narrative water quality standards (122.44(d)(1)) where they have made
     a finding of reasonable potential.  The final Guidance, like  the proposal,
     did not create a new provision giving the authority to permitting          
     authorities to require WQBELs based on interpretations of the State        
     narrative water quality standards.  The provision at proposed 5.D.3 of     
     Appendix F and at 5.C.3 of the final Guidance simply preserves the         
     flexibility that the permitting authorities already have to interpret State
     narrative water quality criteria.  In this Guidance, since EPA is setting  
     minimum requirements for how permitting authorities must interpret State   
     narrative water quality criteria, the provision at C.3 simply preserves the
     authority of the Great Lakes States under section 510 of the Act to        
     interpret their narrative criteria more stringently than is specified by   
     the minimum requirements of the final Guidance.  Moreover, under the final 
     guidance, ambient screening values would not be used as the basis for      
     WQBELs, but only as a trigger for Tier II data collection and value        
     generation.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D. The reference to the flawed policy of "independent application" should  
     be deleted.                                                                
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 5(F)(2) states that, "When determining whether    
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     water quality-based effluent limitations are necessary, information from   
     chemical-specific, whole effuent toxicity and biological assessments shall 
     be considered independently".  This philosophy is referred to in U.S. EPA's
     TSD (1991) as "independent application."  Good science, on the other hand, 
     would utilize a "weight of evidence" approach to make such a determination.
     For example, if a slight exceedance of an aquatic life criterion would be  
     predicted in a receiving steam but no whole effuent toxicity or instream   
     biological impacts are observed, then the weight of evidence would not     
     require a water quality-based effluent limit.  Most significantly, the     
     "independent application" policy is currently under review at U.S. EPA, and
     discussions with Agency staff suggest revisions are likely soon.  The GLI  
     should not reaffirm this erroneous and outdated policy.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2791.211     
     
     EPA believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of  
     the final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is   
     grounded in the requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which      
     requires, among other things, that the permitting authority (1) establish  
     chemical-specific permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality 
     criterion, and (2) establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a       
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an        
     exceedance of a numeric WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if         
     "reasonable potential" is found with regard either of these aspects of     
     standards, then a corresponding permit limit is required.  There is no     
     indication in the language of this provision that one type of information  
     (e.g., biological assessment or WET testing) can be used to "negate" a     
     reasonable potential finding based on another type of information (e.g.,   
     chemical specific analysis).  One principle behind the policy on           
     independent application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs  
     is that WET testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in      
     complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure  
     toxicity from single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to
     do both kinds of analysis on effluents and consider the results            
     independently.  The regulations do permit, however, the use of             
     chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where there a      
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a         
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  The reasonable potential procedures based on resident fish tissue data 
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     are seriously flawed and should be deleted.                                
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 5(F)(3) introduces a totally new reasonable       
     potential determination.  If the concentration of a pollutant in the tissue
     samples from fish collected in a water body exceeds the "tissue basis" of  
     the criteria, then each facility that discharges detectable levels of that 
     pollutant must have a water quality-based permit limit for that pollutant. 
     There are a number of very serious flaws with this procedure.  First, as   
     described in Section 6, using fish tissue data in permitting is fraught    
     with difficulties based on such issues as the variability of the data and  
     the difficulty of pinpointing contributing sources.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.212     
     
     See response to comment number P2607.082.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of the word "detectable" implies that all concentrations of concern
     are below detectability or that there is no threshold of effect - i.e., one
     molecule is enough to cause unacceptable bioaccumulation.  Both of these   
     suppositions are totally false.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.213     
     
     See responses to comments numbered P2607.082, P2607.083, P2585.124,        
     D2721.172.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see also comments .212 & .213                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The loose wording of this procedure would require permit limits where      
     patently imappropriate.  For example, if fish tissue concentrations in any 
     part of Lake Michigan are above the trigger, then all dischargers with     
     detectable effluent concentrations would be given a permit limit for the   
     pollutant, regardless of whether any "contaminated" fish were caught within
     hundreds of miles of a particular discharger.  For these many reasons, this
     procedure should be deleted.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.214     
     
     See response to comment number 2585.124.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures for determining the reasonable potential of a discharge to  
     cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards are far    
     more conservative than necessary to protect the environment and human      
     health, and will lead to the imposition of thousands of unnecessary permit 
     limits with untold compliance costs.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.215     
     
     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Docuement      
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D,    
     Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to Estimated Costs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The entire set of procedures should be reconsidered with particular        
     attention to an evaluation of whether the conservative assumptions achieve 
     a reasonable level of protection.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.216     
     
     As discussed in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2,   
     General Requirements of Procedure 5, EPA received numerous comments        
     requesting additional flexibility for States and Tribes in the             
     determiniation of the need for WQBELs.  EPA also received strong support   
     for the specific procedures as proposed. In response, EPA has incorporated 
     considerable flexibility in numerous aspects of procedure 5 in a way that  
     EPA believes does not sacrifice consistency between States and Tribes.  See
     comment discussions in Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.
     See also response to comment number 2720.246.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dynamic modeling techniques for TMDLs and wasteload allocations should be  
     strongly encouraged.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.217     
     
     See response to comment number P2720.246.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: D2791.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an additional safety factor when the discharge flow is equal to 
     or greater than the 7Q10 should be deleted.                                
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     Response to: D2791.218     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Guidelines for data quantity and quality in deriving ambient screening     
     levels or "Tier 3" criteria should be developed.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.219     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2791.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permitting authority should develop Tier 2 criteria, to be used only as
     advisory levels, and not envorceable limits for only those target          
     populations predicted to be at risk based on available information.        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.220     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Tier 3" criteria should never be used to derive enforceable permit limits.
     
     
     Response to: D2791.221     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The reference to the policy of "independent application" should be deleted.
     
     
     Response to: D2791.222     
     
     EPA believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of  
     the final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is   
     grounded in the requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which      
     requires, among other things, that the permitting authority (1) establish  
     chemical-specific permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality 
     criterion, and (2) establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a       
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an        
     exceedance of a numeric WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if         
     "reasonable potential" is found with regard either of these aspects of     
     standards, then a corresponding permit limit is required.  There is no     
     indication in the language of this provision that one type of information  
     (e.g., biological assessment or WET testing) can be used to "negate" a     
     reasonable potential finding based on another type of information (e.g.,   
     chemical specific analysis).  One principle behind the policy on           
     independent application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs  
     is that WET testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in      

Page 2847



$T044618.TXT
     complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure  
     toxicity from single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to
     do both kinds of analysis on effluents and consider the results            
     independently.  The regulations do permit, however, the use of             
     chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where there a      
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a         
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2791.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The reasonable potential procedures based on resident fish tissue data     
     should be deleted.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.223     
     
     See responses to comments numbered P2607.082, P2607.083, P2585.124,        
     D2721.172.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, the states take varying approaches to such intake credits.      
     While the GLI Guidance will make all states' NPDES permit limits more      
     stringent in many ways, because of the five conditions to finding no       
     reasonable potential for excursions for intake pollutants, the Guidance    
     will effectively take away any water quality-based effluent intake credit. 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.224     
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     The final Guidance provisions for considering intake polluants are more    
     expansive that those in the proposal, as explained in detail in the SID at 
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/IN
     Comment ID: D2791.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effective removal of these intake credits greatly magnifies overall    
     Guidance stringency and resulting discharger costs, with very little       
     offsetting environmental benefit.  In fact, at the August 4-5 Public       
     Hearing, other industries reported tremendous adverse impact from the loss 
     of an effective intake credit provision, for some in the range of $100     
     million to $200 million per plant.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.225     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its approval for publication of the Guidance, the Steering Committee    
     acknowledged the intake credit provision's significance even before the    
     economic data had been developed.  Consequently, because of its effective  
     elimination of water quality-based effluent limit intake credits, the      
     Guidance must be unacceptable to the Steering Committee and certainly is to
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     industry as a whole.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.226     
     
     The final Guidance provisions for considering intake polluants are more    
     expansive that those in the proposal, as explained in detail in the SID at 
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  A threshold issue is whether the return of background concentrations to
     navigable waters is an "addition" of a pollutant triggering the Clean Water
     Act ("CWA").                                                               
                                                                                
     Both legally and logically, such return clearly is not a regulated         
     "addition."  A legal review of this issue follows (Section 11 (II) is      
     included and will not be further discussed here.  Additionally, common     
     sense dictates that return of intake pollutants should not be the          
     discharger's responsibility.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.227     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no indication that the water quality standards were intended to be
     a "clean up" statute for removal of in-place pollutants.  Those statutes   
     that are intended to be clean up statutes require proof of causation before
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     imposing liability.  As drafted, the intake provision would appear to be   
     based on a joint and several liability theory for background               
     concentrations.  However, it includes no requirement that the discharger   
     have any connection with the in-place pollutants.  Indeed, many of the most
     critical pollutants in the Great Lakes, such as mercury, are not the result
     of water point source dischargers.  Natural sources of mercury provide a   
     large portion of the mercury found in ambient Great Lakes waters.  Other   
     major sources include nonpoint sources such as coal burning in other       
     regions of the country and nonpoint source runoff which also presumably    
     includes a large percentage of air deposition.  To impose extremely        
     stringent intake credit provisions to address mercury and other pollutants 
     will be extradorinarily costly and will result in result in virtually no   
     benefit to the Great Lakes.   A far better approach to background          
     concentrations of pollutants would be study and action through the LaMP    
     program and the RAP program as is discussed elsewhere in these comments.   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.228     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2791.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B. The Guidance's "same body of water" requirement wrongly mandates water  
     withdrawal form and return to the same stream.                             
                                                                                
     The Guidance incorrectly treats the entire Great Lakes basin as a single   
     body of water applying virtually a single set of water quality standards.  
     For the Guidance, for purposes of the intake credit provision, to then     
     treat these same waters as different bodies of water which would preclude  
     the use of the extremely limited intake provision is logically inconsistent
     and does not accord with the actual situation at many locations.  Drawing  
     from a tributary and returning to the lake or drawing from the lake and    
     returning to a tributary should not be treated as violating the different  
     bodies of water requirement unless the permitting authority can demonstrate
     that there are actual differences that require the more stringent          
     treatment.  At the very least, the permit writer should be allowed the     
     flexibility granted the permit writer by the technology-based intake credit
     rule.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.229     
     
     The comment is essentially the same as P2588.276 and is addressed in the   
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2791.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     C. It is unreasonable to require "no addition" of pollutant as a condition 
     on intake credits.                                                         
                                                                                
     The effect of the environment is the same whether the discharger adds and  
     then removes a pollutant that is present in intake waters or does not add  
     any of the pollutant that is present in the intake waters.  To make this a 
     condition on the use of the intake credit provision adds stringency to the 
     Guidance with no offsetting environmental benefit.  Once installed, the    
     pollution control equipment necessary to remove plant additions to the     
     pollutant may have an incidental removal effect on the intake water        
     concentrations.  However, it would be inappropriate to require additional  
     equipment to treat for background concentrations beyond that necessary to  
     remove the plant additions of the pollutant.  Such considerations are      
     already present in the technology-based intake credit rule and should be   
     carried forward into the water quality-based intake credit provision.      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.230     
     
     The commenter appears to advocate a "no net addition" approach.  This final
     Guidance allows such an approach in certain circumstances.  See SID at     
     Section VIII.E.4.b. EPA's rationale for the final procedures for           
     considering intake pollutants in water quality based permitting is         
     discussed in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2791.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D. The condition which allows no changes to pollutants in the intake water 
     which would not have occurred instream should be clarified.                
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     This provision appears addressed to changes made to the intake waters by   
     the plant which will increase the toxicity of the effluent over what it    
     would have been if the intake waters had been left in the stream.  This    
     provision may be directed at those processes where the intake water must be
     softened for use.  The water softening may increase dissolved metals and   
     may increase the toxicity of the discharge over that which would have      
     occurred if the water had been left instream.  If this is the case, would  
     rehardening of the water be permissible and/or required?  It would be      
     appropriate to change this requirement to one which allows no net increase 
     in pollutant bioavailability.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.231     
     
     The comment is essentially the same as D2721.066 and is addressed in the   
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2791.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E. The condition on the use of intake credits which allows "no increase in 
     concentration at the edge of the allowable mixing zone" results in an      
     impossible condition for those substances where the intake credit is most  
     needed.                                                                    
                                                                                
     As a means to allow for cycling up of intake pollutant in noncontact       
     cooling water recycle, this provision is acceptable for non-BCCs.  However,
     where BCCs are the problem, such as for mercury, which has one of the most 
     unattainable criteria in the Guidance, the provision will not help.  Under 
     the Implementation Procedures mercury will not be allowed a mixing zone,   
     either immediately for new sources or within 10 years for existing sources.
     Mercury, as has been noted, is completely infused in the Great Lakes system
     mainly from nonpoint sources and air deposition.  Further point source     
     controls on mercury will result in no improvement to the overall ambient   
     concentrations.  Yet, this intake credit condition will prevent cooling    
     water recycle unless the discharger provides treatment specifically for    
     mercury.  Treatment for this substance would be a major cost driver in the 
     Guidance.  The Guidance should provide for permit writer flexibility to    
     grant relief in such circumstances, especially since the relief can be had 
     at no expense to the environmental benefits of the Guidance.               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.232     
     
     These comments are essentially the same as P2588.077 and P2744.201 and are 
     addressed in the responses to those comments.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: D2791.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble includes four options to the preferred option presented in the
     proposed Guidance.  The first option, which includes the existing relief   
     mechanisms such as variances, phased TMDLs and site-specific criteria, is a
     sham unless the agency moves forward to make these mechanisms realistically
     available to dischargers.  A cursory look at the agency's record in        
     granting such relief shows that the agency has almost no intention of      
     providing relief through those mechanisms.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.233     
     
     This comment raises the same concerns with existing mechasisms as those in 
     comment D2721.069, which are addressed in the response to that comment.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: D2791.234
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/OPT 3
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Options 2 and 3 provide that in certain manifestations of the options that 
     any pretreatment provided by the discharger prior to use of the intake     
     waters in the plant must be maintained through to the discharge, that is,  
     the mass of the pollutant in the intake water equals mass of the pollutant 
     in the discharge water less the removal in pretreatment.  Where this can be
     readily accomplished, that provision may be appropriate.  However, there   
     are circumstances where it will be more difficult for the discharger to    
     remove the pollutant after use within the plant than before use.  Where    
     that is the case, the permit writer must have the flexibility to look at   
     the overall system and to balance competing interests and determine a      
     reasonable requirement.                                                    
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     Response to: D2791.234     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.ii., EPA generally agrees    
     that flexibility is needed in determining whether a partial or full credit 
     is appropriate.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the options presented, Option 4 is probably the most acceptable option  
     and it was the one developed by the Technical Work Group and approved for  
     publication as the preferred option by the Steering Committee.  It would   
     allow setting the wasteload allocation at the receiving water background   
     level where at least 10% of the intake water is from the receiving water.  
     Alternatively, or in addition, the mass loading limit must prevent any net 
     addition.  Such a provision would be appropriate since it would protect the
     receiving stream from pollutants that were not already there but would also
     prevent imposition of potentially very costly treatment requirements where 
     the waters would only receive the loadings that were already present.  To  
     ensure continued viability of water conservation measures such as cooling  
     water recycle, where intake pollutants cycle up due to evaporation, the    
     provisions should require a load limit preventing net addition and not     
     impose a concentration limit on such systems.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.235     
     
     See response to comments P2574.083 and P2607.081 regarding how aspects of  
     Option 4 have been included in the final Guidance.  The issue of increased 
     concentration is discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vi.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.235a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Preamble to the Guidance states that: "[T]he return of intake water    
     pollutants to the waters of the United States after removal and use of the 
     water by industrial facilities is an addition of pollutants subject to     
     regulation under Section 402 of the CWA." (p. 20956)  However, the Agency's
     position clearly is wrong, as discussed below.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.235a    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulation of the discharge of intake waters ultimately depends upon proper
     application of the term "addition."  Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act 
     ("CWA"), 33 U.S.C. Section 1311(a), prohibits "the discharge of any        
     pollutant by any person."  A "point source" only may avoid this prohibition
     by obtaining a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES")   
     permit under CWA Section 402, 33 U.S.C. Section 1342.  NPDES program       
     jurisdiction is triggered by the "discharge of pollutants."  CWA Section   
     502(12) defines that activity as "any addition of any pollutant to         
     navigable waters from any point source."  33 U.S.C. Section 1362(12)(A).   
     The CWA consequently does not authorize regulation of any pollutants that  
     are not "added" to navigable waters.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.236     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Inexplicably, U.S. EPA wholly fails to address appplicable interpretations 
     of the most relevant issue herein: "additions" to waters of the United     
     States.  The agency instead bases its Guidance on the following incorrect  
     reasoning: intake water, removed from waters of the United States, and used
     by an industrial facility, loses its status as waters of the United States 
     and therefore its discharge "must" be governed by applicable water quality 
     standards in a NPDES permit.  58 Fed. Reg. 20956 (April 16, 1993).         
     However, the Agency's premises most definitely do not lead to its          
     conclusion.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.237     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency's reliance upon "removal from waters of the United States" for  
     regulation of intake waters is unsupportable, since CWA Section 402 focuses
     upon the discharge of substances, rather than upon the intake of           
     substances.  Moreover, NPDES applicability depends upon the status of      
     discharged substances as pollutants, rather than upon the status of        
     discharged substances as waters of the United States.  The agency's        
     emphasis on the latter thus is misguided.  NPDES regulation similarly does 
     not turn upon the type of facility discharging the substance.  The agency's
     concentration upon "industrial" facility usage as an element for NPDES     
     regulation of intake waters thus is improper.  Ultimately, the Agency's    
     reasoning is just plain wrong.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.238     
     
     Response to: D2791.238:  See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 2857



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the CWA only prohibits the addition of pollutants to navigable waters from 
     point sources, except in compliance with other applicable provisions of the
     Act.  The regulation of the discharge of intake waters thus focuses upon   
     the term "addition" to waters of the United States.  U.S. EPA simply cannot
     regulate discharge of intake waters absent proof that such discharge       
     constitutes an "addition of any pollutant to navigable waters from any     
     point source."  33 U.S.C. Sections 1362(12), 1342(a), 1311(a).  U.S. EPA or
     other permit writers thus have no regulatory authority over discharges that
     are not "additions" under the CWA and applicable case law.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.239     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Importantly, the Courts consistently have required proof of causation for  
     regulated "additions" under CWA Section 402.  For example, the Fourth      
     Circuit has held that discharge of intake stream pollutants was not an     
     "addition" to navigable waters because "[t]hose constituents occurring     
     naturally in the waterways or occurring as a result of other industrial    
     discharges, do not constitute an addition of pollutants by a plant through 
     which they pass."                                                          
                                                                                
     Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351, 1377 (4th Cir. 1976)        
     (emphasis added).  U.S. EPA therefore had no CWA jurisdiction to require   
     removal of such intake water pollutants. Id. As the above quote            
     illustrates, no regulated "addition" occurs absent causation by the        
     discharger.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.240     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Consumers Power distinguishes between hydro-electric facilities and  
     steam/electric operations, that distinction clearly does not support the   
     agency's proposed Guidance.  58 Fed. Reg. 20956 (April 16, 1993).  The     
     Court indicated that pumped storage facilities "d[o] not alter the         
     [waters'] character as waters of the United States."  See Consumers Power, 
     862 F.2d at 589.  The Court next contrasted NPDES regulation of            
     steam/electric operations, which "remove water, which then enters into the 
     industrial complex and absorbs heat and other minerals produced by the     
     plant or electric generator before being added to waters of the United     
     States."  Id., at 589.  In plain terms, steam/electric operations require  
     NPDES permits when such operations discharged intake waters significantly  
     polluted after entering the operations's facility.  The Court never found  
     that such operations required permits for discharge of intake pollutants.  
     Therefore, this distinction ultimately advocates that the NPDES program    
     does not regulate the discharge of intake water pollutants, only the       
     portion added by the facility.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.241     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Likewise, in holding that dam discharges containing high metallic          
     concentrations and exhibiting oxygen-deficiency were "additions," the South
     Carolina Wildlife Fed. v. Alexander Court emphasized that the water had    
     contained no such pollutants before entering the dam's reservoir.  See     
     Alexander, 457 F. Supp. 118, 126 (D.S.C. 1978).  The dam's causation of    
     post-intake pollution thus required NPDES regulation:                      
                                                                                
     [T]he release of the water as changed because of the impoundment           
     constitutes the "addition" of pollutants into a navigable water .... If    
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     defendants cause the character of the water to change ... they will have   
     added pollutants to a navigable water.                                     
                                                                                
     Id. (emphasis added in part).                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.242     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Hudson River Fisherman's Ass'n v. City of New York, 751 F. Supp. 1088, 1102
     (S.D.N.Y. 1990), exhibits further support for the "causation" requirement. 
     According to the defendant municipality, NPDES regulations did not apply to
     a pumping station's discharges of polluted river water to a reservoir,     
     since the water was polluted prior to intake.  The Court rejected this     
     argument, emphasizing that the municipality had chemically treated and     
     physically altered the intake waters after intake.  Discharge of the       
     altered waters thus constituted an "addition":                             
                                                                                
     Here, however, defendants are adding chlorine and alum to the water with   
     the intention of creating a partly chemical, partly physical reaction.  It 
     cannot be serously disputed that chlorine, alum and the resulting floc are 
     physically introduced into the water of the West Branch Reservoir and the  
     Croton River from the outside.                                             
                                                                                
     Id.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.243     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA cites several cases addressing dredge and fill permits under CWA  
     Section 404, 33 U.S.C. Section 1344, for support of its proposed Guidance. 
     58 Fed. Reg. 20956 (April 16, 1993).  Each case found that "addition"      
     includes "redeposition" of substances originally found in the source       
     waters.  However, the decisions concerned far more than mere extraction and
     replacement of a substance.  In each case, the disputed "redeposition"     
     caused a fundamental disturbance of the physical and biological integrity  
     of the waterbody, compared to its original condition.  Therefore, these    
     cases actually support the above Appalachian interpretation of "addition." 
                                                                                
     For instance, the Fifth Circuit has held that redeposition of large amounts
     of vegetation removed from a wetland would "significantly alter the        
     character of the wetlands and limit the vital ecological functions served  
     by the tract."  Avoyelles Sportsman's League, Inc. v. Marsh, 715 F.2d 897, 
     923 (5th Cir. 1983).  The Eleventh Circuit similarly found that            
     redeposition of significant amounts of soil dredged by a tug boat's        
     propellers severly damaged the integrity of adjacent seagrasss beds, so    
     that the "damage done to these areas was too severe for nature to be able  
     to restore them to their natural condition."  See United States v. M.C.C., 
     772 F.2d 1501, 1506 (11th Cir. 1985).  Another Court held that redeposition
     of indigenous materials had compromised river channels, thereby damaging   
     the river's natural drainage system.  See United States v. Sinclair Oil    
     Co., 767 F. Supp. 200, 204 (D. Or. 1990).  The above "redeposition"        
     analysis also has been applied in the NPDES context.  See Rybachek v. U.S. 
     EPA, 904 F.2d 1276, 1285-86 (9th Cir. 1990).  In finding that redeposition 
     of streambed sediments required NPDES regulation of placer mines, the Ninth
     Circuit emphasized that placer mining discharges                           
                                                                                
     can have aesthetic and water-quality impacts on waters both in the         
     immediate vicinity and downstream.  Toxic metals, including arsenic,       
     cadmium, lead, zinc and copper, have been found at a higher concentration  
     in streams where mining occurs than in non-mining streams.                 
                                                                                
     Id. at 1282.                                                               
                                                                                
     In the above decisions, substantial alteration of the water's original     
     state was caused by the discharger's extraction and redeposition           
     activities.  The water's fundamental change, caused by the discharger's    
     external actions, therefore was an "addition" of pollutants to waters of   
     the United States.  These decisions thus plainly support the Appalachian   
     line: NPDES regulation turns upon causation of pollution.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.244     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on the foregoing, NPDES regulation of discharged intake waters       
     depends upon causation:  did the discharger actively introduce pollutants  
     into the intake water from the outside world?  If not, the NPDES program   
     does not regulate the discharge of such water.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.245     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Here, non-contact cooling operations require vast amounts of source waters.
     These waters very often contain pollutants prior to intake.  Applying the  
     above "causation" rule to an aluminum facility: has the facility actively  
     introduced outside pollutants into intake water prior to discharge?        
     Significantly, simple passage of intake water through a facility's         
     once-through cooling system or cooling water recycle system does not       
     substantially change the intake water's pollutant load.  The facility thus 
     has not caused any pollution of the intake water.  The CWA therefore does  
     not regulate the later discharge of the intake water pollutant as an       
     "addition" of pollutants.  The facility plainly is not legally responsible 
     for removal of pollutants from the discharged intake water only what it    
     contributes to the water.  U.S. EPA's proposed Guidance therefore is       
     contrary to the mandates of both applicable case law and the CWA.          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.246     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency should reconsider whether discharge of intake concentrations of 
     pollutants is an "addition" under the Clean Water Act.  The Agency appears 
     to have misconstrued the cases which have dealt with this issue, and the   
     agency should reassess and take a reasonable position.  However, even if   
     U.S. EPA continues to wrongly consider return of intake concentrations to  
     be an addition of pollutant, it can still provide necessary relief.        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.247     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2791.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency should review the economic data provided by the many            
     organizations commenting on this rulemaking and provide mechanisms of      
     relief where the costs of compliance are out of line with the benefits     
     realized.  Certainly, a part of this provision would be complete exemption 
     of noncontact cooling water, whether it is once-through or recycled, with  
     appropriate protection against acute toxicity where pollutants cycle up.   
     This could be addressed through discharge induced mixing, dilution and     
     other possibilities.  Another possibility would be adoption of Option 4    
     with a clear statement that where cooling water recycle involves cycling up
     of pollutants due to evaporation, the only limit on the blowdown discharge 
     will be a mass loading limit to prevent net addition of pollutants.        
     
     
     Response to: D2791.248     
     
     See response to comment D2592.031 regarding a blanket exemption for cooling
     water.  With respect to Option 4, see responses to the comments P2574.083  
     and P2607.081.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2791.249
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble discuses at length the means of relief from water quality     
     criteria or resulting permit limits which are overly stringent or even     
     unattainable.  This discussion is an attempt to refute regulated community 
     comments on stringency of GLI criteria and methodologies.  However, the    
     actual flexibility and magnitude of relief are far less than implied.      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.249     
     
     See response D2791.250                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2791.250
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, inappropriately placing the burden on dischargers in order to 
     correct the over-simplifications and cumulative conservation assumptions   
     implicit in the basin-wide approach will also portray the dischargers as a 
     "wrong-doer" seeking an undeserved "break".                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.250     
     
     EPA does not agree that the scientific basis for the final Guidance is     
     overly conservative.  See response to D2723.047.  EPA believes that the    
     basin-wide application of criteria and values is appropriate.  See response
     to G2650.002 and section II.C.4 of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2791.251
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 2 describes the procedures which States may use to
     grant point source variances from water quality standards. The six         
     conditions describing infeasibility of achieving standards are appropriate.
     However, the requirement to demonstrate "substantial and widespread        
     economic and social impact" suggests that individual facility impacts will 
     not be considered.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.251     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2791.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another flaw is the three year variance term.  The term should be the same 
     five year term as the NPDES permit from which relief is sought.  Otherwise,
     a discharger would be required to complete (and receive approval for) two  
     variance applications within one permit cycle.  The reality is that the    
     discharger will spend the entire permit cycle engrossed in paperwork.      
     Moreover, for purposes of sound management and investment practice, the    
     discharge must be given certainty of permit terms for the five year period;
     any shorter period rends rational business judgement impossible.           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.252     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2791.253
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most significant reason that the variance procedure provides virtually 
     no possibility of justifiable relief to dischargers is the historical      
     reluctance of States and U.S. EPA to grant variances.  States have provided
     for variances for years with U.S. EPA approval.  Yet, the reality is that  
     very few variances have been granted.  In addition, the arduous            
     demonstration requirements and timetables discourage many dischargers from 
     even applying.  In many cases, litigating the permit may be more efficient 
     from the perspective of the discharger.  This is especially true when the  
     term of the variance would be shorter than the term of the permit.         
     
     
     Response to: D2791.253     
     
     See Response ID: D2917.154.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2791.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is misleading to suggest, as U.S. EPA seems to do, that a provision for 
     variances will resolve fundamental issues relating to the overly stringent 
     criteria imposed in the proposed Guidance.  In reality, the proposed       
     variance procedure provides very little promise of relief.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.254     
     
     The variance procedure in the final Guidance is designed to provide relief 
     where appropriate.                                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
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     Comment ID: D2791.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble discusses state flexibility to modify designated uses.        
                                                                                
     States may currently remove a non-existing designated use where            
     unattainable and adopt less stringent criteria to protect existing and/or  
     attainable uses pursuant to State requirements consistent with 40 CFR Part 
     131.10.  This regulatory provision is appropriate to address situations    
     where the water quality standards for a water body are not attainable in   
     the future.  (p 20955)                                                     
                                                                                
     However, the proposed Guidance makes such relief impossible because it     
     erroneously eliminates most designated uses. (See Section 3)  The Preamble 
     admits, "Modifications of designated uses for aquatic life and wildlife    
     protection would have no impact under the proposed Guidance" (p 20955).  In
     only one situation might relief be obtained; the human health-drinking     
     water use could be removed so that only the non-drinking criteria would    
     apply.  Thus, the discussion about the flexibility to modify designiated   
     uses is extremely misleading.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.255     
     
     EPA does not agree that the discussion about the flexibility to modify     
     existing uses is extremely misleading.  For a discussion of the principles 
     EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including promoting      
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2791.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 1 describes the mechanisms by which site-specific 
     criteria or value modifications may be derived.  The technical and policy  
     shortcomings are discussed elsewhere (See Section 3).  One of the greatest 
     flaws is that site-specific BAF's and human health and wildlife criteria   
     can only be more stingent than basin-wide values.  The cumulative effect of
     the various shortcomings severely limits the number of dischargers         
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     qualified for relief.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.256     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2791.257
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed relif from overly stringent water quality criteria or permit  
     limits is grossly inadequate.  ALCOA recommends that U.S. EPA develop      
     usable variance procedures and make appropriate changes to procedures      
     governing designated uses and site specific criteria as detailed in Section
     3 of these comments.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.257     
     
     See Response ID: P2718.216                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2791.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lowering of in-stream water quality, which should be the focus of the      
     Antidegradation Policy, is only addressed circuitously.  The Guidance      
     Antidegradation Policy is more like an enhanced, antibacksliding policy    
     which addresses relaxing of NPDES permit requirements.  Even though        
     relaxing a permit requirement might lower water quality, often relaxing a  
     permit limit does not noticeably affect in-stream water quality.  Much like
     antibacksliding, the Guidance Antidegradation Policy triggers non-BCC      
     Antidegradation Procedures when there is an arbitrarily set mass loading   
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     permit limit increase unless ambient concentrations are unchanged.  So too,
     BCCs are subject to Antidegradation Procedures when there is an increase in
     effluent mass loading over Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ); EEQ would be a 
     permit limit or condition.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.258     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees that the antidegradation provisions in the      
     proposed or final Guidance blur the distinction between antidegradation and
     antibacksliding.  Antidegradation is an element of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards that is concerned with maintaining existing water  
     quality, consistent with the objectives of the CWA, section 101(a).  To    
     simplify implementation, the proposed Guidance allowed States and Tribes to
     identify certain changes in water quality as not significant and not       
     subject to antidegradation review.  For non-BCCs, a significant change was 
     defined as relaxation of permit limit be greater than an de minimis amount.
      This does not imply that any increased loading of a non-BCC that is not   
     defined as signficant does have the potential to lower water quality,      
     rather that such lowerings are likely to be inconsequential and therefore  
     do not warrant extensive review.  Although EPA could clarify the           
     distinction between antidegradation and antibacksliding by requiring       
     antidegradation review for any action that is expected to lower water      
     quality for all pollutants, EPA believes that it is more important for the 
     final Guidance to be workable.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2791.259
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance would require extensive analysis and increased treatment or   
     porcess changes before the State could consider increased loading.  Also,  
     the company must satisfy social and economic development requirements      
     weighed against environmental considerations to increase loading.  This    
     Antidegradation Policy is not based in science and will cause unnecessary  
     expenditures not resulting in significant environmental benefit.           
     
     
     Response to: D2791.259     
     
     This comment is inaccurate in its portrayal of the proposed Guidance.      
     Neither the proposed no the final Guidance require any expenditures on the 
     part of an entity requesting approval of an activity that will lower water 
     quality.  If the antidegradation review does not identify reasonable and   
     practicable pollution prevention and treatment options, none are required. 
     It is true that there must be a demonstration that the lowering of water   
     quality is a necessary result of an activity that can be considered        
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     important social and economic development, but the final Guidance defers   
     that decision to the States and Tribes as the appropriate authorities.  The
     final Guidance is less prescriptive than the proposal on details of the    
     demonstration, effectively requiring no more than is involved in the       
     national regulation.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2791.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A. Regulatory agencies should not dictate process and raw material changes 
     as a pollution reduction measure.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.260     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2791.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the Guidance, before the State can consider an increased    
     mass loading above arbitrarily set levels, pollution prevention must be    
     analyzed.  Voluntary pollution prevention is appropriate.  However, the    
     Antidegradation Policy makes pollution prevention mandatory for a          
     discharger needing a mass loading increase.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2791.261     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2791.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Differences in industrial processes and raw materials may be central to a  
     company's ability to compete.  Government mandated changes to satisfy      
     pollution prevention concepts can reduce our ability to compete on national
     and international markets.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.262     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2791.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     substitution of nontoxic, nonbioaccumulative substances for BCCs may be    
     discouraged.  Many pollution prevention chemical substitutions will be     
     required to satisfy the Antidegradation Policy before the substitution is  
     made.  If that is as true as it appears, then many companies may be        
     unwilling to embark on substitution.  Since permit limits already assure   
     that water quality standards are met, there is no reason for further       
     intrusive controls.  Where imposed, they may cause higher costs that are   
     passed on to the public without offsetting improvement in the environment. 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.263     
     
     The commenter states that, under the proposed Guidance, because            
     antidegradation is implemented on a pollutant by-pollutant-basis, if a     
     discharger wished to perform a voluntary substitution of a less toxic      
     chemical for a more toxic chemical, the increased loading of the less toxic
     chemical would be subjected to antidegradation review, even though there   
     would be a net reduction in the release of toxicity to the environment.    
     The commenter objects to the antidegradation provisions for this reason.   
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     The requirements that a discharger contemplating such a substitution would 
     be subject to are the same as those that would apply to any increased      
     loading from a facility.  However, given the rationale for the proposed    
     increase, EPA expects that the request would be successfully processed     
     without delay.  Such a change might trigger other reporting requirements as
     well as well as modification of the facility's permit if new limits were   
     needed for the substitute chemical.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2791.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A proposed "significant lowering of water quality" (SLWQ) imposes the      
     Antidegradation Policy on the discharger.  The Guidance defines SLWQ for   
     BCCs as any mass-loading increase above EEQ as statistically determined    
     over the previous permit term.  For non-BCCs the SLWQ is generally an      
     increase of greater than 10% of the permit mass loading limit.             
                                                                                
     There is no scientific basis to treat BCCs different from non-BCCs.  The   
     Guidance defines BCCs based only on bioaccumulation potential.  Human      
     health and wildlife criteria established for these substances using the GLI
     methodology fully protect against bioaccumulation.  The Antidegradation    
     Policy will only allow increases where the receiving waters meet water     
     quality standards (including many safety factors) and they must remain at  
     or above water quality standards after any mass loading increase.  Whether 
     the substance is a BCC or a non-BCC, it will by definition be a high       
     quality water after the increase and will continue to support the          
     designated use.  Therefore treating BCCs more severely than non-BCCs is    
     punitive.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2791.264     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2791.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C. EEQ calculation over five years for BCC ignores the Great Lakes economic
     history.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.265     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2791.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes aluminum industry has suffered domestic recessions at least
     since 1975.  Calculating EEQ using the previous permit period data will    
     correlate EEQ with low production.  A company's flexibility to adjust      
     quickly to changing markets and to operate in spot markets will be a thing 
     of the past.  Rather than having a level playing field, Great Lakes basin  
     industries will be kept off the national and international playing field.  
     As noted above, there is no demonstrated environmental benefit resulting   
     from this detriment.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2791.266     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2791.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     D. The concept of de minimis increases is important, but as defined for    
     non-BCCs it does not reflect actual instream impacts.                      
                                                                                
     The Antidegradation Policy would allow increases in non-BCC loading up to  
     10% of the assimilative capacity of the stream without requiring an        
     antidegradation analysis.  This concept correctly recognizes that instream 
     impacts do not result from every increase in mass loading.  But by         
     arbitrarily setting the de minimis increase at 10% of assimilative         
     capacity, the policy will require statisfaction of the antidegradation     
     procedures where not necessary on a stream-impact basis.  In many cases    
     where larger increases in loading would still not have any instream impact,
     the setting of a new permit limit which be definition must be protective of
     water quality would appear to be fully adequate protection against         
     significant degradation of the stream.  Since the basis of antidegradation 
     protection is the quality of the instream water, a determination that a    
     non-BCC will result in no measurable degradation of the water should be    
     sufficient for the increase to escape antidegradation procedures.  To the  
     extent that non-BCCs are unnecessarily brought into the antidegradation    
     procedures, resources will be wasted and the environment will not benefit. 
     
     
     Response to: D2791.267     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2791.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E. Focus on social and economic impacts in the area of the water without   
     separate consideration of impact on the discharger is dangerous economic   
     policy.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The  final step in the antidegradation/decision process is an analysis of  
     the social and economic impact on the area of the water concerned to       
     determine whether the increased loading is justified.  Most dischargers in 
     large metropolitan areas can be virtually assured that they will never meet
     this test.  Even medium sized dischargers can be unable to show the        
     requisite social and economic impact, as that could be defined, and yet a  
     very small discharger in an undeveloped area could have a significant      
     impact on the social  and economic development of the area and satisfy the 
     policy.  Ironically, the discharger who is most likely to be granted the   
     increase under the antidegradation policy will be on the banks of pristine 
     waters where the greatest protection may be necessary.  This raises        
     questions of fundamental fairness to those who have invested heavily in    
     their businesses, whether they are located in an urban industrial area or  
     an undeveloped, more pristine setting.                                     
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     Response to: D2791.268     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2791.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the environmental agencies involved, to our knowledge, do not 
     claim expertise in social and economic policy making.  Their expertise is  
     in environmental regulation and this limitation should be recognized.      
     
     
     Response to: D2791.269     
     
     See response to comment D2724.410.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2791.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Guidance is to consider social and economic development, at the very
     least, a significant portion of this consideration should be the effect on 
     the discharger and its employees.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2791.270     
     
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are taken directly    
     from the existing regulations.  Under the final Guidance, a party seeking  
     to lower water quality must demonstrate that the lowering of water quality 
     is necessary, in other words, that there are no viable alternatives to     
     reduced water quality, and that the activity responsible for the lowering  
     of water quality will generate important social and economic development in
     the area affected by the reduced water quality.  It is important to note   
     that the economic development must benefit the community affected by the   
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     lowering of water quality as well as the party seeking to lower water      
     quality.  It is not appropriate that benefits only accrue to the discharger
     in question.  If the benefits to the discharger cannot in some way be      
     translated into benefits to the community as a whole, then the social and  
     economic development test is not met and the lowering of water quality     
     should not be allowed.  The final Guidance gives States and Tribes broad   
     discretion in how they determine whether or not the social and economic    
     development test is met, but any test developed by a State or Tribe must   
     consider benefits to the affected community, and not just benefits to the  
     discharger seeking to lower water quality.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2791.271
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     F.  The Antidegradation Policy appears to be a no growth policy.           
                                                                                
     Not only are the explicit terms of the antidegradation analysis,           
     demonstration and decision in and of themselves likely to inhibit growth or
     recovery of ailing industries, but the cost, complexity and time needed for
     an antidegradation application will prevent many small and even large      
     industries from applying for the increase necessary.  It will be very      
     difficult to know what the result of the antidegradation procedures will be
     and very significant costs are likely to accompany the preparation of the  
     application.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2791.271     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution prevention   
     plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that a      
     lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated that   
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
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     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2791.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is also no time limit for state action on an application.            
     
     
     Response to: D2791.272     
     
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2791.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     This policy should be saved for regions of the country that have a booming 
     economy where growth must be restrained.  The Great Lakes region is not    
     such a region.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2791.273     
     
     The goal of the final Guidance is protection of the Great Lakes System.    
     See regulatory impact analysis.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2791.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, there appears to be little or no relation between the size of 
     the requested increase in mass loading and the cost of preparing an        
     application.  The agency should develop a means whereby small increases are
     accompanied by small application costs and reserve the high cost           
     applications for those industries seeking very large increases.  We do not 
     believe that the current three step procedure can be counted on to limit   
     the costs of the application.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2791.274     
     
     The focus of antidegradation is on changes in ambient water quality, not   
     the size of the increase.  The de minimis provisions in the final Guidance 
     provide relief from undue scrutiny under antidegradation where the effect  
     of an action on ambient water quality is expected to be small.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2791.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     ALCOA recommends that the Antidegradation Policy be revised to minimize the
     costs of application and that the policy result in restricting increases in
     loading where there is a measurable benefit from the restriction.  Until   
     and unless U.S. EPA is able to make the correlation between cost and       
     benefit, it should not impose an Antidegradation Policy of this complexity.
     Until then it should be fully satisfactory that permit limits and water    
     quality standards be met both before and after the increase in mass        
     loading.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2791.275     
     
     See regulatory impact analysis.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2792.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Sierra Club strongly supports the GLI to:                              
                                                                                
     Establish minimum water quality standards to protect human, wildlife, and  
     fish health; Target some of the worst pollutants -- those that             
     bioaccumulate the most like PCBs and Dioxin -- in people, fish, and        
     wildlife; Prohibit the use of mixing zones and acute mixing zones (ZIDS)   
     for these chemicals of concern; Include provisions to keep clean waters,   
     like Lake Superior, clean through a strengthened anti-degradation section  
     and make all Lake Superior a real ONRW; and Expand the GLI to protect      
     inland rivers and lakes in all states, in addition to the Great Lakes.     
     
     
     Response to: D2792.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section  
     II.C of the SID.  See also Appendix B of the rule.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2792.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the EPA National Water Quality Inventory, 1990 Report to      
     Congress, 67.7% or 3,288 miles of Great Lakes shoreline do not support     
     Clean Water Act designated uses.  Only 1.8% or 85 miles fully support Clean
     Water Act designated uses for fishing and swimming.  None of the shoreline 
     in Wisconsin, Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, and Ohio supports full Clean    
     Water Act designations.                                                    
                                                                                
     Current water laws allow toxic chemical discharge into the nation's waters 
     and the Great Lakes ecosystem which cause these impairments.  These laws --
     especially the Clean Water Act -- allow polluters to dilute and mix toxics 
     in the air and water.  The only way to make the Great Lakes safe for       
     drinking, fishing, and swimming is to phase out the release of these toxic 
     substances into the U.S. water and the Great Lakes to achieve Zero         
     Discharge.                                                                 
                                                                                
     According to the U.S. General Accounting Office, U.S. Great Lakes polluters
     were LEGALLY permitted to dump 7.3 million gallons of oil, 89,000 pounds of
     lead, 1,935 pounds of PCBs, and 933 pounds of mercury into the Lakes in    
     1990.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Water Pollution, Observation on EPA's Efforts to Clean Up the Great Lakes, 
     U.S. General Accounting Office, Testimony of Richard L. Hembra, October    
     1991, page 6.                                                              
                                                                                
     To put this in perspective, the Exxon Valdez illegally dumped 11 million   
     gallons of oil into Alaska waters and was fined about $1 billion.  Each    
     year, U.S. industries dump two-thirds that amount into the Great Lakes     
     water supply for 25 million Americans.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2792.002     
     
     EPA considered these comments in development of the final Guidance.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2792.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is a national problem also.  Conservative estimates taken from the    
     1990 Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) data (which only cover 5% of all        
     industrial sources) showed that industry dumped nearly 200 million pounds  
     of toxic and hazardous material into U.S. waterways.  In addition,         
     manufacturing industries dumped 448 million pounds of toxic materials, and 
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     hazardous waste facilities washed another 254 million pounds into public   
     sewers in 1990.  The GLI should be expanded to the entire nation to protect
     all those who long for clean water.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2792.003     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2792.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scientific evidence shows that widespread, low-level exposure to some      
     persistent toxic chemicals like PCBs and mercury:                          
                                                                                
     threatens newborn children with premature birth, low birth weights, and    
     impaired learning loss of up to 5 IQ points; will cause 38,225 cancers to  
     fishers and non-fishers in the Great Lakes Basin, according to EPA Risk    
     Analysis of 26 Environmental Problems, Draft Working Documents, page 4;    
     causes birth defects, sterility, and population decline in fish and        
     wildlife like bald eagles, lake trout, cormorants, and mink; may be the    
     major cause of breast cancer that strikes one-in-nine American women; makes
     lake trout, salmon, and other species unsafe to eat in all the Great Lakes 
     because they can cause health problems and increase cancer risks; and      
     remain in the lake ecosystem, concentrating in and damaging humans and     
     wildlife for decades.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2792.004     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the adverse effects noted on Great lakes aquatic life,       
     wildlife and human health, see Section I.B of the SID.  For a discussion of
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science for the protection of human     
     health, wildlife and aquatic life, see Section I.C of the SID. See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2792.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current U.S. and state water laws allow polluters to dump toxic chemicals  
     into aquatic ecosystems which poison the food web.  According to a recent  
     International Joint Commission study, Great Lakes states now use a         
     hodgepodge of regulations that allow dumping of persistent poisons.  For   
     example, a plant that could only dump 4 pounds of mercury into Wisconsin   
     waters, would be allowed to dump 55 pounds in Ohio, 99 pounds of mercury in
     Illinois, and 323 pounds in New York.                                      
                                                                                
                             WISCONSIN   OHIO    ILLINOIS    NEW YORK           
     MERCURY                                                                    
     PLANT CAN DUMP              4        55         99          323            
     (IN POUNDS)                                                                
     The Control of Discharge of Toxic Pollutants into the Great Lakes and their
     Tributaries: Development of Benchmarks, Jeffrey A. Foran, PhD.,            
     International Joint Commission, page 39.                                   
                                                                                
     Clearly, this jeopardizes more than the water quality, fish eaters, and    
     wildlife.  It puts industries of the clean states at an unfair competitive 
     disadvantage.  States compete for industry by jeopardizing their water     
     supply rather than strengthening ther workforce.  We are promoting uniform,
     water quality standards that protect jobs, people, fish, and wildlife.     
     
     
     Response to: D2792.005     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2792.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is indicated by the ubiquitous fish advisory throughout the country.  
     The Great Lakes states have the greatest number of fish advisories with    
     more than 1500.  It is clear reason to enact and strengthen the GLI.       
     
     
     Response to: D2792.006     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2792.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See attached critique of DRI Cost Study                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A great deal of concern has been raised about the potential costs of the   
     GLI.  Some estimates range from $190 million by EPA to $2.2 billion by the 
     Council of Great Lakes Governors (CGLG).  We feel that the lower numbers   
     are more appropriate based on the a study we commissioned by several       
     University of Wisconsin Agricultural Economists (enclosed).  That study    
     indicates that the CGLG used inappropriate methodology and uncertain cost  
     and jobs figures in presenting their findings.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2792.007     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2792.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of doing nothing are much greater than any potential costs.  The 
     Sierra Club recently released Clean Lakes, Clean Jobs, an assessment of the
     costs and jobs at risk from Great Lakes pollution.  It found that $95      
     billion in commerce and almost 3 million jobs depend on a clean, healthy   
     Great Lakes.  Strengthening the GLI is the number one thing the EPA can do 
     today to safeguard these vital jobs and our Midwest economy.  Moreover,    
     even if the higher number of $2.2 billion is true, that number divided     
     among the 36 million people in the Basin is only $60 per person per year --
     only $5 per month.  This is a small price to pay for a cleaner, healthier  
     Great Lakes.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2792.008     
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2792.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The control of persistent toxics from point sources is a great concern and 
     the major source of pollutants into the lower lakes.  But as many people   
     stated at the hearing, this is only part of the problem.  We outlined other
     actions needing to be taken in a letter to Aleesa Bell with the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Coalition (enclosed).                                        
                                                                                
     EPA should support strong measures including the Oberstar Non-Point bill,  
     (HR 2543), to clean up and slow toxic run-off, the Metzembaum-Glenn Great  
     Lakes Clean Water Quality Amendments, (S. 1183), to clean up toxic         
     sediments lining our harbors, and produce regulations to cut toxic air     
     emission when they publish the Great Waters Study this fall.               
                                                                                
     In the Great Lakes, measures to achieve these ends are now underway and EPA
     should move forward with the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative       
     (GLTRI) before the final GLI is published to ensure that all sources of    
     persistent toxics are reduced to share the burden with all culprits.       
     
     
     Response to: D2792.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2792.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, the GLI gives us the opportunity to stop additional         
     persistent toxics from entering the waters of the United States and to     
     clean up the current toxic hotspots.  We urge the EPA to be bold and       
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     strengthen the GLI.                                                        
                                                                                
     We are especially concerned that you:                                      
                                                                                
     Protect women and children from all toxic chemicals that accumulate in fish
     and cause birth defects; Deal with other sources of toxics to restore the  
     toxic harbors of the nation; Protect people who eat the most Great Lakes   
     fish, like sport anglers, Native Americans, and others who fish for their  
     food; Protect fish and wildlife from all chemicals that cause birth defects
     and deformities; and Keep high-quality waters like Lake Superior clean and 
     designate it Outstanding National Resource Water as spelled out by the     
     Water Pollution Control Act.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2792.010     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2793.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is RG&E's belief that the sources of the most significant parameters    
     that the GLWQG addresses are the previously polluted lake sediments        
     themselves and non-point source inputs such as atmospheric deposition and  
     storm-water runoff.  Due to this existing situation RG&E recommends that   
     mitigation of in situ and non-point source inputs be implemented and       
     evaluated prior to the implementation of the GLWQG.  As currently proposed,
     water users will be forced to implement source waterbody pollution         
     mitigation while pollution sources remain uncontrolled.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2793.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2793.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc OT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the pollutants identified in the GLWQG are already            
     substantially controlled within the SPDES permitting process.  To impose   
     more stringent discharge restrictions upon such existing permitted point   
     source discharges seems to be an extremely costly action in view of the    
     relatively minimal benefits that will be attained and the continuing in    
     situ and non-point source inputs.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2793.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2793.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RG&E recommends that, as its very name implies, the Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Guidance be promulgated as a guide, not a regulation, for the Great
     Lakes States to develop and implement uniform water quality regulations    
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2793.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2793.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Intake credits (i.e., allowing the mass of a pollutant in a discharge to be
     reduced by the mass of that pollutant occurring in the source waterbody)   
     are a necessary requirement for continued cost-effective operation of      
     once-through cooling facilities.  In such situations non-contact cooling   
     water flows are typically on the order of hundreds of million gallons of   
     water per day.  The concept of treating this water for pollutants that are 
     contained within the ambient water used for this process appears to be     
     unduly burdensome to the user.  To meet such a requirement would be        
     extremely expensive, if technologicaly possible.  An alternative to such   
     treatment would be the installation of cooling towers in order to          
     substantially reduce cooling flows.  Using the cost estimating process     
     described in a report prepared by ENSR ("Regulatory Impact Analysis of the 
     Draft Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative for the Electric Utility        
     Industry", Prepared by ENSR Consulting and Engineering for the Ad Hoc      
     Utility Group, 1993), it is estimated that the installation of cooling     
     towers at RG&E's three major generating facilities would total $307,000,000
     in capital costs and $21,000,000 in annual operation and maintenance.      
     Added to this would still be the cost of treatment facilities, albeit they 
     would be more reasonably sized.  This is the price that RG&E and its       
     customers would have to pay to essentially clean up non-RG&E related       
     pollutants currently found in the source waterbody.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2793.004     
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are addressed in the SID  
     at Section IX.  Also see responses to comments D2657.006 and D2584.005.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2793.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG makes some provision for intake credit in Appendix F, Procedure  
     5E.  RG&E believes that at a minimum this procedure should include         
     clarifications with respect to conditions "b" and "d".  In both these      
     conditions the wording is such that no additional mass is contributed, or  
     the pollutant concentration is not increased.  Recognizing that, for       
     example, minute amounts of metals will normally be leaching into the       
     non-contact cooling water from the condenser tubes, RG&E believes that     
     conditions "b" and "d" should be qualified to allow "de minimis" additions 
     of such chemicals.  Further, in situations where waste streams combine with
     non-contact cooling water prior to discharge into the receiving waterbody, 
     the GLWQG should not require that the waste streams be separated from      
     non-contact cooling water in order to receive intake credits, as currently 
     necessitated by condition "b".  Regardless of where the waste stream enters
     the receiving waterbody the mass loading will be the same and, therefore,  
     the significant added expense of separating these two water flows in order 
     to obtain intake credits for the non-contact cooling water is a substantial
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     cost that does not result in any environmental benefit.  Further, RG&E     
     believes that the water quality as measured at the point of discharge into 
     the receiving waterbody should be used for limitation monitoring since the 
     mass loading would be the same at this point as any point upstream.        
     
     
     Response to: D2793.005     
     
     See responses to comments D2592.031 and P2588.075 with respect to cooling  
     water and de minimis additions of mass.  The final Guidance provides for   
     co-mingled wastestreams in two ways:  "no net addition" limits where intake
     water is from the same body of water (see SID at Section VIII.E.4.b.) and  
     "partial" consideration of intake pollutants where the facility has intake 
     water from the same and different bodies of water (see SID at Section      
     VIII.E.4.d. The final Guidance allows permitting authorities discretion to 
     determine appropriate monitoring.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2793.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Throughout its review of intake credits, RG&E assumed that such credits    
     would be applied on a chemical-specific basis, that is, if the             
     determination is made that the mass of a chemical has increased above an   
     acceptable level and require treatment, such treatment would be required   
     only for that chemical and not for all other pollutants that may also be   
     present in the source waterbody but have not been added to by the user.    
     This assumption should be specifically addressed to avoid confusion during 
     implementation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2793.006     
     
     The final Guidance clarifies this point and this issue is addressed in the 
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.i.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2793.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The issue of detection levels and lower quantitation limits is very complex
     and is the subject of extensive discussion by many of the commenting groups
     previously mentioned.  At this time RG&E wishes to merely express the      
     overall belief that permit limits should be measurable through normal lab  
     procedures in order that operational discharge parameters and permit       
     limitations can be reasonably ascertained without extensive laboratory and 
     statistical analysis.  This concept supports timely determinations which   
     lead to expedient and effective decisions regarding discharges and, in     
     turn, environmental protection.                                            
                                                                                
     RG&E supports the use of a value of "0" when analytical results are below  
     detection, unless historical results indicate detectable levels at some    
     consistent frequency for the parameter and discharge in question (e.g., 25%
     of the time), in which case a value of one-half could be substituted for a 
     "below detection" result.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2793.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2794.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the Guidance is unreasonably and unnecessarily burdensome.  It 
     will impose massive costs on industry within the Great Lakes basin, while  
     offering minimal if any environmental benefit.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2794.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
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     Comment ID: D2794.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Penelec strongly supports the provision in the proposed Guidance under     
     which                                                                      
     water quality standards for protection of aquatic life may be modified to  
     be                                                                         
     less stringent than the standards that would otherwise be applicable, based
     on the specific physical and hydrological conditions that exist in the body
     of water.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 1.A.1(b), 58 Fed.  
     Reg. 21034.  As noted in the Preamble to the Guidance, 58 Fed. Reg. 20919, 
     this is similar to the existing procedure for removal of a designated use  
     that is not attainable.  However, the new provision would offer a          
     flexibility                                                                
     that is not necessarily available under the existing procedures.  For      
     example, where the physical characteristics of a body of water are such    
     that                                                                       
     it supports only a limited number of species, the new provision would allow
     site-specific modification of the water quality standards for protection of
     aquatic life.  The modified standards would be sufficient to protect the   
     limited community that exists in the waterbody, even though they might not 
     be                                                                         
     sufficient to protect the full aquatic community that would ordinarily be  
     expected in the body of water.                                             
                                                                                
     It is uncertain whether this result could be obtained under existing law.  
     Under a typical use designation such as "warm water fishery," the presence 
     of                                                                         
     even a few species can be interpreted as an indication that the designated 
     use is being met, thereby preventing removal of the use and the            
     corresponding                                                              
     relaxation of water quality standards.  The proposed Guidance would provide
     a                                                                          
     means for obtaining relief in such cases.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2794.002     
     
     Under the final Guidance, criteria may not be modified because use         
     designations are changed.  For more information on use designations see    
     Section II.C.4. of the SID.  For this reason, EPA allowed modification to  
     the criteria when physical or hydrological conditions precluded aquatic    
     life from remaining at a site (Appendix F, Procedure 1, A.1.c.).  This     
     procedure is functionally equivalent to a justification for the removal of 
     a designated use (40 CFR 131.10(g)(2), (4) and (5)).  EPA expects that this
     exception will typically be used for waters where a full aquatic life use  
     is unattainable.  EPA agrees with the commenter that this provides a means 
     to "tailor" the criteria to the aquatic communities which are present.     
     However, these criteria must be sufficient to protect the limited community
     that occurs at the site.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

Page 2890



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2794.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     even if there is no body of water in the Great Lakes System that is        
     absolutely inaccessible to humans or wildlife, there are numerous          
     waterbodies                                                                
     that are so remote, isolated, or undesirable that it can be said  with     
     confidence that visits by humans or wildlife will be rare.  In such cases, 
     less stringent water quality criteria may be appropriate.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2794.003     
     
     See response to comment G3024.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2794.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     in the case of chronic health effects, the mobility of humans and wildlife 
     makes site-specific modifications more attractive:  it is less likely that 
     any individual will be exposed to the pollutants at a specific location    
     long or often enough to be detrimental.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2794.004     
     
     See response to comment P2656.266.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2794.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     while it is especially critical to use conservative assumptions when       
     prescribing provisions for protection of human health, that does not       
     require banning all modifications regardless of the circumstances.         
     
     
     Response to: D2794.005     
     
     See response to comment P2656.266.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2794.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it would be better policy to allow states and tribes to modify water       
     quality standards to be either more or less stringent in appropriate       
     circumstances, depending on the unique characteristics of a specific body  
     of water.  Nor should inconsistency in applicable standards be a reason not
     to adopt this approach.  If specific waterbodies have unique               
     characteristics that make the usual standards inappropriate, site-specific 
     modifications (whether more or less stringent) actually improve the        
     consistency of the regulatory scheme, rather than disrupting it.           
     
     
     Response to: D2794.006     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: D2794.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The footnote merely repeats the first five circumstances under
which a     
          variance may be granted.                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance provides that variances from water quality standards 
     may be granted in six different circumstances, but specifies that variances
     may not be granted for new or increased discharges.  See Proposed Guidance,
     Appendix F, Procedure 2.A, 2.C, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034.  The Guidance should be
     modified to provide that variances that are based upon any of the first    
     five alternatives1 are available to new, as well as existing, dischargers. 
                                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     1  The first five circumstances in which variances may be granted are      
     where:  (1) naturally occurring pollutant concentrations prevent attainment
     of water quality standards, (2) natural flow conditions or water levels    
     prevent attainment, and cannot be compensated for without violating        
     conservation requirements, (3) unavoidable human-caused conditions prevent 
     attainment, (4) hydrologic modifications that cannot feasibly be reversed  
     prevent attainment, and (5) natural physical conditions in the water       
     prevent attainment.  Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 2.C., 58 Fed.
     Reg. 21034.                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2794.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.B.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: D2794.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     None of the first five instances in which variances can be granted are     
     based                                                                      
     on avoiding economic hardship to existing dischargers.  Instead, in each   
     case, the rationale is that the failure to attain water quality standards  
     stems from some cause other than pollutants from regulated point sources,  
     and as a result imposing all applicable water quality standards on the     
     facility would be futile.  This rationale is equally applicable to existing
     as to new facilities.  Therefore, the first five types of variances should 
     be available to new facilities.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2794.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.B.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: D2794.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     since variances should be available to existing facilities in appropriate  
     cases, the variance provision should be made applicable to discharges      
     regulated by Clean Water Act Section 404, as well as those regulated under 
     the NPDES program.  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20927 (discussion of potential        
     applicability of variance provisions to dischargers regulated under Section
     404).                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2794.009     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.B.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2794.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should also be revised to provide that variances from water   
     quality standards may continue until the applicable NPDES or other permit  
     expires, rather than being limited to three years as proposed.  See        
     Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 2.B, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034.  Under   
     the terms of the Guidance as proposed, all variances from water quality    
     standards must be reassessed and justified every three years.  The basis   
     for this requirement is the triennial state review of water quality        
     standards that is mandated by the Clean Water Act.  However, state         
     "triennial" reviews are often delayed for years.  In such cases, under the 
     proposed Guidance, the permittee and the state agency would need to inquire
     into water quality standards issues at a time and in a proceeding          
     independent of, and in addition to, the regular reviews of water quality   
     standards and the applicable permit.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2794.010     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2794.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Linking the duration of water quality variances to the length of the permit
     term would ensure that the variance would be reassessed along with all the 
     other effluent limitation and water quality issues that are related to the 
     permit.3  This will streamline the process and will produce more rational  
     results.  Of course, if the state triennial review of water quality        
     standards                                                                  
     (or any other development) affects outstanding variances, the permitting   
     agency can always initiate proceedings to modify the permit and reassess   
     the                                                                        
     variance before its normal term has expired.  Moreover, if in a particular 
     case the permitting agency feels that a water quality variance should be   
     reevaluated within a shorter time frame, the agency would be free to       
     prescribe a shorter life for the variance.  Thus, the proposed revision    
     would                                                                      
     give the agency flexibility to assign a term to a variance that it believes
     is appropriate in a given case.                                            
     ________________________                                                   
     3  Because permitting agencies often do not act promptly to reissue NPDES  
     permits and simply allow the prior permits to remain in effect after an    
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     application for renewal is received, see 40 C.F.R. Section 122.6, the      
     duration of variances should be specifically linked to permit reissuance,  
     rather than being limited to five years.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2794.011     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2794.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The variance procedures should be revised to allow waterbody segment-wide  
     variances in appropriate cases.  As indicated in the Preamble to the       
     Guidance, there are instances where entire waterbodies or segments have    
     been                                                                       
     affected by previous activities (such as mining) that would justify a      
     change                                                                     
     in applicable water quality standards.  However, where the adverse         
     conditions                                                                 
     may be subject to improvement over time, the state or tribe may prefer a   
     limited-term variance from water quality standards instead of a removal of 
     designated uses or other permanent change in standards.  See 58 Fed. Reg.  
     20926-27.  In those cases, states and tribes should be allowed to designate
     variances for an entire waterbody segment (or for a designated portion of a
     segment), instead of for only a single discharger.  This provision would   
     substantially alleviate burdens on both facilities and regulatory agencies.
     
     
     Response to: D2794.012     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2794.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (a) In general                                                             
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance contemplates setting water quality-based effluent    
     limitations at levels that cannot reliably be measured by available        
     analytical techniques.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 8, 58 
     Fed. Reg. 21044.  This approach should be avoided.  As reflected by the    
     Preamble and the following comments, it is difficult at best to monitor    
     compliance with an effluent limitation when an exceedance cannot be        
     detected by analytical techniques.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2794.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2794.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed Guidance requires permitting authorities to set "compliance   
     evaluation levels" ("CELs") that are above the water quality-based effluent
     limitation and within detection limits, for monitoring compliance with the 
     effluent limits.  58 Fed. Reg. 20977-78.  Since the Guidance encourages    
     permitting authorities to set CELs at or near detection limits, id.,       
     laboratories will necessarily be operating at the margins of reliability.  
     The inherent variations in quality among laboratories and laboratory       
     personnel ensure that facilities will be penalized where no violation has  
     actually occurred.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2794.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2794.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Guidance should be revised to eliminate the practice of setting        
     effluent limitations below detection limits, and instead should set the    
     practical                                                                  
     quantification limit ("PQL") as the minimum level for effluent limitations.
     See 58 Fed. Reg. 20977-78.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2794.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2794.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Guidance should specify that permittees may request PQLs based on      
     interlaboratory "round robin" studies conducted under established consensus
     protocols like ASTM D2777-86 (ASTM Standards of Precision and Bias for     
     Various Applications, Third Edition, 1988, pp. 47-60).  Under this         
     approach,                                                                  
     permittees would be able to request compliance limits based on relevant    
     data                                                                       
     published in the scientific literature if they could demonstrate that the  
     sample matrix for their particular effluent were substantially similar to  
     the                                                                        
     matrix used in published studies.  If not, the permittees would be required
     to conduct site-specific round robin studies.                              
     
     

Page 2898



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: D2794.016     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2794.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where effluent limitations are set at a level below detection limits, the  
     proposed Guidance would require facilities to develop pollution            
     minimization plans ("PMPs") as a means of ensuring that the effluent       
     limitations are met.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 8.D, 58 
     Fed. Reg. 21044.  The proposed Guidance should be revised to make clear    
     that in formulating their PMPs, facilities may consider the                
     cost-effectiveness of pollution minimization alternatives.  More           
     specifically, the Guidance should require permittees to formulate a plan   
     that is "reasonably calculated to ensure that the effluent meets the       
     applicable effluent limitations."  So long as the plan meets that standard,
     the permittee should be free to choose the most cost-effective means of    
     minimizing the pollutants released.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2794.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2794.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble to the Guidance indicates that any failure by a permittee to  
     comply with its PMP will be deemed a violation of the permit.  See 58 Fed. 
     Reg. 20979.  This rule should be revised to reflect that a failure to      
     comply with the PMP will be a permit violation only if the failure to      
     comply is one that the permitting authority concludes would, as a matter of
     fact, be likely to produce an actual violation of the effluent limitation. 
                                                                                
     Under the proposed Guidance, a permittee who formulated a very ambitious   
     and stringent PMP would thereby subject himself to an increased chance of  
     permit violations.  Therefore, the Guidance would encourage facilities to  
     formulate the least-stringent possible PMPs.  The suggested revision would 
     encourage facilities to develop PMPs that are quite stringent and include  
     overlapping precautionary measures.  By doing so, they would reduce their  
     risk of being penalized if any given facet of the PMP were not observed,   
     since the other precautions taken would support a finding that the effluent
     limitation would not likely be exceeded.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2794.018     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2794.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance would, over a ten-year period, phase out all mixing  
     zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern ("BCCs").  See Proposed     
     Guidance, Appendix F, Procedures 3A and 3B, 58 Fed. Reg. 21035-40.  This   
     rule is unnecessarily stringent, and would place an undue economic burden  
     on point source dischargers.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2794.019     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2794.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     there is no adequate scientific basis in the Preamble which indicates that 
     eliminating mixing zones is either a necessary or a sufficient condition   
     for reducing loading to acceptable levels.  Since the EPA itself has       
     concluded that air emissions, urban runoff, accidental spills, and         
     agricultural runoff are major contributors to the presence of BCCs in the  
     Great Lakes System, it is far from clear whether eliminating mixing zones  
     for industrial dischargers will have any significant effect on the waters  
     in the Great Lakes Basin.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2794.020     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA acknowledges the commenter's point   
     that nonpoint sources are significant contributors of BCCs to the Great    
     Lakes System. However, EPA believes that BCCs pose a significant hazard to 
     the Great Lakes System, thereby justifying the BCC mixing zone elimination 
     provisions pertaining specifically to point sources. This policy decision  
     is consistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, which supports 
     the elimination of point source impact zones (i.e., mixing zones) for toxic
     substances.  Moreover, this is consistent with the overall policy of the   
     virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances.  According to the      
     Agreement, pending the achievement of the virtual elimination of persistent
     toxic substances, the size of such zones shall be reduced to the maximum   
     extent possible by the best available technology as as to limit the effects
     of toxic substances in the vicinity of these discharges.  EPA believes that
     the final Guidance is consistent with the Steering Committee's policy that 
     every reasonable effort be made to reduce all loadings of BCCs to the Great
     Lakes System. For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions and     
     EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to the phase-out for        
     existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4. For a discussion of EPA's
     reasons for singling out BCCs for special consideration, see the SID at I, 
     II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  See also the preamble to the proposed rule at 58 FR  
     20820-20823.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2794.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     the phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs should be deleted from the final    
     Guidance.  If the phase-out were deleted, states would retain their        
     existing authority to limit or deny mixing zones in appropriate cases, if  
     they found it necessary to protect water quality.  Thus, stringent controls
     could be applied where necessary, without requiring their imposition in    
     cases where the economic costs would far outweigh the environmental        
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2794.021     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For the reasons set forth in response to 
     comment number D2794.020 and the cited sections in the SID, EPA believes   
     that the phase-out of mixing zones for existing BCC discharges is          
     appropriate. However, EPA also recognizes that elimination of mixing zones 
     for existing discharges of BCCs can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA
     has included in the final Guidance a limited exception to that phase-out   
     provision based on economic and technical considerations, which States and 
     Tribes may adopt at their discretion.  In this way, EPA believes that the  
     BCC mixing zone phase-out provisions can be applied so as to reduce the    
     discharge of BCCs to the maximum extent possible without resulting in      
     unreasonable economic effects.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2794.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If new provisions must be adopted with respect to mixing zones, the        
     provisions of proposed Procedure 3A are superior to those of Procedure 3B. 
     
     
     Response to: D2794.022     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2794.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both proposed procedures would generally limit the assumed dilution ratio  
     to 10:1 for all pollutants subject to the Guidance, and would allow a      
     higher ratio to be used only after analysis of the mixing zone.  See       
     Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedures 3A.C, 3B.C, 58 Fed. Reg. 21036,  
     21038.  However, Procedure 3A would allow designation of a mixing zone     
     after a "mixing zone study" that addresses various listed factors, ed.,    
     Procedure 3A.C.3, while Procedure 3B would require a "mixing zone          
     demonstration," which must include much more detailed findings, such as the
     degree of dilution within the boundaries of the mixing zone and the size,  
     shape, and location of the mixing zone.  Id., Procedure 3B.E.1.            
                                                                                
     The detailed requirements for a mixing zone demonstration under Procedure  
     3B are unrealistic and would impose an undue burden upon permittees.  In   
     actual practice, it is extraordinarily difficult to define with any        
     certainty the shape and extent of a mixing zone, or the dilution and       
     dispersion that occur within the mixing zone.  Those processes are         
     influenced not only by the volume, velocity, and other characteristics of  
     the discharge, but also by convection, currents, and wind effects in the   
     receiving water.  As a result, extensive sampling and expensive computer   
     modelling are typically required to even estimate the nature and extent of 
     mixing, and the best possible techniques will not produce definitive       
     results.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2794.023     
     
     EPA recognizes that mixing zone demonstrations require substantial effort  
     for permittees.  EPA believes, however, that these demonstrations will be  
     conducted in only a limited number of situations when the results of the   
     analysis will produce a more realistic effluent limitation for the         
     permittee. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.9.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2794.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "such information" pertains to the mixing zone demonstration 
required under
          Option B.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     such information is not necessary to ensure that mixing zones are          
     compatible with maintenance of water quality.  In many instances (and,     
     under the Guidance as proposed, in all instances involving bioaccumulating 
     chemicals), the mixing zones at issue will be for preexisting discharges.  
     In such cases, the best means of evaluating the effect of the mixing zone  
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     on the receiving water is through studying the aquatic community;          
     attempting to specifically delineate the mixing zone is redundant and      
     wasteful.  Even where no such data are available, the general information  
     called for by Procedure 3A is sufficient; there is no need to require the  
     false precision specified by Procedure 3B.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2794.024     
     
     EPA recognizes that mixing zone demonstrations require substantial effort  
     for permittees.  EPA believes, however, that these demonstrations will be  
     conducted in only a limited number of situations when the results of the   
     analysis will produce a more realistic effluent limitation for the         
     permittee. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.9.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2794.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     if the final Guidance is to set new requirements for mixing zones, it      
     should reflect the general requirements for mixing zone studies that are   
     set out in Procedure 3A; the detailed prescriptions for mixing zone        
     demonstrations in Procedure 3B should be omitted.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2794.025     
     
     EPA recognizes that mixing zone demonstrations require substantial effort  
     for permittees.  EPA believes, however, that these demonstrations will be  
     conducted in only a limited number of situations when the results of the   
     analysis will produce a more realistic effluent limitation for the         
     permittee. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.9.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2794.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance should be revised to allow special consideration of  
     ntake water pollutants even where the source of the intake water is not the
     same as the receiving water.  The Guidance specifies certain circumstances 
     in                                                                         
     which the permitting authority may determine that a discharge containing   
     pollutants that originate in intake water does not have the reasonable     
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality         
     standards,                                                                 
     even without application of the usual "reasonable potential" analysis.  See
     Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E, 58 Fed. Reg. 21042.4  The    
     first                                                                      
     of these five requirements, which requires that the source of the intake   
     water be the same as the receiving water, is unduly restrictive and is an  
     ineffective means of protecting water quality.                             
     ________________________                                                   
     4  Specifically,  the Guidance would allow the permitting authority to find
     that a discharge of pollutants does not have the potential to cause or     
     contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards (without applying   
     the                                                                        
     usual analysis) where five conditions are fulfilled:  (1) all of the intake
     water for the discharge must be drawn from the same body of water into     
     which                                                                      
     the discharge is made; (2) the facility must not contribute any additional 
     mass of the intake pollutant; (3) the facility must not alter the pollutant
     chemically or physically in such a way that would cause additional adverse 
     water quality impacts; (4) the facility must not increase the concentration
     of the pollutant at the point of discharge or at the edge of the mixing    
     zone,                                                                      
     if any; and (5) the timing and location of the discharge must not cause    
     additional adverse water quality impacts.  Proposed Guidance, Appendix F,  
     Procedure 5.E, 58 Fed. Reg. 21042.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2794.026     
     
     As explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5, EPA disagrees that  
     discharges of intake pollutants from a different body of water and same    
     body of water should be regulated in the same manner.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2794.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The underlying assumption of the "same body of water" requirement is that a
     discharger who uses intake water containing certain pollutants and returns 
     the water and the pollutants to the same body of water will not ordinarily 
     cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards.  However,   
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     this assumption is not always valid.  Water quality, aquatic communities,  
     and other characterisitics may vary from one location to another even      
     within a                                                                   
     single body of water; the timing of the discharge can also influence its   
     effect on water quality standards.  Reflecting this fact, even where the   
     intake and discharge waters are the same, and the other conditions         
     satisfied,                                                                 
     the proposed Procedure would require the permitting authority to consider  
     whether the "timing and location" of the discharge might cause adverse     
     water                                                                      
     quality impacts.  Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.1(e), 58    
     Fed.                                                                       
     Reg. 21042.  Likewise, a discharge of intake water pollutants to a         
     receiving                                                                  
     water that contains the same concentration of the pollutant as the intake  
     water source may have no effect on the quality of the receiving water, even
     though the source water is different from the receiving water.             
     
     
     Response to: D2794.027     
     
     See the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2794.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the "same body of water" condition would be difficult to         
     administer.  As the Preamble to the Guidance implicitly acknowledges, there
     is no existing definition for the phrase "same body of water," and         
     definitions of water segments that are used by the states and tribes may   
     not                                                                        
     be appropriate for this purpose.  58 Fed. Reg. 20958.  Moreover, since any 
     definition of the phrase ideally should take into account numerous factors,
     the Preamble suggests as one alternative allowing permitting authorities to
     define the phrase on a case-by-case basis. Id.  This procedure would       
     complicate permitting where intake pollutants are involved, and would      
     likely                                                                     
     lead to inconsistency among different states and different facilities, one 
     of                                                                         
     the chief problems the Guidance was intended to address.                   
                                                                                
     A better approach would be to delete the requirement that the intake and   
     discharge be within the same body of water.  Instead, Procedure 5.E.1(a)   
     should require that the intake water source and the receiving water have   
     approximately equal concentrations of the pollutant at issue.  This would  
     prevent a situation in which water was taken from a relatively polluted    
     body                                                                       
     and discharged into a cleaner one, causing degradation in the receiving    
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     water.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Of course, in a given case, such a discharge may have adverse water quality
     effects due to differences in aquatic communities, differences in the      
     physical and chemical characteristics of the affected waters apart from the
     pollutant in question, or simply because of increased loading in the       
     receiving water.  However, these possibilities (which can also occur where 
     the intake and receiving waters are the same) are addressed by the         
     requirement that the permitting authority consider whether any adverse     
     water                                                                      
     quality impacts will occur due to the "location" of the discharge.  See    
     Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.1.(e), 58 Fed. Reg. 21042.    
     
     
     Response to: D2794.028     
     
     See the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5. Also see the SID discussion     
     about defining the "same body of water" at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2794.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance should be revised to allow dischargers a credit for a
     specified intake water pollutant even if the dischargers add some mass of  
     the pollutant to their discharge, so long as the total mass of the         
     pollutant discharged is no greater than was contained in the intake water. 
     
     
     Response to: D2794.029     
     
     The final Guidance includes allowance for "no net addition" limits as      
     suggested by the commenter, in certain circumstances.  This issue is       
     discussed in the detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2794.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the Proposed Guidance, if a discharger adds any amount of the        
     pollutant                                                                  
     at issue to the discharge, the permitting authority must apply the full    
     reasonable potential analysis, even if the net amount of the pollutant in  
     the                                                                        
     effluent is less than in the intake water.  Moreover, if water             
     quality-based                                                              
     effluent limitations are set for the facility, those limits would not take 
     into account the intake pollutants.  This approach is unnecessarily        
     restrictive and is likely to have perverse effects on the siting decisions 
     of                                                                         
     new dischargers.                                                           
                                                                                
     A better approach would be to allow a finding that a facility lacks        
     potential                                                                  
     to cause an exceedance of a water quality standard if the facility         
     discharges                                                                 
     no more total mass of the pollutant in question than was contained in the  
     intake water, and to credit intake pollutants against any water            
     quality-based                                                              
     limits, even if the facility contributes some amount of the pollutant in   
     its                                                                        
     wastewater.  Thus, if a facility pretreats its intake water before using   
     it,                                                                        
     any amount of the specified pollutant that is removed during pretreatment  
     could be used to offset amounts added during use; the same would be true of
     amounts removed during treatment of wastewater.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2794.030     
     
     The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, includes provision for "no net    
     addition" limits.  See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a full discussion of  
     the final Guidance procedures for considering intake pollutants in water   
     quality-based permitting.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2794.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     denying facilities any credit for intake water pollutants would penalize   
     those who locate on a polluted waterbody.  A facility that has to pretreat 
     its intake water to remove pollutants would still be required to undertake 
     the same wastewater treatment and meet the same water quality standards as 
     a facility in an unpolluted stream.  Likewise, a facility that does not    
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     pretreat likely would incur added operating expenses for its wastewater    
     treatment system due to the presence of intake water pollutants.  As a     
     result, facilities would be encouraged to use unpolluted waters as their   
     water sources, thus increasing the loading of pollutants in those waters.  
     This is obviously contrary to the objectives of the Clean Water Act.       
     
     
     Response to: D2794.031     
     
     For a number of reasons outlined in the SID at VIII.E.7.a.iv., EPA has     
     included in the final Guidance a provision for an intake credit for those  
     facilities that discharge into the same body of water from which the intake
     water pollutant originated.  EPA recognizes that the structure of the      
     intake credit in section 5.E. will assure that the water quality in the    
     receiving water will not be any worse due to the discharge from the        
     facility, and could be better.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2794.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overall, allowing intake credits is more environmentally sound than denying
     them.  Locating new facilities on clean streams (as EPA would encourage    
     owners to do) may degrade those streams, and it certainly does not improve 
     the quality of polluted streams.  In contrast, allowing credit for intake  
     pollutants encourages new facilities to locate on polluted streams, but    
     only                                                                       
     when their operations will reduce, or at least not increase, pollutant     
     loading in those streams.6  This avoids adding pollutants to the clean     
     streams, while improving or not affecting the quality of the polluted      
     streams.                                                                   
     ________________________                                                   
     6  EPA acknowledges that facilities whose intake water contains pollutants 
     generally remove some of those pollutants during wastewater treatment, and 
     that allowing intake credits will in some cases lead to reductions in      
     pollutant loading and improvements in water quality.  58 Fed. Reg.         
     20962-63.                                                                  
     If giving full credit for intake pollutants will not improve water quality 
     sufficiently, partial credit could be given.  In this way, a facility would
     be allowed to enjoy a portion of the "windfall" that may occur as a result 
     of                                                                         
     the mechanics of wastewater treatment (see Footnote 5 above), and still    
     produce a net discharge of pollutants that is less than the amount in its  
     intake water.  This approach could also be used to "level the playing      
     field"                                                                     
     if the permitting agency believes in a given case that giving full credit  
     to                                                                         
     a facility would give it an undue advantage over other facilities (as EPA  
     fears may occur).                                                          
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     Response to: D2794.032     
     
     Although EPA expressed concern in the proposal that allowing intake credits
     could create an economic incentive for a facility to locate on one         
     waterbody versus another, it has reevaluated its concern in light of       
     several comments received on this issue similar to this one.  The commenter
     indicates that a general conclusion that such an economic incentive would  
     be created by the existence of intake credits is highly speculative and EPA
     agrees.  EPA does not believe it is possible to draw a general conclusion  
     about whether the existence of intake credits would create an economic     
     incentive for a facility to locate on one water versus another.  Rather,   
     EPA believes that whether such an incentive is created, would be based on  
     water pollutant levels at the alternative locations, amount of dilution    
     available at alternative sites, and the amount of the pollutant expected to
     be discharged, and therefore could only be determined on a case-by- case   
     basis.  Also see response to comment D2794.031.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2794.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Footnote 5 found on pages 10-11 of commentor 2794.            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA acknowledges that facilities whose intake water contains pollutants    
     generally remove some of those pollutants during wastewater treatment, and 
     that allowing intake credits will in some cases lead to reductions in      
     pollutant loading and improvements in water quality.  58 Fed. Reg.         
     20962-63.                                                                  
     If giving full credit for intake pollutants will not improve water quality 
     sufficiently, partial credit could be given.  In this way, a facility would
     be allowed to enjoy a portion of the "windfall" that may occur as a result 
     of                                                                         
     the mechanics of the wastewater treatment (see Footnote 5 above), and still
     produce a net discharge of pollutants that is less than the amount in its  
     intake water.  This approach could also be used to "level the playing      
     field"                                                                     
     if the permitting agency believes in a given case that giving full credit  
     to                                                                         
     a facility would give it an undue advantage over other facilities (as EPA  
     fears may occur).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2794.033     
     
     The final Guidance allows consideration of intake pollutants in developing 
     WQBELs in certain circumstances (see generally SID, Section VIII.E.4) and  
     also authorizes permitting authorities to grant partial credit (see SID at 
     Section VIII.E.7.c.ii.).                                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2794.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 6(b) refers to comments #.029-.033                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A special rule should apply for consideration of intake water pollutants in
     noncontact cooling water.  In addition to the revision discussed in Comment
     6(b) above regarding dischargers who add some amount of the pollutant in   
     question, dischargers of once-through noncontact cooling water should be   
     entirely exempt form the "no additional mass" condition.                   
                                                                                
     In most cases, discharges of noncontact cooling water contain at most de   
     minimis amounts of any toxic pollutants, aside from any that may be in the 
     facility's intake water.  Moreover, the large amounts of once-through      
     cooling                                                                    
     water that are used, for example, by many electric generating stations     
     would                                                                      
     make it extremely burdensome for operators to add water treatment          
     facilities                                                                 
     for their cooling water discharges.  Therefore, an exemption for           
     once-through                                                               
     cooling water would prevent the imposition of heavy economic burdens on    
     dischargers and would have little, if any, environmental impact.  In the   
     rare case where a discharge of noncontact cooling water was found to create
     adverse environmental effects, those effects could be evaluated through the
     other conditions to be considered in applying water quality standards where
     intake water pollutants are present.7  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F,  
     Procedure 5.E, 58 Fed. Reg. 21042.                                         
     ________________________                                                   
     7  An exception to this rule would be where a toxic pollutant is           
     deliberately                                                               
     added to the noncontact cooling water, for example, where such chemical is 
     used to control biofouling.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2794.034     
     
     See response to comment D2592.031.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2794.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed Guidance, EPA will allow permitting authorities to      
     define water quality criteria using traditional methods ("Tier I           
     criteria"", but will also empower them to set criteria based on less       
     complete data where sufficient data are not available to set a Tier I      
     criterion ("Tier II criteria").  Tier II water quality criteria will be    
     deliberately conservative in light of the inherent uncertainty, and thus   
     will be more stringent than the criteria that would otherwise be set.  58  
     Fed. Reg. 20835.  This approach should be deleted from the final Guidance. 
     
     
     Response to: D2794.035     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2794.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of the substantial contributions of toxic pollutants to the Great 
     Lakes Basin through atmospheric deposition, urban runoff, agricultural     
     runoff, and other nonpoint source pollution, EPA should not impose more    
     stringent controls on discharges of toxic pollutants by point sources at   
     this time.  Moreover, the Tier I/Tier II approach attempts to set uniform  
     standards across the Great Lakes Basin at the expense of flexibility for   
     the individual permitting authorities.  EPA should maintain the current    
     approach and delete the Tier I/Tier II provisions from the final Guidance. 
     
     
     Response to: D2794.036     
     
     The final Guidance applies to both point and non-point sources. With       
     respect to flexibility issues, see response to comment G2810.008.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2794.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy contained in the proposed Guidance will lead to 
     much stricter controls on discharges by point sources, particularly        
     discharges of BCCs.  See generally Proposed Guidance, Appendix E, 58 Fed.  
     Reg. 21031-34.  In light of the substantial, although not yet fully        
     understood, effects on the Great Lakes due to atmospheric and nonpoint     
     sources of BCCs, it is premature to implement such a stringent policy.  The
     ongoing Lakewide Management Plan ("LaMP") process will yield a much        
     improved                                                                   
     understanding of the most critical pollutants in the Great Lakes Basin,    
     their                                                                      
     effects, and their sources.  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20827.  Once that process is 
     complete, it would be appropriate for EPA to fashion a new antidegradation 
     policy.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2794.037     
     
     The final Guidance incorporates changes that eliminate the need to impose  
     EEQ effluent limits to implement antidegradation. Therefore, the final     
     Guidance will not routinely result in more stringent permit limits for     
     Great Lakes dischargers.  Regardless of how antidegradation is implemented,
     it is a separate requirement from permit conditions intended to ensure     
     compliance with water quality criteria.  Antidegradation's purpose within a
     State's or Tribe's water quality standards is to safeguard water quality   
     and prevent uncontrolled lowering of water quality. LaMPs and water quality
     criteria are concerned with ensuring that designated uses are protected.   
     Antidegradation focuses on protecting water quality that is better than the
     minimum needed to support designated uses.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2794.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the proposed antidegradation policy at this point would  
     likely lead to substantial economic disruption and limited environmental   
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2794.038     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2794.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the technical complexity of the issues raised by the proposed        
     Guidance,                                                                  
     along with the potential for significant changes resulting from EPA's      
     numerous requests for comment in the proposal, it would benefit both EPA   
     and                                                                        
     the regulated community to allow an additional 60-day comment period after 
     publication in the Federal Register of a revised version of the proposed   
     Guidance.  The additional comment period would allow the regulated         
     community                                                                  
     an opportunity to review the changes and to assist EPA in fine-tuning the  
     final Guidance.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2794.039     
     
     EPA believes that the 150-day comment period provided in the proposed      
     Guidance was adequate for commenters to submit comments on the proposed    
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2798.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an operator of ten (10) municipal wastewater treatment plants in the    
     Great Lakes basin, Onondaga County is committed to the continued           
     improvement in water quality of the Great Lakes.  Unfortunately, the Great 
     Lakes Initiative (GLI) will not achieve such an objective.  The GLI is     
     severely flawed, too extreme, and counterproductive to real environmental  
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     solutions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI is severely flawed, too extreme and        
     counterproductive to real environmental solutions.  For a discussion of the
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science for the protection of aquatic life, human 
     health and wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion 
     of the provisions of the Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2798.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI focuses only on point source discharges which, in many cases,      
     contribute less than 10% of the potential pollutants in the Great Lakes.   
     Non-point sources are the major contributors and have not been addressed by
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2798.002     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2798.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is a highly fragmented approach which ignores many environmental   
     laws now in place that have led to dramatic improvements in the Great      
     Lakes.                                                                     
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     Response to: D2798.003     
     
     EPA agrees that dramatic improvements in the water quality of the Great    
     Lakes have been made over the last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of 
     the SID.  EPA also believes that the Guidance takes an ecosystem approach  
     to environmental management in the Great Lakes basin and complements       
     several ongoing regulatory and non-regulatory activities designed to       
     protect and restore the Great Lakes.  For a discussion of some of these    
     activities, see Section I.D of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2798.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The environmental benefits to be gained will be very small while the costs 
     for industry and municipalities to comply will be enormous.  Capital costs 
     have been estimated to exceed $7 billion for municipalities and much higher
     for industry.                                                              
                                                                                
     Onondaga County has estimated capital costs of $325 million and annual     
     operating costs of $31 million per year to comply with the proposed        
     regulation.  THe cost to comply with GLI would come on the heels of pending
     regulatory action against Onondaga County to spend nearly $800 million in  
     capital costs for treatment of combined sewer overflows and advanced levels
     of wastewater treatment for conventional pollutants (phosphorus and        
     ammonia).                                                                  
                                                                                
     Simply put, this level of capital expenditure, without significant state   
     and federal aid, would mean economic death to industry and local government
     in Onondaga County.  Therefore, we recommend that the GLI be closely       
     examined and modified to provide a more reasonable, cost effective, and    
     realistic environmental strategy for the Great Lakes.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2798.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2798.005     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  See response to comment number P2574.006.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2798.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:Reg/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving a              
     Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify chemicals of particular concern   
     which will be subject to especially stringent controls) and to set limits  
     on substances for which limited data exist.  Until questions about these   
     methodologies are resolved, it is not appropriate to use them as a basis   
     for regulations.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2798.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2798.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point-source industrial
     dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.  Although        
     pollution from these sources has been severely curtailed over the last 20  
     years, GLI focuses on them, ignoring other major sources of substances such
     as contaminated sediments, airborne pollutants, contaminated stormwater    
     runoff from streets and lawns in urban and suburban environs, and          
     construction sites and agriculture.  All available scientific data indicate
     that point sources are an insignificant source of pollutants that are of   
     most concern to the GLI.  A comprehensive environmental strategy must      
     address non-point sources of pollution.  In the case of the Great Lakes    
     non-point sources of pollution have been overlooked and should be made a   
     priority.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2798.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.00, G3457.004 and D2597.026.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2798.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even while GLI seeks further very expensive reductions from point source   
     dischargers, the costs are excessive and the benefits are limited at best. 
     Studies by four affected industries alone indicate that their costs would  
     be over $5 billion dollars in capital and almost $1.5 billion per year in  
     annual operation and maintenance costs.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2798.008     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2798.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Council of Great Lakes Governors authorized an independent study,      
     conducted by DRI/McGraw Hill, of the costs and benefits of GLI.  The DRI   
     draft report concludes that major costs of up to $2.3 billion annually     
     would be imposed by the GLI and that environmental benefits would not be   
     measurable.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2798.009     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2798.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As additional cost studies for the automobile and petroleum industries are 
     completed and submitted to DRI as part of requested comments these         
     estimates will rise substantially.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2798.010     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2798.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a new study, not available to DRI earlier, estimates that costs to         
     municipalities will be between $7 and $7.5 billion in capital costs and    
     over $1 billion in annual costs.                                           
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     Response to: D2798.011     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2798.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Onondaga County has estimated that captial costs of $325 million and annual
     operating costs of $31 million will be necessary to meet permit limits     
     imposed by the GLI.  And, given the broad array of substances and the      
     extremely low levels that must be met only some of these costs can be      
     passed on to upstream direct dischargers.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2798.012     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2798.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, industries in the region would be at a severe economic        
     disadvantage over industries outside the Great Lakes Basin who are not     
     subject to the same provisions.  The antidegradation provisions will       
     inhibit growth in the region by making it difficult or impossible for      
     companies to return to full production during the course of economic       
     recovery and by forcing delays in business decisions while antidegradation 
     demonstration reviews are being carried out.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2798.013     
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     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the 
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2798.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities and
     with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples      
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This multiplication of missions will cause confusion, unneeded   
     costs, and conflicting objectives for state agencies in administering      
     environmental oversight.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2798.014     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI conflicts with existing State regulations  
     or program authorities and with other Federal environmental regulatory     
     programs.  EPA believes the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     programs, including Remedial Action Plans, Lakewide Management Plans and   
     the Clean Air Act as discussed in Section I.D of the SID and responses to  
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
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     Comment ID: D2798.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  "It" refers to the GLI                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It will also result in most states in the region administering separate    
     permit programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states    
     change their own rules to effectively apply the GLI statewide.  Statewide  
     application would only serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws on 
     a much larger number of discharges.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2798.015     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2798.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will likely set a precedent for more stringent point source regulations
     in the rest of the country.  However, the eight (8) Great Lakes States     
     should not be singled out from the rest of the country for this proposed   
     rule.  Any new guidance or regulation that results from this activity      
     should be applied nationwide.  Adoption of this rule would constitute      
     general acceptance of the policies and methods applied by GLI, even though 
     many of them involve unproven science and new more burdensome approaches to
     implementation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2798.016     
     
     See response to: P2576.057.  Also, EPA does not agree that there should be 
     a national regulation in place of the final Guidance. See section II.F of  
     the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
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     Comment ID: D2798.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to successfully implement any environmental regulation that       
     applies to international waters all countries that border or discharge into
     such waterway need to be party to the agreement.  The Canadian government  
     has not yet agreed to the GLI nor agrees that it is an appropriate         
     strategy.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2798.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2798.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II METHODOLOGY (pp 20836-7)  For substances that have not been        
     thoroughly researched, the GLI proposes to adopt a new policy: the less    
     that is known about a substance, the more stringent the water quality      
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2798.018     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2798.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors which produce 
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.              
     
     
     Response to: D2798.019     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2798.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing better criteria
     to the discharger;  it is up to the discharger to prove that a less        
     stringent standard is merited.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2798.020     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2798.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     because of antibacksliding provisions it becomes possible that the more    
     valid Tier I criteria could not be applied once they are developed.        
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     Response to: D2798.021     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2798.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc: CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the normal burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the  
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a Catch-22 situation.  Permittees could:            
                                                                                
     1. Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to  
     develop Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since some studies may take 
     24 months or longer and thus dischargers would not have sufficient time to 
     complete research and studies and then put in place additional equipment if
     needed within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting the    
     Tier II limits.  Or,                                                       
                                                                                
     2. They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter      
     value, even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.     
     This may place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research
     proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing plants (those
     in other regions of this country as well as our Canadian and Mexican       
     competitors) are not forced to meet the same standards.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2798.022     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2798.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     No permit limits should be based on Tier II values.  Thus, antibacksliding 
     provisions which would prevent the replacement of the more valid Tier I    
     criteria for Tier II values would not apply.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2798.023     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2798.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS (p.20860-62) Procedures developed under the GLI    
     must be grounded in sound science.  Because of its broad implications and  
     its overreaching importance as a trigger for regulation, the development of
     accurate Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) is crucial.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2798.024     
     
     EPA believes that the BAFs used in the development of criteria are based on
     good science and a sound methodology.  The use of BAFs, which account for  
     uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from      
     chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and
     wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically
     valid approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been
     used in criteria development since 1985.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2798.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     many experts, including EPA's own Science Advisory Board (SAB), do not     
     believe the science underlying BAF has been sufficiently developed to      
     justify its use in the Initiative or as a regulatory trigger.  This is     
     especially important since the economic consequences of additional controls
     on BCCs are so great.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.025     
     
     See G3202.016.  See, also, Section IV.B.2 of the SID for a discussion of   
     SAB comments.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2798.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, or ecology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2798.026     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2798.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier (FCM) combined    
     with the bioconcentration factor (BCF).  This methodology does not take in-
     to account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and does
     not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, it cannot reasonably  
     be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what actually occurs
     in the ecosystem.  Further, the SAB report states that the BCF-to-BAF model
     "has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional   
     water quality at this time."                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2798.027     
     
     See response to comment D2805.014.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to use Great Lakes-        
     specific parameters whenever possible and that there should be an attempt  
     to account for the most sensitive input parameters to the model.  In light 
     of these concerns, EPA has used Great Lakes- specific input parameters in  
     the Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In    
     addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part    
     because this model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters
     which could be more easily specified.                                      
                                                                                
     Based on the above informations and the more detailed discussion in Section
     IV of the SID, EPA believes that the BAF methodology including the Gobas   
     model has been adequately tested and can be used to establish regional     
     water quality criteria.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2798.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology  
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  Errors to two   
     orders of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input     
     parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these
     input parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were       
     adopted with no critical review.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2798.028     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2798.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job estimating field-measured     
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the accrual BAF by more than two orders of   
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions, although the methodology     
     tends to overestimate greatly as log P (bioaccumulation tendency)          
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.029     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2798.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCCs is         
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain how it derived that number from the        
     proposed rule.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2798.030     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2798.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1000 is an appropriate
     value.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2798.031     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2798.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.032     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2798.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the concept of examining bioaccumulative potential of chemicals is 
     so important, we understand that the industrial community is prepared to   
     work with EPA in a joint research effort to develop a better methodology   
     and we urge EPA to accelerate its efforts to do so.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2798.033     
     
     EPA believes that the final BAF methodology is sufficiently sound to use in
     the derivation of criteria and values for the Great Lakes System.          
     Nevertheless, EPA welcomes interested members of industry, States, Tribes  
     and the regulated community to work together to continue to improve and    
     further develop the BAF methodology through a joint research effort.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2798.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI marks the first time that EPA has sought to develop water quality  
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     standards expressly aimed at protecting wildlife.  Because this is a new   
     effort, it is especially important that it be extensively reviewed by the  
     scientific community and found to be scientifically sound.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.034     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2798.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed methodology has not been generally accepted by the scientific 
     community.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.035     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2798.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted by the Science Advisory Board, EPA's proposed methodology is based
     on the human health paradigm and thus is aimed at protecting individuals,  
     not species.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2798.036     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2798.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the species selected to provide a basis for the criteria are  
     not ecologically representative of the region.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2798.037     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2798.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: "these concerns" refers to comments 034-037              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before a final methodology for the protection of wildlife is proposed, EPA 
     should address these concerns; in addition, the final methodology should be
     subject to a thorough peer review process in which any other concerns      
     expressed by the scientific community would be addressed.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2798.038     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2798.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION  (p.20888-20917)  As proposed, the GLI antidegradation     
     policy could have a significant adverse effect on economic growth in the   
     Great Lakes region and would impose onerous demonstration requirements on  
     both municipal and industrial dischargers.  The policy brings about a      
     number of significant changes that will inhibit growth:                    
                                                                                
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production process, product lines,          
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and 
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, GLI also imposes burdensome  
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  By discouraging or prohibiting such normal economic 
     activity, the proposed antidegradation policy would freeze the Great Lakes 
     region in time, putting it at significant socio-economic disadvantage over 
     other parts of the country.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2798.039     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2798.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs the existing effluent quality (EEQ) would become a legally        
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants currently operating at less than full
     capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and      
     cycles of demand for industrial products, many production facilities are   
     operating at less than full capacity:  they will remain that way unless    
     flexibility is provided for in the final rule.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2798.040     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: D2798.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: D2798.041     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2798.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilities--including wastewater treatment plants--which      
     operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing permit limitations
     for BCCs will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable permit   
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged,         
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2798.042     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
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     Comment ID: D2798.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharges, EPA could     
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
     to undertake significant, expensive monitoring.  In addition, it would     
     expose companies to legal liabilities, since if the substance were         
     detected, the facility instantly would be out of compliance.               
     
     
     Response to: D2798.043     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2798.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even if
     a data base is established to show that these substances pose no           
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2798.044     
     
     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2798.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2798.045     
     
     See response to comment D2798.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2798.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in a water      
     quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing effluent  
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2798.046     
     
     With respect to the comment that the final Guidance should treat BCCs and  
     non-BCCs identically, the final guidance restricts the scope of the        
     antidegradation provisions to BCCs, only, allowing the states to develop   
     identical provisions for non-BCCs, or different procedures for BCCs, as    
     they deem appropriate, as long as those provisions comply with applicable  
     provisions of 40 CFR 131.  To the extent that commenters were not only     
     requesting that the provisions for BCCs and non-BCCs be the same, but also 
     that the provisions established in the Final Guidance be those which had   
     been proposed for non-BCCs, EPA notes that the definition of significant   
     lowering of water quality has changed significantly.  In particular, EPA   
     believes that the proposed approach for BCCs which would base this         
     assessment on changes in EEQ, had a potential to function in a manner      
     contrary to EPA's intent.  Similarly, however, the proposed definition of  
     significant lowering of water quality for non-BCCs, which keyed off of     
     changes in permit limits had a potential to function in a manner contrary  
     to EPA's intent, since it failed to account for significant lowering of    
     water quality which may result from increased discharges of non-limited    
     chemicals.  EPA believes that though the new definition of significant     
     lowering of water quality is not identical to that which was proposed for  
     non-BCCs, it addresses the concerns many commenters raised with the        
     proposed definition of "significant lowering of water quality" as that     
     definition related to BCCs.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2798.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2798.047     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2798.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point souces should not be addressed under the antidegradation         
     provisions.  Instead, they should be considered as part of the Total       
     Maximum Daily Load/Waste Load Allocation provisions.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2798.048     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2574.053                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2798.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary  
     and based on subjective judgment.  While it is important that states retain
     flexibility in making decisions regarding antidegradation demonstrations,  
     companies should also be assured that if they meet certain minimum         
     requirements of a demonstration they will be granted the necessary         
     increase.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2798.049     
     
     It is not possible to provide a step-by-step process that, if followed,    
     will result in a request to lower water quality being granted.  This is    
     true for a number of reasons.  First, merely accomplishing the             
     administrative requirements does not ensure that the information provided  
     in support of lowering water quality is sufficient to justify a deicsion to
     allow a lowering of water quality.  Second, antidegradation is inherently  
     case- specific with the ultimate goal being to accomodate economic growth  
     while minimizing environmental impacts.  In some instances, information    
     provided early in a demonstration may suggest productive new avenues of    
     consideration or new possibilities that merit review prior to making a     
     final decision. Under section 510 of the CWA, EPA cannot require States and
     Tribes to approve particular lowerings of water quality. Finally, public   
     participation is an important factor in any decision regarding lower water 
     quality.  An assured outcome based on completion of certain steps and      
     meaningful opportunities for public participation are incompatible.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2798.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing Site Specific Criteria is a scientific way to determine if the
     standards set by GLI provides an appropriate level of protection.  Despite 
     this, the GLI generally requires the application of water criteria and     
     values throughout the Great Lakes regardless of state or tribal            
     designations and regardless of site-specific water conditions.  The failure
     to use, or to allow for, site specific adjustments except under very       
     specific, limited circumstances ignores the fact that all species are not  
     present everywhere due to physical or geological factors not related to    
     toxic substances.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2798.050     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2798.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is essential that States have the ability to develop scientifically     
     sound site-specific water quality standards which recognize unique local   
     conditions including populations of fish species and other organisms       
     present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents, and       
     bioavailability.                                                           
                                                                                
     To assure this, the following changes to the rule should be made:          
                                                                                
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
                                                                                
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical specification     
     should be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits  
     (WQBELS).                                                                  
                                                                                
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect local conditions of waste load allocation and determined in the    
     same manner as used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water      
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2798.051     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2798.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 2940



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, EPA has proposed that mixing zones be eliminated for BCCs   
     and zones of initial dilution be eliminated completely.  This will force   
     dischargers to meet ambient water quality standards at the end of the      
     pipe--an extremely expensive prospect that brings with it virtually no     
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2798.052     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For the reasons discussed in the SID at  
     VIII.C.4, EPA has decided to retain the BCC mixing zone elimination        
     provisions.  For a discussion of the benefits EPA believes will be derived 
     from these provisions, see the SID at IX.D.6.  EPA also recognizes,        
     however, that the elimination of mixing zones for existing discharges of   
     BCCs can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA has included in the final 
     Guidance a limited exception to that phase-out provision based on economic 
     and technical considerations, which States and Tribes may adopt at their   
     discretion.  In this way, EPA believes that the BCC mixing zone phase-out  
     provisions can be applied so as to reduce the discharge of BCCs to the     
     maximum extent possible without resulting in unreasonable economic effects.
      Response to D2798.052                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2798.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many industrial and municipal permits require that discharges meet ambient 
     standards outside of a small zone of mixing or dilution.  Dischargers are  
     usually required to perform toxicity tests to ensure that sensitive species
     are fully protected wherever zones are established.  This policy has always
     been seen as fully protective.                                             
                                                                                
     The implications of the proposed change are of great concern to Onondaga   
     County.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2798.053     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.PA construes this comment as             
     supplementing the BCC mixing zone comment set forth above.  EPA            
     acknowledges that past policy has tolerated mixing zones for BCC discharges
     to the Great Lakes. However, EPA believes that BCCs pose a significant     
     hazard to the Great Lakes System, and therefore has adopted a different    
     policy here.  This policy decision is consistent with the Great Lakes Water
     Quality Agreement, which supports the elimination of point source impact   
     zones (i.e., mixing zones) for toxic substances. Moreover, this is         
     consistent with the overall policy of the virtual elimination of persistent
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     toxic substances.  According to the Agreement, pending the achievement of  
     the virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances, the size of such   
     zones shall be reduced to the maximum extent possible by the best available
     technology as as to limit the effects of toxic substances in the vicinity  
     of these discharges.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is consistent   
     with the Steering Committee's policy that every reasonable effort be made  
     to reduce all loadings of BCCs to the Great Lakes System. For a discussion 
     of the final mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a       
     limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID
     at VIII.C.4. For a discussion of EPA's reasons for singling out BCCs for   
     special consideration, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  See also the
     preamble to the proposed rule at 58 FR 20820-20823.  Response to D2798.053 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2798.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal POTW, industrial, and Federal facility dischargers will be forced
     to begin removing substances that are not now of regulatory concern.  There
     are often, at present, no control limits in discharge permits because      
     discharges are below detectable levels or levels of these substances at the
     edge of the mixing zone are at or below ambient water quality requirements,
     even though they are slightly higher at the point of discharge.            
     
     
     Response to: D2798.054     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA construes this comment as            
     supplementing the BCC mixing zone comments set forth above (comment numbers
     D2798.052 and D2798.053). With respect to the comment regarding the absence
     of water quality based effluent limits for pollutants discharges at levels 
     below detection, see the SID at VIII.H for a discussion of the provisions  
     in the final Guidance specifying that WQBELs be incorporated into NPDES    
     permits exactly as calculated, even if they are below the level of         
     quantification.  With respect to the commenter's concern that dischargers  
     will need to remove pollutants from their effluent that are not of         
     regulatory concern because of the mixing zone provisions in the final      
     Guidance, EPA makes the following response. First, EPA disagrees that BCCs 
     are not of regulatory concern.  For a more thorough discussion of EPA's    
     reasons for establishing special mixing zone provisions for BCCs, see the  
     SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  Second, the final Guidance includes a      
     limited exception to the phase-out provisions for existing BCC discharges  
     based on economic and technical considerations.  Therefore, adoption and   
     application of this limited exception by State and Tribal authorities could
     help to prevent severe hardship from occurring as a result of these BCC    
     mixing zone provisions. Response to D2798.054                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2798.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not improve   
     water quality, since ambient water quality standards are fully met beyond  
     the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real improvement occurs in  
     the mixing zone itself, which typically is confined to a very small region,
     and which poses no threat to aquatic life.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.055     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     responses to comment number D2798.053 and comment number D2798.054.        
     Response to D2798.055                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2798.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control"  
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  Under these guidelines, there is no reasonable basis for treating   
     BCC's differently in this case.  The GLI proposes derivation procedures for
     criteria for BCC's which even EPA admits may be over conservative.  EPA's  
     approach, then is duplicative.  First, it designed overprotective criteria 
     to compensate for uncertainties and then it denies the use of mixing zones 
     to compensate again for those same uncertainties.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2798.056     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
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     response to comment number D2724.025.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2798.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zones of initial dilution is  
     only defensible when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are
     occurring within these zones.  Thus, we recommend that reductions of these 
     zones be required only when the regulatory agencies can show actual or     
     reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concentrations     
     within mixing zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are        
     economically and technically feasible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2798.057     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     responses to comment number D2798.053 and comment number D2798.054.        
     Response to D2798.055                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2798.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of intake credits in many circumstances will force 
     municipal and industrial discharges to treat substances that they do not   
     add to their effluent.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2798.058     
     
     This comment raises the question of to what extent dischargers should be   
     responsible for pollutants they discharge but do not necessarily originate.
      This issue is addressed in Procedures 5.D & E of appendix F of the final  
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     Guidance and discussed at length in the Supplementary Information Document 
     (SID) at Section VIII.E.  Generally, those procedures recognize that       
     pollutants in a facility's intake water can and should be regulated        
     differently than other pollutants in the discharge in certain situations.  
     When the discharger meets the eligibility requirements for special         
     consideration of intake pollutants, it is not held responsible for removing
     pollutants from its intake water. However, as explained in Section         
     VIII.E.5. of the SID, EPA has not adopted a blanket approach of excluding  
     from regulation any pollutant that does not originate with the discharger. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI requires dischargers to treat substances present in the influent   
     except under very specific situations which will be almost impossible to   
     meet.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.059     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is essentially the same as that 
     in comment D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This proposed policy imposes tremendous costs and liability problems on    
     plant operators, subjects dischargers to enforcement actions based on      
     substances that they did not generate, and raises a basic concern for      
     equity among regions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.060     
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     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in the Response to Comments document that addresses the  
     Regulatory Impact Analysis.  Also see response to comment D2698.030.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2798.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits. 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.061     
     
     This issue addressed in the comment is the same as one in comment P2574.002
     and is addressed in the response to that comment.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly consider
     intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five specific conditions:
      100% of the discharge water is returned to the same body of water from    
     which it was derived; the facility does not add any of the substance in the
     process; the facility does not alter the substances chemically or          
     physically; there is no increase of the substance at the edge of the mixing
     zone; and the timing and location of the discharge would not lead to       
     adverse water quality impacts.                                             
                                                                                
     A close review shows that these conditions will almost never be met.  Very 
     few industrial plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge 
     all intake water in the same stream segment or area.                       
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     Response to: D2798.062     
     
     The final Guidance provisions for consideration of intake pollutants in    
     water quality based permitting is generally more expansive than the        
     proposal.  See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, for some substances it would be extremely difficult for a     
     facility to prove some substances that none of the chemical is being added,
     for example, through metals leaching from process pipes.  Because of this, 
     facilities will become legally responsible for substances that they did not
     generate.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2798.063     
     
     This concern is similar to the one raised in comment D2588.075 and is      
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2798.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake chemicals should not be subject to regulation.  The Clean Water Act 
     regulates the discharge of pollutants, which is specifically defined as    
     "any addition of pollutants to navigable waters from any point source."    
     (33 USC 1361(12); emphasis added).  The legal history of this issue clearly
     supports the assertion that substances present in the intake stream are not
     covered by this provision.                                                 
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     Response to: D2798.064     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in a another part of  
     this section of the response to comment document and in the SID at Section 
     VIII.E.5.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2798.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency has expressly taken the position that "for addition of a        
     pollutant from a point source to occur, the point source must introduce the
     pollutant into navigable water from the outside world" (NWF v. Gorsuch, 693
     F.2d 156, 165 (D.C. Cir. 1982):  (emphasis added).                         
                                                                                
     In 1988 EPA continued to adhere to this position when its interpretation   
     was again adopted, this time by the Sixth Circuit:  "EPA also argued, as it
     does here, that there can be no addition unless a souce 'physically        
     introduces a pollutant into water from the outside world..'  We agree with 
     the District of Columbia circuit that EPA's definition...is  a permissible 
     construction of 'added'...(NWF v. Consumers Power Company, 862 F.2d. 580,  
     584.)                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.065     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2798.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, in Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976). 
     which remains the only precedent which definitely addresses the concept at 
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     hand, the court concluded:  "It is industry's position that EPA has no     
     jurisdiction under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter
     a plant through its intake stream.  We agree."  The agency relies on the   
     difference between technology based limits and WQBELs to suport its        
     prohibition against intake credits in the GLI; however, there is nothing   
     inherent to this distinction that would explain why intake pollutants      
     should be handled differently.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2798.066     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2798.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cases EPA cites fail to support the Agency's position.  N.W.F. v.      
     Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th Cir. 1988) adopted the Agency's
     previous definition of "addition."  The other cases are simply not         
     applicable, as they involve discharges of a seafood processing plant,      
     redeposition of vegetation, etc., not "pollutants" removed from and then   
     returned to the waterways.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.067     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This provision will prohibit intake credits even when the effluent from a  
     plant has lower concentrations of substances than does the receiving water.
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     It is difficult to understand how such an action would contribute to the   
     exceedance of a water quality standard.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2798.068     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual users of the Great Lakes waters will become obligated to serve  
     as mini-water treatment plants.  Under the Clean Water Act, individual     
     dischargers are held responsible for the impact that their actions have on 
     the Nation's waters.  However, this does not mean that they have the       
     obligation to "restore" the Nation's water integrity.  The denial of intake
     credits will create a situation where a facility takes in a small amount of
     water from a polluted water body, uses it, purifies it at a great expense, 
     and releases it back into the polluted water.  This outcome in nonsensical,
     while at the same time being extremely expensive.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2798.069     
     
     See response to comment D2669.058.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2798.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Policy concerns lead to the conclusion that intake credits must be allowed.
     In its proposed rule, EPA expressed some concern that allowing for intake  
     credits would create an economic incentive for facilities to relocate to   
     water bodies that are more polluted.  It is unlikely that the decision to  
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     locate or relocate a facility would be based primarily on the pollution    
     levels in the water body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake 
     pollutant levels under an intake credit option would be important enough to
     create an incentive to relocate just underscores the economic burdens of   
     having no intake credit.  Whatever the validity of this concern, it is     
     clearly outweighed by numerous, more compelling considerations.            
     
     
     Response to: D2798.070     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as P2574.090 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2798.071     
     
     It is unclear how the commenter views the permit writer's discretion as    
     being limited.  Other commenters who also expressed concern that about     
     limiting the permit writer's discretion erroneously interpreted the        
     proposal as supplanting the existing mechanisms discussed in the proposal  
     for considering intake pollutants.  As explained in the SID at Section     
     VIII.E.6., the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance           
     supplement, rather than supplant, existing mechanisms for considering      
     intake pollutant in developing permits.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance
     may be more restrictive that those currently available under some State    
     programs and thus may be viewed as limiting a permit writer's discretion.  
     A major goal of the GLI was to establish uniform procedures and the final  
     intake pollutant procedures satisfy this goal.  At the same time, the      
     procedures provide for permit writer discretion where consideration of     
     case- specific factors are important, as explained throughout the discusion
     of the final Guidance in the SID in Section VIII.E.7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge" which
     in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, EPA's new     
     approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and state 
     power to control and eliminate water pollution.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2798.072     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the   
     permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of whether dams   
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.073     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.  EPA disagrees with the commenter's suggestion
     that the approach to defining "addition" in the Guidance would result in   
     dams' being subject to the NPDES permitting program for the first time.  As
     explained in the SID, EPA's position here is consistent with its position  
     that dams do not "add" pollutants within the meaning of the CWA.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Civil and criminal liability would be dramatically expanded.  Under the new
     definition, every substance in the intake water requires a permit or, at a 
     minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that substance.    
     Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary considerably,  
     the facility's civil and even criminal liability could beyond its control. 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.074     
     
     See response to comment D2669.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When water quality standards have been exceeded, the technology-based      
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to dealing    
     with its own chemicals, the facility would be required to have technology  
     to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution without workable   
     industry standards to guide them.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2798.075     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment P2574.098 and is responded 
     to in that comment.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2798.076
     Cross Ref 1: cc: VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 2953



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found to 
     be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to       
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     through a complex and time-consuming and expensive variance or use         
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     eventually be the same as if intake credits were allowed.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2798.076     
     
     This comment is the same as P2606.075 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2798.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI must address intake credits, it should select option 4 In the   
     Guidance, EPA proposed four options for regulating intake credits.  Of     
     these Option 4 is the most reasonable.  This is the option developed by the
     Technical Work Group and the GLI and endorsed by all of the Great Lakes    
     states representatives.  States such as Wisconsin have successfully        
     implemented this provision in permits which have not been objected to by   
     the Agency, and sufficient limitations can be placed on a permit writer's  
     discretion under this option.  However, this option should be modified so  
     that noncontact cooling water and municipality discharges are exempted and 
     the provision limiting intake credits to water quality impaired streams    
     should be eliminated.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.077     
     
     With respect to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4, see        
     responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.  EPA does not agree that a  
     blanket exemption for non- contact cooling water is appropriate, as        
     explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.7.a.vi. and 7.b.i.  EPA also does  
     not believe that the CWA provides a basis for categorically excluding      
     municipal dischargers from the same requirements that apply to other       
     dischargers. Finally, EPA agrees that limiting consideration of intake     
     pollutants in setting WQBELs to instances where the receiving water exceeds
     the criteria is appropriate, as explained in the SID at Section            
     VIII.E.7.c.i, but has not imposed this limitation for purposes of procedure
     5.D. of appendix F, the intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of Water Quality based Effluent Limits below a           
     quantifiable level imposes tremendous uncertainly and legal liability      
     beyond those contemplated by the Clean Water Act.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2798.078     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, federal regulations do not require or specify procedures for    
     determining compliance when WQBELs are set at less than quantifiable       
     levels.  This is left to the discretion of individual states.              
     
     
     Response to: D2798.079     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  "It" refers to the proposed guidance relating to WQBELs 
below D.L.   
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It places a plant operator at the mercy of the laboratory's detection      
     equipment and the efficiency of its analytical technicians.  Laboratory    
     detection capability varies greatly throughout the Great Lakes Region as it
     does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending upon the matrix being   
     analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate treatment requirements and   
     enforcement activities across the basin.  Without consistency on factors   
     such as practical quantitation levels (PQLs), vastly inconsistent,         
     arbitrary, and inappropriate requirements will result.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2798.080     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     measurement of very low levels of substances using equipment at the        
     frontiers of detection capability exposes a higher likelihood of false     
     readings or misidentification of substances.  These readings may unfairly  
     subject operators to non-compliance.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2798.081     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the long lag time between sampling and analysis could mean that the        
     operator could unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period.      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.082     
     
     EPA does not agree that the provisions in procedure 8 would produce longer 
     lag times between monitoring and data analysis than would be expected for  
     other pollutants.  The permitting authority should specify the monitoring  
     and data reporting requirements in the NPDES permit and should take into   
     account any reasonable lag time between monitoring and data analysis.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability exposure, municipal and industrial     
     plant operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated    
     monitoring equipment to continuously monitor the influent to the plant in  
     order to detect specified chemicals in the intake waters that are not in   
     the production process and would have to put in place sophisticated        
     treatment technology that will ensure that any substance listed in the     
     permit will remain below detectable limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2798.083     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
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     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances have not been detected in the plant's
     discharge.  Just because a WQBEL is below detection limits does not mean   
     that there is a need for the permittee to "eliminate the pollutant", or    
     that the specified minimization program requirements are necessary or      
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2798.084     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency does not address how a municipality would implement a program   
     given that it has little, if any, control over unregulated dischargers,    
     especially from households.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2798.085     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where reduction of a substance may be warranted, it is            
     inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.086     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No WQBEL should be placed in a permit even if below the detection limit.   
     At most, WQBEL's should be described in the EPA fact sheet that accompanies
     permits.  Moreover, a narrative statement should be included, stating that 
     the discharger is in compliance with the limit if chemicals are not        
     detected above the PQL.                                                    
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     Response to: D2798.087     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor of
     EPA's formal approval process may be used when the limit is below the      
     Practical Quantitation Limit.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2798.088     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with PQL should be determined only be quantitative analysis of  
     the final effluent.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2798.089     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant minimization program requirements should either be dropped or    
     should not be enforceable, since EPA does not have the authority under     
     water quality regulations to regulate substances which are not being       
     discharged by the facility.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2798.090     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2798.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA, industry representatives, and environmental groups should work        
     together at a "Technical Summit" to discuss why WQBELs are below the       
     Practical Quantitation Levels.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2798.091     
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     EPA agrees that a technical summit on the issues related to WQBELs below   
     the                                                                        
     level of quantification would be beneficial to all parties.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2798.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Onondaga County believes that EPA has seriously underestimated the economic
     impacts of the GLI on individual Great Lakes companies, municipalities and 
     on the region as a whole.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2798.092     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2798.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's cost structure was structurally flawed.  The study did not measure   
     the full costs of the major new requirements included in the regulation.   
     
     
     Response to: D2798.093     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2798.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It was based on an inadequately small sample of only 59 facilities from    
     industry and publicly owned treatment works.  Of these, only 20 were       
     identified as being significantly affected by the regulation.              
     
     
     Response to: D2798.094     
     
     See response to comment D2669.079.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2798.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one  
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     only estimates the costs of completing the demonstration process.          
     
     
     Response to: D2798.095     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2798.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study generally assumed that the background levels of substances in the
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI           
     regulations and therefore that the new approach to intake credits would not
     be an issue.  Yet, other studies show that the elimination of the intake   
     credit provision would be one of the most costly features of the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.096     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2798.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not estimate the costs of compliance for Federal Facilities. 
     
     
     Response to: D2798.097     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2798.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Many other concerns with EPA's cost study were raised by the Office of     
     Management and Budget in its review.  OMB advised that these issues be     
     resolved before final publication.  Among these issues is a request for    
     additional analysis on the extend to which the new standards would prevent 
     the establishment of new facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Workers,    
     consumers, and investors will suffer losses whenever construction of new or
     expanded industrial or municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to
     the requirements of the proposed GLI.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.098     
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2798.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     detailed cost studies done by major industries in the Great Lakes region   
     project that companies will incur capital costs in the billions and annual 
     operation and maintenance costs of several hundred million dollars.  These 
     industry studies are generally conservative estimates of costs because all 
     issues and substances were not evaluated.  They focus on only one or two of
     the major issues (e.g., intake credits or antidegradation); evaluated only 
     the one or two substances most likely to be listed as a BCC and to affect  
     individual industries; and did not consider the possibility that GLI will  
     be extended by states and administered state-wide.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2798.099     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2798.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Onondaga County has estimated the cost of complying with these regulations 
     for five of the ten wastewater treatment facilities it operates.  We       
     anitcipate that with more stringent pretreatment limits that this alone    
     will not be sufficient to achieve the criteria proposed by the GLI and that
     unconventional levels of treatment for municipal wastewater such as a      
     carbon absorption, ion exchange and sulfide precipitation will be necessary
     to meet permit limits resulting from the implementation of the GLI.        
     Substances such as mercury, zinc, nickel, cadmium, silver, copper and      
     cyanide and certain organics and pesticides (levels at which we cannot     
     measure) will require treatment at our municipal wastewater treatment      
     facilities specifically designed to remove these pollutants to less than   
     drinking water standards.  We have conservatively estimated that capital   
     costs for additional treatment will be at least $325 million and annual    
     operating costs of $31  million.  These costs do not include contingencies,
     financing costs or the cost to purchase land.  Our present annual operating
     budget is approximately $30 million.  You can see that this will have a    
     significant impact on our user fees.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2798.100     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2798.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monitoring costs could easily exceed $1 million per year above and beyond  
     the extensive monitoring program Onondaga County currently has in place.   
     
     
     Response to: D2798.101     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2798.102
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have 
     the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.  As discussed    
     above, the antidegradation provisions will discourage any changes          
     associated with normal economic growth, including efforts to expand        
     production to prerecession levels.  Manufacturing costs will be            
     significantly higher and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected states or to other regions of the country that are not        
     affected by the regulation.  This will lead to a loss of markets and a loss
     of jobs to the basin.  Moreover, municipalities will be forced to restrict 
     growth and increase sewer costs to meet the new requirements.  Pressure to 
     extend the regulation nationwide will increase in order to ensure economic 
     equity among regions, even where waters are already fully protected and    
     further stringency will not produce additional environmental benefits.     
     
     
     Response to: D2798.102     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2798.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI/McGraw Hill draft study not only supports the arguments made above 
     but also goes further to conclude that the GLI proposal:                   
                                                                                
     Is the least cost effective method of achieving the Initiative's goals.    
                                                                                
     Has higher compliance costs of up to $2.3 billion per year, and these cost 
     estimates will be much higher when the Report is completed.                
                                                                                
     Will have impacts in the region's economy that are multiples of the costs, 
     and that:                                                                  
                                                                                
     "as currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious      
     resources and borders on an expansive luxury."                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2798.103     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2798.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite best evidence that only one percent of PCBs found in the Lower Fox 
     river and Green Bay come from point sources, EPA's benefit study           
     consistently overestimated the role of point sources and attributed from 20
     percent to 100 percent of the benefits of fishery restoration to GLI point 
     source reductions.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2798.104     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2798.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's benefit study was based on a highly controversial and unproven       
     methodology called "contingent valuation".  The survey questions were not  
     directly targeted to what GLI will accomplish asking instead what people   
     would be willing to pay to achieve water quality "free from toxic          
     chemicals."  Since this will not be achieved by the regulations, and since 
     other initiatives also work towards the same basic goal, the responses can 
     only represent an extreme upper bound.  The actual benefits would be lower,
     and the responses would have been different if respondents knew this.      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.105     
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2798.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Estimates are inferior to data based on actual market transactions.  Survey
     responses to "willingness to pay" questions are not reliable because they  
     can be influenced by other factors, such as willingness to please the      
     interviewer and because respondents do not have to flow through and buy at 
     that price.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2798.106     
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2798.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, the DRI Report to the Governors not only supports these arguments   
     but also goes beyond them to conclude that:                                
                                                                                
     The benefits were calculated from the wrong baseline.  Although costs were 
     calculated only based on the costs added by GLI beyond all current         
     requirements that are still being implemented, benefits were calculated    
     from current discharge levels, assigning benefits to GLI that will actually
     be achieved by other rules already in place.                               
                                                                                
     GLI only addresses current point source discharges.  Most of the remaining 
     pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish consumption         
     advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have since been   
     banned or severely restricted.                                             
                                                                                
     Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic substances, which  
     are regulated by the GLI.                                                  
                                                                                
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that GLI specifically has 
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     on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards, miles of
     shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the removal of    
     fish advisories.                                                           
                                                                                
     The effects of GLI must be measured in terms of its effect on total        
     loadings not just point sources since environmental improvement depends on 
     change in this total.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2798.107     
     
     See response to comments D2587.143, D2587.037 and D2587.045.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2798.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI study proves unequivocally that the vast majority of several of the
     key substances of concern are from sources other than the direct           
     dischargers regulated by the GLI.  Hence, few if any benefits could be     
     expected from this Initiative as currently proposed.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2798.108     
     
     See response to comment D2587.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2798.109
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Onondaga County believes that some of the most expensive provisions of GLI,
     such as the elimination of intake credits and mixing zones, will yield     
     essentially no benefits.  Significant gains have already been made in      
     reducing point source discharges in the region.  The GLI focuses only on   
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     these, seeking further, very expensive reductions.  Not addressed are      
     discharges from the Canadian side of the Lakes, deposition of airborne     
     emissions, or nonpoint source discharges, such as contaminated storm-water 
     runoff from city streets and lawns, construction sites, and agriculture.   
     At best GLI would result in only a marginal decrease in the pollutants     
     flowing into the Great Lakes Basin.  Moreover, the specific impact of this 
     decrease is unknown.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2798.109     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, D2723.004, D2587.045, D2867.087,       
     D2596.013, F4030.003, D2657.006 and D2669.082.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2798.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's analysis of the costs and benefits of the GLI needs to be improved   
     considerably before this expensive new requirement can be justified.       
     
     
     Response to: D2798.110     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2798.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the complexity of these proposed regulations and the enormous        
     controversy they have generated we recommend that the comment period be    
     extended another 180 days to allow affected industries and municipals to   
     continue to evaluate the severe impacts of these proposed regulations and  
     to allow EPA time to consider the recommendations by Onondaga County and   
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     other commentors in reproposing a Regulation that will yield a more        
     reasonable, comprehensive, cost effective and realistic environmental      
     strategy for the Great Lakes and other water bodies in the Country.        
     
     
     Response to: D2798.111     
     
     EPA believes that the 150-day comment period provided for in the proposed  
     Guidance was adequate.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2799.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One general issue requires a strong recommendation.  Although the EPA      
     proposed Guidance applies, by definition, only to point source discharges  
     to the Great Lakes drainage basin, including all tributaries, it is likely 
     that states will promulgate the regulations on a state-wide basis.  This is
     likely because states claim they do not have the resources to administer   
     two different water quality and permitting programs, one for Great Lakes   
     discharges and one for discharges to other waters in the remainder of the  
     state.  We would oppose this arbitrary decision by the states since the    
     Guidance was specifically developed and justified using the characteristics
     and water quality concerns in the Great Lakes.  We urge EPA to strongly    
     recommend that states not adopt the Guidance outside of the Great Lakes    
     basin unless they have conducted a thorough technical and legal analysis   
     and have determined that the Guidance criteria and procedures can be       
     technically applied with full sound science justification.  This           
     requirement would be analogous to the Guidance provision that states can   
     adopt different methodologies if the Guidance procedures are not           
     technically defensible in a given Great Lakes permitting case.             
     
     
     Response to: D2799.001     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2799.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the proposed Guidance focuses only on pollutants in point source   
     discharges, both industrial and municipal, it does not address the major   
     source of continuing inputs to the Great Lakes system from non-point       
     sources, such as stormwater, agricultural runoff, atmospheric deposition   
     and sediment depuration.  It is our understanding that the major sources of
     loadings of the 138 chemicals of initial focus, especially the 28          
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs), are non-point, and that EPA   
     acknowledges this fact in the preamble and in other agency reports.        
     
     
     Response to: D2799.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2799.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The logical course of action for addressing remaining Great Lakes water    
     quality problems would be to first determine the major sources of chemicals
     of concern, i.e., those actually causing an identified adverse water       
     quality impact, and then design a strategy to reduce the loadings from the 
     most important sources.  To do otherwise would ensure failure of the       
     program to produce a desired goal or result, especially if cost            
     effectiveness is considered a criterion.  It is, therefore not prudent to  
     pursue further controls on already well regulated point sources because    
     they are not the source of the remaining problems.  No measurable          
     environmental benefit can accrue from such an ill conceived regulatory     
     program.  Instead, EPA should complete the Lakewide Management Plans       
     (LaMPs) for each of the Great Lakes before defining the problem, designing 
     a solution (if needed), and implementing a strategy.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2799.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 2973



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2799.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It has been our experience through the state administered POTW pretreatment
     program that allowable discharges of pollutants have been continually      
     reduced through implementation of technologically based permit limitations.
      Our facility already has stringent permit limits based on water quality   
     requirements.  The next round of permits is expected to further reduce     
     permit limitations based on existing programs for water quality protection.
      Surely, the current program should be allowed to work before layering     
     another set of prescriptive "command and control" requirements on a        
     successful, albeit costly, program.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2799.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2799.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also our observation that dramatic improvements have been made in    
     water quality since the imposition of discharge controls under the CWA, as 
     well as from the impact of other regulatory programs, such as FIFRA        
     (pesticide bans and restrictions), TSCA (chemical substance controls, e.g.,
     PCBs), Clean Air Act (future further reductions under the HON rule to be   
     implemented in the 1990s) and CERCLA/RCRA (contaminated site remediations).
      In fact, the reduction of chemical residues in Great Lakes fish flesh has 
     been dramatic and continues to decline, making it difficult to identify any
     additional beneficial impact of the currently proposed new regulations.    
     Please refer to CMA, GLWQC and OxyChem Corporate comments for documented   
     confirmation that alleged impacts on fisheries and wildlife are exaggerated
     and that the proposed Guidance will have little or no measurable or        
     additional beneficial impact on these improving trends.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2799.005     
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     See Sections I.B, I.C and I.D of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2799.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has estimated total compliance costs to be incurred for all U.S.       
     dischargers, including both industrial and municipal (POTW) point source   
     dischargers currently permitted, to be around $200 million per year for 10 
     years, in the most likely case.  Others, including the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors, have estimated aggregate annual costs to be in the        
     billions of dollars range.  The chemical industry, under the auspices of   
     the CMA, conducted a cost analysis and projected industry estimate that    
     indicates compliance costs for this small subgroup of dischargers to be in 
     the range of $58 million per year, using EPA's amortization methodology.   
     We have estimated that our individual facility's initial compliance cost   
     may be in the range of $1,000,000 in capital cost and $100,000 per year in 
     recurring operations and maintenance cost.  We note that there are many    
     uncertainties which could raise this cost estimate substantially.  For     
     instance, some of the proposals in the Guidance which could not be         
     reasonable predicted and were not included in the cost estimate are (1) the
     cost of complying with anti-degradation provisions, (2) the cost of        
     developing compound specific toxicity data to upgrade Tier 2 values to Tier
     1 values, (3) the cost of additional treatment for trace levels of         
     contaminants as analytical detection limits are lowered (indeed, in most   
     cases, we are not aware of available technology that could accomplish the  
     reductions) and (4) the costs due to state implementation of water quality 
     criteria for compounds other than the "Pollutants of Initial Focus."       
     
     
     Response to: D2799.006     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2584.015, D2595.022, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2799.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent to us that EPA has significantly underestimated the regional
     economic impact of the Guidance.  One area of special concern is the       
     restrictions placed on growth, expansion and even return to past production
     levels that will result from the onerous, complex and time consuming       
     anti-degradation provisions.  When plans are made for expansion and/or for 
     new product limes at existing facilities, or even for siting of new        
     facilities, tight schedules and budgets are the norm.  Uncertainties and   
     time consuming demonstrations place facilities subject to these            
     restrictions, and competing for these projects, at a disadvantage compared 
     to facilities in other parts of the country and other parts of the world.  
     New facilities are sited based on many factors, including the availability 
     of, and restrictions on, suitable and affordable methods for treated       
     wastewater discharge.  Given that most recent chemical industry expansions 
     and new plant construction have occurred outside the Great Lakes region, it
     is imperative that another major disadvantage not be placed upon our       
     ability to compete, withour full justification and demonstration of need.  
     Even the return to full production capability after the current economic   
     downturn would be threatened by these new requirements.  We believe that   
     EPA should do a full analysis on the extent to which the Guidance would    
     prevent the recovery of the Great Lakes manufacturing base and the         
     establishment of new facilities.  Only then can the true economic cost of  
     these new rules to the U.S. Great Lakes basin be established.              
     
     
     Response to: D2799.007     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2799.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that the benefits EPA claims for the implementation of the     
     Guidance have been exaggerated and will not be discernible from the        
     benefits already being accrued under various existing environmental        
     regulations and voluntary reduction programs.  Appropriate attribution of  
     benefits along with the setting of measurable goals (e.g., lifting of fish 
     consumption advisories) within a full ecosystem evaluation and management  
     approach must be utilized by EPA.  To do otherwise would cause a gross     
     mis-allocation of limited resources.  Adding another layer of burdensome   
     "command and control" rules that are expensive to comply with, as well as  
     to administer, will only serve to divert resources from the solution       
     process for real problems.  EPA must utilize appropriate risk assessment   
     methods along with relative risk ranking and prioritization so that the    
     agency can make intelligent risk management decisions.                     
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     Response to: D2799.008     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045 and P2718.345.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2799.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the Guidance have been seriously underestimated by EPA.       
     Before implementation of such sweeping regulatory changes, the true        
     economic impact must be assessed.  A strong Great Lakes economy is a       
     necessary prerequisite to our ability to address any remaining             
     environmental problems.  A full ecosystem approach must be utilized,       
     including the assessment of the impact of other existing regulatory        
     programs as well as strategies for control of non-point sources of         
     substances causing impairments.                                            
                                                                                
     Given the substantive analysis and comment made by CMA, the Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Coalition and others, it is imperative that EPA reassess the 
     current Guidance proposal and implement only those few sections that make  
     sense from a cost-benefit perspective.  The current proposal fails the test
     of providing clear solution to demonstrated environmental problems         
     utilizing cost-effective management measures and programs.  If this is not 
     done, the impact on our facility's operations will be significant, both in 
     the short term and in the longer term as economic opportunity evaluations  
     are made for new products, as well as for expansion of existing production 
     capacity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2799.009     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2799.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of existing effluent quality (EEQ) to limit any increases in       
     discharge of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), even if due to a 
     production level increase, is counter-productive.  Our facility has        
     installed treatment facilities and operates them with the goal of a        
     significant margin of safety, i.e., we ensure that treatment exceeds the   
     minimum required so that our facility will have very little chance for an  
     excursion.  Part of the impetus for this over-treatment is the desire to   
     avoid increasingly stringent CWA enforcement provisions, including third   
     party citizen suits.  Combined with unmeasurable permit limits (less than  
     detection) for BCCs, the existing EEQ provision exposes us to unreasonable 
     enforcement liability.  This provision also discourages us from continuing 
     extra treatment and would penalize us for doing a better job than          
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2799.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2799.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ provision would also discourage our implementation of further      
     pollution prevention projects, which would have the potential to decrease  
     loadings of BCCs and other chemicals in our discharge, since doing so would
     restrict our ability to make timely business decisions (e.g., increased    
     production levels after a period of low capacity operation) and subject our
     facility to costly regulatory oversight with uncertain outcome.  The CWA   
     permit system, especially the water quality based toxic discharge          
     provisions from the 1987 amendments now being implemented, continues to be 
     the most effective pollution prevention tool available to EPA and the      
     regulated community.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2799.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2799.012
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We continue to strongly recommend that EPA not become involved in chemical 
     production process or business decisions, but provide goals and guidance   
     that promote voluntary emission reduction programs and allow us to choose  
     the method(s) for reducing discharges of pollutants.  Therefore, the EEQ   
     provisions and the anti-degradation demonstration process should be deleted
     from the Guidance.  One alternative option for promotion of consistent     
     antidegradation decisions by the states would be increased EPA oversight of
     existing state program implementation.  Antidegradation policy has been a  
     part of the CWA for over 15 years and is adequate to protect the nation's  
     waters.  EPA should ensure that states are implementing the existing policy
     in a consistent manner, with flexibility allowed where necessary, before   
     proposing more prescriptive procedures that only require more              
     non-productive resources to administer.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2799.012     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.021, and D2616.013.                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2799.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones have been applied successfully in the derivation of water     
     quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) as recommended by EPA in guidance   
     manuals, and their use has allowed protection of water resources without   
     unnecessary end of pipe treatment by dischargers, both industrial and      
     municipal.  The proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCCs has no       
     scientific basis, since very conservative water quality criteria protect   
     open waters at all locations away from actual discharge points.            
     
     
     Response to: D2799.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2799.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effluent diffusers have been successfully used to avoid toxic impacts as   
     well, and use of zones of initial dilution (ZIDs) should be continued.     
     
     
     Response to: D2799.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     SID at VIII.C.5.a.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2799.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would seem more appropriate to focus the Guidance on those chemicals    
     which continue to cause impairment of beneficial uses of Great Lakes waters
     instead of diluting efforts and resources on controlling a long list of    
     substances which are already the subject of control in NPDES permits under 
     existing CWA programs.  We would recommend that EPA develop a short list of
     pollutants of initial focus which have demonstrated water quality impacts. 
     Doing this would focus everyone's efforts on the real, critical pollutants.
     
     
     Response to: D2799.015     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2799.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF/SPE/TOL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation potential should not be the only criterion for selection to
     the pollutant list, but persistence should be considered as well.  The list
     of chemicals for initial focus would not then have to be broken down       
     arbitrarily or with suspect science into various subgroups.  A ranking     
     system should be developed so that "false positives" are not likely.  An   
     example of such a false positive is the compound phenol, which appears on  
     the Guidance's potential BCC list.  This compound is rapidly degraded in   
     the environment by biological action and is treated very effectively in    
     biological wastewater treatment as evidenced by EPA's recent ruling on the 
     OCPSF effluent guidelines, which deleted phenol and 2,4-dimethylphenol from
     pretreatment standards requirements (58 FR 36872, July 9, 1993).  Another  
     apparent false positive is toluene, which is also susceptible to rapid     
     biological degradation.  It should be noted that phenol is present in many 
     household and commercial products and toluene is a significant component of
     gasoline.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2799.016     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence should be considered together with             
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to provide that chemicals with    
     half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and     
     biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of   
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2799.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The setting of permit limits which are lower than current measurement      
     technology capabilities, as required by the Guidance when a WQBEL is       
     determined to be below detection levels, would subject a discharger to     
     great uncertainty regarding permit compliance.  It would be impossible to  
     demonstrate compliance, which would also become a moving target as         
     analytical methods become more sensitive.  The setting of compliance       
     evaluation levels (CELs) would likely follow analytical technological      
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     advances very closely, since third party citizen suits could force the     
     re-opening of permits for revision of CELs.  The requirement to go upstream
     to remove any detectable amounts of the substance from the tributary raw   
     waste streams is impractical and would require redundant treatment.        
     
     
     Response to: D2799.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2799.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One example of the problems to be encountered using the proposed Guidance  
     is for PCBs, which were used as transformer dielectric fluids and heat     
     transfer media at many industrial and commercial facilities before they    
     were banned in the 1970s.  It is likely that trace levels of PCBs would be 
     found in many industrial sewers as detection levles are lowered (current   
     detection levels in clean waters are at least 1000 times higher than the   
     proposed Wildlife criterion), not from continued process use, but from past
     groundwater contamination entering with groundwater infiltration.  This    
     contribution would be almost impossible to remove upstream of treatment    
     units in a cost-effective manner and would make the appropriate end-of-pipe
     treatment system (if a treatment technology were even available to treat   
     these low levels) redundant.                                               
                                                                                
     In fact, rainwater in the Great Lakes region is reportedly contaminated    
     with PCBs at levels exceeding the wildlife criterion.  Thus, uncontaminated
     runoff would likely need treatment before reaching a treatment facility as 
     detection limits are improved.  In addition to industrial facilities, this 
     rule would apply to municipal POTW systems where PCB contaminated          
     stormwater from street runoff would need to be treated before reaching the 
     wastewater treatment plant.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2799.018     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2799.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is obvious that the Guidance requirement for permit limits below        
     detection limits, in combination with the other overly-conservative        
     provisions of the proposed regulations, can lead to nonsensical            
     conclusions.  As a minimum, permit limits should not be set below          
     quantification limits for approved analytical methods so that some of these
     situations can be avoided.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2799.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2801.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ADA commends EPA for discussing the issue of bioavailability in the    
     Preamble to the proposed regulations.  However, the proposed water quality 
     criteria themselves, particularly those for mercury and other metals, fail 
     to account adequately for bioavailability.  This failure results in large  
     part from the fact that EPA's broader effort to address metals             
     bioavailability in water quality programs has only recently begun, and is  
     substantially incomplete.  The ADA therefore urges EPA to postpone adoption
     of those portions of the Great Lakes Guidance that implicate metals        
     bioavailability issues until these issues have been resolved.  Based on the
     results of these investigations, it would then be appropriate for EPA to   
     specify the bioavailable species of the metals for which water quality     
     criteria are set.  This approach would ground the Great Lakes criteria in  
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     actual data regarding bioavailability rather than assumptions.  This       
     approach also would avoid potential over-regulation by individual states   
     and would promote consistency across the watershed.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2801.001     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2801.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the ADA urges EPA to exercise meaningful review of proposed state programs 
     submitted for approval under the Great Lakes program.  Such a review would 
     avoid giving EPA sanction to overbroad and needlessly costly regulations   
     affecting metals.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2801.002     
     
     EPA's review and approval or disapproval of State and Tribal submissions is
     discussed in Section 132.5. See response to comment D2620.020 for a        
     discussion of aquatic life metals criteria.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2801.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As EPA has recognized in the Interim Guidance on the Interpretation and    
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     Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals (May 1992), current     
     water quality criteria and effluent permit limitations for "total          
     recoverable" metals fail to account for actual bioavailability (within     
     representative environmental conditions) of the metals at issue.  This     
     failure has resulted in significant compliance costs for dental facilities 
     that discharge to publicly owned treatment works (POTWs), without any      
     demonstrated environmental benefits.  The Interim Guidance and the more    
     recent recommendations from EPA's January 1993 workshop on metals          
     bioavailability represent promising initial steps towards remedying these  
     problems.  However, these efforts are presently incomplete.  These efforts 
     also address mercury bioavailability issues only briefly, if at all.       
     
     
     Response to: D2801.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.Based in part on the comments received by
     EPA on the proposed Guidance, many of the provisions in the final Guidance 
     were revised to allow greater implementation flexibility.  This flexibility
     should minimize the impacts to the regulated community.  The cost/benefit  
     analysis, therefore, was also modified to account for revisions to criteria
     calculation methodologies and modifications to many of the implementation  
     procedures incorporated in the final Guidance.  The revisions to the       
     cost/benefit analysis are described in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs 
     Resulting from Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Guidance."                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the final Guidance may still impact indirect dischargers to
     publicly owned treatment works (POTWs).  However, EPA disagrees that the   
     impact of the final Guidance on indirect dischargers will be severe.  EPA  
     also disagrees that the final Guidance will result in basin-wide discharge 
     bans of certain substances.                                                
                                                                                
     The specific impact of the final Guidance on an indirect discharger depends
     upon many factors.  First, the stringency of the Guidance- based water     
     quality-based effluent limit (WQBEL) for a POTW depends upon the           
     characteristics of the receiving water, background pollutant loadings from 
     other sources (point and non-point), existing effluent quality, etc.  For  
     mercury in particular, the major contribution to the Great Lakes Basin is  
     air deposition. Second, assuming there is reasonable potential to exceed   
     water quality criteria, a POTW can achieve the resulting WQBEL through     
     either source controls or additional treatment, or both.                   
                                                                                
     EPA believes that only the dental facilities which discharge to POTWs that 
     need to control mercury and that contribute significant, controllable loads
     of mercury to the POTW would be impacted by the final Guidance.  It should 
     be noted however, that there are many documented cases of successful,      
     cost-effective alternatives to control pollutant discharges from dental    
     facilities.                                                                
                                                                                
     See also response to Comment # D2579.002 and D2584.004                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2801.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of the current unresolved questions regarding bioavailability,    
     certain features of the proposed Great Lakes Guidance are premature and    
     lack                                                                       
     a sound scientific basis.  The proposed Guidance would set water quality   
     criteria for metals at an unprecedented degree of stringency.  [For        
     mercury, the criteria are in parts per trillion and even parts per         
     quadrillion, far below current quantification levels and based on data that
     even EPA recognizes is "limited."  Appendix D, Section I, 58 Fed. Reg.     
     21028.]  [The decision as to the form of the metals to which these criteria
     would apply would be left to the states.  58 Fed. Reg. 20851.  A state     
     could therefore promulgate these stringent criteria and derive related     
     permit limitations in terms of "total recoverable" metals, despite the     
     current lack of data regarding bioavailability of metal substances.]       
     [Similarly, the proposed Guidance methodology for calculating              
     "bioaccumulation factors" (BAFs) for certain substances, including mercury,
     is based on the "total" fraction, 58 Fed. Reg. 20861, again despite        
     inadequate data to justify this approach.]  [Further, the stringency of the
     proposed mercury criteria would be magnified still more by the proposed    
     abolition of mixing zones in setting effluent permit limitations for       
     certain substances, including mercury.]                                    
                                                                                
     Considered singly or together, these features of the proposed Guidance     
     would effectively amount to zer-discharge limitations for mercury and other
     metals in POTW permits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2801.004     
     
     Whether the criterion is above or below quantification levels has no       
     bearing on whether the criterion is too high or too low or just right.  EPA
     agrees that only limited data are available concerning the toxicity and    
     bioaccumulation of mercury.  EPA, States, Tribes, and/or dischargers would 
     like to have more data concerning every chemical for which criteria have   
     been derived or proposed.  EPA agrees that States and Tribes may adopt     
     either total recoverable or dissolved criteria for metals.  EPA also agrees
     that BAFs for mercury are based on total mercury (i.e., both organic and   
     inorganic forms).  EPA agrees that, under certain conditions, mixing zones 
     are abolished for certain chemicals.  EPA does not agree that the proposed 
     guidance, either whole or in part, effectively amounts to zero-discharge   
     limitations for mercury and other metals.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2801.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .005 is imbedded in .004                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     For mercury, the criteria are in parts per trillion and even parts per     
     quadrillion, far below current quantification levels and based on data that
     even EPA recognizes is "limited."  Appendix D, Section I, 58 Fed. Reg.     
     21028.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2801.005     
     
     See comment response D2829.009 and Sections VIII A, C, E and H, as well as 
     Section IX of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2801.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .006 is imbedded in .004.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The decision as to the form of the metals to which these criteria would    
     apply would be left to the states.  58 Fed. Reg. 20851.  A state could     
     therefore promulgate these stringent criteria and derive related permit    
     limitations in terms of "total recoverable" metals, despite the current    
     lack of data regarding bioavailability of metal substances.                
     
     
     Response to: D2801.006     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/HG
     Comment ID: D2801.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .007 is imbedded in .004.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Similarly, the proposed Guidance methodology for calculating               
     "bioaccumulation factors" (BAFs) for certain substances, including mercury,
     is based on the "total" fraction, 58 Fed. Reg. 20861, again despite        
     inadequate data to justify this approach.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2801.007     
     
     EPA does not know of any data that convincingly demonstrate that           
     substantial fractions of mercury in the environment cannot become          
     bioavailable and/or methylated.  Because of the toxicity of mercury it is  
     prudent for EPA to base the human health and wildlife criteria on total    
     mercury in the water column.  Based on available data, the final guidance  
     assumes that only 17 percent of the mercury in the water column is         
     methylmercury.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2801.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .008 is imbedded in .004.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the stringency of the proposed mercury criteria would be magnified
     still more by the proposed abolition of mixing zones in setting effluent   
     permit limitations for certain substances, including mercury.              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2801.008     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2801.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: These effective bans refer to comments 004-008.               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These effective discharge bans would likely be passed along in pretreatment
     permits for indirect dischargers, such as dental facilities which discharge
     amalgam particulate in their wastewater.  The ADA is not aware of any      
     currently available control technologies for amalgam in wastewater         
     discharges that could satisfy a ban.  Under these circumstances, the       
     proposed Great Lakes Guidance would significantly interfere with and       
     increase the cost of dental health care, with no demonstrated environmental
     benefit.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2801.009     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003. See response to comment D2584.004. See  
     response to comment D2801.003.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2801.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given that amalgam is the most widely used and most affordable material for
     dental restorations, these increased costs would have serious public health
     implications.  Indeed, as set forth in the Public Health Service's CCEHRP  
     report on dental amalgam, a ban on amalgam would result in an increased    
     direct cost (of using alternative materials) of approximately $12.4 billion
     per year, given the 96 million amalgam restorations performed annually in  
     this country.  Given this immense cost, a ban on amalgam could mean the    
     loss of proper dental care for millions of Americans.  By setting overly   
     stringent standards for metals, the Great Lakes guidance could amount to a 
     ban on amalgam.  The guidance thus has a potentially major impact on the   
     delivery of dental care in this country, and must therefore be             
     substantially supported by science before being implemented.               
     
     
     Response to: D2801.010     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003. See response to comment D2801.003       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

Page 2989



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2801.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The comments referred to were not included with the GLI 
comments.          
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble to the proposed Guidance states that metals bioavailability   
     issues can be addressed by methods outlined in the 1992 Interim Guidance.  
     Yet as discussed above, the Interim Guidance is just that: interim, and    
     substantially incomplete.  In fact, the Interim Guidance allows for and    
     sometimes ensures that bioavailability will continue to be ignored, by     
     approving continued use of the "total recoverable" standard in effluent    
     discharge permits, without any accounting for bioavailability of the       
     substance at issue.  These and related matters are discussed more fully in 
     comments submitted to EPA by the ADA regarding the Interim Guidance in     
     September 1992, which comments are here incorporated by reference.         
     
     
     Response to: D2801.011     
     
     Comment ID: D2801.011                                                      
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2801.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The comments referred to were not included with the GLI 
comments.          
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More recently, the panel and other participants at the recent EPA workshop 
     have recommended that EPA take several steps far beyond the initial Interim
     Guidance.  The ADA here incorporates by reference its July 1993 comments   
     regarding the workshop recommendations.  In particular, the ADA urges EPA  
     to address bioavailability issues regarding mercury.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2801.012     
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     See Section III.B.6. of the Supplemental Information Document.  Also see   
     response to comment  D2620.020.                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2801.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference is to comment 010.                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While mercury substances may present more complex issues than certain other
     metals, use of a "total" or "total recoverable" standard in the Great Lakes
     program without a demonstrated scientific basis would likely impose        
     substantial and improper costs on affected parties, including dental       
     facilities.  As discussed above, these costs would also have significant   
     consequences for public health.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2801.013     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D2579.003.See response to comment   
     D2801.003                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2801.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ADA therefore urges EPA first to complete its efforts to resolve       
     bioavailability issues regarding mercury and other metals before adopting  
     those portions of the proposed Great Lakes Guidance that implicate these   
     issues.  Such an approach would avoid repeating flaws of the current       
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     national water quality criteria.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2801.014     
     
     See Section III.B.6. of the Supplemental Information Document.  Also see   
     response to comment  D2620.020.                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2801.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adequate resolution of metals bioavailability issues is all the more       
     compelling in light of the extremely stringent criteria and implementation 
     provisions of the proposed Guidance.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2801.015     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2801.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once metals bioavailability is better understood and accounted for, it     
     would be appropriate for EPA to implement this knowledge by specifying what
     forms of the various metals are subject to regulation, or to be used in    
     calculating a BAF for mercury.  Identifying the analytical methods to be   
     utilized is an appropriate task for EPA, with its extensive technical      
     expertise, and would help avoid duplication of effort and possible         
     inconsistency among individual states.                                     
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     Response to: D2801.016     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2801.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the alternative, the ADA urges EPA to exercise meaningful review of     
     water quality criteria and implementation regulations in state programs    
     submitted for EPA approval under the Great Lakes Guidance regulations.  As 
     noted in Appendix A to the proposed regulations, an operational analytical 
     component for materials subject to aquatic life criteria should not "[make]
     extrapolations that are too hypothetical," and should "rarely result in ...
     overprotection of aquatic organisms and their uses" (Section I.A.3, 58 Fed.
     Reg. 21016).  Without adequate scientific basis, adoption of a "total      
     recoverable" standard for state water quality criteria for mercury and     
     other metals would incorporate exactly such unfounded extrapolations, and  
     result in chronic and costly overprotection and overregulation.  A state   
     proposal with such flaws should not be approved by EPA in accordance with  
     proposed Appendix A.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2801.017     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2801.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, the ADA believes that to resolve bioavailability issues     
     regarding mercury and other metals before adopting relevant portions of the
     proposed Great Lakes Guidance will help provide for water quality criteria,
     effluent permit limitations, and pretreatment limitations that are based on
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     the actual bioavailability of these substances.  With EPA efforts to       
     address these issues already underway, advance resolution need not entail  
     significant delays.  By refining the proposed Guidance and its scientific  
     bases in this manner, the goals of public health and environmental quality 
     in the Great Lakes watershed can be achieved with the same effectiveness,  
     but with significantly lower costs to regulated parties, and without       
     seriously disrupting provision of effective and affordable dental health   
     care to the public.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2801.018     
     
     See Section III.B.6. of the Supplemental Information Document.  Also see   
     response to comment  D2620.020.                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2805.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the GLI will result in exorbitantly high costs with few       
     environmental benefits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2805.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2805.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs estimated by the ENSR study (Utility Water Act Group comments),  
     the EBASCO study (Ohio Electric Utility Institute comments) and even the   
     DRI/McGraw-Hill study prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors    
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     indicate costs sharply higher than EPA's estimates.  These costs will      
     inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great Lakes States and    
     will make the region less competitive in the global market for new jobs and
     economic development.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2805.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2805.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be modified to be more cost effective in comparison to the    
     limited environmental benefits that will be achieved.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2805.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2805.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not demonstrated that the proposed Guidance will have significant  
     environmental benefits at all.  In fact, other analyses suggest that the   
     benefits to water quality and fish and wildlife will be only negligible.   
     
     
     Response to: D2805.004     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2805.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Loadings from point sources are already low as a result of over 20 years of
     regulation under the Clean Water Act and will continue to decline even in  
     the absence of the GLI as the requirements of the National Toxics Rule and 
     newly adopted state aquatic life criteria, human health criteria, and whole
     effluent toxicity requirements are incorportated into permits. Further     
     controls on point sources will not produce any meaningful reduction in     
     overall loading.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2805.005     
     
     EPA agrees that dramatic improvements in the water quality of the Great    
     Lakes have been made over the last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of 
     the SID.  However, EPA does not agree that the GLI only considers point    
     sources of pollution.  EPA believes the Guidance considers all sources of  
     pollution to the Great Lakes, point and nonpoint, for the reasons stated in
     Section I.C of the SID.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements  
     ongoing Great Lakes programs, including those addressing nonpoint sources  
     of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers  
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2805.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Considering the far reaching political and financial effects and technical 
     complexity of the proposed Guidance, the need for such regulation must be  
     clearly identified by the EPA.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2805.006     
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     See response to comment number G3750L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2805.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI rules virtually eliminate pollutant intake credits.       
     
     
     Response to: D2805.007     
     
     The intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance, which include       
     several changes from the proposal to generally make consideration of intake
     pollutants in water-quality based permitting more available, are discussed 
     in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2805.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i. e. more stringent) than the actual chemical             
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilitires should not be
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2805.008     
     
     This comment raises essentially the same concern at that in comment        
     #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2805.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at enormous
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water before      
     returning it to the water-body from which is came.  It would not be        
     technologically feasible for utilities to treat the large volumes of water 
     used for condenser cooling and, therefore, conversion to closed cycle      
     cooling could be required.  It is recommended that EPA revise the GLI to   
     continue to allow intake credits.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2805.009     
     
     This comment raises essentially the same concern at that in comment        
     #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment. For a discussion  
     of the costs associated with the final Guidance, see the SID at Section IX.
     and the response to comment document section that addresses the Regulatory 
     Impact Analysis.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2805.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to derive very conservative "Tier II" criteria for pollutants 
     for which there is little toxicological data. NPDES permit holders who     
     disagree with a permit limit established under "Tier II" procedures have   
     the option of developing additional data at their expense to upgrade "Tier 
     II" value to a "Tier I" criteria.  These data will likely show the original
     "Tier II" value is overly stringent.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2805.010     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2805.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: OEUI is Ohio Electric Utility Institute Commentor No. 2723    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The technical review on the "Tier II" criteria development is presented in 
     detail in the OEUI comments under the EBASCO phase II study. The           
     insufficient data, compounded safety factors and other difficulties are    
     demonstrated with respect to wildlife criteria in the study.               
     
     
     Response to: D2805.011     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2805.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is recommended that water quality standards be based on proven          
     scientific models as suggested by EPA's Science Advisory Board and the GLI 
     should be revised to eliminate the use of "Tier II" criteria as a basis for
     an enforceable permit limitation.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2805.012     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2805.013
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2805.013     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2805.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the model does not consider metabolism and biodegradation, which   
     actually reduces bioaccumulation, it will result in overestimates of the   
     bioaccumulation potential for most substances.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2805.014     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether metabolism is accounted for or not.             
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2805.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.  It is recommended that EPA utilize proven scientific methods which  
     are based on sufficient fish tissue and water quality data to develop BAFs.
     Also, EPA should allow the states flexibility to develop reasonable site   
     specific BAFs.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2805.015     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the model used to derive FCMs is     
     unproven.  In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to     
     estimate FCMs instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA does not agree  
     that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a chemical do not      
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     correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs     
     minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs   
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three- fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA    
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
                                                                                
     However, EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II  
     values for human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the      
     quantity and quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.   
     The minimum toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V  
     and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new minimum BAF data       
     required to derive Tier I human health criteria for organic chemicals      
     include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF  
     methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than 125 regardless of how  
     the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals  
     such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to derive a Tier I human    
     health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a field-measured BAF or   
     (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of inorganic chemicals,   
     the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because there is no apparent   
     biomagnification or metabolism.  The basis for these new requirements is   
     explained below.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2805.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.  Assessing compliance for permit limits  
     set below the level of detection, given the enormous potential liability   
     for permit noncompliance, must be based on a definition of detection level 
     which is clear and unequivocal.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2805.016     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2805.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2805.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2805.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A complex and important part of the proposed Guidance is EPA's proposed    
     policy on "antidegradation".                                               
                                                                                
     An antidegradation policy is supposed to protect waters that are cleaner   
     than water quality standards require.  The proposed GLI rule signficantly  
     expands the antidegradation provisions and introduces a number of new      
     requirements which are not based on sound reasoning and the balancing of   
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     environmental and economic issues.  The antidegradation provisions in the  
     proposed GLI rule would in effect penalize facilities which have           
     demostrated good environmental performance, and discourage business        
     expansion within the Great Lakes Basin.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2805.018     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2805.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal            
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small part of 
     total loadings to the Great Lakes.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2805.019     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2805.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chronic effects, which are the main concern with BCCs, are dependent on    
     total loadings and water column concentrations, not the presence or absence
     of mixing zones.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2805.020     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2805.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing EPA guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to  
     water specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.           
     
     
     Response to: D2805.021     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2805.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The restrictions on mixing zones in the Guidance ignore the scientific     
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2805.022     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2805.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call, not a science-based 
     decision.  The GLI should mantain existing U.S. EPA methods to determine   
     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2805.023     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2809.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed GLI Guidelines are Potentially Impossible to Meet. For        
     example, under the proposed Water Quality Criteria, Tables 1 Through Table 
     4, the proposed mercury concentrations are in excess of the background     
     concentrations currently existing in all of northern Minnesota surface     
     waters.  Testing conducted by the U.S. EPA Water Quality Laboratory, Duluth
     researcher Dr. Gary Glass, (April 1992, "Mercury in the St. Louis River,   
     Mississippi River, Crane Lake, and Sand Point Lake, Cycling, Distribution, 
     and Sources") shows that mercury concentrations range from 1.5 to 22 parts 
     per billion (6,000 to 92,400 times greater than Table 4 values and 1.5 to  
     26.4 times Table 1 values for mercury).  Testing results for northern      
     Minnesota for 1988 and 1989 showed the mercury concentration in rainfall   
     ranged for 10.5 to 81.4 ng/l (parts per trillion).  Natural rainfall       
     exceeds the Table 4 mercury criteria by a factor of 60 to 450 times and    
     ranges from 1% to 10% of the Table 1 mercury criteria.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2809.001     
     
     See comment D2829.009.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2809.002
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     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed Appendix F, Procedure 3A, C.4 . . ."In cases where         
     background concentrations exceed criteria or values, WLAs (Waste Load      
     Allocations) shall be set equal to zero . . ."  IN OTHER WORDS, FOR THE    
     MERCURY EXAMPLE THE NATURAL BACKGROUND LEVELS ARE ALREADY HIGHER THAN THE  
     PROPOSED WATER QUALITY CRITERIA.  THEREFORE ANY POINT SOURCE DISCHARGE,    
     INCLUDING STORMWATER RUNOFF, WILL BE PROHIBITED FROM DISCHARGING MERCURY,  
     EVEN WHEN THE MERCURY IS FROM RAINFALL, NOT LOCAL INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITY.     
                                                                                
     Development of water quality criteria and discharge standards for other    
     pollutants will be developed using this same faulty protocol.  For         
     instance, in northern Minnesota, the Minnesota Pollution Control Agency is 
     currently developing water quality standards using EPA Final Acute Value,  
     FAV, analysis.  Comparing the proposed standards to existing surface water 
     shows that, for Lake Superior, the proposed standards were exceeded in 11% 
     of the samples for Manganese and 15% for Iron respectively.  In samples    
     taken from the Beaver River, a pristine tributary of Lake Superior, the    
     iron concentrations were up to twice the proposed standards.  The results  
     of this testing shows that, for northern Minnesota, due to the large       
     natural mineral deposits, background concentrations of the proposed Table  
     6. C. pollutants such as iron, copper, lead, nickel, zinc, silver,         
     chromium, and cadmium are likely to be orders of magnitude higher than     
     criteria calculated under the GLI guidance.  The abundant fish and wildlife
     populations of the northern Minnesota region in and around Lake Superior do
     not appear impacted by these observed levels of "contaminants".  Perhaps   
     the calculation methods for some of these naturally occurring substances   
     are overly conservative and needlessly restrictive.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2809.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2809.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLI IGNORES THE BACKGROUND LEVELS OF NATURALLY OCCURRING SUBSTANCES BY 
     ELIMINATING INTAKE CREDITS AND MIXING ZONES, IMPOSING CRITERIA BELOW       
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     AMBIENT NATURAL CONDITIONS AND ESTABLISHING DISCHARGE LIMITS BELOW         
     DETECTION LIMITS.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2809.003     
     
     With respect to intake credits, this comment raises essentially the same   
     concern at that in comment #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment. See response to comment P2576.145 for a discussion on the         
     naturally occurring background levels for mercury.  Mixing zones are       
     discussed in the SID at Section VIII.C. and associated response to         
     comments.  Establishing discharge limits below detection is addressed in   
     the SID at Section VIII.H. and associated response to comments.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2809.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL
     Cross Ref 3: cc HH
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have serious concerns about the methodology and development of all water
     quality criteria.  The Bioconcentration Factors, BCCs, and Bioaccumulation 
     Factors, BAFs, are developed using modelling techniques.  Modelling is, at 
     best, an inexact art, not a proven science.  Many assumptions and          
     generalizations are built into models to approximate natural phenomena.    
     Due to the problems detailed above where observed ambient natural          
     conditions exceed proposed criteria, we seriously doubt the validity and   
     the accuracy of the scientific analysis used to develop many of these      
     criteria, BBCs, and BAFs.  THE CRITERIA CANNOT BE DEVELOPED BY MODELLING.  
     ONLY EXHAUSTIVE SCIENTIFIC STUDY INCLUDING CONSIDERATION OF NATURALLY      
     OCCURRING SUBSTANCES AND NATURAL BACKGROUND LEVELS SHOULD BE USED TO       
     DEVELOP CRITERIA.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2809.004     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that sound scientific data is not used to 
     establish predicted BAFs.  In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993)
     is used to estimate FCMs instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The      
     adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the    
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs. A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model  
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the     
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     Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In        
     addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part    
     because this model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters
     which could be more easily specified.                                      
                                                                                
     In the hierarchy of data preference, EPA states that field- measured data  
     are the most preferred method for deriving a BAF. EPA believes that field  
     data give the most comprehensive scenario of the potential of a chemical to
     bioaccumulate through the food chain.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2809.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These proposed guidelines are another example of an unfunded mandate being 
     dumped onto State and Local Governments as well as a small number of       
     industries.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2809.005     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is another example of an unfunded     
     mandate.  See response to comment number G3013.003.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2809.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since these guidelines will only apply to the Great Lakes region they will 
     impose additional undue financial burdens on the industries, State, and    
     Local governments of only a small portion of the Unites States.  This      
     burden will increase the difficulty of competing not only with the world   
     markets but even within our own respective state where the majority of the 
     state is excluded from these regulations.                                  
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     Response to: D2809.006     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2809.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation provisions of the proposed GLI must be modified to balance 
     environmental and economic issues.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2809.007     
     
     The essential purpose of the antidegradation provisions in the final       
     Guidance is to foster the consideration of environmental impacts in        
     decisions regarding growth and development.                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2809.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Development of criteria, standards, and discharge limits must have         
     flexibility to adapt to local conditions                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2809.008     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2809.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA economic analysis included in the GLI is woefully inadequate.  The 
     $192 million estimated annual compliance cost is naively optimistic and    
     extremely low.  That translates to an average annual cost (per each of the 
     3795 NPDES permittees listed in the document) of $55,000.  Recent          
     information presented by one local NPDES permittee, the Western Lake       
     Superior Sanitary District in Duluth, estimates the local annual compliance
     cost will be $10 million.  Duluth is small compared to the major cities of 
     the region.  It could conceivably cost $ billions for the municipalites to 
     improve the POTWs of the region.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2809.009     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2809.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permit monitoring and testing requirements alone will cost more than   
     $55,000 annually for the larger NPDES permittees.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2809.010     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: D2809.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     permit renewals will become extremely expensive if each large permittee is 
     required to perform extensive studies and analysis to renew its permit.    
     Recent information presented by a nationally renowned Consulting firm      
     estimates that major permit renewal costs will exceed $100,000 average due 
     to the GLI.  A local refinery recently spent in excess of $1 million on    
     permitting costs alone.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2809.011     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2809.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA HAS DRASTICALLY UNDERESTIMATED THE COSTS OF GLI COMPLIANCE WHILE       
     DRAMATICALLY OVERSTATING THE BENEFITS.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2809.012     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2809.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THERE IS A NEED TO IMPROVE THE ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION OF THE GREAT LAKES 
     REGION.  EPA SHOULD CONCENTRATE ON IMPLEMENTING THE OTHER MAJOR            
     ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION EFFORTS SUCH AS THE CLEAN AIR ACT AMENDMENTS OF   
     1990, THE POLLUTION PREVENTION REQUIREMENTS OF RCRA, THE STORMWATER RUNOFF 
     REGULATIONS, AND THE CLEAN WATER ACT AMENDMENTS OF 1972.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2809.013     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance is designed to improve environmental protection  
     in the Great Lakes region.  EPA also believes that the Guidance complements
     ongoing Great Lakes programs, including those addressing nonpoint sources  
     of pollution, as discussed in Section I.D of the SID and responses to      
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2809.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should concentrate funding in the Great Lakes region to insure that all
     municipalities have good secondary wastewater treatment facilities first.  
     EPA should concentrate funding on cleaning up the known problems detailed  
     in the Areas of Concern identified in the various Remedial Action Plans    
     (RAPs) developed under the direction of the IJC.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2809.014     
     
     EPA believes that adoption of provisions consistent with the final Guidance
     by States and Tribes makes good environmental sense and that it is up to   
     Federal, State and local entities to take responsibility for protecting and
     restoring the Great Lakes System for the reasons stated in the preamble to 
     the final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.  EPA also believes   
     the Guidance complements ongoing Great lakes program efforts, such as      
     Remedial Action Plans, as discussed in Section I.D of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2809.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should concentrate on additional research and development of accurate  
     scientific standards.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2809.015     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  See response to comment number P2574.006.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2809.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     End-of-pipe regulations proposed under this GLI are the least cost         
     effective and should be the lowest priority.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2809.016     
     
     EPA does not agree that the end-of-pipe regulations included in the GLI are
     the least cost-effective means of controlling pollution in the Great Lakes 
     basin.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science,    
     produces measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals,      
     addresses local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a     
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including an accurate assessment of the costs and benefits 
     associated with implementing the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the    
     SID.  For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see   
     the preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2809.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  "These other programs" refers to comments 013-017.      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If these other programs are fully implemented EPA will discover there is no
     need for the GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2809.017     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is but one component in the overall strategy
     to protect and restore the Great Lakes basin and is needed for the reasons 
     discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance and the SID.  For a        
     discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes protection  
     efforts, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers       
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2814.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many aspects, the proposed Guidance goes beyond what is necessary or    
     reasonable, is not scientifically justified, underestimates the costs and  
     overestimates the benefits.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2814.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI is unreasonable, not scientifically        
     justified or underestimates the costs and overestimates the benefits of    
     implementation.  EPA believes the Guidance uses the best available science 
     for the protection of human health, wildlife and aquatic life and provides 
     an accurate assessment of the costs and benefits associated with           
     implementation as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2814.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Very stringent additional controls are proposed for point sources, for many
     pollutants, when other sources, such as, nonpoint source discharges,       
     airborne deposition, and resuspension of sediments are the major sources of
     these pollutants.  Therefore, very small benefits in overall water quality 
     improvement will be achieved from these very stringent point source        
     controls.  A more comprehensive and better coordinated program should be   
     implemented before such stringent requirements are imposed on point        
     sources.  Such a program already exists under the Great Lakes Water Quality
     Agreement and therefore that program should be implemented before any of   
     the very stringent requirements are included in this final Guidance.       
     
     
     Response to: D2814.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2814.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Basin obviously contains many diverse types of waters, i.e.
     creeks, rivers, bays, lakes, etc., with widely different geology,          
     demography and ecology.  To establish one set of criteria for all of these 
     situations is scientifically indefensible.  To use the most stringent      
     existing criteria for any portion of the Basin for the entire Basin will   
     result in unnecessary and expensive overprotection of many portions of the 
     Basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2814.003     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C for a full discussion of this issue.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: D2814.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure for developing Tier II values was intended for calculating   
     advisory levels for further investigation.  The Tier II values from this   
     procedure are not appropriate for developing values that would be used to  
     establish permit limits.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2814.004     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2814.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Metals criteria should be established for the dissolved form as recommended
     by EPA in other water quality guidance, and not for the total recoverable  
     form as proposed in this Guidance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2814.005     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2814.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative factors are not scientifically appropriate for the         
     regulatory purposes proposed in the Guidance.  Bioconcentration factors are
     more appropriate.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2814.006     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2814.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BCC listing should not be based solely on bioaccumulative factors (or  
     bioconcentration factors), but should also take into account the toxicity  
     and environmental fate of the pollutants.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2814.007     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence (including environmental fate) and toxicity    
     should be considered together with bioaccumulation in determining which    
     chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA modified the proposed definition of  
     BCCs to include only chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse    
     effects, and to provide that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight  
     weeks in the water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section  
     II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2814.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The human health criteria for PCBs is overly stringent for at least three  
     reasons.  First, the assumption that all PCBs are as potent as Aroclor 1260
     as a potential carcinogen is incorrect.  Second, the cancer slope factor   
     should be revised based on recent evaluations.  Third, the bioaccumulation 
     factor used for PCBs is unreasonably high.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2814.008     
     
     See response to comments P2654.263 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2814.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones should be allowed for BCC's and zones of initial dilution     
     should be allowed for meeting acute water criteria.  Adequate safety       
     factors have already been included in the development of water quality     
     criteria, so that these additional levels of conservatism are not needed.  
     
     
     Response to: D2814.009     
     
     EPA disagrees that safety factors in the development of water quality      
     criteria obviate the need for reductions in loadings of BCCs to the Great  
     Lakes System.  The BCCs identified here are highly persistent.  Human and  
     wildlife exposure to many of them already exceeds desired levels and will  
     continue to result in high exposures for a long time to come.   For a more 
     thorough discussion of BCCs and the mixing zone provisions for BCCs, see   
     the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  See also the response to comment number
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     D2798.053.  Regarding the comment supporting the use of mxing zones for    
     acute criteria, EPA notes that the final Guidance provides that wasteload  
     allocations and preliminary wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic   
     life criteria and values shall not exceed the final acute value, which is  
     twice the applicable acute criterion or value.  The final Guidance also    
     provides that the FAV may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone        
     demonstration that is conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F 
     of appendix F. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2814.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits should never be established below a reliably measurable      
     level, such as, the Practical Quantitation Level.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2814.010     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2814.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  Reasonable Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards                 
                                                                                
     The final Guidance must include a more reasonable basis for determining    
     when water quality-based limits are needed for a pollutant.                
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     Response to: D2814.011     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2, General           
     requirements of Procedure 5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2814.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     10.  Antidegradation                                                       
                                                                                
     Restrictions on increases in loadings should only be imposed when there are
     measurable benefits from the restriction.  In most cases, compliance with  
     water quality standards should provide adequate controls and additional    
     restrictions are not necessary.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2814.012     
     
     The benefit of implementation of antidegradation is that a scarce resourc, 
     assimilative capacity, is conserved and available for future growth and    
     expansion.  It should be noted that the final Guidance no longer employs   
     EEQ-based limits as a means of implementing antidegradation.               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2819.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The members of the IMA are opposed philosophically to the Federal          
     government continuing to mandate stringent requirements without providing a
     means to pay for the implementation of the mandate.  If this mandate is    
     truly in the best interest of the citizens of the region, then the federal 
     government should provide a monetary commitment toward achieving the goal. 

Page 3021



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: D2819.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2587.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2819.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the GLWQI will create a significant economic disadvantage for the 
     midwest region.  Creating uniform standards between the states represents a
     positive step forward, however, the numerous additional layers of          
     regulatory mandates represent significant new costs and requirements not   
     imposed on businesses and municipalities in states outside of the midwest  
     or on business outside the United States.  Further, in our ever increasing 
     global economy, these mandates could seriously cripple industries vital to 
     our national economy.  This will be particularly evident in the to date    
     close trading relationship with Canada which has no comparable mandate from
     the Canadian government.  In addition to this economic concern, given the  
     significant portion of Canada which borders the Great Lakes, the issue of  
     effectiveness of our proposed regulation is raised again.                  
                                                                                
     Specifically, new costs imposed on the regulated community is a prime      
     factor of concern related to economic disadvantages.  Independent studies  
     of the impact of the GLWQI on just some of the industries affected have    
     documented the cost of these busineses as over $6 billion.  An independent 
     study of the financial impact of the GLWQI on municipalities estimated the 
     costs to such local governments at $2.7 billion.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2819.002     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2819.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In 1990, manufacturing industries in Indiana spend approximately $1 billion
     on pollution abatement.  Nearly half of that amount was specifically for   
     water pollution abatement.  Manufacturers throughout the Great Lakes states
     spent dollars equalling 33 percent of the total spent by all manufacturers 
     in the U.S.  Industries are continuing to improve water quality in the     
     Great Lakes under existing regulations and through voluntary initiatives.  
     Currently, at least seven of the eight Great Lakes states have EPA approved
     programs to control toxic discharges.  According to the Toxic Release      
     Inventory maintained by the EPA, the total release of toxic chemicals by   
     businesses into the Great Lakes Basin declined by 20 percent between 1989  
     and 1990.  This improvement must be factored into any proposals for further
     action contained in the GLWQI to assure that cost benefit analysis is used 
     in a realistic manner.  These costs might be justified if there were       
     indications that significant improvement to the water quality of the Great 
     Lakes would result.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2819.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2587.045, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2819.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we strongly support the effort to make the implementation of the     
     Clean Water Act consistent from state to state, it is a great burden on the
     regulated community when the regulations for the same purpose vary from    
     state to state, often for no sound scientific reason.  However, we strongly
     oppose the GLWQI Guidance as written because it fails to promote the very  
     consistency it seeks.                                                      
                                                                                
     The GLWQI Guidance requires the states to assign values to a wide range of 
     factors without establishing clear and predictable procedures for arriving 
     at those values (e.g. the entire Tier II process, TMDL, background         
     determination and social/economic impact).  This unguided discretion will  
     remain in widely variant conclusions by even-handed and competent state    
     agencies, a problem which can only be exacerbated if the agency is         
     technically weak or politically motivated.  These inconsistencies will     
     differentiate not only the Great Lakes states from each other but from     
     states outside the Great Lakes Basin.  In many cases, there are no valid   
     scientific reasons for imposing requirements more stringent than what      
     should be in a revised National Guidelines.                                
                                                                                
     These inconsistencies can be corrected only by applying more stringent     
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     requirements for the Great Lakes where they are scientifically justified,  
     by testing the scientific assumption underlying the GLWQI Guidance in the  
     light of public review, by estbishing Tier II values as guidance to aid    
     states in arriving at their own values, and by allowing deviations where   
     site-specific conditions clearly show that the assumptions used to develop 
     the standards do not reflect the local condition.                          
                                                                                
     This approach has worked well in the past with the air program's NAAQS and 
     technology standards, the drinking water program's MCLs and hazardous waste
     program's specific lists of wastes and specific treatment technologies and 
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     This inherent inconsistency in the surface water program must be addressed 
     by more than a further set of stringent guidance on many different decision
     points for state judgment.  The federal government must review the entire  
     standard and implementation program together, determine the package desired
     and then have that as the uniform policy throughout the United States      
     (including deviations only for technical differences in local water        
     conditions).                                                               
                                                                                
     We support the attempt to reduce loading to the Great Lakes of chemicals   
     which are persistent, bioaccumulate, toxic and are of concern to the Great 
     Lakes.  This is clearly the spirit behind the use of the term "persistent, 
     toxic substance" based on all the statements around that term both in      
     treaty language and the Congressional deliberations.  The legitimate       
     concern is clearly about only those chemicals which: have been found in the
     Great Lakes, are not degraded or metabolized at significant rates,         
     bioaccumulate in the food chains present and are toxic when they do satisfy
     those three conditions.  However, the GLWQI Guidance casts a net which is  
     too fine and thus unjustifiably will severely restrict discharge of many   
     chemicals which meet only one or two of these four criteria.  These        
     chemicals ae regulated adequately by conservative water quality standards. 
     Thus we object strenuously to the proposed Guidance on BCCs as overreaching
     the spirit of the law, the Governor's agreement and the treaty.            
     
     
     Response to: D2819.004     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2819.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we support opportunities in the proposed Guidance such as designated 
     use, variance and site-specific studies to make standards and permits for  
     specific water bodies more scientifically sound, these mechanisms are      
     costly and require state agencies with strong technical competence and     
     adequate resources not available in all states.  These mechanisms must not 
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     be viewed as the adequate policy safety valve for the many situations where
     the Guidance default value was made conservative in absence of adequate    
     science.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Despite the fact that the GLWQI Guidance imposes exceedingly conservative  
     factors to accomodate inadequate data on all states, relief from those     
     requirements is not equally available in all states.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2819.005     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2819.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note that changing a standard and rule after businesses have already    
     invested is a taking of a property right.  There are times when such a     
     taking is justified to achieve another good.   It must never be done       
     without strong direct evidence of benefit and without sensitivity to (if   
     not compensation for) the difficulty of retroactive treatment.             
     
     
     Response to: D2819.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that the finalization of the Guidance constitutes the   
     changing of a standard or rule that involves the taking of a property      
     right.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2819.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     A.  GLI Guidance must not exceed stringency of National Guidance unless    
     there is a scientific reason that a particular water body in the Great     
     Lakes Basin requires it.                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA has chosen to comply with the Critical Programs Act of 1990 by         
     proposing implementation procedures different from the National Guidelines 
     for the Great Lakes open waters and tributaries that, in many instances,   
     have no Great-Lakes-specific technical justification.  EPA should identify 
     the procedures for which Great Lakes-specific technical justification does 
     not exist and include them in the National Policy where they will get full 
     national review appropriate for them.  These concepts would include        
     antidegradation, water quality criteria and use designation for all        
     warmwater tributaries to the Great Lakes, Tier II mandates, TMDL           
     assumptions, and reasonable potential to exceed (including net limitation).
     Failure to coordinate the GLWQI Guidance with the National Policy will     
     create unjustified inconsistencies among states across the country.        
     
     
     Response to: D2819.007     
     
     See response to comment number D2821.007.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2819.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLWQI policy is far too restrictive for point sources if the  
     desire is maximize Midwest economic resources toward addressing a chemical 
     threat to the Great Lakes.                                                 
                                                                                
     The concentrations of chemicals truly of concern to Great Lakes sports fish
     and to drinking water are no longer being discharged from point sources in 
     significant amounts compared to the contribution from sediments and        
     nonpoint sources.  Diverting state government, local government and private
     resources to reducing further these discharges based on standards driven by
     very conservative default factors is poor use of the public health and     
     environmental protection dollar.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2819.008     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F3040.003, G3457.004 nd D2597.026. See    
     also Sections I and II of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2819.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing National guidance for NPDES standards and permit conditions,      
     properly implemented and properly updated with better science, is adequate 
     to continue the trend to minimizing the contribution of point sources      
     discharges within the assimilative capacity of the receiving waters.       
     
     
     Response to: D2819.009     
     
     See response to comment number D2821.009.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2819.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prior to public resolution of CSOs and nonpoint source contributions, it is
     counterproductive to waste GNP on marginal gains from point sources by such
     new policies as the mandatory Tier II policy, wildlife criteria and value  
     methodology, human BAF and exposure estimates for criteria, no net         
     limitation except in limited circumstances, additivity, prohibition of zone
     of initial dilution and enhanced antidegradation.                          
                                                                                
     We must not lose sight of the key objectives of spending resources fairly  
     across the country (a concept inherent in the BAT policy) and wisely in    
     areas targeted to achieve the greatest measurable water quality improvement
     for the cost.  We must add new policies with these objectives always in    
     mind.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2819.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and II of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2819.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI Guidance declares all tributary waters to be fishable, swimmable 
     for the purpose of a water column water standard.  Many of these waters can
     support only forage fish (e.g. intermittent stream) and have no significant
     impact on downstream concentrations.  These waters should be required to   
     meet aquatic criteria but not human recreational criteria or wildlife      
     criteria, both of which are based on assumptions which cannot possibly be  
     met on these waters.                                                       
                                                                                
     For example, to be fishable, a water body should be physically capable of  
     supporting fish which are routinely caught for food by people.  If the fish
     do not exist in the stream segment due to natural reasons, we cannot assume
     people eat fish from that segment.  The same holds true for assumptions    
     about wildlife eating these fish.                                          
                                                                                
     In this situation, the downstream TMDL at a point a water is fishable or   
     swimmable will incorporate adequately this aspect of water protection.     
     
     
     Response to: D2819.011     
     
     The final Guidance allows site-specific modifications of criteria,         
     including less stringent modifications of criteria, to reflect the local   
     conditions at a particular site.  See section VIII.A of the Supplementary  
     Information Document for a more detailed discussion.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II concept as proposed is inefficient, impractical, unscientific and  
     unfair.  An improved, workable Tier II guidance should be developed and    
     made optional for a state to use, not mandatory.  It should be in National 
     Guidance, not apply to Great Lakes Basin only.                             
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     1. Tier II concept is good only as voluntary guidance for site-specific    
     default draft permit limit proposals.                                      
                                                                                
     The basic concept behind tier II is good for voluntary use by states in    
     traditional, site-specific situations.  The Clean Water Act requires an    
     agency to include in an NPDES permit limits for any substance which the    
     agency believes impairs the use of the water.  When setting such limits for
     substances without a tier I criteria, states should all use the same       
     procedure.                                                                 
                                                                                
     For many chemicals subject to Tier II procedures under the GLWQI Guidance, 
     states have already set effluent limits based on c                         
     chemical-specific and site-specific assumptions.  That process should not  
     be displaced.  The current proposal does not accomplish this objective.    
     For example, under the proposal each state must develop a new Tier II value
     for every use category without a Tier I every time an application is       
     received.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Then, for all of the Tier II values which the applicant cannot achieve, the
     applicant must perform toxicity tests to challenge the value.  The         
     applicant must challenge the values for each use category because if the   
     challenge is successful for the most restrictive value, the focus merely   
     moves to the next most stringent value, with little time left on the clock.
                                                                                
     For example, as the policy now stands, every POTW must develop a new POTW  
     for lead (Pb) for all criteria categories (there is no Tier I for any      
     category).  Presumably every ground water user or public water supply user 
     must do the same.                                                          
                                                                                
     Expecting most states and small businesses and municipalities to have the  
     resources to do this is unrealistic.  It leads to inconsistency and an     
     enormous waste of resources.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2819.012     
     
     See response to comment D2821.012.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Use of Tier II to establish a permit effluent limit is inappropriate for
     most chemicals.                                                            
                                                                                
     The practice of using an intentionally conservative value to calculate     
     effluent limits may be appropriate for chemicals being discharged which are
     persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic, of legitimate concern to the Great     
     Lakes and added by the applicant during the process.  It is inappropriate  
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     as an across-the-board practice for chemicals which do not meet these      
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The extreme difficulty, if not impossibility, of challenging the value     
     dictates that this practice be severely limited.  Wildlife and human health
     tests are difficult and expensive; human carcinogenicity tests cannot be   
     competed in the time-frame allowed.  A field BAF test of appropriate       
     quality and focus is also likely to be impossible within the time-frame    
     allowed and no mechanism to account for degradation is allowed for         
     determining BAFs through nonfield tests.  Aquatic tsting is more           
     straight-forward, but could involve many different species.                
                                                                                
     The difficulties in challenging the value, plus the use of the             
     extraordinary uncertainty factor (up to 30,000) create an enormous burden  
     on the permittee.  That sort of burden may only be reasonable if the state 
     has clear and convincing evidence the chemical is truly likely to be       
     persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic and of concern.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2819.013     
     
     See response to: D2741.076 and D2821.013.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. Proposed procedure for derivation of Tier II will lead to inconsistency 
     among states.                                                              
                                                                                
     The proposed applicant-by-applicant, site-by-site procedure for derivation 
     of the Tier II values will lead to great inconsistency among states unless 
     a very active role is played by USEPA.  The policy leaves so much          
     discretion to the value-setter that it simply becomes a requirement for    
     states to study each absent Tier I category in order to come up with some  
     number, thereby subjecting many applicants to engage in expensive toxicity 
     testing.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2819.014     
     
     See response to P2656.074 and D2741.076.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: D2819.015
     Cross Ref 1: .015 is imbedded in .016
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The federal government should establish the Tier II values as guidance.    
     
     
     Response to: D2819.015     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2819.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The federal government should establish the Tier II values as guidance]   
     and establish a "federal clearinghouse" to monitor new data and oversee new
     studies.  To promote consistency, the "clearinghouse" must be the place    
     that does the acceptable literature searches for each proposed Tier II     
     value.  No scientific advantage is to be gained by requiring the state or  
     applicants to perform those tasks.  Otherwise, the result of the           
     predictably highly uneven quality of work will be a wide variety of        
     decisions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2819.016     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
     See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The importance of establishing a national, public rulemaking process for   
     Tier II values cannot be overstated, especially where the data supporting  
     the value are admittedly inadequate and the discretion to "fill in the     
     gaps" is unguided, such that the value could not be predicted by objective 
     observers.  This process is fraught with unanswered issues of public policy
     which should not be hidden in hundreds of individual permit application    
     determinations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2819.017     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For chemicals present in natural waters or commonly present in POTW        
     effluent due to non-industrial contribution, the federal government should 
     perform the entire testing, standard-setting activity.  There is no public 
     policy goal achieved by forcing the states and the regulated to investigate
     independently the risk from  trace amounts of such chemicals to which      
     humans and wildlife have been exposed for centuries.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2819.018     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using Tier II as a prod to force the regulated community to do expensive   
     testing is appropriate only if there is a new chemical being added in      
     significant amounts/concentrations to the wastewater. Many chemicals do not
     fall in this category.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2819.019     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the state of Michigan could develop Tier II values, Indiana does not 
     have the resources.  Indiana has been unable, despite much encouragement   
     from the business community, even to do triennial reviews on the schedule  
     required.  EPA should help states do triennial reviews rather than add this
     burden.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2819.020     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is impossible for most POTWs and small businesses to test waters to     
     improve the accuracy of Tier II values.  The concept will be difficult for 
     IDEM to implement for aquatic toxicity and impossible for wildlife.        
     Indiana has no human toxicity expertise and, if the objective is to have   
     state-by-state consistency, there is no scientific reason human tier II    
     should be a state-by-state decision at all.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2819.021     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. What is the status of current state criteria in rules which do not meet 
     Tier I stringency?                                                         
                                                                                
     According to the proposed Guidance, there is no Tier I criteria for arsenic
     for "drinkable" surface water.  Therefore, the State of Indiana's current  
     human arsenic number for human drinkable surface water, 0.02 ug/L, does not
     meet the Tier I criteria.  Indiana's number is much lower than the EPA Tier
     I for aquatic and thus would be the number that drives the permit effluent 
     limits for applicable situations.                                          
                                                                                
     Will the Indiana's number be considered a Tier II value or will the 0.02   
     ug/L need to be divided by an uncertainty factor?                          
                                                                                
     Or will the Indiana applicant be encouraged to argue that Indiana should   
     use a higher Tier II value from another state with an appropriate          
     uncertainty factor?  Will the trivalent form of arsenic be mandated for all
     human Tier II values or can each state have different chemical form for    
     toxicity determination?                                                    
                                                                                
     Ths fishable, swimmable number for arsenic in Indiana rule is 0.1 ug/L.    
     Similar questions apply to that criteria/value.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2819.022     
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     Please see response to comment G1715.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should establish the default Tier II for all human numbers in          
     conjunction with its office that enforces the Safe Drinking Water Act and  
     the Science Advisory Board committee that oversees that effort.  States    
     should be encouraged to be consistent with that EPA rulemaking.            
     
     
     Response to: D2819.023     
     
     See response to D2710.019                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation of the Tier II program seems to be aimed at             
     accomplishing two objectives: 1) reducing the chemical loading to the Great
     Lakes Basin and 2) inducing pressure for more extensive toxicity testing   
     paid for by the regulated community.  The reduction of chemical loading can
     be accomplished efficiently and with an enormous reduction in the need for 
     individual members of the regulated community to undertake hundreds of     
     potentially duplicative toxicity tests.                                    
                                                                                
     This can be accomplished if: 1) EPA uses the Tier II process to expose     
     proposed Tier II values to national examination; 2) EPA uses the comments  
     and national data to formulate scientifically sound Tier II values which   
     will be established as voluntary guidance for the states; and 3) EPA limits
     Tier II procedures to those chemicals which are toxic, persistent,         
     bioaccumulative and of demonstrated concern to the Great Lakes.            
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     Response to: D2819.024     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2819.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should publish annually the list of those chemicals with a rebuttable  
     presumption of being a persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic substance and of 
     concern in the Great Lakes.  In addition it should publish the scientific  
     criteria it uses as the basis of that concern (such as a possible BAF of   
     more than 1000) to enable a state to evaluate whether a new chemical should
     be proposed to EPA for inclusion on the Tier II system.  Included in the   
     published annual list should be the current Tier II values as approved by  
     an EPA scientific panel after public discussion.  There is no advantage to 
     having each state develop the literature itself.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2819.025     
     
     See response to comment P2585.058                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should publish Tier II values itself based on current literature and   
     tests it considers adequate.  Those values would be consistent             
     state-to-state and EPA could update them as new information is obtained and
     defend them against those that disagree.  Defence of the science behind a  
     toxicity determination is hardly a task which needs repeated at each state.
      We have one MCL for public water supplies for every state and that system 
     seems to work well.  It concentrates scientific attention once for         
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     everybody quite adequately.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2819.026     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note that Tier II wildlife criteria is an especially inappropriate blunt
     axe approach which must have national scientific study debate and national 
     applicability before it is a good, fair policy tool.  If EPA believes there
     should be wildlife criteria for other than the four pollutants for which   
     Tier I are proposed, EPA should itself propose alternative values in public
     rulemaking for those compounds it believes of concern.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2819.027     
     
     Please refer to comments D2710.022 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2819.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E. Tier I criteria methodology are too stringent.                          
                                                                                
     1. Aquatic                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the chemical form is critical to bioavailability and 
     toxicity and then proposes as default methodology procedures which assume  
     impossibly worst cases.  The aquatic criteria should be set based on       
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     reasonably expected bioavailability and toxicity, with opportunity for     
     states to tighten or loosen the numbers for nonconforming waterbodies.     
                                                                                
     Reduction of load simply for sake of reduction of load should be           
     accomplished by other means such as best management plans and TMDL safety  
     factors, not via published tables of unscientific worst case concentration 
     numbers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2819.028     
     
     See the bioavailability discussion in Section III.B.6. of the SID and the  
     response to D2860.070.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2819.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an intellectual discussion piece, the wildlife criteria methodology     
     presents a rational, yet incomplete, framework,  As a policy document,     
     however, it is severely deficient.  It stretches well beyond the limits of 
     science in an effort to address the important issue of protecting wildlife 
     from chemical discharge.                                                   
                                                                                
     The wildlife criteria are calculated using worst case assumptions about    
     degradation, bioaccumulation, food chains and intraspecies variation.  This
     results in extremely low criteria.                                         
                                                                                
     The enormous degree of scientific uncertainty inherent in these criteria   
     severely curtails their usefulness.  While they may be useful in informing 
     the overall water policy protecting the Great Lakes Basin, their use as a  
     mandatory determinant for every point source discharge is unscientific and 
     inappropriate.                                                             
                                                                                
     For example, the procedure for deriving a criteria for mercury assumes that
     100% of the mercury becomes methylated and therefore available to wildlife.
     In fact, it is very unlikely the 100% does become methylated, much less    
     that an equilibrium is achieved with 100% of the mercury present as        
     methylated mercury.  This assumption requires no mercuric sulfide to be    
     formed.  It also assumes the methylated mercury to be present all in the   
     water column instead of in the sediment where most of the methylation must 
     occur.  A worst case scenario such as this is useful to warn society about 
     the dangers of indiscriminate use of mercury but it is nonproductive in    
     addresing point source limits because it abandons sound science.           
     
     
     Response to: D2819.029     
     
     See Section VIII A and C of the SID, and the repsones to comments P2574.042
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     and P2656.167.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2819.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria should be water-body specific and the general        
     principles of standard-setting should be proposed, debated and established 
     in National Guidance, not Great Lakes-specific.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2819.030     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 and P2590.028 for the response to this   
     comment.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In addition, site-specific modifications for wildlife are allowed (appendix
     F, procedure 1).                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2819.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At the least, the wildlife criteria should be restricted to those          
     substances known to be persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic and of concern to
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2819.031     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2819.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of wildlife Tier II for an already completely unscientific     
     methodological worst case guess is improper policy.  The application of    
     aquatic and human standards to point sources reduces discharge greatly for 
     most substances of concern to wildlife.  The GLI ought focus on nonpoint   
     sources where much greater improvement can be made.  Wildlife criteria     
     which serve as goals for appropriate EPA policy for load reduction are     
     appropriate; however, when used as the specific numbers from which point   
     source effluent limits are derived, they are costly and unproductive.      
                                                                                
     EPA should state through rulemaking the substances it wishes to accomplish 
     the load reductions and fashion a appropriate policy.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2819.032     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2576.125 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2819.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the national drinking water consumption is 1.4 liters per day, then 1.4 
     liters per day should be used when estimating the amount of water consumed 
     by people drinking untreated water directly from lakes and streams in the  
     Great Lakes Basin.  If 2.0 liters is to be used, the policy should be      
     coordinated much more tightly with the public water supply protection      
     branch of EPA.                                                             
                                                                                
     The Safe Drinking Water Act already regulates the water at the tap with its
     set of public policy determinations; having an alternative set of criteria 
     established by a different government body seems to be unjustified, given  
     the low risk to public health compared to water-borne communicable diseases
     and the chemical steps to protect public health from these.                
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     All public water supplies have MCLGs and MCLs worked out through the       
     federal policymaking process.  This process need not be repeated for       
     surface water unless there are specific problems for which EPA provides    
     proof of need for a difference set of assumptions.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2819.033     
     
     See response to comments D2779.003, D2847.012 and P2771.197.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2819.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes human game fish consumption rate is absolutely             
     inappropriate for the tributaries.  The National Guidance is appropriate to
     protect most people completely and a few people to a great degree.         
                                                                                
     Numbers calculated using the Michigan 90% game fisherman consumptions is   
     acceptable for an overall goal for EPA; it is inappropriate as the basis of
     each point source discharge effluent limits in the Great Lakes Basin.      
     
     
     Response to: D2819.034     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2819.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Add degradation factor.  Use of BAF is better than BCF, if the data are
     adequate.  If the data are inadequate, policy assumptions must be          
     appropriate.  Adding a food chain multiplier brings the BCF closer to an   
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     appropriate value, but only if a factor is added for degradation in aquatic
     systems.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Except for field measured BAFs, which reflect accurately only the specific 
     aquatic ecosystem of the measurement, BAFs using food chain multipliers use
     no degradation.  This is not representative of the actual situation.  A    
     default degradation value using structure relationship in a representative 
     aquatic situation would be a more accurate estimation of BAF than that     
     used.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The site-specific study proposed allows no adjustment for site-specific BAF
     or degradation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2819.035     
     
     See response to comment D2710.034.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2819.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. Lipid for BAF for open waters - should be 4.0%                          
     If the average lipid content for human consumption based on overall        
     consumption of skin-on fillet for game fish eaters on the Great Lakes      
     themselves is 4.7%, then the skin-off fillet must be on the order of 4.0%  
     for that group of consumers.  Therefore, 4.0% is far more accurate than    
     4.7% which is more accurate than 5.0%.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2819.036     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See response to comment 2821.036.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2819.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Lipid for BAF for tributaries - should be 3.0%                          
     Most people in the Basin living on the tributaries would eat much less     
     Great Lakes game fish, the National Guidance number of 3.0% is             
     appropriately conservative for the general public health purposes for which
     a point source driven program.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2819.037     
     
     EPA does not agree with the use of 3% lipid values for tributaries.  See   
     response to comment D2710.036.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2819.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Continuing to allow site-specific studies for aquatic criteria is          
     scientifically sound.  Adding opportunities for a state making a chronic   
     criteria determination to examine local physical or hydrological conditions
     which preclude a particular aquatic ecosystem is also a scientifically     
     sound consideration for determining the appropriately protective standard. 
     
     
     Response to: D2819.038     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2819.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The "no less stringent" factor should be eliminated.  Just as the state    
     should be allowed to determine a local aquatic ecosystem demands a higher  
     or lower number depending on local circumstances, this flexibility to      
     incorporate sound science should be extended to wildlife criteria, BAF and 
     human health criteria.  Each of these three calculations incorporate       
     conservatisms appropriate only to unique water situations (e.g. food chains
     in open waters with higher than normal game-fish-consuming human population
     with wildlife indigenous to the northwoods).  For situations where the     
     state is convinced these situations do not obtain and where the true nature
     of comparable factors justifies a less stringent criteria or BAF, that     
     ought to be an option for the state. The TMDL and antidegradation for      
     chemicals truly of concern downstream should be adequate to address point  
     source contributions to the Great Lakes of chemicals which are persistent, 
     bioaccumulative and toxic.  Potential wildlife mobility could certainly be 
     a factor in some situations and clearly of no concern in others.           
                                                                                
     This "no less stringent requirement" is especially awkward for modifying a 
     Tier II value developed from another location.  A Tier II wildlife value   
     will be inherently site-specific and designed favoring studies focusing on 
     the specific sites of discharge.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2819.039     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     For information regarding the mobility of wildlife see response to comment 
     P2590.044.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2819.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although wildlife and fish migration must be accounted for as well as the  
     slow horizontal travel of the water itself, there is no good scientific    
     reason to prohibit out-of-hand site-specific studies of open waters.       
     Clearly there are distinct food chains and ecosystems in different lakes   
     and different parts of the same lake.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2819.040     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2819.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the potentially unachievable standards driven by Tier II theoretical  
     calculations and by the Tier I wildlife methodology and with the proposed  
     net limitation policy for nonreceiving stream sources, WQBELs and CELs will
     often be lower than can be achieved technologically.                       
                                                                                
     Therefore sound, clear policies for a water quality-based variance are     
     esential to an efficient and effective NPDES program.                      
                                                                                
     a. Reasons for the variance                                                
                                                                                
     The addition of the ability to essentially redesignate use of the          
     permittee's part of a water body without lengthy rulemaking for the entire 
     stream segment is good.  The standard is the criteria for the designated   
     use of the stream; if bureaucratically it is difficult for the state       
     agencies to readily designate streams appropriately, allowing it in the    
     variance is a less acceptable alternative but better than nothing.         
     
     
     Response to: D2819.041     
     
     See Response ID: D2710.043                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2819.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sixth reason for a variance, that of widespread social "and" economic  
     impact, is too vague to be useful.  Explicit demonstration guidance should 
     be provided so that all states are using the same principles.  Ideally, EPA
     should establish a three year pilot project before implementation of the   
     GLWQI Guidance whereby trial debates are held by EPA between an applicant  
     and remonstrators over the adequacy of the social and economic impact      
     criteria.                                                                  
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     The provisions should be reworded to make it explicit that a large enough  
     economic penalty to a facility is conceivable as a reason to grant a       
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2819.042     
     
     See Response ID: P2769.061 and Response ID: D2719.102                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2819.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A seventh reason for a variance should be added for the case in which      
     achieving the CEL is infeasible due to technological constraints.  The     
     variance should be granted for an existing discharge if the state agency   
     recognizes that no amount of the changes in process or enhanced treatment  
     could cause the discharger to achieve the WQBEL.  For each situation, the  
     government could identify a "better-than-best available technology" or the 
     "best achievable" process change which should be implemented.  This        
     determination is independent of the cost in terms of "widespread social and
     economic hardship" - this determination is a professional engineering      
     judgment regarding the state of art for a particular wastewater stream.    
                                                                                
     This solution simplifies reaching agreement on one set of variances and    
     simultaneously is a mechanism for proposing an alternative technology (and 
     thus effluent limit) that at least is technologically achievable.          
     
     
     Response to: D2819.043     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2819.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A variance should be for the life of the permit as extended (not three     
     years).  At any time the agency can reopen a permit for which more         
     information becomes available suggesting the need for the reopening        
     (especially for tier II values or when criteria is likely to be wrong due  
     local ameliorating conditions).  Otherwise, the variance validity period   
     and review process should parallel precisely the permit validity period and
     review process.  We support EPA's interest in prodding states to do timely 
     triennial reviews but EPA should choose alternative methods to achieve that
     goal, such as through grant conditions to the state.  The method EPA is    
     proposing will not be effective in Indiana which historically has given    
     many other reasons not to perform triennial reviews in a timely fashion.   
     
     
     Response to: D2819.044     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2819.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c. Variance effluent limit must be only effluent limit in a water permit   
                                                                                
     Because the Clean Water Act does not speak to variances, the government    
     must never put a WQBEL number in permit if this value is not being used as 
     a compliance limit.                                                        
                                                                                
     Due to long-standing ambiguity in the legal meaning of accepting an NPDES  
     permit limit regarding the applicability of "antibacksliding" for          
     situations where the permitholder has not complied with the WQBEL, there   
     remains the possibility that the permitholder has agreed at some point to  
     achieve WQBEL.  Thus even for an impossible situation or a situation in    
     which the standard later changes due to new information to allow a         
     discharge limit higher than the even the variance, the permitholder may be 
     condemned to a purgatory of unending variance justifications or unjustified
     expensive treatment (if treatment technology improves).                    
     
     
     Response to: D2819.045     
     
     Only the variance-based effluent limitation would be applicable during the 
     variance's duration.  See section II.C.3 of the SID for discussion of      
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     antibacksliding issues.  See also response 2641.043.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2819.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     d. Designated use rule                                                     
                                                                                
     The variance policy with its list of reasons for variance is good but it   
     must not replace for water-body designated use rulemaking.  It must be an  
     addition.  The Clean Water Act protects designated uses from impairment.   
     That principle is critical to sound water policy, especially as more       
     attention is given to nonpoint source pollution.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2819.046     
     
     EPA agrees.  See response D2710.043.                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2819.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before the proposed criteria and value policy are implemented, EPA should  
     conduct a two year pilot project to work out procedures and specific       
     guidance documents for: 1) specific criteria on which to grant variances   
     based on each of the six reasons, 2) criteria for determining that the     
     regulated made "reasonable progress", 3) the elements of an antidegradation
     demonstration, and 4) the procedures and criteria for both the endangered  
     species evaluation and the incremental risk assessment.  The current       
     proposed procedures are far too incomplete for consistency among states.   
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     Response to: D2819.047     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a general discussion of the     
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see
     Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions        
     pertaining to implementation of the individual provisions contained in the 
     final Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2819.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. Transportation, degradation, volatilization                             
     When calculating a Total Maximum Daily Load, it is much better use of      
     science to require an estimation of the degree of pollutant transportation,
     volatilization and degradation.  The GLWQI Guidance is worst case and      
     unscientific.  EPA should establish a mechanism analogous to the Tier II   
     clearinghouse to upgrade the now inaccurate TMDL assumptions and quality of
     data needed.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2819.048     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2819.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 7 day/10 year low flow is appropriate for protection from chronic      
     effects for aquatic life under all usual circumstances and the human       
     harmonic mean flow is appropriate for long term human exposure.  However,  
     the wildlife flow is invalid.  The 30 day/5 year low flow does not reflect 
     the expected exposure to wildlife. The 90Q10 is much more reflective of a  
     conservative protection for wildlife.                                      
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     Response to: D2819.049     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2819.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of which option is chosen for TMDL, the scientific basis for    
     water protection requires that an applicant be allowed to demonstrate that 
     by use of a diffuser or other situation, that a zone of initial dilution   
     exists which physically prevents concentrations in excess of FAV from      
     occurring.  Thus the acute effluent limit should be determined on a        
     case-by-case basis, not be an automatic FAV.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2819.050     
     
     EPA agrees that the discharger should be allowed to demonstrate, by means  
     of a mixing zone study, that a zone of initial dilution exists that        
     physically prevents concentrations in excess of FAV from occurring.        
     Accordingly, the final Guidance provides that the FAV may be exceeded if   
     justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is conducted and approved    
     consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID
     at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2819.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mixing zone is a scientific concept consistent with the basis of       
     chronic standards.  To eliminate use of a mixing zone for a reason         
     independent of achieving a chronic standard, is unscientific.  Moreover, it
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     is unfair policy penalizing only dischargers with mixing zones.            
                                                                                
     Reducing loadings of a substance for which the agency has evidence that a) 
     could be persistent in the Great Lakes and b) be bioaccumulative to a BAF  
     greater than 1000, c) be toxic in anticipated bioaccumulated concentrations
     and exposure routes and d) be of concern in the Great Lakes should be      
     accomplished by policies directly addressing load, not concentration.      
     
     
     Response to: D2819.051     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to the portion of this    
     comment pertaining to the burden the BCC mixing zone provisions would      
     impose on point sources, see the response to comment number D2798.053.     
     With respect to the commenter's suggestion that EPA achieve its BCC        
     objectives by addressing load, not concentration, EPA notes that the mixing
     zone eliminations provisions are related to load.  BCC loads are reduced as
     mixing zones for BCCs are eliminated.  For example, the final Guidance     
     allows the use of a 10:1 dilution fraction in lakes for chronic mixing     
     zones; elimination of mixing zones for BCCs in that context should result  
     in a 10 fold load reduction of BCCs from direct discharges to the lakes.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2819.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     e. Trading policy                                                          
                                                                                
     All policies which protect surface water while providing mechanisms for the
     market to find the most cost-effective solution are to be experimented and 
     promoted.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2819.052     
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2819.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science behind an additivity policy is strong enough to suggest        
     approaches to the accomplishment of general EPA goals but far too weak to  
     include in specific permit and enforcement rules.  The large conservatisms 
     in the uncertainty incorporated into the criteria and values will balloon  
     out of proportion to degree to environmental protection.                   
                                                                                
     Generic additivity rules should not be implemented.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2819.053     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2819.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole effluent toxicity for aquatic protection is a slowly developing      
     technology.  As an experimental, site-by-site extra look at a discharge it 
     is an adequate tool.  It lacks the standardization and specific procedures 
     (e.g. uniform means to overcome interferences, species selection) necessary
     to allow objective observers to employ the concept to arrive at the same   
     numbers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2819.054     
     
     EPA disagrees that the WET procedures are not well developed and           
     reproducable                                                               
     if properly followed.  See the documentation in the March 1991, TSD        
     regarding                                                                  
     WET test variability and the discussion in the preamble to the Part 136    
     rules for WET.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2819.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TEF is a promising mechanism for wildlife and humans.  Those concepts  
     could be considered for incorporation as the science of TEF improves.      
     
     
     Response to: D2819.055     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. The final    
     Guidance does not include TEFs for PCBs.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2819.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Carcinogenicity caps are unscientific given the great uncertainty of the   
     risk factor of each carcinogen to begin with.  To combine under one cap the
     risk of independent carcinomas arbitrarily equates unrelated diseases which
     have similar manifestations.  It makes arguably more sense (but also       
     nonsense) to have a cap on the risk of chemical-induced sensitivities.  If 
     the carcinogenicity acts by the identical mechanism or in synergy and no   
     counter antagonistic effects occur, then additivity could be proposed for  
     that situation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2819.056     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2819.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whatever policy is developed, it must apply only to effluents and to those 
     substances with a reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  
     The application of additivity concepts to all substances would be a        
     research project without end, with costs to state and the applicant quickly
     surpassing any possible significant benefit to water quality.              
     
     
     Response to: D2819.057     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comment D2710.059 on implementation of the additivity          
     provisions.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2819.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy of additivity must be developed in National Guidance, not for   
     just one region of the country.  When that is done the policy must be      
     developed in conjunction with permit writers (not just standard-setting    
     sections), must contain the art of the possible as well as an understanding
     of the maximum benefit which could be received, must be sensitive to       
     exponentially growing errors when combining uncertainties and must apply   
     only to the highest priority chemicals for which a WQBEL must be developed 
     (not across the board in water bodies).                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2819.058     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comment D2710.060 for a discussion on the commenters concerns. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2819.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We endorse option four as the closest to incorporating the practical       
     considerations of permitting to the concept of net limitation.             
                                                                                
     Given the great conservatisms in addressing scientific uncertainty in the  
     criteria/values and in the TMDL, the NPDES permit calculation becomes      
     unworkable without consideration for the reality of intake waters which are
     "contaminated" with the trace concentrations which are being proposed to be
     unacceptable.  For this phase of national water protection development,    
     reality demands a sound procedural solution for this background question.  
     
     
     Response to: D2819.059     
     
     The many issues related to intake credits, including the general concerns  
     expressed in this comment are discussed in the at Section VIII.E.3-7.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2819.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option three is the fairest to the regulated - restricting responsibiity to
     that which is added by the regulated.  Clearly, however, there will be     
     situations in which the intake water itself would harm the receiving water.
     
     
     Response to: D2819.060     
     
     This is the same as comment D2710.063 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2819.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, as an interim compromise, option 4 is the only one of the four  
     options listed which accounts for the practical isues of ground water      
     supply and public water supply.  A state and EPA always have the authority 
     to impose tighter limits if they believe they are needed to protect the    
     designated use of a water which provides a sensitive habitat.              
     
     
     Response to: D2819.061     
     
     This comment is the same as comment D2710.064 and is not addressed         
     separately here.  EPA's concerns with adopting option four are explained in
     the SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: D2819.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option one is completely unworkable, leading to permit by variance, with   
     inefficient, nonproductive resource expenditure for negligible water       
     quality improvement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2819.062     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2710.065 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
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     Comment ID: D2819.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option two is deficient in that it applies only to situations in which 100%
     of intake water is from receiving stream.  This condition is limiting for  
     many situations to which such a net limitation makes scientific sense.  To 
     make option two workable even for the same-receiving-stream-as- intake     
     situation the monitoring for the "nonWQBEL compliance" must account in the 
     permit 1) for natural variation of concentration in intake water and 2) for
     some degree of concentration due to evaporation.  Guidance should be given 
     on the nature of the Physical or chemical alteration of a substance which  
     EPA would consider to cause adverse effect on water quality given the broad
     assumptions about such factors in the criteria themselves.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2819.063     
     
     This is the same as comment D2710.066 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2819.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conditions for which there shall be no tier II value developed for a   
     table 6 pollutant are a good start but are not broad enough, especially    
     given that states have developed water quality standards already for any   
     use which the state considers the water impaired.                          
                                                                                
     Showing no biological effect may be impossible if the water is "affected"  
     according to some criteria by factors other than the pollutant in question.
     This precludes an exception from a tier II calculation requirement in      
     waters with some "effect".  The WET requirement poses the same             
     impossibility in certain circumstances.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2819.064     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.292.  See also response to comment    
     number P2585.126.                                                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2819.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until EPA develops adequate Tier II values, applicants should have an      
     exemption for substances below the level of quantitation.  They must follow
     Tier II procedures if above that number.  For substances with              
     concentrations below that, the limit should be the applicable state        
     standard.  Otherwise, there is the problem of the first POTW applicants    
     doing calculations on all priority pollutants for wildlife and other       
     categories.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2819.065     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2819.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The compliance value for regulatory purposes must be time and laboratory   
     independent.  To do otherwise results in false positives.  Until EPA       
     establishes the "ML" for wastewater for the priority pollutants plus others
     of concern (incorporating statistical variances among good laboratories and
     for a good lab from time to time), the states should use a PQL (practical  
     quantification limit) as a lower limit for a CEL.  This is the approach    
     used by the Safe Drinking Water program at EPA and the RCRA compliance     
     program.  Thre is no scientific reason for EPA to suggest otherwise for    
     surface water.                                                             
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     Response to: D2819.066     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2819.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the Clean Water Act is ambiguous on the complete implications of   
     this action, the government must never put a WQBEL number in permit if this
     value is not being used as a compliance limit.                             
                                                                                
     Due to long-standing ambiguity in the legal meaning of accepting an NPDES  
     permit limit regarding the applicability of "antibacksliding" for          
     situations where the permitholder has not complied with the WQBEL, there   
     remains the possibility that the permitholder has agreed at some point to  
     achieve WQBEL.  Thus even for an impossible situation or a situation in    
     which the standard later changes due to new information to allow a         
     discharge limit higher than the current CEL, the permitholder may be       
     condemned to a purgatory later of meeting the originally accepted (but now 
     inappropriate) WQBEL or enter a string of unending variance justifications 
     or unjustified expensive treatment (if treatment technology improves).     
                                                                                
     For historical or public involvement purposes, the WQBEL instead should be 
     in a fact sheet attached to the permit.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2819.067     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: D2819.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The compliance schedule must include time limits for the state to make a   
     decision.  If not, the opportunity for testing to determine more accurate  
     criteria or value could be a moot one.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2819.068     
     
     See response to comment D2710.074.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2819.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     H. The proposed antidegradation policy is at once too extreme in           
     requirements, too vague in details and too far reaching in pollutants      
     addressed to be mandated for one group of states to implement.             
                                                                                
     1. The policy is unclear in precisely what constitutes adequate step one,  
     step two and step three antidegradation justification.                     
                                                                                
     Without a more detailed set of generally understood and agreed upon        
     guidelines (and a clearly stated minimum capability of state staff         
     expertise, resources and federal support), the proposed antidegradation    
     policy could be satisfied by at one extreme by signing a cursory check list
     in the manner of the RCRA waste minimization testimony or, at the other    
     extreme, only by an exhaustive process terminated only when a favored      
     applicant satisfies the unwritten subjective requirements in the mind of a 
     state agency (and the EPA regional office).  This does not support the     
     objective of consistency among states.  Instead, this policy seems to rely 
     on site-specific local remonstrators to determine whether the              
     state-approved information is adequate and the permit is adjusted according
     to their power in a particular situation.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2819.069     
     
     It is not possible to provide a step-by-step process that, if followed,    
     will result in a request to lower water quality being granted.  This is    
     true for a number of reasons.  First, merely accomplishing the             
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     administrative requirements does not ensure that the information provided  
     in support of lowering water quality is sufficient to justify a decision to
     allow a lowering of water quality.  Second, antidegradation is inherently  
     case- specific with the ultimate goal being to accomodate economic growth  
     while minimizing environmental impacts.  In some instances, information    
     provided early in a demonstration may suggest productive new avenues of    
     consideration or new possibilities that merit review prior to making a     
     final decision. Finally, public participation is an important factor in any
     decision regarding lower water quality.  An assured outcome based on       
     completion of certain steps and meaningful opportunities for public        
     participation are incompatible.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2819.070
     Cross Ref 1: Comment .069
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As written, a state agency could by pocket veto prevent a permit from being
     issued.  Precise guidance on procedures and timetables and steps to appeal 
     inaction should be incorporated.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2819.070     
     
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2819.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The extended antidegradation policy proposed should be restricted to       
     chemicals which the USEPA has determined through public rulemaking to be   
     demonstrably persistent in Great Lakes open waters and tributaries,        
     bioaccumulative in those circumstances and toxic at concentrations and     
     exposures reasonably expected to exist.  In the current proposal, some of  
     the chemicals proposed as BCCs would fall in this category.  The existing  
     antidegradation policy in effect in many states could be improved by more  
     guidance and asistance for the other pollutants which do not have all four 
     of these characteristics.                                                  
                                                                                
     There is no evidence that the extensive antideg necessary for all          
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2819.071     
     
     See response to comment D2710.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2819.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation program for all pollutants will impose an     
     extraordinary economic and bureaucratic impact to a region of the United   
     States without clear understanding of the beneficial effect and without any
     assurance of clear state guidance for consistency.  A program of such      
     magnitude needs a three year EPA pilot program to work out problems before 
     requiring Great Lakes states only to implement.  At the least, imposing    
     antidegradation should be postponed one permit cycle until the EEQ document
     is in place.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2819.072     
     
     The final Guidance is considerably less complex than the proposed Guidance.
      The final Guidance eliminates EEQ and all Great Lakes- specific           
     requirements for pollutants other than BCCs.  Given the extraordinary      
     effort made to impose only those requirements that are absolutely necessary
     to protect water quality in the Great Lakes, EPA does not agree that there 
     will be significant impacts on the Great Lakes region resulting from the   
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance.  EPA also does not agree 
     that a pilot period is necessary, even if it were permitted under the      
     statutory provisions pursuant to which the final Guidanc is being          
     promulgated.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2819.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize that the Great Lakes Basin is a nationally important economic 
     region.  The workers, industries, and municipalities present in the Great  
     Lakes Basin must not be needlessly jeopardized by policies that lack clear 
     environmental objectives, a sound scientific base, or justified economic   
     costs.  Our state's municipalities and businesses cannot afford to misspend
     any money, let alone the projected millions of dollars which the GLWQI will
     require.  Resources - federal, state and local - are extremely limited.    
     Dollars must be spent efficiently on programs with measurable benefits.    
     
     
     Response to: D2819.073     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2821.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The members of the Coalition are opposed philosophically to the Federal    
     government continuing to mandate stringent requirements without providing a
     means to pay for the implementation of the mandate.  If this mandate is    
     truly in the best interests of the citizens of the region, then the federal
     government should provide a monetary commitment toward achieving the goal. 
     
     
     Response to: D2821.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2587.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

Page 3063



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2821.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the GLWQI will create a significant economic disadvantage for the 
     midwest region.  Creating uniform standards between the states represents a
     positive step forward, however, the numerous additional layers of          
     regulatory mandates represent significant new costs and requirements not   
     imposed on businesses and municipalities in states outside of the midwest  
     or on business outside the United States.  Further, in our ever increasing 
     global economy, these mandates could seriously cripple industries vital to 
     our national economy,  This will be particularly evident in the to date    
     close trading relationship with Canada which has no comparable mandate from
     the Canadian government.  In addition to this economic concern, given the  
     significant portion of Canada which borders the Great Lakes, the issue of  
     effectiveness of our proposed regulation is raised again.                  
                                                                                
     Specifically, new costs imposed on the regulated community is a prime      
     factor of concern related to economic disadvantages.  Independent studies  
     of the impact of the GLWQI on just some of the industries affected have    
     documented the cost of these businesses as over $6 billion.  An independent
     study of the financial impact of the GLWQI on municipalities estimated the 
     costs to such local governments at $2.7 billion.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2821.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2821.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In 1990, manufacturing industries in Indiana spend approximately $1 billion
     on pollution abatement.  Nearly half of that amount was specifically for   
     water pollution abatement.  Manufacturers throughout the Great Lakes states
     spent dollars equalling 33 percent of the total spent by all manufacturers 
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     in the U.S. Industries are continuing to improve water quality in the Great
     Lakes under existing regulations and through voluntary initiatives.        
     Currently, at least seven of the eight Great Lakes states have EPA approved
     programs to control toxic discharges.  According to the Toxic Release      
     Inventory maintained by the EPA, the total release of toxic chemicals by   
     businesses into the Great Lakes Basin declined by 20 percent between 1989  
     and 1990.  This improvement must be factored into any proposals for further
     action contained in the GLWQI to assure that cost benefit analysis if there
     were indications that significant improvement to the water quality of the  
     Great Lakes would result.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2821.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2587.045, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2821.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we strongly support the effort to make the implementation of the     
     Clean Water act consistent from state to state, it is a great burden on the
     regulated community when the regulations for the same purpose vary from    
     state to state, often for no sound scientific reason.  However, we strongly
     oppose the GLWQI Guidance as written because it fails to promote the very  
     consistency it seeks.                                                      
                                                                                
     The GLWQI Guidance requires the states to assign values to a wide range of 
     factors without establishing clear and predictable procedures for arriving 
     at those values (e.g. the entire Tier II process, TMDL, background         
     determination and social/economic impact).  This unguided discretion will  
     remain in widely variant conclusions by even-handed and competent state    
     agencies, a problem which can only be exacerbated if the agency is         
     technically weak or politically motivated.  These inconsistencies will     
     differentiate not only the Great Lakes states from each other but from     
     states outside the Great Lakes Basin.  In many cases, there are not valid  
     scientific reasons for imposing requirements more stringent than what      
     should be in a revised National Guidelines.                                
                                                                                
     These inconsistencies can be corrected only by applying more stringent     
     requirements for the Great Lakes where they are scientifically justified,  
     by testing the scientific assumption underlying the GLWQI Guidance in the  
     light of public review, by establishing Tier II values as guidance to aid  
     states in arriving at their own values, and by allowing deviations where   
     site-specific conditions clearly show that the assumptions used to develop 
     the standards do not reflect the local condition.                          
                                                                                
     This approach has worked well in the past with the air program's NAAQS and 
     technology standards, the drinking water program's MCLs and hazardous waste
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     program's specific lists of wastes and specific treatment technologies and 
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     This inherent inconsistency in the surface water program must be addressed 
     by more than a further set of stringent guidance on many different decision
     points for state judgement.  The federal government must review the entire 
     standard and implementation program together, determine the package desired
     and then have that as the uniform policy throughout the United States      
     (including deviations only for technical differences in local water        
     conditions).                                                               
                                                                                
     We support the attempt to reduce loading to the Great Lakes of chemicals   
     which are persistent, bioaccumulate, toxic and are of concern to the Great 
     Lakes.  This is clearly the spirit behind the use of the term "persistent, 
     toxic substance" based on all the statements around that term both in      
     treaty language and the Congressional deliberations.  The legitimate       
     concern is clearly about only those chemicals which: have been found in the
     Great Lakes, are not degraded or metabolized at significant rates,         
     bioaccumulate in the food chains present and are toxic when they do satisfy
     those three conditions.  However, the GLWQI Guidance casts a net which is  
     too fine and thus unjustifiably will severely restrict discharge of many   
     chemicals which meet only one or two of these four criteria.  These        
     chemicals are regulated adequately by conservative water quality standards.
     Thus we object strenuously to the proposed Guidance on BCCs as overreaching
     the spirit of the law, the Governor's agreement and the treaty.            
     
     
     Response to: D2821.004     
     
     See response to comment number D2819.004.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2821.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we support opportunities in the proposed Guidance such as designated 
     use, variance and site-specific studies to make standards and permits for  
     specific water bodies more scientifically sound, these mechanisms are      
     costly and require state agencies with strong technical competence and     
     adequate resources not available in all states.  These mechanisms must not 
     be viewed as the adequate policy safety valve for the many situations where
     the Guidance default value was made conservative in absence of adequate    
     science.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Despite the fact that the GLWQI Guidance imposes exceedingly conservative  
     factors to accomodate inadequate data on all states, relief from those     
     requirements is not equally available in all states.                       
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     Response to: D2821.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2819.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2821.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note that changing a standard and rule after businesses have already    
     invested is a taking of a property right.  There are times when such a     
     taking is justified to achieve another good.  It must never be done without
     strong direct evidence of benefit and without sensitivity to (if not       
     compensation for) the difficulty of retroactive treatment.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2821.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that the finalization of the Guidance constitutes the   
     changing of a standard or rule that involves the taking of a property      
     right.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2821.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  GLI Guidance must not exceed stringency of National Guidance unless    
     there is a scientific reason that a particular water body in the Great     
     Lakes Basin requires it.                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA has chosen to comply with the Critical Programs Act of 1990 by         
     proposing implementation procedures different from the National Guidelines 
     for the Great Lakes open waters and tributaries that, in many instances,   
     have no Great-Lakes-specific technical justification.  EPA should identify 
     the procedures for which Great Lakes-specific technical justification does 
     not exist and include them in the National Policy where they will get full 
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     national review appropriate for them.  These concepts would include        
     antidegradation, water quality criteria and use designation for all        
     warmwater tributaries to the Great Lakes, Tier II mandates, TMDL           
     assumptions, and reasonable potential to exceed (including net limitation).
     Failure to coordinate the GLWQI Guidance with the National Policy will     
     create unjustified inconsistencies among states across the country.        
     
     
     Response to: D2821.007     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance fully satisfies the requirements of   
     section 118(c) of the Clean Water Act.  Discussion of the reasonableness   
     and scientific validity of each provision of the final Guidance is set     
     forth in the corresponding preamble, SID and technical support documents.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2821.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The proposed GLWQI policy is far too restrictive for point sources if  
     the desire is maximize Midwest economic resources toward addressing a      
     chemical threat to the Great Lakes                                         
                                                                                
     The concentrations of chemicals truly of concern to Great Lakes sports fish
     and to drinking water are no longer being discharged from point sources in 
     significant amounts compared to the contribution from sediments and        
     nonpoint sources.  Diverting state government, local government and private
     resources to reducing further these discharges based on standards driven by
     very conservative default factors is poor use of the public health and     
     environmental protection dollar.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2821.008     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F3040.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and II of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2821.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing National guidance for NPDES standards and permit conditions,      
     properly implemented and properly updated with better science, is adequate 
     to continue the trend to minimizing the contribution of point sources      
     discharges within the assimilative capacity of the receiving waters.       
     
     
     Response to: D2821.009     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I  
     and II of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2821.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prior to public resolution of CSOs and nonpoint source contributions, it is
     counterproductive to waste GNP on marginal gains from point sources by such
     new policies as the mandatory Tier II policy, wildlife criteria and value  
     methodology, human BAF and exposure estimates for criteria, no net         
     limitation except in limited circumstances, additivity, prohibition of zone
     of initial dilution and enhanced antidegradation.                          
                                                                                
     We must not lose sight of the key objectives of spending resources fairly  
     across the country (a concept inherent in the BAT policy) and wisely in    
     areas targeted to achieve the greatest measurable water quality improvement
     for the cost.  We must add new policies with these objectives always in    
     mind.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2821.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and II of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2821.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  Nonfishable, nonswimmable tributaries to Great Lakes Basin should not  
     be declared fishable, swimmable by fiat.                                   
                                                                                
     The GLWQI Guidance declares all tributary waters to be fishable, swimmable 
     for the purpose of a water column water standard.  Many of these waters can
     support only forage fish (e.g. intermittent stream) and have no significant
     impact on downstream concentrations.  These waters should be required to   
     meet aquatic criteria but not human recreational criteria or wildlife      
     criteria, both of which are based on assumptions which cannot possibly be  
     met on these waters.                                                       
                                                                                
     For example, to be fishable, a water should be physically capable of       
     supporting fish which are routinely caught for food by people.  If the fish
     do not exist in the stream segment due to natural reasons, we cannot assume
     people eat fish from that segment.  The same holds true for assumptions    
     about wildlife eating these fish.                                          
                                                                                
     In this situation, the downstream TMDL at a point a water is fishable or   
     swimmable will incorporate adequately this aspect of water protection.     
     
     
     Response to: D2821.011     
     
     See response to D2819.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  Tier II concept as proposed is inefficient, impractical, unscientific  
     and unfair.  An improved, workable Tier II guidance should be developed and
     made optional for a state to use, not mandatory.  It should be in National 
     Guidance, not apply to Great Lakes Basin only.                             
                                                                                
     1.  Tier II Concept is good only as voluntary guidance for site-specific   
     default draft permit limit proposals                                       
                                                                                
     The basic concept behind tier II is good for voluntary use by states in    
     traditional, site-specific situations.  The Clean Water Act requires an    
     agency to include in an NPDES permit limits for any substance which the    
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     agency believes impairs the use of the water.  When setting such limits for
     substances without a tier I criteria, states should all use the same       
     procedure.                                                                 
                                                                                
     For many chemicals subject to Tier II procedures under the GLWQI Guidance, 
     states have already set effluent limits based on c chemical-specific and   
     site-specific assumptions.                                                 
                                                                                
     That process should not be displaced.  The current proposal does not       
     accomplish this objective.  For example, under the proposal each state must
     develop a new Tier II value for every use category without a Tier I every  
     time an application is received.                                           
                                                                                
     Then, for all of the Tier II values which the applicant cannot achieve, the
     applicant must perform toxicity tests to challenge the value.  The         
     applicant must challenge the values for each use category because if the   
     challenge is successful for the most restrictive value, the focus merely   
     moves to the next most stringent value, with little time left on the clock.
                                                                                
     For example, as the policy now stands, every POTW must develop a new POTW  
     for lead (Pb) for all criteria categories (there is no Tier I for any      
     category).  Presumably every ground water user or public water supply user 
     must do the same.                                                          
                                                                                
     Expecting most states and small businesses and municipalities to have the  
     resources to do this is unrealistic.  It leads to inconsistency and an     
     enormous waste of resources.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2821.012     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.  Also note that the Guidance does
     not require a State to develop a new Tier II value for each category each  
     time a permit application is received. Please see section VIII.E.2.f of the
     SID for further discussion of this issue.  Also, similarly note that each  
     POTW will not have to develop a Tier II value for lead - as only one       
     additional data point is needed to develop a Tier I criterion, and EPA is  
     attempting to develop that data point.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Use of Tier II to establish a permit effluent limit is inappropriate   
     for most chemicals.                                                        
                                                                                
     The practice of using an intentionally conservative value to calculate     
     effluent limits may be appropriate for chemicals being discharged which are
     persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic, of legitimate concern to the Great     
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     Lakes and added by the applicant during the process.  It is inappropriate  
     as an across-the-board practice for chemicals which do not meet these      
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The extreme difficulty, if not impossibility, of challenging the value     
     dictates that this practice be severely limited.  Wildlife and human health
     tests are difficult and expensive; human carcinogenicity tests cannot be   
     completed in the time-frame allowed.  A field BAF test of appropriate      
     quality and focus is also likely to be impossible within the time-frame    
     allowed and no mechanism to account for degradation is allowed for         
     determining BAFs through nonfield tests.  Aquatic testing is more          
     straight-forward, but could involve many different species.                
                                                                                
     The difficulties in challenging the value, plus the use of the             
     extraordinary uncertainty factor (up to 30,000) create an enormous burden  
     on the permittee.  That sort of burden may only be reasonable if the state 
     has clear and convincing evidence the chemical is truly likely to be       
     persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic and of concern.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2821.013     
     
     See response to D2741.076.                                                 
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that the Tier II approach creates any greater     
     burden than current regulatory requirements for States to translate        
     narrative criteria into WQBELs under specified circumstances.  See sections
     II.C.2 and VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.             
     Additionally, the availability of information in the GLI Clearinghouse     
     should assist dischargers in gaining access to information used in the     
     development of water quality-based effluent limits.                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Proposed procedure for derivation of Tier II will lead to inconsistency
     among states                                                               
                                                                                
     The proposed applicant-by-applicant, site-by-site procedure for derivation 
     of the Tier II values will lead to great inconsistency among states unless 
     a very active role is played by USEPA.  The policy leaves so much          
     discretion to the value-setter that it simply becomes a requirement for    
     states to study each absent Tier I category in order to come up with some  
     number, thereby subjecting many applicants to engage in expensive toxicity 
     testing.                                                                   
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     Response to: D2821.014     
     
     See response to P2656.074 and D2741.076.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .015 is imbedded in .016                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The federal government should establish the Tier II values as guidance     
     
     
     Response to: D2821.015     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2821.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The federal government should establish the Tier II values as guidance]   
     and establish a "federal clearinghouse" to monitor new data and oversee new
     studies.  To promote consistency, the "clearinghouse" must be the place    
     that does the acceptable literature searches for each proposed Tier II     
     value.  No scientific advantage is to be gained by requiring the state or  
     applicants to perform those tasks.  Otherwise, the result of the           
     predictably highly uneven quality of work will be a wide variety of        
     decisions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2821.016     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
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     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
     See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The importance of establishing a national, public rulemaking process for   
     Tier II values cannot be overstated, especially where the data supporting  
     the value are admittedly inadequate and the discretion to "fill in the     
     gaps" is unguided, such that the value could not be predicted by objective 
     observers.  This process is fraught with unanswered issues of public policy
     which should not be hidden in hundreds of individual permit application    
     determinations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2821.017     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For chemicals present in natural waters or commonly present in POTW        
     effluent due to non-industrial contribution, the federal government should 
     perform the entire testing, standard-setting activity.  There is no public 
     policy goal achieved by forcing the states and the regulated to investigate
     independently the risk from trace amounts of such chemicals to which humans
     and wildlife have been exposed for centuries.                              
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     Response to: D2821.018     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using Tier II as a prod to force the regulated community to do expensive   
     testing is appropriate only if there is a new chemical being added in      
     significant amounts/concentrations to the wastewater.  Many chemicals do   
     not fall in this category.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2821.019     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the state of Michigan could develop Tier II values, Indiana does not 
     have the resources.  Indiana has been unable, despite much encouragement   
     from the business community, even to do triennial reviews on the schedule  
     required.  EPA should help states do triennial reviews rather than add this
     burden.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2821.020     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is impossible for most POTWs and small businesses to test waters to     
     improve the accuracy of Tier II values.  The concept will be difficult for 
     IDEM to implement for aquatic toxicity and impossible for wildlife.        
     Indiana has no human toxicity expertise and, if the objective is to have   
     state-by-state consistency, there is no scientific reason human tier II    
     should be a state-by-state decision at all.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2821.021     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  What is the status of current state criteria in rules which do not meet
     Tier I stringency?                                                         
                                                                                
     According to the proposed Guidance, there is no Tier I criteria for arsenic
     for "drinkable" surface water.  Therefore, the state of Indiana's current  
     human arsenic number for human drinkable surface water, 0.02 ug/L, does not
     meet the Tier I criteria.  Indiana's number is much lower than the EPA Tier
     I for aquatic and thus would be the number that drives the permit effluent 
     limits for applicable situations.                                          
                                                                                
     Will the Indiana's number be considered a Tier II value or will the 0.02   
     ug/L need to be divided by an uncertainty factor?                          
                                                                                
     Or will the Indiana applicant be encouraged to argue that Indiana should   
     use a higher Tier II value from another state with an appropriate          

Page 3076



$T044618.TXT
     uncertainty factor?  Will the trivalent form of arsenic be mandated for all
     human Tier II values or can each state have different chemical form for    
     toxicity determination?                                                    
                                                                                
     The fishable, swimmable number for arsenic in Indiana rule is 0.1 ug/L.    
     Similar questions apply to that criteria/value.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2821.022     
     
     Please see response to comment G1715.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should establish the default Tier II for all human numbers in          
     conjunction with its office that enforces the safe Drinking Water Act and  
     the Science Advisory Board committee that oversees that effort.  States    
     should be encouraged to be consistent with that EPA rulemaking.            
     
     
     Response to: D2821.023     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation of the Tier II program seems to be aimed at             
     accomplishing two objectives: 1) reducing the chemical loading to the Great
     Lakes Basin and 2) inducing pressure for more extensive toxicity testing   
     paid for by the regulated community.  The reduction of chemical loading can
     be accomplished efficiently and with an enormous reduction in the need for 
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     individual members of the regulated community to undertake hundreds of     
     potentially duplicative toxicity tests.                                    
                                                                                
     This can be accomplished if:  1) EPA uses the Tier II process to expose    
     proposed Tier II values to national examination; 2) EPA uses the comments  
     and national data to formulate scientifically sound Tier II values which   
     will be established as voluntary guidance for the states; and 3) EPA limits
     Tier II procedures to those chemicals which are toxic, persistent,         
     bioaccumulative and of demonstrated concern to the Great Lakes.            
     
     
     Response to: D2821.024     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2821.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should publish annually the list of those chemicals with a rebuttable  
     presumption of being a persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic substance and of 
     concern in the Great Lakes.  In addition it should publish the scientific  
     criteria it uses as the basis of that concern (such as a possible BAF of   
     more than 1000) to enable a state to evaluate whether a new chemical should
     be proposed to EPA for inclusion on the Tier II system.  Included in the   
     published annual list should be the current Tier II values as approved by  
     an EPA scientific panel after public discussion.  There is no advantage to 
     having eash state develop the literature itself.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2821.025     
     
     See response to comment P2585.058                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should publish Tier II values itself based on current literature and   
     tests it considers adequate.  Those values would be consistent             
     state-to-state and EPA could update them as new information is obtained and
     defend them against those that disagree.  Defence of the science behind a  
     toxicity determination is hardly a task which needs repeated at each state.
     We have one MCL for public water suppliees for every state and that system 
     seems to work well.  It concentrates scientific attention once for         
     everybody quite adequately.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2821.026     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
                                                                                
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note that Tier II wildlife criteria is an especially inappropriate blunt
     axe approach which must have national scientific study debate and national 
     applicability before it is a good, fair policy tool.  If EPA believes there
     should be wildlife criteria for other than the four pollutants for which   
     Tier I are proposed, EPA should itself propose alternative values in public
     rulemaking for those compounds it believes of concern.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2821.027     
     
     Please refer to comment D2710.022 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2821.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 3079



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  Tier I criteria methodology are too stringent.                         
                                                                                
     1. Aquatic                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the chemical form is critical to bioavailability and 
     toxicity and then proposes as default methodology procedures which assume  
     impossibly worst cases.  The aquatic criteria should be set based on       
     reasonably expected bioavailability and toxicity, with opportunity for     
     states to tighten or loosen the numbers for nonconforming waterbodies.     
                                                                                
     Reduction of load simply for sake of reduction of load should be           
     accomplished by other means such as best management plans and TMDL safety  
     factors, not via published tables of unscientific worst case concentration 
     numbers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2821.028     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2821.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an intellectual discussion piece, the wildlife criteria methodology     
     presents a rational, yet incomplete, framework.  As a policy document,     
     however, it is severly deficient.  It stretches well beyond the limits of  
     science in an effort to address the important issue of protecting wildlife 
     from chemical discharge.                                                   
                                                                                
     The wildlife criteria are calculated using worst case assumptions about    
     degradation, bioaccumulation, food chains and intraspecies variation.  This
     results in extremely low criteria.                                         
                                                                                
     The enormous degree of scientific uncertainty inherent in these criteria   
     severly curtails their usefulness.  While they may be useful in informing  
     the overall water policy protecting the Great Lakes Basin, their use as a  
     mandatory determinant for every point source discharge is unscientific and 
     inappropriate.                                                             
                                                                                
     For example, the procedure for deriving a criteria for mercury assumes that
     100% of the mercury becomes methylated and therefore available to wildlife.
     In fact, it is very unlikely the 100% does become methylated, much less    
     that an equilibrium is achieved with 100% of the mercury present as        
     methylated mercury.  This assumption requires no mercuric sulfide to be    
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     formed.  It also assumes the methylated mercury to be present all in the   
     water column instead of in the sediment where most of the methylation must 
     occur.  A worst case scenario such as this is useful to warn society about 
     the dangers of indiscriminate use of mercury but it is nonproductive in    
     addressing point source limits because it abandons sound science.          
     
     
     Response to: D2821.029     
     
     See Section VIII A and C of the SID, and the repsones to comments P2574.042
     and P2656.167.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2821.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria should be water-body specific and the general        
     principles of standard-setting should be proposed, debated and established 
     in National Guidance, not Great Lakes-specific.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2821.030     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.003 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2821.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At the least, the wildlife criteria should be restricted to those          
     substances known to be persistent, bioaccumulative, toxic and of concern to
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
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     Response to: D2821.031     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D2821.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of wildlife Tier II for an already completely unscientific     
     methodological worst case guess is improper policy.  The application of    
     aquatic and human standards to point sources reduces discharge greatly for 
     most substances of concern to wildlife.  The GLI ought focus on nonpoint   
     sources where much greater improvement can be made.  Wildlife criteria     
     which serve as goals for appropriate EPA policy for load reduction are     
     appropriate; however, when used as the specific numbers from which point   
     source effluent limits are derived, they are costly and unproductive.  EPA 
     should state through rulemaking the substances it wishes to accomplish the 
     load reductions and fashion a appropriate policy.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2821.032     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2576.125 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2821.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the national drinking water consumption is 1.4 liters per day, then 1.4 
     liters per day should be used when estimating the amount of water consumed 
     by people drinking untreated water directly from lakes and streams in the  
     Great Lakes Basin. If 2.0 liters is to be used, the policy should be       
     coordinated much more tightly with the public water supply protection      
     branch of EPA.                                                             
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     The Safe Drinking Water Act already regulates the water at the tap with its
     set of public policy determinations; having an alternative set of criteria 
     established by a different government body seems to be unjustified, given  
     the low risk to public health compared to water-borne communicable diseases
     and the chemical steps to protect public health from these.                
                                                                                
     All public water supplies have MCLGs and MCLs worked out through the       
     federal policymaking process.  This process need not be repeated for       
     surface water unless there are specific problems for which EPA provides    
     proof of need for a different set of assumptions.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2821.033     
     
     See response to comments D2847.012, D2779.003, and P2771.197.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2821.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes human game fish consumption rate is absolutely             
     inappropriate for the tributaries.  The National Guidance is appropriate to
     protect most people completely and a few people to a great degree.         
                                                                                
     Numbers calculated using the Michigan 90% game fisherman consumptions is   
     acceptable for an overall goal for EPA; it is inappropriate as the basis of
     each point source discharge effluent limits in the Great Lakes Basin.      
     
     
     Response to: D2821.034     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2821.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Add degradation factor.  Use of BAF is better than BCF, if the data are
     adequate.  If the data are inadequate, policy assumptions must be          
     appropriate.  Adding a food chain multiplier brings the BCF closer to an   
     appropriate value, but only if a factor is added for degradation in aquatic
     systems.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Except for field measured BAFs, which reflect accurately only the specific 
     aquatic ecosystem of the measurement, BAFs using food chain multipliers use
     no degradation.  This is not representative of the actual situation.  A    
     default degradation value using structure relationship in a representative 
     aquatic situation would be a more accurate estimation of BAF than that     
     used.  The site-specific study proposed allows no adjustment for           
     site-specific BAF or degradation.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2821.035     
     
     See response to comment D2710.034.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2821.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Lipid for BAF for open waters - should be 4.0%  If the average lipid   
     content for human consumption based on overall consumption of skin-on      
     fillet for game fish eaters on the Great Lakes themselves is 4.7%, then the
     skin-off fillet must be on the order of 4.0% for that group of consumers.  
     Therefore, 4.0% is far more accurate than 4.7% which is more accurate than 
     5.0%.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2821.036     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment advocating the use of skin- off fillets
     for deriving a 4 percent lipid value.  Although many people remove the skin
     and other fatty tissue when they prepare their fish for cooking, the study 
     by West et. al. (1993) indicates that about 37 percent of anglers in       
     Michigan continue to prepare fish with the skin on even though they are    
     aware of the State fish advisories recommendation to trim fat and/or skin  
     from the fish.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2821.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b.  Lipid for BAF for tributaries - should be 3.0%  Most people in the     
     Basin living on the tributaries would eat much less Great Lakes game fish, 
     the National Guidance number of 3.0% is appropriately conservative for the 
     general public health purposes for which a point source driven program.    
     
     
     Response to: D2821.037     
     
     EPA does not agree with the use of a 3% lipid value for tributaries.  See  
     Response to comment D2710.036.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2821.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Continuing to allow site-specific studies for aquatic criteria is          
     scientifically sound.  Adding opportunities for a state making a chronic   
     criteria determination to examine local physical or hydrological conditions
     which preclude a particular aquatic ecosystem is also a scientifically     
     sound consideration for determining the appropriately protective standard. 
     
     
     Response to: D2821.038     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2821.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "no less stringent" factor should be eliminated.  Just as the state    
     should be allowed to determine a local aquatic ecosystem demands a higher  
     or lower number depending on local circumstances, this flexibility to      
     incorporate sound science should be extended to wildlife criteria, BAF and 
     human health criteria.  Each of these three calculations incorporate       
     conservatisms appropriate only to unique water situations (e.g. food chains
     in open waters with higher than normal game-fish-consuming human population
     with wildlife indigenous to the northwoods).  For situations where the     
     state is convinced these situations do not obtain and where the true nature
     of comparable factors justifies a less stringent criteria or BAF, that     
     ought to be an option for the state.  The TMDL and antidegradation for     
     chemicals truly of concern downstream should be adequate to address point  
     source contributions to the Great Lakes of chemicals which are persistent, 
     bioaccumulative and toxic.  Potential wildlife mobility could certainly be 
     a factor in some situations and clearly of no concern in others.           
                                                                                
     This "no less stringent requirement" is especially awkward for modifying a 
     Tier II value developed from another location.  A Tier II wildlife value   
     will be inherently site-specific and designed favoring studies focusing on 
     the specific sites of discharge.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2821.039     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     For information regarding the mobility of wildlife see response to comment 
     P2590.044.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2821.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Although wildlife and fish migration must be accounted for as well as the  
     slow horizontal travel of the water itself, there is no good scientific    
     reason to prohibit out-of-hand site-specific studies of open waters.       
     Clearly there are distinct food chains and ecosystems in different lakes   
     and different parts of the same lake.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2821.040     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2821.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the potentially unachieveable standards driven by Tier II theoretical 
     calculations and by the Tier I wildlife methodology and with the proposed  
     net limitation policy for nonreceiving stream sources, WQBELs and CELs will
     often be lower than can be achieved technologically.                       
                                                                                
     Therefore sound, clear policies for a water quality-based variance are     
     essential to an efficient and effective NPDES program.                     
                                                                                
     a. Reasons for the variance                                                
                                                                                
     The addition of the ability to essentially redesignate use of the          
     permittee's part of a water body without lengthy rulemaking for the entire 
     stream segment is good.  The standard is the criteria for the designated   
     use of the stream; if bureaucratically it is difficult for the state       
     agencies to readily designate streams appropriately, allowing it in the    
     variance is a less acceptable alternative but better than nothing.         
     
     
     Response to: D2821.041     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.B.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2821.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sixth reason for a variance, that of widespread social "and" economic  
     impact, is too vague to be useful.  Explicit demonstration guidance should 
     be provided so that all states are using the same principles.  Ideally, EPA
     should establish a three year pilot project before implementation of the   
     GLWQI Guidance whereby trial debates are held by EPA between an applicant  
     and remonstrators over the adequacy of the social and economic impact      
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The provision should be reworded to make it explicit that a large enough   
     economic penalty to a facility is conceivable as a reason to grant a       
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2821.042     
     
     See Response ID: P2769.061 and Response ID: D2719.102                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2821.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A seventh reason for a variance should be added for the case in which      
     achieving the CEL is infeasible due to technological constraints.  The     
     variance should be granted for an existing discharge if the state agency   
     recognizes that no amount of the changes in process or enhanced treatment  
     could cause the discharger to achieve the WQBEL.  For each situation, the  
     government could identify a "better-than-best available technology" or the 
     "best achieveable" process change which should be implemented.  This       
     determination is independent of the cost in terms of "widespread social and
     economic hardship" - this determination is a professional engineering      
     judgement regarding the state of art for a particular wastewater stream.   
                                                                                
     This solution simplifies reaching agreement on one set of variances and    
     simultaneously is a mechanism for proposing an alternative technology (and 
     thus effluent limit) that at least is technologically achieveable.         
     
     
     Response to: D2821.043     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2821.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A variance should be for the life of the permit as extended (not three     
     years).  At any time the agency can reopen a permit for which more         
     information becomes available suggesting the need for the reopening        
     (especially for tier II values or when criteria is likely to be wrong due  
     local ameliorating conditions).  Otherwise, the variance validity period   
     and review process should parallel precisely the permit validity period and
     review process.  We support EPA's interest in prodding states to do timely 
     triennial reviews but EPA should choose alternative methods to achieve that
     goal, such as through grant conditions to the state.  The method EPA is    
     proposing will not be effective in Indiana which historically has given    
     many other reasons not to perform triennial reviews in a timely fashion.   
     
     
     Response to: D2821.044     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2821.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c.  Variance effluent limit must be only effluent limit in a water permit  
                                                                                
     Because the Clean Water Act does not speak to variances, the government    
     must never put a WQBEL number in permit if this value is not being used as 
     a compliance limit.                                                        
                                                                                
     Due to long-standing ambiguity in the legal meaning of accepting an NPDES  
     permit limit regarding the applicability of "antibacksliding" for          
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     situations where the permitholder has not complied with the WQBEL, there   
     remains the possibility that the permitholder has agreed at some point to  
     achieve WQBEL.  Thus even for an impossible situation or a situation in    
     which the standard later changes due to new information to allow a         
     discharge limit higher than the even the variance, the permitholder may be 
     condemned to a purgatory of unending variance justifications or unjustified
     expensive treatment (if treatment technology improves).                    
     
     
     Response to: D2821.045     
     
     See Response ID: D2819.045                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2821.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     d.  Designated use rule                                                    
                                                                                
     The variance policy with its list of reasons for variance is good but it   
     must not replace for water-body designated use rulemaking.  It must be an  
     addition.  The Clean Water Act protects designated uses from impairment.   
     That principle is critical to sound water policy, especially as more       
     attention is given to nonpoint source pollution.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2821.046     
     
     EPA agrees.  See response D2710.043.                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2821.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Before the proposed criteria and value policy are implemented, EPA should  
     conduct a two year pilot project to work out procedures and specific       
     guidance documents for: 1) specific criteria on which to grant variances   
     based on each of the six reasons, 2) criteria for determining that the     
     regulated made "reasonable progress", 3) the elements of an antidegradation
     demonstration, and 4) the procedures and criteria for both the endangered  
     species evaluation and the incremental risk assessment.  The current       
     proposed procedures are far too incomplete for consistency among states.   
     
     
     Response to: D2821.047     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance procedures are incomplete for         
     consistency among States.  For a discussion of the underlying principles   
     EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including promoting      
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  
     For a general discussion of the various components of the Guidance, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2821.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Transportation, degradation, volatilization   When calculating a Total 
     Maximum Daily Load, it is much better use of science to require an         
     estimation of the degree of pollutant transporation, volatilization and    
     degradation.  The GLWQI Guidance is worst case and unscientific.  EPA      
     should establish a mechanism analogous to the Tier II clearinghouse to     
     upgrade the now inaccurate TMDL assumptions and quality of data needed.    
     
     
     Response to: D2821.048     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2821.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 7 day/10 year low flow is appropriate for protection from chronic      
     effects for aquatic life under all usual circumstances and the human       
     harmonic mean flow is appropriate for long term human exposure.  However,  
     the wildlife flow is invalid.  The 30 day/ 5 year low flow does not reflect
     the expected exposure to wildlife.  The 90Q10 is much more reflective of a 
     conservative protection for wildlife.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2821.049     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2821.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of which option is chosen for TMDL, the scientific basis for    
     water protection requires that an applicant be allowed to demonstrate that 
     by use of a diffuser or other situation, that a zone of initial dilution   
     exists which physically prevents concentrations in excess of FAV from      
     occurring.  Thus the acute effluent limit should be determined on a        
     case-by-case basis, not be an automatic FAV.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2821.050     
     
     EPA agrees that the discharger should be allowed to demonstrate, by means  
     of a mixing zone study, that a zone of initial dilution exists that        
     physically prevents concentrations in excess of FAV from occurring.        
     Accordingly, the final Guidance provides that the FAV may be exceeded if   
     justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is conducted and approved    
     consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID
     at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2821.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mixing zone is a scientific concept consistent with the basis of       
     chronic standards.  To eliminate use of a mixing zone for a reason         
     independent of achieving a chronic standard, is unscientific.  Moreover, it
     is unfair policy penalizing only dischargers with mixing zones.            
                                                                                
     Reducing loadings of a substance for which the agency has evidence that a) 
     could be persistent in the Great Lakes and b) be bioaccumulative to a BAF  
     greater than 1000, c) be toxic in anticipated bioaccumulated concentrations
     and exposure routes and d) be of concern in the Great Lakes should be      
     accomplished by policies directly addressing load, not concentration.      
     
     
     Response to: D2821.051     
     
     This comment is identical to comment number D2819.051.  For a response to  
     this comment, see the response to comment number D2819.051.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2821.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     e.  Trading policy                                                         
                                                                                
     All policies which protect surface water while providing mechanisms for the
     market to find the most cost-effective solution are to be experimented and 
     promoted.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2821.052     
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2821.053
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 3093



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science behind an additivity policy is strong enough to suggest        
     approaches to the accomplishment of general EPA goals but far too weak to  
     include in specific permit and enforcement rules.  The large conservatisms 
     in the uncertainty incorporated into the criteria and values will balloon  
     out of proportion to degree to environmental protection.                   
                                                                                
     Generic additivity rules should not be implemented.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2821.053     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2821.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole effluent toxicity for aquatic protection is a slowly developing      
     technology.  As an experimental, site-by-site extra look at a discharge it 
     is an adequate tool.  It lacks the standardization and specific procedures 
     (e.g. uniform means to overcome interferences, species selection) necessary
     to allow objective observers to employ the concept to arrive at the same   
     numbers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2821.054     
     
     See response to comment D2710.056 for a discussion of the WET test         
     variability.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2821.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TEF is a promising mechanism for wildlife and humans.  Those concepts  
     could be considered for incorporation as the science of TEF improves.      
     
     
     Response to: D2821.055     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2821.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Carcinogenicity caps are unscientific given the great uncertainty of the   
     risk factor of each carcinogen to begin with.  To combine under one cap the
     risk of independent carcinomas arbitrarily equates unrelated diseases which
     have similar manifestations.  It makes arguably more sense (but also       
     nonsense) to have a cap on the risk of chemical-induced sensitivities.  If 
     the carcinogenicity acts by the identical mechanism or in synergy and no   
     counter antagonistic effects occur, then additivity could be proposed for  
     that situation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2821.056     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2821.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whatever policy is developed, it must apply only to effluents and to those 
     substances with a reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards.  
     The application of additivity concepts to all substances would be a        
     research project without end, with costs to state and the applicant quickly
     surpassing any possible significant benefit to water quality.              
     
     
     Response to: D2821.057     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comment D2710.059 and D2710.060 on implementation of the       
     additivity provisions.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2821.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy of additivity must be developed in National Guidance, not for   
     just one region of the country.  When that is done the policy must be      
     developed in conjunction with permit writers (not just standard-setting    
     sections), must contain the art of the possible as well as an understanding
     of the maximum benefit which could be received, must be sensitive to       
     exponentially growing errors when combining uncertainties and must apply   
     only to the highest priority chemicals for which a WQBEL must be developed 
     (not across the board in water bodies).                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2821.058     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comment D2710.059 and .060 for a discussion on the commenters  
     concerns.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2821.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We endorse option four as the closest to incorporating the practical       
     considerations of permitting to the concept of net limitation.             
                                                                                
     Given the great conservatisms in addressing scientific uncertainty in the  
     criteria/values and in the TMDL, the NPDES permit calculation becomes      
     unworkable without consideration for the reality of intake waters which are
     "contaminated" with the trace concentrations which are being proposed to be
     unacceptable.  For this phase of national water protection development,    
     reality demands a sound procedural solution for this background question.  
     
     
     Response to: D2821.059     
     
     This is the same as comment D2819.059 and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2821.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option three is the fairest to the regulated - restricting responsibility  
     to that which is added by the regulated.  Clearly, however, there will be  
     situations in which the intake water itself would harm the receiving water.
     
     
     Response to: D2821.060     
     
     This is the same as comment D2819.060 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2821.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, as an interim compromise, option 4 is the only one of the four  
     options listed which accounts for the practical issues of ground water     
     supply and public water supply.  A state and EPA always have the authority 
     to impose tighter limits if they believe they are needed to protect the    
     designated use of a water which provides a sensitive habitat.              
     
     
     Response to: D2821.061     
     
     This comment is the same as comment D2819.061 and is not addressed         
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: D2821.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option one is completely unworkable, leading to permit by variance, with   
     inefficient, nonproductive resource expenditure for negligible water       
     quality improvement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2821.062     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2710.065 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: D2821.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option two is deficient in that it applies only to situations in which 100%
     of intake water is from receiving stream.  This condition is limiting for  
     many situations to which such a net limitation makes scientific sense.  To 
     make option two workable even for the same-receiving-stream-as- intake     
     situation the monitoring for the "nonWQBEL compliance" must account in the 
     permit 1) for natural variation of concentration in intake water and 2) for
     some degree of concentration due to evaporation.  Guidance should be given 
     on the nature of the physical or chemical alteration of a substance which  
     EPA would consider to cause adverse effect on water quality given the broad
     assumptions about such factors in the criteria themselves.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2821.063     
     
     This is the same as comment D2710.066 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2821.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conditions for which there shall be no tier II value developed for a   
     table 6 pollutant are a good start but are not broad enough, especially    
     given that states have developed water quality standards already for any   
     use which the state considers the water impaired.                          
                                                                                
     Showing no biological effect may be impossible if the water is "affected"  
     according to some criteria by factors other than the pollutant in question.
     This precludes an exception from a tier II calculation requirement in      
     waters with some "effect".  The WET requirement poses the same             
     impossibility in certain circumstances.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2821.064     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.292.  See also response to comment    
     number P2585.126.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2821.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until EPA develops adequate Tier II values, applicants should have an      
     exemption for substances below the level of quantitation.  They must follow
     Tier II procedures if above that number.  For substances with              
     concentrations below that, the limit should be the applicable state        
     standard.  Otherwise, there is the problem of the first POTW applicants    
     doing calculations on all priority pollutants for wildlife and other       
     categories.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2821.065     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2821.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Minimum Level (ML)                                                     
     The compliance value for regulatory purposes must be time and laboratory   
     independent.  To do otherwise results in false positives.  Until EPA       
     establishes the "ML" for wastewater for the priority pollutants plus others
     of concern (incorporating statistical variances among good laboratories and
     for a good lab from time to time), the states should use a PQL (practical  
     quantification limit) as a lower limit for a CEL.  This is the approach    
     used by the Safe Drinking Water program at EPA and the RCRA compliance     
     program.  There is no scientific reason for EPA to suggest otherwise for   
     surface water.                                                             
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     Response to: D2821.066     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2821.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b.  WQBEL should not be in permit when it is not the compliance value.     
                                                                                
     Because the Clean Water Act is ambiguous on the complete implications of   
     this action, the government must never put a WQBEL number in permit if this
     value is not being used as a compliance limit.                             
                                                                                
     Due to long-standing ambiguity in the legal meaning of accepting an NPDES  
     permit limit regarding the applicability of "antibacksliding" for          
     situations where the permitholder has not complied with the WQBEL, there   
     remains the possibility that the permitholder has agreed at some point to  
     achieve WQBEL.  Thus even for an impossible situation or a situation in    
     which the standard later changes due to new information to allow a         
     discharge limit higher than the current CEL, the permitholder may be       
     condemned to a purgatory later of meeting the originally accepted (but now 
     inappropriate) WQBEL or enter a string of unending variance justifications 
     or unjustified expensive treatment (if treatment technology improves).     
                                                                                
     For historical or public involvement purposes, the WQBEL instead should be 
     in a fact sheet attached to the permit.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2821.067     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: D2821.068
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The compliance schedule must include time limits for the state to make a   
     decision.  If not, the opportunity for testing to determine more accurate  
     criteria or value could be a moot one.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2821.068     
     
     See response to comment 2710.074.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2821.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     H.  The proposed antidegradation policy is at once too extreme in          
     requirements, too vague in details and too far reaching in pollutants      
     addressed to be mandated for one group of states to implement.             
                                                                                
     1.  The policy is unclear in precisely what constitutes adequate step one, 
     step two and step three antidegradation justification.                     
                                                                                
     Without a more detailed set of generally understood and agreed upon        
     guidelines (and a clearly stated minimum capability of state staff         
     expertise, resources and federal support), the proposed antidegradation    
     policy could be satisfied by at one extreme by signing a cursory check list
     in the manner of the RCRA waste minimization testimony or, at the other    
     extreme, only by an exhaustive process terminated only when a favored      
     applicant satisfies the unwritten subjective requirements in the mind of a 
     state agency (and the EPA regional office).  This does not support the     
     objective of consistency among states.  Instead, this policy seems to rely 
     on site-specific local remonstrators to determine whether the              
     state-approved information is adequate and the permit is adjusted according
     to their power in a particular situation.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2821.069     
     
     EPA disagrees that a definite end to the process antidegradation process is
     lacking.  The endpoint is the decision by the State or Tribe to allow or   
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     deny a request to lower water quality.  It is not possible to provide a    
     step-by-step process that, if followed, will result in a request to lower  
     water quality being granted.  This is true for a number of reasons.  First,
     merely accomplishing the administrative requirements does not ensure that  
     the information provided in support of lowering water quality is sufficient
     to justify a deicsion to allow a lowering of water quality.  Second,       
     antidegradation is inherently case- specific with the ultimate goal being  
     to accomodate economic growth while minimizing environmental impacts.  In  
     some instances, where a thorough review of alternatives is not provided,   
     information provided early in a demonstration may suggest productive new   
     avenues of consideration or new possibilities that merit review prior to   
     making a final decision. Finally, public participation is an important     
     factor in any decision regarding lower water quality.  An assured outcome  
     based on completion of certain steps and meaningful opportunities for      
     public participation are incompatible.                                     
                                                                                
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
                                                                                
     The final Guidance should assist facilities in preparing documentation to  
     support a request to lower water quality.  The final Guidance and SID      
     provide detailed descriptions of the type of imformation necessary to      
     demonstrate that a lowering of water quality is necessary and will result  
     in social and economic development in the area affected by the lower water 
     quality.  As a result of the final Guidance, there should be fewer delays  
     in the processing of requests and States and Tribes should be able to      
     arrive at decisions more rapidly.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2821.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comment .069                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As written, a state agency could by pocket veto prevent a permit from being
     issued.  Precise guidance on procedures and timetables and steps to appeal 
     inaction should be incorporated.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2821.070     
     
     EPA disagrees that a definite end to the process antidegradation process is
     lacking.  The endpoint is the decision by the State or Tribe to allow or   
     deny a request to lower water quality.  It is not possible to provide a    
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     step-by-step process that, if followed, will result in a request to lower  
     water quality being granted.  This is true for a number of reasons.  First,
     merely accomplishing the administrative requirements does not ensure that  
     the information provided in support of lowering water quality is sufficient
     to justify a deicsion to allow a lowering of water quality.  Second,       
     antidegradation is inherently case- specific with the ultimate goal being  
     to accomodate economic growth while minimizing environmental impacts.  In  
     some instances, where a thorough review of alternatives is not provided,   
     information provided early in a demonstration may suggest productive new   
     avenues of consideration or new possibilities that merit review prior to   
     making a final decision. Finally, public participation is an important     
     factor in any decision regarding lower water quality.  An assured outcome  
     based on completion of certain steps and meaningful opportunities for      
     public participation are incompatible.                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2821.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The extended antidegradation policy proposed should be restricted to       
     chemicals which the USEPA has determined through public rulemaking to be   
     demonstrably persistent in Great Lakes open waters and tributaries,        
     bioaccumulataive in those circumstances and toxic at concentrations and    
     exposures reasonably expected to exist.  In the current proposal, some of  
     the chemicals proposed as BCCs would fall in this category.  The existing  
     antidegradation policy in effect in many states could be improved by more  
     guidance and assistance for the other pollutants which do not have all four
     of these characteristics.                                                  
                                                                                
     There is no evidence that the extensive antideg necessary for all          
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2821.071     
     
     See response to comment D2710.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2821.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation program for all pollutants will impose an     
     extraordinary economic and bureaucratic impact to a region of the United   
     States without clear understanding of the beneficial effect and without any
     assurance of clear state guidance for consistency.  A program of such      
     magnitude needs a three year EPA pilot program to work out problems before 
     requiring Great Lakes states only to implement.  At the least, imposing    
     antidegradation should be postponed one permit cycle until the EEQ document
     is in place.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2821.072     
     
     See response to comment D2819.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2821.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize that the Great Lakes Basin is a nationally important economic 
     region.  The workers, industries, and municipalities present in the Great  
     Lakes Basin must not be needlessly jeopardized by policies that lack clear 
     environmental objectives, a sound scientific base, or justified economic   
     costs.  Our state's municipalities and businesses cannot afford to misspend
     any money, let alone the projected millions of dollars which the GLWQI will
     require.  Resources - federal, state and local - are extremely limited.    
     Dollars must be spent efficiently on programs with measurable benefits.    
     
     
     Response to: D2821.073     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The added costs of doing business associated with the proposed rule will   
     unfairly affect the ability of facilities in the Basin to compete with     
     facilities outside the Basin.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The predicted benefits of implementing the proposed rule are not justified 
     by the projected cost of implementation.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2823.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's continuing focus upon point source discharges, after the extensive   
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     improvements that have been made on point source discharges for the last 20
     years, ignores the most significant contributors to toxic and other        
     pollution in the Great Lakes system -- agricultural nonpoint source        
     pollution, air particulate deposition, and Canadian industrial discharges  
     in the north.  It is simply unfair and unreasonable to achieve the highly  
     ambitious goals of the GLI solely through the further efforts of point     
     source dischargers while ignoring other sources and the benefits to be     
     achieved through the programs such as air toxics reductions, scheduled to  
     take effect in the near future under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers P2746.043 and G3457.004, and Section V of 
     the preamble to the final Guidance.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has vastly underestimated the cost of this program and its effect on   
     regional economies.  SMA cannot ignore the possibility that a significant  
     number of regional jobs and the regional market could suffer dramatic      
     downturns as a result of this program.  SMA facilities which cannot achieve
     the standards, either technically or economically, will be forced to close,
     reduce operations or relocate.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2823.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the focus of the GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point     
     source industrial dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.
     Despite the significant improvement in water quality from point source     
     dischargers over the past 20 years, the GLI places onerous burdens on them 
     while ignoring other major sources of pollutants, such as contaminated     
     sediments, airborne pollutants, and agriculture and construction runoff.   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2823.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     there is universal criticism regarding the science used to support the GLI.
     EPA's own Science Advisory Board ("SAB") has criticized and questioned both
     the science underlying the proposed rule and the absence of "peer review"  
     by other credible scientific institutions, such as the National Academy of 
     Sciences.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  See response to comment number P2574.006.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2823.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, EPA has used scientifically unproven methodologies   
     (e.g., the establishment of a bioaccumulation factor) and has set limits   
     for pollutants for which limited or no data exists.  Without further       
     scientific support, it is inappropriate for EPA to establish legally       
     enforceable regulatory requirements on the regulated community.            
     
     
     Response to: D2823.007     
     
     EPA does not agree.  See IV. of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has put the burden on the regulated community to prove that overly     
     protective or overly conservative assumptions are invalid.  The regulated  
     community will be forced to pay exorbitant sums: (1) to comply with overly 
     stringent permit limits, if possible; or (2) to prove that the permit      
     limits are wrong.  If facilities cannot afford and/or find the technology  
     to achieve the proposed limits, they will be forced to close or relocate.  
     Under any scenario, the regulated community (and their customers) will pay.
     
     
     Response to: D2823.008     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2823.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the establishment of very stringent water quality-based       
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     criteria suggest advanced treatment technologies yet unproven in large     
     scale applications.  Additionally, these technologies can produce          
     substantial increases in sludge to pollutant-removed ratios.  Systems such 
     as reverse osmosis, create significantly increased sludge pollutant        
     concentrations and amounts.  Thus, these technologies may produce          
     marginally cleaner effluent, but may not be feasible and may conflict with 
     the goals of other environmental statutes.  This adversely affects overall 
     pollution prevention and source reduction practices.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2823.009     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance adversely affects overall pollution   
     prevention and source reduction practices.  EPA believes that the Guidance 
     pormotes pollution prevention practices and source reduction as discussed  
     in Section I.C of the SID.  EPA also believs the Guidance complements      
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts as discussed in Section I.D of the SID 
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides creating unreasonable permit limits, the proposed rule would       
     require industrial dischargers to:  (1) conduct extensive scientific       
     research on the safety of chemicals in cases where a complete database for 
     those chemicals does not exist (or, as an alternative, meet standards which
     are designed to be more stringent than necessary); (2) treat pollutants    
     which they did not generate or add to their discharge -- that is pollutants
     already present in water used by entities as intake water for a variety of 
     uses; (3) undertake significant expensive monitoring for substances that   
     have never been detected in a discharger's effluent; and (4) conduct       
     onerous and time consuming antidegradation demonstrations proving that any 
     increases in the volume or concentration of discharges will lead to major  
     social and economic benefits.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.010     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2823.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation demonstrations may be required by a facility to increase   
     its discharges over existing effluent quality, even if permit limits would 
     not be exceeded.  This requirement is particularly troubling and would     
     eliminate a facility's ability to vary its production on a day-to-day basis
     or even on a season-to-season basis.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2823.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2823.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Appendix A of comment 2823                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, SMA believes that EPA has grossly underestimated the 
     economic impacts and grossly overestimated the environmental benefit of the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Under the direction of the American 
     Iron and Steel Institute ("AISI"), EA Engineering and Chester Engineers    
     developed estimates for treatment facilities for a typical integrated steel
     plant to meet permit limitations as proposed and then projected that figure
     across the industry.  See Attachment A.  Considering the fact that 60      
     percent of the capacity of the U.S. integrated iron and steel industry is  
     located in the Great Lakes Basin, AISI has determined that it will cost the
     industry located in the Basin $2.7 billion to comply with the proposed rule
     if no intake credits are allowed.  In addition, annual operating costs will
     amount to $400 million.  Id.  Finally, the proposed Tier I and Tier II     
     water quality standards will add capital costs of about $320 million with  
     annual operating costs of $48 million. Id.                                 
                                                                                
     In its proposed rule, EPA estimates that the total costs for all direct and
     indirect dischargers to comply with the GLI is from $80-505 million, with  
     $230 million as the most likely cost.  See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20987.  Clearly,
     this figure is greatly at odds with the projected costs from just the      
     integrated steel industry.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.012     
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     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA assumed intake credits were not an issue because influent would have   
     background levels of pollutants below the GLI proposed limits -- in fact   
     the lack of intake credits will force the most costly compliance           
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.013     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  comment does not read well - commentor appears to be 
saying that our 
          assumption that costs of MZ elimination and LOQ provisions were 
duplicative
          is inaccurate.                                                            

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the costs associated with the elimination of mixing zones and setting water
     quality-based effluent limitations ("WQBELs") below detection limits would 
     be duplicative of costs associated with other mandatory compliance         
     requirements -- as SMA argues later in these comments, both the mixing     
     zones and detection limits issues impose significant costs and liabilities 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.014     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  commentor implies costs would be greater had we more 
fully considered
          costs of implementing Adeg.                                               

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA did not calculate costs associated with complying with the proposed    
     rule's antidegradation provisions (it only calculated the costs of         
     completing a demonstration project); (1)                                   
     _________________________                                                  
     (1)  However, demonstration projects have only the capacity to assist in   
     compliance, but do not assure compliance or necessarily make it cheaper.   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.015     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA apparently gave little or no consideration to many intangible costs    
     like delayed or prevented plant expansion or potential legal costs         
     associated with the plethora of liabilities over which many plants will    
     have little or no control.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.016     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D2595.022.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides purely economic costs, the proposed rule has many other effects    
     that will put facilities in the Great Lakes Basin at a disadvantage.  For  
     instance, under the proposed rule, plant managers' and operators'          
     discretion to vary production will be inhibited.  Whatever a "normal" level
     of production is now (if there is such a thing) will become a de facto     
     standard for facilities in the future.  National and international         
     competition already forces facilities to try to do more with less.         
     Furthermore, competitiveness includes considerations of quality and        
     timeliness.  Permit modifications and social and economic impact           
     demonstrations make companies non-competitive.  Even short lag times in    
     producing a new product or responding to an increase in demand can preclude
     a facility from taking advantage of a business opportunity because another 
     domestic or international competitor has been able to adjust more rapidly. 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.017     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2823.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, there is significant doubt from the scientific community
     and the states that there will be any measurable environmental benefits    
     from proposed rule.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2823.018     
     
     See response to comment D2723.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2823.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule assumes that by controlling chemicals currently being    
     discharged in industrial wastewater, the Great Lakes will immediately      
     become clean and people will enjoy immediate benefits of increased         
     recreational capabilities and human health protection.  Many citizens of   
     the Region are under the false impression that even though the costs are   
     great, they will receive immediate and tangible benefits.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.019     
     
     The benefit-cost comparison for the case study analyses does not assume    
     that benefits resulting from the Guidance will begin instantaneously with  
     implementation of the Guidance. Alternatively, 10- and 20- phase-in periods
     are assumed and reflected in the present values of benefits for comparison 
     to costs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2823.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     most of the Great Lakes problems stem from past emissions of chemicals that
     have since been banned or severely restricted (i.e., PCBs and DDT).        
     Moreover, industrial point source discharges are increasingly becoming less
     and less a factor in Great Lakes water degradation.  Air emissions and     
     non-point runoff are diffuse but major sources of water degradation and are
     unaffected by the proposed rule.  Without the proposed rule, the Great     
     Lakes will realize a real net benefit from the air toxics reductions of the
     Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Once the air toxics regulations are in  
     place in the near future, non-point source pollution will be the greatest  
     contributor to water degradation.  EPA should delay imposing significant   
     additional controls on industrial and municipal point source discharges    
     until after the effects of air toxics regulations are known and non-point  
     source discharges can be further evaluated regarding their effects on Great
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     Lakes waters.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.020     
     
     See response to comment number D2825.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2823.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should revise and improve its cost/benefit analyis before a proposed   
     rule of this magnitude is imposed on industry.  Until costs are accurately 
     assessed and potential benefits are reasonably identified, the GLI should  
     be withheld.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2823.021     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2823.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Ambient Metals Criteria Must Be Based on Dissolved Metals              
                                                                                
     Generally, the GLI proposed methodology is not specific with regard to what
     form a criterion should be expressed for metals (i.e., dissolved, total,   
     etc.). Many of the proposed metals criteria, however, are expressed as     
     total recoverable metal.  EPA's SAB recommended that the Agency consider   
     only the biologically active form of a pollutant when establishing water   
     quality criteria.  In fact, the preamble indicates that the water effect   
     ratio -- a site-specific option for criteria development described under   
     the aquatic life procedure -- should adequately address the opportunity for
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     expressing criteria in a bioavailable form.  In addition, the preamble's   
     discussion of bioavailability focusses on "freely dissolved" chemicals.  58
     Fed. Reg. at 20861.                                                        
                                                                                
     In light of EPA's 1992 interim metals policy statement which allows        
     criteria to be developed on the basis of "dissolved metals" and the GLI's  
     emphasis on bioavailability, SMA believes that EPA should clarify the      
     proposed rule and express metals criteria based on dissolved metals.  This 
     is further supported by the fact that the toxicity tests upon which the GLI
     criteria are based exposed the organisms to dissolved metals only.  Permit 
     limits should be written accordingly.  [Where appropriate, existing permit 
     limits should be relaxed if water quality toxicity would not be affected.] 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.022     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2823.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .022                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where appropriate, existing permit limits should be relaxed if water       
     quality toxicity would not be affected.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.023     
     
     See response to comment  D2845L.022                                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     B.  The GLI's Strict Antidegradation Policies Will Halt Individual Facility
     Economic Expansion Within the Region                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2823.024     
     
     See response to comment D2825.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under current regulations, EPA requires states to include antidegradation  
     policies in water quality management programs.  The GLI proposal will      
     significantly tighten these requirements for waters in the Great Lakes     
     Basin.  The net result of the GLI antidegradation policy would be:  (1) to 
     restrain industrial expansion by proposing to preclude an increase in the  
     rate of discharge from any source above levels currently being discharged; 
     (2) to create a significant adverse effect on economic growth in the Great 
     Lakes Region, including to discourage new industries from locating or      
     existing industries from expanding in the Basin; and (3) to ban increased  
     discharges of certain pollutants even if higher levels of those pollutants 
     are allowed in a facility's legally binding National Pollutant Discharge   
     Elimination System ("NPDES") permit.  SMA believes that EPA's              
     antidegradation provisions under current law are fully protective of health
     and the environment and should not be altered for the Great Lakes Basin.   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.025     
     
     See response to comment D2825.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2823.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     SMA facilities voluntarily selected and implemented best available         
     technology ("BAT") based wastewater treatment systems that provide         
     significantly better results than are required by current permits.  As a   
     result, these systems assure an inherent "margin of safety."  However, the 
     GLI proposal would virtually eliminate the ability of industry or          
     municipalities to operate within this "margin of safety" because           
     enforceable permit limits will be reduced to levels of actual discharge.   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.026     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2823.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the proposed antidegradation policy will force many      
     facilities to violate their permits due to the variability of their        
     discharges.  This could cause many facilities to further cut back          
     production to avoid civil and criminal penalties.  This is an absolute     
     disincentive for facilities to improve their environmental performance     
     capabilities voluntarily.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.027     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Facilities which are operating at less than full capacity, due either to   
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     the recession or a drop in demand, could be precluded from production      
     increases and resumption of historical production levels because actual    
     pollutant discharge loadings would increase.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2823.028     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Facility production is often seasonal and can vary even on a day-to-day    
     basis.  SMA companies seek NPDES permits which will allow them to peak     
     their production occasionally without exceeding their permit limits.  The  
     GLI proposed rule completely eliminates a company's ability to vary its    
     production processes on an ad hoc basis.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.029     
     
     See response to comment D2845L.027.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2823.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For designated high quality waters (those that exceed "fishable/swimmable" 
     standards), all new sources, new production processes, product lines,      
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hookups to       
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would require expensive and time
     consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and economic 
     benefits.  This would discourage all but the most significant modifications
     and eliminate incremental growth in production, employment and productivity
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     associated with normal economic or population growth.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2823.030     
     
     The commenter lacks a clear understanding of the proposed Guidance.  The   
     proposed Guidance only required an antidegradation demonstration where     
     there would be a significant lowering of water quality.  It created a      
     dichotomy between BCCs and non-BCCs. For BCCs, a significant lowering of   
     water quality was defined as any increased loading.  For non-BCCs, a       
     significant lowering of water quality was defined as a non-de minimis      
     increase in permit limits.  The commenter ignores  the different           
     definitions of significant lowering of water quality applied to BCCs and   
     non- BCCs.  Thus, even under the proposed Guidance, antidegradation would  
     be less onerous than the commenter suggests.                               
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, there are even fewer Great Lakes-specific           
     requirements.  States and Tribes are required to adopt only the            
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance applicable to BCCs, and   
     these have been simplified.  For all other pollutants, the final Guidance  
     serves as a model for an acceptable antidegradation policy under 40 CFR    
     131.12.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2823.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing effluent quality ("EEQ") concept creates a disincentive for   
     improved treatment because a pollutant will ultimately be limited to a     
     lower level achieved by the improved treatment.  Furthermore, the EEQ      
     approach penalizes facilities with historically good environmental         
     performance and rewards those with generally poorer performance because the
     good performers will receive more stringent limits.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2823.031     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 3121



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation and the EEQ concept turn good environmental planning on the
     part of the industrial dischargers into potential violations.              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.032     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2823.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For bioaccumulative chemicals of concern ("BCCs"), the EEQ would become a  
     legally enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively   
     replacing permit limits.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.033     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2823.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy in the proposed GLI assumes environmental       
     quality will degrade as a result of a change in discharge without any      
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     investigation of whether this would acutally occur.  This ignores          
     assimilative capacity, local stream effects and a host of other factors.   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.034     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation provisions will create additional administrative   
     burdens for new and existing facilities needing to change or expand        
     operations; not to mention the administrative burdens forced upon the      
     regulatory agencies who may not have the time, money or resources to devote
     to reviewing the potential mass of demonstration projects.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.035     
     
     See response to comment D2825.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2823.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Antidegradation demonstrations" put an unreasonable burden of proof on the
     regulated community to prove that increased discharges do not lower water  
     quality.  This is difficult and uncertain at best and amounts to a default 
     of the government's obligations.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2823.036     
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     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2823.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation standard specifically requires that water quality  
     be assessed on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis, further complicating matters
     for dischargers.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2823.037     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2823.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Other Effects of EPA's Antidegradation Policy                          
                                                                                
     Even if BCCs have never been detected in a facility's discharge, EPA could 
     issue new permit limits to facilties covering these substances.  These     
     requirements would force facilities to undertake significant and expensive 
     monitoring and would expose these permittees to liabilities if BCCs were   
     ever found or detected in a discharge.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2823.038     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An increase in nonpoint source loading, due to construction or other       
     sources, could trigger an antidegradation review which could result in     
     stricter limitations on point sources.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2823.039     
     
     This comment is not accurate.  An increased loading from a nonpoint source 
     cannot lead to more stringent permit limits for a point source as a result 
     of implementation of antidegradation.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     antidegradation policies apply even in cases where increased pollutant     
     causes are not discernable, even if existing permit limits can be fully    
     met.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2823.040     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At an minimum, the antidegradation provisions will discourage business     
     expansion in the Great Lakes Basin.  At a maximum, the antidegradation     
     policy could require such extensive additional control requirements that   
     businsses find it uneconomical or technically unachievable to locate,      
     expand or even maintain facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.               
     
     
     Response to: D2823.041     
     
     See response to comment D2825.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the antidegradation policy is burdensome and unworkable, SMA       
     suggests the following changes be made:                                    
                                                                                
     EPA should retain its current antidegradation policy that works well and is
     fully protective of human health and the environment.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2823.042     
     
     See response to D2825.042.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2823.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.043     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2823.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation review triggering mechanisms should be the same for BCCs   
     and non-BCCs and should be based on requests for an increase in a water    
     quality based effluent limit for a new discharge, not on existing effluent 
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.044     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2823.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Companies should be assured that if they meet specific requirements of a   
     demonstration project, they will be granted necessary increases; decisions 
     should not be based on arbitrary or subjective judgment.  Additional       
     guidance is needed on issues such as the size of the region to which a     
     social and economic review would pertain, the amount of time that the      
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     regulatory agency would have to review a demonstration and the criteria to 
     be used by the regulatory agency to make these decisions.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.045     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2823.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of de minimis should apply to BCCs as well as non-BCCs.        
     
     
     Response to: D2823.046     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C. Without Intake Credits, Industry Will be Required to Treat "Pollutants" 
     for Which They Have No Responsibility                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2823.047     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as comment D2798.058 and is   
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Except under very rare instances, EPA's GLI proposed rule essentially      
     eliminates the use of intake credits for industrial dischargers.  In its   
     argument, EPA relies primarily on the difference between techology-based   
     effluent limits and water quality-based effluent limits to support its     
     prohibition against intake credits.  SMA sees nothing inherent in this     
     distinction that would explain why intake pollutants should be handled     
     differently under these two permit limitation devices.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2823.048     
     
     Briefly, the legal and technical bases for establishing the two different  
     types of limits differ and therefore intake credits for each must be       
     considered separately.  This was explained in the preamble to the proposed 
     Guidance. 58 FR 20802, 20957 (April 16, 1993).                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of pollutants through "point   
     sources."  By definition, the statute covers "any addition of pollutants to
     navigable waters..."  33 U.S.C.  1362(12).  EPA justifies the elimination  
     of intake credits with cases that seem unrelated to industrial discharges. 
     First, EPA cites to a case in which intake waters, including live fish, are
     brought through a seafood processing plant and resulting "fish materials"  
     are discharged.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20956.  Second, EPA cites to a case in    
     which the redopositing of materials discharged in placer mining, including 
     materials originally found in the stream bed or adjoining bands, is the    
     "addition" of pollutants.  Id.  EPA also cites to a case in which the      
     redepositing of vegetation and sediment by propellers of a tugboat into    
     adjacent sea grass beds is the "addition" of pollutants.  Id.  SMA         
     questions the applicability of these cases to a situation in which an      
     industrial facility could receive intake water from a stream, the ground,  
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     or a municipality and have to treat it for background levels of pollutants 
     that may be at or below detection levels.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.049     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Courts have generally applied the premise that dischargers must be         
     responsible for the pollutants they add to process water but not those     
     inherent in the intake water prior to its processing.(2)  The leading      
     precedent on this issue was established in the case Appalachian Power Co.  
     v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976).  In Appalachian Power the Fourth  
     Circuit concluded, "It is industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction 
     under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter a plant     
     through its intake stream.  We agree."  Id. at 1377.  This position is     
     consistent with that of EPA.  In implementing the National Pollutant       
     Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") regulations in 1979, EPA allowed    
     credits for pollutants in intake water stating that, "a discharger should  
     not be held responsible for pollutants already existing in its water       
     supply."  44 Fed. Reg. 32853, 32865 (June 7, 1979); see also, 40 C.F.R.    
     122.45(g).  Clearly precedent is on industry's side.                       
     ________________________________                                           
     (2)  See e.g. National Wildlife Federation v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 165   
     (D.C. Cir. 1982  ("For addition of pollutant from a point source to occur, 
     the point source must introduce the pollutant into navigable water from the
     outside world."  The discharge of pollutants already present in intake     
     water is not the "introduction" of pollutants "from the outside world;"    
     National Wildlife Foundation v. Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th
     Cir. 1988) (EPA argues and the Sixth Circuit agrees that "there can be no  
     addition [of pollutants] unless a source physically introduces a pollutant 
     into water from the outside world."); and In re ITT Rayonier, Inc., 1981   
     NPDES Lexis 1, 5 (Env. Protection Agency) (EPA Judicial Officer finds that 
     it is obvious that no addition of pollutants occurs when "the same body of 
     water is both the source and the recipient" of the same pollutants).       
     
     
     Response to: D2823.050     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5 and response to comment 2750.065.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The central consideration regarding intake credits is that the quality of  
     the industrial facility's intake or source water is beyond the facility's  
     control.  By denying facilities intake credits, the Agency is essentially  
     making plant operators legally liable for improving the quality of water   
     taken into the plant to be used as part of the production process prior to 
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.051     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The loss of intake credits will discourage construction of new facilities  
     and pending plant modernization through the Great Lakes Basin.             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.052     
     
     Neither the intake credit provisions in the proposed or final Guidance     
     distinguish between new and exisiting facility or facilities which         
     modernize and those that do not.  Therefore, EPA does not believe that     
     intake credits should have the type of influence attributed to them by the 
     commenter. Also see, response to comment P2574.090.  EPA notes that        
     environmental regulations can change over time, regardless of intake       
     credits.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2823.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the current national approach, permit writers can take into account  
     the presence of intake water pollutants when deriving water quality-based  
     effluent limits.  Under the proposed GLI, however, five specific conditions
     must be met before a permit writer can directly consider intake water      
     pollutants.  These are:  (1)  100% of the discharge water is returned to   
     the same body of water from which it was taken; (2) the facility does not  
     add any pollutant in the process; (3)  the facility does not alter the     
     pollutants chemically or physically; (4)  there is no increase in the      
     concentration of the pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone; and (5) the 
     timing and location of the discharge would not lead to adverse water       
     quality impacts.  Industry must prove that these five specific conditions  
     apply.  With the ratcheting down of detection limits and inherent test     
     method variability it will be extremely difficult for a facility to prove  
     that no pollutants are being added.  This alone could eliminate the        
     potential use of all intake credits for all facilities.  Intake credits    
     should not be an all or nothing proposition.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2823.053     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the fear of being legally liable for the discharge of substances
     over which; (1) an operator has no control; (2) the facility did not       
     generate; and 93) the existence of which the operator may not have any     
     knowledge, significant additional capital expenditures will be needed to   
     treat intake waters, provided the technology to do so is available.        
     
     
     Response to: D2823.054     
     
     EPA notes generally that under the NPDES program, dischargers know of their
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     obligations via the permit.  For a discussion of the costs of the final    
     Guidance, see the SID at Section IX and the responses to the comments      
     D2657.006 and D1711.015.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current treatment procedures may not be designed to capture many of the    
     substances inherent in intake waters.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2823.055     
     
     Issues related to technical feasibility and the costs associated with the  
     final Guidance are addressed in the SID at Section IX.  Also see, responses
     to comment D2657.006 and D1711.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As detection capabilities continue to improve, operators will continually  
     be faced with new unanticipated liabilities.  Long-term planning regarding 
     wastewater treatment would be impossible.  These water treatment problems  
     are compounded by the application of Tier II criteria and the elimination  
     of mixing zones, forcing all treatment to be end-of-pipe.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.056     
     
     As analytical detection capabilities improve, and additional pollutants are
     detected and/or measured in effluents as a result, EPA believes that some  
     additional discharges could receive WQBELs that would not have received    
     such limits prior to improvements in analytical capabailites.  However, in 
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     EPA's experience such improvements are made gradually and are described    
     early and often in the peer reviewed literature.  For example, EPA expects 
     that analytical capability for mercury will improve over time, but EPA     
     expects any significant improvement and resulting implementation of new    
     analytical methods to take a minimum of about ten years and during that    
     period EPA expects that new analytical approaches will be debated and      
     reported in the technical literature.  EPA therefore does not believe that 
     changes in analytical detection capabilities and resulting effects on      
     permit limits will be unanticipated.  With regard to Tier II values, EPA   
     recognizes that implementation of Tier II values will result in more       
     restrictive WQBELs for some dischargers.  With regard to elimination of    
     mixing zones, as described in Section VIII.C of the Supplementary          
     Information Document, mixing zones are being phased out for some pollutants
     (BCCs) and there are exceptions to this phase out.  Clearly for some BCCs  
     and some dischargers improvements in analytical detection, implementation  
     of Tier II values, and the phase out of mixing zones could result in       
     additional controls.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are several far reaching indirect ramifications from the GLI proposal
     to eliminate intake credits.  For one, the proposed rule will have little  
     effect on water quality because it focuses on more stringent point source  
     controls while nonpoint sources (e.g., natural mineral deposits,           
     atmospheric deposition and nonpoint runoff) are vastly more significant    
     sources for ambient water quality problems.  As proposed, the rule will    
     burden point source dischargers with the ultimate responsiblity for        
     "restoring" the nations water integrity.  The proposed rule "puts the cart 
     before the horse" by forcing point sources discharges to treat intake      
     waters polluted predominantly by nonpoint sources who have little or no    
     controls who will "repollute" this same water.  Intake waters will be      
     treated and cleaned more efficiently if EPA concentrates its efforts on    
     regulating nonpoint source dicharges. Point source dischargers cannot solve
     all of the Great Lakes problems and these problems will not go away without
     a more global approach.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.057     
     
     This comment raises the same basic concern at that in P2588.275 and is     
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2823.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the       
     meaning of the term "discharge" which in turn expands the meaning of the   
     term "point source."  Clear distinctions that have been established through
     20 years of experience in guiding the NPDES program would become           
     instantaneously blurred.  Many previously unpermitted facilities under the 
     NPDES program could potentially be subject to the permitting process.      
     Hydroelectric dams, for instance, could become subject to the NPDES        
     permitting program.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2823.058     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2823.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Civil and criminal liability would be significantly expanded.  Industrial  
     dischargers would be subject to such a vast array of potential permit      
     violations that they would be virtually defenseless.  And finally, state   
     regulatory agencies would be overwhelmed with the amount of paperwork and  
     the demand for guidance.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.059     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2823.060
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI provides essentially four major options for addressing the intake  
     credits issue.  SMA believes that none of the options are as appealing as  
     maintaining the current EPA policy regarding intake credits.  However,     
     assuming the four options outlined in the rule are the only possible       
     options, SMA believes that EPA should select option number four.           
     
     
     Response to: D2823.060     
     
     See responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083 for a discussion of how  
     the final Guidance incorporates aspects of Option 4.  See SID at Section   
     VIII.E.3-7 for a full discussion of intake credits.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2823.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option four was developed by the technical working group of the GLI and has
     been endorsed by all of the Great Lakes states' representatives.  Wisconsin
     has successfully implemented option four-like provisions in permits which  
     have not been objected to by the Agency.  This option should be modified,  
     however, so that noncontact cooling water and municipality discharges are  
     exempted and the provision limiting intake credits to water quality        
     impaired streams should be eliminated.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2823.061     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment D2798.077 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2823.062
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  The Phase Out of Mixing Zones Forces End-of-Pipe Treatment With No     
     Environmental Benefit                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2823.062     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a discussion of the environmental    
     benefits EPA expects will be derived from the provisions phasing out mixing
     zones for existing BCC discharges, see the discussion in the SID of the    
     Regulatory Impact Analysis at IX.D.6.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By promoting a policy of phasing out mixing zones, dischargers in the Great
     Lakes Basin face additional controls and costs with no known environmental 
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.063     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2823.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes and their tributary rivers are extremely large water bodies
     that have the natural ability to rapidly assimilate and disburse substances
     so that concentrations pose little if any environmental risk.              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.064     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA interprets this comment as a         
     reference to BCCs and to the proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCC    
     discharges.  EPA disagrees that BCCs pose little if any environmental risk 
     for the reasons set forth in the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2823.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current mixing zone policy provides for full protection of the environment.
     Continuing to allow the use of mixing zones is a sound way of protecting   
     water quality and avoiding unnecessary treatment costs.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.065     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2823.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provided that acutely toxic conditions are avoided, the GLI proposal       
     ignores the important scientific relationship between concentrations and   
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     exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity.  Ambient water quality is  
     fully met beyond mixing zone boundaries.  Therefore, the significant costs 
     associated with additional end-of-pipe treatment will only result in       
     possible real improvement to water quality within the size and area of the 
     mixing zone itself.  This seems to present little environmental benefit for
     the expected significant additional cost.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.066     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA interprets this comment as a         
     reference to the proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCC discharges.    
     While EPA acknowledges the commenter's concern that the BCC mixing zone    
     provisions would seem to present environmental benefit only within the     
     mixing zone now being phased-out, EPA believes that the environmental      
     consequences associated with mixing zones for BCCs goes beyond this.  For a
     discussion of the reasons EPA believes BCCs warrant special consideration  
     in the Great Lakes System, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  For a   
     discussion of the environmental benefits EPA expects will be derived from  
     the provisions phasing out mixing zones for existing BCC discharges, see   
     the discussion in the SID of the Regulatory Impact Analysis at IX.D.6.  For
     a discussion of the limited exception to the phase-out provision for       
     existing BCC discharges for economic and technical considerations, see the 
     SID at VIII.C.4.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2823.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics Control"  
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones can be       
     modified or eliminated in certain cases to compensate for uncertainties in 
     the assimilative capacity of the water body.  This document suggests no    
     reason for treating BCCs differently regarding mixing zones.               
     
     
     Response to: D2823.067     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2823.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA admits that the GLI proposed rule develops criteria for BCCs which may 
     be overly conservative.  In eliminating mixing zones, EPA is essentially   
     compounding the same uncertainties that were initially factored into the   
     BCC criteria.  This regulation is therefore duplicative and overly         
     burdensome.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2823.068     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2823.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA recommends that the Agency continue to follow its existing mixing zone 
     policy.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.069     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA interprets this comment as a         
     reference to the proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCC discharges.    
     While EPA acknowledges the commenter's concern that the BCC mixing zone    
     provisions would seem to present environmental benefit only within the     
     mixing zone now being phased-out, EPA believes that the environmental      
     consequences associated with mixing zones for BCCs goes beyond this.  For a
     discussion of the reasons EPA believes BCCs warrant special consideration  
     in the Great Lakes System, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  For a   
     discussion of the environmental benefits EPA expects will be derived from  
     the provisions phasing out mixing zones for existing BCC discharges, see   
     the discussion in the SID of the Regulatory Impact Analysis at IX.D.6.  For
     a discussion of the limited exception to the phase-out provision for       
     existing BCC discharges for economic and technical considerations, see the 
     SID at VIII.C.4.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  The Establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs")     
     Below Detection Limits Puts Industrial Dischargers At Unnecessary Risk     
     
     
     Response to: D2823.070     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes proposed rule requires that actual, calculated WQBELs be   
     expressed  for each permit.  In some cases, a WQBEL cannot be measured     
     analytically; however it must still be specified in the permit.  SMA feels 
     that by establishing WQBELs below quantifiable levels, EPA is imposing     
     tremendous uncertainty and potential legal liability on facilities beyond  
     that contemplated by the Clean Water Act.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.071     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current federal regulations do not require or specify procedures for       
     determining compliance with WQBELs that are set at less than quantifiable  
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.072     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposed rule forces Great Lakes states to establish specific      
     compliance procedures for below detection limit levels.  These "compliance 
     evaluation levels" ("CELs") must be established at current analytical      
     detection limit values.  This means that any detected amount, even if below
     quantification levels, will trigger a potential violation.  The level of   
     uncertainty at the lower end of instrument detectibility creates an unfair 
     risk of liability.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2823.073     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, even though a facility maintains its effluent discharges below
     CELS, EPA will require facilities to implement "pollution minimization     
     programs" ("PMPs") "in order to increase the likelihood that the           
     concentration of the pollutant in the effluent is as close to meeting the  
     WQBEL as possible."  These PMPs will even be required for substances of    
     concern that may not have been detected in the discharger's effluent.  To  
     implement a PMP, a facility must "reduce all quantifiable levels of the    
     pollutant in all internal and indirect wastewater streams contributing to  
     the permittee's wastewater collection system to maintain the effluent at or
     below the WQBEL."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20978 (April 16, 1993).  These          
     requirements are extremely onerous and costly.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.074     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing WQBELs below detection limits and requiring PMPs of direct    
     dischargers will also affect indirect dischargers.  Publicly Owned         
     Treatment Works ("POTWs") will be forced to implement similar controls by  
     their industrial customers.  Because of the inability to detect some       
     regulated pollutants, POTWs will be forced to prohibit any discharge of    
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     these pollutants into the sewer system leading to the POTW.  This would    
     virtually kill any removal credits and preclude the establishment of       
     specific pretreatment standards.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2823.075     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.076
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability, both municipal and industrial plant   
     operators will be forced to employ expensive and sophisticated equipment to
     monitor frequently the influent to the plant in order to detect specific   
     pollutants in the intake waters that are not in the production process.    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.076     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The practical outcome of the PMP is both unfair and inequitable.  The PMP  
     requirement totally ignores the capability of waste treatment processes and
     assumes that all pollutants in the facility permit are discharged at WQBEL 
     levels or higher.  In cases where reduction of a pollutant may be          
     warranted, it is inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that      
     reduction to "minimization" when "treatment" may be more efficient and     
     cost-effective.  The method of reduction would be the choice of the        
     discharger, not the regulator.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.077     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would be impossible to determine whether PMP control measures actually  
     improve the quality of the wastewater discharges because the pollutants of 
     concern would already be at unmeasurable levels.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2823.078     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because measurement of very low levels of pollutants requires equipment at 
     the frontier of detection capability, there is a higher likelihood of false
     readings or the misidentification of substances.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2823.079     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical effect of establishing WQBEL levels below detection limit is 
     to force facilities to eliminate the subject pollutant, a position which is
     contrary to the whole notion of providing permits with effluent limitations
     and is practically unachieveable.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2823.080     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a chemical is present in intake water, a plant operator may not be aware
     of its presence and may never have had to treat for the pollutant          
     previously.  The plant operator could be held liable retroactively if the  
     laboratory's detection or analytical technologies improve or change.       
     
     
     Response to: D2823.081     
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, please see the Wildlife chapter of the Supplemental           
     Information Document regarding the modification of the mercury criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a WQBEL is placed in a permit at a level that is below the detection    
     limit, a narrative statement should be included stating that the discharger
     is in compliance with the limit if pollutants are not detected above the   
     "practical quantification level" ("PQL").  This would allow compliance with
     the permit to be judged according an unequivocal detection limit.  PQLs are
     a much more favorable way of defining CELs than either Minimum Levels      
     ("ML") or Minimum Detection Limits ("MDLs").  PQLs are clear and have been 
     successfully used to define detection limits in other environmental        
     regulatory programs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2823.082     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should use only those enhanced monitoring programs that have passed its
     own rigorous formal approval process when the limit is below the PQL.      
     
     
     Response to: D2823.083     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with the WQBEL should be determined by only quantitative        
     analysis of the final effluent and should not include analyses of          
     individual waste streams leading to the final effluent as required under   
     the proposed PMP.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2823.084     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PMPs should not apply if discharge levels are below either intake or       
     background concentrations and should only seek to reduce total discharges  
     instead of focusing on each process stream.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2823.085     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2823.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, during the term of the permit, analytical procedures improve and       
     previously unknown substances are detected in a facility's effluent, the   
     permit should only be reopened if a water quality criteria is being        
     violated.  If a new permit limit is required, the permit should be revised 
     giving the facility a PQL-based detection limit and a compliance schedule  
     to meet this limit.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2823.086     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

Page 3149



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2823.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because bioaccumulation is a very complex environmental process, estimating
     if, and to what extent, bioaccumulation actually occurs for specific       
     pollutants is extremely difficult.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2823.087     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that bioaccumulation is a complex            
     environmental process.  In the hierarchy of methods, the prefered method is
     field-measurement of BAFs or BSAFs.  Field data will inherently account for
     the many complex processes occuring in nature and therefore the net result 
     of these process will be reflected in the BAF.  Estimating to what extent  
     bioaccumulation occurs is a little more difficult.  In the final Guidance, 
     an adaptation of the Gobas model (1993) is used instead of the Thomann     
     model (1989).                                                              
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2823.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA does not argue with the concept of developing a bioaccumulation factor 
     or addressing BCCs.  However, SMA agrees with EPA's SAB that the science   
     for developing BAFs has not been sufficiently developed to justify its use 
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     in the GLI or as a legally enforceable regulatory trigger.  This is        
     especially important because the economic consequences of controlling BCCs 
     are tremendous.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2823.088     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter tha the science for developing BAFs has   
     not been sufficiently developed to justify its use in the GLI or as a      
     legally enforceable regulatory trigger.  EPA has revised the methodology to
     incorporate the best science applicable to the regulatory process.  For a  
     more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B of the SID.                     
                                                                                
     In addition, in the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based 
     on the field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs because          
     field-measured data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in      
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2823.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BAF methodology precludes using site-specific information and 
     generates results that are often at odds with, or irrelevant to, the       
     existing local biology, hydrology or ecology.  BAFs derived in the field   
     from open waters of the Great Lakes are not applicable to all waters in the
     basin -- BAFs should be more site-specific.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2823.089     
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2823.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only BAFs based on actual fish tissue measurements should be used to derive
     water quality standards or to list pollutants for specific controls for    
     sources that would affect that particular fish species.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.090     
     
     In the proposal, Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health and   
     wildlife were differentiated based on the quantity and quality of          
     toxicological data only.  After reconsideration, EPA has decided to        
     differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health based
     on the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation  
     data.  The minimum toxicological data for human health is discussed in     
     section V and for wildlife in section VI.  The new minimum BAF data        
     required to derive Tier I human health criteria for organic chemicals      
     include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF  
     methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than 125 regardless of how  
     the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals  
     such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to derive a Tier I human    
     health criteria include either: (a) a field-measured BAF or (b) a          
     laboratory- measured BCF.  For the majority of inorganic chemicals, the BAF
     is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because there is no apparent           
     biomagnification or metabolism.  For further discussion, see the SID.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2823.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When field-measured BAFs are available, they are calculated by a procedure 
     which calls for the application of a food chain multiplier ("FCM") and a   
     bioconcentration factor ("BCF").  This methodology does not take into      
     account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes Region and does   
     not consider biotransformation, biodegradation or metabolism.  Thus, the   
     methodology cannot reasonably be expected to provide results within even   
     one order of magnitude of what actually occurs in each regulated ecosystem.
      EPA's SAB report states that Thomann's BCF-to-BAF model "has not been     
     adequately tested for use for the establishment of regional water quality  
     at this time."                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.091     
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     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2823.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The FCM model and BAF methodology are extremely sensitive to input         
     parameters.  The parameters used in the Thomann model may not have been    
     reviewed for accuracy or appropriateness to the Great Lakes ecosystem.  A  
     more valid BAF methodology needs to be developed before applying it in the 
     regulatory framework.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2823.092     
     
     See response to comment D2724.092.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2823.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1,000 as a trigger for determining BCCs appears   
     arbitrary,  EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the proposed
     rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1,000 is the   
     correct value for triggering more stringent regulations.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.093     
     
     EPA does not agree that the selection of a BAF cutoff level of 1000 for    
     defining BCCs is arbitrary.  EPA believes that this comment may have       
     resulted from a confusion about the nature of risk management decisions.   
     As EPA explained in the preamble to the proposal (58 FR 20844), the        
     selection of a BAF cutoff level is a risk management decision that involves
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     weighing information and policy considerations, rather than a risk         
     assessment assumption that results solely from a scientific analysis.  It  
     is not possible, therefore, to specify a mathematical formula or systematic
     algorithm employing environmental data to select a cutoff level. EPA       
     weighed a wide range of information and policy considerations in this      
     decision.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue, 
     and its reasons for selecting the cutoff human health BAF value of 1000 in 
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2823.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has found that metals (except mercury) are neither BCCs nor potential  
     BCCs.  SMA supports this determination and agrees that metals (except      
     mercury) do not bioaccumulate in fish or other plant or animal tissues.    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.094     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that most metals do not biomagnify through   
     the food chain.  Most metals have low BAFs and therefore would not be      
     classified a BCC.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2823.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving water 
     quality standards until all questions about the methodology have been      
     resolved.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.095     
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     EPA believes that it has adequatetly addressed the questions about the     
     methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF as a numeric factor  
     in deriving water quality standards.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2823.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA supports the reduction of chemicals which are proven to be             
     bioaccumulative.  SMA will work with EPA in any appropriate manner in order
     to expedite the development of a methodology which accurately controls     
     BCCs.  However, until more thorough research has been completed, SMA urges 
     EPA to limit BCCs subject to strict regulatory requirements to those       
     chemicals which have scientifically been proven to bioaccumulate.          
     
     
     Response to: D2823.096     
     
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs.  Field- measured data  
     are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a            
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the actual impacts
     of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting 
     them through use of a model.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Methodology is Overly Conservative and Virtually Impossible to     
     Rectify Once Promulgated                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.097     
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     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative approach
     for assigning values (using added safety factors) to produce criteria that 
     are overly-protective and unnecessarily expensive.  In fact, the potential 
     exists, under the Tier II methodology, for the development of unmeasurable 
     and unattainable permit limits which are based on the results of only one  
     potentially irrelevant study.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.098     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the proposed Tier II methodology, the GLI essentially proposes to     
     adopt a new policy -- the less that is known about a substance, the more   
     stringent the water quality requirements.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.099     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA is very concerned with the scientific basis and implementation         
     mechanism of the proposed approach.  EPA's approach transfers the burden   
     and costs of developing better criteria to industry by forcing the         
     discharger to prove that a less stringent standard is merited.             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.100     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is extremely inefficient to force each discharger to prove that his or  
     her limit is inappropriate.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2823.101     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the government wants to regulate through the use of permit limits, it   
     should assume the responsibility for determining what those limits should  
     be to protect human health and the environment.  It is simply unfair to    
     subject each discharger to potentially unattainable standards and then be  
     able to impose significant penalties if a grossly overconservative limit is
     not achieved.  Either the Tier II methodology must have more assurance, be 
     abandoned, or be coupled with a modification in the enforcement policy.    
     
     
     Response to: D2823.102     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides industry, local communities also bear the burden of proof for their
     POTWs permit.  EPA must accept responsibility for its regulations by       
     meeting its burden of proof first, before the presumption of illegitimacy  
     is placed on the regulated community to accept or refute.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.103     
     
     See response to comment D2750.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA readily admits that the cost of complying with more stringent permit   
     limits may be high because of the additional conservative assumptions      
     incorporated into its approach, while the benefits may be low.  See 58 Fed.
     Reg. at 20837.  EPA argues that this creates an incentive on the part of   
     dischargers to generate additional toxicological data.  This assumption is 
     marginally correct at best.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2823.104     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry (or POTWs) could embark on an expensive and time-consuming        
     research project to attempt to prove the Tier II limits are incorrect by   
     developing legitimate Tier I criteria.  This is a risky proposition for    
     several reasons.  First, typical studies needed to develop and evaluate the
     necessary data can easily cost more than $120,000 per study and take 24    
     months or longer.  The results of the studies necessary for the project    
     must also be finalized and submitted to the permitting agency for review.  
     There is no guarantee that the permitting agency will agree that minimum   
     data requirements and the proposed guidance, including quality assurance   
     requirements, have been met or even that the study itself will be accepted.
     
     
     Response to: D2823.105     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.106
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The originator of the study essentially has a three year window in which to
     complete the study and get approval from the permitting agency regarding   
     the new Tier I criteria.  The three year window is based on the fact that a
     discharger must meet Tier II limits within three years of promulgation,    
     unless Tier I criteria have superseded.  Assuming that studies could even  
     be completed within the three year window, rejection by the permitting     
     authority would force the study originator to develop and put in place     
     additional equipment to meet Tier II limits in a very short time.  Thus,   
     this option becomes a prohibitively risky one.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.106     
     
     With respect to commenter's concern that the length of time allowed to     
     generate additional toxicity data is too short, please see the discussion  
     of changes to the compliance schedule provisions found at section VIII.I of
     the SID.                                                                   
                                                                                
     With respect to discussions of the Tier II methodology, and the            
     relationship to antibacksliding, please see the response to comment        
     D2741.076, and the discussion of this issue at section II.C of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This approach also penalizes the first discharger facing the use of a      
     conservative Tier II-based limit in a new or revised permit.  That         
     discharger will be forced to assume the costs of developing the database to
     support a more reasonable Tier I criteria which will then benefit all      
     subsequent dischargers.  These costs should not be borne by the discharger 
     as a circumstance of its permit.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2823.107     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If industry does not challenge a Tier II limit, it is likely that          
     facilities would have to undertake expensive changes needed to meet the    
     more strict Tier II limits, even though these limits have been created to  
     be overly protective.  Competing plants outside the Great Lakes Basin, in  
     the rest of the United States or internationally, will certainly not be    
     forced to meet these same standards until they have been proven valid      
     scientifically, if ever.  Because of the likelihood that Tier I criteria   
     will ultimately be developed that are less restrictive than the Tier II    
     limits, facilities in the Great Lakes Basin will have been put at a        
     competitive disadvantage.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.108     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once a facility meets the Tier II limits, under EPA's antibacksliding      
     policy there is no guarantee that the facility will ever be able to take   
     advantage of less stringent Tier I criteria, when developed.  EPA's current
     antibacksliding provisions and the GLI antidegradation policy stand as     
     impediments to relaxing any permit terms under most circumstances.         
     
     
     Response to: D2823.109     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comments pgs 18-19                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a facility cannot technically or economically comply with either of the 
     above options, it will be forced to close or relocate.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2823.110     
     
     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because NPDES permit limits create specific, legally enforceable           
     requirements for water discharges and, because violations of their permits 
     subject permit holders to potential enforcement action by government agents
     or citizens groups, permit limits based on a lack of sound science and     
     supportable evidence (i.e., Tier II limits) should not be used.            
     
     
     Response to: D2823.111     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Current antibacksliding and antidegradation provisions should not prevent  
     the substitution of more valid Tier I criteria for Tier II values.         
     
     
     Response to: D2823.112     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Approved Tier I data and approved whole effluent toxicity testing could be 
     used to devise permit limits to ensure that no significant adverse affects 
     are occurring while additional Tier I criteria are developed.              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.113     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2823.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Substances that have been identified for Tier II limits should be published
     by EPA in the Federal Register and research on these chemicals should be   
     expanded immediately.  A joint EPA/industry effort could commence to help  
     elevate Tier II values into Tier I criteria before they are incorporated   
     into permits.  All Tier II values that have not been elevated to Tier I    
     criteria after ten years would be reevaluated for potential use as permit  
     limits.                                                                    
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     Response to: D2823.114     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2823.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposed rule requires that every stream, tributary and connecting 
     channel in the Great Lakes Basin meet the same water quality standards as  
     the open waters of the Great Lakes.  No matter how significantly local     
     conditions differ from the assumptions used to develop the GLI Basin-wide  
     standards, states may not establish less stringent local requirements for  
     human or wildlife criteria.  However, they may establish less stringent    
     aquatic criteria.  This appears to be an inconsistent regulatory approach. 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.115     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2823.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA believes that uniform basin-wide requirements will result in           
     unnecessarily stringent controls and significantly increase costs for      
     certain dischargers without producing any measurable environmental benefit.
      The proposal equates to treatment for treatment's sake.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.116     
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     See response to: G2650.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2823.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should be able to adjust human and wildlife criteria as long as     
     sensitive or endangered populations are protected.  Flexibility to raise or
     lower site-specific criteria provides an incentive for government or       
     industry to better define the science behind and develop more efficient    
     criteria.  Furthermore, the incentive to obtain locally derived criteria   
     will improve the scientific basis for the criteria and rectify incorrect   
     assumptions that have been utilized in the "Basin-wide" criteria.          
     
     
     Response to: D2823.117     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2823.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality limits that are universally applied throughout this vast     
     ecosystem, without regard for the ability of discharge areas to handle     
     higher concentrations without detrimental impact, unreasonably restrict the
     Great Lakes states and infringe on principles of federalism.               
     
     
     Response to: D2823.118     
     
     See response to: G2748.008                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2823.119
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes states should be able to maintain independence and         
     flexibility to accomodate economic growth without compromising water       
     quality.  Local or site-specific standards recognize unique local          
     conditions, including populations of fish species and other organisms      
     present in the specific area, local fish consumption rates, fish tissue    
     lipid contents and pollutant bioavailability.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2823.119     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2823.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The failure to allow for site-specific adjustments, except under very      
     specific and limited circumstances, ignores the fact that all species are  
     not omnipresent within the Basin.  The GLI proposal implies that with the  
     return of pristine waters to the Great Lakes Basin, fish and wildlife      
     species will be represented throughout the Basin.  The fact is, however,   
     that species are dispersed by physical and geographical factors and not    
     solely by factors related to industrial wastewater discharges.             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.120     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2823.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria is Precedent-Setting and Needs to Be Better Developed    
     Before Being Implemented                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.121     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2823.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA believes that it is especially important that the wildlife methodology 
     be peer-reviewed objectively by the scientific community, especially       
     because this is a new and precedent-setting effort by EPA.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.122     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2823.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA understands that the proposed wildlife methodology has not been        
     generally accepted by the scientific community.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2823.123     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2823.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA SAB has noted that because the proposed methodology is based on the
     human health paradigm, it is better aimed at protecting individuals and not
     species.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2823.124     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2823.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA also questions whether species selected to provide a basis for these   
     wildlife criteria are ecologically representative of the whole region.     
     
     
     Response to: D2823.125     
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     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2823.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SMA is opposed to the development of wildlife criteria until it is         
     scientifically justifiable.  If wildlife criteria are developed, the goal  
     should be population oriented (i.e., focused on maintaining ecological     
     balance and harmony rather than directed toward protecting all             
     "individuals.").                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2823.126     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2823.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not sufficiently support its determinations regarding adverse 
     effects on wildlife population protection, species sensitivity factors and 
     intra species uncertainty factors.  Before a final methodology for the     
     protection of wildlife is implemented, EPA should address these concerns,  
     those of the general scientific community, and have its methodology        
     accepted by the scientific community at large.  SMA will assist the Agency 
     in any appropriate manner.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2823.127     
     
     Please refer to comments P2629.054, P2718.144, and P2574.042 for the       
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     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2823.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Among the simplifying assumptions on which the GLWQI compliance estimates  
     were based is that no treatment of non-contact cooling water is necessary  
     beyond those facilities required to recycle that cooling water.  However,  
     the GLWQI Implementation Procedures do not adequately address situations   
     where intake concentrations exceed water quality standards.  Unless credits
     are granted for background loadings, additional treatment facilities will  
     be needed, even where there is no net addition of pollutants from plant    
     operations.  For example, Lake Michigan background concentrations for      
     mercury exceed the GLWQI limits.  To assess the effects of standards       
     allowing for no intake credits for recycle, costs for facilities to treat  
     non-contact cooling water for mercury were estimated at the Indiana model  
     plant.  The total required capital costs were estimated to be $150.4       
     million.  Projecting this figure to the entire integrated steelmaking      
     capacity in the Great Lakes states, capital costs to comply with the GLWQI 
     amount to $2.7 billion if no intake credits for recycle of non-contact     
     cooling water are recognized.  Annual operating costs would amount to about
     15% of the capital costs or $400 million.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2823.128     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2823.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 3170



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another factor necessary to consider in assessing the costs of the GLWQI is
     that of Tier 2 criteria, where additional standards can be established on  
     the basis of only very limited scientific data.  The GLWQI guidance        
     currently contains Tier 2 criteria for only one substance, but as more Tier
     2 criteria are developed, it is likely that treatment beyond BAT and       
     existing state regulations will be required.  To assess the effects of     
     additional Tier 2 criteria, costs for treatment of benzo(a)pyrene, a BAT   
     pollutant found in steel plant wastewaters but not regulated by GLWQI      
     standards, were estimated at the Indiana model plant.  The required        
     additional capital costs were estimated to be $17.6 million.  Projecting   
     this figure to the entire integrated steelmaking capacity in the Great     
     Lakes states, added capital costs amount to about $320 million for this    
     single additional Tier 2 requirement.  Additional annual operating costs   
     would amount to about $48 million.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2823.129     
     
     See response to comments D2613.004 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2823.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if intake credits and Tier 2 issues are addressed, costs to meet the  
     GLWQI limits are substantial.  In the Indiana baseline case, estimated     
     capital costs to meet the existing state water quality standards and GLWQI 
     limits for the model plant amount to $72.2 million.  In the baseline Ohio  
     case, capital costs to meet existing state water quality limits at the     
     model plant were estimated to be $42.8 million; to meet tighter GLWQI      
     standards requires an expenditure of $52.7 million.  If the Indiana        
     estimate is applied to all integrated steel plants in that state and the   
     Ohio estimate is used to estimate costs for all other integrated           
     steelmaking capacity in the Great Lakes states, the total estimated capital
     costs to meet the GLWQI limits is approximately $1.1 billion.  Annual      
     operating costs would amount to about $165 million per year.  These        
     estimates do not include costs to non-integrated producers located in the  
     Great Lakes region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2823.130     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2823.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to costs attributable only to the differences between existing
     state requirements and those of the GLWQI, the total estimated additional  
     capital costs to meet the GLWQI limits is approximately $108 million;      
     operating costs amount to about $16 million per year.  Although the        
     incremental costs are not as large as the totals, they add significantly to
     the already heavy burden of complying with existing state environmental    
     rules, which will have severe economic effects on the industry.            
     
     
     Response to: D2823.131     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2823.132
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These extremely high costs of compliance should be of great concern to     
     regulators.  The Science Advisory Board at a session devoted to the GLWQI  
     questioned whether it was proper to continue reducing point source         
     contributions when they are not the main source of pollutants and when the 
     Great Lakes conditions are improving under existing point source programs. 
     The Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans currently under    
     development indicate that the major sources of lake pollution are of air   
     and nonpoint source origin.  Until these programs demonstrate where        
     expenditures can be most effective, AISI recommends that the enormously    
     costly provisions of the GLWQI be deferred or remain optional.             
     
     
     Response to: D2823.132     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The added costs of doing business associated with the proposed rule will   
     unfairly affect the ability of facilities in the Basin to compete with     
     facilities outside the Basin.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The predicted benefits of implementing the proposed rule are not justified 
     by the projected costs of implementation.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2825.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's continuing focus upon point source discharges, after the extensive   
     improvements that have been made on point source discharges for the last 20
     years, ignores the most significant contributors to toxic and other        
     pollution in the Great lakes system - agricultural nonpoint source         
     pollution, air particulate deposition, and Canadian industrial discharges  
     in the north.  It is simply unfair and unreasonable to achieve the highly  
     ambitious goals of the GLI solely through the further efforts of point     
     source dischargers while ignoring other sources and the benefits to be     
     achieved through the programs such as air toxics reductions, scheduled to  
     take effect in the near future under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. 
     
     
     Response to: D2825.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D.2 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has vastly underestimated the cost of this program and its effect on   
     regional economies.  LIA cannot ignore the possibility that a significant  
     number of regional jobs and the regional market could suffer dramatic      
     downturns as a result of this program.  LIA facilities which cannot achieve
     the standards, either technically or economically, will be forced to close,
     reduce operations or relocate.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2825.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2825.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the focus of the GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point     
     source industrial dischargers and muncipalities in the Great Lakes region. 
     Despite the significant improvement in water quality from point source     
     dischargers over the past 20 years, the GLI places onerous burdens on them 
     while ignoring other major sources of pollutants, such as contaminated     
     sediments, ariborne pollutants, and agriculture and construction runoff.   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.005     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2825.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     there is universal criticism regarding the science used to support the GLI.
     EPA's own Science Advisory Board ("SAB") has criticized and questioned both
     the science underlying the proposed rule and the absence of "peer review"  
     by other credible scientific institutions, such as the National Academy of 
     Sciences.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  See response to comment number P2574.006.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2825.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, EPA has used scientifically unproven methodologies   
     (e.g., the establishment of a bioaccumulation factor) and has set limits   
     for pollutants for which limited or no data exists.  Without further       
     scientific support, it is inappropriate for EPA to establish legally       
     enforceable regulatory requirements on the regulated community.            
     
     
     Response to: D2825.007     
     
     EPA  disagrees.  See IV. of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has put the burden on the regulated community to prove that overly     
     protective or overly conservative assumptions are invalid.  The regulated  
     community will be forced to pay exorbitant sums:  (1) to comply with overly
     stringent permit limits, if possible; or (2) to prove that the permit      
     limits are wrong.  If facilities cannot afford and/or find the technology  
     to achieve the proposed limits, they will be forced to close or relocate.  
     Under any scenario, the regulated community (and their customers) will pay.
     
     
     Response to: D2825.008     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides creating unreasonable permit limits, the proposed rule would       
     require industrial dischargers to:  (1) conduct extensive scientific       
     research on the safety of chemicals in cases where a complete database for 
     those chemicals does not exist (or, as an alternative, meet standards which
     are designed to be more stringent than necessary); (2) treat pollutants    
     which they did not generate or add to their discharge -- that is pollutants
     already present in water used by entities as intake water for a variety of 
     uses; (3) undertake significant expensive monitoring for substances that   
     have never been detected in a discharger's effluent; and (4) conduct       
     onerous and time consuming antidegradation demonstrations proving that any 
     increases in the volume or concentration of discharges will lead to major  
     social and economic benefits.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.009     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2825.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation demonstrations may be required by a facility to increase   
     its discharges over existing effluent quality, even if permit limits would 
     not be exceeded.  This requirement is particularly troubling and would     
     eliminate a facility's ability to vary its production on a day-to-day basis
     or even on a season-to-season basis.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2825.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2825.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, LIA believes that EPA has grossly underestimated the 
     economic impacts and grossly overestimated the environmental benefit of the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  In its proposed rule, EPA estimates 
     that the total costs for all direct and indirect dischargers to comply with
     the GLI is from $80-505 million, with $230 million as the most likely cost.
     See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20987.  The Council of Great Lakes Governors draft     
     report on the proposed GLI estimates that compliance costs (assuming the   
     availability of intake credits) could reach $2.3 billion.  The Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Coalition reports that capital improvement costs for only    
     five major industries in the Region will reach $8 billion with an          
     additional $1 billion in annual operating costs.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.011     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA assumed intake credits were not an issue because influent would have   
     background levels of pollutants below the GLI proposed limits -- in fact   
     the lack of intake credits will force the most costly compliance           
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.012     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment does not read well - commentor appears to be saying 
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that our       
          assumption that costs of MZ elimination and LOQ provisions were 
duplicative
          is inaccurate.                                                            

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the costs associated with the elimination of mixing zones and setting water
     quality-based effluent limitations ("WQBELs") below detection limits would 
     be duplicative of costs associated with other mandatory compliance         
     requirements -- as LIA argues later in these comments, both the mixing     
     zones and detection limits issues impose significant costs and liabilities;
     
     
     Response to: D2825.013     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2669.082.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Commentor implies costs would be greater had we more fully 
considered costs
          of implementing ADEG.                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA did not calculate costs associated with complying with the proposed    
     rule's antidegradation provisions (it only calculated the costs of         
     completing a demonstration project);(1)                                    
     __________________________________                                         
     (1)However, demonstration projects have only the capacity to assist in     
     compliance, but do not assure compliance or necessarily make it cheaper.   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.014     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA apparently gave little or no consideraion to many intangible costs like
     delayed or prevented plant expansion or potential legal costs associated   
     with the plethora of liabilities over which many plants will have little or
     no control.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.015     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides purely economic costs, the proposed rule has many other effects    
     that will put facilities in the Great Lakes Basin at a disadvantage.  For  
     instance, under the proposed rule, plant managers' and operators'          
     discretion to vary production will be inhibited.  Whatever a "normal" level
     of production is now (if there is such a thing) will become a de facto     
     standard for facilities in the future.  National and international         
     competition already forces facilities to try to do more with less.         
     Furthermore, competitiveness includes considerations of quality and        
     timeliness.  Permit modifications and social and economic impact           
     demonstrations make companies non-competitive.  Even short lag times in    
     producing a new product or responding to an increase in demand can preclude
     a facility from taking advantage of a business opportunity because another 
     domestic or international competitor has been able to adjust more rapidly. 
     
     
     Response to: D2825.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2825.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, there is significant doubt from the scientific community
     and the states that there will be any measurable environmental benefits    
     from the proposed rule.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.017     
     
     See response to comment D2723.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2825.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule assumes that by controlling chemicals currently being    
     discharged in industrial wastewater, the Great Lakes will immediately      
     become clean and people will enjoy immediate benefits of increased         
     recreational capabilities and human health protection.  Many citizens of   
     the Region are under the false impression that even though the costs are   
     great, they will receive immediate and tangible benefits.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.018     
     
     See response to comment D2823.019.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2825.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     most of the Great Lakes problems stem from past emissions of chemicals that
     have since been banned or severely restricted (i.e., PCBs and DDT).        
     Moreover, industrial point source discharges are increasingly becoming less
     and less a factor in Great Lakes water degradation.  Air emissions and     
     non-point runoff are diffuse but major sources of water degradation and are
     unaffected by the proposed rule.  Without the proposed rule, the Great     
     Lakes will realize a real net benefit from the air toxics reductions of the
     Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Once the air toxics regulations are in  
     place in the near future, non-point source pollution will be the greatest  
     contributor to water degradation.  EPA should delay imposing significant   
     additional controls on industrial and municipal point source discharges    
     until after the effects of air toxics regulations are known and non-point  
     source discharges can be further evaluated regarding their effects on Great
     Lakes waters.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.019     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance should be delayed until after the     
     effects of the air toxics regulations are known.  For a full discussion of 
     the need for the Guidance to be adopted by the Great Lakes States and      
     Tribes and its relationship to other necessary pollution control programs  
     in the Great Lakes, see Sections I and II of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2825.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should revise and improve its cost/benefit analysis before a proposed  
     rule of this magnitude is imposed on industry.  Until costs are accurately 
     assessed and potential benefits are reasonably identified, the GLI should  
     be withheld.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2825.020     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2825.021
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Ambient Metals Criteria Must Be Based on Dissolved Metals              
                                                                                
     Generally, the GLI proposed methodology is not specific with regard to what
     form a criterion should be expressed for metals (i.e., dissolved, total,   
     etc.).  Many of the proposed metals criteria, however, are expressed as    
     total recoverable metal.  EPA's SAB recommended that the Agency consider   
     only the biologically active form of a pollutant when establishing water   
     quality criteria.  In fact, the preamble indicates that the water effect   
     ratio -- a site-specific option for criteria development described under   
     the aquatic life procedure -- should adequately address the opportunity for
     expressing criteria in a bioavailable form.  In addition, the preamble's   
     discussion of bioavailability focuses on "freely dissolved" chemicals.  58 
     Fed. Reg. at 20861.                                                        
                                                                                
     In light of EPA's 1992 interim metals policy statement which allows        
     criteria to be developed on the basis of "dissolved metals" and the GLI's  
     emphasis on bioavailability, LIA believes that EPA should clarify the      
     proposed rule and express metals criteria based on dissolved metals.  This 
     is further supported by the fact that the toxicity tests upon which the GLI
     criteria are based exposed the organisms to dissolved metals only.  Permit 
     limits should be written accordingly.  [Where appropriate, existing permit 
     limits should be relaxed if water quality toxicity would not be affected.] 
     
     
     Response to: D2825.021     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2825.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .022 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where appropriate, existing permit limits should be relaxed if water       
     quality toxicity would not be affected.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.022     
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     See response to comment  D2845L.022                                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CR III
     Comment ID: D2825.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  Chronic Water Quality Criteria for Chromium (III) Are Not Supportable  
                                                                                
     The Tier I chronic water quality criterion for chromium (III) is 49ug/l at 
     a water hardness of 50 mg/l (58 Fed. Reg. 21014, Table 2).  This is a      
     reduction from the established EPA water quality criterion of 120 ug/l     
     (EPA/440/5-84/029, January 1985), and cannot be supported by valid         
     scientific methodology.  Based on the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative 
     Criteria Documents for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water     
     (National Technical Information Service Report No. PB 93-154656, pp. 19-24,
     Feb. 1993 Draft), a Final Acute Value ("FAV") for chromium (III) was       
     calculated using the lowest four Genus Mean Acute Values from Table 2.     
     These values are 8684, 7053, 3200 and 2221 ug/l respectively.  It is       
     difficult to see how a FAV of 2044 ug/l was obtained from these data.  In  
     addition, there were no chronic toxicity data available for the four       
     species used in the FAV calculation.  Therefore, to obtain a Final Chromic 
     Value ("FCV"), EPA has utilized an acute to chronic ratio based on entirely
     different species (fathead minnow and rainbow trout).  This is             
     inappropriate methodology and should not be incorporated in the GLI.  In   
     the absence of additional data, we do not believe EPA has demonstrated a   
     valid basis to reduce the chronic water quality criterion for chromium     
     (III) from its currently established level.  As a further consideration,   
     several of the toxicity studies utilized relatively soluble forms of       
     chromium (III) (e.g., chromic chloride).  This tends to produce lower and  
     thus overly protective criteria when applied to the relatively insoluble   
     forms of chromium (III) (e.g., chromic hydroxide) typically present in     
     leather tanning effluent.  This is a further argument in support of using  
     dissolved rather than total recoverable metals.  See III.A above.          
     
     
     Response to: D2825.023     
     
     The procedures for calculating FAVs and FCVs are described in Appendix A of
     part 132 of this rulemaking.  EPA has also added additional information    
     within the aquatic life criteria documents to better explain how the       
     criteria were derived.  EPA followed the methodology as described in       
     Appendix A to derive both the FAV and FCV for chromium(III).               
                                                                                

Page 3184



$T044618.TXT
     The FACR for chromium(III) was derived following the methodology.          
     Considering that available chronic values were not determined with acutely 
     sensitive species, some of the chronic values are surprisingly close to the
     CCC.  This indicates that the chromium(III) CCC is not appreciably         
     overprotective and is scientifically appropriate.                          
                                                                                
     The commenter also argues in support of using dissolved chromium criteria  
     rather than total recoverable.  EPA has given the States and Tribes the    
     option as to whether they wish to develop standards for dissolved metals or
     total recoverable metals.  EPA, however, would promulgate dissolved metal  
     criteria for any State that fails to adopt approvable metals criteria.     
                                                                                
     More information on the derivation of the FAV and the CMC and CCC may be   
     found in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the
     Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's Strict Antidegradation Policies Will Halt Individual Facility    
     Economic Expansion Within the Region                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2825.024     
     
     See response to comment D2825.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under current regulations, EPA requires states to include antidegradation  
     policies in water quality management programs.  The GLI proposal will      
     significantly tighten these requirements for waters in the Great Lakes     
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     Basin.  The net result of the GLI antidegradation policy would be:  (1) to 
     restrain industrial expansion by proposing to preclude an increase in the  
     rate of discharge from any source above levels currently being discharged; 
     (2) to create a significant adverse effect on economic growth in the Great 
     Lakes Region, including to discourage new industries from locating or      
     existing industries from expanding in the Basin; and (3) to ban increased  
     discharges of certain pollutants even if higher levels of those pollutants 
     are allowed in a facility's legally binding National Pollutant Discharge   
     Elimination System ("NPDES") permit.  LIA believes that EPA's              
     antidegradation provisions under current law are fully protective of health
     and the environment and should not be altered for the Great Lakes Basin.   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.025     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution prevention   
     plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that a      
     lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated that   
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2825.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     LIA facilities voluntarily selected and implemented best available         
     technology ("BAT") based wastewter treatment systems that provide          
     significantly better results than are required by current permits.  As a   
     result, these systems assure an inherent "margin of safety."  However, the 
     GLI proposal would virtually eliminate the ability of industry or          
     municipalities to operate within this "margin of safety" because           
     enforceable permit limits will be reduced to levels of actual discharge.   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.026     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2825.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the proposed antidegradation policy will force many      
     facilities to violate their permits due to the variability of their        
     discharges.  This could cause many facilities to further cut back          
     production to avoid civil and criminal penalties.  This is an absolute     
     disincentive for facilities to improve their environmental performance     
     capabilties voluntarily.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.027     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Facilities which are operating at less than full capacity, due either to   
     the recession or a drop in demand, could be precluded from production      
     increases and resumption of historical production levels because actual    
     pollutant discharge loadings would increase.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2825.028     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Facility production is often seasonal and can vary even on a day-to-day    
     basis.  LIA companies seek NPDES permits which will allow them to peak     
     their production occasionally without exceeding their permit limits.  The  
     GLI proposed rule completely eliminates a company's ability to vary its    
     production processes on an ad hoc basis.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.029     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2825.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For designated high quality waters (those that exceed "fishable/swimmable" 
     standards), all new sources, new production processes, product lines,      
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hookups to       
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would require expensive and time
     consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and economic 
     benefits.  This would discourage all but the most significant modifications
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     and eliminate incremental growth in production, employment and productivity
     associated with normal economic or population growth.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2825.030     
     
     See response to comment D2823.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2825.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing effluent quality ("EEQ") concept creates a disincentive for   
     improved treatment because a pollutant will ultimately be limited to a     
     lower level achieved by the improved treatment.  Furthermore, the EEQ      
     approach penalizes facilities with historically good environmental         
     performance and rewards those with generally poorer performance because the
     good performers will receive more stringent limits.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2825.031     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation and the EEQ concept turn good environmental planning on the
     part of the industrial dischargers into potential violations.              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.032     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2825.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For bioaccumulative chemicals of concern ("BCCs"), the EEQ would become a  
     legally enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively   
     replacing permit limits.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.033     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2825.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy in the proposed GLI assumes environmental       
     quality will degrade as a result of a change in discharge without any      
     investigation of whether this would actually occur.  This ignores          
     assimilative capacity, local stream effects and a host of other factors.   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.034     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.035
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation provisions will create additional administrative   
     burdens for new and existing facilities needing to change or expand        
     operations; not to mention the administrative burdens forced upon the      
     regulatory agencies who may not have the time, money or resources to devote
     to reviewing the potential mass of demonstration projects.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2825.035     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an administrative impediment to growth or economic    
     recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with          
     minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth on water      
     quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the growth  
     is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water quality.  The 
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the        
     capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is
     limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases  
     in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that 
     the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for   
     the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations. Consequently, 
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2825.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Antidegradation demonstrations" put an unreasonable burden of proof on the
     regulated community to prove that increased discharges do not lower water  
     quality.  This is difficult and uncertain at best and amounts to a default 
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     of the government's obligations.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.036     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2825.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation standard specifically requires that water quality  
     be assessed on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis, further complicating matters
     for dischargers.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.037     
     
     The final Guidance retains the pollutant by pollutant approach for BCCs,   
     and allows for other approaches, such as the designational approach, for   
     non-BCCs.  EPA believes that commenters who objected to the pollutant by   
     pollutant approach may have failed to recognize that an alternate approach,
     such as the "all or nothing approach" would have precluded increases in any
     pollutant whenever the concentration of one pollutant in a waterbody       
     exceeded criteria.                                                         
                                                                                
     Similarly, commenters who asserted that there should be no need to go      
     through an antidegradation review for one pollutant, when criteria for all 
     other pollutants in a waterbody were exceeded appeared not to understand   
     that no increases would be allowed, in the discharge of any of these other 
     pollutants.   Since discharges routinely contain many pollutants, it is    
     exceedingly unlikely that an increased discharge of the pollutant for which
     standards are being attained, would not be associated with increased       
     discharges of pollutants for which the standard is not being attained.  In 
     this case, such a proposed increased would be prohibited, and there would  
     be no need to perform the antidegradation demonstration for the one        
     pollutant for which standards are attained.                                
                                                                                
     With respect to the flexibility many commenters requested relating to      
     non-BCCs, EPA notes that the scope of the final Guidance is limited to     
     BCCs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Further discussion of these issues can be found in Section VII.C.2.b of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2825.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other Effects of EPA's Antidegradation Policy                              
                                                                                
     Even if BCCs have never been detected in a facility's discharge, EPA could 
     issue new permit limits to facilities covering these substances.  These    
     requirements would force facilities to undertake significant and expensive 
     monitoring and would expose these permittees to liabilities if BCCs were   
     ever found or detected in a discharge.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2825.038     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An increase in nonpoint source loading, due to construction or other       
     sources, could trigger an antidegradation review which could result in     
     stricter limitations on point sources.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2825.039     
     
     This comment is not accurate.  An increased loading from a nonpoin source  
     cannot lead to more stringent permit limits for a point source as a result 
     of implementation of antidegradation.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
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     Comment ID: D2825.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     antidegradation policies apply even in cases where increased pollutant     
     causes are not discernable, even if existing permit limits can be fully    
     met.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2825.040     
     
     The literal language of the national regulation, 40 CFR 131.12(a)(2),      
     refers to any lowering of water quality.  The Guidance clarifies that what 
     is of concern is significant lowering of water quality, which is defined   
     differently for BCCs and non-BCCs.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At a minimum, the antidegradation provisions will discourage business      
     expansion in the Great Lakes Basin.  At a maximum, the antidegradation     
     policy could require such extensive additional control requirements that   
     businesses find it uneconomical or technically unachievable to locate,     
     expand or even maintain facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.               
     
     
     Response to: D2825.041     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the antidegradation policy is burdensome and unworkable, LIA       
     suggests the following changes be made:  EPA should retain its current     
     antidegradation policy that works well and is fully protective of human    
     health and the environment.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.042     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the proposed     
     Guidance work overly burdensome or unworkable.  Rather, the provisions of  
     the proposed Guidance provided much needed clarification regarding what is 
     intended by antidegradation under the existing Federal regulations at 40   
     CFR 131.12.  The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility 
     in implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and     
     Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation     
     provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and  
     Tribes are free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose,  
     provided the antidegradation provisions are consistent with the            
     requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the
     type of antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent
     with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water     
     Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States
     and Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2825.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.043     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2825.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation review triggering mechanisms should be the same for BCCs   
     and non-BCCs and should be based on requests for an increase in a water    
     quality based effluent limit for a new discharge, not on existing effluent 
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.044     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2825.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Companies should be assured that if they meet specific requirements of a   
     demonstration project, they will be granted necessary increases; decisions 
     should not be based on arbitrary or subjective judgment.  Additional       
     guidance is needed on issues such as the size of the region to which a     
     social and economic review would pertain, the amount of time that the      
     regulatory agency would have to review a demonstration and the criteria to 
     be used by the regulatory agency to make these decisions.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.045     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2825.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of de minimis should apply to BCCs as well as non-BCCs.        
     
     
     Response to: D2825.046     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without Intake Credits, Industry Will be Required to Treat "Pollutants" for
     Which They Have No Responsibility                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2825.047     
     
     This raises the same general concern raised in comment #D2798.058 and is   
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Except under very rare instances, EPA's GLI proposed rule essentially      
     eliminates the use of intake credits for industrial dischargers.  In its   
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     argument, EPA relies primarily on the difference between technology-based  
     effluent limits and water quality-based effluent limits to support its     
     prohibition against intake credits.  LIA sees nothing inherent in this     
     distinction that would explain why intake pollutants should be handled     
     differently under these two permit limitation devices.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2825.048     
     
     This is the same as comment D2823.048 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of pollutants through "point   
     sources."  By definition, the statute covers "any addition of pollutants to
     navigable waters..." 33 U.S.C. Section 1362(12).  EPA justifies the        
     elimination of intake credits with cases that seem unrelated to industrial 
     discharges.  First, EPA cites to a case in which intake waters, including  
     live fish, are brought through a seafood processing plant and resulting    
     "fish materials" are discharged.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20956.  Second, EPA cites
     to a case in which the redepositing of materials discharged in placer      
     mining, including materials originally found in the stream bed or adjoining
     banks, is the "addition" of pollutants. Id.  EPA also cites to a case in   
     which the redepositing of vegetation and sediment by propellers of a       
     tugboat into adjacent sea grass beds is the "addition" of pollutants.  Id. 
     LIA questions the applicability of these cases to a situation in which an  
     industrial facility could receive intake water from a stream, the ground,  
     or a municipality and have to treat it for background levels of pollutants 
     that may be at or below detection levels.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.049     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Courts have generally applied the premise that dischargers must be         
     responsible for the pollutants they add to process water but not those     
     inherent in the intake water prior to its processing.(2)  The leading      
     precedent on this issue was established in the case Appalachian Power Co.  
     v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976).  In Appalachian Power the Fourth  
     Circuit concluded, "It is industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction 
     under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter a plant     
     through its intake stream.  We agree."  Id. at 1377.  This position is     
     consistent with that of EPA.  In implementing the NPDES regulations in     
     1979, EPA allowed credits for pollutants in intake water stating that, "a  
     discharger should not be held responsible for pollutants already existing  
     in its water supply."  44 Fed. Reg. 32853, 32865 (June 7, 1979); see also, 
     40 C.F.R. Part 122.45(g).  Clearly precedent is on industry's side.        
     __________________________________                                         
     (2)   See e.g. National Wildlife Federation v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 165  
     (D.C. Cir. 1982 ("For addition of pollutant from a point source to occur,  
     the point source must introduce the pollutant into navigable water from the
     outside world."  The discharge of pollutants already present in intake     
     water is not the "introduction" of pollutants "from the outside world;"    
     National Wildlife Foundation v. Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th
     Cir. 1988) (EPA argues and the Sixth Circuit agrees that "there can be no  
     addition [of pollutants] unless a source physically introduces a pollutant 
     into water from the outside world."); and In re ITT Rayonier, Inc., 1981   
     NPDES Lexis 1,5 (Env. Protection Agency) (EPA Judicial Officer finds that  
     it is obvious that no addition of pollutants occurs when "the same body of 
     water is both the source and the recipient" of the same pollutants).       
     
     
     Response to: D2825.050     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The central consideration regarding intake credits is that the quality of  
     the industrial facility's intake or source water is beyond the facility's  
     control.  By denying facilities intake credits, the Agency is essentially  
     making plant operations legally liable for improving the quality of water  
     taken into the plant to be used as part of the production process prior to 
     discharge.                                                                 
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     Response to: D2825.051     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The loss of intake credits will discourage construction of new facilities  
     and pending plant modernization through the Great Lakes Basin.             
     
     
     Response to: D2825.052     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2823.053 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2825.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the current national approach, permit writers can take into account  
     the presence of intake water pollutants when deriving water quality-based  
     effluent limits.  Under the proposed GLI, however, five specific conditions
     must be met before a permit writer can directly consider intake water      
     pollutants.  These are:  (1) 100% of the discharge water is returned to the
     same body of water from which it was taken; (2) the facility does not add  
     any pollutant in the process; (3) the facility does not alter the          
     pollutants chemically or physically; (4) there is no increase in the       
     concentration of the pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone; and (5) the 
     timing and location of the discharge would not lead to adverse water       
     quality impacts.  Dischargers must prove that these five specific          
     conditions apply.  With the ratcheting down of detection limits and        
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     inherent test method variability it will be extremely difficult for a      
     facility to prove that no pollutants are being added.  This alone could    
     eliminate the potential use of all intake credits for all facilities.      
     Intake credits should not be an all or nothing proposition.                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.053     
     
     This comment duplicates D2823.053 and is not responded to separately here. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the fear of being legally liable for the discharge of substances
     over which; (1) an operator has no control; (2) the facility did not       
     generate; and (3) the existence of which the operator may not have any     
     knowledge, significant additional capital expenditures will be needed to   
     treat intake waters, provided the technology is available to do so.        
     
     
     Response to: D2825.054     
     
     This is the same as comment #2823.054 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current treatment procedures may not be designed to capture many of the    
     substances inherent in intake waters.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2825.055     
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     Issues related to technical feasibility and the cost of the final Guidance 
     are addressed in the SID at Section IX.  Also see responses to comment     
     D2657.006 and D1711.015.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As detection capabilities continue to improve, operators will continually  
     be faced with new unanticipated liabilities.  Long-term planning regarding 
     wastewater treatment would be impossible.  These water treatment problems  
     are compounded by the application of Tier II criteria and the elimination  
     of mixing zones, forcing all treatment to be end-of-pipe.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.056     
     
     This is the same as comment #2823.056 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are also several far reaching indirect ramifications from the GLI    
     proposal to eliminate intake credits.  For one, the proposed rule will     
     have little effect on water quality because it focuses on more stringent   
     point source controls while nonpoint sources (e.g., natural mineral        
     deposits, atmospheric deposition and nonpoint runoff) are vastly more      
     significant sources for ambient water quality problems.  As proposed, the  
     rule will burden point source dischargers with the ultimate responsibility 
     for "restoring" the nation's water integrity.  The proposed rule "puts the 
     cart before the horse" by forcing point source dischargers to treat intake 
     waters polluted predominantly by nonpoint sources who have little or no    
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     controls who will "repollute" this same water.  Intake waters will be      
     treated and cleaned more efficiently if EPA concentrates its efforts on    
     regulating nonpoint source discharges.  Point source dischargers cannot    
     solve all of the Great Lakes problems and these problems will not go away  
     without a more global approach.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2825.057     
     
     This is the same as comment D2823.057 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2825.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the       
     meaning of the term "discharge" which in turn expands the meaning of the   
     term "point source."  Clear distinctions that have been established through
     20 years of experience in guiding the NPDES program would become           
     instantaneously blurred.  Many previously unpermitted facilities under the 
     NPDES program could potentially be subject to the permitting process.      
     Hydroelectric dams, for instance, could become subject to the NPDES        
     permitting program.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2825.058     
     
     This duplicates D2823.058 and a separate response is not provided here.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2825.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Civil and criminal liability would be significantly expanded.  Industrial  
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     dischargers would be subject to such a vast array of potential permit      
     violations that they would be virtually defenseless.  And finally, state   
     regulatory agencies would be overwhelmed with the amount of paperwork and  
     the demand for guidance.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.059     
     
     This duplicates D2823.059 and a separate response is not provided here.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2825.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI provides essentially four major options for addressing the intake  
     credits issue.  LIA believes that none of the options are as appealing as  
     maintaining the current EPA policy regarding intake credits.  However,     
     assuming the four options outlined in the rule are the only possible       
     options, LIA believes that EPA should select option number four.           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.060     
     
     See responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083 for a discussion of how  
     the final Guidance incorporates aspects of Option 4.  See SID at Section   
     VIII.E.3-7 for a full discussion of intake credits.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2825.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option four was developed by the technical working group of the GLI and has
     been endorsed by all of the Great Lakes states' representatives.  Wisconsin
     has successfully implemented option four-like provisions in permits which  
     have not been objected to by the Agency.  This option should be modified,  
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     however, so that noncontact cooling water and municipality discharges are  
     exempted and the provision limiting intake credits to water quality        
     impaired streams should be eliminated.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2825.061     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment D2798.077 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2825.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Phase Out of Mixing Zones Forces End-of-Pipe Treatment With No         
     Environmental Benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2825.062     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA disagrees that the mixing zone       
     phase-out provisions for existing BCC discharges will produce no           
     environmental benefit.  For a discussion of the environmental benefits EPA 
     expects will be derived from the provisions phasing out mixing zones for   
     existing BCC discharges, see the discussion in the SID of the Regulatory   
     Impact Analysis at IX.D.6.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2825.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By promoting a policy of phasing out mixing zones, dischargers in the Great
     Lakes Basin face additional controls and costs with no known environmental 
     benefits.                                                                  
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     Response to: D2825.063     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2825.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes and their tributary rivers are extremely large water bodies
     that have the natural ability to rapidly assimilate and disburse substances
     so that concentrations pose little if any environmental risk.              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.064     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.This comment is identical to comment     
     number D2823.064.  Therefore, for a response to this comment, see the      
     response to comment number D2823.064.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2825.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current mixing zone policy provides for full protection of the environment.
     Continuing to allow the use of mixing zones is a sound way of protecting   
     water quality and avoiding unnecessary treatment costs.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.065     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.This comment is identical to comment     
     number D2823.065.  Therefore, for a response to this comment, see the      
     response to comment number D2823.065.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 3206



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2825.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provided that acutely toxic conditions are avoided, the GLI proposal       
     ignores the important scientific relationship between concentrations and   
     exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity.  Ambient water quality is  
     fully met beyond mixing zone boundaries.  Therefore, the significant costs 
     associated with additional end-of-pipe treatment will only result in       
     possible real improvement to water quality within the size and area of the 
     mixing zone itself.  This seems to present little environmental benefit for
     the expected significant additional cost.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.066     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.This comment is identical to comment     
     number D2823.066.  Therefore, for a response to this comment, see the      
     response to comment number D2823.066.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2825.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics Control"  
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones can be       
     modified or eliminated in certain cases to compensate for uncertainties in 
     the assimilative capacity of the water body.  This document suggests no    
     reason for treating BCCs differently regarding mixing zones.               
     
     
     Response to: D2825.067     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2825.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA admits that the GLI proposed rule develops criteria for BCCs which may 
     be overly conservative.  In eliminating mixing zones, EPA is essentially   
     compounding the same uncertainties that were initially factored into the   
     BCC criteria. This regulation is therefore duplicative and overly          
     burdensome.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.068     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2825.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA recommends that the Agency continue to follow its existing mixing zone 
     policy.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.069     
     
     This comment is identical in substance to comment number D2823.069.        
     Therefore, for a response to this comment, see the response to comment     
     number D2823.069.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits ("WQBELs") Below  
     Detection Limits Puts Industrial Dischargers At Unnecessary Risk           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.070     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes proposed rule requires that actual, calculated WQBELs be   
     expressed for each permit.  In some cases, a WQBEL cannot be measured      
     analytically; however it must still be specified in the permit.  LIA feels 
     that by establishing WQBELs below quantifiable levels, EPA is imposing     
     tremendous uncertainty and potential legal liability on facilities beyond  
     that contemplated by the Clean Water Act.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.071     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current federal regulations do not require or specify procedures for       
     determining compliance with WQBELs that are set at less than quantifiable  
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.072     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposed rule forces Great Lakes states to establish specific      
     compliance procedures for below detection limit levels. These "compliance  
     evaluation levels" ("CELs") must be established at current analytical      
     detection limit values.  This means that any detected amount, even if below
     quantification levels, will trigger a potential violation.  The level of   
     uncertainty at the lower end of instrument detectibility creates an unfair 
     risk of liability.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2825.073     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, even though a facility maintains its effluent discharges below
     CELS, EPA will require facilities to implement "pollution minimization     
     programs" ("PMPs") "in order to increase the likelihood that the           
     concentraion of the pollutant in the effluent is as close to meeting the   
     WQBEL as possible."  These PMPs will even be required for substances of    
     concern that may not have been detected in the discharger's effluent.  To  
     implement a PMP, a facility must "reduce all quantifiable levels of the    
     pollutant in all internal and indirect wastewater streams contributing to  
     the permittee's wastewater collection system to maintain the effluent at or
     below the WQBEL."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20978 (April 16, 1993).  These          
     requirements are extremely onerous and costly.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2825.074     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing WQBELs below detection limits and requiring PMPs of direct    
     dischargers will also affect indirect dischargers.  Publicly Owned         
     Treatment Works ("POTWs") will be forced to implement similar controls by  
     their industrial customers.  Because of the inability to detect some       
     regulated pollutants, POTWs will be forced to prohibit any discharge of    
     these pollutants into the sewer system leading to the POTW.  This would    
     virtually kill any removal credits and preclude the establishment of       
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     specific pretreatment standards.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.075     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability, both municipal and industrial plant   
     operators will be forced to employ expensive and sophisticated equipment to
     monitor frequently the influent to the plant in order to detect specific   
     pollutants in the intake waters that are not in the production process.    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.076     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the PMP is both unfair and inequitable.  The PMP  
     requirement totally ignores the capability of waste treatment processes and
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     assumes that all pollutants in the facility permit are discharged at WQBEL 
     levels or higher.  In cases where reduction of a pollutant may be          
     warranted, it is inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that      
     reduction to "minimization" when "treatment" may be more efficient and     
     cost-effective.  The method of reduction should be the choice of the       
     discharger, not the regulator.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2825.077     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it would be impossible to determine whether PMP control measures actually  
     improve the quality of the wastewater discharges because the pollutants of 
     concern would already be at unmeasurable levels.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.078     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Because measurement of very low levels of pollutants requires equipment at 
     the frontier of detection capability, there is a higher likelihood of false
     readings or the misidentification of substances.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.079     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical effect of establishing WQBEL levels below detection limit is 
     to force facilities to eliminate the subject pollutant, a position which is
     contrary to the whole notion of providing permits with effluent limitations
     and is practically unachievable.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.080     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     If a chemical is present in intake water, a plant operator may not be aware
     of its presence and may never have had to treat for the pollutant          
     previously.  The plant operator could be held liable retroactively if the  
     laboratory's detection or analytical technologies improve or change.       
     
     
     Response to: D2825.081     
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, please see the Wildlife chapter of the Supplemental           
     Information Document regarding the modification of the mercury criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a WQBEL is placed in a permit at a level that is below the detection    
     limit, a narrative statement should be included stating that the discharger
     is in compliance with the limit if pollutants are not detected above the   
     "practical quantification level" ("PQL").  This would allow compliance with
     the permit to be judged according to a clear and unequivocal detection     
     limit.  PQL's are a much more favorable way of defining CELs than either   
     Minimum Levels ("ML") or Minimum Detection Limits ("MDLs").  PQLs are clear
     and have been successfully used to define detection limits in other        
     environmental regulatory programs.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2825.082     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: D2825.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should use only those enhanced monitoring programs that have passed its
     own rigorous formal approval process when the limit is below the PQL.      
     
     
     Response to: D2825.083     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with the WQBEL should be determined by only quantitative        
     analysis of the final effluent and should not include analyses of          
     individual waste streams leading to the final effluent as required under   
     the proposed PMP.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2825.084     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.085

Page 3216



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PMPs should not apply if discharge levels are below either intake or       
     background concentrations and should only seek to reduce total discharges  
     instead of focusing on each process stream.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.085     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2825.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, during the term of the permit, analytical procedures improve and       
     previously unknown substances are detected in a facility's effluent, the   
     permit should only be reopened if a water quality criteria is being        
     violated.  If a new permit limit is required, the permit should be revised 
     giving the facility a PQL-based detection limit and a compliance schedule  
     to meet this limit.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2825.086     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2825.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because bioaccumulation is a very complex environmental process, estimating
     if, and to what extent, bioaccumulation actually occurs for specific       
     pollutants is extremely difficult.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2825.087     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that bioaccumulation is a complex            
     environmental process.  In the hierarchy of methods, the prefered method is
     field-measurement of BAFs or BSAFs.  Field data will inherently account for
     the many complex processes occuring in nature and therefore the net result 
     of these process will be reflected in the BAF.  Estimating to what extent  
     bioaccumulation occurs is a little more difficult.  In the final Guidance, 
     an adaptation of the Gobas model (1993) is used instead of the Thomann     
     model (1989).                                                              
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2825.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA does not argue with the concept of developing a bioaccumulation factor 
     or addressing BCCs.  However, LIA agrees with EPA's SAB that the science   
     for developing BAFs has not been sufficiently developed to justify its use 
     in the GLI or as a legally enforceable regulatory trigger.  This is        
     especially important because the economic consequences of controlling BCCs 
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     are tremendous.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2825.088     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter tha the science for developing BAFs has   
     not been sufficiently developed to justify its use in the GLI or as a      
     legally enforceable regulatory trigger.  EPA has revised the methodology to
     incorporate the best science applicable to the regulatory process.  For a  
     more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B of the SID.                     
                                                                                
     In addition, in the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based 
     on the field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs because          
     field-measured data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in      
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2825.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BAF methodology precludes using site-specific information and 
     generates results that are often at odds with, or irrelevant to, the       
     existing local biology, hydrology or ecology.  BAFs derived in the field   
     from open waters of the Great Lakes are not applicable to all waters in the
     basin -- BAFs should be more site-specific.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.089     
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2825.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only BAFs based on actual fish tissue measurements should be used to derive
     water quality standards or to list pollutants for specific controls for    
     sources that would affect that particular fish species.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.090     
     
     See response to comment D2823.090.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2825.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When field-measured BAFs are available, they are calculated by a procedure 
     which calls for the application of a food chain multiplier ("FCM") and a   
     bioconcentration factor ("BCF").  This methodology does not take into      
     account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes Region and does   
     not consider biotransformation, biodegradation or metabolism.  Thus, the   
     methodology cannot reasonably be expected to provide results within even   
     one order of magnitude of what actually occurs in each regulated ecosystem.
     EPA's SAB report states that Thomann's BCF-to-BAF model "has not been      
     adequately tested for use for the establishment of regional water quality  
     at this time."                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2825.091     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2825.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The FCM model and BAF methodology are extremely sensitive to input         
     parameters.  The parameters used in the Thomann model may not have been    
     reviewed for accuracy or appropriateness to the Great Lakes ecosystem.  A  
     more valid BAF methodology needs to be developed before applying it in the 
     regulatory framework.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2825.092     
     
     See response to comment D2724.092.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2825.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1,000 as a trigger for determining BCCs appears   
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the proposed
     rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1,000 is the   
     correct value for triggering more stringent regulations.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.093     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2825.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has found that metals (except mercury) are neither BCCs nor potential  
     BCCs.  LIA supports this determination and agrees that metals (except      
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     mercury) do not bioaccumulate in fish or other plant or animal tissues.    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.094     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that most metals do not biomagnify through   
     the food chain.  Most metals have low BAFs and therefore would not be      
     classified a BCC.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2825.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving water 
     quality standards until all questions about the methodology have been      
     resolved.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.095     
     
     EPA believes that it has adequatetly addressed the questions about the     
     methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF as a numeric factor  
     in deriving water quality standards.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has made an effort to work with the regulated community to develop the 
     BAF methodology through the comment/response process, meetings and         
     discussions, and Science Advisory Board reviews. The regulated community   
     has had the opportunity to participate these and other forums to develop   
     the BAF methodology used in the final Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2825.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA supports the reduction of chemicals which are proven to be             
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     bioaccumulative.  LIA will work with EPA in any appropriate manner in order
     to expedite the development of a methodology which accurately controls     
     BCCs.  However, until more thorough research has been completed, LIA urges 
     EPA to limit BCCs subject to strict regulatory requirements to those       
     chemicals which have scientifically been proven to bioaccumulate.          
     
     
     Response to: D2825.096     
     
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs.  Field- measured data  
     are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a            
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the actual impacts
     of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting 
     them through use of a model.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     H.  Tier II Methodology is Overly Conservative and Virtually Impossible to 
     Rectify Once Promulgated                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.097     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative approach
     for assigning values (using added safety factors) to produce criteria that 
     are overly-protective and unnecessarily expensive.  In fact, the potential 
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     exists, under the Tier II methodology, for the development of unmeasurable 
     and unattainable permit limits which are based on the results of only one  
     potentially irrelevant study.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.098     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the proposed Tier II methodology, the GLI essentially proposes to     
     adopt a new policy -- the less that is known about a substance, the more   
     stringent the water quality requirements.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.099     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA is very concerned with the scientific basis and implementation         
     mechanism of the proposed approach.  EPA's approach transfers the burden   
     and costs of developing better criteria to industry by forcing the         
     discharger to prove that a less stringent standard is merited.             
     
     
     Response to: D2825.100     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it is extremely inefficient to force each discharger to prove that his or  
     her limit is inappropriate.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.101     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the government wants to regulate through the use of permit limits, it   
     should assume the responsibility for determining what those limits should  
     be to protect human health and the environment.  It is simply unfair to    
     subject each discharger to potentially unattainable standards and then be  
     able to impose significant penalties if a grossly overconservative limit is
     not achieved.  Either the Tier II methodology must have more assurance, be 
     abandoned, or be coupled with a modification in the enforcement policy.    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.102     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides industry, local communities also bear the burden of proof for their
     POTWs permit.  EPA must accept responsibility for its regulations by       
     meeting its burden of proof first, before the presumption of illegitimacy  
     is placed on the regulated community to accept or refute.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.103     
     
     See response to comment D2750.004                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA readily admits that the cost of complying with more stringent permit   
     limits may be high because of the additional conservative assumptions      
     incorporated into its approach, while the benefits may be low.  See 58 Fed.
     Reg. at 20837.  EPA argues that this creates an incentive on the part of   
     dischargers to generate additional toxicological data.  This assumption is 
     marginally correct at best.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.104     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry (or POTWs) could embark on an expensive and time-consuming        
     research project to attempt to prove the Tier II limits are incorrect by   
     developing legitimate Tier I criteria.  This is a risky proposition for    
     several reasons.  First, typical studies needed to develop and evaluate the
     necessary data can easily cost more the $120,000 per study and take 24     
     months or longer.  The results of the studies necessary for the project    
     must also be finalized and submitted to the permitting agency for review.  
     There is no guarantee that the permitting agency will agree that minimum   
     data requirements and the proposed guidance, including quality assurance   
     requirements, have been met or even that the study itself will be accepted.
     
     
     Response to: D2825.105     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.106
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the originator of the study essentially has a three year window in which to
     complete the study and get approval from the permitting agency regarding   
     the new Tier I criteria.  The three year window is based on the fact that a
     discharger must meet Tier II limits within three years of promulgation,    
     unless Tier I criteria have superseded.  Assuming that studies could even  
     be completed within the three year window, rejection by the permitting     
     authority would force the study originator to develop and put in place     
     additional equipment to meet Tier II limits in a very short time.  Thus,   
     this option becomes a prohibitively risky one.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2825.106     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: D2825.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This approach also penalizes the first discharger facing the use of a      
     conservative Tier II-based limit in a new or revised permit.  That         
     discharger will be forced to assume the costs of developing the database to
     support a more reasonable Tier I criteria which will then benefit all      
     subsequent dischargers.  These costs should not be borne by the discharger 
     as a circumstance of its permit.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2825.107     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If industry does not challenge a Tier II limit, it is likely that          
     facilities would have to undertake expensive changes needed to meet the    
     more strict Tier II limits, even though these limits have been created to  
     be overly protective.  Competing plants outside the Great Lakes Basin, in  
     the rest of the United States or internationally, will certainly not be    
     forced to meet these same standards until they have been proven valid      
     scientifically, if ever.  Because of the likelihood that Tier I criteria   
     will ultimately be developed that are less restrictive than the Tier II    
     limits, facilities in the Great Lakes Basin will have been put at a        
     competitive disadvantage.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2825.108     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     once a facility meets the Tier II limits, under EPA's antibacksliding      
     policy there is no guarantee that the facility will ever be able to take   
     advantage of less stringent Tier I criteria, when developed.  EPA's current
     antibacksliding provisions and the GLI antidegradation policy stand as     
     impediments to relaxing any permit terms under most circumstances.         
     
     
     Response to: D2825.109     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments pg. 19.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     if a facility cannot technically or economically comply with either of the 
     above options, it will be forced to close or relocate.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2825.110     
     
     Comment D2825.110                                                          
                                                                                
     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because NPDES permit limits create specific, legally enforceable           
     requirements for water discharges and, because violations of their permits 
     subject permit holders to potential enforcement action by government agents
     or citizens groups, permit limits based on a lack of sound science and     
     supportable evidence (i.e., Tier II limits) should not be used.            
     
     
     Response to: D2825.111     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current antibacksliding and antidegradation provisions should not prevent  
     the substitution of more valid Tier I criteria for Tier II values.         
     
     
     Response to: D2825.112     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Approved Tier I data and approved whole effluent toxicity testing could be 
     used to devise permit limits to ensure that no significant adverse affects 
     are occurring while additional Tier I criteria are developed.              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.113     
     
     See response to comments D2595.002 and D2823.113.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2825.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Substances that have been identified for Tier II limits should be published
     by EPA in the Federal Register and research on these chemicals should be   
     expanded immediately.  A joint EPA/industry effort could commence to help  
     elevate Tier II values into Tier I criteria before they are incorporated   
     into permits.  All Tier II values that have not been elevated to Tier I    
     criteria after ten years would be reevaluated for potential use as permit  
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.114     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2825.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposed rule requires that every stream, tributary and connecting 
     channel in the Great Lakes Basin meet the same water quality standards as  
     the open waters of the Great Lakes.  No matter how significantly local     
     conditions differ from the assumptions used to develop the GLI Basin-wide  
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     standards, states may not establish less stringent local requirements for  
     human or wildlife criteria.  However, they may establish less stringent    
     aquatic criteria.  This appears to be an inconsistent regulatory approach. 
     
     
     Response to: D2825.115     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2825.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA believes that uniform basin-wide requirements will result in           
     unnecessarily stringent controls and significantly increase costs for      
     certain dischargers without producing any measurable environmental benefit.
     The proposal equates to treatment for treatment's sake.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2825.116     
     
     See response to: G2650.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2825.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should be able to adjust human and wildlife criteria as long as     
     sensitive or endangered populations are protected.  Flexibility to raise or
     lower site-specific criteria provides an incentive for government or       
     industry to better define the science behind and develop more efficient    
     criteria.  Furthermore, the incentive to obtain locally derived criteria   
     will improve the scientific basis for the criteria and rectify incorrect   
     assumptions that have been utilized in the "Basin-wide" criteria.          
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     Response to: D2825.117     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2825.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality limits that are universally applied throughout this vast     
     ecosystem, without regard for the ability of discharge areas to handle     
     higher concentrations without detrimental impact, unreasonably restrict the
     Great Lakes states and infringe on principles of federalism.               
     
     
     Response to: D2825.118     
     
     See response to: G2748.008                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2825.119
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes states should be able to maintain independence and         
     flexibility to accommodate economic growth without compromising water      
     quality.  Local or site-specific standards recognize unique local          
     conditions, including populations of fish species and other organisms      
     present in the specific area, local fish consumption rates, fish tissue    
     lipid contents and pollutant bioavailability.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2825.119     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2825.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The failure to allow for site-specific adjustments, except under very      
     specific and limited circumstances, ignores the fact that all species are  
     not omnipresent within the Basin.  The GLI proposal implies that with the  
     return of pristine waters to the Great Lakes Basin, fish and wildlife      
     species will be represented throughout the Basin.  The fact is, however,   
     that species are dispersed by physical and geographical factors and not    
     solely by factors related to industrial wastewater discharges.             
     
     
     Response to: D2825.120     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2825.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     J.  Wildlife Criteria is Precedent-Setting and Needs to Be Better Developed
     Before Being Implemented                                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2825.121     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2825.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA believes that it is especially important that the wildlife methodology 
     be peer-reviewed objectively by the scientific community, especially       
     because this is a new and precedent-setting effort by EPA.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2825.122     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2825.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA understands that the proposed wildlife methodology has not been        
     generally accepted by the scientific community.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2825.123     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2825.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA SAB has noted that because the proposed methodology is based on the
     human health paradigm, it is better aimed at protecting individuals and not
     species.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2825.124     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2825.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA also questions whether species selected to provide a basis for these   
     wildlife criteria are ecologically representative of the whole region.     
     
     
     Response to: D2825.125     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2825.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA is opposed to the development of wildlife criteria until it is         
     scientifically justifiable.  If wildlife criteria are developed, the goal  
     should be population oriented (i.e., focused on maintaining ecological     
     balance and harmony rather than directed toward protecting all             
     "individuals.").                                                           
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     Response to: D2825.126     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2590.028 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2825.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not sufficiently support its determinations regarding adverse 
     effects on wildlife population protection, species sensitivity factors and 
     intra species uncertainty factors.  Before a final methodology for the     
     protection of wildlife is implemented, EPA should address these concerns,  
     those of the general scientific community, and have its methodology        
     accepted by the scientific community at large.  LIA will assist the Agency 
     in any appropriate manner.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2825.127     
     
     Please refer to comments P2629.054, P2718.144, and P2574.042 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2826.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA'S REQUEST FOR COMMENTS REGARDING DATA AVAILABILITY AND                 
     REPRESENTATIVENESS (Preamble Section VII.D.3.C.) and Net Limits (Preamble  
     Section VII.B.3.a. and VII.C.2.)                                           
                                                                                
     EPA notes that there is little historical data for some of the BCCs and    
     requests comment on whether periodic monitoring of all dischargers should  
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     be required.                                                               
                                                                                
     Data for many BCCs is available through monitoring required in the NPDES   
     Permit Application Form 2C. AEPSC believes that the current frequency of   
     monitoring for Form 2C parameters is adequate and we support revising the  
     four GC/MS fractions in Table II of 40 CFR Part 122 Appendix D - NPDES     
     Permit Application Testing Requirements to include BCCs from Table 6 of    
     Proposed Part 132.  The current exclusions from monitoring certain GC/MS   
     fractions for certain industrial categories in 40 CFR Part 122 Appendix D  
     Table 1 should continue.  This is consistent with EPAs guidance that a     
     discharger is not accountable for the discharge of a BCC pollutant due     
     solely to the presence of that pollutant in the intake water and we concur 
     with this approach.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2826.001     
     
     EPA does not believe that the permit application is the only, or even the  
     most appropriate mechaninsm for reporting monitoring data for BCCs.  The   
     breadth and frequency of such monitoring is largely a function of          
     site-specific considerations such as the possible source of BCCs, whether  
     the BCC is consistently present or sporadically present, the variability in
     the concentration of the BCC, the presence or absence of related data, such
     as tissue data from fish in the receiving water, etc.   Thus, though the   
     Final Guidance does retain a provision that when BCCs are believed to be   
     present, the control document must contain a monitoring requirement, no    
     specific conditions have been included relating to the frequency of        
     monitoring, the specific BCCs which are to be monitored, or the venue for  
     reporting the results of that monitoring.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2826.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     40 CFR Section 132, Appendix E - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative      
     Antidegradation Policy Part III.D. Antidegradation Demonstration -         
     Important Social or Economic Development                                   
                                                                                
     PREAMBLE REFERENCES:  VII.F.5 Social or Economic Development Demonstration 
                                                                                
     EPA's GUIDANCE IS INAPPROPRIATE.                                           
                                                                                
     The antidegradation policy requires that a socioeconomic demonstration be  
     performed for each potential significant lowering of water quality in high 
     quality waters or outstanding natural resource waters.  According to EPA   
     guidance, the final decision whether the social or economic developments   
     justify the significant lowering of water quality is left to the discretion
     of the Director.  EPA is not the appropriate agency for making policy      
     decisions regarding the socioeconomic health of a community.  Rather, the  
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     entity seeking a significant lowering of water quality in Tier 2 or Tier 3 
     waters should receive a determination from the Governor of the respective  
     state after consultation with local authorities and public comment.  The   
     Director should then act on the basis of the Governor's determination.  The
     authority for establishing social or economic policy within a respective   
     state clearly resides with the Governor.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.002     
     
     See response to comment D2721.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2826.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     40 CFR Section 132, Appendix E - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative      
     Antidegradation Policy PART II.F Antidegradation Implementation Procedure -
     Exemptions.                                                                
                                                                                
     Preamble references: VII.C.4. Exemptions                                   
     VII.D. Existing Effluent Quality                                           
                                                                                
     EPA'S GUIDANCE TO THE STATES IN INADEQUATE.                                
                                                                                
     The antidegradation policy includes three exemptions:                      
                                                                                
     1. short-term, temporary (weeks or months) lowering of water quality;      
     1. by-passes not prohibited at 40 CFR 122.41(m); and                       
     3. response actions pursuant to CERCLA (or similar state or federal        
     actions).                                                                  
                                                                                
     Guidance should specifically address emergency responses that require new  
     or different treatment chemicals to mitigate the effects of an unforeseen  
     persistent menance such as zebra mussels (on a national or regional scale) 
     or microfouling (on a local scale).  These nuisance conditions can cause   
     significant curtailment in production or even complete shutdown of         
     facilities if not treatment promptly.  In our experience, agencies react   
     much too slowly to a discharger's request in a time of crisis and need     
     specific guidance to allow them to react more quickly.                     
                                                                                
     Our experience in treating zebra mussels at a facility on Lake Michigan is 
     a good example.  Once zebra mussels infested the Great Lakes, there was no 
     doubt that all water users would be forced to change practices because of  
     infestation problems.  Everyone, including the state agency, was aware of  
     the prolific nature of these pests and the damage they would cause to a    
     facility.  Yet on two occasions, using the same treatment chemical that was
     already approved at other facilities, we did not receive approval to treat 
     until a few hours before the treatment was to take place.                  
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     Another real life example addresses the effect of a local menace           
     (microfouling) and the imprudence of establishing irreversible, existing   
     effluent quality limitations.  A facility on Lake Michigan used copper     
     condenser tubes for approximately 15 years.  Water treatment chemicals were
     not required to control biofouling, presumably because of scouring caused  
     by entrained, fine sand particles.  During this time, the facility was     
     forced to accept a 0.1 mg/L daily maximum TRC effluent limit in the        
     facility NPDES permit.  The only alternative was to litigate the issue     
     which did not seem prudent since no water treatment was required at the    
     time.  Later, the copper tubes were replaced with stainless steel.  This   
     change was considered optimal for both the facility and the environment    
     since there would be no copper in the effluent due to erosion of the tubes.
      However, because of the change of metallurgy, microfouling occurred which 
     caused a curtailment of production.  The facility requested a permmit      
     modification to increase the effluent limit to 0.2 mg/l TRC which is the   
     established technology based effluent limit for this industry.  The        
     facility operated for several months with curtailed production until the   
     NPDES permit was modified.  The proposal to base effluent limits on        
     existing effluent quality is even less desirable, unreasonable, and unfair 
     since the facility would need to undergo a lengthy antidegradation         
     demonstration to allow treatment which is already available to competitors.
                                                                                
     States should be directed to include exemptions in NPDES permits to allow  
     treatment of a sudden or unexpected menace with new or different treatment 
     chemicals to prevent severe property damage or loss of revenue.  States    
     should not be directed to establish effluent limits based on existing      
     effluent quality but should use technology based effluent limits.          
     
     
     Response to: D2826.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.  In addition, the exemption contained in
     the proposed Guidance and retained in the final Guidance for short-term and
     temporary lowering of water quality should be adequate to address the      
     concerns raised by the commenter.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2826.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing effluent quality (EEQ) policy is also a major disincentive to 
     voluntary improvement in effluent quality and works contrary to EPAs       
     pollution prevention strategy.  The antidegradation policy, in general,    
     strangles efforts to use innovative technology to improve the efficiency of
     existing industry or to promote economic recovery.  The proposed policy    
     will not permit industry in the Great Lakes Basin to complete efficiently  
     or economically.  EPA must set standards that are consistent with those in 
     other regions of the United States.                                        
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     Response to: D2826.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Comments on Section VIII.C. (Total Maximum Daily Loads) of the     
     Preamble                                                                   
                                                                                
     a. PERMIT WRITERS WILL BE UNABLE TO CALCULATE OR EVEN PREDICT TMDLs BASED  
     ON EPA'S AMBIGUOUS GUIDANCE.                                               
                                                                                
     In Section VIII.C. (Total Maximum Daily Loads) of the Preamble, EPA        
     proposes guidance for establishing an approach to the development of Total 
     Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  Overall, EPA's discussion in the Preamble    
     does not provide clear, concise guidance for establishing uniform          
     approaches to developing TMDLs.  Throughout Section VIII.C., EPA's         
     statements of guidance are ambiguous.  In order for states to be able to   
     establish uniform procedures, EPA must provide specific and concise        
     information, particularly in the area of implementation.  Absent specific  
     guidance, it is highly unlikely that uniform approaches for developing and 
     implementing TMDLs will be established or that permit writers will be able 
     to calculate or even predict a functional TMDL.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2826.005     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA'S DISCUSSION OF PHASED TMDLs IS UNCLEAR AND IS NOT DISTINGUISHABLE FROM
     THE "NON-PHASED" TMDL APPROACH.                                            
                                                                                
     In Section VIII.C.2. of the Preamble, EPA references the "Guidance for     
     Water Quality-based Decisions:  The TMDL Process, "EPA 440/1-91-001, April 
     1991, as providing additional guidance on the general approach to TMDL     
     development.  EPA also describes a "phased" approach to TMDLs, which is    
     incorporated in Procedures 3A and 3B.  The reference to the "phased"       
     approach implies a gradual transition to imposing TMDLs.  However, neither 
     in the support document referenced above nor in the Preamble does EPA      
     clearly differentiate in the "phased" versus "non-phased" approach to      
     TMDLs.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Based on the guidance offered in the support document, AEPSC understands   
     that, once the target water body (i.e., one that does not meet water       
     quality criteria) has been identified, according to Section 303(d) of the  
     Clean Water Act, it is determined if adequate information exits to         
     establish load allocations (LAs).  LAs are the portion of a receiving      
     water's loading capacity attributed to natural background and existing     
     and/or future non-point sources of pollution.  If adequate information     
     exists, TMDLs are developed using a margin of safety to establish waste    
     load allocations (WLAs) for point sources and LAs for non-point sources and
     natural background.  If, however, adequate information does not exist, the 
     "phased" approach to TMDLs is taken.  AEPSC believes that, logically, the  
     phased approach should involve gathering adequate information to understand
     the relationship between non-point source and natural background pollution 
     and the controls necessary to maintain the applicable water quality        
     criteria.  However, contrary to this logic, the first step of the phased   
     TMDL approach is the same as the first step to the "non-phased" TMDL       
     approach.  Only after TMDLs are developed and implemented are additional   
     data gathered to help better understand the relationship between non-point 
     source and natural background pollution.  After evaluating these additional
     data, the TMDL is adjusted to more stringent controls if necessary.  The   
     end result to the phased approach is that TMDLs are established regardless 
     of a lack of data which warrants more careful studies prior to implementing
     additional pollution controls.  Thus, the proposed "phased" approach is    
     operationally indistinguishable from the "non-phased" approach.  In fact,  
     the phased approach disregards the logic of the scientific method, which   
     follows by:  1) defining the problem, 2) collecting data through           
     observation and experiment and 3) formulating and testing a hypothesis     
     prior to implementing a solution.  Instead, the phased TMDL imposes a      
     "solution" before analyzing the problem.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.006     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2826.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA'S GUIDANCE ON ESTABLISHING TMDLs WHERE A LACK OF DATA EXISTS IS        
     COMPLETELY ARBITRARY.                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA states that the phased approach of establishing TMDLs allows EPA and   
     the states to move forward and implement water quality-based control       
     measures when limited information is available.  This approach is          
     inconsistent with the Clean Water Act at 301(b)(1)(c), which provides that 
     water quality-based effluent limits be imposed only where technology-based 
     limits are not adequately protecting water quality. In addition, this is   
     also true where it is shown that a designated use of a water body is       
     impaired.  Establishing a TMDL in order to implement water quality-based   
     controls when insufficient data exists or where a designated use is not    
     impaired, is arbitrary and certainly technically deficient.  If data are   
     not available, monitoring should be implemented until sufficient data are  
     gathered.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2826.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance on establishing TMDLs where a lack of 
     data exists is completely arbitrary.  For a full discussion of the TMDL    
     provisions of the Guidance, see Section VIII.C of the SID.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2826.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA SHOULD NOT REQUIRE STATES TO BASE NON-POINT SOURCE ALLOCATIONS ON      
     FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION OF POLLUTION CONTROL REQUIREMENTS FOR NON-POINT      
     SOURCES.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In the Preamble's discussion of phased TMLDs, EPA suggests that a phased   
     TMDL could incorporate non-point source allocations based on future        
     implementation of non-point source control requirements.  Non-point source 
     allocations should not automatically be included in the development of     
     phased TMDLs unless EPA establishes specific regulations requiring such.   
     EPA should first determine the impact of existing non-point source         
     pollution prior to implementing requirements which are based on non-point  
     sources. Furthermore, AEPSC believes that it is unreasonable to expect     
     permit writers to be able to obtain information on future non-point source 
     loadings when currently there are no requirements regarding these future   
     loadings.  Moreover, in the event that such information could be obtained, 
     EPA does not provide the permit writer with guidance on using such         
     information in the implementation of TMDLs.  AEPSC questions EPA's         
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     procedures to establish criteria and procedures based on non-point source  
     pollution when the extent of the impact of non-point source pollution is   
     still unknown.                                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2826.008     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA SHOULD BE SPECIFIC IN ADVISING STATES ON HOW TO PERFORM THE MASS       
     BALANCES DESCRIBED IN PROCEDURES 3A AND 3B.                                
                                                                                
     In the Preamble, EPA states that it is considering two approaches (Options 
     A and B) for calculating TMDLs.  According to Procedure 3A of Appendix F to
     Part 132, TMDLs would be established by first determining the load to the  
     entire water body in question and then determining site-specific loads.    
     Conversely, according to Procedure 3B of Appendix F to Part 132, TMDLs     
     would be established by first determining the site-specific loads and then 
     determining the load for the entire water body in question.  While both    
     options may be plausible, it is difficult to determine which may be more   
     appropriate due to a common question pertaining to each.  If TMDLs are to  
     be established for those waters not expected to meet state water quality   
     standards, what accommodation is given to dischargers to those waters that 
     individually are indeed meeting state water quality standards?             
     Furthermore, how are these discharges considered when determining the load 
     to the entire water body?  EPA's approach to establishing TMDLs is based on
     total mass balances.  While this goal is conceptually laudable, it should  
     be recognized that there is not a single model or combination of models    
     available which has proven to regulators and industry to be capable of     
     fulfilling this goal.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2826.009     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
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     Comment ID: D2826.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     40 CFR Section 132, Appendix F - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative      
     Implementation Procedures, Procedures 3A and 3B, General Condition 2       
                                                                                
     a. EPA SHOULD CONSIDER THE DESIGNATED USES OF A WATER BODY PRIOR TO        
     APPLYING THE MOST STRINGENT WATER QUALITY CRITERION.                       
                                                                                
     In the Preamble, EPA describes, under "General Condition 2" for            
     establishing TMDLs, that a TMDL for a given pollutant must implement all   
     criteria for that pollutant that are applicable to the water body in       
     question.  In other words, EPA is requiring that a TMDL for a given        
     pollutant be based on implementing the most stringent applicable criterion.
     To require such without considering the pertinent and designated uses      
     applicable to the water body in question would be completely arbitrary and 
     technically deficient.  For example, if a particular water body is not     
     designated for use as drinking water, it is unreasonable to require that a 
     TMDL for this water body be based on human health criterion.  AEPSC        
     understands that, first, it must be shown that a water body's particular   
     designated use is impaired prior to implementing more stringent water      
     quality controls.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2826.010     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.See section   
     VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2826.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     40 CFR Section 132, Appendix F - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative      
     Implementation Procedures, Procedures 3A and 3B, General Condition 4       
                                                                                
     a. THE MARGIN OF SAFETY (MOS) DESCRIBED BY EPA IS AMBIGUOUS.               
                                                                                
     General Condition 4 of Procedures 3A and 3B of Appendix F to 40 CFR, Part  
     132, requires that a TMDL incorporate a margin of safety (MOS) and reserve 
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     capacity for future growth.  EPA should state (a) the acceptable degree of 
     uncertainty to be represented by the MOS and (b) how to determine a        
     reasonable reserve capacity for future growth.  Moreover, EPA should allow 
     both the states and industry the discretion to determine a reasonable      
     reserve capacity for future growth, particularly since this factor could be
     somewhat of a moving target, depending on economic activity and population 
     growth.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2826.011     
     
     EPA disagrees with the suggestion in the comment that the final Guidance   
     should specify the acceptable degree of uncertainty to be represented by   
     the margin of safety and should describe how to determine a reasonable     
     reserve capacity.  EPA believes that it is inappropriate to specify a      
     particular degree of uncertainty because of the need to reflect            
     site-specific considerations and case- specific technical considerations.  
     Similarly, EPA expects that determinations pertaining to reserve capacity  
     will be driven by local factors as well, making basin-wide provisions      
     inappropriate. EPA further believes that that flexibility will afford the  
     States and other interested parties, including industry, the discretion to 
     determine a reasonable reserve capacity for future growth.  For further    
     discussion of the margin of safety provision in the final Guidance, see the
     SID at VIII.C.3.e.  For additional guidance on establishing margins of     
     safety and reserve capacity, see EPA's TMDL guidance documents, which are  
     part of this rulemaking record. Response to D2826.011                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2826.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, in the Preamble, EPA states that TMDLs should be developed   
     and implemented using best available information, professional judgement   
     and a margin of safety that reflects uncertainties.  EPA's application of  
     the concept of margin of safety is unclear.  Again, the degree of          
     uncertainty or, conversely, the acceptable confidence level for a margin of
     safety (MOS) should be stated.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2826.012     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the response to comment number         
     D2826.011 and the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.e.  See response to    
     comment P2771.393.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     40 CFR Section 132, Appendix F - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative      
     Implementation Procedures, Procedures 3A and 3B, General Condition 6       
                                                                                
     a. EPA SHOULD SPECIFY HOW TO CALCULATE "SEDIMENT RE-RELEASE".              
                                                                                
     In the Preamble, "General Condition 6" states that contributions to the    
     water column from sediments inside and outside mixing zones must be        
     considered when establishing TMDLs.  EPA states that this includes sediment
     re-release.  AEPSC agrees that consideration of sediment re-release is     
     plausible where applicable. AEPSC is not aware of any established          
     methodologies which reasonably define the dynamics of polluant increase due
     to sediment re-release.  AEPSC believes that currently developing sediment 
     criteria methods should be used only after outside review by the Science   
     Advisory Board (SAB) and industry.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2826.013     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     40 CFR Section 132, Appendix F - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative      
     Implementaton Procedures, Procedures 3A and 3B, General Condition 8        
                                                                                
     a. CAGED FISH TISSUE DATA SHOULD NOT BE CONSIDERED THE BEST MEANS OF       
     DETERMINING REPRESENTATIVE POLLUTANT BACKGROUND CONCENTRATIONS.            
                                                                                
     Regarding the types of data used to determine representative background    
     concentration of pollutants, it is understood from the Preamble that EPA   
     will allow the use of the following data in certain situations:            
     representative caged fish tissue data, representative ambient monitoring   
     data or representative pollutant loading data.  In short, EPA already      
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     provides states with the opportunity to allow the use of certain data in   
     certain situations for calculating background pollutant concentrations.    
     EPA should continue to provide states with this opportunity and should not 
     limit states to accepting only certain data.                               
                                                                                
     It should be recognized that caged fish tissue data are not appropriate for
     determining background concentrations of pollutants other than             
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs).  Background data for BCCs     
     obtained by using caged fish tissue data should not automatically be       
     transposed into permit limits.  BCCs which are normally undetectable may   
     concentrate in caged fish tissue.  This, however, is not necessarily       
     representative of ambient conditions.  Any caged fish tissue data used     
     should be obtained by implementing site-specific test procedures.          
     Moreover, most background data should be obtained from representative      
     ambient monitoring data and representative pollutant loading data.         
     
     
     Response to: D2826.014     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA'S METHOD OF TREATMENT FOR DATA REPORTED AS "LESS THAN DETECTABLE" IS   
     REASONABLE.                                                                
                                                                                
     In the Preamble discussion under "General Condition 8", EPA states that    
     data reported as less than detection will be treated as one-half of the    
     reported detection level.  AEPSC believes that this approach is a          
     reasonable general policy.  AEPSC adds, however, that a discharger should  
     be able to use a scientifically defensible alternate procedure (such as a  
     logarithmic  transformation) to predict "less than detectable" values when 
     a sufficient database allows such a procedure.  In addition, EPA's proposed
     definition of "quantification level", that concentration of a particular   
     substance which can be quantitatively measured, is also acceptable to      
     AEPSC. It should be noted that the limit of detection will always be less  
     than the limit of quantification.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2826.015     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2826.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     40 CFR Section 132, Appendix F - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative      
     Implementation Procedures, Procedures 3A and 3B, Part B:  Mixing Zones for 
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern                                       
                                                                                
     EPA's DENIAL OF MIXING ZONES FOR BCCs IS INAPPROPRIATE.                    
                                                                                
     Under the "Special Provisions for BCCs" Section of the Preamble and Part B 
     of Appendix F referenced above, EPA proposes to eliminate mixing zones for 
     existing discharges of BCCs within 10 years, as well as prohibit mixing    
     zones for new discharges of BCCs.  EPA states that every reasonable effort 
     should be made to reduce all loadings of BCCs and that, by eliminating BCC 
     mixing zones, mass loadings to the Great Lakes can be reduced.             
                                                                                
     AEPSC believes that EPA's blanket denial of mixing zones for BCCs is       
     inappropriate.  AEPSC believes that there may be some locations where the  
     loading of BCCs is unacceptable; in this case, a mixing zone prohibition   
     may be appropriate.  A more appropriate control would be to impose an      
     effluent limit based on a wasteload allocation (WLA) that reflects         
     site-specific risks effects of BCCs.  Such an effluent limit should        
     adequately protect against those effects.  Using this more appropriate     
     method, a mixing zone may or may not be allowed for the effluent.  In      
     addition, EPA's proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCCs conflicts with 
     the Clean Water Act, which gives states the authority to allow mixing zones
     (U.S.EPA, 1991).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2826.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     40 CFR Section 132, Appendix F - Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative      
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     Implementation Procedures 3A and 3B, Part D:  The Tributary Basin Mass     
     Balance TMDL Approach                                                      
                                                                                
     a. EPA SHOULD PROVIDE FLEXIBILITY FOR ALLOWING STATES TO USE STEADY-STATE  
     OR DYNAMIC FLOW-BASED MASS BALANCES.                                       
                                                                                
     Since applying a comprehensive, scientifically-based mass balance to TMDLs 
     will in itself be a difficult task, it is recommended that EPA allow states
     the flexibility to use steady-state and/or dynamic flow-based models.      
     Joint exploration by regulators and industry of more appropriate models is 
     necessary prior to selection of a model to perform such mass balances.  EPA
     and the states should consider carefully the validity of mass balance      
     models and the respective method of application.  Other factors, such as   
     seasonal variations, also need to considered by such models.               
     
     
     Response to: D2826.017     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.a of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2826.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA'S PROVISIONS FOR DILUTION FRACTIONS IN THE PROPOSED APPROACH TO MIXING 
     ZONES/MARGINS OF SAFETY ARE OVERLY CONSERVATIVE.                           
                                                                                
     In the Preamble, EPA states that once a default dilution fraction is       
     determined, this fraction will be constant and will be applied to all water
     quality-based controls for a particular discharger.  The purpose for       
     setting the defaul dilution fraction as constant for broad application is  
     to ease administrative burden.  Since a dilution fraction should be based  
     on scientific approaches and not policy decision, EPA's state purpose is   
     inconsistent with the scientific goals supporting the Great Lakes          
     Initiative.  Applying such reasoning will result in default dilution       
     fractions which are overconservative or inadequate for some situations.    
     Instead, EPA should allow states the flexibility to consider the specifics 
     of the discharge and receiving stream when calculating default dilution    
     fractions.  If a default dilution fraction is calculated based on valid    
     science and not on procedures to ease administrative burden, there should  
     be no need to account for the additional margin of safety referenced by    
     EPA.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2826.018     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA SHOULD CONSIDER FIELD INFORMATION ON POLLUTANT DEGRADATION FOREMOST    
     OVER OTHER INFORMATION.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA is commended for allowing TMDLs to account for pollutant degradation   
     where applicable.  It should be recognized that the most pertinent         
     information, such as field data and relevant studies, will provide the most
     valid information regarding the rate of degradation.  Other data and       
     information could be obtained from established sources such as ORSANCO's   
     "Quality Monitor".  However, before applying such information, regulators  
     and industry should carefully consider how such data should be treated.  In
     some cases, it may be possible to extrapolate such data from other sites   
     having similar characteristics.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2826.019     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2826.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA'S GUIDANCE ON POLLUTANT TRADING OPPORTUNITIES ASSOCIATED WITH TMDLs IS 
     AMBIGUOUS.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In the Preamble, EPA states that trading refers to "approaches which       
     introduce market incentives into water quality control decisions by        
     acknowledging the ability of a point source to achieve water quality based 
     loading reductions through creative, enforceable, market mechanisms".      
     However, EPA does not specify how states can provide such trading options. 
     In fact, the guidance provided is so broad and vague that it will probably 
     result in no action taken by the states.  EPA should recognize that market 
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     incentives will not be approachable if TMDL pollution controls are overly  
     stringent and cost prohibitive.  Furthermore, market incentives should be  
     voluntary and not enforceable.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2826.020     
     
     See section VIII.C.10 of the Supplementary Information Document.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2826.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMMENTSS ON PROCEDURE 1 OF APPENDIX F:  SITE-SPECIFIC MODIFICATIONS TO    
     CRITERIA/VALUES                                                            
                                                                                
     a.  Procedure 1.A - Requirements for Site-Specific Modifications to        
     Criteria/Values                                                            
                                                                                
     1. Aquatic life, Section b.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA should allow less stringent site-specific criteria for acute criteria, 
     on a case by case basis, to reflect local physical and hydrological        
     conditions.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA proposes to allow only less stringent chronic aquatic life criteria to 
     reflect local physical and hydrological conditions.  EPA's rationale is    
     that existing site-specific physical habitat conditions may be limiting    
     (e.g., lack of substrate or flow), and, thus, aquatic life may be precluded
     from remaining at the site for at least 96 hours.  This provision assumes  
     that all proposed aquatic life criteria are based on exposure/effect       
     bioassay data.  Though most of the proposed aquatic life criteria are      
     derived from valid laboratory bioassay studies, the criteria for at least  
     one substance (selenium) is based on extrapolated safe levels from         
     documented field studies.  Thus, the 96-hour threshold for chronic effects 
     does not apply to selenium.  EPA should allow site-specific acute criteria 
     modifications for selenium that are based on the form of selenium which    
     could, reasonably, cause potential instream effects.  See additional       
     comments on selenium aquatic life criteria on pages 37-40.                 
                                                                                
     The prohibition of less stringent site-specific acute criteria, due to     
     local physical and hydrological conditions, assumes that instream acute    
     exposure (at least one hour in duration) occurs in all instances, whereas a
     minimum exposure of 96 hours may or may not occur.  In reality, there are  
     probably very few instances where the aquatic life in a receiving stream is
     exposed to an instream waste concentration (IWC) for at least one hour, but
     not for more than one hour.  EPA's restriction also is inconsistent with   
     current Agency policy.  In EPA's Technical Support Document for Water      
     Quality-based Toxics Control (U.S. EPA, 1991), EPA explicitly allows       
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     dischargers to exceed acute water quality criteria within a "zone of       
     initial dilution" or "allocated impact zone."  Accordingly, AEPSC urges EPA
     to expand the site-specific provision to include acute criteria.           
     
     
     Response to: D2826.021     
     
     See section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2826.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One additional point should be made regarding EPA's proposed prohibition of
     less stringent acute site-specific criteria for instances where physical   
     habitat is limiting. The methods for site-specific aquatic life criteria   
     are themselves based on acute toxicity results.  The Recalculation         
     Procedure, the Resident Species Procedure, and the Indicator Species       
     Procedure are all based on acute (LC50) end-points.  Subsequent chronic    
     criteria are often calculated by using acute-to-chronic ratios, which      
     result in a greater level of extrapolation compared to definitive acute    
     values. AEPSC urges EPA to allow less stringent site-specific acute        
     criteria, on a case-by-case basis, where physical habitat limitations      
     preclude aquatic life from inhabiting a receiving stream portion for some  
     period of time.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2826.022     
     
     See section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2826.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Wildlife                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA proposes that site-specific modifications to wildlife criteria be more 
     stringent than the proposed Tier I wildlife criteria.  EPA also requests   
     comments on whether the proposed "more stringent only" approach for        
     site-specific modifications to wildlife criteria is reasonable, and whether
     less stringent modifications should be allowed. AEPSC believes that EPA    
     makes valid points in stating that wildlife and humans could continue to   
     ingest Great Lakes fish despite having mobility within the Great Lakes     
     basin.  AEPSC also understands EPA's policy decision of erring on the side 
     of over-protectivenes rather than under-protectiveness regarding           
     site-specific modifications to wildlife and human health criteria.         
                                                                                
     As a general comment, AEPSC believes that there can be valid technical     
     reasons why less stringent site-specific wildlife and human health criteria
     are appropriate.  For a particular pollutant, it may be possible for a     
     discharger to demonstrate conclusively that the environmental fate of that 
     pollutant behaves contrary to EPA's assumption of high inter-lake mobility.
     Under these conditions, there should be no regulatory barrier for an       
     approved less stringent wildlife or human health site-specific criteria    
     because the de facto assumption of pollutant discharge = food chain        
     accumulation is proven to be not applicable.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2826.023     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2826.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA should allow less stringent (i.e., lower) bioaccumulation factors to be
     approved on a site-specific basis or else revise the approach in           
     calculating bioaccumulation factors for hydrophobic pollutants.            
                                                                                
     Section 1.A.3 states that bioaccumulation factors may be modified on a     
     site-specific basis to larger values than derived pursuant to authority    
     under Clean Water Act Section 510.  AEPSC questions EPA's technical basis  
     for allowing larger bioaccumulation factors, but prohibiting lower values. 
                                                                                
     AEPSC strongly disagrees with this policy decision, especially if EPA      
     continues to apply proposed BAF values that are based on theoretical       
     bioaccumulative potentials.  The bioconcentration (and ultimately,         
     bioaccumulation) of a persistent pollutant is dependent on a variety of    
     interacting biological (physiological, morphological, trophic) and abiotic 
     (physical and chemical) factors.  The rates of pollutant uptake,           
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     elimination, and contaminant distribution have been shown to vary with the 
     size of organism (Fisher et al., 1992).  Furthermore, the molecular size   
     and shape of some hydrophobic chemicals can impede chemical accumulation   
     (Barron, 1990; Lohner and Collins, 1987).                                  
                                                                                
     Several important wide-scale studies have documented the biotic and abiotic
     factors that explain a large degree of variation in bioconcentration and/or
     bioaccumulation of persistent chemicals.  A few of these are summarized    
     here.  Lange et al. (1993) modelled the statistical associations between   
     mercury levels in largemouth bass and biotic/abiotic variables in Florida  
     lakes.  The authors found that the chemical characteristics of lakes       
     strongly influenced the bioaccumulation of mercury in largemouth bass (a   
     top predator species).  Statistical tests revealed that chlorophyll a (an  
     indicator of lake productivity) and alkalinity (an indicator of buffering  
     capacity) explained almost 50% of the variation in fish mercury            
     concentrations.  Larsson et al. (1992) reported the relationship between   
     levels of persistent pollutants in northern pike (PCBs and DDE) and water  
     quality variables from 61 takes in Scandinavia.  The authors found highly  
     variable concentrations of PCBs and DDE in pike.  The concentrations of    
     pollutants in pike tissue decreased as lake productivity increased.  In    
     these lakes high levels of humic subsances apparently decreased the        
     bioavailability of persistent organic chemicals due to simple adsorption.  
     The authors conclude:                                                      
                                                                                
     "The results show that it should be possible to predict levels of          
     persistent pollutants in fish, based on the productivity and chemical      
     properties of the lake." (p.346)                                           
                                                                                
     Lastly, Van Hattum et al. (1991) examined the role of biotic and abiotic   
     factors in the in-situ bioconcentration of metals in several species of    
     macroinvertebrates.  They reported that sediment- and water-related abiotic
     variables were important for the prediction of bioconcentrated levels of   
     cadmium, lead, and, to a lesser extent, zinc.  Biotic factors also         
     contributed to the levels of bioconcentrated toxic metals.                 
                                                                                
     Considering the above relevant technical points, AEPSC believes that it is 
     unreasonable for EPA to expect constant, generic abiotic conditions, and   
     subsequent generic bioaccumulations factors, to occur within the Great     
     Lakes and tributary streams and rivers.  Although AEPSC acknowledges EPA's 
     concern that the entire Great Lakes drainage basin is a relatively closed  
     system, there are considerable between-lake differences in water quality,  
     biomass pools, and levels of pollutants in aquatic organisms.  At a        
     minimum, AEPSC believes that EPA should allow lake-specific bioaccumulation
     factors to be calculated where a discharger demonstrates that water        
     quality, sediment, and biological characteristics are relatively unique for
     a given lake.  AEPSC feels that this would represent a type of site-speciic
     modification, albeit on a macro scale rather than proximal-site scale.  In 
     summary, AEPSC strongly disagrees with EPA's requirement of a single       
     bioaccumulation factor for the entire Great Lakes basin.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.024     
     
     The final guidance allows site-specific BAFs to be less stringent than the 
     system-wide BAFs if adequately justified by acceptable data and if         
     downstream uses are adequately protected.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
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     Comment ID: D2826.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 1.B - Notification Requirements                                  
                                                                                
     AEPSC does not object to a state notifying other Great Lake states of a    
     proposed site-speciic modification to a criterion or value as allowed in   
     Procedure 1.A.  However, no guidance is provided as to what the            
     responsibilities of the other Great Lake states are for review of such     
     proposals or their rights of objection if they are not in agreement with   
     the proposal. In addition, EPA does not specify a maximum time period which
     all states must adhere to in their review of proposed site-specific        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2826.025     
     
     The main purpose of the notification requirement is so that other States   
     can ascertain (for shared waterbodies) whether any downstream water quality
     standards are at risk by a proposed site-specific modification outside and 
     upstream of their jurisdiction.  Other benefits to the notification        
     requirement are sharing of new data and sharing of new methodologies for   
     developing site-specific modifications.  This information can also be      
     collected and used as examples for derivation of site- specific criteria.  
     This also will give States an opportunity to comment on other Water Quality
     Standards during the public comment period and thereby encourage scientific
     accuracy and minimize errors within site-specific criteria.  This          
     requirement should help achieve consistent application of site-specific    
     methodologies and data within the Great Lakes System.                      
                                                                                
     EPA is not requiring States to review the site-specific modifications of   
     other States or Tribes, nor does EPA believe that a separate time period   
     for review or any guidance on what to review is necessary.  If a State has 
     concerns or objections to another State's site-specific criterion, EPA     
     believes that those concerns should be submitted during the public comment 
     period or public hearing of the water quality standards containing the     
     proposed site-specific criterion.  EPA does not believe that a State should
     be prohibited from adopting site-specific criteria if no other State       
     submits comments by the end of the public comment period.  EPA is not      
     requiring Great Lakes States to treat comments by other States in any      
     different manner than any other comments submitted during the public       
     comment period for their water quality standards.                          
                                                                                
     EPA does not intend to be the arbitrator of any disputes or disagreements  
     between States.  However, EPA reserves the right to disapprove any         
     site-specific criterion which is not scientifically justified, technically 
     defensible, impairs downstream water quality, and/or may cause             
     nonattainment of downstream designated uses.  For information on review and
     approval or disapproval by EPA, see response to comment D2724.351.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2826.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMMENTS ON PROCEDURE 2 OF APPENDIX F:  VARIANCES FROM WATER QUALITY       
     STANDARDS FOR POINT SOURCES                                                
                                                                                
     a.  Procedure 2.A - Applicability                                          
                                                                                
     AEPSC agrees with the principle of granting variances to a water quality   
     standard and commends the EPA on its foresight concerning this issue.  The 
     ability for a discharger to delay compliance with a water quality standard 
     more stringent than is currently imposed will allow compliance to be       
     achieved in the most cost-effective manner.  However, more definition needs
     to be given concerning exactly what constitutes a recommencing discharger. 
     A specific time period should be given, as certain industrial dischargers  
     may suspend discharging during plant outages for retooling or upgrades.    
     These outages are an integral part of plant maintenance and cannot be      
     avoided.  In these situations, being labeled as a recommencing discharger  
     would be erroneous and incorrect. Provisions must be given for these types 
     of dischargers so that they can rightfully be granted a water quality      
     standard variance.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2826.026     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for what constitutes a recommencing          
     discharger.                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2826.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 2.B - Maximum Timeframe or Variances                             
                                                                                
     AEPSC recommends that EPA modify the maximum timeframe for variances from  
     three years to five years.  There are two important reasons for this.      
     First, the five-year timeframe would be consistent with the typical        
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     effective data of an NPDES permit.  Secondly, the development of alternate 
     treatment technologies will require several years in order to demonstrate a
     proven removal efficiency.  As an example, there currently is no proven    
     technology to treat (via chemical processes) utility wastestreams in order 
     to achieve a zero discharge mercury effluent concentration.  For some      
     facilities a conversion from a wet ash disposal system to a dry ash        
     disposal system may not be possible due to siting constraints.  A five-year
     variance timeframe would thus be needed in order to achieve compliance with
     a stringent effluent limitation.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2826.027     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2826.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 2.G - Incorporating State- or Tribal-Approved Variance into      
     Permit                                                                     
                                                                                
     When NPDES permits are modified, the state will public notice the          
     modification for comments.  It is unclear whether the modification to the  
     permittee's NPDES permit to incorporate all conditions needed to implement 
     the variance would then be subject to another public notice.  An additional
     public notice, after variance approval, is unnecessary and time-consuming. 
     The public will have already had the opportunity to comment during the     
     public notice of the preliminary decision and the permittee would be unable
     to receive the variance until the additional public notice period expired  
     and then only if insignificant comments are received.  This situation would
     unduly penalize a permittee and the company urges that one of the public   
     notice periods be eliminated to avoid this "double jeopardy" review        
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.028     
     
     EPA disagrees in part.  If the preliminary decision is a separate action   
     from a proposed permit, the public should have the opportunity to comment  
     on both.  If the preliminary decision is made in, or closely linked to the 
     proposed permit, it is reasonable for the State or Tribe to provide an     
     opportunity for comment on the two together.                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2826.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMMENTS OF PROCEDURE 5 OF APPENDIX F:  REASONABLE POTENTIAL TO EXCEED     
     WATER QUALITY STANDARDS                                                    
                                                                                
     a. Introduction                                                            
                                                                                
     AEPSC does not agree with the last sentence of the introductory paragraph. 
     This sentence should be revised so that reasonable potential to exceed any 
     Tier I criterion or Tier II value is based upon sound scientific rationale 
     rather than the loosely-based requirement of "any relevant information".   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.029     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable        
     Potential, Section 2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the     
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2826.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.A.1 - Developing Preliminary Effluent Limitations on the       
     Discharge of a Pollutant from a Point Source                               
                                                                                
     Given the uncertainties and potential reliabilities and misinterpretation  
     of the information requirements in Procedure D.1.a., it would seem entirely
     possible to violate Section II.C of Appendix A to Section 132, which states
     that questionable data not be used. Dischargers could be unduly penalized  
     given the wide range of possible "estimated" ambient screening values on   
     which preliminary wasteload allocations would be based.  The company urges 
     that the ambient screening value methodology be replaced with monitoring   
     data which would provide certainty with respect to the end result of this  
     process -- preliminary effluent limitations.                               
     

Page 3259



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: D2826.030     
     
     See responses to comments numbered P2588.322, D2722.117, and G3201L.041.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2826.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.A.2                                                            
                                                                                
     Developing preliminary effluent limitations consistent with the preliminary
     wasteload allocations in accordance with existing state or tribal          
     procedures for converting wasteload allocations into water quality-based   
     effluent limitations is not consistent with the GLI approach of uniformity 
     throughout the region.  AEPSC recommends that this ambiguity be corrected  
     by removing the reference to "existing State or Tribal procedures".        
     
     
     Response to: D2826.031     
     
     EPA believes that use of existing State or Tribal procedures for converting
     wasteload allocations into permit limits are appropriate for purposes of   
     converting preliminary wasteload allocations into preliminary effluent     
     limits when determining reasonable potential. EPA does not believe that    
     consistency among States and Tribes is sacrificed by relying on such       
     procedures.  The provision referenced by the commenter proposed at 5.A.2   
     remains and appears at 5.A.3 of appendix F of the final Guidance.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2826.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.A.2.b                                                          
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     AEPSC urges that preliminary effluent limitations based upon criteria and  
     values for the protection of aquatic life from chronic effects be expresed 
     solely as monthly limitations.  By expressing these limitations on a       
     monthly basis, a consistent approach is achieved as the calculation of the 
     PEQ in Procedures 5.B.1.b and 5.B.2.b uses the distribution of monthly     
     averages with respect to protection of aquatic life from chronic effects.  
     
     
     Response to: D2826.032     
     
     As described in the Supplementary Information Document in Section          
     VIII.E.2.b, Developing Preliminary Effluent Limits, preliminary effluent   
     limitations based upon criteria and values for the protection of aquatic   
     life from chronic effects, may as proposed be expressed as either weekly or
     monthly averages depending upon the availability of data in either format. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2826.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.B - Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants where there
     are Ten or More Effluent Data Samples                                      
                                                                                
     AEPSC recommends that a time period be included with respect to data usage;
     e.g., sample data taken within the previous three years.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.033     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.323.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: D2826.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Procedure 5.B.1.a                                                          
                                                                                
     Replace "or" in line 2 of this procedure with "and" (see Procedure         
     5.B.2.a).                                                                  
                                                                                
     AEPSC urges that the option of specifying the PEQ as the maximum effluent  
     concentration be deleted.  This value will always be greater than the 99th 
     percentile of the distribution of the daily values of the facility-specific
     effluent monitoring data and, therefore, result in an overly-stringent PEQ 
     if the maximum effluent concentration value is an outlier data point.      
     Reliance on the 99th percentile of the distribution of the daily values    
     will provide a valid PEQ while not penalizing a discharger whose maximum   
     effluent concentration is possibly erroneous due to sampling or analysis   
     error.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2826.034     
     
     Line 2 of proposed procedure 5.B.2.a does not contain the word "or;" the   
     commenter's point here is unclear.  With regard to deleting the option of  
     specifying the PEQ as the maximum effluent concentration, this requirement 
     has been modified in the final Guidance.  As noted in the Supplementary    
     Information Document, States must adopt a statistical procedure for        
     determining PEQ that conforms to the basic characteristics outlined in     
     5.B.2 of Appendix F of the final Guidance.  The Supplementary Information  
     Document and Guidance also explain that the proposed statistical procedure 
     for determining PEQ with less than 10 effluent data samples (TSD procedure)
     conforms to the basic characteristics outlined in 5.B of the Guidance, and 
     is therefore an acceptable procedure.  The TSD procedure specified at 5.B.1
     of appendix F of the final Guidance now specifies that the PEQ shall be    
     specified as the maximum observed effluent value or the upper bound        
     estimate (no less than the 95th percentile) of the projected population of 
     effluent data points, whichever is greater.  EPA notes however, that the   
     reasoning for modifying this requirement is different from the commenter's.
      The commenter's assertion that the maximum effluent concentration will    
     always be greater than the 99th  percentile of the distribution of the     
     daily values of the facility-specific effluent monitoring data is          
     incorrect.  The 99th percentile of the distribution of the daily values,   
     described in the proposal is, and was intended in the proposal to be, the  
     99th percentile of the projected population of effluent data, projected    
     based on the actual observed effluent data available.  This 99th percentile
     is not, as the commenter suggests, the 99th percentile of actual observed  
     data.  The reason that this provision was proposed and that an upper bound 
     (95th percentile) PEQ specification requirement is contained in the final  
     Guidance is to ensure that PEQ is a statistical estimate of a worste case  
     or upper bound estimate of effluent quality.  The EPA procedure in the     
     final Guidance recognizes that in the vast majority of cases, the projected
     upper bound value will be greater than the observed maximum value, but that
     occassionally, the observed maximum will be greater than the projected     
     upper bound.  In this latter case, the EPA procedure requires PEQ to be    
     specified as the greater value: the observed maximum.  See also            
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining         
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using  
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: D2826.035
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 3262



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.B.2.a                                                          
                                                                                
     AEPSC reiterates that the PEQ should be based solely on the 99th percentile
     of the distribution of the daily values of the facility-specific effluent  
     monitoring data.  See comment on Procedure 5.B.1.a for additional          
     substantiation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2826.035     
     
     See response to 2826.034.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: D2826.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.B.2.c                                                          
                                                                                
     In the second sentence of this procedure, insert "effluent" between        
     "preliminary" and "limitation".                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2826.036     
     
     The word "effluent" is included in the final Guidance provision at 5.B.2.c 
     of the proposal.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2826.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.C.1.a.1 - Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants where
     there are Less than Ten Effluent Data Samplers                             
                                                                                
     The multiplication factors used to calculate the PEQ in Table F5-1 are     
     overly conservative, especially when used with the maximum effluent        
     concentration which, as described in the comments on Procedure 5.B.1.a,    
     could be overly conservative in its own right.  AEPSC believes that it is  
     erroneous to use the word "reasonable" in the title of this procedure, as  
     the method outlined is not only unreasonable but unrealistic.  Using a     
     multiplying factor of 1.8 with 9 data points versus 1.0 with 10 data points
     is too restrictive.  AEPSC recommends, at the very least, only using these 
     multiplying factors with the 95th percentile of the distribution of the    
     data set.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2826.037     
     
     See response to: D2722.117.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2826.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.D.1 - Developing Necessary Data to Calculate Tier II Values    
     where such Data does not Currently Exist                                   
                                                                                
     If a permittee reports that a pollutant is known or believed to be present 
     in its effluent, most likely sufficient data will exist to make use of this
     procedure unnecessary.  At the very minimum, a reopener clause should be   
     included for the permittee's use to challenge over-restrictive effluent    
     limitations based on this procedure.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2826.038     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2

Page 3264



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: D2826.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.D.1.a                                                          
                                                                                
     As stated in the comments for Procedure 5.A.1, following the guidelines for
     information requirements in this procedure could unduly penalize a         
     discharger based upon the estimation of ambient screening values from      
     unreliable data.  Of particular concern is use of the Quantitative         
     Structure Activity Relationship.  Quantitative Structure Activity          
     Relationships have only been developed for organic substances.  EPA has not
     clarified how inorganic substances will be handled by this procedure.      
     
     
     Response to: D2826.039     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2826.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.D.3                                                            
                                                                                
     AEPSC strongly urges that this procedure be deleted in its entirety.       
     Allowing a permitting authority to determine that the discharge of a       
     pollutant will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute 
     to an excursion above a narrative criterion for water quality provides a   
     pemitting agency with an arbitrary ability to incorporate a WQBEL in an    
     NPDES permit without using sound scientific rationale as a basis.  In      
     addition, inclusion of this procedure would make all other procedure 5.D   
     redundant, as less justification is required for this procedure to meet the
     "reasonable potential" possibility.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2826.040     
     
     Permitting authorities already have the authority to determine reasonable  
     potential in the absence of chemical criteria. Moreover, they are required 
     to interpret their narrative water quality standards (122.44(d)(1)) where  
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     they have made a finding of reasonable potential.  The final Guidance, like
     the proposal, did not create a new provision giving the authority to       
     permitting authorities to require WQBELs based on interpretations of the   
     State narrative water quality standards.  The provision at proposed 5.D.3  
     of Appendix F and at 5.C.3 of the final Guidance simply preserves the      
     flexibility that the permitting authorities already have to interpret State
     narrative water quality criteria.  In this Guidance, since EPA is setting  
     minimum requirements for how permitting authorities must interpret State   
     narrative water quality criteria, the provision at C.3 simply preserves the
     authority of the Great Lakes States under section 510 of the Act to        
     interpret their narrative criteria more stringently than is specified by   
     the minimum requirements of the final Guidance.  Finally, current Federal  
     Regulations require permitting authorities to develop a fact sheet or      
     statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and to make the draft permit,
     including the fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, available    
     through public notice.  (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The fact sheet or
     statement of basis of the permit, and the findings characterized in it,    
     including any determinations that WQBELs are needed and the basis for such 
     findings, are reviewable by the public prior to issuance of the final NPDES
     permit.    Where a discharger is concerned that the permitting authority   
     may be  about to regulate a compound that does not legitimately present    
     unacceptable risks based on current scientific understanding, the          
     discharger should challenge such proposed action during the permit         
     development and issuance process. The provision proposed at D.3 is retained
     in the final Guidance and appears at paragraph 5.C.2 of Appendix F.  See   
     also Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2826.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.D.4                                                            
                                                                                
     Although a permitting authority cannot obligate or require a permittee to  
     generate data necessary to derive a Tier II value or values for a          
     pollutant, it would only be in the best interests of a permittee to        
     generate such data to refute the weakly-based "reasonable potential"       
     arguments set forth when a permittig authority uses Procedure 5.D.3.       
     
     
     Response to: D2826.041     
     
     Current Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to develop a    
     fact sheet or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and to make the
     draft permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit,
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     available through public notice. (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The fact
     sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the findings characterized  
     in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are needed and the basis   
     for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior to issuance of the   
     final NPDES permit.  Where a discharger is concerned that the permitting   
     authority may be about to regulate a compound that does not legitimately   
     present unacceptable risks based on current scientific understanding, the  
     discharger can challenge such proposed action during the permit development
     and issuance process and, as suggested by the commenter, may choose to     
     generate more data to assist in the accurate characterization of the       
     discharge.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: D2826.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.E.2 - Determining Reasonable Potential for Intake Water        
     Pollutants                                                                 
                                                                                
     AEPSC urges that, if the conditions in Section E.1 of this procedure are   
     met, the permitting authority should not be allowed to include a water     
     quality-based effluent limitation for the identified intake water pollutant
     in the facilities permit provided that the conditions in Procedures 5.E.2.a
     through 5.E.2.c are met.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.042     
     
     This comment appears to endorse the proposed intake pollutant reasonable   
     potential procedure.  The final Guidance retains this provision with minor 
     changes.  See generally the Supplementary Information Document Section     
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: D2826.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     5.E.2.b                                                                    
                                                                                
     The EPA should specify the amount of influent, effluent and ambient        
     monitored considered as "necessary" to demonstrate that the conditions in  
     Section E.1 of this procedure are maintained during the permit term.  AEPSC
     urges that quarterly monitoring be adopted as sufficient.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2826.043     
     
     This issue is discussed in the response to comment number P2588.079.  Also 
     see the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.7.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2826.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure E.3                                                              
                                                                                
     AEPSC strongly urges that this procedure be deleted in its entirety for the
     reasoning given in comments for Procedure 5.D.3.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2826.044     
     
     See response to D2826.040 and with respect to intake credits, see generally
     Supplementary Information document Section VIII.E.3-7.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2826.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 132.2 - Definitions                                                
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     a. Bioaccumulation and bioconcentration factors apply to aquatic systems   
     that are at equilibrium; therefore, the definition for each factor should  
     read as follows:                                                           
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is the ratio (in L/kg), at equilibrium, of the
     substance's concentration in tissue of aquatic organisms resulting from    
     bioaccumulation versus its concentration in ambient water.                 
                                                                                
     Bioconcentration factor (BCF) is the ratio, at equilibrium, of the         
     substance's concentration in tissue of aquatic organisms resulting from    
     bioconcentration versus its concentration in water.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2826.045     
     
     The concept of steady state has been incorporated into the definitions for 

�     BAF and BCF.  (See revised definitions in  132.2)                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the comment, and has made changes to the definitions of    
     bioaccumulation factor and bioconcentration factor in the final Guidance to
     refer to ratios that do "not change substantially over time."              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2826.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     The human health criteria as listed in Table 3 were derived not on the     
     basis of health risk priorities, but from the perspective of demonstrating 
     the proposed methodologies' applicability.  It is premature to derive human
     health criteria using procedures that have not yet been finalized.         
     
     
     Response to: D2826.046     
     
     EPA has finalized the criteria methodology after review of public comments 
     and therefore has also finalized the human health criteria based on the    
     methodology.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2826.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, and more importantly, human health criteria should be derived 
     for those chemicals which pose the greatest threat to human health.  DDT,  
     dieldrin, heptachlor, lindane and toxaphene are restricted-use pesticides  
     and their presence in the Great Lakes System is not likely to increase.  It
     is not an effective use of state and federal resource to regulate chemicals
     that are already severely regulated under the Federal Insecticide,         
     Fungicide and Rodenticide Act.  AEPSC recommends that the above chemicals  
     be deleted as human health criteria.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2826.047     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section          
     V.G2826.047 Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at      
     Section V.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2826.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PCBs should be regulated on the basis of their potential toxicity and      
     presence in the environment.                                               
                                                                                
     Regulating PCBs as a class does not account for the variable toxicity of   
     different PCB congeners and can result in overly-conservative regulation.  
     For example, monochlorobiphenyls, which are less toxic than other PCB's,   
     constitute approximately one-third of the total PCBs in water, sediment and
     fish samples from the upper Hudson River (McFarland and Clarke, 1989).     
     However, if such samples were reported as total PCBs, they would be        
     considered potentially more toxic than they actually are (McFarland et al. 
     1986 in McFarland and Clarke, 1989).  A more realistic assessment of the   
     adverse impact of PCBs could be accomplished by following the suggestion of
     McFarland and Clarke (1989) who recommend focusing only on those congeners 
     that are prevalent in the environment, are preferentially bioaccumulated or
     are potentially toxic.  AEPSC believes that human health standards should  
     only be derived for those PCB congeners that are identified as being able  
     to adversely affect human health.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2826.048     
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     See response to comment P2771.170. See response to comment P2654.105.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2826.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioavailability, persistence and chronic toxicity should be the basis for  
     the                                                                        
     determination of chemicals that warrant additional controls.               
                                                                                
     In Section I.D of the Preamble, EPA states that the Technical Work Group   
     considered persistence and bioaccumulation to define pollutants that       
     warranted additional controls.  Bioavailability, persistence and chronic   
     toxicity would have been a better basis for the determination of chemicals 
     that warrant additional controls.  Bioaccumulation does not necessarily    
     lead                                                                       
     to adverse effects.  Bioaccumulation factors should not be used as the sole
     quantitative factor to evaluate pollutants for special attention.          
     Chemicals                                                                  
     that are carcinogenic, mutagenic or teratogenic should be of more concern  
     than those that bioaccumulate, but have no such effects.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.049     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2826.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To screen for chemicals of concern, point-source dischargers should be     
     required to have a variety of appropriate whole effluent toxicity tests    
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     performed on process waste streams.  These tests should include those for  
     acute and chronic toxicity, mutagenicity, teratogenicity and               
     carcinogenicity.  If the results of these tests reveal unacceptable levels 
     of toxicity, the discharger should be required to isolate and identify the 
     chemical(s) responsible for the adverse results.  Discharge limits would be
     derived to limit the discharge of those chemicals.  If appropriate criteria
     on which to base the limit were not available, the discharger would be     
     required to develop protective criteria under State and EPA review.  AEPSC 
     believes that criteria should only be required for those chemicals that    
     have been identified as being potentially harmful, based on whole effluent 
     testing.  In many cases, specific criteria may not be necessary because the
     goal of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative is to eliminate toxicity  
     and thus, subsequent toxic effects.  Process controls such as pH adjustment
     may be all that is necessary to reduce toxicity to acceptable levels.      
                                                                                
     Developing long lists of chemicals for which criteria must be derived is   
     wasteful of state, federal and industrial resources.  EPA's drinking water 
     program provides an example of a program under which numerous maximum      
     contaminant levels must be derived for an ever-growing list of chemicals   
     regardless of whether or not those chemicals ever occur in drinking water  
     systems.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2826.050     
     
     EPA agrees that whole effluent toxicity testing should be used in          
     addressing toxicity to aquatic life, and has included such testing as part 
     of the final Guidance as well as the national water quality program.  EPA  
     does not agree that whole effluent toxicity tests are appropriate at this  
     time for use in a similar way to protect human health or wildlife, since   
     methodologies currently available are not yet sufficiently reliable to     
     address all endpoints that numeric criteria address.                       
                                                                                
     For a discussion of these issues, see the Technical Support Document for   
     Water Quality-based Toxics Control (EPA 505/2-90- 001, March 1991).        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2826.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States must technically justify the need for additional controls on        
     potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.                            
                                                                                
     The Preamble acknowledges that states may apply additional restrictions to 
     those chemicals listed a bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs).      
     States may also apply these restrictions to those chemicals listed as      
     potential BCCs, even though there is scientific evidence that such         
     chemicals are not bioaccumulative.  Before additional retrictions are      
     applied to potential BCCs, states should be required to justify the need   
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     for such retrictions based on reasonable technical evidence.               
     
     
     Response to: D2826.051     
     
     EPA agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants    
     proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate. EPA has therefore     
     deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons
     stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2826.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comments on Section III of Preamble:   Aquatic Life Criteria               
                                                                                
     a. Introduction and Purpose                                                
                                                                                
     EPA's technical rationale for Great Lakes water quality criteria more      
     stringent than current national water quality criteria is poorly developed.
                                                                                
     Beginning on page 223 of this section, EPA explains why Great              
     Lakes-specific water quality criteria are necessary for the protection of  
     Great Lakes biota.  EPA cites a quotation from the Sixth Biennial Report on
     Great Lakes Water Quality (April, 1992):                                   
                                                                                
     "Observed effects on aquatic life, such as population declines and abnormal
     reproduction, provide clear evidence that the goals of the Clean Water Act 
     and the objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for aquatic  
     life are not being met throughout the Great Lakes system." (p.223)         
                                                                                
     EPA then states, "To improve water quality and to promote more consistent  
     protection of aquatic life within the Great Lakes System, EPA is proposing 
     a new approach to developing aquatic life criteria for the Great Lakes."   
     (p. 224).  EPA's assumption that all adverse biological effects observed in
     Great Lakes biota are caused by the discharge of toxic substances is       
     inaccurate.  AEPSC believes that IJC's Sixth Biennial Report on Great Lakes
     Water Quality has significant technical flaws and thus citations from this 
     report are inappropriate as technical justification for completely new     
     water quality criteria.  There is simply no consensus in the technical     
     literature that population declines and reproductive effects are caused by 
     the point-source discharge of persistent chemicals.                        
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed Great Lakes basin water quality criteria, some of which   
     are more stringent than national water quality criteria.  Even disregarding
     the actual criteria values themselves, EPA has not satisfied the most      
     critical, logical issue:  that national water quality criteria are not     
     protective of Great Lakes biota.  There can be two reasons why Great Lakes 
     basin water quality criteria are necessary.  First, EPA would need to      
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     demonstrate that the fauna of the Great Lake basin is so unique that the   
     national database does not reasonably represent the Great Lakes fauna.     
     This hypothesis is simply not true.  The Laurentian Great Lakes basin has a
     very low percentage of fish species that are endemic to that basin.  Burr  
     and Mayden (1992) estimates that, of the 168 species known to occur in the 
     Great Lakes basin, less than 1% of these species is endemic.               
                                                                                
     The other requirement which would compel EPA to develop Great Lakes        
     basin-specific water quality criteria is the observation that the          
     sensitivity of Great Lakes species is consitently greater than other       
     species in the national database.  EPA, however, fails to demonstrate this 
     hypothesis by comparing toxic end-point values for Great Lakes species and 
     other species found outside the Great Lakes basin.  In summary, AEPSC can  
     find no compelling technical reasons why EPA believes that national        
     criteria are underprotective of Great Lakes fauna.                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2826.052     
     
     See Sections I.B, I.C and III of the SID for a full discussion of these    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2826.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier I Criteria                                                            
                                                                                
     AEPSC agrees with EPA that Final Acute Values for Tier I criteria should   
     not be lowered for "ecologically important" species.                       
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed that calculated Tier I criteria can be lowered to protect 
     commercially or recreationally-important species, but not "ecologically    
     important" species.  AEPSC agrees with this proposal. The meaning of       
     "ecologially important" has never been defined and its basis can be one of 
     several options:  genetic, trophic, population status, or function in the  
     food web.  EPA should also be aware that the species composition in the    
     Great Lakes has been altered considerably by the introduction of non-native
     species for fishery management purposes. Lastly there is often very little 
     relevance between "ecological importance" and sensitivity to a particular  
     pollutant.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2826.053     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in the SID.  See the  
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     discussion on ecologically important species in the SID. See the discussion
     on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2826.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AEPSC questions EPA's option to use a Final Plant Value in determining the 
     Criterion Continuous Concentration for a particular pollutant.             
                                                                                
     For Tier I criteria, EPA proposes to use the lower of the Final Chronic    
     Value (FCV) or the Final Plant Value (FPV) in setting the chronic criteria,
     or CCC, for a particular pollutant.  AEPSC does not particularly disagree  
     with this proposal, but believes that EPA should explain the technical     
     basis as to why a Final Plant Value could be used to supersede a Final     
     Chronic Value.  There are two technical reasons for this concern.  First, a
     Final Chronic Value is often derived from multiple species toxicity tests, 
     thus a relatively wide range of sensitivities are encompassed in the       
     calculation of this value.  A Final Plant Value, however, many consist of a
     toxicity test for only one species of plant.  Secondly, AEPSC is not       
     convinced that EPA has made the case that a toxicological end-point for an 
     algal or macrophyte species has reasonable relevance to a toxicological    
     end-point for a fish or macroinvertebrate.  Because of these technical     
     deficiencies, AEPSC believes that EPA should delete the option of using a  
     Final Plant Value in setting a Criterion Continuous Concentration.         
     
     
     Response to: D2826.054     
     
     EPA believes that the inclusion of a provision for a FPV is necessary for  
     the criteria to be considered fully protective of aquatic ecosystems.  EPA 
     recognizes that it has seldom used the FPV in its past criteria.  EPA also 
     shares the concern about the significance of the results of algal tests.   
     Nevertheless, EPA believes that the FPV can be useful, when applied in the 
     a context that considers the overall toxicity of a pollutant to a variety  
     of plant species.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2826.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AEPSC commends EPA for addressing the appropriateness of regulating the    
     bioavailable forms of Tier I criteria.   AEPSC agrees that the             
     water-effects ratio is the correct general approach for determining        
     bioavailability, but greater flexibility should be given to States and     
     Tribes to approve protective site-specific criteria that are based on      
     bioavailable forms.                                                        
                                                                                
     There are essentially two mechanisms that a state can use to develop a     
     bioavailable form of pollutant to be regulated at a point-source discharge.
     The first is to reconstruct a toxicity database where the bioavailable form
     of polluant is measured and end-points are expressed as the bioavailable   
     concentration.  Reconstructing the national database for Tier I pollutants 
     would require substantial investments in money, however, and thus this     
     option is impractical.  Because most toxicity test data used to derive the 
     Tier I criteria are not expresed as the bioavailable form, a site-specific 
     criteria modification is the preferred mechanism to derive an instream     
     criterion and point-source effluent limitation based on the bioavailable   
     form.                                                                      
                                                                                
     AEPSC believes that the water-effects ratio has several technical          
     advantages over other methods which estimate the bioavailable form of      
     pollutants.  AEPSC believes that EPA should allow flexibility to States and
     Tribes in determining whether alternate methods may be used to derive      
     site-specific criteria modifications. U.S. EPA is currently revising agency
     guidance on implementation of aquatic life criteria for metals.  Quite     
     simply, there may be instances where one bioavailable methodology is more  
     appropriate than another based on site-specific conditions.  A dissolved to
     total recoverable metal "translator" may be more technically valid than the
     water effects ratio at a particular site.  In some cases, a combination of 
     dissolved to total recoverable metal ratio and site-specific criteria      
     methodology (e.g., the Recalculation Procedure) is the most appropriate    
     approach considering historical information on site chemical/biological    
     data (Kentucky Power Company, 1992). AEPSC believes that, as long as a     
     discharger satisfactorily demonstrates that a proposed site-specific       
     criteria is protective, EPA and the states should allow flexibility in the 
     actual approach used to develop criteria and/or effluent limitations that  
     one expressed as bioavailable forms of pollutants.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2826.055     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035                                          
                                                                                
     EPA allows use of alternate site-specific methodologies as long as they are
     scientifically and technically defensible.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2826.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AEPSC urges EPA to modify the acute and chronic Tier I criteria for        
     selenium to specify the form that is regulated.                            
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed a Continuous Maximum Criterion or 20 ug/l and a Continuous
     Chronic Criterion of 5 ug/l for total selenium, regarded as a Tier I       
     criteria by EPA.  AEPSC believes that the form of selenium to be regulated 
     should be specified by EPA.  AEPSC recommends a Continuous Maximum         
     Criterion of 186 ug/l for selenite (Se(exp+4)) and a Continuous Chronic    
     Criterion of 10 ug/l for selenite (Se(exp+4)) replace EPA's proposed       
     criteria.  These recommended changes are based on results of recent        
     toxicity tests and an assessment of U.S. EPA's existing national criteria  
     for selenium.                                                              
                                                                                
     It is important to recognize that U.S. EPA's national selenium criteria (20
     ug/l acute; 5 ug/l chronic) are based on estimated safe values from        
     observed bioaccumulation-induced effects for sensitive fish species in     
     utility cooling reservoirs (U.S. EPA, 1987).  These studies did not        
     distinguish the form of selenium; only total recoverable selenium was      
     measured.  In addition, the resultant national criteria were estimated safe
     values based on very imprecise associations between measured concentrations
     of selenium in the reservoirs and biological effects. U.S. EPA (1987) in   
     fact makes the following statement on the Belews Lake studies:             
                                                                                
     "...[these studies] cannot establish a cause-effect reltaionship [with     
     selenium] because a variety of other inorganic and organic materials       
     undoubtedly entered the lake with the selenium."                           
                                                                                
     Thus, the existing national selenium criteria of 20 ug/l and 5 ug/l are    
     estimated protective criteria to protect against bioaccumulation effects in
     closed systems.  Because the forms of selenium were never measured in these
     studies, toxic effects could not be attributed to any selenium fraction.   
     There is overwhelming evidence, however, that selenite (Se (exp+4)) is more
     toxic than selenate (Se (exp+6)) (Maier et al., 1993; Eisler, 1985; U.S.   
     EPA, 1987).  For example, Maier et al. (1993) reports 48-hr LC50 values of 
     0.55 mg/l and 2.84 mg/l for Daphnia magna exposed to selenite and selenate,
     respectively.                                                              
                                                                                
     An examination of the recent toxicity literature on selenium clearly       
     indicates that chronic effects are dependent on the form of selenium.  Ogle
     and Knight (1989) fed fathead minnow a mixture of selenite, selenate, and  
     organic selenium and measured growth and reproduction parameters.  Growth  
     was inhibited at the highest concentrations (20 and 30 ug/l), however, no  
     reproductive effects were observed.                                        
                                                                                
     Crane et al. (1992) exposed three fish species (perch, carp, and           
     stickleback) to various concentrations of a 60:40 ratio of selenate and    
     selenite, respectively, for one year in a closed pond setting.  Survival   
     and reproductive effects were observed at 25 ug/l, but no effects were     
     observed at 10 ug/l.  Finally, Hermanutz et al. (1992) exposed bluegill    
     sunfish (a sensitive species) to continual selenite concentrations of 10 or
     30 ug/l for one year.  Survival, growth, and reproductive effects were     
     observed at 30 ug/l.  Some subtle effects were observed at the lower test  
     concentration of 10 ug/l.                                                  
                                                                                
     AEPSC believes that the recent toxicity data indicate that a chronic       
     criterion of 10 ug/l for selenite is protective.  An examination of the    
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     chronic toxicity database for selenite (U.S. EPA, 1987) indicates that     
     chronic effects were observed at concentrations greater than 47 ug/l for   
     the following species:  Daphnia magna, rainbow trout, and fathead minnow.  
     Although EPA may argue that the study by Hermanutz et al. (1992) indicated 
     chronic effects at 10 ug/l, it should be recognized that the test organisms
     were exposed continuously for one year.  This constant exposure regime     
     would be very unlikely in a receiving stream (or lake) setting.  Since     
     selenite is the most toxic inorganic form, AEPSC believes that a chronic   
     criterion of 10 ug/l selenite (Se(exp+4)) would be adequately protective of
     potential toxic effects caused by either selenite or selenate.             
                                                                                
     AEPSC recommends that EPA establish an acute selenite (Se(exp+4)) criterion
     of 186 ug/l, which follows EPA's calculation of a Criterion Maximum        
     Concentration for selenite given in U.S. EPA (1987).  EPA's proposed acute 
     criterion of 20 ug/l is not toxicologically-based.  To achieve this number,
     EPA multiplied the estimated safe chronic criterion of 5 ug/l (which, as   
     mentioned previously, was not expressed as a specific chemical form) by the
     Final Acute-Chronic Ratio of 7.993 (U.S. EPA, 1987).  The resultant Final  
     Acute Value of 39.96 ug/l was divided by 2 to achieve the Criterion Maximum
     Concentration of 19.98 ug/l.  AEPSC can find no justification of this value
     based on results of valid acute toxicity tests.  The lowest Genus Mean     
     Acute Value in the selenite (Se(exp+4)) acute toxicity database is 340 ug/l
      for the amphipod, Hyalella azteca (U.S. EPA, 1987).  This value is between
     1-2 orders of magnitude higher than the proposed acute criterion of 20     
     ug/l. AEPSC urges EPA to modify the proposed selenium aquatic life criteria
     to reflect actual, documented toxicological end-points.                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2826.056     
     
     Regarding the selenite versus selenate issue, see also the response to     
     comment P2588.211.  Of the species tabulated in EPA's 1987 criteria        
     document, eight were tested with both selenite and selenate.  Five of the  
     eight were more sensitive to selenate; three of the eight were more        
     sensitive to selenite.  EPA is not pursuaded by the argument that selenite 
     is reliably less toxic than selenate, in part because one of the species   
     (Gammarus pseudolimnaeus) was so much more sensitive to selenate than      
     selenite that the selenate FAV ended up being lower than the selenite FAV. 
                                                                                
     Regarding the interpretation of the 10 fg/L effect level observed by       
     Hermanutz, EPA agrees that a long exposure period is necessary to yield    
     effects at this concentration.  However, EPA intends that the chronic      
     criterion protect from indefinitely long exposure to the toxicant.  The    
     chronic criterion is to be a safe concentration no matter long the exposure
     period.  EPA believes that the reason that the field measurements (such as 
     the Hermanutz and the Belews Lake studies) give lower effect concentrations
     than the laboratory chronic toxicity tests, is that in the field situations
     the food chain becomes contaminated and represents an important exposure   
     route not present in laboratory chronic tests, where the organisms are feed
     uncontaminated food.  EPA thus believes that the chronic criterion for     
     selenium is appropriate.  Furthermore, the Rule allows the states to       
     develop alternative, scientifically defensible averaging periods and return
     frequencies.  EPA believes that this mechanism is particularly suited to   
     adjusting the averaging period and return frequency for selenium to account
     for the long exposure period necessary to elicit effects at concentrations 
     marginally above the selenium chronic criterion.                           
                                                                                
     Regarding the 186 fg/L value that the comment recommends for a selenite    
     acute criterion, EPA agrees that this could be a scientifically defensible 
     value, as it derives directly from the acute toxicity data tabulated in the
     1987 criteria document. EPA's 20 fg/L value is intended to apply to all    
     selenium oxidation states, and involves some assumptions.                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2826.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Values                                                             
                                                                                
     AEPSC Opposes EPA's Proposed Usage of Tier II Criteria for Direct          
     Derivation of Effluent Limitations.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA proposes to require States and Tribes to derive conservative Tier II   
     criteria (and resulting effluent limitations) when the minimum toxicity    
     testing requirements for Tier I criteria are not satisfied.  EPA gives two 
     principal reasons why Tier II criteria should be developed:                
                                                                                
     "EPA wanted to give dischargers an incentive to conduct studies and develop
     data that would permit EPA to promulgate Tier I criteria for additional    
     pollutants." (p.245)                                                       
                                                                                
     "The Steering Committee, however, recommended requiring both methods [Tier 
     I and Tier II] to make regulation more uniform across the Great Lake States
     and to increase the level of protection for aquatic life in the Lakes."    
     (p.249)                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA specifically requests comments on the need for requiring effluent      
     limits based upon Tier II values when whole effluent toxicity (WET) limits 
     would also be required.  AEPSC believes that EPA's goal of improving water 
     quality through uniform implementation of standards is commendable and     
     consistent with the intent of the Clean Water Act.  AEPSC does not agree   
     with EPA's rationale and justification for Tier II criteria, however.  The 
     implementation of Tier II criteria (as proposed) will result in confusion  
     among regulatory agencies, an enormous expenditure of monies for conducting
     tests and treating process wastewater, and minimal incremental protection  
     of the Great Lakes ecosystem above and beyond what would be achieved by    
     universal compliance with WET criteria.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA is seemingly convinced that universal compliance with WET criteria     
     would still result in unacceptable impacts to aquatic life, wildlife, and  
     human health.  AEPSC believes it is pertinent for EPA to examine the       
     magnitude of dischargers to the Great Lakes basin which currently have WET 
     limits in their NPDES permits.  If this percentage is far below 100%, then 
     AEPSC believes that EPA has no basis to conclude that conservative Tier II 
     criteria are needed.  Simply stated, EPA has not demonstrated that         
     implementation of basin-wide WET limits is underprotective of the Great    
     Lakes ecosystem.  To actually test this hypothesis, EPA should defer the   
     implementation of Tier II criteria until sufficient water                  
     quality/biological studies have confirmed the existence of water quality   
     impacts as caused by pollutants not limited by Tier I criteria.            
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     AEPSC believes that the systematic implementation of WET monitoring (and   
     where justified, WET limits) will improve water quality in the Great Lakes 
     and prevent most of the potential biological impacts.  AEPSC also believes 
     that the implementation of Tier II criteria will result in negligible or   
     minimal incremental protection of biota after the establishment of WET     
     limits.  Though EPA may argue that potential carcinogenic, mutagenic, or   
     teratogenic effects are not screened by routine WET tests, AEPSC believes  
     that at least one test (the 7-day Ceriodaphnia survival and reproduction)  
     is sensitive enough as to detect biological effects which may express      
     (ultimately) in effects more subtle than acute or chronic end-points.      
                                                                                
     AEPSC doest not agree with EPA's rationale regarding treatment advantages  
     of meeting Tier II vs. WET limits.  EPA states:                            
                                                                                
     "One of the advantages to having chemical specific Tier II values is that  
     facilities can design treatment to address a particular contaminant.  For  
     whole effluent toxicity, facilities have less knowledge of and experience  
     in designing or manipulating treatment systems to treat the general        
     parameter of toxicity." (p.247)                                            
                                                                                
     EPA should understand that there are established methodologies for         
     identifying and reducing the toxicity of process wastestreams.  These      
     methodologies were developed by U.S. EPA for toxicity identification       
     evaluations and toxicity reduction evaluations.  These methods have a      
     fairly known range of costs associated with them.  Industry has already    
     begun to evaluate and, where needed, change process wastewater designs to  
     comply with permit-required WET limitations.  The treatment of process     
     wastestreams for individual contaminants is not standardized, however.  The
     treatment technology may be unproven.  Site-specific constraints may       
     prohibit the construction of an adequate treatment facility.  The specific 
     characteristics of the effluent stream will dictate what the removal       
     efficiency may be.  In summary, AEPSC disagrees with EPA's rationale that  
     treatment designs for individual pollutants are more cost effective and    
     predictable compared to the treatment of toxicity-causing parameters.      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2826.057     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2826.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of a single, technically justified BAF value is sufficient when        
     deriving environmental criteria.                                           
                                                                                
     It should not be necessary to calculate a chemical BAF value by as many of 
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     the three methods as available for comparative purposes.  If a BAF value is
     calculated using the most preferred method, a field-measured BAF, it would 
     be redundant to calculate a BAF value using another procedure.  Conversely,
     laboratory studies to derive BAF values can be costly and unnecessary if   
     one of the lesser preferred methods of calculating a BAF value yields an   
     adequate value.  It would not be cost effective to perform the lab study if
     technically justified BAF values were already available                    
     
     
     Response to: D2826.058     
     
     EPA partially agrees with the commenter that if a BAF value is calculated  
     using the most preferred method, a field-measured BAF, it would be         
     redundant to calculate a BAF value using another procedure.  EPA's         
     recommendation for deriving BAFs by as many of the four methods as         
     available data allow is for comparative purposes.                          
                                                                                
     EPA contends that the final hierarchy of data preference allows for        
     calculation of a predicted BCF if laboratory- and/or field- measured data  
     are not available.  EPA encourages data generation but does not mandate it.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2826.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     Predicted BCFs based on Octanal-Water Partition Coefficient                
                                                                                
     a.  The log BCF/logKow relationship is limited to certain types of         
     chemicals and should be applied with caution.                              
                                                                                
     Numerous studies have documented the log BCF/logKow relationship; however, 
     the majority of these studies are based on data obtained from relatively   
     stable chemicals such as PCBs, chlorinated benzenes and chlorinated        
     naphthalenes.  Veith and Kosian (1983) derived their equation, relating log
     BCF and logKow, primarily on data collected from chlorinated chemicals.    
     Reduced membrane permeation, decreased bioavailability, biotransformation  
     and reduced lipid solubility have all been shown to cause deviations from  
     the linear log BCF/logKow relationship (Wolf et al. 1992).  In Veith and   
     Kosian (1983), the authors state that "the SAR can only be used to screen  
     chemicals."  Therefore, predictions of BCF values from Kow values should   
     not be limited to a single equation, which is based primarily on           
     chlorinated chemicals, but should be based on any scientifically-sound     
     equation.  Even then, the log BCF/logKow relationship should be used with  
     caution for chemicals with a molecular weight greater than 600 due to      
     stearic hindrance and a lack of membrane permeability.  EPA is to be       
     commended for stating that information on metabolism, molecular size or    
     other physiochemical properties which might enhance or inhibit             
     bioaccumulation, should be considered.                                     

Page 3281



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: D2826.059     
     
     In the final Guidance, BCFs are derived from a chemical's Kow using the    
     equation, BCF = Kow, where the BCF is the BCF reported on a                
     lipid-normalized basis using the freely dissolved concentration of the     
     chemical in the water.                                                     
                                                                                
     The BCF based on this equation provides a more consistent and              
     scientifically defensible basis for establishing BAFs than the equation    
     used in the proposal (Veith and Kosian, 1983).  The theoretical basis      
     presented by Mackay (1982) and the experimental data referenced in the     
     August 30, 1994, Notice of Data Availability (58 FR 44678), suggest that   
     n-octanol is a reasonable surrogate for lipids.  EPA is requiring use of   
     this equation when predicting BCFs from Kows.                              
                                                                                
     EPA partially agrees with commenters who suggest that predicted BCFs should
     not be used for chemicals that are suspected of biotransformation.  EPA    
     stated in the Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine    
     Bioaccumulation Factors (EPA-822- R-94-002) that the relationship BCF = Kow
     is applicable to organic chemicals which are either slowly or not          
     metabolized by aquatic organisms.  Since predicted BCFs do not account for 
     metabolism, they will not be used in the derivation of Tier I human health 
     and wildlife criteria unless the predicted BAF is less than 125.  Predicted
     BCFs, however, can be used in the derivation of Tier II human health values
     if no laboratory- measured BCF data are available.  See SID Section        
     IV.B.2.a for further discussion of this issue.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2826.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States and permittees should not be limited to the log BCF/logKow          
     relationship to predict BCF values.                                        
                                                                                
     Kinetic models, such as those reviewed by Landrum et al. (1992), can also  
     be used to predict BCF values.  In non-steady-state, non-equilibrium       
     situations, which are likely to be encountered in actual in-situ settings, 
     kinetic models can be used to obtain more accurate predictions and         
     assessments.  This can be particularly helpful when multiple sources       
     contribute significantly to accumulation.  Metabolic processes, such as    
     biotransformation (Leversee et al. 1982 in Landrum et al. 1992) and        
     ingestion (Gobas et al. 1988 in Landrum et al. 1992), can result in        
     steady-state accumulations substantially different from those predicted by 
     thermodynamic equilibrium.  In addition, toxicant concentrations in the    
     field can vary greatly over time, violating the assumption of a            
     steady-state exposure.  Kinetic modeling is a better method for estimating 
     chemical accumulation in non-steady-state situations and should be made    
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     available to those making such estimates.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2826.060     
     
     States are not limited in the final Guidance to the log BCF/log Kow        
     relationship to calculate BCFs.  The commenter is confusing BCFs and BAFs  
     in the discussion presented.  Laboratory measured BCFs are determined using
     water exposures with steady-state conditions.  The commenter introduces    
     multiple sources of chemical in their discussion, ingestion sources, and   
     varying exposure conditions; conditions which have no relation to a        
     laboratory BCF determination.  In the final guidance, EPA will allow       
     appropriate site-specific modifications if adequately justified by         
     acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately protected, but EPA   
     will not necessarily approve all such modifications approved by States.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2826.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of BCF or BAF values in criteria derivation for bioaccumulative        
     chemicals, such as mercury, may be inappropriate.                          
                                                                                
     The major portion of total mercury in ambient water is present as inorganic
     mercury, which has very low water-solubility, is readily complexed and     
     precipitates to sediments.  Organic mercury is hydrophobic.  Therefore,    
     virtually all the mercury in a water column is sorbed or is not            
     bioavailable.  Due to the hydrophobicity of organic or methyl mercury, the 
     primary source of mercury in aquatic environments is not the water column, 
     but contaminated sediments and food sources.  Parkman and Meili (1993)     
     found that mercury accumulation in macroinvertebrates was a function of    
     feeding behavior and food quality.  In this study the lowest mercury       
     concentrations among profundal chironomids were found in predators whereas 
     the highest mercury concentrations occurred in detritivoles.  This pattern 
     is not consistent with widely-held theories on biomagnification, which     
     predict that bioaccumulation of bioaccumulative pollutants increases with  
     trophic level.                                                             
                                                                                
     The formula used to develop mercury criteria addresses fish tissue levels  
     by inclusion of a BAF value.  The definition of a BAF value includes its   
     use as a predictive factor of a fish's uptake of dissolved mercury from the
     water column via respiration and a fish's accumulation via ingestion of    
     food.  However, the hydrophobicity of organic mercury precludes the        
     presence of significant amounts of bioavailable mercury in the water       
     column. Significant amounts of mercury would be bound to the organic matter
     in an effluent, the water column and sediment prior to coming in contact   
     with aquatic organisms.  Weininger (1978) estimated that the               
     bioconcentration of PCBs from water in Lake Michigan lake trout was only   
     about 1% of the total PCB residue in fish.  The remaining 99% was          
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     calculated to have come from the sediment-based food chain of this species.
                                                                                
     A more appropriate alternate method to predict mercury bioaccumulation     
     might be a bioavailability index (BI) (Kuehl et al. 1987 in Lakind & Rifkin
     1990).  A BI value would describe the relationship between fish lipid      
     mercury levels and sediment organic carbon mercury levels.  Because surface
     sediments are a good indicator of the relative amount of chemical in a     
     system relevant to bioaccumulation of superhydrophobic chemicals, the BI   
     value is a convenient measure of site-specific bioaccumulation potential   
     (Cook et al. 1991).  Alternately, the predator-prey accumulation factor    
     could be used, as accumulation of mercury from food is significant (Watras 
     and Bloom 1993; Spry and Wiener 1991). The development of a                
     scientifically-defensible mercury criteria must consider that fish         
     accumulate the majority of mercury via ingestion of contaminated sediments 
     and prey items, not by gill uptake of dissolved mercury.  AEPSC proposes to
     EPA that the generic, oversimplified BAF be replaced with a lake-specific  
     (or site-specific) BAF value or, alternatively, a BI and/or predator-prey  
     factor.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2826.061     
     
     The use of BCFs and BAFs is as appropriate for mercury as it is for        
     bioaccumulative organic chemicals if appropriate modifications are made    
     when necessary.  Several studies have shown biomagnification of mercury    
     between trophic levels 2, 3, and 4.  In addition, the hydrophobicity of    
     methylmercury is not greater than that of a variety of organic chemicals   
     for which BCFs and BAFs are useful.  Partitioning models probably should   
     not be used with mercury, however, because the concentration of mercury in 
     aquatic biota does not seem to be controlled by a partitioning mechanism.  
     In the final guidance, site-specific BAFs for mercury may be derived if    
     adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are         
     adequately protected.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2826.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: Refers to Attachment 1 and 2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comments on I.A.4 of Preamble:  Environmental Problems in the Great Lakes  
     System                                                                     
                                                                                
     a.  EPA considers an extremely limited set of technical studies to conclude
     that adverse biological effects are pervasive within the Great Lakes, and  
     that fish tissue concentrations of pollutants are systematically elevated  
     and these unacceptable levels can be lowered by stringent point-source     
     controls.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA states that persistent toxic substances have been recycling within the 
     Great Lakes for several decades and these substances will continue to      
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     recycle and bioaccumulate," ...exerting biological effects and presenting  
     relatively high levels of risk to aquatic life, wildlife and humans which  
     inhabit the basin" (p. 45).  In addition, EPA acknowledges that fish tissue
     concentrations of PCB and DDT have declined from historical levels;        
     however, the agency concludes that the apparent "equilibrium               
     concentrations" represent unacceptable risks, and infer that only a massive
     reduction in point source loadings will eliminate the gap between recent   
     fish tissue levels and human health criteria targets.                      
                                                                                
     AEPSC questions the validity of EPA's premise that adverse biological      
     effects are pervasive in Great Lakes biota; that these effects are caused  
     by the bioaccumulation of pollutants currently discharged by point-sources;
     that Great Lakes biota (especially sport fish) have systematically elevated
     tissue contaminant levels; and that ingestion of Great Lakes sport fish    
     pose widespread human health risks.  AEPSC believes that EPA has considered
     an extremely limited set of technical studies to assess the current health 
     of Great Lakes biota.  When a larger array of studies are considered, as is
     presented below, the magnitude and significance of toxic effects can be    
     assessed more objectively.  EPA's underlying premise is that unique        
     limnological characteristics of the Great Lakes (e.g., long retention time,
     resuspension of sediments) contribute greatly to continual adverse         
     biological effects as caused by toxic substances from point-sources.  AEPSC
     has attemped to test this hypothesis by conducting an expanded search of   
     studies on toxicant exposure to Great Lakes biota.                         
                                                                                
     AEPSC does not dispute the fact that there have been documented cases of   
     contaminant effects on certain Great Lakes biota.  Some populations of     
     fish-eating waterfowl have been shown to suffer various biological effects 
     (reproductive, behavioral) due to foodchain accumulation of highly         
     persistent organic toxicants.  These effects were recently summarized by   
     Ludwig et al. (1993).  The vast majority of toxicants which have been      
     implicated in these effects (PCB's, DDT and related compounds, dioxins),   
     however, are those that currently have zero discharge requirements or are  
     extremely limited in allowable point-source loadings.  Thus, AEPSC         
     questions EPA's reasoning that a more stringent point-source regulation of 
     BCC's (bioaccumulative chemicals of concern) will result a priori in the   
     elimination of toxic effects caused by the discharge and atmospheric       
     deposition of highly persistent substances.  Miller et al. (1992) summarize
     this point:                                                                
                                                                                
     "With United States and Canadian production bans on PCB's, discontinued use
     of DDT compounds, and restricted use of chlordane and dieldren in the      
     1970's, initial reductions of these contaminants in the biota were         
     significant (Allan et al. 1991).  Subsequently, the loss rates of          
     organochlorine compounds in Great Lakes biota have diminished (Rodgers and 
     Swain 1983, Allan et al. 1991).  The continued detection of organochlorine 
     contaminants in fish and lower trophic levels reveals a persisting         
     bioavailability of these compounds. Atmospheric transport and depostion of 
     organochlorine compounds, leachate from improperly disposed industrial     
     waste, and organochlorines resident in lake and tributary sediments will   
     continue to be long-term chronic sources of these contaminants." (p.752)   
                                                                                
     Documented Biological Effects - Caused by Toxicants?                       
                                                                                
     Reproductive effects in Great Lakes fishes have been purported to be caused
     by direct toxic effects or bioaccumulation-induced effects of persistent   
     toxicants.  A closer examination of the technical literature indicates a   
     lack of consistent findings on the role of toxicants, however.  Morrison et
     al. (1985) measured the concentrations of heavy metals (cadmium, copper,   
     mercury, lead and zinc) and organochlorine compounds (PCB, mirex,          
     chlordane, dieldrin, DDT's) in coho salmon eggs collected from Lake        
     Ontario, Lake Erie, and Lake Michigan.  The authors attempted to explain   
     the low survival of coho salmon eggs from Lake Erie, relative to the other 
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     lakes.  The authors concluded:                                             
                                                                                
     "Many investigators have proposed that organochlorines may cause a         
     reduction in reproductive capacities of fish...reduced survival of eggs or 
     alevins...and even teratogenic effects... The data presented here indicate 
     no correlation between the survival of Great Lakes coho salmon eggs and the
     heavy metal and organochlorine residue contaminants measured within the    
     eggs; thus, there does not appear to be a toxicological aetiology for the  
     low survival of the Lake Erie coho salmon eggs." (p. 84)                   
                                                                                
     Simonin et al. (1990) reviewed previous studies of reproductive parameters 
     in Lake Ontario salmonids, assessing the role of toxicant residues upon    
     these parameters.  The authors conclude:                                   
                                                                                
     "In conclusion, many questions remain regarding contaminant-caused         
     reproductive problems in salmonids.  The role that contaminants play in    
     these mortalities remains uncertain.  Further study of contaminant-caused  
     reproductive problems will require a full range of research data..." (p.16)
                                                                                
     Munkittrick et al. (1990) conducted follow-up studies of those reported by 
     Morrison et al. (1985) regarding low survival of Lake Erie coho salmon     
     eggs. The authors report:                                                  
                                                                                
     "The poor fertility appears to be related to a breakdown in the timing of  
     the egg's final maturation, which cannot be explained by altered thyroidal 
     status or contaminant residues at this time.  We hypothesize that this     
     breakdown is related, in part, to the timing of the late August/early      
     September migration of coho salmon to the spawning streams." (p. 20)       
                                                                                
     For many toxicants there is clearly a lack of evidence to definitively     
     relate exposure to biological effect.  An example of this                  
     research-documented void is selenium.  Hodson et al. (1984) conclude:      
                                                                                
     "Selenium concentrations in the Great Lakes are obviously elevated in some 
     areas due to anthropogenic inputs.  Given the potential adverse effects on 
     fish of selenium accumulation in benthic food chains, it is important to   
     better document existing sources, loading rates, and sites of              
     contamination... The cause of selenium accumulation by benthos and the role
     of bacterial transformations in the accumulation and its subsequent        
     toxicity to bottom-feeding fish needs more research."  (pp. 387-388);      
     (unerlines added).                                                         
                                                                                
     AEPSC believes that EPA has characterized the biological health of the     
     Great Lakes, and the role that toxicants have or have not played in        
     affecting biological health, from an extremely narrow scope.  As U.S. EPA's
     Science Advisory Board has noted, EPA has failed to make a convincing,     
     technical-based case that the Great Lakes have experienced unique          
     contaminated-related ecological impacts:                                   
                                                                                
     "The SAB recommends that the introduction to the documents be revised to   
     explain how the Great Lakes are unique in terms of their water quality     
     problems and issues, and indicate how the unique aspects of contaminant    
     exposure of the biota in the Great Lakes dictate the approach being        
     advanced...Inclusion of data showing trends in the levels of contaminants  
     in the Great Lakes and a history of contaminated related ecological        
     problems and issues associated with the Great Lakes would be of value to   
     place proposed program in perspective." (p.1) (U.S. EPA, 1992b)            
                                                                                
     Trends in Contaminant Residues                                             
                                                                                
     Results of national biomonitoring studies regarding contaminant levels in  
     fish have been reported by Schmitt and Brumbaugh (1990), Schmitt et al.    
     (1990), and U.S. EPA (1992). These studies indicate both temporal (i.e.,   
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     historical) and spatial (i.e., location-specific) trends in pollutant      
     residues detected in fish from numerous drainage basins.  These data can   
     also be used to assess the relative degree of contamination in Great Lakes 
     fish.  Schmitt and Brumbaugh (1990) reported levels of heavy metals in     
     whole fish samples.  Fish collected from the Great Lakes did not show      
     consistently high levels of metals.  Levels of mercury (regarded by EPA as 
     a bioaccumulative chemical of concern) in Great Lakes fish were not        
     elevated compared to fish collected from all other sites.  Several sampling
     sites on the Great Lakes showed fish with decreasing concentrations of     
     metals in fish tissue.                                                     
                                                                                
     Schmitt et al. (1990) reported levels of organochlorine contaminants in    
     fish; although concentrations of some individual contaminants were elevated
     in Great Lakes fish relative to samples from other locations, there was a  
     trend of lowering concentrations of PCBs and pesticides in Great Lakes fish
     compared to samples taken in previous years.                               
                                                                                
     The most recent national survey of contaminant residues in fish was        
     published by U.S. EPA (1992).  Six sites on the Great Lakes were used for  
     fish collections.  The location of these sites and the resulting           
     concentration of mercury in fillet or whole body samples is given below:   
                                                                                
     Results of mercury analysis of fillet samples or whole fish collected from 
     six Great Lakes sites, 1987-1988                                           
                                                                                
     These results indicate that all fish collected from Great Lakes sites had  
     mercury concentrations which equaled or were less than the 75th percentile 
     concentration of mercury among all fish analyzed for mercury, nationwide.  
     The majority of samples (4 of 6 listed above) had mercury concentrations   
     between the 50th percentile concentration (0.18 ug/g) and 75th percentile  
     concentration (0.32 ug/g).  It should be noted that the mercury            
     concentrations cited above were lower than the "background" samples of fish
     collected from unpolluted waterbodies across the United States.  In        
     addition, none of the samples exceeded the FDA action levels of 1.0 ug/g or
     the more restrictive value of 0.5 ug/g.  These results indicate that the   
     majority of fish collected by U.S.EPA in 1987-88 at Great Lakes locations  
     do not show elevated mercury concentrations.  U.S. EPA's map of mercury    
     concentrations shown as a function of geographic distribution (p.66 in U.S.
     EPA, 1992) clearly do not show the Great Lakes as a "hot spot" for elevated
     mercury levels in fish.  This map is given as Attachment 1 to this         
     document.  In contrast to EPA's assertion that Great Lakes fish            
     bioaccumulate unacceptable levels of persistent chemicals in their flesh,  
     the data presented above do not support this claim.  Although some         
     organochlorine concentrations are elevated at some locations, levels of    
     toxic metals in Great Lakes fish are clearly not elevated relative to fish 
     from other drainage basins.                                                
                                                                                
     Rohrer et al. (1982) reported concentrations of pesticides, PCBs, and      
     metals in coho and chinook salmon from various tributaries to Lake         
     Michigan, Lake Huron, and Lake Erie.  Chlorinated hydrocarbon (pesticide)  
     contaminants were present at significantly lower levels than were found in 
     salmon samples collected in 1971.  No sample of either species exceeded the
     FDA action level for DDT, dieldrin, or mercury; 6 of 63 coho and 29 of 50  
     chinook salmon exceeded the FDA action level for PCBs.  The authors made   
     the following statements in the discussion of their findings:              
                                                                                
     "Direct impacts of the accumulation of high levels of organochlorines by   
     resident salmonids of the Great Lakes on the vigor of the fish stocks in   
     the Great Lakes have not been conclusively demonstrated...Definitive risk  
     assessments regarding the [human] consumption of these fish must be        
     conducted and the results both made available to potential consumers of the
     fish as well as used to direct the management of Great Lake fisheries."    
     (pp. 631-632)                                                              
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     The Canadian Monitoring Program                                            
                                                                                
     The Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy conducts fish contaminant   
     monitoring sampling on an annual basis at locations on the Great Lakes     
     (Lake Superior, Huron, Erie and Ontario) and at inland rivers and lakes.   
     This standardized sampling program began in 1976 and is clearly the most   
     consistent long-term contaminant monitoring study.  Between 8,000-10,000   
     fish are currently collected, processed, and analyzed for contaminant      
     levels.  Consumption advisories are based on mercury concentrations in     
     boneless, skinless fillets taken from the dorsal portion of fish.  The most
     recent consumption guide is enclosed as Attachment 2.                      
                                                                                
     An analysis of the frequency of consumption advisories for locations on    
     Lake Superior, Huron, Erie, and Ontario does not indicate a widespread fish
     contaminant problem.  The Ontario Ministry of Environment and Energy, in   
     fact, does not believe that fish contaminant advisories are a widespread   
     problem for the Great Lakes (Chuck Cox, Ontario Sport Fish Contaminant     
     Monitoring Program, 416/314-7901).  Although elevated concentrations of    
     mercury in fish are found at specific locations, these sites have been     
     historically contaminated by process wastewaters or continue to be         
     influenced by grossly contaminated sediments.                              
                                                                                
     Conclusion - What do All of the Studies Mean?                              
                                                                                
     AEPSC strongly believes that EPA has drawn conclusions about the biological
     health of Great Lakes biota from an extremely limited review.  Biological  
     effects that have been hypothesized to be caused by persistent toxicants   
     are often not confirmed, for two basic reasons:  other kinds of stresses   
     have been discovered to be a factor in the observed effect, or the         
     available data is insufficient to make a reasonable cause and effect       
     relationship.  The balance of documented toxicant-caused impacts and       
     hypothesized, unconfirmed toxicant-caused impacts must be recognized by EPA
     before stringent water quality criteria are assumed de facto to be         
     necessary, and before EPA makes the (highly speculative) conclusion that   
     stringent point-source controls will eliminate all measurable biological   
     impacts.  There is a clear consensus in the scientific literature that     
     concentrations of contaminants in Great Lakes fish have declined from      
     historical levels.  This result has largely resulted from a more stringent 
     regulation of wastewaters for point source discharges located in both      
     Canada and the United States.  AEPSC believes that EPA's premise of        
     widespread, pervasive biological impacts upon Great Lakes biota is         
     inaccurate.  Moreover, EPA's assertion that widespread human health        
     effects, caused by the consumption of Great Lakes fish, is at best         
     preliminary.  AEPSC believes that this assertion represents a hypothesis   
     which needs to be tested.  See discussion below.                           
                                                                                
     ATSDR Funding for Human Health Studies                                     
                                                                                
     On April 28, 1992 the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry     
     (ATSDR) announded a solicitation for research proposals concerning research
     on the human health effects caused by consumption of Great Lakes fish      
     (Federal Register Vol. 57, No. 82,pp. 17923-17924).  The research program  
     will focus on groups having long-term consumption patterns of contaminated 
     Great Lakes fish:  American Indians, sport anglers, urban poor, fetuses,   
     and nursing infants of mothers.  The appropriated funding for this research
     program clearly indicates that further research on risks/biological effects
     of eating Great Lakes fish is needed before definitive conclusions of human
     health impacts are known.  AEPSC questions EPA's ability to describe the   
     presence of toxic substances in the Great Lakes as "...presenting          
     relatively high levels of risk to aquatic life, wildlife and humans which  
     inhabit the basin" before studies such as the ATSDR-sponsored research are 
     conducted and reviewed.                                                    
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     Response to: D2826.062     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMPLIANCE COST ANALYSIS                                                   
                                                                                
     As noted in our comments and the attached McNamee report, the League       
     conducted a detailed survey of Michigan POTWs to ascertain expected        
     compliance costs.  Ninety-three POTWs were surveyed, 54 -- representing 85 
     percent of the surveyed wastewater flow -- responded.                      
                                                                                
     Based on the data supplied by the 54 POTWs responding to the League survey,
     we estimate the potential total capital expenditures for wastewater        
     facilities requiring additional or enhanced treatment methodologies of more
     than $265 million.  We estimate potential annual operations and maintenance
     costs to be an additional $72 million.  Combining these two cost figures   
     and amortizing them over a 10-year equipment lifespan, we calculate        
     potential annualized costs for Michigan POTWs to comply with the first     
     subset of numeric discharge criteria in the Guidance to be $110 million.   
                                                                                
     As you will note in the McNamee report, we did not base these compliance   
     cost projections on multiplier factors, complicated formulas, or           
     questionable extrapolations.  These are real-world numbers based on actual 
     plant operations and receiving water data from the 54 POTWs that responded 
     to the League's survey.  Charts detailing extensive analyses for 18 POTWs  
     are included with the report.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2827.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2827.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recognizing the daunting task facing EPA staff in its efforts to compile,  
     review, and analyze thousands of pages of commentary on the draft Guidance,
     the Michigan Municipal League respectfully suggests reconvening the Public 
     Participation Group, and perhaps, the Technical Work Group, to further     
     review and debate the comments received.  We believe, strongly, that this  
     could add significantly to the credibility of the process, and produce a   
     final Guidance that all parties can accept.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.002     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance as proposed, and the methodologies and rationale        
     discussed in the Preamble, constitute a significant dose of regulatory     
     uncertainty for the Great Lakes Region.  Michigan municipalities and       
     counties that own and operate POTWs have attempted -- through the attached 
     analysis -- to predict the measures that must be taken and the costs that  
     may be incurred to upgrade wastewater treatment facilities to attain       
     compliance with the draft Guidance.  It is a daunting task.  After months  
     of analysis, we have discovered that despite our best efforts to provide a 
     thoughtful and accurate analysis, we are unable to fully predict the       
     compliance and cost challenges facing local governments.  Further, Michigan
     POTWs cannot accurately predict the specific steps they must take, nor the 
     costs they must absorb, to monitor for trace levels of metals, organic     
     compounds, and other substances of concern that are referenced in the draft
     Guidance.  The great disparity in estimated costs for compliance with the  
     draft Guidance is a key indicator of this regulatory uncertainty.          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.003     
     
     See response to comments D2595.022 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2827.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of the potential costs POTWs will incur to achieve the goals and
     objectives of the draft Guidance, certain proposed limits or requirements  
     appear to be unattainable by any means.  THe antidegradation provision,    
     with its complex and time-intensive demonstration requirements raises      
     serious concerns relative to the ability of a municipality -- or several   
     municipalities serviced by a regional POTW -- to grow, to accommodate new  
     economic development and job-producing entrprises, and to meet public      
     needs.  The League also strongly believes that the antidegradation         
     provisions, as currently written, ignore the significant environmental and 
     public health benefits of providing additional wastewater treatment        
     capacity -- especially to areas with residential and commercial            
     developments that currently lack sanitary sewage conveyance and treatment  
     systems.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.004     
     
     Neither the antidegradation provisions in the proposed Guidance nor those  
     in the final Guidance ignore the environmental benefits of providing sewer 
     service to previously unserviced areas. Although States and Tribes are not 
     required to adopt the provisions of the final Guidance applicable to       
     non-BCCs, if they choose to do so, increased service areas that do not     
     result in an increased discharge of BCCs and can be accomodated within     
     existing permit limits would not be subject to antidegradation review.     
     Even if relaxed limits were needed, the final Guidance includes provisions 
     for allowing de minimis lowering in water quality that is also not subject 
     to antidegradation review. Where a review was necessary, if the lowering of
     water quality were due to increased service areas, that would presumably   
     satisfy the requirement within the antidegradation demonstration that the  
     lowering of water quality be a result of social and economic development   
     within the area affected by the lower water quality.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2827.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In addition, we find the mercury wildlife criterion of 0.18 ng/l is far too
     stringent, and we recommend that it be withdrawn pending additional        
     research.  [When you consider that the vast majority of mercury loadings to
     the Great Lakes arrive via pathways other than permitted point source      
     discharges, it makes little sense to spend limited public resources on new 
     treatment technologies to enable POTWs to comply with this overly stringent
     criterion.]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.005     
     
     EPA has revised the final mercury criterion to 1.30 ng/L for the reasons   
     stated in Section VI of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2827.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .006 is embedded in comment .005.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When you consider that the vast majority of mercury loadings to the Great  
     Lakes arrive via pathways other than permitted point source discharges, it 
     makes little sense to spend limited public resources on new treatment      
     technologies to enable POTWs to comply with this overly stringent          
     criterion.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.006     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2827.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overlaying these concerns is the widely-held perception among public       
     utilities directors and POTW superintendents that the proposed regulatory  
     requirements will not accomplish significant improvement in the Great Lakes
     System because they fail to focus our finite public resources on the most  
     significant sources of the pollutants of primary concern.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2827.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2827.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Potential Capital and O&M Costs for POTWs                                  
                                                                                
     Based on the data supplied by the 54 POTWs responding to the League survey,
     we estimate the potential total capital expenditures for wastewater        
     facilities requiring additional or enhanced treatment methodologies of more
     than $265 million.  We estimate annual operations and maintenance costs to 
     be an additional $72 million.  Combining these two cost figures and        
     amortizing them over a 10-year equipment lifespan, we calculate potential  
     annualized costs for Michigan POTWs to comply with the first subset of     
     numeric discharge criteria in the Guidance to be $110 million.             
                                                                                
     As noted on Page VII of the Executive Summary of the attached report, 16 of
     the POTWs responding to the League survey determined that compliance with  
     the discharge criteria envisioned in the draft Guidance would be possible  
     with no additional or enhanced treatment at their facility.  These         
     respondents expressed confidence that compliance could be achieved through 
     modifications to their industrial pretreatment programs (see Pages 44-47 of
     the attached report).  Nineteen of the responding POTWs indicated          
     requirements for enhanced metals removal technologies, while the remaining 
     18 POTWs required enhanced processes to remove metals, trace organic       
     compounds, or both.                                                        
                                                                                
     These potential costs are based on the belief -- widely held by public     
     utility directors and POTW superintendents -- that enhanced treatment      
     processes will be required to remove not only the target pollutants of     
     initial concern referenced in the draft Guidance POTW, but other minute    
     traces of metals and organic compounds that could fall under regulatory    
     framework of the draft Guidance in years ahead.  Since municipalities have 
     no accurate way to predict which new substances, at which numeric discharge
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     levels, will be brought under the regulatory umbrella of the final Guidance
     in the future, the League is unable to predict the full costs of compliance
     under the draft Guidance.                                                  
                                                                                
     Adoption of the League's suggested modifications to the draft Guidance,    
     will result in a dramatic decrease in these projected costs.               
     
     
     Response to: D2827.008     
     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2827.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation approach called for in the draft Guidance is extremely 
     costly, cumbersome, and overly time-consuming for POTWs seeking to         
     accommodate new or expanding economic development and community            
     revitalization opportunities.  The focus is narrow, since it examines only 
     individual substances from individual discharges.  It appears to be guided 
     by the existing point source regulatory control program, rather than       
     concentrating on development of a system that encourages watershed         
     management and planning.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.009     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an administrative impediment to growth or economic    
     recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with          
     minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth on water      
     quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the growth  
     is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water quality.  The 
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the        
     capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is
     limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases  
     in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that 
     the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for   
     the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations. Consequently, 
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2827.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Municipal Municipal League understands the desire to more tightly      
     control BCCs But, in our view, reducing the number of POTWs needing to go  
     through the vigorous antidegradation demonstrations would be very          
     beneficial.  This could be accomplished by requiring that antidegradation  
     demonstrations be prepared only for BCC pollutants.  The non-BCC           
     pollutants, we believe, can be effectively regulated and controlled using  
     existing language in Michigan's water quality standards which already      
     restricts the ability of a permittee to increase discharges to the         
     receiving waters.  Other Great Lakes states have similar antidegradation   
     provisions which are much easier to administer.  We believe these should be
     preserved for non-BCC pollutants.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.010     
     
     EPA agrees that pollutants which are not BCCs can be effectively controlled
     through state water quality standards which have been or will be adopted to
     conform with the antidegradation policy found at 40 CFR 131.12, and        
     consequently, in the final rule, has limited the scope of the              
     antidegradation provisions to BCCs, alone.  Provisions relating to non-BCCs
     have been included as guidance only.   EPA does not believe, however, that 
     this change will significantly reduce the number of POTWs which need to go 
     through antidegradation demonstrations, since in order to be approvable,   
     State antidegradation provisions will in large part reflect provisions     
     similar to those which had been proposed.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2827.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the League agrees with the comments submitted by the Michigan     
     Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) that EPA should give serious        
     consideration to changing the definition of a "High Quality Water" (HQW).  
     This action also would decrease the number of facilities required to       
     perform costly enhanced treatment studies and cumbersome justifications of 
     the social and economic benefits of increased discharges of non-BCC        
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.011     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2827.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Timeliness of Regulator Response to Antidegradation Demonstrations         
                                                                                
     POTWs performing enhanced treatment and pollution prevention demonstrations
     to satisfy antidegradation requirements for BCC pollutants need solid      
     assurances that the results of such demonstrations will be reviewed and    
     judgement rendered on a timely basis.  As mentioned earlier, municipalities
     are struggling to provide much-needed jobs and enhance their tax base by   
     attracting new private sector development.  The success of these economic  
     development and urban revitalization activities depends directly on the    
     ability of a municipal government "to assemble the pieces of the puzzle,"  
     such as land acquisition, zoning modifications, infrastructure enhancement,
     permitting, and --most importantly -- project financing through bonding and
     tax-increment financing vehicles, within an aggressive time frame.  These  
     laudable economic revitalization efforts and industrial site remediation   
     programs -- championed by the Clinton Administration, Congress, Michigan   
     Governor John Engler, and the Michigan Legislature -- will be dramatically 
     eroded if municipal governments are unable to receive thoughtful, timely   
     responses to antidegradation demonstrations on BCC pollutants.             
                                                                                
     Further, most POTWs finance capacity expansion and process improvements    
     through the sale of bonds backed by revenues generated from their sewerage 
     rate base.  If that rate base is eroded due to delayed regulator responses 
     (new companies, frustrated by delayed decision making, moving to other     
     states), POTWs will have increased difficulty achieving the numeric        
     discharge criteria under the draft Guidance.                               
                                                                                
     The League believes that the final guidance must recognize the time        
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     sensitivity factor, and embrace the dual concepts of streamlined           
     antidegradation demonstration methodologies, and a decision-making         
     framework that encourages regulators to render timely approvals.           
     
     
     Response to: D2827.012     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2827.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Definition of Signicant Lowering of Water Quality                          
                                                                                
     The League concurs with the MDNR that the definition of Significant        
     Lowering of Water Quality should reflect a revised definition of "High     
     Quality Waters" referenced earlier.  In addition, the League is concerned  
     about the failure to include BCC pollutants in the "de minimis" discussion 
     in the draft Guidance.  The League believes that the concept of "de        
     minimus" should also apply to BCC pollutants.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2827.013     
     
     Given that the final Guidance on antidegradation addresses BCCs only, EPA  
     does not agree that there should be any distinctions between waters within 
     the basin with respect to how high quality waters are identified.  The     
     final Guidance requires States and Tribes to indentify high quality waters 
     on a parameter-by- parameter basis.  EPA also does not agree that the de   
     minimis provisions are appropriate for BCCs given the sensitivity of the   
     Great Lakes to this type of pollutant.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2827.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Use of de Minimus Procedures for Conventional Pollutants                   
                                                                                
     As noted on Page 83 (1) of the attached compliance cost analysis conducted 
     by McNamee, Michigan POTWs are concerned about the inclusion of            
     conventional pollutants in the "de minimus" regulations referenced in the  
     draft Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     We have identified more than 40 municipal wastewater plants (as listed in  
     Appendix D of the McNamee report), with stable effluent requirements in    
     their NPDES permits, that can expect compliance difficulties in the future 
     due to community growth.  In addition, many POTWs have contractual         
     agreements with surrounding cities and townships to provide wastewater     
     treatment services.  The current antidegradation requirements could        
     threaten the compliance status of these POTWs if residential growth occurs 
     in communities served by these POTWs, or if the communities are successful 
     in remediating environmental contamination on properties that are later    
     redeveloped with job-producing enterprises.                                
                                                                                
     New language eliminating the need for an antidegradation demonstration, or 
     providing a streamlined demonstration methodology would, in the League's   
     view, be very appropriate.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.014     
     
     See response to comment D1711.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2827.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Application to Nonpoint Sources                                            
                                                                                
     The League strongly believes that nonpoint sources should be exempt from   
     the antidegradation standards under this first-phase of the Guidance.  The 
     minimization and control of nonpoint source pollutant contributions to the 
     Great Lakes systems will be thoroughly analyzed and debated during future  
     discussion between various stakeholders, and the Michigan Municipal League 
     will be an active participant in those discussions.  We believe that       
     nonpoint sources should be exempt from antidegradation requirements under  
     the final version of the Guidance until the various stakeholder viewpoints 
     on nonpoint source controls have been identified and weighed.              
     
     
     Response to: D2827.015     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2574.053                               
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2827.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limits Based on Existing Effluent Quality                                  
                                                                                
     As we discussed in our written comments presented during the EPA's public  
     hearing on August 4 in Chicago, we believe the current language dealing    
     with the development of permit limits based on existing effluent quality   
     (EEQ) is very problematic and should be abandoned.  The League believes,   
     strongly, that EEQ-based limits are a dramatic disincentive to efficient   
     POTW operation.  If this provision is maintained in the final Guidance     
     document, we envision situations arising where a permittee with a well-run 
     POTW may opt to delay plant retrofits and process modifications that could 
     reduce overall pollutant loadings to receiving waters in order to avoid the
     scenario where the new discharge level becomes the maximum discharge limit 
     in the future.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2827.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2827.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are particularly concerned about the impact of EEQ-based limits on      
     monitoring requirements at POTWs in small communities.  These plants       
     already are struggling to maintain optimum operations because of a lack of 
     resources and rate base.  "Rewarding" well-managed, superbly-operated POTWs
     with more stringent discharge limits through the EEQ methodologies will    
     destroy the incentive POTWs have to operate at peak performance and        
     efficiency.                                                                
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     Response to: D2827.017     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2827.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the League has concerns about the impact of EEQ-based limits on   
     the ability of a POTW to accept permitted discharges resulting from        
     remediation activities at sites of environmental contamination (wastewaters
     from purge-and-treat activities at sites on the CERCLA National Priorities 
     List and Michigan's Act 307 contaminated site list).  We are concerned that
     these permitted discharges to public sewers will have to end -- thus       
     slowing site remediation activities -- if EEQ-based limits are employed in 
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2827.018     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2827.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The League strongly believes that the EEQ-based limits should be abandoned 
     and echoes MDNR's recommendation that additional discussions between EPA   
     and the Great Lakes States is needed on this issue following the close of  
     the public comment period and prior to the development of the final        
     Guidance.                                                                  
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     Response to: D2827.019     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2827.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioavailability                                                            
                                                                                
     Generally, the League's position mirrors that of the MDNR, but, we also    
     recommend review of the proposed numeric criteria for copper and certain   
     other metals for potential expression of the proposed numeric criteria as  
     dissolved or bioavailable metal.                                           
                                                                                
     The Guidance relies primarily on site specific modifications for regulatory
     relief.  This, we believe, will be a significant and oftentimes unnecessary
     cost, and especially burdensome for smaller municipal wastewater treatment 
     plants.  The League believes there should be allowance for a more generic  
     water effects ratio.  Michigan currently uses such an approach in the      
     regulation of silver.  This approach is believed to be conservative (still 
     more stringent than necessary to protect designated uses of the receiving  
     waters), but, without the allowance, there would be widespread             
     noncompliance with silver limits in municipal NPDES permits.  Currently, it
     is not clear to the League whether the draft Guidance would allow          
     Michigan's current approach to continue.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.020     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035.                                         
                                                                                
     Water-effect ratios are site-specific modifications to criteria. EPA       
     understands Michigan's approach for silver to be an application of a       
     conversion factor.  EPA recommends use of the conversion factors provided  
     in Tables 1 and 2 of part 132.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: D2827.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exposure Assumptions and Risk Factors                                      
                                                                                
     The League supports the overall position articulated by the MDNR, which    
     generally endorses the exposure assumptions outlined in the draft Guidance.
     With the exception of fish consumption, Michigan's current exposure        
     assumptions parallel those proposed in the draft Guidance.  [We believe    
     that the level of cancer risk (1 in 100,000) to be acceptable in the       
     context of the entire risk assessment process.  The League believes that an
     incremental risk of 1 in 100,000 to be an insignificant increase in light  
     of the current estimated cancer rate of 1 in 4].                           
     
     
     Response to: D2827.021     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2827.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .022 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the level of cancer risk (1 in 100,000) to be acceptable in
     the context of the entire risk assessment process.  The League believes    
     that an incremental risk of 1 in 100,000 to be an insignificant increase in
     light of the current estimated cancer rate of 1 in 4.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.022     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2827.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Considering Relevant Environmental Information                             
                                                                                
     The Michigan Municipal League is concerned that the methodology used to    
     calculate a Tier I Wildlife Criterion or a Tier II Wildlife Value is too   
     fixed and mechanical, and the process may result in inappropriate criteria.
     Therefore, like the MDNR, we believe that before the final calculation step
     occurs, the Guidance should provide for a "reality check" utilizing any    
     relevant scientific data and environmental information.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2827.023     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2827.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury Criterion                                                          
                                                                                
     We concur with the MDNR that the mercury wildlife criterion of 0.18 ng/1 is
     far too stringent.  The League strongly recommends that the criterion      
     should be withdrawn pending additional research to eliminate the need for  
     the "species sensitivity factor" which reduces the criterion by an order of
     magnitude.  We believe the Human Health mercury criterion of 2 ng/1 will   
     drive control requirements, and is already of questionable attainablity.   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.024     
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2827.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCC Definition -- Trigger Level of 1000                                    
                                                                                
     We agree with the MDNR position to support the proposed trigger level of   
     1000 fold to define the Table 6A list of bioaccumulative chemicals of      
     concern (BCCs).  [However, we feel that naturally-occurring substances,    
     such as mercury, should be given separate consideration for the            
     establishment of control measures.]  [In addition, we believe any additions
     to the Table 6A list should be subject to a formal public comment period in
     the Federal Register, and we believe strongly that there should be a       
     mechanism developed to take substances off the list if field-derived data  
     support such an action.]                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.025     
     
     EPA agrees with the recommendation concerning the trigger level for BCCs,  
     and has retained the cutoff of a human health BAF of 1000 in the definition
     of BCCs in the final Guidance.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that the final Guidance should provide ways to address      
     ubiquitous pollutants such as mercury.  See sections VIII.C and VIII.E of  
     the SID for a description of revisions made in the final Guidance regarding
     intake pollutants, TMDL development, and elimination of mixing zones for   
     BCCs, that will increase flexibility of States and Tribes to address these 
     types of problems.                                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2959.008 concerning procedures to remove          
     pollutants from the list of BCCs.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2827.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .026 is embedded in comment .025.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we feel that naturally-occurring substances, such as mercury,     
     should be given separate consideration for the establishment of control    
     measures.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2827.026     
     
     EPA recognizes that the final Guidance should provide ways to address      
     ubiquitous pollutants such as mercury.  See sections VIII.C and VIII.E of  
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     the SID for a description of revisions made in the final Guidance regarding
     intake pollutants, TMDL development, and elimination of mixing zones for   
     BCCs, that will increase flexibility of States and Tribes to address these 
     types of problems.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2827.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 is embedded in comment .025.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we believe any additions to the Table 6A list should be       
     subject to a formal public comment period in the Federal Register, and we  
     believe strongly that there should be a mechanism developed to take        
     substances off the list if field-derived data support such an action.      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.027     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2827.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The League also believes that "estimated BCFs" should not be used for      
     either determination of BCCs or for development of Tier I human health or  
     wildlife criteria.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2827.028     
     
     See response to: G1752.006                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2827.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: p.81, Attachment.                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of Food Chain Multipliers to Predict BAFs                              
                                                                                
     Since the State of Michigan currently relies on bioconcentration to predict
     environmental concentrations of contaminants, there is no corollary to the 
     Food Chain Multiplier (FCM) process in our state's regulatory framework.   
     Although the Thomann model for predicting FCMs within an order of magnitude
     appears to be a reasonable approach, we believe additional testing and     
     validation of the model must take place before it is utilized in the final 
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2827.029     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2827.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Like the MDNR, we support the use of FCMs to predict BAFs providing that   
     the necessary validation of the Thomann model occurs through evaluation of 
     the model's appropriateness in predicting FCMs for a variety of chemical   
     classes, and that metabolism is adequately considered as a mechanism for   
     reducing biomagnification.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.030     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.  See Section IV.B.2.a for further       
     discussion of EPA's consideration of the issue of metabolism.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2827.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, as noted on Page 81 of the League's compliance cost analysis      
     conducted by McNamee, Porter and Seeley, we strongly agree with the        
     recommendations put forth by the U.S. EPA's Science Advisory Board to limit
     BAF estimates to those based on actual fish studies.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2827.031     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment to limit BAF estimates to those based  
     on actual fish studies.  EPA agrees with the SAB's comments and with       
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     commenter's concern about the difficulty of collecting and interpreting    
     field-measured BAFs.  EPA, however, thinks that States and Tribes can      
     adequately use and interpret field studies.  To assist them in this task,  
     EPA plans to provide guidance concerning the determination and             
     interpretation of field-measured BAFs before the States and Tribes are     
     required to adopt water quality standards consistent with this Guidance.   
     This will provide interested parties with a consistent set of procedures   
     that will assist them in collecting and interpreting the field-measured    
     BAFs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The final Guidance requires that field-measured BAFs be the preferred      
     method for deriving BAFs because of their ability to account for           
     biomagnification, growth, metabolism and bioavailability.  However, as     
     described in EPA's response to comment P2606.031, there is excellent       
     correlation between predicted BAFs derived in accordance with the final BAF
     methodology and field-measured BAFs.  For these and other reasons described
     in the SID and TSD, EPA has not limited BAF to those based on field        
     studies.                                                                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2827.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity and Toxic Equivalency Factors                                   
                                                                                
     We concur with the MDNR that the application of numerical criteria on a    
     single pollutant basis, for NPDES permit development and ambient water     
     quality assessment, is much more amenable to implementation than other     
     additivity approaches suggested for public comment in the Preamble of the  
     draft Guidance.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2827.032     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2827.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: p.82, Attachment                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Less-than-Detection Limits: Use of Biouptake Studies                       
                                                                                
     We concur with the monthly averaging concept referenced by EPA in the      
     Guidance, but we also agree with MDNR's assessment that biouptake studies  
     should be used only as a monitoring tool, not as a quantitative tool for   
     determining compliance with water quality standards.  We do not believe,   
     however, that biouptake studies should be used as a monitoring tool for    
     mercury.                                                                   
                                                                                
     As noted on Page 82 of the attached report from McNamee, Porter and Seeley,
     EPA should reexamine how biouptake studies are conducted in effluent       
     streams.  Considering "real-world" fish behavior and resulting contact with
     the effluent stream, the standard method of caging fish in the effluent    
     discharge pipe is very unrealistic.  Under such a methodology, a POTW could
     be judged noncompliant for a BCC discharged at below detection limits      
     while, in reality, the ecosystem is not being harmed to any significant    
     degree (since, in reality, affected organisms will not spend sufficient    
     time in the vicinity of the POTWs effluent discharge to bioacculumate large
     amounts of the target substance).                                          
                                                                                
     The League strongly suggests the use of Practical Quantitation Limits      
     (PQLs).  Use of PQLs, we believe, will restore practicality and            
     reasonableness to the process of determining compliance.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.033     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2827.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The League believes that variances should be allowed, their provisions     
     should be simplified, their availability assured, and the term of the      
     variance should be extended for the period of the permit.  As analytical   
     detection technology improves, we feel that POTWs will routinely encounter 
     situations where effluent limits will be either unattainable or cost       
     prohibitive.  Since EPA has indicated in their Regulatory Impact Analysis  
     that POTWs should not be required to employ costly or exotic treatment     
     technologies to achieve compliance with the Guidance, we feel that         
     variances should be granted in cases where unintended consequences arise.  
     Further, in the interest of maintaining consistency, the League recommends 
     that variances should be allowed in all Great Lakes states.                
                                                                                
     To further emphasize, we strongly concur with the MDNR that variances, when
     granted, should correspond to the length of the NPDES permit term.         
     
     
     Response to: D2827.034     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.216                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: D2827.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mass Loading Limits                                                        
                                                                                
     We strongly agree with the MDNR that the Guidance must be modified to      
     ensure a mass load limit exemption during periods of wet weather flows.  We
     note, however, that mass loading limits are neither appropriate nor        
     necessary for acute wildlife protection.  Further, we mirror the MDNR's    
     recommendation that mass loading limits only be included for monthly       
     average limits.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2827.035     
     
     For a response to the wet weather concerns see comment G2764.010.          
                                                                                
     For the response to why mass limits are appropriate see comment P2629.126. 
                                                                                
     The final guidance provides that the concentration and mass limits be      
     applied                                                                    
     using the same receiving water flows, mixing zones and corresponding       
     timescales.  Therefore restricting the use of mass limits to monthly       
     averages                                                                   
     would negate the value of mass limits to control the use of dilution as a  
     means of meeting the daily and weekly concentration-based limits.          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2827.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phase-Out of Mixing Zones                                                  
                                                                                
     As noted in the League's compliance cost analysis, the impact on POTWs from
     the proposed phase-out of mixing zones will vary significantly from        
     community to community.  Despite the wide-ranging impacts, we still        
     disagree with the proposed phase-out of mixing zones under the draft       
     Guidance.  Even with a mixing allocation, WQBELs for BCCs will generally be
     well-below levels of analytical detection.                                 
                                                                                
     The League believes that it is premature to enact a policy to further      
     reduce the discharge level of a substance below that which we can          
     accurately measure.  At the very minimum, the draft Guidance should be     
     modified to ensure tht naturally occurring substances, such as mercury, are
     not subject to this provision.  We also recommend that EPA modify the      
     Guidance to reassure municipalities that mixing zones will maintained for  
     non-BCC substances -- now and in the future -- to prevent unreasonably high
     compliance costs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.036     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2827.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     We concur with the MDNR that the Technical Workgroup proposal (identified  
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     as Option 4 in the Guidance Preamble) be adopted.                          
                                                                                
     Given the extremely low criteria that are being derived from the human     
     health and wildlife methodologies, it is very likely that background       
     concentrations will frequently exceed the criteria.  This, we believe, will
     result in regulatory gridlock unless there is a reasonable policy on both  
     intake credits and variances.                                              
                                                                                
     As the McNamee team noted in the League's compliance cost analysis, the    
     granting of intake credits will enable some POTWs faced with high          
     background concentrations of certain metals (such as copper) to continue   
     operating in a cost effective manner.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.037     
     
     With regard to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4, see         
     responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.  Cost issues are addressed  
     in the response to comment D2657.006.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2827.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site Specific Testing                                                      
                                                                                
     We generally concur with the MDNR's endorsement of the site-specific       
     modification procedure, and the department's support for allowing          
     less-restrictive human health and wildlife criteria for non-BCCs for       
     discharges to receiving waters other than the open waters of the Great     
     Lakes (OWGL).                                                              
                                                                                
     [Further, the League believes that the Guidance should be clarified to make
     the water effects ratio approach available to POTWs discharging to the open
     waters of the Great Lakes.]                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.038     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2827.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .039 is embedded in comment .038                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the League believes that the Guidance should be clarified to make 
     the water effects ratio approach available to POTWs discharging to the open
     waters of the Great Lakes.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.039     
     
     EPA agrees that water-effects ratios can and should be used for discharges 
     to open waters of the Great Lakes.  Also see response to comment P2629.035.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2827.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Methodology                                                        
                                                                                
     Since one of the principal goals of the guidance is to establish uniform   
     standards throughout the Great Lakes Basin, we find it puzzling that the   
     so-called Tier II methodology maintains the status quo by enabling the     
     various state regulatory agencies to set discharge goals for Tier II       
     substances.  Thus, there is wide latitude for states to vary with regard to
     Tier II values.                                                            
                                                                                
     To ensure uniformity among the states, we recommend that EPA adopt a       
     provision in the final Guidance to ensure that states use a common set of  
     studies to establish these values.  In addition, the League strongly       
     concurs with the recommendation of the EPA's Science Advisory Board to     
     limit the use of Tier II values as "goals" rather than enforceable limits  
     in NPDES permits.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.040     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2827.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: p. 83, attachment                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     FAC vs CMC Values                                                          
                                                                                
     As noted on Page 83 of the League's Compliance Cost Analysis, the Draft    
     Guidance specifically lists Criterion Maximum Concentration (CMC) values in
     tables, and implies that they should be used in determining discharge      
     limits.  However, the Implementation section of the draft Guidance         
     indicates that the ceiling for waste load allocation is the Final Acute    
     Value (FAV), which is defined as twice the CMC value.  The League urges EPA
     to address this discrepancy prior to publication of the final rule.        
     
     
     Response to: D2827.041     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2827.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: p.82, attachment                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of Acclimated Organisms                                                
                                                                                
     As we note on Page 82 of the League's Compliance Cost Analysis, the EPA    
     requirement that only non-acclimated organisms be used in toxicity studies 
     will prove unduly restrictive for studies on non-BCCs.  We recommend       
     further discussion and analysis of this requirement between EPA and the    
     state regulatory agencies.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.042     
     
     See Section III of the SID.Response to comment: D2827.042                  
                                                                                
     In the development of the final Guidance, EPA consulted with the State     
     regulatory agencies on all aspects of the Guidance including that only     
     non-acclimated organisms be used in toxicity tests.                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2827.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier I Standards for Metals                                                
                                                                                
     The draft Guidance, as published in the Federal Register, omitted the      
     hardness-based formulas for acute and chronic aquatic toxicity for certain 
     metals.  Instead, the draft Guidance included only values at 50 ppm        
     hardness, which is unrealistically low, even for Michigan's Upper          
     Peninsula.  As we point-out in the Compliance Cost Analysis, we recommend  
     that the formulas be included in the final version of the Guidance.        
     
     
     Response to: D2827.043     
     
     See response to comment P2585.063.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2827.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State Adoption of Tier I Criteria                                          
                                                                                
     The League feels that state adoption of Tier I criteria and methodologies  
     should be clarified.  Will states withdraw existing numeric criteria for   
     chemicals such as lead for which there is not a proposed GLI Tier I numeric
     criteria?  [If not, will the states be required to use GLI Tier II values  
     in preference to the state numeric criteria?]                              
     
     
     Response to: D2827.044     
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     Please see response to comment G1715.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2827.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .045 is embedded in comment .044                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If not, will the states be required to use GLI Tier II values in preference
     to the state numeric criteria?                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2827.045     
     
     Please see response to comment G1715.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2827.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The League strongly recommends that EPA withdraw the National Toxics Rule  
     criteria, in total, once Michigan adopts the GLI numeric criteria and      
     procedures. Failure to properly address this issue, we feel, will result in
     a hodge-podge of old and new criteria.  The collective concern among       
     Michigan POTWs is that regulation will be based on whichever discharge     
     number is most stringent rather than which which number represents the best
     science.  Unless clarified, inconsistencies among the states will be       
     perpetuated.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2827.046     
     
     Please see response to comment G1715.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

Page 3316



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2827.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Leveling the "Playing Field"                                               
                                                                                
     The Michigan Municipal League generally concurs with the MDNR that the     
     Guidance holds the potential for putting Michigan on a more level footing  
     with the other Great Lakes states in terms of wastewater discharge         
     criteria.  However, there is significant concern among municipal officials 
     that neighboring states in the Great Lakes basin will limit application of 
     the criteria and methodologies to only those waterbodies that are part of  
     the Great Lakes drainage basin.  Thus, many states may choose to adopt two,
     separate sets of water quality standards, one for the open waters of the   
     Great Lakes, their connecting channels and tributaries, and a second set of
     water quality standards for all other waterbodies.  If this scenario takes 
     place, the laudable goal of leveling the playing field between the states  
     in the basin will evaporate.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2827.047     
     
     See response to: P2576.057.                                                
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that the Guidance would lead to two different     
     NPDES programs within a State.  States are already accustomed to developing
     different permit conditions and limitations depending on water quality     
     conditions in different parts of the State.  The Guidance would simply     
     ensure that consistent approaches are used for waters of the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2827.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, as we have noted above, we have concerns about several        
     parameters within the draft Guidance that give the various states wide     
     latitude in setting discharge criteria, particularly in establishing Tier  
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     II values.  This discrepancy must be addressed in the final draft.         
     
     
     Response to: D2827.048     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2827.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The League also strongly concurs with the MDNR that Canadian waters of the 
     Great Lakes system also be subject to discharge criteria that are          
     consistent with the criteria envisioned in the final Guidance.  We urge EPA
     to quickly conclude bilateral negotiations with Canada to ensure that water
     quality standards and implementation procedures are consistent for all     
     discharges in both nations.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.049     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2827.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     National Application of GLWQG Criteria and Methodologies                   
                                                                                
     The Michigan Municipal League urges the EPA to ensure that all aspects of  
     the Guidance that are not Great Lakes Basin-specific be applied to all     
     water bodies throughout the United States.  In light of the much-touted    
     goal of Guidance drafters and supporters to "level the playing field," and 
     make Great Lakes water quality standards consistent among the state's in   
     the basin, there is grave concern among mayors, city councilmembers, city  
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     and village managers and other municipal officials that the Guidance will  
     have a significant negative impact on the economic competitiveness of      
     Michigan and the other states in the basin in relation to states in the    
     southern and western regions of the country.                               
                                                                                
     Simply declaring that Michigan's water quality standards shall now be      
     consistent with surrounding states ignores the fact that Michigan is       
     engaged in a highly-competitive struggle with states in other regions (the 
     Carolinas, Kentucky, Tennessee, Georgia, Florida, and the southwestern     
     United States) to attract economic development opportunities, and to       
     maintain those commercial and industrial enterprises that drive our state's
     economy and sustain our standard of living.  Collectively, environmental   
     regulators and the regulated community must acknowledge the necessity of   
     maintaining the economic vitality of this state and region, since it is    
     upon this foundation that we base future investments in additional         
     environmental controls.                                                    
                                                                                
     If we are truly striving to ensure environmental regulatory consistency    
     among states competing for economic development and job-producing          
     enterprises, it is essential that the parameters and criteria of the final 
     Guidance be applied with consistency in all 50 states.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2827.050     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2827.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reassembling the Public Pariticipation Group                               
                                                                                
     The League fully recognizes the significant task facing EPA in reviewing   
     and analyzing the thousands of pages of commentary and recommendations     
     presented during the public comment period.  To facilitate thoughtful,     
     rational discussion and analysis of these viewpoints, the League strongly  
     recommends that the EPA reassemble the Public Participation Group to assist
     EPA staff in the review of the comments.                                   
                                                                                
     We further recommend that there be no artificial limit placed on the number
     nor subject matter of the issues brought before the Public Participation   
     Group during this post-public comment period discussion and analysis.      
     Clearly, all who are impacted by the draft Guidance -- the public,         
     environmental activists, regulated industries, and POTWs -- have           
     communicated legitimate points-of-view that must be thoughtfully discussed 
     and debated prior to final publication of the Guidance.                    
                                                                                
     We believe that the Public Participation Group is the ideal forum for these

Page 3319



$T044618.TXT
     discussions, and we therefore strongly recommend that the Public           
     Participation Group be reassembled to carry on these analyses and          
     discussions in an open, public manner.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2827.051     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2827.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Michigan Municipal League, in a effort to provide thoughtful comments  
     on the proposed initiative, contracted with McNamee, Porter & Seeley, Inc.,
     to provide estimates of the cost impact of the GLI on Michigan cities.     
     This report serves as an attachment to the formal comments provided by the 
     League to U.S. EPA.                                                        
                                                                                
     Findings of this study include the following:                              
                                                                                
     1.  In order to assess the impact of the proposed regulations, eighteen    
     Test Case Michigan cities were selected based on their receiving waters    
     (Great Lakes, connecting channels, inland lakes and rivers), their         
     treatment plant size, and their geographic location.  We determined the    
     potential end-of-pipe limits for GLI chemicals for which proposed water    
     quality criteria were available.  Appendices A and B list the names of     
     these cities and relevant data.  The ones actually impacted by the proposed
     regulation for one or more of the Test Case cities were Arsenic, Benzene,  
     Copper, Cyanide, Dioxin, Lead, Lindane, Mercury, Methylene Chloride,       
     Nickel, Pentachlorophenol, Phenol, PCBs, Trichloroethylene and Selenium.   
                                                                                
     2.  Removal data for these chemicals for up to eight Michigan Publicly     
     Owned treatment Works (POTWs) were analyzed to determine the ability of    
     typical plants to attain the proposed limits.  This analysis found that the
     more problematic chemicals for compliance under the GLI are likely to be   
     Copper, Cyanide, Lead, Mercury, PCBs, and certain trace organics and       
     pesticides.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.052     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance accurately assess the costs and benefits    
     associated with implementing the final Guidance as discussed in Sections   
     I.C and IX of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2827.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: Comment .052                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industrial Pretreatment Programs (IPP) may be able to aid POTWs in         
     attaining the new limits, depending on the particular situation.           
     
     
     Response to: D2827.053     
     
     EPA encourages the use of such programs and believes that they complement  
     the provisions of the Guidance.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2827.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Comments .052 & .053                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If not, one potential treatment technology for metals removal suggested by 
     U.S. EPA is sulfide precipitation; however, this process has not been used 
     or extensively tested in municipal applications.  Capital and operation and
     maintenance (O&M) cost curves were developed for typical designs; the      
     capital costs for a 10 MGD facility could range from $1.5 million,         
     depending upon the existing facilities, while the O&M costs could range    
     from $300,000 to $600,000 per year, depending upon the chemical dosage.    
     For organics removal, the best generally applicable technology appears to  
     be activated carbon adsorption; this could be applied either as granular   
     form in a new contactor or as powdered form added to the existing activated
     sludge process, if available.  While there is a great deal of experience   
     with activated carbon processes in POTWs, there is little experience       
     demonstrating that they will be effective in attaining concentration limits
     derived from the GLI.  Capital and O&M cost curves were developed for      
     typical powdered and granular activated carbon designs; the capital costs  
     for a 10 MGD facility could range from $6 million for powdered carbon and  
     $22 million for granular carbon (GAC), while the O&M costs could range from
     $900,000 to $3.5 million per year for GAC, and $1.4 million to $2.9 million
     per year for PAC.                                                          
     
     

Page 3321



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: D2827.054     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2827.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A survey of the 93 largest POTWs in Michigan (over 1 MGD capacity) was     
     conducted by the Michigan Municipal League in August, 1993, to determine   
     the attainability of the proposed GLI limits and potential costs of the    
     regulation to those communities.  Fifty-three responses were received      
     within three weeks.  The survey respondents included over 1550 MGD of flow,
     85% of the total surveyed flow.  Of the responding facilities, sixteen     
     determined that compliance would be possible without additional treatment  
     at the POTW, nineteen required enhanced metals removal, and eighteen, the  
     balance, required either enhanced metals removal, enhanced organics        
     removal, or both.  The potential total capital expenditure for those       
     facilities requiring additional treatment was over $265,000,000, with      
     annual O&M costs over $72,000,000.  The annualized cost is thus            
     $110,000,000.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2827.055     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2827.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is recommended that research be carried out to confirm the usefulness of
     sulfide precipitation in a municipal wastewater for attaining GLI metal    
     limits, and to verify the effectiveness of activated carbon adsorption in  
     attaining the required organic chemical limits.                            
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     Response to: D2827.056     
     
     EPA encourages such research by dischargers in determining the usefullness 
     and verifying the effectiveness of these treatment technologies.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2827.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation and conventional pollutants:  The inclusion of conventional
     pollutants in the antidegradation requirements is inconsistent with the    
     rationale of excluding them in the first place.  These conventional        
     pollutants are the primary concern of POTWs in the GLI de minimis          
     discussion.  In Michigan, over 40 POTWs, who have stable effluent          
     requirements in their permit, are expected to have difficulty in compliance
     with the antidegradation requirements in the future, when the flow         
     increases from growth of the municipalities.  Appendix D lists names of    
     these dischargers in Michigan.  Furthermore, many POTWs have agreements    
     with local township authorities to provide wastewater treatment service    
     over a particular time period.  The antidegradation requirements could put 
     those POTWs into impossible situations if the townships grow in population.
     If de minimis procedures are maintained for conventional pollutants, a     
     separate antidegradation procedure should be established for these         
     substances should a POTW require more than a de minimis increase in its    
     discharge.  The separate procedure should require either no antidegradation
     demonstration or at most a streamlined demonstration.  This would          
     accommodate growth of a POTW without requiring large amounts of paperwork  
     for pollutants that are easily assimilated in the environment.             
     
     
     Response to: D2827.057     
     
     See response to comment D2755.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2827.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones:  For Michigan municipal facilities, the elimination of mixing
     zones for BCCs within 10 years after the GLI is finally promulgated may not
     provide much additional hardship due to the current MDNR standards for most
     of the BCC chemicals. Some statement should be given by U.S. EPA to        
     reassure municipalities that mixing zones will be maintained for non-BCCs, 
     both now and in the future, to prevent unreasonably high compliance costs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.058     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/VARI
     Comment ID: D2827.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Intake Credits and Variances:  Some Michigan POTWs are faced with large   
     concentrations of certain metals (e.g., copper) which meet drinking water  
     standards but are orders of magnitude above aquatic toxicity limits.  In   
     such cases, the granting of variances or intake credits will be needed to  
     allow the facility to continue operations without incurring prohibitive    
     costs.  It is recommended that the intake credit procedure be broadened to 
     allow POTWs to use the procedure when background water conditions warrant  
     such action.]  The variances procedures outlined in the GLI could provide  
     burdens to POTWs, with the continuation of such allowances based on the    
     judgment of the permitting authority and thus potentially uncertain over   
     time.  The procedures for granting variances for POTWs should be           
     streamlined and clarified to allow such facilities the ability to make     
     operational plans.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2827.059     
     
     The comment about intake credits for POTWs is repeated in comment #        
     D2827.112 with additional clarification and is addressed in the response to
     that comment.  The final Guidance provisions for variances are discussed in
     the SID at Section VIII.B.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/VARI          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
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     Comment ID: D2827.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .060 is embedded in comment .059.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits and Variances:  Some Michigan POTWs are faced with large    
     concentrations of certain metals (e.g., copper) which meet drinking water  
     standards but are orders of magnitude above aquatic toxicity limits.  In   
     such cases, the granting of variances or intake credits will be needed to  
     allow the facility to continue operations without incurring prohibitive    
     costs.  It is recommended that the intake credit procedure be broadened to 
     allow POTWs to use the procedure when background water conditions warrant  
     such action.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2827.060     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.B.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2827.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ):  The EEQ provisions are intended to       
     enhance protection of the Great Lakes, but instead give a disincentive to  
     POTWs.  A permittee with a well-run plant may put off plant modifications  
     that could reduce the overall pollutant loading to the Great Lakes to avoid
     the new discharge becoming the future limit.  Thus, EEQ does not advance   
     overall water body protection.  An alternative to EEQ would be to set      
     definite (preferably Tier I) water quality criteria on chemicals of        
     concern, but not to reduce plant discharge limits based on an EEQ          
     procedure.  If EEQ procedures are left in place, some provision should be  
     made to reassure permitees that these procedures will only apply to BCCs,  
     both now and in the future.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.061     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.021 and D2798.046.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2827.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Methodology:  The GLI as a whole has the goal of establishing      
     uniform standards throughout the Great Lakes States.  The Tier II          
     methodology, however, leaves the setting of goals for these chemicals up to
     the individual state agencies, as is the case now.  There is a potentially 
     wide latitude for the states to vary with regard to Tier II values.  Since 
     the states could be allowed to use these Tier II values to derive          
     end-of-pipe limits, some tighter provision to insist that states use a     
     common set of studies would be most fair to dischargers in all states.  In 
     addition, we support the recommendation by U.S. EPA's Science Advisory     
     Board to limit the use of Tier II values as goals rather than enforceable  
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2827.062     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
                                                                                
     Also, it would not be appropriate to require States to use a particular set
     of data to develop criteria and values.  Any data that meets the minimum   
     data requirements in the final Guidance and EPA's quality assurance        
     guidelines may be used.  EPA will assist States and Tribes in gaining      
     access to the latest available data, however, by operating the GLI         
     Clearinghouse.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this   
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2827.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors:  A great deal of the GLI regulation will depend on
     which compounds are bioaccumulative, as determined from estimated          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs).  Estimating BAFs from bioconcentration     
     factors, which in turn are based on octanol-water partition coefficients,  
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     is putting a great deal of confidence in empirical correlations.  We       
     support the recommendation by U.S. EPA's Science Advisory Board to limit   
     BAF estimates to those based on actual fish studies.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2827.063     
     
     See response to: G1752.006                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2827.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     FAV versus CMC:  The GLI specifically lists Criterion Maximum Concentration
     (CMC) values in tables, and implies that they should be used in            
     determination of discharge limits.  The implementation section, however,   
     indicates that the ceiling for the waste load allocation (WLA) is the Final
     Acute Value (FAV), which is defined as twice the CMC value.  This          
     discrepancy should be addressed prior to final rule publication.  It is    
     noted that the cost calculations developed for this report were based on   
     use of the CMC; presumably the potentially high costs would be somewhat    
     reduced should the FAV be used instead, along with giving more operation   
     flexibility to POTWs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.064     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Potential benefits of the GLI:  The relatively high cost of complying with
     the GLI will not necessarily generate commensurately large improvements in 
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     the overall water quality of Great Lakes due to the pollutant contributions
     from non-point sources such as air deposition, sediment release, surface   
     runoff, and others.  Thus, for the Great Lakes themselves, the GLI may not 
     provide that much incremental protection.  While we agree with the U.S. EPA
     effort to protect of the Great Lakes, some further consideration should be 
     given to the potentially prohibitive costs of some of the regulations for  
     point source dischargers in light of the high loads coming from non-point  
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.065     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2827.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .066 is embedded in comment .065.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Potential benefits of the GLI:  The relatively high cost of complying with 
     the GLI will not necessarily generate commensurately large improvements in 
     the overall water quality of Great Lakes due to the pollutant contributions
     from non-point sources such as air deposition, sediment release, surface   
     runoff, and others.  Thus, for the Great Lakes themselves, the GLI may not 
     provide that much incremental protection.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2827.066     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2827.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing Effluent Quality Provision                                        
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     Another proposed GLI antidegradation provision is Existing Effluent Quality
     (EEQ), which applies specifically to BCCs.  Under this standard, the mass  
     loading cannot go above the levels currently being discharged.  However,   
     there is some leeway provided to the States to allow for economic          
     conditions which may provide artificially low current effluent levels. [Of 
     potential concern is that the EEQ, as proposed, could possibly be invoked  
     to require POTWs to conduct bio-uptake testing for below-detection limits  
     (e.g., caged fish studies on Mercury and PCBs), regardless of whether that 
     was the original intent of the provision.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2827.067     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Tables 5-11                                       
            
          Note:  Comments from p.21                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the GLI chemicals "commonly found" at POTWs, the following appear to be 
     impacted by the proposed regulations at one or more inland POTWs:  Arsenic,
     Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Cyanide, Lead, Mercury, Nickel, Phenol, PCBs,   
     Selenium and Zinc.  It should be noted that, of these, Cadmium, Chromium,  
     and Zinc would be controlled more tightly by the National Toxic Rule than  
     either Rule 57 or the GLI, leading to their omission in subsequent         
     discussions concerning local limits.  In addition to the above chemicals,  
     Benzene, Methylene Chloride, and Trichloroethylene will also be impacted by
     the proposed regulations for one or more Great Lake or connecting channel  
     dischargers.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2827.068     
     
     Based in part on the comments received by EPA on the proposed Guidance,    
     many of the provisions in the final Guidance were revised to allow greater 
     implementation flexibility.  This flexibility should minimize the impacts  
     to the regulated community.  In particular, revisions to the final Guidance
     included a reassessment of bioaccumulation factors (BAF) for several       
     pollutants, recalculation of criteria to reflect updated BAFs and toxicity 
     data, and the establishment of metals criteria for the dissolved form      
     instead of "total recoverable."  In general, these changes resulted in the 
     establishment of less stringent criteria for many pollutants.              
                                                                                
     With respect to the cost assessment study, the criteria revisions resulted 
     in fewer instances where the Guidance-based water quality-based effluent   
     limit (WQBEL) was determined to be more stringent than existing            
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     requirements.  This was particularly evident for metals such as copper and 
     zinc.  Because Guidance-based WQBELs were less stringent, the cost to      
     remove these pollutants was reduced.  In addition to the improvements made 
     to the criteria methodology, the final Guidance also provides flexibility  
     to dischargers that have detectable quantities of pollutants in the intake 
     water sources.  While these revisions will not eliminate the cost impact of
     the final Guidance, the impact on dischargers compared to the proposed     
     Guidance should be significantly reduced.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: Tables 5-11                                        
            
          Note: Comments from p.21                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the GLI chemicals "occasionally found" at POTWs, the following appear to
     be actually impacted by the proposed regulations at one or more of the Test
     Case POTWs:  Lindane, Pentachlorophenol, and Dioxin.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2827.069     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Tables 5-11                                       
            
          Note:  Comments from p.21                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the GLI chemicals "seldom found" at POTWs, the following appear to be   
     actually impacted by the proposed regulations at one or more of the Test   
     Case POTWs:  Aldrin, Chlordane, DDT (and Metabolites), Dieldrin,           
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     Endosulfan, Endrin, Heptachlor, Hexachlorobenzene, Hexachloroethane,       
     Parathion, and Toxaphene.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2827.070     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: Tables 5-11                                        
            
          Note:  Comments from p.21                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 30-day average criteria presented for BCCs represent the case with no  
     mixing zone (i.e., the criteria which will apply 10 years after            
     implementation of the GLI).  In the interim when mixing zones will be      
     allowed for current BCC dischargers, slightly higher average limits may be 
     available for some of the "seldom found" pesticides; the magnitude of      
     difference is a function of the relative difference between discharge flow 
     and receiving water drought flow.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.071     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Figure 2 & Table 12, p.28                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Arsenic                                                                    
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     While Arsenic (As) is a naturally occurring element, the largest class of  
     compounds are the As-based organic chemicals which are not naturally       
     occurring.  These are used in the manufacture of glass, cloth and          
     electrical semiconductors; as fungicides and wood preservatives; as growth 
     stimulants for plants and animals; and in veterinary applications.         
     Domestic wastewater can also contain detectable levels of As, due to       
     background levels in drinking water as well as certain foods such as       
     seafood.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Figure 2 summarizes Arsenic removal data from the selected Michigan POTWs, 
     as well as the EPA "typical" removals.  While data from only a few of the  
     plants were available, the EPA removals appear to be relatively            
     representative of treatment in Michigan.                                   
                                                                                
     Based on median and second-decile removals estimated from these performance
     curves, as well as corresponding median influent levels (from curves       
     provided in Appendix A), order-of-magnitude effluent estimates were        
     developed to assess the potential to achieve compliance.  These results,   
     which generally predict probable and conservative values for 30-day Average
     Effluent, are summarized in Table 12.  While the available data preclude a 
     similar projection for Daily Maximum Effluent, it appears that compliance  
     with the range of projected Arsenic limits for the Test Case POTWs (minimum
     of 150 ug/L from Table 11) may not be a problem.  Particularly with As,    
     however, site-specific effects (e.g., well water quality and industrial    
     dischargers) could significantly affect the achievable removals and        
     subsequent compliance.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2827.072     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: Figure 3 & Table 13, p.30                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COPPER                                                                     
                                                                                
     Copper (Cu) is ubiquitous in rocks and minerals of the earth's crust, and  
     is an essential trace element for humans and many other living organisms.  
     It has been used for smelting and refining, wire milling, coal-burning, as 
     well as iron and steel producing.  Copper also can be present in domestic  
     wastewater due to human intake from foods and water, with particularly     
     elevated levels at locations of significant corrosion in water supply      
     systems.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Figure 3 presents data on removal capabilities of Cu at the selected POTWs.
     As shown by the data, the EPA "typical" removals are generally greater than
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     actually being achieved in Michigan.                                       
                                                                                
     The compliance assessment for Cu is provided in Table 13.  Based on this   
     removal performance and the median influent values, combined with the range
     of projected limits for the Test Case POTWs (minimum of 9.3 ug/L from Table
     11), it appears that some POTWs will not be able to comply with the GLI    
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2827.073     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Figure 4 & Table 14, p.31                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cyanide                                                                    
                                                                                
     Though Cyanide (CN) are encountered relatively infrequently in the         
     environment, there are major users associated with commercial activity.    
     These include electroplaters, the metallurgical industry, as well as the   
     producers of steel, plastics, synthetic fibers, and chemicals.             
                                                                                
     While available data is limited on CN removal at the Selected Michigan     
     POTWs, the EPA "typical" influent (41 ug/L) and removals (69% median and   
     41% second decile) suggest that compliance with the range of projected TEst
     Case POTW limits (minimum of 5.6 ug/L from Table 11) may also be a problem 
     to some POTWs.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2827.074     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Figure 5 & Table 15, p.33                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lead                                                                       
                                                                                
     Lead (Pb)  is also ubiquitous in nature, being a natural constituent of the
     earth's crust.  It is used in storage batteries, lead-containing alloys,   
     gasoline anti-knock additives, as well as pigments and ceramics.  Lead can 
     also be present in domestic wastewater due to human intake of food and     
     water, particularly where there is corrosion in the water supply system.   
                                                                                
     Figure 5 provides available data on the existing capabilities for Pb       
     removal.  Based on data from most of the selected POTWs, the EPA "typical" 
     values appear to be on the conservative side of actual performance in      
     Michigan.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The Pb compliance assessment of Table 15 again shows that some POTWs may   
     not be able to comply with the GLI requirements.  This is based on median  
     influent levels, removal performance discussed above, and the range of     
     projected Lead limits for the Test Case POTWs (minimum of 20 ug/L from     
     Table 11).                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.075     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Figure 6 & Table 16, p.34                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury                                                                    
                                                                                
     The predominant form of Mercury (Hg) in freshwater is present as chelates  
     and complexes with a variety of inorganics and organics.  Mercury has been 
     associated with the manufacture of chlorine and caustic soda, electrical   
     switches and batteries, antifouling and mildew-proofing paints, pulp and   
     paper, pharmaceuticals, and metallurgy/mining.  It also has been detected  
     in discharges from dental offices, coal-fired power plants, car washes,    
     hospital facilities, and general laboratory facilities.  Mercury has also  
     been detected in municipal wastewaters, reflecting the relatively large    
     input from non-point sources as air deposition.                            
                                                                                
     While Figure 6 and Table 16 respectively present available performance data
     and a compliance assessment similar to the above discussions, Hg is a      
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     special case because its average discharge limits are less than the        
     available level of detection (i.e., 0.2 ug/L per EPA Method 245.1).  Under 
     Michigan's current Rule 57 standards, POTWs may be subjected to an NPDES   
     permit using this detection level as a limit and the requirement that a    
     "Mercury Minimization Program" be administered.  While the proposed GLI    
     reduces the Hg limit even further below detection, it is expected that such
     permit conditions will be maintained.  The threat of bio-uptake testing    
     under the proposed EEQ provision, however, is a forewarning that some or   
     all POTWs may not be able to comply with these new requirements.           
     
     
     Response to: D2827.076     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Figure 7 & Table 17, p.36                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nickel                                                                     
                                                                                
     Nickel (Ni) enters the environment via both natural and man-made           
     activities.  The main commercial uses have been manufacture of stainless   
     steel and various other alloys, in addition to electroplating.  Nickel in  
     domestic wastewater is a product of most people in the general population  
     receiving Ni primarily via food, supplemented by drinking water.           
                                                                                
     Figure 7 compares Nickel removal data available from the selected POTWs to 
     the EPA "typical."  Based on this data, it appears the EPA results are     
     indeed representative of what is achievable in Michigan.                   
                                                                                
     The compliance assessment for Ni is provided in Table 17.  Based on median 
     influent concentrations, available removal data, and the range of projected
     limits for the Test Case POTWs (minimum of 52 ug/L from Table 11), it      
     appears that this GLI-based limit should generally not be an issue.        
     However, this should not be considered absolute because some POTWs may have
     site-specific conditions significantly impacting this parameter.           
     
     
     Response to: D2827.077     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Figure 8 & Table 18, p.37                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Selenium                                                                   
                                                                                
     Selenium (Se) in the environment is naturally occurring, primarily produced
     by the weathering of rocks and soils.  Activities which also contribute Se 
     include photocopying; the manufacture of glass, electronic devices,        
     pigments, dyes, and insecticides; as well as veterinary medicine and       
     antidandruff shampoo.  Selenium can also be present in domestic wastewater 
     due to human intake from food.                                             
                                                                                
     As shown in Figure 8, there is no available data on Se removal in Michigan.
     However, the EPA "typical" value suggests it to be the same general        
     order-of-magnitude as the other metals addressed above.                    
                                                                                
     There also is no available data on Se levels in POTW influents although,   
     for purposes of this discussion, a value was assumed.  Based on this value,
     the EPA "typical" removals, and the lowest projected selenium limit for the
     Test Case POTWs (5ug/L from Table 11), it is suspected that some POTWs may 
     not be able to comply with the GLI requirements.  However, more data needs 
     to be collected on this parameter before a more conclusive statement can be
     made.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.078     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Figure 9 & Table 19, p.39                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol                                                                     
                                                                                
     Phenol is a high-volume industrial chemical, used as an intermediate for   
     chemical manufacture as well as produced as a by-product of combustion and 
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     some industrial processes.  Phenol also has a long history of medical uses,
     primarily as an disinfectant.                                              
                                                                                
     Figure 9 compares available removal data for the selected POTWs to the EPA 
     "typical."  The POTW data is based on the Total Phenols test (EPA Method   
     420.1), whereas the EPA data is on Phenol.  These results show that actual 
     Michigan performance relative to Total Phenols is slightly less and/or that
     there are other phenolic compounds present which are slightly less         
     treatable than Phenol itself.                                              
                                                                                
     The corresponding compliance assessment is summarized in Table 19, where   
     the EPA data is again expressed as Phenol and the selected Michigan POTW   
     data as Total Phenols.  Based on the removal data and median influent data,
     it appears that compliance with the GLI-based requirement (range of values 
     for the Test Case POTWs shows a minimum of 110 ug/L from Table 11) should  
     generally not be an issue.  Once again, however, this is potentially       
     affected by site-specific conditions.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.079     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Polychlorinated Biphenyls                                                  
                                                                                
     The presence of Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) in the environment became 
     widespread between their introduction to commercial use in 1929 and        
     subsequent banning by Federal regulation in the 1970s.  Applications       
     included electrical capacitors and transformers, plasticizers, heat        
     transfer fluids, hydraulic fluids, vacuum/air pump seals, as well as       
     lubricants.  Not only are PCBs inert to almost all of the typical chemical 
     reactions, but they are also highly persistent due to being strongly       
     adsorbed on solid surfaces (e.g., concrete, metals, soils, and sediments). 
     PCBs have also been detected in municipal wastewaters, reflecting the      
     relatively large input from non-point sources such as air deposition.      
                                                                                
     Similar to Mercury, the PCB average limits are less than detection (0.2    
     ug/L per EPA Method 608) and are administered by a permit at the detection 
     level with a "PCB Minimization Program" requirement.  Assuming such        
     conditions will be maintained, the threat of bio-uptake testing under the  
     GLI's proposed EEQ is again a forewarning that some or all POTWs may not be
     able to comply with these new requirements.  Compliance assessment is made 
     more difficult by the lack of available data; there are no EPA removal data
     for PCBs currently available, and none of the test case POTWs had PCB data 
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     available for this report.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.080     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Table 20                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Trace Organics                                                             
                                                                                
     Some of the remaining chemicals which appear to be impacted by the proposed
     GLI are collectively being addressed here as Trace Organics.  Of those     
     "commonly found" at POTWs, Benzene is used extensively in the chemical and 
     pharmaceutical industries and in a variety of commercial applications as a 
     degreasing agent, cleaner, and solvent; Methylene Chloride (or             
     Dichloromethane) is also used in a variety of applications such as paint   
     removal, solvent, and plastics processing; while Trichloroethylene is used 
     mainly as a degreasing solvent in metal industries and in drycleaning      
     operations.  Of those "occasionlly found" at POTWs, Pentachlorophenol is   
     used as a wood preservative, herbicide, and insecticide; wheras Dioxin (or 
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin) is produced as a contaminant during   
     herbicide manufacture and may be a by-product of general incineration      
     operations.  Those "seldom found" at POTWs include Hexachlorobenzene, which
     is used for chemical and wood preservative production, as well as a        
     herbicide and insecticide; and Hexachloroethane, which is used in          
     explosives, during rubber manufacture, and as an insecticide.              
                                                                                
     Compliance assessment is difficult due to the general lack of actual POTW  
     removal data for these chemicals.  Some EPA data were found to indicate    
     "typical" average and minimum removal performances, while the EPA FATE     
     model was used to produce estimates of removal performance for other trace 
     organic chemicals.  The resulting values are shown in Table 20.  Based on  
     these results, it appears that compliance could be an issue for some POTWs 
     for Benzene, Methylene Chloride and Trichloroethylene, depending on        
     influent levels.  In addition, Dioxin compliance could be problematic due  
     to the extremely low (10(exp-8) to 10(exp-9) ug/L) concentration criteria  
     for the substance.  The other compounds either are typically "seldom found"
     at POTWs at levels of concern or are projected to have reasonably high     
     average removals.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.081     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: Table 21                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Insecticides/Pesticides                                                    
                                                                                
     The remaining chemicals which appear to be impacted by the proposed GLI are
     collectively being addressed here as Insecticides/Pesticides.  None are    
     considered "commonly found" at POTWs, with the insecticide Lindane the only
     one considered to be "occasionally found" at POTWs.  Those "seldom found"  
     at POTWs include the actually banned or generally limited insecticides     
     Aldrin and its oxy-derivative Dieldrin, plus Chlordane, DDT, and           
     Heptachlor; other insecticides include Endosulfane, Parathion, and         
     Toxaphene; as well as Endrin which is used as an insecticide and pesticide.
                                                                                
     As was the case for Trace Organics, compliance assessment for              
     Insecticides/Pesticides is made difficult by the general lack POTW removal 
     data.  This lack is due to both the generally low levels of these          
     substances in typical POTWs, and to the difficulty and expense of carrying 
     out the analytical techniques.  There are also few EPA estimates for       
     "typical" removals of these chemicals.  The EPA FATE model was used to     
     produce "typical" average and minimum removal values for a number of the   
     compounds listed above; the results are presented in Table 21.  For three  
     of the chemicals, there were insufficient data available for the FATE model
     to be used effectively.                                                    
                                                                                
     Based on the results in Table 21, it is projected that Lindane could       
     provide a compliance issue in certain cases.  Lindane is a general         
     insecticide which is used in head lice remedies, among other applications. 
     In certain instances, Lindane could be present at high concentrations at a 
     POTW headworks, and the 50% projected minimum removal might not be         
     effective, considering that Lindane has an Acute Aquatic Toxicity criterion
     with a corresponding daily maximum discharge restriction.  The other       
     insecticides and pesticides either are typically "seldom found" at POTWs at
     levels of concern or are projected to have reasonably high average         
     removals.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2827.082     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2827.068.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: Fig. 10 & Table 22, pp. 46-49                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industrial Pretreatment Programs                                           
                                                                                
     Modifications to or commencement of an Industrial Pretreatment Program     
     (IPP) offers an option for addressing the proposed GLI with respect to     
     point source sewer discharges.  Associated actions would include expanded  
     monitoring, increased enforcement response, and tighter local limits.      
                                                                                
     Monitoring modifications could include a greater number of pollutants      
     and/or frequency of self-monitoring by nondomestic users, as well as       
     additional compliance monitoring and inspections by a POTW.  System-wide   
     detection studies could also be conducted to track down unknown sources of 
     problem pollutants.  Increasing enforcement response may also be in order  
     to force nondomestic dischargers to comply with tighter standards for sewer
     discharge which result from the GLI.  This could include more              
     administrative orders, fines, and court actions.                           
                                                                                
     To determine the potential impact of the GLI on city sewer discharge       
     standards, rough local limit evaluations were conducted for nine Michigan  
     POTWs.  The local limit calculations were based on MDNR-recommended        
     calculation criteria (included plant pass-through, process inhibition,     
     etc.), either literature-based or plant-specific values for pollutant      
     removals, and the "uniform allocation method" to distribute the available  
     headworks loading over all the entire permitted industrial flow in each    
     test city.  The calculations were carried out using a spreadsheet program  
     developed "in-house."  The results of that analysis are summarized in Table
     22.                                                                        
                                                                                
     From Table 22, it can be seen that local limits could be reduced for many  
     GLI chemicals.  The chemicals of particular concern in this analysis       
     include:  Copper, Mercury, PCBs, and Dioxin.  For Copper, the concern      
     arises due to the possibility in some locations for the local limit to     
     demand non-detectable concentrations in industrial effluents, leading to a 
     clearly impossible situation.  Such a situation results when the drinking  
     water is particularly "aggressive," and thus degrades domestic copper      
     pipes.  For Mercury, PCBs, and Dioxin, the concern arises due to all test  
     case local limits requiring concentrations below the current Method        
     Detection Limit, and so making enforcement extremely difficult without     
     extensive source detection studies.  In addition, these three chemicals    
     also come from non-point sources, making IPP to a large extent ineffective 
     since such sources can create high background levels.  The other chemicals 
     indicated as having local limits reduced for most or all test cities are   
     generally "seldom found" at concentrations of concern in POTWs; however,   
     they could provide problems in certain cases, and those demanding limits   
     below the Method Detection Limit could be especially problematic should any
     be detected at the POTW.                                                   
                                                                                
     Based on experience and professional judgment, the annual incremental cost 
     of increased IPP activities was projected as a function of plant size      
     (i.e., design flow).  The resulting curve is presented in Figure 10.  The  
     curve is based on the assumption that larger POTWs have a larger number of 
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     industries included in an IPP, with each affected user demanding certain   
     amounts of appropriate monitoring and enforcement response modifications   
     annually.  Extended court actions and source detection studies were not    
     included in this estimate, and could provide substantially greater cost    
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.083     
     
     See response to comments D2613.036, D1711.017, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2827.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note:  Found on p.65                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI provision on Intake Credits offers another compliance     
     alternative.  While it is not entirely clear whether this provision applies
     only to industrial dischargers or to any NPDES permitted facility, it is   
     doubtful that the GLI intake credits (as proposed) could be applied to a   
     POTW.  This is because the POTW does not obtain the water directly from the
     receiving water, but instead receives the water from users who obtained it 
     from the water supply system.  In addition, the proposed intake credit     
     provision requires that no amount of the particular pollutant be added to  
     the water while in the facility; such a condition could not be met even if 
     a city's water and wastewater systems were to be considered one facility   
     for regulation purposes.  For application to POTWs, the intake credit      
     provisions would need to be substantially changed to allow for some        
     addition/removal of pollutants.  Based on statements made in the GLI       
     preamble, this appears unlikely because water thereby used would have      
     "ceased to be waters of the United States" and thus would have to be       
     appropriately purified prior to discharge (see Federal Register, Vol.58,   
     No.72, page 20956).                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2827.084     
     
     The final Guidance has been changed and should make consideration of intake
     pollutants available for POTWs in certain circumstances, although not for  
     reasons speculated by the commenter.  See response to comment D2670.011.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2827.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The other relief possibility for POTWs is the provision of Variances,      
     although Michigan currently does not have a variance procedure in place.   
     (Draft comments on the proposed GLI by MDNR indicate, however, that        
     Michigan may be amenable to instituting such a procedure in the future).   
     The proposed GLI allows variances in certain situations where natural or   
     human-caused provisions prevent attainment of the water quality standards, 
     or where meeting stringent standards would result in substantial economic  
     impact.  If the economic impact argument is used, then an Antidegradation  
     Demonstration also has to be carried out to show that there is no feasible 
     alternative to the discharge; a Human Health Risk Analysis would also be   
     needed to demonstrate any adverse effects of the discharge.  As proposed,  
     variances would only be good for up to three years, and there is no        
     guarantee of renewal or acceptance as a long-term compliance strategy.     
     Such allowances could be critical to some municipalities, however.  For    
     example, there are some Michigan cities and towns (e.g., located in parts  
     of the Upper Peninsula known as the "copper country") where groundwater    
     sources have high copper concentrations and/or are highly corrosive so that
     the water supply copper levels are an order-of-magnitude greater than the  
     allowed end-of-pipe limits, even after compliance with the latest corrosion
     control requirements of the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act.  For such     
     communities, a variance request could be based on the high copper          
     concentrations naturally occurring and the position that additional copper 
     treatment will provide extreme hardships for the area.  As this situation  
     is not explicitly discussed in the proposed GLI, however, there is a need  
     for the U.S. EPA to consider such site-specific conditions and clarify     
     whether or not such variances would be allowed.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2827.085     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these issues.            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Fig.21 & Table 25, pp.72-73                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, annualized cost per MGD decreases as facility size increases,  
     as a result of economies of scale.  This does not occur for the metals plus
     organics removal, because two facilities in the 5-10 MGD range required the
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     more capital-intensive tertiary sulfide treatment rather than the less     
     capital intensive primary sulfide treatment used by most other facilities. 
     
     
     Response to: D2827.086     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Fig. 21 & Table 25, pp.72-73                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The total capital cost estimates for these plants alone is $265,000,000,   
     which translates to a total annualized capital cost of $38,000,000 (7%, 10 
     years).  The additional annual O&M costs are $72,000,000, bringing the     
     total annual cost for these facilities alone to $110,000,000.  By contrast,
     the total annual cost for all Great Lakes Basin municipalities under what  
     EPA determined to be the "most likely scenario" was $41,000,000.           
     
     
     Response to: D2827.087     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Fig. 21 & Table 25, pp.72-73                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Small facilities could have extremely high costs imposed by the GLI.  Among
     the survey respondents in the 1-5 MGD range (representing community        
     populations 10,000 and under), 10 indicated the need for both enhanced     
     metals and enhanced organics removal, at an average annualized cost of     
     $1,300,000, far exceeding the annual budgets of many small wastewater      
     treatment facilities.  For a community of 10,000, this represents an       
     additional cost of $130 per person, or $500 for a family of four.          
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     Response to: D2827.088     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Comments .086, .087, .088                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, the Great Lakes Initiative has the potential to impose tremendous    
     cost burdens on municipalities in terms of additional IPP and enhanced     
     treatment technologies.  Such costs should be carefully considered as the  
     GLI is taken to its final form.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2827.089     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: D2827.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Figure 22, p.77                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To illustrate the extent to which non-point sources contribute to the      
     overall pollution load on the Great Lakes, relevant literature data were   
     collected and analyzed regarding two BCC substances:  PCBs and mercury.    
     The results of this analysis are summarized below:                         
                                                                                
     PCBs                                                                       
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     Figure 22, adapted from a draft study by Dolan (1992), illustrates the     
     relative contributions of various PCB sources to Lake Superior based on a  
     total load of 222 kg/year.  It can be seen from this chart that non-point  
     sources account for over 90% of the total PCB contribution to the lake,    
     with point sources (both industrial and municipal) accounting for just 8%  
     of the total.  Air deposition can be seen to be the primary source of the  
     non-point loading, primarily during rain and snowfall events.  This        
     result is consistent with work by Thomann and DiToro (1983), which         
     indicated a maximum point source contribution of 4% to Lake Superior; these
     researchers did find, however, that point source loading fractions of PCBs 
     were higher in the other Great Lakes (ranging from 10% for Lakes Michigan  
     and Huron to 30% for Lakes Erie and Ontario).                              
                                                                                
     [Mercury                                                                   
                                                                                
     Figure 23, also adapted from the draft study of Dolan (1992), illustrates  
     the relative contributions of various Mercury sources to Lake Superior     
     based on a total load of 900 kg/year.  As was the case for PCBs, non-point 
     sources account for only about 8% of the total; this result is consistent  
     with work by Eisenreich and Strachan (1992), which indicated a Mercury     
     point source contribution of 8.9% to Lake Superior.  Also similar to PCBs, 
     atmospheric deposition via rain and snow events can be seen to be the      
     primary non-point source of Mercury loading to the lake.                   
                                                                                
     The comparatively large amount of mercury entering the lakes via           
     atmospheric deposition comes from a variety of sources.  There is evidence,
     cited by the Michigan Environmental Science Board (1993), that 50% of the  
     mercury present in the atmosphere comes from natural processes such as soil
     evaporation and microbial interactions with soil.  The balance of the      
     atmospheric mercury comes from human activities, including incineration and
     coal combustion.  Because these potential Mercury sources need not border  
     the Great Lakes to affect the system, since mercury can be transported over
     great distances in the atmosphere, it is probable that a large fraction of 
     this non-point source of Mercury to the Great Lakes system actually        
     originates outside the region.                                             
                                                                                
     Finally, estimates can be made concerning the potential reduction in       
     Mercury discharges from Michigan POTWs because of the GLI.  Assume that the
     total flow from major Michigan POTWs (approximately 1850 MGD) contained the
     current MDNR limit of 0.012 ug/L, and that all facilities discharged at the
     GLI wildlife cirterion of 0.00018 ug/L after GLI implementation.  The total
     Mercury thus removed from the system would then be                         
                                                                                
     (0.012 ug/L - 0.00018 ug/L) (1850 MGD) (3.78/gal)                          
     (116/454g) (1g/1x10(exp6)ug) (1x10(exp6) gal/Million gal) (365 days/year)= 
         66 lb./year Based on the study by Dolan cited above, 66 lbs. is        
     approximately  3% of the total Mercury entering the Great Lakes system via 
     Lake Superior.                                                             
                                                                                
     This brief examination of non-point source information for two compounds   
     suggests that, even if the proposed GLI regulations are implemented in     
     full, the overall loading of these pollutants will be reduced only up to 10
     to 30 percent.  This is significant in that accomplishment of this         
     comparatively small loading reduction has the potential for regulated      
     facilities, including POTWs, to incur prohibitive costs.  While the goal of
     reducing point source contributions to the lakes is laudable, the rush to  
     implement some of the more costly provisions of the GLI should be tempered 
     to avoid causing needless economic dislocations in the region.]            
     
     
     Response to: D2827.090     
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     EPA agrees that certain criteria proposed under the Guidance could         
     significantly impact the costs to comply with the Guidance.  This was      
     particularly true for PCBs.  However, based on the revisions to the final  
     Guidance, EPA believes that the impact of the PCB criteria is less than    
     originally estimated.                                                      
                                                                                
     Examples of the revisions that will impact controls for PCBs include       
     provisions related to intake pollutants that could account for PCBs present
     in intake waters from diffuse sources; phased total maximum daily          
     loads/water quality assessments that reorganize the long-term nature of    
     certain and nonpoint sources; allowing mixing zones for PCBs if an existing
     facility can demonstrate that achieving the criteria would be technically  
     and economically infeasible; and revising the PCB criteria upward.         
                                                                                
     See also response to Comments #s F4030.003, G3457.004, D2669.082, and      
     D2604.045. See response to comments D2587.014, F4030.003, G3457.004, and   
     D2579.002.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2827.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .091 is embedded in comment .090                      
            
          Reference:  See figure 23, p.78                                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury                                                                    
                                                                                
     Figure 23, also adapted from the draft study of Dolan (1992), illustrates  
     the relative contributions of various Mercury sources to Lake Superior     
     based on a total load of 900 kg/year.  As was the case for PCBs, non-point 
     sources account for over 90% of the total Mercury contribution and point   
     sources combined to account for only about 8% of the total; this result is 
     consistent with work by Eisenreich and Strachan (1992), which indicated a  
     Mercury point source contribution of 8.9% to Lake Superior.  Also similar  
     to PCBs, atmospheric deposition via rain and snow events can be seen to be 
     the primary non-point source of Mercury loading to the lake.               
                                                                                
     The comparatively large amount of mercury entering the lakes via           
     atmospheric deposition comes from a variety of sources.  There is evidence,
     cited by the Michigan Environmental Science Board (1993), that 50% of the  
     mercury present in the atmosphere comes from natural processes such as soil
     evaporation and microbial interactions with soil.  The balance of the      
     atmospheric mercury comes from human activities, including incineration and
     coal combustion.  Because these potential Mercury sources need not border  
     the Great Lakes to affect the system, since mercury can be transported over
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     great distances in the atmosphere, it is probable that a large fraction of 
     this non-point source of Mercury to the Great Lakes system actually        
     originates outside the region.                                             
                                                                                
     Finally, estimates can be made concerning the potential reduction in       
     Mercury discharges from Michigan POTWs because of the GLI.  Assume that the
     total flow from major Michigan POTWs (approximately 1850 MGD) contained the
     current MDNR limit of 0.012 ug/L, and that all facilities discharged at the
     GLI wildlife criterion of 0.00018 ug/L after GLI implementation.  The total
     Mercury thus removed from the system would then be                         
                                                                                
     (0.012 ug/L - 0.00018 ug/L) (1850 MGD) (3.78L/gal)                         
     (116/454g) (1g/1x10(exp6)ug) (1x10(exp6) gal/Million gal) (365 days/year)= 
         66 lb./year                                                            
     Based on the study by Dolan cited above, 66 lbs. is approximately 3% of the
     total Mercury entering the Great Lakes system via Lake Superior.           
                                                                                
     This brief examiniation of non-point source information for two compounds  
     suggests that, even if the proposed GLI regulations are implemented in     
     full, the overall loading of these pollutants will be reduced only up to 10
     to 30 percent.  This is significant in that accomplishment of this         
     comparatively small loading reduction has the potential for regulated      
     facilities, including POTWs, to incur prohibitive costs.  While the goal of
     reducing point source contributions to the lakes is laudable, the rush to  
     implement some of the more costly provisions of the GLI should be tempered 
     to avoid causing needless economic dislocations in the region.             
     
     
     Response to: D2827.091     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2827.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI would impose tighter restrictions compared to current MDNR
     guidelines on a number of Tier I chemicals; these include Arsenic, Copper, 
     Cyanide, Mercury, Nickel, Phenol, PCBs, and Selenium, along with a number  
     of trace organics and pesticides.  [Furthermore, the Tier II methodology   
     could produce generally tighter daily maximum restrictions compared to MDNR
     guidelines for other substances, including Lead.  For Michigan             
     municipalities, the primary substances of concern in these groups are      
     Copper, Lead, Mercury, Arsenic, Phenol, and PCBs.]                         
     
     
     Response to: D2827.092     
     
     EPA appreciates this information.                                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2827.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .093 is embedded in comment .092                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the Tier II methodology could produce generally tighter daily 
     maximum restrictions compared to MDNR  guidelines for other substances,    
     including Lead.  For Michigan municipalities, the primary substances of    
     concern in these groups are Copper, Lead, Mercury, Arsenic, Phenol, and    
     PCBs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.093     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2827.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For many of the substances more tightly regulated under the GLI, a POTW may
     be able to attain the goals through tighter load limits associated with its
     Industrial Pretreatment Program (IPP).  Furthermore, for applicable        
     substances from domestic sources (e.g., some pesticides), an improved      
     public education program may serve to reduce loadings of these chemicals at
     the POTW.  Other chemicals, such as Copper, Lead, and some Tier II         
     pollutants (such as iron and fluoride) could be present at high            
     concentrations due to the nature of the water source, the water treatment  
     system, and/or the water distribution system.  Combined sewer could also   
     carry a variety of toxic pollutants from surface runoff and atmospheric    
     depositions, thereby causing high pollutant loads at the headworks  of a   
     POTW.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.094     
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     EPA encourages the use and application of all mechanisms designed to       
     control pollution sources to the Great Lakes.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipalities with high concentrations of some of these chemicals could be
     required to introduce prohibitively expensive treatment systems to reduce  
     these concentrations to the applicable end-of-pipe limits.  For metals, one
     treatment alternative is sulfide precipitation.  A system employing ferrous
     sulfide as the chemical source could add a capital cost of $1.5 million to 
     $5.0 million for a 10 MGD plant depending upon the existing facilities,    
     along with an operating and maintenance cost of $600,000/year for that     
     plant (i.e., $814,000-$1,300,000/year on an annualized basis at 7% interest
     and 10-year lifetime).  Although sulfide precipitation has been promoted by
     U.S. EPA in the past for use by the metal finishing industry, POTW         
     experience with this technology is virtually nonexistent.  Other metal     
     removal alternatives which may be more reliable and easier to operate in a 
     municipal wastewater treatment facility should thus be explored by U.S.    
     EPA.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2827.095     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For trace quantities of organic compounds, the most applicable method for  
     removal is apparently activated carbon adsorption.  Such adsorption at     
     POTWs could occur either in separately constructed adsorption systems using
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     granular activated carbon, or in pre-existing activated sludge systems by  
     addition of powdered activated carbon (i.e., the PACT system).             
     Installation of granular activated carbon adsorbers could cost $20 million 
     to $25 million for a 10 MGD plant, with O&M costs ranging from $900,000 to 
     $3.5 million per year for GAC, and $1.4 million to $2.1 million per year   
     for PAC.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.096     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on a survey of POTWs and potential compliance assessments by         
     individual superintendents, the annualized cost of the GLI to these        
     Michigan municipalities alone was 110 million dollars.  This is in contrast
     to the U.S. EPA estimate for all Great Lakes major municipalities of $41.2 
     million, which is based on extrapolation of primarily monitoring/waste     
     minimization costs rather than installation of additional treatment        
     processes.  For those cases in which the U.S. EPA included additional      
     treatment, the primary process was lime precipitation; this has similar    
     capital costs, but lower operating costs compared to ferrous sulfide       
     precipitation (and also potentially results in tremendously greater sludge 
     volumes).  The costs estimated in the present study are based on the       
     assumption that if a plant cannot meet the water quality guidelines through
     IPP and waste minimization, additional treatment will be required.         
     
     
     Response to: D2827.097     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2827.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potentially great costs of the GLI to Michigan municipalities could    
     likely produce little real improvement in Great Lakes water quality, due to
     the effects of non-point sources which are not addressed by the proposed   
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.098     
     
     See response to comment D2587.014 and F4030.003.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2827.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (a) Existing Effluent Quality (I):  The EEQ provisions intend to enhance   
     protection of the Great Lakes but offer disincentive for POTWs.  A rational
     permitee with a well-run plant may put off plant modifications that could  
     reduce the overall pollutant loading to the Great Lakes to avoid the new   
     discharge becoming the new limit.  This non-action would be done even under
     EEQ "option 2," which sets only requirements to notify the regulator of    
     discharges exceeding standard and antidegradation demonstrations for       
     facility expansion, etc.  A rational permitee will strive to avoid even    
     approaching required notifications of non-complying discharges, due to     
     paperwork and potential public relations difficulties.  Thus, EEQ does not 
     necessarily enhance overall water body protection.  An alternative to EEQ  
     would be to set definite (preferably Tier I) water quality criteria on     
     chemicals of concern, but not to reduce plant discharge limits based on an 
     EEQ procedure.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2827.099     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2827.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (b) Existing Effluent Quality (II):  If EEQ procedures are left in place,  
     some provision should be made to reassure POTWs that these procedures will 
     only apply to BCCs, both now and in the future.  As discussed in the GLI   
     preamble, the ability for POTWs to undergo necessary growth would be       
     seriously compromised if EEQ applied to non-BCC pollutants.  EEQ           
     requirements on non-BCCs in this case would clearly be counterproductive   
     for the overall goal of reducing pollution in the Great Lakes, since the   
     alternative to treatment plant growth is continued use of individual       
     disposal methods such as septic tanks.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2827.100     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2827.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (c) Tier II Methodology (I):  The GLI as a whole has the goal of           
     establishing uniform standards throughout the Great Lakes States.  The Tier
     II methodology, however, leaves the setting of goals for these chemicals up
     to the individual state agencies, based on scientific studies as selected  
     by those agencies.  While a clearinghouse could be set up to allow all     
     states to use the same information, there is still a potentially wide      
     latitude for the states to vary with regard to Tier II values.  Since the  
     States could be allowed to use these Tier II values to derive end-of-pipe  
     limits, some tighter provision to insist that States use a common set of   
     studies would be most fair to dischargers in all states.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.101     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2827.102
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (d) Tier II Methodology (II):  The Tier II methodology has the general     
     problem of generating potential water quality criteria based on very little
     data and large assumed safety factors.  In theory, additional data would   
     smoothly be assimilated into the database, with water quality criteria     
     adjusted accordingly (both up and down).  In practice, it is likely that   
     criteria generated using a particular set of studies would become          
     relatively permanent, with changes in criteria coming only upon complaints 
     by affected permittees.  Meanwhile, permitees could be subjected to large  
     capital costs due to these limits based on limited data.  The              
     recommendation by U.S. EPA's Science Advisory Board to limit the use of    
     Tier II values as goals rather than enforceable limits should be           
     incorporated in finalizing the GLI.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2827.102     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2827.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (e) Bioaccumulation Factors:  A great deal of the GLI regulation will      
     depend on which compounds are bioaccumulative, as determined from estimated
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs).  Estimating BAFs from bioconcentration     
     factors, which in turn are based on octanol-water partition coefficients,  
     is putting a great deal of confidence in empirical correlations.  This also
     does not account for other factors (partitioning to sediments or suspended 
     particles, biodegradation, etc.) which would serve to reduce the           
     concentration of the pollutant in the water column or the amount sorbed    
     into the fat cells of higher organisms.  The recommendation by U.S. EPA's  
     Science Advisory Board to limit BAF estimates to those based on actual fish
     studies should be incorporated in finalizing the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.103     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that BAFs should be limited to only  
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     those based on actual fish studies.  However, EPA has decided to           
     differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health and  
     Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the 
     toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  In addition, EPA has included a   
     BAF based on the BSAF methodology as the second preference in the hierarchy
     of data.  The BSAF methodology, like field-measured BAFs, is also based on 
     actual fish studies and incorporates partitioning to sediments.  See       
     response to comment D2587.096.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2827.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (f) [Potential Benefits of the GLI:  The relatively high cost of complying 
     with the GLI will not necessarily generate commensurately large            
     improvements in the overall water quality of Great Lakes due to the        
     pollutant contributions from non-point sources such as air deposition,     
     sediment release, surface runoff, etc.  Thus, for the Great Lakes          
     themselves, the GLI may not provide that much incremental protection.]     
     While we agree with the U.S. EPA pursuit of protection of the Great Lakes, 
     some further consideration should be given to the potentially prohibitive  
     costs of some of the regulations for point source dischargers in light of  
     the high loads coming from non-point sources.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2827.104     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2827.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .105 is embedded in comment .104                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Potential Benefits of the GLI:  The relatively high cost of complying with 
     the GLI will not necessarily generate commensurately large improvements in 
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     the overall water quality of Great Lakes due to the pollutant contributions
     from non-point sources such as air deposition, sediment release, surface   
     runoff, etc.  Thus, for the Great Lakes themselves, the GLI may not provide
     that much incremental protection.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.105     
     
     See response to comment D2587.014 and D2587.017.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2827.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (g) Mixing Zones:  For Michigan municipal facilities, the elimination of   
     mixing zones for BCCs within 10 years after the GLI is finally promulgated 
     may not provide much hardship due to the current MDNR standards for most of
     the BCC chemicals.  Some statement should be given by U.S.EPA to reassure  
     municipalities that mixing zones will be maintained for non-BCCs, both now 
     and in the future, to prevent what could otherwise be incredibly high      
     compliance costs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.106     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2827.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Similar comment .033                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (h) Bio-uptake Studies:  Some consideration should be given by U.S. EPA to 
     how bio-uptake studies are implemented in effluent streams.  The standard  
     method of caging fish in the discharge pipe is very unrealistic in terms of
     the actual behavior of fish and resulting contact with the effluent stream.
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     Such a study could result in a facility being judged noncompliant for a BCC
     being discharged at below detection limits while, in reality, the ecosystem
     is not being harmed to any significant degree (since affected organisms    
     will not spend sufficient time in the vicinity of the discharge to         
     bioaccumulate large amounts of the pollutant).                             
     
     
     Response to: D2827.107     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2827.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Similar comment .042                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (i)  Use of Acclimated Organisms:  The U.S. EPA requires that only         
     non-acclimated organisms be used in toxicity studies.  While this          
     requirement does not specifically preclude the use of local organisms which
     may have some slight adaptations to the pollutant of interest, the         
     statement is open to interpretation.  Such a requirement has merit in      
     considering BCCs, since there is the potential for such chemicals to move  
     up the food chain.  For non-BCCs, however, such a requirement is unduly    
     restrictive; this is because it is the local organisms which are of        
     concern, not a lab-based standard organism.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2827.108     
     
     See Section III of the SID.Response to comment: D2827.108                  
                                                                                
     Local organisms can be used in the derivation of aquatic life criteria (see
     section VIII.A.2 of the SID and section III.B of the SID for a discussion  
     on using local organisms).                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2827.109
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Comment .043 is similar                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (j) Tier I Standards for Metals:  The GLI as printed in the Federal        
     Register omitted the hardness-based formulas for acute and chronic aquatic 
     toxicity for certain metals.  The GLI instead included only values at 50   
     ppm hardness, which is unrealistically low (even for the Upper Peninsula). 
     The GLI authors should include the formulas in the final version of the    
     guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2827.109     
     
     See response to comment D2827.043.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2827.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference: Similar comment .041                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (k)  FAV versus CMC:  The GLI specifically lists Criterion Maximum         
     Concentration (CMC) values in tables, and implies that they should be used 
     in determination of disharge limits.  The implementation section, however, 
     indicates that the ceiling for the waste load allocation (WLA) is the Final
     Acute Value (FAV).  This discrepancy should be addressed prior to final    
     rule publication.  It is noted that the cost calculations above were based 
     on use of the CMC; presumably the potentially high costs would be somewhat 
     reduced should the FAV be used instead,  along with giving more operational
     flexibility to POTWs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2827.110     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2827.111
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference:  Similar comment .057                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (l) de Minimis Procedures:  The inclusion of conventional pollutants in the
     de minimis regulations is inconsistent with the rationale of excluding them
     in the first place; that is, the States will be allowed to deal with these 
     pollutants under State and other U.S. EPA programs.  These conventional    
     pollutants are the primary concern of POTWs in the GLI de minimis          
     discussion.  While it is understandable that the GLI authors are interested
     in providing margins of safety in considering discharge of conventional    
     pollutants, existing Federal programs should be adequate to assure         
     maintenance of water quality for all required uses.  In Michigan, over 40  
     POTWs (as listed in Appendix D), which have stable effluent requirements in
     their permit, are expected to have difficulty in compliance wiht the       
     antidegradation requirements in the future, when their flow increases due  
     to growth of the municipalities.Furthermore, many POTWs have agreements    
     with local township authorities to provide wastewater treatment service    
     over a particular time period.  The antidegradation requirements could put 
     those POTWs into impossible situations if the townships grow in population.
      If de minimis procedures are maintained for conventional pollutants,      
     consideration should be given to devising a separate antidegradation       
     procedure for these substances should a POTW require more than a de minimis
     increase in its discharge.  The separate procedure should require either no
     antidegradation demonstration or at most a streamlined demonstration.  This
     would accommodate growth of a POTW without requiring large amounts of      
     paperwork for pollutants that are easily assimilated in the environment.   
     
     
     Response to: D2827.111     
     
     See response to comment D2755.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/VARI
     Comment ID: D2827.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (m) [Intake Credits and Variances:  As discussed above, some POTWs are     
     faced with large concentrations of some metals which meet drinking water   
     standards but are orders of magnitude above aquatic toxicity limits.  In   
     such cases, the granting of variances or intake credits will be needed to  
     allow the facility to continue operations without incurring prohibitive    
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     costs.  The GLI intake credit procedure as written may not be applicable to
     POTWs since it requires that credit be given only when the water is        
     withdrawn from the eventual discharge stream with no pollutants added.     
     Such a restriction would make it impossible for a municipality to be       
     granted an intake credit.  It is recommended that the intake credit        
     procedure be liberalized  to allow POTWs to use the procedure when         
     background water conditions warrant such action.]  The variance procedures 
     outlined in the GLI could provide burdens to POTWs, with the continuation  
     of such allowances based on the judgment of the permitting authority and   
     thus potentially uncertain over time.  The procedures for granting         
     variances for POTWs should be streamlined and clarified to allow such      
     facilities the ability to make operational plans.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2827.112     
     
     The final Guidance provides for "no net addition" limits in certain        
     situations where a facility adds mass of a pollutant to that already in the
     intake water. See SID at Section VIII.E.4.b and 7.b.i. In addition, the    
     final Guidance procedures for considering intake pollutants in setting     
     WQBELs does provide for "partial" consideration of intake pollutants where 
     the discharger has multiple sources of intake water from the same and      
     different bodies of water as the discharge.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.d.
      Both these changes should make it easier for POTWs to quality for special 
     consideration of intake pollutants.  The final Guidance provisions for     
     variances are discussed in the SID at Section VIII.B.  EPA notes that      
     environmental requirements under the CWA are expected to change over time. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/VARI          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2827.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .113 is embedded in comment .112                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits and Variances:  As discussed above, some POTWs are faced    
     with large concentrations of some metals which meet drinking water         
     standards but are orders of magnitude above aquatic toxicity limits.  In   
     such cases, the granting of variances or intake credits will be needed to  
     allow the facility to continue operations without incurring prohibitive    
     costs.  The GLI intake credit procedure as written may not be applicable to
     POTWs since it requires that credit be given only when the water is        
     withdrawn from the eventual discharge stream with no pollutants added.     
     Such a restriction would make it impossible for a municipality to be       
     granted an intake credit.  It is recommended that the intake credit        
     procedure be liberalized to allow POTWs to use the procedure when          
     background water conditions warrant such action.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2827.113     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.B.  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2828.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are very concerned with what is perceived to be the ever increasing     
     demands from the regulatory community.  Defiance, like many other local    
     communities, is struggling to remain fiscally sound and at the same time   
     maintain water and wastewater utilities, police and fire protection, and   
     other essential services.  The Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) has the        
     prospect of adding more regulations to existing requirements which is      
     becoming very burdensome.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2828.001     
     
     See response to comments D2595.022 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2828.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our experience has been that tax and rate payers are becoming increasingly 
     resistant to any increases in taxes or water and/or wastewater rates.      
     Having presented you with a picture of our local situation, we do not      
     believe our community is willing to support the GLI need and its associated
     responsibilities (financing, resources, legal liabilities, etc.).  [This is
     particularly true when placed in the context of accomplishing little or no 
     reduction in pollution.]                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2828.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2828.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .003 imbedded in .002.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is particularly true when placed in the context of accomplishing      
     little or no reduction in pollution.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2828.003     
     
     See response to comment D2587.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2828.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not oppose efforts to improve the water quality in the Great Lakes.  
     We do, however, perceive that the efforts of the GLI are misdirected and   
     should be targeted to "nonpoint" sources to achieve the most cost effective
     and greatest reduction in pollutants.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2828.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2828.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2828.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2828.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the       
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2828.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance does not address nonpoint sources of  
     pollution for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  See also      
     Section I.D of the SID for a discussion of how the final Guidance          
     complements other ongoing Great lakes Program efforts, including those     
     addressing nonpoint sources of pollution.should be delayed until after the 
     effects of the air toxics regulations are known.  For a full discussion of 
     the need for the Guidance to be adopted by the Great Lakes States and      
     Tribes, see Sections I and II of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2828.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
      Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20 
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  [Further controls on point sources will not produce 
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.]                   
     
     
     Response to: D2828.007     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2723.004 and D2587.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2828.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .008 imbedded im .007.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further controls on point sources will not produce any meaningful reduction
     in overall pollutant loadings.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2828.008     
     
     See response to comments D2723.004, D2587.045, and D2587.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2828.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2828.009     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2828.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lakes States and will make the region less competitive in the global market
     for new jobs and economic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
     
     
     Response to: D2828.010     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2828.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
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     could be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2828.011     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2828.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2828.012     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2828.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
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     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2828.013     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2828.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2828.014     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2828.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- contains 
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.    
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e., more stringent) than the actual chemical             
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
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     Response to: D2828.015     
     
     This comment raises the same general issue as comment #D2798.058 and is    
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2828.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2828.016     
     
     This comment raises the same basic concern as that in comment P2588.275 and
     is addressed in response to that comment.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2828.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once-through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
     costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
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     Response to: D2828.017     
     
     The commenter's concern about the need to remove intake pollutants is      
     similar to that in D2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that      
     comment.  For a discussion of the costs of the final rule, see the SID at  
     Section IX.  Also see responses to comments D2657.006 and D1711.015        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2828.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will only be     
     available in very limited circumstances.  This is wrong.  EPA should revise
     the GLI by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they
     are available for permit holders.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2828.018     
     
     The final Guidance generally makes intake credits more available than the  
     proposal.  At the same, EPA has limited the availability of intake credits 
     to advance the goals of the CWA. Section VIII.E.3-7 of the SID includes a  
     detailed discussion of the many issues related to intake credits.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2828.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e. at less than detection level).  Significant   
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
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     Response to: D2828.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2828.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: D2828.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2828.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
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     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2828.021     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2828.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2828.022     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2828.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ohio Statute R-C-6111-13 is referenced.                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI should be modified to be consistent with the pollution
     minimization requirements under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which 
     allows Ohio EPA to adopt rules that establish conditions under which a     
     permit holder must identify sources of the pollutant and take steps to     
     prevent or mitigate significant adverse effects on public health or        
     environmental quality, in the event the facility's discharge concentrations
     are exceeding a permit limit but are still below the PQL.  The Ohio method 
     is a reasonable approach and should be adopted by USEPA.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2828.023     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2828.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes    
     that will lower or degrade existing water quality by the discharge of      
     additional or new pollutants to the receiving water from existing          
     facilities or the siting of new facilities.  The GLI would significantly   
     expand the scope of the existing federal antidegradation policy and add a  
     number of new requirements.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2828.024     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance went beyond what was required
     by the CWA and Federal regulations.  To a large extent, the proposed       
     Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and
     policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation standard contained in the  
     proposed Guidance is an excellent example of how the proposed Guidance was 
     based on existing regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance    
     makes this even more explicit by deferring to existing regulations and     
     guidance with respect to requirements for non- BCCs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2828.025
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of exiting effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an  
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their limits will receive more stringent     
     limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is created.       
     
     
     Response to: D2828.025     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2828.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  Furthermore,  
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
     
     
     Response to: D2828.026     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2828.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Section 131.12 which is more general in scope.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2828.027     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the 
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2828.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones.  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in     
     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part in total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
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     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2828.028     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2828.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     dischargers of non-BCC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The 
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      
     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2828.029     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2828.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A TMDL must address all pollutants from
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     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2828.030     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2828.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
     
     
     Response to: D2828.031     
     
     See response to comment D3254L.061                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2828.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment of toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
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     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2828.032     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2828.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2828.033     
     
     See response to comment G2688.021                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2828.034
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable even though
     the GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by scientists that the   
     dissolved form is the most appropriate form for regulation.                
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     Response to: D2828.034     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2828.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: D2828.035     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2828.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria are a new development for most   
     states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the       
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  The         
     surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife    
     population in the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should
     be replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data 
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.                                               
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     Response to: D2828.036     
     
     Please refer to comments G2630.055, P2653.050, P2574.042, P2590.028, and   
     P2576.011 for the response to this comment.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2828.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast difference evident in the water environments.  This means 
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2828.037     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2828.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
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     Response to: D2828.038     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2828.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL
     Cross Ref 3: cc HH
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2828.039     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2828.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which
     reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all        
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2828.040     
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     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2828.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgement.  The  
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better service into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site specific water        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2828.041     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2829.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning Corporation has carefully examined the proposed Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Guidance, and supports the overall goals of the guidance     
     aimed at making significant improvements in the protection of human health 
     and the environment.  However, the Corporation believes the GLWQG, as      
     proposed, will fall far short of its objectives.  The overriding issue is  
     that while the GLWQG is focused on point source discharges, evidence cited 
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     in the preamble of EPA's own document (GLWQG) indicates nonpoint sources   
     and municipal combined sewer overflows (CSOs) are the predominant sources  
     of toxic pollutants to the Great Lakes system.  Other references (Lake     
     Michigan LaMP, Michigan Environmental Science Board, Michigan's biennial   
     water quality report to EPA, etc.) show that nonpoint sources and CSOs are 
     the predominant sources for most of the chemicals (mercury, PCBs, DDT,     
     etc.) responsible for current water quality degradation, fish consumption  
     advisories and potential human health and wildlife problems.  In addition, 
     for some compounds such as PCBs and mercury, many sources originate outside
     of the Great Lakes basin and reach the lakes by atmospheric deposition.  By
     not limiting discharges from CSOs and nonpoint sources, and by ignoring    
     atmospheric deposition, the focus of the GLWQG is misdirected and will fail
     to achieve its objectives.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2829.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2829.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed a process for developing Tier II values which will be     
     based on inadequate data and numerous conservative assumptions and safety  
     factors.  The result will be imposition of extremely conservative and      
     unrealistic permit limits.  This will result in no significant benefit for 
     the environment and very high costs for dischargers.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2829.002     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2829.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A comparison of EPA national criteria with GLI Tier II aquatic life values 
     as presented in the Technical Support Document indicates that Tier II      
     values will, in 80 - 90% of cases, be more restrictive than the promulgated
     national criteria.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2829.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2829.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning recommends that the use of Tier II values be abandoned or      
     severely restricted.  EPA should develop the data base needed to establish 
     scientifically based criteria.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2829.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2829.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values should only be used to prioritize chemicals needing further 
     study to establish Tier I criteria.  Dow Corning Corporation recommends    
     that Tier I criteria, whole effluent toxicity testing, ecological surveys, 
     and field validated bioaccumulation studies should be utilized to establish
     the need for further point source controls.                                
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     Response to: D2829.005     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2829.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is now widely recognized by the scientific community that the use of    
     total recoverable metals is an inappropriate indicator of heavy metal      
     toxicity.  In addition to hardness, bioavailability of metals is greatly   
     reduced by numerous factors in the environment.  These include alkalinity, 
     pH, temperature, suspended solids, dissolved organic carbon and others.    
     The GLWQG fails to incorporate procedures or definitions which will correct
     for this major deficiency.  Dow Corning Corporation recommends that the    
     GLWQG be modified to incorporate procedures to account for the             
     bioavailability of metals.  These changes should include methods to        
     determine the dissolved fraction of the metal, the water effect ratio      
     method and any other scientifically valid methods.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2829.006     
     
     See responses to comments D2620.020 and P2629.035                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2829.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG implies that wildlife are at great risk from ongoing point source
     discharges.  The reality is that halting the use of DDT and certain other  
     halogenated pesticides, has resulted in significant recovery and continuing
     expansion of wildlife populations.  With the possible exception of dioxin, 
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     the predominant source of compounds alleged to cause wildlife problems are 
     attributable to nonpoint sources which will not be directly addressed by   
     this guidance.  Therefore, this guidance will not solve the perceived      
     wildlife problems despite the significant costs necessary for              
     implementation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2829.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.016.  For a
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see also Section I.D of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2829.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedures for deriving wildlife criteria have not been       
     adequately validated and rely on excessive use of safety factors.  The most
     striking example of this is the proposed wildlife criterion for mercury.   
     [The mercury criterion which results from these procedures is an order of  
     magnitude lower than natural background levels which have probably existed 
     for millennia.]  This discrepancy highlights the need for a reality check  
     on this whole procedure.  Dow Corning Corporation strongly recommends that 
     the proposed wildlife criteria and procedures be withdrawn from this       
     package until validated, field verified, national criteria (currently under
     development by EPA) are promulgated.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2829.008     
     
     See comments D2829.009, P2576.011, and P2656.167.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2829.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .009 is imbedded in .008.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The mercury criterion which results from these procedures is an order of   
     magnitude lower than natural background levels which have probably existed 
     for millennia.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2829.009     
     
     Although the proposed wildlife criterion for mercury was below reported    
     background levels, the relation to natural mercury concentrations in       
     surface waters is still unclear.  Also, background concentrations reported 
     in some larger fish in these lakes appear to be at levels that could be    
     hazardous to some piscivorous wildlife.                                    
                                                                                
     Also, see sections VIII. A, C, E, and H of the SID.                        
                                                                                
     For discussion of the actual mercury wildlife values, the commenter is     
     referenced to the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Criteria      
     Documents for Wildlife and the Technical Support Document for the          
     Derivation of Wildlife Criteria.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2829.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning Corporation agrees with the concept that a de minimis lowering 
     of water quality should not invoke an antidegradation review.  The         
     definition of de minimis is however, much too conservative.  Limiting the  
     definition of de minimis to an allocation of 10% of unused assimilative    
     capacity is unnecessary and will over regulate point sources.              
     
     
     Response to: D2829.010     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2829.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for allocations among dischargers should be based on some         
     reasonable likelihood that they are necessary rather than setting an       
     arbitrary 10% value.  For many stream segments it is unlikely that multiple
     dischargers will require an increase in the discharge of the same          
     constituent.  For some streams, due to their small size and limited        
     geographic range, it is unlikely that other dischargers will ever locate on
     the same stream segment.  Dow Corning operates two facilities located on a 
     small county agricultural drain.  Preserving an allocation for other       
     dischargers to this drain is unnecessary given the limited probability that
     other facilities would ever discharge to this drain.  Dow Corning          
     recommends that any allocations be based on best professional judgement    
     rather than an arbitrary formula.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2829.011     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2829.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal for a 10% margin of safety for Table 5 pollutants is both     
     unnecessary and over restrictive.  Table 5 pollutants are among the best   
     understood and most common occurring of all constituents.  Many of the     
     Table 5 pollutants such as dissolved solids, color, alkalinity, etc. are   
     regulated primarily on the basis of secondary drinking water standards for 
     aesthetic reasons.  Establishing a 10% margin of safety for Table 5        
     constituents is unnecessary and scientifically unjustified.                
     
     
     Response to: D2829.012     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2829.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning believes the margin of safety concept is invalid and           
     unnecessary and encourages EPA to abandon this approach.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2829.013     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2829.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assimilative capacity, as defined herein, is the product of the criterion  
     times the low flow of the river.  The use of river low flow adds an        
     unnecessary margin of safety for many pollutants into the determination of 
     assimilative.  The low flow assumption is overly restrictive for several   
     reasons.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Dischargers typically discharge well below permitted levels.  Dischargers  
     are                                                                        
     required to discharge below permit levels at all times.  As a practical    
     matter, this requires that discharges must be routinely maintained at a    
     fraction of the permit level.  This assures that discharge variations on   
     the                                                                        
     high side of the range remain in compliance.                               
                                                                                
     Further, it is extremely unlikely that multiple dischargers will be        
     discharging at maximum levels at the same time or that such an event if it 
     did occur, would correspond to a period of low flow.  As a result, actual  
     daily discharges will remain well below calculated assimilative capacities 
     and artificial margins of safety are unnecessary.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2829.014     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2829.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning Corporation also disagrees with a strict use of low flow to    
     define assimilative capacity.  The State of Michigan currently includes    
     variable (seasonal) discharge limits for several Table 5 parameters        
     including dissolved solids.  Dow Corning has two Michigan facilities with  
     permits which contain such language and is indirectly regulated at a third 
     facility which has flow adjusted limits for dissolved solids.              
     
     
     Response to: D2829.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2829.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning also has two facilities which are permitted for seasonal       
     discharge of treated sanitary wastewater from treatment and storage        
     lagoons.                                                                   
     Many small industries and municipalities within Michigan utilize this same 
     waste water treatment technology and have similar permit conditions.       
     Basing                                                                     
     assimilative capacity on low flow for such discharges may well result in   
     numerous small municipal and industrial dischargers being required to      
     install                                                                    
     unnecessary advanced waste water treatment systems which are beyond their  
     financial capability.  These issues should be resolved by using dynamic and
     probabilistic models for determining assimilative capacity.  Dow Corning   
     strongly recommends that EPA adopt the use of dynamic and probabilistic    
     models coupled with fate and transport data to determine assimilative      
     capacity and to establish permit limits.                                   
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     Response to: D2829.016     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2829.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed that bioaccumulative chemicals of concern be defined as   
     chemicals with a bioaccumulation factor greater than 1000.  EPA proposes   
     three methods for determining bioaccumulation factors.  Dow Corning        
     Corporation supports the use of field derived bioaccumulation factors and  
     fish tissue residue evaluations to determine the potential for chemicals to
     bioaccumulate.  We do not support the use of laboratory bioconcentration   
     methods, the octanol:water partition coefficient, or quantitative          
     structural                                                                 
     activity relationships (QSARs) coupled with food chain multipliers.  Only  
     field measured values can adequately account for the multiple factors which
     control bioaccumulation.  These factors include exposure, environmental    
     fate                                                                       
     of the chemical, bioavailability, and depuration (removal and metabolism). 
     Typical examples include phenol and toluene for which octanol:water        
     partition                                                                  
     coefficients would indicate bioaccumulative potential but which readily    
     biodegrade and have not been shown to significantly bioaccumulate in fish  
     tissue.  Non-field methods do not account for important fate and           
     persistence                                                                
     characteristics and will significantly misrepresent a chemical's true      
     potential to bioaccumulate.  Proper use of non-field methods might include 
     use as screening tools to determine the need for field derived BAFs or     
     indicate a need for additional studies for new chemicals.  However, these  
     methods should not be used independently.  Therefore, Dow Corning          
     recommends that only field derived bioaccumulation factors be used to      
     determine assimilative capacity, total maximum daily loads (TMDLs), and    
     permit limitations.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2829.017     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that only field measured BAFs should be
     used to determine BAFs.  EPA revised the proposed hierarchy of methods for 
     deriving BAFs based on public comments. The final Guidance lists four      
     methods for deriving BAFs for organic chemicals, listed below in order of  
     decreasing preference: a BAF measured in the field, in fish collected from 
     the Great Lakes which are at the top of the food chain; a BAF derived using
     the BSAF methodology; a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the 
     laboratory, preferably on a fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by 
     the FCM; and a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF calculated from the Kow  
     by the FCM.                                                                
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     See response to comment P2606.031 for a discussion of the excellent        
     correlation between field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted through         
     methodologies in the final Guidance.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2829.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed that where multiple methods (such as Tier I or Tier II,   
     whole effluent toxicity, in stream biological sampling, etc.) are used to  
     evaluate potential toxic impacts, each method should be used independently 
     to arrive at permit limits and other decisions.  This will always result in
     the lowest derived numbers being used in establishing permits and making   
     other decisions, such as 304(l) listings and 305(b) reports.  Dow Corning  
     believes that this "worst case" policy or concept is seriously flawed.     
                                                                                
     Tier I and Tier II numbers and calculated bioaccumulation factors are      
     largely theoretical and designed to be over protective.  It is very likely 
     that site specific data would indicate that water quality and designated   
     uses are being attained even in the face of exceedences of Tier I criteria 
     or Tier II values or values derived from theoretical bioaccumulation       
     factors.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Dischargers and decision makers should always have the option of           
     determining whether these theoretical numbers and factors are valid in     
     light of site specific conditions and other factors.  Restricting all      
     dischargers and decision makers to worst case scenarios would be           
     unnecessary, unscientific and wasteful of valuable resources.  Dow Corning 
     believes that promulgation of regulations mandating worst case scenarios in
     view of site specific and other evidence to the contrary would be arbitrary
     and capricious.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2829.018     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance promotes regulations mandating worst  
     case scenarios in view of site-specific and other evidence or that it is   
     arbitrary and capricious.  For a discussion of the underlying principles   
     EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including promoting      
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  
     For a general discussion of the various components of the Guidance, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.  For a full discussion of site-specific           
     modifications, see Section VIII.A of the SID. Comment ID:  D2829.018       
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes consistency in standards and       
     implementation while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes 
     as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2829.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning recommends that permit writers and other decision makers be    
     allowed to use a weight of evidence approach and best professional         
     judgement to determine which data should take precedence and not be        
     restricted to worst case data.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2829.019     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards and           
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the   
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, which provides for the use of  
     best professional judgment in the assessment of available data, see Section
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2829.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed that site specific considerations should be used to allow 
     criteria to be made more stringent for aquatic life, human health and      
     wildlife when justified by valid scientific or other data.  EPA has also   
     proposed that, when justified, site specific data can be used to allow for 
     less stringent criteria for aquatic life.  Dow Corning supports this       
     proposal.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA has also proposed that for human health and wildlife, criteria could   
     only be more restrictive and not less restrictive, even if site specific   
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     conditions and data would support a less restrictive criterion or value.   
     Dow Corning strongly objects to any procedure which would ignore valid site
     specific data which would justify less stringent criteria or values for    
     human health or wildlife.  Should EPA adopt such procedures in the final   
     rule, Dow Corning believes such action would be arbitrary and capricious.  
     Dow Corning recommends that EPA allow site specific data be used to justify
     the use of less stringent criteria and values for all parameters, including
     human health and wildlife.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2829.020     
     
     See response to comment D2604.057.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2829.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .021 imbedded in .022.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on whether the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality
     Guidance should be applied nationally.  EPA has indicated extensively in   
     the preamble that the justification for the GLWQG is the unique aspects of 
     the Great Lakes system.  While, Dow Corning does not believe there is      
     sufficient justification for this guidance either regionally or nationally,
     if EPA is to maintain that such justification for regional guidance does   
     exist, it cannot then say that such guidance should be applied throughout  
     the nation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2829.021     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2829.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [EPA has requested comment on whether the proposed Great Lakes Water       
     Quality                                                                    
     Guidance should be applied nationally.  EPA has indicated extensively in   
     the                                                                        
     preamble that the justification for the GLWQG is the unique aspects of the 
     Great Lakes system.  While, Dow Corning does not believe there is          
     sufficient                                                                 
     justification for this guidance either regionally or nationally, if EPA is 
     to                                                                         
     maintain that such justification for regional guidance does exist, it      
     cannot                                                                     
     then say that such guidance should be applied throughout the nation.]      
     Furthermore, states and many dischargers outside of the Great Lakes system 
     have not had opportunity to participate in the development of this guidance
     and to apply this nationally without considering their perspectives would  
     be                                                                         
     unjustified.  Therefore, Dow Corning recommends that this guidance not be  
     applied nationally.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2829.022     
     
     See response to comment P2582.010. See response to: P2582.010. See response
     to: P2629.023 and P2656.069                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2829.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed in Appendix E that designation of Outstanding National    
     Resource Waters (ONRWs) is the responsiblility of the individual states.   
     Dow Corning Corporation agrees that such designations are indeed within the
     sole purview of the states.  EPA has correctly declined from suggesting    
     that EPA or any other federal agency should have this ability or           
     responsibility.  Dow Corning believes this is consistent with the Clean    
     Water Act and existing practice and regulation.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2829.023     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter; designation of water bodies as ONRWs is the 
     responsibility of States and Tribes.  The CWA does not give EPA the        
     authority to designate a water body as an ONRW.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2829.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed a definition of ONRWs in Appendix E.  Dow Corning         
     disagrees with the implication contained within this definition which      
     suggests that all ONRWs should have identical water quality criteria.  EPA 
     has stated, "The State ONRW designation shall describe the quality of such 
     waters to serve as a benchmark of the water quality that shall be          
     maintained and protected."  If this statement is intended to imply that all
     ONRWs should have identical water quality criteria for all parameters, Dow 
     Corning strenuously disagrees.  Criteria for protection of each ONRWs      
     should be established specifically to protect the unique aspects of that   
     ONRW.  An ONRW designation should be based on some unique aspect of the    
     waterbody which justifies the extreme protection that an ONRW designation  
     is designed to afford.  Implying or specifying that all ONRWs should have  
     identical extreme criteria would be not only unnecessary, but arbitrary and
     capricious.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2829.024     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that ONRWs are likely to be unique resources 
     requiring unique criteria.  EPA disagrees that the definition of ONRW in   
     the Guidance suggest that all ONRWs should be subject to the same criteria.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2829.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's description of outstanding national resources contained within       
     Appendix                                                                   
     E (I)(C) is confusing and potentially too broad.  EPA states, "Where high  
     quality waters constitute an outstanding national resource, such as waters 
     of                                                                         
     National and State parks and wildlife refuges, and waters of exceptional   
     recreational or ecological significance, that water quality shall be       
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     maintained and protected."  Since this language is somewhat different from 
     the proposed definition of ONRW, Dow Corning cannot assume that EPA intends
     this provision to apply only to State designated ONRWs.  EPA should more   
     correctly have stated, "Water quality of those waters designated as ONRWs  
     by the States shall be maintained and protected", if such was (and Dow     
     Corning believes it should be ) the Agency's intent.  If, however, EPA is  
     implying that all waters in all National and State parks and wildlife      
     refuges, etc. should automatically be protected in the same manner as      
     ONRWs, Dow Corning strongly disagrees.  This language is so broad, vague   
     and all encompassing that unless it is specifically brought within the     
     context the States' ONRW designation process, permit writers will be       
     brought under continual challenge by those who would attempt to argue that 
     virtually all waters within the Great Lakes system (or anywhere else in the
     nation) meet one of these "criteria".  Dow Corning requests EPA            
     clarification and recommends that EPA modify the statement in Appendix E   
     (I)(C) as suggested above.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2829.025     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2830.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Chemical Alliance recognizes the need to protect the Great Lakes region
     from environmental damage, and supports actions to reduce persistent       
     bioaccumulative materials that cause proven environmental degradation.     
     However, we endorse only those regulatory actions that provide clear and   
     demonstrable benefits to public health and the environment in the Great    
     Lakes basin and that are based on sound science.  The Chemical Alliance    
     believes that the GLI, s proposed, contains significant flaws which must be
     addressed before it is promulgated in final form.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2830.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2830.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .003 is imbedded in comment .002                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving bioaccumulation
     factors used to identify chemicals of specific concern that will be subject
     to especially stringent controls, and to set limits on substances for which
     limited data exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are         
     resolved, it is not appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.     
     
     
     Response to: D2830.003     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2830.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLI WOULD UNFAIRLY, UNREASONABLY, AND UNNECESSARILY BURDEN POINT SOURCE
     INDUSTRIAL AND MUNICIPAL DISCHARGERS IN THE GREAT LAKES REGION.  By EPA's  
     own estimates, point sources contribute only 10 percent of pollution to the
     Great Lakes, while PCBs, a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC),      
     contributes only 1 percent of the 10 percent.  The remaining 90 percent is 
     contributed by non-point sources such as contaminated sediments, airborne  
     pollutants, and contaminated stormwater runoff from streets, lawns, farms  
     and construction sites.  [Further, the GLI does not even apply to Canadian 
     pollutant sources.]  In effect, point sources will be spending enormous    
     amounts of money to clean up an ecosystem that will be continually polluted
     by unchecked, unregulated non-point sources and by sources in another      
     country which is not a participant in the GLI.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers P2746.043 and G3457.004, and Section V of 
     the preamble to the final Guidance.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2830.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .005 is imbedded in comment .004                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the GLI does not even apply to Canadian pollutant sources.        
     
     
     Response to: D2830.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IN ADDITION TO REQUIRING INDUSTRY IN THE GREAT LAKES REGION TO COMPLY WITH 
     NEW, STRICTER DISCHARGE LIMITS, THE GLI WOULD, IN MANY CASES, ALSO LEAD TO 
     SIGNIFICANT NEW AND COSTLY REQUIREMENTS including:                         
                                                                                
     conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemicals in     
     cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not exist, or else
     meeting standards which are designed to be more stringent than necessary;  
     [treating substances a company does not generate or add to its discharge   
     (substances already present in intake water used for cooling or other      
     purposes);] [undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances  
     that have never been detected in a discharger's effluent and which cannot  
     be detected with current technology;] [conducting an onerous,              
     time-consuming, and unnecessary antidegradation demonstration to prove that
     any increases in a discharge will lead to major social and economic        
     benefits.  The demonstration would be required before a facility could     
     increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even if permit      
     limits would not be exceeded.  This requirement also will place the state  
     environmental regulatory agency in the position of making socio-economic   
     decisions about a range of projects, for which the agency is neither       
     experienced nor equipped.  These decisions have traditionally been made by 
     the communities in which the project would be located.]                    
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     Response to: D2830.006     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2604.045, D2584.015, D1711.025, and   
     D2595.022.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .007 is imbedded in comment .006                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     treating substances a company does not generate or add to its discharge    
     (substances already present in intake water used for cooling or other      
     purposes);                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2830.007     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .008 is imbedded in comment .006                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have     
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent and which cannot be detected
     with current technology;                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.008     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.009
     Cross Ref 1: ADEG/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .009 is imbedded in comment .006                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     conducting an onerous, time-consuming, and unnecessary antidegradation     
     demonstration to prove that any increases in a discharge will lead to major
     social and economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before a
     facility could increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even 
     if permit limits would not be exceeded.  This requirement also will place  
     the state environmental regulatory agency in the position of making        
     socio-economic decisions about a range of projects, for which the agency is
     neither experienced nor equipped.  These decisions have traditionally been 
     made by the communities in which the project would be located.             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE COST TO IMPLEMENT THE GLI WILL BE ASTRONOMICAL BOTH FOR INDUSTRY AND   
     FOR MUNICIPALITIES WHILE THE BENEFITS ARE LIMITED AT BEST.  The proposed   
     GLI seeks further, very expensive reductions from point source dischargers 
     over and above what industry is presently doing in the areas of source     
     reduction, pollution prevention, and in connection with Remedial Action    
     Plans (RAPs) and Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs).  Cost studies by four  
     industries alone--chemical, pulp and paper, iron and steel and             
     utility--indicate that their capital costs would be over $5 billion        
     basinwide, and their annual operations and maintenance costs would be      
     almost $1.5 billion.                                                       
                                                                                
     [An independent study commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes Governors 
     concludes that the cost to implement the GLI could be as high as $2.3      
     billion without any measurable environmental benefits.]  [A study by the   
     chemical industry estimates that the capital costs to only 20 New York     
     facilities could range from $45.2 million to $76.1 million and that the    
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     annual O&M cost could range from $9.6 million to $17.7 million]  [A study  
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition, a consortium of   
     municipal and industry interests, concludes that costs to municipalities   
     basinwide will be between $7 billion and $7.5 billion in capital           
     expenditures and over $1 billion in annual O&M.  Given the broad array of  
     substances and the extremely low discharge levels that must be met, only   
     some of these costs can be passed on to upstream direct dischargers.       
     Because the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act provides no funding to       
     municipalities for implementation of the GLI, industrial and residential   
     taxpayers will have to bear the burden of these additional costs, provided 
     the tax base is available at all.]  [Industries in the Great Lakes region, 
     already suffering from a serious economic downturn brought on by the       
     present recession, high taxes and regulatory costs, and industrial         
     migration to other parts of the country or offshore, would be at a severe  
     economic disadvantage compared with industries elsewhere in the nation that
     are not subject to the same requirements.]  [The Council of Great Lakes    
     Governors study notes that "New York and Michigan will...together account  
     for 55% of the $4.7 billion of industrial output that will be lost each    
     year [from implementation of the GLI as proposed].  Not only do these two  
     states contain the majority of the Basin's 588 major dischargers but their 
     economies are extremely dependent on demand from industries in other       
     states.  For example, when compliance costs cause firms in other states to 
     contract, demand for ...business services from New York fall[s]."]         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.010     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .011 is imbedded in comment .010                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An independent study commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes Governors  
     concludes that the cost to implement the GLI could be as high as $2.3      
     billion without any measurable environmental  benefits.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2830.011     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2830.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .012 is imbedded in comment .010                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A study by the chemical industry estimates that the capital costs to only  
     20 New York facilities could range from $45.2 million to $76.1 million and 
     that the annual O&M cost could range from $9.6 million to $17.7 million.   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.012     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2830.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .013 is imbedded in comment .010                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A study commissioned by the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition, a         
     consortium of municipal and industry interests, concludes that costs to    
     municipalities basinwide will be between $7 billion and $7.5 billion in    
     capital expenditures and over $1 billion in annual O&M.  Given the broad   
     array of substances and the extremely low discharge levels that must be    
     met, only some of these costs can be passed on to upstream direct          
     dischargers.  Because the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act provides no    
     funding to municipalities for implementation of the GLI, industrial and    
     residential taxpayers will have to bear the burden of these additional     
     costs, provided the tax base is available at all.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2830.013     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .014 is imbedded in comment .010                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industries in the Great Lakes region, already suffering from a serious     
     economic downturn brought on by the present recession, high taxes and      
     regulatory costs, and industrial migration to other parts of the country or
     offshore, would be at a severe economic disadvantage compared with         
     industries elsewhere in the nation that are not subject to the same        
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2830.014     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .015 is imbedded in comment .010                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making 
     it difficult or impossible for companies to return to full production when 
     economic recovery comes by forcing delays in business decisions while      
     antidegradation reviews are being carried out.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.015     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .016 is imbedded in comment .010                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Council of Great Lakes Governors study notes that "New York and        
     Michigan will...together account for 55% of the $4.7 billion of industrial 
     output that will be lost each year [from implementation of the GLI as      
     proposed].  Not only do these two states contain the majority of the       
     Basin's 588 major dischargers but their economies are extremely dependent  
     on demand from industries in other states.  For example, when compliance   
     costs cause firms in other states to contract, demand for...business       
     services from New York fall[s]."                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2830.016     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2830.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NO ATTEMPT HAS BEEN MADE TO DEVELOP GLI PROVISIONS IN THE CONTEXT OF       
     EXISTING OR SOON TO BE IMPLEMENTED FEDERAL AND STATE LAWS, REGULATIONS AND 
     PROGRAM PRIORITIES.  A few examples of other such activities are Lakewide  
     Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, individual states' pollution      
     prevention initiatives and the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Adding   
     GLI requirements to these and other requirements will cause confusion,     
     unneeded costs, and confluicting objectives for state agencies that have to
     administer environmental statutes.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.017     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Section I of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2830.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 3403



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, most states will not want to administer two permit programs,  
     one for the Great Lakes basin and another for the rest of the state, so    
     states will most likely adopt the GLI statewide.  [This not only will      
     impose the GLI and its associated flaws on a much larger number of         
     dischargers but also will not allow states to evaluate site-specific       
     considerations.]                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2830.018     
     
     For a discussion on the adoption and application of criteria,              
     methodologies, policies and procedures included in the final Guidance, see 
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2830.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .019 is imbedded in comment .018                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This not only will impose the GLI and its associated flaws on a much larger
     number of dischargers but also will not allow states to evaluate           
     site-specific considerations.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2830.019     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2830.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     THE GLI WILL LIKELY SET A PRECEDENT FOR NEW, SIMILAR REGULATIONS IN THE    
     REST OF THE COUNTRY.  Already, similar regulations are being developed for 
     other large water basins around the country.  Adoption of this rule        
     nationally would constitute general acceptance of the policies and methods 
     applied by the GLI, even though many of them involve unproven science and  
     burdensome, unreasonable and unnecessary approaches to implementation.     
     
     
     Response to: D2830.020     
     
     See response to comment P2582.010. See response to: P2582.010. See response
     to comments P2629.023 and D2698.008.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2830.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLI WILL NOT ALLOW THE NEW YORK STATE DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENTAL      
     CONSERVATION TO CONTINUE ITS ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFIT PERMIT STRATEGY.  The   
     New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (DEC) is using a   
     new system of reviewing water quality permits which places the highest     
     priority for staff review and analysis on projects that pose the most risk 
     to public health and the environment.  Called the Environmental Benefit    
     Permit Strategy (EBPS), this system assigns values to environmental        
     priority risk factors.  Projects with higher risk endure full permit review
     while those with lower risk are renewed automatically or receive minimal   
     review.  Industry supports EBPS because it uses both agency and industry   
     resources most effectively, reduces delays in permit renewal thereby saving
     a facility money and allowing it to meet production demand, and, thereby,  
     contributes to economic growth.  DEC would have to scrap this system if the
     GLI is implemented in its proposed form, especially if it is implemented as
     regulation instead of guidance, as Congress intended in the Critical       
     Programs Act.  While the EBPS addresses dischargers that present the       
     highest risk first, the GLI, on the other hand, is not risk-based or       
     holistic in its approach and, so, addresses dischargers that contribute the
     lowest proportion of pollution to the Great Lakes.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.021     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.  See also responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 for a discussion on how the     
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     Guidance addresses point and nonpoint sources of pollution as well as how  
     it complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2830.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to adopt a new policy for substances that have not been   
     thoroughly researched and for which sufficient scientifically proven data  
     does not exist: the less that is known about a substance, the more         
     stringent the water quality requirements should be.  Although developing a 
     methodology to better address narrative water quality standards for all    
     substances is appropriate, the Chemical Alliance has concerns about the    
     lack of scientific approach to implementation of the proposed Tier II      
     methodology.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2830.022     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2830.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative approach
     for assigning values.  Its use of added safety factors will result in      
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.  [In         
     addition, EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing      
     better criteria to the discharger. Yet, because of antibacksliding         
     provisions, it would be impossible to apply the more valid Tier I criteria 
     once they are developed.]  [EPA's Science Advisory Board has raised a      
     number of questions about the Tier II methodology and has indicated that   
     the aquatic Tier II approach needs further review for validity before use.]
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     Response to: D2830.023     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2830.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .024 is imbedded in comment .023                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing   
     better criteria to the discharger.  Yet, because of antibacksliding        
     provisions, it would be impossible to apply the more valid Tier I criteria 
     once they are developed.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.024     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2830.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .025 is imbedded in comment .023                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Science Advisory Board has raised a number of questions about the    
     Tier II methodology and has indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach    
     needs further review for validity before use.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2830.025     
     
     See response to comment number D2628.007.  See also Sections I.E and III of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: D2830.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the normal burden of proof regarding risk from the regulator to
     the regulated community, industry will be placed in a virtual Catch-22.    
     Permittees could:                                                          
                                                                                
     embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to     
     develop Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since some studies take 24  
     months or longer, and dischargers would not have enough time to complete   
     research and studies and to put in place additional equipment needed within
     the extremely short three year timeframe for meeting Tier II limits.       
                                                                                
     [undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter value without     
     research, even though the limits it would impose probably would be         
     overprotective.  This may place a facility at a competitive disadvantage if
     subsequent research proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if    
     competing facilities are not forced to meet the same standards.]           
     
     
     Response to: D2830.026     
     
     The commenter's main concern is a realistic amount of time in order to     
     research and implement new treatment technologies which may place a        
     facility at a competitive disadvantage.  The commenter adds that some      
     studies take 24 months or longer, and dischargers would not have enough    
     time to complete research within the three-year time period.               
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult to         
     accomplish the objectives listed above in three years; however, EPA        
     believes for the vast majority of facilities this amount of time will be   
     sufficient.  EPA's enforcement experiences have shown that the regulated   
     community usually has been able to find and implement new effective        
     technologies in a three-year period or less.                               
                                                                                
     The commenter emphasizes that permittees could embark on expensive and     
     time-consuming research projects to attempt to develop Tier I criteria,    
     therefore, stressing that this research is not a "routine exercise" and    
     warrants a longer compliance schedule.  However, both the proposal and the 
     final Guidance address this concern for permits based on Tier II values by 
     providing up to two years for completion of studies and calculation of a   
     revised limit where appropriate, and then up to three years additional time
     to come into compliance with the applicable limit.  Part of developing     
     criteria incD2830.026                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that it has shifted the normal burden of proof. Tier II      
     values are adequate to base effluent limitations.  The provision to do     
     studies is a benefit to the regulated public.                              
                                                                                
     The commenter's main concern is a realistic amount of time in order to     
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     research and implement new treatment technologies which may place a        
     facility at a competitive disadvantage.  The commenter adds that some      
     studies take 24 months or longer, and dischargers would not have enough    
     time to complete research within the three-year time period.               
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult to         
     accomplish the objectives listed above in three years; however, EPA        
     believes for the vast majority of facilities this amount of time will be   
     sufficient.  EPA's enforcement experiences have shown that the regulated   
     community usually has been able to find and implement new effective        
     technologies in a three-year period or less.                               
                                                                                
     The commenter emphasizes that permittees could embark on expensive and     
     time-consuming research projects to attempt to develop Tier I criteria,    
     therefore, stressing that this research is not a "routine exercise" and    
     warrants a longer compliance schedule.  However, both the proposal and the 
     final Guidance address this concern for permits based on Tier II values by 
     providing up to two years for completion of studies, an additional year for
     calculation of a revised limit where appropriate, and then up to three     
     years additional time to come into compliance with the applicable limit.   
     Part of developing criteria includes performing the necessary toxicity     
     tests and EPA's experience indicates that the necessary toxicity studies   
     can likely be accomplished in one year.                                    
                                                                                
     Where a facility does encounter real difficulties changing its operation in
     order to comply with the new requirements, the permitting authority has    
     other mechanisms for providing relief beyond three years (e.g., "shake     
     down" grace periods and enforcement discretion).                           
                                                                                
     The use of a short-term "shake-down period" was identified in the final    
     rule as an alternative for new Great Lakes dischargers as is provided for  
     new sources or new dischargers in 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4).  This approach could
     be used at a permitting authorities' discretion for other facilities       
     encountering difficulties in changing their operations.  The regulations   
     under 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4) require that the owner or operator of a (1) new  
     source; (2) a new discharger (as defined in 40 CFR 122.2) which commenced  
     discharge after August 13, 1979; or (3) a recommencing discharger shall    
     install and implement all pollution control equipment to meet the          
     conditions of the permit before discharging.  The facility must also meet  
     all permit conditions in the shortest feasible time (not to exceed 90      
     days).  This shake-down period is not a compliance schedule.  This approach
     may be used to address violations which may occur during a new facility's  
     start-up, especially where permit limits are water quality-based and       
     biological treatment is involved.                                          
                                                                                
     Another approach is to use prosecutorial discretion as an unofficial       
     shake-down period.  That is, the permitting authority may elect not to take
     enforcement action against a new source which has installed the necessary  
     treatment prior to discharging and is making a good faith effort to come   
     into compliance as soon as possible.  Alternatively, the permitting        
     authority may issue a compliance order (under section 309(a) or equivalent 
     State authority) requiring compliance by a specified date, where           
     circumstances warrant.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: D2830.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 is imbedded in comment .026                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter value without      
     research, even though the limits it would impose probably would be         
     overprotective.  This may place a facility at a competitive disadvantage if
     subsequent research proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if    
     competing facilities are not forced to meet the same standards.            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.027     
     
     Same response as D2830.026.D2830.027                                       
                                                                                
     Under the final rule, the permittee may be granted, based on the permitting
     authorities' discretion, a compliance schedule of up to three years during 
     which time the facility could implement the new treatment technology before
     it had to comply with the new more restrictive limit.  EPA believes, that  
     for the vast majority of facilities this amount of time will be sufficient.
                                                                                
     If a Tier II value is modified to be less stringent after the compliance   
     date for a limit based on the original Tier II value the limit may still be
     modified as long as antibacksliding requirements are met pursuant to the   
     provisions of section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The option of proving risk and developing a Tier I value is available only 
     to large companies with money and resources sufficient to fund research    
     efforts.  Medium and small direct dischargers that can neither fund        
     research nor afford technology enhancements to meet a stricter Tier II     
     value will have no option but to cut back production or close a facility.  
     Either action will result in economic dislocation for the community in     
     which the facility is located.  Industrial dischargers to POTWs will not be
     spared this burden either.  If a POTW cannot afford to undertake research, 
     and not many can, it will simply charge back the cost for new technology to
     its permittees, causing the same kind of economic disaster.                
     
     
     Response to: D2830.028     
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     See response to comments D2595.022 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2830.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Chemical Alliance recommends the following amendments to the Tier II   
     methodology provisions to address our concerns:                            
                                                                                
     PERMIT LIMITS SHOULD NOT BE BASED ON TIER II VALUES.  Thus, antibacksliding
     provisions that would prevent replacing the more valid Tier I criteria with
     Tier II values would not apply.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.029     
     
     See response to: P2656.091 and P2656.092. See response to comment          
     D2592.049.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2830.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of deriving a BAF is sound.  However, the Chemical Alliance,   
     like EPA's Science Advisory Board, does not believe the science underlying 
     BAF derivation has been sufficiently developed to justify its use as a     
     regulatory standard.  This is an especially important point since the      
     economic consequences of additional controls on BCCs are so dire,          
     particularly for New York's industry.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.030     
     
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
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     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  The use of BAFs, which account 
     for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from  
     these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human     
     health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and    
     scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858),
     BAFs have been used in criteria development since 1985.                    
                                                                                
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     SID section IV.B.2 of a further discussion of the SAB's comments.          
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges the commenters concern of the potential economic impacts  
     for chemicals designated as BCCs. In the final Guidance, only              
     field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used  
     to determine BCCs because field-measured data are a more accurate gauge of 
     what is occurring in nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF    
     because they measure the actual impacts of biomagnification,               
     bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting them through use of a
     model.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2830.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our concerns about the proposed BAF methodology are:                       
                                                                                
     The methodology precludes use of site-specific information and would       
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     generate results that will be at odds with or irrelevant to existing local 
     biology, hydrology or ecology.                                             
                                                                                
     [When a field measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a  
     BAF requires applying a food chain multiplier along with a bioconcentration
     factor (BCF).  This methodology does not account for specific field        
     conditions existing in the Great Lakes region and does not consider        
     biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, the resulting BAF reasonably cannot
     be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what actually occurs
     in the ecosystem.]  [Further, the Science Advisory Board criticized the    
     BCF-to-BAF model as not "adequately tested to use for the establishment of 
     regional water quality at this time".]                                     
                                                                                
     [The BAF methodology is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input         
     parameters.  Errors of two orders of magnitude or more could result from   
     errors in multiple input parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration    
     when selecting values of these input parameters.  Rather, values from a    
     single journal article were adopted with no critical review.]              
                                                                                
     [The proposed BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field measured   
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions, although the methodology     
     tends to overestimate greatly as bioaccumulation tendency increases.]      
                                                                                
     [The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCCs is        
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain in the proposed rule how it derived that   
     number.  The model's flaws make it impossible to determine that 1000 is the
     appropriate value.]                                                        
                                                                                
     [The selection of BCCs was intended originally to identify persistent toxic
     chemicals; however, the final definition does not address either           
     persistence or toxicity.]                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.031     
     
     See response to comment G3202.017                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2830.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .032 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a field measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF requires applying a food chain multiplier along with a bioconcentration
     factor (BCF).  This methodology does not account for specific field        
     conditions existing in the Great Lakes region and does not consider        
     biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, the resulting BAF reasonably cannot
     be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what actually occurs
     in the ecosystem.                                                          
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     Response to: D2830.032     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.  See Section IV.B.2.a for further       
     discussion of EPA's consideration of the issue of metabolism.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2830.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .033 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the Science Advisory Board criticized the BCF-to-BAF model as not 
     "adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional water quality  
     at this time".                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.033     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the models in the final 
     Guidance is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect    
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field- measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),  
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2830.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .034 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The BAF methodology is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input          
     parameters.  Errors of two orders of magnitude or more could result from   
     errors in multiple input parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration    
     when selecting values of these input parameters.  Rather, values from a    
     single journal article were adopted with no critical review.               
     
     
     Response to: D2830.034     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2830.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .035 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field measured    
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude. Errors can be in both directions, although the methodology tends
     to overestimate greatly as bioaccumulation tendency increases.             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.035     
     
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for     
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three fish shows   
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA revised the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs based on   
     public comments.  The final Guidance lists four methods for deriving BAFs  
     for organic chemicals, listed below in order of decreasing preference: a   
     BAF measured in the field, in fish collected from the Great Lakes which are
     at the top of the food chain; a BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a  
     BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably  
     on a fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF     
     predicted by multiplying a BCF calculated from the KOW by the FCM.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2830.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .036 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCCs is         
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain in the proposed rule how it derived that   
     number.  The model's flaws make it impossible to determine that 1000 is the
     appropriate value.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.036     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2830.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .037 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of BCCs was intended originally to identify persistent toxic 
     chemicals; however, the final definition does not address either           
     persistence or toxicity.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.037     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2830.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until questions aobut the methodology have been resolved, the BAF procedure
     as proposed should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving water       
     quality  standards.  Because the concept of examining the bioaccumulative  
     potential of chemicals has such far reaching impacts, we urge EPA to work  
     with industry to develop a better methodology.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.038     
     
     EPA believes that it has adequatetly addressed the questions about the     
     methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF as a numeric factor  
     in deriving water quality standards.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has made an effort to work with the regulated community to develop the 
     BAF methodology through the comment/response process, meetings and         
     discussions, and Science Advisory Board reviews. The regulated community   
     has had the opportunity to participate these and other forums to develop   
     the BAF methodology used in the final Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2830.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Science Advisory Board has noted that the proposed wildlife          
     methodology is based on the human health paradigm and is, therefore, aimed 
     at protecting individuals, not species.   [Furthermore, the species        
     selected to provide a basis for the criteria are not ecologically          
     representative of the region.]  [Imposition of GLI criteria throughout the 
     entire state of New York will not allow DEC to evaluate factors affecting  
     wildlife that are specific to the state or to a region when setting        
     values.]                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.039     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.003, and P2590.028 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2830.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .040 is imbedded in comment .039                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the species selected to provide a basis for the criteria are  
     not ecologically representative of the region.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.040     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2830.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .041 is imbedded in comment .039                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Imposition of GLI criteria throughout the entire state of New York will not
     allow DEC to evaluate factors affecting wildlife that are specific to the  
     state or to a region when setting values.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.041     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.003 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2830.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before a final methodology for the protection of wildlife is proposed, EPA 
     should address the concerns discussed above.  [In addition, the final      
     methodology should be subject to a thorough peer review process which will 
     address any other concerns raised by the scientific community.]            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.042     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2574.042 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2830.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .043 is imbedded in comment .042                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the final methodology should be subject to a thorough peer    
     review process which will address any other concerns raised by the         
     scientific community.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.043     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2574.042 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2830.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy, as proposed, could have a significant      
     adverse effect on economic growth in the Great Lakes region and in New York
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     State, would impose onerous demonstration requirements on both municipal   
     and industrial dischargers, and would place the state environmental        
     regulatory agency in the position of making economic development and social
     policy judgments for which it is neither experienced nor equipped.  The    
     proposed policy would bring about a number of substantial changes from     
     present regulatory policy that will unnecessarily inhibit growth.  For     
     example:                                                                   
                                                                                
     [For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,       
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hookups to       
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that a project would result in   
     major social and economic benefits.  For all other substances, the GLI also
     imposes burdensome requirements on increases in permit limits associated   
     with normal economic or population growth.  By discouraging such  changes, 
     the proposed antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in 
     time, putting the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage
     over the rest of the country.]                                             
                                                                                
     [For BCCs, the existing effluent quality would become a legally enforceable
     discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing permit      
     limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible for our  
     members to increase production at plants currently operating at less than  
     full capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the current       
     recession and cycles of demand for industrial products, many production    
     facilities are operating at less than full capacity; they will have to     
     remain that way unless some flexibility is provided in the final rule.]    
                                                                                
     [Batch processors, that is plants that constantly shift production         
     schedules and product lines (and the resulting discharges) to accommodate  
     many customers that require specialized products, will find it impossible  
     to operate under the antidegradation provisions.  Batch processors         
     sometimes take on product contracts with short turnaround times, or they   
     will make a product only once.  Unlike plants that manufacture a constant  
     line of products, batch facilities cannot plan long lead times, nor can    
     they plan on discharges containing the same substances all the time.  Any  
     requirement that does not allow batch facilities to manufacture products to
     meet their customers' demand will simply force these companies to close    
     their doors and move out of the Great Lakes region.]                       
                                                                                
     [Facilities, including wastewater treatment plants, that operate within a  
     margin of safety relative to existing permit limitations for BCCs will be  
     penalized for doing so.  Because enforceable permit limits will be reduced 
     to whatever levels are actually discharged, permittees will be forced to   
     maintain or adopt production cutbacks to account for inherent process or   
     treatment variability.  This will result in job loss and consequent damage 
     to the economy of the state and the community in which the facility is     
     located.]                                                                  
                                                                                
     [EPA or a state could issue new facility permit limits for BCCs, forcing   
     facilities to undertake significant and expensive monitoring.  This would  
     expose companies to legal liability, since if the substance were detected  
     the facility would be out of compliance instantly.]                        
                                                                                
     [After a brief period, Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even 
     if a database is established to show that a substance poses no             
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.]                       
                                                                                
     [The proposed antidegradation requirements will force state environmental  
     agencies to make arbitrary and subjective social policy and economic       
     decisions with respect to new or existing projects.  For example, a state  
     environmental agency would have to decide between a shopping center or a   
     new factory in the same community.  Environmental agency staff are not     
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     trained and do not have the necessary expertise to make such decisions.  If
     the agency decides to hire such expertise, the permittee undoubtedly will  
     have to incur yet another cost in connection with the GLI.  Decisions about
     the social and economic appropriateness of projects has traditionally been 
     left to the host community.  But the antidegradation requirements would    
     state government responsible for all the public involvement,               
     administrative, procedural and legal activities that must be performed in  
     connection with evaluating the social and economic impacts of a project.   
     State agencies are simply not equipped to handle either this decisionmaking
     responsibility or the myriad of activities that must be done in connection 
     with antidegradation review.  Nor, in our opinion, is it responsible public
     policy to remove these decisions from the local government level.]         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.044     
     
     See response to comment P2574.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2830.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .045 is imbedded in comment .044                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,        
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hookups to       
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that a project would result in   
     major social and econonmic benefits.  For all other substances, the GLI    
     also imposes burdensome requirements on increases in permit limits         
     associated with normal economic or population growth.  By discouraging such
     changes, the proposed antidegradation policy would freeze the production   
     process in time, putting the Great Lakes region at a significant economic  
     disadvantage over the rest of the country.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2830.045     
     
     See response to comment P2574.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2830.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .046 is imbedded in comment .044                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, the existing effluent quality would become a legally enforceable 
     discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing permit      
     limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible for our  
     members to increase production at plants currently operating at less than  
     full capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the current       
     recession and cycles of demand for industrial products, many production    
     facilities are operating at less than full capacity; they will have to     
     remain that way unless some flexibility is provided in the final rule.     
     
     
     Response to: D2830.046     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2830.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .047 is imbedded in comment .044                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Batch processors, that is plants that constantly shift production schedules
     and product lines (and the resulting discharges) to accommodate many       
     customers that require specialized products, will find it impossible  to   
     operate under the antidegradation provisions.  Batch processors sometimes  
     take on product contracts with short turnaround times, or they will make a 
     product only once.  Unlike plants that manufacture a constant line of      
     products, batch facilities cannot plan long lead times, nor can they plan  
     on discharges containing the same substances all the time.  Any requirement
     that does not allow batch facilities to manufacture products to meet their 
     customers' demand will simply force these companies to close their doors   
     and move out of the Great Lakes region.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2830.047     
     
     See response to comment P2574.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2830.048
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .048 is imbedded in comment .044                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Facilities, including wastewater treatment plants, that operate within a   
     margin of safety relative to existing permit limitations for BCCs will be  
     penalized for doing so.  Because enforceable permit limits will be reduced 
     to whatever levels are actually discharged, permittees will be forced to   
     maintain or adopt production cutbacks to account for inherent process or   
     treatment variability.  This will result in job loss and consequent damage 
     to the economy of the state and the community in which the facility is     
     located.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.048     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2830.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .049 is imbedded in comment .044                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA or a state could issue new facility permit limits for BCCs, forcing    
     facilities to undertake significant and expensive monitoring.  This would  
     expose companies to legal liability, since if the substance were detected  
     the facility would be out of compliance instantly.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.049     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2830.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .050 is imbedded in comment .044                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period, Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even  
     if a database is established to show that a substance poses no             
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2830.050     
     
     See response to comment P2574.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2830.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .051 is imbedded in comment .044                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation requirements will force state environmental   
     agencies to make arbitrary and subjective social policy and economic       
     decisions with respect to new or existing projects.  For example, a state  
     environmental agency would have to decide between a shopping center or a   
     new factory in the same community.  Environmental agency staff are not     
     trained and do not have the necessary expertise to make such decisions.  If
     the agency decides to hire such expertise, the permittee undoubtedly will  
     have to incur yet another cost in connection with the GLI.  Decisions about
     the social and economic appropriateness of projects has traditionally been 
     left to the host community.  But the antidegradation requirements would    
     state government responsible for all the public involvement,               
     administrative, procedural and legal activities that must be performed in  
     connection with evaluating the social and economic impacts of a project.   
     State agencies are simply not equipped to handle either this decisionmaking
     responsibility or the myriad of activities that must be done in connection 
     with antidegradation review.  Nor, in our opinion, is it responsible public
     policy to remove these decisions from the local government level.          
     
     
     Response to: D2830.051     
     
     See response to comment D2721.091.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA does not agree that the final Guidance or the existing    
     Federal regulations unduly restrict local decision making.  Given that     
     State and Tribal governments are given primary responsibility for the water
     quality standards program under the CWA it is appropriate that State and   
     Tribal regulatory agencies make decisions pertaining to whether or not to  
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     allow lower water quality.  Local governments lack permitting authority,   
     standards setting authority, and a knowledge of overall water quality      
     standards issues and are therefore ill- suited to make decisions affecting 
     water quality, particularly when the effects may extend beyond the         
     boundaries of the municipality making the decision.  However, local        
     governments play a crucial role in helping States and Tribes assess whether
     the proposed activity will support important social and economic           
     development.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2830.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCCs and non-BCCs and should be based on requests for an increase in a     
     water quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing     
     effluent quality.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2830.052     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046. Please see response to Comment   
     D2798.046                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2830.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2830.053     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031. Please see response to       
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     comment ID  D2867.031.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2830.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point sources should not be addressed under antidegradation provisions.
     Instead, they should be considered as part of the Total Maximum Daily      
     Load/Waste Load Allocation provision.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.054     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2574.053                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2830.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistency is crucial for state agency decisions regarding                
     antidegradation.  Social and economic decisions based on antidegradation   
     demonstrations should not be arbitrary and subjective and should remain    
     with local government where projects originate.  Companies need to be      
     assured that if they meet certain minimum requirements they will be granted
     a permit.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.055     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, it is not possible to provide a step-by-step process that, if 
     followed, will result in a request to lower water quality being granted.   
     This is true for a number of reasons. First, merely accomplishing the      
     administrative requirements does not ensure that the information provided  
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     in support of lowering water quality is sufficient to justify a decision to
     allow a lowering of water quality.  Second, antidegradation is inherently  
     case-specific with the ultimate goal being to accomodate economic growth   
     while minimizing environmental impacts.  In some instances, information    
     provided early in a demonstration may suggest productive new avenues of    
     consideration or new possibilities that merit review prior to making a     
     final decision. Finally, public participation is an important factor in any
     decision regarding lower water quality.  An assured outcome based on       
     completion of certain steps and meaningful opportunities for public        
     participation are incompatible.  Furthermore, giving decision authority to 
     local governments instead of States and Tribes will not improve consistency
     as desired by the commenter.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2830.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the     
     standards set by the GLI are overprotective.  The GLI, however, generally  
     requires the application of water quality criteria and values throughout   
     the Great Lakes region regardless of state or tribal designations and      
     regardless of site specific water conditions.  The failure to use, or allow
     for, site specific adjustments except under very limited circumstances     
     ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere due to        
     physical or geological factors not related to toxic substances.            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.056     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2830.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     It is essential that states be able to develop scientifically sound site   
     specific water quality standards that recognize unique local conditions    
     including populations of fish species and other organisms, consumption     
     rates, lipid contents and bioavailability.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2830.057     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2830.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should allow criteria to be adjusted to accommodate local          
     conditions so long as overal environmental protection is maintained.       
     
     
     Response to: D2830.058     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2830.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions affecting bioavailability and chemical speciation 
     should be part of the determination of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits.
     
     
     Response to: D2830.059     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has expressed aquatic life metals criteria as   
     dissolved concentrations.  Criteria expressed as dissolved metal and use of
     the water-effect ratio should account for bioavailability concerns and     
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     differing toxicity due to chemical speciation.  Site-specific translators  
     for metals criteria may also be used.  See Section III.B.6. of the SID for 
     more information regarding metals bioavailability.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.  However,            
     site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to resist the  
     effects of pollutants is not appropriate.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2830.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed in the GLI the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs and   
     the complete elimination of zones of initial dilution.  This provision will
     force dischargers to meet ambient water quality standards at the end of the
     pipe, an extremely expensive action that will result in virtually no       
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2830.060     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2830.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many industrial and municipal permits require dischargers to meet ambient  
     standards outside of a small zone of mixing or dilution.  Dischargers are  
     usually required to perform toxicity tests to ensure that sensitive species
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     are fully protected wherever zones are established.  This policy has always
     been fully protective.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2830.061     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA interprets this comment as a         
     reference to the proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCC discharges.    
     While EPA acknowledges the commenter's concern that the BCC mixing zone    
     provisions would seem to present environmental benefit only within the     
     mixing zone now being phased-out, EPA believes that the environmental      
     consequences associated with mixing zones for BCCs goes beyond this.  For a
     discussion of the reasons EPA believes BCCs warrant special consideration  
     in the Great Lakes System, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  For a   
     discussion of the environmental benefits EPA expects will be derived from  
     the provisions phasing out mixing zones for existing BCC discharges, see   
     the discussion in the SID of the Regulatory Impact Analysis at IX.D.6.  For
     a discussion of the limited exception to the phase-out provision for       
     existing BCC discharges for economic and technical considerations, see the 
     SID at VIII.C.4.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2830.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implications of the proposed changes with regard to mixing zones and   
     zones of initial dilution are:                                             
                                                                                
     Municipal POTWs as well as industrial dischargers will be forced to begin  
     removing substances that are not now of regulatory concern.  Presently,    
     there are often no control limits in discharge permits because discharges  
     are below detectable levels or because levels of these substances at the   
     edge of the small mixing zone are at or below ambient water quality        
     requirements even though they are slightly higher at the point of          
     discharge.                                                                 
                                                                                
     [Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not improve  
     water quality significantly, since ambient water quality standards are     
     fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real       
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small and 
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.]                                    
                                                                                
     [EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics Control   
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  The GLI provides no reasonable basis for treating BCCs differently. 
     Rather, the GLI proposes derivation procedures for criteria for BCCs which 
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     even EPA admits may be overconservative.  EPA's approach is duplicative    
     because it designs overprotective criteria to compensate for uncertainties 
     and then denies the use of mixing zones to compensate again for those same 
     uncertainties.]                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.062     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to the commenter's concern
     that dischargers will be forced to remove pollutants (BCCs) from their     
     effluent that are not now of regulatory concern, as well as the statement  
     pertaining to present practices for pollutants below the level of          
     detection, see the response to comment number D2798.054.  For a response to
     the portion of the comment pertaining the costs and benefits associated    
     with the BCC elimination provisions, see the response to comment number    
     D2825.062.  For a response to the commenter's concern that the BCC mixing  
     zone provisions are unduly conservative when coupled with other provisions 
     of the final Guidance, see the response to comment number D2798.053, which 
     discusses the special environmental concerns associated with BCCs and EPA's
     policy reasons for adopting the BCC mixing zone elimination provisions to  
     address them.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2830.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .063 is imbedded in comment .062                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not improve   
     water quality significantly, since ambient water quality standards are     
     fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real       
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small and 
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2830.063     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     discussion of the Regulatory Impact Analysis in the SID at IX.D.6, which   
     describes the environmental benefits EPA expects will be derived from the  
     provisions eliminating mixing zones for BCCs.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2830.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .064 is imbedded in comment .062                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics Control    
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  The GLI provides no reasonable basis for treating BCCs differently. 
     Rather, the GLI proposes derivation procedures for criteria for BCCs which 
     even EPA admits may be overconservative.  EPA's approach is duplicative    
     because it designs overprotective criteria to compensate for uncertainties 
     and then denies the use of mixing zones to compensate again for those same 
     uncertainties.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.064     
     
     Comment D2830.064                                                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2830.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zones of initial dilution is  
     defensible only when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are
     occurring within these zones.  Reductions of these zones should be required
     only when the regulatory agency can demonstrate actual or reasonable       
     potential for adverse impacts resulting from concentrations within mixing  
     zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are economically and     
     technically feasible.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.065     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of intake credits will force municipal and         
     industrial dischargers, in many circumstances, to treat substances they do 
     not add to their effluent.  The GLI requires dischargers to treat          
     substances present in the influent, except under specific situations which 
     will be almost impossible to meet.  [The GLI imposes enormous costs and    
     liability on plant operators, subjects dischargers to enforcement actions  
     based on substances they did not generate or discharge, and raises a basic 
     concern about equity among regions.]                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2830.066     
     
     This comment is similar to comment D2698.030 and is addressed in the       
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .067 is imbedded in comment .066                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI imposes enormous costs and liability on plant operators, subjects  
     dischargers to enforcement actions based on substances they did not        
     generate or discharge, and raises a basic concern about equity among       
     regions.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.067     
     
     This comment is included in comment D2830.066 and is addressed in response 
     to that comment.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Chemical Alliance believes the GLI's policy on intake water substances 
     is unacceptable because:                                                   
                                                                                
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits. 
     Under the GLI, however, a permit writer may directly consider intake water 
     pollutants only when the discharger meets five specific conditions:  100   
     percent of the discharge water is returned to the same body of water from  
     which it is derived; the facility does not add any of the substance in its 
     process; the facility does not alter the substances chemically or          
     physically; there is no increase of the substance at the edge of the mixing
     zone; and the timing and location of the discharge would not lead to       
     adverse water quality impacts.                                             
                                                                                
     In our opinion, these conditions will almost never be met.  [Very few      
     plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all intake     
     water in the same stream segment or area.]  In addition, [for some         
     substances it would be extremely difficult for a facility to prove for that
     none of the chemical  is being added, for example through metals leaching  
     from process pipes.]  Because of this, facilities will become legally      
     responsible for substances they did not generate.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2830.068     
     
     The commenter's concern about multiple sources of intake water containing  
     the pollutant of concern is addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.d. and
     7.a.v.  The final Guidance does allow for consideration of intake          
     pollutants in setting WQBELs even though the facility add mass of the      
     pollutant to that already in the discharge.  See SID at Sections           
     VIII.E.4.b. and 7.b.i.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2830.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .069 is imbedded in comment .068                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Very few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all   
     intake water in the same stream segment or area.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2830.069     
     
     In response to this and similar comments, the final Guidance provides for a
     "partial" consideration of intake pollutants for facilities with mulitple  
     sources of intake water pollutants of concern from the same and different  
     bodies of water. See SID at VIII.E.7.4.d. See response to comment          
     P2576.196.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2830.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .070 is imbedded in comment .068                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     for some substances it would be extremely difficult for a facility to prove
     for that none of the chemical is being added, for example through metals   
     leaching from process pipes.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2830.070     
     
     This comment raises a similar concern to that in P2588.075 and is addressed
     in response to that comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: cc BACK/NPS
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake chemicals should not be subject to regulation.  The Clean Water Act 
     regulates the discharge of pollutants which is defined as "any addition of 
     pollutants to navigable waters from any point source" (33 USC 1361(12)),   
     (emphasis added).  Not only would the GLI regulate the intake of           
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     pollutants, but also it would regulate the intake of pollutants from all   
     sources in the Great Lakes including non-point sources, since there is no  
     way to separate non-point source substances from point source substances in
     intake water.  Furthermore, and perhaps most importantly, because non-point
     sources contribute 80 percent of the pollution in the Great Lakes, point   
     sources will be constantly expending large sums of money to treat intake   
     water contaminated by acid deposition, Canadian dischargers and non-point  
     sources.  Great Lakes dischargers will never see a reduction or an end to  
     the cost and liability associated with complying with this provision.      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.071     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in the SID at Section 
     VIII.E.5.  With respect to the commenter's concern about other sources     
     contributing to background water quality problems, see response to comment 
     D2588.275.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality will not be improved.  The GLI would prohibit intake credits 
     even when the effluent from a plant has lower concentrations of substances 
     than does the receiving water.  We fail to understand how such an action   
     would contribute to exceeding a water quality standard.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2830.072     
     
     The final Guidance does not extend special consideration for intake        
     pollutants in setting WQBELS to intake water from a different body of water
     as the discharge for the reasons stated in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c.  
     and 5.  Also see, SID Section VIII.E.7.a.v.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual users of Great Lakes waters will become mini water treatment    
     plants with no resulting environmental benefit.  The Clean Water Act holds 
     individual dischargers responsible for the impact their actions have on the
     nation's waters.  However, this does not imply an obligation to restore the
     integrity of the nation's waters.  Denying intake credits will require a   
     facility taking in water from a polluted waterbody to purify it at great   
     expense and release it back into the polluted waterbody.  The outcome is   
     ludicrous in addition to being expensive.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.073     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in the SID at Section 
     VIII.E.5.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's concern that allowing intake credits would create an economic        
     incentive for facilities to relocate to waterbodies that are more polluted 
     is misguided.  It is highly unlikely that the decision to locate a facility
     would be based primarily on the pollution levels in the waterbody.  Factors
     such as taxes, labor costs, insurance expenses, utility costs and          
     regulatory costs govern relocation decisions.  However, the idea that mere 
     variations in intake pollutant levels under an intake credit option would  
     be important enough to create an incentive to relocate underscores the     
     economic burden of having no intake credits.  This concern of EPA's is     
     clearly outweighed by these more compelling considerations:                
                                                                                
     [- This proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer to compensate  
     for area conditions.]                                                      
                                                                                
     [- The GLI's definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge"   
     which in turn expands the meaning of "point source".  Accordingly, EPA's   
     new approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and   
     state power to control and eliminate water pollution.]                     
                                                                                
     [- The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the
     permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of whether dams   
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.]                     
                                                                                
     [- Civil and criminal liability would be dramatically expanded.  Under the 
     new definition, every substance in the intake water requires a permit or,  
     at a minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that          
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     substance.  Moreover, because pollutant levels in intake water vary        
     considerably, a facility's civil and even criminal liability could extend  
     beyond its control.]                                                       
                                                                                
     [- Under the GLI, when water quality standards are exceeded, the           
     technology-based limits will become essentially useless because in addition
     to managing its own chemicals a facility would be required to have         
     technology to treat many forms and varying degrees of pollution without    
     workable industry standards as guidance.]                                  
                                                                                
     [- Delays in obtaining state permits will increase as more and more waters 
     are found to be exceeding more stringent water quality standards due,      
     primarily, to background concentrations.  States and permittees will be    
     required to go through complex, time-consuming and expensive variance or   
     use modification procedures to address these situations while the result   
     eventually will be the same as if intake credits were allowed.]            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2830.074     
     
     The comment concerning economic incentives to relocate is addressed in the 
     response to comment P2574.090. The comment concerning permit writer        
     discretion is repeated in comment #D2830.075 and is addressed in response  
     to that comment. The comment concerning interpretation of the CWA terms    
     "addition," "discharge," and "point source" is repeated in comment         
     #D2830.076 and is addressed in response to that comment. The comment       
     concerning EPA's interpretation of "addition" is repeated in commment      
     D2830.077 and is addressed in response to that comment. The comment        
     concerning civil and criminal liability is addressed in the response to    
     comment D2669.064. The comment concerning the viability of technology-based
     limits is the same as comment P2574.098 and is addressed in response to    
     that comment. The comment concerning alternative mechanisms for considering
     intake pollutants is the same as that raised in comment #P2574.099 and is  
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .075 imbedded in .074                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer to compensate for 
     area conditions.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2830.075     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as P2574.093 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 3438



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .076 imbedded in .074                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge" which
     in turn expands the meaning of "point source".  Accordingly, EPA's new     
     approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and state 
     power to control and eliminate water pollution.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.076     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in in the SID at      
     Section VIII.E.5                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2830.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment.077 imbedded in .074                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the   
     permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of whether dams   
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.077     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in in the SID at      
     Section VIII.E.5                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: D2830.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .078 imbedded in .074                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Civil and criminal liability would be dramatically expanded.  Under the new
     definition, every substance in the intake water rquires a permit or, at a  
     minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that substance.    
     Moreover, because pollutant levels in intake water vary considerably, a    
     facility's civil and even criminal liability could extend beyond its       
     control.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.078     
     
     See response to comment D2669.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: D2830.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .079 imbedded in .074                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, when water quality standards are exceeded, the              
     technology-based limits will become essentially useless because in addition
     to managing its own chemicals a facility would be required to have         
     technology to treat many forms and varying degrees of pollution without    
     workable industry standards as guidance.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.079     
     
     This comment is the same as P2574.098 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/SS
     Comment ID: D2830.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .080 imbedded in .074                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Delays in obtaining state permits will increase as more and more waters are
     found to be exceeding more stringent water quality standards due,          
     primarily, to background concentrations.  States and permittees will be    
     required to go through complex, time-consuming and expensive variance or   
     use modification procedures to address these situations while the result   
     eventually will be the same as if intake credits were allowed.             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.080     
     
     This is the same as comment P2574.099 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/SS            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2830.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI must address intake credits, it should require option 4 of the  
     proposed four options described in the guidance for regulating intake      
     credits.  Option 4, the alternative developed by the GLI Technical Work    
     Group and endorsed by all the Great Lakes state representatives, is the    
     most reasonable of the alternatives.  [However, this option should be      
     modified so that non-contact cooling water and municipality discharges are 
     exempted, and the provision limiting intake credits to water quality       
     impaired streams eliminated.]                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2830.081     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2798.077 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2830.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .082 imbedded in .081                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, this option should be modified so that non-contact cooling water  
     and municipality discharges are exempted, and the provision limiting intake
     credits to water quality impaired streams eliminated.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.082     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2798.077 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs) below a  
     quantifiable level imposes tremendous uncertainty and legal liability      
     beyond what was contemplated by the Clean Water Act.  Federal regulations  
     currently do not require or specify procedures for determining compliance  
     when WQBELs are set at less than quantifiable levels.  This is left to the 
     discretion of individual states.  The GLI, however, establishes specific   
     compliance procedures for Great Lakes states in these instances.  It       
     requires that each permit include the actual calculated limit, even though 
     it may not be analytically measurable and would not be used to determine   
     compliance.  Compliance would be based on the compliance evaluation level, 
     in this case the minimum level than can be detected analytically.  [In     
     addition, dischargers would be required to implement a complex and         
     expensive pollutant minimization program even though the substances of     
     concern would not be detected in a plant's discharge.]                     
     
     
     Response to: D2830.083     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .084 imbedded in .083                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, dischargers would be required to implement a complex and      
     expensive pollutant minimization program even though the substances of     
     concern would not be detected in a plant's discharge.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.084     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Chemical Alliance's concerns regarding the WQBEL requirements are:     
                                                                                
     It places a plant operator at the mercy of a laboratory's detection        
     equipment and the efficiency of its analytical technicians.  Laboratory    
     detection capability varies greatly throughout the Great Lakes region as it
     does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending on the matrix being     
     analyzed.  The WQBELs will lead to widely disparate treatment requirements 
     and enforcement activities across the basin.                               
                                                                                
     Without consistency on factors such as practical quantitation levels       
     (PQLs), vastly inconsistent, arbitrary and inappropriate requirements will 
     result.  In addition, measurement of very low levels of substances using   
     equipment at the frontier of detection capability will result in a higher  
     risk of false readings or misidentification of substances.  These readings 
     may unfairly subject operators to significant liability and costs.         
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     Moreover, the long lag time between sampling and analysis could mean that  
     the operator could unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period.  
                                                                                
     [Municipal and industrial plant operators will be forced to put in place   
     expensive, sophisticated monitoring equipment to monitor frequently the    
     influent to the plant to avoid serious liability.  Monitoring will be      
     necessary to detect specified chemicals in the intake waters that are not  
     in the production process.  Facilities would have to put in place          
     sophisticated treatment technology to ensure that any substance listed in a
     permit will remain below detectable limits.]                               
                                                                                
     [The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances have not been detected in its        
     discharge.  Just because a WQBEL is below detection limits does not mean   
     there is a need for the permittee to eliminate the pollutant or that the   
     specified minimization program requirements are necessary or appropriate.  
     Furthermore, facilities located in states that already have a pollution    
     prevention planning requirement will have to do double work at twice the   
     expense since, typically, state agencies do not coordinate program         
     requirements emanating from different program areas within the agency.]    
                                                                                
     [The GLI does not address how a municipality would implement a pollution   
     prevention program given that it has little, if any, control over indirect 
     discharges, especially from households.]                                   
                                                                                
     [In cases where reduction of a substance may be warranted, it is           
     inappropriate to restrict the method of achieving that reduction to        
     "minimization" when treatment may be more efficient and cost effective.    
     Options, including minimization, should be evaluated, but the best method  
     for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the regulator who
     does not have any knowledge or understanding of a facility's business or   
     processes.]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2830.085     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .086 imbedded in .085                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal and industrial plant operators will be forced to put in place    
     expensive, sophisticated monitoring equipment to monitor frequently the    
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     influent to the plant to avoid serious liability.  Monitoring will be      
     necessary to detect specified chemicals in the intake water that are not in
     the production process.  Facilities would have to put in place             
     sophisticated treatment technology to ensure that any substance listed in a
     permit will remain below detectable limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2830.086     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .087 imbedded in .085                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances have not been detected in its        
     discharge.  Just because a WQBEL is below detection limits does not mean   
     there is a need for the permittee to eliminate the pollutant or that the   
     specified minimization program requirements are necessary or appropriate.  
     Furthermore, facilities located in states that already have a pollution    
     prevention planning requirement will have to do double work at twice the   
     expense since, typically, state agencies do not coordinate program         
     requirements emanating from different program areas within the agency.     
     
     
     Response to: D2830.087     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .088 imbedded in .085                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not address how a municipality would implement a pollution    
     prevention program given that it has little, if any, control over indirect 
     discharges, especially from households.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2830.088     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .089 imbedded in .085                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where reduction of a substance may be warranted, it is            
     inappropriate to restrict the method of achieving that reduction to        
     "minimization" when treatment may be more efficient and cost effective.    
     Options, including minimization, should be evaluated, but the best method  
     for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the regulator who
     does not have any knowledge or understanding of a facility's business or   
     processes.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2830.089     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.090
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Chemical Alliance recommends the following amendments to the GLI to    
     address our concerns:                                                      
                                                                                
     No WQBEL should be placed in a permit even at below detection limits.      
                                                                                
     [Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor  
     of EPA's formal approval process should be used when the limit is below the
     Practical Quantitation Limit.]                                             
                                                                                
     [Compliance with PQLs should be determined only by quantitative analysis of
     the final effluent.]                                                       
                                                                                
     Pollutant minimization program requirements either should be dropped or    
     should not be enforceable, since EPA does not have the authority under     
     water quality requlations to regulate substances that are not being        
     discharged by a facility.]                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2830.090     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .091 imbedded in .090                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor of
     EPA's formal approval process should be used when the limit is below the   
     Practical Quantitation Limit.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2830.091     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .092 imbedded in .090                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with PQLs should be determined only by quantitative analysis of 
     the final effluent.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2830.092     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2830.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .093 imbedded in .090                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant minimization program requirements either should be dropped or    
     should not be enforceable, since EPA does not have the authority under     
     water quality regulations to regulate substances that are not being        
     discharged by a facility.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.093     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Between now and the end of the decade industry in New York State, which has
     some of the most severe environmental laws and regulations in the country, 
     will invest huge amounts of employee time and corporate money to comply    
     with major environmental initiatives in addition to the GLI, such as       
     pollution prevention requirements, more extensive and stringent air quality
     regulations emanating from the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990, stricter  
     chemical bulk storage standards, tough inactive hazardous waste site       
     cleanup rules, remedial action plans (RAP)s) to clean up rivers, and       
     Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) to name just a few.  Instead of          
     evaluating the likely impact of these programs on Great Lakes pollution and
     adjusting any new program accordingly, EPA will add yet another demand on  
     industry and municipal resources through the GLI.  Government must         
     understand that industry competition today is global, and it can go to the 
     well only so many times until the well runs dry and corporations move their
     operations out of the region or offshore, which many have done already in  
     order to remain competitive in the marketplace.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.094     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2830.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, in the August 
     1993 issue of its publication, Water Bulletin, notes that toxics entering  
     the Niagara River from point sources decreased by 80 percent between 1981  
     and 1990.  The Niagara River is a tributary to the Great Lakes.  This      
     significant achievement was the result of individual facility pollution    
     prevention measures, stricter wastewater treatment requirements, and       
     adherence to the Niagara River Remedial Action Plan.  Plant closings and   
     manufacturing cutbacks accounted for a small part of the reduction.        
                                                                                
     The DEC article states, in part:                                           
                                                                                
     In 1985-86, DEC measured a total loading of 540 pounds per day of the most 
     important organic and inorganic priority pollutants.  In 1989-90, the total
     loading was 550 pounds per day.  When compared with the 1981-82 total      
     loading of 2,740 pounds per day, both the 1985-86 values and the 1989-90   
     values represent approximately an 80 percent reduction.                    
                                                                                
     To provide a check on reality, DEC results were also compared with the     
     self-monitoring data required of the dischargers.  Under terms of current  
     SPDES [State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System] permits, the U.S.     
     dischargers sample their effluents for priority pollutants specific to each
     discharge.  The SPDES self-monitoring data corroborated the 80 percent     
     reduction measured by DEC.                                                 
                                                                                
     As more point sources of pollution to the Niagara River have come under    
     control, the importance of nonpoint sources grows.  Municipalities and     
     industries that have spent large sums of money to reduce their discharges  
     of pollutants expect other sources to reduce their loadings as well.       
     (Emphasis added.)                                                          
                                                                                
     The DEC study clearly demonstrates that a strong state regulatory program  
     combined with corporate internal pollution prevention initiatives and RAPs 
     can result in significant and measurable improvements to water quality.  In
     addition, DEC agrees with the Chemical Alliance's argument that focusing on
     nonpoint sources is at this time more important than trying to squeeze     
     blood from point sources.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.095     
     
     EPA agrees that strong State regulatory programs combined with voluntary   
     efforts and pollution prevention can achieve environmental improvements in 
     the Great Lakes basin.  However, EPA believes the Guidance considers all   
     sources of pollution to the Great Lakes, point and nonpoint, as discussed  
     in Section I.C of the SID and the preamble to the final Guidance.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Chemical Alliance believes that EPA has seriously underestimated the   
     economic impacts of the GLI on individual Great Lakes companies and on the 
     region as a whole.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.096     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's cost study was structurally flawed.  The study did not measure the   
     full costs of the major new requirements included in the regulation.  EPA's
     study concludes that the total annual costs of the GLI for all industries  
     would range from only $80 million to $505 million, with $230 million the   
     most likely total cost.  Some of this study's defects are:                 
                                                                                
      - It was based on an inadequately small sample of only 59 industry        
     facilities and municipal POTWs.  Of these, only 20 were identified as being
     significantly affected by the GLI.  A study by the Chemical Manufacturers  
     Association identifies 20 facilities in New York State alone that would be 
     affected at a capital cost of between $45 million and $76 million, and an  
     annual O&M cost of between $9 million and $17 million.                     
                                                                                
     [- The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision,   
     one of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.   
     It estimates only the costs of completing the demonstration process.]      
                                                                                
     [- The study generally assumed that the background levels of substances in 
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI and,      
     therefore, that the new approach to intake credits would not be an issue.  
     Yet, other studies show that the elimination of the intake credit provision
     would be one of the most costly features of the GLI.]                      
                                                                                
     [- The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting WQBELs below
     detection levels would impose little additional costs because these costs  
     could be attributed to other GLI requirements.]                            
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2830.097     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D26690.82, D2584.015, D2579.003, and   
     D2719.008.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .098 imbedded in .097                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one  
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     estimates only the costs of completing the demonstration process.          
     
     
     Response to: D2830.098     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2830.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .099 imbedded in .097                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study generally assumed that the background levels of substances in    
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI and,      
     therefore, that the new approach to intake credits would not be an issue.  
     Yet, other studies show that the elimination of the intake credit provision
     would be one of the most costly features of the GLI.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2830.099     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.100
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .100 imbedded in .097                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting WQBELs below   
     detection levels would impose little additional costs because these costs  
     could be attributed to other GLI requirements.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.100     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2669.082.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Office of Management and Budget under both the Bush and the Clinton    
     administrations have raised serious concerns about the EPA study.  Before  
     the GLI guidance was published, OMB requested additional analysis of the   
     extent to which the new standards would prevent the establishment of new   
     facilities in the Great Lakes basin.  Workers, consumers and investors will
     suffer losses whenever construction of new or expanded industrial or       
     municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to the requirements of   
     the proposed GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2830.101     
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
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     Comment ID: D2830.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the August 9, 1993 Federal Register contained a notice of     
     disapproval by the Clinton Adminstration OMB, on June 17, 1993, of ICR No. 
     16390.01, Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes Systems.  OMB         
     disapproved this report, in part, because:                                 
                                                                                
     The proposed ICR substantially underestimated the respondent burden in     
     several areas.  For example, the ICR estimated that annual respondent cost 
     for antidegradation would be $56,082.  However, the proposed rule estimates
     that complying with antidegradation requirements would cost in the range   
     from $4.5 million to $11 million annually.  The ICR also appears to        
     restrict the burden estimate for some of the more extensive antidegradation
     procedures as required only for dischargers to Lake Superior.  However, the
     proposed rule would apply these same requirements to all dischargers of    
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) in the Great Lakes Basin.      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.102     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2830.103
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD/TEF
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast to the EPA study, detailed cost studies done by major industry 
     groups in the Great Lakes region project that companies will incur capital 
     costs in the billions of dollars and annual operation and maintenance costs
     of several hundred million dollars.  These industry studies are generally  
     conservative estimates of costs because all issues and substances were not 
     evaluated.  They focused on only one or two of the major issues (e.g.      
     intake credits or antidegradation); evaluated only the one or two          
     substances most likely to be listed as a BCC and to affect individual      
     companies; and did not consider the possibility that the GLI will be       
     extended statewide in the Great Lakes states.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2830.103     
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     See response to comments D2098.038 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.104
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have 
     the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.  The             
     antidegradation provisions will discourage any changes associated with     
     normal economic growth, including efforts to expand production to          
     pre-recession levels.  Manufacturing costs will be significantly higher and
     operations are likely to shift to other areas of the affected states or to 
     other regions of the country that are not affected by the GLI.  This will  
     lead to a loss of markets and a loss of jobs in the basin.  Moreover,      
     municipalities will be forced to restrict growth and increase sewage       
     treatment costs to meet the new requirements.  Pressure to extend the      
     regulation nationwide will increase in order to ensure economic equity     
     among regions, even where waters are already fully protected and further   
     stringency will not produce additional environmental benefits.             
                                                                                
     In an attempt to resolve the vast differences in costs and benefits between
     EPA and the industry studies, the eight Great Lakes Governors, acting as   
     the Council of Great Lakes Governors, commissioned an independent study by 
     DRI/McGraw Hill, experts in estimating the cost of environmental           
     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2830.104     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2098.038.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The DRI/McGraw Hill study not only supports the Chemical Alliance's        
     arguments but also goes further to conclude that the proposed GLI:         
                                                                                
      - will lower significantly the discharge of dioxin, but will have         
     relatively minor impact in reducing other major pollutants;                
                                                                                
     [- will reduce mercury loadings from municipal and industrial point sources
     while not at all addressing mercury depositions from the atmosphere which  
     are estimated at 10 times the point source contributions;]                 
                                                                                
     [- will make eventual loadings reductions of mercury literally impossible  
     to achieve with any known treatment technology, especially for municipal   
     sewer systems with their enormous flow volumes;]                           
                                                                                
      - is the least cost effective method of achieving the GLI's goals;        
                                                                                
      - will impose compliance costs of up to $2.3 billion per year basinwide;  
                                                                                
     [- should be replaced by a strategy similar to the Lakewide Management     
     Plans which concentrate on achieving solutions to lake-specific problems no
     matter what their source;]                                                 
                                                                                
      - will have impacts on the region's economy that are multiples of the     
     compliance costs; and                                                      
                                                                                
      - will waste precious resources with minimal environmental benefit.       
     
     
     Response to: D2830.105     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2589.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2830.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .106 imbedded in .105                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     - will reduce mercury loadings from municipal and industrial point sources 
     while not at all addressing mercury depositions from the atmosphere which  
     are estimated at 10 times the point source contributions;                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.106     
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     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2830.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .107 imbedded in .105                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     - will make eventual loadings reductions of mercury literally impossible to
     achieve with any known treatment technology, especially for municipal sewer
     systems with their enormous flow volumes;                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.107     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2830.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment .108 imbedded in .105                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     - should be replaced by a strategy similar to the Lakewide Management Plans
     which concentrate on achieving solutions to lake-specific problems no      
     matter what their source;                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.108     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's assessment of benefits was also flawed.  The benefit study conducted 
     by EPA and three case studies in the Regulatory Impact Analysis that formed
     the basis for EPA's benefit estimates have raised a number of concerns:    
                                                                                
     [- Despite best evidence that ony one percent of PCBs found in the Lower   
     Fox River and Green Bay come from point sources, EPA's benefit study       
     consistently overestimated the role of point sources and attributed from 20
     percent to 100 percent of the benefits of fishery restoration to GLI point 
     source reductions.]                                                        
                                                                                
     [- EPA's benefit study was based on a highly controversial and unproven    
     methodology called "contingent valuation".  The survey questions were not  
     directly targeted to what GLI will accomplish.  Instead, they asked what   
     people would be willing to pay to achieve water quality "free from toxic   
     chemicals".  Since this will not be achieved by the GLI, and since other   
     initiatives also work toward the same basic goal, the responses can only   
     represent an extreme upper bound.  The actual benefits would be lower, and 
     the responses would have been different if the respondents knew this.]     
                                                                                
     [- Estimates are inferior to data based on actual market transactions.     
     Survey responses to "willingness to pay" questions are not reliable because
     respondents do not have to follow through and buy products or services at  
     the hypothetical survey price.]                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.109     
     
     See response to comments D2587.037 and D2669.089.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .110 imbedded in .109                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Despite best evidence that only one percent of PCBs found in the Lower Fox 
     River and Green Bay come from point sources, EPA's benefit study           
     consistently overestimated the role of point sources and attributed from 20
     percent to 100 percent of the benefits of fishery restoration to GLI point 
     source reductions.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.110     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .111 imbedded in .110                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's benefit study was based on a highly controversial and unproven       
     methodology called "contingent valuation".  The survey questions were not  
     directly targeted to what GLI will accomplish.  Instead, they asked what   
     people would be willing to pay to achieve water quality "free from toxic   
     chemicals".  Since this will not be achieved by the GLI, and since other   
     initiatives also work toward the same basic goal, the responses can only   
     represent an extreme upper bound.  The actual benefits would be lower, and 
     the responses would have been different if the respondents knew this.      
     
     
     Response to: D2830.111     
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .112 imbedded in .109                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Estimates are inferior to data based on actual market transactions.  Survey
     responses to "willingness to pay" questions are not reliable because       
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     respondents do not have to follow through and buy products or services at  
     the hypothetical survey price.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.112     
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, the Council of Great Lakes Governors study not only supports our    
     arguments but also goes beyond them to conclude that:                      
                                                                                
     [- The benefits were calculated from the wrong baseline.  Although costs   
     were calculated based only on the costs added by the GLI beyond all current
     requirements that are still being implemented, benefits were calculated    
     from current discharge levels, assigning benefits to GLI that will actually
     be achieved by other rules already in place.]                              
                                                                                
     [- The GLI addresses current point source discharges.  Most of the         
     remaining pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish           
     consumption advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have  
     since been banned or severly restricted.]                                  
                                                                                
     [- Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic substances that 
     would be regulated by the GLI.]                                            
                                                                                
     [- Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that the GLI           
     specifically has on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality   
     standards, miles of shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing,   
     and the removal of fish advisories.]                                       
                                                                                
     [- The effects of the GLI must be  measured in terms of their effect on    
     total loadings, not just point sources, since environmental improvement    
     depends on changes in this total.]                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.113     
     
     See response to comments D2587.143, D2587.037, and D2587.045.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
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     Comment ID: D2830.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .114 imbedded in .113                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The benefits were calculated from the wrong baseline.  Although costs were 
     calculated based only on the costs added by the GLI beyond all current     
     requirements that are still being implemented, benefits were calculated    
     from current discharge levels, assigning benefits to GLI that will actually
     be achieved by other rules already in place.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2830.114     
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .115 imbedded in .113                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI addresses current point source discharges.  Most of the remaining  
     pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish consumption         
     advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have since been   
     banned or severely restricted.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.115     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and F4030.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .116 imbedded in .113                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic substances that    
     would be regulated by the GLI.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2830.116     
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .117 imbedded in .113                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that the GLI specifically 
     has on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards,     
     miles of shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the      
     removal of fish advisories.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2830.117     
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2830.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .118 imbedded in .113                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effects of the GLI must be measured in terms of their effect on total  
     loadings, not just point sources, since environmental improvement depends  
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     on changes in this total.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2830.118     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact on municipalities from the GLI is likely to be devastating,     
     ranging in the tens to hundreds of millions of dollars in capital costs and
     tens of millions of dollars in annual O&M.  For example, the Town of       
     Tonawanda in Erie County, New York, with 70,000 people and a               
     state-of-the-art treatment plant, estimates its costs for compliance with  
     the GLI at $40 million for construction and an additional $6.5 million per 
     year, over and above current expenditures, for O&M.  New York State's      
     manufacturing job level is under one million for the first time since the  
     beginning of this century.  This state has been losing a disproportionate  
     number of jobs and facilities while other areas of the country have been   
     gaining both.  Without an industrial tax base to which to charge back      
     costs, with many of the state's taxpayers out of work or working at reduced
     salaries, and with no federal funding provided to help municipalities      
     implement the GLI, there is no way for local government to comply with the 
     GLI.  This is a key consideration, since there are more industrial         
     dischargers to POTWs than there are industrial direct dischargers.         
     
     
     Response to: D2830.119     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.120
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Chemical Alliance supports a clean Great Lakes region.  However, we    
     believe that some of the most expensive provisions of the GLI, such as the 
     elimination of intake credits and mixing zones, will yield essentially no  
     environmental benefits and, certainly, no economic improvement.            
     
     
     Response to: D2830.120     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2669.082.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2830.121
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry already has made significant gains in reducing point source       
     discharges through internal programs and initiatives in cooperation with   
     state government and local POTWs.  Yet, the GLI focuses only on point      
     sources, seeking further, very expensive reductions.  Not addressed are    
     discharges from the Canadian side of the lakes, deposition of airborne     
     emissions, or non-point source discharges such as contaminated stormwater  
     runoff and sediment erosion.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2830.121     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.  See also Sections I.B and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2830.122
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At best, implementation of the GLI would result in only a marginal decrease
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     in the pollutants flowing into the Great Lakes basin.  Moreover, the       
     specific impact of this decrease is unknown.  Not one fish advisory would  
     be rescinded if the GLI, as proposed, is imposed.  However, selenium, a    
     product commonly used in dandruff shampoos, would be one of the 138        
     substances that would be highly regulated and virtually banned from        
     wastewater discharges, even at trace amounts so infinitesimal they cannot  
     be detected with modern technology.  EPA's analysis of the costs and       
     benefits of the GLI needs to be improved substantially before this         
     expensive new requirement can be justified.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2830.122     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2723.004, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2830.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, non-point sources need to be addressed in the GLI if it is to have   
     any impact at all, and if it is to be imposed fairly and equitably.        
     
     
     Response to: D2830.123     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2830.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge that the final version of the GLI be delayed until the many        
     concerns that have been raised in connection with this proposal are debated
     publicly and with enough time for appropriate decisions based on sound     
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     science.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2830.124     
     
     EPA does not agree that implementation of the Guidance should wait until   
     appropriate decisions based on sound science can be made.  See response to 
     comment number P2574.006 for a discussion of the scientific principles EPA 
     used in developing the final Guidance.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2831.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While it might be expected that dischargers and the BSA management would   
     oppose the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) proposal because of its great cost 
     and the additional management burdens it will impose, one might have       
     expected                                                                   
     that the consultants and engineering firms would find it a bonanza of new  
     work at a time when new construction opportunities were scarce.            
     Nevertheless, the vote directing the Chairman to send comments objecting to
     the GLI in its proposed form was unanimous.  One reason I believe this     
     happened is that the members did not find the EPA's cost estimates for the 
     GLI to be credible, and were concerned for the severe impact it would have 
     on                                                                         
     their communities.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2831.001     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2831.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     I have received information from the Engineering firm, O'Brien & Gere that 
     they conducted a study at the Niagara Falls, New York treatment plant and  
     concluded that it would require a doubling in the size of its carbon beds  
     in order to meet the organics limits and addition of resin beds to meet its
     metals limits.  The cost for the equipment needed just for the 48 million  
     gallons a day of dry weather flow was 50 million dollars.  The engineering 
     firm, Malcolm Pirnie conducted evaluations of other Niagara Frontier POTW's
     and gave me the following estimates:                                       
                                                                                
     Buffalo Sewer Authority--- 100 to 150 million dollars to add carbon beds   
     for                                                                        
     organics and resin beds for metals to treat its 180 million-gallon-a-day   
     dry                                                                        
     weather flow.                                                              
                                                                                
     Town of Tonawanda POTW--- 40 million dollars for carbon beds and resins.   
                                                                                
     Town of Grand Island--- 5 million dollars for resin beds to meet metals    
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     These 4 POTW's alone would thus cost as much as EPA estimated for the      
     entire                                                                     
     great lakes basin and yet just in this Metro area there are numerous       
     additional POTW's for which I do not have data:                            
                                                                                
     Erie County South Towns                                                    
     Amherst                                                                    
     North Tonawanda                                                            
     City of Tonawanda                                                          
                                                                                
     Nor have I considered the cost of industrial direct dischargers.  [In      
     addition to the industrial capital costs, O & M costs are in the range of 5
     to 10 percent of the initial capital investment annually.]                 
                                                                                
     [This amount of money is not available locally and grants are no longer    
     offered either by New York State or the Federal Government.  Just for      
     perspective, on Grand Island, to pay a 5 million dollar capital project off
     at 2.5% interest over five years, would require a town property tax hike of
     93%.]                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2831.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2831.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.003 is imbedded in #.002.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In addition to the initial capital costs, O & M costs are in the range of 5
     to 10 percent of the initial capital investment annually.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2831.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2831.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.004 is imbedded in #.002.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This amount of money is not available locally and grants are no longer     
     offered either by New York State or the Federal Government.  Just for      
     perspective, on Grand Island, to pay a 5 million dollar capital project off
     at 2.5% interest over five years, would require a town property tax hike of
     93%.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2831.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2831.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA might argue that rather than use end of pipe treatment that the POTW's 
     should prevent the contaminants from entering the system.  There are       
     numerous problems with this approach:                                      
                                                                                
     1.  Metals such as copper, zinc, and lead come in high proportion from     
     residential users and are difficult to eliminate.  One EPA official        
     suggested to me this spring that the Water Authorities add corrosion       
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     inhibitors to the water to cut down on these metals leaching from pipes.   
     In fact in this region the water has a pH of 7.5 and is not very chemically
     aggressive.  I suspect much of the metal picked up in residential piping is
     erosion corrosion not chemical corrosion.  In any case, adding corrosion   
     inhibitors to drinking water will be a difficult sell to a public many of  
     whom still express concerns about fluoridation.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2831.005     
     
     See response to comments D2827.068 and D1711.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2831.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  For some contaminants (PCB's, Dioxin, Mercury, and DDT for example) the
     content in local precipitation far exceeds the water quality numbers       
     proposed.  How would systems like Niagara Falls and the BSA which are      
     combined systems ever really know if they had eliminated all the point     
     source                                                                     
     introduction of these contaminants; especially when the water in Lake Erie 
     and the Niagara River (which provide the source of water supply in these   
     two                                                                        
     communities) also exceed the proposed water quality concentrations?  Even  
     on                                                                         
     so called dry-weather days, water which came from rainfall still enters the
     system from groundwater infiltration.                                      
                                                                                
     While EPA might suggest that this be dealt with by separation of stormwater
     from sanitary and process discharge, the cost estimate of doing this in    
     Buffalo alone was nearly 2 billion dollars.  Obviously, this is even more  
     beyond the capacity of the local community to pay.  In Niagara Falls, they 
     are constrained by law to treat the Falls Street Tunnel groundwater source.
     Thus trying to eliminate groundwater entering into that system would not   
     even                                                                       
     be lawful if it could be afforded.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2831.006     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003, D1711.014, and D2604.045.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
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     Comment ID: D2831.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "BSA" refers to the Buffalo Sewer Authority                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  To my reading, it would appear even if the BSA succeeded in eliminating
     any input of all these parameters within its system, (clearly an unlikely  
     achievement) it would still not be able to take intake credits for the     
     parameters exceeding the water quality limits in the Lake Erie water source
     because its discharge is to the Niagara River.  Thus, end of pipe treatment
     could never be avoided.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2831.007     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the final       
     Guidance procedures for considering intake pollutants in water quality     
     based permitting. In particular, see VIII.E.7.a.iv. regarding the          
     definition of "same body of water."  Also see response to comment D2670.011
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2831.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another serious concern to the members of the IAC was the competitive cost 
     to the Great Lakes Community.  Competitors of local industries would not   
     have to bear these enormous water treatment costs or required discharge    
     eliminations. While cheap high-quality water in abundance was a source of  
     growth for this region, these new discharge restriction might cause        
     industry to locate new facilities elsewhere.  Since Canada is only a bridge
     trip away from here and does not have discharge restrictions even as tight 
     as existing ones in New York, and expanding facility might relocate and    
     discharge into the Niagara River from there what he could not discharge    
     into the Niagara River from here.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2831.008     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025, D2867.087, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2831.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another source of concern to the IAC was the application of antidegradation
     provisions for Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern ("BCC's") which        
     required                                                                   
     major permitting efforts and costs for even insignificant increases in     
     discharge.  When "any increase" is decreed to be significant, the rule     
     becomes so inflexible to changes in business volume or manufacturing       
     techniques that it may, by itself, discourage expansion or location in the 
     Great Lakes Region.                                                        
                                                                                
     [Additionally, the idea of having to prove something nebulous like social  
     benefit to a regulatory agency will doubtlessly be fraught with political  
     pressure, potental favoritism, and ignores the ability of the Free Market  
     itself to determine the worth of a business to society.]                   
     
     
     Response to: D2831.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2831.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.010 is imbedded in #.009.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the idea of having to prove something nebulous like social   
     benefit to a regulatory agency will doubtlessly be fraught with political  
     pressure, potential favoritism, and ignores the ability of the Free Market 
     itself to determine the worth of a business to society.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2831.010     
     
     See response to comment D2721.091.                                         
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     In addition, the commenter conveniently ignores the inability of the       
     free-market system to place adequate value on the environment.  RAPs,      
     Superfund sites, fish consumption advisories and grossly contaminated      
     sediments throughout the Great Lakes System attest to an unwillingness or  
     inability on the part of dischargers to account for the cost of            
     environmental degradation or a willingness to pass that cost on to the     
     public while retaining the profits.  The antidegradation provisions of the 
     final Guidance rectify this by ensuring that environmental costs are       
     factored into economic decisions and that minimum levels of environmental  
     quality are protected.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2831.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I served on the group preparing the recently completed remedial action plan
     for the Niagara River.  Our evaluation was that the major sources of       
     influent were:                                                             
                                                                                
     1.  Leaking historical waste sites                                         
                                                                                
     2.  Contaminated sediments from historical discharges                      
                                                                                
     3.  Atmospheric deposition, rainwater and stormwater runoff                
                                                                                
     Our proposals included completing the wastesite leakage abatement          
     (estimated for 1997), completion of Federal criteria for contaminated      
     sediments, and monitoring to determine the benefits of the just starting to
     be implemented Clean Air Act and Stormwater Permit program.  It was not    
     proposed to change point source discharge parameters at the present time   
     since it was not clear that there would be any significant impact on any of
     the 14 impairment parameters that were of concern in the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Agreement.  I suspect that same analysis could be applied the Great
     Lakes Region as a whole with only a few exceptions.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2831.011     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID. See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and
     G3457.004.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2831.012
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly the trivial reduction of PCB's in fish flesh (which is the cause of
     local fish advisories) estimated to be achieved from implementing of point 
     source controls under the GLI will not cause the lifting of fish           
     advisories.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2831.012     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2831.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While EPA has demonstrated little benefit from this Point Source           
     regulation, it has made no mention of an attempt to examine the negative   
     consequences from overtreatment of effluent.  In Lake Erie, Lake Ontario,  
     and the Niagara River, there is serious concern that the tremendous        
     reduction in Phosphorus discharge to these waters has decreased            
     phytoplankton to such a degree that there is insufficient forage for fish. 
     Cleaner waters have led to a return of the Black Fly to this region with   
     negative consequences for man and perhaps for wildlife as well.  Has EPA   
     looked at the potential adverse impacts from ultra-pure water in the Great 
     Lakes?                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2831.013     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2831.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Exempt dischargers with deminimus mass loadings from these regulations. 
     Small dischargers have little impact and few resources for treatment.      
     
     
     Response to: D2831.014     
     
     See response to comment D2743.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2831.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Use the same criteria for BCC's and non-BCC's when permitting new or   
     expanded sources of discharge.  Defining an increase of any size for BCC's 
     as significant and thus making any size increase be justified through the  
     antidegradation process cannot justify the additional compliance cost and  
     lost economic opportunity.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2831.015     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.21 and D2798.046.  Also note that a finding
     that a proposed action would result in a significant lowering of water     
     quality does not result in additional compliance costs and lost economic   
     opportunity, but rather, results in the need to perform an antidegradation 
     demonstration.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2831.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Do not eliminate mixing zones for BCC's.  This elimination will not    
     greatly lower the contaminant loading to the Great Lakes but will force the
     construction of very expensive treatment capacity.  The whole concept of   
     mixing zones has to do with acute toxicity impacts while BCC's are         
     distinctive only in their chronic impact.  Thus, it appears, that          
     eliminating                                                                
     mixing zones is simply a mechanism to lower mass loadings indirectly rather
     than directly by reducing the water quality concentration.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2831.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2831.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Focus on the 14 impairments mentioned in the Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Agreement and require only those measures which will significantly impact  
     whether one of these impairments will exist after the measure is fully     
     implemented.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2831.017     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2831.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Show some patience and evaluate the impact of the Clean Air Act and the
     Stormwater Permitting program before committing the nation to a costly     
     point source initiative.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2831.018     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2831.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  If EPA truly feels compelled by Federal Law to enact these measures in 
     the face of a seemingly enormous cost to benefit ratio, there is no reason 
     EPA could not ask Congress to reevaluate these requirements.  EPA could    
     also                                                                       
     attempt to get a clearer picture of what costs Congress truly feels        
     localities should bear from the forthcoming Clean Water Act                
     Reauthorization.                                                           
     Surely, it at least makes sense to postpone this measure's final issuance  
     until Congress gives a clear signal of its wishes in the CWA.  Congress'   
     action may also give EPA a clear signal on how to deal with unequal impacts
     between regions.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2831.019     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.  See also        
     Sections I and IX of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2831.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Give blanket credit for background concentrations without conditions.  
     This may save legal challenge, will save significant financial investment, 
     and will not unfairly burden current point source dischargers with cleaning
     up the consequences of historical discharges or contamination from nonpoint
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2831.020     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussed about the intake    
     pollutant procedures in the final Guidance.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2831.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8.  EPA should revisit its own Science Advisory Board (SAB) recommendations
     regarding the Tier I and II methodologies and see if it can develop        
     procedures that are more scientifically defensible.  It is surprising to me
     that EPA paid so little attention to its own SAB.  I think it would be     
     worthwhile, since the SAB's comments have seen such widespread attention,  
     for                                                                        
     EPA to respond to them directly in when their final regulation is issued   
     even                                                                       
     if they are not adopted.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2831.021     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2835.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the proposed Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System (as
     found in 58 Federal Register 20802, April 16, 1993) is directly applicable 
     only in the states bordering the Great Lakes (New York, Michigan,          
     Minnesota, Pennsylvania, Illinois, Ohio, Indiana and Wisconsin) the final  
     Guidance is expected to serve as a national model for changes to existing  
     water quality standard setting procedures and could potentially be         
     applicable to all states.  WESTCAS has a very serious concern with modeling
     of this criteria to all states because it is not applicable to the arid    
     West.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2835.001     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2835.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA should address the issue of non-point source and stormwater      
     pollutants in the Great Lakes region by quickly proceeding with the Great  
     Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2835.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2835.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The emphasis of the Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System      
     document is on control of the introduction of pollution into the Great     
     Lakes (point sources of pollution) while the very real problem of non-point
     source pollution has not been adequately addressed.  A significant         
     contribution of many of the pollutants to be regulated by the Guidance come
     from non-point sources including precipitation and subsequent storm water  
     run-off.  Once a waterway becomes contaminated by the toxics associated    
     with precipitation and/or storm water runn-off, current control technology 
     is not always practical to reduce the levels of those contaminants to the  
     regulatory levels proposed in the Guidance document.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2835.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing uses are to be "fully" protected, but that means existing ambient 
     quality is maintained, unless proven not necessary.  Appendix E to Part 132
     at paragraph I.A. (58 Federal Register) 21031 requires "existing instream  
     water uses ... and the level of water quality necessary to protect existing
     uses shall be maintained and protected."  Furthermore, paragraph B. also   
     provides "in allowing such degradation, states shall assure water quality  
     adequate to protect existing uses fully."  USEPA, in its implementation    
     procedures section under II, fails to define what constitutes full         
     protection of a existing use, or how to measure it.  USEPA should define   
     how "full" is measured or delete the word "fully" from the document.       
     
     
     Response to: D2835.004     
     
     The type of assessments referred to by commenters have been performed for  
     over twenty years, since similar assessments must be made each time an     
     NPDES permit is issued, to ensure water quality standards are implemented. 
      EPA, therefore, does not agree that a change to the Guidance to further   
     define this process is necessary.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
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     Comment ID: D2835.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA has taken the position in antidegradation proceedings that the       
     existing water quality is at least what is necessary to "fully" protect the
     "existing use."  In other words, the existing water quality is what is     
     necessary to support whatever is there.  This places the burden upon any   
     discharger to prove that existing quality is not necessary to protect what 
     is there.  Proof of a negative can never be performed.  USEPA must define  
     the method of measuring a full existing use and what is necessary to       
     protect that use.  USEPA has established the end, but not the means to     
     achieve that end.  If EPA cannot define how to do it, there should be no   
     reason to expect the discharger to know how nor to impose that burden upon 
     the discharger.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2835.005     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2835.004.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More specifically, and by way of example, if all metals criteria are met by
     ambient quality, but existing fish species are not identical to species    
     used to set the criteria, an inference is that ambient quality is necessary
     to protect those species.  How can dischargers prove lowered water quality 
     is protective of those species?  Bioassays' costs are beyond the means of  
     most.  Biosurveys comparisons are not proof beyond all doubt, nor are they 
     conclusive.  Yet USEPA wants "conclusive" proof.  How can dischargers      
     provide conclusive proof is USEPA fails to define the means for developing 
     that proof?                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2835.006     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2835.004.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If demonstrating that a "designated" use will not be "impaired" by         
     increased loading means demonstrating that ambient conditions are not      
     necessary to protect potential species not included in the criteria data   
     base, then again, ambient conditions will remain because of the inability  
     to meet the onerous burden of proof imposed on the discharger.  Specify how
     these proofs are to be made; how much evidence is necessary; or, be honest:
     no degradation of existing quality is allowed!                             
     
     
     Response to: D2835.007     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2835.004.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2835.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each parameter is subject to review, regardless of the use of the stream as
     a whole; water quality standards are for use protection; parameter by      
     parameter is not authorized.  Appendix E, paragraph I.B. provides that "for
     any parameter" that exceeds that level necessary to support the propagation
     of fish, shellfish and wildlife and recreation in and on the waters, then  
     that water shall be considered high quality for that parameter and that    
     quality shall be maintained and protected unless the state authorizes      
     degradation.  Parameter specific "high quality water" identification is not
     consistent with the purpose of water quality standards which is "use       
     protection," especially if the use is not "high quality" designation.      
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     Response to: D2835.008     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2835.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The purpose of water quality standards is to protect uses.  Water quality  
     standards are not to be maintained at existing concentrations on a         
     parameter by parameter basis merely for the sake of maintaining existing   
     concentrations.  The means to the end of protecting water uses is to       
     protect the chemical concentrations necessary to protect those uses.  In   
     other words, there is no justification to limit cadmium to existing        
     concentrations that are better than necessary to protect the existing use  
     if other parameters are already sufficiently high to limit that existing   
     use or preclude a designated use.  In other words, antidegradation is      
     use-based protection and not parameter-based.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2835.009     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2835.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD/TEF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA requested comments on alternatives to pollutant-by-pollutant         
     assessment (see pp. 20892-20894).  Future antidegradation policy should    
     include the fourth alternative which is an evaluation of mixtures, rather  
     than individual pollutants.  Evaluating as a whole, is more realistic.  For
     example, increased nitrogen loading supports riparian and wetland          
     development which may be more diverse than aquatic habitat potential.      
     Toxicity Equivalency Factors (TEFs) may be helpful in urban or abandoned   
     mine drainage areas where POTW dischargers reduce toxicity because of total
     organic carbon in the effluent.  If so, credit for the reach benefitted may
     allow some increased urban run-off loading, where retention/detention      
     run-off controls replace flow through storm drainage controls.             
     
     
     Response to: D2835.010     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2741.138.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2835.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "all or nothing" approach is too restrictive.  A stream with one       
     parameter exceeding standards may not be limiting the existing or          
     beneficial use because the criteria species are not present in the stream  
     naturally.  Thus, other parameters may be able to increase without harm.   
     
     
     Response to: D2835.011     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2835.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The third alternative, a generic measure, could be worth exploring in Ohio 
     where biocriteria is being tested.  For the arid West, biocriteria models  
     are not adequately developed, generally.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2835.012     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2741.138.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2835.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second alternative "tier 1 1/2" may be more realistic for the Great    
     Lakes area.  It reduces the administration burden.  A                      
     parameter-by-parameter approach is capable of creating an onerous          
     administrative burden without any real benefit.  Financial resources should
     be used with greater care.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2835.013     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Define what constitutes the "actions" that trigger the antidegradation     
     review process.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2835.014     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2591.034                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble at p. 20894 says the term "action" is to be interpreted very  
     broadly and lists some actions.  These examples, as well as those at p.    
     20891, could be in Appendix E, as a definition of "action".  What needs to 
     be stressed is that the action in fact causes the increase.  Issuing a new 
     effluent limit causes the increase; but changing a water quality standards 
     does not cause it to increase, because the effluent limit has to be changed
     to reflect the new standard and authorize the discharge.  The preamble     
     should specify how pretreatment program requirements become "actions" that 
     trigger - or not - the antidegradation review process; i.e., the report of 
     a new industrial user discharging to the POTW a BCC parameter may require  
     reopening the POTW's permit for effluent limit addition for that parameter.
     
     
     Response to: D2835.015     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2591.034                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2835.016
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Defining de minimis or non-significant degradation should include the      
     following additional criteria: (i) The activity will result in only        
     temporary or short-term changes in water quality; (ii) It is demonstrated  
     that no adverse impact to the use is likely because of the increased       
     concentration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2835.016     
     
     See response to comment D2587.110.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2835.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some activities such as construction activities may have a short-term or   
     temporary changes in water quality that realistically are a de minimis     
     impact.  Duration, time or year, and frequency related to aquatic exposure 
     are appropriate considerations in defining de minimis concentrations.      
     Thus, one excursion in three years could be de minimis.  The preamble at   
     p.20896 provides "exceptions" for short term, reversible lower water       
     quality.  These exceptions are not obvious in Appendix E.  Put them in the 
     de minimis definition.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2835.017     
     
     See response to comment D2587.110.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2835.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, some changes where the standards are higher, such as an       
     increase in zinc, can be greater than 10% of the unused assimilative       
     capacity and still have no potential adverse impact with respect to the    
     use.  The additional demonstration of no adverse impact ought to further   
     define a de minimis impact.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2835.018     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA must make clear that degradation to the point of          
     detectable adverse effects without antidegradation review is not           
     appropriate under the existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  The          
     regulations state that high quality waters are to be maintained and        
     protected unless lowering water quality is necessary to accomodate         
     important social and economic development.  Allowing water quality to be   
     lowered to the point were adverse impacts were detected would be less      
     stringent than existing regulations and is therefore not permissible under 
     the CPA.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2835.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [An increase that is not measureable is not an increase.]  [How are        
     potential increases of particular parameters that are below the            
     quantitation level to be measured, as significant or de minimis?]  [It is  
     assumed that any inferred increase of a BCC parameter, although not        
     measurable in the influent or effluent, is significant?]  [Of a non-BC     
     parameter?]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2835.019     
     
     EPA disagrees with the premise that a lowering of water quality that is not
     detectable is not a lowering of water quality.  A lowering of water quality
     exists when there is degradation of the chemical, physical or biological   
     integrity of a water body, regardless of whether or not the incremental    
     degradation is detectable.  To address concerns regarding analytical       
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     methods, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance applicable to
     BCCs are linked to actions by a facility that will result in an increased  
     loading of pollutants rather than detectable changes in effluent quality.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2835.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .020 is imbedded in comment .019                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An increase that is not measureable is not an increase.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2835.020     
     
     See response to comment D2835.019.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2835.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .021 is imbedded in comment .019.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How are potential increases of particular parameters that are below the    
     quantitation level to be measured, as significant or de minimis?           
     
     
     Response to: D2835.021     
     
     See response to comment D2835.019.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2835.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .022 is imbedded in comment .019.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is assumed that any inferred increase of a BCC parameter, although not  
     measurable in the influent or effluent, is significant?                    
     
     
     Response to: D2835.022     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2591.034. The commenter's         
     interpretation of the Guidance is correct.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2835.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .019.  Asks if 
nondetactable increases 
          are de minimus.                                                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of a non-BCC parameter?                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2835.023     
     
     See response to comment D2835.019.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2835.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The expanding list of pollutants include many that are not detected, but   
     may be potentially present in the effluent of a POTW.  For example,        
     expanding the capacity of a POTW to meet increased urbanization infers     
     increased mercury contributions from defuse sources, including some        
     household paints.  Mercury standards are well below common detection       
     levels.  Is there a significant increase by any expansion of POTW plant    
     capacity?  When a dentist becomes a new customer?  Whenever a new          
     discharger to the POTW is reported to EPA per the pretreatment             
     requirements?  The wildlife mercury standard may trigger frequent          
     antidegradation reviews unless a de mimimis increase level is used.        
     
     
     Response to: D2835.024     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2591.034. If there is reason to   
     believe that the activity will result in an increased loading of mercury to
     the Great Lakes System, then it should be reviewed under antidegradation.  
     Municipalities may be able to avoid this situation through local ordinances
     pertaining to the use of mercury that will prevent it from entering the    
     waste water treatment plant.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mass loading should not be the only consideration in determining whether   
     water quality is lowered; concentration should be, too.  "Significant      
     lowering of water quality" is defined at p.21032 by an increase in the     
     "rate of mass loading."  There can be an increase in the mass loading      
     without an increase in degradation, because the concentration remains the  
     same.  This is an artificial limitation without a rationale relationship to
     the protection of the use.  Degradation should be measured by              
     "concentration" and only "mass loading" where a fate and effect analysis   
     demonstrates that concentration is not protective.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2835.025     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005. In addition, EPA does not agree that a  
     concentration-based approach to antidegradation provides sufficient        
     protection to water bodies from the effects of BCCs as well as persistent  
     non- BCCs such as metals.  Also, a loading-based approach allows States and
     Tribes flexibility to address concerns about concentrations and loadings,  
     while a concentration-based approach is unable to address concerns about   
     persistent pollutants.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

Page 3490



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An increase in a POTW capacity may result in increased volumes of water    
     being discharged at existing concentrations, but not an overall increase in
     mass loading.  This maintenance of existing concentrations protects the use
     since water quality standards are concentration-based.  For non-persistent 
     pollutants, no rational basis for a mass loading approach is provided.  For
     example, in the case of nitrogen, natural stream processes can result in   
     denitrification by conversion to nitrogen gas which escapes from the       
     stream.  Consequently, the concentration at the point of discharge         
     continues to decrease, as does the mass loading, as the effluent progresses
     downstream.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2835.026     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2835.025.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The determination of "significant lowering of water quality" should be     
     based upon consideration of the use and where that use may occur.  For     
     example, a diversion for drinking water supply purposes should be the point
     of compliance for total nitrogen.  If, due to natural conversion processes,
     an increased upstream discharge of nitrogen causes no material increase at 
     the downstream point of use, there is no significant lowering of water     
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2835.027     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005. Basing the determination of whether or  
     not a lowering of water quality is signficant on impacts to uses conflicts 
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     with existing Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 and undermines the      
     concept of protecting high quality waters.  Antidegradation protects water 
     quality where water quality is better than the minimum required to support 
     uses as well as protecting water quality necessary to support uses.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2835.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Significant lowering of water quality" needs to be based upon a balancing 
     of competing uses.  There may be opportunities to balance competing uses in
     consideration of whether an increase in a pollutant mass loading is a      
     significant lowiering of water quality.  For example, the discharge of     
     nitrogen may improve riparian vegetation and the corresponding aquatic life
     and wildlife in the stream below the discharge and downstream to a point of
     diversion for domestic water use.  In such a case, the increased mass      
     loading does not consitiute a significant lowering of water quality.       
     However, increased mass loading in a lake so as to contribute to           
     eutrophication may be the most sensitive use that must by protected as     
     compared to increased nutrients from stream riparian vegetation.  Such     
     balancing must be available for determiniation of a significance.          
     
     
     Response to: D2835.028     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2835.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System should not become the
     model for establishing bioaccumulation standards for arid ecosystems.      
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     Response to: D2835.029     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2835.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem is a complex interaction of air, land,     
     water and living organisms, including humans, that live within the Great   
     Lakes drainage basin.  Outflows from the Great Lakes are relatively small  
     and so pollutants which enter the lakes through direct discharge or        
     non-point discharge are not readily flushed from the Great Lakes System as 
     would occur from river systems.  Pollutants re-enter the water system from 
     storm events or dredging activities where they are once again become       
     accessible to living organisms.  These recycling events eventually add to  
     the overall retention time of chemicals within the Great Lakes System.     
     While these chemicals remain, certain pollutants will bioaccumulate in     
     organisms becoming concentrated at levels in the living organisms which    
     greatly exceeds ambient concentrations in the water of the Great Lakes.    
     This is a unique ecosystem based on this exaggerated retention time of     
     chemicals within the Great Lakes System.  Bioaccumulation regulations      
     determined for the Great Lakes System must be recalculated based on the    
     characteristics of the specific water system.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2835.030     
     
     See response to: P2582.010. See response to: P2629.023.  EPA agrees that   
     the BAF methodology may yield different BAFs in different parts of the     
     country depending on local data and characteristics.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2835.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     USEPA should revise the approach outlined to determine compliance with     
     water quality-based permit limits which are set below the analytical level 
     of detection.  Anytime a water quality-based permit limit is set below the 
     level of detection of the specific analytical method there is cause for    
     concern when facing enforcement issues.  The State of Wisconsin has        
     effectively dealt with this issue and suggests determining a limit of      
     quantitation for enforcing water quality-based limits.  The limit of       
     quantitation (also known as the practical quantitation level) is a         
     statistically derived value and would be quantifiable and defensible.      
     
     
     Response to: D2835.031     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2835.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In closing, the WESTCAS Great Lakes Initiative Task Force urges the USEPA  
     to also consider the following criteria for inclusion in this Water Quality
     Guidance for the Great Lakes System document and any subsequent regulatory 
     documents for which this may serve as a model:  all provisions must be     
     based on "good science"; all provisions must be consistent with all other  
     environmental regulations; adequate funding must be provided to administer 
     public education, conduct the necessary scientific research and analyze the
     risk reduction achievable by the provisions; and all provisions must be    
     consistent in their implementation but must be based on conditions specific
     to the regulated ecosystem.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2835.032     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound technology and      
     science, that it is consistent with national environmental regulations, and
     that the Guidance provides flexibility to reflect local ecological         
     differences from site to site.  See sections I and II of the SID for EPA's 
     analysis of these issues. Furthermore, EPA will work with States and Tribes
     to provide technical assistance and outreach to help educate the public    
     regarding the implementation of the final Guidance.  EPA has analyzed the  
     costs and benefits, including estimated risk reductions, from              
     implementation of the final Guidance as part of the Regulatory Impact      
     Analysis.  See section IX of the SID and the Regulatory Impact Analysis for
     EPA's analysis of this issue. EPA will work  with States, Tribes, and other
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     interested parties to operate the GLI Clearinghouse to help manage the     
     process of developing new scientific information need to implement the     
     final Guidance.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this  
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2835.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the WESTCAS Great Lakes Initiative Task Force joins our sister    
     agencies in urging the USEPA to resubmit the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System document for peer review after public comments have been
     reviewed and incorporated into the document and prior to final             
     promulgation.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2835.033     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2837.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly recognizes the Great Lakes Ecosystem as a uniquely fragile
     international treasure, meriting special regional regulations that may be  
     more stringent than national regulations.  This fundamental premise of the 
     GLI must be defended vigorously against critics who would prefer to have   
     the Great Lakes treated as just another group of lakes.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2837.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2837.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 percent the     
     dumping of toxic pollution by cities and industries into the Great Lakes.  
     The GLI should retain proposed criteria and procedures at least as         
     stringent as the published draft, to ensure needed reductions in toxic     
     pollution from industry and city waste water pipes.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2837.002     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance provides an accurate assessment of the costs
     and benefits associated with implementing the final Guidance and provides  
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes as discussed in the preamble  
     to the final Guidance and Section I.C of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2837.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly shifts the burden of proof to dischargers and requires    
     they demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the health of people
     and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic life.  The GLI should      
     retain the proposed two-tiered system to set water quality standards and   
     limit pollution from all toxic chemicals.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2837.003     
     
     See response to comment D2750.004                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2837.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must set Tier I criteria for as many pollutants as possible, as    
     soon as the procedures are approved.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2837.004     
     
     See response to: P2742.015                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2837.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must set up a clearing house and periodically update Tier I and Tier II
     criteria lists.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2837.005     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
                                                                                
     As it gains experience in operating the Clearinghouse, EPA will consider   
     including supplementary information such as the type of information        
     suggested in the comment.  Decisions to expand the Clearinghouse in this   
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     way will depend on the relative needs for the information, the availability
     of resources, and the alternative approaches available for meeting the     
     information needs.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2837.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes two options to deal with this issue, with neither
     specified as EPA's preferred approach.  Neither proposed option is entirely
     adequate in treatment of pollutants that occur concurrently in surface     
     waters; however, the option titled "Section 3" is preferable.              
     
     
     Response to: D2837.006     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2837.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria should be based on the assumpiton of additivity in the development
     of waste load allocations and effluent limits for combinations of all      
     carcinogens and all non-carcinogens that cause effects by similar          
     mechanisms or target similar organs.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2837.007     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
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     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2837.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whenever a cancer potency factor is available for a chemical, that chemical
     should be included in the calculations, based on additivity, of criteria   
     and waste load allocations.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2837.008     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2718.273 for a      
     discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when assessing the        
     additive risks in a mixture to the "risk drivers"; D2098.040 for a         
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2837.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where a large number of carcinogens occurs in a surface water or in a      
     discharge, the impetus should be on reducing and ultimately eliminating    
     discharges of those substances.  Thus, more stringent regulations that may 
     be required through the additivity assumptions should drive source         
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     identification and source reduction and ultimately, elimination of those   
     compounds.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2837.009     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2837.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Determination of acceptable risk level for carcinogens is an arbitrary     
     public policy decision.  If an additive procedure is used that takes into  
     account risks from all carcinogens in effluent and receiving waters, only  
     then is the proposed risk level of one in 100,000 (1 x 10(exp-5))          
     acceptable.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2837.010     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the risk level used in
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2837.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the GLI's first option ("Section 3") is preferable because it  
     will require regulators to quickly develop new additivity procedures as new
     scientific information emerges, without waiting for formal revision of GLI 
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     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2837.011     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2837.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include a variety of specific procedures that assume dose   
     additivity in the absence of information on specific mixtures.             
     
     
     Response to: D2837.012     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2837.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity should be assumed for a variety of toxic effects in addition to 
     cancer.                                                                    
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     Response to: D2837.013     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2837.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Toxicity equivalency factors" should be used wherever possible, but their 
     development should not be a prerequisite to the assumption of additivity   
     for non-carcinogens.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2837.014     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2837.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD/HH/NC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When more than one pollutant is in effluent or in a surface water body,    
     human health criteria for those pollutants should be developed based on an 
     assumption of dose or concentration addition (with a total risk of         
     10(exp-5) for carcinogens and a hazard index < 1 for non-carcinogens),     
     unless some other model is scientifically justified.                       
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     Response to: D2837.015     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: D2837.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additivity of planar congeners of PCBs and their dioxin-like modes of  
     action should receive special attention, due to their adverse impact on    
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2837.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196. See section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID   
     for a discussion in the additivity provisions for coplanar PCBs.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2837.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed list in Table 6 of "pollutants of initial focus" is           
     incomplete,                                                                
     omitting many toxic pollutants that may have serious impact on the Great   
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     Lakes Ecosystem.                                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI should add the following list of 34 chemicals as "pollutants of    
     initial focus" (Table 6).                                                  
                                                                                
     Ammonia, Atrazine, alpha-chlordane, gamma-chlordane, Chlorine,             
     Cis-nonachlor,                                                             
     Cresidine, o,p-DDT, Dibromomethane, Dicofol (Kelthane), Diethylbenzene,    
     Methyl ethyl ketone, Methyl isobutyl ketone, Oxychlordane, Phosgene,       
     Polychlorinated anthracenes, Polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins,            
     Polychlorinated biphenyl toluenes, Polybrominated biphenyls,               
     Polychlorinated biphenyls, Polychlorinated biphenyl ethers, Polychlorinated
     naphthalenes,                                                              
     Polychlorinated dibenzofurans, Polychlorinated azoxybenzenes, Simazine,    
     alpha-terpineol, gamma-terpineol, Tetraethyl lead, Trans-nonachlor,        
     Triazine,                                                                  
     Tibutyl tin, Xylene, m,p-xylene, o-xylene                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2837.017     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2837.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the GLI does not include clear procedures on how additional toxic
     pollutants that are introduced or discovered in the Great Lakes Ecosystem  
     will be added to Table 6, or be regulated prior to formal revision of the  
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2837.018     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2837.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because chemicals typically express their toxic effects through specific   
     biochemical pathways that utilize common modes of action, potential        
     pollutants should be reviewed based on their structure activity            
     relationships                                                              
     (SARs).  This is particularly important where dischargers are tempted to   
     place newly synthesized compounds into general use, which fall outside     
     regulatory scrutiny, but have similar deleterious impacts as the chemical  
     classes under regulation.                                                  
                                                                                
     An excellent example of this is the move in European nations to substitute 
     the polychlorinated diphenyl toluenes (PCDTs) for PCBs as fire retardants  
     and hydraulic fluid additives in heavy machines.  PCDTs are expected to    
     produce the same damages to wildlife as do the planar PCBs.  By using SAR  
     screening techniques, chemicals sharing a common mode of toxic action would
     be restricted.                                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI should provide for review of potential pollutants based on their   
     structure activity relationships.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2837.019     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2837.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is unclear about whether states/tribes can require polluters to    
     provide data on new or untested chemicals in their effluent (that are not  
     listed on Table 6).                                                        
                                                                                
     The GLI should provide that states/tribes are expected to regulate and     
     require discharge and toxicity data from dischargers of any toxic pollutant
     reasonably expected to be in a wastewater effluent, whether or not it is   
     listed as a "pollutant of initial focus."                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2837.020     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.126.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2837.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is considering various options in the proposed GLI regarding the degree
     of flexibility that should be granted states and tribes.  Some of these    
     options would encourage inconsistent procedures among the Great Lakes      
     States/Tribes, resulting in a continuation of variations in the amount of  
     legal pollution allowed in different states.                               
                                                                                
     The GLI should use explicit procedures, as a general rule, to limit        
     inter-state/tribal inconsistencies in the interpretation and implementation
     of the GLI.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2837.021     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2837.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some proposals require states/tribes to adopt procedures "consistent with" 
     the GLI; others are supposed to be "consistent with and no less stringent  
     than" the GLI.                                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI should explicitly require that all state/tribal procedures and     
     criteria be consistent with and no less stringent than GLI procedures and  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2837.022     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2837.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation by states/tribes of water quality criteria not specified in
     the GLI may result in differing values and continuing inconsistencies among
     the states/tribes.                                                         
                                                                                
     The GLI should be updated annually to standardize new criteria values;     
     states/tribes should be required to update these values in their           
     state/tribal water quality standards during each triennial review by EPA.  
     
     
     Response to: D2837.023     
     
     See response to comment P2585.058                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2837.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistency should not be an end in itself.  In some cases the new GLI     
     effluent limits appear to be more lenient than some current state limits.  
     In this situation, "anti-backsliding" policies and regulations should      
     prohibit any relaxation of existing permit limits at existing facilities.  
     For new facilities, any new more lenient GLI limits could be applied, at   
     least in theory.  First, however, the state would have to adopt the GLI's  
     more lenient limit.  (The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act only requires  
     states to adopt new standards at least as stringent as the GLI.)           
                                                                                
     The GLI should include clear direction that states are expected to retain  
     existing water quality criteria and procedures where they are more         
     stringent than GLI criteria and procedures.                                
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     Response to: D2837.024     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2837.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many proposed GLI standards are more stringent than existing national      
     standards.  A few GLI procedures would result in standards less stringent  
     than existing national standards.  Use of the less stringent standards     
     would be illegal under the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.              
                                                                                
     The GLI should require states/tribes to incorporate standards more         
     stringent than national standards, as necessary to protect the Great Lakes;
     this is a fundamental reason for the GLI.  However, states/tribes should   
     not be allowed to use GLI-derived standards that are less stringent than   
     existing national standards (pursuant to the Great Lakes Critical Programs 
     Act, Sec. 101 (2)(A)).                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2837.025     
     
     See response to: D2717.047                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2837.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes numerous opportunities for regulators to depart  
     from fixed assumptions and standard data to utilize emerging research and  
     site- or species-specific data.  This is essential for the GLI to be a     
     dynamic and flexible document, able to quickly accomodate accelerating     
     environmental knowledge, field-derived data and toxicological science.     
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     The GLI should retain and expand, wherever possible, opportunities to      
     incorporate new scientific findings, especially including field-derived    
     data, into development of water quality criteria and valuies, and          
     subsequent development of permit limits by regulators.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2837.026     
     
     See comment response to P2742.035                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2837.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Special concern should be expressed in the GLI for protection of humans and
     wildlife against transgenerational effects of environmental pollutants.    
     
     
     Response to: D2837.027     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2837.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Development of procedures to ensure that pollution from diffuse sources do 
     not violate GLI water quality standards should be initiated immediately by 
     EPA.  Implementation should include enforceable deadlines to require       
     diffuse pollution controls on a timetable parallel to implementation of    
     point-source pollution controls under the proposed GLI.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2837.028     
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     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2837.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should explicitly acknowledge that the phase-out of mixing zones   
     for                                                                        
     persistent toxic pollutants is only an interim step towards the objective  
     of                                                                         
     zero discharge of these pollutants pursuant to the Great Lakes Water       
     Quality                                                                    
     Agreement.  A specific timetable for sunsetting and zero discharge should  
     be                                                                         
     included.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2837.029     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2837.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is required by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990       
     (GLCPA) to "conform with the objectives and provisions of the GLWQA..."    
     The GLI fails to satisfy this Congressionally-mandated standard.  Major    
     additional guidance will be required to ensure full compliance with the    
     GLWQA and the GLCPA, including implementation measures for diffuse sources 
     of pollution and pollution prevention.  This GLI "Round 2" should be       
     launched by EPA immediately.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2837.030     

Page 3510



$T044618.TXT
     
     See responses to comment numbers G5708L.060, G3062.001, F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Sections I and II of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2837.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.031 is imbedded in #.032.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI narrative should explicitly acknowledge that it does not fully     
     satisfy requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990,     
     
     
     Response to: D2837.031     
     
     See response to comment number D605.042.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2837.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI narrative should explicitly acknowledge that it does not fully    
     satisfy requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990,] and
     that EPA intends to move expeditiously to launch GLI "Round 2" to fulfill  
     these obligations, including:                                              
                                                                                
     setting timetables to ban the use of all persistent and bioaccumulative    
     toxic                                                                      
     substances released into the Great Lakes Ecosystem;                        
                                                                                
     ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and do not violate   
     GLI                                                                        
     water quality standards; and                                               
                                                                                
     requiring comprehensive pollution prevention programs for the Great Lakes. 
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     Response to: D2837.032     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2837.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain its innovative approach to identifying               
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern through calculation of bioaccumulative
     factors, and retain special restrictions against the discharge of such     
     pollutants.  Such restrictions are essential due to the long retention time
     of pollution in the Great Lakes.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2837.033     
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained the special provisions for BCCs in the final  
     Guidance.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2837.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to protect everyone exposed to Great
     Lakes fish contaminants, particularly those most sensitive to toxic injury 
     and those, especially including sport anglers, as well as Native Americans 
     who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural preservation.    
     
     
     Response to: D2837.034     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192. See section V.C.5.e of   
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     the SID for a discussion on fish consumption.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2837.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A BAF of 1,000 is too high, given the preventative mandate of the GLWQA.  A
     lower value would bring more dangerous chemicals under stringent controls  
     and provide greater protection for the food chain.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2837.035     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2837.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should define bioaccumulative chemicals of concern as those with a 
     bioaccumulation factor of 250 (not 1,000) or greater.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2837.036     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2837.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is designed, based on the assumptions used to calculate   
     water quality criteria, to protect average, adult white males.  This       
     premise raises the issue of environmental equity and who the GLI should be 
     designed to protect.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2837.037     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2837.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Children are at a special risk because of their relatively greater activity
     and higher metabolic rates, their smaller body weight and body mass, and   
     the                                                                        
     fact that protective mechanisms such as specific liver enzymes do not      
     develop                                                                    
     until later in early childhood.                                            
                                                                                
     A specific adjustment for childhood sensitivity should be included in the  
     GLI as an additional uncertainty factor, such as the GLI includes for      
     mercury                                                                    
     in the adjustment for protection against fetal central nervous system      
     development.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2837.038     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2837.039
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI uses a mean adult weight of the human body of 70 kg (154  
     lb) for calculation of water quality criteria to protect human health.     
     This is based on surveys of the weights of people between ages of 18 and   
     75.                                                                        
                                                                                
     However, it fails to consider the primary population at special risk -     
     human infants.  An increasing body of evidence describing the effects of   
     low-level, chronic exposure to contemporary chemicals has demonstrated the 
     passage of contaminants from mother to offspring both during pregnancy and 
     in nursing.  The health impacts resulting from the secondary exposure of   
     the child to pollution from its mother are called "transgenerational       
     effects."                                                                  
                                                                                
     Therefore, protection of women who may bear children in the future is      
     critical for any pollutants with potential to cause transgenerational      
     effects.  An estimate of average weight of this population (ages 12 to 35) 
     is 58 kg, rounded to 55 kg (121 lb).  Adoption of this lesser weight would 
     reduce water quality criteria by 20 - 30 percent (based on analysis of     
     PCBs, dioxin, DDT and mercury).                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2837.039     
     
     See response to comments P2746.130 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2837.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should use a human body weight of 55 kg (not 70 kg) for development
     of water quality standards of pollutants with potential to cause           
     transgenerational effects.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2837.040     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/FC
     Comment ID: D2837.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Women, at special risk because of the exposure they give their unborn      
     children and nursing infants, receive no special consideration.  Native    
     Americans and other minorities, at special risk because they may consume   
     large amounts of Great Lakes fish for cultural or economic reasons, receive
     no special consideration.  Sport anglers, at special risk because they may 
     consume large amounts of Great Lakes fish because of their recreational    
     availability, receive no special consideration.                            
                                                                                
     People should be able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as their tastes,     
     recreation, culture or subsistence needs dictate, and consume those fish   
     without having to worry about what harm that diet may do to themselves or  
     their offspring.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2837.041     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032, P2771.200 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/FC
     Comment ID: D2837.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI should be based on the premise of protecting the 95th percentile of
     fish consumption among sport anglers and other special populations at risk.
     
     
     Response to: D2837.042     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/FC
     Comment ID: D2837.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly rejects the fish consumption now used widely to set water 
     quality criteria to protect human health of 6.5 grams per day (gm/d), or   
     1.6                                                                        
     ounces per week (oz/wk).  Instead the GLI proposed a value of 15 gm/d (3.7 
     oz/wk).  However, numerous studies suggest 15 gm/d is inadequate to protect
     high risk populations.  A value of 50 gm/d (12.3 oz/wk) should provide a   
     reasonable level of protection for the majority of consumers, but still    
     would                                                                      
     not account for the relatively small number of people who regularly consume
     even greater amounts of Great Lakes fish.                                  
                                                                                
     The GLI should use 50 gm/d (not 15 gm/d) of fish consumed as representative
     of the 95th percentile of fish consumption among sport anglers, their      
     families and other special populations at risk, including subsistence      
     anglers, ethnic communities, Native American groups and commercial anglers 
     and their families.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2837.043     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2837.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.044 is imbedded in #.045.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed lipid value of 5.0 percent (initially proposed at 6.0       
     percent) does not provide an adequate margin of safety to protect human    
     health.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2837.044     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment D605.059.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2837.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA's proposed lipid value of 5.0 percent (initially 6.0 percent) does not
     provide an adequate margin of safety to protect human health.]  In         
     addition,                                                                  
     variation of fish species (and fat content) commonly consumed varies       
     greatly                                                                    
     among lakes, e.g., walleye (Lake Erie) vs. drum and catfish (Detroit River)
     vs. lake trout (Lake Superior).  Some species may be further targeted by   
     heavy fish consumers (e.g., Siscowet lake trout by some Native Americans). 
     
     
     Response to: D2837.045     
     
     EPA does not agree that a 5 percent lipid value would be inadequately      
     protective.  See response to comment D605.059.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2837.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Generous safety factors are appropriate in setting standard lipid values   
     because of the paucity of data available on fish consumption habits of high
     risk groups.  These include Native Americans (not included in fishing      
     surveys based on license sales) and other racial minorities who may fish   
     primarily                                                                  
     urban waters and utilize fish species not commonly included in EPA         
     predictors                                                                 
     of human fish consumption patterns.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2837.046     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See the response to comment         
     D605.059.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2837.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Salmon and trout, especially, exceed the proposed 5.0 percent value; a more
     appropriate value would be 11 percent.  These are the fish species that are
     the primary management targets of state and federal fishery agencies for   
     four                                                                       
     of the Great Lakes.  Pollution control assumptions should follow suit.     
     (Michigan, for example, now uses a 9.6 percent lipid value.)               
     
     
     Response to: D2837.047     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment D605.060.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2837.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comment #.047.                                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although Lake Erie fishery management targets the leaner walleye, the more 
     stringent salmonid-based lipid value should be applied to all waters of the
     Great Lakes Ecosystem, including Lake Erie.  Also, there is a salmonid     
     (steelhead trout) fishery in Lake Erie.  Compared to the other Great Lakes,
     water entering the shallower Lake Erie has a rapid turnover.  Pollutants   
     dumped into Lake Erie flush downstream into the Niagara River and Lake     
     Ontario, and contribute to contamination of the salmonid fishery in those  
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2837.048     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to Comment D2337.049.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2837.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should use consistent lakewide standards for the lipid value for   
     human health criteria development.  This value should be 11 percent, based 
     on the management of the Great Lakes for a salmonid fishery and to maintain
     consistency among the eight Great Lakes States.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2837.049     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2837.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must retain stringent criteria in a two-tiered system designed to  
     protect wildlife.  Procedures should not, however, arbitrarily limit       
     chemicals that will be restricted.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2837.050     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2837.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on studies of the continuing impacts of PCBs and dioxin (TCDD)       
     contamination on Great Lakes wildlife, it is clear that proposed criteria  
     for protection of wildlife are inadequate for PCBs and dioxin.             
     
     
     Response to: D2837.051     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2837.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.052 is imbedded in #.053.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI Tier I wildlife criteria should be 0.1 pg/l for PCBs (not 17 pg/l) 
     
     
     Response to: D2837.052     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2837.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI Tier I wildlife criteria should be 0.1 pg/l for PCBs (not 17      
     pg/l)] and 7.0 x 10-5 pg/l for TCDD (not 9.6 x 10-3 pg/l).                 
     
     
     Response to: D2837.053     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2837.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Today, standard operating procedure is to allow polluters to dilute their  
     wastes before meeting water quality standards.  This allows greater loads  
     of                                                                         
     toxic pollutants to enter the environment.  But many of these toxic        
     pollutants are persistent in the environment and build up in the food      
     chain.                                                                     
     Also, dilution ignores the unusually slow flushing time of the Great Lakes.
                                                                                
     STOPPING DILUTION AS THE "SOLUTION" TO POLLUTION                           
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes to phase out some uses of dilution as a solution to       
     pollution for the most dangerous and persistent toxic chemicals.  Within   
     ten                                                                        
     years of final approval of the GLI, nearly all mixing zones for such       
     pollutants will be banned.                                                 
                                                                                
     Pollution dilution zones for persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances  
     must be phased out, as proposed by the GLI.                                
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     Response to: D2837.054     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2837.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, no provision is included for eliminating dilution of pollution for
     other persistent toxic pollutants that are not defined as BCCs, such as    
     lead                                                                       
     and cadmium.  This is a recommendation of the International Joint          
     Commission                                                                 
     in its Sixth Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality (1992), which    
     concluded that pollution control strategies "should recognize that all     
     persistent toxic substances are dangerous to the environment, deleterious  
     to                                                                         
     the human condition, and can no longer be tolerated in the ecosystem,      
     whether                                                                    
     or not unassailable scientific proof of acute or chronic damage is         
     universally accepted."                                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI's procedures to phase out dilution zones for bioaccumulative       
     chemicals of concern should be expanded to include all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with half-lives greater than eight weeks in any medium-water,   
     air,                                                                       
     sediment, soil or biota.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2837.055     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2837.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed ten-year phase-out for mixing zones for BCCs is unnecessarily 
     long, and should be modified to require incremental reductions in loadings 
     to                                                                         
     the Great Lakes during this period.                                        
                                                                                
     The GLI should require at THE first NPDES permit reissuance, and no later  
     than five years after GLI adoption, partial reductions of mixing zones by  
     dischargers.  At the second NPDES permit reissuance, and no later than ten 
     years after GLI adoption, the mixing zone ban should be effective.         
     
     
     Response to: D2837.056     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2837.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) are used by regulators to allocate       
     acceptable water pollution in a water body.  Two options are offered in the
     GLI for setting TMDLs.  Both have merit.  Only one should be adopted, and  
     required for use by all states/tribes to ensure consistency.               
                                                                                
     The GLI should require use of "Option B" for determination of total maximum
     daily loads of pollutants.  Where aspects of Option A are stronger, such as
     consideration of the entire watershed in making TMDL determinations, they  
     should be incorporated by EPA into Option B.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2837.057     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2837.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The critical exposure period for human health protection should be based on
     bioaccumulation in fish and other aquatic biota, not on human exposure over
     a                                                                          
     lifetime.  Ambient pollutant concentrations regulated such that criteria   
     will                                                                       
     not be exceeded under stream flows that represent long-term average        
     conditions will not be stringent enough to prevent accumulation of         
     pollutants                                                                 
     in fish tissues.  Where fish tissues are contaminated with BCCs and where  
     humans consume contaminated fish, this proposal will not be adequately     
     protective of human health.                                                
                                                                                
     The GLI should use a more conservative dilution flow to develop human      
     health                                                                     
     based waste load allocations, such as a fraction of the 7Q10 or 30Q10,     
     instead of the harmonic mean flow.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2837.058     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2837.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulators have arbitrarily chosen to restrict their water pollution       
     monitoring techniques to those that measure pollution concentrations in the
     waste stream at the point of discharge to public waters.  Many chemicals   
     are                                                                        
     so dangerous, however, that they will cause serious effects to the Great   
     Lakes Ecosystem at levels lower than can easily be measured by these       
     techniques.                                                                
                                                                                
     Other monitoring techniques are available, which are better measures of    
     actual bioaccumulation in the food chain.  These include use of caged fish 
     downstream from the pollution outfall, "lipid bags" that serve as          
     surrogates                                                                 
     for live fish and monitoring internal waste streams within a facility.     
                                                                                
     Enforcement of water pollution permits at effluent limits, rather than at  
     the                                                                        
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     "level of quantification" using typical monitoring techniques is essential 
     if                                                                         
     needed reductions of pollutants by the GLI are to be realized.  The GLI    
     anticipates this dilemma and includes options for alternative monitoring   
     techniques and mandates pollutant minimization programs for those          
     situations.                                                                
     Pollution prevention will be necessary, as there often is no feasible      
     treatment for minute levels of toxic chemicals.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2837.059     
     
     EPA agrees that WQBELs should be the enforceable limit, PMPs should be     
     required and other monitoring methods should be used as necessary to ensure
     compliance with the PMP.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2837.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.060 is imbedded in #.061.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain the proposed requirements for toxic pollutants to be 
     regulated at the water quality-based effluent limit, even if that is below 
     the "level of quantification."                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2837.060     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2837.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [The GLI should retain the proposed requirements for toxic pollutants to be
     regulated at the water quality-based effluent limit, even if that is below 
     the "level of quantification."]  In addition, mandatory pollutant          
     minimization programs for such pollutants are essential, and alternative   
     techniques for monitoring of bioaccumulative toxic pollutants must be      
     required.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2837.061     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2837.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution discharges above permit limits (not just above the "level of     
     quantification") should be enforceable violations.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2837.062     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2837.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.063 is imbedded in #.062.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To truly protect Lake Superior, the GLI's list of "Bioaccumulative         
     Substances                                                                 
     of Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior should be changed to "Persistent   
     Toxic Substances of Immediate Concern."  This list should include all      
     substances that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or greater, and the 21
     substances on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's "Candidate         
     Substances                                                                 
     List for Bans or Phase-Outs."                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2837.063     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2837.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [To truly protect Lake Superior, the GLI's  list of "Bioaccumulative       
     Substances of Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior should be changed to    
     "Persistent Toxic Substances of Immediate Concern."  This list should      
     include                                                                    
     all substances that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or greater, and   
     the                                                                        
     21 substances on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's "Candidate      
     Substances List for Bans or Phase-Outs."]  In addition, chlorine should be 
     added as a substance of concern because its use produces many of the       
     compounds on the GLI and Ontario lists.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2837.064     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2837.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must designate the entire U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an      
     "Outstanding National Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality 
     waters through pollution prevention.  The "Lake Superior Basin-Outstanding 
     National Resource Waters" designation should be deleted from the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: D2837.065     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2837.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Outside of small areas to be designated LSB-ONRW, the GLI proposes that the
     rest of the Lake be designated Outstanding International Resource Waters.  
     New facilities can still dump persistent toxic pollutants, but any facility
     must go through a special antidegradation review that requires the "best   
     technology in process and treatment" be used.  The GLI does not detail how 
     to                                                                         
     determine what best technology and treatment is or how the designation will
     be applied consistently.  In the GLI, EPA does not direct or require the   
     states to make special designations.  If the states fail to make special   
     designations, EPA has an obligation to implement the Lake Superior special 
     designation provisions in the GLI.                                         
                                                                                
     The propose "Outstanding International Resource Waters" designation is of  
     limited value and should be replaced with the ONRW designation.            
     
     
     Response to: D2837.066     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2837.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program requires toxic reduction plans in new or reissued   
     permits to dischargers in the Lake Superior Basin.                         
                                                                                
     Toxic reduction plans for all dischargers in the Lake Superior Watershed   
     should be made an enforceable requirement in the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2837.067     
     
     See response to comment D605.076.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2837.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation policy provides on of the Clean Water Act's strongest water
     quality management tools.  Antidegradation policy is designed, in general, 
     to prevent water quality from deteriorating.  While antidegradation policy 
     has improved dramatically over the years, critical ambiguities remain.  The
     specific procedures of the GLI go a long way toward resolving some of those
     ambiguities.                                                               
                                                                                
     Under the GLI's antidegradation program, any proposed increase in mass     
     loading of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC) from a point source 
     will trigger antidegradation analysis.  Setting this threshold for         
     antidegradation analysis application is a significant step toward          
     protecting the Great Lakes and its tributaries, and thus fish, wildlife and
     human health.                                                              
                                                                                
     The GLI antidegradation procedures must be adopted to prevent new or       
     increased dumping of pollutants that persist and build up in the food      
     chain.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2837.068     
     
     See response to comment D605.012.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2837.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For second-tier waters, antidegradation analysis applies only where a      
     "significant lowering of water quality" will occur.  Aside from inherent   
     ambiguities in the term "significant" (which is not defined in the         
     proposal), the term may prove counter-productive when it comes time to     
     implement tier two protection.  In addition, because a significant lowering
     of water quality is defined as "any" increase in mass loading of BCCs, the 
     term lends nothing to the substantive requirements of the GLI              
     antidegradation proposal.                                                  
                                                                                
     "Significant" lowering of water quality as the threshold for tier two      
     analysis should be deleted from the GLI, even though the current definition
     for "significant" lowering of water quality should be retained.            
     
     
     Response to: D2837.069     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D605.079.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2837.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.070 is imbedded in #.071.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI also adds a great deal of definition to what has traditionally been
     a wide loophole:  "important economic and social developments."  Although  
     the GLI, commendably, categorizes a limited number of "developments" that  
     may be considered in a decision to allow increased discharges, it gives    
     considerable leeway to regulators to determine whether a lowering of water 
     quality is necessary to allow for important economic and social            
     developments.                                                              
                                                                                
     For second-tier waters, dischargers should also be required to demonstrate 
     a direct linkage-a cause-and-effect relationship-between an economic and   
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     social development and a lowering of water quality.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2837.070     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2837.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI also adds a great deal of definition to what has traditionally    
     been a wide loophole:  "important economic and social developments."       
     Although the GLI, commendably, categorizes a limited number of             
     "developments" that may be considered in a decision to allow increased     
     discharges, it gives considerable leeway to regulators to determine whether
     a lowering of water quality is necessary to allow for important economic   
     and social developments.                                                   
                                                                                
     For second-tier waters, dischargers should also be required to demonstrate 
     a direct linkage-a cause-and-effect relationship-between an economic and   
     social development and a lowering of water quality.]  The GLI should then  
     require dischargers' demonstrations of direct linkages to be subject to    
     public review and comment.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2837.071     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2837.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should establish a database for social and economic development        
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     decisions so that agencies and the public may improve their evaluation of  
     dischargers' demonstrations over time.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2837.072     
     
     EPA does not have the resources to establish the database requested by     
     commenter.  In addition, given the site-specific nature of antidegradation 
     reviews, it is unlikely that such a database would be useful.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2837.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The integration of pollution prevention prerequisites should be an integral
     part of the GLI's antidegradation analyses for second-tier waters, as well 
     as for tier one and tier three waters.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2837.073     
     
     See response to comment D605.083.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2837.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's antidegradation policy applies to diffuse sources of pollution.  
     However, the GLI qualifies its diffuse source coverage by stating that it  
     applies only to the extent "independent regulatory authority" exists to    
     enforce water quality standards against nonpoint sources of pollution.     
     Requiring "independent regulatory authority" could be the exception that   
     eats                                                                       
     the GLI's otherwise strong rule on diffuse source controls.                
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     EPA should clarify what is meant by requiring "independent regulatory      
     authority" for the GLI to apply to diffuse sources of pollution.           
     
     
     Response to: D2837.074     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2838.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Blackbrook supports the recommendations and technical comments of the      
     National Wildlife Federation, particularly the recommendations and comments
     that address the establishment of standards and criteria to protect        
     wildlife from toxic pollution.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2838.001     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions pertaining to the protection of         
     wildlife, see Section VI of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2838.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Blackbrook believes that we can afford the Great Lakes Initiative, and asks
     that the U.S. EPA not succumb to industry pressure to weaken it.           
     
     
     Response to: D2838.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2838.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be adopted because it is a giant step forward in efforts to 
     protect the Great Lakes and fulfill promises of the U.S.-Canada Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreement and the Great Lakes Governors' Toxic Substances    
     Control Agreement.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.003     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2838.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly recognizes the Great Lakes Ecosystem as a uniquely fragile
     international treasure, meriting special regional regulations that may be  
     more stringent than national regulations.  This fundamental premise of the 
     GLI must be defended vigorously against critics who would prefer to have   
     the Great Lakes treated as just another group of lakes.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2838.004     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
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     Comment ID: D2838.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dioxin, mercury, lead--and other chemicals with overwhelming evidence of   
     causing cancer, birth defects or developmental problems in people and      
     wildlife--still are legally found in the waste water of many cities and    
     industries.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2838.005     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2838.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Polluters legally dumped into the Great Lakes 1,900 pounds of PCBs, 89,000 
     pounds of lead and 900 pounds of mercury in 1990, according to the U.S.    
     General Accounting Office.  All told, in 1989 industries dumped more than  
     6.5 million pounds of toxic wastes into the Great Lakes and their tributary
     rivers and sent another 54 million pounds to city sewage treatment plants, 
     according to EPA's Toxic Release Inventory.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2838.006     
     
     The method GAO used to calculate the loadings produced the worst case      
     estimates.  PCBs and mercury monitoring is usually done once per month.  In
     order to generate an average loading figure, GAO took the single sample    
     value, considered it a daily average figure, multiplied it by 30 to obtain 
     the monthly average value.  This is inaccurate.  Also, Values reported as  
     "less than" or "not detects" were used in the calculations as firm numbers 
     at the detection level of the "less than" number.  For example, a reported 
     value of "less than 1" was calculated as "1' times the flow to obtain the  
     loading.  This is inaccurate.  Calculated correctly, the range of discharge
     is from 101 to 421 pounds.                                                 
                                                                                
     There are also problems with the ways permittees are reporting units on    
     their measurements.  In a number of instances, EPA found the data was      
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     reported as milligrams or micrograms per liter when it should have been    
     reported i nano- or picograms per liter.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA considered the Toxic Release Inventory references in developing the    
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2838.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dramatic reductions of pollution to the Great Lakes from waste water pipes 
     will result after all Great Lakes States adopt the proposed GLI.  Because  
     state programs now differ, however, the reductions in pollution from the   
     GLI will vary by state and by pollutant.                                   
                                                                                
     In states that now have relatively lenient waste water permit regulations, 
     such as Ohio, Great Lakes pollution loads will go down significantly.  In  
     states such as Michigan, Minnesota, Wisconsin and Indiana, which already   
     have relatively stringent regulations, pollution levels will not change as 
     much.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2838.007     
     
     See response to comments G2571.024a and D2587.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2838.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overall, the GLI will reduce by about 80 percent the dumping of toxic      
     pollution into the Great Lakes and tributary rivers from waste pipes from  
     industries and cities.                                                     
                                                                                
     This estimate compares favorably to EPA's estimate of 81 percent average   
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     load reductions to the Great Lakes of 34 toxic chemicals as a result of    
     implementation of the GLI in the eight states (Draft GLI, Table IX-3).     
     
     
     Response to: D2838.008     
     
     See response to comments G2571.024a and D2587.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2838.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other new GLI requirements, such as the eventual elimination of mixing     
     zones for the worst toxic chemicals, will require additional pollution     
     reductions in all states.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.009     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2838.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, more chemcials will be subject to numerical permit limits,    
     which will result in additional pollution reductions.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2838.010     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2838.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 percent the     
     dumping of toxic pollution by cities and industries into the Great Lakes.  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.011     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance provides an accurate assessment of the costs
     and benefits associated with implementing the final Guidance and provides  
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes as discussed in the preamble  
     to the final Guidance and Section I.C of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2838.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain proposed criteria and procedures at least as         
     stringent as the published draft, to ensure needed reductions in toxic     
     pollution from industry and city waste water pipes.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2838.012     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance ensure needed reductions in toxic pollution 
     as discussed in the preamble to the final G and the Section IX of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2838.013
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulators frequently have not used the data that are available to set     
     permit limits for toxic pollutants.  As a result, dangerous pollutants may 
     go unregulated.  Dischargers have no incentive to provide more data under  
     this system.                                                               
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes an innovative new approach to setting standards for such  
     pollutants.  Whatever information that is available on a pollutant will be 
     used to set limits, using conservative safety factors.  The greater the    
     uncertainty of safety, the larger the safety factor.  If the polluters     
     believe limits are too strict, the burden of proof will be on them to prove
     a toxic chemical can safely be dumped in greater amounts.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.013     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2838.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutants for which water quality criteria can be set correctly using a   
     large number of studies are defined as "Tier I" pollutants.  Those less    
     studied are defined as "Tier II" pollutants.                               
                                                                                
     This is a fundamental change in the current philosophy of regulating       
     pollutants.  It begins to shift the burden of proof regarding a pollutant's
     safety onto the polluter.  Today, in many cases the burden of proof is on  
     the public to prove a pollutant is harmful before it can be limited.       
     
     
     Response to: D2838.014     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2838.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The "proposed GLI approach" refers to the Tier II aproach     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI approach is consistent with the concept of "reverse onus" 
     endorsed by the International Joint Commission in its Fifth Biennial Report
     on Great Lakes Water Quality (1990).                                       
                                                                                
     when approval is sought for the manufacture, use or discharge of any       
     substance which will or may enter the environment, the applicant must      
     prove, as a general rule, that the substance is not harmful to the         
     environment or human health.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2838.015     
     
     See response to: D2859.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2838.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: "this change" refers to use of Tier II; see comment 014  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Polluters are vehemently opposed to this change, saying it results in "bad 
     science" being used to regulate their pollution.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2838.016     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2838.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly shifts the burden of proof to dischargers and requires    
     they demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the health of people
     and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic life.  The GLI should      
     retain the proposed two-tiered system to set water quality standards and   
     limit pollution from all toxic chemicals.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.017     
     
     See response to comment D2750.004                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2838.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must set Tier I criteria for as many pollutants as possible, as    
     soon as the procedures are approved.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2838.018     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2838.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA must set up a clearing house and periodically update Tier I and Tier II
     criteria lists.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2838.019     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
                                                                                
     As it gains experience in operating the Clearinghouse, EPA will consider   
     including supplementary information such as the type of information        
     suggested in the comment.  Decisions to expand the Clearinghouse in this   
     way will depend on the relative needs for the information, the availability
     of resources, and the alternative approaches available for meeting the     
     information needs.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2838.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A city or industry usually discharges a mixture of toxic pollutants.  And  
     the receiving water may already be carrying other toxic pollutants dumped  
     upstream.  The combined effects of these chemicals are difficult to        
     predict, so often permit limits are set based on the erroneous assumption  
     of no interactions or combined effects.  Regulators often issue permits to 
     control toxic pollutants as if each pollutant was the only one in the      
     discharge or the receiving water.                                          
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI includes two options to deal with this issue, with neither
     specified as EPA's preferred approach.  Neither proposed option is entirely
     adequate in treatment of pollutants that occur concurrently in surface     
     waters; however, the option titled "Section 3" is preferable.              
     
     
     Response to: D2838.020     
     
     aSee section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the           
     additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-            
     cancer effects.  See response to comment P2927.003 for a discussion        
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     on incorporating new information when it becomes available.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2838.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria should be based on the assumption of additivity in the development
     of waste load allocations and effluent limits for combinations of all      
     carcinogens and all non-carcinogens that cause effects by similar          
     mechanisms or target similar organs.  Whenever a cancer potency factor is  
     available for a chemical, that chemical should be included in the          
     calculations, based on additivity, of criteria and waste load allocations. 
     
     
     Response to: D2838.021     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2718.273 for a      
     discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when assessing the        
     additive risks in a mixture to the "risk drivers"; D2098.040 for a         
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2838.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where a large number of carcinogens occurs in a surface water or in a      
     discharge, the impetus should be on reducing and ultimately eliminating    
     discharges of those substances.  Thus, more stringent regulations that may 
     be required through the additivity assumptions should drive source         
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     identification and source reduction and ultimately, elimination of those   
     compounds.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2838.022     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2838.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Determination of acceptable risk level for carcinogens is an arbitrary     
     public policy decision.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2838.023     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2838.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If an additive procedure is used that takes into account risks from all    
     carcinogens in effluent and receiving waters, only then is the proposed    
     risk level of one in 100,000 (1 x 10-5) acceptable.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2838.024     
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     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2838.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the GLI's first option ("Section 3") is preferable because it  
     will require regulators to quickly develop new additivity procedures as new
     scientific information emerges, without waiting for formal revision of GLI 
     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2838.025     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D2838.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include a variety of specific procedures that assume dose   
     additivity in the absence of information on specific mixtures.  Additivity 
     should be assumed for a variety of toxic effects in addition to cancer.    
     
     
     Response to: D2838.026     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
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     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2838.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Toxicity equivalency factors" should be used wherever possible, but their 
     development should not be a prerequisite to the assumption of additivity   
     for non-carcinogens.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2838.027     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2838.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When more than one pollutant is in effluent or in a surface water body,    
     human health criteria for those pollutants should be developed based on an 
     assumption of dose or concentration addition (with a total risk of 10-5 for
     carcinogens and a hazard index < 1 for non-carcinogens), unless some other 
     model is scientifically justified.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.028     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
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     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: D2838.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additivity of planar congeners of PCBs and their dioxin-like modes of  
     action should receive special attention, due to their adverse impact on    
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Ecosystem                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2838.029     
     
     See section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID for a discussion in the additivity   
     provisions for coplanar PCBs.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2838.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed list in Table 6 of "pollutants of initial focus" is           
     incomplete, omitting many toxic pollutants that may have serious impact on 
     the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                                 
                                                                                
     The GLI should add the following list of 34 chemicals as "pollutants of    
     initial focus" (Table 6).                                                  
                                                                                
     Ammonia, Atrazine, a-chlordane, g-chlordane, Chlorine, Cis-nonachlor,      
     Cresidine, o,p-DDT, Dibromomethane, Dicofol (Kelthane), Diethylbenzene,    
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     Methyl ethyl ketone, Methyl isobutyl ketone, Oxychlordane, Phosgene,       
     Polychlorinated debenzo-p-dioxins, Polychlorinated biphenyl toluene,       
     Polychlorinated anthracenes, Polybrominated biphenyls, Polychlorinated     
     biphenylenes, Polychlorinated biphenyl ethers, Polychlorinated             
     naphthalenes, Polychlorinated debenzofurans, Polychlorinated azoxybenzenes,
     Simazine, a-terpineol, g-terpineol, Tetraethyl lead, Trans-nonachlor,      
     Triazine, Tributyl tin, Xylene, m,p-xylene, o-xylene                       
     
     
     Response to: D2838.030     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2838.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the GLI does not include clear procedures on how additional toxic
     pollutants that are introduced or discovered in the Great Lakes Ecosystem  
     will be added to Table 6, or be regulated prior to formal revision of the  
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2838.031     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2838.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because chemicals typically express their toxic effects through specific   
     biochemical pathways that utilize common modes of action, potential        
     pollutants should be reviewed based on their structure activity            
     relationships (SARs).  This is particularly important where dischargers are
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     tempted to place newly synthesized compounds into general use, which fall  
     outside regulatory scrutiny, but have similar deleterious impacts as the   
     chemical classes under regulation.                                         
                                                                                
     An excellent example of this is the move in European nations to substitute 
     the polychlorinated diphenyl toluenes (PCDTs) for PCBs as fire retardants  
     and hydraulic fluid additives in heavy machines.  PCDTs are expected to    
     produce the same damages to wildlife as do the planar PCBs.  By using SAR  
     screening techniques, chemicals sharing a common mode of toxic action would
     be restricted.                                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI should provide for review of potential pollutants based on their   
     structure activity relationships.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2838.032     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2838.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is unclear about whether states/tribes can require polluters to    
     provide data on new or untested chemicals in their effluent (that are not  
     listed on Table 6).                                                        
                                                                                
     The GLI should provide that states/tribes are expected to regulate and     
     require discharge and toxicity data from dischargers of any toxic pollutant
     reasonably expected to be in wastewater effluent, whether or not it is     
     listed as a "pollutant of initial focus."                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.033     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2838.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each of the eight Great Lakes States has its own rules and procedures for  
     setting permit limits for water pollution discharges.  Because these rules 
     and procedures differ, the amount of toxic pollution that can be dumped    
     legally into waterways varies greatly from state to state.                 
                                                                                
     For example, the same-sized industry or city in Ohio could dump up to 25   
     times more mercury into Lake Erie than the amount that would be allowed in 
     Michigan, according to estimates prepared for the International Joint      
     Commission. (1)                                                            
     _______________________________________________                            
     (1) Foran, Jeffery A. 1991. The control of discharges of toxic pollutants  
     into the Great Lakes and their tributaries: development of benchmarks. A   
     report to the International Joint Commission. Washington, D.C. and Ottawa, 
     Ontario. 51 pages.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.034     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2838.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The setting of water pollution permit limits by states is extremely        
     complex.  State regulators use various interpretations of their rules and  
     are subject to political and economic pressures, resulting in permits to   
     industries and cities that may be more or less stringent than their        
     regulations would suggest.  In the past, some polluters have played one    
     state off the other, seeking the "best deal" to allow maximum pollution.   
                                                                                
     The GLI will bring consistency and greater simplicity to this hodgepodge of
     state anti-pollution standards and regulations.  All Great Lakes States    
     will have to apply consistent minimum standards and the same procedures    
     when granting permits to industries and cities that dump pollution into    
     lakes or rivers in the Great Lakes watershed.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2838.035     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2838.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is considering various options in the proposed GLI regarding the degree
     of flexibility that should be granted states and tribes.  Some of these    
     options would encourage inconsistent procedures among the Great Lakes      
     States/Tribes, resulting in a continuation of variations in the amount of  
     legal pollution allowed in different states.                               
                                                                                
     The GLI should use explicit procedures, as a general rule, to limit        
     inter-state/tribal inconsistencies in the interpretation and implementation
     of the GLI.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2838.036     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2838.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some proposals require states/tribes to adopt procedures "consistent with" 
     the GLI; others are supposed to be "consistent with and no less stringent  
     than" the GLI.                                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI should explicitly require that all state/tribal procedures and     
     criteria be consistent with and no less stringent than GLI procedures and  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.037     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2838.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation by states/tribes of water quality criteria not specified in
     the GLI may result in differing values and continuing inconsistencies among
     the states/tribes.                                                         
                                                                                
     The GLI should be updated annually to standardize new criteria values;     
     states/tribes should be required to update these values in their           
     state/tribal water quality standards during each triennial review by EPA.  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.038     
     
     See response to comment P2585.058                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2838.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistency should not be an end in itself.  In some cases the new GLI     
     effluent limits appear to be more lenient than some current state limits.  
     In this situation, "anti-backsliding" policies and regulations should      
     prohibit any relaxation of existing permit limits at existing facilities.  
     For new facilities, any new more lenient GLI limits could be applied, at   
     least in theory.  First, however, the state would have to adopt the GLI's  
     more lenient limit.  (The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act only requires  
     states to adopt new standards at least as stringent as the GLI.)           
                                                                                
     The GLI should include clear direction that states are expected to retain  
     existing water quality criteria and procedures where they are more         
     stringent than GLI criteria and procedures.                                
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     Response to: D2838.039     
     
     EPA does not agree with comments that States should be directed to retain  
     existing numeric water quality criteria that are more stringent than the   
     final Guidance.  Although under section 132.4(i) States may choose to      
     retain more stringent criteria, the final Guidance does not require them to
     do so.  The CPA requires the Guidance criteria to protect human health,    
     aquatic life, and wildlife.  EPA and the Initiative Committees have        
     designed the criteria methodologies to meet this requirement.  Therefore,  
     while the development of more stringent provisions may be necessary because
     of site-specific conditions within their jurisdiction and is also available
     as an option for States and Tribes under any circumstances, automatic      
     retention of existing more stringent criteria is not required by the CPA.  
     For this reason, the final Guidance generally requires only that the States
     and Tribes adopt and use criteria and values that are at least as          
     protective as those produced by the Guidance methodologies.                
                                                                                
     The anti-backsliding provisions of the CWA as they relate to the final     
     Guidance are discussed in section II.C.3 of the SID.Response to: D2838.039 
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with comments that States should be directed to retain  
     existing numeric water quality criteria that are more stringent than the   

�     final Guidance.  Although under  132.4(i) States may choose to retain more
     stringent criteria, the final Guidance does not require them to do so.  The
     CPA requires the Guidance criteria to protect human health, aquatic life,  
     and wildlife.  EPA and the Initiative Committees have designed the criteria
     methodologies to meet this requirement.  Therefore, while the development  
     of more stringent provisions may be necessary because of site-specific     
     conditions within their jurisdiction and is also available as an option for
     States and Tribes under any circumstances, automatic retention of existing 
     more stringent criteria is not required by the CPA.  For this reason, the  
     final Guidance generally requires only that the States and Tribes adopt and
     use criteria and values that are equivalent to or more protective than     
     those produced by the Guidance methodologies.                              
                                                                                
     The anti-backsliding provisions of the CWA as they relate to the final     
     Guidance are discussed in section II.C.3 of the SID.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2838.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many proposed GLI standards are more stringent than existing national      
     standards.  A few GLI procedures would result in standards less stringent  
     than existing national standards.  Use of the less stringent standards     
     would be illegal under the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.              
     
     
     Response to: D2838.040     
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     See response to: P2742.033                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2838.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require states/tribes to incorporate standards more         
     stringent than national standards, as necessary to protect the Great Lakes;
     this is a fundamental reason for the GLI.  However, states/tribes should   
     not be allowed to use GLI-derived standards that are less stringent than   
     existing national standards (pursuant to the Great Lakes Critical Programs 
     Act, Sec. 101(2)(A)).                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2838.041     
     
     See response to: D2717.047                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2838.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes numerous opportunities for regulators to depart  
     from fixed assumptions and standard data to utilize emerging research and  
     site- or species-specific data.  This is essential for the GLI to be a     
     dynamic and flexible document, able to quickly accommodate accelerating    
     environmental knowledge, field-derived data and toxicological science.     
                                                                                
     The GLI should retain and expand, wherever possible, opportunities to      
     incorporate new scientific findings, especially including field-derived    
     data, into development of water quality criteria and values, and subsequent
     development of permit limits by regulators.  Special concern should be     
     expressed in the GLI for protection of humans and wildlife against         
     transgenerational effects of environmental pollutants.                     
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     Response to: D2838.042     
     
     See comment response to P2742.035                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is an essential and significant step forward to advance the        
     objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA).  [This      
     Agreement never before has been taken seriously and enforced by the federal
     government or states.]  [Citizens increasingly have demanded a change.]    
     The International Joint Commission has stressed the need for change to the 
     status quo:                                                                
                                                                                
     As our first general recommendation, we urge the Parties to take every     
     available action to stop the inflow of persistent toxic substances into the
     Great Lakes environment.(2)                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (2) IJC. 1990. Fifth Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality.         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.043     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .044 is imbedded in comment .043.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This Agreement never before has been taken seriously and enforced by the   
     federal government or states.                                              
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     Response to: D2838.044     
     
     See response to comment D2838.043.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .045 is imbedded in comment .043.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Citizens increasingly have demanded a change.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2838.045     
     
     See response to comment D2838.043.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2838.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Among the GLI's most important first-ever provisions are:                  
                                                                                
     [The Great Lakes Ecosystem is recognized in federal rules as a unique and  
     integrated ecosystem, deserving coordinated and consistent management by   
     the federal government, states and tribes.                                 
                                                                                
     The EPA is required to consider the GLWQA as a vital and enforceable       
     template for state water quality standards and procedures.]                
                                                                                
     [By targeting a list of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern that have     
     special restrictions, the GLI moves closer to fulfilling the GLWQA's       
     requirement of "virtual elimination" of persistent toxic pollutants.]      
                                                                                
     [Bioaccumulation factors, wildlife criteria and other measures to protect  

Page 3557



$T044618.TXT
     the food chain are adopted, advancing consideration of the Great Lakes as  
     an integrated ecosystem, and giving explicit legal recognition that harm to
     wildlife is an "impairment of beneficial uses," as defined by the GLWQA.]  
                                                                                
     [Great Lakes Basin-wide standards are established for certain pollutants.  
     Detailed methods are specified for setting restrictions on other pollutants
     for which limited data are available.  This approach furthers the principle
     of "reverse onus" advocated by the International Joint Commission.]        
                                                                                
     New water quality established by the GLI will apply to all sources of      
     pollution of waters in the Great Lakes Basin, although the detailed        
     procedures application to diffuse pollution sources have not yet been      
     developed.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Antidegradation policies are more specific and make it more difficult for  
     polluters to further degrade existing water quality than under current     
     regulations.                                                               
                                                                                
     Lake Superior is given special protection under federal regulations.       
     
     
     Response to: D2838.046     
     
     See Sections I.C, I.D and II of the SID for further discussion.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .047 is imbedded in .046.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Ecosystem is recognized in federal rules as a unique and   
     integrated ecosystem, deserving coordinated and consistent management by   
     the federal government, states and tribes.                                 
                                                                                
     The EPA is required to consider the GLWQA as a vital and enforceable       
     template for state water quality standards and procedures.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2838.047     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .048 is imbedded in comment .046.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By targeting a list of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern that have      
     special restrictions, the GLI moves closer to fulfilling the GLWQA's       
     requirement of "virtual elimination" of persistent toxic pollutants.       
     
     
     Response to: D2838.048     
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID. See Sections I and II of the SID for a   
     discussion of the rationale for including special provisions for BCCs in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .049 is imbedded in comment .046.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factors, wildlife criteria and other measures to protect   
     the food chain are adopted, advancing consideration of the Great Lakes as  
     an integrated ecosystem, and giving explicit legal recognition that harm to
     wildlife is an "impairment of beneficial uses," as defined by the GLWQA.   
     
     
     Response to: D2838.049     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .050 is imbedded in comment .046.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes Basin-wide standards are established for certain pollutants.   
     Detailed methods are specified for setting restrictions on other pollutants
     for which limited data are available.  This approach furthers the principle
     of "reverse onus" advocated by the International Joint Commission.         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.050     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Subsequent pages detail specifics which support this comment -
see comments
          052 - 055                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nevertheless, the GLI falls far short of fully satisfying objectives of the
     GLWQA.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2838.051     
     
     See response to comment number D605.042.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2838.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This omission of control procedures for diffuse pollution sources may be   
     the biggest shortcoming of the proposed GLI, and a problem that cannot be  
     remedied in the current proposal.  It does not mean, however, that adoption
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     of the GLI should be delayed.  Because of the complexity of the task of    
     setting control procedures for diffuse pollution, this issue was deferred  
     by EPA and other drafters of the GLI to a second round of work.  The future
     of that effort today remains unclear.                                      
                                                                                
     Development of procedures to ensure that pollution from diffuse sources do 
     not violate GLI water quality standards should be initiated immediately by 
     EPA.  Implementation should include enforceable deadlines to require       
     diffuse pollution controls on a timetable parallel to  implementation of   
     point-source pollution controls under the proposed GLI.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2838.052     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.053
     Cross Ref 1: TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even at best, GLI will remain an interim step on the way to achieving the  
     GLWQA objective of virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances.  As 
     specified in the GLWQA's General Principles (Annex 12), "the philosophy    
     adopted for control of inputs of persistent toxic substances shall be zero 
     discharge" and "the intent...is to virtually eliminate the input of        
     persistent toxic substances..." Water quality criteria are to be an interim
     step towards virtual elimination (Annex 1).  Zero discharge also is a      
     fundament of the U.S. Clean Water Act.                                     
                                                                                
     Persistent toxic substances with large bioaccumulation factors, identified 
     by the GLI as "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" (BCCs), will be       
     subject to special control measures.  The GLI's philosophy of control of   
     BCCs, however, is not based on zero discharge and will not lead to virtual 
     elimination of BCCs from the Great Lakes.                                  
                                                                                
     Even after the GLI's most stringent controls are fully imposed, including  
     the phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs, substantial amounts of these       
     persistent toxic chemicals will be allowed to be discharged from industry  
     and city wastewater pipes.  No provision is included in the GLI to require 
     sunsetting from use of these BCCs, consistent with the philosophy of zero  
     discharge.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The GLI should explicitly acknowledge that the phase-out of mixing zones   
     for persistent toxic pollutants is only an interim step towards the        
     objective of zero discharge of these pollutants pursuant to the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreement.  A specific timetable for sunsetting and zero     
     discharge should be included.                                              
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     Response to: D2838.053     
     
     See Section I of the SID. EPA believes that the final Guidance complies    
     fully with the requirements of section 118 of the Clean Water Act.  The    
     Guidance, however, does not ban any pollutants as discussed in the preamble
     to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2838.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is required by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990       
     (GLCPA) to "conform with the objectives and provisions of the GLWQA..."    
     The GLI fails to satisfy this Congressionally-mandated standard.  Major    
     additional guidance will be required to ensure full compliance with the    
     GLWQA and the GLCPA, including implementation measures for diffuse sources 
     of pollution and pollution prevention.  This GLI "Round 2" should be       
     launched by EPA immediately.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2838.054     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026,          
     P2585.015, D605.042.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2838.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI narrative should explicitly acknowledge that it does not fully     
     satisfy requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, and 
     that EPA intends to move expeditiously to launch GLI "Round 2" to fulfill  
     these obligations, including:                                              
                                                                                
     setting timetables to ban the use of all persistent and bioaccumulative    
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     toxic substances released into the Great Lakes Ecosystem;                  
                                                                                
     ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and do not violate   
     GLI water quality standards; and                                           
                                                                                
     requiring comprehensive pollution prevention programs for the Great Lakes. 
     
     
     Response to: D2838.055     
     
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 (CPA) requires EPA to publish
     proposed and final Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System which 
     conforms with the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Agreement and is no less restrictive than provisions of the Clean  
     Water Act and national water quality criteria and guidance.  The Guidance  
     must specify minimum requirements for the waters of the Great Lakes System 
     in three areas: (a) water quality standards (including numerical limits on 
     pollutants in ambient Great Lakes waters to protect human health, aquatic  
     life and wildlife); (b) antidegradation policies; and (c) implementation   
     procedures.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA believes the Guidance complies fully with the requirements of the CPA  
     for the reasons stated in Section II of the SID.                           
                                                                                
     See also responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2597.026. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2838.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The health of people who eat Great Lakes fish is jeopardized by toxic      
     chemical pollution.  Especially at stake is the health of children of sport
     anglers, Native Americans and other families that eat large amounts of     
     Great Lakes fish.  Children born to women who ate lots of contaminated     
     Great Lakes fish are known to be more prone to have learning problems.     
     
     
     Response to: D2838.056     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2838.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a direct result of the continuing pollution of the Great Lakes from     
     human activities, 164 public health advisories against eating fish are in  
     place in the eight Great Lakes States.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2838.057     
     
     This comment is consistent with EPA's position in Section I.G.11 in the    
     preamble to the proposed Guidance.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2838.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recent scientific studies suggest previously unsuspected risks from        
     exposure to Great Lakes pollution-altering sexual development, reproductive
     ability, sexual behavior and other hormone-controlled functions.  The      
     latest research shows a clear link between exposure to                     
     pesticides-specifically DDT, which remains ubiquitous in the Great Lakes   
     Ecosystem-and breast cancer in women.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2838.058     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D2838.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, toxic pollutants will be controlled based on their     
     potential to accumulate in the food chain.  This is important because      
     contaminated Great Lakes fish are the predominant route of exposure by most
     people to city and industry toxic pollution.  It is one of the most        
     significant features of the GLI.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2838.059     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that it is important to control toxic          
     pollutants based on their potential to accumulate in the food chain.  In   
     the final Guidance, as in the proposal, EPA relies on BAFs to reflect the  
     propensity of a chemical to accumulate in the tissues of aquatic organisms,
     accounting for exposure from all sources of a chemical.  In order to       
     properly account for exposure to a chemical, both the wildlife criteria and
     the human health criteria and values have been developed to incorporate    
     appropriate BAFs.  In addition, the human health bioaccumulation factors   
     are used to identify Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) which     
     warrant increased attention, and more stringent controls, within the basin.
      See discussion of BCCs in Section II.C.8 of this document.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2838.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This proposed bioaccumulation procedure is one of the GLI's best products. 
     
     
     Response to: D2838.060     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2838.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain its innovative approach to identifying               
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern through calculation of bioaccumulation
     factors, and retain special restrictions against the discharge of such     
     pollutants.  Such restrictions are essential due to the long retention time
     of pollution in the Great Lakes.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2838.061     
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained the special provisions for BCCs in the final  
     Guidance.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2838.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to protect everyone exposed to Great
     Lakes fish contaminants, particularly those most sensitive to toxic injury 
     and those, especially including sport anglers, as well as Native Americans 
     who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural preservation.    
                                                                                
     A BAF of 1,000 is too high, given the preventative mandate of the GLWQA.  A
     lower value would bring more dangerous chemicals under stringent controls  
     and provide greater protection for the food chain.                         
                                                                                
     The GLI should define bioaccumulative chemicals of concern as those with a 
     bioaccumulation factor of 250 (not 1,000) or greater.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2838.062     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2838.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is designed, based on the assumptions used to calculate   
     water quality criteria, to protect average, adult white males.  This       
     premise raises the issue of environmental equity and who the GLI should be 
     designed to protect.                                                       
                                                                                
     Children are at special risk because of their relatively greater activity  
     and higher metabolic rates, their smaller body weight and body mass, and   
     the fact that protective mechanisms such as specific liver enzymes do not  
     develop until later in early childhood.                                    
                                                                                
     A specific adjustment for childhood sensitivity should be included in the  
     GLI as an additional uncertainty factor, such as the GLI includes for      
     mercury in the adjustment for protection against fetal central nervous     
     system development.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2838.063     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2838.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An increasing body of evidence describing the effects of low-level, chronic
     exposure to contemporary chemicals has demonstrated the passage of         
     contaminants from mother to offspring both during pregnancy and in nursing.
     The health impacts resulting from the secondary exposure of the child to   
     pollution from its mother are called "transgenerational effects."          
                                                                                
     Therefore, protection of women who may bear children in the future is      
     critical for any pollutants with potential to cause transgenerational      
     effects.  An estimate of average weight of this population (ages 12 to 35) 
     is 58 kg, rounded to 55 kg (121 lb).  Adoption of this lesser weight would 
     reduce water quality criteria by 20 - 30 percent (based on analysis of     
     PCBs, dioxin, DDT and mercury).                                            
                                                                                
     The GLI should use a human body weight of 55 kg (not 70 kg) for development
     of water quality standards of pollutants with potential to cause           
     transgenerational effects.                                                 
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     Response to: D2838.064     
     
     See response to D605.055 and G1727.004.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2838.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Women, at special risk because of the exposure they give their unborn      
     children and nursing infants, receive no special consideration.  Native    
     Americans and other minorities, at special risk because they may consume   
     large amounts of Great Lakes fish for cultural or economic reasons, receive
     no special consideration.  Sport anglers, at special risk because of their 
     recreational availability, receive no special consideration.               
                                                                                
     People should be able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as their tastes,     
     recreation, culture or subsistence needs dictate, and consume those fish   
     without having to worry about what harm that diet may do to themselves or  
     their offspring.                                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI should be based on the premise of protecting the 95th percentile of
     fish consumption among sport anglers and other special populations at risk.
     
     
     Response to: D2838.065     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2838.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly rejects the fish consumption value now used widely to set 
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     water quality criteria to protect human health of 6.5 grams per day (gm/d),
     or 1.6 ounces per week (oz/wk).  Instead the GLI proposes a value of 15    
     gm/d (3.7 oz/wk).  However, numerous studies suggest 15 gm/d is adequate to
     protect high risk populations.  A value of 50 gm/d (12.3 oz/wk) should     
     provide a reasonable level of protection for the majority of consumers, but
     still would not account for the relatively small number of people who      
     regularly consume even greater amounts of Great Lakes fish.                
                                                                                
     The GLI should use 50 gm/d (not 15 gm/d) of fish consumed as representative
     of the 95th percentile of fish consumption among sport anglers, their      
     families and other special populations at risk, including subsistence      
     anglers, ethnic communities, Native American groups and commercial anglers 
     and their families.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2838.066     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2838.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed lipid value of 5.0 percent (initially proposed at 6.0       
     percent) does not provide an adequate margin of safety to protect human    
     health.  In addition, variation of fish species (and fat content) commonly 
     consumed varies greatly among lakes, e.g., walleye (Lake Erie) vs. drum and
     catfish (Detroit River) vs. lake trout (Lake Superior).  Some species may  
     be further targeted by heavy fish consumers (e.g., Siscowet lake trout by  
     some Native Americans).                                                    
                                                                                
     Generous safety factors are appropriate in setting standard lipid values   
     because of the paucity of data available on fish consumption habits of high
     risk groups.  These include Native Americans (not included in fishing      
     surveys based on license sales) and other racial minorities who may fish   
     primarily in urban waters and utilize fish species not commonly included in
     EPA predictors of human fish consumption patterns.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.067     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA has required use of a           
     consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for trophic level four fish  
     of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible tissue for use in       
     determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in the final Guidance. 
                                                                                
     In order to further examine whether the five percent lipid value was       
     appropriate, EPA conducted additional analysis of the data from a second   
     fish consumption survey conducted by West, et al. (1993) (see section V,   
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     Human Health, for a complete discussion of this study).  EPA requested     
     comments on the appropriateness of the data presented in the study in a    
     Federal Register notice on August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678).  The results from
     this analysis indicate that the consumption-weighted mean percent lipid    
     value for trophic level four fish is 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three.
      EPA believes that the use of the West et al. (1993) survey to estimate the
     percent lipid used for deriving BAFs is an improvement on the methods      
     utilized in the proposal because the West survey allows a determination of 
     the actual fish species consumed and the rate of consumption.  When this   
     information is coupled with the information on percent lipid values for    
     these fish, it is possible to derive a more accurate reflection of the     
     grams of lipid from fish that are consumed by humans.  EPA acknowledges    
     that the West study only covered anglers in the State of Michigan, but     
     concludes it represents the best study to use for deriving                 
     consumption-weighted mean percent lipid values. States and Tribes can      
     derive alternative percent lipid values to be used in the derivation of    
     BAFs if they have the information needed to redo the derivation.           
                                                                                
     With respect to protection of highly exposed subpopulations, see response  
     to comment D605.059.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2838.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .069 is imbedded in comment .068.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Salmon and trout, especially, exceed the proposed 5.0 percent value; a    
     more appropriate value would be 11 percent.  These are the fish species    
     that are the primary management targets of state and federal fishery       
     agencies for four of the Great Lakes.  Pollution control assumptions should
     follow suit.  (Michigan, for example, now uses a 96 percent lipid value.)] 
                                                                                
     Although Lake Erie fishery management targets the leaner walleye, the more 
     stringent salmonid-based lipid value should be applied to all waters of the
     Great Lakes Ecosystem, including Lake Erie.  Also, there is a salmonid     
     (steelhead trout) fishery in Lake Erie.  Compared to the other Great Lakes,
     water entering the shallower Lake Erie has a rapid turnover.  Pollutants   
     dumped into Lake Erie flush downstream into the Niagra River and Lake      
     Ontario, and contribute to contamination of the salmonid fishery in those  
     waters.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The GLI should use consistent lakewide standards for the lipid value for   
     human health criteria development.  This value should be 11 percent, based 
     on the management of the Great Lakes for a salmonid fishery and to maintain
     consistency among the eight Great Lakes States.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2838.068     
     
     EPA does not agree that an 11 percent lipid value should be used. See      
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     response to Comment D2837.049.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2838.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .069 is imbedded in comment .068.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Salmon and trout, especially exceed the proposed 5.0 percent value; a more 
     appropriate value would be 11 percent.  These are the fish species that are
     the primary management targets of state and federal fishery agencies for   
     four of the Great Lakes.  Pollution control assumptions should follow suit.
     (Michigan, for example, now uses a 9.6 percent lipid value.)               
     
     
     Response to: D2838.069     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment D605.060.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2838.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Humans, fish, birds and other animals that eat fish from the Great Lakes   
     are exposed to toxic chemicals such as PCBs, dioxin, mercury, PAHs, DDT and
     other chemicals that build up in the food chain.  This route of exposure to
     these chemicals is responsible for advisories against human consumption of 
     fish, for children with short-term memory deficits, cormorants with twisted
     beaks, bald eagles and mink that can't successfully reproduce, tumors in   
     fish and other problems in the Great Lakes.                                
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI will tackle these problems for the first time through two 
     new procedures-new water quality criteria to protect wildlife and new      
     procedures to account for bioaccumulation of toxics in the food chain.     
     
     
     Response to: D2838.070     
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     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2838.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, federally-mandated standards would require that the    
     protection of terrestrial and avian wildlife be a factor in setting        
     anti-pollution limits.  This proposal is one of the most innovative and    
     important components of the GLI.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2838.071     
     
     Please refer to comment D2724.180 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2838.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must retain stringent criteria in a two-tiered system designed to  
     protect wildlife.  Procedures should not, however, arbitrarily limit       
     chemicals that will be restricted.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.072     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2838.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on studies of the continuing impacts of PCBs and dioxin (TCDD)       
     contamination on Great Lakes wildlife, it is clear that proposed criteria  
     for protection of wildlife are inadequate for PCBs and dioxin.             
                                                                                
     The GLI Tier I wildlife criteria should be 0.1 pg/l for PCBs (not 17 pg/l) 
     and 7.0 x 10-5 pg/l for TCDD (not 96 x 10-3 pg/l).                         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.073     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2838.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution dilution zones for persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances  
     must be phased out, as proposed by the GLI.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2838.074     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2838.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, no provision is included for eliminating dilution of pollution for
     other persistent toxic pollutants that are not defined as BCCs, such as    
     lead and cadmium.  This is a recommendation of the International Joint     
     Commission in its Sixth Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality       
     (1992), which concluded that pollution control strategies "should recognize
     that all persistent toxic substances are dangerous to the environment,     
     deleterious to the human condition, and can no longer be tolerated in the  
     ecosystem, whether or not unassailable scientific proof of acute or chronic
     damage in universally accepted."                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI's procedures to phase out dilution zones for bioaccumulative       
     chemicals of concern should be expanded to include all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with half-lives greater than eight weeks in any medium-water,   
     air, sediment, soil or biota.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2838.075     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2838.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed ten-year phase-out for mixing zones for BCCs is unnecessarily 
     long, and should be modified to require incremental reductions in loadings 
     to the Great Lakes during this period.                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI should require at the first NPDES permit reissuance, and no later  
     than five years after GLI adoption, partial reductions of mixing zones by  
     dischargers.  At the second NPDES permit reissuance, and no later than ten 
     years after GLI adoption, the mixing zone ban should be effective.         
     
     
     Response to: D2838.076     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2838.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) are used by regulators to allocate       
     acceptable water pollution into a water body.  Two options are offered in  
     the GLI for setting TMDLs.  Both have merit.  Only one should be adopted,  
     and required for use by all states/tribes to ensure consistency.           
     
     
     Response to: D2838.077     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2838.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require use of "Option B" for determination of total maximum
     daily loads of pollutants.  Where aspects of Option A are stronger, such as
     consideration of the entire watershed in making TMDL determinations, they  
     should be incorporated by EPA into Option B.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2838.078     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2838.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The critical exposure period for human health protection should be based on
     bioaccumulation in fish and other aquatic biota, not on human exposure over
     a lifetime.  Ambient pollutant concentrations regulated such that criteria 
     will not be exceeded under stream flows that represent long-term average   
     conditions will not be stringent enough to prevent accumulation of         
     pollutants in fish tissues.  Where fish tissues are contaminated with BCCs 
     and where humans consume contaminated fish, this proposal will not be      
     adequately protective of human health.                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI should use a more conservative dilution flow to develop human      
     health-based waste load allocations, such as a fraction of the 7Q10 or     
     30Q10, instead of the harmonic mean flow.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.079     
     
     For an explanation of EPA's reasons for specifying a design flow based on  
     the harmonic mean, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.vii.  For   
     the reasons described below, EPA disagrees that some fraction of 7Q10 or   
     30Q10 should be specified in the guidance.  However, the final Guidance    
     does authorize the use of an alternative design flow, if data demonstrate  
     that it is appropriate for stream-specific and pollutant-specific          
     conditions. See the SID at VIII.C.6.b.vii.  EPA did not specify some       
     fraction of the 7Q10 or 30Q10 as the design flow for human health criteria 
     or values (when considering consumption of contaminated fish by humans)    
     because the Guidelines for Exposure Assessment (USEPA, 1992) state that    
     exposure over a period of time can be represented by a time-dependent      
     profile of the exposure concentration.  The area under the curve of this   
     profile is the magnitude of the exposure in concentration-time units:      
                                                                                
     Eqn 1 E = t2 * integration of (t1* C(t) dt) where: E is the magnitude of   
     exposure, C(t) is the exposure concentration as a function of time, and t  
     is time, t2 - t1 being the exposure duration (ED).                         
                                                                                
     If ED is a continuous period of time, such as a year, then C(t) may be zero
     during part of this time.                                                  
                                                                                
     Equation 1 can also be expressed in discrete form as a summation of the    
     concentrations to which individuals are exposed during various events:     
                                                                                
     Eqn 2 E = t2 E t1 C(t)dt As may be seen from these equations, an accurate  
     estimation of the chemical's concentration is essential.  This             
     concentration is the link to the reason for using the harmonic mean flow;  
     this may be best illustrated with an example.                              
                                                                                
     Consider a scenario wherein each day a unit load (load = 1) of a chemical  
     is released into a river.  Each day the river's flow is different such that
     the daily concentration of the chemical in the receiving water (load/flow) 
     is different; and may be expressed as 1/flow.  The exposure is determined  
     by summing each day's concentration.                                       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     LOAD      FLOW       CONC                                                  
     1          4         .25                                                   
     1          4         .25                                                   
     1         684        .00146                                                
     1          6         .16667                                                
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     1          4         .25                                                   
     1          6         .16667                                                
     1          8         .125                                                  
     1        4688        .00021                                                
     1         645        .00155                                                
     1           1         1                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     SUM =    10          2.21156                                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     According to Eqn 2, exposure is calculated as the sum of the concentrations
     and equals 2.21.                                                           
                                                                                
     The harmonic mean flow is defined as the sum of the reciprocals of the     
     individual flow measurements divided into the total number of individual   
     flow measurements.  In this example, the harmonic mean flow equals         
     10/2.21156 = 4.522.  Dose equals the sum of the loads (10) divided by the  
     harmonic mean flow (4.522) equals 2.21.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2838.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulators have arbitrarely chosen to restrict their water pollution       
     monitoring techniques to those that measure pollution concentrations in the
     waste stream at the point of discharge to public waters.  Many chemicals   
     are so dangerous, however, that they will cause serious effects to the     
     Great Lakes Ecosystem at levels lower than can easily be measured by these 
     techniques.                                                                
                                                                                
     Other monitoring techniques are available, which are better measures of    
     actual bioaccumulation in the food chain.  These include use of caged fish 
     downstream from the pollution outfall, "lipid bags" that serve as          
     surrogates for live fish and monitoring internal waste streams within a    
     facility.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.080     
     
     EPA agrees.  See response to comment D2837.059.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: D2838.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Enforcement of water pollution permits at effluent limits, rather than at  
     the "level of quantification" using typical monitoring techniques is       
     essential if needed reductions of pollutants by the GLI are to be realized.
     The GLI anticipates this dilemma and includes options for alternative      
     monitoring techniques and mandates pollutant minimization programs for     
     those situations.  Pollution prevention will be necessary, as there often  
     is no feasible treatment for minute levels of many toxic chemicals.        
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes that violations above permit limits, but below the "level 
     of quantification," should not result in enforcement against polluters.    
     Instead, it would trigger closer monitoring.                               
                                                                                
     The GLI should retain the proposed requirements for toxic pollutants to be 
     regulated at the water quality-based effluent limit, even if that is below 
     the "level of quantification."  In addition, mandatory pollutant           
     minimization programs for such pollutants are essential, and alternative   
     techniques for monitoring of bioaccumulative toxic pollutants must be      
     required.  Pollution discharges above permit limits (not just above the    
     "level of quantification") should be enforceable violations.               
     
     
     Response to: D2838.081     
     
     See response to comment D2837.059.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2838.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lake Superior, the crown jewel of the Great Lakes, still has high water    
     quality.  Protecting it from toxic pollution is a special challenge that   
     will require putting measures into place to prevent pollution in the       
     future.                                                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2838.082     
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     EPA agrees and believes that the Guidance promotes pollution prevention    
     practices as discussed in Section I.C of the SID. Special provisions for   
     Lake Superior have also been included in the antidegradation section       
     (Section VII of the SID).                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LS
     Comment ID: D2838.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To truly protect Lake Superior, the GLI's list of "Bioaccumulative         
     Substances of Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior should be changed to    
     "Persistent Toxic Substances of Immediate Concern."  This list should      
     include all substances that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or        
     greater, and the 21 substances on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's
     "Candidate Substances List for Bans or Phase-Outs."  In addition, chlorine 
     should be added as a substance or concern because its use produces many of 
     the compounds on the GLI and Ontario lists.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2838.083     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LS
     Comment ID: D2838.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must designate the entire U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an      
     "Outstanding National Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality 
     waters through pollution prevention.  The "Lake Superior Basin-Outstanding 
     National Resource Waters" designation should be deleted from the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: D2838.084     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LS
     Comment ID: D2838.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed "Outstanding International Resource Waters" designation is of 
     limited value and should be replaced with the ONRW designation.            
     
     
     Response to: D2838.085     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2838.086
     Cross Ref 1: BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program requires toxic reduction plans in new or reissued   
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     permits to dischargers in the Lake Superior Basin.                         
                                                                                
     Toxic reduction plans for all dischargers in the Lake Superior Watershed   
     should be made an enforceable requirement in the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2838.086     
     
     EPA agrees and believes that the Guidance promotes pollution prevention    
     practices as discussed in Section I.C of the SID. Special provisions for   
     Lake Superior have also been included in the antidegradation section       
     (Section VII of the SID).                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2838.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation policy provides one of the Clean Water Act's strongest     
     water quality management tools.  Antidegradation policy is designed, in    
     general, to prevent water quality from deteriorating.  While               
     antidegradation policy has improved dramatically over the years, critical  
     ambiguities remain.  The specific procedures of the GLI go a long way      
     toward resolving some of those ambiguities.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2838.087     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2838.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI's antidegradation program, any proposed increase in mass     
     loading of a bioaccumulative chemcial of concern (BCC) from a point source 
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     will trigger antidegradation analysis.  Setting this threshold for         
     antidegradation analysis application is a significant step toward          
     protecting the Great Lakes and its tributaries, and thus fish, wildlife and
     human health.                                                              
                                                                                
     The GLI antidegradation procedures must be adopted to prevent new or       
     increased dumping of pollutants that persist and build up in the food      
     chain.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2838.088     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2759.017                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2838.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To be more effective, the GLI antidegradation policy must not only build   
     off of past antidegradation policy experience, but also implement the Clean
     Water Act's and GLWQA's broader goals.  While the GLI package accomplishes 
     the former, improvements are required to ensure that the GLI's             
     antidegradation proposal implements the CWA's and GLWQA's overall goals of 
     improving and maintaining water quality.  Therefore, although a lowering of
     water quality is allowable in some narrowly-defined situations under       
     antidegradation policy, the ultimate objective of antidegradation policy is
     the gradual improvement of water quality.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2838.089     
     
     Antidegradation is not intended to drive improvements in water quality.    
     Rather, antidegradation role in a State's or Tribe's water quality         
     standards program is to preserve improvements in water quality made through
     other means.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2838.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For second-tier waters, antidegradation analysis applies only where a      
     "significant lowering of water quality" will occur.  Aside from inherent   
     ambiguities in the term "significant" (which is not defined in the         
     proposal), the term may prove counter-productive when it comes time to     
     implement tier two protection.  In addition, because a significant lowering
     of water quality is defined as "any" increase in the mass loading of BCCs, 
     the term lends nothing to the substantive requirements of the GLI          
     antidegradation proposal.                                                  
                                                                                
     "Significant" lowering of water quality as the threshold for tier two      
     analysis should be deleted from the GLI, even though the current definition
     for "significant" lowering of water quality should be retained.            
     
     
     Response to: D2838.090     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D605.079.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2838.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments .092 - .094 are imbedded in comment .091.            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the GLI, commendably, categorizes a limited number of             
     "developments" that may be considered in a decision to allow increased     
     discharges, it gives considerable leeway to regulators to determine whether
     a lowering of water quality is necessary to allow for important economic   
     and social developments.                                                   
                                                                                
     [For second-tier waters, dischargers should also be required to demonstrate
     a direct linkage--a cause-and-effect relationship--between an economic and 
     social development and a lowering of water quality.]  [The GLI should then 
     require dischargers' demonstrations of direct linkages to be subject to    
     public review and comment.]  [Finally, EPA should establish a database for 
     social and economic development decisions so that agencies and the public  
     may improve their evaluation of dischargers' demonstrations over time.]    
     
     
     Response to: D2838.091     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2838.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .092 is imbedded in comment .091.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For second-tier waters, dischargers should also be required to demonstrate 
     a direct linkage--a cause-and-effect relationship--between an economic and 
     social development and a lowering of water quality.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2838.092     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2838.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .093 is imbedded in comment .091.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should then require dischargers' demonstrations of direct linkages 
     to be subject to public review and comment.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2838.093     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2838.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .094 is imbedded in comment .091.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, EPA should establish a database for social and economic           
     development decisions so that agencies and the public may improve their    
     evaluation of dischargers' demonstrations over time.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2838.094     
     
     Consistency between different jurisdiction within the Great Lakes System   
     will be addressed through EPA's oversight of the water quality standards   
     and permits programs and through regular communication between States,     
     Tribes and EPA.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2838.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The integration of pollution prevention prerequisites should be an integral
     part of the GLI's antidegradation analyses for second-tier waters, as well 
     as for tier one and tier three waters.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2838.095     
     
     Comment ID:  D2838.095                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D605.083.                                          
                                                                                
     In addition, water quality in waters designated as outstanding             
     national resourc waters (ONRW) is not permitted to be degraded.            
     Consequently, as with waters that do not achieve water quality             
     criteria, since no lowering of water quality is allowed, there is          
     no antidegradation demonstration and no consideration of                   
     pollution prevention.  If the commenter is suggesting that a               
     pollution prevention demonstration be prepared by an existing              
     discharger to a water body that is designated as an ONRW even if           
     there will be no action to lower water quality, that is beyond             
     the scope of antidegradation.  Antidegradation is intended to              
     address activities that lower water quality.  If water quality is          
     not being lowered, antidegradation is not applicable.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2838.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's antidegradation policy applies to diffuse sources of pollution.  
     However, the GLI qualifies its diffuse source coverage by stating that it  
     applies only to the extent "independent regulatory authority" exists to    
     enforce water quality standards against nonpoint sources of pollution.     
     Requiring "independent regulatory authority" could be the exception that   
     eats the GLI's otherwise strong rule on diffuse source controls.           
                                                                                
     EPA should clarify what is meant by requiring "independent regulatory      
     authority" for the GLI to apply to diffuse sources of pollution.           
     
     
     Response to: D2838.096     
     
     The final Guidance states that antidegradation is required to be           
     implemented whenever independent regulatory authority exists governing an  
     action and requiring compliance with water quality standards.  This means  
     that the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance, though broadly  
     applicable, rely on other, existing authorities for implementation, such as
     a discharge permit.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The added costs of doing business associated with the proposed rule will   
     unfairly affect the ability of facilities in the Basin to compete with     
     facilities outside the Basin.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The predicted benefits of implementing the proposed rule are not justified 
     by the projected costs of implementation.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.002    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2845L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's continuing focus upon point source discharges, after the extensive   
     improvements that have been made on point source discharges for the last 20
     years, ignores the most significant contributors to toxic and other        
     pollution in the Great Lakes system -- agricultural nonpoint source        
     pollution, air particulate deposition, and Canadian industrial discharges  
     in the north.  It is simply unfair and unreasonable to achieve the highly  
     ambitious goals of the GLI solely through the further efforts of point     
     source dischargers while ignoring other sources and the benefits to be     
     achieved through the programs such as air toxics reductions, scheduled to  
     take effect in the near future under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990. 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.003    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers P2746.043 and G3457.004, and Section V of 
     the preamble to the final Guidance.                                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has vastly underestimated the cost of this program and its effect on   
     regional economies.  SCA cannot ignore the possibility that a significant  
     number of regional jobs and the regional market could suffer dramatic      
     downturns as a result of this program.  SCA facilities which cannot achieve
     the standards, either technically or economically, will be forced to close,
     reduce operations or relocate.                                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.004    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2845L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the focus of the GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point     
     source industrial dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.
     Despite the significant improvement in water quality from point source     
     dischargers over the past 20 years, the GLI places onerous burdens on them 
     while ignoring other major sources of pollutants, such as contaminated     
     sediments, airborne pollutants, and agriculture and construction runoff.   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.005    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

Page 3588



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2845L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     there is universal criticism regarding the science used to support the GLI.
     EPA's own Science Advisory Board ("SAB") has criticized and questioned both
     the science underlying the proposed rule and the absence of "peer review"  
     by other credible scientific institutions, such as the National Academy of 
     Sciences.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.006    
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  See response to comment number P2574.006.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2845L.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, EPA has used scientifically unproven methodologies   
     (e.g., the establishment of a bioaccumulation factor) and has set limits   
     for pollutants for which limited or no data exists.  Without further       
     scientific support, it is inappropriate for EPA to establish legally       
     enforceable regulatory requirements on the regulated community.            
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.007    
     
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     SID section IV.B.2 for further discussion of SAB comments regarding the    
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     relative merit of BAFs and BCFs.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has put the burden on the regulated community to prove that overly     
     protective or overly conservative assumptions are invalid.  The regulated  
     community will be forced to pay exorbitant sums:  (1) to comply with overly
     stringent permit limits, if possible; or (2) to prove that the permit      
     limits are wrong.  If facilities cannot afford and/or find the technology  
     to achieve the proposed limits, they will be forced to close or relocate.  
     Under any scenario, the regulated community (and their customers) will pay.
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.008    
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides creating unreasonable permit limits, the proposed rule would       
     require industrial dischargers to:  (1) conduct extensive scientific       
     research on the safety of chemicals in cases where a complete database for 
     those chemicals does not exist (or, as an alternative, meet standards which
     are designed to be more stringent than necessary);  (2) treat pollutants   
     which they did not generate or add to their discharge -- that is pollutants
     already present in water used by entities as intake water for a variety of 
     uses; (3) undertake significant expensive monitoring for substances that   
     have never been detected in a discharger's effluent; and (4) conduct       
     onerous and time consuming antidegradation demonstrations proving that any 
     increases in the volume or concentration of discharges will lead to major  
     social and economic benefits.                                              
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     Response to: D2845L.009    
     
     Comment D2845L.009                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA believes the commenter overstates some of the provisions of the        
     Guidance.  The commenter is referred to sections II.C, VIII.E, and         
     VII of the SID, for a full discussion of these issues.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation demonstrations may be required by a facility to increase   
     its discharges over existing effluent quality, even if permit limits would 
     not be exceeded.  This requirement is particularly troubling and would     
     eliminate a facility's ability to vary its production on a day-to-day basis
     or even on a season-to-season basis.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.010    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2845L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, SCA believes that EPA has grossly underestimated the 
     economic impacts and grossly overestimated the environmental benefit of the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  In its proposed rule, EPA estimates 
     that the total costs for all direct and indirect dischargers to comply with
     the GLI is from $80-505 million, with $230 million as the most likely cost.
     See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20987.  The Council of Great Lakes Governors draft     
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     report on the proposed GLI estimates that compliance costs (assuming the   
     availability of intake credits) could reach $2.3 billion.  The Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Coalition reports that capital improvement costs for only    
     five major industries in the Region will reach $8 billion with an          
     additional $1 billion in annual operating costs.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.011    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1) EPA assumed intake credits were not an issue because influent would    
     have background levels of pollutants below the GLI proposed limits -- in   
     fact the lack of intake credits will force the most costly compliance      
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.012    
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  comment does not read well-commentor appears to be 
saying that our   
          assumption that costs of MZ elimination and LOQ provisions were 
duplicative
          is inaccurate                                                             

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the costs associated with the elimination of mixing zones and setting water
     quality-based effluent limitations ("WQBELs") below detection limits would 
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     be duplicative of costs associated with other mandatory compliance         
     requirements -- as SCA argues later in these comments, both the mixing     
     zones and detection limits issues impose significant costs and liabilities;
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.013    
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2669.082.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  commentor implies costs would be greater had we more 
fully considered
          costs of implementing ADEG.                                               

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA did not calculate costs associated with complying with the proposed    
     rule's antidegradation provisions (it only calculated the costs of         
     completing a demonstration project);(1)                                    
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (1) However, demonstration projects have only the capacity to assist in    
     compliance, but do not assure compliance or necessarily make it cheaper.   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.014    
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA apparently gave little or no consideration to many intangible costs    
     like delayed or prevented plant expansion or potential legal costs         
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     associated with the plethora of liabilities over which many plants will    
     have little or no control.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.015    
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D2595.022.                          
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides purely economic costs, the proposed rule has many other effects    
     that will put facilities in the Great Lakes Basin at a disadvantage.  For  
     instance, under the proposed rule, plant manager's and operators'          
     discretion to vary production will be inhibited.  Whatever a "normal" level
     of production is now (if there is such a thing) will become a de facto     
     standard for facilities in the future.  National and international         
     competition already forces facilities to try to do more with less.         
     Furthermore, competitiveness includes considerations of quality and        
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     timeliness.  Permit modifications and social and economic impact           
     demonstrations make companies non-competitive.  Even short lag times in    
     producing a new product or responding to an increase in demand can preclude
     a facility from taking advantage of a business opportunity because another 
     domestic or international competitor has been able to adjust more rapidly. 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.016    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2845L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, there is significant doubt from the scientific community
     and the states that there will be any measurable environmental benefits    
     from the proposed rule.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.017    
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2845L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule assumes that by controlling chemicals currently being    
     discharged in industrial wastewater, the Great Lakes will immediately      
     become clean and people will enjoy immediate benefits of increased         
     recreational capabilities and human health protection.  Many citizens of   
     the Region are under the false impression that even though the costs are   
     great, they will receive immediate and tangible benefits.                  
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     Response to: D2845L.018    
     
     See response to comment D2823.019.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2845L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     most of the Great Lakes problems stem from past emissions of chemicals that
     have since been banned or severely restricted (i.e, PCBs and DDT).         
     Moreover, industrial point source discharges are increasingly becoming less
     and less a factor in Great Lakes water degradation.   Air emissions and    
     non-point runoff are diffuse but major sources of water degradation and are
     unaffected by the proposed rule.  Without the proposed rule, the Great     
     Lakes will realize a real net benefit from the air toxics reductions of the
     Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Once the air toxics regulations are in  
     place in the near future, non-point source pollution will be the greatest  
     contributor to water degradation.  EPA should delay imposing significant   
     additional controls on industrial and municipal point source discharges    
     until after the effects of air toxics regulations are known and non-point  
     source discharges can be further evaluated regarding their effects on Great
     Lakes waters.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.019    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2845L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should revise and improve its cost/benefit analysis before a proposed  
     rule of this magnitude is imposed on industry.  Until costs are accurately 
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     assessed and potential benefits are reasonably identified, the GLI should  
     be withheld.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.020    
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2719.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2845L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A. Ambient Metals Criteria Must Be Based on Dissolved Metals               
                                                                                
     Generally, the GLI proposed methodology is not specific with regard to what
     form a criterion should be expressed for metals (i.e., dissolved, total,   
     etc.).  Many of the proposed metals criteria, however, are expressed as    
     total recoverable metal.  EPA's SAB recommened that the Agency consider    
     only the biologically active form of a pollutant when establishing water   
     quality criteria.  In fact, the preamble indicates that the water effect   
     ratio --a site-specific option for criteria development described under the
     aquatic life procedure -- should adequately address the opportunity for    
     expressing criteria in a bioavailable form.  In addition, the preamble's   
     discussion of bioavailability focuses on "freely dissolved" chemicals.  58 
     Fed. Reg. at 20861.                                                        
                                                                                
                                                                                
     In light of EPA's 1992 interim metals policy statement which allows        
     criteria to be developed on the basis of "dissolved metals" and the GLI's  
     emphasis on bioavailability, SCA believes that EPA should clarify the      
     proposed rule and express metals criteria based on dissolved metals.  This 
     is further supported by the fact that the toxicity tests upon which the GLI
     criteria are based exposed the organisms to dissolved metals only.  Permit 
     limits should be written accordingly.  [Where appropriate, existing permit 
     limits should be relaxed if water quality toxicity would not be affected.] 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.021    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2845L.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.022 is imbedded in comment #.021.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where appropriate, existing permit limits should be relaxed if water       
     quality toxicity would not be affected.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.022    
     
     See response to comment  D2620.020.                                        
                                                                                
     Guidance on developing permit limits from metals criteria expressed as     
     dissolved concentrations may be found in The Office of Water Policy and    
     Technical Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life    
     Metals Criteria (October 1, 1993).                                         
                                                                                
     Permit limits may be relaxed based on new or revised standards, however,   
     the requirements under Section 402.O. of the Clean Water Act.  See Section 
     II of the SID regarding Section 402 requirements.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B. The GLI's Strict Antidegradation Policies Will Halt Individual Facility 
     Economic Expansion Within the Region                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.023    
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution prevention   
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     plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that a      
     lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated that   
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under current regulations, EPA requires states to include antidegradation  
     policies in water quality management programs.  The GLI proposal will      
     significantly tighten these requirements for waters in the Great Lakes     
     Basin.  The net result of the GLI antidegradation policy would be:  (1) to 
     restrain industrial expansion by proposing to preclude an increase in the  
     rate of discharge from any source above levels currently being discharged; 
     (2) to create a significant adverse effect on economic growth in the Great 
     Lakes Region, including to discourage new industries from locating or      
     existing industries from expanding in the Basin; and (3) to ban increased  
     discharges of certain pollutants even if higher levels of those pollutants 
     are allowed in a facility's legally binding National Pollutant Discharge   
     Elimination System ("NPDES") permit.  SCA believes that EPA's              
     antidegradation provisions under current law are fully protective of health
     and the environment and should not be altered for the Great Lakes Basin.   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.024    
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
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     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994), provide direction to States and   
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the proposed antidegradation policy will force many      
     facilities to violate their permits due to the variability of their        
     discharges.  This could cause many facilities to further cut back          
     production to avoid civil and criminal penalties.  This is an absolute     
     disincentive for facilities to improve their environmental performance     
     capabilities voluntarily.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.025    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII. See 
     response to comment D2741.170.                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Facilities which are operating at less than full capacity, due either to   
     the recession or a drop in demand, could be precluded from production      
     increases and resumption of historical production levels because actual    
     pollutant discharge loadings would increase.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.026    
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Facility production is often seasonal and can vary even on a day-to-day    
     basis.  SCA companies seek NPDES permits which will allow them to peak     
     their production occasionally without exceeding their permit limits.  The  
     GLI proposed rule completely eliminates a company's ability to vary its    
     production processes on an ad hoc basis.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.027    
     
     The final Guidance only requires an antidegradation review when a facility 
     is considering an action that has the potential to result in an increased  
     loading of BCCs to the Great Lakes System. For all other pollutants, States
     and Tribes have the option of adopting the applicable final Guidance       
     provisions, but are not required to do so.  If States and Tribes choose to 
     adopt provisions comparable to the Guidance, antidegradation review would  
     only be required if the changes at the facility necessitate relaxed permit 
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Some of the commenter's concern may stem from the EEQ approach in the      
     proposal.  The final guidance does not require use of an EEQ approach.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2845L.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For designated high quality waters (those that exceed "fishable/swimmable" 
     standards), all new sources, new production processes, product lines,      
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hookups to       
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     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would require expensive and time
     consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and economic 
     benefits.  This would discourage all but the most significant modifications
     and eliminate incremental growth in production, employment and productivity
     associated with normal economic or population growth.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.028    
     
     See response to comment D2823.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing effluent quality ("EEQ") concept creates a disincentive for   
     improved treatment because a pollutant will ultimately be limited to a     
     lower level achieved by the improved treatment.  Furthermore, the EEQ      
     approach penalizes facilities with historically good environmental         
     performance and rewards those with generally poorer performance because the
     good performers will receive more stringent limits.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.029    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation and the EEQ concept turn good environmental planning on the
     part of the industrial dischargers into potential violations.              
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     Response to: D2845L.030    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For bioaccumulative chemicals of concern ("BCCs"), the EEQ would become a  
     legally enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively   
     replacing permit limits.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.031    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2845L.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy in the proposed GLI assumes environmental       
     quality will degrade as a result of a change in discharge without any      
     investigation of whether this would actually occur.  This ignores          
     assimilative capacity, local stream effects and a host of other factors.   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.032    
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation provisions will create additional administrative   
     burdens for new and existing facilities needing to change or expand        
     operations; not to mention the administrative burdens forced upon the      
     regulatory agencies who may not have the time, money or resources to devote
     to reviewing the potential mass of demonstration projects.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.033    
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an administrative impediment to growth or economic    
     recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with          
     minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth on water      
     quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the growth  
     is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water quality.  The 
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the        
     capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is
     limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases  
     in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that 
     the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for   
     the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations. Consequently, 
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2845L.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     "Antidegradation demonstrations" put an unreasonable burden of proof on the
     regulated community to prove that increased discharges do not lower water  
     quality.  This is difficult and uncertain at best and amounts to a default 
     of the government's obligations.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.034    
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2845L.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation standard specifically requires that water quality  
     be assessed on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis, further complicating matters
     for dischargers.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.035    
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2845L.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Other Effects of EPA's Antidegradation Policy                          
                                                                                
     Even if BCCs have never been detected in a facility's discharge, EPA could 
     issue new permit limits to facilities covering these substances.  These    
     requirements would force facilities to undertake significant and expensive 
     monitoring and would expose these permittees to liabilities if BCCs were   
     ever found or detected in a discharge.                                     
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     Response to: D2845L.036    
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An increase in nonpoint source loading, due to construction or other       
     sources, could trigger an antidegradation review which could result in     
     stricter limitations on point sources.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.037    
     
     This comment is not accurate.  An increased loading from a nonpoin source  
     cannot lead to more stringent permit limits for a point source as a result 
     of implementation of antidegradation.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     antidegradation policies apply even in cases where increased pollutant     
     causes are not discernable, even if existing permit limits can be fully    
     met.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.038    
     
     The literal language of the national regulation, 40 CFR 131.12(a)(2),      
     refers to any lowering of water quality.  The Guidance clarifies that what 
     is of concern is significant lowering of water quality, which is defined   
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     differently for BCCs and non-BCCs.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At a minimum, the antidegradation provisions will discourage business      
     expansion in the Great Lakes Basin.  At a maximum, the antidegradation     
     policy could require such extensive additional control requirements that   
     businesses find it uneconomical or technically unachievable to locate,     
     expand or even maintain facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.               
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.039    
     
     See response to comment D2851.004D.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the antidegradation policy is burdensome and unworkable, SCA       
     suggests the following changes be made:                                    
                                                                                
     EPA should retain its current antidegradation policy that works well and is
     fully protective of human health and the environment.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.040    
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
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     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994), provide direction to States and   
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2845L.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.041    
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2845L.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation review triggering mechanisms should be the same for BCCs   
     and non-BCCs and should be based on requests for an increase in a water    
     quality based effluent limit for a new discharge, not on existing effluent 
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.042    
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2845L.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Companies should be assured that if they meet specific requirements of a   
     demonstration project, they will be granted necessary increases; decisions 
     should not be based on arbitrary or subjective judgement.  Additional      
     guidance is needed on issues such as the size of the region to which a     
     social and economic review would pertain, the amount of time that the      
     regulatory agency would have to review a demonstration and the criteria to 
     be used by the regulatory agency to make these decisions.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.043    
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2845L.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of de minimis should apply to BCCs as well as non-BCCs.        
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.044    
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  Without Intake Credits, Industry Will be Required to Treat "Pollutants"
     for Which They Have No Responsibility                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.045    
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in D2798.058 and is   
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Except under very rare instances, EPA's GLI proposed rule essentially      
     eliminates the use of intake credits for industrial dischargers.  In its   
     argument, EPA relies primarily on the difference between technology-based  
     effluent limits and water quality-based effluent limits to support its     
     prohibition against intake credits.  SCA sees nothing inherent in this     
     distinction that would explain why intake pollutants should be handled     
     differently under these two permit limitation devices.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.046    
     
     This comment raises the same issue as that in comment #D2823.048 and is    
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act regulates the discharge of pollutants through "point   
     sources."  By defintion, the statute covers "any addition of pollutants to 
     navigable waters ..." 33 U.S.C. Section 1362(12).  EPA justifies the       
     elimination of intake credits with cases that seem unrelated to industrial 
     discharges.  First, EPA cites to a case in which intake waters, including  
     live fish, are brought through a seafood processing plant and resulting    
     "fish materials" are discharged. 58 Fed. Reg. at 20956.  Second, EPA cites 
     to a case in which the redepositing of materials discharged in placer      
     mining, including materials originally found in the stream bed or adjoining
     banks, is the "addition" of pollutants.  Id. EPA also cites to a case in   
     which the redepositing of vegetation and sediment by propellers of a       
     tugboat into adjacent sea grass beds is the "addition" of pollutants.  Id. 
     SCA questions the applicability of these cases to a situation in which an  
     industrial facility could receive intake water from a stream, the ground,  
     or a municipality and have to treat it for background levels of pollutants 
     that may be at or below detection levels.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.047    
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in in the SID at      
     Section VIII.E.5.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Courts have generally applied the premise that dischargers must be         
     responsible for the pollutants they add to process water but not those     
     inherent in the intake water prior to its processing.(2)  The leading      
     precedent on this issue was established in the case Appalachian Power Co.  
     v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976).  In Appalachian Power the Fourth  
     Circuit concluded, "It is industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction 
     under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter a plant     
     through its intake stream.  We agree."  Id. at 1377.  This position is     
     consistent with that of EPA.  In implementing the NPDES regulations in     
     1979, EPA allowed credits for pollutants in intake water stating that, "a  
     discharger should not be held responsible for pollutants already existing  
     in its water supply."  44 Fed. Reg. 32853, 32865 (June 7, 1979); see also, 
     40 C.F.R. Section 122.45(g).  Clearly precedent is on industry's side.     
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (2)  See e.g. National Wildlife Federation v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 165   
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     (D.C. Cir. 1982 ("For addition of pollutant from a point source to occur,  
     the point source must introduce the pollutant into navigable water from the
     outside world."  The discharge of pollutants already present in intake     
     water is not the "introduction" of pollutants "from the outside world;"    
     National Wildlife Foundation v. Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th
     Cir. 1988) (EPA argues and the Sixth Circuit agrees that "there can be no  
     addition [of pollutants] unless a source physically introduces a pollutant 
     into water from the outside world."); and In re ITT Rayonier, Inc., 1981   
     NPDES Lexis 1, 5 (Env. Protection Agency) (EPA Judicial Officer finds that 
     it is obvious that no addition of pollutants occurs when "the same body of 
     water is both the source and the recipient" of the same pollutants).       
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.048    
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5 and response to comment 2750.056.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The central consideration regarding intake credits is that the quality of  
     the industrial facility's intake or source water is beyond the facility's  
     control.  By denying facilities intake credits, the Agency is essentially  
     making plant operators legally liable for improving the quality of water   
     taken into the plant to be used as part of the production process prior to 
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.049    
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in in the SID at      
     Section VIII.E.5.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The loss of intake credits will discourage construction of new facilities  
     and pending plant modernization through the Great Lakes Basin.             
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.050    
     
     This comment is raises the same concern as that in D2823.053 and is        
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2845L.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the current national approach, permit writers can take into account  
     the presence of intake water pollutants when deriving water quality-based  
     effluent limits.  Under the proposed GLI, however, five specific conditions
     must be met before a permit writer can directly consider intake water      
     pollutants.  These are:  (1) 100% of the discharge water is returned to the
     same body of water from which it was taken; (2) the facility does not add  
     any pollutant in the process; (3) the facility does not alter the          
     pollutants chemically or physically; (4) there is no increase in the       
     concentration of the pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone; and (5) the 
     timing and location of the discharge would not lead to adverse water       
     quality impacts.  Dischargers must prove that these five specific          
     conditions apply.  With the ratcheting down of detection limits and        
     inherent test method variability it will be extremely difficult for a      
     facility to prove that no pollutants are being added.  This alone could    
     eliminate the potential use of all intake credits for all facilities.      
     Intake credits should not be an all or nothing proposition.                
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.051    
     
     With respect to the commenter's characterization of the current national   
     approach, see response to comment P2574.002.  EPA notes that the permitting
     authority has flexibility in what is needed to demonstrate whether the     
     conditions have been met.  See Generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a   
     detailed discussion of the final Guidance procedures for considering intake
     pollutants in water quality based permitting.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: D2845L.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the fear of being legally liable for the discharge of substances
     over which; (1) an operator has no control; (2) the facility did not       
     generate; and (3) the existence of which the operator may not have any     
     knowledge, significant additional capital expenditures will be needed to   
     treat intake waters, provided the technology is available to do so.        
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.052    
     
     This is the same as comment #D2823.054 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.  Also, see responses to comments D2657.006 and D1711.015.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current treatment procedures may not be designed to capture many of the    
     substances inherent in intake waters.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.053    
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX.  Also see responses to comments D2657.006 and D1711.015.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As detection capabilities continue to improve, operators will continually  
     be faced with new unanticipated liabilities.  Long-term planning regarding 
     wastewater treatment would be impossible.  These water treatment problems  
     are compounded by the application of Tier II criteria and the elimination  
     of mixing zones, forcing all treatment to be end-of-pipe.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.054    
     
     Response to D2845L.054: This comment is essentially the same as            
     D2823.056 and is addressed in the response to that comment.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are also several far reaching indirect ramifications from the GLI    
     proposal to eliminate intake credits.  For one, the proposed rule will have
     little effect on water quality because it focuses on more stringent point  
     source controls while nonpoint sources (e.g., natural mineral deposits,    
     atmospheric deposition and nonpoint runoff) are vastly more significant    
     sources for ambient water quality problems.  As proposed, the rule will    
     burden point source dischargers with the ultimate responsibility for       
     "restoring" the nation's water integrity.  The proposed rule "puts the cart
     before the horse" by forcing point source dischargers to treat intake      
     waters polluted predominantly by nonpoint sources who have little or no    
     controls who will "repollute" this same water.  Intake waters will be      
     treated and cleaned more efficiently if EPA concentrates its efforts on    
     regulating nonpoint source discharges.  Point source dischargers cannot    
     solve all of the Great Lakes problems and these problems will not go away  
     without a more global approach.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.055    
     
     This is the same as comment D2823.057 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2845L.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the       
     meaning of the term "discharge" which in turn expands the meaning of the   
     term "point source."  Clear distinctions that have been established through
     20 years of experience in guiding the NPDES program would become           
     instantaneously blurred.  Many previously unpermitted facilities under the 
     NPDES program could potentially be subject to the permitting process.      
     Hydroelectric dams, for instance, could become subject to the NPDES        
     permitting program.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.056    
     
     This comment duplicates D2823.058 and is not addressed separately here.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2845L.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Civil and criminal liability would be significantly expanded.  Industrial  
     dischargers would be subject to such a vast array of potential permit      
     violations that they would be virtually defenseless.  And finally, state   
     regulatory agencies would be overwhelmed with the amount of paperwork and  
     the demand for guidance.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.057    
     
     This duplicates comment D2823.059 and is not separately addressed here.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2845L.058
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI provides essentially four major options for addressing the intake  
     credits issue.  SCA believes that none of the options are as appealing as  
     maintaining the current EPA policy regarding intake credits.  However,     
     assuming the four options outlined in the rule are the only possible       
     options, SCA believes that EPA should select option number four.           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.058    
     
     This is the same as comment #D2823.060 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2845L.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option four was developed by the technical working group of the GLI and has
     been endorsed by all of the Great Lakes states' representatives.  Wisconsin
     has successfully implemented option four-like provisions in permits which  
     have not been objected to by the Agency.  This option should be modified,  
     however, so that noncontact cooling water and municipality discharges are  
     exempted and the provision limiting intake credits to water quality        
     impaired streams should be eliminated.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.059    
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2798.077 and is addressed in      
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2845L.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  The Phase Out of Mixing Zones Forces End-of-Pipe Treatment With No     
     Environmental Benefit                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.060    
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion of the Regulatory Impact
     Analysis in the SID at IX.D.6, which describes the environmental benefits  
     EPA expects will be derived from the provisions phasing out mixing zones   
     for existing BCC discharges. Response to D2845L.060 See response to comment
     P2576.196.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2845L.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By promoting a policy of phasing out mixing zones, dischargers in the Great
     Lakes Basin face additional controls and costs with no known environmental 
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.061    
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2845L.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes and their tributary rivers are extremely large water bodies
     that have the natural ability to rapidly assimilate and disburse substances
     so that concentrations pose little if any environmental risk.              
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.062    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2845L.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current mixing zone policy provides for full protection of the environment.
     Continuing to allow the use of mixing zones is a sound way of protecting   
     water quality and avoiding unnecessary treatment costs.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.063    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.This comment is identical to comment     
     number D2823.065.  Therefore, for a response to this comment, see the      
     response to comment number D2823.065.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2845L.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provided that acutely toxic conditions are avoided, the GLI proposal       
     ignores the important scientific relationship between concentrations and   
     exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity.  Ambient water quality is  

Page 3619



$T044618.TXT
     fully met beyond mixing zone boundaries.  Therefore, the significant costs 
     associated with additional end-of-pipe treatment will only result in       
     possible real improvement to water quality within the size and area of the 
     mixing zone itself.  This seems to present little environmental benefit for
     the expected significant additional cost.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.064    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.This comment is identical to comment     
     number D2823.066.  Therefore, for a response to this comment, see the      
     response to comment number D2823.066.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2845L.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics Control"  
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones can be       
     modified or eliminated in certain cases to compensate for uncertainties in 
     the assimilative capacity of the water body.  This document suggests no    
     reason for treating BCCs differently regarding mixing zones.               
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.065    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2845L.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA admits that the GLI proposed rule develops criteria for BCCs which may 
     be overly conservative.  In eliminating mixing zones, EPA is essentially   
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     compounding the same uncertainties that were initially factored into the   
     BCC criteria.  This regulation is therefore duplicative and overly         
     burdensome.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.066    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2845L.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA recommends that the Agency continue to follow its existing mixing zone 
     policy.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.067    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  The Establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits ("WQBELs")    
     Below Detection Limits Puts Industrial Dischargers At Unnecessary Risk     
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.068    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
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     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes proposed rule requires that actual, calculated WQBELs be   
     expressed for each permit.  In some cases, a WQBEL cannot be measured      
     analytically; however it must still be specified in the permit.  SCA feels 
     that by establishing WQBELs below quantifiable levels, EPA is imposing     
     tremendous uncertainty and potential legal liability on facilities beyond  
     that contemplated by the Clean Water Act.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.069    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current federal regulations do not require or specify procedures for       
     determining compliance with WQBELs that are set at less than quantifiable  
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.070    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposed rule forces Great Lakes states to establish specific      
     compliance procedures for below detection limit levels.  These "compliance 
     evaluation levels" ("CELs") must be established at current analytical      
     detection limit values.  This means that any detected amount, even if below
     quantification levels, will trigger a potential violation.  The level of   
     uncertainty at the lower end of instrument detectibility creates an unfair 
     risk of liability.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.071    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, even though a facility maintains its effluent discharges below
     CELS, EPA will require facilities to implement "pollution minimization     
     programs" ("PMPs") "in order to increase the likelihood that the           
     concentration of the pollutant in the effluent is as close to meeting the  
     WQBEL as possible."  These PMPs will even be required for substances of    
     concern that may not have been detected in the discharger's effluent.  To  
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     implement a PMP, a facility must "reduce all quantifiable levels of the    
     pollutant in all internal and indirect wastewater streams contributing to  
     the permittee's wastewater collection system to maintain the effluent at or
     below the WQBEL."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20978 (April 16, 1993).  These          
     requirements are extremely onerous and costly.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.072    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing WQBELs below detection limits and requiring PMPs of direct    
     dischargers will also affect indirect dischargers.  Publicly Owned         
     Treatment Works ("POTW") will be forced to implement similar controls by   
     their industrial customers.  Because of the inability to detect some       
     regulated pollutants, POTWs will be forced to prohibit any discharge of    
     these pollutants into the sewer system leading to the POTW.  This would    
     virtually kill any removal credits and preclude the establishment of       
     specific pretreatment standards.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.073    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability, both municipal and industrial plant   
     operators will be forced to employ expensive and sophisticated equipment to
     monitor frequently the influent to the plant in order to detect specific   
     pollutants in the intake waters that are not in the production process.    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.074    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the PMP is both unfair and inequitable.  The PMP  
     requirement totally ignores the capability of waste treatment processes and
     assumes that all pollutants in the facility permit are discharged at WQBEL 
     levels or higher.  In cases where reduction of a pollutant may be          
     warranted, it is inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that      
     reduction to "minimization" when "treatment" may be more efficient and     
     cost-effective.  The method of reduction should be the choice of the       
     discharger, not the regulator.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.075    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.076
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it would be impossible to determine whether PMP control measures actually  
     improve the quality of the wastewater discharges because the pollutants of 
     concern would already be at unmeasurable levels.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.076    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because measurement of very low levels of pollutants requires equipment at 
     the frontier of detection capability, there is a higher likelihood of false
     readings or the misidentification of substances.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.077    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical effect of establishing WQBEL levels below detection limit is 
     to force facilities to eliminate the subject pollutant, a position which is
     contrary to the whole notion of providing permits with effluent limitations
     and is practically unachievable.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.078    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a chemical is present in intake water, a plant operator may not be aware
     of its presence and may never have had to treat for the pollutant          
     previously.  The plant operator could be held liable retroactively if the  
     laboratory's detection or analytical technologies improve or change.       
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.079    
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, please see the Wildlife chapter of the Supplemental           
     Information Document regarding the modification of the mercury criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a WQBEL is placed in a permit at a level that is below the detection    
     limit, a narrative statement should be included stating that the discharger
     is in compliance with the limit if pollutants are not detected above the   
     "practical quantification level" ("PQL").  This would allow compliance with
     the permit to be judged according to an unequivocal detection limit.  PQL's
     are a much more favorable way of defining CELs than either Minimum Levels  
     ("ML") or Minimum Detection Limits ("MDLs").  PQLs are clear and have been 
     successfully used to define detection limits in other environmental        
     regulatory programs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.080    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should use only those enhanced monitoring programs that have passed its
     own rigorous formal approval process when the limit is below the PQL.      
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.081    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with the WQBEL should be determined by only quantitative        
     analysis of the final effluent and should not include analyses of          
     individual waste streams leading to the final effluent as required under   
     the proposed PMP.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.082    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PMPs should not apply if discharge levels are below either intake or       
     background concentrations and should only seek to reduce total discharges  
     instead of focusing on each process stream.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.083    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2845L.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, during the term of the permit, analytical procedures improve and       
     previously unknown substances are detected in a facility's effluent, the   
     permit should only be reopened if a water quality criteria is being        
     violated.  If a new permit limit is required, the permit should be revised 
     giving the facility a PQL-based detection limit and a compliance schedule  
     to meet this limit.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.084    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2845L.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because bioaccumulation is a very complex environmental process, estimating
     if, and to what extent, bioaccumulation actually occurs for specific       
     pollutants is extremely difficult.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.085    
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that bioaccumulation is a complex            
     environmental process.  In the hierarchy of methods, the prefered method is
     field-measurement of BAFs or BSAFs.  Field data will inherently account for
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     the many complex processes occuring in nature and therefore the net result 
     of these process will be reflected in the BAF.  Estimating to what extent  
     bioaccumulation occurs is a little more difficult.  In the final Guidance, 
     an adaptation of the Gobas model (1993) is used instead of the Thomann     
     model (1989).                                                              
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2845L.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA does not argue with the concept of developing a bioaccumulation factor 
     or addressing BCCs.  However, SCA agrees with EPA's SAB that the science   
     for developing BAFs has not been sufficiently developed to justify its use 
     in the GLI or as a legally enforceable regulatory trigger.  This is        
     especially important because the economic consequences of controlling BCCs 
     are tremendous.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.086    
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter tha the science for developing BAFs has   
     not been sufficiently developed to justify its use in the GLI or as a      
     legally enforceable regulatory trigger.  EPA has revised the methodology to
     incorporate the best science applicable to the regulatory process.  For a  
     more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B of the SID.                     
                                                                                
     In addition, in the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based 
     on the field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs because          
     field-measured data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in      
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D2845L.087
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BAF methodology precludes using site-specific information and 
     generates results that are often at odds with, or irrelevant to, the       
     existing local biology, hydrology or ecology.  BAFs derived in the field   
     from open waters of the Great Lakes are not applicable to all waters in the
     basin -- BAFs should be more site-specific.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.087    
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2845L.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only BAFs based on actual fish tissue measurements should be used to derive
     water quality standards or to list pollutants for specific controls for    
     sources that would affect that particular fish species.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.088    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2845L.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When field-measured BAFs are available, they are calculated by a procedure 
     which calls for the application of a food chain multiplier ("FCM") and a   
     bioconcentration factor ("BCF").  This methodology does not take into      
     account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes Region and does   
     not consider biotransformation, biodegradation or metabolism.  Thus, the   
     methodolgy cannot reasonably be expected to provide results within even one
     order of magnitude of what actually occurs in each regulated ecosystem.    
     EPA's SAB report states that Thomann's BCF-to-BAF model "has not been      
     adequately tested for use for the establishment of regional water quality  
     at this time."                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.089    
     
     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2845L.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The FCM model and BAF methodology are extremely sensitive to input         
     parameters.  The parameters used in the Thomann model may not have been    
     reviewed for accuracy or appropriateness to the Great Lakes ecosystem.  A  
     more valid BAF methodology needs to be developed before applying it in the 
     regulatory framework.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.090    
     
     See response to comment D2724.092.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2845L.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1,000 as a trigger for determining BCCs appears   
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the proposed
     rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1,000 is the   
     correct value for triggering more stringent regulations.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.091    
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2845L.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has found that metals (except mercury) are neither BCCs nor potential  
     BCCs.  SCA supports this determination and agrees that metals (except      
     mercury) do not bioaccumulate in fish or other plant or animal tissues.    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.092    
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that most metals do not biomagnify through   
     the food chain.  Most metals have low BAFs and therefore would not be      
     classified a BCC.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2845L.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving water 
     quality standards until all questions about the methodology have been      
     resolved.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.093    
     
     EPA believes that it has adequatetly addressed the questions about the     
     methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF as a numeric factor  
     in deriving water quality standards.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has made an effort to work with the regulated community to develop the 
     BAF methodology through the comment/response process, meetings and         
     discussions, and Science Advisory Board reviews. The regulated community   
     has had the opportunity to participate these and other forums to develop   
     the BAF methodology used in the final Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2845L.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA supports the reduction of chemicals which are proven to be             
     bioaccumulative.  SCA will work with EPA in any appropriate manner in order
     to expedite the development of a methodology which accurately controls     
     BCCs.  However, until more thorough research has been completed, SCA urges 
     EPA to limit BCCs subject to strict regulatory requirements to those       
     chemicals which have scientifically been proven to bioaccumulate.          
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.094    
     
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs.  Field- measured data  
     are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a            
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the actual impacts
     of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting 
     them through use of a model.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.095
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Methodology is Overly Conservative and Virtually Impossible to     
     Rectify Once Promulgated                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.095    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative approach
     for assigning values (using added safety factors) to produce criteria that 
     are overly-protective and unnecessarily expensive.  In fact, the potential 
     exists, under the Tier II methodology, for the development of unmeasurable 
     and unattainable permit limits which are based on the results of only one  
     potentially irrelevant study.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.096    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the proposed Tier II methodology, the GLI essentially proposes to     
     adopt a new policy -- the less that is known about a substance, the more   
     stringent the water quality requirements.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.097    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA is very concerned with the scientific basis and implementation         
     mechanism of the proposed approach.  EPA's approach transfers the burden   
     and costs of developing better criteria to industry by forcing the         
     discharger to prove that a less stringent standard is merited.             
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.098    
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it is extremely inefficient to force each discharger to prove that his or  
     her limit is inappropriate.                                                
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     Response to: D2845L.099    
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the government wants to regulate through the use of permit limits, it   
     should assume the responsibility for determining what those limits should  
     be to protect human health and the environment.  It is simply unfair to    
     subject each discharger to potentially unattainable standards and then be  
     able to impose significant penalties if a grossly overconservative limit is
     not achieved.  Either the Tier II methodology must have more assurance, be 
     abandoned, or be coupled with a modification in the enforcement policy.    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.100    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides industry, local communities also bear the burden of proof for their
     POTWs permit.  EPA must accept responsibility for its regulations by       
     meeting its burden of proof first, before the presumption of illegitimacy  
     is placed on the regulated community to accept or refute.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.101    
     
     See response to comments D2741.076 and D2587.091.                          
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 3638



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA readily admits that the cost of complying with more stringent permit   
     limits may be high because of the additional conservative assumptions      
     incorporated into its approach, while the benefits may be low.  See 58 Fed.
     Reg. at 20837.  EPA argues that this creates an incentive on the part of   
     dischargers to generate additional toxicological data.  This assumption is 
     marginally correct at best.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.102    
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry (or POTWs) could embark on an expensive and time-consuming        
     research project to attempt to prove the Tier II limits are incorrect by   
     developing legitimate Tier I criteria.  This is a risky proposition for    
     several reasons.  First, typical studies needed to develop and evaluate the
     necessary data can easily cost more than $120,000 per study and take 24    
     months or longer.  The result of the studies necessary for the project must
     also be finalized and submitted to the permitting agency for review.  There
     is no guarantee that the permitting agency will agree that minimum data    
     requirements and the proposed guidance, including quality assurance        
     requirements, have been met or even that the study itself will be accepted.
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.103    
     
     EPA believes that the States would be receptive to discussing these        
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     detainls with the permittee, prior to the commencement of such studies.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.104
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the originator of the study essentially has a three year window in which to
     complete the study and get approval from the permitting agency regarding   
     the new Tier I criteria.  The three year window is based on the fact that a
     discharger must meet Tier II limits within three years of promulgation,    
     unless Tier I criteria have superseded.  Assuming that studies could even  
     be completed within the three year window, rejection by the permitting     
     authority would force the study originator to develop and put in place     
     additional equipment to meet Tier II limits in a very short time.  Thus,   
     this option becomes a prohibitively risky one.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.104    
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This approach also penalizes the first discharger facing the use of a      
     conservative Tier II-based limit in a new or revised permit.  That         
     discharger will be forced to assume the costs of developing the database to
     support a more reasonable Tier I criteria which will then benefit all      
     subsequent dischargers.  These costs should not be borne by the discharger 
     as a circumstance of its permit.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.105    
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     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If industry does not challenge a Tier II limit, it is likely that          
     facilities would have to undertake expensive changes needed to meet the    
     more strict Tier II limits, even though these limits have been created to  
     be overly protective.  Competing plants outside the Great Lakes Basin, in  
     the rest of the United States or internationally, will certainly not be    
     forced to meet these same standards until they have been proven valid      
     scientifically, if ever.  Because of the likelihood that Tier I criteria   
     will ultimately be developed that are less restrictive than the Tier II    
     limits, facilities in the Great Lakes Basin will have been put at a        
     competitive disadvantage.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.106    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     once a facility meets the Tier II limits, under EPA's antibacksliding      
     policy there is no guarantee that the facility will ever be able to take   
     advantage of less stringent Tier I criteria, when developed.  EPA's current
     antibacksliding provisions and the GLI antidegradation policy stand as     
     impediments to relaxing any permit terms under most circumstances.         
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     Response to: D2845L.107    
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  See comments page 17 bottom-page 18.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     if a facility cannot technically or economically comply with either of the 
     above options, it will be forced to close or relocate.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.108    
     
     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because NPDES permit limits create specific, legally enforceable           
     requirements for water discharges and, because violations of their permits 
     subject permit holders to potential enforcement action by government agents
     or citizens groups, permit limits based on a lack of sound science and     
     supportable evidence (i.e., Tier II limits) should not be used.            
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.109    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2845L.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current antibacksliding and antidegradation provisions should not prevent  
     the substitution of more valid Tier I criteria for Tier II values.         
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.110    
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: uncoded
     Comment ID: D2845L.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Approved Tier I data and approved whole effluent toxicity testing could be 
     used to devise permit limits to ensure that no significant adverse effects 
     are occurring while additional Tier I criteria are developed.              
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.111    
     
     See the SID, especially Section VIII, for a response to this and related   
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: uncoded
     Comment ID: D2845L.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Substances that have been identified for Tier II limits should be published
     by EPA in the Federal Register and research on these chemicals should be   
     expanded immediately.  A joint EPA/industry effort could commence to help  
     elevate Tier II values into Tier I criteria before they are incorporated   
     into permits.  All Tier II values that have not been elevated to Tier I    
     criteria after ten years would be reevaluated for potential use as permit  
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.112    
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2845L.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposed rule requires that every stream, tributary and connecting 
     channel in the Great Lakes Basin meet the same water quality standards as  
     the open waters of the Great Lakes.  No matter how significantly local     
     conditions differ from the assumptions used to develop the GLI Basin-wide  
     standards, states may not establish less stringent local requirements for  
     human or wildlife criteria.  However, they may establish less stringent    
     aquatic criteria.  This appears to be an inconsistent regulatory approach. 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.113    
     
     D2845L.113                                                                 
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section          
     VIII.A.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2845L.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA believes that uniform basin-wide requirements will result in           
     unnecessarily stringent controls and significantly increase costs for      
     certain dischargers without producing any measurable environmental benefit.
     The proposal equates to treatment for treatment's sake.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.114    
     
     See response to: G2650.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2845L.115
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should be able to adjust human and wildlife criteria as long as     
     sensitive or endangered populations are protected.  Flexibilty to raise or 
     lower site-specific criteria provides an incentive for government or       
     industry to better define the science behind and develop more efficient    
     criteria.  Furthermore, the incentive to obtain locally derived criteria   
     will improve the scientific basis for the criteria and rectify incorrect   
     assumptions that have been utilized in the "Basin-wide" criteria.          
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.115    
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2845L.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality limits that are universally applied throughout this vast     
     ecosystem, without regard for the ability of discharge areas to handle     
     higher concentrations without detrimental impact, unreasonably restrict the
     Great Lakes states and infringe on principles of federalism.               
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.116    
     
     See response to: G2748.008                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2845L.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes states should be able to maintain independence and         
     flexibility to accommodate economic growth without compromising water      
     quality.  Local or site-specific standards recognize unique local          
     conditions, including populations of fish species and other organisms      
     present in the specific area, local fish consumption rates, fish tissue    
     lipid contents and pollutant bioavailability.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.117    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
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     Comment ID: D2845L.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The failure to allow for site-specific adjustments, except under very      
     specific and limited circumstances, ignores the fact that all species are  
     not omnipresent within the Basin.  The GLI proposal implies that with the  
     return of pristine waters to the Great Lakes Basin, fish and wildlife      
     species will be represented throughout the Basin.  The fact is, however,   
     that species are dispersed by physical and geographical factors and not    
     solely by factors related to industrial wastewater discharges.             
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.118    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2845L.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria is Precedent-Setting and Needs to Be Better Developed    
     Before Being Implemented                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.119    
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2845L.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA believes that it is especially important that the wildlife methodology 
     be peer-reviewed objectively by the scientific community, especially       
     because this is a new and precedent-setting effort by EPA.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.120    
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2845L.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA understands the the proposed wildlife methodology has not been         
     generally accepted by the scientific community.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.121    
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2845L.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA SAB has noted that because the proposed methodology is based on the
     human health paradigm, it is better aimed at protecting individuals and not
     species.                                                                   
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     Response to: D2845L.122    
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2845L.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA also questions whether species selected to provide a basis for these   
     wildlife criteria are ecologically representative of the whole region.     
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.123    
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2845L.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCA is opposed to the development of wildlife criteria until it is         
     scientifically justifiable.  If wildlife criteria are developed, the goal  
     should be population oriented (i.e., focused on maintaining ecological     
     balance and harmony rather than directed toward protecting all             
     "individuals.").                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.124    
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

Page 3649



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2845L.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not sufficiently support its determinations regarding adverse 
     effects on wildlife population protection, species sensitivity factors and 
     intra species uncertainty factors.  Before a final methodology for the     
     protection of wildlife is implemented, EPA should address these concerns,  
     those of the general scientific community, and have its methodology        
     accepted by the scientific community at large.  SCA will assist the Agency 
     in any appropriate manner.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2845L.125    
     
     Please refer to comments P2629.054, P2718.144, and P2574.042 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2847.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance, however, has significant overarching flaws.  First, although 
     it would establish uniform water quality criteria, antidegradation, and    
     implementation methods, the Guidance does not encourage strongly enough the
     development of local, site-specific water quality control strategies that  
     would address diversities in water quality within the Great Lakes System.  
     
     
     Response to: D2847.001     
     
     See response to comment G3162.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2847.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Guidance errs by emphasizing almost exclusively pollutant 
     inputs that are already regulated, primarily NPDES permittees.  By         
     neglecting to address the many, often much more significant, non-NPDES     
     pollutant inputs affecting the Great Lakes System, especially nonpoint     
     sources, the Guidance falls short of setting forth a truly comprehensive   
     approach to improving water quality.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2847.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2847.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nevertheless, although New York City strongly supports the development of  
     site-specific criteria, the applicability of the Guidance methodology to   
     estuarine and other surface water systems, such as the New York Harbor, is 
     questionable.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2847.003     
     
     EPA developed these methodologies within the Great Lakes Guidance for the  
     protection of freshwater organisms and freshwater aquatic-based resources. 
     The methodologies would not apply to the New York Harbor or estuarine      
     systems.  However, the site- specific procedures are not specific to       
     particular waterbody types and could be used for marine or estuarine       
     environments as well as freshwater systems.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2847.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment:  Although New York City approves of Tier I criteria development,  
     where necessary, it is unclear that new crtieria are needed for all        
     pollutants of concern.  National criteria are not so uniformly             
     underprotective as to in every case require the development of Tier I      
     criteria (or, when insufficient data exist, highly restrictive Tier II     
     values) in their stead.  Indeed, in certain instances, national criteria   
     are overprotective.  A case in point is the current collaborative effort   
     between New York and New Jersey to develop site-specific criteria for      
     copper.  This effort was necessitated not due to evidence of any actual    
     impairment, but because of ambient water quality violations.  In this      
     instance, the development of site-specific criteria may well result in a   
     criteria value that is sufficiently protective, yet less restrictive.      
     
     
     Response to: D2847.004     
     
     EPA believes that the criteria and methodologies published in the final    
     Guidance are more appropriate for use in the Great Lakes Basin, than are   
     the existing National criteria.  The final Guidance does, however permit   
     site specific modifications under appropriate circumstances.  Please see   
     section VIII.A of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2847.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/T2, REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The copper example suggests that where ambient water quality violations    
     exist without impairments, less restrictive criteria may be more           
     appropriate.  New York City believes that, at a minimum, except for ONRWs  
     and highly sensitive waters requiring special protection, national criteria
     should be retained unless evidence of actual or probable use impairments   
     exists.  Where impairments by specific toxicants do exist notwithstanding  
     compliance, the development of Tier I (or, where data is insufficient, Tier
     II) criteria would seem justified.  Tier II criteria, however, should not  
     become permanent by default.  Federal funds should be made available for   

Page 3652



$T044618.TXT
     research and development enabling the development Tier I criteria.         
     
     
     Response to: D2847.005     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2847.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the development of three sets of Tier I criteria, for aquatic,
     human health and wildlife protection, seems likely to result in tremendous 
     duplication of effort.  It might be much more efficient, for example, to   
     allow entities to simply identify and develop the most stringent of the    
     three criteria for each pollutant.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2847.006     
     
     The final Guidance contains, as did the proposal, an exemption from the    
     data generation requirements for aquatic life.  This exemption is found in 
     Appendix F at 5.C.2.  Also, since a Tier II procedure for Wildlife is not  
     included in the final Guidance, the mandatory data generation requirements 
     have been reduced.  Finally, where a criterion or value for one of the     
     three categories is clearly the most restrictive, the scientific           
     defensibility exclusion at 40 CFR 132.4(h) can be invoked to obviate the   
     need for additional data generation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2847.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment:  First, although New York City acknowledges the merit of using    
     BAFs in the development of water quality criteria, these values must be    
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     based on good science.  The methodology noted in the Guidance, however,    
     does not appear to be well established.  Numerous uncertainties are cited, 
     and heavy reliance is placed on safety factors.  If the science is still in
     its infancy, there can be no assurance that the resulting criteria would be
     more accurate or even adequately protective.  Such an approach is no       
     substitute for good science and comprehensive protection, especially given 
     the magnitude of the anticipated cost of implementing the Guidance.        
     
     
     Response to: D2847.007     
     
     EPA believes that the BAFs used in the development of criteria are based on
     good science and a sound methodology.  The use of BAFs, which account for  
     uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from      
     chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and
     wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically
     valid approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been
     used in criteria development since 1985.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2847.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the unique nature of the Great Lakes, with its long chemical       
     retention time and predominantly resident fish and wildlife populations,   
     might warrant greater emphasis on a pollutant's bioaccumulative potential. 
     The Guidance's approach, however, fails to account for systemwide          
     bioaccumulation mechanics and the wide variation of pollution problems     
     associated with different types of water bodies.  For this reason, New York
     City questions the use of bioaccumulation as the sole factor for selecting 
     high priority chemicals, especially in watersheds outside the Great Lakes  
     System.  The Guidance itself notes, for example, that a separate factor,   
     "chemical persistence," was not used due to the lack of a valid scientific 
     approach.  The Guidance would seem overly restrictive for estuarine or     
     other surface water bodies with greater hydraulic flushing and total       
     suspended solids (which sorb most of these pollutants).  Although          
     bioaccumulation may be a concern, such systems are likely to rid themselves
     of pollutants, at least from the water column, much more quickly than do   
     Great Lakes waters.  Estuarine systems, however, may trap sediments and    
     contain reservoirs of recent and historical pollutants.  In such cases,    
     when identifying pollutants of greatest concern, a pollutant's             
     bioaccumulative potential needs to be weighed not only against some measure
     of water column persistence but also against its bioavailability.          
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     Response to: D2847.008     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has not used bioaccumulation as the sole        
     criterion for identifying a chemical as a BCC.  EPA has taken              
     bioavailability into account by calculating BAFs based on freely dissolved 
     chemical concentrations.  BAFs are used in the final Guidance to calculate 
     ambient levels of pollutants that will be protective of human health or    
     wildlife.  If a waterbody successfully "flushes" pollutant loadings, it    
     should have ambient pollutant concentrations below criteria and value      
     levels and, if so, could accommodate additional pollutant loadings.        
     However, the Great Lakes System is hydraulically connected and tributary   
     loadings cannot be allowed to exceed of criteria and values in downstream  
     waters.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2847.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York City is uncertain, however, to what degree establishing human     
     health criteria for aquatic life consumption and wildlife criteria based   
     solely on water quality is practicable in open water bodies, which tend to 
     have low water column retention times, may serve as sediment traps, and may
     support more dynamic wildlife populations.  Sediment sinks and such other  
     factors as fate and transport should be considered in the development of   
     these criteria.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2847.009     
     
     Please refer to comment responses on wildlife and aquatic life criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2847.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 3655



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife criteria should be limited to area-dependent species for which    
     there is evidence of the potential for a food chain transfer of a given    
     pollutant.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2847.010     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2847.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human health criteria should only be developed for food species that are   
     commonly consumed.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2847.011     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2847.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, proposed human health water quality criteria should be        
     harmonized with existing national drinking water standards to ensure       
     uniformity.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2847.012     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  EPA believes that the proposed revisions to  
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     the 1980 Ambient Water Quality Criteria Methodology will serve as a first  
     step at unifying the risk assessment process for developing both drinking  
     water and surface water criteria. Many of the new risk assessment options  
     presented in the proposed 1980 Methodology revisions will be adopted into  
     the revisions of the drinking water MCLG process, just initiated at EPA.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2847.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contaminants regulated under the Safe Drinking Water Act should be included
     among the Guidance's pollutants of initial concern, maximum contaminant    
     levels should serve as regulatory benchmarks, and states should be given   
     sufficient flexibility to ensure that water quality criteria reflect       
     site-specific conditions.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2847.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2847.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria for human health and wildlife are based on chronic ambient        
     expsoure over a lifetime.  Where the Guidance permits comparisons, values  
     of these criteria seems to be numerous orders of magnitude stricter than   
     existing aquatic criteria.(1)  In the Guidance's current form, these       
     criteria would be based on a variety of assumptions and safety factors that
     appear to be overly conservative.(2)  It is New York City's understanding  
     that site-specific variances will not be permitted for human health and    
     wildlife criteria.  This makes the accurate establishment of these criteria
     imperative.  In particular, special consideration should be given to cases 
     where ambient or background concentrations are high enough to be considered
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     the dominant source of pollutant entry.  In some such instances, physical  
     restoration or site remediation would be more appropriate than further     
     point source control.                                                      
     _________________________________                                          
     (1)A case in point is benzopyrene, for which the BCF is 30, but the BAF is 
     999,975.  It is estimated that the human health criteria could be as much  
     as 33,000 times more stringent that the current national criterion of 0.031
     ug/l (Whitaker, 1993).                                                     
     (2)For example, human drinking water consumption is assumed to be 2        
     liters/day rather than the more recently determined 1.4 liters/day; human  
     fish consumption is set at 15 grams/day, rather than the national average  
     of 6.5 grams/day; and the average lipid content (for the "average meal") is
     set at 5% rather than the previous 3%.  Similarly, the wildlife criteria   
     assume a fish-only diet, do not consider pollution fate and transport, and 
     assume an average lipid content of between 3% and 7.9% for wildlife.       
     
     
     Response to: D2847.014     
     
     The Final Guidance allows site-specific modifications for both wildlife and
     human health.  As for the comment that special consideration should be     
     given to cases where ambient or background concentrations are high enough  
     to be considered the dominant source of pollution, EPA leaves it up to the 
     Tribe or State to decide how the water quality criteria will be met.  In   
     some cases it may be more efficient to meet the criteria by physical       
     restoration or site remediation rather than further point source control.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2847.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To avoid arbitrariness, the states should be given more detailed guidance  
     regarding the definition of "prudent and feasible" alternatives, including 
     descriptions of successful examples.  The five minimum pollution prevention
     alternatives should be evaluated separatly and in combination, and the     
     evaluation of innovative and recognized additional alternatives, including 
     best management practices, should be explicitly encouraged.  In defining   
     "prudent and feasible," an alternative's control costs might be matched    
     against benchmark costs and the costs of anticipated or potential decreases
     in water quality, as well as other measured of cost-effectiveness.         
     
     
     Response to: D2847.015     
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     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2847.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a project will significantly reduce water quality, the Guidance's second
     demonstration would require the applicant to evaluate additional or        
     enhanced treatment options that would eliminate the significant lowering of
     water quality.  The Guidance proposes to limit the expense of any          
     additional or enhanced treatment required to 10 percent of the project's   
     overall cost.  New York City believes that, even though the Guidance states
     that Directors can, in their discretion, exceed it, the proposed 10 percent
     cap is arbitrary and inappropriate.  Nor, on the other hand, should minimum
     expenditures be imposed on facilities regardless of cost-effectiveness.(1) 
     _______________________________                                            
     (1)Page 20912 discusses the "affordability" approach, which would base     
     required expenditures for additional or enhanced treatment or pollution    
     prevention on the financial health of the applicant.  New York City        
     believes an evaluation of the cost effectiveness of alternatives would be a
     more appropriate method of addressing affordability concerns.              
     
     
     Response to: D2847.016     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2847.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In determining cost effectiveness, New York City believes that it would be 
     inappropriate to punish entities that have invested large amounts in their 
     treatment systems by including within benchmark costs the entire capital   
     expenditure ove the life of the facility.  Instead, some more limited      
     yardstick - such as the capital costs of the proposed project or           
     modification - would be more appropriate.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2847.017     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2847.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is essential that the Guidance also provide adequate direction to States
     regarding how to compare the costs of maintaining water quality with the   
     additional costs that would result from the adverse economic, social and   
     environmental impacts of lowering the water's quality.  New York City      
     believes that the direct and indirect social and economic effects of       
     allowing a significant lowering of water quality should figure             
     significantly into the antidegradation review, and that both high value    
     (e.g., drinking water supplies) and greatly despoiled waters should be     
     assured greater levels of protection.  The geographic area to be considered
     when evaluating economic and social impacts should not be limited to the   
     immediate vicinity of the discharge, but should encompass the affected     
     community, which may be located beyond the discharge's immediate vicinity. 
     For example, a project might propose to discharge into a water body that is
     used for drinking water by neighboring or even remote communities.         
     Further, anticipated environmental effects should be evaluated from a      
     multi-media perspective and should not focus exclusively on the water      
     medium.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2847.018     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2847.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requests for public comment should specificly seek comment on the social,  
     economic and environmental costs and benefits associated with rejecting and
     approving the proposal.  In that connection, New York City supports the    
     idea of issuing tentative negative decisions in order to obtain public     
     comment on the merits of a proposed project, including an assessment of    
     anticipated social or economic impacts.  (Page 20915).                     
     
     
     Response to: D2847.019     
     
     See response to D2741.135                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2847.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment:  In waters with large remaining waste assimilative capacity, a    
     considerable number of projects would potentially avoid antidegradation    
     reviews and the ten percent exclusion would enable large increases in      
     pollution loads.  In rural areas, where projects are generally smaller and 
     produce correspondingly smaller incremental increases in pollutant loading,
     it is conceivable that the majority of project applicants could circumvent 
     antidegradation reviews through the de minimis exclusion.  This is of      
     particular concern where valuable or sensitive water resources - such as   
     drinking water supplies - are involved.  Such waters require greater       
     protection.  The Guidance should ensure that if there is to be a de minimis
     exclusion, it will not open the door to unlimited incremental depletion of 
     unused waste assimilative capacity.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2847.020     
     
     See respons to comment D2763.013.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
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     Comment ID: D2847.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should clarify that federal, state, and tribal antidegradation
     requirements shall, in no case, be less protective of water quality than   
     any local water quality or antidegradation requirements.  The consideration
     of local requirements should also be integrated into various analyses      
     required by the Guidance.  For example, in costing out alternative or      
     enhanced treatment techniques to eliminate lowerings in water quality (page
     21033), applicants should also take into account applicable local water    
     quality standards and requirements.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2847.021     
     
     Section 510 of the Act preserves the right of States and their political   
     subdivisions to enforce requirements more stringent than those required    
     under the CWA.  Whether States can pre-empt more stringent local           
     requirements is a matter of State law.  The CWA does not provide for either
     water quality standards or NPDES permit authority at levels below the State
     or Tribe.  However, local concerns may be factored into a State's or       
     Tribe's water quality standards through the public participation component 
     of the standards review process and through the establishment of local     
     limits and conditions on industrial users of municipal treatment plants.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2847.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's antidegradation policy will not be truly comprehensive until
     it protects against loadings of a much broader spectrum of parameters of   
     concern, including certain pathogens and nutrients, than is currently      
     controlled.  For example, inputs of the pathogenic microrganisms Giardia   
     and Cryptosporidium should be controlled for drinking water sources.  Note,
     however, that alternatives to the traditional ambient water quality        
     standard-setting approach may be necessary for these pathogens.            
     
     
     Response to: D2847.022     
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     The final Guidance includes specific requirements for pollutants identified
     as BCCs.  Existing mechanisms, such as national regulations and guidance   
     are sufficient to address all other pollutants.  Federal regulations at 40 
     CFR 131.12 make no distinction between different types of pollutants.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2847.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, however, the Guidance does not adequately address nonpoint  
     sources.  Although the Guidance refers to a variety of nonpoint sources    
     (atmospheric deposition, contaminated sediments, storm water, combined     
     sewer overflows, etc.) and notes that these sources remain significant, the
     Guidance does not indicate control measures in these areas.  Instead, the  
     Guidance focuses almost exclusively on point sources.  Water quality       
     guidance cannot be truly comprehensive or effective unless it includes     
     watershed planning strategies and nonpoint source pollution control,       
     including programs that may require compliance with design, rather than    
     water quality, standards.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2847.023     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2847.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the Guidance should better address waters in which the major    
     source of a pollutant is historic contamination, i.e., sediments.  For     
     example, although PCBs and dioxins have a minimal source contribution from 
     POTWs, in certain areas there are considerable buildups from other sources.
     Proper control will require more than point source limits and, as with     
     nonpoint source controls, should be planned regionally.                    
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     Response to: D2847.024     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2847.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An additional concern is the anticipated cost of developing data for Tier I
     criteria.  The conservative nature of Tier II values would encourage       
     entities to develop the data needed to establish Tier I criteria.  However,
     the cleanup and control of pollution sources - point, nonpoint, and        
     historical (sediment) alike - would benefit all.  Accordingly, the cost of 
     criteria development should be borne by all who would benefit, including   
     the agricultural community.  Point dischargers should not be expected to   
     bear the entire burden simply because they provide an easy target.         
     
     
     Response to: D2847.025     
     
     EPA agrees that it is appropriate for all who benefit, including           
     dischargers, to share the burden of developing data on pollutants for which
     there are no Tier I criteria or Tier II values.  EPA recognizes that the   
     ultimate statutory responsibility for developing, adopting, and approving  
     water quality standards rests with States, Tribes, and EPA, however, the   
     CWA also makes dischargers ultimately responsible for the content of their 
     discharges, and gives broad authority to the Administrator and the States  
     for data gathering and reporting concerning such discharges. Since EPA does
     not want to impose an undue hardship on dischargers, and has reviewed      
     carefully the comments of those concerned about the cost and time required 
     to generate Tier II data, EPA has concluded that because of the amount of  
     existing data already available for the GLI Clearinghouse, the potential   
     burden to generate required Tier II data in specified circumstances will be
     relatively insignificant.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2847.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York City questions the elimination, or phasing out, of the use of     
     mixing zones, without clear evidence of need.  New York City is currently  
     developing mixing zones (MZ) that will minimize toxic impacts to receiving 
     waters and ensure that the integrity of these waters is maintained.  Mixing
     zone delineation, in accordance with EPA standards and guidance, takes into
     consideration chemical fate and transport, as well as sensitive habitats   
     and other site-specific limitations.  Such areas present no significant    
     health risks via likely pathways of exposure.  New York City, therefore,   
     questions the elimination of MZs as a means of addressing BCCs. Indeed, the
     elimination of MZs for BCCs seems overly severe even for the Great Lakes   
     System, particularly in cases where a particular toxicant's major points of
     entry into a water body are from nonpoint or sediment sources.  A          
     multi-media strategy, emphasizing a combination of pollution prevention,   
     regional bans, and, where appropriate, site remediation, would be more     
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2847.026     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2847.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to the lack of data regarding chemical interactions and associated     
     effects relative to the causes lof toxicity, there are too many unknowns to
     require the adoption of numeric limits.  This is particularly true where no
     single water pollutant dominates a water body.  In such cases, WET would be
     more appropriately used as a monitoring requirement.  Only after a         
     regulatory agency has had sufficient opportunity to evaluate monitoring    
     results, should any consideration be given to whether numerical WET limits 
     should be written into a permit.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2847.027     
     
     See response to comment P2629.120 for the flexibility available in         
     establishing WET limits.  In addition, the Guidance maintains the          
     discretion                                                                 
     to use chemical-specific permit limits to implement the toxic narrative    
     provisions if it can be demonstrated that the chemical-specific limit      
     adequately controls the toxicity.  This provision is likely to be used in  
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     cases where one pollutant is the source of the toxicity.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2847.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Background:  The Guidance describes NOEC as the highest concentration of   
     effluent that causes no observable effects in test organisms ("...none of  
     the test organisms exhibiting any adverse effects...").                    
                                                                                
     Comment:  This example is misleading.  EPA's 1988 Short Term Methods for   
     Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents and Receiving Waters to Marine
     and Estuarine Organisms, defines NOEC as "that which is not statistically  
     different from controls."  The 1988 definition implies that individual     
     organisms may exhibit effects, but if the overall effect is not            
     statistically significant, it is not recognized as representative or real. 
     For consistency and for practicality of implementation, the Guidance should
     follow the EPA's 1988 definition.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2847.028     
     
     EPA has modified the definition of chronic toxic unit to allow for the use 
     of either the inhibition concentration 25, or the NOEC to determine the    
     number of toxic units in the discharge.  This approach is consistent with  
     the March 1991 TSD and provides a well defined procedure for estimating the
     number of toxic units.  The definition of NOEC has been modified in the    
     final Guidance to be consistent with the ASTM definition.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2847.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance proposes using NOEC to calculate chronic toxicity untis (TUc).
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     Comment:  New York City believes this technique would be overly            
     conservative and unreliable.  Toxicity testing of serial dilutions may     
     largely underestimate NOEC and result in an overly stringent TUc           
     derivation.  Alternatively, New York City suggests using a                 
     statistically-derived endpoint, such as "effective concentration" or the   
     "chronic value (ChV)."  The latter was described by EPA in 1988 as the     
     geometric mean of the NOEC and the "lowest effective concentration."  This 
     value (ChV) is assumed to be the "safe" concentration.  It should be noted 
     that in monitoring municipal effluents per their SPDES permits New York    
     State relies on ChV for establishing "safe concentrations."                
     
     
     Response to: D2847.029     
     
     See comment D2847.028 for the discussion of the use of the IC 25, which is 
     similar to the ChV, to determine the number of toxic units in a discharge. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2847.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance incorrectly quotes the TSD as defining 0.3 TUa as a "24-hour  
     average...not to be exceeded more than once every three years".  The TSD   
     actually applies 0.3 TUa as a one-hour average.  Due to the large          
     variability of WET, New York City believes that a single exceedence should 
     be given greater latitude; further evaluation should be made prior to      
     considering a single exceedence a violation of standards.  The TSD itself  
     notes the likely margin of error associated with WET predictability as a   
     measure of receiving water impacts.  New York City suggests that it would  
     be more reasonable to define "the allowable frequency of exceedences" as   
     some proportion of the total number of toxicity tests.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2847.030     
     
     EPA considers any effluent sample that exceeds the permitted Toxic Units   
     for                                                                        
     either acute or chronic toxicity an exceedance of the permit conditions.   
     This position is consistent with the evaluation of compliance with         
     chemical-specific permit limits.  It is important to note that States      
     and Tribes have the enforcement discretion to evaluate the sample for      
     quality                                                                    
     assurance, require additional monitoring to verify the exceedance and to   
     determine what steps are appropriate to ensure compliance with WET limits  
     can be attained and maintained.                                            
                                                                                
     EPA has determined that the WET water quality criteria in this Guidance are
     fully supportable as discussed in the preamble and SID of this procedure.  
     In                                                                         
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     addition, the WET tests procedures documented in the preamble have been    
     shown                                                                      
     to be sufficiently reliable for permit compliance purposes when using the  
     results of the most sensitive species appropriate for the receiving water  
     body.  See the Supplemental Information Document discussion and the March  
     1991, TSD for additional information regarding WET test variability.  EPA  
     agrees that the TSD was misquoted in the preamble to the proposed Guidance 
     regarding the definition of the 0.3 TUa criterion.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2847.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA requests comment regarding the establishment of numeric criteria for   
     WET.  (Page 20969)  The Guidance proposes that no discharge will exceed the
     1.0 TUa cap specified in the TSD.                                          
                                                                                
     Comment:  Setting a discharge toxicity cap at 1.0 TUa to protect waters    
     having a dilution of 3:1 or less is overly stringent for open or estuarine 
     water bodies.  Dye surveys performed by New York City for each of its      
     fourteen water pollution control plants showed effluent discharges into the
     tidal environment to readily attain a dilution of more than 3:1 within a   
     very short distance.  A more realistic approach would be to recognize the  
     site-specific nature of initial discharge toxicity.  A cap for TUa should  
     be based upon actual dilution.  In line with this reasoning, cases where   
     effluents plumes are not completely mixed for some distance downstream of  
     the discharge may require caps more stringent than 0.3 TUa.  Again, this   
     should be analyzed in a site-specific discharge study.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2847.031     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  EPA believes that the goals of the CWA and the 
     Critical Programs Act are best served by requiring consistency in the WET  
     criteria goals applicable to the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2847.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA requests comment regarding whether the Guidance should allow for acute 
     MZs and, if so, what the maximum size allowance should be.  (Page 20970.)  
                                                                                
     Comment:  New York City supports the continued use of acute toxicity mixing
     zones in its waters.  The maximum size of the mixing zone has been clearly 
     defined by the TSD as the "the 0.3 TUa acute toxicity criteria and the 1   
     hour exposure average".  The Guidance should allow for flexibility of      
     mixing zone delineation, taking into consideration the initial discharge   
     toxicity, toxicity gradient within the mixing zone, and dilution.  These   
     factors may indicate a need to increase the maximum size.  Likewise, mixing
     zones may need to be reduced based on local regulatory requirements,       
     organism sensitivity, or discharge characteristics.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2847.032     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  EPA believes that the goals of the CWA and the 
     Critical Programs Act are best served by requiring consistency in the WET  
     criteria goals applicable to the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2847.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance proposes that the value of 1.0 TUc be maintained in receiving 
     waters other the MZs or permitted areas.  EPA requests comment regarding   
     whether this limit will sufficiently achieve a state or tribe narrative    
     water quality criteria.  (Page 20970).  Comment is also invited regarding  
     whether the 1.0 TUc criterion should be adjusted to reflect the sensitivity
     of aquatic organisms indigenous to the Great Lakes System.                 
                                                                                
     Comment:  As noted in comment 5 above, concerning the allowable acute      
     toxicity limit, chronic toxicity discharge limits should be determined     
     based on site-specific dilution and discharge plume patterns.  The         
     sensitivity of local ecologically-significant organisms should be          
     considered when selecting testing species and refining discharge criteria. 
     
     
     Response to: D2847.033     
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     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2847.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20887:  The Guidance would continue the Federal policy of permitting  
     states to allow "temporary and short-term changes in water quality" in     
     Outstanding National Resource Waters.  This term, however, is not defined  
     adequately enough to protect against certain forms of degradation.         
     Sensitive waters, for example, may be significantly degraded by "short     
     term" impacts (habitat degradation, drinking water supply perturbations,   
     etc).                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2847.034     
     
     The final Guidance retains the exemption for short-term and temporary      
     lowering of water quality.  EPA does not agree that a more specific        
     definition of short-term and temporary is necessary; rather, such a        
     definition would be counterproductive. States and Tribes, with their       
     familiarity with the water bodies in question, are best equipped to        
     determine whether or not the no degradation standard will be met by any    
     specific activity on a case-by-case basis.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2847.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, were the Guidance to be considered for national application,     
     waters with shorter retention times than the Great Lakes System would      
     require different definitions for these terms.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2847.035     
     
     See response to comment D2847.034.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: D2847.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pages 20893-94:  The mixtures approach and "trade offs" should be carefully
     reviewed to avoid "bargaining down" regional water quality.  Moreover, New 
     York City shares EPA's concern that, given the current state of the science
     in this area, toxicity effluent factors alone may not effectively measure  
     dissimilar effluents.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2847.036     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010, P2607.002A and D2591.040.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2847.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20899:  The Guidance addresses the concern that limits will be set    
     artifically and unfairly lower for performers that are currently operating 
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     below standards - so-called "good performers."  A mechanism should be      
     established to encourage and reward good performances and to ensure that   
     single exceedances of artifically lowered limits should not trigger a      
     regulatory response.  In such cases, NPDES permits revisions might call for
     further testing or increased monitoring, with reconsideration or further   
     actions to be taken only after further confirmation of the exceedance.     
     Other alternatives to relying entirely on a single number would be to      
     monitor "good performers" on a percent-exceedance basis or take            
     concentration ranges or average values into consideration.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2847.037     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2847.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wet weather procedures consistent with federal, state and local programs   
     should be utilized throughout the antidegradation review (i.e., development
     of wasteload allocations, TMDLs, margins of safety).                       
     
     
     Response to: D2847.038     
     
     EPA generally agrees that wet weather procedures consistent with Federal,  
     State, and local programs should be utilized throughout the water quality  
     program, including wherever appropriate in antidegradation reviews.  In the
     final Guidance, procedure 3.B.8 of appendix F has been clarified to provide
     that States and Tribes must consider pollution resulting from wet weather  
     events, where appropriate, when developing TMDLs.  States and Tribes retain
     flexibility, however, in determining how to account for such discharges and
     are free to choose the specific procedures they deem most appropriate.  See
     section II.C.7 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2847.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21034 (Procedure 2.C.5.) states that variances for water quality      
     standards can be allowed when "Physical conditions related to the natural  
     features of the water body, such as the lack of a proper substrate cover,  
     flow..., preclude attainment of WQS."  In order to protect water quality,  
     discharge permit effluent limits should be based on mixing zones and the   
     influence of flow and circulation on the receiving water body.  Because    
     flow and circulation factors should already have been taken into account   
     when the permit was developed, however, these would seem to be             
     inappropriate bases for a variance.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2847.039     
     
     EPA disagrees.  As stated in the preamble to the proposed rule, WQS        
     variances have been permitted in the same circumstances which would justify
     removal of a designated use at 40 CFR 131.10(g). Since variances are "more 
     stringent" than removal of a use, allowing a variance for any of the six   
     factors is allowed under Section 510 of the Act.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2847.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20928, re phased approaches and complex situations/nonpoint source    
     loads:  When taking future use of best managmenet practices into account - 
     especially if management practices are proposed in exchange for increased  
     point source discharges - the Guidance should consider such factors as site
     suitability, predicted failure rates, and retrofit options, among others.  
     
     
     Response to: D2847.040     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2847.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21035 (Procedure 3A.A.1., TMDLs Required) should state:  "TMDLs shall,
     at a minimum, be established for each pollutant for which it is            
     determined...that there is a reasonable potential that a discharge will or 
     has caused or contributed to an exceedance of water quality standards..."  
     The addition of these words would include cases where impairments already  
     exist.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2847.041     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2847.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21038 (Procedure 3B.A.4.) states that the TMDL's "Margin of Safety may
     be provided by leaving a portion of the loading capacity unallocated or by 
     use of protective modeling assumptions to account for the uncertainties in 
     deriving the TMDL."  New York City believes that using modeling assumptions
     to provide the margin of safety may not adequately cause reserve loading   
     capacity to be set aside.  Where a margin of safety is required, such as in
     wasteload allocations, the margin should be calculated and a portion of the
     loading capacity should remain unallocated.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2847.042     
     
     EPA agrees that there are times when a margin of safety should be          
     calculated and that that portion of the loading capacity remain            
     unallocated.  If sufficient conservatism is included in the modeling       
     approach, however, there also are times when that conservativism will      
     provide an adequate MOS.  Response to D2847.042                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2848.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Lake Erie Alliance strongly supports the phasing out of mixing zones.  
     The Lake Erie Alliance maintains that the provisions of the GLI which would
     phase out mixing zones must not be weakened under pressure from industry   
     and municipalities.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2848.001     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the proposal to phasing out of 
     mixing zones for BCCs and, with some modifications, has retained this      
     phase-out provision and the ban on mixing zones for new BCC discharges.    
     For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for 
     adopting a limited exception to the phase-out of mixing zones for existing 
     BCC discharges based on economic and technical considerations, see the SID 
     at VIII.C.4. See response to comment P2576.196.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2848.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economy along the lake's western and northern shores is based on       
     agriculture.  Because of the fertile soils surrounding the lake, the area  
     is intensively farmed.  Member organizations of the Lake Erie Alliance     
     recognize non-point source pollution, especially agricultural run-off as   
     high priority.  The Lake Erie Alliance wishes to express support for the   
     U.S. EPA's efforts through the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Initiative, and 
     encourages the U.S. EPA to make progress at an accelerated pace to         
     establish comprehensive strategies to implement sediment water quality     
     criteria, and a program to prevent non-point source pollution, especially  
     agricultural runoff.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2848.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D.5 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2848.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly recognizes the Great Lakes Ecosystem as a uniquely fragile
     international treasure, meriting special regional regulations that may be  
     more stringent than national regulations.  This fundamental premise of the 
     GLI must be defended vigorously against critics who would prefer to have   
     the Great Lakes treated as just another group of lakes.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2848.003     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2848.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 percent the     
     dumping of toxic pollution by cities and industries into the Great Lakes.  
     The GLI should retain proposed criteria and procedures at least as         
     stringent as the published draft, to ensure needed reductions in toxic     
     pollution from industry and city wastewater pipes.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2848.004     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
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     Comment ID: D2848.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly shifts the burden of proof to dischargers and requires    
     they demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the health of people
     and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic life.  The GLI should      
     retain the proposed two-tiered system to set water quality standards and   
     limit pollution from all toxic chemicals.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2848.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2848.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must set Tier I criteria for as many pollutants as possible, as    
     soon as the procedures are approved.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2848.006     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2848.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must set up a clearing house and periodically update Tier I and Tier II
     criteria lists.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2848.007     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
                                                                                
     As it gains experience in operating the Clearinghouse, EPA will consider   
     including supplementary information such as the type of information        
     suggested in the comment.  Decisions to expand the Clearinghouse in this   
     way will depend on the relative needs for the information, the availability
     of resources, and the alternative approaches available for meeting the     
     information needs.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2848.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A city or industry usually discharges a mixture of toxic pollutants. And   
     the receiving water may already be carrying other toxic pollutants dumped  
     upstream.  The combined effects of these chemicals are difficult to        
     predict, so often permit limits are set based on the erroneous assumption  
     of no interactions or combined effects.  Regulators often issue permits to 
     control toxic pollutants as if each pollutant was the only one in the      
     discharge or the receiving water.                                          
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI includes two options to deal with this issue, with neither
     specified as EPA's preferred approach.  Neither proposed option is entirely
     adequate in treatment of pollutants that occur concurrently in surface     
     waters; however, the option titled "Section 3" is preferable.              
                                                                                
     Criteria should be based on the assumption of additivity in the development
     of waste load allocations and effluent limits for combinations of all      
     carcinogens and all non-carcinogens that cause effects by similar          
     mechanisms or target similar organs.  Whenever a cancer potency factor is  
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     available for a chemical, that chemical should be included in the          
     calculations, based on additivity, of criteria and waste load allocations. 
     Where a large number of carcinogens occurs in a surface water or in a      
     discharge, the impetus should be on reducing and ultimately eliminating    
     dischargers of those substances.  Thus, more stringent regulations that may
     be required through the additivity assumptions should drive source         
     identification and source reduction and ultimately, elimination of those   
     compounds.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2848.008     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2848.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Determination of acceptable risk level for carcinogens is an arbitrary     
     public policy decision.  If an additive procedure is used that takes into  
     account risks from all carcinogens in effluent and receiving waters, only  
     then is the proposed risk level of one in 100,000 (1 x 10(exp. -5))        
     acceptable.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2848.009     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2718.273 for a      
     discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when assessing the        
     additive risks in a mixture to the "risk drivers"; D2098.040 for a         
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2848.010
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the GLI's first option ("Section 3") is preferable because it  
     will require regulators to quickly develop new additivity procedures as new
     scientific information emerges, without waiting for formal revision of GLI 
     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2848.010     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2848.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include a variety of specific procedures that assume dose   
     additivity in the absence of information on specific mixtures.             
     
     
     Response to: D2848.011     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2848.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity should be assumed for a variety of toxic effects in addition to 
     cancer.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2848.012     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2848.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Toxicity equivalency factors" should be used wherever possible, but their 
     development should not be a prerequisite to the assumption of additivity   
     for non-carcinogens.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2848.013     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2848.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When more than one pollutant is in effluent or in a surface water body,    
     human health criteria for those pollutants should be developed based on an 
     assumption of dose or concentration addition (with a total risk of 10 (exp.
     -5)) for carcinogens and a hazard index < 1 for non-carcinogens), unless   
     some other model is scientifically justified.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2848.014     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2848.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additivity of planar congeners of PCBs and their dioxin-like modes of  
     action should receive special attention, due to their adverse impact on    
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2848.015     
     
     See section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID for a discussion in the additivity   
     provisions for coplanar PCBs.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2848.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes two key tables of chemicals:  "Table 5 - Excluded
     pollutants" and "Table 6 - Pollutants of initial focus."  Table 5 includes 
     16 pollutants.  Table 6 includes 138 pollutants, including 28              
     "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" and 10 "potential bioaccumulative   
     chemicals of concern."                                                     
                                                                                
     The proposed list in Table 6 of "pollutants of initial focus" is           
     incomplete, omitting many toxic pollutants that may have serious impact on 
     the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                                 
                                                                                
     The GLI should add the following list of 34 chemicals as "pollutants of    
     initial focus" (Table 6).                                                  
                                                                                
     Ammonia                  Methyl isobutyl ketone             Simazine       
     Atrazine                 Oxychlordane                       x-terpineol    
     x-chlordane              Phosgene                           y-terpineol    
     y-chlordane              Polychlorinated anthracenes        Tetraethyl lead
     Chlorine                 Polychlorinated dibenzo-p-         Trans-nonachlor
                              dioxins                                           
     Cis-nonachlor            Polychlorinated biphenyl           Triazine       
                              toluenes                                          
     Cresidine                Polybrominated biphenyls           Tributyl tin   
     o,p-DDT                  Polychlorinated biphenylenes       Xylene         
     Dibromomethane           Polychlorinated biphenyl           m,p-xylene     
                              ethers                                            
     Dicofol (Kelthane)       Polychlorinated naphthalenes       o-xylene       
     Diethylbenzene           Polychlorinated dibenzofurans                     
     Methyl ethyl ketone      Polychlorinated azoxybenzenes                     
     
     
     Response to: D2848.016     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2848.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the GLI does not include clear procedures on how additional toxic          
     pollutants that are introduced or discovered in the Great Lakes Ecosystem  
     will be added to Table 6, or be regulated prior to formal revision of the  
     GLI.                                                                       
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     Response to: D2848.017     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2848.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because chemicals typically express their toxic effects through specific   
     biochemical pathways that utilize common modes of action, potential        
     pollutants should be reviewed based on their structure activity            
     relationships (SARs).  This is particularly important where dischargers are
     tempted to place newly synthesized compounds into general use, which fall  
     outside regulatory scrutiny, but have similar deleterious impacts as the   
     chemical classes under regulation.                                         
                                                                                
     An excellent example of this is the move in European nations to substitute 
     the polychlorinated diphenyl toluenes (PCDTs) for PCBs as fire retardants  
     and hydraulic fluid additives in heavy machines.  PCDTs are expected to    
     produce the same damages to wildlife as do the planar PCBs.  By using SAR  
     screening techniques, chemicals sharing a common mode of toxic action would
     be restricted.                                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI should provide for review of potential pollutants based on their   
     structure activity relationships.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2848.018     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2848.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI is unclear about whether states/tribes can require polluters to    
     provide data on new or untested chemicals in their effluent (that are not  
     listed on Table 6).                                                        
                                                                                
     The GLI should provide that states/tribes are expected to regulate and     
     require discharge and toxicity data from dischargers of any toxic pollutant
     reasonably expected to be in a wastewater effluent, whether or not it is   
     listed as a "pollutant of initial focus."                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2848.019     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.126.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2848.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each of the eight Great Lakes States has its own rules and procedures for  
     setting permit limits for water pollution discharges.  Because these rules 
     and procedures differ, the amount of toxic pollution that can be dumped    
     legally into waterways varies greatly from state to state.                 
                                                                                
     For example, the same-sized industry or city in Ohio could dump up to 25   
     times more mercury into Lake Erie than the amount that would be allowed in 
     Michigan, according to estimates prepared for the International Joint      
     Commission.(1)                                                             
                                                                                
     The setting of water pollution permit limits by states is extremely        
     complex.  State regulators use various interpretations of their rules and  
     are subject to political and economic pressures, resulting in permits to   
     industries and cities that may be more or less stringent than their        
     regulations would suggest.  In the past, some polluters have played one    
     state off the other, seeking the "best deal" to allow maximum pollution.   
                                                                                
     The GLI will bring consistency and greater simplicity to this hodgepodge of
     state anti-pollution standards and regulations.  All Great Lakes States    
     will have to apply consistent minimum standards and the same procedures    
     when granting permits to industries and cities that dump pollution into    
     lakes or rivers in the Great Lakes watershed.  [The GLI does not yet,      
     however, specify how diffuse pollution sources should be controlled to meet
     GLI standards.]                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA is considering various options in the proposed GLI regarding the degree
     of flexibility that should be granted states and tribes.  Some of these    
     options would encourage inconsistent procedures among the Great Lakes      
     States/Tribes, resulting in a continuation of variations in the amount of  
     legal pollution allowed in different states.                               
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     The GLI should use explicit procedures, as a general rule, to limit        
     inter-state/tribal inconsistencies in the interpretation and implementation
     of the GLI.                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
     (1)  Foran, Jeffery A. 1991.  The control of discharges of toxic pollutants
     into the Great Lakes and their tributaries:  development of benchmarks.  A 
     report to the International Joint Commission.  Washington, D.C. and Ottawa,
     Ontario. 51 pages.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2848.020     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.
      See also responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2848.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.021 is imbedded in comment #.020.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not yet, however, specify how diffuse pollution sources should
     be controlled to meet GLI standards.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2848.021     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2848.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some proposals require states/tribes to adopt procedures "consistent with" 
     the GLI; others are supposed to be "consistent with and no less stringent  
     than" the GLI.                                                             
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     The GLI should explicitly require that all state/tribal procedures and     
     criteria be consistent with and no less stringent than GLI procedures and  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2848.022     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2848.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation by states/tribes of water quality criteria not specified in
     the GLI may result in differing values and continuing inconsistencies among
     the states/tribes.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2848.023     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for a discussion of the consistent    
     application of the Guidance among States and Tribes.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2848.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be updated annually to standardize new criteria values;     
     states/tribes should be required to update these values in their           
     state/tribal water quality standards during each triennial review by EPA.  
     
     
     Response to: D2848.024     
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     See response to comment P2585.058                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2848.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistency should not be an end in itself.  In some cases the new GLI     
     effluent limits appear to be more lenient than some current state limits.  
     In this situation, "anti-backsliding" policies and regulations should      
     prohibit any relaxation of existing permit limits at existing facilities.  
     For new facilities, any new more lenient GLI limits could be applied, at   
     least in theory.  First, however, the state would have to adopt the GLI's  
     more lenient limit.  (The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act only requires  
     states to adopt new standards at least as stringent as the GLI.)           
                                                                                
     The GLI should include clear direction that states are expected to retain  
     existing water quality criteria and procedures where they are more         
     stringent than GLI criteria and procedures.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2848.025     
     
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2848.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many proposed GLI standards are more stringent than existing national      
     standards.  A few GLI procedures would result in standards less stringent  
     than existing national standards.  Use of the less stringent standards     
     would be illegal under the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.              
                                                                                
     The GLI should require states/tribes to incorporate standards more         
     stringent than national standards, as necessary to protect the Great Lakes;
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     this is a fundamental reason for the GLI.  However, states/tribes should   
     not be allowed to use GLI-derived standards that are less stringent than   
     existing national standards (pursuant to the Great Lakes Critical Programs 
     Act, Sec. 101(2) (A)).                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2848.026     
     
     See response to: D2717.047                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2848.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes numerous opportunities for regulators to depart  
     from fixed assumptions and standard data to utilize emerging research and  
     site- or species-specific data.  This is essential for the GLI to be a     
     dynamic and flexible document, able to quickly accommodate accelerating    
     environmental knowledge, field-derived data and toxicological science.     
                                                                                
     The GLI should retain and expand, wherever possible, opportunities to      
     incorporate new scientific findings, especially including field-derived    
     data, into development of water quality criteria and values, and subsequent
     development of permit limits by regulators.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2848.027     
     
     D2848.027                                                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     See comment response P2742.035.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2848.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Special concern should be expressed in the GLI for protection of humans and
     wildlife against transgenerational effects of environmental pollutants.    
     
     
     Response to: D2848.028     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2848.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New water quality cirteria established by the GLI will apply to all sources
     of pollution of waters in the Great Lakes Basin.  But new procedures to    
     implement anti-pollution controls are specified only for "point sources,"  
     which include discharge pipes of industries and city wastewater treatment  
     plants.  Specific procedures are not proposed to ensure that pollution from
     diffuse ("non-point") sources of pollution meet the same GLI standards.    
     Such sources include air pollution that falls into waterways, urban and    
     farm runoff, city sewer overflows during storms, pollution from            
     contaminated sediments, seepage from landfills and spills.                 
                                                                                
     This omission of control procedures for diffuse pollution sources may be   
     the biggest shortcoming of the proposed GLI, and a problem that cannot be  
     remedied in the current proposal.  It does not mean, however, that adoption
     of the GLI should be delayed.  Because of the complexity of the task of    
     setting control procedures for diffuse pollution, this issue was deferred  
     by EPA and other drafters of the GLI to a second round of work.  The future
     of that effort today remains unclear.                                      
                                                                                
     Development of procedures to ensure that pollution from diffuse sources do 
     not violate GLI water quality standards should be initiated immediately by 
     EPA.  Implementation should include enforceable deadlines to require       
     diffuse pollution controls on a timetable parallel to implementation of    
     point-source pollution controls under the proposed GLI.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2848.029     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.00, G3457.004 and D2597.026.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2848.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even at best, the GLI will remain an interim step on the way to achieving  
     the GLWQA objective of virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances. 
     As specified in the GLWQA's General Principles (Annex 12), "the philosophy 
     adopted for control of inputs of persistent toxic substances shall be zero 
     discharge"  and "the intent...is to virtually eliminate the input of       
     persistent toxic substances..."  Water quality criteria are to be an       
     interim step towards virtual elimination (Annex 1).  Zero discharge also is
     fundament of the U.S. Clean Water Act.                                     
                                                                                
     Persistent toxic substances with large bioaccumulation factors, identified 
     by the GLI as "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" (BCCs), will be       
     subject to special control measures.  The GLI's philosophy of control of   
     BCCs, however, is not based on zero discharge and will not lead to virtual 
     elimination of BCCs from the Great Lakes.                                  
                                                                                
     Even after the GLI's most stringent controls are fully imposed, including  
     the phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs, substantial amounts of these       
     persistent toxic chemicals will be allowed to be discharged from industry  
     and city wastewater pipes.  No provision is included in the GLI to require 
     sunsetting from use of these BCCs, consistent with the philosophy of zero  
     discharge.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The GLI should explicitly acknowledge that the phase-out of mixing zones   
     for persistent toxic pollutants is only an interim step towards the        
     objective of zero discharge of these pollutants pursuant to the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreeement.  A specific timetable for sunsetting and zero    
     discharge should be included.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2848.030     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2848.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI is required by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990       
     (GLCPA) to "conform with the objectives and provisions of the GLWQA..." The
     GLI fails to satisfy this Congressionally-mandated standard.  Major        
     additional guidance will be required to ensure full compliance with the    
     GLWQA and the GLCPA, including implementation measures for diffuse sources 
     of pollution and pollution prevention.  This GLI "Round 2" should be       
     launched by EPA immediately.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2848.031     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2848.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI narrative should explicitly acknowledge that it does not fully     
     satisfy requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, and 
     that EPA intends to move expeditiously to launch GLI "Round 2" to fulfill  
     these obligations, including:                                              
                                                                                
     setting timetables to ban the use of all persistent and bioaccumulative    
     toxic substances released into the Great Lakes Ecosystem;                  
                                                                                
     ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and do not violate   
     GLI water quality standards; and                                           
                                                                                
     requiring comprehensive pollution prevention programs for the Great Lakes. 
     
     
     Response to: D2848.032     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2848.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, toxic pollutants will be controlled based on their     
     potential to accumulate in the food chain.  This is important because      
     contaminated Great Lakes fish are the predominant route of exposure by most
     people to city and industry toxic pollution.  It is one of the most        
     significant features of the GLI.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2848.033     
     
     See response to comment D2717.009                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2848.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain its innovative approach to identifying               
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern through calculation of bioaccumulation
     factors, and retain special restrictions against the discharge of such     
     pollutants.  Such restrictions are essential due to the long retention time
     of pollution in the Great Lakes.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2848.034     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the GLI should use its BCC approach to  
     identify BCCs from calculated BAFs, and that BCC discharges need to be     
     restricted in the Great Lakes.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2848.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to protect everyone exposed to Great
     Lakes fish contaminants, particularly those most sensitive to toxic injury 
     and those, especially including sport anglers, as well as Native Americans 
     who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural preservation.    
     
     
     Response to: D2848.035     
     
     See section V.C.5.e of the SID for a discussion on fish consumption.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2848.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A BAF of 1,000 is too high, given the preventative mandate of the GLWQA.  A
     lower value would bring more dangerous chemicals under stringent controls  
     and provide greater protection for the food chain.                         
                                                                                
     The GLI should define bioaccumulative chemicals of concern as those with a 
     bioaccumulation factor of 250 (not 1,000) or greater.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2848.036     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2848.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is designed, based on the assumptions used to calculate   
     water quality criteria, to protect average, adult white males.  This       
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     premise raises the issue of environmental equity and who the GLI should be 
     designed to protect.                                                       
                                                                                
     Children are at special risk because of their relatively greater activity  
     and higher metabolic rates, their smaller body weight and body mass, and   
     the fact that protective mechanisms such as specific liver enzymes do not  
     develop until later in early childhood.                                    
                                                                                
     A specific adjustment for childhood sensitivity should be included in the  
     GLI as an additional uncertainty factor, such as the GLI includes for      
     mercury in the adjustment for protection against fetal central nervous     
     system development.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2848.037     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2848.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI uses a mean adult weight of the human body of 70 kg (154  
     lb) for calculation of water quality criteria to protect human health.     
     This is based on surveys of the weights of people between ages of 18 and   
     75.                                                                        
                                                                                
     However, it fails to consider the primary population at special risk-human 
     infants.  An increasing body of evidence describing the effects of         
     low-level, chronic exposure to contemporary chemicals has demonstrated the 
     passage of contaminants from mother to offspring both during pregnancy and 
     in nursing.  The health impacts resulting from the secondary exposure of   
     the child to pollution from its mother are called "transgenerational       
     effects."                                                                  
                                                                                
     Therefore, protection of women who may bear children in the future is      
     critical for any pollutants with potential to cause transgenerational      
     effects.  An estimate of average weight of this population (ages 12 to 35) 
     is 58 kg, rounded to 55 kg (121 lb).  Adoption of this lesser weight would 
     reduce water quality criteria by 20 - 30 percent (based on analysis of     
     PCBs, dioxin, DDT and mercury).                                            
                                                                                
     The GLI should use a human body weight of 55 kg (not 70 kg) for development
     of water quality standards of pollutants with potential to cause           
     transgenerational effects.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2848.038     
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     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2848.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Women, at special risk because of the exposure they give their unborn      
     children and nursing infants, receive no special consideration.  Native    
     Americans and other minorities, at special risk because they may consume   
     large amounts of Great Lakes fish for cultural or economic reasons, receive
     no special consideration.  Sport anglers, at special risk because they may 
     consume large amounts of Great Lakes fish because of their recreational    
     availability, receive no special consideration.                            
                                                                                
     People should be able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as their tastes,     
     recreation, culture or subsistence needs dictate, and consume those fish   
     without having to worry about what harm that diet may do to themselves or  
     their offspring.                                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI should be based on the premise of protecting the 95th percentile of
     fish consumption among sport anglers and other special populations at risk.
     
     
     Response to: D2848.039     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032, P2771.200 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2848.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly rejects the fish consumption value now used widely to set 
     water quality criteria to protect human health of 6.5 grams per day (gm/d),
     or 1.6 ounces per week (oz/wk).  Instead the GLI proposes a value of 15    
     gm/d (3.7 oz/wk).  However, numerous studies suggest 15 gm/d is inadequate 
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     to protect high risk populations.  A value of 50 gm/d (12.3 oz/wk) should  
     provide a reasonable level of protection for the majority of consumers, but
     still would not account for the relatively small number of people who      
     regularly consume even greater amounts of Great Lakes fish.                
                                                                                
     The GLI should use 50 gm/d (not 15 gm/d) of fish consumed as representative
     of the 95th percentile of fish consumption among sport anglers, their      
     families and other special populations at risk, including subsistence      
     anglers, ethnic communities, Native American groups and commercial anglers 
     and their families.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2848.040     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2848.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.041 is imbedded in comment #.042.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In calculating bioaccumulation factors to set standards to protect people  
     from food chain accumulation of toxic pollutants, one key assumption used  
     by regulators is the percentage fat ("lipid") content of fish that people  
     will be eating.  This is because many toxic pollutants concentrate in fat. 
                                                                                
     EPA's proposed lipid value of 5.0 percent (initially proposed at 6.0       
     percent) does not provide an adequate margin of safety to protect human    
     health.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2848.041     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2848.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In calculating bioaccumulation factors to set standards to protect people 
     from food chain accumulation of toxic pollutants, one key assumption used  
     by regulators is the percentage fat ("lipid") content of fish that people  
     will be eating.  This is because many toxic pollutants concentrate in fat. 
                                                                                
     EPA's proposed lipid value of 5.0 percent (initially proposed at 6.0       
     percent) does not provide an adequate margin of safety to protect human    
     health.]  In addition, variation of fish species (and fat content) commonly
     consumed varies greatly among lakes, e.g., walleye (Lake Erie) vs. drum and
     catfish (Detroit River) vs. lake trout (Lake Superior).  Some species may  
     be further targeted by heavy fish consumers (e.g., Siscowet lake trout by  
     some Native Americans).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2848.042     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2848.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Generous safety factors are appropriate in setting standard lipid values   
     because of the paucity of data available on fish consumption habits of high
     risk groups.  These include Native Americans (not included in fishing      
     surveys based on license sales) and other racial minorities who may fish   
     primarily in urban waters and utilize fish species not commonly included in
     EPA predictors of human fish consumption patterns.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2848.043     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2848.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Salmon and trout, especially, exceed the proposed 5.0 percent value; a more
     appropriate value would be 11 percent.  These are the fish species that are
     the primary management targets of state and federal fishery agencies for   
     four of the Great Lakes.  Pollution control assumptions should follow suit.
     (Michigan, for example, now uses a 9.6 percent lipid value.)               
                                                                                
     Although Lake Erie fishery management targets the leaner walleye, the more 
     stringent salmonid-based lipid value should be applied to all waters of the
     Great Lakes Ecosystem, including Lake Erie.  Also, there is a salmonid     
     (steelhead trout) fishery in Lake Erie.  Compared to the other Great Lakes,
     water entering the shallower Lake Erie has a rapid turnover.  Pollutants   
     dumped into Lake Erie flush downstream into the Niagara River and Lake     
     Ontario, and contribute to contamination of the salmonid fishery in those  
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2848.044     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2848.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should use consistent lakewide standards for the lipid value for   
     human health criteria development.  This value should be 11 percent, based 
     on the management of the Great Lakes for a salmonid fishery and to maintain
     consistency among the eight Great Lakes States.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2848.045     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2848.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Initially, the GLI sets water quality criteria only for four               
     pollutants-PCBs, mercury, dioxin and DDT.  These pollutants are, however,  
     among pollutants having the greatest effect on Great Lakes wildlife.  Other
     pollutants that regulators determine may harm wildlife will be regulated   
     under the GLI after the procedures are adopted, either as Tier I or Tier II
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     The GLI must retain stringent criteria in a two-tiered system designed to  
     protect wildlife.  Procedures should not, however, arbitrarily limit       
     chemicals that will be restricted.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2848.046     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D2848.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.047 is imbedded in comment #.048.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on studies of the continuing impacts of PCBs and dioxin (TCDD)       
     contamination on Great Lakes wildlife, it is clear that proposed criteria  
     for protection of wildlife are inadequate for PCBs and dioxin.             
                                                                                
     The GLI Tier I wildlife criteria should be 0.1 pg/l for PCBs (not 17 pg/l) 
     
     
     Response to: D2848.047     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2848.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 3700



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Based on studies of the continuing impacts of PCBs and dioxin (TCDD)      
     contamination on Great Lakes wildlife, it is clear that proposed criteria  
     for protection of wildlife are inadequate for PCBs and dioxin.             
                                                                                
     The GLI Tier I wildlife criteria should be 0.1 pg/l for PCBs (not 17 pg/l)]
     and 7.0 x 10 (exp. -5) pg/l for TCDD (not 9.6 x 10 (exp. -3) pg/l).        
     
     
     Response to: D2848.048     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2848.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution dilution zones for persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances  
     must be phased out, as proposed by the GLI.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2848.049     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2848.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 3701



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     However, no provision is included for eliminating dilution of pollution for
     other persistent toxic pollutants that are not defined as BCCs, such as    
     lead and cadmium.  This is a recommendation of the International Joint     
     Commission in its Sixth Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality       
     (1992), which concluded that pollution control strategies "should recognize
     that all persistent toxic substances are dangerous to the environment,     
     deleterious to the human condition, and can no longer be tolerated in the  
     ecosystem, whether or not unassailable scientific proof of acute or chronic
     damage is universally accepted."                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI's procedures to phase out dilution zones for bioaccumulative       
     chemicals of concern should be expanded to include all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with half-lives greater than eight weeks in any medium-water,   
     air, sediment, soil or biota.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2848.050     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2848.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed ten-year phase-out for mixing zones for BCCs is unnecessarily 
     long, and should be modified to require incremental reductions in loadings 
     to the Great Lakes during this period.                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI should require at the first NPDES permit reissuance, and no later  
     than five years after GLI adoption, partial reductions of mixing zones by  
     dischargers.  At the second NPDES permit reissuance, and no later than ten 
     years after GLI adoption, the mixing zone ban should be effective.         
     
     
     Response to: D2848.051     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2848.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) are used by regulators to allocate       
     acceptable water pollution into a water body.  Two options are offered in  
     the GLI for setting TMDLs.  Both have merit.  Only one should be adopted,  
     and required for use by all states/tribes to ensure consistency.           
                                                                                
     The GLI should require use of "Option B" for determination of total maximum
     daily loads of pollutants.  Where aspects of Option A are stronger, such as
     consideration of the entire watershed in making TMDL determinations, they  
     should be incorporated by EPA into Option B.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2848.052     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2848.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The critical exposure period for human health protection should be based on
     bioaccumulation in fish and other aquatic biota, not on human exposure over
     a lifetime.  Ambient pollutant concentrations regulated such that criteria 
     will not be exceeded under stream flows that represent long-term average   
     conditions will not be stringent enough to prevent accumulation of         
     pollutants in fish tissues.  Where fish tissues are contaminated with BCCs 
     and where humans consume contaminated fish, this proposal will not be      
     adequately protective of human health.                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI should use a more conservative dilution flow to develop human      
     health-based waste load allocations, such as a fraction of the 7Q10 or     
     30Q10, instead of the harmonic mean flow.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2848.053     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2848.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.054 is imbedded in comment #.055.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulators have arbitrarily chosen to restrict their water pollution       
     monitoring techniques to those that measure pollution concentrations in the
     waste stream at the point of discharge to public waters.  Many chemicals   
     are so dangerous, however, that they will cause serious effects to the     
     Great Lakes Ecosystem at levels lower than can easily be measured by these 
     techniques.                                                                
                                                                                
     Other monitoring techniques are available, which are better measures of    
     actual bioaccumulation in the food chain.  These include use of caged fish 
     downstream from the pollution outfall, "lipid bags" that serve as          
     surrogates for live fish and monitoring internal waste streams within a    
     facility.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Enforcement of water pollution permits at effluent limits, rather than at  
     the "level of quantification" using typical monitoring techniques is       
     essential if needed reductions of pollutants by the GLI are to be realized.
     The GLI anticipates this dilemma and includes options for alternative      
     monitoring techniques and mandates pollutant minimization programs for     
     those situations.  Pollution prevention will be necessary, as there often  
     is no feasible treatment for minute levels of many toxic chemicals.        
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes that violations above permit limits, but below the "level 
     of quantification," should not result in enforcement against polluters.    
     Instead, it would trigger closer monitoring.                               
                                                                                
     The GLI should retain the proposed requirements for toxic pollutants to be 
     regulated at the water quality-based effluent limit, even if that is below 
     the "level of quantification."                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2848.054     
     
     See resonse to comment D2837.059.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2848.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Regulators have arbitrarily chosen to restrict their water pollution      
     monitoring techniques to those the measures pollution concentrations in the
     waste stream at the point of discharge to public waters.  Many chemicals   
     are so dangerous, however, that they will cause serious effects to the     
     Great Lakes Ecosystem at levels lower than can easily be measured by these 
     techniques.                                                                
                                                                                
     Other monitoring techniques are available, which are better measures of    
     actual bioaccumulation in the food chain.  These include use of caged fish 
     downstream from the pollution outfall, "lipid bags" that serve as          
     surrogates for live fish and monitoring internal waste streams within a    
     facility.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Enforcement of water pollution permits at effluent limits, rather than at  
     the "level of quantification" using typical monitoring techniques is       
     essential if needed reductions of polluants by the GLI are to be realized. 
     The GLI anticipates this dilemma and includes options for alternative      
     monitoring techniques and mandates pollutant minimization programs for     
     those situations.  Pollution prevention will be necessary, as there often  
     is no feasible treatment for minute levels of many toxic chemicals.        
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes that violations above permit limits, but below the "level 
     of quantification," should not result in enforcement against polluters.    
     Instead, it would trigger closer monitoring.                               
                                                                                
     The GLI should retain the proposed requirements for toxic pollutants to be 
     regulated at the water quality-based effluent limit, even if that is below 
     the "level of quantification."]  In addition, mandatory pollutant          
     minimization programs for such pollutants are essential, and alternative   
     techniques for monitoring of bioaccumulative toxic pollutants must be      
     required.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2848.055     
     
     See response to comment D2837.059.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2848.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution discharges above permit limits (not just above the "level of     
     quantification") should be enforceable violations.                         
     
     

Page 3705



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: D2848.056     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2848.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.057 is imbedded in comment #.058.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To truly protect Lake Superior, the GLI's list of "Bioaccumulative         
     Substances of Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior should be changed to    
     "Persistent Toxic Substances of Immediate Concern."  This list should      
     include all substances that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or        
     greater, and the 21 substances on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's
     "Candidate Substances List for Bans or Phase-Outs."                        
     
     
     Response to: D2848.057     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2848.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [To truly protect Lake Superior, the GLI's list of "Bioaccumulative        
     Substances of Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior should be changed to    
     "Persistent Toxic Substances of Immediate Concern."  This list should      
     include all substances that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or        
     greater, and the 21 substances on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's
     "Candidate Substances List for Bans or Phase-Outs."]  In addition, chlorine
     should be added as a substance of concern because its use produces many of 
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     the compounds on the GLI and Ontario lists.                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2848.058     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2848.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must designate the entire U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an      
     "Outstanding National Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality 
     waters through pollution prevention.  The "Lake Superior Basin-Outstanding 
     National Resource Waters" designation should be deleted from the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: D2848.059     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2848.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Outside of small areas to be designated LSB-ONRW, the GLI proposes that the
     rest of the Lake be designated Outstanding International Resource Waters.  
     New facilities can still dump persistent toxic pollutants, but any facility
     must go through a special antidegradation review that requires that "best  
     technology in process and treatment" be used.  The GLI does not detail how 
     to determine what best technology and treatment is or how the designation  
     will be applied consistently.  In the GLI, EPA does not direct or require  
     the states to make special designations.  If the states fail to make       
     special designations, EPA has an obligation to implement the Lake Superior 
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     special designation provisions in the GLI.                                 
                                                                                
     The proposed "Outstanding International Resource Waters" designation is of 
     limited value and should be replaced with the ONRW designation.            
     
     
     Response to: D2848.060     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2848.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program requires toxic reduction plans in new or reissued   
     permits to dischargers in the Lake Superior Basin.                         
                                                                                
     Toxic reduction plans for all dischargers in the Lake Superior Watershed   
     should be made an enforceable requirement in the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2848.061     
     
     See response to comment D605.076.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2848.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation procedures must be adopted to prevent new or       
     increased dumping of pollutants that persist and build up in the food      
     chain.                                                                     
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     Response to: D2848.062     
     
     See response to comment D605.012.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2848.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For second-tier waters, antidegradation analysis applies only where a      
     "significant lowering of water quality" will occur.  Aside from inherent   
     ambiguities in the term "significant" (which is not defined in the         
     proposal), the term may prove counter-productive when it comes time to     
     implement tier two protection.  In addition, because a significant lowering
     of water quality is defined as "any" increase in the mass loading of BCCs, 
     the term lends nothing to the substantive requirements of the GLI          
     antidegradation proposal.                                                  
                                                                                
     "Significant" lowering of water quality as the threshold for tier two      
     analysis should be deleted from the GLI, even though the current definition
     for "significant" lowering of water quality should be retained.            
     
     
     Response to: D2848.063     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D605.079.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2848.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.064 is imbedded in comment #.065.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI also adds a great deal of definition to what has traditionally been
     a wide loophole:  "important economic and social developments."  Although  
     the GLI, commendably, categorizes a limited number of "developments" that  
     may be considered in a decision to allow increased discharges, it gives    
     considerable leeway to regulators to determine whether a lowering of water 
     quality is necessary to allow for important economic and social            
     developments.                                                              
                                                                                
     For second-tier waters, dischargers should also be required to demonstrate 
     a direct linkage-a cause-and-effect relationship-between an economic and   
     social development and a lowering of water quality.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2848.064     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: D2848.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI also adds a great deal of definition to what has traditionally    
     been a wide loophole:  "important economic and social developments."       
     Although the GLI, commendably, categorizes a limited number of             
     "developments" that may be considered in a decision to allow increased     
     discharges, it gives considerable leeway to regulators to determine whether
     a lowering of water quality is necessary to allow for important economic   
     and social developments.                                                   
                                                                                
     For second-tier waters, dischargers should also be required to demonstrate 
     a direct linkage-a cause-and-effect relationship-between an economic and   
     social development and a lowering of water quality.]  The GLI should then  
     require dischargers' demonstrations of direct linkages to be subject to    
     public review and comment.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2848.065     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2848.066
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should establish a database for social and economic development        
     decisions so that agencies and the public may improve their evaluation of  
     dischargers' demonstrations over time.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2848.066     
     
     See response to comment D2837.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2848.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, dischargers are required to demonstrate that they have        
     attempted to implement pollution prevention measures before resource       
     agencies permit them to increase discharges to HQWs.                       
                                                                                
     The integration of pollution prevention prerequisites should be an integral
     part of the GLI's antidegradation analyses for second-tier waters, as well 
     as for tier one and tier three waters.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2848.067     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083 and D2838.095.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2851.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2851.001     
     
     See response to comment D2904.011.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2851.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving a              
     Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify chemicals of particular concern   
     which will be subject to especially stringent controls) and to set limits  
     on substances for which limited data exists.  Until questions about these  
     methodologies are resolved, it is not appropriate to use them as a basis   
     for regulation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2851.002     
     
     See G3202.106.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2851.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point-source industrial
     dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.  Although        
     pollution from these sources has been severely curtailed over the last 20  
     years, GLI focuses on them, ignoring major sources of these substances such
     as contaminated sediments, airborne pollutants, contaminated storm-water   
     runoff from city streets and lawns, and construction sites and agriculture.
     
     
     Response to: D2851.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2851.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with 
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:                            
     
     
     Response to: D2851.004     
     
     See response to D2851.005.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2851.004A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:]                           
     --conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemicals in   
     cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not exist (or, as 
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     an alternative, meeting standards which are designed to be more stringent  
     than necessary).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2851.004A    
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2851.004B
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:]                           
     --treating substances which they did not generate or add to in their       
     discharge; that is, substances already present in water used by entities   
     for cooling or other purposes.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2851.004B    
     
     See the SID, especially Section VIII, for a response to this and related   
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2851.004C
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:]                           
     --undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have   
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.                            
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     Response to: D2851.004C    
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.  Also note that the final Guidance no longer 
     includes caged fish studies as a required element of a pollutant           
     minimization plan (See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.H,  
     WQBELs Below the Level of Quantitation).                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2851.004D
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:]                           
     --conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration   
     proving that any increases in discharges will lead to major social and     
     economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before the facility
     could increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even if permit
     limits would not be exceeded.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2851.004D    
     
     See the SID, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2851.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.    
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     GLI seeks further, very expensive reduction from pointsource dischargers.  
     Cost studies by four industries alone indicate that their costs would be   
     over $5 billion in capital and almost $1.5 billion per year in annual      
     operation and maintenance costs.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2851.005     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2851.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Council of Great Lakes Governors authorized an independent study,      
     conducted by DRI/MCGraw Hill, of the costs and benefits of GLI.  The DRI   
     draft report concludes that major costs of up to $2.3 billion annually     
     would be imposed by the GLI and that environmental benefits would not be   
     measurable.                                                                
                                                                                
     As additional cost studies for the automobile and petroleum industries are 
     completed and submitted to DRI as part of requested comments these         
     estimates will rise substantially.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2851.006     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2851.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A new study, not available to DRI earlier, estimates that costs to         
     municipalities will be between $7 and $7.5 billion in capital costs and    

Page 3716



$T044618.TXT
     over $1 billion in annual costs.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2851.007     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2851.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the broad array of substances, and the extremely low levels that must
     be met, only some of these costs can be passed on to upstream direct       
     dischargers.  All of this additional information will be included in DRI's 
     final report to the Governors.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2851.008     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2851.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industries in the region would be at a severe economic disadvantage over   
     industries elsewhere in the Great Lakes states and nationally who are not  
     subject to the same provisions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2851.009     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2851.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making 
     it difficult or impossible for companies to return to full production      
     during the course of economic recovery and by forcing delays in business   
     decisions while antidegradation demonstration reviews are being carried    
     out.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2851.010     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth.  On the contrary,            
     antidegradation establishes a mechanism for ensuring that growth that      
     occurs impacts water quality to the least extent possible and is beneficial
     to the community affected by the reduced water quality.  The               
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the        
     capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is
     limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases  
     in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that 
     the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for   
     the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations. Consequently, 
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non- BCCs.  Instead, States and   
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2851.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .011 is imbedded in .012                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities and
     with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples      
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and conflicting       
     objectives for state agencies in administering environmental statutes.     
     
     
     Response to: D2851.011     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI conflicts with State and Federal           
     environmental regulatory programs as discussed in Section I.D of the SID   
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2851.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities   
     and with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples  
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and conflicting       
     objectives for state agencies in administering environmental statutes.]  It
     will also result in most states in the region administering two separate   
     permit programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states    
     change their own rules to effectively apply the GLI statewide.  Statewide  
     application would only serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws on 
     a much larger number of dischargers.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2851.012     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI conflicts with State and Federal           
     environmental regulatory programs as discussed in Section I.D of the SID   
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  EPA  
     also does not agree that the Guidance is flawed. For a discussion of the   
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,    
     inclduing using the best available science for the protection of humans,   
     aquatic life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the 
     SID.  For a discussion of the adoption and application of criteria,        
     methodologies, policies and procedures included in the final Guidance, see 
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2851.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will likely set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the     
     country.  Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance of the 
     policies and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve      
     unproven science and new, more burdensome approaches to implementation.    
     
     
     Response to: D2851.013     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and P2698.008                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2854L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed guidance is not effective guidance because it focuses only on 
     point source dischargers and does not address the significant non-point    
     sources of toxics to the system.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.001    
     
     This comment is identical to comment number D2823.064.  For a response to  
     this comment, see the response to comment number D2823.064. See responses  
     to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Section I 
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2854L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the Coalition and Chamber do not believe that EPA's guidance as   
     currently proposed will make any significant difference in improving water 
     quality in the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.003    
     
     See Sections I and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2854L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the costs involved in complying with the Proposed Guidance will  
     be enormous - amounting to billions of dollars for little tangible benefit.
     A large proportion of those costs are due to serious technical flaws and   
     legal problems in EPA's proposed approach.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.004    
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2719.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2854L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The proposed water quality guidance is ineffective because it does not     
     address the major sources of toxic compounds presently causing water       
     quality impairments in the Great Lakes ecosystem.  Each state in the Great 
     Lakes region, as well as U.S. EPA, has repeatedly documented the fact that 
     non-point sources, not point sources, are the largest remaining cause of   
     water quality problems in the Great Lakes.  This documentation is contained
     in numerous state and federal publications including the biannual 305(B)   
     reports prepared by each state and the latest summary of those 305(B)      
     reports as presented in EPA's National Water Quality Inventory - 1990      
     Report to Congress (U.S. EPA 1990).  In this report, EPA states that only  
     10.1% of impaired Great Lakes shoreline is a result of point source        
     municipal or industrial discharges.  The remaining shoreline impairment is 
     due to non-point sources including atmospheric deposition, urban and       
     agricultural runoff, and contaminated sediments.  Impairments to open      
     waters of the Great Lakes are due almost exclusively to non-point sources. 
     Furthermore, the role of non-point sources is fully detailed in EPA's Risk 
     Characterization of the Great Lakes Basin (U.S. EPA 1991) and in the draft 
     Lakewide Management Plan for Lake Michigan (U.S. EPA 1992).                
                                                                                
     The overwhelming importance of non-point sources is confirmed by two recent
     studies conducted in the Lake Erie area.  Kelly et al. (1991) found that   
     the precipitation in the Lake Erie region contained pollutant levels above 
     EPA's proposed water quality criteria.  A comprehensive study              
     (Potomac-Hudson Engineering, Inc. 1991) detailing the environmental        
     conditions in the Presque Isle Bay Area of Concern documented that point   
     source loadings of pollutants were minor compared to  non-point source     
     loadings.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The reports and studies discussed above, plus many others not discussed    
     here, demonstrate that regulations requiring additional reductions in point
     source discharges will not make a measurable difference in the loadings of 
     toxic substances to the Great Lakes.                                       
                                                                                
     This conclusion is not surprising since point source dischargers have been 
     highly regulated by federal and state authorities for over 30 years.  All  
     municipal and industrial point source discharges are regulated by effluent 
     guidelines that limit the discharge of conventional pollutants such as BOD 
     and suspended solids.  In addition, every point source discharge is subject
     to stringent water quality-based controls that restrict the discharge of   
     toxic substances to concentraions that will not have environmental and/or  
     human health effects.  Every state in the Great Lakes region has a         
     stringent water quality-based permitting program that includes water       
     quality criteria for many chemicals and implementation procedures for      
     deriving discharge-specific limits including limits on whole effluent      
     toxicity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.005    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2854L.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Pennsylvania alone, the handful of municipal and industrial dischargers 
     in the Lake Erie watershed have estimated that the capital cost of         
     complying with the Proposed Guidance is in excess of $200 million, plus    
     millions of dollars per year in added operating costs.  These are costs    
     above and beyond current costs since each of these facilities is now in    
     compliance with all state and federal water quality standards.             
                                                                                
     These excessive costs are confirmed on a regional basis in a study recently
     prepared for the Conference of Great Lakes Governors which concluded that  
     the provisions of EPA's Proposed Guidance would result in compliance costs 
     of approximately $2.3 billion per year, well above the Agency's own        
     estimates.  That $2.3 billion figure specifically did not include potential
     compliance costs for some of EPA's most costly proposed requirements,      
     because the economic consulting firm preparing the report refused to       
     believe that EPA would actually implement such unreasonable measures.      
     Clearly, compliance costs will run into billions of dollars per year, many 
     times greater than the $500 million estimated by EPA.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.006    
     
     See response to comments D2589.014 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2854L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance is also ineffective because it only addresses        
     potential sources of pollution on the U.S. side of the Great Lakes.  While 
     it is fully recognized that U.S. environmental guidance cannot be bound on 
     other countries, the unilateral imposition of the Proposed Guidance without
     a comparable program in Canada will not result in significant environmental
     improvements.  No program comparable to the Great Lakes Initiative and the 
     Proposed Guidance is proposed for Canada and there are no plans to develop 
     a similar program.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.007    
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2854L.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of the enormous costs and insignificant benefits of EPA's         
     proposal, the Pennsylvania Coalition and Chamber propose that the wisest   
     course would be for EPA to change its focus.  Instead of proceeding to     
     implement additional point source controls that will not accomplish the    
     Agency's goal of protecting the Great Lakes, we believe that the Agency    
     should consider any point source controls in conjunction with the need for 
     controls on non-point sources such as urban and agricultural runoff, air   
     deposition, and contaminated sediments.  It is only by considering each of 
     those sources, their relative contributions to pollutant loadings in the   
     Great Lakes, and the relative economic impacts of additional controls, that
     the Agency can develop a reasonable and effective approach to protecting   
     the ecosystem.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.008    
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2854L.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, nevertheless, the Agency decides not to pursue that change in focus,   
     and proceeds to finalize its Proposed Guidance, it is critical that EPA    
     remedy the substantial technical and legal problems in that guidance, as   
     outlined in these comments.  Such action would hopefully reduce the        
     enormous economic impacts that will follow if EPA's proposal is implemented
     as currently written.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.009    
     
     See Sections I.C, I.E and IX of the SID.                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2854L.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act specifies that once U.S. EPA issues  
     its Guidance in final form, the Great Lakes States each have two years to  
     adopt a program "consistent with" the Guidance.  EPA has interpreted that  
     provision to mean that the State programs must be "equal to or more        
     stringent than" the EPA Guidance.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20847.  In their own    
     words, the Agency does not intend to allow States to have primacy in       
     developing their programs to fit their own specific situations:            
                                                                                
     EPA strongly encourages the verbatim adoption of the final Guidance or     
     adoption with only conforming changes, such as renumbering sections to     
     conform with the State or Tribal regulations, or, for example, replacing   
     "Great Lakes System" with "Lake Erie System."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20847       
                                                                                
     However, a careful review of the statutory language, the legislative       
     history, and analogous provisions under other statutes indicates that EPA's
     proposal is squarely contrary to the language of the Critical Programs Act,
     the Congressional intent in enacting that law, Congress' use of the term   
     "consistent with" in other statutory provisions (including the Clean Water 
     Act), and EPA's own interpretation of those other statutory provisions.    
     Congress intended, instead, that the EPA Guidance should be used to promote
     greater consistency among the State regulatory programs, while still       
     allowing the States "a reasonable degree of flexibility" to develop their  
     own specific approaches to protecting water quality.                       
                                                                                
     EPA should therefore abandon its proposed interpretation of the term       
     "consistent with," and instead allow its Guidance to function as just that:
     guidance for State efforts, rather than as a binding regulation that States
     are compelled to adopt word-for-word.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.010    
     
     See response to: D2858.022                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2854L.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the Proposed Guidance does not accomplish that goal.  The Agency's
     method of selecting chemicals for regulation does not focus on the correct 
     water quality factors, contains a number of significant technical flaws,   
     and is simply not scientifically adequate for use in selecting pollutants  
     for regulation.  Specific problems with EPA's approach are discussed below.
                                                                                
     EPA's method of selecting BCC's using a bioconcentration factor            
     ("BCF")/food chain multiplier ("FCM") model to calculate Bioaccumulation   
     Factors ("BAFs") leads to pollutants being classified as BCC's without any 
     consideration of their persistence, toxicity, metabolism, or actual        
     bioavailability in water.  All of these are important factors in           
     determining whether a substance will actually have an impact on water      
     quality.  The refusal to consider important water quality factors is not   
     only technically unsound; it also is inconsistent with the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Agreement, which expressly directs the Agency to focus its   
     attention on persistent toxic substances.                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.011    
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2854L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's model for calculating BAF's and selecting BCC's using the BCF/FCM    
     model has not been scientifically validated.  In fact, since EPA admits    
     that there are very few field-derived BAF's as yet, there is presently no  
     way to validate the BCF/FCM model.  Therefore, the model is not            
     scientifically adequate for use as a numeric factor in the regulatory      
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.012    
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
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     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2854L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BCF/FCM model, in addition to ignoring important factors, does not     
     accurately measure the factors that it purports to adddress; research      
     performed by the National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream 
     Improvement ("NCASI") has shown that BAF's calculated using BCF's and FCM's
     overestimate actual field-calculated bioaccumulation for many chemicals.   
     The NCASI research has also shown that the results reached using EPA's FCM 
     model are far too sensitive to input parameters.  Therefore, the FCM model 
     is not conducive to broad regulatory applicaiton, even if it were accurate.
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.013    
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
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     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2854L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's method for calculating BAF's for hydrophobic chemicals does not      
     adequately consider their tendency to adhere to sediment and therefore not 
     be present in the water column.  This is an important factor in determining
     the water quality impact of the substances, which EPA ignores.             
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.014    
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter the impact from sediments on the aquatic     
     environment was not incorporated in the proposal.  EPA has revised the     
     methodology to include a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology as the      
     second preferred method after field- measured BAFs.  The BSAF provides a   
     method by which the concentration of a chemical in the sediment is related 
     to the concentration in fish tissue.  The concentration of chemicals with  
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     log Kows greater than 6.5 in the sediment is greater than in the water     
     column and more readily measured; therefore use of the BSAF reduces the    
     uncertainty associated with relating concentration in fish tissue to the   
     concentration in the water column.  This is particularly true for chemicals
     with higher Kows since these generally show a greater affinity for         
     sediments.  For further details on deriving BAFs from the BSAF methodology,
     and the data supporting the approach, see the final BAF TSD which is       
     available in the public docket for this rulemaking.                        
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA considers the model by Gobas (1993) an improvement on the 
     1989 Thomann model because it incorporates the exposure of organisms to    
     chemicals from the sediment by including a benthic food-chain component.   
                                                                                
     Both the BSAF methodology and the Gobas model account for the tendency of  
     hydrophobic particles to adhere to sediment.  In addition, the final       
     Guidance accounts for the bioavailability of a contaminant.  For a more    
     detailed discussion, see Section IV.B.6 of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2854L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the problems with EPA's proposed model for selecting chemicals to be 
     regulated, the Pennsylvania Coalition and Chamber support the continued use
     of Bioconcentration Factors until additional research has addressed the    
     many short comings of the BCF/FCM model.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.015    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2854L.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Regardless of whether EPA adopts the proposed approach or continues to use 
     BCFs, the final guidance should allow the calculation of site-specific     
     BAFs/BCFs and their use in the derivation of site-specific water quality   
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.016    
     
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2854L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier I criteria are calculated in accordance with detailed, comprehensive  
     technical requirements, including the collection and analysis of           
     scientifically acceptable data on a number of different species.  Tier II  
     values, on the other hand, do not have to meet those detailed EPA tests,   
     but would nonetheless lead to the development of criteria that will be used
     to derive enforceable permit limits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.017    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2854L.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Tier II values for aquatic life are particularly unnecessary since EPA and 
     the states already have a more powerful tool - whole effluent toxicity     
     testing - in their regulatory tool bag to control toxics in point source   
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.018    
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2854L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the mid-1980's U.S. EPA conducted a multi-laboratory research effort -  
     The Complex Effluent Toxicity Testing Program - to evaluate the            
     relationship between laboratory measurements of whole effluent toxicity,   
     laboratory-based ambient toxicity testing, in-situ ambient toxicity        
     testing, and observed aquatic community and ecosystem responses.  These    
     studies, conducted at seven sites around the country, demonstrated the     
     direct relationship between effluent toxicity, both acute and chronic,     
     in-stream impacts, and the validity of laboratory toxicity tests to predict
     receiving water community impacts.                                         
                                                                                
     In another series of laboratory and field studies EPA demonstrated good    
     agreement between chemical-specific water quality criteria derived using   
     the National Guidelines procedure and in-stream concentrations producing   
     aquatic life effects.  To quote from the March, 1991 edition of the        
     Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control:         
                                                                                
     EPA's water quality criteria are not threshold levels above which definite 
     measurable effects are always expected.  Rather the criteria embody        
     conservative assumptions such that small excursions above the criteria     
     should not results in measurable environmental impacts on the biota.  The  
     data indicate that the ambient water quality criteria are met, then the    
     biota in the receiving stream will be protected from unacceptable impacts  
     caused by the chemical of concern.                                         
                                                                                
     Clearly, the elegance and validity of the integrated approach of           
     independently applying properly derived chemical-specific criteria and     
     whole effluent toxicity criteria stems from the solid scientific basis for 
     these criteria.                                                            
                                                                                
     In complete opposition to this sound scientific approach for regulating    
     effluent toxicity, the Proposed Guidance states that Tier II aquatic life  
     values for both acute and chronic toxicity can be derived from one daphnid 
     acute toxicity test.  While such an approach may be perfectly valid for    
     identifying chemicals for which more data is needed, it is not valid to use
     this approach to derive criteria or end-of-pipe permit limits because it   
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     completely ignores the technical progress made in establishing a method to 
     derive water quality criteria and a state-of-the-art approach to           
     environmental assessment.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.019    
     
     See response to comment D2854L.019.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: D2854L.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More importantly, it is not necessary to use Tier II criteria to protect   
     aquatic communities from potential acute and chronic toxicity for chemicals
     for which there is insufficient data to calculate Tier I criteria.  The use
     of laboratory measurements of whole effluent toxicity to predict ambient   
     effects provides a scientifically valid method of deriving waste load      
     allocations for whole effluent toxicity and provides protection to aquatic 
     communities.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.020    
     
     See the Aquatic Life Supplemental Information Document for a discussion of 
     when the WET procedure can be used in lieu of the aquatic life Tier II     
     values in NPDES permits.                                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2854L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In short, EPA should abandon its proposal to use Tier II values for        
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     anything other than identifying chemicals that are candidates for the      
     additional research needed to develop valid Tier I criteria.               
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.021    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2854L.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major provision of EPA's Proposed Guidance that is fundamentally flawed  
     is the provision concerning regulation of pollutants in intake water.  In  
     essence, EPA is proposing to require dischargers, subject to extremely     
     limited exceptions, to treat and remove pollutants that are not added by   
     their operations but that are already present in their intake water.  In   
     other words, dischargers will be responsible for pollutants in the water   
     that they use from surface water bodies or groundwater, despite the fact   
     that those pollutants are naturally present or were introduced as a result 
     of past practices by other dischargers.  (Not only is this provision       
     unfair; it is illegal.  The Clean Water Act only allows EPA to regulate the
     "addition" of pollutants to U.S. waters by point sources.  If the          
     pollutants in a point source discharge were not added by that discharger,  
     but were present in the intake water, then EPA simply has no jurisdiction  
     to require the discharger to remove those pollutants.)                     
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.022    
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2854L.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in .022.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Not only is this provision unfair; it is illegal.  The Clean Water Act only
     allows EPA to regulate the "addition" of pollutants to U.S. waters by point
     sources.  If the pollutants in a point source discharge were not added by  
     that discharger, but were present in the intake water, then EPA simply has 
     no jurisdiction to require the discharger to remove those pollutants.      
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.023    
     
     EPA agrees thatif polluatnts were not added in a point source discharge by 
     the discharger, but were presnt in the intake water, then the discharger is
     not required to remove those pollutants. For further discussion on the     
     issue, see Section VIII.E of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2854L.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its proposal, EPA has provided an "exception" to the requirement that   
     intake water be treated, and the Agency contends that this provision makes 
     the proposed restrictions reasonable.  That argument suffers from a number 
     of flaws.  First, EPA has no authority to require treatment of intake water
     in the first place, so such an "exception" should not be necessary.        
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.024    
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2854L.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's "exception" would not provide realistic relief to       
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     dischargers that would otherwise be affected by the intake water           
     restrictions, for the following reasons:  One of the provisions of EPA's   
     "exception" is that there be absolutely no addition of any amount of the   
     pollutant by the discharger.  According to EPA, this would even cover an   
     infinitesimal amount of metal corroding from sewer pipes, even if the      
     amount of metal contributed by the discharger is not measurable in the     
     effluent.  In all probability, no discharger could ever meet the "no       
     addition" test.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.025    
     
     The Guidance leaves to States the responsibility for determining how the   
     "no mass added" condition is met in any particular case.  See Supplementary
     Information Document, Section VIII.E.7.b.i.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2854L.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also requires that the discharger show that its use of the water does  
     not "alter" the pollutant in a way that would increase water quality       
     impacts (e.g. an increase in bioavailability).  As a practical matter,     
     there is currently no accepted way to demonstrate bioavailability at trace 
     metals levels.  Therefore, dischargers would have no way to make this      
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.026    
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vii.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2854L.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA further restricts its exception to cases in which 100% of the intake   
     water is discharged back to the same water body from which it was drawn.   
     Under this test, a discharger would not be able to use the exception if it 
     withdrew only a small fraction of its process water or cooling water from  
     groundwater or one tributary and then discharged the water to another      
     tributary or a lake, even if the discharger itself added absolutely no     
     pollutants to the water between intake and discharge.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.027    
     
     See the SID at Section VIII.E.4.d. regarding "partial" consideration of    
     intake pollutants when the facility has intake pollutants from the same and
     different bodies of water.  Also see the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv      
     regarding the definition of "same body of water."                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2854L.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's treatment requirements would apparently apply not just to water that 
     is taken in and used for process, but also to water that is used only for  
     cooling and never comes in contact with any process ingredients            
     ("non-contact cooling water").  Industrial facilities often use large      
     volumes of water for cooling, and the cost to treat all of that water to   
     the non-detectable levels required by EPA's proposal would likely dwarf the
     compliance costs for treating process waters.  In fact, some dischargers   
     could be forced to scrap their entire cooling systems, because they could  
     not guarantee that there would be no discharge of regulated materials even 
     with treatment.  Those dischargers would have to change from once-through  
     cooling systems to air cooling or recirculating cooling water technology.  
     The costs of that change-over could run into tens of billions of dollars,  
     hitting particularly hard in the utility industry but affecting other      
     industrial plants as well.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.028    
     
     See the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the final   
     Guidance procedures for considering intake pollutants in water quality     
     based permitting. See the SID at Section IX. and responses to comments     
     D2657.006 and D2584.005 with respect to cost issues.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2854L.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because EPA does not have the authority to require treatment of intake     
     water, the Pennsylvania Coalition and Chamber believe that the agency      
     should revise its proposal to allow for direct, complete "intake credits"  
     for any pollutants in the discharger's intake water.  Credits should apply 
     to calculations of permit limits and to the determination of whether the   
     pollutant should be regulated in a permit at all.  If the discharger does  
     not make any significant addition to the amount of pollutant already       
     pressent in the intake water, there should be no permit limit for that     
     pollutant.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.029    
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2854L.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CEL's would generally be set using what EPA calls a "minimum level" or 
     "ML".  EPA apparently intends that the ML be a level at which pollutant    
     levels can be accurately quantified.  However, the ML concept itself has no
     adequate technical basis.  It has never been defined scientifically, there 
     have been no "round robin" sets of testing by analyatical laboratories to  
     verify the concept, and there has been no peer review, which is essetnial  
     from a scientific standpoint.                                              
                                                                                
     Establishing CEL's will not adequately address the problem of limits below 
     quantification.  The below-quantification limit will remain in the permit  
     in addition to the CEL, and as analytical methods improve, the discharger  
     could discover pollutant levels in its discharge below the CEL but above   
     the permit limit.  The discharger would then be in violation of its permit 
     even though it was meeting the CEL, which it was supposed to focus on for  
     purposes of compliance.                                                    
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     Response to: D2854L.030    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2854L.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PMP requirement goes beyond EPA's authority under the Clean Water Act. 
     That statute, as discussed above, authorizes EPA to control the addition of
     pollutants to U.S. waters by point sources.  Therefore, EPA has control    
     over the actual discharges to water bodies.  However, EPA does not have any
     right to tell a discharger how to reduce pollutants in its discharge.  Nor 
     does EPA have authority to tell the discharger what pollutants are allowed 
     to be generated in a process and sent to the plant's waste water treatment 
     system.  That is simply not EPA's business, as long as the ultimate        
     pollutant levels discharged after treatment are acceptable.                
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.031    
     
     Issues related to WQBELs below the level of quantification and PMPs are    
     addressed in SID at Section VIII.H.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2854L.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to lacking legal authority, EPA's PMP requirement conflicts    
     with basic scientific and regulatory concepts.  Many dischargers have      
     installed treatment systems at the "end-of-pipe" to reduce the pollutant   
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     levels coming from their processes before ultimate discharge.  In most     
     cases, these controls were put in to satisfy EPA requirements.  The        
     Agency's new requirement that dischargers take measures to achieve         
     compliance with permit limits for pollutants before the waste water        
     treatment system, completely ignores the billions of dollars that have     
     already been spent on treatment systems.  Moreover, EPA has ignored its own
     previous regulatory guidance on this issue, which specifically recognizes  
     the role of treatment systems in the process of imposing permit limits.    
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.032    
     
     Issues related to WQBELs below the level of quantification and PMPs are    
     addressed in SID at Section VIII.H.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2854L.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Pennsylvania Coalition and Chamber believe that the final guidance must
     recognize the technical and legal problems described above with regard to  
     below-quantification permit limits.  To do so, we recommend that when the  
     procedures set forth by EPA for calculating limits result in a value below 
     quantification, that the permit limit should be set at the "practical      
     quantitation level" or "PQL."  PQL's have a solid scientific basis, and    
     have been used by EPA in other regulatory programs, including the Safe     
     Drinking Water Act. Compliance with that limit should be determined at the 
     final effluent outfall.  As long as the discharge is in compliance with    
     that limit, no pollutant minimization program should be required.  In order
     to ensure that the below-PQL discharge levels are not causing significant  
     toxic impacts, the permit authority could require caged-fish or other      
     monitoring methods, as long as those methods are first put through the     
     scientific review process established by EPA under 40 CFR 136, to ensure   
     that they have an adequate scientific basis.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.033    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2854L.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance would require a stringent antidegradation review     
     whenever a discharger seeks to make an increase in mass loadings of a BCC  
     above "existing effluent quality" ("EEQ").  As a result, dischargers will  
     be unable to take any action that would result in an increase in pollutant 
     discharges above existing levels, no matter how small the increase, without
     seeking approval of the permit authority.  Moreover, because of the        
     stringency of the antidegradation criteria that must be met, in most cases 
     that approval will probably not be obtained.  Thus, a discharger that      
     routinely keeps its discharge below its permit limits will be penalized, by
     not being able to increase its discharge up to the limit, while the less   
     careful discharger currently discharging at or close to its limit will be  
     allowed to continue those higher levels of discharges.  In essence, the    
     good performers would be penalized.  Also, dischargers will have every     
     incentive to discharge at levels as high as possible, up to their permit   
     limits, in order to avoid having to seek agency permission for increases up
     to those liimts.  It makes no sense to put these anti-environmental        
     incentives into a program that is designed to reduce pollutant levels in   
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.034    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2854L.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to being contrary to sound environmental policy, the proposed  
     antidegradation procedure is inconsistent with the terms of the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreement.  Article IV, Section 1.(c) of that Agreement      
     provides as follows:                                                       
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the adoption of Specific Objectives, all reasonable and    
     practicable measures shall be taken to maintain or improve the existing    
     water quality in those areas of the boundary waters of the Great Lakes     
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     System where such water quality is better than that prescribed by the      
     Specific Objectives, and in those areas having outstanding natural resource
     value.  (emphasis added)                                                   
                                                                                
     The "reasonable and practicable" standard in that provision is squarely    
     violated by EPA's proposed antidegradation procedure. The proposal would   
     impose unfair restrictions on dischargers that have worked conscientiously 
     to keep their discharge levels in compliance with permit limits.  Those    
     restrictions could significantly hamper, or even prevent, expansion of     
     business operations in the Great Lakes States, thereby imposing a major    
     obstacle to continued economic development in the area.  That is surely not
     "reasonable and practicable," as called for by the Water Quality Agreement.
     Since EPA's Guidance must conform to the Agreement, the proposed           
     antidegradation procedure must be changed, to meet the "reasonable and     
     practical" standard.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.035    
     
     EPA strongly disagrees with this comment.  Every effort was made to ensure 
     that the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance were reasonable  
     and practicable.  As a result substantial changes were made, such as       
     dropping EEQ requirements. The commenter suggests that antidegradation     
     prohibits new or increased discharges, ignoring the wording of the         
     antidegradation standards that states that lowering of water quality is    
     permissible if the lowering of water quality is necessary to accomodate    
     important social and economic development.  The demonstration component of 
     the antidegradation provisions in the final Guidance creates a mechanism   
     for identifying reasonable and practicable ways of avoiding or reducing the
     extent to which water quality is lowered.  Where alternatives do not exist 
     and the lower water quality will accomodate important social and economic  
     development, the lowering of water quality should be permitted.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2854L.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Pennsylvania Coalition and Chamber believe that a rational,            
     environmentally protective antidegradation procedure can be developed as   
     part of EPA's Great Lakes program.  We believe that the antidegradation    
     procedure should be structured as follows:  ( 1)  The trigger for          
     antidegradation review, both for BCC's and non-BCC's, should be a) an      
     increase in a permit limit or b) the discharge of a new pollutant.         
     However, the trigger should not apply to new limits for pollutants newly   
     found in a discharge due to improved monitoring methods.  2)  Once the     
     antidegradation analysis is triggered, a discharger should be able to      
     obtain approval of its proposed increase if it meets either one of the two 
     following tests:  a)  a de minimis test, which would require that the      
     increase be small and that it would cause no significant impact on water   
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     quality (this test would be satisfied if the increase did not lead to an   
     exceedance of the prescribed wasteload allocation); or b)  a cost test,    
     which would require that the discharger show high control costs to avoid   
     the increase in permit limits and an effect on important social and        
     economic development if the increase is not allowed.  3)  A discharger     
     should not be required to meet any pollution prevention test as part of the
     antidegradation analysis, as EPA would require.  As discussed above in the 
     context of below-quantification limits, EPA has no authority to require    
     dischargers to undertake control measures within their plants, upstream of 
     waste water treatment systems.  4)  As discussed above, the Pennsylvania   
     Coalition and Chamber believe that Tier II values should not be used to    
     develop enforceable permit limits.)                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.036    
     
     With respect to comment (1), please see response to comment ID D2798.046.  
                                                                                
     With respect to comment (2) concerning the use of a WLA to determine       
     significant impact, please see Comment ID D2721.087. With respect to the   
     portion of comment 2 which deals with important social and economic        
     development, EPA believes that the final Guidance incorporates very similar
     concepts.                                                                  
                                                                                
     With respect to comment (3), EPA disagrees, and asserts that it has been   
     applying similar requirements since the NPDES program was instituted.      
                                                                                
     With respect to Comment (4), please see response to comment ID D2867.01.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2854L.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .037 is embedded in .036.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1)  The trigger for antidegradation review, both for BCC's and non-BCC's,  
     should be a)  an increase in a permit limit or b)  the discharge of a new  
     pollutant.  However, the trigger should not apply to new limits for        
     pollutants newly found in a discharge due to improved monitoring methods.  
     2)  Once the antidegradation analysis is triggered, a discharger should be 
     able to obtain approval of its proposed increase if it meets either one of 
     the two following tests:  a) a de minimis test, which would require that   
     the increase be small and it would cause no significant impact on water    
     quality (this test would be satisfied if the increase did not lead to an   
     exceedance of the prescribed wasteload allocation); or b) a cost test,     
     which would require that the discharger show high control costs to avoid   
     the increase in permit limits and an effect on important social and        
     economic development if the increase is not allowed.  3)  A discharger     
     should not be required to meet any pollution prevention test as part of the
     antidegradation analysis, as EPA would require.  As discussed above in the 
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     context of below-quantification limits, EPA has no authority to require    
     dischargers to undertake control measures within their plants, upstream of 
     waste water treatment systems.  4)  As discussed above, the Pennsylvania   
     Coalition and Chamber believe that Tier II values should be used to develop
     enforceable permit limits.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.037    
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2854L.036                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2854L.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The severe restriction or elimination of mixing zones as detailed by the   
     Proposed Guidance is a policy decision not based on sound science.  From a 
     toxicological perspective, acute and chronic toxicity, as well as          
     bioaccumulation, are a function of both magnitude and duration of exposure.
     Artificial limitations on the size of mixing zones ignore the fact that    
     ambient water quality criteria are concentrations of a chemical that if not
     exceeded for a certain duration insure that toxic responses or excess      
     bioaccumulation will not take place.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.038    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2854L.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In a similar fashion, the concentration of a chemical may exceed chronic   
     aquatic life criteria within the mixing zone without inducing a chronic    
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     effect because the duration of exposure is limited by the size of the      
     mixing zone.  Likewise, fish or other aquatic organisms eaten by wildlife  
     or humans would have to reside only within a mixing zone in order to       
     bioaccumulate an excess amount of a bioaccumulative chemical.  Other       
     sections of the Proposed Guidance contain derivation procedures for        
     criteria for BCCs which even EPA admits might be overly conservative.      
     These procedures already take into account bioaccumulation, the sole basis 
     for the BCC designation.  It is inconsistent, therefore, to design         
     overprotective criteria to compensate for uncertainties and then to deny   
     the use of mixing zones to compensate again for those same uncertainties.  
     Properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly compatible with the  
     use of mixing zones.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.039    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2854L.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is the Pennsylvania Coalition and Chamber's position that unnecessary   
     and artificial restrictions on the size, or the complete elimination, of   
     mixing zones is a arbitrary policy decision not based on good science that 
     will result in treatment for treatments sake.  The phase out of mixing     
     zones for BCCs is not the appropriate means for achieving the goal of      
     reduced loadings of BCC's to the Great Lakes system due to the larger input
     of BCCs from non-point sources.  In addition, the need for a phase out has 
     not been demonstrated.  Because point source discharges are only a small   
     fraction of the loadings for most the chemicals of concern, the proposed   
     mixing zone restrictions will not result in measurable improvements in     
     water quality.  However, these same policies will result in significantly  
     higher treatment costs for both municipal and industrial dischargers.      
     Dischargers that are currently in compliance with all applicable state and 
     federal regulations and policies will immediately be out of compliance with
     the proposed regulations and will be forced to spend large amounts of money
     on capital expansions and operating expenses for waste water treatment     
     facilities.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.040    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2854L.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, many municipal POTW, industrial and Federal facility dischargers 
     will be forced to begin removing pollutants that are not now of regulatory 
     concern.  For example, both industries and municipal POTW's discharge small
     amounts of mercury.  There is often no limit in a permit for mercury       
     because at the edge of the mixing zone levels are at or below ambient water
     quality requirements, even though they are slightly higher than these      
     levels at the point of discharge.  However, by mandating compliance at the 
     end of the pipe, EPA would force municipalities and industries to treat for
     mercury.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.041    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2854L.042
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It must be emphasized that all of the costs will not significantly improve 
     water quality, since ambient water quality is fully met beyond the mixing  
     zone boundary.  Therefore the only real improvement occurs in the mixing   
     zone itself, which typically is small, and which poses no threat to aquatic
     life.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.042    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2854L.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite any scientific or technical reason for doing so, the Proposed      
     Guidance eliminates mixing zones for BCCs and greatly restricts mixing     
     zones and ZIDs for non-BCCs.  Since the only defensible reason to eliminate
     or reduce mixing zones or ZIDs is when adverse environmental impacts are   
     occurring within them, mixing zones and ZIDs should only be reduced when:  
     1)  the Regulatory Agency demonstrates actual or reasonable potential for  
     adverse impacts resulting from concentrations within the mixing zones; and 
     2)  further reductions are economically and technically feasible.  EPA     
     should therefore reject the approach in the Proposed Guidance              
     implementation procedures that would artifically limit the size of ZIDs and
     mixing zones and adopt instead the current guidance found in the Water     
     Quality Standards Handbook (U.S. EPA 1983) and the Technical Support       
     Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (U.S. EPA 1991).           
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.043    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2854L.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most critical problem with EPA's proposed aquatic life criteria is that
     they ignore the designated uses of water bodies that have been established 
     by the States.  Under the Clean Water Act, the States have been given the  
     responsibility to determine what uses are appropriate for various water    
     bodies, including tributaries to the Great Lakes.  In passing the Critical 
     Programs Act, Congress indicated that it intended to preserve that system. 
     Yet, EPA now proposes to impose one set of uniform criteria on all water   
     bodies in the Great Lakes basin.  While Congress intended to encourage     
     policy level consistency in the water quality standards applied by the     
     States, EPA exceeds that mandate when it requires uniformity in criteria   
     regardless of the nature of the particular water body and its designated   
     uses.                                                                      
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     Response to: D2854L.044    
     
     See Section II.C.4. of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2854L.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing the aquatic life criteria for metals, EPA has severely       
     overestimated the actual water quality impact of those substances, by      
     looking at total recoverable metals concentrations instead of focusing on  
     the dissolved form of the metals.  A substantial portion of the metals     
     loadings in a given water body are not bioavailable, and therefore will not
     cause toxicity impacts to aquatic life.  It is only the dissolved form of  
     the metals that can be taken up by fish and passed through the food chain. 
     However, instead of expressing criteria in the dissolved form of the       
     metals, the proposed criteria are based on total recoverable metals.  EPA's
     own interim guidance on the calculation of metals criteria states that the 
     total recoverable method is not a valid way to evaluate the amount of      
     metals that would actually cause water quality impacts.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.045    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2854L.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's criteria do not adequately consider chemical speciation.  Often,     
     different forms of the same substance, or different chemicals in the same  
     class, can have widely varying impacts on aquatic life.  Yet EPA's aquatic 
     life criteria group substances into classes and assume that all chemicals  
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     in the group are equally toxic.  That assumption simply has no basis, and  
     can lead to over-regulation of some substances and under-regulation of     
     others.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.046    
     
     See response to comment D2860.070.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2854L.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In calculating the criteria for protection of human health, EPA applies a  
     number of unrealistic assumptions.  For example, EPA uses fish consumption 
     fators that are based on a very small segment of the population that       
     consumes an inordinately large amount of fish.  There is no basis to apply 
     the unique dietary practices of those people to the entire population.     
                                                                                
     Furthermore, EPA substantially overestimates the amount of water from the  
     Great Lakes system that people drink on a daily basis, and incorporates the
     false assumption that none of that water will be treated by municipal      
     drinking water agencies.  The drinking water amount used in the calculation
     should be 1.4 liters a day, not 2 liters a day, and the criteria should    
     consider that most municipal agencies treat their water supplies to achieve
     Safe Drinking Water Act standards.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.047    
     
     See response to comments P2771.197, D2724.599 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2854L.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     For substances without adequate human health data, EPA develops criteria by
     analogizing to other substances on the basis of "structure-activity        
     relationships ("SARs")."  SARs, however, are extremely theoretical         
     constructs, without any solid data foundation, that do not form an adequate
     basis for imposition of stringent discharge controls.                      
                                                                                
     In several respects, the human health methodology used by EPA in its       
     proposal is inconsistent with the Agency's own recent revisions of its     
     national procedure for development of human health criteria.  For example, 
     EPA suggests that for carcinogens, it can be logically presumed that the   
     effects of multiple substances present in a discharge can be added together
     to yield a total impact.  This additivity assumption has no scientific     
     basis unless the various substances have the same mechanisms of toxic      
     action and affect the same receptor organs.  Therefore, additivity should  
     not be presumed in the absence of confirmed data.  As recommended by the   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board, additivity should be considered on a         
     case-by-case basis, if the permitting agency finds that several pollutants 
     have the same mechanisms of toxic action and affect the same receptor      
     organs.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.048    
     
     With regard to the use of SAR, EPA believes that SAR may be useful in      
     assessing the potential effects of a chemical and may be valuable in       
     selecting the uncertainty factor for a Tier II value. However, it is a     
     process which requires a great deal of scientific judgement and can be open
     to differing interpretations.  Because of these concerns, EPA has decided  
     to not require the use of SAR as the basis for II values.  EPA believes the
     expertise or the resources may not exist in many States to use SAR for     
     routine regulatory purposes.  In addition, the interpretation of SAR data  
     may lead to inconsistent values among the Great Lake States.  With further 
     research and a greater confidence in the process, SAR may be used in the   
     future to derive surrogate chemical Tier II values. EPA, however, is       
     maintaining the option of using SAR for the selection of uncertainty       
     factors in deriving Tier II values.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2854L.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  WL/METH/UF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The least technically based, and therefore the most troublesome, criteria  
     proposed by EPA are those designed to protect wildlife.  In addition to    
     being scientifically unsupported, these criteria, in particular for        
     mercury, are so stringent that they probably account for more of the       
     compliance costs from EPA's proposal than any other individual component of
     the Guidance.                                                              
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     EPA's wildlife criteria methodology is based largely on the Agency's risk  
     assessment method for human health.  However, that methodology is not      
     appropriate for wildlife.  For example, the human health method focuses on 
     individuals, considers extremely subtle effects, and does not allow for    
     species sensitivity.  An entirely different methodology is necessary to    
     develop supportable wildlife criteria.                                     
                                                                                
     While EPA has attempted to modify its human health methodology to consider 
     species differences for wildlife, even that attempt is flawed; the Agency  
     uses a species sensitivity indicator that is not scientifically reliable.  
     The database for the wildlife criteria is derived mostly from studies to   
     support human health criteria or research into basic toxicology.  Neither  
     of those types of studies were designed to support assessments of wildlife 
     impacts.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The five "surrogate species" chosen by EPA for development of the wildlife 
     criteria are not representative of the diverse wildlife population in the  
     Great Lakes area.                                                          
                                                                                
     Under EPA's proposal, wildlife criteria will be established based upon     
     extremely inadequte data bases.  For example, Tier I criteria can be set   
     based on as little as one mammal study and one bird study.  Tier II        
     criteria can be set upon even less data.  Those data requirements are far  
     less than the Agency requires when setting aquatic life criteria, and there
     is no basis for deviating from the requirement that regulatory criteria    
     must be set based upon adequate data.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.049    
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2629.054, P2590.028, P2576.125, and   
     D2860.079 for the response to this comment.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2854L.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Proposed Guidance, EPA responds to concerns about some of the       
     excessively onerous provisions of its program by pointing out the          
     opportunities that are available for dischargers to obtain variances or    
     site-specific criteria to accommodate their unique situations.  That       
     response is completely inadequate, for two reasons.  First, the lack of    
     scientific and legal basis for EPA's proposed program cannot be obscured by
     allowing for exceptions to the unsupported requirements.  Dischargers      
     should not be forced to apply for permission to avoid the unfair provisions
     imposed upon them by EPA.  Rather than tacking on exceptions to its        
     problematic requirements, EPA should simply modify the requirements to     
     address the concerns pointed out in these and other comments.  Even if EPA 
     were to do that, though, there would still be a need for variance and      
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     site-specific provisions, in order to take into account truly unique       
     circumstances.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.050    
     
     See response D2791.250                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2854L.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That raises a second problem with EPA's variance and site-specific         
     provisions:  those provisions themselves are overly restrictive, so that   
     few if any dischargers would ever be able to use them successfully.        
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.051    
     
     See Response ID: D2791.254                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2854L.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A glaring example of an unjust restriction imposed by EPA is the Agency's  
     position that site-specific human health and wildlife criteria can be      
     issued that are more restrictive than the national figures, but less       
     restrictive site-specific criteria are not allowed.  Thus, even if data    
     clearly supports a request for a less restrictive wildlife or human health 
     criterion in a given water body or at a particular discharge site, EPA     
     would not allow such a criterion to be issued.  EPA has absolutely no      
     scientific basis for that arbitrary and unfair limitation.  Moreover, EPA  
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     seeks to limit the site-specific procedures still further, by restricting  
     their availability to tributaries and non-BCC's.  If site-specific criteria
     can be supported, whether in a Lake or a tributary, or for a BCC or a      
     non-BCC, then they should be granted.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.052    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2854L.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Pennsylvania Coalition and Chamber urge that EPA's procedures for      
     granting site-specific criteria (and site-specific BAF's as well) should   
     incorporate the following basic principles:  1)  Site-specific criteria    
     should be allowed within a given geographic area as long as there is no    
     decrease in the level of protection.  2)  In deriving site-specific        
     criteria, site-specific conditions should be considered, such as           
     bioavailability and differences in resident species.  3)  Parameters used  
     to calculate site-specific criteria should reflect local area conditions,  
     and should be determined in the same way as would be used to determine the 
     boundaries for water quality-impaired areas.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.053    
     
     Site-specific modifications to the various criteria do incorporate the     
     principles of being geographically-based, incorporating specific local     
     conditions, bioavailability of pollutants, and differences in species      
     sensitivity.  EPA disagrees that site-specific criteria have to be limited 
     to the immediate area of discharge or local conditions only within a       
     wasteload allocation.  Hence, the "site" for purposes of site- specific    
     criteria does not have to be the same as the definition of a "site" in 40  
     CFR 122.2.  Guidance which should be considered in defining a "site" for   
     purposes of site-specific criteria are found in Chapter 3.7.3 of the U.S.  
     EPA Water Quality Standards Handbook, Second Edition - Revised, 1994.      
                                                                                
     The boundaries for the purposes of determining attainment or nonattainment 
     of a water quality standard are identical to the area for which the        
     criteria applies.  Therefore, if a site- specific criteria is derived for a
     defined "site" then this established site would be the area for which      
     attainment or nonattainment of the water quality standard (which is        
     composed of a designated use and the site-specific criteria that is applied
     to protect that use).                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2854L.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also imposes undue restrictions on the issuance of variances from water
     quality standards.  For example, instead of specifying that a variance     
     issued to an individual discharger would last for the entire five-year term
     of the discharger's permit, EPA limits the term of a variance to three     
     years. EPA justifies that restriction based on the fact the States are     
     required by the Clean Water Act to conduct triennial reviews of their water
     quality standards.  However, that issue can be dealt with easily, without  
     limiting the term of variances, by simply providing that variances would   
     last for an entire term, but would be subject to reopening and modification
     at the end of three years, based upon the State's review of its water      
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.054    
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2854L.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is also a need for a more fundamental change in the variance program.
     EPA should significantly expand its variance procedure, to allow for the   
     issuance of a water body-wide variance, in the case of a ubiquitous        
     pollutant that is found in most waterbodies in a specific watershed at     
     similar concentrations.  Such a variance would address many of the problems
     inherent in EPA's extremely low proposed water quality criteria.           
     Dischargers in such an area should not each have to petition individually  
     for a specific variance.  Rather, a water body-wide variance to address all
     such dischargers would be an efficient way to solve the problem.           
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     Response to: D2854L.055    
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2854L.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Pennsylvania Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition and the Pennsylvania  
     Chamber of Business and Industry believe that EPA's Proposed Guidance would
     result in drastic economic impact for little environmental benefit.        
     Therefore, substantial changes are necessary.  The best course for the     
     Agency to take would be to refocus its efforts toward a comprehensive      
     approach to protecting the Great Lakes, which would not concentrate        
     exclusively on point sources.  If, for whatever reason, that refocus is not
     possible, and the Agency proceeds to finalize the Guidance as to point     
     sources, then EPA should make the revisions suggested in these comments,   
     which would improve the scientific and legal basis for the Guidance and    
     hopefully reduce the enormous economic impacts that would be felt if the   
     current proposal were implemented.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2854L.056    
     
     See response to comments D2587.158, D2587.017, and F4030.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2855.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The long-term goal to protect the Great Lakes ecosystem is a desirable     
     long-term objective in which NMPC supports.  However, as the proposed      
     guidance is currently set forth, NMPC believes that no measurable          
     improvement in the water quality of the Great Lakes will result from the   
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     programs contained in the draft proposal.  On the other hand, the costs    
     that will be required to comply with this guidance will be substantial.    
     
     
     Response to: D2855.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2855.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "most likely" scenario predicts a total annualized cost of           
     approximately 200 million dollars to comply with this proposed guidance.   
     The Regulatory Impact Analysis prepared by ENSR, submitted by the Utility  
     Water Action Group, predicts a much higher cost.  This report calculated   
     the impact to the electric utilities operating in the Great Lakes Region to
     be approximately 1.4 billion dollars for capital expenditures and          
     approximately 200 million dollars in annual operating and maintenance      
     costs.  The EPA estimates for the "most likely" scenario included all      
     dischargers, both industrial and municipal as well as indirect dischargers.
      Based on the ENSR report, it appears that the EPA has grossly             
     underestimated the cost for compliance with this guidance package.         
     
     
     Response to: D2855.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2855.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NMPC's estimated capital cost to comply with the guidance is estimated at  
     approximately 60 million dollars with an annual operating cost of 9 million
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     dollars; these are projected dollars as presented in the ENSR's Regulatory 
     Impact Analysis.  [If the Great Lakes Guidance requires electric power     
     generation facilities to build cooling towers, the cost would escalate even
     higher. ENSR estimated the cost to the Great Lakes utilities of converting 
     to closed loop cooling systems to be 13 billion dollars in capital costs   
     and 890 million dollars in annual operating and maintenance costs.]        
     
     
     Response to: D2855.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2855.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .004 imbedded in .003.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Great Lakes Guidance requires electric power generation facilities  
     to build cooling towers, the cost would escalate even higher.  ENSR        
     estimated the cost to the Great Lakes utilities of converting to closed    
     loop cooling systems to be 13 billion dollars in capital costs and 890     
     million dollars in annual operating and maintenance costs.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2855.004     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2855.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NMPC has numerous concerns regarding the Proposed Water Quality Guidance of
     the Great Lakes Systems as published in 50 FR 20802 on April 16, 1993.  We 
     support the protection of the Great Lakes and its ecosystem, however, we   
     believe that this guidance as currently proposed will not result in        
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     measurable improvements to the water quality of the Great Lakes.  The cost 
     involved with complying with this guidance, as proposed, will amount to    
     billions of dollars with no measurable benefits recognized.                
     
     
     Response to: D2855.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2855.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative focuses solely on point sources, and is         
     unnecessarily burdensome to point sources in the Great Lakes region.       
     Although pollution from these sources has been severely curtailed over the 
     last 20 years, EPA's proposal ignores other sources that contribute far    
     greater pollutants to the Great Lakes including non-point sources,         
     sediments and atmospheric deposition.  Thus, the Great Lakes Initiative    
     should not proceed until there is a comprehensive framework put together   
     which focuses on control measures that would yield significant             
     cost-effective improvements in water quality taking into account non-point 
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2855.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2855.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) is weak.  EPA's    
     Science Advisory Board has criticized the science used to support the      

Page 3757



$T044618.TXT
     proposed GLI and the absence of "peer review" by credible science          
     organizations, such as the National Academy of Sciences.  EPA has used     
     scientifically unproven methologies for deriving Bioaccumulation Factors   
     and setting [Water Quality Criteria limits on substances for which limited 
     data exists.]  Until questions about the science methodologies are         
     resolved,                                                                  
     it is not appropriate to use them as a basis for this proposal.            
     
     
     Response to: D2855.007     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2855.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .008 imbedded in .007.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Criteria limits on substances for which limited data exists. 
     
     
     Response to: D2855.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2855.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency proposes to require most NPDES/SPDES regulated dischargers      
     within the Great Lakes basin to treat and remove substances such as BCC's  
     which pre-exist in their intake water.  In other words, point sources will 
     be responsible for pollutants already in the water that they use from      
     surface water bodies or ground water despite the fact that these pollutants
     are naturally present or were introduced as a result of past practices by  
     other dischargers.  This concept is not authorized by the Clean Water Act  
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     which provides that dischargers be provided "intake credits" so that they  
     are not held responsible for substances that do not originate from their   
     operations.  Point sources should not be responsible for removing          
     pollutants unrelated to their operations that pre-exist in the source water
     bodies.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2855.009     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in in the SID at      
     Section VIII.E.5.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2855.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From a legal perspective, the Clean Water Act only allows the EPA to       
     regulate the "addition" of pollutants to U.S. waters by point sources.  If 
     pollutants in a point source discharge are not added by that discharger,   
     they are simply present in the intake water at the outset, then the EPA    
     should not require the discharger to remove those pollutants.  Furthermore,
     courts have uniformly held that those constituents occurring natually in   
     the water or that result from other industrial dischargers, do not         
     consistute an "addition" of pollutants by a plant through bypass.  In fact,
     the EPA has consistently argued that the addition from a point source      
     occurs only if the point source itself physically introduces a pollutant   
     into water from its activities.  Nothing in the provisions of the Clean    
     Water Act governing establishment or implementation of water quality       
     standards requires or allows EPA to penalize facilities located on waters  
     polluted by other point or non-point sources by requiring them to remove,  
     manage and dispose of pollutants present in their source waters.  It is    
     only with the addition of pollutants from the facility that would cause or 
     contribute to a violation of an applicable water quality standard that     
     EPA's implementing these rules would allow that addition to be controlled  
     consistent with any applicable waste load allocations.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2855.010     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in in the SID at      
     Section VIII.E.5.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2855.011
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another important point is that requiring steam electric power plants and  
     other industrial dischargers to install, operate or maintain new or more   
     expensive treatment facilities, to remove pollutants they did not add would
     not only violate well established legal and equitable principles, it would 
     strain the limits of treatability of the traditional "off the shelf        
     technology" and impose huge and unnecessary costs on dischargers and       
     consumers alike.  This is a particular concern to Niagara Mohawk as we     
     attempt to minimize costs to the company's ratepayers.  The EPA should not 
     impose on electric utilities and their customers the burden of removing    
     source pollutants from the nations waters.  That burden properly lies with 
     the upstream point and non-point sources responsible for producing the     
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2855.011     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2855.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the EPA does not have the authority to require treatment of intake 
     water, NMPC believes that the agency should revise its proposal to allow   
     for direct and complete "intake credits" for any pollutants pre-existing in
     the discharger's intake water.  Credits should apply to calculations of    
     permit limits and to the pre-existing determination of whether the         
     pollutant should be regulated at all.  If the discharger makes only a de   
     minimis addition to the amount of pollutant already present in the intake  
     water, there should be no permit limit for that pollutant.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2855.012     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2855.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NMPC also wishes to indicate its preference among the intake water         
     regulatory options proposed by the EPA, in the event the agency chooses one
     of those alternatives instead of the direct credit approach discussed here.
     Among those alternatives, NMPC prefers Option #4 with certain              
     modifications:                                                             
                                                                                
     1.  Availability of credits should not be limited to water quality impaired
     streams.                                                                   
     2.  The requirement that there be "no addition" by the discharger should be
     deleted.                                                                   
     3.  The requirement that the water must be discharged to the same water    
     body that it was withdrawn from should be deleted.                         
     4.  The credit method should apply to both calculation of limits and the   
     determination of whether a limit gets issued at all.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2855.013     
     
     All points raised by this comment have been raised in other comments and   
     are not addressed separately here. The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 discusses 
     in detail the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2855.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBEL) below a   
     detection level imposes tremendous uncertainty and legal liability beyond  
     those contemplated by the Clean Water Act.  Current regulations do not     
     specify procedures for determining compliance when WQBELs are set below    
     detection levels.  The GLI proposal establishes specific compliance        
     procedures that requires each discharger's permit to include the actual    
     calculated limit, even though these limits may not be analytically         
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     measurable and would be used to determine compliance.  Compliance would be 
     based on the compliance evaluation level, in this scenario the minimum     
     level that can be analytically detected.  [In addition, discharges would be
     subjected to implement a complex and expensive pollutant minimization      
     program even though the parameters of concern have not been detected in the
     facility's discharge.]                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2855.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2855.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .015 imbedded in .014.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, discharges would be subjected to implement a complex and      
     expensive pollutant minimization program even though the parameters of     
     concern have not been detected in the facility's discharge.                
     
     
     Response to: D2855.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2855.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Under EPA's proposal, facility discharges will be at the mercy of the      
     laboratory's detection equipment and the efficiency of its analytical      
     technicians.  Laboratory detection capability varies depending upon the    
     matrix being analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate treatment       
     requirements across the Great Lakes basin.  Without consistency of factor  
     such as practical quantitation levels (PQLs), vast inconsistence and       
     inappropriate requirements will result.  In addition, [measurement of very 
     low levels of substances using new state of the art equipment of detection 
     capability is likely to present a higher error of false readings and       
     misidentification of substances.  These analytical results may unfairly    
     subject dischargers to significant liability and costs.]  Moreover, [the   
     long lag time between sampling and analysis could mean that the operator   
     could unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period of time.]      
     
     
     Response to: D2855.016     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2855.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .017 imbedded in .016.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     measurement of very low levels of substances using new state of the art    
     equipment of detection capability is likely to present a higher error of   
     false readings and misidentification of substances.  These analytical      
     results may unfairly subject dischargers to significant liability and      
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2855.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2855.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .018 imbedded in .016.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the long lag time between sampling and analysis could mean that the        
     operator could unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period of    
     time.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2855.018     
     
     EPA does not agree that the provisions in procedure 8 would produce longer 
     lag times between monitoring and data analysis than would be expected for  
     other pollutants.  The permitting authority should specify the monitoring  
     and data reporting requirements in the NPDES permit and should take into   
     account any reasonable lag time between monitoring and data analysis.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2855.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to address these concerns, the NMPC recommends that no WQBEL      
     should be placed in a permit.  At most, WQBELs should be described in the  
     fact sheet that accompanies the permits.  Moreover, [a narrative statement 
     should be included stating that the discharger is in compliance with the   
     permit limit if chemicals of concern are not detected above the PQL.       
     Compliance with the PQL should be determined only by quantitative analysis 
     of the effluent outfall.]  [Furthermore, the pollutant minimization program
     requirements should either be dropped or should not be enforceable, since  
     EPA does not have the authority under the Clean Water Act to regulate      
     substances which are not being discharged by a discharger.]                
     
     
     Response to: D2855.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2855.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .020 imbedded in .019.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a narrative statement should be included stating that the discharger is in 
     compliance with the permit limit if chemicals of concern are not detected  
     above the PQL.  Compliance with the PQL should be determined only by       
     quantitative analysis of the effluent outfall.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2855.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2855.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .021 imbedded in .019.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the pollutant minimization program requirements should either 
     be dropped or should not be enforceable, since EPA does not have authority 
     under the Clean Water Act to regulate substances which are not being       
     discharged by a discharger.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2855.021     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
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     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2855.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA requires the State to adopt programs that are "equal to or more    
     stringent than" the EPA guidance.  That requirement is contrary to the     
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.  The State should be allowed a          
     reasonable degree of flexibility in developing their programs to protect   
     Great Lakes water quality.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2855.022     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2855.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is our understanding that Congress intended that the EPA guidance should
     be used to promote greater consistency among the State regulatory programs 
     while still allowing the State a reasonable degree of flexibility to       
     develop their own specific approaches to protecting water quality.  This is
     contrary to the agency's position in the preamble to the Great Lakes       
     guidance, whereby states would not have any flexibility in developing their
     own programs to fit their own specific situations.  It is our position that
     the EPA should abandon its proposed interpretation of the term "consistent 
     with" and instead allow its guidance to function as just that: guidance for
     state efforts rather than as binding regulations that the states are       
     compelled to adopt word for word.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2855.023     
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     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2855.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA's proposed antidegradation rules would actually harm the           
     environment by penalizing good performers and providing incentive for      
     facilities to discharge at levels as high as their permits will allow.     
     This is a serious concern to Niagara Mohawk since a discharger that        
     routinely keeps its discharge below its permit limit for a "margin of      
     safety" will be penalized by not being able to increase discharge up to    
     that limit while the less diligent discharger currently emitting at its    
     permit limit will be allowed to continue those higher level discharges.  In
     essence, the good performers will be penalized.  Furthermore, dischargers  
     will have every incentive to discharge at levels as high as possible up to 
     their permit limit in order to avoid having to seek agency permission for  
     increases up to limits.  It makes no sense to put these anti-environmental 
     incentives into a program that is designed to reduce pollutant levels in   
     the Great Lakes.  [By imposing such changes, the proposed antidegradation  
     policy has the ability to put the region at a significant economic         
     disadvantage over other parts of the country.]                             
     
     
     Response to: D2855.024     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2855.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .025 imbedded in .024.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By imposing such changes, the proposed antidegradation policy has the      
     ability to put the region at a significant economic disadvantage over other
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     parts of the country.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2855.025     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2855.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NMPC feels that the EPA should modify the procedure to focus on increases  
     in permit limits as a trigger for antidegradation review.  Once that review
     is triggered, a discharger should be able to obtain a permit limit increase
     if the increase will have no significant impact on water quality or will   
     meet specified "control costs" and "impact on development" criteria.       
     
     
     Response to: D2855.026     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2855.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another serious area of concern for NMPC regards mixing zones.  The        
     proposal would phase out mixing zones for certain substances and could     
     eliminate zones of initial dilution (ZID) as well.  Both of these concepts 
     have been applied successfully by EPA before with no toxic impacts to      
     aquatic life.  Eliminating them will result in substantially higher control
     costs for dischargers without any water quality benefits.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2855.027     
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2855.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA's proposal is to eliminate mixing zones entirely for dischargers of
     BCC's after ten years and immediately for new dischargers, and proposes to 
     eliminate ZID's effective immediately.  The agency provides absolutely no  
     justification as to why such restrictions are necessary.  The eventual     
     elimination of mixing zones and zones of initial dilution is only          
     justifiable when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are    
     occurring within these zones.  [NMPC recommends that the reduction of these
     zones only be required when the regulatory agency can show actual or       
     potential adverse impacts resulting from elevated concentration within the 
     mixing zones.  Reductions in loadings must be limited to levels that are   
     economically and technically feasible.]  NMPC has not discharged BCC's     
     through mixing zones, however, NMPC is concerned with an extension of this 
     concept to heat that is discharged into mixing zones from cooling of       
     equipment in NMPC's operation.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2855.028     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2855.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .029 imbedded in .028.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NMPC recommends that the reduction of these zones only be required when the
     regulatory agency can show actual or potential adverse impacts resulting   
     from elevated concentration within the mixing zones.  Reductions in        
     loadings must be limited to levels that are economically and technically   
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     feasible.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2855.029     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2855.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has proposed several unfair restrictions on variance procedures    
     which would severely limit their utilization.  A significant problem with  
     EPA's variance and site specific provisions is that those provisions       
     themselves are overly restrictive and few if any discharges would ever be  
     able to use them successfully.  [The EPA imposes undue restrictions on the 
     issuance of variances from water quality standards.  Instead of specifying 
     that a variance issued to an individual discharger would last for the      
     entire five-year term of the discharger's permit, the EPA limits the term  
     of the variance to three years.]                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2855.030     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2855.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .031 imbedded in .030.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA imposes undue restrictions on the issuance of variances from water 
     quality standards.  Instead of specifying that a variance issued to an     
     individual discharger would last for the entire five-year term of the      
     dischargers permit, the EPA limits the term of the variance to three years.
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     Response to: D2855.031     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2855.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should modify its variance procedure to allow a discharger to      
     petition for a variance within 60 days after issuance of a proposed permit 
     rather than issuance of a final permit.  If a variance could not be applied
     for until after the permit is final, as the EPA has proposed, the          
     discharger may not be able to obtain the variance due to the Clean Water   
     Act's anti-backsliding provisions.  Allowing petitions after the proposed  
     permit is issued will alleviate that problem.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2855.032     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposal unecessarily restricted when a variance could 
     be sought.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2855.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should significantly expand its variance procedure to allow for the
     issuance of a water body wide variance in the case of a pollutant that is  
     found in most water bodies in a specific watershed at similar              
     concentrations.  Such a variance would address the problem related to EPA's
     extremely low proposed water quality criteria, whereby even the            
     precipitation in certain areas may have pollutant levels above the criteria
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     but below levels treatable with existing technology.  Dischargers in such  
     an area should not each have to petition individually for a specific       
     variance.  Rather, a water body wide variance to address all such          
     dischargers would be an equitable way to solve the problem.                
     
     
     Response to: D2855.033     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2855.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In a recent news release, the American Council on Science and Health (the  
     "Council") stated that the Council is concerned that the Great Lakes       
     Initiative as proposed will not significantly improve the water quality of 
     the Great Lakes yet will impose an enormous burden on the regions involved.
      The Council is a non-profit, tax exempt consumer education association    
     directed and advised by over 200 prominent American physicians and         
     scientists.  Some of the problems the Council identified in their news     
     release were as follows:                                                   
                                                                                
     1.  A study conducted for the Council of Great Lakes Governors concluded   
     that as many as 33,000 jobs could be lost by the GLI.                      
     2.  The GLI only addresses "point source" pollution (which represent only  
     7-10% of Great Lakes pollutants) as opposed to other sources of pollution  
     (which constitute 90 % of the Great Lakes pollutants which come from air   
     pollution, storm water, runoff and sediment).                              
     3.  Even though Canada is a major source of Great Lakes pollution, it is   
     not directly involved in the GLI despite an EPA Science Advisory Board     
     recommendation that it should be.                                          
     4.  The proposed regulations are so stringent that even meeting all EPA    
     drinking water standards would not necessarily meet GLI discharge          
     requirements.                                                              
     5.  Many of the proposed water quality standards are so low that they fall 
     below the detection limits of currently accepted analytical methods.       
                                                                                
     Attached for your reference are copies of the Council's recent press       
     releases identifying the above-referenced concerns with the GLI as         
     proposed.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2855.034     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002, D2584.015, and D2589.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2855.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NMPC believes that some of the most costly provisions of the GLI proposal, 
     such as the elimination of intake credits and mixing zones, will yield few 
     if any benefits to the Great Lakes water quality.  Significant gains have  
     already been made in reducing pollutants from point sources within the     
     basin.  [The GLI focuses only on these sources, seeking further reductions 
     in loading which will require substantial additional investment by         
     municipal and industrial dischargers.  The proposal does not address the   
     loadings from the Canadian side of the lakes, deposition of airborne       
     emissions, or nonpoint source discharges.]  [At best, the GLI would result 
     in only a marginal decrease in the pollutants discharged into the Great    
     Lakes waterways at a great expense to point source discharges to the       
     system.]  These comments should be used by the EPA in the restructuring of 
     the guidance package in such a way that the water quality of the Great     
     Lakes will be improved in the most cost effective manner.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2855.035     
     
     See response to comments D2669.082, D1711.014, D2604.025, and D2579.002.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2855.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .036 imbedded in .035.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI focuses only on these sources, seeking further reductions in       
     loading which will require substantial additional investment by municipal  
     and industrial dischargers.  The proposal does not address the loadings    
     from the Canadian side of the lake, deposition of airborne emissions, or   
     nonpoint source discharges.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2855.036     
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     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.  See also Section I of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2855.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .037 imbedded in .035.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At best, the GLI would result in only a marginal decrease in the pollutants
     discharged into the Great Lakes waterways at a great expense to point      
     source discharges to the system.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2855.037     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030,003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2856.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State Program Flexibility:  EPA requires the States to adopt programs that 
     are "equal to or more stringent than" the EPA Guidance.  That requirement  
     is contrary to the Critical Programs Act.  States should be allowed a      
     reasonable degree of flexibility in developing and implementing their      
     programs to protect Great Lakes water quality.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2856.001     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2856.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II:  EPA proposes to adopt Tier II "values," for use in developing    
     permit limits, that the Agency concedes are based on inadequate data.  The 
     Tier II values are not appropriate for use in the regulatory process.      
     Instead, EPA, States and the regulated community should work together on an
     accelerated research effort to develop scientifically valid water quality  
     criteria.  Tier II values should be used only to help set priorities in the
     research program, and not to set permit limits.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.002     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2856.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Treatment of Intake Water:  The Agency proposes to require most dischargers
     to treat and remove substances in their intake water.  That requirement is 
     not consistent with the Clean Water Act.  Dischargers should not be        
     required to treat substances to levels below that found in their intake    
     water.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2856.003     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 3775



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Below-Quantification Permit Limits:  EPA's proposal would result in        
     issuance of permit limits below levels that can be accurately quantified.  
     Moreover, EPA requires dischargers subject to those limits to implement    
     "pollutant minimization programs," which are beyond the Agency's authority 
     under the Clean Water Act.  Such programs should not be required, and      
     permit limits should be set no lower than the "Practical Quantitation      
     Level" or "PQL", which is a recognized regulatory concept applied by EPA in
     other rules.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.004     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2856.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Procedures:  EPA's proposed antidegradation rules would    
     actually harm the environment, by penalizing good performers and providing 
     an incentive for facilities to discharge at levels as high as their permits
     will allow.  EPA should modify the procedure to focus on increases in      
     permit limits as the trigger for antidegradation review.  A request for    
     such an increase should be approved if the discharger shows that the       
     increase will have no significant impact on water quality, or will meet    
     specified economic criteria.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021, D2798.046.                              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2856.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones:  The proposal would phase out mixing zones for certain       
     substances, and could eliminate "zones of initial dilution" as well.  Both 
     of those concepts have been applied successfully by EPA before, with no    
     toxic impacts to aquatic life.  Eliminating them will result in            
     substantially higher control costs for dischargers, without a significant  
     water quality benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2856.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads/Waste Load Allocations:  EPA's proposed method   
     for determining permit limits has a number of major technical flaws,       
     including "zero discharge" standards for dischargers that have no          
     significant impact on water quality.  Those problems can be remedied by    
     revising EPA's approach to better focus on significant water quality       
     impacts and feasibility/economic concerns.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2856.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2856.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern ("BCC's"):  EPA's focus of regulatory 
     attention on BCC's ignores important water quality factors (e.g.,          
     persistence, toxicity and bioavailability).  Also, EPA's method of         
     selecting BCC's relies on models that have not been validated and are not  
     accurate.  Instead, EPA should promote an accelerated research effort to   
     develop a better methodology.  In the interim, the Agency should focus on a
     limited list of substances of concern, based on actual data concerning     
     aquatic impacts.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2856.008     
     
     EPA disagrees that there are technical problems with the BAF procedure that
     preclude its use in the final Guidance.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that persistence (including environmental fate) and toxicity    
     should be considered together with bioaccumulation in determining which    
     chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA modified the proposed definition of  
     BCCs to include only chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse    
     effects, and to provide that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight  
     weeks in the water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section  
     II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation should not be the only factor considered in
     defining BCCs.  Persistence (including environmental fate and metabolism)  
     and toxicity should also be considered together with bioaccumulation       
     (including bioavailability) in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a 
     result, EPA modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only       
     chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide 
     that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water       
     column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. Furthermore, the methodology for         
     development of BAFs has been revised to include methods that consider      
     bioavailability and emphasize field measurements.  See section IV of the   
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA does not accept the concept that pollutants should not be regulated as 
     BCCs until they are shown to be present at concentrations of concern in the
     Great Lakes System.  As discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA is     
     concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs from increasing to the   
     level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  The regulatory    
     approach suggested by commenters that would not trigger preventive action  
     until some measurable concentration resulting in adverse conditions is     
     reached in the environment would not be effective in addressing this       
     concern, particularly because of the difficulties of measuring these       
     pollutants at levels of concern in the environment.  As discussed further  
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     in sections VII.B and VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs 
     in the final Guidance will take full effect over the next twelve years (two
     years for State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in    
     period).  A program requiring systematic environmental monitoring followed 
     by a regulatory process to designate BCCs could significantly delay        
     implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new persistent,   
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The risks to the    
     Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant such an     
     approach.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2856.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life:  EPA's proposal to establish one set of uniform aquatic life 
     criteria, preempting State designated uses, violates the Clean Water Act.  
     In addition, the criteria proposed by EPA do not adequately consider       
     critical scientific issues, such as metal bioavailability and chemical     
     speciation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.009     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2856.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health:  In developing its proposed human health criteria, EPA       
     applies a series of unreasonable assumptions and uses an inaccurate and    
     unvalidated model.  Also, EPA may assume that substances have additive     
     effects, without any data to support that claim.  More realistic           
     assumptions and calculation methods should be used, and additivity should  
     be considered on a case-by-case basis, if there is evidence that such      
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     effects are likely to occur.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.010     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions to account for the additive effect  
     of multiple carcinogens.  See section VII.D.6 of the SID for details on    
     additivity.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2856.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife:  EPA's proposed criteria for protection of wildlife are based on 
     inappropriate and technically flawed methodologies and inadequate data.  No
     wildlife criteria should be adopted unless EPA has developed an adequate   
     scientific basis.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.011     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and D2860.079 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2856.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-Specific Criteria/Variances:  EPA has proposed several unfair         
     restrictions on these procedures, which severely limit their utility.  For 
     example, EPA would allow the human health and wildlife criteria to be made 
     more restrictive for a given site, but not less restrictive, even if the   
     data supports the less restrictive number.  Those restrictions should be   
     removed, so dischargers are given a reasonable opportunity to obtain       
     site-specific requirements where appropriate.                              
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     Response to: D2856.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2856.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, the Coalition believes that EPA's proposed Guidance would      
     result in substantial, adverse economic impacts for little environmental   
     benefit.  Therefore, significant changes are necesary. The Coalition       
     recommends that EPA make the revisions suggested in these comments, which  
     would improve the scientific and legal basis for the Guidance and hopefully
     reduce the enormous economic impacts that would be felt if the current     
     proposal were implemented.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2856.013     
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2856.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In revising its proposal, EPA should obtain the active involvement and     
     input of the Great Lakes Initiative Steering Committee and Work Groups, as 
     well as EPA's Science Advisory Board.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2856.014     
     
     EPA has held extensive discussions with States and other members of the    

Page 3781



$T044618.TXT
     public during its development of the final Guidance.  See EPA's discussion 
     of the process used to develop the final rule in section VII of the        
     preamble to the final Guidance.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2856.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Almost four months after that proposal was issued, EPA published another   
     Federal Register notice, announcing availability of two technical documents
     "that EPA is considering as it develops the final Water Quality Guidance   
     for the Great Lakes System."  58 Fed. Reg. 42266 (Aug. 9, 1993).  Those    
     doucments concern two critical issues dealt with in the proposed Guidance: 
     (1) revisions to EPA's methodology for deriving water quality criteria for 
     protection of human health; and (2) potential effects of dioxin on aquatic 
     organisms and other wildlife.  In addition to announcing the availability  
     of these documents, and discussing their relevance to the Guidance, EPA's  
     Federal Register notice requests "specific public comments" on six         
     regulatory issues, which concern possible incorporation into the final     
     Guidance of concepts in the newly available documents.  However, EPA has   
     provided a comment period on those documents lasting only until September  
     13, the end of the comment period on the proposed Guidance.  A 35-day      
     comment period on the two new documents is far too short for meaningful    
     comments to be developed and submitted.  EPA should extend that comment    
     period by 90 days, so interested parties can carefully review the documents
     and provide comments that respond to the regulatory issues raised by EPA in
     the August 9 Federal Register notice.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2856.015     
     
     EPA believes sufficient opportunity for public review and comment was      
     provided for the documents noticed in the August 9, 1993 Federal Register. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: PRA
     Comment ID: D2856.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer footnote 4 on page 2 & 3.                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the U.S. Office of Management and Budget has actually disapproved the      
     proposed Guidance, pursuant to its review under the Paperwork Reduction    
     Act, due to the unduly burdensome information collection requirements      
     imposed by EPA in the Guidance provisions concerning antidegradation, fish 
     tissue monitoring, and pollutant minimization programs.(4) footnote        
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (4)  It should be noted that the OMB document disapproving the Guidance,   
     which was signed on June 17, 1993, has not been included in EPA's public   
     docket for the proposal.  In addition, OMB's disapproval was not mentioned 
     by EPA during the August 3-4 public hearing, even though OMB had taken     
     action about 6 weeks before.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.016     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section XII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2856.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer footnote # 10 p.6.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By the test set forth above, EPA's proposed Guidance will not be           
     worthwhile, because it will not make a significant difference in pollutant 
     levels in the Lakes or in the aquatic life inhabiting the ecosystem.  That 
     lack of impact is due to the fact that the point sources addressed by the  
     Guidance contribute only a small amount of current loadings to the Lakes.  
     By far the greater portion of those loadings (90% or more for some areas)  
     comes from other sources.(7)  For example, the preliminary results from a  
     recent study of the Green Bay area in Wisconsin, indicate that less than 1%
     of PCB loadings to lower Green Bay come from point sources.(8)  Another    
     study, concerning Lake Erie, found that the precipitation in the area      
     contained levels of various substances above EPA's proposed water quality  
     criteria.(9)  Therefore, to implement measures requiring additional        
     reductions in point source discharges will not make a great difference in  
     those loadings.  For example, the Green Bay Mass Balance Study, in         
     assessing benefits of remedial actions, did not even consider additional   
     point source reductions, as they were considered to be insignificant.(10)  
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
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     (7)  Mackay, D., et al.,  "Mass Balancing and Virtual Elimination," A Peer 
     Review Workshop at University of Toronto (December 7-8, 1992).             
                                                                                
     (8)  Beltran, R. F.  (USEPA/GLNPO), Addendum to the Green Bay/Fox River    
     Mass Balance Study, "Preliminary Management Summary,"  Figure 5.   Prepared
     for the Green Bay Workshop, Green Bay Wisconsin (May 24-25, 1993).         
                                                                                
     (9)  Kelly, T. J., et al.,  "Atmospheric and Tributary Inputs of Toxic     
     Pollutants to Lake Erie,"  J. Great Lakes Res., 17(4) (1991) at 504-516.   
                                                                                
     (10)  Beltran, R. F. (USEPA/GLNPO), Addendum to the Green Bay/Fox River    
     Mass Balance Study,  "Preliminary Management Summary,"  Figure 4.  Prepared
     for the Green Bay Workshop, Green Bay, Wisconsin (May 24-25, 1993).        
     
     
     Response to: D2856.017     
     
     See response to comment D2587.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2856.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer footnotes #11 & 12 & 13 on pages 6 & 7                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Minor reductions in pollutant loadings from point sources might be a       
     worthwhile aim for a program if those reductions could be accomplished for 
     minor costs.  But the cost of EPA's proposal would not be minor.  The draft
     study recently prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors concluded 
     that the provisions of EPA's proposal would result in compliance costs of  
     up to $2.3 billion per year, well above the Agency's own estimates.(11)    
     That $2.3 billion figure specifically did not include potential compliance 
     costs for some of EPA's most costly proposed requirements, because the     
     consultant preparing the report did not believe that EPA would actually    
     implement such unreasonable measures.(12)  Thus, compliance costs are      
     likely to run into billions of dollars per year, many times greater than   
     EPA's upper-bound estimate of $500 million.(13)                            
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
     (11)  DRI Draft Final Report (see footnote 1) at ES-1.                     
                                                                                
     (12)  DRI Draft Final Report at II-6 - II-7.                               
                                                                                
     (13)  These costs will not be borne by industry alone.  A large part of the
     impact will fall on municipalities and homeowners.  For example, the Green 
     Bay Metropolitan Sewerage District, based on extensive facility planning   
     and pilot studies, has estimated that it may need to incur additional      
     compliance costs under the Guidance of $30-$235 million in capital         
     expenditures and $1-$14 million annually for O&M expenses.  Those costs    
     would require an increase in water rates for the typical homeowner of      
     23-227%.  Further details concerning these compliance costs are provided in
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     the comments being filed by the Green Bay MSD.  In addition, a detailed    
     study has been prepared for the American Automobile Manufacturers          
     Association ("AAMA") concerning the impacts of the proposed Guidance on    
     POTW's and their industrial users.  That report, which is being filed with 
     AAMA's comments, examined the likely impacts for five selected POTW's in   
     Michigan and Ohio.  The study concluded that the criteria and procedures   
     proposed by EPA would lower NPDES permit limits for all five POTW's        
     studied, and result in pretreatment limits of zero for many dischargers to 
     those POTW's.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2856.018     
     
     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2856.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference footnote 14, tell Primary Author to refer to 
Appendix A for      
          comments.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The inaccuracy of EPA's cost figures has been confirmed by the Coalition,  
     through review of the engineering analyses used to arrive at those figures.
     Several of the plants for which EPA estimated compliance costs are operated
     by Coalition members.  Those companies have reviewed EPA's analysis, and   
     have determined that the Agency has made basic errors in its estimates of  
     compliance costs for those facilities.  The actual costs of compliance are 
     likely to be 10, 20, or even 100 times higher than EPA's estimates.  The   
     Agency's errors are explained in detail in Appendix A to these             
     comments.(14)                                                              
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (14)  The Agency has also made substantial errors in its attempt to        
     quantify the benefits of its proposal.  For example, EPA estimated in the  
     Regulatory Impact Analysis that its proposal would result in a benefit of  
     $1.3 to $1.8 million per year with respect to a wildlife sanctuary in Green
     Bay.  That benefit would supposedly occur because EPA's proposal would     
     enlarge the bald eagle, osprey, otter and mink population, resulting in a  
     5% increase in use of the sanctuary.  However, the drafters of the RIA     
     apparently have never visited the sanctuary.  It is located less than one  
     mile from the middle of downtown Green Bay.  There is a picnic area, an    
     exhibit building, and a landing area for migrating birds (primarily ducks, 
     geese and seagulls).  It is unlikely that eagles, otters, osprey or mink   
     will ever come to visit downtown Green Bay, whether EPA's proposal is      
     implemented or not.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2856.019     
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     See response to comments D2724.617 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2856.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to imposing enormous compliance on businesses, municipalities  
     and taxpayers, EPA's proposal would have the effect of inhibiting growth   
     across the entire Great Lakes region.  [The antidegradation provisions in  
     particular would discourage any changes associated with normal economic    
     growth, including efforts to expand production to prerecession levels.     
     Also, manufacturing costs would increase significantly due to the costs of 
     additional controls, and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected States, or other regions of the country, or to other          
     countries, which are not affected by the Guidance.(15)]  The result will be
     a loss of markets and a loss of jobs in the Great Lakes region.  Moreover, 
     municipalities will be forced to restrict growth and increase sewer costs  
     to meet the new requirements.  As a result of these impacts on economic    
     growth, EPA's proposal would adversely affect competitiveness as well, both
     for Great Lakes businesses and communities and for the country as a whole. 
     That is a negative impact that this country and this region can ill afford 
     at the present time, unless it will produce a significant environmental    
     benefit.  EPA's proposal would not have such a benefit.                    
                                                                                
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                                                                
     (15)  In that regard, it should be noted that Canada, which ostensibly has 
     the same obligations as the U.S. under the Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Agreement, has not proposed, and is apparently not considering, any program
     even remotely comparable to EPA's proposed Guidance.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.020     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158, D2867.087, and D2596.013.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2856.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.021 is imbedded in comment #.020.  Refer footnote 
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#15.           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provisions in particular would discourage any changes  
     associated with normal economic growth, including efforts to expand        
     production to prerecession levels.  Also, manufacturing costs would        
     increase significantly due to the costs of additional controls, and        
     operations are likely to shift to other areas of the affected States, or   
     other regions of the country, or to other countries, which are not affected
     by the Guidance.(15)                                                       
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (15)  In that regard, it should be noted that Canada, which ostensibly has 
     the same obligations as the U.S. under the Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Agreement, has not proposed, and is apparently not considering, any program
     even remotely comparable to EPA's proposed Guidance.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.021     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth or economic recovery.  On the 
     contrary, antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with
     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2856.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Appendix B.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act specifies that once EPA issues its   
     Guidance in final form, the Great Lakes States each have two years to adopt
     a program "consistent with" the Guidance.  EPA has interpreted that        
     provision to mean that the State programs must be "equal to or more        
     stringent than" the EPA Guidance.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20847.  The Agency does 
     not intend to allow States to have any flexibility in developing their     
     programs to fit their own specific situations:                             
                                                                                
               EPA strongly encourages the verbatim adoption of the final       
               Guidance or adoption with only conforming changes, such as       
               renumbering sections to conform with the State or Tribal         
               regulations, or, for example, replacing "Great Lakes System"     
               with "Lake Erie System."                                         
                                                                                
     58 Fed. Reg. at 20847.                                                     
                                                                                
     In order to assess the validity of EPA's statutory interpretation, the     
     Coalition reviewed the statutory language itself, the legislative history, 
     and analogous provisions under other statutes.  The results of that review 
     are presented in Appendix B to these comments.  As stated in Appendix B,   
     the Coalition has concluded that EPA's proposal, which would force the     
     States to all adopt mirror images of EPA's Guidance, is squarely contrary  
     to the language of the Critical Programs Act, the Congressional intent in  
     enacting that law, Congress' use of the term "consistent with" in other    
     statutory provisions (including Section 303 of the Clean Water Act), and   
     EPA's own interpretation of those other statutory provisions.  Congress    
     intended, instead, that the EPA Guidance should be used to promote greater 
     consistency among the State regulatory programs, while still allowing the  
     States "a reasonable degree of flexibility" to develop their own specific  
     approaches to protecting water quality.  EPA should therefore abandon its  
     proposed interpretation of the term "consistent with," and instead allow   
     its Guidance to function as just that:  guidance for State efforts, rather 
     than as a binding regulation that States are compelled to adopt            
     word-for-word.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2856.022     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2856.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps the clearest example of a technically invalid approach is the      
     proposal to require development of Tier II values on certain substances.   
     Those values would,in essence, function as water quality criteria, which   
     would have to be translated into enforceable permit limits on dischargers. 
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     However, while EPA usually calculates water quality criteria in accordance 
     with detailed, comprehensive data quality and quantity requirements,       
     including the collection and analysis of scientifically acceptable data on 
     a number of different species, Tier II values do not have to meet those    
     detailed EPA tests.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2856.023     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2856.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer footnote #16 & #17.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the critical requirements in EPA's Tier I methodology for aquatic   
     life criteria is that data must be collected on at least one species of    
     freshwater animal from at least eight different families to develop an     
     acceptable aquatic life criterion.  To set a Tier II value, data is needed 
     from only one test.  Similar approaches are used for the Tier II human     
     health and wildlife values.  For example, for possible human carcinogens   
     (designated by EPA as "Group C" substances), EPA will set a Tier I         
     criterion only if the substance is "well characterized and supported by a  
     well-conducted study," while a Tier II value can be set based upon a study 
     that shows "a marginal statistical correlation between chemical and        
     tumors," "a weak dose-response relationship," or "an incidence of benign   
     tumors rather than malignant tumors."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20872.(16)  For     
     wildlife, EPA will not set a Tier I criterion unless it has data from both 
     birds and mammals, "[d]ue to the uncertainties in extrapolating across     
     taxonomic classes," 58 Fed. Reg. at 20882, but will nevertheless set a Tier
     II value based on data from only one taxonomic class:  either birds or     
     mammals.(17)                                                               
                                                                                
     Under the Tier II program, even though EPA acknowledges that it does not   
     have enough data to establish a scientifically supported limit under its   
     own technical criteria, the Agency would develop an enforceable limit      
     anyway.  There is no scientific basis for this approach, which has been    
     strongly criticized for that reason by the SAB.  If there is not enough    
     data to put forward a scientifically valid criterion, then no regulatory   
     limit should be set until that data is developed.                          
                                                                                
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                                                                
     (16)  It should be noted that the Coalition does not support EPA's decision
     to regulate Group C substances on the basis of carcinogenicity.  These     
     substances have not been classified as "known" or "probable" human         
     carcinogens, because EPA has determined that the data is not adequate to   
     support such a finding.  Given the lack of adequate cancer data on these   
     substances, they should be regulated instead on the basis of any           
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     noncarcinogenic effects.                                                   
                                                                                
     (17)  As discussed below (in Section X of these comments), the Coalition   
     believes that EPA's approach for setting wildlife criteria has a number of 
     serious technical flaws, including that only one bird study and one mammal 
     study are needed in order to establish a Tier I criterion.  (The SAB has   
     expressed similar concerns.)  That is far less data than EPA requires to   
     issue Tier I aquatic life criteria, and there is no technical basis for    
     setting regulatory limits based on that limited amount of data.            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.024     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2856.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The original developers of the Tier II method never intended those values  
     to be used as numerical criteria, as EPA now proposes.  They were intended 
     to be used as narrative standards only, but EPA has disregarded that       
     important limitation.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2856.025     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196. See response to comment D2741.076.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2856.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA tries to justify its Tier II concept by giving dischargers the         
     opportunity to generate data to show that a Tier II limit should be        
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     changed.  However, that approach violates fundamental due process          
     principles; EPA cannot issue a limit that it knows is not scientifically   
     supported, and then excuse that flaw by putting the burden on the          
     discharger to develop a valid number.  It is the Agency's responsibility to
     develop valid, scientifically supported limits.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.026     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2856.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer footnote #18.                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal provides that Tier II values will preempt any less stringent
     State water quality standards.  That proposal violates the State primacy   
     concept that is at the heart of the Clean Water Act.  Moreover, it is      
     illogical for valid, formally adopted State water quality standards to be  
     preempted by Tier II values that EPA acknowledges have no adequate         
     scientific basis.(18)                                                      
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (18)  The same principle applies with respect to preemption of the National
     Toxics Rule by Tier II values.  That regulation has gone through public    
     review and comment.  Once its provisions are incorporated into State water 
     quality standards, preemption of those standards by Tier II values is      
     unauthorized and inappropriate.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.027     
     
     Please see section II.C.2 of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2856.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Appendix C                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA acknowledges that if a discharger conducts additional studies, the Tier
     II values will generally be shown to be overly stringent.  However, because
     of the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act, the discharger  
     will probably not be able to have its Tier II limits modified to reflect   
     the correct values, and will therefore be forced to comply with control    
     requirements that have been expressly demonstrated to be invalid.  This    
     anti-backsliding problem for Tier II values is discussed in further detail 
     in Appendix C to these comments.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2856.028     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196. See responses to P2656.091 and          
     P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID, for EPA's analysis of this issue.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2856.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Coalition believes that the best way to accomplish that goal is to     
     accelerate current research and development efforts, perhaps through a     
     joint effort between EPA, states and interested members of the regulated   
     community.  In that R & D effort, Tier II values could be used to assist in
     establishing research priorities.  That is the only role that Tier II      
     values should play in the regulatory process.                              
                                                                                
     Under the "accelerated research" program proposed here, EPA would first    
     develop a list of candidate substances, and issue that list in an advance  
     notice of proposed rulemaking for public review and comment.  Then, EPA    
     would develop and propose Tier II values for the listed substances, based  
     on consideration of all available relevant data.  The Agency would then    
     enter into agreements with States and dischargers or associations of       
     dischargers, under which research would be conducted to establish sound    
     Tier I criteria for the listed substances.  The Tier II values would be    
     used to establish priorities for that research.                            
                                                                                
     The primary goal of establishing a joint R&D effort is to provide EPA the  
     additional resources needed to develop adequate water quality criteria for 
     the Great Lakes ecosystem.  We would expect that within 5 years, any       
     substance designated as a research priority by EPA would have a Tier I     
     criteria.  Therefore, at the end of that 5-year period, the joint R&D      
     program would end.  EPA would, of course, be able to continue studying and 
     developing criteria for additional, lower-priority substances.             
                                                                                
     The program described here would accomplish EPA's goal of developing       
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     technically sound limits on pollutants of concern.  Moreover, EPA's Tier II
     values could play a useful role in that process, through their use in      
     setting research priorities.  This is the only kind of role that those     
     values should play.  Under no circumstances should Tier II values be used  
     in an enforceable manner, to set water quality criteria or permit limits.  
     For the reasons discussed above, such use would be technically and legally 
     inappropriate.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2856.029     
     
     See response to comment P2720.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2856.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In other words, dischargers will be responsible for substances in the water
     that they use from surface water bodies or groundwater, despite the fact   
     that those substances are naturally present or were introduced by other    
     sources.  This proposal is illogical and unfair; it would impose tremendous
     costs on dischargers to address situations beyond their control, with no   
     water quality benefit.  Moreover, EPA's restrictions go beyond the Agency's
     authority under the Clean Water Act.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.030     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2856.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA attempts to support its proposal on intake water by reference to the   
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     Clean Water Act's goal to "restore and maintain" water quality.  While that
     is certainly a worthwhile goal, there is nothing in the Act that states    
     that in order to reach that goal, point sources should be required to      
     purify their intake waters.  However, EPA's proposal would do exactly that.
     Indeed, the Agency would go even further, imposing additional treatment    
     obligations even in the situation where a discharger uses intake water with
     a certain level of a substance, adds a small amount of the substance from  
     its process, then treats the effluent to a level below that found in the   
     receiving stream.  Such as discharge would have a positive impact on water 
     quality, yet EPA would require the discharger to install additional        
     controls, or even prohibit the discharger entirely.  That is               
     environmentally counterproductive, and unfair to the discharger as well.   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.031     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2856.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economic consequences of EPA's proposal for the required treatment of  
     intake water could be more far-reaching than for any other provision in    
     EPA's proposal.  For example, EPA's treatment requirements would apparently
     apply not just to water that is taken in and used for process reasons, but 
     also to water that is used solely for cooling and never comes in contact   
     with any process ingredients ("non-contact cooling water").  Industrial    
     facilities often use large volumes of water for cooling, and the cost to   
     treat all of that water to the levels required by EPA's proposal would     
     likely dwarf the compliance costs for treating process waters.  In fact,   
     some dischargers could be forced to scrap their entire cooling systems,    
     because they could not guarantee that there would be no discharge of       
     regulated materials even with treatment.  Those dischargers would have to  
     change from once-through cooling systems to air cooling or recirculating   
     cooling water technology.  The costs of that change-over could run into    
     tens of billions of dollars, hitting particularly hard in the utility      
     industry but affecting other industrial plants as well.  Moreover, there   
     would be no discernible environmental benefit.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2856.032     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2854L.028 and is not addressed    
     separately here. Also see response to comment D2657.006.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2856.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Appendix D                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to being illogical, unfair, and extremely costly for no        
     environmental benefit, EPA's intake water proposal is also illegal.  The   
     Clean Water Act only allows EPA to regulate "addition" of pollutants to    
     U.S. waters by point sources.  Pollutant levels in a point source discharge
     that were not added by that discharger, but were present in the intake     
     water at the outset, are beyond EPA's jurisdiction.  The Agency cannot     
     require the discharger to control and remove those pollutant levels.       
     EPA's lack of authority in this regard is explained in further detail in   
     Appendix D to these comments.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2856.033     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2856.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its proposal, EPA has provided an "exception" to the requirement that   
     intake water be treated, and the Agency contends that this provision makes 
     the proposed restrictions reasonable.  That argument suffers from a number 
     of flaws.  First, EPA has no authority to require treatment of intake water
     in the first place, so much an "exception" should not be necessary.  In    
     addition, EPA's "exception" would not provide realistic relief to          
     dischargers that would otherwise be affected by the intake water           
     restrictions, for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     [One of the provisions of EPA's "exception" is that there be absolutely no 
     addition of any amount of the substance by the discharger.  According to   
     EPA, this provision would preclude use of the "exception" if there were    
     even a minimal amount of metal corroding from process or sewer pipes, even 
     if the amount of metal contributed by the discharger is not measurable in  
     the effluent.  In all probability, no discharger would ever be able to meet
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     the "no addition" test for many of the substances regulated under EPA's    
     Guidance.]                                                                 
                                                                                
     [EPA also requires that the discharger show that its use of the water does 
     not "alter" the substance in a way that would increase water quality       
     impacts (e.g. an increase in bioavailability).  As a practical matter,     
     there is currently no accepted way to demonstrate bioavailability at trace 
     metals levels.  Therefore, dischargers would have no way to make this      
     demonstration.]                                                            
                                                                                
     [EPA restricts its exception to cases in which 100% of the intake water is 
     discharged back to the same water body from which it was drawn.  Under this
     test, a discharger would not be able to use the exception even if it       
     withdrew water from a river or other tributary of one of the Lakes and then
     discharged the water to the Lake itself, even if the discharger itself     
     added absolutely no substances to the water between intake and discharge.] 
                                                                                
     [The exception would likely be totally unavailable to municipal sewage     
     treatment plants (publicly owned treatment works, or "POTWs").  POTWs take 
     in water from numerous sources, and would have no readily available way to 
     satisfy the tests laid out in EPA's exception, even for substances that    
     were naturally present in rainfall that runs off into the sewers.]         
     
     
     Response to: D2856.034     
     
     This is the same as comment D2854L.025 and a separate response is not      
     repeated here.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2856.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.035 is imbedded in comment #.034.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the provisions of EPA's "exception" is that there be absolutely no  
     addition of any amount of the substance by the discharger.  According to   
     EPA, this provision would preclude use of the "exception" if there were    
     even a minimal amount of metal corroding from process or sewer pipes, even 
     if the amount of metal contributed by the discharger is not measurable in  
     the effluent.  In all probability, no discharger would ever be able to meet
     the "no addition" test for many of the substances regulated under EPA's    
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.035     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as P2588.075 and is not addressed     
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

Page 3796



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2856.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.036 is imbedded in comment #.034.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also requires that the discharger show that its use of the water does  
     not "alter" the substance in a way that would increase water quality       
     impacts (e.g. an increase in bioavailability).  As a practical matter,     
     there is currently no accepted way to demonstrate bioavailability at trace 
     metals levels.  Therefore, dischargers would have no way to make this      
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2856.036     
     
     This duplicates D2854L.026 and is not addressed separately here.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2856.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.037 is imbedded in comment #.034.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA restricts its exception to cases in which 100% of the intake water is  
     discharged back to the same water body from which it was drawn.  Under this
     test, a discharger would not be able to use the exception even if it       
     withdrew water from a river or other tributary of one of the Lakes and then
     discharged the water to the Lake itself, even if the discharger itself     
     added absolutely no substances to the water between intake and discharge.  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.037     
     
     See the SID at Section VIII.E.4.d. regarding "partial" consideration of    
     intake pollutants when the facility has intake pollutants from the same and
     different bodies of water.  Also see the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv      
     regarding the definition of "same body of water."                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2856.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.038 is imbedded in comment #.034.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The exception would likely be totally unavailable to municipal sewage      
     treatment plants (publicly owned treatment works, or "POTWs").  POTWs take 
     in water from numerous sources, and would have no readily available way to 
     satisfy the tests laid out in EPA's exception, even for substances that    
     were naturally present in rainfall that runs off into the sewers.          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.038     
     
     See responses to comments D2670.011 and P2744.201.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2856.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For all of the reasons expressed above, the Coalition believes that EPA    
     should revise its proposal to eliminate the requirement that point sources 
     remove substances in their intake water.  Instead, the Guidance should     
     provide as follows:                                                        
                                                                                
     [If a discharger does not add any significant amount to the level of a     
     substance already present in its intake water, there should be no permit   
     limit issued for that substance.]                                          
                                                                                
     [If a discharge uses intake water containing a substance, adds some amount 
     of that substance from its process, then treats the effluent to low levels,
     such that the discharger's relative contribution is negligible and will    
     have no significant impact on the receiving stream, the discharger should  
     be issued a permit limit that is equal to the background level found in the
     receiving stream.(19)]                                                     
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
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     (19)  This system of providing "intake credits" should be seriously        
     considered, in light of the potential adverse affects to current receiving 
     waters if intake credits are not allowed.  A facility may now add small    
     amounts of a substance to its discharge and treat that water so the level  
     of the substance is less than at the point of intake.  Because the Guidance
     in its current form addresses intake credits with such a strict method of  
     measurement and imposes other onerous conditions, facilities which lower   
     substance levels in their discharge will be prohibited from using the water
     body, precluding whatever benefits the facility provided by treating the   
     effluent to below receiving water standards.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.039     
     
     With respect to the suggestion that reasonable potential determinations    
     only consider whether mass is added above that in the intake water, see    
     response to comment G2784.009.  Also see response to comment P2588.075     
     regarding "de minimis" additions of mass.                                  
                                                                                
     The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, allows for "no net addition"      
     limits in certain circumstances where a facility adds mass of a pollutant  
     to that already in the intake water.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.b.       
                                                                                
     Finally, EPA notes that nothing in the intake pollutant procedures will    
     prohibit a facility from discharging to a particular waterbody as suggested
     by the commenter.  EPA's rationale for distinguishing between discharges of
     intake pollutants originating from the same and different bodies of water  
     is explained in Sections VIII.E.4-5 of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2856.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.040 is imbedded in comment #.039.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a discharger does not add any significant amount to the level of a      
     substance already present in its intake water, there should be no permit   
     limit issued for that substance.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2856.040     
     
     This comment is included in D2856.039 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D2856.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.041 is imbedded in comment #.039.  Refer to footnote
#19.        
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a discharge uses intake water containing a substance, adds some amount  
     of that substance from its process, then treats the effluent to low levels,
     such that the discharger's relative contribution is negligible and will    
     have no significant impact on the receiving stream, the discharger should  
     be issued a permit limit that is equal to the background level found in the
     receiving stream.(19)                                                      
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (19)  This system of providing "intake credits" should be seriously        
     considered, in light of the potential adverse affects to current receiving 
     waters if intake credits are not allowed.  A facility may now add small    
     amounts of a substance to its discharge and treat that water so the level  
     of the substance is less than at the point of intake.  Because the Guidance
     in its current form addresses intake credits with such a strict method of  
     measurement and imposes other onerous conditions, facilities which lower   
     substance levels in their discharge will be prohibited from using the water
     body, precluding whatever benefits the facility provided by treating the   
     effluent to below receiving water standards.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.041     
     
     This comment is included in D2856.039 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2856.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Coalition also wishes to indicate its preference among the intake water
     regulatory options proposed by EPA, in the event that the Agency chooses   
     one of those alternatives instead of the approach discussed here.  Among   
     those alternatives, the Coalition prefers option No. 4, with certain       
     modifications:                                                             
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     Use of the procedure for considering intake levels should not be limited to
     water quality-impaired streams.                                            
                                                                                
     The method for considering intake levels, which currently applies only to  
     calculate adjusted permit limits, should also provide that no limit is     
     issued at all if the discharger does not add a significant amount to the   
     substances already present in its intake water.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.042     
     
     With respect to Option 4 generally, see response to comment P2574.083.  See
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i for limiting intake "credits" to non-attainment
     waters.  The basis for requiring limits under the final Guiance when the   
     facility adds the pollutant to the wastestream in addition to that already 
     in the intake water is discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CEL's would generally be set using what EPA calls a "minimum level" or 
     "ML".  EPA apparently intends that the ML be a level at which pollutant    
     levels can be accurately quantified.  However, the ML approach relied upon 
     by EPA has no adequate technical basis.  That approach has never been      
     defined scientifically, there have been no "round robin" sets of testing by
     analytical laboratories to verify the approach, and there has been no peer 
     review, which is essential from a scientific standpoint.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.043     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Refer to Appendix E                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing CEL's will not adequately address the problem of limits below 
     quantification.  The below-quantification limit will remain in the permit  
     in addition to the CEL, and as analytical methods improve, the discharger  
     could discover pollutant levels in its discharge below the CEL but above   
     the permit limit.  Two problems would then result:  (1) the discharger     
     could be exposed to enforcement penalities for not meeting its permit      
     limit, and (2) when the permit is next reissued, the CEL would be reduced  
     to equal the actual permit limit, and the discharger could be required to  
     meet that limit immediately, without being able to obtain any compliance   
     schedule.  The discharger could thus be penalized for not meeting a limit, 
     even though it had no way to determine whether it was in compliance with   
     the limit or how much control is needed to get into compliance.  This legal
     issue is discussed in more detail in Appendix E to these comments.         
     
     
     Response to: D2856.044     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Appendix E                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PMP requirement goes beyond EPA's authority under the Clean Water Act. 
     That statute, as discussed above, authorizes EPA to control the addition of
     pollutants to U.S. waters by point sources.  Therefore, EPA has control    
     over the actual discharges to water bodies.  However, EPA does not have any
     right to tell a discharger how to reduce substances in its discharge.  Nor 
     does EPA have authority to tell the discharger what substances are allowed 
     to be generated in a process and sent to the plant's wastewater treatment  
     system.  That is simply not EPA's business; the Agency's authority is      
     limited to ensuring that the ultimate levels discharged after treatment are
     acceptable.  This issue is discussed in more detail in Appendix E to these 
     comments.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.045     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2856.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to lacking legal authority, EPA's PMP requirement conflicts    
     with basic scientific and regulatory concepts.  Many dischargers have      
     installed treatment systems "end-of-pipe" to reduce the levels emanating   
     from their processes before ultimate discharge.  In many cases, those      
     controls were actually put in to satisfy EPA requirements.  The Agency's   
     new requirement that dischargers take measures to achieve compliance with  
     permit limits before the wastewater treatment system, completely ignores   
     the billions of dollars that have already been spent on treatment systems. 
     Moreover, EPA has ignored its own previous regulatory guidance on this     
     issue, which specifically recognizes the role of treatment systems in the  
     process of imposing permit limits.  This legal issue is discussed in more  
     detail in Appendix E to these comments.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2856.046     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to footnote #20, #21 and #22                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Coalition believes that EPA's Great Lakes program must recognize the   
     technical and legal problems described above with regard to                
     below-quantification permit limits.(20)  To do so, we recommend that when  
     the procedures set forth by EPA for calculating limits result in a value   
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     below quantification, that the permit limit should be set at the "practical
     quantification level" or "PQL."(21)  PQL's have a solid scientific basis,  
     and have been used by EPA in other regulatory programs, including under the
     Safe Drinking Water Act.(22)  Compliance with the PQL limits should be     
     determined at the final effluent outfall, and no pollutant minimization    
     program should be required.  In order to ensure that the below-PQL         
     discharge levels are not causing adverse water quality impacts, the permit 
     authority could require biological or other assessment methods, as long as 
     those methods are first put through the scientific review process          
     established by EPA under 40 CFR 136, to ensure that they have an adequate  
     scientific basis.                                                          
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (20)  In addition to the broad-based problems described above, EPA's       
     approach poses particular difficulties for POTW's.  For instance, the PMP  
     must contain a control strategy, which must proceed toward the goal of     
     maintaining all sources of the pollutant to the wastewater collection      
     system below the permit limit.  POTW's can have thousands or even millions 
     of sources; maintaining all of the sources, including households, below the
     POTW's permit limit would be simply impossible.                            
                                                                                
     (21)  The Coalition does not believe that there is any legal requirement   
     that the below-quantification water quality-based value must be put in the 
     permit.  Indeed , we think that inclusion in a permit of a value that      
     cannot be measured would raise serious legal problems, as explained in     
     Appendix E to these comments.  Therefore, the permit should contain only a 
     reasonably quantifiable value, such as a PQL.  If EPA deems it necessary to
     formally state the water quality-based value in a regulatory document, we  
     would suggest that the appropriate place would be in the fact sheet that is
     issued with the permit.  The fact sheet is intended to document the        
     rationale for the limits placed on the permit.  In the case of a           
     below-quantification water quality-based value, the fact sheet could state 
     that value, and explain that because of the quantification concern, the    
     enforceable permit limit was set at the PQL.                               
                                                                                
     (22)  We understand that EPA and various research organizations have been  
     working to develop other, scientifically valid methods for determining     
     levels at which substances can be quantified with reasonable accuracy.  To 
     the extent that such methods are carefully defined and rigorously validated
     (including verification through round-robin testing and peer review), those
     methods would be useful as alternatives to, or in addition to, use of the  
     PQL.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.047     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2856.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some of the provisions in EPA's proposal, in addition to lacking a sound   
     scientific or legal basis, would also be environmentally counterproductive.
     Perhaps the best example is the proposed antidegradation procedure.  EPA   
     would require a stringent antidegradation review whenever a discharger     
     seeks to make an increase in mass loadings of a BCC above "existing        
     effluent quality" ("EEQ").  As a result, dischargers will be unable to take
     any action that would result in an increase in discharges above existing   
     levels, no matter how small the increase, without seeking approval of the  
     permit authority.  Moreover, because of the stringency of the              
     antidegradation criteria that must be met, in most cases that approval will
     probably not be obtained.  Thus, a discharger that routinely keeps its     
     discharge below its permit limits will be penalized, by not being able to  
     increase its discharge up to the limit, while the less careful discharger  
     currently discharging at its limit will be allowed to continue those higher
     levels of discharges.  In essence, the good performers would be penalized. 
     Also, dischargers will have every incentive to discharge at levels as high 
     as possible, up to their permit limits, in order to avoid having to seek   
     agency permission for increases up to those limits.  It makes no sense to  
     put these anti-environmental incentives into a program that is designed to 
     reduce pollutant levels in the Great Lakes.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.048     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2856.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer footnote # 23                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to being contrary to sound environmental policy, the proposed  
     antidegradation procedure is inconsistent with the terms of the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreement.  Article IV, Section 1.(c) of that Agreement      
     provides as follows:                                                       
                                                                                
               Notwithstanding the adoption of Specific Objectives, all         
               reasonable and practicable measures shall be taken to            
               maintain or improve the existing water quality in those          
               areas of the boundary waters of the Great Lakes System           
               where such water quality is better than that prescribed          
               by the Specific Objectives, and in those areas having            
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               outstanding natural resource value.                              
                                                                                
     (emphasis added).  EPA's proposed antidegradation procedure does not meet  
     the "reasonable and practicable" standard provided in the Water Quality    
     Agreement.  The proposal would impose unfair restrictions on dischargers   
     that have worked conscientiously to keep their discharge levels in         
     compliance with permit limits.  Those restrictions could significantly     
     hamper, or even prevent, expansion of existing business operations in the  
     Great Lakes States and would discourage other businesses from moving into  
     the region, thereby imposing a major obstacle to continued economic        
     development in the area.  That is surely not "reasonable and practicable," 
     as called for by the Water Quality Agreement.  Since EPA's Guidance must   
     conform to the Agreement, the proposed antidegradation procedure must be   
     changed, to meet the "reasonable and practical" standard.(23)              
                                                                                
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                                                                
     (23)  In revising the procedure to meet the Water Quality Agreement's      
     "reasonable and practical" standard, EPA should reconsider the scope of the
     procedure.  As EPA states in the preamble, the antidegradation review      
     process applies "very broadly."  It even covers "installation of a new     
     factory or incinerator that might be a source of air pollutant fallout into
     the Great Lakes System," even if that facility does not discharge any      
     wastewater.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20894.  However, EPA does not explain how such
     a facility could make a site-specific demonstration concerning water       
     quality impacts, or lack thereof, sufficient to pass an antidegradation    
     review.  Until EPA specifies clear procedures and methods for making such a
     demonstration, those types of "indirect" sources should not be subject to  
     the antidegradation review.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.049     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation procedure included in the      
     Guidance is contrary to sound environmental policy for the reasons stated  
     in Sections I.C and VII of the SID.  Further, EPA believes that the        
     Guidance satisfies all requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great Lakes    
     Critical Programs Act of 1990, and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for 
     the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and      
     supporting documents.  See response to comment D2854.035.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2856.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Coalition believes that a rational, environmentally protective         
     antidegradation procedure can be developed as part of EPA's Great Lakes    
     program.  We believe that the antidegradation procedure should be          
     structured as follows:                                                     
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     The trigger for antidegradation review, both for BCC's and non-BCC's,      
     should be an increase in a permit limit or discharge of a new substance    
     that requires a new limit.   (The trigger should not apply to new limits   
     for substances already present in an existing discharge, or substances     
     newly found in an existing discharge, e.g., due to improved monitoring     
     methods.)                                                                  
                                                                                
     Once the antidegradation analysis is triggered, a discharger should be able
     to obtain approval of the proposed increase, for any substance (BCC or     
     non-BCC), if it meets either one of the two following tests:               
                                                                                
     a de minimis test, which would require that the increase be small and that 
     it would cause no significant impact on water quality; or                  
                                                                                
     a cost test, which would require that the discharger demonstrate the       
     following:  (1) that it would have to incur high control costs to avoid the
     increase in permit limits; and (2)  that there would be an effect on       
     important social and economic development if the increase is not allowed.  
                                                                                
     A discharger should not have to meet any pollution prevention test as part 
     of the antidegradation analysis, as EPA would require.  As discussed above 
     in the context of below-quantification limits, EPA has no authority to     
     require dischargers to undertake control measures within their plants,     
     upstream of wastewater treatment systems.                                  
                                                                                
     As discussed above, the Coalition believes that Tier II values should not  
     be used to develop enforceable permit limits.  However, if EPA does proceed
     to develop Tier II-based limits, then the antidegadation rules should not  
     be applied to those limits.  Given the lack of technical basis for the Tier
     II values, a discharger should not have to make a demonstration under the  
     antidegradation rules in order to obtain a change in such a limit.         
     
     
     Response to: D2856.050     
     
     See response to comment D2798.046.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the commenter's understanding of the general principles of    
     antidegradation under the CWA and Federal regulations and how de minimis   
     provisions can function within that context is inaccurate.  Under existing 
     regulations, lowering of water quality is only allowable if water quality  
     in the water body in question is better than the minimum levels necessary  
     to support fish and aquatic life and recreation in and on the waters and   
     only if the lowering of water quality is necessary to accommodate important
     social and economic development in the area affected by the lowering of    
     water quality (see 40 CFR 131.12). Antidegradation, as any element of a    
     State's or Tribe's water quality standards, is concerned with ambient      
     conditions.  The cost-based exemption from antidegradation proposed by the 
     commenter conflicts with the basic nature of water quality standards.  In  
     addition, there is ample opportunity for economics to be factored into the 
     decision of whether or not to allow a lowering of water quality through the
     antidegradation demonstration.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that pollution prevention is not an appropriate consideration
     under antidegradation.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 state that    
     water quality in high quality waters should be maintained and protected    
     unless lower water quality is necessary to accommodate important social and
     economic development.  Inherent in making a finding that lower water       
     quality is necessary is an analysis of the alternatives to lower water     
     quality.  A consideration of the potential to eliminate or reduce the      
     lowering of water quality through the application of pollution prevention  
     is eminently germane to such a determination.                              
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     EPA further disagrees that antidegradation review should not be required   
     when a discharger requests relaxation of permit limits based on tier II    
     values.  Antidegradation applies to any activity that will lower water     
     quality and is independent of permit limits.  In the final Guidance, EPA   
     suggests linking antidegradation requirements to requests for increased    
     permit limits for non-BCCs as a means of reducing the administrative burden
     stemming from the antidegradation provisions.  There is no basis for       
     distinguishing between achievable limits based on tier I criteria and those
     based on tier II values.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2856.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: cc RP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to footnote #24                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the widespread use of the mixing zone and zone of initial dilution 
     concepts, EPA proposes to eliminate mixing zones entirely for existing     
     dischargers of BCC's after ten years (immediately for new dischargers), and
     proposes (in Option B of its TMDL approach) to eliminate zones of initial  
     dilution effective immediately.  The Agency offers absolutely no agrument  
     that such restrictions are needed to protect aquatic life from toxic       
     impacts, since no such argument exists.  Instead, EPA seeks to justify     
     these new restrictions because they will help reduce mass loadings of      
     pollutants to the Great Lakes.  But that is not a sufficient justification;
     if that were all that were needed to support a control measure, then EPA   
     could simply ban all discharges to the Great Lakes.  Even the Agency has   
     not proposed to take that kind of measure.   Instead, EPA appears to       
     recognize that it must offer some basis for its various restrictions,      
     focused toward addressing impacts on aquatic life, human health or         
     wildlife.  The elimination of mixing zones has no such basis.  Moreover,   
     reductions in mass loadings, directed toward providing safe levels in the  
     Great Lakes, are already required in EPA's proposal, through incorporation 
     of the bioaccumulation factor in deriving water quality criteria.  That is 
     the proper method for EPA to consider mass loading issues,(24) not by      
     elimination of mixing zones and zones of initial dilution.                 
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (24)  As discussed in Section X of these comments, the Coalition has       
     substantial concerns with how EPA has proposed to implement this approach. 
     Nevertheless, the concept is sound.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2856.051     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2856.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Annex 2, General Principle 2(d) of the GLWQA?        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to being without a technical basis, EPA's proposed mixing      
     restrictions also suffer from serious legal problems.  In enacting the     
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, Congress specified that EPA's guidance  
     must conform to the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Agreement.  That agreement contains specific provisions on mixing  
     zones (which are called "point source impact zones" in the Agreement).  In 
     developing those restrictions, the representatives of the United States and
     Canada carefully balanced the various factors, and arrived at a conclusion 
     that is far different from EPA's proposed elimination of those zones.      
     Instead, the Agreement provides (in Annex 2, General Principle 2(d)) that  
     while the two countries are working toward the goal of "virtual            
     elimination" of persistent toxics, point source impact zones should be     
     reduced "to the maximum extent possible by the best available technology." 
     Under that concept, EPA could require that when mixing zones are           
     established for BCC's, the permit authority should limit the size of those 
     zones so that the zones are only as large as needed after the imposition of
     available controls.  Such a provision would be consistent with the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement, without imposing the onerous and unsupported
     restrictions currently proposed by EPA.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2856.052     
     
     EPA does not agree that EPA's mixing restrictions suffer from serious legal
     problems and are without a technical basis.  For a full discussion of the  
     provisions of the Guidance that address mixing zones, see Section VIII.C of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the way in which EPA proposes to implement that approach suffers  
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     from a number of serious technical flaws, including the following:         
                                                                                
     In deciding if a TMDL is needed, the permit authority is required to review
     only discharge effluent quality data.  The authority is not required to    
     assess actual water quality in the area or fish tissue data, even though   
     that type of data is the best measure of whether there is in fact a water  
     quality impact that needs to be addressed through the TMDL process.        
     
     
     Response to: D2856.053     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the way in which EPA proposes to implement that approach suffers  
     from a number of serious technical flaws, including the following:         
                                                                                
     EPA requires that a "preliminary waste load allocation" be performed for   
     every regulated substance that is detected in any amount in a discharge,   
     even if there is no problem with that substance in the receiving stream.   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.054     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.See section   
     VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the way in which EPA proposes to implement that approach suffers  
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     from a number of serious technical flaws, including the following:         
                                                                                
     In determining waste load allocations, EPA mandates that the TMDL loading  
     subject to allocation be reduced by a "margin of safety."  There is no     
     scientific basis for that requirement.  The TMDL loading is already a      
     conservative figure;  the TMDL formula assumes that all relevant sources   
     are discharging at their maximum levels simultaneously, which is extremely 
     unlikely.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.055     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the way in which EPA proposes to implement that approach suffers  
     from a number of serious technical flaws, including the following:         
                                                                                
     EPA imposes still another "safety factor", of up to 75%, if the discharger 
     does not perform a mixing zone study.  It is inappropriate for EPA to      
     impose unsupported "safety factors" solely in order to force dischargers to
     perform these studies, which the regulatory agencies themselves should     
     conduct in exercising their duty to protect water quality.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2856.056     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2856.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     However, the way in which EPA proposes to implement that approach suffers  
     from a number of serious technical flaws, including the following:         
                                                                                
     Based upon EPA's proposed antidegradation procedure, limits for BCC's in   
     reissued permits would be based on existing effluent quality ("EEQ").   As 
     was discussed in Section VII of these comments, use of the EEQ would       
     penalize good performers, who are keeping their discharge levels lower than
     currently allowed, and would provide incentives for facilities to discharge
     as much as possible, up to their existing permit limits.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.057     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEG
     Comment ID: D2856.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the way in which EPA proposes to implement that approach suffers  
     from a number of serious technical flaws, including the following:         
                                                                                
     EPA would impose arbitrary deadlines for compliance with permit limits,    
     which do not allow the permitting authority to take into account practical 
     concerns, such as technical or economic feasibility.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.058     
     
     See response to comment D2743.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     However, the way in which EPA proposes to implement that approach suffers  
     from a number of serious technical flaws, including the following:         
                                                                                
     EPA would penalize dischargers for implementing water conservation efforts,
     by requiring that dischargers be subject to permit limits based on both    
     mass and concentration.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2856.059     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the way in which EPA proposes to implement that approach suffers  
     from a number of serious technical flaws, including the following:         
                                                                                
     For receiving waters where ambient levels exceed water quality standards,  
     EPA would require that a discharger be given a waste load allocation of    
     zero, prohibiting any discharge of the relevant pollutant, even if the     
     discharge contains only small amounts of the pollutant and would not have a
     significant impact on the existing water quality.  The only avenue of      
     relief offered by the Agency from this "zero discharge" requirement is a   
     "multi-source TMDL," which is not defined in the EPA proposal, would likely
     be extremely difficult to implement, and would not necessarily lead to     
     permit limits above zero.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.060     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to footnote #26.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The flaws outlined above as to EPA's TMDL/WLA approach will lead to permit 
     limits that are far more stringent than is either necessary or             
     scientifically supported.(26)                                              
                                                                                
     ________________________________________________________________________   
     (26)  In addition to the problems cited above, which apply to all          
     dischargers, there is another concern as to EPA's approach that is specific
     to POTW's:  compliance difficulties as a result of wet weather flows.  Wet 
     weather flows present particular compliance problems for POTW's with       
     combined sewers, and POTW's with store-and-treat systems, since the POTW   
     receives levels of urban runoff-related metals that are substantially      
     higher than normal, due to factors entirely beyond its control.  Therefore,
     the Guidance should provide that in developing permit limits for POTW's    
     with combined sewers or store-and-treat systems, the permitting authority  
     should specifically address the compliance issues that arise as the result 
     of wet weather flows.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2856.061     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2856.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, a more reasonable TMDL/WLA/LA program can be crafted.  Such a     
     program should incorporate the following basic principles:                 
                                                                                
     In deciding if a TMDL is needed, the permit authorities should have to look
     at effluent quality and water quality and fish tissue data.                
                                                                                
     A TMDL analysis must address all relevant sources, both point and          
     non-point.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The permit authority should be given the discretion to decide the scope of 
     the TMDL to be developed (e.g., basin-wide, site-specific or               
     source-specific), depending on what approach is most appropriate in a given
     situation.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In developing WLA's and LA's and prescribing deadlines for compliance with 
     permit limits, certain factors should be considered, including:  (1) the   
     significance of each source's contribution, (2) the technical feasibility  
     of controls, and (3) relative economics in reducing loadings to achieve    
     water quality standards.                                                   
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     For areas that exceed water quality standards, WLA's and LA's of zero are  
     not appropriate; a WLA or LA should not be established any more stringent  
     that the greater of either the relevant water quality criterion or the     
     background concentration in the area.                                      
                                                                                
     Mixing issues should be dealt with as follows:                             
                                                                                
     The size of mixing zones should not be specified by EPA; instead, States   
     should be allowed to continue to implement existing requirements in this   
     area.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Zones of initial dilution should be allowed, based on site-specific        
     analysis that shows that no acute toxic impacts will occur.                
                                                                                
     A discharger should be allowed to obtain a mixing zone that considers both 
     discharge-induced mixing and ambient-induced mixing, if the discharge can  
     show that this zone is appropriate for protection of designated and        
     existing uses and implementation of all relevant criteria and values.      
                                                                                
     Permit limits should be set on the basis of mass when derived from human   
     health or wildlife criteria, and on the basis of concentration for         
     protection of aquatic life, to focus specifically on the types of loadings 
     that would directly affect each type of organism.                          
                                                                                
     Cooling water should be exempt from the "reasonable potential" analysis, so
     it does not become subject to treatment requirements under the Guidance.   
     Non-contact cooling water rarely contains significant amounts of           
     pollutants, and the low levels contained therein are generally not easily  
     treatable.  If treatment is required, the large volumes of water used for  
     cooling would make the compliance costs enormous, in some cases dwarfing   
     costs for treatment of process water, without any significant benefit to   
     the environment.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2856.062     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2856.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to footnote #27.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal focuses particular regulatory attention on chemicals that   
     are designated as "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" or "BCC's." (27)  
     The Coalition does not disagree with the concept that EPA should focus on  
     those chemicals that might cause significant effects on human health or the
     environment in the Great Lakes ecosystem.  However, EPA's proposal does not
     accomplish that goal.  The Agency's method of selecting BCC's for          
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     regulation does not focus on the correct water quality factors, contains a 
     number of significant technical flaws, and is simply not scientifically    
     adequate for use in selecting pollutants for regulation.                   
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (27)  EPA designates 28 substances as BCC's.  Another ten substances are   
     designated by EPA as "potential BCC's," even though the Agency believes    
     that for each of these substances it is either "doubtful" or "unlikely"    
     that the substance will bioaccumulate significantly.  58 Fed. Reg. at      
     20844.  The "potential BCC" list should be deleted from the Guidance; given
     EPA's findings as to their likely bioaccumulation characteristics (or lack 
     thereof), there is no basis for singling out those substances for special  
     concern.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.063     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2856.064
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's model for selecting BCC's using bioconcentration factors ("BCF's")   
     and food chain multipliers ("FCM's") leads to pollutants being classified  
     as BCC's without any consideration of their persistence, toxicity,         
     metabolism or bioavailability in water.  All of those are important factors
     in determining whether the substance will actually have any impact on water
     quality, but EPA's model does not take those issues into account.  That    
     failure to consider important water quality factors is not only technically
     unsound; it also is inconsistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Agreeement, which expressly directs the Agency to focus its attention on   
     persistent toxic substances.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.064     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2856.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BCF/FCM model does not even accurately measure the water quality       
     factors that it does purport to address; research performed by the National
     Council of the Pulp and Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement      
     ("NCASI") has shown that BAF's calculated using BCF's and FCM's            
     overestimate actual field-calculated bioaccumulation for many chemicals.   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.065     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.013.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2856.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's model for selecting BCC's using BCF and FCM's has not been           
     scientifically validated.  In fact, since EPA admits that there are very   
     few field-derived BAF's as yet, there is as yet no way to validate the     
     BCF/FCM model.  Therefore, the model is not scientifically adequate for use
     as a numeric factor in the regulatory process.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2856.066     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2856.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The NCASI research has also shown that the results reached using EPA's FCM 
     model are far too sensitive to input parameters.  Therefore, the FCM model 
     is not conducive to broad regulatory application.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.067     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.013.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2856.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's method for calculating BAF's for hydrophobic chemicals does not      
     adequately take into account fate considerations:  these substances are not
     generally present in the water column for significant time periods.  This  
     is an important factor in determining the water quality impact of the      
     substances, which EPA ignores.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2856.068     
     
     See response to: P2656.105.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2856.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the BCF/FCM model, another way suggested by EPA to select   
     BCC's is through analysis of field-derived BAF's.  However, while field    
     data may be useful in deriving water quality criteria, these data have     
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     limitations as a factor in selecting BCC's, which EPA does not fully       
     consider:  (1) BAF's derived in open-water studies cannot be applied to    
     tributaries; (2) the field methods have not been fully validated; and (3)  
     field-derived BAF's are too site-specific for broad application throughout 
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2856.069     
     
     One factor used in deriving BAFs for human health and wildlife is a percent
     lipid value.  The consumption weighted mean percent lipid for the          
     respective trophic levels represents an overall average for the Great Lakes
     System.  The fish lipid data used to determine the percent lipid values    
     were gathered from fish contaminant monitoring programs in the Great Lakes 
     System (including its tributaries) and represent the species consumed by   
     people in the West survey.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2856.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the problems with EPA's proposed methods for selection of chemicals  
     to be regulated, the Coalition believes that an accelerated research and   
     development effort is in order, to develop a better methodology.  That     
     effort should be a joint project by EPA and interested members of the      
     regulated community.  In the interim, while this methodology is being      
     developed, EPA should focus on a targeted list of substances of concern.   
     The best information to use in identifying those substances is fish tissue 
     data, which provides practical information as to the real-world impacts of 
     particular pollutants.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2856.070     
     
     EPA believes that it has adequatetly addressed the questions about the     
     methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF as a numeric factor  
     in deriving water quality standards.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has made an effort to work with the regulated community to develop the 
     BAF methodology through the comment/response process, meetings and         
     discussions, and Science Advisory Board reviews. The regulated community   
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     has had the opportunity to participate these and other forums to develop   
     the BAF methodology used in the final Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2856.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to footnote #28                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal specifies Tier I water quality criteria for the protection  
     of aquatic life, human health and wildlife.  The Agency has proposed acute 
     aquatic life criteria for 16 substances, chronic aquatic life criteria for 
     15 substances, human health criteria for 20 substances and wildlife        
     criteria for four substances.  In addition, EPA has proposed methodologies 
     to use in determining Tier I criteria or Tier II values for other          
     substances(28) (The Tier II methodology would be used when adequate data   
     does not exist to formulate a Tier I criterion.)                           
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (28)  Any criteria or values developed by EPA using these methodologies    
     should be published in the Federal Register for public review and comment. 
     Any technical documents cited by the Agency in support of the criteria or  
     values should also be made available when the Federal Register notice is   
     published, in order to allow an effective opportunity to comment on the    
     proposal.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.071     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2856.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Appendix B                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most critical problem with EPA's proposed aquatic life criteria is that
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     they ignore the designated uses of water bodies that have been established 
     by the States.  Under the Clean Water Act, the States have been given the  
     responsibility to determine what uses are appropriate for various water    
     bodies, including tributaries to the Great Lakes.  In passing the Critical 
     Programs Act, Congress indicated that it intended to preserve that system. 
     Yet, EPA now proposes to impose one set of uniform criteria on all water   
     bodies in the Great Lakes basin.  While Congress may have wanted to        
     encourage consistency in the water quality standards applied by the States,
     EPA has gone well beyond that mandate when it requires uniformity in       
     criteria regardless of the nature of the particular water body and its     
     designated uses.  This legal issue is discussed in more detail in Appendix 
     B to these comments.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.072     
     
     See Section II.C.4. of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2856.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing the aquatic life criteria for metals, EPA overestimates      
     actual water quality impact, by looking at total recoverable metals        
     concentrations instead of focusing on the dissolved form of the metals.  It
     is the dissolved form of the metals that can be bioavailable and           
     potentially toxic.  (In fact, even dissolved metals are not necessarily    
     bioavailable, when they are complexed with other materials.)  However,     
     instead of expressing criteria in the dissolved form of the metals, EPA    
     applies total recoverable metals methods.  That aspect of the proposal is  
     inconsistent with EPA's own interim guidance on calculation of metals      
     criteria, which states that the total recoverable method is not a valid way
     to evaluate the amount of metals that would actually cause water quality   
     impacts.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.073     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2856.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's criteria do not adequately consider chemical speciation issues.      
     Often, different forms of the same substance, or different chemicals in the
     same class, can have widely varying impacts on the environment.  Yet EPA's 
     aquatic life criteria group substances into classes and assume that all    
     chemicals in the group are equally toxic.  That assumption simply has no   
     basis, and can lead to over-regulation of some substances and under-       
     regulation of others.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2856.074     
     
     See response to comment D2860.070.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2856.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In calculating the criteria for protection of human health, EPA applies a  
     number of unrealistic assumptions.  For example, EPA uses fish consumption 
     factors that are based on a very small segment of the population that      
     consumes an inordinately large amount of fish.  Use of such factors is     
     inconsistent with the method used by EPA to develop the current national   
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.075     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2856.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA significantly overestimates the amount of water from the Great Lakes   
     system that people drink on a daily basis, and incorporates the false      
     assumption that none of that water will be treated by municipal drinking   
     water agencies.  The drinking water amount used in the calculation should  
     be 1.4 liters a day, not 2 liters a day, and the criteria should consider  
     that most municipal agencies treat their water supplies to achieve Safe    
     Drinking Water Act standards.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2856.076     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D2724.599.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2856.077
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In several respects, the human health methodology used by EPA in its       
     proposal is inconsistent with the Agency's own recent revisions of its     
     national procedure for development of human health criteria.               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.077     
     
     See response to G2788.010                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2856.078
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 3823



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     In calculating the human health criteria, EPA applies the same BCF/FCM     
     model that it uses to select BCC's.  As discussed above (in Section IX of  
     these comments), that methodology has not been validated, is not accurate, 
     and is not appropriate for broad regulatory application.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.078     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the BAF methodology has not been     
     validated, is not accurate, and is not appropriate for broad regulatory    
     application.                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for further discussion of SAB's comments.          
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals. Use of the freely dissolved concentration will      
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or KOW.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that additional validation of the models is needed.  EPA
     does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is       
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                       
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA does not agree that the       
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a chemical do not correlate     
     well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much
     of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured
     BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas  
     model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least  
     three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a    
     two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     For a more detailed discussion of the regulatory application, see Section  
     IV.B of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: D2856.079
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA suggests that for carcinogens, it can be logically presumed that the   
     effects of multiple substances present in a discharge can be added together
     to yield a total impact.  That additivity assumption has no basis; unless  
     that various substances have the same mechanisms of toxic action, and      
     affect the same receptor organs, then additivity would not occur.          
     Therefore, additivity should not be presumed in the absence of confirmed   
     data.  As recommended by the SAB, additivity should be considered on a     
     case-by-case basis, if the permitting agency finds that several pollutants 
     have the same mechanisms of toxic action and affect the same receptor      
     organs.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2856.079     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions to account for the additive effect  
     of multiple carcinogens.  See section VII.D.6 of the SID for details on    
     additivity.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2856.080
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The least technically based criteria proposed by EPA are those designed to 
     protect wildlife.  As stated by the SAB, there are substantial problems    
     with the scientific support for EPA's proposed approach.  In addition,     
     these criteria, in particular for mercury, are so stringent that they      
     probably account for more of the compliance costs from EPA's proposal than 
     any other individual component of the Guidance.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.080     
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     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2856.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's wildlife criteria methodology is based largely on the Agency's risk  
     assessment method for human health.  However, that methodology is not      
     appropriate for wildlife.  For example, the human health method focuses on 
     individuals, considers extremely subtle effects, and does not allow for    
     species sensitivity.  An entirely different methodology is necessary to    
     develop supportable wildlife criteria.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2856.081     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2856.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While EPA has attempted to modify its human health methodology to consider 
     species differences for wildlife, the species sensitivity indicator used by
     the Agency is not scientifically reliable.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2856.082     
     
     Please refer to comments P2629.054 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2856.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As with the human health criteria, EPA uses its BCF/FCM model in           
     calculating wildlife criteria.  For the reasons discussed earlier, the     
     model has significant technical flaws and limitations, and is inappropriate
     for use as a numeric factor in the regulatory process.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2856.083     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field- measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A      
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the methodology in the final Guidance uses the best      
     science available for regulatory application.  EPA however agrees with     
     commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new data become        
     available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1
     will provide the mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In     
     addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows for the            
     incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is        
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2856.084
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The database for the wildlife criteria is derived mostly from studies to   
     support human health criteria or research into basic toxicology.  Neither  
     of those types of studies were designed to support assessments of wildlife 
     impacts.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.084     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2856.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The five "surrogate species" choosen by EPA for development of the wildlife
     criteria are not representative of the diverse wildlife population in the  
     Great Lakes area.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.085     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: D2856.086
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's proposal, wildlife criteria will be established based upon     
     extremely inadequate data bases.  For example, Tier I criteria can be set  
     based on as little as one mammalian study and one avian (bird) study.  Tier
     II values can be set upon even less data.  Those data requirements are far 
     less than the Agency requires when setting national water quality criteria,
     and there is no basis for deviating from the requirement that regulatory   
     criteria must be set based upon adequate data.                             
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     Response to: D2856.086     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 and P2576.1235 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2856.087
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its proposal, EPA responds to concerns about some of the onerous        
     provisions of its program by pointing out the opportunities that are       
     available for dischargers to obtain specific provisions to accommodate     
     their unique situations, including site-specific water quality criteria and
     source-specific variances from water quality standards.  That response is  
     completely inadequate, for two reasons.  First, the lack of scientific and 
     legal basis for EPA's proposed program cannot be obscured by allowing for  
     exceptions to the unsupported requirements.  Dischargers should not be     
     forced to apply for permission to avoid the unfair provisions imposed upon 
     them by EPA.  Rather than tacking on exceptions to its problematic         
     requirements, EPA should simply modify the requirements to address the     
     concerns pointed out in these and other comments.  Even if EPA were to do  
     that, though, there would still be a need for variance and site-specific   
     criteria provisions, in order to take into account truly unique            
     circumstances.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2856.087     
     
     EPA does not agree that the methodologies and procedures of the final      
     Guidance are unsupported and lack scientific and legal justification.  See 
     sections I through VIII of the SID for EPA's analysis of scientific, legal,
     and other factors regarding the methodologies and procedures in the final  
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2856.088
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That raises a second problem with EPA's variance and site-specific criteria
     provisions:  those provisions themselves are overly restrictive, so that   
     few if any dischargers would ever be able to use them successfully.        
     
     
     Response to: D2856.088     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2856.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A glaring example of an unjust restriction imposed by EPA is the Agency's  
     position that as to its human health and wildlife criteria, site-specific  
     criteria can be issued that are more restrictive than the national         
     figures, but less restrictive site-specific criteria are not allowed.      
     Thus, even if data clearly supports a request for a less restrictive       
     wildlife or human health criterion in a given water body or a particular   
     discharge site, EPA would not allow such a criterion to be issued.  EPA has
     absolutely no scientific basis for that arbitrary and unfair limitation.   
     Moreover, EPA seeks to limit the site-specific criteria procedures still   
     further, by restricting their availability to tributaries and non-BCC's.   
     If site-specific criteria can be supported, whether in a Lake or a         
     tributary, or for a BCC or a non-BCC, then they should be granted.         
     
     
     Response to: D2856.089     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2856.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's procedures for granting site-specific water quality criteria (and    
     site-specific BAF's as well) should incorporate the following basic        
     principles:                                                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria should be allowed within a given geographic area as 
     long as there is no change in the level of protection.                     
                                                                                
     In deriving site-specific criteria, site-specific conditions should be     
     considered, such as bioavailability and differences in resident species.   
                                                                                
     Parameters used to calculate site-specific criteria should reflect local   
     area conditions, and should be determined in the same way as would be used 
     to determine the boundaries for water quality-impaired areas.              
     
     
     Response to: D2856.090     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2856.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also imposes undue restrictions on the issuance of variances from water
     quality standards.  For example, instead of specifying that a variance     
     applied to an individual discharger would last for the entire term of the  
     discharger's permit (which can be up to five years), EPA limits the term of
     a variance to three years.  EPA justifies that restriction based on the    
     fact the States are required by the Clean Water Act to conduct triennial   
     reviews of their water quality standards.  However, that issue could be    
     dealt with easily, without limiting the term of variances, by simply       
     providing that variances would last until reissuance of the permit, but    
     would be subject to reopening and modification at the end of three years,  
     based upon the State's review of its water quality standards.              
     
     
     Response to: D2856.091     
     
     See Response ID: D2596.027.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2856.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should also modify its variance procedure to allow a discharger to     
     petition for a variance within 60 days after issuance of a proposed permit.
     EPA's proposed procedure appears to prohibit application for a variance    
     until after issuance of a final permit.  However, after a permit is issued,
     the discharger may not be able to obtain a variance, due to the Clean Water
     Act's anti-backsliding provisions.  To alleviate that problem, the variance
     procedure should provide that a variance can be applied for after issuance 
     of the proposed permit, and that the permitting agency should ordinarily   
     issue a decision on the variance at the same time that it issues the final 
     permit.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2856.092     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2856.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should significantly expand its variance procedure, to allow for the   
     issuance of a water body-wide variance, in the case of a ubiquitous        
     pollutant that is found in most waterbodies in a specific watershed at     
     similar concentrations.  Such a variance would address the problem that    
     because of EPA's extremely low proposed water quality criteria, even the   
     precipitation in certain areas may have pollutant levels above the         
     criteria, but below levels treatable with existing technology.  Dischargers
     in such an area should not each have to petition individually for a        
     specific variance.  Rather, a water body-wide variance to address all such 
     dischargers would be an efficient way to solve the problem.                
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     Response to: D2856.093     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The validity of EPA's cost estimates depends upon whether the SAIC cost    
     estimates are reasonably accurate.  In order to assess the accuracy of the 
     SAIC analysis, the Coalition reviewed several of the plant-specific cost   
     evaluations performed by SAIC that concerned facilities owned and operated 
     by Coalition members.  Based upon its review, which is summarized below,   
     the Coalition has concluded that SAIC's cost analysis substantially        
     underestimates facility compliance costs.  In some cases, actual compliance
     costs are likely to be 10, 20, or even 100 times higher than the costs     
     predicted by SAIC.  As a result, the EPA cost estimates that are predicted 
     on the SAIC report are invalid; the Coalition's analysis indicates that the
     true annual compliance costs are likely to be far higher than the $80-$500 
     million range predicted by the Agency.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2856.094     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont Facility                                                            
                                                                                
     One of the dischargers assessed by SAIC was a chemical manufacturing       
     facility located in Niagara, New York, owned and operated by E.I. DuPont   
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     DeNemours & Co., Inc.  SAIC projected that to comply with the proposed     
     Guidance, DuPont would have to provide additional treatment (chemical      
     precipitation) for several metals at five of its six outfalls.  No         
     treatment was projected for the sixth outfall, which discharges            
     once-through cooling water (at a flow of 36 mgd, compared with a total flow
     of 17 mgd for the other five outfalls).  Based upon that treatment         
     scenario, SAIC estimated compliance expenditures of $7.3 million capital   
     costs, $1.56 million for annual operating and maintenance (O&M) and        
     monitoring costs, $1.7 million for studies, and $780,000 for residuals     
     disposal.  However, these estimates have several critical flaws:           
                                                                                
     (1) [In order to install the required treatment units, extensive changes   
     would be needed to the existing wastewater collection system, costing about
     $8 million.  SAIC has not included any portion of those costs.]            
                                                                                
     (2) [SAIC has also considered no costs for treating the plant's cooling    
     water flow that discharges through the sixth outfall, based upon its belief
     that there are no substance levels in that water that would require        
     treatment.  That belief is incorrect; levels of zinc and mercury in the    
     cooling water discharge exceed the proposed water quality criteria, and    
     would likely require control under the proposed Guidance.  The estimated   
     compliance costs, based on use of chemical precipitation, would be as      
     follows:  $11.1 million capital, $2.2 million annual O & M, and $1.4       
     million for residuals disposal.]                                           
                                                                                
     (3) [SAIC has included no costs for complying with Tier II values.  Several
     Tier II substances are present in DuPont's discharge, and are sometimes    
     found at levels that would probably require treatment under the Guidance.  
     Since these substances are organics, the metals treatment discussed above  
     will not suffice; another new treatment system (activated carbon           
     adsorption) would be required. Such a system is estimated to have a capital
     cost of $105 million, and annual O & M cost of $15 million.]               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.095     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D2719.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A.  Comment #.096 is imbedded in 
comment#.095.      
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to install the required treatment units, extensive changes would  
     be needed to the existing wastewater collection system, costing about $8   
     million.  SAIC has not included any portion of those costs.                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.096     
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     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A.  Comment #.097 is imbedded in 
comment #.095.     
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAIC has also considered no costs for treating the plant's cooling water   
     flow that discharges through the sixth outfall, based upon its belief that 
     there are no substance levels in that water that would require treatment.  
     That belief is incorrect; levels of zinc and mercury in the cooling water  
     discharge exceed the proposed water quality criteria, and would likely     
     require control under the proposed Guidance.  The estimated compliance     
     costs, based on use of chemical precipitation, would be as follows:  $11.1 
     million capital, $2.2 million annual O & M, and $1.4 million for residuals 
     disposal.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.097     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A.  Comment #.098 is imbedded in 
comment #.095.     
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAIC has included no costs for complying with Tier II values.  Several Tier
     II substances are present in DuPont's discharge, and are sometimes found at
     levels that would probably require treatment under the Guidance.  Since    
     these substances are organics, the metals treatment discussed above will   
     not suffice; another new treatment system (activated carbon adsorption)    
     would be required.  Such a system is estimated to have a capital cost of   
     $105 million, and annual O & M cost of $15 million.                        
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     Response to: D2856.098     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on the facts described above, DuPont's estimated costs to comply with
     the proposed Guidance would include about $131 million in capital          
     expenditures and $18.5 million in annual O & M expenses.  Those figures are
     18 times higher than SAIC's projected capital costs ($7.3 million) and 12  
     times higher than SAIC's estimated O & M costs ($1.56 million).            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.099     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.100
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fort Howard Facility                                                       
                                                                                
     Another discharger assessed in the SAIC report was Fort Howard             
     Corporation's paper mill located in Green Bay, Wisconsin.  SAIC projects   
     compliance costs for that facility of $2-$6 million.  That projection is   
     based on SAIC's belief that Fort Howard could comply with proposed mercury 
     and dioxin limits by conducting pollutant minimization studies, and that no
     costs would be needed to comply with proposed PCB limits.  There are       
     several critical defects in that analysis:                                 
                                                                                
     (1) [To comply with the PCB limit, EPA suggests that Fort Howard could     
     simply switch to a different source of wastepaper.  However, Fort Howard   
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     has found (as documented in Fort Howard's comments on the proposed         
     Guidance) that PCB's are found in all types of wastepaper.  Therefore, the 
     only way to achieve EPA's specified goal, of eliminating PCB's from the    
     facility's wastewater, would be to switch to a zero-discharge, closed-loop 
     system.  Costs of that system are described below.]                        
                                                                                
     (2) [SAIC believes that Fort Howard could meet the dioxin limit through a  
     pollutant minimization study, for $1-$3 million.  However, the facility's  
     process does not generate any detectable dioxin; any levels present in the 
     effluent would be due to either intake water or wastepaper used by the     
     plant.  Since dioxin is found in all types and grades of wastepaper that   
     Fort Howard can use, a pollutant minimization program would not be         
     sufficient to comply with the Guidance.  Again, zero discharge is the only 
     option that would work.]                                                   
                                                                                
     (3) [As with dioxin, compliance with the mercury limit would require,      
     according to SAIC, only a pollutant minimization study, costing $1-$3      
     million.  The most probable source of the mercury is in the plant's intake 
     water or wastepaper.  There may also be de minimis amounts of mercury in   
     process chemicals used at the facility.  Due to the stringency of EPA's    
     proposed limits for mercury, the National Council of the Pulp and Paper    
     Industry for Air and Stream Improvement ("NCASI") has determined that      
     de-inking facilities such as the Fort Howard plant could not meet EPA's    
     limit even with state-of-the-art wastewater treatment.  Zero discharge     
     would be necessary.]                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.100     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.101
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A.  Comment #.101 is imbedded in 
comment #.100.     
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To comply with the PCB limit, EPA suggests that Fort Howard could simply   
     switch to a different source of wastepaper.  However, Fort Howard has found
     (as documented in Fort Howard's comments on the proposed Guidance) that    
     PCB's are found in all types of wastepaper.  Therefore, the only way to    
     achieve EPA's specified goal, of eliminating PCB's from the facility's     
     wastewater, would be to switch to a zero-discharge, closed-loop system.    
     Costs of that system are described below.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2856.101     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A.  Comment #.102 is imbedded in 
comment #.100.     
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAIC believes that Fort Howard could meet the dioxin limit through a       
     pollutant minimization study, for $1-$3 million.  However, the facility's  
     process does not generate any detectable dioxin; any levels present in the 
     effluent would be due to either intake water or wastepaper used by the     
     plant.  Since dioxin is found in all types and grades of wastepaper that   
     Fort Howard can use, a pollutant minimization program would not be         
     sufficient to comply with the Guidance.  Again, zero discharge is the only 
     option that would work.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2856.102     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A.  Comment #.103 is imbedded in 
comment #.100.     
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As with dioxin, compliance with the mercury limit would require, according 
     to SAIC, only a pollutant minimization study, costing $1-$3 million.  The  
     most probable source of the mercury is in the plant's intake water or      
     wastepaper.  There may also be de minimis amounts of mercury in process    
     chemicals used at the facility.  Due to the stringency of EPA's proposed   
     limits for mercury, the National Council of the Pulp and Paper Industry for
     Air and Stream Improvement ("NCASI") has determined that de-inking         
     facilities such as the Fort Howard plant could not meet EPA's limit even   
     with state-of-the-art wastewater treatment.  Zero discharge would be       
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2856.103     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A.  Refer to footnote #1.              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to implement the zero-discharge option, Fort Howard would need to 
     install several stages of additional treatment to its existing secondary   
     treatment equipment, including filtration, reverse osmosis, evaporation and
     incineration.  The total cost would be $54-$78 million, which is about     
     15-40 times higher than SAIC's estimate of $2-$6 million for compliance    
     costs at the facility.(1)                                                  
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (1) SAIC has also committed basic errors in estimating costs for another   
     paper mill evaluated by the Coalition:  the James River Corporation        
     facility in Ashland County, Wisconsin. The most fundamental problem with   
     SAIC's analysis is that they have placed the facility on the wrong water   
     body.  SAIC states that the facility currently discharges to the Fox River,
     while the plant is actually located on Chequamegon Bay, some 200 miles from
     the Fox River.  It appears that SAIC has confused the Ashland Mill with    
     James River's Green Bay Mill, which does discharge to the Fox River.  As a 
     result, SAIC's cost analysis contains some data from one plant and some    
     data from the other.  In addition, SAIC has significantly underestimated   
     compliance costs for the Ashland Mill, particularly with respect to zinc   
     and copper treatment.  In developing its zinc and copper treatment costs,  
     SAIC committed several errors:  (1) it applied data from a totally         
     different industry (metal finishing), which does not show removal of metals
     to the low levels required by the Guidance; (2) it ignored two of the three
     treatment steps necessary to treat zinc and copper (precipitation and      
     sedimentation), instead focusing only on the costs of the third step       
     (filtration); and (3) it failed to consider the significant costs for      
     disposal of sludge generated from metals removal.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.104     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAIC also assessed a coal-fired powerplant located in Port Washington,     
     Wisconsin, owned and operated by Wisconsin Electric Power Company.  SAIC   
     concluded that a limit would be necessary for mercury, and that to comply, 
     the facility would need only to conduct a waste minimization study, costing
     $180,000-$330,000.                                                         
                                                                                
     SAIC's analysis for the Port Washington powerplant does not consider two   
     basic facts:  (1) mercury levels in intake water are often well above EPA's
     proposed criterion for mercury; and (2) trace levels of metals, including  
     mercury, may be found in fossil fuels such as coal.  Given EPA's           
     restrictive intake credit proposal, and the possible presence of mercury in
     the coal supply, it is unlikely that a coal-fired powerplant such as Port  
     Washington would be able to obtan intake credits for mercury under the     
     Guidance.  Therefore, if a mercury limit is imposed, the plant would be    
     held responsible to treat any mercury present in its intake water or in    
     coal pile runoff (or other water that comes into contact with coal or coal 
     ash).  As documented in a study by the ENSR consulting firm, Regulatory    
     Impact Analysis of the Draft Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative for the  
     Electric Utility Industry (July 1993), wastewater treatment costs for      
     mercury at a coal-fired powerplant like Port Washington would be about $20 
     million in capital costs alone.  That is about 100 times higher than SAIC's
     estimated compliance costs ($180,000-$334,000).                            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.105     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2856.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments from Appendix A                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAIC cost report was the primary basis for EPA's estimate of compliance
     costs for its proposed Guidance.  Based on its review of only three of the 
     plants assessed by SAIC, the Coalition found that the SAIC report contained
     underestimates of compliance costs ranging from 12-18 times too low to 100 
     times too low.  On a dollar basis, the amount by which SAIC underestimated 
     costs for those three plants totals over $200 million.  It is probable that
     similar underestimates would be found in SAIC's cost analysis of other     
     plants, particularly given the report's undue and unsupported reliance on  
     inexpensive "pollutant minimization studies" when additional treatment     
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     systems are probably required, and SAIC's failure to consider compliance   
     costs for cooling water and for Tier II-based limits.  It is clear, then,  
     that EPA has greatly underestimated Guidance compliance costs, which are   
     likely to be many times greater than EPA's estimate.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.106     
     
     Please see the response to comment number D2856.095.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2856.107
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix B.  Refer to footnote #1.                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's interpretation of the term "consistent with" is squarely inconsistent
     with the Critical Programs Act, as well as with the Congressional intent in
     enacting that statute.  Congress did not intend to require the Great Lakes 
     states each to enact mirror images of EPA's guidance.   Rather, Congress   
     intended for the Guidance to serve as just that:  guidance.  By requiring  
     the states to act "consistent with" the Guidance, Congress wanted to       
     promote greater consistency among the State regulatory programs, while     
     still allowing a reasonable degree of flexibility for different State      
     approaches to protecting water quality.                                    
                                                                                
     Perhaps the strongest indication of Congress's intent is provided by the   
     very language of the statute.  After all, Congress specifically chose to   
     use the words "consistent with."  If Congress had truly meant for all of   
     the States to have the same exact program, Congress could easily have      
     stated that principle explicitly.  Indeed, if Congress had wanted all of   
     the State programs to be "equal to or more stringent than" EPA's Guidance, 
     as EPA has proposed to require, Congress could easily have used those words
     instead of the term "consistent with."  Similarly, Congress could have     
     specified that the document to be issued by EPA would not be guidance, but 
     rather would be a binding rule that States would be compelled to follow.   
     However, Congress did not state its intent that way.  Rather, Congress used
     the words "consistent with," and prescribed that the EPA document was to be
     "guidance," not a binding regulation.                                      
                                                                                
     One of the most basic principles of statutory construction is that unless  
     Congress specifically indicates otherwise, words in a statute ought to be  
     given their ordinary, common meanings.  In ordinary speech, one does not   
     use the words "consistent with" when one actually means to say "equal to." 
     EPA's interpretation of "consistent with" is thus squarely at odds with    
     that term's ordinary, common meaning.  The next question to consider, then,
     is whether Congress has specifically indicated that "consistent with"      
     should be given a different meaning than in ordinary usage.  Congress has  
     given no such indication.  In fact, Congress has indicated otherwise.  The 
     House Committee Report on the Critical Programs Act states as follows:     
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                The Committee notes that States will continue to have           
                a reasonable degree of flexibility in developing water          
                quality standards, consistent with the requirements of          
                Section 303 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act.         
                                                                                
     H.Rep. No. 101-704 (1990) at 8.  That Congressional intent, that States not
     be required to implement exactly identical programs, was further supported 
     on the House floor during the debate on the Critical Programs Act, by      
     Congressman Stangeland, who was a supporter of the Act and ranking minority
     member of the relevant subcommittee.  Congressman Stangeland made the      
     following statement:                                                       
                                                                                
                The committee intends to give States as much flexibility        
                as possible in meeting the goals and requirements of            
                this legislation, the Clean Water Act, and the inter-           
                national agreement.  Each State must have the latitude          
                to establish its own water quality standards and designated     
                uses as long as those actions are consistent with legal         
                requirements and will help to achieve a uniform, basin-         
                wide approach to improve water quality.                         
                                                                                
     136 Cong. Rec. H12325-26 (Oct. 27, 1990).                                  
                                                                                
     It is true, as EPA states in its proposal, that several Congressmen        
     indicated the desire to promote uniformity in State regulatory approaches  
     towards the Great Lakes.  However, Congressman Stangeland's statement above
     indicates that the Congressmen apparently did not mean, when discussing    
     uniformity, that States should all be required to implement the same exact 
     program, the contents of which would be dictated by EPA.  While Congressman
     Stangeland mentioned a "uniform, basin-wide approach," he specified in the 
     same sentence that "[e]ach State must have the latitude to establish its   
     own water quality standards and designated uses."  Congress apparently     
     meant for EPA to establish guidance that would move the States into greater
     consistency between their various programs, but would not preclude States  
     from exercising some flexibility in formulating the programs to take       
     account of their own unique situations.                                    
                                                                                
     Congress's intent in enacting the Critical Programs Act is further         
     confirmed by reference to other environmental statutory provisions that use
     the term "consistent with."  One of those provisions is in the Clean Water 
     Act itself:  Section 303.  Under that section, the EPA must approve state  
     water quality standards if they are "consistent with" the Act.  EPA itself 
     has stated that under Section 303, "adoption of water quality standards is 
     primarily the responsibility of the States."  57 Fed. Reg. at 60857 (Dec.  
     22, 1992).  In implementing that principle, EPA has stated that States can 
     develop their water quality standards based on either EPA's own water      
     quality criteria or "other scientifically defensible methods."  40 C.F.R.  
     Section 131.11(b)(iii).(1)  Under that regulation, EPA has approved, under 
     Section 303, State water quality standards that are less stringent than the
     Agency's own water quality criteria.                                       
                                                                                
     Therefore, the Agency itself has interpreted the term "consistent with"    
     under the Clean Water Act not to mean "equal to or more stringent than."   
     That same interpretation should be applied to the Great Lakes program.  EPA
     should approve State regulations as long as they are based on              
     "scientifically defensible methods," irrespective of whether they are      
     identical to the provisions in EPA's Guidance.                             
                                                                                
     The term "consistent with" has also been used by Congress in another       
     environmental statute, the Comprehensive Environmental Response,           
     Compensation and Liability Act ("CERCLA" or "Superfund").  Section 107 of  
     CERCLA provides that a party can recover cleanup costs for a waste site    
     from certain responsible parties, if those costs are incurred "consistent  
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     with" the National Contingency Plan ("NCP").  In the most recent version of
     the NCP, issued in 1990, EPA expressly stated that a party does not have to
     comply strictly with every applicable provision of the NCP in order to meet
     the "consistent with" standard:                                            
                                                                                
                A private party response action will be considered              
                "consistent with the NCP" if the action, when evaluated         
                as a whole, is in substantial compliance with the               
                applicable requirements in paragraphs (c)(5) and (6)            
                of this section, and results in a CERCLA-quality                
                cleanup.                                                        
                                                                                
     40 C.F.R. Section 300.700(c)(3)(i)  (emphasis added).                      
                                                                                
     In adopting the "substantial compliance" standard, EPA explained that it   
     did not believe that "rigid adherence to a detailed set of procedures"     
     should be required in order to be "consistent with the NCP."  55 Fed. Reg. 
     at 8793 (Mar. 8, 1990).  That explanation stands in sharp contrast to EPA's
     statements in its Great Lakes proposal, where the Agency does interpret    
     "consistent with" to acquire "rigid adherence to a detailed set of         
     procedures."  Thus, EPA's interpretation of "consistent with" in the       
     proposed Great Lakes program is inconsistent with the Agency's own         
     interpretation of that phrase under another environmental statute, as well 
     as under Section 303 of the Clean Water Act itself.                        
                                                                                
     EPA's requirement that states adopt water quality regulations "equal to or 
     more stringent than" the EPA Great Lakes Guidance is contrary to the       
     language of the Critical Programs Act, the Congressional intent behind that
     statute, Congress' use of the term "consistent with" in other statutory    
     provisions, and the Agency's own interpretation of those other provisions. 
     Therefore, EPA should abandon its proposed interpretation of the term      
     "consistent with," and instead allow States to have a "reasonable degree of
     flexibility" in developing programs to implement the EPA Guidance.  In that
     way, EPA's program would be treated in the way Congress intended:  as      
     guidance for State efforts, rather than as a binding rule that States must 
     adopt verbatim.                                                            
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (1)  EPA's regulations also provide, in 40 C.F.R Section 131.10(c), that   
     States may set up sub-categories of a use (e.g., cold-water and warm-water 
     fisheries), and set differing criteria for each sub-category of uses, to   
     reflect their varying needs.  The proposed Guidance would prevent States   
     from making such decisions, by requiring a uniform set of criteria be      
     applied throughout the basin.  (The only exception is that there are       
     separate drinking water and non-drinking water criteria for human health.  
     However, the proposal would require that the drinking water criteria apply 
     in most areas of the basin.)  That limitation on State authority is        
     inconsistent with EPA's own regulations, as well as Section 303 of the Act.
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.107     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2585.015.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2856.108
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Also refer to footnote #1.  Comment in Appendix C.            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's proposal, Tier II values are calculated in such a manner that  
     they will likely be more stringent than the Tier I criteria that are       
     calculated later, based upon additional studies.  If a discharger is issued
     a permit limit based upon Tier II values, it should be able to later have  
     that limit modified to reflect the less stringent Tier I criterion.        
     However, a number of parties, including the SAB, have expressed concern    
     that the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act ("CWA") may    
     prevent such adjustments.  In its proposal, EPA responds to that concern,  
     stating that "EPA believes that in most cases the anti-backsliding         
     provisions of the Clean Water Act will not prevent adjustments to either   
     Tier II values or Tier I criteria."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20837.  EPA provides  
     two arguments in support of that position.  However, neither argument is   
     persuasive.  As a result, dischargers face a serious risk that             
     anti-backsliding restrictions will prevent any adjustment to permit limits 
     based upon Tier II values.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA's first argument is that under proposed Procedure 9 in the Guidance,   
     "anti-backsliding requirements do not apply to changes made in an effluent 
     limitation prior to its compliance date."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20837.  However,
     EPA does not mention that the anti-backsliding provisions of the CWA, in   
     Section 402(o), do not specify such an exception.  Therefore, the exception
     to anti-backsliding that EPA built into Procedure 9 may not have a         
     statutory basis, in which case the statute's explicit provisions limiting  
     backsliding would take precedence over EPA's regulatoy procedure.(1)  As a 
     result, it is not clear whether a discharger will be able to obtain an     
     adjustment to a Tier II-based permit limit prior to its compliance date.   
     As a practical matter, that is probably not a realistic option for most    
     dischargers anyway; under Procedure 9, dischargers will be given no more   
     than three years in which to comply with new permit limits, and it is      
     unlikely that many new Tier I criteria will be derived within that         
     three-year period, with sufficient time for the discharger to avoid having 
     to install controls needed to comply with the Tier II-based limit.         
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (1) Also, while EPA's preamble states clearly that ani-backsliding would   
     not apply before a limit's effective date, Procedure 9 is not as clear.  If
     EPA believes that this exception has a statutory basis, the Agency should  
     clearly express this exception within Procedure 9 and provide, in the      
     preamble to the final Guidance, an explanation of why the exception is     
     consistent with and authorized by Section 402(o) of the Act.               
     
     
     Response to: D2856.108     
     
     See response to: P2771.274 See response to comment D2592.049.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2856.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix C.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's second argument is that even if the Clean Water Act anti-backsliding 
     provisions do apply, they "may not" bar adjustments from Tier II-based     
     limits to Tier I-based limits.  Under the anti-backsliding provisions in   
     Section 402(o) of the CWA, water quality-based limits can be relaxed if the
     conditions in Section 402(o)(2) are met, or the requirements of Section    
     303(d)(4) are satisfied.  In particular, EPA believes that the Section     
     303(d)(4) provisions "will, in most cases, provide the flexibility needed  
     for permit authorities to issue permits reflecting adjustments in Tier I or
     II numbers."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20837.  The Coalition believes that EPA is   
     too sanguine in its view of how successfully Section 303(d)(4) will        
     function in the Tier II context.                                           
                                                                                
     Section 303(d)(4) has two separate provisions.  Section 303(d)(4)(A) allows
     for issuance of a revised, less stringent water quality-based effluent     
     limit in a permit for discharges into a non-attained water, if two         
     conditions are satisfied:                                                  
                                                                                
     (1) the existing permit limit was based on a TMDL or other WLA established 
     under Section 303 of the Act; and                                          
                                                                                
     (2) attainment of water quality standards is assured, or the non-attained  
     use is removed.                                                            
                                                                                
     That provision would probably not be of much use in the Tier II situations 
     presented under EPA's proposal, because the second test usually could not  
     be satisfied.  Removal of designated uses, for instance, is very difficult 
     to accomplish, given EPA's antidegradation policy.  As for "assuring"      
     attainment of water quality standards, whether a discharger is subject to a
     Tier II-based limit or a Tier I-based limit will generally have little or  
     no effect on attainment of a water body.  Attainment of the water quality  
     standards established under EPA's Guidance will not be assured in most     
     cases without additional controls on significant contributors to current   
     loadings, possibly including non-point runoff, air pollution deposition,   
     and sediments.  Those controls are not likely to be imposed in the near    
     future.  As a result, we expect that it will be difficult, if not          
     impossible, for a discharger to make the showings required by Section      
     303(d)(4)(A).                                                              
                                                                                
     The second relevant provision in Section 303(d)(4), Section 303(d)(4)(B),  
     allows for the issuance of less stringent water quality-based permit limits
     for dischargers into an attained water, if the following conditions are    
     satisfied:                                                                 
                                                                                
     (1) the revised limit is consistent with the state's antidegradation       
     policy; and                                                                
                                                                                
     (2) the new limit continues to assure compliance with applicable water     
     quality standards.                                                         
                                                                                
     While a discharger may be able to meet the second test, assuring compliance
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     with water quality standards, it would be extremely difficult to meet the  
     first test, concerning antidegradation, if States are forced to adopt      
     antidegradation provisions similar to those proposed by EPA.  Those        
     provisions impose very severe restrictions on dischargers seeking to       
     increase loadings, particularly for discharges of BCC's.  As to those      
     substances, increases above existing effluent quality ("EEQ") automatically
     trigger a stringent antidegradation review.  In the Tier II context, that  
     would mean that a facility discharging at levels somewhat below its Tier II
     permit limits would be unable to seek any increase in that existing        
     discharge level without triggering an antidegradation review.              
                                                                                
     Even for non-BCC's, the antidegradation procedures would present serious   
     problems in trying to change a Tier II limit.  The trigger for a non-BCC   
     would be an increase in a permit limit; but if the permit limit is based on
     Tier II values, then a discharger seeking an adjustment to incorporate the 
     new Tier I criterion would automatically trigger the review.  Once that    
     review is triggered, the requested increase will not be allowed unless the 
     discharger passes a series of stringent tests, concerning the following    
     issues:  (1) the magnitude of the proposed increase; (2) the amount of     
     additional treatment costs needed in order to avoid that increase; (3) the 
     availability of pollution prevention alternatives; and (4) the effect on   
     social and economic development if the increase is not granted.  Unless a  
     discharger satisfies the permit authority with respect to each and every   
     one of those criteria, the proposed increase to a Tier I-based permit limit
     will not be allowed.  Given the difficulties in meeting all of these       
     conditions, it is likely that few (if any) dischargers will pass through   
     the antidegradation review and be given permission to comply with an       
     adjusted permit limit based upon Tier II criteria.  Therefore, the         
     anti-backsliding exception set forth in Section 303(d)(4)(B) does not      
     provide a realistic avenue for relief from Tier II values.                 
                                                                                
     Ultimately, then, EPA is simply wrong when it states that "in most cases", 
     dischargers subject to Tier II-based permit limits will not be prevented by
     the CWA anti-backsliding provisions from obtaining adjusted limits based on
     Tier I criteria.  Indeed, it appears that in most cases, the               
     anti-backsliding provisions will prevent such adjustments.  That is another
     good reason, in addition to the technical grounds set forth in the body of 
     these comments, for EPA not to issue Tier II values as binding regulatory  
     criteria.  Instead, the Agency, States and interested members of the       
     regulated community should work together in an accelerated research effort 
     to develop additional data on pollutants of concern, sufficient to         
     establish technically sound water quality criteria.                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.109     
     
     See responses to P2656.092 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2856.110
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix D                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Legal Arguments In Support Of Requiring Treatment Of Intake Water Are
     Invalid.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In the preamble to its proposed guidance, EPA provides a list of cases upon
     which EPA asserts that it has an established legal basis to support its    
     policy on treatment of intake water.  What EPA does not mention is that    
     some of these cases were decided against the Agency.  In fact, none of the 
     cases actually support EPA's position.                                     
                                                                                
     The most relevant case on the intake water issue is American Iron and Steel
     Institute v. EPA, 526 F.2d 1027 (3d Cir. 1975).  In that case, the Third   
     Circuit held as follows:                                                   
                                                                                
                [W]e believe that any individual point source should be         
                entitled to an adjustment in an effluent limitation             
                applicable to it if it can show that its inability to           
                meet the limitation is attributable to significant amounts      
                of pollutants in the intake waters.  Such an adjustment         
                would seem required by due process, since without it a          
                plant would be subjected to heavy penalties because of          
                circumstances beyond its control.                               
                                                                                
     526 F.2d at 1056, (emphasis added).  EPA also cites Appalachian Power Co.  
     v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976), which dealt with an attempt by EPA
     to require industry to clean polluted intake water.  The Fourth Circuit    
     rejected EPA's arguments, holding as follows:                              
                                                                                
                Industry is ... required [by the EPA regulation] to             
                treat and reduce pollutants other than those added by           
                the plant process.  This, we are of the opinion, is             
                beyond the scope of EPA's authority.                            
                                                                                
     545 F.2d at 1377.                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA also cites other cases in support of its position, but misstates what  
     they legally stand for, thus lending even less credence to EPA's claim of  
     legal authority to support the intake water treatment requirements.        
                                                                                
     For example, EPA cites NWF v. Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580 (6th Cir.  
     1988), but fails to mention that the Sixth Circuit held that "movement of  
     pollutants already in the water is not an `addition' of pollutants to      
     navigable waters of the United States," 862 F.2d at 581, and is therefore  
     not subject to the discharge permit requirements of the Clean Water Act.   
                                                                                
     EPA claims that NWF v. Consumers Power stands for the proposition that once
     waters are removed for use in industrial operations, they lose their status
     as waters of the U.S.  That issue is, however, irrelevant to the "intake   
     credit" issue, which deals with the question of whether movement of        
     pollutants already in the water consitutes an "addition" of pollutants to  
     U.S. waters.  On that issue, the Consumer Power case states unequivocally  
     that such movement does not constitute "addition," and no permit is        
     required.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The other cases EPA cites address situations where the discharger extracted
     and redeposited sediments or other organic materials in a manner that      
     clearly adversely affected the environment where it was deposited.         
     Once-through cooling operations are simply not comparable to that          
     situation.                                                                 
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     The intake water issue as it has been handled by the courts has not been   
     resolved in EPA's favor, though the Agency implies that it has.  The cases 
     cited above support the principle, based on due process, that dischargers  
     cannot be held responsible for substances present in their intake water.   
     The EPA Guidance should implement that principle.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.110     
     
     See SID at VIII.E.5.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2856.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix D.  Refer to footnote #1.                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Exception" To The Intake Water Treatment Requirement Is Unduly      
     Restrictive.                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA attempts to address concerns regarding its intake water treatment      
     requirement by providing an "exception" to that requirement.  However, that
     provision does not satisfactorily address the substantial legal problems   
     with EPA's requirement.(1)  In the first place, EPA has no authority to    
     require treatment of intake water, so the "exception" should not be        
     necessary at all.  Moreover, several of the provisions in the "exception"  
     impose conditions on its use that EPA is not authorized to require.  For   
     example, EPA would totally disqualify a discharger from receiving any      
     "intake credit" at all if it adds any amount of a substance, no matter how 
     small, to the levels already present in its intake water.  Moreover, this  
     disqualification would apply even if the discharger removes what it added, 
     in its treatment system, before discharge at its permitted outfall.  To    
     restrict the "exception" still further, EPA would disqualify a discharger  
     if the discharge point is located on a different water body than the       
     plant's intake, even if the discharger takes in water from a river and     
     dischargers it to the lake into which the river runs.  There is no legal   
     basis for these restrictions.  The Clean Water Act and the court decisions 
     are clear:  dischargers should not be held responsible for materials that  
     do not come from their operations.  EPA's proposed "exception" is not      
     consistent with that principle.                                            
                                                                                
     [In order to adequately implement the principle cited above, EPA needs to  
     eliminate the requirement that dischargers treat substances present in     
     their intake water.  Instead, the EPA Guidance should implement the        
     following criteria:                                                        
                                                                                
     (1) If a discharger does not add any significant amount to the level of a  
     substance already present in its intake water, there should be no permit   
     limit issued for that substance.                                           
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     (2) If a discharge uses intake water containing a substance, adds some     
     amount of that substance, adds some amount of that substance from its      
     process, then treats the effluent to low levels that will have no          
     significant impact on the receiving stream, the discharger should be issued
     a permit limit that is equal to the background level found in the receiving
     stream.(2)                                                                 
                                                                                
     These provisions would ensure, consistent with the Clean Water Act, that   
     dischargers are not held responsible for substances that are present in    
     their intake water.]                                                       
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (1) There are also substantial technical problems with EPA's "exception,"  
     which as a practical matter would severely restrict its availability to    
     dischargers.  Those problems are discussed in the body of these comments.  
                                                                                
     (2)  To quantitatively compare effluent concentrations to intake water or  
     receiving stream concentrations for those dischargers that may add         
     substances from their processes prior to treatment, is consistent with the 
     Clean Water Act, past EPA policy and judicial interpretations.  In the     
     dam-related context, as discussed in the Consumers Power case, EPA had to  
     define "addition" in qualitative terms to be consistent with the           
     Congressional intent that dams not be required to obtain NPDES permits.    
     Since dam-induced discharges clearly cause water quality changes, and the  
     substances of concern are not found in their intake waters, EPA could not  
     simply define "addition" in quantitative terms.  In other words, the Agency
     looked into the industrial process to distinguish the source of the        
     substances when determining whether their release was an addition to       
     navigable waters.  A quantitative assessment, however, is necessary for    
     those dischargers who may add substances to those already in their intake  
     water.  In addition, such a provision is consistent with current EPA       
     regulations, which provide that a discharge of concentrations of substances
     below levels found in the receiving stream (based on a quantitative        
     comparison) would not cause, or have the reasonable potential to cause, an 
     exceedance of a water quality standard, and therefore does not need a      
     permit limit.  (The legal basis for the quantitative approach to intake    
     credits is discussed in more detail in the comments being filed by Fort    
     Howard Paper Company and by the American Forest and Paper Association.)    
     
     
     Response to: D2856.111     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3.-7, especially section VIII.E.5.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2856.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix D.  Comment #.112 is imbedded in comment 
#.111.  Refer 
          to footnote #2.                                                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In order to adequately implement the principle cited above, EPA needs to   
     eliminate the requirement that dischargers treat substances present in     
     their intake water.  Instead, the EPA Guidance should implement the        
     following criteria:                                                        
                                                                                
     (1)  If a discharger does not add any significant amount to the level of a 
     substance already present in its intake water, there should be no permit   
     limit issued for that substance.                                           
                                                                                
     (2)  If a discharge uses intake water containing a substance, adds some    
     amount of that substance from its process, then treats the effluent to low 
     levels that will have no significant impact on the receiving stream, the   
     discharger should be issued a permit limit that is equal to the background 
     level found in the receiving stream.(2)                                    
                                                                                
     These provisions would ensure, consistent with the Clean Water Act, that   
     dischargers are not held responsible for substances that are present in    
     their intake water.                                                        
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (2) To quantitatively compare effluent concentrations to intake water or   
     receiving stream concentrations for those dischargers that may add         
     substances from their processes prior to treatment, is consistent with the 
     Clean Water Act, past EPA policy and judicial interpretations.  In the     
     dam-related context, as discussed in the Consumers Power case, EPA had to  
     define "addition" in qualitative terms to be consistent with the           
     Congressional intent that dams not be required to obtain NPDES permits.    
     Since dam-induced discharges clearly cause water quality changes, and the  
     substances of concern are not found in their intake waters, EPA could not  
     simply define "addition" in quantitative terms.  In other words, the Agency
     looked into the industrial process to distinguish the source of the        
     substances when determining whether their release was an addition to       
     navigable waters.  A quantitative assessment, however, is necessary for    
     those dischargers who may add substances to those already in their intake  
     water.  In addition, such a provision is consistent with current EPA       
     regulations, which provide that a discharge of concentrations of substances
     below levels found in the receiving stream (based on a quantitative        
     comparison) would not cause, or have the reasonable potential to cause, an 
     exceedance of a water quality standard, and therefore does not need a      
     permit limit.  (The legal basis for the quantitative approach to intake    
     credits is discussed in more detail in the comments being filed by Fort    
     Howard Paper Company and by the American Forest and Paper Association.)    
     
     
     Response to: D2856.112     
     
     The issues raised by this comment are addressed in the SID at Section      
     VIII.E.3-7 and in response to other comments on various aspects of intake  
     credits.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix E                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal regarding issuance and enforcement of permit limits below   
     quanitification has three serious legal problems:  [(1) issuance of permit 
     limits that specify pollutant levels that cannot be accurately quantified  
     violates due process;]  [(2) EPA's requirement that dischargers institute  
     pollutant minimization programs ("PMPs") goes beyond the Agency's          
     regulatory authority under the Clean Water Act;] and [(3) EPA's PMP        
     requirement violates the Agency's own regulatory guidance, by ignoring the 
     role of wastewater treatment systems in reducing pollutant discharge       
     levels.]  These three issues are discussed in more detail below.           
     
     
     Response to: D2856.113     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix E.  Comment #.114 is imbedded in comment 
#.113.        
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1) issuance of permit limits that specify pollutant levels that cannot be 
     accurately quantified violates due process;                                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.114     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: D2856.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix E.  Comment #.115 is imbedded in comment 
#.113.        
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) EPA's requirement that dischargers institute pollutant minimization    
     programs ("PMPs") goes beyond the Agency's regulatory authority under the  
     Clean Water Act;                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2856.115     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment in Appendix E.  Comment #.116 is imbedded in comment 
#.113.        
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) EPA's PMP requirement violates the Agency's own regulatory guidance, by
     ignoring the role of wastewater treatment systems in reducing pollutant    
     discharge levels.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.116     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.117
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due Process Problems With Below-Quantification Limits                      
                                                                                
     EPA concedes in its proposal that due to the stringency of its method for  
     calculation of permit limits, dischargers will often be faced with limits  
     so low that the compliance levels cannot be accurately measured with       
     current analytical techniques.  For that reason, EPA specifies that permits
     should include a "compliance evaluation level" ("CEL"), which is a level   
     higher than the water quality-based permit limits, to be used for measuring
     permit compliance.  Nevertheless, the below-quantification limit itself    
     must also be included in the permit.  As analytical techniques improve, it 
     may be discovered that the permittee's discharge contains levels of the    
     limited substance below the CEL but above the permit limit.  The permittee 
     would then be faced with two serious legal risks:                          
                                                                                
     [(1) EPA or a State agency, or a private party acting under the Clean Water
     Act's "citizen suit" provisions, could bring an enforcement action seeking 
     substantial penalties, claiming that regardless of the existence of the    
     CEL, the discharger is not authorized to violate the water quality-based   
     limit that has been issued in its permit.(1)]                              
                                                                                
     [(2) When the permit is next reissued, the CEL would likely be reduced to  
     the level quantifiable using the new analytical techniques, at or near the 
     water quality-based permit limit.  Since the tests with the new method     
     found discharge levels above that limit, the plant would immediately be in 
     violation of its new permit, and would need a compliance schedule in order 
     to have time to install any necessary controls.  However, because the water
     quality-based limit was in the original permit, it is not clear that the   
     discharger would be able to obtain a compliance schedule to meet that limit
     in the new permit.(2)  Therefore, the discharger could find itself in      
     violation of its new permit on a continuous basis until it determines how  
     to meet the water quality-based limit and installs any necessary controls. 
     During that period of noncompliance, EPA, a State agency or a private party
     could file an enforcement action for substantial penalties.]               
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (1) Such a claim would be inconsistent with EPA's proposal, which appears  
     to provide that the CEL is enforceable and that the below-quantification   
     limit is not enforceable.  However, we understand that other parties have  
     already disagreed with EPA's interpretation.  Moreover, EPA's              
     interpretation could change.  Therefore, the possibility of an enforcement 
     action based on the below-quantification limit cannot be discounted.       
     Moreover, even if such an action fails, the discharger would still have to 
     bear the legal costs involved in its defense, as well as the uncertainty of
     not knowing which standard to focus on for compliance purposes.            
                                                                                
     (2) It would be helpful, in addressing this concern, if EPA were to        
     provide, in its compliance schedule procedure (Procedure 9), that a        
     discharger faced with this situation should be granted a reasonable time   
     period in which to comply with the new CEL.  However, since States can     
     always be more stringent than the Guidance, EPA cannot force a State permit
     authority to grant a compliance schedule, and cannot compel that authority,
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     even if it issues, a schedule, to specify a compliance deadline that is    
     reasonable.  Therefore, revising Procedure 9 will not necessarily provide  
     the needed relief.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2856.117     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to footnote #1.  Comment #.118 is imbedded in comment 
#.117.         
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1) EPA or a State agency, or a private party acting under the Clean Water 
     Act's "citizen suit" provisions, could bring an enforcement action seeking 
     substantial penalties, claiming that regardless of the existence of the    
     CEL, the discharger is not authorized to violate the water quality-based   
     limit that has been issued in its permit.(1)                               
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (1) Such a claim would be inconsistent with EPA's proposal, which appears  
     to provide that the CEL is enforceable and that the below-quantification   
     limit is not enforceable.  However, we understand that other parties have  
     already disagreed with EPA's interpretation.  Moreover, EPA's              
     interpretation could change.  Therefore, the possibility of an enforcement 
     action based on the below-quantification limit cannot be discounted.       
     Moreover, even if such an action fails, the discharger would still have to 
     bear the legal costs involved in its defense, as well as the uncertainty of
     not knowing which standard to focus on for compliance purposes.            
     
     
     Response to: D2856.118     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to footnote #2.  Comment #.119 is imbedded in comment 
#.117.         
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) When the permit is next reissued, the CEL would likely be reduced to   
     the level quantifiable using the new analytical techniques, at or near the 
     water quality-based permit limit.  Since the tests with the new method     
     found discharge levels above that limit, the plant would immediately be in 
     violation of its new permit, and would need a compliance schedule in order 
     to have time to install any necessary controls.  However, because the water
     quality-based limit was in the original permit, it is not clear that the   
     discharger would be able to obtain a compliance schedule to meet that limit
     in the new permit.(2)  Therefore, the discharger could find itself in      
     violation of its new permit on a continuous basis until it determines how  
     to meet the water quality-based limit and installs any necessary controls. 
     During that period of noncompliance, EPA, a State agency or a private party
     could file an enforcement action for substantial penalties.                
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (2)  It would be helpful, in addressing this concern, if EPA were to       
     provide, in its compliance schedule procedure (Procedure 9), that a        
     discharger faced with this situation should be granted a reasonable time   
     period in which to comply with the new CEL.  However, since States can     
     always be more stringent than the Guidance, EPA cannot force a State permit
     authority to grant a compliance schedule, and cannot compel that authority,
     even if it issues, a schedule, to specify a compliance deadline that is    
     reasonable.  Therefore, revising Procedure 9 will not necessarily provide  
     the needed relief.                                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2856.119     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the Clean Water Act, permit violations can result in criminal        
     penalties, even if the violation is not a "knowing" act, but merely an act 
     of negligence.  Under EPA's proposed Guidance, permittees would be faced   
     with a significant risk of criminal sanctions, including jail terms, for   
     violations of standards that cannot be accurately measured.  That aspect of
     the EPA proposal raises serious due process questions.                     
                                                                                
     One of the basic principles of constitutional due process law is that      
     statutes or rules carrying criminal penalties must provide clear and       
     ascertainable standards of conduct.  A standard that violates that         
     principle is "void for vagueness."  The U.S. Supreme Court has explained   
     the vagueness principle as follows:                                        
                                                                                
                As generally stated, the void-for-vagueness doctrine            
                requires that a penal statute define the criminal               
                offense with sufficient definiteness that ordinary              
                people can understand what conduct is prohibited and            
                in a manner that does not encourage arbitrary and               
            discriminatory enforcement.                                         
                                                                                
     Kolender v. Lawson, 461 U.S. 352, 357 (1983).  This standard has been      
     applied to regulations as well as to statutes.  See, e.g., Timpinaro v.    
     Securities and Exchange Commission, 1993 U.S. App. LEXIS 20530 at *7(D.C.  
     Cir., Aug. 13, 1993) ("a vague rule `denies due process by imposing        
     standards of conduct so indeterminate that it is impossible to ascertain   
     just what will result in sanctions.'")  The policy basis for this          
     "vagueness standard" has been explained by the Supreme Court as follows:   
                                                                                
                Vague laws offend several important values.  First,             
                because we assume that man is free to steer between             
                lawful and unlawful conduct, we insist that laws give           
                the person of ordinary intelligence a reasonable                
                opportunity to know what is prohibited, so that he              
                may act accordingly.  Vague laws may trap the innocent          
                by not providing fair warning.  Second, if arbitrary            
                and discriminatory enforcement is to be prevented,              
                laws must provide explicit standards for those who              
                apply them.  Vague law impermissibly delegates basic            
                policy matters to policeman, judges, and juries for             
                resolution on an ad hoc and subjective basis, with              
                the attendant dangers of arbitrary and discriminatory           
                application.                                                    
                                                                                
     Grayned v. City of Rockford, 408 U.S. 104, 108-109 (1972) (footnotes       
     omitted).                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA's requirement that below-quantification limits must be incorporated    
     into permits fails the due process standards set forth above.  When a limit
     is set at a level that is below what can be quantified with a reasonable   
     degree of accuracy, the permittee will be faced with situations in which it
     has no idea whether the pollutant level measured in its discharge is       
     actually above, below, or equal to that limit.  Without any degree of      
     certainty as to its compliance status, the discharger has no way of        
     discerning what discharge levels it should aim for in order to make sure   
     that it does not violate the permit.  This problem can be even more severe 
     for those limits that are set so low that they are below the limit of      
     quantification and the limit of detection.  With limits that low, the      
     permittee will not even know if the pollutant is present or not with any   
     degree of certainty, let alone whether the level is in compliance with the 
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     permit limit.  Thus, the discharger has no way to determine exactly what   
     conduct is prohibited, and accordingly has no way to act to ensure that    
     such conduct is avoided.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.120     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A discharger faced with below-quantification limits, and the resulting     
     indefinite compliance status, is subject to a serious potential for        
     arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement.  As noted above, an enforcement  
     agency or private citizen could bring an action claiming that the          
     discharger is violating the below-quantification permit limit, and seek    
     substantial penalties on that basis against the discharger.  Such an action
     could also be brought, as discussed above, when analytical techniques      
     improve and the CEL is adjusted downward to the level of the water         
     quality-based limit, without the discharger having time to adjust to that  
     new compliance level.  In either case, a discharger could be liable for    
     substantial penalties for failure to comply with a limit that it had no    
     reasonable way of determining how to meet.  That risk is one that the      
     discharger should not be forced to assume, and the unquantifiable standard 
     that gives rise to that risk therefore violates due process.  The only way 
     to prevent that due process violation, as discussed in the body of these   
     comments, is to issue permit limits no lower than the practicable          
     quanitification level ("PQL"), or some other scientifically validated level
     at which discharges can reasonably be quantified.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.121     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the Coalition objects to inclusion of PMP's as an enforceable     
     requirement for dischargers with below-quantification permit limits.  EPA  
     simply has no authority to specify such a requirement under the Clean Water
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2856.122     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.123
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under Section 402 of the Clean Water Act, EPA's authority over point       
     sources is specifically restricted to regulating "addition" of pollutants  
     by those point source dischargers to waters of the U.S. EPA can specify the
     pollutant levels that are allowed in the discharges, but the Act nowhere   
     gives the Agency authority to specify what technology or what programs must
     be used in order to reach those allowable levels.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2856.123     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.124
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nor is there authority for the Agency to specify what pollutant levels a   
     discharger may produce from its manufacturing processes before sending its 
     wastewaters to a treatment system; the Agency's jurisdiction is limited to 
     the actual discharge to the waters of the U.S.  EPA's PMP approach goes    
     well beyond that jurisdiction, by requiring dischargers to implement       
     control strategies to reduce the pollutant levels in their wastestreams    
     before treatment.                                                          
                                                                                
     The legitimacy of "in-plant" control requirements has been addressed by EPA
     before.  In developing the effluent guidelines and pretreatment standards  
     for the organic chemicals, plastics and synthetic fibers ("OCPSF")         
     industry, EPA considered adopting a requirement that dischargers use       
     certain control technologies "in-plant," before sending their process      
     wastewater streams to on-site treatment systems.  When the guidelines and  
     standards were finally issued, the Agency decided not to impose in-plant   
     limits, and explained in detail the legal and practical problems in        
     adopting such an approach:                                                 
                                                                                
                First, the statute provides no explicit authority for           
                specifying technology, such as stream stripping, to control     
                wastewater discharges.  Rather, the statute calls for           
                regulation that establishes effluent limitations and            
                standards (with certain exceptions, such as best manage-        
                ment practice (BMP) requirements under section 304(e)           
                of the CWA), rather than specific management requirements.      
                Indeed, the legislative history of the Act indicates            
                that Congress did not want EPA to specify technology            
                but rather wanted EPA to allow dischargers to select            
                the means by which they would comply with effluent              
                limitations.  See, e.g., 1972 Legislaive History at             
                311, 794-95 and at 1477.                                        
                                                                                
                Another potential problem in using inplant limits under         
                the CWA is that it is inconsistent with the general             
                approach taken by EPA under the CWA of determining              
                compliance with effluent limitations at the end of pipe         
                or, at least, at the point at which no more process             
                wastewater treatment occurs.  This approach is, as              
                industry commenters have noted, consistent with the             
                general statutory scheme of controlling discharges              
                from point sources.                                             
                                                                                
     52 Fed. Reg. 42522, 42560 (Nov. 5, 1987).  The rationale expressed by the  
     Agency in that rulemaking applies equally to EPA's Great Lakes proposal.   
     In-plant requirements, such as the PMP provision proposed by EPA, are      
     simply beyond the Agency's authority under the Clean Water Act.            
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     Response to: D2856.124     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2856.125
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Inconsistency With Its Own Guidance                                  
                                                                                
     In addition to being beyond the Agency's authority, the proposed PMP       
     requirement is inconsistent with EPA's own guidance.  In support of its    
     proposal on below-quantification permits limits, EPA has cited a guidance  
     document issued in 1990, entitled "Strategy for the Regulation of          
     Discharges of PHDDs and PHDFs from Pulp and Paper Mills to Waters of the   
     United States."  However, the Agency's PMP proposal is not consistent with 
     that guidance.                                                             
                                                                                
     The 1990 guidance document discussed, in detail, recommended monitoring    
     strategies for below-quantification permit limits on dioxins and furans.   
     In discussing the possibility of imposing limits on pollutant levels in    
     internal waste streams, EPA stated as follows (at p. 20):                  
                                                                                
                Limitations on internal waste streams should only be            
                imposed where they can only be related to the calculated        
                end-of-pipe loading, accounting for demonstrated removals       
                of 2,3,7,8-TCDD by the wastewater treatment facility.           
                                                                                
     In its PMP proposal, EPA has completely ignored that restriction; by       
     requiring dischargers to move toward compliance with permit limits before  
     treatment, the Agency has specifically refused to consider "demonstrated   
     removals ... by the wastewater treatment facility."                        
                                                                                
     EPA has also disregarded another important provision in the 1990 guidance  
     (at p. 20), concerning the compliance levels that should be imposed on     
     internal waste streams:                                                    
                                                                                
                [M]onitoring of internal waste streams may require              
                establishment of a higher level at which compliance/            
                noncompliance determinations will be made (due to               
                matrix effects) than is used for final effluents.               
                                                                                
     The PMP program is directly contrary to that guidance provision; under the 
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     PMP program, discharge levels for internal waste streams are exactly equal 
     to the permit limits imposed on effluents.                                 
                                                                                
     EPA's PMP approach is unauthorized by the Clean Water Act and contrary to  
     the Agency's own regulatory guidance.  Therefore, the PMP requirement for  
     dischargers with below-quantification permit limits should be deleted from 
     the Great Lakes program.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2856.125     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2857.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2857.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2857.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,

Page 3861



$T044618.TXT
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2857.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2857.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No fish consumption advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of    
     implementing the Initiative.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2857.003     
     
     See response to comment D2859.120.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2857.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
      Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20 
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2857.004     
     
     EPA agrees that substantial improvements in the water quality of the Great 
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     Lakes have been made over the last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of 
     the SID.  EPA does not agree, however, that the GLI is not needed for the  
     reasons stated in Sections I.B and I.C of the SID.  Also, EPA believes that
     meaningful reductions in overall pollutant loadings will be achieved as a  
     result of implementation of the final Guidance as discussed in Section IX  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2857.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .005 is imbedded in .006.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2857.005     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2857.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from    
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.]                         
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     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lakes States and will make the region less competitive in the global market
     for new jobs and economic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
     
     
     Response to: D2857.006     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2857.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2857.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D2857.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit established under Tier II  
     procedures have the option of developing additional data at their expense  
     to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will likely 
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     show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it appears there
     is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit inappropriately
     derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or antidegradation  
     "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2857.008     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2857.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2857.009     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2857.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                                
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     Response to: D2857.010     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2857.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- contains 
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.    
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2857.011     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that raised in comments    
     #D2798.058 and D2584.001, which are addressed in responses to those        
     comments.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2857.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite that fact that nonpoint sources      
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no intake water quality.                                    
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     Response to: D2857.012     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment D3245L.018 and is addressed in the 
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2857.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once-through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
     costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
     
     
     Response to: D2857.013     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2857.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will only be     
     available in very limited circumstances.  This is wrong.  EPA should revise
     the GLI by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they
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     are available for permit holders.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2857.014     
     
     See response to comment D2828.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2857.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e. at less than detection level).  Significant   
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2857.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2857.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
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     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: D2857.016     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2857.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2857.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA has considered the comments and      
     concerns presented above and has addressed them in the Supplemental        
     Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of Quantification.  
     Please see section 4, Pollution Minimization Program (PMP), for a          
     discussion of the provisions and objectives of the PMP.                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2857.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .018 is imbedded in .019.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2857.018     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2857.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for  
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.]  In addition, the GLI should be       
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2857.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2857.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes    
     that will lower or degrade existing water quality by the discharge of      
     additional or new pollutants to the receiving water from existing          
     facilities or the siting of new facilities.  The GLI would significantly   
     expand the scope of the existing federal antidegradation policy and add a  
     number of new requirements.                                                
                                                                                
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2857.020     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2857.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges, returning 
     to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2857.021     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2857.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
     
     
     Response to: D2857.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2857.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     
     
     Response to: D2857.023     
     
     See response to comment D2709.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2857.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the   
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.]              
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFRs 131.12 which is more general in scope.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2857.024     
     
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
                                                                                
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2857.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal            
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small part of 
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     total loadings to the Great Lakes.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2857.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2857.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chronic effects, which are the main concern with BCCS, are dependent on    
     total loadings and water column concentrations, not the presence or absence
     of mixing zones.  Existing EPA guidance on controlling the discharge of    
     toxic pollutants to water specifically recognizes that mixing zones are    
     appropriate.  The restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the  
     scientific relationship between concentrations and exposure time with      
     respect to aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted    
     policy call, not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain        
     existing USEPA methods to determine mixing zones.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2857.026     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2857.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     dischargers of non-BCC pollutants are not scientifically defensible.  The  
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      

Page 3874



$T044618.TXT
     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2857.027     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2857.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A TMDL must address all pollutants from
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2857.028     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2857.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, the EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,      
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFS for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
                                                                                
     [The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a  
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     Biocummulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of      
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.]  BCCs are singled out for more
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2857.029     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2857.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .030 is imbedded in .029.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater that 1000 as a   
     Bioccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of      
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2857.030     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2857.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from uproven models to establish
     regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect this.    
     
     
     Response to: D2857.031     
     
     See response to comment G2688.021                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2857.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable even though
     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
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     Response to: D2857.032     
     
     See response to comment D2860.070.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2857.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used, but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI     
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: D2857.033     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2857.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria are a new development for most states and have not   
     been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the scientific community.     
     
     
     Response to: D2857.034     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2576.133 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2857.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk assessment method for  
     human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.  The human health model  
     protects individuals, not populations.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2857.035     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D2857.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife
     population in the Great Lakes basin.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2857.036     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2857.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed wildlife criteria should be replaced.  The criteria needs to  
     be redeveloped using actual field data from the Great Lakes and other      
     scientific developments so that meaningful criteria can be established.    
     
     
     Response to: D2857.037     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2857.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2857.038     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for a discussion of this issue.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2857.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2857.039     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for a discussion of this issue.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2857.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2857.040     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2857.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2857.041     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2857.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific modifications which reflect actual environmental conditions  
     should be available for all criteria and all pollutants.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2857.042     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2857.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site specific water        
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     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2857.043     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Resolution 8-16-89-1 is attached to comment document.         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLIFWC and its Lakes Committee are committed to the protection of the Great
     Lakes ecosystem, in particular, Lake Superior.  They share the goal of     
     protecting the biological, physical and chemical integrity of the Great    
     Lakes.  This commitment is evidenced by two particular Resolutions adopted 
     by GLIFWC's Board of Commissioners. The first Resolution supports the      
     principle of "zero discharge" of toxic substances in toxic amounts into    
     Lake Superior as well as the overall goal of the virtual elimination of all
     persistent toxic substances.  Resolution #8-16-89-1                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.001     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes pollution prevention practices as  
     discussed in Section I.C of the SID.  Special provisions for Lake Superior 
     have also been included in the antidegradation section (Section VII of the 
     SID) of the Guidance.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2859.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Resolution 11-24-92-3 is attached to comment document.        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second Resolution supports anti-degradation of the ceded territories,  
     opposes new or increased discharges of mercury [calls for the curtailment  
     of existing mercury emissions, and seeks the highest technical standards to
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     reduce mercury emissions].  Resolution #11-24-92-3                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.002     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2859.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .003 is imbedded in comment .002.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     calls for the curtailment of existing mercury emissions, and seeks the     
     highest technical standards to reduce mercury emissions.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.003     
     
     For information regarding EPA's basis for controlling mercury, see the     
     mercury wildlife criteria document, the mercury human health criteria      
     document, and Sections V and VI of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2859.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The entire Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative process has failed to  
     effectively integrate tribes as meaningful partners in the development of  
     the draft Guidance.  While great progress has been made in recent years    
     with respect to tribal multi-media and other environmental protection      
     programs, the Federal Government generally has failed in its trust         
     responsibility to adequately fund and assist tribes in the development of  
     environmental protection infrastructure, including necessary scientific and
     technical expertise.  This means that:                                     
                                                                                
     [Commenting on an initiative such as the draft Guidance is extremely       
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     difficult.  A broader tribal perspective of the draft Guidance may not     
     emerge until tribal environmental protection infrastructures are more      
     adequately funded and developed.  Only after that infrastructure is present
     can tribes fully review, study and assess the Guidance and its impact on   
     tribal sovereignty and on the natural resources upon which tribes rely.]   
      [Given the general level of development of tribal environmental protection
     infrastructure, it will be difficult to implement the final Guidance       
     through tribal regulations in the multitude of tribal jurisdictions around 
     the Great Lakes within the proposed two year limit.  Until the Federal     
     Government remedies and rectifies underfunded and underdeveloped tribal    
     environmental infrastructure and the resulting inability of tribes to      
     participate meaningfully in the Great Lakes Initiative process, provisions 
     as to how tribes must implement the Guidance should be held in reserve.    
     The Guidance must remain flexible and adaptable in response to further     
     tribal input as problems, concerns and issues are brought forth by tribes  
     or their agencies over time.]                                              
                                                                                
     [It is ironic that only now after the EPA has proposed a complex set of    
     regulations the EPA's Great Lakes National Program Office is initiating a  
     project designed to assess the need for tribal environmental infrastructure
     and to assist in the building of tribal capacity.  The EPA recently awarded
     GLIFWC a grant (Cooperative Agreement No. GL 995357-01-0) to assist Great  
     Lakes Indian tribes in developing plans to expand the capacity of          
     individual tribes to address environmental problems affecting Indian people
     in the Great Lakes basin.  The grant is intended specifically to identify  
     individual tribal infrastructure required to exercise tribal environmental 
     protection, management and regulatory authority within the                 
     government-to-government relationship and to participate effectively in the
     Great Lakes National Program Office activities.  The fact that the EPA has 
     not yet undertaken the effort to assess how tribes can best participate in 
     Great Lakes Environmental Protection programs underscores the need for the 
     Guidance to be flexible and adaptable in its application to Indian tribes.]
     
     
     Response to: D2859.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .005 is imbedded in comment .004.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Commenting on an initiative such as the draft Guidance is extremely        
     difficult.  A broader tribal perspective of the draft Guidance may not     
     emerge until tribal environmental protection infrastructures are more      
     adequately funded and developed.  Only after that infrastructure is present
     can tribes fully review, study and assess the Guidance and its impact on   
     tribal sovereignty and on the natural resources upon which tribes rely.    
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     Response to: D2859.005     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .006 is imbedded in comment .004.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the general level of development of tribal environmental protection  
     infrastructure, it will be difficult to implement the final Guidance       
     through tribal regulations in the multitude of tribal jurisdictions around 
     the Great Lakes within the proposed two year time limit.  Until the Federal
     Government remedies and rectifies underfunded and underdeveloped tribal    
     environmental infrastructure and the resulting inability of tribes to      
     participate meaningfully in the Great Lakes initiative process, provisions 
     as to how tribes must implement the Guidance should be held in reserve.    
     The Guidance must remain flexible and adaptable in response to further     
     tribal input as problems, concerns and issues are brought forth by tribes  
     or their agencies over time.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.006     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .007 is imbedded in comment .004.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It is ironic that only now after the EPA has proposed a complex set of     
     regulations that EPA's Great Lakes National Program Office is initiating a 
     project designed to assess the need for tribal environmental infrastructrue
     and to assist in the building of tribal capacity.  The EPA recently awarded
     GLIFWC a grant (Cooperative Agreement No. GL 995357-01-0) to assist Great  
     Lakes Indian tribes in developing plans to expand the capacity of          
     individual tribes to address environmental problems affecting Indian people
     in the Great Lakes basin.  The grant is intended specifically to identify  
     individual tribal infrastructure required to exercise tribal environmental 
     protection, management and regulatory authority within the                 
     government-to-government relationship and to participate effectively in the
     Great Lakes National Program Office activities.  The fact that the EPA has 
     not yet undertaken the effort to assess how tribes can best participate in 
     Great Lakes Environmental Protection programs underscores the need for the 
     Guidance to be flexible and adaptable in its application to Indian tribes. 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.007     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance as it relates to Indian tribes must be based upon the         
     government-to-government relationship between Indian tribes and the United 
     States.  This requires EPA to recognize tribal environmental protection    
     authority and to faithfully execute EPA's trust responsibility towards     
     Indian tribes in a way that does not infringe upon or in any way undermine 
     the cultural, social, economic, and legal rights of Indian tribes in the   
     Great Lakes basin.  This means that:                                       
                                                                                
     [From a tribal perspective, the Guidance should recognize the principle    
     that an excursion of on-reservation and ceded territory water standards by 
     any activity is an infringement on tribal sovereignty and treaty-retained  
     rights.  Among the most fundamental "values" that the Guidance must protect
     are the tribal uses and interests in the Great Lakes and its ecosystem.    
     The Chippewa lifeway, as recognized in what is commonly referred to as the 
     Voigt Case(3), depends upon clean and healthy natural resources for        
     cultural, sustenance, and economic purposes.]                              
                                                                                
     [No activity which impairs tribal uses should be permitted by the federal  
     or state governments.  In the off-reservation context, this means that the 
     hunting, fishing and gathering rights of the Chippewa tribes must be       
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     protected and any activity that would adversely impact the exercise of     
     those rights, including the addition of mass loading of toxins to the water
     column, should be prohibited.]                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.008     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .009 is imbedded in comment .008.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From a tribal perspective, the Guidance should recognize the principle that
     an excursion of on-reservation and ceded territory water standards by any  
     activity is an infringement on tribal sovereignty and treaty-retained      
     rights.  Among the most fundamental "values" that the Guidance must protect
     are the tribal uses and interests in the Great Lakes and its ecosystem.    
     The Chippewa lifeway, as recognized in what is commonly referred to as the 
     Voigt Case(3), depends upon clean and healthy natural resources for        
     cultural, sustenance, and economic purposes.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.009     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .010 is imbedded in comment .009.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     No activity which impairs tribal uses should be permitted by the federal or
     state governments.  In the off-reservation context, this means that the    
     hunting, fishing and gathering rights of the Chippewa tribes must be       
     protected and any activity that would adversely impact the exercise of     
     those rights, including the addition of mass loading of toxins to the water
     column, should be prohibited.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.010     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2859.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To best pursue the goal of protecting the biological, physical and chemical
     integrity of the Great Lakes, especially of Lake Superior, the Guidance    
     should err on the side of pollution prevention.  When options are          
     presented, the strictest alternative is preferable on the theory that an   
     ounce of prevention is worth a pound of cure.  The Lakes Committee believes
     that economic development of the Great Lakes Region does not have to be at 
     the expense of the environment.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.011     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083 and D2838.095.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2859.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniformity is a reasonable goal but should not be pursued at the expense of
     environmental protection.  While the final Guidance should seek uniformity 
     among the various jurisdictions, the overriding goal of restoring and      
     protecting the Great Lakes ecosystem must be held paramount.               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.012     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for a discussion of this issue.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2859.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes National Basin, in particular Lake Superior, should be     
     viewed as an Outstanding National Resource Waters. The EPA should take the 
     lead in this regard and declare the Great Lakes as such.  This is          
     especially important for Lake Superior, the most pristine of the Great     
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.013     
     
     See the SID, for a response to this and related issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ultimate goal of "zero discharge" and "virtual elimination" requires "a
     no data/no discharge" approach as opposed to the proposed Tier II          
     methodologies.  While the Tier II approach is a positive step, the         
     presumption must be that further pollution and degradation should be       
     avoided.                                                                   
                                                                                
     [Similarly, the notion of "no data/no discharge" should be incorporated    
     more explicitly and comprehensively in the Guidance methodologies.  For    
     example, there should be no threshold assumptions for human non-cancer     
     values.  Rather, a threshold should be proven on a case by case basis.]    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.014     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA carefully considered the "no data, no discharge" concept, but concluded
     that the proposed Tier II approach was more appropriate.  EPA believes that
     focusing data generation requirements on the 138 pollutants of initial     
     focus, together with whole effluent toxicity testing, the reasonable       
     potential procedure, and other provisions aimed at preventing future       
     problems, will address the majority of the situations.  See section II.C.2 
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2859.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/T2/C
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .015 is imbedded in comment .014.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the notion of "no data/no discharge" should be incorporated more
     explicitly and comprehensively in the Guidance methodologies.  For example,
     there should be no threshold assumptions for human non-cancer values.      
     Rather, a threshold should be proven on a case by case basis.              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.015     
     
     With regard to the comment that EPA treat all chemicals as if they are     
     nonthreshold chemicals, EPA believes the overwhelming scientific evidence  
     supports the assumption that noncancer endpoints are threshold events.     
     EPA most often assumes that noncarcinogenic and/or nonmutagenic changes    
     have a threshold, that is, a dose level below which a response is unlikely,
     because homeostatic, compensating and adaptive mechanisms in the cell      
     protect against toxic effects at levels below this threshold. Therefore, in
     EPA's judgement it would be inappropriate to assume that noncarcinogens act
     by nonthreshold mechanisms, when the overwhelming evidence suggests        
     otherwise (U.S. EPA.  1991.  General Quantitative Risk Assessment          
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     Guidelines for Noncancer Health Effects, External Review Draft.  EPA       
     Document No. ECAO-CIN-538. Feb. 1991).                                     
                                                                                
     However, EPA allows for the demonstration of nonthreshold                  
     noncarcinogenicity on a case-by-case basis.  In rare instances that this   
     type of situation is encountered, it is recommended that States and Tribes 
     confer closely with EPA prior to establishing a noncancer criterion on the 
     basis of a non-threshold effect.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  WL/METH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Averaging" as a basis for determining values and criteria generally is    
     inapproriate.  The final Guidance should protect the most sensitive species
     or human population groups.  This is particularly important to tribal      
     members who rely heavily upon the fish and other natural resources found in
     the Great Lakes basin for cultural, sustenance and economic purposes.      
     [Human health criteria should be designed to protect the populations which 
     most heavily rely on the resources in question.]                           
                                                                                
     Averaging should be avoided whenever possible.                             
                                                                                
     [When averaging is used, averages should reflect actual resource use and   
     consumption patterns, especially those of tribal members.]                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .017 is imbedded in comment .016.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Human health criteria should be designed to protect the populations which  
     most heavily rely on the resources in question.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  WL/METH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .018 is imbedded in comment .017.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When averaging is used, averages should reflect actual resource use and    
     consumption patterns, especially those of tribal members.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.018     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2859.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most restrictive standard should govern mixing zones.  Of particular   
     concern are variances that would be allowed under the implementation       
     procedures.  The final Guidance should be clear, for example, that upstream
     variances must comply with downstream standards.  Similarly, where         
     pollution or the other effects of a discharge would "migrate" between      
     areas, variances should ensure that discharges comply with the most        
     restricive standards in the areas affected by the migration.               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.019     
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     EPA agrees that downstream standards must be met.  40 CFR 122.44(d)        
     requires that NPDES permits achieve water quality standards.  This includes
     standards for downstream waters.                                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2859.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However drafted, the final Guidance will not entirely protect against two  
     of the most pernicious toxins, mercury and PCBs.  These are primarily      
     deposited in the watershed by atmospheric pathways.  Concern must be       
     focused on regulating such sources and media.  [The lesson should be       
     learned from the development of this draft Guidance regarding the need for 
     tribes to be fully able to participate as partners in this regard.  The    
     Lakes Committee urges EPA to take timely steps to ensure that tribes are   
     properly involved in the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Initiative with an    
     adequate funding base and with the proper technical assistance from the EPA
     or other federal agencies.  "Token" participation does not meet the        
     requirements of the government-to-government relationship or of the trust  
     responsibility,]                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2859.020     
     
     See responses to: F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2597.026.  In addition, EPA   
     recognizes the sovereign interests of Indian Tribes, including those in the
     Great Lakes basin.  EPA will continue to invite Indian Tribes to           
     participate in all water quality programs, and strongly encourages Tribes  
     to take part in subsequent actions to implement the final Guidance.  EPA   
     looks forward to the contributions of Indian Tribes to these programs.     
                                                                                
     Upon request, EPA will provide technical guidance and assistance concerning
     both basic water quality provisions, and provisions consistent with the    
     Guidance, to Tribes that have applied or wish to apply for approval to     
     implement water quality standards or NPDES permit programs.  See section   
     II.D.3 of the SID for a specific discussion of issues involving Indian     
     Tribes. Comment ID:  D2859.020                                             
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  In   
     addition, EPA is actively working with Great Lakes basin Tribes and Tribal 
     organizations on a number of these activities.  EPA will be taking further 
     steps to encourage and foster full outreach to and involvement of the      
     Tribes in future environmental protection activities.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2859.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .021 is imbedded in comment .020.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lesson should be learned from the development of this draft Guidance   
     regarding the need for tribes to be fully able to participate as partners  
     in this regard. The Lakes Committee urges EPA to take timely steps to      
     ensure that tribes are properly involved in the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction
     Initiative with an adequate funding base and with the proper technical     
     assistance from the EPA or other federal agencies.  "Token" participation  
     does not meet the requirements of the government-to-government relationship
     or of the trust responsibility.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.021     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While these comments are premised on scientific findings wherever possible,
     it must be noted that more traditional tribal approaches to the resource   
     base provide sound reasons for strengthening the Guidance.  [Tribal needs  
     and cultural practices result in a unique and often nonquantifiable        
     relationship with the environment not easily or frequently studied by      
     western scientific methods.  Hence there are several areas of the draft    
     Guidance that lack consideration of a tribal need for and a tribal approach
     to environmental protection.]  Some of the more obvious issues are:        
     [Exposure assumptions for fish consumption.] [Cultural considerations - not
     just commerical and recreational - in antidegradation status designation   
     and demonstrations.]  [Culturally significant aquatic life and aquatic     
     plant species such as wild rice, deserving explicit water quality standards
     protection.]  [Designated use protection for historic tribal uses and      
     purposes.]  [These considerations are particularly important when deriving 
     Tier II values from interpretive methodologies and narrative criteria.]    
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     Response to: D2859.022     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .022.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tribal needs and cultural practices result in a unique and often           
     nonquantifiable relationship with the environment not easily or frequently 
     studied by western scientific methods..  Hence there are several areas of  
     the draft Guidance that lack consideration of a tribal need for and a      
     tribal approach to environmental protection.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.023     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .024 is imbedded in comment .022.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exposure assumptions for fish consumption.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.024     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2859.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .025 is imbedded in comment .022.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cultural considerations - not just commercial and recreational - in        
     antidegradation status designation and demonstrations.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.025     
     
     The final Guidance does not preclude a State or Tribe from including other 
     components in the antidegradation demonstration the Tribe or State requires
     to support a request to lower water quality.  The final Guidance simply    
     describes the minimum considerations that must be made to comply with the  
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2859.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .026 is imbedded in comment .022.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Culturally significant aquatic life and aquatic plant species such as wild 
     rice, deserving explicit water quality standards protection.               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.026     
     
     EPA considers wild rice to be commercially important.  See the discussion  
     on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of the SID.  In      
     addition, States and Tribes retain their authority to regulate more        
     stringently, and can consider using such authority to protect "culturally  
     important" species (if they consider additional protection to be           
     necessary).                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 is imbedded in comment .022.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Designated use protection for historic tribal uses and purposes.           
     
     
     Response to: D2859.027     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "These considerations" refers to comments .024 through .027.  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These considerations are particularly important when deriving Tier II      
     values from interpretive methodologies and narrative criteria.             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.028     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2859.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The overall importance of the Great Lakes, in particular Lake Superior, to 
     Indian tribes and others requires aggressive environmental protection      
     methodologies.  The Great Lakes Fish and Wildlife Restoration Act of 1990  
     recognizes the overall importance of the Great Lakes to Indians and        
     non-Indians alike.  Among other things, Congress specifically found:  [The 
     fishery resources of the Great Lakes support recreational fisheries enjoyed
     by more than 5,000,000 million people annually and commercial fisheries    
     providing approximately 9,000 jobs.  Together, these fisheries generate    
     economic activity worth more than $4,400,000 annually to the United        
     States.]  [Protecting and restoring productive fish habitat, in part by    
     protecting water quality, is essential to the successful recovery of the   
     Grea Lakes basin fishery resources.]  [Contaminant burdens in the fish and 
     wildlife resources of the Great Lakes basin are substantial.]              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.029     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2859.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .030 is imbedded in comment .029.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fishery resources of the Great Lakes support recreational fisheries    
     enjoyed by more than 5,000,000 million poeple annually and commercial      
     fisheries providing approximately 9,000 jobs.  Together, these fisheries   
     generate economic activity worth more than $4,400,000 annually to the      
     United States.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.030     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2859.031
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .031 is imbedded in comment .029.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protecting and restoring productive fish habitat, in part by protecting    
     water quality, is essential to the successful recovery of the Great Lakes  
     basin fishery resources.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.031     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2859.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:  Comment .032 is imbedded in comment .029                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contaminant burdens in the fish and wildlife resources of the Great Lakes  
     basin are substantial.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.032     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2859.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "These findings" refers to comment .029.                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     These findings are particularly relevant to Lake Superior.  [For example,  
     the average annual yield (round weight) for Lake Superior sport, commercial
     and subsistence fisheries for 1984-1987 was over 8,250,000 pounds (Busiahn,
     1990: 2).  Important species included lake trout, salmon, walleye, lake    
     herring, lake whitefish and yellow perch (Busiahn 1990: 2; Hansen, 1990).  
     Much of this harvest is well below historic levels (Busiahn, 1990: 2-3).   
     For example, historic Lake Trout harvest levels were in excess of 4 million
     pounds (Hansen, 1990: 2).]                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.033     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2859.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .034 is imbedded in comment .033.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, the average annual yield (round weight) for Lake Superior     
     sport, commercial and subsistence fisheries for 1984-1987 was over         
     8,250,000 pounds (Busiahn, 1990: 2).  Important species included lake      
     trout, salmon, walleye, lake herring, lake whitefish and yellow perch      
     (Busiahn 1990: 2; Hansen, 1990).  Much of this harvest is well below       
     historic levels (Busiahn, 1990: 2-3).  For example, historic Lake Trout    
     harvest levels were in excess of 4 million pounds (Hansen, 1990: 2).       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.034     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2859.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Lake Superior is particularly important to Lakes Committee member tribes.  
     In particular, the Bad River, Bay Mills, Grand Portage, Keweenaw Bay and   
     Red Cliff Tribes engage in substantial commercial and subsistence fishing  
     in Lake Superior for a number of species.  Important fish species targeted 
     include lake trout (including Siscowet), walleye, lake herring, and lake   
     whitefish (Shively, Gallinat and Donofrio, 1993).                          
                                                                                
     For example, in the Michigan waters of Lake Superior that are located in   
     the territory ceded by the tribes in the Treaty of 1842, the Bad River,    
     Keweenaw Bay and Red Cliff Tribes harvested approximately 1,036,000 round  
     pounds of fish in 1992 (Shively, Gallinat and Donofrio, 1993: 4).  The     
     primary target species were Lake Whitefish (58% of this total), Siscowet   
     (19% of this total), and Lake Trout (14% of this total) (Shively, Gallinat 
     and Donofrio, 1993: 4).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.035     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2859.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .037 is imbedded in comment .036                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fish harvested by the Lakes Committee member tribes is consumed by     
     tribal members as a regular part of their diet and by others in restaurants
     and stores supplied by the tribal commercial fishery.                      
                                                                                
     [Lakes Committee member tribes also rely on Lake Superior in a number of   
     other important ways.  For example, wild rice harvested in the Lake        
     Superior basin is an important dietary staple and economic asset, as well  
     as an essential aspect of Chippewa culture.  The Bad River Tribe in        
     particular harvests substantial amounts of wild rice from the Kakagon River
     and Bad River Sloughs.]                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.036     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2859.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .037 is imbedded in comment .036.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lakes Committee member tribes also rely on Lake Superior in a number of    
     other important ways.  For example, wild rice harvested in the Lake        
     Superior basin is an important dietary staple and economic asset, as well  
     as an essential aspect of Chippewa culture.  The Bad River Tribe in        
     particular harvests substantial amounts of wild rice from the Kakagon River
     and Bad River Sloughs.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.037     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2859.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the Great Lakes importance, Canada, the United States, the Great
     Lakes States and the Lakes Committee tribes have adopted a Joint Strategic 
     Plan for the Management of Great Lakes Fisheries (Busiahn, 1990: 4)  The   
     Common Goal Statement of this plan is:  To provide fish communities, based 
     on foundations of stable self-sustaining stocks...provide from those       
     communities an optimum contribution of fish, fishing opportunities and     
     associated benefits to meet needs identified by society for:  wholesome    
     food, recreation, employment and income, and a health human environment    
     (Busiahn, 1990: 4).  [To implement this goal, particular fishery management
     objectives have been established for Lake Superior.  These include         
     restoring Lake Trout harvest to historic levels of over 4 million pounds   
     annually (Hansen, 1990: 12).]  [They also include the management of habitat
     to:  achieve a no net loss of the productive capacity of habitat supporting
     Lake Superior fisheries, restore the productive capacity of habitats       
     supporting Lake Superior fisheries; and reduce contaminants in all fish    
     species to levels below consumption advisory levels (Hansen 1990: 49).]    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.038     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2859.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .039 is imbedded in comment .038.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To implement this goal, particular fishery management objectives have been 
     established for Lake Superior.  These include restoring Lake Trout harvest 
     to historic levels of over 4 million pounds annually (Hansen, 1990: 12).   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.039     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2859.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .040 is imbedded in comment .038.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     They also include the management of habitat to:  achieve a no net loss of  
     the productive capacity of habitat supporting Lake Superior fisheries,     
     restore the productive capacity of habitats supporting Lake Superior       
     fisheries; and reduce contaminants in all fish species to levels below     
     consumption advisory levels (Hansen 1990: 49).                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.040     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.041
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "This data" refers to comment .038.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This data and information bears directly on the draft Guidance.  Guidance  
     assumptions, methodologies and resulting criteria and values must further  
     these goals and objectives to which the United States, Great Lakes States  
     and Indian tribes previously have committed.  It is because of the         
     importance and significant value of the Great Lakes that the Guidance must 
     err on the side of strict environmental protection methodologies.  In      
     addition, the Guidance must presume significant levels of Great Lakes fish 
     consumption, especially by Indians, and must protect those consumers..     
                                                                                
     Specifically, this means that:  [Ecologically, culturally, commercially and
     recreationally important species must be afforded particular protection.   
     These include:  lake trout (including siscowet), lake whitefish, walleye,  
     salmon, lake sturgeon and wild rice.]  [Regarding aquatic criteria, FAVs   
     and FRVs must be established at sufficiently low levels on a system-wide   
     basis to protect these important species and the people and other animals  
     that rely upon them.]  [Regarding BAFs and BCCs, the proposed BAF of 1000  
     is insufficient.  A BAF of 100 is preferable so that most if not all       
     pollutants are regulated as BCCs.]  [Averaging assumptions regarding fish  
     lipid values (aquatic criteria) and human fish consumption habits (human   
     health criteria) are inapproriate, and discriminate against the many       
     people, Indian and non-Indian, who regularly consume large quantities of   
     fish from the Great Lakes Basin, in particular from Lake Superior.]        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.041     
     
     For a discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance, Tribal           
     involvement of the final Guidance, and procedures for adoption of the final
     Guidance by Indian Tribes and review by EPA, see Sections I and II of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2859.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .042 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ecologically, culturally, commercially and recreationally important species
     must be afforded particular protection.  These include:  lake trout        
     (including siscowet), lake whitefish, walleye, salmon, lake sturgeon and   
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     wild rice.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.042     
     
     EPA believes that the named species would be either commercially or        
     recreationally important.  Creating a new classification for these species 
     would not increase their protection.  See the discussion on ecologically   
     important species in Section III.B.3. of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .043 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding aquatic criteria, FAVs and FRVs must be established at           
     sufficiently low levels on a system-wide basis to protect these important  
     species and the people and other animals that rely upon them.              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.043     
     
     See response to comment D2859.042.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .044 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding BAFs and BCCs, the proposed BAF of 1000 is insufficient.  A BAF  
     of 100 is preferable so that most if not all pollutants are regulated as   
     BCCs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.044     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2859.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .045 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Averaging assumptions regarding fish lipid values (aquatic criteria) and   
     human fish consumption habits (human health criteria) are inappropriate,   
     and discriminate against the many people, Indian and non-Indian, who       
     regularly consume large quantities of fish from the Great Lakes basin, in  
     particular from Lake Superior.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.045     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
                                                                                
     See section V.C.5.e. of the SID for a discussion on the fish consumption   
     rates.  See section IV.B.3. of the SID for a discussion on lipid values.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2859.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Lakes Committee assumes that the EPA will establish a consultation     
     procedure for considering comments and for developing the final Guidance.  
     It asks that the EPA provide adequate and timely information to GLIFWC     
     staff in this regard.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.046     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has expressed an interest in data showing that specific BCC does   
     not persist for at least the eight week half life specified in the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA).  However, in this section of the    
     draft Guidance, EPA states that it decided against using persistence of a  
     pollutant as a criterion for subjecting it to special regulatory treatment 
     because of lack of systematic methods for measuring persistence.  If a     
     suitable method of estimating overall half lives is to be employed to      
     eliminate a BCC from the list of pollutants deserving special attention,   
     then the same method ought to be employed to add toxic persistent chemicals
     to the list of toxins deserving special attention.  [On the other hand, if 
     such a method is incapable of being applied systematically to derive data  
     to add chemicals based on persistence (and not bioaccumulation), at a      
     minimum EPA should allow for pollutant and fate- and effect-specific       
     methods to be employed for this purpose, not just for eliminating BCCs.]   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.047     
     
     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .048 is imbedded in comment .047.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, if such a method is incapable of being applied          
     systematically to derive data to add chemicals based on persistence (and   
     not bioaccumulation), at a minimum EPA should allow for pollutant and fate-
     and effect-specific methods to be employed for this purpose, not just for  
     eliminating BCCs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2859.048     
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     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Persistence is an important factor in selecting pollutants for additional  
     pollution control. Bioaccumulation alone is an insufficient indicator of   
     toxicity.  Some pollutants do not necessarily biomagnify so significantly  
     that BAF exceeds 1000, but are nonetheless persistent and have the         
     potential to impair human health from dietary habits based on eating "low" 
     on the food chain, as compared to eating at the "top" of the aquatic life  
     food web.  [Specifically, Indians in the Great Lakes basin consume a great 
     deal of wild rice, which is relatively low on the food chain..  The Lakes  
     Committee is concerned that wild rice is a particularly sensitive species  
     to certain heavy metals, such as cadmium, nickel, chromium and aluminum.   
     For example, Clay and Oelke (1988) have demonstrated that susceptibility of
     wild rice to Bentazon, an organochlorine.  Ros, et.al. (1992), have        
     demonstrated growth impacts of heavy metals on white rice.  Clay and Oelke 
     (1988) also have shown that wild rice may be more vulnerable to heavy      
     metals in the environment than white rice.]  The draft Guidance's emphasis 
     on bioaccumulation while not accounting for persistence may not adequately 
     protect tribal wild rice consumers.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.049     
     
     EPA does not agree that highly persistent pollutants should be subject to  
     the special provisions developed for BCCs even if they are not highly      
     bioaccumulative.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this 
     issue.  Nevertheless, other provisions of the final Guidance are designed  
     to assure protection of aquatic life, and should enable States and Tribes  
     to address the concerns expressed by the commenter.  The aquatic life      
     methodology in appendix A of the final Guidance is designed to protect a   
     wide variety of aquatic species, including plants. Therefore, any wild rice
     dependent on waters of the Great Lakes System should be protected from     
     toxic effects.  Additionally, permits should also include any more         
     stringent effluent limits necessary to implement narrative water quality   
     criteria (e.g., "no toxics in toxic amounts") where appropriate.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .050 is imbedded in comment .049.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, Indians in the Great Lakes basin consume a great deal of wild
     rice, which is relatively low on the food chain.  The Lakes Committee is   
     concerned that wild rice is a particularly sensitive species to certain    
     heavy metals, such as cadmium, nickel, chromium and aluminum.  For example,
     Clay and Oelke (1988) have demonstrated the susceptibility of wild rice to 
     Bentazon, an organochlorine.  Ros, et.al. (1992), have demonstrated growth 
     impacts of heavy metals on white rice.  Clay and Oelke (1988) also have    
     shown that wild rice may be more vulnerable to heavy metals in the         
     environment than white rice.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.050     
     
     See response to comment D2859.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     persistence is, by itself, a cause for extreme concern.  The failure to    
     address persistence contravenes the goals and objectives of the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreement, which calls for an explicit focus on persistence  
     as well as bioaccumulation.  Not having a systematic method for evaluating 
     persistence does not obviate the need for a suitable method of evaluation  
     for all pollutants.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.051     
     
     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2859.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While EPA's attempt to provide consistency of regulations across regulatory
     boundaries is laudable, consistency should not be an end in and of itself. 
     When methodologies proposed in the draft Guidance would lower water quality
     standards, criteria or values below current levels, the final Guidance     
     should retain the stricter standards based on earlier methodologies.  The  
     overall goal should be increased environmental protection, not simply      
     consistency.  More specific examples and discussion follow below where     
     approriate.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.052     
     
     See Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier I criteria should be incorporated into water quality standards when   
     sufficient toxicological data exists or when the pollutant is expected to  
     interfere with designated and existing uses including tribal cultural,     
     subsistence and commercial uses.  The increased administrative burden this 
     would incur is minimal, and not necessarily any greater than that which    
     would be incurred by periodic review by EPA if such a periodic review were 
     done often enough to be meaningful.  EPA should develop a mechanism for    
     amending Tables 1-4 to include additional Tier I criteria as the need      
     develops.  [Mechanisms also are necessary for placing pollutants on a list 
     for Tier II values development, shifting a pollutant from Tier II to Tier  
     I, and/or reclassifying a pollutant if, for example, it is eventually found
     to be more toxic than a Tier II methodology otherwise has assumed.]        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.053     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D2859.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .054 is embedded in comment .053.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mechanisms also are necessary for placing pollutants on a list for Tier II 
     values development, shifting a pollutant from Tier II to Tier I, and/or    
     reclassifying a pollutant if, for example, it is eventually found to be    
     more toxic than a Tier II methodology otherwise has assumed.               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.054     
     
     See response to comment P2720.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2859.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Guidance's Tier I criteria are stricter than current standards,     
     jurisdictions should be required to adopt them as water quality standards. 
     This will ease administrative burdens once these Tier I criteria are       
     derived for TMDLs and WQBELS.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.055     
     
     EPA agrees that Tier I criteria listed in Table 5 or developed pursuant to 
     the Guidance methodologies need to be used by States in developing TMDLs   
     and water quality-based effluent limits and if they are more stringent than
     existing State criteria.  EPA does not agree that these more stringent     
     criteria necessarily need to be formally adopted in State water quality    
     standards so long as the State has adopted a procedure by which the        
     criteria are used in developing TMDLs and WQBELs.  See analysis of this    
     issue in the preamble to the proposal (58 FR 20848).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "no data/no discharge" alternative to the proposed Tier II             
     methodologies is the most appropriate to achieve the goal of increased     
     water quality.  Given the high hydraulic retention time of Great Lakes     
     waters, the current non-attainment of water quality critieria in much of   
     the Open Water Great Lakes basin, and the potential high cost of           
     remediation if a Tier II value is mistakenly calculated, "no data/no       
     discharge" is the approach most consistent with the goals and objectives of
     EPA's Great Lakes environmental protection programs.  [The best way to     
     achieve a goal of zero discharge is by thoroughly screening new, unknown   
     chemicals before their use and discharge.  "No data/no discharge" could be 
     implemented in much the same way that requirements for Tier I criterion    
     development or Tier II values are implemented.]                            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.056     
     
     See response to: D2859.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .057 is imbedded in comment .056.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The best way to achieve a goal of zero discharge is by thoroughly screening
     new, unknown chemicals before their use and discharge.  "No data/no        
     discharge" could be implemented in much the same way that requirements for 
     Tier I criterion development or Tier II values are implemented.            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.057     
     
     See response to: D2859.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compared to the "no data/no discharge" alternative, the proposed Tier II   
     methodologies fail to live up to the promise of polluton prevention and    
     zero discharge.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.058     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2859.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should avail itself of the opportunity to employ stricter regulation of
     point source discharges, especially [given continuing pollution by         
     non-point sources and atmospheric depositions,] [the lack of the draft     
     Guidance's consideration of additivity,] and [the long-term loading effects
     of polluted sediments.]  In addition [the promulgation of Tier II values   
     for the long list of pollutants identified in the draft Guidance is an     
     unnecessary fiscal, technical and administrative burden on regulatory      
     authorities.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.059     
     
     The final Guidance includes minimum criteria, methodologies, and procedures
     for the Great Lakes System to protect human health, wildlife, and aquatic  
     life.  EPA believes these provisions will in many cases result in stricter 
     point sources controls than are currently in place.  See section IV of the 
     SID and the Regulatory Impact Analysis for EPA's analysis of projected     
     effects on point source dischargers of implementing provisions consistent  
     with the final Guidance.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2859.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .060 is imbedded in comment .059.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     given continuing pollution by non-point sources and atmospheric            
     depositions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.060     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See         
     responses                                                                  
     to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See also Section I  
     of                                                                         
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2859.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .061 is imbedded in comment .059.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the lack of the draft Guidance's consideration of additivity               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.061     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 on   
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2859.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .062 is imbedded in comment .059.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the long-term loading effects of polluted sediments                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.062     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See         
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See also  
     Section I of the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .063 is imbedded in comment .059.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the promulgation of Tier II values for the long list of pollutants         
     identified in the draft Guidance is an unnecessary fiscal, technical and   
     administrative burden on regulatory authorities.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2859.063     
     
     See response to comments D2741.076 and D2587.091.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the "no data/no discharge" alternative is not implemented, Tier II      
     methodologies are superior to the ad-hoc interpretation of narrative       
     criteria on a case-by-case basis.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2859.064     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All surface waters in the Great Lakes basin should be designated "Drinking"
     water.  Any other designation is inconsistent with an ecosystem approach   
     that recognizes and strives to maintain the physical, chemical and         
     biological integrity of the entire basin.  By having two separate          
     designations, tributaries are viewed in isolation, and not as the primary  
     sources of water to the lakes themselves.  The distinction between the     
     "Drinking" and "Nondrinking" water is neither useful nor accurate, since   
     any and all water passing through the tributaries is or eventually becomes 
     "Drinking" water.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2859.065     
     
     See response to comment D2859.067.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     There should be no distinction between "Drinking" and "Nondrinking" uses   
     within the Great Lakes basin for a number of reasons.  From a tribal       
     perspective, lower water quality standards on tributaries constitute an    
     infringement on tribal uses of those tributaries.  Particular activities   
     that would thus be relegated to waters with lower standards include wild   
     rice harvesting, fishing and traditional ceremonies in whcih tribal members
     consume water directly.                                                    
                                                                                
     [Moreover, a water quality standard and permit system that is more tolerant
     of pollution on tributaries could promote industrial location on, and      
     higher pollution of, Great lakes tributaries.  This would violate an       
     ecosystem approach and ultimately degrade the true ecosystem.  Since all of
     the Great Lakes water are connected, water quality in the Open Water Great 
     Lakes would eventually "grade down" to the lowest common denominator - the 
     standards of the "Nondrinking" tributaries.]                               
                                                                                
     ["Nondrinking" designation will not promote application of consistent      
     criteria and values throughout the basin, but will allow, for example, an  
     order of magnitude difference in concentrations of benzene, methylene      
     chloride, and 2,4-Dinitrophenol in "Drinking" versus "Nondrinking" waters  
     of the basin.  The difference in classification will also allow almost an  
     order of magnitude difference in concentrations of chlorobenzene, toluene, 
     and trichloroethylene.]                                                    
                                                                                
     [In addition to rescinding the distinction between "Drinking" and          
     "Nondrinking" uses, basin-wide application of Tier I criteria and Tier II  
     values should be required regardless of any use designation that is        
     applied.]  [Unfortunately, this end will not be achieved by distinguishing 
     between "Drinking" and "Nondrinking" water.  The decision to classify      
     waters behind breakwalls as "Drinking" waters is an important one.]        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.066     
     
     See response to comment D2859.067.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .067 is imbedded in comment .066.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, a water quality standard and permit system that is more tolerant 
     of pollution on tributaries could promote industrial location on, and      
     higher pollution of, Great Lakes tributaries.  This would violate an       
     ecosystem approach and ultimately degrade the true ecosystem.  Since all of
     the Great Lakes waters are connected, water quality in the Open Water Great
     Lakes would eventually "grade down" to the lowest common denominator - the 
     standards of the "Nondrinking" tributaries.                                
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     Response to: D2859.067     
     
     Not every tributary in all areas of the Great Lakes have drinking water    
     intakes.  Some areas are exclusively recreational waters and States can    
     apply criteria to those waters to reflect those uses. As to the concern    
     about downstream uses of a stream as a drinking water source, a permit must
     ensure compliance with all applicable water quality standards, including   
     all downstream uses.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .068 is imbedded in comment .066.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Nondrinking" designation will not promote application of consistent       
     criteria and values throughout the basin, but will allow, for example, an  
     order of magnitude difference in concentrations of benzene, methylene      
     chloride, and 2,4-Dinitrophenol in "Drinking" versus "Nondrinking" waters  
     of the basin. The difference in classification will also allow almost an   
     order of magnitude difference in concentrations of chlorobenzene, toluene, 
     and trichlorethylene.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.068     
     
     See response to D2859.069                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.069
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .069 is imbedded in comment .066.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to rescinding the distinction between "Drinking" and           
     "Nondrinking" uses, basin-wide application of Tier I criteria and Tier II  
     values should be required regardless of any use designation that is        
     applied.                                                                   
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     Response to: D2859.069     
     
     The non-drinking water criteria were developed for those waterbodies where 
     States have not designated the waterbody for water supply use.  The State  
     makes the judgement regarding the uses of an individual waterbody.  For    
     example, a State may designate a water body as fishable/swimmable, but not 
     as a drinking water supply if drinking water intakes do not exist          
     (population sites are not nearby) and/or use of ambient surface water as a 
     drinking water source is unlikely.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2859.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, this end will not be achieved by distinguishing between     
     "Drinking" and "Nondrinking" water.  The decision to classify waters behind
     breakwalls as "Drinking" waters is an important one.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.070     
     
     See response to D2859.069                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2859.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A mechanism for addressing pollution during wet-weather point-source       
     discharges needs to be developed.  While it may not be desirable or cost   
     effective to design a sewer system with such tremendous excess capacity    
     that it can handle 100 year floods, EPA should devise some sort of offset  
     system such that for each hour that regulatory requirements are waived due 
     to a wet-weather event, another hour later in the same permit cycle,       
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     preferably during a low flow seasonal period, offsets the waived hour with 
     one-half (or some other appropriate fraction) of normal discharge.  The    
     goal of uniformity and consistency of standards and regulations would be   
     best served by having a specific, predetermined regulatory scheme to offset
     or control these discharges.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.071     
     
     Response to: D2859.071                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that mechanisms are needed for addressing pollution             
     during wet-weather events.  Accordingly, procedure 3.B.8 of                
     appendix F has been clarified to provide that States and Tribes            
     must consider pollution resulting from wet weather events, where           
     appropriate, when developing TMDLs.  See section II.C.7 of the             
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the "excluded pollutants" listed in table 5 generally are not      
     viewed as pollutants.  Temperature, pH, color and turbidity, for example,  
     are measures of water quality and may indicate the presence of pollutants  
     but are not pollutants themselves.  Therefore, it is difficult to require  
     application of the criteria development methodologies in Appendices A, B, C
     and D, and the implementation procedures in Appendix F for these types of  
     items.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.072     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chlorine should be subjected to the criteria development methodologies     
     required by the above-noted Appendices.  Present regulatory efforts are too
     variable and may not be as protective as the Guidance would otherwise      
     require.  The preferred approach here is to include chlorine within the    
     required criteria development methodology to ensure minimum levels of      
     environmental protection.  Including chlorine within the required Guidance 
     procedures would provide a necessary minimum level safety net.             
     Jurisdictions could vary from this minimum level of protection in a more   
     restrictive fashion if they choose to do so.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.073     
     
     See response to: P2742.161                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2859.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the Guidance would allow a permitting authority to exclude    
     certain pollutants from Guidance procedures because the methodology for    
     deriving discharge limits is not scientifically defensible.  Such          
     exclusions, if allowed, should only occur when the permitting body is      
     developing numeric water quality criteria or interpreting narrative        
     criteria, not when implementing narrative or numeric criteria in individual
     NPDES permits.  Individual NPDES permits should be an objective function of
     pre-determined numeric or narrative water quality criteria.  While it is   
     desirable to provide sufficient flexibility to permitting authorities so   
     that new scientific findings can be incorporated into the regulatory       
     process, it is essential that decisions to exclude pollutants be integrated
     into the existing system.  Hence, exclusions would fit appropriately when  
     deriving numeric or interpreting narrative criteria, but not at the permit 
     issuing (NPDES) stage.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.074     
     
     See response to: D2859.074                                                 
                                                                                

�     EPA does not agree that the scientific defensibility exclusion at         
     132.4(h) should be limited to development of criteria and values.  There   
     may be situations where use of an implementation procedure of the final    
     Guidance may not be scientifically defensible for a particular pollutant at
     a given site.  See section II.C.6 of the SID for EPA's analysis of the     
     scientific defensibility exclusion.                                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All chemicals listed in Table 6 should be regulated on the presumption that
     they are BCCs.  This better serves the goal of pollution prevention and    
     helps to overcome problems associated with the Guidance's failure to       
     adequately address or regulate the persistence of toxics.  [In addition,   
     again to err on the side of pollution prevention, the pollutants listed in 
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, Annex 10, Appendices 1 and 2, and 
     pollutants categorized as ID or IE in the categorization of toxics in Lake 
     Ontario or in the categorization of toxic substances in the Niagara River  
     should also be included in Table 6.]  [Absent a "no data/no discharge"     
     requirement, a Tier II regulatory framework for such pollutants is workable
     until Tier I numeric criteria can be quantified.  The burden of reverse    
     onus that accompanies a Tier II framework will encourage potential         
     dischargers to contribute data toward more effective regulation.]          
     
     
     Response to: D2859.075     
     
     EPA does not agree that the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance should
     be expanded to address additional chemicals.  EPA believes that the        
     definition of BCCs represents the persistent bioaccumulative chemicals of  
     most concern to the Great Lakes System.  EPA considered seriously but could
     not agree with the comments recommending that EPA add additional pollutants
     to the list of BCCs at this time.  States and Tribes may, however,         
     determine that additional pollutants satisfy the revised definition of BCCs
     in the final Guidance.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .076 is imbedded in comment .075.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 3923



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     In addition, again to err on the side of pollution prevention, the         
     pollutants listed in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, Annex 10,    
     Appendices 1 and 2, and pollutants categorized as ID or IE in the          
     categorization of toxics in Lake Ontario or in the categorization of toxic 
     substances in the Niagara River should also be included in Table 6.        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.076     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .077 is imbedded in comment .075.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Absent a "no data/no discharge" requirement, a Tier II regulatory framework
     for such pollutants is workable until Tier I numeric criteria can be       
     quantified.  The burden of reverse onus that accompanies a Tier II         
     framework will encourage potential dischargers to contribute data toward   
     more effective regulation.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.077     
     
     See response to: D2859.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.078
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BAF level of 1000 is too high and provides too little         
     protection for human health, aquatic life and wildlife.  The preferred     
     approach would be to avoid debate on the "appropriate" BAF cutoff by       
     requiring that all regulatory requirements for BCCs apply to all chemicals 
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     listed in Table 6, regardless of their BAFs.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.078     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, should a BAF cutoff be utilized, a BAF of 100 is more appropriate 
     than a BAF of 1000.  As explained in the draft Guidance, proposing a BAF of
     1000 for a BCC cutoff involves a risk management decision.  The preferred  
     approach is to avoid as much risk as possible.  (As presently drafted, the 
     Guidance allows for too much risk by not explicitly accounting for the     
     source of the toxic loadings, including unforseen accidents and            
     point-source reductions, by choosing the lowest end of the range of cancer 
     risks, by ignoring possible synergistic effects of additivity and by basing
     the BAF methodology itself on inadequate exposure assumptions for body     
     weight, fish consumption, water consumption and lipid content of fish.)    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.079     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.080
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .080 is imbedded in comment .079.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As presently drafted, the Guidance allows for too much risk by not         
     explicitly accounting for the source of the toxic loadings, including      
     unforseen accidents and point-source reductions, by choosing the lowest end
     of the range of cancer risks, by ignoring possible synergistic effects of  
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     additivity and by basing the BAF methodology itself on inadequate exposure 
     assumptions for body weight, fish consumption, water consumption and lipid 
     content of fish.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2859.080     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance allows too much environmental   
     risk.  For each provision of the Guidance, EPA selected an approach which  
     would protect human health, aquatic life, and wildlife dependant on the    
     Great Lakes System.  See sections II through VIII of the SID for EPA's     
     analysis of the choices made in developing the final Guidance and the      
     rationale for those choices.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that the final Guidance allows "too much risk" in each of the
     examples mentioned in the comment.  EPA disagrees that the final Guidance  
     does not account for the source of toxic loadings.  Rather, the TMDL       
     procedures in appendix F provide for explicit wasteload allocations and    
     load allocations to implement water quality standards.  See section VIII.C 
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.  EPA disagrees that the final 
     Guidance chooses "the lowest end of the range of cancer risks, and uses    
     inadequate exposure assumptions."  The cancer risk level and exposure      
     assumptions specified in the final Guidance, together with the provisions  
     regarding site-specific modifications, provide for a level of protection   
     that is within the range of adequate protection of human health.  See      
     sections IV, V and VIII.A of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.   
     EPA disagrees that the final Guidance ignores possible additivity effects. 
     The Guidance contains explicit provisions for additivity.  See section     
     VIII.D of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2859.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In any event, in certain circumstances non-BCCs should be regulated like   
     BCCs.  For example, in instances of a large loading from an industrial     
     accident, such as occurred in Superior, Wisconsin in June of 1992 involving
     a train derailment spilling Benzene and other aromatic concentrates in a   
     Lake Superior tributary, further discharges of those non-BCC pollutants    
     should be subjected to the BCC regulatory structure.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.081     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2859.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, site specific modifications should allow only the inclusion of
     additional pollutants as BCCs.  These modifications could follow a         
     pre-determined set of criteria that would be based on the anthropogenic and
     geomorphological history of the area under consideration.  For example,    
     after an accidental spill of any pollutant greater than a certain volume,  
     say the equivalent of one year's average loading, that pollutant could     
     automatically be subjected to the additional procedures and regulations    
     required of BCCs.  [Pollutants in local airsheds that consistently do not  
     meet air quality standards could automatically receive BCC treatment in    
     point source discharges.]  [In heavily industrialized areas that exceed a  
     certain pre-determined number of NPDES permits, all point sources could be 
     subject to BCC-type regulation for all pollutants in their effluent that   
     are listed on Table 6.]                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.082     
     
     EPA shares the commenters concern about accidental spills, intermedia      
     transfers, and heavily industrialized areas, but does not agree that the   
     definition of BCCs should be expanded to include non-highly bioaccumulative
     pollutants causing those types of problems.  As discussed in section I of  
     the SID, EPA believes that persistent, bioaccumulative toxic pollutants are
     the category of most concern in a closed ecosystem such as the Great Lakes 
     System, and should be the types of pollutants receiving special provisions 
     in the final Guidance.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2859.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:  Comment .083 is imbedded in comment 0.82.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutants in local airsheds that consistently do not meet air quality     
     standards could automatically receive BCC treatment in point source        
     discharges.                                                                
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     Response to: D2859.083     
     
     EPA believes States and Tribes are in the best position to allocate loads  
     among different sources including point and nonpoint sources.  Watershed   
     assessments, or TMDLs, provide a framework for decisions on how to best    
     achieve load reductions. See Section VIII.C of the SID for further         
     discussion.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2859.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .084 is imbedded in comment .082.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In heavily industrialized areas that exceed a certain pre-determined number
     of NPDES permits, all point sources could be subject to BCC-type regulation
     for all pollutants in their effluent that are listed on Table 6.           
     
     
     Response to: D2859.084     
     
     EPA does not agree that in heavily industrialized areas that exceed a      
     certain pre-determined number of NPDES permits that all point sources could
     be subject to BCC-type regulation for all pollutants in their effluent that
     are listed on Table 6.  The regulation of such sources would be subject to 
     the determination of the resonable potential to cause an excursion above a 
     water quality standard and/or the assimilative capacity of the waterbody to
     handle the pollutant being discharged.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes Tier I criteria as the minimum water quality standards        
     necessary to protect aquatic life, and bases them on Stephan et. al.'s 1985
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     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses" ("1985 National            
     Guidelines").  In the 1985 National Guidelines, results of acute toxicity  
     studies are derived from the use of EC50s or LC50s.  Specifically, Section 
     IV.E.1. and Section IV.E.3. (Stephan et. al. 1985: 27-28) uses an EC50     
     value, though "if not available," an LC50 value is substituted.  Yet there 
     exists the potential for significant differences in pollutant              
     concentrations between EC50 and LC50 benchmarks.  The substitutability of  
     these two concentrations is not trivial:  to the extent that the Great     
     Lakes are more sensitive to toxic loadings than the average national water 
     body, and considering that EPA is interested in making the proposed        
     Guidance a national model for water quality policy, the more stringent EC50
     values should be used exclusively in deriving Tier I criteria.             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.085     
     
     EPA does not believe it is practical to require use of the EC50 in all     
     cases.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The preferred EC50 (total severe adverse effect) is infrequently available.
      EPA does not believe, in most cases, there is a significant difference    
     between the total severe adverse effect EC50 and an LC50.  Therefore, EPA  
     believes when a total severe adverse effect EC50 is not available, an LC50 
     is an adequate substitute.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should adopt the Technical Work Group's initial proposal for an        
     "ecologically important" species-specific rationale for lowering the FAV.  
     Ideally, FAVs should be based on the most sensitive aquatic species for the
     particular pollutant involved.  This may be problematic for the multitude  
     of pollutants to be regulated by the Guidance.  Nevertheless, for certain  
     species that are important for any number of reasons, the Guidance could   
     provide for lower FAVs in a systematic way.                                
                                                                                
     For example, the draft Guidance's definition of FAV allows for the lowering
     of an FAV with respect to commercially or recreationally important species 
     of the Great Lakes system.  This definition should be expanded to allow for
     the lowering of an FAV for ecologically and culturally important species,  
     as well.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.086     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The notion of "ecologically important" species or species groups is gaining
     acceptance in the scientific community and may be easily understood as an  
     extension of the concept of indicator species.  An indicator species is a  
     species that serves as a gauge for the overall health of an ecosystem.  In 
     the Great Lakes basin, species that are dependent on the functioning,      
     interconnected components of the entire ecosystem will reflect the effects 
     of environmental regulation and the overall health of the Great Lakes      
     basin.  By targeting these species for protection, the entire ecosystem    
     will be better protected.  Protecting these indicators is the essence of   
     maintaining the physical, chemical, and biological integrity of the Great  
     Lakes basin as called for in the ecosystem approach, and is the fundamental
     justification for deriving wildlife protection criteria.  [Expanding the   
     concept of ecologically important species from wildlife criteria to aquatic
     life criteria is a straightforward yet important practical advance that EPA
     should implement.]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.087     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .088 is imbedded in comment .087.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Expanding the concept of ecologically important species from wildlife      
     criteria to aquatic life criteria is a straightforward yet important       
     practical advance that EPA should implement.                               
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     Response to: D2859.088     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As to culturally important species, wild rice in particular is an aquatic  
     life species that holds deep cultural and spiritual importance to Great    
     Lakes Indian Tribes.  As one researcher has noted, tribal members view wild
     rice as a gift of the Creator (Vennum, 1988: 60).  Wild rice is associated 
     with the creation beliefs of several Great Lakes Indian tribes and still   
     provides tremendous impetus for Tribal environmental stewardship.  Many of 
     the current Great Lakes Indian reservations were chosen by Tribes in large 
     part because of their wild rice productivity (Vennum, 1988: 9-10).         
     Protecting water quality for commercially and recreationally important     
     species essentially is reifying a cultural value of a European-American    
     society.  Similarly, advocating the protection of water quality for wild   
     rice viability is simply expressing a shared value of tribal culture.      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.089     
     
     EPA considers wild rice to be commercially important.  See the discussion  
     on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of the SID.  In      
     addition, States and Tribes retain their authority to regulate more        
     stringently, and can consider using such authority to protect "culturally  
     important" species (if they consider additional protection to be           
     necessary).                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     There are a number of species that need jurisdiction-wide designation as   
     commercially, recreationally, ecologically or culturally important for the 
     purposes of lowering FAVs.  These include lake trout, walleyed pike,       
     sturgeon, whitefish, lake herring and, as already mentioned, wild rice.    
     Indians and non-Indians alike greatly depend on each of these species for  
     any number of reasons, each of which would fit a particular justification  
     for lowering an FAV.  For example, lake trout is a valued recreational     
     species as well as a valued commercial species for both Indians and        
     non-Indians.  A number of Indian tribes, including Red Cliff, Bad River,   
     Grand Portage, Bay Mills and Keweenaw Bay, derive substantial benefit from 
     lake trout, whitefish and lake herring commercial and subsistence          
     fisheries.  [The walleyed pike, for example, could easily be designated as 
     an ecologically important species.  They have been found to bioaccumulate  
     high levels of mercury, perhaps the currently most pervasive pollutant, and
     pollutants have been found not to accumulate in the fat of walleyes, but   
     rather throughout the entire body.  This demonstrates an alternative       
     mechanism of toxin uptake and, if not accounted for explicitly elsewhere,  
     should be acknowledged via lowering the FAV in establishing aquatic life   
     criteria.]  Also, walleye are an important top consumer in the aquatic life
     food chain and live both in tributaries and in the Lakes themselves.       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.090     
     
     EPA believes that the named species would be either commercially or        
     recreationally important.  Creating a new classification for these species 
     would not increase their protection.  See the discussion on ecologically   
     important species in Section III.B.3. of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2859.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .091 is imbedded in comment .090.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The walleyed pike, for example, could easily be designated as an           
     ecologically important species.  They have been found to bioaccumulate high
     levels of mercury, perhaps the currently most pervasive pollutant, and     
     pollutants have been found not to accumulate in the fat of walleyes, but   
     rather throughout the entire body.  This demonstrates an alternative       
     mechanism of toxin uptake and, if not accounted for explicitly elsewhere,  
     should be acknowledged via lowering the FAV in establishing aquatic life   
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.091     
     
     EPA agrees that walleyed pike might be an important species.  The          
     derivation of BAFs in the final guidance is not related to any one         
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     mechanism of uptake of chemicals.  The BAF methodology in the final        
     guidance specifically addresses organic chemicals and inorganic chemicals  
     separately.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLIFWC's Lakes Committee offers its assistance to work with the EPA and    
     other jurisdictions involved in addresssing system-wide FAVs for these     
     recreationally, commercially, ecologically and culturally important        
     species.  The protection of the species should not be shrugged off simply  
     because discussions in the Technical Working Group could not resolve this  
     admittedly difficult problem.  Because of the overlapping and mutual       
     interests of the multiple jurisdictions and of Indian and non-Indian       
     cultures in these species, the impetus for consensus should override any   
     countervailing impetus for disagreement.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.092     
     
     See the response to comment 2859.090.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Acute-Chronic Ratios (ACR) must exclude saltwater ACRs for the  
     Great Lakes.  Though EPA expresses a preference for the use of freshwater  
     ACRs, EPA proposes to still allow the use of saltwater ACRs.  It is not    
     scientifically defensible to use saltwater species in a basin that is      
     composed entirely of freshwater.  When deriving National water quality     
     standards and criteria, it is understandable that EPA would allow for broad
     application of methodologies.  In this case, however, the conceptual       
     impetus is to derive Great Lakes basin-specific standards and criteria for 
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     enhanced environmental protection.  By allowing for the use of saltwater   
     species in determining ACRs, EPA undermines the intent of its regulatory   
     initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.093     
     
     See response to comment P2720.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As in the case of FAVs, FCVs should be lowered on a system-wide basis for  
     recreationally, commercially, ecologically and culturally important        
     species. The justifications offered for lowering FAVS apply to lowering    
     FCVs as well.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.094     
     
     See the response to comment 2859.090.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance proposes to delete the use of FRVs in determining the   
     Criterion Continuous Concentration (CCC) for chronic exposure toxicity     
     tolerances.  The practical implications of this policy decision are an     
     order of magnitude increase in allowable concentrations of dieldrin, endrin
     and mercury as compared to current national chronic ambient water quality  
     criteria for aquatic life derived under the 1985 National Guidelines.      
     According to EPA's calculations using the proposed methodology, i.e.,      
     excluding the FRV from the CCC determination, allowable Chronic Ambient    
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     Water Quality Criteria for Aquatic Life for mercury will increase from the 
     current national CCC of 0.012 ug/L to 0.44 ug/L (see Draft Guidance, Table 
     III-2, p. 20853).  Similarly, the CCC for dieldrin will rise from 0.0019   
     ug/L to 0.056 ug/L, and for endrin from 0.0023 ug/L to 0.037 ug/L.  EPA    
     should not eliminate FRVs when determining CCCs because of the degradation 
     of water quality that will occur if FRVs are not used.                     
                                                                                
     [EPA's proposal to eliminate FRVs stems from its belief that the protection
     goals that FRVs achieve in the National Guidelines are achieved instead by 
     other mechanisms in the Guidance.  Specifically, EPA assumes that wildlife 
     protection is assured because specific wildlife protection criteria and    
     values will be generated.  Unfortunately, EPA generates Tier I criteria for
     only four pollutants for wildlife protection, and these criteria do not    
     include dieldrin, endrin, or cadmium.  When Tier I criteria are generated  
     for aquatic life but not for wildlife protection, the logic for excluding  
     FRVs does not apply and FRVs should be used.]                              
                                                                                
     [In the case of mercury, the wildlife criteria is the lowest value, hence a
     higher number derived in a Great Lakes-specific CCC based on Tier I aquatic
     life methodology would not be used.  Similarly, the human health Tier I    
     criteria for dieldrin is lower than the aquatic life criteria and therefore
     the human health criteria would be used.  Tier I criteria for endrin and   
     cadmium, however, are only generated for aquatic life protection, and, at  
     least in the case of endrin, the application of an FRV in determining a CCC
     would lower the final allowable concentration with obvious potential       
     benefits to wildlife and human health.]  [Furthermore, by not using an FRV 
     in generating Tier I aquatic life protection criteria for any pollutant    
     that could come under regulation in the future, the onus is improperly     
     shifted back to the regulatory body or impaired groups to demonstrate that 
     a pollutant is damaging human health or wildlife.]                         
                                                                                
     [Generally, conducting appropriate aquatic life toxicological experiments  
     are the cheapest and easiest to perform, and hence are performed more      
     frequently than tests for human health and wildlife protection.  Aquatic   
     life is also generally more tolerant of toxicants, as evidenced by the     
     higher concentrations allowable in aquatic life for every pollutant that   
     has been comparably tested for human health or wildlife.  In practice, more
     data for aquatic life protection will be generated and more criteria will  
     be derived.  For many pollutants, aquatic life criteria will be the only   
     applicable standard, though it will not necessarily protect wildlife       
     species or human health, which tend to be more sensitive but are also more 
     difficult to test.]                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.095     
     
     EPA believes that the criteria it is promulgating are fully protective.  In
     setting criteria, EPA considers the scientific evidence on the toxicity of 
     a pollutant.  EPA generally does not consider it appropriate or defensible 
     to adjust the derivation of a criterion so that it will match the value of 
     an older criterion.  EPA believes that there are substantial benefits in   
     eliminating the past ambiguities about which facet of the beneficial uses  
     of a water the aquatic life criteria are protecting.  Thus it believes that
     it is best to eliminate overlap between the aquatic life criteria and the  
     human health and wildlife criteria.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
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     Comment ID: D2859.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .096 is imbedded in comment .095.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to eliminate FRVs stems from its belief that the protection 
     goals that FRVs achieve in the National Guidelines are achieved instead by 
     other mechanisms in the Guidance.  Specifically, EPA assumes that wildlife 
     protection is assured because specific wildlife protection criteria and    
     values will be generated.  Unfortunately, EPA generates Tier I criteria for
     only four pollutants for wildlife protection, and these criteria do not    
     include dieldrin, endrin, or cadmium.  When Tier I criteria are generated  
     for aquatic life but not for wildlife protection, the logic for excluding  
     FRVs does not apply and FRVs should be used.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.096     
     
     The Rule requires States to develop criteria for bioconcentratable         
     contaminants, and these include dieldrin and endrin.  Cadmium, on the other
     hand, is not a bioconcentrable contaminant.  Cadmium has never had a       
     residue-based aquatic life criterion, and the decision to eliminate the FRV
     has no effect on it.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.097
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .097 is imbedded in comment .095.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of mercury, the wildlife criteria is the lowest value, hence a 
     higher number derived in a Great lakes-specific CCC based on Tier I aquatic
     life methodology would not be used.  Similarly, the human health Tier I    
     criteria for dieldrin is lower than than the aquatic life criteria and     
     therefore the human health criteria would be used.  Tier I criteria for    
     endrin and cadmium, however, are only generated for aquatic life           
     protection, and, at least in the case of endrin, the application of an FRV 
     in determining a CCC would lower the final allowable concentration with    
     obvious potential benefits to wildlife and human health.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.097     
     
     See response to comment D2859.096.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .098 is imbedded in comment .095.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, by not using an FRV in generating Tier I aquatic life         
     protection criteria for any pollutant that could come under regulation in  
     the future, the onus is improperly shifted back to the regulatory body or  
     impaired groups to demonstrate that a pollutant is damaging human health or
     wildlife.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.098     
     
     EPA believes that removing the FRV from the aquatic life criteria makes it 
     clearer and easier for regulatory bodies to establish criteria protective  
     of human health and of wildlife.  EPA believes that past regulatory        
     experience show that it is substantially easier to set forth human health  
     criteria than aquatic life criteria.  EPA also believes that submerging    
     wildlife concerns in aquatic life criteria tends to obscure the wildlife   
     issues, and may lead to a false sense of security about the protectiveness 
     of such criteria.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .099 is imbedded in comment .095.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Generally, conducting appropriate aquatic life toxicological experiments   
     are the cheapest and easiest to perform, and hence are performed more      
     frequently than tests for human health and wildlife protection.  Aquatic   
     life is also generally more tolerant of toxicants, as evidenced by the     
     higher concentrations allowable in aquatic life for every pollutant that   
     has been comparably tested for human health and wildlife.  In practice,    
     more data for aquatic life protection will be generated and more criteria  
     will be derived.  For many pollutants, aquatic life criteria will be the   
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     only applicable standard, though it will not necessarily protect wildlife  
     species or human health, which tend to be more sensitive but are also more 
     difficult to test.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.099     
     
     See response to comment D2859.098.  Note also that testing aquatic life    
     species is incapable of yielding an FRV.  Generating an FRV requires the   
     same amount of work as generating a wildlife criterion.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In deciding whether the minimum data base required for Tier II aquatic life
     criteria is adequate, the SAB is properly concerned that a single toxicity 
     test may not be adequate to protect water quality.  EPA's effort to remedy 
     this concern by requiring all available toxicity studies to be used in     
     deriving Tier II values is laudable; however, an additional scaled         
     uncertainty factor should be incorporated, and reduced as the number of    
     tests in the data base increases.                                          
                                                                                
     [An alternative and/or additional methodology for addressing the           
     uncertainty associated with having few toxicity studies for a given        
     pollutant would be to require highly sensitive species, such as Daphnids,  
     to be tested first as part of a Tier II value determination.  This would   
     target for protection the most vulnerable species and fulfill the intent of
     Tier II methodologies.  As the data base and scientific understanding of a 
     toxicant accumulate over time, other less sensitive species would be       
     incorporated in determining discharge limits, presumably easing            
     restrictions until sufficient data was generated for an appropriate Tier I 
     criteria to be derived.  The essence of this recommendation is to include  
     in the final Guidance a hierarchy of toxicity testing according to species,
     such that the most sensitive species are tested first when deriving a Tier 
     II value.  Subsequent tests would be performed in descending order of      
     species sensitivity until enough tests have been conducted for a Tier I    
     criteria determination.]                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.100     
     
     EPA does not believe that adding an uncertainty factor in addition to the  
     existing adjustment factor is warranted.  The current adjustment factor is 
     based on statistical analyses of the dataset for national criteria.  EPA   
     feels that this adjustment factor is all that is needed to ensure          
     protection of water quality (based on the data available).  Also see       
     response to comment D2859.102.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .101 is imbedded in comment .100.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An alternative and/or additional methodology for addressing the uncertainty
     associated with having few toxicity studies for a given pollutant would be 
     to require highly sensitive species, such as Daphnids, to be tested first  
     as part of a Tier II value determination.  This would target for protection
     the most vulnerable species and fulfill the intent of Tier II              
     methodologies.  As the data base and scientific understanding of a toxicant
     accumulate over time, other less sensitive species would be incorporated in
     determining discharge limits, presumably easing restrictions until         
     sufficient data was generated for an appropriate Tier I criteria to be     
     derived.  The essence of this recommendation is to include in the final    
     Guidance a hierarchy of toxicity testing according to species, such that   
     the most sensitive species are tested first when deriving a Tier II value. 
     Subsequent tests would be performed in descending order of species         
     sensitivity until enough tests have been conducted for a Tier I criteria   
     determination.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.101     
     
     See response to comment D2589.102.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance recognizes the sensitivity of the Daphnids as        
     particularly acute.  A clearly outlined set of guidelines for toxicity     
     testing that delineates the preferred species and order of incorporation in
     deriving Tier II values and Tier I criteria would be very useful.  This    
     approach is preferable to the current practice of scouring the available   
     literature to find applicable toxicity tests.  If such guidelines were     
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     established and widely disseminated, toxicity testing could be conducted on
     a more methodical basis, thus increasing the reliability of the final Tier 
     II values or Tier I criteria.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.102     
     
     It would be very difficult to set up a hierarchy of toxicity testing       
     requirements for Tier II because there is a range of sensitivities among   
     species that satisfy any one minimum data requirement and because the      
     species sensitivity varies with the pollutant under consideration.  EPA    
     believes it would be too speculative to create such a hierarchy and impose 
     it on diverse pollutants which elicit varying toxic responses.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.103
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Neither short term chronic tests nor any other shortcut methods should be  
     used in the derivation of Tier II values.  The primary reason that such    
     shortened methods should not be used is that, according to the proposed    
     Guidance, these tests will be used to derive Tier II values but will not be
     used to derive Tier I criteria.  Such tests are appropriately excluded from
     Tier I criteria determination, and as a result, do not provide short cuts  
     at all.  Instead, the Tier II tests would be in addition to tests required 
     to generate Tier I criteria.  These shortened tests would contradict the   
     intent of Tier II values, i.e., to provide not only an interim means of    
     regulating poorly understood toxicants, but also to accumulate             
     toxicological knowledge of a pollutant over time, with the goal of         
     formulating scientifically sound Tier I criteria.  Such shortcut tests     
     could be abused to generate data that allow for issuance of permits based  
     on insufficient scientific knowledge of newly emerging chemicals.          
     Especially considering the explicit probabilistic assumption of 80% added  
     protection in Tier II methodologies, this probability is far too low to    
     gamble with shortcut methods.  Perhaps if the explicit assumption was 95%  
     added protection (instead of the proposed one-in-five events where Tier II 
     values will be underprotective), the trade-offs between cost and time      
     involved in conducting chronic toxicity tests would become more            
     significant; yet under the proposed Tier II methodology, such short cuts   
     are unacceptable.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2859.103     
     
     See response to comment P2576.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the Mayer method of the "infinite LC Zero" does not predict chronic
     reproductive effects, its applicability is seriously flawed.  By not       
     considering chronic reproductive effects, some water quality standards     
     would be determined without protecting the reproduction of the base of the 
     Great Lakes food web, i.e., the aquatic life.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.104     
     
     See response to comment G2575.050.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2859.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has selected an 80th percentile in establishing adjustment factors; a  
     95th percentile for deriving Tier II values would be more appropriate.     
     Considering that EPA's stated goal is to generate values that are          
     conservative to encourage dischargers to conduct tests that fulfill Tier I 
     criteria data requirements, an 80% chance of generating a conservative     
     value is insufficient to meet this goal.  Under such a scenario, one in    
     five pollutants regulated by Tier II values could legally be present in the
     Great Lakes ecosystem in amounts toxic to aquatic life.  Of course, the    
     preferred scenario is that no pollutants be present.  Nevertheless, a 95th 
     percentile is acceptable for the purposes of encouraging tests that fulfill
     Tier I criteria data requirements.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.105     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's proposed BAF of 1000 does not provide an adequate level of  
     protection for ecologically, culturally, commercially, and recreationally  
     important species, especially those in Lake Superior relied upon by Lakes  
     Committee member tribes.  The preferred approach would be to avoid debate  
     on the "appropriate" BAF cutoff by applying all regulatory requirements for
     BCCs to all chemicals listed in Table 6, regardless of their BAFs.         
     However, should the final Guidance utilize a BAF cutoff, a BAF of 100 is   
     more appropriate than a BAF of 1000.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.106     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2859.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the significant dependence of Indians and non-Indians on Great  
     Lakes "fattier" fish, in particular lake trout, siscowet and salmon, the   
     Guidance should regulate on the presumption of higher lipid contents.  The 
     lipid content of each of these important species is above the 5% average   
     used in the draft guidance.  This would avoid the primary pitfall of what  
     might be termed the "range of species approach" proposed in the draft      
     Guidance.  An average lipid value may not sufficiently protect people who  
     consume the greatest amount of fish, especially those of particular        
     vulnerability such as children, women of child bearing years and tribal    
     members whose diets include proportionately higher amounts of these fishes 
     than most non-Indians.                                                     
                                                                                
     [The most protective and therefore the preferable approach would be to     
     establish regulations based upon the highest lipid content of a regularly  
     consumed fish species, such as siscowet which may have a lipid content of  
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     67% (Stephan, et al., 1985: 4).  A lesser protective but still a better    
     approach than that contained in the draft Guidance would be to choose a    
     lipid content value that is more representative of consumption patterns    
     involving fattier species.  This could be accomplished by using the        
     salmonid average lipid content.  However, to ensure higher protection      
     levels, two standard deviations should be added.  This would result in an  
     approximate lipid value of 13%.  The Guidance could provide for periodic   
     review and revision of this value based upon appropriate data.]            
                                                                                
     [In addition, tribal members are exposed to toxics contained in species    
     other than fish.  Basing oral exposure to toxicants solely on drinking     
     water and fish consumption does not account for the actual exposure because
     of the tribes' unique relationship with their surroundings and their       
     resulting consumption patterns.  Tribal consumption patterns include large 
     and small game, such as moose, deer, bear, waterfowl, rabbits and grouse,  
     and aquatic and terrestrial plants, such as wild rice and yellow pond lily 
     (see, e.g., USEPA, 1992: B-40, 41).]                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.107     
     
     See responses to comments D2859.108 and D2859.109.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2859.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .108 is imbedded in comment .107.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most protective and therefore the preferable approach would be to      
     establish regulations based upon the highest lipid content of a regularly  
     consumed fish species, such as siscowet which may have a lipid content of  
     67% (Stephan, et al., 1985: 4).  A lesser protective but still a better    
     approach than that contained in the draft Guidance would be to choose a    
     lipid content value that is more representative of consumption patterns    
     involving fattier species.  This could be accomplished by using the        
     salmonid average lipid content.  However, to ensure higher protection      
     levels, two standard deviations should be added.  This would result in an  
     approximate lipid value of 13%.  The Guidance could provide for periodic   
     review and revision of this value based upon appropriate data.             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.108     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment D605.059.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D2859.109
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .109 is imbedded in comment .107.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, tribal members are exposed to toxics contained in species     
     other than fish.  Basing oral exposure to toxicants solely on drinking     
     water and fish consumption does not account for the actual exposure because
     of the tribes' unique relationship with their surroundings and their       
     resulting consumption patterns.  Tribal consumption patterns include large 
     and small game, such as moose, deer, bear, waterfowl, rabbits and grouse,  
     and aquatic and terrestrial plants, such as wild rice and yellow pond lily 
     (see, e.g., USEPA, 1992: B-40, 41).                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.109     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that tribal members may be exposed to higher   
     concentrations of bioaccumulatives because of unique consumption patterns. 
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the criteria 
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.  Furthermore, regardless of what this Guidance provides,      
     Section 510 preserves the right of States (including Tribes treated as     
     States) to enforce more stringent requirements if they wish.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: D2859.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similar considerations apply here to the proposed lipid value for wildlife 
     BAFs as outlined above for human health BAFs.  Averaging should be avoided.
     However, if it is used, a lipid value should be based upon the fattier     
     fishes as adjusted by two standard deviations.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.110     
     
     In the final Guidance, the percent lipid for the actual prey species       
     consumed by the representative wildlife species is used to estimate the BAF
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     for the trophic levels at which wildlife consume.  The percent lipid is    
     based on the consumption patterns of wildlife and cross-referenced with    
     fish weight and size and appropriate percent lipid (see final TSD for      
     BAFs).  This approach is a more accurate reflection of the lipid content of
     the fish consumed by wildlife species than the approach used in the        
     proposal.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a percent lipid value for trophic level four fish  
     of 10.31 and 6.46 for trophic level three in whole fish for use in         
     determining wildlife BAFs for organic chemicals in the final Guidance.     
                                                                                
     If the commenter wants to modify the percent lipid, EPA is allowing        
     site-specific modifications of BAFs base on the procedure set forth in     
     Appendix F, Procedure 1, if there is scientific justification.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2859.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is significant variability and difficulty in predicting Food Chain   
     Multipliers (FCMs) for substances with log K(ow) values of 6.5 or greater. 
     Nevertheless, a more conservative value than the proposed value of 1 is    
     appropriate.  A "conservative standard value" of FCM = 100 is preferable to
     a default value of 1.  However, if this more protective conservative value 
     is not used, an average value of the range .1 - 100 would yield a default  
     FCM equal to 5.  In cases where chemical-specific data is unavailable, an  
     FCM=10 should be used.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.111     
     
     See reponse to comment G2630.028.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2859.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Guidance should not use an "effective FCM" for two reasons.  First, an 
     "effective FCM" will not encourage the additional data generation necessary
     to calculate a toxicant's true BAF.  If EPA wants to use BAFs (preferably  
     field derived) instead of BCFs, the use of the regular FCM (not the "back  
     calculated" FCM) in the short term will encourage field studies for the    
     more accurate and generally less conservative BAF.  [Second, it is not     
     clear that the rationale that applies to individual species' metabolism and
     resulting depuration rates applies uniformly at all trophic levels.  That  
     is, an "effective FCM" assumes that if an organism's metabolism reduces the
     true BAF of a pollutant in comparison to that predicted by a BCF times an  
     FCM, then this relationship applies on an equivalent scale on all trophic  
     levels.  The draft Guidance does not provide scientific justification for  
     this extended assumption, and appears to refute it when, in this same      
     section, it notes that the available information is not amenable to a      
     general prediction of the effect of metabolism on the magnitude of the     
     FCM.]                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.112     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has not required the use of the an       
     "effective FCM", but recognizes that it is a valid method in some          
     applications that could be used by States or Tribes to account for         
     metabolism.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2859.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .113 is imbedded in comment .112.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, it is not clear that the rationale that applies to individual      
     species' metabolism and resulting depuration rates applies uniformly at all
     trophic levels.  That is, an "effective FCM" assumes that if an organism's 
     metabolism reduces the true BAF of a pollutant in comparison to that       
     predicted by a BCF times an FCM, then this relationship applies on an      
     equivalent scale on all trophic levels.  The draft Guidance does not       
     provide scientific justification for this extended assumption, and appears 
     to refute it when, in this same section, it notes that the available       
     information is not amenable to a general prediction of the effect of       
     metabolism on the magnitude of the FCM.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.113     
     
     EPA has not incorporated an adjustment for metabolism in the derivation of 
     the FCM because the available information is not amenable to a general     
     prediction of the effect of metabolism on the magnitude of the FCM.        
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 3946



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2859.114
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance assumes that the noncancerous biological effects of     
     toxic pollutants exhibit a threshold.  That is, there is a level of the    
     pollutant below which no adverse effects on human health should be         
     observed.  However, the draft Guidance also notes that there are exceptions
     to this assumption, and that some non-cancer effects do not have a         
     threshold.  Human health and/or animal studies often are difficult,        
     expensive, and lengthy to conduct.  Demonstration of no threshold on a     
     case-by-case basis will require such studies and, until they are completed,
     values will err on the side of less protection.  By requiring a            
     demonstration that a threshold does not exist, the draft Guidance fails to 
     put the onus on dischargers to generate sufficient data for regulation.    
     The final Guidance should assume "no threshold" for both cancerous and     
     noncancerous effects and require dischargers to demonstrate that a         
     threshold exists.                                                          
                                                                                
     [The final Guidance should provide methodologies for providing no threshold
     on a case-by-case basis, especially for genotoxic teratogens and germline  
     mutagens.]                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.114     
     
     See response to D2859.015.  In addition, EPA allows for the demonstration  
     of non-threshold noncarcinogens, but it is recognized that these are       
     rarities.  Rather than encourage such demonstrations for every chemical,   
     EPA has allowed States/Tribes to make a demonstration when it appears to be
     a plausible mechanism.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2859.115
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .115 is imbedded in comment .114.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The final Guidance should provide methodologies for providing no threshold 
     on a case-by-case basis, especially for genotoxic tertogens and germline   
     mutagens.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.115     
     
     EPA has added guidance in the Technical Support Document with regard to    
     genotoxic teratogens and germline mutagens.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2859.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mean adult body weight should not be used in calculating human health      
     criteria and values.  Using a mean may result in values that do not        
     adequately protect people who weigh less than the mean.  In addition, women
     will be affected disproportionately.  According to EPA's Draft Technical   
     Support Document Methodologies for Human Health Criteria and Values Great  
     Lakes Initiative, (USEPA, 1993), most women are below the draft Guidance's 
     proposed mean of 70 kg, with women of various ages ranging in weight of    
     60.6-67.9 kilograms.                                                       
                                                                                
     [When a chemical's toxicity indicates that a specific subpopulation is     
     particularly vulnerable to exposures, the Guidance should use the body     
     weights of those most sensitive.  A mean body weight value of 70 kg will   
     rarely be adequate to protect children or fetuses, both of which are       
     particularly susceptible to certain pollutants.]                           
     
     
     Response to: D2859.116     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2859.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .117 is imbedded in comment .116.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a chemical's toxicity indicates that a specific subpopulation is      
     particularly vulnerable to exposures, the Guidance should use the body     
     weights of those most sensitive.  A mean body weight value of 70 kg will   
     rarely be adequate to protect children or fetuses, both of which are       
     particularly susceptible to certain pollutants.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.117     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2859.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance properly assumes that individuals live their entire     
     lives within the Great Lakes basin.  However, the proposed lifespan of 70  
     years is too short and, again, disproportionately affects women, who tend  
     to live longer than men.  Seventy-five years would be a more appropriate   
     value.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.118     
     
     As it would be impractical to determine whether, and how often, people     
     migrate in and out of the Great Lakes region, EPA is conservatively        
     assuming a uniform exposure to contaminants over a lifetime.  Even studies 
     which indicate that people change their residence, do not indicate how far 
     away they move.  It is, therefore, not possible to determine if their      
     exposures will change or how they may be different.  The Agency believes   
     that 70 years is appropriate as it is still a generally accepted value used
     by most risk assessors and regulatory agencies.  States and Tribes shall   
     have the flexibility to choose longer lifetime values in their criteria    
     derivations.  However, it should be noted that the assumption does not     
     influence criteria based on animal data since all lifetime animal data is  
     assumed equivalent to a human lifetime.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance's exposure assumptions related to fish consumption are  
     inappropriate and do not sufficiently protect the members of Lakes         
     Committee tribes.  The Lakes Committee acknowledges that establishing an   
     appropriate value for fish consumption is problematic and far from a       
     cut-and-dried topic.  Nevertheless, the draft Guidance's assumed 15 grams  
     of fish per day is too low as applicable to tribal members.  Notably, it is
     at the low end of EPA's assumtpions in other documents.  Therefore, this   
     assumption should be reevaluated in light of the Great Lakes fish          
     consumption patterns of certain populations, in particular tribal members. 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.119     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The central role of Lake Superior fish in tribal society cannot be         
     overemphasized.  Consuming and sharing one's catch is a fundamental        
     practice of tribal culture which, at its roots, entails living with and    
     from the earth.  If any aspect of indigenous culture may be generalized, it
     is the commonality of eating naturally occurring plants, fish and wildlife.
     This is not simply an occasional ceremonial practice, but a common         
     occurrence that gains meaning and importance with repetition.              
                                                                                
     As far back as indigenous history spans, there have been legends and       
     rituals associated with the earth's bounty.  This bounty is symbolized most
     clearly in aquatic life species.  From turtles to whales to walleyes,      
     native diets and lifestyles have heavily depended on aquatic life for      
     nutrition and other material and spiritual needs.                          
                                                                                
     Currently, a number of fish consumption advisories are in place throughout 
     the Great Lakes basin.  These advisories recommend that people limit both  
     the size and frequency of Great lakes fish that they consume.  Although    
     Indian people throughout the basin are aware of these advisories and       
     generally follow them, they are not content to do so.  They are simply     
     protecting themselves.  According to many tribal members, this is already  
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     an intolerable situation.                                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.120     
     
     Establishment of water quality criteria is clearly a step toward pollution 
     prevention in the Great Lakes Basin.  Control of other sources of exposure 
     will further reduce overall risk for those living in the Basin.  It is     
     EPA's belief that, with the implementation of the GLI criteria, there will 
     also be a reduced need for reliance on the fish advisory program.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By targeting protection of Great Lakes waters to 15 grams per day of fish  
     consumed, and combining this with other toxic exposure assumptions         
     discussed elsewhere in these comments, EPA should be concerned that safe   
     levels of consumption will not even allow for one meal per week for male   
     adults, and significantly less for women and children.                     
                                                                                
     [Averaging the frequency of fish consumption over a year or a lifetime     
     obscures traditional Indian Fish consumption patterns and resulting        
     vulnerabilities to toxicants.  Averaging the quantity of fish consumption  
     throughout the Great Lakes basin based on sport angler surveys ignores     
     Indians altogether.]  [The draft Guidance's suggestion to develop          
     site-specific criteria to allow for increased consumption is ineffective   
     for protecting fish that do not respect site-specific boundaries when      
     growing and feeding throughout a waterbody.]                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.121     
     
     EPA disagrees that developing site-specific criteria will necessarily be   
     ineffective.  Successfully developing site-specific criteria depends on    
     several factors including:  exposure assumptions that are representative of
     chronic exposure; fish surveys that are inclusive of a year-long sample;   
     and a sampling base with a sufficient number of respondents.  Site-specific
     criteria will be a requirement.  See responses to the comments on          
     site-specific guidance.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.122
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .122 is imbedded in comment .121.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Averaging the frequency of fish consumption over a year or a lifetime      
     obscures traditional Indian fish consumption patterns and resulting        
     vulnerabilities to toxicants.  Averaging the quantity of fish consumption  
     throughout the Great Lakes basin based on sport angler surveys ignores     
     Indians altogether.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.122     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.123
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .123 is imbedded in comment .122.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance's suggestion to develop site-specific criteria to allow 
     for increased consumption is ineffective for protecting fish that do not   
     respect site-specific boundaries when growing and feeding throughout a     
     waterbody.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.123     
     
     Site-specific relaxation of system-wide criteria are not allowed if they   
     would  produce off-site impairment of designated uses due to mobility of   
     biota.  To safeguard the case of developing less stringent human health    
     criteria, the State or Tribe must ensure that fish migration from the      
     waterbody in question will not lead to increased exposure to other human   
     populations.  When relaxing aquatic criteria based on site-specific        
     modifications, the sensitivity of the aquatic organism species that "occur 
     at the site" must differ from the species actually tested in developing the
     criteria.  The fish which "occur at the site" includes those which are     
     usually present at the site, those present only seasonally due to          
     migration, those present intermittently because they periodically return to
     or extend their ranges into the site, and those present at the site in the 
     past, that are not currently present at the site due to degraded           
     conditions, but are expected to return to the site when conditions improve.
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2859.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern with the draft Guidance's exposure assumptions is that they
     fail to base exposure assumptions on all possible oral pathways whether via
     fish from outside of the Great Lakes Region or from other food stuffs.     
                                                                                
     For example, the draft Guidance bases the proposed consumption value of 15 
     grams per day on regionally-caught fish only (see, e.g., USEPA, January    
     1993: 58-59).  This presumes that toxicity tests used to determine dose    
     responses to toxins distinguish betwen "local" and "imported" toxins, which
     they do not.  This also assumes away the combined health risks from        
     regionally and non-regionally caught fish.  The result is that the draft   
     Guidance underestimates cancer and non-cancer health risks from exposure to
     toxicants contained in fish.  By not accounting for exposure via           
     non-regionally caught aquatic species, risk assessment is not accurate.    
     Accordingly, the draft Guidance would not lead to water quality standards  
     based on the proper risk assessment.                                       
                                                                                
     This is especially troubling considering the probability of toxins in      
     non-regionally caught fish.  According to EPA's Mercury Health Effects     
     Update, (USEPA, 1984), tuna is a highly consumed fish species-over 21% of  
     all fish consumed in the U.S.  Tuna is noted as one of the fish species    
     that most potently bioaccumulates mercury, averaging .24 ppm concentration 
     levels (USEPA, 1984: 3-16).  Yet, the draft Guidance's proposed methodology
     to determine human health criteria ignores all regional consumption of     
     tuna.  The same can be said for all other marine species of fish and       
     shellfish, including shrimp, which is the third most popular aquatic life  
     species consumed and has an average mercury concentration level of .46 ppm 
     (USEPA, 1984: 3-16).                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.124     
     
     See response to comments G2989.003, P2771.193 and P2771.194.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     from a statistical perspective, the fish consumption value of 15 grams per 
     day is suspect.  In Mercury Health Effects Update, EPA states:  [A] rough  
     estimate can be derived by dividing the total amount of fish consumedin the
     United States...by the total number of people consuming fish...resulting in
     a value of 18.7g...However, it should be noted that considerable national  
     and individual differences must exist.  Populations largely dependent on   
     fish as a source of protein have average daily intakes of up to 193 g fresh
     weight.  Canadian Indians have been reported to take in as much as 1300    
     g/day during the fishing season.  These native populations live in villages
     close to large freshwater fishing areas and have very high intakes of      
     freshwater fish that tend to be high in the food chain, such as pike,      
     walleye and bass (USEPA, 1984: 3-17, 3-18).                                
                                                                                
     Of course, Great Lakes Indian tribes live in both the U.S. and Canada, and 
     such findings could apply equally to both tribes on the U.S. side of the   
     border.  The draft Guidance notes that among people who eat fish, Great    
     Lakes residents consume more than the national average.  To place this in  
     context, EPA has properly identified various levels of fish consumption    
     appropriate to the Great Lakes region, yet has chosen from among the       
     lowest.                                                                    
                                                                                
     [It also is useful to place the proposed 15 grams per day in the context of
     other consumption values that EPA has promulgated in various reports.      
     EPA's Exposure Factors Handbook (USEPA, 1989) recommends 30 g/day for the  
     50th percentile and 140 g/day for the 90th percentile fish consumption     
     rates for recreational anglers; EPA's Risk Assessment Guidance for         
     Superfund recommends 38 g/day for the 50th percentile and 132 g/day for the
     95th percentile fish consumption rates for residential exposure; and EPA's 
     "Standard Default Exposure Factors" in its Supplemental Guidance for       
     Superfund Risk Assessment requires assumptions of 54 g/day for recreational
     anglers and 132 g/day for subsistence fishers.  In addition, the FDA Center
     for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition derived a mean of 69 g/day for       
     subsistence fishers and a 90th percentile value of 116 g/day by assuming   
     that fish replaces poultry and red meat in a normal diet (Anderson and     
     Amrhein, May 1993: 9).]                                                    
                                                                                
     [From a tribal perspective, the choice of 15 grams per day from among the  
     various options does not adequately protect tribal members from the various
     risks posed by exposure to toxicants from the Great Lakes' resources.  This
     must reexamined taking into account proper assumptions about fish and other
     natural resource consumption and taking into account the combined effects  
     of exposures from non-regional sources.]                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.125     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .126 is imbedded in comment .125.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It also is useful to place the proposed 15 grams per day in the context of 
     other coonsumption values that EPA has promulgated in various reports.     
     EPA's Exposure Factors Handbook (USEPA, 1989) recommends 30 g/day for the  
     50th percentile and 140 g/day for the 90th percentile fish consumption     
     rates for recreational anglers; EPA's Risk Assessment Guidance for         
     Superfund recommends 38 g/day for the 50th percentile and 132 g/day for the
     95th percentile fish consumption rates for residential exposure; and EPA's 
     "Standard Default Exposure Factors" in its Supplemental Guidance for       
     Superfund Risk Assessment requires assumptions of 54 g/day for recreational
     anglers and 132 g/day for subsistence fishers.  In addition, the FDA Center
     for Food Safety and Applied Nutrition derived a mean of 69 g/day for       
     subsistence fishers and a 90th percentile value of 116 g/day by assuming   
     that fish replaces poultry and red meat in a normal diet (Anderson and     
     Amrhein, May 1993: 9).                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.126     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .127 is imbedded in comment .126.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From a tribal perspective, the choice of 15 grams per day from among the   
     various options does not adequately protect tribal members from the various
     risks posed by exposure to toxicants from the Great Lakes' resources.  This
     must reexamined taking into account proper assumptions about fish and other
     natural resource consumption and taking into account the combined effects  
     of exposures form non-regional sources.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.127     
     
     See response to comments P2771.193 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance proposal to use 448 grams (one pound) as a one-day      
     "worst-case" fish consumption estimate may not adequately protect tribal   
     members who may consistently consume large amounts, especially during      
     certain times of the year.  If the final Guidance uses 448 grams, a 10-day 
     consumption estimate should be 10 times this one-day value, i.e., 4,480    
     grams, not the draft Guidance's proposed 2,240 grams.  In many instances,  
     tribal seasonal fish consumption is elevated well above the yearly average 
     (Dellinger et al., 1993).  While it may be accurate to assume that         
     recreational anglers do not generally engage in recreational fishing for 10
     consecutive days, and hence their 10 day consumption will not average the  
     same as their "worst-case" single day when they consume a high proportion  
     of their day's catch, this is not the case for tribal members.  Tribal     
     harvest and consumption activities are dictated by the availability of the 
     resource.  Consistently high consumption levels for perhaps 10 days or more
     result.                                                                    
                                                                                
     [Where sufficient data exists, it is useful to examine the appropriateness 
     of different exposure periods and address short-term, high level exposures.
     An exposure period greater than 10 days for short-term, high level         
     exposures is appropriate.  This period should span at least one month,     
     corresponding to elevated consumption levels during peak periods of summer 
     recreational angling and/of or seasonal tribal fishing.  Extended periods  
     should also be used in determining acute or subchronic exposure levels.    
     The more stringent of the chronic criteria/values or the acute/subchronic  
     criteria/values should apply in regulating discharges.]                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.128     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2859.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .129 is imbedded in comment .128.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Where sufficient data exists, it is useful to examine the appropriateness  
     of different exposure periods and address short-term, high level exposures.
     An exposure period greater than 10 days for short-term, high level         
     exposures is appropriate.  This period should span at least one month,     
     corresponding to elevated consumption levels during peak periods of summer 
     recreational angling and/or of seasonal tribal fishing.  Extended periods  
     should also be used in determining acute or subchronic exposure levels.    
     The more stringent of the chronic criteria/values or the acute/subchronic  
     criteria/values should apply in regulating discharges.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.129     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: D2859.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should use an additional uncertainty factor on noncancer      
     endpoints for Group C chemicals to provide protection from possible        
     carcinogenicity.  Ten is an appropriate value for this additional          
     uncertainty factor.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.130     
     
     The final Guidance allows the use of an extra uncertainty factor of between
     1 and 10 to account for possible carcinogenicity from group C chemicals.   
     All determinations with regard to Group C Chemicals shall be made on a     
     case-by-case basis.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: D2859.131
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/T2/MD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A LOAEL is not an acceptable endpoint.  [Twenty-eight days should be a     
     minimum time period for an acceptable toxicity test, and then only if an   
     additional uncertainty factor is included in such a derivation.]           
     
     
     Response to: D2859.131     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that only a NOAEL from a short term study 
     can be used in deriving a Tier II value.  EPA believes there may be many   
     well conducted short term studies (29 to 89 days in duration) which result 
     in minimal LOAELs which can also be to develop Tier II values.  These must 
     be used with caution and a determination must be made that the minimal     
     LOAEL effects are relatively mild and reversible.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: D2859.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .132 is imbedded in comment .131.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Twenty eight days should be a minimum time period for an acceptable        
     toxicity test, and then only if an additional uncertainty factor is        
     included in such a derivation.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.132     
     
     See response to D2859.131                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/CN
     Comment ID: D2859.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 3958



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     EPA should use the National criteria for cyanide, as it is more stringent  
     than the draft Guidance's proposed criteria.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.133     
     
     See response to P2746.141                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2859.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's derivation of wildlife criteria/values is an extremely important     
     step, and the draft Guidance clearly states the problems and obstacles     
     present in the Great Lakes ecosystem.  This is an innovative approach with 
     long-term benefits for all species that live within the Great Lakes basin. 
     EPA should derive wildlife criteria/values for as many pollutants as       
     possible.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.134     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.176 for the response to t his comment.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2859.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mode of exposure, and therefore the choice of species, should be       
     expanded to include those species receiving continuous, or near continuous 
     exposure transdermally.  Eliminating such species because of limited       
     knowledge or because they do not fit conventional ideas of exposure hazard 
     may result in criteria underprotective of entire species within the Great  
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     Lakes ecosystem.  These species are susceptible to chronic exposure to     
     xenobiotics.  The recent declines in some amphibian populations may be     
     indicative of this susceptibility.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.135     
     
     Please refer to comments P2629.054, P2653.050, P2746.170 and P2590.028 for 
     the response to this comment.  Because EPA has limited the required        
     application of the appendix D methodology to only bioacculumative          
     contaminants, the dermal route of exposure is not considered significant.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2859.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using the models described in the methodology section to set acceptable    
     concentration levels of the chosen toxicants is adequate only if knowledge 
     of LOAEL or NOAEL levels is strong.  Unfortunately, the biological and     
     ecotoxicological community does not have sufficient information to make    
     informed decisions on acceptable LOAEL levels.  Different endpoints are    
     being used to set these levels, only a few species are being evaluated, and
     most of the data comes from lab tests that may not accurately reflect field
     conditions.  [The current toxicity database that EPA uses to calculate the 
     concentration levels contained in the draft Guidance is premised on lab    
     tests.  Yet without a monitoring or field testing component to evaluate the
     true protection afforded by these concentration levels, there is no        
     scientific means by which these levels may be fine tuned over time.  In    
     order to ensure that the methodologies and ensuing concentration levels in 
     the final Guidance provide adequate protection for wildlife populations    
     residing in or migrating through the Great Lakes ecosystem, active field   
     research on LOAEL levels across a broader range of species is necessary.]  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.136     
     
     Please refer to comments P2653.050 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2859.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .137 is imbedded in comment .136.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current toxicity database that EPA uses to calculate the concentration 
     levels contained in the draft Guidance is premised on lab tests.  Yet      
     without a monitoring or field testing component to evaluate the true       
     protection afforded by these concentration levels, there is no scientific  
     means by which these levels may be fine tuned over time.  In order to      
     ensure that the methodologies and ensuing concentration levels in the final
     Guidance provide adequate protection for wildlife populations residing in  
     or migrating through the Great Lakes ecosystem, active field research on   
     LOAEL levels across a broader range of species is necessary.               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.137     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.011 and P2653.050 for the response to this   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2859.138
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/RISK/TROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To say that all populations of these species will be protected if the      
     substance limits are followed is not necessarily true.  These substances   
     vary in effect, even within a species, given different field conditions.   
     Certain concentrations may have no adverse effects when the animal is in a 
     healthy state, but may have an adverse effect if the animal lives in a     
     stressed environemnt.  The selected wildlife species were chosen, not just 
     because they are worthy of protection or because protecting them would     
     ensure the protection of the rest of the community.  Rather, they were     
     chosen because they fit a preconceived definition of species most at risk. 
     However, it is not certain that if the proposed concentration levels are   
     adopted these species will be protected.  Again, a strong field monitoring 
     component is necessary to verify the adequacy of these concentration       
     levels.  [EPA should also expand the taxonomic groups considered when      
     deriving water quality standards, particularly those species for which     
     exposure is transdermal.]                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.138     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028, P2629.054, and P2746.170 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/RISK/TROP
     Comment ID: D2859.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .139 is imbedded in comment .138.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should also expand the taxonomic groups considered when deriving water 
     quality standards, particularly those species for which exposure is        
     transdermal.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.139     
     
     Please refer to comments D2859.138 and P2746.170 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/RISK/TROP     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2859.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There seems to be a lack of consensus within the scientific community      
     regarding a NOAEL.  While not offering to define this endpoint at this     
     time, any "effect" should be measurable at the population level.  Broadly, 
     EPA should seek agreement on acceptable endpoints that can be measured both
     in the lab and in the field.  The goal should be the protection of all     
     wildlife populations and their habitats, not necessarily all wildlife      
     individuals.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.140     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2859.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's innovation, and the institutional limitations in proposing and       
     deriving wildlife criteria, are noted.  However, EPA should expand         
     criteria/value derivation for additional chemicals, especially BCCs, but   
     also all Table 6 pollutants and others advocated elsewhere in this document
     for inclusion in the final Guidance.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.141     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2859.142
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance provides:  A Great Lakes Water Quality Wildlife         
     Criterion (GLWC) is the concentration of a substance which, if not         
     exceeded, protects avian and mammalian wildlife populations inhabiting the 
     Great Lakes basin from adverse effects resulting from the ingestion of     
     surface waters and aquatic prey taken from the surface waters of the Great 
     Lakes System (Draft Guidance, p. 21028).  This statement is problematic.   
     The data used to generate these numbers primarily came from lab studies.   
     Occasional field work was used, but the effects of toxicants are difficult 
     to determine in the field.  In any case, using lab or site specific studies
     to set criteria to protect all populations is not necessarily adequate.    
     EPA predicts that these levels will protect populations, and this is       
     testable hypothesis.  However, the draft Guidance does not offer a means to
     test it.  EPA should test its prediction concerning GLWCs through extensive
     site monitoring conducted by independent investigators or the appropriate  
     regulatory agency.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.142     

Page 3963



$T044618.TXT
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.011 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2859.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance's proposed use of a geometric mean in calculating WVs   
     results in concentration levels that will have an observably adverse effect
     on some target and non-target species.  The final Guidance instead should  
     implement the lower 95% confidence limit of the lowest WV.  This           
     concentration level has a high probability of providing adequate protection
     for the most sensitive target species included in the proposed methodology.
     
     
     Response to: D2859.143     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.173 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2859.144
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should provide a regulatory scheme that properly protects and 
     enhances the Great lakes basin's environmental quality.  With the proper   
     incentives in place, fewer resources can be expended arguing about the     
     magnitude of the trade-off of jobs versus the environment, and more devoted
     to efficient production processes.  The Guidance's Anti-Degradation Policy 
     can be that incentive.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.144     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2859.145
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The degradation of a high quality water (HQW) imposes an externality (i.e. 
     increased pollution) on those who would make use of the water body in      
     question.  An externality is a cost (or a benefit) which occurs when the   
     actions of one agent harm (or benefit) another party, and the affected     
     party has no control over the actions of the agent generating the          
     externality (Hartwick and Olewiler, 1986: 421).  For the remainder of this 
     comment, the term externality refers to an external cost, unless specified 
     otherwise.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Externalities are often associated with public goods, such as clean air and
     water, because of the difficulty in assigning property rights to these     
     resources.  This is typically termed the nonappropriability of the         
     resource.  That is, once the good (i.e. clean water) is produced, all who  
     use it get to enjoy it without decreasing the enjoyment of other users.    
     This leads to a problem in valuing the resource.  If two users enjoy a     
     resource, where only one user reports honestly what he or she is willing to
     pay to use the resource, but the other user reports only some fraction of  
     what he or she is willing to pay to use the resource, then once the        
     resource is provided, the latter user gets a free ride at the former's     
     expense.  Because of this type of problem involved in valuing a natural    
     resource, the Guidance should presume a strong incentive for users to cheat
     when reporting their willingness to pay for resource use.  The "free rider"
     problem is strongly tied up with the nonappropriability of the resource.   
                                                                                
     [An externality also may be present because the transaction costs required 
     to reach private solutions may be prohibitively high.  This is especially  
     true when the number of those affected increases beyond even a few parties.
     This reason alone can often require government intervention to assure a    
     proper use of the resource.]                                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.145     
     
     EPA appreciates this perspective.                                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: D2859.146
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .146 is imbedded in comment .145.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An externality also may be present because the transaction costs required  
     to reach private solutions may be prohibitively high.  This is especially  
     true when the number of those affected increases beyond even a few parties.
     This reason alone can often require government intervention to assure a    
     proper use of the resource.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.146     
     
     EPA appreciates this perspective.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2859.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not use detection as the means for determining significant      
     lowering of water quality.  Rather, it should adopt the definitional       
     approach outlined in the draft Guidance:  Water quality is considered to be
     lowered when the concentration of a pollutant in the water is increased, or
     the concentration of a necessary substance such as dissolved oxygen is     
     decreased (Draft Guidance, p. 20887).  [EPA's proposal requiring an        
     affirmative finding by the regulatory body before water quality can be     
     lowered is prudent.]                                                       
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     Response to: D2859.147     
     
     EPA agrees that ambient water monitoring will only detect a lowering of    
     water quality after it has occurred, and agrees further that properly      
     implemented, the antidegradation standard requires antidegradation         
     demonstrations to be completed prior to the lowering of water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2859.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .148 is imbedded in comment .147.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal requiring an affirmative finding by the regulatory body     
     before water quality can be lowered is prudent.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.148     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2859.147.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2859.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance should adopt Alternative Two by defining any increase in
     the rate of mass loading of a pollutant as lowering water quality.  (To    
     ensure that adequate attention is given to both BCCs and non-BCCs,         
     additional provisions should be considered for BCCs, instead of fewer      
     provisions for non-BCCs.  Such additional provisions for BCCs,             
     acknowledging their fundamental role in Great lakes water quality problems,
     could include higher application fees for antidegradation review of these  
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     substances, or, if BCC discharges are to be prohibited altogether, higher  
     application fees for regulatory review of antidegradation demonstrations   
     for non-BCCs.)                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.149     
     
     The final Guidance incorporates the option recommended by the commenter.   
     The final Guidance also gives States and Tribes the flexibility to address 
     significant reductions in water quality for non-BCCs as they deem          
     appropriate, consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .150 is imbedded in comment .149.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To ensure that adequate attention is given to both BCCs and non-BCCs,      
     additional provisions should be considered for BCCs, instead of fewer      
     provisions for non-BCCs.  Such additional provisions for BCCs,             
     acknowledging their fundamental role in Great Lakes water quality problems,
     could include higher application fees for antidegradation review of these  
     substances, or, if BCC discharges are to be prohibited altogether, higher  
     application fees for regulatory review of antidegradation demonstrations   
     for non-BCCs.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.150     
     
     The final Guidance does contain additional provisions for BCCs,            
     particularly with respect to antidegradation requirements. However, the    
     scope of the Guidance does not include any provisions relating to          
     application fees.   While some of the Great Lakes States do have fee       
     systems in place, these are established through State authorities, and     
     revisions such as the commenter has suggested would need to be developed at
     the State level.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2859.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A great deal of discharger and regulatory cost will be involved in de      
     minimus demonstrations and review.  In general, a single, simple definition
     that applies to all cases is  preferable to "hybridized," multi-tiered     
     definitions and considerations with specific provisions for individual     
     cases.  [Hinging antidegradation policy on the determination of BCCs and   
     BSICs will result in additional complications and costs when specific      
     toxicants and BCCs are reclassified to incorporate a lower BAF.  These     
     additional costs will be incurred by both dischargers and regulatory       
     bodies.  Yet, as many industrial producers have noted, regulatory certainty
     is a primary cost reduction factor, often even more so than less stringent,
     but frequently changing regulation.  In other words, by applying a uniform 
     antidegradation policy to all pollutants within the Great Lakes basin, the 
     Guidance would reinforce simultaneous goals of cost effective environmental
     protection,pollution prevention, and regulatory consistency within the     
     basin.]                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.151     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.152
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .152 is imbedded in comment .151.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Hinging antidegradation policy on the determination of BCCs and BSICs will 
     result in additional complications and costs when specific toxicants and   
     BCCs are reclassified to incorporate a lower BAF.  These additional costs  
     will be incurred by both dischargers and regulatory bodies.  Yet, as many  
     industrial producers have noted, regulatory certainty is a primary cost    
     reduction factor, often even more so than less stringent, but frequently   
     changing regulation.  In other words, by applying a uniform antidegradation
     policy to all pollutants within the Great Lakes basin, the Guidance would  
     reinfoce simultaneous goals of cost effective environmental protection,    
     pollution prevention, and regulatory consistency within the basin.         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.152     
     
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance apply only to BCCs.   
     States and Tribes are allowed flexibility in adopting antidegradation      
     provisons for non-BCCs, as long as those provisions are consistent with 40 
     CFR 131.12.  Thus, a State or Tribe is free to adopt provisions for        
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     non-BCCs identical to those which EPA has specified in the final guidance  
     for BCCs.  EPA notes that the definition of BCCs has been revised such that
     a chemical can be classified as a BCC only where field data (e.g., a       
     measured BAF or a BSAF) are available.  EPA believes this greatly minimizes
     the possibility that a BCC would ever be reclassified as a non-BCC.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2859.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should recognize that tribal uses of Great Lakes basin natural
     resources are, by definition, existing and designated uses for the purposes
     of antidegradation methodologies.  Any excursion on those uses infringes   
     upon tribally-retained rights and should be prohibited.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.153     
     
     A Tribe which is has qualified for treatment as a State may set any uses it
     wishes for waters within its jurisdiction to reflect Tribal uses.  For     
     water bodies located on reservations, Tribes are free to set any           
     scientifically-defensible criteria they choose for assessing when a use is 
     impaired.  Off reservation, determination of whether or not a use is       
     impaired is made by the State within which the waters are located, based on
     application of the State's narrative and numeric water quality criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2859.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The identification and implementation of prudent and feasible pollution    
     prevention techniques is a proper first step in this determination.  It is 
     particularly preferable from a cost allocation perspective.  It serves to  
     internalize the costs of production to the discharger which would otherwise
     be passed on in the form of pollution to parties which are not necessarily 
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     directly benefitting from the production process.  By forcing the          
     discharger to take account of these costs, which are normally external to  
     the market, truer values of the water resources used in the production     
     process are reflected in the pricing mechanism, and excess degradation of  
     these resources is prevented.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.154     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083 and D2838.095.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2859.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To help ensure increased consistency between the water quality regulations 
     of various jurisdictions, the Guidance should provide more specific        
     guidelines on what constitutes pollution prevention methods.  By providing 
     a more specific definition, a consistent baseline of information would be  
     required while still allowing for additional information as necessary.     
     Consistency in water quality regulations would be enhanced, while still    
     allowing a considerable degree of latitude in decision making.             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.155     
     
     The SID accompanying the final Guidance provides a detailed description of 
     the factors that should be considered in evaluating the potential for      
     pollution prevention to reduce or eliminate the significant lowering of    
     water quality associated with a proposed activity.  The commenter is       
     referred to the SID for a more detailed discussion of what constitutes     
     pollution prevention for purposes of antidegradation.  In general, however,
     pollution prevention is any action that may be taken be a facility that    
     reduces the generation of waste or produces waste products that are less   
     toxic.  Examples of pollution prevention opportunities that should be      
     considered in preparing an antidegradation demonstration include:          
     substitution of less toxic raw materials for more toxic raw material       
     currently used, especially BCCs; water conservation to reduce the volume of
     waste; waste source reduction within the waste-generating process;         
     recycling and reuse of waste products; and, operational and process changes
     that reduce the quantity and toxicity of waste discharged to the           
     environment.  As with other elements of the antidegradation demonstration, 
     the pollution prevention analysis is specific to the facility under        
     consideration. Therefore, it is not possible to provide extremely detailed 
     guidance to States and Tribes as the specifics will vary with the facility,
     the process and the particular pollutant.  If a State or Tribe wishes to   
     provide more detailed instructions in the State's or Tribe's water quality 
     standard or implementation procedures, it is free to do so.                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2859.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should establish a prudent and feasible determination process 
     that values pollution prevention more highly than other alternatives, such 
     as remedial action.  Consequently, a higher dollar per pound equivalent    
     value should be used when determining whether a pollution prevention method
     is prudent and feasible.  Some multiplier, such as 110% or 125%, of the    
     dollar per pound equivalent values should be used to reflect the high      
     valuation of pollution prevention as a methodology to protect and enhance  
     the quality of waters in the Great Lakes Basin.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.156     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083, D2838.095 and d2859.155.               
                                                                                
     The final Guidance already implements the commenter's suggestion that      
     pollution prevention be weighted more heavily than other options in the    
     antidegradation demonstration.  The antidegradation demonstration is       
     hierarchical in structure.  The party seeking to lower water quality must  
     first identify reasonable and prudent pollution prevention options.  The   
     second part of the demonstration addresses alternative and enhanced        
     treatment and focuses on the portion of the increased loading that is not  
     alleviated by pollution prevention alternatives identified.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2859.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     If, after pollution prevention implementation, the significant lowering of 
     water quality has not been totally eliminated, the draft Guidance would    
     require the identification of any alternative or enhanced treatment        
     techniques and their associated costs.  If any techniques cost less than an
     additional ten percent of the dischargers costs, then the lowering of water
     quality is not considered necessary and is not to be allowed.  This sets a 
     minimum level of expenditures which must be met before a significant       
     lowering of water quality will be allowed.  [This requirement could be     
     strengthened by requiring treatment alternatives which "significantly      
     reduce" the lowering of water quality.]                                    
                                                                                
     [The concept of minimum level of expenditures is a commendable one.        
     However, in the case of a private discharger, it does nothing to determine 
     whether a given lowering of water quality is necessary.  It may be the case
     that a discharger will consider an action which will significantly lower   
     water quality desirable only as long as it is able to pass along some of   
     the associated costs outside of its market.  External costs would be       
     created when a discharger degrades a resource without providing            
     compensation to other parties whose enjoyment of the resource is diminished
     by the discharger's action.  However, should these external costs be       
     internalized to the discharger, it may decide that the action is no longer 
     desirable.  To promote pollution prevention and an accurate accounting of  
     pollution's time costs, the Guidance should ensure that a discharger's     
     benefits and costs are made to equal the total benefits and costs.]        
                                                                                
     [An arbitrary limit (i.e. an additional ten percent of past expenditures)  
     for consideration of costs therefore is inappropriate.  Clearly, such a    
     limit serves only to subsidize actions which do not make wise, efficient   
     use of the resource in question by allowing the shifting of costs from     
     explicit costs to implicit externalities, and as such, has no place in the 
     determination of a necessary lowering of water quality.]                   
                                                                                
     [The draft Guidance bases minimum levels of expenditures on historical     
     treatment expenditures.  This too is inappropriate.  It must be presumed   
     that dischargers have based past decisions upon the economic and regulatory
     environments of that time period.  Those costs have already been incurred, 
     and are now "sunk" costs to the discharger.  They could be irrelevant to   
     any decisions which that discharger would make regarding future actions.   
     The Guidance likewise should not consider "sunk" costs when determining    
     future treatment alternatives.  Doing so only links current alternatives   
     with past solutions to past problems.]                                     
                                                                                
     [EPA has requested comments on the use of an affordability analysis        
     approach when identifying treatment alternatives.  This approach has no    
     place in determining whether a lowering of water quality is necessary.     
     Treatment alternatives should be based on the protection and enhancement of
     the quality of the water bodies of the Great Lakes basin, and not on the   
     balance sheets of dischargers.]                                            
                                                                                
     [As both the proposed minimum level of expenditures approach and the       
     affordability analysis approach are insufficient in determining which      
     treatment alternatives are to be considered, an additional approach must be
     proposed.  Such an approach would not be based on the financial status of  
     the discharger proposing to significantly lower water quality, nor would it
     be based on the past treatment expenditures.  It should be based on the    
     amount of additional pollution which would be eliminated for the money     
     expended.  This could be some multiple of EPA's dollar per pound           
     equivalent, as discussed above.  Again, the multiple should be set to      
     reflect a preference for preventing pollution of an ecosystem over removing
     pollution from the ecosystem after its introduction.]                      
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     Response to: D2859.157     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2859.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .158 is imbedded in comment .157.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This requirement could be strengthened by requiring treatment alternatives 
     which "significantly reduce" the lowering of water quality.                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.158     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2859.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .159 is imbedded in comment .157.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of minimum level of expenditures is a commendable one.         
     However, in the case of a private discharger, it does nothing to determine 
     whether a given lowering of water quality is necessary.  It may be the case
     that a discharger will consider an action which will significantly lower   
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     water quality desirable only as long as it is able to pass along some of   
     the associated costs outside of its market.  External costs would be       
     created when a discharger degrades a resource without providing            
     compensation to other parties whose enjoyment of the resource is diminished
     by the discharger's action.  However, should these external costs be       
     internalized to the discharger, it may decide that the action is no longer 
     desirable.  To promote pollution prevention and an accurate accounting of  
     pollution's time costs, the Guidance should ensure that a discharger's     
     benefits and costs are made to equal the total benefits and costs.         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.159     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2859.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .160 is imbedded in commment .157.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An arbitrary limit (i.e. an additional ten percent of past expenditures)   
     for consideration of costs therefore is inappropriate.  Clearly, such a    
     limit serves only to subsidize actions which do not make wise, efficient   
     use of the resource in question by allowing the shifting of costs from     
     explicit costs to implicit externalities, and as such, has no place in the 
     determination of a necessary lowering of water quality.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.160     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2859.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .161 is imbedded in comment .157.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance bases minimum levels of expenditures on historical      
     treatment expenditures.  This too is inappropriate.  It must be presumed   
     that dischargers have based past decisions upon the economic and regulatory
     environments of that time period.  Those costs have already been incurred, 
     and are now "sunk" costs to the discharger.  They could be irrelevant to   
     any decisions which that discharger would make regarding future actions.   
     The Guidance likewise should not consider "sunk" costs when determining    
     future treatment alternatives.  Doing so only links current alternatives   
     with past solutions to past problems.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.161     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2859.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .162 is imbedded in comment .157.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comments on the use of an affordability analysis approach
     when identifying treatment alternatives.  This approach has no place in    
     determining whether a lowering of water quality is necessary.  Treatment   
     alternatives should be based on the protection and enhancement of the      
     quality of the water bodies of the Great Lakes basin, and not on the       
     balance sheets of dischargers.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.162     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: D2859.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .163 is imbedded in comment .157.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As both the proposed minimum level of expenditures approach and the        
     affordability analysis approach are insufficient in determining which      
     treatment alternatives are to be considered, an additional approach must be
     proposed.  Such an approach would not be based on the financial status of  
     the discharger proposing to significantly lower water quality, nor would it
     be based on the past treatment expenditures.  It should be based on the    
     amount of additional pollution which would be eliminated for the money     
     expended.  This could be some multiple of EPA's dollar per pound           
     equivalent, as discussed above.  Again, the multiple should be set to      
     reflect a preference for preventing pollution of an ecosystem over removing
     pollution from the ecosystem after its introduction.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.163     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment. See response to comment D2741.170.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2859.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A discharger receiving private benefit must be required to internalize all 
     environmental degradation costs.  This should be a primary result of the   
     Guidance.  Efficient use of the resource is enhanced if all costs are      
     properly accounted for by the discharger.  The Guidance as presently       
     drafted would encourage the inefficient use of the Great Lakes basin's     
     water resources by promoting their undervaluing.  [Furthermore, it would   
     contradict some of the underlying principles of the 1986 Great Lakes       
     Governors' Agreement, which provides that the Great Lakes are of prime     
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     economic importance and provide economic benefit to millions, and warns    
     against trading off environmental quality for short term illusionary       
     wealth.  This trade-off, actually is illusionary in and of itself.  Meyer  
     (1992: 42 notes), "...shifts in environmental policy, whether intended to  
     extend environmental control or reduce it, have no discernable effect on   
     state economic performance."  While the belief that stricter environmental 
     regulations inhibit economic performance is intuitively appealing, there is
     no empirical evidence for its support.]                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.164     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GTA
     Comment ID: D2859.165
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .165 is imbedded in comment .164.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, it would contradict some of the underlying principles of the  
     1986 Great lakes Governors' Agreement, which provides that the Great Lakes 
     are of prime economic importance and provide economic benefit to millions, 
     and warns against trading off environmental quality for short term         
     illusionary wealth.  This trade-off, actually is illusionary in and of     
     itself.  Meyer (1992: 42 notes), "...shifts in environmental policy,       
     whether intended to extend environmental control or reduce it, have no     
     discernable effect on state economic performance."  While the belief that  
     stricter environmental regulations inhibit economic performance is         
     intuitively appealing, there is no empirical evidence for its support.     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.165     
     
     For a full discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in      
     developing the final Guidance, including using the best science to protect 
     human health, aquatic life and wildlife and accurately assessing the costs 
     and benefits associated with implementing the final Guidance, see Section  
     I.C of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GTA         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2859.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance notes five categories for what is to be considered a    
     social or economic development.  However, it provides no guidelines for    
     determining their level of importance, especially in relation to the damage
     caused by the significant lowering of water quality.  Benefits which occur 
     due to a significant lowering of water quality are likely to inure to a few
     parties, while the associated costs are likely to be diffusely distributed 
     among a much larger number of parties, in particular, the Lakes Committee  
     is concerned that tribes will bear a disproportionate share of the costs.  
     Tribes have limited land bases over which to spread the costs and they are 
     inextricably tied to a healthy natural resource base for the maintenance of
     their lifeway.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.166     
     
     Tribes may take steps to address the concern raised by commenter by        
     developing and adopting water quality standards for their reservations.    
     This will ensure that, at a minimum, the water quality criteria necessary  
     to support Tribal designated uses will be met at the point where waters    
     enter the reservation.  Greater Tribal participation in the water quality  
     standards program will also allow Tribes to have their opinions and        
     positions considered before a resource is threatened.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2859.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burdens of pollution costs are accentuated by the long retention times 
     and the interdependency of all of the Great Lakes basin's water bodies.    
     When determining the importance of the social or economic development      
     (benefits) relative to the significant lowering of water quality (costs),  
     there might be a tendency to overvalue the importance of the development,  
     and undervalue the magnitude of the associated costs.  Therefore, the      
     Guidance must provide clear guidelines on the evaluation of the importance 
     of the social or economic effects, and on the associated costs.  While this
     should not include a formal cost/benefit analysis, it should include an    
     explicit listing of costs due to degradation of water bodies.  This list   
     should include such items as aesthetics, biodiversity, cultural/religious  
     uses and impacts on Indian tribes.  While this will not necessarily insure 
     that the proper values are assigned to costs and benefits, it will insure a
     more explicit and specific balancing of costs which are difficult or       
     impossible to quantify.                                                    
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     Response to: D2859.167     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D2859.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistent with the GLIFWC Resolutions noted in the Introduction to these  
     comments and with the Bi-National Program, the EPA should designate Lake   
     Superior and its tributaries as Outstanding National Resource Waters.  As  
     the Guidance presently is drafted, neither Outstanding International       
     Resource Water (OIRW) nor Lake Superior Basin - Outstanding National       
     Resource Water (LSB-ONRW) meet the Bi-National Program's much-touted goal  
     of zero discharge of designated persistent toxic substances.               
                                                                                
     The "certain special areas" that are to be considered for LSB-ONRW are     
     inadequate, not defined in the draft Guidance, and generally cover areas   
     such as parks, refuges and recreational areas that already receive some    
     type of special protection.  Other areas such as coastal wetlands, fish    
     spawning areas, and places of tribal use for cultural, subsistence and     
     commercial purposes, should also receive such special protection.          
     
     
     Response to: D2859.168     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2859.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistent with comments elsewhere in this document concerning excluding   
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     pollutants, chlorine should be listed as a Lake Superior BSIC.             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.169     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2859.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should explicitly state that the pursuit of environmental     
     quality need not be at odds with economic prosperity and development.      
     Meyer (1992: 42) demonstrates that the"jobs versus environment" argument is
     based on false premises and is not supportable.  EPA should do all that it 
     can to prevent this needless argument from continuingand an explicit       
     statement would be a proper step in this direction.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.170     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2859.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific modifications based on local water quality parameters,       
     sensitivity of local aquatic organisms, or local physical and/or hydrologic
     conditions should rarely, if at all, ease discharge limits.  Relaxing      
     discharge limits in a portion of the Great Lakes basin because of local    
     anomalies, without considering the effects of such an action on the larger 
     basin, violates an ecosystem approach.  Allowing less stringent            
     site-specific modifications for human health, wildlife, aquatic life, or   
     BAFs would also undermine consistent application of water quality standards
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     throughout the basin.  [Where such an action results in criteria/values    
     higher than those in the 1985 National Guidelines, it also may violate the 
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.171     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2859.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment is imbedded in comment .171.                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where such an action results in criteria/values higher than those in the   
     1985 National Guidelines, it also may violate the Great Lakes Critical     
     Programs Act.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.172     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Great Lakes States and Tribes must necessarily 
     retain existing water quality criteria that are more stringent than the    
     final Guidance.  See Sections II.C.1 and D.2 of the SID for a discussion of
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2859.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance provides that site specific easing of chronic aquatic   
     life criteria or values should not impair the water quality of downstream  
     waters.  However, it provides no means or guidelines for ensuring          
     downstream water quality.  The Open Water Great Lakes do not exhibit the   
     same assimilative capacity as an individual stream in the basin, but act as
     toxic reservoirs for pollutants.  By easing chronic aquatic life criteria  
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     or values in selected local waters of the Great Lakes basin, the resulting 
     additional discharges will terminate in the Open Water Great Lakes, causing
     a decline in water quality.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.173     
     
     As under the National program, State and Tribal agencies operating programs
     adopted consistent with this Guidance must ensure that less stringent      
     site-specific modifications do not impair the water quality of downstream  
     waters.  This is not a change from the existing National program.  EPA does
     not feel that it is necessary to specify guidelines on how to accomplish   
     this.  EPA expects that States and Tribes will continue to use the same    
     measures currently employed to ensure downstream water quality.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2859.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should not simply codify the status quo, but should promulgate
     rules that will restore and maintain a dynamic and vibrant ecosystem.  To  
     that end, the Guidance should not recognize previous anthropogenic         
     pollution resulting in reduced aquatic life uses as a justification for    
     less stringent aquatic life criteria/values to be implemented on individual
     waters.  In other words, if a water body has previously experienced loss of
     aquatic life due, for example, to acid deposition, that water body should  
     not now be subject to additional discharges simply because only more       
     pollution-tolerant fish or insects remain to be impaired.  Such a policy   
     would institutionalize lower water quality for the local water body and    
     virtually guarantee that more sensitive aquatic life would not return.     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.174     
     
     For a full discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance pertaining to
     the protection of aquatic life, see Sections II and III of the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D2859.175
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  SS/HH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance should not add section A.1.a of procedure 1 of appendix 
     F for aquatic life to the human health and wildlife sections, and should   
     not include it in the aquatic life procedures.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.175     
     
     There are situations when the Tier I criteria for aquatic life, human      
     health, and wildlife may be overly stringent based on the conditions at the
     site or species composition.  EPA believes that it is fair to allow the    
     criteria to be modified, if the resulting modification provides protection 
     for the species in the conditions which are found at the site.  Less       
     stringent site- specific modifications should not result in a lower level  
     of protection at the site, but should provide the same level of protection 
     adequate to the species composition or conditions at the site.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2859.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 2.C.3 of appendix F must be clarified to prevent "bootstrapping" 
     by parties that have contributed to the current conditions or causes of    
     pollution, such as contaminated sediments.  Allowing such bootstrapping    
     would be tantamount to legitimating previous water quality excursions.     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.176     
     
     See Response ID: NWF P2742.481                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2859.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft Guidance properly proposes that individual variances expire after
     three years.  A limited renewal policy of three years should also be       
     clearly stated in the final Guidance.  Within a total of six years,        
     pollution control and prevention technology likely will have significantly 
     advanced, a discharger will have had adequate time for adjusting its       
     production processes and/or cash flows to accommodate additional pollution 
     control equipment or diversify its income generating activities, and a     
     community will have had adequate time to plan for future economic changes. 
     [Most importantly, the ecosystem will not have to assimilate toxins for    
     more than a maximum of six years.]                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.177     
     
     EPA agrees that variance renewals are appropriate and they are allowed in  
     the final Guidance.  EPA disagrees that variances should have a maximum    
     three year term.  See section VIII.B of the SID.                           
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: D2859.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .178 is imbedded in comment .177.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most importantly, the ecosystem will not have to assimilate toxins for more
     than a maximum of six years.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.178     
     
     no response required                                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2859.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since, according to the draft Guidance, variances frequently are requested 
     where water quality standards already are not being met, it is important   
     that all feasible pollution prevention and treatment measures be employed  
     on the non-attaining waters before further excursions of water quality     
     standards are allowed.  The approval of a variance request could be        
     conditional upon the discharger contributing toward environmental          
     enhancement projects directly related to the waters not attaining current  
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.179     
     
     EPA does not expect variances to result in further excursions of WQS       
     because effluent limitations will represent the level currently achievable 
     by the permittee, but no less stringent than that achieved under the       
     previous permit.                                                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2859.180
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation of TMDLs must precede the issuance of any variance on any  
     body of water within the Great Lakes system and should not take into       
     account any assumptions of future pollution reduction from non-point       
     sources.  This is not to say that there will be no pollution reduction from
     non-point sources, but for the purpose of allocating additional WLAs, and  
     as long as the variance is in place, it should not be assumed that water   
     quality standards are or will be attained at anytime during the period of  
     the variance.  This will also provide an added margin of safety when TMDLs 
     are being calculated.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.180     
     
     EPA disagrees.  Completion and implementation of a TMDL often takes        
     considerable time.  EPA anticipates that variances will be a primary relief
     mechanism for dischargers during this process.                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2859.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed public notice requirements for variance procedures are not    
     adequate to allow the public to be fully involved.  Items a, b, and c      
     described in this section should be included in detail in the public       
     notice, and be provided at the expense of the discharger requesting the    
     variance to anyone from the public desiring those items.  EPA should more  
     clearly describe the permittee's demonstrations of the increased risk to   
     human health and the environment associated with the variance.  This should
     be a detailed assessment performed by either independent investigators or  
     the regulatory authority, and paid for by the permittee requesting the     
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.181     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2859.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a general approach, if physical or anthropogenic conditions have caused 
     circumstances that now preclude attainment of water quality standards in a 
     certain region, the appropriate response is not to change the standards or 
     temporarily waive them, but rather to devise policy and modify human       
     impacts to account for the special features of the region.  For example, by
     allowing variances to be issued under condition 2.C.3. of Appendix F of the
     draft Guidance, human-caused conditions or sources of pollution become     
     legitimized; the pollution is allowed to continue simply because it        
     occurred in the past.  Unfortunately, some areas do not assimilate         
     pollution very well and some have been so polluted in the past that they   
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     exceed water quality standards.  These areas should not support industrial 
     activity at an intensity level that has the reasonable potential to cause  
     excursions in water quality standards.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.182     
     
     See Response ID: D2763.021                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2859.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on whether the Great Lakes system requires       
     different considerations when issuing variances compared to other waters of
     the United States.  The draft Guidance has described clearly the           
     sensitivity and vulnerability of the Great Lakes due to their high         
     hydraulic retention times and the resultant "closed system" nature of the  
     watershed.  The ecological and cultural diversity dependent upon and       
     located on or near the Great Lakes ecosystem argues for the highest water  
     quality standards practicable.  Therefore, variances should be subject to  
     the utmost public scrutiny and the most stringent requirements.            
     
     
     Response to: D2859.183     
     
     In the final Guidance EPA has provided a procedure that is more detailed   
     than current national guidance and contains public participation           
     requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: D2859.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Public notice is vital when variances are being considered.  All tribal and
     state agencies involved in the management of the Great Lakes should be     
     eligible to make comments on the issuance of a variance.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.184     
     
     See Response ID: D2741.196                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2859.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances for entire water bodies should neither be allowed nor implemented
     using the bifurcated water body approach.  Such an approach will ease the  
     application process for requesting variances and potentially overwhelm a   
     regulatory authority with variance requests.  This approach might also     
     result in less stringent requirements for in the Great Lakes than for other
     waters in the United States.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2859.185     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2859.186
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any variance ought to prompt a TMDL determination with pre-variance        
     criteria to establish a baseline for future monitoring of the effects of   
     the variance and the overall adequacy of pre-estabished water quality      
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     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.186     
     
     EPA agrees.  Waterbodies that do not meet the underlying WQS should be     
     listed pursuant to Section 303(d) of the CWA and ranked for completion of a
     TMDL.  However, completion and implementation of a TMDL often takes        
     considerable time.  EPA anticipates that variances will be a primary relief
     mechanism for dischargers during this process.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2859.187
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDLs specifically and EPA-approved water quality standards generally must 
     appropriately account for discharge during wet weather events.  This is a  
     significant gap in pollution control that the Guidance should address.     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.187     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2859.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current understanding of pollutant degradation and transport is        
     insufficiently advanced to accurately account for such phenomena when      
     establishing TMDLs.  By not accounting for the fraction of discharge that  
     actually does degrade or exit the basin, the Guidance would provide an     
     additional margin of safety (MOS) when it establishes TMDLs.               
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     Response to: D2859.188     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.6.b.i-iii.  Response to P2859.188Adequate evaluation of             
     environmental fate and transport of pollutants, and inclusion of this      
     information in modeling efforts related to TMDL development, provides TMDL 
     authorities with the best balance between the needs to protect aquatic     
     ecosystems and the needs (including cost considerations) to discharge waste
     products.  Not accounting for the fraction of the discharge that actually  
     does degrade or exit the basin may indeed provide a MOS. However, where    
     requisite information exist, better resource management can be achieved by 
     using all information available. Thus, the final Guidance provides that    
     TMDLs and related analyses shall be based on the assumption that a         
     pollutant does not degrade. However, the final Guidance also specifies that
     pollutant degradation can be taken into account when scientifically valid  
     field data or other relevant information demonstrates that degradation of  
     the pollutant is expected to occur under the full range of environmental   
     conditions expected to be encountered, and if it addresses other factors   
     affecting the level of pollutants in the water column.  For more thorough  
     discussion of this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8.  EPA believes this      
     demonstration requirement is protective to take into account any present   
     uncertainties associated with pollutant degradation and transport.  For a  
     discussion of this issue as it relates to margins of safety, see the SID at
     VIII.C.3.e.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of mixing zones for BCCs is a worthy goal.  The International  
     Joint Commission has called for similar treatment for persistent toxins, as
     well.  However, a timeframe of ten years for eliminating mixing zones is   
     too lengthy.  Because the 10 year mixing zone phaseout will not begin until
     the cycle of NPDES permits is governed by the final Guidance, mixing zone  
     phaseouts for individual dischargers may not begin for 12 to 16 years.     
     Given the bioaccumulative nature of these substances and the high pollutant
     resident times of the Great Lakes, this is too long to wait.  [The Guidance
     should require a halving of mixing zone WLAs after the first NPDES permit  
     cycle expires.]  [More stringent requirements could include total          
     elimination of mixing zones after a single NPDES permit cycle, and/or a    
     halving of mixing zone WLAs in the upcoming NPDES permit renewal that will 
     immediately follow the adoption of the final Great Lakes Guidance.]        
     [Finally, these initiatives must apply to persistent toxins, not just      
     bioaccumulative ones.]                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2859.189     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .190 is imbedded in comment .189.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should require a halving of mixing zone WLAs after the first  
     NPDES permit cycle expires.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.190     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .191 is imbedded in comment .189.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More stringent requirements could include total elimination of mixing zones
     after a single NPDES permit cycle, and/or a halving of mixing zone WLAs in 
     the upcoming NPDES permit renewal that will immediately follow the adoption
     of the final Great Lakes Guidance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.191     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2859.192
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/EXP
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .192 is imbedded in comment .189.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, these initiatives must apply to persistent toxins, not just       
     bioaccumulative ones.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.192     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2859.193
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A 10:1 mixing factor would allow discharges into lentic waters that are 10 
     times greater than water quality standards would otherwise allow.  This is 
     particularly problematic because lentic waters have lower assimilative     
     capacities than lotic waters.  [REPA should eliminate mixing factors       
     altogether, at least in particularly sensitive and/or previously impaired  
     areas.]  [In areas where a mixing factor is used, Option B, a formula, is  
     preferable to Option A because it is more easily quantified and facilitates
     more consistent application.]                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.193     
     
     For a discussion of EPA's reasons for specifying in the final Guidance a   
     10:1 dilution fraction for open waters, see the SID at VIII.C.5.a.  EPA    
     disagrees with the comment urging the elimination of mixing zones for all  
     pollutants; EPA has determined as a matter of policy that, at this time,   
     only BCCs present the kind of threat to the Great Lakes System that should 
     be addressed by a mixing zone prohibition.  For a discussion of BCCs, see  
     the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  EPA has combined portions of proposed  
     options A and B into a single TMDL approach; the 10:1 dilution fraction has
     been incorporated into the final Guidance in narrative form.  See the      
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2859.194
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .194 is imbedded in comment .193.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REPA should eliminate mixing factors altogether, at least in particularly  
     sensitive and/or previously impaired areas.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2859.194     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment urging the elimination of mixing zones for  
     all pollutants; EPA has determined as a matter of policy that, at this     
     time, only BCCs present the kind of threat to the Great Lakes System that  
     should be addressed by a mixing zone prohibition.  For a discussion of     
     BCCs, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2859.195
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .195 is imbedded in comment .193.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In areas where a mixing factor is used, Option B, a formula, is preferable 
     to Option A because it it more easily quantified and facilitates more      
     consistent application.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.195     
     
     EPA has combined portions of proposed options A and B into a single TMDL   
     approach; the 10:1 dilution fraction has been incorporated into the final  
     Guidance in narrative form.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.    
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2859.196
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option B is preferable to Option A because it sets a specific numeric cap  
     on effluent limitations.  However, that value should be the CMC value      
     instead of the FAV value.  [In addition, the Guidance should provide for   
     the use of the Final Residue Value (FRV) when determining the Final Acute  
     Value (FAV).  Eliminating the FRV from the determination of the FAV for    
     aquatic life has order of magnitude implications for mercury concentrations
     and other toxins.]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.196     
     
     EPA has selected the FAV cap for policy reasons, consistent with the       
     Steering Committee's recommendation.  EPA agrees with the Steering         
     Committee that the FAV cap represents a fair and simple default value that 
     will afford aquatic organisms protection against acute lethality (95%      
     protection level).  For more discussion of the FAV cap, see the discussion 
     in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D2859.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .197 is imbedded in comment .196.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition the Guidance should provide for the use of the Final Residue   
     Value (FRV) when detemrining the Final Acute Value (FAV).  Eliminating the 
     FRV from the determination of the FAV for aquatic life has order of        
     magnitude implications for mercury concentrations and other toxins.        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.197     
     
     The Final Acute Value (FAV) is based on acute tests.  Acute tests are, by  
     definition, short tests.  Bioaccumulation is a slow, long-term process and 
     is incapable of being reflected or accounted for in a short test.  The FAV 
     is used in derivation of criteria intended to protect from short, transient
     exposures.  An FRV is inherently not relevant to an FAV.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When high background concentrations of a toxicant are present, no          
     additional discharges through phased and/or multiple source TMDLs should be
     allowed until concentrations are brought under control through reduced     
     point and non-point source loadings.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.198     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2859.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point source contributions to toxic loadings in the Great Lakes        
     continually increase and many easy gains already have been achieved through
     restrictions on leaded gasoline and Clean Air Act Amendment procedures.    
     [Thus, the Guidance should not assume that there will be reduced non-point 
     source loading during the period of the TMDL.  By assuming that reductions 
     will occur, the Guidance would allow for a period of time when water       
     quality standards may not be met.  This would impose a tremendous          
     administrative burden because frequent monitoring of controls, particularly
     nonpoint source controls, would be necessary in order to determine both the
     validity of the phased TMDL and the ultimate success of controls in        
     attaining water quality standards.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2859.199     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2859.200
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .200 is imbedded in comment .199.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, the Guidance should not assume that there will be reduced non-point  
     source loading during the period of the TMDL.  By assuming that reductions 
     will occur, the Guidance would allow for a period of time when water       
     quality standards may not be met.  This would impose a tremendous          
     administrative burden because frequent monitoring of controls, particularly
     nonpoint source controls, would be necessary in order to determine both the
     validity of the phased TMDL and the ultimate success of controls in        
     attaining water quality standards.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.200     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2859.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When ambient water quality concentrations exceed chronic narrative or      
     numeric criteria or Tier II values, any discharge that has a reasonable    
     potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above a criterion or value
     should be prohibited.  [A multiple source TMDL should not be estabished.]  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.201     
     
     As described in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.h, 
     Basis for Effluent Limitations; and Section VIII.E.5.b, EPA's Authority and
     Rationale for Establishing Interim Permitting Procedures Allowing "No Net  
     Addition" Limitations for Intake Water Pollutants," once a finding of      
     reasonable potential has been made for a particular pollutant in a         
     particular discharge, that discharge must be controlled either via a WQBEL 
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     or an interim permitting procedure.  For reasons explained in the cited    
     sections of the Supplementary Information Document, EPA believes that,     
     under certain circumstances, continued dischargers may be authorized into  
     no-attained waters.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .202 is imbedded in comment .201.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A multiple source TMDL should not be established.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2859.202     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2859.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To enhance environmental protection, an explicit MOS factor of ten should  
     be incorporated into the TMDL equation.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.203     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.e.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
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     Comment ID: D2859.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To facilitate basin-wide consistency and maximum environmental protection, 
     the Guidance should implement an explicit MOS factor equal to the CMC value
     (FAV/2).                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.204     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.For a response to this comment, see the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.a.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2859.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option A should also include a numeric cap on effluent levels.             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.205     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2859.206
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The steady-state mass balance approach is useful, especially with          
     subsequent monitoring, to evaluate and improve modeling over time.  Dynamic
     modeling is only appropriate when it results in more stringent effluent    
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.206     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2859.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As described in the draft Guidance, Option B contains commendable          
     provisions for quantified mixing zones and TMDLs.  However, this should be 
     a mandatory process, not a discretionary one.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2859.207     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2859.208
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should use the same design flows for chronic aquatic life,    
     wildlife and human health criteria.  By using a less restrictive dilution  
     flow for WLAs based on human health criteria and values, other components  
     of the Great Lakes ecosystem could receive increased exposure.  For        
     example, the use of a WLA derived from harmonic mean flow (that is, the    
     design flow for human health criteria) will result in increased exposure   
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     for aquatic life.  This, in turn, will increase the amount of pollutants   
     ingested by humans who consume the aquatic life.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2859.208     
     
     EPA disagrees that the same design flows should be used for chronic aquatic
     life, wildlife, and human health criteria.  TMDLs, WLAs and preliminary    
     wasteload allocations are calculated using different design flows for      
     different endpoints (human health, aquatic life, etc.).  The most          
     protective WLA is used in developing the permit limit.    For a discussion 
     of the design flows specified in the final Guidance, and the reasons EPA   
     selected them, see the SID at VIII.C.6.b.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D2859.209
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another problem with using different design flows for aquatic, wildlife and
     human health criteria is that lifetimes of these organisms vary greatly.   
     When harmonic mean flow is used to set water quality standards based on    
     human exposure averaged over a lifetime, aquatic life species with much    
     shorter lifespans will receive proportionately larger exposure doses.      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.209     
     
     See the response to comment number D2859.208 for a response to this        
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2859.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the formula proposed in Option B generates a negative WLA, no additional
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     discharges should be allocated to that water segment until the formula     
     generates a positive WLA.  [Multiple-source TMDLs are inappropriate and do 
     not address the fact that the original water quality standards will be     
     exceeded with the additional discharge.]                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.210     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2859.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .211 is imbedded in comment .210.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Multiple-source TMDLs are inappropriate and do not address the fact that   
     the original water quality standards will be exceeded with the additional  
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2859.211     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.See section   
     VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.212
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant degradation should not be accounted for unless rigorous studies  
     concerning sediment re-suspension, speciation and transformation are also  
     incorporated into the calculation.  EPA has appropriately made this        
     stipulation, but it should be explicitly incorporated with appropriate     
     margins of safety.                                                         
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     Response to: D2859.212     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a Steering Committee recommendation notes, physical transfer of         
     pollutants to other media is not an acceptable environmental fate process  
     for increasing TMDL allocations.  The effect of following this             
     recommendation is that, for example, volatilization would not be an        
     irreversible loss of pollutants from the water column.  It would simply be 
     a transfer of pollutants to a new media.  This transformation cannot       
     appropriately be termed "loss" and should not be utilized to increase TMDL 
     allocations.  [Also, by not considering physical transport processes when  
     developing TMDLs, the Guidance would provide an additional margin of safety
     unitl fate specific processes are more thoroughly understood.]             
     
     
     Response to: D2859.213     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2859.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .214 is imbedded in comment .213.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, by not considering physical transport processes when developing      
     TMDLs, the Guidance would provide an additional margin of safety until fate
     specific processes are more thoroughly understood.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2859.214     
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     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.e.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General conditions in both options may and should limit pollution trading  
     opportunities.  The variable nature of the TMDL calculation (single or     
     multiple source, phased or constant, and imprecise geographical boundaries)
     is ill-suited for pollution trading, which requires fairly precise and     
     accurate accounting for assimilative capacity, geographical divisions, and 
     timing of discharge.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2859.215     
     
     See section VIII.C.10 of the Supplementary Information Document.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDLs should be developed in a clear, consistent and straightforward       
     manner.  The Guidance should implement uniform quantification and numeric  
     caps on effluent limits whenever possible, and at the lowest levels        
     possible.  [This translates into support for Option B strengthened by not  
     accounting for pollutant degradation and not viewing volatilization as a   
     permanent reduction in pollutants.]  [Mixing zones should be completely    
     phased out as an important step toward zero discharge and virtual          
     elimination.]  [Finally, dynamic modeling should be allowed only where it  
     results in stricter effluent limits.]                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2859.216     
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     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .217 is imbedded in comment .216.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This translates into support for Option B strengthened by not accounting   
     for pollutant degradation and not viewing volatilization as a permanent    
     reduction in pollutants.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2859.217     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .218 is imbedded in comment .216.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones should be completely phased out as an important step toward   
     zero discharge and virtual elimination.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2859.218     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2859.219
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .219 is imbedded in comment .216.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, dynamic modeling should be allowed only where it results in       
     stricter effluent limits.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2859.219     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.a of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2860.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The P.H. Glatfelter Company will be directly affected by the final         
     guidance.  Our mill in Neenah, Wisconsin is a recycle mill producing fine  
     book and printing papers from waste paper.  The mill is located on the Fox 
     River, a tributary to Lake Michigan, from which it withdraws process water 
     and to which it discharges treated waste water under a WPDES permit issued 
     by the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.  Our mill in Pennsylvania
     is not located in the Lake Erie watershed but may nevertheless be affected 
     by the final guidance depending on the manner in the guidance is           
     incorporated into Pennsylvania's water quality regulations.                
     
     
     Response to: D2860.001     
     
     See reponse to: P2629.023                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2860.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 4006



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The P.H. Glatfelter Company fully supports U.S. EPA's goal of protecting   
     the Great Lakes eecosystem.  However, we do not believe that EPA's guidance
     as currently proposed will make any significant difference in improving    
     water quality in the Great Lakes.  Moreover, the costs involved in         
     complying with the Proposed Guidance will be enormous, amounting to        
     billions of dollars for little tangible benefit. As described below, we    
     have estimated the capital cost of complying with the Proposed Guidance to 
     our Neenah mill to be approximately $10 million with close to $1 million   
     dollars a year in annual operating costs.  A large proportion of those     
     costs are due to serious technical flaws and legal problems in EPA's       
     proposed approach.  In these comments, we discuss those problems, their    
     attendant costs, and the lack of benefit to the Great Lakes.  Most         
     importantly, we suggest alternative ways for the agency to proceed that    
     could alleviate some of the major concerns outlined here.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2860.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2860.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed water quality guidance is ineffective because it does not     
     address the major sources of toxic compounds presently causing water       
     quality impairments in the Great Lakes ecosystem. Each state in the Great  
     Lakes region, as well as U.S. EPA, has repeatedly documented the fact that 
     non-point sources, not point sources, are the largest remaining causes of  
     water quality problems in the Great Lakes.  This documentation is contained
     in numerous state and federal publications including the biannual 305(B)   
     reports prepared by each state and the latest summary of those biannual    
     305(B) reports as presented in EPA's National Water Quality Inventory -    
     1990 Report to Congress (U.S. EPA 1990). [In this report, EPA states that  
     only 10.1% of impaired Great Lakes shoreline is a result of point source   
     municipal or industrial discharges.  The remaining shoreline impairment is 
     due to non-point sources including atmospheric deposition, urban and       
     agricultural runoff, and contaminated sediments.  Impairments to open      
     waters of the Great Lakes are due almost exclusively to non-point sources. 
     Furthermore, the role of non-point sources is fully detailed in EPA's Risk 
     Characterization of the Great Lakes Basin (U.S. EPA 1991) and in the draft 
     Lakewide Management Plan that has been prepared for Lake Michigan (U.S.EPA 
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     1992)].                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2860.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment #.004 is imbedded in #.003.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In this report, EPA states that only 10.1% of impaired Great Lakes         
     shoreline                                                                  
     is a result of point source municipal or industrial discharges.  The       
     remaining shoreline impairment is due to non-point sources including       
     atmospheric deposition, urban and agricultural runoff, and contaminated    
     sediments.  Impairments to open waters of the Great Lakes are due almost   
     exclusively to non-point sources.  Furthermore, the role of non-point      
     sources                                                                    
     is fully detailed in EPA's Risk Characterization of the Great Lakes Basin  
     (U.S. EPA 1991) and in the draft Lakewide Management Plan that has been    
     prepared for Lake Michigan (U.S. EPA 1992).                                
     
     
     Response to: D2860.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2860.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The overwhelming importance of non-point sources is illustrated by the     
     results of U.S. EPA's and Wisconsin DNR's recently completed mass balance  
     studies on the Fox River-Green Bay system.  These studies demonstrated     
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     conclusively that non-point sources such as atmospheric deposition and     
     contaminated sediments are responsible for the continued loadings of PCBs  
     into the Green Bay ststem.  Point source discharges are responsible for    
     less than 1% of current loadings with all dischargers being less than the  
     detection limit using conventional EPA-approved analytical methods.        
     
     
     Response to: D2860.005     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The P.H. Glatfelter Company and other industrial and municipal dischargers 
     on the Fox River have joined together in a cooperative effort with         
     Wisconsin DNR and local governments to form the Fox River Coalition.  The  
     Coalition is actively addressing contaminated sediments and other non-point
     souces of PCBs with the goal of reducing the loadings to the water column  
     and Green Bay and removing the fish tissue advisories.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2860.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2860.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A new water quality program will not be worthwhile unless it brings about  
     significant additional improvements in water quality.  Minor reductions in 
     pollutant loadings from point sources might be a worthwhile aim for a      
     program if those reductions could be accomplished for minor costs.  But the
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     cost of EPA's proposal will not be minor.  AFPA has estimated that the     
     cumulative capital costs to all pulp and paper facilities in the Great     
     Lakes region will exceed $2 billion.  [These excessive costs are confirmed 
     in a study recently prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors which
     concluded that the provisions of EPA's Proposed Guidance would result in   
     compliance costs of approximately $2.3 billion per year, well above the    
     Agency's own estimates.]  That $2.3 billion figure specifically did not    
     include potential compliance costs for some of EPA's most costly proposed  
     requirements, because the economic consulting firm preparing the report    
     refused to believe that EPA would actually implement such unreasonable     
     measures.  Clearly, compliance costs will exceed billions of dollars per   
     year, many times greater than the $500 million estimated by EPA.           
     
     
     Response to: D2860.007     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2860.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.008 is imbedded in #.007.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These excessive costs are confirmed in a study recently prepared for the   
     Council of Great Lakes Governors which concluded that the provisions of    
     EPA's Proposed Guidance would result in compliance costs of approximately  
     $2.3 billion per year, well above the Agency's own estimates.              
     
     
     Response to: D2860.008     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2860.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The Proposed Guidance is also ineffective because it only addresses        
     potential sources of pollution on the U.S. side of the Great Lakes.  While 
     it is fully recognized that U.S. environmental guidance cannot be bound on 
     other countries, the unilateral imposition of the Proposed Guidance without
     a comparable program in Canada will not result in significant environmental
     improvements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2860.009     
     
     See response to D2860.028. See response to comment number D2867.087.  See  
     responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2860.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of the enormous costs and insignificant benefits of EPA's         
     proposal, we propose that the wisest course would be for EPA to change its 
     focus.  Instead of proceeding to implement additional point source controls
     that will not accomplish the Agency's goal of protecting the Great Lakes,  
     we believe that the Agency should consider any point source controls in    
     conjunction with the need for controls on non-point sources such as urban  
     and agricultural runoff, air deposition, and contaminated sediments.  It is
     only by considering each of those sources, their relative contributions to 
     pollutant loadings in the Great Lakes, and the relative economic impacts of
     additional controls, that the Agency can develop a reasonable and effective
     approach to protecting the ecosystem.  [If, nevertheless, the Agency       
     decides not to pursue that change in focus, and proceeds to finalize its   
     Proposed Guidance, it is critical that EPA remedy the substantial technical
     and legal problems in the guidance, as outlined in these comments and the  
     comments submitted by AFPA and NCASI.  Such action would hopefully reduce  
     the enormous economic impacts that will follow if EPA's proposal is        
     implementsed as currently written.  We believe that each of the program    
     areas discussed below must be reconsidered and revised by U.S. EPA before  
     the guidance is finalized.]                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2860.010     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2860.011
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.011 is imbedded in #.010.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, nevertheless, the Agency decides not to pursue that change in focus,   
     and                                                                        
     proceeds to finalize its Proposed Guidance, it is critical that EPA remedy 
     the substantial technical and legal problems in the guidance, as outlined  
     in                                                                         
     these comments and the comments submitted by AFPA and NCASI.  Such action  
     would hopefully reduce the enormous economic impacts that will follow if   
     EPA's proposal is implemented as currently written.  We believe that each  
     of                                                                         
     the program areas discussed below must be reconsidered and revised by U.S. 
     EPA before the guidance is finalized.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.011     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2860.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act (section 118(c)(2) of the Clean Water
     Act) requires U.S. EPA to publish water quality guidance for the Great     
     Lakes                                                                      
     system.  The Act specifies that once U.S. EPA issues its Guidance in final 
     form, the Great Lakes States each have two years to adopt a program        
     "consistent with" the Guidance.                                            
                                                                                
     [On April 16, 1993, EPA published the Proposed Guidance, but the so-called 
     "guidance is replete with mandatory language and requirements.  This       
     language                                                                   
     is contradictory to Congress' intent as evidenced by the legislative       
     history                                                                    
     and the language of section 118 of the Act itself.]                        
                                                                                
     EPA has interpreted the "consistent with" provision to mean that the State 
     programs must be "equal to or more stringent than" the EPA Guidance.  58   
     Fed.                                                                       
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     Reg. at 20847.  In their own words, the Agency does not intend to allow    
     States to have any flexibility in developing their programs to fit their   
     own                                                                        
     specific situations:                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA strongly encourages the verbatim adoption of the final Guidance or     
     adoption with only conforming changes, such as renumbering sections to     
     conform with the State or Tribal regulations, or, for example, replacing   
     "Great Lakes System" with "Lake Erie System." 58 Fed. Reg. at 20847.       
                                                                                
     [However, a careful review of the statutory language, the legislative      
     history, and analogous provisions under other statutes indicates that EPA's
     proposal is squarely contrary to the language of the Critical Programs Act,
     the Congressional intent in enacting that law, Congress' use of the term   
     "consistent with" in other statutory provisions (including the Clean Water 
     Act), and EPA's own interpretation of those other statutory provisions.    
     Congress intended, instead, that the EPA Guidance should be used to promote
     greater consistency among the State regulatory programs, while still       
     allowing                                                                   
     the States "a reasonable degree of flexibility" to develop their own       
     specific                                                                   
     approaches to protecting water quality.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA is only authorized by CWA section 118 (c)(2) to issue guidance to the  
     Great Lakes States to provide uniformity regarding minimum water quality   
     standards, antidegradation policies and implementation procedures for the  
     Great Lakes System.  Accordingly, EPA must modify the language in its      
     proposed Guidance to provide advice to the states rather than imposing     
     mandatory requirements.  This is especially important because in many areas
     the Guidance deals with public policy decisions on local issues not        
     susceptible to broad federal mandates, and much of the Guidance also deals 
     with very complex scientific questions and largely untried technical       
     procedures.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA should, therefore, abandon its proposed interpretation of the term     
     "consistent with," and instead allow its Guidance to function as just that:
     guidance for State efforts, rather than as a biding regulation that States 
     are compelled to adopt word-for-word.]                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2860.012     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2860.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.013 is imbedded in #.012.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On April 16, 1993, EPA published the Proposed Guidance, but the so-called  
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     "guidance" is replete with mandatory language and requirements.  This      
     language is contradictory to Congress' intent as evidenced by the          
     legislative history and the language of section 118 of the Act itself.     
     
     
     Response to: D2860.013     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2860.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 is imbedded in #.012.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, a careful review of the statutory language, the legislative       
     history,                                                                   
     and anlogous provisions under other statutes indicates that EPA's proposal 
     is                                                                         
     squarely contrary to the language of the Critical Programs Act, the        
     Congressional intent in enacting that law, Congress' use of the term       
     "consistent with" in other statutory provisions (including the Clean Water 
     Act), and EPA's own interpretation of those other statutory provisions.    
     Congress intended, instead, that the EPA Guidance should be used to promote
     greater consistency among the State regulatory programs, while still       
     allowing                                                                   
     the States "a reasonable degree of flexibility" to develop their own       
     specific                                                                   
     approaches to protecting water quality.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA is only authorized by CWA section 118(c)(2) to issue guidance to the   
     Great Lakes States to provide uniformity regarding minimum water quality   
     standards, antidegradation policies and implementation procedures for the  
     Great Lakes System.  Accordingly, EPA must modify the language in its      
     proposed Guidance to provide advice to the states rather than imposing     
     mandatory requirements.  This is especially important because in many areas
     the Guidance deals with public policy decisions on local issues not        
     susceptible to broad federal mandates, and much of the Guidance also deals 
     with very complex scientific questions and largely untried technical       
     procedures.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA should, therefore, abandon its proposed interpretation of the term     
     "consistent with," and instead allow its Guidance to function as just that:
     guidance for State efforts, rather than as a binding regulation that States
     are compelled to adopt word-for-word.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.014     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2860.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's method of selecting BCC's using a bioconcetration factor ("BCF")/food
     chain multiplier ("FCM") model leads to pollutants being classified as     
     BCC's                                                                      
     without any consideration of their persistence, toxicity, metabolism, or   
     bioavailability in water.  All of these are important factors in           
     determining                                                                
     whether a substance will actually have an impact on water quality.  The    
     refusal to consider important water quality factors is not only technically
     unsound; it also is incosistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality         
     Agreement,                                                                 
     which expressly directs the Agency to focus its attention on persistent    
     toxic                                                                      
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2860.015     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2860.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's model for selecting BCC's using the BCF/FCM model has not been       
     scientifically validated.  In fact, since EPA admits that there are very   
     few                                                                        
     field-derived BAF's as yet, there is presently no way to validate the      
     BCF/FCM                                                                    
     model.  Therefore, the model is not scientifically adequate for use as a   
     numeric factor in the regulatory process.                                  
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     [The BCF/FCM model, in addition to ignoring important factors, does not    
     accurately measure the factors that it purports to address; research       
     performed by the NCASI has shown that BAF's calculated using BCF's and     
     FCM's                                                                      
     overestimate actual field-calculated bioaccumulation for many chemicals.   
     The                                                                        
     NCASI research has also shown that the results reached using EPA's FCM     
     model                                                                      
     are far too sensitive to input parameters.  Therefore, the FCM model is not
     conducive to broad regulatory application, even if it were accurate.]      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.016     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.013 and to comment D2854L.012.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2860.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.017 is imbedded in #.016.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BCF/FCM model, in addition to ignoring important factors, does not     
     accurately measure the factors that it purports to address; research       
     performed by the NCASI has shown that BAF's calculated using BCF's and     
     FCM's overestimate actual field-calculated bioaccumulation for many        
     chemicals.  The NCASI research has also shown that the results reached     
     using EPA's FCM model are far too sensitive to input parameters.           
     Therefore, the FCM model in not conducive to broad regulatory application, 
     even if it were accurate.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2860.017     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.013.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2860.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's method for calculating BAF's for hydrophobic chemicals does not      
     adequately consider their tendency to adhere to sediment and therefore not 
     be present in the water column.  This is an important factor in determining
     the water quality impact of the substances, which EPA ignores.             
     
     
     Response to: D2860.018     
     
     EPA agrees with commenters that using the bioavailable fraction of the     
     chemical in the ambient water would more accurately reflect the fraction of
     the total chemical available to bioaccumulate in the biota.  In the final  
     Guidance, EPA set forth the equation from which the fraction of the        
     chemical that is freely dissolved in the water can be calculated using the 
     Kow for the chemical and the DOC and POC in the water.  EPA acknowledges   
     that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is difficult to      
     measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or estimated and    
     used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2860.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has also asked for comment, in the Preamble, on the use of             
     Bioaccumulation Equivalency Factors ("BEFs") for chemicals such as PCBs and
     dioxins.  In essence BEFs are treated as ratios of BAFs.  That is,         
     multiplying the BAF for dioxin by a specific dioxin congener's BEF should  
     yield the congener-specific BAF.  While we agree in principal with the use 
     of                                                                         
     BEFs, EPA has apparently been very selective in choosing the proposed BEFs 
     for dioxins and furans from a single report at the neglect of other        
     available                                                                  
     information.  The BEFs as proposed in the Preamble are too flawed for      
     application in a regulatory program.  EPA should retain the concept of     
     correcting for different congener BAFs, but more effort needs to be devoted
     to developing values from a broad scientific database, not just a single   
     study.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2860.019     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the BEF methodology as proposed is   
     flawed.  In the TSD, EPA presents a complete and sound development of the  
     BEF methodology.  Furthermore, the BEF methodology has been included in the
     Interim Report on dioxin and this reported has gone through intense        
     peer-review.  EPA has concluded that the BEF methodology is scientifically 
     defensible and reasonable.  In the final guidance, a more complete set of  
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     BEFs is presented.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2860.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the probems with EPA's proposed model for selecting chemicals to be  
     regulated, Glatfelter suggests that EPA continue to use Bioconcentration   
     Factors until additional research has addressed the many short comings of  
     the BCF/FCM model.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2860.020     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2860.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values for aquatic life are particularly unnecessary since EPA and 
     the states already have a more powerful tool - whole effluent toxicity     
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     testing - in their regulatory tool bag to control toxics in point source   
     discharges.                                                                
                                                                                
     In the mid-1980's U.S. EPA conducted a multi-laboratory research effort -  
     The                                                                        
     Complex Effluent Toxicity Testing Program - to evaluate the relationship   
     between laboratory measurements of whole effluent toxicity,                
     laboratory-based                                                           
     ambient toxicity testing, in-situ ambient toxicity testing, and observed   
     aquatic community and ecosystem responses.  These studies, conducted at    
     seven                                                                      
     sites around the country, demonstrated the direct relationship between     
     effluent toxicity, both acute and chronic, in-stream impacts, and the      
     validity of laboratory toxicity tests to predict receiving water community 
     impacts.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In another series of laboratory and field studies EPA demonstrated good    
     agreement between chemical-specific water quality criteria derived using   
     the                                                                        
     National Guidelines procedure and in-stream concentrations producing       
     aquatic                                                                    
     life effects.  To quote from the March, 1991 edition of the Technical      
     Support                                                                    
     Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control:                           
                                                                                
     EPA's water quality criteria are not threshold levels above which definite 
     measurable effects are always expected.  Rather the criteria embody        
     conservative assumptions such that small excursions above the criteria     
     should                                                                     
     not results in measurable environmental impacts on the biota.  The data    
     indicate that the ambient water quality criteria are met, then the biota in
     the receiving stream will be protected from unacceptable impacts caused by 
     the chemical of concern.                                                   
                                                                                
     Clearly, the elegance and validity of the integrated approach of           
     independently applying properly derived chemical-specific criteria and     
     whole                                                                      
     effluent toxicity criteria stems from the solid scientific basis for these 
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2860.021     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2860.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "... to this sound scientific approach" refers to independent 
applicability
          for deriving effluent limits (see text)                                   

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In complete opposition to this sound scientific approach for regulating    
     effluent toxicity, the Proposed Guidance states that Tier II aquatic life  
     vales for both acute and chronic toxicity can be derived from one daphnid  
     acute toxicity test.  While such an approach may be perfectly valid for    
     identifying chemicals for which more data is needed, it is not valid to use
     this approach to derive criteria or end-of-pipe permit limits because it   
     completely ignores the technical progress made in establishing a method to 
     derive water quality criteria and a state-of-the-art approach to           
     environmental safety assessment.  [More importantly, it is not necessary to
     use Tier II criteria to protect aquatic communities from potential acute   
     and                                                                        
     chronic toxicity for chemicals for which there is insufficient data to     
     calculate Tier I criteria.  The use of laboratory measurements of whole    
     effluent toxicity to predict ambient effects provides a scientifically     
     valid                                                                      
     method of deriving waste load allocations for whole effluent toxicity and  
     provides protection to aquatic communities.]                               
                                                                                
     [In short, EPA should abandon its proposal to use Tier II values for       
     anything                                                                   
     other than identifying chemicals that are candidates for the additional    
     research needed to develop valid Tier I criteria.]                         
     
     
     Response to: D2860.022     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2860.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.023 is imbedded in #.022.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More importantly, it is not necessary to use Tier II criteria to protect   
     aquatic communities from potential acute and chronic toxicity for chemicals
     for which there is insufficient data to calculate Tier I criteria.  The use
     of laboratory measurements of whole effluent toxicity to predict ambient   
     effects provides a scientifically valid method of deriving waste load      
     allocations for whole effluent toxicity and provides protection to aquatic 
     communities.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2860.023     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2860.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.024 is imbedded in #.022.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In short, EPA should abandon its proposal to use Tier II values for        
     anything                                                                   
     other than identifying chemicals that are candidates for the additional    
     research needed to develop valid Tier I criteria.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2860.024     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2860.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed wildlife criterion for mercury is particularly troublesome for
     Glatfelter and other dischargers on the Fox River and probably the entire  
     Great Lakes region.  The proposed criterion is more than an order of       
     magnitude less than the present Wisconsin wildlife criterion for mercury.  
     We                                                                         
     have examined the proposed criterion and its derivation and have several   
     comments which are detailed below.                                         
                                                                                
     [In calculating the NOAEL for mammals EPA used a 10-fold subchronic        
     adjustment factor to account for the fact that the study used to derive the
     chronic NOAEL was just 90 days in length and that the mink were exhibiting 
     subchronic effects.  In view of another study reported by EPA, however, it 
     is                                                                         
     questionable whether a full 10-fold factor is justified.  In that study the
     feeding period was approximately 50% longer and the NOAEL that would have  
     been derived approximately 3 times higher than that in the study chosen by 
     EPA for NOAEL development.  Nevertheless, the mink exhibited no adverse    
     effects.  While the criteria document claims this experiment utilized      
     inorganic mercury, this does not seem correct since virtually all mercury  
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     in                                                                         
     fish tissue is methylated (Cappon and Smith 1981).  Moreover, the latter   
     finding is also consistent with the observations of Auerlich et al. (1971),
     who found virtually the same kit production in mink fed control diets and  
     diets containing fish reported to contain 0.36 ppm mercury.  In light of   
     these findings a full 10-fold adjustment factor appears unjustified, and we
     encourage EPA to review this factor and lower it as appropriate or else    
     present a better justification in the criteria document for using a full   
     10-fold factor.]                                                           
                                                                                
     [It is questionable whether a dose-response curve can be derived from the  
     data presented in the study chosen for determination of the avian NOAEL.   
     In                                                                         
     this three-generation study, the first generation was dosed at 3 and 0.5   
     mg/kg-day while the next two generations were dosed only at 0.5 mg/kg-day. 
     The conclusions about effect are based on reproductive effects pooled      
     across                                                                     
     generations.  Because the last two generations were dosed at only one level
     (above controls) the data are not, technically, sufficient to establish a  
     dose-response curve.                                                       
                                                                                
     We would agree that the data are probably sufficient to indicate causality,
     but the wildlife methodology requires that the data be sufficient to       
     establish a dose-response curve in both mammalian and avian species if the 
     derived value is to be considered a Tier I criterion.  Since this          
     requirement                                                                
     has not been satisfied, the value should be considered a Tier II value.]   
     [If                                                                        
     the mercury value is to remain a Tier I criterion, the criteria document   
     for                                                                        
     the avian value must make it much clearer how one could derive a           
     dose-response curve from the data presented in the chosen study.]          
                                                                                
     [The LOAEL was calculated from the nominal concentration of methyl mercury 
     in                                                                         
     the feed and the reported feed ingestion rate of 128 g/kg body weight-day  
     in                                                                         
     the control animals.  It is unclear (and unexplained in the criteria       
     document) why the ingestion rate for controls was used when the author     
     clearly states that the mercury-fed ducks ate more food, with an ingestion 
     rate pooled over the generations of 156 g/kg body weight-day.  EPA should  
     use                                                                        
     the treatment group ingestion rate since it is readily available and more  
     appropriate.  If the control group ingestion rate is to be used, some      
     justification should be given in the criteria document.]                   
                                                                                
     EPA must address the above issues if the wildlife criterion for mercury is 
     to                                                                         
     be meaningful.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2860.025     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, and P2576.128.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2860.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.026 is imbedded in #.025.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In calculating the NOAEL for mammals EPA used a 10-fold subchronic         
     adjustment                                                                 
     factor to account for the fact that the study used to derive the chronic   
     NOAEL was just 90 days in length and that the mink were exhibiting         
     subchronic                                                                 
     effects.  In view of another study reported by EPA, however, it is         
     questionable whether a full 10-fold factor is justified.  In that sudy the 
     feeding period was approximately 50% longer and the NOAEL that would have  
     been derived approximately 3 times higher than that in the study chosen by 
     EPA for NOAEL development.  Nevertheless, the mink exhibited no adverse    
     effects.  While the criteria document claims this experiment utilized      
     inorganic mercury, this does not seem correct since virtually all mercury  
     in                                                                         
     fish tissue is methylated (Cappon and Smith 1981).  Moreover, the latter   
     finding is also consistent with observations of Auerlich et al. (1971), who
     found virtually the same kit production in mink fed control diets and diets
     containing fish reported to contain 0.36 ppm mercury.  In light of these   
     findings a full 10-fold adjustment factor appears unjustified, and we      
     encourage EPA to review this factor and lower it as appropriate or else    
     present a better justification in the criteria document for using a full   
     10-fold factor.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2860.026     
     
     Two comments were received that suggested a subchronic to chronic          
     uncertainty factor of less than 10 was required in deriving the mammalian  
     mercury value.  In reviewing the data during the revision of the mammalian 
     value U.S. EPA has determined that subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor
     of 10 is reasonable. As discussed in the revised criterion document and in 
     the wildlife criteria technical support document, a 90-day exposure for a  
     bioaccumulative chemical in animals with life spans as long as the mink or 
     otter is certainly considered subchronic.  Given a lifespan of 6 to seven  
     years for the mink, a truly chronic exposure would be at least a year if   
     not longer.  Consistent with this interpretation Wobeser, et al. (1976b)   
     indicate that if the exposure had been extended ataxia, anorexia and       
     mortality would likely have resulted in the lower exposure group.  U.S. EPA
     has not used studies involving mink feed Great Lakes fish, such as Wobeser,
     et al. (1976a), because the gross endpoints can be caused by numerous      
     contaminants.  However, if the Wobeser, et al. (1976a) study had been used,
     U.S. EPA would likely have employed a subchronic-to-chronic uncertainty    
     factor of at least 3, given that the 145 day exposure period is equivalent 
     to approximately 6 to 7% of a mink's lifespan.                             
                                                                                
     Aulerich, et al. (1971) found no effect at a 30% diet of 0.36 ppm mercury  
     in fish, which would suggest a NOAEL of about 0.14 ppm. while the commenter
     argues that this study is support for not using the 10-fold                
     subchronic-to-chronic factor, the NOAEL determined from this study is      
     nearly 10 times lower than the 1.1 ppm NOAEL determined from Wobeser       
     (1976b).  In addition, Aulerich, et al. (1971) was also subchronic, with   
     the exposure lasting six months.  Therefore, it does not seem to support   
     the commenter's argument. Aulerich, et al., (1971) was not used by the     
     criteria document for the NOAEL because there were numerous other          
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     contaminants present besides mercury and because it was not a dose-response
     study.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2860.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.027 is imbedded in #.025.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is questionable whether a dose-response curve can be derived from the   
     data presented in the study chosen for determination of the avian NOAEL.   
     In this three-generation study, the first generation was dosed at 3 and 0.5
     mg/kg-day while the next two generations were dosed only at 0.5 mg/kg-day. 
     The conclusions about effect are based on reproductive effects pooled      
     across generations.  Because the last two generations were dosed at only   
     one level (above controls) the data are not, technically, sufficient to    
     establish a dose-response curve.                                           
                                                                                
     We would agree that the data are probably sufficient to indicate causality,
     but the wildlife methodology requires that the data be sufficient to       
     establish a dose-response curve in both mammalian and avian species if the 
     derived value is to be considered a Tier I criterion.  Since this          
     requirement has not been satisfied, the value should be considered a Tier  
     II value.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2860.027     
     
     See response to D2860.028. See response to Comment D2860.028.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2860.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.028 is imbedded in #.025.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the mercury value is to remain a Tier I criterion, the criteria document
     for the avian value must make it much clearer how one could derive a       
     dose-response curve from the data presented in the chosen study.           
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     Response to: D2860.028     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
                                                                                
     After considering public comments concerning the use of the Heinz studies  
     for deriving an avian mercury value, U.S. EPA maintains that the           
     experimental design, and associated results, fulfills the dose-response    
     requirements of the wildlife criteria methodology.  As discussed in the    
     revised mercury document, adult mallards were exposed to a methyl mercury  
     derivative at 3.0, o.5 and 0 ppm in the feed for two years.  During the    
     study their reproductive performance was assessed as well as the survival  
     of the ducklings they produced.  Results from this experiment, based on two
     chemical exposure levels and a control, suggested an NOAEL at the 0.5 ppm  
     level (Heinz, 1974; 1976a).  Through a complementary experiment (Heinz,    
     1976b; 1979) performed by the same researcher at the facility and under    
     similar conditions, the stability  of the 0.5 ppm NOAEL can be assessed.   
     In this experiment the reproductive effects associated with 0.5 ppm mercury
     in the diet were examined over three generations, with the second          
     generation of breeders (Heinz, 1976b) being offspring obtained from the    
     second year of the two-year feeding study (Heinz, 1976a).  Results from    
     this experiment suggest that the 0.5 ppm exposure level may be below the   
     threshold for reproductive effects and as a consequence a two-fold UF was  
     employed in the derivation of the avian value for mercury.  The influence  
     of this UF on the avian value is discussed in the revised mercury document.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2860.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.029 is imbedded in #.025.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The LOAEL was calculated from the nominal concentration of methyl mercury  
     in the feed and the reported feed ingestion rate of 128 g/kg body          
     weight-day in the control animals.  It is unclear (and unexplained in the  
     criteria document) why the ingestion rate for controls was used when the   
     author clearly states that the mercury-fed ducks ate more food, with an    
     ingestion rate pooled over the generations of 156 g/kg body weight-day.    
     EPA should use the treatment group ingestion rate since it is readily      
     available and more appropriate.  If the control group ingestion rate is to 
     be used, some justification should be given in the criteria document.      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.029     
     
     See response to comment D2724.188.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2860.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major provision of EPA's Proposed Guidance that is fundamentally flawed  
     is                                                                         
     the provision concerning regulation of pollutants in intake water.  In     
     essence, EPA is proposing to require dischargers, subject to extremely     
     limited exceptions, to treat and remove pollutants that are not added by   
     their own operations but that are already present in their intake water.   
     In                                                                         
     other words, dischargers will be responsible for pollutants in the water   
     that                                                                       
     they use from surface water bodies or groundwater, despite the fact that   
     those pollutants are naturally present or were introduced as a result of   
     past                                                                       
     practices by other dischargers.  Not only is this provision unfair; it is  
     illegal.  The Clean Water Act only allows EPA to regulate the "addition" of
     pollutants to U.S. waters by point sources.  If the pollutants in a point  
     source discharge were not added by that discharger, but were present in the
     intake water, then EPA simply has no jurisdiction to require the discharger
     to remove those pollutants.  Quite simply, a clear reading of the Clean    
     Water                                                                      
     Act shows that the "return" of pollutants is not an "addition" subject to  
     permit limits regardless of whether the limits are water quality-based or  
     technology-based.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2860.030     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2860.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its proposal, EPA has provided an "exception" to the requirement that   
     intake water be treated, and the Agency contends that this provision makes 
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     proposed restrictions reasonable.  That argument suffers from a number of  
     flaws.  First, EPA has no authority to require treatment of intake water in
     the first place, so such an "exception" should not be necessary.  In       
     addition, EPA's "exception" would not provide realistic relief to          
     dischargers                                                                
     that would otherwise be affected by the intake water restrictions, for the 
     following reasons:  One of the provisions of EPA's "exception" is that     
     there                                                                      
     be absolutely no addition of any amount of the pollutant by the discharger.
     According to EPA, this would even cover an infinitesimal amount of metal   
     corroding from sewer pipes, even if the amount of metal contributed by the 
     discharger is not measurable in the effluent.  In all probability, no      
     discharger could ever meet the "no addition" test.                         
                                                                                
     [EOA also requires that the discharger show that its use of the water does 
     not "alter" the pollutant in a way that would increase water quality       
     impacts (e.g. an increase in bioavailability).  As a practical matter,     
     there is currently no accepted way to demonstrate bioavailability at trace 
     metals levels.  Therefore, dischargers would have no way to make this      
     demonstration.]                                                            
                                                                                
     [EPA further restricts its exception to cases in which 100% of the intake  
     water is discharged back to the same water body from which it was drawn.   
     Under this test, a discharger would not be able to use the exception if it 
     withdrew only a small fraction of its process water or cooling water from  
     groundwater or one tributary and then discharged the water to another      
     tributary or a lake, even if the discharger itself added absolutely no     
     pollutants to the water between intake and discharge.]                     
     
     
     Response to: D2860.031     
     
     See the SID at Section VIII.E.5 regarding EPA's authority to regulate      
     intake pollutants.  See response to comment P2588.075 regarding the "no    
     mass added" requirement.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vii regarding the  
     "chemical/physical" alteration requirement.  See the SID at Section        
     VIII.E.4.d. regarding "partial" consideration of intake pollutants when the
     facility has intake pollutants from the same and different bodies of water.
      Also see the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv regarding the definition of     
     "same body of water."                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2860.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.032 is imbedded in #.031.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also requires that the discharger show that its use of the water does  
     not                                                                        
     "alter" the pollutant in a way that would increase water quality impacts   
     (e.g. an increase in bioavailability).  As a practical matter, there is    
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     currently no accepted way to demonstrate bioavailability at trace metals   
     levels.  Therefore, dischargers would have no way to make this             
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2860.032     
     
     This comment is included in D2860.031 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2860.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.033 is imbedded in #.031.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA further restricts its exception to cases in which 100% of the intake   
     water is discharged back to the same water body from which it was drawn.   
     Under this test, a discharger would not be able to use the exception if it 
     withdrew only a small fraction of its process water or cooling water from  
     groundwater or one tributary and then discharged the water to another      
     tributary or a lake, even if the discharger itself added absolutely no     
     pollutants to the water between intake and discharge.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.033     
     
     This comment is included in D2860.031 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2860.034
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical consequences of EPA's proposal for the required treatment of 
     intake water could be more far-reaching than for any other provision in the
     Proposed Guidance.  EPA's treatment requirements would apparently apply not
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     just to water that is taken in and used for process, but also to water that
     is used only for cooling and never comes in contact with any process       
     ingredients ("non-contact cooling water").  Industrial facilities often use
     large volumes of water for cooling, and the cost to treat all of that water
     to the non-detectable levels required by EPA's proposal would likely dwarf 
     the compliance costs for treating process waters.  In fact, some           
     dischargers                                                                
     could be forced to scrap their entire cooling systems, because they could  
     not                                                                        
     guarantee that there would be no discharge of regulated materials even with
     treatment.  Those dischargers would have to change from once-through       
     cooling                                                                    
     systems to air cooling or recirculating cooling water technology.  The     
     costs                                                                      
     of that change-over could run into tens of billions of dollars, hitting    
     particularly hard in the utility industry but affecting other industrial   
     plants as well.                                                            
                                                                                
     [Because EPA does not have the authority to require treatment of intake    
     water, Glatfelter believes that the agency should revise its proposal to   
     allow for direct, complete "intake credits" for any pollutants in the      
     discharger's intake water.  Credits should apply to calculations of permit 
     limits and to the determination of whether the pollutant should be         
     regulated                                                                  
     in a permit at all.  If the discharger does not make any significant       
     addition to the amount of pollutant already present in the intake water,   
     there should be no permit limit for that pollutant.]                       
     
     
     Response to: D2860.034     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2860.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.035 is imbedded in #.034.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because EPA does not have the authority to require treatment of intake     
     water, Glatfelter believes that the agency should revise its proposal to   
     allow for direct, complete "intake credits" for any pollutants in the      
     discharger's intake water.  Credits should apply to calculations of permit 
     limits and to the determination of whether the pollutant should be         
     regulated in a permit at all.  If the discharger does not make any         
     significant addition to the amount of pollutant already present in the     
     intake water, there should be no permit limit for that pollutant.          
     
     
     Response to: D2860.035     
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     See SID at Section VIII.E.5 regarding legal issues.  See SID at Section    
     VIII.E.7.b.i regarding the need for a limit when the facility adds mass of 
     the pollutant to that already in the intake water.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due primarily to the unsupported technical assumptions used by EPA in the  
     Proposed Guidance, many dischargers will be faced with new discharge limits
     that are so stringent that they are below the level that can be accurately 
     quantified using current analytical techniques.  In such situations, the   
     Proposed Guidance would require that the limit be put in the permit, even  
     though compliance cannot be accurately determined.  EPA would also require 
     that another, higher level, referred to as a "compliance evaluation level" 
     or                                                                         
     "CEL", be inserted into the permit to be used to measure compliance.  The  
     Agency would also establish one other condition for compliance:  in        
     addition                                                                   
     to meeting the CEL, a discharger must also implement a pollutant           
     minimization                                                               
     program ("PMP"), to reduce pollutant levels entering its waste water       
     treatment system to a level below the actual permit limit (i.e., the limit 
     that is below the level of quantification.)  This approach has serious     
     legal                                                                      
     and technical problems, including those discussed below.                   
                                                                                
     The CEL's would generally be set using what EPA calls a "minimum level" or 
     "ML".  EPA apparently intends that the ML be a level at which pollutant    
     levels can be accurately quantified.  However, the ML concept itself has no
     adequate technical basis.  It has never been defined scientifically, there 
     have been no "round robin" sets of testing by analytical laboratories to   
     verify the concept, and there has been no peer review, which is essential  
     from a scientific standpoint.                                              
                                                                                
     [Establishing CEL's will not adequately address the problem of limits below
     quantification.  The below-quantification limit will remain in the permit  
     in                                                                         
     addition to the CEL, and as analytical methods improve, the discharger     
     could                                                                      
     discover pollutant levels in its discharge below the CEL but above the     
     permit                                                                     
     limit.  The discharger would then be in violation of its permit even though
     it was meeting the CEL, which it was supposed to focus on for purposes of  
     compliance.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2860.036     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.037 is imbedded in #.036.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing CEL's will not adequately address the problem of limits below 
     quantification.  The below-quantification limit will remain in the permit  
     in addition to the CEL, and as analytical methods improve, the discharger  
     could discover pollutant levels in its discharge below the CEL but above   
     the                                                                        
     permit limit.  The discharger would then be in violation of its permit even
     though it was meeting the CEL, which it was supposed to focus on for       
     purposes                                                                   
     of compliance.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2860.037     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The dilemma of permit limits below the quantification level is illustrated 
     by                                                                         
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     Glatfelter's recent experience with mercury analyses.  The current         
     EPA-approved analytical methodology for mercury has a detection limit of   
     approximately 10 ppb.  Prior to 1990, Glatfelter used this method to       
     monitor                                                                    
     total mercury in the raw water withdrawn from the Fox River and the final  
     effluent discharge.  However, in 1990, in response to a proposed permit    
     limit                                                                      
     for mercury that was significantly less than the detection limit of the    
     EPA-approved method, Glatfelter contracted for mercury analysis with a     
     laboratory that had developed ultra-clean analytical techniques for trace  
     metals.  This laboratory was able to establish a detection limit of        
     approximately 1 part per trillion - over a thousand times lower than the   
     detection limit of the EPA approved method.  The results of these studies  
     are                                                                        
     discussed in detail below, but the point here is that because analytical   
     methodologies are continually improving, a discharger that is in compliance
     one day because the limit of detection limit is significantly above the    
     permit limit, may find itself out of compliance the next day after         
     detection                                                                  
     limits improve.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2860.038     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly, a discharger faced with below-quantification limits, and the      
     resulting indefinite compliance status, is subject to a serious potential  
     for                                                                        
     arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement.  There would be nothing to       
     prevent                                                                    
     an enforcement agency, using new, unvalidated analytical methods or other  
     monitioring techniques, from making a determination that the discharger is 
     in                                                                         
     fact violating the below-quantification permit limit, and seek criminal    
     penalties on that basis against the discharger, and possibly the           
     discharger's                                                               
     employees as well.  Since there is no reasonably quantifiable standard     
     against which to measure compliance, agencies would have broad discretion  
     to                                                                         
     make such determinations in an arbitrary and unscientific manner.  Even if 
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     such enforcement actions are eventually defeated, because of the lack of   
     validated analytical methods, the discharger (and possibly its employees as
     well) would be forced to defend against these charges and face the         
     possibility of substantial fines and jail terms.  That risk is one that the
     discharger and its employees should not be forced to assume, and the       
     unquantifiable standard that gives rise to that risk therefore violates due
     process.  The only way to prevent that due process violation, as discussed 
     in the body of these comments, is to issue permit limits no lower than the 
     practicable quantification level ("PQL"), or some other scientifically     
     validated level at which discharges can reasonably be quantified.          
     
     
     Response to: D2860.039     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comments #.036 through #.039.                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Glatfelter believes that the final guidance must recognize the technical   
     and                                                                        
     legal problems described above with regard to below-quantification permit  
     limits.  To do so, we recommend that when the procedures set forth by EPA  
     for calculating limits result in a value below quantification, that the    
     permit limit should be set at the "practical quantitation level" or "PQL." 
     PQL's have a solid scientific basis, and have been used by EPA in other    
     regulatory programs, including the Safe Drinking Water Act.  Compliance    
     with                                                                       
     that limit should be determined at the final effluent outfall.  [As long as
     the discharge is in compliance with that limit, no pollutant minimization  
     program should be required.]  [In order to ensure that the below-PQL       
     discharge levels are not causing significant toxic impacts, the permit     
     authority could require caged-fish or other monitoring methods, as long as 
     those methods are first put through the scientific review process          
     established                                                                
     by EPA under 40 CFR 136, to ensure that they have an adequate scientific   
     basis.]                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.040     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
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     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.041 is imbedded in #.040.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As long as the discharge is in compliance with that limit, no pollutant    
     minimization program should be required.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2860.041     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.042 is imbedded in #.040.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to ensure that the below-PQL discharge levels are not causing     
     significant toxic impacts, the permit authority could require caged-fish or
     other monitoring methods, as long as those methods are first put through   
     tht scientific review process established by EPA under 40 CFR 136, to      
     ensure that they have an adequate scientific basis.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2860.042     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
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     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "PMP" refers to pollutant minimization program                
            
          "...as discussed above" refers to comments .036 through .042.             

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PMP requirement goes beyond EPA's authority under the Clean Water Act. 
     That statute, as discussed above, authorizes EPA to control the addition of
     pollutants to U.S. waters by point sources.  Therefore, EPA has control    
     over the actual discharges to water bodies.  However, EPA does not have any
     right to tell a discharger how to reduce pollutants in its discharge.  Nor 
     does EPA have authority to tell the discharger what pollutants are allowed 
     to be generated in a process and sent to the plant's waste water treatment 
     system.  That is simply not EPA's business, as long as the ultimate        
     pollutant levels discharged after treatment are acceptable.                
     
     
     Response to: D2860.043     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2860.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to lacking legal authority, EPA's PMP requirement conflicts    
     with                                                                       
     basic scientific and regulatory concepts.  Many dischargers have installed 
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     treatment systems at the "end-of-pipe" to reduce the pollutatnt levels     
     coming                                                                     
     from their processes before ultimate discharge.  In most cases, these      
     controls were put in to satisfy EPA requirements.  The Agency's new        
     requirement that dischargers take measures to achieve compliance with      
     permit                                                                     
     limits for pollutants before the waste water treatment system, completely  
     ignores the billions of dollars that have already been spent on treatment  
     systems.  Moreover, EPA has ignored its own previous regulatory guidance on
     this issue, which specifically recognizes the role of treatment systems in 
     the process of imposing permit limits.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2860.044     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2860.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nothing in the Clean Water Act authorizes EPA to impose more stringent or  
     additional antidegradation requirements in the Great Lakes region.  Section
     118 of the CWA (as added by the Critical Programs Act of 1990) merely      
     requires EPA to provide guidance to the Great Lakes States on              
     antidegradation                                                            
     policies.  It does not alter or limit the application of antidegradation   
     constraints under CWA Sections 303(d)(4)(B) or 402(o).  The Clean Water Act
     provides for application of an antidegradation policy to only a subset of  
     water-quality-based effluent limitations (only those for discharges to     
     waters                                                                     
     attaining water quality standards and based on a TMDL or other waste load  
     allocation established under section 303).  CWA Section 303(d)(4)(B).  The 
     statute does not require application of antidegradation requirements to    
     changes in technology-based limits at all, nor to other activities not     
     involving revision of effluent limitations.  In contrast, the proposed     
     Guidance would apply antidegradation constraints to changes in any type of 
     effluent limitation on any stream, and even to actions that do not involve 
     changes in effluent limitations at all.  This drastic expansion of the     
     scope                                                                      
     of the antidegradation policy is clearly beyond EPA's authority.           
     
     
     Response to: D2860.045     
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     See response to comment D2724.358.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2860.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has ignored the fact that Congress made an explicit decision to        
     restrict                                                                   
     the relaxation of permit limitations only in specific circumstances.  The  
     Guidance contains no recognition, for example, of the fact that CWA Section
     402(o) allows increased permit limits in numerous circumstances, including 
     "material and substantial alterations or additions to the permitted        
     facility."  CWA Section 402(o)(2).  Likewise, EPA has ignored the obvious  
     fact that Congress, in enacting CWA Section 303(d)(4)(B), specifically     
     chose to limit application of an antidegradation policy to the relaxation  
     of effluent limitations based on TMDLs or other waste load allocations.    
                                                                                
     [EPA then compounds this conflict with the statute by imposing additional  
     burdens within its proposed expanded antidegradation policy, which go      
     beyond                                                                     
     any authority provided to EPA or the states under the Clean Water Act.  In 
     fact, in the case of proposed pollution prevention requirements and the    
     suggestion that a permit writer can prohibit "actions" instead of          
     discharges,                                                                
     EPA's proposal runs directly contrary to expressed congressional intent.]  
     
     
     Response to: D2860.046     
     
     See response to comment D2724.358.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the comment states that the pollution prevention requirements 
     run contrary to expressed congressional intent. However, the statute itself
     explicitly approves EPA's general antidegradation policy as set out in     
     current regulations.  That policy in turn provides that, when water quality
     is proposed to be lowered in high quality waters, a determination be made  
     that the lowering of water quality is "necessary" to accommodate important 
     social or economic development.  The word necessary implies some inquiry as
     to whether the development can occur without lowering water quality.       
     Pollution prevention measures are a way of accomplishing that.  Therefore, 
     a requirement that reasonable pollution prevention measures be taken into  
     account is consistent with the Federal antidegradation policy and the CWA. 
                                                                                
     The comment also objects to the suggestion that a permit writer can        
     prohibit an action instead of discharges.  This comment reflects a         
     misunderstanding of the proposal.  The preamble to the proposal states that
     "EPA intends that the term 'action' be associated with activities that     
     contribute pollutants to the water."  58 Fed Reg 20895.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2860.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.047 is imbedded in #.046.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA then compounds this conflict with the statute by imposing additional   
     burdens within its proposed expanded antidegradation policy, which go      
     beyond any authority provided to EPA or the states under the Clean Water   
     Act.  In fact, in the case of proposed pollution prevention requirements   
     and the suggestion that a permit writer can prohibit "actions" instead of  
     discharges, EPA's proposal runs directly contrary to expressed             
     congressional intent.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.047     
     
     See response to comment D2860.046.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2860.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation policy guidance mandates implementation of    
     "prudent and feasible" pollution prevention alternatives as a precondition 
     to the lowering of water quality.  To determine "prudent and feasible"     
     alternatives, a discharger seeking to complete an antidegradation          
     demonstration must evaluate each of five categories of alternatives        
     (substitution of BCCs, Water Conservation, Waste Source Reduction,         
     Recycle/Reuse of Waste By-Products, and Manufacturing Process Operational  
     Changes).  While in many cases dischargers will utilize one or more of     
     these approaches, EPA cannot dictate implementation of such pollution      
     prevention measures.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2860.048     
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     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2860.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act mandates water pollution control through limiting the  
     discharge of pollutants to the nation's waters.  The Clean Water Act does  
     not                                                                        
     provide authority for EPA to regulate industrial processes or the use of   
     raw                                                                        
     materials.  While many industrial facilities voluntarily practice and will 
     continue to practice pollution prevention, the Clean Water Act does not    
     confer upon EPA the authority to require such controls.  The Clean Water   
     Act                                                                        
     does provide EPA with limited authority to impose "best management         
     practices"                                                                 
     ("BMP") requirements upon identified classes and categories of point       
     sources. CWA Section 304(e).  However, BMP provisions are expressly limited
     to good housekeeping measures - i.e., measures to "control plant site      
     runoff,                                                                    
     spillage or leaks, sludge or waste disposal and drainage from raw material 
     storage which the Administrator determines are associated with or ancillary
     to the industrial manufacturing or treatment process."  CWA Section 304(e).
     EPA's BMP authority does not extend to process modifications and           
     raw-material-related decisions.  In fact, Congress specifically considered 
     and rejected a proposal to give EPA such sweeping authority.               
     
     
     Response to: D2860.049     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2860.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance would require a stringent antidegradation review     
     whenever a discharger seeks to make an increase in mass loadings of a BCC  
     above "existing effluent quality" ("EEQ").  As a result, dischargers will  
     be                                                                         
     unable to take any action that would result in an increase in pollutant    
     discharges above existing levels, no matter how small the increase, without
     seeking approval of the permit authority.  Moreover, because of the        
     stringency of the antidegradation criteria that must be met, in most cases 
     that approval will probably not be obtained.  Thus, a discharger that      
     routinely keeps its discharge below its permit limits will be penalized, by
     not being able to increase its discharge up to the limit, while the less   
     careful discharger currently discharging at or close to its limit will be  
     allowed to continue those higher levels of discharges.  In essence, the    
     good                                                                       
     performers would be penalized.  Also, dischargers will have every incentive
     to discharge at levels as high as possible, up to their permit limits, in  
     order to avoid having to seek agency permission for increases up to those  
     limits.  It makes no sense to put these anti-environmental incentives into 
     a                                                                          
     program that is designed to reduce pollutant levels in the Great Lakes.    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.050     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2860.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to being contrary to sound environmental policy, the proposed  
     antidegradation procedure is inconsistent with the terms of the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreement.  Article IV, Section 1.(c) of that Agreement      
     provides as follows:                                                       
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the adoption of Specific Objectives, all reasonable and    
     practicable measures shall be taken to maintain or improve the existing    
     water                                                                      
     quality in those areas of the boundary waters of the Great Lakes System    
     where                                                                      
     such water quality is better than that prescribed by the Specific          
     Objectives,                                                                
     and in those areas having outstanding natural resource value.  (emphasis   
     added)                                                                     
                                                                                
     The "reasonable and practicable" standard in that provision is squarely    
     violated by EPA's proposed antidegradation procedure.  [The proposal would 
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     impose unfair restrictions on dischargers that have worked conscientiously 
     to                                                                         
     keep their discharge levels in compliance with permit limits.  Those       
     restictions could significantly hamper, or even prevent, expansion of      
     business operations in the Great Lakes States, thereby imposing a major    
     obstacle to continued economic development in the area.  That is surely not
     "reasonable and practicable," as called for by the Water Quality Agreement.
     Since EPA's Guidance must conform to the Agreement, the proposed           
     antidegradation procedure must be changed, to meet the "reasonable and     
     practical" standard.]                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.051     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is contrary to sound environmental    
     policy for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  Further, EPA     
     believes that the Guidance satisfies all requirements of the Clean Water   
     Act, Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, and Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Agreement for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final      
     Guidance, the SID and supporting documents. See response to comment        
     D2854.035.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2860.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.052 is imbedded in #.051.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal would impose unfair restrictions on dischargers that have     
     worked                                                                     
     conscientiously to keep their discharge levels in compliance with permit   
     limits.  Those restrictions could significantly hamper, or even prevent,   
     expansion of business operations in the Great Lakes States, thereby        
     imposing                                                                   
     a major obstacle to continued economic development in the area.  That is   
     surely not "reasonable and practicable," as called for by the Water Quality
     Agreement.  Since EPA's Guidance must conform to the Agreement, the        
     proposed                                                                   
     antidegradation procedure must be changed, to meet the "reasonable and     
     practical" standard.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2860.052     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2860.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Glatfelter believes that a rational, environmentally protective            
     antidegradation procedure can be developed as part of EPA's Great Lakes    
     program.  We believe that the antidegradation procedure should be          
     structured                                                                 
     as follows:                                                                
                                                                                
     1)  The trigger for antidegradation review, both for BCC's and non-BCC's,  
     should be a) an increase in a permit limit or b) the discharge of a new    
     pollutant.  However, the trigger should not apply to new limits for        
     pollutants newly found in a discharge due to improved monitoring methods.  
                                                                                
     2)  Once the antidegradation analysis is triggered, a discharger should be 
     able to obtain approval of its proposed increase if it meets either one of 
     the two following tests:                                                   
                                                                                
     [a) a de minimis tes, which would require that the increase be small and   
     that                                                                       
     it would cause no significant impact on water quality (this test would be  
     satisfied if the increase did not lead to an exceedance of the prescribed  
     wasteload allocation);] or                                                 
                                                                                
     [b)  a cost test, which would require that the discharger show high control
     costs to avoid the increase in permit limits and an effect on important    
     social and economic development if the increase is not allowed.]           
                                                                                
     [3) A discharger should not be required to meet any pollution prevention   
     test                                                                       
     as part of the antidegradation analysis, as EPA would require.  As         
     discussed                                                                  
     above in the context of below-quantification limits, EPA has no authority  
     to                                                                         
     require dischargers to undertake control measures within their plants,     
     upstream of waste water treatment systems.]                                
                                                                                
     [4) As discussed above, Glatfelter believes that Tier II values should not 
     be                                                                         
     used to develop enforceable permit limits.]                                
     
     
     Response to: D2860.053     
     
     EPA has received many comments relating to the actions, effects or         
     considerations which will serve to trigger an antidegradation review, and  
     as discussed in both the Preamble to the final guidance, and in the SID,   
     has made changes accordingly.  EPA agrees that antidegradation is only     
     applicable where an activity is contemplated that will change water quality
     such that water quality is reduced.  If there is no change in ambient water
     quality, antidegradation is not applicable.  Therefore, if a pollutant is  
     detected only as a result of improved monitoring techniques, the discharge 
     of the newly detected pollutant does not need to be justified through an   
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     antidegradation demonstration.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that compliance with a WLA is an appropriate measure of      
     whether or not a lowering of water quality has occurred or will occur.  In 
     any instance where a reduction of assimilative capacity is allowed,  a     
     lowering of water quality can be inferred, even though that reduction of   
     assimilative capacity falls short of that reduction which would be allowed 
     under the WLA.                                                             
                                                                                
     For reasons described in the SID and the preamble to the final guidance,   
     EPA has not included specific cost tests in the final guidance, and instead
     has specified simply those elements which must be considered in an         
     antidegradation demonstration.  Thus, States and Tribes will have the      
     flexibility to prescribe a cost test appropriate to the specific factors   
     associated with each demonstration.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA has retained the requirement that a pollution prevention analysis be   
     included in any antidegradation demonstration, but agrees that it is       
     inappropriate to specify a particular pollution prevention test.  As       
     discussed in the SID, EPA believes that it does have the authority to      
     require control measures upstream of a wastewater treatment system.        
                                                                                
     As discussed in the Preamble, and the Regulatory requirements section of   
     the SID, EPA believes that where a reasonable potential exists to cause or 
     contribute to a violation of a water quality standard, it is necessary and 
     appropriate to establish permit limits based upon all available            
     information, including that which results in the derivation of a Tier II   
     value.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2860.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DMIN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.054 is imbedded in #.053.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a) a de minimis test, which would require that the increase be small and   
     that it would cause no significant impact on water quality (this test would
     be satisfied if the increase did not lead to an exceedance of the          
     prescribed wasteload allocation);                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2860.054     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2860.053                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG

Page 4043



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: D2860.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.055 is imbedded in #.053.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b) a cost test, which would require that the discharger show high control  
     costs to avoid the increase in permit limits and an effect on important    
     social and economic development if the increase is not allowed.            
     
     
     Response to: D2860.055     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2860.053                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2860.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.056 is imbedded in #.053.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3) A discharger should not be required to meet any pollution prevention    
     test as part of the antidegradation analysis, as EPA would require.  As    
     discussed above in the context of below-quantification limits, EPA has no  
     authority to require dischargers to undertake control measures within their
     plants, upstream of waste water treatment systems.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2860.056     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2860.053                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2860.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.057 is imbedded in #.053.                           
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4) As discussed above, Glatfelter believes that Tier II values should not  
     be used to develop enforceable permit limits..                             
     
     
     Response to: D2860.057     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2860.053                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The severe restriction or ellimination of mixing zones as detailed by the  
     Proposed Guidance is a policy decision not based on sound science.  From a 
     toxicological perspective, acute and chronic toxicity, as well as          
     bioaccumulation, are a function of both magnitude and duration of exposure.
      Artificial limitations on the size of mixing zones ignore the fact that   
     ambient water quality criteria are concentrations of a chemical that if not
     exceeded for a certain duration insure that toxic responses or excess      
     bioaccumulation will not take place.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2860.058     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     ZIDs are appropriate for meeting acute aquatic life criteria, including    
     whole-effluent acute criteria, because the velocity and turbulent mixing of
     effluent and ambient water within a ZID insure that aquatic organisms      
     cannot be exposed to acute concentrations for sufficient time to elicit an 
     acute response.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2860.059     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In a similar fashion, the concentration of a chemical may exceed chronic   
     aquatic life criteria within the mixing zone without inducing a chronic    
     effect because the duration of exposure is limited by the size of the      
     mixing                                                                     
     zone.  Likewise, fish or other aquatic organisms eaten by wildlife or      
     humans                                                                     
     would have to reside only within a mixing zone in order to bioaccumulate an
     excess amount of bioaccumulative chemical.  Other sections of the Proposed 
     Guidance contain derivation procedures for criteria for BCCs which even EPA
     admits might be overly conservative.  These procedures already take into   
     account bioaccumulation, the sole basis for the BCC designation.  It is    
     inconsistent, therefore, to design overprotective criteria to compensate   
     for                                                                        
     uncertainties and then to deny the use of mixing zones to compensate again 
     for those same uncertainties.  Properly derived water quality criteria are 
     perfectly compatible with the use of mixing zones.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2860.060     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is Glatfelter's position that unnecessary and artificial restriction on 
     the size, or the complete elimination, of mixing zones is a arbitrary      
     policy                                                                     
     decision not based on good science that will result in treatment for       
     treatments sake.  [The phase out of mixing zones for BCCs is not the       
     appropriate means for achieving the goal of reduced loadings of BCC's to   
     the                                                                        
     Great Lakes system due to the larger input of BCCs from non-point sources.]
     [In addition, the need for a phase out has not been demonstrated.  Because 
     point source discharges are only a small fraction of the loadings for most 
     of                                                                         
     the chemicals of concern, the proposed mixing zone restrictions will not   
     result in measurable improvements in water quality.]  However, [these same 
     policies will result in significantly higher treatment costs for both      
     municipal and industrial dischargers.  Dischargers that are currently in   
     compliance with all applicable state and federal regulations and policies  
     will immediately be out of compliance with the proposed regulations and    
     will                                                                       
     be forced to spend large amounts of money on capital expansions and        
     operating                                                                  
     expenses for waste water treatment facilities.]                            
     
     
     Response to: D2860.061     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2860.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.062 is imbedded in #.061.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase out of mixing zones for BCCs is not the appropriate means for    
     achieving the goal of reduced loadings of BCC's to the Great Lakes system  
     due to the larger input of BCCs from non-point sources.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.062     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2860.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.063 is imbedded in #.061.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the need for a phase out has not been demonstrated.  Because  
     point source discharges are only a small fraction of the loadings for most 
     of the chemicals of concern, the proposed mixing zone restrictions will not
     result in measurable improvements in water quality.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2860.063     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2860.064
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.064 is imbedded in #.061.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     these same policies will result in significantly higher treatment costs for
     both municipal and industrial dischargers.  Dischargers that are currently 
     in compliance with all applicable state and federal regulations and        
     policies will immediately be out of compliance with the proposed           
     regulations and will be forced to spend large amounts of money on capital  
     expansions and operating expenses for waste water treatment facilities.    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.064     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     many municipal POTW, industrial and Federal facility dischargers will be   
     forced to begin removing pollutants that are not now of regulatory concern.
      For example, both industries and municipal POTW's discharge small amounts 
     of                                                                         
     mercury.  There is often no limit in a permit for mercury because at the   
     edge                                                                       
     of the mixing zone levels are at or below ambient water quality            
     requirements,                                                              
     even though they are slightly higher than these levels at the point of     
     discharge.  However, by mandating compliance at the end of the pipe, EPA   
     would force minicipalities and industries to treat for mercury.            
                                                                                
     [It must be emphasized that all of the costs will not significantly improve
     water quality, since ambient water quality is fully met beyond the mixing  
     zone boundary.  Therefore the only real improvement occurs in the mixing   
     zone                                                                       
     itself, which typically is small, and which poses no threat to aquatic     
     life.]                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2860.065     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.066
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.066 is imbedded in #.065.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It must be emphasized that all of the costs will not significantly improve 
     water quality, since ambient water quality is fully met beyond the mixing  
     zone boundary.  Therefore the only real improvement occurs in the mixing   
     zone                                                                       
     itself, which typically is small, and which poses no threat to aquatic     
     life.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.066     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite any scientific or technical reason for doing so, the Proposed      
     Guidance eliminates mixing zones for BCCs and greatly restricts mixing     
     zones                                                                      
     and ZIDs for non-BCCs.  Since the only defensible reason to eliminate or   
     reduce mixing zones or ZIDs is when adverse environmental impacts are      
     occurring within them, mixing zones and ZIDs should only be reduced when:  
                                                                                
     1) the Regulatory Agency demonstrates actual or reasonable potential for   
     adverse impacts resulting from concentrations within the mixing zones; and 
                                                                                
     2) further reductions are economically and technically feasible.           
                                                                                
     EPA should therefore reject the approach in the Proposed Guidance          
     implementation procedures that would artificially limit the size of ZIDs   
     and                                                                        
     mixing zones and adopt instead the current guidance found in the Water     
     Quality Standards Handbook (U.S. EPA 1983) and the Technical Support       
     Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (U.S. EPA 1991).           
     
     
     Response to: D2860.067     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2860.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most critical problem with EPA's proposed aquatic life criteria is that
     they ignore the designate uses of water bodies that have been established  
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     by                                                                         
     the States.  Under the Clean Water Act, the States have been given the     
     responsibility to determine what uses are appropriate for various water    
     bodies, including tributaries to the Great Lakes.  In passing the Critical 
     Programs Act, Congress indicated that it intended to preserve that system. 
     Yet, EPA now proposes to impose one set of uniform criteria on all water   
     bodies in the Great Lakes basin.  While Congress may have wanted to        
     encourage consistency in the water quality standards applied by the States,
     EPA has gone wll beyond that mandate when it requires uniformity in        
     criteria                                                                   
     regardless of the nature of the particular water body and its designated   
     uses.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.068     
     
     See Section II.C.4. of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2860.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing the aquatic life criteria for metals, EPA has severely       
     overestimated the actual water qualty impact of those substances, by       
     looking at total recoverable metals concentrations instead of focusing on  
     the dissolved form of the metals.  A substantial portion of the metals     
     loadings in a given water body are not bioavailable, and therefore will not
     cause toxicity impacts to aquatic life.  It is only the dissolved form of  
     the metals that can be taken up by fish and passed through the food chain. 
     However, instead of expressing criteria in the dissolved form of the       
     metals, the proposed criteria are based on total recoverable metals.  EPA's
     own interim guidance on the calculation of metals criteria states that the 
     total recoverable method is not a valid way to evaluate the amount of      
     metals that would actually cause water quality impacts.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.069     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D2860.070
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's criteria do not adequately consider chemical speciation.  Often,     
     different forms of the same substance, or different chemicals in the same  
     class, can have widely varying impacts on aquatic life.  Yet EPA's aquatic 
     life criteria group substances into classes and assume that all chemicals  
     in the group are equally toxic.  That assumption simply has no basis, and  
     can lead to over-regulation of some substances and under-regulation of     
     others.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.070     
     
     With regard to different forms of the same substance, see the              
     bioavailability section in Section III.B.6. of the SID.  With regard to    
     different substances in the same class, EPA generally attempts to          
     distinguish these where the toxicity data can support such distinctions.   
     In some cases, however, the toxicity data are inadequate to support such   
     distinctions.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2860.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In calculating the criteria for protection of human health, EPA applies a  
     number of unrealistic assumptions.  For example, EPA uses fish consumption 
     factors that are based on a very small segment of the population that      
     consumes an inordinately large amount of fish.  There is no basis to apply 
     the unique dietary practices of those people for the entire population.    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.071     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2860.072
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA substantially overestimates the amount of water from the Great Lakes   
     system that people drink on a daily basis, and incorporates the false      
     assumption that none of the water will be treated by municipal drinking    
     water agencies.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2860.072     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D2724.599.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2860.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The drinking water amount used in the calculation should be 1.4 liters a   
     day,                                                                       
     not 2 liters a day, and the criteria should consider that most municipal   
     agencies treat their water supplies to achieve Safe Drinking Water Act     
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2860.073     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D2724.599.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D2860.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For substances without adequate human health data, EPA develops criteria by
     analogizing to other substances on the basis of "structure-activity        
     relationships ("SARs")."  SARs, however, are extremely theoretical         
     constructs, without any solid data foundation, that do not form an adequate
     basis for imposition of stringent discharge controls.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.074     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.048.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2860.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/C
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In several respects, the human health methodology used by EPA in its       
     proposal is inconsistent with the Agency's own recent revisions of its     
     national procedure for development of human health criteria.  For example, 
     EPA suggests that for carcinogens, it can be logically presumed that the   
     effects of multiple substances present in a discharge can be added together
     to yield a total impact.  The additivity assumption has no basis unless the
     various substances have the same mechanisms of toxic action and affect the 
     same receptor organs.  Therefore, additivity should not be presumed in the 
     absence of confirmed data.  As recommended by the EPA's Science Advisory   
     Board, additivity should be considered on a case-by-case basis, if the     
     permitting agency finds that several pollutants have the same mechanisms of
     toxic action and affect the same receptor organs.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2860.075     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions to account for the additive effect  
     of multiple carcinogens.  See section VII.D.6 of the SID for details on    
     additivity.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2860.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The least technically based, and therefore the most troublesome, criteria  
     proposed by EPA are those designated to protect wildlife.  In addition to  
     being scientifically unsupported, these criteria, in particular for        
     mercury, are so stringent that they probably account for more of the       
     compliance costs from EPA's proposal than any other individual component of
     the Guidance.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2860.076     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.  Also, 
     see section VI.F of the SID for a discussion of changes to the mercury     
     criterion.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2860.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's wildlife criteria methodology is based largely on the Agency's risk  
     assessment method for human health.  However, that methodology is not      
     appropriate for wildlife.  For example, the human health method focuses on 
     individuals, considers extremely subtle effects, and does not allow for    
     species sensitivity.  An entirely different methodology is necessary to    
     develop supportable wildlife criteria.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2860.077     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2860.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While EPA has attempted to modify its human health methodology to consider 
     species differences for wildlife, even that attempt is flawed; the Agency  
     uses a species sensitivity indicator that is not scientifically reliable.  
     
     
     Response to: D2860.078     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2860.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The database for the wildlife criteria is derived mostly from studies to   
     support human health criteria or research into basic toxicology.  Neither  
     of                                                                         
     those types of studies were designed to support assessments of wildlife    
     impacts.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2860.079     
     
     The study duration of 90 days for mammals is consistent with the minimum   
     requirements established in the 1980 Human Health National Guidelines (45  
     FR 79347) and in the final Guidance for developing noncancer human health  
     criteria (appendix C.II.1 of the final Guidance).  The 90-day duration is  
     considered in the development of human health criteria to be the minimal   
     time-span for subchronic effects to emerge, based on the life-span of a    
     rodent.  EPA acknowledges that the test species used for development of    
     wildlife criteria could have significantly different life-spans than a     
     rodent; however, rodent data is allowed to be used in deriving wildlife    
     criteria with the proper use of UFs; therefore, it is reasonable to use a  
     minimum 90-day study duration for wildlife.                                
                                                                                
     The minimum study duration for bird taxa was changed from 28 days to 70    
     days. The 70-day period was selected to conform with established EPA test  
     protocols for avian species, described in U.S. EPA (1986).                 
                                                                                
     In response to the concern that data is only needed from two studies, one  
     avian and one mammalian, EPA believes that one well conducted, quality     
     assured study is sufficient on which to base a wildlife criterion.  The    
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     Clearinghouse described in section II of the SID is to facilitate          
     discussion on study adequacy and data interpretation.  In addition, all    
     criteria that are developed under the appendix D methodology must be       
     subject to public review and comment requirements, per 40 CFR 131.20;      
     during this review comments that are received may be used to reconsider any
     proposed water quality criterion.  Finally, the scientific defensibility   
     clause at 40 CFR 132.4 may be used to modify any of the requirements in    
     appendix D.                                                                
                                                                                
     Also, it is appropriate to use data for wildlife criteria derivation that  
     were generated for deriving noncancer human health criteria, if data are   
     selected that are based on appropriate endpoints.  Please see section VI of
     the SID for more detail.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2860.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The five "surrogate species" chosen by EPA for development of the wildlife 
     criteria are not representative of the diverse wildlife population in the  
     Great Lakes area.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2860.080     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2860.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's proposal, wildlife criteria will be established based upon     
     extremely inadequate data bases.  For example, Tier I criteria can be set  
     based on as little as one mammal study and one bird study.  Tier II        
     criteria can be set upon even less data.  Those data requirements are far  
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     less than the Agency requires when setting aquatic life criteria, and there
     is no basis for deviating from the requirement that regulatory criteria    
     must be set based upon adequate data.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2860.081     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 and P2593.035 for the response to this   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2860.082
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Proposed Guidance, EPA responds to concerns about some of the       
     excessively onerous provisions of its program by pointing out the          
     opportunities that are available for dischargers to obtain variances or    
     site-specific criteria to accommodate their unique situations.  That       
     response                                                                   
     is completely inadequate, for two reasons.  First, [the lack of scientific 
     and legal basis for EPA's proposed program cannot be obscured by allowing  
     for exceptions to the unsupported requirements.  Dischargers should not be 
     forced                                                                     
     to apply for permission to avoid the unfair provisions imposed upon them by
     EPA.  Rather than tacking on exceptions to its problematic requirements,   
     EPA                                                                        
     should simply modify the requirements to address the concerns pointed out  
     in                                                                         
     these and other comments.  Even if EPA were to do that, though, there would
     still be a need for variance and site-specific provisions, in order to take
     into account truly unique circumstances.]  [That raises a second problem   
     with                                                                       
     EPA's variance and site-specific provisions:  those provisions themselves  
     are                                                                        
     overly restrictive, so that few if any dischargers would ever be able to   
     use                                                                        
     them successfully.                                                         
                                                                                
     A glaring example of an unjust restriction imposed by EPA is the Agency's  
     position that site-specific human health and wildlife criteria can be      
     issued                                                                     
     that are more restrictive than the national figures, but less restrictive  
     site-specific criteria are not allowed.  Thus, even if data clearly        
     supports                                                                   
     a request for a less restrictive wildlife or human health criterion in a   
     given water body or at a particular discharge site, EPA would not allow    
     such                                                                       
     a criterion to be issued.  EPA has absolutely no scientific basis for that 
     arbitrary and unfair limitation.]  Moreover, [EPA seeks to limit the       
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     site-specific procedures still further, by restricting their availability  
     to                                                                         
     tributaries and non-BCC's.  If site-specific criteria can be supported,    
     whether in a Lake or a tributary, or for a BCC or a non-BCC, then they     
     should                                                                     
     be granted.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2860.082     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2860.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.083 is imbedded in #.082.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the lack of scientific and legal basis for EPA's proposed program cannot be
     obscured by allowing for exceptions to the unsupported requirements.       
     Dischargers should not be forced to apply for permission to avoid the      
     unfair provisions imposed upon them by EPA.  Rather than tacking on        
     exceptions to its problematic requirements, EPA should simply modify the   
     requirements to address the concerns pointed out in these and other        
     comments.  Even if EPA were to do that, though, there would still be a need
     for variance and site-specific provisions, in order to take into account   
     truly unique circumstances.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2860.083     
     
     See response to: D2856.087                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2860.084
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.084 is imbedded in #.082.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     That raises a second problem with EPA's variance and site-specific         
     provisions:  those provisions themselves are overly restrictive, so that   
     few if any dischargers would ever be able use them successfully.           
                                                                                
     A glaring example of an unjust restriction imposed by EPA is the Agency's  
     position that site-specific human health and wildlife criteria can be      
     issued that are more restrictive than the national figures, but less       
     restrictive site-specific criteria are not allowed.  Thus, even if data    
     clearly supporta a request for a less restrictive wildlife or human health 
     criterion in a given water body or a a particular discharge site, EPA would
     not allow such a criterion to be issued.  EPA has absolutely no scientific 
     basis for that arbitrary and unfair limitation.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2860.084     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2860.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.085 is imbedded in #.082.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA seeks to limit the site-specific procedures still further, by          
     restricting their availability to tributaries and non-BCC's.  If           
     site-specific criteria can be supported, whether in a Lake or a tributary, 
     or for a BCC or a non-BCC, then they should be granted.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2860.085     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2860.086
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Glatfelter urges that EPA's procedures for granting site-specific criteria 
     (and site-specific BAF's as well) incorporate the following basic          
     principles:                                                                
                                                                                
     1)  Site-specific criteria should be allowed within a given geographic area
     as long as there is no change in the level of protection.                  
                                                                                
     2)  In deriving site-specific criteria, site-specific conditions should be 
     considered, such as bioavailability and differences in resident species.   
                                                                                
     3)  Parameters used to calculate site-specific criteria should reflect     
     local                                                                      
     area conditions, and should be determined in the same way as would be used 
     to                                                                         
     determine the boundaries for water quality-impaired areas.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2860.086     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2860.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also imposes undue restrictions on the issuance of variances from water
     quality standards.  For example, instead of specifying that a variance     
     issued                                                                     
     to an individual discharger would last for the entire five-year term of the
     discharger's permit, EPA limits the term of a variance to three years.  EPA
     justifies that restriction based on the fact the States are required by the
     Clean Water Act to conduct triennial reviews of their water quality        
     standards.  However, that issue can be dealt with easily, without limiting 
     the term of variances, by simply providing that variances would last for an
     entire permit term, but would be subject to reopening and modification at  
     the                                                                        
     end of three years, based upon the State's review of water quality         
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     [There is also a need for a more fundamental change in the variance        
     program.                                                                   
     EPA should significantly expand its variance procedure, to allow for the   
     issuance of a water body-wide variance, in the case of a ubiquitous        
     pollutant                                                                  
     that is found in most waterbodies in a specific watershed at similar       
     concentrations.  Such a variance would address many of the problems        
     inherent                                                                   
     in EPA's extremely low proposed water quality criteria.  Dischargers in    
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     such                                                                       
     an area should not each have to petition individually for a specific       
     variance.  Rather, a water-body-wide variance to address all such          
     dischargers                                                                
     would be an efficient way to solve the problem.]                           
     
     
     Response to: D2860.087     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these issues.            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2860.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.088 is imbedded in #.087.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is also a need for a more fundamental change in the variance program.
      EPA should significantly expand its variance procedure, to allow for the  
     issuance of a water body-wide variance, in the case of a ubiquitous        
     pollutant                                                                  
     that is found in most waterbodies in a specific watershed at similar       
     concentrations.  Such a variance would address many of the problems        
     inherent                                                                   
     in EPA's extremely low proposed water quality criteria.  Dischargers in    
     such                                                                       
     an area should not each have to petition individually for a specific       
     variance.  Rather, a water-body-wide variance to address all such          
     dischargers                                                                
     would be an efficient way to solve the problem.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2860.088     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: D2860.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a direct discharger to the Fox River, Glatfelter's recycling mill in    
     Neenah, Wisconsin will be directly affected by the Proposed Guidance.      
     Glatfelter is currently in compliance with all applicable Wisconsin water  
     quality criteria and standards.  However, the cumulative effect of the     
     criteria and implementation procedures in the Proposed Guidance will be to 
     immediately place Glatfelter in non-compliance with the new criteria and   
     standards.  Compliance with the proposed wildlife criterion for mercury    
     (0.18                                                                      
     ppt) will alone cause significant problems for Glatfelter's Neenah Mill.   
                                                                                
     As a result of a proposed permit limit for mercury in a previous WPDES     
     permit, Glatfelter, in cooperation with WDNR, conducted a study of the     
     mercury in Glatfelter's effluent and the Fox River both upstream           
     (background)                                                               
     and downstream (in the mixing zone) of the discharge.                      
                                                                                
     The results of this study indicated the following:                         
                                                                                
     1)  the background mercury concentration in the Fox River averaged 1.62    
     ng/L                                                                       
     (ppt),                                                                     
                                                                                
     2)  the concentration of mercury in the effluent averaged 3.7 ng/L,        
                                                                                
     3)  the concentration of mercury in the mixing zone was less than the WDNR 
     wildlife criterion of 2.0 ng/L,                                            
                                                                                
     4)  and, a permit limit for mercury was not necessary under current        
     Wisconsin                                                                  
     regulations.                                                               
                                                                                
     Using this information and the fLow statistics for the effluent (6 cfs) and
     the Fox River (harmonic mean flow = 2,130 cfs), it is possible to calculate
     the annual background mass of mercury flowing down the Fox River and the   
     annual mass of mercury in the effluent.  The calculations in Table 1       
     indicate                                                                   
     that the mercury added by the mill is negligible at only 0.36% of the      
     background concentration and that slightly less than half of the mercury   
     discharged by the mill is in the inake water from the river.  However,     
     under                                                                      
     the Proposed Guidance, Glatfelter would be required to reduce mercury      
     discharges to less than 1 gram per year.                                   
                                                                                
     To accomplish this level of pollutant removal Glatfelter would be required 
     to                                                                         
     add an additional treatment process at the end of the existing secondary   
     treatment system.  This additional treatment system would consist of a     
     granular activated carbon system or reverse osmosis system or possibly both
     systems in series.  Glatfelter estimates the capital cost of just a single 
     additional treatment stage, either granular activated carbon or reverse    
     osmosis, to be approximately $10 million.  Annual operating costs would be 
     on                                                                         
     the order of $1 million.  This approximately $1 million will remove less   
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     than                                                                       
     0.05 pounds of mercury per year or over $24 million per year per pound of  
     pollutant removed.  Even if the cost estimate were in error by a factor of 
     ten (10), the cost would still be $2.4 million per pound - clearly an      
     outrageous cost for no measurable environmental benefit.  However, there is
     another factor which makes the situation even worse.  A great portion of   
     the                                                                        
     annual operating costs is the purchase of electricity to run the additional
     pumps and filters that either of these system would require.  If most of   
     the                                                                        
     purchased electricity is produced by coal-fired boilers, the total amount  
     of                                                                         
     mercury emitted to the atmosphere could be more than that that removed from
     the effluent by the treatment system.  Therefore, the proposed guidance    
     could                                                                      
     cause more pollution than it will prevent.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2860.089     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2860.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The criterion is based on a total mercury concentration and assumes that   
     all mercury is bioaccumulative.  However, mercury comes in many forms, some
     more toxic than others and some more bioaccumulative than others.  The     
     proposed GLI mercury criterion is equivalent to the Wisconsin criterion    
     multiplied by a Food Chain Multiplier of 0.10.  There is no scientific     
     basis for the use of Food Chain Multipliers to derive ambient water quality
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     [Furthermore, the limited amount of high-quality, low-level analytical data
     on background concentrations of mercury in the Great Lakes region indicates
     that mercury is present in relatively pristine areas at concentrations ten 
     times greater than the proposed wildlife mercury criterion.  This is one   
     further indication that proposed mercury criterion is wrong.]              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2860.090     
     
     The BAF for mercury takes into account the organic and inorganic forms of  
     mercury in the ambient water and the difference in the BCFs for the two    
     forms of mercury.  The best data indicate that more than 95 percent of the 
     mercury in fish is methylmercury, which is the most toxic form.  there are 
     good data demonstrating biomagnification between trophic levels, and these 
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     data are the basis of the biomagnification factors used in the derivation  
     of the BAF for mercury.  EPA does not agree that high-quality low- level   
     analytical data indicate that background concentrations of mercury in the  
     Great Lakes System are above the wildlife criterion.  Further as explained 
     in response D2759.010, the BAFs for mercury are based on data, not safety  
     factors.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D2860.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.091 is imbedded in #.090.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the limited amount of high-quality, low-level analytical data 
     on background concentrations of mercury in the Great Lakes region indicates
     that mercury is present in relatively pristine areas at concentrations ten 
     times greater than the proposed wildlife mercury criterion.  This is one   
     further indication that proposed mercury criterion is wrong.               
     
     
     Response to: D2860.091     
     
     See comment D2829.009.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2860.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the Proposed Guidance focuses only on point source dischargers (the
     most highly regulated and controlled sources in the Great Lakes region)    
     additional controls on point source dischargers will not result in         
     measurable                                                                 
     reductions of loadings to the Great Lakes system.  As illustrated by this  
     example, Glatfelter and other industrial and municipal dischargers will be 
     required to spend millions of dollars to remove very small quantities of   
     chemicals that are only a fraction of the loading to the Great Lakes       
     system.                                                                    
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     These reductions will not be measurable on an ecosystem scale.  More       
     importantly, as illustrated by this example, the lack of a comprehensive,  
     true ecosystem approach to controlling toxics may result in additional     
     loadings from non-point sources.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2860.092     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2860.093
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of a true intake credit provision will cause Glatfelter and other 
     industrial dischargers to remove trace quantities of chemicals that are    
     present in the intake water.  This will be extremely expensive and will not
     result in measurable improvements.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2860.093     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the final       
     Guidance provisions for consideration of intake pollutants.  Also see      
     response to comment D2657.006.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2860.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As illustrated by this example, the elimination of Zones of Initial        
     Dilution for acute toxicity and mixing zones for Bioaccumulative Chemicals 
     of Concern is an arbitrary policy decision that is not based on sound      
     science and will result in "treatment for treatment's sake."  Acute and    
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     chronic water quality criteria can be met at the edge of a ZID or mixing   
     zone without harmful effects.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2860.094     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2860.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The P.H. Glatfelter Company believes that EPA's Proposed Guidance would    
     result in drastic economic impacts for little environmental benefit.       
     Therefore, substantial changes in the Proposed Guidance should be made     
     before                                                                     
     the guidance is finalized.  [The best course for the Agency to take would  
     be                                                                         
     to refocus its efforts toward a comprehensive approach to protecting the   
     Great Lakes, which would not concentrate exclusively on point sources.]    
     If,                                                                        
     for whatever reason, that refocus is not possible, and the Agency proceeds 
     to                                                                         
     finalize the Guidance as to point sources, then EPA should make the        
     revisions                                                                  
     suggested in these comments.  These improvements would improve the         
     scientific                                                                 
     and legal basis for the Guidance and reduce the enormous economic impacts  
     that would be felt if the current proposal were implemented.               
     
     
     Response to: D2860.095     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2860.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.096 is imbedded in #.095.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 4067



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The best course for the Agency to take would be to refocus its efforts     
     toward a comprehensive approach to protecting the Great Lakes, which would 
     not concentrate exclusively on point sources.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2860.096     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2861.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI) is an important and         
     constructive step in the effort to reduce the contamination and pollution  
     of the Great Lakes ecosystem.  This effort is especially critical in the   
     attempts to control the effects of toxic chemicals on the Great Lakes      
     ecosystem as a whole, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great Lakes, and    
     human populations within the watershed of the Great Lakes.  In spite of the
     efforts to control water pollution, particularly toxic chemicals, through  
     federal statutes since the 1970's, living resources and humans remain at   
     risk from exposure to toxic chemicals.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2861.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2861.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The creation of a two tiered system for setting numerical water quality    
     standards is an improvement over the existing system.  The proposed two    
     tiered system establishes the benchmark data requirements for an "ideal"   
     case for setting water quality criteria.  [Additionally, the second tier   
     allows regulatory agencies to proceed with regulating toxic chemical       
     discharges using the available data, even when the "ideal" data set is not 
     yet available.]  [Furthermore, this second tier appropriately puts the     
     burden of proof on the discharger to demonstrate that such toxic chemicals 
     do not require the stringent level of control imposed by the safety factors
     applied to Tier II.]                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2861.002     
     
     See response to: D2595.060                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2861.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 002.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the second tier allows regulatory agencies to proceed with   
     regulating toxic chemical discharges using the available data, even when   
     the "ideal" data set is not yet available.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2861.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2861.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 002.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Furthermore, this second tier appropriately puts the burden of proof on the
     discharger to demonstrate that such toxic chemicals do not require  the    
     stringent level of control imposed by the safety factors applied to Tier   
     II.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2861.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: D2861.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is to be commended for setting water quality criteria based on end     
     points other than simply human cancer. [The numerical criteria to protect  
     aquatic life and wildlife are the first time such biological end points    
     have been used in criteria at the federal level.]  The use of human health 
     effects other than the risk of cancer from life time exposure to a single  
     toxic chemical should result in the protection of fetal health,            
     reproductive health and human immune function from the toxic effects of    
     numerous chemicals that are discharged in the Great Lakes and already      
     contaminate sediments.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2861.005     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.  EPA evaluates all potential adverse noncancer    
     effects to humans and selects the most critical endpoint as the basis for  
     the human noncancer criterion.  Thus a noncancer criterion should result in
     protection from all potential noncancer effects including developmental,   
     reproductive and immunological effects.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D2861.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 005.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The numerical criteria to protect aquatic life and wildlife are the first  
     time such biological and end points have been used in criteria at the      
     federal level.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2861.006     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2861.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using the entire region of the Great Lakes at the level of the watershed is
     a great improvement in both establishing some level of consistency for the 
     interconnected waterways, and for recognizing the functional relationship  
     that exists at the watershed level.  The watershed approach to regulating  
     and managing both water quality and water quantity is now recognized as    
     offering the best opportunity for solving the difficult water pollution    
     problems in areas such as the Great Lakes.  EPA has recognized the validity
     of this approach by supporting projects in all EPA regions on managing     
     waters at the watershed level.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2861.007     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID for further discussion of this issue.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2861.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The classic example of the loss of lake trout from the Great Lakes system  
     incorrectly notes the dominance of fishing pressure and predation by an    
     exotic species.  Experimental evidence from the research laboratories of   
     Dr. P. Cook at the EPA Duluth lab and Dr. Richard Peterson at University   
     Wisconsin-Madison have demonstrated that the major cause of population     
     decline is the reproductive impairment caused by dioxin and dioxin-like    
     compounds.1                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     1  see Interim Report on Data and Methods for Assessment of 2,3,7,8        
     Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated Wildlife. 
     U.S. EPA EPA/600/R-93/055.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2861.008     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2861.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA invited comments on using bioaccumulation as the sole criterion to     
     decide on pollutants for special consideration.  We do not agree that any  
     single measure can so easily capture the realm of toxic effects, exposure  
     scenarios in time and space.  The use of bioaccumulation as the sole       
     measure not only presumes that persistence and toxicity will always provide
     similar results, but also that there will not be any characteristic not    
     captured by measuring bioaccumulation.  [We do not agree with EPA and      
     suggest using instead the most protective of bioaccumulation, toxicity and 
     persistence in evaluating chemicals.  A matrix to screen for each of these 
     can be used to identify those chemicals with the appropriate properties, in
     order to eliminate the posibility that a persistent chemical with limited  
     or no toxicity would be identified for attention.]  [EPA should note that  
     not all heavy metals, for example, bioaccumulate, but may be quite toxic   
     and are persistent by nature.]                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2861.009     
     
     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2861.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 009.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not agree with EPA and suggest using instead the most protective of  
     bioaccumulation, toxicity and persistence in evaluating chemicals.  A      
     matrix to screen for each of these can be used to identify those chemicals 
     with the appropriate properties, in Order to eliminate the possibility that
     a persistent chemical with limited or no toxicity would be identified for  
     attention.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2861.010     
     
     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2861.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 009.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should note that not all heavy metals, for example, bioaccumulate, but 
     may be quite toxic and are persistent by nature.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2861.011     
     
     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D2861.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should develop a mechanism to address the cumulative effects of toxic  
     chemicals, particularly the additive effects of chemicals on the ecosystem,
     wildlife, aquatic life and human health.  [The best example of additive    
     effects is noted in the dioxins and dioxin-like compounds that all function
     via a similar, if not identical mechanism of action.2  EPA should consider 
     the extent to which these additive effects of dioxin-like chemicals set a  
     model for other chemicals, including heavy meatals, hormone modulators and 
     endocrine disrupters.]                                                     
     ________________________                                                   
     2  see G.W. Lucier, C.J. Portier and M.A. Gallo. 1993.  Receptor Mechanisms
     and Dose-Response Models for the Effects of Dioxins. Environmental Health  
     Perspectives 101: 36-44.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2861.012     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2861.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 012.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The best example of additive effects is noted in the dioxins and           
     dioxin-like compounds that all all function via a similar, if not identical
     mechanism of action.2  EPA should consider the extent to which these       
     additive effects of dioxin-like chemicals set a model for other chemicals, 
     including heavy metals, hormone modulators and endocrine disrupters.       
     ________________________                                                   
     2  see G.W. Lucier, C.J. Portier and M.A. Gallo. 1993. Receptor Mechanisms 
     and Dose-Response Models for the Effects of Dioxins. Environmental Health  
     Perspectives 101: 36-44.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2861.013     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2861.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA concludes in subsection 10 (Nonpoint sources of Pollution from Land-use
     Activities) that the GLI is consistent with and furthers an ecosystem      
     approach.  Although this statement has some validity for the reasons cited,
     environmental protection agencies will not practice comprehensive ecosystem
     management under the GLI without; (1) implementation procedures for        
     applying criteria to diffuse (nonpoint) sources; and (2) effective         
     multi-media pollution prevention programs.  A holistic approach            
     encompassing all pollution pathways to the Great Lakes is essential if we  
     are to implement the ecosystem management mandate of the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Agreement.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2861.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2861.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with the decision to defer diffuse source implementation       
     strategies to a later phase because diffuse sources present a substantial  
     cause of environmental risk to the Great Lakes ecosystem.  Because the GLI 
     is nearing completion, we accept that the GLI will not address these       
     implementation issues.  Instead we recommend that EPA move aggressively to 
     deal with them through the Great Lakes Toxic Reductions Initiative         
     (GLTxRI).                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2861.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comprehensive ecosystem management will not occur until environmental      
     protection agencies institute effective multi-media pollution prevention   
     programs.  The toxic "shell game" in which toxins are shifted from one     
     medium to another is an outgrowth of the single medium end-of-the-pipe     
     approach to pollution control.  The Great Lakes are vulnerable to pollution
     from the air, groundwater, land, and contaminated sediments.  Atmospheric  
     sources of mercury, for instance, contribute an estimated ten times the    
     loadings of point source discharges to surface water.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.016     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083 and D2838.095.                          
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA agrees with the commenter's statement that cross-media    
     transfer of pollutants does not constitute pollution prevention.  The      
     hierarchical process contained in the final Guidance for performing an     
     antidegradation demonstration emphasizes pollution prevention over         
     treatment and disposal options by focusing the alternative and enhanced    
     treatment analysis only on treatment needed to remove the residual         
     pollution after application of prudent and feasible pollution prevention   
     options.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2861.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA rightly declares a multi-media mission for the GLTxRI in subsection 13 
     (Great Lakes Toxic Reductions Initiative Multi-Media Management Committee).
     This focus must be reflected in the decision-making structure of the       
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     GLTxRI.  Water pollution control managers cannot craft the necessary       
     multi-media solutions alone.  Multi-media strategies require modifying     
     institutional structures to examine whole facilites and industrial sectors 
     rather than treating businesses as a series of unrelated discharge pipes.  
     This challenge demands input from all interested sectors of society, and   
     from all relevant governmental agencies and divisions.  The GLTxRI could be
     an effective forum in which to conduct an open debate on these and other   
     critical issues.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2861.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: D2861.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not agree that EPA has adequately captured the full range of adverse 
     responses in the definatin of "Adverse effect".  EPA needs to consider     
     using language that includes biological responses associated with toxic    
     effects.  Such language would then include such responses as an increase in
     liver enzymes that is part of the biological response to dioxin exposure in
     humans.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2861.018     
     
     See response to P2720.067                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D2861.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The Two Teired approach.  This approach is fully supported by EDF.  By 

Page 4077



$T044618.TXT
     using this approach, EPA recognizes that the Agency has a responsibility to
     set protective standards with the available information.  EPA further      
     indicates with this approach that the permit applicant or discharger of the
     chemical for which data indicate there is an anticipated adverse impact has
     the responsibility to provide the evidence to the contrary.  In other      
     words, this provision properly shifts the burden of proof from the agency  
     to the discharger.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2861.019     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2861.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative to the existing Tier II approach, EPA has the option to  
     prohibit the discharge of toxic chemicals that are already causing adverse 
     impacts to the environment and human health.  Having recognized with this  
     proposed rule that such evidence exists, the prohibition of discharge is   
     the only prudent option.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2861.020     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2861.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The initial list of pollutants of Initial Focus needs to include all the   
     dioxins, furans and PCB's that are known to operate via the Ah receptor in 
     any animal species.  That list includes all the co-planar PCB's, and all   
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     the dioxins and furans that have chlorine substation in the 2,3,7 and 8    
     positions.  [In addition, the PBB's need to be included on the list, as    
     these can also act via the same recaptor and can exert long term health    
     effects on human and other animal populations.]                            
     
     
     Response to: D2861.021     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2861.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 021.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the PBB's need to be included on the list, as these can also  
     act via the same recaptor and can exert long term health effects on human  
     and other animal populations.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2861.022     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2861.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA seeks comment in subsection 3 (Covers All Pollutant Sources) on        
     approaches to clarify that the Guidance applies to both point and nonpoint 
     sources of pollutants.  GLI's effectiveness would be enhanced by a         
     clarification that nonpoint source activities that result in water quality 
     standards violations are prohibited regardless of whether "independent     
     regulatory authority" exists to address them.                              
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     Response to: D2861.023     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly agree with EPA's emphasis on pollution prevention alternatives 
     analysis as the top of the hierarchy.  EPA should more explicity state that
     such an analysis is a necessary precondition to the rest of the process, if
     pollution prevention can eliminate the need to lower water quality, the    
     application to do so must be denied.  Pollutant reductions should result in
     modified applications.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2861.024     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083 and D2838.095.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is not "necessary" to lower water quality to accommodate important      
     social and economic development if pollution prevention offers a           
     cost-effective way to comply.  In many cases, pollution prevention offers  
     industry a path to increased long-term competitiveness.  This longer-term  
     view should be considered in any determination that an antidegradaton      
     exception is "necessary".                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2861.025     
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     See responses to comments D605.083 and D2838.095.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA states that it "anticipates" that a discharger will evaluate the       
     benefits of pollution prevention.  EPA should instead explicity require    
     that an applicant for an antidegradation exception evaluate these benefits 
     (i.e., prepare a pollution prevention plan for the relevant facility).     
     Pollution prevention planning laws are widely accepted in the states that  
     have them.  They provide businesses an impetus to identify opportunities to
     reduce input costs, liability, waste handling and disposal costs, and to   
     improve employee health.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2861.026     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083 and D2838.095.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on: (a) pollution prevention alternatives, and   
     [(b) evaluation of pollution prevention alternatives as "prudent and       
     feasible."]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.027     
     
     Comment ID:  D2861.027                                                     
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     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     Not a comment.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: D2861.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 027.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (b) evaluation of pollution prevention alternatives as "prudent and        
     feasible."                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2861.028     
     
     Not a comment.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution prevention means avoiding the creation of waste rather than      
     managing it once created.  Pollution prevention methods include            
     substituting less or non-toxic materials for current inputs; changing      
     production processes; product modifications; improved housekeeping; and    
     instituting closed loop recycling.  A different mix of these techniques    
     will be appropriate in different circumstances.                            
                                                                                
     [Alternative (d) ("Recycle/Reuse of Waste Byproducts") is not a pollution  
     prevention technique.  Recycling is a waste management technique because it
     takes place after a waste is created.  EPA is bound by the definition of   
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     "source reduction" in the 1990 Pollution Prevention Act, and by agency     
     policy, to omit recycling from the list of pollution prevention methods.   
     Recycling is more appropriately paired with treatment options.  Both       
     strategies are preferable to disposal, but lower on the hierarchy than true
     pollution prevention.]                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2861.029     
     
     EPA is aware that recycling and reuse are not part of the strict definition
     of pollution prevention.  However, recycling and reuse do reduce the       
     release of pollutants to the environment and consequently are appropriate  
     considerations when a significant lowering of water is contemplated.       
     Obviously, avoiding the generation of additional pollutants is preferable  
     to generating the pollutants and not releasing them; however, reuse and    
     recycling provides additional options for consideration besides discharge. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: D2861.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 029.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Alternative (d) ("Recycle/Reuse of Waste Byproducts") is not a pollution   
     prevention technique.  Recycling is a waste management technique because it
     takes place after a waste is created.  EPA is bound by the definition of   
     "source reduction" in the 1990 Pollution Prevention Act, and by agency     
     policy, to omit recycling from the list of pollution prevention methods.   
     Recycling is more appropriately paired with treatment options.  Both       
     strategies are preferable to disposal, but lower on the hierarchy than true
     pollution prevention.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.030     
     
     See response to comment D2861.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/TECH
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should recognize that new metrics will be necessary to evaluate        
     proposed pollution prevention alternatives.  This limited context of       
     petitions to lower water quality for a unique and vulnerable world class   
     resource is an appropriate setting in which to develop approaches to this  
     challenging task.  Whether a pollution prevention plan is "prudent or      
     feasible" must be evaluated according to the source.  Pollution prevention 
     opportunities are often specific to particular facilities and industrial   
     sectors.  Evaluating a plan for a facility requires knowledge of the       
     specific context of the plan, including an understanding of the whole      
     facility rather than merely those factors that seem relevant to direct     
     surfact water discharges.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2861.031     
     
     See response to comment D2859.155.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost effectiveness analyses of pollution prevention plans can be subjective
     in that one can employ different payback periods, and one can value        
     externalities of various courses of action differently.  [The agency should
     identify ways to make the full costs and benefits of various options appear
     real to companies engaging in analyses of pollution prevention             
     alternatives.] [EPA also must ensure that companies identifying effective  
     pollution prevention strategies have access to the information, technical  
     assistance, and financial assistance necessary to implement them.]         
     
     
     Response to: D2861.032     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083 and D2838.095.                          
                                                                                
     In addition, it is hoped that where pollution prevention offers real       
     benefits to a facility, those will be immediately obvious. EPA expects that
     most facilities already implement pollution prevention to some degree.  The
     purpose of the antidegradation requirements is to ensure that prudent and  
     feasible alternatives are identified.                                      
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 032.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency should identify ways to make the full costs and benefits of     
     various options appear real to companies engaging in analyses of pollution 
     prevention alternatives.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2861.033     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083, D2838.095 and 2861.032.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 032.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also must ensure that companies identifying effective pollution        
     prevention strategies have access to the information, technical assistance,
     and financial assistance necessary to implement them.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.034     
     
     See responses to comments D605.083, D2838.095 and 2861.032.                
                                                                                
     EPA has trained staff and additional guidance materials to assist          
     facilities in their evaluation of pollution prevention alternatives.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA USE OF 15 GRAMS PER DAY FOR THE FISH EXPOSURE COMPONENT IN THE GREAT   
     LAKES INITIATIVE IS CONTRARY TO LAW AND SCIENTIFIC EVIDENCE                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.035     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to use a fish consumption rate of 15 grams per day (gm/d) as  
     an exposure assumption for risk assessment of toxic pollutants.  58 FR     
     72:20870.  This is an increase from the historical 6.5 gm/d usually applied
     by EPA based on "national average" data from a 1973-74 market survey       
     collected by the National Marine Fisheries Service.  In proposing a level  
     of 15 gm/d in the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI), EPA asserts that it is     
     using "at least the mean exposure level for regionally caught fish for the 
     regional sportfishing population."  58 FR 73:20870.  EPA further asserts   
     that the proposed levels are conservative, and therefore protective of the 
     entire population. Id.                                                     
                                                                                
     [The fish consumption factor is an important part of risk exposure         
     assumptions, not only in the mathematical calculation of toxic pollutant   
     standards and effluent limitations, but with respect to whether the        
     designated uses of the nation's waters are protected.]  [If EPA            
     underestimates fish consumption, or fails to account for fish consumption  
     uses of all the population, then those persons eating more than the EPA    
     exposure estimate will be exposed to toxic compounds at levels greater than
     those determined safe by government officials.]  [Their uses of such waters
     can only be accomplished at the acceptance of higher risk of adverse effect
     and, eventually, since such uses are not protected by standards or permit  
     limits, the use itself will disappear.]  [EPA's current program of exposure
     assessment, which fails to protect subsistence fishermen, threatens to     
     effectively remove the entire body of freshwater resources of this country 
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     from use as a food source for native americans, the poor, and people of    
     color who depend upon such resources for food.]                            
     
     
     Response to: D2861.036     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 036.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fish consumption factor is an important part of risk exposure          
     assumptions, not only in the mathematical calculation of toxic pollutant   
     standards and effluent limitations, but with respect to whether the        
     designated uses of the nation's waters are protected.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.037     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 036.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA underestimates fish consumption, or fails to account for fish       
     consumption uses of all the population, then those persons eating more than
     the EPA exposure estimate will be exposed to toxic compunds at levels      
     greater than those determined safe by government officials.                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.038     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 036.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Their uses of such waters can only be accomplished at the acceptance of a  
     higher risk of adverse effect and, eventually, since such uses are not     
     protected by standards or permit limits, the use itself will disappear.    
     
     
     Response to: D2861.039     
     
     See section V.C.5.e. of the SID for a discussion on fish consumption rates.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 036.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's current program of exposure assessment, which fails to protect       
     subsistence fisherman threatens to effectively remove the entire body of   
     freshwater resources of this country from use as a food source for native  
     americans, the poor, and people of color who depend upon such resources for
     food.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.040     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
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     Comment ID: D2861.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SUBSISTENCE FISHING IS A REASONABLE USE OF THE NATIONS WATERS PROTECTED BY 
     THE CLEAN WATER ACT.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2861.041     
     
     See response to comment D2714.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2861.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act (Act) requires the protection of all designated stream 
     uses.  33 U.S.C. Section 1313 (c) (2)(A).  Fish consumption is a "use" of  
     state waters--a use nearly as old as humankind--and one of the minimum uses
     that must be protected under the Act and EPA rules.  40 C.F.R. Sections    
     131.2, 131.6.  Neither the Act nor EPA regulations limit such use to the   
     "average" person, or the "recreational" fishermen or the "sport" fisherman.
      The fishery "use" of state waters is the use put to it both by the        
     population in general and individuals.  As long as such use is reasonable, 
     and within the goals of the Act (that all waters be fishable and swimmable,
     33 U.S.C. Section 1251(a)], EPA requires that these uses be protected [40  
     C.F.R., Sections 131.2, 131.6, 131.10(j)], and that water quality criteria 
     be sufficient to protect such uses [40 C.F.R. Sections 131.5, 131.6,       
     131.11(a)].1  For waters with multiple use designations, the criteria shall
     support the most sensitive use.  40 C.F.R. Section 131. 11(a)(1).          
     _________________________                                                  
     1  EPA was correct in translating the underlying goals specified in Section
     101(a)(2) into specific requirements for water quality standards.          
     Mississippi Commission on Natural Resources v. Costle, 625 F. 2d 1269, 1276
     (5th Cir. 1980).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2861.042     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has specifically rejected the Food and Drug Administration's assumption
     of fish exposure for EPA use because it is based in large measure on fish  
     obtained from the market place and not local waters.  EPA stated in its    
     dioxin guidance that "EPA and the States must consider the individual who  
     frequently fishes at the site being regulated or who regularly eats fish   
     from the area to adequately protect the user."2                            
     ________________________                                                   
     2  Memorandum from Wilcher, Acting Assist. Admin. for Water, "State        
     Policies, Water Quality Standards and Permit Limitations Related to        
     2,3,7,8-TCDD in Surface Waters" (Jan. 5, 1990).                            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.043     
     
     See response to comment P2771.193.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The determination of what a stream use is with respect to fish consumption 
     must not discriminate against individuals or groups who have established an
     historical use of who seek a reasonable consumptive use in relation to the 
     Act's goal.  Discrimination against such groups is contrary to the Act's   
     goals and objectives and the concepts of environmental justice.  Thus the  
     courts have ruled, at least with respect to Native Americans, that while   
     the government may regulate the taking of fish and wildlife, the           
     "restriction on the time and manner of fishing by treaty indians must not  
     discriminate against the Indians."  Sohappy v. Smith, 302 F.Supp 899, 910  
     (1969), citing to Puyallup Tribe et al, v. Department of Game et al., 391  
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     US. 392 (1968).3                                                           
     _________________________                                                  
     3  It is not necessary to inquire into the nature of the fishing rights    
     granted any particular Tribe, as "regardless of the specificity of hunting,
     fishing, and trapping rights, as mentioned or not mentioned in the         
     treaties, the courts have generally construed such rights as aboriginal    
     rights which are incident to Indian title."  Turner, The Native American's 
     Right to Hunt and Fish:  An Overview of the Aboriginal Spiritual and       
     Mystical Belief System, the Effect of European Contact and the Continuing  
     Fight to Observe a Way of Life, 19 N.M.L. Rev. 377 (1989).  See, U.S. v.   
     Minnesota, 466 F.Supp. 1382 (D.Minn 1979); Red Lake Band of Chippewa       
     Indians v. Minnesota, 614 F.2d 1161 (8th Cir. 1980), cert. denied, 449 U.S.
     905 (1980).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.044     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Discrimination against uses by people of color under the Civil Rights Act  
     are also applicable here.  Even if not direct violations of existing laws, 
     the fundamental concept of environmental justice teaches that environmental
     protection cannot be limited to a fortunate few, simply because of race,   
     creed, color or economic standing.  EPA cannot limit the subsistence uses  
     of the nation's waters because white, middle income people buy most of     
     their fish at a govenment regulated seafood market.  Nor may EPA deny      
     protection to subsistence use fish consumers by applying "average" or      
     "mean" values of non-subsistence fishing populations.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.045     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA'S USE OF 15 GM/D FISH CONSUMPTION IS NOT PROTECTIVE OF SUBSISTENCE     
     FISHING USES.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2861.046     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the GLI, EPA asserts that the proposed 15 gm/d level is "at least the   
     mean exposure level for regionally caught fish for the regional            
     sportfishing population."  58 FR 72:20870.  EPA further acknowledges that  
     "some of the sportfishing population (and other subpopulations such as     
     subsistence anglers) may consume more than 15 grams per day...." Id.  Thus,
     it must taken as an admission that 15 gm/d does not represent the          
     subsistence fishermen nor some sportfishermen, i.e., it discriminates      
     against these uses ab initio.                                              
                                                                                
     [Indeed, it would be impossible for EPA to assert that 15 gm/d represents  
     subsistence fishing.  EPA's own documents refute that analysis.  "Estimates
     of average U.S. [fish] consumption do not account for subpopulations in    
     areas such as the Great Lakes that consume large quantities (20 g/day) of  
     locally caught sport fish."  EPA, "Assessing Human Health Risks from       
     Chemically Contaminated Fish and Shellfish: A Guidance Manual" (1989) at   
     57.  "Consumption rates for portions of the U.S. Population (e.g., by      
     region, age race, and sex) show that the average consumption...may vary    
     form about 6 to 100 g/day."  Id. at 58.  "165 g/day to represent the       
     average consumption of fish and shellfish from marine, estuarine and fresh 
     waters by the 99.9th percentile of the U.S. population," showing examples  
     of assumptions that may be used when site specific data is lacking.  Id.   
     The "U.S. National Marine Fisheries Services estimated that the average per
     capita consumption of fish and shellfish increased from 13 g/day in 1960 to
     21 g/day in 1986." Id. at App. F, p.2.]                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2861.047     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 047.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indeed, it would be impossible for EPA to assert that 15 gm/d represents   
     subsistence fishing.  EPA's own documents refute that analysis.  "Estimates
     of average U.S. [fish] consumption do not account for subpopulations in    
     areas such as the Great Lakes that consume large quantities (20 g/day) of  
     locally caught sport fish."  EPA, "Assessing Human Health Risks from       
     Chemically Contaminated Fish and Shellfish: A Guidance Manual" (1989) at   
     57.  "Consumption rates for portions of the U.S. Population (e.g., by      
     region, age race, and sex) show that the average comsumption...may vary    
     from about 6 to 100 g/day." Id. at 58.  "165 g/day to represent the average
     consumption of fish and shellfish from marine, estuarine and fresh waters  
     by the 99.9th percentile of the U.S. population," showing examples of      
     assumptions that may  be used when site specific data is lacking. Id. The  
     "U.S. National Marine Fisheries Services estimated that the average per    
     capita consumption of fish and shellfish increased from 13 g/day in 1960 to
     21 g/day in 1986." Id. at App. F, p.2.                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.048     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has specific guidance for local consumption:                           
                                                                                
     Since the estimates of fish consuption discussed are national averages,    
     they are not predictive of all subgroups and regions on a scale fine enough
     to address local situations of potential concern.  If local fish consuption
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     is not available ...estimates of extreme consumption can be made by        
     assuming that fish consumption by some subgroups would be equal to the     
     average consumption of red meat (130 g/day) and, as a "reasonable" worst   
     case, that some people would consume fish at levels...[of] 180 g/day....   
                                                                                
     EPA, Assessing Human Risks, supra, at App F.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2861.049     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's own exposure handbook advises against use of both 6.5 gm/d and 14.3  
     g/day to protect even recreational fishermen:                              
                                                                                
     Currently, a consumtpion rate of 6.5 g/day is used to represent the average
     per capita nonmarine fish consumption rate.  This value is the value       
     established for setting Ambient Water Quality criteria... This value is    
     based on one-year survey data collected during 1973 and 1974 by NPD        
     Research, Inc.  The overall fish consumption rate estimated from this      
     survey was 14.3 g/day.  Both of these values were estimated on a per capita
     basis and represent the average over the entire population including       
     fish-eaters and nonfish-eaters.  Thus, they underestimate actual           
     consumption rates for recreational fishermen and are not accurate values to
     use when assessing exposure to fishermen at a specific site.               
                                                                                
     EPA, Exposure Factors Handbook, EPA 600/8-89/943 at 2-28 (1990).           
     
     
     Response to: D2861.050     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, in a comprehensive evaluation of all fish studies.  EPA       
     recommended that recreational fishing uses be considered separately from   
     the general population, using the best data available for recreational     
     fishing uses, EPA found that the average consumption of the 50th percentile
     of recreational fishermen was not 15 gm/d, but 30 gm/d; the 90th percentile
     was 140 gm/d. Id. at 2-39.  In concluding its review, EPA states that:     
                                                                                
     "The consumption rate data from the Puffer (1981) and Pierce et al. (1981) 
     studies are considered representative of actual annual consuption rates for
     recreational fishermen.  Although these studies are limited to the West    
     Coast, it is recommended that these values be used to represent consumption
     rates for recreational fishermen in any area where there is a large body   
     water present and widespread contamination is evident." (Sound like the    
     Great Lakes?)                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA, Exposure Factors Handbook at 2-39.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2861.051     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fish studies reportedly used by EPA to support a proposal of 15 gm/d   
     are no better, indeed in some respects worse, than those relied upon in the
     EPA Exposure Document.  As noted, they do not completely address the       
     sportfishing or subsistence popultions.  EPA's use of West (1989) is       
     inappropriate because West reached conclusions in 1989 based on off-season 
     data.  More recent data by West (1993) find that 15 gm/d would protect only
     the average sport fishermen.  The 80th and 90th percentiles for sport fish 
     consumption is 40 and 60 gm/d, respectively.  Lower income minorities      
     (Michigan anglers) average 43 gm/d sport fish consumption.  [Other data is 
     reported by the National Wildlife Federation (NWF) in their comments on the
     GLI and will not repeated here, but are incorporated herein by reference.] 
     
     
     Response to: D2861.052     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 052.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other data is reported by the National Wildlife Federation (NWF) in their  
     comments on the GLI and will not repeated here, but are incorporated herein
     by reference.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2861.053     
     
     See response to relevant comments referenced by this commenter (P2771.192).
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the studies provided by NWF, and the general question of    
     fish consuption factors, EPA must account for another well documented      
     factor in fish consumption: race.  As noted abover, and discussed at some  
     length by the NWF comments, minority populations will often have different 
     (and usually higher) rates of consumption than white persons.  West        
     documented this fact in a detailed study of fish consumers in Michigan.4   
     Many factors account for this result, including traditions and social norms
     in Native Americans and Asians, lower economic status (a common problem for
     many people of color) and location (rural vs. urban).                      
     ________________________                                                   
     4  West, Patrick C., J. M. Fly, F. Larkin and R.W. Marans.  "Minority      
     Anglers and Toxic Fish Consumption:  Evidence from a Statewide Survey of   
     Michigan."                                                                 
     In Race and the Incidence of Environmental Hazards, ed. by Bunyan Bryant   
     and Paul Mohai, Westview Press (1992).                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2861.054     
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     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No average or mean value fish consumption value will adjust for the        
     differences in fish consumption by people of color.  In fact, the use of   
     average or mean values without regard to individual population makeup      
     virtually guarantees that people of color will be exposed to higher risks  
     from consumption of toxic pollutants.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.055     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2861.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As part of EPA's answer to subsistence population protection, EPA asserts  
     that the "guidance allows for use of higher fish consumption rates in      
     site-specific situations."  58 FR 72:20870.  It is true that localities or 
     EPA could adopt site-specific fish consumption factors greater or less than
     that for the Great Lakes in general.  [As a practical matter, however, this
     assertion is unrealistic.  First, the Great Lakes are huge lakes with free 
     movement of fisheries and distribution of pollution loadings.  The real    
     world now is that when fish advisories are invoked, they are imposed over  
     the entire Lake area.  Subdivisions of pollutant exposure, either for      
     individuals or the fish they seek, is neither practical nor scientific.    
     The major advisories imposed today on the Great Lakes are all Lake or      
     region wide - there is no distinction between site or consumer.]           
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     [What would be far more likely to occur, if anything, is that Great Lake   
     states might impose different health advisories.  Instead of advisories    
     against eating fish, such advisories would probably simply say that no more
     than 1,2 or 3 meals of fish should be eaten.  Having warned subsistence    
     fishermen, the states would then issue permits that allowed the fish to be 
     contaminated to those levels.  Such actions do not constitute protection of
     uses; if anything, they assure contravention of use.  Unlike some other    
     areas of the country, the Great Lakes, by their physical structure and     
     their use, do not readily allow for site-specific fish consumption         
     factors.]                                                                  
                                                                                
     [Furthermore, EPA has no credibility on this issue.  Repeatedly over the   
     last several years when faced with site-specific fish consumption problems,
     EPA has yielded to the state's failure to address the issue.  EPA approved 
     Virginia's dioxin standard even though Virginia failed to assess the fish  
     consumption uses of two Native American Tribes located on the same river.5 
     Similarly, EPA accepted the Alabama's use of 6.5 gm/d for afro-american    
     subsistence fishing populations below a major pulp and paper mill even     
     though there was substantial evidence that fish consumption exceeded       
     national averages.6]  [Typically, EPA asserts that a site-specific fish    
     consumption study is needed and then elects not to protect the subsistence 
     fishermen at all until such studies are done.  EPA does not conduct such   
     studies nor require the state to do so.  Instead, EPA implies that the     
     subsistence fishermen or the people of color population should somehow pay 
     for and conduct such studies and, until they do, there will be no          
     protection of their use.]                                                  
     ________________________                                                   
     5  EPA said that Virginia "should" assess the fishery uses of the Pamunky  
     and Mattaponi Indians on the York River, but since they hadn't done so, EPA
     had insufficient information to act.  Technical Support Document for       
     approval of Virginia's dioxin standard at 17-18 (Feb. 25, 1991).  EPA      
     "encouraged" Virginia to assess Indian's fishery uses, noting that they    
     appeared to exceed the national average, but failed to require the state to
     do so.                                                                     
                                                                                
     6  The petition filed by the Attorney General of Alabama in 1991 requested 
     that EPA correct this inequity is incorporated herein by reference.  EDF's 
     petition to intervene in the same action is also incorporated by reference 
     and attached hereto.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2861.056     
     
     See response to comments D2861.061, D2714.048 and P2742.261.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2861.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 056.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     As a practical matter, however, this assertion is unrealistic.  First, the 
     Great Lakes are huge lakes, with free movement of fisheries and            
     distribution of pollution loadings.  The real world now is that when fish  
     advisories are invoked, they are imposed over the entire Lake area.        
     Subdivisions of pollutant exposure, either for individuals or the fish they
     seek, is neither practical nor scientific.  The major advisories imposed   
     today on the Great Lakes are all Lake or region wide - there is no         
     distinction between site or consumer.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.057     
     
     See response to comment P2742.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2861.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 056.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What would be far more likely to occur, if anything, is that Great Lake    
     states might impose different health advisories.  Instead of advisories    
     against eating fish, such advisories would probably simply say that no more
     than 1,2 or 3 meals of fish should be eaten.  Having warned subsistence    
     fishermen, the states would then issue permits that allowed the fish to be 
     contaminated to those levels, such actions do not constitute protection of 
     uses; if anything, they assure contravention of use.  Unlike some other    
     areas of the country, the Great Lakes, by their physical structure and     
     their use, do not readily allow for site-specific fish consumption factors.
     
     
     Response to: D2861.058     
     
     See response to comments D2861.061 and P2742.261.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2861.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 056.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Furthermore, EPA has no credibility on this issue.  Repeatedly over the    
     last several years when faced with site-specific fish consumption problems,
     EPA has yielded to the State's failure to address the issue.  EPA approved 
     Virginia's dioxin standard even though Virginia failed to assess the fish  
     consumption uses of two Native American Tribes located on the same river.5 
     Similarly, EPA accepted the Alabama's use of 6.5 gm/d for afro-american    
     subsistence fishing populations below a major pulp and paper mill even     
     though there was substantial evidence that fish consumption exceeded       
     national averages.6                                                        
     ________________________                                                   
     5  EPA said that Virginia "should" assess the fishery uses of the Pamunky  
     and Mattaponi Indians on the York River, but since they hadn't done so,    
     EPA had insufficient information to act.  Technical Support Document for   
     approval of Virginia's dioxin standard at 17-18 (Feb. 25, 1991).  EPA      
     "encouraged" Virginia to assess the Indian's fishery uses, noting that they
     appeared to exceed the national average, but failed to require the state to
     do so.                                                                     
                                                                                
     6  The petition filed by the Attorney General of Alabama in 1991 requested 
     that EPA correct this inequity is incorported herein by reference.  EDF's  
     petition to intervene in the same action is also incorporated by reference 
     and attached hereto.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2861.059     
     
     See response to comments D2861.061 and D2714.048.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2861.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 056.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Typically, EPA asserts that a site-specific fish consumption study is      
     needed and then elects not to protect the subsistence fishermen at all     
     until such studies are done.  EPA does not conduct such studies nor require
     the state to do so.  Instead, EPA implies that the subsistence fishermen or
     the people of color population should somehow pay for and conduct such     
     studies and, until they do, there will be no protection of their use.      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.060     
     
     See response to comments D2861.061 and D2714.048.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2861.061
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's assertion that site-specific fish consumption factors can be adopted 
     to protect subsistence fishermen is a meaningless offer that is neither    
     practical for the Great Lakes nor likely to happen.  [Furthermore, EPA     
     makes no commitment to ensure that such site-specific criteria will be     
     evaluated or that EPA will perform further studies of any kind to support  
     such work.]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.061     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commentors who state that the Agency's         
     assertion that site-specific fish consumption factors can be adopted to    
     protect  subsistence fishermen is a meaningless offer that is neither      
     practical for the Great Lakes nor likely to happen. In the past , there was
     not a requirement to conduct fish consumption surveys to protect highly    
     exposed sub-populations, but under GLI, the criteria are required to       
     protect highly exposed groups, such as subsistance fishermen.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2861.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 061.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, EPA makes no commitment to ensure that such site-specific     
     criteria will be evaluated or that EPA will perform further studies of any 
     kind to support such work.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2861.062     
     
     See response to comment D2861.061.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE EPA FISH CONSUMPTION FACTOR OF 15 GM/D IS NOT CONSERVATIVE.            
     
     
     Response to: D2861.063     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has frequently asserted that its fish consumption factor is            
     "conservative" and thus protective of individuals consuming more than      
     whatever factor EPA chooses to use.  EPA has repeatedly made this claim but
     has offered scant evidence to support it.  A serious look at this claim    
     finds it to be wholly without merit.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA's principal claim of conservatism is found at 58 FR 72:20870:          
                                                                                
     The fish consumption estimate is an estimate of fish carrying the highest  
     body burden of pollutant that will be allowed through implementation of the
     criteria.  Since it is highly unlikely that even those who eat more than 15
     grams per day of all freshwater fish will eat more than the equivalent of  
     15 grams per day of pollutant-bearing fish, the consumption rate will also 
     be protective of the high end consumer.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA offers no support for this claim.  Indeed, it is facially flawed.      
     First, [EPA assumes that not all fish will accumulate the toxins that the  
     criteria allows.  This assumption appears to be based on the belief that   
     dischargers and other polluters will somehow be moved to discharge less    
     than the limits allowed by their permits.  While dischargers may seek a    
     small level of comfort by arguing for limits that they can conservatively  
     meet, most dischargers today are asserting the impossibility of meeting    
     permit limits.  Nonetheless, the conceptual idea that EPA can assert that  
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     discharges the agency allows will not be utilized is ridiculous.           
                                                                                
     History has shown that it is far more likely that the opposite will happen.
     Dischargers will ocassionally violate their permit; such is even assumed by
     EPA's "significant noncompliance" policy, which tacitly waives prosecution 
     for "minor" violations.]  [There are sources for some pollutants that are  
     not controlled by any EPA permit, such as aerial deposition, natural       
     sources, etc.  Although, EPA and the states are supposed to account for    
     these sources in total daily maximum load (TMDL) allocations, very few     
     states have done so and the national TMDL program has been subject to      
     constant litigation.  Even EPA, with all its resources, took years to adopt
     and defend a single TMDL for dioxin in Washington State.  The belief tht   
     TMDLs will be in place for all toxic pollutants in the Great Lakes is just 
     not reality.]                                                              
                                                                                
     [In addition to the lack of TMDLs and enforcment problems, there are some  
     instances in which EPA does not enforce the toxic criteria that it has     
     adopted.  The classic case is dioxin, where EPA has officially adopted     
     policies that state EPA will only enforce NPDES permits at the detection   
     level, even though that level might be orders of magnitude above water     
     quality criteria levels.7  How can EPA possibly assert that water criteria 
     levels will be met or compiled with below permit limits when EPA cannot    
     even measure or monitor for such compliance?8]                             
                                                                                
     [EPA further ignores that fact that the agency has no criteria for mixtures
     of toxic pollutants.  Although EPA has begun a program to evaluate         
     "dioxin-like" toxics such as PCBs and other dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)          
     congeners, such program is still in its infancy and has not been expanded  
     to other toxics.  Yet, we know that fish consumers in the Great Lakes will 
     be exposed to multiple toxics.  The Great Lakes currently carry fish       
     advisories for individual pollutants such as dioxin, PCBs, mercury and     
     others.9  It is not uncommon for the same fish from the same waters to be  
     polluted by many toxics.  So far, there is no assessment of this "multiple"
     exposure effect which is likely to be at least "additive", if not          
     synergistic.]                                                              
                                                                                
     [EPA's "conservative" assertion relies primarily upon the concept of the   
     "maximum pollutant bearing" (MPB) fish.  The maximum polluted fish is      
     calculated by multiplying the federal or state criteria times that         
     bioconcentration factor (BCF) for a particular pollutant.  Thus, using     
     dioxin as a example, the MPB fish concentration would be 0.013 parts per   
     quadrillion (ppg) times the current BCF (5,000), or .065 parts per trillion
     (ppt).  This assumption, of course, relies heavily upon the accuracy of    
     both criteria the itself and the BCF.10                                    
                                                                                
     Even setting aside the issue of what is the correct BCF, the concept itself
     has no scientific basis and is a fraud with respect to protection of       
     subsistence fishermen.  This can be easily demonstrated.  The standard     
     formula for deriving a water quality criteria for human health pollutant is
     the risk level (RL) times the body weight (BW), divided by the cancer      
     potency (CP) factor times the drinking water (DW) factor plus the fish     
     consumption (FC) factor times the bioconcentration factor (BCF):           
                                                                                
     Criteria - (RL x BW)/(CPF + [DW x (FC x BCF)]                              
                                                                                
     As noted previously, the MPB fish level is calculated by multiplying the   
     criteria from the above formula by the BCF.  It does not take a            
     mathematical genius to observe that the only place that fish consumption is
     considered in the application of both the criteria and the MPB fish is in  
     the criteria formula.  And, further, since the fish consumption factor is  
     in the denominator of the criteria formula, the MPB fish calculation will  
     always be inverse to fish consumption.  The higher the FC, the lower the   
     MPB value.]                                                                
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     [The MPB fish can only be protective of the fish consumption factor applied
     in the basic formula and for consumers below that FC.  It underestimates   
     protection for all consumers above the FC used in the formula.  This is    
     exactly the opposite effect that EPA alleges.  If EPA were to use a FC of  
     140 gm/d, the level recommended by its own exposure factors document to    
     protect the 90th percentile, i.e., subsistence fishermen, the resultant MPB
     concentration would be nearly 10 times lower than the same assumptions     
     using 6.5 gm/d.  Thus, even if true, the fact that not all the fish        
     consumed by a subsistence fishermen were MPB fish does not imply that      
     subsistence fishermen are protected at all.  To determine their protection,
     one would need to calculate the MPB for their fish consumption rate, then  
     decide the likelihood of encountering such a fish.  Given that the MPB     
     fish for subsistence fishermen is likely to be 10 times less than the for  
     6.5 or 15 gm/d consumers, and EPA will issue permits allowing for          
     contamination of fish at the higher level, EPA cannot assert that such     
     limits are "conservative" for subsistence fishermen.]                      
     ________________________                                                   
     7  These policies are cited by EPA in the GLI proposal.  58 FR 72:20977.   
                                                                                
     8  EPA could use biological monitoring or monitor fish residues, but such  
     information would only document increased levels of toxics, not prevent    
     them.                                                                      
                                                                                
     9  See, EDF assessment of State Fish Health Advisories and Bans (November  
     1992) (using the EPA database).                                            
                                                                                
     10 EPA has already recognized that the BCF for dioxin is inaccurate.  The  
     current assessment documents for dioxin indicate that the BCF for dioxin   
     should be 10,000 for each per cent lipid content in fish.  See, EPA,       
     Interim Report on Data and Methods for Assesment of 2, 3, 7,               
     8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated         
     Wildlife, Office of Research and Development, EPA/600/R-93/055 (March      
     1993).  Since fish lipid values vary from about 2% up to 7%, or higher     
     depending on the fish, it is unlikely that a factor of 5,000 for dioxin is 
     very protective.                                                           
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.064     
     
     See response to comment D2714.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 064.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA assumes that not all fish will accumulate the toxins that the criteria 
     allows.  This assumption appears to be based on the belief that dischargers
     and other polluters will somehow be moved to discharge less than the limits
     allowed  by their permits.  While dischargers may seek a small level of    
     comfort by arguing for limits that they can conservatively meet, most      
     dischargers today are asserting the impossibility of meeting permit limits.
      Nonetheless, the conceptual idea that EPA can assert that discharges the  
     agency allows will not be utilized is ridiculous.                          
                                                                                
     History has shown that it is far more likely that the opposite will happen.
     Dischargers will occasionally violate their permits; such is even assumed  
     by EPA's "significant noncompliance" policy, which tacitly waives          
     presectution for "minor" violations.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2861.065     
     
     See response to comments P2771.193 and P2742.051.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2861.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 064.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are sources for some pollutants that are not controlled by any EPA   
     permit, such as aerial deposition, natural sources, etc.  Although EPA and 
     the states are supposed to account for these sources in total daily maximum
     load (TMDL) allocations, very few states have done so and the national TMDL
     program has been subject to constant litigation.  Even EPA, with all its   
     resources, took years to adopt and defend a single TMDL for dioxin in      
     Washington State.  The belief that TMDLs will be in place for all toxic    
     pollutants in the Great Lakes is just not reality.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2861.066     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment .064.                                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the lack of TMDLs and enforcement problems, there are some  
     instances in which EPA does not enforce the toxic criteria that it has     
     adopted.  The classic case is dioxin, where EPA has officially adopted     
     policies that state EPA will only enforce NPDES permits at the detection   
     level, even though that level might be orders of magnitude above water     
     quality criteria levels.7  How can EPA possibly assert that water criteria 
     levels will be met or compiled with below permit limits when EPA cannot    
     even measure or monitor for such compliance?8                              
     _________________________                                                  
     7  These policies are cited by EPA in the GLI proposal. 58 FR 72:20977.    
                                                                                
     8  EPA could use biological monitoring or monitor fish residues, but such  
     information would only document increased levels of toxics, not prevent    
     them.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2861.067     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D2861.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.064.                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA further ignores that fact that the agency has no criteria for mixtures 
     of toxic pollutants.  Although EPA has begun a program to evaluate         
     "dioxin-like" toxics such as PCBs and other dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD)          
     congeners, such program is still in its infancy and has not been expanded  
     to other toxics.  Yet, we know that fish consumers in the Great Lakes will 
     be exposed to multiple toxics.  The Great Lakes currently carry fish       
     advisories for individual pollutants such as dioxin, PCBs, mercury and     
     others.9  It is not uncommon for the same fish from the same waters to be  
     polluted by many toxics.  So far, there is no assessment of this "multiple"
     exposure effect which is likely to be at least "additive", if not          
     synergistic.                                                               
     ________________________                                                   
     9  See, EDF assessment of State Fish Health Advisories and Bans (November  
     1992) (using the EPA database).                                            
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     Response to: D2861.068     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: D2861.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 064.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "conservative" assertion relies primarily upon the concept of the    
     "mximum pollutant bearing" (MPB) fish.  The maximum polluted fish is       
     calculated by multiplying the federal or state pollutant.  Thus, using     
     dioxin as an example, the MPB fish concentration would be 0.013 parts per  
     quadrillion (ppq) times the current BCF (5,000), or .065 parts per trillion
     (ppt).  This assumption, of course, relies heavily upon the accuracy of    
     both the criteria itself and the BCF.10                                    
                                                                                
     Even setting aside the issue of what is the correct BCF, the concept itself
     has no scientific basis and is a fraud with respect to protection of       
     subsistence fishermen.  This can be easily demonstrated.  The standard     
     formula for deriving a water quality criteria for human health pollutant is
     the risk level (RL) times the body weight (BW), divided by the cancer      
     potency (CP) factor times the drinking water (DW) factor plus the fish     
     consumption (FC) factor times the bioconcentration factor (BCF):           
                                                                                
     Criteria = (RL x BW)/(CPF x [DW + (FC x BCF)]                              
                                                                                
     As noted previously, the MPB fish level is calculated by multiplying the   
     criteria from the above forumula by the BCF.  It does not take a           
     mathematical genius to observe that the only place that fish consumption is
     considered in the application of both the criteria and the MPB fish is in  
     the criteria formula.  And, further, since the fish consumption factor is  
     in the denominator of the criteria formula, the MPB fish calculation will  
     always be inverse to fish consumption.  The higher the FC, the lower the   
     MPB value.                                                                 
     ________________________                                                   
     10  EPA has already recogNized that the BCF for dioxin is inaccurate.  The 
     current assessment documents for dioxin indicate that the BCF for dioxin   
     should be 10,000 for each per cent lipid content in fish.  See, EPA,       
     Interim Report on Data and Methods for Assessment of                       
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated   
     Wildlife, Office of Research and Development  EPA/600-R-93/055 (March      
     1993).  Since fish lipid values vary from about 2% up to 7%, or higher     
     depending on the fish, it is unlikely that a factor of 5,000 for dioxin is 
     very protective.                                                           
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     (The MPB fish can only be protective of the fish consumption factor applied
     in the basic formula and for consumers below that FC.  It underestimates   
     protection for all consumers above the FC used in the formula.  This is    
     exactly the opposite effect that EPA alleges.  If EPA were to use a FC of  
     140 gm/d, the level recommended by its own exposure factors document to    
     protect the 90th  percentile, i.e., subsistence fishermen, the resultant   
     MPB concentration would be nearly 10 times lower than the same assumptions 
     using 6.5 gm/d.  Thus, even if true, the fact that not all the fish        
     consumed by a subsistence fishermen were MPB fish does ot imply that       
     subsistence fishermen are protected at all.  To determine their protection,
     one would need to calculate the MPB for encountering such a fish.  Given   
     that the MPB fish for subsistence fishermen is likely to be 10 times less  
     than that for 6.5 or 15 gm/d consumers, and EPA will issue permits allowing
     for contamination of fish at the higher level, EPA cannot assert that such 
     limits are "conservative" for subsistence fishermen.)                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.069     
     
     See response to comment D2714.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2861.070
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH/PER
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 064.                                      
            
          This comment is a footnote to comment #.069.                              

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     10  EPA has already recognized that the BCF for dioxin is inaccurate.  The 
     current assessment documents for dioxin indicate that the BCF for dioxin   
     should be 10,000 for each per cent lipid content in fish.  See, EPA,       
     Interim Report on Data and Methods for Assessment of                       
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated   
     Wildlife.  Office of Research and Development, EPA/600/R-93/055 (March     
     1993).  Since fish lipid values vary from about 2% up to 7%, or higher     
     depending on the fish, it is unlikely that a factor of 5,000 for dioxin is 
     very protective.                                                           
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     Response to: D2861.070     
     
     The GLWQI TSD provides BAFs for TCDD which allow adjustment for any lipid  
     content of concern.  These BAFs do not rely on BCF measurements.  The BAF  
     for TCDD in the EPA Interim Report is now obsolete due to improvements     
     documented in the TSD.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 064.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPB fish can only be protective of the fish consumption factor applied 
     in the basic formula and for consumers below that FC.  It underestimates   
     protection for all consumers above the FC used in the formula.  This is    
     exactly the opposite effect that EPA alleges.  If EPA were to use a FC of  
     140 gm/d, the level recommended by its own exposure factors document to    
     protect the 90th percentile, i.e, subsistence fishermen, the resultant MPB 
     concentration would be nearly 10 times lower than the same assumptions     
     using 6.5 gm/d.  Thus, even if true, the fact that not all the fish        
     consumed by a subsistence fishermen were MPB fish does not imply that      
     subsistence fishermen are protected at all.  To determine their protection,
     one would need to calculate the MPB for their fish consumption rate, then  
     decide the likelihood of encountering such a fish.  Given that the MPB fish
     for subsistence fishermen is likely to be 10 times less than that for 6.5  
     or 15 gm/d consumers, and EPA will issue permits allowing for contamination
     of fish at the higher level, EPA cannot assert that such limits are        
     "conservative" for subsistence fishermen.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2861.071     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2861.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Finally, EPA must recognize that people of color may not fit the fish      
     consumption patterns characterized by natural studies, EPA assumes, for    
     example, that fish meals will be diverse in source, i.e., a mixture of     
     ocean, estuarine and freshwater, as well as mix of shellfish and finfish.  
     While this may be a typical pattern for many americans, it is not          
     necessarily typical of people of color.  Native Americans may subsist      
     heavily on local resources guaranteed by treaty, and fish almost           
     exclusively for such resources.  Many people of color have low incomes     
     which prohibit the purchase of ocean fish and shellfish at the local       
     market.  Many or the urban and rural poor will subsist on locally caught   
     fish in much higher amounts.  These are often bottom-feeding fish, such as 
     catfish, which are more likely to contain higher pollutant levels.  In some
     cases, tribal customs may dictate consuming the whole fish thereby         
     consuming more pollutants.11                                               
     ________________________                                                   
     11  Wenzel, L. "Environmental Risk in Indian Country"  (Undated).  Report  
     prepared for EPA.  Available from the National Indian Coordinator, Office  
     of Federal Activities, EPA, Washington, DC 20460.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2861.072     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Over two years ago, EPA proposed to publish revised methods for the        
     detection of 2,3,7,8-TCDD ("dioxin") [56 FR 5090 (February 7, 1991].1      
     Although EPA has long known that methods existed to detect dioxin at very  
     low parts per quadrillion (ppq) levels, the agency has failed to revise    
     existing methods of analytical detection.  [Furthermore, EPA, through      
     informal guidance documents, has stated its intentions to enforce NPDES    
     permits containing dioxin limitations at 10 ppq, the perceived             
     "quantification limit" for dioxin analysis in pulp and paper mill          
     effluents2.  This is the case even where applicable permits and water      
     quality standards require a lower level of discharge for dioxin.3]         
                                                                                
     [EPA has further aggravated this situation by applying the same 10 ppq     
     analytical limitation to its technology evaluations for the proposed BAT   
     and MACT guidelines under the Clean Water Act and the Clean Air Act.]      
                                                                                
     [Such EPA actions violate both the letter and the intent of the Clean Water
     Act by failing to ensure compliance with applicable water quality          
     standards.] Furthermore, [EPA's position is not supported by the current   
     state of analytical science, or even EPA's own published technical         
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     documents.]                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     1  Joint comment to the EPA proposal were submitted by the Natural         
     Resources Council of Maine, EDF and NRDC (April 10, 1991) and are          
     incorporated herein by reference.                                          
                                                                                
     2  EPA, Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control, 
     Office of Water, EPA/505/2-90-001 (March 1991) 111-112; See also, EPA,     
     "Final Guidance on Section 304(l) Listing and Permitting of Pulp and Paper 
     Mills" (March 15, 1989); EPA, "Strategy for the Regulation of Discharges of
     PHDDs and PHDFs from Pulp and Paper Mills to Waters of the United States"  
     (May 21, 1990).  EPA's Technical Support Document suggests that EPA may    
     employ a "minimum detection level" which may differ from a quantification  
     limit; however, for dioxin the agency continues to  use 10 ppq.            
                                                                                
     3  Supra, note 2.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2861.073     
     
     EPA is currently evaluating new sampling and analytical techniques for     
     2,3,7,8-TCDD Dioxin.  If this study documents that reliable lower          
     quantification levels can be achieved, the EPA will propose adoption of    
     these methods under 40 CFR Part 136.  EPA recognizes that the existing     
     methodolgy can detect concentrations less than 10 ppq for a limited number 
     of samples.  See responses to comments D2861.067 and P2576.029 for a       
     discussion of the use of the "non-quantifiable" WQBELs and the means for   
     determining compliance with the WQBEL.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.073a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     there is no basis for the EPA claim that subsistence fishermant are        
     protected by EPA's MPB fish concept, unless EPA can demonstrate that the   
     MPB for the appropriate fish consumer is not exceeded, and the consumer    
     does not deviate from assumptions about sources of food or methods of      
     preparation.  EPA has made no such demonstration.  The use of 15 gm/d is   
     not protective of subsistence fishermen.  In the absence of more definitive
     data than is now available, EPA should defer to its own guidance documents 
     and use at least 140 gm/d to protect subsistence fishermen in the Great    
     Lakes, and even higher levels (e.g. 99th percentile) for resources utilized
     by Native Americans.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2861.073a    
     
     See section V C.5.e, Human Health Criteria, of the SID for a discussion of 
     the fish consumption assumptions.                                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 073.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, EPA, through informal guidance documents, has stated its      
     intentions to enforce NPDES permits containing analysis in pulp and paper  
     mill effluents2.  This is the case even where applicable permits and water 
     quality standards require a lower level of dishcarge for dioxin.3          
     ________________________                                                   
     2  EPA, Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control, 
     Office of Water, EPA/505/2-90-001 (March 1991) 111-112; See also, EPA,     
     "Final Guidance on Section 304(l) Listing and Permitting of Pulp and Paper 
     Mills" (March 15, 1989); EPA, "Strategy for the Regulation of Discharges of
     PHDDs and PHDFs from Pulp and Paper Mills to Waters of the United States"  
     (May 21, 1990).  EPA's Technical Support Document suggests that EPA may    
     employ a "minimum detection level" which may differ from a quantification  
     limit; however, for dioxin the agency continues to use 10 ppq.             
                                                                                
     3  Supra, note 2.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2861.074     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 073.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has further aggravated this situation by applying the same 10 ppq      
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     analytical limitation to its technology evaluations for the proposed BAT   
     and MACT guidelines under the Clean Water Act and the Clean Air Act.       
     
     
     Response to: D2861.075     
     
     The 10 ppq is the currently approved quantification level for Dioxin.      
     Please see comment D2861.073 for adiscussion of possible improvements in   
     the Dioxin quantification level.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in comment 073.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Such EPA actions violate both the letter and the intent of the Clean Water 
     Act by failing to ensure compliance with applicable water quality          
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2861.076     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in comment 073.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's position is not supported by the current state of analytical science,
     or even EPA's own published technical documents.                           
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     Response to: D2861.077     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It has long been established, by the plain language of the Clean Water Act,
     that each and every NPDES permit most meet either (1) applicable           
     technology-based effluent requirements or (2) applicable water quality     
     requirements, whichever is more stringent.4  Federal court decisions are   
     consistent with the language of the Act.  NRDC v. EPA, 915 F.2D 1314, 1317 
     (CA 9th 1990) (Congress supplemented the "technology-based" limitations    
     with "water-quality-based limitations) and 1318 (renewed emphasis on       
     water-quality-based standards [in 1987 amendments]); Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 
     112 S.Ct. 1046, 1056 (1992) (Since 1973, EPA regulations have provided that
     an NPDES permit shall not be issued when the imposition of conditions      
     cannot ensure compliance with the applicable water quality requirements of 
     all  affected states [citing 40 CFR Section 122,4(d)]; S. Rep. No. 414,    
     reprinted in 1972 U.S. Code Cong. & Admin. News 3668, 3710 (EPA under      
     specific obligation...to implement existing water quality standards without
     regard to the limits of practicability); Arkansas v. Oklahoma, 908 F.2d    
     595, 613, n.23 (CA 10th 1990), rev'd on other grounds, 503 U.S. __, 112    
     S.C. 1046 (1992) (violations of water quality-based effluent limitations   
     are not subject to a technology-based upset defense).                      
                                                                                
     It logically follows that if EPA is not authorized to issue a permit which 
     fails to include applicable water quality conditions, there also can be no 
     authority to issue a permit containing water quality requirements that are 
     neither enforceable, nor where the discharger is incapable of demonstrating
     compliance.  The unmistakable intent and purpose of the Act is to achieve  
     and maintain water quality standards, not to be side aside by present      
     technical shortcomings, including arbitary limits of detection.            
     ________________________                                                   
     4  Section 301(b) states "In order to carry out the objective of this Act  
     there shall be achieved- (1)(A) not later than July 1, 1977, effluent      
     limitations for point sources...which shall require the application of the 
     best practical control technology...or, (C)...any more stingent limitation,
     including those necessary to meet water quality standards...". U.S.C.      
     Section 1311(b)(1)(A) and (C).                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2861.078     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Throughout the Act's implementtion, both legislative history and the courts
     have confirmed that water quality standards must be complied with, even if 
     current technology or economic conditions are not available to existing    
     discharges.  See, Mississippi Comm. on Natural Resources v. Costle, 625    
     F.2d 1269, 1277 (1980); NRDC v. EPA, 915 F.2d 1314, 1317; S. Rep No. 414   
     supra. EPA is without authority to subvert the Act's plain language by     
     excusing compliance with water quality standards because of detection      
     limitations.  EPA's view that dischargers who cannot meet water quality    
     standards because of a lack of treatment technologies must close, but      
     dischargers who cannot meet standards, or demonstrate attainment of        
     standards for analytical detection reasons, are immune from the Act's      
     conditionds is illogical.  If EPA is responsible for "forcing technology"  
     to meet water quality limitations, it is certainly equally responsible for 
     forcing technology to meet analytical requirements.  "Furthermore, when    
     Congress wanted economics and cost to be considered, it explicitly required
     it."  Mississippi Comm. at 1277.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2861.079     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA regulations also plainly state that water quality standards serve as   
     the regulatory basis for treatment controls:                               
                                                                                
     Such [water quality standards] serve the dual purposes of establishing     
     water quality goals for a specific water body and serve as the regulatory  
     basis for the establishment of water-quality-based treatment controls and  
     strategies beyond the technology-based levels of treatment required by     
     sections 301(b) and 306 of the Act.                                        
                                                                                
     40 C.F.R. Section 130.3, 131.2 (emphasis added).  See also, A Legislative  
     History of the Water Pollution Control Act Amendments of 1972, H. Serial   
     No. 93-1, January 1973 at 792.                                             
                                                                                
     If EPA, or the discharger, cannot analyze or otherwise evaluate compliance 
     with applicable water quality limitations, then neither can demonstrate    
     compliance with the Act's basic requirement.  EPA's view, apparently, that 
     it must show noncompliance with the standard by monitoring is a perversion 
     of the Act's language.  EPA has a duty, in conjunction with the States, to 
     develop and adopt a appropriate standards (See generally, Sections 304 [RPA
     to promulgate criteria], 313 [states to adopt standards using criteria with
     EPA approval], the "requirement of the Act is that EPA formulate these     
     policies for water quality criteria [citing Section 1314(a)"], Mississippi 
     Comm. at 1266; and these standards must protect stream uses [Section       
     1313(c)].  EPA is further obligated to "require that level of effluent     
     control" to demonstrate compliance with water quality standards.  S. Rep.  
     No. 414 at 3710.  That burden is not met by merely reporting a discharge   
     below a limit of detection which may be orders of magnitude above required 
     permit limitations.5                                                       
                                                                                
     Should EPA deem it necessary to institute other control mechanisms to      
     assure compliance, it is authorized to do so:                              
                                                                                
     Whenever... dischargers of pollutants from a point source or group of point
     sources... would interfere with the attainment or maintenance of that water
     quality in a specific portion of the navigable waters which shall assure   
     protection of public health, public water supplies, agricultural and       
     industrial uses, and the protection of a balanced population of shellfish, 
     fish and wildlife...effluent limitations (including alternative effluent   
     control strategies) for such point sources shall be established which can  
     reasonably be expected to contribute to the attainment or maintenance of   
     such water quality.                                                        
                                                                                
     33 U.S.C. Section 1312(a).                                                 
     ________________________                                                   
     5  It is possible that routine compliance monitoring may present a series  
     of problems with regard to cost, laboratory availability, or reliability of
     pollutant measurements.  These problems are best addressed in the permit   
     issuance stage where minimum monitoring needs for enforcement of NPDES     
     discharges can be structured as appropriate.  The need for routine         
     monitoring for compliance enforcement is distinguishable, however, from the
     need to demonstrate a basic ability to meet water quality standard         
     conditions with the existing treatment system.  Without such demonstration,
     the applicant fails to meet the initial requirements to obtain a permit in 
     the first instance.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2861.080     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's legal authority to implement additional monitoring requirements, or  
     to seek additional information about discharge compliance has already been 
     confirmed.  Texas Municipal Power Agency v. EPA, 836 F.2d 1482 (CA 5th     
     1988) (EPA has authority under the Clean Water Act to regulate internal    
     wastewater streams if "it is impractical to assure [compliance] by         
     monitoring only the discharges to [the receiving water]"); Mobile Oil Corp.
     v. EPA, 716 F.2d 1187 (CA 7th 1983) (EPA may sample a permittee's untreated
     wastewater to help it detect trace amounts of toxic pollutants in the      
     discharge to the receiving water).  EPA regulations provide explicitedly   
     for such situations: "When permit effluent limitations ...imposed at the   
     point of discharge are impractical or infeasible, effluent limitations...  
     for dischargers may be imposed on internal waste streams." 40 CFR Section  
     122.45(h).                                                                 
                                                                                
     Furthermore, EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based      
     Toxics Control6 recognizes that water quality requirements must be met in  
     substance, not merely in window-dressing permit limits:                    
                                                                                
     Where water quality-based limits are below analytical detection levels     
     placed in permits, EPA recommends that special conditions also be included 
     in the permit to help ensure that the limits are being met and that        
     excursions above water quality standards are not occurring.  Examples of   
     such special conditions include fish tissue collection and analysis, limits
     and/or monitoring requirements on internal waste streams, and limits and/or
     monitoring for surrogate parameters.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA Technical Support Document at 112.                                     
                                                                                
     [While it may be possible to ensure compliance with effleunt limitations   
     through biological monitoring, internal sampling or surrogate parameter    
     analysis, EPA has not published any guidance with respect to such devices  
     for dioxin.  To date, EPA has only vaguely alluded to individual state     
     effluentmonitoring or toxicity evaluation programs, without indentifying   
     the special conditions or procedures required to effectively monitor       
     dioxin's known delayed toxicity, generational toxicity or chronic long-term
     immune, reproductive and developmental toxicity.  Without such guidance and
     implementation, biological monitoring is not an adequate substitute for    
     chemical analysis.]  [EPA has been requested, and has agreed, to explore   
     the use of surrogate chemicals such as the dichlorodibenzo-furans but has  
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     so far failed to identify any suitable surrogate to ensure compliance with 
     water quality standards.7]                                                 
                                                                                
     [Even accepting, arguendo, that a consistently reliable methodology is     
     needed for routine enforcement monitoring, that does not abdicate EPA's,   
     and the discharger's, responsibility to demonstrate a basic ability to     
     achieve water quality standards (Sections 301; 302).  The capability of a  
     treatment system to comply with applicable standards can be determined by  
     detailed, site-specific studies.  Such site-specific evaluations can, and  
     must use the most advanced detection methods available as necessary to     
     demonstrate treatment removal efficiencies for target pollutants.  Where   
     such evaluations demonstrate that pollutant levels cannot be reasonably    
     expected to meet water quality standards, no permit to discharge may issue 
     (Section 302(b)(1)(C)].]                                                   
                                                                                
     [The Act provides EPA with numerous alternatives to apply in cases such as 
     this: EPA may (1) require the discharger to demonstrate appropriate        
     analytical capability to measure compliance; (2) permit the discharger to  
     demonstrate compliance by alternate means [such as nonuse of the applicable
     pollutant in process, i.e., "chlorine-free" technology in the case of      
     dioxin]: (3) apply the use of "surrogate" pollutant analysis which can be  
     shown to equate to compliance for the applicable standard; or (4) prohibit 
     the discharge of the particular pollutant under of the Act.8  To date, EPA 
     has been unable, or unwilling, to do any of the above.  EPA cannot,        
     however, evade its responsibility under the Act by relying solely upon     
     detection limitations.]                                                    
     _________________________                                                  
     6  Supra, note 2.                                                          
                                                                                
     7  See, Consent Decree, EDF & NWF v. Thomas (No. 85-09073, DDC; extended by
     order of April 2, 1993).                                                   
                                                                                
     8  EPA has authority to prohibit the discharge of pollutants, based on     
     certain findings, under Sections 301(b)(2)(A) and 307(a)(2) of the Act.    
     
     
     Response to: D2861.081     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 081.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While it may be possible to ensure compliance with effluent limitations    
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     through biological monitoring, internal sampling or surrogate parameter    
     analyisis, EPA has only vaguely alluded to individual state effluent       
     monitoring or toxicity evaluation programs, without identifying the special
     conditions or procedures required to effectively monitor dioxin's known    
     delayed toxicity, generational toxicity or chronic long-term immune,       
     reproductive and developmental toxicity.  Without such guidance and        
     implementation, biological monitoring is not an adequate substitute for    
     chemical analysis.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2861.082     
     
     The types of toxicity discussed in this comment are factors that EPA       
     consideres when establishing the criteria for dioxin.  Once a criteria     
     value                                                                      
     is inplace, compliance with the WQBEL concentration either by direct       
     chemical                                                                   
     analysis or by biomonitoring methods may be suitable for evaluating        
     compliance with the WQBEL.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 081.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has been requested, and has agreed to explore the use of surrogate     
     chemicals such as the dichlorodibenzo-furans but has so far failed to      
     identify any suitable surrogate to ensure compliance with water quality    
     standards.7                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     7  See, Consent Decree, EDF & NWF v. Thomas (No. 85-09073, DDC; extended by
     order of April 2, 1993).                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2861.083     
     
     EPA is evaluating the use of surrogate compounds as well as more advanced  
     analytical and sampling techniques as discussed in response to comment     
     D2861.073.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 081.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even accepting, arguendo, that a consistently reliable methodology is      
     needed for routine enforcement monitoring, that does not abdicate EPA's,   
     and the discharger's, responsibility to demonstrate a basic ability to     
     achieve water quality standards (Sections 301, 302).  The capability of a  
     treatment system to comply with applicable standards can be determined by  
     detailed, site-specific studies.  Such site-specific evaluations can, and  
     must use the most advanced detection methods available as necessary to     
     demonstrate treatment removal efficiencies for target pollutants.  Where   
     such evaluations demonstrate that pollutant levels cannot be reasonably    
     expected to meet water quality standards, no permit to discharge may issue 
     (Section 301(b)(1)(C)].                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2861.084     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 081.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Act provides EPA with numerous alternatives to apply in cases such as  
     this:  EPA may (1) require the discharger to demonstrate appropriate       
     analytical capability to measure compliance; (2) permit the discharger to  
     demonstrate compliance by alternate means [such as nonuse of the applicable
     pollutant in process, i.e., "chlorine-free" technology in the case of      
     dioxin]; (3) apply the use of "surrogate" pollutant analysis which can be  
     shown to equate to compliance for the applicable standard; or (4) prohibit 
     the discharge of the particular pollutant under of the Act.8  To date, EPA 
     has been unable, or unwilling, to do any of the above.  EPA cannot,        
     however, evade its responsibility under the Act by relying solely upon     
     detection limitations.                                                     
     ________________________                                                   
     8  EPA has authority to prohibit the discharge of pollutants, based on     
     certain findings, under Sections 301(b)(2)(A) and 307(a)(2) of the Act.    
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     Response to: D2861.085     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The so-called "quantification limit" of detection which apparently drives  
     present EPA action is not a real "limit of detection".  A quantification   
     limit represents a level of analysis believed to be consistently           
     reproducible and within acceptable variance levels of reporting for various
     laboratories.  It is a term applied and used for routine enforcement       
     monitoring purposes and other compliance monitoring.9  It is not the lowest
     level at which a particular pollutant may be detected or identified.  See, 
     EPA Technical Support Document, supra. note 2.                             
                                                                                
     [It is clear, by EPA's own technical documents, that dioxin can be detected
     at levels well below 10 ppq.  EPA recently published a final report on     
     dioxin data and assessment methods which flatly states that while current  
     detection limits for dissolved dioxin in water is 0.5 ppq, minimum levels  
     of detection may be lowered by as much as a factor of 10(exp4) through     
     large volume sampling, optimum sample clean-up, and maximum instrument     
     sensitivity.10                                                             
                                                                                
     The fact that dioxin can be detected at levels below 10 ppq has been known 
     for years.  Even the consultant/expert witness for the paper industry, Dr. 
     Yves Tondour [Research Triangle Park], noted that future dioxin analysis   
     detection limits "can be increased by several orders of magnitude by using 
     special polymeric substances capable of retaining organic pollutants from  
     large volumes (100 L to 1000 L) of wastewater from which the contract      
     laboratory could extract and isolate 2,3,7,8-TCDD."11]                     
                                                                                
     Even assuming, arguendo, that current detection limits cannot be lowered by
     a factor of 10(exp4) in pulp and paper effluents, it is indisputable that  
     lower detection limits are obtainable.  Paper industry officials made      
     public announcements at EPA's pulp and paper technology conference in 1992 
     that they had reduced dioxin levels to 1 ppq or less, and had confirmed    
     such reductions by analytical techniques with limits of detection at 1 ppq.
      The Lincoln Pulp & Paper Mill submitted chemical analysis data to the     
     Penobscot Indian Tribe asserting that no TCDD was found in their effluent  
     at a detection limit of 1.9 ppq.12                                         
                                                                                
     At the most recent EPA pulp and paper meeting in North Carolina (June 29,  
     1993), EPA officials referred to dioxin sampling procedures below 10 ppq as
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     cumbersome and inconvenient.13  Neither physical difficulty nor increased  
     costs, however, are valid reasons for failing to determine compliance with 
     water quality limitations.  Nor is the selective use of limit of detection 
     to hide discernable levels of TCDD and TCDF in effluents acceptable.       
     Again, if dischargers may be denied permits because of technology          
     limitations which may involve millions of dollars, it can hardly be said   
     that a little inconvenience in sampling and analysis is an adequate basis  
     for negating water quality standards.  Furthermore, EPA has never made any 
     finding, much less documented, that such sampling and analytical procedures
     are technically or practically infeasible.  Rather, EPA has published      
     documents, referenced herein, which contradict such arguments.]            
     ________________________                                                   
     9  See, "Defining Detection and Quantitation Levels."  Water Envir. &      
     Tech., 41-44 (Jan. 1993).                                                  
                                                                                
     10  "Interim Report on Data and Methods for Assessment of                  
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlordibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated    
     Wildlife," EPA ORD EPA/600/R-93/055 (March 1993, page 2-5).                
                                                                                
     11  "Status Report on the State-of-the-Art for the Analysis of Minute      
     Quantities of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin in Paper Mill Effluents."
      Prepared by Triangle Laboratories for Hunton & Williams (March 1990).     
     Testimony submitted to the Virginia State Water Control Board, quote from  
     page 16.                                                                   
                                                                                
     12  Triangle Laboratories of RTP, Inc., 1613A TCDD/TCDF Analysis (DB-5).   
     Final Effluent Lincoln Pulp and Paper Co., Inc., collected 12/22/92,       
     analyzed 12/29/92.  Report dated 12/30/92.  (The sample contained 9.5 ppq  
     2,3,7,8-TCDF.)                                                             
                                                                                
     13  EPA has also indicated that it may consider accepting comments on the  
     use of biological assessment methods for dioxin in mill effluent.  While it
     may be possible for EPA to develop such methodologies, as already noted,   
     there is no evidence that present whole effluent tests are adequate for    
     such purposes. Biological assessment methods could be potential surrogates 
     for specific dioxin measurement in water, but only if it can be shown that 
     such tests adequately assume compliance with WQS.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2861.086     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 086.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It is clear, by EPA's own technical documents, that dioxin can be detected 
     at levels well below 10 ppq.  EPA recently published a final report on     
     dioxin data and assessment methods which flatly states that while current  
     detection limits for dissolved dioxin in water is 0.5 ppq, minimum levels  
     of detection may be lowered by as much as a factor of 10(exp4) through     
     large volume sampling, optimum sample clean-up, and maximum instrument     
     sensitivity.10                                                             
                                                                                
     The fact that dioxin can be detected at levels below 10 ppq has been known 
     for years.  Even the consultant/expert witness for the paper industry.  Dr.
     Yves Tondour (Research Triangle Park), noted that future dioxin analysis   
     detection limtis "can be increased by several orders of magnitude by using 
     special polymeric substances capable of retaining organic pollutants from  
     large volumes (100 L to 1000 L) of wastewater from which the contract      
     laboratory could extract and isolate 2,3,7,8-TCDD."11                      
     ________________________                                                   
     10  "Interim Report on Data and Methods for Assessment of                  
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated   
     Wildlife," EPA ORD EPA/600/R-93/055 (March 1993, page 2-5).                
                                                                                
     11  "Status Report on the State-of-the-Art for the Analysis of Minute      
     Quantities of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin in Paper Mill Effluents."
      Prepared by Triangle Laboratories for Hunton & Williams (March 1990).     
     Testimony submitted to the Virginia State Water Control Board, quote from  
     page 16.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2861.087     
     
     EPA acknowledges that large sample volumes may enable one to detect Dioxin 
     at lower concentrations, however, in most samples, there are chemicals that
     produce matrix interference and are also concentrated when using large     
     sample                                                                     
     volumes and prevent the detection of Dioxin at lower levels.  EPA is       
     currently conducting a study on a new techique to concentrate and analyze  
     Dioxin samples.  If the new techniques are sucessful, the procedures will  
     be proposed for adoption under 40 CFR Part 136.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even assuming, arguendo, that current detection limits cannot be lowered by
     a factor of 10(exp4) in pulp and paper effluents, it is indisputable that  
     lower detection limits are obtainable.  Paper industry officials made      
     public announcements at EPA's pulp and paper technology conference in 1992 
     that they had reduced dioxin levels to 1 ppq or less, and had confirmed    
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     such reductions by analytical techniques with limits of detection at 1 ppq.
     The Lincoln Pulp & Paper Mill submitted chemical analysis data to the      
     Penobscot Indian Tribe asserting that no TCDD was found in their effluent  
     at a detection limit of 1.9 ppq.12                                         
                                                                                
     At the most recent EPA pulp and paper meeting in North Carolina (June 29,  
     1993), EPA officials referred to dioxin sampling procedures below 10 ppq as
     cumbersome and inconvenient.13  Neither physical difficulty nor increased  
     costs, however, are valid reasons for failing to determine compliance with 
     water quality limitations.  Nor is the selective use of limit of detection 
     to hide discernable levels of TCDD and TCDF in effluents acceptable.       
     Again, if dischargers may be denied permits because of technology          
     limitations which may involve millions of dollars, it can hardly be said   
     that a little inconvenience in sampling and analysis is an adequate basis  
     for negating water quality standards.  Furthermore, EPA has never made any 
     finding, much less documented, that such sampling and analytical procedures
     are technically or practically infeasible.  Rather, EPA has published      
     documents, referenced herein, which contradict such arguments.             
     _________________________                                                  
     11  "Status Report on the State-of-the-Art for the Analysis of Minute      
     Quantities of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin in Paper Mill Effluents."
      Prepared by Triangle Laboratories for Hunton & Williams (March 1990).     
     Testimony submitted to the Virginia State Water Control Board, quote from  
     page 16.                                                                   
                                                                                
     12  Triangle Laboratories of RTP, Inc., TCDD/TCDF Analysis (DB-5).  Final  
     Effluent Lincoln Pulp and Paper Co., Inc., collected 12/22/92, analyzed    
     12/29/92.  Report dated 12/30/92.  (The sample contained 9.5 ppq           
     2,3,7,8-TCDF.)                                                             
                                                                                
     13  EPA has also indicated that it may consider accepting comments on the  
     use of biological assessment methods for dioxin in mill effluent.  While it
     may be possible for EPA to develop such methodologies, as already noted,   
     there is no evidence that present whole effluent tests are adequate for    
     such purposes. Biological assessment methods could be potential surrogates 
     for specific dioxin measurement in water, but only if it can be shown that 
     such tests adequately assume compliance with WQS.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2861.088     
     
     See response to comment D2861.087.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Act provides EPA with explicit authority to prohibit the discharge of  
     any toxic pollutant [Section 1311(b)(2)(A)]; Section 1317(a)(2).  Dioxin is
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     a toxic pollutant.  Given the fundamental requirement to meet water quality
     standards, any pollutant which contravenes such standards but which can not
     be practically or technically measured at compliance levels should be a    
     prime candidate for prohibition ab initio.                                 
                                                                                
     [In the case of dioxin, of course, analytical problems are the least of    
     concerns.  EPA interim reports and Senior Scientist comments have already  
     confirmed that the dioxin reassessment is showing dioxin toxicity at even  
     lower levels, and that current body burdens of dioxin reach or exceed, when
     combined with other TEQs, effect levels demonstrated in laboratory         
     animals14.  It is highly likely that by the time the dioxin reassessment is
     completed and new information on wildlife toxicity, fish consumption and   
     other pertinent factors are considered, the current criteria of 0.013 ppq  
     will be lowered considerably.  Already EPA has proposed or published dioxin
     limitations for fish and wildlife protection below 0.013 ppq.15            
                                                                                
     [It is abundantly clear, as a matter of common sense, much less legal      
     necessity, that allowable discharges of dioxin will be so low that         
     continued use of chlorine in the manufacture of paper is no longer         
     practical.  In such an instance, both EPA and the Paper Industry's         
     interest, time and resources are better served by focusing on chlorine-free
     technologies rather than continued efforts to demonstrate the absence or   
     presence of a few molecules of dioxin in their wastewater.]                
                                                                                
     [If, however, EPA insists on determining dioxin detection limits, it is our
     view that the Act requires that (1) compliance with water quality standards
     be demonstrated; (2) that analytical techniques are available to make such 
     demonstrations; and (3) that any attempt to negate demonstrated compliance 
     with water quality standards by use of "quantification limits" is not      
     authorized by the Act and subject to legal challenge.]                     
     _________________________                                                  
     14  "Ligand/Receptor Binding for 2,3,7,8-TCDD:  Implications for Risk      
     Assessment".  C. Portier, et al.  Fundamental & Applied Tox. 20, 48-56     
     (1993) [No apparent threshold for dioxin toxicity; considerable concern for
     the high levels of TCDD already present in human tissues].  "Scientists    
     from Europe and the United States agreed...that data indicate dioxin       
     contamination levels in human blood are near the level expected to cause   
     adverse health effects".  Chemical Regulation Reporter, 2413-14 (March 19, 
     1993), quoting Dr. Linda Birbaum, Senior Scientist, EPA's Health Research  
     Laboratory.                                                                
                                                                                
     15  See, EPA Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, 58 FR 20802,     
     21031 (TCDD limits proposed at 0.0096 ppq); and EPA Interim Report on Data 
     and Methods, supra (TCDD limits proposed at 0.0008 ppq).                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.089     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D2861.090
     Cross Ref 1: LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 089.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of dioxin, of course, analytical problems are the least of     
     concerns.  EPA interim reports and Senior Scientist comments have already  
     confirmed that the dioxin reassessment is showing dioxin toxicity at even  
     lower levels, and that current body burdens of dioxin reach or exceed, when
     combined with other TEQs, effect levels demonstrated in laboratory         
     animals14.  It is highly lkely that by the time the dioxin reassessment is 
     completed and new information on wildlife toxicity, fish consumption and   
     other pertinent factors are considered, the current criteria of 0.013 ppq  
     will be lowered considerably.  Already EPA has proposed or published dioxin
     limitations for fish and wildlife protection below 0.013 ppq.15            
     ________________________                                                   
     14  "Ligand/Receptor Binding for 2,3,7,8-TCDD: Implications for Risk       
     Assessment".  C. Portier, et al. Fundamental & Applied Tox. 20, 48-56      
     (1993) [No apparent threshold for dioxin toxicity; considerable concern for
     the high levels of TCDD already present in human tissues].  "Scientists    
     from Europe and the United States agreed...that data indicate dioxin       
     contamination levels in human blood are near the level expected to cause   
     adverse health effects".  Chemical Regulation Reporter, 2413-14 (March 19, 
     1993), quoting Dr. Linda Birbaum, Senior Scientist, EPA's Health Research  
     Laboratory.                                                                
                                                                                
     15  See, EPA Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, 58 FR 20802,     
     21031 (TCDD limits proposed at 0.0096 ppq); and EPA Interim Report on Data 
     and Methods, supra (TCDD limits proposed at 0.0008 ppq).                   
     
     
     Response to: D2861.090     
     
     See response to comment D2724.224.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: D2861.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 089.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is abundantly clear, as a matter of common sense, much less legal       
     necessity, that allowable discharges of dioxin will be so low tht continued
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     use of chlorine in the manufacture of paper is no loNger practical.  In    
     such an instance, both EPA and the Paper Industry's interest, time aNd     
     resources are better served by focusing on chlorine-free technologies      
     rather than continued efforts to demonstrate the absence or presence of a  
     few molecules of dioxin in their wastewater.                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.091     
     
     It is not the intent of the final Guidance to mandate a particular         
     industrial process as preferable to another. Determining what steps are    
     necessary to comply with water quality is a decision that is best left to  
     the managers of individual facilities.  Rather, it is the intent of        
     antidegradation to ensure that, when a lowering of water quality occurs,   
     the lowering is both necessary and will accommodate important social and   
     economic development.  The pollution prevention and alternative and        
     enhanced treatment components of the antidegradation demonstration are     
     essential to allow the State or Tribe to assess whether or not alternatives
     to lower water quality exist.  This information will guide them in deciding
     whether or not to allow a lowering of water quality.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2861.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in Comment 089.                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, however, EPA insists on determining dioxin detection limits, it is our 
     view that the Act requires that (1) compliance with water quality standards
     be demonstrated; (2) that analytical techniques are available to make such 
     demonstrations; and (3) that any attempt to negate demonstrated compliance 
     with water quality standards by use of "quanitification limits" is not     
     authorized by the Act and subject to legal challenge.                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2861.092     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
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     Comment ID: D2867.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Coder believes "week" should be weak.                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is week.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2867.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  See response to comment number P2574.006.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2867.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving a              
     Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify chemicals of particular concern   
     which will be subject to especially stringent controls) and to set limits  
     on substances for which limited data exist.  Until questions about these   
     methodologies are resolved, it is not appropriate to use them as the basis 
     for regulation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2867.002     
     
     EPA disagrees that scientifically unproven methodologies are used for      
     derivation of BAFs and designation of BCCs.  The methodologies used in the 
     final Guidance for derivation of BAFs have been reviewed by the scientific 
     community at large and the EPA's SAB.  In the final Guidance, EPA has      
     incorporated the suggestions and revisions from public comments and the SAB
     review to the extent possible.                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2867.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point-source industrial
     dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.  Although        
     pollution from these sources has been severely curtailed over the last 20  
     years, GLI focuses on them, ignoring major sources of these substances such
     as contaminated sediments, airborne pollutants, contaminated stormwater    
     runoff from city streets and lawns, and construction sites and agriculture.
     
     
     Response to: D2867.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2867.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG/DEMO
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with 
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:                            
                                                                                
     --conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemical in    
     case where a complete database for those chemicals does not exist (or, as  
     an alternative, meeting standards which are designed to be more stringent  
     than necessary).                                                           
     --treating substances which they did not generate or add to in their       
     discharge; that is, substances already present in water used by entities   
     for cooling or other purposes.                                             
     --undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have   
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.                            
     --conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration   
     proving that any increases in discharges will lead to major social and     
     economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before the facility
     could increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even if permit
     limits would not be exceeded.                                              
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     Response to: D2867.004     
     
     For a discussion of the general requirements associated with implementing  
     the final Guidance, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.    
     GLI seeks further very expensive reductions from point source dischargers. 
     Costs studies by four industries alone indicate that their costs would be  
     over $5 billion dollars in capital and almost $1.5 billion per year in     
     annual operation and maintenance costs.  Moreover, the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors authorized an independent study, conducted by DRI/McGraw   
     Hill, of the costs and benefits of GLI.  The DRI draft report concludes    
     that major costs of up to $2.3 billion annually would be imposed by the GLI
     and that environmental benefits would not be measurable.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2867.005     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As additional cost studies for the automobile and petroleum industries are 
     completed and submitted to DRI as part of requested comments these         
     estimates will rise substantially.  Moreover, a new study, not available to
     DRI earlier, estimates that costs to municipalites will be between $7 and  
     $7.5 billion in capital costs and over $1 billion in annual costs.  And,   
     given the broad array of substances and the extremely low levels that must 
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     be met only some of these costs can be passed on to upstream direct        
     dischargers.  All of this additional information will be included in DRI's 
     final report to the Governors.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2867.006     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2867.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, industries in the region would be at a severe economic        
     disadvantage over industries elsewhere in the Great Lakes states and       
     nationally who are not subject to the same provisions.  The antidegradation
     provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making it difficult or     
     impossible for companies to return to full production during the course of 
     economic recovery and by forcing delays in business decisions while        
     antidegradation demonstration reviews are being carried out.               
     
     
     Response to: D2867.007     
     
     See response to comment D2594.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2867.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities and
     with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples      
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and conflicting       
     objectives for state agencies in administering environmental statutes.  It 
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     will also result in most states in the region administrating two separate  
     permit programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states    
     change their own rules to effectively apply the GLI statewide.  Statewide  
     application would only serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws on 
     a much larger number of dischargers.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2867.008     
     
     See Sections I.C, I.D and II.C of the SID for further discussion on how the
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2867.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will likely set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the     
     country.  Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance of the 
     policies and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve      
     unproven science and new more burdensome approaches to implementation.     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.009     
     
     Issuance of the final Guidance does not constitute any requirement to apply
     the Guidance beyond the waters of the Great Lakes System.  See section II.G
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                               
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that any of the methodologies and procedures represent  
     improper science.  On the contrary, EPA believes that there are many       
     provisions of the Guidance that might be beneficially applied in other     
     jurisdictions to improve the national program and foster consistency.  See 
     sections I through VIII of the SID for EPA's analysis of the methodologies 
     and procedures in the final Guidance, and section II.F for EPA's analysis  
     of the precedential effects of elements of the Guidance.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2867.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II METHODOLOGY (pp 20836-7)  For substances that have not been        
     thoroughly researched, the GLI proposes to adopt a new policy:  the less   
     that is known about a substance, the more stringent the water quality      
     requirements.  Although developing a methodology to better address         
     narrative water quality standards of all substances is appropriate, NAMF   
     has several concerns about the science and implementation of the proposed  
     Tier II approach.                                                          
                                                                                
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assessing values, using added safety factors produce       
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.  In addition,
     EPA's approach transfers the burden and cost of developing better criteria 
     to the discharger:  it is up to the discharger to prove that a less        
     stringent standard is merited.  Yet, because of antibacksliding provisions 
     it becomes possible that the more valid Tier I criteria could not be       
     applied once they are developed.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board has     
     raised a number of questions about the Tier II methodology and has         
     indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach needs further review for       
     validity before use.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2867.010     
     
     See response to comment D2750.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2867.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the normal burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the  
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a Catch-22 situation.  Permittees could:            
                                                                                
     1) Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to  
     develop Tier I criteria.   This would be risky, since some studies may take
     24 months or longer and thus dischargers would not have sufficient time to 
     complete research and studies and then put in place additional equipment if
     needed within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting the    
     Tier II limits.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2867.011     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2867.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comment #.011                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter value,  
     even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.  This may  
     place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research proves  
     the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing plants are not      
     forced to meet the same standards.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2867.012     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2867.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To address this company's concerns, we recommend that the following changes
     be made:                                                                   
                                                                                
     No permit limits should be based on Tier II values.  Thus, antibacksliding 
     provisions which would prevent the replacement of the more valid Tier I    
     criteria for Tier II values would not apply.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2867.013     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2867.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS (p.20860-62) Procedures developed under the GLI    
     must be grounded in sound science.  Because of its broad implications and  
     its overreaching importance as a trigger for regulation, the development of
     accurate Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) is crucial.  BAFs play a key part  
     in determining human and wildlife criteria and are the sole basis for      
     defining bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) which are subject to  
     much stricter provisions than are other regulated substances.              
     
     
     Response to: D2867.014     
     
     EPA believes that bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what    
     determines the total concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that  
     are consumed by humans and wildlife.  For some chemicals the               
     biomagnification of a chemical through the food chain can be substantial.  
     Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from the ambient water, could  
     substantially underestimate the potential exposure to humans and wildlife  
     for some of these chemicals and result in criteria or values which are     
     underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from all       
     sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these chemicals is   
     adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and wildlife    
     criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically valid   
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Further, EPA believes that the state of the science supports the use of    
     BAFs. EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report  
     on the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Initiative stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and              
     scientifically credible than existing BCF procedures and that the use of   
     the BCF, FCM, and BAF approach appears to be fundamentally sound           
     (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See SID SEction IV.B.2.a.ii for further        
     discussion of the SAB's comments.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there were some uncertainties in application of the    
     proposed BAF methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.    
     For example, to reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification  
     of chemicals, EPA is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great   
     Lakes specific parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to   
     estimate FCMs.  In addition, the final Guidance takes into account the     
     freely dissolved concentration of a chemical in the derivation of BAFs for 
     organic chemicals.  Taking the freely dissolved concentration into account 
     will eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the particulate organic carbon and
     dissolved organic carbon of the water column.  However, professional       
     judgement is still required throughout the derivation of BAFs and a degree 
     of uncertainty is still associated with the determination of any BAF, BSAF,
     BCF or KOW. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that BAFs are the most
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     useful measure of the pollutant concentration in tissue of aquatic life as 
     compared to the concentration in the ambeint water.                        
                                                                                
     For a discussion on BCCs, see comment D2823.096.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2867.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of deriving a bioaccumulation factor is sound.  However, many, 
     including EPA's own Science Advisory Board (SAB), do not believe the       
     science underlying BAF has been sufficiently developed to justify its use  
     in the Initiative or as a regulatory trigger.  This is especially important
     since the economic consequences of additional controls on BCCs are so      
     great.  Among our very serious concerns about the proposed methodology are 
     the following:                                                             
                                                                                
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, or ecology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2867.015     
     
     See response to comment G2665.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2867.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier (FCM) combined    
     with the bioconcentration factor (BCF).  This methodology does not take    
     into account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and   
     does not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, it cannot        
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     reasonably be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what     
     actually occurs in the ecosystem.  Further, the SAB report states that the 
     BCF-to-BAF model "has not been adequately tested to use for the            
     establishment of regional water quality  at this time."                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2867.016     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2867.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology  
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  Errors of two   
     orders of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input     
     parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these
     input parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were       
     adopted with no critical review.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2867.017     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: D2867.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured  
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions, although the methodology     
     tends to overestimate greatly as log P (bioaccumulation tendency)          
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.018     
     
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for     
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three fish shows   
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA revised the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs based on   
     public comments.  The final Guidance lists four methods for deriving BAFs  
     for organic chemicals, listed below in order of decreasing preference: a   
     BAF measured in the field, in fish collected from the Great Lakes which are
     at the top of the food chain; a BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a  
     BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably  
     on a fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF     
     predicted by multiplying a BCF calculated from the KOW by the FCM.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2867.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCCs is         
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the proposed
     rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1000 is the    
     right value.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2867.019     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2867.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2867.020     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2867.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until these questions about the methodology have been resolved, the BAF    
     procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving Water Quality 
     Standards.  Because the concept of examining bioaccumulative potential of  
     chemicals is so important, industry is prepared to work with EPA in a joint
     research effort to develop a better methodology and urges EPA to accelerate
     its efforts to do so.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2867.021     
     
     EPA believes that the final BAF methodology is sufficiently sound to use in
     the derivation of criteria and values for the Great Lakes System.          
     Nevertheless, EPA welcomes interested members of industry, States, Tribes  
     and the regulated community to work together to continue to improve and    
     further develop the BAF methodology through a joint research effort.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2867.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE CRITERIA (p.20879-84) The GLI marks the first time that EPA has   
     sought to develop water quality standards expressly aimed at protecting    
     wildlife.  Because this is a new effort, it is especially important that it
     be extensively reviewed by the scientific community and found to be        
     scientifically sound.  However, the proposed methodology has not been      
     generally accepted by the scientific community.  As noted by the Science   
     Advisory Board, EPA's proposed methodology is based on the human health    
     paradigm and thus is aimed at protecting individuals, not species.  In     
     addition, the species selected to provide a basis for the criteria are not 
     ecologically representative of the region.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.022     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2590.028 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D2867.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before a final methodology for the protection of wildlife is proposed, EPA 
     should address these concerns; in addition, the final methodology should be
     subject to a thorough peer review process in which any other concerns      
     expressed by the scientific community would be addressed.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2867.023     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2867.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION (p.20888-20917)  As proposed, the GLI antidegradation      
     policy could have a significant adverse effect on economic growth in the   
     Great Lakes region and would impose onerous demonstration requirements on  
     both municipal and industrial dischargers.  The policy brings about a      
     number of significant changes that will unnecessarily inhibit growth:      
                                                                                
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,        
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and 
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, GLI also imposes burdensome  
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the proposed          
     antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in time, putting
     the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage over other   
     parts of the country.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2867.024     
     
     See response to comment D2594.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2867.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCS the existing effluent quality (EEQ) would become a legally        
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants currently operating at less than full
     capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and      
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     cycles of demand for industrial products, many production facilities are   
     operating at less than full capacity:  they will remain that way unless    
     some flexibility is provided for in the final rule.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2867.025     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2867.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilities--including waste water treatment plants--which     
     operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing permit limitations
     for BCCs will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable permit   
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actualy discharged,          
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.026     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2867.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharges, EPA could     
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
     to undertake significant, expensive monitoring.  In addition, it would     
     expose companies to legal liabilities, since if the substance were         
     detected, the facility instantly would be out of compliance.               
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     Response to: D2867.027     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2867.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even if
     a data base is established to show that these substances pose no           
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2867.028     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2867.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2867.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2867.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to antidegradation demonstration                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These requirements are burdensome and unworkable.  They will delay business
     decisions and expose facilities to significant liability risks.  In order  
     to rectify this, we urge above concerns be addressed and that the following
     changes be made:                                                           
                                                                                
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in a water      
     quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing effluent  
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2867.030     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2867.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2867.031     
     
     The basis of a permit limit - be it BAT, BCT, Tier I, Tier II, NSPS, is    
     irrelevant to a determination of whether or not a lowering of water quality
     will occur.   The relevant factor is that an increase in the discharge of a
     pollutant is projected.  That projection may be made based upon a request  
     for an increased permit limit, or based upon any of the other factors which
     have been included in the definition of "significant lowering of water     
     quality" found in Appendix E of the final Guidance.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2867.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point sources should not be addressed under the provisions.  Instead,  
     they should be considered as part of the Total Maximum Daily Load/Waste    
     Load Allocation provision.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.032     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2867.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary  
     and based on subjective judgment.  While it is important that states retain
     flexibility in making decisions regarding antidegradation demonstrations,  
     companies should also be assured that if they meet certain minimum         
     requirements of a demonstration they will be granted the necessary         
     increase.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2867.033     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2867.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site Specific Criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the     
     standards set by GLI are exceedingly over protective.  Despite this, the   
     GLI generally requires the application of water criteria and values        
     throughout the Great Lakes regardless of state or tribal designations and  
     regardless of site-specific water conditions.  The failure to use, or to   
     allow for, site specific adjustments except under very specific, limited   
     circumstances ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere 
     due to physical or geological factors not related to toxic substances.     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.034     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2867.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is essential that States have the ability to develop scientifically     
     sound site-specific water quality standards which recognize unique local   
     conditions including populations of fish species and other organisms       
     present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents, and       
     bioavailability.                                                           
                                                                                
     To assure this, the following changes to the rule should be made:          
                                                                                
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2867.035     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
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     Comment ID: D2867.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits         
     (WQBELS).                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2867.036     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has expressed aquatic life metals criteria as   
     dissolved concentrations.  Criteria expressed as dissolved metal and use of
     the water-effect ratio should account for bioavailability concerns and     
     differing toxicity due to chemical speciation.  Site-specific translators  
     for metals criteria may also be used.  See Section III.B.6. of the SID for 
     more information regarding metals bioavailability.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.  However,            
     site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to resist the  
     effects of pollutants is not appropriate.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2867.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect local conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2867.037     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2867.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, EPA has proposed that mixing zones be eliminated for BCCs   
     and zones of intial dilution be eliminated completely.  This will force    
     dischargers to meet ambient water quality standards at the end of the      
     pipe--an extremely expensive prospect the brings with it virtually no      
     environmental benefits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2867.038     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2867.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implications of the proposed change are of great concern to NAMF:      
                                                                                
     Municipal POTW, industrial, and Federal facility dischargers will be forced
     to begin removing substances that are not now of regulatory concern.  There
     are often, at present, no control limits in discharge permits because      
     discharges are below detectable levels or levels of these substances at the
     edge of the small mixing zone are at or below ambient water quality        
     requirements, even though they are slightly higher at the point of         
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.039     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2867.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not           
     significantly improve water quality, since ambient water quality standards 
     are fully met beyond the mixing boundary.  Therefore, the only real        
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small, and
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.040     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.Because this comment is identical to     
     other comments pertaining to the mixing zone BCC provisions, EPA interprets
     this comment as pertaining to the mixing zone provisions for BCCs.  For a  
     response to this comment, see the discussion of the Regulatory Impact      
     Analysis in the SID at IX.D.6, which describes the environmental benefits  
     EPA expects will be derived from the provisions eliminating mixing zones   
     for BCCs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2867.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control"  
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  Under these guidelines, there is no reasonable basis for treating   
     BCCs differently in this case.  The GLI proposes derivation procedures for 
     criteria for BCCs which even EPA admits may be overconservative.  EPA's    
     approach, then, is duplicative.  First it designed overprotective criteria 
     to compensate again for those same uncertainties.                          
     

Page 4149



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: D2867.041     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D2867.042
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zone initial dilution is only 
     defensible when it can be show that adverse environmental impacts are      
     occurring within these zones.  Thus, we recommend that reductions of these 
     zones be required only when the regulatory agency can show actual or       
     reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concerns within    
     mixing zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are economically  
     and technically feasible.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2867.042     
     
     EPA construes this comment to refer to the mixing zone provisions for BCCs 
     (because of the reference to "elimination").  EPA disagrees that the       
     elimination of mixing zones for BCCs should be subject to a showing of     
     actual or reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concens  
     within the mixing zones.  EPA believes that BCCs pose a significant hazard 
     to the Great Lakes System, and therefore has adopted a the policy of the   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, which supports the elimination of     
     point source impact zones (i.e., mixing zones) for toxic substances.       
     Moreover, this is consistent with the overall policy of the virtual        
     elimination of persistent toxic substances.  According to the Agreement,   
     pending the achievement of the virtual elimination of persistent toxic     
     substances, the size of such zones shall be reduced to the maximum extent  
     possible by the best available technology as as to limit the effects of    
     toxic substances in the vicinity of these discharges.  EPA believes that   
     the final Guidance is consistent with the Steering Committee's policy that 
     every reasonable effort be made to reduce all loadings of BCCs to the Great
     Lakes System.  For a discussion of EPA's reasons for singling out BCCs for 
     special consideration, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  See also the
     preamble to the proposed rule at 58 FR 20820-20823.  At the same time,     
     however, EPA also recognizes, that the elimination of mixing zones for     
     existing discharges of BCCs can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA has
     included in the final Guidance a limited exception to that phase-out       
     provision based on economic and technical considerations, which States and 
     Tribes may adopt at their discretion.  In this way, EPA believes that the  
     BCC mixing zone phase-out provisions can be applied so as to reduce the    
     discharge of BCCs to the maximum extent possible without resulting in      
     unreasonable economic effects.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone  
     provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to the       
     phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.            
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2867.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of intakes in many circumstances will force        
     municipal and industrial dischargers to treat substances that do not add to
     their effluent.  the GLI requires dischargers to treat substances present  
     in the influent except under very specific situations which will be almost 
     impossible to meet.  This proposed policy imposes tremendous costs and     
     liability problems on the plant operators, subjects dischargers to         
     enforcement actions based on substances that they did not generate, and    
     raises a basic concern for equity among regions.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2867.043     
     
     See response to comment D2698.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2867.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit can take into account the presence of intake   
     water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits.  Under 
     the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly consider      
     intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five specific conditions:
     100% of the discharge water is returned to the same body of water from     
     which it was derived; the facility does not add any of the substances in   
     the process; the facility does not alter the substance chemically or       
     physically; there is no increase of the substance at the edge of the mixing
     zone; and the timing and location of the discharge would not lead to       
     adverse water quality impacts.                                             
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     Response to: D2867.044     
     
     With respect to the commenter's characterization of current national       
     policy, see response to comment P2574.002.  See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7  
     for a detailed discussion of the final Guidance provisions for             
     consideration of intake pollutants.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2867.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Conditions refers to Procedure 5-E                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A close review shows that these conditions will almost never be met.  Very 
     few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw all intake water in the  
     same stream segment or area.  In addition, for some substances it would be 
     extremely difficult for a facility to prove for some substances that none  
     of the chemicals is being added, for example, through metals leaching from 
     process pipes.  Because of this, facilities will become legally responsible
     for substances that they did not generate.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.045     
     
     With respect to the source of intake pollutants, see SID at Sections       
     VIII.E.4, 5, and 7.a.iv.  With respect to the "no mass addition"           
     requirement, see response to comment P2588.075.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2867.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 12 of document for legal history                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake chemicals should not be subject to regulation.  the Clean Water Act 
     regulates the discharge of pollutants, which is specifically defined as    
     "any addition of pollutants to navigable waters from any point source."    
     (33 USC 1361(12); emphasis added).  The legal history of this issue clearly
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     supports the assertion that substances present in the intake stream are not
     covered by this provision.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.046     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2867.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality is not improved.  This provision will prohibit intake credits
     even when the effluent from a plant has lower concentrations of substances 
     than does the receiving water.  It is difficult to understand how such an  
     action would contribute to the exceedance of a water quality standard.     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.047     
     
     See response to comment D2669.057. See response to comment P2576.196.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2867.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual users of the Great Lakes waters will become obligated to serve  
     as mini-water treatment plants Under the Clean Water Act, individual       
     dischargers are held responsible for the impact that their actions have on 
     the Nation's waters.  However, this does not mean that they have the       
     obligation to "restore" the Nation's water integrity.  The denial of intake
     credits will create a situation where a facility takes in a small amount of
     water from a polluted water body, uses it, purifies it at great expense,   
     and releases it back into the polluted water.  This outcome is nonsensical,
     while at the same time being extremely expensive.                          
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     Response to: D2867.048     
     
     See response to comment D2669.058.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2867.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Policy concerns lead to the conclusion that intake credits must be allowed 
     In its proposed rule, EPA expressed some concern that allowing for intake  
     credits would create an economic incentive for facilities to relocate to   
     water bodies that are more polluted.  It is unlikely that the decision to  
     locate or relocate a facility would be based primiarily on the pollution   
     levels in the water body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake 
     pollutant levels under an intake credit option would be important enough to
     create an incentive to relocate just underscores the economic burdens of   
     having no intake credit.  Whatever the validity of this concern, it is     
     clearly outweighed by numerous, more compelling considerations.            
                                                                                
     The proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2867.049     
     
     This comment raises the same economic incentive issue as comment #         
     P2574.090 and is addressed in the response to that comment.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2867.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge" which
     in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, EPA's new     
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     approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and state 
     power to control and eliminate water pollution.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2867.050     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in the SID at Section 
     VIII.E.5.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2867.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the   
     permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of whether dams   
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2867.051     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in the SID at Section 
     VIII.E.5.  EPA disagrees with the commenter's assertion that the approach  
     to defining "addition" in the Guidance would result in dams' being subject 
     to the NPDES permitting program for the first time.  As explained in the   
     SID, EPA's position here is consistent with its position that dams do not  
     "add" pollutants within the meaning of the CWA.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2867.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Civil and criminal liability would be dramatically expanded.  Under the new
     definition, every substance in the intake water requires a permit or, at a 
     minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that substance.    
     Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary considerably,  
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     the facility's civil and even criminal liability could beyond its control. 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.052     
     
     See response to comment D2669.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2867.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When water quality standards have been exceeded, the technology-based      
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to dealing    
     with its own chemicals, the facility would be required to have technology  
     to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution without workable   
     industry standards to guide them.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2867.053     
     
     This comment is the same as P2574.098 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/MODS
     Comment ID: D2867.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/VARI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found to 
     be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to       
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     through a complex and time-consuming and expensive variance or use         
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     eventually be the same as if intake credits were allowed.                  
     
     

Page 4156



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: D2867.054     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2669.066 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/MODS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2867.055
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI must address intake credits, it should select option 4  In the  
     Guidance, EPA proposed four options for regulating intake credits.  Of     
     these Option 4 is the most reasonable.  This is the option developed by the
     Technical Work Group of the GLI and endorsed by all of the Great Lakes     
     states representatives.  States such as Wisconsin have successfully        
     implemented this provision in permits which have not been objected to by   
     the Agency, and sufficient limitations can be placed on a permit writer's  
     discretion under this option.  However, this option should be modified so  
     that noncontact cooling water and municipality discharges are exempted and 
     the provision limiting intake credits to water quality impaired streams    
     should be eliminated.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2867.055     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment #2798.077 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits below a           
     quantifiable level imposes tremendous uncertainly and legal liability      
     beyond those contemplated by the Clean Water Act.  Currently, federal      
     regulations do not require or specify procedures for determining compliance
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     when WQBELs are set at less than quantifiable levels.  This is left to the 
     discretion of individual states.  The GLI regulation establishes specific  
     compliance procedures for Great Lakes States in these instances.  It       
     requires that each permit include the actual  calculated limit, even though
     it may not be analytically measurable and would not be used to determine   
     compliance.  Compliance would be based on the compliance evaluation level, 
     in this case the minimum level that can be detected analytically.  In      
     addition, dischargers would be required to implement a complex and         
     expensive pollutant minimization program even though the substances of     
     concern have not been detected in the plant's discharge.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2867.056     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to the provisions in WQBELs                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have a number of concerns regarding these provisions:                   
                                                                                
     It places a plant operator at the mercy of the laboratory's detection      
     equipment and the efficiency of its analytical technicians.  Laboratory    
     detection capability varies greatly throughout the Great Lakes Region as it
     does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending upon the matrix being   
     analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate treatment requirements and   
     enforcement activities across the basin.  Without consistency on factors   
     such as practical quantitation levels (PQLs), vastly inconsistent,         
     arbitrary, and inappropriate requirements will result.  In addition,       
     measurement of very low levels of substances using equipment at the        
     frontiers of detection capability, there is a higher likelihood of false   
     readings or misidentification of substances.  These readings may unfairly  
     subject operators to significant liability and costs.  Moreover, the long  
     lag time between sampling and analysis could mean that the operator could  
     unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.057     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serous liability, municipal and industrial plant         
     operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated          
     monitoring equipment to frequently monitor the influent to the plant in    
     order to detect specified chemicals in the intake waters that are not in   
     the production process and would have to put in place sophisticated        
     treatment technology that will ensure that any substance listed in the     
     permit will remain below detectable limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2867.058     
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, please see the Wildlife chapter of the Supplemental           
     Information Document regarding the modification of the mercury criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances have not been detected in the plant's
     discharge.  Just because a WQBEL is below detection limits does not mean   
     that there is a need for the permittee to "eliminate the pollutant," or    
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     that the specified minimization program requirements are necessary or      
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2867.059     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency does not address how a municipality would implement a program   
     given that it has little, if any, control over indirect discharges,        
     especially from households.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2867.060     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where reduction of a substance may be warranted, it is            
     inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
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     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.061     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No WQBEL should be placed in a permit even if below the detection limit.   
     At most, WQBELs should be described in the EPA fact sheet that accompanies 
     permits.  Moreover, a narrative statement should be included, stating that 
     the discharger is in compliance with the limit if chemicals are not        
     detected above the PQL.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2867.062     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor of
     EPA's formal approval process may be used when the limit is below the      
     Practical Quantitation Limit.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2867.063     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with PQL should be determined only by quantitative analysis of  
     the final effluent.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2867.064     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: D2867.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Pollutant minimization program requirements should either be dropped or    
     should not be enforceable, since EPA does not have the authority under     
     water quality regulations to regulate substances which are not being       
     discharged by the facility.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2867.065     
     
     Issues related to WQBELs below the level of quantification and PMPs are    
     addressed in SID at Section VIII.H.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2867.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA, industry representatives, and environmental groups should work        
     together at a "Technical Summit" to discuss why WQBELs are below the       
     Practical Quantitation Levels.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2867.066     
     
     EPA agrees that a technical summit on the issues related to WQBELs below   
     the                                                                        
     level of quantification would be beneficial to all parties.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to these specific concerns, this company believes that EPA has 
     seriously underestimated the economic impacts of the GLI on individual     
     Great Lakes companies and on the region as a whole.                        
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     Response to: D2867.067     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's cost study was structurally flawed.  The study did not measure the   
     full costs of the major new requirements included in the regulation.  EPA's
     study concludes that the total annual costs of the GLI for all industries  
     would only range from $80 to $505 million, with $230 million the most      
     likely costs.  This study had many defects including:                      
                                                                                
     It was based on an inadequately small sample of only 59 facilities from    
     industry and publicly owned treatment works.  Of these, only 20 were       
     identified as being significantly affected by the regulation.              
     
     
     Response to: D2867.068     
     
     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2669.079.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.069
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to the cost study                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one  
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     only estimates the costs of completing the demonstration process.          
     
     
     Response to: D2867.069     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: D2867.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study generally assumed that the background levels of substances in the
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI           
     regulations and therefore that the new approach to intake credits would not
     be an issue.  Yet, other studies show that the elimination of the intake   
     credit provision would be one of the most costly features of the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: D2867.070     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting WQBELs below   
     detection levels would impose little additional costs because these costs  
     could be attributed to other GLI requirements.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2867.071     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2669.082.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not estimate the costs of compliance for Federal Facilities. 
     
     
     Response to: D2867.072     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many other concerns with EPA's cost study were raised by the Office of     
     Management and Budget in its review.  OMB advised that these issues be     
     resolved before final publication.  Among these issues is a request for    
     additional analysis on the extent to which the new standards would prevent 
     the establishment of new facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Workers,    
     consumers, and investors will suffer losses whenever construction of new or
     expanded industrial or municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to
     the requirements of the proposed GLI.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2867.073     
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: D2867.074
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     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast, detailed cost studies done my major industries in the Great   
     Lakes region project that companies will incur capital costs in the        
     billions of dollars and annual operation and maintenance costs of several  
     hundred million dollars.  These industry studies are generally conservative
     estimates of costs because all issues and substances were not evaluated.   
     They focuses on only one or two of the major issues (e.g., intake credits  
     or antidegradation): evaluated only the one or two substances most likely  
     to be listed as a BCC and to affect individual industries: and did not     
     consider the possibility that GLI will be extended by states and           
     administered state-wide.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2867.074     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have 
     the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.  As discussed    
     above, the antidegradation provisions will discourage any changes          
     associated with normal  economic growth, including efforts to expand       
     production to prerecession levels.  Manufacturing costs will be            
     significantly higher and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected states or to other regions of the country that are not        
     affected by the regulation.  This will lead to a loss of markets and a loss
     of jobs to the basin.  Moreover, municipalities will be forced to restrict 
     growth and increase sewer costs to meet the new requirements.  Pressure to 
     extend the regulation nationwide will increase in order to ensure economic 
     equity among regions, even where waters are already fully protected and    
     further stringency will not produce additional environmental benefits.     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.075     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D2098.038.                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2867.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI/McGraw Hill draft study not only supports the arguments made above 
     but also goes further to conclude that the GLI proposal:                   
                                                                                
     Is the least cost effective method of achieving the Initiative's goals,    
     Has high compliance costs of up to $2.3 billion per year, and these cost   
     estimates will be much higher when the Report is completed, Will have      
     impacts in the region's economy that are multiples of the costs, and that: 
     "as currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious      
     resources and borders on an expensive luxury."                             
     
     
     Response to: D2867.076     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2867.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's assessment of benefits was also flawed.  The benefit study conducted 
     by EPA and the three case studies in the Regulatory Impact Analysis that   
     formed the basis for EPA's benefit estimates have raised a number of       
     concerns:                                                                  
                                                                                
     Despite best evidence that only one percent of PCBs found in the Lower Fox 
     river and Green Bay come from point sources.  EPA's benefit study          
     consistently overestimated the role of point sources and attributed from 20
     percent to 100 percent of the benefits of fishery restoration to GLI point 
     source reductions.                                                         
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     Response to: D2867.077     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2867.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's benefit study was based on a highly controversial and unproven       
     methodology called "contingent valuation."  The survey questions were not  
     directly targeted to what GLI will accomplish asking instead what people   
     would be willing to pay to achieve water quality "free from toxic          
     chemicals."  Since this will not be achieved by the regulations, and since 
     other initiatives also work towards the same basic goal, the responses can 
     only represent an extreme upper bound.  The actual benefits would be lower,
     and the responses would have been different if respondents knew this.      
     
     
     Response to: D2867.078     
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2867.079
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Estimates are inferior to data based on actual market transactions.  Survey
     responses to "willingness to pay" questions are not reliable because they  
     can be influenced by other factors, such as willingness to please the      
     interviewer and because respondents do not have to follow through and buy  
     at that price.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2867.079     
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     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2867.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, the DRI Report to the Governors not only supports these arguments   
     but also goes beyond them to conclude that:                                
                                                                                
     The benefits were calculated from the wrong baseline.  Although costs were 
     calculated only based on the costs added by GLI beyond all current         
     requirements that are still being implemented, benefits were calculated    
     from current discharge levels, assigning benefits to GLI that will actually
     be achieved by other rules already in place.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2867.080     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: D2867.081
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI only addresses current point source dischargers.  Most of the remaining
     pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish consumption         
     advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have since been   
     banned or severly restricted.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2867.081     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.  See also Section I.B of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 4170



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2867.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic substances, which  
     are regulated by the GLI.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2867.082     
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2867.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that GLI specifically on  
     beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards, miles of   
     shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the removal of    
     fish advisories.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2867.083     
     
     See response to comment D2587.143 and D2587.017.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2867.084
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effects of GLI must be measured in terms of its effect on total        
     loadings not just point sources since environmental improvement depends on 
     changes in this total.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.084     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2867.085
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI study proves unequivocally the vast majority of several of the key 
     substances of concern are from sources other than the direct discharges    
     regulated by the GLI.  Hence, few if any benefits could be expected from   
     this Initiative as currently proposed.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2867.085     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2867.086
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     NAMF believes that some of the most expensive provisions of the GLI, such  
     as the elimination of intake credits and mixing zones, will yield          
     essentially no benefits.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2867.086     
     
     See response to comments D2669.082 and D2604.045.D2867.086 See response to 
     comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2587.017, and D1711.014.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2867.087
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Significant gains have already been made in reducing point source          
     discharges in the region.  The GLI focuses only on these, seeking further, 
     very expensive reduction.  Not addressed are discharges from Canadian side 
     of the Lakes, deposition of airborne emissions, or nonpoint source         
     discharges, such as contaminated storm-water runoff from city streets and  
     lawns, construction sites, and agriculture.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2867.087     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.0044, D2597.026 and      
     D2867.087.  See also Section I of the SID.Response:                        
                                                                                
     The United States and Canada have agreed to develop a joint binational     
     strategy on the virtual elimination of persistent , bioaccumulative and    
     toxic substances, which will target pollutants of most concern to the Great
     Lakes, including BCCs.  This strategy focuses on achieving significant     
     further reductions in the use and release of persistent toxicants, where   
     possible, by encouraging pollution prevention through cost-effective,      
     incentive-based efforts.  For more information on this strategy, see       
     Section I.D.1 of the SID.  See also responses to comment numbers F4030.003,
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2867.088
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At best, GLI would result in only a marginal decrease in the pollutants    
     flowing into the Great Lakes Basin.  Moreover, the specific impact of this 
     decrease is unknown.  EPA's analysis of the costs and benefits of the GLI  
     needs to be improved considerably before this expensive new requirement can
     be justified.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2867.088     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2873.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Encouraging" discharges to develop a Tier I database by threatening the   
     imposition of more restrictive Tier II based limits in permits throughout  
     the eight Great Lakes states will lead to an uncoordinated and ineffective 
     research effort.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2873.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2873.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative should recognize the need for     
     dischargers to collect data for compounds of concern in a cooperative      
     fashion through an organization such as the Water Environment Research     
     Foundation.  This data is needed to ensure a high degree of confidence when
     developing water quality criteria, and to assure wise allocation of        
     resources on remediation technology.  [Currently no mechanism exists to    
     drive a data collection, evaluation, and dissemination effort.]  [Also, no 
     consensus exists on the parameters for such a data base.]  [Where data     
     exists, there are uncertainties concerning quality assurance/quality       
     control (QA/QC) documentation.]                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2873.002     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2873.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.003 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently no mechanism exists to drive a data collection, evaluation, and  
     dissemination effort.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2873.003     
     
     See response to comment D2621.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2873.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.004 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, no consensus exists on the parameters for such a data base.          
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     Response to: D2873.004     
     
     See response to comment D2621.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2873.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.005 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where data exists, there are uncertainties concerning quality              
     assurance/quality control (QA/QC) documentation.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2873.005     
     
     Any data used for development of Tier I criteria or Tier II values must    
     meet the minimum data requirements in the Guidance methodologies.  See, for
     example, response to comment D2722.063.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2873.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need exists for a Water Quality Criteria Data Collection Clearing House
     to assure continuity and control, and nationwide access to quality data    
     without duplicative expenditures.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2873.006     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2873.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A comprehensive data collection effort will provide a cost effective option
     for dischargers, allowing the development of Tier I water quality values   
     based on sound scientific knowledge.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2873.007     
     
     See response to comment D2847.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2873.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The objectives and benefits of the Water Quality Criteria Data Collection  
     Clearing House are:                                                        
                                                                                
     1.  Provide an objective source for scientifically defensible data.        
                                                                                
     2.  Provide one-stop access to complete data sets suitable for national,   
         regional, or local utilization in developing water quality standards.  
                                                                                
     3.  Elimination of duplicate expenditures.                                 
                                                                                
     5.  Users would have a high degree of confidence in data quality, and      
         acceptance of data by regulatory agencies.                             
                                                                                
     6.  Minimize the time and cost associated with data gathering for both the 
         public and private sector.                                             
                                                                                
     7.  The availability of sound scientific information will help ensure wise 
         investments in remediation efforts.                                    
                                                                                
     The Water Environment Research Foundation is the appropriate organization  
     to facilitate the cooperative effort necessary to create a Water Quality   
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     Criteria Data Collection Clearing House and is available to do so.         
     
     
     Response to: D2873.008     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Ni
     Comment ID: D2877.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Guidance, EPA has proposed to set the acute aquatic life water      
     quality criterion for nickel (the so-called "Criterion Maximum             
     Concentration" or "CMC") at a level of 260 ug Ni/l, while the chronic      
     aquatic life criterion (the so-called "Criterion Continuous Concentration" 
     or "CCC") would be set at a level of 29 ug Ni/l -- in both cases expressed 
     at a water hardness of 50 mg/l CaCO3.  See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20853, Tables   
     III-1 and III-2.  These values are less than one-third of the CMC and CCC  
     values that EPA adopted as national water quality criteria for nickel less 
     than one year ago.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2877.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  More information on how aquatic life        
     criteria for nickel were derived may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality
     Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in      
     Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."  The difference is due primarily 
     to use of new data.  Specifically, the addition of the Nebeker, et. al.    
     (1986) study.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Ni
     Comment ID: D2877.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The LC50 of 415 ug/l that is driving the reduction in the acute and chronic
     aquatic toxicity criteria for nickel in the Great Lakes Guidance derives   
     from a study by A.V. Nebeker, et al., "Effects of Copper, Nickel and Zinc  
     on Three Species of Oregon Freshwater Snails," Environmental Toxicology and
     Chemistry 5:807-811 (1986).  We do not believe data from the study by      
     Nebeker et al. should be used to calculate Great Lakes CMC and CCC values  
     for nickel, because it is questionable whether data from the Nebeker study 
     (which was conducted in part to develop new test methods) meet the criteria
     for acceptability specified in EPA's Great Lakes Methodology for Deriving  
     Aquatic Life Criteria.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2877.002     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  EPA has reviewed the data from the      
     Nebeker, et. al. (1986) study and believes that the data used to derive the
     criteria meet the quality requirements specified in Appendix A of this     
     rulemaking.  More information on the derivation of the aquatic life        
     criteria for nickel may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance    
     Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water,
     Final Criteria Documents."                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Ni
     Comment ID: D2877.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Great Lakes Methodology specifies that "results of acute tests during
     which the test organisms were fed shall not be used [to derive CMC values],
     unless data indicate that the food did not affect the toxicity of the test 
     material." 58 Fed. Reg. 21017/2.  The article by Nebeker, et al. does not  
     mention whether or not the snails were fed during testing.  When contacted 
     late last month, the study's lead investigator stated that he believed the 
     snails had been fed.  A subsequent check of the original data book for the 
     96-hour and 30-day Physa gyrina zinc test conducted as part of the study   
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     disclosed that food had indeed been placed in each test container.5  The   
     data                                                                       
     book for the Physa gyrina nickel test could not be found (apparently some  
     archived material was lost when the EPA laboratory was closed in 1985).    
     The                                                                        
     author observes that while animals normally are not fed during acute       
     (96-hour) tests, they may have been fed in this instance because the       
     investigators "were developing new test methods, as well as obtaining      
     criteria data."6  The study's authors simply "have no way to verify"       
     whether                                                                    
     or not the snails were fed in the Physa gyrina nickel test.7               
     ________________________                                                   
     5  Personal communication from Alan V. Nebeker to Barbara Andon, August 27,
     1993 (submitted herewith as Attachment I).                                 
                                                                                
     6  Id.                                                                     
                                                                                
     7  Id.                                                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2877.003     
     
     The Nebeker, et.al. (1986) contained information on several toxicity tests.
      The 30-day Physa gyrina tests were conducted with zinc as the commenter   
     mentions.  These tests were conducted at 15oC in a diluter with ten        
     different concentrations, were fed, and were set up as artificial streams  
     (for chronic tests).  The 4-day nickel test with Physa is a separate test  
     and probably was not run simultaneously with the zinc and copper tests     
     since the nickel test was conducted at 12oC in a diluter with five         
     different concentrations and the snails were placed in capped mesh         
     containers suspended in aquaria.  All other tests in the study were        
     conducted at the higher temperature using the artificial stream apparatus. 
     The nickel tests clearly can not be considered part of the same series as  
     the zinc and copper tests.                                                 
                                                                                
     With other literature values EPA utilizes to derive criteria, information  
     is obtained primarily from the published paper.  EPA believes that the loss
     of the laboratory notebooks has no bearing on whether data should be used  
     in the derivation of criteria.  EPA believes that there is sufficient      
     information within the published paper to justify use of the 4-day nickel  
     test results.  In correspondence with Alan Nebeker EPA has determined that 
     the tests were run with controls and that no 96-hour test (by itself) were 
     run with zinc.  The author also notes:  "The snails do very well in our    
     well water, as they have lived for many years in our ponds that are fed by 
     our wells...I have snails in culture now and they are laying eggs & doing  
     their thing" (Personal communication from Alan Nebeker to Charles Stephan, 
     January 6, 1995).                                                          
                                                                                
     Normally, EPA does not use fed tests because the resultant criteria is     
     higher (or less stringent) than if derived using all unfed tests.          
     Regardless of whether the Nebeker tests with Physa were fed, EPA would use 
     the test because it shows a lower effect level than any of the other tests 
     in the data set.  If the snails were fed, the results would most likely    
     yield less stringent criteria. EPA believes that it is good science to use 
     the Nebeker (1986) study because, even though it is the lowest value, it   
     may err on the side of underprotection, if in fact the snails were fed.    
     Appendix S.XI.B. allows the use of this study to derive Tier I criteria    
     even though there is some uncertainty as to whether the snails were fed.   
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to keep the Nebeker (1986) 4-day nickel test with Physa in 
     the data set.  More information on the derivation of the aquatic life      
     nickel criteria may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water  
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     Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final
     Criteria Documents."                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Ni
     Comment ID: D2877.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.003.                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In these circumstances -- particularly since the snails clearly were fed in
     the 96-hour zinc test by the same investigators, in the same series of     
     tests, in the same lab -- the nickel data from the Physa gyrina test should
     not be used to set water quality criteria.8  Another reason they should not
     be used is that the loss of the primary data notebook makes it impossible  
     to verify the experimental conditions and results of the nickel study.9    
     ________________________                                                   
     8  There is, of course, no data to indicate whether any feeding that might 
     have occurred affected the toxicity of the test material.                  
                                                                                
     9  It is worth noting that in the only other snail species (Amnicola sp.)  
     for which acute toxicity data for nickel are reported, the LC50 in a static
     test was 12,770 ug/l when adjusted to a hardness of 50 mg/l, (30 times     
     higher than the LC50 reported by Nebeker et al.).  See Nickel Criteria     
     Document at 95, Table 2; R.L. Rehwoldt, et al., The Acute Toxicity of Some 
     Heavy Metal Ions Toward Benthic Organisms," Bull. Environ. Contam. Toxicol.
     10:291-294 (1973).                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2877.004     
     
     The commenter notes that the Amnicola sp. LC50 is 30 times higher than the 
     LC50 reported for Physa by Nebeker, et al.  Species within the genus       
     Amnicola are operculate snails.  Operculate snails can close their opercula
     to avoid contact with toxic solutions.  Physa gyrina is a pulmonate snail  
     which does not have this mechanism to avoid toxic solutions.  Therefore,   
     comparing data for these species merely indicates that one species is much 
     more sensitive than the other and provides a probable explanation for the  
     difference.  Also see response to comment D2877.003.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

Page 4181



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Ni
     Comment ID: D2877.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It may be that exposure to low ambient levels of copper and other heavy    
     metals  in this extremely soft test water had compromised the overall      
     health                                                                     
     of the snails and thus made them more sensitive to heavy metals and nickel.
     In the absence of positive control data (which are not reported in the     
     article and which are not otherwise available given the loss of the primary
     data notebooks), one cannot determine whether the snails' health was       
     compromised.13  Similarly, since the study was not repeated, possible      
     anomalies in the study (such as possible miscalculations in the dosing     
     concentrations) cannot be ruled out.  These are additional reasons not to  
     use data from the Nebeker study to set water quality criteria for the Great
     Lakes, where the water is considerably harder than the test waters used by 
     Nebeker et al.                                                             
     ________________________                                                   
     13  Cf. 58 Fed. Reg. at 21016 (stating that data must be rejected "if they 
     are from tests that did not contain a control treatment" or if the         
     organisms                                                                  
     "were previously exposed to substantial concentrations of the test material
     or other contaminants").                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2877.005     
     
     The publication referred to by the commenter (Nebeker, et.al., 1986)       
     indicates that Physa were held in culture for several months before testing
     and reproduced regularly while in culture.  Snails which regularly         
     reproduce do not indicate to EPA that the overall health of the snails was 
     compromised.  In fact, adverse reproductive effects or lack of reproduction
     are more sensitive endpoints than the acute tests run by Nebeker, et. al.  
     Therefore, EPA disagrees with the commenter that the overall health of the 
     snails was compromised.  EPA believes that the tests are of adequate       
     quality for criteria derivation.  There was no indication of possible      
     dosing problems or other anomalies.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that the hardness of the test water is a reason to disregard 
     the test.  EPA adjusts the hardness from all test results to a             
     concentration at a hardness of 50 mg/L prior to calculating the SMAVs,     
     GMAVs, and FAV if hardness is shown to affect toxicity of the chemical.    
     EPA adjusted the acute values for nickel because the toxicity of nickel is 
     hardness-dependent.  For more information regarding this issue and the     
     derivation of the aquatic life nickel criteria see response to comment     
     D2877.003 and "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria   
     for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria        
     Documents."                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Ni
     Comment ID: D2877.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, we do not believe it is appropriate to use data from the study by  
     Nebeker et al. to set acute (and chronic) aquatic toxicity criteria for    
     nickel in the Great Lakes Guidance.  With those data excluded, the Great   
     Lakes CMC and CCC water quality criteria for nickel are the same (adjusted 
     to a hardness of 50 mg/l) as the corresponding national criteria.  Those   
     values -- 790 ug/l for the CMC and 88 ug/l for the CCC -- are the ones that
     should be included in the final version of the Water Quality Guidance for  
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2877.006     
     
     See responses to comments D2877.002, D2877.003, and D2877.005.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2896.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2896.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

Page 4183



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2896.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading, estimated to be at least 90%, of persistent and       
     bioaccumulative chemicals responsible for human health and wildlife        
     concerns                                                                   
     are contributed by nonpoint sources, such as air deposition, stormwater    
     runoff and contaminated sediments.  The GLI does not address these nonpoint
     sources.  No fish consumption advisories are expected to be lifted as a    
     result of implementing the Initiative.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2896.002     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2896.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
      Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20 
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2896.003     
     
     See response to comment number 2616.005.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2896.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2896.004     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2896.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great Lakes
     States and will make the region less competitive in the global market for  
     new jobs and economic development.  Even though some studies have shown    
     that environmental regulations do not have a significant impact on         
     competition, these regulations that impacted the whole nation.  The GLI    
     impacts only eight states.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2896.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: D2896.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated the Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable 
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2896.006     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2896.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.                
     
     
     Response to: D2896.007     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2896.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, it appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from
     a permit limit inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since          
     antibacksliding and/or antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit 
     limit.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2896.008     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2896.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2896.009     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2896.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2896.010     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2896.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- contains 
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.    
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Industrial and municipal 
     wastewaters should not be required to remove pollutants in their intake    
     waters from their water distribution system.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2896.011     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that raised in comment     
     D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2896.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2896.012     
     
     See response to comment D3254L.018.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2896.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once-through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
     costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
     
     
     Response to: D2896.013     
     
     This comment raises the same treatment of intake pollutants issue as       
     comment D2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that comment. Also   
     see responses to comments G1223.004, D2657.006 and D1711.015.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2896.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will only be     
     available in very limited circumstances.  This is wrong.  EPA should revise
     the GLI by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding the list 
     when they are available for permit holders.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2896.014     
     
     See response to comment D2828.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2896.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: D2896.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2896.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2896.016     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2896.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2896.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2896.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to Statute R.C. 611.13                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI should be modified to be consistent with the pollution
     minimization requirements under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which 
     allows Ohio EPA to adopt rules that establish conditions under which a     
     permit holder must identify sources of the pollutant and take steps to     
     prevent or mitigate significant adverse effects on public health or        
     environmental quality, in the event the facility's discharge concentrations
     are exceeding a permit limit but are still below the PQL.  The Ohio method 
     is a reasonable approach and should be adopted by USEPA.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2896.018     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2896.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2896.019     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2896.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  Furthermore,  
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
     
     
     Response to: D2896.020     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2896.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR, 131.12 which is more general in scope.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2896.021     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become a bureaucratic impediment to growth. Rather, by       
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently,
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
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     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
                                                                                
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2896.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zone.  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in      
     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part of total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2896.022     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
Page 4194



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2896.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution Factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     dischargers of non-BCC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The 
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      
     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2896.023     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2896.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A TMDL must address all pollutants from
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2896.024     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2896.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
     
     
     Response to: D2896.025     
     
     See response to comment D3254L.061                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2896.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2896.026     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2896.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2896.027     
     
     See response to comment G2688.021                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2896.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most        
     appropriate analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend     
     recognized by scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate   
     form for regulation.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2896.028     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D2896.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: D2896.029     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D2896.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria are a new development for most   
     states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the       
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  The         
     surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife    
     population in the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should
     be replaces.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data 
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2896.030     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, D2860.079,                  
     P2653.050, and P2576.011 for the response to this comment.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2896.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2896.031     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for a full discussion of this issue.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2896.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2896.032     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for a full discussion of this issue.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2896.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 4199



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2896.033     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2896.034
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2896.034     
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C and IX of the SID for a full discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2896.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards      
     throughout the Great Lakes basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.]  Site specific modifications     
     which reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all  
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2896.035     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2896.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' abilities to exercise professional judgement.  The
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     national criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site specific water        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2896.036     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2903.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Summary of proposed guidance, paragraph 1.  Paragraph concludes with a 
     statement about the "bioaccumulation of toxins"; this should read "toxics".
      Toxins are generally microbiological pathogens; toxics are the chemical   
     contaminants to which the Guidance refers.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2903.001     
     
     EPA noted this comment.See Section I of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2903.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see attachment material to Comment Document 2903.      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Section IE, Part 2, last paragraph.  It is appropriate to use a fish   
     consumption rate (as proposed) that is based on data from the Great Lakes  
     area.  This approach should be retained in the final Guidance.             
     
     
     Response to: D2903.002     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2903.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see attachment material to Comment Document 2903.      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. Section VB, Part 3, Choice of Risk Level.  The risk level of 1 in       
     100,000                                                                    
     is reasonable for the Great Lakes system.  [If consideration is given using
     an increased risk level, it should not be raised higher than 1 in 10,000.] 
     Results of a survey of licensed Great Lakes anglers (Connelly and Knuth,   
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     1993, page 35 - copy of report enclosed with these comments) demonstrated  
     that a risk level of 1 in 1,000 60% of anglers who ate Great Lakes fish    
     would                                                                      
     choose not to eat the fish.  At a risk level of 1 in 100,000, 20% would not
     eat Great Lakes fish, but 40% would continue to eat the amount of Great    
     Lakes                                                                      
     fish currently consumed.  Therefore, a plurality of current Great Lakes    
     licensed anglers appear to be accepting of a 1 in 100,000 risk level.  A   
     majority (>50%) of anglers would continue eating Great Lakes fish at a risk
     level of 1 in 1,000,000.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2903.003     
     
     The final Guidance derives criteria and values based on a 10-5 risk level. 
     EPA believes that this is a reasonable decision in light of the fact that  
     it reflects the policy preferences of most of the Great Lakes States.  EPA 
     notes, however, that selection of this risk level does not reflect a       
     judgment that this is the only level of acceptable risk that would achieve 
     the human health protection goals of the Clean Water Act.  Rather, EPA     
     believes that ensuring protection in the range of 10-4 to 10-6 is          
     acceptable and consistent with the Act's objectives.  Commenters were      
     correct in noting that some identifiable subpopulations or groups consume  
     more fish than 15 grams/day, as assumed in the methodology, and thus such  
     consumers may face a risk that is higher than 10-5.  However,  EPA believes
     these consumers will nontheless be adequately protected.                   
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the use of a 1 in 10,000 risk level.  While the model   
     used to estimate cancer risk has many conservative assumptions that are    
     likely to overestimate actual risks, EPA believes this conservatism is     
     appropriate given the severity of the potential outcome (cancer) and the   
     uncertainties inherent in extrapolating from the high doses administered to
     laboratory animals to the low doses experienced by humans.  Moreover,      
     setting the target risk level at 10-4 for average consumers would not      
     include any margin of safety that might be appropriate to ensure the       
     protection of high-end consumers.  With regard to the concern with the     
     conservative nature of the exposure assumptions, EPA attempts to select    
     reasonable assumptions given the need to provide adequate protection to    
     humans.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the assertion that the Agency requires the use of a 10-4
     risk level in the Superfund program, and that the risk level used in the   
     Guidance's human health methodology is therefore inconsistent with the     
     Superfund program.  Under EPA's Superfund program, acceptable exposure     
     levels are generally those falling within the  10-4 to 10-6 risk range.    
     See 40 C.F.R. Section 330.430 (2)(i)(A)(2).                                
                                                                                
     Finally, EPA disagrees that the final Guidance is inconsistent with other  
     EPA programs regarding the use of a 10-5 risk level.  As stated above, EPA 
     believes the 10-4 to 10-6 risk level will provide adequate protection of   
     public health.  In any particular regulatory action under its various      
     authorities, EPA targets a level of public health protection that          
     effectively implements EPA's statutory duties and which is tailored to the 
     specific circumstances being addressed by the regulatory action.           
                                                                                
     As stated previously, EPA believes the approach in the Guidance is         
     consistent with EPA's historical practices in its public health protection 
     programs.                                                                  
                                                                                
     As noted in section II of the preamble, levels of some pollutants in the   
     Great Lakes Basin currently exceed applicable criteria, and baseline risks 
     associated with these exposures in some cases exceed the 10-4 to 10-6 risk 
     range that EPA considers adequately protective.  In particular, groups that
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     generally consume more fish on average than the general population (e.g.,  
     native american subsistence fishers and low income minority sport anglers) 
     are at greatest risk, which EPA has estimated may be as high as 3.7 x 10-2 
     for Native Americans in Lake Michigan due to PCBs.  The purpose of the     
     human health criteria and the criteria methodology contained in the final  
     Guidance is to ensure the adoption of water quality standards that, where  
     they are attained in ambient water, would provide adequate public health   
     protection.  Obviously, where criteria are not yet attained, actual risk   
     levels will be higher and steps will have to be taken in impaired waters to
     meet applicable criteria.  Nonetheless, EPA evaluates the protectiveness of
     the criteria and the methodology assuming that criteria are met in order to
     ensure that protective water quality standards will be established in the  
     Great Lakes Basin.                                                         
                                                                                
     With regard to comments that EPA should adopt a lower risk level (i.e.,    
     10-6) particularly in light of the fact that certain States use this risk  
     level, EPA notes that States and Tribes are free to adopt a more stringent 
     approach than that contained in the final Guidance.  Given that a plurality
     of States have utilized the 10-5 risk level, EPA believes that the choice  
     of risk level is a reasonable one.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2903.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.004 is imbedded in #.003.                           
            
          Please see attached material to Comment Document 2903.                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If consideration is given to using an increased risk level, it should not  
     be raised higher than 1 in 10,000.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2903.004     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D2903.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see attachment material to Comment Document 2903.      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. Section VB, Part 5a, Body Weight.  Data from Connelly and Knuth (1993)  
     indicate few differences in Great Lakes fish consumption between male and  
     female licensed anglers (page 23).  Therefore, an overall body weight      
     assumption of 70 kg may be inadequate to protect females if on average     
     their body weight is below 70kg.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2903.005     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D2903.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see attachment material to Comment Document 2903.      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5. Section VB, Part 5e, Fish Consumption.  Data from Connelly and Knuth    
     (1993) indicate mean annual fish consumption among licensed anglers in the 
     Great Lakes is 20.5 meals (page 23).  Over 50% of licensed anglers would   
     eat more Great Lakes fish if the risks from chemical contaminants did not  
     exist (page 87).  If an 8 oz. fish meal is assumed, an approximate 13 g/day
     fish consumption value would only account for the "average" licensed       
     angler.  A fish consumption value of 15 g/day as proposed will likely be   
     protective of "typical" Great Lakes anglers, but may not be protective of  
     high-end or subsistence consumers, especially high-end consumers who are   
     catching the majority of their freshwater fish from local, highly-polluted 
     areas.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2903.006     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D2903.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see attachment material to Comment Document 2903.      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6. Section VF, Literature Citations.  The Connelly et al. 1990 citation    
     should be corrected to read:  Connelly, N.A., T.L. Brown, and B.A. Knuth.  
     
     
     Response to: D2903.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2904.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants are coming from
     other sources such as airborne deposits, and non-point sources.  Some of   
     the scientific assumptions contained within the GLI, as well as the        
     enormous cost burden, which would be placed on the region to implement the 
     program are of major concern.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2904.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     P2746.043.  See also Section IX of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie has estimated that its      
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     capital costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100 million.  In        
     addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling effect" on     
     industrial development and municipal growth throughout the region.         
     
     
     Response to: D2904.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential benefits of GLI are minimal and the price is high.  GLI      
     addresses only ten percent of the possible pollution sources for the Great 
     Lakes and ignores major potential sources.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2904.003     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002, D2587.014, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA's science advisory board has severely criticized the proposal,
     citing the inadequacy of the research underlying it.  At an estimated cost 
     to industrial employers of over $6 billion and an additional cost to       
     municipalities of $2.7 billion -- all of which would eventually be paid by 
     wage-earners and consumers -- the GLI is a bad buy for state and local     
     governments, employers and employees.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2904.004     
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     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The financial consequences of permitting the U.S. EPA to finalize the GLI  
     regulations, as published in the Federal Register, are serious and could   
     impact significantly on the cost of doing business in northwest            
     Pennsylvania and throughout the Great Lakes region.  I urge you to         
     encourage the support action by the U.S. Congress to turn back issuance of 
     the GLI regulations until and unless they are reconciled with objective    
     scientific and economic development evaluations.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2904.005     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At an estimated cost to industrial employers of over $6 billion and an     
     additional cost to municipalities of $2.7 billion -- all of which would    
     eventually be paid by wage-earners and consumers -- the GLI is a bad buy   
     for everyone.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2904.006     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

Page 4208



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It puts the financial viability of local governments and employers at risk 
     to address only one tenth of the sources of Great Lakes pollution and does 
     so on the basis of research that the U.S. EPA's own independent science    
     advisory board says is inadequate.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2904.007     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The reading I have done concerning the Great Lakes Initiative regulations  
     causes me great concern.  If they are allowed to be implemented, we will be
     faced with higher taxes to pay for actions required by municipalities,     
     higher business expenses for employers and a greater threat to our         
     competitive position from states with less stringent regulation.           
     
     
     Response to: D2904.008     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.009
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Governments, individuals and employers in Erie County would bear those     
     burdens with little or no reason to expect any improvement in their        
     environment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2904.009     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2904.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI addresses only a small fraction of the potential sources of Great  
     Lakes pollutants.  Major sources of pollutants are ignored.                
     
     
     Response to: D2904.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2904.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Finally, the U.S. EPA's own independent science advisory board says that   
     the research on which the proposals are based is inadequate.               
     
     
     Response to: D2904.011     
     
     See Sections I.C and I.E of the SID.  For further discussion on the        
     research supporting the final Guidance, see the preamble to the final      
     Guidance and the applicable sections of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2904.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Let's review the laws and regulations now on the books, assess their       
     implementation success and move from there in a reasoned, cost effective   
     manner to continue the clean up efforts in the Great Lakes.  This approach 
     may well attract the mutual support of Canada, whose officials now are     
     resisting the GLI.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2904.012     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential impact of the Great Lakes Initiative water quality           
     regulations is a matter of great concern for all of us who live and work in
     northwest Pennsylvania.  If they are allowed to be implemented, we will be 
     faced with higher taxes to pay for actions required by municipalities,     
     higher business expenses for employers and a greater threat to our         

Page 4211



$T044618.TXT
     competitive position from states with less stringent regulation.           
     
     
     Response to: D2904.013     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2904.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Governments, individuals and employers in Erie County would bear those     
     burdens with little or no reason to expect any improvement in their        
     environment.  The GLI addresses only a small fraction of the potential     
     sources of Great Lakes pollutants.  Major sources of pollutants are        
     ignored.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2904.014     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2904.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the U.S. EPA's own independent science advisory board says that   
     the research on which the proposals are based is inadequate.               
     
     
     Response to: D2904.015     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At an estimated direct cost to industrial employers of over $6 billion and 
     an additional cost to municipalities of $2.7 billion, not to mention the   
     potential for lost tax base and employment, the cost of the GLI is far too 
     high for whatever tangible benefits it might provide.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2904.016     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2904.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Impacting on less than one-tenth of potential pollutants in the lakes, it  
     offers few, if any, environmental benefits, but burdens the Great Lakes    
     region, its businesses, municipalities and taxpayers with enormous new     
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2904.017     
     
     See Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is estimated, for example, that GLI would cost the City of Erie nearly  
     $200 million.  Local employers who are battling to keep competitive in a   
     tough economic environment would see their costs rise and have funds       
     diverted from investments in productivity to pay for negligible benefits.  
     
     
     Response to: D2904.018     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2904.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The case for the GLI is dubious at best.  Even the U.S. EPA's own science  
     advisory board has severly criticized the proposal, citing the inadequacy  
     of the research underlying it.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2904.019     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D2904.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes are clearly a unique natural resource and deserve special  
     environmental attention.  However, any control policy has to be based on   
     validated, recognized and technically-sound scientific practice.  The      
     current GLI does not meet these criteria and would impose a tremendous     
     economic burden on companies and cities without a corresponding            
     proportional benefit.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2904.020     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry groups have estimated a minimum $6 billion initial capital cost to
     even begin to comply with the more unrealistic portions of the proposed    
     standard.  The City of Erie alone would face over $100 million in new      
     capital costs and a significant annual operating burden.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2904.021     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2904.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA chartered an independent Science Advisory Board during the drafting
     of this proposal.  This Board has strongly criticized many of the          
     scientific assumptions underlying the GLI as ineffective, unworkable and   
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     unrelated to sound technology.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2904.022     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2904.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some of the specific issues which must be addressed before an effective and
     non-political program can be put into place are:                           
                                                                                
      - there are criteria in the proposed standard which cannot be met with any
     known technology                                                           
                                                                                
     [- the proposed standard completely ignores 80% of the contaminant sources 
     (run-off and other non-point sources)]                                     
                                                                                
     [- the proposed standard bases some permit limits on the extrapolation of  
     single, unreproduced data points, instead of scientifically supportable    
     toxicity data]                                                             
                                                                                
     [- the proposed standard expects all users to be responsible for removing  
     material in their water inputs, even if this material is in no way related 
     to their past or present activities.]                                      
                                                                                
     [- the proposed standard evidences no realistic cost/benefit analysis]     
     
     
     Response to: D2904.023     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of   
     the provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section II.C of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2904.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .024 imbedded in .023                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
      - the proposed standard completely ignores 80% of the contaminant sources 
     (run-off and other non-point sources)                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2904.024     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2904.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .025 imbedded in .023                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
      - the proposed standard bases some permit limits on the extrapolation of  
     single, unreproduced data points, instead of scientifically supportable    
     toxicity data                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2904.025     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2904.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .026 imbedded in .023                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
      - the proposed standard expects all users to be responsible for removing  
     material in their water inputs , even if this material is in no way related
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     to their past or present activities.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2904.026     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in comment #D2798.058 
     and is addressed in response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D2904.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 imbedded in .023                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
      - the proposed standard evidences no realistic cost/benefit analysis      
     
     
     Response to: D2904.027     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2904.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes are tremendous natural resources and should be protected.  
     However, the GLI represents a radical departure from previous EPA policies 
     that relied on validated, recognized and time-tested scientific data.      
     Serious concerns have been raised over a number of questionable scientific 
     assumptions contained within the GLI, as well as the enormous cost burden  
     which would be placed on the region to implement the program.  An estimate 
     from four industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron, steel and petroleum)   
     have estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6 billion in capital
     costs.  Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie has estimated that  
     its capital costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100 million.  In    
     addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling effect" on     
     industrial development and municipal growth throughout the region.         

Page 4218



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: D2904.028     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2904.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources, while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great  
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits and non-point
     sources.  Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal, if any,    
     measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish advisory    
     being lifted.  In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI    
     even though in 1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978), which called for virtual     
     elimination of inputs of persistent toxic substances.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2904.029     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2904.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are really policy judgements.  [For example,    
     under the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate toxicity data   
     (seven or eight data points) for a proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has 
     proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made on as little as one   
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     data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We support the        
     application of sound science which would require that more data be gathered
     before these values are used to derive permit limits.]                     
     
     
     Response to: D2904.030     
     
     See response to comment number D2628.007.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2904.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .031 imbedded in .030                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, under the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate    
     toxicity data (seven or eight data points) for a proper criteria is        
     unavailable, EPA has proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made  
     on as little as one data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We
     support the application of sound science which would require that more data
     be gathered before these values are used to derive permit limits.          
     
     
     Response to: D2904.031     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2904.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     [For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force industries to      
     remove pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no        
     control.  Or, the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with a degree
     of consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or  
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     control programs.]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2904.032     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2904.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .033 imbedded in .032                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force industries to remove
     pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no control.  Or, 
     the GLI would require the criteria be achieved with a degree of consistency
     beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or control         
     programs.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2904.033     
     
     See response to G1223.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2917.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: AIOA refers to American Iron Ore Association                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIOA member companies operate mines and other facilities within the Great  
     Lakes states.  Most of these operations have discharge permits under the   
     National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES).  As a result, AIOA
     has a significant interest in the proposed Water Quality Guidance for the  
     Great Lakes System ("Guidance").  AIOA and its member companies share a    
     strong concern for the valuable resource which the Great Lakes represent.  
     We are concerned, however, that the scope of the Guidance has gone far     
     beyond its original intent, and that its stringent requirements will place 
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     a significant economic burden on our industry and many others with little  
     commensurate improvement in water quality.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2917.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2917.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 1                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA has exceeded its statutory authority in the promulgation of the   
     Guidance.  The scope of the Guidance far exceeds that envisioned in the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement or required under the Great Lakes      
     Critical Programs Act.  Specifically, the misplaced over-emphasis on       
     point-source controls ensures that the Guidance will be both inordinately  
     costly and completely ineffective in achieving the goals of improving water
     quality and reducing fish advisories in the Great Lakes.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2722.012.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2917.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 2                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) is unjustified considering the   
     variability associated with field measurements and the flaws of the        
     predictive models.  The definition of Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern 
     (BCCs) is also flawed.  Although the concern for food chain effects on     
     tissue concentrations is understandable, the science does not currently    
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     support the use of BAFs in such critically important regulatory procedures.
     The widely-accepted bioconcentration factors (BCFs) should be used instead 
     until these concerns are addressed.  The definition of BCCs does not       
     address environmental risk and will therefore include many chemicals       
     undeserving of the extremely stringent controls associated with this       
     "class" of chemicals.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.003     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter about the variability associated with     
     field measured BAFs, because using freely dissolved, lipid- normalized     
     chemical concentrations and allowing site-specific parameters and BSAFs for
     BAF derivation greatly decrease data variability.                          
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter regarding the flaws in the predictive     
     model, because the final guidance uses the Gobas model which incorporates  
     sediment exposure via benthic food and requires fewer, more measurable     
     input parameters.  The Gobas model is also less sensitive to lipid         
     concentrations and nonequilibrium conditions than the proposed model.      
                                                                                
     Third, EPA disagrees with the commenter that the definition of BCCs does   
     not address environmental risk.  BCCs must have the potential to cause     
     harm, be highly bioaccumulative, and have half-lives greater than eight    
     weeks.  These factors all contribute to environmental risk.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2917.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 3                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance fails to provide meaningful relief for dischargers with       
     significant intake concentrations of pollutants.  The restrictions included
     in the intake credit provisions will exclude the vast majority of          
     dischargers.  As a result, an "impact" on water quality will be predicted  
     when there is truly no addition of a pollutant, leading to inappropriate   
     permit limits and potentially enormous compliance costs.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.004     
     
     As discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7, the final Guidance has      
     expanded the availability of consideration of intake polluants.  Also see  
     responsse to comment D2657.006.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2917.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 4                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy includes a series of bureaucratic hurdles which 
     are largely unrelated to the protection of water quality.  The focus on    
     permit limits and the inappropriate use of existing effluent quality for   
     BCCs is inconsistent with the goals of the policy.  Further, the procedures
     will serve as a very real impediment to economic recovery and growth.      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 5                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach circumvents the process of defensible criteria        
     development and results in values which are scientifically unsound, highly 
     variable and overly conservative.  The Guidance inappropriately places the 
     burden of criteria development on individual point source dischargers.     
     Further, the values obtained through the "short cut" Tier II procedures    
     will be treated in the same manner as the more defensible Tier I criteria. 
     
     
     Response to: D2917.006     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 6                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The restrictions on mixing zones reflect the misplaced emphasis on point   
     sources, and will lead to extremely restrictive and potentially            
     unachievable permit limits with very little, if any, environmental benefit.
     The use of small fractions of rare low flow events and the ban on mixing   
     zones for BCCs are based on misguided policy, not technical necessity.     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 7                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the Guidance's stringent criteria and implementation procedures will 
     lead to the establishment of many permit limits below detectable or        
     quantifiable levels, the Guidance fails to protect dischargers from        
     spurious "violations."  This "regional" Guidance attempts to resolve a     
     national issue while U.S. EPA headquarters is developing its own strategy. 
     The minimum level should be replaced with the more widely accepted PQL, and
     many of the special conditions should be deleted.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.008     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 8                                              
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic life criteria for metals should be expressed as dissolved, not     
     total recoverable metal.  The Guidance's use of the total recoverable form 
     is technically inappropriate and contradicts U.S. EPA's own recent policy  
     announcements concerning this critically important issue.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.009     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 9                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of ecologically appropriate use designations fails to      
     recognize the vast ecological diversity of the Great Lakes ecosystem.  This
     policy provides for the protection of local species by implementation of   
     restrictive criteria across hundreds of miles of highly variable habitats. 
     The flexibility currently available to the states will be taken away.      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.010     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for a full discussion of this issue.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D2917.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 10                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Relief from unnecessarily restrictive criteria and permit limits is largely
     unavailable.  Variances, use designation changes, and site-specific        
     criteria are all described in the Guidance.  However, the restrictions     
     associated with their application render them nearly meaningless.          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.011     
     
     See Response ID: D2791.254                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2917.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 11                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "reasonable potential" test for requiring water quality-based permit   
     limits has a number of significant flaws and unnecessary safety factors.   
     This procedure will result in many unnecessary permit limits for which     
     compliance could be very costly.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.012     
     
     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Docuement      
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D,    
     Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to Estimated Costs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2917.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference footnote #1                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions of the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance published in 
     the April 16, 1993 Federal Register (the "Guidance") exceed the the        
     authority granted in Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C.   
     {1268(c)(2)(A).  EPA ignored the Congressional mandate that "[s]uch        
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     guidance shall conform with the objectives and provisions of the Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement [the "Agreement"]."  33 U.S.C.               
     {1268(c)(2)(A); see also H.R. Rep. No. 704, 101 St. Cong. 2d Sess., at 8   
     (1990) ("[b]oth the guidance and the water quality standards must be       
     consistent with applicable provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Agreement....")(emphasis added).  By adopting regulations which exceed its 
     statutory authority, EPA has acted unlawfully.(1)                          
                                                                                
     ----------------------------                                               
     (1) Numerous cases have held that a regulatory agency cannot exceed its    
     statutory grant of authority.  See, e.g., Bowen v. Georgetown University   
     Hospital, 488 U.S. 204, 208 (1988) ("It is axiomatic that an administrative
     agency's power to promulgate legislative regulations is limited to the     
     authority delegated by Congress.".  Respect Inc. v. Committee on Status of 
     Women, 815 F. Supp. 1112, 1123 (N.D. Ill. 1993) ("It is a fundamental      
     principle of administrative law that agencies may not self-levitate the    
     power to promulgate regulations - they must rather find any such power in a
     source conferred by Congress.") ; Peters v. Hobby, 349 U.S. 334, 345 (1954)
     (Agencies "are not free to ignore the plain limitations on" the authority  
     conferred by statute); Baldwin v. Missouri, 251 U.S. 599, 610 (1929) ("[the
     agency] may not extend a statute of modify its provisions"); Iglesias v.   
     United States, 848 F.2d 362, 366 (2nd Cir. 1988) (citations omitted) ("A   
     regulation, however, may not serve to amend a statute...or to add to the   
     statute 'something which is not there'").                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.013     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2917.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Guidance fails to conform with the Agreement, and thus unlawfully    
     exceeds its authority, in at least three (3) respects, each of which are   
     discussed separately.                                                      
                                                                                
     1. The Framework of the Agreement Sets Forth a Reasoned, Step-by-Step      
     Approach To Regulation, While the Guidance Attempts to Establish a Complete
     Regulatory Framework Without the Requisite Analysis of Need or Feasibility.
     
     
     Response to: D2917.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2917.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance, however, goes far beyond the short-term programs leading to  
     meeting minimum water quality levels envisioned by Congress in CWA Section 
     {118 (C)(2)(A) and the Agreement.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2917.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two examples illustrate how EPA has exceeded its statutory authority by    
     proposing Guidance which incorporates requirements that extend well beyond 
     the Agreement's short-term programs.  First, the proposed Guidance would   
     impose Tier 2 value methodology and usage on the Great Lakes basin, even   
     though such requirements are unproven, exceedingly conservative,           
     potentially costly, and not even remotely suggested by the Agreement.      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.016     
     
     For a full discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see the        
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the appropriate technical      
     support documents.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
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     Comment ID: D2917.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc: IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference footnote 2                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the proposed Guidance also eliminates intake credits in many       
     situations where the offending pollutant is present only as background     
     levels.(2)                                                                 
                                                                                
     ---------------------                                                      
     (2) For mercury, background concentrations from nonpoint sources, air and  
     natural sources exceed the proposed criteria.  The proposed Guidance set   
     the mercury criteria far below the Agreement's specific objective level.   
     Furthermore, by classifying mercury as a BCC and taking away the existing  
     discharger mixing zone within ten years, no cooling water recycle          
     operations, which conserve water, will be able to operate without extremely
     expensive treatment technology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2917.017     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Section     
     VIII.E of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2917.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Reference footnote 3                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conversely, the Guidance attempts to establish a single, dominant program  
     to meet all objectives.  Such an approach is contrary to the Agreement's   
     framework and was clearly not contemplated by Congress, as evidenced by the
     time allotted by Congress to complete the Guidance.(3)  The Critical       
     Programs Act contemplated guidance which would provide a first, measured   
     step towards greater consistency in the Gret Lakes region.  The less       
     ambitious scope of the guidance contemplated by Congress in the Critical   
     Programs Act is especially appropriate in light of the known status and    
     deadlines for the Remedial Action Planning process and the Lakewide        
     Management Planning for Lake Michigan and the schedule likely for the other
     LaMPs.                                                                     
                                                                                
     -----------------------                                                    
     (3) The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, adopted in November 1990,       
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     requires EPA to develop a proposed water quality guidance consistent with  
     the Agreement by June 30, 1991, with the final rule to have been published 
     by June 30, 1992.  Therefore, Congress, which had closely followed the     
     development of the Great Lakes Initiative and knew of its progress, allowed
     seven (7) months for completion of the proposed guidance and one year for  
     the review of comments, redrafting and promulgation of the final rule - not
     the 18 months to two (2) years EPA typically needs to publish a major      
     rulemaking. Given the breadth of EPA's Guidance, it missed Congress' first 
     deadline by almost two (2) years.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.018     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2917.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference footnote 4                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Critical Programs Act and the Agreement contemplated developing a water
     quality guidance which would lead to greater consistency among the states, 
     while the need for more intrusive regulatory controls were studied during  
     the planning processes of the RAPs and the LaMPs.  Two examples will       
     illustrate the need for reasoned, step-by-step approach advanced by the    
     Agreement.                                                                 
                                                                                
     First, the Agreement, until 1987, provided for limited use zones -- areas  
     of lower water quality near municipal and industrial tributary point source
     discharges.  The limited use zones were to be decreased in size as         
     technology permitted.  In 1987, the protocol to the Agreement substituted  
     for the limited use zones, point source impact zones and requirements to   
     reduce these zones with the RAPs and LaMPs.  The addition of the RAPs and  
     the LaMPs evidence a decision to proceed with a phased planning and action 
     process and are necessary steps on the way to reaching the general and     
     specific objectives of the Agreement.                                      
                                                                                
     Second, Article 4 of the Agreement provides a step-by-step, phased approach
     requiring "the parties, in cooperation with state and provincial           
     governments and the commission, [to] identify and work toward the          
     elimination of: (i) areas of concern pursuant to Annex 2; (ii) critical    
     pollutants pursuant to Annex 2 and (iii) point source impact zones pursuant
     to Annex 2."  Finally, Annex 12, entitled, "Persistent Toxic Substances,"  
     provides that the parties "shall develop and adopt the following programs  
     and measures for the elimination of discharges and persistent toxic        
     substances:                                                                
                                                                                
     ...(b) establishment of close coordination between air, water, and solid   
     waste programs in order to assess the total input of toxic substances to   
     the Great Lakes system and to define comprehensive, integrated controls....
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     These provisions support a reasoned, step-by-step approach, not EPA's      
     attempt to create an overly stringent point source regulatory program from 
     scratch.(4)                                                                
                                                                                
     ----------------------------                                               
     (4) In addition, the Great Lakes Governors in their Toxic Substances       
     Control Agreement also did not look for the imposition of the ultimate     
     program immediately.  The program envisioned by them was one of research   
     and work toward increasing consistency among the Great Lakes states' water 
     quality programs.  A water quality Guidance which mandates a total water   
     quality program containing the most stringent features of each of the      
     various states' programs plus new and untried programs going well beyond   
     the scientific basis is not consistent with the Governors' Agreement.      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.019     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2917.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Failure to Consider Nonpoint Sources of Pollution Does Not Conform   
     With the Agreement.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.020     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2917.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA's cost impact study presented in the Guidance preamble estimates that a
     scenario with a $230 million annualized impact on the Basin would reduce   
     annual point source loadings of PCBs by 13 percent (Table IX-3, p 20993).  
     Using the figures described above, the proposed Guidance and its associated
     cost would reduce total annual loadings of PCBs by only 0.36 percent.      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.021     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2917.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By failing to address non-point source contamination, the Guidance directly
     contradicts the focus and mandates of the Agreement, violating Congress'   
     conformity requirement.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.022     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2917.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Failed to Adequately Consider the Cost-Effectiveness Requirements for  
     the Guidance                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2917.023     
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     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2917.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference footnote 6                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs associated with the Guidance greatly outweigh the associated     
     benefit to the water quality of the Great Lakes.  Requirements contained in
     the Guidance will require industry to spend an estimated $6 billion on     
     capital improvements and an additional $1 billion annually to operate and  
     maintain those improvements.  Such immense expenditures are unwarranted    
     where the major contributors of pollution (i.e., non-point sources) go     
     unchecked.(6)                                                              
                                                                                
     -------------------                                                        
     (6) For example, millions of dollars will be spent to regulate point       
     sources of mercury without eliminating the problem.  In remote Michigan    
     lakes which receive no point source inputs, approximately 15 percent of the
     fish sampled exceeded the state advisory level of 0.5 ppm mercury, which is
     well above the fish residue values used in the GLI human health and        
     wildlife criteria (Travis and Hester 1991).  Even rainwater in Minnesota   
     has been measured to contain at least 18 ug/1 mercury, 100 times higher    
     than the GLI wildlife criterion (Sorensen et al. 1990).                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.024     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2917.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference footnotes 7, 8, 9                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Failure to properly analyze the cost-benefit relationship of the Guidance  
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     is in direct contravention of the underlying philosophy of the             
     Agreement,(7) the Clean Water Act(8) and the dictates of Executive Order   
     12291.(9)                                                                  
                                                                                
     ------------------                                                         
     (7) Article II provides the purpose of the Agreement -- to restore and     
     maintain the integrity of the waters.  It then states the policy in three  
     numbered subparagraphs.  Two of the three address financial assistance to  
     POTWs and coordinated planning and best management practices to control all
     sources of pollution.  By its nature "best management" implies cost        
     consideration.  This policy along with the concern expressed throughout the
     Agreement for planning and phasing makes clear that cost-effectiveness of  
     the program is essential.                                                  
                                                                                
     (8) Throughout the Clean Water Act, Congress has expressly mandated that   
     the cost of achieving the Act's goals are relevant, important and must be  
     considered.  See, e.g., 33 U.S.C. {{1311(m) and 1312(b)(2)(allows          
     modification of effluent limits, whether technology-based or water         
     quality-based, where the costs of achieving the limitations exceed the     
     benefits); See 33 U.S.C. {1314. (U.S. EPA must consider the costs          
     associated with meeting the effluent limitations when promulgating         
     regulations providing guidance for such limitations).  33 U.S.C. {{1315 and
     1375 (requiring EPA and the states to submit reports which analyze the     
     costs and benefits of implementing the requirements of the Act); 33 U.S.C. 
     {1316(b) (requiring consideration of costs for standards of performance for
     new sources), and 33 U.S.C. {1329 (requiring collection of cost/benefit    
     information as concerns non-point source programs).  Congress also         
     expressed its concern for the cost/benefit relationship for the requirement
     under the Great Lakes programs.  See {33 U.S.C. {1324(d).  Furthermore, the
     legislative history of {118, expressly provides that numerical effluent    
     limitations in the Guidance are to function like the effluent limitation   
     programs currently in operation.  The current programs are covered by this 
     cost/benefit analysis requirement.                                         
                                                                                
     (9) Executive Order 12991 expressly requires EPA to weigh the benefits     
     against the costs of any major rule.  46 Fed. Reg. 13193.  Specifically,   
     Executive Order 12291 requires that: [i]n promulgating new                 
     regulations...and developing legislative proposals concerning regulations, 
     all agencies, to the extent permitted by law, shall adhere to the following
     requirements:  ... (b) Regulatory action shall not be undertaken unless the
     potential benefits to society for the regulation outweigh the potential    
     costs to society; (c) Regulatory objectives shall be chosen to maximize the
     net benefits to society; (d) ...the alternative involving the least net    
     cost to society shall be chosen; and (e) Agencies shall set regulatory     
     priorities with the aim of maximizing the aggregate net benefits to        
     society, taking into account the condition of the particular industries    
     affected by regulations, the condition of the national economy, and other  
     regulatory action contemplated for the future.                             
                                                                                
     [d. (emphasis added).  Executive Order 12291 directs all federal agencies  
     to minimize regulatory costs to society and to consider in their           
     cost/benefit calculus the effect of the regulation on the industry         
     involved.").                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2917.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2917.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's cost/benefit analysis is incomplete, oversimplified and inaccurate.  
     For example, the costs of the Antidegradation Policy was not estimated,    
     only the cost of completing the demonstration process; costs due to        
     background concentrations above criterion were not sufficiently evaluated; 
     and costs associated with calculating potential criteria and values for    
     numerous chemicals for which no such numbers currently exist have not been 
     calculated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.026     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D2917.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Guidance exceeds its statutory authority by failing to adopt a       
     program in conformity with the Agreement.  EPA's attempt to adopt a        
     complete regulatory program before the studies and justification           
     contemplated in the Agreement have been completed is unlawful and lacks a  
     sound scientific basis.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.027     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2746.043 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2917.028
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is also defective because it fails to consider nonpoint       
     sources of pollution.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.028     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2917.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the EPA has not adequately conducted a cost benefit analysis.     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2917.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's BAF Procedures Are Not Scientifically Supported.            
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     Response to: D2917.030     
     
     See response to comment G2784.005                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2917.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance states a preference for field-measured BAFs, while U.S. EPA's 
     Science Advisory Board noted many field data problems (December 1992):     
                                                                                
     While field measurements should be an acceptable measure of BAF, there can 
     be considerable error due to factors such as temporal changes in           
     concentration of the contaminant, analytical errors, whether dissolved or  
     suspended concentrations were determined, variable uptake rates by         
     individual fish, mortality of target species, and fish mobility. (p 30)    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.031     
     
     EPA agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenter's concern about the  
     difficulty of collecting and interpreting field- measured BAFs.  EPA,      
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and interpreting the 
     field-measured BAFs.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2917.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Since field-measured BAFs are highly site-specific they should not be used 
     to establish basin-wide criteria.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.032     
     
     EPA believes that the field data can be used to predict BAFs in other Great
     Lakes and in the tributaries because the values are lipid normalized and   
     based on the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water   
     column.  Normalizing for lipid content allows the data to be applied to    
     other fish species. Derivation of the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from
     field data eliminates the site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the   
     amounts of dissolved and particulate organic carbon present at the field   
     site and therefore, allows the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great  
     Lakes.  However, EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some    
     variability from site to site. In recognition of this, EPA allows the      
     derivation of site- specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix  
     F. Although there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does
     not invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to    
     humans and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than    
     BCFs in predicting that exposure.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2917.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board concluded that data quality guidelines must be  
     established for tissue residue data and dissolved water concentrations.    
     BAFs should not be used for regulatory purposes until the ground work is   
     complete.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.033     
     
     For a discussion on development of guidelines for interpreting field       
     studies, see response to comment D2917.031.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2917.034
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if the field-measured BAF methodology were adequate, such data has    
     been generated for only a few substances.  The procedures would bypass the 
     lack of data by predicting BAFs from bioconcentration factors ("BCFs") and 
     a food chain multiplier (FCM).                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.034     
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.  Field-measured BAFs have been generated for a   
     numerous chemicals.  For a more detailed discussion of field-measured BAFs,
     see the final TSD for BAFs.                                                
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D2917.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The FCM approach is based on a single technical paper (Thomann 1989), which
     was not field validated.  The data that exist indicate that this model     
     produces significantly higher values than field-measured BAFs.             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.035     
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     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFS.   A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)       
     against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the      
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold     
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA concludes that    
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2917.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement, 
     Inc. (NCASI) compared BAFs predicted using the GLI methodology to          
     field-measured values.  NCASI concluded that the GLI methodology           
     overestimates field-measured BAFs by several thousand percent.             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.036     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFS.   A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)       
     against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the      
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold     
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA concludes that    
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D2917.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Reference footnote 10                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At several Technical Work Group meetings, U.S. EPA staff admitted that fish
     metabolism was a major factor in calculating BAF's not considered by the   
     GLI methodology.(10)                                                       
                                                                                
     ------------------                                                         
     (10) One individual at U.S. EPA-Duluth determined the BAF values existing  
     thus far; many illustrate the problems described above.  For example, the  
     benzo(a)pyrene BAF predicted using log P and the FCM is 999,975.  However, 
     while no field-measured BAFs were found, related compound field data       
     indicate that this value is overestimated by at least a factor of 1,000.   
     The predicted BAF for phenol using a measured BCF was 1,728, while that    
     based on log P was 3.4.  These inconsistencies reduced these two chemicals 
     to "potential" BCCs.  Based on these inconsistencies, they should not      
     become BCCs.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2917.037     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that metabolism is not incorporated in the   
     FCMs or predicted BCFs.  However, metabolism is accounted for in           
     field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted from the BSAF methodology.  In      
     addition, since only field-measured BAFs, BAFs derived from the BSAF       
     methodology, BAFs less than 125 can be used to derive Tier I criteria for  
     human health and wildlife, metabolism is either accounted for in these     
     measurements or cannot substantially reduce the criterion.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D2917.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scientific evidence does not support using BAFs for regulatory procedures. 
     Significant field validation must precede such use; until then the Guidance
     should use the more established BCFs.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.038     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
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     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA believes that data quality measures have been established and field    
     validations have been completed to use the BAF methodology in the final    
     Guidance.  For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: D2917.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Definition of BCCs in the Guidance is Inappropriate Because It Fails to
     Adequately Address Important Aspects of Environmental Fate.                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.039     
     
     See response to: D2814.007                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: D2917.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference footnote 11                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern" (BCC) is defined as "any chemical    
     which, upon entering the surface waters, by itself or as its toxic         
     transformation product, bioaccumulates in aquatic organisms by a human     
     health bioaccumulation factor greater than 1000, after considering         
     metabolism and other physiochemical properties that might enhance or       
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     inhibit bioaccumulation."  This definition has little utility.             
                                                                                
     First, the many technical problems with the BAF procedures (see above)     
     preclude their regulatory use.  Second, the definition of BCCs only        
     reflects the bioaccumulation potential with no consideration given to a    
     compound's toxicity, persistence, or environmental fate.(11)               
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     (11) Evolution of the term BCC and its definition illustrates that toxicity
     and persistence are not adequately considered.  Originally called          
     "Persistent Toxic Substance," the name was change to "Persistent           
     Bioaccumulative Toxic Substance," then to "Bioaccumulative/Persistent Toxic
     Substance."  The definition underwent similar changes.  In the August 1991 
     Technical Work Group meeting, a representative from U.S. EPA-Duluth stated 
     that the list had only one scientific criterion (BAF greater than 1,000),  
     and did not reflect persistence or toxicity; the term was then changed to  
     BCC.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2917.040     
     
     EPA disagrees that there are technical problems with the BAF procedure that
     preclude its use in the final Guidance.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that persistence (including environmental fate) and toxicity    
     should be considered together with bioaccumulation in determining which    
     chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA modified the proposed definition of  
     BCCs to include only chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse    
     effects, and to provide that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight  
     weeks in the water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section  
     II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that some of the BCCs listed in the December 1991 draft Guidance
     should not be included in the final Guidance. First, the BAFs were         
     recalculated between December 1991 and the April 16, 1993, proposal of the 
     Guidance, and 10 pollutants formerly listed as BCCs were redesignated as   
     potential BCCs, and approximately six other pollutants were deleted as     
     well. Comments were requested in the proposal on whether the 10 potential  
     BCCs should be listed as BCCs.  Second, for the reasons discussed in       
     section II.C.9 of the SID, EPA has decided not to include the potential    
     BCCs as BCCs in the final Guidance.  EPA believes that the definition of   
     BCCs in the final Guidance adequately addresses concerns about metabolism, 
     since it includes use of field-measured BAFs and BSAFs which reflect the   
     effects of metabolism.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: D2917.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference footnote 12                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In the December 1991 Steering Committee-approved draft Guidance many       
     chemicals were inappropriately included as BCCs.  Forty-four chemicals with
     BAF values greater than 1,000 were listed.  Twenty-three (52%) were        
     annotated: "If the chemical is metabolizable, the BAF is probably too high,
     especially if the FCM used is greater than 1.0."  U.S. EPA attempted to    
     address this problem by including metabolism considerations in the current 
     definition but sufficient metabolism data is lacking for many important    
     chemicals.(12)  For these reasons, the proposed BCC definition should be   
     adandoned.                                                                 
                                                                                
     ------------------                                                         
     (12) The benzo(a)pyrene and phenol examples discussed above illustrate the 
     subjective categorization process.  Another example is fluoranthene, which 
     had a December 1991 draft BAF of 10,950 (footnoted as above) and was       
     categorized a BCC.  The proposed Guidance reports a predicted BAF of 9,125 
     and a measured BAF of 96; it is no longer categorized as a BCC.  As more   
     data become available, many more chemicals could be similarly              
     "recategorized," but expensive control measures might have already been    
     installed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2917.041     
     
     See response to: D2721.055                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A specific list of chemicals to be regulated as BCCs (or some other        
     appropriate term) should be proposed.  A fact sheet for each chemical      
     should be prepared describing the available data on bioaccumulation,       
     environmental fate and transport, ambient water and tissue concentrations, 
     toxicity, sources, analytical methods, and other characteristics.  The     
     proposed list would include the rationale for requiring additional point   
     source or other controls.  The Chesapeake Bay "Toxics of Concern" list is a
     similar approach used by U.S. EPA and the states of Maryland, Virginia,    
     Pennsylvania, and the District of Columbia.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.042     
     
     See response to D2634.015.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 3: cc TMDL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Responding to comments, the Technical Work Group verbally stated that it   
     would first generate a list using a numerical BAF cutoff and then remove   
     those which were clearly inappropriate and add others which were           
     overlooked.  Rather than complete this unfinished task, the agency should  
     abandon the current concept of BCCs and the harsh treatment accorded them  
     under the Antidegradation Policy and the mixing zone procedures.  If the   
     Agency persists, it should at least publish a list of individual chemicals 
     in the Federal Register for notice and comment to ensure that there is an  
     improved chance of adequate supporting evidence being used.                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.043     
     
     See response to: D2634.016                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2917.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance effectively eliminates the water quality-based effluent limit 
     intake credit, which will magnify overall Guidance stringency and impose   
     extraordinarily high costs on dischargers with very little corresponding   
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.044     
     
     The final Guidance provides for consideration of intake pollutants in water
     quality-based permitting as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.    
     Also see response to comment D2657.006.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2917.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The importance of an intake credit cannot be overstated.  For example, the 
     Steering Committee has stated the Guidance would be unacceptable without a 
     meaningful intake credit provision.  As currently drafted, the reasonable  
     potential exemption will be unavailable to mining companies.  AMC thus     
     strongly supports option 4 as the least harmful of the provisions available
     for comment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2917.045     
     
     With regard to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4 over the     
     proposal, see responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2917.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The application of the exception to the reasonable potential for excursions
     above water quality standards for intake pollutants is unworkable for      
     mining operations.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.046     
     
     Elsewhere are more specific comments which clarify this commenter's concern
     (for example, see comment #D2917.047).  A response to this general comment 
     would not be useful.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2917.047

Page 4247



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mining wastewater discharges in large part consist of groundwater.  There  
     are two general types of mining groundwater discharges.  The first is      
     natural seepage of groundwater into a mine which comes into contact with   
     mine operations.  Normally 90% or more of the discharge from the mine would
     be groundwater and it is usually treated prior to being discharged.  The   
     second type is from wells surrounding the mine which are pumped to collect 
     groundwater and prevent its entry into the mine.  This groundwater does not
     come into contact with mining operations.  It would be impossible to carry 
     out mining operations without the ability to remove groundwater seepage    
     from mines or surrounding wells.  Such groundwater contains naturally      
     occurring contaminants and, its diversion to surface waters will reflect a 
     natural contribution to surface waters as opposed to pollutants of human   
     origin.  An intake credit is appropriate for either of these types of      
     groundwater discharge.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.047     
     
     This is the same as comment D2722.031 and is addressed in response to that 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2917.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The five (5) conditions that the proposed Guidance would require being met 
     before relief for background concentrations could be provided cannot be met
     by mining operations.  The extremely low limits that will be placed on     
     wastewater discharges due to the stringency of the proposed Guidance will  
     ensure that extremely expensive control equipment must be added to even    
     marginally profitable mining operations.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.048     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2722.032 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2917.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The expectation is that many operations would be unable to continue in     
     operation if it becomes necessary to treat for groundwater contaminants.   
     AMC believes that it is essential and justified that the Guidance return to
     the Technical Work Group-drafted, Steering Committee-approved intake credit
     provision.  In that provision, where more than 90% of the intake water is  
     drawn from uncontaminated groundwater or public drinking water and the     
     receiving water concentration exceeds the water quality criterion, the     
     pollutant wasteload allocation would be the background concentration where 
     the pollutant concentration in the groundwater or drinking water intake is 
     greater than the receiving water criterion and reasonable efforts are made 
     to reduce the discharge concentration.  This would enable a mining company 
     to do what is economically and technically feasible and not be driven out  
     of business by the misapplication of extremely low permit limits which have
     many layers of built-in conservatism.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.049     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2722.032 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2917.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To obtain an intake credit, the discharger of the pollutant must draw water
     from and return it to the same water body.  This eliminates use of the     
     intake credit provisions for companies with a groundwater component in     
     their discharge.  It also prevents companies which draw water from a lake  
     and return it to that lake's upstream tributary from receiving an intake   
     credit.  In the latter case, the waters do not have the same name but they 
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     are the same waters.  In the former, the waters would generally be part of 
     a single hydrogeological system.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.050     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2917.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A further example of the excessive stringency of this provision is that the
     "same body of water" requirement also prevents a discharger from           
     discharging water with a lower concentration than the receiving water      
     background.  During discussion of the intake credit, the Technical Work    
     Group could not scientifically conclude whether adding water from another  
     source with lower pollutant concentrations helped or hurt the Great Lakes. 
     Since this involes such a basic provision of the Guidance with large cost  
     implications, it must be resolved on a scientific basis.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.051     
     
     This issue is addressed in the SID in Section VIII.E.4.c. and 5.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2917.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance relief mechanisms provide little or no relief from the        
     excessive stringency of the Guidance.  The "same body of water requirement"
     must allow flexibility for the permit writers to accommodate situations    
     where an improvement is made or at least no significant harm is done to the
     receiving water.  Since the technology-based effluent limitation intake    
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     credit provision allows such discretion, it seems overly conservative not  
     to provide the same discretion where water quality-based effluent limits   
     are involved.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.052     
     
     This issue is addressed in the SID in Section VIII.E.4.c. and 5.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2917.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "no addition" condition on intake credits is not necessary or          
     realistic.  Such a requirement is technically infeasible to implement and  
     is not cost-justified.  All industrial processes include minute leakage,   
     corrosion and other minor additions.  Because of the low concentration,    
     they would be prohibitively expensive to remove from the wastewater.       
     
     
     Response to: D2917.053     
     
     See response to comment P2588.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: D2917.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assuming that no additional mass loading of a pollutant from a plant is an 
     appropriate condition for an intake credit, the standard should be stated, 
     at its most extreme, as no net addition.  The company should be allowed to 
     take the substance out of the process where it is most cost-effective.     
     Other approaches result in the Agency becoming involved in minor elements  
     of plant engineering, beyond that appropriate for a regulatory agency.     
     Since contributions are minor no environmental benefit results from the    
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     intervention and possible removal.  The effect on the receiving stream is  
     the same from a "no addition" condition as from a "no net addition"        
     condition and the latter makes the most economic and regulatory sense.     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.054     
     
     The final Guidance provides for "no net addition" limits in certain        
     circumstances (see SID Section VIII.E.4) and allows the permitting         
     authority, at its discretion, to determine whether full or partial credit  
     is appropriate.  As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.ii., in part
     in response to concerns raised by commenters about intervention in         
     plant-level decisions regarding cost-effective removal options, EPA did not
     adopt in the final Guidance a provision that would have automatically      
     precluded credit for pollutants removed from the intake water before use at
     the facility.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2917.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency should clarify the condition allowing no pollutant alteration   
     that harms water quality unless such a change would also occur in-stream.  
     If a plant must soften the intake water before it can be used, will the    
     discharger be allowed or required to harden the water before return?  The  
     condition should allow permit writer discretion to ensure that adverse     
     changes do not occur but that unreasonable restrictions are not imposed.  A
     realistic requirement could be one of "no net increase in total pollutant  
     bioavailability."  This would protect the waters from harmful effects and  
     yet preserve the permit writer's ability to deal reasonably with           
     unanticipated situations.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.055     
     
     The comment is essentially the same as D2721.066 and is addressed in the   
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2917.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The condition allowing "no increase in pollutant concentration at the edge 
     of the allowable mixing zone" is overly conservative and prevents use of   
     the provision where most needed.  As relief for cooling water recycle      
     systems, a water conservation measure, this condition is helpful where it  
     applies.  However, the relief does not reach BCCs where it is most needed. 
     In cooling water recycle there is evaporation of the water which increases 
     the concentration of intake pollutants.  This process is referred to as    
     cycling-up of pollutants.  The Guidance provision must provide for         
     cycling-up of all pollutants in noncontact cooling water recycle systems   
     whether they are BCCs or non-BCCs.  Mercury, a ubiquitous BCC for which    
     there would be no mixing zone, would be denied relief because of this      
     condition.  Mercury from natural sources and human-induced sources such as 
     air deposition and nonpoint sources is very widely present above GLI       
     criteria in the Great Lakes System.  In cooling water recycle systems, it  
     would cycle-up and be returned above background concentrations.  With no   
     mixing zone, it must be removed by treatment not just to background levels 
     but to criteria.  A provision which attempts to provide relief and is      
     conditioned to prevent relief for mercury and other BCCs which will        
     cycle-up in recycle systems is of little value.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2917.056     
     
     EPA recognizes the challenge that controlling mercury will pose to         
     facilities that recycle cooling water where the source of the cooling water
     containes mercury.  The final Guidance contains new provisions that will   
     provide some flexibility in addressing this problem.  As described in the  
     SID at VIII.E.7.a.vi., permitting authorities have the discretion in       
     determining what "no increased concentration" means, including use of      
     meaureable and statistical tests in making this decision.  In addition, the
     Guidance at Procedure 3.C.6. provides for the granting of mixing zones for 
     BCCs in certain instances based on technical and economic considerations.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2917.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This situation also demands more flexibility in the other conditions for   
     the use of the intake credit provision and giving the permit writer more   
     flexibility.  Dilution of cooling water recycle blowdown may be            
     appropriate, accompanied by no environmental impact in some cases, and     
     available at lower cost.                                                   
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     Response to: D2917.057     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vi.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc: IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, as discussed in the related section on the TMDL and mixing    
     zone procedures, eliminating mixing zones for BCCs and ZIDs for all        
     pollutants is not warranted on a scientific basis.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.058     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: D2917.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most Options Presented in the Guidance Preamble are of Little Value.  The  
     Preamble considers existing relief mechanisms such as variances, phased    
     TMDLs, and changes in use designation to be "option 1."  U.S. EPA believes 
     that such relief for background concentrations is acceptable and           
     sufficient.  At the same time, the agencies have made such relief          
     effectively unavailable.  While these relief mechanisms are discussed in   
     detail in Attachment 10, AMC believes they provide no relief and the agency
     should not suggest otherwise.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.059     
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     This is essentially the same as comment #D2721.069 and is addressed in the 
     response to that comment                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: D2917.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some sub-options require downward adjustment of allowable mass loading for 
     reductions of pollutants taken before use in the plant.  This may be       
     reasonable in some cases.  Applied as a firm condition, it does not        
     recognize that, combined with a revised no net addition condition,         
     pretreatment may be necessary in combination with plant additions to reach 
     no net addition.  Pretreatment may be different from and more              
     cost-effective than the possibilities for post-treatment to reach no net   
     addition.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.060     
     
     This comment raises essentially the same issue raised in comment #D2917.054
     and is addressed in the response to that comment.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2917.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency should reconsider whether return of background concentrations of
     pollutants in intakes from surface water or groundwater above criteria is a
     pollutant "addition" that signals jurisdiction under the CWA.  This could  
     lead to intake credits where necessary.  While AMC believes that           
     contribution at background concentrations is not a pollutant addition, even
     under the Agency's narrow view, relief can be provided.                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.061     
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     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.5., EPA maintains its position   
     that the dicharge of intake pollutants is an "addition" subject to         
     regulation under the CWA. Nonetheless, EPA also believes that special      
     consideration for intake pollutants is appropriate in certain              
     circumstances. See generally, SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2917.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permit writer must have flexibility in applying the conditions if water
     quality-based effluent limit intake credits are to be reasonable.  AMC's   
     preferred approach to intake credits is a stated exemption under the       
     Reasonable Potential section for non contact cooling water and credit for  
     groundwater pollutant levels.  By definition, and within the bounds of     
     technological feasibility, there is no significant addition of pollutants  
     to the receiving stream from the noncontact cooling water.  Furthermore,   
     noncontact cooling water dischargers would be relieved from treating very  
     high flows of ambient water at very high cost and with no benefit to the   
     lakes.  In the case of groundwater, the pollutants are naturally occurring 
     and not added to the hydrological system.  Option 4 is the best alternative
     presented.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2917.062     
     
     With respect to Option 4 generally, see response to comment P2574.083.     
     With respect to cooling water, see response to comment D2592.031.  The     
     final Guidance provides for consideration of groundwater, as discussed in  
     the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: D2917.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     An additional possibility is to state the intake credit restrictions in    
     terms of an alternative condition that there be "no net increase in total  
     pollutant bioavailability."  This would protect the environment and could  
     lead to greater innovation in handling intake pollutants because it does   
     not automatically eliminate so many possibilities.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.063     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vii., the restriction related
     to chemical or physical alteration of the intake pollutant at the facility 
     was intended to effectively apply on a "net" basis because it only         
     prohibits changes that would cause adverse effects in the receiving that   
     would not occur if the pollutant were left instream.  Many commenters      
     erroneously read this restriction as prohibiting any physical or chemical  
     change regardless of its effect.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D2917.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another possibility would provide an intake credit on an as-needed basis to
     meet water quality-based effluent limits up to the pollutant intake value. 
     Permit writers already do this through technology-based effluent limit     
     intake credits.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2917.064     
     
     This is the same as comment #D2722.042 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2917.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 4257



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy in the Guidance blurs the distinction between   
     antibacksliding and antidegradation.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2917.065     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance blurs the distinction between
     antibacksliding and antidegradation. Antibacksliding identifies the        
     circumstances under which a permit limit may be relaxed.  One such         
     circumstance is when the relaxation is consistent with a State's or Tribe's
     antidegradation policy.                                                    
                                                                                
     Antidegradation would be more distinct from antibacksliding under the      
     Guidance if, for pollutants other than BCCs, antidegradation review were   
     required for all actions that could potentially lower water quality,       
     regardless of whether or not new permit limits were requested.  However,   
     EPA determined that increased loadings that did not require relaxed permit 
     limits were unlikely to result in significant reductions in water quality. 
     As a result, under the proposed Guidance, antidegradation review for       
     non-BCCs was only required if a there would be relaxation of a permit      
     limit.  EPA believes this simplification makes antidegradation more        
     workable.  States and Tribes may adopt more stringent antidegradation      
     requirements than EPA's recommendations if they choose.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2917.066
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to page 20 of the document                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed policy is scientifically unsound and ensures economically     
     harmful decisions.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.066     
     
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
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     It is not appropriate to argue that antidegradation is not clearly founded 
     in science.  Antidegradation derives from the objective of the CWA found at
     Section 101(a), "to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and       
     biological integrity of the Nation's waters."  Increased loadings of       
     pollutants do degrade the chemical integrity of waters, whether or not a   
     criterion or value is exceeded.  Increased pollutant loadings may also     
     increase the overall stress on the aquatic ecosystem, making organisms more
     susceptible to disease, drought or other environmental perturbations.      
     Given the uncertainty of how different components of the environment       
     respond to stressors and the lack of understanding of how different        
     stressors interact, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance   
     and existing regulations are prudent public policy.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2917.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mining operations require clarification of the Antidegradation Policy      
     definition of "action of the permittee" to ensure that normal operations   
     are not subject to repeated antidegradation review.  In contrast to        
     industries which have relatively complete control over what constituents go
     into their wastewater discharges and municipalities which through a        
     pretreatment program have some control over industrial discharges into     
     their system, mining operations have no choice but to accept the geology   
     and hydrology as it occurs.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.067     
     
     This comment seems to assume that the definition of significant lowering of
     water quality applied to BCCs, namely any increase in loading, is applied  
     to all pollutants.  This is not the case. States and Tribes may establish  
     their own definitions of significant lowering of water quality for         
     pollutants other than BCCs.  Even if States and Tribes choose to use the   
     definition contained in the final Guidance, an antidegradation review would
     only be triggered in those instances where a modified permit limit is      
     required or at the commencement of a new discharge.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2917.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, to limit the mining company's wastewater to EEQ for BCCs unless an   
     antidegradation review is completed may cause undue economic hardship.  The
     company may be faced with the need for an unexpected but immediate need for
     an antidegradation review unless it is made clear that the ordinary        
     variations in the geology and hydrology reached by mining operations do not
     constitute appropriate subjects for antidegradation review.  The best      
     approach would be to make clear that such normally encountered variations  
     do not represent changes due to "actions of the permittee" that would, in  
     conjunction with a change in the effluent, trigger review.  Thus, the      
     normal variations to be expected in mining operation wastewater effluent   
     would be limited by permit limits developed using wasteload allocations and
     not subject to the antidegradation review.  An "action" on the part of a   
     mining company would be, as with any industry, an addition of a new mine or
     a change in capacity.  While this policy seems apparent, the provision must
     be clarified to ensure that this is the interpretation given in practice.  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.068     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation requirements for BCCs and non-BCCs should be the same.  "A 
     significant lowering of water quality" (SLWQ) brings antidegradation       
     review.  SLWQ for BCCs is any mass-loading increase above EEQ as it is     
     statistically determined over the previous permit term.  Treating BCCs     
     differently from non-BCCs has no scientific basis.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.069     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
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     Comment ID: D2917.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance identifies BCCs using bioaccumulation potential alone, but the
     GLI human health and wildlife criteria already include bioaccumulation     
     potential.  The Antidegradation Policy will only allow increases where the 
     receiving waters are high quality (better than water quality standards     
     require) and they must remain high quality waters after any mass loading   
     increase.  Thus, the water will be safe as determined by U.S. EPA or State 
     water quality criteria which already include many safety factors.  This is 
     true whether the substance is a BCC or a non-BCC.  Accordingly, there is no
     additional basis to make the treatment of BCCs harsh compared to non-BCCs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2917.070     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2917.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution prevention should not be required.  AMC supports pollution       
     prevention when voluntary.  However, requiring pollution prevention in the 
     Antidegradation Policy makes pollution prevention mandatory for a          
     discharger needing a mass loading increase.  Basic industries face very    
     strong competition, both nationally and internationally.  Government       
     control of industrial processes can be expected to increase costs and to   
     reduce efficiency and thus hurt competition.  Since the discharger's       
     effluent already meets permit limits assuring high quality waters, further 
     interference is unwarranted and will ensure higher than necessary costs    
     without any incremental environmental benefit.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.071     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D2917.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One pollution prevention effort the Antidegradation Policy purports to     
     encourage is substituting nontoxic, nonbioaccumulative substances for BCCs.
     In fact, many such substitutions themselves must satisfy the               
     Antidegradation Policy before the substitution is made.  By definition, the
     substitution would be an increase in one substance's mass loading when it  
     replaces a BCC.  These onerous antidegradation procedures will certainly   
     dilute any incentive to make the substitutions.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2917.072     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2917.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition of de minimis increases should be expanded.  The            
     Antidegradation Policy would allow non-BCC increases up to 10% of the      
     receiving water's unused assimilative capacity before triggering the       
     Antidegradation requirements.  While there should be a de minimis test,    
     arbitrarily setting this level is not justified.  First, by definition,    
     high quality waters must remain high quality waters even after the mass    
     loading increase.  This means that EPA has determined that existing water  
     quality is protective of the designated uses and already has many safety   
     factors.  Second, arbitrarily setting de minimis levels does not consider  
     the level where there may be a discernable instream impact properly        
     triggering Agency concerns.  Once triggered, the Antidegradation Policy    
     will require considerable application and compliance expenditures, with no 
     assured benefits.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.073     
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     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2917.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For some industries EEQ must reflect data from more than five years.       
     Production at many major Great Lakes industries has been depressed for 15  
     years or longer because of domestic recessions and unfair international    
     competition.  Calculating EEQ using the most recent five-year period will  
     set an EEQ based on low production.  Currently, increased sales and        
     production opportunity occur on short notice and often for a short term.   
     Complying with multi-layered regulatory requirements such as the           
     Antidegradation Policy before production can be increased ensures that     
     these opportunities will be taken by companies outside the Great Lakes     
     Region or by foreign competition.  The cumbersome antidegradation provision
     will preclude a level playing field with competitors outside the region.   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.074     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2917.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should include an analysis of the social and impact on the    
     discharger.  The Antidegradation Policy potentially affects any discharger 
     which needs a mass loading increase; however, the Antidegradation Policy   
     does not separately or meaningfully consider the impact on the discharger. 
                                                                                
     Social and economic impact is reviewed in the decision process only for the
     area where the water is affected.  Impact on the discharger is not         
     independently considered.  This is a major failing because the bankruptcy  
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     of most individual companies will not have a serious economic impact on an 
     area and yet will be devastating to employees and owners.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.075     
     
     See response to comment D2791.270.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D2917.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given that the environmental agencies' expertise is limited to             
     environmental matters, requiring social and economic decisions seems       
     unwise.  Since this will be an unfamiliar area, simplistic decisions seem  
     likely.  Either all denials will be found to have social and economic      
     impact thus qualifying or such large impacts will be required that         
     virtually no company could qualify.  In any case, if all pass or none      
     passes, there is no reason for long and costly social and economic         
     analyses.  The Agency should recognize that its and the state's expertise  
     has limits.  The Antidegradation Policy should avoid social and econommic  
     policy-making.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.076     
     
     See response to comment D2721.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2917.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Economics of the Application.  The Antidegradation application for         
     increased mass loading requires extensive research and analysis.  Once     
     triggered, application costs escalate dramatically.  Where all three       
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     Antidegradation steps are necessary, there seems little difference in cost 
     between those for small increases and those for very large increases in    
     loading.  The Agency should determine whether such an all or nothing cost  
     is warranted.  Creating a high application threshold for relief can dampen 
     recovery of ailing industries and restrain growth of healthy industries.   
     Small or disadvantaged businesses will feel the most severe impact.        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.077     
     
     Antidegradation is not interested in the magnitude of the change in        
     loading, but on the magnitude of the change in ambient water quality.  The 
     same magnitude change in loading can have different effects on water body  
     depending upon a variety of factors, including the size of the water body, 
     the flow of the water body, the effluent flow and background concentrations
     of the pollutant. If they choose, States and Tribes may include a provision
     in their antidegradation policy and implementation procedures that allows  
     for certain small changes in ambient water quality to be considered de     
     minimis.  EPA recommends that such a de minimis threshold be based on the  
     unused assimilative capacity in the receiving water.  A de minimis         
     threshold that is based on solely the change in magnitude of the loading is
     not linked to ambient water quality and is therefore unacceptable.         
                                                                                
     Also, see response to comment D2917.067.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2917.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Government Growth.  An Antidegradation application's cost and complexity   
     may be used as a bureaucratic impediment to growth.  There could be long   
     delays for resubmission of data or analyses that are not deficient.  The   
     Antidegradation Policy may require establishment of social and economic    
     analysis branches in the environmental agencies.  As a result, the only    
     regional growth may be in the regulatory agencies.  Since there is no      
     required deadline for agency action, the process may keep companies out of 
     spot markets.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.078     
     
     See response to comment D2634.024.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
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     Comment ID: D2917.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without adequate scientific or environmental basis, the permitting         
     authorities will be venturing into social and economic policy making.  The 
     impacts on industry and the economy appear great even when there would be  
     the most minimal environmental benefit.  Before a proposed loading         
     increase, water quality will exceed standards and after all the            
     antidegradation activity, water quality will still exceed standards.  The  
     Agency should completely reconsider the Antidegradation Policy.            
     
     
     Response to: D2917.079     
     
     See response to comment D2587.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.080
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH/T2
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL/T2
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 Values are Scientifically Unsound Criteria                          
                                                                                
     Under the Guidance, Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife values 
     are to be developed when scientifically defensible Tier 1 criteria cannot  
     be calculated because of inadequate data; worse, these Tier 2 values will  
     be used to develop enforceable permit limits.  Tier 2 value calculation    
     procedures circumvent the failure to develop Tier 1 data and allow         
     calculations to be based upon information relating to fewer species,       
     shorter-term tests, and data of questionable quality.  At the same time,   
     these procedures incorporate additional overly conservative safety factors.
     The result will be permit limits based on values which are redundant of    
     other water quality measures, unduly stringent and scientifically          
     unsupported.  Accordingly, EPA should establish Tier 1 criteria anytime    
     permit limits are deemed necessary to protect the waters.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.080     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 Procedures Impermissibly Place the Burden of Developing Water       
     Quality Criteria on Dischargers.                                           
                                                                                
     Section 304 of the Clean Water Act mandates that EPA "develop and          
     publish...criteria for water quality accurately reflecting the latest      
     scientific knowledge..."  The Tier 2 process described in Implementation   
     Procedure 5(D) impermissibly relieves EPA of this responsibility by giving 
     it to point source dischargers which hold NPDES permits.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.081     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comment .081                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is wrong for two reasons.  First, where Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2     
     values have not yet been developed, the permitting authority may estimate  
     ambient screening values using any "available, relevant information."      
     Based on these screeing values, or "Tier 3" criteria, the permitting       
     authority determines whether Tier 2 values are necessary.  NPDES permit    
     limits may be established using screening values.  Using such              
     vaguely-defined numbers in such a rigorous manner has no sound technical or
     policy basis.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.082     
     
     See response to comment D2709.017.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comments .081 and .082                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the permitting authority may conclude that an individual discharger
     has the "reasonable potential" to discharge a chemical at a concentration  
     exceeding this screening value instream.  If so, the discharger may be     
     required to develop Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife values,
     with no consideration given to whether that discharger is the sole source  
     or a significant source of the chemical.  In fact, there are ubiquitous    
     chemicals, many naturally-occurring, for which neither Tier 1 nor Tier 2   
     values have been calculated.  Urban and agricultural runoff, precipitation,
     and other non-point sources contain many such substances.  To place the    
     burden of developing criteria on the first permit renewal applicant is     
     unlawful and arbitrary and capricious.  Even giving a discharger the       
     "opportunity" to "upgrade" a Tier 2 value by collecting additional data is 
     an undue burden; the discharger is forced to correct an unjustifiable Tier 
     2 value and provide a criterion that Section 304 of the CWA required U.S.  
     EPA to establish.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.083     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comments .080 to .082, inclusive                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing Enforceable Permit Limits Using Tier 2 Values is not          
     Scientifically Justified.                                                  
                                                                                
     When Tier 2 values are used in establishing permit limits, the fundamental 
     problems described above will be amplified.  A draft paper (Host et al.    
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     1990) which described a method to assess the need for developing a water   
     quality criterion for a particular substance serves as the basis for Tier 2
     aquatic life procedures.  One of the authors reviewed his concerns at a    
     Technical Work Group meeting in 1991.  He stated that the Tier 2 methods   
     were biased and intentionally conservative.  Their sole purpose was to be  
     an indicator of situations where environmental risk was sufficiently       
     significant to warrant development of a criterion. Clearly, the procedures 
     were not to be used to calculate enforceable permit limits.  One of his    
     concerns was that the anti-backsliding policy would attach to the Tier 2   
     based permit limit and prevent adjustment of the permit limit as more data 
     became available.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.084     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.085
     Cross Ref 1: cc: CS & XTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Implementation Procedure 9 states that "the limit revised based on   
     additional studies is not affected by the anti-backsliding provisions of   
     Section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act," there is no guarantee that such an 
     interpretation will hold.  However, even if the anti-backsliding problem   
     were addressed, Tier 2 values would remain inappropriate bases for         
     enforceable permit limits and should only be used as advisory levels       
     indicating where future research is needed.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.085     
     
     See responses to: P2656.091 and P2656.092                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.086
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures for Calculating Tier 2 Aquatic Life Criteria Are Flawed.        
                                                                                
     Numerous technical problems, many pointed out by the Science Advisory Board
     are contained in the Tier 2 procedures.  The SAB objected in its December  
     1992 report that "the subcommittee is concerned that the minimal database  
     of one species acute test is inadequate."  Reducing the maximum secondary  
     acute factor from 20 to 8.6 would require data from only three species and 
     should be available for relatively low cost using species such as fathead  
     minnow and rainbow trout in addition to the required daphnid data.         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.086     
     
     See response to comment D2791.103.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.087
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comment .086                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board also found excess conservatism in using the 80th
     percentile protection level and noted that the selection of that level is  
     arbitrary.  The 50th percentile protection level would be more appropriate.
     Using three species, if including daphnid data, the maximum secondary acute
     factor would be 2.6 (Host et al. 1990).                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.087     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Additional support for using Tier 2 values only as advisory levels is found
     in the insensitivity of Tier 2 procedures to matrix effects such as        
     hardness which can drastically vary metals toxicity.  A much lower Tier 2  
     value would result from a single test using soft water than for a similar  
     hard water test.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.088     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment.  The Tier II methodology as stated in     
     Appendix A, section XII does allow the Tier II value to be adjusted for    
     water quality characteristics such as hardness. Section XII specifically   
     indicates:  "If appropriate, the SAV shall be made a function of a water   
     quality characteristic in a manner similar to that described in Tier I."   
     In Appendix A of part 132 a similar provision is also made for the SCV.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Aquatic Life Criteria and Values Methodologies contain        
     absolutely no data requirements supporting Tier 2 Final Acute Values.      
     Clearly, Tier 2 data quality requirements should be no less than Tier 1    
     data quality requirements.  To accomplish this, the GLI methodology should 
     indicate that the Tier 1 - Procedure I (A) (Material of Concern) and       
     Procedure II (Collection of Data) requirements are also required for Tier 2
     data.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.089     
     
     See response to comment D2722.063.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whether to generate dozens of Tier 2 Values (and permit limits) rather than
     relying upon the whole effluent toxicity testing program (also a GLI       
     program) is another scientific concern.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.090     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc WET
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier 2 criteria process, therefore, ignores whole effluent toxicity    
     testing, and potentially will stretch the chemical-specific approach beyond
     relevance.  Where Tier 1 chemical criteria and a whole effluent toxicity   
     testing program repeatedly show no acute or chronic toxicity, questionable 
     Tier 2 values should not force redesigning a facility for compliance since 
     there will be no environmental benefit.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.091     
     
     See response to comments D2595.002 and D2634.032.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2917.092
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Through the threat of unnecessarily stringent permit limits based on       
     screening levels or Tier 2 values, the regulatory agencies will shift the  
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     burden of criteria development from U.S. EPA, where it was placed by the   
     Clean Water Act, to the dischargers.  The only acceptable use for Tier 2   
     values is as an indicator of when U.S. EPA should devote its resources to  
     the development of new criteria.  Such limiting of Tier 2 values is even   
     more appropriate in light of the fact that the Tier 2 values will          
     duplicate, in an inadequate fashion, information provided by other measures
     of water quality such as whole effluent toxicity testing.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.092     
     
     See response to comment D2750.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2917.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria are translated into permit limits using Implementation Procedure  
     3.  Within procedure 3 there are Options A and B.  Option B was developed  
     extensively in the final days of the Technical Work Group meetings.  Option
     A was not included in any of the GLI deliberations, but was added by U.S.  
     EPA after the Steering Committee approved the draft Guidance for           
     publication in December of 1991.  Given the central role of this procedure 
     in the proposed Guidance, this seems rather cavalier.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.093     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2917.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The states will be able to choose between the two options in adopting state
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     rules consistent with the Guidance.  The two procedures are not detailed   
     nor are there examples of how the procedures would be applied in practice. 
     A number of assumptions will need to be made by the permit writer to       
     calculate permit limits.  If the procedure is intentionally left vague so  
     that states will have greater flexibilty, this is supported by AMC.  If, on
     the other hand, the intention is to hold states to some standard that is   
     not yet defined, but will be defined at a later date outside the normal    
     rulemaking procedures, AMC objects.  These procedures are far too important
     to be handled in that fashion.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.094     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones for BCCs should be allowed.  The proposed Guidance would      
     eliminate mixing zones for BCCs immediately for new dischargers and within 
     10 years for existing sources.  This is different from non-BCC mixing zones
     which are allowed although drastically restricted compared to some states' 
     policies.  There is no scientific justification for this distinction.      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.095     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The purpose of the Guidance is to control ambient concentrations of        
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     chemicals.  The toxicological response of organisms is due to both exposure
     and duration.  With properly set criteria, there should be little or no    
     difference between BCC and non-BCC treatment.  Adverse effects do not      
     manifest themselves where concentrations are below a certain level except  
     for non-threshold carcinogens.  Existing water quality criteria are based  
     on this fact.  In addition, under the proposed Guidance, bioaccumulation   
     would be a factor in the development of human health and wildlife criteria.
      Such use of BAFs ensures that BCCs will have appropriately stringent      
     criteria and permit limits so that special treatment is not appropriate.   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.096     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.097
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While one of the goals of the Guidance is to reduce mass loading of        
     pollutants and eliminating BCC mixing zones would support this goal in an  
     indirect way, it is a very costly means to the end.  Nonpoint sources of   
     the substances are far greater than point source contributions and would   
     undoubtedly be more amenable to cost-effective reductions.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2917.097     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2917.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc: OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sediment Quality.  Both options under Procedure 3 require TMDLs to prevent 
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     harmful pollutant accumulation in sediments both inside and outside the    
     mixing zone. The regulatory agencies are not yet ready to address sediment 
     accumulations through the mechanism of NPDES permits.  The relationships   
     and processes involved are not well understood.  In fact, U.S. EPA is only 
     now working on Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy.  The regulatory  
     requirements through the proposed Guidance should await proper regulatory  
     development in this area.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.098     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2917.099
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Background Concentrations.  Options 3A and 3B both include estimation of   
     background concentrations from caged fish tissue data.  Using BAFs, the    
     proposed Guidance postulates that ambient water chemical concentrations can
     be determined from fish tissue concentrations.  This science and           
     information underlying this relationship is insufficiently developed to be 
     a part of a regulatory program and should not be a required part of the    
     TMDL procedure.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2917.099     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2917.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option B Source Specific TMDL's.  Of the two options presented in the      
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     proposed Guidance, Option B is most like the TMDL procedures currently in  
     use in most states.  The preamble indicated that Technical Work Group      
     members were most familiar with this procedure.  It seems likely that this 
     procedure will be the one chosen by most states.  However, this procedure  
     has a number of shortcomings which are discussed below.                    
                                                                                
     First, stringent stream design flows are used in the procedure. The aquatic
     life design flow is 7Q10, a flow exceeded approximately 99% of the time.   
     Ohio has used 30Q10 for chronic aquatic life criteria for years, and       
     according to the Ohio EPA Director, at the June 7, 1991 Steering Committee 
     meeting, Ohio has not found any ambient water quality criteria exceedances 
     attributable to that policy.  AMC recommends that 30Q10 be used for aquatic
     life stream design flow.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.100     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns with using stringent design flows. EPA       
     recognizes that in some cases the recommended design flows may be overly   
     stringent while in other cases they may be too lenient. Accordingly, the   
     final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless whether the     
     results would be more or less restrictive than those generated with        
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models thus could negate concerns 
     regarding the design flow used. See VIII.C.6.a.  Moreover, the final       
     Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative design flow, such as the
     30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is appropriate for stream-specific 
     and pollutant-specific conditions.   For a discussion of EPA's reasons for 
     specifying a design flow based on the 7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic
     aquatic life criteria or values, as well as the opportunity to use an      
     alternative design flow, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.    
     EPA acknowledges the comment that full stream design flow by authorized in 
     the final Guidance.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c,   
     EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing zones         
     implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that  
     there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is          
     appropriate. Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a  
     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2917.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stream design flow stringency is compounded by using a dilution fraction   
     ranging from 0.10 to 0.25.  Thus the widely used full dilution flow is     
     reduced to a small fractional flow.  These fractions should be deleted     
     unless they can be justified.  The states which have studied the issue have
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     found that sufficient protection is afforded by using the full stream      
     design flow.  Without contrary proof, these study findings should stand.   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.101     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2917.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should encourage dynamic modeling, as does U.S. EPA's         
     Technical Support Document (1991).  The results should be used whether they
     produce either more or less stringent results than the typical mass-balance
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.102     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2917.103
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These severe dilution flow restrictions further reflect the misguided      
     over-emphasis on point source discharges.  The aquatic life, human health, 
     and wildlife criteria procedures all embody conservative assumptions and   
     the resulting stringent criteria would protect target populations extremely
     well.  Using small fractions of rare flow events reduces point source      
     permit limits well below levels protective of these populations.  Discharge
     load reductions which may be achieved constitute only a small fraction of  
     overall loadings.  The preamble even concedes this bias against point      
     source discharges:                                                         
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     The detailed source specific procedures could pose an inequitable burden in
     some situations on the particular point source responsible for the marginal
     loading that could result in a water quality standards exceedance. (p.     
     20935)                                                                     
                                                                                
     Using 30Q10 for aquatic life criteria and full stream design flow for all  
     other criteria would partly correct this bias.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.103     
     
     EPA acknowledges the concerns with using stringent design flows. EPA       
     recognizes that in some cases the recommended design flows may be overly   
     stringent while in other cases they may be too lenient. Accordingly, the   
     final Guidance allows the use of dynamic models regardless whether the     
     results would be more or less restrictive than those generated with        
     steady-state approaches.  Use of dynamic models thus could negate concerns 
     regarding the design flow used. See VIII.C.6.a.  Moreover, the final       
     Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative design flow, such as the
     30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is appropriate for stream-specific 
     and pollutant-specific conditions.   For a discussion of EPA's reasons for 
     specifying a design flow based on the 7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic
     aquatic life criteria or values, as well as the opportunity to use an      
     alternative design flow, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.    
     EPA acknowledges the comment that full stream design flow by authorized in 
     the final Guidance.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c,   
     EPA is retaining the 25 percent dilution fraction for mixing zones         
     implementing chronic criteria for non-BCCs.  However, EPA recognizes that  
     there may be circumstances when a full mixing zone (100% flow) is          
     appropriate. Accordingly, EPA has adopted as part of the final Guidance a  
     provision that authorizes States and Tribes to use up to a 100% dilution   
     fraction if a mixing zone demonstration is conducted and approved under    
     procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2917.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second problem is the (1-f) term in the wasteload allocation (WLA)       
     calculations, where f = the fraction of the source that is withdrawn from  
     the receiving water.  In many cases where the discharger withdraws most or 
     all water from the receiving stream, using this term will generate WLAs    
     more stringent than the ambient criteria.  This contradicts procedures     
     which do not set quality-based permit limits below ambient criteria.       
     Limits below criteria should never be used unless there are maximum        
     non-point source discharge controls and water quality criteria continue to 
     be exceeded.                                                               
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     Response to: D2917.104     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2917.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed procedure can even generate negative WLAs when background     
     concentrations exceed criteria.  While the preamble acknowledges this      
     problem (p. 20937), it proposed an unacceptable solution: if a discharger  
     WLA has been calculated and the "reasonable potential" to cause or         
     contribute to criteria excursions exists, then the discharge must be       
     prohibited unless a full multi-source TMDL will ensure attainment.  The    
     reasonable potential procedures are very conservative, and the "relief"    
     through intake credits is minimal even for many non-contact cooling waters.
      Many dischargers will therefore be faced with discharge cessation or plant
     shutdown unless the State develops an approvable phased TMDL which         
     thoroughly addresses the other (largely non-point) sources which actually  
     cause the problem.  For these reasons, the (1-f) term should be dropped.   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.105     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D2917.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the proposed procedures do not allow dilution to meet acute water 
     quality criteria.  Rather, the FAV is applied at end-of-pipe in all cases. 
     Thus, unlike many state regulations, no provision is made for Zones of     
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     Initial Dilution (ZIDs) or Areas of Initial Mixing (AIMs).  U.S. EPA has   
     long supported ZIDs, recognizing that (1) acute toxicity reflects magnitude
     and duration of exposure and (2) organisms cannot reside in rapid mixing   
     areas long enough for lethality.  U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support      
     Document allows applying the acute criteria down stream, even without a    
     high-velocity diffuser (p. 158-160).  Although most Technical Work Group   
     representatives voted to allow ZIDs, the Steering Committee rejected ZIDs  
     by a small margin.  Initial mixing is a technical fact, not a policy.      
     Allowing rapid initial mixing to exceed acute water quality criteria in a  
     localized area is consistent with toxicological principles and should be   
     included in these procedures.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.106     
     
     The final Guidance provides that wasteload allocations and preliminary     
     wasteload allocations based on acute aquatic life criteria and values shall
     not exceed the final acute value, which is twice the applicable acute      
     criterion or value.  Thus, applying the FAV cap does allow dilution (2:1)  
     to meet the acute criteria. The final Guidance also provides that the FAV  
     may be exceeded if justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is        
     conducted and approved consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See   
     the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2917.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed TMDL procedures are lacking in sufficient detail to allow     
     commentors to adequately review and comment on the agencies proposed       
     action.  Where it is sufficiently clear, the proposed Guidance contains a  
     degree of overconservatism that reflects an overemphasis on point source   
     dischargers, when all available information shows nonpoint sources to be   
     the major source of lake pollution.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.107     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a practical matter, the end result of the implementation of the Guidance
     is that many of the water quality-based permit limits derived from the     
     Guidance's more stringent criteria and the enumerated procedures will be   
     below the level of detection or quantification.  Although Implementation   
     Procedure 8 attempts to rectify the difficulties with such limits,         
     Procedure 8 inadequately addresses the issues.  Specifically, procedure 8  
     does not encompass the current U.S. EPA policy concerning limits below     
     detection or quantifiable levels, nor is it technically sound.             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.108     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Ignores Current U.S. EPA Policy Concerning Detection and      
     Quantitation Limits.                                                       
                                                                                
     Given the overwhelming need recognized by both industry and the government 
     for a uniform treatment of permit limits set below detection and           
     quantifiable limits, U.S. EPA has drafted the National Strategy for the    
     Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of Water Quality-Based Effluent    
     Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection Levels.  Because U.S. EPA has   
     not yet made the National Strategy available for public comment and review,
     AMC cannot comment on the advisability of adopting such strategy.  However,
     AMC strongly believes that the proper forum for developing such a national 
     strategy should be accomplished through a specialized initiative on a      
     national basis, not through the GLI.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2917.109     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
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     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.110
     Cross Ref 1: cc: Reg Nat'l
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The issue of the treatment of permit limits set below detection levels is  
     of national importance, and, thus development of a strategy dealing with   
     this issue must be achieved on a national level and must be through a      
     single initiative.  Allowing the GLI with its limited focus on the Great   
     Lakes States, to develop an independent strategy for treatment of detection
     limits is unwise, and destroys the purpose of U.S. EPA's purpose in        
     developing a national strategy.  Given this, Procedure 8 should not be     
     finalized until at least information and arguments can be exchanged on the 
     National Strategy through the public commenting process and the essential  
     elements are incorporated into the Guidance's implementation procedures.   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.110     
     
     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, due to the inconsistent interpretation of the terms detection 
     limits and quantitation limits and the resulting confusion, U.S. EPA's     
     Envrionmental Monitoring Management Council ("EMMC") has undertaken an     
     initiative to develop and implement uniform definitions of these terms to  
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     be used for all media and throughout all U.S. EPA programs.  The results   
     which EMMC seeks to achieve in its initiative include (1) a redefinition of
     detection limits and quantitation limits which incorporates the concepts of
     matrix interference and false negatives, (2) development of validation and 
     standardization guidelines, and (3) development of standard QA/QC          
     requirements.  As with the National Strategy, the GLI Guidance should not  
     be finalized until EMMC has determined the sole definitions of detection   
     limits and quanititation limits, especially since such definitions will be 
     used throughout all U.S. EPA programs.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.111     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's Use of the Minimum Level is Inappropriate.                  
                                                                                
     The Guidance defines the "minimum level" as: the level at which the        
     analytical system gives recognizable spectra and acceptable calibration    
     points.  It is based upon interlaboratory analyses for the analyte in the  
     matrix of concern.                                                         
                                                                                
     This definition is overly vague, to a point where its ambiguity renders it 
     useless.  The definition, as proposed, can support a vast number of greatly
     divergent interpretations, which can obviously result in a wide range of   
     minimum levels.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2917.112     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the Technical Work Group modified the definition of minimum level 
     in an attempt to incorporate and address issues which are important to     
     dischargers, specifically interlaboratory analysis and matrix              
     interferences, the term, as now defined, still falls short of eliminating  
     the important concerns involved with these concepts. In other words, the   
     definition does not include many key concepts which are widely acknowledged
     as essential, as evidenced by the incorporation of these concepts into the 
     widely approved and more appropriate measure of the Practical Quantitation 
     Level ("PQL").                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.113     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One important advantage of using PQLs over the Guidance minimum level is   
     that the PQL may be estimated "based upon the [method detection limit] and 
     an estimate of a higher level which would represent a practical and        
     routinely achievable level with relatively good certainty that the reported
     value is reliable."  [50 Fed. Regist. 46902, 46906; Nov. 13, 1985, preamble
     to final drinking water regulations]; see also 56 Fed. Regist. at 26517.   
     Typically, PQL is estimated at 5 to 10 times the method detection limit    
     when no interlaboratory studies have determined the precise PQL value.     
     Thus, although the PQL is normally determined in interlaboratory studies,  
     it can also be estimated, rendering it a more realistic and readily        
     available tool.                                                            
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     Response to: D2917.114     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Page 6 Attachment 7                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based upon the above analysis it is clear that the PQL addresses the       
     "actual" situation for dischargers conducting effluent monitoring and is   
     far more reliable for determining compliance or enforcement actions than   
     the GLI's minimum level.  The validity and accuracy of the PQL is widely   
     accepted and confirmed by U.S. EPA.  The GLI should acknowledge the        
     credentials of PQL and adopt it.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.115     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Inappropriately Requires Calculated Limits.  There is no doubt
     that under the Guidance, compliance status is solely based upon the minimum
     level.  Notwithstanding this fact, the proposed procedures mandate that the
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     calculated water quality-based limits be included in the dischargers'      
     permit in addition to the minimum levels.  Inclusion of these calculated   
     limits in the permit is unnecessary.  The only outcome which can be        
     expected from such inclusion is a bombardment of misplaced citizen suits.  
     The inclusion of both limits will lead to confusion, and provide citizen   
     groups with a basis, although mistaken, for bringing an enforcement action,
     especially when reported concentrations fall below the detection level but 
     above the minimum compliance level.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.116     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc: Adeg EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's Procedure to Be Used for Calculating Averages Will Result in
     Nonconformity.                                                             
                                                                                
     One often heard problem plaguing the implementation of the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Agreement is the inconsistency of the rules and procedures   
     used by the different states.  Accordingly, one of the express purposes for
     the Guidance is to implement uniform rules and procedures which each state 
     must follow.  One of the sources on inconsistency has always been the      
     calculation of average concentrations where some of the observations are   
     below the minimum level.  The Guidance allows for continued inconsistency  
     in these calculations, allowing the states to use their own procedures.  A 
     better approach, and the only acceptable approach is to substitute zero for
     all values below the minimum level.  This approach has been recommended by 
     the National Strategy and should, therefore, be adopted by GLI for this    
     purpose but not for calculation of EEQ.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.117     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: D2917.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's Pollutant Minimization Program is Ineffective.              
                                                                                
     According to Procedure 8, a "pollutant minimization program" must be       
     implemented if the calculated permit limit is below the minimum level.     
     This is a misnomer -- Procedure 8 in practicality requries source          
     elimination, not source minimization.  As propsoed, these programs will be 
     ineffective, failing to meet the end result time after time.  The major    
     flaw of the program is that it forces source elimination, not allowing for 
     alternative methods of minimizing pollutants, such as treatment.  In many  
     cases,  source elimination will be impractical if not impossible.  Source  
     control may be more effective and efficient for chemicals which pass       
     through the treatment plant whereas treatment may be the preferred option  
     for treatable contaminants.  Under the above described circumstances,      
     non-detectable influent levels, as required by the Guidance, will not only 
     fail to be effective, but will fail at great cost.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.118     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is also based on faulty assumptions. Notwithstanding the fact 
     that research has shown that many low level pollutants (e.g., mercury) can 
     be observed throughout the Great Lakes system, the Guidance's minimization 
     procedures are based on the premise that contaminant sources are readily   
     identifiable and controllable.  This assumption is blatantly false.        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.119     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the misguided requirements of the minimization programs, the
     overall framework is also wrong.  Under the proposed program, it will be   
     absolutely impossible for a discharge to be in complete compliance.  The   
     framework of this program is based on the premise that once obvious sources
     are eliminated, there will be no observations above the detection limit.   
     However, the conclusion is irrational, especially due to the uncertainty of
     detection limits and the impossibility of controlling (never detecting)    
     compounds which are widespread.  The Guidance must include amended         
     assumptions underlying the pollutant minimization programs to conform to   
     realistic capabilities of present technology.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.120     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.121
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The Guidance's BCC Monitoring Requirement Fails to Account for Causes Not  
     Associated with Point Source Discharges.                                   
                                                                                
     According to Procedure 8, dischargers are required to implement monitoring 
     programs to detect unacceptable levels of bioaccumulation of BCC's in fish 
     tissue.  This requirement, however, fails to recognize that the levels of  
     contaminants in fish are a result of many sources, resulting in technical  
     deficiencies in the requirements.                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.121     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.122
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The resident fish monitoring requirement for BCC's found in Procedure 8    
     exemplifies of the major technical flaws in the proposed monitoring scheme.
      The Guidance does not recognize that many chemicals are currently         
     detectable in fish tissue nationwide.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.122     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: D2917.123
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed above in the comments concerning field-determined BAFs, the   
     limitations of resident fish monitoring are abundant, including variability
     in uptake rates, analytical variability, and fish mobility.  Many such     
     limitations also plague caged fish studies.  To compound these problems,   
     the proposed procedures allow water concentrations to be "back-calculated" 
     from BAF based tissue concentrations. The comments on BAFs and BCCs outline
     the reasons this procedure should not be used in regulatory programs.  (See
     Attachment 2).                                                             
                                                                                
     Given these technical problems for which there is no solution, AMC         
     recommends that no special BCC provisions be included in Procedure 8.      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.123     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the importance of addressing water quality-based permit limits     
     below levels of detection extends beyond the Great Lakes region and        
     involves national implications, the Guidance is not the appropriate vehicle
     for making these determinations. Therefore, AMC recommends that Guidance   
     procedures not be finalized until the current National Strategy is         
     completed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2917.124     
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     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2917.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Guidance is finalized, we strongly recommend that the proposed      
     Guidance adopt the PQL as the compliance level.  In addition, the Guidance 
     should not require any other limit, except the compliance limit, to be     
     incorporated in the dischargers permits.  The Guidance should, however,    
     require use of averaging procedures which assume all values below the      
     compliance level are zero except in calculation of EEQ.  The pollutant     
     minimization program should reflect minimization, not elimination.  Last,  
     the requirements concerning fish tissue monitoring should be eliminated    
     from the Guidance.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.125     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most significant defect in the aquatic life criteria for metals is that
     the calculations must be expressed as total recoverable metal, as stated in
     the individual criteria documents.  The Guidance, by using total           
     recoverable metal concentrations, directly contradicts the toxicological   
     basis for the criteria and completely disregards the current technical and 
     policy developments concerning this exact issue.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.126     
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     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to arrive at the ambient water quality criteria contained in the  
     Guidance, the toxicological studies most often used reagent-grade chemicals
     diluted with filtered laboratory water containing very low particulate     
     concentrations.  To ensure that the then particulate concentrations were   
     extremely low, the procedures followed in arriving at the aquatic life     
     criteria in the Guidance [Appendix A, Section IV(D)]  prohibit the use of  
     data from tests using water with particulate or total organic carbon       
     concentration equal to or great than 5 mg/L.  Based upon these practices,  
     it is clear that both the Federal and proposed Guidance aquatic life       
     criteria reflect dissolved metal concentrations.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.127     
     
     See response to D2721.139.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact of this discrepancy is that those values are not comparable.    
     U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic
     Life Criteria for Metals (May 1992) (Interim Guidance) explains this       
     principle, stating that:                                                   
                                                                                
     Because such dilution [test] water is generally lower in metal binding     
     particulate matter and dissolved organic matter than most ambient waters,  
     these toxicity tests may overstate the ambient toxicity of non-biomagnified
     metals that interact with particulate matter or dissolved organic matter   
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     (p. 4).                                                                    
                                                                                
     The biological activity of a compound depends on its ability to cross      
     membranes, either from the free water dissolved state, or from particulates
     via dissolved phase to epithelia tissues.  Stated another way, in order for
     metals to cross membrane in organism tissue, they must be in an aqueous    
     phase.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.128     
     
     See response to comment P2656.187.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's use of total recoverable concentrations does not comport    
     with reality.  The Guidance fails to recognize that ambient waters contain 
     substantially higher concentrations of particulates than laboratory waters.
      The impact of the importance of this has been recognized by U.S. EPA's    
     Interim Guidance -- metal bioavailability and toxicity "depends strongly on
     the exact physical and chemical form of the metal" (p. 1) and the          
     surrounding effluent and water quality affects the metal's form.  The      
     impact of ambient waters containing higher particulate concentrations      
     arises from the fact that metals bind to particulates.  A higher amount of 
     particulates in the water will result in more metals attaching to these    
     particulates, decreasing the amount of dissolved metals.  In turn, as the  
     dissolved metal decreases, so does the bioavailability and toxicity of the 
     water sample.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.129     
     
     See response to comment P2656.187.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the language of the GLI Guidance recognizes that the chemical form
     regulated is important, the requirement for using total recoverable metals 
     in measuring aquatic life criteria fails to heed its importance.  Moreover,
     using total recoverable metals is inconsistent with the express            
     requirements concerning the chemical form regulated.                       
     
     
     Response to: D2917.130     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the Guidance, the form should be "compatible with the         
     available toxicity and bioaccumulation data without making extrapolations  
     that are too hypothetical, and that it rarely result in underprotection or 
     overprotection of aquatic organisms and their uses"  (Appendix A, Section  
     I(A)(3)).  Neither one of these requirements have been satisfied.  U.S.    
     EPA's solution to this problem, as stated in the preamble, is to use the   
     water effect ratio approach.  This approach fails to effectively solve the 
     problem and inappropriately places the burden of correcting these          
     fundamental defects in the criteria on the discharger, on a case-by-base   
     basis.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.131     
     
     See response to comment D2634.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA, in its use of total recoverable metal concentration, has         
     contravened years of scientific developments and research.  The Science    
     Advisory Board concurs:                                                    
                                                                                
     The Subcommittee feels that by basing the water quality criteria on total  
     concentration that much of the science which has developed in the last ten 
     years on the importance of chemical speciation and biological activity is  
     being ignored (p. 3).                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.132     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To find evidence of U.S. EPA's disregard for the current scientific and    
     technical developments, one needs to go no further than EPA's own policy.  
     As described previously, U.S. EPA Interim Guidance (May 1992), concluded   
     that because using total recoverable measurements can and will overestimate
     the toxicity potential, alternative measures were essential.  U.S. EPA     
     itself found that using dissolved metal concentrations was a viable and    
     acceptable solution.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2917.133     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Pages 6 and 7 of Attachment 8                        
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the above consensus which includes U.S. EPA opinion, the use of total
     recoverable metal criteria in the Guidance is void of any sound scientific 
     basis.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2917.134     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D2917.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that both the scientific community and U.S. EPA agree that the 
     dissolved metal form much more closely approximates bioavailability than   
     does the total recoverable form.  In order to recognize the toxicological  
     basis of the criteria, promote consistency among the environmental         
     programs, and to take advantage of years of research the GLI aquatic life  
     metals criteria should be expressed as dissolved consistent with these     
     recommendations.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.135     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The Guidance creates a basin-wide approach to setting concentration limits.
      For example, according to proposed Section 132.4(a) of the Guidance, the  
     criteria and values for aquatic life, human health-nondrinking, and        
     wildlife apply to "all waters of the Great Lakes System," which includes by
     definition "all the streams, rivers, lakes and other bodies of water within
     the drainage basin of the Great Lakes."  Moreover, as concerns the human   
     health-drinking criteria, these criteria apply to "Open Waters" of the     
     Great Lakes (including those enclosed by breakwaters) and all connecting   
     channels, irrespective of their proximity to a public water withdrawal.    
     The inclusion of all of these bodies of water into the basis for           
     establishing criteria is completely void of any scientific support.        
     Moreover, this basin-wide approach escapes the bounds of any realistic goal
     of protecting the environment.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.136     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rationale behind designating a specific use to each body of water, or  
     group of bodies of water, is to employ a system which recognizes that each 
     separate body of water has unique values, whether concerning aquatic,      
     human, or wildlife criteria.  The uniform basin-wide approach treats,      
     mistakenly, each body of water as being identical to the next.  This       
     approach is seriously flawed.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.137     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Notwithstanding the simple irrationality of an approach which regulates the
     entirety to the extreme for the benefit of a few areas, such an approach   
     cannot be supported by scientific proof.  For example, the ecoregional     
     approach developed by U.S. EPA and the various State agencies directly     
     refutes use of a basin-wide system.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.138     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.023 and referenced documents.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is uncontroverted that the Technical Support Document encourages        
     developing biological criteria based upon reference sites for each distinct
     ecoregion and habitat type.  Moreover, given that the above statement      
     mimics U.S. EPA's regulation concerning the States designation of uses (40 
     C.F.R 131.10), there is clear evidence that U.S. EPA itself supports a     
     designated use approach.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.139     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The basin-wide approach not only is based upon the overly conservative     
     assumption that all bodies of water must be protected to the same extent,  
     but it is also based upon the overly conservative and ludicrous assumption 
     that the most sensitive species found anywhere in the basin must be        
     protected everywhere even where not resident.  The basis for this          
     assumption cannot be found, for the most sensitive species may be found    
     only in a very few, small areas within the basin.  Yet, according to the   
     procedures for calculatuing aquatic life criteria and values (Appendix A), 
     the Final Acute Value (FAV) must be adjusted in order to protect species in
     waters where they have never been found.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.140     
     
     See response to comment number D2791.073 and referenced documents.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.141
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of rationality of the basin-wide approach also plagues the treatment  
     of human health-drinking criteria.  There is absolutely no reason to apply 
     these criteria to waters which is never withdrawn for drinking, such as    
     water in areas within breakwaters or in heavily-developed connecting       
     waters.  These criteria should only be required where humans may actually  
     consume the water.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2917.141     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2791.073 and referenced documents.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2917.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's Reliance of Site-Specific Criteria Is An Unacceptable Solution  
                                                                                
     Although Implementation Procedure 1 provides for modification of the       
     basin-wide criteria which can be replaced by site-specific criteria, the   
     Guidance inappropriately places the burden of developing such criteria on  
     the discharger.  This is wholly unacceptable -- development of such        
     criteria is the responsibility of the States and U.S. EPA alone.  The      
     disadvantages of placing such a burden on the discharger are significant in
     both number and severity.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.142     
     
     See response to comment D2917.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D2917.143
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the current public outcry, it is undeniable that any attempt by a    
     discharger to increase the criteria level will provide a basis for the     
     public to tag the discharger as a villain, even where such an increase is  
     appropriate and necessary.  Moveover, in the days of poor economic times,  
     this uncertain and costly process will add great uncertainty to long-term  
     business decisions.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.143     
     
     EPA does not automatically view dischargers which seek site- specific      
     modifications to criteria as villains or acting against the government or  
     the environment.  EPA realizes that the disadvantage of producing          
     basin-wide criteria is that the criteria may be overprotective in some     
     locations and underprotective in others.  EPA has developed several        
     criteria which are scientifically defensible for the Great Lakes System as 
     a whole.  Although the criteria are not specific to each location, EPA     
     believes that the criteria should be protective for the entire Great Lakes 
     System.  EPA does not have the responsibility nor resources to develop     
     site-specific criteria. EPA leaves this task to the discretion of the      
     States and Tribes. Because criteria are not one-size-fits-all locations,   
     EPA encourages development of scientifically defensible site-specific      
     criteria within the Great Lakes System.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA has tried to take out the ambiguities and vagueness of site- specific  
     modifications by producing guidance for three procedures to calculate      
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     site-specific modifications:  the recalculation procedure, the indicator   
     species procedure (also known as the Water Effect Ratio approach), and the 
     resident species procedure. EPA has also provided examples of each         
     procedure in a publication by Spehar and Carlson (1984).                   
                                                                                
     EPA encourages any discharger who seeks to derive a site-specific criteria 
     to consult with the State/Tribe and EPA prior to conducting work.  By      
     getting EPA and the State/Tribe involved in the beginning, the discharger  
     can better assume the work will be acceptable to the State/Tribe and EPA.  
     Early involvement with the State/Tribe and EPA will minimize the           
     uncertainties in site- specific criteria derivation and approval.  EPA also
     encourages dischargers in the same watershed to pool together to eliminate 
     duplication of effort.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2917.144
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another fatal flaw in the site-specific criteria provisions is that,       
     according to Procedure 1, site-specific criteria for protecting wildlife   
     and human health can only be more restrictive than the basin-wide criteria,
     not less restrictive.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.144     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2917.145
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 1 allows site-specific criteria for protecting wildlife and human
     health to become only more restrictive not less restrictive. This policy is
     inappropriate and will not adequately reflect site-specific conditions.    
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     For the most part, the identified criteria in the Guidance are based on    
     worst-case assumptions which have little basis in reality, with the        
     intended purpose of protecting continously-exposed organisms.              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.145     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: D2917.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, the wildlife criteria protect sensitive wildlife, and assume 
     continuous contaminant exposure at a constant daily dose rate.  These      
     premises are not based on real world occurrences.  Eagles and ospreys, for 
     example, do not inhabit every portion of the Great Lakes, nor do they live 
     in the Great Lakes area year round.  For these, and other animals, the     
     extent of their actual environmental exposure fluctuates depending upon    
     their migration routes and feeding habits and the season, variables ignored
     by the Guidance.  For example, Osprey are only found in the northern United
     States and Canada during the summer months.  Also, although they primarily 
     eat fish, osprey also eat other birds, small rodents and reptiles when fish
     are not readily available (Terres 1982).  In this case, this is the exact  
     case where the site-specific criterion should be adjusted upward, allowing 
     the site-specific criteria to reflect the percent of fish consumed within  
     the study area, and the percent of time at the site each year.             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.146     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028, P2590.044, and D2719.073 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D2917.147
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance also does not recognize site-specific conditions which would  
     make the human health criteria and bioaccumulation factors less            
     restrictive.  The site-specific factors which control bioavailability and  
     toxicity also will affect bioaccumulation.  (See Attachment 2)  Similarly, 
     for human health, site-specific conditions may exist which lower risk to a 
     specific population, such as local fish consumption below the assumed      
     basin-wide 15g/day.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.147     
     
     See response to comment D2604.057.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2917.148
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Following the basin-wide criteria approach, the Guidance also provides for 
     basin-wide Implementation Procedures.  Such a proposal destroys the        
     flexibility which has been acknowledged as a necessary requirement for     
     successful implementation.  As explained in U.S. EPA's Technical Support   
     Document (1991), such flexibility is widely accepted:                      
                                                                                
     States may, at their discretion, adopt certain policies in their standards 
     affecting the application and implementation of standards.  For example,   
     policies concerning mixing zones, variances, low flow exemptions, and      
     schedules of compliance for water quality-based permit limits may be       
     adopted. (p. 69)                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.148     
     
     See response to comment number D605.148.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To exacerbate the problems detailed above, several agencies of Great Lakes 
     States have announced that they must consider adopting any federally       
     mandated uniform standards and procedures implementing them on a state-wide
     basis.  Notwithstanding the problems of applying uniform standards         
     basin-wide, applying standards developed for the Great Lakes to other      
     drainage basins, such as the Mississippi River Basin will create a         
     separate, additional set of problems.  For example, the most sensitive     
     species for which a criteria is designed to protect may not exist anywhere 
     in the State.  Moreover, given the shortage of funds and personnel in most 
     states, statewide adoption of one set of standards and implementation      
     procedures is inevitable.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.149     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D2917.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because each of the waters of the Great Lakes is unique and possesses      
     greatly varying values, a basin-wide approach is inappropriate.  Moreover, 
     the basis underlying this approval is void of scientific support.  The     
     Guidance should acknowledge the problems, and adopt a system for           
     establishing criteria which allows for diversity in the ecosystem and      
     diversity among the States.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.150     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D2917.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In an attempt to defuse the comments raised by the regulated community     
     concerning the stringency of the Guidance criteria and methodologies, U.S. 
     EPA continues for pages in the Preamble emphasizing that the Guidance      
     provides relief from any overly stringent and even unattainable water      
     quality criteria or resulting permit limits.  However, both the actual     
     flexibility and magnitude of relief are greatly overstated.                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.151     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2917.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances from Water Quality Standards Will Not Provide Relief.            
                                                                                
     At first glance, Implementation Procedure 2 appears to provide dischargers 
     with an opportunity to obtain point source variances from water quality    
     standards, with state approval.  Although the six conditions describing    
     infeasibility of achieving standards are appropriate, many of these        
     conditions create prohibitive barriers for obtaining any such variance.    
     For example, the requirement of demonstrating "substantial and widespread  
     economic and social impact" prohibits the variance from being based upon   
     impacts to each individual facility, instead requiring the discharger to   
     prove facts not readily available to it.  As explained in these comments   
     concerning the Antidegradation Policy (See Attachment 4), this principle is
     flawed.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2917.152     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D2917.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another example of prohibitive conditions is the requirement that the      
     variance must be renewed every three years.  Under this scheme, a          
     discharger must complete and receive approval for two variance applications
     within one five-year term for its NPDES permit.  As a practical problem,   
     this feat is improbable if not impossible.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2917.153     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D2917.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even assuming the conditions for a variance could be met, practical matters
     will prevent almost any possibility of relief from the stringent           
     requirements of the Guidance.  Historically, the States and U.S. EPA have  
     refused to grant variances.  Nothing in the Guidance decreases the         
     discretion of the States or U.S. EPA in approving or denying a variance.   
     Also, the high hurdles, such as the tedious, costly and time consuming     
     nature of the demonstration requirements and the timetable, discourage the 
     dischargers from even filing an application for a variance.  In fact, the  
     alternative of litigating the permit is often more effective and           
     cost-efficient for obtaining such relief.  Clearly little if any           
     opportunity for relief will be provided by the variance provisions.        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.154     
     
     EPA disagrees.  An EPA review of State variance procedures conducted in    
     1990 showed that over half of the States and territories had authority to  
     grant variances from water quality standards using a variety of procedures 
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     and over four hundred variance had been issued by sixteen States.  EPA has 
     also provided greater flexibility in the final Guidance regarding the      
     scope, demonstration requirements and duration of WQS variances than was   
     provided in the proposal.  Because the administrative procedures of each   
     State are different, States are encouraged to establish a streamlined      
     procedure in their water quality standards consistent with the final       
     guidance and the required State administrative procedures.  Because of     
     Section 510 of the CWA, EPA cannot require States to grant varainces.      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/MODS
     Comment ID: D2917.155
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relief by Modifications to Designated Uses Allowed in the Guidance is      
     Empty.                                                                     
                                                                                
     According to the Preamble, states may modify designated uses:              
                                                                                
     States may currently remove a non-existing designated use where            
     unattainable and adopt less stringent criteria to protect existing and/or  
     attainable uses pursuant to State requirements consistent with 40 CFR Part 
     131.10.  This regulatory provision is appropriate to address situations    
     where the water quality standards for a water body are not attainable in   
     the future. (p 20955)                                                      
                                                                                
     Yet, in the following text, the Preamble makes clear that "Modifications of
     designated uses for aquatic life and wildlife protection would have no     
     impact under the proposed Guidance."  (p 20955).  Thus, little if any      
     relief is available under this provision given that the Guidance mistakenly
     eliminates almost all designated uses.  (See Uniform Basin-Wide Criteria   
     Comments, Attachment 9).  What little relief can be found only arises when 
     human health-drinking water use is an issue; this can be removed, allowing 
     only non-drinking criteria to apply.  Thus, not only does the Guidance     
     overstate the relief associated with modifications of designated uses, but 
     it is misleading.                                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2917.155     
     
     See response to: P2656.355                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/MODS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
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     Comment ID: D2917.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowing the Use of Site-Specific Criteria Provides No Relief.             
                                                                                
     As discussed above, the Guidance site-specific criteria approach has many  
     technical and policy defects. (See Uniform Basin-Wide Criteria Comments,   
     Attachment 9).  In addition, the mechanisms set forth in the Guidance for  
     deriving these criteria adds to the difficulty in attempting to use        
     site-specific criteria.  Cumulatively these hurdles decrease any           
     possibility that a discharger may obtain relief by using site-specific     
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.156     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     EPA would like to emphasize that any scientifically defensible methodology 
     may be used to derive site-specific criteria.  EPA only requires that      
     adequate scientific justification be submitted by the State or Tribe to EPA
     for review to ensure that the site- specific criterion is technically      
     defensible and scientifically appropriate.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D2917.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Upon working through the rhetoric of the Guidance, it is clear that the    
     chances of a discharger actually obtaining any relief from overly stringent
     water quality criteria or permit limits under the proposed Guidance, are   
     minimal at best.  As discussed above, each avenue of attempted relief      
     places the burden on the discharger to overcome U.S. EPA's aggressive and  
     admittedly, overly stringent regulatory regime.  Even in the case where the
     discharger deserves to obtain relief, a scenario U.S. EPA contemplates will
     occur, not only will it likely not obtain such relief, but it will also    
     subject itself to the scrutiny and ill will of the public and the          
     government for even attempting to obtain such relief.  The failure of the  
     Guidance to provide any viable avenue of relief from overly stringent      
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     regulation, as acknowledged by U.S. EPA itself, is grossly unfair and must 
     be rectified.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2917.157     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Sections I.C of 
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2917.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the Guidance, Implementation Procedure 5 will be used by the         
     permitting authority to determine whether water quality-based effluent     
     limits should be required for Guidance pollutants.  Preliminary effluent   
     limits would be calculated using Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values.  These  
     preliminary limits would then be compared to a projected effluent quality  
     determined from historical discharges.  If a particular pollutant is       
     believed to be present in the discharge but no Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2   
     values are available, ambient screening values based on practically any    
     available information may be substituted for Tier 1 or Tier 2 data.  For   
     the various reasons discussed below, the procedure will result in a vast   
     waste of resources which will not accomplish the stated purpose of         
     protecting the waters of the Great Lakes region.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.158     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2917.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Numerous superfluous permit limitations could result from the prodigious   
     use of worst-case assumptions.  Under the Guidance procedures, TMDL's and  
     wasteload allocations are calculated on the basis of a fraction of the 7Q10
     flow, even though the 7Q10 flow is exceeded more than 99 percent of the    
     time.  Furthermore, the maximum (99th percentile) effluent concentration   
     and the 7Q10 flow are then assumed to occur simultaneously.  Modelling     
     techniques based on stream dynamics or probability, such as Monte Carlo,   
     indicate that the likelihood of maximum concentrations coinciding with 7Q10
     flow conditions is very improbable.  These procedures result in unnecessary
     overprotection of water quality.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2917.159     
     
     See response to comment number P2720.246.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: D2917.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of BCC's, the must stringent criterion for each parameter would
     become the preliminary effluent limitation.  For these constituents, permit
     limits would be required if the substance were found in concentrations less
     than 20 percent of the most stringent criterion.  Combined with the        
     analytical variability and sample contamination which commonly occurs when 
     measuring metals at very low concentrations, this methodology will generate
     many unnecessary permit limitations.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2917.160     
     
     See response to comment number D2722.117.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: D2917.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Calculation of Reasonable Potential in effluent-dominated streams should   
     not include a 50 percent reduction of the stream flow.  Reasonable         
     potential is typically determined by comparing the discharge flow with the 
     7Q10 flow.  When the discharge flow is less than 7Q10 flow, the projected  
     effluent quality is compared to the preliminary calculated effluent        
     limitation.  However, when the discharge is equal to or greater than the   
     7Q10 flow for the receiving stream, the preliminary effluent limitation is 
     divided by 2 prior to the comparison with the projected effluent water     
     quality.  This additional safety factor appears to be unwarranted and      
     unjustifiable.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2917.161     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: D2917.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While U.S. EPA contends that the usual procedures for determining TMDL's   
     are inadequate to protect water quality in effluent-dominated streams,     
     various other safety factors are employed to ensure conservative results.  
     For example, the projected effluent quality is determined by using the     
     maximum (or 99th percentile) concentration in combination with the         
     uncharacteristically low 7Q10 flow, as previously discussed.  In addition, 
     initial dilution zones are disallowed and mixing zones are limited or      
     eliminated for all pollutants (see Attachment 6).  Furthermore, many safety
     factors were used in the original development of the criteria.  As a       
     result, the implementation of additional safety factors simply because the 
     discharge flow may exceed the flow of the receiving stream appears to be   
     unwarranted.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2917.162     
     
     As described in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.d, 
     the final Guidance does not contain the special provision for effluent     
     dominated streams that was proposed.  See public comment discussions in    
     Supplementary Information Docuement Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements 
     of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D, Major Issues/Comments and Responses       
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     Related to Estimated Costs.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2917.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no justifiable basis for using ambient screening levels to        
     determine reasonable potential, wasteload allocations, and/or permit       
     limits.  Procedure 5D discusses the use of "ambient screening values" based
     on "all available, relevant information" to determine a preliminary        
     effluent limitation when no Tier 1 criterion or Tier 2 value is available. 
     However, no requirements are specific for the quality or quantity of the   
     data to be used as "ambient screening values."  In effect, these "values"  
     become "Tier 3 criteria".                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2917.163     
     
     See response to D2791.208 and response to D2826.040.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D2917.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ambient screening values are to be used in the calculation of          
     reasonable potential in the same manner at Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2       
     values.  Should the calculation indicate that a permit limit is required,  
     either Tier 2 values or Tier 1 criteria must be determined for use in      
     setting the limit.  (The cost for development of the needed data may be    
     borne by the permitting authority or apportioned to the permittee.  This   
     issue is addressed in Attachment 5).  Regardless of which population is    
     shown to be at risk according to the reasonable potential calculation, the 
     required Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2 values must be determined for noncancer 
     human health, wildlife, acute aquatic life, and chronic aquatic life.      
     Development of data to protect each of these various populations without   
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     any indication of some risk to that population is a gross waste of funds   
     which should be avoided.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.164     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable      
     Potential, Section f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When 
     Tier II Values are Not Available.  See also Supplementary Information      
     Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements Section C.2, Adoption and     
     Application of Tier II Methodologies.  In addition, the ambient screening  
     values and tier II values should always be determined by the permitting    
     authority to be adequate to make decisions regarding when WQBELs are       
     required and what the level of the WQBEL should be before they are used for
     those purposes.  The permitting authority should exercise good judgement in
     determining the adequacy of screening value and tier II data.  In addition,
     current Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to develop a    
     fact sheet or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and to make the
     draft permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit,
     available through public notice.  (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The    
     fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the findings           
     characterized in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are needed   
     and the basis for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior to     
     issuance of the final NPDES permit.  See also Supplementary Information    
     Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, Section f, Determining    
     Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When Tier II Values are Not  Available,
     and Section h, Basis for Effluent Limitations.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D2917.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, even the use of Tier 2 values to calculate enforceable permit     
     limits has been disputed (see Attachment 5).  These arguments which attack 
     the validity of the collected data because of the lack of control on its   
     quality and quantity are even more appropriately applied to the ambient    
     screening values.  The idea that a pollutant of concern should be          
     identified and regulated in the Great Lakes with such scant toxicity       
     information is ludicrous.  The LaMP's and the RAP's proposed to identify   
     pollutant problems and cost-effective solutions in the Great Lakes region  
     should be completed prior to implementation of guidance as stringent as the
     Guidance.  Use of data as unreliable as the ambient screening values would 
     be unnecessary if the regulatory authorities would conduct the research    
     required for these proposed projects in a timely manner.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2917.165     
     
     See response to D2791.208 and response to D2826.040.                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2917.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "independent application" policy should not become a part of the       
     Guidance.  This policy, described in Procedure 5 (F)(2) of the Guidance,   
     requires independent consideration of chemical-specific, whole effluent    
     toxicity, and biological assessments in determining whether effluent       
     limitations should be imposed.  If any of these three indicators suggest   
     the presence of a particular parameter, permit limitations would be        
     required, according to the U.S. EPA's 1991 Technical Support Document of   
     Water Quality-Based Toxics.  The result of implementing this policy will be
     many unnecessary permit limitations.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2917.166     
     
     EPA believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of  
     the final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is   
     grounded in the requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which      
     requires, among other things, that the permitting authority (1) establish  
     chemical-specific permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality 
     criterion, and (2) establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a       
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an        
     exceedance of a numeric WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if         
     "reasonable potential" is found with regard either of these aspects of     
     standards, then a corresponding permit limit is required.  There is no     
     indication in the language of this provision that one type of information  
     (e.g., biological assessment or WET testing) can be used to "negate" a     
     reasonable potential finding based on another type of information (e.g.,   
     chemical specific analysis).  One principle behind the policy on           
     independent application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs  
     is that WET testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in      
     complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure  
     toxicity from single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to
     do both kinds of analysis on effluents and consider the results            
     independently.  The regulations do permit, however, the use of             
     chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where there a      
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a         
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
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     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2917.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scientific community has suggested that a "weight of evidence" approach
     is more appropriate than the "independent application" policy.  This       
     approach would allow the permit writer to use his best professional        
     judgment in assessing the need for a permit limitation after evaluating the
     evidence of all available indicators.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2917.167     
     
     EPA believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of  
     the final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is   
     grounded in the requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which      
     requires, among other things, that the permitting authority (1) establish  
     chemical-specific permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality 
     criterion, and (2) establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a       
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an        
     exceedance of a numeric WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if         
     "reasonable potential" is found with regard either of these aspects of     
     standards, then a corresponding permit limit is required.  There is no     
     indication in the language of this provision that one type of information  
     (e.g., biological assessment or WET testing) can be used to "negate" a     
     reasonable potential finding based on another type of information (e.g.,   
     chemical specific analysis).  One principle behind the policy on           
     independent application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs  
     is that WET testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in      
     complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure  
     toxicity from single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to
     do both kinds of analysis on effluents and consider the results            
     independently.  The regulations do permit, however, the use of             
     chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where there a      
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a         
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2917.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Resident fish tissue data should not be incorporated into the reasonable   
     potential procedures.  Under the Guidance, any facility which discharges   
     detectable levels of a parameter found in the tissues of resident fish     
     collected from the waters will receive a water quality-based effluent limit
     for that parameter.  A number of reasons to doubt the scientific validity  
     of fish tissue data have been discussed in Attachment 2.  Imposition of    
     limitations to every discharger which contributes a detectable quantity    
     will not necessarily target the primary source of the pollutant.  If this  
     procedure is to be used, it should be limited to those facilities which    
     discharge the pollutant in quantities high enough to cause concern.        
     
     
     Response to: D2917.168     
     
     See response to comment number P2607.082.  See also Supplementary          
     Information Document Section IV, Bioaccumulation Factors.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: D2917.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, this procedure could cause limitations to be imposed          
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     throughout the basin for parmeters which may be a problem in only a small  
     portion of the basin.  Once again, the procedure to be implemented should  
     allow leeway for best professional judgment to be applied in determining   
     the necessity of permit limitations, particularly for pollutants such as   
     mercury which can be found throughout the system.  Without some means to   
     balance the excessive conservatism incorporated into the Guidance, millions
     of dollars will be wasted on monitoring costs for parameters which do not  
     require permit limitations for the protection of the environment.          
     
     
     Response to: D2917.169     
     
     See response to comment number P2607.082.  See also Supplementary          
     Information Document Section IV, Bioaccumulation Factors.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2918.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The nutrient of predominant concern for the fertilizer industry is         
     phosphorus (P).  It has considerable historic precedent in Great Lake water
     quality and is covered by other Agreements and Acts.  Apart from ammonia   
     and the industrial chemicals copper (Cu) and zinc (Zn) which are also plant
     micronutrients, no other fertilizer element is listed in the Guidance.     
     However, the fact that the Guidance seeks to have 'flexibility', albeit    
     from the point of being able to modify concentration limits, etc., that    
     same flexibility would be used to extend the list of pollutants.           
     
     
     Response to: D2918.001     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2918.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Of particular concern to the fertilizer industry, is the requirement that  
     under the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments of 1990 (CZARA),     
     those coastal states with federally approved coastal management programs   
     (Michigan, New York, Pennsylvania and Wisconsin) must develop programs     
     containing enforceable policies, etc., to ensure implementation of         
     management plans to address nonpoint source pollution within two and       
     one-half years from January 19, 1993.  Failure to file plans with National 
     Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) results in loss of funding   
     under the Clean Water Act (CWA) and CZARA.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2918.002     
     
     EPA believes that the requirements imposed by CZARA complement the         
     environmental benefits the Guidance is designed to achieve by promoting    
     pollution prevention practices in the Great Lakes System.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, there is general consensus that nonpoint source pollution is the 
     significant remaining concern regarding Great Lake water quality.  This    
     Initiative endorses a broad-based ecosystems approach although no clear    
     mechanisms for addressing nonpoint source pollution are incorporated into  
     the Guidance, a point made by their Science Advisory Board.  Fertilizer    
     nutrients, and especially P, will be significantly influenced by the       
     Guidance.  Emerging evidence indicates that nonpoint source nitrogen (N)   
     may become a greater issue in the future.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2918.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: D2918.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism described in the Guidance affects nonpoint source pollution  
     in two ways:                                                               
                                                                                
     - it backs the state into compliance by requiring them to make allocations 
     based on the available load capacity through Total Maximum Daily Loads     
     (TMDLs), including nonpoint sources.                                       
                                                                                
     [- state regulatory programs developed by states are subject to the        
     antidegradation policies of the Guidance.]                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2918.004     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2918.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment imbedded in .004                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     - state regulatory programs developed by states are subect to the          
     antidegradation policies of the Guidance.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2918.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2724.384.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D2918.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA in conjunction with the Great Lake states has a 5-year plan to reduce  
     nutrient loading which is being implemented through the Phosphorous Load   
     Reduction Plans Interagency Task Force.  The mechanisms cited for reduction
     of P loading in agriculture are conservation tillage and better nutrient   
     management.  Obviously, if these targets are not met, the antidegradation  
     policies of the Guidance would come into play.                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2918.006     
     
     EPA does not believe that the scenario provided by this commenter would    
     necessarily result in antidegradation policies coming into play.           
     Antidegradation would come into play when a significant lowering of water  
     quality was at issue.  EPA does not believe that failure to implement all  
     activities which may improve water quality automatically equates with a    
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although P is excluded from the Guidance, per se, the intertwining of      
     policies under the Guidance does, in fact, make nutrients and especially P 
     an issue of concern.  Lakes Erie and Ontario, being at the end of the Great
     Lake system receive materials from the other lakes and because of the      
     comparatively smaller sizes and volumes, concentrate pollutants.  This is  
     further exacerbated by the intensive industrial and agricultural activities
     around these lakes.                                                        
                                                                                
     This Guidance request for comment provides the fertilizer industry the     
     opportunity to positively encourage a significant environmental program and
     explain the positive and pivotal role it has played through its support of 
     research and education in best management practices (BMPs) for fertilizer  
     use-efficiency and soil conservation.  As well, it provides the chance to  
     explain something about nutrients in the ecosystem and how effective crop  
     production programs enhance environmental protection.                      
     
     
     Response to: D2918.007     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Plant nutrient movement within and between ecosystems is essential for     
     life.  The necessity for N, P, potassium (K) as well as the other essential
     plant and animal nutrients is obvious.  The naturally occurring processes  
     which have and continue to develop soils also release nutrients and so,    
     become the predominant source of nutrients in the environment.  The radical
     viewpoint of 'zero discharge' is certainly at odds with nature.            
                                                                                
     Science has detailed the components of nutrient cycles for carbon (C), N, P
     and K.  In fact, it is on the basis of nutrient cycling that 'alternative' 
     or 'regenerative' agriculture developed its philosophy for crop production.
      However, nutrient cycles are not 100 percent efficient, and for that      
     reason, these proposed alternative systems cannot adequately sustain       
     agricultural productivity.  Ecosystems are not designed to be a            
     'hermetically sealed'.  By natural design, matter is shifted from one      
     system to another.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2918.008     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individuals demanding 'pristine' environments have uninformed notions of   
     the real world.  However, there is no denying anthropogenic disruptions to 
     the natural system; these are obvious to even the most casual observer.    
     Man's attempts to 'even-out' nature's distribution of its resources has had
     its consequences.  The obvious benefits usually carried unknown risks.     
     Fortunately, there is a natural buffering capacity within nature.  History 
     is replete with examples where man, through knowledge and management, has  
     been able to initiate corrective actions.                                  
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     Response to: D2918.009     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact is that both natural and anthropogenic nutrient loading of the    
     Great Lakes has occurred.  For example, significant erosion of the Lake    
     Erie shore line deposited soil containing P in several parts of the lake.  
     Although it has relatively low bioavailability, that source has contributed
     to Lake Erie P levels and helped sustain aquatic life prior to settlement  
     and industrialization of the region.  Evidence of that regeneration of P   
     from sediments in Lake Erie was reported by the Canada Centre for Inland   
     Waters, National Water Research Institute (Great Lakes Water Quality Board 
     Report, 1987).  Regardless, nutrient movement resulting from agricultural  
     activities, as well as municipal and industrial wastes, excessively raised 
     the Great Lakes P levels.  Phosphorus loading for the years 1983 and 1985  
     indicate the magnitude of the problem (Table 1).                           
     
     
     Response to: D2918.010     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     response to comment number D2918.015.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phosphorus Loading of the Great Lakes                                      
                                                                                
     Figure 1 depicts the types of activities associated with each of the Great 
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     Lakes in 1978.  For example, the predominance of forested land surrounding 
     Lake Superior compared to the intensive agricultural and industrial        
     activities surrounding Lake Erie puts the quantity of P and sediment       
     loading into perspective.  Between 1972 and 1985, P loading decreased from 
     16,806 to 2,697 tons per year (15,260 to 2,449 metric tons).  The 1987     
     Report on Great Lakes Quality by the Great Lake Water Quality Board to the 
     International Joint Commission show the rate of P loading for each lake in 
     the system (Table 1).                                                      
                                                                                
     As a result, numerous agreements and initiatives have been taken by each   
     jurisdiction contiguous with a Great Lake and collectively by the United   
     States and Canada.  The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance appears to be an
     umbrella under which all other water quality programs operate with the     
     objective of achieving uniformity in identifying and correcting problems   
     and establishing common measurements.  There is strong cross-compliance for
     states to retain federal financial support.                                
     
     
     Response to: D2918.011     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Trends in nutrient and suspended sediment concentrations in Lake Erie      
     tributaries for the period 1975-1990 have been documented by the           
     Water Quality Laboratory, Heidelberg College, Tiffin, Ohio, (Richards and  
     Baker, 1993).  Theirs is the most complete long-term database available.   
     Over 6000 observations spanning nine to 16 years were made at Lake Erie    
     tributary sites of the Maumee, Sandusky, and Cayuhoga Rivers and Honey     
     Creek in Ohio (Table 2).                                                   
                                                                                
     Baker's long-term monitoring of major tributaries flowing into Lake Erie   
     indicates that flow rates and suspended sediments have changed little over 
     the 16-year period.  Suspended solids loading has been decreasing at a rate
     of several percentage points each year.                                    
                                                                                
     Total and soluble P both show statistically significant downward trends of 
     5 to 10 micrograms/liter per year.  The average annual rate of decline in  
     total P was 2-7 percent per year, or between 6 and 44 micrograms/liter per 
     year.  Soluble reactive P declined at an average annual rate of 4-10       
     percent per year, or between 4 and 30 micrograms/liter per year.  The      
     average soluble reactive P content of water in these tributaries has       
     decreased from 135 micrograms/liter in 1975 to 30 micrograms/liter in 1990 
     (Fig. 2).                                                                  
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     Response to: D2918.012     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     response to comment number D2918.015.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In terms of actual loading rates, it is estimated that for the three river 
     systems, the total P load has been reduced by 39 percent or 1557 tons      
     annually from the 4020 tons deposited in 1975.  Reductions in point and    
     nonpoint source contributions are 28 and 72 percent, respectively.  As     
     important as the overall reduction in P loading is, that percent soluble   
     reactive (ie., high bioavailability) P has decreased relative to P         
     associated with particulate matter (low bioavailability).  In the late     
     1970's and early 1980's, about 20 percent of the total P loading was       
     soluble whereas now that fraction comprises only 10 percent of the total.  
     Most of the particulate-P fraction results from winter storms.             
     
     
     Response to: D2918.013     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     response to comment number D2918.015.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Ohio, P fertilizer sales in the Great Lake basin have decreased by      
     approximately 25 percent during the period of record.  This trend is not   
     unique to Ohio and reflects improved fertilizer efficiencies resulting from
     placement, time of application relative to the growing season, and the use 
     of less P fertilizer.  Many of the region's highly productive soils now    
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     contain adequate P levels for crop production.                             
                                                                                
     Note:  Nutrient and soil management has had a greater effect than actual   
     fertilizer rates or total P fertilizer sold in the region.  Correcting soil
     P levels has raised the average soil test level.  Improved tillage         
     practices and fertilizer management have collectively reduced the movement 
     of soil and its adhering nutrients from the field.                         
     
     
     Response to: D2918.014     
     
     See response to comment number D2918.014.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonpoint Phosphorus Loading and Agriculture                                
                                                                                
     Land stewardship is agriculture's responsibility; and as a result of its   
     land management, it becomes a steward of the nation's inland water         
     resource.  The growing acceptance and implementation of tillage and        
     fertilizer BMPs appears to be entrenched in existing agreements, as        
     referenced in the Guidance.  The fertilizer industry has advocated and     
     supported research to improve fertilizer use efficiency as tillage         
     practices shift, and concomitantly, has offered educational materials and  
     programs to transfer these technologies.                                   
                                                                                
     The objectives and goals of reduced P loading of the Great Lakes has been  
     achieved, in part, because of the fertilizer industry's commitment to      
     improve production efficiency through long-term management strategies for  
     fertilizer use and soil conservation.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2918.015     
     
     EPA agrees that there have been significant reductions in the levels of    
     phosphorous loadings to the Great Lakes System.  The first major basin-wide
     environmental problem emerged in the late 1960s, when increased nutrients  
     to the lakes dramatically stimulated the growth of green plants and algae, 
     reduced dissolved oxygen levels, and accelerated the process of            
     eutrophication.  As oxygen levels continued to drop, certain species of    
     insects and fish were displaced from affected areas of the Great Lakes     
     Basin Ecosystem.  Environmental managers determined that a lakewide        
     approach was necessary to adequately control accelerated eutrophication.   
     In the late 1960s through the late 1970s, United States and Canadian       
     regulatory agencies agreed on measures to limit the loadings of phosphorus,
     including effluent limits on all major municipal sewage treatment          
     facilities, limitations on the phosphorus content in household detergents, 
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     and reductions in nonpoint source runoff loadings. As a result of all of   
     these efforts, open lake phosphorus concentrations have declined, and      
     phosphorus loadings from municipal sewage treatment facilities have been   
     reduced by an estimated 80 to 90 percent.  These reductions have resulted  
     in dramatic improvements in nearshore water quality and measurable         
     improvements in open lake conditions.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Soil erosion contributes to P losses.  Research considering landscape form 
     indicates that generalized equations provide very gross estimates of       
     erosion.  Unfortunately, early and inaccurate soil loss predictions are    
     entrenched in existing policy and as a result, curtails meaningful         
     discussion and resolution of the problem.                                  
                                                                                
     Critical to progress is the necessity of using current soil loss data.     
     Earlier estimates are invalid and do not consider the significantly reduced
     soil losses resulting from improved knowledge and technology.              
                                                                                
     The variable, site-specific nature of soil erosion, especially in the      
     rolling and dissected topography typical to much of the region contiguous  
     with, and surrounding, the Great Lakes has been documented by numerous     
     studies (Daniers et al., 1987; Pennock and De John, 1988; Battison et al,  
     1987).  All of these studies question the validity of soil erosion         
     predictions from equations such as the Universal Soil Loss Equation.       
     According to Kachanoski et al., 1992, although different reasons may       
     account for their lack of applicability, the problem stems from the        
     complexity and lack of understanding of erosion in complex topography.  For
     example, these researchers report that soil erosion was not uniform in     
     long-term runoff plots with soil eroding from upper slope positions being  
     deposited at lower slope positions.  The Universal Soil Loss Equation      
     assumes no deposition due to the 'bottom edge'effect.                      
                                                                                
     Clear understanding of erosion processes is essential to the development   
     and implementation of soil management practices.  In the absence of such   
     information however, the collective effort and 'common sense' of crop      
     producers, university, government and industry researchers has launched a  
     significant soil-conserving, crop residue-retaining program.  Sixty        
     individual companies and nine agencies of the USDA working through the     
     Conservation Technology Information Center (CTIC) are participating in the 
     National Crop Residue Management Marketing Program.  Soil management       
     through changing tillage practices is critical to reducing soil lossees and
     the phosphorus attached to it.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2918.016     
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     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     response to comment number D2918.015.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tillage Trends                                                             
                                                                                
     The adoption and implementation of conservation tillage practices is       
     continually increasing in Great Lake states.  According to data collected  
     by the CTIC (Table 3), soil and crop residue conserving practices have     
     increased rapidly in each of the Great Lake states between 1989 and 1992   
     (McCain, personal communication, 1993).  Conservation tillage practices    
     have been implemented on 29.3 percent of arable acres, up from 20.6 percent
     four years earlier.  In 1992, 16.8 million of the 56.4 million crop        
     production acres in the Great Lakes region are being farmed using tillage  
     programs which conserve soil through crop residue management.              
                                                                                
     Soil erosion losses were reduced by 0.5 tons/A per year, from 4.3 to 3.8   
     tons/A per year between 1982 and 1987 according to the 1987 National       
     Resources Inventory Summary Report.  That trend is largely attributed to   
     increased use of conservation tillage practices.  As indicated in Table 3, 
     a growing number of farmers are using conservation tillage practices with  
     an increasing proportion of the acreage under no-till systems.  Between    
     1989 and 1992, no-till increased from 19.7 to 31.6 percent of the          
     conservation tillage acreage (CTIC, 1992).                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2918.017     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. See responses
     to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 4328



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nutrient Use Trends in the Great Lakes Basin                               
                                                                                
     Total fertilizer P use in the Great Lake states increased throughout the   
     1970s peaking in 1979.  Since then, the total quantity of fertilizer       
     applied has declined to 66 percent of the maximum year (Table 4).          
                                                                                
     One reason for American agriculture's phenomenal performance throughout the
     latter part of this century is the improvement of soil fertility.  The     
     collective technologies applied to crop production throughout this period  
     produced a doubling of corn yields, increasing them from approximately 60  
     bu/A in 1950 to 120 bu/A in 1990.  Similar increases can be shown for the  
     other major crops.  Once adequate soil test levels are attained, lower     
     fertilizer rates to maintain soil fertility are applied.                   
     
     
     Response to: D2918.018     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     response to comment number D2918.015.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Crop residues.  Although conservation tillage practices reduce P           
     contributions to surface waters by reducing soil erosion and improving     
     water infiltration rates, recent research has found that decomposing crop  
     residue left on the soil surface increases the concentrations of soluble P 
     after rainfall events, partially offsetting the advantages of conservation 
     tillage.  Evans (1992) indicates that the organic acids produced as corn   
     and alfalfa residues decompose increase the level of soluble organic       
     carbon, soluble total P and orthophosphate.  The organic acids formed may  
     decrease P adsorption by complexing with the same sites on soil particles  
     as P.  Compounds such as citric and oxalic acid complex most readily.      
     These studies also indicate that soils amended with crop residues improved 
     early plant growth, due in part to increased P solubility.  The increase   
     may result from release of inorganically and organically bound P in the    
     residues as well as soil-bound P released by organic acids.                
     
     
     Response to: D2918.019     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     response to comment number D2918.015.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Animal Manures.  The manure management generally practiced by farmers is   
     environmentally inept.  The problem is further aggravated in               
     soil-conserving systems because manure is not incorporated into the soil   
     but left exposed.  As indicated in the preceding section, manure P (organic
     P) is also highly mobile and free to move during rainfall events when it is
     not soil incorporated.                                                     
                                                                                
     Many studies (Vitosh et al., 1973, Wallingford et al., 1974, Culley et al.,
     1981) indicate lack of vertical movement of P in the soil.  Yet evidence of
     P movement to significant soil depths (King et al. 1985), particularly in  
     the subsurface drainage effluent where tile lines were located 30 inches   
     below the surface, has been documented (Phillips et al, 1981).  Repeated   
     observations of nutrients and bacteria in tile effluent soon after manure  
     applications in Ontario, prompted field scale research studies to determine
     the magnitude of the problem and the conditions under which it is most     
     likely to occur (Dean and Foran, 1991).                                    
                                                                                
     Three quarters of the manure applications resulted in a significant        
     nutrient and bacteria pulse within hours of application.  Although         
     significant concentration peaks occurred, the total amount of nutrient lost
     was very small.  On average, greater than 99 percent of total N, P and K   
     was intercepted by the soil (Table 5).                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2918.020     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Of greater concern is the E. coli, fecal coliform and fecal Streptococcus  
     which also pulse into the drainage water.  Up to 3.3 percent of the        
     manure's bacterial populations were observed in subsurface effluent.       
     
     
     Response to: D2918.021     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Baker's Ohio data show that as P loading into Lake Erie tributaries is     
     being reduced, the level of nitrate plus nitrite is increasing.  Reduced P 
     fertilizer application rates in conjunction with rapid conversion by       
     farmers to conservation tillage practices, both of which encourage P       
     fertilizer placement beneath the soil surface, appear to be effectively    
     reducing P losses to surface water.  However, N placement may be           
     compromised under conservation tillage.  With the exception of anhydrous   
     ammonia, other N products are subject to surface runoff during rainfall    
     events.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Research in southern Ontario (Drury et al, 1993) confirmed that significant
     N losses can occur through subsurface drainage.  Reduced and no-till corn  
     plots receiving 160 lb N/A as surface-applied ammonium nitrate lost between
     3 and 5 lb N/A by surface runoff and between 12 and 18 lb N/A through      
     subsurface drainage.  Relative to conventional tillage, the conservation   
     systems lost one-third less N.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2918.022     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although not as important as soil conservation, fertilizer management can  
     reduce P losses.  By determining the relative P status of the soil by soil 
     analysis, appropriate fertilizer applications can be made.  If the soil P  
     levels are inadequate for optimal plant growth, then corrective            
     applications must be made to raise the soil test P level to the sufficient 
     range.  When P soil test levels are in the high range or above, application
     rates should equal crop removal (Murphy, 1985).  However, soil test is not 
     the only indicator of the need for supplemental P (Fixen and Sorenson,     
     1984; Munson and Murphy, 1986).  Placing fertilizer phosphorus near the    
     seeds of crops (starter) has been repeatedly demonstrated to increase      
     yields and profitability even at high P soil tests under conditions of     
     early planting, cold, wet soils, high amounts of residues, and depending on
     specific crop requirements (Wallingford, 1986; Ghodrati, 1983, Schulte,    
     1982; Touchton, et al., 1987).                                             
     
     
     Response to: D2918.023     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fertilizer placement is especially important in conservation tillage       
     systems for reducing P losses.  Since there are fewer opportunities to     
     incorporate surface applied fertilizer P in conservation tillage systems,  
     banding the P fertilizer beneath the soil surface has been shown to        
     increase efficiency of P use compared to broadcasting it on the soil       
     surface.  Subsurface band applications of P fertilizer reduce the amount of
     P lost in surface runoff (Andraski, 1985; Murphy, 1985; Langdale, et al.,  
     1985) by minimizing exposure to any surface water leaving the field        
     (Barber, 1983; Rehm and Saner, 1981; Fixen and Liekam, 1988; Fixen and     
     Sorenson, 1984; Murphy and Dibb, 1986; Kovar and Barber, 1987; Liekam et   
     al, 1983).                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2918.024     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Increased use of soil testing is a BMP that has helped reduce production   
     cost per unit and make more efficient use of applied nutrients.  While not 
     a perfect system, soil testing is a scientific input into the process of   
     determining fertilizer application needs.  Plant analysis provides another 
     tool for determining nutrient use efficiency and for diagnosing crop needs 
     for future nutrient applications.  Both are widely used in conventional    
     agriculture and have been for many years (Reetz, 1980).                    
                                                                                
     Today, researchers and farmers are using more detailed soil sampling grids 
     to better understand the variation in soil fertility within individual     
     fields.  Researchers have found major benefits from managing the fertilizer
     application for specific areas within fields (Bucholtz and Wollenhaupt,    
     1990; Liekam, 1990; Schmitt and Fairchild, 1991; Jacobsen et al., 1988)    
     including improved production, increased profit and fertilizer use         
     efficiency as well as environmental protection.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2918.025     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Systems for managing fertilizer applications within a field can be termed  
     prescription farming by soil type.  In this process, areas of similar soil 
     test levels are grouped into management zones to allow different fertilizer
     rates within the same field.  Fertilizer application techniques which amend
     the soil according to these site-specific needs are being developed by     
     industry.  Computerized soil maps, on-board navigation systems and         
     microprocessor units enables the application equipment system to vary the  
     rates and ratios of fertilizer materials and agricultural chemicals.       
                                                                                
     As the equipment moves across the field, the microprocessor 'reads' the map
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     to determine which soil area the applicator is in using the on-board       
     navigation system and then dispenses and blends the requested amount of    
     individual products.  Bucholtz and Wollenhaupt (1990) reported the effects 
     of site-specific management on an irrigated 80 acre corn field in southeast
     Missouri.  Although the county soil survey indicated only one soil type,   
     the farmer had experienced non-uniform crop yields.  Grid sampling         
     indicated a pattern of widely differing nutrient levels.  Fertilizer       
     applications based on grid sampling produced substantial differences in P  
     application.  The prescription recommendations increased overall fertilizer
     costs but yields were increased 36 to 46 bu/A representing an increased    
     income of $7000 from the 80 acre field.                                    
                                                                                
     This example demonstrates the progress that has been made through          
     agricultural research in improving nutrient use efficiency, improving      
     farmer profitability and applying nutrients specifically where needed.  The
     implications for environmental protection are obvious and provides evidence
     of the fact that economic and environmental goals are being met            
     simultaneously without the imposition of further regulations or fees.      
     
     
     Response to: D2918.026     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2918.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current technological developments in tillage and fertilizer management    
     systems will continue to reduce the loss of soil and P to aquatic systems. 
     Continued education to explain and demonstrate these new technologies and  
     their use along with grass buffer strips, terracing, contour cropping and  
     other conservation practices being implemented by farmers to protect their 
     soils and to satisfy the requirements of government agricultural programs  
     will further reduce soil erosion and nutrient losses to aquatic systems.   
     Emphasis on education and information transfer is clearly a key to         
     continued progress...progress in improving and minimizing erosional losses 
     of soil and P.  At the same time, it is imperative that we remember that   
     agricultural research has provided the scientific principles on which this 
     progress has been based.  A strengthened combination of agricultural       
     research and education will allow preservation of our productive           
     capabilities and protection of our environmental.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2918.027     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2925.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As is set forth in more detail below, the ILC supports the goal in         
     continued improvement in water quality in the Great Lakes Basin.  At the   
     same time, however, the ILC has serious concerns and significant           
     reservations with respect to the GLI.  Most fundamentally, the costs of    
     implementation of the GLI far exceed the minimal environmental benefits of 
     the proposal.  Indeed, this basic deficiency has already been noted by the 
     Office of Management and Budget.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2925.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2925.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most fundamental concern of the ILC is the lack of any                 
     cost-effectiveness in the GLI proposal.  Although the proposal will entail 
     potentially enormous new costs, the benefits of the proposal are difficult 
     to discern.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2925.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2925.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major portion of the toxic pollutants (up to 90 percent in some cases) in
     the Great Lakes comes from sources such as airborne deposition and         
     agricultural runoff.  Despite this, the GLI focuses on placing further     
     controls only on discharges from point sources.  And, it should be noted,  
     these point sources have already been subject to increasingly restrictive  
     effluent limitations over the past 20 years through the National Pollutant 
     Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES") and State Pollutant Discharge       
     Elimination System ("SPDES") permit system created by the Clean Water Act. 
     
     
     Response to: D2925.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2925.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rather than taking a basin-wide approach to controlling all major potential
     pollutant sources, the GLI has focused only on one relatively minor        
     category of sources.  It would impose upon these sources potentially       
     enormous new treatment costs and yet, even after all of these expenditures 
     have been made, it is arguable whether any discernable positive impact will
     have resulted in the Great Lakes Basin.  For instance, given the relative  
     contributions from point sources and non-point and airborne sources of     
     toxic pollutants, it is likely that no fish consumption advisories will be 
     able to be lifted as a result of the GLI despite the expenditure of        
     billions of dollars.                                                       
                                                                                
     It is submitted that this simply does not make sense.  Although it may be  
     procedurally simpler to further regulate existing regulated point sources, 
     this will not have a significant impact on any real problems facing the    
     Great Lakes.  At the same time, the GLI will pose enormous costs.  Although
     EPA has estimated relatively small costs for implementing the GLI, these   
     costs are seriously understated.  [The Council of Great Lakes Governors has
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     estimated direct costs for local governments and industry of between $710  
     million and $2.3 billion annually across the Great Lakes, and industry     
     estimates have placed this number even higher.  This will have a           
     devastating economic impact in areas that have already suffered            
     economically in recent years.]                                             
                                                                                
     [In the City of Niagara Falls, for instance, unemployment as a percentage  
     of population in July 1993 was 15.4 percent.  This is considerably higher  
     than the national average and is indicative of the economic hardship that  
     the western New York area has encountered.  Similarly, the population of   
     the City of Niagara Falls has decreased from 85,615 in 1970 to 71,384 in   
     1980 and again to 61,880 in 1990, almost a 30 percent decline over the past
     20 years.  Thus, anything that will contribute to decreased employment will
     have a serious impact on this area.]                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2925.004     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D2721.040.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D2925.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.005 imbedded in #.004.                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Council of Great Lakes Governors has estimated direct costs for local  
     governments and industry of between $710 million and $2.3 billion annually 
     across the Great Lakes, and industry estimates have placed this number even
     higher.  This will have a devastating economic impact in areas that have   
     already suffered economically in recent years.                             
     
     
     Response to: D2925.005     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2925.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.006 is imbedded in comment #.004.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the City of Niagara Falls, for instance, unemployment as a percentage of
     population in July 1993 was 15.4 percent.  This is considerably higher than
     the national average and is indicative of the economic hardship that the   
     western New York area has encountered.  Similarly, this population of the  
     City of Niagara Falls has decreased from 85,615 in 1970 to 71,384 in 1980  
     and again to 61,840 in 1990, almost a 30 percent decline over the past 20  
     years.  Thus, anything that will contribute to decreased employment will   
     have a serious impact on this area.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2925.006     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2925.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "City" refers to Niagara Falls                                
            
          "Plant" refers to the wastewater treatment plant in Niagara Falls         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City's Plant currently operates under a SPDES permit containing some of
     the most stringent effluent limitations in the country.  Nonetheless, under
     the GLI, significant increases in treatment costs would be required, as is 
     discussed in the City's comments.  These significant costs would further   
     exacerbate the economic conditions in the area.                            
                                                                                
     Such increased costs would, by their very nature, require higher sewer use 
     charges.  Sewer use rates in the City are already higher than the national 
     average as a result of the Plant's sophisticated treatment system and the  
     stringent operating requirements imposed on the Plant.  A portion of these 
     higher rates would fall on residential and small commercial users who, as  
     noted above, are not in a position to absorb higher costs.                 
                                                                                
     [A significant portion of these costs would also be borne by the SIUs.     
     These costs then would become an economic factor of significance to the    
     SIUs.  As treatment costs and the sewer rates increase, it has been        
     documented that industrial contribution to the plant have decreased.  As   
     such contributions decrease, rates for the remaining amounts of substances 
     being discharged to the Plant must again increase, leading to a spiraling  
     effect that can make the rates for remaining industrial dischargers        
     prohibitive.  This, in turn, can inevitably have the effect of influencing 
     companies' decisions as to whether to remain in the area.]                 
                                                                                
     [There is a danger that, if the rate-paying base of the Plant is thrown out
     of equilibrium, the industrial portion of the base may be so compromised   
     that the City will find itself with little alternative but to charge       
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     residential and small commercial users much higher fees because they are   
     the only significant rate-payers left.]                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2925.007     
     
     See response to comments D2613.036 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2925.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "City" refers to Niagara Falls                                
            
          "Plant" refers to the wastewater treatment plant in Niagara Falls         

          Comment #.008 is imbedded in comment #.007.                               

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A significant portion of these costs would also be borne by the SIUs.      
     These costs then would become an economic factor of significance to the    
     SIUs.  As treatment costs and the sewer rates increase, it has been        
     documented that industrial contributions to the plant have decreased.  As  
     such contributions decrease, rates for the remaining amounts of substances 
     being discharged to the Plant must again increase, leading to a spiraling  
     effect that can make the rates for remaining industrial dischargers        
     prohibitive.  This, in turn, can inevitably have the effect of influencing 
     companies' decisions as to whether to remain in the area.                  
     
     
     Response to: D2925.008     
     
     See response to comment D2613.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2925.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "City" refers to Niagara Falls                                
            
          "Plant" refers to the wastewater treatment plant in Niagara Falls         

          Comment #.009 is imbedded in comment #.007.                               

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a danger that, if the rate-paying base of the Plant is thrown out 
     of equilibrium, the industrial portion of the base may be so compromised   
     that the City will find itself with little alternative but to charge       
     residential and small commercial users much higher fees because they are   
     the only significant rate-payers left.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2925.009     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D2925.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "City" refers to Niagara Falls                                
            
          "Plant" refers to the wastewater treatment plant in Niagara Falls         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economic impacts of the GLI are exacerbated by the GLI's               
     anti-degradation policy.  The effect of this policy would be to freeze     
     existing discharges of a variety of substances (bioaccumulative chemicals  
     of concern or "BCCs") at current levels. For other substances, although the
     GLI appears to offer a bit of flexibility, the net result would be the     
     same.                                                                      
                                                                                
     This would have a number of serious consequences.  One effect would be to  
     "punish" those dischargers, such as the City's Plant, that have achieved   
     high removal levels of these pollutants.  This is particularly unreasonable
     when the vast majority of sources of these pollutants in the Great Lakes   
     Basin are unregulated by the GLI.  [Also, the levels of discharge that     
     would be imposed under the anti-degradation policy do not sufficiently take
     into account margins of safety, and flow variability, so that even         
     extremely well-operated plants will be virtually certain to find themselves
     in violation on a significant number of occasions]                         
                                                                                
     [Equally important is that, by freezing discharges at existing levels, the 
     GLI's anti-degradation procedures would be potentially economically        
     devastating to the Niagara Falls area.  The City's Plant was constructed   
     with a design flow of 48 MGD.  From its inception, it was contemplated that
     a significant portion of its flow would be made up of industrial           
     discharges.  For a variety of reasons, including the depressed economic    
     situation in the area in recent years, current industrial flows are        
     considerably less than were originally contemplated when the Plant was     
     constructed.                                                               
                                                                                
     If discharge levels are frozen at existing levels, a likely effect will be 
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     to preclude further development that would allow the City's industrial and 
     commercial and base to recover to its former levels.  Over the long term,  
     the inability of an industry to expand can have a deletereious impact upon 
     its ability to continue in existence in a particular area.  In addition to 
     freezing employment levels at their current levels, thus, the              
     anti-degradation policy could force a decrease in employment.              
     
     
     Response to: D2925.010     
     
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2925.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.011 is imbedded in comment #.010.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the levels of discharge that would be imposed under the              
     anti-degradation policy do not sufficiently take into account margins of   
     safety, and flow variability, so that even extremely well-operated plants  
     will be virtually certain to find themselves in violation on a significant 
     number of occasions.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2925.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2925.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "City" refers to Niagara Falls                                
            
          "Plant" refers to the wwastewater treatment plant in Niagara Falls        

          Comment #.012 is imbedded in comment #.010.                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Equally important is that, by freezing discharges at existing levels, the  
     GLI's anti-degradation procedures would be potentially economically        
     devastating to the Niagara Falls area.  The City's Plant was constructed   
     with a design flow of 48 MGD.  From its inception, it was contemplated that
     a significant portion of its flow would be made up of industrial           
     discharges. For a variety of reasons, including the depressed economic     
     situation in the area in recent years, current industrial flows are        
     considerably less than were originally contemplated when the Plant was     
     constructed.                                                               
                                                                                
     If discharge levels are frozen at existing levels, a likely effect will be 
     to preclude further development that would allow the City's industrial and 
     commercial and base to recover to its former levels.  Over the long term,  
     the inability of an industry to expand can have a deleterious impact upon  
     its ability to continue in existence in a particular area.  In addition to 
     freezing employment levels at their current levels, thus, the              
     anti-degradation policy could force a decrease in employment.              
     
     
     Response to: D2925.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2925.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first of these concerns relates to the GLI's proposed establishment of 
     water quality-based effluent limitations at levels that are below what is  
     quantifiable.  This imposes a tremendous uncertainty and potential legal   
     liability.  Currently, in New York State, the Department of Environmental  
     Conservation ("DEC") does not establish effluent limitations at such       
     levels.  By contrast, the GLI would establish specific compliance          
     procedures that would require that each permit have an actual calculated   
     effluent limitation, even though the limitation might not be analytically  
     measurable.  [Although compliance will be based on a "compliance evaluation
     level," this would still create much uncertainty.]                         
                                                                                
     [Moreover, the GLI's requirement that dischargers implement a complex and  
     expensive pollutant minimization program even though substances of concern 
     have not been detected in the treatment plant's discharge would create     
     additional unnecessary costs.  It could, for instance, lead to treatment   
     plants prohibiting dischargers of substances even though the plant was not 
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     discharging a detectable amount of such substances.]  [EPA's authority to  
     reqire this is questionable.]                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2925.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2925.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although compliance will be based on a "compliance evaluation level," this 
     would still create much uncertainty.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2925.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2925.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.015 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the GLI's requirement that dischargers implement a complex and   
     expensive pollutant minimization program even though substances of concern 
     have not been detected in the treatment plant's discharge would create     

Page 4343



$T044618.TXT
     additional unnecessary costs.  It could, for instance, lead to treatment   
     plants prohibiting dischargers of substances even though the plant was not 
     discharging a detectable amount of such substances.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2925.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2925.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.016 is imbedded in #.013.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's authority to require this is questionable.                           
     
     
     Response to: D2925.016     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2925.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ILC also has a concern with the proposed elimination of mixing zones   
     for BCCs.  This will force dischargers to meet ambient water quality       
     standards at the end of the pipe, which is an extremely expensive prospect 
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     that brings with it virtually no environmental benefits.  Despite the      
     significant costs involved, this new policy will not significantly improve 
     water quality, since ambient water quality standards are fully met beyond  
     the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real improvement would occur
     in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small and poses no threat to 
     aquatic life.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2925.017     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2925.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another area of concern relates to the establishment of "Tier II" water    
     quality standards.  These would be established without the more rigorous   
     scientific basis under which existing EPA water quality criteria have been 
     developed.  As such, they are subject to considerable unreliability.  The  
     lack of firm bases for such levels is only exacerbated by the addition     
     under the GLI of conservative factors that would further lower such limits.
                                                                                
     [When this is combined with the GLI's anti-degradation policy, the net     
     result is that water quality criteria may be established on the basis of   
     insufficient data and set at unrealistically aand unjustifiably stringent  
     levels out of "conservatism," and then frozen for all time through the     
     anti-degradation policy so that they cannot be relaxed to more appropriate 
     levels in the future even when it has become clear that there is no        
     scientific basis for the existing level.  This is unjustifiable on both a  
     technical and policy level.]                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2925.018     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2925.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.019 is imbedded in comment #.018.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When this is combined with the GLI's anti-degradation policy, the net      
     result is that water quality criteria may be established on the basis of   
     insufficient data and set at unrealistically and unjustifiably stringent   
     levels out of "conservatism," and then frozen for all time through the     
     anti-degradation policy so that they cannot be relaxed to more appropriate 
     levels in the future even when it has become clear that there is no        
     scientific basis for the existing level.  This is unjustifiable on both a  
     technical and policy level.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2925.019     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D2925.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For all the foregoing reasons, and for the reasons set forth in the other  
     comments that the ILC supports, the ILC urges the EPA to seriously         
     reconsider the GLI proposal.  A more productive approach, it is submitted, 
     would be to undertake a basin-wide multi-media approach to pollutant       
     contributions to the Great Lakes, or to build upon such existing tools as  
     Lakewide Management Plans.  [In this way, if significant funds are to be   
     expended, they will be focused upon improvements to water quality that will
     actually be realized.]                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2925.020     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2925.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In this way, if significant funds are to be expended, they will be focused 
     upon improvements to water quality that will actually be realized.         
     
     
     Response to: D2925.021     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2723.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Having reviewed the Proposed Guidance, including the preamble published in 
     the Federal Register, and other relevant materials, Acme Resin submits that
     phenol shuld not be included on the Table 6 to proposed Part 132 list of   
     "pollutants of initial focus" ("initial focus list" or "Table 6") under the
     Proposed Guidance, and also should not be included in Tables 1 and 2 to    
     proposed Part 132.  58 Fed. Reg. 20,802, 21,014-15 (1993)  (proposed Apr.  
     16, 1993); cf. id. at 20,844 (preamble) (inviting comment on "whether      
     pollutants should be deleted from Table 6").  Moreover, Acme Resin submits 
     that should phenol be included on the Guidance's initial focus list, the   
     water quality standards set for phenol under the Proposed Guidance are much
     too conservative to the extent they are used in calculating the wasteload  
     allocation for phenol.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2930.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2930.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1978 (the "Agreement") was      
     forged by the United States and Canada (collectively, the "Parties") for   
     the purpose of establishing common water quality objectives for the region 
     described as the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  International Joint         
     Commission, United States and Canada, Revised Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement of 1978, as amended by Protocol signed November 18, 1987, Art II 
     at 7 (1989)  (hereinafter "Agreement").  In 1989, USEPA created the GLI as 
     a vehicle for the agency and the Great Lakes States to determine how to    
     implement the Agreement.  Congress enacted the Great Lakes Critical        
     Programs Act of 1990 ("CPA"), Pub. L. No. 101-596, 104 Stat. 3000 (codified
     as amended in scattered sections of 33 U.S.C.) to strengthen the GLI's     
     ongoing efforts in this regard.  Specifically, Section 101 of the CPA      
     authorizes the USEPA to propose guidance for water quality in the Great    
     Lakes System "which conforms with the objectives and provisions of the     
     (Agreement)."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,823.  Thus, the GLI may not propose water
     quality guidances that are inconsistent with terms or goals of the         
     Agreement.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2930.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014, P2769.085, P2746.043
     and D605.042.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2930.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agreement provides that "[t]he discharge of toxic substances in toxic  
     amounts be prohibited and the discharge of any or all persistent toxic     
     substances be virtually eliminated."  Agreement, Art. II(a), at 7 (emphasis
     added).  Further, the Parties adopted, inter alia, the following general   
     objective:  to keep the waters of the Great Lakes System "[f]ree from      
     materials...that alone, or in combination with other materials, will       
     produce conditions that are toxic or harmful to human, animal, or aquatic  
     life."  Id. Art. III(d) at 8.  Clearly, the Agreement does not envision    
     prohibiting all discharges; rather, its goal is to eliminate discharges of 
     toxic substances in amounts that would produce serious health risks for    
     humans, plants and animals.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2930.003     
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     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2930.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comments .003 and .002.                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given this background, for the following reasons, phenol should not be     
     considered a pollutant"of primary concern" for the Great Lakes Ecosystem   
     and should not be included on the initial focus list for several reasons.  
     First, the Agreement is concerned with persistent toxic substances, Id. Art
     II(a), at 7; phenol is not such a substance.                               
     
     
     Response to: D2930.004     
     
     See Section II of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Proposed Guidance, the GLI attempts to indentify persistent toxic   
     substances by determining which pollutants are highly bioaccumulative.     
     These "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" (BCCs"), substances with      
     bioaccumulation factors ("BAFs"), of more than 1,000 are listed in section 
     A of Table 6.  58 Fed. Reg. at 21,015.  USEPA took two different measures  
     of the BAF of phenol.  The first measure was calculated using Log P.  Under
     this method, the BAF for phenol was determined to be 3.4  The second       
     measure predicted the BAF using both Log P and a measured bioconcentration 
     factor ("BCF").  The BCF itself, however, ws measured using radiolabeled   
     chemical, which USEPA acknowledged was of "concern."  Id. at 20,844-45.    
     The BAF under the second measure was found to be 1,728.  The second        
     predicted BAF for phenol was obviously greater than the designated level of
     concern.  See id. However, because "the resulting predicted BAF [was] so   
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     much higher than the BAF predicted from Log. P[, USEPA found it] doubtful  
     that the BAF for [phenol] is above, 1,000."  Id. at 20,845.  To take this  
     uncertainty into account, the Proposed Guidance lists phenol in section B  
     of Table 6, as a "potential" BCC.  Thus, phenol has not been identified as 
     a persistent toxic substance.  Id. at 21,015.  Acme Resin agrees with the  
     USEPA's conculusion that the second BAF measure is incorrect and that      
     phenol does not bioaccumulate to any level of concern.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2930.005     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2930.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .004                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the Agreement expresses concern regarding discharge of "toxic      
     substances in toxic amounts."  Agreement, Art. II(a), at 7.  The proposed  
     chronic water quality standard for phenol, 110 ug/1, was calculated using  
     the acute to chronic ratio ("ACR") of only one of the only three ACRs      
     available  for phenol.  Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Water Quality 
     Criteria for Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water.  Criteria        
     Documents, Tier 1 Aquatic Life Criteria for Phenol, at 143 (1002).         
     
     
     Response to: D2930.006     
     
     See Section III of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Acme Resin submits that not enough data points were used or even available 

Page 4350



$T044618.TXT
     to support a finding that chronic concentrations of phenol are toxic at the
     proposed level, and that the Proposed Guidance is regulating phenol at far 
     below toxic amounts.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2930.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.093.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, phenol is a highly biodegradable substance.  Organic Chemicals,  
     Plastics and Synthetic Fibers ("OCPSF") Category; Effluent Limitations     
     Guidelines, Pretreatment Standards, and New Source Performance Standards,  
     58 Fed. Reg. 36,872, 36,866-67 (1993) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. pt.     
     414); Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, Toxicological      
     Profile for Phenol 66 (1989) [hereinafter "Profile"}.  The USEPA recently  
     acknowledged in its OCPSF guidelines that phenol has a high "biodegradation
     rate constant" (a measure of how quickly a substance biodegrades),         
     attributable to its simple molecular structure. 58 Fed. Reg. at 36,886-87. 
     The Toxicological Profile for Phenol ("Profile") cites studies which       
     support USEPA's conclusion.  For example, the Profile notes that           
     "[c]omplete degradation less than 1 day has been reported in water from    
     three lakes."  Profile, supra, at 66 (emphasis added).  Another study      
     showed "[c]omplete removal of phenol in river water...after 2 days at 20   
     [degrees Celsius] and after 4 days at 4 [degrees Celsius].  Id.  The rate  
     of biodegradation of phenol may vary depending upon certain factors, e.g., 
     the concentration of phenol, the trophic levels of the water, or the type  
     of receiving water (fresh or salt water).  Id. at 66-67.  Nonetheless, the 
     Profile acknowledges that "the evidence presented...suggests that phenol   
     can be rapidly and virtually completely degraded under both natural water  
     and sewage treatment plant conditions."  Id. at 67 (emphasis added).       
     Therefore, under the language of the Agreement, phenol should not be       
     considered a pollutant of  "primary concern" for the Great Lakes System.   
     
     
     Response to: D2930.008     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.009
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, Acme Resin notes that the Proposed Guidance apparently       
     includes phenol on Table 6 simply because of its presence among the USEPA's
     126 priority toxic pollutants and the Agreement's designated pollutants of 
     concern for the Great Lakes System.   Acme Resin believes that recent data 
     indicates that phenol may have been inaccurately placed in those categories
     in the first place.  The categories were created based on dated data, at   
     least ten to fifteen years old.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D2930.009     
     
     EPA agrees that the special provisions for BCCs should not apply to phenol,
     since phenol does not meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.    
     EPA also agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10          
     pollutants proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has   
     deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons
     stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: OCPSF refers to the Organic Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic 
Fibers       
          Category                                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, current studies demonstrating the high biodegradability of phenol 
     prompted the USEPA not to set pretreatment standards for phenol under its  
     OCPSF rule, suggesting a change in the USEPA's position regarding phenol   
     since 1983, when its list was first compiled.  58 Fed. Reg. at 36,886-87.  
     The Proposed Guidance should not negate the effect of the USEPA's OCPSF    
     decision regarding phenol discharges to POTWs.  Even if USEPA should       
     regulate phenol under the Proposed Guidance, the water quality standards   
     should not be used as a basis for regulating indirect dischargers.         
     
     
     Response to: D2930.010     
     
     EPA agrees that the special provisions for BCCs should not apply to phenol,
     since phenol does not meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.    
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     EPA also agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10          
     pollutants proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has   
     deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons
     stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2930.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, significantly, the Agreement requires that its list of "hazardous    
     polluting substances" be continually revised in the light of growing       
     scientific knowledge."  Agreement, Annex 10, at 56.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2930.011     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D2930.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     Given the current information regarding phenol's biodegradability, the     
     Parties should reconsider whether phenol is appropriately on the list.1  It
     should be emphasized that phenol is not included on the agreement's list of
     "Specific Objectives," which sets forth minimum water quality standards for
     several substances.                                                        
     -------------------------                                                  
     1  The Agreement defines a "hazardous polluting substance" as: any element 
     or compound identified by the Parties which, if discharged in any quantity 
     into or upon receiving waters or adjoining shorelines, would present an    
     imminent and substantial danger to public health or welfare...             
                                                                                
     Agreement, Art. I, at 5.  While phenol -- and arguably almost any substance
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     -- can ultimately be discharged at levels high enough to cause harm, thus  
     falling within this definition, Acme Resin suggests that a commonsense     
     reading of this language would not necessarily include phenol.  At the     
     levels at which phenol is commonly discharged, both above and below the    
     proposed standards, the substance would not "present an imminent and       
     substantial danger to public health or welfare."  Id. (emphasis added).    
     
     
     Response to: D2930.012     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     II of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.013
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's proposed water quality standard for phenol comprises an acute    
     water quality criterion 3,600 ug/l and a chronic water quality criterion of
     110 ug/1 that were proposed in 58 Fed. Reg. at 21,014 were subsequently    
     corrected.)  This standard, however, overstates the risk from phenol that  
     is discharged at the levels that would be authorized under the Proposed    
     Guidance, even if properly derived from the available toxicity studies of  
     phenol.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2930.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.093.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 10 of the document for an illustrative example       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI apparently has not fully taken into account the effect of          
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     biodegradation on phenol discharges.  As noted earlier, it is accepted that
     phenol biodegrades in fresh water both quickly and thoroughly.  Taking     
     biodegradation into account, it becomes clear that the water quality       
     standard set for phenol is too conservative to the extent it is used to    
     determine the wasteload allocation.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D2930.014     
     
     See response to: D2930.015                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D2930.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, Aceme Resin suggests that phenol should not be included on  
     the Proposed Guidance's initial focus list.  Alternatively, Acme Resin     
     submits that, if phenol remains on the initial focus list, a calculation   
     for the wastelaod allocation for phenol should be created which would      
     factor in the effects of biodegradation and thereby substantially increase 
     the permissible point-source effluent limitation.                          
     
     
     Response to: D2930.015     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed list of 138 pollutants in Table 6     
     should be reduced.  All of the 138 pollutants have been identified as      
     either priority pollutants under the CWA or as pollutants of specific      
     concern in the Great Lakes basin.  Phenol is listed as a priority pollutant
     under the CWA.  See section II.C.10 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this  
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Biodegradation is taken into account when developing BAFs.  See section IV 
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. Furthermore, under the final  
     Guidance regulatory authorities may take into account degradation of a     
     pollutant in developing TMDLs and WLAs if scientifically defensible field  
     studies or other relevant information demonstrate that degradation of the  
     pollutant will occur under the full range of environmental conditions      
     expected to be encountered, and the field studies or other relevant        
     information address certain other factors that affect the level of         
     pollutants in the water column.  See section VIII.C.8 of the SID for EPA's 
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: D2959.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please refer to "Section Two," which provides technical 
commentss on EPA's 
          draft Guidance on the Assessment and Control of Bioconcentratable         

          Contaminants in Surface Waters (March 1991)."                             

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While API recognizes the need for a more consistent approach to            
     environmental protection in the Great Lakes region, it is API's opinion    
     that the proposed GLI does not present an appropriate and reasonable       
     approach to achieving the goal of enhanced water quality.  We believe that 
     the GLI, as proposed, contains significant flaws which must be addressed.  
     These are are follows:                                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2959.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D2959.001A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While API recognizes the need for a more consistent approach to            
     environmental protecton in the Great Lakes regions, it is API's opinion    
     that the proposed GLI does not present an appropriate and reasonable       
     approach to achieving the goal of enhanced water quality.  We believe that 
     the GLI, as proposed, contains signficant flaws which must be addressed.   
     These are as follows:                                                      
                                                                                
     The costs of the GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.
      GLI seeks further, very expensive reductions from point source            
     dischargers.  Independent analysis by three separate industries indicate   
     that their costs would exceed 4 billion in capital and almost 1 billion per

Page 4356



$T044618.TXT
     year in annual operation and maintenance costs.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2959.001A    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D2959.001B
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While API recognizes the need for a more consistent approach to            
     environmental protection in the Great Lakes region, it is API's opinion    
     that the proposed GLI does not present an appropriate and reasonable       
     approach to achieving the goal of enhanced water quality.  We believe that 
     the GLI, as proposed, contains significant flaws which must be addressed.  
     These are as follows:                                                      
                                                                                
     Industries in the region will be at a severe economic disadvantage over    
     industries elsewhere in the Great Lakes states and nationally which are not
     subject to the same restrictive discharge provisions.  The proposed        
     antidegradation provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making it  
     difficult or impossible for companies to return to full production during  
     the course of economic recovery and by forcing delays in business decisions
     while antidegradation demonstration reviews are being carried out.         
     
     
     Response to: D2959.001B    
     
     See response to comment D2594.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D2959.001C
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     While API recognizes the need for a more consistent approach to            
     environmental protection in the Great Lakes region, it is API's opinion    
     that the proposed GLI does not present an appropriate and reasonable       
     approach to achieving the goal of enhanced water quality.  We believe that 
     the GLI, as proposed, contains significant flaws which must be addressed.  
     These are as follows:                                                      
                                                                                
     The GLI does not have an adequate scientific basis.  EPA's Science Advisory
     Board has criticized and questioned both the science underlying the        
     proposed GLI and the absence of "peer review" by other credible            
     institutions, such as the National Academy of Sciences.  EPA used          
     scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving a Bioaccumulation Factor
     (used to identify chemicals of particular concern which will be subject to 
     especially stringent controls) and to set limits on pollutants for which   
     limited data exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are         
     resolved, it is not appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.     
     
     
     Response to: D2959.001C    
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2959.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     API has organized its comments into two sections.  Section one, entitled   
     the "General Issues and Specific Comments," provides certain technical     
     comments on key issues of concern relating to the GLI.  In the second      
     section, API provides additional technical comments on EPA's draft GLI on  
     the "Assessment and Control of Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface   
     Waters (March 1991)."  This draft document was cited by EPA as providing   
     guidance on bioaccumulation and is one of the basic EPA references in the  
     GLI's Technical Support Document for the Procedures to Determine           
     Bioaccumulation Factors.  API's section two comments directly address the  
     scientific basis for assumptions used in determining whether a chemical    
     biaccumulates and identifies the strengths and weaknesses of such          
     assumptions.                                                               
                                                                                
     API supports the goal of improving the Great Lakes water quality.  In      
     addition to the attached comments, API endorses the comments submitted by  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition and the Chemical Manufacturers     
     Association (CMA).                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D2959.002     
     
     EPA agrees that implementation of the final Guidance supports the goal of  
     improving Great Lakes water quality.                                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: D2959.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     National Applicability                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comments on whether national GLI or regulations should be
     modified to correspond with specific elements in the GLI.  API has serious 
     reservations about the applicability of the GLI to the Great Lakes Basin   
     itself, and does not support an expansion of the applicability of the      
     proposed GLI beyond the Great Lakes Basin.  In fact, the preamble to the   
     GLI proposal states:  "The Great Lakes priorities should not be interpreted
     as EPA's priorities for water bodies nationwide."  Use of the GLI as       
     anything other than a watershed management approach for the Great Lakes    
     Basin is inappropriate.  Additionally, API asserts that the nation's waters
     are best protected and maintained by allowing the existing flexibility     
     under the clean Water Act for state primacy in water pollution control     
     programs.  The great diversity among the nations's waters clearly          
     necessitates the continuance of state primacy.  An additional barrier to   
     national applicability is that numerous elements of the proposal have been 
     justified by the uniqueness of the Great Lakes System.                     
                                                                                
     The most basic requirement for considering the GLI as a national model is  
     that it be a scientifically sound, reasonable and cost effective approach  
     to establishing and achieving regional water quality goals.  The proposed  
     GLI doest not meet that test.  The GLI does not reflect the use of sound   
     science as noted in the comments that follow in section two.               
     
     
     Response to: D2959.003     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to comments P2629.023 and          
     D2698.008.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D2959.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost Effectiveness/Limited Benefits                                        
                                                                                
     API supports the GLI's goal of continued improvement in Great Lakes water  
     quality.  However, we question the strategy chosen to meet this goal.  As  
     proposed, the GLI will require great Lakes refineries and other industrial 
     and municipal dischargers to incur substantial costs for few water quality 
     benefits.  It currently focuses on point sources, which account for a small
     percentage of current loadings of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants to 
     the Great Lakes.  The GLI does not focus on nonpoint sources, which studies
     indicate could be responsible for as much as 90 percent of the pollutants  
     of concern entering the Great Lakes.                                       
                                                                                
     Demonstrating the limited benefitss of the GLI is fairly well documented by
     the draft final report prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors by
     DRI/McGraw-Hill (July 1993) and others. Predicting the cost impacts of the 
     GLI, however, is difficult.  The GLI could lead, for example, to:  1)      
     setting stringent criteria where none currently exist; 2) establishing     
     effuent limitations below quantification limits; 3) requiring technology   
     treatment capabilities which are as yet undemonstrated; and 4) requiring   
     treatment of large quantities of cooling water that do not come into       
     contact with process systems.                                              
                                                                                
     The petroleum industry cost data currently available to API were prepared  
     in January 1993 by the Ohio Petroleum Council.  Four refineries            
     representing 83% of the refining capacity in the Great Lakes Basin         
     responded to the request for information.  The estimates were $78 million  
     to $292 million in capital, with associated operating costs of $36 to $64  
     million per year, as incremental cost driven by assumptions as to what the 
     GLI could require.  The lower numbers are based on quite optimistic        
     assumptions, including an incomplete list of substances to be regulated by 
     the GLI.  A major assumption was that the identified technology would      
     enable industry to meet the stringent discharge limits.  The resulting cost
     estimates would be greater if more exotic and expensive technologies or    
     facility modifications were required.                                      
                                                                                
     The incremental environmental gains from further point source regulations  
     are not justified by the cost requirements.  EPA should focus their        
     attention on nonpoint surce where the greatest improvements in water       
     quality may be gained.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D2959.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2959.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  The methodology used to determine which substances should be on the BCC
     list should take into account a variety of factors in addition to the      
     bioaccumulation factor (BAF) and should be based on BAFs from field data.  
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     EPA should focus on chemicals posing the greatest threat to human health,  
     aquatic life of wildlife.  The GLI falls short of this goal.  The          
     methodology used to determine which substance should be on the BCC list    
     should take into account a variety of factors including:  environmental    
     fate and effect in the aquatic environment, persistence, extent of         
     degradation of metabolization, and quantity discharged to the environment. 
                                                                                
     The GLI requirements should only apply to substances shown to be persistent
     bioaccumulative pollutants based on field data on fish tissue              
     concentrations.  BAFs derived from field data on fish tissue               
     concentrations, although subject to uncertainty, are the best data         
     currently available on BAF's for the Pollutants of Initial Concern.        
                                                                                
     Additional API technical comments regarding EPA's guidance on              
     bioconcentratable contaminants are attached in section two as a separate   
     report titled, "Critical Review of Draft EPA Guidance on Assessment and    
     Control of Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface Waters." EPA has      
     developed draft guidance on the "Assessment and Control of                 
     Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface Waters (March 1991)."  This      
     document, referred to subsequently as the DBG (Draft Bioconcentration      
     Guidance), provides guidance for identifying and monitoring nonpolar       
     organic chemicals in effluent that have the greatest potential to          
     bioaccumulate in aquatic food chains leading to humans.  The major goal of 
     bioconcentration assessment is to protect humans from consumption of toxic 
     quantities of contaminated fish and shellfish products.  The DBG describes:
     (1) analytical chemical procedures to identify and quantify                
     bioconcentratable pollutants in environmental samples (water, sediments,   
     tissues of aquatic animals), (2) methods for deriving criteria for aquatic 
     organism and receiving waters, and (3) approaches for the control of these 
     pollutants from point sources.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA has not yet developed specific guidelines to be used by                
     NPDES-permitting authorities to identify point source dischargers or to set
     priorities for identifying dischargers that will be required to perform an 
     assessment for bioconcentratable chemicals in NPDES-permit effluent.       
     
     
     Response to: D2959.005     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence and metabolism should be considered in the     
     definition of BCCs, and that environmental fate and effect should be       
     considered in determining persistence.  The final Guidance has been revised
     to provide that chemicals with half- lives of less than eight weeks in the 
     water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  Also, the definition      
     provides for use of field-measured BAFs, which takes into account          
     metabolism. See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these      
     issues.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that quantity discharged should be a factor in          
     determining which chemicals should be BCCs, nor that ambient water and fish
     tissue concentrations, should be factors in identifying the pollutants of  
     concern.  EPA does not accept the concept that pollutants should not be    
     regulated as BCCs until they are shown to be present at concentrations of  
     concern in the Great Lakes System.  As discussed in section II.C.8 of the  
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     SID, EPA is concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs from         
     increasing to the level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  
     A regulatory approach that would not trigger preventive action until some  
     measurable concentration resulting in adverse conditions is reached in the 
     environment would not be effective in addressing this concern, particularly
     because of the difficulties of measuring these pollutants at levels of     
     concern in the environment.  As discussed further in sections VII.B and    
     VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance 
     will take full effect over the next twelve years (two years for            
     State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in period).  A  
     program requiring systematic environmental monitoring followed by a        
     regulatory process to designate BCCs could significantly delay             
     implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new persistent,   
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The risks to the    
     Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant such an     
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA has eliminated the proposed requirement for dischargers to conduct fish
     tissue monitoring or other bio-uptake studies.  See section VIII.H of the  
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2959.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  Ten chemicals, including six polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), 
     phenol and toluene, are on the list of potential BCCs in the proposed GLI  
     (Table 6,58 FR 21015).  EPA put these pollutants on the "potential" BCC    
     list because it does not feel confident that the modeled BAF values        
     reliably estimate their potential to bioaccumulate.                        
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     The category of "Potential Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern" should be 
     removed from Table 6; substances on this list should be classified as      
     "non-BCC."  All of these chemicals are subject to metabolization and       
     degradation in the environment and are therefore not persistent and should 
     not be considered potential BCCs.                                          
                                                                                
     Phenol and toluene biodegrade, can be metabolized and should not be        
     classified as Potential BCCs. Toluene is readily biodegradable and is not  
     persistent.  (Pitter and Chudoba 1990).  Degradation of toluene in water   
     occurs primarily due to microbial action and is also quickly eliminated    
     from the aquatic environment by volatilization (Mackay and Ma 1992).       
     Phenol's lack of persistence was recognized by EPA's July 9, 1993, Organic 
     Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF) industry final rule (58  
     FR 36872), yet phenol appears on the GLI list.  Further, EPA did not set   
     pretreatment standard for phenol in the OCPSF rule because it is highly    
     biodegradable and Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTW) removal of phenol  
     is essentially equivalent to removal by direct dischargers.                
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     Response to: D2959.006     
     
     See response to: D2732.010                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2959.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  The preamble (Vol. 58 FR 20802, 20844, April 16, 1993) notes that six  
     polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (3,4-benzofluroanthene,                  
     11,12-benzofluoranthene, benzo[a]pyrene, 1,12-benzoperylene,               
     1,2:5,6-dibenzanthracene, indeno[1,2,3-ed]pyrene) included on the list of  
     Potential BCCs are five-ring PAHs.  The GLI finds:  "The four measured BAFs
     that are available for PAHs are substantially lower than the BAFs that are 
     predicted from Log P for those chemicals" (58 FR 20844).  The issue is that
     the modeled BAF factors for a number of PAHs are much higher than those    
     derived in actual field data.  The modeled BAFs are so inaccurate and the  
     differences so great that they should not be used in a rulemaking or for   
     establishing permit limits.  Field and calculated BAFs examples in the     
     technical support document illustrate the problem (Stephan, C. March 3,    
     1993).  The differences in the BAFs is probably due to metabolization, as  
     the preamble acknowledges:                                                 
                                                                                
     Available information indicates that some organic chemicals, such as       
     polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs), are metabolized by aquatic       
     organisms, but that the extent of that metabolism varies substantially from
     one PAH to another and from one species to another" (58 FR 20861).         
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     API believes that EPA's decision to rely upon field-derived BAF data rather
     than model-derived data to estimate BAFs for PAHs is appropriate.  Field   
     data represent the best data currently available.                          
                                                                                
     While API recognizes that there are significant limitations to field data  
     on BAFs for PAHs, we believe that field data are the best data currently   
     available.  The uncertainties of using modeled BAFs are much greater.  Some
     of the major uncertainties and some major differences betwen the properties
     of PAHs and the assumptions used in the proposed model are ilustrated by   
     the from "Metabolism of PAH in the Aquatic Environment," Varanosi, U.  (All
     page numbers in the following bullets refer to pages in that book and not  
     the citations of the original author.  Use of the term PAHs should not be  
     interpreted to mean that all PAHs have identical properties.  Because the  
     term PAHs includes a large number of compounds, parameters such as reaction
     rates will often vary.)                                                    
                                                                                
     PAHs are subject to transformation by sunlight (i.e. degradation by        
     photoreaction) in the upper parts of the water column.  Photooxidation has 
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     been reported to be an important process in the removal of PAHs in the     
     aquatic environment. (P. 13)                                               
                                                                                
     PAHs may be metabolized by microorganisms.  Biodegradation is an important 
     pathway for transformation of PAHs.  In reviewing the literature, some     
     general statements can be made about our present knowledge of the microbial
     degradation of PAH:                                                        
                                                                                
     1.  A wide variety of bacteria, fungi, and algae have the ability to       
     metabolize PAH.                                                            
                                                                                
     2.  Hydroxylation of unsubstituted PAH always involves the incorporation of
     molecular oxygen.                                                          
                                                                                
     5.  PAII with more than three condensed benzene rings do not serve as      
     substrates for microbial growth, though they may be subject to cometabolic 
     transformations.                                                           
                                                                                
     8.  Lower weight PAH such as naphthalene degrade rapidly, whereas higher   
     weight PAH such as benz(a)anthracene or benzo(a)pyrene are quite resistant 
     to microbial attack.                                                       
                                                                                
     9.  Most rapid biodegradation of PAH occurs at the water/sediment interface
     and degradation rates can be influenced by environmental factors.          
                                                                                
     10.  Microbial adaptations can occur from chronic exposure to PAH.         
                                                                                
     11.  There are higher biodegradation rates in PAH-contaminated sediments   
     than in pristine sediments.                                                
                                                                                
     The extent to which a PAH is bioavailable and subject to uptake by         
     organisms is dependant on the source of the PAH.  Bioavailability may be   
     lower for PAHs bound to sediments or particulates, than when dissolved in  
     the water phase.  (Page 19).  (See also: P. 22 for possible greater        
     bioavailability of spiked sediment fraction; P. 28 for impact of dissolved 
     organic matter; P. 28 for one researcher's finding that bioaccumulation    
     rate for naphthlene is much higher when organisms are exposed together in  
     model ecosystem than when exposed separately.)                             
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation in influenced by many factors, including availability and  
     metabolism.                                                                
                                                                                
     "As it is usually difficult to determine exactly on what and how much      
     field-collected organisms have been feeding, there are very little field   
     data to either support or refute the potential for and importance of       
     trophic transfer of PAH in the aquatic environment.  Certainly,            
     biomagnification via trophic pathways, as has been documented with         
     pesticides in mammals, birds, and nonaquatic organisms, has not been       
     observed with PAH in aquatic systems...  Because of these uncertainties in 
     field-collected organisms, investigation of trophic transfer of PAH is     
     probably more tractable in a controlled laboratory situation." (P.22-23,   
     emphasis added.)                                                           
                                                                                
     (While we would agree that laboratory data are needed to better resolve    
     these uncertainties, we believe that the best current data are field data, 
     even with its limitations.  Even in the future, we believe more and better 
     field data will be needed to estimate BAFs from laboratory BCFs.)          
                                                                                
     Empirically-derived equations for predicting bioconcentration factors from 
     parameters, such as, water solubility, octanol/water partition coefficient 
     (KOW) and soil absorption coefficient were developed from bioconcentration 
     data obtained in relatively short term lab studies and most of the data    
     were generated using chlorinated hydrocarbons and fish. (P.24)             
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     Metabolism and active excretion can drastically reduce the bioaccumulation 
     of compounds such as PAH. (P. 24)                                          
                                                                                
     Bioconcentration of PAHs does not always increase as the Log KOW increase. 
     One researcher found a 4-ring PAH to be more bioavailable than either a 3  
     or 5 ring PAH.  "It is possible that the larger PAHs are less available due
     to their size, even though partitioning would favor their bioaccumulation."
     (P.24) See also P. 100 for statement, "recent studies suggest that uptake  
     of highly lipophilic compounds having octanol-water partition              
     coefficients... greater than 10(exp6), such as BaP (benzo-a-pyrene]        
     (KOW=10(exp6.5)) from water is less than predicted because of              
     stereochemical properties that decrease the rate of transport across       
     biological membranes."  Whether such considerations apply to absorption by 
     the GI tract remains to be determined.                                     
                                                                                
     The first step in PAH biotransformation is usually slower in invertebrates 
     than vertebrates.  In some species the rate is so slow as to be            
     undetectable.  This step occurred most rapidly in higher invertebrates     
     (e.g. orthopods, echinoderms, and annilids) and very slowly or not at all  
     in the more primitive invertebrates (e.g. protozoa, porifera, cnidaria and 
     mollusks). (P.85-86)                                                       
                                                                                
     Benzo-a-pyrene is a ubiquitous pollutant.  Its demonstrated carcinogenicity
     in both rodents and fish makes it an excellent model to study activation   
     and detoxification of environmental carcinogens in biological systems.     
     PAHs with 3 to 5 benzoid rings, including benzo-a-pyrene, are present in   
     sediments in industrialized waterways, are bioavailable to fish and are    
     extensively metabolized. (P. 123)                                          
                                                                                
     Available data suggests that any model which seeks to predict the          
     bioaccumulation of PAHs will have to be much more complex than that        
     currently proposed and supported by much more additional data.  It must    
     consider the very complex system of environmental fate which exists for    
     PAHs.  In the interim, API believes EPA's best course of action is to rely 
     upon the best available field data.  PAHs, or at least some of them, are   
     ubiquitous in the environment.  Data on fish tissue concentrations can be  
     used to determine the extent to which bioaccumulation has, in fact,        
     occurred and to estimate bioaccumulation has in fact, occurred and to      
     estimate bioaccumulation factors.                                          
                                                                                
     API supports EPA's conclusion that field-derived BAFs for PAHs should be   
     used in place of modeled BAFs.  API also supports EPA's conclusion to      
     extrapolate field-derived BAFs to other PAHs for which field-derived BAFs  
     are not available.  EPA is urged to take the next logical step and to      
     eliminate the Potential BCC category and classify all PAHs currently in    
     that category as non-BCCs.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D2959.007     
     
     EPA agrees that the special provisions for BCCs should not apply to the    
     PAHs described, since they do not meet the definition of BCC in the final  
     Guidance.  EPA also agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the  
     10 pollutants proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has
     deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons
     stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D2959.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  The GLI should provide a way to "delist" as well as add substances to  
     the BCC List.                                                              
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     The GLI proposal does not provide any procedure to remove chemicals from   
     the list of BCCs or potential BCCs.  Just as the GLI provides a way to add 
     substances to the BCC list, there should be a mechanism to remove chemicals
     as potential BCCs when data so warrant.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2959.008     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance provides flexibility to not apply the      
     special BCC provisions if new information becomes available to show that a 
     pollutant currently treated as a BCC does not meet the definition of BCC.  
     Although EPA believes it is unlikely, it is possible that a BCC listed in  
     Table 6A may be found to have a site- specific BAF of less than 1000.  In  
     this situation, the State or Tribe would not need to apply the special BCC 
     provisions at that site.  States and Tribes may also use the scientific    

�     defensibility exclusion in  132.4(h) of the final Guidance to avoid use of
     the special BCC provisions in these situations.  As discussed in section II
     of the SID, EPA will operate the GLI Clearinghouse as a means to share     
     pollutant information, including data on BAFs, as quickly as possible.  If 
     new information becomes available showing a chemical to have a             
     field-measured BAF of less than 1000, for example, this information would  
     be reviewed by EPA and other Clearinghouse participants and placed in the  
     Clearinghouse, where States and Tribes would be alerted.                   
                                                                                
     As discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA has some concern that       
     inconsistencies could arise among States and Tribes concerning future      
     identification of BCCs under the above approach.  EPA believes operation of
     the Clearinghouse will minimize this possibility.  Nevertheless, if serious
     inconsistencies arise, EPA may from time to time publish available BAF data
     for a pollutant and solicit public comments.  EPA could then issue final   
     technical assistance and recommendations concerning the pollutant to assist
     State and Tribal revisions to water programs.                              
                                                                                
     EPA has deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, as     
     discussed in section II.C.9 of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D2959.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  EPA proposes requiring dischargers to treat and remove pollutants that 
     are not added by their own operations but are present in their intake      
     water.  The Implementation Procedures should be revised to clearly address 
     ambient concentrations in intake water and to exclude non-contact cooling  
     water from the Reasonable Potential determination.                         
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     Under the proposed GLI, exceptions to the requirement that intake          
     pollutants be removed are extremely limited and would only apply to cases  
     in which 100 percent of the intake water is discharged back to the same    
     water body from which it was drawn.  These requirements could apply to     
     non-contact cooling water as well as process water.  Once-through cooling  
     water does not significantly contribute to persistent toxic pollutants in  
     the Great Lakes and their tributaries.  The only alternative available to  
     dischargers of once-through cooling water that exceeds applicable Water    
     Quality Based Effluent Levels (WQBELs) would be to replace the once-through
     cooling water system with some form of closed cycle cooling at costs of    
     tens of millions of dollars, with insignificant improvements in water      
     quality.  For refineries with once-through cooling, the absence of intake  
     credits would double the costs of the proposed GLI.  Limiting the credit to
     streams which are water quality impaired unnecessarily restricts the       
     availability of intake credits.  The focus of the credit should be on the  
     concentrations in the receiving water, not the precise levels of those     
     concentrations.                                                            
                                                                                
     The Implementation Procedures would require that a "facility does not      
     contribute any additional mass of the identified intake water pollutant to 
     its wastewater" (58 FR 21042).  As proposed, even the addition of          
     negligible quantities of corrosion products from piping and pumps would    
     result in the exceedance of the "no reasonable potential". Some common     
     corrosion products, such as copper, chromium, nickel, lead and zinc are on 
     the list of regulated pollutants.  API recommends these modifications in   
     the procedures:                                                            
                                                                                
     -  Dischargers should receive a credit for all pollutants present in the   
     intake water as long as the discharge concentrations do not exceed         
     background concentrations.  The Implementation Procedures should be revised
     to provide a determination of no reasonable potential for de minimis       
     additions of pollutants that do not significantly increase concentration of
     pollutants such as corrosion products.  Undetectable amounts of pollutants 
     and other pollutants not added to wastewater deliberately by the discharger
     should be considered de minimis.                                           
                                                                                
     -  Once-through non-contact cooling waters should be given an automatic    
     determination of "no reasonable potential" to exceed a standard for all    
     pollutants except those added by the facility as part of normal operations.
     
     
     Response to: D2959.009     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 contains a detailed discussion of intake     
     credits, which addresses the major issues identified in this comment.      
                                                                                
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in the section of the Response to Comments document that 
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     addresses the Regulatory Impact Analysis.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: D2959.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 3c is the best of the proposed options for dealing with intake      
     pollutants since it meets the "no reasonable potential to cause or         
     contribute" objective.  It would allow a facility to discharge an effluent 
     containing, at a maximum, the same concentration of the pollutant that     
     would be measured in the receiving water (58 FR 20964).  In addition, this 
     option does not restrict applicability to situations where 100 percent of  
     the water containing the pollutant comes from and is returned to the same  
     water body.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2959.010     
     
     Under the final Guidance, the "reasonable potential" procedures in         
     Procedure 5.A-C of appendix F apply when the discharge contains pollutants 
     not originating from the same body of water as the discharge.  If a        
     discharge of intake pollutants from a different body of water does not pose
     "reasonable potential" under these procedures, a WQBEL is not required for 
     that pollutant.                                                            
                                                                                
     For the reasons stated in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c. and 5, EPA does   
     not agree that special consideration of intake pollutants should be        
     extended to discharges of intake pollutants from a different body of water.
      However, the final Guidance differs from the proposal by allowing         
     "partial" consideration of intake pollutants in establishing WQBELs where  
     the facility has intake water from both the same and different bodies of   
     water.  Based on the comments received, this should expand the number of   
     facilities eligible for the intake pollutant procedures                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D2959.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 4 (58 FR 20965) addresses situations where background concentrations
     exceed water quality criteria in the receiving water and the discharge will
     not cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  The 
     currently drafted Option 4 would deny an intake credit to some dischargers 
     based upon the source of the intake water.  Support for this alternative   
     should be conditioned upon the following modifications:                    
                                                                                
     -  eliminate the restrictions that deny an intake credit to dischargers    
     that have not withdrawn more that 10 percent of the wastewater from the    
     receiving water (unless more than 90 percent of the intake water was ground
     water or municipal drinking water), and                                    
                                                                                
     -  eliminate the restriction of the credit to water quality impaired       
     streams.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2959.011     
     
     See responses to comments P2706.067 and SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2959.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     F.  The GLI provides guidance on permit limits and compliance determination
     when a WQBEL of a pollutant is below the level of quantification.  The     
     application of the procedure is based on the minimum level (ML), defined as
     "the level at which the analytical system gives recognizable spectra and   
     acceptable calibration points" (58 FR 21011).  When a WQBEL is less than   
     the ML, the compliance evaluation level (CEL) will be equivalent to the ML.
      When a ML is not available for a pollutant, the permitting authority has  
     the discretion of selecting a CEL.  In this case, EPA recommends using the 
     method detection limits (MDL).                                             
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     The definition of ML is quite vague in terms of defining criteria for      
     "recognizable spectra," "acceptable calibration points, "and development of
     "interlaboratory data." Further, it cannot be concluded that the ML meets  
     this criteria, since EPA has never published a protocol for developing MLs,
     nor has EPA ever stated how MLs were derived for those analytical methods  
     which include MLs in their descriptions.  MLs have not been defined for    
     metals, cyanide, PCBs and most pesticides.  When an ML is not available for
     a pollutant, under Procedure 8 the permitting authority has the authority  
     to specify the CEL.  The CEL should be specified at a level that can be    
     consistently quantified by multiple laboratories.                          
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     The CEL, which is the level at which compliance with a WQBEL is determined,
     must be a single value that is scientifically valid, quantifiable and      
     defensible.  The Agency recommends using the Method Detection Limit (MDL)  
     as specified under 40 CFR part 136.  It is inappropriate to use the MDL as 
     the CEL, because the CEL is to be a quantification level, not a detection  
     level.  The GLI states "... the CEL defines the lower bound of             
     quantification of a chemical analytical method" (58 FR 20978).  The MDL is 
     clearly a detection level, defined as "the minimum concentration of a      
     substance that can be measured and reported with a 99 percent confidence   
     that the analyze concentration is greater than zero and is determined from 
     the analysis of a sample in a given matrix containing the analyze" (58 FR  
     20978).  The MDL does not consider laboratory variability and matrix       
     interferences.  EPA acknowledges that MDL values will vary by lab (50 FR   
     46906, Nov. 13, 1985).  Therefore, the MDL is not appropriate for use as an
     enforceable compliance limit.                                              
                                                                                
     For dischargers with permit limits below a level that can be accurately or 
     reliably quantified using current analytical techniques, EPA would require 
     that the limit be put in the permit even though compliance cannot be       
     accurately determined.  Having a permit limit within the boundaries of     
     probable measurement error is critical to the finding of a violation of the
     limit.  An "exceedance" could be due to a sampling error or analytical     
     glitch, because the regulation gives no direction on how analytical data   
     are to be evaluated.                                                       
                                                                                
     For limits below quantification, compliance levels should be set at the    
     PQL.  The PQL is the lowest value that can be quantified in multiple       
     laboratories and multiple matrices.  No permit limit lower than a PQL is   
     scientifically justified or realisticly enforceable.  EPA has accepted the 
     PQL in a variety of regulations, including drinking water standards,       
     hazardous waste definition listings and groundwater rules in order to avoid
     the necessity of multi-lab round robin detection limit determination of    
     each sample.  In 1987, EPA stated:                                         
                                                                                
     The Agency developed the PQL concept to define a measurement concentration 
     that is time and laboratory independent for regulatory purposes.  The ...  
     MDL, although useful to laboratories ... does not provide a uniform        
     measurement concentration that could be used to set standards (52 FR 25699,
     July 8, 1987).                                                             
                                                                                
     In addition, the State of New York uses PQLs as the compliance limit for   
     WQBELs less than detection, and, in a recent study of water quality-based  
     regulatory control limits, New Jersey concluded that the use of PQLs is the
     most appropriate technique to control the occurrence of false positives    
     when determining the regulatory compliance of surface water dischargers.   
     Further, the State of Ohio enacted a statute for use of PQLs as compliance 
     limits in July 1993 (H.B.152 will be codified at R.C. 6111.13).  It states 
     that a discharger is in compliance with the WQBEL if the substance is not  
     detected above the practical quantification level.  States should have     
     flexibility to determine whether permit limits are required through        
     consideration of all relevant data and to handle situations with limited   
     data sets or data below the PQL.                                           
                                                                                
     Thus API recommends:                                                       
                                                                                
     -  The GLI should adopt the Practical Quantification Level (PQL) as a valid
     compliance measure.  Using a compliance level less than the PQL will be    
     subject to false exceedances due to analytical variability.                
     
     
     Response to: D2959.012     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D2959.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     G.  The Implementation Procedures (Section 8D) require a discharger subject
     to a Pollution Minimization Program (PMP) to establish a program for       
     reducing all sources of the subject pollutant upstream of the wastewater   
     treatment system to meet the WBEL.  Under the proposed GLI, this program   
     would apply to pollutants for which the WQBEL is below the minimum level   
     (ML).  In other words, the discharger would have to achieve compliance with
     permit limits for pollutants before the wastewater treatment system,       
     regardless of the existing wastewater treatment system.                    
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     PMPs should not be required since downstream treatment systems ensure      
     compliance.  Any implementation of the PMP should be voluntary and         
     determined on a site-specific and pollutant-specific basis.  There is no   
     scientific justification for requiring below detection level control       
     usptream of treatment.  This requirement would be redundant and            
     impractical.  In many cases, the only possible means of removing pollutant 
     from wastewater streams is by running these streams through the same       
     wastewater treatment processes.  Most streams from different refining      
     processes contain the same processes and the same pollutant, so one        
     wastewater treatment plan makes more sense than several at each source.    
                                                                                
     Crude oil contains certain naturally occurring substances which cannot be  
     removed at the source.  For example, if phenol were to have a WQBEL below  
     the ML, it would be subject to a PMP.  The removal of phenol from          
     wastewater is achieved by treating the water in a biosystem (e.g.,         
     activated sludge plant), which is an integral part of a facility's         
     wastewater treatment system.  Requiring a PMP for phenol will mean the     
     installation of a redundant biological treatment plant to reduce the       
     usptream phenol concentration to undetectable levels.  Similarly, if       
     degradable chemicals such as phthalates, anthracene, phenol and            
     naphthalenes were to be subject to PMPs, this would be a paticularly       
     inefficient use of resources since no scientific basis exists for assuming 
     that these chemicals are passing through the wastewater treatment system.  
     EPA acknowledged phenol's characteristics in the recent final rule setting 
     effluent limitations for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic    
     Fibers (OCPSF) industry (58 FR 36872, July 9, 1993).  EPA did not set      
     pretreatment standards for phenol because it is highly biodegradable and   
     its removal by POTWs is essentially equivalent to removal by direct        
     dischargers.                                                               
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     Another example involves metals, which are present in crude oil and are not
     produced as byproducts during the oil refining process.  No cost-effective 
     modifications are available to control the level of metals upstream of a   
     refinery's wastewater treatment plant.  Further, available treatment       
     technologies dictate that metals must be removed after most other          
     pollutants have been treated; therefore, the wastewater must undergo       
     several primary and secondary treatment steps in the process.  In this     
     case, requiring treatment upstream of the wastewater treatment plant is    
     impractical and would not result in additional environmental benefits.     
                                                                                
     The PMP presumes that the detection level in the untreated wastewater will 
     be the same as in the treated effluent.  In reality, the detection levels  
     in untreated wastewater will be 100 to 10,000 times higher than the        
     detection levels achievable in the treated effluent.  In such cases, the   
     permittee will be unable to identify the sources of the pollutant.  As a   
     result, implementing the requirements of the PMP will be impossible.       
     
     
     Response to: D2959.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D2959.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     H.  For substances that have not been thoroughly researched, the GLI       
     proposes to adopt a policy of:  the less that is known about a substance,  
     the more stringent the water quality requirements.                         
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     Although the Tier II concept is sound (i.e., developing a methodology to   
     better address narrative water quality standards for all substances), API  
     has several concerns about the science and implementation of the proposed  
     approach.  Tier II values are not scientifically sound, are based on       
     insufficient data, and were intended to be used as narrative standards, not
     numerical criteria.  EPA's Science Advisory Board expressed a number of    
     concerns about these values.  Tier II values may be set based on data from 
     only one species, while Tier I criteria require data on at least eight     
     different freshwater species data to develop an acceptable aquatic life    
     criterion.  The values would function as criteria since they will be       
     translated into enforceable permit limits if the discharger does not       
     commplet the requisite studies in the time allotted to show why the value  
     is overly stringent.  Once in a permit, the limits would be subject to     
     antibacksliding.                                                           
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     If EPA issues a Tier II list, it should have no regulatory effect.  A list 
     of potential Tier II substances should be proposed by EPA and subject to   
     review and comment.  Once Tier II values are developed, a joint            
     EPA/industry effort should automatically commence in an effort to elevate  
     the values to Tier I criteria.  If Tier I criteria are not developed within
     5 years the Tier II value would stand.  Tier II values should not be used  
     to set numerical permit limits.  Protection against unknown impacts is     
     available through whole effluent testing (WET) and bioconcentration tests. 
     API believes that greater research efforts are needed to identify which    
     substances are Tier I "candidates."  API concurs with CMA's suggestion that
     Tier II values be used as an initial "screening" mechanism while additional
     testing is conducted.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D2959.014     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D2959.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I. The GLI proposes to eliminate mixing zones for discharges containing    
     BCCs within ten years and immediately eliminate zones of initial dilution. 
     This is inconsistent with EPA's previously stated rationale for delineating
     mixing zones under the NPDES program.                                      
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     For NPDES permit holders who have a mixing zone, issues such as relative   
     zone size, impingement on habitats, encroachment on other water intakes and
     harvesting have already been considered and resolved.  EPA's proposal to   
     deny mixing zones for BCCs is unjustified.                                 
                                                                                
     EPA identifies the following factors for consideration in setting a mixing 
     zone, none of which automatically applies to the entire list of BCCs in    
     Table 6A of the GLI:                                                       
                                                                                
     -  the relative are of the mixing zone should be small relative to the     
     total water body,                                                          
                                                                                
     -  the mixing zone must not impinge on unique or critical habitats;        
                                                                                
     -  the mixing zone must not encroach on drinking water intakes, and        
                                                                                
     -  the mixing zone should not encroach on areas often used for fish        
     harvesting, particularly of stationary species such as shellfish.          
                                                                                
     EPA's TSD for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (EPA/505/2-90-001, 1991)  
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     states that mixing zones can be compatible with maintaining the overall    
     biological integrity of the waterbody (p. 34).  API believes that the use  
     of mixing zones for BCCs is, in general, compatible with the criteria EPA  
     sets forth in the TSD.                                                     
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B.C.1.a states that the permitting authority may not grant a    
     mixing zone larger than the area where dicharge-induced mixing occurs.     
     Mixing zone boundaries are chosen to assure that aquatic life toxicity does
     not occur because the exposure time to an organism passing through the     
     mixing zone would be short.  The proposed procedure 3B.C.1.a would         
     arbitrarily restrict regulatory mixing zones to the ZID for                
     discharge-induced mixing.  This limitation on mixing zone size cannot be   
     scientifically justified.  High-rate diffusers can be used to prevent acute
     toxicity in receiving waters (see Chapter 4 of TSD).  The regulations      
     should incorporate directly the ZID concept and, when appropriately based  
     on site specifics, allow credit for use of diffusers and other forms of    
     enhanced mixing to increase discharge-induced dilution for both existing   
     and new sources.                                                           
                                                                                
     Ignoring the real effect of mixing will lead to systematic inaccuracy in   
     EPA's human health and wildlife bioaccumulation factor calculations as     
     well.  If EPA chooses not to permit the use of mixing zones in calculation 
     of water quality criteria for BCCs, then the Human Health Bioaccumulation  
     Factor (HHBAF) and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factor (WLBAF) should be       
     adjusted downward.  Mixing zones have been defined the maximum area in a   
     receiving water where elevated concentrations of a BCC might be expected.  
     Mixing zones frequently achieve effective reductions of 10 to 100-fold in  
     effluent concentration.  A ten-fold adjustment of the HHBAF or WLBAF       
     therefore should be incorporated if mixing zones are not allowed for BCCs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2959.015     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: D2959.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     J.  Under the GLI, the permitting authority would develop a Total Maximum  
     Daily Load (TMDL) when there is a "reasonable potential" for a discharge to
     cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality criterion in       
     accordance with a preliminary wasteload allocation (WLA) to complete the   
     reasonable potential calculations in Procedure 5.A.1.(58 FR 21040).  States
     do not have the resources nor is it practical to require a TMDL analysis   
     for every pollutant and waterbody.                                         
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     API concurs with the CMA's recommendation on TMDLs and highlights the      
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     following positions.  The GLI should encourage the development of TMDLs    
     using the best, not the simplest, available scientific tools.  More        
     sophisticated models will allow for better application of information on   
     key variables, such as pollutant degradation, and will assure that water   
     quality standards will be achieved without overly conservative assumptions 
     leading to unnecessary controls and economic impacts.  The TMDL process    
     should allow for use of more sophisticated dynamic models (such as Monte   
     Carlo analysis) than the steady state flow models currently assumed (58 FR 
     20933, 4).  Dynamic flow modeling, as discused in the TSD, is the most     
     scientifically sound method for establishing TMDLs when sufficient data are
     available to validate such a model.                                        
                                                                                
     API supports the consideration of environmental fate of the pollutant in   
     the development of the TMDL.  For example, since organic substances such as
     phenol rapidly biodegrade and metals will precipitate or chelate, they     
     become unavailable biologically and should not have TMDLs.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2959.016     
     
     See Supplementary Implementation Document Section VIII.E.2.c for a         
     discussion on the use of dynamic modelling techniques in calculating       
     preliminary wasteload allocations, wasteload allocations, and in           
     determining reasonable potential.  See also Supplementary Information      
     Document Section VIII.c.6.a, Steady State vs. Dynamic Modelling.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2959.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     K.  Under the GLI, the Great Lakes states are required to implement a      
     detailed antidegradation program.  This program is to protect existing     
     water uses and quality, but not to prohibit or restrict pollutant          
     discharges that do not represent a threat to such uses or quality.  As     
     proposed, the antidegradation policy is extremely restrictive and focuses  
     more on decreasing point source loadings for specific pollutants than it   
     does on preventing potential degradation of water quality and resulting    
     interference with designated water uses.                                   
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     Use of existing effluent quality (EEQ) to trigger an antidegradation review
     will act as a deterrent for dichargers to achieve effluent treatment levels
     signficantly below existing permit limitations.  Good performance will be  
     unfairly penalized by this procedure.  The statistical procedures used to  
     determine an EEQ need to be defined if the concept is to be used.  API     
     recommends that the trigger for antidegradation review should be a         
     significant increase in a permit limit or the discharge of a new pollutant 
     in a significant amount.  Otherwise, the proposed GLI will likely turn     
     relatively simple permit renewals, where no facility modidifications are   
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     requested, into major undertakings because of the extremely burdensome     
     antidegradation demonstration procedures.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2959.017     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021, D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D2959.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP/ABT2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     L.  EPA has suggested that one method to develop a comprehensive data base 
     on BCCs would be to require all dischargers to periodically monitor their  
     effluent for the presence of BCCs.                                         
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     Routine monitoring of BCCs by all dischargers should not be required.  API 
     opposes this suggestion as it is unnecessarily burdensome and is not cost  
     effective.  It is recommended that data be collected during the permit     
     application process only when each discharger could analyze its effluent   
     for those BCCs for which there exist a reasonable potential for the        
     discharger to introduce them into the wastewater.  In the event that the   
     permit application data indicate the presence of a BCC in the discharger's 
     effluent, then it might be appropriate for that discharger to monitor for  
     those BCCs on a more routine basis.  This would help provide a data base on
     the discharge of BCCs while eliminating the unecessary expense of making   
     all dischargers routinely monitor for all BCCs.                            
     
     
     Response to: D2959.018     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2959.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     M.  As proposed, the GLI definition of a de minimus dicharge is made more  
     stringent for the 16 Table 5 pollutants by reducing the total available    
     assimilative capacity of all water bodies by 10 percent for thee           
     pollutants.  The additional 10 percent margin of safety has the potential  
     to result in unncessary and costly water pollution controls.               
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     The margin of safety imposed for the Table 5 pollutants is not necessary to
     prevent degradation and is technically unsupported.                        
     
     
     Response to: D2959.019     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D2959.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Include Tables 1, 2, 3, 4, & 5.  See References on pp. 27- 28.
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     N.  Contaminants which are persistent and have the potential to            
     bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms may present a threat to piscivorous     
     wildlife.  To address the potential for wildlife effects due to exposure to
     bioaccumulative, persistent and toxic chemicals, U.S. EPA has proposed a   
     methodology for calculation of wildlife criteria as well as the wildlife   
     criteria for DDT (and metabolites), mercury, 2,3,7,8,-TCDD and PCBs.       
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
     The methodology proposed by EPA is overly conservative.  To calculate      
     wildlife values, EPA modified the human health risk assessment paradigm for
     non-carcinogenic chemical.  EPA's methodology for calculating wildlife     
     values is based on their health risk assessment paradigm for               
     non-carcinogenic chemicals.  The method focuses on a single NOAEL or LOAEL 
     and incorporates extensive uncertainty factors.  The method for calculating
     wildlife values is inappropriate because the methodology was originally    
     established to protect individual humans from subtle, adverse effects.  In 
     contrast, the objective of the wildlife criteria is to protect sensitive   
     wildlife populations.  As noted by the Scientific Advisory Board (SAB      
     1992), use of a modified version of the human health paradigm to calculate 
     wildlife values may go beyond the basic needs for protection of wildlife   
     populations.                                                               
                                                                                
     Of primary importance to calculation of a wildlife criterion is the        
     selection of the no observed adverse effect level (NOAEL).  EPA selected   
     the single lowest NOAEL or LOAEL (ug/kg bw/day available from the          
     literature for both avian and mammalian receptors.  Thus, data from a      
     single avian and mammalian study can be used to generate a wildlife value  
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     without consideration of the range of toxic response between species.      
     Further, this NOAEL or LOAEL is adjusted to account for uncertainties in   
     LOAEL-NOAEL extrapolation, subchronic to chronic extrapolation, and intra  
     and interspecies variability.  This uncertainty factor may range up to a   
     value of 10(exp5) (factor of 10 for LOAEL to NOAEL, 10 for subchronic to   
     chronic, 10 for intraspecies sensitivity and 100 for interspecies          
     sensitivity). While this maximal level of uncertainty may be appropriate   
     for the protection of individual humans from subtle adverse effects, it is 
     not clear if this level of uncertainty is appropriate for the protection of
     wildlife populatins.                                                       
                                                                                
     Use of the lowest avian or mammalian NOAEL or LOAEL plus a maximal         
     uncertainty factor of 10(exp5) may result in an extremely conservative     
     wildlife value.  In comparison, Romijn et al. (1993) recently proposed     
     wildlife-based criteria for a variety of pollutants using an alternative   
     approach.  As an alternative to selecting the lowest avain or mammalian    
     NOAEL, Romijn et al. (1993) evaluated all data and used a more refined     
     extrapolation method to identify the NOEC (mg/kg food) which would be      
     protective of 95% of the species.  This method is similar, in concept, to  
     the methodology recommended by the SAB (1992) and employed by EPA in       
     calculating aquatic life-based criteria.  This method also eliminates the  
     need for incorporating additional uncertainty factors to account for       
     interspecies variability.                                                  
                                                                                
     As noted above, EPA selected the lowest mammalian and avian chronic        
     toxicity value and adjusted each value to account for various sources of   
     uncertainty (e.g. inter and intraspecies variability, subchronic to        
     chronic, LOAEL to NOAEL extrapolation) (Table 1).  Using this adjusted     
     value, estimates of body weight and consumption rates for key receptor     
     organisms (e.g. mink, otter, kingfisher, osprey and eagle) (Table 2), and  
     bioaccumulation factors for trophic level 3 and 4 aquatic prey organisms, a
     water quality criterion protective of wildlife was developed.  This        
     information can be used to estimate concentrations of each compound in fish
     tissues that  are considered to be protective of wildlife (i.e., tissue    
     quality criteria, Tables 3 & 4.                                            
                                                                                
     Calculated tissue quality criteria were compare to national fish tissue    
     monitoring data which were available from a recently completed nationwide  
     study of bioaccumulative pollutants in fish tissue (EPA 1992).  As part of 
     the study, both benthic and game fish were collected and whole body        
     (benthic organisms) and fillet (game fish) concentrations of various       
     bioaccumuative contaminants were determined.  To serve as reference        
     stations, 35 sites were selected "in areas generally free of influence from
     industrial releases, urban activities, or agricultural runoff." (p.20, US  
     EPA 1992).  The results of the background samples are presented in Table 5.
     In summary, median background levels of DDE and mercury in fish tisue are  
     approximately one order of magnitude higher than levels proposed by EPA as 
     protective of wildlife.  Median concentrations of TCDD and PCBs in fish    
     tissues were similar to the tissue criteria calculated using the wildlife  
     criteria methodology.  Thus, most sites throughout the United States, which
     are considered unimpacted, would be considered out of compliance with at   
     least one of the proposed wildlife criterion.  It is important to note that
     these data are conservatively low because the background tissue            
     concentrations are average tissue residue values for trophic level 3 and 4 
     organisms.  Thus, for bioaccumulative pollutants, average concentrations   
     may underestimate concentrations in level 4 organisms (e.g., pike, bass,   
     lake trout, walleye).                                                      
                                                                                
     In addition to this national survey, the following studies have also       
     reported tissue levels in excess of the proposed tissue criteria:          
                                                                                
     -  For fish collected at over 100 stations across the nation, Schmitt and  
     Brumbaugh (1990) and Schmitt et al. (1990) reported that the geometric mean
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     of whole body fish tissue residues of mercury and DDT (plus metabolites)   
     were 0.10 ug/g and 0.26 ug/g wet weight, respectively.  These values are a 
     factor of 7 and 217, respectively, above the lowest tissue residue values  
     considered protective of wildlife (Table 4).                               
                                                                                
     -  The median concentration of mercury in northen pike (55 cm) collected   
     from remote northern Minnesota lakes was 0.39 ug/g (Sorensen et.al. 1990). 
     This value is a factor of 27 above the mercury tissue residue value        
     protective of wildlife.  The primary source of mercury to these lakes was  
     hypothesized to be of atmospheric orgin.                                   
                                                                                
     -  Mercury concentrations in northern pike collected from Tadenac Lake     
     ranged between 0.26 and 1.90 ug/g net weight (Wren et. al. 1983).  These   
     values are 18 and 135 times higher than the tissue residue levels          
     considered protective of wildlife.  The authors noted that anthropogenic   
     input of metals to Tadenac Lake would have to be from long range           
     atmospheric deposition.                                                    
                                                                                
     In light of the above information, background concentrations of mercury and
     DDT (and metabolites) in fish tissues collected from sites remote from     
     direct anthropogenic input are higher than those levels considered         
     protective of wildlife.                                                    
                                                                                
     In addition to the observation that fish tissues collected from remote     
     background sites are likely to exceed the proposed acceptable residue      
     level, many lakes remote from anthropogenic activity are also believed to  
     exceed the water column-based wildlife criterion for mercury (0.18 ng/L).  
     Sorensen et at. (1990) observed a median surface water mercury             
     concentration of 2.3 ng/L (range 0.9 -7.0 ng/L) in a survey of 77 northern 
     Minnesota lakes.  The median concentration in rainwater collected in that  
     study area was 18.6 ng/L.  Sorensen et al. (1190) noted that the primary   
     source of mercury to these lakes was of atmospheric origin.  Similarly,    
     Gill and Brilliant (1990) observed 0.6 ng/L mercury in a pristine alpinc   
     lake.  Based on these data, the wildlife value of 0.28 ng/L is a factor of 
     3 to 11 lower than naturally occurring background concentrations.          
                                                                                
     These data indicate that either the procedure for calculating wildlife     
     values is overly conservative and/or the at environmental problems         
     associated with mercury and DDT contamination are widespread national      
     issues rather than a localized regional Great Lakes problem.  In either    
     case, implementation of the propsed criteria will result in excessive costs
     to reduce (beyond current requirements) the already low levels of mercury  
     discharged in wastewaters without providing significant environmental      
     benefit.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2959.020     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, D2860.079, P2718.151, and P2656.167,   
     and Section VI of the SID for the response to this comment.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Phenol Regulatory Task Group of the Chemical Manufacturers Association 
     is pleased to submit these comments on EPA's proposed Water Quality        
     Guidance for the Great Lakes System (Guidance).  The Panel endorses the    
     comments on generic policy and technical issues which are being submitted  
     separately by CMA.  The enclosed comments address aspects of the Guidance  
     that relate specifically to phenol manufacturers.  The Panel believes that 
     EPA has incorrectly identified phenol as a potential bioaccumulative       
     chemical of concern (BCC).  Phenol is not persistent in the aquatic        
     environment and has negligible propensity to bioaccumulate.  The Panel     
     believes that EPA should eliminate phenol from the list of BCCs, and should
     include it on the list of chemicals that are not BCCs.                     
     
     
     Response to: D2961.001     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the Panel believes that the total maximum daily loading      
     estimates should account for phenol's fate in surface waters.              
     
     
     Response to: D2961.002     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Task Group believes that EPA has incorrectly identified phenol as a    
     potential bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC).  Phenol is not        
     persistent in the aquatic environment and has negligible propensity to     
     bioaccumulate.  Identifying phenol as a potential BCC may encourage permit 
     writers to calculate inappropriate water quality based effluent limitations
     for phenol.  EPA should therefore eliminate phenol from the list of        
     potential BCCs, and include it on the list of chemicals that are not BCCs. 
     Additionally, total maximum daily loading estimates should account for     
     phenol's fate in surface waters.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2961.003     
     
     This comment is not longer relavent.  The potential BCCs are not longer    
     part of the final rule.  See II.C.9.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Task Group believes that EPA has incorrectly identified phenol as a    
     potential bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC). Phenol is not         
     persistent in the aquatic environment and has negligible propensity to     
     bioaccumulate.  Identifying phenol as a potential BCC may encourage permit 
     writers to calculate inappropriate water quality based effluent limitations
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     for phenol.  EPA should therefore eliminate phenol from the list of        
     potential BCCs, and include it on the list of chemicals that are not BCCs. 
     
     
     Response to: D2961.004     
     
     See response to comment D2961.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, total maximum daily loading estimates should account for phenol's 
     fate in surface waters.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D2961.005     
     
     The TMDL procedures allow considerations of pollutant degradation if field 
     studies are available to document the degradation.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Part B of Table 6 of the proposed regulation identifies phenol as one of   
     ten chemicals that are "potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern."   
     58 Fed. Reg. 21015 (col. 2).  EPA is not confident that the bioaccumulation
     factor (BAF) values that it calculated for these pollutants are reliable,  
     since these chemicals are likely to be metabolized quickly or are not      
     persistent.  The Task Group agrees that phenol should not be identified as 
     a BCC.  The Task Group disagrees, however, that phenol should be identified
     as a potential BCC.  As discussed below, phenol is not persistent in the   
     aquatic environment and has negligible propensity to bioaccumulate.  EPA   
     should therefore remove phenol from Part B of Table 6, and include it on   
     the list of chemicals that are not BCCs.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D2961.006     
     
     See response to comment D2961.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol is one of the most biodegradable of the substituted aromatic organic
     compounds.  Pitter, P. and Chudoba, J. (1990).  Biodegradability of Organic
     Substances in the Aquatic Environment, CRC Press (Boca Raton, Florida).    
     The presence of the hydroxyl group on the aromatic ring structure enhances 
     biodegradation because it increases electron density on the aromatic ring, 
     which facilitates dihydroxylation.  Dihydroxylation activates the ring     
     structure so that biochemical cleavage of the ring can occur.  The cleaved 
     ring forms either an unsaturated dicarboxylic acid (cis, cis-muconic acid) 
     or 2-hydroxymuconic semimaldehyde.  Id. Both of these compounds are rapidly
     biodegradable to carbon dioxide and water.                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has recently concluded that phenol is even more readily biodegradable  
     than the constituents in domestic sewage.  See Appendix III-A, Jett, G.M., 
     et al. (1993).  Supplement to the Development Document for Effluent        
     Limitations Guidelines, New Source Performance Standards, and Pretreatment 
     Standards for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers Point  
     Source Category, EPA 821-R-93-007, Engineering and Analysis Division       
     (Washington, D.C.).                                                        
                                                                                
     In its analysis of interference and pass-through at publicly-owned         
     treatment works (POTW) for the revised organic chemicals, plastics, and    
     synthetic fibers (OCPSF) pretreatment standards, EPA concluded that a      
     well-designed and operated POTW would achieve almost complete              

Page 4383



$T044618.TXT
     biodegradation of phenol.  Phenol does not pass through or interfere with  
     treatment at a POTW.  As a result, EPA did not adopt pretreatment standards
     for phenol.  58 Fed. Reg. 36872, 36875 (col. 2) ("Final pretreatment       
     standards for phenol . . . are not being promulgated today because the     
     Agency has concluded [phenol] [does] not pass through POTWs.")  In making  
     this determination, EPA describes phenol as "highly-biodegradable" and     
     notes that "phenols are rapidly biodegraded in biological treatment        
     systems."  58 Fed. Reg. 36872, 36886 (cols. 1 and 3).                      
     
     
     Response to: D2961.007     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In surface waters, phenol is degraded by naturally occurring bacterial     
     species identical to those found in wastewater treatment plants.  Although 
     the population of bacteria is lower in surface waters than in a biological 
     treatment system, the concentration of phenol in the surface water that    
     results from wastewater discharges is also low, because conventional waste 
     treatment effectively destroys it.  The half-life of phenol is thus short  
     in surface waters.  The time required for complete degradation of 10 ug/L  
     phenol to carbon dioxide in estuarine waters was measured as 17-25 days in 
     one study.  Verschueren, K. (1983).  Handbook of Environmental Data on     
     Organic Chemicals, 2nd. edition, Van Norstrand Reinhold Company (New York).
     Complete decomposition of phenol by soil bacteria was shown to occur in 1-2
     days.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The scientific literature confirms that phenol is a highly biodegradable   
     chemical and does not persist in the environment.  Persistence is a key    
     factor in bioaccumulation.  Chemicals that are not persistent have a low   
     potential to bioaccumulate in the food chain.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2961.008     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol is a highly soluble (82 g/L at 15 degrees C) organic chemical with a
     log octanol:water partitioning coefficient (Kow) of 1.46.  Verschueren, K. 
     (1983).  Such hydrophilic chemicals have low soil/sediment adsorption      
     coefficients and small bioconcentration factors for aquatic life.  Lyman,  
     W.J., Reehl, W.F., Rosenblatt, W.H. (1990).  Handbook of Chemical Property 
     Estimation Methods, American Chemical Society (Washington, D.C.).  Phenol  
     concentrations in sediment are expected to be low, therefore, even in the  
     absence of biodegradation.                                                 
                                                                                
     Although phenol will partition to particulates and accumulate in sediments 
     to a minimal extent, the scientific literature confirms that sediment      
     contamination with phenol is not a significant environmental problem.  In a
     review of sediment contamination at 184 surface water sites across the     
     United States, an EPA contractor identified no instance where phenol was   
     identified as a problem contaminant.  Lyman, W.J., et al. (1987).  An      
     Overview of Sediment Quality in the United States, EPA-905/9-88-002,       
     Office of Water Regulations and Standards (Washington, D.C.,).  Thirty-Four
     of the sites reviewed were in Region V, most in the Great Lakes region.    
     
     
     Response to: D2961.009     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sediment samples collected at Puget Sound, phenol concentrations in     
     sediments unimpacted by discharges ranged from 0.013 mg/kg to 0.56 mg/kg   
     dry weight. Barrack, R., et al. (1988).  Volume I, Sediment Quality Values 
     Refinement:  1988 Update and Evaluation of Puget Sound AET, EPA Contract   
     No. 68-01-4341, PTI Environmental Services (Bellevue, Washington).  In     
     sediments collected from areas impacted by municipal, industrial, and      
     nonpoint discharges, the sediment phenol concentrations ranged from 0.0009 
     to 2.9 mg/kg.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2961.010     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phenol concentration in sediments collected near the discharge zone of 
     a Los Angeles County wastewater treatment plant was found to be 0.010      
     mg/kg. Gossett, R.w., Brown, D.A., and Young, D.R. (1983).  "Predicting the
     Bioaccumulation of Organic Compounds in Marine Organisms Using             
     Octanol/Water Partition Coefficients," Marine Pollution Bulletin, Vol. 14, 
     No. 10, p. 387.  The effluent phenol concentration was 980 ug/L.  (This    
     wastewater did not receive full biological treatment which would have      
     removed phenol to below detection levels.)  This high effluent             
     concentration would result in high sediment concentrations in the immediate
     area of the discharge, if phenol has a significant potential to accumulate 
     in sediments.  The fact that a low sediment concentration was measured in  
     the mixing zone sediments confirms phenol's low potential to accumulate in 
     sediment.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2961.011     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scientific data demonstrate that phenol has a low potential to         
     accumulate in sediments, even where there are nearby significant sources of
     the chemical.  Accumulation in sediments and subsequent uptake by benthic  
     organisms is usually a required step in bioaccumulation in higher aquatic  
     organisms.  Because phenol does not significantly accumulate in sediments, 
     its potential to bioaccumulate in the aquatic food chain is low.           
     
     
     Response to: D2961.012     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol is readily metabolized, and has not been considered by scientists as
     a chemical with a significant bioaccumulation potential.  In fact,         
     measurement of fish tissue residues virtually never show the presence of   
     phenol.  The study of the sediments and biota in the discharge zone of the 
     Los Angeles County wastewater treatment plant, cited earlier in these      
     comments, examined the liver tissues of five fish, the digestive glands of 
     crab, and shrimp muscle that were exposed to effluent concentrations of 980
     ug/L or phenol.  Gossett, R.W., Brown, D.A., and Young, D.R. (1983).  None 
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     of these tissue samples showed detectable concentrations of phenol         
     (detection limit 0.010 mg/kg).  Thus, even in the presence of relatively   
     significant effluent concentrations of phenol, bioaccumulation in aquatic  
     life tissues did not occur.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D2961.013     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The low potential for phenol to bioaccumulate in fish and shellfish tissue 
     is also attested to by the absence of this chemical in EPA's plan for its  
     national study of chemical residues in fish, The National Study of Chemical
     Residues in Fish, EPA 823-R-92-008a, Office of Science and Technology      
     (Washington, D.C.).  EPA scientists examined the properties of 403         
     chemicals to select the list of analytes for this national study. Phenol is
     absent from the list of 60 chemicals that were analyzed in the tissue      
     samples.  Chemicals that are quickly metabolized or hydrolyzed, such as    
     phenol, were eliminated from consideration since they have a low potential 
     to bioaccumulate.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2961.014     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's failure to consider phenol's metabolic processes results in a        
     substantially overestimated BAF.  The BAF for phenol that is presented in  
     the Guidance technical support document for BAFs is 1,728.  Stephan, C.    
     (1993).  Derivation of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation  
     Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative.  This BAF is computed from a       
     measured bioconcentration factor (BCF) and EPA's food chain multiplier     
     (FCM), which even EPA admits is a gross overestimation of the potential    
     bioaccumulation of phenol.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20845 ("... the resulting      
     predicted BAF is so much higher than the BAF predicted from Log P that it  
     is doubtful that the BAF for this chemical [phenol] is above 1000.").  The 
     calculated FCM which does not account for the metabolism of phenol by      
     aquatic organisms nor the persistence of phenol in surface waters, results 
     in a BAF that indicates that this substance bioaccumulates in fish tissue  
     when it is known that it does not.  The Task Group agrees with EPA's       
     assessment that the calculated BAF is an unreliable predictor of the       
     bioaccumulative potential of phenol.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2961.015     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All available scientific data confirm that phenol has a negligible         
     potential to bioaccumulate in the food chain to levels of concern.         
     Typically, phenol is removed completely with full biological treatment by  
     industrial and municipal wastewater treatment plants, and any trace amounts
     that remain in a discharge are rapidly degraded by natural biological      
     processes.  Biodegradation end-products of phenol are carbon dioxide and   
     water.  Neither has any adverse water quality effect.  As the studies cited
     above show, even when aquatic animals are exposed to phenol, they rapidly  
     metabolize phenol so that it does not accumulate in their organs and muscle
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     tissue.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA's proposal to categorize phenol as a potential BCC thus lacks          
     scientific merit.  The Technical Support Document for BAFs presents        
     estimated BAFs for all Table 6 pollutants for which EPA could calculate    
     such factors.  A BAF for phenol is included in this document, although as  
     noted above, EPA acknowledges in the preamble that this BAF is grossly     
     overestimated.  Permit writers may use these BAFs to evaluate water quality
     data, determine if a reasonable potential exists to exceed a water quality 
     criterion, and calculate water quality based effluent limitations (WQBELs),
     if necessary.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2961.016     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Identifying phenol as a "potential BCC" encourages permit writers to use   
     this incorrect BAF to calculate WQBELs.  Permit writers may even           
     erroneously elect to regulate phenol as though it were an identified BCC,  
     even though there is compelling scientific evidence that it is not.  While 
     such actions would be inappropriate, they could plainly result from the    
     misclassification of phenol as a potential BCC.                            
                                                                                
     Moreover, states may use the potential BCC listing as a basis for their own
     listings and consequent regulation(2).  States often adopt federal lists   
     for purposes of state regulation.  It is exceedingly difficult to challenge
     a proposed state listing that is based on a federal listing, even when the 
     evidence strongly supports the challenge.  A federal listing often is the  
     beginning and the end of a state's analysis of a standard, since states are
     often without the resources to evaluate federal health and safety criteria 
     independently and reluctant to second guess the decisions of federal       
     regulators on the need for such regulation.  The Task Group thus believes  
     it to be essential that phenol not be included on the list of potential    
     BCCs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     _____________________                                                      
     (2)POTWs, in fact, may adopt "local limits" based on such a listing.       
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     Response to: D2961.017     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, characterizing phenol as a potential BCC serves no useful purpose.
     The proposed regulation does not mention the term "potential BCCs" anywhere
     except in Part B of Table 6.  EPA clearly states in the preamble that the  
     "special regulatory provisions for BCCs in the proposed Guidance would not 
     apply to these ten pollutants."  58 Fed. Reg. 20845 (col. 1).  There is no 
     reason to characterize phenol as a potential BCC.  EPA should strike the   
     Part B category of potential BCCs from Table 6, and include phenol in the  
     list of chemicals that are not BCCs.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D2961.018     
     
     See response to comment D2961.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2961.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures 3A.D.3. and 3B.D.2.e. of the proposed Guidance provide that the 
     environmental fate of a chemical can be considered in a total maximum daily
     loading (TMDL) provided that scientifically-valid data are available to    
     demonstrate that the fate calculation is justified.  58 Fed. Reg. 21036,   
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     21040.  The Task Group supports these procedures, and believes that the    
     fate and transport of each toxic substance should be considered in the     
     development of TMDLs whenever suitable data are available.                 
     
     
     Response to: D2961.019     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2961.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many organic substances, such as phenol, are rapidly biodegradable and will
     be completely degraded within a short distance from the point of discharge.
     Other organic substances will biodegrade, volatilize, or sorb to solids,   
     which will reduce their bioavailability and aquatic toxicity.  Metals will 
     precipitate or chelate and become biologically unavailable and less toxic  
     to aquatic life.                                                           
                                                                                
     These fate processes have a significant influence on the acceptable TMDLs  
     and should be considered for each surface water segment, including both    
     tributary waters and open waters of the Great Lakes.  The Technical Support
     Document presents several models that can be used to evaluate the fate and 
     transport of pollutants in streams and lakes, and recommends their use     
     whenever sufficient site-specific data are available for their application.
                                                                                
     The Task Group believes that regulatory agencies should collect the        
     necessary data to use these tools when a TMDL for a chemical is necessary  
     for a water body.  Properly accounting for pollutant fate assures that the 
     TMDL results in the most cost-effective treatment requirements that are    
     protective of water quality.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2961.020     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: D2961.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Task Group appreciates this opportunity to comment on the proposed     
     Guidance.  For the reasons given herein, EPA should eliminate phenol from  
     the list of potential BCCs and include it on the list of chemicals that are
     not BCCs.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D2961.021     
     
     See response to comment D2961.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2961.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the total maximum daily loading estimates should account for 
     phenol's fate in surface waters.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2961.022     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2971.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule and supplementary information include water quality      
     criteria for the Great Lakes and implementation procedures.  We believe    
     that in the interest of clarity, it should be stated in the background     
     discussion that discharges of dredged or fill materials into waters of the 
     U.S. are regulated under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) and that 
     this proposed rule is not intended to alter or change the CWA Section      
     404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR 230) for the regulation of such discharges.   
     
     
     Response to: D2971.001     
     
     EPA agrees that the final Guidance does not alter or change the section    
     404(b)(1) guidelines set forth at 40 CFR 230.  Since these guidelines set  
     forth the requirement that dredge and fill activities meet applicable State
     water quality requirements as implemented though State section 401         
     certification, EPA believes that the final Guidance will be fully          
     compatible with section 404.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: D2971.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would also be appropriate to mention in the background discussion that  
     the EPA and Corps are jointly preparing technical guidance on testing and  
     evaluating dredged material under the Section 404(b)(1) Guidelines at a    
     national and regional level.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D2971.002     
     
     While EPA has made a variety of references to developing dredge and fill   
     activities in the Supplementary information document to the GLI, EPA does  
     not believe these activities need any additional, special description in   
     the background information documents accompanying this action.  See also   
     response to D2971.001.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D2971.003

Page 4394



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The supplementary information preceding the proposed rule makes reference  
     in at least two occasions (pages 20889 and 20896) to section 404 permitting
     and filling of wetlands.  Although these references are merely examples of 
     nondegradation policy, we feel it inappropriate to include them in the     
     proposed rule, as it might be misread as implying that the proposed rule   
     was intended to apply to section 404 permits.                              
     
     
     Response to: D2971.003     
     
     See response to comment number G2725.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: D2971.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The nondegradation provisions of the proposed rule require the             
     demonstration of a number of pollution prevention considerations that may  
     be fully appropriate for point and nonpoint discharges, but are neither    
     technically nor procedurally appropriate for dredged or fill discharges    
     regulated under section 404.  The 404 (b)(1) Guidelines require an         
     extensive evaluation of the potential impacts from a dredged or fill       
     discharge as part of the full public interest review by the Corps.  We do  
     not believe that the existing 404(b)(1) evaluation procedures would be     
     enhanced by incorporating the nondegradation demonstration provisions      
     identified in the proposed rule.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D2971.004     
     
     Any water quality degradation resulting from dredging is likely to qualify 
     for the exemption from antidegradation for short-term and temporary        
     lowering of water quality.  Therefore, it is unlikely that such activities 
     will require antidegradation review.  Where discharges do not qualify for  
     the exemption, they will need to comply with the applicable State or Tribal
     antidegradation policy.  If pollution prevention concepts are not relevant 
     to such an activity, then the first part of the demonstration should be    
     easy.  Alternatively, the alternatives analysis of the section 404(b)(1)   
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     guidelines could be accepted by a State or Tribe as serving the purpose of 
     the pollution prevention part of the antidegradation demonstration.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D2971.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that in the portions of the proposed rule concerning mixing   
     zones and implementation (Appendix F, page 21038), it be clarified that the
     water quality compliance for dredged or fill discharges be determined using
     mixing zones as described in the 404(b)(1) Guidelines (40 CFR              
     230.11(f)(2)).  These Guidelines include 10 factors to be considered in    
     determining the mixing zone for a dredged or fill discharge.               
     
     
     Response to: D2971.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D2971.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the portions of the proposed rule concerning de minimis  
     discharges clarify that the releases occurring during dredging, as separate
     from disposal activities, are considererd as de minimis according to Corps 
     regulations (33 CFR 320-330).                                              
     
     
     Response to: D2971.006     
     
     Releases from dredging operations are generally short-term and temporary   
     and so would not require antidegradation review and approval.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D2971.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we note that the proposed rule does not include sediment quality  
     criteria (SQC).  When the EPA promulgates SQC for the Great Lakes system,  
     as directed by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, appropriate          
     implementation procedures should be provided, as included here with the    
     proposed water quality criteria.  To the extent that proposed SQC would    
     impact the regulation of dredged material disposal, we ask that proposed   
     implementation guidance for SQC be closely coordinated with the Corps North
     Central Division.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D2971.007     
     
     EPA believes the development of Sediment Quality Criteria complements the  
     provisions of the final Guidance.  The development of Sediment Quality     
     Criteria is discussed in Section I.D of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D3017.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consolidated's operations result in direct and indirect discharges of      
     treated wastewater to the Wisconsin River.  The Wisconsin River is not a   
     tributary to the Great Lakes, however, it is likely Wisconsin will         
     uniformly apply the GLI water quality standards and implementing           
     procedures.  Therefore, the GLI will adversely impact Consolidated's       
     current and future operations by mandating unrealistic water quality       
     standards and implementing procedures.  The tremendous costs associated    
     with the GLI cannot be justified based on potential environmental benefit. 
     
     
     Response to: D3017.001     
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     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2759.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: D3017.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The credibility of any complex environmental regulation rests on the       
     scientific evidence and procedures which support it.  In the case of the   
     GLI, the EPA's own Science Advisory Board has questioned the methodology   
     used to derive the regulation's criteria.  The Board recommended that      
     "substantive scientific issues" raised by its report on the GLI be         
     addressed before the regulation is adopted.                                
     
     
     Response to: D3017.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3017.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An example cited by the Board, and of immense concern to the paper         
     industry, is the GLI's casual use of Tier II values.  Specifically, the    
     Paper Council objects to the employment of Tier II levels, which adopt     
     extremely strict criteria, when there is insufficient or inadequate        
     scientific data to support lower (Tier I) values.  A Tier II value, for    
     example, can be imposed on the basis of a single study or data point.      
     
     
     Response to: D3017.003     
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: D3017.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most glaring example of the GLI's extremism are the permit levels which
     could be imposed for mercury.  The GLI's mercury criteria are set at       
     concentrations 1,000 times more sensitive than EPA's current approved      
     detection limits.  The wildlife criterion for mercury will require reducing
     concentrations of this naturally occurring element below those levels found
     in pristine conditions.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3017.004     
     
     See comment response D2829.009 and Sections VIII A, C, E and H, as well as 
     Section IX of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D3017.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second issue is whether the GLI is cost-effective.  In other words,    
     when all the costs are calculated, will the GLI actually deliver the goods?
                                                                                
     The DRI study stated that the "...GLI -- implemented cost-effectively -- is
     an affordable necessity; but, as currently configured, the Initiative is   
     both wasteful of precious resources and borders on an expensive luxury."   
     The study concluded that, as drafted, the GLI could cost nearly $2.286     
     billion per year and 33,230 jobs in the Basin.                             
     
     
     Response to: D3017.005     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D3017.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI study concludes that the environmental benefits of the GLI will be 
     modest.  As the study points out, reports from the Great Lakes states      
     indicate that the GLI's targeted toxins are not responsible for any        
     impairments in drinking water or swimming in the Lakes.  Moreover, the GLI 
     is incapable of addressing the issues of restrictions on fish consumptions 
     or impairments of aquatic life.  This is because the GLI will not          
     significantly reduce the total loadings of any of the regulated substances 
     except dioxin.  And dioxin is already being virtually eliminated as an     
     unwanted by-product in papermaking.  Since 1988, mills nation-wide have    
     reduced their discharges of dioxin by 90%, to levels which are now         
     non-detectable.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D3017.006     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.143 and D2723.004.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D3017.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The disapppointing truth about the GLI is that it will not -- it cannot -- 
     improve water quality on the Great Lakes because it does not address the   
     major contributor of pollutants to the Basin:  nonpoint sources (for       
     example, atmospheric deposition, contaminated sediments and agricultural   
     runoff).  And even if, as promised by the EPA, the GLI does eventually     
     address nonpoint source pollution, the proposed regulation of point sources
     will still not contribute significantly to the improvement of water        
     quality.                                                                   
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     Response to: D3017.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3017.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The intake credit proposal will require a plant to remove substances in its
     intake water, even if a plant's processes do not produce those substances  
     or add to the amount of the substance in the discharge.  This policy could 
     require huge capital outlays in order to treat intake waters.              
     
     
     Response to: D3017.008     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the final intake
     pollutant procedures.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D3017.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminating mixing zones for selected substances could increase the        
     stringency of permits by as much as 90%, but will have virtually no impact 
     on the overall ambient water quality in the Great Lakes.                   
     
     
     Response to: D3017.009     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D3017.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's antidegradation policy will freeze a plant's discharge level,    
     preventing it from ever increasing discharges regardless of permit levels. 
     This will have the effect of discouraging voluntary reductions beyond      
     compliance levels and could greatly inhibit future plant expansion or      
     simple process changes, unless widespread social and economic harm can be  
     demonstrated.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3017.010     
     
     The antidegradation provisions contained in the final Guidance are not a   
     freeze on pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes System. What the           
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance provide is a concise      
     description of the process through which a lowering of water quality may be
     demonstrated to be necessary to support important social and economic      
     development.  The antidegradation standard and implementation elements of  
     the final Guidance provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to   
     comply with the requirements of the CWA  andFederal regulations at 40 CFR  
     131.12.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D3053.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Attached are the comments of the Michigan Department of Natural Resources  
     (MDNR) with regards to the August 9, 1993 and September 13, 1993 Federal   
     Register notices entitled "Proposed Water Quality Guidance for the Great   
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     Lakes System".  The comments are organized as follows:                     
                                                                                
     Attachment 1 - MDNR comments on the "SAB Review of the Methodology for     
     Deriving National Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of     
     Human Health."                                                             
                                                                                
     Attachment 2 - MDNR comments on the "Interim Report on Data and Methods for
     Assessment of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and
     Associated Wildlife."                                                      
                                                                                
     Attachment 3 - MDNR Comments on "Revision of Methodology for Deriving      
     National Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Human Health:
     Report of Workshop and EPA's Preliminary Recommendations for Revision."    
                                                                                
     We would like to voice our displeasure with the short notice and comment   
     period given to review the above documents.  Michigan's comment period for 
     the proposed Great Lakes guidance, published April 13, 1993, involved      
     extensive opportunities for public comment and was essentially complete    
     prior to these notices.                                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3053.001     
     
     EPA believes that the 150-day comment period provided in the proposed      
     Guidance was adequate.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D3053.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned that EPA plans to use information to develop the     
     final guidance that has not been reviewed and discussed by the GLI         
     Workgroups.  New concepts must be thoroughly discussed and agreed upon by  
     the Steering Committee prior to development of the final guidance.         
     
     
     Response to: D3053.002     
     
     EPA received numerous comments on the proposed Guidance and has held       
     discussions regarding the issues raised in those comments with members of  
     the Steering Committe throughout the final Guidance development process.   
     For a discussion of the meetings held to discuss these issues, see the     
     preamble to the final Guidance.                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have similar opinions to the SAB comments on controlling contaminants in
     the medium where they are most likely to cause adverse effects.  We believe
     contaminants should be regulated at their source in order to adequately    
     control their impact on the media which may hold the greatest potential for
     exposure.  For instance, if 99% of an individual's environmental exposure  
     to toluene occurs via ambient air, regulating toluene in surface water with
     a relative source contribution factor (RSC) of 20% (or 1% in this case     
     given the available data) places an undue regulatory burden on those       
     discharging to surface water by limiting the resource to only 1 or 20% of  
     the total toluene exposure.  The emphasis should be placed on adequately   
     controlling the airborne sources of contaminants where the greatest        
     exposure reduction can be achieved.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D3053.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3053.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with the SAB relative to the use of the 1986 cancer Guidelines 
     in revision of the National AWQC and particularly as this comment might    
     influence the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.  The Agency appears many 
     years away from finalizing revisions to the 1986 Cancer Guidelines.  The   
     most recent discussion of potential revisions to these Guidelines is only  
     in a working paper format.  We cannot build National or even Regional      
     regulation upon issues and concepts in the "working paper" stage.  The tone
     of the comments made by the SAB Drinking Water Committee on the            
     carcinogenicity section of the GLWQG was similar.  They gave the impression
     that EPA's Cancer Guideline "working paper" draft was `Final' and          
     therefore, all the revised concepts proposed in the draft should be        
     included in the Guidance.  We strongly believe, however, due to the        
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     significant changes in understanding of carcinogenicity since 1980, that   
     the 1986 Cancer Guidelines should be used for the GLWQG and the National   
     Guidelines depending on the timeliness of publication.  Each should be     
     developed with sufficient flexibility to incorporate future changes that   
     may be recommended in the Cancer Guideline revision process. We believe    
     such flexibility already exists in the GLWQG and technical support         
     document.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3053.004     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  See also response to G3027.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: D3053.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the SAB discussion of Group C carcinogens and believe the    
     GLWQG contains sufficient flexibility as written to address these comments.
     
     
     Response to: D3053.005     
     
     EPA has changed the final Guidance to make determinations with regard to   
     group C chemicals even more flexible, applying a case-by- case approach.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: D3053.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the GLWQG provides sufficient discussion justifying the use of  
     28 day repeated dose data as an absolute minimum data requirement.  The    
     technical support document discusses the minimal types of data acceptable. 
     We agree the 28-30 day data should result only in "interim" values.        
     However these values should be regulatory in nature.  [This concept also   
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     supports our earlier comments on the GLWQG which would exclude Tier II     
     values from antibacksliding provisions and do so without a time limit.]    
     
     
     Response to: D3053.006     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: D3053.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices.  Comment 
          #.007 is imbedded in comment #.006.                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This concept also supports our earlier comments on the GLWQG which would   
     exclude Tier II values from antibacksliding provisions and do so without a 
     time limit.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3053.007     
     
     Commenter is referred to preamble sections associated with antibacksliding.
     See Section II of the SID for a discussion on antibacksliding.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: D3053.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also agree with the SAB regarding one-day health advisories.  We do not 
     understand how they can be implemented in the traditional AWQC program.    
     
     
     Response to: D3053.008     
     
     See response to comment G3207.018.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D3053.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the SAB in their opinion that field derived BAF data need to 
     be carefully evaluated and specific guidelines need to be developed        
     defining the acceptability of such data.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3053.009     
     
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with the commenter's concern   
     about the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.   
     EPA, however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and         
     interpret field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide
     guidance concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured 
     BAFs before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality      
     standards consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested     
     parties with a consistent set of procedures that will assist them in       
     collecting and interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3053.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also agree further research is needed in the theoretical food chain     
     modeling arena and that metabolism may not currently be adequately         
     addressed.  We have already expressed these opinions in our comments on the
     GLWQG.  However, we are surprised by what we believe is an inconsistency in
     the most recent SAB comments which state that "for the time being, the     
     Agency should focus attention on BCF rather than BAF".  The SAB, in its    
     earlier review of the GLWQG stated "The Subcommittee finds that the BAF    
     procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible than existing simple
     BCF procedures.  The use of the BCF Food Chain Multiplier (FCM), and BAF   
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     approach appear to be fundamentally sound...  It is the Subcommittee's     
     opinion that with some modification a credible BAF estimation method can be
     developed exploiting present knowledge."  We support the SAB's earlier     
     conclusions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D3053.010     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the state of the science does support   
     the use of BAFs.  EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16,   
     1992, report on the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Initiative stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and      
     scientifically credible than existing BCF procedures and that the use of   
     the BCF, FCM, and BAF approach appears to be fundamentally sound           
     (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93- 005).  See Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a further         
     discussion of the SAB's comments.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated in our associated comments on the Workshop Recommendations, we do
     not support separating water and fish criteria.  We believe the AWQC should
     reflect the total resource exposure potential.  We believe the SAB has     
     confused the "existing" conditions of multiple fish consumption advisories 
     with achieving the ideal water quality goal via protective AWQC.           
     
     
     Response to: D3053.011     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  EPA suggested the possibility of separating  
     water and fish criteria.  However, in the latest draft of the proposed     
     revisions to the 1980 AWQC methodology, EPA is recommending the use of one 
     number to protect both uses.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do agree with the SAB on the resource contribution issue as we have     
     previously stated.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3053.012     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not support separate drinking water and fish consumption criteria.   
                                                                                
     There may be a limited group of toxicants for which fetotoxic concerns may 
     be justified from high fish consumption over a short time period i.e. 5-7  
     day consumption.  We believe, as we have stated in our accompanying        
     comments on the Workshop Recommendations, that this issue should be        
     researched further by the Agency.   Therefore, it may be necessary to      
     establish case specific AWQC based on subacute toxicity and acute exposure 
     assumptions in order to adequately protect for fetotoxic effects.          
     
     
     Response to: D3053.013     
     
     EPA believes that it is appropriate to allow for the development of        
     separate criteria.  Criteria established to protect against fish           
     consumption only is appropriate when a water body is not a designated or   
     potential drinking water source.  In all other situations, the Agency      
     agrees and is establishing criteria for combined drinking water and fish   
     consumption.                                                               
                                                                                
     See also response to comment P2771.200.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although we agree with the SAB that the phenol example presented is not    
     practical since aquatic life concerns would never allow such a high AWQC,  
     we still believe it is important to demonstrate to the public that         
     incidental exposure has been considered.  We therefore disagree with the   
     SAB and believe incidental exposure should be considered along with fish   
     consumption.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D3053.014     
     
     See response to comment D3053.041.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We concur with the SAB that mg/kg/day vs. the standard exposure assumption 
     is not a critical issue in developing AWQC given the small differences     
     which may occur between the two approaches.  The fact is, you still need   
     one "standard" mg/kg/day assumption in order to justify a specific AWQC    
     water concentration.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3053.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D3053.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the focus from controlling the input of contaminants to        
     controlling the exposure end of contamination appears to be an "after the  
     fact" approach.  We disagree with the SAB and believe we need to continue  
     to establish an acceptable target level of contamination and control all   
     the inputs to attain that target.  Fish tissue residue levels can certainly
     be used as a cross check of the adequacy of your approach, but the emphasis
     should be "prevention" vs. reacting to inplace pollutants through fish     
     consumption advisories.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3053.016     
     
     See response to comment D2859.120.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with the SAB in their opinion that the CWA is not appropriate  
     for controlling drinking water source waters.   As we see it, the CWA is   
     paramount to protecting source waters where the SDWA is an "after-the-fact"
     statute.  The AWQC program should be responsible for assuring and          
     maintaining the suitability of source waters for use as public water       
     supplies by control of the release of contaminants, wherever appropriate.  
     This is not to say further treatment should not be expected of public water
     supplies in order to assure the in-the-pipe quality is achieved under the  
     SDWA.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3053.017     
     
     See response to comment D2724.599.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the SAB, as we stated in our comments on the Workshop        
     Procedures, that a goal for future microbial WQC should include use of     
     indicator microbes other than those for gastroenteritis.  Viruses,         
     Legionella and many animal borne pathogens are not being adequately        
     considered by the current Water Quality Standards approach.  Further       
     research is necessary in this area.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D3053.018     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3053.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and September 13 Federal Register 
notices      
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Should the BAF used for criteria derivation vary with the ambient POC  
     levels, or should a single BAF be used for consistency.                    
                                                                                
     Both the proposed GLWQG and the Interim Dioxin Report derive a lipid       
     normalized BAF of 1 x 10(exp. 4) per 1% lipid content (or, 1 x 10(exp. 6)  
     per 100% lipid content).  The proposed GLWQG thus derives a BAF of 79,000, 
     based on a 7.9% lipid diet, for wildlife criteria development.  In         
     contrast, the Interim Dioxin Report directs that the BAF be modified by the
     POC (particulate organic carbon) of the ambient water as well as the %     
     lipid in prey organisms.  The lipid normalized BAF of 1 x 10(exp. 4) per 1%
     lipid content is stated to be applicable to waters where the POC is 0.2    
     mg/l.  As the POC level increases, the BAF decreases proportionately, due  
     to greater binding by organic matter.  The POC is stated to range from     
     approximately 0.05 mg/l to 20 mg/l in the basin.                           
                                                                                
     We agree with the general concept of establishing criteria which may vary  
     according to some critical site-specific conditions, in some cases.        
     However, we are not convinced that the approach taken in the Interim Dioxin
     Report is preferable over the approach in the proposed GLWQG.  The reasons 
     for this are four-fold:                                                    
                                                                                
     [Although there is an extensive historical and spatial database on water   
     chemistry in Michigan, including TOC (total organic carbon), there is no   
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     database on POC levels in Michigan waters.  We are also unaware of         
     standardized test methods for POC.  Therefore, we do not know how POC      
     levels range among waterbodies, or vary with depth, seasons or locations in
     particular waterbodies.]                                                   
                                                                                
     [Secondly, we are concerned that more research is needed to determine the  
     factors which control TCDD biouptake.  We have discussed this issue with   
     Dr. Peter Landrum of the Great Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory of  
     NOAA, in Ann Arbor.  According to Dr. Landrum, normalizing for POC does    
     reduce the variability in TCDD bioavailability.  However, the variability  
     is not eliminated, and the magnitude and causes of the residual variability
     are not understood.]                                                       
                                                                                
     [Thirdly, we are concerned that TCDD that is bound to POC may still be a   
     serious long-term contamination problem, being available to benthic        
     organisms and subsequently to organisms higher in the food chain, and      
     existing in equilibrium with unbound TCDD in pore water and in the water   
     column.  Also, we are uncertain how this approach may impact the           
     attainability of sediment criteria which may be developed at a later time.]
                                                                                
     [Finally, a criterion which is POC-dependent would greatly increase the    
     complexity of ambient surface water assessment, discharge permitting and   
     other activities under the GLWQG.  This heightened complexity does not seem
     warranted by potential improvements in the utility or appropriateness of   
     the criterion.  The proposed GLWQC wildlife criterion, 9.6 E-3 pg/l, is far
     below the level of detectability.  Even at a relatively high POC of 20     
     mg/l, a criterion derived from the POC-dependent formula would be          
     approximately 0.96 pg/l, which is still below routine detection limits.]   
                                                                                
     [In conclusion, we recommend further research and evaluation of the affect 
     of POC on the development of appropriate TCDD criteria.  We support the    
     approach utilized in the proposed GLWQG.]                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3053.019     
     
     The BAFs for TCDD have been independently derived for the GLWQI. The BAF   
     derived for the Interim Report is irrelevant except as a record of previous
     steps which contributed to the improved value derived for the GLWQI.  The  
     GLWQI has a TSD which is the scientific basis for bioaccumulation factors. 
     The TSD procedures implicitly require consideration of POC and DOC effects 
     on bioavailability of bioaccumulative organic chemicals from water. The    
     search for scientifically defensible BAFs for TCDD is concerned with       
     accuracy more that "variability".  A TCDD BAF which ignores the well       
     established effects of POC on bioavailability will not be accurate.  All of
     the "factors which control TCDD biouptake" do not have to be known in order
     to determine and apply BAFs with accuracy.  It is hard to believe that POC 
     levels in Michigan suitable for application of the BAF can not be obtained.
      A criterion which employs BAFs which unnecessarily overestimates          
     bioaccumulation by ignoring POC and DOC will be ineffective.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: D3053.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.020 is imbedded in comment #.019.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
          and Sept 13 Federal Register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although there is an extensive historical and spatial database on water    
     chemistry in Michigan, including TOC (total organic carbon), there is no   
     database on POC levels in Michigan waters.  We are also unaware of         
     standardized test methods for POC.  Therefore, we do not know how POC      
     levels range among waterbodies, or vary with depth, seasons or locations in
     particular waterbodies.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3053.020     
     
     In the Notice dated August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678), EPA set forth the       
     equation from which the fraction of the chemical that is freely dissolved  
     in the water can be calculated using the Kow for the chemical and the DOC  
     and POC in the water.  EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved          
     concentration of a chemical is difficult to measure, however, the Kow, DOC 
     and POC can be measured or estimated and used to calculate the freely      
     dissolved concentration.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3053.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.021 is imbedded in comment #.019.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
          and Sept 13 Federal Register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, we are concerned that more research is needed to determine the   
     factors which control TCDD biouptake.  We have discussed this issue with   
     Dr. Peter Landrum of the Great Lakes Environmental Research Laboratory of  
     NOAA, in Ann Arbor.  According to Dr. Landrum, normalizing for POC does    
     reduce the variability in TCDD bioavailability.  However, the variability  
     is not eliminated, and the magnitude and causes of the residual variability
     are not understood.                                                        
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     Response to: D3053.021     
     
     See response to comment D3053.24.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3053.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.022 is imbedded in comment #.019.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
          and Sept 13 Federal Register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thirdly, we are concerned that TCDD that is bound to POC may still be a    
     serious long-term contamination problem, being available to benthic        
     organisms and subsequently to organisms higher in the food chain, and      
     existing in equilibrium with unbound TCDD in pore water and in the water   
     column.  Also, we are uncertain how this approach may impact the           
     attainability of sediment criteria which may be developed at a later time. 
     
     
     Response to: D3053.022     
     
     See response to comment D3053.24.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3053.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.023 is imbedded in comment #.019.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
          and Sept 13 Federal Register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 4415



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, a criterion which is POC-dependent would greatly increase the     
     complexity of ambient surface water assessment, discharge permitting and   
     other activities under the GLWQG.  This heightened complexity does not seem
     warranted by potential improvements in the utility or appropriateness of   
     the criterion.  The proposed GLWQG wildlife criterion, 9.6 E-3 pg/l, is far
     below the level of detectability.  Even at a relatively high POC of 20     
     mg/l, a criterion derived from the POC-dependent formula would be          
     approximately 0.96 pg/l, which is still below routine detection limits.    
     
     
     Response to: D3053.023     
     
     See response to comment D3053.024.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3053.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.024 is imbedded in comment #.019.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
          and Sept 13 Federal Register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, we recommend further research and evaluation of the affect  
     of POC on the development of appropriate TCDD criteria.  We support the    
     approach utilized in the proposed GLWQG.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3053.024     
     
     EPA agrees. EPA has done further research on the effect of POC on the      
     bioavailability of TCDD in the water column.  See Section IV.B.6 of the SID
     and the final TSD for BAFs for further information.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D3053.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 3: cc HH

Page 4416



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the consideration of ecological data as a "reality check" on 
     criteria calculations, as provided in the Interim Dioxin Report's avian    
     risk assessment.  We have commented to EPA on the proposed GLWQG that such 
     data, when available, should be considered for all criteria developed.  We 
     agree that for TCDD, the ecological data are not inconsistent with the     
     proposed GLWQG criterion.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3053.025     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.011 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D3053.026
     Cross Ref 1: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The key avian study involves the exposure of pheasants to TCDD for only ten
     weeks, which raises the concern that the duration may have been inadequate 
     to demonstrate chronic dose-response relationships.  The proposed GLWQG did
     not apply a subchronic-to-chronic UF, reasoning that laying pheasant hens  
     apprear to excrete a significant portion of the TCDD dose.  The Interim    
     Dioxin Report, however, did apply a 10-fold UF because non-egg laying adult
     pheasants have a TCDD elimination half-life of nearly a year.  Therefore,  
     only about 13% of a steady-state body burden would be achieved by the end  
     of a ten-week exposure.                                                    
                                                                                
     We agree that the key study was not sufficiently chronic in duration, and  
     that a ten-fold UF is thus indicated.  If this 10-fold UF were applied to  
     the derivation of the avian wildlife criterion of the GLWQG, the criterion 
     would be lowered to 7.9 E-3 pg/l.  This value is only slightly below the   
     proposed mammalian wildlife criterion (9.6 E-3 pg/l), so the effect on the 
     Tier 1 wildlife criterion would be insignificant.  If rounding off is      
     performed on the criteria, which would seem appropriate, then the wildlife 
     criterion would be 1E-2 pg/l based on either the mammalian or the avian    
     data.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3053.026     
     
     One comment was received that argued for the use of a subchronic to chronic
     uncertainty factor of 10 in deriving the avian wildlife value for TCDD,    
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     which is consistent with the approach used in the peer-reviewed Interim    
     Report (U.S. EPA, 1993). Another comment was received that suggested that  
     the use of a 10- fold subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor was not     
     warranted. In the final derivation of the avian value, U.S. EPA has        
     incorporated a subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor of 10, consistent  
     with the above mentioned report (U.S., EPA, 1993).                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D3053.027
     Cross Ref 1: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The avian database is not very extensive, and the proposed GLWQG criterion 
     development thus used an interspecies sensitivity factor of 10 (actually   
     applied as an "SSF" of 0.1).  However, the Interim Dioxin Report reviewed  
     the same limited dataset and concluded that an interspecies sensitivity    
     factor was not indicated.                                                  
                                                                                
     We agree with the proposed GLWQG approach, in that the available data are  
     too limited to reasonably demonstrate that the pheasant is likely the most 
     sensitive avian species.  Piscivorous avian species, including the three   
     representative species for GLWQG criteria development, have not been tested
     and could conceivably be significantly more sensitive to TCDD than the     
     pheasant.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3053.027     
     
     U.S. EPA received a comment that suggested that the interspecies           
     uncertainty factor in the derivation of the avian value be changed to 1.0, 
     while another comment suggested that the uncertainty factor remain 10.0.   
     Consistent with the peer- reviewed Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993), the    
     final avian value incorporated an interspecies uncertainty factor of 1.0.  
                                                                                
     Also see the final criteria document for TCDD for more information.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3053.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 4418



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The August 9, 1993 Federal Register notice asks if the information provided
     on aquatic life effects in the Interim Dioxin Report should be used in the 
     final Great Lakes Guidance to calculate an interim numerical limit for     
     dioxin to protect aquatic life (i.e. a Tier II value).                     
                                                                                
     The posed question implies that EPA either seeks to include a Tier II value
     for dioxin in the final guidance or that the data in the Interim Report be 
     cited in the final guidance for use in calculating a Tier II value for     
     dioxin.  The first scenario is inappropriate since, unlike Tier I criteria,
     Tier II values are not to be published as numeric values.  [The second     
     scenario is inappropriate because there has been no prior indication that  
     the proposed guidance would be used as a forum for approving or            
     disapproving data for use in the development of Tier II values.]           
                                                                                
     [With regards to using the Interim Report as a basis for calculating a Tier
     II value for dioxin in the future, the report does not contain the minimum 
     data necessary for calculating a Tier II value.  In order to calculate a   
     Tier II value, the proposed guidance requires a minimum of a 48-hour EC50  
     or LC50 for at least one of three genera in the family Daphnidae.  While   
     the report does contain a 48-hour test for a Daphnia magna, this test is   
     not an EC50 or LC50 test.]                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3053.028     
     
     As the commenter states, in the August 9, 1993 Federal Register notice, EPA
     requested comment on whether the information provided on aquatic life      
     effects in the Interim Dioxin Report should be used in the final Great     
     Lakes Guidance to calculate an interim numerical limit for dioxin to       
     protect aquatic life.  The intent of this question was to solicit public   
     comment on whether the information provided in the Interim Report could be 
     used by States and Tribes to calculate a Tier II value for dioxin.  EPA    
     does not specify Tier II values in the final Guidance.                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the requirement in the proposed guidance
     for calculating a Tier II value is not met because of the lack of a 48-hour
     EC50 or LC50 for at least one of three genera in the family Daphnidae.     
     Concerns about acute versus chronic exposures are not relevant for         
     2,3,7,8-TCDD and other extremely hydrophobic chemicals because accumulation
     and elimination occur very slowly.  Acute exposures can be lethal, although
     actual deaths are delayed beyond the standard acute test duration of 48 to 
     96 hours.  With 2,3,7,8-TCDD, sublethal effects, such as those on          
     reproduction are elicited at much lower concentrations than lethality.     
     Elimination is so slow that accumulation must be limited to remain well    
     below lethal levels, therefore, lethality is a moot issue in regards to    
     water quality criteria for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  The Interim Report provides      
     information on sublethal endpoints such as reproductive and developmental  
     effects.  EPA believes that this information is useful and could be used by
     States and Tribes for risk assessments.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3053.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.029 is imbedded in comment #.028.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
          and Sept 13 Federal Register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second scenario is inappropriate because there has been no prior       
     indication that the proposed guidance would be used as a forum for         
     approving or disapproving data for use in the development of Tier II       
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3053.029     
     
     EPA is neither approving nor disapproving the data in the Interim Dioxin   
     Report for use in the development of a Tier II value. Tier II values are   
     developed by the States or Tribes.  However, as stated in the response to  
     D3053.028, the information in this report should be useful in evaluating   
     the risks associated with environmental levels.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3053.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.030 is imbedded in comment #.028.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
          and Sept 13 Federal register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regards to using the Interim Report as a basis for calculating a Tier 
     II value for dioxin in the future, the report does not contain the minimum 
     data necessary for calculating a Tier II value.  In order to calculate a   
     Tier II value, the proposed guidance requires a minimum of a 48-hour EC50  
     or LC50 for at least one of three genera in the family Daphnidae.  While   
     the report does contain a 48-hour test for a Daphnia magna, this test is   
     not an EC50 or LC50 test.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3053.030     
     
     See response to comment D3053.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal register 
notices.          
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue 7:  Exposure assumptions of 1 liter/day water intake and 10 kg/day   
     body weight (BW) for a child                                               
                                                                                
     MDNR would not support the use of this default exposure assumption for     
     carcinogens for the following reasons:  1) The difference between a child's
     dose from 1 1/day @ 10 kg and an adult's dose from 2 1/day @ 70 kg is less 
     than 4x, well within the range of risk variability given the current       
     imprecision and conservativeness of the cancer risk estimation process, and
     2) A mean exposure of 1 1/day @ 10 kg would occur for only a short period  
     of time since the mg/kg BW relationship is constantly changing as the child
     grows and develops.  Exposure would have to be acute in order for this     
     exposure relationship to be realistic.  The most appropriate method,       
     although potentially impossible to implement on even a site specific basis,
     would be to utilize a mg/kg/day approach for a "standard" person and then  
     allow the individual to establish their own exposure/risk relationship     
     relative to that "standard" person.  The bottom line is, theoretically, the
     recommendation may be correct, but in practical terms the difference       
     between the adult exposure and the 10 kg child may be insignificant.  The  
     "correct" exposure relationship is impossible to implement given the wide  
     range of water intake/kg BW for children as a population and the constant  
     change in that relationship as individual children develop.                
     
     
     Response to: D3053.031     
     
     See response to comments P2746.130 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D3053.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MDNR agrees with the workshop recommendations, that this issue should be   
     evaluated very carefully.  Additivity of cancer risk should be considered  
     only when the mode of action and target organs are clearly understood and  
     are the same.  Further, this methodology should be applied to point source 
     discharges only and not to establishing ambient water quality criteria     
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     (AWQC).  Due to the constant variability of environmental conditions,      
     concentration relationships of chemicals continue to change in the ambient 
     environment.  Further yet, even if the environmental conditions could be   
     controlled, concentration relationships would also continue to change given
     varied and uncontrolled sources of contaminants.                           
     
     
     Response to: D3053.032     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is important. See response to comment D2710.059 and   
     .060 for a discussion on the implementation of the additivity provisions.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3053.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD/ALT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MDNR has the same comments as above for the recommended use of the Hazard  
     Index (HI), i.e. only with a known mode of action and same target tissue,  
     and then, only from a controllable point source discharge application.     
     
     
     Response to: D3053.033     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions to account for the additive effect  
     of multiple carcinogens.  See section VII.D.6 of the SID for details on    
     additivity.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3053.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MDNR agrees EPA should pursue a greater relationship with outside          
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     bodies/agencies to submit data for use in the RfD development process.     
     "Turnaround" needs to be appropriate to the timely need for RfDs, or this  
     process will be sidestepped and these agencies will continue to develop    
     their own RfDs.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D3053.034     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.  EPA understands that many States and Tribes rely 
     upon IRIS values (RfDs and q1*s) and that data leading to a  RfD or q1*    
     decision must be reviewed as promptly as possible.  EPA has alerted the EPA
     RfD and CRAVE Workgroup chairs of this need, and as a result any RfD or q1*
     submittals from a State or Tribe will receive immediate attention.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with the routine necessity of developing short-term Health     
     Advisory Doses (HADs) to account for large fish meals in order to protect  
     for reproductive/developmental effects.  This is particularly true if the  
     fish consumption rate is adjusted upward to reflect sport anglers          
     consumption versus the general public.  Generally, the routine RfD process 
     does appear to provide an adequate margin of safety on a lifetime human    
     NOAEL to protect for sensitive reproductive/developmental effects during   
     brief episodes of high fish consumption.  For many chemicals, this margin  
     of safety may be even greater when some other end point is considered as   
     more sensitive than the repro/development effects endpoint.                
                                                                                
     [However, when data for specific chemicals support concern for fetotoxicity
     due to higher fish consumption rates over shorter exposure periods, then a 
     short term HAD may be appropriate.  There may be a few chemicals where the 
     margin of safety for fetotoxic effects may be substanially reduced due to  
     consumption of large fish meals on consecutive days.  Therefore, the MDNR  
     believes that the agency should further research this relationship for a   
     much larger group of chemicals in order to determine the frequency and     
     extent of this increased risk.  Further, through this research a defensible
     safety factor may be developed based on real data relationships between    
     repro/developmental and other subchronic/chronic endpoints, which may then 
     be used when repro/developmental data are lacking.  We view this research  
     as very necessary, given that the current safety factor approach for       
     accounting for a lack of repro/developmental effects data appears some what
     arbitrary.]                                                                
                                                                                
     [We fail to see how short-term HADs are to be implemented in a program     
     currently designed to establish long term ambient water quality criteria.  
     For chemicals where short term high exposures for pregnant women may be of 
     concern, the short-term HAD would need to be interpreted into discharge    
     permit limits and long term AWQC in order to assure that ambient           
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     concentrations are protective of these shorter term exposures.  Therefore, 
     if we understand this concept correctly, AWQC would potentially need to be 
     based on subacute data to protect for short term exposures vs. chronic data
     for lifetime exposures as is currently the approach.]                      
     
     
     Response to: D3053.035     
     
     See response to comment G3207.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.036 is imbedded in comment #.035.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
          and Sept 13 Federal register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, when data for specific chemicals support concern for fetotoxicity 
     due to higher fish consumption rates over shorter exposure periods, then a 
     short term HAD may be appropriate.  There may be a few chemicals where the 
     margin of safety for fetotoxic effects may be substantially reduced due to 
     consumption of large fish meals on consecutive days.  Therefore, the MDNR  
     believes the agency should further research this relationship for a much   
     larger group of chemicals in order to determine the frequency and extent of
     this increased risk.  Further, through this research a defensible safety   
     factor may be developed based on real data relationships between           
     repro/developmental and other subchronic/chronic endpoints, which may then 
     be used when repro/developmental data are lacking.  We view this research  
     as very necessary, given that the current safety factor approach for       
     accounting for a lack of repro/developmental effects data appears some what
     arbitrary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3053.036     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.037 is imbedded in comment #.035.  Comment 
responding to Aug 9   
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          and Sept 13 Federal register notices.                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fail to see how short-term HADs are to be implemented in a program      
     currently designed to establish long term ambient water quality criteria.  
     For chemicals where short term high exposures for pregnant women may be of 
     concern, the short-term HAD would need to be interpreted into discharge    
     permit limits and long term AWQC in order to assure that ambient           
     concentrations are protective of these shorter term exposures.  Therefore, 
     if we understand this concept correctly, AWQC would potentially need to be 
     based on subacute data to protect for short term exposures vs. chronic data
     for lifetime exposures as is currently the approach.                       
     
     
     Response to: D3053.037     
     
     See response to comment G3207.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D3053.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support the recognition, on a case-by-case basis, that some    
     chemicals may cause teratogenic, heritable mutagenic and other adverse     
     effects via mechanisms whereby thresholds may not be able to be determined.
     In these cases, alternative approaches to establishing acceptable exposure 
     levels should be considered, other than the standard safety factor         
     approach.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3053.038     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with the recommended separate criteria approach.  We believe   
     that AWQC should be established for protection of the resource based on all
     of the potential uses for that water, and, that such exposure should be    
     considered together.  Therefore, if the water is protected as a drinking   
     water source and is open to fishing, the AWQC should reflect the potential 
     exposure from both drinking water and fish consumption.  If the water is   
     used only for recreation, i.e. water sports and fishing, the AWQC should   
     similarly be protective for ones' total exposure potential.  We see no     
     conflict here with the SDWA which establishes standards for public drinking
     waters after treatment.  The CWA protects the resource for recreational use
     and, in some cases, as a raw drinking water source (not finished public    
     water supply) i.e. the goals/control approaches are different.  The SDWA is
     forced to deal with whatever day to day quality water the water treatment  
     system receives, i.e. after the fact, and may be potentially influenced by 
     a variety of environmental conditions and contaminants i.e. heavy rainfall,
     spills, uncontrolled nonpoint source discharges, etc.  The CWA, on the     
     other hand is more oriented toward the prevention of water contamination to
     assure all of a water body's intended uses are protected by control of the 
     potential contamination sources.  The process by which these sources (point
     and nonpoint) are controlled in order to assure attainment of standards    
     overtime is a considerably different process than that followed by the SDWA
     and with many inputs that are difficult to control.                        
     
     
     Response to: D3053.039     
     
     See response to comments G3207.024, D2724.599 and D3053.041.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MDNR does not support the general use of relative source contribution  
     (RSC) factors for AWQC.  We believe exposure should be considered only from
     the subject resource.  An exception would be those contaminants whose main 
     exposure potential is from the subject resource but may also have some     
     minor exposure potential from some other media.  The best example of this  
     scenario is the 80% RSC used in the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance for 
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs).  This position is based on a  
     practical consideration that control over contaminant exposures from the   
     resource is possible only through control of contributing sources.  If an  
     individual's primary exposure is via some other media, i.e. air,           
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     occupation, etc., it apprears most practical to control exposure through   
     that media, rather than placing the burden on some minor contaminant       
     source.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3053.040     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly believe incidental exposure from watersport activities needs to
     be considered.  Even though the contribution to exposure may be low, it    
     provides the public with the certainty that such exposure potential has    
     been considered.  It also establishes the opportunity in the future to     
     consider other routes of incidental exposure, such as dermal absorption,   
     which has not been adequately evaluated to date.  We strongly encourage the
     Agency to continue to research the exposure potential from low level       
     concentrations of contaminants via total and partial body contact          
     recreation activities.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3053.041     
     
     Although EPA agrees that incidental ingestion exposure is likely to have   
     minimal impact upon the calculated criteria, we believe that it is still   
     important to include some accounting of this source of exposure where      
     ingestion is not otherwise accounted for through the water consumption     
     assumptions used for criteria to protect drinking water uses.  EPA believes
     that the assumption of 2 L/day of direct ingestion for these water bodies  
     is likely to account for the additional potential ingestion via            
     recreational activities and the Agency will not include an additional      
     factor of 0.01 L/day when developing criteria for water bodies that are    
     potential drinking water sources (i.e., when the 2 L/day assumption is     
     used). However, the additional factor of 0.01 L/day will be included to    
     account for recreational ingestion exposures with non-potable water bodies 
     (i.e., when the 2 L/day factor is not applied).                            
                                                                                
     See also response to comment P2718.118.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D3053.042
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the main goals of the CWA is to protect the nation's waters for     
     fishing and swimming.  Therefore, it seems defensible to focus on          
     protection of anglers, rather than the general public when establishing    
     fish consumption assumptions.  Under the Great Lakes Water Quality         
     Initiative, a 15 gm/day consumption level is proposed to represent the mean
     sport angler consumption level.  This is based on Great Lakes Basin        
     consumption data.  Consumption rates may differ in other regions around the
     country, but we believe angler consumption levels will average well above  
     the 6.5 gm levels currently used in the 1980 Guidance.  Mean angler        
     consumption rates for large waterbodies or regions should be established.  
     The use of multiple site specific, population specific, species specific   
     considerations for AWQC fro each body or parts of a body of water, make it 
     too difficult and confusing to develop AWQC.  In this case, a mean         
     sportfish lipid value for that waterbody of concern should be established  
     based on the various sport fish available to anglers from that waterbody.  
     
     
     Response to: D3053.042     
     
     See response to comments P2771.192 and P2742.051.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3053.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although a mg/kg dose is a preferable way to establish one's exposure, a   
     single specific dose is still needed to calculate an AWQC.  This still     
     results in a variable level of protection for individuals depending on     
     their body weight and exposure, ie. little is gained in resolving the 70 kg
     adult vs. the 10 kg child exposure differences.  Some "standard" person    
     must still be targeted in order to translate the mg/kg/day into an         
     acceptable ambient water concentration and discharge limits.               
     
     
     Response to: D3053.043     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated previously, we believe that water protected for recreation and   
     used as a drinking water source should consider the combined exposure      
     potential from fish consumption and drinking water.  When the water is     
     protected only for recreational use, incidental and fish consumption       
     exposure should also be considered.  It represents the reasonable exposure 
     potential for the resource and identifies to the public, that these        
     combined exposures have been considered.  We do not agree with separating  
     fish tissue criteria from water criteria and dropping the least influential
     exposure.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3053.044     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.  See response to D3053.011                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Edible portions for fish in the Great Lakes system, except for a few       
     limited species, are considered to be skin-on fillets.  Although we are    
     attempting to influence angler habits in fish advisories by encouraging    
     skinning and trimming to remove contaminants, many people still consume    
     skin-on fillets.  This process would not be necessary with adequately      
     protective AWQC.  Therefore, we believe edible portions should be uncooked,
     skin-on, untrimmed fillets.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3053.045     
     
     See section IV.B.3 of the SID for a discussion on the lipid values used in 
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     deriving human health and wildlife criteria.                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D3053.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not believe there is sufficient analytical data available on free    
     dissolved concentrations of contaminants to make this approach practical at
     this time for a 'cross-the-board' program application.  Therefore, until   
     such data become readily available, "total" concentrations should continue 
     to be used.  In specific cases where valid dissolved data may be available,
     such data could be used, case-by-case.  We do not support the estimation   
     technique proposed based on Kow.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D3053.046     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that there is not sufficient         
     analytical data available on freely dissolved concentrations of            
     contaminants to make the approach practical. For a discussion on           
     bioavailability, see Section IV.B.6 of the SID.                            
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to use the estimation technique based on Kow in the final  
     Guidance as the last data preference in the hierarchy of methods for       
     deriving BAFs.  For more detailed discussion on Kow, see Section IV.B.2a   
     and d of the SID.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: D3053.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with establishing a BAF on the "species of interest" or the    
     "species most commonly eaten" since this is a personal, and many times,    
     cultural decision.  We believe the mean sportfish lipid value should be    
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     used to better represent the potential variety of species that may be      
     consumed.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3053.047     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that a mean sportfish lipid value should be    
     used to better represent the potential variety of fish consumed.  In order 
     to further examine whether the proposed five percent lipid value was       
     appropriate, EPA conducted additional analysis of the data from a second   
     fish consumption survey conducted by West, et al. (1993) (see section V,   
     Human Health, for a complete discussion of this study).  EPA requested     
     comments on the appropriateness of the data presented in the study in a    
     Federal Register notice on August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678).  The results from
     this analysis indicate that the consumption-weighted mean percent lipid    
     value for trophic level four fish is 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three.
      EPA believes that the use of the West et al. (1993) survey to estimate the
     percent lipid used for deriving BAFs is an improvement on the methods      
     utilized in the proposal because the West survey allows a determination of 
     the actual fish species consumed and the rate of consumption.  When this   
     information is coupled with the information on percent lipid values for    
     these fish, it is possible to derive a more accurate reflection of the     
     grams of lipid from fish that are consumed by humans.  EPA acknowledges    
     that the West study only covered anglers in the State of Michigan, but     
     concludes it represents the best study to use for deriving                 
     consumption-weighted mean percent lipid values.  States and Tribes can     
     derive alternative percent lipid values to be used in the derivation of    
     BAFs if they have the information needed to redo the derivation.           
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3053.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment responding to Aug 9 and Sept 13 Federal Register 
notices           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General:  We encourage the agency to pursue further research to identify   
     better indicator organisms and test methodologies in order to better       
     evaluate risks of diseases other than gastroenteritis.  Basing AWQC on     
     swimming related gastroenteritis only, ignores the potential risks         
     associated with viruses, i.e. hepatitis, etc., legionellosis, and animal   
     source pathogens such as Giardia, Cryptosporidium and Salmonella.  A much  
     broader set of microorganism guidelines needs to be developed beyond E.    
     Coli and enterococci.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3053.048     
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     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D3071L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment No. 1:  General Comment                                            
                                                                                
     In general, the Guidance is unreasonably and unnecessarily burdensome.  It 
     will impose massive costs on industry within the Great Lakes Basin, while  
     offering minimal if any environmental benefits.                            
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D3071L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PEA strongly supports the provision in the proposed Guidance under which   
     water quality standards for protection of aquatic life may be modified to  
     be less stringent than the standards that would otherwise be applicable,   
     based on the specific physical and hydrological conditions that exist in   
     the body of water.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 1.A.1(b), 
     58 Fed. Reg. 21034.  As noted in the Preamble to the Guidance, 58 Fed. Reg.
     20919, this is similar to the existing procedure for removal of a          
     designated use that is not attainable.  However,  the new provision would  
     offer a flexibility that is not necessarily available under the existing   
     procedures.  For example, where the physical characteristics of a body of  
     water are such that it supports only a limited number of species, the new  
     provision would allow site-specific modification of the water quality      
     standards for protection of aquatic life.  The modified standards would be 
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     sufficient to protect the limited community that exists in the waterbody,  
     even though they might not be sufficient to protect the full aquatic       
     community that would ordinarily be expected in the body of water.          
                                                                                
     [It is uncertain whether this result could be obtained under existing law. 
     Under a typical use designation such as "warm water fishery," the presence 
     of even a few species can be interpreted as an indication that the         
     designated use is being met, thereby preventing removal of the use and the 
     corresponding relaxation of water quality standards.  The proposed Guidance
     would provide a means for obtaining relief in such cases.]                 
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2794.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D3071L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment # .003 is imbedded in comment #.002.                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is uncertain whether this result could be obtained under existing law.  
     Under a typical use designation such as "warm water fishery," the presence 
     of even a few species can be interpreted as an indication that the         
     designated use is being met, thereby preventing removal of the use and the 
     corresponding relaxation of water quality standards.  The proposed Guidance
     would provide a means for obtaining relief in such cases.                  
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.003    
     
     See response to comment D2794.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D3071L.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance should be revised to allow site-specific relaxation  
     of the water quality standards for protection of human health and of       
     wildlife, as well as those for protection of aquatic life.  Under the      
     proposed Guidance, wildlife or human health criteria and values may be     
     modified on a site-specific basis to be more protective, but cannot be     
     modified to be less stringent.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F,         
     Procedures 1.A.2, 1.A.4, 58 Fed. Reg.  21034.  EPA's rationale is          
     threefold:  (1)  there are no natural conditions in the Great Lakes System 
     that preclude human beings or wildlife from consuming fish in and          
     recreating in the sites;  (2)  even if local populations do exhibit unique 
     characterisitics, the mobility of humans and wildlife precludes reliance on
     site-specific values; and (3) given the limited data on these issues, the  
     Agency should be especially conservative with respect to protection of     
     wildlife and human health.  58 Fed. Reg. 20919.                            
                                                                                
     [However, even if there is no body of water in the Great Lakes System that 
     is absolutely inaccessible to humans or wildlife, there may be waterbodies 
     that are so remote, isolated, or undesirable that it can be said with      
     confidence that visits by humans or wildlife will be rare.  In such cases, 
     where there will be little exposure to wildlife or humans, it is possible  
     that less stringent water quality criteria will be appropriate.]           
     [Moreover, in the case of chronic health effects, the mobility of humans   
     and wildlife makes site-specific modifications more attractive:  compared  
     to aquatic life, it is less likely that any individual human or land animal
     will be exposed to the pollutants at a specific location long or often     
     enough to be detrimental.]  [Finally, while it is especially critical to   
     use conservative assumptions when prescribing provisions for protection of 
     human health, that does not require banning all modifications, regardless  
     of the circumstances.  PEA is not suggesting that water quality standards  
     should be relaxed in any particular body of water, but merely that in light
     of the limited data available, there is no reason to impose an             
     across-the-board ban on setting less stringent site-specific standards.]   
                                                                                
     [Accordingly, it would be better policy to allow states and tribes to      
     modify water quality standards to be either more or less stringent in      
     appropriate circumstances, depending on the unique characteristics of a    
     specific body of water.  Nor should inconsistency in applicable standards  
     be a reason not to adopt this approach.  If specific waterbodies have      
     unique characteristics that make the usual standards inappropriate,        
     site-specific modifications (whether more or less stringent) actually      
     improve the consistency of the regulatory scheme, rather than disrupting   
     it.]                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.004    
     
     See response to comments P2656.266 and P2656.271.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D3071L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.005 is imbedded in comment #.004.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 4434



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, even if there is no body of water in the Great Lakes System that  
     is absolutely inaccessible to humans or wildlife, there may be waterbodies 
     that are so remote, isolated, or undesirable that it can be said with      
     confidence that visits by humans or wildlife will be rare.  In such cases, 
     where there will be little exposure to wildlife or humans, it is possible  
     that less stringent water quality criteria will be appropriate.            
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.005    
     
     See response to comment G3024.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D3071L.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.006 is imbedded in comment #.004.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, in the case of chronic health effects, the mobility of humans and
     wildlife makes site-specific modifications more attractive:  compared to   
     aquatic life, it is less likely that any individual human or land animal   
     will be exposed to the pollutants at a specific location long or often     
     enough to be detrimental.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.006    
     
     See response to comment P2656.266.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: D3071L.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.007 is imbedded in comment #.004.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Finally, while it is especially critical to use conservative assumptions   
     when prescribing provisions for protection of human health, that does not  
     require banning all modifications, regardless of the circumstances.  PEA is
     not suggesting that water quality standards should be relaxed in any       
     particular body of water, but merely that in light of the limited data     
     available, there is no reason to impose an across-the-board ban on setting 
     less stringent site-specific standards.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.007    
     
     See response to comment D2604.057.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D3071L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.008 is imbedded in comment #.004.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accordingly, it would be better policy to allow states and tribes to modify
     water quality standards to be either more or less stringent in appropriate 
     circumstances, depending on the unique characteristics of a specific body  
     of water.  Nor should inconsistency in applicable standards be a reason not
     to adopt this approach.  If specific waterbodies have unique               
     characteristics that make the usual standards inappropriate, site-specific 
     modifications (whether more or less stringent) actually improve the        
     consistency of the regulatory scheme, rather than disrupting it.           
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.008    
     
     See response to comment P2629.035.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA encourages site-specific modifications to criteria where appropriate.  
     Modifications may make criteria either more or less stringent.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D3071L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment No. 3:  Variances from Water Quality Standards                     
                                                                                
     (a) Variances for new facilities                                           
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance provides that variances from water quality standards 
     may be granted in six different circumstances, but specifies that variances
     may not be granted for new or increased discharges.  See Proposed Guidance,
     Appendix F, Procedure 2.A, 2.C, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034.  The Guidance should be
     modified to provide that variances that are based upon any of the first    
     five alternatives(1) are available to new, as well as existing,            
     dischargers.                                                               
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (1)  The first five circumstances in which variances may be granted are    
     where:  (1) naturally occurring pollutant concentrations prevent attainment
     of water quality standards, (2) natural flow conditions or water levels    
     prevent attainment, and cannot be compensated for without violating        
     conservation requirements, (3) unavoidable human-caused conditions prevent 
     attainment, (4) hydrologic modifications that cannot feasibly be reversed  
     prevent attainment, and (5) natural physical conditions in the water       
     prevent attainment.  Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 2.C., 58 Fed.
     Reg. 21034.                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.009    
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D3071L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     None of the first five instances in which variances can be granted are     
     based on avoiding economic hardship to existing dischargers.  Instead, in  
     each case, the rationale is that the failure to attain water quality       
     standards stems from some cause other than pollutants from regulated point 
     sources, and as a result imposing all applicable water quality standards on
     the facility would be futile.  This rationale is equally applicable to     
     existing as to new facilities.  Therefore, the first five types of         
     variances should be available to new facilities.(2)  [Moreover, since      
     variances should be available to existing facilities in appropriate cases, 
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     the variance provision should be made applicable to discharges regulated by
     Clean Water Act Section 404, as well as those regulated under the NPDES    
     program.  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20927 (discussion of potential applicability of 
     variance provisions to discharges regulated under Section 404).            
                                                                                
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                                                                
     (2)  The sixth instance in which a variance can be granted is where        
     imposition of water quality-based effluent limitations may cause widespread
     economic and social impact.  Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure      
     2.C.6, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034.  This provision is uniquely applicable to       
     existing dischargers.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.010    
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: D3071L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.011 is imbedded in comment #.010.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, since variances should be available to existing facilities in    
     appropriate cases, the variance provision should be made applicable to     
     discharges regulated by Clean Water Act Section 404, as well as those      
     regulated under the NPDES program.  See 58 Fed.  Reg.  20927 (discussion of
     potential applicability of variance provisions to discharges regulated     
     under Section 404).                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.011    
     
     The procedures in the final Guidance govern the use of WQS variances for   
     NPDES permits.  States may adopt other variance procedures for Section 404 
     dischargers and regulated nonpoint sources, as long as those procedures are
     consistent with the CWA and EPA's national regulation.  The key            
     requirements are that the grounds for such variances be consistent with 40 
     CFR 131.10 and that there be public notice and opportunity for hearing.    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D3071L.012
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should also be revised to provide that variances from water   
     quality standards may continue until the applicable NPDES or other permit  
     expires, rather than being limited to three years as proposed.  See        
     Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 2.B, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034.  Under   
     the terms of the Guidance as proposed, all variances from water quality    
     standards must be reassessed and justified every three years.  The basis   
     for this requirement is the triennial state review of water quality        
     standards  that is mandated by the Clean Water Act.  However, state        
     "triennial" reviews are often delayed for years.  In such cases, under the 
     proposed Guidance, the permittee and the state agency would need to inquire
     into water quality standards issues at a time and in a proceeding          
     independent of, and in addition to, the regular reviews of water quality   
     standards and the applicable permit.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.012    
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D3071L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Linking the duration of water quality variances to the length of the permit
     term would ensure that the variance would be reassessed along with all the 
     other effluent limitation and water quality issues that are related to the 
     permit.(3)  This will streamline the process and will produce more rational
     results.  Of course, if the state triennial review of water quality        
     standards (or any other development) affects outstanding variances, the    
     permitting agency can always initiate proceedings to modify the permit and 
     reassess the variance before its normal term has expired.  [Moreover, if in
     a particular case the permitting agency feels that a water quality variance
     should be reevaluated within a shorter time frame, the agency would be free
     to prescribe a shorter life for the variance.  Thus, the proposed revision 
     would give the agency flexibility to assign a term to a variance that it   
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     believes is appropriate in a given case.]                                  
                                                                                
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                                                                
     (3)  Because permitting agencies often do not act promptly to reissue NPDES
     permits and simply allow the prior permits to remain in effect after an    
     application for renewal is received, see 40 C.F.R. Section 122.6, the      
     duration of variances should be specifically linked to permit reissuance,  
     rather than being limited to five years.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.013    
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: D3071L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, if in a particular case the permitting agency feels that a water 
     quality variance should be reevaluated within a shorter time frame, the    
     agency would be free to prescribe a shorter life for the variance.  Thus,  
     the proposed revision would give the agency flexibility to assign a term to
     a variance that it believes is appropriate in a given case.                
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.014    
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: D3071L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The variance procedures should be revised to allow waterbody segment-wide  
     variances in appropriate cases.  As indicated in the Preamble to the       
     Guidance, there are instances where entire waterbodies or segments have    
     been affected by previous activities (such as mining) that would justify a 
     change in applicable water quality standards.  However, where the adverse  
     conditions may be subject to improvement over time, the state or tribe may 
     prefer a limited-term variance from water quality standards instead of a   
     removal of designated uses or other permanent change in the standards.  See
     58 Fed. Reg. 20926-27.  In those cases, states and tribes should be allowed
     to designate variances for an entire waterbody segment (or for a designated
     portion of a segment), instead of for only a single discharger.  This      
     provision would substantially alleviate burdens on both facilities and     
     regulatory agencies.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.015    
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3071L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance contemplates setting water quality-based effluent    
     limitations at levels that cannot reliably be measured by available        
     analytical techniques.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 8, 58 
     Fed.  Reg.  21044.  This approach should be avoided.  As reflected by the  
     Preamble and the following comments, it is difficult at best to monitor    
     compliance with an effluent limitation when an exceedance cannot be        
     detected by analytical techniques.                                         
                                                                                
     [Moreover, the proposed Guidance requires permitting authorities to set    
     "compliance evaluation levels" (CELs") that are above the water            
     quality-based effluent limitation and within detection limits, for         
     monitoring compliance with the effluent limits.  58 Fed. Reg.  20977-78.   
     Since the Guidance encourages permitting authorities to set CELs at or near
     detection limits, id., laboratories will necessarily be operating at the   
     margins of reliability.  The inherent variations in quality among          
     laboratories and laboratory personnel ensure that facilities will be       
     penalized where no violation has actually occurred.                        
                                                                                
     Accordingly, the Guidance should be revised to eliminate the practice of   
     setting effluent limitations below detection limits, and instead should set
     the practical quantification limit ("PQL") as the minimum level for        
     effluent limitations.  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20977-78.]                         
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     [In addition, the Guidance should specify that permittees may request PQLs 
     based on interlaboratory "round robin" studies conducted under established 
     consensus protocols like ASTM D2777-86 (ASTM Standards of Precision and    
     Bias for Various Applications, Third Edition, 1988, pp. 47-60).  Under this
     approach, permittees would be able to request compliance limits based on   
     relevant data published in the scientific literature if they could         
     demonstrate that the sample matrix for their particular effluent were      
     substantially similar to the matrix used in published studies.  If not, the
     permittees would be required to conduct site-specific round robin studies.]
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.016    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3071L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.017 is imbedded in comment #.016.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the proposed Guidance requires permitting authorities to set     
     "compliance evaluation levels" ("CELs") that are above the water           
     quality-based effluent limitation and within detection limits, for         
     monitoring compliance with the effluent limits.  58 Fed.  Reg.  20977-78.  
     Since the Guidance encourages permitting authorities to set CELs at or near
     detection limits, id., laboratories will necessarily be operating at the   
     margins of reliability.  The inherent variations in quality among          
     laboratories and laboratory personnel ensure that facilities will be       
     penalized where no violation has actually occurred.                        
                                                                                
     Accordingly, the Guidance shold be revised to eliminate the practice of    
     setting effluent limitations below detection limits, and instead should set
     the practical quantification limit ("PQL") as the minimum level for        
     effluent limitations.  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20977-78.                          
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.017    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3071L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.018 is imbedded in comment #.016.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Guidance should specify that permittees may request PQLs  
     based on interlaboratory "round robin" studies conducted under established 
     consensus protocols like ASTM D2777-86 (ASTM Standards of Precision and    
     Bias for Various Applications, Third Edition, 1988, pp. 47-60).  Under this
     approach, permittees would be able to request compliance limits based on   
     relevant data published in the scientific literature if they could         
     demonstrate that the sample matrix for their particular effluent were      
     substantially similar to the matrix used in published studies.  If not, the
     permittees would be required to conduct site-specific round robin studies. 
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.018    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3071L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (b)  Developing pollution minimization plans                               
                                                                                
     Where effluent limitations are set at a level below detection limits, the  
     proposed Guidance would require facilities to develop pollution            
     minimization plans ("PMPs") as a means of ensuring that the effluent       
     limitations are met.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 8.D, 58 
     Fed.  Reg.  21044.  The proposed Guidance should be revised to make clear  
     that in formulating their PMPs, facilities may consider the                
     cost-effectiveness of pollution minimization alternatives.  More           
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     specifically, the Guidance should require permittees to formulate a plan   
     that is "reasonably calculated to ensure that the effluent meets the       
     applicable effluent limitations."  So long as the plan meets that standard,
     the permittee should be free to choose the most cost-effective means of    
     minimizing the pollutants released.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.019    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3071L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (c)  Failure to comply with PMPs                                           
                                                                                
     The Preamble to the Guidance indicates that any failure by a permittee to  
     comply with its PMP will be deemed a violation of the permit.  See 58 Fed. 
     Reg.  20979.  This rule should be revised to reflect that a failure to     
     comply with the PMP will be a permit violation only if the failure to      
     comply is one that the permitting authority concludes would, as a matter of
     fact, be likely to produce an actual violation of the effluent limitation. 
                                                                                
     Under the proposed Guidance, a permittee who formulated a very ambitious   
     and stringent PMP would thereby subject himself to an increased chance of  
     permit violations.  Therefore, the Guidance would encourage facilities to  
     formulate the least-stringent possible PMPs.  The suggested revision would 
     encourage facilities to develop PMPs that are quite stringent and include  
     overlapping precautionary measures.  By doing so, they would reduce their  
     risk of being penalized if any given facet of the PMP were not observed,   
     since the other precautions taken would support a finding that the effluent
     limitation would not likely be exceeded.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.020    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D3071L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance would, over a ten-year period, phase out all mixing  
     zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern ("BCCs").  See Proposed     
     Guidance, Appendix F, Procedures 3A and 3B, 58 Fed. Reg. 21035-40.  This   
     rule is unnecessarily stringent, and would place an undue economic burden  
     on point source dischargers.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.021    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D3071L.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminating mixing zones for BCCs means that industrial discharges must    
     meet water quality standards at the end of the discharge pipe.  Under the  
     proposed Guidance, the rationale for this rule is not to protect aquatic   
     communities that might live within the area that would otherwise be        
     designated as a mixing zone, but rather to decrease the overall loading of 
     BCCs in the waterbody.  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20931.  However, there is no      
     adequate scientific basis in the Preamble which indicates that eliminating 
     mixing zones is either a necessary or a sufficient condition for reducing  
     loading to acceptable levels.  Since the EPA itself has concluded that air 
     emissions, urban runoff, accidental spills, and agricultural runoff are    
     major contributors to the presence of BCCs in the Great Lakes System, it is
     far from clear whether eliminating mixing zones for industrial dischargers 
     will have any significant effect on the waters in the Great Lakes Basin.   
                                                                                
     [Accordingly, the phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs should be deleted from
     the final Guidance.  If the phase-out were deleted, states would retain    
     their existing authority to limit or deny mixing zones in appropriate      
     cases, if they found it necessary to protect water quality.  Thus,         
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     stringent controls could be applied where necessary, without requiring     
     their imposition in cases where the economic costs would far outweigh the  
     environmental benefits.]                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.022    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D3071L.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.023 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accordingly, the phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs should be deleted from 
     the final Guidance.  If the phase-out were deleted, states would retain    
     their existing authority to limit or deny mixing zones in appropriate      
     cases, if they found it necessary to protect water quality.  Thus,         
     stringent controls could be applied where necessary, without requiring     
     their imposition in cases where the economic costs would far outweigh the  
     environmental benefits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.023    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D3071L.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to calculating total maximum daily loads and wasteload        
     allocations, including provisions for mixing zones, EPA included two       
     alternate sets of provisions.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F,          
     Procedures 3A and 3B, 58 Fed. Reg.  21035-40.  If new provisions must be   
     adopted with respect to mixing zones, the provisions of proposed Procedure 
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     3A are superior to those of Procedure 3B.                                  
                                                                                
     [Both proposed procedures would generally limit the assumed dilution ratio 
     to 10:1 for all pollutants subject to the Guidance, and would allow a      
     higher ratio to be used only after analysis of the mixing zone.  See       
     Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedures 3A.C, 3B.C, 58 Fed. Reg.  21036, 
      21038.  However, Procedure 3A would allow designation of a mixing zone    
     after a "mixing zone study" that addresses various listed factors, id.,    
     Procedure 3A.C.3, while Procedure 3B would require a "mixing zone          
     demonstration," which must include much more detailed findings, such as the
     degree of dilution within the boundaries of the mixing zone and the size,  
     shape, and location of the mixing zone.  Id., Procedure 3B.E.1.]           
                                                                                
     [The detailed requirements for a mixing zone demonstration under Procedure 
     3B are unrealistic and would impose an undue burden upon permittees.  In   
     actual practice, it is extraordinarily difficult to define with any        
     certainty the shape and extent of a mixing zone, or the dilution and       
     dispersion that occur within the mixing zone.  Those processes are         
     influenced not only by the volume, velocity, and other characteristics of  
     the discharge, but also by convection, currents, and wind effects in the   
     receiving water.  As a result, extensive sampling and expensive computer   
     modelling are typically required to even estimate the nature and extent of 
     mixing, and the best possible techniques will not produce definitive       
     results.]                                                                  
                                                                                
     [Moreover, such information is not necessary to ensure that mixing zones   
     are compatible with maintenance of water quality.  In many instances (and, 
     under the Guidance as proposed, in all instances involving bioaccumulating 
     chemicals), the mixing zones at issue will be for preexisting discharges.  
     In such cases, the best means of evaluating the effect of the mixing zone  
     on the receiving water is through studying the aquatic community;          
     attempting to specifically delineate the mixing zone is redundant and      
     wasteful.  Even where no such data are available, the general information  
     called for by Procedure 3A is sufficient; there is no need to require the  
     false precision specified by Procedure 3B.]                                
                                                                                
     [Accordingly, if the final Guidance is to set new requirements for mixing  
     zones, it should reflect the general requirements for mixing zone studies  
     that are set out in Procedure 3A;  the detailed prescriptions for mixing   
     zone demonstrations in Procedure 3B should be omitted.]                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.024    
     
     EPA recognizes the complex nature of mixing zone hydrodynamics and the     
     difficulty of defining the shape and extent of mixing zones in receiving   
     waters.  For these reasons EPA has proposed simple rules of thumb such as  
     the 10:1 dilution ratio, while also allowing dischargers to conduct mixing 
     zone studies if they believe higher ratios would be appropriate. See the   
     discussion in the SID pertaining to mixing zones for non-BCCs at VIII.C.5, 
     VIII.C.6, and VIII.C.9.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D3071L.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.025 is imbedded in comment #.024.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both proposed procedures would generally limit the assumed dilution ratio  
     to 10:1 for all pollutants subject to the Guidance, and would allow a      
     higher ratio to be used only after analysis of the mixing zone.  See       
     Proposed Guidance, Appendix F,  Procedures 3A.C, 3B.C, 58  Fed. Reg.       
     21036,  21038.  However, Procedure 3A would allow designation of a mixing  
     zone after a "mixing zone study" that addresses various listed factors,    
     id., Procedure 3A.C.3, while Procedure 3B would require a "mixing zone     
     demonstration," which must include much more detailed findings, such as the
     degree of dilution within the boundaries of the mixing zone and the size   
     shape, and location of the mixing zone.  Id., Procedure 3B.E.1.            
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.025    
     
     EPA recognizes the complex nature of mixing zone hydrodynamics and the     
     difficulty of defining the shape and extent of mixing zones in receiving   
     waters.  For these reasons EPA has proposed simple rules of thumb such as  
     the 10:1 dilution ratio, while also allowing dischargers to conduct mixing 
     zone studies if they believe higher ratios would be appropriate. See the   
     discussion in the SID pertaining to mixing zones for non-BCCs at VIII.C.5, 
     VIII.C.6, and VIII.C.9.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D3071L.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.026 is imbedded in comment #.024.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The detailed requirements for a mixing zone demonstration under Procedure  
     3B are unrealistic and would impose an undue burden upon permittees.  In   
     actual practice, it is extraordinarily difficult to define with any        
     certainty the shape and extent of a mixing zone, or the dilution and       
     dispersion that occur within the mixing zone.  Those processes are         
     influenced not only by the volume, velocity, and other characteristics of  
     the discharge, but also by convection, currents, and wind effects in the   
     receiving water.  As a result, extensive sampling and expensive computer   
     modelling are typically required to even estimate the nature and extent of 
     mixing, and the best possible techniques will not produce definitive       
     results.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.026    
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     EPA recognizes the complex nature of mixing zone hydrodynamics and the     
     difficulty of defining the shape and extent of mixing zones in receiving   
     waters.  For these reasons EPA has proposed simple rules of thumb such as  
     the 10:1 dilution ratio, while also allowing dischargers to conduct mixing 
     zone studies if they believe higher ratios would be appropriate. See the   
     discussion in the SID pertaining to mixing zones for non-BCCs at VIII.C.5, 
     VIII.C.6, and VIII.C.9.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D3071L.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.027 is imbedded in comment #.024.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, such information is not necessary to ensure that mixing zones are
     compatible with maintenance of water quality.  In many instances (and,     
     under the Guidance as proposed, in all instances involving bioaccumulating 
     chemicals), the mixing zones at issue will be for preexisting discharges.  
     In such cases, the best means of evaluating the effect of the mixing zone  
     on the receiving water is through studying the aquatic community;          
     attempting to specifically delineate the mixing zone is redundant and      
     wasteful.  Even where no such data are available, the general information  
     called for by Procedure 3A is sufficient; there is no need to require the  
     false precision specified by Procedure 3B.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.027    
     
     EPA recognizes the complex nature of mixing zone hydrodynamics and the     
     difficulty of defining the shape and extent of mixing zones in receiving   
     waters.  For these reasons EPA has proposed simple rules of thumb such as  
     the 10:1 dilution ratio, while also allowing dischargers to conduct mixing 
     zone studies if they believe higher ratios would be appropriate. See the   
     discussion in the SID pertaining to mixing zones for non-BCCs at VIII.C.5, 
     VIII.C.6, and VIII.C.9.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D3071L.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.028 is imbedded in comment #.024.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accordingly, if the final Guidance is to set new requirements for mixing   
     zones, it should reflect the general requirements for mixing zone studies  
     that are set out in Procedure 3A; the detailed prescriptions for mixing    
     zone demonstrations in Procedure 3B should be omitted.                     
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.028    
     
     EPA recognizes the complex nature of mixing zone hydrodynamics and the     
     difficulty of defining the shape and extent of mixing zones in receiving   
     waters.  For these reasons EPA has proposed simple rules of thumb such as  
     the 10:1 dilution ratio, while also allowing dischargers to conduct mixing 
     zone studies if they believe higher ratios would be appropriate. See the   
     discussion in the SID pertaining to mixing zones for non-BCCs at VIII.C.5, 
     VIII.C.6, and VIII.C.9.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance should be revised to allow special consideration of  
     intake water pollutants even where the source of the intake water is not   
     the same as the receiving water.  The Guidance specifies certain           
     circumstances in which the permitting authority may determine that a       
     discharge containing pollutants that originate in intake water does not    
     have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of   
     water quality standards, even without application of the usual "reasonable 
     potential" analysis.  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E., 58
     Fed. Reg. 21042.(4)  The first of these five requirements, which requires  
     that the source of the intake water be the same as the receiving water, is 
     unduly restrictive and is an ineffective means of protecting water quality.
                                                                                
     The underlying assumption of the "same body of water" requirement is that a
     discharger who uses intake water containing certain pollutants and returns 
     the water and the pollutants to the same body of water will not ordinarily 
     cause or contribute to exceedances of water quality standards.  However,   
     this assumption is not always valid.  Water quality, aquatic communities,  
     and other characteristics may vary from one location to another even within
     a single body of water; the timing of the discharge can also influence its 
     effect on water quality standards.  Reflecting this fact, even where the   
     intake and discharge waters are the same, and the other conditions are     
     satisfied, the proposed Procedure would require the permitting authority to
     consider whether the "timing and location" of the discharge might cause    
     adverse water quality impacts.  Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure   
     5.E.1(e), 58 Fed. Reg. 21042.  Likewise, a discharge of intake water       
     pollutants to a receiving water that contains the same concentration of the
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     pollutant as the intake water source may have no effect on the quality of  
     the receiving water, even though the source water is different from the    
     receiving water.                                                           
                                                                                
     [Moreover, the "same body of water" condition would be difficult to        
     administer.  As the Preamble to the Guidance implicitly acknowledges, there
     is no existing definition for the phrase "same body of water," and         
     definitions of water segments that are used by the states and tribes may   
     not be appropriate for this purpose.  58 Fed. Reg. 20958.]  [Moreover,     
     since any definition of the phrase ideally should take into account        
     numerous factors, the Preamble suggests as one alternative allowing        
     permitting authorities to define the phrase on a case-by-case basis.  Id.  
     This procedure would complicate permitting where intake pollutants are     
     involved, and would likely lead to inconsistency among different states and
     different facilities, one of the chief problems the Guidance was intended  
     to address.]                                                               
                                                                                
     [A better approach would be to delete the requirement that the intake and  
     discharge be within the same body of water.  Instead, Procedure 5.E.1 (a)  
     should require that the intake water source and the receiving water have   
     approximately equal concentrations of the pollutant at issue.  This would  
     prevent a situation in which water was taken from a relatively polluted    
     body and discharged into a cleaner one, causing degradation in the         
     receiving water.]                                                          
                                                                                
     [Of course, in a given case, such a discharge may have adverse water       
     quality effects due to differences in aquatic communities, differences in  
     the physical and chemical characteristics of the affected waters apart from
     the pollutant in question, or simply because of increased loading in the   
     receiving water.  However, these possibilities (which can also occur where 
     the intake and receiving waters are the same) are addressed by the         
     requirement that the permitting authority consider whether any adverse     
     water quality impacts will occur due to the "location" of the discharge.   
     See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.1 (e), 58 Fed. Reg.       
     21042.]                                                                    
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (4)  Specifically, the Guidance would allow the permitting authority to    
     find that a discharge of pollutants does not have the potential to cause or
     contribute to an exceedance of water quality standards (without applying   
     the usual analysis) where five conditions are fulfilled:  (1) all of the   
     intake water for the discharge must be drawn from the same body of water   
     into which the discharge is made; (2) the facility must not contribute any 
     additional mass of the intake pollutant; (3) the facility must not alter   
     the pollutant chemically or physically in such a way that would cause      
     additional adverse water quality impacts; (4) the facility must not        
     increase the concentration of the pollutant at the point of discharge or at
     the edge of the mixing zone,if any; and (5) the timing and location of the 
     discharge must not cause additional adverse water quality impacts.         
     Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E, 58 Fed. Reg. 21042.          
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.029    
     
     The issues raised by this comment are addressed in the SID at Section      
     VIII.E.4.c. and 7.a.iv.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
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     Comment ID: D3071L.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.030 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the "same body of water" condition would be difficult to         
     administer.  As the Preamble to the Guidance implicitly acknowledges, there
     is no existing definition for the phrase "same body of water," and         
     definitions of water segments that are used by the states and tribes may   
     not be appropriate for this purpose.  58 Fed. Reg. 20958.                  
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.030    
     
     This comment is included in D3071L.029 and is not addressed separately     
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.031 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, since any definition of the phrase ideally should take into      
     account numerous factors, the Preamble suggests as one alternative allowing
     permitting authorities to define the phrase on a case-by-case basis.  Id.  
     This procedure would complicate permitting where intake pollutants are     
     involved, and would likely lead to inconsistency among different states and
     different facilities, one of the chief problems the Guidance was intended  
     to address.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.031    
     
     This comment is included D3071L.029 and is not addressed separately here.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.032 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A better approach would be to delete the requirement that the intake and   
     discharge be within the same body of water.  Instead, Procedure 5.E.1 (a)  
     should require that the intake water source and the receiving water have   
     approximately equal concentrations of the pollutant at issue.  This would  
     prevent a situation in which water was taken from a relatively polluted    
     body and discharged into a cleaner one, causing degradation in the         
     receiving water.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.032    
     
     This comment is included D3071L.029 and is not addressed separately here.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.033 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of course, in a given case, such a discharge may have adverse water quality
     effects due to differences in aquatic communities, differences in the      
     physical and chemical characteristics of the affected waters apart from the
     pollutant in question, or simply because of increased loading in the       
     receiving water.  However, these possibilities (which can also occur where 
     the intake and receiving waters are the same) are addressed by the         
     requirement that the permitting authority consider whether any adverse     
     water quality impacts will occur due to the "location" of the discharge.   
     See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.1.(e), 58 Fed. Reg. 21042.
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.033    
     
     This comment is included in D3071L.029 and is not addressed separately     
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP

Page 4453



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: D3071L.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance should be revised to allow dischargers a credit for a
     specified intake water pollutant even if the dischargers add some mass of  
     the pollutant to their discharge, so long as the total mass of the         
     pollutant discharged is no greater than was contained in the intake water. 
                                                                                
     As discussed above, the proposed Guidance would allow the permitting       
     authority to find that a discharge does not have potential to cause an     
     exceedance of water quality standards without the usual "reasonable        
     potential" analysis where five conditions are satisfied, including that the
     discharging facility "does not contribute any additional mass" of the      
     intake water pollutant at issue to its wastewater.  See Proposed Guidance, 
     Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.1.(b), 58 Fed. Reg. 21042.  Under the Proposed   
     Guidance, if a discharger adds any amount of the pollutant at issue to the 
     discharge, the permitting authority must apply the full reasonable         
     potential analysis, even if the net amount of the pollutant in the effluent
     is less than in the intake water.  [Moreover, if water quality-based       
     effluent limitations are set for the facility, those limits would not take 
     into account the intake pollutants. This approach is unnecessarily         
     restrictive and is likely to have perverse effects on the siting decisions 
     of new dischargers.]                                                       
                                                                                
     [A better approach would be to allow a finding that a facility lacks       
     potential to cause an exceedance of a water quality standard if the        
     facility discharges no more total mass of the pollutant in question than   
     was contained in the intake water, and to credit intake pollutants against 
     any water quality-based limits, even if the facility contributes some      
     amount of the pollutant in its wastewater.  Thus, if a facility pretreats  
     its intake water before using it, any amount of the specified pollutant    
     that is removed during pretreatment could be used to offset amounts added  
     during use; the same would be true of amounts removed during treatment of  
     the wastewater.]                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.034    
     
     The final Guidance does provide for "nonet addition" limits, as suggested  
     by the commenter, in certain circumstances.  Where a facility adds mass of 
     a pollutant to that already in the wastestream and the receiving water     
     exceeds the applicable water quality criteria for that pollutant, the      
     discharge can be found to cause or have the reasonable potential to cause  
     an exceedance of a WQS except in rare cases.  Accordingly, States may      
     choose to use the baseline "reasonable potential" procedures in 5.A-C of   
     appendix F, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ix.  "No net     
     addition" limits allow a facility offset amounts added at that facility for
     pollutants removed by the facility.  Note, however, that the permitting    
     authority may determine that partial credits are appropriate in this       
     situation, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.ii.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.035 is imbedded in comment #.034.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, if water quality-based effluent limitations are set for the      
     facility, those limits would not take into account the intake pollutants.  
     This approach is unnecessarily restrictive and is likely to have perverse  
     effects on the siting decisions of new dischargers.                        
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.035    
     
     This comment is included in D3071L.034 and is not addressed separately     
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.036 is imbedded in comment #.034.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A better approach would be to allow a finding that a facility lacks        
     potential to cause an exceedance of a water quality standard if the        
     facility discharges no more total mass of the pollutant in question than   
     was contained in the intake water, and to credit intake pollutants against 
     any water quality-based limits, even if the facility contributes some      
     amount of the pollutant in its wastewater.  Thus, if a facility pretreats  
     its intake water before using it, any amount of the specified pollutant    
     that is removed during pretreatment could be used to offset amounts added  
     during use; the same would be true of amounts removed during treatment of  
     the wastewater.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.036    
     
     This comment is included in D3071L.034 and is not addressed separately     
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Preamble to the proposed Guidance, EPA expresses concern that giving
     credit for intake pollutants will encourage new facilities to locate along 
     the most polluted streams.  58 Fed. Reg. 20963.  EPA suggests that this    
     could be inconsistent with the goal of restoring the integrity of the      
     nation's waters, since it could impede the recovery of those polluted      
     streams.  Id.  EPA's rationale is that allowing a credit for intake        
     pollutants would favor facilities using polluted waters, since most        
     treatment systems essentially remove a percentage of whatever level of     
     pollutants are present.  Thus, facilities using polluted intake water would
     find it easier to remove any given amount of the pollutant, as compared    
     with those using clean water.(5)                                           
                                                                                
     [On the other hand, denying facilities any credit for intake water         
     pollutants would penalize those who locate on a polluted waterbody.  A     
     facility that has to pretreat its intake water to remove pollutants would  
     still be required to undertake the same wastewater treatment and meet the  
     same water quality standards as a facility on an unpolluted stream.        
     Likewise, a facility that does not pretreat likely would incur added       
     operating expenses for its wastewater treatment system due to the presence 
     of intake water pollutants.  As a result, facilities would be encouraged to
     use unpolluted waters as their water sources, thus increasing the loading  
     of pollutants in those waters.  This is obviously contrary to the          
     objectives of the Clean Water Act.]                                        
                                                                                
     ________________________________________________________________________   
                                                                                
     (5)  To illustrate, consider two facilities whose processes each add 100   
     micrograms of lead per liter to their effluent.  One facility's intake     
     water contains no lead; the other's intake water already contains 100      
     micrograms per liter of lead.  From a water quality standards perspective, 
     if credit is given for the lead in the intake water, both facilities will  
     need to remove the same amount of lead from their effluent.  However, the  
     facility whose intake water contains lead will only need to reduce the     
     level of lead in its effluent by half as much as the other facility, since 
     it starts with twice as high a level.  For example, to meet water quality  
     standards, facility A might reduce its effluent lead level from 100 to 50  
     micrograms per liter (50% reduction), while facility B would reduce its    
     lead level from 200 to 150 micrograms per liter (25% reduction).  Given    
     standard water treatment technology, it is likely to be much easier to     
     achieve a 25% than a 50% reduction in lead levels.                         
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.037    
     
     See response to comment P2574.090.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.038 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, denying facilities any credit for intake water          
     pollutants would penalize those who locate on a polluted waterbody.  A     
     facility that has to pretreat its intake water to remove pollutants would  
     still be required to undertake the same wastewater treatment and meet the  
     same water quality standards as a facility on a unpolluted stream.         
     Likewise, a facility that does not pretreat likely would incur added       
     operating expenses for its wastewater treatment system due to the presence 
     of intake water pollutants.  As a result, facilities would be encouraged to
     use unpolluted waters as their water sources, thus increasing the loading  
     of pollutants in those waters.  This is obviously contrary to the          
     objectives of the Clean Water Act.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.038    
     
     The comment is included in D3071L.037 and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: D3071L.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overall, allowing intake credits is more environmentally sound than denying
     them.  Locating new facilities on clean streams (as EPA would encourage    
     owners to do) may degrade those streams, and it certainly does not improve 
     the quality of polluted streams.  In contrast, allowing credit for intake  
     pollutants encourages new facilities to locate on polluted streams, but    
     only when their operations will reduce or at least not increase, pollutant 
     loading in those streams.(6)  This avoids adding pollutants to the clean   
     streams, while improving or not affecting the quality of the polluted      
     streams.                                                                   
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
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     (6)  EPA acknowledges that facilities whose intake water contains          
     pollutants generally remove some of those pollutants during wastewater     
     treatment, and that allowing intake credits will in some cases lead to     
     reductions in pollutant loading and improvements in water quality.  58 Fed.
     Reg. 20962-63.  If giving full credit for intake pollutants will not       
     improve water quality sufficiently, partial credit could be given.  In this
     way, a facility would be allowed to enjoy a portion of the "windfall" that 
     may occur as a result of the mechanics of wastewater treatment (see        
     Footnote 5 above), and still produce a net discharge of pollutants that is 
     less than the amount in its intake water.  This approach could also be used
     to "level the playing field" if the permitting agency believes in a given  
     case that giving full credit to a facility would give it an undue advantage
     over other facilities (as EPA fears may occur ).                           
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.039    
     
     For a number of reasons outlined in the SID at VIII.E.7.a.iv., EPA has     
     included in the final Guidance a provision for an intake credit for those  
     facilities that discharge into the same body of water from which the intake
     water pollutant originated.  EPA recognizes that the structure of the      
     intake credit in section 5.E. will assure that the water quality in the    
     receiving water will not be any worse due to the discharge from the        
     facility, and could be better.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D3071L.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (c)  Consideration of intake water pollutants for noncontact cooling water 
                                                                                
     A special rule should apply for consideration of intake water pollutants in
     noncontact cooling water.  In addition to the revision discussed in Comment
     6(b) above regarding dischargers who add some amount of the pollutant in   
     question, dischargers of once-through noncontact cooling water should be   
     entirely exempt from the "no additional mass" condition.                   
                                                                                
     In most cases, discharges of noncontact cooling water contain at most de   
     minimis amounts of any toxic pollutants, aside from any that may be in the 
     facility's intake water.  Moreover, the large amounts of once-through      
     cooling water that are used, for example, by many electric generating      
     stations would make it extremely burdensome for operators to add water     
     treatment facilities for their cooling water discharges.  Therefore, an    
     exemption for once-through cooling water would prevent the imposition of   
     heavy economic burdens on dischargers and would have little, if any,       
     environmental impact.  In the rare case where a discharge of noncontact    
     cooling water was found to create adverse environmental effects, those     
     effects could be evaluated through the other conditions to be considered in
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     applying water quality standards where intake water pollutants are         
     present.(7)  See Proposed Guidance, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E, 58 Fed. Reg.
     21042.                                                                     
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (7)  An exception to this rule would be where a toxic pollutant is         
     deliberately added to the noncontact cooling water, for example, where such
     chemical is used to control biofouling.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.040    
     
     See response to comment D2592.031.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3071L.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment No. 7:  Tier I/Tier II Criteria                                    
                                                                                
     Under the proposed Guidance, EPA will allow permitting authorities to      
     define water quality criteria using traditional methods ("Tier I           
     criteria"), but will also empower them to set criteria based on less       
     complete data where sufficient data are not available to set a Tier I      
     criterion ("Tier II criteria").  Tier II water quality criteria will be    
     deliberately conservative in light of the inherent uncertainty, and thus   
     will be more stringent than the criteria that would otherwise be set.  58  
     Fed. Reg. 20835.  This approach should be deleted from the final Guidance. 
                                                                                
     [In light of the substantial contributions of toxic pollutants to the Great
     Lakes Basin through atmospheric deposition, urban runoff, agricultural     
     runoff, and other nonpoint source pollution, EPA should not impose more    
     stringent controls on discharges of toxic pollutants by point sources at   
     this time.]  [Moreover, the Tier I/Tier II approach attempts to set uniform
     standards across the Great Lakes Basin at the expense of flexibility for   
     the individual permitting authorities.  EPA should maintain the current    
     approach and delete the Tier I/Tier II provisions from the final Guidance.]
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.041    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D3071L.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.042 is imbedded in comment #.041.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of the substantial contributions of toxic pollutants to the Great 
     Lakes Basin through atmospheric deposition, urban runoff, agricultural     
     runoff, and other nonpoint source pollution, EPA should not impose more    
     stringent controls on discharges of toxic pollutants by point sources at   
     this time.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.042    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3071L.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.043 is imbedded in comment #.041.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the Tier I/Tier II approach attempts to set uniform standards    
     across the Great Lakes Basin at the expense of flexibility for the         
     individual permitting authorities.  EPA should maintain the current        
     approach and delete the Tier I/Tier II provisions from the final Guidance. 
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.043    
     
     Please see response to comment D2794.036.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: D3071L.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy contained in the proposed Guidance will lead to 
     much stricter controls on discharges by point sources, particularly        
     discharges of BCCs.  See generally Proposed Guidance, Appendix E, 58 Fed.  
     Reg. 21031-34. In light of the substantial, although not yet fully         
     understood, effects on the Great Lakes due to atmospheric and nonpoint     
     sources of BCCs, it is premature to implement such a stringent policy.  The
     ongoing Lakewide Management Plan ("LaMP") process will yield a much        
     improved understanding of the most critical pollutants in the Great Lakes  
     Basin, their effects, and their sources.  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20827.  Once    
     that process is complete, it would be appropriate for EPA to fashion a new 
     antidegradation policy.  Implementation of the proposed antidegradation    
     policy at this point would likely lead to substantial economic disruption  
     and limited environmental benefits.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.044    
     
     There is more than adequate information to support the conclusion that     
     pollutants identified as BCCs are a significant threat to the Great Lakes  
     (see preamble to the proposed Guidance).  The LaMPs will prove a useful    
     tool for quantifying loadings. However, regardless of the outcome of the   
     LaMPs, it is prudent to exercise caution in allowing new and increased     
     loadings of BCCs to the Great Lakes.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D3071L.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment No. 9:  Additional Comment Period                                  
                                                                                
     Given the technical complexity of the issues raised by the proposed        
     Guidance, along with the potential for significant changes resulting from  
     EPA's numerous requests for comment in the proposal, it would benefit both 
     EPA and the regulated community to allow an additional 60-day comment      
     period after publication in the Federal Register of a revised version of   
     the proposed Guidance.  The additional comment period would allow the      
     regulated community an opportunity to review the changes and to assist EPA 
     in fine-tuning the final Guidance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3071L.045    
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     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/HG
     Comment ID: D3160L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: cc RIA/COST/Hg
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our perspective of risk assessment emanates from the Treaties which our    
     Tribal leaders negotiated with the United States in the middle of the 19th 
     century.  The risks attached to fish consumption at that time were         
     associated with natural background levels of naturally occurring           
     pollutants.  In the instance of mercury, these levels have been ascertained
     from archeometric sediment analyses.  This information reveals that prior  
     to 1850 there was a relatively steady and low level of free mercury in the 
     environment.  During the settlement period in this country the amount of   
     free mercury increased dramatically.  It remained stable at that level     
     until the middle 1920's.  From that point through 1950 the free mercury    
     again increased dramatically.  Since that point the free mercury in the    
     environment has been increasing at a steady rate of 3% to 5% a year.  Today
     there is about 40 times as much free mercury in our environment as there   
     was in 1850, and it is increasing each year.                               
     
     
     Response to: D3160L.001    
     
     Regardless of the source of mercury, natural or man-made,  EPA believes    
     humans should not be exposed to mercury in the fish they eat or the water  
     they drink.  Thus EPA has set a human health criterion protective of humans
     from mercury.  If point sources and nonpoint source of mercury are reduced 
     to meet the GLWQI criterion, the overall exposure to mercury in the Basin  
     will ultimately be reduced.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D3160L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA, as an Agency of the Federal Government, has a fiduciary and     
     trust responsibility to use this mercury information together with other   
     pollutant archeometric data to develop water quality management policy and 
     standards which are protective of our consumption rights.  As well, these  
     Federal standards must not increase our cancer or other health risks beyond
     an agreed upon basic consumption risk.                                     
                                                                                
     This process will require that the USEPA, and other pertinent Federal      
     Agencies, consult with Tribal Governments in the development of reliable   
     and appropriate Tribal specific policy and regulations.  As an example of  
     inappropriate information, the USEPA uses a fish consumption rate of 15    
     grams per person per day to develop the proposed human health standards for
     the Great Lakes.  This equates to approximately 12 pounds of fish consumed 
     per year, a quite unrealistic consumption rate for subsistence fishermen.  
     A conservative, realistic fish consumption estimate for Great Lakes Tribes 
     is on the order of 50 pounds of fish per person per year or approximately  
     60 grams per day.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D3160L.002    
     
     See response to comments on choice of fish consumption rate (G5988.007).   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D3160L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nowhere in the proposed Federal rule for Great Lakes water quality does the
     USEPA recognize the Treaty subsistence rights of Great Lakes Tribes.  From 
     this fact we conclude that the USEPA has not considered Tribal Treaty      
     rights in the development of these proposed regulations.  This may be an   
     oversight, as the USEPA has only recently (1984) developed an Indian       
     policy.  Now, the USEPA must take responsibility for ensuring that the     
     Treaties between the United States Government and Tribal Governments are   
     not infringed.  I have enclosed Congressional Resolution 331 for your      
     reference.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3160L.003    
     
     Please see repsonse to comment P2742.663 regarding deadlines for Tribal    
     adoption of the final Guidance.  Please refer to comment P2715.002 for a   
     discussion of the issue of sovereign interests, and Tribal assistance.     
     Also, please note that EPA shares with the Tribes, regret that greater     
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     Tribal involvement did not occur during the development of the Guidance,   
     and appreciates notification as to appropriate contacts for future         
     discussions.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D3204.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By holding a workshop in September to "examine the utility for future risk 
     assessments of data and methods" presented in the Report, EPA appears to   
     have acknowledged the need for further review and revision of the Report   
     prior to its use to  characterize risk.  NWPPA supports this conculsion and
     would be pleased to participate in any further reviews of the Interim      
     Report.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3204.001     
     
     EPA considered the risk to humans, aquatic life and wildlife from          
     pollutants in the Great Lakes basin and the projected reductions in risks  
     that implementation of the final Guidance is expected to achieve are       
     discussed in Section IX of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3204.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also request that EPA delay the development of bird and wildlife        
     criteria for TCDD until the Interim Report is finalized and not support the
     use of the Interim Report by others to characterize risks at this time.    
     
     
     Response to: D3204.002     
     
     EPA reviewed its proposed criteria after completion of the Interim Report. 
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     Based on a 1993 U.S. EPA sponsored workshop comprised of non-Agency        
     scientists (U.S. EPA, 1994a), it was concluded that the data and methods   
     reported in the Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993), and reflected in the GLI  
     wildlife values, were sufficient to conduct TCDD ecological risk           
     assessments.  More broadly, the U.S. EPA SAB has found that, in general,   
     there is a sufficient scientific basis to develop wildlife criteria for    
     bioaccumulative chemicals (U.S. EPA, 1994b).                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3204.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/TCBB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Inadequate review time has been provided in the GLI process for use of this
     Report to support such criteria.  The Report should also not be used to    
     support the development of fish, bird or wildlife criteria in venues       
     outside the Great Lakes.  Adequate review time, including the provision of 
     supporting documentation, must provided before the Report can be used in   
     any regulatory context.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3204.003     
     
     The Interim Dioxin Report has not been used in the development of GLI      
     criteria.  However, the report provides another source of information on   
     the ecological effects of dioxin.  The report was peer reviewed before its 
     release and it contains exposure and effects information that support the  
     GLI wildlife criterion for 2,3,7,8 -TCDD.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3204.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The document states that epidemiological data from gulls is expected to    
     lead to conservative NOAELS because of the presence of other chemicals     
     besides TCDD in the natural environment.  If that assumption is valid, the 
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     Interim Report should not use laboratory data (with all of its associated  
     uncertainty) to establish a NOAEL for birds.  Based upon the information   
     contained in the Interim Report, this is illogical.  The NOAEL based upon  
     epidemiological studies should be used unless there are clearly stated and 
     valid reasons for believing it will lead to NOAELS tha are not protective  
     of bird populations in the wild.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D3204.004     
     
     One comment was received that stated the Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993)   
     cited TCDD epidemiological data for herring gulls from the Great Lakes that
     would suggest the laboratory-based avian wildlife value would result in an 
     overly conservative assessment for piscivorous birds in the Great Lakes.   
     U.S. EPA continues to support the use of the laboratory-based data to      
     derive the avian values for TCDD, consistent with peer-reviewed Interim    
     Report (U.S. EPA, 1993), and PCBs. In the context of the TCDD analysis, the
     final GLI avian values are based on a laboratory study using pheasants and 
     an interspecies uncertainty factor of 1.  If the epidemiological data from 
     the herring gull were used to derive a criteria, it is highly likely that  
     an interspecies uncertainty factor of 3 to 10 would be required to ensure  
     that the final value were protective of the other representative species   
     because the epidemiological data indicates the gull may be less sensitive  
     to TCDD than some other avian species (see below).  In the Interim Report  
     (U.S. EPA, 1993), the comparison of laboratory-based and field-based effect
     levels were considered comparable, given the uncertainties in both         
     approaches. Consistent with the Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993), the final 
     avian value continues to rely on the use of a laboratory-based effect level
     with an interspecies uncertainty factor of 1.0.                            
                                                                                
     Several other comments were received that suggested birds, including the   
     bald eagle, in the Great lakes are still suffering from the effects of TCDD
     and related chemicals (i.e., PCBs), based on epidemiological data in       
     addition to that discussed above for herring gulls.  These cementers       
     suggested that the TCDD avian value should be 7.0 X 10-5 pg/L and the PCB  
     value be 0.1 pg/L, which are several orders of magnitude below the values  
     derived through the GLI.  In part, the differences between these values and
     the GLI values are based on the choice of endpoints used in the analyses,  
     where the cementers rely on either field data or egg injection data        
     concerning histopathological effects in bird embryos.  Because the GLI     
     methodology requires an analysis at the population level, and the use of   
     more frank reproductive and developmental endpoints, rather than an        
     analysis at the individual level, the final avian values have not been     
     lowered.  This evaluation of measurement endpoints is consistent with two  
     U.S. EPA SAB reviews (U.S. EPA, 1992; U.S. EPA, 1994). In addition, the SAB
     has not supported the use of avian egg injections to derive wildlife       
     criteria (U.S. EPA, 1994).                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3204.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Interim Reports's derivation of a NOAEL for birds is exceptionally and 
     unacceptably conservative.  It is based on a study in pheasants.           
     Pheasants, like other gallinacious birds appear to be very sensitive to the
     effects of TCDD and other similar compounds and are unlikely to be         
     representative of piscivorous birds such as gulls and bald eagles. (Martin 
     S. G., 1991.  Evaluation of the scientific literature related to potential 
     effects of PCDDs and PCDFs on fish-eating bird species.  S.G. Martin       
     Associates, Inc. Wellington, CO. April).                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3204.005     
     
     U.S. EPA received a comment that suggested that the interspecies           
     uncertainty factor in the derivation of the avian value be changed to 1.0, 
     while another comment suggested that the uncertainty factor remain 10.0.   
     Consistent with the peer- reviewed Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993), the    
     final avian value incorporated an interspecies uncertainty factor of 1.0.  
     Also, see the final criteria document for more information.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D3204.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc  WL/CRI/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The subchronic to chronic adjustment factor of 10 is also not appropriate. 
     The study by Nosek et al. (1992) relied upon in the Report developed a     
     half-life for dioxin during a winter  photoperiod in which the birds are   
     relatively inactive and not producing eggs.  Thus the half-life under these
     conditions is expected to be substantially longer than under conditions    
     that mimic periods of the year when the birds are active and producing     
     eggs.  Because the key effect of concern is egg laying, the appropriate    
     half-life to use is one developed under a photoperiod that induces the hens
     to lay eggs.  That half-life would likely be shorter and would not justify 
     the use of a subchronic factor of 10. It is imperative the EPA pay close   
     attention to the details of the experiments used to derive NOAELS in the   
     Interim Report given its great importance and visibility.                  
     
     
     Response to: D3204.006     
     
     See response to D3053.026.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 4467



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3204.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Interim Report inaccurately suggests that TCDD water concentrations are
     unavailable (see Page 5-2).  While this may be true for "dissolved" TCDD   
     concentrations, it is certainly not true for "nominal" concentrations of   
     dioxin.  For many water systems in the U.S., these concentrations can be,  
     and have been, easily calculated and related to concentrations in biota and
     potential effects in biota.  EPA should undertake a thorough review of     
     these data and to make use of these data, as it seems unlikely that        
     reliable methods for measuring or predicting the "dissolved" concentration 
     of TCDD in ambient water will be available soon.                           
     
     
     Response to: D3204.007     
     
     The Interim Dioxin Report does indicate that very few measurements of      
     2,3,7,8-TCDD ambient water concentrations are available.  In Section 2.3 of
     the Interim Dioxin Report, there are some data collected form water samples
     in the Baltic Sea. very large volume water measurements are available in   
     the united States using standard analytical methodology.                   
                                                                                
     It is unclear what the commenter means by "nominal" concentrations.  If the
     commenter means "calculated" concentrations, EPA does agree that these     
     water concentrations can be estimated with appropriate bioaccumulation     
     factors.  EPA is not aware, however, of any other data the commenter refers
     to. EPA welcomes any additional data available that the commenter may have.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D3204.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The POC adjustment proposed in Section 3 of the Interim Report is probably 
     justifable and appropriate.  The Report contains the statement that the    
     best current estimate for extrapolating this Lake Ontario BAF to other     
     situations is to equate BAFIt to 3x106xfd, which should be approximately   
     0.2x106/POC.  (page 5-3).  This conclusion is not supported by any         
     information provided in the Interim Report.  Please provide a reference for
     this conclusion.                                                           
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     Response to: D3204.008     
     
     See section IV.B.6 of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on bioavailability.  The POC and DOC values used in the final   
     Guidance are based on a paper by Eadie, et.al. (1991).                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D3204.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Numerous water bodies exist in the United States for which TCDD loadings   
     are known and for which TCDD residues in fish have been collected.  Such   
     data can and must be analyzed by the EPA prior to stating that the BAF     
     proposed in the Interim Document is applicable to other situations.  Please
     also see our comments elsewhere on the clear and important differences in  
     the fate of TCDD in large lakes versus streams and rivers.  (See comments  
     submitted by NCASI prepared by Dennis Borton).                             
     
     
     Response to: D3204.009     
     
     Loadings of TCDD to water bodies outside of the Great Lakes are generally  
     very uncertain.  Regardless, the GLWQI is concerned with Great Lakes       
     conditions which actually are most favorable for BAF determinations and    
     applications because temporal and spacial variability of distributions of  
     bioaccumulative chemicals is relatively small.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D3204.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to workshops held on Sept. 14, 1993                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The content of the workshop review and the conclusions of the peer panel   
     should be carefully considered before the Interim Report information is    
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     relied upon for risk characterizations of any kind.  Despite EPA's         
     subsequent acknowledgement of the need for further analysis of the         
     usefulness of the Report information to characterize risk, the Interim     
     Report offers examples of how the information it contains "can be applied  
     to the characterization of risk".  The workshop was evidently held by EPA  
     to further explore the Report's utility in characterizing risk.  Therefore 
     the risk characterizations contained in the report should not be relied    
     upon by regulators or other decision makers without the benefit of the     
     workshop review and conclusions.  EPA must consider the limitations on the 
     Report's use for risk characterization indentified at the workshop, and in 
     any subsequent report, before supporting the use of the Report to          
     characterize risk for specific waterbodies, including the Great Lakes.     
     
     
     Response to: D3204.010     
     
     EPA considered the risk to humans, aquatic life and wildlife from          
     pollutants in the Great Lakes basin and the projected reductions in risks  
     that implementation of the final Guidance is expected to achieve are       
     discussed in Section IX of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3204.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The characterization of risk to wildlife and fish provides an inaccurate   
     summary of potential risks posed by TCDD residues in fish on a national    
     basis.  The characterization fails to acknowledge the importance of the    
     various ways  TCDD residue data were collected.  In particular, some were  
     collected from randomly selected sites and the remainder from sites        
     specifically selected because TCDD was assumed to be present.  It is the   
     randomly selected sites that are representative of the general condition in
     the U.S.  Of critical note is that the concentrations of TCDD at these     
     sites were predominantly nondectable and did not have concentrations that  
     encompassed those postulated by the Interim Report to pose a high risk to  
     mammals, birds or fish.  Thus the Interim Report's assertion that "...this 
     comparison...does  raise significant concerns about the risk of TCDD to    
     piscivorous wildlife"  (page 5-8) incorrectly creates the impression of    
     widespread significant concerns  instead of the potential of such concerns 
     at isolated locations where TCDD concentrations are known or suspected to  
     be elevated.  Given the conservative manner in which the allowable levels  
     of exposure were derived, it is entirely possible that the risk            
     characterization strongly supports the opposite conclusion:  that          
     significant widespread effects associated with TCDD are not expected in the
     United States.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3204.011     
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     This comment is primarily directed to the approach used in the Interim     
     Report (U.S. EPA, 1993) and its applicability to interpreting TCDD risks to
     wildlife at a national level. Based on a 1993 U.S. EPA sponsored workshop  
     comprised of non-Agency scientists (U.S. EPA, 1994a), it was concluded that
     the data and methods reported in the previously peer-reviewed Interim      
     Report (U.S. EPA, 1993) were sufficient to conduct TCDD ecological risk    
     assessments.                                                               
                                                                                
     Based on the data in the criteria document, EPA believes adverse           
     effects on wildlife species are likely to occur.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: D3204.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the exception of lake trout in Lake Ontario, the document focuses     
     almost entirely on effects to individual organisms and inappropriately     
     applies the risk assessment paradiam developed for humans to wildlife.  The
     interim document summarizes much of the information on the potential       
     effects of TCDD on individual organisms with the ultimate goal of          
     integrating this information "...to evaluate the likelihood of adverse     
     effects in exposed organisms, populations, communities, or ecosystems"     
     (page 5-1).  The SAB has already commented on the inappropriatemenss of the
     human health risk paradigm to wildlife in the Great Lakes Initative.       
     Because the SAB comments indentify a critical deficiency inherent in the   
     Interim Report as well as the GLI, we repeat them here.  "The Subcommittee 
     is also concerned that the methodology used in the GLWQI to assess the     
     range of species sensitivities needs further development.  In contrast to  
     human health criteria which are designed to protect individual wildlife    
     criteria are designed to protect populations and must consider differences 
     in species sensitivities.  This aspect is not a part of the human health   
     methodology which has been applied to establish wildlife criteria in the   
     GLWQI.  The discussions of the Lowest Observed Acute Effect Level (LOAEL)  
     versus the No Observed Acute Effect Level (NOAEL), in the Technical Support
     Document are very superficial.  These concepts were formulated around the  
     perceived requirements of the human health risk assessment, they cannot    
     serve as foundations for the development of criteria methodogies for the   
     protection of wildlife.  Further explanation is needed of how the two      
     applications differ and how they will be addressed.  The GLWQI should      
     develop guidance for the selection of NOAELs appropriate for the protection
     of local and regional wildlife populations as distinct from the protection 
     of individuals."                                                           
     
     
     Response to: D3204.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT/TCDD     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D3204.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although most of the Report focuses on TCDD, and thus does not employ TEFs 
     to estimate the potential combined effects of TCDD and other chemicals,    
     statements on pages 4-1 to 4-4 suggest that TEFs can be used to estimate   
     these combined effects.  In its comments on the use of TEFs for the GLI the
     SAB, as have many others, commented on the substantial uncertainty         
     associated with use of TEFs for TCDD-like compounds.  The TEF values have  
     been developed to estimate the relative toxicities of PCDDs and PCDFs, with
     a recent interest to include appropriate PCB congeners.  The major impetus 
     for this development has been the concern for carcinogenicity.  Issues     
     related to the fundamental assessment of the toxicity of dioxins and       
     selected dioxin-like compounds were reviewed by the Dioxin Ecotox          
     Subcommittee (Science Advisory Board, 1992)  A concern expressed by this   
     Subcommittee is whether TEFs developed to assess relative carcinogenic     
     potency are also applicable to assess effects on reproductive and          
     developmental toxicity.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3204.013     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D3204.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, it is unclear to what extent TEFs developed largely in        
     mammaLian systems are applicable to avian or other wildlife species. (page 
     29 of the SAB comments on the GLI.)                                        
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     Response to: D3204.014     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D3204.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the repeated assertions in the Interim report about the potential of 
     other compounds, when added to the effects of TCDD, to cause a potential   
     risk, even though TCDD alone does not, it is imperative that EPA establish 
     a research program to determine whether TEFs can be applied to the effects 
     of concern in wildlife and fish, and if so, to determine the TEFs.  It is  
     irresponsible of the EPA to continually refer to the potential effects of  
     these other compounds, and then not attempt to determine whether the       
     asserted potential effects occur or not.  Experiments identical to those   
     conducted for TCDD and lake trout can be conducted for the coplanar PCBs to
     determine their relative toxicity to TCDD and whether they exist, or       
     existed, in sufficient concentrations to cause the hypothesized additional 
     effects.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3204.015     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to D605.025 for a discussion on the assumption of additivity  
     for noncarcinogens.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D3254L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a preliminary matter, we found the guidance complex and lengthy.  USEPA 
     has asked for hundreds of comments on almost every aspect of the guidance. 
     We have no reasonable clue as to what the final regulation will look like. 
     For this reason we request that USEPA re-propose the GLI in the Federal    
     Register in the form that it is intending to promulgate so that the public 
     will have an opportunity to comment on the actual contemplated action.     
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.001    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Section II.C.4 of the SID.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: PRA
     Comment ID: D3254L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, we note that the US Office of Management and Budget disapproved      
     USEPA's request to clear the proposed Guidance under Paperwork Reduction   
     Act requirements on June 17, 1993 (58 Fed. Reg. 42320; August 9, 1993)     
     because the information collection requirements are not the least          
     burdensome.  We agree with OMB's action and urge USEPA to develop better   
     informaton collection systems and to re-propose these as well.             
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.002    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section XII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: D3254L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we object to USEPA including as part of the rulemaking docket,
     the two documents noticed in the August 9, 1993 Federal Register.  We have 
     not had sufficient time to review these documents and to assess their      
     significance to the proposed guidance, but on the surface they appear to be
     important and were relied upon by USEPA in developing the proposed         
     guidance.  Because of the late notice of inclusion of these documents into 
     the rulemaking docket, we again request that USEPA re-propose the GLI in   
     the form that USEPA intends to promulgate so that the public may learn what
     significance the documents played in the development of what is finally    
     adopted by USEPA.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.003    
     
     EPA provided sufficient opportunity for public review and comment for the  
     documents noticed in the August 9, 1993 Federal Register. With respect to  
     rproposing the GLI in final form for public review and comment, see Section
     II.C.4 of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D3254L.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also have reservations about the affect of the GLI and the Critical     
     Programs Act (CPA) on states' rights to promulgate their own water quality 
     standards and permitting procedures for receiving waters in their          
     respective states.  The Science Advisory Board noted that USEPA has not    
     demonstrated that the Great Lakes System have unique water quality concerns
     that differ from the rest of the nation.   Furthermore, there is no basis  
     to conclude that the Great Lakes are unique with respect to how chemicals  
     bioaccumulate or how sensitive are the resident wildlife.  There is no     
     rational factual basis to support the carving out of a specific region of  
     the United States for more stringent regulation of water quality.  As a    
     result, we question whether there are sufficient constitutional legal      
     grounds to allow USEPA to usurp and otherwise sweep away states' rights to 
     regulate waters within their borders.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.004    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.  See  
     also Section I.C.4 of the SID.                                             

Page 4475



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D3254L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: cc REG/ADP
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe USEPA has deviated from the express requirements and spirit of  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement by proposing mandatory rules under 
     the guise of "guidance" that are not based on sound science or good public 
     policy.  The Critical Programs Act and various committee notes leading up  
     to enactment strongly indicate that Congress intended for the GLI to be    
     guidance for states to consider rather than requiring states to adopt the  
     guidance in verbatim.  The CPA itself only requires state programs to be   
     "consistent with" which to us does not mean "exactly alike".  We believe   
     states should have wide latitude implementing the GLI and ensuring their   
     programs are "consistent with" the final guidance.  The Guidance also      
     ignores the Agreement's goal that regulatory programs be cost-effective.   
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.005    
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042, P2746.043, P2585.015 and        
     P2769.085.  See also Section IX of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: D3254L.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance represents a      
     significant escalation in the level of wastewater regulation without       
     commensurate environmental benefits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.006    
     
     Please see section IX.E of the SID.                                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D3254L.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the proposal would result in high costs with no significant     
     environmental beliefs.                                                     
                                                                                
     The proposal focuses almost exclusively on additIonal controls on already  
     stringently regulated point source dischargers and essentially ignores     
     non-point sources.  Consequently, the proposal, if implemented would have  
     little environmental benefit.  It would have little impact on the concerns 
     over persistent and bioaccumulative pollutants responsible for its         
     creation.  It would probably not result in the removal of a single fish    
     advisory.  This occurs because point sources are not major contributors of 
     persistent bioaccumulative pollutants.  There is widespread agreement that 
     non-point sources, such as air deposition, urban and rural runoff,         
     sediments, and the like are the major sources of these pollutants.         
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.007    
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, D2723.004, F4030.003, and D2587.045.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: D3254L.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of benefits does not preclude high compliance costs for industrial
     dischargers, municipal dischargers, and members of the public.  Removal of 
     pollutants at the very low concentrations envisioned by the Initiative is  
     extremely costly and the technology to achieve these levels may not even   
     exist.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Costs would be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits.  The   
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     DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by request of the Council of Great   
     Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to comply with the GLI  
     to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community has estimated total  
     capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs and $8 billion for  
     industries.  Part of the difference between DRI/McGraw-Hill's estimate and 
     the industry estimate results from DRI/McGRaw-Hill's decision to exclude   
     costs for once-through non-contact cooling water on the basis that the     
     proposal does not really mean what it says and that EPA would not require  
     treatment of once through non-contact cooling water we note that EPA has   
     consistently stated that once-through non-contact cooling water is not     
     exempt from the proposal and that treatment could be required.             
                                                                                
     These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's estimate of $80 million to $500
     million annually.  Although not an insignificant cost, EPA's estimate      
     greatly understates the probable costs of compliance because of the        
     simplified and optimistic assumptions used to prepare EPA's cost estimate, 
     including:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Inadequate consideration of costs associated with Tier II value development
     and implementation; The unwarranted assumption that once through           
     non-contact cooling water would be excluded from regulation; Optimistic    
     assumptions that implementation of pollution prevention programs for       
     ubiquitous pollutants, like mercury, will be relatively inexpensive; The   
     assumption that achieving existing analytical detection limits constitutes 
     compliance for pollutants with detection limits below the level of         
     detection.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA), despite focusing on three Areas of 
     Concern or "hotspots", which should have over estimated benefits, was not  
     able to demonstrate any significant environmental benefits.                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.008    
     
     See response to comments D2587.144 and D2723.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: D3254L.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the Proposal would make Ohio and other Great Lakes Basin 
     areas less competitive in the global market place for jobs and economic    
     development.  Costs of implementation would fall on industry,              
     municipalities and residents of the Great Lakes Basin.  Basin industry and 
     residents will incur costs which competitors located elsewhere will not.   
                                                                                
     Moreover, the proposal will not produce the "level playing field" which    
     some of its supporters have promised.  Rather, it would create new         
     distortions.  Northern Ohio will incur penalties that Southern Ohio will   
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     not.  Similar situations would occur in other Great Lakes states.          
     Industries in the Basin must compete in an international marketplace.      
     Additional costs which result in essentially no benefit will hurt their    
     competitiveness.  Competitors in other states and countries, including     
     Canada, will not be burdened with this Initiative.  Although a party to the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement -- the very agreement used to justify  
     many of the Initiative's provisions -- Canada has not shown any interest in
     copying it.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.009    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D3254L.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge that EPA consider modifications which will make the final Guidance 
     more cost-effective and more scientifically sound than the proposal.  To   
     the extent possible, under the Critical Programs Act, the final Guidance   
     should be developed and implemented concurrently with the Lakewide Area    
     Management Plans (LaMPs) and the Remedial Action Plans (RAPs).             
     Consideration should be given to Guidance which is phased-in and which     
     reflects the findings of the LaMPs and RAPs.  We believe such a combined   
     approach is consistent with both the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement   
     and the Critical Programs Act.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.010    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers P2746.043 and G3457.004, and Section V of 
     the preamble to the final Guidance.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3254L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II WATER QUALITY CRITERIA                                             
                                                                                
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as  narrative standards.
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.  Under the proposed GLI:                            
                                                                                
     Development of Tier II for all criteria would be required where Agency has 
     adequate data to do so.                                                    
                                                                                
     Where Agency has inadequate data to develop a Tier II value, it will use   
     "screening values" based on all existing data to determine whether a Tier  
     II value must be derived.  There are inadequate controls on quality of data
     used to derive screening values.  Agencies can "pick and choose" data and  
     resultant screening values.  If Tier II value is required, Agency can      
     either develop needed data or force the discharger  seeking a permit to do 
     so.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.011    
     
     See response to comment D2709.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: D3254L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a proposed permit limit established 
     under Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at  
     their expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These    
     data will likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And,
     it appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a final      
     permit limit inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since            
     antibacksliding and/or antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit 
     limit.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.012    
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
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     for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to comment D2592.049.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3254L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the proposed procedures for development of a Tier II criteria 
     for a specific facility would lack needed process controls that ensure     
     quality and consistency.  There would be no scientific peer review or any  
     USEPA internal review.  These procedures place prohibitive cost burden on  
     individual facilities to do the necessary studies for developing a quality 
     Tier II criteria.  This effort is duplicative and a waste of resources as  
     more than one facility could be required to do similar studies on the same 
     parameter.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.013    
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3254L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.014    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3254L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.  The following limits should be
     placed on the proposed Tier II methodology:                                
                                                                                
     Do not use the proposed Tier II methodology as a basis for regulation      
     (e.g., no permit limits based on Tier values); [EPA with assistance from   
     the states, should propose, in an Advance Notification of Proposed Rule    
     Making (ANPRM), a prioritized list, based on risk analysis, of candidate   
     Tier II substances for further review and potential development into Tier I
     criteria.]                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.015    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3254L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .016 is imbedded in comment .015                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA with assistance from the states, should propose, in an Advance         
     Notification of Proposed Rule Making (ANPRM), a prioritized list, based on 
     risk analysis, of candidate Tier II substances for further review and      
     potential development into Tier I criteria.                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.016    
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D3254L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits could be a permitting issue when a facility's intake        
     (source) water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- 
     contains one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES   
     permit.  Without intake credits, many facilities could face discharge      
     permit limits that are lower (i.e. more stringent) that the actual chemical
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations (although below detection levels) commonly exceed the       
     proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be required to remove        
     pollutants in their intake waters.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.017    
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that in D2798.058
     and is addressed in response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: D3254L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.018    
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     EPA recognizes the commenter's concern about the availability of intake    
     credits.  EPA agrees that it is important to recognize the link between    
     intake credits and the need to address the underlying problem of multiple  
     sources contributing to the water quality problems in the Great Lakes      
     system.  For this reason, EPA has decided to make "no net addition" limits 
     available for a limited period of time, to give States and Tribes a        
     reasonable period to develop TMDLs or comparable assessment and remediation
     plans that will achieve attainment of WQS.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.b. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: D3254L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once-through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where.  Treatment costs will be        
     enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment requirements 
     would push or exceed the limits of available technology.                   
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.019    
     
     See SID at Section IX and responses to comments D2657.006 and D1711.015.   
     Also see SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: D3254L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed intake credit provisions are extremely restrictive and bear   
     little resemblance to the original GLI Steering Committee proposal on      
     "background concentrations" (the original proposal is preamble Option      
     Number 4 on "intake credits").  USEPA states in the proposed guidance that 
     intake credits will only be available in very limited circumstances.  This 
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     limitation is unreasonable.  EPA should revise the GLI by expressly        
     allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they are available for   
     permit holders.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.020    
     
     EPA continues to believe that intake "credits" should be available only in 
     certain circumstances. However, the final Guidance, unlike the proposal,   
     allows for consideration of intake pollutants in developing WQBELs.  See   
     generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: D3254L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 1993 draft report prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors by 
     DRI/McGraw Hill concluded the GLI lacked a clear, sensible approach to     
     intake credits.  We agree with this conclusion.  The GLI should be revised 
     as follows:                                                                
                                                                                
     [Dischargers should not be held accountable for substances in their intake 
     water;] [Of the options presented by EPA, Option 4 is preferable, provided 
     that the provision in Option 4 limiting intake credits to water            
     quality-impaired streams is eliminated as well as the restrictions based on
     the source of the intake water;] [Also, special provisions should be       
     included for non-contact cooling water.] [Intake credit procedures should  
     not be limited by an unduly restrictive TMDL methodology; effluent limits  
     in areas exceeding water quality standards should not be more stringent    
     than the larger of the criterion or the background concentration.]         
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.021    
     
     The issue of intake credits is discussed in detail in the SID at Section   
     VIII.E.3-7.  The commenter's first point about responsibility for intake   
     pollutants is addressed in the response to comment D2798.058.  Except with 
     respect to non-contact cooling water, the response to comment P2588.086    
     addresses the stated preference for Option 4 with certain modifications.   
     The response to comment P2706.067 addresses the cooling water issue.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: D3254L.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .022 is imbedded in comment .021                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers should not be held accountable for substances in their intake  
     water;                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.022    
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that in D2798.058
     and is addressed in response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: D3254L.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .021                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the options presented by EPA, Option 4 is preferable, provided that the 
     provision in Option 4 limiting intake credits to water quality-impaired    
     streams is eliminated as well as the restrictions based on the source of   
     the intake water.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.023    
     
     See response to comment P2706.067.  Also see SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D3254L.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .024 is imbedded in comment .021                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Also, special provisions should be included  for non-contact cooling water.
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.024    
     
     This comment is similar to D2592.031 and is addressed in the response to   
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: D3254L.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .025 is imbedded in comment .021                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credit procedures should not be limited by an unduly restrictive    
     TMDL methodology; effluent limits in areas exceeding water quality         
     standards should not be more stringent than the larger of the criterion or 
     the background concentration.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.025    
     
     This is the same as comment D2709.025 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQBELs BELOW DETECTION LEVELS                                              
                                                                                
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
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     at less than the detection level.                                          
                                                                                
     Indeed, we believe the enforcement of permit limits below quanitification  
     raises serious constitutional due process issues.  The risk of criminal    
     sanctions for permit violations under the Clean Water Act and Ohio law     
     based on arbitrary, vague or unreliable measurements is clearly possible.  
     A basic principle of constitutional law is that statutes, rules and permit 
     limits themselves, when criminal penalties are possible for violations,    
     must provide clear and ascertainable standards of conduct with sufficient  
     definiteness so that a discharger can understand what conduct is           
     prohibited.  A permit limit set at a level below which laboratory equipment
     can reliably measure does not meet this constitutional due process         
     requirement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.026    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilitites and
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.027    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: D3254L.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less that 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.028    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used in other USEPA programs and by some state agencies.     
     Ohio EPA, in accordance with the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now
     using PQL as the compliance level for NPDES permit limitations.  The PQL is
     recognized by USEPA itself as the lowest level of quantification that a    
     competent laboratory can reliably achieve and is an appropriate to use to  
     overcome analytical problems associated with determining compliance with   
     extremely low limits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.029    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
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     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we have significant reservations whether USEPA has legal      
     authority under the Clean Water Act to require mandatory pollution         
     prevention or waste minimization plans.  A mandatory Pollution Prevention  
     Plan program may be beyond USEPA's jurisdiction, which is limited to       
     regulating the addition of pollutants, generally by specifying allowable   
     levels to be discharged.  However, the requirement to install technology or
     use some other control strategies via a pollution prevention plan to       
     achieve the specified levels, before treatment of the wastewater, falls    
     outside the scope of USEPA's authority under the Clean Water Act.          
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.030    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Implementation Procedure 8 will subject dischargers to very   
     onerous monitoring and pollution minimization requirements for any         
     pollutant with a permit limit below the level of reliable detection.  To   
     eliminate the expense associated with those intrusive and marginally       
     beneficial requirements, and assuming such authority does exist for USEPA  
     to require dischargers to take additional actions to control the discharge 
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     of pollutants, Implementation Procedure 8 should be modified along the     
     following lines:                                                           
                                                                                
     [If a valid Water Quality Based Effluent Limit is placed in a permit which 
     is below the quantification level, a narrative statement should be placed  
     in the permit which states that a discharger is in compliance with the     
     limit if the substance is not detected above the practical quantification  
     level (This is consistent with the new Ohio PQL law enacted in H.B. 152 on 
     July 1, 1993 which will be codified at R.C. 6111.13.)];                    
                                                                                
      [Whenever a discharge limit for a pollutant is less than the practical    
     quantification level, the Guidance should allow the state or tribe at its  
     discretion based on its best professional judgment (which is really true   
     state guidance as opposed to this proposal) to: (1) require the permit     
     holder to identify the possible sources of that pollutant; and (2) by rule,
     specify additional actions that the permit holder may be required to take  
     if the state or tribe finds the actions to be necessary to prevent or      
     mitigate significant adverse effects on public helath or environmental     
     quality.  This alternative is the same as required under the new Ohio PQL  
     statute (R.C. 6111.13) previously mentioned.  The Ohio method is a         
     reasonable approach and should be adopted by USEPA.]                       
                                                                                
     [Only monitoring programs and analytical methods approved by EPA pursuant  
     to 40 CFR 136 may be used to implement Procedure 8.]                       
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.031    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .032 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a valid Water Quality Based Effluent Limit is placed in a permit which  
     is below the quantification level, a narrative  statement should be placed 
     in the permit which states that a discharger is in compliance with the     
     limit if the substance is not detected above the practical quantification  
     level (This is consistent with the new Ohio PQL law enacted in H.B. 152 on 
     July 1, 1993 which will be codified at R.C. 6111.13.)                      
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.032    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .033 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whenever a discharge limit for a pollutant is less than the practical      
     quantification level, the Guidance should allow the state or tribe at its  
     discretion based on its best professional judgment (which is really true   
     state guidance as opposed to this proposal) to: (1) require the permit     
     holder to identify the possible sources of that pollutant; and (2) by rule,
     specify additional actions that the permit holder may be required to take  
     if the state or tribe finds the actions to be necessary to prevent or      
     mitigate significant adverse effects on public health or environmental     
     quality.  This alternative is the same as required under the new Ohio PQL  
     statute (R.C. 6111.13) previously mentioned.  The Ohio method is a         
     reasonable approach and should be adopted by USEPA.                        
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.033    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .034 is imbedded in comment .031                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only monitoring programs and analytical methods approved by EPA pursuant to
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     40 CFR 136 may be used to implement Procedure 8.                           
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.034    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.  In some situations, the Policy could result in a disincentive to 
     replace older facilities with new facilities with fewer emissions, and so  
     result in a net increase in emissions over what would otherwise have       
     occurred.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.035    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
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     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.036    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and  
     municipalities to operate within a "margin of safety" because the          
     enforceable permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually  
     discharged.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.037    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D3254L.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of uncertainty is uncalled for and will set the Great     
     Lakes region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.         
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Section 131.12 which is more general in scope and is simply a    
     policy.  In fact, the Critical Programs Act only requires an               
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     antidegradation "policy" and not a mandatory standard.  A general policy   
     that provides direction and guidance is all that is needed.                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.038    
     
     See response to comment D2896.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D3254L.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Procedure in the proposed guidance is too complex and  
     goes well beyond that required by the Clean Water Act or the Critical      
     Programs Act and is not needed to balance economic and environmental       
     concerns.  The procedure should be amended as follows:                     
                                                                                
     A.  [Eliminate existing effluent quality (EEQ) as a basis for revised      
     permit limits and as an antidegradation trigger mechanism;] B.             
     [Antidegradation restrictions should not apply to Tier II values or limits 
     based on Tier II values;] C. [The mechanism triggering an antidegradation  
     review should be based on requests for an increase in a water quality based
     effluent limit or a new discharge;] D.[The trigger mechanism should not    
     apply to new limits for previously unregulated pollutants that are newly   
     detected in a discharge due to additional or improved monitoring methods;] 
     E. [The antidegradation analysis process should be amended as follows:     
                                                                                
     1. A de minimis test should be used for all pollutants, wherein an         
     antidegradation analysis would not be required if the requested increase in
     an existing permit limit is small and would result in no significant       
     decrease in water quality; 2. Mandatory pollution prevention plans should  
     not be part of the approval process.]                                      
                                                                                
     F. [The GLI should not rewrite existing law for "Outstanding National      
     Resource Waters."]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.039    
     
     The commenter raises a substantial number of issues regarding the          
     antidegradation provisions contained in the proposed Guidance. Among the   
     criticisms leveled at the proposal by the commenter were:  the             
     antidegradation provisions in proposed Guidance are two complex and broad; 
     the EEQ concept should be deleted; antidegradation should not apply to     
     limits based on tier II values; that antidegradation review should only be 
     triggered by either new discharges or requests for increased limits; that  
     antidegradation should not be required for newly detected pollutants when  
     there has been no change in the discharge; that de minimis should be       
     applied to all pollutants; that there should be no pollution prevention    
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     component of the antidegradation demonstration; and, that the proposed     
     Guidance inappropriately expanded upon .the outstanding national resource  
     waters (ONRW) provisions.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance went beyond what was required
     by the CWA and Federal regulations.  To a large extent, the proposed       
     Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and
     policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation standard contained in the  
     proposed Guidance is an excellent example of how the proposed Guidance was 
     based on existing regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance    
     makes this even more explicit by deferring to existing regulations and     
     guidance with respect to requirements for non-BCCs.                        
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Antidegradation applies to any activity that will lower water quality and  
     is independent of permit limits.  In the final Guidance, EPA suggests      
     linking antidegradation requirements to requests for increased permit      
     limits for non-BCCs as a means of reducing the administrative burden       
     stemming from the antidegradation provisions.  There is no basis for       
     distinguishing between achieveable limits based on tier I criteria and     
     those based on tier II values.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that antidegradation is only applicable where an activity is    
     contemplated that will change water quality such that water quality is     
     reduced.  If there is no change in ambient water quality, antidegradation  
     is not applicable.  Therefore, if a pollutant is detected solely as a      
     result of improved monitoring techniques, the discharge of the             
     newly-detected pollutant does not need to be justified through an          
     antidegradation demonstration.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that it would be appropriate to allow de minimis increases   
     for BCCs.  A conservative approach to allowing increased loadings of such  
     pollutants to be introduced into the Great Lakes is warranted because of   
     the extreme sensitivity of the the lakes to contamination by BCCs and      
     because of the considerable cost and effort expended in repairing the      
     damage wrought by past abuses.  As a practical matter, given the criteria  
     for most BCCs, any de minimis increase would be so small as to be          
     functionally equivalent to zero.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that pollution prevention is not an appropriate consideration
     under antidegradation.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 state that    
     water quality in high quality waters should be maintained and protected    
     unless lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and 
     economic development.  Inherent in making a finding that lower water       
     quality is necessary is an analysis of the alternatives to lower water     
     quality.  A consideration of the potential to elimate or reduce the        
     lowering of water quality through the application of pollution prevention  
     is emminently germane to such a determination.                             
                                                                                
     The antidegradation standard in appendix E of the proposed Guidance        
     pertaining to ONRWs was taken from the existing regulations at 40 CFR      
     131.12 verbatim.  Nothing was added or changed in any way.  The commenter  
     is mistaken in suggesting that the proposed Guidance somehow modified this 
     provision of the existing Federal regulations.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .040 is imbedded in comment .039                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate existing effluent quality (EEQ) as a basis for revised permit    
     limits and as an antidegradation trigger mechanism;                        
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.040    
     
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D3254L.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .041 is imbedded in comment .039                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation restrictions should not apply to Tier II values or limits  
     based on Tier II values;                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.041    
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .042 is imbedded in comment .039                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be based on      
     requests for an increase in a water quality based effluent limit or a new  
     discharge;                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.042    
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .043 is imbedded in comment .039                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The trigger mechanism should not apply to new limits for previously        
     unregulated pollutants that are newly detected in a discharge due to       
     additional or improved monitoring methods.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.043    
     
     EPA agrees that such an activity does not constitute a "significant        
     lowering of water quality".                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: D3254L.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEC/DEMO/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .044 is imbedded in comment .039                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The antidegradation analysis process should be amended as follows:         
                                                                                
     1.  A de minimis test should be used for all pollutants, wherein an        
     antidegradation analysis would not be required if the requested increase in
     an existing permit limit is small and would result in no significant       
     decrease in water quality; 2.  Mandatory pollution prevention plans should 
     not be part of the approval process.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.044    
     
     See response to comment D2798.046.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees that pollution prevention is not an appropriate 
     consideration under antidegradation.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 
     state that water quality in high quality waters should be maintained and   
     protected unless lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important  
     social and economic development.  Inherent in making a finding that lower  
     water quality is necessary is an analysis of the alternatives to lower     
     water quality.  A consideration of the potential to elimate or reduce the  
     lowering of water quality through the application of pollution prevention  
     is emminently germane to such a determination.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D3254L.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .045 is imbedded in comment .039                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should not rewrite existing law for "Outstanding National Resource 
     Waters."                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.045    
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: D3254L.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposal is not clear on what is to be done when data are not    
     available to calculate a screening value, data requirements for the        
     screening value calculation are loosely defined which could allow          
     decision-making to be based on the most minimal of data sets.  The use of  
     screening values and Tier II values based on inadequate data to develop    
     proposed enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate.               
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.046    
     
     See response to D2791.208 and response to D2826.040.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: D3254L.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For certain pollutants and situations, for example most BCCs when less than
     10 samples are available, a permit limit could be required to be included  
     in a permit from one analytical value above the detection limit, even a    
     false detect, for the pollutant in the effluent.  For a BCC this would     
     probably also require pollutant minimization plans and bioaccumulation     
     studies of the effluent (e.g. caged fish studies) to be included as permit 
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.047    
     
     See response to D2722.117 and D2709.046.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: D3254L.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Also, the procedure for evaluation of Reasonable Potential to determine    
     whether a permit limit is required is a rigid evaluation of numerical data 
     with rigidly defined decision points.  Insufficient flexibility exists for 
     Agency professionals to determine whether results are reasonable based on  
     all applicable data.  The Reasonable Potential procedure should be revised 
     to require an adequate data base for decision-making.  Additional          
     flexibility should also be provided to the states.                         
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.048    
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable        
     Potential, Section 2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the     
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D3254L.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal            
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small part of 
     total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the main    
     concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column        
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  GLI water    
     quality criteria already consider bioaccumulation.  Existing EPA guidance  
     on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water specifically     
     recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The restrictions on mixing  
     zones in the guidance ignore the scientific relationship between           
     concentrations and exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity.  Mixing 
     zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call, not a science-based        
     decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA methods to determine     
     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.049    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D3254L.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the lack of any scientific basis, the proposed guidance eliminates 
     mixing zones for BCCs (after a phase-out period) and greatly restricts     
     consideration of water body mixing factors for non-BCCs.  Mixing zones are 
     currently developed through established EPA methods, which ensure that     
     there are no adverse aquatic toxicity or human health impacts.  Further    
     limits on mixing zones are not an appropriate method to address mass       
     loading issues; other provisions of the guidance (e.g. BAFs, TMDLs) are    
     specifically intended to address those issues.  Existing EPA methods in the
     TSD should be used to determine mixing zones for all pollutants.           
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.050    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: D3254L.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for dischargers of non-BCC
     pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The cost impact of the     
     restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge location, stream   
     flow and background concentrations, and will be substantial for some       
     facilities that fall into this situation.  These restrictions should be    
     eliminated.  The Ohio GLI Coalition recommends that USEPA adopt Ohio EPA's 
     procedures using the 30 Q 10 flow for the chronic aquatic life             
     considerations instead of a fraction of the 7 Q 10 flow as proposed in the 
     GLI.  The use of the 30 Q 10 flow is more appropriate for 30 day average   
     permit limits and it is well established that use of the 30 Q 10 is        
     adequately protective of aquatic life.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.051    
     
     EPA disagrees with the recommendation to use a 30Q10 flow for chronic      
     aquatic life considerations.  EPA recognizes that in some cases the        
     recommended design flows may be overly stringent while in other cases they 
     may be too lenient.  Accordingly, the final Guidance allows the use of     
     dynamic models regardless whether the results would be more or less        
     restrictive than those generated with steady-state approaches.  Use of     

Page 4502



$T044618.TXT
     dynamic models thus could negate concerns regarding the design flow used.  
     See VIII.C.6.a. Moreover, the final Guidance also authorizes the use of an 
     alternative design flow, such as the 30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that  
     it is appropriate for stream-specific and pollutant-specific conditions.   
     For a discussion of EPA's reasons for specifying a design flow based on the
     7Q10 and 4B3 stream flows for chronic aquatic life criteria or values, as  
     well as the opportunity to use an alternative design flow, see the         
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D3254L.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A TMDL must address all pollutants from point and non-point sources.  The  
     GLI should be revised to give states more flexibility to consider          
     site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL procedure is appropriate for
     their state.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.052    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D3254L.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "...the TMDL provisions of the proposed guidance should be flexible and    
     limited as follows:"                                                       
                                                                                
     When it is necessary to complete a TMDL, the State should consult the      
     affected parties in the area and determine the contributions from point and
     non-point sources.  TMDLs must address all sources.                        
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     Response to: D3254L.053    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D3254L.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "...the TMDL provisions of the proposed guidance should be flexible and    
     limited as follows:"                                                       
                                                                                
     If a TMDL must be completed, the time for achievement of control strategies
     should not be set arbitrarily; technical feasibility and economic factors  
     should be considered.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.054    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D3254L.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "...the TMDL provisions of the proposed guidance should be flexible and    
     limited as follows:"                                                       
                                                                                
     The Guidance should allow states to adopt either Option A or Option B.  To 
     be appropriate Options, both Option A and Option B must be modified, at a  
     minimum, to address the following:                                         
                                                                                
     The Option B mixing zone limitations for discharges to lakes in section    
     C.1.a. are inconsistent with existing state mixing zone policies and the   
     Technical Support Document and should be revised to be consistent with     
     Option A sections C.1. and 3.                                              

Page 4504



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     [Option A must provide for a preliminary TMDL process to eliminate the need
     for a complete Option A TMDL to perform the Reasonable Potential evaluation
     required in Procedure 5.  Option A should also be modified to include a    
     specific formula for incorporation of non-point source (NPS) contributions.
     If appropriate consideration is given to the significance of NPS           
     contributions, the technical feasibility of source controls and the        
     relative economics for load reductions necessary to achieve water quality  
     standards can be accurately characterized.]                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.055    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: D3254L.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .056 is imbedded in comment .055                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "...the TMDL provisions of the proposed guidance should be flexible and    
     limited as follows:                                                        
                                                                                
     Option A must provide for a preliminary TMDL process to eliminate the need 
     for a complete Option A TMDL to perform the Reasonable Potential evaluation
     required in Procedure 5.  Option A should also be modified to include a    
     specific formula for incorporation of non-point source (NPS) contributions.
     If appropriate consideration is given to the significance of NPS           
     contributions, the technical feasibility of source controls and the        
     relative economics for load reductions necessary to achieve water quality  
     standards can be accurately characterized.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.056    
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.See section   
     VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D3254L.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "...the TMDL provisions of the proposed guidance should be flexible and    
     limited as follows:"                                                       
                                                                                
     In developing a TMDL for receiving waters that do not meet applicable water
     quality standards, effluent limits should not be established that are more 
     stringent than the greater of either the criterion or the background       
     concentration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.057    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Initial implementation of the GLI would be largely based on achieving      
     detection levels.  While this may lessen the initial impact, it results in 
     a moving target for the regulated community as analytical capabilities will
     improve.  The Initiative defines in detail how permit limits will be       
     calculated and applied in the future when compliance measurements at the   
     proposed WQBELs become possible.  Compliance costs are much different for  
     meeting today's detection limit rather than meeting the GLI WQBELs.        
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.058    
     
     See response to comment D2587.151 for a discussion of future costs of      
     implementing this Guidance.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D3254L.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/LIMT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, detection of additional pollutants in background concentrations      
     results in a greater chance of intake water concentrations causing a permit
     limit violation and the need for intake credits therefore increases        
     significantly.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.059    
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, please see the Wildlife chapter of the Supplemental           
     Information Document regarding the modification of the mercury criteria.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: D3254L.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, improved detection limits will increase the significance of   
     background concentrations in estabishing permit limits, especially for some
     of the BCCs which are "ubiquitous".  EPA's cost assessment on the GLI (Page
     ES-6) noted that background concentrations were single most important      
     variable in determining the stringency of permit limits.                   
                                                                                
     Furthermore, under the proposed TMDL provisions, when background           
     concentrations exceed water quality criteria, the only options available   
     are to expand the TMDL (i.e. multi-source TMDLs), allow some additional    
     compliance time, or for the discharger to cease discharging.  Variances and
     site specific criteria are not realistic options.                          
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.060    
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3254L.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.061    
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

Page 4508



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D3254L.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.062    
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3254L.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The consideration of food chain effects in deriving a bioaccumulation      
     factor is conceptually sound.  However, the BAF modelling method proposed  
     in the guidance is not scientifically defensible and will result in        
     estimated BAFs which disagree substantially with actual field measurements.
     As long as bioaccumulation is taken into account in developing the initial 
     criteria, further controls on pollutants are unnecessary and redundant.    
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.063    
     
     See response to comment G3201L.052A.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3254L.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "...the following recommendations are made concerning the use of modeled   
     BAFs:"                                                                     
                                                                                
     The proposed modelling procedure should not be used to derive numeric Water
     Quality criteria;                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.064    
     
     See response to comment G3201L.053                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D3254L.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "...the following recommendations are made concerning the use of modeled   
     BAFs:"                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA should work with the regulated community to develop a better BAF       
     methodology;                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.065    
     
     EPA has made an effort to work with the regulated community to develop the 
     BAF methodology through the comment/response process, meetings and         
     discussions, and Science Advisory Board reviews. The regulated community   
     has had the opportunity to participate these and other forums to develop   
     the BAF methodology used in the final Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D3254L.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "...the following recommendations are made concerning the use of modeled   
     BAFs:"                                                                     
                                                                                
     further controls on BCCs based on BAFs should be eliminated.               
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.066    
     
     See response to D2587.062.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: D3254L.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion for metals should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable,  
     dissolved, etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the      
     dissolved form to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.       
     However, the majority of the GLI criteria as presented in the Aquatic Life 
     Technical Support Document are expressed as Total Recoverable even though  
     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.067    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3254L.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's Superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.068    
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: D3254L.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria represent a new development for most states and have 
     not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the scientific community. 
     The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk assessment method for  
     human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.  The human health model  
     protects individuals, not populations.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.069    
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: D3254L.070
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II criteria for wildlife protection are not scientifically sound, yet 
     GLI requires states to develop and apply them in permitting.               
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.070    
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: D3254L.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife
     population in the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should
     be replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data 
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.                                               
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.071    
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D3254L.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SITE SPECIFIC ADJUSTMENTS                                                  
                                                                                
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality criteria, except for    
     human health criteria, to all waters despite the vast differences evident  
     in the water environments.  This means that a drainage ditch in Ohio will  
     be subject to the same criteria as the open waters off Lake Superior's Isle
     Royale, an absurd notion, because it ignores the differences in  species   
     potentially present and designated uses of these waters.  The basis for    
     this assumption is that the only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is 
     if it physically leaves the basin.  This reasoning does not take into      
     account the actual environmental fate of a pollutant.                      
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.072    
     
     See Sections I and II.C of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D3254L.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.  We believe the current Ohio system, which defines a     
     number of ecoregions is a better ecosystem management tool than the        
     proposed guidance and should be retained.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.073    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D3254L.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteira can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.074    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D3254L.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustments of criteria should be allowed to increase or     
     decrease any criterion within a given geographic area without changing the 
     level of protection.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.075    
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D3254L.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Site specific conditions, including bioavailability, bioaccumulation rates,
     local water chemistry, chemical speciation, natural adaptation and         
     differences in resident species, should be accounted for when deriving     
     criteria and WQBELs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.076    
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D3254L.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Parameters used to calculate site specific criteria adjustments should     
     reflect local conditions of an area, which would be determined in the same 
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for nonattainment of water
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.077    
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: D3254L.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Down stream waters should be considered and protected by the site specific 
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.078    
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     The State or Tribe must show that any less stringent site- specific        
     modification would not cause declines in downstream water quality.  In the 
     final Guidance, EPA has provided States and Tribes flexibility to derive   
     and adopt scientifically appropriate site-specific criteria which may be   
     more or less stringent than Tier I criteria or Tier II values for aquatic  
     life, wildlife, and human health criteria as well as BAFs. Although EPA is 
     allowing less stringent site-specific criteria for all criteria types and  
     BAFs, the site-specific criteria must provide the same level of protection 
     as or provide greater level of protection than a Tier I criterion or Tier  
     II value.  A State or Tribe may adopt more or less stringent site-specific 
     criteria and BAFs for the tributaries as well as the open waters of the    
     Great Lakes System provided that they are scientifically appropriate.  In  
     the final Guidance more or less stringent site- specific criteria and BAFs 
     may also be adopted for BCCs and non- BCCs.  States and Tribes may use any 
     scientifically appropriate and technically defensible method for deriving  
     site-specific criteria.  As is the practice under the National Program,    
     States and Tribes are still required to provide scientific justification   
     and documentation verifying that the methods employed and data used is both
     scientifically and technically defensible.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D3254L.079
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.079    
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D3254L.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.080    
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3254L.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity is not included in the proposed guidance regulation (40 CFR Part
     132).  We do not believe additivity should be part of the final guidance.  
     However, if EPA elects to incorporate this concept into the final guidance,
     the following should be the basis for any additivity methodology:          
                                                                                
     A.  [Assumption of additivity in the absence of valid experimental data is 
     not scientifically justified;] B. [The SAB statement that addititivity be  
     considered on a case-by-case basis is endorsed;] C. [The burden of proof of
     additivity must be on the permitting authorities via EPA rulemaking.]      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.081    
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD

Page 4518



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: D3254L.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .082 is imbedded in comment .081                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assumption of additivity in the absence of valid experimental data is not  
     scientifically justified;                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.082    
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3254L.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .083 is imbedded in comment .081                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB statement that additivity be considered on a case-by-case basis is 
     endorsed;                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.083    
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3254L.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .084 is imbedded in comment .081                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burden of proof of additivity must be on the permitting authorities via
     EPA rulemaking                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3254L.084    
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC believes that, overall, the development of generic water quality      
     criteria based on data meeting the stringent Tier I requirements is a sound
     approach.  However, AIHC has some concerns regarding the methodologies used
     to establish Tier I criteria for humans and wildlife.  As for Tier II      
     standards, AIHC disagrees with setting any Tier II standards based on      
     incomplete, substandard data.  As formulated, the Tier II standards are not
     scientifically defensible.  The proposed Tier V standards outlined in the  
     August 9, 1993 Federal Register notice (58 Fed. Reg. 42266) suffers from   
     the same flaw:  reliance on incomplete datasets.  Therefore, AIHC          
     recommends that Tier II standards be set on a chemical- and site-specific  
     basis using consistent and scientifically sound methodologies, chemicals   
     with limited data sets, or in the case of aquatic life, Tier II criteria   
     may be set as a range for screening purposes.                              
     
     
     Response to: D3382.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II. See  
     response to comment D2741.076.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D3382.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Persistence of chemicals in the Great Lakes system should be considered    
     through estimates of chemical input and removal rates using available      
     models.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3382.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D3382.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition for bioaccumulative contaminants of concern should consider 
     environmental persistence and toxicity.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3382.003     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D3382.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The bioconcentration factor methodology can be improved through greater    
     reliance on experimental data.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.004     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the BCF methodology can be improved     
     through the use of reliable experimental data.  Appendix B Section III.D   
     sets forth the parameters that EPA considers acceptable when calculating   
     laboratory-measured BCFs.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D3382.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF methodology should be improved through:  1) clearer definitions for
     certain terms, 2) better understanding of the role of bioavailability, 3)  
     revision of the calculation of an "effective" log K(subscript ow), and 4)  
     improved calibration of the Thomann model parameters.                      
     
     
     Response to: D3382.005     
     
     EPA has revised some of the definitions to make them more clear. For a more
     detailed explanation of the changes and the revised definitions, see       
     Section II.B of the SID and Section 132.2 of the final Guidance.           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that bioavailability should be included in   
     the BAF methodology and therefore has incorporated Section IV.B.6 in the   
     final Guidance.  EPA believes that using the bioavailable fraction of the  
     chemical in the ambient water would more accurately reflect the fraction of
     the total chemical available to bioaccumulate in the biota.                
                                                                                
     EPA has not revised the calculation of an "effective FCM". However because 
     of the comments and modifications to Tier I data requirements, EPA has not 
     required the use of the an "effective FCM", but recognizes that it is a    
     valid method that could be used by States or Tribes to account for         
     metabolism.                                                                
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
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     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D3382.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A standard lipid determination method should be specified.  Further, the   
     standard solvent used for lipid determination should also be used for      
     contaminant extractions from tissues.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3382.006     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it would be preferable if a consistent  
     solvent was used throughout all applicable measurements, however EPA is not
     specifying a standardized extraction method or a consistent system to      
     measure lipid content in the final Guidance.  See SID Section IV.B.3 and   
     response to comment D2632.015.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D3382.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uncertainty associated with BAFs should be incorporated into water quality 
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.007     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
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     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3382.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs should not be estimated for superlipophilic compounds.  Instead,      
     tissue criteria should be developed for such compounds.                    
     
     
     Response to: D3382.008     
     
     See reponse to comment G2630.028 and comment G2632.029.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D3382.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The basic philosophy underlying the Agency's consideration of              
     bioaccumulative compounds warrants further examination to ensure that the  
     policy results in protection of human health and the environment.          
     
     
     Response to: D3382.009     
     
     EPA believes that the BAF methodology will protect both humans and wildlife
     from exposure to chemicals.  Exposure to chemicals with a log Kow greater  
     than 4.5 will be primarily from the consumption of aquatic biota.  For a   
     more detailed discussion of the BAF methodology, see Section IV.B.1 and 2  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3382.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC supports consideration of the additive effects of chemicals provided  
     that the substances have been demonstrated to act on the same receptor     
     organs with the same mechanism of toxic action.  Given the present lack of 
     data and valid methodologies, AIHC does not believe a generalized procedure
     can be applied to address unknown interactive effects.  While whole        
     effluent toxicity tests consider the potential effects of additivity on    
     aquatic species, a similar procedure does not exist for predicting such    
     effects on humans or wildlife.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.010     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current methods used to calculate reference doses are overly conservative  
     and do not reflect the best available scientific data.                     
     
     
     Response to: D3382.011     
     
     EPA believes the methods used to calculate RfDs are State-of-the-art.  EPA 
     also believes that developing RfDs is a dynamic process and that new       
     methods for evaluating noncancer risk are always evolving.  For example,   
     the EPA RfD Workgroup has employed new techniques such as the Benchmark    
     Dose and Categorical Regression Analysis in developing RfDs for several    
     chemicals.  However, these processes are used on a case-by-case basis by   
     the Agency and have not replaced the traditional critical study/uncertainty
     factor process for all chemical analyses.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Slope factors do not necessarily represent the best available scientific   
     data.  Methodology used to develop slope factors do not allow a reasoned   
     appreciation of the underlying toxicological data.                         
     
     
     Response to: D3382.012     
     
     See responses to D3382.054 and D2619.026                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The use of surface area as an interspecies scaling factor overestimates    
     risk.  Body weight(exp 3/4) should be used instead.                        
     
     
     Response to: D3382.013     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The consistent use of overly conservative assumptions could produce        
     inappropriate regulatory decisions and increase risk due to misordered     
     priorities and misallocated resources.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3382.014     
     
     See response to P2771.014                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Strict adherence to a 10(exp -5) risk target for carcinogens is            
     inappropriate.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.015     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: D3382.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Application of an additional safety factor to the reference dose for Group 
     C carcinogens is inappropriate.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D3382.016     
     
     With regard to how Group C chemicals should be addressed, EPA agrees with  
     commenters that Group C chemicals should be dealt with on a case-by-case   
     basis and has changed the final Guidance to reflect this.  As the final    
     Guidance is written, States and Tribes have the discretion to develop      
     criteria or values for Group C chemicals based on the overall toxicological
     database.  The final Guidance directs that this case-by-case determination 
     be made taking into account information including data on mutagenicity,    
     genotoxicity, structure activity, and mode of action.   EPA believes that  
     those Group C chemicals which act via a genotoxic mechanism (that is       
     through direct interaction with DNA), may be most appropriately dealt with 
     through use of a linearized multistage model (LMS) or other models which   
     appropriately reflect this type of mechanism of action (nonthreshold).  If 
     the chemicals does not interact with DNA, it may be best dealt with as a   
     noncarcinogen and an RfD should be developed.  (See the updated Human      
     Health TSD, section II - Tier designations - for guidance on determining   
     whether an agent interacts with DNA directly.  Several assays which are key
     to making such a determination are listed.)                                
                                                                                
     With regard to the use of uncertainty factors to account for potential     
     carcinogenesis,  EPA believes the use of an extra uncertainty factor of up 
     to 10 can be justified if there is concern of potential carcinogenesis     
     (i.e., equivocal bioassay and genotoxicity results) and that the State or  
     Tribe should make this determination on a case-by-case basis.  However, as 
     stated above, a clear determination should be made whether the chemical    
     interacts directly with DNA.  If this is a clear cut decision (i.e., the   
     genotoxicity data is not equivocal), then the use of an extra uncertainty  
     factor may not be necessary: either the chemical can be addressed as a     
     carcinogen and quantified using an LMS or other appropriate model or it can
     be addressed as a noncancer agent and an ADE is set.  The determination    
     whether to use an extra uncertainty factor can also be based on which data 
     set is more reliable or convincing.  If the cancer data is marginal in     
     terms of testing protocol and statistics, but the noncancer data is well-  
     conducted and unambiguous, it may be preferable to use the noncancer data  
     in setting a criterion with an extra uncertainty factor of up to 10 to     
     account for possible carcinogenicity.  EPA stresses that the entire        
     database should be used in developing an overall weight of evidence for    
     human carcinogenicity before choosing a course of action with regard to    
     selecting a Tier or a risk assessment approach (cancer or noncancer).      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Separate criteria for children should not be derived unless there are      
     mechanistic or physiological reasons to do so.                             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.017     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The hazard index and toxicity equivalency factor approaches for            
     non-carcinogens are scientifically controversial.  The additivity of both  
     carcinogens and non-carcinogens should be considered on a site- and        
     chemical-specific basis and when mechanism of action is similar.           
     
     
     Response to: D3382.018     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions to account for the additive effect  
     of multiple carcinogens.  See section VII.D.6 of the SID for details on    
     additivity.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.019
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of the exposure assumptions and procedures used to calculate risk 
     should be refined or alternative procedures should be adopted.  Instead of 
     conservative point estimates, full distributional data or single point     
     values representative of the central tendency should be used.              
     
     
     Response to: D3382.019     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to base water quality criteria designed to be          
     protective of wildlife on the human health risk assessment paradigm.  Any  
     such criteria should emphasize risk to wildlife populations, not           
     individuals, and should parallel the aquatic life methodology.             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.020     
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.144, P2574.042, and, P2718.151 for the      
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D3382.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scientific basis for the wildlife extrapolation methodology needs to be
     strengthened.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3382.021     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D3382.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prioritization of bioaccumulative contaminants of concern for wildlife     
     criteria development should consider inherent toxicity and persistence of  
     the chemical.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3382.022     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: D3382.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     No scientifically defensible procedures are available for predicting the   
     interactive effects of chemical mixtures.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.023     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D3382.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contaminant-specific, tissue-based criteria rather than water-based        
     criteria should be used to protect wildlife populations.                   
     
     
     Response to: D3382.024     
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.151 and D3382.093 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D3382.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier I statistical extrapolation techniques should be reexamined and       
     updated if necessary.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3382.025     
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     See response to comment D3382.096.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II methodology is not scientifically supportable and should not be
     used to set water quality criteria for aquatic life.  The whole effluent   
     toxicity test provides adequate protection for chemicals that do not have  
     test data sufficient to meet Tier I requirements.                          
     
     
     Response to: D3382.026     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D3382.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria methodologies should include mechanisms for site-specific         
     modifications.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.027     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D3382.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Development of generic risk-based water quality criteria that are      
     protective of human health and the environment is laudable.                
                                                                                
     AIHC believes that criteria developed from application of valid scientific 
     methodologies to derive standards protective of human health and the       
     environment is a sound approach.  However, criteria developed to meet these
     goals must be based on sound data and methodology, with a clear definition 
     of the level of protection desired, in order to provide such protection.   
     AIHC is fully supportive of the concept of developing Tier I criteria      
     provided these considerations are taken into account.                      
     
     
     Response to: D3382.028     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  There is also a detailed discussion under    
     "fish consumption" which addresses the issue of environmental equity,      
     especially fish consumption of subsistence anglers and level of protection.
      See section 5.e.i.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC is very supportive of the Agency in its use of all available data in  
     the decision-making process.  In the past, EPA and state agencies have     
     relied too heavily on the Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) and    
     Human Exposure Assessment Summary Tables (HEAST) as sole data sources.     
     AIHC has expressed reservations about the overall quality of data and the  
     review process for data input to IRIS and, thus, agrees that opening up the
     process to use data other than that officially sanctioned in IRIS or HEAST 
     is necessary.  AIHC's prior comments regarding the limitations of IRIS and 
     HEAST are attached as an appendix to this submission and are incorporated  
     as part of these comments as well.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3382.029     
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     EPA agrees with comment.  Also see response to D2611.007.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: D3382.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency is also to be commended for the strict quality of data standard 
     requirements used to derive Tier I human health, aquatic life and wildlife 
     water quality criteria.  In the Technical Support Document Methodologies   
     for Human Health Criteria and Values for the Great Lakes Initiative,       
     guidance is given on the quality of data needed for Tier I considerations  
     for both carcinogens and non-carcinogens.  AIHC supports the use of all    
     toxicity data when developing criteria including the use of mechanistic and
     pharmacokinetic studies which may contain invaluable information when      
     predicting health hazards to humans.  These data quality requirements are  
     also expressed in the aquatic life and wildlife sections of the Guidance,  
     which AIHC supports.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3382.030     
     
     EPA appreciates the comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed concept and methodology for Tier II values and their        
     application in deriving water quality criteria are not scientifically      
     defensible.                                                                
                                                                                
     According to the Guidance, if the quantity of the data is not sufficient   
     for Tier I numeric criteria, then a Tier II criteria value should be       
     derived.                                                                   
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     AIHC finds this logic to be inconsistent with the goal of sound science and
     strongly disagrees with the use of Tier II criteria.  AIHC thus concurs    
     with the position of the EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) (1992).  AIHC  
     believes incomplete datasets should not be used to derive numerical water  
     quality criteria; such a practice is inconsistent with sound scientific    
     methods.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3382.031     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC is also concerned that data from studies which lacked statistical     
     significance, had poor study design or conduct, or had inconclusive results
     may be used to derive Tier II criteria.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3382.032     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC fears that once a Tier II value is established using poor quality data
     or an incomplete dataset, it may be exceedingly difficult, if not          
     impossible, to change that value when new data are obtained.  This would   
     result in unnecessarily stringent and scientifically outdated regulations. 
     Should any numeric Tier II criteria be developed therefore, the Guidance   
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     should provide a mechanism for regular review, evaluation and updating of  
     these values when more reasonable and scientific data are obtained.        
     
     
     Response to: D3382.033     
     
     Please see response to comments D2741.076, P2585.058, and P2656.058.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  The five-tier approach proposed by EPA is not an improvement on the    
     two-tiered approach and should not be used in a regulatory scheme.         
                                                                                
     In the Science Advisory Board's Drinking Water Committee report, a         
     five-tiered criteria scheme was outlined for consideration.  EPA has asked 
     for comment on the use of this scheme as an alternative to the two-tiered  
     approach (58 Fed. Reg. 42266, August 9, 1993).  Essentially, Tiers I and II
     in the alternative approach correspond to Tier I, and Tier III is          
     equivalent to Tier II.  Tiers III, IV, and V could be used to develop      
     narrative criteria (EPA, 1993).                                            
                                                                                
     AIHC does not consider the five-tiered scheme to be an improvement over the
     existing two-tiered approach.  As has been stated, AIHC does not support   
     the use of incomplete or inadequate data to derive regulatory criteria     
     except on a chemical- and site-specific basis.  Adding extra classification
     levels to categorize insufficient data sets is no more scientifically      
     supported than the existing proposal; it only serves to add another layer  
     of complexity to the problem of insufficient data.                         
                                                                                
     AIHC does not believe that permit limits should be developed based on      
     inadequate scientific data, and recommends instead that chemicals only be  
     regulated based on sound scientific data.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.034     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076 and also for a full discussion of 
     the final Guidance provisions pertaining to human health, please see       
     section V of the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.035
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  In the absence of adequate data, limits should be set on a             
     site-specific basis.                                                       
                                                                                
     AIHC empathizes with the Agency's position that a more cautious approach   
     needs to be taken in setting criteria for chemicals that lack good data    
     sets and certainly recognizes the need for a mechanism to improve data sets
     where appropriate.  However, AIHC firmly disagrees with using any          
     substandard data for generating numeric criteria.  Tier II criteria        
     developed in such a manner would lack scientific credibility.              
                                                                                
     When insufficient data exist to establish Tier I standards, numerical      
     criteria are best set on a chemical- and site-specific basis using         
     consistent and scientifically sound methodology as described in subsequent 
     sections of these comments.  In this way, the appropriate exposure and     
     toxicological assumptions may be relied upon to select criteria or a range 
     or criteria that will be protective of human health and the environment.   
     when calculating site-specific and chemical-specific criteria, the issues  
     raised in these comments pertaining to Tier I methodologies also apply and 
     should be considered.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3382.035     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: D3382.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The definition used to characterize bioaccumulative contaminants of    
     concern should consider environmental persistence and inherent toxicity.   
                                                                                
     Persistence is determined by:  1) the physical-chemical properties of a    
     compound which determine its rate of volatilization, sorption, hydrolysis, 
     or other forms of baltic loss and degradation and 2) the biodegradability  
     (and metabolism) of the compound in the compartments to which it is        
     released.  Although various "fate" processes are mentioned throughout the  
     Guidance as key parameters, persistence is not used to identify or         
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     prioritize chemicals.  The Guidance states that there are no systematic    
     data available to deal with persistence.  However, given limited resources 
     and a need to focus upon chemicals truly of concern for long-term          
     accumulation in and potential effects on the environment, AIHC suggests    
     that well-established models for removal processes be applied to the Great 
     Lakes system.  Two general areas should be considered:  1) estimates of    
     chemical input and 2) estimates of removal rates in the environment.       
                                                                                
     For chemicals with available loading data, input to the Great Lakes        
     environment can be estimated using basic information on physical-chemical  
     properties and biodegradability in screening tests to model their baltic   
     and biotic removal from wastewater treatment plants.  Removal rates are    
     then combined with emission rates, dilutions, and water volumes to achieve 
     an initial "PAC" (predicted environmental concentration).  Several models  
     currently exist and are used to estimate removal and fate of compounds     
     released to the environment through wastewater.  For example, the Draft    
     European Economic Community (EEC) Technical Guidance Document on           
     "Environmental Risk Assessment of New Substances" (June, 1993) uses        
     Simpletreat and WWTreat (Strains et al, 1991; Cowing et al., 1992).  Given 
     the high level of treatment of industrial and municipal effluents before   
     discharge to the Great Lakes and the availability of these models,         
     inclusion of the effects of treatment upon effluent concentrations is both 
     scientifically appropriate and technically feasible.                       
                                                                                
     Various models have been developed which can be used to estimate removal   
     rates and persistence in receiving waters (e.g., EXAMS; Thomann and DiToro,
     1983, etc.).  The models, several of which focus on hydrophobic compounds  
     and were developed using Great lakes databases (e.g., Thomann, 1989; Gobas,
     1992), specifically address environmental fate in order to estimate both   
     persistence and potential to bioaccumulate.  Alternately, simple           
     semi-quantitative models of residence time versus half-lives (e.g., Shimp  
     et al., 1990) could be used to focus upon whole-system accumulation and    
     persistence.  Either approach will allow the potential for persistence and 
     accumulation to be expressed quantitatively.                               
                                                                                
     AIHC believes that the concept of persistence could then be used along with
     bioaccumulation potential and toxicity results to identify bioaccumulative 
     chemicals of concern (BCCs).  As the ability to extrapolate removal rates  
     in the environment improves, existing models can be improved to give       
     increasingly accurate predictions.  Good examples of compounds which could 
     be excluded from concern include those with environmental or "organismal"  
     (e.g., metabolic) half-lives which prevent accumulation.  Comparison of    
     "residence time" (e.g., lake turnover) with degradation half-lives         
     (encompassing both abiotic and biotic loss terms) could provide a broader  
     opportunity to "dimension" expected losses and accumulation.  Given the    
     unique nature of different portions of the Great Lakes system (e.g.,       
     residence time in Lake Superior versus the Niagara River), site-specific   
     modifications could be applied to more accurately assess loss/persistence  
     in these different environments.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D3382.036     
     
     EPA agrees that data and models are available to estimate half- lives for  
     some fate-and-effect processes for some pollutants. For this reason, EPA   
     has included a consideration of persistence in the definition of BCCs, by  
     providing that chemicals with half- lives of less than eight weeks in the  
     water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.Response to: D3382.036                
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that data and models are available to estimate half- lives for  
     some fate-and-effect processes for some pollutants. For this reason, EPA   
     has included a consideration of persistence in the definition of BCCs, by  
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     providing that chemicals with half- lives of less than eight weeks in the  
     water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D3382.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  The methodology for determination of the bioconcentration factor can be
     greatly improved.                                                          
                                                                                
     In the absence of a well-designed laboratory bioconcentration factor (BCF) 
     study, the proposed methodology is to estimate the BCF from the            
     octanol-water partition coefficient for neutral organic chemicals.  There  
     are several concerns with this approach.  First, a reliable log K(subscript
     ow) value must be chosen for the chemical.  Since K(subscript ow)          
     measurements may be quite variable, specific guidance is needed to define  
     an appropriate K(subscript ow) value.  Second, numerous equations for      
     estimating BCF from K(subscript ow) or water solubility have been reported 
     that differ from the equation suggested in the proposed rules (Schuurman & 
     Klein, 1988; Isnard & Lambert, 1988).  These equations are all empirically 
     derived and are based on the test organism and set of chemicals            
     investigated.  As a result, predicted BCF values obtained from empirical   
     correlations are subject to error when extrapolated to different chemicals 
     or organisms.  This is particularly true for the more hydrophobic chemicals
     which exhibit considerable deviation from the linear correlation between   
     BCF and K(subscript ow) that is characteristic of the less hydrophobic     
     compounds (Chessels et al., 1992; Bintein, Devillers and Karcher, 1993).   
     AIHC believes that specific guidance is needed for selecting the most      
     appropriate correlation equation for a specific chemical.                  
                                                                                
     BCF determination can be aided by the use of radiolabeled compounds.  If   
     radiolabeling is used, simple separation techniques such as TLC can be     
     employed to identify the presence of metabolites.  Kristensen & Tyle (1991)
     discuss some of the specific concerns in "simple" laboratory BCF testing.  
     Further investigation and development of specific analytical methods may be
     warranted if major persistent metabolites are formed.  The Organization for
     Economic Cooperation and Development guidelines outline both kinetic and   
     steady-state test conditions; kinetic conditions may be more appropriate   
     for highly lipophilic compounds, which may require a long time to reach    
     steady-state in the organism.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3382.037     
     
     EPA is in the process of developing guidelines for measurement of Kows.  In
     the interim period, section III.F of Appendix B lists the analytical       
     technique priorities for deriving  Kows.  Kows are an integral factor in   
     developing BAFs used in derivation of human health criteria and values and 
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     wildlife criteria; therefore, EPA believes that providing guidance on the  
     acceptability of Kows will result in more consistent criteria.             
                                                                                
     For a discussion on the equation for estimating BCFs from Kow, see response
     to comment D2826.059.                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA partially agrees with the commenter recommending the use of            
     radio-labeled organic chemicals for measuring BCFs.  EPA's concern with    
     this suggestion is that the organism may also accumulate a metabolite of   
     the parent compound thereby overstating the actual BAF.  Attempts to       
     measure the amount of radio-labeled compound obtained through tissue       
     analysis, instead of measuring the radioactivity of the fish, have not been
     definitive.  There is also the possibility of contamination of the labeled 
     compound.  Because of these concerns, EPA has decided that BCFs for organic
     chemicals may be based on measurement of radioactivity only when the BCF is
     intended to include metabolites or when there is confidence that there is  
     no interference due to metabolites.                                        
                                                                                
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses".                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D3382.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  Certain aspects of the methodology for predicting the bioaccumulation  
     factor are incorrect.                                                      
                                                                                
     AIHC feels that a clearer definition of the bioaccumulation factor is      
     needed.  The BAF is defined as the ratio of the chemical concentration in  
     the organism to the concentration in the water.  However, a specific       
     definition of what is meant by "concentration in the water" is not stated. 
     Is concentration equal to total (particulate and dissolved), operationally 
     dissolved (uncomplexed and complexed) or truly dissolved (uncomplexed)     
     contaminant?  This question must be addressed if field BAFs are to be      
     derived.  The definition used to characterize the concentration of         
     contaminant in water is also central to the interpretation of the wildlife 
     and human health water quality criteria that are derived in the Guidance.  
     Once a clear defintion and scope for "concentration of the contaminant in  
     water" are established, then the issue of how field BAFs are to be         
     determined will need to be reevaluated and addressed in detail.  AIHC is   
     willing to work with the Agency to develop guidance on data requirements   
     that would be necessary to define valid, representative field BAF values.  
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     Response to: D3382.038     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the definition in the proposal for BAF  
     and BCF was ambiguous with regard to the concentration in water.  In the   
     August 30, 1994 Notice of Data Availability (59 FR 44678), EPA defined the 
     baseline BAF to be the BAF that is based on the concentration of freely    
     dissolved organic chemical in the ambient water and is lipid-normalized.   
     Freely dissolved refers to the truly dissolved (uncomplexed) fraction of   
     the chemical in the water column.                                          
                                                                                
     The baseline BAF is based on the freely dissolved concentration of a       
     chemical, while the BAF used in the derivation of the human health and     
     wildlife Tier I criteria will reflect the total concentration of the       
     chemical.  In order to implement the criteria, the BAFs need to be based on
     a total concentration of the chemical in the water column because CFR      
     analytical methods for compliance monitoring determine the total amount of 
     chemical in the water.                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA thanks AIHC for their offer of working with the Agency to develop      
     guidance on data requirements for BAFs.  EPA plans to provide guidance     
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance. This will provide interested parties with a 
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.  During the review process of this   
     guidance document, EPA welcomes AIHC's involvement.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3382.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The Thomann model has been misunderstood and misapplied.               
                                                                                
     The Thomann model used in the derivation of bioaccumulation factors is     
     based on toxicokinetic parameters that were generally determined in        
     laboratory water.  As a result, the water concentration referred to in the 
     model refers to a dissolved concentration.  For superlipophilic chemicals, 
     even laboratory water will contain sufficient dissolved organic carbon     
     (DOC) to cause significant complexation that can reduce the bioavailability
     of the compound.  Thus, for high K(subscript ow) compounds, operationally  
     defined measurements of "dissolved" chemicals include both freely dissolved
     and complexed forms.  The propensity of superlipophilic chemicals to form  
     complexes with DOC has been postulated as the primary mechanism that       
     explains the loss of linearity betwen the BCF and log K(subscript ow) that 
     has been observed for these chemicals (Gobas et al., 1989).                
                                                                                
     Thomann computes the field BCF as the ratio of the uptake clearance rate   
     divided by the sum of loss terms (elimination rate + growth rate).  As the 
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     K(subscript ow) increases, the elimination rate becomes insignificant      
     relative to the growth rate.  As a consequence, the calculated field BCF   
     declines as the K(subscript ow) increases.  EPA's definition of the food   
     chain multiplier (FCM) is referenced to the field BCF calculated by        
     Thomann's model (58 Fed. Reg. 20859).  That is FCM=BAF/field BCF.  For     
     superlipophilic chemicals, the field BCF will be lower than both           
     laboratory-derived and calculated BCF values.  In the first case, growth   
     dilution would be minimized in laboratory exposures but is likely to be    
     significant in the field.  In the latter case, neither growth dilution nor 
     reduced bioavailability of the "dissolved phase would be considered.  Thus,
     the two methods currently proposed to calculate BAFs by multiplying a      
     measured or estimated BCF by a FCM will yield erroneous results when       
     applied to the more hydrophobic compounds.                                 
                                                                                
     This misunderstanding of the subtle differences in the definition of BCFs  
     likely accounts for the statement made in the Guidance that the FCM can    
     sometimes be less than one (e.g., "EPA recognizes that FCMs may range from 
     0.1 to 100", (58 Fed. Reg. 20859).  In fact, the lowest possible limit that
     can be obtained from the Thomann model for the FCM is one.  A value of one 
     implies that all contaminants in the aquatic organism are derived from     
     transfer across the gill and that dietary exposure can be ignored.         
     Therefore, the BAF cannot be less than the field BCF.  Instead of          
     multiplying the laboratory derived or predicted BCF by the FCM, the BAF    
     value calculated directly from the Thomann model should be used, as        
     suggested by the SAB (1992).  This approach is only applicable to          
     non-metabolizable chemicals as will be discussed below.  AIHC believes     
     that, even if such models are restricted to persistent, poorly metabolized 
     chemicals, the uncertainty in BAF predictions must be understood and       
     quantified                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3382.039     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.                                                                      
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants                                                                 
     which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that          
     differences                                                                
     between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 
     pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 of the 52        
     pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured BAFs are  
     not                                                                        
     available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs   
     for                                                                        
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA                                                                        
     does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is       
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final                                                                      
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
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     of                                                                         
     the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the American
     Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for         
     Conducting                                                                 
     Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve Molluscs",  and in
     the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985), "Guidelines for       
     Deriving                                                                   
     Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic    
     Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are accepted in the         
     scientific                                                                 
     community and would result in scientifically defensible BCFs.  For further 
     information, see Appendix B Section III.B.                                 
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3382.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency's definition of the food chain multiplier is also inconsistent  
     with the definition used by Thomann et al., (1992) in subsequent work.     
     This discrepancy may cause unwarranted confusion.  Thomann defines the food
     chain multiplier as the ratio of lipid normalized concentrations between   
     two trophic levels.  To avoid confusion, it is suggested that a different  
     term be used for the ratio of BAF to field BCF (e.g., the food chain       
     factor).                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3382.040     
     
     EPA defines a food-chain multiplier as the ratio of a BAF to an appropriate
     BCF.  Both the BCF and BAF in this definition are lipid normalized and     
     based on the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water   
     column.  The definition used by Thomann is similar to the one in the final 
     Guidance and therefore, EPA has decided to continue using the term         
     food-chain multiplier to account for the biomagnification between trophic  
     levels.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3382.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .041 is imbedded in comment .042.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The proposed approach for estimating the bioaccumulation factor for    
     metabolizable chemicals is technically flawed.                             
                                                                                
     AIHC supports the recognition that metabolism of some chemicals will lead  
     to a field BAF or laboratory BCF which is lower than that derived from the 
     BCF/K(subscript ow) regression established for inert, poorly metabolized   
     compounds.  However, the procedure suggested for back-calculating an       
     "effective" log K(subscript ow) for chemicals that can be metabolized is   
     not scientifically sound.  Since the elimination rate in the Thomann model 
     is inversely related to the K(subscript ow), adopting a lower "effective"  
     K(subscript ow) to back calculate an "effective" FCM implies that          
     elimination at all trophic levels would be enhanced by metabolism.         
     However, this may not be the case given that lower trophic levels may lack 
     metabolic capabilities possessed by higher trophic level animals.  In      
     addition, the uptake, clearance, and dietary assimilation efficiency       
     parameters are non-linearly related to K(subscript ow).  The use of an     
     "effective" K(subscript ow) would require alterations in the above         
     toxicokinetic parameters across trophic levels.  Adjustment of these       
     parameters is not justifiable, since these parameters are independent of   
     the metabolic rate determined for the laboratory fish tested.              
                                                                                
     A more defensible approach would be to calculate the difference between the
     experimentally derived elimination rate determined from a laboratory BCF   
     test and the rate obtained for an inert chemical with the same log         
     K(subscript ow).  The elimination rate for the inert chemical could be     
     calculated from an empirically derived correlation with log K(subscript    
     ow), assuming sufficient data were available for the species tested.  This 
     method has been used by several investigators (Sijm, 1992; De Wolf et al., 
     1992).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3382.041     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3382.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [2.  The proposed approach for estimating the bioaccumulation factor for   
     metabolizable chemicals is technically flawed.                             
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     AIHC supports the recognition that metabolism of some chemicals will lead  
     to a field BAF or laboratory BCF which is lower than that derived from the 
     BCF/K(subscript ow) regression established for inert, poorly metabolized   
     compounds.  However, the procedure suggested for back-calculating an       
     "effective" log K(subscript ow) for chemicals that can be metabolized is   
     not scientifically sound.  Since the elimination rate in the Thomann model 
     is inversely related to the K(subscript ow), adopting a lower "effective"  
     K(subscript ow) to back-calculate an "effective" FCM implies that          
     elimination at all trophic levels would be enhanced by metabolism.         
     However, this may not be the case given that lower trophic levels may lack 
     metabolic capabilities possessed by higher trophic level animals.  In      
     addition, the uptake, clearance, and dietary assimilation efficiency       
     parameters are non-linearly related to K(subscript ow).  The use of an     
     "effective" K(subscript ow) would require alterations in the above         
     toxicokinetic parameters across trophic levels.  Adjustmenet of these      
     parameters is not justifiable, since these parameters are independent of   
     the metabolic rate determined for the laboratory fish tested.              
                                                                                
     A more defensible approach would be to calculate the difference between the
     experimentally derived elimination rate determined from a laboratory BCF   
     test and the rate obtained for an inert chemical with the same log         
     K(subscript ow).  The elimination rate for the inert chemical could be     
     calculated from an empirically derived correlation with log K(subscript    
     ow), assuming sufficient data were available for the species tested.  This 
     method has been used by several investigators (Sijm, 1992; De Wolf et al., 
     1992).]                                                                    
                                                                                
     Another technique would be to conduct two BCF tests in the presence and    
     absence of specific enzyme inhibitors and calculate the metabolism rate by 
     the difference between elimination rates obtained in these two tests (Sijm,
     1992).  Once the metabolism rate is estimated, the generic BAF model could 
     be rerun after adding the additional term for metabolism.  However, this   
     approach is not without shortcomings.  First, one must assume that the     
     metabolic rate determined in the lab is applicable to the field.  A variety
     of factors may influence the rate of chemical metabolism including feeding,
     reproductive status, temperature, and previous contaminant exposure as well
     as other environmental stressors (Sijm & Opperhuizen, 1989).  In addition, 
     this approach cannot account for the importance of metabolism at lower     
     levels of the food web.  Therefore, although the Thomann model could be    
     adapted to include the effect of metabolism on bioaccumulation, this model 
     is currently only applicable to inert chemicals for which it was           
     intentionally designed.                                                    
                                                                                
     As stated by the SAB, there are no simple QSAR approaches for predicting   
     metabolism.  However, information from required human safety testing may   
     provide a starting point for metabolism in lower vertebrates.  Fish have   
     the same inducible detoxification/elimination mechanisms used by mammals to
     handle many lipophilic compounds, and many of the intermediary metabolic   
     pathways are similar.  Thus, some compounds that may seem persistent due to
     a lack of rapid microbial degradation may be efficiently eliminated by     
     fish.  For example,there are substantial laboratory and field data which   
     support rapid fish metabolism of various polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons, 
     such that these compounds are unlikely to be bioaccumulated in the species 
     of interest despite high calculated BAFs.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.042     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has not required the use of the an       
     "effective FCM", but recognizes that it is a valid method in some          
     applications that could be used by States or Tribes to account for         
     metabolism.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3382.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  A more defensible parameterization of the Thomann model is needed if   
     such a model framework is to be used in a Great Lakes regulatory context.  
                                                                                
     Thomann (1989) assumed that second, third, and fourth trophic levels had a 
     constant lipid content of 10%.  EPA should improve these model parameters  
     using field data for lipids determined in different trophic levels.  Recent
     data from EPA's Green Bay Mass Balance Project could be used for such      
     purposes.  More defensible values for a variety of the parameters required 
     in the Thomann model should also be redefined if the model is to be broadly
     applied to the Great Lakes region.  These include the average weights of   
     individuals represented by the various trophic levels considered, refined  
     growth rates for each trophic level that are applicable to the Great Lakes 
     system, and critical reviews of the proposed empirical relationships for   
     the efficiencies of chemical transfer across both gill and gut as a        
     function of log K(subscript ow).  AIHC believes that, given the variability
     in these parameters, the predicted BAF should be assessed using Monte Carlo
     methods (Iman & Helton, 1988; McKone & Ryan, 1989).                        
     
     
     Response to: D3382.043     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) is used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The      
     adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the    
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for   
     the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three 
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D3382.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 4547



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  The methodology for lipid determinations should be standardized.       
                                                                                
     The Agency has requested specific comment on lipid determinations.  AIHC   
     suggests that a standard lipid method be specified.  Ideally, the solvent  
     selected for determining lipid should also be the same solvent used for    
     contaminant extraction, and an assessment of comparability should be       
     required if alternate solvents other than that specified in the standard   
     method are used.  This would make lipid normalization more consistent and  
     reduce efforts associated with different extraction methods (Randall et    
     al., 1990).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.044     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: D3382.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     F.  Unless the uncertainties associated with the bioaccumulation factor are
     incorporated into water quality criteria, such criteria will not be        
     technically defensible.                                                    
                                                                                
     As one proceeds from BAFs based on field data to BAFs derived from generic 
     BAF models, the uncertainty of the estimate will tend to increase.         
     Furthermore, the uncertainty of BAFs determined by either procedure will   
     also likely increase as the log K(subscript ow) of the chemical increases. 
     If BAFs are to be used in the criterion derivation process, the uncertainty
     in the BAF estimate should be characterized in the criteria that are       
     developed.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The incorporation of uncertainty into criteria is currently being advocated
     by the Agency in developing sediment quality criteria for non-ionic organic
     chemicals using the equilibrium partitioning paradigm (DiToro et al, 1991).
     According to this paradigm, sediment quality criteria are proportional to  
     the sediment organic carbon partition coefficient (K(subscript oc)), which 
     is estimated from K(subscript ow).  The two primary sources of error in    
     estimating the K(subscript oc) from the K(subscript ow) are the uncertainty
     in the K(subscript ow) estimate itself and the uncertainty in the model    
     that relates the K(subscript oc) to K(subscript ow).  These sources of     
     uncertainty are incorporated into criteria by expressing criteria as a     
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     range (reflecting the confidence interval about the point criterion        
     estimate) rather than as a single number.  Sediment concentrations in the  
     environment above this range are given highest priority, while             
     concentrations below this range are assumed to pose the least concern.     
     Concentrations within this range fall into a gray area and warrant further 
     study.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The similarity between this methodology and the approach proposed in the   
     Guidance to predict BAFs is apparent.  In situations where BAF is to be    
     estimated from K(subscript ow) rather than field measurements, the         
     uncertainty associated with the K(subscript ow) estimate and the model used
     to determine the BAF must be quantified.  However, AHIC recognizes that the
     uncertainty in BAFs obtained using the Thomann BAF model for               
     superlipophilic compounds (log K(subscript ow) of greater than             
     approximately 6) will be so high that predictions provide little practical 
     value.  Similarly, when multiple field BAF values are available, the       
     variability in the data should be used to indicate uncertainty.            
     
     
     Response to: D3382.045     
     
     EPA has modified its proposal in a number of ways to reduce the            
     uncertainty.  See Section IV.B.2 of the SID.  The history of water quality 
     criteria for aquatic life and human health clearly indicates that adoption 
     of methodology for deriving criteria does not stifle environmental         
     innovation and development.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: D3382.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     G.  As an alternative to water quality criteria, tissue quality criteria   
     should be used to protect human health and wildlife.                       
                                                                                
     EPA has requested guidance on procedures for estimating BAFs for           
     superlipophilic chemicals; specifically, whether a valid alternative FCM   
     (rather than the proposed value of one) exists for these compounds (58 Fed.
     Reg. 20862).  Given our current limited understanding of the               
     bioaccumulation of superlipophilic compounds, AIHC recommends that the     
     Agency abandon attempts to predict BAFs for these compounds and simply     
     develop tissue criteria.                                                   
                                                                                
     Tissue criteria provide a chemical-specific concentration in fish tissue   
     that, if not exceeded, would protect piscivorous wildlife (or humans) from 
     unacceptable dietary exposures.  The advantages of tissue criteria are as  
     follows:  (1) the problems associated with choosing and defending a        
     chemical-specific BAF value for each contaminant of concern are avoided;   
     (2) the difficulty of measuring very low water column concentrations (which
     may often be below detection limits) for compliance monitoring would be    
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     circumvented; (3) tissue concentrations would provide a much better        
     integrated measurement of potential contaminant exposure, tending to dampen
     short-term variations that may be inherent in water concentration          
     measurements; (4) tissue criteria provide a viable alternative for less    
     hydrophobic chemicals that are suspected to be metabolized, since current  
     models to predict BAFs are not applicable to this important class of       
     chemicals; and (5) the environmental persistence of the compound would be  
     taken into account.  As noted previously, this latter consideration        
     represents a critical deficiency in the Guidance's proposed scheme for     
     defining bioaccumulative contaminants.                                     
                                                                                
     Setting tissue criteria provides a more practical approach for identifying 
     and prioritizing bioaccumulative pollutants of concern within the Great    
     Lakes basin.  Moreover, once contaminants of concern are identified, mass  
     balance models could then be used to determine the relative importance of  
     various point and non-point sources that are contributing to the           
     contaminant concentrations in fish tissues.  Such information provides a   
     technical foundation for sound remedial planning and management decisions. 
     Further, monitoring allows progress of remediation to be followed and the  
     success of the program to be documented and understood.                    
     
     
     Response to: D3382.046     
     
     See response to comment D2632.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D3382.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     H.  The Agency should reevaluate the assumptions underlying the strategy   
     used in the Guidance to mitigate bioaccumulative contaminants of concern.  
                                                                                
     An underlying assumption in the Guidance for controlling bioaccumulative   
     contaminants is that concentrations of contaminants in aquatic biota will  
     respond to reductions in point source contaminant loadings.  However, many 
     hot-spots have already been identified and remedial actions established to 
     deal with these areas on a site-specific basis.  In addition, EPA's        
     assumption is not necessarily valid due to the large potential contribution
     of non-point sources including food-web transfer mediated by contaminated  
     sediments (Thomann et al., 1992).  This concern is particularly true for   
     species that are strongly coupled to the benthic food-web, given that      
     sediments may serve as a long-term reservoir and source of hydrophobic     
     chemicals.  Therefore, EPA's strategy for controlling bioaccumulative      
     compounds requires further critical examination to ensure that its         
     rationale is sensible and will be effective in attaining the ultimate      
     environmental protection that is required.  While the Agency may assume    
     that stringent controls on current discharges will significantly impact    
     biota tissue residues, consideration should be given to the role of        
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     sediments as initial "sinks" and potential "sources", especially for the   
     persistent chemicals of major focus.  Localized hot-spots and non-point    
     source contributions may be of greater concern and therefore require       
     greater effort than the control of point source emitters outlined in the   
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.047     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3382.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Consideration of additivity is only appropriate for chemicals that have
     been demonstrated to have the same receptor organs and the same mechanism  
     of toxic action.                                                           
                                                                                
     AIHC recognizes the concern for potential additive interactions from       
     mixtures of pollutants in Great Lakes point source discharges; some        
     argument can be made to consider additivity for pollutants that have been  
     demonstrated to have the same receptor organs and the same toxic mechanism 
     of action.  However, there is too little scientific data to support any    
     generic policy on additivity.                                              
                                                                                
     AIHC recognizes that there may be instances when two or more chemicals are 
     present in a given effluent that may have the potential to interact and    
     elicit toxic effects in the target organisms that are greater than or less 
     than effects caused by exposure to a single chemical in the mixture.  These
     interactions are extremely site-, chemical-, and species-specific, however,
     and are dependent on a variety of other factors as well.  The chemical     
     nature of the receiving water, such as pH, hardness, and temperature, the  
     form of the chemicals in the environment, and degradation or metabolic     
     reactions, have the ability to affect the potential interaction in the     
     target organism.  Further, the interaction of some chemicals varies with   
     changing doses even if they act by the same mechanism (Clevenger et al.,   
     1991), making calculated predictions of effluent toxicity extremely        
     difficult.  Therefore, adoption of any generic procedure to address        
     additive effects is not scientifically supportable.                        
     
     
     Response to: D3382.048     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3382.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  Whole effluent toxicity tests adequately address the potential for     
     additive toxic interactions to aquatic species.                            
                                                                                
     Because they are site-specific in nature, AIHC agrees that whole effluent  
     toxicity (WET) tests are sufficient to assess the potential for additive   
     toxic effects to aquatic life from an industrial discharge.  The method of 
     directly exposing test organisms to point-source effleunts is the best     
     available approximation of the potential for short-term additive or        
     synergistic toxic effects of mixtures and has been applied extensively in  
     existing Clean Water Act programs.  These well-described and validated     
     procedures are already in place; therefore, AIHC recommends that no further
     or additional provisions be made to address the issue of additivity for    
     aquatic life.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3382.049     
     
     EPA agrees that the WET provisions in appendix F, procedure 6 of the final 
     Guidance are a reasonable mechanism to account for additive effects to     
     aquatic life and, therefore, are retaining those provisions in appendix F. 
     Because the provisions for WET have been adequately incorporated in        
     Procedure 6, however, EPA has removed the references to WET testing from   
     the additivity provisions in Procedure 4 of the final Guidance.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3382.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The widely varying site-specific surface water conditions that exist in the
     Great Lakes basin make it impossible to derive a general regulatory        
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     procedure to govern additivity.  AIHC agrees with the SAB "that the        
     probability of interaction betwen carcinogens should be considered on a    
     case-by-case basis" (p. 40, SAB) and should not be used as a default       
     assumption.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.050     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3382.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC also agrees with the SAB that additivity should not be considered for 
     an "end of pipe" effluent concentration.  Environmental fate and           
     degradation rates have the potential to influence possible additive        
     interactions and therefore, these interactions should only be considered in
     a regulatory context when "co-occurence" of these chemicals has been found 
     in site-specific fish tissues (p.40 SAB).  Specific comments concerning the
     proposed approaches for considering additive interactions for humans and   
     wildlife may be found in Sections VI and VII of these comments.            
     
     
     Response to: D3382.051     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC supports the Agency's goal of establishing water quality criteria     
     based on protection of humans from unacceptable exposure to toxicants.     
     AIHC believes that such risk-based standards, if also based on sound       
     science, provide a suitable framework for improving the water quality in   
     the Great Lakes basin.  AIHC is concerned, however, that chemical mobility 
     and environmental fate are not adequately addressed in defining exposure   
     concentrations and that this may lead to criteria that are more stringent  
     than necessary to protect against health impacts.  AIHC believes that final
     criteria should be applied with consideration of site-specific             
     circumstances and limitations, including technical feasibility and         
     practicality.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3382.052     
     
     See response to comment D3382.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC strongly endorses the use of all available data to establish water    
     quality criteria rather than reliance solely on data in the IRIS and HEAST 
     databases.  AIHC has several concerns with these databases and welcomes the
     opening of the process of setting water quality criteria to consideration  
     and inclusion of all sources of toxicological data.  As was previously     
     stated in these comments, AIHC applauds the use of strict data quality     
     guidelines and weight-of-evidence classifications in consideration of Tier 
     I criteria development.  However, it does not support the use of           
     insufficient or inconclusive data to derive any type of Tier II criteria.  
     It is not scientifically defensible to use such data for regulatory        
     purposes.  Incomplete data sets should be evaluated on a case-by-case and  
     site-specific basis in order to establish numerical water quality criteria 
     rather than use of generic adjustment factors for incomplete data.         
     
     
     Response to: D3382.053     
     
     With regard to Tier II values for noncancer contaminants, EPA believes the 
     use of 28-day data is supportable in the context of Tier II development.   
     While such short term studies typically do not reveal evidence of possible 
     adverse effects resulting from longer term exposures, there is some        
     evidence that  the data can be correlated to longer term studies (Wiel and 
     McCollister, 1963).                                                        
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     EPA acknowledges that the certainty in the overall risk assessment may not 
     be as high as with 90-day study results, since it is necessary to          
     extrapolate from a short term study to lifetime exposures, and the         
     correlatability of short term study results to long term study results is  
     not definitive and quantitative. However, EPA believes that the number     
     derived using the 28-day data and an extra uncertainty factor will be      
     adequately protective (since the uncertainty factor will further reduce the
     final value lower) and will serve as motivation to obtain longer term data 
     to develop Tier I criteria.  For these same reasons, EPA believes the Tier 
     II process is a sound approach to developing interim regulatory values for 
     pollutants with minimal databases.                                         
                                                                                
     With regard to developing Tier II values for carcinogenic contaminants with
     a lesser database,  EPA believes this must be done on a case-by-case basis 
     in which all the data is evaluated as stated by the commenter.             
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA believes that for the majority of chemicals that will be  
     found in discharge effluents, there is already adequate data to develop    
     Tier I criteria.  This is based on a review of the toxicological databases 
     for the 138  chemicals of initial focus. These are the chemicals identified
     by the Steering Committee to be known or suspected of being of primary     
     concern in the Great Lakes basin (see 58 FR 20843).  Of the 138, EPA       
     estimates that about 120 have enough data to derive Tier I criteria.  This 
     leaves about 20 chemicals with either insufficient data to calculate a Tier
     I criterion or no data to calculate either a Tier I criterion or Tier II   
     value.  Thus, EPA believes the number of chemicals with Tier II values will
     be minimal.  (See section II.C.5 of the S.I.D. for a more complete         
     discussion.)Response to D3382.053 (partial response - Tier II also)        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with comment.  Also see response to D2611.007.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The mean should be used to estimate cancer potencies, as applicable.   
                                                                                
     AIHC supports using the mean from relevant, good quality studies to        
     estimate cancer potencies since it is difficult to determine which species 
     may be "most relevant to humans".  However, AIHC does not support the      
     practice of averaging slope factors based on different routes of exposure  
     to yield a slope factor for oral ingestion of Great Lakes water.  In       
     deriving the slope factor for methylene chloride, for instance, the Agency 
     averaged the inhalation and oral slope factors.  This assumes equal        
     absorption for both routes which is scientifically indefensible.           
                                                                                
     Potency estimates should be derived using probability estimates for        
     variables in the algorithm.  It is possible that humans may be as sensitive
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     or more sensitive to the effects of a chemical as the most sensitive       
     species tested.  This is accounted for by the reasoned application of      
     safety and uncertainty factors.  It is equally plausible that humans are   
     less sensitive than the least sensitive species tested.  Exclusive use of  
     data from the most sensitive species could lead to gross overestimation of 
     the risk and unnecessary regulation.  To avoid this possibility, AIHC      
     supports the use of all available and relevant data and appropriate        
     uncertainty factors rather than defaulting to the most sensitive species in
     deriving human health criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: D3382.054     
     
     (partial response  - see also response to D2741.104 choice of cancer model 
     and use of biologically relevant species)                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes the use of both oral and inhalation cancer bioassay data is   
     justified since dichloromethane is rapidly absorbed following inhalation or
     ingestion.  Dichloromethane was considered to be well absorbed as a vapor  
     at low doses.  No pharmacokinetic or metabolic data have been used to      
     modify the oral unit risk estimate, because such analyses have not yet been
     carried out. In addition, the tumors observed from both inhalation and oral
     exposures are similar (hepatocellular carcinomas) and do not indicate route
     of entry tumorigenesis (tumors of the lung or esophagus).                  
                                                                                
     Response to D3382.054 (partial response - also see response to D3382.054   
     under Methylene Chloride)                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA has changed the final Guidance to specifically review all data with    
     regard to carcinogenicity.  To determine the weight of evidence of         
     carcinogenicity of a chemical, and to determine its classification, EPA now
     requires States/Tribes to consider the following data:                     
     mutagenicity/genotoxicity (determinations of whether the chemical interacts
     directly with DNA); structure activity; metabolism and mode of action.     
                                                                                
     With regard to the comment on using the most relevant species, see response
     to comment D3382.059.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  The structure activity relationship approach should be used only as a  
     screening tool.                                                            
                                                                                
     The Agency is considering use of a "Structure Activity Relationship"       
     approach to determine whether a related chemical could serve as a surrogate
     for a chemical for which there are little or no data.  Many examples exist 
     where the toxicity of one chemical does not relate to the toxicity of a    
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     structurally related chemical (e.g., benzene and toluene, methanol and     
     ethanol, ethylene glycol and propylene glycol).  AIHC supports the use of  
     SAR as a screening tool to prioritize chemicals for further testing or as  
     supportive information, but does not support its use as the sole basis for 
     deriving a numerical water quality standard.                               
     
     
     Response to: D3382.055     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.048.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Avoided consideration of organoleptic effects as a biological effect of
     significance in determining ambient water quality criteria is appropriate. 
                                                                                
     AIHC supports the Agency's decision not to consider organoleptic effects.  
     Organoleptic effects of a chemical may represent an aesthetic concern, but 
     do not represent a significant health concern.  The decision made by the   
     committees of the Initiative to give priority to health-related concerns   
     and not consider aesthetically-based organoleptic effects is commendable   
     and is consistent with recommendations made by a recent EPA panel on       
     national ambient water quality criteria (EPA 1993, p.55).  This decision   
     helps ensure criteria will be determined based on the outcome of           
     health-based risk assessments.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.056     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     B.  Many of the toxicological assumptions and procedures used in the       
     Guidance do not reflect consistent, sound science.                         
                                                                                
     AIHC cannot support the Guidance's reliance upon reference dose and cancer 
     slope factor methodologies when the uncertainties inherent in these methods
     are not fully expressed.  Further, the Agency fails to realize that the    
     Guidance's repeated reliance on overly conservative, unfounded assumptions 
     fundamentally undermines the scientific credibility of the Initiative.     
     
     
     Response to: D3382.057     
     
     EPA believes the uncertainties within both RfDs and q1*s are spelled out   
     for anyone to see and judge.  For example, each GLWQI criterion document   
     lists all the uncertainty factors used in the derivation of ADEs and       
     describes what data gap each uncertainty factor is accounting for.  With   
     regard to cancer slope factors, EPA has described the uncertainty inherent 
     in using the LMS model and the numbers resulting from the model (See       
     preamble discussion in section 4.a.).                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Current methods used to calculate reference doses are overly           
     conservative and do not reflect the best available scientific data.        
                                                                                
     AIHC believes that the reference dose (RfD) methodology used by the Agency 
     does not incorporate the best available scientific information nor does it 
     allow for a reasoned appreciation of the underlying toxicological data when
     used for risk assessment and management purposes.                          
                                                                                
     In developing RfDs, the Agency reviews published toxicological data and    
     generally selects subchronic or chronic study data from the most sensitive 
     animal species tested.  The highest No Observable Effect Level (NOEL) or   
     the No Observable Adverse Effect Level (NOAEL) is identified and           
     uncertainty and modifying factors are applied to calculate an acceptable   
     human exposure or RfD.  In cases where NOEL or NOAEL is unavailable, a     
     Lowest Observable Effect Level (LOEL) or Lowest Observable Adverse Effect  
     Level (LOAEL) may be chosen and appropriate uncertainty and modifying      
     factors applied.                                                           
                                                                                
     The various uncertainty and modifying factors are as follows:              
                                                                                
                            Default Extrapolation Factors                       
                                                                                
                     LOAEL to NOAEL                    10                       
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                     Subchronic to Chronic Exposure    10                       
                     Animal to Human                   10                       
                     Sensitive Human Sub-populations   10                       
                     Modifying Factor                  1-10                     
                                                                                
     The selected NOEL/LOEL or NOAEL/LOAEL is divided by the product of the     
     uncertainty and modifying factors which can range up to approximately      
     100,000.  Several publications, however, indicate that the default         
     uncertainty factors of 10 used by EPA are overly conservative.             
                                                                                
     In examining the ratios of LOAEL to NOAEL, Weil and McCollister (1963)     
     found that all 27 ratios for subchronic studies and 23 of 25 ratios for    
     chronic studies (50 or 52 studies total, 96%) were 5 or less.  The ratios  
     for the remaining 2 chronic studies were 10 or less.  The arithmetic mean  
     ratio for adjusting the LOAEL to a NOAEL for the 27 subchronic studies     
     examined was less than 3 while the average for the 25 chronic studies was  
     approximately 3.4.  Thus, EPA's use of 10 is clearly overconservative.     
                                                                                
     Weil and McCollister (1963) also noted that adjustment of subchronic to    
     chronic NOAELs required a factor of 5 or less for 90% of the 30 studies    
     involved.  Ninety-seven percent of the ratios were less than 10 and in only
     1 case was the ratio more than 10.  It was however, less than 12.  Recent  
     evidence supports these findings.  In examining 18 data sets involving     
     subchronic and chronic studies conducted by the National Toxicology        
     Program, Beck et al. (1993) report that a factor of 3.5 or less was        
     sufficient to adjust a subchronic NOAEL to a chronic NOAEL for 78% of the  
     data sets.  Over 94% of the ratios were under 10.  The arithmetic average  
     was 3.3 excluding the outlier and 6.4 including the data point.            
                                                                                
     In adjusting chronic animal NOEL or NOAEL to man, EPA uses a standard      
     default factor of 10.  There is no provision to utilize available          
     pharmacokinetic or physiologically-based pharmacokinetic data in various   
     species to determine an appropriate adjustment factor.  Although such data 
     are not available for all chemicals of interest, there are likely to be    
     sufficient data for many common chemicals; such data should be used when   
     available.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The available data certainly suggest that fixed point estimates of 10 for  
     at least some of the uncertainty factors are overly conservative.  AIHC    
     would encourage EPA to utilize all pertinent scientific data to determine  
     appropriate adjustment factors.  This would permit risk management         
     decisions based on a reasoned appreciation of non-carcinogenic health      
     hazards.                                                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.058     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that all data including pharmacokinetic data 
     should be used in developing RfDs and the uncertainty factors used therein.
      As EPA states in the final Guidance, uncertainty factors of 10 shall      
     generally be used to account for intra-, inter-species variability,        
     adjustments in subchronic to chronic exposures and LOAELs to NOAELs.  EPA  
     does not require the use of uncertainty factors of 10 in all cases.  If    
     data indicate a lower uncertainty factor is warranted, then the State or   
     Tribe may use a lower uncertainty factor with adequate justification.  For 
     more information on selecting uncertainty factors, see Appendix A of the   
     Human Health TSD.                                                          
                                                                                
     As stated in the final Guidance, EPA also strongly recommends that any     
     deviations from IRIS be communicated to EPA in order to foster consistency 
     between EPA and the States and Tribes.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Current methods used to calculate Slope Factors are based, in part, on 
     data selection procedures and assumptions that are not entirely consistent 
     with available scientific information.                                     
                                                                                
     Slope factors do not necessarily represent the best available scientific   
     data, nor do they permit a reasoned appreciation of the underlying         
     toxicological data when used for risk assessment and management purposes.  
     In developing carcinogenicity slope factors from laboratory animal studies,
     EPA routinely selects the most sensitive study in the most sensitive       
     species.  This selection process biases the subsequent modeling assessment 
     and renders it impossible to evaluate the uncertainty of the dose-response 
     aspect of the risk assessment process.                                     
                                                                                
     The method underlying EPA's development of carcinogenicity slope factors   
     from animal data incorporates at least three important assumptions:  (1)   
     the agent in question is carcinogenic to humans; (2) carcinogenic potency  
     in humans is equivalent to the most sensitive animal species tested; and   
     (3) dose rates in laboratory animals can be scaled to humans on a surface  
     area basis.  Some guidance regarding the appropriateness of these          
     assumptions is available in the scientific literature.                     
                                                                                
     In a series of reports by the national Toxicology Program (NTP),           
     experimental results in mice and rats were compared using standardized     
     testing and evaluation procedures (Tennant et al., 1986a; Tennant et al.,  
     1986b; Tennant et al., 1987; Haseman and Huff, 1987; Haseman and Clark,    
     1990).  These reports demonstrate that the predictive value of             
     carcinogenicity results in one species was only about 67-75%, or that with 
     test results in one species, one could accurately predict the outcome in   
     the second test species only about 70% of the time.  It is important to    
     note that standard laboratory test species were involved and experimental  
     conditions were tightly controlled, e.g., standard protocol design;        
     analytical verification of test material purity, identity, and stability;  
     analytical verification of test substance concentration in applied doses;  
     similar routes of administration; similar vehicles; the same laboratory;   
     appropriate quality assurance procedures; standard evaluation procedures;  
     standard peer review procedures; etc.  Given the degree of experimental    
     control, the value of 67-75% for concordance of results very likely        
     represents an upper bound.  Predictivity among more diverse species may    
     very well be lower.                                                        
                                                                                
     Haseman and Clark (1990) further note a concordance between chemical       
     toxicity and the outcome of rodent bioassays.  The authors state "In fact, 
     chemical toxicity itself is somewhat predictive of rodent                  
     carcinogenicity...73% (43/59) of the toxic chemicals were rodent           
     carcinogens compared with only 44% (23/52) of the nontoxic chemicals.      
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     Overall concordance between toxicity and rodent carcinogenicity was 65%    
     (72/111)...."  Given the experimental requirement to use the maximum       
     tolerated dose (MTD) in rodent bioassays, these data imply that the        
     experimental design may predispose an oncogenicity study to a positive     
     outcome.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In addition to corrrelation of chemical toxicity with outcome, the MTD is  
     highly correlated with calculated potency using EPA's linearized multistage
     model.  Using chronic bioassay results from the National Cancer Institute  
     (NCI)/NTP testing programs, Gaylor (1989) examined the correlation between 
     the MTD and the low dose estimate of the virtually safe dose (VSD) for     
     animal carcinogens.  The virtually safe dose corresponds "to a tumor risk  
     of no more than one in a million in the animal population..." Gaylor (1989)
     selected studies with adequate dose-response relationships at the same     
     tumor site in the same sex for both rats and mice.  The overall mean for   
     the MTD/VSD ratio for the 138 cases examined was 3.8 x 10(exp 5).  Only 3  
     cases (2%) were more than a factor of 10 different.  Gaylor (1989) stated  
     "this suggested that a quick estimate of the VSD could be obtained by      
     dividing the MTD, obtained from a subchronic study, by 400,000".  These    
     data indicate that if the MTD is known, then the upper bound on the slope  
     of the dose-response relationship using the linearized multistage model is 
     predetermined to within approximately one order of magnitude regardless of 
     what cancer frequencies occur at doses lower than the MTD.  The net effect 
     of this relationship is that the Agency regulates chemical carcinogens     
     according to their toxic potential and not according to their carcinogenic 
     potency.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Haseman and Clark (1990) further report that the multiple comparisons from 
     as many as 30-40 different organ and tissue sites routinely examined in    
     rodent bioassays can itself induce a "false positive" rate.  The authors   
     state "thus `significant' differences in tumor rates for a particular organ
     or tissue may arise by chance.  It has been estimated that in a study      
     involving male and female rats and mice, the probability is approximately  
     47-50% that some tumor type may show a statistically significant (p<0.05)  
     increased prevalence in a high dose group relative to controls by          
     chance..." (p. 28).  The authors go on to state "it has been estimated that
     the actual false-positive rate associated with the evaluative process used 
     by the NTP in its interpretation of rodent carcinogenicity studies is no   
     more that 7-8%...rather than 47-50%."  Thus it would appear that           
     approximately 10 % or more of the materials identified by the NTP          
     experimental testing program as carcinogens have been incorrectly          
     identified as oncogenic.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3382.059     
     
     EPA disagrees that the Agency routinely selects the most sensitive study in
     assessing cancer risk.   When selecting animal studies to estimate effects 
     on humans,  as stated in the GLWQI preamble and final Guidance,  data from 
     species most biologically relevant to humans are generally preferred (i.e.,
     a species in which pharmacokinetics and/or toxic mechanisms of action      
     appear closely related to humans) by the EPA.   Only in the absence of data
     to distinguish the most relevant species, does EPA recommend that data from
     the most sensitive animal species tested, i.e., the species exhibiting a   
     carcinogenic response at the lowest administered dose, be used.            
                                                                                
     As to the predictability of cancer in humans from animal studies, EPA      
     agrees that there may not be 100% concordance between animals exhibiting   
     cancer in a bioassay and humans also developing cancer. However, as stated 
     by the commenter, most studies on this subject indicate that               
     carcinogenicity results in one species can accurately predict the same     
     outcome in a second test species about 70% of the time.  In the absence of 
     adequate human data or data indicating a test species is clearly           
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     pharmacokinetically different than humans or the type of cancer is inherent
     to the test species, EPA takes the conservative position that animal       
     studies are the best predictor of potential cancer in humans.              
                                                                                
     With regard to the choice of a cancer model, and specifically the          
     appropriateness of continuing reliance on the LMS, EPA believes that, in   
     the absence of adequate information to the contrary (such as information on
     the mechanism of carcinogenic action), the LMS is the best of the          
     mathematical extrapolation models used for extrapolating from high dose to 
     low dose.  As stated in the 1986 Guidelines for Carcinogenic Risk          
     Assessment:  When data and information are limited, and when much          
     uncertainty exists regarding the mechanism of carcinogenic action, models  
     or procedures which incorporate low dose linearity are preferred when      
     compatible with the limited information.  In the absence of adequate       
     information to the contrary, the linearized multistage procedure will be   
     employed (U.S. EPA, 1986).  Because of the uncertainties associated with   
     dose response, animal to human extrapolation, and the serious public health
     consequences that could result if risk were under-estimated, EPA believes  
     that it is prudent and consistent with public health goals of the Act to   
     use the LMS to estimate cancer risk for ambient water quality criteria.    
     The LMS has been endorsed by four agencies in the Interagency Regulatory   
     Liaison Group and was characterized as less likely to under-estimate risk  
     at the low doses typical of environmental exposure than other models that  
     could be used (Interagency Regulatory Liaison Group, 1979).                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  The use of surface area as an interspecies scaling factor overestimates
     risk.  AIHC believes body weight(exp 3/4) is a more appropriate            
     extrapolation factor.                                                      
                                                                                
     Although there is no universal scaling factor available that is appropriate
     to use for every chemical, AIHC recommends that body weight(exp 3/4) be    
     used by EPA in the absence of chemical-specific data.  In terms of         
     extrapolating results from laboratory animals to humans, the Guidance      
     proposes to use surface area.  Surface area is estimated from body weight  
     according to the following formula:  SA=kBW(exp 2/3) where SA is surface   
     area, k is a constant and BW is body weight.                               
                                                                                
     The basis for the use of surface area by the EPA is a study published by   
     Freireich et al. (1966).  These investigators reported that toxicity, as   
     measured by the MTD in dogs, monkeys and humans or the LD10 in mice, rats  
     and hamsters for 18 anticancer agents was equivalent in the 6 species when 
     scaled by body weight to the 2/3 power.  Recently, the data set reported by
     Freireich et al. (1966) was reexamined by Travis and White (1988).  These  
     latter authors fitted the data set for 14 of the anticancer drugs to the   
     equation log MTD=A+K log BW.  They found that the mean of the slope was    
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     0.72 with 95% confidence limits of 0.67 and 0.77.  In addition, the authors
     analyzed a similar data set reported by Schein et al. (1970) regarding the 
     MTD of 13 additional chemotherapy agents in dogs and monkeys.  The mean of 
     the slope for this data set was 0.73 with 95% confidence limits of 0.67 and
     0.82.  When the two data sets were combined, Travis and White (1988)       
     reported that the best overall slope estimate for the 27 chemotherapeutic  
     agents is 0.73 with 95% confidence bounds of 0.69 and 0.77.  Based on their
     reexamination, they suggest that BW(exp 0.75) is the most appropriate      
     scaling factor.                                                            
                                                                                
     It is important to note that the biological effect used to scale doses     
     among the various species is toxicity and not carcinogenic outcome or      
     potency.  Friereich et al. (1966) state "of all the toxicologic end points,
     lethal toxicity is the easiest to measure with reasonable precision.       
     Therefore we considered the lethal dose of certain cancer chemotherapeutic 
     agents in various laboratory animals.  For man, the end point was the      
     maximum tolerated dose (MTD)."  In the case of cancer risk assessment, the 
     biological effect of interest is tumor incidence, which was not addressed  
     by either Freireich et al. (1966) or Travis and White (1988).              
                                                                                
     In reviewing the Freireich et al. (1966) study, Crump et al. (1989) state  
     "there are several reasons to question using the results of Freirich et al.
     (1966) as justification for the surface area method for converting         
     carcinogenic doses from animals to humans.  First, more sensitive          
     end-points were used in defining human dose than for animal dose.  Had     
     similar end-points been used in animals and humans, the results would      
     likely have been less favorable to dose rate per surface area.  More       
     importantly, cancer is vastly different from the types of effects          
     considered by Freireich et al. (1966)."                                    
                                                                                
     Various dose units were investigated by Crump et al. (1989) in             
     extrapolating carcinogenic results in animals to humans from 23 chemicals  
     for which both animal and human data were available.  The investigators    
     compared the human TD25 predicted from animal experiments with the human   
     TD25 determined from acutal human data.  The human TD25 was defined as the 
     average human dose rate (mg/kg/d) administered between ages 20 and 65 that 
     would cause an extra lifetime cancer risk of 25%.  The authors report that 
     all dose measures used for extrapolating animal data to humans, except     
     dose/body weight, resulted in an overestimation of human risk.  The dose   
     measures involved were:  (1) dose/surface area or mg/m(exp 2)/day; (2)     
     dose/body weight; (3) parts per million in the diet; (4) cumulative        
     dose/body weight in mg/kg/lifetime; and (5) parts per million in air.  On  
     average, extrapolated carcinogenic risk to humans from animal data were    
     overestimated by a factor of 12 for the 23 chemicals involved when surface 
     area was used to scale doses.                                              
                                                                                
     A Draft Report:  A Cross-Species Scaling Factor for Carcinogen Risk        
     Assessment Based on Equivalence of mg/kg(exp 3/4)/day.  (57 Fed. Reg.      
     24152, June 5, 1992) states that "case-specific information to suggest     
     appropriate dose equivalencies for a particular chemical is preferred when 
     available.  However, this data is often extremely limited.  Therefore, in  
     light of a need to provide default guidance and maintain consistency with  
     other federal agencies, AIHC suggests that EPA should take the             
     recommendation of a recent EPA workshop report and "use body-weight to the 
     3/4th power for cross-species scaling" (EPA, Revision of Methodology for   
     Deriving National Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of     
     Human Health, 1/8/93).                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.060     
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     EPA has reviewed the studies cited in the comment and agrees with many of  
     the findings in the comment.  However, for a more detailed analysis of the 
     issue,  please refer to:  U.S.EPA 1992, Draft Report: A Cross-Species      
     Scaling Factor for Carcinogen Risk Assessment based on Equivalence of mg/kg
     3/4/day. 57 FR 24152.                                                      
                                                                                
     Also see response to: G2575.075, P2654.101, D3382.013, D2724.199,          
     P2654.240, P2654.265, G3207.013, P2771.011, P2771.172, P2771.134,          
     P2654.210, P2654.209, P2771.154, P2742.242A, P2629.040, G2575.074,         
     P2654.093, P2718.108, D3382.060, D2724.198,D2724.197, P2654.243,           
     P2656.212, P2656.211, P2746.104.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The collective result of overly conservative assumptions may lead to   
     misallocation of available resources, obscure appropriate risk management  
     decisions and result in increased risk to human health and the environment.
                                                                                
     AIHC is concerned that EPA's policy of:  (1) selective use of the most     
     sensitive species; (2) use of default uncertainty factors of 10; (3)       
     default policy of combining malignant and benign tumors to determine tumor 
     yield; (4) use of the upper bound estimate of the slope of the low-dose    
     portion of the dose-response curve and (5) use of the most conservative    
     scaling factor may yield unrealistic expectations of perceived risk with   
     the potential for preferential control of lower risk chemicals.  AIHC is   
     very concerned that resources for control of toxicants permitted for       
     release into the Great Lakes basin could be misallocated based on EPA's    
     existing risk assessment methodology which uses worst-case instead of      
     realistic estimates of risk.                                               
                                                                                
     In a series of recommendations to federal regulatory agencies, the National
     Academy of Sciences (NAS, 1983) states;                                    
                                                                                
     Regulatory agencies should take steps to establish and maintain a clear    
     conceptual distinction between assessment of risks and the consideration of
     risk management alteratives....Risk assessment and risk management involve 
     different goals, kinds of expertness, and operating principles.  The goal  
     of risk assessment is to describe, as accurately as possible, the possible 
     health consequences of changes in human exposure to a hazardous substance; 
     the need for accuracy impels that the best available scientific knowledge, 
     supplemented as necessary by assumptions that are consistent with science, 
     will be applied.  The ultimate aim of risk management is to evaluate       
     trade-offs between health consequences and other effects of specific       
     regulatory actions; this evaluation includes the application of value      
     judgments to reach a policy decision. (P. 150).                            
                                                                                
     The NAS recognized the need to separate risk assessment from risk          
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     management in order to obtain as realistic a measure of "true" risk as     
     possible.  Regulatory decisions could then be made on the best available   
     scientific appraisal of risk.  The NAS also recognized that embedding      
     scientific policy in the risk assessment process would obscure the         
     evaluation of "true" risks and increase the probability of an inappropriate
     regulatory response.  Thus, misapplication of risk assessment principles   
     could very well lead to an adverse impact on human health and well-being.  
     According to Nichols and Zeckhauser (1988):                                
                                                                                
     ...apart from creating a tendency toward over-control, biased estimates    
     distort the pattern of regulation.  Some low-level risks are regulated too 
     stringently while more severe risks are tolerated.  The price we pay for   
     risk reduction is too high, and, if the discrepancies in stringency are    
     great enough, we may even end up with more risk than we would with         
     realistic assessments.  Conservatism in risk assessment...may well lead to 
     a pattern of regulatory decisions that jeopardizes public health and       
     safety.                                                                    
                                                                                
     AIHC is concerned that consistent use of overly conservative assumptions   
     could produce inappropriate regulatory decisions due to exaggerated        
     estimates of risk, thus increasing risk due to misordered priorities and   
     misallocation of available resources.                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.061     
     
     See SID language on selection of most sensitive species under section      
     4.a.i. of the SID.                                                         
                                                                                
     With regard to uncertainty factors, EPA does allow for use of uncertainty  
     factors of less than 10 as long as data exists to justify a lower          
     uncertainty factor.  See discussion under Uncertainty Factors in the SID.  
                                                                                
     With regard to combining malignant and benign tumors in developing a cancer
     potency, this is Agency policy which is described in greater detail in the 
     1986 Cancer Guidelines.  EPA acknowledges this is a conservative approach, 
     however, the approach is based on the potential for many benign tumors to  
     become malignant over time.                                                
                                                                                
     With regard to the choice of cancer model, see response to D2619.026.      
                                                                                
     With regard to choice of scaling factor, see discussion in section 4.a.iii.
     of the SID.                                                                
                                                                                
     With regard to separating out risk assessment from risk management, EPA, in
     its derivation of criteria, is solely conducting risk assessment.  For a   
     discussion of risk characterization, refer to the Regulatory Impact        
     Analysis.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Strict adherence to a 10(exp -5) risk target for carcinogens is        
     inappropriate.                                                             
                                                                                
     The Guidance proposes to base health-based criteria for carcinogens on     
     standards of one in 100,000 lifetime additional cancer risk.  AIHC believes
     that the strict adherence to a 10(exp -5) risk target for carcinogens is   
     inappropriate.  A more flexible approach should be considered that would   
     allow for adjustments to this level based on chemical- and site-specific   
     conditions and other relevant factors.                                     
                                                                                
     Recent action by Congress and the approach of other regulatory programs    
     support the proposition that there should be flexibility to adjust the risk
     target level for developing criteria.  A particularly significant example  
     of the shift away from the use of the more typical 10(exp -6) bright-line  
     is the explicit decision of Congress not to adopt this approach for        
     purposes of the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Section 112(f) of the   
     Act, as amended (42 U.S.C. Section 7412(f)), contains a provision which    
     specifically references and endorses the basis upon which EPA determined   
     acceptable risk and margin of safety in the benzene NESHAPs regulations.   
     As EPA explained, under this policy, the Agency considers all relevant risk
     factors, including the uncertainty in risk estimates, with a presumptive   
     risk of approximately one in 10,000 in making acceptable risk decisions    
     under section 112 (hazardous air pollutants) of the Clean Air Act (54 Fed. 
     Reg. 38044, September 14, 1989).                                           
                                                                                
     AIHC considers it critical that flexibility be maintained in order to      
     offset the excessive conservatixm used in the risk assessment.  The Agency 
     has elected to prevent risks of cancer as low as 10(exp -5) as a matter of 
     policy.  The cancer slope factors that the Agency will use are typically   
     those developed by the EPA Cancer Advisory Group (CAG), and are upper bound
     slope factors roughly corresponding to 95% upper confidence limit on       
     potency for most substances.  This means that the true potency has less    
     than one chance in 10 of being as high as predicted by the CAG slope       
     factor.  Combining the potency overestimate with the risk criteria yields  
     the result that exposures are controlled for risk levels considerably lower
     than 10(exp -5).                                                           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.062     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: D3382.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  Use of an additional safety factor applied to RfDs for Group C         
     carcinogens is inappropriate.                                              
                                                                                
     It is inappropriate to apply an additional "safety factor" to an RfD in    
     instances when the carcinogenic slope factor is not available.  Fundamental
     to the EPA carcinogenic classification system is the recognition that Group
     C, D, and E materials are not likely to pose a significant cancer risk to  
     humans, based on the evidence available.  It is inappropriate, therefore,  
     to apply an additional "safety factor" to an RfD in instances when the     
     carcinogenic slope factor is not available.  Safety factors are already    
     inherent in the establishment of the RfD.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.063     
     
     see response to D3382.016                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Separate criteria only need to be derived for children if there are    
     sound mechanistic and physiological reasons to do so.                      
                                                                                
     The alteration of body weight, scaling and water intake values to match    
     those of a child would not be expected to significantly change (same order 
     of magnitude) the criteria level for children as compared to adults.       
     Separate criteria should be derived for children only if a chemical's toxic
     mechanism of action and a unique physiological characteristic of children  
     indicate that children will be more sensitive (i.e., lead and nitrate).    
     
     
     Response to: D3382.064     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/NC
     Comment ID: D3382.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Approaches suggested by the Agency for addressing additivity of        
     non-carcinogens are not appropriate.                                       
                                                                                
     AIHC does not believe that the hazard index or toxicity equivalency factor 
     approaches proposed in the Guidance are scientifically defensible methods. 
     Therefore, AIHC recommends that interactive noncarcinogenic effects be     
     assessed on a chemical- and site-specific basis.                           
     
     
     Response to: D3382.065     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity       
     provisions for noncarcinogens and section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a        
     discussion on the use of TEFs.  See response to comment P2656.339 for a    
     discussion on the scientific support for TEFs.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/NC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/ALT
     Comment ID: D3382.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     i.  The hazard index approach to assess additivity for non-carcinogens is  
     not scientifically sound and should not be used as a basis for regulation. 
                                                                                
     Additivity assumes that the chemicals in a mixture are eliciting toxic     
     effects by a common mechanism of action, the presumption being that it is  
     possible to predict the effects of a mixture from its individual           
     constituents.  As EPA noted in the preamble of the Guidance, its 1986      
     "Guidelines for the Health Risk Assessment of Chemical Mixtures" recommeded
     that "when two or more compounds produce adverse effects on the same organ 
     system (i.e. target organ), the effects should be considered additive" (58 
     Fed. Reg. 20940).  The Guidelines recommend use of a hazard index (HI)     
     approach to assess the overall toxicity of a mixture.  AIHC finds the      
     existing methodology to be scientifically flawed.                          
                                                                                
     The use of the HI approach fails to incorporate the shape of the           
     dose-response curves for the chemicals of interest in the mixture.  RfDs   
     (also  called ADIs) are derived from NOAELs modified by safety factors.    
     Since NOAELs are point estimates, one of the assumptions of the hazard     
     index approach must be linearity in the dose-response curve, an often      
     inaccurate assumption for many noncarcinogenic chemicals.  Summing the     
     acceptable levels (ADIs or RfDs) for different chemicals based on NOAELs   

Page 4568



$T044618.TXT
     from studies with varying statistical power adds uncertainty to the        
     accuracy of the estimation.  As stated elsewhere in these comments, AIHC   
     finds the current methods used to calculate RfDs to be overly conservative 
     and not reflective of the best available scientific data.  The use of      
     large, overly conservative safety factors to derive an acceptable level (as
     is done in deriving an RfD and ADI) moves the point estimate of toxicity   
     further from the known effect level, thus adding another level of          
     uncertainty to the estimation.                                             
                                                                                
     For this reason, the HI becomes increasingly less accurate as the actual   
     exposures decrease from the acceptable level and even more inaccurate for  
     chemicals whose dose-response curves follow a nonlinear trend.  Therefore, 
     the summation of even a few small exposures (as could be expected from     
     concentrations of pollutants in point source effluents) to chemicals with  
     the same organotropic effects is not justified, unless data exist to prove 
     that the dose-response curves for these compounds are linear at the low    
     dose end for the constituents of concern in the mixture.                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.066     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity       
     provisions for noncarcinogens and the use of the HI approach.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/ALT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D3382.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ii.  As a general method to address additivity of toxic effects for        
     individual constituents in a mixture, the toxicity equivalency factors     
     approach has limited applicability in a regulatory scheme and is not       
     scientifically well supported.                                             
                                                                                
     The Guidance states, "under the mixture approach, a discharger could       
     demonstrate that the effects of increasing the discharge of one or more    
     individual pollutants in a discharge would be offset by a concurrent       
     decrease in one or more other pollutants.  Using a technique such as       
     toxicity equivalency factors (TEFs), the discharger would have the         
     opportunity to show that the net toxicity or adverse effect on water       
     quality of the proposed discharge would not be greater than the current    
     discharge"  (58 Fed. Reg. 20894).  For chemicals lacking TEFs, the Guidance
     further states they should be developed where the "available scientific    
     information supports a reasonable assumption that the pollutants produce   
     the same adverse effects through the same mechanism of action..." (58 Fed. 
     Reg. 20943).  AIHC finds this approach to be highly questionable as a basis
     for numerical water quality criteria.                                      
                                                                                
     Currently, the only chemicals for which TEFs have been developed are for   
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     chlorinated dibenzofuran (CDF) and chlorinated dibenzodioxin (CDD)         
     compounds.  Although there is much short-term test data for these chemicals
     that seem to correlate well with a TEF approach, many of these same potency
     relationships have not been validated in longer term studies.  The Dioxin  
     Ecotox Subcommittee of the Ecological Processes and Effects Committee of   
     the Science Advisory Board has concluded "that at the present time there   
     are insufficient data available to judge the reliability and the accuracy  
     of the TEF approach" (58 Fed. Reg. 20942).  Additionally, this approach has
     not been validated for other classes of chemicals, nor has EPA provided any
     guidance on how the TEF approach would be used to assess mixtures          
     containing chemicals whose target organs are vastly different.             
                                                                                
     Another limitation of the proposed approach specifically for CDFs and CDDs 
     is that bioaccumulation equivalency factors (BEFs) must be specified for   
     individual congeners.  The BEF is defined as the ratio of the congener BAF 
     to that of the 2,3,7,8-TCDD BAF.  The Agency correctly recognizes that BEFs
     will be compound-specific depending on the toxicokinetic behavior and      
     bioavailability of the individual congeners relative to that of            
     2,3,7,8-TCDD.  However, as previously discussed in Section IV, the         
     uncertainty in BAF estimates for superlipophilic chemicals is so large that
     such estimates may have little practical value.  Clearly, the ratio        
     determined from two highly uncertain numbers will be even more uncertain.  
     Consequently, the BEF values given in Table VIII.D.3 of the Guidance are   
     not defensible.                                                            
                                                                                
     Although the TEF approach is conceptually appealing, AIHC believes that the
     present inadequacy of the supporting science makes it premature to adopt   
     this approach.  However, AIHC encourages the Agency to support additional  
     research to demonstrate whether such methods provide a viable methodology  
     for assessing the risks posed by complex mixtures containing TCDD-like     
     compounds.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3382.067     
     
     The SAB referenced by the commenter reviewed TEFs for wildlife and aquatic 
     life not human health.  The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for       
     aquatic life or wildlife. See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion 
     on the use of TEFs for dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and 
     wildlife. See response to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the        
     scientific support for the TEF approach.  The final Guidance does not      
     contain TEFs for either wildlife or aquatic life of PCBs. See response to  
     comment P2585.112 for a discussion on the use of BEFs.  See section IV.B of
     the SID for a discussion on the uncertainties with the BAFs.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/NC
     Comment ID: D3382.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     iii.  Interactive noncarcinogenic effects should be assessed on a          
     site-specific and chemical-specific basis.                                 
                                                                                
     AIHC finds it impossible for EPA to develop a general, scientifically      
     defensible regulatory procedure to assess interactive noncarcinogenic      
     effects of pollutants in discharge waters.  Since both procedures set forth
     in the Guidance for assessing additivity are inappropriate, and so many    
     site-specific variables exist to influence the potential for interaction,  
     AIHC recommends that EPA follow its traditional approach and address each  
     pollutant on an individual basis.  Regulatory procedures for addressing    
     additivity should only be considered for those chemicals that have been    
     demonstrated to act by the same mechanisms of toxicity and co-occur in fish
     tissue at a given site.  These procedures should not be implemented on "end
     of the pipe" effluent concentrations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D3382.068     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2098.040 for a discussion on why EPA disagrees    
     that additivity should only be considered for those chemicals that have    
     been demonstrated to act by the same mechanisms of toxicity and co-occur in
     fish tissue at a given site.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/NC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D3382.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     i.  There is an inadequate data base upon which to assess the interactive  
     carcinogenic effects of chemicals to humans.                               
                                                                                
     Since mechanistic data for many carcinogenic chemicals is lacking, it is   
     not scientifically defensible to assume that a mixture of low              
     concentrations of carcinogenic pollutants would interact in an additive    
     fashion.  In fact, there are many studies in the literature that           
     demonstrate a lack of additivity or even antagonism at low doses.          
                                                                                
     The simultaneous feeding of carcinogenic polycyclic hydrocarbons with      
     carcinogenic aminoazo dyes (Miller et al., 1958) or noncarcinogenic        
     azocompounds with the carcinogen 2-acetylaminofluorene (Crabtree, 1955),   
     inhibited the production of liver tumors in rats.  Radomski et al. (1965)  
     administered four known carcinogens, aramite, methoxychlor, DDT and        
     thiourea, as a mixture (at 80ppm each) to rats in the diet.  After a       
     24-month exposure, no enhanced carcinogenic effect (either additive or     
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     synergistic) was observed in the combined exposure group.  In 1967,        
     Deichmann et al. conducted a follow-up study utilizing the same four agents
     as a mixture (at a higher dose), another mixture replacing thiourea with   
     aldrin, and separate exposure groups for each individual agent.            
     Statistically significant reductions in both the number of rats with tumors
     and the number of tumors produced were found for the two mixed exposure    
     groups as opposed to the individually exposed groups.  These researchers   
     concluded:                                                                 
                                                                                
     [it] is fallacious to accept without proper testing that two or more       
     compounds, which when administered separately induce the same pharmacologic
     effect or the same type and degree of gross or histopathologic changes, are
     additive in the specific effects when fed as a mixture for two years       
     (Deichmann et al., 1967).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.069     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that there is limited data on the interactive effects of    
     chemicals.  However, the commenter only cites those studies that indicate  
     an antagonistic effect.  The limited data available on toxicant            
     interactions from both chronic and acute studies indicate that the chronic 
     interactions can be either greater or less than the observed acute         
     interactions. (Technical Support Document on Risk Assessment of Chemical   
     Mixtures, 1990. EPA/600/8-90/064).  Because of these data limitations, the 
     additivity procedures in the final Guidance do not include procedures to   
     estimate synergistic or antagonistic effects from mixtures of pollutants,  
     but instead use an assumption of dose or response addition.  The final     
     Guidance simply requires States and Tribes to adopt provisions that will   
     ensure protection of human health from the potential adverse additive      
     effects from effluents and does not specify what procedures States must    
     adopt to fulfill this requirement.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D3382.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ii.  EPA should not address additivity of chemical carcinogens unless there
     is scientifically sound data to support the procedure.                     
                                                                                
     Theer are a few chemicals for which enough experimentally derived data may 
     exist to be able to justify an assumption of additivity of toxic effect to 
     a particular species (e.g., dioxins and furans).  But even in these cases, 
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     the assumption is only justified for levels of pollutants within the       
     observable range of effects on the dose-response curve.  The state of the  
     science is not sufficiently advanced to allow prediction of additive       
     effects for concentrations of chemicals below the range of observable      
     effects in the bioassays.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.070     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3382.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     iii.  Additivity of carcinogens should be considered solely on a site- and 
     chemical-specific basis.                                                   
                                                                                
     The widely varying site-specific surface water conditions that exist in the
     Great Lakes basin make it impossible to derive a general regulatory        
     procedure to consider additivity that can be applied across the board.     
     AIHC agrees with the SAB "that the probability of interaction between      
     carcinogens should be considered on a case-by-case basis" (SAB, p. 40) and 
     should not be used as a default assumption.                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.071     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D3382.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC also agrees with the SAB that additivity should not be considered on  
     an "end of pipe" effluent concentration.  Environmental fate and           
     degradation rates have the potential to influence possible additive        
     interactions.  Therefore, these interactions should only be considered in a
     regulatory context when "co-occurance" of these chemicals has been found in
     site-specific fish tissues (SAB, p. 40).                                   
     
     
     Response to: D3382.072     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: D3382.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Reliance on fixed, conservative exposure assumptions greatly           
     overestimates exposure.                                                    
                                                                                
     AIHC does not believe that the Agency has adequately considered the impact 
     of the conservative assumptions used to develop the Guidance.  Many or all 
     of the assumptions used in the exposure assessment are conservative upper  
     bounds.  When compounded, these assumptions produce an estimate of exposure
     which is likely to be significantly higher than what actually occurs.  This
     overestimate of exposure in turn results in the establishment of           
     unnecessarily stringent water quality criteria.  AIHC urges the Agency to  
     reconsider this approach.                                                  
                                                                                
     The Agency relied on a number of fixed, often worst-case exposure factors  
     as part of the risk assessment used to develop the proposed water quality  
     criteria for the protection of human health.  The use of single, worst-case
     exposure parameters to derive single-point water quality criteria is       
     inconsistent with current scientific trends in exposure assessment         
     methodologies.  Indeed, current EPA guidance requires that risk managers be
     provided with "central estimates" of risk, along with the conventional     
     "upper bound" values (Habicht, 1992).  This requirement has not been met in
     the Guidance.                                                              
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     Use of fixed, worst-case exposure parameters results in outcomes for which 
     no overall level of certainty (or protection) is known.  Each exposure     
     factor is associated with a distribution of values.  The current scientific
     trend calls for presentation of exposure scenarios using the best available
     exposure factors coupled with information on the available distributions   
     and not on the use of fixed, worst-case factors alone.  In this way, a     
     reliable best estimate along with the overall uncertainty in the estimate  
     can be presented.  AIHC stronly recommends that the Agency reevaluate its  
     current approach and consider alternatives such as the approach presented  
     below.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3382.073     
     
     See response to comment D2661.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference table 1 on page 32.                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Body Weight                                                            
                                                                                
     The Guidance selects a value of 70 Kg for the average body weight.  This is
     not an unreasonable value since it represents the point of central tendency
     of the population.  However, because there is a great deal of data         
     available on the distribution of body weights, it is recommended that body 
     weight be represented by its distribution.                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3382.074     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.075 is imbedded in comment #.076.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Guidance describes several studies on drinking water consumption, but  
     then disregards these studies to select a default value of 2 liters/day.   
     This value is an extreme high-end of the studies described (suggested to be
     the 90th percentile value).  Recommended alternatives are to use the       
     distribution of the data from the drinking water studies and include the 2 
     liters/day as an upper limit, or to use a single point value which         
     represents the central tendency, e.g., 1.4 liters/day.                     
     
     
     Response to: D3382.075     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The Guidance describes several studies on drinking water consumption, but 
     then disregards these studies to select a default value of 2 liters/day.   
     This value is an extreme high-end of the studies described (suggested to be
     the 90th percentile value).  Recommended alternatives are to use the       
     distribution of the data from the drinking water studies and include the 2 
     liters/day as an upper limit, or to use a single point value which         
     represents the central tendency, e.g., 1.4 liters/day.]  Further, AIHC     
     contends that the embedded assumption that all exposure is due to          
     consumption of untreated, undiluted lake water that is unchanged in the    
     environment is an erroneous assumption and should be reexamined.  As       
     discussed in a recent EPA workshop report, the assumption is not           
     supportable.  (EPA, 1993).                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3382.076     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D2724.599.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D3382.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance recommends a conservative value of 15 grams/day based on the  
     behavior of the sportfishing population, a sub-segment of the regional     
     population.  This value is the mean consumption for the regional           
     sportfishers, and is assumed to be the 90th percentile value for the       
     region.  Although AIHC believes that site-specific data should be used when
     available, AIHC does not support the use of this particular data since the 
     data set does not represent exposure for the entire population.  It is     
     recommended that the data on sportfishing in the region be extrapolated to 
     the entire population to derive a distribution of population-based fish    
     consumption rates.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3382.077     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.078 is imbedded in comment #.079.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance recommends a point value of 0.01 liters/day of incidental     
     surface water ingestion, which represents 123 hours of direct swimming     
     contact per year.  The assumption is made that other exposures such as     
     fishing, water skiing and boating contribute to this incidental ingestion. 
     The 123 hours represents an individual who participates in all water       
     related activities, annually, for their entire lifetime.  This represents 5
     hours/day in the water for every weekend between Memorial Day and Labor    
     Day, every year of the individual's lifetime.  This is an unrealistic and  
     overly conservative assumption for all age groups in the Great Lakes       
     region.  AIHC therefore, (See original for Table 1 Comparison of Selected  
     Exposure Factors.),  agrees with the Agency's omission of incidental       
     ingestion in determining exposure, as it is believed to be a trivial       
     source.  This omission is consistent to the AWQC workshop recommendation as
     well (EPA 1993, pp. 41-42).                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.078     
     
     See response to comments P2771.199 and D3053.041.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The Guidance recommends a point value of 0.01 liters/day of incidental    
     surface water ingestion, which represents 123 hours of direct swimming     
     contact per year.  The assumption is made that other exposures such as     
     fishing, water skiing and boating contribute to this incidental ingestion. 
     The 123 hours represents an individual who participates in all water       
     related activities, annually, for their entire lifetime.  This represents 5
     hours/day in the water for every weekend between Memorial Day and Labor    
     Day, every year of the individual's lifetime.  This is an unrealistic and  
     overly conservative assumption for all age groups in the Great Lakes       
     region.  AIHC therefore, (See original for Table 1 Comparison of Selected  
     Exposure Factors), agrees with the Agency's omission of incidental         
     ingestion in determining exposure, as it is believed to be a trivial       
     source.  This omission is consistent to the AWQC workshop recommendation as
     well (EPA 1993, pp. 41-42).]                                               
                                                                                
     AIHC notes, however, that the contribution of dermal exposure should be    
     considered separately, if there are available data on dermal transfer of   
     the chemical.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D3382.079     
     
     See response to comments P2771.199 and D3053.041.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Exposure algorithms should include time-activity patterns.             
                                                                                
     Time-activity patterns are integral to assessing risk since exposure is a  
     function of the time a person spends near a contaminated area.  The Agency 
     however, fails to include exposure duration in its exposure algorithm for  
     determining human cancer values.  The Technical Guidance describes several 

Page 4578



$T044618.TXT
     pieces of evidence that people do not stay in one residence their entire   
     lives.  However, this information is disregarded in the Guidance in order  
     to protect those individuals who may spend their entire lifetime in the    
     Great Lakes basin.  Assumptions are made that the exposed individual spends
     365 days/year for 70 years in the region.  This assumption is extremely    
     conservative because it assumes that population mobility is restricted.  It
     is recommended that a shorter exposure period be used which represents     
     population mobility.  A recent EPA report on the distribution of           
     residential occupancy periods indicates that a median value of 8 years is a
     more realistic single point estimate (EPA, 1992).  The full distribution,  
     which includes non-mobile segments of the population, ranges from 1 year to
     75 years.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.080     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The concept of relative source contributions is applied arbitrarily.   
                                                                                
     Relative Source Contributions (RSC) was developed as an additional         
     uncertainty principle to use when establishing human health maximum        
     contaminant level goals for primary drinking water.  The Guidance proposes 
     two separate schemes for accounting for other sources of chemical exposure.
     For carcinogens, there are no other sources of exposure considered.  For   
     non-carcinogens, 20% of the exposure of bioaccumulative chemicals is       
     considered to come from other sources.  Although the rationale for         
     considering other sources of exposure for bioaccumulative chemicals is     
     reasonable, the selection of 20% is arbitrary and does not consider any    
     additional information for each chemical.  In this case, AIHC would        
     recommend the use of a multi-media and multipath approach to the total     
     exposure assessment.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D3382.081     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: D3382.082
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     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  All aspects of environmental fate (e.g., biodegradation) should be     
     taken into account, not just bioaccumulation.                              
                                                                                
     AIHC believes that the Agency has failed to fully take into account the    
     environmental fate of chemicals in setting water quality criteria.  As     
     discussed previously in Section IV, although AIHC supports the Agency in   
     its efforts to control and mitigate the effects of chemicals that          
     potentially bioaccumulate, AIHC contends that bioaccumulation is only one  
     of several important environmental fate processes that control a chemical's
     impact.  The impact of a chemical is strongly influenced by its physical,  
     chemical and biological, as well as toxicological, characteristics.  It is 
     important therefore, that the Agency consider environmental mitigation     
     processes in the establishment of water quality criteria.  Further, it is  
     important that consideration of these not be limited to only the major     
     processes such as biodegradation and sorption, but include any             
     characteristic (such as hydrolysis and photolysis) of the material that    
     would impact its environmental fate.                                       
                                                                                
     It should be noted that site conditions play an important role in          
     determining the extent to which these processes occur in the environment.  
     Research continues to define the limiting factors associated with these    
     processes; in particular, media and field conditions.  The recent          
     publication of the Handbook of Environmental Degradation Rates by Howard et
     al. (1991) provides a significant database for just this type of           
     information.                                                               
                                                                                
     AIHC supports the use of mixing zones where appropriate for local and      
     site-specific conditions.  AIHC understands the Agency's goal to eliminate 
     toxic discharges to the Great Lakes basin, but is concerned that           
     elimination of mixing zones as a mechanism to meet this goal is not        
     scientifically sound.  The assumption cannot be made that the concentration
     at the end of the pipe is the exposure concentration.  From a scientific   
     perspective, this assumption fails to take into account the fact that the  
     environmental fate of materials beyond the "end of the pipe" may mitigate  
     against exposures which could result in deleterious effects.  Mitigating   
     processes such as biodegradation, volatilization, photolysis and dispersion
     may be significant and are ignored when the assumption is made that the    
     "end of the pipe" concentration is the same as the exposure concentration. 
                                                                                
     It is important, therefore, the the Agency consider environmental          
     mitigation processes in the establishment of water quality criteria.  From 
     a practical perspective, significant dilution may occur when materials     
     enter the Great Lakes.  AIHC considers it inappropriate to ignore these    
     potential mitigating processes.  AIHC believes that use of a mixing zone,  
     where scientifically justified by environmental fate modeling or toxicity  
     testing, is consistent with and necessary to the Agency's goal to protect  
     "humans from unacceptable exposure to toxicants."  AIHC recommends the use 
     of mixing zones where their use under local and site-specific conditions is
     scientifically justified.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.082     
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     EPA does not believe that it is appropriate to consider factors related to 
     the interaction of a pollutant discharge in the aquatic environment in     
     establishing basin-wide, health-based criteria.  The way in which a        
     particular chemical interacts with environmental factors will obviously be 
     very site-specific and it would therefore not be possible to establish     
     numeric criteria applicable across the basin.  EPA's objective in          
     establishing water quality criteria is to ascertain the dosage of a        
     particular chemical which has been shown to elicit adverse responses from  
     biological organisms.  This information is used to determine what dosage in
     humans would not illicit adverse effects.  EPA believes that factors       
     related to the fate of a chemical cited by the commenter can, and should,  
     be considered by States and Tribes in establishing particular permitting   
     and reporting requirements, including waste load allocations for a         
     discharger, as well as in establishing implementation mechanisms such as   
     TMDLs.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D3382.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference Figure 1 on page 36.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  Probabilistic modeling should be used to determine realistic criteria. 
                                                                                
     The AIHC disagrees with the Guidance's method of assessing exposures using 
     conservative default point estimates.  It is recommended that full         
     distributional data be used if available, or that single point values      
     representative of the central tendency of the population be used.          
                                                                                
     The Guidance describes seven exposure factors which affect an individual's 
     oral exposure to a chemical:  body weight, duration of exposure,           
     recreational exposure, drinking water consumption, fish consumption,       
     bioaccumulation factor and relative source contribution.  Although these   
     are valid factors which are described in detail in the Guidance, the final 
     Guidance recommendation for their use is not in line with the best         
     scientific methodology in exposure assessment, i.e., use of all the data to
     simulate a probabilistic exposure distribution.  The Guidance relies on    
     conservative default point estimates (the upper 90th percentile of the     
     population) for some of the factors.                                       
                                                                                
     AIHC recommends that the exposure assessment use all of the data available 
     and not default to single point values.  The current state-of-the-science  
     method is to use the factor's distribution of data in a probabilistic      
     simulation, e.g., Monte Carlo selection from the distributions.  The final 
     result is a distribution from which the level of protection can be         
     selected, e.g., 90th percentile or 50th percentile.  If a distribution is  
     not available, AIHC recommends using the single point value which          
     represents the central tendency of the population.  This recommendation is 
     based on the compounding of conservativeness when several factors are      
     combined, i.e., the probability of two 50/50 chance occurrences happening  
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     at the same time is 25/100.                                                
                                                                                
     The following illustration uses benzene as an example to describe the      
     methodology of calculating health-based water quality criteria which       
     incorporates the distributional aspects of exposure factors.  The          
     distributions of exposure factors were simultaneously randomly sampled     
     (Latin Hypercube technique) 500 times.  The slope factor for benzene was   
     used in the illustration.  The result is a distribution (Figure 1) for the 
     calculated human cancer value which represents the representative          
     population exposures.  This method of calulation is accomplished with      
     commercially available software for personal computer spreadsheets.  A     
     comparison of the Agency's suggested values with those on the distribution 
     indicate that the EPA suggested value of 0.01 mg/L (10 ng/L) represents    
     less than 99.99% of the data.  Figure 1 also shows the benzene water       
     concentration value (0.085 mg/L) obtained if more reasonable point         
     estimates are employed.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D3382.083     
     
     While EPA does see merit in the use of probabilistic modeling as one tool  
     to examine probable risk, EPA does not believe it is the only way to       
     evaluate risk.   EPA believes probabilistic modeling is widely open to     
     interpretation and manipulation and for these reasons has not adopted it as
     an Agency-wide practice at the present time.  Perhaps with greater         
     analysis, such modeling may become a more prevalent tool in Agency risk    
     analyses of the future.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA also believes many exposure assumptions in the GLWQI are not           
     exclusively "high end" assumptions.  For example the adult body weight     
     chosen is an average of both sexes; it does not favor a more conservative  
     approach of using adult female body weight which ranges from 55-65 kg.  The
     default relative source contribution (RSC) applied (80%) is not as         
     stringent as the RSC consistently applied to Drinking Water chemicals (20%)
     when data is unavailable. The fish consumption rate is the average for     
     sport anglers; it is not the average (or the 90-95th percentile) for lower 
     income minorities or subsistence anglers.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D3382.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  The Agency's attempt to derive criteria which are intended to protect  
     wildlife is commendable; however, AIHC does not believe that the current   
     methodology for deriving wildlife criteria is based on sound science.      
     
     
     Response to: D3382.084     
     

Page 4582



$T044618.TXT
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D3382.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC agrees that wildlife protection constitutes a valid concern to be     
     addressed by the Initiative.  The Guidance emphasizes potential impacts to 
     piscivorous mammals and birds.  This simplification seems to provide a     
     logical first step in addressing wildlife concerns in the Great Lakes      
     region.                                                                    
                                                                                
     However, the proposed method for developing wildlife criteria does not     
     correctly emphasize risks to wildlife populations.                         
     
     
     Response to: D3382.085     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D3382.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a credible scientific basis is lacking for the uncertainty factors used to 
     translate the NOAELs determined from laboratory studies to a daily dose    
     protective of populations.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D3382.086     
     
     Please refer to comment P2741.707 for the response to t his comment.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D3382.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     inherent toxicity and environmental persistence were not considered when   
     defining BCCs.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.087     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D3382.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  AIHC does not believe that the human health risk assessment paradigm is
     appropriate for wildlife.                                                  
                                                                                
     The approach advocated in the Guidance for developing water quality        
     criteria for wildlife is based on the human health risk assessment paradigm
     for non-carcinogenic chemicals.  In its review, the Science Advisory Board 
     (SAB, 1992) correctly points out the inappropriateness of extending this   
     method -- designed to protect individual humans from subtle, adverse,      
     "quality of life" effects -- to the development of wildlife criteria.      
     Wildlife criteria are intended to protect populations, not individuals.    
     The concept of protecting populations rather than individuals is consistent
     with the Agency's national guidelines for developing aquatic life criteria 
     as set forth in the Guidance.  The SAB concedes that in certain "special   
     cases," protection of individuals of a wildlife species, such as endangered
     species, may be warranted.  However, such cases constitute a local,        
     site-specific concern rather than a general consideration in generic       
     criteria development for wildlife.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D3382.088     
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     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: D3382.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The scientific basis for the wildlife extrapolation methodology needs  
     to be strengthened.                                                        
                                                                                
     The NOAEL determined from the most sensitive mammal and/or avian study is  
     central to the proposed methodology.  Each study considered must meet      
     certain minimum criteria for acceptability to ensure that the quality of   
     the experimental data is adequate.  Such data quality requirements are     
     logical. However, the problems with using the results from a single study  
     to develop criteria to protect wildlife populations are severalfold.       
     First, all available toxicological information is not used in the toxicity 
     assessment.  As a result, criteria determined from this procedure have the 
     potential to be greatly biased by the results of a single aberrant study.  
     In addition, a default uncertainty factor of ten is proposed for           
     translating a LOAEL to a NOAEL.  The technical basis for this extrapolation
     is not clearly presented in the Guidance.  The true magnitude of the       
     adjustment factor needed to translate a LOAEL to a NOAEL is a function of  
     the spacing of experimental doses selected by the investigator.  As a      
     result, simply dividing the LOAEL by ten may either overestimate or        
     underestimate the true NOAEL.  A second problem is the choice of           
     effect-endpoint used for determining the NOAEL.  Although the Guidance     
     recommends "that preference be given to studies which assess endpoints     
     which best reflect potential impacts to wildlife populations" (58 Fed. Reg.
     20882), no specific guidance is provided to determine which                
     effect-endpoints should be deemed relevant.                                
                                                                                
     In addition, the basis for defining the interspecies uncertainty is flawed.
     The Guidance specifies that the allowable range for the uncertainty factor 
     used for extrapolating between species is 1-100 for Tier 1 criteria.  EPA  
     justifies this range by citing a statistical analysis of LD50 data for     
     different wildlife species that were available for nine chemicals.         
                                                                                
     There three tehcnical flaws with using the results for this analysis as a  
     basis for defining the interspecies uncertainty factor.  First, the results
     are biased; seven out of the nine compounds investigated were pesticides,  
     compounds designed to exhibit toxic properties.  Consequently, the modes of
     action associated with pesticides are not representative of the broader,   
     less specific modes of action that are typical of most industrial          
     chemicals.  Second, a standard protocol for the determination of LD50's    
     included in this analysis was not employed.  As a result, the differences  
     in LD50's cannot only be solely attributed to differences in toxicological 
     sensitivities between the species, but also may be due to experimental     
     factors (i.e., method of dosing, length of observation period, etc.).      
     Lastly, the purpose of the criteria proposed for wildlife are intended to  
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     protect populations from unacceptable, repeated dietary exposures.         
     Previous research in the field of wildlife toxicology indicates that the   
     LD50 is of limited value in predicting adverse effects for sub-chronic or  
     chronic exposures (Matsumura, 1985; Peterle, 1991).  In a recent comparison
     of LD50's and LC50's that were available for a series of chemicals for rats
     and mallard ducks, poor correlations between LD50 and LC50 for both species
     were observed (Thomann & Parkerton, 1991).  The LC50 was defined as the    
     lethal concentration in the diet required to kill 50% of the population    
     tested in a standard five-day test.  Thus, LD50's were not even indicative 
     of acute toxic effects that were observed under a repeated dietary exposure
     regime.  Therefore, using the LD50 endpoint to define the distribution of  
     chronic toxicological sensitivities that may occur between species does not
     seem to provide a scientifically defensible position.                      
                                                                                
     As previously discussed, the use of an uncertainty factor to account for   
     intraspecies toxicological sensitivity is inconsistent with the intended   
     purpose of the criteria to protect wildlife populations.  Therefore, this  
     factor should be omitted from the methodology.  The default uncertainty    
     factor of ten is recommended for adjusting results from sub-chronic studies
     to protect against longer-term effects.  The technical basis upon which EPA
     decided to adopt this value is not clearly presented in the Guidance. To   
     ensure the defensibility of this uncertainty factor, the value selected    
     should be supported by a probability analysis on existing toxicity data for
     chemicals with common modes of action.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D3382.089     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.176, P2576.011, P2656.170, P2718.144,       
     P2741.707, and the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical    
     Support Document for Wildlife Criteria for a discussion of acceptable      
     endpoints.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: D3382.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  The definition of bioaccumulative contaminants of concern to wildlife  
     needs to incorporate consideration of inherent toxicity and environmental  
     persistence.                                                               
                                                                                
     Chemicals that have a BAF greater than 250 were identified as having the   
     highest priority with respect to wildlife criteria development.  This      
     prioritization scheme is misleading because the inherent toxicity and      
     persistence of the chemical are not considered.  For example, according to 
     this scheme, a very toxic chemical with a predicted BAF of 100 that is     
     recalcitrant would be given a lower priority of concern than a relatively  
     non-toxic chemical with a predicted BAF of 300 that is rapidly biodegraded 
     in the aquatic environment.  The former compound would, however, likely    
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     pose a greater risk to wildlife populations than the latter.  Therefore,   
     bioaccumulation potential, toxicity and persistence of the chemical must be
     considered in prioritizing wildlife criteria development.                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.090     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: D3382.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  No scientifically defensible procedures are available for predicting   
     the interactive effects of chemical mixtures.                              
                                                                                
     As previously discussed in Section V, the assumption that complex mixtures 
     will exert toxicological effects on wildlife in a simple additive manner is
     not scientifically sound.  Additivity may be applicable only in cases in   
     which the individual compounds comprising a mixture are known to exhibit   
     similar mechanisms of toxic action.                                        
     
     
     Response to: D3382.091     
     
     The final Guidance does not contain additivity provisions for wildlife for 
     the reasons cited in sections VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D3382.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     B.  EPA should support development of an alternative methodology for       
     wildlife criteria that parallels the national guidelines for aquatic life  
     protection.                                                                
                                                                                
     This approach has the advantage of collectively utilizing all of the       
     toxicological information that is available for a given chemical in the    
     criteria derivation process.  Specifically, toxicological information      
     should be used, if available, to determine the distribution of             
     toxicological sensitivities between different species on a                 
     chemical-specific basis.  This recommendation, which addresses the         
     fundamental need to focus attention on population rather individual risks, 
     was also articulated by the SAB (SAB, 1992).                               
                                                                                
     Recent efforts in developing national guidelines for wildlife criteria have
     relied upon the distribution of LOAELs for lethality (expressed as PPM in  
     the diet and determined from experiments involving repeated dietary        
     exposures) to quantitatively characterize the distribution of toxicological
     sensitivities of wildlife species (Thomann & Parkerton, 1991).  The fifth  
     percentile of this distribution is then adjusted (using experimentally     
     derived acute to chronic ratios for the compound of interest) to a chronic 
     dietary concentration that is intended to protect most wildlife species.   
     Thomann and Parkerton propose that a statistical analysis of existing      
     toxicity information pertinent to wildlife could be used to determine      
     minimum database requirements as well as probabilistic-based acute to      
     chronic ratios for chemicals acting by different modes of action.  Such    
     methodologies that utilize existing toxicity data to define the            
     distribution of toxicological sensitivities provide a more defensible      
     framework for criteria development than that afforded by simple            
     modification of the human health paradigm.  Before promulgating wildlife   
     criteria in the Great Lakes region, EPA should reexamine the proposed      
     methodology in view of the current, broader initiatives within the Agency  
     for developing national guidelines for wildlife criteria.                  
     
     
     Response to: D3382.092     
     
     Please refer to comments D2741.132 and P2718.151 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: D3382.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The Agency should consider using contaminant-specific tissue-based     
     criteria rather than water-based criteria for protecting wildlife          
     populations.                                                               
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     The practical difficulty in adopting a methodology that requires an        
     estimate of a compound-specific BAF is that generic models used to predict 
     the BAF are highly uncertain and are only strictly applicable to the subset
     of persistent organic chemicals for which these models were developed      
     (e.g., PCBs, chlorinated insecticides).  An alternative approach is to     
     develop contaminant-specific tissue criteria that apply to aquatic prey    
     that serve as the forage base for piscivorous wildlife.  This approach is  
     currently being supported by Environment Canada (Walker, 1990).  The       
     advantages of using tissue-based criteria instead of water-based criteria  
     have been highlighted in Section IV.                                       
                                                                                
     Under such a system, if monitoring data indicate that the aquatic prey     
     exceed the tissue criterion for a specific contaminant, the chemical is    
     given a high priority for control.  An inventory of the potential sources  
     of each contaminant of concern is then determined.  This information may be
     used to evaluate the potential role of the exposure routes not initially   
     considered in the derivation of the tissue criteria (i.e., exposure other  
     than fish ingestion such as sediment ingestion, inhalation, etc.).  In     
     addition, examination of the sources of each contaminant of concern would  
     provide the rationale for deciding how to best allocate resources for      
     controlling inputs so that tissue concentrations could be reduced to       
     acceptable levels.  AIHC believes that such criteria are far more          
     defensible scientifically than water-based criteria and will ensure        
     adequate protection of wildlife.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D3382.093     
     
     Some commenters advocate the use of tissue-based criteria primarily because
     of concerns that the modeling used to set the bioaccumulation factor (BAF) 
     for wildlife may not be accurate. EPA believes that its approach to        
     determining BAFs (which requires the use of field studies for              
     identification of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, for which the      
     appendix D methodology is required) is sufficiently sound scientifically to
     serve as a basis for regulatory control.  Please see the BAF discussion in 
     the SID and the responses to comments on BAFs in the docket for a further  
     defense of the BAF methodology.                                            
                                                                                
     EPA also notes that water column sampling is better understood, more       
     accurate, and is less resource intensive than tissue sampling.  This       
     improves implementation by allowing States and Tribes to set WQBELs and    
     measure compliance more quickly and with fewer resources.  Finally, EPA    
     notes that water column sampling allows earlier detection of levels of     
     contaminants that would have adverse impacts on wildlife.  By the time     
     contaminants accumulate in the flesh of aquatic prey, that are spread      
     widely in an aquatic system.  It will take significantly longer to reduce  
     contamination to levels which will not cause adverse impacts on wildlife   
     populations.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: D3382.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 4589



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Calculation of water quality criteria for aquatic life based solely on 
     toxicity data for aquatic species is appropriate.                          
                                                                                
     AIHC supports the concept of not developing aquatic life criteria based on 
     effects on human health or wildlife.  The former EPA ambient water quality 
     criteria (AWQC) methods allowed derivation of "criteria for the protection 
     of aquatic life" based on toxic effects in fish-eating wildlife species,   
     such as mink.  Similarly, previous EPA AWQC methods allowed for calculation
     of aquatic life criteria based on bioaccumulation as reflected by final    
     residue values and/or U.S. Food and Drug Administration limits for         
     chemicals in edible portions of fish to be sold for human consumption.     
                                                                                
     Other portions of the Guidance provide different methods for calculating   
     water quality criteria specifically for the protection of human health and 
     wildlife.  AIHC believes the provision for separate calculation of criteria
     to protect human health and wildlife provides risk managers with a cleaner 
     basis for making decisions.                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.094     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/AL
     Comment ID: D3382.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC supports EPA's decision not to derive Tier I criteria for nine        
     additional chemicals not currently addressed in the Guidance.  The nine    
     chemicals in question are close to meeting EPA's stringent data quality    
     requirements, but fall somewhat short.  AIHC supports EPA's stringent data 
     quality requirements for deriving Tier I criteria and the decision to      
     adhere to these data quality guidelines in not deriving Tier I criteria for
     these nine compounds.  In contrast, EPA apparently did not derive aquatic  
     life criteria for aluminum "due to time and resource limitations," even    
     though adequate data were supposedly available.  If data are adequate and  
     available, AIHC recommends that EPA derive aquatic life criteria for       
     aluminum.                                                                  
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     Response to: D3382.095     
     
     In the final Guidance EPA did not calculate any Tier I criteria for        
     pollutants which do not have enough data to meet the eight minimum data    
     requirements. Also see response to comment P2656.200.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: D3382.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The Tier I statistical extrapolation techniques should be reexamined   
     and updated if necessary.                                                  
                                                                                
     AIHC believes that the statistical extrapolation techniques used in the    
     Tier I methodology may not be appropriate.  For example, Smith and Cairns  
     (in press) and Versteeg et al. (1992) identified flaws in the use of       
     similar log-function statistical extrapolation techniques.  First, the     
     species that make up the toxicological database for a given chemical are   
     typically those that have been selected for testing based on their         
     sensitivity to that chemical and thus do not represent random samples from 
     the environment.  Second, any observed differences in toxicity may not be  
     due solely to interspecies differences in sensitivity, but rather may      
     reflect differences in experimental design and similar variables.  Finally,
     the distribution of species sensitivity in the environment is typically    
     unknown.  AIHC encourages the EPA to continue to refine its Tier I criteria
     methodologies to address these issues and to incorporate improvements in   
     these techniques in the Guidance as they become available.                 
     
     
     Response to: D3382.096     
     
     The extrapolation procedure set forth in this Rule is essentially that set 
     forth in the 1985 Aquatic Life Guidelines.                                 
                                                                                
     With regard to the first and third points, EPA does not consider it        
     feasible to test a random sample of species present in the environment.    
     The species testing requirements for criteria development have been devised
     with the intent of providing broad taxonomic coverage, such that there is  
     little reason to assume that the tested assemblage is unrepresentative of  
     field situations across the board.                                         
                                                                                
     With regard to the second point, EPA agrees that experimental variability  
     contributes slightly to the variability that the extrapolation procedure   
     assigns to inter-species variability. However, when the inter-species      
     variability is high (as it is in those situations when the appropriateness 
     of the extrapolation procedure is an issue), then experimental variability 
     is insignificant compared to the true inter-species variability.           
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  The Tier II approach should not be pursued in developing criteria for  
     aquatic life.                                                              
                                                                                
     As the Agency admits, the need for Tier II criteria is questionable given  
     the existence of the WET program, which was adopted to provide a broad     
     level of aquatic life protection and thus achieves the objectives of Tier  
     II criteria.  AIHC believes that the WET test protocols, which have already
     been developed and implemented in the NPDES program as part of EPA's       
     three-tiered approach (i.e., numerical criteria, biocriteria, and WET) to  
     water quality-based toxics control, provide adequate protection for aquatic
     ecosystems.  WET's purpose is to protect receiving waters from toxicity due
     to chemicals that are not regulated by numerical criteria (i.e., for which 
     toxicity data are inadequate). Therefore, Tier II criteria for aquatic life
     are redundant and unnecessary.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D3382.097     
     
     EPA disagrees that WET be used in place of the Tier II aquatic life        
     methodology and that the Tier II methodology be published as guidance.  EPA
     notes that the Tier II aquatic life methodology offers some significant    
     practical benefits for both the regulated community and the States and     
     Tribes.  For the regulated community, the chemical-specific Tier II        
     approach offers the advantage of allowing the permittee to focus           
     immediately on a single contaminant for the purposes of designing effluent 
     treatment.  In contrast, WET often leads to a facility conducting fairly   
     extensive investigations to identify the cause of adverse effects on the   
     tested organisms and to develop an effective approach to reducing the      
     effects.                                                                   
                      EPA notes that an individual discharger will not always   
     need to have both Tier II and WET limits in its permit in order to protect 
     the narrative WQS.  However, EPA maintains as it did in its rulemaking     
     promulgated on June 2, 1989 at 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vi)(C), that once a     
     finding is made that the discharge of a pollutant causes, has the          
     reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to the excursion above the   
     narrative criterion, reliance on WET alone, in lieu of chemical-specific   
     limits must only be done where the discharger can demonstrate that WET     
     sufficiently guards against excursions above the applicable water quality  
     standard (i.e., the Tier II interpretation of the narrative standard).  EPA
     continues to rely on the analysis in the proposal regarding why Tier II is 
     appropriate for purposes of translating a State or Tribes narrative water  
     quality standard.  EPA continues to believe that the use of the Tier II    
     methodology is appropriate for deriving Tier II values to determine whether
     a pollutant has the reasonable potential to exceed a Water Quality-Based   
     Effluent Limit (WQBEL) and to set permit limits when necessary.  As noted  
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     in the 1991 Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics      
     Control, effluent quality should be considered variable unless the ratios  
     of toxicants in an effluent remain the same.  Therefore the infrequent use 
     of WET tests in lieu of Tier II limits may not identify possible           
     exceedences of the narrative standard.                                     
                                                                                
     Also see response to comment D2613.008.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  The Tier II methodology is flawed and scientifically inadequate.       
                                                                                
     AIHC believes that the proposed methodology is flawed in several respects  
     and should not be used to develop criteria.  AIHC believes the proposed    
     adjustment factors may be applicable to toxic chemicals and appear         
     unnecessarily conservative for other chemicals.  Adjustment factors are    
     used in deriving Tier II criteria to compensate for less than Tier I data  
     set quality.  Adjustment factors (i.e., uncertainty factors) are used to   
     adjust (lower) toxicity criteria calculated based on inadequate data sets. 
     The better the data set, the smaller the adjustment factor.  AIHC does not 
     believe that numerical water quality criteria should be derived based on   
     inadequate data and does not support general use of arbitrary, conservative
     uncertainty factors to compensate for inadequate data.                     
                                                                                
     Acute/chronic ratios (ACRs) are used to calculate chronic exposure water   
     quality criteria based on acute toxicity data when inadequate chronic data 
     are available.  AIHC believes that EPA should retain its Tier I            
     requirements and only derive chronic aquatic life criteria when adequate   
     data are available.  ACRs should be based on chemical class and not default
     values.  AIHC believes that the use of default ACRs that are based on      
     arbitrary selection criteria has not technical basis and that their use may
     lead to inappropriate criteria for many chemicals.                         
                                                                                
     For example, the European Centre for Ecotoxicology and Toxicology of       
     Chemicals (ECETOC) reviewed over 2000 acute and chronic toxicity tests and 
     determined ACRs ranging from 0.06 to 668, with a median value of 8.7.      
     Median ACRs for pesticides, metal/organometals, non-metal inorganics, and  
     non-pesticide organics were 12.2, 28.0, 8.4, and 4.0, respectively (ECETOC,
     1993).  If EPA determines that it is necessary to use ACRs and similar     
     extrapolation factors in developing water quality criteria, AIHC recommends
     that these factors be developed for particular chemical classes using      
     relevant data for those chemical classes.                                  
                                                                                
     Finally, point estimates should not be used to characterize uncertainty    
     when extrapolating from limited aquatic toxicity data.  For example, the   
     secondary acute values (SAVs) that are used to account for different       
     toxicological sensitivities between species are based on the 80th          
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     percentile of observed SAVs calculated from existing data sets.  Similarly,
     the default acute-chronic ratio of 18 is also based on 80th percentiles    
     determined using available toxicity data.  As the SAB (1992) pointed out,  
     there is no technical basis for arbitrarily using 80th percentiles in      
     either case.  Siimply stated, the factors that are being used to account   
     for uncertainties in extrapolation are themselves uncertain.               
                                                                                
     One approach to mitigate this difficulty is to include uncertainty in the  
     Tier II criterion so that the criterion is expressed as a range (with      
     confidence limits) rather than as a single number.  In this way, the       
     uncertainty in the criterion is explicit.  A criterion formulated in this  
     manner could be used to screen potential chemicals of concern or to        
     prioritize chemicals for which additional data are needed (the two purposes
     for which SAB endorsed the use of Tier II criteria).  Moreover,            
     specification of a range emphasizes the screening nature of these criteria.
     This alternate approach for deriving Tier II criteria is in accordance with
     the views expressed by the SAB (1992) and is consistent with EPA'S current 
     efforts to quantify uncertainty in the derivation of criteria for other    
     media (i.e., national sediment quality criteria).  As the science          
     underlying the methodology improves in the future, AIHC would be willing   
     to work with the Agency to develop a more sound methodology for Tier II    
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     AIHC believes that use of short-term chronic tests and/or short-cut        
     toxicity methods to derive far-reaching (e.g., statewide) Tier II criteria 
     is inappropriate due to the lack of strong scientific support demonstrating
     the utility of these endpoints.  Short-term chronic tests or short-cut     
     toxicity methods would be more appropriately applied on a case-by-case,    
     site-specific basis in the context of a WET testing program.               
     
     
     Response to: D3382.098     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199, D2724.493, D2791.103 and P2576.089.   
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with that ACRs should be developed using median values       
     generated for varied chemical classes. ACRs are sometimes related to the   
     sensitivity of aquatic animals to a specific pollutant.  EPA does not      
     believe it is appropriate to base ACRs on median values for large classes  
     of chemicals.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: D3382.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.  Criteria methodologies should include mechanisms for site-specific     
     modifications, which include consideration of receiving water chemistry,   
     biotic community composition, physical site characteristics, current and   
     likely future use of the water body, and chemical bioavailability.         
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     AIHC encourages the Agency to retain site-specific flexibility in          
     implementing and applying Tier I criteria in a regulatory context.  AIHC   
     believes that the Agency should consider site-specific conditions, such as 
     chemical bioavailability, receiving water chemistry, and biotic community  
     composition, and allow site-specific modifications to Tier I criteria when 
     appropriate.                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA itself has acknowledged the importance of retaining flexibility in     
     applying generic water quality criteria.  Carlson et al. (1984) developed  
     protocols to incorporate site-specific information on species composition, 
     chemical water quality and physical characteristics in applying generic    
     criteria in a regulatory context.  Carlson et al. (1984) pointed out that  
     generic aquatic life criteria (i.e., those developed by methods analogous  
     to the Tier I approach) "serve as benchmarks and may require adjustments   
     for site-specific applications."                                           
                                                                                
     A recent EPA case study (Spehar and Carlson, 1993) demonstrated the utility
     of these methods and the value of a site-specific approach.  The authors   
     point out the values of generic criteria (that are analogous to Tier I     
     criteria) in that they are based on large data sets and have undergone     
     extensive scientific review, but also emphasize that such criteria should  
     be only one portion of a comprehensive risk assessment approach.  EPA      
     (Spehar and Carlson, 1993) endorses the use of such criteria as benchmarks 
     and encourages the use of available protocols to modify (increase or       
     decrease) these criteria for site-specific applications.  AIHC supports the
     use of EPA's site-specific modification protocols for use of water quality 
     criteria in regulatory applications.                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D3382.099     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: D3382.100
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     F.  EPA should consider alternatives to the current tiered approach.       
                                                                                
     For reasons discussed previously, AIHC does not support the proposed tiered
     approach which calls for development of Tier II criteria based on          
     inadequate data.  AIHC is concerned that chemical-specific numerical       
     criteria based on inadequate data will be used in a regulatory context.    
     AIHC believes that the WET testing protocols currently in place provide    
     adequate protection of aquatic life for chemicals that do not have adequate
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     data for Tier I criteria.  AIHC recommends that EPA continue to implement  
     its water quality-based approach to toxics control, which makes use of     
     chemical-specific criteria, complimented by site-specific WET testing to   
     regulate discharges.                                                       
                                                                                
     If EPA feels compelled to derive numerical criteria for chemicals that do  
     not have Tier I quality data, then AIHC recommends that such criteria be   
     expressed as a range and include a quantitative estimate of uncertainty.   
     AIHC also recommends that such criteria only be used for screening purposes
     and not for regulation.                                                    
                                                                                
     In those cases where numerical water quality criteria must be developed for
     chemicals with incomplete data sets, AIHC believes criteria in such cases  
     need to be developed on a case-by-case basis following review of all       
     available data for the chemical of concern, data on structural analysis and
     site-specific information.  Moreover, AIHC believes that any adjustment    
     factor should be determined from an evaluation of the impact of the data   
     deficiency rather than use of a generic default value.                     
     
     
     Response to: D3382.100     
     
     All data are to be reviewed on a case-by-case basis to determine whether or
     not they are of sufficient quality to use in derivation of a Tier II value.
      A single set of adjustment factors was chosen to promote consistent       
     application of the Tier II methodology. These factors do account for data  
     deficiencies as predicted from the dataset used to derive the existing     
     national ambient aquatic life critieria.  Therefore the adjustment factors 
     are not generic default values.  EPA believes that expressing the Tier II  
     values as a range provides less consistency than generation of a single    
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Also see responses to comments D3382.097, D2724.493, D2724.158, and        
     D2719.041.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D474.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment 199-92 Michigan Sport Angler Fish Consumption 
Study.        
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please use the report in considering revisions of the Initiative effort.   
     You will note that in this expanded full year study that average sport fish
     consumption (adjusted for non-response) is 14.7 grams/person/day, almost   
     identical to the 15 GPD figure you recommend in the draft initiative.  This
     study should lend further scientific support to your estimated average     
     sport fish consumption level.  However, please note our policy options and 
     recommendation that those above the mean should be protected using the 80th
     percentile of 30 GPD.  Using this standard would put all Great Lakes States
     on par with Minnesota and New York that currently use around 30 GPD. We    
     urge you to consider the scientific findings arriving at this figure and   
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     our recommendations and rationale for its use in point source water quality
     standards.  We wish you the best of luck in the remaining steps in your    
     process and the implementation of your final draft of the Initiative.      
     
     
     Response to: D474.001      
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D605.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft is imperfect and incomplete.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D605.001      
     
     EPA does not believe that the proposed of final Guidance is imperfect or   
     incomplete.  EPA believes that the Guidance takes an ecosystem approach to 
     environmental management in the Great Lakes basin.  For further discussion 
     of the Guidance development process and the specific provisions included in
     the final Guidance, see the preamble to the final Guidance and the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes will not be restored to health until all sources of toxic  
     pollution are controlled and uses and releases of the most dangerous       
     persistent toxic pollutants are phased out.                                
     
     
     Response to: D605.002      
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     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D605.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 percent the     
     dumping of toxic pollution by cities and industries into the Great Lakes.  
     
     
     Response to: D605.003      
     
     EPA agrees that the Guidance will achieve further pollutant loadings to the
     Great Lakes basin.  For further discussion of the costs and benefits       
     associated with implementation of the final Guidance, see Section IX of the
     SID.does not believe that the proposed or final Guidance is imperfect or   
     incomplete.  EPA believes that the Guidance takes an ecosystem approach to 
     environmental management in the Great Lakes basin.  For further discussion 
     of the Guidance development process and the specific provisions included in
     the final Guidance, see the preamble to the final Guidance and the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D605.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency should immediately undertake      
     "Round 2" of the GLI to develop measures for:                              
                                                                                
     - setting timetables to ban uses of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic   
     substances released into the Great Lakes Ecosystem;                        
                                                                                
     - ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and do not violate 
     GLI water quality standards; and                                           
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     - requiring comprehensive pollution prevention programs for the Great      
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D605.004      
     
     Fred, add canned response.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D605.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No provision is included in the GLI to require sunsetting (phasing out)    
     uses of persistent toxic pollutants, consistent with the philosophy of zero
     discharge mandated by the U.S.-Canada Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. 
     Even after the GLI's most stringent controls are imposed, substantial      
     amounts of these pollutants will be allowed to be discharged from industry 
     and city wastewater pipes.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D605.005      
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014, P2769.085, P2746.043
     and D605.042.  See also Section IX of the SID.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New water quality standards set by the GLI will apply to all sources of    
     pollution of waters in the Great Lakes Basin.  But procedures are not yet  
     proposed to ensure that pollution from diffuse ("non-point") sources of    
     pollution meet the GLI standards.  Such sources include air pollution that 
     falls into waterways, urban and farm runoff, city sewer overflows during   
     storms, pollution from contaminated sediments, seepage from landfills, and 
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     spills.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D605.006      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D605.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up in Great 
     Lakes fish must be adopted.  The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to     
     protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes fish contaminants, particularly    
     those most sensitive to toxic injury and those, especially including Native
     Americans, who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural       
     preservation.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D605.007      
     
     See response to comments P2771.192 and P2742.051.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D605.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The health of people who eat Great Lakes fish is jeopardized by toxic      
     chemical pollution.  Especially at stake is the health of children of sport
     anglers, Native Americans and other families that eat large amounts of     
     Great Lakes fish.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: D605.008      
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     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution dilution zones for persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances  
     must be phased out, as proposed by the GLI.  The pollutants affected by his
     ban, however, must include all persistent toxic substances and the         
     phase-out must be accelerated.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D605.009      
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D605.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly shifts the burden of proof to dischargers and requires    
     they demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the health of people
     and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic life.                      
                                                                                
     Regulators frequently do not use the data that is available to set permit  
     limits for toxic pollutants.  As a result, dangerous pollutants go         
     unregulated.  Dischargers have no incentive under this system to provide   
     more data about their pollution.                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI begins to shift the burden of proof regarding a pollutant's safety 
     onto the polluter.  Whatever information available on a pollutant will be  
     used to et discharge limits, with conservative safety factors used.  More  
     studies demonstrating environmental safety could be used to relax discharge
     limits.                                                                    
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     Response to: D605.010      
     
     EPA agrees that the Guidance requires dischargers to demonstrate that their
     discharges will not adversely impact the people, wildlife and aquatic life 
     of the Great alkes basin for the reasons stated in the preamble to the     
     final Guidance and the appropriate sections of the SID.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D605.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must designate the U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an "Outstanding
     National Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality waters       
     through pollution prevention.                                              
                                                                                
     Lake Superior is the crown jewel of the Great Lakes because it contains the
     highest water quality of all the Lakes.  Therefore, protecting it from     
     toxic pollution is a special challenge that will require putting measures  
     into place to prevent pollution in the future.  Adoption of the special    
     designations for Lake Superior in the GLI must be mandatory -- not optional
     at the states' discretion.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D605.011      
     
     EPA agrees that Lake Superior is a resource of extraordinary significance. 
     Lake Superior supports of diverse assemblage of fish and aquatic life, as  
     well as terrestrial and avian wildlife that depend upon the habitat and    
     sustenance provided by the lake. Lake Superior provides abundant fresh     
     water to the communities that are located adjacent to it.  Lake Superior   
     affords a variety of recreational experiences to the human populations that
     surround it from boating and fishing to hiking and solitude. Lake Superior 
     is also the linchpin of a variety of important economic enterprises that   
     occur along its shores.                                                    
                                                                                
     Lake Superior remains largely unimpacted by human beings due to the        
     relatively sparse population on its shores.  Despite its current high      
     quality, Lake Superior is vulnerable to damage from persistent,            
     bioaccumulative pollutants.  Because of its great size, such pollutants    
     remain in the water body for a long time and therefore have greater        
     opportunity to impact aquatic life, wildlife and human health.  In         
     addition, the lack of other pollutants in the water means that persistent  
     pollutants that are hydrophobic will tend to move out of the water column  
     and contaminate sediments and biota resident in the Lake.                  
                                                                                
     Given the importance of Lake Superior, EPA encourages States and Tribes to 
     provide extra protection for Lake Superior through the antidegradation     
     policies and procedures they adopt.  The final Guidance includes three     
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     options for providing special protection to Lake Superior.  These are      
     designation of Lake Superior as an ONRW, as a Lake Superior Outstanding    
     Resource Water (LS-ONRW), or as Lake Superior Outstanding International    
     Resource Water (LS- OIRW).  States and Tribes may also develop their own   
     forms of special protection for Lake Superior under their antidegradation  
     policies and procedures.                                                   
                                                                                
     While EPA agrees that special antidegradation protection is appropriate for
     Lake Superior, the actual designation is beyond the authority of EPA.  The 
     CWA directs States and Tribes to designated uses, develop water quality    
     criteria to protect the uses and establish antidegradation policies and    
     procedures. Under the CWA, EPA has limited authority to promulgate water   
     quality standards for a State or Tribe where a State or Tribe fails to do  
     so.  While EPA can promulgate an ONRW policy or framework where one is     
     missing, it is less clear that EPA can actually designate a particular     
     water body an ONRW where the State or Tribe elects not to.  Thus, while EPA
     encourages States and Tribes to protect exceptional water bodies like Lake 
     Superior through more stringent antidegradation requirements, EPA cannot   
     compel States and Tribes to do so.  Consequently, EPA cannot designate Lake
     Superior as an ONRW unilaterally in the final Guidance; the authority to   
     make such a designation resides with the States and Tribes. State and      
     Tribal water quality standards are subject to regular review which includes
     opportunity for public participation. Individuals that believe that a water
     body deserves additional protection under a State's or Tribe's             
     antidegradation policy and procedures should seek changes in the State's or
     Tribe's water quality standards through the regular review process.  It is 
     EPA's position that such ONRW decisions are made most appropriately at the 
     local level.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D605.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation procedures must be adopted to prevent new or       
     increased dumping of pollutants that persist and build up in the food      
     chain.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Current policies in the Great Lakes allow new or expanding facilities to   
     dump increased levels of toxic pollution.  Even though the federal         
     "antidegradation policy" limits such increases to where there is a         
     significant economic or social benefit, the Great Lakes States have not    
     fully implemented this policy.                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI specifies detailed antidegradation review procedures for the Great 
     Lakes, with special emphasis on preventing new or increased dumping of     
     toxic pollutants that build up in the food chain.  The GLI requires that   
     dischargers use pollution prevention techniques to reduce or prevent       
     pollution in such cases.                                                   
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     Response to: D605.012      
     
     EPA agrees that special, Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisisions 
     are required to protect the Great Lakes System from the impacts of BCCs.   
     The Great Lakes are exceptionally sensitive to such pollutants because of  
     their persistence and their tendency to accumulate in sediments and biota. 
     For this reason, the final Guidance includes, and States and Tribes are    
     required to adopt, antidegradation provisions regarding BCCs.              
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that special provisions are needed for pollutants other 
     than BCCs.  The final Guidance, existing regulations and existing guidance 
     should provide States and Tribes with the information needed to develop    
     acceptable antidegradation policies and procedures.  EPA agrees with the   
     commenter that implementation of antidegradation is inconsistent throughout
     the Great Lakes System and EPA will attempt to address the inconsistencies 
     through normal program review.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D605.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By our analysis, which is supported by analyses done by the staff of the   
     Michigan Department of Natural Resources, the GLI will have much less of an
     impact on Michigan discharges than dischargers from other states.  This is 
     because of Michigan already-strict limits and procedures for controlling   
     toxic dumping.  Therefore, Michigan should aggressively pursue adoption by 
     EPA of the GLI so that dischargers from other states will have to meet the 
     same tough limits as they would in our states and so that Michigan will not
     be at a competitive disadvantage with our states.                          
     
     
     Response to: D605.013      
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: D605.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be adopted because its is a giant step forward in efforts to
     protect the Great Lakes and fulfill promises of the U.S.-Canada Great lakes
     Water Quality Agreement and the Great Lakes Governors' Toxic Substances    
     Control Agreement.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D605.014      
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D605.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly recognizes the Great Lakes Ecosystem as a uniquely fragile
     international treasure, meriting special regional regulations that may be  
     more stringent than national regulations.  This fundamental premise of the 
     GLI must be defended vigorously against critics who would prefer to have   
     the Great Lakes treated as just another group of lakes.                    
     
     
     Response to: D605.015      
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D605.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dramatic reductions of pollution to the Great Lakes from wastewater pipes  
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     will result after all Great Lakes States adopt the proposed GLI.  Because  
     state programs now differ, however, the reductions in pollution from the   
     GLI will vary by state and by pollutant.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D605.016      
     
     EPA agrees that implementation of the Guidance will result in further      
     reductions of pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes basin.  For a full     
     discussion of the costs and benefits associated with the implementation of 
     the final Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D605.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 percent the     
     dumping of toxic pollution by cities and industries into the Great Lakes.  
     The GLI should retain proposed criteria and procedures at least as         
     stringent as the published draft, to ensure needed reductions in toxic     
     pollution from industry and city wastewater pipes.                         
     
     
     Response to: D605.017      
     
     EPA agrees that implementation of the Guidance will result in further      
     reductions of pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes basin.  For a full     
     discussion of the costs and benefits associated with the implementation of 
     the final Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D605.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly shifts the burden of proof to dischargers and requires    
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     they demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the health of people
     and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic life.  The GLI should      
     retain the proposed two-tiered system to set water quality standards and   
     limit pollution from all toxic chemicals.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D605.018      
     
     See response to: D2595.060                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: D605.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must set Tier I criteria for as many pollutants as possible, as    
     soon as the procedures are approved.                                       
     
     
     Response to: D605.019      
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D605.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must set up a clearing house and periodically update Tier I and Tier II
     criteria lists.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D605.020      
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   

Page 4607



$T044618.TXT
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
     See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D605.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A city or industry usually discharges a mixture of toxic pollutants.  And  
     the receiving water may already be carrying other toxic pollutants dumped  
     upstream.  The combined effects of these chemicals are difficult to        
     predict, so often permit limits are set based on the erroneous assumption  
     of no interactions or combined effects.  Regulators often issue permits to 
     control toxic pollutants as if each pollutant was the only one in the      
     discharge or the receiving water.                                          
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI includes two options to deal with this issue, with neither
     specified as EPA's preferred approach.  Neither proposed option is entirely
     adequate in treatment of pollutants that occur concurrently in surface     
     waters; however, the option titled "Section 3" is preferable.              
     
     
     Response to: D605.021      
     
     See Section VIII.D for a discussion on the additivity provisions in the    
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: D605.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Criteria should be based on the assumption of additivity in the development
     of waste load allocations and effluent limits for combinations of all      
     carcinogens and all non-carcinogens that cause effects by similar          
     mechanisms or target similar organs.  Whenever a cancer potency factor is  
     available for a chemical, that chemical should be included in the          
     calculations, based on additivity, of criteria and waste load allocations. 
     Where a large number of carcinogens occurs in a surface water or in a      
     discharge, the impetus should be on reducing and ultimately eliminating    
     discharges of those substances.  Thus, more stringent regulations that may 
     be required through the additivity assumptions should drive source         
     identification and source reduction and ultimately, elimination of those   
     compounds.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D605.022      
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a   
     discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer   
     and non-cancer effects.                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D605.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Determination of acceptable risk level for carcinogens is an arbitrary     
     public policy decision.  If an additive procedure is used that takes into  
     account risks from all carcinogens in effluent and receiving waters, only  
     then is the proposed risk level of one in 100,000 (1 x 10(exp-5))          
     acceptable.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: D605.023      
     
     See Section VIII.D.6.a of the SID and response to comment D605.026 for a   
     discussion of the cancer risk level.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: D605.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the GLI's first option ("Section 3") is preferable because it  
     will require regulators to quickly develop new additivity procedures as new
     scientific information emerges, without waiting for formal revision of GLI 
     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D605.024      
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a   
     discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer   
     and non-cancer effects.                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: D605.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include a variety of specific procedures that assume dose   
     additivity in the absence of information on specific mixtures. Additivity  
     should be assumed for a variety of toxic effects in addition to cancer.    
     "Toxicity equivalency factors" should be used wherever possible, but their 
     development should not be a prerequisite to the assumption of additivity   
     for non-carcinogens.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D605.025      
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a   
     discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer   
     and non-cancer effects.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the risks from noncarcinogens should be considered 
     additive in the absence of information, as recommended for carcinogens.    
     EPA believes that the non-carcinogenic effects of individual pollutants    
     should be considered additive only for pollutants for which available      
     scientific information supports a reasonable assumption that the pollutants
     produce the same adverse effects through the same mechanisms of action.    
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     This approach is consistent with the 1986 Guidelines on Mixtures and the   
     proposed Guidance.                                                         
                                                                                
     Regarding the use of TEFs, EPA agrees that TEFs should be used whenever    
     possible and believe they are an important tool for assessing the          
     noncarcinogenic effects from mixtures.  However, as discussed above, EPA   
     does not believe an assumption of additivity for noncarcinogens is         
     warranted unless the data exists which indicates that the chemicals produce
     the same adverse effects through the same mechanisms of action.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/ALT
     Comment ID: D605.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When more than one pollutant is in effluent or in a surface water body,    
     human health criteria for those pollutants should be developed based on an 
     assumption of dose of concentration addition (with a total risk of 10      
     (exp-5) for carcinogens), unless some other model is scientifically        
     justified.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D605.026      
     
     Although EPA believes that an assumption that carcinogens exert additive   
     effects in the absence of contrary data is generally reasonable and        
     recommends it's use, the final Guidance does not require State or Tribes to
     adopt an assumption of dose addition for carcinogens.  Based on careful    
     consideration of the comments, EPA has determined that it is necessary and 
     appropriate to provide adequate flexibility to States and Tribes to adopt  
     and implement provisions addressing the additive effects of multiple       
     carcinogens tailored to their individual water programs.  Accordingly, the 
     final Guidance does not specify a detailed methodology for implementing    
     additivity similar to the methodologies for developing criteria to protect 
     human health, aquatic life, and wildlife.  EPA considered specifying in    
     detail how States and Tribes would need to implement a general additivity  
     provision, but decided for the reasons cited below that it was appropriate 
     to provide sufficient flexibility at this time to ensure the provisions are
     fully implementable.  EPA has concluded that this approach will result in  
     State and Tribal water quality standards that will best ensure that human  
     health is protected from potential adverse additive effects from chemical  
     mixtures.      Procedure 4 of the final Guidance specifies that the Great  
     Lakes States and Tribes shall adopt provisions to protect human health from
     the potential adverse additive effects from the carcinogenic components of 
     chemical mixtures in effluents.  EPA limited the Procedure 4 to effluents  
     because of potential uncertainties or technical difficulties in attempting 
     to quantify how chemical mixtures act in the environment.  The techniques  
     for modeling the fate of multiple pollutants in the ambient water are not  
     as well developed as for individual pollutants.  Because the science is    
     still developing and because of concerns raised by the Great Lakes States  
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     responsible for implementing the final Guidance, EPA has decided to limit  
     the requirement for additivity to effluents.  This is consistent with the  
     approach advocated by the Committees of the Initiative in the proposed     
     Guidance.  In addition, since this is the first time EPA has required Great
     Lakes States and Tribes to adopt an additivity provision for specific      
     chemicals into their water quality standards, EPA believes it is reasonable
     to initially limit the provisions to effluents to reduce the potential     
     implementation difficultites raised by commenters. EPA believes as States, 
     Tribes, and EPA gain more experience in considering multiple pollutants in 
     establishing permit limits, that the provisions could be extend to the     
     ambient waters.      EPA believes States and Tribes have several options   
     that will provide protection to human health from the potential adverse    
     additive effects from carcinogens in effluents in the Great Lakes System.  
     One option States and Tribe could consider would be to require that the    
     total cancer risk in mixtures cannot exceed an incremental cancer risk of  
     one in 10,000 (10-4) to protect human health,  EPA recommends  an upper    
     bound lifetime incremental cancer risk to an individual of more than 10-4  
     for several reasons.  First, EPA believes that the establishment of this   
     minimum level will improve consistency in permit limits within the Great   
     Lakes System. Improvement in the consistency of water quality standards and
     permit limits in the Great Lakes System was a primary goal of the Critical 
     Program Act amendments to section 118.      Second, as noted in section V  
     of the SID (human health), EPA believes that ensuring protection to human  
     health in the risk range of 10-4 to 10-6 is acceptable and consistent with 
     the Clean Water Act's objectives.  Adoption of this provision would result 
     in a maximum incremental cancer risk of 1 x 10-4 for mixtures of           
     carcinogens to protect all populations   Specification of 1 x 10-4 as the  
     minimum acceptable level of protection for human health from exposure to   
     multiple carcinogens is intended to ensure that all populations are        
     sufficiently protected once the Guidance provisions are fully implemented  
     in the ambient water and in individual permits, not simply those           
     individuals consuming 15 grams/day of fish and consuming 2 liters of water.
          EPA has long maintained that 1 x 10-4 is within an acceptable range of
     risks.  For example, the Superfund program uses 10-6 as its point of       
     departure when developing its preliminary remediation goals for a site, but
     selects remedies that reduce the threat from carcinogenic contaminants at a
     site such that the excess risk from any medium to an individual exposed    
     over a lifetime generally falls within a range from 10-4 to 10-6.  The U.S.
     Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit held that risk levels
     in a range between 10-4 and 10-6 that are used as part of the National     
     Contingency Plan (Superfund) are adequately                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/ALT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: D605.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The additivity of planar congeners of PCBs and their dioxin-like modes of  
     action should receive special attention, due to their adverse impact on    
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D605.027      
     
     See section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID for a discussion on the additivity   
     requirements for coplanar PCBs.                                            
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D605.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed list in Table 6 of "pollutants of initial focus" is           
     incomplete, omitting many toxic pollutants that may have serious impact on 
     the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D605.028      
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D605.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should add the following list of 34 chemicals as "pollutants of    
     initial focus" (Table 6).                                                  
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     Ammonia, Atrazine, Alpha-chlordane, Gamma-chlordane, Chlorine,             
     Cis-nonachlor, Cresidine, o,p-DDT, Dibromomethane, Dicofol (Kelthane),     
     Diethylbenzen, Methy ethyl ketone, Methyl iobutyl ketone, Oxychlordane,    
     Phosgene, Polychlorinated anthracenes, Polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins,  
     Polychlorinated biphenyl toluenes, Polybrominated biphenyls,               
     Polychlorinated biphenylenes, Polychlorinated biphenyl ethers,             
     Polychlorinated naphthalenes, Polychlorinated dibenzofurans,               
     Polychlorinated azoxybenzenes, Simazine, Alpha-terpineol, Gamma-terpineol, 
     Tetraethyl lead, Trans-nonachlor, Triazine, Tributyl tin, Xylene,          
     m,p-xylene, o-xylene                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D605.029      
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D605.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the GLI does not include clear procedures on how additional toxic
     pollutants that are introduced or discovered in the Great Lakes Ecosystem  
     will be added to Table 6, or be regulated prior to formal revision of the  
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: D605.030      
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D605.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because chemicals typically express their toxic effects through specific   
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     biochemical pathways that utilize common modes of action, potential        
     pollutants should be reviewed based on their structure activity            
     relationships (SARs).  This is particularly important where dischargers are
     tempted to place newly synthesized compounds into general use, which fall  
     outside regulatory scrutiny, but have similar deleterious impacts as the   
     chemical classes under regulation.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D605.031      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D605.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An excellent example of this is the move in European nations to substitute 
     the polychlorinated diphenyl toluenes (PCDTs) for PCBs as fire retardants  
     and hydraulic fluid additives in heavy machines.  PCDTs are expected to    
     produce the same damages to wildlife as do the planar PCBs.  By using SAR  
     screening techniques, chemicals sharing a common mode of toxic action would
     be restricted.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D605.032      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: D605.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should provide for review of potential pollutants based on their   
     structure activity relationships.                                          
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     The GLI is unclear about whether sates/tribes can require polluters to     
     provide data on new or untested chemicals in their effluent (that are not  
     listed on Table 6).                                                        
                                                                                
     The GLI should provide that states/tribes are expected to regulate and     
     require discharge and toxicity data from dischargers of any toxic pollutant
     reasonably expected to be in a wastewater effluent, whether or not it is   
     listed as a "pollutant of initial focus."                                  
     
     
     Response to: D605.033      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D605.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will bring consitency and greater simplicity to this hodgepodge of 
     state anti-pollution standards and regulations.  All Great Lakes States    
     will have to apply consistent minimum standards and the same procedures    
     when granting permits to industries and cities that dump pollution into    
     lakes or rivers in the Great Lakes watershed.  (The GLI does not yet,      
     however, specify how diffuse pollution sources should be controlled to meet
     GLI standards.)                                                            
     
     
     Response to: D605.034      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: D605.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI should use explicit procedures, as a general rule, to limit        
     inter-state/tribal inconsistencies in the interpretation and implementation
     of the GLI.                                                                
                                                                                
     Some proposals require states/tribes to adopt procedures "consistent with" 
     the GLI; others are supposed to be "consistent with and no less stringent  
     than" the GLI.                                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI should explicitly require that all state/tribal procedures and     
     criteria be consistent with and no less stringent than GLI procedures and  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D605.035      
     
     EPA relied upon several underlying principles in developing the final      
     Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards and implementation  
     procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes.    
     For a discussion of these principles, see Section I.C of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: D605.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation by states/tribes of water quality criteria not specified in
     the GLI may result in differing values and continuing inconsistencies among
     the states/tribes.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: D605.036      
     
     See Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: D605.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI should be updated annually to standardize new criteria values;     
     states/tribes should be required to update these values in their           
     state/tribal water quality standards during each triennial review by EPA.  
     
     
     Response to: D605.037      
     
     It is important for States and Tribes to have the flexibility to develop or
     modify criteria, including those in Tables 1 through 4, in appropriate     
     circumstances when new scientific findings and data become available.  EPA 
     will use the process outlined in section II.C.1 of the SID to address      
     additional pollutants.                                                     
                                                                                
     It is important for States and Tribes to have the flexibility to modify    
     criteria, including those in Tables 1 through 4, in appropriate            
     circumstances when new scientific findings and data become available.  EPA 
     would then use the process outlined in the Supplemental Information        
     Document to develop one or more revised GLI criteria guidance documents and
     then work with the States and Tribes in their adoption of the revised      
     criteria.  If the revised criteria are more stringent than the             
     corresponding criteria in Tables 1 through 4 of part 132, States and Tribes
     would be able to adopt them without further EPA rulemaking.  If the revised
     criteria are less stringent than the corresponding criteria in Tables 1    
     through 4 of part 132, EPA would consider initiating a rulemaking action to
     delete or revise criteria in the Tables if necessary to allow or facilitate
     State and Tribal adoption of the less stringent criteria.  See section     
     II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: D605.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistency should not be an end in itself.  In some cases the new GLI     
     effluent limits appear to be more lenient than some current state limits.  
     In this situation, "anti-backsliding" policies and regulations should      
     prohibit any relaxation of existing permit limits at existing facilities.  
     For new facilities, any new more lenient GLI limits could be applied, at   
     least in theory.  First, however, the state would have to adopt the GLI's  
     more lenient limit.  (The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act only requires  
     states to adopt new standards at least as stringent as the GLI.)           
     
     
     Response to: D605.038      
     
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D605.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include clear direction that states are expected to retain  
     existing water quality criteria and procedures where they are more         
     stringent than GLI criteria and procedures.                                
                                                                                
     Many proposed GLI standards are more stringent than existing national      
     standards.  A few GLI procedures would result in standards less stringent  
     than existing national standards.  Use of the less stringent standards     
     would be illegal under the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.              
     
     
     Response to: D605.039      
     
     See Section II of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: D605.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require states/tribes to incorporate standards more         
     stringent than national standards, as necessary to protect the Great Lakes;
     this is a fundamental reason for the GLI.  However, states/tribes should   
     not be allowed to use GLI-derived standards that are less stringent than   
     existing national standards (pursuant to the Great Lakes Critical Programs 
     Act, Sec. 101(2)(A)).                                                      
     
     
     Response to: D605.040      
     
     See response to comment number D2821.007.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: D605.041
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL
     Cross Ref 3: cc REG/ADP
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes numerous opportunities for regulators to depart  
     from fixed assumptions and standard data to utilize emerging research and  
     site- or species-specific data.  This is essential for the GLI to be a     
     dynamic and flexible document, able to quickly accommodate accelerating    
     environmental knowledge, field-derived data and toxicological science.     
                                                                                
     The GLI should retain and expand, wherever possible, opportunities to      
     incorporate new scientific findings, especially including field-derived    
     data, into development of water quality criteria and values, and subsequent
     development of permit limits by regulators.  Special concern should be     
     expressed in the GLI for protection of humans and wildlife against         
     transgenerational effects of environmental pollutants.                     
     
     
     Response to: D605.041      
     
     EPA agrees that the Guidance should promote consistency in standards and   
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes and incorporate new scientific findings as they become          
     available.  For further discussion on the provisions of the Guidance which 
     incorporate these two principles, see Sections I.C and II of the SID.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nevertheless, the GLI falls far short of fully satisfying objectives of the
     GLWQA.  This report recommends changes that would move the GLI closer to   
     this goal.  However, some new GLI programs will require a second "round" of
     development of the GLI, including pollution from diffuse sources, pollution
     prevention and sunsetting of the worst toxic chemicals.                    
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     Response to: D605.042      
     
     EPA believes the Guidance conforms with the objectives and provisions of   
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the reasons stated in the      
     preamble to the final Guidance and Sections II, III and V of the SID.  EPA 
     agrees that additional programs and efforts beyond the Guidance will,      
     however, be necessary to achieve full protection of human health, aquatic  
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes System.  Some of the ongoing and      
     planned voluntary and regulatory programs to address pollution in the basin
     are discussed in Section I.D of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New water quality criteria established by the GLI will apply to all sources
     of pollution of waters in the Great Lakes Basin.  But new procedures to    
     implement anti-pollution controls are specified only for "point sources,"  
     which include discharge pipes of industries and city wastewater treatment  
     plants.  Specific procedures are not proposed to ensure that pollution from
     diffuse ("non-point") sources of pollution meet the same GLI standards.    
     Such sources include air pollution that falls into waterways, urban and    
     farm runoff, city sewer overflows during storms, pollution from            
     contaminated sediments, seepage from landfills and spills.                 
     
     
     Response to: D605.043      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This omission of control procedures for diffuse pollution sources may be   
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     the biggest shortcoming of the proposed GLI, and a problem that cannot be  
     remedied in the current proposal.  It does not mean, however, that adoption
     of the GLI should be delayed.  Because of the complexity of the task of    
     setting control procedures for diffuse pollution, this issue was deferred  
     by EPA and other drafters of the GLI to a second round of work.  The future
     of that effort today remains unclear.                                      
     
     
     Response to: D605.044      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Development of procedures to ensure that pollution from diffuse sources do 
     not violate GLI water quality standards should be initiated immediately by 
     EPA.  Implementation should include enforceable deadlines to require       
     diffuse pollution controls on a timetable parallel to implementation of    
     point-source pollution controls under the proposed GLI.                    
     
     
     Response to: D605.045      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even at best, the GLI will remain an interim step on the way to achieving  
     the GLWQA objective of virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances. 
     As specified in the GLWQA's General Principles (Annex 12), "the philosophy 
     adopted for control of inputs of persistent toxic substances shall be zero 
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     discharge" and "the intent...is to virtually eliminate the input of        
     persistent toxic substances..." Water quality criteria are to be an interim
     step towards virtual elimination (Annex 1). Zero discharge also is a       
     fundament of the U.S. Clean Water Act.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D605.046      
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes   
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Persistent toxic substances with large bioaccumulation factors, identified 
     by the GLI as "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" (BCCs), will be       
     subject to special control measures.  The GLI's philosophy of control of   
     BCCs, however, is not based on zero discharge and will not lead to virtual 
     elimination of BCCs from the Great Lakes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D605.047      
     
     See response to: G3032.002.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even after the GLI's most stringent controls are fully imposed, including  
     the phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs, substantial amounts of these       
     persistent toxic chemicals will be allowed to be discharged from industry  
     and city wastewater pipes.  No provision is included in the GLI to require 
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     sunsetting from use of these BCCs, consistent with the philosophy of zero  
     discharge.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The GLI should explicitly acknowledge that the phase-out of mixing zones   
     for persistent toxic pollutant is only an interim step towards the         
     objective of zero discharge of these pollutants pursuant to the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Agreement.  A specific timetable for sunsetting and zero     
     discharge should be included.                                              
     
     
     Response to: D605.048      
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI required by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 (GLCPA)  
     to "conform with the objectives and provisions of the GLWQA..." The GLI    
     fails to satisfy this Congressionally-mandated standard.  Major additional 
     guidance will be required to ensure full compliance with the GLWQA and the 
     GLCPA, including implementation measures for diffuse sources of pollution  
     and pollution prevention.  This GLI "Round 2" should be launched by EPA    
     immediately.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: D605.049      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026, P2585.015
     and D2722.012.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: D605.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI narrative should explicitly acknowledge that it does not fully     
     satisfy requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, and 
     that EPA intends to move expeditiously to launch GLI "Round 2" to fulfill  
     these obligations, including:                                              
                                                                                
     - setting timetables to ban the use of all persistent and bioaccumulative  
     toxic substances released into the Great Lakes Ecosystem;                  
                                                                                
     - ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and do not violate 
     GLI water quality standards; and                                           
                                                                                
     - requiring comprehensive pollution prevention programs for the Great      
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D605.050      
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain its innovative approach to identifying               
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern through calculation of bioaccumulation
     factors, and retain special restrictions against the discharge of such     
     pollutants.  Such restrictions are essential due to the long retention time
     of pollution in the Great Lakes.                                           
     
     
     Response to: D605.051      
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained the special provisions for BCCs in the final  
     Guidance.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D605.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to protect everyone exposed to Great
     lakes fish contaminants, particularly those most sensitivie to toxic injury
     and those, especially including sport anglers, as well as Native Americans 
     who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural preservation.    
     
     
     Response to: D605.052      
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A BAF of 1,000 is too high, given the preventative mandate of the GLWQA.  A
     lower value would bring more dangerous chemicals under stringent controls  
     and provide great protection for the food chain.                           
                                                                                
     The GLI should define bioaccumulative chemicals of concern as those with a 
     bioaccumulation factor of 250 (not 1,000) or greater.                      
     
     
     Response to: D605.053      
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D605.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is designed, based on the assumptions used to calculate   
     water quality criteria, to protect average, adult white males.  This       
     premise raises the issue of environmental equity and who the GLI should be 
     designed to protect.                                                       
                                                                                
     Children are at special risk because of their relatively greater activity  
     and higher metabolic rates, their smaller body weight and body mass, and   
     the fact that protective mechanisms such as specific liver enzymes do not  
     develop until later in early childhood.                                    
                                                                                
     A specific adjustment for childhood sensitivity should be included in the  
     GLI as an additional uncertainty factor, such as the GLI in the adjustment 
     for protection against fetal central nervous system development.           
     
     
     Response to: D605.054      
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: D605.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI uses a mean adult weight of the human body of 70 kg (154  
     lb) for calculation of wate quality criteria to protect human health.  This
     is based on surveys of the weights of people between ages of 18 and 75.    
                                                                                
     However, it fails to consider the primary population at special risk--human
     infants.  An increasing body of evidence describing the effects of         
     low-level, chronic exposure to contemporary chemicals has demonstrated the 
     passage of contaminants from mother to offspring both during pregnancy and 
     in nursing. The health impacts resulting from the secondary exposure of the
     child to pollution from its mother are called "transgenerational effects." 
                                                                                
     Therefore, protection of women who may bear children in the future is      
     critical for any pollutants with potential to cause transgenerational      
     effects.  An estimate of average weight of this population (ages 12 to 35) 
     is 58 kg, rounded to 55 kg (121 lb).  Adoption of this lesser weight would 
     reduce water quality criteria by 20 - 30 percent (based on analysis of     
     PCBs, dioxin, DDT and mercury).                                            
                                                                                
     The GLI should use a human body weight of 55kg (not 70 kg) for development 
     of water quality standards of pollutants with potential to cause           
     transgenerational effects.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D605.055      
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     EPA considers all toxicological data, including reproductive and           
     developmental, in developing its human noncancer criteria.  In fact, in the
     development of the ADE, if there is no available data on potential         
     reproductive or developmental effects, EPA will add an extra uncertainty   
     factor, reducing the number, to account for the lack of data in this       
     critical area.  Thus, EPA believes its Human Noncancer Criteria and Values 
     are protective of potential transgenerational effects.  In addition, EPA   
     uses uncertainty factors (usually of 10) to account for intraspecies       
     variability. This uncertainty factor is intended protect sensitive         
     individuals (those who may be more sensitive toxicologically to the        
     chemical such as children, pregnant women and individuals immunologically  
     compromised) in a population from exposure to a chemical.                  
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has described the recommended minimum data for evaluating 
     reproductive and developmental effects in section II.B.1.d of the TSD.     
                                                                                
     Also see response under Body weight response to comments (G1727.004).      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D605.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Women, at special risk because of the exposure they give their unborn      
     children and nursing infants, receive no special consideration.  Native    
     Americans and other minorities, at special risk because they may consume   
     large amounts of Great Lakes fish for cultural or economic reasons, receive
     no special consideration.  Sport anglers, at special risk because they may 
     consume large amounts of Great Lakes fish because of their recreational    
     availability, receive no special consideration.                            
                                                                                
     People should be able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as their tastes,     
     recreation, culture or subsistence needs dictate, and consume those fish   
     without having to worry about what harm that diet may do to themselves or  
     their offspring.                                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI should be based on the premise of protecting the 95th percentile of
     fish consumption among sport anglers and other special populations at risk.
     
     
     Response to: D605.056      
     
     See response to comments D2714.032, P2771.200 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: D605.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly rejects the fish consumption value now used in Michigan to
     set water quality criteria to protect human health of 6.5 grams per day    
     (gm/d), or 1.6 ounces per week (oz/wk).  Instead the GLI proposes a value  
     of 15 gm/d (3.7 oz/wk).  However, numerous studies suggest 15 gm/d is      
     inadequate to protect high risk populations.  A value of 50 gm/d (12.3     
     oz/wk) should provide a reasonable level of protection for the majority of 
     consumers, but still would not account for the relatively small number of  
     people who regularly consume even greater amounts of Great Lakes fish.     
                                                                                
     The GLI should use 50 gm/d (not 15 gm/d) of fish consumed as representative
     of the 95th percentile of fish consumption among sport anglers, their      
     families and other special populations at risk, including subsistence      
     anglers, ethnic communities, Native American groups and commercial anglers 
     and their families.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D605.057      
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D605.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed lipid value of 5.0 percent (initially proposed at 6.0       
     percent) does not provide an adequate margin of safety to protect human    
     health.  In addition, variation of fish species (and fat content) commonly 
     consumed varies greatly among lakes, e.g., walleye (Lake Erie) vs. drum and
     catfish (Detroit River) vs. lake trout (Lake Superior).  Some species may  
     be further targeted by heavy fish consumers (e.g., Siscowet lake trout by  
     some Native Americans).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: D605.058      
     
     EPA does not agree that a 5 percent lipid value would be inadequately      
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     protective.  See response to comment D605.059.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D605.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Generous safety factors are appropriate in setting standard lipid values   
     because of the paucity of data available on fish consumption habits of high
     risk groups. These include Native Americans (not included in fishing       
     surveys based on license sales) and other racial minorities who may fish   
     primarily in urban waters and utilize fish species not commonly included in
     EPA predictors of human fish consumption patterns.                         
     
     
     Response to: D605.059      
     
     In the majority of the cases people consume a variety of different species 
     as evidenced by the West survey.  The lipid values selected for use in     
     deriving BAFs represent the wide variety of fish consumed by sport anglers 
     in the Great Lakes System.  In cases where it can be documented that a     
     subpopulation consumes fish with an average lipid content higher than those
     prescribed in the final Guidance, then it would be appropriate for a State 
     or Tribe authorized to be treated as a State for purposes of the CWA       
     Section 303 to increase the lipid value in a site-specific criterion for   
     waters where the subpopulation fishes.  However, the State or Tribe should 
     evaluate all aspects of exposure, including amount consumed, before        
     altering just one factor such as percent lipid, since the values for these 
     variables are interrelated.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D605.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Salmon and trout, especially, exceed the proposed 5.0 percent value; a more
     appropriate value would be 11 percent.  These are the fish species that are
     the primary management targets of state and federal fishery agencies for   
     four of the Great Lakes.  Pollution control assumptions should follow suit.
     (Michigan, for example, now uses a 9.6 pecent lipid value.)                
     
     
     Response to: D605.060      
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that the lipid values should be        
     increased to 11 percent representative of lake trout, a species with the   
     highest lipid value.  In the majority of the cases people consume a variety
     of different species and not simply lake trout, as evidenced by the West   
     survey.  The lipid values selected for use in deriving BAFs represent the  
     wide variety of fish consumed by sport anglers in the Great Lakes System.  
     In cases where it can be documented that a subpopulation consumes fish with
     an average lipid content higher than those prescribed in the final         
     Guidance, then it would be appropriate for a State or Tribe authorized to  
     be treated as a State for purposes of the CWA Section 303 to increase the  
     lipid value in a site-specific criterion for waters where the subpopulation
     fishes.  However, the State or Tribe should evaluate all aspects of        
     exposure, including amount consumed, before altering just one factor such  
     as percent lipid, since the values for these variables are interrelated.   
                                                                                
     In the final guidance EPA has required use of a consumption- weighted mean 
     percent lipid value for trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for       
     trophic level three in edible tissue for use in determining human health   
     BAFs for organic chemicals in the final Guidance.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: D605.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although Lake Erie fishery management targets the leaner walleye, the more 
     stringent salmonid-based lipid value should be applied to all waters of the
     Great Lakes Ecosystem, including Lake Erie.  Also, there is a salmonid     
     (steelhead trout) fishery in Lake Erie.  Compared to the other Great Lakes,
     water entering the shallower Lake Erie has a rapid turnover.  Pollutants   
     dumped into Lake Erie flush downstream into the Niagara River and Lake     
     Ontario, and contribute to contamination of the salmonid fishery in those  
     waters.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The GLI should use consistent lakewide standards for the lipid value for   
     human health criteria development.  This value should be 11 percent, based 
     on the management of the Great Lakes for a salmonid fishery and to maintain
     consistency among the eight Great Lakes States.                            
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     Response to: D605.061      
     
     See Response to Comment D2337.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: D605.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must retain stringent criteria in a two-tiered sysem designed to   
     protect wildlife.  Procedures should not, however, arbitrarily limit       
     chemicals that will be restricted.                                         
     
     
     Response to: D605.062      
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: D605.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on studies of the continuing impacts of PCBs and dioxin (TCDD)       
     contamination on Great Lakes wildlife, it is clear that proposed criteria  
     for protection of wildlife are inadequate for PCBs and dioxin.             
                                                                                
     The GLI Tier I wildlife criteria should be 0.1 pg/l for PCBs (not 17 pg/l) 
     and 7.0 x 10(exp-5) pg/l for TCDD (not 9.6 x 10(exp-3) pg/l).              
     
     
     Response to: D605.063      
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to phase out some uses of dilution as a solution to       
     pollution for the most dangerous and persistent toxic chemicals.  Within   
     ten years of final approval of the GLI, nearly all mixing zones for such   
     pollutants will be banned.                                                 
                                                                                
     Pollution dilution zones for persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances  
     must be phased out, as proposed by the GLI.                                
                                                                                
     However, no provision is included for eliminating dilution of pollution for
     other persistent toxic pollutants that are not defined as BCCs, such as    
     lead and cadmium.  This is a recommendation of the International Joint     
     Commission in its Sixth Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality       
     (1992), which concluded that pollution control strategies "should recognize
     that all persistent toxic substances are dangerous to the environment,     
     deleterious to the human condition, and can no longer be tolerated in the  
     ecosystem, whether or not unassailable scientific proof of acute or chronic
     damage is universally accepted."                                           
     
     
     Response to: D605.064      
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's procedures to phase out dilution zones for bioaccumulative       
     chemicals of concern should be expanded to include all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with half-lives greater than eight weeks in any medium-water,   
     air, sediment, soil or biota.                                              
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     Response to: D605.065      
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed ten-year phase-out for mixing zones for BCCs is unnecessarily 
     long, and should be modified to require incremental reductions in loadings 
     to the Great Lakes during this period.                                     
     
     
     Response to: D605.066      
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require at the first NPDES permit reissuance, and no later  
     than five years after GLI adoption, partial reductions of mixing zones by  
     dischargers.  At the second NPDES permit reissuance, and no later than ten 
     years after GLI adoption, the mixing zone ban should be effective.         
     
     
     Response to: D605.067      
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: D605.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require use of "Option B" for determination of total maximum
     daily loads of pollutants.  Where aspects of Option A are stronger, such as
     consideration of the entire watershed in making TMDL determinations, they  
     should be incorporated by EPA into Option B.                               
     
     
     Response to: D605.068      
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: D605.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The critical exposure period for human health protection should be based on
     bioaccumulation in fish and other aquatic biota, not on human exposure over
     a lifetime.  Ambient pollutant concentrations regulated such that criteria 
     will not be exceeded under stream flows that represent long-term average   
     conditions will not be stringent enough to prevent accumulation of         
     pollutants in fish tissues.  Where fish tissues are contaminated with BCCs 
     and where humans consume contaminated fish, this proposal will not be      
     adequately protective of human health.                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI should use a more conservative dilution flow to develop human      
     health-based waste load allocations, such as a fraction of the 95%         
     exceedance flow (which is currently used in Michigan) instead of the       
     harmonic mean flow.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: D605.069      
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D605.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Enforcement of water pollution permits at effluent limits, rather than at  
     the "level of quantification" using typical monitoring techniques is       
     essential if needed reductions of pollutants by the GLI are to be realized.
      The GLI anticipates this dilemna and includes options for alternative     
     monitoring techniques and mandates pollutant minimization programs for     
     those situations.  Pollution prevention will be necessary, as there often  
     is no feasible treatment for minute levels of many toxic chemicals.        
     
     
     Response to: D605.070      
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: D605.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain the proposed requirements for toxic pollutants to be 
     regulated at the water quality-based effluent limit, even if that is below 
     the "level of quantification." In addition, mandatory pollutant            
     minimization programs for such pollutants are essential, and alternative   
     techniques for monitoring of bioaccumulative toxic pollutants must be      
     required.  Pollution discharges above permit limits (not just above the    
     "level of quantification") should be enforceable violations.               
     
     
     Response to: D605.071      
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D605.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Lake Superior provisions of the GLI to be meaningful, they must be 
     implemented uniformly by Michigan, Wisconsin and Minnesota.  Adoption of   
     these provisions of the GLI should be mandatory, not left to the discretion
     of the states.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: D605.072      
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA must reiterate that it is beyond EPA's authority to compel
     States and Tribes to adopt more stringent water quality standards than are 
     necessary to meet the minimum requirements of the CWA and Federal          
     regulations.  As described at 40 CFR 131.6, the essential elements of a    
     State's or Tribe's water quality standards are designated uses, criteria   
     needed to protect the uses, an antidegradation policy consistent with 40   
     CFR 131.12 and any necessary implementation procedures.  Where a State or  
     Tribe fails to adopt the minimum elements, EPA has the authority to        
     promulgate the missing elements for the State or Tribe.  Neither the CPA   
     nor the final Guidance expand EPA's authority in that regard.  The final   
     Guidance addresses these essential elements only to the extent that Great  
     Lakes-specific Guidance is required.  The final Guidance provides direction
     to States and Tribes on what is necessary to meet the minimum requirements 
     of the CWA and Federal regulations given the unique character of the Great 
     Lakes System.  Consequently, EPA cannot require States and Tribes to adopt 
     more stringent antidegradation requirements for Lake Superior or any other 
     part of the Great Lakes System than are required under the CWA and existing
     regulations.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D605.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To truly protect Lake Superior, the GLI's of "Bioaccumulative Substances of
     Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior should be changed to "Persistent Toxic
     Subtances of Immediate Concern." This list should include all substances   
     that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or greater, and the 21 substances
     on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's "Candidate Substances List for
     Bans or Phase-Outs."  In addition, chlorinated organic chemicals should be 
     added as a substance of concern because its use produces many of the       
     compounds on the GLI and Ontario lists.                                    
     
     
     Response to: D605.073      
     
     Placing new materials on the list of Lake Superior bioaccumulative         
     substances of immediate concern (BSIC) is beyond the scope of the final    
     Guidance.  The concepts of special antidegradation designations for the    
     protection of Lake Superior derive from a program developed by the Lake    
     Superior States and Provinces, "A Bi-national Program to Restore and       
     Protect the Lake Superior Basin."  This program concerns the various States
     and Provinces and is over and beyond the minimum requirements necessary for
     an acceptable water quality standards program as define in the Federal     
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.6.  The final Guidance contains elements to make 
     it compatible with the Lake Superior program, but implementation of the    
     program is at the discretion of the Lake Superior States and Tribes.       
     Similarly, modifications to the program agreed to by the Lake Superior     
     States and Provinces, including changes or additions to list of BSICs, is  
     at the discretion of the Lake Superior States, Tribes and Provinces.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D605.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI gives the states the opportunity to designate the waters of Lake   
     Superior as Outstanding National Resource Waters, the highest level of     
     protection available under the Clean Water Act. However, the GLI also      
     creates a new designation of Lake Superior Basin-Outstanding National      
     Resource Waters (LSB-ONRW), which prohibits only point source discharges in
     small areas of the Lake.                                                   
                                                                                
     The GLI must designate the entire U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an      
     "Outstanding National Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality 
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     waters through pollution prevention.  The "Lake Superior Basin-Outstanding 
     National Resource Waters" designation should be deleted from the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: D605.074      
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D605.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Outside of small areas to be designated LSB-ONRW, the GLI proposes that the
     rest of the Lake be designated Outstanding International Resource Waters.  
     New facilities can still dump persistent toxic pollutants, but any facility
     must go through a special antidegradation review that requires that "best  
     technology in process and treatment" be used.  The GLI does not detail how 
     to determine what best technology and treatment is or how the designation  
     will be applied consistently.  In the GLI, EPA does not direct or require  
     the states to make special designations.  If the states fail to make       
     special designations, EPA has an obligation to implement the Lake Superior 
     special designation provisions in the GLI.                                 
                                                                                
     The proposed "Outstanding International Resource Waters" designation is of 
     limited value and should be replaced with the ONRW designation.            
     
     
     Response to: D605.075      
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: D605.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Toxic reduction plans for all dischargers in the Lake Superior Watershed   
     should be made an enforceable requirement in the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: D605.076      
     
     As with special antidegradation protection for Lake Superior, any special  
     requirements for Lake Superior discharges beyond those necessary to comply 
     with the CWA and Federal regulations are considerations beyond the purview 
     of the final Guidance.  The commenter's suggestion that all permits to     
     discharge to Lake Superior contain mandatory toxic reduction plans stems   
     from the zero discharge demonstration program envisioned in the Lake       
     Superior program.  The desirability of such a requirement is for the Lake  
     Superior States, Tribes and Provinces to determine, not for EPA to impose  
     under the auspices of the final Guidance.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: D605.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI's antidegradation program, any proposed increase in mass     
     loading of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC) from a point source 
     will trigger antidegradation analysis.  Setting this threshold for         
     antidegradation analysis application is a significant step toward          
     protecting the Great Lakes and its tributaries, and thus fish, wildlife and
     human health.                                                              
                                                                                
     The GLI antidegradation procedures must be adopted to prevent new or       
     increased dumping of pollutants that persist and build up in the food      
     chain.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: D605.077      
     
     See response to comment D605.012.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D605.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To be more effective, the GLI antidegradation policy must not only build   
     off of past antidegradation policy experience, but also implement the Clean
     Water Act's and GLWQA's broader goals.  While the GLI package accomplishes 
     the former, improvements are required to ensure that the GLI's             
     antidegradation proposal implements the CWA's and GLWQA's overall goals of 
     improving and maintaining water quality.  Therefore, although a lowering of
     water quality is allowable in some narrowly-defined situations under       
     antidegradation policy, the ultimate objective of antidegradation policy is
     the gradual improvement of water quality.                                  
     
     
     Response to: D605.078      
     
     EPA disagrees.  Many other CWA authorities are directed toward improvement 
     of water quality;  antidegradation is not.  The function of the            
     antidegradation standard is to preserve water quality.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D605.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For second-tier waters, antidegradation analysis applies only where a      
     "significant lowering of water quality" will occur.  Aside from inherent   
     ambiguities in the term "significant" (which is not defined in the         
     proposal), the term may prove counter-productive when it comes time to     
     implement tier two protection.  In addition, because a significant lowering
     of water quality is defined as "any" increase in the mass loading of BCCs, 
     the term lends nothing to the subsantive requirements of the GLI           
     antidegradation proposal.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: D605.079      
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA believes the term "significant" plays a useful role in distinguishing  
     between reductions in water quality that are of great enough magnitude to  
     warrant antidegradation review and those that are not.  By providing some  
     guidelines for assaying signficance, the final Guidance limits the         
     possibility for inconsistency in implementation.  Distinguishing between   
     significant and insignificant lowering of water quality also allows States 
     and Tribes to focus their efforts where they will have the greatest impact.
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D605.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Significant" lowering of water quality as the threshold for tier two      
     analysis should be deleted from the GLI, even though the current definition
     for "significant" lowering of water quality should be retained.            
     
     
     Response to: D605.080      
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D605.079.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D605.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI also adds a great deal of definition to what has traditionally been
     a wide loophole:  "important economic and social developments."  Although  
     the GLI, commendably, categorizes a limited number of "developments" that  
     may be considered in a decision to allow increased discharges, it gives    
     considerable leeway to regulators to determine whether a lowering of water 
     quality is necessary to allow for important economic and social            
     developments.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: D605.081      
     
     The commenter is correct in stating that the final Guidance gives States   
     and Tribes a great deal of discretion in making a determination on whether 
     or not a given project constitutes important social and economic           
     development.  This is necessary so that States and Tribes are able to      
     respond appropriately to the wide variety of different situations that can 
     give rise to a request to lower water quality.  This also ensures that the 
     decision is made by those closest to and best informed about the           
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     communities affected by the decision.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: D605.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For second-tier waters, dischargers should also be required to demonstrate 
     a direct linkage--a cause-and-effect relationship-- between an economic and
     social development and a lowering of water quality.  The GLI should then   
     require dischargers' demonstrations of direct linkages to be subject to    
     public review and comment.  Finally, EPA should establish a database for   
     social and economic development decisions so that agencies and the public  
     may improve their evaluation of dischargers' demonstrations over time.     
     
     
     Response to: D605.082      
     
     To the extent possible, the final Guidance does require that parties       
     seeking a lowering of water quality demonstrate that the reduction in water
     quality is related to important social and economic development.  However, 
     it is not possible to correlate a specific mass of increased loading to a  
     quantifiable level of economic or social development.  It is also not      
     possible to derive a universal rule that specifies how much economic and   
     social development is required to warrant permitting a certain level of    
     environmental degradation.  The inexact nature of social and economic      
     component of the antidegradation demonstration makes public participation  
     especially crucial to its success. Consistency in decision making will be  
     enhanced by the final Guidance as well as the regular communication that   
     occurs between States, Tribes and EPA and through EPA oversight of the     
     water quality standards and permits programs.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: D605.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The integration of pollution prevention prerequisites should be an integral
     part of the GLI's antidegradation analyses for all waters.                 
     
     
     Response to: D605.083      
     
     EPA is attempting to make pollution prevention a routine consideration in  
     all aspects of the water quality program.  The final Guidance, with its    
     emphasis on pollution prevention as an element in the antidegradation      
     demonstration is an example of this.  However, an antidegradation          
     demonstration is only required when there is a significant lowering of     
     water quality in a high quality water is requested.  Water quality may only
     be lowered where water quality criteria are achieved and there would be no 
     adverse impact on existing uses.  Antidegradation prohibits lowering water 
     quality for any parameter for which criteria are not achieved or that would
     result in an adverse impact on existing uses or jeopardize a Federally     
     listed threatened or endangered species or the critical habitat of a       
     threatened or endangered species.  As a result, no antidegradation         
     demonstration is performed (since water quality may not be further lowered)
     and there is no evaluation of pollution prevention.  Pollution prevention  
     by dischargers to water bodies that do not attain water quality criteria   
     will be driven by the TMDL process, not antidegradation.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: D605.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's antidegradation policy applies to diffuse sources of pollution.  
     However, the GLI qualifies its diffuse source coverage by stating that it  
     applies only to the extent "independent regulatory authority" exists to    
     enforce water quality standards against nonpoint sources of pollution.     
     Requiring "independent regulatory authority" could be the exception that   
     eats the GLI's otherwise strong rule on diffuse source controls.           
                                                                                
     EPA should clarify what is meant by requiring "independent regulatory      
     authority" for the GLI to apply to diffuse sources of pollution.           
     
     
     Response to: D605.084      
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D608.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Specific recommended changes to the DRI costs are contained in
Attachment 1
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study evaluated a selected subset of 59 facilities (50 major and 9     
     minor) from a total of 588 major and 3207 minor dischargers.  The subset   
     included 25 facilities in Michigan including 22 majors and 3 minors.  The  
     study estimated that the incremental costs to implement the GLWQG at these 
     25 facilities would be over 12 million dollars using the figures from      
     Scenario 2 (Table 1).  These are costs over and above those necessary to   
     comply with Michigan's current regulatory approach to control toxic        
     substances in surface water permits.  I have reviewed each Michigan        
     facility analysis in the study and have concluded that the findings are    
     inaccurate and misleading.  My evaluation eliminates essentially all of the
     compliance costs estimated by the consultants if errors in the calculations
     are corrected and additional data from Department files are considered.    
     Problems with the cost study are listed below.  Most of these problems     
     could have been avoided if the consultant and EPA would have allowed the   
     States to review the estimates prior to publication.                       
     
     
     Response to: D608.001      
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D608.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Specific recommended changes to the DRI costs are contained in
Attachment 1
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The consultants did not have a good understanding of Michigan's current
     regulatory approach.  Michigan has a very comprehensive program for the    
     control of toxic substances.  It is recognized as one of the most          
     protective in the basin.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D608.002      
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D608.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Specific recommended changes to the DRI costs are contained in
Attachment 1
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  All permit limitations for metals that have toxicity related to        
     hardness were inappropriately calculated at 50 mg/l hardness.  This        
     underestimated the hardness of receiving streams for the facilities        
     assessed and made a big difference in the calculated waste load allocations
     and the decisions regarding the need for limits in the permits.            
     Recalculated metals limits typically indicated that existing permit limits 
     were adequate or that limits were unnecessary.                             
     
     
     Response to: D608.003      
     
     See response to comments D2719.017 and D2719.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: D608.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Specific recommended changes to the DRI costs are contained in
Attachment 1
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing (WET) was assumed for most facilities. 
     Michigan has had an aggressive WET program and these concerns were         
     adequately addressed by existing permits or recent file data.  In some     
     cases professional judgement of MDNR staff was used to rule out the need   
     for WET.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: D608.004      
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
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     Comment ID: D608.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Specific recommended changes to the DRI costs are contained in
Attachment 1
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Michigan's permit file contained information that was not utilized in  
     the study.  Recent effluent characterization data and appropriate          
     background levels of pollutants resulted in significant differences when   
     determining the need for limits or additional treatment.                   
     
     
     Response to: D608.005      
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D608.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Specific recommended changes to the DRI costs are contained in
Attachment 1
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  BCC monitoring was assumed for all facilities.  There was no reason to 
     suspect these pollutants in many of the facility discharges.  Where they   
     are suspected to be present, the current Michigan approach is to require   
     adequate characterization.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: D608.006      
     
     EPA agrees that including costs for monitoring for all bioaccumulative     
     chemicals of concern (BCCs) at all facilities is unrealistic, particularly 
     if they are not suspected to be present in the discharge.  EPA has removed 
     this assumption for purposes of developing costs for the final Guidance.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D608.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Specific recommended changes to the DRI costs are contained in
Attachment 1
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  The GLWQG process to address BCCs with effluent limits less than       
     detection was patterned after Michigan's approach.  Costs estimated to deal
     with these chemicals were inappropriate.                                   
     
     
     Response to: D608.007      
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2719.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: D608.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Specific recommended changes to the DRI costs are contained in
Attachment 1
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  In certain cases, the costs analyses were inappropriately conducted on 
     internal process wastestreams.                                             
     
     
     Response to: D608.008      
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F1028.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 
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          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxic chemicals should not be permitted to destroy renewable resources as  
     they have in Lake Michigan.                                                
     
     
     Response to: F1028.005     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  The final Guidance includes special         
     provisions to address persistent, bioaccumulative chemicals, and will make 
     significant progress toward achieving the objective expressed in the       
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: F1044.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We need consistent federal regulations to protect our great freshwater     
     resource.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: F1044.005     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: F1161.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
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          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We need consistent federal regulations to protect our great freshwater     
     resource.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: F1161.005     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: F1274.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F1436, F1486, F1659, F1815, F1819, F2381, F2392, F3470, 
F4474         
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1) require that each of the eight Great Lake States adopt consistent       
     regulations to manage the Great Lakes as an ecosystem;                     
     
     
     Response to: F1274.001     
     
     EPA generally agrees, and is publishing the final Guidance to achieve      
     improved consistency of water quality programs in the Great Lakes System.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F1274.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F1436, F1486, F1659, F1815, F1819, F2381, F2392, F3470, 
F4474         
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate dilution loopholes by phasing out the pollution dilution zones   
     for persistent toxic pollutants;                                           
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     Response to: F1274.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: F1274.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F1436, F1486, F1659, F1815, F1819, F2381, F2392, F3470, 
F4474         
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Shift the burden of proof for a pollutant's safety to the dischargers;     
     
     
     Response to: F1274.003     
     
     See response to comment D2838.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F1274.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F1436, F1486, F1659, F1815, F1819, F2381, F2392, F3470, 
F4474         
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ensure that all sources of pollution, including diffuse or nonpoint        
     pollution like air pollution, urban and farm runoff and contaminated       
     sediments are controlled and that comprehensive pollution prevention       
     programs are adopted throughout the Great Lakes.                           
     
     
     Response to: F1274.004     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance does consider both point and nonpoint       
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including establishing       
     equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes 
     program efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution  
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     and pollution prevention, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to      
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: F1323.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also 1471, 1578, 2093, 2248, 2249, 2383, 2384, 2396, 2415,
3475, 3562, 
          4127, 4395, 4396, 4441, 4442, 4508, 4510, 4645, 4664, 4687, 4697, 4739,   

          4841, 4970, 4974, 4988, 5062, 5300L                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead of the two new, confusing special designations of "Lake Superior   
     Basin-Outstanding National Resource Waters" and "Outstanding International 
     Resource Waters," the GLI should designate the entire U.S. Waters of the   
     Lake Superior basin as "Outstanding National Resource Waters," the highest 
     classification available under the Clean Water Act.                        
     
     
     Response to: F1323.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F1323.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also 1471, 1578, 2093, 2248, 2249, 2383, 2384, 2396, 2415,
3475, 3562, 
          4127, 4395, 4396, 4441, 4442, 4508, 4510, 4645, 4664, 4687, 4697, 4739,   

          4841, 4970, 4974, 4988, 5062, 5300L                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of chemicals of concern for Lake Superior in the GLI is only nine 
     chemicals.  The list should be expanded to include the most bioaccumulative
     and/or persistent pollutants - a list of about 50 chemicals - and chlorine,
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     because its use leads to the creation of many toxic chlorinated substances.
     
     
     Response to: F1323.002     
     
     See response to comment G2956.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: F1323.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also 1471, 1578, 2093, 2248, 2249, 2383, 2384, 2396, 2415,
3475, 3562, 
          4127, 4395, 4396, 4441, 4442, 4508, 4510, 4645, 4664, 4687, 4697, 4739,   

          4841, 4970, 4974, 4988, 5062, 5300L                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program committed to a requirement for a toxic reduction    
     plan in all new or reissued discharge permits.  This commitment should be  
     added to the GLI so it will become an enforceable provision of discharge   
     permits.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: F1323.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidanace.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1323.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also 1471, 1578, 2093, 2248, 2249, 2383, 2384, 2396, 2415,
3475, 3562, 
          4127, 4395, 4396, 4441, 4442, 4508, 4510, 4645, 4664, 4687, 4697, 4739,   

          4841, 4970, 4974, 4988, 5062, 5300L                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the GLI, it is voluntary for the states to implement the special        
     provisions for Lake Superior.  EPA should make explicit its intention to   

Page 4654



$T044618.TXT
     exercise its full authority to ensure adoption and implementation of       
     special provisions for Lake Superior in fulfillment of EPA's commitments to
     the Binational Program.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: F1323.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F1500.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Great Lakes by    
     "Sunsetting" persistent Toxic chemicals;                                   
     
     
     Response to: F1500.001     
     
     See response to: G3032.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F1500.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     Expanding the number of pollutants regulated under the Guidance;           
     
     
     Response to: F1500.002     
     
     See response to comment F3278.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: F1500.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc: IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     Requiring effective and regular monitoring of industrial and municipal     
     discharges;                                                                
     
     
     Response to: F1500.003     
     
     See Supplementary Information document Section I.D.4, RAPS and LaMPS for a 
     discussion on Great Lakes System monitoring activities.                    
                                                                                
     Also, EPA notes that considerable monitoring information is required to be 
     submitted by dischargers under the current National NPDES Program.  For    
     example, NPDES permit applications require submittal of effluent monitoring
     for toxics prior to permit issuance; NPDES permits are required to contain 
     compliance monitoring provisions for any limitations in the permit that    
     essentially require the discharger to submit effluent monitoring data to   
     the State or Tribe.  In addition, NPDES permits often contain effluent     
     monitoring requirements designed to establish a data base of effluent      
     monitoring results for purposes of improving future decision making        
     regarding the effluent.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1500.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     Protecting Lake Superior with Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW)   
     status.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: F1500.004     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
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     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution and      
     pollution prevention, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F1500.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two issues keep surfacing from those opposed to the Guidance.  The first is
     related to non point source pollution.  My thoughts are that once the      
     Guidance is approved and point pollution is controlled then the            
     environmental                                                              
     group will have the time to focus theirefforts on non point sources.       
     
     
     Response to: F1500.004     
     
     See the SID, especially Section I, for EPA's analysis of this and related  
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F1500.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two issues keep surfacing from those opposed to the Guidance.  The first is
     related to non point source pollution.  My thoughts are that once the      
     Guidance is approved and point pollution is controlled then the            
     environmental group will have the time to focus their efforts on non point 
     sources.                                                                   
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     Response to: F1500.005     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution and      
     pollution prevention, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F1500.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second issue is the costs and the threat of jobs.  I feel water and    
     food                                                                       
     are primary to life.  Jobs and Income are secondary.  The population to    
     best                                                                       
     address this issue are those that are currently living with cancer.  If    
     industry can sell their argument to those individuals, then and only then, 
     should they be listened to.  Please support the Guidance.                  
     
     
     Response to: F1500.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: F1513.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform water quality standards for the region are essential.              
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     Response to: F1513.001     
     
     EPA agrees that consistent water quality standards for the Great lakes     
     System are essential.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including promoting          
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: F1513.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any chemical such as dioxin and the PCBs must be banned from discharge as  
     they accumulate in the food chain.                                         
     
     
     Response to: F1513.002     
     
     Bans and phase-outs of specific chemicals are beyond the scope of          
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F1535.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiatives, but we would
     also like the EPA to strengthen aspects of the Initiative, such as control 
     of diffuse pollution, comprehensive pollution - prevention programs        
     
     
     Response to: F1535.001     
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     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution and      
     pollution prevention, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F1535.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Timetables to ban the release of all persistent toxic substances into the  
     lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: F1535.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1666.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Implement measures to preserve the water quality of Lake Superior.     
     
     
     Response to: F1666.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: F1666.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Strengthen Federal policy to prevent new or increased discharges;      
     particularly bioaccumulative toxic pollutants and toxic substances.        
     
     
     Response to: F1666.002     
     
     See the SIC, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F1666.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Establish timetables to ban toxins.                                    
                                                                                
     4.  Eliminate dilution loopholes by phasing out dilution zones.            
     
     
     Response to: F1666.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F1666.004
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Ensure that all sources of pollution are controlled.                   
     
     
     Response to: F1666.004     
     
     This is a partial comment to which EPA cannot adequately respond. See      
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026, however,  
     for a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts.                                                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F1725.001a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If anything, the GLI needs to be strengthened.  To this end, Blackbrook    
     Audubon Society calls upon the EPA to: 1) Accelerate the phase out of      
     mixing zones and include all persistent toxins.                            
     
     
     Response to: F1725.001a    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: F1725.001b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If anything, the GLI needs to be strengthened.  To this end, Blackbrook    
     Audubon Society calls upon the EPA to: 2) Adopt stricter standards for     
     protecting consumers of Great Lakes fish, particularly those who consume   
     larger than average amounts or are in high risk groups.                    
     
     
     Response to: F1725.001b    
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F1725.001c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If anything, GLI needs to be strengthened.  To this end, Blackbrook Audubon
     Society calls upon the EPA to: 3) Require a greater burden of proof from   
     polluters before relaxing any discharge limits on a pollutant.             
     
     
     Response to: F1725.001c    
     
     See the SID, especially Sections I and II, for a response to this and      
     related issues.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1725.001d
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If anything, the GLI needs to be strengthened.  To this end, Blackbrook    
     Audubon Society calls upons the EPA to: 4) The EPA should designate Lake   

Page 4663



$T044618.TXT
     Superior as an "Outstanding Natural Resource Water" in order to provide    
     even greater protection for the cleanest of our Great Lakes.               
     
     
     Response to: F1725.001d    
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F1725.001e
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If anything, the GLI needs to be strengthened.  To this end, Blackbrook    
     Audubon Society calls upon the EPA to: 5) The EPA should move as quickly as
     possible to begin Round 2 of the GLI, setting timetables to ban persistent 
     and bioaccumulative toxins, controlling non-point source pollution, and    
     requiring pollution prevention programs thought the U.S. side of the basin.
     
     
     Response to: F1725.001e    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: F176.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please work to ensure the Initiative protects infants from birth defects.  
     
     
     Response to: F176.001      
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: F176.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please work to ensure the Initiative protects wildlife from deformities and
     death.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: F176.002      
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F176.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please work to ensure the Initiative protects existing high quality waters 
     such as Lake Superior.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: F176.003      
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: F1769.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:              
     developing data and criteria for "Tier II" pollutants.                     
     
     
     Response to: F1769.005     
     
     See response to: D2790.008                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: F1786.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe that a basin-wide comprehensive approach is what we badly need.  
     It is a good starting point.                                               
     
     
     Response to: F1786.005     
     
     See Section I.D for a discussion on how the Guidance complements other     
     Great Lakes program efforts.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1807.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would like to see Lake Superior as a whole designated as Outstanding     
     National Resource Waters (ONWR).  Although I grew up in L'Anse, Michigan on
     Lake Superior's shore, I am only learning now how important the cleanliness
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     of this lake is for a region far greater than the Lake Superior Basin      
     itself.                                                                    
                                                                                
     I urge the EPA to do all it can to support efforts towards making Lake     
     Superior a "zero discharge demonstration zone" for toxic, persistent       
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F1807.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F1831.001a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     "Sunsetting" persistent toxic chemicals;                                   
     
     
     Response to: F1831.001a    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F1831.001b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     Expanding the number of pollutants regulated under the Guidance;           
     
     
     Response to: F1831.001b    
     
     See response to comment F3278.002.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F1831.001c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     Requiring effective and regular monitoring of industrial and municipal     
     discharges;                                                                
     
     
     Response to: F1831.001c    
     
     See the SID for a response to this and related issues.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1831.001d
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     Protecting Lake Superior with Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW)   
     status.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: F1831.001d    
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F1831.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first is related to non point source pollution.  My thoughts are that  
     once the Guidance is approved and point pollution is controlled then the   
     environmental group will have the time to focus their efforts on non point 
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: F1831.002     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of     
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution, the     
     Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort (Round 2) and pollution prevention, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment numbers F4030.003 and 3457.004.                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F1831.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second issue is the costs and the threat to jobs.  I feel water and    
     food are primary to life.  Jobs and Income are secondary.  The population  
     to best address this issue are those that are currently living with cancer.
      If industry can sell their argument to those individuals, then and only   
     then, should they be listened to.                                          
     
     
     Response to: F1831.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1895.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     United States waters of the Lake Superior basin should be designated as    
     Outstanding National Resource Waters.                                      
     
     
     Response to: F1895.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F1895.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The states have designated only nine chemicals of concern for the Lake     
     Superior basin.  The list should be expanded to include the most           
     bioaccumulative and/or persistent pollutants and chlorine.  This commitment
     should be implemented through the GLI so that it will be an enforceable    
     provision of all new or reissued permits.                                  
     
     
     Response to: F1895.002     
     
     The nine pollutants designated as chemicals of concern in Lake Superior    
     were based on the pollutants of most concern in the Lake Superior basin.   
     While some of these pollutants may be of concern throughout the Great Lakes
     basin, others might be specifically of concern only in the Lake Superior   
     basin.  The list of pollutants of inital focus contained in the final      
     Guidance includes chemicals of concern throughout the Great Lakes basin.   
     This list includes many bioaccumulative and/or persistent toxic substances.
     Additionally, the final Guidance designates 22 of these pollutants of      
     initial focus as bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) for which     
     special provisions have been included. Chlorine, however, was excluded from
     this list for the reasons stated in Section II.C.5 of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1895.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally the EPA should explicitly state its intention to exercise its full 
     authority to ensure adoption and implementation of special provisions for  
     Lake Superior in fulfillment of EPA's commitments to the Binational        
     Program.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: F1895.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: F1935.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/AO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to support a tough Great Lakes Water Quality initiative to      
     protect wildlife, people and subsistence fishermen.                        
     
     
     Response to: F1935.001     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.176 and the section on human health in the   
     SID for the response to this comment.                                      
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F1935.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must have an ecosystem approach to ensure that all Great Lakes states   
     adopt a clear, consistent set of requirements that mandates special,       
     stricter controls on some chemicals like PCBs and dioxin.                  
     
     
     Response to: F1935.002     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and believes that the provisions included in  
     the final Guidance, coupled with other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,
     provide a strong basis of ecosystem protection for the aquatic life, humans
     and wildlife that reside within the Great Lakes basin.  For further        
     discussion on how the Guidance complements other Great Lakes protection    
     efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F1935.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The plan must plug loopholes that result in greater toxic discharges       
     
     
     Response to: F1935.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1935.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To provide special protection for largely unpolluted Lake Superior.        
     
     
     Response to: F1935.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1954.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please designate the Lake Superior Basin as ONRW under the Clean Water Act.
     
     
     Response to: F1954.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F1954.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prohibited chemicals should be expanded to include the most bioaccumulative
     and persistent chemicals and chlorine.                                     
     
     
     Response to: F1954.002     
     
     The pollutants of initial focus included in Table 6 of the final Guidance  
     include some of the most bioaccumualtive and persistent chemicals present  
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     in the Great Lakes basin.  Beyond that, the Guidance includes special      
     provisions for 22 designated bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs).  
     Chlorine, however, is not included as one of the pollutants of initial     
     focus for the reasons stated in Section II.C.5 of the SID.  For further    
     discussion of the general provisions of the final Guidance, see Sections   
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F1954.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxic reduction plans should be required in discharge permits and it should
     be implemented through the GLI.                                            
     
     
     Response to: F1954.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F1954.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should state that it will exercise its full authority to enforce the   
     provision for Lake Superior.                                               
     
     
     Response to: F1954.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: F1964.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would like to take advantage of the public comment period on the EPA's   
     rules for Great Lakes dumping to voice my concerns on the continuing       
     discharge of hazardous chemicals which accumulate in the food chain.  These
     chemicals, PCB's, dioxins, and the like, pose a tremendous and long term   
     threat to the entire Great Lakes region and its unique ecology.            
                                                                                
     As you are certainly aware, this particular class of toxins has            
     significantly impacted Great Lakes fisheries, poses a threat to the        
     region's water supply, and immeasurably impacts our society through birth  
     defects, learning disabilities and cancers correlated directly to these    
     food chain accumulated toxins.                                             
                                                                                
     As the EPA draws up its rules and regulations on Great Lakes dumping, I    
     strongly urge that the human and ecological cost of food chain accumulated 
     toxins be recognized and that such chemicals be banned all together from   
     dumping in the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: F1964.001     
     
     EPA agrees that continued discharge of bioaccumulative chemicals poses a   
     long-term threat to the Great Lakes system, demonstrated by impact on      
     fisheries and effects on human health.  The commenter requested EPA to     
     recognize the costs of human and ecological effects by banning toxic       
     bioaccumulative chemicals from discharge in the Final Guidance.  EPA has   
     not decided to ban outright the discharge of BCCs, but has developed       
     special regulatory controls for these chemicals that reflect their danger  
     to the Great Lakes ecosystem.                                              
                                                                                
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F2005.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     dilution loopholes must be eliminated                                      
     
     
     Response to: F2005.001     
     
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing
     the final GUidance as well as the general provisions contained in the final
     GUidance, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F2005.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     control all sources of pollution (air & urban pollution, contaminated      
     sediments,                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F2005.002     
     
     This is a partial comment to which EPA cannot adequately respond. See      
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 for a      
     discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program     
     efforts.                                                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G3457.004.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F2005.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     establish timetables to ban the use of persistent & bioaccumulated         
     substances                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F2005.003     

Page 4676



$T044618.TXT
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F2005.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     strengthen Federal policies preventing pollution.                          
     
     
     Response to: F2005.004     
     
     EPA considered promoting pollution prevention practices as one of its      
     guiding principles in edveloping the final Guidance.  For a discussion of  
     how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including
     pollution prevention, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: F2023.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishment of timetables to ban use of persistent/bioaccumulative       
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: F2023.001     
     
     Bans and phase-outs of specific chemicals are beyond the scope of          
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: F2031.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please be sure that the final draft of the GLI assures that: -all          
     surrounding states adopt consistent regulations to manage the Great Lakes  
     ecosystem;                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F2031.001     
     
     EPA generally agrees, and is publishing the final Guidance to achieve      
     improved consistency of water quality programs in the Great Lakes System.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: F2031.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -pollution is reduced to protect humans and wildlife from illness,         
     deformity & death;                                                         
     
     
     Response to: F2031.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
                                                                                
     See section II of the SID for a discussion on BCCs and section I for a     
     discussion on the adverse effects from BCCs in the Great Lakes.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F2031.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -the pristene waters of Lake Superior are protected;                       
     
     
     Response to: F2031.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F2031.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -all pollution sources are controlled (eg air pollution, farm run-off) and 
     preventative measures are put in place.                                    
     
     
     Response to: F2031.004     
     
     This is a partial comment to which EPA cannot adequately respond. See      
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026, however,  
     for a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts.                                                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G3457.004.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: F2095.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     I support the Tier II standards.                                           
     
     
     Response to: F2095.001     
     
     See response to comment G2571.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F2095.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I want to see specific timetables for phasing out dumping (use) of         
     persistent toxics and those which are responsible or linked to birth       
     defects in animals & humans.                                               
     
     
     Response to: F2095.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F2101.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 864, 984, 1243, 1382, 1508, 1509                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The initiative proposes water quality standards which will result in new   
     controls on already regulated point sources such as industry and municipal 
     wastewater treatment facilities.                                           
     
     
     Response to: F2101.001     
     
     EPA believes that provisions of the final Guidance do not result in new    
     controls on point sources, but promote consistency in standards and        
     implemntation procedures throughout the Great Lakes basin for the reasons  
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     stated in Section I.C of the SID.  Further, the Guidance considers both    
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on the ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those to address     
     nonpoint sources of pollution, the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort      
     (Round 2) and pollution prevention, see Section I.D of the SID and         
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: F2101.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 864, 984, 1243, 1382, 1508, 1509                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes are tremendous natural resources and should be protected.  
     However, the GLI represents a radical departure from previous EPA policies 
     that relied on validated, recognized and time-tested scientific data.      
     Serious concerns have been raised over a number of questionable scientific 
     assumptions contained within the GLI, as well as the enormous cost burden  
     which would be placed on the region to implement the program.              
     
     
     Response to: F2101.002     
     
     See Sections I.C and IX of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: F2101.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 864, 984, 1243, 1382, 1508, 1509                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I encourage EPA to reevaluate its cost estimates for implementing the      
     guidance in comparison with the estimates of DRI McGraw-Hill, an accounting
     firm engaged in a cost/benefit analysis on behalf of the Council of Great  
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     Lakes Governors.  The wide gap between the EPA's estimates and the initial 
     reports of DRI McGraw-Hill, as well as other estimates, raises grave       
     concern that EPA is underestimating the economic impact of the GLI.        
     
     
     Response to: F2101.003     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: F2101.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 864, 984, 1243, 1382, 1508, 1509                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI would place business and industry in Erie at a competitive         
     disadvantage and could cause economic deterioration in the Great Lakes     
     Basin.  Industries in Erie that discharge into the municipal sewer system  
     will likely be subject to more stringent pre-treatment requirements,       
     putting them at a disadvantage with competitors outside the region who do  
     not have to meet the same requirements.  Many smaller businesses could     
     avoid the added costs simply by moving out of Erie to an area only 15 miles
     south where the GLI would not apply.  Because the average Erie industry    
     employs between 14 and 50 people, this could have a devastating effect on  
     the city.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: F2101.004     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F2101.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 864, 984, 1243, 1382, 1508, 1509                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effectiveness of GLI is questionable since the proposal places controls
     on point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great
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     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits and runoff.  
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI.                  
     
     
     Response to: F2101.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2867.087.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: F2101.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 864, 984, 1243, 1382, 1508, 1509                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are actually policy judgements.  For example,   
     under the Application of Tier II Methodologies, aquatic life value policy, 
     when adequate toxicity data (seven or eight data points) for a proper      
     criteria is unavailable, EPA has proposed that a legally enforceable       
     criteria be made on as little as one data point by applying a high         
     "uncertainty" factor.  I support the application of source science which   
     would require that more data be gathered before these values are used to   
     derive permit limits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: F2101.006     
     
     See response to comment number P2746.043.  See also Section I.E of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: F2101.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 864, 984, 1243, 1382, 1508, 1509                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible because of its more restrictive    
     ambient water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and        
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     industries.  For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force        
     industries to remove pollutants contained in intake water over which they  
     have no control.  Or, the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with 
     a degree of consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment       
     technology or control programs.                                            
     
     
     Response to: F2101.007     
     
     See response to comment G1223.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F2105.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2449                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Taxpayers and ratepayers throughout the U.S. side of the Great Lakes (GLI  
     ignores Canadian pollution sources and places the burden solely on U.S.    
     citizens and businesses) would suffer increased costs and jobs would be    
     jeopardized.  The Great Lakes states would be placed at a tremendous       
     competitive disadvantage by operating under far more stringent regulatory  
     standards than neighboring states.                                         
     
     
     Response to: F2105.001     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087, D2596.013, and D1711.025.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F2105.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2449                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The price of GLI is high and the potential benefits are minimal.           
     
     
     Response to: F2105.002     
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     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F2105.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2449                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI addresses only ten percent of the possible pollution sources for the   
     Great Lakes and ignores major potential sources.                           
     
     
     Response to: F2105.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment and believes that the final Guidance  
     considers both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. For a discussion of
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on the ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those to address     
     nonpoint sources of pollution, the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort      
     (Round 2) and pollution prevention, see Section I.D of the SID and         
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: F2105.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2449                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA's science advisory board has severely criticized the proposal,
     citing the inadequacy of the research underlying it.                       
     
     
     Response to: F2105.004     
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     EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound scientific principles and 
     also addresses the SAB's concerns.  For a discussion of the underlying     
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science for the protection of human health,       
     aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F2139.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     the phasing out of "dilution zones."                                       
     
     
     Response to: F2139.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F2250.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F1814, F1833, F1838, F1859, F1887, F3403L, F5360L, F5524 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should designate the entire U.S. waters of the Lake Superior basin 
     as "Outstanding Nat'l. Resource Waters" instead of the two new special     
     designations; "Lake Superior Basin - Outstanding Nat'l. Resource Waters"   
     and "Outstanding International Resource Waters."                           
     
     
     Response to: F2250.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F2250.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F1814, F1833, F1838, F1859, F1887, F3403L, F5360L, F5524 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI only lists 9 chemcials of concern.  This must be expanded to       
     include the most persistent and/or bioaccumulative pollutants, especially  
     chlorine.  This list would contain about 50 chemicals.                     
     
     
     Response to: F2250.002     
     
     See response to comment G2956.009.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: F2250.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F1814, F1833, F1838, F1859, F1887, F3403L, F5360L, F5524 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program's committment to a requirement for a toxic reduction
     plan in all new or reissued discharge permits should be added to the GLI so
     that it will become enforceable.                                           
     
     
     Response to: F2250.003     
     
     See response to comment number G3457.004 and Section I.D of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F2250.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F1814, F1833, F1838, F1859, F1887, F3403L, F5360L, F5524 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even though it states in the GLI that the states voluntarily implement the 
     special provisions for Lake Superior, the EPA must make it clear it will   
     exercise full authority to ensure adoption and implementation of the       
     special provisions for Lake Superior.  The EPA has committed to the        
     Binational Program.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: F2250.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
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     Comment ID: F2294.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 103, 104, 108, 109, 113, 122-128, 130-133, 135-138, 143, 
164, 165,    
          167-170, 172, 173, 175, 177, 178, 321, 323, 327, 328, 350, 351, 363, 367, 

          369, 372, 374, 378, 380, 385, 389, 412-420, 423-425, 427-439, 884, 889,   

          1007, 1468, 2278, 2280-2285, 2287, 2289-2293, 2295-2304, 3417L, 3629, 
5195,
          5612L                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Expand the list of toxic chemicals (BCC's) to protect women and children   
     from poisons that cause cancer and birth defects.                          
     
     
     Response to: F2294.001     
     
     The final Guidance includes methodologies and procedures to address all    
     pollutants, including those that cause cancer and birth defects. to ensure 
     that human health is protected for people who depend on the Great Lakes    
     System.  Under the CWA and the final Guidance, States, Tribes, and EPA are 
     responsible for establishing point source controls whenever there is a     
     reasonable potential for a pollutant to exceed water quality standards.  In
     addition, the final Guidance includes provisions to reduce loadings for    
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs).  See sections II.C.8 and      
     II.C.10 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: F2294.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 103, 104, 108, 109, 113, 122-128, 130-133, 135-138, 143, 
164, 165,    
          167-170, 172, 173, 175, 177, 178, 321, 323, 327, 328, 350, 351, 363, 367, 

          369, 372, 374, 378, 380, 385, 389, 412-420, 423-425, 427-439, 884, 889,   

          1007, 1468, 2278, 2280-2285, 2287, 2289-2293, 2295-2304, 3417L, 3629, 
5195,
          5612L                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protect people who eat the most Great Lakes fish i.e. sport anglers, and   
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     Native Americans and others who fish for their food, not just average      
     consumer.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: F2294.002     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: F2294.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 103, 104, 108, 109, 113, 122-128, 130-133, 135-138, 143, 
164, 165,    
          167-170, 172, 173, 175, 177, 178, 321, 323, 327, 328, 350, 351, 363, 367, 

          369, 372, 374, 378, 380, 385, 389, 412-420, 423-425, 427-439, 884, 889,   

          1007, 1468, 2278, 2280-2285, 2287, 2289-2293, 2295-2304, 3417L, 3629, 
5195,
          5612L                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protect wildlife, like eagles and mink, from all chemicals that cause birth
     defects and deformities, not just four (4) chemicals.                      
     
     
     Response to: F2294.003     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: F2294.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 103, 104, 108, 109, 113, 122-128, 130-133, 135-138, 143, 
164, 165,    
          167-170, 172, 173, 175, 177, 178, 321, 323, 327, 328, 350, 351, 363, 367, 

          369, 372, 374, 378, 380, 385, 389, 412-420, 423-425, 427-439, 884, 889,   

          1007, 1468, 2278, 2280-2285, 2287, 2289-2293, 2295-2304, 3417L, 3629, 
5195,
          5612L                                                                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Make Lake Superior an Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW) to keep   
     high quality waters clean.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F2294.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: F2433.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  F2413, F2416, F2421, F2430, F4853L, F5092               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protect wildlife from all chemicals that cause birth defects and           
     deformities.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: F2433.001     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F2433.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2413, F2416, F2421, F2430, F4853L, F5092                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Set a specific timetable for phasing out the use of persistent toxic       
     chemicals.                                                                 
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     Response to: F2433.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: F2433.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2413, F2416, F2421, F2430, F4853L, F5092                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protect people who are the most sensitive to exposure to toxic chemicals,  
     like subsistence fishers, infants, and women of child-bearing age.         
     
     
     Response to: F2433.003     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200, P2576.009, and P2771.192.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: F2433.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2413, F2416, F2421, F2430, F4853L, F5092                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Require polluters to demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the 
     health of people, wildlife, fish and other acquatic life.                  
     
     
     Response to: F2433.004     
     
     See response to comment D2838.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F2481.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     i.e., 1) all 8 Great Lake states adopt consistent regulations              
     
     
     Response to: F2481.001     
     
     This is a partial comment to which EPA connot provide an appropriate       
     response.  Regarding the provisions of the final GUidance which address the
     adoption of consistent regulations by Great Lakes States and Tribes, see   
     Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F2481.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2) reduce toxic pollution from the sources;                                
     
     
     Response to: F2481.002     
     
     EPA is endeavoring to reduce toxic pollution from the sources through a    
     variety of required and voluntary regulatory and non- regulatory programs. 
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts to address reductions of toxic pollutants in the Great     
     Lakes basin, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F2481.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3) diminish the bioaccumulation of pollutants through special restrictions 
     on those toxics that build up through the food chain;                      
     
     
     Response to: F2481.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: F2481.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4) strenthen federal policy to prevent new or increased discharges         
     
     
     Response to: F2481.004     
     
     Antidegradation's role is not to prevent new or increased discharges, but  
     with minimizing the impacts of such increased discharges on water quality  
     and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is       
     beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water quality.  The    
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the        
     capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is
     limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases  
     in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that 
     the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for   
     the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently,
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F2481.005
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5) ensure all sources of pollution are controlled & prevention programs are
     adopted.  We need to take a stand and make a strong basis to protect this  
     wonderful ecosystem which is threatened by toxic industrial & municipal    
     pollution.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F2481.005     
     
     EPA believes that the provisions included in the final Guidance, coupled   
     with other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, provide a strong basis of  
     protection for the aquatic life, humans and wildlife that reside within the
     Great Lakes basin.  For further discussion on how the Guidance complements 
     other Great Lakes protection efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: F2674.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the City of Troy's POTW does not discharge into the Lake Erie     
     watershed, we feel that if the GLI is promulgated as drafted, negative     
     economic ramifications will occur to all point source dischargers in Ohio. 
     We believe that Ohio EPA will choose to adopt and regulate point source    
     dischargers using the overly stringent controls outlined in the proposed   
     rule on a state-wide basis.  We do not believe Ohio EPA will choose to     
     develop, issue, or enforce NPDES permits using two entirely different      
     mechanisms: using the GLI for Lake Erie-basin dischargers, and continue to 
     use current policies and procedures for dischargers tributary to the Ohio  
     River drainage basin.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: F2674.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2697.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F2674.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COSTS VERSUS BENEFITS                                                      
                                                                                
     A.  GLI will result in high costs to dischargers and residents of Ohio, and
     result in few measurable environmental benefits in return.  Nonpoint       
     sources, such as air deposition, storm water runoff, and contaminated      
     sediments, result in a greater loading of persistent and bioaccumulative   
     chemicals and pollutants, than do point sources.  Ohio EPA data shows in   
     many of Ohio stream and river segments which do not currently meet their   
     designated use criteria, the reason for non-attainment directly results    
     from nonpoint source influences.  GLI fails to address the greater issue of
     nonpoint source pollutant loadings into the Great Lakes.  Further controls 
     on point sources will not produce any meaningful reduction in the overall  
     pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes.                                     
     
     
     Response to: F2674.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F2674.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA has historically under-estimated the true costs of new regulations.  
     USEPA estimates that GLI will cost dischargers in the Great Lakes state    
     between $80 M and $500 M annually.  This estimate sharply contrasts with an
     estimate developed by the Great Lakes Governors, which showed that GLI     
     would cost up to $2.3 billion per year.  Other studies by the regulated    
     POTWs and industries estimate that capital costs to meet compliance for GLI
     would be $7.5 billion for POTWs and $8 billion for industries.  These high 
     costs for compliance will make the region less competitive for economic    
     development, compared to other sections of the U.S., and world-wide.  GLI  
     must be modified to be cost effective in light of the few environmental    
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     benefits that will be realized.                                            
     
     
     Response to: F2674.003     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: F2674.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II WATER QUALITY CRITERIA                                             
                                                                                
     An inadequate data base was used to develop the so-called "Tier II water   
     quality criteria" in GLI.  Despite the insufficient data, Tier II values   
     could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  These limits, if violated,
     could result in fines up to $25,000 per day.  And because antibacksliding  
     and/or antidegradation policies would "lock-in" a Tier II derived limit, it
     appears that there would be no relief for permit holders.  GLI should be   
     revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a basis for enforceable
     permit limitations, because the data base is clearly flawed and            
     inappropriate.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: F2674.004     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: F2674.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BELOW DETECTION LIMIT WQBELS                                               
                                                                                
     GLI would allow some pollutant discharge limits to be set at below         
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     detectable levels, resulting in significant problems in demonstrating      
     compliance with such limits.  In addition, the mandatory pollutant         
     minimization program required of dischargers with below detectable limits  
     ignores the capability of POTWs or industrial treatment systems to remove  
     such pollutants.  GLI should be modified to set compliance levels of       
     permits at the PQL, as the Ohio legislature has recently mandated under    
     changes to R.C. 6111.13.  The mandatory pollutant minimization program     
     required in GLI should be changed to allow individual states to adopt rules
     that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify sources
     of a pollutant.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should be    
     adopted by USEPA.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: F2674.005     
     
     The comments and concerns discussed above are addressed in the Supplemental
     Information Document in the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of           
     Quantification.  Please see sections 2, Compliance issues, and 4, Pollution
     Minimization Program for the discussion of these issues.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: F2674.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed antidegradation policy changes in GLI would significantly     
     expand the scope of the current federal policy and add a number of new     
     requirements.  The use of an exceedance of EEQ to trigger an               
     antidegradation review, where BCCs are involved, penalizes good performers 
     and should be dropped from GLI.  Those dischargers who historically operate
     at below EEQ levels will face a rachetting down of their permit limits.    
     The proposed GLI policy also fails to allow industries and POTWs to operate
     within a margin of safety.  We urge USEPA to allow individual states to    
     determine how antidegradation should be addressed, where differences in    
     watershed characteristics, ambient water quality, and current uses         
     designations can be studied.  GLI should be modified to reflect the        
     existing federal antidegradation policy at 40 CFR 131.12.                  
     
     
     Response to: F2674.006     
     
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
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     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: F2674.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs/BCCs                                                                  
                                                                                
     USEPA's estimate of BAFs using an unproven model should be deleted from GLI
     because USEPA's Science Advisory Board concluded that the model has not    
     been adequately tested for use to establish regional water quality         
     criteria.  The model fails to consider metabolism and biodegradation,      
     thereby over estimating the bioaccumulation potential for most substances. 
     It is inappropriate for USEPA to propose the use of BAFs calculated from an
     unproven model, which the SAB has determined to be flawed.                 
     
     
     Response to: F2674.007     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important processes such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether metabolism is accounted for or not.             
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     Based on the above information and the more detailed discussion in Section 
     IV of the SID, EPA believes that the BAF methodology including the Gobas   
     model has been adequately tested and can be used to establish regional     

Page 4699



$T044618.TXT
     water quality criteria.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: F2674.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA                                                     
                                                                                
     USEPA should follow their Science Advisory Board's recommendation that     
     aquatic criteria should be expressed as the dissolved form of the          
     pollutant, since recent science has shown the dissolved form better        
     reflects the bioavailability of a pollutant.  The continued use of applying
     the "total recoverable" portion is overly conservative and fails to reflect
     the up-to-date use of good science.                                        
     
     
     Response to: F2674.008     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: F2674.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI assumes the Great Lakes Basin to be a single, uniform ecosystem.   
     Thus, a drainage ditch in Ohio must be regulated in an equal manner that a 
     pristine cove in Lake Superior will be regulated.  This is absurd.  Such   
     reasoning fails to take into account the actual environmental fate of a    
     pollutant, and does not take into account "real world" situations found in 
     nature.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: F2674.009     
     
     See response to comment number D2697.008.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: F2674.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While GLI seeks to restrict pollutant discharges from point sources in the 
     Great Lakes states, additional regulation and control of similar pollutants
     from dischargers in Canada is not addressed.  This will result in an       
     international economic unbalance between the Great Lakes states and Canada.
      At a minimum, GLI should not be adopted until dischargers in Canada are   
     forced to meet equal regulatory restraints.                                
     
     
     Response to: F2674.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: F2674.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has too many limitations that disallow states to exercise          
     professional judgment when determining water quality issues.  The Great    
     Lakes states should be allowed to benefit from changes in National         
     criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include and use better      
     science in the GLI denies states the ability to justify permits issued by  
     them as being fair, consistent and reasonable.                             
     
     
     Response to: F2674.011     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
                                                                                
     See response to D2596.037                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F2674.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because GLI will place stringent discharge limitations on POTW point       
     dischargers, the indirect dischargers to POTWs will face discharge         
     limitations lower than those that exist now.  Many industrial dischargers  
     to POTWs have limitations lower than categorical standards due to currently
     enforced stringent water quality standards.  The imposition of even lower  
     effluent limitations will place undue economic burdens on indirect         
     dischargers to install additional pretreatment technologies to insure      
     compliance with local limitations.                                         
     
     
     Response to: F2674.012     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: F2770.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Methodology                                                        
                                                                                
     The proposed guidance requires that an overly conservative method be used  
     for                                                                        
     deriving water quality values for those substances lacking specific        
     toxicological information.  The method, which involves large safety        
     factors,                                                                   
     results in values that are potentially over-protective and, subsequently,  
     prohibitively costly.  The science that was used to generate these safety  
     factors is flawed and the choice of the particular value of conservatism   
     was                                                                        
     arbitrary.  There was no documentation, justification, or rationale        
     provided                                                                   
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     in the GLWQI for the particular method or level of conservatism applied.   
     The                                                                        
     proposal requires that the Tier II method and resulting stringent values   
     would be used until the discharger could prove that a less stringent       
     standard                                                                   
     is warranted.  This requirement, coupled with anti-backsliding provisions, 
     means that once Tier II values were established, the more valid Tier I     
     criteria, once established, could not be applied.  Dischargers would be    
     faced                                                                      
     with the unpleasant choice of either committing to expensive and time      
     consuming research projects in an attempt to develop Tier I criteria       
     up-front, or agreeing to meet Tier II values with the knowledge that       
     anti-backsliding provisions would prohibit application of Tier I criteria  
     when they are developed.                                                   
                                                                                
     The proposed methodology for forcing dischargers to make these choices also
     places a disproportionate economic burden on these dischargers whose       
     permits                                                                    
     come up for renewal earlier.  These dischargers will be forced to make     
     these                                                                      
     decisions during the permitting process while dischargers with later       
     renewal                                                                    
     dates can wait and take advantage of the results of the additional         
     research.                                                                  
     Similarly, it is also unfair economically to burden dischargers in the     
     Great                                                                      
     Lakes Basin with the additional costs of collecting data that EPA is       
     supposed                                                                   
     to be generating to calculate national Tier I criteria or Ambient Water    
     Quality Criteria.                                                          
                                                                                
     We believe that no permit limit should be based on Tier II values.  In this
     way, anti-backsliding provisions would not apply and would allow the       
     application of Tier I criteria when they become available.  We also believe
     that there should be an ongoing obligation on EPA to modify the Tier II    
     methodologies as information becomes available, and not wait until         
     applicants                                                                 
     conduct the studies.                                                       
                                                                                
     An exception to the anti-backsliding could be carved out for Tier II       
     criteria                                                                   
     that are modified upon new information; however, the problem is that once  
     the                                                                        
     technology of meeting the initial criteria is implemented, the bulk of the 
     costs have probably been incurred.  Another approach may be to make the    
     Tier                                                                       
     II criteria "goals", with the actual criteria less stringent.  If the goals
     are not achieved, the permitting agency could modify them to reflect       
     technology and new information.  This would not create an anti-backsliding 
     concern.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: F2770.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: F2770.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accurate bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) are critical to the regulation of  
     BCCs and development of their water quality criteria.  BAF derivation is   
     subject to interpretation of data from studies which sometimes show great  
     disparity in results.  Consequently, the resulting BCC water quality       
     criteria                                                                   
     can be greatly affected by the derivation of BAFs.  Overly conservative    
     methodologies used for deriving BCC water quality criteria can translate   
     into                                                                       
     unrealistic BCC control requirements not only for direct water dischargers,
     but also later for air emission sources and other indirect sources.        
     
     
     Response to: F2770.002     
     
     EPA does not believe that the methodologies in the final Guidance are      
     overly conservative.  See SID Section IV.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes the methodology for development of BAFs in the final Guidance 
     is scientifically and technically appropriate, and is not overly           
     conservative.  See section IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: F2770.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The food chain multiplier (FCM) methodology is central to the development  
     of BAFs in the GLWQI.  We believe the explanation of its theoretical and   
     mechanistic basis presented in the GLWQI is entirely inadequate.  It is    
     cursory and uses select pieces of information as support.  Closer          
     examination of most of those statements or facts finds that they present   
     only a portion of the whole picture and that, in reality, the methodology  
     and its underpinnings are far more complex and uncertain than suggested by 
     the GLWQI. A more detailed review of some of the assumptions made by the   
     methodology calls into question the entire basis of the proposed FCMs.  For
     example, the methodology is exquisitely sensitive to the lipid content of  
     aquatic organisms, yet the lipid contents used by the proposed methodology 
     are not representative of the Great Lakes.  Substitution of lipid contents 
     appropriate for the Great Lakes leads to substantially reduced FCMs.  No   
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     discussion of this effect is presented anywhere in the support information 
     for the methodology.  Given that the methodology is very sensitive to other
     inputs in addition to lipid content, one must question the value and       
     purpose of using a procedure as complex as a food chain model whose most   
     basic assumptions have apparently not been investigated, never mind its    
     nuances.  Given these findings, we must conclude that the FCM methodology  
     is ready for use, its derivation and basis must be shown and explained, and
     the consequences of its extreme sensitivity to inputs must be discussed.   
     
     
     Response to: F2770.003     
     
     For discussion on the FCM see comment D2587.096.                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to use Great Lakes-specific
     parameters whenever possible and that there should be an attempt to account
     for the most sensitive input parameters to the model.  In light of these   
     concerns, EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas  
     model that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In addition, EPA
     selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this     
     model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could 
     be more easily specified.  Since the input parameters for the Gobas model  
     can be measured,  the sensitivity of the model to the parameters will be   
     reflected in the precision of the measurements.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: F2770.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAF for Dioxin                                                             
                                                                                
     The dioxin BAF proposed in the GLWQI (and possibly other BAFs although the 
     GLWQI is not explicit on this issue), is based upon total water column     
     concentrations of dioxin.  This is a significant change from past BAFs and 
     BCFs.  These were generally derived from and applied to nominal water      
     concentrations.  It is critical that a BAF be matched with a fate and      
     transport model that predicts the appropriate water concentration, i.e. the
     water concentration used to derive the BAF.  Typically simple dilution     
     models                                                                     
     are used when, in fact, the appropriate model for the proposed BAFs must   
     estimate the concentration of dioxin in the water column.  Models that     
     predict total water column concentrations can be far more complicated than 
     the models currently used in most regulatory settings.  We recommend that  
     these more complex fate and transport models be made widely available and  
     people be trained in their use.  Further, if BAFs are to be derived using  
     water based upon total water column or dissolved chemical concentrations,  
     then it will also be necessary to develop methods that can measure         
     dissolved                                                                  
     concentrations of chemicals in waters and effluents to be regulated.       
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     Response to: F2770.004     
     
     EPA in the final guidance has included a procedure to determine the        
     concentration of the freely dissolved chemical in the water column.  The   
     BAFs in the final guidance are developed on a freely dissolved basis and   
     the final water quality criteria are expressed on a total concentration of 
     the chemical.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: F2770.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also have numerous concerns about the actual BAF value proposed for     
     dioxin                                                                     
     in the GLWQI.  The GLWQI and the references cited therein, presently       
     represent EPA's best and most recent summary of the information available  
     about the bioaccumulation of TCDD in fish.  Unfortunately it demonstrates a
     repeated and unhealthy trend toward exclusive dependency upon work         
     sponsored                                                                  
     by or conducted by the agency.  In particular, with respect to             
     bioaccumulation of dioxin in fish, the agency is relying exclusively on the
     comparison of dioxin concentrations in Lake Ontario lake trout to predicted
     Lake Ontario water concentrations to estimate BAFs.  Yet the prediction of 
     water concentrations in such a large water body is highly uncertain, and   
     the                                                                        
     collection of even 10 composites of lake trout throughout such a large lake
     barely begins to characterize the spatial and temporal variability in      
     concentration.  In general, most of the other BAFs reported in the         
     literature are lower than those recommended in the GLWQI.  We urge EPA to  
     base the BAF for dioxin upon information in the entirety of the            
     peer-reviewed literature, and not just agency studies whose details are    
     unavailable.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: F2770.005     
     
     The GLWQI relies on data generated by EPA and the PCB data of Oliver and   
     Niimi (1988) for calculations of a BAF for TCDD because there are no other 
     comparable data for this purpose. TCDD concentrations in lake trout from   
     Lake Ontario do not vary significantly except for greater concentrations in
     very old fish which are rare.  The TCDD BAF is not based on an estimated   
     concentration of TCDD in water.  The BSAF method relies only on measurement
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     of concentrations of prominent PCB congeners in water, an established      
     capability for many laboratories.  While a few TCDD BCF measurements have  
     been reported, based on laboratory data, there have been no direct         
     measurements reported of TCDD BAFs in fresh water.  The assertion that     
     "most of the other BAFs reported in the literature are lower (sic)" is     
     inconsistent with the sparsity of TCDD BAF in the literature and is        
     ambiguous with regard to the variety of definitions of BAFs  which         
     influence the numerical values of the BAFs but do not necessarily indicate 
     actual differences in bioaccumulation potential.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: F2770.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF for mercury is also of concern.  EPA has used an approach in       
     developing BAFs for mercury that differs from the approach used for other  
     compounds and one that has not yet been subjected to any peer review.  In  
     that this BAF is largely responsible for the derivation of mercury criteria
     that are lower than background concentrations of mercury in most lakes, it 
     is                                                                         
     extremely important that the method be validated before it is used for     
     developing regulatory limits.  Our suspicion is that it cannot be          
     validated,                                                                 
     because it relies on the assumption of a constant ratio of methylmercury to
     total mercury across the Great Lakes, a condition which is almost certainly
     incorrect.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The method EPA has chosen to determine BAFs for mercury suffers in several 
     other regards, but amoung the most important is that providing values for  
     the                                                                        
     parameters requires a large number of assumptions, producing a significant 
     amount of uncertainty in the final values.                                 
                                                                                
     We regard it as more appropriate, as well as more consistent with the      
     stated                                                                     
     preferences of the GLWQI, to determine BAFs from field studies in which    
     mercury concentrations in both lake water and appropriate fish species are 
     known.  The optimal data for such determinations would be obtained from    
     synoptic studies in the Great Lakes.  We do not believe these data exist at
     this time.  However, in view of the extreme potential cost of compliance   
     with                                                                       
     the criteria for mercury developed in the GLWQI, it seems cost-effective to
     obtain such information.                                                   
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     Response to: F2770.006     
     
     The approach used to derive the BAF for mercury in the final guidance is   
     somewhat different from that used for other chemicals because methylmercury
     is the only organometallic for which BAFs are derived in the GLI.  The     
     criteria for mercury in the final guidance are not lower than background   
     concentrations of mercury in most lakes.  EPA is completing a report that  
     assesses mercury more extensively than was possible within the GLI.  EPA   
     will modify the GLI mercury criterion if justified based on the results of 
     the ongoing report.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: F2770.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our concern with the methodology for establishing wildlife criteria is that
     these criteria be subject to a thorough peer review process before         
     finalization.  Inasmuch as development of criteria to protect wildlife is  
     setting precedent, the proposed methodology should address concerns        
     expressed by the scientific community.                                     
                                                                                
     The Wildlife Criteria rely on an extreme number of "uncertainty" factors   
     applied to the reported data in order to develop the toxicity values       
     ultimately used for criteria development.  This might be expected given the
     limited data available on the toxicity of the special species selected for 
     protection under the GLWQI.  However, we would like EPA to consider whether
     concentration limits generated using uncertainty factors should really be  
     considered in the same Tier as those criteria generated using              
     scientifically justifiable adjustment factors.  If the certainty of the    
     derivations are not considered, this will lead to fairly substantial       
     variance in the quality of standards, even though they have an equal level 
     of enforceability and are all covered by the anti-backsliding provisions of
     the Clean Water Act.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: F2770.007     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.167, P2574.042, and P2576.011 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: F2770.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site Specific Modifications to Water Quality Criteria                      
                                                                                
     The proposed regulations generally require the application of uniform      
     minimum water quality criteria throughout the Great Lakes system.  This    
     approach fails to recognize that site specific adjustments are warranted   
     due to the fact that all species are not present everywhere due to physical
     or geological factors unrelated to toxic substances.  The States should    
     have the ability to develop site specific water quality standards which    
     recognize site specific conditions including species populations,          
     consumption rates, lipid contents, and bioavailability.  The following     
     changes to the proposed regulations should be made:                        
                                                                                
     1. Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or   
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions;                            
                                                                                
     2. Site specific conditions of bioavaiability and chemical speciation      
     should be accounted for when deriving water quality based effluent limits; 
     and,                                                                       
                                                                                
     3. Adjustments of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to
     reflect local conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: F2770.008     
     
     The final Guidance allows more or less stringent site-specific             
     modifications for human health, aquatic life, and wildlife (see section    
     VIII.A of the SID for a discussion on site-specific modifications.)        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: F2770.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is our understanding that the GLWQI criteria will apply to all Great    
     Lakes waters and that these are regarded as the Great Lakes, its           
     tributaries, as well as waterbodies within the Great Lakes basis that may  

Page 4709



$T044618.TXT
     not communicate with the Great Lakes.  We note that the exposure           
     assumptions used in deriving the criteria rely heavily on Great Lakes      
     characteristics that may not apply to other waters in the basin.  For      
     instance, a small pond may not be able to support continued consumption of 
     fish at the levels used for deriving the criteria.  Further, habitat that  
     exists at least in portions of the Great Lakes may not be associated at all
     with other water bodies.  We do not believe the Great Lakes criteria should
     be applied to water bodies in the Great Lakes basin that have vastly       
     different hydrologic and biotic properties than the Great Lakes themselves.
     
     
     Response to: F2770.009     
     
     See response to comment number D2697.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F2770.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     The proposed regulations eliminate mixing zones for BCCs thereby forcing   
     dischargers to meet ambient water quality standards in the actual          
     discharge.  This is a costly requirement with virtually no environmental   
     benefit.  It is also an example of an approach which is overly             
     conservative, i.e. the proposed derivation procedures for BCC criteria are 
     in themselves overprotective to compensate for uncertainties, and on top of
     that the proposed regulations deny the use of mixing zones to again        
     compensate for those same uncertainties.                                   
                                                                                
     We believe that elimination of mixing zones is warranted only when it can  
     be shown that significant adverse environmental impacts are occurring      
     within these zones.  We therefore suggest that reductions or eliminations  
     of these zones be required only when regulatory agencies demonstrate actual
     or reasonable potential for adverse environmental impacts resulting from   
     concentrations within the mixing zones.  Economic and technical feasibility
     should also be a consideration.                                            
     
     
     Response to: F2770.010     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: F2770.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Based Effluent Limits                                        
                                                                                
     In the proposed regulations it is possible that water quality based        
     effluent                                                                   
     limits could be set at levels below those currently quantifiable by        
     state-of-the-art laboratory techniques. Current federal regulations do not 
     require or specify procedures for determining compliance when effluent     
     limits                                                                     
     are set at less than quantifiable.  This is left to individual state       
     discretion.  We believe that no water quality based effluent limitation    
     should be placed in a permit if it is below the detection limit.           
                                                                                
     The GLWQI specifically requires bioaccumulation studies by the permittee   
     for                                                                        
     BCCs below the detection limit.  Program requirements will be implemented  
     that include additional controls if residues are detected in fish tissues  
     as                                                                         
     a result of these studies.  No protocols have been established for         
     conducting                                                                 
     these studies or for interpreting the results of these studies.  In        
     addition,                                                                  
     the guidance indicates that the concentration of compound in fish may be   
     used                                                                       
     to back-calculate the effluent concentration.  All of the previous comments
     concerning the problems with the generation of bioaccumulation factors for 
     the Great Lakes apply to their use here.  Additional effluent monitoring   
     will                                                                       
     also be required.  All of these put additional financial burdens on        
     dischargers without necessarily improving the water quality of the Great   
     Lakes, especially for those compounds like mercury with background         
     concentrations in excess of the criteria.                                  
     
     
     Response to: F2770.011     
     
     See the Supplemental Information Document (SID) chapter on WQBELs Below the
     Level of Quantification, section 1, Expressing WQBELs Below the Minimum    
     Quantification Level for the rationale for including such WQBELs.          
                                                                                
     EPA modified the Guidance such that biomonitoring and biouptake studies are
     not required for BCCs.  See the above SID chapter at section 5, BCC        
     Requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: F2897.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2106, F2107, F2451, F2458, F3086, F3087                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At an estimated cost to industrial employers of over $6 billion and an     
     additional cost to municipalities of $2.7 billion -- all of which would    
     eventually be paid by wage-earners and consumers -- the GLI is a bad buy   
     for everyone.  It puts the financial viability of local governments and    
     employers at risk to address only one tenth of the sources of Great Lakes  
     pollution and does so on the basis of research that the U.S. EPA's own     
     independent science advisory board says is inadequate.                     
     
     
     Response to: F2897.001     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F2898.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2456                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Impacting on less than one-tenth of potential pollutants in the lakes, it  
     offers few, if any, environmental benefits, but burdens the Great Lakes    
     region, its businesses, municipalities, and taxpayers with enormous new    
     costs.  It is estimated, for example, that GLI would cost the City of Erie 
     nearly $200 million.  Local employers who are battling to keep competitive 
     in a tough economic environment would see their costs rise and have funds  
     diverted from investments in productivity to pay for negligible benefits.  
     
     
     Response to: F2898.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: F2899.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2462                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential benefits of GLI are minimal and the price is high.  GLI      
     addresses only ten percent of the possible pollution sources for the Great 
     Lakes and ignores major potential sources.  The U.S. EPA's science advisory
     board has severely criticized the proposal, citing the inadequacy of the   
     research underlying it.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: F2899.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance's potential benefits are minimal and  
     the cost is high, and that the Guidance's provisions ignore nonpoint       
     sources of pollution and are not based on sound science.  For a discussion 
     of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final       
     Guidance, including using the best available science for the protection of 
     human health, aquatic life and wildlife, establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources and accurately assessing the costs and        
     benefits of implementing the final Guidance, see the preamble to the final 
     Guidance and Section I.C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F2899.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2462                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At an estimated cost to industrial employers of over $6 billion and an     
     additional cost to municipalities of $2.7 billion -- all of which would    
     eventually be paid by wage-earners and consumers -- the GLI is a bad buy   
     for state and local governments, employers and employees.                  
     
     
     Response to: F2899.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 4713



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F2900.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2452                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Governments, individuals and employers in Erie County would bear those     
     burdens with little or no reason to expect any improvement in their        
     environment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: F2900.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F2900.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2452                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI addresses only a small fraction of the potential sources of Great  
     Lakes pollutants.  Major sources of pollutants are ignored.                
     
     
     Response to: F2900.002     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment and believes that the Guidance        
     considers both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. For a discussion of
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on the ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those to address     
     nonpoint sources of pollution and pollution prevention, see Section I.D of 
     the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and          
     D2597.026.                                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: F2900.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2452                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the U.S. EPA's own independent science advisory board says that   
     the research on which the proposals are based is inadequate.               
     
     
     Response to: F2900.003     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound scientific principles and 
     also addresses the SAB's concerns.  For a discussion of the underlying     
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science for the protection of human health,       
     aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: F3007.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Numerous environmental laws and regulations currently in force and         
     voluntary efforts are raising the environmental quality for the Great Lakes
     each year.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F3007.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, 
     G3457.004 and D2597.026 for further discussion on how the Guidance         
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, 
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Sections I.B and I.D of the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
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     Comment ID: F3007.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The narrow scope of the GLI will not result in substantial improvement and 
     there are other more effective alternatives to yield environmental         
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: F3007.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: F3007.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additional documented costs the GLI will impose on businesses and      
     municipalities in the eight Great Lake states will be staggering--with cost
     estimates for GLI implementation ranging in the billions of dollars with   
     minimal environmental benefit--many businesses will be placed at a         
     competitive disadvantage in the global market, forcing many to relocate.   
     Implementation costs for municipalities in the Great Lake states will be   
     enormous--some cities have estimated costs for their locale alone to be    
     over $100 million--forcing increased taxes and utility rates upon thousands
     of citizens.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: F3007.003     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: F3124L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     making sure NPDES permits fully comply with the Endangered Species Act.    
     
     
     Response to: F3124L.005    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
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     Comment ID: F3124L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     reinsert language to protect ecologically sensitive areas.                 
     
     
     Response to: F3124L.006    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F3124L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     limit ammonia and chlorine.                                                
     
     
     Response to: F3124L.007    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F3138L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All nations in the past must have quality water supplies or they perish.   
                                                                                
     We should have quality control to protect human, fish, wildlife & aquatic  
     life of our water supply by eliminating toxic pollution.                   
     
     
     Response to: F3138L.001    
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and believes that the provisions included in  
     the final Guidance provide protection for the humans, wildlife and aquatic 
     life that reside within the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  For a discussion 
     on the general provisions contained in the Guidance, see Sections I.C and  
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: F3138L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I feel the GLI needs very strict rules to protect contaminants in the fish 
     we eat especially.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: F3138L.002    
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F3138L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Let's set up rules to phase-out the use of persistent toxic chemicals.     
     
     
     Response to: F3138L.003    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F3138L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Let's also hope Lake Superior will remain "Outstanding National Water      
     Resource".                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F3138L.004    
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: F3139L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: AL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F4159, F4165, F4174, F4175, F4626                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Such standards should include criteria for protection of human, fish,      
     wildlife & aquatic life through the elimination of both point sources &    
     non-point sources of toxic pollution.                                      
     
     
     Response to: F3139L.001    
     
     The final Guidance does contain criteria for the protection of human, fish,
     wildlife, and aquatic life that is attended to serve as a goal in the water
     body that both point and nonpoint sources must meet.  See section I C.4.d. 
     of the SID for a discussion on the control of point and nonpoint sources.  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: F3139L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F4159, F4165, F4174, F4175, F4626                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I feel the GLI needs stricter rules to protect us from contaminants in the 
     fish that we eat.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: F3139L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2859.120.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F3139L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F4159, F4165, F4174, F4175, F4626                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It seems that those creating such pollution should be required to show that
     their discharges will not adversely effect the food chain.                 
     
     
     Response to: F3139L.003    
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     Comment ID:  F3139L.003                                                    
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G4381.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: F3139L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F4159, F4165, F4174, F4175, F4626                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If pollutants cannot be eliminated promptly, I would hope that the GLI     
     would set a specific timetable to phase out the use of these persistent    
     toxic chemicals.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: F3139L.004    
     
     Bans or phase-outs of particular pollutants are beyond the scope of        
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F3227.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We need to end the practice of allowing dischargers to dilute their toxic  
     wastes; to protect wildlife with specific water quality standards for      
     chemicals; to keep waters clean by providing better protection; and to     
     provide better information regarding the amount of fish which is safe to   
     eat.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: F3227.001     
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: F3227.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The "Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative" should only be the 
beginning as 
          "Round 2" should immediately be initiated also.                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: F3227.002     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F3237.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ending the practice that allows discharge of diluted toxic wastes.         
     
     
     Response to: F3237.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: F3237.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Providing rules to keep clean waters at the highest possible levels.       
     
     
     Response to: F3237.002     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: F3237.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Changing the assumptions on consumption of fish by people in vulnerable    
     categories.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: F3237.003     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F3278.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 733, 734, 745, 746, 757, 758, 762, 763, 776, 781, 782, 
783, 784, 785, 
          786, 787, 788, 789, 790, 791-800, 802-816, 854-858, 860, 999, 1045, 1047, 

          1048, 1056, 1067-1072, 1075-1102, 1109, 1110, 1176, 1188-1194, 1234-1242, 

          1347, 1348, 1350-1380, 1416, 1420-1433, 1498, 1499, 1588, 1644, 1645,     

          1647-1652, 1766-1768, 1770-1785, 1787-1794, 2040, 2044, 2045, 2047-2053,  

          2055-2063, 2065, 2066, 2212-2215, 2528-2531, 2534, 2536, 2538-2544,       

          2546-2549, 2551-2559, 2563, 2564,3103L, 3106L-3112L, 3114L, 3117L, 3120L, 

          3126L, 3127L, 3128L, 3255, 3256, 3257, 3258, 3261, 3262-3266, 3269, 3270, 

          3279, 3280, 3324-3333, 3335-3375, 3626, 2658, 3659, 3660-3665, 3667-3672, 

          3881L, 4261, 4883L-4887L, 4888, 4889L, 4890, 4891L, 4892L, 5199L, 5200L,  

          5203L, 5209L, 5212L, 5236L, 5304L, 5687L, 5688L, 5689L, 5690L, 5693L,     

          5695L, 5696L, 5700L, 5701L, 5703L, 5705L, 5706L, 5714L                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     "sunsetting" persistent toxic chemicals;                                   
     
     
     Response to: F3278.001     
     
     See response to: G3032.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F3278.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 733, 734, 745, 746, 757, 758, 762, 763, 776, 781, 782, 
783, 784, 785, 
          786, 787, 788, 789, 790, 791-800, 802-816, 854-858, 860, 999, 1045, 1047, 

          1048, 1056, 1067-1072, 1075-1102, 1109, 1110, 1176, 1188-1194, 1234-1242, 

          1347, 1348, 1350-1380, 1416, 1420-1433, 1498, 1499, 1588, 1644, 1645,     
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          1647-1652, 1766-1768, 1770-1785, 1787-1794, 2040, 2044, 2045, 2047-2053,  

          2055-2063, 2065, 2066, 2212-2215, 2528-2531, 2534, 2536, 2538-2544,       

          2546-2549, 2551-2559, 2563, 2564,3103L, 3106L-3112L, 3114L, 3117L, 3120L, 

          3126L, 3127L, 3128L, 3255, 3256, 3257, 3258, 3261, 3262-3266, 3269, 3270, 

          3279, 3280, 3324-3333, 3335-3375, 3626, 2658, 3659, 3660-3665, 3667-3672, 

          3881L, 4261, 4883L-4887L, 4888, 4889L, 4890, 4891L, 4892L, 5199L, 5200L,  

          5203L, 5209L, 5212L, 5236L, 5304L, 5687L, 5688L, 5689L, 5690L, 5693L,     

          5695L, 5696L, 5700L, 5701L, 5703L, 5705L, 5706L, 5714L                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     expanding the number of pollutants regulated under the Guidance.           
     
     
     Response to: F3278.002     
     
     It should be noted that all pollutants except those indicated in Table 5 of
     the final Guidance are covered by the Guidance.  The list in Table 6 is    
     only meant to indicate those pollutants that were initially focused upon in
     the calculation of numeric criteria and BAFs, and was not intended to limit
     the coverage of the Guidance in any way.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: F3278.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 733, 734, 745, 746, 757, 758, 762, 763, 776, 781, 782, 
783, 784, 785, 
          786, 787, 788, 789, 790, 791-800, 802-816, 854-858, 860, 999, 1045, 1047, 

          1048, 1056, 1067-1072, 1075-1102, 1109, 1110, 1176, 1188-1194, 1234-1242, 

          1347, 1348, 1350-1380, 1416, 1420-1433, 1498, 1499, 1588, 1644, 1645,     

          1647-1652, 1766-1768, 1770-1785, 1787-1794, 2040, 2044, 2045, 2047-2053,  

          2055-2063, 2065, 2066, 2212-2215, 2528-2531, 2534, 2536, 2538-2544,       

          2546-2549, 2551-2559, 2563, 2564,3103L, 3106L-3112L, 3114L, 3117L, 3120L, 

          3126L, 3127L, 3128L, 3255, 3256, 3257, 3258, 3261, 3262-3266, 3269, 3270, 

          3279, 3280, 3324-3333, 3335-3375, 3626, 2658, 3659, 3660-3665, 3667-3672, 

          3881L, 4261, 4883L-4887L, 4888, 4889L, 4890, 4891L, 4892L, 5199L, 5200L,  
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          5203L, 5209L, 5212L, 5236L, 5304L, 5687L, 5688L, 5689L, 5690L, 5693L,     

          5695L, 5696L, 5700L, 5701L, 5703L, 5705L, 5706L, 5714L                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     requiring effective and regular monitoring of industrial and municipal     
     discharges;                                                                
     
     
     Response to: F3278.003     
     
     See Supplementary Information document Section I.D.4, RAPS and LaMPS for a 
     discussion on Great Lakes System monitoring activities.                    
                                                                                
     Also, EPA notes that considerable monitoring information is required to be 
     submitted by dischargers under the current National NPDES Program.  For    
     example, NPDES permit applications require submittal of effluent monitoring
     for toxics prior to permit issuance; NPDES permits are required to contain 
     compliance monitoring provisions for any limitations in the permit that    
     essentially require the discharger to submit effluent monitoring data to   
     the State or Tribe.  In addition, NPDES permits often contain effluent     
     monitoring requirements designed to establish a data base of effluent      
     monitoring results for purposes of improving future decision making        
     regarding the effluent.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F3278.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 733, 734, 745, 746, 757, 758, 762, 763, 776, 781, 782, 
783, 784, 785, 
          786, 787, 788, 789, 790, 791-800, 802-816, 854-858, 860, 999, 1045, 1047, 

          1048, 1056, 1067-1072, 1075-1102, 1109, 1110, 1176, 1188-1194, 1234-1242, 

          1347, 1348, 1350-1380, 1416, 1420-1433, 1498, 1499, 1588, 1644, 1645,     

          1647-1652, 1766-1768, 1770-1785, 1787-1794, 2040, 2044, 2045, 2047-2053,  

          2055-2063, 2065, 2066, 2212-2215, 2528-2531, 2534, 2536, 2538-2544,       

          2546-2549, 2551-2559, 2563, 2564,3103L, 3106L-3112L, 3114L, 3117L, 3120L, 

          3126L, 3127L, 3128L, 3255, 3256, 3257, 3258, 3261, 3262-3266, 3269, 3270, 

          3279, 3280, 3324-3333, 3335-3375, 3626, 2658, 3659, 3660-3665, 3667-3672, 

          3881L, 4261, 4883L-4887L, 4888, 4889L, 4890, 4891L, 4892L, 5199L, 5200L,  

          5203L, 5209L, 5212L, 5236L, 5304L, 5687L, 5688L, 5689L, 5690L, 5693L,     
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          5695L, 5696L, 5700L, 5701L, 5703L, 5705L, 5706L, 5714L                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     protecting Lake Superior with Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW)   
     status.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: F3278.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: F352.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These new regulations could create uniform water-quality standards for the 
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: F352.001      
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: F352.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is why I am urging you to prohibit the discharge of any chemicals that
     accumulate in the food chain such as PCB's and dioxin in the final form.   
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     Response to: F352.002      
     
     Bans and phase-outs of specific chemicals are beyond the scope of          
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: F359.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These should prohibit the discharge of any chemicals that accumulate in the
     food chain.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: F359.001      
     
     Bans and phase-outs of specific chemicals are beyond the scope of          
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: F360.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Include provisions to prohibit the discharge of any chemicals that         
     accumulate in the food chain such as PCB's and dioxin.                     
     
     
     Response to: F360.001      
     
     Bans and phase-outs of specific chemicals are beyond the scope of          
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: F361.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prohibit the discharge of any chemicals that accumulate in the food chains,
     namely PCB's and dioxin.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: F361.001      
     
     Bans and phase-outs of specific chemicals are beyond the scope of          
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: F368.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are writing to let you know that we support the Great Lakes Initiative  
     as long as there is: protection for women & infants against chemicals, such
     as PCBs & dioxin that cause birth defects.                                 
     
     
     Response to: F368.001      
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: F368.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are writing to let you know that we support the Great Lakes Initiative  
     as long as there is: protect wildlife from chemicals that cause death &    
     deformities.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: F368.002      
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F368.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are writing to let you know that we support the Great Lakes Initiative  
     as long as there is: protect existing high quality waters like Lake        
     Superior.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: F368.003      
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F3771L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2969, F3001, F3009, F3038, F3039, F3392L, F4833         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I ask the U.S. EPA to move ahead expeditiously with applying the GLI to    
     non-point sources as well.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: F3771L.001    
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see     
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: F3771L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  F2969, F3001, F3009, F3038, F3039, F3392L, F4833        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes    
     fish Contaminants, particularly sensitive populations such as subsistence  
     fishers, indigenous people, women of child bearing age and children.       
     
     
     Response to: F3771L.002    
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F3771L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2969, F3001, F3009, F3038, F3039, F3392L, F4833         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The list of pollutants to be regulated should include all toxics that cause
     birth defects and deformities in wildlife.                                 
     
     
     Response to: F3771L.003    
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: F3771L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2969, F3001, F3009, F3038, F3039, F3392L, F4833         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must be retained but the phase-out should  
     begin earlier and the use of dilution for all persistent toxic pollutants  
     should be phased-out entirely.  While the phase-out of dilution zones is a 
     good start, the GLI should set a specific timetable to phase-out the use of
     persistent toxic chemicals.                                                
     
     
     Response to: F3771L.004    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F3771L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F2969, F3001, F3009, F3038, F3039, F3392L, F4833         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly focuses on special measures to protect Lake Superior.  To 
     achieve the protection this lake richly deserves.  Lake Superior should be 
     designated an "Outstanding National Resource Water".                       
     
     
     Response to: F3771L.005    
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     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: F387.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Now, a region-wide rule from your agency promises to improve discharge     
     standards, but it is not strong enough.  This may be in part due to the    
     lack of citizen participation in drafting this rule.  One major problem    
     with the rule is that it provides for some local government or developer to
     more or less appropriate the public waters in that area, if they assert    
     some unspecified socio-economic impacts are going to accompany the         
     pollution cleanup.  Presently the down-grading of a stream's standards can 
     take place under certain circumstances, if a site-specific demonstration of
     widespread social and economic impacts might accompany pollution controls. 
     Congress decided 22 years ago that the economic benefits of pollution      
     control do outweigh any costs of cleanup.  The Great Lakes Initiative rule 
     is supposed to improve water quality region-wide, not allow degradation for
     any reason.                                                                
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes are public waters, not the "property" of some city or local
     jurisdictions; we all depend on them for our drinking water, process water,
     recreation, and shipping.  My state, Indiana has stricter standards than   
     the draft rule for some pollutants.  We passed 327 IAC 2-1 in 1989 with    
     numerical controls on toxics and intend to "ratchet" down the existing     
     legal pollution to meet the goals of the Clean Water Act, the zero         
     discharge level.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: F387.001      
     
     As envisioned in Federal regulations, antidegradation serves three         
     purposes.  First, antidegradation provides protection of existing uses;    
     water quality may not be lowered to the point where an existing use becomes
     impaired.  Second, antidegradation protects waters where the water quality 
     is better the minimum required to support aquatic life and recreation in   
     and on the waters; this water quality is to be maintained unless lower     
     water quality is necessary to accommodate important social and economic    
     growth in the area affected by lower water quality.  Third, antidegradation
     protects water quality in waters designated as outstanding national        
     resource waters; water quality in such waters may not be degraded.  In no  
     case would it be possible to authorize a lowering of water quality that    
     would result in a violation of water quality criteria for the protection of
     aquatic life, human health or wildlife.  Where lowering of water quality is
     permitted, antidegradation ensures that the activity responsible for       
     lowering water quality provides social and economic benefits to those      
     affected.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: F387.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the flaws in the proposed Great Lakes Initiative is that it fails to
     protect existing high quality waters.  There is a contradiction in public  
     policy in the non-degradation section where a classification scheme would  
     allow down-grading water quality.  Lakes like Lake Superior and the Indiana
     part of Lake Michigan may not be equally pristine, but the USEPA cannot    
     preside over the "giveaway" of public waters envisioned by the rule drafter
     in the non-degradation segment.  This is because Congress already decided  
     that the act requires cleanup, not giving up!  The obligation of the agency
     is to ensure ever tighter controls on dischargers.                         
     
     
     Response to: F387.002      
     
     The function of antidegradation is not to prohibit increased loadings to   
     high quality waters, but to minimizing the impacts of growth on water      
     quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the growth  
     is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water quality.  The 
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the        
     capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is
     limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases  
     in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that 
     the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for   
     the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently,
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: F387.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another flaw in the Great Lakes Initiative is the assumed level of fish    
     consumption at an amount which is too low.  For human health protection, of
     nursing women and children, native Americans and others who subsist on     
     fish, you should assume higher consumption rates, and adjust the rule      
     accordingly.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: F387.003      
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: F387.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The third flaw in the rule is its failure to implement the Act's           
     requirement to protect wildlife.  The agency has to protect wildlife, not  
     just human health with these rules, because that is part of its charge in  
     the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.  No less an authority than the      
     International Joint Commission has called for a complete ban on the        
     bioaccumulative chemicals which build up in the food chain.  The egg loss, 
     deformities, and other wildlife damages are directly traceable to the      
     bioaccumulative pollutants.  Please revise the rule to eliminate these     
     types of toxics immediately.                                               
     
     
     Response to: F387.004      
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is consistent with the Critical       
     Programs Act in regards to wildlife.  Appendix D of the final Guidance     
     contains a methodology for States or Tribes to derive water quality        
     criteria specifically developed to protect wildlife.  In addition, four    
     criteria to be adopted by States or Tribes have been derived and are listed
     in Table 4 of part 132. Application of this methodology to these four      
     bioaccumulative chemicals does not indicate that a ban is necessary to     
     provide adequate wildlife protection.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F4030.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     "sunsetting" more persistent toxic chemicals;                              
     
     
     Response to: F4030.001     
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     See response to: G3032.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: F4030.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     expanding the number of pollutants regulated under the Guidance;           
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     Response to: F4030.002     
     
     See response to comment F3278.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: F4030.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     addressing non-point source pollution;                                     
     
     
     Response to: F4030.003     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions to address the contribution of      
     pollutants by nonpoint sources.  First, the water quality criteria to      
     protect human health, wildlife and aquatic life, and the antidegradation   
     provisions apply to the waters in the Great Lakes System regardless of     
     whether discharges to the water are from point or nonpoint sources.        
     Accordingly, any regulatory programs for nonpoint sources that require     
     compliance with water quality standards would also be subject to the       
     criteria and antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance once they are
     adopted into State or Tribal standards.                                    
                                                                                
     Second, several elements of the final Guidance would, after State, Tribal  
     or Federal promulgation, require or allow permitting authorities to        
     consider the presence of pollutants in ambient waters--including pollutants
     from nonpoint source dischargers--in establishing water quality-based      
     effluent limits for point sources.  For example, permit authorities may    
     consider the presence of other point or nonpoint source discharges when    
     evaluating whether to grant a variance from water quality criteria under   
     procedure 2 of appendix F.  Additionally, the provisions for TMDLs in      
     procedure 3 of appendix F address nonpoint sources by requiring allocation 
     of the available load capacity of receiving waters that do not meet water  
     quality criteria among all sources of the pollutant, including nonpoint    
     sources.  The development of TMDLs is the preferred mechanism for          
     addressing equitable division of the loading capacities of these           
     nonattained waters.  Because TMDLs have not been completed for most        
     nonattained waters, however, the final Guidance promotes the development of
     TMDLs through a phased approach, where appropriate, and provides for       
     short-term regulatory relief to point source dischargers in the absence of 
     TMDLs through intake credits, variances, and other water quality permitting
     procedures.  These individual provisions are discussed in Sections VIII.B, 
     VIII.C, and VIII.F of the SID.                                             
                                                                                
     Finally, EPA recognizes that the implementation of controls on point       
     sources alone will not solve the existing water quality problems in the    
     Great Lakes.  Many regulatory and voluntary programs are currently underway
     in the U.S and Canada to also improve water quality and prevent or further 
     reduce the discharge of toxic pollutants from all media.  Some of these    
     programs are discussed in Section III of the preamble to the final Guidance
     and Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: F4030.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  
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          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     protecting Lake Superior with Outstanding National Resource Water (ONRW)   
     status.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: F4030.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: F4948L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There needs to be stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes
     fish contaminants.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: F4948L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2859.120, P2771.200 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: F4948L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of pollutants to be regulated should include ALL toxics that cause
     birth defects and deformities in wildlife.                                 
     
     
     Response to: F4948L.002    
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: F4948L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must start earlier and the use of dilution 
     for all persistent toxic pollutants should be phased-out completely.       
     
     
     Response to: F4948L.003    
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: F5673L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 5673, 5150, 5156, 5158, 5166, 5104, 5112, 5120, 5128, 
5136, 5096,     
          5095, 5151, 5157, 5159, 5167, 5105, 5113, 5121, 5129, 5137, 5097, 5144,   

          5152, 5160, 5168, 5106, 5114, 5122, 5130, 5138, 5098, 5145, 5153, 5161,   

          5169, 5107, 5115, 5123, 5131, 5139, 5099, 5146, 5154, 5162, 5100, 5108,   

          5116, 5124, 5132, 5140, 5147, 5155, 5163, 5101, 5109, 5117, 5125, 5133,   

          5141, 5148, 5164, 5102, 5110, 5118, 5126, 5134, 5142, 5149, 5165, 5103,   

          5111, 5119, 5127, 5135, 5143                                              

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am writing in support of the Great Lakes Water Quality guidance draft    
     report.  The Guidance is an important first step toward decreasing the     
     amount of toxic pollution dumped into Great Lakes water, but it must be    
     strengthened.  The final version should establish sunset dates by the year 
     2000 for toxic dumping levels.  Please support the strongest provisions    
     possible to protect and preserve the quality of the Great Lakes.           
     
     
     Response to: F5673L.001    
     
     EPA agrees that the Guidance is an important step in decreasing the amount 
     of toxic pollution discharged into the Great Lakes basin.  EPA considered a
     number of comments and relied upon five underlying principles in developing
     the final Guidance.  For a discussion on these provisions and principles,  
     see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: F7.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: F33, F34, F35, F39, F42, F2054                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final rules concerning regulation of water quality for the Great Lakes 
     should prohibit the discharge of any chemicals that accumulate in the food 
     chain, such as PCBs and dioxin.                                            
     
     
     Response to: F7.001        
     
     See Section II of the SID.                                                 
                                                                                
     Bans and phase-outs of specific chemicals are beyond the scope of          
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of a State's or Tribe's    
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: F780.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  
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          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     develop additional programs with Canada to clean Great Lakes.              
     
     
     Response to: F780.005      
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: F859.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also strive to improve the quality of the Lakes by:         
     implement zero (means zero) discharge.                                     
     
     
     Response to: F859.005      
     
     See Section I.D.1 of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G1062.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Great Lake Water Quality Initiative                                        
                                                                                
     The final rules for the above should prohibit the discharge of any         
     chemicals that accumulate in the food chain, such as PCBs and Dioxon.      
     
     
     Response to: G1062.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1223.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Same as G1338.                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I encourage EPA to reevaluate its cost estimates for implementing the      
     guidance in comparison with the estimates of DRI McGraw-Hill, an accounting
     firm engaged in a cost/benefit analysis on behalf of the Council of Great  
     Lakes Governors.  The wide gap between the EPA's estimates and the initial 
     reports of DRI McGraw-Hill, as well as other estimates, raises grave       
     concern that EPA is underestimating the economic impact of the GLI.        
                                                                                
     For example, estimates are that the City of Erie could need to spend as    
     much as $174 million in capital expenditures and an average $47 million    
     annually to comply with GLI.  The city estimates that this could cause     
     sewer rates to increase as much as 1000 percent.                           
                                                                                
     The GLI would place business and industry in Erie at a competitive         
     disadvantage and could cause economic deterioration in the Great Lakes     
     Basin.  Industries in Erie that discharge into the municipal sewer system  
     will likely be subject to more stringent pre-treatment requirements,       
     putting them at a disadvantage with competitors outside the region who do  
     not have to meet the same requirements.  Many smaller businesses could     
     avoid the added costs simply by moving out of Erie to an area only 15 miles
     south where the GLI would not apply.  Because the average Erie industry    
     employs between 14 and 50 people, this could have a devastating effect on  
     the city.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1223.001     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1223.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Same as G1338.                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effectiveness of GLI is questionable since the proposal places controls
     on point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits and runoff.  
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI.                  
     
     
     Response to: G1223.002     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1223.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Same as G1338.                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are actually policy judgements.  For example,   
     under the Application of Tier II Methodologies, aquatic life value policy, 
     when adequate toxicity data (seven or eight data points) for a proper      
     criteria is unavailable, EPA has proposed that a legally enforceable       
     criteria be made on as little as one data point by applying a high         
     "uncertainty" factor.  I support the application of sound science which    
     would require that more data be gathered before these values are used to   
     derive permit limits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1223.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

Page 4748



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1223.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Same as G1338.                                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible because of its more restrictive    
     ambient water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and        
     industries.  For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force        
     industries to remove pollutants contained in intake water over which they  
     have no control.  Or, the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with 
     a degree of consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment       
     technology or control programs.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G1223.004     
     
     Issues related to technical feasibility and the costs associated with the  
     final Guidance are addressed in the SID at Section IX. and in the response 
     to comments dealing with the Regulatory Impact Analysis. With respect to   
     intake credits generally, see SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1343.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is a severely flawed and fragmented approach that offers few       
     environmental benefits.                                                    
                                                                                
     The GLI purports to set new standards and procedures for improving water   
     quality in the Great Lakes.  It does so by adding additional layers of     
     regulations on sources which discharge treated wastewater into the Great   
     Lakes drainage basin (this area includes all streams and rivers in the area
     which ultimately drain into the Great Lakes).  In actuality, the GLI sets  
     stringent and extreme new standards involving 138 different alleged        
     pollutants.  These substances, however, account for less than one-tenth of 
     the possible pollution sources of the Great Lakes!  They do not include the
     major sources of potential pollution such as air fallout, urban stormwater,
     waste water and contaminated sediment.  The added regulation of the GLI is 
     triggered by the presence of these substances in water at levels so minute 
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     that they cannot be detected with modern technology!  The U.S. EPA's own   
     independent science advisory board severely criticized the proposal,       
     especially the inadequacy of the research underlying the GLI.  These       
     independent scientists pointed out that the U.S. EPA's usual standard for  
     setting water quality limits is based upon at least eight study criteria,  
     whereas the GLI requires only one!                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1343.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1343.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the GLI would be staggering, and the proposal would impose an 
     environmental and economic "double-standard" on the Great Lakes states.    
                                                                                
     Not only does the GLI yield few environmental benefits, but its costs would
     be enormous.  Independent studies have documented that the GLI would cost  
     area employers billions of dollars to implement.  A disproportionate share 
     of the costs of GLI -- over $2.7 billion -- also would fall upon           
     municipalities across the region.  For example, even a smaller city such as
     Lima, Ohio, estimates the GLI would cost the city $63 million to implement 
     and $71 million for local industry compliance.  That translates in this    
     city to a several hundred dollar annual increase in cost per household.    
     Erie, Pa. estimates the GLI would cost the city nearly $200 million.       
                                                                                
     Taxpayers and ratepayers throughout the Great Lakes states would suffer    
     increased costs, and jobs would be jeopardized.  Indeed, since adoption of 
     the GLI would place the Great Lakes states under a different, more         
     stringent set of regulatory standards than those of neighboring states,    
     they would be at a tremendous competitive disadvantage.  Though specific   
     studies assess the economic impact of different aspects of the GLI, all    
     document the reality that this proposal will cost the Great Lakes region   
     and its citizens significantly.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G1343.002     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
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     Comment ID: G1343.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rigorous environmental programs and enhanced standards now in effect       
     continue to improve the quality of the Great Lakes.                        
                                                                                
     Numerous state and federal laws and regulations are already in place to    
     improve the quality of the Great Lakes.  In fact, many such water quality  
     standards and programs already adopted have not yet reached their full     
     potential.  Most demand ever-increasing levels of water quality improvement
     annually over the next several years.  This myriad web of state and federal
     law provides aggressive enforcement policy and mechanisms to continue the  
     betterment of the Great Lakes.  In fact, seven of the eight Great Lakes    
     states have EPA-approved programs in effect for water quality enhancement. 
                                                                                
     Not only government is responsible for the fact that toxic releases into   
     the lakes have declined by 20 percent in the last few years.  Manufacturers
     in the Great Lakes states have launched many programs aimed at             
     environmental progress.  In fact, they have spent approximately $2 billion 
     for water pollution abatement and control, accounting for a third of the   
     total national expenditures on such efforts.  Great Lakes states'          
     manufacturers also have paid over $440 million for public sewer service.   
     Clearly, business is on the offensive to improve the environment, and the  
     results are demonstrable.  Addition of the GLI would do little to improve  
     water quality or accelerate the progess of real environmental solutions.   
     
     
     Response to: G1343.003     
     
     See Sections I and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G1343.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI imposes an unrealistic "one-size-fits-all" generic approach to     
     regulating water quality in eight different states, despite varying needs  
     and situations in each.                                                    
                                                                                
     As scientists have noted, hundreds of factors impact upon the water quality

Page 4751



$T044618.TXT
     throughout and within the Great Lakes basin.  Imposing one generic set of  
     standards that are to apply universally across these states -- with no     
     exceptions for different local situations -- simply cannot accommodate the 
     diversity of the ecosystems in each.  This strategy simply makes no sense. 
                                                                                
     Such a "boilerplate" approach is one more illustration of the fact that the
     GLI simply will not work, and is not based upon sound science or reason.   
     The sophisticated nature of real solutions for improved water quality      
     demand strategies that recognize diverse and changing local conditions.    
     And the GLI boilerplate focuses on the U.S. Great Lakes states while       
     ignoring Canadian sources!!                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1343.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2371.044 and D2867.087.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1343.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is no answer to the need for continuing improvement in Great Lakes 
     water quality.  This challenge must be met with more reasonable,           
     comprehensive, cost-efficient and realistic strategies.                    
                                                                                
     All in the public and private sectors realize that continuing to better the
     Great Lakes environmentally remains a challenge.  Continued commitment and 
     concentrated effort are required.  As noted, many existing environmental   
     improvement and pollution reduction programs have brought dramatic         
     improvement.  Still others are in early stages of a multi-year phased      
     implementation.  In stark contrast to the fragmented approach of the GLI,  
     other more comprehensive and cost-effective strategies such as Lakewide    
     Management Plans and others already authorized by Congress and the U.S. EPA
     are available to complement existing policies and enforcement mechanisms.  
     
     
     Response to: G1343.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1343.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 4752



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue:                                                                     
                                                                                
     The proposed rule requires every stream, tributary, and connecting channel 
     in the Great Lakes Basin to meet the same water quality standard as the    
     open waters of the Great Lakes.  In several instances, uniform basinwide   
     requirements will result in unnecessarily stringent controls and costs for 
     dischargers with no environmental benefit.                                 
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     States should have the flexibility to establish local or site specific     
     water quality criteria when environmental conditions differ from the       
     assumptions used to establish the rule's basinwide standards.              
                                                                                
     Rationale:                                                                 
                                                                                
     The rule assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform         
     ecosystem in which essentially the same water quality controls apply to    
     waters as diverse as a small Indiana stream and Lake Superior's Isle       
     Royale.  The basis for this assumption is that the only way a pollutant's  
     impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the basin.  This reasoning 
     does no take into account the actual environmental fate of a pollutant.    
                                                                                
     In the areas of human health and wildlife protection, the rule gives states
     the flexibility to set local requirements which are more stringent than    
     basinwide standards.  A state may not establish any less stringent local   
     requirements, however, no matter how much actual conditions at specific    
     locations differ from the assumptions used to develop the rule's basinwide 
     standards for human health and wildlife protection.                        
                                                                                
     The rule's water quality standards for protection of human health reflect  
     assumptions on rates and species of fish consumed.  Yet states have no     
     flexibility to establish site specific criteria for river or stream        
     segments even if certain fish are species are not present for reasons      
     unrelated to water quality.                                                
                                                                                
     Ability To Adjust For Local Conditions And New Science -- 2                
                                                                                
     The rule's water quality standards for protection of wildlife reflect      
     assumptions on rates and type of fish consumed.  States have no flexibility
     to establish site specific criteria for river or stream segments where     
     habitat or other factors will prevent certain species of wildlife from     
     inhabiting these areas.                                                    
                                                                                
     Lack of state flexibility and the use of uniform water quality standards   
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will result in treatment for treatment's  
     sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requuirements with little 
     or no environmental benefit.                                               
                                                                                
     States should have the flexibility to accommodate economic growth without  
     compromising water quality.                                                
                                                                                
     Procedures for generating criteria and/or values are based on overly       
     conservative assumptions, because in many cases the science is poorly      
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     understood.  If site specific modifications are not allowed to raise or    
     lower a criterion little incentive will exist to better define the science.
     
     
     Response to: G1343.006     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1343.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue:                                                                     
                                                                                
     The EPA currently requires states to include antidegradation policies in   
     water quality managment programs.  The proposed rule significantly tightens
     these requirements for states within the Great Lakes Basin.  This will     
     discourage some new industries from locating -- and existing industries    
     from expanding -- in the Great Lakes Basin, as well as retard community    
     growth in general.                                                         
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     Replace the proposed rule's antidegradation provisions with current law,   
     which is fully protective of health and environment.                       
                                                                                
     Rationale:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes in the operation
     of existing facilities or the siting of new facilities from lowering or    
     degrading existing water quality by the discharge of additional pollutants 
     into the water.  The EPA currently has regulations which address           
     antidegradation.  The new rule significantly expands the scope of          
     antidegradation review and introduces a number of new requirements.        
                                                                                
     The discharge of some substances (i.e., the list of bioaccumulative        
     chemicals of concern, or BCCs) would be limited to a level which does not  
     exceed actual past discharges ["existing effluent quality" (EEQ)], even    
     where the past actual discharge is lower than the prior permitted discharge
     level.  This approach penalizes facilities with good environmental         
     performance and rewards those with poorer performance, because the good    
     performers will receive more stringent limits.  It also assumes            
     environmental quality will degrade as a result of a change in a discharge  
     without any investigation of whether this would be expected to occur.      
                                                                                
     If temporary production curtailment (because of business conditions or     
     other factors) results in deductions in discharges, increases back to      
     previous levels could be prohibited.                                       
                                                                                

Page 4754



$T044618.TXT
     An increase in nonpoint source loading could trigger an antidegradation    
     review which may result in stricter limitations on point sources.          
                                                                                
     The proposed rule would eliminate the ability of industry and              
     municipalities to operate within "a margin of safety," because the         
     enforceable permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually  
     discharged.  In fact, the way EEQ is calculated will result in permit      
     violations.                                                                
                                                                                
     At a minimum, the antidegradation provisions will create additional        
     administrative burdens for proposed new facilities and existing facilities 
     needing to change or expand operations.   This will discourage business    
     expansion in the Great Lakes Basin.                                        
                                                                                
     At a maximum, the antidegradation provisions could require sufficient      
     additional control requirements so that some businesses may find it        
     uneconomical to locate in the Great Lakes Basin.                           
     
     
     Response to: G1343.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth.  Rather, by providing more,  
     detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the   
     uncertainties and ambiguities. In addition, antidegradation recognizes that
     the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for         
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there 
     is no room for additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation       
     ensures that the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner   
     possible, while preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic         
     ecosystem.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may  
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance does not require States   
     and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for   
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G1343.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue:                                                                     
                                                                                
     A bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is the ratio of the concentration of a      
     specific substance in living organisms to that in water used for drinking  
     or as a food source.  For the first time, the EPA has attempted to list    
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals   
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     within a rule.  In doing so, the agency has used unproven models to        
     overcome a lack of data for many chemicals.  BAFS are crucial in defining  
     discharge permit requirements since they are used to define a "hit list" of
     pollutants for especially stringent control and to calculate water quality 
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     BAFs calculated from unproven models should not be used.  Only BAFs based  
     on actual fish tissue measurements should be used to derive water quality  
     standards or to list chemicals for special control.  Any such list should  
     be based on all relevant data, not merely those which exceed a trigger     
     point.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Rationale:                                                                 
                                                                                
     A bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is the ratio of the concentration of a      
     specific chemical in living organisms to that in water used by them for    
     drinking or as a food source.                                              
                                                                                
     Some chemicals are known to concentrate at higher levels in living         
     organisms than in the water supply.  Biaccumulation may, for some          
     chemicals, result in top-of-the-food-chain species having higher           
     concentrations than lower food-chain species.                              
                                                                                
     Because bioaccumulation is a complex environmental process, estimating if  
     and to what extent bioaccumulation actually occurs for specific pollutants 
     is difficult.                                                              
                                                                                
     The EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the rule's pollutants by     
     using an unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board has concluded, "The model has not been        
     adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional water quality   
     criteria, at this time."  For only a few pollutants does the rule use BAFs 
     derived from comparisons of actual fish tissue concentrations with         
     concentrations in the ambient water.  Fish tissue data are considered to be
     better than modeled bioaccumulation data, but they are still subject to    
     large error.                                                               
                                                                                
     Because the model does not consider factors such as metabolism and         
     biodegradation, which reduce bioaccumulation, it likely overestimates      
     bioacucmulation potential for some pollutants.                             
                                                                                
     If BAFs are overestimated, overly restrictive and excessively costly       
     controls -- with negligible environmental benefits -- will be required.    
                                                                                
     A "hit list" of high priority pollutants should be based on all available  
     and relevant data on the chemicals, not merely BAFs.  Use of a single      
     factor to define such a list is inappropriate.                             
     
     
     Response to: G1343.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1343.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Dischargers will be required to remove substances they did not add to their
     facilities' supply waters.  Without an "intake credit" system a facility   
     may not be allowed to discharge even at levels lower than the intake water.
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     A system which allows for direct intake credits for background             
     concentrations of substances present in facility supply waters should be   
     included in the final version of the rule.                                 
                                                                                
     Rationale:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Intake credits become a potential permitting issue when a facility's intake
     (source) water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- 
     contains one or more pollutants which could be regulated by its NPDES      
     discharge permit.                                                          
                                                                                
     Without intake credits, many facilities face discharge permit limits that  
     are lower (i.e., more stringent) than the chemical concentrations in supply
     waters.  Stringent new permit limits and the presence of some substances   
     covered by the rule in low concentrations in many supply waters support    
     this assessment.  (For comparison, water meeting all EPA drinking water    
     standards would not necessarily meet all of the rule's discharge           
     requirements.)                                                             
                                                                                
     Because many intake water concentrations and discharge concentration limits
     are lower than current measurement capabilties, the number of facilities   
     eventually needing direct intake credits is currently underestimated.  Many
     more situations where intake waters exceed permit limits will be identified
     as lower concentration measurements become possible from expected          
     improvements in analytical chemistry.                                      
                                                                                
     The need for direct intake credits will not be significantly reduced by    
     implementing the rule.  Because it focuses on more stringent point source  
     controls, while nonpoint sources (e.g., natural mineral deposits,          
     atmospheric deposition and nonpoint runoff) are more significant sources   
     for many chemicals, the proposed rule will have little effect on intake    
     water quality.                                                             
                                                                                
     The proposed rule establishes strict liability by eliminating intake       
     credits for chemicals over which the plant may have no control.            
                                                                                
     Without direct intake credits, some facilities will be required to remove  
     -- at great expense -- materials present in their once-through, non-contact
     cooling water before discharging it.  This would be inequitable and        
     inefficient, because once-through, non-contact cooling water is used       
     exlcusively for cooling, does not come in contact with raw materials,      
     intermediates or products, and therefore is not a source of additional     
     pollution.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Without direct intake credits, treatment costs will be unnecessarily high  
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     as large volumes of water are involved and treatment requirements would    
     push or exceed the limits of available treatment technology.  Direct intake
     credits are needed to promote fairness in the permitting of water          
     dischargers and to avoid large expenditures for negligible environmental   
     benefit.                                                                   
                                                                                
     By the EPA's own admission, the provision for intake credits in the rule   
     will only be available in very limited circumstances, if ever.   For       
     instance, for a discharger to be granted a credit under the proposal, it   
     must not add any pollutanat to its process water.  The rule, however,      
     states that molecules leaching from a water pipe are pollutants.  The      
     proposed intake will simply never be available.                            
     
     
     Response to: G1343.009     
     
     The many issues raised by this comment are addressed in a detailed         
     discussion of the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance in the 
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1343.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the regulation, allowable discharge limits for some materials could  
     be set below the ability to measure or confirm their presence (i.e., at    
     less than detection level).  To the extent that less than detection limits 
     are actually imposed on dischargers, significant problems are created in   
     demonstrating compliance.                                                  
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed rule should be modified to set permit limits at existing      
     acceptable detection limits when the calculated limit could not be         
     measured.  If during the term of the permit analytical procedures improve  
     and the substance is detected, the permit could be reopened to determine if
     a lower limit is required.  If required the permit could be revised, giving
     the facility the new detection level and a compliance schedule to meet this
     limit.  The detection limit should be defined as the practical quantitation
     limit (PQL).                                                               
                                                                                
     Rationale:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Maximum allowable discharge concentrations for many pollutants covered by  
     the proposed rule would be less than the detection limit.  Several         
     dischargers will receive less than detection limit concentrations as       
     enforceable NPDES permit limits.                                           
                                                                                
     NPDES permit limits create specific, legally enforceable requirements for  
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     water dischargers.  Violation of a permit limit creates a legal liability  
     which subjects the permit holder to potential enforcement action by        
     government agencies or citizens' groups.                                   
                                                                                
     Assessing compliance of permit limits below the level of detection must -- 
     given the enormous potential liability in case of permit noncompliance --  
     be based on a definition of detection limit which is clear and unequivocal.
     Use of the practical quantitation limit (PQL) as the detection limit is    
     recommended, as it is clear and has been successfully used to define       
     detection limits in other environmental regulatory programs.               
                                                                                
     In some instances where facility discharges are limited to less than       
     detection level concentrations, the rule will require facilities to conduct
     in-plant control programs to reduce the input of certain pollutants to the 
     in-plant process water. Municipal sewerage treatment plants could be       
     required to impose similar control measures on their customers (residential
     and industrial) if the municipal system received a less than detection     
     level permit limit.  This requirement totally ignores the capability of any
     waste treatment plant process.  Whether these control measures would       
     improve the quality of the discharges would probably be impossible to      
     determine, as the pollutant of concern would already be at unmeasurable    
     levels in the discharges.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1343.010     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G1343.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Currently, NPDES permits require compliance with stream standards "after   
     reasonable opportunity for mixing."  The proposed rule would eliminate the 
     "mixing zone" for some substances (i.e., the bioaccumulative chemicals of  
     concern, or BCCs) in 10 years without consideration of technical           
     capability.  For others mixing zone areas are reduced.  Eliminating mixing 
     zones means some dischargers to the Great Lakes Basin will face additional 
     controls and costs with little environmental benefit.                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     Continue to allow the use of mixing zones as a sound way of protecting     
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     water quality and avoiding unnecessary treatment costs.                    
                                                                                
     Rationale:                                                                 
                                                                                
     A mixing zone is an area in which effluent is initially introduced into a  
     lake or stream.  All water quality standards must be met at the zone's     
     edge.   Within it, otherwise applicable water quality standards may be     
     exceeded, if acutely toxic conditions are avoided.                         
                                                                                
     For BCCs, mixing zones would be eliminated completely in 10 years and all  
     water quality standards would have to be met by the effluent prior to      
     discharge.  This is unnecessarily conservative and is not scientifically   
     justified.                                                                 
                                                                                
     For non BCCs the mixing zone definition is more restrictive than that      
     currently used.                                                            
                                                                                
     Existing EPA guidance on controlling the discharge or toxic pollutants to  
     water specifically recognizes mixing zones are appropriate.                
                                                                                
     The rule's restrictions on mixing zones ignore the scientific relationship 
     between concentrations and exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity. 
     They also ignore that aquatic life is usually not attracted to nor normally
     resident in a mixing zone.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1343.011     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1343.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A new method of establishing water quality criteria (Tier II values) is    
     being proposed.  Tier II values, however, lack an adequate scientific basis
     for use in establishing NPDES permit limits.  If used, they could result in
     overly restrictive control requirements that are unnecessarily costly.     
                                                                                
     Recommendation:                                                            
                                                                                
     As recommended by the EPA's Science Advisory Board, the application of Tier
     II values should be restricted and not used to derive enforceable permit   
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Rationale:                                                                 
                                                                                
     NPDES permit limits create specific, legally enforceable requirements for  
     water dischargers.  Violation of a permit limit creates a legal liability  
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     subjecting the permit holder to potential enforcement action by government 
     agents or citizens' groups.                                                
                                                                                
     Water quality criteria are used, along with several other requirements, to 
     establish NPDES permit limits.                                             
                                                                                
     Before water quality criteria can be established for a particular          
     substance, the EPA currently requires scientific data on potential         
     environmental impacts that meet minimum requirements on quality and        
     quantity.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The proposed rule would demand more water quality requirements than        
     currently exist, as it proposes to regulate additional pollutants.  Data   
     meeting current EPA requirements on data quantity and quality are not      
     currently available to derive the additional water quality standards that  
     would be required by the rule.                                             
                                                                                
     The rule's proposed solution to the lack of data quantity and quality is to
     use Tier II procedures, which can generate criteria based on only one data 
     point and the application of conservative safety factors.  By design, the  
     procedure for establishing a Tier II value will always result in a lower   
     value than if Tier I data standards are applied.                           
                                                                                
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     own expense.  These data will likely show the original Tier II value is    
     incorrect.  Relief from the standards is questionable, however, since other
     parts of the rule (antidegradation) would "lock in" the Tier II numbers.   
                                                                                
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures would create the same   
     legal obligations, and the same liabilities if not met, as all other permit
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Considering the potential liabilities which are created and the inadequate 
     minimum data quality requirements, the use of Tier II procedures to create 
     enforceable permit limits is inappropriate.  The EPA's Science Advisory    
     Board confirms this belief in its review of the procedures.                
                                                                                
     A Tier II value can supersede a state value or become the "controlling"    
     criteria among the wildlife, aquatic, human health criteria if it is lower 
     than corresponding state Tier I values.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1343.012     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1346.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The revision of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) with the   
     1987 Protocol assigned the Objectives setting responsibility to the        
     Parties. Since then, the US-EPA seems to have largely withdrawn from       
     collective development of Objectives and concentrated on the GLI effort.  I
     suppose that at some stage there will be a formal proposal to Canada to    
     jointly offer the GLWQG or its resulting ecosystem limits to the IJC for   
     consideration as Objectives under the GLWQA.  It would facilitate the      
     agreement of such if these limits had been, and still could be, developed  
     jointly.  There is no provision in the GLWQG for this; indeed, it is clear 
     that once adopted, the limits will become mandatory for the States to use  
     in granting permits, etc. and perhaps even before offering to Canada; in   
     short, they become "cast in stone".                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1346.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1346.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is little in the GLWQG that deals with the long range air transport  
     issue (or other non-point source input mechanisms) although there are      
     numerous mentions of fish advisories which are largely for protection      
     against compounds transported in this manner (PCBs, DDT, Hg, the HCHs,     
     HCB).  The GLWQG acknowledgesm the atmospheric issue but indicates it is   
     covered in the US-Clean Air Act and the binational effort under the GLWQA  
     Annex 15 (IADN).  Since many of the sources of these compounds are outside 
     the basin and even outside the North American continent, basin or even US  
     national controls may leave the Great Lakes in exactly the same state as   
     presently and the concern in the mind of the public (there will still be   
     the same advisories, etc.) over toxic chemicals in the basin will remain.  
     It would be wise to deal somewhat more with this issue in the GLWQG.       
     
     
     Response to: G1346.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2825.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
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     Comment ID: G1346.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are 138 compounds in your Table 6 list.  These include all but eight 
     of the current GLWQA Objectives ( NH(subscript 3), DO, TDS, H(subscript    
     2)S, pH, P(PO(subscript 4), temperature and suspended solids).  A total of 
     16 chemicals are assessed with Tier I aquatic life data and of these 12    
     have been assessed comparably under the GLWQA.  The differences probably   
     arise from a different approach (use of application factors, not taking the
     most sensitive species, toxic end points, etc.).  Such derived limits could
     prove contentious for GLWQA agreement.  Dieldrin and endrin are worrisome  
     and I ask if this more-than-order-of-magnitude difference will be common   
     for this class of compound (persistent, bioaccumulating).  (units = ug/L)  
                              IJC/GLWQA      EPA/GLWQG (Ag.Life)  GLWQA/GLWQG   
     Arsenic                     50                150                0.33      
     Cadmium                      0.2                0.78             0.26      
     Chromium III + VI           50                49 + 11            0.83      
     Copper                       5                  5.2              0.96      
     Dieldrin                     0.001              0.056            0.02      
     Endrin                       0.002              0.037            0.05      
     Mercury                      0.2                0.44             0.45      
     Nickel                      25                 29                0.86      
     Parathion                    0.008(exp*)        0.013            0.62      
     Pentachlorophenol            0.4(exp*)          3.3              0.12      
     Selenium                     1.0(exp*)        120                0.008     
     Zinc                        10(exp*)           60                0.17      
          * - recommendations only, not yet part of the GLWQA                   
     
     
     Response to: G1346.003     
     
     EPA is uncertain what methods were used to derive the GLWQA objectives.    
     EPA thinks that these values were derived using large assumed acute-chronic
     ratios.  The criteria developed with the methodology in Appendix A of the  
     final Guidance were derived using measured acute-chronic ratios, if        
     available.  EPA believes that it is preferable to use measured             
     acute-chronic ratios.  EPA is uncertain whether this magnitude of          
     difference between GLWQA objectives and Tier I criteria for dieldrin and   
     endrin will be common for this class of compound due to using measured ACRs
     rather than a consistent assumed ACR.                                      
                                                                                
     See also the discussion in Section III.E. of the SID explaining that the   
     Agreements objectives are only "goals" for the United States and Canada.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1346.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is reasonable to assume that the whole question of AOCs and the         
     corresponding RAPs/LaMPs will be affected with the new GLWQG limits.  A    
     common approach to defining an AOC should be exceedance of a               
     criterion/Objective.  I did not see anything that addressed this topic in  
     my admittedly brief examination of the proposed GLWQG.  I hope it is there 
     and that the discussion notes the potential for re-describing the AOCs and 
     the opportunity to normalize the assignments.                              
     
     
     Response to: G1346.004     
     
     Areas of Concern (AOC) are designated by the United States and Canadian    
     Governments based upon the impairments present to 14 designated uses.  The 
     designation of these AOCs is prescribed by the Great Lakes Water Quality   
     Agreement, Annex 2.  For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement  
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment numbers      
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: G1346.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (V)  Included in the controls that could be applied to dischargers are both
     concentration limits and total loadings.  This latter is a new and good    
     feature in that it prevents dilution as a solution to a discharger's       
     problems; it implies, however, that there is an assimilative loading limit 
     for a lake.  The IJC examined this question in the '70s but there was such 
     tremendous opposition to the concept by fisheries biologists in particular,
     that it was dropped.  Their concern was that the system was already        
     polluted and there was no place for any loading anywhere.  The GLWQG will  
     have to face this argument and might wish to do so in the proposal         
     document.  In keeping with the advocated ecosystem concept, the GLWQG will 
     also have to address the question of how the total loading is to be        
     determined and how allocations to the future and to the jurisdictions,     
     including Canadian, will be determined.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1346.005     
     
     EPA is addressing the assimilative capacity of the Great Lakes by including
     the following provisions in the Guidance.  For pollutants where the in-lake
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     concentration is below the water quality criterion for non-BCC             
     contaminants, a discharger is restricted to a chronic mixing zone based on 
     a 10 to 1 dilution ratio and has to meet the antidegradation provisions of 
     this Guidance.  In addition, mixing zones for BCCs are phased out          
     regardless of their in-lake concentration.  Also, for non-BCCs where the   
     in-lake concentration is above the water quality criterion, no mixing zones
     are allowed.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G1346.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of persistent toxics in the Great Lakes and the    
     zero discharge of the same recommended by the I.J.C. for Lake Superior may 
     be in conflict with any numerical criteria proposed under the GLWQG.  Of   
     course, the zero discharge is a principle since it is impossible to totally
     eliminate any chemical from any discharge.  The proposed GLWQG would       
     declare Lake Superior an Outstanding National Resource Water but does this 
     imply that there would be nil discharges of any organochlorine or other    
     persistent compounds allowed anywhere in the basin (as opposed to direct   
     discharges).  Does this apply only to new discharges/permits or what about 
     phasing out all discharges?                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1346.006     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1346.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The non-degradation policy stated in the GLWQG reportedly provides for a   
     mechanism to determine if and how much degradation will be allowed.  The   
     GLWQA Article IV (1c) states that areas with better-than-required quality  
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     as measured by the Objectives will be maintained.  How does EPA/GLI        
     reconcile these two points of view?                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1346.007     
     
     The objective contained in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement is just 
     that, an objective.  A similar objective is found at Section 101(a) of the 
     CWA.  EPA interprets these objectives as prohibiting water quality unless  
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development (see 40 CFR 131.12(a)(2)).  A strict prohibition on   
     any lowering of water quality in all cases is simply unworkable.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1346.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  WL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are also differences between the IJC/GLWQA Objectives and the        
     EPA/GLWQG Human Health and Wildlife derived criteria.  Perhaps the         
     applications of these other limits will not be to the open waters (I admit 
     to not having had the opportunity to read the necessary sections in        
     detail).  The GLWQA Objectives are intended to apply everywhere in the     
     defined Great Lakes waters.  Can these differences be reconciled?          
     Comparison between the GLWQA Objectives and the criteria in the GLWQG      
     document are as below:  (in ng/L).                                         
                         IJC/GLWQA    EPA/GLWQC (Human)  EPA/GLWQG (Wildlife)   
     Chlordane             60.              0.2                  --             
     DDT                    3.(exp#)        0.07              0.00087(exp#)     
     Dieldrin               1.(exp#)        0.1                  --             
     Heptachlor             1.(exp#)        0.5                  --             
     Lindane               20.(exp@,#)    700                    --             
     PCBs                  (1.)             0.003              0.017            
     Mercury              200               2.                  0.18            
     Pentachlorophenol    400             500                    --             
     Toxaphene              0.2(exp@)       0.02                 --             
          # - combined residues and transform products                          
          @ - newly recommended value before IJC at present                     
     
     
     Response to: G1346.008     
     
     EPA Tier I criteria are all more stringent than GLWQA criteria, except for 
     lindane.  The reason for this is updated toxicology and updated BAF        
     methodology which considers food chain magnification of the pollutant.  A  
     criterion for pentachlorophenol is not included in the final GLWQI because 
     the BAF for the chemical did not meet the minimum requirements for Tier I. 
     The criterion for lindane is based on noncancer effects in the GLWQI.  The 
     GLWQA criterion for lindane is based on a cancer finding.  EPA is currently
     reviewing the carcinogenicity for lindane.  At the present time, the data  
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     base is considered insufficient for Tier I human cancer criterion          
     development.   Nevertheless, EPA believes that the Tier II cancer value for
     lindane will be more stringent than the GLWQA criterion for lindane based  
     on the available data on the carcinogenicity of lindane and the            
     conservative assumptions built into the Tier II derivation methodology.    
     Also see section III.D of the SID for more details.Comment ID:  G1346.008  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the    
     GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID
     and the technical support documents.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G1349.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rules for the Great Lakes dumping must, by all that is right,          
     absolutely prohibit the discharge of any chemicals that accumulate in the  
     food chain including PCBs and Dioxin.  Your reply and response is most     
     welcome.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1349.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G1386.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am concerned about the discharge of pollutants into the Great Lakes.  I  
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     hope that the new regulations that your agency will issue will be very     
     strict.  Uniform water quality standards must consider the chemicals that  
     build up and remain in the food chain.  Dioxin & PCBs should not be allowed
     to be discharged into the lakes, rivers or anywhere.                       
     
     
     Response to: G1386.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G1391.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please expand the list of toxic chemicals to protect the health of the     
     ecosystem.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Please decrease the pollution that will affect future generations of people
     and other species.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1391.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including using the best science available to provide      
     protection to human health, wildlife and aquatic life, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, including special provisions that apply to BCCs, see Section II.C
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G1392.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My family and I advocate an accelerated move to "zero discharge" and the   
     phasing out diluting/mixing discharge zones.  Furthermore, the expansion of
     our current list of toxic chemicals is needed to protect pregnant women and
     children from the ill effects of BCC's.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1392.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including using the best science available to provide      
     protection to human health, wildlife and aquatic life, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, including special provisions that apply to BCCs, see Section II.C
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1589.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An estimate from four industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron and steel   
     and petroleum) have estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6    
     billion in capital costs.  Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie  
     has estimated its capital costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100   
     million.  In addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling   
     effect" on industrial development and municipal growth throughout the      
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1589.001     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1589.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great   
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits and non-point
     sources.  Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal, if any,    
     measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish advisory    
     being lifted.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1589.002     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1589.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI even though in    
     1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978) which called for virtual elimination of     
     inputs of persistent toxic substances.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1589.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1589.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are really policy judgments.  For example, under
     the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate toxicity data (seven  
     or eight data points) for a proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has        
     proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made on as little as one   
     data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We support the        
     application of sound science which would require more data to be gathered  
     before these values are used to derive permit limits.                      
     
     
     Response to: G1589.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1589.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     For example, in some circumstances, the GLI would force industries to      
     remove pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no        
     control.  Or, the GLI would require criteria to be achieved with a degree  
     of consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or  
     control programs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1589.005     
     
     Issues related to technical feasibility and the costs associated with the  
     final Guidance are addressed in the SID at Section IX. and in the response 
     to comments dealing with the Regulatory Impact Analysis. With respect to   
     intake credits generally, see SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1590.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The estimated capital cost of compliance with the Initiative in the Erie   
     region of Pennsylvania alone could reach $10 billion.  In placing this cost
     burden on business and industry, the GLI fails to use sound science or     
     reasonably enforceable criteria for pollutants.                            
     
     
     Response to: G1590.001     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1590.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the GLI's standards would force industries that use lake water to  
     return it to the lake in a cleaner than original state, with pollution     
     levels that are barely detectable with current measuring methods.  The     
     acceptable level of mercury under the GLI, for example, is lower than the  
     amount that exists naturally.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1590.002     
     
     With respect to mercury, see response to comment P2576.145 for a discussion
     on the naturally occurring background levels for mercury.  With respect to 
     the general issues of a discharger's responsibility for removing pollutants
     from background water supplies, see generally the SID at Section           
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1590.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI stems from a 1982 agreement with Canada to improve the quality of  
     the Great Lakes, yet Canada has assumed little responsibility for its      
     portion of the pollution.  Consequently, the costs of the GLI for          
     industries in the Great Lakes Region would hinder their abilities to       
     compete effectively in today's global economy.                             
     
     
     Response to: G1590.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1696.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not adequately address the source of the vast majority of     
     current problems, non-point source pollution.  The GLI, as with most recent
     legislation, attacks the discharge permit holders because it is more       
     convenient, and politically correct to do so.  It ignores the fact that    
     tremendous progress has been made in the previous twenty years in reducing 
     point source discharges and that there is little room left to effectively  
     enhance the quality of the environment through further point source        
     reductions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1696.001     
     
     EPA agress that tremendous progress has been made in the last 20 years in  
     reducing discharges of toxic pollutants to the Great Lakes basin for the   
     reasons stated in Section I.B of the SID. EPA recognizes, however, that    
     nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem in the Great Lakes 
     and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including the Great Lakes 
     Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses nonpoint sources of pollution, see  
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.Response:                                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1696.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From a technical viewpoint, we are concerned that the "science" used to    
     establish criteria, especially the Tier 2 criteria is not appropriate.  By 
     allowing criteria to be established with limited data, there is a high risk
     of creating criteria which will not be effective in achieving the goals of 
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1696.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G1696.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that a high percentage of the bioaccumulation factors are 
     mathematically predicted and not field or laboratory derived.  With        
     mathematical models there is always a high degree of safety factored in    
     which greatly increases the cost of the program.                           
     
     
     Response to: G1696.003     
     
     See second paragraph of response to comment D2679.011 for a comparison of  
     predicted and measured BAFs.                                               
                                                                                
     Basing Tier I values for chemical with log Kow greater than four on        
     field-measurements will hopefully decrease the commenters concern about use
     of mathematical models and subsequent increased cost.  Further, only       
     field-measured BAFs or a BAF based on the BSAF methodology can be used to  
     designate a chemical a BCC.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1696.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that the concept of mixing zones is going to be phased out
     over a period of years.  This is not a realistic approach to establishing  
     criteria, and again will effect the cost of the program.                   
     
     
     Response to: G1696.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP
     Comment ID: G1696.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no allowance for error in the GLI.  Once a limit is calculated    
     from the criteria, it can never be reduced, even though there may be       
     evidence indicating the need to do so.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1696.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C which discuss reductions in criteria when a need has been         
     determined.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1696.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Goals for many of the substances covered by the GLI will be far below the  
     capability of current technology to treat the waste.  Laboratory detection 
     levels are not sufficient in many cases to adequately determine compliance.
     
     
     Response to: G1696.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1696.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases, the background level for a naturally occurring substances is
     higher than the limits which will be calculated from the criteria.  Credits
     should be allowed for the influent background level.                       
     
     
     Response to: G1696.007     
     
     The extent to which intake pollutants may be considered in water           
     quality-based permitting is addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1696.008
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost to implement the program will be high.  There are a number of     
     studies available which indicate the benefits do not justify the costs.    
     There are no studies, to our knowledge, which justify the costs.           
     
     
     Response to: G1696.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G1696.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the concept of basin wide consistency appears to be a worthwhile     
     goal, there needs to be some flexibility to allow for special cases within 
     localized ecosystems.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1696.009     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G1696.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The procedure to finalize the GLI excludes the states after the public     
     comment period.  This is a mistake.  For successful implementation, a      
     partnership between the EPA and the states is needed.  An edict from EPA is
     not the best way to achieve cooperation.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1696.010     
     
     See response to: D2856.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1697.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is now generally accepted that point source discharges are a minor      
     contributor of toxics to the Great Lakes, yet they have been singled out   
     for more regulation while other more significant contributors remain       
     unaddressed.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1697.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses point sources of       
     pollution.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a        
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution for the reasons     
     stated in Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final 
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including the    
     Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses nonpoint sources of     
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See response to comment number         
     F4030.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1697.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the costs of the implementation of the Guidance has, in our       
     opinion, been grossly underestimated by EPA and will have substantial      
     economic consequences for the Great Lakes region.  As an example, EPA's    
     high-end estimate of the cost to implement the Guidance is $505 million per
     year.  Studies currently underway by industries and municipal groups appear
     to indicate EPA's estimate grossly underestimates the actual cost of       
     implementation.  If it could be demonstrated that substantial benefits were
     to be derived from implementation of the Guidance, then the cost might be  
     justified.  In this case, the results will not even be directly measurable.
     One of the guiding principals of the Clean Water Act was that the law and  
     the implementing regulations should not cause economic dislocations.       
     Clearly, the Great Lakes Guidance violates this principal by placing the   
     Great Lakes States at a disadvantage in competing for industrial growth and
     retention because of excessive regulatory costs.  Many industries likely   
     will eventually relocate elsewhere and new industries will be discouraged. 
     
     
     Response to: G1697.002     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1697.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps the most basic issue to Midwest Energy Resources Company and most  
     other affected companies is the issue of intake credits.  Because many of  
     the proposed Water Quality Criteria are at or below existing levels        
     presently found in Great Lakes water, the specter of having to treat       
     existing once-through water discharges to remove toxic materials that were 
     not added by the company raises significant policy and equity issues.      
     Although the proposed Guidance does provide for intake credits and sets    
     criteria for obtaining those credits, the tests appear to be difficult, if 
     not impossible, to meet.  Midwest Energy Resources Company recommends that 
     the proposed Guidance be modified to clearly provide intake credits for    
     once-through water discharges not further degraded by an industrial        
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1697.003     
     
     In response to numerous public comments such as these, the final Guidance  
     expands the consideration of intake pollutant in water quality-based       
     permitting and provides States considerable discretion in determining      
     whether eligibility requirements are met.  See generally, SID at           
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     VIII.E.7.3-7. However, EPA does not agree that a blanket exemption for     
     cooling water is appropriate, as explained in more detail in the SID at    
     Section VIII.E.7.a.vi and 7.b.i.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1697.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of a special set of guidance for the category of               
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC) cannot be supported on a        
     technical or policy basis.  The selection criteria for a BCC appears       
     arbitrary.  Is there a need for a special category of chemicals that are   
     regulated in a more stringent manner when the Water Quality Criteria       
     established for these chemicals already limits their discharge to levels   
     below our ability to measure?  Does the phase out of mixing zones for a    
     chemical you cannot measure make any sense?  Does the adding of one        
     molecule of a BCC you cannot measure really constitute a significant       
     lowering of water quality particularly for an element such as mercury which
     is naturally present?  We would suggest that the entire concept of BCCs is 
     an unnecessary complication in the Guidance and should be eliminated.      
     
     
     Response to: G1697.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G1697.005
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of Existing Effluent Quality as a basis for establishing permit
     limits does not balance costs and environmental benefits.  Decreasing the  
     mass loadings of many substances which are macro and trace nutrients will  
     often not improve water quality.  Furthermore, the result of the Existing  
     Effluent Quality initiative is likely to be different than that intended.  
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     It has been pointed out that the use of Existing Effluent Quality penalizes
     the good performer who discharges as little toxic material as possible.  We
     believe implementation of the concept will actually result in an increase  
     in the discharge of toxics to the Great Lakes, not the decrease that is    
     intended.  The wrong message is being given to dischargers.  That message  
     is - discharge as much toxics as possible under your existing permit in    
     order to protect your future ability to discharge the residual toxics in   
     your discharge after you've applied the best, affordable treatment you can 
     apply.  This is counter productive and the entire concept of Existing      
     Effluent Quality should be deleted from the Great Lakes Water Quality      
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1697.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1697.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of single point data to establish Tier II values for chemicals     
     where only limited toxicity data exists is not scientifically valid and is 
     inappropriate.  The single value and the associated large safety factors   
     assure that the resulting permit limits to be derived from Tier II values  
     will be extremely conservative and over protective.  If and when sufficient
     data is developed either by the discharger or others, antibacksliding      
     considerations will make it impossible for a discharger to obtain an       
     appropriately less stringent permit limit.  This could make the original   
     discharger non-competitive with other dischargers discharging to the same  
     water body.  There is a basic question of equity here.  The applicability  
     of antibacksliding regulations to Tier II based permit limits needs        
     resolution before the concept is implemented.                              
     
     
     Response to: G1697.006     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1700.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI becomes law our wastewater treatment plant in the Town of       
     Tonawanda, a plant which currently cleans water to meet or exceed all state
     and federal guidelines, would be forced to install two new processes to our
     cleaning operations; an activated carbon process and a sulfide             
     precipitation unit.  These two mandates would cost over $40 million to     
     construct and would add $6.5 million a year to our operation and           
     maintenance costs.  In addition, during periods of heavy flows, water would
     have to be stored prior to undergoing these extra processes, thus          
     necessitating the construction of some sort of "retention basin," another  
     $2-3 million in cost.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1700.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1700.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI moves into an entirely new realm of treatment never before         
     considered - the removal of all materials, even those that are "below      
     detectable levels."  In fact, there are some compounds that the GLI        
     recommends be reduced to a level that existing technology can not even     
     measure for.  The incremental costs associated with such standards will be 
     astronomical to local governments, industry, taxpayers and our job base.   
     
     
     Response to: G1700.002     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that there may be increased compliance costs as the         
     analytical technology improves, but this incremental cost also would be    
     incurred based on existing water quality criteria.  The States and Tribes  
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     can make use of variances to account for wide-spread social and economic   
     impacts associated with imposition of additional treatment costs.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1700.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry concerns must be considered a part of the GLI debate.  The cost   
     involved for industry and business to refit their operations could prove   
     economically disastrous to the Great Lakes States.  Although the EPA has   
     promised to conduct an economic impact study of the GLI, that document has 
     yet to be produced.  Until it is, no decision on the GLI should be made.   
     When the document is released, attention must be given to industry concerns
     that sound policy decisions result from scientifically defensible proposals
     whose full economic impact is known beforehand.                            
     
     
     Response to: G1700.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1704.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major loophole in the Great Lakes Initiative allows local governments to 
     "opt out" of the new regional strategy.  The well-established public policy
     of nondegradation would be contradicted by a new scheme of stream and lake 
     classifications.  Local governments could allow streams and lakes to       
     degrade where new or expanding industries claimed economic conditions      
     required their accomodation.  Such degradation would undo two decades of   
     pollution cleanup, and sacrifice the public water quality for private gain.
     We should strongly oppose any degradation of water quality.                
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     Response to: G1704.001     
     
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance and existing Federal  
     regulations do not create a "loophole" in the protection of water quality. 
     Without antidegradation, the constraints on lowering water quality would be
     water quality-based effluent limits and effluent guidelines.               
     Antidegradation provides a means for the systematic evaluation of requests 
     to lower water quality and for minimizing the extent to which water quality
     is lowered. A no additional loading policy is simply unworkable.  States   
     and Tribes already have the capability of providing such protection through
     designation of water bodies as ONRWs.  If such protection is important for 
     a specific water body, it can be sought through the normal standards       
     development process.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1706.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I wish you would do as much as you can to try to clean up Lake Superior,   
     beacuse my grandpa catches fish in Lake Superior and I can't eat the fish  
     that he catches.  I also like to fish and someday I would like to catch a  
     fish and know it is safe for me to eat and also for animals to eat.        
                                                                                
     Please clean up the great Lakes and expecially Lake Superior.  It is my    
     home.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1706.001     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance will help to clean up Lake Superior and     
     prevent it from becoming more contaminated.  EPA also believes             
     implementation of the Guidance will also address fish consumption and fish 
     advisories in the Great Lakes for the reasons discussed in Section I of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1709.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes National Program Office has spent a lot of time and money  
     to come up with a whole new regulatory scheme, a whole new bureaucratic    
     tool that allegedly addresses pollution, but which fails to address the    
     greatest causes of continuing pollution in the Great Lakes - Non-point     
     source pollution and atmospheric deposition, that together bring and       
     deposit 90% of the toxic pollution in the lakes.  Speakers have mentioned  
     the terrible PCB's and other toxics that lead to the sad deformities they  
     showed us with pictures.  What they fail to mention to the public through  
     the alarmist literature that makes me wonder why I'm paying them money to  
     send junk mail to my house, is that PCB's and other extremely hazardous    
     agents are banned from production, are carefully regulated under the RCRA, 
     and when released are covered by CERCLA.  The Waukeegan Harbor cleanup is  
     an example of exactly how those programs are already working to clean up   
     toxic hot spots.  The money should be spent on cleanups, not generating    
     more paper.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1709.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2825.003.  See Section I of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1709.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The flaws that have been expressed include that the existing system allows 
     large disparities between states' effluent limits.  As such, some states   
     allow higher pollution rates than others.  If the NPDES permit system      
     requires an overhaul to acheive uniformity between states, section 402 of  
     the Clean Water Act is the appropriate target for everyone's time and      
     efforts.  The  Clean Water Act calls for eventual zero discharge           
     nationwide, which sounds pretty much like a uniform standard to me.  By    
     ammending the Clean Water Act, EPA would be satisfying the goals of the    
     GLWQA and the GL Water Quality Improvement Act of 1990 without wasteful    
     duplicative efforts.                                                       
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1978 provides in Article IV,    
     section (1)(c) that the determination of specific objectives shall be based
     on statistically valid sampling data.  The methodology proposed to         
     establish bioaccumulative chemicals of concern is admittedly flawed and    
     innappropriate for their proposed application in the Great Lakes.  The     
     authors of those methodologies were the ones who said this, but their      
     important caveats have fallen by the wayside in the agency's haste.  The   
     Science Advisory Board has already informed agency of this in meetings     
     between the groups.  Because permit limits will be based on sampling       
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     pursuant to these methods, the data will likewise be invalid, and not      
     legally authorized.  At the least, it will make for an easy target in      
     litigation.  To avoid wasting everyone's time and energy, and to provide   
     prompt valid protection to the Lakes, EPA should rely only on proven and   
     defensible methodologies.  Anything less is irresponsible.                 
     
     
     Response to: G1709.002     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1709.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has never had the authority to deny intake credits to industry and     
     municipalities that use noncontact cooling water.  The GLI mistakenly      
     asserts that such authority exists.  No offense, but the cases sited in the
     preamble don't even address the correct legal issues, and don't even draw  
     analogies to preexisting pollutants unchaged in quantity or character.     
     Intake credits were required udner the NPDES program because to expose one 
     party to penalties and fines for the pollution caused wholly by someone    
     else violates due process and fundamental fairness.  The GLI pretends to   
     make it accessible, but in practical terms it's not.  It seems that the GLI
     features this level of reasoning in nearly every element.                  
     
     
     Response to: G1709.003     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1709.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Another example is scientific soundness behind detection limits.  The GLI  
     allows effluent limits to be set below a level of detection.  Could someone
     explain exactly how EPA puts cause and effect through such a convolution to
     come up with a level which is not measurable and attainable, and fails to  
     even attempt to address 90% of pollution sources discharging into the      
     lakes?  An aquaintance of mine has worked on issuing the GLI for years and 
     explained that its good becuase it's going to help reduce pollution into   
     the lakes.  This is analogous to saying that helping the little old lady   
     off the curb is good when you kindly lead her into the middle of a busy    
     intersection and leave her there.                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1709.004     
     
     The water quality criteria are developed using scientifically accepted     
     methods and are established to protect human health and aquatic organisms. 
     Laboratory and field studies have shown that for some chemicals, such as   
     PCBs, their ability to bioaccumulate in fish tissue can result in          
     unacceptable concentrations of PCBs in the fish tissue at levels that can  
     not be directly measured in the water itself.  Therefore, it is important  
     that any discharges of such chemicals be requlated at the levels that can  
     pose an unacceptable risk to human health and the environment, which for   
     these types of chemicals is a WQBEL below current levels of quantification.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1709.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I have a plain but accurate understanding that tells me that drafting new, 
     elaborate and extremely expensive initiatives that aren't based on sound   
     legal principles or sound science and achievable goals is not a defensible 
     use of government resources.  The GLI is obviously going to be a source of 
     lots of unnecessary protracted litigation and very little, if any,         
     environmental benefit.  (I shouldn't complain - it will probably pay my    
     bills in the future.)  I would also rather see the agencies taking on some 
     of the truly difficult environmental problems like how to quickly stop     
     atmospheric deposition of DDT and other pesticides used in Central and     
     South America and expeditiously remediating the deposits of PCB's and      
     dioxins instead of beating up the same old targets so they can feel good   
     about themselves.                                                          
                                                                                
     I feel that I should reiterate the point of my comments here today.  I     
     support the goals of the Clean Water Act and the GLWQA.  I strongly believe
     people do not have the right to pollute and destroy the natural environment
     and its habitat - at least what's left of it.  I just don't want to see    
     this done poorly and become a monument ot burocracy while simultaneously   
     delaying effective methods of halting pollution in the Lakes.              
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     Response to: G1709.005     
     
     See response to comments D2597.026 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1712.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A principle fault is the Guidance's exclusive focus on the control of      
     already regulated point sources.  It is politically popular to blame big   
     industry and municipal discharges for the problems of the Great Lakes.     
     However, further control of point sources is not an effective way of       
     addressing the remaining issues for the Great Lakes.  For example, while   
     many of the most publicized problems of the Great Lakes are related to PCB 
     contamination, the Guidance is expected to reduce the loadings of PCBs to  
     the Great Lakes by only 1.3% under the most optimistic assumptions in U.S. 
     EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis.  A lower bound estimate is .07%.         
     
     
     Response to: G1712.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G1712.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second area of concern is the Guidances excessive use of conservatism in 
     attempts to make up for significant gaps in scientific understanding of the
     Great Lakes issues.  At the root of this issue is the lack of adequate     
     funding for science in support of environmental regulatory programs.  This 
     is a disturbing and growing trend which needs to be reversed to assure that
     regulations will be targeted and effective.                                
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     Response to: G1712.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1712.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, while the initial cost imposed by the Guidance seems high for the   
     benefits gained, unknown future costs may be an even larger issue.  The    
     Guidance begins by proposing standards for only a limited number of        
     chemicals.  However, it puts into place rigid procedures for setting       
     control limits on the entire remaining universe of substances.             
     Unfortunately, the Guidance lacks adequate safety valves to assure that    
     unforeseen application of these procedures does not result in unreasonable 
     cost for little or no benefits.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G1712.003     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015, D2613.004, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G1712.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, uniform standards don't take into account the diversity of the    
     Great Lakes System.  There needs to be a reappraisal of the idea           
     established by Congress that a single uniform set of criteria and          
     procedures is appropriate for the entire Great Lakes System.  This         
     principle does not have its origins in science.  Rather it represents a    
     political pact by the Great Lakes Governors to create a level playing field
     in the competition to attract business.  Laudable as this goal may be, it  
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     may end up costing too much and working against economic competitiveness   
     for the entire region.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1712.004     
     
     See Sections I, II and IX of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G1713.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Heading my list of concerns is, of course, the financial burden that would 
     be placed on the City of Erie and the community at large.  The             
     Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA) estimate of approximately $200     
     million basinwide for their most likely scenario differs significantly from
     that of DRI McGraw-Hill's and others.  According to Mr. Alec Hansen of DRI 
     McGraw-Hill, a consultant who was commissioned by the Great Lakes Council  
     of Governors to perform a cost-effectiveness study, the costs could be as  
     much as five (5) times higher than the EPA estimate.  Estimates by the     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition have placed numbers in the billions.   
     Costs to the City of Erie POTW based on information and guidelines provided
     by the Coalition are estimated at $174 million in capital costs and $47    
     million in annual operating and maintenance costs.  With so many variables,
     unknowns and broad-based assumptions the accuracy of any of these estimates
     is uncertain, but the wide range does nothing to allay our fears and       
     concerns.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1713.001     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1713.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Also of interest is the possibility that there may be hidden costs not     
     calculated into the EPA estimate.  For example, if permits issued include  
     GLI numbers as limits, some of which are lower than detection limits, and  
     if the detection limits are somehow lowered at some later date, the        
     facility would automatically be required to improve treatment, if the new  
     methodology found the contaminants to be present in excess of the Guidance 
     limits.  This then becomes a hidden cost which has not been factored in.   
     
     
     Response to: G1713.002     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1713.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As described in the EPA's most likely scenario, the City of Erie would     
     expect to transfer much of its costs to business and industry through      
     stricter pretreatment limits.  The citizens cannot be expected to bear such
     additional costs through higher taxes or user fees, although a portion of  
     the burden would fall on them as some improvements to the Erie POTW would  
     still be likely.  The effect on business and industry and on the Erie      
     region's economy, in general, could be devastating.  With the GLI only     
     affecting those in the drainage basin, ... not Canada, not other areas of  
     the United States, in our case not even other areas of the state, ... the  
     Great Lakes industries would be placed at a severe competitive             
     disadvantage, potentially driving some businesses away and keeping others  
     from expanding or locating here.  And in the case of Erie, Pennsylvania,   
     due to the geographical uniqueness mentioned previously, a business could  
     relocate a short distance to the south and not be affected by the GLI.     
     Obviously such happenings would lead to lost jobs, possibly a reduced      
     population and a shrinking tax base, thereby adversely affecting the       
     economic viability of the entire Erie area.  With the City of Erie already 
     in the midst of complying with the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
     Resources (DER) Consent Decree having a potential $100 million price tag,  
     as well as other existing mandated costs, the need for federal dollars to  
     assist Erie, and other such communities, in complying with the latest      
     proposed regulation is paramount.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1713.003     
     
     See response to comments G1990.002 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1713.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern is with the benefits that would be realized.  There's a    
     great deal of concern about what will be the measurable benefits at such   
     high costs.  Realizing that defining and quantifying benefits is difficult,
     there still needs to be a more complete assessment of what good will be    
     achieved above what the present, effective regulations are accomplishing.  
     Treating the Great Lakes Drainage basin as one ecosystem I believe is      
     inappropriate and unfair.  What is correct and necessary for one area in   
     the Great Lakes is not necessarily what is correct and necessary for Erie, 
     Pennsylvania.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1713.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and G2650.002.  See also section II,    
     chapter 4 of the Supplementary Information Document.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1713.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also of concern is the fact that this Guidance addresses only point source 
     dischargers, an already heavily regulated group, and does nothing about    
     nonpoint sources, such as, airborne pollutants, and agricultural and urban 
     runoff which may contribute as much as 80% of total pollutants to the      
     Lakes.  Furthermore, improvements to Lake Erie in terms of water quality   
     have been significant over the past ten (10) to twenty (20) years.         
     Allowing more time for the present regulations to work can only lead to    
     continued improvements.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1713.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2825.003, G3457.004 and F4030.003.       
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     EPA agrees that improvements in the water quality of the Great Lakes have  
     been significant over the past 20 years.  Concentrations of certain        
     bioaccumulative contaminants, such as PCBs, DDT, dieldrin, and             
     oxychlordane, have declined significantly over the past 20-30 years, as    
     evidenced by basin-wide decreases of these pollutants in water, fish, bird 
     eggs, and sediments (DeVault, 1993; Environment Canada, 1991).  These      
     declines are believed to be attributable to bans and restrictions that were
     placed on the manufacture and use of these chemicals from the late 1960s   
     through the mid-1970s.  Decreased chemical levels in the Great Lakes are   
     also attributable, in part, to existing regulatory controls, industrial    
     source controls, and the Lakes' ability to respond to changes in loads     
     following remedial actions (Great Lakes Environmental Assessment, 1994).   
                                                                                
     Although these declines of some pollutants are encouraging, persistent     
     toxic chemicals still exist at levels that continue to produce adverse     
     effects in the Great Lakes System.  Additionally, preventive measures to   
     ensure that longlasting problems do not develop from other pollutants are  
     also necessary. These issues are discussed further in Section I of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1713.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Realizing that it is a very technical subject matter I still feel the need 
     to comment generally on the use of Tier 2 criteria.  Under Tier 2 criteria 
     using as little as one set of toxicity data from one species of aquatic    
     life to set enforceable permit limits is a major departure from present,   
     well-established guidelines requiring numerous sets consistent data.  Large
     safety factors as a solution for the lack of good quantity and quality of  
     data should not be used to set very stringent and perhaps unnecessarily low
     limits that could have extremely burdensome costs associated.  It is my    
     understanding that the procedures for calculating Tier 2 aquatic life      
     criteria are based on a draft EPA procedure for calculating "advisory      
     levels", that the draft was never finalized and these levels were never    
     intended to be used to set NPDES permit limits.  I understand that there is
     a provision in the Guidance for a discharger to upgrade from a Tier 2 to a 
     Tier 1 criteria.  However, the costs for data collection to do so could run
     into the hundreds of thousands of dollars and it is unreasonable to place  
     this burden solely on the permittee.  The federal government should fund   
     the research and data collection efforts before implementing overly        
     stringent, perhaps unnecessary criteria.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1713.006     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1713.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One other aspect of the GLI that I am uneasy about is the situation with   
     the comments from the Office of Management and Budget (OMB).  The OMB cited
     five (5) major concerns about the draft proposed guidance.  The first being
     "the EPA has failed to describe adequately the need for the regulation".   
     Without going into further detail at this time about this concern and the  
     others, I am still unsure as to whether all of their concerns have been    
     addressed to their satisfaction.  At the public informational meeting held 
     in Erie on June 28, 1993, Mr. Ken Fenner of EPA Region V stated that OMB's 
     concerns had all been answered to their satisfaction, but at that time was 
     unable to recall a specific letter or documentation or even that such      
     written documentation exists confirming this to be the case.  I would like 
     to request that the City of Erie be provided with appropriate documentation
     expressing that OMB has been satisfied and their concerns alleviated.      
     
     
     Response to: G1713.007     
     
     EPA addressed all of OMB's concerns with the proposed Guidance prior to its
     publication.  See response to comment number G33750L.003.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1713.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, take a hard look at the fairness issue.  Is not the proposed        
     regulation discriminatory in that it would place those in the Great Lakes  
     Basin at a competitive disadvantage?  Do not take our greatest asset, the  
     waters of Lake Erie, and turn it into a liability.  I would rather the     
     regulations if adopted as proposed, be implemented nationwide immediately  
     to lesson the economic inequity.                                           
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     Response to: G1713.008     
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1713.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, and most importantly, whatever form the final rule takes, there    
     needs to be full federal funding to assist in achieving compliance.        
     Continued unfunded mandates are bankrupting cities across the country.     
     
     
     Response to: G1713.009     
     
     See response to comment number G3013.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1714.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first and potentially most damaging assumption is that they use present
     method detection limits as the determining criteria for whether additional 
     construction or source reductions are necessary.  The permits, however,    
     will include the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance numbers as limits which
     are mostly lower than the detection limits.  If the detection limits are   
     somehow lowered at some later date, the facility would automatically be    
     required to improve treatment if the new methodology found the contaminants
     to be present in excess of the guidance limits.  This then becomes a hidden
     cost which the EPA document states they cannot estimate.  It is a loaded   
     gun which can ultimately cause severe financial problems.  In many cases   
     the difference between the guidance and the present detection limits are a 
     factor equal to one hundred times (i.e. 10-2 versus 10-4).  To be          
     conservative in determining potential treatment needs for the Erie         
     Wastewater Treatment plant as end of the pipe add-ons, one would need to   
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     assume that the present state of the art facilities would be required      
     including some sort of carbon absorption.  The EPA, in using detection     
     limits, pursued the least cost scenario (detection limits are assumed to be
     synonymous with the term compliance evaluation level (CEL) which is the    
     value used to determine compliance).                                       
     
     
     Response to: G1714.001     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2584.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1714.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even using only the CEL values, the EPA document assumed that there would  
     be a relatively high success ratio through waste minimization techniques at
     relatively low costs.  By waste minimization the EPA refers to determining 
     sources of various contaminants and having those contaminant levels reduced
     at the source within the sewer system.  They assume further  that many of  
     the reductions will occur by replacing the various chemicals for their     
     complete removal.  It is difficult to argue with their anticipated  success
     level without some experience with such an effort but we do know that those
     efforts are not as easy as EPA's document would lead one to believe.  It is
     difficult even to find the sources let alone sample in a representative    
     manner once a suspected source is found.  If the efforts are unsuccessful, 
     then the costs will be substantially greater than the EPA estimates even to
     meet CEL values.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G1714.002     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D1711.017.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1714.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another technique used by EPA in determining the cost of this particular   
     program is to define their costs as the increment above the cost of meeting
     other future regulations of the EPA which are unrelated to these criteria  
     development.  It is difficult, if not impossible, to ascertain the validity
     of that assumption on the part of EPA without making a detailed assessment 
     of the future criteria which might be imposed by other EPA regulations.    
     This document does not specify what those other regulations might be or    
     where they may be found, only that they exist.  They can be determined but 
     not on a cursory review of this document.  If their assumptions that       
     facilities necessary to meet other unrelated criteria will likewise remove 
     any materials of concern is incorrect, then their costs estimates are in   
     error.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1714.003     
     
     See response to comment D2719.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1714.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study done by EPA focused only on the cost of removing Tier 1          
     pollutants.  However, they did make a statement regarding the Tier 2       
     pollutants.  In that statement they indicated that they believe that the   
     number of those pollutants would be so few as to be insignificant in       
     determining the overall costs to the Great Lakes area.  They made this     
     assumption knowing that they limits proposed will be less than present     
     detection limits so it was not based upon any true chemical knowledge but  
     rather on an assumption that the materials are so seldom present that they 
     normally would not be found in the environment.  Even if this assumption is
     correct, the effect on the one discharge in which they were found could be 
     disastrous in costs.  The fact that it is ignored is another potential     
     hidden cost that would not be included in their evaluation.                
     
     
     Response to: G1714.004     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.Comment ID:  G1712.004                   
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
Page 4797



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1714.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The law does state that in the case of contaminants that are not persistent
     (other than metals and bioaccumulative organics) an increase in the loading
     would be allowed.  However, the amount of the increase has not been        
     defined.  Insinuations have been that it would be relatively small.        
     Without a definition of the allowable dilution, it is impossible to know   
     when treatment efficiencies at the wastewater treatment facility may need  
     to be increased just to allow for additional population increase (some may 
     argue that there will be no population increases, only decreases if the    
     initiative is passed in its present forms because of the loss of industrial
     employment).  This in itself then may be another hidden cost.  It is not   
     included in the initiative concerns.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G1714.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1714.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general the cost figures used in the study appear to be reasonable, if  
     the assumptions given in the report which allow for some costs to be       
     excluded are accurate.  Sludge disposal costs, for example, are estimated  
     at about $36/ton which is low for Erie at this time but it is relatively   
     reasonable for the total area.  However, the assumption is that the sludges
     will not be termed toxic or hazardous, which would increase the costs      
     substantially.  All assumptions do appear to be on the side of minimizing  
     the effect of the regulations on the costs.  This is the basic difference  
     between the costs developed by the City of Erie and those developed for the
     City by EPA.  The City concept has been that the worse case scenario would 
     be reached (i.e. detection limits would reach the lower levels of the water
     quality limits and chemicals would be found at those levels requiring      
     substantial end of the pipe treatment).  The EPA costs assumes that the    
     detection limits will never improve.                                       
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     Response to: G1714.006     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G1714.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From what we can determine from the document, the Erie treatment facility  
     will be required to do a waste minimization and a bioaccumulation study    
     because of mercury.  We anticipate, therefore, that the industries within  
     Erie will be required to minimize their use of mercury.  They extent of    
     that program cannot now be estimated because the levels of concentration   
     are less than detectable.  If the bioaccumulation study were to determine  
     that mercury was accumulating in fish in the area above the allowable      
     level, then we assume that Erie would be required to do even more to reduce
     that detectable concentrations of mercury.  We are also not sure that the  
     bioaccumulation studies would be limited entirely to mercury.  Additional  
     chemicals might also be required to be tested.  In any event one could     
     assume that costs to Erie, based on EPA's Table 5-5 could reach a million  
     dollars per year if Erie was to find in their studies that pollutants were 
     bioaccumulating at unacceptable limits.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1714.007     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G1714.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion we would like to state that the document prepared for the EPA
     was confusing and not all assumptions are truly clear.  The inference is   
     made that certain assumptions are made but often it is not confirmed by a  
     specific statement.  In (i.e. the effect of future unrelated criteria      
     versus the Great Lakes Basin water quality guidance effect on the          
     differential costs).  We therefore would not be surprised were EPA to be   
     able to contradict our stated understandings of their assumptions.         
     However, we still believe that there are many potential costs that have    
     been purposely excluded from the final costs presentations based on        
     assumptions that they are inconsequential or unable to be estimated.  We   
     therefore believe that it is justifiable to anticipate a much higher costs 
     for individual plants than the EPA document would imply.                   
     
     
     Response to: G1714.008     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1715.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance as proposed and discussed in the Preamble constitutes a       
     massive dose of regulatory uncertainty for the Great Lakes Region.         
     Municipalities and others cannot accurately predict what costs might be    
     required to upgrade wastewater treatment facilities, or incurred in        
     operation of industrial pretreatment programs, or incurred just to monitor 
     for trace levels of pollutants of concern.  The great disparity in         
     estimated costs for compliance with the GLI is an indicator of this        
     regulatory uncertainty.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1715.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1715.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of costs, certain proposed limits or requirements appear to be  
     unattainable by any means.  The antidegradation proposal raises serious    
     concerns relative to the ability of a municipality to grow and meet public 
     needs even within its planned service area and wastewater treatment        
     facility design capacity.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1715.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth.  Rather, by providing more,  
     detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the   
     uncertainties and ambiguities. In addition, antidegradation recognizes that
     the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for         
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there 
     is no room for additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation       
     ensures that the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner   
     possible, while preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic         
     ecosystem.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may  
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance does not require States   
     and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for   
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1715.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overlaying these concerns is the perception that the proposed regulatory   
     requirements will  not accomplish significant improvement in the Great     
     Lakes System because they fail to focus our limited public resources on the
     most significant sources of the pollutants of primary concern.             
     
     
     Response to: G1715.003     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.014.                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G1715.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional Tier I numeric criteria should be developed.  Of particular     
     concern for municipalities are criteria for lead, silver and arsenic (human
     health).  All such proposed numeric criteria should be subject to peer     
     review and Federal Register notice and comment process with consideration  
     given to costs and attainability.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1715.004     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1715.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State adoption of Tier I criteria and methodologies should be clarified.   
     Will states withdraw existing numeric criteria for chemicals such as lead  
     for which there is not a proposed GLI Tier I numeric criteria?  If not,    
     will the states be required to use GLI Tier II values in preference to the 
     state numeric criteria?  In Michigan will EPA withdraw the National Toxics 
     Rule criteria in total once Michigan adopts the GLI numeric criteria and   
     procedures?  Failure to properly address this issue will result in a       
     hodge-podge of old and new criteria.  We fear that regulation will be based
     of whichever number is most stringent rather than which number represents  
     the best science.  Unless clarified, inconsistencies among the states will 
     be perpetuated.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G1715.005     
     

Page 4802



$T044618.TXT
     It is unlikely that a State would withdraw an existing criterion, although 
     some existing criteria may need to be modified.  States need to include in 
     their water quality standards any numeric criteria necessary to protect    
     human health, wildlife, aquatic life, and designated uses in the Great     
     Lakes System.  If a State has already adopted a numeric criterion, EPA     
     assumes that except in unusual cases a criterion for that pollutant will   
     continue to be needed after adoption of provisions consistent with the     

�     Guidance.  Under  132.5(g) States will need to ensure that the numeric    
     criteria are at least as protective as could be derived using the Guidance 
     methodologies and site-specific procedure.                                 
                                                                                
     The specific circumstances in Michigan, which is subject to a promulgation 
     of Federal criteria under the National Toxics Rule (NTR), will need to be  
     assessed at the time the State adopts and EPA approves or disapproves      
     provisions consistent with the final Guidance.  In general, if a State     
     subject to the NTR subsequently adopts criteria for toxic pollutants that  
     meet the requirements of the CWA and 40 CFR part 131, EPA will withdraw its
     promulgation of corresponding Federal criteria.  If Michigan were to adopt 
     criteria consistent with the provisions of the final Guidance, EPA would   
     approve those criteria and withdraw the corresponding NTR criteria.        
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that "regulation will be based on whichever number is most   
     stringent, rather than which number represents the best science."  EPA     
     believes that the criteria in Tables 1 through 4, and those derived from   
     methodologies consistent with the Guidance, and as modified under the      
     Guidance site-specific procedure, are scientifically and technically       
     appropriate, and should be the minimum water quality standards for the     
     Great Lakes System.  If a State had previously adopted a more stringent    
     criterion, it is not required by the final Guidance to retain that         
     criterion.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1715.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed reliance on Tier II methodologies for routine use in          
     determining NPDES permit limits should be reduced or eliminated.  States   
     should not be required to promulgate Tier II methodologies.  Tier II values
     are appropriately used for screening purposes and determining whether a    
     pollutant may be present at a level of concern.                            
     
     
     Response to: G1715.006     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G1715.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should more effectively address the bioavailability issue for 
     metals.  The Guidance relies primarily on site specific modifications for  
     regulatory relief.  This will be a significant and oftentimes unnecessary  
     cost and especially burdensome for small dischargers.  There should be     
     allowance for a more generic water effects ratio.  Michigan currently uses 
     such an approach in the regulation of silver.  The approach is believed to 
     be conservative (that is, still more stringent than necessary to protect   
     designated uses), but without the allowance there would be widespread      
     noncompliance with silver limits in municipal permits.  It is not clear    
     whether the Guidance would allow Michigan's current approach to continue.  
     
     
     Response to: G1715.007     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035 and D2827.020.                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G1715.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed mercury wildlife criteria of 0.18 ng/l should be withdrawn.   
     The use of the proposed species sensitivity factor of 0.1 in the avian     
     species calculation drives this proposed criteria below naturally occurring
     background levels.  The proposed uncertainty factor is "based on the       
     limited number of avian species used in dose-response toxicity studies."   
     This factor results in a criteria which is unattainable and would have     
     widespread regulatory impact throughout the Great Lakes basin.  Additional 
     and more definitive research should be conducted to reduce the uncertainty 
     and reduce the proposed species sensitivity factor to one.  The human      
     health criteria for mercury is already driving regulatory requirements in  
     Michigan several orders of magnitude below analytical detection and at the 
     proposed 2.0 ng/l GLI level is of questionable attainability.              
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     Response to: G1715.008     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, and Sections VIII C., E, and H of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1715.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Extraordinary controls on point sources of BCCs should not be imposed when 
     the major loading of the BCC is from nonpoint sources and the WQBELs for   
     the BCC is already below the level of analytical detection.  Elimination of
     mixing zones and imposition of existing effluent quality limits or         
     antidegradation conditions for mercury and PCBs in municipal discharges is 
     an undue regulatory requirement and will not accomplish any meaningful     
     reduction in loadings of these materials to the Great Lakes.  Establishing 
     existing effluent quality limits or permit conditions on such BCCs as      
     mercury, which are present in everyday domestic wastewater, could trigger  
     extremely burdensome and unwarranted antidegradation requirements for      
     municipalities with facilities previously permitted and designed for such  
     future growth.  The POTW may very well be committed under contract to a    
     Township or other user who has bought a share of the plant's design        
     capacity for that anticipated development.  Existing effluent limitations  
     or conditions renege on the previous permit design conditions that were    
     relied on by the municipalities in the design and apportionment of facility
     capacity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1715.009     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G1715.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipalities should be assured that expensive and unproven end of pipe   
     treatment technology will not be required for trace levels of pollutants.  
     Given that the 4 MGD Owosso WWTP currently employs tertiary treatment, has 
     a relatively light industrial contribution, and discharges to a surface    
     stream with a relatively high hardness level, we believe we would be able  
     to comply with WQBELs derived from the proposed GLI numeric criteria and   
     procedures except for mercury.  (Note:  we are uncertain about PCB and     
     other BCCs with criteria well below current detection levels but do not    
     have reason to believe they are present in our system).  We currently do   
     not detect mercury in the influent to the plant at a 500 ng/l detection    
     level.  However, based on the concentration in the sludge, other references
     on mercury in municipal wastewater, and no known significant contributors  
     of mercury in our service area, we estimate our influent mercury loading is
     on the order of 200 ng/l or about 2.4 pounds per year.  Again based on     
     sludge data we estimate mercury removal at our tertiary treatment plant at 
     2.0 pounds per year or about an 85% removal rate.  This leaves an estimated
     effluent concentration on the order of 30 ng/l or about 0.4 pounds per year
     of mercury discharged from our 4 MGD facility.  This is over 100 times     
     higher than would be allowed under the GLI proposed criteria coupled with  
     the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs.  To achieve a 0.18 ng/l effluent 
     limit would require a removal efficiency of better than 99.9%. Based on    
     several sources it appears that sulfide precipitation would be the only    
     feasible enhanced treatment technology to improve metals removal.  However,
     there is no guarantee that such technology would achieve the               
     removal potentially necessary to meet the GLI proposed limit of 0.18 ng/l. 
                                                                                
     Even if we were able to retrofit our existing plant at no capital cost, the
                                                                                
     estimated additional O & M cost for sulfide precipitation is estimated at  
     $300,000 to $350,000 per year (from cost curves provided by Macnamee,      
     Porter                                                                     
     and Seeley under consultation with the Michigan Municipal League).  Removal
                                                                                
     of 0.4 pounds per year of mercury at an O & M cost of $300,000 is a cost of
                                                                                
     $750,000 per pound of mercury removed.  Even using mercury toxic weight    
     factor of 505.02 (re:  Table IX-4 of the Preamble), the cost is on the     
     order                                                                      
     of $1500 per pound equivalent loading reduction.  Given the other much more
                                                                                
     significant loadings of mercury to the Great Lakes, there must be more cost
                                                                                
     effective control alternatives.  I for one would not like to have to       
     justify                                                                    
     a 25% increase in sewer rates for the Owosso service area in order to      
     reduce                                                                     
     the mercury loading to the Great Lakes by less than one pound per year.    
     
     
     Response to: G1715.010     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015, D2584.004, D2579.002, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G1715.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variance provisions should be simplified, their availability assured, and  
     the term extended for the period of the permit.  If the GLI guidance is not
     modified, situations as described above (i.e., unattainable or cost        
     prohibitive efffluent limits) will be routinely encountered in the future  
     particularly as analytical detection levels become even more sensitive.    
     EPA has indicated in public statements and in their Regulatory Impact      
     Analysis that costly or exotic treatment technologies should not be        
     required of POTWs to meet the GLI regulations.  There is a need for a      
     variance provision to allow an out when such "unintended" consequences     
     arise.  Michigan currently does not allow variances and we are concerned   
     that the GLI guidance leaves it optional to the State whether to           
     incorporate even the possibility for a variance in their state rules.      
     Limiting variances to three years or anything shorter than the term of     
     permit will only serve to create additional regulatory effort to process   
     renewal requests out of sync with the permit reissuance.                   
     
     
     Response to: G1715.011     
     
     See Response ID: P2718.216.  Also, under Section 510 of the CWA, EPA cannot
     require States to grant variances.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1726.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1)  The GLI should be used as the floor for setting regulatory limits on   
     the discharge of persistent chemicals in the Great Lakes basin.  States    
     ought to be required to adopt procedures and criteria that are consistent  
     with and no less stringent than those proposed by the GLI.  States and     
     tribes should not have the option of adopting standards proposed by the GLI
     if their existing standards are more stringent.                            
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     Response to: G1726.001     
     
     EPA does not agree with comments that States should be directed to retain  
     existing numeric water quality criteria that are more stringent than the   
     final Guidance.  Although under section 132.4(i) States may choose to      
     retain more stringent criteria, the final Guidance does not require them to
     do so.  The CPA requires the Guidance criteria to protect human health,    
     aquatic life, and wildlife.  EPA and the Initiative Committees have        
     designed the criteria methodologies to meet this requirement.  Therefore,  
     while the development of more stringent provisions may be necessary because
     of site-specific conditions within their jurisdiction and is also available
     as an option for States and Tribes under any circumstances, automatic      
     retention of existing more stringent criteria is not required by the CPA.  
     For this reason, the final Guidance generally requires only that the States
     and Tribes adopt and use criteria and values that are equivalent to or more
     protective than those produced by the Guidance methodologies.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G1726.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2)  We are highly supportive of standards based on criterion to protect    
     people, fish, other acquatic organisms and wildlife.  The GLI needs        
     stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes fish             
     contaminants, particularly sensitive populations such as subsistence       
     fishers, indigenous people, women of child bearing age and children.  To   
     more accurately protect these sensitive, high risk populations, the fish   
     consumption rates and the lipid values used in setting human health        
     criteria should be revised.  A 50 grams per day as a fish consumption rate 
     and an 11% lipid value should be applied consistently across the basin.  To
     do so would be in keeping with the EPA's long overdue priority to address  
     issues of environmental justice, one of the agencies top four priorities   
     announced by Administrator Browner.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1726.002     
     
     See response to comments P2771.192 and P2742.051.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1726.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3)  The phase-out of dilution zones should be retained but the time frame  
     should be narrowed to begin in five years with a complete phase-out in 10  
     years.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1726.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1726.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of dilution zones should be phased-out for all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with a half-life over eight weeks, such as lead and cadmium,    
     rather than its current limitation only to bioaccumulative chemicals of    
     concern.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1726.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: G1726.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     4) 4) The use of stringent critetia in a two tiered system to protect      
     wildlife should be retained.  This approach follows the recommendations for
     implementation of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement as proposed by   
     the International Joint Commission when they stated in their 1990 Fifth    
     Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality, "The Commission endorses the 
     principle of reverse onus ...; this is when approval is sought for the     
     manufacture, use of discharge of any substance which will or may enter the 
     environment, the applicant must prove, as a general rule, that the         
     substance is not harmful to the environment or human health".              
                                                                                
     Though the regulated community is publicly opposing this provision, US EPA 
     should keep in mind that industries and cities in Ohio must already abide  
     by a similar though much less scientifically valid approach.  The approach 
     proposed in the GLI would be more scientifically rigorous and would force  
     industries to release information that may be useful in setting additional 
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1726.005     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1726.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed schedule for implementing controls on Tier II pollutants is   
     too lengthy.  It is safe to assume that nearly all dischargers would seek a
     five year delay a allowed by the proposed rules, two years for studies and 
     an additional three years to comply.  This is too lengthy.                 
                                                                                
     Only when it is reasonable to believe studies may significantly loosen     
     permit requirements should those studies be allowed to delay implementation
     of Tier II standards.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1726.006     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G1726.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5) The GLI is proper to focus on special measures to protect Lake Superior.
      To achieve the protection of water quality this relatively pristine water 
     body richly deserves, we ask that Lake Superior be designated an           
     "Outstanding National Resource Water" and that pollution prevention        
     measures be an enforceable requirement for all dischargers in the Lake     
     Superior watershed.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1726.007     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1727.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require that state implementing procedures are "consistent  
     and no less stringent than" the GLI.  This addition is particularly        
     important in consideration of the procedures implemented in the Ohio water 
     quality regulations of 1989 that utilize aquatic toxicity measurements to  
     assure that these unique procedures do not lead to results less protective 
     than GLI.  A mere "consistency" requirement will not assure an adequate    
     level of environmental protection in light of the differing procedures and 
     philosophies of regulation between Ohio's water quality standards and those
     present in the GLI.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1727.001     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G1727.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI procedures do not adequately take the synergistic         
     interaction of multiple toxicants into account.  At present, it reflects   
     the discredited approach of regulating each chemical in isolation.  We     
     prefer the first option approach of the GLI to require the development of  
     new additivity procedures as soon as scientific information is developed   
     without the requirement of postponing consideration until amendment of the 
     GLI regulations.                                                           
                                                                                
     But the GLI should be improved now to consider specific procedures to      
     account for additivity.  These procedures should be required in the absence
     of information on specific mixtures at this time, but may be amended       
     through the first option referred to above.  Synergistic interaction should
     be assumed for a variety of toxic effects in addition to carcinogenic      
     effects alone.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G1727.002     
     
     EPA agrees that it is important to account for the potential interactive   
     effects of pollutants and not regulate each pollutant in isolation.        
     Accordingly, the final Guidance requires States and Tribes to adopt an     
     additivity provision into their water quality standards that accounts for  
     the potential additive effects from pollutants. EPA agrees with commenters 
     who supported the proposed provision that States and Tribes should be      
     required to develop TEFs when sufficiently supported by scientific         
     information.  The adoption of this approach will ensure that the most      
     recent scientific information will be used for revising the additivity     
     provisions when it becomes available.  The States and Tribes will not have 
     to wait for EPA to develop TEFs for different classes of pollutants or to  
     revise the Guidance.  EPA anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     the section II of the SID will provide a mechanism for sharing information 
     among States and Tribes and in developing TEFs for classes of compounds    
     other than the CDDs and CDFs.                                              
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that synergistic interactions should be assumed for a variety
     of toxic effects in addition to carcinogens.  The final Guidance does not  
     address the possible toxicologic interactions between pollutants in a      
     mixture (e.g., synergism or antagonism) because of the limited data        
     available on these interactive effects. The quantitative significance of   
     toxic interactions between chemicals in mixtures at environmental levels of
     exposure is often difficult to assess.  For example, most of the data      
     available on toxicant interactions are derived from acute toxicity studies 
     using experimental animals.  Many of these studies use sequential exposures
     (first chemical 1, then chemical 2), which can differ substantially from   
     simultaneous exposures in terms of the direction of an interaction (Durkin 
     et al., 1994). The use of acute toxicity data to assess the potential      
     interactions in chronic simultaneous exposures is also difficult unless the
     same mechanisms of interaction are known to apply.  Additionally, the      
     limited data available on toxicant interactions from both chronic and acute
     studies indicate that the chronic interactions can be either greater or    
     less than the observed acute interactions. (Technical Support Document on  
     Risk Assessment of Chemical Mixtures, 1990. EPA/600/8-90/064).  Due to     
     these data limitations, EPA does not believe it is possible to include     
     procedures in the final Guidance to estimate synergistic or antagonistic   
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     effects from mixtures of pollutants in all circumstances.  States and      
     Tribes may, however, develop and utilize procedures to address these       
     potential effects if appropriate.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1727.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's focus on bioaccumulating toxics is one of its greates strengths, 
     however the use of a bioaccumulating factor of 1,000 is inadequate for the 
     determination of bioaccumulating chemicals of concern.  We recommend that  
     all chemcials with a bioaccumulating factor of 250 or greater be added to  
     the chemicals of concern restrictions.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1727.003     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G1727.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's risk assessment procedures fail to take into account many aspects
     of the typical Ohioan faced with the danger of consuming contaminated fish.
     In particular, the risk assessment procedures should be based on no more   
     than a 55 kilogram body weight and a 60 grams per day consumption of fish, 
     while greater weight should be given to consideration of childhood         
     sensitivities across the board.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G1727.004     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1728.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase out mixing zones should be expanded to include all persistent    
     toxic pollutants with half-lives greater than eight weeks in any medium    
     -water, air, sediement, soil or biota.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1728.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1728.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI should require at the first NPDES permit reissuance,  
     and no later than five years after GLI adoption, partial reductions of     
     mixing zones by dischargers.  At the second NPDES permit reissuance, and no
     later than ten years after GLI adoption, the mixing zone ban should be     
     effective.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1728.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: G1728.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should have a clear, sensible approach to intake credits, however, 
     the GLI language must provide that there be no transfer of pollutants to   
     another medium for intake credits.  For example, an intake credit for      
     atmospheric deposition must not be allowed, unless provisions are written  
     that guarantee that industry will not benefit by burning toxics in order to
     get an intake credit.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1728.003     
     
     This comment raises concerns similar to those in comment P2742.581 and is  
     addressed in the response to that comment.  With regard to atmospheric     
     deposition, see response to comment P2744.201.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: G1728.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While this may be developed, the Lake Erie Alliance however, does not      
     support scheme trading of loadings reduction credits.  Market-oriented     
     approaches are not the solution to every environmental problem in every    
     economy and certainly should not be the regulatory approach to water       
     pollution.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1728.004     
     
     The final Guidance does not rely on market-oriented approaches to achieve  
     the goals of the CWA and the GLI, as suggested by the commenter.  However, 
     where such approaches can be accommodated to help achieve CWA and GLI      
     goals, such as achieving load reductions from multiple sources necessary to
     attain WQS in-stream, EPA encourages them.  See discussion at Section      
     VIII.C.10 in the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1728.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overall, the most important positive aspect of the GLI is the recognizition
     of bioaccumulation.  The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to protect     
     everyone exponsed to Great Lakes fish contaminants, particulary those most 
     sensitive from transgenerational effects, and especillay including Native  
     Americans who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and culture         
     preservation.  The GLI should define bccs as those with a baf factor of 250
     (not 1,000) or greater.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1728.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1728.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the Lake Erie Alliance believes the GLI will postively help  
     develop the Lake Erie Lakewide Area Management Planning Process in its     
     ecosystem approach.  The GLI, must be strengthened however, to ban the use 
     of all persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into the   
     Great Lake Ecosystem, and to set deadlines for applying GLI criteria and   
     reduction methods to non-point source pollution.                           
     
     
     Response to: G1728.006     
     
     See the SID, especially Section IV, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1728.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, again, the GLI's list of substances of immediate concern, should  
     include all substances that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or        
     greater, and the 21 substances on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's
     "Candidate Substance List for Bans or Phase-Outs."  For one, chlorine      
     should be added as a substance of concern because its use produces many of 
     the compounds on the GLI and Ontario lists.                                
     
     
     Response to: G1728.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1729.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It appears the GLI won't accomplish much constructively but it will aid in 
     dismantling the infrastructure and economy of the Great Lakes Basin.  The  
     program is not cost effective and has high compliance fees.  It will       
     adversely affect municipalities in their tax base, loss of jobs, and       
     industry.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Specific areas where a negative socio-economic impact would occur include: 
     the charter boat industry, tourism, motels and hotels, restaurants, gas    
     stations, bait and tackle shops, tackle manufacturers and distributors,    
     marine manufacturers, their distributors and retailers, and a host of      
     electronic and recreational manufacturers.  The list goes on.              
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes contain the premier freshwater fishery in the world--no    
     exceptions!  The economic impact of this sport fishery in the eight Great  
     Lakes states is $12 billion and in Ontario it is over $3 billion.          
                                                                                
     But we are also equally concerned with the negative socio-economic impacts 
     this proposal would have on the infrastructure of the Great Lakes Basin as 
     well as the sportfishing community.                                        
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     Cost to our municipalities and industry will exceed $12 billion.           
     
     
     Response to: G1729.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1729.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This proposal does not address atmospheric introduction.  And PCBs from    
     external sources are only reduced 1%.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1729.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
                                                                                
     In addition, if the estimated average percentage load reduction for PCBs   
     from controls on point sources alone for the three case studies is used to 
     reflect reductions in PCBs for the basin, the reduction in excess cancer   
     cases increases to between 3 and 6 cases per year, and potential benefits  
     increase to between $6.6 and $60 million per year.  However, the reduction 
     in pollutant loadings for PCBs was likely understated in the basin-wide    
     analysis because the analysis did not count pollutant load reduction       
     benefits when the current State-based permit limit and the Guidance-based  
     permit limit were both below the pollutant analytical method detection     
     limit (MDL).  Only three sample facilities in the population of 59 sample  
     facilities used to project basin-wide costs and human health benefits had  
     State-based permit limits for PCBs.  Since the current State-based permit  
     limit and the Guidance-based permit limit were below the MDL in all three  
     facilities, "zero" reduction in PCB loading for the basin was estimated.   
     This, of course, is an artifact of the methodology and the size of the     
     sample population selected for the analysis, and would not occur, as       
     demonstrated in the case study analysis, if a larger sample population had 
     been used.  Additionally the estimated benefits were based only on the     
     estimated reductions in loadings from point sources at the case study sites
     and information on the relative contribution of point sources to total     
     loadings in the basin.  EPA did not attempt to calculate the longer-term   
     benefits to human health, wildlife, and aquatic life once the final        
     Guidance provisions are fully implemented by nonpoint sources as well as   
     point sources and the minimum protection levels are attained in the ambient
     water.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1729.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed limits are below analytical accuracy, the cost of which can't be  
     justified and will surely provoke litigation.  This is another unnecessary 
     burden on the taxpayers of this country, and a waste of our precious       
     resources.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1729.003     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1729.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of or reduction of emissions must be justifiable.  As proposed 
     they violate the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement--ignoring applicable  
     and practical approaches.  It places the burden of proof on this country's 
     infrastructure, a costly and highly questionable process from a legal point
     of view.  More cost to the taxpayers.                                      
                                                                                
     At a recent meeting of the Aquatic Nuisance Species National Task Force    
     Ballast Water Sub Committee, I was advised that the drinking water of many 
     of our cities does not meet GLI standards/guidelines.  All storm water     
     would have to be treated.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1729.004     
     
     See response to comments D2719.007 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G1729.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal states LaMPs are "pollution prevention oriented."  Yet EPA's  
     response in the recently published Summary of Public Comments states:  "The
     goal of the LaMP is to restore and protect Lake Michigan beneficial uses,  
     not specifically to achieve zero discharge of chemicals."  (p.64)          
                                                                                
     Current 1992 biological data that is readily available from the resource   
     departments of the four Lake Michigan states still has not been secured for
     the LaMP document, but then this will be addressed at another forum.       
     
     
     Response to: G1729.005     
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1731.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA should immediately begin to set timetables to ban uses of        
     persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into the Great    
     Lakes Ecosystem.  For an area such as ours that has been saturated with    
     chemical releases which have accumulated in our ground water and our soil  
     and our river sediments, USEPA must develop the procedures to ensure that  
     pollution from these sources meet the GLI standards.                       
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     Response to: G1731.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1732.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Flexibility must be included to allow consideration of unique or site      
     specific provisions                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1732.001     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G1732.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adequate funding must be provided to administer public education, necessary
     technological research, and program risk reduction analysis                
     
     
     Response to: G1732.002     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G1732.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Priorities must be established with regulation implementation based on     
     maximized relative risk reduction, environmental impact, or other key      
     factors                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1732.003     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G1732.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions must be based on sound scientific principles                    
     
     
     Response to: G1732.004     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G1732.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Provisions should be consistent with other environmental regulations and   
     should not just move the problem to another area                           
     
     
     Response to: G1732.005     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G1732.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential for application of the Great Lakes Initiative regulations to 
     other parts of the US should be considered, including which parts if any   
     may serve as a blueprint for nationwide application                        
     
     
     Response to: G1732.006     
     
     See Section II.E of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1732.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the impact of Canadian discharges, non-point discharges, and      
     airborne contributions, must be considered before the regulations are      
     implemented.  The Great Lakes Initiative must be a fully cooperative effort
     with Canada if it's going to work, particularly regarding non-point source 
     and air deposition contributions.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1732.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2867.087 and D2596.013.                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G1732.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why is EPA using 2L/day 90th percentile drinking water ingestion which     
     represents all sources of water rather than the 0.66L/day mean average,    
     from tap water sources only, shown to be characteristic?                   
     
     
     Response to: G1732.008     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G1732.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why does the Guidance assume that of the 15 grams or less of               
     regionally-caught fish consumed per day be those which contain maximum     
     pollution?                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1732.009     
     
     See response to comment P2771.193.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G1732.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SUNSETTING OF CHLORINE                                                     
                                                                                
     There is no question that the disinfection of drinking water and subsequent
     discharge wastes is an absolute necessity.  For the past 70 years, chlorine
     has been utilized to meet this need.  In order for public health to be     
     protected in the future, other equally effective disinfection methods      
     should and are being investigated.  A change in the conceptual use of      
     chlorine as a disinfectant should not occur until a replacement can be     
     found that provides the same public health benefits.  To date, no other    
     disinfectant has been found that can be used to maintain disinfection of   
     water distribution systems.  We must consider the overall benefits in the  
     use of chlorine as an effective disinfectant which has been instrumental in
     the control of waterborne diseases.  Chlorine, as a disinfectant, should   
     not be regulated or controlled as part of the Great Lakes Initiative since 
     no acceptable alternative is available.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1732.010     
     
     See response to: D2595.058                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1732.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REGULATORY REQUIREMENTS                                                    
                                                                                
     One of the major problems posed by the current approach to regulation is   
     that in trying to control the introduction of pollution into the Great     
     Lakes, the emphasis has been and is on point sources, while the real       
     problem is from non-point sources.  The Environmental Protection Agency    
     needs to start regulation of non-point sources in order to obtain          
     sufficient experience.  This eventually will provide proper methods of     
     control and reduce the influx of contaminants from non-point sources to a  
     level comparable to that of present point sources.                         
                                                                                
     The two-tiered approach should be maintained to provide maximum            
     flexibility, especially where it is difficult to distinguish between       
     program elements due to differences in State adoption procedures and       
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     terminology.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1732.011     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     P2769.085.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1732.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  VAR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     AWWA believes that the States should have the authority to establish local 
     or site-specific requirements when local conditions differ from the        
     assumptions used to establish the Great Lakes Initiative basin-wide        
     standards.  This may be accomplished by intake credits or a variance,      
     taking into account site-specific conditions.                              
     
     
     Response to: G1732.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1732.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AWWA also believes that adequate data does not exist to determine a maximum
     distance or time interval between an intake and a discharge.  The diversity
     of locations of facilities on lakes and streams is a major consideration.  
     We would therefore recommend continuing to allow the use of mixing zones   
     with the further use of intake credits to assist in determining any        
     necessary change in a distance between an intake and discharge location.   
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     Response to: G1732.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G1733.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following comments are directed specifically to human health and more  
     specifically to fetal and post natal development.                          
                                                                                
     Fetal exposure to aquatic food chain-derived toxicants must receive maximum
     consideration.  We belive GLI is less than adequate in this respect.       
                                                                                
     We recognize the allowance of uncertainty factors in Appendix C, II B and  
     III B, 4, a-e for development of Tier II human health values for           
     non-carcinogens.  While the use of uncertainty factors will provide some   
     consideration of the criticality of fetal exposure, we believe the Guidance
     should emphasize the fetal sub-set as the most critical high risk human    
     population.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1733.001     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G1733.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the following are self-evident.                                 
                                                                                
             The Great Lakes community has every right to expect that           
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             aquatic-sourced food stuff should be available, palatable          
             and safe to eat.                                                   
                                                                                
             Critical sub-populations use of fish and fowl should be            
             protected.                                                         
                                                                                
             Relative to humans, the Guidance must consider individual          
             development, not population impact.                                
                                                                                
             Critical toxins are ubiquitous in the food chain.                  
                                                                                
             Ingested toxics are (in human instances) transplacental.           
                                                                                
             Critical dose factors for adults are not appropriate for the       
             developing fetus, infant or child.                                 
                                                                                
             Post conception, post natal and pre-pubertal timing and level      
             of dose are critical.                                              
                                                                                
             Endocrine system impacts in wildlife are being discovered,         
             studied and verified.                                              
                                                                                
             Significant numbers of experts have published their belief         
             in the certainty that similar endocrine impacts are, or likely     
             to become evident in human populations.                            
     
     
     Response to: G1733.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G1733.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the variables discussed in the Guidance affect human body burden   
     and therefore enter into the fetal exposure equation.  Persistence,        
     bioconcentration, bioaccumulation, lipid level, fish consumption level,    
     toxicity equivalence, structure activity relationship, food chain          
     multipliers, additivity, partitioning within the aquatic medium are a few  
     which have potential utility in developing criteria or values.  If data are
     available they should be used.  If not available data should be generated. 
     Partial data should be used until a full data set is available.  We support
     the Tier II concept and the use of uncertainty factors.  Both provide      
     incentive for the generation of Tier I criteria.                           
     
     
     Response to: G1733.003     
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     EPA agrees with comment and has changed final Guidance to require a review 
     of all available data when making noncancer and cancer risk assessments.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1733.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We hear the criticism - the Guidance is not based on "good" science.  We   
     raise the question - can failure to consider the above factors be          
     considered "good" science?  Or, should failure to consider be judged as    
     ir-responsible neglect?  We suggest that society cannot wait until all     
     "scientific" effort has been exhausted.  We must attempt to anticipate     
     probable response and act to forestall.  Historic and current major        
     problems with toxicants include many examples wherein society waited to    
     long to respond.  Society accepted supposedly "good" science which proved  
     to be based on grossly inadequate anticipatory critique.  Society was      
     assured of "no effect", "no impact".  The impacts have been and continue to
     be very real.                                                              
                                                                                
     We must not repeat.  Society cannot afford, nor should society be exposed  
     to another poly-chlorinated biphenyl or another diethylstilbestrol.        
                                                                                
     The Guidance as published won't solve all the problems.  As indicated we   
     believe there are significant inadequacies and there are other major routes
     of pollutant input that remain to be addressed.  However, we believe this  
     GLI respresents necessary progress.  To delay is not acceptable.           
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1733.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2571.061, F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1734.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 4829



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, specific pollution prevention mechanisms should be incorporated into
     the guidance.  The best way to keep down the cost impact of the GLI is to  
     do everything possible to see that industries and sewage treatment plants  
     meet the lower discharge limits by using source reduction techniques,      
     rather than by expensive end-of-the-pipe control technologies.  In fact, if
     industries choose the pollution prevention route, they will become more    
     efficient and profitable.  A recent study of the chemical industry by      
     INFORM found that, for every dollar invested in pollution prevention,      
     companies received an average $3 return.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1734.001     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes pollution prevention practices for 
     the reasons discussed in Section I.C of the SID and the preamble to the    
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1734.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, as part of the process of obtaining a new or updated NPDES    
     permit, all dischargers should be required to submit a pollution prevention
     plan.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1734.002     
     
     Although the Guidance does not specifically call for pollution prevention  
     plans, the Guidance provisions do promote pollution prevention.  See       
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G1734.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/EXP/AO
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the GLI should be improved to be sure that all members of the      
     population are protected by the water quality criteria.  We strongly       
     support the use of bioaccumulation factors in the guidance, and believe    
     that this is one of the most significant steps forward in the GLI.         
     However, we believe that the criteria should be extended to include the    
     considerations that children have lower body weight and are more sensitive 
     to toxic exposures, and to reflect the fact that some segments of the      
     population, including Native Americans and anglers, eat greater than       
     average amounts of fish.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1734.003     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BAFs should be used in the final        
     Guidance.  EPA has used the BAF in the derivation of the final criteria.   
     See Section V of the SID for a discussion of issues related to the         
     methodology for deriving human health and values.                          
                                                                                
     See response to comments P2746.130 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1734.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, in moving toward the goal of the virtual elimination of discharges  
     of toxic substances in toxic amounts into the Great Lakes and its          
     tributaries, we support the proposed ban on the use of mixing zones.       
     However, we believe that EPA should begin at least a partial phase-out over
     the next five years, rather than waiting for the ten year period contained 
     in the guidance.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G1734.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G1734.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, we urge U.S. EPA to move with all possible speed to implement      
     "Phase II" of the guidance, the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative.   
     "Phase I" will set the stage, by establishing uniform water quality        
     standards and tackling point source discharges.  However, it is critical   
     that we move toward sunsetting the most dangerous chemicals which are      
     poisoning the Great Lakes, and that we undertake ambitious pollution       
     prevention programs for air toxics, pesticide run-off, leaking dumps, and  
     other non-point sources.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1734.005     
     
     See response to: G3032.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1735.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its current form the GLI is a good first step, and we want it adopted,  
     but this proposal must be strengthened and more must be done.  Toxic       
     pollution from all sources, atmospheric fallout, contaminated sediments,   
     urban and rural runoff and leaking dumpsites must also be controlled.  EPA 
     must accelerate "Round 2" of the GLI to ensure that the standards imposed  
     in this proposal are applied to all sources.  The attached Summary         
     Statement and NWF's written  comments will detail many of the elements of  
     the current proposal that must be strengthened.                            
     
     
     Response to: G1735.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1735.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency should immediately undertake      
     "Round 2" of the GLI to develop measures for:                              
                                                                                
     setting timetables to ban uses of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic     
     substances released into the Great Lakes Ecosystem;                        
                                                                                
     ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and do not violate   
     GLI water quality standards; and                                           
                                                                                
     requiring comprehensive pollution prevention programs for the Great Lakes. 
     
     
     Response to: G1735.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1735.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No provision is included in the GLI to require sunsetting (phasing out) the
     uses of persistent toxic pollutants, consistent with the philosophy of zero
     discharge mandated by the U.S.-Canada Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. 
     Even after the GLI's most stringent controls are imposed, substantial      
     amounts of these pollutants will be allowed to be discharged from industry 
     and city wastewater pipes.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1735.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1735.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New water quality standards set by the GLI will apply to all sources of    
     pollution of waters in the Great Lakes Basin.  But procedures are not yet  
     proposed to ensure that pollution from diffuse ("non-point") sources of    
     pollution meet the GLI standards.  Such sources include air pollution that 
     falls into waterways, urban and farm runoff, city sewer overflows during   
     storms, pollution from contaminated sediments, seepage from landfills, and 
     spills.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1735.004     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G1735.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLI WILL PROTECT PEOPLE AND WILDLIFE:                                  
                                                                                
     Special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up in Great 
     Lakes fish must be adopted.  The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to     
     protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes fish contaminants, particularly    
     those most sensitive to toxic injury and those, especially including Native
     Americans, who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural       
     preservation.                                                              
                                                                                
     The health of people who eat Great Lakes fish is jeopardized by toxic      
     chemical pollution.  Especially at stake is the health of children of sport
     anglers, Native Americans and other families that eat large amounts of     
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     Great Lakes fish.                                                          
                                                                                
     With the GLI, for the first time the introduction of additional toxic      
     pollutants will be controlled based on their potential to accumulate in the
     food chain.  This is important because contaminated Great Lakes fish are   
     the main way most people are exposed to toxic pollution.                   
                                                                                
     People should be able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as their tastes,     
     culture or subsistence needs dictate, and consume those fish without having
     to worry about what harm that diet may do to themselves or their offspring.
     
     
     Response to: G1735.005     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1735.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution dilution zones for persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances  
     must be phased out, as proposed by the GLI.  The pollutants affected by    
     this ban, however, must include all persistent toxic substances and the    
     phase-out must be accelerated.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G1735.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G1736.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Initiative should include additional toxic materials as pollutants of  
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     initial focus.                                                             
                                                                                
     Table 6 of the Initiative lists 138 pollutants of initial focus but        
     overlooks numerous toxic materials of serious concern.  We believe the     
     following chemicals should be incorporated in the list of pollutants of    
     initial focus:  ammonia, atrazine, chlordane, chlorine, diethylbenzene,    
     methyl ethyl ketone, phosgene, polybrominated biphenyls, Triazine, Tributyl
     tin, and xylene.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G1736.001     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G1736.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Initiative should be strengthened to assure needed consistency in      
     control of toxics from water pollution discharges in the Great Lakes       
     region.                                                                    
                                                                                
     From the perspective of Michigan, it is imperative that neighboring Great  
     Lakes states be required to control toxic pollutants from point source     
     discharges in a consistent manner.  We are disturbed that some states have 
     in effect encouraged pollution shopping with standards for similar         
     pollutants that are significantly lower than the limits provided in        
     Michigan and others in the Basin.  It is economically unfair and           
     environmentally illogical to permit continued inconsistencies of this kind.
     
     
     Response to: G1736.002     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and feels that the Guidance does promote      
     consistency in the control of toxic substances in the Great Lakes basin for
     the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1736.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the draft Initiative will improve consistency in many ways through
     minimum standards and comparable regulatory procedures, it is not explicit 
     enough.  We believe the final rulemaking should insist that water quality  
     criteria and permitting procedures be consistent with and no less stringent
     than those provided by the Initiative.  Further, it should set forth       
     explicit procedures which must be used by the states rather than permitting
     "flexibility" which could be a rationale for further undercutting of the   
     goal of virtually eliminating toxic discharges to the Great Lakes Basin.   
     However, the Initiative should require no backsliding from current permit  
     limits at existing facilities.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G1736.003     
     
     See response to comment P2607.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: G1736.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: G1736.004     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1736.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The bioaccumulation factor used to determine whether a pollutant is a      
     "bioaccumulative chemical of concern" should be lowered from 1,000 to 250, 
     capturing a greater number of pollutants.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1736.005     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G1736.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The assumption used to calculate water quality criteria should be adjusted 
     to include a safety factor against childhood sensitivity.                  
     
     
     Response to: G1736.006     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G1736.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protection of women should be strengthened by using a human body weight of 
     55 kg for development of water quality standards for pollutants which may  
     cause transgenerational effects.                                           
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     Response to: G1736.007     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G1736.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The premise of GLI should be to protect the 95th percentile of fish        
     consumption among special populations, including minorities.               
     
     
     Response to: G1736.008     
     
     Comment G1736.008                                                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G1736.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fish consumption rate assumed for the setting of water quality criteria
     should be raised above the 15 gm/d value in the Initiative.  The 15 gm/d   
     value simply does not capture many frequent consumers of sportfish or      
     subsistence fish in the Great Lakes Basin.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1736.009     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1736.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Initiative should be strengthened to eliminate mixing zones for all    
     persistent toxic pollutants regardless of whether they bioaccumulate.      
                                                                                
     The International Joint Commission has eloquently testified to the need to 
     abate long-lasting toxic pollutants regardless of bioaccumulation, noting  
     that all are dangerous to the environment and harmful to the ecosystem.    
     Any pollutant with a half-life greater than eight weeks in any medium      
     should be included in the phaseout of mixing zones now proposed for the    
     bioaccumulative pollutants.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1736.010     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G1736.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Lake Superior provisions of the Initiative must be strengthened to     
     protect the world's greatest lake.                                         
                                                                                
     While appreciating the recognition of the global significance of Lake      
     Superior in the Initiative, we believe these provisions are too meager to  
     do it justice.  Specifically, the Initiative should vastly expand the list 
     of chemicals to be considered Lake Superior bioaccumulative substances of  
     immediate concern, including all persistent toxic substances and           
     chlorinated organic chemicals.  We also strongly support the designation of
     the entire U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an Outstanding Natural Resource
     Water.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1736.011     
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     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1738.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 Values                                                              
                                                                                
     Tier 2 methodologies are proposed in the GLI, from which resultant values  
     will be used to establish enforceable permit limits and other water quality
     controls for substances with limited toxicity data.  We applaud EPA's      
     efforts to expand the universe of pollutants considered in water quality   
     assessments.  However, we believe that Tier 2 values do not have sufficient
     scientific credibility for their use as standards in regulation and        
     enforcement.  We believe EPA should either drop the Tier 2 approach, change
     their use, or their calculation procedure.                                 
                                                                                
     WEF supports the development of sound scientific supportable pollutant     
     criteria.  WEF supports the periodic revision of water quality standards to
     incorporate most up-to-date scientific information.  However, WEF strongly 
     believes the public's interest is best served by regulation with firm      
     scientific backing.  This ensures cost-effective and protective            
     environmental regulations and is the foundation of the current water       
     quality development process.  Under the current regulatory framework,      
     criteria and standards are developed utilizing the best data, rigorous     
     scientific review and extensive public comment.  The EPA Tier 2 procedures 
     do not incorporate any of these three components.  By definition, Tier 2   
     values are based on limited data with stringent safety factors to          
     compensate (some say overcompensate).  Tier 2 values will not go through   
     scientific peer review.  In fact, in the only formal review of Tier 2 to   
     date (by the EPA Science Advisory Board) Tier 2 values were deemed         
     inappropriate for use in permit development.  Finally, EPA's Tier 2 values 
     will not undergo individual public comment as with other existing          
     standards.  Overall the EPA Tier 2 approach departs dramatically from      
     existing and largely successful procedures for water quality regulation.   
                                                                                
     Tier 2 values are also not explicitly necessary to meet the Great Lakes    
     Critical Programs Act.  States now have existing authority to require more 
     information or to regulate chemicals lacking promulgated numeric criteria  
     under the "reasonable potential" provisions of the law and narrative water 
     quality standards.  Current state flexibility in this regard is broad.     
     Further whole effluent toxicity testing, now part of EPA's National Toxics 
     Policy (June 2, 1989) is specifically designed for regulation of discharge 
     where insufficient chemical specific aquatic toxicological data exist.     
     Hence the use of proposed Tier 2 procedures would limit state flexibility  
     in pursuing reasonable potential, discourage the development of            
     scientifically sound criteria, possibly result in unnecessary or incorrect 
     criteria, and still require a significant resource commitment.  Further,   
     for reducing aquatic toxicity, it will not provide any better protection   
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     than whole effluent toxicity testing already does.                         
                                                                                
     In concept, we are supportive of EPA's use of Tier 1 procedures, but can   
     not support EPA in its use of Tier 2 procedures for regulation and         
     enforcement.  Alternatives which our work group is considering include     
     recommendations to drop Tier 2 entirely, eliminate the use of overly       
     stringent safety factors, require public hearings on each Tier 2 values    
     and/or the use of Tier 2 procedures only for screening, prioritization of  
     research or triggering waste minimization requirements.  Our written       
     comments will reflect our final recommendation.  In any case, WEF endorses 
     the need for a strong independent Science Advisory Board to review any new 
     criteria (including Bioaccumulation Factors) and ample opportunity for     
     public comment on each numeric criteria.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1738.001     
     
     Please see response to comments D2741.076, P2585.058, and P2656.058.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1738.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed new regulation of chemicals classified as Bioaccumulative 
     Chemicals of Concern (BCC).  These chemicals have been placed in this      
     category based largely on theoretical calculations of Bioaccumulation      
     Factors (BAFs) and Bioconcentration Factors (BCFs).  As professionals      
     specializing in water quality protection, we agree with the need for       
     special consideration for toxic chemicals that persist and bioaccumulate.  
     However, we feel EPA's current proposal fails to reflect actual conditions 
     related to toxicity, fate, and persistence of bioaccumulative chemicals.   
     We support the need for better research to define these conditions and     
     better regulate the problem chemicals.                                     
                                                                                
     EPA's approach assumes a need to regulate based on a theoretical           
     calculation of BAF.  However, this does not consider actual toxicity, fate 
     and persistence in the environment.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA's list of BCCs does not consider relative toxicity, both carcinogenic  
     and non-carcinogenic.  Chemicals are classified without regard to their    
     potential or actual toxic impact in the environment.                       
                                                                                
     EPA's list of BCCs does not consider fate or ecological significance.  In  
     developing the list of chemicals, consideration was not given to           
     theoretical or actual metabolic detoxification and bioavailability, or any 
     evidence (presence or absence) of actual toxic bioaccumulation.            
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     EPA's list of BCCs also does not consider actual evidence of               
     bioaccumulation or site-specific factors such as residence time and the    
     relation of overall loading rates to impacts.  In the absence of field     
     data, EPA also does not provide longterm laboratory studies to demonstrate 
     persistence or toxicity.                                                   
                                                                                
     Overall, the methodology EPA uses to select BCCs needs to be more          
     comprehensive.                                                             
                                                                                
     Due to limitations and uncertainties with the various methods for          
     determining BAFs, certain chemicals may be prematurely and unwisely        
     classified as BCCs.  For example, phenol and toluene are included on a list
     of potential BCCs solely because of an estimated BAF using GLI procedures. 
     The GLI proposals have not provided any evidence for these commonly        
     occurring chemicals that they exhibit problems relate to bioaccumulation,  
     persistence and toxicity in the Great Lakes ecosystem.  The problems with  
     estimated BAFs also impact the scientific validity of wildlife and human   
     health criteria.                                                           
                                                                                
     In summary, we agree with EPA's special concern for persistent and toxic   
     chemicals.  However, the current BCC proposal does not have sufficient     
     scientific support for regulatory purposes.  The current list of BCCs is,  
     however, well suited for initial screening and targeting further research  
     needs.  We recommend that the final guidance include specific minimum data 
     requirements, and specific research protocols for prioritizing these       
     chemicals and developing suitable criteria.                                
     
     
     Response to: G1738.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the designation of BCCs in the final Guidance is   
     based on unproven or insufficient scientific support or that the definition
     is arbitrary.  In response to this and other related comments on the       
     proposed Guidance, and comments on subsequent reports whose availability   
     was announced in the Federal Register, EPA has modified the methodology for
     development of BAFs and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance.  The 
     methodology modifications include a revised model, requirements for use of 
     field-measured BAFs and BSAFs for Tier I criteria development and for      
     determining BCCs, and other changes.  The definition of BCC was revised to 
     include consideration of persistence and toxicity.  EPA believes the       
     approach in the final Guidance is scientifically and technically           
     appropriate.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     these issues.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation should not be the only factor considered in
     defining BCCs.  Persistence (including environmental fate and metabolism)  
     and toxicity should also be considered together with bioaccumulation       
     (including bioavailability) in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a 
     result, EPA modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only       
     chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide 
     that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water       
     column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Furthermore, the methodology for        
     development of BAFs has been revised to include methods that consider      
     bioavailability and emphasize field measurements.                          
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the pollutants listed in the comment should not be BCCs,   
     since they do not meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.  EPA   
     also agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants   
     proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has deleted the  
     list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in  
     section II.C.9 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1738.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-Specific Modifications & Variances                                    
                                                                                
     WEF supports watershed approaches to water quality management and criteria.
     We agree with the goal of regional implementation of water quality         
     protection and improvement programs.  The Great Lakes System is a logical  
     geographic division to consider.  However, WEF believes states must        
     maintain primacy in implementing water quality standards and setting       
     priorities.  We therefore feel that GLI proposals related to site-specific 
     modifications and variances are a very important part of the overall       
     regulatory package.                                                        
                                                                                
                                                                                
     We believe EPA should provide more simple and flexible guidance for states 
     in the area of site-specific modifications and variances.  The final GLI   
     guidance should include basic criteria and guidance, but individual states 
     should maintain the authority to grant such variances within the context of
     their own state-based knowledge of priorities and site-specific conditions.
      States should have flexibility to implement modifications or variances    
     higher on lower than GLI criteria provided they are consistent with        
     guidance.  This is an important concept central to the last three decades  
     of Federal and State cooperation in water quality protection.  Major       
     changes in this balance and cooperation are not advised.                   
     
     
     Response to: G1738.003     
     
     EPA has retained provisions for water quality standards variances on a     
     site-specific basis and provided for State flexibility.  See Section       
     VIII.B. of the SID for more information regarding variances in the final   
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1739.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Doubt that the GLI as proposed will offer environmental benefit, and doubt 
     that the proposal can even be effectively implemented.                     
     
     
     Response to: G1739.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1739.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concern that its documented costs will be enormous, concern that it brings 
     other, yet undiscovered costs, and concern over where we will find the     
     funding for such costs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1739.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1739.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     And, we express hope that this regulatory process -- now under greater     
     scrutiny by the media and Congress -- can be open to such doubts and       
     concerns, that government can be responsive to the more reasonable and more
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     realistic alternatives being developed.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1739.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  For further 
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1739.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     But, as several independent analyses have documented, the GLI is a flawed  
     approach to achieving such goals.  The GLI not only takes us down the wrong
     roads, but it is -- in reality -- a regulatory detour that's               
     counter-productive to real environmental solutions.  It addresses less than
     one-tenth of the potential sources of pollution for the Great Lakes!  Its  
     own triggers for regulated substances are set at levels that are not even  
     detectable with existing technology!  Every objective look at the contents 
     of the GLI identifies new doubts about its effectiveness.  Even its most   
     zealous supporters seem to be struggling to identify any significant new   
     benefits from the GLI as proposed.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1739.004     
     
     See response to comments D2723.004, D2587.017, and D2587.014.  The         
     technical and scientific justifications for the provisions of the final    
     Guidance are discussed throughout the Supplementary Information Document.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1739.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Others more qualified than I will further detail these scientific and      
     technical problems with the GLI.  But even a non-scientific person like me 
     pays attention when the U.S. EPA's own independent scientific advisory     
     committee faults the approach and scientific soundness of the GLI.  Again, 
     while each of us may focus on different flaws, and have differing          
     interpretations of the varying analyses, all these facts viewed together   
     spell big doubts about the effectiveness and environmental benefit of the  
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G1739.005     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G1739.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As you know, the record is replete with studies of the financial impact of 
     the GLI.  Some of the large employers have presented their studies, all    
     noting costs in the billions.  The preliminary result of another study     
     reveals the GLI's costs to the affected municipalities.  Its bottom line is
     in the billions also, in excess of $7 billion dollars!  With concern over  
     known expenses, and hidden costs of the GLI, The Council of Great Lakes    
     Governors also commissioned its own study of the impact of this proposal.  
     Its preliminary conclusions document a potential loss of 33,000 jobs in our
     region.  That amounts to five hundred bus loads of workers who won't have a
     job any more!  The Great Lakes Governors' study, conducted by DRI McGraw   
     Hill, also found the GLI could cost billions.                              
     
     
     Response to: G1739.006     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1739.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While some may debate the exact numbers of billions, the overall message is
     vividly clear:  the costs of the GLI will be enormous.  That alone provokes
     deep concern.  It also raises the questions that can no longer be smothered
     in the hundreds of pages of the GLI:  Who will pay?  How will we pay?      
     
     
     Response to: G1739.007     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1739.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The criticism about the GLI voiced by mayors and other local government    
     officials grows daily because there are no answers to these funding        
     questions.  As GLI imposes more mandates on these municipalities, local    
     mayors and managers will be forced to cut back on other essential services 
     such as police and fire protection, public health and road repair.  They   
     also have another choice:  raise local rates and taxes.  One mayor of a    
     medium-sized city noted that the GLI would raise expenses for each of the  
     households in his community by $400 annually!  The issue of funding the    
     huge costs of the GLI can no longer be swept aside by the bureaucratic     
     process.  The facts about the true costs of the GLI now reach right down   
     into each of our pocketbooks and wallets, and those of every-policy maker's
     constituents!                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1739.008     
     
     See response to comments G1990.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1739.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No one needs to spell out the consequences of the economic times in which  
     we live, especially for those touched by recent job loss, flooding or other
     financial hardship.  Our local economies simply cannot stand additional    
     financial blows, especially when the higher tax bills and water rates bring
     little benefit.  Nor can our region stand to be placed at a further        
     competitive disadvantage with neighboring states and Canada.               
     
     
     Response to: G1739.009     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1739.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     So, our coalition does have deep concerns over the costs of the GLI as     
     proposed, and expresses serious doubts about its environmental benefits.   
     But, the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition did not join this issue just  
     to serve as a naysayer.  We are working on a number of positive            
     modifications which we feel can make the GLI far more effective, realistic 
     and cost-sensitive.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1739.010     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1739.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     But as we do so, we hope that the U.S. EPA can consider these alternatives 
     openly, and be responsive to the diverse constituency demanding change in  
     the GLI.  It is a constituency that shares in the objectives of a cleaner  
     Great Lakes, but is united in supporting the need to modify the GLI.  The  
     Great Lakes are too precious and our economic survival too fundamental for 
     both to fall victim to a regulatory railroad.                              
     
     
     Response to: G1739.011     
     
     EPA revised several of the provisions included in the proposed Guidance    
     based on the comments received and new information made available to EPA   
     during the development of the final Guidance.  See Sections I.C and II.C   
     for a general discussion of these revisions.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1739.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be fixed.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1739.012     
     
     EPA revised several provisions of the final Guidance based upon comments   
     received and information made available following publication of the       
     proposed Guidance.  For further discussion of these revisions, see Section 
     II of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G1740.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     One uncertainty is whether we will derive an adequate ecological return    
     from the guidance, as proposed.  The EPA's independent Science Advisory    
     Board has questioned the rationale for the guidance and severely criticized
     the inadequacy of scientific research and methodology underlying it.       
     
     
     Response to: G1740.001     
     
     EPA believes that the provisions of the final Guidance are appropriate and 
     reasonable, and are supported by good science.  See Section I of the SID.  
     See also the discussion of any SAB comments in regards to a particular     
     component of the Guidance within the corresponding preamble, SID and       
     Federal support documents.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G1740.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another uncertainty is whether we will be spending our money wisely.  An   
     independent draft study report done for the Council of Great Lakes         
     Governors advises that policy makers should "recognize just how limited the
     impact of GLI will be on actual water quality" and that the GLI "as        
     currently configured is wasteful of precious resources.                    
     
     
     Response to: G1740.002     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G1740.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix A sets forth the requirements for establishing Tier I and Tier II 
     criteria, for parameters listed in table 6 A, B, and C.  This section of   
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     the regulation leaves to many, judgment calls for developing criteria up to
     permit writers.  Considering the number of permit writers, varying limits  
     may result from site to site.  The location of the data bases permit       
     writers are to use, must be specified in the regulation.                   
                                                                                
     The final development of Tier I and Tier II limits should not be left up to
     the judgement of individual permit writers.  If this regulation is enacted 
     it must include identification of specific data bases and identify the     
     individuals responsible for including data in the data bases.  Specifically
     identify a better approval process for a parameters to receive a Tier I or 
     Tier II limit.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G1740.003     
     
     EPA believes that the Clearinghouse will perform these functions, ensuring 
     a scientifically sound and economical process for updating criteria and    
     values.  Please see sections II.C.1 and 2 of the SID for further discussion
     of this issue.  Also, as a point of clarity please note that the absence in
     the final Guidance of a numeric criteria for a particular pollutant does   
     not imply that only a Tier II value can be derived; many such pollutants do
     have a sufficient database to permit Tier I criteria development.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G1740.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also any Tier I or Tier II limits already developed should be published and
     a comment period allowed before final promulgation of these regulations.   
     
     
     Response to: G1740.004     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1740.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also we have heard many times over that the limits developed for Tier I and
     Tier II will probably be below current detection limits.  If they are below
     detection limits enforcement and compliance will probably be impossible.   
     If limits are impossible to enforce or comply with what good are they?     
     
     
     Response to: G1740.005     
     
     See response to comment P2861.067.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1742.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It appears to our members that the requirements of the Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Agreement and the Critical Programs Act have been ignored.  The    
     Agreement between the United States and Canada upon which much of the      
     proposed Guidance rests, and with which the Guidance must be consistent, is
     designed as a coordinated array of efforts to improve the quality of the   
     Great Lakes.  This array includes planning and study efforts so that       
     control efforts can be directed most cost-effectively.  The planning       
     includes Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans which would   
     look at problems on a multimedia basis, and would accordingly arrive at the
     most cost-effective solution to these problems.  This same coordinated     
     effort was envisioned by the drafters of the Great Lakes Critical Programs 
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G1742.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.  See also        
     Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G1742.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When the draft Guidance was still in its infancy, the Critical Programs Act
     gave seven months for EPA to publish a draft Water Quality Guidance for    
     comment in the Federal Register.  We believe Congress could not have       
     intended a Guidance such as we have in our hands today in that seven month 
     period.  In fact, it took the states and EPA another 29 months from passage
     of the Critical Program Act to finally publish this proposed Guidance.  And
     now the Guidance goes well beyond the intent of Congress and goes beyond   
     the limitations of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                
     
     
     Response to: G1742.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and D2722.012.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1742.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance pushes ahead with what amounts to an ultra-enhanced point     
     source control program.  Without a better understanding and coordination of
     the efforts for and impact of nonpoint sources and sources in other media, 
     the draft Guidance includes a number of disastrous requirements that will  
     cost an inordinate amount of money to implement and that will result in    
     very little or no discernible improvement to the Great Lakes.              
     
     
     Response to: G1742.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance will not improve the Great Lakes      
     System for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,       
     Sections I, II and IX of the SID and technical support documents.  For a   
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including both regulatory and non-regulatory efforts to   
     indicate the relative significance of pollutant sources and the            
     effectiveness of control strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G1742.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AISI set up two model integrated steel manufacturers; one in Indiana and   
     one in Ohio, based on locations of existing plants.  These plants are      
     similar in nearly all respects to several of our existing steel plants.    
     Since the Guidance as drafted leaves many gaps, we filled those gaps with  
     reasonable assumptions using the advice of former state and federal EPA    
     regulatory personnel familiar with existing state and federal programs.  We
     then referred the design of the plants and the permit limits developed by  
     our former regulators to an engineering firm which works on designing steel
     company processes and environmental controls on a daily basis.  The design 
     engineer was directed to make plans for the lowest cost changes which would
     enable the model plants to meet permit limits.  The results were           
     staggering.                                                                
                                                                                
     One facility was unable to meet mercury limits due to high background      
     concentrations and was required to install reverse osmosis for removal of  
     mercury.  The result was a capital cost of between $100 million and $200   
     million.  Increased annual operating costs would be 20% of that amount.  If
     anyone here believes that such expenditures are "merely the cost of doing  
     business" they are sadly mistaken.  In an industry which has been hard hit 
     by foreign and domestic competition over the past 15 years, such           
     expenditures are an impossibility.                                         
                                                                                
     First, if the company survives, the cost will be passed on to consumers in 
     the form of higher prices.  This will worsen the company's competitive     
     position and will cause job losses due to reduced sales.  If the costs     
     cannot be passed through, and previous attempted price increases indicate  
     they cannot (e.g. current steel prices in real dollars, unadjusted for     
     inflation, are almost the same as they were a decade ago in 1981), the     
     companies may go out of business.  Again, there will be job losses.  AISI  
     referred the results of its cost study to a consultant experienced in      
     translating cost analyses into job losses and jobs at risk.                
                                                                                
     The jobs report predicts that the Great Lakes Guidance as drafted would    
     cause the loss of 2,150 to 4,600 jobs depending on whether or not there is 
     relief from high background concentrations of pollutants.  Indirect and    
     induced job losses will reach 5,800 to 12,400, for a total job loss of     
     7,950 to 17,000 again depending on intake credit provisions.               
     Correspondingly, steel jobs severely at risk are predicted at 48,500 to    
     92,000 depending on the intake credit provision.  Jobs gained in installing
     and operating control equipment will be few and for the most part          
     transitory.  Communities and states that already have suffered a long      
     industrial decline will experience the greatest job and revenue losses.    
     The jobs lost in the steel industry will not be made up by steel's         
     competitors in the Great Lakes region.  The competitors who would benefit  
     from steel's losses are located outside the region and in foreign          
     countries.                                                                 
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     Moreover, serious physical and mental health consequences frequently       
     accompany workers' losses of their jobs, and sometimes even accompany      
     adverse changes in workers' terms of employment, such as reductions in     
     wages, benefits, and hours worked.  Research on the social and health      
     consequences of unemployment and other adverse economic outcomes has been  
     conducted by medical, behavioral, and social scientists.  While these      
     studies, collectively, do not indicate that job loss or reduced economic   
     status produces dramatic, overwhelming stress and disorganization for      
     everyone who experiences it, there is ample evidence that losing their jobs
     tends to make people more emotionally unstable than they were prior to     
     unemployment.  Further, lost jobs or reduced hours can cause loss of health
     insurance for workers and their families with associated health risks.     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1742.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1742.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RP
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I will now briefly discusss our foremost technical concern, the lack of a  
     meaningful intake credit provision.  I realize that this is not, strictly  
     speaking, an intake credit, but rather relief from water quality-based     
     limits on reasonable potential considerations.  However, to save words, I  
     will call it an intake credit.                                             
                                                                                
     The lack of realistic requirements for use of the intake credit provision  
     could cost a single integrated steel company between $100 and 200 million  
     in capital costs.  Proposed conditions on the use of the provision are:    
                                                                                
     1.  All intake water containing the pollutant is drawn from the receiving  
     stream.                                                                    
                                                                                
     2.  The facility can contribute no additional mass of the pollutant.       
                                                                                
     3.  The facility does not alter the pollutant such that it would cause     
     adverse water quality impacts that would not otherwise occur in-stream     
     (e.g. softening of intake water may increase metals toxicity).             
                                                                                
     4.  The facility does not increase the concentration at the edge of the    
     mixing zone, if one is allowed, or end-of-pipe.  Increased concentration   
     due to water conservation measures may be considered.                      
                                                                                
     5.  The discharge timing and location would not cause adverse water quality
     impact that would not otherwise occur in-stream.                           
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     Where a company could not meet all five conditions to qualify for the      
     intake credit, the Guidance would require treatment of noncontact cooling  
     waters to remove background concentrations.                                
                                                                                
     There are several steel companies which draw cooling water from one of the 
     Great Lakes and discharge into a tributary to the Great Lakes.  It does not
     appear that such a company would be able to take advantage of the intake   
     credit provisions because of the intake-discharge arrangement.  However,   
     under all other provisions of the Guidance, the Lake and tributary would be
     considered a single body of water.  These two policies are contradictory   
     and we should not lose both arguments.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1742.005     
     
     The issues raised by the commenter are addressed in the SID at Section     
     VIII.E.3-7.  With respect to costs, see SID at Section IX and associated   
     response to comments.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1742.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, it appears that mercury background concentrations will be     
     above criteria throughout the Great Lakes Basin.  Since mercury is also a  
     BCC, there will be no mixing zones permitted.  Thus, the criteria must be  
     met at end of pipe.  This gives no possibility of discharging noncontact   
     cooling water recycle blowdown.  Recycling is a water conservation method  
     and a concept previously promoted (and in many bases required) by EPA's    
     effluent guidelines, which through evaporation concentrates background     
     contaminants in the intake water.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1742.006     
     
     EPA recognizes the challenge that controlling mercury will pose to         
     facilities that recycle cooling water where the source of the cooling water
     containes mercury.  The final Guidance contains new provisions that will   
     provide some flexibility in addressing this problem.  As described in the  
     SID at VIII.E.7.a.vi., permitting authorities have the discretion in       
     determining what "no increased concentration" means, including use of      
     measureable and statistical tests in making this decision.  In addition,   
     the Guidance at Procedure 3.C.6. of appendix F provides for the granting of
     mixing zones for BCCs in certain instances based on technical and economic 
     considerations.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1742.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also significant to note that the Clean Air Act Amendments which     
     favor the burning of western coal, which is high in metals including       
     mercury, will probably cause increased air deposition of mercury to the    
     Great Lakes.  There is something radically wrong with the regulatory       
     program that would require us to remove mercury that another program within
     the same agency causes.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1742.007     
     
     See Section I.D of the SID for discussion of the ongoing and planned       
     activities under the Clean Air Act that will lead to significant reductions
     in air pollutants to the Great Lakes System.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1742.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the no addition of pollutant requirement as a condition for use of
     the intake credit is unnecessarily harsh.  It does not reflect unavoidable 
     processes such as corrosion, minute leakage and other very minor pollutant 
     additions in properly operating processes.  The uselessness of the intake  
     credit provision alone will require that we oppose the Guidance with every 
     available resource.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1742.008     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in P2588.075 and is   
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1742.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, AISI's members believe that the Agency is going too far too    
     fast.  It is violating the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the     
     Great Lakes Critical Program Act, and their coordinated approach to        
     improving Great Lakes Water Quality.  In going forward with the draft      
     Guidance, the agency would be choosing miniscule environmental improvement 
     at the cost of billions of dollars and thousands of lost jobs.  If the     
     agency is going to take the position that it tries to protect human health,
     then it should better understand the economic costs and job losses and     
     their health impacts that will be caused if this Guidance goes forward in  
     this outrageously stringent form.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1742.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015,P2585.014 and D2722.012. See    
     also Sections I.C and IX of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1743.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GREAT lakes REGION WILL BE AT A SIGNIFICANT ECONOMIC DISADVANTAGE TO   
     OTHER REGIONS IF THE PROPOSED GLI IS FINALIZED.                            
                                                                                
     Manufacturing costs will be significantly higher and operations will shift 
     to other areas of the affected states or to other regions of the country   
     that are not affected by the regulation.  This will lead to the loss of    
     market and the loss of jobs.  Moreover, municipalities will be forced to   
     restrict growth and increase sewer costs to cope with the guidance.        
     Pressure to extend the regulation nationwide will increase to insure       
     economic equity among regions, even where waters are fully protected and   
     further stringency will not produce additional economic benefits.  Good    
     policy demands that few regulations with price tags of this magnitude be   
     adopted, because a series of small cuts in efficiency, each affordable on  
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     its own, will collectively spell economic stagnation.  Even using          
     relatively optimistic assumptions about costs and benefits, the EPA        
     Regulatory Impact Analysis concluded that costs have a better that even    
     chance of exceeding monetizable benefits.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1743.001     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1743.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE VIRTUAL ELIMINATION OF INTAKE CREDITS FOR NEARLY ALL CIRCUMSTANCES WILL
     FORCE MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL DISCHARGERS TO TREAT SUBSTANCES THAT THEY DO
     NOT ADD TO THEIR EFFLUENT.                                                 
                                                                                
     Currently, dischargers are held responsible only for the pollutants added  
     to the effluent before discharging.  They are not held responsible for     
     background levels of substances already present in the influent to their   
     plants.  The GLI requires dischargers to treat substances present in the   
     influent unless the entire discharge enters the same stream segment from   
     which the intake water was withdrawn.  This rarely occurs for industry or  
     municipalities.  The wildlife criterion for Mercury (0.00018 ppb) aims at  
     reducing the concentration of this naturally occurring element to levels   
     below that found in pristine conditions.                                   
                                                                                
     The elimination of intake credits imposes tremendous costs and liability on
     plant operators, subjects dischargers to enforcement, and raises a basic   
     concern for equity among regions.  The EPA's own cost study noted that "the
     single most important factor influencing the stringency of the GLWQI-based 
     effluent limitations was the background concentrations of pollutants in the
     receiving water."                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1743.002     
     
     Many of the issues about intake credits in this comment are addreesed in   
     the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. See response to coment P2576.145 for a      
     discussion on the naturally occurring background levels for mercury. With  
     respect to costs, see response to comment D2657.006.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G1743.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE IMPOSITION OF NEW MORE RESTRICTIVE ANTIDEGRADATION REQUIREMENTS FOR    
     BCC'S WILL FORCE MUNICIPAL AND INDUSTRIAL DISCHARGERS TO RESTRICT GROWTH.  
                                                                                
     The antidegradation provision applies to any point or nonpoint source      
     activity which lowers water quality in the Great Lakes System.  For BCC's, 
     GLI imposes onerous demonstration requirements on all new sources, new     
     production processes, product lines, additional capacity, changes in       
     production inputs, or new hook-ups to municipal systems (sanitary or       
     industrial).  For all other substances, GLI also imposes onerous           
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  Although new EPA regulatory activity is being       
     created for nonpoint source controls, new construction or development      
     creating additional nonpoint sources of pollution are subject to GLI       
     requirements if any other local, state, or federal regulatory requirement  
     applies.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Plant operators who now operate discharges with a "margin of safety"       
     (relative to existing permit requirements) will be penalized by having the 
     lower existing effluent quality (EEQ) made legally enforceable as a permit 
     limit or notification requirement, in effect replacing the permit levels.  
     Exceptions will only be considered if a widespread social and economic     
     disruption would result from the new policy.  All technological or         
     pollution prevention actions must be evaluated before relief is approved,  
     which penalizes all but the most sophisticated municipalities or individual
     industrial discharges.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1743.003     
     
     The antidegradation standard of the final Guidance derives from the        
     existing antidegradation standard found at 40 CFR 131, and does not extend 
     jurisdiction beyond that of the existing standard.  See also, the          
     discussion at Section VII.A.1 of the SID.                                  
                                                                                
     With respect to the demonstration requirements, the final guidance has been
     revised substantially from the proposal, in that many of the detailed      
     requirements have been omitted.  Thus, the final Guidance specifies four   
     general components which must be included in an antidegradation            
     demonstration, but no longer contains prescriptive language and            
     requirements as to the manner in which these demonstrations are made.      
                                                                                
     With respect to the comments made pertaining to EEQ, please see comment    
     D2098.21.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1743.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE ELIMINATION OF MIXING ZONES AND ZONES OF INITIAL DILUTION FOR BCC'S    
     WILL FORCE DISCHARGERS TO MEET AMBIENT WATER QUALITY STANDARDS AT THE END  
     OF PIPE WITH VIRTUALLY NO ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFITS                           
                                                                                
     Large water bodies like the Great Lakes have a natural ability to          
     assimilate substances rapidly.  States recognize this, and many industrial 
     and municipal permits require that discharges meet ambient standards after 
     they pass through a small area of mixing or dilution.  This policy has     
     always been seen as fully protective.  All dischargers are required to     
     perform toxicity tests to ensure that sensitive species are fully protected
     whenever zones are established.  Toxicity tests are the best proven method 
     to ensure protective discharge levels.                                     
                                                                                
     Beginning in 2004, the GLI would eliminate mixing zones for BCC's in the   
     Great Lakes Basin as part of its proposal to impose consistent total       
     maximum daily loads (TMDLs) on toxic substances across the Great Lakes     
     Region.  Since the ambient standards are already achieved at the edge of   
     the zone, the only water quality improvement that will result is within the
     mixing zone itself.  Elimination of the mixing zones, however to protect   
     wildlife or human health from BCC's has little scientific merit.  The      
     restriction implicitly assumes a population of fish resides at the end of  
     the pipe and that the population of fish constitutes the sole source of    
     fish to a human or wildlife consumer.                                      
                                                                                
     The GLI will increase the stringency of the permit by an average of 90     
     percent, resulting in 10 times the stringency for the BCC's.  An increased 
     stringency of this magnitude can only be achieved at tremendous costs to   
     municipalities and industries, which will be required to put in new        
     technologies, change production processes, or begin the treatment of       
     substances not now of regulatory concern.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1743.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1743.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     THE ESTABLISHMENT OF WATER QUALITY BASED EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS (WQBEL's)    
     BELOW A QUANTIFIABLE LEVEL IMPOSES TREMENDOUS UNCERTAINTY AND LEGAL        
     LIABILITY BEYOND THOSE CONTEMPLATED NY THE CLEAN WATER ACT                 
                                                                                
     Current NPDES regulations do not require or specify procedures for         
     determining compliance when WQBEL's are set at less than quantifiable      
     levels.  It is left to the discretion of individual states.  The GLI       
     regulation establishes specific compliance procedures for Great Lakes      
     States in these instances.  It requires that each permit include actual    
     calculated WQBEL, although it may not be analytically measurable.          
                                                                                
     Permits must also specify the compliance evaluation level (CEL) and other  
     permit conditions.  The CEL for the Great Lakes Region states will be the  
     minimum level that can be analytically detected.  In addition, any         
     pollutant minimization program that further reduces the level of suspected 
     substances in all internal or indirect discharges to a plant's wastewater  
     collection system is a new permit requirement.  This is to ensure continued
     non-detection of pollutants in the effluent.                               
                                                                                
     Imposition of WQBEL's Has a number of potential impacts:                   
                                                                                
             Failure to implement the pollutant minimization plan will          
             constitute a violation of the permit although the suspected        
             substance of concern is never detected by the laboratory.          
                                                                                
             Laboratory detection capability may vary considerably.  Without    
             a fixed definition of detection limits or other uniform            
             methodologies that eliminate lab variability, inappropriate        
             results could occur.  Measuring concentrations at or near the      
             detection limit may result in false positives, which would result  
             in permit violations.                                              
                                                                                
             Municipalities may not have the expensive monitoring or analytical 
             equipment to monitor the influent and the effluent of their plants 
             frequently.  Pollutant minimization programs for large             
     municipalities with many indirect discharges and combined sewers           
             could be extremely expensive to develop and implement.             
                                                                                
             Without meaningful intake credits both municipalities and          
             industrial dischargers could be subject to the provision, though   
             the plants do not add levels to the influent.                      
                                                                                
     Under the most optimistic assumptions, mercury loadings from municipal and 
     industrial point sources- the only sources addressed by GLI- will be cut   
     80%.  However, known sources of mercury deposition from the atmosphere are 
     estimated at ten times the point source contributions, with other natural  
     sources also being significant.  Because of this, it would be wise of the  
     EPA to revise the mercury limit upward, or set the standard in terms of    
     methyl mercury (as Michigan does) to target the biologically damaging form 
     of mercury.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1743.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: G1743.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ELIMINATION OF SITE SPECIFICITY AND THE GENERIC QUALITY OF THE REQUIREMENTS
     THROUGHOUT THE GREAT LAKES BASIN                                           
                                                                                
     The BAF methodology cannot be fixed unless site-specific conditions can be 
     entered into the modeled calculation.  Without site-specific conditions,   
     the methodology will generate criteria values that do not reflect actual   
     water quality conditions.  Failure to use or allow for site-specific       
     adjsutments ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere   
     due to physical or geological factors not related to toxic substances.     
                                                                                
     Ecological factors should be used in the calculations, as opposed to the   
     toxicological methods.  The toxicological methods do not reflect density   
     dependant factors, such as competition for space and food, which compensate
     for mortality at one life stage by greater survival at another. In         
     addition, the population as a whole is less sensitive as its most sensitive
     individuals.  This may mean the method produces criteria that are          
     unnecessarily low.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1743.006     
     
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1743.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLI PROPOSES TO ADOPT NEW POLICY ESTABLISHING HIGHLY STRINGENT WATER   
     QUALITY VALUES (TIER 2) OR SPECIFIC SUBSTANCES ABOUT WHICH LITTLE IS KNOWN 
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     Tier 2 values become enforceable limits within three years for existing    
     dischargers unless the required studies are done to upgrade the information
     to Tier 1 levels and set a more realistic standard.  However, the expense  
     and burden of doing the studies are entirely up to the dischargers and     
     subject to the EPA's final approval.  Even if a study demonstrates a value 
     is  overly stringent and that the receiving waters are fully protected, the
     antibacksliding policy will prohibit relaxation in the vast majority of    
     cases.  Since a very limited database exists for Tier 2 values, no         
     quantifiable improvement in water quality can be measured.                 
                                                                                
     Facilities must meet Tier 2 values within 3 years, if not upgraded to Tier 
     1.  Given the complex nature of such studies, a two year limit for         
     completing sufficient studies may be impossible to meet, particularly for  
     human health criteria.  Aquatic Tier 2 needs further review for validity   
     before use.  The safety factors used- sometimes factors as high as 10- will
     intentionally produce criteria that is overprotective and, therefore,      
     unnecessarily expensive.  Tier 2 methods represent a systematic            
     substitution of policy:  the wholesale use of safety factors in place of   
     sound scientific principles as a basis for water quality criteria.         
     
     
     Response to: G1743.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G1743.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AS THE BASIS FOR ESTABLISHING BOTH WILDLIFE AND HUMAN HEALTH CRITERIA, THE 
     GLI PROPOSES TO ADOPT BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS (BAF) INSTEAD OF THE CURRENT 
     BIOCONCENTRATION FACTORS (BCF'S).  BAF's REQUIRE ADOPTING ARBITRARY        
     ASSUMPTIONS AND UNVALIDATED METHODOLOGY.                                   
                                                                                
     The EPA's own Science advisory board (SAB) has seriously questioned the use
     of BAF's in the GLI arguing that it is an unproven methodology that        
     requires much more scientific research and development before it is used.  
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local biology,    
     hydrology, or geology.  Rather, water quality criteria should be based on  
     the potential for toxic effects, not simply the potential for              
     bioaccumulation.                                                           
                                                                                
     When a field measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a Food Chain Multiplier (FCM) combined    
     with a bioconcentration factor.  The FCM's cannot be expected to be within 
     an order of magnitude compared to what actually occurs in the ecosystem.   
     Further, the SAB states that the GLWQI BCF to BAF model "has not been      
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     adequately tested to use for the establishmnt of regional water quality    
     criteria at this point."                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1743.008     
     
     EPA disagrees with commenters that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs.    
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA also disagrees with the commenter that the BAF methodology is unproven 
     and precludes using site-specific information.  In the final Guidance, EPA 
     is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site-specific            
     characteristics based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure  
     1.  Water quality criteria are based on both the potential for toxic       
     effects as well as the potential for bioaccumulation.                      
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA does not agree that the       
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a chemical do not correlate     
     well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much
     of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured
     BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas  
     model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least  
     three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a    
     two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: G1743.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing water quality regulations are based on an assumed fish consumption
     rate (FCR) of 6.5 g/d from the impacted body of water.  The GLWQG increases
     the consumption rate to 15 g/d to extend protection to those persons who   
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     eat more than the average amount of fish.  BAF is extremely sensitive to   
     eight or nine input factors.  Errors of two orders of magnitude or more    
     could result from errors in multiple input parameters.  The EPA gave no    
     careful consideration to their choice of values for those input parameters:
     values from a single journal article were adopted with no critical review. 
     
     
     Response to: G1743.009     
     
     In the proposal, EPA used the pelagic food web model of Thomann (1989) with
     very generic input parameters for deriving the FCMs used in the BAF        
     methodology.  EPA agrees with the commenters and in the final Guidance, EPA
     has used different Great Lake specific input parameters whenever possible  
     in the model.  The input data for the model were taken from peer-reviewed  
     publications of Flint (1986) and Oliver and Niimi (1988). In addition, EPA 
     has changed from the model of Thomann (1989) to the model of Gobas (1993)  
     for deriving FCMs because the model of Gobas (1993) includes both benthic  
     and pelagic food web pathways and is much less sensitive to input          
     parameters for higher log Kow chemicals.  In selecting the model of Gobas  
     (1993), EPA did consider the model of Thomann (1992) which includes both   
     benthic and pelagic food web pathways. EPA selected the model of Gobas     
     (1993) for deriving the FCMs because this model in contrast to the model of
     Thomann (1992) required fewer input parameters and had input parameters    
     which could be more easily specified.                                      
                                                                                
     Also, EPA allows site-specific modifications to the BAFs.  See response to 
     comment P2588.051.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G1743.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While conceptually sound, the scientific development of BAF's is not far   
     enough along to justify its use as a regulatory trigger for determining    
     BCC's, especially when economic consequences of controlling BCC's is so    
     much greater than non-BCC's.                                               
                                                                                
     Field BAF's were chosen after a cursory and uncritical review of the       
     literature.  The EPA has admitted to the SAB that the values were not      
     "best" but rather "central tendency" of what was found in the literature.  
     
     
     Response to: G1743.010     
     
     Since the SAB review, EPA has reexamined the literature to obtain field    
     BAFs, and the TSD for BAFs reflects the additional values found.  See      
     response to comment G3202.016.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G1744.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulation of heavy metals such as copper and zinc is a good example of how
     the proposed standards are scientifically incorrect and overly stringent.  
     In general, heavy metals must be in a dissolved state or bioavailable in   
     order to pose a threat to aquatic life.  Toxicity limits should be         
     established using dissolved metals.  Studies have demonstrated that metals 
     limits as proposed by the Great Lakes Initiative rule are many times more  
     stringent than necessary to protect aquatic life.  Despite conclusive      
     scientific information and acknowledgement by EPA experts that the proposed
     method of translating water quality criteria into permit limits            
     overestimates bioavailability and toxicity, the proposed rules have not    
     been modified.  As a result, the proposed Great Lakes Initiative Aquatic   
     Life criteria seeks to address problems that do not, if fact, exist.       
     
     
     Response to: G1744.001     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1744.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned that these regulations will impose severe economic   
     burdens with only minimal environmental improvement.  This is partly       
     because the Great Lakes Initiative addresses only industrial and municipal 
     sewage treatment plants which discharge pollutants through pipes, known as 
     point sources.  However, it is well known that these sources are not the   
     major contributors of many of the pollutants in the Great Lakes.  EPA's own
     studies show that nonpoint sources, such as air deposition and agricultrual
     and urban runoff, are more significant contributors.  Nonpoint sources     
     contribute more than half of the toxic pollutants discharged into the Great
     Lakes.  The most common nonpoint pollutant comes from soil eroded from     
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     farms, construction sites and stream banks.  Significant improvements in   
     water quality will only be attained if regulatory controls are directed at 
     the sources causing the greatest problems.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1744.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158 and D2587.037.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G1744.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AAMA believes that the goals of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement    
     will not be met unless EPA prioritizes and directs its regulatory efforts  
     to control pollutant sources which have the greatest impact on the Great   
     Lakes.  The lack of a holistic approach places an undue burden on industry,
     municipalities and the public to minimize pollution, well beyond what is   
     actually necessary.  Improvements of the water quality in the Great Lakes  
     will not be realized unless regulatory efforts address pollutants from     
     nonpoint sources, such as agricultural and urban storm runoff.             
     
     
     Response to: G1744.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1744.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Promulgation of the Great Lakes Initiative will lead to significantly more 
     stringent permit limitations for many of the pollutants commonly discharged
     from automotive manufacturing operations.  In addition, the proposed       
     antidegradaton requirements such as "...the no net increase in pollutant   
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     loadings...", could deter economic expansion in the Great Lakes Basin.     
     Before any existing facility would be expanded, any additional pollutant   
     loadings will have to be eliminated, even if the resultant discharges would
     be within permit limitations.  This proposed requirement would impose an   
     economic disadvantage to a facility in the Great Lakes Region as compared  
     to a similar facility elsewhere in the nation or overseas.                 
     
     
     Response to: G1744.004     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1744.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AAMA's member companies will not only be impacted by more restrictive      
     requirements placed upon their discharges to the Great Lakes and its       
     tributaries, but will also be faced with stringent and essentially         
     unachievable requirements mandated by the local municipalities through     
     their pretreatment programs.  Even the minor lowering of permit            
     limitations, as applied to municipal discharges under the proposed Great   
     Lakes Initiative, will force municipalities to modify their industrial     
     pretreatment programs by significantly restricting the discharges of many  
     pollutants from industrial sources to levels well below the best achievable
     technology known.  In some instances, pretreatment requirements on         
     industrial source discharges will be more stringent than limitations       
     applied to the municipality, because of the inability of the municipality  
     to control pollutant contributions from domestic sources.                  
     
     
     Response to: G1744.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2697.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1744.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential capital cost impact of the proposed Great Lakes Initiative   
     upon AAMA's member companies in the Great Lakes Basin is estimated at two  
     billion dollars, with annual operating and maintenance costs approaching   
     two hundred million dollars.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1744.006     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G1745.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the GLWQG as estimated by EPA are severely understated.  As   
     noted, Fort Howard's Green Bay facility was among the facilities randomly  
     selected by EPA to provide a detailed study of the costs imposed by the    
     Guidance.  Incredibly, and without any factual support whatsoever,         
     according to the agency, the GLWQG requirements can be accomplished by Fort
     Howard spending only $2 to $6 million dollars.  These cost estimates are   
     grossly understated and are based on unrealistic assumptions.  After a     
     thorough review, we have determined that the true cost to Fort Howard to   
     meet the GLWQG requirements at our Green Bay facility is between $54       
     million and $78 million dollars with increased operating costs of          
     approximately $14 million dollars annually.  These huge costs will have to 
     be incurred since pollutant minimization programs assumed in EPA's study   
     will not further reduce the less than detectable concentrations of PCB's   
     and mercury.  Ironically, these huge costs would have to be borne even     
     though the discharge of PCB's from our outfall, for example, is actually   
     less than the level of PCB's coming into our intake from in-stream         
     concentrations.  The high costs of the agency's proposal to not provide for
     an intake credit or recognition of existing pollutants in a stream arriving
     in a facility's intake is particularly highlighted in this example.  In a  
     recent report to the Council of Great Lakes Governors prepared by DRI,     
     McGraw Hill stated that "a sensible approach to intake credits suggests    
     that dischargers should only be responsible for toxins they themselves are 
     potentially introducing into the ecosystem."  We agree!  We will provide   
     detailed information on this issue when we submit our comments but huge    
     incurred costs and no stream benefits will be the result.  The key point is
     that we strongly believe the agency has severely underestimated the costs  
     of compliance for the GLI and we are just one example.  Similar findings   
     have resulted from several industry and independent studies as well.       
     
     
     Response to: G1745.001     

Page 4871



$T044618.TXT
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1745.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The benefits of the GLWQG, as written, will be small:  Despite the huge    
     costs that will be required to implement the GLWQG most believe that the   
     benefits will be relatively small for two reasons.  First, most of the     
     remaining toxic problems are due to chemicals that have been banned for    
     years and are not from existing dischargers.  Second, the overwhelming     
     majority of the toxic substances entering the Great Lakes today are from   
     air deposition and urban and rural run-off, neither of which the GLWQG     
     addresses.  Instead, it addresses industrial and municipal discharges which
     are already stringently regulated.  Because of these factors, the GLWQG, as
     written, may be among the least cost-effective methods of addressing the   
     remaining problem in the Great Lakes.                                      
                                                                                
     As I have stated, while the cost estimates of the GLWQG have clearly been  
     understated by the Agency in our view, we have also determined that the    
     benefits of the GLWQG are also clearly overstated.  A specific example of  
     this is the Fox River on which Fort Howard is located.  As you may be      
     aware, EPA's attempt to quantitatively assess the benefits to the Great    
     Lakes Basin included three case studies, one of which was the Fox River in 
     northeastern Wisconsin. Incredibly, the agency's study finds that the      
     projected benefits are commensurate with the costs imposed by the GLWQG.   
     Among the benefits the Fox River case study attempted to break down was the
     benefits of the "enhanced" Fox River fisheries after GLWQG is implemented. 
     EPA's RIA states that the benefits associated with an enhanced fishery     
     resulting from the benefits of implementing the GLWQG that can be assigned 
     to a contaminant free Green Bay fishery is from $1.2 to $4.3 million       
     dollars.  Since the Guidance only regulates point source discharges, the   
     entire benefit analysis must turn on the decrease in those loadings as a   
     result of the Guidance relative to the entire toxic loading to the Fox     
     River.  Yet, according to the Green Bay Mass Balance Study, the relative   
     loading from point sources to the Fox River has been summed up by U.S.     
     EPA's own researchers in one word----negligible.  How can the GLWQG whose  
     sole purpose is to regulate point source loadings, which U.S. EPA's own    
     scientists concluded are negligible, take credit for any improvement in the
     fishery.  The answer is, they can't.  Clearly, the benefit assigned to     
     fishery enhancement is wrong.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1745.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.037, D2587.045, F4030.003, and D2723.004.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1745.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two other examples of major flaws in the study are also worth mentioning.  
     First, the RIA next turns to a quantitative analysis of the benefits       
     attributable to the GLWQG with respect to enhanced yellow perch fishing in 
     the Fox River and Green Bay.  The RIA cites a 1987 study as support for the
     claim that the yellow perch fisheries is worth $1.8 million per year to the
     Green Bay area.  According to the RIA, the benefits to that fishery        
     associated with implementation of the Guidacne fall into the range of      
     $360,000 to $1.8 million assuming a 20% to 100% enhancement as a result of 
     the GLWQG.                                                                 
                                                                                
     A look at what has actually happened to the yellow perch fishery in the    
     Green Bay drives home the absolute fallacy of that quantitative assessment.
     First, as noted in Table 8-1 of the Agency's own RIA, yellow perch taken   
     from the River or Bay are not the subject of any fish advisory.  Second,   
     the reason the perch fishery declined several years ago (to the point of   
     closure) was due to overharvesting, the influx of the alewife and reduced  
     dissolved oxygen levels.  These activities are not even remotely regulated 
     by the GLWQG, yet the agency tries to take credit for this enhancement as a
     part of the benefit analysis.                                              
                                                                                
     Let's now look at the nonconsumptive use benefits stated by the RIA for the
     Fox River case study.  To assess that alleged benefit, the RIA simply      
     multiplies the number of activity days spent at a wildlife sanctuary       
     located in Greeen Bay, Wisconsin, by daily "use" values of $18.71 and      
     $26.34, for a range of $26.2 to $36.9 million.  The RIA then concludes that
     through contributing to enlarging the bald eagle, osprey, otter and mink   
     populations, implementation of the GLWQG will somehow enhance participation
     at the wildlife sanctuary by 5%.  A 5% increase in activity days based on  
     the values noted above equates to an alleged benefit of $1.3 million to    
     $1.8 million dollars.                                                      
                                                                                
     It is clear that the drafters of the RIA never bothered to actually visit  
     the wildlife sanctuary.  Although the sanctuary is a beautiful area, it is 
     located aproximatley 1/2 mile to 1 mile from the middle of downtown Green  
     Bay.  It consists of a picnic are, exhibit building, and a landing area for
     migrating birds such as ducks, geese and, most recently, seagulls.  The    
     sanctuary, has not, is not, nor will it ever become, absent a complete     
     destruction of the City of Green Bay and the people living there, a haven  
     for eagles, otters, minks, etc., no matter the increase in respective      
     populations.  Once again, the assigned benefits are totally incorrect.     
     
     
     Response to: G1745.003     
     
     See response to comments D2724.616 and D2724.617.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1746.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WHEREAS, in its current form, the Great Lakes Initiative will cost the     
     Green Bay Metropolitan Sewage District and area businesses millions of     
     dollars for capital and operational expenses with little offsetting        
     environmental benefit, and                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1746.001     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1746.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WHEREAS, the Great Lakes Initiative will make the economy of the entire    
     Great Lakes basin less competitive and will make it substantially more     
     difficult for communities in the basin to expand and to attract and retain 
     businesses and job opportunities, and                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1746.002     
     
     G1746.002                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1746.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WHEREAS, the Great Lakes Initiative fails to meet reasonable,              
     scientifically supportable and cost effective criteria for environmental   
     protection, NOW, THEREFORE,                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1746.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1746.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI doesn't provide for an intake credit.  Many municipalities and     
     industries in the Great Lakes basin under the current proposal of the GLI  
     will be required to remove pollutants in their intake water even if such   
     pollutants come from the natural environment.  This is an unreasonable,    
     unfair burden that will do little to clean up water and will alone double  
     the cost of implementing the GLI.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1746.004     
     
     This comment raises the same general concerns as those in comments         
     D2798.058 and P2588.275, which are addressed in the responses to those     
     comments.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1746.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provision of the GLI would discourage new industries   
     from locating in the Great Lakes basin, prevent current industries from    
     expanding, and limit the growth of communities.  Placing limits on         
     discharges should be based on protecting the health and welfare of the     
     public and the environment rather than set at arbitrary levels designed to 
     prevent any pollutants of any kind and amount from entering the basin.     
     
     
     Response to: G1746.005     
     
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G1746.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI establishes limits on the discharges of substances that are        
     suspected to have bioaccumulation properties without reliable information  
     to back up such claims.  Again, the Green Bay Area Chamber of Commmerce    
     believes that environmental controls should be based on sound science.     
     
     
     Response to: G1746.006     
     
     EPA disagrees that unreliable information has been used in any part of the 
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1746.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI establishes limits on the discharging of some substances at levels 
     below which they currently can even be detected.  Limits in permits should 
     be based on the actual presence of substances that are detectable and based
     on their actual impacts on the human and natural environment.              
     
     
     Response to: G1746.007     
     
     These permit limits are based on water quality criteria that are necessary 
     to protect human health and aquatic life.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G1746.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will set one set of water quality standards for the entire basin   
     regardless of local conditions, impacts and environmental protection       
     strategies.  We would recommend that the EPA consider establishing         
     reasonable standards in the GLI, but provide some flexibility for state    
     water quality managers.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1746.008     
     
     EPA believes that the provisions of the final Guidance are reasonable and  
     provide flexibility for State water quality managers.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures 
     while providing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the various provisions of the   
     Guidance, see Section II of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1746.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI would eliminate the use of mixing zones in setting standards       
     without any sound technical reasons.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G1746.009     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1747.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Potential Environmental Benefits                                           
                                                                                
     It is clear that while some toxics are still finding their way into the    
     Great Lakes basin from point source discharges, almost everyone agrees that
     the overwhelming majority of problem pollutants originate from non-point   
     sources.  The member systems of the New York Power Pool believe that       
     National and State Pollutant Discharge Elimination System Permits          
     controlling point sources have and will continue to be effective and that  
     the proposed rules will result in little actual reduction in the           
     bioaccumulation of toxics within the basin.                                
     
     
     Response to: G1747.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1747.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Socio-Economic Issues:                                                     
                                                                                
     As stated in the Preamble to the Rule, 20 percent of the United States'    
     population and a full 50 percent of our Canadian neighbors, live, work and 
     raise their families within the Great Lakes basin.   The short-term costs  
     associated with the implementation of the proposed regulations will be     
     disproportionately borne by the industries and taxpayers within this       
     region.  In particular, the antidegradation provisions would preclude      
     future expansion of or utilization of existing, un-used industrial capacity
     within the basin.  Effectively, pollution abatement could result in the    
     export of jobs, as well as discharges, to other drainage basins.           
                                                                                
     The unilateral application of effluent limitations with respect to the     
     states involved will result in a measurable differential impact on the     
     costs of doing business within these states.  This cost is exacerbated by  
     the ability of individual electrical energy suppliers from outside the     
     region to export energy (and quite possibly additional atmospheric         
     deposition) to the region, without having to bear the costs associated with
     doing business within the region.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1747.002     
     
     See response to comments G2650.002 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G1747.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Technical Feasibility and Implementation                                   
                                                                                
     We have serious reservations with respect to the technical feasibility of  
     achieving the proposed discharge reductions, the ability to uniformly      
     monitor and enforce such limits even if they can be achieved, and the      
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     schedules and timing proposed for implementation.  Specifically, there is  
     not adequate time within the proposed implementation schedules for the     
     proper design, construction, and site specific testing of existing,        
     off-the-shelf control technologies - not to mention the development and    
     application of newer, more innovative technologies.                        
     
     
     Response to: G1747.003     
     
     See response to comment number D2596.021.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: G1747.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance                                                                 
                                                                                
     The three year time limit proposed for compliance with effluent limitations
     in NPDES permits may be unattainable in many instances.  Without           
     flexibility in compliance schedules, many dischargers may be unavoidably   
     thrust into enforcement actions.  Such an outcome would be disruptive and  
     unfortunate from the standpoint of program success.  The Guidance should   
     specify and make clear that no permittee will be responsible for the       
     treatment or removal of contaminants already present in its intake water   
     used for processing or cooling.  It is impractical or even impossible to   
     remove certain trace contaminants from intake water in many situations.    
     Since the Clean Water Act only applies to the "addition of pollutants", a  
     policy that requires treatment of large volumes of intake water would be   
     inconsistent with the Act.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1747.004     
     
     The issues raised in the comment relating to intake credits are addressed  
     in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. Also see responses to comments D2657.006 
     and D1711.015. For flexibility with respect to compliance see the response 
     to comment P2576.231.G1747.004                                             
                                                                                
     Regarding the issue of "intake credits" see Section VIII.E.3-7 ("Intake    
     Credits") of the Supporting Information Document (SID) as well as the      
     "Great Lakes Rule's Response to Comments" document for intake credits.  For
     flexibility with respect to compliance see the response to comment         
     P2576.231.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G1747.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Summary                                                                    
                                                                                
     Should the Guidance be implemented, the goal of toxics reduction will be   
     met, in part, by loss of industrial capacity and population in the Great   
     Lakes region.  We are concerned that the Great Lakes Water Quality         
     Guidance, as presently proposed, has the potential to cause serious        
     economic disruption to industry, government, taxpayers and consumers within
     the Great Lakes Basin, and that this disruption may come with little or no 
     offsetting environmental benefit to be accrued.                            
     
     
     Response to: G1747.005     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1748.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In attempting to achieve consistency in water quality regulations, we      
     caution that many real world permitting situations may and probably do     
     exist which preclude a straight forward application of the proposed        
     implementation procedures.  It is possible that overly rigid procedures may
     "hamstring" permit writers and lead to paralysis in the NPDES permitting   
     process.  One way to avoid this outcome is to structure the regulations, to
     the maximum extent possible, to function truly as "guidance" for the states
     to follow.  USEPA's oversight role in the NPDES process serves to ensure   
     that permitting flexibility can exist without compromising the goal of     
     consistent water quality permits across the Great Lakes states.            
     
     
     Response to: G1748.001     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1748.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance also includes numerous water quality criteria for    
     persistent toxic chemicals.  Some of those criteria are expected to result 
     in limits that are several orders of magnitude below analytical detection  
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     For example, once mixing zones are phased out, the proposed wildlife       
     criterion for mercury would yield an end-of-pipe permit limit of 0.18      
     nanograms per liter.  There is much debate whether such a stringent limit  
     is scientifically defensible, or even necessary.  We believe that chemical 
     speciation, chemical bioavailability, and site specific conditions are     
     essential factors in developing defensible criteria and water quality based
     permit limits.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G1748.002     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1748.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From the electric utility perspective, one of the most troubling provisions
     of the proposed Guidance is the treatment of intake credits.  Admittedly,  
     devising an equitable approach to intake credits is a challenging and      
     complex task which is not going to be accomplished through the presentation
     of this testimony.  Rather, the electric utilities intend to provide a     
     thorough discussion of intake credits in written comments which will be    
     submitted in September by the Utility Water Act Group.                     
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     Instead, I want to point out one of the practical problems which the       
     proposed intake credit procedure causes for electric utilities.  In order  
     to qualify for intake credits under proposed Procedure 5E of Appendix F,   
     the permittee must demonstrate that no additional mass of the identified   
     intake water pollutant is being added to its discharge.  This condition    
     very well may disqualify many power plants from obtaining intake credits   
     for once through non-contact cooling water simply because treated process  
     wastewater often is co-mingled with cooling water before being discharged  
     to the receiving water.  For example, if background concentrations of      
     copper exceed water quality standards at the station intake, and there is  
     an internal outfall involving copper releases, Procedure 5.E would preclude
     intake credits from being applied to non-contact cooling water.            
     Consequently, the facility would either be required to treat all of its    
     non-contact cooling water for copper - a volume which can easily exceed 500
     MGD; or separate the internal outfall from cooling water, and re-route it  
     to discharge directly to the receiving water.  Either option would be      
     extremely expensive to implement, and completely unnecessary from an       
     environmental standpoint.  In fact, re-routing internal outfalls to the    
     receiving water may actually prove worse for the environment because of the
     loss of mixing within the cooling water system.                            
     
     
     Response to: G1748.003     
     
     The issues raised by this comment are discussed in the SID at Section      
     VIII.E.3-7.  Also see response to comment P2588.312.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1748.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A recently completed regulatory impact study of the proposed Guidance on   
     electric utilities performed by ENSR Consulting and Engineering concludes  
     that under the proposed intake credit procedure, it is possible that all   
     types of steam electric power plants could be required to treat for mercury
     and/or PCBs in certain process wastestreams.  This is because background   
     concentrations of mercury and PCBs in plant intake waters often exceed the 
     proposed water quality standards, and intake credits may not be available  
     for process wastewaters co-mingled with waters from the plant intake.      
     Specifically, it will be difficult to establish the absence of any loading 
     of mercury and PCBs attributable to process sources because of the         
     ubiquitous nature of these chemicals and the limitations of currently      
     available analytical techniques.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G1748.004     
     
     The final Guidance allows for consideration of intake pollutants in certain
     circumstances where the facility adds mass of a pollutant to that already  
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     in the intake water. See SID at Sections VIII.E.4.b and 7.b.i.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: G1748.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ENSR estimates that the industry-wide cost impact of constructing requisite
     end-of-pipe treatment for power plant process wastestreams will total $1.4 
     billion in capital related expenditures and $200 million in annual         
     operation and maintenance expenses.  But these costs can be substantially  
     reduced if a sensible intake credit procedure is included in the final     
     Guidance.  Again, the utilities plan to propose an intake credit procedure 
     in their written comments.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1748.005     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G1748.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, Commonwealth Edison believes that the use of market-based         
     pollution credit programs should be a mainstay of the Great Lakes Water    
     Quality Initiative.  Market-based programs can result in the quickest and  
     most efficient solutions to pollution problems, and clearly there are ample
     opportunities to utilize such programs in cleaning up the Great Lakes.  We 
     encourage EPA and state officials, and representatives of environmental and
     business organizations to seek legislative authorization to establish      
     market-based approaches as an integral component of the Initiative.        
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     Response to: G1748.006     
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G1749.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There has been much controversy about what the precise impact of the GLI   
     will be, in large part because few facilities have the information         
     necessary to perform a thorough assessment.  This problem faces everyone   
     who has studied the issue, including EPA.  In fact, after reviewing the    
     Agency's cost assessment background documents, we think that the lack of   
     adequate data explains why EPA's cost estimates vary so dramatically from  
     industry's.  In many instances, EPA did not have sufficient data to draw   
     conclusions about cost and, in those cases, calculated zero as the amount  
     required to comply with the GLI.  Having spent the last year studying our  
     Transportation Systems facility in Erie, Pennsylvania, GE can state that   
     the impact of the GLI will be extremely significant.                       
     
     
     Response to: G1749.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G1749.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When we decided to perform this cost study, we started where EPA did - with
     discharge permits and discharge monitoring data.  But as EPA found, this   
     data was not all that helpful either because it did not have the same      
     parameters as those covered by the GLI or because the GLI standards were so
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     low that the data we did have was inconclusive as to whether the facility  
     would be able to meet GLI-based limits.  So we went out and did actual     
     sampling at a number of points throughout the facility.  We sampled our    
     intake water; we sampled internal points around the plant; and we sampled  
     our discharge outfall.  After reviewing all the analytical data, we found  
     that, although we were in compliance with our current permit limits, we    
     would not be able to meet the GLI standards for certain parameters.        
                                                                                
     With that information in hand, we asked ourselves:  Were there specific    
     sources that could be addressed to reduce the concentrations detected?  The
     answer to that question was no, because we found GLI constituents not only 
     in the intake water but at sampling points all over the facility, even     
     though we do not use those substances in our plant processes.  Also, about 
     50% of the plant's discharge consists of once-through non-contact cooling  
     water, large flows that do not come into contact with raw materials or     
     products.  After looking at the situation from a number of angles, we      
     concluded that the only way to comply with the extremely low standards     
     required by the GLI would be through installation of end-of-pipe treatment 
     for all discharge waters.  The potential price tag for such an investment: 
     $57 million in capital costs and $2.6 in annual operating costs.  I might  
     add that in deriving this figure, we explicitly took into account current  
     Pennsylvania water quality standards, and the $57 million represents the   
     increment between current Pennsylvania water quality standards and the GLI.
     However, even if Pennsylvania were to change its permitting implementation 
     procedures, the cost to comply would still be in the millions of dollars   
     range.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Our analysis did not stop there.  We looked at possibilities for           
     segregating waste streams and recirculating cooling waters, but all of the 
     engineering options we reviewed led us back up into the multi-million      
     dollar cost range.  When dollars of this magnitude are involved, it is     
     essential that their expenditure be warranted.  Given the negligible effect
     that even GLI advocates acknowledge the Initiative will have on the Great  
     Lakes, we would have to agree with the Great Lakes Governors' report that  
     the GLI "borders on an expensive luxury."  It is certainly a luxury that we
     cannot afford, especially when the environmental benefits on the other side
     of the ledger are minimal.                                                 
                                                                                
     As noted above, there has been much uncertainty as to the actual cost of   
     the GLI, and when we initiated our study of the Erie plant, we did not know
     what the result would be.  However, we have performed one of the most      
     extensive and tailored studies that I am aware of -- one that is based on  
     actual sampling, calculation of GLI permit limits using all of the         
     prescribed procedures, and detailed costing of necessary treatment         
     technologies.  The results are staggering and EPA should look closely at   
     those results to gain a full appreciation of how the GLI will impact       
     industrial facilities and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.  We    
     invite you to sit down with us to go over our study and we are willing to  
     meet with you at any time.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1749.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1750.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's benefits are questionable due to its present focus on point      
     sources, which represent a small percentage of current toxic loadings to   
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
                                                                                
     We support a comprehensive approach that will address all the sources of   
     pollutants of concern.  Several studies show that over 90 percent of the   
     current toxic loadings to the Great Lakes come from sources other than     
     industrial and municipal wastewater dischargers.  We suggest that the Great
     Lakes Initiative would be more effective if implementation is postponed    
     until the EPA completes mass balances of contaminants entering the Great   
     Lakes (as DRI suggests).                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1750.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1750.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation procedures need to be revised to clearly address        
     background concentrations in intake water and to exclude non-contact       
     cooling water from the reasonable potential determination.  Requiring      
     treatment of non-contact cooling waters will have a huge economic impact on
     facilities with little environmental benefit.                              
     
     
     Response to: G1750.002     
     
     With respect to cooling water, see response to comment D2592.031.  Costs   
     associated with the final Guidance addressed in the SID at Section IX and  
     elsewhere in the response to comment document.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1750.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should identify the specific benefits to be achieved by the list of    
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) and potential BCCs and how the 
     GLI's effectiveness in achieving such benefits will be measured.  For      
     example, fish advisories due to residues of BCCs are clearly of concern.   
     We cannot identify where EPA predicts when fish advisories would be removed
     if the GLI is implemented nor how much different these dates would be if no
     action were taken.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1750.003     
     
     EPA believes the special provisions for BCCs are necessary and appropriate,
     as discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID.  EPA has also conducted an      
     analysis of the benefits and costs of implementing the final Guidance,     
     including the benefits and costs of the special provisions for BCCs.  See  
     section IX of the SID, and the Regulatory Impact Analysis, in the docket   
     for the rulemaking.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G1750.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF) concept is a key component of the GLI,    
     quantifying concerns about food chain magnification of persistent          
     compounds.  The GLI provides alternative methods for estimating BAF if     
     field data are not available; however, an evaluation of data presented by  
     the Technical Support Document suggests that the predictive methods are    
     inaccurate about two-thirds of the time.  The errors are equally           
     distributed beetween values that are too high and those that are too low.  
     This frequency of inaccuracy means human health, wildlife or aquatic life  
     values are often calculated using erroneous values.  Setting water quality 
     criteria this way is not good policy or good science.                      
     
     
     Response to: G1750.004     
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     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there should be an attempt to account for the most         
     sensitive input parameters to the model.  In light of these concerns, EPA  
     selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this     
     model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could 
     be more easily specified.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1750.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology used to determine which substances should be on the BCC    
     list should take into account a variety of factors, including the          
     bioaccumulative potential of the substance, its environmental fate and     
     effect in the water, persistence and whether the substance degrades or can 
     be metabolized and is therefore not bioavailable.                          
                                                                                
     For example, phenol, a component in petroleum products, is on the list of  
     potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs).  Both phenol and    
     other potential BCCs biodegrade and can be metabolized and should not be on
     the BCC list.  Phenol's lack of persistence was recognized by EPA's recent 
     OCPSF rule, yet phenol appears on the GLI list and the GLI proposal appears
     silent on any procedure to define or revise the list of BCCs or potential  
     BCCs.  There should be a procedure to incorporate new test or field data to
     revise such lists.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1750.005     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1750.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 values create great uncertainty.  Since similar protection against  
     unknown impacts is already available through whole effluent testing (WET)  
     and bioconcentration tests, Tier 2 procedures will be duplicative.         
     
     
     Response to: G1750.006     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1751.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     API supports the ultimate goal of a Great Lakes Basin which poses no       
     expected harm to aquatic life, wildlife or persons who use the waters for  
     drinking and/or fish consumption.  However, it is API's opinion that the   
     proposed Guidance does not present an appropriate and reasonable approach  
     to achieving that goal.  More specifically, API is concerned that:         
                                                                                
     The Guidance would result in few environmental benefits;                   
                                                                                
     The Guidance would impose large costs on industry and residents of the     
     Basin;                                                                     
                                                                                
     The Guidance does not have an adequate science basis;                      
                                                                                
     The Guidance is needlessly inflexible; and,                                
                                                                                
     The Guidance would discourage economic expansion.                          
                                                                                
     The Guidance -- or the Great Lakes Initiative as it is more commonly known 
     --exists because of a few pollutants which persist and bioaccumulate in the
     food chain.  PCBs are probably the best known.  These few pollutants have  
     been responsible for most of the fish consumption advisories in the Great  
     Lakes Basin, and for the most serious concerns of adverse effects on       
     wildlife and human health.  Although the Initiative would create a category
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     of Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern, or BCCs, and subject them to more 
     stringent regulations, the Initiative will probably not result in the      
     removal of a single fish advisory.  It will likely have no meaningful      
     impact on the pollutants and concerns used to justify its creation.        
     
     
     Response to: G1751.001     
     
     EPA conducted a series of consultations with each individual State in the  
     Great Lakes Basin regarding the nature, form, and scope of the Guidance as 
     it was developed in the final stages of the rulemaking.  Some of the issues
     that were discussed include intake credits, antidegradation and existing   
     effluent quality, wildlife criteria, excluded pollutants, elimination of   
     mixing zones, site-specific variances, fish consumption, guidance versus   
     regulation, and implementation procedures.  In response to the State's     
     concerns, the final Guidance contains less detailed procedures for         
     implementation, providing maximum flexibility.                             
                                                                                
     See also responses to comments D2723.004, D2587.158, D2587.014, D2587.017, 
     and D2587.045.  The technical and scientific justifications for the        
     provisions of the final Guidance are discussed throughout the Supplementary
     Information Document.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1751.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This occurs because the Initiative focuses almost exclusively on additional
     point source controls and gives insufficient consideration to the fact that
     most loadings of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants do not result from  
     point source discharges.  Existing data, although somewhat limited, support
     the position that point sources are a very small portion of the total input
     of these pollutants, maybe a few percent.  Non-point sources are much more 
     significant.  The Initiative essentially ignores non-point sources;        
     consequently, it will have few environmental benefits.                     
                                                                                
     A lack of environmental benefits does not, however, mean that high         
     compliance costs will not be incurred.  Reducing pollutants from point     
     source discharges to the extremely low concentrations envisioned by the    
     Initiative, if achievable at all, would be extremely costly.  Achievability
     is problematic because it is unknown whether technology actually exists    
     which meets all the ultimate limits envisioned by the Initiative.          
     
     
     Response to: G1751.002     
     
     See Sections I and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

Page 4891



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G1751.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another element of the proposal which would increase costs is the          
     Antidegradation Policy.  Costs could increase because the proposed Policy  
     would be a disincentive to the construction of new or expanded facilities  
     in the Great Lakes Basin.  The Policy would add additional steps to the    
     permitting process, including possible mandatory implementation of certain 
     pollution prevention measures and installation of certain additional       
     treatment techniques.  The Policy proposes using, for BCCs, an exceedance  
     of existing effluent quality as a trigger for antidegradation reviews,     
     which will result in additional reviews at existing facilities.            
     Administration of the existing effluent quality trigger system could result
     in widespread unnecessary monitoring for BCCs.                             
     
     
     Response to: G1751.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G1751.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on whether national guidance or regulations      
     should be modified to correspond with specific elements in the Initiative. 
     API does not support an expansion of the applicability of the proposed     
     Guidance beyond the Great Lakes Basin.                                     
                                                                                
     The first and most basic requirement for considering the Initiative as a   
     national model is that it be a scientifically sound, reasonable and cost   
     effective approach to establishing and achieving regional water quality    
     goals.  The proposed Initiative does not meet that test.  The proposal does
     not reflect the use of sound science.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has    
     identified numerous shortcomings which have not yet been adequately        

Page 4892



$T044618.TXT
     addressed.  The lack of cost effectiveness from its nearly exclusive focus 
     on point sources is an inappropriate model for national applicability.     
     Non-point sources are being recognized nationally -- not just in the Great 
     Lakes Basin -  as major contributors to our remaining water quality        
     concerns.  An additional barrier to national applicabiltiy is that numerous
     elements of the proposal have been justified on the uniqueness of the Great
     Lakes System.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1751.004     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023 and D2698.008        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: G1751.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One last point which I would like to highlight is the apparent             
     inflexibility of many portions of the Implementation procedures, using one 
     part of the Reasonable Potential procedure as an example.  As proposed, the
     Reasonable Potential procedure, which is used to determine when a limit    
     must be included in a specific discharger's NPDES permit because the       
     permitting agency has determined that the discharge has a reasonable       
     potential to exceed water quality standards, is largely an inflexible      
     review of analytical results.  It does not allow sufficient flexibility to 
     consider whether the decision to include a permit limit is reasonable.  In 
     some cases, for example where less than ten analytical values are          
     available, one analytical value above the detection limit could require    
     inclusion of a limit in the discharger's permit without further            
     consideration of the specific situation.  If the pollutant in question was 
     a BCC, for example a discontinued pesticide, inclusion of a limit would    
     most likely also require the discharger to implement a Pollutant           
     Minimization Program, developed according to criteria proposed in the      
     Guidance, and bioaccumulation studies of the effluent.  The Reasonable     
     Potential procedures should be revised to allow permitting Agency water    
     quality professionals to exercise judgment and consider factors other than 
     analytical results to determine whether a proposed limit is reasonable and 
     actually make sense in light of all the data.                              
                                                                                
     API also has concerns with many other provisions of the Reasonable         
     Potential Procedure including those dealing with intake credits, derivation
     and application of Tier II values, use of screening values in permitting   
     and several others.  Unfortunately, lack of time prevents addressing them  
     today.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1751.005     
     
     See response to: D2722.117.                                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1752.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning has carefully examined the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Guidance, and we support the overall goals of that guidance which are aimed
     at making significant improvements in the protection of human health and   
     the environmneet.  However, we believe the GLWQG, as proposed, will fall   
     far short of its objectives.  The overriding issue is that while the GLWQG 
     is focused on point source discharges, available evidence indicates that   
     nonpoint sources are the predominant source for most of the chemicals      
     (Mercury, PCBs, DDT, etc.) responsible for fish consumption advisories and 
     potential human health and wildlife problems.  In addition, for some       
     compounds such as PCBs and Mercury, many of these sources originate outside
     of the Great Lakes Basin and reach the lakes by atmospheric deposition.    
     Thus, the focus of the GLWQG is misdirected, and it will fail to achieve   
     its objectives while putting an undue burden on point sources.             
     
     
     Response to: G1752.001     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1752.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1st.  The use of Tier II "values" should be abandoned or employed only to  
     set priorities for determining further research and data needs.            
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed a process for developing Tier II values which will be     
     based on inadequate data and numerous conservative assumptions and safety  
     factors.  The result will be imposition of extremely conservative and      
     unrealistic permit limits.  This will result in no significant benefit for 

Page 4894



$T044618.TXT
     the environment and very high costs for dischargers.  A comparison of EPA  
     national criteria with GLI Tier II aquatic life values as presented in the 
     technical support document indicates that Tier II values will, in 80 - 90% 
     of cases, be more restrictive than the promulgated national criteria.  Dow 
     Corning recommends that the use of Tier II values be abandoned or severely 
     restricted.  EPA should develop the data base needed to establish          
     scientifically based criteria.  Tier II values should only be used to      
     prioritize chemicals needing further study to establish Tier I criteria.   
     Dow Corning recommends that Tier I criteria, whole effluent toxicity       
     testing, ecological surveys and field validated bioaccumulation studies    
     should be utilized to establish the need for further point source controls.
     
     
     Response to: G1752.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G1752.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2nd.  The GLWQG should adopt criteria for "dissolved or bioavailable"      
     metals and not use total metals in establishing permit limits.             
                                                                                
     It is now widely recognized by the scientific community that the use of    
     total recoverable metals is an inappropriate indicator of heavy metal      
     toxicity.   Bioavailability of metals is greatly reduced by numerous       
     factors in the environment in addition to hardness.  These include pH,     
     temperature, dissolved solids, dissolved organic carbon and others.  The   
     GLWQG fails to incorporate procedures or definitions which will correct for
     this major deficiency.  Dow Corning recommends that the GLWQG be modified  
     to recognize that existing criteria are predominantly based on the         
     dissolved form of the metals and that permits, monitoring data and program 
     goals should be similarly based.  This change is necessary to more         
     accurately reflect scientific understanding of metals bioavailability      
     and/or toxicity.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G1752.003     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G1752.004
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3rd.  The GLWQG should not include criteria for wildlife until valid       
     national methods are available.                                            
                                                                                
     The GLWQG implies that wildlife are at great risk from ongoing point source
     discharges.  The reality is that halting the use of DDT and certain other  
     halogenated pesticides has resulted in significant recovery and continuing 
     expansion of wildlife populations.  With the possible exception of dioxin, 
     the predominant source of compounds alleged to cause wildlife problems are 
     attributable to nonpoint sources which will not be directly addressed by   
     this guidance.  Therefore, this guidance will not solve the perceived      
     wildlife problems despite the significant costs necessary for              
     implementation.                                                            
                                                                                
     In addition, the proposed procedures for deriving wildlife criteria have   
     not been adequately validated and rely on excessive use of safety factors. 
     The most striking example of what is wrong with the proposed wildlife      
     criteria is the case of mercury.                                           
                                                                                
     The proposed criterion for mercury is an order of magnitude lower than     
     natural background levels which have probably existed for millennia.  This 
     discrepancy highlights the need for a reality check on the procedure for   
     adopting wildlife criteria.  Dow Corning, therefore, recommends that the   
     proposed wildlife criteria and procedures be withdrawn from this package   
     until validated national criteria, which are currently under development,  
     are adopted.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1752.004     
     
     See response to P2574.042, D2656.167, and Sections VI.F and IX of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G1752.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4th.  The proposed antidegradation procedures are too prohibitive and will 
     greatly over-regulate point sources.                                       
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     We agree with the concept that a de minimis lower of water quality should  
     not invoke an antidegradation review.  The definition of de minimis is,    
     however, much too conservative.  Limiting the definition of de minimis to  
     an allocation of 10% of unused assimilative capacity is unnecessary and    
     will over regulate point sources.  The need for allocations among          
     dischargers should be based on some reasonable likelihood that they are    
     necessary rather than setting an arbitrary 10% value.  For many stream     
     segments, it is unlikely that multiple dischargers will require an increase
     in the discharge of the same constituent.  Dow Corning recommends that any 
     allocations be based on professional judgement or modeling rather than an  
     arbitrary formula.                                                         
                                                                                
     The proposal for a 10% margin of safety is also unnecessary and overly     
     restrictive.  Assimilative capacity, as defined herein, is the product of  
     the criterion times the low flow of the river.  The use of river flow adds 
     an inherent margin of safety into the assimilative capacity process.       
     These determinations also assume that all discharges occur at permitted    
     levels.  Dischargers are required to discharge below permit levels at all  
     times.  As a practical matter, this requires that discharges must be       
     routinely maintained at a fraction of the permit level.  This assures that 
     discharge variations on the high side of the range remain in compliance.   
     Further, it is extremely unlikely that multiple dischargers will be        
     discharging at maximum levels at the same time or that such an event, if it
     did occur, would correspond to a period of low flow.  As a result, actual  
     daily discharges will remain well below calculated assimilative capacities 
     and artifical margins of safety are unnecessary.  Dow Corning recommends   
     that EPA discard the margin of safety and use dynamic and probabilistic    
     models coupled with fate and transport data to determine assimilative      
     capacity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1752.005     
     
     See responses to comments D2634.022 and D2741.155.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G1752.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5th.  Bioaccumulation potential for existing discharges should be          
     determined only from field derived fish tissue residue data.               
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed that bioaccumulative chemicals of concern be defined as   
     chemicals with a bioaccumulation factor greater than 1000.  EPA proposes   
     three methods for determining bioaccumulation factors.  Dow Corning        
     supports the use of field derived bioaccumulation factors and fish tissue  
     residue evaluations to determine the potential for chemicals to            
     bioaccumulate.  We do not support the use of laboratory bioconcentration   
     methods, the octanol:water partition coefficient or quantitative structural

Page 4897



$T044618.TXT
     activity relationships (QSARs) coupled with food chain multipliers.  Only  
     field measured values can adequately account for the multiple factors which
     control bioaccumulation, such as exposure, environmental fate of the       
     chemical, bioavailability and depuration (removal and metabolism).  There  
     are a number of compounds, such as phenol and toluene, for which           
     octanol:water partition coefficients indicate bioaccumulative potential but
     which readily biodegrade and have not been shown to significantly          
     bioaccumulate in fish tissue.  Therefore, Dow Corning recommends that only 
     field derived bioaccumulation factors be used to determine assimilative    
     capacity, TMDLs and permit limitations.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1752.006     
     
     EPA agrees that the BAFs used to determine which organic chemicals are BCCs
     should be based on field-measured data.  For this reason, EPA has modified 
     the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide that the minimum BAF
     information needed to define an organic chemical as a BCC is either a      
     field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF methodology.  BSAFs are  
     developed using field data.  For similar reasons, the final Guidance       
     provides that the minimum BAF data needed to define an inorganic chemical, 
     including an organometal, as a BCC ia either a field-measured BAF or a     
     laboratory-measured BCF.  See Section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of the issue.Response to: G2571.154                                        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the BAFs used to determine which organic chemicals are BCCs
     should be based on field-measured data.  For this reason, EPA has modified 
     the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide that the minimum BAF
     information needed to define an organic chemical as a BCC is either a      
     field-measured BAF or a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology.  BSAFs are  
     developed using field data.  For similar reasons, the final Guidance       
     provides that the minimum BAF information needed to define an inorganic    
     chemical, including an organometal, as a BCC is either a field-measured BAF
     or a laboratory-measured BCF.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's     
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1753.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While I agree with protecting the environment, I have strong concerns with 
     the approach the GLI guidance takes and whether it will achieve its stated 
     objectives.  It does not address the real problems.  Point sources, which  
     the GLI addresses, account for only approximately 10 percent of the        
     contaminants entering the Great Lakes system.  The EPA should first examine
     the sources of pollution to the Great Lakes and focus their guidance on    
     regulating those sources which are the largest contributors.  The GLI      
     guidance should also utilize existing regulations and water quality        
     programs that are effectively addressing problem areas.                    
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     Response to: G1753.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: G1753.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA used the DuPont Niagara Plant in their cost study for the GLI.  The
     EPA consultant determined that end-of-pipe treatment would be required to  
     treat the effluent from five of our six outfalls for copper, mercury,      
     selenium, and zinc.  At this point it is important to note that we do not  
     manufacture or use any of these compounds in our processes and the only    
     known sources are rainfall, intake water, and deminimus levels of          
     corrosion.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The consultant estimated that treatment for the five outfalls which        
     discharge approximately 13MGD would be $9MM up front with 1.5MM/year       
     operating costs.                                                           
                                                                                
     The estimate did not include treating effluent from the sixth outfall      
     because the consultant either did not or could not interpret the data.     
     This sixth outfall discharges non-contact cooling water at a rate of 36MGD,
     nearly three times the discharge rate of the five other outfalls combined. 
                                                                                
     We are concerned that a strict interpretation of reasonable potential for  
     exceeding water quality standards under the GLI would require treatment of 
     plant cooling water for metals and organics only because they are present  
     in the intake water and rainwater.  This would result in annual costs of   
     over $15 million and capital costs of over $100 million at DuPont's Niagara
     Plant alone.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1753.002     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1753.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The data the EPA's consultant did look at shows the long-term average      
     concentration and loadings of the metals are lower in the effluent than in 
     the intake water.  All logical and practical considerations would lead one 
     to believe that the plant outfalls do not constitute an additional source  
     of metals to the river, yet EPA's own consultant concluded that treatment  
     was appropriate.  This points out two significant concerns:  first, the    
     guidance is so complex and intertwined that it is not easy to understand,  
     which could lead to varying interpretation, and second, imposition of this 
     sort of requirement on noncontributory facilities is clearly inappropriate 
     and unfairly penalizes industry.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G1753.003     
     
     Issues related to technical feasibility and the costs associated with the  
     final Guidance are addressed in the SID at Section IX. and in the response 
     to comments dealing with the Regulatory Impact Analysis. With respect to   
     intake credits generally, see SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: G1753.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, our plant will also have to pay for the increased costs the   
     GLI imposes on the Niagara Falls Wastewater Treatment Plant.  The costs    
     associated with this are unknown, but a preliminary assessment by City     
     personnel indicate additional facilities would be necessary to ensure      
     compliance.  This is in spite of the fact that the Niagara Falls Wastewater
     Treatment Plant is considered state-of-the-art and will probably be cited  
     as a model for other municipalities.  The strict limits included in the    
     guidance will have an enormous burden on municipalities in the Great Lakes 
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     states.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1753.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G1753.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As I indicated earlier, much of the water discharged by the Niagara Plant  
     is non-contact cooling water that does not add any additional load to the  
     Niagara River.  Yet we may be forced to clean this water of incoming       
     pollutants using extremely costly treatment to meet the stringent water    
     quality standards proposed for the GLI.  The remedies suggested by EPA in  
     the guidance for regulatory relief will not help us.  The demonstration    
     proposed in Procedure 5 to prove no reasonable potential is so demanding   
     and unrealistic that we do not believe we would be able to qualify.        
     
     
     Response to: G1753.005     
     
     See response to comment number D 2952.031.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G1753.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do support Option 4 discussed in the Preamble.  This was the            
     recommendation from the GLI Steering Committee for addressing background   
     concentrations in intakes.  This is a workable solution for allowing intake
     credits and ensuring that a discharge will not cause or contribute to an   
     exceedance of a water quality standard.                                    
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     Response to: G1753.006     
     
     With regard to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4 over the     
     proposal, see responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1753.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of mixing zones will also put impractical and unnecessary      
     restrictions on discharges with little, if any, environmental benefit.     
                                                                                
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones for biological chemicals of       
     concern or BCCs is an arbitrary policy decision that has no scientific     
     merit.  Acceptable loadings of BCCs to the river can be determined from    
     waste load allocations that would still allow for a mixing zone.  To go    
     beyond this and require that the ambient water quality criterion be met in 
     the discharge pipe places an unnecessary burden on point sources with      
     little environmental benefit.  This will substantially increase treatment  
     costs and make effluent monitoring of the pollutant even more difficult.   
                                                                                
     We strongly recommend that the proposal to eliminate mixing zones be       
     withdrawn.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1753.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1754.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CONCERN:  The GLI guidance makes frequent reference to a number of         
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     pesticides, including some that are currently registered and several which 
     are no longer registered for use in the United States.  Focusing on these  
     products is a concern because:                                             
                                                                                
     pesticide registration is the jurisdiction of the Federal Insecticide,     
     Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).  Efforts to affect the legal use of 
     these products must be administered under this act;                        
                                                                                
     registration of a pesticide product is a very complex matter.  It requires 
     the successful completion of from 125 to 225 tests.  Taking a pesticide    
     from the chemists' bench to the farmers' fields requries 6 to 8 years and  
     costs more than $50 million dollars.  Only 1 in 120,000 potential          
     candidates makes it through this regulatory maze.  I have with me a list of
     the tests required by EPA for registration.(ATTACHMENT)                    
                                                                                
     pesticides used on home lawns and gardens, parks and golf courses have     
     undergone the same extensive testing, including environmental fate studies.
     Often these pesticides have the same active ingredient as agricultural     
     pesticides.                                                                
                                                                                
     detections in water and sediment of unlabeled products may be coming from  
     old sources such as sediment eroded years ago, carrying the traces into the
     lakes.  Additionally, some of the traces could be coming from Canadian     
     sources.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In summary, the application of pesticides to agricultural and              
     non-agricultural lands is strictly regulated and enforced under FIFRA.     
     Off-site monitoring of pesticide residues in storm water runoff has shown  
     these compounds under current conditions to be a very minor component of   
     non-point source pollution.                                                
                                                                                
     Accordingly, FIFRA and USDA conservation programs adequately regulate the  
     use of pesticides and additional coverage under the Great Lakes Initiative 
     is simply not needed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1754.001     
     
     See response to comment number G2571.184.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1755.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to the first perspective, we must emphasize that the proper    
     regulation and control of pollutants that may be reasonably expected to    
     cause environmental harm or health effects is not an issue that is debated 
     by industry.  Currently, industrial dischargers are heavily regulated      
     through the NPDES permitting system.  Stringent limits on point source     
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     water discharges are already in place through this permitting process.  In 
     fact, under the current regulatory system, permit limits are periodically  
     made more stringent as appropriate.  The entire structure of existing      
     regulatory controls has been in place and operating for about two decades. 
     This system of controls exists without the proposed Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Initiative......and will continue on even if the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Initiative is not implemented as proposed.                         
                                                                                
     The existing system is detailed and complex.  It requires substantial time,
     effort and resources both on the part of regulatory agencies and the       
     regulated parties to keep this system operational.  However, the system is 
     in place, it is thorough...it has worked and will continue to work to move 
     us forward in water quality improvements.                                  
                                                                                
     We know that the current regulatory system has evolved over time, and will 
     continue to evolve in the future.  It is well understood that the          
     regulatory system will, and should, always evolve as appropriate in the    
     direction of increased stringency.  The proposed guidance before us for    
     review is the next evolutionary step forward in point source controls for  
     this region.  An element of the review of the guidance must be whether or  
     not the magnitude of this step forward is appropriate.  We believe the     
     magnitude of increased stringency on point source controls is unwarrented  
     in light of existing controls already in place in this region.             
     
     
     Response to: G1755.001     
     
     The Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  See  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
     Section I of the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1755.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to the second overall perspective, we must consider what       
     environmental benefits will be gained by implementation of the proposal.  A
     major focus of the Initiative is intended to be on highly persistent,      
     bioaccumulative materials.  These types of materials tend to be associated 
     with fish consumption advisories.  PCB's are perhaps the best known of     
     these types of compounds.  Even though the Initiative singles out these    
     types of materials for the most stringent regulation, it is ironic to      
     realize that the Initiative will not likely result in the removal of a     
     single fish advisory.  This is because the main source of these materials  
     is not a point source problem.  There is wide agreement that the major     
     sources into the Great Lakes system are from nonpoint sources, such as air 
     deposition.  Because the Initiative ignores nonnpoint sources, it will have
     little actual environmental benefit.  We believe the magnitude of expected 
     environmental benefit must be properly balanced with the magnitude of      
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     economic impact on the region as a whole.  The full and proper evaluation  
     of the economic impact is a complex issue and is beyond the scope of these 
     remarks.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1755.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.158, D2587.014, D2723.004 and    
     F4030.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1755.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to a detailed review of the contents of the proposed guidance, 
     our concerns can be divided into two categories:                           
                                                                                
             First, concerns with the science-based sections of the             
             proposal that are leading to establishment of water quality        
             criteria;                                                          
             Second, concerns with the aspects of application to point          
             source dischargers that are contained in the implementation        
             and anti-degradation sections.                                     
                                                                                
     The science-based sections of the proposal...the aquatic life criteria     
     section, the human health criteria section, the wildlife criteria section, 
     and the section devoted to derivation of bioaccumulation factors...must    
     properly inter-mesh to yield valid water quality criteria.                 
                                                                                
     Two of these four sections, the wildlife criteria section and the          
     bioaccumulation factors section, require substantial review and revision.  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1755.003     
     
     EPA believes that the science-based sections of the proposal properly      
     intermesh to yield valid water quality criteria.  For a full discussion of 
     the science-based sections of the Guidance, see Section IV.A of the        
     preamble to the final Guidance and Sections III, IV, V and VI of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G1755.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology contained in the wildlife criteria section is the "newest" 
     of all.  Therefore, among all the areas of concern, the proposed wildlife  
     methodology has received the least amount of actual use.  There is less    
     understanding of this methodology than any of the others.  Substantive     
     concerns regarding the validity of this section have been raised on a      
     number of occasions.  For example, only four substances have had criteria  
     generated using the proposed methodology.  The wildlife criterion generated
     for one of these substances, mercury, is so extrememly low that the value  
     is clearly inappropriate.  This result raises serious questions regarding  
     the validity of the wildlife methodology.  We support the need for a       
     process to establish water quality criteria that are protective of         
     wildlife. However, we must have a scientifically correct process that      
     yields criteria that can stand up to a reality check.  Based on the        
     information as proposed, it appears that the new wildlife methodology has  
     the potential to yield inappropriate results about 25% of the time.        
     
     
     Response to: G1755.004     
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.151, P2590.028, and P2574.042, for the      
     response to this comment.  Also, please see section VI.F of the SID for a  
     discussion of the mercury criterion.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G1755.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures established in the bioaccumulation factors section do not   
     account for metabolism or bioavailability.  In addition, the use of the    
     Thomann Model has been questioned.  We believe the processes used to derive
     bioaccumulation factors must be reviewed.  We must have processes to yield 
     BAF values that can stand up to a reality check with what actually is      
     occuring in the environment.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1755.005     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
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     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether or not metabolism is accounted for.             
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  See SID     
     section IV for additional discussion of metabolism.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1755.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comments .004 and .005.                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to concerns with those two major sections, there have been     
     several detailed issues raised by many groups, including the EPA's own     
     Science Advisory Board.  We believe these substantive detailed issues have 
     not been fully addressed in the Guidance, as proposed.  After changes are  
     made to address these issues, we request that EPA call upon their Science  
     Advisory Board for subsequent review of the updated sections.              
     
     
     Response to: G1755.006     
     
     EPA met with the Science Advisory Board in April of 1994 and resolved all  
     issues with the proposed Guidance at that time.  For further discussion of 
     EPA's Science Advisory Board's review of the Guidance, see Section I.E of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G1755.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Within the contents of the proposed guidance, there are also several       
     concerns with the items contained in the implementation and                
     anti-degradation sections.  Major elements of these concerns are:          
                                                                                
             The use of Tier 2 values to establish NPDES permit limits;         
                                                                                
             Procedures to deal with intake credits;                            
                                                                                
             Incorporation of permit limits below the analytical level of       
             detection;                                                         
                                                                                
             Elimination of mixing zones for BCC's;                             
                                                                                
             Procedures allowable for site specific modifications;              
                                                                                
             Variance procedures;                                               
                                                                                
             TMDL procedures;                                                   
                                                                                
             Lack of clarity for demonstrations required under anti-            
             degradation.                                                       
                                                                                
     Our specific concerns and detailed recommendations in these areas and      
     others will be carried forward in our written submittals.                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1755.007     
     
     For a general discussion of the concerns raised by this commenter, see     
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1755.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To summarize, we believe the four science-based sections of the proposal   
     need to be modified to address, at a minimum, the specifics that have been 
     raised by the Science Advisory Board.  We believe two of those four        
     sections need substantial revision so that the procedures encompassed in   
     them can yield results that can survive reality checks with what is        
     actually occurring in the environment.                                     
                                                                                
     The sections involved with incorporating those criteria into point source  
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     controls, the implementation and anti-degradation sections, should be      
     modified to address the many changes and suggestions for clarification that
     have been put forwrd by the regulated interests in this region.            
     
     
     Response to: G1755.008     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. Based upon   
     the comments EPA received to the proposed Guidance and the additional      
     information made available to EPA during the development of the final      
     Guidance, EPA revised several provisions of the final Guidance.  For       
     further discussion of these revisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G1756.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the regulations under review appear to be focused on one issue area -
     water - the impacts will be felt throughout the entire business community  
     through increased costs, declining economic development, stagnant tax      
     bases, and potential job loss.  Since the OMB concluded that EPA's cost    
     impact estimates were woefully understated, an independent cost analysis   
     was conducted by the EOP group which places the number at approximately $7 
     billion for municipalities to comply with the new requirements.  The       
     estimate for Indiana alone was nearly $600 million for municipalities in   
     capital and operating costs.  This is in addition to the approximately $1  
     billion already being spent by manufacturers in Indiana on pollution       
     abatement in general.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G1756.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1756.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II standards                                                          
     There is little justification for dramatically relaxing the standard EPA   
     processes/requirements for determining substances of concern.  If these    
     relaxed standards are allowed - they should not result in numbers that     
     carry the same enforcement weight of the Tier One values.                  
     
     
     Response to: G1756.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1756.002a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation policy                                                     
     Municipalities and businesses should not be punished for doing better than 
     the permit level requires.  The policy if implemented should focus only on 
     quality - not quantity.  If allowed as currently drafted - all new         
     growth/development/expansions will be frozen wreaking havoc on local and   
     ultimately state economies.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1756.002a    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1756.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Lack of Intake Credit Policy                                               
     This is simply bad policy and legally questionable to attempt to require   
     facilities to clean up substances in their water which they did not        
     contribute.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1756.003     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in comment D2798.058  
     and is addressed in response to that comment.  EPA's legal rational for the
     final Guidance is addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.5.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G1756.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit levels below detection                                              
     New rules must recognize technological limits and costs.  Establishment of 
     permit standards below the level of detection creates significant          
     instability for businesses and other regulated entities who are making     
     costly and faithful efforts to maintain compliance.                        
     
     
     Response to: G1756.004     
     
     EPA considers the provisions of this Guidance sufficient to establish the  
     compliance reqirements of the regulated community.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1756.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State specific issues/local conditions - Indiana and Lake Michigan are     
     different from other midwestern states and other great lakes.  Site        
     specific conditions vary widely and must be allowed in any numerical/permit
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     analysis.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1756.005     
     
     See response to comment P2624.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G1756.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Economic development issues associated with apply strict standards only
     to the midwestern states and potentially only to portions of those states  
     are tremendous.  Not only will the standards create a flow of development  
     away from the basin areas - it will likely increase the flow of people and 
     businesses away from the midwest.  Also in our ever increasing global      
     economy, the midwest will be put at an extreme disadvantage, particularly  
     with Canada - our largest trading partner.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1756.006     
     
     See response to comment number G2371.044.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G1756.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the rule should reflect business ingenuity to work within a given 
     set of parameters to achieve stated goals.  A strict command and control   
     approach misses an opportunity to tap into this ingenuity.                 
     
     
     Response to: G1756.007     
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     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G1757.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our estimate of the proposed GLI, based on a very conservative analysis -  
     is that we will spend in the neighborhood of $1 billion in increased       
     capital costs.  That's in addition to money already being spent to         
     eliminate trace amounts of dioxin and what we anticipate spending to meet  
     our new effluent guidelines/MACT requirements.                             
     
     
     Response to: G1757.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G1757.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If only we could be certain that additional money would lead to a direct   
     and significant benefit to the health of the Great Lakes!  What we do      
     anticipate is that with the prohibition of the intake credits,             
     approximately 40% of that money will go to address trace amounts of        
     pollutants that are already present in our intake waters.  And, we are not 
     at all certain that will lead to overall improvement in the quality of the 
     Great Lakes!                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1757.002     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1757.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's current approach, a permit writer has some flexibility and can 
     take into account the presence of intake water pollutants, water quality   
     standard variances, designated use changes or site specific modifications. 
     Under the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly consider
     intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five specific conditions:
                                                                                
     1.  100% of the discharge water must be into the same body of water from   
     which the effluent was derived;                                            
                                                                                
     2.  The facility does not make any addition of the pollutant in the        
     process;                                                                   
                                                                                
     3.  The facility does not alter the pollutant chemically or physically;    
                                                                                
     4.  There is no increase of the pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone;  
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     5.  The timing and location of the discharge would not cause adverse water 
     quality impacts.                                                           
                                                                                
     A permit writer will never be able to take advantage of those conditions.  
     For ubiquitous materials such as mercury, PCB's or copper, a facility will 
     never be able to prove it is not adding any of the pollutant in its        
     process.  That is evident in the Agency's own use of the example of metals 
     leaching from process pipes as a specific situation where a facility is    
     adding pollutants to the process stream.  If that de minimis amount is     
     considered an addition, trace amounts of pollutants in process chemicals or
     feedstocks (inputs the discharger may have little or no control over) which
     ultimately find themselves in process streams will clearly be viewed as    
     "additions."  THE PROPOSAL SIMPLY WILL NEVER BE AVAILABLE.                 
     
     
     Response to: G1757.003     
     
     In response to the commenter's first point, EPA would like to clarify that 
     adoption of new, permit-based intake pollutant procedures in the final     
     Guidance does not necessarily render existing mechanisms unavailable, as   
     explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.6.                                  
                                                                                
     The commenter's concern about the restriction against adding mass of the   
     pollutant to that already in the intake water is essentially the same as   
     that in comment P2588.075 and is addressed in response to that comment.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1757.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, if there is any evaporation of the water during its use, the    
     concentration of the intake water pollutant will increase slightly, and the
     requirement that there be no increase in the concentration of the pollutant
     at the edge of the mixing zone will not be met.  Even once-through         
     noncontact cooling water would not qualify for an intake credit under the  
     Agency's interpretation.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1757.004     
     
     The "no increased concentration" requirement is explained in the SID at    
     Section VIII.E.7.vi.  The final Guidance clarifies that an increase in     
     concentration at the edge of an available mixing zone is allowed in an     
     attained water body if the concentration at the edge of the available      
     mixing zone does not cause or contribute to an exceedance of an applicable 
     WQS.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: G1757.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In situations where water quality standards have been exceeded, the        
     technology-based limits would become essentially useless because, in       
     addition to dealing with its own pollution, the facility would be required 
     to have technology to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution 
     without workable industry standards to guide them.                         
     
     
     Response to: G1757.005     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2574.098 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

Page 4915



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: G1757.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, in most circumstances, the technology does not exist to detect the
     presence of new pollutants or increased pollutant levels in the intake     
     water samples before the intake water is released back into the water.     
     Accordingly, under the new expansive definition of "addition", the facility
     would be subject to civil penalties before it reasonably could have noticed
     that its overwise innocent activities violated the law.                    
     
     
     Response to: G1757.006     
     
     The commenter's point is not clear. However, EPA notes that under the NPDES
     program, the permittee's obligations with regard to its discharge are      
     defined in the permit (including how compliance with permit requirements   
     will be determined) and thus permittees have notice of what is expected of 
     them before being subject to enforcement actions.  See response to comment 
     P2742.591.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1757.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency states in the preamble to the GLI, that all of the same tools   
     will still be available to permit writers under the GLI.  However, when one
     considers that only less stringent site specific modifications for aquatic 
     criteria (not for wildlife or human health criteria) are allowed, and that 
     there would be only two designated water uses (drinking water and          
     non-drinking water), site specific modifications and removals of use, the  
     tools available under the current approach are of limited, if any, utility.
      Unfortunately, the Agency's view -- that it is somehow expanding the      
     availability of intake credits under the GLI is nothing more than a false  
     sense of security.                                                         
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     Response to: G1757.007     
     
     The concerns raised in this comment are essentially the same as those in   
     comment D2721.058 and are addressed in the response to that comment.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1757.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limiting the availability of intake credits will only delay state permit   
     reissuance by requiring costly and time consuming variances, TMDL, or other
     modification procedures.  The substantial economic costs of forcing        
     facilities to clean up intake water far outweight the minimal benefit of a 
     largely theoretical improvement in water quality.  Dischargers will be     
     required to clean up waters -- purify at great expense and then release    
     back in the polluted waters, where it will become polluted again!  What    
     possible benefits will have been made.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1757.008     
     
     The commenter's first concern is essentially the same as that in comment   
     P2574.099 and is addressed in response to that comment.  EPA's rationale   
     for the final intake pollutant procedures are discussed in detail in       
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G1757.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sound legal analysis and compelling policy reasons lead to only one        
     conclusion, that direct intake credits must be allowed for WQBELs under the
     Guidance.  Of those options presented in the preamble, the Agency should   
     adopt Option 4, coupled with the noncontact water exemption for several    
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     reasons.  (1) Most importantly, (except for the noncontact cooling water), 
     it is the option developed by the Technical Work Group of the GLI and      
     endorsed by all of the Great Lakes states representatives on the Steering  
     Committee.  (2) Option 4, and the noncontact cooling water exemption, have 
     already been promulgated as part of Wisconsin's water quality standards,   
     and approved by Region 5.  (3) It is a workable provision -- States such as
     Wisconsin have had considerable experience implementing this provision in  
     permits, which have not been objected to by the Agency.                    
     
     
     Response to: G1757.009     
     
     With respect to Option 4 generally, see response to comment P2574.083. With
     respect to existing State provisions and EPA's decision not to veto permits
     in any particular case, see response to comment P2574.002.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G1757.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, sufficient limitations can be placed on a permit writer's         
     discretion, in this instance, to insure that intake credits for process    
     waters would be allowed only for those dischargers having a truly          
     negligible impact on the receiving waters.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1757.010     
     
     EPA's rationale for the final intake pollutant procedures are discussed in 
     detail in Section VIII.E.3- 7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G1758.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     We believe that the mandatory language which is pervasive in the proposed  
     Guidance is inconsistent with the language of the Clean Water Act and with 
     congressional intent.  Moreover, this mandatory language leads to          
     unnecessarily stringent and potentially unworkable requirements.  AFPA's   
     analysis of the proposal has disclosed numerous provisions that, without   
     some recognition of site-specific circumstances, would be unnecessarily    
     stringent, extremely costly, and scientifically inappropriate.  While      
     Congress wanted to encourage consistency within the Great Lakes System,    
     there is nothing to indicate that it wanted to overturn more than 20 years 
     of a program in which states have the primary reponsibility for determining
     the water quality needs of a particular body of water and the provisions   
     most appropriate for protecting a given aquatic system.                    
     
     
     Response to: G1758.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1758.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA needs to include specific language in the water quality criteria and   
     the implementation procedures to allow site-specific adjustments and, in   
     addition, to remove the mandatory "shall" and "must" language from         
     throughout the Guidance and replace it with "recommendations" and          
     "considerations" that, are in fact, appropriate for "guidance."            
     
     
     Response to: G1758.002     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
                                                                                
     The regulatory language for site-specific modifications is not generally   
     written in terms of "shall" or "must".  The only mandatory sections of the 
     final site-specific procedures for aquatic life/wildlife/BAF is for the    
     protection of threatened or endangered species and for sensitive           
     subpopulations.  For additional information regarding threatened or        
     endangered species see Section III.B.3. of the SID.  For the human health  
     site - specific criteria it is mandatory to protect sensitive              
     subpopulations. (see Section VIII.A.5. of the SID).                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1758.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we support the objective of further clean up of the Great Lakes as a 
     laudatory undertaking -- our primary concern with the GLI has been that a  
     series of substantive and procedural errors -- and the fundamental         
     principle driving this proposal --as well as the objective of the          
     International Joint Commission -- "virtual elimination" of persistent toxic
     pollutants -- is a flawed concept.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1758.003     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment.  See Section I of the SID.  See response  
     to comment number D2867.087.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G1758.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specific concerns include:                                                 
     reservations regarding the soundness of science and technology used to     
     develop EPA's proposed GLI guidance particularly the approach used to      
     develop Bioaccumulative Factors (BAF)and Tier II values,                   
     
     
     Response to: G1758.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1758.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to correct these flaws we believe it would be appropriate to place
     more emphasis on EPA research and criteria development to determine the    
     effects of chemicals on various uses and different settings and to assure  
     retaining some degree of flexibility for the states.  Imposing uniform     
     water quality criteria on all uses and in all circumstances -- without     
     incorporating some flexibility into the system --- effectively eliminates  
     the essential state role.  Most importantly, imposing uniform water quality
     criteria does not produce uniform water quality improvement.  Our goal     
     should be to achieve uniform water quality throughout the Great Lakes!     
     
     
     Response to: G1758.005     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. See response to: P2624.003           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1759.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The credibility of any complex environmental regulation rests on the       
     scientific evidence and procedures which support it.  In the case of the   
     GLI, the EPA's own Science Advisory Board has questioned the methodology   
     used to derive the regulation's criteria.  The Board recommended that      
     "substantive scientific issues" raised by its report on the GLI be         
     addressed before the regulation is adopted.                                
                                                                                
     An example cited by the Board, and of immense concern to the paper         
     industry, is the GLI's casual use of Tier II values.  Specifically, the    
     Paper Council objects to the employment of Tier II levels, which adopt     
     extremely strict criteria, when there is insufficient or inadequate        
     scientific data to support lower (Tier I) values.  A Tier II value, for    
     example, can be imposed on the basis of a single study or data point.      
     
     
     Response to: G1759.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G1759.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many instances the GLI may be asking the impossible of industrial and   
     municipal dischargers.  According to a recent independent study prepared by
     DRI/McGraw Hill, and commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes Governors, 
     and the Office of Management and Budget, some of the discharge limits that 
     could be imposed by the GLI, coupled with its draconian implementation     
     procedures, may be impossible to achieve given current levels of           
     technology.                                                                
                                                                                
     The most glaring example of the GLI's extremism are the permit levels which
     could be imposed for mercury.  The GLI's mercury criteria are set at       
     concentrations 1,000 times more sensitive than EPA's current approved      
     detection limits.  The wildlife criterion for mercury will require reducing
     concentrations of this naturally occurring element below those levels found
     in pristine conditions.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1759.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G1759.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI study stated that the "... GLI -- implemented cost-effectively --  
     is an affordable necessity; but, as currently configured, the Initiative is
     both wasteful of precious resources and borders on an expensive luxury."   
     The study concluded that, as drafted, the GLI could cost nearly $2.286     
     billion per year and 33,230 jobs in the Basin.                             
                                                                                
     It will be taxpayers, employees and consumers throughout the Great Lakes   
     Basin that will be the real impacted parties ... the groups who will, in   
     the final analysis, be asked to absorb the costs associated with the GLI.  
     Will the communities in the Great Lakes get what they pay for?             
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     Perhaps in a world with infinite resources, such questions would not have  
     to be asked.  Unfortunately, that is not the case, as the need to protect  
     the environment competes with the needs of education, deficit reduction,   
     increasing wages, tax relief ... and the list goes on.                     
                                                                                
     The DRI study concludes that the environmental benefits of the GLI will be 
     modest.  As the study points out, reports from the Great Lakes states      
     indicate that the GLI's targeted toxins are not responsible for any        
     impairments in drinking water or swimming in the Lakes.  Moreover, the GLI 
     is incapable of addressing the issues of restrictions on fish consumptions 
     or impairments of aquatic life.  This is because the GLI will not          
     significantly reduce the total loadings of any of the regulated substances 
     except dioxin.  And dioxin is already being virtually eliminated as an     
     unwanted by-product in papermaking.  Since 1988, mills nation-wide have    
     reduced their discharges of dioxin by 90%, to levels which are now         
     non-detectable.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G1759.003     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1759.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The disappointing truth about the GLI is that it will not -- it cannot --  
     improve water quality on the Great Lakes because it does not address the   
     major contributor of pollutants to the Basin: nonpoint sources (for        
     example, atmospheric deposition, contaminated sediments and agricultural   
     runoff).  And even if, as promised by the EPA, the GLI does eventually     
     address nonpoint source pollution, the proposed regulation of point sources
     will still not contribute significantly to the improvement of water        
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G1759.004     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1759.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The intake credit proposal will require a plant to remove substances in its
     intake water, even if a plant's processes do not produce those substances  
     or add to the amount of the substance in the discharge.  This policy could 
     require huge capital outlays in order to treat intake waters.              
     
     
     Response to: G1759.005     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in D2798.058 and is   
     addressed in the response to that comment.  Issues related to costs of the 
     final Guidance are addressed in the SID at Section IX and elsewhere in the 
     response to comment document.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1759.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminating mixing zones for selected substances could increase the        
     stringency of permits by as much as 90%, but will have virtually no impact 
     on the overall ambient water quality in the Great Lakes.                   
     
     
     Response to: G1759.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1759.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 4924



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's antidegradation policy will freeze a plant's discharge level,    
     preventing it from ever increasing discharges regardless of permit levels. 
     This will have the effect of discouraging voluntary reductions beyond      
     compliance levels and could greatly inhibit future plant expansion or      
     simple process changes, unless widespread social and economic harm can be  
     demonstrated.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1759.007     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G1760.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposal, the bioaccumulation factor for a chemical may be derived  
     in either of two basically different ways.  It may be based on             
     bioaccumulation studies for that particular chemical, or it may be         
     calculated using a generic food chain model.                               
                                                                                
     With regard to those BAFs derived from field studies, the technical support
     document for the proposal indicates that "if a BAF could be calculated for 
     a chemical from a field study in the Great Lakes, BAFs from other bodies of
     water were not considered for that chemical."  There is very little        
     justification presented for this constraint which results in EPA having    
     ignored a wealth of information on the bioaccumulation characteristics of a
     number of chemicals.                                                       
                                                                                
     It is very doubtful that chemicals could bioaccumulate so differently in   
     the Great Lakes that information from anywhere else would simply not be    
     applicable.  Moreover, many of the studies that were disregarded were of   
     markedly better quality than those used.                                   
                                                                                
     As an example, EPA calculates the PCB BAF from PCB concentrations in fish  
     collected near shore, and thus near sources, in the early 1980's, and then 
     combines that data with PCB concentrations from water samples collected    
     from the middle of Lake Ontario several years later after PCB levels had   
     decreased and away from known sources.                                     
     This sampling design, with samples separated in both time and space,       
     virtually guarantees that BAFs will be overestimated.  Recent studies from 
     lakes in the Province of Ontario, where water and tissue concentrations    
     were collected in similar locations and at the same time, indicate         
     substantially lower BAFs than the GLI BAFs.  These studies were not        
     considered, however.                                                       
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     As a second example, the dioxin BAF, one which is of particular interest to
     the pulp and paper industry, is based exclusively on a comparison,         
     conducted by the USEPA, of dioxin concentrations in Lake Ontario lake trout
     to model-predicted water concentrations.  As EPA researchers repeatedly    
     make clear in documentation supporting these largely unpublished studies,  
     the prediction of water concentrations in such a large water body is highly
     uncertain and dominated by assumption.  Moreover, the collection of several
     composites in such a large lake barely begins to characterize the spatial  
     and temporal variability in fish concentration.  Yet despite these         
     shortcomings, the USEPA asserts, the Lake Ontario data are "The best data  
     for calculating a bioaccumulation factor for TCDD..."   This assertion     
     seems questionable at best.                                                
                                                                                
     A tremendous volume of literature exists on dioxin bioaccumulation.  Most  
     of the studies were carried out in such a way that they yielded greater    
     certainty about dioxin concentration in both fish and water than the study 
     EPA used.  As a whole, that literature, including some by EPA researchers, 
     presents a substantially lower BAF for dioxin than that proposed in the    
     GLI.  Without some compelling justification as to why all those other      
     studies are not applicable, that literature should not be ignored.         
     
     
     Response to: G1760.001     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the data from Oliver and Niimi come from Lake        
     Ontario, but believes that the data can be used to predict BAFs in other   
     Great Lakes because the values take into account the percent lipid and are 
     based on the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the ambient 
     water.  Taking the lipid content into account allows the data to be applied
     to other fish species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis 
     from field data eliminates the site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by  
     the amounts of dissolved and particulate organic carbon present at the     
     field site and therefore, allows the use of the derived BAFs in the other  
     Great Lakes.                                                               
                                                                                
     Using data from the Great Lakes is preferable to using information from    
     other bodies of water because it better represents the physical, chemical, 
     and hydrological conditions present within the Great Lakes.                
                                                                                
     For derivation of the final BAF for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, EPA is using the BSAF    
     methodology set forth in the final Guidance.  Use of the BSAF addresses the
     commenter's concern about estimation of the water concentration.  For more 
     a discussion on the BSAF methdology, see Section IV.B.c of the SID.  EPA   
     disagrees with the commenter that the fish data used in the derivation of  
     the BSAF is not applicable due to spatial and temporal variability. See    
     final TSD for BAFs.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G1760.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to BAFs derived from the food chain model, the problem is that 
     EPA has failed to develop the model to the point it can be used in         
     regulations with any reasonable degree of confidence.                      
                                                                                
     The model being used is based on information presented in an excellent     
     article by Dr. Robert Thomann of Manhattan College.  EPA apparently did no 
     further research on the topic, but rather the equations presented by       
     Thomann were simply translated into computer code and the coefficient      
     values were adopted as published.  While this is presented as a food chain 
     model, in fact apparently only cursory attempts have been made to develop  
     something that can be considered a valid model.                            
                                                                                
     EPA presents only a very limited comparison of model results with observed 
     field results.  By no stretch of the imagination can this be considered to 
     be a scientific validation of the model.  Studies by NCASI, the pulp and   
     paper industry's environmental research organization, indicate that the    
     model predictions may be off by as much as two orders of magnitude and that
     the model consistently overpredicts for chemicals with higher              
     bioaccumulative potential.  This level of inaccuracy and bias is           
     unacceptable to the regulated community given the extreme consequences     
     associated with BAFs in the proposed guidance.                             
                                                                                
     Studies of sensitivity are a vital step in development of any model as they
     indicate how carefully the input data must be collected.  EPA, however,    
     apparently still has not conducted sensitivity studies on this model       
     despite the fact that studies by NCASI indicate it is extremely sensitive  
     to almost all the input parameters.  Simply adopting values from an article
     without questioning their validity for widespread application in the Great 
     Lakes and without even having conducted sensitivity testing provides a very
     poor scientific basis for a model of this potential importance.            
                                                                                
     In essence, we agree with the judgement of EPA's Science Advisory Board    
     that this so-called model is not ready for regulatory application, and we  
     urge EPA to withdraw the model until it has had much more validation,      
     refinement, and peer review.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1760.002     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there should be an attempt to account for the most         
     sensitive input parameters to the model.  In light of these concerns, EPA  
     selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this     
     model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could 
     be more easily specified.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G1760.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both the field-derived BAFs and the Food Chain Multipliers presented in the
     proposed guidance seem to reflect a rather hurried effort on the part of   
     EPA in order to get numbers to incorporate into the rapidly emerging       
     procedures of the GLI.  In this haste, it seems that good science and      
     objectivity have suffered.                                                 
                                                                                
     The regulated communigy and society in general expect EPA to use valid     
     science when developing regulations so that true environmental protection  
     is achieved while valuable environmental protection resources are not      
     wasted.  EPA has not lived up to those expectations in the proposed Great  
     Lakes Initiative guidance.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1760.003     
     
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs in 
     general, and EPA's selected methodologies in particular.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1761.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the GLI severely limits the ability of States to establish    
     site-specific water quality criteria even when fully justified by local    
     conditions.  Specifically, although less stringent aquatic criteria are    
     permitted due to local water quality parameters or sensitivity of local    
     aquatic organisms, less stringent criteria are not permitted for wildlife, 
     human health, and bioaccumulation factors.  Acknowledging that this        
     approach is "somewhat overprotective", the Agency's rationale for not      
     allowing less stringent criteria for wildlife, human health and            
     bioaccumulation factors is founded on the overly simplistic premise that   
     wildlife and humans are mobile and that there are no natural conditions    
     which preclude fish consumption and recreational activity at any specific  
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     site.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Our industry believes that the Agency has gone beyond simply being overly  
     protective to the point of being scientifically unsound.  Specifically the 
     Agency's approach does not recognize the enormous diversity and complexity 
     of the ecosystems comprising the Great Lakes Basin.  It ignores the fact   
     that there are natural conditions, such as physical, geologic and climatic 
     factors, which do encourage or limit populations and activities of wildlife
     and humans in specific areas.  These factors are completely unrelated to   
     presence or absence of toxic substances.  For example, the ecosystem of    
     Lake Erie is vastly different than that of Lake Superior.  Species of fish 
     and wildlife found in one area of the Great Lakes Basin either may not be  
     present or may live under vastly different conditions in another area.  If 
     a given specie of wildlife on which a water quality criteria is based does 
     not inhabit a region because of natural conditions, it does not make sense 
     to use such an unnecessarily stringent water quality criteria which will   
     impose significant economic cost on a discharger and yet yield no          
     discernible benefit.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G1761.001     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1761.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific adjustments to all criteria should be allowed when           
     satisfactory protection can be demonstrated based on local considerations. 
     Site specific criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the     
     standards set by the GLI are unnecessarily overprotective.  States must be 
     allowed to use site-specific data as an alternative to overly stringent    
     assumptions used when calculating the criteria.  The GLI does not allow    
     consideration of factors such as bioavailability and chemical speciation   
     which are site-specific factors related to a specific effluent and water   
     body.  The GLI does allow the use of uncertainty, or safety factors, in    
     equations for human health and wildlife where actual data is unavailable.  
     These safety factors can change a criteria by several orders of magnitude, 
     usually making it highly overprotective.  By definition, these safety      
     factors do not allow the use of actual or ambient local conditions.  As a  
     result, site-specific conditions that may lead to different exposure levels
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     for wildlife and humans either permanently or temporarily inhabiting a     
     specific area are ignored.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1761.002     
     
     See response to comments P2590.052 and D2604.057.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: G1761.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency presumes that it knows all of the possible reasons for          
     site-specific criteria for human health, wildlife and bioaccumulation      
     factors  and rejects them out of hand.  However, given the complexity of   
     the Great Lakes Basin and the current state of scientific knowledge such a 
     presumption cannot be accepted.  Such blanket prohibitions do not          
     constitute good public policy.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G1761.003     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.  EPA      
     agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs should  
     be allowed on a site- specific basis if there is scientific                
     justification.Comment G1761.003                                            
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.350.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1761.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment should be allowed to increase or decrease criteria
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     based on local conditions if the overall level of environmental protection 
     is maintained.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G1761.004     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1761.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving water quality based effluent limits.        
     
     
     Response to: G1761.005     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has expressed aquatic life metals criteria as   
     dissolved concentrations.  Criteria expressed as dissolved metal and use of
     the water-effect ratio should account for bioavailability concerns and     
     differing toxicity due to chemical speciation.  Site-specific translators  
     for metals criteria may also be used.  See Section III.B.6. of the SID for 
     more information regarding metals bioavailability.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.  However,            
     site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to resist the  
     effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G1762.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the TMDL requirements contained in the draft rule will produce
     an overwhelming administrative burden on discharge permit applicants, state
     agency permit writers and EPA oversight personnel alike.  They will also,  
     because of the extremely low water quality criteria which result from other
     provisions in this rule and the TMDL procedures themselves, produce the    
     corresponding exceptionally tight discharge limits which will become part  
     of our permits.  Given these very significant impacts this section must be 
     substantially revised.                                                     
                                                                                
     Once the guidance is in place, to obtain a permit the applicant and/or the 
     permitting authority (the State) must have: established three criteria for 
     each of the 138 listed pollutants (either Tier I or Tier II), determined   
     the background concentrations for these pollutants, determined the         
     contributions from all other point and non-point sources, have worked      
     through the potential to exceed procedures and after applying the required 
     margin of safety, arrived at the TMDL.                                     
                                                                                
     This resource intensive and expensive process will be required for most, if
     not all, of the 138 listed pollutants because of the ultra conservative    
     nature of the criteria setting process and the compounding conservative    
     factors which will be applied through each of the steps which I have just  
     described.  It will be difficult to find pollutants that would not exceed  
     their criteria, especially those for which only Tier II values are         
     available.                                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1762.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G1762.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The optional procedures called for in the GLI guidance proposal are much   
     more rigid and do not provide for this level of flexibility.  It can be    
     argued that Option 3A, the lakewide approach, provides the more flexible   
     approach between the two, because of the wider area of coverage considered.
     However, in practice on an individual permit basis, it will be necessary to
     use the less flexible 3B or receiving stream based procedure.  An          
     applicant, in need of a permit, will not likely have enough information    
     available to utilize option 3A.  This reality means that the options       
     available within the proposed regulation can not be used to limit the      
     number of substances for which TMDLs must be determined.  The number must  
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     be limited or the process will breakdown.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1762.002     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G1762.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In working with one POTW in the basin to which one of our plants           
     discharges, we have determined that completing a permit application under  
     the GLI proposal would cost from 1.5 to 3 million dollars and require 48   
     months of effort.  This compares with an existing application preparation  
     cost of $100,000 and six months of effort.  The level of effort needed for 
     review of the application by the state licensing staff (in this case only 2
     people) will increase in proportion to these resource needs.  Based on     
     these estimates, it is clear that a substantial revision of the TMDL       
     section is needed.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1762.003     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1763.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative Mixing Zone Policy                              
                                                                                
     Currently, industrial and municipal permits require that discharges be at  
     levels which will meet ambient water quality standards after they pass     
     through a mixing zone and/or zone of initial dilution. The problems which  
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     have historically been attributed to mixing zones are being eliminated     
     because of today's well-designed effluent diffusers and the fact that      
     dischargers perform toxicity tests to ensure that mixing zone impacts are  
     minimized.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In contrast to established federal policy, state policies and state        
     regulations, the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance (GLWQG) would 
     unnecessarily restrict, and in specific cases eliminate, mixing zones.     
                                                                                
     This guidance would cause discharge allowances in a permit to be reduced by
     a significant factor in most cases.  To accomplish the required additional 
     degree of removal, facilities that use and discharge water may have to     
     install new treatment technologies, or change plant production processes to
     reduce or eliminate the use of raw materials, or relocate or close         
     depending upon site-specific circumstances.  In some instances, new        
     technologies would have to be developed or the product would have to be    
     removed from the marketplace.                                              
                                                                                
     Comments on the Proposed Mixing Zone Policy                                
                                                                                
     The severe restriction or elimination of mixing zones as proposed by the   
     GLWQG is a policy decision not based on sound science.  From a             
     toxicological perspective, acute and chronic toxicity, as well as          
     bioaccumulation, are a function of both magnitude and duration of exposure.
     Artificial limitations on the site of mixing zones ignore the fact that    
     ambient water quality criteria are those concentrations of a chemical that,
     if not exceeded for a certain duration, insure that toxic responses or     
     excess bioaccumulation will not take place.                                
                                                                                
     With well-designed diffuser systems, the velocity and turbulent mixing of  
     effluent with ambient water insure that aquatic organisms cannot be exposed
     to acute concentrations for sufficient time to elicit an acute response.   
                                                                                
     In a similar fashion, the concentration of a chemical may exceed chronic   
     aquatic life criteria within the mixing zone without inducing a chronic    
     effect because the duration of exposure is limited by the size of the      
     mixing zone.  Likewise, fish or other aquatic organisms eaten by wildlife  
     or humans would have to reside totally within a mixing zone in order to    
     bioaccumulate an excess amount of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern    
     (BCC).  Other sections of the proposed GLWQG contain derivation procedures 
     for criteria for BCCs which even EPA admits might be overly conservative.  
     These procedures already take into account bioaccumulation, the sole basis 
     for the BCC designation.  It is inconsistent, therefore, to design         
     overprotective criteria to compensate for uncertainties and then to deny   
     the use of mixing zones to compensate again for those same uncertainties.  
     Properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly compatible with the  
     use of mixing zones.                                                       
                                                                                
     It is the position of Mead (and is supported by the American Forest and    
     Paper Association) that unnecessary and artificial restrictions on the     
     size, or the complete elimination, of mixing zones is an arbitrary policy  
     decision not based on good science that will result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  The phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs is not the       
     appropriate means for achieveing the goals of reduced loadings of BCCs to  
     the Great Lakes system because the larger input of BCCs is from other types
     of sources.  In addition, the need for a phase-out has not been            
     demonstrated.  Because point source discharges are only a small fraction of
     the loadings for most of the chemicals of concern, the proposed mixing zone
     restrictions will not result in measurable improvements in water quality.  
     However, these same policies will result in significantly higher treatment 
     costs for municipal, industrial, and Federal dischargers.  Dischargers that
     are currently in compliance wtih all applicable state and federal          
     regulations and policies will immediately be out of compliance with the    
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     proposed regulations and will be forced to spend additional money to meet  
     this non-scientific policy.                                                
                                                                                
     It must be emphasized that all of these additional costs will not          
     significantly improve water quality, since ambient water quality is fully  
     met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real improvement 
     occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small, and which, by  
     design, poses no threat to aquatic life.                                   
                                                                                
     Summary and Recommendations                                                
                                                                                
     Despite any scientific or technical reason for doing so, the GLWQG         
     eliminates mixing zones for BCCs and greatly restricts mixing zones for    
     non-BCCs.  Since the only defensible reason to eliminate or reduce mixing  
     zones is when adverse environmental impacts are occurring within them,     
     mixing zones should only be reduced when that is the case.                 
                                                                                
     The elimination or serious restriction of mixing zones is not good science,
     it certainly is not good economics, and therefore, it should not be        
     mandated.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Therefore, EPA should reject the proposed GLWQG implementation procedures  
     that would artifically limit the size of zones of initial dilution (ZIDs)  
     and mixing zones.                                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1763.001     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1764.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the most serious problems with the proposed Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Guidance is the detailed antidegradation program it would impose on
     the states.  Although the idea of preventing degradation of the waters of  
     the Great Lakes Basin is a goal most everyone can agree to, there are two  
     types of problems with the proposed antidegradation requirements.  First,  
     the actions that trigger antidegradation review are much too broad,        
     creating overinclusive and unworkable restrictions.  Second, the criteria  
     for when a potential lowering of water quality will be allowed are         
     inappropriate and place excessive power over manufacturing processes and   
     the region's development in the hands of a few permit writers.             
     
     
     Response to: G1764.001     
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     See responses to comments D2583.005 and G2571.141.                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G1764.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation review should only be triggered by an action that truly has
     the direct effect of approving a lowering of water quality.  Such actions  
     would include downgrading of a use or promulgation of less stringent water 
     quality criteria; permitting a new discharger; and authorizing a higher    
     water quality-based effluent limitation.  A lowering of water quality is   
     not being authorized when an NPDES permit is renewed with the same effluent
     limitations as the existing permit, even if the discharger has been        
     successful in maintaining its actual discharge levels below the permitted  
     levels.  Imposing new, more stringent permit limitations based on "existing
     effluent quality" penalizes companies that have made the effort to maintain
     consistent compliance and have installed the best wastewater treatment     
     technology.  Renewed permits must not remove the margin of safety that     
     businesses have worked hard to create.  The EEQ concept also directly      
     undercuts the Clean Water Act's reliance on national effluent limitations  
     guidelines--businesses in the Great Lakes states that have a done a good   
     job of controlling their discharges will be at a disadvantage relative to  
     their competitors in other areas.                                          
                                                                                
     Antidegradation requirements should not be different for BCCs than for     
     non-BCCs; EPA has not justified its assertion that any amount of a BCC has 
     the potential to significantly lower water quality.  Antidegradation review
     also should not apply to changes in limitations that are based on Tier II  
     criteria; the very nature of Tier II criteria is that they are temporary   
     guidelines that will be upgraded with better information, so it would be   
     irrational to freeze limitations based on Tier II criteria through the     
     antidegradation policy.  Finally, the antidegradation policy should contain
     a de minimis test for applicability.  We suggest that increases less than  
     10% of the current discharge rate do not warrant antidegradation review.   
     
     
     Response to: G1764.002     
     
     This comment raises several issues pertaining to the antidegradation       
     provisions of the proposed Guidance.  These are addressed individually     
     below.                                                                     
                                                                                
     1.  Antidegradation review should be required for actions such as          
     downgrading designated uses, promulgation of less stringent water quality  
     criteria, permitting new discharges or autorizing higher water             
     quality-based effluent limits.  EEQ-based limits are not an appropriate    
     mechanism for implementing antidegradation.                                
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
                                                                                
     2.  Antidegradation review should only be required if a permit limit is    
     made less stringent; EPA is not justified in its assertion that any        
     increase in amount of a BCC constitutes a significant lowering of water    
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2798.046.  In addition, the final Guidance defines
     significant lowering of water quality as any new or increased loading of   
     BCCs from any regulated facility.  Close scrutiny of proposed increases of 
     BCCs to the Great Lakes is warranted given the sensitivity of the Great    
     Lakes to such pollutants.  Further, the commenter provides no basis for the
     assertion to the contrary.                                                 
                                                                                
     3.  Antidegradation review should not be required when a limit based on a  
     tier II value is replaced with a less stringent limit.                     
                                                                                
     Antidegradation applies to any activity that will lower water quality and  
     is independent of permit limits.  In the final Guidance, EPA suggests      
     linking antidegradation requirements to requests for increased permit      
     limits for non-BCCs as a means of reducing the administrative burden       
     stemming from the antidegradation provisions.  There is no basis for       
     distinguishing between achieveable limits based on tier I criteria and     
     those based on tier II values.  Relaxing a limit based on a tier II value  
     will result in a lowering of water quality and therefore is subject to     
     antidegradation review.                                                    
                                                                                
     4.  The final Guidance should contain an additional de minimis provision   
     based on the magnitude of the change in loading. Either de minimis         
     provision could exempt an action from antidegradation review.              
                                                                                
     Including a provision such as the one suggested by the commenter in the    
     final Guidance would not be protective of water quality. A large discharger
     to a small water body could have a small increase in the magnitude of the  
     discharge and yet still have a significant impact on the receiving water.  
     De minimis provisions for antidegradation should be related to ambient     
     conditions, not percent changes in effluent.                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: G1764.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once antidegradation review is triggered, the proposed Guidance would place
     the permit writer in the position not only of deciding for society what    
     economic or social development is "important," but also deciding for an    
     industry whether that industry has done everything prudent and feasible to 
     change its manufacturing processes, substitute raw materials, recycle      
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     process waste streams, and the like.  This goes far beyond anything        
     authorized by the Clean Water Act, and in so doing imposes restrictions on 
     industry in the Great Lakes states far beyond those in other areas.  The   
     only criteria for determining whether a lowering of water quality is       
     "necessary" should be whether the incremental cost of avoiding that        
     lowering of water quality would be more than 10% of the cost of existing   
     wastewater controls at the facility.  It should be noted that the forest   
     products industry has practiced pollution prevention in its manufacturing  
     processes for quite some time.  Cost-effective at-source reduction         
     opportunities have been implemented as a routine business practice         
     throughout the industry.                                                   
                                                                                
     Also, the determination of whether "important social or economic           
     development" is involved should, to the extent possible, be based on       
     specific numerical factors.  We are very concerned that placing such great 
     discretion in the hands of a permit writer, to make a judgment that is     
     outside of his area of expertise, will result in highly subjective and     
     inconsistent decisions.  Quantitative criteria would simplify the process  
     somewhat, reducing the tremendous burden on permit writers created by the  
     proposed antidegradation policy.  Quantitative criteria would also provide 
     a measure of "certainty" to dischargers who enter this process; the outcome
     would be decided by definite criteria known by all prior to initiating the 
     determination.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G1764.003     
     
     In addition, EPA disagrees that any of the elements go beyond or in any way
     change or deviate from the requirements of the CWA, the CPA or the Federal 
     regulations governing antidegradation at 40 CFR 131.12.  Consistent with 40
     CFR 131.6, a State's or Tribe's water quality standards are not acceptable 
     unless they include an antidegradation policy consistent with 40 CFR       
     131.12. 40 CFR 131.12, which has been in existence since 1983, derives from
     the objective of the CWA stated in section 101(a), "to restore and maintain
     the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the Nation's waters."   
     To accomplish the objective of maintaining the chemical, physical and      
     biological integrity of the Nation's waters, the regulations at 40 CFR     
     131.12 establish three principles:  first, that water quality may never be 
     degraded to the point where an existing use would become impaired; second, 
     that where water quality is better than the minimum level needed to support
     fish and other aquatic life and recreation in and on the waters, that level
     of water quality shall be maintained unless lower water quality is         
     necessary to accommodate important social and economic development in the  
     area affected by the reduced water quality; and third, that where a water  
     body is recognized as an outstanding national resource by being designated 
     as such by a State or Tribe, the water quality in that water body shall be 
     maintained and may not be permanently lowered for any reason. (The         
     commenter is referred to the preamble to the proposed Guidance for a       
     complete discussion of the history of antidegradation.)  The               
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are taken directly from   
     the regulation. Under the final Guidance, a party seeking to lower water   
     quality must demonstrate that the lowering of water quality is necessary,  
     in other words, that there are no viable alternatives to reduced water     
     quality, and that the activity responsible for the lowering of water       
     quality will generate important social and economic development in the area
     affected by the reduced water quality. The final Guidance takes the logical
     step of answering the question of whether or not a lowering of water       
     quality is necessary by requiring the party seeking to lower water quality 
     to answer two related questions: first, is it possible to reduce or        
     eliminate the significant lowering of water quality through the application
     of pollution prevention techniques; and second, given the findings of the  
     pollution prevention analysis, is it possible to reduce or eliminate       
     increase in loading that will remain after application of pollution        
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     prevention techniques through alternate or enhanced waste water treatment  
     without a significant increase in cost.  The final Guidance only imposes   
     Great Lakes-specific requirements on increased loadings of BCCs. For all   
     other pollutants, the recommendations of the final Guidance EPA's          
     intentions for implementation of antidegradation nationally.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G1826.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Instead of the two proposed designations for Lake Superior (Lake       
     Superior Basin Outstanding National Resource Waters and Outstanding        
     International Resource Waters) we feel that the entire basin should be     
     designated as Outstanding National Resource Waters.  The single designation
     would make the administration of the basin much more manageable than two   
     designations.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1826.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G1826.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Presently the list of chemicals of concern for Lake Superior contains  
     only nine substances and this list doesn't allow for the adding of more    
     chemicals.  We ask that this list be expanded to include the about 50      
     chemicals that are the most bioaccumulative/or persistent chemicals.  Also 
     chlorine must be banned as an industrial feedstock since it leads to the   
     creation of many toxic organochlorine substances.                          
     
     
     Response to: G1826.002     
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     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G1826.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  The GLI should contain the Lake Superior Binational Program's pledge   
     that toxic reduction plan requirements will be added to new or reissued    
     wastewater discharge permits in the basin.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1826.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.076.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G1826.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The EPA states in the GLI that it is voluntary for the states to make  
     any of the special designations for Lake Superior.  The EPA is not         
     fulfilling its commitment to Lake Superior.  If states do not implement all
     or parts of the GLI the EPA has the obligation to implement those sections.
     
     
     Response to: G1826.004     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1851.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the GLI is a step in the right direction, it could be strengthened
     by setting timetables to ban use of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic   
     substances.  There is no provision in the GLI requiring phasing out of     
     these toxic chemicals.  Even after the GLI is implemented, substantial     
     amounts of these pollutants will be discharged into the Great Lakes from   
     industry and municipalities.  Also, the GLI does not address non-point     
     sources of pollution such as air pollution, agricultural runoff, city sewer
     overflows, contaminated sediments, seepage from landfills and spills.  We  
     recommend that the EPA immediately begin Phase II of the GLI to set a      
     sunsetting timetable for point source discharges and to address non-point  
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1851.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1851.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .002 is imbedded in comment .003                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The health of people and wildlife who eat Great Lakes fish is in jeopardy. 
     There has been a steady increase in cancer, especially breast cancer, in   
     the Great Lakes area with the highest numbers in counties directly         
     bordering the lakes.  Studies being done on children born to mothers eating
     Great Lakes fish show evidence of hyperactivity, neurological impairment   
     and learning problems.  Also many of these toxins labeled as synthetic     
     hormone disruptors because they imitate hormones are affecting the second  
     generation of children born to women exposed to Great Lakes PCBs and       
     contaminants.  These children are experiencing birth defects and altered   
     sexual development.  Our wildlife is a good indicator of the safety of     
     eating Great Lakes fish.  Eagles cannot maintain their population along the
     Great Lakes shorelines because of greater concentraton of PCBs.  Terns,    
     mink, turtles and other fish-consuming animals are born with fatal         
     deformities.  While the GLI could bring about a dramatic improvement, it   
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     won't fully protect future generations of people and wildlife.   The       
     proposed GLI fails to address Tier 2 chemicals, which are chemicals we know
     little about,                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1851.002     
     
     With regard to the protection of human health in the Great Lakes Basin, EPA
     has developed protective criteria using the best toxicological data        
     available.  The criteria are designed to protect humans from reproductive  
     and developmental effects.  In developing ADEs the EPA examines all the    
     available health effects data, including reproductive and the developmental
     data and then chooses the study in which the most critical effect occurs.  
     The ADE is then set using the no-observable-adverse-effect-level (NOAEL)   
     from that study.  (Or in cases where a NOAEL cannot be determined, EPA uses
     the lowest-observable-adverse-effect-level from a one year study.  The     
     effects must be minimal and reversible.)  If there is no information on the
     potential effects on reproductive/developmental health of humans,          
     uncertainty factors are used to account for this lack of information in the
     overall database.  Thus, all ADEs developed by the EPA are assumed         
     protective of reproductive and developmental effects.                      
                                                                                
     With regard to cancer, the human health cancer criteria are developed after
     a review of all cancer and cancer related data (such as genotoxity,        
     mutagenicity and structure activity relationships, mode of action,         
     metabolism).  In addition, the resulting criteria are protective of cancer 
     at 1 in 100,000 risk.                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the comment that GLWQI fails to address Tier II         
     chemicals. The Tier II process is an attempt to set safe numbers with      
     limited data.  The result is EPA will be providing a methodology for       
     deriving Tier II values for chemicals for which States and Tribes would    
     normally not set a criterion or value because of the paucity of            
     toxicological data associated with that chemical.  Thus the Tier II value  
     actually addresses chemicals which might otherwise go unregulated.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: G1851.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The health of people and wildlife who eat Great Lakes fish is in jeopardy.
     There has been a steady increase in cancer, especially breast cancer, in   
     the Great Lakes area with the highest numbers in counties directly         
     bordering the lakes.  Studies being done on children born to mothers eating
     Great Lakes fish show evidence of hyperactivity, neurological impairment   
     and learning problems.  Also many of these toxins labeled as synthetic     
     hormone disruptors because they imitate hormones are affecting the second  
     generation of children born to women exposed to Great Lakes PCBs and       
     contaminants.  These children are experiencing birth defects and altered   
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     sexual development.  Our wildlife is a good indicator of the safety of     
     eating Great Lakes fish.  Eagles cannot maintain their population along the
     Great Lakes shorelines because of greater concentration of PCBs.  Terns,   
     mink, turtles and other fish-consuming animals are born with fatal         
     deformities.  While the GLI could bring about a dramatic improvement, it   
     won't fully protect future generations of people and wildlife.  The        
     proposed GLI fails to address Tier 2 chemicals, which are chemicals we know
     little about,] and the additivity of chemicals, how different toxic        
     chemicals react when mixed and how they affect the rate of cancer.         
     
     
     Response to: G1851.003     
     
     EPA believes that implementation of the final Guidance along with numerous 
     other activities currently underway in the Great Lakes Basin will help     
     ensure that human health, aquatic life, and wildlife are fully protected   
     from the adverse effects of chemicals. EPA believes the Tier II            
     methodologies will provide a more uniform procedure for deriving criteria  
     for all the Great Lakes States that will appropriately address the Tier II 
     chemicals.  Finally, the final Guidance contains minimum additivity        
     provisions that will provide additional protection from the potentially    
     harmful effects from mixtures once these, or consistent provisions, are    
     adopted into State and Tribal programs.                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G1851.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Sierra Club recommmends that the phase-out of pollution dilution zones 
     for all persistent toxic substances be accelerated.                        
     
     
     Response to: G1851.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G1851.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also recommend the current rate of toxins allowed in the GLI be based on
     the average female weighing 120 pounds instead of the suggested 150 pounds.
     
     
     Response to: G1851.005     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document. See section 
     V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document. See section V.C.5.a. of 
     the Supplemental Information Document.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1851.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burden of proving the safety of discharged chemicals and submitting    
     evidence showing they will not damage the health of people or wildlife,    
     including fish and other aquatic life, should be the responsibility of the 
     polluter.  This would provide an incentive for polluters to supply more    
     data about the chemicals they are discharging.                             
     
     
     Response to: G1851.006     
     
     See response to comment D2838.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G1851.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It is necessary to designate Lake Superior as an "Outstanding National     
     Resource Water" in order to maintain its existing water quality.  The      
     Sierra Club recommends that this be mandatory, not optional.               
     
     
     Response to: G1851.007     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1927.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe that we must consider not only the financial costs of any        
     proposed regulations, but also the human costs.  We certainly cannot afford
     to impose new regulations if they will depress areas already hit hard by   
     the recession.  Specifically, my constituents believe that the GLI will    
     impose tremendous costs on those businesses which are unable or unwilling  
     to move from the Great Lakes region.  My constituents are also concerned   
     about the costs imposed on cities and residents bordering the Great Lakes. 
     They also question the effectiveness of any Great Lakes program which does 
     not have the full participation of Canada.                                 
                                                                                
     Please understand that my constituents and I do not oppose all             
     environmental regulations.  In fact, I commend the EPA for its role in     
     improving the water quality of the Great Lakes.  I also understand the need
     to mvoe forward and create uniform standards for all countries, states, and
     cities bordering the Great Lakes.  However, I do not want this improvement 
     to occur at enormous cost to those persons and businesses which live in the
     Great Lakes region.  Thus, I simply request that you give your full        
     attention to the potential fiscal impact of the GLI when drafting the final
     version of this proposal.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1927.001     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087, D2707.027, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G1930.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An estimate from five industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron, steel and  
     petroleum) have estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6 billion
     in capital costs.  Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie has      
     estimated that its capital costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100  
     million.  In addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling   
     effect" on industrial development and municipal growth throughout the      
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1930.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1930.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great   
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits and non-point
     sources.  Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal, if any,    
     measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish advisory    
     being lifted.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G1930.002     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1930.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI even though in    
     1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978), which called for virtual elimination of    
     inputs of persistent toxic substances.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G1930.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1930.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are really policy judgments.  For example, under
     the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate toxicity data (seven  
     or eight data points) for a proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has        
     proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made on as little as one   
     data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We support the        
     application of sound science which would require that more data be gathered
     before these values are used to derive permit limits.                      
     
     
     Response to: G1930.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1930.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force industries to remove
     pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no control.  Or, 
     the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with a degree of           
     consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or     
     control programs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1930.005     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment G1223.004 and is addressed in      
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1989.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, costs for implementing the GLI are expected to exceed $2.3   
     billion for the Great Lakes region according to an independent study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.  These costs, are in addition to
     the tremendous expenditures being made for pollution abatement.  In Indiana
     alone, manufacturers spend approximately $1 billion annually already for   
     pollution abatement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G1989.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1989.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the rule provides little flexibility or reflection of the         
     diversity represented not only by each of the Great Lakes, but also by each
     state in the Great Lakes region.  States should be allowed to accommodate  
     economic growth without compromising water quality.  This is particularly  
     apparent in the development of the antidegradation policy.  Again, the     
     emphasis should be on quality and not quantity when examining discharges.  
     
     
     Response to: G1989.002     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G1989.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II criteria for establishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  There is no justification for relaxing the established EPA    
     processess for determining substances of concern.  Moreover, when standards
     are established, discharged limits should not be set below laboratory      
     detection levels.  Finally, an intake credit policy is crucial.  Requiring 
     facilities to remove substances already present in intake water has no     
     scientific or legal foundation.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G1989.003     
     
     See response to D2595.002 and G3003.003.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G1990.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     However we are concerned that the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI), as written,
     will have severe economic impacts on the Great Lakes region and the State  
     of Indiana, and provide for very little environmental benefit.  We also    
     feel that the GLI as proposed does not constitute a means to realistically 
     obtain environmental improvement with sound scientific and economic        
     principles.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1990.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G1990.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, our association and the members we serve are opposed to the   
     Federal government continuing to mandate stringent requirements without    
     providing a means to pay for the implementation of the mandate.  If this   
     mandate is truly in the best interests of the citizens of the region, then 
     the federal government should provide a monetary commitment toward         
     achieving the goal.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1990.002     
     
     The Agency has determined that additional funding will not be provided for 
     implementation of the final Guidance.  As with other Clean Water Act       
     programs, EPA has determined that the facility generating the discharge is 
     ultimately responsible for control of the pollutants in its discharge.     
     While no additional funding will be provided, assistance may be available  
     through existing programs such as State Revolving Funds (SRF). See also    
     D1711.014.                                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G1990.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some specific concerns we have with the GLI is that it proposes two        
     different standards for water quality -- one for the Great Lakes Region and
     one for the remainder of the United States.  By mandating a different      
     standard for the Great Lakes basin the cost of doing business in the region
     will be higher than it is under present standards, thereby placing the     
     Great Lakes Region in a competitive development disadvantage with other    
     regions of the U.S.  The region is already faced with a recession and      
     industrial decline.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G1990.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1990.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI only focuses on point source discharges -- even though the largest 
     source of pollution in the Great Lakes Region is non-point source toxic    
     discharges.  The GLI sets stringent standards involving 138 different      
     substances, which account for less than one-tenth of the possible pollution
     sources of the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G1990.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1990.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, there has been limited discussion given to the problem of how
     to handle the lack of control which a POTW has over the substances placed  
     into the system.  Unlike industry, POTWs are not able to directly control  
     what is placed into public sewers.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1990.005     
     
     The impact of the intake credit provisions on POTWs has been considered in 
     developing the final rule and is addressed in various places throughout the
     detailed discussion of intake credits in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.    
     Also see response to comment P2744.201 regarding atmospheric deposition and
     stormwater.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G1990.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of our greatest concerns with the GLI is the issue of antidegradation. 
     The proposed rule significantly tightens the antidegradation policies      
     already enacted by the states.  The antidegradation policy will discourage 
     some new industries from locating -- and existing industries from expanding
     -- in the basin.                                                           
                                                                                
     We suggest that the proposed rule's antidegradation provisions be replaced 
     with current law -- law which is already fully protective of health and    
     environment.  Under the proposed rule, the discharge of some substances    
     would be limited to a level which does not exceed actual past discharges,  
     even where the past actual discharge is lower than the prior permitted     
     discharge level.  The antidegradation policy could actually serve as a     
     disincentive to municipal operators who are already achieving limits below 
     those required in their permit.                                            
                                                                                
     In addition, if temporary changes in business conditions or other factors  
     result in reductions in discharges, increases back to previous levels could
     be prohibited.  Also, any increase in non-point source loadings could      
     trigger an antidegradation review which may result in stricter limitations 
     on point sources.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G1990.006     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
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     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G1990.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned that local governments will not have the ability to  
     adjust for local conditions and new science.  The proposed rule requires   
     every stream, tributary, and connecting channel in the Great Lakes Basin to
     meet the same water quality standard as the open waters of the Great Lakes.
     In several instances, uniform basinwide requirements will result in        
     unnecessarily stringent controls and costs for dischargers with no         
     environmental benefit.                                                     
                                                                                
     States should have the flexibility to establish local or site specific     
     water quality criteria when environmental conditions differ from the       
     assumptions used to establish the rule's basinwide standards.              
                                                                                
     The rule assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform         
     ecosystem in which essentially the same water quality controls apply to    
     diverse waters.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G1990.007     
     
     EPA believes the commenters concerns have been addresses in the final      
     Guidance by the inclusion of Procedure 1 of Appendix F (site specific      
     modifications) and with the scientifically defensible clause included at   
     132.4(h).   See discussions at Section VIII.A and II.C.6 of the SID.Comment
     ID:  G1990.007 See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G1990.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the areas of human health and wildlife protection, the rule gives states
     the flexibility to set local requirements which are more stringent than    
     basinwide standards.  A state may not establish any less stringent local   
     requirements, no matter how much actual conditions at specific locations   
     differ from the assumptions used to develop the rule's basinwide standards 
     for human health and wildlife protection.  The rule's water quality        
     standards for protection of human health reflect assumptions on rates and  
     species of fish consumed.  Yet states have no flexibility to establish site
     specific criteria for river or stream segments even if certain fish species
     are not present for reasons unrelated to water quality.                    
                                                                                
     Further, the rule's water quality standards for protection of wildlife     
     reflect assumptions on rates and type of fish consumed.  States have no    
     flexibility to establish site specific criteria for river or stream        
     segments where habitat or other factors will prevent certain species of    
     wildlife from living in the area.  Lack of state flexibility and the use of
     uniform water quality standards throughout the Great Lakes Basin will      
     result in treatment for treatment's sake.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1990.008     
     
     See response to comments G3024.006, D2604.057 and D2603.021.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G1991.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "It" refers to the GLI.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It covers only the eight states that border the Great Lakes. Canada is not 
     included.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G1991.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL

Page 4954



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: G1991.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "It" refers to the GLI.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It covers only discharges to the Great Lakes.  Ten miles south of my home  
     town, the flow is through rivers and tributaries to the Gulf of Mexico.    
     
     
     Response to: G1991.002     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G1991.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "It" refers to the GLI.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It, by no means, covers all flows.  Industries and municipal waste water   
     dischargers will be hit the hardest.  Farm run off, city storm sewers, etc.
     are not covered in the initiative.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G1991.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.003 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G1991.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The initiative goes way beyond what is required to insure clean lakes.     
     Rather than limiting what an industry or municipality can discharge from   
     its operations the GLI limits discharges absolutely.  It other words if an 
     industry draws in one hundered gallons of water and does nothing with it   
     they would have to treat it to meet the new standards before they could    
     discharge it.  If an industry, municipality, or invidual flushes a toilet  
     or dumps ten gallons of PCB's directly to the lake at Chicago,             
     theoretically an industry on Lake Ontario using a million gallons of clean 
     non-contact water would have to have the equipment to remove the small     
     amount of contaminants (dumped at Chicago) that came in with the water they
     use.  Non-chemical companies would have to be able to remove any chemical  
     that might find its way into the Great Lakes Basin even if it came from    
     Canada.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G1991.004     
     
     The comment seems to speculate on what might happen if intake pollutants   
     could not be considered in water quality based permitting.  As explained in
     the preamble to the proposed rule and in the SID at Section VIII.E.6, a    
     number of existing mechanisms may be used to adjust permit limits.  The    
     final rule includes new permit-based mechanisms for considering intake     
     pollutants.  See generally SID at Sections VIII.E.3-7.  With regard to the 
     general concern about the need to remove background pollutants, see        
     response to comment D2798.058.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G1991.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the assumptions, although described as     
     "scientific" decisions, are actually policy judgements.                    
     
     
     Response to: G1991.005     
     
     Comment ID:  G1991.005                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA responds to issues raised by this comment in Sections I.C and          
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G1991.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will make it impossible for industries on the Great Lakes to       
     compete with other cities in the state, with other states, and with other  
     countries.  New industry will be discouraged from moving to areas near the 
     lakes.  JOBS WILL BE LOST.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G1991.006     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G1991.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will drastically increase the water and sewer costs for individuals
     living near the Great Lakes.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G1991.007     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2096.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, costs for implementing the GLI are expected to exceed $2.3   
     billion for the Great Lakes region according to an independent study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.  These costs, are in addition to
     the tremendous expenditures being made for pollution abatement.  In Indiana
     alone, manufacturers spend approximately $1 billion annually already for   
     pollution abatement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2096.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2096.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the rule provides little flexibility or reflection of the         
     diversity represented not only by each of the Great Lakes, but also by each
     state in the Great Lakes region.  States should be allowed to accommodate  
     economic growth without compromising water quality.  This is particularly  
     apparent in the development of the antidegradation policy.  Again, the     
     emphasis should be on quality and not quantity when examining discharges.  
     
     
     Response to: G2096.002     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2096.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II criteria for establishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  There is no justification for relaxing the established EPA    
     processes for determining substances of concern.   Moreover, when standards
     are established, discharge limits should not be set below laboratory       
     detection levels.  Finally, an intake credit policy is crucial.  Requiring 
     facilities to remove substances already present in intake water has no     
     scientific or legal foundation.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2096.003     
     
     See response to D2595.002 and G3003.003.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2097.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All of us who live around the Great Lakes are, and have been, committed to 
     improving the environmental quality of the Lakes, but the G.L.I. is not the
     answer.  Seldom have we seen a regulation that is so misdirected.  The     
     G.L.I., as written, will impact less than 10% of the potential loadings    
     into the Great Lakes, but the costs for that small amount will be          
     catastrophic for everyone in the Great Lakes ecosystems.  Here in Erie,    
     Pa., the G.L.I. would represent an astonishing increase in residential     
     sewer charges alone of more than 800%, to pay for a treatment plant to meet
     the standard.  Any business with a drinking fountain would have to treat   
     that water, because our incoming drinking water doesn't even meet the      
     standard.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2097.001     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2097.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I attended a briefing by the E.P.A. here in Erie, and they said that the   
     worst pollutant as far as fish consumption goes is PCB's.  They also       
     admitted that the G.L.I. probably won't even affect PCB's because they are 
     from air pollution. EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly      
     criticized the science underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's           
     assumptions, although described as "scientific" decisions, are really      
     policy judgments.  For example, under the Tier II aquatic life value       
     policy, when adequate toxicity data (seven or eight data points) for a     
     proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has proposed that a legally enforceable
     criteria be made on as little as one data point by applying a high         
     "uncertainty" factor.  We support the application of sound science which   
     would require that more data be gathered before these values are used to   
     derive permit limits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2097.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2097.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The E.P.A. representatives also talked about the two objectives of the     
     G.L.I., and both objectives used the word "Uniform".  There is nothing     
     "uniform" about imposing unobtainable discharge limits on only 50% of the  
     discharges to the Great Lakes while ignoring the Canadian 50%.  There is   
     nothing "uniform" about setting discharge limits at levels undetectable by 
     modern technology for only a certain area of the United States.  And, there
     is nothing "uniform" about not dealing with the 80% of the pollutant       
     loadings that come from non-point sources such as air fall-out, urban storm
     water, waste water and contaminated sediment.  The fact is, that in the    
     past few years toxic releases have declined 20% and will continue to       
     decline under existing regulations and pollution prevention programs.  In  
     fact, manufacturers in the Great Lakes ecosystems have spent one third of  
     the total national expenditures for water pollution abatement.             
     
     
     Response to: G2097.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2100.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The capital costs of implementation in the City of Erie alone are over $100
     million!  In addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling   
     effect" on industrial development and municipal growth throughout the      
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2100.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2100.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will have minimal - if any - measurable improvement in the Lakes   
     water quality.  Although the focus of the GLI is on point sources, a major 
     portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great Lakes are coming from airborne
     deposits and urban and non-point source runoff.  Most damaging of all,     
     Canada is not imposing any of these standards on its side of the Lakes.    
     The Lakes will gain very little - but we will suffer needless economic and 
     environmental hardships for years to come.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2100.002     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2100.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive water      
     quality standards.  For example, the GLI would require municipalities and  
     industries to achieve some criteria beyond the capability of any known     
     treatment technology or control programs.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2100.003     
     
     EPA recognizes that there may be addition costs of compliance in the future
     as analytical methods improve.  However, these costs also would be incurred
     based on the existing water quality criteria.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2100.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some circumstances, the GLI would force industries to remove pollutants 
     contained in intake water over which they have no control.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2100.004     
     
     The general concern raised by this comment is essentially the same as that 
     in comment D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2102.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, costs for implementing the GLI are expected to exceed $2.3   
     billion for the Great Lakes region according to an independent study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.  These costs, are in addition to
     the tremendous expenditures being made for pollution abatement.  In Indiana
     alone, manufacturers spend approximately $1 billion annually already for   
     pollution abatement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2102.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2102.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the rule provides little flexibility or reflection of the         
     diversity represented not only by each of the Great Lakes, but also by each
     state in the Great Lakes region.  States should be allowed to accommodate  
     economic growth without compromising water quality.  This is particularly  
     apparent in the development of the antidegradation policy.  Again, the     
     emphasis should be on quality and not quantity when examing discharges.    
     
     
     Response to: G2102.002     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2102.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II criteria for establishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  There is no justification for relaxing the established EPA    
     processes for determining substances of concern.  Moreover, when standards 
     are established, discharge limits should not be set below laboratory       
     detection levels.  Finally, an intake credit policy is crucial.  Requiring 
     facilities to remove substances already present in intake water has no     
     scientific or legal foundation.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2102.003     
     
     See response to D2595.002 and G3003.003.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2104.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, costs for implementing the GLI are expected to exceed $2.3   
     billion for the Great Lakes region according to an independent study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.  These costs, are in addition to
     the tremendous expenditures being made for pollution abatement.  In Indiana
     alone, manufacturers spend approximately $1 billion annually already for   
     pollution abatement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2104.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2104.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Further, the rule provides little flexibility or reflection of the         
     diversity represented not only by each of the Great Lakes, but also by each
     state in the Great Lakes region.  States should be allowed to accommodate  
     economic growth without compromising water quality.  This is particularly  
     apparent in the development of the antidegradation policy.  Again, the     
     emphasis should be on quality and not quantity when examining discharges.  
     
     
     Response to: G2104.002     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2104.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II criteria for establishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  There is no justification for relaxing the established EPA    
     processes for determining substances of concern.  Moreover, when standards 
     are established, discharge limits should not be set below laboratory       
     detection levels.  Laboratory processes do not exist to detect new         
     standards.  There has been no connection made or conclusive evidence       
     presented that existing substance level standards are detrimental to human 
     health.  Finally, an intake credit policy is crucial.  Requiring facilities
     to remove substances already present in intake water has no scientific or  
     legal foundation.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2104.003     
     
     See response to D2595.002 and G3003.003.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2108.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 4965



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is my opinion that the Great Lakes are a valuable resource which should 
     be protected.  However, it is my understanding the GLI's scientific        
     assumptions are not based on validated, recognized and time tested         
     scientific data.  Even the EPA's independent Science Advisory Board        
     strongly criticized the science underlying the GLI.  This makes the        
     effectiveness of the GLI questionable.  My concern is the enormous cost    
     burden which will be placed on area industries and the City of Erie for an 
     ineffective program.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2108.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2262.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative must designate the U.S. portion of Lake Superior
     as an "Outstanding National Resource Water" in order to protect its high   
     quality waters through pollution prevention.  Since Lake Superior contains 
     the highest water quality of all the Great Lakes, protecting it from       
     pollution is a special challenge that will require putting measures into   
     place in order to prevent pollution in the future.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2262.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2262.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 4966



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     All eight Great Lakes must adopt consistent standards and manage the Great 
     Lakes as an ecosystem.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2262.002     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2305.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative, as drafted by the EPA, appears to be another   
     overburdening blow to American industry.  I understand the costs of such a 
     program will be overwhelming to business.  An estimate on the Erie,        
     Pennsylvania area alone is over $100 Million.  Does this make sense when   
     our neighbor to the north, Canada, will not be imposing any such standards 
     to the lakes we share?                                                     
                                                                                
     It is also my understanding that the GLI would require industries and      
     municipalities to achieve criteria which is beyond any known treatment     
     technology which currently exists.  Is this not a departure from EPA       
     policies which relied on solid scientific data?                            
                                                                                
     Considering the enormous regulatory burdens on industry today, and the     
     continued havoc of a sustained recession, I request that you prudently     
     examine the GLI proposals in an effort to stave off additional barriers to 
     American competitiveness.  I am certainly not arguing for unclean lakes;   
     I'm requesting a prudent approach to solutions.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2305.001     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087, D2584.015, D2721.040 and D1711.014.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2312.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  The GLI should be adopted because it will require all eight Great Lakes
     states to adopt consistent regulations and manage the Great Lakes Basin as 
     an ecosystem.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2312.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2312.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up  
     in Great Lakes Basin fish should be adopted.  But stricter rules are needed
     to protect everyone exposed to contaminants in fish, including those who   
     live where the tradition of Friday night fish fry is popular; and          
     particularly those most sensitive to toxic injury, like women and children,
     and those who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance or cultural         
     preservation.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2312.002     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP
     Comment ID: G2312.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  The burden of proof should be on the dischargers to demonstrate a      
     pollutant's safety.  The proposed system to set water quality standards and
     limit pollution from toxic chemicals should be retained.  The most current 
     information available on a pollutant along with conservative safety factors
     should be used to set discharge limits.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2312.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2312.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Mixing zones for the most persistent toxic substances should be phased 
     out, as proposed.  But the pollutants affected by this ban should include  
     all persistent toxic substances.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2312.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2312.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  The GLI should designate the U.S. portion of Lake Superior an          
     Outstanding National Resource Water.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2312.005     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2312.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  The GLI antidegradation procedures should be adopted.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2312.006     
     
     See response to comment D605.012.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2312.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  The U.S. EPA should immmediately develop measures for setting          
     timetables to ban discharge and ban use of persistent and bioaccumulative  
     toxic substances released into the Great Lakes ecosystem (we emphasize     
     this); ensure that all sources of pollution, especially air, contaminated  
     sediments and runoff, are controlled and do not violate GLI regulations;   
     and require comprehensive pollution prevention programs throughout the     
     Great Lakes Basin.                                                         
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     Response to: G2312.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2312.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are making one additional recommendation.  The GLI should include a     
     clear statement that the states are expected to retain existing criteria   
     and implementation procedures when they are more stringent than the GLI's. 
     
     
     Response to: G2312.008     
     
     See Section II.C and D of the SID for a discussion of this issue.          
     Additionally, States also reserve the right to be more stringent than      
     federal requirements under section 510 of the CWA.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2382.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up in   
     Great Lakes fish must be adopted, though even stricter rules are needed to 
     protect everyone exposed to contaminants in fish, particularly those most  
     sensitive to toxic injury, like women and children.  Native Americans are  
     also very sensitive to toxic injury.  As a member of the Great Lakes Region
     of Indian Tribes and injury.  As a member of the Great Lakes Region of     
     Indian Tribes and Region 5 of the EPA, the quality of water is essential to
     the health and welfare of Tribes in the Great Lakes area.  Tribes along the
     waters of the Great Lakes rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and     
     cultural preservation.  Native Americans, as well as all people should be  
     able to eat fish from Great Lakes without having to worry about the health 
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     effects from fish consumption.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2382.001     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032, P2771.200 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2382.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also of concern is the classification of the U.S. portion of Lake Superior.
     The special recognition given the largest fresh water body in North America
     should go further to designate the lake as an "Outstanding National        
     Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality waters.  Protecting   
     the Lake Superior Basin should be mandatory for all States, not an option. 
     
     
     Response to: G2382.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2382.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to ban  
     uses of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released in the    
     Great Lakes ecosystem.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2382.003     
     
     See response to comment G2993.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2382.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency should also ensure that all sources of pollution, especially    
     air, contaminated sediments and runoff, are controlled and do not violate  
     GLI regulations.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2382.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2382.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the EPA should require comprehensive pollution prevention programs         
     throughout the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2382.005     
     
     EPA has undertaken a number of pollution prevention programs throughout the
     Great Lakes.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon
     in developing the final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention 
     practices, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the    
     various components of the Guidance, including provisions pertaining to the 
     development of pollutant minimization plans, see Section II.C of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2382.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The National Wildlife Foundation's recently-released study, Cutting the    
     Poisons, reveals the need for uniform rules.  It shows that under the      
     current system an industrial facility in Ohio could legally discharge 25   
     times more mercury into the water than the same facility located in        
     Michigan.  This report cites similar variations in discharge limits for a  
     wide range of chemicals, including lead, PCBs and dioxin.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2382.006     
     
     See response to comment P2607.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2386.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have the knowledge and ability to decrease and in some cases totally    
     eliminate persistent toxins.  The current list of nine chemicals needs to  
     be expanded to include other bioaccumulative pollutants and must include   
     chlorine.  Any new or increased discharges of persistent toxic pollutants  
     must be prohibited.  Toxic reduction plans must be required in all         
     discharge permits by all the states.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2386.001     
     
     EPA agrees that toxic reduction plans will be useful in many cases for     
     persistent, bioaccumulative toxic pollutants.  BCCs will frequently be the 
     subject of pollutant minimization plans, pursuant to procedure 8 of        
     appendix F of part 132, since water quality-based effluent limits for BCCs 
     are very likely to fall below quantification levels.                       
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance should ban new or increased     
     discharges of certain pollutants.  Although EPA has restricted the use or  
     manufacture of some substances under other statutory authority, the Great  
     Lakes Critical Programs Act amendments to the Clean Water Act do not       
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     require the banning of any pollutants.  Rather, EPA has decided, for the   
     reasons described in section II.C.8 of the SID, to include special         
     provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance that will reduce the loadings of 
     these pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that these       
     provisions are necessary and appropriate to implement the Clean Water Act, 
     and make reasonable progress toward the goals of the Act, including the    
     "zero discharge" goal, and toward the "virtual elimination" goal of the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
                                                                                
     The comment refers to a list of "nine chemicals."  This may be referring to
     nine chemicals for which aquatic life criteria were not proposed due to    
     lack of minimum data or other reasons (58 FR 20852).  See section III.B.8  
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2386.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/COV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance of the GLI and its special provisions for Lake Superior needs to
     be mandatory not voluntary.                                                
                                                                                
     I support giving special protection for Lake Superior by designating it as 
     an Outstanding National Resource waters.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2386.002     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2386.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution dilution is not acceptable, we must set a timetable to ban the   
     release of all persistent toxic substances with the goal of Zero Discharge.
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     Response to: G2386.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance should ban certain pollutants.  
     Although EPA has restricted the use or manufacture of some substances under
     other statutory authority, the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act amendments
     to the Clean Water Act do not require the banning of any pollutants.       
     Rather, EPA has decided, for the reasons described in section II.C.8 of the
     SID, to include special provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance that will
     reduce the loadings of these pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  EPA    
     believes that these provisions are necessary and appropriate to implement  
     the Clean Water Act, and make reasonable progress toward the goals of the  
     Act, including the "zero discharge" goal, and toward the "virtual          
     elimination" goal of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2427.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up  
     in Great Lakes Basin fish should be adopted.  But stricter rules are needed
     to protect everyone exposed to contaminants in fish, including those who   
     live where the tradition of Friday night fish fry is popular; and          
     particularly those most sensitive to toxic injury, like women and children,
     and those who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance or cultural         
     preservation.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2427.001     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2427.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     3.  The burden of proof should be on the dischargers to demonstrate a      
     pollutant's safety.  The proposed system to set water quality standards and
     limit pollution from toxic chemicals should be retained.  The most current 
     information available on a pollutant along with conservative safety factors
     should be used to set discharge limits.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2427.002     
     
     See response to comment D2838.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2427.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones for the most persistent toxic substances should be phased out,
     as proposed.  But the pollutants affected by this ban should include all   
     persistent toxic substances.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2427.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2427.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  The GLI should designate the U.S. portion of Lake Superior an          
     Outstanding Natural Resource Water.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2427.004     
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     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2427.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to 
     ban discharge and ban use of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic          
     substances released into the Great Lakes ecosystem (we emphasize this);    
     ensure that all sources of pollution, especially air, contaminated         
     sediments and runoff, are controlled and do not violate GLI regulations;   
     and require comprehensive pollution prevention programs throughout the     
     Great Lakes Basin.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2427.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2435.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lake fish
     contaminants, particularly sensitive populations such as subsistance       
     fishers, indigenous people, women of child-bearing age and children.       
     
     
     Response to: G2435.001     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2435.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the list of pollutants to be regulated should include all toxics that cause
     birth defects and deformities in wildlife.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2435.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and P2742.326 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2435.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must be retained but the phase-out should  
     begin earlier and the use of dilution for all persistent toxic pollutants  
     should be phased out entirely.  While the phase-out of dilution zones is a 
     good start, the GLI should set a specific timetable to phase out the use of
     persistent toxic chemicals.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2435.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2435.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 4979



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a two tiered system to set standards is important.  Polluters   
     should be required to demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the
     health of people, fish and other aquatic life, and wildlife.               
     
     
     Response to: G2435.004     
     
     See response to comment D2838.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2435.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly focuses on special measures to protect Lake Superior.  To 
     achieve the protection this lake richly deserves, Lake Superior should be  
     designated as "Outstanding National Resources Water."                      
     
     
     Response to: G2435.005     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2446.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The estimated capital cost of compliance with the Initiative in the Erie   
     region of Pennsylvania alone could reach $10 billion.  In placing this cost
     burden on business and industry, the GLI fails to use sound science or     
     reasonably enforceable criteria for pollutants.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2446.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2446.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI stems from a 1982 agreement with Canada to improve the quality of  
     the Great Lakes, yet Canada has assumed little responsibility for its      
     portion of the pollution.  Consequently, the costs of the GLI for          
     industries in the Great Lakes Region would hinder their abilities to       
     compete effectively in today's global economy.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2446.002     
     
     The GLI stems from the Great Lakes Toxic Substances Control Agreement      
     (Governors' Agreement) signed by the Great Lakes States Governors in 1986. 
     The Governors' Agreement and the history of the GLI effort are discussed   
     further in Section I.C of the SID. The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement 
     between the U.S. and Canada was concluded in 1987 and the U.S. is currently
     working with the canadian government to address pollution from all sources 
     in the Great Lakes basin.  For further discussion on the status of these   
     negotiations, see response to comment number D2867.087.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2453.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A proposed regulation of major concern to III, Intermet Foundries Inc., is 
     the Great Lakes Initative.  We are concerned the State of Ohio will        
     administer the GLT throughout the state, not just the portion which is     
     actually included in the Great Lakes Basin.  We believe that these actions 
     are unnecessary in light of the fact that cities and industries, such as   
     III, already are required to obtain NPDES permits and treat process        
     wastewater to designated levels prior to discharge to the Ohio River.      
     Because of this we feel that by applying these requirements statewide it   
     will result in unnecessarily stringent controls and additional costs for   
     dischargers without any corresponding environmental benefit for human      
     health or wildlife protection.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2453.001     
     
     Response to: G2453.001                                                     
                                                                                
     See reponse to: P2629.023                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2453.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel strongly that States should have the flexibility to establish local
     or site specific water quality criteria when environmental conditions      
     differ from the assumptions used to establish the rule's basinwide         
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2453.002     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2453.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since we are an industry which already requires an NPDES permit we         
     understand that Antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes 
     in the operation of existing facilities or the citing of new facilities    
     from lowering or degrading existing water quality by the discharge of      
     additional pollutants into the water.  The EPA currently has regulations   
     which address antidegradation.  The new rule significantly expands the     
     scope of antidegradation review and introduces a number of new             
     requirements.  The discharge of some substances (i.e. the list of          
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, or BCCs) would be limited to a level 
     which does not exceed actual past discharges ["existing effluent quality"  
     (EEQ)], even where the past actual discharge is lower than the prior       
     permitted discharge level.  This approach penalizes facilities with good   
     environmental performance and rewards those with poorer performance,       
     because the good performers will receive more stringent limits.  It also   
     assumes environmental quality will degrade as a result of a change in a    
     discharge without any investigation of whether this would actually be      
     expected to occur.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2453.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
                                                                                
     Assuming that an increased loading will result in a lowering of water      
     quality is appropriate for pollutants identified as BCCs. The Great Lakes  
     are extremely sensitive to such pollutants because of their persistence and
     their tendency to accumulate in biota.  In addition, allowable loadings to 
     Great Lakes System of BCCs are small, so small increases may have          
     relatively large consequences for ambient water quality.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2453.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is a ratio of the concentration of a        
     specific substance in living organisms to that in water used for drinking  
     or as a food source.  For the first, the EPA has attempted to list         
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals   
     within a rule.  In doing so, the agency has used unproven models to        
     overcome a lack of data for many of the chemicals.  BAFs are crucial in    
     defining discharge permit requirements since they are used to define a "hit
     list" of pollutants for especially stringent control and to calculate water
     quality criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2453.004     

Page 4983



$T044618.TXT
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2453.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs calculated from unproven models should not be used.  Only BAFs based  
     on actual fish tissue measurements should be used to derive water quality  
     standards or to list chemicals for special control.  Any such list should  
     be based on all relevant data, not merely those which exceed a trigger     
     point.  The use of single data points is totally inappropriate for a       
     proposed regulation with such far reaching economic issues.  We in the     
     foundry industry are already living with air emission factors based on one 
     study back in the 1970's.  It flies in the face of reality to base any     
     regulation, emission factor or BAF on the basis of one isolated study or   
     test.  The high priority list should be based on all available and relevant
     data on the chemicals, not merely BAFs.  If the BAFs are overestimated, as 
     a result of one study, then overly restrictive and excessively costly      
     controls with questionable environmental benefits, will be required.       
     
     
     Response to: G2453.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2453.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As in the NPDES program dischargers will be required to remove substances  
     they did not add to their facilities' supply waters.  Without an "intake   
     credit" system a facility may not be allowed to discharge even at levels   
     lower than the intake water.                                               
                                                                                

Page 4984



$T044618.TXT
     Intake credits become a potential issue when a facility's intake (source)  
     water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- contains 
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated by its NPDES discharge     
     permit.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Without intake credits, many facilities face discharge permit limits that  
     are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the chemical concentrations in supply 
     waters.  Stringent new permit limits and the presence of some substances   
     covered by the rule in low concentrations in many supply waters support    
     this assessment.  (For comparison, water meeting all EPA drinking water    
     standards would not necessarily meet all of the rule's discharge           
     requirements.)                                                             
                                                                                
     Without direct intake credits, some facilities will be required to remove  
     -- at great expense -- materials present in their once-through, non-contact
     cooling water before discharging it.  This would be inequitable and        
     inefficient, because once-through, non-contact cooling water is used       
     exclusively for cooling, does not come in contact with raw materials,      
     intermediates or products, and therefore is not a source of additional     
     pollution.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2453.006     
     
     The issues raised by the comments are discussed in the SID at Section      
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2453.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the regulation, allowable discharge limits for some materials could  
     be set below the ability to measure or confirm their presence (i.e., at    
     less than detection level).  To the extent that less than detection limits 
     are actually imposed on dischargers, significant problems are created in   
     demonstrating compliance.                                                  
                                                                                
     Maximum allowable discharge concentrations for many pollutants covered by  
     the proposed rule would be less than the detection limit.  Several         
     dischargers will receive less than detection limit concentrations as       
     enforceable NPDES permit limits.  We are already struggling with this      
     issue.  NPDES permit limits create specific, legally enforceable           
     requirements for water dischargers.  Violation of a permit limit creates a 
     legal liability which subjects the permit holder to potential enforcement  
     action by government agencies or citizens' groups.                         
                                                                                
     Assessing compliance of permit limits below the level of detection must -  
     given the enormous potential liability in case of permit noncompliance - be
     based on a definition of detection limit which is clear and unequivocal.   
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     In some instances where facility discharges are limited to less than       
     detection level concentrations, the rule will require facilities to conduct
     in-plant control programs to reduce the input of certain pollutants to the 
     in-plant process water.  Whether these control measures would improve the  
     quality of the discharges would probably be impossible to determine, as the
     pollutant of concern would already be at unmeasurable levels in the        
     discharges.                                                                
                                                                                
     The proposed rule should be modified to set permit limits at existing      
     acceptable detection limits when the calculated limit could not be         
     measured.  If during the term of the permit analytical procedures improve  
     and the substance is detected, the permit could be reopened to determine if
     a lower limit is necessary.  If required the permit could be revised,      
     giving the facility the new detection level and a compliance schedule to   
     meet this limit.  The detection limit shouls be defined as the practical   
     quantitation limit (PQL).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2453.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2454.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We, in Oshkosh, are very proud of our wastewater treatment capabilities.   
     We constructed a modern plant in the mid-1970's and we're currently        
     upgrading that plant with a $3,700,000 project this year, and a $14,000,000
     project in 1995.  If we were to upgrade the plant to meet the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Initiative standards, we believe that we would have to invest
     an additional $25,375,000 in capital improvements and have increased       
     operating and maintenance costs of $8,990,000 annually.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2454.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2454.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact of these standards would probably raise our sewer rates by a    
     factor of three or four times the current rates.  Our current rates are    
     already quite high when compared to the rest of the United States.  This   
     would put Oshkosh and this entire region of the country at a great economic
     disadvantage both in attracting and retaining job opportunities.           
     
     
     Response to: G2454.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2454.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is really frustrating about the Great Lakes Initiative is that        
     hundreds of millions of dollars are going to be expended by municipalities 
     for very little, or any, improvement to our environment.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2454.003     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2723.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2455.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for this regulation has not been adequately described.            
     
     
     Response to: G2455.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2723.231.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2455.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Restrictions on discharges are proposed even when they do not threaten the 
     designated uses of the water body.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2455.002     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.  See also Section II.C of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2455.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative would require stringent water quality criteria, 
     without consideration of the benefit of the restrictions compared to the   
     costs.                                                                     
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     Response to: G2455.003     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2455.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs for the institution of this regulation have not been properly    
     estimated, and the benefits have not been described.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2455.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G2455.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This rule incorporates very conservative risk assessment assumptions as a  
     basis for setting water quality criteria and permit limits.                
     
     
     Response to: G2455.005     
     
     For a general discussion of this issue, see Section II of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2455.006
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Michigan Municipal League has provided an engineering guideline for    
     municipalities within the State of Michigan, to estimate the cost of       
     implementation of the Great Lakes Initiative.  The estimated cost for the  
     City of Mt. Pleasant to comply with the Metals Removal requirements of the 
     G.L.I., are $900,000 for capital costs and an increase of $155,000 per year
     in operational and maintenance costs.  The cost for the City of Mt.        
     Pleasant to comply with the Enhanced Organics Removal requirements, is     
     $7,000,000 in capital costs and $1,000,000 in annual operational and       
     maintenance costs.  The total capital costs of almost $8,000,000 and       
     increased operational and maintenance costs of $1.15 million dollars per   
     year, would result in increasing the sewer rate within the City of Mt.     
     Pleasant by almost 3.5 times the current rate.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2455.006     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2455.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposing a regulation such as the G.L.I. with such a large cost impact,   
     without considering the resulting benefit, is totally unacceptable.  The   
     flawed scientific approaches and the extremely conservative methods used in
     the establishment of discharge limits, do not represent good scientific    
     methodology.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2455.007     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G2455.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. Senator, Carl Levin, proposed the legislation which initiated the     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  In discussions with his office, it  
     appears that the reasons for his support of this legislation have been     
     totally lost during the rule making process.  It was Senator Levin's intent
     to provide a consistent set of regulations for all of the states with the  
     Great Lakes Basin.  It was not his intention to generate a severely        
     restrictive, unnecessary set of regulations that will severely impact the  
     future economic abilities of the Great Lakes states to function under these
     regulations.  The basic purpose of the G.L.I. has been lost in the rule    
     making process.  It is time to stop the process and to re-evaluate the     
     intention and purpose of the original legislation.  The proposed rules as  
     promulgated, should not be placed into effect.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2455.008     
     
     EPA does not agree that the purpose of the GLI has been lost in the        
     rulemaking process.  EPA believes that the final Guidance satisfies all of 
     the requirements of the CPA and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the    
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the technical support          
     documents.  See also Section I.C of the SID for a discussion of the history
     of the GLI and the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the 
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2457.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes are tremendous natural resources and should be protected.  
     However, the GLI represents a radical departure from previous EPA policies 
     that relied on validated, recognized and time-tested scientific data.      
     Serious concerns have been raised over a number of questionable scientific 
     assumptions contained within the GLI, as well as the enormous cost burden, 
     which would be placed on the region to implement the program.  An estimate 
     from four industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron, steel and petroleum)   
     have estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6 billion in capital
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     costs.  Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie has estimated that  
     its capital costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100 million.  In    
     addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling effect" on     
     industrial development and municipal growth throughout the region.         
     
     
     Response to: G2457.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2457.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great   
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits, and         
     non-point sources.  Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal,  
     if any, measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish     
     advisory being lifted.  [In addition, Canada is not even participating in  
     the GLI even though in 1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great 
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978), which called for       
     virtual elimination of inputs or persistent toxic substances.]             
     
     
     Response to: G2457.002     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2457.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.003 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI even though in    
     1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great Lakes Water Quality    
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     Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978), which called for virtual elimination of    
     inputs or persistent toxic substances.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2457.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2457.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, under the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate    
     toxicity data (seven or eight data points) for a proper criteria is        
     unavailable, EPA has proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made  
     on as little as one data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We
     support the application of sound science which would require that more data
     be gathered before these values are used to derive permit limits.          
     
     
     Response to: G2457.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2457.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force industries to remove
     pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no control.      
     
     
     Response to: G2457.005     
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     The general concern raised by the comment is essentially the same as that  
     in D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2457.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Or, the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with a degree of       
     consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or     
     control programs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2457.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2459.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, costs for implementing the GLI are expected to exceed $2.3   
     billion for the Great Lakes region according to an independent study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.  These costs, are in addition to
     the tremendous expenditures being made for pollution abatement.  In Indiana
     alone, manufacturers spend approximately $1 billion annually already for   
     pollution abatement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2459.001     
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     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2459.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the rule provides little flexibility or reflection of the         
     diversity represented not only by each of the Great Lakes, but also by each
     state in the Great Lake region.  States should be allowed to accomodate    
     economic growth without compromising water quality.  This is particularly  
     apparent in the development of the antidegradation policy.  Again, the     
     emphasis should be on quality and not quality when examining discharges.   
     
     
     Response to: G2459.002     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2459.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II criteria for establishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  There is no justification for relaxing the established EPA    
     processes for determining substances of concern.  Moreover, when standards 
     are established, discharge limits should not be set below laboratory       
     detection levels.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2459.003     
     
     See response to D2595.002 and G3003.003.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2459.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, an intake credit policy is crucial Requiring facilities to remove 
     substances already present in intake water has no scientific or legal      
     foundation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2459.004     
     
     See detailed discussion of intake credits in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2460.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major source of the loading in the WLSSD (Western Lake Superior Sanitary 
     District) wastewaters is derived from source waters from Lake Superior and 
     that discharge of water of this quality by WLSSD would represent a         
     violation of the proposed (GLI) permit limit.                              
                                                                                
     Since there are no background pollutant intake credits considered by the   
     GLI and the source waters exceed the GLI discharge standards, pretreatment 
     for pollutants at the source is not cost effective.  The WLSSD would have  
     to implement treatment at its site which would result in redundancy.       
                                                                                
     The cost to WLSSD would be more than $51 million in capital, over $9       
     million dollars in additional operating and maintenance, and when including
     debt service over a ten year period, the additional cost to the WLSSD user 
     would be over $16 million dollars per year.  The economic impact to the    
     WLSSD users would result in doubling the current rate of wastewater        
     treatment.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2460.001     
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     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2460.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not only does the GLI yield few environmental benefits, but its cost would 
     be enormous.  Independent studies have documented that the GLI would cost  
     area employers billions of dollars to implement.  A disproportionate share 
     of the costs of GLI -- over $2.7 billion -- also would fall upon           
     municipalities across the region.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2460.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2461.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have to begin efforts to improve the environment using the most cost    
     effective measures possible.  Spending our limited resources on point      
     sources, with minimal environmental impact is not wise.  The same dollars  
     would have a major positive impact, if directed toward solving the         
     non-point source problems.  The rule should establish guidance requiring   
     states to establish limits and practices for the environmental clean-up    
     desired in a timely fashion, including non-point sources.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2461.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2461.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The consideration of establishing the GLWQI as a regulation instead of     
     guidelines for state regulations poses serious problems.  The              
     dispute/litigation over language and limits typically stops any            
     implementation of the regulation.  For example, Wisconsin had to develop   
     new LOD/LOQ permit language because of the likelihood of false positives   
     and subsequent violations.  The rule should be established as guidance     
     instead of a law with limits.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2461.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2461.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of the GLWQI is good.  Clearly, our primary concern should be  
     in maintaining good and safe water for future generations.  However, the   
     regional adoption of this rule, in any form, puts the Great Lakes area     
     states at a regulation disadvantage.  Everyone has to recognize that jobs  
     and corporate profit has been the reason to move entire factories to other,
     less regulated states.  Given the universal need for clean and safe water, 
     the GLWQI should be passed as guidance and expanded to include all states. 
     
     
     Response to: G2461.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2461.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Note:  The balance of the comments are based on the concept that the GLWQI 
     will be establishing limits as opposed to guidance to states.              
                                                                                
     3.  The proposed limits and compliance status under the GLWQI need to      
     initiates confirmatory testing and expanded monitoring, rather than        
     compliance status alone.                                                   
                                                                                
     a.  The low level tests used for organic chemicals do not tests capable of 
     identifying a specific compound.  The rule should address this element when
     considering the compliance issues.  Specifically, any gas chromatography   
     tests should require a confirmatory test--whether it is another column and 
     temperatures or mass spec confirmation.  No court would prosecute on the   
     basis of a single GC test....the EPA should take the same position.        
     
     
     Response to: G2461.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2461.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definitions of limit of detection and quantitation are statistically   
     driven numbers, as it relates to readings on blank samples.  The           
     probability is that communities will be in violation of the low limits when
     the compound isn't there.  A positive result should require expanded       
     testing and a determination whether the element/compound is actually       
     present.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2461.005     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2461.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Don't consider establishing hybrid guidance like ML to confuse the issue.  
     The average of LOD and LOQ means nothing more than a compromise that has no
     basis.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2461.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2461.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some review at the Federal level must be considered to better evaluate     
     analytical methodologies.  Historically, peer review committees have       
     reviewed the reliability, accuracy, and precision of analytical tests.     
     Recently, it appears that single agency review has been sufficient to      
     consider a methodology acceptable to evaluate compliance.  From an analysts
     standpoint, this is poor science that must be addressed.  Any methodology  
     considered for compliance monitoring should have an independent group      
     review, such as ASTM or other recognized testing organizations.            
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     Response to: G2461.007     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2461.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The issue of quality assurance on data used throughout this program is of  
     paramount importance.  Issues of accuracy, contamination, and using        
     appropriate analytical procedures are basic to science and should be to the
     GLWQI.  The issues of quality assurance range from data used in            
     establishing limits to the compliance monitoring.  The quality assurance   
     elements must be expanded.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2461.008     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2461.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factors used in evaluating limits rely on accurate data.   
     Background contamination, analytical error, or an unproven test can        
     establish limits that do not reflect reality.  Wisconsin worked diligently 
     to address a perceived mercury problem, until it identified the labs as the
     primary problem (Mugen, 1993).  Mugan documented the problems of sampling  
     and analysis of wastewater samples at relatively low mercury concentration 
     levels.  This example alone must demonstrate the need for a comprehensive  
     quality assurance program for any data to be used under the proposed GLWQI 
     program.                                                                   
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     Response to: G2461.009     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2461.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The trophic level of any given water body has an impact on the significance
     of many pollutants for the given environment.  Bioaccumulation in an       
     oligatrophic lake is radically different than most lakes and should not be 
     applied to more productive waters.  The final limits should reflect the    
     inherent differences between the different lakes trophic status.           
     
     
     Response to: G2461.010     
     
     EPA recognizes that the different trophic status of a given water body has 
     an impact on the bioaccumulation of a pollutant and therefore has included 
     a section on bioavailability in the final Guidance.  In addition, if       
     scientifically justified, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to   
     the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.       
     Therefore, if POC and DOC values for a given lake are significantly        
     different than the values given in Appendix B., alternative BAFs can be    
     derived for those waters.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2461.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The organisms selected to establish limits also have a significant impact  
     on the final limits.  Clearly, the physiological differences between       
     freshwater and saltwater species exist.  Therefore, the organisms used to  
     establish limits should be fresh-water species.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2461.011     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that organisms used to establish BAFs should 
     be inherent to the Great Lakes.  Using data from the Great Lakes is        
     preferable over information from other bodies of water because it better   
     represents the physical, chemical, and hydrological conditions present     
     within the Great Lakes.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2461.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The drinking water standards are often above those limits generated through
     a water quality based wastewater limits.  Wisconsin has faced this issue   
     with copper.  I was unable to identify any mechanism to provide a          
     relaxation of limits in situations when the natural background             
     concentration exceeded the GLWQI limit.  I would encourage a variance      
     procedure like that established under NR147.05 to be added to the GLWQI    
     rules.  This procedure enables the situation to reviewed at defined        
     intervals and eliminates unworkable limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2461.012     
     
     The intake credit provisions of the final Guidance may provide relief in   
     situations like those described in the comment.  See section VIII.E of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     The variance procedure of the final Guidance (procedure 2 of appendix F of 
     part 132) very closely resembles Chapter 147.05, Wis. Stats., with the     
     exception that the Guidance procedure allows a variance to be requested at 
     any time during the permit cycle, whereas Chapter 147 limits the time for  
     such requests to within 60 days of permit issuance, reissuance, or         
     modification to incorporate a new water quality-based effluent limit.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2461.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing language under the GLWQI section on antidegradation creates   
     some serious problems.  The push to establish limits for currently         
     unregulated compounds is commendable.  It is obvious that efforts will be  
     made to implement new limits as quick as possible.  Unfortunately, there is
     no provision to reverse a limit when it was made in error.  Elements to    
     address this issue include:                                                
                                                                                
     a.  [Establish a Limit Review Committee, to review studies for             
     appropriateness and consistency with existing information.  The committee  
     could also be used to inform permittees with similar limits and problem to 
     enable better communication by affected permittees.  Currently, a community
     would be forced to fight a potentially false limit on it's own.]           
                                                                                
     b.  [Establish criteria necessary to reverse inappropriate limits and      
     rules.  I don't believe that the purpose for anti-degradation was to       
     mandate inappropriate limits or requirements.  Again, we need to use our   
     resources to cleaning-up the environment, not pad a consultant or lawyer's 
     pockets.]                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2461.013     
     
     The final Guidance does not contain requirements to estalish EEQ based     
     limits, as was considered under the proposed Guidance.  Thus, these        
     proposed activities are not necessary.                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2461.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establish a Limit Review Committee, to review studies for appropriateness  
     and consistency with existing information.  The committee could also be    
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     used to inform permittees with similar limits and problem to enable better 
     communication by affected permittees.  Currently, a community would be     
     forced to fight a potentially false limit on it's own.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2461.014     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2461.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.015 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establish criteria necessary to reverse inappropriate limits and rules.  I 
     don't believe that the purpose for anti-degradation was to mandate         
     inappropriate limits or requirements.  Again, we need to use our resources 
     to cleaning-up the environment, not pad a consultant or lawyer's pockets.  
     
     
     Response to: G2461.015     
     
     Please see response to comment ID G2461.013.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2461.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consider adoption of Wisconsin's NR106 language regarding mixing zones.    
     
     
     Response to: G2461.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2461.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Maintain the mixing zone element for tier 2 chemicals.                     
     Realistically, the levels are so low, it isn't going to make any           
     difference.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2461.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2461.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The tier 2 section of the GLWQI is a knee-jerk response to the symptoms of 
     an unhealthy environment practices.  If chemicals are so toxic that we have
     to literally ban them from our effluent, we should ban them in the first   
     place.  Establish a criteria and timetable for the elimination of the toxic
     chemicals of concern.                                                      
                                                                                
     Your consideration of these issues is appreciated.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2461.018     
     
     See response to: G3032.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: G2464.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI imposes inflexible rules requiring uniform application of          
     needlessly strict water quality standards and implementation procedures,   
     which are incapable of improving water quality in the basin.  The proposed 
     regulation of point sources will not contribute significantly to the       
     improvement of water quality since 90% of the pollutants currently         
     deposited in the Great Lakes come from nonpoint sources.  The current      
     sources of environmental degradation in the Great Lakes are not the target 
     of the GLI, hence, the GLI cannot and will not substantially improve the   
     environment.  The inevitable failure of the GLI lies in the fact that it   
     does not address nonpoint source pollution.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2464.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     P2769.085.  See also Section IX of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2464.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) has stated that "... the EPA has 
     failed to describe adequately the need for the regulation."  There are many
     state and federal regulations now in effect that will achieve the same     
     goals as the GLI.  These regulations have already contributed to the vast  
     improvement of water quality in the Great Lakes.  EPA even states in its   
     own preamble that nonpoint source pollution is now preventing further      
     improvement in the ecosystem.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2464.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.B and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2464.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is not based on sound science.  The GLI lacks credibility because  
     scientific evidence and procedures that support it are flawed or           
     nonexistent.  EPA's own independent Science Advisory Board (SAB) criticizes
     the GLI's use of dubious scientific methods concluding that the substantive
     scientific issues raised here should be addressed before the agency adopts 
     final guidance.  P & T strongly objects to any regulations not supported by
     sound science.                                                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2464.003     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2464.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI goes beyond current technology with extreme permit levels.  The GLI
     is asking for the impossible from dischargers.  Current technology cannot  
     detect some of the current discharge limits imposed by the GLI.  The GLI   
     sets thresholds for some substances at a level 100,000 times more stringent
     than that which affects laboratory aninmals according to the OMB.  To      
     illustrate the extremism of the GLI, mercury criteria would be set at a    
     level 1,000 times more sensitive than current approved EPA detection       
     limits.  This is not realistic regulation.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2464.004     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2464.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most serious concern P & T has with the GLI is the crippling costs     
     associated with it and the minute benefit which may be achieved.  The OMB  
     concluded that EPA has "substantially understated" the cost of implementing
     the GLI.  Contrary to the $200 million estimate provided by the EPA for    
     total costs, the American Forest & Paper Association estimates that capital
     costs alone for the paper industry in the Great Lakes region will exceed   
     $1.3 billion.  An independent study commissioned by the Council of Great   
     Lakes Governors estimates a cost of $2.286 billion per year and 33,230 jobs
     lost in the basin if the GLI is not modified.  These are alarming numbers. 
     The GLI would place the Great Lakes states under a different, more         
     stringent set of regulatory standards than those of neighboring states,    
     resulting in a tremendous competitive disadvantage.  For this reason alone,
     the GLI should be modified.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2464.005     
     
     See response to comments D2587.107 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2464.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the GLI is labeled "guidance," the EPA has chosen to ignore the   
     spirit of this title and rigidly impose the GLI as a mandate.  P & T       
     believes the enabling legislative authority for the GLI envisioned a       
     flexible set of guidelines for each of the Great Lakes States to consider  
     when evaluating their water quality standards.  Proposing the GLI as true  
     guidance, instead of heavy-handed regulation, may promote the long-term    
     success of the GLI's environmental goals.  The guidance should reflect a   
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     range of options designed to assist the states in meeting their objectives.
     
     
     Response to: G2464.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2465.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI's approach in unnecessary since chemical discharges and chemicals in   
     fish tissues are steadily declining.  GLI does not address the real causes 
     of the problem, namely agricultural run-off, atmospheric deposits, urban   
     run-off, and re-entrainment from sediments.  Point sources of pollutants,  
     which the GLI attacks, accounts for only 2% of the pollutants discharged   
     into the Great Lakes.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2465.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2465.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I have lived my whole life near Lake Erie and as President and CEO of      
     Central Travel, a growing travel agency employing about ninety persons     
     serving the travel needs through twelve offices in Northwest Ohio, I must  
     conclude that the GLI will be extremely costly to implement and will cost  
     jobs in the entire Great Lakes basin.  It will increase the cost of doing  
     business for all of us indirectly.  Unless the GLI approach is greatly     
     changed, I must add my voice in opposition to the proposed GLI guidance    
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     documents as currently written.  The EPA needs to go back to the drawing   
     boards!                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2465.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2467.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am writing to express concerns regarding the Great Lakes Water Quality   
     Initiative (GLI) as proposed.  My concerns are based on issues of cost     
     versus benefit of GLI raised by the American Council on Science and Health,
     the July 1993 Draft Final Report prepared by DRI/McGraw-Hill for the       
     Council of Great Lakes Governors, and your Science Advisory Board's        
     Evaluation Report dated December 1992.  In effect, I have read that the GLI
     will impose significant burdens on our industries and municipalities with  
     very little, if any, resulting improvement in water quality or public      
     health.  On a more personal basis, I have a neighbor who is a plant manager
     in a local industry;  the owners are already looking for another location  
     to move their plant away from the Great Lakes watershed if GLI is adopted  
     as proposed.  Not only are jobs in our community threatened (and many      
     studies have shown higher unemployment leads to a drop in community health 
     status), but so are low-income residents and senior citizens who are facing
     the threat of a significant increase in waste water treatment bills.       
     
     
     Response to: G2467.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2468.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes are tremendous natural resources and should be protected.  
     However, the GLI represents a radical departure from previous EPA policies 
     that relied on validated, recognized and time-tested scientific data.      
     Serious concerns have been raised over a number of questionable scientific 
     assumptions contained within the GLI, as well as the enormous cost burden, 
     which would be placed on the region to implement the program.  An estimate 
     from four industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron, steel and petroleum)   
     have estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6 billion in capital
     costs.  Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie has estimated that  
     its capital costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100 million.  In    
     addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling effect" on     
     industrial development and municipal growth throughout the region.         
     
     
     Response to: G2468.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2468.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great   
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits, and         
     non-point sources.  Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal,  
     if any, measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish     
     advisory being lifted.  In addition, Canada is not even participating in   
     the GLI even though in 1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great 
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978), which called for       
     virtual elimination of inputs of persistent toxic substances.              
     
     
     Response to: G2468.002     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: G2468.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are really policy judgements.  For example,     
     under the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate toxicity data   
     (seven or eight data points) for a proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has 
     proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made on as little as one   
     data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  I support the         
     application of sound science which would require that more data be gathered
     before these values are used to derive permit limits.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2468.003     
     
     See response to comment D2791.103.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2468.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force industries to remove
     pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no control.  Or, 
     the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with a degree of           
     consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or     
     control programs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2468.004     
     
     See responses to comments G1223.004, D2657.006 and D1711.015.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G2478.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is the regulation actually needed?  The Clean Water Act already regulates  
     point source discharges.  The Storm Water Act and Clean Air Act are new    
     programs that will have an impact on toxic reduction, but the programs have
     not been in place long enough for assessment.  These programs, along with  
     numerous other programs, already control direct discharges to the lakes.   
     The proposed rule adds another unnecessary layer of bureaucracy.           
     
     
     Response to: G2478.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G3750L.003, F4030.003, G3457.004 and      
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2478.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regulation concentrates on establishing criteria rather than the actual
     problem of persistent toxics.  The agency has used unproven models to      
     overcome a lack of data for many chemicals.  Bio-accumulation factors from 
     unproven models should not be used to derive water quality standards.      
     
     
     Response to: G2478.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the BAF methodology or the designation of BCCs in  
     the final Guidance is based on unproven or insufficient scientific support.
      In response to this and other related comments on the proposed Guidance,  
     and comments on subsequent reports whose availability was announced in the 
     Federal Register, EPA has modified the methodology for development of BAFs 
     and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance.  The methodology         
     modifications include a revised model, requirements for use of             
     field-measured BAFs and BSAFs for Tier I criteria development and for      
     determining BCCs, and other changes.  The definition of BCC was revised to 
     include consideration of persistence and toxicity.  EPA believes the       
     approach in the final Guidance is scientifically and technically           
     appropriate.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2478.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conservative risk assessment and assumption are used for lack of data and a
     scientific base.  As recommended by the E.P.A. Science Advisory Board,     
     application of Tier II values should be restricted and not used to derive  
     enforceable permit limits.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2478.003     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2478.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the regulation, allowable discharge limits for some substances could 
     be set below the detection level for that substance.  To the extent that   
     less than detection limits are actually imposed on dischargers, significant
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance.  Permit limits should    
     never be set below existing acceptable detection limits.  The detection    
     limit should be defined as the practical quantitation limit.               
     
     
     Response to: G2478.004     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2478.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule ignores background concentrations of substances in a     
     community's supply water.  It may require discharges at levels lower  than 
     contained in the supply water.  The regulation should allow for direct     
     intake credits for background concentrations of substances found in the    
     supply water.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2478.005     
     
     See detailed discussion of intake credits in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2478.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, NPDES permits require compliance with stream standards "after   
     reasonable opportunity for mixing."  The proposed rule would eliminate the 
     "mixing zone"  for the bioaccumulative chemicals of concern in ten (10)    
     years without considering technical capability.  For other substances      
     mixing zone areas are reduced.  Eliminating mixing zones will increase     
     costs to dischargers and result in little environmental benefit.  The      
     regulations should continue the use of mixing zones as a sound tool in     
     protecting water quality and avoiding unnecessary costs.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2478.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2478.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The E.P.A. currently requires states to include anti-degradation policies  
     in water quality management programs.  The proposed rule significantly     
     tightens these requirements for the Great Lakes States.  This will         
     discourage industrial expansion for new and existing industries, as well   
     as, retarding community growth in general.  Replace the proposed rule's    
     anti-degradation provisions with current law, which is fully protective of 
     health and the environment.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2478.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2478.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule requires every stream, tributary, and connecting channel 
     in the Great Lakes Basin, as well as the open water of the Great Lakes to  
     meet the same water quality standards.  States should have the flexibility 
     to establish local or site specific water quality criteria when            
     environmental conditions differ from the assumptions used to establish the 
     rule's basin-wide standards.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2478.008     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes both consistent standards and      
     flexibility.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in    
     developing the final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards
     and implementation procedures while allowing for appropriate flexibility   
     for States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  See also Section II.C  
     of the SID for a discussion of the adoption and application of criteria,   
     methodologies, policies and procedures across the Great Lakes basin.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2478.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The E.P.A. has estimated costs of the proposed rule at $200 million dollars
     basin-wide.  Industry estimated the cost at $7 to $10 billion dollars for  
     industry alone.  The Michigan Municipal League has provided an engineering 
     guideline for municipalities within the State of Michigan, to estimate the 
     cost of implementation of the Great Lakes Initiative.  Estimated costs for 
     the City of Mt. Pleasant to comply with metals and enhanced organics       
     removal, include $7.9 million dollars in capital costs and a $1.15 million 
     dollars per year increase in operational and maintenance costs.  The E.P.A.
     has failed to accurately estimate the costs of the proposed rule.  The rule
     should provide a cost cap at $200 million dollars basin-wide along with    
     provisions for federal government funding.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2478.009     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2478.010
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The E.P.A. has not considered whether the benefits of the rule outweigh the
     costs, or even if the benefits are measurable.  In the rule-making process,
     the E.P.A. has ignored recommendations from its own Science Advisory Board.
     This proposed regulation contains serious flaws in risk assessment,        
     methods, and uses unproven models to establish criteria and set water      
     quality standards.  Questionable scientific methodology should not be used 
     to establish environmental rules.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2478.010     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and P2718.345.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2480.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We laud the concept of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI) in   
     its move to improve the water quality of the basin, cut toxic pollution,   
     protect aquatic life, wildlife and human health.  However, we also share   
     equal concerns for the impact the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) would have  
     on the economy and citizens of the Great Lakes Basin.  By implication this 
     document claims to have concerns for the quality of life for those citizens
     that reside in the basin.  It does not address the socio-economic benefits 
     that also affect the quality of life of those citizens - an issue that must
     be treated in symbiotic unity with environmental concerns.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2480.001     
     
     See response to comments D2707.027 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
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     Comment ID: G2480.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Initiative Guidance addresses the Great Lakes system as a closed       
     system.  The Guidance Preamble goes to significant lengths to discuss the  
     issue of the Great Lakes being a virtually closed system.  Is this in fact 
     supported by science, the geology and geography of the area, or is this    
     simply a response to a preconceived legislative initiative?                
     
     
     Response to: G2480.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.  See also Section
     I.C of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2480.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please understand that we share in the concern for our environment, the    
     ecosystem in which we live, and the fish that we catch and eat.  However,  
     we are not prepared to accept the dismantling of our infrastructure with   
     some highly questionable goals.  We want sound scientific data that is     
     widely accepted by the scientific community, data that is weighed          
     symbiotically with the socio-economic impacts of any/all proposals.        
                                                                                
     It appears the GLI won't accomplish much constructively but it will aid in 
     dismantling the infrastructure and economy of the Great Lakes Basin.  The  
     program is not cost effective and has high compliance fees.  It will       
     adversely affect municipalities in their tax base, loss of jobs, and       
     industry.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Specific areas where a negative socio-economic impact would occur include: 
     the charter boat industry, tourism, motels and hotels, restaurants, gas    
     stations, bait and tackle shops, tackle manufacturers and distributors,    
     marine manufacturers, their distributors and retailers, and a host of      
     electronic and recreational manufacturers.  The list goes on.              
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes contain the premier freshwater fishery in the world--no    
     exceptions!  The economic impact of this sport fishery in the eight Great  

Page 5020



$T044618.TXT
     Lakes states is $12 billion and in Ontario it is over $3 billion.          
                                                                                
     Elimination of or reduction of emissions must be justifiable.  As proposed 
     they violate the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement--ignoring applicable  
     and practical approaches.  It places the burden of proof on this country's 
     infrastructure, a costly and highly questionable process from a legal point
     of view.  A burden to the taxpayers.                                       
                                                                                
     Though well intended the GLI is extremely flawed, extreme in its proposals,
     counterproductive to environmental solutions, and burdens the region, its  
     industry, municipalities and taxpayers with many new, and highly           
     questionable, costs.  It ignores environmental laws now in place, attempts 
     to impose an unrealistic generic approach to regulating varying water      
     conditions for eight differing states and five differing lakes using an    
     ecosystem approach in a highly complex and naturally and physically        
     different region.                                                          
                                                                                
     If adopted as proposed the GLI would create a double standard for the      
     basin, placing industries, cities, municipalities, states and their many   
     citizens at a tremendous economic disadvantage with their neighbors.  It   
     will deter industrial development in the region.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2480.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2480.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Major independent studies conducted by DRI/McGraw-Hill, U.S. Office of     
     Management and Budget, and EPA's own Science Advisory Board have criticized
     the proposal, its science and its lack of research.  It creates a dangerous
     precedent in mandating regulation on rhetoric--without adequate science.   
     OMB suspended its review of the GLI in early January saying EPA had not    
     sufficiently demonstrated the need for such regulation.  EPA's Science     
     Advisory Board has expressed concerns over the lack of scientific evidence 
     and procedures to support GLI proposals.  They have questioned the         
     methodology used and recommended that "substantive scientific issues" on   
     the GLI be addressed before any regulation is adopted.  They're saying, in 
     effect, sound science has not been used.                                   
                                                                                
     The Council of Great Lakes Governors recently commissioned an independent  
     study prepared by DRI/McGraw Hill (DRI).  It refers to reports from the    
     Great Lakes states which indicate  that the GLI's targeted toxins are not  
     responsible for any impairments in drinking water or swimming in the Great 
     Lakes.  It cannot properly address the issues of restrictions on fish      
     consumption or alleged impairments on aquatic life because the GLI will not
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     significantly reduce the total loadings of any of the related substances   
     except possibly dioxin.  In the paper industry dioxin levels have been     
     reduced to a level that is now below detection.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2480.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2587.107, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2480.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In calculating criteria for the protection of wildlife, because of a number
     of conservative assumptions and safety factors, the values derived from    
     these procedures are extremely low.  For example, the wildlife criterion   
     for mercury is 180 parts per quadrillion, more than 1000 times lower than  
     the method detection limit.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2480.005     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.167 for the response to this comment.  Also,
     please see section VI.F of the SID for a discussion of the mercury         
     criterion.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2480.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many bio-accumulation factors (BAFs) to date are higher than               
     bioconcentration factor (BCF) values previously used by EPA or many states 
     in the calculation of water quality criteria.  Many chemicals with high BAF
     values do not yet have criteria.  For example, the BCF used by EPA in its  
     calculation of the human health criteria for benzo [a] pyrene is 30, while 
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     the GLI BAF value is 999,975.  When coupled with other parts of the        
     calculation process, the eventual proposed human health criterion for benzo
     [a] pyrene will be 33,000 times more stringent than the current national   
     criterion of 0.031 ug/l.                                                   
                                                                                
     Also, there is no consideration of whether any bio-accumulative chemicals  
     of concern (BCC) or even potential BCC is actually toxic enough in any     
     concentration that might be encountered in the environment to truly be of  
     concern.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2480.006     
     
     For a discussion on which BAF data are applicable for derivation of Tier I 
     criteria and Tier II values, see Section IV.B.2a of the SID.               
                                                                                
     BAFs do not take the toxicity of a chemical into account, but the          
     derivation of the criteria do.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2480.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Applying uniform basinwide criteria across a variety of aquatic,           
     terrestrial, and human habitats is unjustified.  It is not technically     
     defensible to apply a single set of water quality standards across waters  
     passing through diverse geographic, physical and geologically different    
     areas.                                                                     
                                                                                
     We truly believe there is nothing to indicate that Congress wanted to      
     overturn more than 20 years of a program where states have the primary     
     responsibility for determinig the water quality needs of a particular body 
     of water and creating provisions deemed most appropriate for protecting a  
     given aquatic system.                                                      
                                                                                
     More emphasis must be placed on flexibility for the states.  Imposing      
     uniform water quality criteria on all uses and in all circumstances without
     this flexibility eliminates the state role.  Imposing uniform water quality
     criteria does not produce unifom water quality improvement.  It can't.     
     Contrary to the professed goals of EPA and the GLI, the Great Lakes basin  
     cannot be treated as a single ecosystem.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2480.007     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: G2480.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PCBs                                                                       
                                                                                
     Much has been written about certain chemicals in fish tissue, most notably 
     PCBs.  PCBs have been around for seventy years.  They had been used by     
     industry until recently banned by EPA.  Thousands of studies worldwide have
     been conducted on PCBs and what affect they may have on human health.      
     Presently, on average, 400 papers per year are written on the subject.     
     Workshops are still conducted on the issue.                                
                                                                                
     In the GLI preamble, a case is made for the need to address environmental  
     problems associated with bio-accumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) and  
     the supporting data focus upon PCBs, evidently the BCC greatest area of    
     concern.  Using numerical estimates presented in the GLI cost/benefit      
     summary, PCB loading restrictions anticipated from proposal's              
     implementation can be compared with literature estimates of PCB loadings.  
     This comparison suggests the GLI effect on the total PCB loading to the    
     Great Lakes would be negligible.  PCB loadings from external sources would 
     be reduced by less than one percent.                                       
                                                                                
     In the regulatory impact analysis of the GLI, estimates reflect that       
     implementation of the GLI will result in 21 to 210 fewer lifetime cancer   
     cases.  The chemical contaminants on which the estimates were based are    
     PCBs and dieldrin.  Yet not a single case history exists wherein PCBs have 
     been shown to be the cause of cancer.                                      
                                                                                
     The Jacobson, Jacobson, Humphrey study released in 1989 attempted to       
     suggest a direct correlation between pregnant women and their newborns and 
     the ingestion of Lake Michigan fish.  Major significant shortcomings were  
     found by subsequent studies refuting the Jacobson study.  Significant      
     differences were discussed by Paneth, Matanoski and Agnew, and Gladen and  
     Rogan reflecting those differences, including pre-pregnancy weight, alcohol
     usage, consumption of caffeine and cold medicines, and smoking.  The       
     science community by and large has disassociated itself from this highly   
     questionable study.                                                        
                                                                                
     More recently the Dar, Kanarek study discussed prenatal exposure to PCBs   
     and reproductive outcome with over 1000 Green Bay Area subjects.  A        
     positive correlation was found between the amount of Lake Michigan fish    
     consumed by the subjects and their PCB blood serums.  The study reflected a
     positive association with fish consumption or PCB exposure and gestational 
     age, birth order, weight gain during pregnancy and male infants.           
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     Dr. Renate Kimbrough, former EPA director of Health and Risk Capabilities, 
     and a toxics expert with the Center for Disease Control, has stated "no    
     significant chronic health effects have been causally associated with      
     exposure to PCBs or PBBs.  Dr. Kimbrough found literally no epidemiological
     evidence from dozens of studies to suggest even relatively high exposures  
     of workers to these substances generated anything but "minor abonormalities
     not necessarily related to PCB exposure."                                  
                                                                                
     The GLI makes reference to the lake trout suggesting that continued        
     impairment to self-reproduction is due to subjection to a variety of toxic 
     pollutants.  However, a U.S. Department of Interior, Fish and Wildlife     
     Service research bulletin (1993, N. 4) lists formidable and compelling     
     reasons that predation by large salmonids, especially lake trout, on       
     recently stocked fish and new recruitments as the mechanism responsible for
     reduced survival.  Trawl studies developed strong indications of           
     cannibalism by large lake trout.                                           
                                                                                
     Most recently, EPA sponsored a 2-day workshop in Washington D.C., "PCBs in 
     Fish Tissues."  John Hesse of Michigan Department of Health stated data on 
     coho and chinook salmon has been available for years, reflecting           
     substantially reduced levels of PCBs well below action levels.  He said    
     while the Lake Michigan state health departments should have removed some  
     fish and modified others from their advisories, they haven't done so.      
                                                                                
     After 20 presenters and two days of presentations, FDA's Dr. Mike Bolger   
     critiqued the forum with, "we're spinning our wheels chasing after zero,   
     spending good money after bad.  We're concentrating on the issues of PCBs  
     when it should no longer be a priority of issue.  Unfortunately, it is a   
     topic that has had high exposure, is well known to the media and the       
     general public.  When agencies want funding they use the PCB issue" when we
     should be using other issues with higher priorities and a high level of    
     importance in the country.                                                 
                                                                                
     Interestingly, many of the speakers offered evidence of cancer caused by   
     PCBs in rats/monkeys in the laboratory environment.  However, those same   
     speakers struggled to extrapolate data from laboratory situations to       
     humans.  Just as many of the speakers questioned the propriety and         
     scientific approach in attempting to establish any correlation.  Some took 
     exception to the theory because the extrapolation process shows a higher   
     sensitivity of PCBs in animals than in humans.                             
                                                                                
     Slope factors of 7.7 (mg/kg-d)-1 for PCBs are upper 95% confidence limits  
     of carcinogenic potency.  Using an upper bound estimate of carcinogenic    
     potency to predict numbers of excess cancer cases is                       
     inappropriate--especially for lower-bound estimate of potential cancer     
     cases.  Furthermore, extrapolations from high doses in rodents to low doses
     in humans, such as those used to develop the slope factors, typically      
     exaggerate risks.                                                          
                                                                                
     The data attributed to the IJC Great Lakes Water Quality Board in the      
     proposal do not accurately reflect present fish tissue contaminant levels  
     basinwide.  For example, the Michigan Department of Health in March 1993   
     issued a news release with proposed relaxations on specific sport fish:    
                                                                                
     1.  Chinook, 21" - 32" - No Restrictions.                                  
     2.  Coho salmon, all sizes - No Restrictions.                              
     3.  Brown trout, under 23" - No Restrictions.                              
     4.  Lake trout, under 30", Lake Superior - No Restrictions.                
                                                                                
     Many of these fish have fallen below FDA action levels since the late '80s 
     for the State of Michigan.  Furthermore, fish tissue samples collected by  
     the Lake Michigan states show coho and other game fish also falling below  
     the action levels established by FDA since the late '80s.  Yet for years   
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     the American public, the taxpayers, have been continuously mislead by the  
     Lake Michigan states, and EPA as recently as 1993 these fish are not safe  
     to eat.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The 1989-90 RAP Area of Concern fish contaminant data from the Cuyahoga    
     River were compared with maximum acceptable fish tissue concentrations     
     calculated using proposed GLI criteria and bioaccumulation factors of 0.05 
     ppm total PCBs.  Results from EPA's September 1992 National Study of       
     Chemical Residues in Fish were included in the comparison.  Concentrations 
     of PCBs in fish collected locally and nationally all exceeded the proposed 
     maximum acceptable levels based on all the GLI human health and wildlife   
     criteria (0.05 ppm).  Local and national PCB means were approximately equal
     while the local median was higher than the national median.                
                                                                                
     In the mid-'80s the USFDA model of PCB action levels was reduced to 2.0 ppm
     from 5.0 ppm, about average to our food basket.  Food packaging still      
     maintains a 10 ppm PCB allowance.                                          
                                                                                
     PCB action levels as proposed in the GLI would be reduced to 0.05 ppm from 
     2.0 ppm, a substantial magnification not reflecting any justification from 
     any studies or sound science.  It would, however, adversely impact the     
     basin economically, affecting the commercial and recreational fisheries.   
     It would, by administrative mandate under the GLI proposal, create action  
     levels for all Great Lakes fish so as to place them all within a           
     consumption advisory, again creating a hostage of a fishery bruised and    
     abused by a bureaucracy whose preference is to deal in rhetoric and half   
     truths rather than sound science.                                          
                                                                                
     The GLI suggests Great Lakes fish would be safer and less risk to people   
     who consume it, yet there is no evidence to suggest that even one advisory 
     would be lifted as a result of the GLI.  To the contrary, where 164 fish   
     advisories are now in effect for the Great Lakes system, that number would 
     increase two-fold.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2480.008     
     
     See response to comments P2718.345, D2587.143, D2587.037, D2587.045,       
     D2827.090 and D2723.004.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: G2480.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Policy                                                     
                                                                                
     The prevention of degradation of the waters of the Great Lakes Basin is a  
     commendable goal, one to which we strongly adhere.                         
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     However, we are greatly concerned over the proposed policies set forth by  
     the GLI for the antidegradation program it would impose on the states.  The
     actions that trigger anti-degradation review are too broad, creating       
     unworkable restrictions.  Excessive power is placed in the hands of a few  
     permit writers.  Business in the basin will be at a disadvantage relative  
     to competitors in other areas.                                             
                                                                                
     Once an antidegradation review is triggered, the GLI would place the permit
     writer in the position of deciding for society--the consumer--what economic
     or social development is important.  That permit writer can also decide    
     whether an industry or municipality has done everything judicious and      
     feasible to change its procedures.  This is far beyond the scope of        
     expertise of a permit writer.  Definite criteria should be established     
     beforehand involving environmental as well as socio-economic concerns.     
                                                                                
     This regulatory proposal goes beyond what is authorized by the Clean Water 
     Act, thus placing those industries and municipalities in the basin at a    
     distinct economic disadvantage from those in other areas.  Again the       
     consumer ultimately suffers.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2480.009     
     
     See response to comment D2721.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2480.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI will require a plant to remove substances in its intake water even 
     if a plant's processes do not produce those substances or add to the amount
     of the substance in the discharge.                                         
                                                                                
     An EPA and State Task Force established in 1992 recommended that no water  
     quality based permit limit would be necessary for a given pollutant if the 
     discharger:                                                                
                                                                                
     1.  Withdraws from and discharges to the same body of water,               
     2.  Does not add the pollutant to its effluent,                            
     3.  Does not change the chemical form of the pollutant or increase its     
     concentration.                                                             
                                                                                
     These restrictions essentially render the intake credits meaningless.  Even
     non-contact cooling waters should be excluded because evaporation losses   
     lead to concentration increases.                                           
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     Response to: G2480.010     
     
     See response to comment D2798.058 and SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2480.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Values                                                             
                                                                                
     We are concerned over the GLI's causal use of Tier II values.  The EPA's   
     own Science Advisory Board expressed similar concerns in questioning the   
     methodology used to arrive at the regulation's criteria.  Specifically, the
     employment of Tier II levels adopt extremely strict criteria, although     
     there is insufficient or inadequate scientific data to support lower (Tier 
     I) values.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Well established procedures require toxicity data from at least eight      
     famalies of aquatic life for criteria calculation.  Proposed Tier II       
     procedures only require toxicity data from as few as one species of aquatic
     life.  The authors of these procedures never intended these levels to be   
     used for establishing national pollutant discharge elimination system      
     (NPDES) permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2480.011     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2480.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zone Policy                                                         
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     As proposed, the GLI would unnecessarily restrict, and in many cases       
     eliminate, mixing zones.  The guidance would cause discharge allowances to 
     be reduced significantly.                                                  
                                                                                
     Proposals requiring an additional percentage or degree of removal on       
     industry and municipalities would create an unnecessary economic hardship  
     on industry and municipalities and ultimately an added burden on the       
     consumer.  Facilities that use or discharge water may have to install new  
     treatment technologies, change production processes, or relocate or close  
     down depending on individual circumstances.  As a worst case scenario, the 
     product would have to be removed from the marketplace.  Again, the consumer
     pays severely and unjustifiably.                                           
                                                                                
     No zones of initial dilution will be allowed for meeting acute criteria,   
     although many basin states currently allow their use.                      
                                                                                
     The GLI as proposed would increase the stringency of permits substantially 
     while not having any impact on the overall ambient water quality in the    
     basin.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The restriction or elimination of mixing zones is not based on sound       
     science.  It is an arbitrary policy decision, inappropriate, whose phase   
     out is without scientific justification.  It is also not good economics.   
     
     
     Response to: G2480.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2480.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permits                                                                    
                                                                                
     The DRI study questions the propriety of some discharge limits that could  
     be imposed by the GLI.  They question the unusually severe and harsh       
     implementation procedures, some of which may be impossible to achieve given
     the current levels of technology.                                          
                                                                                
     An excellent example of GLI's over-zealous and extreme proposals is the    
     issue of mercury.  GLI's mercury criteria are set at concentrations 1000   
     times more sensitive than EPA's current approved detection limits.  The    
     wildlife regulatory guidelines will require reducing concentrations of this
     naturally occurring element below those levels found in pristine           
     conditions.  Many areas of our society would find it sinister if not highly
     questionable to attempt to improve upon the Creator of the Universe.       
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     Response to: G2480.013     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2480.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site Specific Criteria                                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI again severely limits the states to establish regulations on an as 
     needed basis based on site-specific needs.  The ecosystem approach does not
     take into consideration establishment of water quality criteria needs      
     justified by local conditions.                                             
                                                                                
     Specifically, although less stringent aquatic criteria are permitted due to
     local water quality parameters of aquatic organisms, less stringent        
     criteria are not allowed for wildlife and human health.  This is           
     scientifically unsound.  The GLI as proposed and USEPA specifically does   
     not recognize the enormous diversity and complexity of the many ecosystems 
     within the basin.                                                          
                                                                                
     Factors that are ignored by the GLI and EPA include the natural conditions 
     of the many ecosystems within the basin such as physical, geologic and     
     climatic.  These and other factors play an important role in populations   
     and activities of industry and wildlife in these varied and wide ranging   
     areas.                                                                     
                                                                                
     To cite two specific examples:  The southern Lake Michigan bowl differs    
     radically from the upper third of this Great Lake, in all of the factors   
     mentioned above.  And secondly, society from the youngest school age child 
     to the angler, vacationer, resource manager, academician, and scientist    
     alike recognize the vast differences between Lake Erie and Lake Superior.  
     Aquatic species and wildlife found in one area may not be present in       
     another or may live under vastly different conditions.                     
                                                                                
     Blanket regulations on a broad ranged geographic area are not good public  
     policy, violates sound science and common sense, and ignores the           
     socio-economic impacts of these harsh proposals with highly questionable   
     goals.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI's proposed policy will freeze a plant's discharge level.  This will
     discourage voluntary reductions beyond compliance levels and remove        
     business and municipality incentives for these voluntary reductions.  To   
     establish stringent water quality criteria with a significant economic     
     cost, basinwide, may/will have no discernible benefit in some areas.       
     Again, the consumer, the taxpayer and society suffers.                     
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     Response to: G2480.014     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2480.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs                                                                      
                                                                                
     The DRI study stated "as currently configured, the initiative is both      
     wasteful of precious resources and borders on an expensive luxury."  The   
     study also stated that the GLI would cost over 33,000 jobs in the basin,   
     and points out that environmental benefits will be modest.  By some        
     estimates, cost to industry and municipalities will exceed $12 billion and 
     increase costs to consumers/taxpayers at the rate of $400 annually per     
     family.                                                                    
                                                                                
     A study sponsored by the American Iron and Steel Institute on the potential
     impact of the GLI on two model steel mills in the basin used site-specific 
     flow and background data for the two locations.  Water quality-based       
     permits were calculated using applicable state water quality standards and 
     procedures and the GLI proposal.  The results indicated that for a single  
     facility an increase in necessary capital and operating expenses of up to  
     $102 million beyond that necessary to meet technology based limits and     
     state water quality limits would be required to meet the new limits under  
     the GLI.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The proposal does not address atmospheric introduction.  PCBs from external
     sources are only reduced by 1%.  Proposed limits in most cases are below   
     analytical accuracy, the cost of which can't be justified and will surely  
     provoke litigation.  This again is an unnecessary burden on the taxpayers  
     of this country and a drain on our precious financial resources.           
                                                                                
     A disproportionate share of the costs of GLI, almost $3 billion, would fall
     on the municipalities of the region.                                       
                                                                                
     Although politically popular to blame Big Business, well known is the fact 
     that the majority of toxic and contaminant dumpings are atmospheric.  Other
     pollution comes from ground water and sediment.  The GLI cannot clean up   
     the Great Lakes because it does not address the major polluter--non-point  
     source pollution.  GLI cannot deliver the goods.                           
                                                                                
     There are 3,800 direct industrial and municipal dischargers in the basin   
     that would be affected by the GLI.  Of these 588 are major dischargers and 
     316 of them are publicly owned treatment works.  EPA estimates the cost of 
     compliance to be $230 million.  If 33,000 jobs are eliminated, affecting   
     local and state entitlement programs, tax bases and other ripple           
     socio-economic impacts, then EPA's cost for compliance is much to          
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     conservative.  Add in all the other costs, to industry, municipalities and 
     taxpayers alike, the cost is considerably prohibitive.  Quality of life is 
     not taken into consideration and is economically compromised.              
     
     
     Response to: G2480.015     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002, D2721.040, G3457.004, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2480.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Summary                                                                    
                                                                                
     Forty-three Areas of Concern are being addressed by Remedial Action        
     Planning processes at the present time.  Some of these are proceeding well 
     at developing community consensus on the nature of the problems, and they  
     are working toward solutions.  Unfortunately, consensus building takes     
     time, and decisions must be based upon sound scientific data.  Therefore,  
     it appears much more prudent to allow the Remedial Action Planning         
     processes to unfold, rather than to simply impose uniform, one-criteria-   
     fits-all requirements on the entire basin.  If the uniform criteria are to 
     apply everywhere in the Great Lakes, one may question why we should even   
     bother with the Remedial Action Planning process.                          
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Initiative appears to ignore the Lakewide Management Plan  
     approach.  The Lakewide Management approach is the next logical step       
     evolving from the Remedial Action Planning process.  Unlike the Initiative,
     which is a unilateral U.S. effort, Lakewide Management Plans are to        
     incorporate consideration of Canadian pollutant sources.  It makes little  
     sense to proceed with an ambitious program on the southern shores of the   
     Lakes while leaving pollutant loads from the northern shores unaddressed.  
     Moving forward immediately to fully implement the Great Lakes Water Quality
     Guidance, without factoring in the Lakewide Management approach, appears to
     be imprudent.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2480.016     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2746.043, P2769.085, D2867.087 and       
     D2596.013.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
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     Comment ID: G2480.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Major independent studies from the Science Advisory Board, the Office of   
     Management and Budget, and the Council of Great Lakes Governors have each  
     concluded that the GLI falls far short of the intended goals.  It is       
     seriously flawed, does not take into consideration the many economic       
     impacts, compliance costs far exceed projected benefits--which are minimal,
     and sound science is lacking.  The GLI needs significant overhauling.      
                                                                                
     Our legislatures have passed laws addressing environmental issues, and we  
     have placed our trust in public agencies to carry out those laws.  A       
     fiduciary trust has been placed on those officials who have been elected or
     appointed to uphold it.  Yet the public trust is being breached by those   
     who are to uphold it.  Scientific data is being altered, ignored or        
     suppressed.  The use of sound science must be adhered to and socio-economic
     impacts must be considered symbiotically with environmental concerns.      
                                                                                
     Environmental groups with questionable agendas and funds for frivolous     
     lawsuits must not be indulged or pacified.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2480.017     
     
     See Section I.C of the SID for a full discussion of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2571.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Dear Mr. Adamkus, as a Senator from the only state entirely within the    
     Great Lakes water shed, Chairman of the Senate Sub-Committee that has held 
     a series of hearings on Great Lakes Water Quality concerns and author of   
     the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, I am writing to express my strong   
     support for the Great Lakes Initiative.  I congratulate EPA and other      
     members of the Great Lakes community for their part in developing the Great
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                                              
                                                                                
     I regret that I can't attend in person the public hearings on this         
     proposal, but while the Senate is in session I'm a Washington prisoner.  I 
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     hope my written remarks will convey my urgency in seeing this proposal go  
     forward.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Initiative is a bold and visionary undertaking.  It would  
     create for the first time in this country a single set of water quality    
     rules reaching across state boundaries to protect a single body of water,  
     the Great Lakes.  It's a critical milestone for our region for several     
     reasons.                                                                   
                                                                                
     First, the Great Lakes provide the centerpiece and national identity for   
     our part of the country.  Michigan alone has over 3,000 miles of Great     
     Lakes shoreline.  Over half our population lives near a Great Lakes coast  
     and literally hundreds of Michigan towns and cities rely on the Great Lakes
     for drinking water, for business, tourism, recreation, and more.           
                                                                                
     Other Great Lakes states have similar stories to tell.  Our cities, our    
     transportation networks, our industries, our climate, are all shaped by the
     vast lakes we share.  By celebrating our shared natural treasure, we are   
     changing the way that the whole country views us.  Replacing jokes about   
     the Frost Belt with admiration for our crown jewels, the Great Lakes.      
                                                                                
     More than ever before, the future of our region is tied to the health and  
     vitality of the Great Lakes, and that's why, to turn a phrase, what's good 
     for the Great Lakes is good for the Great Lakes states.                    
                                                                                
     But, there's a second reason the Great Lakes Initiative is critical to our 
     region, and that has to do with the hodepodge of water quality controls    
     that currently divide us.  The irregularity and irrationality of these     
     water quality controls were recently documented in a 1991 report prepared  
     for the International Joint Commission, the U.S. Canadian body that        
     oversees the Great Lakes.                                                  
                                                                                
     That report compared Great Lakes state controls on seven common pollutants.
     It found and documented tremendous variation.  It found, for example, that 
     right now an Illinois business can discharge into Lake Michigan up to 7,000
     kilograms per year of lead, while a Michigan business is restricted to 700.
     It found that a business in Ohio can discharge into Lake Erie almost 200   
     kilograms per year of benzene, while a Pennsylvania business on the same   
     lake is restricted to less than 5.                                         
                                                                                
     This dramatic disparity in state controls creates a host of problems.  It  
     means that states with tougher controls are at a competitive disadvantage  
     when asking business to locate within their borders due to tougher         
     regulations and higher water and sewer rates compared to states with weaker
     controls.  It means that even towns that have cleaned up their act and     
     imposed tough water quality controls on their constituents may suffer      
     degraded Great Lakes waters because towns in other states on the same lake 
     have weaker controls.  It means that firms operating in more than one Great
     Lakes state have to meet completely different regulatory requirements.     
                                                                                
     My own State of Michigan has some of the toughest controls in the region.  
     That means Michigan communities suffer not only a competitive disadvantage,
     but also the degraded waters that result when other states on the same lake
     do less.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Other Great Lakes states have similar complaints as the clean water in Lake
     Superior accumulates increasing pollution on its way to Lake Ontario.  The 
     uneven discharge controls along the way aren't logical.  They aren't       
     efficient, and they aren't fair.                                           
                                                                                
     Narrowing the disparity in state controls is the engine behind the Great   
     Lakes Initiative.  The idea began with the Environmental Protection Agency 
     as a way to meet promises made by the United States and Canada in the Great
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     Lakes Water Quality Agreement and by the State Governors in 1986.          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  See Section I.C of the SID.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, EPA did not try to impose its idea on the region.  Instead of     
     issuing federal decrees, EPA went to each of the 8 Great Lakes states and  
     asked if it were interested in trying to devise one set of Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Controls that every one would use.  All 8 agreed that a      
     common set of rules made sense.  They also agreed to join in a Great Lakes 
     Initiative to write federal guidelines for these rules provided that each  
     state would be able to sit at the decision-making table and help draft     
     them.  EPA agreed and the initiative was launched.                         
                                                                                
     Michigan became one of the most active participants.  It put in literally  
     thousands of hours of work as did other states committed to this effort.   
                                                                                
     EPA and the state also established an advisory group from the Great Lakes  
     community including industry, environmentalists, municipalities, and       
     others.  This group sat at the same table with state and federal officials 
     and actively assisted the drafting process.                                
                                                                                
     This inclusive process is unusual for federal regulations.  Typically,     
     federal bureaucrats draft their rules without public input, publish them   
     for comment, and only then find out what the regulated community thinks is 
     important and feasible.                                                    
                                                                                
     To EPA's credit, the Great Lakes Initiative took the opposite track and    
     included the regulative community from the first day.                      
                                                                                
     More than one year after the initiative was underway in November, 1990,    
     Congress passed and President Bush signed into law the Great Lakes Critical
     Programs Act.  This legislation, which I authored, recognized the Great    
     Lakes Initiative's importance and to ensure its completion, set deadlines  
     for action.                                                                
                                                                                
     While the initiative has ended up taking longer than expected, the process 
     has produced a proposal which would go a long way towards regional         
     uniformity.  This proposal would meet the goals and the requirements of the
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.                                         
                                                                                
     Of course, I have yet to hear from anyone who says the proposal is perfect.
     Some complain it doesn't go far enough.  Others complain it does too far.  

Page 5035



$T044618.TXT
     Virtually everyone has suggestions for improvements.  I understand that    
     hundreds, if not thousands, of ideas are being funneled to EPA during the  
     comment period.  I urge you to consider these suggestions carefully and    
     make use of the opportunity to further improve the guidelines.             
                                                                                
     You will also hear from critics who argue that the draft Great Lakes       
     Guidelines shouldn't be improved.  They should be stopped.  These critics  
     offer primarily three reasons.  They charge:  First, that the guidelines   
     will put our region at a disadvantage because they will result in tougher  
     water quality controls here than elsewhere.  This position is flatly       
     disputed in a study commissioned by the Counsel of Great Lakes Governors   
     which in resonding to a question about whether the initiative would        
     significantly reduce the region's competitiveness, concluded that the short
     answer is no.                                                              
                                                                                
     Even more, this argument loses sight of two facts.  Number one is that     
     within our region states like Michigan already have tougher controls than  
     their neighbors and already operate at a disadvantage.  By requiring       
     everyone to use the same protections, the Great Lakes Initiative would     
     place all of our states on an equal footing.                               
                                                                                
     As to the rest of the country, it's important to remember that the Great   
     Lakes provide us with a competitive advantage.  As the largest body of     
     fresh water in the United States, with 95% of the fresh surface water in   
     the whole country, they provide us with nearly unlimited water for         
     drinking, commerce, recreation, and other uses.  They are a key attraction 
     for people coming to our area.  We need to protect that advantage by       
     ensuring those waters are clean and usable now and in the future. Because  
     the Great Lakes are a vital economic asset, we also have to recognize that 
     they need special protection.                                              
                                                                                
     National Water Quality Standards are based on the model of a rushing river 
     with rapid water turnover.  That model applies to the vast majority of     
     American waters, but not to the Great Lakes, which are more like a series  
     of bathtubs whose water drain out slowly.  Lake Superiors' waters take more
     than 150 years to leave the system and be replaced.  Lake Michigan takes   
     almost 100 years.  Great Lakes protection must take these facts into       
     account.  The proposed guidelines do.                                      
                                                                                
     The second argument critics make is that the guidelines will cost too much.
     Costs are always a fair concern and they need to be looked at.  But,       
     mistakes are easy to make and exaggerations often creep in.  For example,  
     when Michigan Department of Natural Resources analyzed the 25 Michigan     
     businesses and cities that EPA used in its cost analysis, it found that the
     items cited as entailing additional costs were already addressed by        
     Michigan's rules whether or not the intitiative is adopted.  It concluded  
     that the initiative alone did not add one dollar of treatment cost to those
     Michigan concerns.                                                         
                                                                                
     Another constitutent predicted that the initiative would cost this industry
     a fortune.  But, when pressed a bit, he admitted that most of the cost he  
     was worried about were due to federal storm water drain requirements, not  
     even addressed by the initiative.                                          
                                                                                
     At the same time, we would have no illusions that ensuring the Great Lakes 
     future will be cost-free.  During the comment period, EPA will recieve many
     suggestions about how to change the proposal to lower its cost without     
     hurting water qualty.  Again, I urge you to examine these suggestions      
     closely to determine whether the proposal's cost effectiveness can be      
     further strengthened.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.002     
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     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, some critics charge that the initiative does not go far enough    
     because it fails to address non-point pollution such as runoff and air     
     deposition.  Non-point pollution is a significant problem for the Great    
     Lakes.  EPA has announced that it will be dealt with on a regional basis in
     the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Initiative now underway.  This effort is a 
     critical next step in regional efforts to protect the Great Lakes and I    
     urge EPA to proceed at a brisk pace on such major sources of non-point     
     source pollution as air deposition, contaminated sediments, leaking waste  
     sites, and urban and rural runoff.                                         
                                                                                
     Progress on the pending guidelines, however, should not be halted while    
     awaiting other needed reforms.  Our region's future is linked to the future
     of the Great Lakes.  We have much to gain from the Great Lakes Initiative. 
     This gain can't be achieved without cost.  But, the benefits of cleaner    
     waters and a level playing field are significant for the region.  For these
     reasons, I support this visionary effort and urge swift action on this     
     proposal to ensure that all our communities operate under the same set of  
     rules to protect our common waters.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     MR. BALANOFF:  Great and thanks for the opportunity.  My name is Clem      
     Balanoff.  I'm the State Representative from the 32nd District in the State
     of Illinois on the far southeast side of Chicago and the south suburban    
     areas.  I am speaking today for the people in my district, some of whom are
     with me here today and also for our State Senator Don Trotter who is not   
     able to be here this morning, who is actually covering some other events in
     the district for both of us.                                               
                                                                                
     The proposed rules for Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance are the absolute 
     minimum protection we must have to safeguard our health and to salvage the 
     ecosystem of the Great Lakes Basin.  Ultimately, zero discharge together   
     with maximum pollution prevention must be our goal.  The proposed rules    
     will move us in that direction.                                            
                                                                                
     There are many reasons why it is mandatory that we reduce toxic discharges,
     first to a minimum and then to zero.  One very important reason is that    
     even if we reduce current discharges to zero, toxins are still continuing  
     to enter the Great Lakes from our contaminated soil, air, and waterways.   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.004     
     
     EPA appreciates the support of this comment.  For further discussion on how
     the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Sections 
     I.C and I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I tried for a number of years in the State of Illinois to get an           
     appropriation for a groundwater study of the Lake Calumet area to determine
     whether toxins from our soil are leaching into Lake Michigan.  Congressman 
     George Sangmeister has succeeded in getting a federal appropriation for    
     this study.                                                                
                                                                                
     If the study shows that toxins are indeed entering the lake from our       
     contaminated soil, this could qualify more sites on Chicago's southeast    
     side for super fund cleanup.  This kind of process must be pursued in any  
     and all other areas around the Great Lakes where it is suspected that past 
     contamination is still draining poison into the lakes.                     
                                                                                
     Another important reason we must eliminate toxic discharges is that the    
     Great Lakes system does not cleanse itself quickly as rivers do.  A        
     molecule of water from Lake Superior takes 173 years to exit the system.  A
     molecule of water from Lake Michigan takes 62 years.  Toxins settle to the 
     bottom much faster than they leave they system and keep reentering the     
     water.  This kind of a toxic accumulation is obviously a major health      
     hazard.  The proposed rules are a commendable effort to target the worst   
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     pollutants and to establish uniform standards for all 8 states in the Great
     Lakes Basin.  These rules must become law.  They should even be            
     strengthened by expanding the list of toxic chemicals to protect our most  
     vulnerable populations; pregnant women, children, people who eat the most  
     Great Lakes fish, and people who live in places like Chicago's southeast   
     side and the south suburban areas where we are bombarded daily with the    
     cumulative effect of many sources of pollution.  For some of our poorest   
     people, the fish they catch in Lake Michigan and Lake Calumet is a staple  
     of their diet.  They also breathe our air, which is estimated to have 28   
     million pounds per year of industrial toxins from Illinois and Indiana, and
     they drink Lake Michigan water.  Any reduction in toxins from any of these 
     sources can only help to lessen their risk of disease and death.           
                                                                                
     Most important of all, EPA must move forward to eliminate the production of
     persistent bioaccumulative toxic chemicals.  These are a special hazard in 
     the Great Lakes since they remain in the system for a long, long time.     
     Surely the Great Lakes system, this precious water resource, is worth our  
     best effort to rpotect it and so protect ourselves, our children, and      
     generations yet to come.  Thank you very much.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2571.005     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As Mayor of the City of Erie, I am acutely aware of the tremendous natural 
     resource the Great Lakes represent.  Lake Erie and its waters provide the  
     water we drink and forms the economic base of the entire region, as well as
     adding to our recreational enjoyment and quality of life.  Protection of   
     water quality must be a priority.  However, as Mayor, I have serious       
     concerns as the economic impacts on Erie and the immediate area resulting  
     from the implementation of the Great Lakes Initiative, as proposed.  These 
     concerns led me to become involved early on in attempting to understand the
     Great Lakes Initiatives, its objectives and effects.                       
                                                                                
     I have been in contact with Pennsylvania Governor Robert Casey, Senator    
     Arlen Specter, Senator Harris Waford (phonetic), and other state and       
     federal officials.  The Pennsylvania Department of Environmental Resources,
     at our request, has just completed an evaluation of the City of Erie's     
     existing National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System permit with       
     respect to the proposed Great Lakes Initiative regulations.  The city is   
     now in the process of reveiwing this informaiton to assess future          
     compliance efforts.  I'm sorry that we do not have that today, but we will 
     forward that in our written statement.                                     
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     Heading my list concerns is, of course, the financial burden that will be  
     placed on the City of Erie and the community at large.  The Environmental  
     Protection Agency's estimate of approximatley $200 million basin-wide for  
     their most likely scenario differs significantly from that of DRI          
     McGraw-Hill, a consultant who was commissioned by the Great Lakes Council  
     of Governors to perform a cost-efficiency study, the costs would be as much
     as 5 times higher than that of the EPA estimate.                           
                                                                                
     Estimates by the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition have placed numbers in
     the billions.  Costs to the City of Erie, Publicly-Operated Treatment Works
     based on the information and guidelines provided by the Coalition are      
     estimated at $174 million in capital costs and $47 million in annual       
     operating and maintenance costs.                                           
                                                                                
     With so many variables, unknowns, and broad-based assumptions the accuracy 
     of these estimates is uncertain, but the wide range does nothing to allay  
     my fears and concerns.                                                     
                                                                                
     Also of interest is the possibility that there may be hidden costs not     
     calculated in the EPA estimate.                                            
                                                                                
     For example, if permits issued include Great Lakes Initiative numbers as   
     limits, some of which are lower than the detection limits, and if the      
     detection limits are somehow lowered at some later date, the facility would
     automatically be required to improve treatment, if the new methodology     
     found the contaminants to be present in excess of the Guidance limits.     
     This then becomes a hidden cost which has not been factored in.            
                                                                                
     As described in the EPA's most likely scenario, the City of Erie would     
     expect to transfer much of its costs to business and industry through      
     stricter pretreatment limits.  The citizens cannot be expected to bear such
     additional costs through higher taxes or user fees, although a portion of  
     the burden would fall on them as some improvements to the City's           
     Publicy-Operated Treatment Works would still likely have to be then.       
                                                                                
     The effect on business and industry and on Erie region's economy in general
     would be devastating.  The Great Lakes Initiative only effecting those in  
     the drainage basin, not Canada, not even other areas of the State of       
     Pennsylvania, the Great Lakes industries would be placed at a severe       
     competitive disadvantage, potentially driving some businesses away and     
     keeping others from expanding or locating here.  And in the Erie,          
     Pennsylvania, due to the geographical uniqueness mentioned previously, a   
     business could relocate a short distance to the south and not be affected  
     by the Great Lakes Initiative.                                             
                                                                                
     Obviously, such happenings would lead to loss of jobs, possibly a reduced  
     population, and a shrinking tax base, thereby adversely affecting the      
     economic viability of the entire Erie area.  With the City of Erie already 
     in the midst of complying with the Pennsylvania Department of Environmental
     Resources Consent Decree having a potential $100 million price tag, as well
     as other existing mandated costs, the need for federal dollars to assist   
     Erie, and other such communities, in complying with the latest proposed    
     regulations is paramount.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.006     
     
     See response to comments D2707.027, D2721.040, D2584.015, D1711.017,       
     D2867.087, and D1711.014.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern is with the benefits that would be realized.  There's a    
     great deal of concern about what will be the measurable benefits of such   
     high costs.  Realizing that defining and quantifying benefits is difficult,
     there still needs to be a more complete assessment of what good will be    
     achieved above that which the present effective regulations are            
     accomplishing.  Treating the Great Lakes Drainage basin as one ecosystem I 
     believe is inapproprite and unfair.                                        
                                                                                
     What is correct and necessary for one area in the Great Lakes is not       
     necessarily what is correct and necessary for Erie, Pennsylvania.  Presque 
     Isle Bay, off our shores, has been designated as an area of concern,       
     contrary to our opinion, by the EPA, and as such, we are presently involved
     in the Remedial Action Plan process.  The results of this process thus far 
     have indicated that things aren't so bad; that there are not the impaired  
     uses other areas of concern are faced with.  About the only problem of note
     are some possible contaminated sediments, and even that is inconclusive;   
     what is naturally occurring and what isn't.  So the issue of benefits is an
     important one in light of the potential investment and I feel it needs     
     further clarification.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.007     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and G2650.002.  See also section II,    
     chapter 4 of the Supplementary Information Document.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also of concern is the fact that this Guidance addresses only point source 
     dischargers, an already heavily regulated group, and does nothing about    
     non-point sources such as airborne pollutants and agricultural and urban   
     runoff which may contribute to as much as 80% of total pollutants to the   
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     lakes.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Furthermore, improvements to Lake Erie in terms of water quality have been 
     significant over the past 10 to 20 years.  Allowing more time for the      
     present regulations to work can only lead to continued improvements.       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.008     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.B of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Realizing that it is a very technical subject matter, I still feel the need
     to comment generally on the use of Tier 2 criteria.  Under Tier 2 criteria 
     using as little as one set of toxicity data from one species of aquatic    
     life to set enforceable limits is a major departure from the past          
     well-established guidelines requiring numerous sets of consistent data.    
     Large safety factors as a solution for the lack of good quantity and       
     quality of data should not be used to set very stringent and perhaps       
     unnecessarily low limits that would have extremely burdensome costs        
     associated.  It is my understanding that the procedures for calculating    
     Tier 2 aquatic life criteria are based on a draft EPA procedure for        
     calculating advisory levels, that the draft was never finalized and that   
     these levels were never intended to be used as the NPDES permit limits.  I 
     understand that there is a provision in the Guidance for a discharger to   
     upgrade from a Tier 2 to a Tier 1 criteria.  However, the costs for data   
     collection to do so would run into the hundreds of thousands of dollars and
     it is unreasonable to place this burden solely on the permittee.  The      
     federal government should fund the research and data collection efforts    
     before implementing overly stringent, perhaps unnecessary, criteria.       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.009     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2571.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One other aspect of the Great Lakes Initiative that I am uneasy about is   
     the situation with the comments from the Office of Management and Budget.  
     The OMB cited five major concerns about the draft proposed guidance.  The  
     first being, and I quote, "The EPA has failed to describe adequately the   
     need for the regulation".  Without going into further detail at this time  
     about this concern and the others, I am still unsure as to whether all of  
     their concerns have been addressed to their satisfacton.  At the public    
     information meeting held in Erie, Pennsylvania on June 28, 1993, Mr. Ken   
     Fenner of th EPA Region V stated that OMB's concerns had all been answered 
     to their satisfaction.  But, at that time, was unable to recall a specific 
     letter or documentation or even that such documentation exists confirming  
     this to be the case.  I would like to request that the City of Erie be     
     provided with the appropriate documentation expressing that OMB has been   
     satisfied with their concerns alleviated.                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.010     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses OMB's concerns, including   
     the need for the GLI, for the reasons stated in Sections I.C and II of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, I ask that you first take time to review all comments and      
     concerns carefully and re-examine the cost projections of so many          
     variables; unknown, known, and possible hidden costs.                      
                                                                                
     Second, look closely at the benefits derived from the costs associated.  We
     in Erie certainly understand how fortunate we are to have such a tremendous
     resource on our doorstep and know the lakes must be protected for us and   
     for generations to come.  However, equally important, and I think most     
     everyone agrees, there must be a balance between environmental protection  
     and economics so that the quality of life for all individuals is the best  
     it can be.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Third, please take a hard look at the fairness of the issue.  Is not the   
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     proposed regulation discriminatory in that it would place those in the     
     Great Lakes Basin at a competitive disadvantage?  Do not take our greatest 
     asset, the waters of Lake Erie, and turn them into a liability.  I would   
     rather the regulations if adopted as proposed, be implemented nationwide   
     immediately to lessen economic inequity.                                   
                                                                                
     Fourth, and most importantly, whatever form the final rule takes, there    
     needs to be full federal funding to assist in achieving compliance.        
     Continued unfunded mandates are bankrupting cities across this country.    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.011     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, G1990.002, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lastly, I also request and recommend that the deadline for the 150 day     
     comment period of September 13, 1993, be extended due to the numerous      
     affected parties, many of whom do not yet have a good understanding of the 
     proposed guidance and also due to the very technical nature of the subject 
     matter.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The City of Erie reserves the right and has full intention of submitting   
     additional detailed written comments by the September 13, 1993 deadline.   
     Thank you very much.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.012     
     
     EPA believes that the 150-day comment period provided the public with      
     adequate time to comment on the proposed Guidance.  See response to comment
     number G3042.002.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MR. STERRETT:  The Erie Sewer Authority has historically supported sound   
     science and engineering advancement in water quality matters.  The         
     Authority, however, considers the proposed Great Lakes Initiative as       
     questionable and lacking of reasonable cost-benefit relationship.          
                                                                                
     Therefore, the concerns expressed herein will hopefully cause the United   
     States Environmental Protection Agency to re-evaluate the proposed         
     regulation and revisit the cost-benefit relationship which fails to clearly
     show improved water quality improvement for the imposed efforts and cost   
     the regulated dischargers face.                                            
                                                                                
     To quickly try and just pick some of the points out of our comments        
     relative to the EPA document, "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting    
     from Implementation of the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative." 
     Erie has been included in some of the discussions regarding cost and       
     basically found to have few costs associated with the required new         
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     However, we feel there are several significant exclusions in the EPA       
     discussions.  We are concerned relative to the present method relative to  
     detection limits as determining criteria for whether additional            
     construction or source reductions are necessary.  If detection limits are  
     somehow lowered at a later date, the facility will be required to improve  
     treatment, and if the methodology found contaminants to be present in      
     excess of the guidance limits, then additional costs will be incurred.     
     This may be viewed as a hidden cost within the EPA document.               
                                                                                
     Quickly moving forward, you also talked about, in the document, the        
     relatively high success ratio through waste minimization techniques at     
     relatively low costs.  If the efforts are unsuccessful, then the costs will
     be substantially greater than the EPA estimates and we are concerned about 
     that matter.                                                               
                                                                                
     We also have some concerns relative to the assumptions on the part of EPA  
     on the definition of the costs of meeting other future regulations.  If the
     assumption is that the facilities necessary to meet other unrelated        
     criteria will likewise remove any materials of concern is incorrect, then  
     their cost estimates, your cost estimates, are in error.                   
                                                                                
     EPA focused primarily on the cost removing Tier 1 pollutants.  However,    
     they did make the statement regarding Tier 2 pollutants indicating that    
     they believe that the number of pollutants would be so few as to be        
     insignificant in determining the overall costs to the Great Lakes area.    
     The fact that it is ignored is another potential hidden cost that exists   
     again.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.013     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015, D2613.004, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.014
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MR. VISNOSKY:  My name is Martin Visnosky.  I represent the Erie County    
     Environmental Coalition from Erie, Pennsylvania.  I'd like to thank the EPA
     Region V for holding these public hearings.  Basically, my comments are    
     going to be also followed by written comments.                             
                                                                                
     My basic questions is, to everyone in this room, whose lakes are these?    
     Are they the boaters, the fishermen, the citizen's lakes, or are they      
     corporate America's lakes?                                                 
                                                                                
     The future of these lakes is what the debates surrounding this guidance is 
     all about.  And the outcome of these debates will effect generations to    
     come.  Should this future include continued degradation of this wonderful  
     natural resource?  Should this future allow corporations and municipalities
     to violate nature by continued pollution?  Will our children and their     
     children remember this guidance as a step forward or an opportunity missed?
     Will we in this room decades from now be able to say that we had a part in 
     the rejuvenation of this inland fresh water sea or will we lament forsaking
     this guidance for business as usual?                                       
                                                                                
     Me and my citizen compatriots in the Coalition pray not.  I am not a       
     scientist and indeed, most of the members of the Coalition are not         
     scientists.  The organization, founded 10 years ago, was founded to give   
     citizens a voice in matters involving the environment.                     
                                                                                
     I ask you to look around this room today.  The number of citizens here is  
     far outnumbered by the number of high paid, very technical consultants     
     working for corporate America.  Certainly citizens cannot attend hearings  
     when they have to attend work on Wednesdays and Thursdays.  Fortunately, or
     unfortunately, I'm unemployed and was able to come to these hearings.      
                                                                                
     The waters off Lake Erie, which we just heard spoke of by my Mayor and the 
     Director of the Sewer Authority, certainly have improved over the years.   
     But, the reason for their improvement isn't because the city and their     
     efforts gladly did this.  Citizen involvement led to the improvement of    
     these waters.  Citizen involvement led to the Science Advisory Board of the
     International Joint Commission coming to Erie and declaring Presque Isle   
     Bay an area of concern.  Citizen involvement led the City of Erie through  
     many improvements in their waste water treatment plant to bring it out of  
     the non-compliance status in many instances.                               
                                                                                
     Citizen involvement in the City of Erie is crying for the Great Lakes      
     Initiative to be improved.  Citizen, regular citizens, want this.  Regular 
     citizens cannot tolerate any more degradation of this wonderful resource.  
                                                                                
     The Mayor rightly points out that Erie relies heavily on the lake.  But,   
     will Erie rely heavily on its future citizens when they have lower I.Q.'s  
     because of invisible pollution that can't be seen, because of lower birth  
     weights and head size circumferences from pollution that can't be seen.  I 
     think not.  The time to act is now, ladies and gentlemen.  The time to act 
     is now, before this resource is degraded to the point where it cannot be   
     saved.  And I urge the EPA to adopt this regulatory approach now.  Thank   
     you.                                                                       
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     Response to: G2571.014     
     
     EPA appreciates the concerns expressed in this comment.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MR. SAHLI:  Good morning, and thank you for this opportunity to testify.   
     My name is Richard Sahli and I am the Executive Director of the Ohio       
     Environmental Council.  The Council represents 162 environmental groups    
     across Ohio and we all stand in unified support of a strong Great Lakes    
     Initiative.                                                                
                                                                                
     I've come here today from Columbus to urge the United States Environmental 
     Protection Agency to promptly finalize a stringent initiative.             
                                                                                
     While many will speak today about the need for GLI to protect the          
     tremendous resource value of the Great Lakes and the welfare of the people 
     and wildlife dependent upon it, we wish to emphasize the need for the      
     federal government to impose uniform federal minimum standards for         
     discharges and state issued NPDES permits throughout the basin.  The       
     permitting of toxic discharges to waters is extremely complicated.  The    
     expertise to assess the environmental integrity of discharge limits is     
     confined all but exclusively to industrial and municipal polluters and to  
     government agencies.  We citizens are rarely able to play the meaningful   
     oversight role here that can be found in other areas of environmental      
     regulation.  Because the check of public review is limited, the need for a 
     strong federal presence is correspondingly greater in this field.          
                                                                                
     In my home State of Ohio, our EPA adopted discharge regulations in 1989,   
     which are more complicated than most due to their utilization of direct    
     testing of aquatic toxicity.  While these rules bring biological science   
     into permitting in a valuable manner, they also provide great discretion to
     the Ohio EPA and their interpolation of data and resulting standard        
     settings.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Ohio citizens would find it nearly impossible to challenge these           
     discretionary acts effectively.  Accordingly, having the GLI to ensure that
     a minimum level of environmental protection is contained within NPDES      
     permits is especially important in our state.                              
                                                                                
     This concern has been exacerbated by recent events in Ohio which raise     
     serious concerns about the Ohio EPA's independence and the integrity of its
     permitting decisions.  33 days ago our legislature enacted a new EPA budget
     that greatly increased the agency's dependence on funding from fees from   
     polluting activities, including the agency's surface water quality         
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     monitoring program.  This budget placed Ohio EPA in a dangerously          
     compromised position.  If these are scheduled to sunset in two years while 
     the legislature simultaneously created a politically powerful Oversight    
     Board to review whether this funding should be maintained.  The Oversight  
     Board is composed of 8 industrial and municipal dischargers balanced by    
     just 2 citizens.                                                           
                                                                                
     In addition, our legislature authorized a new program in this budget by    
     which waste water dischargers can actually pick their own private          
     consultant to conduct the official review necessary to draft an NPDES      
     permit for the agency's approval.                                          
                                                                                
     In short, without significant federal oversight such as that called for by 
     the Great Lakes Initiative, no Ohio citizen will have reason to feel       
     comfort with NPDES permits in our State.  As these changes have already    
     taken place in Ohio, prompt action and prompt adoption of GLI is all the   
     more important.                                                            
                                                                                
     I also caution the U.S. EPA to review that testimony of Ohio waste water   
     dischargers against the Great Lakes Initiative with a very critical eye.   
     The entities from Ohio opposing GLI are the same ones who have concocted   
     this plot to hamstring the Ohio EPA's independence back in my home state.  
     Now that they've gotten what they want on the state level in Ohio, they    
     certainly don't want to be confronted with an increased federal oversight  
     role as that promised by GLI.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.015     
     
     EPA considered all of the issues raised in this comment in developing the  
     final Guidance.  See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for further          
     discussion of the general provisions of the final Guidance.  See also      
     Section II.F for a discussion of the precedential effects of elements of   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I've attached some additional items to my written statement with some      
     specific comments.  But, I do want to emphasize in closing the need for    
     fast action by the United States EPA in adopting the Initiative and to turn
     aside the pressures mounted against you.  The Great Lakes are an increased 
     source that demands special consideration and oversight from the federal   
     government controlling toxic discharges to the lakes with uniform federal  
     standards that backup state permitting decisions as the logical first step 
     in developing the comprehensive ecosystem approach to Great Lakes issues.  
                                                                                
     Ohio citizens urge you to promptly adopt Phase I of the Great Lakes        
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     Initiative and move quickly on to Phase II.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.016     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. Based upon   
     the comments EPA received to the proposed Guidance and the additional      
     information made available to EPA during the development of the final      
     Guidance, EPA revised several provisions of the final Guidance.  For       
     further discussion of these revisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2571.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  BACK/CAN
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc:  BACK/NPS                                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MR. EDER:  Thank you.  My name is Tim Eder and I represent the National    
     Wildlife Federation's Great Lakes Office from Ann Arbor, Michigan.  I      
     appreciate this opportunity to testify today on EPA's Great Lakes          
     Initiative.                                                                
                                                                                
     Attached to my statement, which I won't be reading, is a summary statement 
     that has been endorsed by 58 groups from across the U.S. and Canada.  This 
     statement represents the views of millions of people, members of these     
     organizations, that could not be here to attend today's hearing because    
     it's located in Chicago during business hours when most people have to     
     work.                                                                      
                                                                                
     In addition, the National Wildlife Federation will be submitting additional
     technical comments prior to the close of the September 13 public comment   
     period.                                                                    
                                                                                
     There are others who also could not be here today to speak for themselves. 
     They are the people in the wildlife who quietly suffer from the effects of 
     toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes.                                        
                                                                                
     The photograph leaning on the table there is a picture of a baby bald eagle
     and it's a tragic reminder of this devastation.  This bird was born this   
     spring on Lake Erie.  Her beak is twisted by PCB's in the food her parents 
     ate.  This bird, like 3 others found in the State of Michigan with similar 
     deformities, would have died were it nor rescued by scientists.  This eagle
     is but one startling example of why the Great Lakes Initiative is so       
     desperately needed.                                                        
                                                                                
     People eat many of the same fish that his eagle's parents ate, and people  
     are suffering from the effects of toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes.      
     Humans are exposed to toxic chemicals that continue to be legally dumped   
     into the lakes today.  This dumping simply has to be stopped at its source.
                                                                                

Page 5049



$T044618.TXT
     Contaminated fish are being eaten daily by thousands of families at rates  
     that likely cause adverse effects; increasing rates of cancer, birth       
     defects, and learning deficits.  We see these people everywhere:  Among    
     families on the banks of the Fox River in Wisconsin; African-Americans on  
     the banks of the Detroit River and Native Americans throughout this region 
     using contaminated fish for sustenance and cultural reasons.  And          
     throughout the region, sport anglers are filling their freezers with       
     toxic-laced salmon, trout and walleye.                                     
                                                                                
     The National Wildlife Federation represents many of these people,          
     especially sport anglers.  I am typical of them.  I love to fish.  A couple
     of weeks ago I was fortunate to go fishing on Lake Erie and catch 14 fat   
     walleye.  I love to eat walleye and I enjoy dining on those tasty fish.    
     But, I face the same dilemma that millions of anglers in this region face. 
     I have two children and I wouldn't allow my two kids to eat those fish     
     because I hope that they will have children themselves some day and I know 
     what's in those fish and I know that those pollutants have caused learning 
     deficits in children whose mothers ate contaminanted fish from Lake        
     Michigan.  And my wife won't eat fish from Lake Erie because she knows that
     doing so increases her risks of getting breast cancer.                     
                                                                                
     Many people, most people, don't take the same precautions that I imposed on
     my family.  But, no one should have to.  None of us should have to wonder  
     about whether it's safe to eat the fish that we catch from the Great Lakes 
     and none of us should have to worry about what it will do to our health.   
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Initiative won't eliminate the flow of toxic chemicals     
     going into Lake Erie walleye or into Lake Michigan.  But, we still want it 
     adopted because that pollution from all sources is controlled.  Our summary
     statement and our written comments to follow will detail many of the       
     improvements that we will recommend in the current draft.                  
                                                                                
     These weaknesses and omissions shouldn't cloud the issue before us toady.  
     We want the Initiative strengthened and we want it adopted immediately.    
     The standards proposed form an essential foundation on which to define     
     controls for all sources.                                                  
                                                                                
     In conclusion, we must act today to make the lakes safe for people.  We    
     must act today to prevent future deformities like the bald eagle sitting in
     front of us.  The Great Lakes Initiative is a historic and monumental      
     proposal to address the toxic problems confronting us.  I hope that some   
     day our children, my kids, will thank us for taking this step to protect   
     their health, their economy, and their future.  Thank you.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.017     
     
     EPA has reviewed this comment and has considered the various issues raised 
     in the development of the final Guidance.  EPA believes that the final     
     appendix D methodology and criteria will prevent adverse impacts on        
     wildlife species, such as those described. See response to comment         
     D2859.120.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2571.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MS. DANIEL;  Thank you.  I'm Glenda Daniel from Lake Michigan Federation.  
     I'd like to say a few words in support of the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Initiative.  We too will have longer written comments.                     
                                                                                
     First, in general why our members around Lake Michigan think the Great     
     Lakes Initiative is needed.  First, the states, our Great Lakes States,    
     have made uneven progress in recent years in moving toward controls on     
     persistent toxins, controls that reflect current knowledge about effects of
     these compounds on  fish, wildlife, and people.  The kinds of effects that 
     Tim Eder just talked about.                                                
                                                                                
     Progress has also failed to keep pace with the ability of technology to    
     reduce discharges of these toxins to the environment by point sources and  
     with new knowledge about non-toxic alternatives.  It's time to pay more    
     than lip service to the Great Lakes Toxic Substances Control Agreement and 
     to the Water Quality Agreement between the United States and Canada.       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.018     
     
     See Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A few particular achievements of the Initiative that I want to point out, 3
     or 4.  One, it phases out mixing zones for persistent toxic compounds.     
     Particularly those that bioconcentrate and bioaccumulate  Some as soon as  
     10 years.  We have long known that dilution does not lessen the long-term  
     chronic toxicity of persistent compounds.  It's about time we saw some more
     good science in our federal regulatory programs.                           
                                                                                
     The Initiative provides specific regulatory guidance that will move us,    
     albeit slowly, toward the concept of zero discharge that already is in the 
     Clean Water Act and has been for many, many, years.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.019     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2571.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Initiative makes a serious effort, although we still think it falls    
     short, to address any degradation.  This has been a sticking point for     
     environmental groups working with state water rules for sometime.  Flaws in
     state anti-degradation rules have blocked real progress or even maintenance
     of the status quo and the Initiative takes a real stab at improving that.  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.020     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2571.021a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By standardizing procedures for determining total maximum daily loads for  
     polluted water bodies for technology based standards are not enough.       
     Controls are not enough.  The Initiative takes a giant step toward actual  
     implementation of water quality standards at the permit level where the    
     action is.  I'm sure Jane Dustin our next speaker will have some things to 
     say about that for Indiana.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.021a    
     
     EPA believes the additivity provisions in conjuction with other provisions 
     in the final Guidance, will provide protection to humans from the additive 
     effects of mixtures (see discussion in section VIII.D of the SID).  EPA    
     also believes the methodology for deriving BAFs is scientifically sound    
     (see discussion in section IV.B of the SID).  Finally, EPA believes the    
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     final Guidance does take a strong approach to pollution prevention and     
     includes provisions in procedure 8 of appendix F requiring pollution       
     minimization plans to be developed when the WQBEL is below the LOQ.        
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2571.021b
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADD
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MS. DANIEL:  Alright.  I'd like two sentences.  Included in the formula are
     specific recommendations for calculating loads, for monitoring the quality 
     of the discharge in the receiving water, for predicting interactions among 
     various chemicals and for taking background concentrations into account,   
     including that generated by re-suspending sediment.  We think the          
     Initiative could be stronger in that it could be more specific and more    
     inclusive in its guidance for determining additive and synergistic effects 
     of seral chemicals in combination.  It could establish a more restrictive  
     bioaccumulation factor and it could take a stronger approach to requiring  
     pollution prevention in permits.  Thank you.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2571.021b    
     
     EPA believes the additivity provisions in conjuction with other provisions 
     in the final Guidance, will provide protection to humans from the additive 
     effects of mixtures (see discussion in section VIII.D of the SID).  EPA    
     also believes the methodology for deriving BAFs is scientifically sound    
     (see discussion in section IV.B of the SID).  Finally, EPA believes the    
     final Guidance does take a strong approach to pollution prevention and     
     includes provisions in procedure 8 of appendix F requiring pollution       
     minimization plans to be developed when the WQBEL is below the LOQ.        
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2571.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 5053



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I think the one message that we have today is the Great Lakes Initiative   
     does not go far enough to protect the people and the wildlife who rely on  
     the Great Lakes.  One example of this is protecting only 20 chemicals for  
     human health.  We have over 100 chemicals in Great Lakes fish.  We believe 
     that all chemicals should be included that effect human health.  One reason
     for this is that the 1990 GAO Study reported taht Great Lakes polluters    
     discharge about 1900 pounds of PCB's into the Great Lakes.  EPA's Risk     
     Analysis shows that these PCB's contribute to 38,000 lifetime cancers among
     people who eat those fish and do more.                                     
                                                                                
     That's just one chemical.  If we look at 20 chemicals, obviously we'd see  
     more cancers.  If we look at all the chemicals we could see huge cancers in
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.022     
     
     EPA is presenting criteria for 16 pollutants in the final Guidance, but is 
     also requiring the adoption of criteria and values for all of the 138      
     Pollutants of Initial Focus.  In addition,  EPA has provided for an        
     assessment of additivity, the collective carcinogenic risk of multiple     
     chemicals, in the final Guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2571.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another strengthening comment is to make Lake Superior, as the speaker     
     mentioned before, an outstanding national resource water.  Over 20 years   
     ago, the Clean Water Act promised to provide us with waters that are safe  
     for fishing and swimming in the United States and promised zero discharge  
     by the 1980's.  Obviously, we haven't achieved that.  Two-thirds of the    
     Great Lakes are not safe for fishing and swimming.  And 5 out of every 7   
     fish advisories in the United States are in the Great Lakes.               
     
     
     Response to: G2571.023     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.024a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I'd like to talk about some of the economic benefits of the Great Lakes    
     Initiative.  There's an old saying that a fool knows the cost of everything
     but the value of nothing.  We are going to hear a lot about the cost of the
     Great Lakes Initiative today.  But, I want to talk about the value of a    
     clean Great Lakes.                                                         
                                                                                
     The Sierra Club has recently produced a report called, "Clean Lakes, Clean 
     Jobs", which I will present for the record.  In this report we have added  
     up all the jobs that are at risk by a dirty Great Lakes.  Those jobs       
     include the jobs of sport fisherman and charter boat captains in Lake      
     Michigan and other lakes.  The jobs of a dwindling commerical fishery      
     because of Great Lakes pollution.  Jobs in the shipping industry and in    
     ports that require to be open to maintain Great Lakes commerce and the     
     greatest number of jobs that are at risk are in our tourist economy.       
     Totalling these jobs we have over 2.9 milion cumulative jobs that rely on a
     clean and healthy Great Lakes and $95 billion in commerce.  Currently these
     jobs are at risk.                                                          
                                                                                
     One example is in Wisconsin where tourism is our number 2 industry and     
     generates over 150,000 jobs for the state.  Yet the symbol of Wisconsin    
     tourism is the Door Country fish boil.  That fish boil based on the EPA's  
     Green Bay mass ballot study, if it includes walleye, would be a toxic soup.
     And if tourists knew the toxins that they were ingesting in this, they     
     would probably not enjoy this Friday night tradition in Wisconsin.         
                                                                                
     We think the Great Lakes Initiative is a major step towards dealing with   
     that.  But, as many people will also say, it's not enough, we need to do   
     more and today in Washington the Sierra Club and other groups are          
     testifying before the Senate which is considering the Clean Water Act to do
     more.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Amendments to the Clean Water Act will fill many of the    
     holes that the Great Lakes Initiative does not deal with.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.024a    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
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     Comment ID: G2571.024b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It provides deadlines for wraps.  Provides money to clean up and assess    
     sediment costs.  Provides incentives for companies for pollution prevention
     and also other sections of the bill will control polluted runoff.          
                                                                                
     Also, the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Initiative is underway to also deal  
     with many of these problems.  The EPA is coming out with an Air Study this 
     fall that will give us the data to control toxic air pollution.            
                                                                                
     So, in summing up the Great Lakes Initiative is part of EPA and citizens   
     coordinated ecosystems attempt to clean up the Great Lakes and we hope it  
     will be a first step towards safeguarding 2.9 million jobs and $95 billion 
     in commerce.  Thank you.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.024b    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2571.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Hi, my name is Bruce Gould and I represent TERRA, a local Chicago          
     environmental group who are grass roots and we very much support the GLI   
     and in fact, we'd like to see it strengthened.  In particular, we'd like to
     see some of the body weights that were used in calculations in the GLI     
     lowered in view of the fact that women and children have an increased      
     senstivity to toxins.  We'd like to see the GLI have a more explicit       
     recognition of the idea of zero discharge of toxins into the Great Lakes.  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Though initially limited in its application to point sources, the estimated
     80% reduction in toxic pollution from those sources makes the initiative a 
     highly significant praise-worthy step forward.                             
                                                                                
     We ask EPA to move ahead expeditiously with applying the initiative to     
     non-point sources however as well.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.026     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2571.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The are a number of other key areas where we have specific comments.       
     First, the GLI should be used as the floor for setting regulatory limits on
     the discharge of persistent toxic pollutants in the Great Lakes Basin.     
     States and tribes ought to be required to adopt procedures and criteria    
     that are consistent with and no less stringent than those proposed by the  
     initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.027     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2571.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, we are highly supportive of standards based on criterion to protect
     people, fish, and other aquatic organisms and wildlife.  The GLI needs     
     stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes fish             
     contaminants, particularly sensitive populations such as subsistence       
     fishers, indigenous people, women of child bearing age, and children to    
     more accurately protect these sensitive high risk populations.             
                                                                                
     The fish consumption rates and the lipid values used in setting human      
     health criteria should be revised.  50 grams per day as a fish consumption 
     rate and an 11% lipid value should be applied consistently across the      
     basin.  To do so, would be in keeping with EPA's long overdue priority to  
     address issues of environmental justice; one of the agency's top 4         
     priorities recently announced by Administrator Carol Browner.              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.028     
     
     See response to comments P2771.192 and P2742.051.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the phase out of dilution zones must be retained, but the time frame
     should be narrowed to begin in 5 years with the complete phase out in 10.  
     The use of dilution zones should be phased out for all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with a half life over 8 weeks, such as lead and cadmium.        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, the use of stringent criteria in a two-tiered system to protect    
     people and wildlife in the Great Lakes must also be retained.  This is one 
     of the central components of the initiative that we strongly support.  This
     approach follows the recommendations for implementation of the Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Agreement as proposed by the International Joint Commission  
     when they stated in their 1990 Fifth Biannual Report on Great Lakes Water  
     Quality, and I quote:  "The Commission endorses the principle of reverse   
     onus.  This is when approval is sought for the manufacture, use or         
     discharge of any substance which will or may enter the environment.  The   
     applicant must prove as a general rule that the substance is not harmful to
     the environment or even health.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.030     
     
     See response to comment D2714.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2571.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is proper to focus on special measures to protect Lake Superior to 
     achieve the water quality protection this relatively pristine water body   
     richly deserves.  We also ask that Lake Superior be designated an          
     outstanding natural resource water and that pollution prevention measures  
     be an enforceable requirement for all dischargers in the water shed.  For  
     the sake of wildlife and human residence of the Great Lakes we urge U.S.   
     EPA to consider our recommendations and ask you to adopt a strong GLI      
     without further delay.  Thank you.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.031     
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     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Alliance encourages the U.S. EPA to adopt the Great Lakes Initiative as
     it has been proposed.  However, with stricter provisions.  The Lake Erie   
     Alliance recognizes the importance of the Initiative as it is proposed in  
     that it takes an ecosystem approach to the Great Lakes, would create       
     consistent water quality standards and among its most improtant elements,  
     particularly for Lake Erie, it recognizes the effects of bioaccumulation in
     setting criteria and proposing to phase out the use of dilution and mixing 
     zones as a solution to dealing with toxic waste.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.032     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  In an effort
     to balance promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures
     for the Great Lakes System while allowing appropriate flexibility to States
     and Tribes, the final Guidance contains several revisiions to the proposed 
     Guidance. See Sections I.C and II.C for a general discussion of the guiding
     principles underlying EPA's development of the final Guidance and the      
     revised provisions of the final Guidance.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The debate over the costs of the GLI has reached a plateau.  The recent    
     release of a study by DRI-McGraw Hill bears this out.  The study provides  
     that the GLI will not significantly reduce the region's competitiveness.   
     This study and the U.S. EPA's SAIC cost study discredit individual and     
     trade associations unsupported wildly divergent conclusions that the costs 
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     will be up to $10 billion a year.  Statements by individuals such as the   
     Mayor of the City of Lima in Ohio, that the GLI will cost $134 million to  
     the City of Lima alone, and that residents utility bills will quadruple,   
     are revealed for what they are, bald unsupported conclusions.  The evidence
     that Mayor Berger's calculations are not credible is in addition, revealed 
     in a report by the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency titled, "Impact of 
     the Proposed GLI Guidance on Waste load Allocations and Permits".  The     
     study compared the most recent NPDES permit and waste load allocation with 
     the GLI waste load allocation and GLI permit for the Lima Waste Water      
     Treatment Plant.  A comparison of the numbers demonstrate that the effect  
     on Lima's Treatment Plant and Industries will be small.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.033     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The debate must now turn on how the GLI can be more crystallized and more  
     strengthened.  In fact, the McGraw Hill Report states:  "Any measure that  
     makes the permit process more predictable, even if the outcome is slightly 
     stricter, will on balance reduce the cost of doing business and therefore  
     make the region more competitive.                                          
                                                                                
     On this the Lake Erie Alliance is in agreement.  However, the Alliance     
     maintains that the benefits are obvious and demonstrable and that the      
     benefits of the GLI would be significnat.  For one, the GLI will reduce and
     prevent pollution.  In effect we will proceed toward the goals of the Great
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the Clean Water Act.  The early Clean    
     Water Act provided that, "it is the national goal that the discharge of    
     pollutants into the navigable waters be eliminated by 1985".  No person has
     the right to pollute a natural resource shared by all.                     
                                                                                
     If the phase out on dilution and mixing zones are maintained and           
     strengthened, along with the other provisions, the benefits would be well  
     worth the negligible costs involved.  Reducing the health risks to people, 
     aquatic life, and wildlife, and reducing the costs of externalities for    
     future generations, justifies the GLI's adoption in strengthened form.     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.034     
     
     See response to comment G2571.024a.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I'll conclude then.  We would like to state that the GLI's list of         
     substances of immediate concern should be strengthened and should include  
     all substances that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or greater, and   
     the 21 substances on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's Candidate   
     Substance List for Bans or Phase-Outs, and that chlorine should be added   
     among some of our comments on how it should be made stronger.              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.035     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Speaking on behalf of that Coalition today, I bring you three messages     
     about the GLI.  One of extreme hope.  One of deep concern, and one of      
     doubt.  Doubt that the GLI as proposed will offer environmental benefit and
     doubt that the proposal can be effectively implemented.                    
                                                                                
     Concern that its document costs will be enormous.  Concern that it brings  
     other yet undiscovered costs and concern over where we will find the       
     funding for such costs.                                                    
                                                                                
     And, we express hope that this regulatory process now under greater        
     scrutiny by the media and Congress can be open to such doubts and concerns.
     That government can be responsive to the more reasonable and more realistic
     alternatives being developed.                                              
                                                                                
     As our Coalition works with you to improve and modify the GLI we do so     
     sharing your goals of continuing environmental improvement of the Great    
     Lakes.  Our members who live, work, play, and raise their families in and  
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     around the Great Lakes could have no greater investment in the quality of  
     this resource.  And we take pride in the improvements in the Great Lakes   
     environmental quality recognized to date.                                  
                                                                                
     But, as several independent analyses have documented, the GLI is a flawed  
     approach to achieving such goals.  The GLI not only takes us down the wrong
     roads, but it is in reality a regulatory detour that's counter-productive  
     to real environmental solutions.  It addresses less then one-tenth of the  
     potential sources of pollution for the Great Lakes as you will see on the  
     pie chart in the corner.  Its own triggers for regulated substances are set
     at levels that are not even detectable with existing technology.  Every    
     objective look at the contents of the GLI identifies new doubts about its  
     effectiveness.  Even its most zealous supporters seem to be struggling to  
     identify any significant new benefits from the GLI as proposed.            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.036     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2723.004, D2587.014, D2587.045, and   
     D2584.015.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, while each of us may focus on different flaws, and have differing   
     interpretations of the varying analysis, all these facts viewed together   
     spell big doubts about the effectiveness and environmental benefit of the  
     GLI.  But, our doubts about the benefits about the GLI are no greater than 
     our concern about its costs.  As you know, the record is replete with      
     studies of the financial impact of the GLI.  Some of the large employers   
     have preseented their studies all noting costs in the billions.  We have   
     another chart that reflects that.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.037     
     
     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preliminary result of another study reveals the GLI's cost to the      
     effected municipalities.  Its bottom line is in the billions also, in      
     excess of $7 billion.                                                      
                                                                                
     With concern over known expenses and hidden costs to the GLI,  the Council 
     of Great Lakes Governors also commissioned its own study of the impact of  
     this proposal.  Its preliminary conclusions document a potential loss of   
     33,000 jobs in our region.  That amounts to 500 busloads of workers who    
     won't have a job anymore.                                                  
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Governors study conducted by DRI-McGraw Hill also found the
     GLI could cost billions.  While some may debate the exact numbers of       
     billions, the overall message is vividly clear.  The costs of the GLI will 
     be enormous.  That alone provokes deep concern.  It also raises the        
     question that can no longer be smothered in the hundreds of pages of the   
     GLI; who will pay, how will we pay, and what will the resulting            
     environmental benefit be.                                                  
                                                                                
     The criticism about the GLI voiced by mayors and other local government    
     officials grows daily because there are no answers to these funding        
     questions.  As GLI imposes more mandates on these municipalities, local    
     mayors and managers will be forced to cut back on other essential services 
     such as police and fire protection, public health, and road repair.  They  
     also have another choice, raise local rates and taxes.  One mayor of a     
     medium sized city ntoed that the GLI would raise expenses for each         
     household in his community by $400 annually.  The issue of funding the huge
     costs of the GLI can no longer be swept aside.  The facts about the true   
     costs of the GLI now reach right down into each of our pocketbooks and     
     wallets and those of every policy maker's constituents.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.038     
     
     See response to comments G1990.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No one needs to spell out the consequences of the economic times in which  
     we live, especially for those touched by recent job loss, flooding, or     
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     other financial hardship.  Our local economy simply cannot stand additional
     financial blows, especially when the higher tax bills and water rates bring
     little benefit.  Nor can our region stand to be placed at a further        
     competitive disadvantage with neighboring states and Canada.               
                                                                                
     So, our Coalition does have deep concerns over the costs of the GLI as     
     proposed and expresses serious doubts about its environmental benefits.    
     But, the Great Lakes Water Coalition did not join this issue just to be a  
     nay sayer.  We are working on a number of positive modifications which we  
     feel can make the GLI far more effective, realistic, and cost sensitive and
     those will be submitted with our final comments.  But as we do so we hope  
     that the U.S. EPA can consider these alternatives openly and be responsive 
     to the diverse constituency demanding change in the GLI.  It is a          
     constituency that shares in the objectives of a cleaner Great Lakes, but is
     united in supporting the need to modify the GLI.  The Great Lakes are too  
     precious and our economic survival too fundamental for both to fall victim 
     to a regulatory railroad. The GLI must be fixed.  Thank you.               
     
     
     Response to: G2571.039     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I'm pleased for the opportunity to comment on this major U.S. EPA          
     regulatory effort.  As a participant on the U.S. EPA public advisory group 
     for the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, it is clear to me that this    
     effort has generated many constructive and creative ideas which have a     
     place in the management of the Great Lakes issues.  However, as proposed,  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is seriously flawed.  The proposed  
     document misses the mark of establishing a rational regulatory framework   
     for the control of toxins in the Great Lakes on at least four counts.      
                                                                                
     First, it only focuses on point sources.                                   
                                                                                
     Second, it is not adequately grounded in good science.                     
                                                                                
     Third, the total cost is not considered, and                               
                                                                                
     Fourth, uniform standards don't take into account the diversity of the     
     Great Lakes Systems.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.040     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
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     P2746.043.  See also Sections I.C, I.D and IX of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A principal fault is the Guidance's exclusive focus on the control of      
     already regulated point sources.  While it is politically popular to blame 
     big industry and municipal discharges for the problems of the Great Lakes, 
     further control of point sources is not an effective way of addressing the 
     remaining issues for the Great Lakes.  For example, whle many of the most  
     publicized problems of the Great Lakes are related to PCB contamination,   
     the Guidance is expected to reduce the loadings of PCB's to the Great Lakes
     by only 1.3% under the most optimistic assumptions and U.S. EPA's          
     Regulatory Impact Analysis.  A lower bound estimate is .07%.               
     
     
     Response to: G2571.041     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second area of concern is the Guidance's excessive use of conservatism in
     attempts to make up for significant gaps in scientific understanding of the
     Great Lakes issues.  At the root of this issue is the lack of adequate     
     funding for science in support of environmental regulatory programs.  This 
     is a disturbing and growing trend which needs to be reversed by Congress to
     assure that regulations will be targeted and effective.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.042     
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     EPA agrees that additional research would help to reduce some of the       
     conservatism in the methodologies.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, while the initial cost imposed by the Guidance seems high for the   
     benefits gained, unknown future costs may be even a larger issue and a     
     couple of these were pointed out as detectable limits get better, more     
     people will come into compliance problems.  The Guidance begins by         
     proposing standards for only a limited number of chemicals.  However, it   
     puts into place rigid procedures for setting control limits on the entire  
     remaining universe of substances.  Unfortunately, the Guidance lacks       
     adequate safety valves to assure that unforeseen application of these      
     procedures does not result in unreasonable cost for little or no benefits. 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.043     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2613.004, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2571.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, uniform standards don't take into account the diversity of the    
     Great Lakes System.  There needs to be a reappraisal of the idea           
     established by Congress that a single uniform set of criteria and          
     procedures is appropriate for the entire Great Lakes System.  This         
     principle does not have its origins in science. Rather, it represents a    
     political pact by the Great Lakes Governors to create a level playing field
     in the competition to attract business.  Laudable as this goal may be, it  
     may end up costing too much and working against economic competitiveness   
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     for the entire region.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.044     
     
     See Sections I.C and II of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are proponents of the Guidance who dismiss the above concerns as     
     simply obstructionist.  Their argument for leaving the initiative as is or 
     making it even tougher proceeds narrowly along the line that anything which
     provides further protection to the Great Lakes is a step in the right      
     direction. But this view must be challenged.  The debate is not about      
     whether more needs to be done to protect the Great Lakes.  This issues are 
     about cost and effectiveness.  It strikes me that's what they've been      
     talking about in Washington for weeks now.  For reality is that a dollar   
     misdirected on inefficient environmental protection of the Great Lakes is a
     dollar not available to target other critical issues.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.045     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fortunately, there are better ways to chart and guide protection of the    
     unique features of the Great Lakes.  Remedial action plans are being       
     developed for 43 localized problem areas or areas of concern around the    
     Great Lakes.  The Remedial Action Plan for the Cuyahoga River and near     
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     shore of Lake Erie is emerging as a model for this process of local        
     empowerment for addressing critical issues.  Congress has authorized the   
     preparation of lake-wide management plans.  These plans will look at the   
     unique featrues and problems of the individual Great Lakes.  Congress and  
     U.S. EPA would be well advised to turn their energies to providing funding 
     and I do emphasize funding since Congress loves to pass laws without       
     funding, and support the furthering of these bottom up processes.          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.046     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is unique both for the total number 
     of issues addressed and the number of new regulatory uses of scientific    
     concepts.  The U.S. EPA is to be commended for its openness to inviting    
     comment o several hundred issues.  However, with such a large matrix of    
     issues, it is virtually impossible to consider and comment on the full     
     range of possible interdependednt outcome scenarios.  As we have identified
     in these comments, fundamental changes are warranted for many of the issues
     being addressed by the Guidance.  We urge U.S. EPA to seriously and        
     carefully consider the full range of comments it receives on this proposal.
     A prudent course of action would be to make revisions based on the comments
     received and then to resubmit the Guidance for a second round of public    
     comment.  And I submit a second round given the complexity of the issues   
     that are addressed in the document.                                        
                                                                                
     These remarks represent a summary of our major areas of concern with the   
     proposed Guidance.  We intend to submit more detailed comments within the  
     public comment period.  Thank you for this opportunity.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.047     
     
     EPA appreciates the support for the Guidance expressed in this comment.    
     However, EPA does not agree that a second round of comments on the final   
     Guidance is warranted for the reasons stated in Section II.C of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2571.048
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The strict water quality standards proposed in Round 1 of the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Initiative set the stage for development of an effective non 
     point source pollution prevention strategy in the Great Lakes.  World      
     Wildlife Fund urges the EPA to move forward on Round 2 of the Initiative,  
     applying proposed Round 1 water quality standards to non-point source      
     pollution.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.048     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2571.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional pollutants need to be added to the list of chemicals of concern 
     to include current use pesticides known to persist in the environment or   
     compromise endocrine, nervous, or immune systems in wildlife and humans.   
     Expanding the list of chemicals of concern will help derive agricultural   
     pollution prevention efforts in the basin as farmers and other agricultural
     professionals develop farming systems that reduce reliance on these        
     pesticides.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.049     
     
     In response to this and other comments on the BAF cutoff level for defining
     a BCC, and whether to add additional chemicals to the list of BCCs, EPA has
     reviewed all of the information and policy considerations in selecting the 
     cutoff level.  As a result, EPA has made the risk management decision to   
     retain the proposed BAF cutoff level of 1000 for defining BCCs.            
                                                                                
     EPA weighed a wide range of information and policy considerations in this  
     decision.  These are described in section II.C.8 of the SID.  These        
     considerations included a view that the cutoff level should be sufficiently
     low to provide adequate assurance that chemicals that could potentially    
     contaminate the food web of the Great Lakes ecosystem in the future are    
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     subject to the special provisions for BCCs.  Other considerations          
     suggesting keeping the 1000 level or setting the level higher were also    
     evaluated. Based on its evaluation, EPA has determined that the cutoff     
     level of 1000 initially selected by the GLI Steering Committee meets all of
     the identified considerations.  As explained in the preamble to the        
     proposal, a pollutant with a BAF greater than 1000 was believed by the     
     Steering Committee to have a high potential to be found in aquatic         
     organisms of the Great Lakes System and therefore to have the potential to 
     cause a significant risk to the health of the aquatic life and consumers of
     the aquatic life such as wildlife and humans inhabiting the Great Lakes    
     basin.  The Steering Committee made its recommendation on the basis of     
     information available to them as managers of water quality programs.       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     World Wildlife Fund looks forward to active participation in developing    
     agricultural pollution prevention strategies for Round 2 of the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Initiative.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.050     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why do we need a strong Great Lakes Initiative?  Because economically it's 
     the smart thing to do.  It's not a question of if we are going to do it,   
     but when.  And the longer we wait the more it will cost.                   
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     But mainly, the reason we want the Great Lakes Initiative is because what  
     happens to Chicago Lakes, to the Great lakes, deeply affects people.  And I
     will leave you one thought from one of Chicago's greatest poets, Carl      
     Sandburg, who said simply. "The people, yes, the people."  Thank you.      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.051     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By implication, this document claims to have concerns for the quality of   
     life for those citizens that reside in the basin.  It does not address the 
     social economic benefits that also effect the quality of life of those     
     citizens, an issue that must be treated in symbiotic unity with            
     environmental concerns.                                                    
                                                                                
     One of the stated goals in the Great Lakes five year strategy from which   
     EPA quotes is, "To insure the protection of human health".  Can you dare to
     suggest that does not include quality of life?                             
                                                                                
     It appears the GLI won't accomplish much constructively, but it will aid in
     dismantling the infrastructure and economy of the Great Lakes Basin.  The  
     program is not cost effective and has high compliance fees.  It will       
     adversely effect municipalities and their tax base, loss of jobs and       
     industry.  Specific areas where a negative social eocnomic impact would    
     occur include:  the charter boar industry, tourism, motels and hotels,     
     restaurants, gas stations, bait and tackle shops, tackle manufacturers and 
     their distributors, marine manufacturers and their distributors and        
     retailers, and a host of electronic and recreational manufacturers.  The   
     list goes on.                                                              
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes contain the premiere fishery in the world, with no         
     exception.  The economic impact of this sport fishery in the Great Lakes   
     States is $12 billion and in Ontario it is $3 billion.                     
                                                                                
     But we are also equally concerned with the negative social economic impacts
     this proposal would have on the infrastructure of the Great Lakes basin as 
     well as the sport fishing community.  Cost to our municipalities and       
     industry will exceed $12 billion.  This proposal does not address          
     atmospheric introduction and PCB from external sources are only reduced 1%.
     Proposed limits are below analytical accuracy, the cost of which can't be  
     justified and will surely provoke litigation.  This is an unnecessary      
     burden on the taxpayers of this country and a waste of our precious        
     resources.                                                                 
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     Elimination or reduction of emissions must be justifiable.  As proposed,   
     they violate the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement by ignoring applicable
     and practical approaches.  It places the burden of proof on this country's 
     infrastructure, a costly and highly questionable process from a legal point
     of view.  More cost to the taxpayers.                                      
                                                                                
     At a recent meeting of the Aquatic Nuisance Specifies National Task Force  
     Ballast Water Subcommittee Meeting I was advised that the drinking water of
     many of our cities does not meet the GLI standards or guidelines and all   
     storm water would have to be treated.  More cost to the taxpayers.         
                                                                                
     The proposal states that LAMPs are pollution prevented oriented.  Yet EPA's
     response in a recently published summary of public comments states:  "The  
     goal of the LAMP is to restore and protect Lake Michigan beneficial uses,  
     not specifically to achieve zero discharge of chemicals."  Thank you.      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.052     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D3457.004, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that a review of the proposed Initiative must be placed in      
     perspective with regard first to two fundamental areas.                    
                                                                                
     First of all, how does the proposal fit in with existing regulations.      
                                                                                
     Secondly, what environmental benefits will be gained by implementation of  
     the proposal.                                                              
                                                                                
     With regard to the first perspective, we must emphasize that the proper    
     regulation and control of pollutants that may be reasonably expected to    
     cause environmental harm or health effects is not an issue that is debated 
     by industry.  Currently industrial dischargers are heavily regulated       
     through the NPDES permitting system.  Stringent limits on point source     
     water discharges are already in place through this permitting process.  In 
     fact, under the current regulatory system permit limits are periodically   
     made more stringent as appropriate.                                        
                                                                                
     The entire structure of existing regulatory controls has been in place and 
     operating for about two decades.  This system of controls exists without   
     the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance and will continue on even  
     if the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is not implemented as proposed.  
                                                                                
     The existing system is detailed and complex and requires substantial time, 
     effort, and resources both on the part of the regulatory agencies and      
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     regulated parties to keep the system operational.  The system is in place, 
     it's thorough, it has worked and will continue to work to move us forward  
     in water quality improvements.                                             
                                                                                
     We know that the current regulatory system has evolved over time and will  
     continue to evolve in the future.  It's understood that the regulatory will
     and should evolve to be more stringent.  The proposed Guidance before us   
     for review is the next evolutionary step forward in point source controls  
     for this region.  An element of the review of this Guidance must be whether
     or not the magnitude of this particular step forward is appropriate.  We   
     believe the magnitude of increased stringency on point source controls is  
     unwarranted in light of existing controls already in place in the region.  
                                                                                
     With regard to the second overall perspective we must consider what        
     environmental benefits will be gained by implementation of the proposal.  A
     major focus of the Initiative is intended to be on highly persistent       
     bioaccumulative materials.  These types of materials tend to be associated 
     with fish consumption advisories.  PCB's are perhaps the best known of     
     these types of compounds.                                                  
                                                                                
     Even though the Initiative singles out these types of materials for the    
     most stringent regulation, it is ironic to realize that the Initiative will
     not likely result in the removal of a single fish advisory.  This is       
     because the main source of these materials is not a point source problem.  
     There is wide agreement that the major sources into the Great Lakes system 
     are from non point sources such as air deposition.                         
                                                                                
     Because the Initiative ignores non point source it will have little actual 
     environmental benefit.   We believe the magnitude of expected environmental
     benefit must be properly balanced with the magnitude of economic impact on 
     the region as a whole.  The full and proper evaluation of the economic     
     impact is a complex issue and is beyond the scope of our remarks today.    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.053     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     G22688.002.  See also Section IX of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science based sections of the proposal, the criteria setting sections  
     for aquatic life, human health and wildlife and the section devoted to     
     derivation of bioaccumulation factors must properly intermesh to yield     
     valid water quality criteria.                                              
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     Response to: G2571.054     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2571.055a
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two of these four sections, the wildlife criteria section and the          
     bioaccumulation factor section, require substantial review and revision.   
     The methodology contained in the wildlife criteria section is the newest of
     all, therefore, among all the areas of concern, the proposed wildlife      
     methodology has received the least amount of actual use.  There is less    
     understanding of this methodology than any of the others.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.055a    
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.151, P2590.028, and P2574.042 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2571.055b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concerns regarding the validity of this section have been raised on a      
     number of occasions.  Only 4 substances have had criteria generated using  
     the proposed methodology.  The criteria generated for one of those         
     substances, mercury, is so extremely low it is clearly inappropriate.  We  
     feel this indicates that the wildlife methodology section needs to be      
     seriously revisited and revised.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.055b    
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     See response to comments P2718.151, P2590.028, P2574.042, D2860.028, and   
     D2860.026 as well as the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative        
     Criteria Documents for Wildlife, and Section VI.F of the SID.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I'm Rich Gentilucci from the DuPont Niagara Falls plant.  We recognize that
     the Great Lakes are an irreplaceable natural resource and only by a        
     cooperative effort by everyone can we further enhance their use for        
     enjoyment benefit to all.                                                  
                                                                                
     However, we have strong concerns that the approach the GLI Guidance takes  
     will achieve its stated objectives.  It does not address the real problems.
     Point sources which the GLI address, account for only approximately 10% of 
     the contaminants entering the Great Lakes system.  The EPA used the DuPont 
     Niagara Plant in their cost study for the GLI.  The EPA consultant         
     determined that end of pipe treatment would be required to treat the       
     effluent from five of our six outfalls for copper, mercury, selenium, and  
     zinc.  At this point, it is important to note that we do not manufacture or
     use any of these compounds in our processes and the only known sources are 
     rainfall, intake water, and levels of corrosion.                           
                                                                                
     The consultant estimated that treatment for the five outfalls which        
     discharge approximately 13 million gallons a day would be $9 million up    
     front and $1.5 million per year operating costs.                           
                                                                                
     The estimate did not include treating effluent from the sixth outfall which
     is non contact cooling water.                                              
                                                                                
     We are concerned that a strict interpretation of reasonable potential for  
     exceeding water quality standards under the GLI would require treatment of 
     plant cooling water for metals and organics only because they are present  
     in the intake water and rainwater.  This would result in annual costs of   
     over $15 million per year and capital costs of over $100 million just at   
     DuPont's Niagara Plant alone.                                              
                                                                                
     The data the EPA's consultant did look at shows that the long-term average 
     concentration and loadings of the metals are lower in the effluent than in 
     the intake water at our plant.  All logical and practical considerations   
     would lead one to believe that the plant outfalls do not constitute an     
     additional source of metals to the river.  Yet, the EPA's own consultant   
     concluded that the treatment was appropriate.  This points out two         
     significant concerns:  First, the Guidance is so complex and intertwined   
     that it is not easy to understand, which could lead to varying             
     interpretations.  And secoond, imposition of this sort of requirement on   
     non-contributory facilities is clearly inappropriate and unfairly penalizes
     industry.                                                                  
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     In addition, our plant, along with the local community, will also have to  
     pay for the increased costs the GLI imposes on the Niagara Falls Waste     
     Water Treatment Plant.                                                     
                                                                                
     As written, the GLI is likely to have an overall negative impact on        
     taxpayers, cities, and employers in 8 Great Lakes States.  It is critical  
     to the region's eocnomic and environmental health that time be taken to    
     ensure both costs and benefits are fully evaluated.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.056     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D1711.025, and D2594.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G2571.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As I indicated earlier, much of the water discharged by the Niagara Plant  
     is non-contact cooling water that does not add any additional load to the  
     Niagara River.  Yet, we may be forced to clean this water of incoming      
     pollutants using extremely costly treatment to meet the stringent water    
     quality standards proposed for the GLI.  The remedies suggested by EPA in  
     the Guidance for regulatory relief will not help us.  The demonstration    
     proposed in Procedure 5 to prove no reasonable potential is so demanding   
     and unrealistic that we do not believe we would be able to qualify.        
                                                                                
     We do support Option 4 discussed in the Preamble.  This was the            
     recommendation from the GLI Steering Committtee for addressing background  
     concentrations and intakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.057     
     
     With regard to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4 over the     
     proposal, see responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, DuPont strongly agrees that the Great Lakes should be          
     protected; they are an irreplaceable natural resource.  However, the       
     current proposal for GLI Guidance will not protect this resource.  Instead 
     of focusing once again on heavily regulated point sources, the region's    
     limited resources will be better spent if the EPA focuses on determining   
     the major sources of contaminants to the Great Lakes and addressing these  
     through implementing existing water quality regulations and developing     
     guidance to achieve necessary controls for unregulated sources.  Thank you.
     
     
     Response to: G2571.058     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2571.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I wish to comment today specifically to human health and more specifically 
     to fetal and post natal development.  Fetal exposure to aquatic food chain 
     derived toxicants must, in my consideration, receive maximum consideration.
     We believe that the GLI is less than adequate in this respect.  We         
     recognize the allowance for uncertainty factors in that portion of the GLI 
     or the Guidance which concerns the development of Tier 2 human health      
     values for non carcinogens.  While the use of uncertainty factors will     
     provide some consideration for the criticality of fetal exposure, we       
     believe the Guidance should emphasize the fetal subset as the most         
     critical, high risk, human population.                                     
                                                                                
     We believe the following are self-evident:  The Great Lakes Community has  
     every right to expect that aquatic source foodstuff should be available,   
     palatable, and safe to eat.  Critical sub-populations use of fish and fowl 
     should be protected.  Relative to humans, the Guidance must consider       
     individual development, not population impact.                             
                                                                                
     Critical toxins are ubiquitous in the food chain.  Ingested toxins are in  
     known instances transplacental.  Critical dose factors for adults are not  
     appropriate for the developing fetus, infant, or child.  Post conception,  
     post natal, and pre-pubertal timing and level of dose are critical.        
                                                                                
     Endocrine systems impacts in wildlife are being discovered, studied and    
     verified.  Significant numbers of experts have published their belief in   
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     the certainty that similar endocrine impacts are or likely to become       
     evident in human populations.                                              
                                                                                
     Many of the variables discussed in the Guidance effect human body burden   
     and therefore enter into the fetal exposure equation.  Persistence,        
     bioconcentration, bioaccumulation, lipid level, fish consumption level,    
     toxicity equivalence, structure activity relationships, food chain         
     multipliers, additivity, partioning (sic) within the aquatic media --      
     excuse me, re-partitioning within the aquatic medium are a few which have  
     potential utility in developing criteria or values.                        
                                                                                
     If data are available, of course they should be used.  If not available,   
     data should be generated.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.059     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Partial data should be used until a full data set is available.  We support
     the Tier 2 concept and the use of uncertainty factors.  Both will provide, 
     in our view, incentive for the generation of Tier 1 criteria.              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.060     
     
     EPA agrees and has retained Tier II in the final Guidance.  EPA has made   
     specific modifications and exceptions to the proposed minimum requirements 
     for States and Tribes to adopt and use Tier II methodologies.  Detailed    
     discussion of and reasons for the modifications can be found in section    
     II.C.2 of the Supplemental Information Document.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 5079



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We hear the criticism.  The Guidance is not based on quote, "Good" unquote,
     science.                                                                   
                                                                                
     We raise the question, and I raise this not without some experience in     
     biological research and 28 years of research and development with a        
     chemical concern.  We raise this question, can failure to consider the     
     above factors be considered good science or should failure to consider be  
     judged as an irresponsible neglect?  We suggest society cannot wait till   
     all scientific effort has been exhausted.  We must attempt to anticipate   
     probable response and act to forestall.  Society accepted supposedly good  
     science which proved to be based on grossly inadequate anticipatory        
     critique.  Society was assured of no effect, no impact.  The impacts have  
     been and continue to be very real.  We must repeat.  Society cannot afford 
     nor should society be exposed to another poly-chlorinated biphenyl or      
     another diethylstilbestrol.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.061     
     
     EPA agrees that actions to address the pollutant problems identified in    
     Section I.B of the SID must be taken in order to prevent further           
     degradation from occurring in the Great Lakes System.  EPA also believes   
     that the provisions of the final Guidance are based on sound science for   
     the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance as published won't solve all the problems.  As indicated, we  
     believe there are significant inadequacies and there are other major routes
     of pollution input that remain to be addressed.  However, we believe this  
     GLI represents necessary progress and to delay is not acceptable.  Thank   
     you.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.062     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently existing laws among the Great Lakes states permit legal dumping  
     of huge quantities of persistent toxins which cause devastating health and 
     economic problems.  In 1990 alone, seven million gallons of oil, 89,000    
     pounds of lead, 1900 pounds of PCB's and 1000 pounds of mercury were       
     legally dumped into the Great Lakes according to the U.S. General          
     Accounting Office.  The effects of such toxins are alarming and            
     devastating.  Scientific research shows that widespread low level exposure 
     to persistent toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes may cause 38,000 cancers  
     for people living near the Great Lakes, threatens newborns with premature  
     birth and learning disability, and deforms, sickens and sterilizes the     
     wildlife and fish which feed in our lakes.                                 
                                                                                
     Besides these health effects in both humans and animals, there is also a   
     great economic impact from these toxins.  Exposure to PCB's in Great Lakes 
     fish translates to an estimated $257 to $513 in annual health costs per    
     Great Lakes resident.  That could total nearly $18.5 billion in higher     
     health bills for our region.  The $4 billion commerical and sport fishing  
     industry, with its 89,000 jobs and the $69 billion tourism industry in the 
     Great Lakes are also at risk.                                              
                                                                                
     While we talk about limiting new toxic input into the Great Lakes, existing
     toxic sediments at our lakes' bottoms already pose a great threat.  While  
     scientists agree that these sediments are dangerous for the previously     
     mentioned reasons, and that they must be removed, there is great debate and
     concern over how they can be safely removed.  Also, it is estimated that   
     cleanup costs will be in the billions of dollars.  How can we continue to  
     add to this burden of toxicity when solutions for dealing with existing    
     toxic sediments are so elusive and so expensive, leaving it to be addressed
     by the future, some way, some how.  I say we can no longer in good         
     conscience continue to push the costs of our polluting practices today to  
     future generations who will pay most dearly with both their health and     
     their pocketbooks.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.063     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A recent study done for the Council of Great Lakes Governors by DRI McGraw 
     Hill stated the following:  Will GLI significantly reduce the region's     
     competitiveness?  The short answer is no.  The absolute magnitude of the   
     effect is small.  The fall in manufacturing output is at most only         
     one-third of 1% and the loss in employment is less than .1%.  These impacts
     will be nearly imperceptible in all but a few sectors.                     
                                                                                
     The DRI McGraw Hill Study shows us that the cost debate over the GLI has   
     been blown way out of proportion.  If the economic impact is imperceptible 
     then the only question remaining is, are the benefits perceptible?  We     
     believe the answer is yes.                                                 
                                                                                
     Our members are parents who want their children to enjoy good health and to
     enjoy the many benefits of the Great Lakes.  They are anglers who want to  
     be certain they can safely eat the fish they catch in Lake Erie and its    
     tributaries.  They are employers and employees who want to be sure of a    
     clean water supply and the amenities the Great Lakes region has to offer.  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.064     
     
     See response to comment G2571.024a.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would like to make several recommendations to strengthen the Initiative.
     First, specific pollution prevention mechanisms should be incorporated into
     the Guidance.  The best way to keep down the cost impact of the GLI is to  
     do everything possible to see that industries and sewage treatment plants  
     meet the lower discharge limits by using source reduction techniques,      
     rather than by expensive end of the pipe controlled technologies.  In fact,
     if industries choose the pollution prevention route, it will become more   
     efficient and profitable.  A recent study of the chemical industry by      
     informed found that for every dollar invested in pollution prevention,     
     companies receive an average of $3 return.                                 
                                                                                
     Before September 13, we will be submitting technical comments recommending 
     specific pollution prevention measures for the GLI.  For example, as part  
     of the process of obtaining a new or updated NPDES permit, all dischargers 
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     should be required to submit pollution prevention plans.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.065     
     
     See response to comment number G2571.158.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2571.066
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the GLI should be improved to be sure that all members of the      
     population are protected by the water quality criteria.  We strongly       
     support the use of bioaccumulation factors in the Guidance and believe that
     this is one of the most significant steps forward in the GLI.  However, we 
     believe that the criteria should be extended to include the considerations 
     that children have lower body weight and are more sensitive to toxic       
     exposures and to reflect the fact that some segments of the population,    
     including native Americans and anglers, eat greater than average amounts of
     fish.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.066     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the BAF methodology is one of the most  
     significant steps forward in the GLI. See sections V.C.5.a. and V.C.5.e. of
     the SID for a discussion on the use of lower body weights and higher fish  
     consumption rates.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, in moving toward the goal of the virtual elimination of discharges  
     of toxic substances and toxic amounts into the Great Lakes and its         

Page 5083



$T044618.TXT
     tributaries, we support the proposed ban on the use mixing zones.  However,
     we believe that the EPA should begin at least a partial phase out over the 
     next 5 years rather than waiting for the 10 year period contained in the   
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.067     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, we urge U.S. EPA to move with all possible speed to implement Phase
     II of the Guidance, The Great Lakes Toxins Reduction Initiative.  Phase I  
     will set the stage by establishing uniform water quality standards in      
     tackling point source discharges.  However, it is critical that we move    
     toward sunsetting the most dangerous chemicals which are poisoning the     
     Great Lakes and that we undertake ambitious pollution prevention programs  
     for air toxins, pesticide runoff, leaking dumps, and other non point       
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.068     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2571.069a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    

Page 5084



$T044618.TXT
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
                                                                                
     One, special restrictions on bioaccumulative toxic pollutants that build up
     in the tissue of fish and wildlife that are consumed dis-proportionately by
     native people, poor people, and sport anglers.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069a    
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.069b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
                                                                                
     Two, an accelerated phase out of mixing zones for dilution purposes.       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069b    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.069c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
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     Third, shifting the burden of proof back to the dischargers to demonstrate 
     the safety of a substance before it is discharged.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069c    
     
     For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see Sections
     I and II of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2571.069d
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
                                                                                
     Four, designating Lake Superior as an outstanding national resource water  
     and continued support of Lake Superior as a zero discharge demonstration   
     zone.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069d    
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: G2571.069e
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
                                                                                
     Five, adopting meaningful anti-degradation procedures to prevent increased 
     dumping in high quality waters.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069e    
     
     See response to comment D605.012.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.069f
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
                                                                                
     Six, expanding the list of persistent toxic substances that should not be  
     discharged as defined by the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069f    
     
     EPA does not agree that the list of BCCs should be modified to include all 
     "persistent toxic substances" listed in the Great Lakes Water Quality      
     Agreement.  EPA believes that BCCs should be defined using appropriate data
     on BAFs, since these are the types of persistent, bioaccumulative chemicals
     that are of most concern to the Great Lakes System, as discussed in        
     sections I and II.C.8 of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.069g
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
                                                                                
     Seven, setting timetables to sunset the use of the most persistent and     
     bioaccumulative toxic substances currently being released to the Great     
     Lakes/St. Lawrence River Basin ecosytem.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069g    
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance addresses bioaccumulative toxic substances  
     and promotes further reductions in loadings to the Great Lakes as discussed
     in Section I.C of the SID.  See also Section I.D of the SID for a          
     discussion of the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, which includes       
     components which consider the sunsetting of these substances.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.069h
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
                                                                                
     Eight, instituting Round 2 of the Great Lakes Initiative that would develop
     controls for other sources of pollution including those from non point     
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069h    
     
     See Section I.D of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.069i
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes United at its annual meeting in Kingston Ontario May 7 through 
     9, 1993, adopted a resolution in support of the Great Lakes Initiative as a
     giant step forward in protecting and restoring the water quality of the    
     Great Lakes, and that resolution included support for:                     
                                                                                
     Nine, requiring comprehensive pollution prevention planning for all        
     dischargers to the Great Lakes.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.069i    
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.070
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative is a major step forward, but it's not enough,   
     not enough by a long shot.  The United States and Canada and governments at
     all levels must require the sunsetting of the uses of persistent           
     bioaccumulative toxic chemicals and eliminate all together discharges of   
     such substances to the Great Lakes and their tributaries.  It is time we   
     began fulfilling the promises made by the United States and Canada that is 
     set forth in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, the 1986 Toxic       
     Substances Agreement, and the Sixth Biannual Report to the International   
     Joint Commission.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.070     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.  See also Section
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If anything, the GLI needs to be strengthened.  To this end, the Blackbrook
     Audubon Society calls upon the EPA to accelerate the phase out of mixing   
     zones and include all persistent toxins.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.071     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2571.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adopt stricter standards for protecting consumers of Great Lakes fish,     
     particularly those who consume larger than average amounts.                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.072     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2571.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Require a greater burden of proof from polluters before relaxing any       
     discharge limits on a pollutant.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.073     
     
     Under the final Guidance, for a proposed increased loading of BCCs, the    
     entire burden of proof that the increased loading is both necessary and    
     will support important social and economic development lies with the entity
     proposing the increased loading. For non-BCCs, if States or Tribes adopt   
     provisions consistent with EPA's recommendations, the burden of proof also 
     lies with the discharger.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require    
     that where water quality is better than necessary to support fish and      
     aquatic life and recreation in and on the water, "...that quality shall be 
     maintained and protected unless the State finds that...allowing lower water
     quality is necessary to accomodate important social and economic           
     development in the area in which the waters are located."  Thus, Federal   
     regulations establish a clear presumption that water quality should be     
     maintained unless there a demonstration is made that a lowering of water   
     quality is necessary to allow social and economic development.  State and  
     Tribal antidegradation provisions should also reflect a presumption that   
     water quality is to be maintained.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2571.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     designate Lake Superior as an outstanding natural resource water in order  
     provide even greater protection for the cleanest of our Great Lakes.       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.074     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Move as quickly as possible to begin Round 2 of the Great Lakes Initiative,
     setting timetables to ban persistent and bioaccumulative toxins from       
     non-point source pollution, and require pollution prevention programs      
     throughout the U.S. side of the basin.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.075     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2571.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Anyway, it is out of this context that we not only urge the adoption of the
     GLI, but we urge that it be further strengthened to provide standards which
     offer protection for all people within the Great Lakes Basin.              
                                                                                
     Not just those people that are fortunate enough to weigh over 70 kilograms 
     or those who do not rely on large consumption levels of fish.  I don't     
     think we should have to keep a tally on what our quota is of intake of fish
     to survive.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.076     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document. See response
     to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the subject of good science versus bad science, in their discussion     
     papers and also in their comments, by these opponents of the GLI, they     
     argue that it is bad science to require stricter Tier 2 standards for the  
     discharge of pollutants when not enough data exists to indicate the danger 
     they pose.  This essentially boils down to allowing the free discharge of  
     these pollutants until enough statistical deaths or mutations prove        
     otherwise.  My feeling is that if this policy sounds like good science to  
     you, then you've probably eaten too much walleye as a child.               
     
     
     Response to: G2571.077     
     
     See response to: D2859.014. Also, EPA would be interest in any data the    
     commenter could provide concerning the effects of a high-walleye diet on   
     childhood development and potential cognitive impairment.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.078a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also aware that these opponents to the GLI wish to launch the debate
     on to economic terms which emphasize the costs that would be borne by the  
     industries, the industries which are targeted for more stringent           
     regulations under the GLI.  We would urge that any discussion of economics 
     involved a true cost benefit analysis in which costs to individual         
     industries are only considered in comparison to the past, present, and     
     future costs borne by the people in the Great Lakes Basin from drinking and
     swimming in polluted water, eating polluted fish, the ambient exposure     
     contributing to costs in health and quality of life, not to mention the    
     cost to industries and jobs which are based around healthy waters and      
     wildlife.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.078a    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: G2571.078b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Well, any analysis of these costs -- it always throws me off when you give 
     me a time limit.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.078b    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.078c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In my book this constitutes bad economics if you don't look at -- if you   
     don't weigh these costs.  I believe that we are talking about something    
     that you cannot put a value on.  We are talking about a human being's      
     fundamental right to clean water and if our policies do not protect us in  
     this respect, then what do we have to show for what we value in society,   
     what we value as human beings.  There is no question that the GLI should be
     adopted for this reason alone:  that it offers more protection than we have
     at present.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.078c    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Member systems are concerned that in the effort to carry out the Guidance's
     objectives, other important factors may not receive adequate consideration,
     such as overall cost benefit, technical feasibility, and the practicability
     of compliance schedules.  The proposed program, even if feasible, will be  
     extremely costly and is not likely to yield commensurate social benefits.  
     ENSR Environmental Consulting and Engineering have conservatively estimated
     that $167 million in capital costs and $25 million in annual operating and 
     maintenance costs would be required for compliance for just 10 generating  
     units in New York State.  Moreover, the inadequacy of measuring techniques 
     for many of the pollutant parameters to be regulated would expose          
     dischargers, whether industrial, utility, or municipal, to unwarranted     
     enforcement liability, that could result in unjust economic disruption.    
                                                                                
     While the premise that environmental quality is good, it cannot be         
     understated, it must not be forgotten that economic, industrial, and job   
     development is also a desirable, indeed essential component of our overall 
     quality of life in the Great Lakes Basin as well as elsewhere.             
     
     
     Response to: G2571.079     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.080
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Just very briefly stated, because we'll detail these in more significant   
     comments later, under potential environmental benefits, it is clear that   
     while some toxins are still finding their way into the Great Lakes Basin   
     from point source discharges, as others have pointed out, almost everyone  
     agrees that the overwhelming majority of problem pollutants originate from 
     non-point sources.  The member systems of the New York Power Pool believe  
     that the NPDES and SPDES controls have already and will continue to be     
     effective and that the new proposed rules will result in little actual     
     reduction in the bioaccumulation of toxins within the basin.               
     
     
     Response to: G2571.080     
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     See response to comments D2587.143 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2571.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated in the Preamble -- under Socio-Economic issues.  As stated in the
     Preamble to the Rule, 20% of the United States population and a full 50% of
     our Canadian neighbors, live, work, and raise their families within the    
     Great Lakes Basin.  The short-term costs associated with the implementation
     of the proposed regulations will be dis-proportionately borne by the       
     industries and taxpayers within this region.  In particular, the           
     anti-degradation provisions would preclude future expansion of or          
     utilization provisions of existing, unused industrial capacity within the  
     basin.  Effectively, pollution abatement could result in the export of     
     jobs, as well as discharges to other drainage basins.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.081     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: G2571.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The unilateral application of effluent limitations with respect to the     
     states involved will result in a measurable differential impact on the cost
     of doing business within these states.  This cost is exacerbated by the    
     ability of individual electric energy suppliers from outside the region to 
     export energy, and quite possibly additional atmospheric deposition to the 
     region, without having to beat the costs associated with doing business    
     within the region.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.082     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, G2650.002, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: G2571.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Technical feasiblity.  We have serious reservations with respect to the    
     technical feasbility of achieving the proposed discharge reductions, the   
     ability to uniformly monitor and enforce such limits, even if they can be  
     achieved, and the schedules and timing proposed for implementation.        
     Specifically, there is not adequate time within the proposed implementation
     schedules for the proper design, construction, and site specific testing of
     existing, off-the-shelf control technologies, not to mention the           
     development and application of newer, more innovative technologies that    
     would be required.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.083     
     
     See response to comment P2576.231.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: G2571.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance. The 3 year time limit proposed for compliance with effluent    
     limitations in NPDES permits may be unattainable in many instances.        
     Without flexibility in compliance schedules, many dischargers may be       
     unavoidably thrust into enforcement actions.  Such an outcome would be     
     disruptive and unfortunate from the standpoint of program success.         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.084     
     
     See response to comment P2576.231.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2571.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should specify and make clear that no permittee will be       
     responsible for the treatment or removal of contaminants already present in
     its intake water used for cooling or processing.  It is impractical or even
     impossible to remove certain trace contaminants from intake water in many  
     situations.  Since the Clean Water Act only applies to the addition of     
     pollutant, a policy that requires treatment of large volumes of intake     
     water would be inconsistent with the Act.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.085     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2571.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We further believe that the Initiative should be strengthened in certain   
     areas.  We believe that the Initiative should include additional toxic     
     materials as pollutants of initial focus.  Table 6 of the Initiative lists 
     138 pollutants of initial focus, but overlooks numerous toxic materials of 
     serious concern.  We believe that the following chemicals should be        
     incorporated in the list of pollutants of initial focus:  ammonia,         
     atrazine, chlordane, chlorine, dimethylbenzene, methylethylketone,         
     phosgene, polybrominated biphenyls, Triazine, Tributyltin and xylene.      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.086     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2571.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We further believe that the Initiative should be strengthened to assure    
     needed consistency in control of toxins from water pollution discharges in 
     the Great Lakes region,.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.087     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance ignores current EPA guidance which    
     supports the use of a flexible approach.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,    
     including promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures 
     while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section   
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components of the   
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
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     Comment ID: G2571.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From the perspective of Michigan, it is imperative that neighboring Great  
     Lakes states be required to control toxic pollutants from point source     
     discharges in a consistent manner.  We are disturbed that some states have 
     in effect encouraged pollution shopping with standards for similar         
     pollutants that are significantly lower than the limits provided in        
     Michigan and others in the basin.  It is economically unfair and           
     environmentally illogical to permit continued inconsistencies of this kind.
     
     
     Response to: G2571.088     
     
     See Sections I.C of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We further believe that the Initiative should be strengthened to eliminate 
     mixing zones for all persistent toxic pollutants regards of whether they   
     bioaccumulate.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2571.089     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The International Joint Commission has eloquently testified to the need to 
     abate long-lasting toxic pollutants regardless of bioaccumulation, noting  
     that all are dangerous to the environment, and all are harmful to the      
     ecosystem.  Any pollutant with a half-life greater than 8 weeks in any     
     medium should be included in the phase out of mixing zones now proposed for
     the bioaccumulative pollutants.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.090     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2571.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, I would just like to say that we think that GLI should also 
     be strengthened by its provisions that it lists regarding Lake Superior.   
     While appreciating the recognition of the global significance of Lake      
     Superior in the Initiative, we believe these provisions are too meager to  
     do it justice.  Specifically, the Initiative should vastly expand the list 
     of chemicals to be considered Lake Superior bioaccumulative substances of  
     immediate concern, including all persistent toxic substanes and chlorinated
     organic chemicals.  We also strongly support the designation of the entire 
     U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an outstanding national resource water.   
     And we appreciate the opportunity to comment and hope that the GLI will be 
     strengthened and adopted as quickly as possible.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.091     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and D605.073.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of estimates have been prepared regarding the cost of the GLI.    
     The estimate ranges from hundreds of millions to billions of dollars on an 
     annualized basis.  By any measure, the GLI will impose a significant       
     economic burden on businesses, municipalities, and residents of the Great  
     Lakes.  The ultimate question is whether those costs are justified.  We    
     don't think they are.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.092     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By most estimates, less than 10% of the total toxic load of the Great Lakes
     is attributable to point source discharges.  The vast majority of the load 
     comes from non-point source discharges.                                    
                                                                                
     While the GLI does contain some vague and ill defined references to        
     non-point source, the GLI essentially ignores the most significant source  
     of the loading to the Great Lakes, and instead, tightens controls on point 
     sources.  It is difficult to conceive that any program that could cost     
     billions of dollars each year can be justified when it addresses only 10%  
     of the problem.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.093     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance ignores nonpoint sources of pollution.
      EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant       
     problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses  
     both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the     
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems (such as        
     stormwater run-off) and mechanisms to address those problems, see Section  
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     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2571.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed wildlife criteria for mercury serves to illustrate this       
     underlying and fundamental problem with the GLI.  A study conducted for the
     Council of Great Lakes Governors has estimated that the mercury criteria   
     may be accountable for over 30% of the cost of the GLI.  Yet, what benefit 
     will, be realized for these staggering costs.  Essentially none.  The      
     Governor's Report concluded that the GLI's impact on mercury will be       
     completely ineffective because it ignores the fact that the vast majority  
     of the mercury load comes from non-point sources.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.094     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While it may be much easier to regulate point sources than non-point       
     sources, that expediency has a hugh price tag and one that we believe is   
     neither environmentally nor scientifically nor economically justifiable.   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.095     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2571.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I'd like now to turn briefly to several specific issues of concern with the
     GLI.  First, EPA is suggesting that the states adopt the GLI verbatim.     
     EPA's suggestion is at odds with its own authorizing legislation.  The     
     Critical Programs Act of 1990 required EPA to develop guidance for the     
     states.  The term guidance in its usual sense does not connote the coercive
     or dictatorial meaning EPA is attempting to ascribe to it.  Had Congress   
     intended the GLI to be a federal mandate, it certainly could have used     
     words other than guidance.                                                 
                                                                                
     Futhermore, the Critical Programs Act gives no indication that Congress    
     intended to divest the states of their primary responsibility setting water
     quality standards.  We believe the intent and policy of Congress remains as
     stated in Section 101 of the Clean Water Act, to recognize, preserve, and  
     protect the primary responsibility of the states.                          
                                                                                
     Therefore, the GLI should be presented to the states in the manner Congress
     intended, as guidance and not a federal mandate.  In that light, we think  
     the GLI must retain for the state the right to address local conditions and
     local concerns.  To assume the entire Great Lakes Basin is one homogeneous 
     ecosystem is a mistake.  The states should have the ability to adjust their
     programs to address site specific concerns, including the type of aquatic  
     species, wildlife, and other natural conditions that are present within the
     individual states.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.096     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Another of our principal concerns is the concept of the Tier 2 criteria.   
     WMC and MMAC oppose a policy which allows the imposition of regulatory     
     controls with the threat of enforcement sanctions based on what is         
     admittedly a deficient data base. The scientific invalidity of this concept
     was recognized by EPA's own Science Advisory Board and will be addressed in
     detail by others.                                                          
                                                                                
     In addition to these technical concerns, we think it is important that EPA 
     recognize that in many states like Wisconsin we require that water quality 
     criteria be subject to public comment in hearing before the other bases for
     regulatory controls.  EPA must understand that these are not just mere     
     state law technicalities, but they reflect an underlying recognition of the
     right of those to be regulated to review and comment on a regulation before
     it becomes effective.  Tier 2 criteria would deprive permittees of this    
     very basic right.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.097     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2571.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned with the GLI's proposed anti-degradation procedures. 
     The most troublesome aspect of the policy relates to the existing effluent 
     or EEQ limitations.  These limitations would, as a matter of policy, not   
     science, freeze permittees at their current levels of discharge.  The      
     limitations themselves have no relation to water quality, but are instead  
     based on a misguided policy.  In effect, those industries which are doing  
     better than required will be punished with more stringent limitations while
     industries which have not been so diligent will be rewarded with higher    
     limits.  We believe the policy should use existing permit limitations as   
     the baseline for applying the anti-degradation provisions.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.098     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: G2571.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another matter of concern is the matter of intake credits.  As proposed, a 
     facility could be required to remove substances in its effluent even if the
     company's operations did not add or add only a small amount of a particular
     substance.  The GLI must be revised to reflect a fair and reasonable intake
     credit policy.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2571.099     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that raised in comment     
     #D2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that comment.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.100
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, we believe the GLI is fundamentally flawed.  The cost of the   
     program cannot be justified based on a limited environmental benefit.      
     Fundamental changes need to be made to the GLI to shift its focus from a   
     program directed almost exclusively at point sources to a broader approach 
     that adequately addresses all loading sources including non-point sources. 
     While it has historically been expedient and politically popular to focus  
     on point source discharges, the time has come for a new broader focus.     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.100     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and F4030.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2571.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My name is Bob Johnston and I'm here today representing the American Iron  
     and Steel Institute.  AISI was a member of the Great Lakes Initiative      
     Public Participation Group, participated with the technical work group and 
     the Steering Committee.  We've offered many comments on the Initiative in  
     an effort to improve the developing guidance.  It now appears to our       
     members that the requirements of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement   
     and the Critical Programs Act have been ignored.                           
                                                                                
     The Agreement between the United States and Canada upon which much of the  
     proposed Guidance rests, and with which the Guidance must be consistent, is
     designed as a coordinated array of efforts to improve the quality of the   
     Great Lakes.  This array includes planning and study efforts that must go  
     first so that the control efforts can be directed most cost effectively.   
                                                                                
     The planning includes lake-wide management plans and remedial action plans 
     which will look at problems on a multi media basis and will, accordingly,  
     arrive at the most cost effective solutions to these problems.             
                                                                                
     This same coordinated effort was envisioned by the drafters of the Great   
     Lakes Critical Programs Act.  When the draft Guidance was in its infancy,  
     the Critical Programs Act gave 7 months to EPA to publish a draft water    
     quality guidance for comment in the Federal Register.                      
                                                                                
     We believe that Congress could not have intended a Guidance such as we have
     today in a 7 month period.  In fact, it took the states and EPA another 29 
     months from passage of the Critical Programs Act to finally publish the    
     proposed Guidance.  And now, we believe that the Guidance goes well beyond 
     the intent of Congress and goes beyond the limitations of the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Agreement.                                                   
                                                                                
     Instead of planning first, the Guidance pushes ahead with what amounts to  
     an ultra-enhanced point source control program without a better            
     understanding and coordination of the efforts for the impact of non-point  
     sources and sources in other media.  The draft Guidance includes a number  
     of disastrous requirements that will cost an inordinate amount of money to 
     implement and will result in very little or no discernible improvement to  
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.101     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 P2585.015,
     P2585.014 and D2722.012.  See also Section IX of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To help our members determine what type of response we should make to the  
     Initiative, we commissioned a study of expected implementation costs. In   
     doing that, we set up a couple of model steel mills and we set them up basd
     on locations of mills that our members have in Indiana and in Ohio.        
                                                                                
     The results of the model steel mills were kind of staggering and it was due
     mostly to the Intake Credit Provisions.  One of the facilities that was set
     up was unable to meet mercury limits due to high background concentrations.
     It was required to install to reverse osmosis for mercury removal.  The    
     result was a capital cost between 1 and $200 million with annual operating 
     costs in the neighborhood of $20 million.                                  
                                                                                
     Now, if anyone here believes that such expenditures are merely the cost of 
     doing business, they're really mistaken.  In an industry that has been hit 
     hard by foreign and domestic competition over the past 15 years, such      
     expenditures are nearly impossible.  First, if a company does survive, it's
     going to have to try these costs on to the consumer.  This will worsen the 
     company's competitive position, cause job losses due to reduced sales.     
     Ultimately, some companies are going to go out of business because they    
     can't pass through those costs.                                            
                                                                                
     Again, there are going to be job losses.                                   
                                                                                
     AISI referred to the results of their cost study to a consultant           
     experienced in translating cost analysis into job losses, and jobs at risk.
     The jobs report predicts that the Great Lakes Guidance, as drafted, will   
     cause the loss of 2 to 4,000 jobs in the steel industry.                   
                                                                                
     What are the consequences of those job losses?  Serious physical and mental
     health consequences often accompany workers' loss of jobs.  You see them   
     every day in newspapers and on television news.  Abuse, broken homes,      
     alcoholism, malnutrition crimes, these are real measurable effects on human
     health and the physical environment people live in.  These are the health  
     effects that have not been considered by those wishing to push through this
     well intentioned, but ill conceived point source control program.          
                                                                                
     I know it's easy to say that job losses are a small price to pay for       
     protecting our lakes.  But to what level of protection:  one in a million, 
     one in a hundred thousand?  How can you ignore the consequences of even 100
     lost jobs and the immediate measurable health effects on 100 families.     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.102     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2571.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Good afternoon, my name is Bob Overly and I'm speaking today as the        
     Co-Chair of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Public Participation  
     Group.  I'll try and gain some points by being brief.  I only want to focus
     on one point and that is the process that got us this far.  I'm not going  
     to include a lot of the technical points that have been talked about on    
     both sides.  Certainly the controversy over this is apparent and you have  
     to be aware that there a lot of people out there that say the GLI needs to 
     be changed, it needs to be fixed.                                          
                                                                                
     To this end, I would like to go back and look at the history of how we've  
     gotten this far.  We've gotten this far by having the 8 Great Lakes States 
     work together with EPA through the Steering Committee, the Technical Work  
     Group, and the Public Participation Group.  This package was put together, 
     not in consensus, but rather at a point which the committees could no      
     longer agree upon it and decided it was time to go out and get other       
     opinion.                                                                   
                                                                                
     We now have the OMB.  We have the EPA Science Advisory Board Report.  We   
     have a draft Economic and Benefit Analysis conducted by the contractor of  
     the Council of Great Lakes Governors.  I am aware of several other         
     documents that are being prepared at this point for submission by September
     13, and I think you're hearing a good cross section of what these reports  
     are going to contain.                                                      
                                                                                
     So, the question is, where do we go from this point?  Ken, you talked about
     the process of what happens up until the deadline of September 13, but I   
     think there needs to be some address made to what happens after that date. 
     and I would request, as a member of the Public Participation Group, that we
     follow the process that we started with for several reasons.               
                                                                                
     I think that the Steering Committee and the Technical Work Groups working  
     in conjunction with the Public Participation Group should review the       
     comments that are being received to help sort them out and apply those     
     which are beneficial and to see where the public opinion is falling on this
     regulation.                                                                
                                                                                
     To that end, I think the Work Groups should be reconvened, and when I say  
     that I duck because I know there are Work Group members back there.  They  
     may think it's a good idea but I'm not sure if they want to do that.  But, 
     I think it would it be a good idea and we should do that.                  
                                                                                
     These Work Groups can select the appropriate options and put them in a     
     final improved package called the Great Lakes Initiative.  Why these Work  
     Groups?  Because these are the groups that came up with the original ideas.
     They came up with many of the options that are in the Preamble.  They know 
     the workings of the GLI.  They understand its intricacies and how one part 
     effects another and they are the best group to select the preferred options
     and because they represent the states and the public that this regulation  
     will effect.                                                               
                                                                                
     Probably the most important reason is that I think consensus is a very     
     important part of building this regulation.  To that end, I would be       
     interested in any comments on what you might have to say about what happens
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     after September 13.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.103     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, with respect to Tier 2 values.  We applaud EPA's efforts to expand  
     the universe of pollutants being considered in water quality assessments.  
     However, we believe that the Tier 2 values do not have sufficient          
     scientific credibility for the use now in the context of regulation        
     enforcement.  We believe EPA should either drop the approach, change the   
     computation procedure, or the manner in which the Tier 2 values are used.  
                                                                                
     We support the development of sound scientific and supportable pollutant   
     criteria and the periodic revision of the water quality standards.         
     However, we feel the public's interest is best served by water quality     
     standards that have firm scientific backing.  Under the current regulatory 
     framework, criterion standards are developed utilizing the best available  
     data, rigorous scientific review, and extensive public comment.  The EPA   
     Tier 2 procedures do not properly include these factors.  By definition,   
     Tier 2 procedures are based on limited data, with stringent safety factors 
     to compensate.  They do not go through scientific advisory review.  In     
     fact, the only formal review has been by the EPA Science Advisory Board,   
     which recommended against their use for permit development.                
                                                                                
     Finally, the Tier 2 values will not undergo individual comment as other    
     existing standards.  Overall, the EPA current proposal for Tier 2 values   
     departs dramatically from existing and largely successful programs.        
                                                                                
     Tier 2 values are also not explicitly required in the Great Lakes Critical 
     Programs Act.  The states now have existing authority to require more      
     information and to regulate chemicals lacking promulgated numeric criteria.
      This comes under the reasonable potential provisions of the law as well as
     narrative water quality standard.                                          
                                                                                
     Additionally as you know, the use of whole effluent toxicity, now part of  
     the EPA's National Toxins Policy, is designed specifically to address      
     aquatic toxicity in areas where we do not have sufficient chemical specific
     data, and Tier 2 procedures are not explicitly required.                   
                                                                                
     We therefore recommend that EPA reconsider the alternatives for the use of 
     Tier 2 procedure and we strongly recommend that a scientific advisory panel
     be used to review each individual new criteria.                            
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     Response to: G2571.104     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the second issue, bioaccumulating chemicals of concern.  BCC chemicals  
     have been placed in this category largely based on theoretical             
     calculations.  As professionals specializing in water quality protection,  
     we agree with the need for special consideration for chemicals that        
     persistent and bioaccumulate.  However, we feel EPA's current proposal     
     fails to reflect actual conditions and does not properly target the problem
     substances.  EPA's list does not consider the potential or consider actual 
     toxic impacts in the environment.  It does not consider fate and ecological
     significance, including factors such as metabolic detoxification and       
     bioavailability and does not include actual evidence of bioaccumulation or 
     long-term laboratory studies demonstrating persistence and toxicity.       
                                                                                
     Overall, we agree with EPA's emphasis and use of BCC's, but we believe that
     the methodology needs to be more comprehensive in how they select BCC's.   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.105     
     
     EPA assumes that by "actual toxic impacts in the environment" the commenter
     meant that pollutants should not be regulated as BCCs until they are shown 
     to be present at concentrations of concern in the Great Lakes System.  EPA 
     does not accept this concept.  As discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID,  
     EPA is concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs from increasing to
     the level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  The regulatory
     approach suggested by commenters that would not trigger preventive action  
     until some measurable concentration resulting in adverse conditions is     
     reached in the environment would not be effective in addressing this       
     concern, particularly because of the difficulties of measuring these       
     pollutants at levels of concern in the environment.  As discussed further  
     in sections VII.B and VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs 
     in the final Guidance will take full effect over the next twelve years (two
     years for State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in    
     period).  A program requiring systematic environmental monitoring followed 
     by a regulatory process to designate BCCs could significantly delay        
     implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new persistent,   
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The risks to the    
     Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant such an     
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the BAF methodology should consider metabolism and         
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     bioavailability.  The methodology for derivation of BAFs in appendix B of  
     the final Guidance has been revised to take these factors into account.    
     See section IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2571.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The last point I'd like to comment is on site specific modifications and   
     variance.  We support the water shed approach to water quality management  
     but we believe the states still need to maintain the primacy over water    
     quality standards and setting priorities.  We believe EPA should provide   
     specific guidance and allow the states to utilize that guidance and        
     establish, based on their state based knowledge of priorities and site     
     specific conditions.  I thank you for the time and as I said, we will be   
     submitting detailed comments by September 13.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.106     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2571.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My name is Glen Chism and I'm with the National Wildlife Federation in Ann 
     Arbor.  I support a strong Great Lakes Initiative.  The Great Lakes        
     Initiative is a step in the right direction in providing meaningful        
     protection for the original inhabitants of the Great Lakes Basin.  Of      
     course, I'm referring to my brother eagles, turtles, minks, cormorants, and
     frogs.  I'd say they are significant.  As you might have noticed, no one   
     seemed to have invited them to present testimony here today.  And for the  
     record, this weekend, I was participating in a ceremony in North Wisconsin 
     honoring the Great Lakes and its inter-connectiveness and a bald eagle came

Page 5112



$T044618.TXT
     and circled over us and for anyone who is interested, I count that as a yes
     vote for the GLI.                                                          
                                                                                
     I also refer to the indigenous people of the Great Lakes, you see, I am an 
     American Indian.  My people once inhabited the southern Great Lakes Basin. 
     That was before they were forcibly removed to Oklahoma. I've seen what such
     cultural disruption can do to a people.  It is not a pretty sight.  But, I 
     tell you this, these people are growing stronger every day.  But the sad   
     part of this is, like the GLI, this strengthening is particularly a        
     response to the destruction of earth.                                      
                                                                                
     The 25,000 original people still found in the Great Lakes Basin in the     
     States of Minnesota, Wisconsin, Michigan, and New York, have significant   
     standing in this process.  I hope that their input is more actively sought 
     in the future.  These tribal people, along with other people living        
     subsistence lifestyles, have more at stake in a clean Great Lakes than any 
     other group, including industry.                                           
                                                                                
     Along with the wildlife, these people have been shown to be especially at  
     risk from toxic pollution in Great Lakes waters because they eat large     
     amounts of fish for cultural reasons.  Mothers and young are particularly  
     at risk.  Young born to mothers who eat large amounts of Great Lakes fish  
     have been shown to exhibit physical and mental development problems.       
                                                                                
     However, the standards proposed in the Great Lakes Initiative are designed 
     to protect the average White adult male.  Women, children, American        
     Indians,  other ethnic groups and subsistence anglers receive no special   
     consideration.  Everything and everyone's need to eat as much fish as their
     culture or needs dictate without worrying about the consuming or passing   
     toxic pollutants to their young needs to be respected.                     
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Initiative proposes a new assumption for determining water 
     quality criteria for protecting people.  The proposal assumes that people  
     eat nearly a quarter pound of fish each week.  This is an improvement over 
     the old standard of less than a quarter pound every two weeks.  However, it
     is clear that this new standard is too low to protect certain groups of    
     people.  This new standard is said to protect 90% of the Great Lakes Basin 
     people.  This is of little consolation to me.  Because of their culture, as
     many as 50% of the Indian people in the Basin may fall in this unprotected 
     10%.  This is not acceptable.  An EPA Region V Report suggests that the    
     average value for American Indian fish consumption is more than twice the  
     proposed standard.                                                         
                                                                                
     A new standard of three-quarter pounds per week or 50 grams per day should 
     be used to provide more protection for native Americans and other groups   
     who eat large amounts of fish for substance of cultural reasons.           
                                                                                
     If I were to propose a new health criteria for hamburger today, based on   
     the assumption that people in the mainstream culture should consume less   
     than one quarter pounder per week, I would be laughed out of the room.     
     This would not protect the large percentage of the society.  That is how I,
     as an American Indian, feel about both the old and new fish consumption    
     assumption.  It is not based on reality.  Think about that.                
                                                                                
     To repeat, I support a strong Great Lakes Initiative, with special emphasis
     on the food chain processes.  But, it must be strengthened.  The           
     assumptions of fish consumption should be set at 50 grams per day to       
     protect all people in the Great Lakes Basin.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2571.107     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2571.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I just want to conclude here today by mentioning something, reiterating    
     something that intrigued me that Dave Ullrich said this morning to this    
     group packed into this room.  He said every person in this room has the    
     best interest of the Great Lakes in mind.  That's true.  I think it's      
     important to remember that.  There isn't a single person in this room who  
     doesn't have the best interests of the Great Lakes, the people of the Great
     Lakes region, the wildlife, the fish of this region in mind.  We have      
     disagreements about how to approach this.  About what is the best          
     regulatory framework, the most cost effective, and the one that will give  
     us guaranteed results.  So that's where I think we disagree and he went on 
     to say that our job, I think meaning EPA's job, is to reconcile all of     
     those various viewpoints.                                                  
                                                                                
     Repeating what several of the other folks said here today, I think it would
     be wise and I think it would be productive if following the September 13   
     close of the comment period, that we once again reassemble the various work
     groups that put this Initiative together, that spent the time, that debated
     the issues, to go back and review the comments that have been made here    
     today, the written comments that will come in, so that we can paint an     
     accurate picture of how folks in this region feel about the Great Lakes    
     Initiative.  The Michigan Municipal League would like to participate and   
     offers our services to participate in that approach.                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.108     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.109a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My name is Mimi Harrington.  I'm representing the General Electric Company 
     at today's hearing.  Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Great 
     Lakes Initiative.  We applaud these sorts of public meetings where people  
     can maximize input into the GLI.                                           
                                                                                
     To follow up on some earlier statements, in the Federal Register it is     
     noted that EPA, at least at one point, was planning to have a meeting after
     the public comment period and after it had compiled all the public comments
     so that the states and other interested parties could comment on the       
     written comments.  We strongly urge you to go ahead with that plan and to  
     develop a format in working groups or otherwise, that will facilitate      
     exchange between all interested parties so that real specific aspects of   
     the GLI can get addressed in detail.                                       
                                                                                
     GE has numerous facilities in the Great Lakes Basin and Great Lakes states 
     and obviously wishes to see a final rule that emerges that will both bring 
     concrete environmental improvements, but will also be cost effectively     
     implemented.  We have a number of concerns and ideas about the GLI and I   
     will save those specific technical suggestions for our written comments    
     that will be submitted in September.                                       
                                                                                
     What I would like to do today is to summarize an in depth impact study that
     we did on our transportation systems facility in Erie, Pennsylvania, which 
     sits right on the shore of Lake Erie, to illustrate exactly and in detail  
     just how the GLI will impact facilities if this proposal is enacted in its 
     present form.                                                              
                                                                                
     We've heard this afternoon a lot of differing views about the precise      
     impacts of the GLI, and I think this is in large part because it's         
     difficult to actually quantify the impacts given the amount of information 
     about monitoring data and sampling that we have at this point.  This       
     problem faces everyone, including EPA.  In fact, after reviewing EPA's cost
     assessment documents, I think this is why EPA's numbers vary so            
     dramatically from industry's, because in a lot of cases where EPA did not  
     have sufficient data to draw conclusions about cost, it simply calculated a
     figure of zero as the cost impact.                                         
                                                                                
     Well, having spent the last year on this in depth cost study that we did in
     Erie, Pennsylvania, I can tell you in no uncertain terms that the GLI will 
     have a substantial impact and the question is the amount of environmental  
     benefit it will bring.                                                     
                                                                                
     When we decided to perform this study, we started basically where EPA      
     started.  But, as we found in looking at monitoring date, the discharge    
     monitoring reports, permit limits, available information, the data wasn't  
     all that helpful either because the chemicals regulated under the GLI were 
     not the same ones covered in available information or because the GLI      
     standards were so far below detection limits, that any information that we 
     did have was inconclusive and not very helpful in determining the impact of
     these GLI based limits.                                                    
                                                                                
     So, we went out and we did actual sampling.  We sampled the intake water   
     into the facility.  We sampled at various points internally around the     
     plant, as well as sampling the discharge outfall.  After reviewing all of  
     this information, we found that while we were in compliance with our       
     present permit, we would not be able to meet the extremely stringent GLI   
     standards for certain parameters.                                          
                                                                                
     With that information in hand we asked ourselves, were there specific      
     sources in the facility where we could -- that we could target specifically
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     to address and reduce any of the concentrations found.  Well, the answer   
     was no, because the substances regulated by the GLI were in the intake     
     water as well as at various points around the plant, they were ubiquitous. 
                                                                                
     Also, about 50% of the plant's discharge is once through non contact       
     cooling water.  These are large flows that do not come in contact with raw 
     materials, with intermediates, or with final products.  Given this         
     situation and looking at it from a number of different angles, we came to  
     the conclusion that the only way to comply with the GLI would be to install
     additional end of pipe treatment that would go above and beyond the        
     treatment that is already in place.  The potential price tag for this      
     investment was $57 million in capital investment and $2.6 million in annual
     operating and maintenance costs.                                           
                                                                                
     I might add that in deriving this figure, we explicitly took into account  
     current Pennsylvania Water Quality Standards.  So this $57 million figure  
     reflects the increment between Pennsylvania Water Quality Standards and the
     GLI.                                                                       
                                                                                
     I would also add that the type of end of pipe treatment that would have to 
     be installed would be in addition to the fully developed waste water       
     treatment plant that already exists at the facility and it includes an     
     awful lot of state of the art treatment technologies.                      
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding what is already in place, this facility would have to spend
     tens of millions of dollars to go down to the GLI levels.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.109a    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.109b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our analysts didn't stop there though, we looked at a number of different  
     engineering options; segregating waste streams, recirculating non-contact  
     cooling water so that we would basically go to zero discharge on those     
     kinds of waters, and we kept coming back into the multi million dollar cost
     range.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Given the negligible effect that the GLI will have, we have to look very   
     hard at these numbers and in fact, given the time frames for implementing  
     the GLI, if it's adopted as proposed, the GLI brings into serious question 
     whether or not this plant could continue to operate.                       
                                                                                
     We have prepared a report.  We invite EPA to sit down and talk to us about 
     this report because I think, although there are a lot of cost figures that 
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     have been thrown around, this is the most extensive, detailed, tailored    
     study that I'm aware of, and I think it will give you a full appreciation  
     for just exactly what will happen if the GLI is implemented.               
     
     
     Response to: G2571.109b    
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Sierra Club urges the EPA to maintain and strengthen waste water       
     standards as formulated in the Guidance that will reduce end of pipe       
     loadings by approximately 80% for 34 toxic chemicals.  However, the        
     ultimate goal of the Great Lakes Initiative should be the achievement of   
     zero discharge of all persistent toxins into the lakes as called for by the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
                                                                                
     The Sierra Club also strongly supports the Guidance's preliminary measures 
     to phase out mixing zones, but we strongly urge that the Guidance be       
     stengthened to extend this protection by stipulating a phase out of mixing 
     zones for all persistent bioaccumulative toxins.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.110     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2571.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Illinois Sierra Club supports the EPA's efforts to reduce threats to   
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     human health from toxic substances in the Great Lakes and we applaud the   
     EPA for considering the health threats to wildlife and aquatic life in its 
     formulation of the Guidance.  The use of bioaccumulation rather than       
     bioconcentration factors will lead to a far more accurate assessment of the
     dangers to human health from Great Lakes fish consumption.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.111     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that use of the BAF instead of the BCF will  
     lead to a more accurate assessment of the dangers to human health from     
     Great Lakes fish consumption.                                              
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2571.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned about the standard by which fish consumption levels are   
     measured given the large number of Chicago area residents who supplement   
     their diets with Lake Michigan fish, particularly in low income areas.  We 
     believe that a higher average fish consumption value, perhaps 50 grams per 
     day, would more adequately protect these populations at risk.              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.112     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2571.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an organization concerned with the preservation of natural areas, the   
     Sierra Club appreciates the recognition reflected in the Guidance of the   
     importance of protecting the high water quality of Lake Superior.  To      
     ensure full protection of Lake Superior aquatic life, plants, and wildlife,
     we request that the EPA designate Lake Superior as an outstanding natural  
     resource water.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.113     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we encourage the EPA to recognize the need to address other       
     sources of Great Lakes pollution in Round 2 of the Great Lakes Initiative  
     formulation.  And I'm pleased to hear such a consensus emerging today about
     the need to address non-source point solution.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2571.114     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution such as contaminated     
     sediments and air deposition are a significant problem in the Great Lakes  
     and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including the Great Lakes 
     Toxic Reduction Effort, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.Response:                       
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first issue is whether the GLI is based on sound science  and whether  
     it will be technically feasible to achieve its mandates.  The credibility  
     of any complex environmental regulation rests on the scientific evidence   
     and procedures which support it.  In the case of the GLI, the EPA's own    
     Science Advisory Board has questioned the methodology used to derive the   
     regulation's criteria.  The Board recommended that quote:  "Substantive    
     scientific issues raised by its report on the GLI should be addressed      
     before the regulation is adopted."  An example cited by the Board and of   
     immense concern to the paper industry is the GLI's casual use of Tier 2    
     values.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Specifically the Paper Council objects to the employment of Tier 2 levels  
     which adopt extremely strict criteria when there is insufficient or        
     inadequate scientific data to support lower Tier 1 values.  A Tier 2 value,
     for example, can be imposed on the basis of a single study or data point.  
                                                                                
     In many instances, the GLI may be asking the impossible of industrial and  
     municipal discharges.  According to a recent independent study prepared by 
     DRI-McGraw Hill, and commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes Governors, 
     some of the discharge limits that could be imposed by the GLI, coupled with
     its implementation procedures may be impossible to achieve given current   
     levels of technology.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.115     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.116
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the GLI is incapable of addressing the issues of restrictions on 
     fish consumptions or impairments of aquatic life.  The disappointing truth 
     about the GLI is that it will not, it cannot, improve water quality in the 
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     Great Lakes because it does not address the major contributor of pollutants
     to the basin, non-point sources.  And even if, as promised by the EPA, the 
     GLI does eventually address non-source point pollution, the proposed       
     regulation of point sources will still not contribute significantly to the 
     improvement of water quality.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.116     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, D2723.004 and F4030.003.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second issue is whether the GLI is cost effective.  In other words,    
     when all the costs are calculated will the GLI actually deliver the goods. 
     The DRI study stated that quote:  "The GLI, implemented cost effectively,  
     is an affordable necessity.  But as currently configured, the Initiative is
     both wasteful of precious resources and borders on an expensive luxury."   
     The study concluded that, as drafted, the GLI could cost nearly  $2.2      
     billion per year and 33 jobs in the basin.  It will be taxpayers,          
     employees, and consumers throughout the Great Lakes Basin that will be the 
     real impacted parties.  The groups will, in the final analysis, be asked to
     absorb the costs associated with the GLI.  Will the communities in the     
     Great Lakes get what they pay for?                                         
                                                                                
     The DRI study concludes that the environmental benefits of the GLI will be 
     modest.  As the study points our, reports from the Great Lakes States      
     indicate that the GLI's targeted toxins are not responsible for any        
     impairments of drinking water or swimming in the lakes.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.117     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2571.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The intake credit proposal requires a plant to remove substances in its    
     intake water even if a plant's processes do not produce those substances or
     add to the amount of substance in the discharge.  This policy could require
     huge capital outlays in order to treat intake waters.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.118     
     
     Response to: G2571.118: This comment raises the same general concern as    
     that in D2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that comment.  Issues
     related to costs  of the final Guidance are addressed in the SID at Section
     IX and elsewhere in the response to comment document.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminating mixing zones for selected substances could increase the        
     stringency of permits by as much as 90% will have virtually no impact in   
     the overall ambient water quality in the Great Lakes.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.119     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2571.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI's anti-degradation policy will virtually freeze a plant's discharge
     level, preventing it from ever increasing discharges regardless of permit  
     levels.  This will have the affect of discouraging voluntary reductions    
     beyond compliance levels and could greatly inhibit future plant expansion  
     or simple process changes unless widespread social economic harm can be    
     demonstrated.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.120     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Three major independent studies from the Science Advisory Board, the Office
     of Management and Budget, and now the Great Lakes Governors, have concluded
     that the GLI is seriously flawed and needs significant repair.  The Paper  
     Council urges the EPA to overhaul the GLI and make its implementation more 
     reasonable.  Its science more sound, and whole proposal more cost          
     effective.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.121     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we believe the Guidance, as proposed, will fall far short of its  
     objectives.  Available evidence indicates that non-point sources are the   
     predominant source for most of the chemicals responsible for fish          
     consumption advisories and potential human health and wildlife problems.   
                                                                                
     In addition, for some compounds such as PCB's and mercury, many of these   
     sources originate outside of the Great Lakes Basin and reach the lakes by  
     atmospheric deposition.  Thus, the focus of the Guidance is misdirected and
     it will fail to achieve its objectives while forcing the expenditure of    
     precious resources for very marginal returns in environmental protection.  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.122     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Number one, the use of Tier 2 values should be employed only to set        
     priorities for determining further reasearch and data needs.  EPA has      
     proposed a process for developing Tier 2 values which will be based on     
     inadequate data and numerous conservative assumptions and safety factors.  
     The result will be the imposition of extremely conservative and unrealistic
     permit limits  This will result in no significant benefit for the          
     environment and very high costs for dischargers.                           
                                                                                
     A comparison of EPA national criteria with GLI Tier 2 aquatic life values  
     as presented in the Technical Support Document indicates that Tier 2 values
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     will in 80 to 90% of cases be more restrictive than the promulgated        
     national criteria.                                                         
                                                                                
     Tier 2 values should only be used to prioritize chemicals needing further  
     study to establish Tier 1 criteria.  Tier 1 criteria, whole effluent       
     toxicity testing, ecological surveys, and field validated bioaccumulation  
     studies should be utilized to establish the need for futher point source   
     controls.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.123     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2571.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance should adopt criteria for   
     dissolved or bioavailable metals and not use total metals in establishing  
     permit limits.                                                             
                                                                                
     It is now widely recognized by the scientific community that the use of    
     total recoverable metals is an inappropriate indicator of heavy metal      
     toxicity.  Bioavailability of metals is greatly reduced by numerous factors
     in the environment in addition to hardness.  These include pH temperature, 
     dissolved solids, dissolved organic carbon and others.  The Guidance fails 
     to incorporate procedures or definitions which will correct for the major  
     deficiency.  Dow Corning recommends that the Guidance be modified to       
     recognize that existing criteria are predominantly based on the dissolved  
     form of the metals and that permits monitoring data and program goals      
     should be similarly based.  This change is necessary to more accurately    
     reflect scientific understanding of metals bioavailability and toxicity.   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.124     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2571.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the Guidance should not include criteria for wildlife until valid   
     national methods are available.                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed procedures for deriving wildlife criteria have not been       
     adequately validated and rely on excessive use of safety factors.  The most
     striking example of what is wrong with the proposed wildlife criteria is   
     the case of mercury.  The proposed criterion for mercury is an order of    
     magnitude lower than natural background levels which have probably existed 
     for millenia.  This discrepancy highlights the need for a reality check on 
     the procedure for adopting wildlife criteria.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.125     
     
     See the response to comments D2829.009, P2656.167, and P2574.142, as well  
     as Section VIII.C of the SID.  Also, see the final GLWQI wildlife criteria 
     for mercury; the final mercury criterion has increased from the proposed   
     criterion.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2571.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, the proposed anti-degradation procedures are too prohibitive and   
     will greatly over regulate point sources.  The main point that I want to   
     make here is that the proposed anti-degradation looks at 10% or the --     
     looks at the low flow and when you look at probable models and things of   
     that sort it's overly protective already and therefore, the use of safety  
     factors is unnecessary, and also the use of reserving 10% of the           
     assimilative capacity for a particular discharger is unnecessary.          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.126     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G2571.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, on bioaccumulative potential for existing discharges should be    
     determined only from field derived fish tissue data.  I won't get into that
     other than to say that there have been studies that have looked at         
     laboratory predicted bioaccumulation factors and when you go out and look  
     in the field you don't find those things in fish and that's a reality check
     that also needs to be done.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.127     
     
     EPA partially agrees with the comment.  EPA revised the proposed hierarchy 
     of methods for deriving BAFs based on public comments. The final Guidance  
     lists four methods for deriving BAFs for organic chemicals, listed below in
     order of decreasing preference: a BAF measured in the field, in fish       
     collected from the Great Lakes which are at the top of the food chain; a   
     BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a BAF predicted by multiplying a   
     BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably on a fish species indigenous to 
     the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF      
     calculated from the Kow by the FCM.                                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are three other areas of concern in Wisconsin, and they will also be 
     wasting more millions.  Therefore, the Wisconsin Audobon Council calls on  
     U.S. EPA to immediately initiate Round 2 of the Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative.  To develop a short time line, and I do mean short, under which
     we will achieve zero discharge of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic     
     chemicals into the Great Lakes ecosystem.  By this we mean discharge into  
     any media, be it air, water, landfill, whatever.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.128     
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     See responses to comment numbers G3457.004 and D2597.026.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the meantime, we urge the EPA to stand by their plan to phase out the   
     use of dilution and mixing zones to meet water quality standards.  This    
     will, in the short term, reduce the loadings of these chemicals while we   
     wait impatiently I might add for zero discharge to take effect.            
                                                                                
     We further urge EPA to include all persistent toxic substances under the   
     current Round and to shorten the time period under which the phase out will
     occur.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.129     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2571.130
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we urge EPA to adopt, at a minimum, a one in a million health risk
     standard for the most sensitive individuals, both human and wildlife.  We  
     are each and every one of us exposed to dozens of different chemicals each 
     and every day, and this is involuntary exposure.  We must consider the     
     additive effects of these chemicals, not just as each one individually.  We
     must truly protect human and wildlife health.  To delay is not acceptable. 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.130     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What I wanted to add to that was to say tha we're in the process, I think  
     most folks are well aware, that the industry is going through a revision of
     effluent guidelines and MMAC Regulations at the moment.  We anticipate that
     within the next couple of years the industry is going to be spending       
     approximately $10 billion to address that regulation alone.                
                                                                                
     Our estimate of the proposed GLI in addition to what we're already spending
     in terms of dioxin reduction and meeting our effluent guidelines and MMAC  
     requirements, is that we will be spending in the neighborhood of an        
     additional billion dollars to meet the minimal requirements of the Great   
     Lakes Initiative.                                                          
                                                                                
     I think the issue is not so much spending the money, but rather it's a     
     sense of what will happen with that money and will that money actually     
     produce any environmental benefits.  It we could be certain that additional
     money would lead to further improvement and clean up in the Great Lakes,   
     the industry would be willing participants.  When we do look at those costs
     though, we anticipate that roughly 40% of that cost will be spent to       
     address one provision in the Great Lakes Initiative and that's the intake  
     credit provision.                                                          
                                                                                
     We are not at all certain that it's actually going to lead to an overall   
     benefit and improvement in the quality of the Great Lakes.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.131     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2571.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under EPA's current approach, a permit rider has some flexibility and can  
     take into account the presence of intake water pollutants, water quality   
     standard variations, designated use changes and site specific              
     modifications.  The GLI would propose however that a permit rider may only 
     directly consider intake water pollutants when there are five specific     
     conditions met.  I won't go through those list of conditions because I     
     think we're all quite familiar with them.                                  
                                                                                
     However, our analysis of this has concluded that a permanent rider will    
     never be able to take advantage of these conditions becasue most of the    
     substances that will be addressed are ubiquitous, mercury, PCB's, copper.  
     We don't think that any of our facilities would be able to prove that it's 
     not adding any of those pollutants in the process.  In fact, I think this  
     is evidenced when you look at the proposal that the example that the agency
     uses, it uses the example of metals leeching from process pipes as a       
     specific situation where a facility would be considered to be adding       
     pollutants to the process stream.  If that amount is considered an         
     addition, then the amount of pollutants in the process will ultimateley    
     find themselves in that process water and those would be viewed as         
     additions which means that the intake credit provision would not be        
     available for any of those facilities.                                     
                                                                                
     Another example is if any evaporation occurs whatsoever in the water during
     its use, that would lead to some concentration which would increase the    
     pollutants slightly and therefore there would be an increase in            
     concentration and once again, none of the provisions that are so-called    
     offered as opt out or provisions for the intake credit would be applicable.
      Once again, there would be no provision that would be applicable to any of
     the facilities.                                                            
                                                                                
     In addition to that, we think when you look at that, the technology that is
     currently available that facilities are using would not be applicable.  In 
     fact, we've looked very carefully at some of our facilities to try to      
     figure out how they would address some of those trace amounts and in some  
     instances, the technology simply does not exist.                           
                                                                                
     It further does not exist in terms of detecting the presence of new        
     pollutants coming into the intake water before that intake water is        
     released back into the lake itself.  Therefore, under the new expanded     
     definition of addition in the proposed regulation a facility would be      
     subject to civil penalties before it reasonably could have noticed that    
     what was in the intake water actually was in effect in violation of what   
     was being sent back out.                                                   
                                                                                
     The agency goes on to talk in the Preamble that there are a number of tools
     available to allow the permit rider some flexibility.  We've gone through  
     those very carefully and have concluded that a number of the flexible      
     opportunities that are available to the permit writers now would be        
     eliminated and limiting the availability of intake credits will only       
     further delay and complicate state permit writers capability in terms of   
     responding to permit re-issuance and applications.  It's going to add      
     additional costly and time consuming requirements for the permit writers   
     and we see this acutally only adding further to the burdens associated with
     the states at the moment.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.132     
     
     EPA would like to clarify that the existing mechanisms continue to be      
     available despite new permit- based procedures in the final Guidance for   
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     considering intake pollutants.                                             
                                                                                
     The issues raised by the comment are discussed in the SID at Section       
     VIII.E.3-7 and elsewhere in these responses to comments.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G2571.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I will summarize very quickly by saying we've looked at the various options
     and have concluded that the only option that makes good sense and which we 
     would strongly endorse would be Option 4 as proposed in the package.  We   
     would suggest further that you add a provision about non-contact water     
     exemption.  We would like to point out in particular that that's exactly   
     the proposal that the Technical Work Group had recommended with the        
     addition of the non-contact cooling water.  Not only that, it already is in
     operation in Wisconsin's Water Quality Standards right now and we thank you
     for the opportunity and we'll have lots more comments of course in writing 
     by September 13.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.133     
     
     This comment raises some of the same concerns addressed in comment         
     D2798.077 and a separate response is not provided here.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pulp and paper are a point source portion of the industry estimated that   
     since 1972 it has invested more than $5 billion in capital spending to     
     comply with federal, state, and clean water requirements.  This represents 
     just a portion of the industry's overall investment in pollution abatement.
      For the years '89, '90, and '91, total pollution abatement expenditures   
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     for the industry exceeded $1 billion per year, of which 40 to 50% was for  
     water quality improvements.  This is a substantial amount of resources     
     dedicated to environmental protection, whether viewed as an absolute number
     or as a percentage of total industry expenditures.                         
                                                                                
     Recent trends indicate that 20% of all total future industry capital       
     expenditures will go to pollution abatement efforts.  This industry remains
     committed to reducing persistent bioaccumulative toxic materials when such 
     actions provide clear and demonstrable benefits to health and the          
     environment and are based on sound science.  AFPA supports current policy  
     that provides states the flexibility to designate the use of a particular  
     water body and to adopt criteria the state believes appropriate for each   
     use.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.134     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2571.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congress established a procedure in which EPA was to establish guidance for
     the states.  But the states then are responsible for adopting water quality
     standards, anti-degradation policies, and implementation programs.  EPA can
     dictate those elements to the state only if the state has failed to adopt  
     such standards, policies and procedures within two years after the issuance
     of the EPA Guidance.                                                       
                                                                                
     In the April 16 proposal, EPA included a multitude of commands and         
     mandatory language.  The proposed Guidance requires that the Great Lakes   
     States and Tribes shall use methodologies and procedures in the Guidance   
     when adopting or revising water quality criteria or when issuing discharge 
     permits.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Likewise, the Great Lakes States and Tribes shall adopt numerical water    
     quality criteria equal to or more restrictive than the criteria provided in
     the proposed rule for all waters of  the Great Lakes system.               
                                                                                
     We believe that the mandatory language is pervasive in the proposed        
     Guidance is inconsistent with the language of the Clean Water Act and with 
     Congressional intent.  Moreover, this mandatory language leads to          
     unnecessarily stringent and potentially unworkable requirements.  AFPA's   
     analysis of the proposal has disclosed numerous provisions that without    
     some recognition of site specific circumstances would be unnecessarily     
     stringent, extremely costly, and scientifically inappropriate.             
                                                                                
     While Congress wanted to encourage consistency within the Great Lakes      
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     systems, there is nothing to indicate that it wanted to overturn more than 
     20 years of a program in which states have the primary responsibility for  
     determining the water quality needs of a particular body and the provisions
     most appropriate for protecting a given aquatic system.  EPA needs to      
     include specific language in the water quality criteria and the            
     implementation procedures to allow site specific adjustments.  And in      
     addition, to remove the mandatory "shall" and "must" language from         
     throughout the Guidance and replace it with "recommendations" and          
     "considerations".  That, in fact, are appropriate for guidance.            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.135     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we support the objective of future cleanuup of the Great Lakes as a  
     laudatory undertaking, our primary concern with the GLI has been that a    
     series of substantive and procedural errors have occurred.  I won't go into
     the specific concerns.                                                     
                                                                                
     Our objective continues to be to bring an element of balance and           
     prioritization to the Initiative, the IJC and related activities.  New     
     requirements should be imposed only after careful consideration of the     
     environmental improvements mandated by other statutes such as the Clean Air
     Act and a determination that additional controls will result in measurable 
     environmental improvements.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.136     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G2571.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One reason we believe this is the case is because of the very questionable 
     quality of the science upon which much of the Guidance is based.  This     
     problem is illustrated very well by the way in which bioaccumulation       
     factors in the food chain multipliers are derived and used in the Guidance.
      Thus, for the remainder of my remarks I will concentrate on this area.    
                                                                                
     Considering bioaccumulation rather than bioconcentration in deriving water 
     quality criteria makes sense because bioaccumulation is acutally what      
     occurs in the environment.  Our concern is simply whether the              
     characterization of bioaccumulation in the proposed Guidelines has received
     adequate scientific validation.                                            
                                                                                
     In the proposal, the bioaccumulation factor for a chemical may be derived  
     in either of two basically different ways.  It may be based on             
     bioaccumulation studies for that particular chemical or it may be          
     calculated using a generic food chain model.  With regard to those BAF's   
     derived from field studies, the technical support document for the proposal
     indicates that, and I quote:  "If a BAF could be calculated for a chemical 
     from a field study in the Great Lakes, BAF's from other bodies of water are
     not considered for that chemical."                                         
                                                                                
     There is very little justification presented for this constraint which     
     results in EPA having ignored a wealth of information on the               
     bioaccumulation characteristics of a number of chemicals.  It is very      
     doubtful that chemicals could bioaccumulate so differently in the Great    
     Lakes that information from anywhere else would simply not be applicable.  
                                                                                
     Moreover, many of the studies that were disregarded were of markedly better
     quality than those used.  As an example, EPA calculates the PCB BAF from   
     PCB concentrations in fish collected near shore and thus near sources, in  
     the early 1980's and then combined that data with PCB concentration from   
     water samples collected from the middle of Lake Ontario, away from known   
     sources, several years later after PCB levels have decreased.              
                                                                                
     This sampling design was sample separated in both time and space and       
     virtually guarantees that BAF's will be over estimated.  Recent studies    
     from lakes in the Province of Ontario where water and tissue concentrations
     were collected in similar locations and at the same time, indicate         
     substantially lower BAF's than the GLI BAF's.  These studies were not      
     considered however.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.137     
     
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     SID Section IV.B.2 for a further discussion of the SAB's comments.         
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that an unproven model was used to estimate bioaccumulation. 
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
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     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  In light of these results,      
     further peer review of the model seem unnecessary.                         
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to continue using the BAF methodology in the final         
     Guidance.  In order for the best data to be used for designating a chemical
     a BCC, EPA has decided to use only field- measured BAF or BSAF data.       
     Field-measurements account for the bioavailability of the chemical and     
     potential metabolism.                                                      
                                                                                
     For discussion on field-measured BAFs, laboratory-measured and predicted   
     BCFs, see Section IV.B.2 of the SID.  EPA also feels that additional peer  
     review of these methodologies is not necessary at this time, particularly  
     in view of the court-ordered schedule for this rule.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2571.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard BAF's derived from the food chain model, the problem is that   
     EPA has failed to develop the model to a point it can be used in           
     regulations with any reasonable degree of confidence.  The model being used
     is based on information presented in an excellent article by Dr. Robert    
     Thoman (phonetic) of Manhattan College.  EPA apparently did no further     
     research on the topic but rather the equations presented by Thoman were    
     simply translated into computer code and coefficient values were adopted as
     published.  While this is presented as a food chain model, apparently only 
     cursory attempts have been made to develop something that can be considered
     as a valid model.  EPA presents only a very limited comparison of model    
     results with observed field results.  By no stretch of the imagination can 
     this be considered to be a scientific validation of the model.  Studies by 
     NACASI (phonetic), the pulp and paper industry's environmental research    
     organization, indicated that the model predictions may be off by as much as
     2 orders of magnitude and that the model consistently over predicts for    
     chemicals with higher bioaccumulative potential.                           
                                                                                
     This level of inconsistent inaccuracy and bias is unacceptable to the      
     regulated community given the extreme consequences associated with BAF's in
     the proposed Guidance.  Studies of sensitivity are a vital step in the     
     development of any model as they indicate how carefully the input data must
     be collected.  EPA however apparently still has not conducted sensitivity  
     studies on this model despite the fact that the studies by NACASI indicated
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     it is extremely sensitive to all input parameters.  Simply adopting values 
     from an article without questioning the validity for widespread application
     in the Great Lakes and without even having conducted sensitivity testing   
     provides a very poor scientific basis for a model of this potential        
     importance.                                                                
                                                                                
     In essence, we agree with the judgement of EPA's Science Advisory Board    
     that this so-called model is not ready for regulatory application and we   
     urge EPA to withdraw the model until it has had much more validation,      
     refinement and peer review.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.138     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there should be an attempt to account for the most         
     sensitive input parameters to the model.  In light of these concerns, EPA  
     selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this     
     model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could 
     be more easily specified.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G2571.139
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both the field derived BAF's and the food chain multipliers presented in   
     the proposed Guidance seem to reflect a rather hurried effort on the part  
     of EPA in order to get members to incorporate into the rapidly emerging    
     procedures of the GLI. In this haste, it seems that good science and       
     objectivity have suffered.  The regulated community and society in general 
     expect EPA  to use valid science when developing regulations so that the   
     true environmental protection resources are not wasted.  EPA has not lived 
     up to those expectations in the proposed Great Lakes Initiative Guidance.  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.139     
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     See response to comment G1760.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2571.140a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Boise Cascade has a number of concerns regarding the Great Lakes     
     Initiative, what I am going to spend most of my time talking about today is
     the issue of site specific criteria.  I'm also speaking on behalf of the   
     member companies of the American Forest and Paper Association.             
                                                                                
     As proposed, the Great Lakes Initiative severely limits the ability of     
     states to establish a site specific water quality criteria even when fully 
     justified by local conditions.  Specifically, although less stringent      
     aquatic criteria are permitted due to local water quality parameters or    
     sinsitivity of local aquatic organisms, less stingent criteria are not     
     permitted for wildlife, human health, and bioaccumulation factors.         
     Acknowledging that this approach is, and I quote, "somewhat over           
     protective", the agency's rationale for not allowing less stringent        
     criteria for wildlife, human health and bioaccumulation factors is founded 
     on the overly simplistic premise that wildlife and humans are mobile and   
     that there are no natural conditions that preclude either fish consumption 
     or recreational activity at any given site within the basin.               
                                                                                
     Our industry believes that EPA has gone beyond being overly protective to  
     the point of being scientifically unsound.  Specifically, the agency's     
     approach does not recognize the enormous diversity and complexity of the   
     ecosystems comprising the Great Lakes Basin.  It ignores the fact that     
     there are natural conditions such as physical, geologic, and climatic      
     factors which do not limit or encourage populations and activities of      
     wildlife and humans in specific areas.  These factors are completely       
     unrelated to the presence or absence of toxic substances.                  
                                                                                
     For example, the ecosystem of Lake Superior is vastly different than that  
     of Lake Erie.  Species of fish and wildlife found in one area of the Great 
     Lakes Basin either may or may not be present or may live under vastly      
     different conditions in another area.  If a given species of wildlife on   
     which water quality criteria is based does not inhabit a particular region 
     because of natural conditions, it does not make sense to impose            
     unnecessarily stringent water quality criteria which could impose          
     significant economic costs on a discharger and yet have no discernable     
     benefit.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Site specific adjustments to all criteria should be allowed when           
     satisfactory protection can be demonstrated based on local considerations. 
     Site specific criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the     
     standards set by the GLI are unnecessarily over protective.  States must be
     allowed to use site specific data as an alternative to overly stringent    
     assumptions used when calculating the criteria.                            
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     The GLI does not allow considerations of factors such as bioavailability   
     and chemical speciation which are site specific factors related to specific
     effluent and water bodies.  The GLI does not allow the use of uncertainty  
     or safety factors in equations for human health and wildlife where actual  
     data is unavailable.  These safety factors can change a criteria by several
     orders of magnitude usually resulting in highly over protective standards. 
     By definition these safety factors do not allow the use of actual or       
     ambient local conditions.  As a result, site specific conditions that may  
     lead to different exposure levels for wildlife and humans either           
     permanently or temporarily inhabiting a specific area are ignored.         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.140a    
     
     See the SID, especially Section VIII, for a response to this and related   
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2571.140b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency presumes that all the possible reasons for site specific        
     criteria for human health, wildlife, and bioaccumulation factors and       
     rejects them out of hand.  However, given the complexity of the Great Lakes
     Basin and the current state of scientific knowledge, such a presumption    
     cannot be accepted.  Such blanket prohibitions do not constitute good      
     public policy.                                                             
                                                                                
     To summarize, it is essential that states have the ability to develop      
     scientifically sound site specific water quality criteria which recognize  
     unique local conditions, including the populations of fish species and     
     other organisms, the consumption rate, lipid contents, and bioavailability.
     To ensure this, the following changes to the GLI should be made:           
                                                                                
     First of all, site specific adjustments should be allowed to increase or   
     decrease criteria based on local conditions if the overall level of        
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
                                                                                
     Secondly, site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical         
     speciation should be accounted for when deriving water quality based       
     effluent limits.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.140b    
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
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     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2571.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the most serious problems with the proposed Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Guidance is the detailed anti-degradation program it would impose  
     on the states.  Although the idea of preventing degradation of the water of
     the Great Lakes Basin is a goal most everyone can agree to, there are two  
     types of problems with the proposed anti-degradation requirements.         
                                                                                
     First, the actions that trigger anti-degradation review are much too broad,
     creating over inclusive and unworkable restrictions.                       
                                                                                
     Second, the criteria for the potential lowering of water quality will be   
     allowed are inappropriate and palce excessive power over manufacturing     
     processes and the regions development in the hands of a few permit writers.
      Anti-degradation review should only be triggered by an action that truly  
     has a direct effect of approving a lowering of water quality.  Such actions
     would include downgrading of a use or promulgation of less stringent water 
     quality criteria permitting a new discharger and authorizing a higher water
     quality based effluent limitation.                                         
                                                                                
     A lowering of water quality is not being authorized when an NPDES permit is
     renewed with the same effluent limitations as the existing permit.  Even if
     the discharger has been successful in maintaining its actual discharge     
     levels, below permitted levels.  Imposing new more stringent permit limits 
     based on existing effluent quality penalizes companies that have made the  
     effort to maintain consistent compliance and have installed the best waste 
     water treatment technology.  Renewed permits must not remove the margin of 
     safety that businesses have worked hard to create.                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.141     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees that the antidegradation provisions contained in
     the final Guidance are too broad.  The antidegradation provisions contained
     in the final Guidance are extremely reasonable.  EPA took great pains to   
     narrow the otherwise broad requirements of the existing regulation.        
     Concepts such as de minimis and significant lowering of water quality were 
     introduced for the purpose of mitigating the adminstrative burden on States

Page 5139



$T044618.TXT
     and Tribes as a result of antidegradation.  It would be difficult further  
     lessen this burden without subverting the CWA and Federal regulations.     
                                                                                
     Finally, changes in designated uses or criteria do not lower water quality 
     and therefore are not appropriate triggers of antidegradation.  Changes at 
     facilities to expand discharges as a result of a change in designated use  
     or criteria result in lower water quality and are the appropriate point for
     antidegradation review.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2571.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ concept also directly undercuts the Clean Water Act's reliance on  
     national effluent limitations guidelines.  Businesses in the Great Lakes   
     states that have done a good job of controlling their discharges will be at
     a disadvantage relative to competitors in other areas.                     
                                                                                
     Anti-degradation requirements should not be different for BCC's than for   
     non-BCC's.  EPA has not justified its assertion that any amount of a BCC   
     has a potential to significantly lower water quality.                      
                                                                                
     Anti-degradation review also should not apply to changes in limitations    
     that are based on Tier 2 criteria.  The very nature of Tier 2 criteria is  
     that they are temporary guidelines that will be upgraded with better       
     information.  So, it would be irrational to freeze limitations based on    
     Tier 2 criteria through the anti-degradation policy.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.142     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G2571.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Finally, the anti-degradation policy should contain a test for             
     applicability.  We suggest that increases less than 10% of current         
     discharge rates do not warrant anti-degradation review.  Once the          
     anti-degradation review is triggered, the proposed Guidance would place the
     permit rider in the position not only of deciding for society what economic
     and social development is important, but also deciding for an industry     
     whether that industry has done everything prudent and feasible to change   
     its manufacturing processes, substitute raw materials, recycle process     
     waste streams and the like.  This goes far beyond anything authorized by   
     the Clean Water Act and in so doing, imposes restrictions on industry in   
     the Great Lakes states far beyond those in other areas.  The only criteria 
     for determining whether a lowering of water quality is necessary should be 
     whether the incremental cost of avoiding that lowering of water quality    
     would be more than 10% of the cost of existing waste water controls at the 
     facility.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.143     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees with both of the specific proposals made by the 
     commenter.  The proposal for an applicability based on the change in       
     discharge rate is inappropriate because the change in discharge rate is    
     independent of any measure of the effect on ambient water quality.  The    
     proposal to define enhanced or alternative treatment as not affordable if  
     the cost is more than ten percent greater than existing waste water        
     treatment costs is also unacceptable because such an approach fails to     
     recognize that increased treatment costs may be incurred to comply with    
     applicable Federal, State and Tribal discharger requirements regardless of 
     antidegradation.  The appropriate cost baseline is the treatment           
     expenditures required for the proposed project to comply with all          
     applicable effluent requirements.krg:ascii\G2571.143                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G2571.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be noted that the Forest Products industry has practiced         
     pollution prevention in its manufacturing processes for quite some time.   
     Cost effective at source reduction opportunities have been implemented as a
     routine business practice throughout the industry.  The determination of   
     whether important social or economic development is involved should, to the
     extent possible, be based on specific numerical factors.  We are very      
     concerned that placing such great discretion in the hands of a permit rider
     can make a judgement that is outside his or her area of expertise will     
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     result in highly subjective and inconsistent decisions.                    
                                                                                
     Quantitative criteria would simply the process somewhat, reducing the      
     burden on permit writers created by the proposed anti-degradation policy.  
     Quantitative criteria would also provide a measure of certainty to         
     dischargers who went through this process.  The outcome would be decided by
     definite criteria known by all prior to entering into the determination.   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.144     
     
     See response to comment D2724.410.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What I want to address today is a brief focus on mixing zones.  Currently  
     industrial and municipal permits require that dischargers be at levels     
     which will meet ambient water quality standards after they pass through a  
     mixing zone and/or a zone of initial dilution.  The problems which have    
     historically been attributed to mixing zones are being eliminated because  
     of today's well designed defuser systems and the fact that discharges      
     perform toxicity tests to ensure that mixing zone impacts are minimized.   
     In contrast to established federal policy, state policies and state        
     regulations, the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, would        
     unnecessarily restrict and in specific case eliminate, mixing zones.  This 
     Guidance would cause discharge allowances in a permit to be reduced by a   
     significant factor in most cases.  To accomplish the required additional   
     removal, facilities that use and discharge water may have to install new   
     treatment technologies or change plant production processes to reduce or   
     eliminate the use of raw materials or relocate or close, depending upon    
     site specific circumstances.  In some instances, new technologies would    
     have to be developed or the product would have to be removed from the      
     marketplace.                                                               
                                                                                
     The severe restriction or elimination of mixing zones as proposed is a     
     policy decision not based on sound science.  From a toxicological          
     perspective, acute and chronic toxicity as well as bioaccumulation are     
     function of both magnitude and duration of exposure.  Artificial           
     limitations on the size of mixing zones ignore the fact that ambient water 
     quality criteria are those concentrations of a chemical that if not        
     exceeded for a certain duration, ensure the toxic responses or excess      
     bioaccumulation will not take place.  With well designed defuser systems   
     the velocity and turbulent mixing of effluent with ambient water ensure    
     that aquatic organisms cannot be exposed to acute concentrations for       
     sufficient time to elicit an acute response.                               
                                                                                
     In a similar fashion, the concentration of a chemical that may exceed      
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     chronic aquatic life criteria within the mixing zone would be without      
     inducing a chronic effect because the duration of exposure is limited by   
     the size of the mixing zone.  Likewise, fish or other aquatic organisms    
     eaten by wildlife or humans would have to reside totally within a mixing   
     zone in order to bioaccumulate an excess amount of bioaccumulative chemical
     of concern.                                                                
                                                                                
     Other sections of the proposed GLI contain derivation procedures for       
     criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals concern which even EPA admits might 
     be overly conservative.  These procedures already take into account        
     bioaccumulation which is the sole basis for BCC designation.  It is        
     inconsistent therefore to design over protective criteria to compensate for
     uncertainties and then to deny the use of mixing zones to compensate again 
     for those same uncertainties.  Properly derived water quality criteria are 
     perfectly compatible with the use of mixing zones.                         
                                                                                
     It is the position of Mead and the AFPA that unnessary and artificial      
     restrictions on size or the complete elimination of mixing zones is an     
     arbitrary public policy decision not based on good science and it will     
     result in treatment for treatment's sake.                                  
                                                                                
     The phase out of mixing zones for BCC's is not the appropriate means for   
     achieving the goal of reduced loadings of BCC's because the larger input is
     from other types of sources.  In addition, the need for phase out has not  
     been demonstrated.  Because point source discharges are only a small       
     fraction of the loadings for most of the chemicals concerned, the proposed 
     mixing zone restrictions will not result in measurable improvements in     
     water quality.  However, these same policies will result in significantly  
     higher treatments costs for municipal, industrial, and federal dischargers.
     Dischargers that currently are in compliance with all applicable state and 
     federal regulations and policies will immediately be out of compliance with
     the proposed regulations and will be forced to spend additional money to   
     meet this non scientific policy.                                           
                                                                                
     It must be emphasized that all of these additional costs will not          
     significantly improve water quality since ambient water quality is fully   
     met beyond the mixing zone.  Therefore, the only real improvement occurs in
     the mixing zone itself, which typically is small and which by design poses 
     no threat to aquatic life.  Despite any scientific or technical reason for 
     doing so, the Guidance eliminates mixing zones and greatly restricts mixing
     zones for non BCC's.  Since the only defensible reason to eliminate or     
     reduce mixing zones is when adverse environmental impacts are occurring    
     within them, mixing zones should only be reduced when that is the case.    
                                                                                
     The elimination or serious restriction of mixing zones is not good science.
     It certainly is not good economics and therefore it should not be mandated.
     Therefore, EPA should reject the proposed Guidance implementation          
     procedures that would artificially limit the sizes of zones of initial     
     dilution or mixing zones.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.145     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have a number of concerns in the form of what we feel are fundamental   
     flaws in some of the proposals in the GLI.  The first one is the Great     
     Lakes Region will be in a significant economic disadvantage to other       
     regions if the proposed GLI is finalized as written today.  Manufacturing  
     costs will be significantly higher and operations will shift to other      
     areas.  There will be loss of markets.  There will be restricted growth on 
     the part of municipalities as well as industries.  I think it will spell   
     economic stagnation.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.146     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2571.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Next item, the virtual elimination of intake credits for nearly all        
     circumstances will force municipal and industrial dischargers to treat     
     substances that they do not add to their effluent.  Currently dischargers  
     are held responsible only for the pollutants added to the effluent before  
     discharging.  They are not held responsible for background levels of       
     substances already present in the influent to their plants.  The GLI       
     requires dischargers to treat substances present in the influent unless the
     entire discharge enters the same stream segment from which the intake water
     is withdrawn.  This rarely occurs.  For example, the wildlife criteria for 
     mercury is zero point three zeroes one eight parts per billion.  It aims at
     reducing the concentration of this naturally occurring element to levels   
     below that found in otherwise pristine conditions.                         
                                                                                
     The elimination of intake credits imposing tremendous costs and liabilities
     on plant operators.  Subjects dischargers to enforcement and raises a basic
     concern for equity among regions.  The EPA's own cost study noted that the 
     single most important factor influencing the stringency of the GLWQI based 
     effluent limitations was the background concentrations of pollutants in the
     receiving water.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.147     
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     This comment is essentially the same as G1743.002 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2571.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The next item is the imposition of new more restrictive anti-degradation   
     requirements for BCC's will force municpal and industrial dischargers to   
     restrict growth.  I mentioned that earlier, its a fact.  The               
     anit-degradation provision applies to any point or non point source        
     activity which lowers water quality in a Great Lakes system.  For BCC's,   
     the GLI imposes onus demonstration requirements on all new sources, new    
     production processes, product lines, additional capacity, changes in       
     production inputs, or new hook-ups to municipal systems, sanitary or       
     industrial  For all other substances, GLI also imposes onus requirements on
     increases in growth.  All the new EPA regulatory activity is being created 
     for non point source controls, new construction or development, creating   
     additional non point sources of production control are subject to the GLI  
     requirement if any other local, state, or federal regulatory requirement   
     applies.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Plant operators who now operate with a margin of safety relative to their  
     existing permits will be penalized by having lower existing effluent       
     quality made legally enforceable as a permit limit or notification         
     requirement.  In effect, replacing the permit levels.  Exceptions will only
     be considered if a widespread social and economic disruption would result  
     from the new policy.  All technological or pollution prevention actions    
     must be evaluated before relief is approved which penalizes all but the    
     most sophisticated municipalities or individual industrial dischargers.    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.148     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.149a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones and zones of initial dilution for BCC's    
     will force dischargers to meet ambient water quality standards at the end  
     of the pipe with virtually no environmental benefits.  Large water bodies  
     like the great lakes do have a natural ability to assimilate substances.   
     States recognize this and many industrial and municipal permits require    
     that dischargers meet ambient standards after they pass through a small    
     area of mixing or dilution.  This policy has always been seen as fully     
     protective.  All dischargers are required to perform toxicity tests to     
     ensure the sensitive species are fully protected.  Whenever zones are      
     established toxicity tests are the best proven method to ensure protective 
     discharge levels.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.149a    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2571.149b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Beginning in the year 2004 the GLI would eliminate mixing zones for the    
     BCC's in the Great Lakes Basin as  a part of its proposal to impose        
     consistent total maximum daily loads on toxic substances across the Great  
     Lakes region.                                                              
                                                                                
     The establishment of water quality based effluent limitations below a      
     quantifiable level imposes tremendous uncertainty and legal liability      
     beyond those contemplated by the Clean Water Act.  We have a situation     
     where very often sophistication of equipment that's available, if we're    
     getting down to detectable levels, we now have a situation where a positive
     number constitutes a violation or a potential violation without any        
     constructive violation.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.149b    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: G2571.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The last point I would like to make is the elimination of site specificity 
     and the generic quality of the requirements to the Great Lakes Basin.  The 
     BAF methodology cannot be fixed unless site specific conditions can be     
     entered into the model calculation.  Without site specific conditions the  
     methodology will generate criteria values that do not reflect the actual   
     water quality conditions.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.150     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is important to use Great            
     Lakes-specific parameters whenever possible.  In light of these concerns,  
     EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas model that 
     is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA feels that the proposed Guidance is misdirected.  It focuses on point  
     sources and will have little environmental benefits.  Data indicates that  
     most of the pollutant loadings into the Great Lakes system are not coming  
     from point source discharges, but are coming from atmospheric deposition,  
     rural runoff and sediments.  The industrial and municipal discharges in the
     Great Lakes Basin are already heavily regulated, have already made         
     significant loading reductions and will continue to make loading reductions
     whether or not the GLI goes forward as proposed.                           
                                                                                
     We already are regulated under the NPDES Program and the Expanded Water    
     Quality Standard Programs due to the 1987 amendments to the Water Clean Act
     have yet to be fully implemented.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA should focus its efforts on those pollutants and their sources which   
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     pose the greatest risks to the environment.  We should use the LAMP        
     process, Lake-Wide Management Plan Process to tailor a program specifically
     aimed at reducing these risks.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2571.151     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2571.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the Guidance goes well beyond what current scientific      
     knowledge can support.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board has questioning   
     the scientific basis for many of the provisions in the Guidance.           
                                                                                
     One of the examples of going beyond sound science is the use of Tier 2     
     values.  CMA strongly opposes the use of Tier 2 values to derive legally   
     enforceable permit limits.  CMA does not support the use of Tier 1 criteria
     based on adequate toxicity data and scientifically sound methodologies.    
     Tier 2 values are simply not equivalent to Tier 1 criteria and should not  
     be used in a regulatory framework.  We are also concerned about the impact 
     of anti backsliding on Tier 2 values.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.152     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2571.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concerns with the wildlife procedures and criteria are primarily scientific
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     concerns.  One of the examples of our concerns is the mercury criteria as  
     proposed for wildlife.  Mercury is a naturally occurring element which is  
     found in pristine areas, where aquatic and wildlife flourish, and this     
     mercury is found at levels much higher than the criterion in the proposal. 
     Therefore, we think we need a reality check on the mercury criteria.  EPA  
     should further develop and refine the proposed wildlife procedures.        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.153     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, P2576.128,    
     P2593.035, P2576.133, P2576.011, and D2829.009.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G2571.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We're also concerned about the basis for identifying bioaccumulative       
     chemicals of concern.  Two of the three methods used to derive BAF's are   
     inadequate for use in a regulatory context.  The only scientifically valid 
     method to derive a BAF for regulatory purposes is to measure the BAF under 
     field conditions.  The use of a BAF as the only risk factor to select      
     compounds using a bright line number for more stringent controls is        
     scientifically indefensible.  We must consider other factors such as       
     transport fate and speciation.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2571.154     
     
     EPA agrees that the BAFs used to determine which organic chemicals are BCCs
     should be based on field-measured data.  For this reason, EPA has modified 
     the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide that the minimum BAF
     information needed to define an organic chemical as a BCC is either a      
     field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF methodology.  BSAFs are  
     developed using field data.  For similar reasons, the final Guidance       
     provides that the minimum BAF data needed to define an inorganic chemical, 
     including an organometal, as a BCC ia either a field-measured BAF or a     
     laboratory-measured BCF.  See Section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of the issue.Response to: G2571.154                                        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the BAFs used to determine which organic chemicals are BCCs
     should be based on field-measured data.  For this reason, EPA has modified 
     the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide that the minimum BAF
     information needed to define an organic chemical as a BCC is either a      
     field-measured BAF or a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology.  BSAFs are  
     developed using field data.  For similar reasons, the final Guidance       
     provides that the minimum BAF information needed to define an inorganic    
     chemical, including an organometal, as a BCC is either a field-measured BAF
     or a laboratory-measured BCF.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's     
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     analysis of this issue.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2571.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned with the lack of a workable intake credit procedure. 
     If a facility does not add any processed material to the once through non  
     contact cooling water it should not be held accountable for any pollutant  
     already present in the intake water.  We recommend that EPA revise the     
     Guidance to include a realistic intake credit provision.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.155     
     
     In response to comments, EPA has revised the intake pollutant proposal to  
     apply in more situations.  See detailed discussion of intake credits in the
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  With respect to cooling water, see response to 
     comment D2592.031.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, CMA questions the implementation of a program which is      
     improperly focused, will not achieve its ultimate goal and does not address
     the greatest risks.  We believe that the Guidance as proposed does not     
     justify the significant costs which this program will require.  We         
     recommend that EPA fully examine and properly address the various          
     scientific questions and policy concerns we have raised prior to the       
     Initiative's final promulgation.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2571.156     
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     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.157
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My comments will focus on the increased costs we've estimated to comply    
     with the GLI at our plant in Trenton, Michigan.  At our Trenton plant we   
     make products for the food, institutional, and various other consumer      
     industries.  We also make the plastic inner-layer that keeps automobile    
     windshields from shattering.                                               
                                                                                
     Under the intake credit procedure proposed we could be required to remove  
     11 and two-tenths pounds of GLI non bioaccumulative chemicals from non     
     contact cooling water and waste water.  This would cost $1,277,000         
     annually, averaging $114,000 per pound of non bioaccumulative chemical     
     removed.                                                                   
                                                                                
     To put that cost in perspective, in 1988, Monsanto voluntarily committed to
     reduce its worldwide air emissions of toxic chemicals by 90% by the end of 
     1992.  By the end of last year we had achieved that goal, having eliminated
     56 million pounds of toxic air emissions worldwide.  We spent over $100    
     million to accomplish those reductions.  Some of the reductions were the   
     result of phasing out inefficient operations.  If you eliminate the        
     emissions reduced as a result of shutting down a line or a facility, the   
     average cost, including capital and operating expenses, to reduce those    
     toxic air emissions was 4 to $5 per pound.  So, the GLI cost of $114,000   
     per pound of chemical removed compares to our voluntary program of less    
     than $5 per pound.                                                         
                                                                                
     Monsanto will be submitting extensive comments relative to those elements  
     of the GLI we believe must be modified.  The DRI Study has identified      
     several of the same extreme elements that we will be commenting on.  I urge
     you to carefully consider the recommendations in that study and other      
     recommendations submitted during this comment period and then modify the   
     GLI so that sound science is the basis for all of the elements adopted and 
     measurable improvements in water quality will result.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.157     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
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     Comment ID: G2571.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The incentive for states and cities to bargain with business for relaxed   
     environmental standards must be eliminated.  Pollution prevention programs 
     must be initiated, particularly in areas of concern where historical       
     pollution has created a backlog of remediation and restoration sites.  The 
     U.S. EPA should immediately begin to set timetables to ban uses of         
     persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into the Great    
     Lakes ecosystem.                                                           
                                                                                
     For an area such as ours that has been saturated with chemical releases,   
     which have accumulated in our groundwater and our soil and our river       
     sediments, U.S. EPA must develop the procedures to ensure that pollution   
     from these sources meet the GLI Standards.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.158     
     
     EPA considered all of these issues in developing the final Guidance.  For a
     general discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in         
     developing the final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention    
     practices, and how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program    
     efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.  See also response to comment
     number G2871.005.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My remarks will highlight our key concerns with the GLI.                   
                                                                                
     First, the regulations lack technical and scientific validity.             
                                                                                
     Second, the regulations do not accurately reflect the small environmental  
     benefit that will result despite the huge economic impact to businesses and
     municipalities in the Great Lakes Region.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.159     
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     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2571.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Let me first address our concerns about the inadequate basis for these     
     standards.  EPA is required by the Clean Water Act to develop and publish  
     water quality based criteria that quote: "accurately reflects the latest   
     scientific knowledge", unquote.  Many of the GLI standards in contrast are 
     scientifically insupportable and excessively conservative.  As a result,   
     many of the standards are an order of magnitude more stringent than        
     necessary.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Regulation of heavy metals such as copper and zinc is a good example of how
     the proposed standards are scientifically incorrect and overly stringent.  
     In general, heavy metals must be in a dissolved state or bioavailable in   
     order to pose a threat to aquatic life.  Toxicity limits should be         
     established using dissolved metals.  Despite conclusive scientific         
     information and acknowledgement by EPA experts that the proposed method of 
     translating water quality criteria into permit limits over estimates       
     bioavailability and toxicity, the proposed rules have not been modified.   
     As a result, the proposed GLI aquatic life criteria seeks to address       
     problems that do not in fact exist.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.160     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     We are also concerned that these regulations will impose severe economic   
     burdens with minimal environmental improvement.  This is partly because the
     GLI addresses only industrial and municipal sewage treatment plants with   
     discharge pollutants through pipes known as point sources.  Significant    
     improvements in water quality will only be attained if regulatory controls 
     are directed at the sources causing the greatest problems.  Improvements of
     the water quality in the Great Lakes will not be realized unless regulatory
     efforts address pollutants from non point sources such as rural and urban  
     storm runoff.                                                              
                                                                                
     Promulgation of the GLI will lead to significantly more stringent permit   
     limitations for many of the pollutants commonly discharged from automotive 
     manufacturing operations.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.161     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2571.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed anti-degradation requirement would impose an economic         
     disadvantage to a facility considering expansion in the Great Lakes Region,
     as compared to a similar facility elsewhere in the nation or overseas.     
     AAMA's members will not only be impacted by more restrictive requirements  
     placed upon their discharge to the Great Lakes, but will also be faced with
     stringent and essentially un-achievable requirements mandated by the local 
     municipalities to modify their industrial pre-treatment programs by        
     significantly restricting the discharges of many pollutants from industrial
     sources to levels that are well below the best achievable technology known.
     
     
     Response to: G2571.162     
     
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.163a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AAMA members have 124 manufacturing facilities, including 20 assembly and  
     104 component plants in 6 states within the Great Lakes Basin that will be 
     affected by the proposed rules.  This assumes that only those facilities   
     within the basin are impacted by the proposed regulations and that Great   
     Lakes States other than Michigan will have two sets of water quality       
     standards.  If the other Great Lakes States choose to adopt the GLI        
     requirements state-wide, 48 additional AAMA member facilities will be      
     impacted.  The overly stringent requirements proposed by these rules will  
     force AAMA's member companies to apply advanced treatment technologies such
     as a combination of biological treatment, softening, reverse osmosis, high 
     efficiency filtration, carbon absorption, and reject water treatment in    
     addition to existing categorical BAT equipment.  Even this treatment       
     technology would not guarantee that we would be consistently effective for 
     PCB's and other complex organics.  Facilities that discharge storm water in
     non contact cooling water into the Great Lakes Basing will also be required
     to provide additional treatment.  Industry would be forced to treat rain   
     water and city water that has not been impacted by any plant activity.     
                                                                                
     In addition to these technical concerns and lack of overall environmental  
     benefits, the economic impacts of these regulations will be staggering and 
     anti competitive.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2571.163a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.163b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential capital cost impact to the proposed GLI upon AAMA's member   

Page 5155



$T044618.TXT
     companies in the Great Lakes Basin is estimated at $2 billion, with annual 
     operating and maintenance costs approaching $200 million.                  
                                                                                
     To summarize, a holistic approach which utilizes sound science,            
     priortization, and risk based controls should be the basis for the         
     environmental objectives of the GLI.  EPA must thoroughly analyze the      
     economic and social impacts of these rules before promulgation.  As        
     proposed, the GLI will place an unacceptable burden on industry and        
     municipalities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Despite these high costs, there  
     is little expectation that measurable improvement in the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality will result.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.163b    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fully support clean water programs aimed at attaining and maintaining   
     the goals of the Federal Clean Water Act and the programs administered by  
     the states.  We recognize the need for and support efforts to meet the     
     objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement through a coordinated
     and consistent regional program.  However, we have many concerns about the 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative as it has been proposed.  In short, we
     believe that the program will produce little or no benefit and would be    
     very expensive.  I will be submitting detailed written comments on the many
     issues and concerns related to this proposal.  These comments will address 
     the cost impacts of the entire proposal.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.164     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2587.017, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2571.165
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Today though I would like to focus my remarks on the TMDL or total maximum 
     daily load section of the regulation.                                      
                                                                                
     In addition to the costs and the impacts which have been mentioned here    
     today, the TMDL requirements will produce an overwhelming administrative   
     burden on discharge permit applicants, state agency permit writers and EPA 
     oversight permit personnel as well.  They will do so because of the        
     extremely low water quality criteria which result from other provisions in 
     the rule and the TMDL procedures themselves, which of course, produce the  
     exceptionally tight discharge limits which will become part of our permits.
      Given these very significant impacts, this section must be substantially  
     revised.                                                                   
                                                                                
     To obtain a permit under the Guidance, the applicant and/or the permitting 
     authority, the state, must have established three criteria for each of the 
     138 listed pollutants, either Tier 1 or Tier 2 values.  Determine the      
     background concentrations for these pollutants.  Determine the             
     contributions from all other point or non point sources.  Have worked      
     through the potential to exceed procedures and after applying the required 
     margin of safety, arrive at the TMDL.                                      
                                                                                
     This resource intensive and expensive process will be required for most, if
     not all, of the 138 listed pollutants because of the ultra conservative    
     nature of the criteria setting process and the compounding conservative    
     factors which will be applied through each of the steps I have just        
     described.                                                                 
                                                                                
     It will be difficult to find pollutants that would not exceed their        
     criteria, especially those for which only 2 tiered values are available.   
                                                                                
     By comparison to the existing national policy relating to TMDL's, that     
     policy provides that the procedure become part of the state's continuing   
     planning process and includes a priority ranking effort.  TMDL's in the    
     national policy can be expressed in terms of either mass per time toxicity 
     or other appropriate measures.  They can be established using a pollutant  
     by pollutant or bio-monitoring approach.  Site specific information can be 
     used whenever -- or is to be used whenever possible.  The Clean Water Act  
     on which this policy is based, provides that the priority ranking effort   
     take into account the severity of the pollution and the uses to which the  
     water is to be made.                                                       
                                                                                
     The optional procedures called for in the GLI Guidance are much more rigid 
     and do not provide for this level of flexibility.  It could be argued that 
     Option 3-A, the lake-wide approach, provides the more flexible approach    
     between the two because of the wider area of coverage considered.          
                                                                                
     However, in practice, on an individual permit basis, it will be necessary  
     to use the less flexible 3-B or receiving stream based procedure.  An      
     applicant in need of a permit will not likely have enough information      
     available to utilize Option 3-A.  This reality means that the options      
     available within the proposed regulation cannot be used to limit the number
     of substances for which TMDL's must be determined.  The number must be     
     limited or the process will break down.                                    
                                                                                
     The time available at this hearing does not allow me to go into detail on  
     the extent of the administrating burden created by the TMDL process.  I    
     will include this information in my written comments.  However, I can tell 
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     you, with assurance, that the impact is enormous.  In working with the Gary
     Sanitary District a POTW in the basin to which one of our plants           
     discharges, we've determined that completing a permit application under the
     GLI proposal would cost from one and a half to $3 million and require 48   
     months of effort.  This compares with an existing application which could  
     be prepared at a cost of less than $100,000 and 6 months of effort.  The   
     level of effort needed for review of the application by the state licensing
     staff, in this case 2 people in Indiana, will increase in proportion to    
     these resource needs.  Based on these estimates it is clear that a         
     substantial revision of the TMDL section is needed.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.165     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2571.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although I support the GLI as a good first step in cleaning up the Great   
     Lakes, I feel it needs to be strengthened.  The 9 chemicals of concern list
     needs to be expanded to include all the persistent and/or bioaccumulative  
     toxins found in our basin area.  Chlorine should also be added to the list 
     as it creates many toxic chlorinated compounds.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.166     
     
     EPA does not agree that the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance should
     be expanded to address additional chemicals.  EPA believes that the        
     definition of BCCs represents the persistent bioaccumulative chemicals of  
     most concern to the Great Lakes System.  EPA considered seriously but could
     not agree with the comments recommending that EPA add additional pollutants
     to the list of BCCs at this time.  States and Tribes may, however,         
     determine that additional pollutants satisfy the revised definition of BCCs
     in the final Guidance.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     this issue.                                                                
                                                                                
     In particular, EPA does not agree that the special provisions for BCCs     
     should be required controls for the discharge of chlorine. Even though     
     there is evidence that chlorine reacts in the water environment to form    
     toxic chlorinated compounds, applying the special provisions for BCCs in   
     the final Guidance to a non- bioaccumulative chemical such as chlorine     
     would not necessarily achieve the desired result of reduced loadings of    
     highly bioaccumulative compounds.  EPA believes that the criteria          
     methodologies, antidegradation policy, and implementation procedures in the
     final Guidance will assure protection of human health, aquatic life, and   
     wildlife for all pollutants, including toxic chlorinated compounds.        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2571.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I also feel that Lake Superior should be given the outstanding national    
     resource water designation in order to give it the highest protection under
     the Clean Water Act.  This is vital if we are to work toward the goal of   
     the IJC, making Lake Superior a model for zero discharge.                  
                                                                                
     Not being a scientist, I never understood designating only certain water   
     areas to be kept free of pollutants.  In my mind, this is like taking a    
     glass of water, stirring in a teaspoon of salt, but being careful that the 
     salt does not enter certain pre-agreed upon areas.  Pollution knows no such
     boundaries.  The ONRW designation is vital to protect Lake Superior.       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.167     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2571.168
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 3: cc SS
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc TMDL/BCC                                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In attempting to achieve consistency in water quality regulations, we      
     caution that many real world permitting situations may and probably do     
     exist which preclude a straightforward application of the proposed         
     implementation procedures.  It is possible that overly rigid procedures may
     hamstring permit writers and lead to paralysis in the NPDES permitting     
     process.                                                                   
                                                                                
     One way to avoid this outcome is to structure the regulations to the       
     maximum extent possible to function truly as guidance for the states to    
     follow.  U.S. EPA's oversight rule in the NPDES process serves to ensure   
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     that permitting flexibility can exist without compromising the goal of     
     consistent water quality permits across the 8 Great Lakes States.          
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance also includes numerous water quality criteria for    
     persistent toxic chemicals.  Some of these criteria are expected to result 
     in limits that are several orders of magnitude below analytical detection  
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     For example, once mixing zones are phased out, the proposed wildlife       
     criterion for mercury will yield an end of pipe permit limit of .18        
     nanograms per liter.  There is much debate whether such a stringent limit  
     is scientifically defensible or even necessary.                            
                                                                                
     We believe that chemical speciation, chemical bioavailability, and site    
     specific conditions are essential factors in developing defensible criteria
     and water quality based limits.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2571.168     
     
     EPA believes that flexibility has been incorporated into the various       
     provisions of the Guidance.  For a discussion of the underlying principles 
     EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including promoting      
     consistency in standards and implementation procedures while allowing      
     appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  
     For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance,
     see Section II.C of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2571.169a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From the electric utility perspective, one of the most troubling provisions
     of the proposed Guidance is the treatment of intake credits.  Admittedly,  
     devising an equitable approach to intake credits is a challenging and      
     complex task which is not going to be accomplished through the presentation
     of this testimony.  Rather, the utilities intend to provide a thorough     
     discussion of intake credits in written comments which will be submitted in
     September by the Utility Water Act Group.                                  
                                                                                
     Instead, I want to point out one of the practical problems of the proposed 
     intake credit procedure, which is caused to electric utilities.  In order  
     to qualify for intake credits under proposed procedure 5-E of Appendix F,  
     the permittee must demonstrate that no additional mass of the identified   
     intake water pollutant is being added to its discharge.  This condition    
     very well may disqualify many power plants from obtaining intake credits   
     for once through non contact cooling water, simply because treated         
     processed waste water often is commingled with cooling water before being  
     discharged to the receiving water.  For example if background              
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     concentrations of copper exceed water quality standards at the station     
     intake and there is an internal outfall involving copper releases,         
     procedure 5-E would preclude intake credits from being applied to non      
     contact cooling water.  Consequently, the facility either would be required
     to treat all of its non contact cooling water for copper, and this is a    
     volume that could amount to as much as 500 million gallons per day or even 
     more sometimes --                                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2571.169a    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2571.169b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     or separate the internal outfall from cooling water and reroute it to      
     discharge directly to the receiving waterway.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.169b    
     
     This is an incomplete comment, although comments about co-mingled cooling  
     water and process wastestreams are addressed in the SID discussion of      
     intake credits (see Section VIII.E.3-7).                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G2571.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Let me finish up by saying that finally, Commonwealth Edison believes that 
     the use of market based pollution credit programs should be a mainstay in  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Market based programs can result
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     in the quickest and most efficient solutions to pollution problems and     
     clearly there are ample opportunities to utilize such programs in cleaning 
     up the Great Lakes.  We encourage EPA and the states and representatives of
     environmental and business organizations to seek the legislative           
     authorizations necessary to establish market based approaches as an        
     integral component of the Initiative.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.170     
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How much will the GLI cost?  Estimates have ranged anywhere from around    
     4200 million to $6 billion.  The 6 billion figure is absolute fantasy,     
     never considering how to achieve goals of the GLI in a cost effect manner. 
     Even the recent economic study for the Council of Great Lakes Governors    
     only put the maximum number at 2.3 billion.  The study admits that, quote: 
     "Future generations may yet thank this generation for taking a conservative
     approach to toxic levels in this unique ecosystem."                        
                                                                                
     More likely, the costs will lie somewhere closer to the EPA's estimated sum
     of around $200 million.  The Great Lakes Governors' Study did not fully    
     explain whether pollution prevention was considered in determining costs.  
                                                                                
     Regardless, in the study the benefits of pollution prevention have been    
     underestimated.  Even expensive source reduction programs provide benefits 
     for the lifetime of the process, which result in paybacks for the change,  
     making them cost effective.                                                
                                                                                
     Many companies, by pursuing rigorous source reduction and pollution        
     prevention programs which pay for themselves in the long run, will be able 
     to meet the requirements of the GLI without resorting to expensive end of  
     pipe technologies.                                                         
                                                                                
     But, how much will it cost and of whom?  The regulated community often talk
     of the costs that they must bear with these new regulations.  This is an   
     inaccurate characterization.  Companies will acutally bear few costs, if   
     any, due to the GLI.  They will be passed on to consumers.  Taking EPA's   
     cost estimate of $230 million for implementation of the GLI as a given, let
     us determine the real cost to consumers.                                   
                                                                                
     There are 23 million people who depend upon the Great Lakes as their source
     of fresh drinking water.  Even if the full cost of the GLI were only       
     brought to bear on these people, it would cost each of them an additional  
     $10 per year in consumer costs to assure them clean drinking water.        
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     Actually, the costs would be much less because they would be spread out    
     over a much larger number of people who buy products from the Great Lakes  
     companies and those who recreate in the Great Lakes Basin.                 
                                                                                
     Assuming quite conservatively that these additional costs effect one-third 
     of the U.S. population, approximately 100 million people, that means a mere
     $2.30 per person to assure that 95% of the U.S.' fresh surface water is    
     safeguarded for our future.  For only 19 cents a month, less than the cost 
     of a postage stamp, the most important source of fresh water in the U.S.   
     can be preserved.                                                          
                                                                                
     A recent study entitled, "Environmentalism and Economic Prosperity", by    
     Professor Steven Meyer of MIT, tested the hypothesis that tougher          
     environmental laws hurt a local and state economy.  The abstract of this   
     study states, quote: "The data show that at a minimum the pursuit of       
     environmental quality does not hinder economic growth and development.     
     Furthermore, there appears to be a moderate, yet consistent positive       
     association between environmentalism and economic growth.  The             
     environmental impact hypothesis, while theoretically plausible, has no     
     empirical foundation and focuses attention on what is probably one of the  
     least influential factors effecting the pace of economic growth and        
     development among the states."  This study finally puts to rest the old    
     argument used so often by the regulated community that tougher             
     environmental laws will kill prosperity and throw the entire nation deeper 
     into recession.  This is simply not true.                                  
                                                                                
     Wisconsin is a perfect example of a state with a healthy economy and tough 
     environmental regulations.  According to Professor Meyer's study, the GLI  
     regulations should at the very least not have any effect on the            
     competitiveness of the Great Lakes economy and may even help to stimulate  
     it to grow further.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.171     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2571.172a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes States and the regulated community will no doubt argue that
     the GLI is merely guidance.  Looking at the Great Lakes Critical Programs  
     Act, they will argue that the regulations, even if adopted exactly as      
     proposed, represent suggested regulation that the states can follow if they
     wish to, but which is in no way binding.  They would be mistaken.  The Act 
     states, such guidance shall be no less restricitve than the provisions of  
     this Act and national water quality criteria and guidance shall specify    
     numerical limits on pollutants in ambient Great Lakes waters to protect    
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     human health, aquatic life, and wildlife, and shall provide guidance to the
     Great Lakes States on minimum water quality standards, anti-degradation    
     policies and implementation procedures for the Great Lakes system.  The Act
     dictates that the EPA must specify numerical limits on pollutants, which   
     must not be more lenient than current standards.  This is certainly        
     regulatory language.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2571.172a    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2571.172b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA had no choice but to develop tougher standards, which they have    
     done.  The EPA was to develop minimum water quality standards, not simply  
     water quality standards.  The single word minimum forces the GLI to become 
     binding regulation.  The states are not allowed to determine that their    
     current regulations conform in large part to the GLI.  All parts of the    
     water quality regulations of all of the Great Lakes States must contain, as
     a bare minimum, the provisions of the GLI.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2571.172b    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085. For a full       
     discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see Section I of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, it is API's opinion that the proposed Guidance does not present an
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     appropriate and reasonable approach to achieving that goal.  Specifically, 
     API is concerned that the Guidance would result in few environmental       
     benefits.  That it would impose large costs on industry and residents of   
     the basin.  That it does not have an adequate science basis.  That it is   
     needlessly inflexible, and that it discourages economic expansion.  The    
     Guidance, or what is also called the Great Lakes Initiative, exists because
     of the few pollutants which persist and bioaccumulate in the food chain.   
     PCB's probably being the best known.  These few pollutants have been       
     responsible for most of the fish consumption advisories in the basin, and  
     for the most serious concerns of adverse effects on wildlife and human     
     health.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Although the proposal would create a category of bioaccumulative chemicals 
     of concern, or BCC's, and subject them to additional stringent regulations,
     the proposal will probably not result in the removal of a single fish      
     advisory.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2571.173     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158, D2723.004, G1751.001 and D2587.017.    
     The technical and scientific justifications for the provisions of the final
     Guidance are discussed throughout the Supplementary Information Document.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2571.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It will likely have no meaningful impact on the pollutants and concerns    
     used to justify its creation.  This occurred because the Initiative focuses
     almost exclusively on additional point source controls and gives           
     insufficient consideration to the fact that most loadings of persistent    
     bioaccumulative pollutants do not result from point sources.               
                                                                                
     Existing data, although somewhat limited, support the position that point  
     sources are a very small portion of teh total imput of these pollutants.   
     Maybe a few percent.                                                       
                                                                                
     Nonpoint sources are much more significant.  The Initiative essentially    
     ignores non point sources, consequently it will have very limited          
     environmental benefit.  A lack of environmental benefit does not however   
     mean that high compliance costs will not be incurred.  Reducing pollutants 
     to the extremely low concentrations envisioned by the Initiative, if       
     achievable at all, will be extremely costly.  Achievability is problematic 
     because it's not known whether technology actually exists which could meet 
     all the ultimate limits.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2571.174     
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     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2571.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another element of the proposal that would increase costs is the           
     anti-degradation policy.  The proposed policy would be a dis-incentive to  
     the construction of new or expanded facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.   
     The policy would add additional steps to the permitting process, including 
     possible mandatory implementation of certain pollution prevention measures 
     and installation of certain additional treatment techniques.  The policy   
     proposing using for BCC's an exceedance of existing effluent quality as a  
     trigger for anti-degradation reviews, which result in additional reviews at
     existing facilities.  The administration of the existing effluent trigger  
     system could also result in widespread and unnecessary monitoring for      
     BCC's.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.175     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2571.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on whether national guidance of regulations      
     should be modified to correspond with specific elements of the Initiative. 
     API does not support an expansion of the applicability of the proposed     
     Guidance beyond the Great Lakes Basin.                                     
                                                                                
     The first and foremost requirement for considering the Initiative as a     

Page 5166



$T044618.TXT
     national model is that it be a scientifically sound, reasonable, and cost  
     effective approach to establishing and achieving regional water quality    
     goals.  The proposed Initiative does not meet that test.  The proposal     
     doesn't reflect the use of sound science.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has
     identified numerous shortcomings which have not yet been adequately        
     addressed.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Lack of cost effectiveness from its focus on point sources makes it an     
     inappropriate model for national applicability.  Non point sources are     
     being recognized nationally, not just here in the Great Lakes Basin, as    
     major contributors to our remaining water quality concerns.                
                                                                                
     An additional barrier to national applicability is that numerous elements  
     of the proposal have been justified on the uniqueness of the Great Lakes   
     Basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.176     
     
     See response to: P2582.010Response to: G2571.176                           
                                                                                
     See response to: P2629.023 and D2698.008                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2571.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My last point is to highlight the apparent inflexibility of many portions  
     of the implementation procedures.  I would like to use one part of the     
     reasonable potential procedure as an example.  The reasonable potential    
     procedure is used to determine when a limit must be included in a specific 
     discharger's NPDES permit because the permitting agency has by that        
     procedure determined that the discharge has what's called a reasonable     
     potential to exceed water quality standards.  That procedure is largely an 
     inflexible review of analytical results combined with the TMDL process.  It
     doesn't allow sufficient flexibility to consider whether a decision to     
     include a permit limit is really reasonable.  In some cases, for example,  
     for less than 10 analytical values are available, just one value above the 
     detection limit could require inclusion of a limit in a discharger's permit
     without further consideration of the situation specifics.                  
                                                                                
     If the pollutant in question also happened to be a BCC, for example a      
     discontinued pesticide, inclusion of a limit would most likely require the 
     discharger to implement a pollutant minimization program which would be    
     developed according to criteria proposed in the Guidance and conduct       
     bioconcentration studies of the effluent.  All of this from just one       
     analytical value that was above detection level.                           
                                                                                
     The reasonable potential procedures should be revised to allow permitting  
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     agency water quality professionals to exercise judgment, consider factors  
     other than the analytical results to determine whether or not proposing a  
     limit is reasonable and actually is the best course in light of all the    
     data.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2571.177     
     
     See response to comment number D2722.117.  Also note that the final        
     Guidance no longer includes caged fish studies as a required element of a  
     pollutant minimization plan (See Supplementary Information Document Section
     VIII.H, WQBELs Below the Level of Quantitation).                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     API is concerned with many other provisions of the reasonable potential    
     procedure, including those that deal with intake credits, derivation and   
     application of Tier 2 values, the use of screening values, and permitting  
     and several others.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.178     
     
     For a general discussion of the concerns expressed by this commenter, see  
     Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why will Lima face costs under the GLI?  We will face capital costs because
     there is copper in domestic waste and in urban runoff and because mercury  
     is very widespread in the natural environment.  Under GLI individual cities
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     will face millions of dollars in capital costs to remove copper from their 
     effluent.  Copper does not bioaccumulate.                                  
                                                                                
     At the Council of Great Lakes Governors public forum in June, the DRI      
     consultants stated emphatically that copper is not a problem in the Great  
     Lakes now and not anticipated ever in the future.  Yet, copper reductions  
     will add to the cost of GLI.                                               
                                                                                
     Mercury limits under GLI is a huge cost factor for POTW's.  Yet the draft  
     DRI report points out that municipal and industrial dischargers waste water
     outfalls are minuscule contributors compared to air deposition.            
                                                                                
     GLI will end up mandating the highest cost per pound reductions now rather 
     than working up the cost curve as GLI should be structured.                
                                                                                
     I'd like to quote some of the other items that are included in the DRI     
     study, some that have not been covered adequately today.  GLI actually     
     ignores the cost inherent in its implementation.  The risk to policy makers
     are that the public may easily be over sold on GLI and that the loss of    
     jobs and income from GLI are not necessary to get the benefits of improved 
     water quality.  The draft report points out that POTW's will bear the brunt
     of GLI costs.  GLI should be modeled after the LAMPS.  Because of PCB's    
     fish consumption advisories are not going to be lifted for some decades,   
     with or without GLI.                                                       
                                                                                
     It also goes on to say that it seems unlikely that the concentration of    
     mercury in the lakes ever was or ever will be as low as the wildlife       
     criterion proposed in the GLI, even in the absence of human based inputs.  
                                                                                
     The report goes on to say the impact of GLI on levels of mercury and PCB's 
     will be completely ineffective in isolation.  As currently configured the  
     GLI is both wasteful of precious resources and borders on an expensive     
     luxury.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2571.179     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004, D2721.040 and D2579.003.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preserving the Great Lakes is indisputably important.  But the protection  
     programs have to be logical.  GLI as written won't deliver on the promises.
      Cities are really steamed about unfunded federal mandates.  Over 100      
     mayors signied this report to Congress in January of this year.  Paying for
     federal environmental mandates, a looming crisis for cities and counties.  
     If GLI is promulgated a written without fixing the flaws, with the high    

Page 5169



$T044618.TXT
     costs and negligible benefits, we risk public disenchantment with the      
     spectrum of environmental regulations.  We risk losing public support for  
     even worthwhile solid environmental programs.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2571.180     
     
     See response to comment number G3013.003.  See also Section I.C of the SID 
     for a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     People in Lima are more concerned with repairing an aging infrastructure   
     than about chasing molecules occurring in nature.                          
                                                                                
     I'm concerned about environmental effects on future generations, on my     
     children.  But, I'm equally concerned with their economic future.  When my 
     children reach adulthood, I hope that they can earn their own living.      
                                                                                
     We must preserve our ability to attract industrial development and retain  
     our existing industries.  Lima's locally built M-1 A-1 army tank was the   
     star of the Persian Gulf War just two years ago.  The end of the Cold War  
     has reduced the need for those tanks.  To date, over 1100 jobs have been   
     lost in Lima at the tank plant.  We appreciate some of the recent job      
     growth we've had at the Wal-Mart, at the Sam's Club and the K Mart         
     expansions, but our economy can't depend on the service sector alone.  True
     economic growth is rooted in industrial manufacturing sector.  As a plant  
     manager once told me, we can't just all press each other's pants.  We must 
     have logical environmental programs and we must account for the costs and  
     the associated benefits.  Fix the GLI.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.181     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There's two problems that we see with the Initiative as we've looked at it 
     here at Fort Howard.  One is that we believe that the costs are severely   
     overstated, while the benefits are severely overstated as well.            
                                                                                
     For Howard is unique because as you know three industries were selected by 
     the EPA to take a look at the cost of the Great Lakes Initiative.  One of  
     those three was Fort Howard.  Additionally, you did three studies in three 
     areas of the Great Lakes to determine costs and benefits.  One of those    
     areas selected was the Fox River, which Fort Howard is located on.  So we  
     are probably unique as far as all of the commentary you will hear today.   
                                                                                
     In your cost benefit analysis you indicated that the cost to Fort Howard   
     would be 2 million to 6 million to comply with the Initiative.  After a    
     thorough review by Fort Howard personnel, we have determined that the true 
     cost of the Initiative to our one company would be 54 million to 78        
     million, not 2 to 6 million.  With increased operating costs of 14 million 
     per year.  The reasons for that are the pollution minimization program     
     basically, and the intake credit issue.                                    
                                                                                
     Particularly of concern is the intake credit issue and PCB's in the Fox    
     River.  Fort Howard actually discharges PCB's at much lower level          
     concentrations from our outflow than is present in our intake water.  So we
     actually serve as kind of filtering plant up there on the Fox River.  That 
     intake credit is extremely important to our company as it is a large       
     contributing factor to the costs that I have brought forth to you.         
     
     
     Response to: G2571.182     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2571.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the benefits to the Initiative will be small.  Let me cite a few
     reasons.  The overwhelming majority of the toxic substances entering the   
     Great Lakes, as has been said before, come from non point sources of       
     pollution.  In some studies that you have done, the EPA says that the      
     benefits to the Fox River in Wisconsin would be commensurate with the      
     costs.  Let me give you a few examples of why we believe that is wrong.    
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     The EPA says that the benefits to the Green Bay fishery would be 1.2       
     million to 4.3 million.  According to the Green Bay mass balance study, the
     relative loadings from point sources would be negligible and that's        
     according to your own people, that's not something that we've said.  Again,
     the point sources would be negligible influences.  The conclusion must be  
     reached that eliminating all of PCB's wouldn't improve the fishery and that
     the claim that it does certainly is false.                                 
                                                                                
     According to the EPA's Remedial Investigative Analysis, the Initiative     
     would improve the Green Bay perch fishery by $1.8 million.  On Table 8-1 of
     the EPA's IRA, yellow perch in the Green Bay are not subject to a fish     
     advisory.  Furthermore, the perch fishery in fact declined several years   
     ago, not due to toxic substances, but due to over fishing.                 
                                                                                
     Let me leave you with one final example.  The IRA states that there would  
     be a 5% increase in activity days at the Green Bay Wildlife Sanctuary with 
     the Initiative in place and that the benefits would be 1.3 million to 1.8  
     million.  The benefits would be associated according to the claim of the   
     EPA because of increased populations of bald eagles, ospreys, otters, mink,
     and other wildlife.  I don't know who in the agency did the report, but    
     they certainly didn't go to Green Bay.  The Green Bay Wildlife Sanctuary is
     a half a mile from the center of the city.  It does have a lot of ducks.   
     There is one bald eagle there.  It had been shot in the wild and it        
     currently is being cared for in a cage next to an amusement park and picnic
     areas.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The conclusion that the costs would be minimal and the benefits great are  
     simply inaccurate, we feel.  The costs to Fort Howard are estimated to be  
     at least 10 times more costly than is being claimed.  The benefits, we     
     believe, would be small or non existent.  We appeal to you to look         
     carefully at the benefits and the costs of the current draft and to        
     redesign the Great Lakes Initiative so that it is workable, reasonable and 
     meets realistic environmental expectations and goals.  We will be          
     submitting a technical draft to you, but we did want to make these comments
     today.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.183     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2723.004, D2724.617, D2724.616, and   
     D2587.045.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2571.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is a major regulatory initiative with policies that will clearly   
     effect our business and that of our customers.  Several provisions of the  
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     GLI Guidance concern us, but I will focus my comments in this brief period 
     on only one issue.  We will comment in writing on other issues later.      
                                                                                
     The GLI Guidance speaks frequent reference to a number of pesticides,      
     including some that are currently registered and several which are no      
     longer registered for use in the United States.  Focusing on these products
     is a concern because pesticide registration is a jurisdiction of the       
     Federal Insecticide Fungicide and Rodenticide Act, FIFRA, and efforts to   
     effect the legal use of products must be administered through this Act.    
                                                                                
     Registration of a pesticide product is a very complex matter.  It requires 
     the successful completion of from 125 to 225 tests.  Taking a pesticide    
     from the chemist's bench to the farmer's field requires 6 to 8 years and   
     costs more than $50 million.  Only 1 in 120,000 potential candidates makes 
     it through this regulatory maze.  I have a list that has been attached to  
     this document of the tests that are required by EPA for registration.      
                                                                                
     Pesticides used on home lawns and gardens, parks and golf courses have     
     undergone the same extensive testing, including environmental fate studies.
      Often these pesticides have the same active ingredients as agricultural   
     pesticides.  Detection in water and sediments of unlabeled products may be 
     coming from old sources such as sediment eroded years ago carrying the     
     traces into the lakes.  Additionally, some of the traces could be coming   
     from Canadian sources.                                                     
                                                                                
     In summary, the application of pesticides to agricultural and non          
     agricultural land is strictly regulated and enforced under FIFRA.  Off site
     monitoring of pesticide residues in storm water runoff has shown these     
     compounds under current conditions to be a very minor component of non     
     point source pollution.  Accordingly, FIFRA and the USDA Conservation      
     Programs adequately regulate the use of pesticides and additional coverage 
     under the Great Lakes Initiative is simply not needed.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2571.184     
     
     EPA considered the issues raised in this comment in developing the final   
     Guidance.  While FIFRA and USDA conservation programs regulate the use of  
     pesticides, the Guidance is designed to establish minimum water quality    
     standards, antidegradation policies and implementation procedures in order 
     to protect the Great Lakes System from further adverse impacts, such as    
     those described in Section I.B of the SID.  See Section I.C of the SID for 
     further discussion of the underlying principles which EPA relied upon in   
     developing the final Guidance.  For a discussion on how the final Guidance 
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2571.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 5173



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     I wanted to speak to you today about the terms for the debate which have   
     been established here.  Today we have heard and will hear from a great     
     number of people and tomorrow we'll hear some more, I'm sure, since we are 
     running at the end of today's list, that the Great Lakes Initiative will   
     "cost too much".  Almost no one has asked how too much is being defined.   
     In the final analysis, the people who will be asked to pay the costs have  
     specifically not been asked what clean lakes are worth to them.            
                                                                                
     This hearing is not for listening to the public.  The EPA is holding only  
     this one "public" hearing, holding it on Tuesday and Wednesday, and holding
     it in the most expensive city in the U.S. side of the basin.  One could not
     conceive of a better method, short of barring people at the door, for      
     making sure the public was excluded from this hearing.                     
                                                                                
     The majority of people here today are consultants paid to come here to     
     represent the minority interests of corporations.                          
                                                                                
     Through taxes or increased prices the public will pay the cost of these    
     regulations.  We feel that the public should define what costs are too     
     great for what benefits, not any government economics equation.  For       
     example, Great Lakes United which is represented here today and whom I work
     for, represents well over 1.5 million people throughout the Great Lakes    
     Basin.  Its member groups voted in May to wholeheartedly support the Great 
     Lakes Initiative.  The vote for that resolution was unanimous.  So whom    
     does this support represent?                                               
                                                                                
     As I said, GLU and its member groups represent over one and a half million 
     people around the basin.  Nearly one-third of GLU's member groups are labor
     unions, whose jobs are supposedly at stake here.  A significant portion of 
     the membership of GLU is sportsmen groups whom we've been told earlier     
     today are opposed to the Great Lakes Initiative.  Nevertheless, many       
     sportsmen groups have supported the GLU resolution in favor of the Great   
     Lakes Initiative, and et cetera and et cetera.                             
                                                                                
     These are the public who will be asked to pay for the Initiative.  What    
     right has industry or anyone for that matter, to say that we cannot clean  
     up the Great Lakes if we are willing to pay for it?  It is the people who  
     should be telling you when something is too costly.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2571.185     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2572.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In setting the permit limits with the Tier 1 and Teir 2 as the criteria is 
     now written, I don't see how you can get to a overall one-ness, if you want
     to call it, of the whole entire basin, mainly because there are too many   
     judgement calls left up to the individual permit writers.  I read through  
     how everything is written and went through the development of the last     
     three discharge permits we were issued.  I came to the conclusion that the 
     next permit that we are issued under the GLI -- I will move on to my last  
     comment now -- is going to be very different than what we've seen before.  
     I believe that we are going to have many times more paramters in our permit
     than we ever had before.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2572.001     
     
     See response to P2656.074                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2572.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                   Appendix A to                                
                                                                                
                                  COMMENTS OF THE                               
                                                                                
                             NATIONAL COAL ASSOCIATION                          
                                                                                
                                       ON THE                                   
                                                                                
                          ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY                       
                                                                                
                          PROPOSED WATER QUALITY GUIDANCE                       
                                                                                
                             FOR THE GREAT LAKES SYSTEM                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
                              58 Fed.Reg.20802 - 21047                          
                                                                                
                                   April 16, 1993                               
                                                                                
     Bioaccumalation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     NCA is disturbed by the use of bioaccumaltion factors (BAFs) in the        
     Guidance in view of the scientific uncertainty asssociated with their      
     development.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board has questioned the science  
     underlying the BAFs which EPA has developed.  The Guidance relies on BAF's 
     in determining human and wildlife criteria and defining bioaccumalative    
     chemicals of concern (BCCs).  Thus the BAFs assume a significance not      
     warranted by their scientific basis.  The scientific foundation of BAFs    

Page 5175



$T044618.TXT
     should be subjected to a peer review process similar to the National Acid  
     Precipitation Assessment Program.  A program as costly as that proposed by 
     the Guidance should not be imposed based on a potentially faulty scientific
     understanding.                                                             
                                                                                
     USE OF CONTINGENT VALUATION                                                
                                                                                
     It's NCA's position that EPA's use of the contingent valuation method (CVM)
     to calculate the benefits from implementation of the Guidance renders the  
     benefit analysis invalid.  CVM is at best, too immature to warrant the EPA 
     reliance in the consideration of benefits.  It has not been demonstrated to
     provide a reliable method of measurement of nonuse values.  A noted        
     economist has commented that:                                              
                                                                                
     Existing empirical evidence makes clear the fact that nonuse values derived
     with the CVM are not distinguishable from the amount which households might
     pay for any good causes.  Thus, there exists no basis for one attributing a
     CVM-derived nonuse value to any specific environmental damage, as opposed  
     to a generalized good cause.                                               
                                                                                
     The reliability or accuracy of CVM values decreases significantly as one   
     moves away from use values for commodities with which subjects are familiar
     toward values for more unfamiliar and uncertain commodities, particularly  
     those involving nonuse values.  For the latter, CVM values would not appear
     to be significantly accurate to provide useful information for assessing   
     damages. ... [Ronald G. Cummings, Response to Advanced Notice of Proposed  
     Rulemaking (54 Federal Register 183,39016).  Submitted to the U. S.        
     Department of the Interior, November 10, 1989.  P.1]                       
                                                                                
     Other public comments on the Guidance have documented the extraordinary    
     costs of compliance for a very limited benefit to the Great Lakes.  It is  
     unfortunate that EPA has resorted to CVM to counter those comments.        
     
     
     Response to: G2572.002     
     
     Please see the SID, especially Section IV, for EPA's analysis of this and  
     related issues.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2572.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOG
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: cc RIA/COST
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     But, I don't believe that this is going to do anything to clean up the     
     stream that we're discharging to, mainly because I believe that the reason 
     that they're going to be in the permit is because they're going to be      
     reported on our Form 2-C as greater than a detection limit, that it is     
     going to be an acceptable detection limit.  The reason for this is because 
     every lab that I have ever tried to get to, and I have tried dozens of     
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     labs, cannot get the matrix of waste stream down to the detection limits   
     that we're talking about here.  And it's not matter of going out and trying
     more labs, finding better technology.  The labs that are there cannot do it
     now.                                                                       
                                                                                
     What this will result in, I believe, is an extremely high monitoring cost  
     that will do nothing to change the quality of our discharge.  I will leave 
     it at that.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2572.002     
     
     Comment G2572.002                                                          
                                                                                
     Please see Sections VIII.H and IX of the S.I.D.Response to comment:        
     G2572.002                                                                  
                                                                                
     See section IV of the SID for a discussion on the scientific merit         
     of the BAF approach.  See response to comments in the RIA for a            
     discussion on contingent valuation.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As such, we are interested in conserving water resources and preventing    
     deterioration of source water quality.  To maximize our efforts, we        
     recommend that the significant contribution by non point sources and air   
     deposition be considered.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2572.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are conflicts between the Great Lakes Initiative goals and some      
     treatment techniques currently practiced by water suppliers to meet        
     requirements of the Safe Drinking Water Act.  For example, new zinc limits 
     on treatment plant discharges as a result of the Great Lakes Initiative may
     inhibit the use of zinc orthophosphate, which is the best available        
     treatment for optimum reduction of lead corrosion in many water systems.   
     Furthermore, limitations on the use of chlorine in drinking water treatment
     would run counter to new increased disinfection regulations in the proposed
     Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule.  Based on all that we know at this  
     time, we must preserve the use of chlorine as the primary disinfectant used
     in drinking water treatment.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2572.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2572.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More stringent discharge limits will effect water treatment plant          
     operations, whether the discharge is directly to receiving waters or       
     through a waste water treatment plant.  The more stringent limits will     
     result in higher operating costs and greater costs of water to our         
     consumers.  For these reasons, we must justify these additional costs to   
     our consumers.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2572.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2572.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Flexibility must be included to allow consideration of unique or site      
     specific provisions.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2572.006     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adequate funding must be provided to administer public education, necessary
     technological research and program risk reduction analysis.                
     
     
     Response to: G2572.007     
     
     See response to comment number D2587.002 regarding funding of public       
     education, technologicak research and program risk reduction analysis.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Priorities must be established with regulation inplementation based on     
     maximized relative risk reduction, environmental impact, or other key      
     factors.                                                                   
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     Response to: G2572.008     
     
     Please see the SID for EPA's analysis of this and related issues.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions must be based on sound scientific principles.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2572.009     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance is based on sound science as discussed in Section
     I.C of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions should be consistent with other environmental regulations and   
     should not just move the problem to another area.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2572.010     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance complements other Great Lakes program efforts as 
     discussed in Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers       
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2572.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential for application of the Great Lakes Initiative regulations to 
     other parts of the U.S. should be considered, including which parts, if    
     any, may serve as a blueprint for nationwide application.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2572.011     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2572.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the impact of Canadian discharges, non point discharges, and      
     airborne contributions, must be considered before the regulations are      
     implemented.  The Great Lakes Initiative must be a fully cooperative effort
     with Canada if it's going to work, particularly regarding non point sources
     and air deposition contributions.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2572.012     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.Comment
     ID:  G2572.012                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA believes that the 150- day      
     comment period provided the public with adequate time to comment on the    
     proposed Guidance.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
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     Comment ID: G2572.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chlorine, as a disinfectant, should not be regulated or controlled as part 
     of the Great Lakes Initiative since no acceptable alternative is available.
     
     
     Response to: G2572.013     
     
     See response to: D2595.058                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes National Program Office has spent a lot of time and money  
     to come up with a whole new regulatory scheme, a whole new bureaucratic    
     tool that allegedly addresses pollution, but which fails to address the    
     greatest causes of continuing pollution in the Great Lakes.  Non point     
     source pollution and atmospheric deposition, that together bring and       
     deposit 90% of the toxins into the Great Lakes.  Speakers have mentioned   
     the terrible PCB's and other toxics that lead to the sad deformities they  
     showed us with pictures.  What they fail to mention to the public through  
     the alarmist literature that makes me wonder why I'm paying them money to  
     send junk mail to my house, is that PCB's and other extremely hazardous    
     agents are banned from production, are carefully regulated under the RCRA, 
     and when released are covered by CERCLA. The Waukegon Harbor cleanup is an 
     example of exactly how those programs are working already to clean up toxic
     hot spots.  The money should be spent on cleanups, not generating more     
     paper.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2572.014     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency and others have chose to endorse the GLI and complicate the     
     existing workable NPDES permit system by creating double standards of      
     discharge limits, employing unfounded data collecting methodologies,       
     propose restrictions without sound legal foundations, and implementing     
     costly and questionable means to accomplish goals that connot even be      
     measured.  As Santayana said, a fanatic is someone who redoubles his       
     efforts while having lost his aim.  I think that's what's happened here.   
     
     
     Response to: G2572.015     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1978, provides in Article IV,   
     Section (1)(c) that the determination of specific objectives shall be based
     on statistically valid sampling data.  The methodology proposed to         
     establish bioaccumulative chemicals of concern is admmittedly flawed and   
     inappropriate for their proposed application in the Great Lakes.  The      
     authors of these methodologies were the ones who said this, but their      
     important caveats have fallen by the wayside in the agency's haste.  The   
     Science Advisory Board has already informed the agency of this in meetings 
     between the groups.  Because permit limits will be based on sampling       
     prusuant to these methods, the data will likewise be invalid, and not      
     legally authorized.  At the least, it will make for an easy target in      
     litigation.  To avoid wasting everyone's time and energy, and to provide   
     prompt valid protection to the lakes, EPA should rely only on proven and   
     defensible methodologies.  Anything less is irresponsible.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2572.016     
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     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has never had the authority to deny intake credits to industry and     
     municipalities that use non contact cooling water.  The GLI mistakenly     
     asserts that such authority exists.  No offense, but the cases cited in the
     preamble don't even address the correct legal issues, and don't even draw  
     analogies to pre-existing pollutants unchanged in quantity or character.   
     Intake credits were required under the NPDES program because to expose one 
     part to penalties and fines for the pollution caused wholly by someone else
     violates due process and fundamental fairness.  The GLI pretends to make it
     accessible, but in practical terms it is not.  It seems that the GLI       
     features this level of reasoning in nearly every element.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2572.017     
     
     Response to: G2572.017: Legal issues related to intake credits are         
     addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2572.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another example is scientific soundness behind detection limits.  The GLI  
     allows effluent limits to be set below a level of detection.  Could someone
     explain exactly how EPA puts cause and effect through such a convolution to
     come up with a level which is not measurable and attainable, and fails to  
     even attempt to address 90% of pollution sources discharging into the      
     lakes?  An acquaintance of mine has worked on issuing the GLI for years and
     explained that it's good because it's going to help reduce pollution into  
     the lakes.  This is analagous to saying that helping a little old lady off 
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     the curb is good when you kindly lead her into the middle of the busy      
     intersection and leave her there.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2572.018     
     
     See response to comment G1709.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2572.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I have a plain but accurate understanding that tells me that drafting new, 
     elaborate and extremely expensive initiatives that aren't based on sound   
     legal principles or sound science and achievable goals is not a defensible 
     use of government resources.  The GLI is obviously going to be a source for
     lots of unnecessary protracted litigation and very little, if any,         
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2572.019     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would also rather see the agencies taking on some of the truly difficult 
     environmental problems like how to quickly stop atmospheric deposition of  
     DDT and other pesticides used in Central and South America and             
     expeditiously remediating the deposits of PCB's and dioxins instead of     
     beating up on the same old targets so they can feel good about themselves. 
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     Response to: G2572.020     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2572.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 values.  There is little justification for dramatically relaxing the
     standard EPA process and requirements for determining substances of        
     concern.  If these relaxed standards are allowed, they should not result in
     numbers that carry the same enforcement weight of the Tier 1 values.       
     
     
     Response to: G2572.021     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2572.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation policy.  Municipalities and businesses should not be  
     punished for doing better than the permit level requires.  The policy, if  
     implemented, should focus only on quality, not quantity.  If allowed as    
     currently drafted, all new growth, development, expansions, will be frozen 
     wreaking havoc on local and ultimately state economies.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2572.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of an intake credit policy.  This is simply bad policy and legally
     questionable since they would result in requiring facilities to clean up   
     substances in their water which they did not contribute.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2572.023     
     
     Response to: G2572.023: This comment raises the same intake removal issue  
     as comment D2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that comment.     
     Also see SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2572.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit levels below detection.  New rules must recognize technological     
     limits and costs.  Establishment of permit standards below the level of    
     detection creates significant instability for businesses and other         
     regulated entities who are making costly and faithful efforts to maintain  
     compliance.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2572.024     
     
     See response to comment G1756.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2572.025
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     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limited flexibility.  The rule must allow greater flexibility in three     
     specific areas.  State specific issues and local conditions.  Clearly      
     Indiana and Lake Michigan are different from other midwestern states and   
     other Great Lakes.  Site specific conditions vary widely and must be       
     allowed in any numerical and permit analysis.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2572.025     
     
     See response to comment P2624.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2572.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Economic development issues associated with applying strict standards only 
     to midwestern states and potentially only to portions of those states are  
     tremendous.  Not only will the standards create a flow of development away 
     from the basin areas, it will likely increase the flow of people and       
     businesses away from the midwest.  Also, in our ever increasing global     
     economy, the midwest will be put at an extreme disadvantage, particularly  
     with Canada, our largest trading partner.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2572.026     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2572.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation takes into account the concentrationof the toxin in both   
     the water column and in the organisms that live in the water.              
     Bio-concentration is inadequate because it only looks at the water column. 
     
     
     Response to: G2572.027     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that bioaccumulation considers the           
     concentration of the chemical in the water column, food and sediment while 
     bioconcentration only considers the concentration in the water column.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2572.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I want the GLI to take bioaccumulation into account when setting criteria  
     and to calculate risk of exposure on realistic fish consumption levels.    
     
     
     Response to: G2572.028     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2572.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The second issue I want to address is the use of mixing zones, especially  
     for bioaccumulative chemicals.  Mixing zones are unacceptable.  Dilution is
     not the solution to pollution.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2572.029     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G2572.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The third issue is that of additivity.  The GLI must include consideration 
     of the effects of multiple chemical exposure when it sets criteria.  I am  
     not exposed to just one chemical at a time.  I am exposed to many chemicals
     at once. The GLI standards must be set to reflect this reality.            
     
     
     Response to: G2572.030     
     
     The final Guidance does require States and Tribes to adopt provisions      
     addressing the effects on human health of multiple chemical exposures.  See
     section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support a comprehensive approach that will address all sources of       
     pollutants of concern.  We suggest that the Great Lakes Initiative would be
     more effective if implementation is postponed until the EPA completes a    
     mass balance of contaminants entering the Great Lakes.                     
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     Response to: G2572.031     
     
     EPA does not agree that implementation of the Guidance should be postponed 
     until EPA completes a mass balance of contaminants entering the Great      
     Lakes.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution such as          
     contaminated sediments and air deposition are a significant problem in the 
     Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and  
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, see Section I.D of the SID and     
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RP
     Cross Ref 3: cc RIA/BEN
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the implementation procedures need to be revised to clearly address 
     background concentrations in intake water and to exclude non contact       
     cooling water from the reasonable potential determination.  Requiring      
     treatment of non contact cooling waters will have a huge economic impact   
     with little environmental benefit.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2572.032     
     
     Response to: G2572.032: This is the same comment as G1750.002, and the     
     response is addressed in that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2572.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Second, EPA should identify the specific benefits to be achieved by both   
     the bioaccumulative chemicals of concern list, the BCC list, and the       
     potential BCC list, and should identify how the GLI will measure progress  
     in achieving those benefits.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2572.033     
     
     See response to G1750.003.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2572.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the methodology used to determine which substances should be on the 
     BCC list should take into account a variety of factors, including the      
     substance potential to bioaccumulate, its fate and effect once in the      
     water, its persistence, whether it biodegrades and can be metabolized and  
     therefore will not be bioavailable.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2572.034     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2572.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, phenol, a substance in petroleum products, is on the list of  
     potential BCC's.  Substances such as phenol biodegrade and can be          
     metabolized and should not be on the BCC list.  Phenol's lack of           
     persistence was recently recognized by EPA in its OCPSF rule, yet phenol   
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     appears on the potential list.  The GLI should include a procedure to      
     incorporate new test data or field data to revise the BCC or potential BCC 
     lists.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2572.035     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2572.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, Tier 2 values create great uncertainty.  Since similar protection  
     against unknown impacts is already available through whole effluent testing
     and bio-concentration tests, Tier 2 procedures will be duplicative.        
     
     
     Response to: G2572.036     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, two points on zero discharge.  First, to achieve zero discharge at
     a facility the size of our refinery, will entail great costs, space for new
     treatment technology, and innovative uses of existing technology, while    
     achieving little environmental benefit.                                    
                                                                                
     Second, zero dishcarge has cross media impacts that may offset benefits to 
     water quality.  While zero discharge reduces water use and effluent, it    
     creates additional wastes.  It involves the recycling of large amounts of  
     water and the process of recycling this water in certain naturally         
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     occurring substances such as metals and salts, must be removed.  Those     
     salts must be disposed of, landfilled.  This could amount to approximately 
     100 tons a day at some large facilities.  In addition, the filters used to 
     remove those salts and metals must be disposed of as waste as well.        
     
     
     Response to: G2572.037     
     
     EPA believes that zero discharge is a goal and the Guidance is an important
     step in achieving that goal for the reasons stated in the preamble to the  
     final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IPL recommends that special considerations be made for intake water from   
     groundwater and from city water.  The agency should have the authority to  
     exempt a value from being in an NPDES permit as an effluent limit if the   
     parameter is not being added by the discharger and not anticipated to cause
     an actual harm to the designated use.  For groundwater, this could be      
     restricted to concentrations considered to be naturally present.  For city 
     water, this could be restricted to chlorinated derivatives and copper,     
     which is added prior to reaching the discharger.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2572.038     
     
     Response to: G2572.038: The final Guidance, in the definition of "same body
     of water," addresses intake credits for groundwater and municipal water    
     supplies.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv. Also see discussion of "mass  
     addition" in Section VIII.e.7.b.i.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .038.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     These options could be placed in the policy category of BCC below detection
     or follow up via monitoring could be required.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2572.039     
     
     Response to: G2572.039:  This is an incomplete comment.  See SID at Section
     VIII.E.3-7 for a complete discussion of intake credits.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments .038 and .039.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another, though not preffered option, is to add, quote, "natural background
     concentration above the standard in intake groundwater", for a reason for  
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2572.040     
     
     Response to: G2572.040:  See the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a discussion
     of the final Guidance provisions for intake credits, which are more        
     expansive that that in the proposal.  For a discussion of the variance     
     provisions in the final Guidance, see the SID at Section VIII.B.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2572.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major loophole in the Great Lakes Initiative allows local governments to 
     opt out of some of the new regional strategy.  The well established public 
     policy of non degradation would be contradicted by a new scheme of stream  
     and lake classifications.  Local governments could not allow streams and   
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     lakes to degrade where new or expanding industries claimed economic        
     conditions required their accomodation.  Such degradation would undo two   
     decades of pollution cleanup and sacrifice the public water quality for    
     private gain.  We should strongly oppose any degradation of water quality  
     via any sort of scheme of stream and lake classifications.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2572.041     
     
     The commenter misconstrues the antidegradation provisions of the Great     
     Lakes Guidance.  Nothing in Appendix E pertains alters how a State or Tribe
     designates (or downgrades) uses.  Such activities are covered by existing  
     Agency rules and guidance.Comment ID  G2572.041                            
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Response                                                                   
                                                                                
     The commenter misconstrues the antidegradation provisions of the           
     Great Lakes Guidance.  Nothing in Appendix E pertains alters how a         
     State or Tribe designates (or downgrades) uses.  Such activities           
     are covered by existing Agency rules and guidance.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2572.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a higher level of fish consumption and lower average body weight
     when calculating exposure risks is necessary.  We must protect our most    
     sensitive populations; fetuses and children and people whose diet is       
     largely composed of Great Lakes fish, such as native Americans.            
                                                                                
     However, tribes were largely left out of the process of creating this draft
     as I understand it, and their full input on all issues must be sought      
     before being finalized.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2572.042     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2572.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 5196



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In circumstances where the WQBEL is below the level of detection, HEC      
     recommends that states and tribes be required to use the MDL or method     
     detection limit as the CEL or compliance evaluation level when the ML or   
     minimum level has not been established for the analytical method used.     
     
     
     Response to: G2572.043     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2572.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would endorse strongly the use of bioaccumulation factors and point out  
     to you that mixing zones simply do not work for most bioaccumulative       
     compounds.  They should not be allowed.  The use of BAF's is good, but I   
     would also suggest to you that, for heaven's sake it is about time that you
     took the time to go into the field and actually measure them, rather than  
     trying to derive them through laboratory experiments.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2572.044     
     
     EPA agrees that mixing zones should not be allowed for BCCs and therefore  
     is phasing them out over the next 12 years.  EPA agrees that field-measured
     BAFs are preferable and is actively purusing a program to derive           
     field-measured BAFs for the chemicals of greatest concern.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: G2572.045
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I have taken a look at the data from the base that are available for the 4 
     compounds for which standards are actually proposed and I'd like to comment
     on those.  I think your DDT value is right on the money.  As near as I can 
     tell, that value is scientifically sound from both a field perspective and 
     from the kinds of projections that you've made.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2572.045     
     
     See response to P2742.716.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2572.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Your mercury value is wrong.  It is far too stringent.  I believe it is    
     about 20 fold too stringent based on our review of all the field data that 
     I can find based on what it actually does to wildlife in the field.        
     
     
     Response to: G2572.046     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, and P2576.128.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2572.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Interestingly, your dioxin value and your PCB values fall very close to a  
     new methodology of using the wildlife data directly to derive values.      
     Myself, Dr. John Giese at Michigan State and a group of other people have  
     looked at 6 different species of wildlife for the PCB value.  We come up   
     with a median value of 17 picograms per liter, which hits your value right 
     on the head and an average of 13.  But it raises an interesting point.     
     Proposed in the regulations are the idea that you are going to protect for 
     the median wildlife value.  This presupposes that protecting for the median
     value will protect all wildlife and it simply is wrong.  If you protect    
     wildlife for the median value, you are flying in the face of the Federal   
     Endangered Species Act which requires you to protect for the most sensitive
     species in the system.  My own research concentrates on Caspian Terns, the 
     world's largest.  The 17 picogram per liter value actually hits their      
     number exactly.  However, if you look in the Great Lakes you will find that
     the three small terns in the system are all in the process of going extinct
     at the present time for local populations because 17 picograms per liter   
     would not protect them at all.  And certainly the levels that are out there
     now which are roughly two orders of magnitude higher are forcing them in   
     that direction.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2572.047     
     
     See response to comments P2746.173, P2656.170, P2718.144, and D3204.004.   
                                                                                
     In addition, the final rule requires the States and Tribes to develop more 
     stringent criteria in those cases where threatened or endangered species   
     are involved.  In addition to performing analyses specific for the species 
     of concern, U.S. EPA has also recommended that an additional uncertainty   
     factor (an intraspecific uncertainty factor) be used to account effects on 
     individuals. this old man                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G2572.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I think as you go forward in developing a reiteration of this, you need to 
     take a hard look at the toxic equivalency factor approach to developing    
     water quality standards.  I do not understand the insanity of including    
     only dioxins in that when we know that in the Great Lakes at the present   
     time PCB's are in fact the major contributor to toxic equivalence based on 
     age active compounds.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2572.048     
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     EPA acknowledges that research is currently underway to develop and        
     evaluate TEFs for "dioxin-like" PCBs, (Safe, 1990; Walker and Peterson,    
     1991; Devito et al., 1993; Ahlborg et al. 1994).   In addition, EPA        
     recognizes that PCBs can be a major contributor to the overall dioxin      
     toxicity equivalence concentrations in the Great Lakes Basin.  However, the
     final Guidance does not include TEFs for PCBs because a set of established 
     TEFs for PCBs similar to the 17 TEFs for CDDs and CDFs has not been adopted
     by EPA.  (See, "Estimating Exposure to Dioxin-Like Compounds" (External    
     Review Draft, June 1994, EPA/600/BP-92/00/C).  EPA is continuing research  
     in this area and expects to develop a set of TEFs for "dioxin-like" PCBs in
     the near future that could be used for risk assessment purposes.  Until the
     science is more fully developed in this area, EPA has determined that it is
     appropriate to include TEFs in the final Guidance for only the 17          
     established CDDs/CDFs for protection of human health.  This does not       
     preclude States or Tribes, however, from developing TEFs for protection of 
     human health or wildlife for the dioxin-like PCBs based on any available   
     supporting scientific data.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A reiteration of this in the next issuance of the document should include  
     the previously mentioned groups of compounds, plus polychlorinated         
     napthalenes, polychlorinated diephen toluenes, polychlorinated dephenol    
     ethers and a host of other age active compounds.  You can't be a little bit
     pregnant, and if you're going to use TEF's and toxic equivalency factors,  
     you must account for all of the compounds that are found in wildlife and   
     humans as a result of the exposures.  The idea of just restricting it to   
     dioxins and furens (phonetic) is in fact little bit of political           
     gamesmanship that should be avoided in the future.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2572.049     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance addresses the most bioaccumulative chemicals
     of concern as discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance and the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, I would ask the agency to spend a great deal of time to look at   
     developmental embryonic end points.  If there's one thing that is apparent 
     from the direction of toxicology is going and what has happened in the     
     Great Lakes, it is that adult life stage organisms aren't relatively low   
     risk from exposure to these compounds.  And from a population ecologist    
     standpoint, what happens to adults is not really very important in a       
     population.  It's what happens to the embryos and the young.  If we apply  
     that principle then we should be protecting for the embryonic life stage in
     everything we do.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2572.050     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers these endpoints as discussed in   
     Sections I.C and V of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2572.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipalities and others cannot accurately predict what costs might be    
     required to upgrade waste water treatment facilities or incurred in        
     operation of industrial pre-treatment programs or incurred just to monitor 
     for trace levels of pollutants of concern.  The great disparity in         
     estimated costs for compliance with the GLI is an indicator of this        
     regulatory uncertainty.  Regardless of costs, certain proposed limits or   
     requirements seem to be unattainable by any means.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2572.051     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2572.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation proposal raises serious concerns relative to the      
     ability of the municipality to grow and meet public needs even within its  
     planned service area and waste water treatment facility design capacity.   
     
     
     Response to: G2572.052     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implementing antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.  Thus,  
     in most cases, municipal plants will be operating under antidegradation    
     requirements consistent with current regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 rather   
     than Great Lakes-specific antidegradation requirements.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2572.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments .051 and .052.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overlaying these concerns is the perception that the proposed regulatory   
     requirements will not accomplish significant improvements in the Great     
     Lakes system because they fail to focus our limited public resources on the
     most significant sources of the pollutant of primary concern..             
     
     
     Response to: G2572.053     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003 and D2587.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional Tier 1 numeric criteria should be developed.  Of particular     
     concern for municipalities are criteria for lead, silver, and arsenic.  All
     such proposed numeric criteria should be subject to peer review and Federal
     Register notice and comment process with consideration given to costs and  
     attainability.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2572.054     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes the development of Tier I numeric  
     criteria as discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance and the        
     applicable provisions of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2572.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State adoption of Tier 1 criteria and methodologies should be clarified.   
     Will states withdraw existing numeric criteria for chemicals such as lead  
     for which there is not a proposed GLI Tier 1 numeric criteria?  If not,    
     will the states be required to use GLI Tier 2 values in preference to an   
     existing state numeric criteria?  In Michigan, will EPA withdraw the       
     National Toxics Rule criteria in total once Michigan adopts the GLI numeric
     criteria and procedures?  Failure to properly address this issue will      
     result in a hodgepodge of old and new criteria.  We fear the regulation    
     will be based on whichever number is most stringent rather than which      
     number represents the best science.  Unless clarified, inconsistencies     
     among the states will be perpetuated.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2572.055     
     
     Please see response to comment G1715.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2572.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed reliance on Tier 2 methodologies for routine use in           
     determining NPDES permit limits should be reduced or eliminated.  States   
     should not be required to promulgate Tier 2 methodologies.  Tier 2 values  
     are appropriately used for screening purposes and determining whether a    
     pollutant may be present at a level of concern.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2572.056     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2572.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should more effectively address the bioavailability issue for 
     metals.  It relies primarily on site specific modifications for regulatory 
     relief.  This will be a significant and often times unnecessary cost and   
     especially burdensome for small dischargers.  There should be allowance for
     a more generic water effects ratio.  Michigan currently uses such an       
     approach in the regulation of silver.  The approach is believed to be      
     conservative, that is still more stringent than necessary to protect       
     designated uses, but without the allowance there would be widespread non   
     compliance with silver limits in municipal permits in Michigan.  It is not 
     clear whether the Guidance will allow Michigan's current approach to       
     continue.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2572.057     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035 and D2827.020.                           
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2572.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed mercury wildlife criteria of 0.18 nanograms per liter should  
     be withdrawn.  The use of the proposed species sensitivity factor of 0.1 in
     the avian species calculation drives this proposed criteria below naturally
     occurring background levels.  The proposed uncertainty factor is based on  
     the limited number of avian species used in dose response toxicity studies.
     This factor results in a criteria which is unattainable and would have     
     widespread regulatory impact throughout the Great Lakes Basin.  Additional 
     and more definitive research should be conducted to reduce the uncertainty 
     and reduce the proposed species sensitivity factor to one.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2572.058     
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2572.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The human health criteria for mercury is already driving regulatory        
     requirements in Michigan several orders of magnitude below analytical      
     detection and at the proposed 2 nanogram per liter GLI human health level  
     is of questionable attainability.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2572.059     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Extraordinary controls on point sources of bioaccumulative chemicals of    
     concern should not be imposed when the major loading of the BCC is from non
     point sources and the water quality based effluent limits for the BCC are  
     already below the level of analytical detection.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2572.060     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sectionc I.C
     and II of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2572.061
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of mixing zones and imposition of existing effluent quality    
     limits or anti-degradation conditions for mercury and PCB's in municipal   
     discharges is an undue regulatory requirement and will not accomplish any  
     meaningful reduction in loadings of these materials to the Great Lakes.    
     
     
     Response to: G2572.061     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
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     Comment ID: G2572.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing existing effluent quality limits or permit conditions on such 
     BCC's as mercury, which are present in every day domestic waste water,     
     could trigger extremely burdensome and unwarranted anti-degradation        
     requirements for municipalities with facilities previously permitted and   
     designed for such future growth.  The POTW may very well be committed under
     contract to a township or other user who has bought a share of the plant's 
     design capacity for that anticipated development.  Existing effluent       
     limitations or conditions range on the previous permit design conditions   
     that were relied on by the municipalities in the design and apportionment  
     of facility capacity.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2572.062     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2572.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipalities should be assured that expensive and unproven end of pipe   
     treatment technology will not be required for removal of trace levels of   
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2572.063     
     
     The final Guidance does not specify that a discharger must use any specific
     treatment technology.  Rather, as directed by the CWA, dischargers are     
     responsible for complying with any water quality-based effluent limits in  
     the NPDES permits.  Dischargers may meet these limits using pollution      
     prevention, end-of-pipe treatment, or any other appropriate approach.  The 
     final Guidance does not change this fundamental requirement, but is        
     designed to increase the consistency of water quality-based effluent limits
     in the Great Lakes System.  The final Guidance also includes provisions    
     such as intake credits, phased TMDLs, site-specific modifications,         
     compliance schedules, and variances that may be used in specific           
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     circumstances to provide relief to dischargers. See section VIII of the SID
     for EPA's analysis of these issues.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2572.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variance provisions should be simplified, their availability assured, and  
     the term extended for the period of the permit.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2572.064     
     
     EPA has simplified the variance procedure in the final Guidance and has    
     extended the allowable period for granting a variance to five years or the 
     term of the NPDES permit.  EPA cannot assure the availability of variances 
     to State WQS since States may, under Section 510 of the CWA, be more       
     stringent than EPA's minimum guidance and not allow variances.             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI Guidance is not modified, situations as described above,        
     unattainable or cost prohibitive effluent limits, will be routinely        
     encountered in the future particularly as analytical detection levels      
     become even more sensitive.  EPA has indicated in public statements and in 
     the Regulatory Impact Analysis that costly or exotic treatment technologies
     should not be required of POTW's to meet the GLI regulations.  There is a  
     need for a variance provision to allow an out when such unintended         
     consequences arise.  Michigan currently does not allow variances and we are
     concerned that the GLI Guidance leaves it optional to the state whether to 
     incorporate even the possibility for a variance in their state rules.      
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     Response to: G2572.065     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2572.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limiting variances to 3 years or anything shorter than the term of the     
     permit will only serve to create additonal regulatory effort to process    
     renewal requests out of sync with the permit re-issuance.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2572.066     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My first major concern is that in pulling data from many different places, 
     EPA has ignored details in the work.  Thus, while each report may represent
     sound science, inferences made from summarizing and nuggest pulled from    
     here and there are less than the sound science from which they came.       
     
     
     Response to: G2572.067     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2572.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reproductive and developmental impairment of birds, colonial birds in      
     particular as cited in the GLI Preamble, as a problem caused by persistent 
     bioaccumulated toxics.  This was investigated and reported and is cited as 
     evidence that the Great Lake birds are at risk.  My reading of the original
     paper suggests caution in using this study to broadly infer that all       
     colonial birds in the Great Lakes are at risk.  This study used a reference
     of control population that was about 50 miles away from the affected       
     population.  Looking at a map of the Great Lakes water shed such as you    
     have, it's evident that these healthy birds were also within the Great     
     Lakes water shed.  The appropriate conclusion is that some localized       
     condition led to the problem.  Not to deny the problem, it definitely is   
     present.  The proper conclusion is not that all birds are at risk.  This   
     suggests that management could be done at scales smaller than the entire   
     Great Lakes region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2572.068     
     
     EPA does not agree that management of the Great Lakes basin should be done 
     on a less than basin-wide basis for the reasons stated in Sections I.B, I.C
     and II of the SID.  Furthermore, section 118 of the Clean Water Act        
     provides the Guidance is to be applicable to the Great lakes basin.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2572.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second example, the relationship between logged KOW, and the             
     bioconcentration factor, or BCF, was developed by Vieth and Coceium        
     (phonetic).  Again, in their original paper they note that the relationship
     seemed reasonable within a specific range of KOW's.  I believe they used   
     KOW's ranging from 4 to 6.5 log scale.  Other work has shown that the      
     relationship may be less than accurate at KOW's greater than 5.5.  This    
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     work is sound science.   However, it loses soundness as summarized in the  
     GLI where those limitations are never mentioned.  In other words, the      
     extrapolation is made beyond where the data are appropriate.               
     
     
     Response to: G2572.069     
     
     See response to comment D2826.059.Comment: G2572.069                       
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2826.059.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2572.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A third example.  The GLI Preamble acknowledges that environmental fate and
     persistence can significantly effect the potential for bioaccumulation.    
     However, the Preamble then refuses to use such factors, saying that the    
     data are poor or unavailable.  Meanwhile, bioaccumulation factors in food  
     chain multipliers are developed and implemented.  This seems less than     
     sound science.  If you go to the literature you find that the data for     
     partitioning and persistence are at least as good as for that on           
     bioaccumulation factors and food chain multipliers.  Fate and persistence  
     data may not be abundant for each and every chemical, but to ignore it     
     while adopting a less well developed technology is not what could be called
     good science.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2572.070     
     
     See response to: D3382.036                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     My second major concern is the lack of consistency between the GLI and     
     other established EPA  policies and programs.  GLI seems to be reinventing 
     just about every technical procedure used, ignoring the accomplishments and
     general utility of procedures developed over the past 20 years.  If the    
     target chemicals were new and novel, there might be some justification for 
     inventing everything.  But, the list of BCC's is extremely familiar.       
     Mostly chlorinated organics and pesticides.  An example of this, the GLI   
     most obviously contradicts EPA's stated policy of risk based actions.  Risk
     based, as interpreted by EPA, requires assessment of exposure.  The        
     exposure analyses are not included in the GLI as far as I could locate,    
     particularly for the lower food chains.  Risk assessment helps prioritize  
     the issues and focus on critical parts of the exposure and impacts.        
     Without those functions, management decisions may make decisions that are  
     inefficient or without effect, as you have heard mentioned this morning and
     yesterday.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2572.071     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second example, the GLI seems to ignore existing EPA and state programs  
     focused on the Great Lakes; sediment cleanups, fish contaminant status and 
     trend studies, Clean Air Act Initiatives.  The Science Advisory Board      
     comments noted this.  The Preamble lists many of these programs.  This     
     listing however does not seem sufficient.  The GLI should consider how its 
     proposals will conflict or supplement or be unnecessary in light of the    
     other existing programs that are underway.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2572.072     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Well, what recommendations could I make?  First of all it seems you might  
     want to consider revising those procedures for limits in effluents to      
     reflect the fact that the distribution of contaminants is not uniform in   
     the Great Lake, so the exposure is not uniform.  This can be done by       
     incorporating site specific properties in the derivation of limits.        
     
     
     Response to: G2572.073     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, you could revise the procedures to recognize better science may  
     change.  Values based on fate, persistence, bioaccumulation factors, or    
     effects, will need to be incorporated into the scheme, but they really are 
     very nebulously stated or at least procedures to incorporate additional    
     data seem to be very lightly touched on.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2572.074     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is important to revise BAFs when new 
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field- measured BAF.           
                                                                                
     The final Guidance provides for State and tribal adoption of Tier I        
     criteria into their regulations.  Tier II values, which have a greater     
     uncertainty associated with them, are not required to be adopted in State  
     and tribal regulations.  This will allow rapid modifications of Tier II    
     values at the time of permit issuance. Accordingly, procedures to recognize
     that science may change are incorporated into the final Guidance.  EPA also
     notes that site- specific criteria may be developed to take into account   
     local environmental variables.                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2572.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, it might be helpful also to identify where the GLI is inconsistent  
     with other EPA policies and programs and document the GLI innovations are  
     in fact better science and are done in better management.  Better          
     management and sound management, not sound science, might be a better      
     description of where you should focus controls.  Management typically      
     focuses first on large causes, then on minor ones.  NPDES dischargers      
     comprise a minor cause of most bioconcentrate chemicals of concern and of  
     the loadings of those, and the common response you saw that NPDES limits   
     are an ineffective management strategy.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2572.075     
     
     See response to comment D2587.157.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.076
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the things of interest here to me, the bioconcentrate chemicals of  
     concern or bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, are typically very poorly 
     water insoluble.  Great Lakes calls this property lipophilicity.  You might
     also call it hydrophobicity.  It also means that the materials tend to     
     partition away from the water in just about any way they can; sediments,   
     organics, and in some cases volatilization.  In fact, to me, the simplest  
     way to envision BCC's as a class is to consider them the compounds that    
     avoid water in any way possible and to the greatest extent possible.  Thus 
     to me, there's some lack of logic that says the way to control these BCC's 
     is to start by setting water concentrations.  These are, almost by         
     definition not going to be in the water.  Looking for them is possibly like
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     looking for elephants in Chicago.  If you look on every street corner you  
     are probably not doing the right thing.  If you want to look for them, go  
     to where they are; Lincoln Park, Brookfield.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2572.076     
     
     EPA recognizes that BCCs are, by nature, hydrophobic. Nevertheless, when   
     introduced even in small quantities into surface waters, they accumulate in
     biota at concentrations over 1000 times greater than in the water column.  
     For reasons discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA believes the       
     special provisions in the final Guidance for the control of BCCs are       
     reasonable.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2572.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     But, I really came here to talk about some of the issues, the health based 
     issues in the human health section of the document.  Some people have      
     already -- which I find very misleading and while I do support the         
     Initiative I hope that some of these can be looked at more carefully.      
     People have already talked about the figure of 70 kilograms as not         
     protective or realistic for children, for women or pregnant women.  If you 
     know anything about the way toxics operate in mammals and in animals, they 
     are lipophilic.  That means they migrate towards the fat, they like the    
     fat.  They also go straight to the fetus in pregnant women and animals and 
     in birds when they have eggs.  So, if we're talking about 70 kilograms     
     being the protective number, we're leaving out a large part of the         
     population of the Great Lakes.  I think we should deal with that.          
     
     
     Response to: G2572.077     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2572.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I'm concerned about the 1 in 100,000 as the risk factor.  I question the   
     issue of using hte risk base analysis which was discussed just a moment    
     ago.  I know that that's what EPA does rely on.  There are a lot of        
     questions about risk analysis and just because EPA uses it, doesn't mean   
     that it's the best tool or mean that it's the tool that we should rely on  
     to protect us in this particular situation.  Certainly 1 in 100,000 is     
     quite a high risk if you look at the population that's being considered    
     here in the Great Lakes.  If we're going to use risk assessment, the       
     minimum we would consider would be 1 in a million.  But we're talking about
     1 in 100,000.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2572.078     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2572.079
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the problems with this is that it's based on truly un-quantifiable  
     risks of exposures to only one substance.  Well, if you take 1 in 100,000, 
     there's a long list of substances that we're talking about in this         
     agreement.  We haven't dealt with the additive effects.  This human cancer 
     value equation, which is one of the equations that's used, and the risk,   
     the RAD also, the risk associated dose, deals with -- what happens to the  
     additive effect of these, if we take the additive effect of all of these   
     chemicals that we're talking about.  What about the synergistic effects.   
     
     
     Response to: G2572.079     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G2572.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What about the cumulative effects.  I think we find that we have a very    
     misleading formula here in terms of a public health basis approach to      
     looking at how this is being done because it doesn't adequately cover the  
     true risk that people in the basin are experiencing based on this value.   
     
     
     Response to: G2572.080     
     
     The potential cumulative effects of pollutants have been considered in the 
     final Guidance.  See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion  
     of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and          
     non-cancer effects.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2572.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I'm also really concerned about focusing just on cancer though.  I mean,   
     cancer is important and there clearly has been a rise in breast cancer     
     among women and I appreciate Dr. Ludwig bringing that up.  I've done a lot 
     of research in that area of breast cancer and toxic chemicals, and I think 
     it's crucial that we look at the research that's being done and consider   
     the fact of contaminated breast milk.  We've known about contaminated      
     breast milk for 40 years.  We know that women have been carrying around    
     high levels of these chemicals for 40 years in their breast milk.  We've   
     made our infants toxic dump receptacles, because when you lactate, when you
     nurse, you put those chemicals into your infants, and we've said that      
     that's okay.  That's only going to stop when we stop putting the things    
     into the environment that end up in our breast milk and in our breast fat  
     and in our children.  The data is there if we want to look at it.          
     
     
     Response to: G2572.081     
     
     If GLWQI criteria and values are adhered to, one major source of           
     contaminant exposure (water/fish consumption) will be reduced in           
     contaminant load, as long as all other sources (atmospheric and nonpoint   
     sources) of concern are also controlled and reduced.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2572.082
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I also want to discuss the issue that there's also the problem that we     
     don't live in a vacuum.  We don't just deal with water.  So, when you make 
     these equations that just deal with the risk of 1 in 100,000 for water,    
     what about the air that we breathe, what about the land that we live on.   
     We have other exposures.  A 1 in  100,000 risk is not an accurate          
     assessment of what our exposure risk actually is.  I think it's a mistake  
     to put it in there as though it were an accurate reflection of that risk,  
     because it's not the true reflection of that.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2572.082     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I have heard much discussion yesterday and today about the small           
     percentages of total loadings that is made up by point source discharges.  
     As a result, there will be great expense incurred for very little          
     environmental gain, even if the point source discharges were completely    
     eliminated.  Non point sources would leave total loadings virtually        
     unchanged.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2572.083     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses point sources of       
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
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     SID.  For further discussion on environmental benefits projected from      
     implementation of the Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G2572.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI requested comment on the use of trading as one mechanism  
     for achieving reductions far more cost effectively.  Although there are    
     many technical flaws with the GLI that need fixing and although as written,
     little reductions in total loadings will occur, one fix that could reduce  
     the cost and improve the cost effectiveness of the GLI is to explicitly    
     include and completely develop a point-point and point-non-point source    
     trading program.  The recently released DRI study noted that trading could 
     reduce compliance cost by 20 to 50% without a loss of total loadings.      
     
     
     Response to: G2572.084     
     
     See response to comment D3053.041.Comment ID:  G2572.084                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2572.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Foundries will be impacted by this Initiative.  Foundries are currently    
     covered by effluent guidelines which require recycling of process waste    
     water anywhere from 85 to 99%.  Further reductions in the amount of water  
     discharge and treatment that will cause some concerns because the effluent 
     guidelines themselves were based on technology limits established in the   
     1980's.                                                                    
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     Response to: G2572.085     
     
     The GLI does not impact any requirements under the effluent guidelines BAT 
     program.  The GLWQI contains provisions to implement water quality         
     standards.  The establishment of WQBELs do not ordinarily consider such    
     factors as the ability to treat. However, the GLI does cotain              
     implementation procedures to adjust WQBELs to address facility-specific and
     pollutant-specific concerns (i.e., variances, phased TMDLs, site-specific  
     criteria and compliance schedules).                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2572.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned about the effect on regional competition that these  
     regulations will have.  While foundries within the region compete with one 
     another for the markets in the region, they also compete with other parts  
     of the region or parts of the country for selling of their castings and    
     we're concerned that the obligations placed by this Initiative will further
     aggravate that competition and we will be losing to foundries in other     
     parts of the country who don't have to face these further obligations.     
     
     
     Response to: G2572.086     
     
     Also, EPA does not believe there will be significant detrimental effects to
     the economy of the Great Lakes region that would place the region at a     
     competitive disadvantage to other parts of the country.  As discussed      
     further in section IX.1 of the SID, a study conducted for the Council of   
     Great Lakes Governors showed that such effects from implementation of the  
     proposed Guidance were expected to be minimal.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In undeveloped countries asthma is almost non existent.  Yet, in the United
     States the American Lung Association says almost 10% of the population     
     suffers from some degree of asthma.  Air pollution probably is more        
     responsible than water pollution, but many of the contaminants in the Great
     Lakes are the result of air deposition.  This makes an even stronger case  
     for strictly controlling point source contamination.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2572.087     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where in the treatment of municipal waste water are contaminants like      
     household cleaners, paints, and any number of harmful chemicals removed?   
     How about the runoff from streets and parking lots, where are they removed?
     These will be a lot more difficult to control than actual discharges to the
     waters.  This is further reason to tightly regulate point sources.         
     
     
     Response to: G2572.088     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including those addressing other nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2572.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We heard yesterday from several people who felt that dilution zones were   
     vital to the Great Lakes economy and that there is no way to do away with  
     them.  But as we also heard yesterday from Brett Hulsey and others that    
     logic is flawed.  The Great Lakes economy will be greatly damaged by not   
     eliminating toxic contamination from the lakes.  And in fact, stronger     
     pollution controls can strengthen an economy according to research from the
     Massachusetts Institute of Technology.  Ridding the lakes of dilution zones
     is critical to the process of reducing toxics in the lakes.                
     
     
     Response to: G2572.089     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2572.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the EPA's own admission, this Initiative will help 90% of the 
     people in the Great Lakes Basin have a consumption level they can live     
     with.  But, what about the 10% of people who depend on the Great Lakes as a
     main source of protein?  Economically disadvantaged people may not have    
     other choices for protein sources.  If a person has a choice between no    
     food and food that may be toxic, unfortunately the choice has to be toxic  
     food, and ironically, pregnant women need to increase their protein        
     consumption to ensure proper development of their fetus, which is clearly a
     Catch-22 proposition for women depending on the Great Lakes for protein.  I
     believe these people are being forced to choose a slow death because the   
     lakes they've depended on for generations to supply them with needed       
     sustenance is now being used by industry as a waste dump.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2572.090     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 5222



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the proposed Guidance focuses on point source discharges, we feel  
     it has little environmental benefit because it is misdirected.  Data on    
     pollutants which pose the greatest risk to the Great Lakes indicate that   
     point source discharges account for only a fraction of the pollutants      
     present in the Great Lakes.  Most of those pollutants are from non point   
     source discharges.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2572.091     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does not address only point sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including nonpoint sources of pollution, see  
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a discussion of the projected benefits from  
     implementing the Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, industrial and municipal discharges into the Great Lakes Basin
     are already heavily regulated under the National Pollution Discharge       
     Elimination System.  The 1987 Amendments to the Clean Water Act            
     significantly expanded the Water Quality Standards Program and reissued    
     NPDES permits which include many more limits on the discharge of toxic     
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2572.092     
     
     The Guidance applies to both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  See 
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
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     Sections I and IX of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because dischargers are now in the process of implementing additional      
     controls to comply with these more stringent limits, the benefits of the   
     expanded program have not been fully realized.  By focusing on these same  
     point source discharges, the Guidance ignores other significant sources of 
     pollutants, which if properly addressed, will result in real benefits to   
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2572.093     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One major element of the proposed Guidance that we're concerned with at    
     Olin Corporation is the lack of workable provisions for intake credits, or 
     background concentrations and unjustified restrictions on mixing zones.    
     One of the main issues involved in intake credits is whether or not a      
     discharger should be responsible for removing pollutants present in its    
     intake water.  Perhaps the most vital application of intake credits relates
     to facilities that use once through non contact cooling water.             
     
     
     Response to: G2572.094     
     
     Response to: G2572.094:  This comment raises the same intake removal issue 
     as comment D2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that comment.     
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     Also see response to comment D2592.031 with regard to cooling water. See   
     the SID at Section VIII.C.4-6 for a discussion of the final provisions for 
     mixing zones.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly, if a facility does not add any process material to the once       
     through non contact cooling water, it should not be held accountable for   
     any pollutant already present in the intake water.  Yet, the proposal would
     require rigorous efforts to justify why the discharger should not be       
     responsible for pollutants already present in the intake water.            
     
     
     Response to: G2572.095     
     
     Response to: G2572.095: EPA's rationale for the final intake pollutant     
     procedures in contained in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. With respect to  
     cooling water, see response to comment D2592.031.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2572.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, we recommend that EPA revise the Guidance to include realistic  
     water intake provisions.  Olin feels that the Guidance does not achieve its
     ultimate goal, does not address the greatest risks that are associated with
     the Great Lakes System.  Given the substantial cost and the lack of        
     tangible benefit, Olin believes that the Guidance, as proposed, does not   
     justify the significant cost to which this program will require.           
     Therefore, we recommend that EPA fully reexamine and properly address the  
     various scientific questions and policy concerns that they've heard for the
     past 2 days that have been raised in this public hearing prior to the      
     Initiative's final promulgation.                                           
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     Response to: G2572.096     
     
     Response to: G2572.096: Issues related to benefits derived and the costs   
     associated with the final Guidance are addressed in the SID at Section IX. 
     and in the response to comments dealing with the Regulatory Impact         
     Analysis.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2572.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We think it needs to be more directed to where 90% of the loading of toxic 
     pollutants come from which is the non point source dischargers.            
     
     
     Response to: G2572.097     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses pollution from all sources, 
     point and nonpoint.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including nonpoint sources
     of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers  
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2575.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) may believe (as stated
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     in the Preamble at II.J) that many portions of this proposal might be      
     beneficially applied in other jurisdictions, we urge the EPA to act with   
     restraint with regard to jurisdicitons outside the Great Lakes drainage    
     basin.  The EPA needs to step back and observe how the final Guidance      
     "works" in the Great Lakes jurisdictions and to determine, given the unique
     hydrology and historic abuse in the Great Lakes, what technology and       
     approaches might have applicability elsewhere.  Until there has been ample 
     time to learn from the experiences of the Great Lakes States under the     
     final Guidance, including a detailed analysis of the actual benefits gained
     through its implementation, the EPA should not consider issuing National   
     Guidance or modifying 40 CFR to correspond to the Great Lakes Initiative.  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.001     
     
     See response to: P2582.010Response to: G2575.001 See response to: P2629.023
     and P2582.010                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2575.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We applaud the EPA and the Great Lakes States, however, for electing to use
     a "no degradation approach" to outstanding national resources waters       
     instead of the "no discharge" approach promoted previously by the EPA.  The
     "no degradation" approach offers States some degree of flexibility while   
     maintaining existing high quality waters.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.002     
     
     See response to comment D1996.043.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2575.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     page 20809, 3rd column, last paragraph - The last two statements in this   
     paragraph:                                                                 
                                                                                
     "... the most highly chlorinated (least toxic) forms of PCBs are degraded  
     first, leaving the most toxic forms behind.  Laboratory experiments        
     designed to provide optimal conditions for microbial activity have not been
     able to achieve complete PCB dechlorination, suggesting that the remaining 
     forms of PCB may persist indefinitely"                                     
                                                                                
     These statements are over-generalizations and misrepresent the available   
     information regarding PCB accumulation in finfish tissue.                  
                                                                                
     The PCB congeners which remain following most laboratory microbial         
     degradation experiments are those with low levels of chlorination (e.g.,   
     1-4 chlorines per molecule), which have very low mammalian toxicity.  Those
     congeners with the highest levels of chlorination (e.g. 8-10 chlorines per 
     molecule) are less bioavailable, more resistant to microbial degradation,  
     and have minimal-low mammalian toxicity.  Although all members of the      
     moderately chlorinated class (e.g., 5-7 chlorines per PCB molecule) tend to
     bioaccumulate, they range widely in toxicity and potential to degrade.  Of 
     the moderately chlorinated congeners, it is those resembling 2,3,7,8-TCDD  
     in spatial molecular configuration, which exhibit most of the toxicity; the
     other moderately chlorinated congeners are relatively non-toxic and are    
     also biodegradable.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2575.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20810, Figures I-1,2,3 - The figures have incomplete information.  If 
     they are to be used in the final publication, several corrections should be
     made. The rate of fish consumption (and all other assumptions) from which  
     the tissue concentration at the 10(exp. -5) risk level was generated should
     be included.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.004     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Acceptable Daily Exposure (ADE) - add the word "non-cancer" after the word 
     "adverse" and before the word "effects" so that the text reads "is an      
     estimate of the maximum daily dose of a substance which is not expected to 
     result in adverse non-cancer effects to the general human population,      
     including sensitive sub-groups."                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2575.005     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has changed the definition as it appears in
     Appendix C accordingly.  The definition has been deleted from section 132.2
     because EPA found that it is defined adequately in Appendix C.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Acute-chronic ratio (ACR) - add the words "to aquatic life" after the word 
     "toxicity" and before the word "on" in the sentence, so that the text reads
     "The ACR is used as a factor for estimating chronic toxicity to aquatic    
     life on the basis of acute toxicity."                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2575.006     
     
     EPA agrees that clarification of the definition is needed.  EPA has amended
     this definition to:  Acute-chronic ratio (ACR) is a standard measure of the
     acute toxicity of a material divided by an appropriate measure of the      
     chronic toxicity of the same material under comparable conditions.  The    
     revised definition is a better definition because it is a functional       
     description of what an acute-chronic ratio is.  In this final Guidance this
     term is used solely in the context of criteria and values for the          
     protection of aquatic life.  However, EPA did not feel it was necessary to 
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     specify that an acute-chronic ratio can only apply to toxicity of aquatic  
     organisms.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowable dilution flow (Q(subscript AD)) - Delete "portion of design" from
     the proposed definition, so that the description is of a flow value, not a 
     percentage or fraction.  Secondly, the citation is incorrect; the second   
     sentence should be corrected as follows:  "The Q(subscript AD)) is         
     calculated in procedure 3B, section D.3.c.ii of appendix F of this part."  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.007     
     
     The definition of "allowable dilution flow (Qad)" has been deleted from    
     section 132.2.  In response to comments, changes have been made to the     
     final procedure 3 of appendix F that made this definition unnecessary.     
     This change is discussed further in section VIII.C of this document.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factor (BAF) - Replace the word "versus" with "to" and     
     insert a comma:  "...concentration in tissue of aquatic organisms,         
     resulting from bioaccumulation, to its concentration in ambient water.".   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.008     
     
     EPA has revised the definition for BAF.  The comment is not applicable to  
     the revised definition. (See revised definition in Section 132.2).         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2575.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) - The proposed definition only   
     defines the phrase "Bioaccumulative Chemical".  The definition needs to    
     describe what makes them "of concern", i.e. toxicity.  Bioaccumulation     
     alone (even to a factor of 1000) may not necessarily result in an adverse  
     situation.  For example, zinc will accumulate to 2000 ppm in american      
     oysters while the concentration of the surrounding water is only 100 ug/L; 
     this is a BAF of 20,000.  Zinc, however, is a necessary nutrient and should
     not be identified as a BCC.  Thus, the definition must include some        
     threshold toxicity or exposure.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.009     
     
     EPA agrees that the definition of BCC should include consideration of      
     toxicity.  EPA has amended the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to  
     provide that a chemical must also have "the potential to cause adverse     
     effects" in order to be a BCC. Under this revised definition, if data      
     become available showing that a chemical that otherwise meets the BCC      
     definition does not have the potential to cause an adverse effect, State or
     Tribal authorities would not have to apply any adopted or promulgated      
     provisions for BCCs to that chemical.  EPA expects that very few           
     pollutants, if any, would be excluded as BCCs in this way, since most      
     substances have potential adverse effects at some level of concentration.  
     Nevertheless, if scientifically valid experimental evidence is provided    
     which demonstrates that a chemical has no potential for producing adverse  
     effects, then a State or Tribe could find that the special provisions for  
     BCCs need not be applied for that pollutant.                               
                                                                                
     Zinc is not included as a BCC because it does not have a BAF derived from a
     field-measured BAF or a laboratory-measured BCF that exceeds a human health
     BAF of 1000.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 5231



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioconcentration factor (BCF) - Replace the word "versus" with "to" and    
     insert a comma.  Secondly, this definition should parallel that for BAF,   
     i.e.  "is the ratio (in L/kg) of the substance's concentration in tissue of
     aquatic organisms, resulting from bioconcentration, to its concentration in
     ambient water".                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.010     
     
     EPA has revised the definition for BCF.  The revised definition for BCF    
     does parallel the revised definition for BAF. (See revised definition in   
     Section 132.2)                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Carcinogen - reduce the emphasis on benign by switching the positions of   
     "benign" and "malignant" so that the text reads "is a substance which      
     causes increased incidence of malignant or benign neoplasms,..."           
     
     
     Response to: G2575.011     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment since Group C carcinogens, possible    
     carcinogens, may be defined by the existence of benign tumors only.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 5232



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     Criterion Continuous Concentration (CCC) - This definition, while printed  
     in the TSD, is not yet printed in regulation and does not represent the    
     discussions of CCC in either EPA's 1985 Guidelines document or any of EPA's
     individual criteria documents.  EPA is urged to accept the following       
     definition, which more accurately represents EPA's previous descriptions of
     the CCC and its development.                                               
                                                                                
     " It is the average in-stream concentration of a material which is not     
     exceeded more than once every three years, is not expected to affect       
     aquatic organisms and their uses unacceptably."                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.012     
     
     See response to comment P2582.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criterion Maximum Concentration (CMC) - This definition, while printed in  
     the TSD, is not yet printed in regulation and does not represent the       
     discussions of CCC in either the 1985 Guidelines document or any of the    
     individual criteria documents.  EPA is urged to accept the following       
     definition, which more accurately represents EPA's previous descriptions of
     the CCC and its development.                                               
                                                                                
     "It is the short-term average concentration of a material which if not     
     exceeded more than once every three years, is not expected to affect       
     aquatic organisms and their uses unacceptably."                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.013     
     
     See response to comment P2582.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 5233



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chronic toxicity unit (CTU) - Why is does this definition rely on the NOEC?
     The EPA's current national guidance on water quality-based toxics control  
     (3/91 TSD) recommends the use of IC(subscript 25) in assessing chronic     
     toxicity as the "preferred statistical method for determining the NOEC" for
     the following reasons:                                                     
                                                                                
     "Since the IC is a point estimate, a CV can be calculated.  A CV cannot be 
     calculated if hypothesis testing is used..".  "For this reason, estimates  
     of test precision cannot be calculated for NOECs derived by hypotheses     
     testing"                                                                   
                                                                                
     "The IC also is not dependent upon the selection of the effluent           
     concentrations.  In contrast, NOECs calculated by hypothesis testing are   
     dependent upon the concentrations initially selected."                     
                                                                                
     If the EPA is planning to allow the use of the IC(subscript 25) as an      
     estimate of NOEC, this should be clearly stated in the regulation.         
     Otherwise, there will be endless arguments between environmental groups,   
     industries, municipalities and regulatory agencies on how a concentration  
     which is estimated to yield an effect in 25% of the exposed population can 
     be a "no observable effect concentration".                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.014     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: G2575.014a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution fraction - The citation is incorrect; it is "section D.3.a.iii. of
     procedure 3B ..."                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2575.014a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human cancer value (HCV) - The definition needs to be reworded to more     
     accurately and correctly describe this phrase:                             
                                                                                
     "is the maximum water concentration ...recreation activities, the upper    
     95th confidence interval boundary estimate of incremental cancer risk for  
     which is one in 100,000 using the exposure assumptions ..."                
                                                                                
     A second comment to EPA is that they might want to omit the specification  
     of 1 in 100,000 as the risk level in the HCV definition.  This could be    
     specified in the use of HCV and would provide greater flexibility in later 
     uses of HCV elsewhere.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.016     
     
     EPA does not believe the added description is necessary since cancer models
     other than the LMS may be used which may not rely on a upper 95th          
     percentile confidence limit estimate.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Linear multi-stage model - add "at relatively high and often maximally     
     tolerated doses" after "curves to", "is assumed to" after "amount" and     
     delete "s" in "procedures" so that the text reads:                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     "... This model fits linear dose-response curves to relatively high and    
     often maximally tolerated doses.  It is consistent with a no-threshold     
     model of carcinogenesis, i.e., exposure to even a very small amount is     
     assumed to produce a finite increased risk of cancer."                     
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     Response to: G2575.017     
     
     EPA agrees in part with the suggested changes.  The LMS fits linear        
     dose-response curves (which are based on relatively high and maximally     
     tolerated doses) to low doses.  The second part of the comment we agree    
     with and have changed verbatim in the definition that appears in Appendix  
     C.  EPA has deleted the definition from section 132.2 because EPA found    
     that the term is defined adequately in Appendix C.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Minimum level (ML) - add "a comparison of" after "upon" and before         
     "inter-laboratory" so that the text reads "It is based  upon a comparison  
     of inter-laboratory analyses for the analyte..."                           
     
     
     Response to: G2575.018     
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No observed adverse effect level (NOAEL) - Add the words "and at least one 
     higher level resulted in an adverse effect" after the definition so that   
     the text reads "...when all lower levels resulted in no observed adverse   
     effect and at least one higher level resulted in an adverse effect."  In   
     order to determine a valid experiment, at least one dose or a positive     
     control should demonstrate a positive (ie. adverse) response.              
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     Response to: G2575.019     
     
     See response to: G2575.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No observed effect concentration (NOEC) - Add the words "and at least one  
     higher level resulted in an adverse effect" after the definition so that   
     the text reads" ...when all lower levels resulted in no observed adverse   
     effect and at least one higher level resulted in an adverse effect."  In   
     order to determine a valid experiment, at least one dose or a positive     
     control should demonstrate a positive (ie. adverse) response.              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.020     
     
     EPA has modified the definition of NOEC.  Please see response to comment   
     P2576.067.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Quantitation level - add the words "and confidently reported" after        
     "measured" so that the text reads "...a particular substance can be        
     quantitatively measured and confidently reported using a specified         
     laboratory procedure."                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.021     
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     EPA is now using the term quantification level.  The definition of         
     quantification level is based on the ability to properly calibrate and     
     document the concentration designated as the quantification level.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reasonable Potential - As this phrase is used in EPA regulations governing 
     activities beyond the GLI, it should not be defined here.  If EPA feels    
     that a definition of this phrase in regulation is necessary, it should be  
     done as a separate rule-making so that all affected agencies and           
     jurisdicitons are alerted.                                                 
                                                                                
     If the EPA goes forward with a definition of this phrase in the GLI, it    
     should be modified to reflect the true definition of the phrase.  Combining
     the definitions of "reasonable" and "potential" from "The American Heritage
     Dictionary, 2nd college ed, 1985, yields the following definition:         
                                                                                
     "Reasonable potential refers to, within the bounds of common sense, the    
     ability to occur."                                                         
                                                                                
     The EPA's proposed definition describes only "potential"; "reasonable" is  
     not included.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.022     
     
     EPA agrees.  Since the definition of "reasonable potential" is not         
     necessary to implement the Guidance, EPA has deleted the definition from   
     section 132.2.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Risk associated dose (RAD) - substitute the word "estimated" for           
     "calculated" so that the text reads "...over a lifetime of exposure, is    
     estimated to be associated with a plausible upper bound incremental cancer 
     risk equal to one in 100,000."  "Calculated" implies great accuracy and/or 
     precision and these estimates are acknowledged to be possibly off by a     
     factor of 10 or more.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2575.023     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has changed the definition accordingly.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 21012, 2nd column:  Slope factor - Substitute the word "predicted" for
     "calculated" so that the text reads "...is the incremental rate of cancer  
     development predicted through use of a linear multistage model."           
     "Calculated" implies great accuracy and/or precision and this just one     
     possible cancer potency factor that can be predicted from one of several   
     mathematical models which could be used for this purpose.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.024     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  Deriving a slope factor is a         
     mathematical calculation based on a mathematical model. Predictions and    
     estimates relate to the scientific faith one has in the model's            
     assumptions.  EPA has deleted the definition from section 132.2 because EPA
     found that the term is defined adequately in Appendix C.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     page 21012, 3rd column:  Uncertainty factor - Add the words "to            
     conservatively account for the quality or quantity of the available data"  
     at the end of the definition so that the text reads "is one of several     
     generally 10-fold, factors used in operationally deriving criteria from    
     expermental data to conservatively account for the quality or quantity of  
     the available data."                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.025     
     
     EPA agrees with part of the comment and has changed the definition         
     accordingly.  EPA has not used the qualifier "conservatively" since it is a
     matter of debate whether we are being conservative or underconservative in 
     our application of uncertainty factors.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: G2575.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the term, "mixing zone", is used frequently throughout this document and
     the proposed regulatory text, a definition of mixing zone would be         
     appropriate, e.g. "area where effluent mixes with the receiving water and  
     water quality is not required to meet water quality criteria".             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.026     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2575.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Page 20836 - The EPA's dismissal of the proposal to require adoption of all
     Tier I criteria as they are derived, regardless of particular State/Tribe  
     assessment as to interference with designated uses, is appropriate.  As is 
     stated by EPA in the preamble, this would place a significant              
     administrative burden on these programs without any benefit.  The second   
     alternative, i.e. that EPA amend Tables 1-4 as data become available and   
     then require that States/Tribe adopt all criteria in the tables as         
     standards also ignores existing regulations regarding when standards       
     adoption is necessary.  The water quality standards adoption process should
     not be taken lightly.  It is a lengthy, resource-intensive procedure.      
                                                                                
     Although the requirement that all GL States/Tribes use the Tier 1 method   
     when evaluating the available data for application of a narrative criterion
     is restrictive, it does provide the flexibility of allowing the evaluation 
     of all available data each time a numeric criterion is needed.             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.027     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2575.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "Such procedures" refer to those pertaining to discussion of 
adoption of   
          Tier I criteria - see p. 20836.                                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would caution the EPA, however, from moving to make such procedures     
     national regulation.  This an example of EPA regulating the Great Lakes    
     waters more stringently than other waters of the U.S. to achieve a desired 
     effect quickly, and not appropriate for waters which have not experienced  
     this level of impact.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2575.028     
     
     See response to: P2582.010Response to: G2575.028 See response to: P2629.023
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2575.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20836-20837; Tier II - Of the 3 options considered by the Committee   
     (and described in D.3.), the one proposed (i.e., "a systematic methodology 
     for deriving numbers in the absence of a full database") is the most       
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.029     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2575.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major concern is what triggers the development or use of a Tier 1        
     criterion or Tier II value.  There is vague language in Appendix F,        
     Procedure D.4. which does not really indicate when a permitting agency is  
     required to generate such a value (e.g. is one detection of a substance in 
     an effluent enough to require the implementation of this procedure?).      
     There need to be some boundaries around this implementation, so that the   
     expectation is not that one detection of a substance requires the          
     permitting authority to devote resources to derivation of a criterion or   
     value and then require the discharger to devote resources to generating    
     additional data for the toxicity database or implementing some treatment   
     method.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2575.030     
     
     See response to comment number D2722.117.  Also note that the final        
     Guidance no longer includes caged fish studies as a required element of a  
     pollutant minimization plan (See Supplementary Information Document Section
     VIII.H, WQBELs Below the Level of Quantitation).                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2575.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20838, 3rd column & page 20843, 1st column - The 132.4(g) allowance   
     for exclusions from using the proposed criteria development methodologies  
     or implementation procedures for pollutants in Table 5 and upon            
     demonstration that their application is not scientifically defensible is   
     very appropriate.  It is hoped that EPA will not stifle the use of this    
     exclusion.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.031     
     
     EPA agrees and has determined that the scientific defensibility exclusion  
     proposed in section 132.4(g) (which has been renumbered as section 132.4(h)
     in the final Guidance) is necessary and appropriate to include in the final
     Guidance.  EPA notes, however, that the section 132.4(h) scientific        
     defensibility exclusion and the Table 5 exclusion are complementary and    
     apply to different sets of pollutants.  See section II.C.5 of the SID for  
     EPA's analysis of this issue.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2575.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20841, 3rd column - EPA's proposed exclusion for wet-weather          
     discharges is very appropriate.  Not only are there significant differences
     between wet-weather point sources and dry-weather point sources, the water 
     quality criteria are designed for application to continuous discharges,    
     with various duration assumptions inherent in their derivation.            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.032     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, including    
     those pertaining to the wet weather exclusion, see Section II.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2575.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20842, 2nd column - EPA's proposed approach to allow flexibility in   
     selecting implementation procedures for Table 5 pollutants is good.        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.033     
     
     EPA appreciates the support for the Guidance expressed in this comment.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2575.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20844, 3rd column - The definition of BCCs should be limited to       
     substances, which not only bioaccumulate readily, but also exceed the      
     threshold level of toxicity.  This category, which results in drastic      
     pollution control requirements, should be treated very carefully.  Any     
     addition or substraction of substances in this category should be done     
     through a formal regulatory action.  The potential to inappropriately      
     include substances could result in unnecessary expenditure of vast         
     resources on the part of regulatory agencies, as well as the regulated     
     community, to the detriment of other water pollution control needs.        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.034     
     
     See response to G2575.009.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20844, 2nd column - The requirements in implementation procedure 5.D  
     should not be extended to apply to any other pollutants for which water    
     quality criteria or values are not available.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.035     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2575.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20845, 1st column - The action by EPA in removing the 10 substances   
     proposed as "potential BCCs" from the BCC list is a good first step.  The  
     significance of this secondary category and its regulatory difference from 
     the Group C pollutants in Table 6 is unclear.  To avoid confusion and      
     misapplication of the various implementation procedures, why not merge     
     these with the Group C list of substances.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.036     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2575.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20847, 3rd column - EPA is urged to include in the final Guidance the 
     opportunity for relaxation of particular provisions to offset other more   
     stringent provisions adopted in State or Tribal programs.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.037     
     
     See response to: P2746.065                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: G2575.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA is considering several options.  One option is to include          
     provisions in the final guidance to ensure that criteria, methodologies,   
     procedures developed under Section 132.5 of the guidance are not likely to 
     cause jeopardy to threatened and endangered species.  EPA would be able to 
     disapprove a submission that they believed did not protect endangered or   
     threatened species or require the State to include measures or alternatives
     recommended by the FWS.  This is an unnecessary additional burden on the   
     State.  Most States have a state program for the protection of endangered  
     and threatened species which interfaces directly with the U.S. Fish and    
     Wildlife Service (FWS).  This liason can provide the State with recommended
     measures and alternatives in a timely fashion through the traditional NPDES
     review process.  Because state agencies are more familiar with the state's 
     endangered and threatened species, their habitats, local conditions and the
     workings of state and local government, they are able to provide effective 
     and practical measures and alternatives.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.038     
     
     EPA does not agree that regulatory provisions regarding ESA are unnecessary
     in the final Guidance.  The ESA imposes specific responsibilities on       
     Federal agencies to protect endangered or threatened species in actions the
     agencies carry out.  EPA believes that the final Guidance should articulate
     the conditions that EPA, based on its consultation with the Service,       
     believes are necessary to include in State and Tribal submissions to       
     provide the protection for endangered or threatened species envisioned in  
     section 7(a)(2) of the ESA.  Furthermore, although individual States may   
     have State-imposed responsibilities to protect endangered or threatened    
     species, these responsibilities may not coincide in detail with applicable 
     Federal standards. EPA has therefore included specific provisions regarding
     protection of endangered or threatened species in the final Guidance.  See 
     section II.G of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: G2575.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA includes provisions in their guidance, the provisions should very   
     general in nature.  Specific provisions could be counter productive and    
     result in less protection due to application of protective measures that   
     are not applicable to the species involved or to the particular situation. 
     The application of "all purpose" measures imposed by EPA may end in wasted 
     time and effort with little environmental benefit.  In most cases, little  
     is known about the special needs of endangered and threatened species and  
     protective measures will have to be based on the same animals typically    
     used in criteria development.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.039     
     
     See response to comment G2575.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: G2575.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA is considering requiring specific text that States must use in     
     their mixing zone and variance regulations and their antidegradation       
     policies.  Since all of these are characterized by public participation    
     processes, this seems to be a redundant practice.  The most difficult      
     aspect will be the unwillingness of FWS and State biologists to reveal the 
     precise location of endangered species and to want permit writers to       
     address the issue on a wide geographic scope.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.040     
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     See response to: G2575.038.  Also, EPA does not agree that there would be  
     redundant public participation requirements,  Any public participation     
     should occur as part of the State's or Tribe's normal process pursuant to  
     40 CFR part 131.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA believes that in most cases the problem identified by the commenter    
     concerning identification of sites can be overcome by early consultation   
     between EPA, FWS, and the State or Tribe.                                  
                                                                                
     See section II.G of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: G2575.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA is considering requiring that state antidegradation policies have  
     provisions that water quality be maintained at a level necessary to avoid  
     jeopardizing endangered or threatened species.  One problem that may occur 
     is how a state would show that a reduction in water quality would be not   
     likely to jeopardize an endangered or threatened species if the            
     requirements by the species for water quality, habitat, food etc. are      
     poorly understood and the population of the species is too small to allow  
     experimentation.  Any change, including improvement in water quality, might
     jeopardize a species when we do not know what is significant and what is   
     not.  Because of the highly public nature of the antidegradation review    
     process, it is difficult to believe that harm to a threatened or endangered
     species could slip through the process.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2575.041     
     
     See response to: G2575.038.  Also, EPA believes the potential problem      
     identified by the commenter regarding antidegradation can be overcome in   
     most cases by early consultation between EPA, FWS, and the State or Tribe. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2575.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 5248



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nowhere in the discussion of criteria/metals, pollutants of concern, TMDLs 
     or reasonable potential is there a discussion of pollutant form.  EPA has  
     recognized in national policy statements the importance of pollutant form  
     with regard to metals.  There is no recognition of the current national    
     debate regarding dissolved and total metals or of EPA's current national   
     policy.  The Initiative needs to make clear how metals will be addressed,  
     especially if the approach will be different from that recommended by EPA's
     national policy documents.  There needs to be some specification of how the
     metals criteria in Tables 1-4 are to be applied - Total Recoverable or     
     Dissolved?                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.042     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2575.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20850, 3rd column, 1st Paragraph - The limitation to Great Lakes      
     species, for the commercially and recreationally important species which   
     may result in lowering of the FAV, is fitting.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.043     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: G2575.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     page 20850, 3rd column, 3rd Paragraph - The decision not to include in the 
     Tier I procedure a requirement to lower the Final Acute Value (FAV) to     
     protect "ecologically important" species is appropriate and provides       
     consistency with the Aquatic Life Criteria guidelines.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.044     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: G2575.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20851, 1st column, 3rd sentence of 2nd Paragraph - A phrase is        
     missing.  It currently reads that "If ..., the FCV must be set equal to the
     lower of {emphasis added} the quotient of the FAV divided by the Final     
     Acute-Chronic Ratio (ACR) ......".                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.045     
     
     EPA believes that the final Rule reads correctly.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: G2575.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20851, 1st column, 2nd Paragraph, Appendix A, VI.K. - The allowance   
     that the Final Acute-Chronic Ratio (FACR) may be either the geometric mean 
     of some or all of the species ACRs or another value appropriate for        
     sensitive species, depending on whether or not various trends or           
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     relationships are observed, is appropriate.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.046     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: G2575.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20851, 3rd column, 3rd Paragraph - The departure from current EPA     
     Aquatic Life Criteria Guidelines in dropping the use of a Final Residue    
     Value  (FRV) to derive a Criteria Continuous Concentration (CCC) is a      
     correction which has been needed for some time.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.047     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: G2575.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20852, 2nd column, 2nd Paragraph - EPA's proposal to follow the       
     Steering Committee's proposal and not promulgate Tier I numeric criteria   
     for 9 pollutants for which the current national criteria were derived      
     either using methods prior to 1985 or without meeting the minimum database 
     guidelines of the 1985 Guidelines, is appropriate.  It is commendable that 
     EPA is willing to go back and correct some of the inconsistencies of the   
     current national criteria.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.048     
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     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: G2575.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20855, 1st column, 4th Paragraph - The minimum database required for  
     Tier II values (i.e. 1 family) is insufficient.  Like EPA's SAB, we are    
     concerned that data from a single family is inadequate for Tier II value   
     derivation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.049     
     
     See response to comment D2791.103.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: G2575.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20855, 3rd column, 2nd Paragraph - The recommendation that the Mayer  
     "infinite LC Zero" method be used to derive a chronic Tier II value when   
     only a single acute value for a given pollutant is available should        
     encompass some flexibility.  The method assumes that the                   
     concentration-response is a continuum in time, and the mode of action for  
     lethality is similar under acute and chronic exposures.  This statement is 
     not true for all pollutants.  A substance may exert its toxicity to        
     different physiological and metabolic systems, depending on the length of  
     exposure and dose.  The Tier II methodology should specify that, depending 
     on an individual pollutant's mode of action, this may not be appropriate.  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.050     
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     EPA has decided not to utilize the Mayer "infinite LC Zero" method for Tier
     II chronic value derivation.  EPA has retained the method proposed.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: G2575.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20855, 1st column, last Paragraph - In order to better evaluate the   
     toxicity to aquatic organisms, a genus mean acute value should be required 
     for at least 2 families - 1 vertebrate and 1 invertebrate (a daphnid       
     species would be acceptable).                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.051     
     
     See response to comment D2791.103.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: G2575.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20856, 1st column, 3rd Paragraph - Regarding the proposal to use an   
     assumed ACR (e.g. 18) for data sets <3 experimentally derived ACRs, this   
     may be an appropriate cap.  Thus, its use as a maximum and not a minimum   
     would be appropriate.  In other words, where the experimentally derived    
     ACRs yield a FACR < 18, that FACR would be used; otherwise, 18 would be    
     substituted.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.052     
     
     See Section III.C.5. of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2575.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21016, Section II. - The proposed methodology requires, with regard to
     residency, only that species be resident to North America.  An alternate   
     and more appropriate method would be, where data are sufficient to generate
     criteria specific to Great Lakes resident species, that should be done.    
     Specific Great Lakes criteria would be more scientifically valid and       
     defensible.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.053     
     
     EPA does not believe that there is any basis to expect that sensitivity to 
     toxic pollutants would vary significantly by region.  Limiting the test    
     species to those resident in the Great Lakes system would increase the     
     uncertainties in the criteria by shrinking the underlying data set.  It is 
     important to note, however, that while the data for non-resident species   
     are used in the data set underlying the criteria, these criteria are never 
     lowered specifically to protect important non-resident species (e.g.,      
     recreationally or commercially important species).  Thus, the non-resident 
     data is used only in the context of representing organisms having a range  
     of sensitivity likely to occur in the Great Lakes system.  As "important"  
     species, non-residents have no standing.  See also the discussion in       
     Section III.B.1. of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2575.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21017, 2nd column, Section IV.B. - The recommendation that acute      
     toxicity tests shall be conducted using acceptable procedures is too vague 
     and unclear.  What are the acceptable procedures, and are there any changes
     in what is considered acceptable in GLWQI methodologies from acceptable    
     procedures in the National guidance?                                       
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     Response to: G2575.054     
     
     See response to comment P2606.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2575.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 21020, VI.J (1st column) - The limitation to freshwater ACRs for      
     development of a final ACR where the freshwater database fulfills database 
     requirements is appropriate.  Secondly, the inclusion of saltwater ACRs    
     when needed to fulfill database requirements is also appropriate.          
     
     
     Response to: G2575.055     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2575.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 21022, XII - In order to better evaluate the toxicity to all aquatic  
     organisms, the genus mean acute value should be required for at least 1    
     vertebrate and 1 invertebrate (a daphnid species would be acceptable).     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.056     
     
     See response to comment D2791.103.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: G2575.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20860 - The % lipid for determining BAFs for human health protection  
     should be based on skin off fillets.  If the relevant data are not         
     currently available for the Great Lakes species, a qualifier should be     
     placed on the % lipid values determined from the available data, which     
     makes clear that where this procedure is used in other jurisdictions, the  
     data used should be for skin-off fillets.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.057     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment D2710.036.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: G2575.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20860, 3rd column, ii. - The calculation of mean game fish % lipid for
     determining BAFs for human health protection should be weighted by         
     consumption data, thus the 4.7% lipid value should be used.  If the finding
     that it is not "statistically" different from 5% is relevant, then 4.7%    
     should be perfectly acceptable.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.058     
     
     See response to comment D2753.019                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2575.059
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20860, 3rd column, iii.- Such a margin of safety for % lipid estimates
     as mentioned here, is not necessary in this process.  Safety factors are   
     applied in the determination of RfD and q* values; inclusion of safety     
     factors in every step of the calculation results in vastly unnecessary     
     margins of safety.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.059     
     
     EPA has reviewed and revised the analysis of the lipid values both for     
     human health and wildlife.  EPA believes that the data and statistics used 
     in the final analysis are scientifically defensible and address the        
     commenters concerns.  For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B.3 of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2575.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20861, 2nd column - A BCF may overestimate a BAF.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.060     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that a BCF may overestimate BAF. In most  
     cases, the BAF will be a larger value than the BCF.  In addition,          
     bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
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     1985.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2575.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20861, 2nd column; Page 21023, 2nd column - As the SAB has            
     recommended, a FCM of 1 should be used for superlipophilic compounds.      
     
     
     Response to: G2575.061     
     
     See reponse to comment G2630.028.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2575.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21023, 2nd column, IV.B.2. - This requirement should be made more     
     specific, i.e.  "The concentration... did not have an adverse effect on the
     survival, growth or reproduction of the test organisms."                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.062     
     
     EPA has decided not to be more specific with regard to the requirement that
     the concentration not have an adverse effect on the test organism, but     
     instead refers the commenter to the ASTM Standard Practice for Conducting  
     Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve Molluscs.         
     Standard E 1022 - 84. The ASTM methodology is referenced both in the       
     proposal and in the final Guidance as a guide for conducting BCF laboratory
     tests.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2575.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21023, 3rd column - BCFs for molluscs and invertebrates should not be 
     used.  The only situation in which their inclusion may be acceptable is    
     where these organisms are a significant portion of aquatic life consumed by
     public.  The resultant BAF should then be combined with other game         
     fish/shellfish values to develop the weighted game fish/shellfish mean.    
     
     
     Response to: G2575.063     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA states that laboratory-measured BCFs should be  
     determined using fish species, but BCFs determined with molluscs and other 
     invertebrates may be used with caution.  For example, because invertebrates
     metabolize some chemicals less efficiently than vertebrates, a             
     lipid-normalized BCF determined for such a chemical using invertebrates is 
     expected to be higher than a comparable lipid-normalized BCF determined    
     using fish.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BCFs for molluscs and                   
     invertebrates should be used in situations where the organisms             
     represent a significant exposure to either humans or wildlife.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2575.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21023, 3rd column, V.A.1 - The requirement that BAFs and BCFs used to 
     determine human health BAFs should be based on freshwater fish edible      
     tissue is good and should not be weakened.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.064     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has not weakened the requirement that    

Page 5259



$T044618.TXT
     BAFs and BCFs used to determine human health BAFs be based on freshwater   
     fish edible tissue.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2575.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21024, 1st column, V.B.1. - This paragraph appears to be inconsistent 
     in its statements.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.065     
     
     The paragraph has been replaced by the following paragraph in the final    
     Guidance:                                                                  
                                                                                
     Measured BAFs and BCFs used to determine wildlife BAFs for inorganic       
     chemicals shall be based on whole-body freshwater fish and invertebrate    
     data unless it is demonstrated that edible- tissue BAFs or BCFs are similar
     to whole-body BAFs or BCFs.                                                
                                                                                
     This paragraph eliminated the apparent inconsistencies with the paragraph  
     on page 21024, 1st column, V.B.1.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2575.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21024, 2nd column, VI.D. - The word "lipid" should be inserted before 
     "normalized" in all instances for clarification.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2575.066     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and in the final Guidance has inserted the   
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     word lipid before normalized for clarification.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: G2575.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21024, 3rd column, VI.D.5.- This paragraph should be strengthened to  
     make clear that where human health and wildlife BAFs are not consistent    
     with the available bioaccumulation data, they should be modified.          
                                                                                
     This section or an additional one should cover updating BAFs with current  
     data.  When more appropriate data become available, especially where BCFs  
     were used to estimate BAFs, the BAFs should be corrected.  The guidance is 
     currently silent on this issue.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.067     
     
     EPA agrees with comment that it is important to revise BAFs when new data  
     become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in       
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G2575.067a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Page 21034, 2nd column, 1.A.4 - The restriction on the modification of     
     human health criteria or values only to more restrictive values is         
     inconsistent with good science.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.067a    
     
     See the SID, especially  Section V, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20864, column 1, 1st Paragraph - Add "estimated" after the word "of"  
     and before the word "upper" to the phrase "At some level of upper bound    
     incremental risk..."  Leaving out the word "estimated" implies that the    
     level of risk is an actuarial or known level, instead of what it really is,
     simply a mathematical estimate based on a number of theoretical            
     assumptions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.068     
     
     Comment is noted, however, this proposal language is no longer part of the 
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20864, column 1, 3rd Paragraph - EPA should not require the States and
     Tribes to adopt Tier 1 criteria identical to existing national organoleptic
     criteria, simply because these numbers are available.  As the Committee of 
     the Initiative determined, organoleptic effects do not warrant inclusionn  
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     in the proposed guidance at this time.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.069     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20864, column 3, 3rd Paragraph - Clarification should be provided by  
     EPA to indicate what type and quality of data are required to "sufficiently
     support" an assumption that a safe threshold does exist for a particular   
     carcinogen.  Since the recognition of threshold mechanisms for some        
     carcinogens is a relatively new change in guidance, an example of such a   
     chemical and the approach recommended for numeric criteria derivation      
     should be provided in the final rule.                                      
                                                                                
     Some examples of carcinogens known to have a non-genotoxic mechanism of    
     action which is indicative of a threshold mechanism were discussed recently
     in the 1993 annual Society of Toxicology (SOT) meeting and include         
     cytotoxic or cell proliferative carcinogens (eg. furan) and mitogenic or   
     peroxisome proliferatve carcinogens (eg. di-2-ethylhexylphthalate).        
     Several other environmentally important non-genotoxic carcinogens include  
     TCDD, lindane, PCBs, and other chlorinated hydrocarbon substances known to 
     be promoters.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.070     
     
     EPA believes a showing for a threshold carcinogen must be made on a        
     case-by-case basis because there are no established EPA guidelines to make 
     such judgements.  EPA does intend to  examine all the available data before
     making a final decision regarding a threshold carcinogen.  As the Agency's 
     understanding grows in the area of threshold carcinogens, it is likely that
     a more definitive set of evidence will be used (and made available as      
     guidance) to make such decisions.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20865, column 1, 1st Paragraph - Since EPA's recognition of           
     non-threshold non-cancer effects for some chemicals is a relatively new    
     change in guidance, an example of such a chemical and the approach         
     recommended for numeric criteria derivation should be provided in the final
     rule.  This example would serve to clarify the method of calculation of    
     such a criterion, as well as demonstrate what type and quality of data are 
     required to demonstrate non-threshold non-cancer effects.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.071     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.  See response to D2859.115                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2575.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20865, column 1-2; - on risk level - Historically, the EPA guidance   
     has stated that the range of acceptable risk is 10(exp. -4) to 10(exp. -6).
     Since no Great Lakes State or Tribe will be permitted to promulgate a      
     criterion that is less stringent than the criteria published in the final  
     version of the Great Lakes Initiative Guidance, the adoption of a 10(exp.  
     -5) risk level in the present guidance will effectively eliminate the      
     option of using a 10(exp. -4) risk level for future criteria derivation.   
     The EPA should provide the justification for this apparent decision that a 
     10(exp. -4) risk level is no longer to be considered protective of human   
     health.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The explanation that most of the Great Lakes states presently use a 10(exp.
     -5) risk level is not a justification; it is simply an observation that    
     implies some States don't use a 10(exp. -5) level.  Since EPA proposes to  
     employ this regional guidance to modify national guidance in the future,   
     the current practice demonstrated by the majority of the Great Lakes states
     bears less significance.                                                   
                                                                                
     As a consequence, it should be acknowledged by the EPA in the document that
     this is a policy decision (that will push some State environmental         
     regulators into a more restrictive direction regarding criteria adoption)  
     made specifically with consideration of GL states and without consideration
     of non-Great Lakes states.                                                 
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     Response to: G2575.072     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20866, column 2 - The EPA should provide justification for utilizing  
     an adjustment factor of (L/Le)(exp. 3) for cancer incidence in animal      
     studies less than a lifetime (apparently considered by EPA to be 78 weeks  
     in mice and 90 weeks in rats).                                             
                                                                                
     Unless actual animal carcinogenicity data exist to justify this factor,    
     this factor is inappropriate for the purpose of criteria derivation.  If   
     data acutally exist for a given type of cancer via a given mechanism, it   
     woud only be appropriate to use this factor for adjusting cancer slope     
     factors for that specific type of cancer (i.e., it would still not be      
     appropriate to use such a factor for all cancers in all organs with all    
     carcinogens.)                                                              
                                                                                
     In a hypothetical example of employing this guidance, the estimated cancer 
     potency factor for carcinogen A in a 1 year study in rats would be adjusted
     upward by a factor of (90/52)(exp. 3) or (1.73)(exp. 3) = 5.18.  This is a 
     substantial factor leading inevitably to the derivation of a more          
     restrictive criterion.  We are unaware of any data which demonstrates that 
     cancer incidence in a 1-year rat study would be more than 5 times greater  
     if the study's duration had been lifetime (90 weeks or longer).  If there  
     are data for a given target organ and carcinogen demonstrating this        
     mathematical correlation, EPA should at least cite it for the reader's     
     reference.  If there are no real data supporting this, and if this         
     assumption is merely another overly conservative assumption in the absence 
     of real data, it should be acknowledged as such and dismissed.             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.073     
     
     See response to P2656.233                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1) We support the use of the 2/3 power for scaling lab animal data.  We   
     remind the EPA that according to the June 5, 1992 (page 24152) Federal     
     Register (FR), the EPA has "reviewed and endorsed" the "method of scaling  
     daily administered doses by body mass raised to the 3/4 power to achieve   
     presumed equivalence in lifetime carcinogenic risk in different mammalian  
     species".  As is stated in the 6/5/92 FR announcement of the "consensus"   
     reached by the EPA, FDA and CPSC, "The data are fully consistent with the  
     proposal ... for scaling by body weight to the 3/4 power".  The 6/5/92 FR  
     says the 3/4 power proposal "is not merely a compromise; it is as well     
     supported by the empirical data on carcinogen potencies in animals and     
     humans as the methods it would replace".  In light of this formal          
     announcement, why is the EPA, in the 4/16/93 FR, requesting comment on the 
     use of the 2/3 power for scaling lab animal data?                          
                                                                                
     As the EPA is aware, the discrepancy between the methods utilized by the   
     EPA and the FDA for dosage scaling has been a source of great controversy, 
     provided fuel for several law suits, and consumed the energies of many     
     State and Federal agencies in the development of human health water quality
     criteria for dioxin.  In order to move away from such "awkwardness in the  
     regulatory arena", EPA is urged to hold to the inter-agency agreement and  
     not return to square one.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.074     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) In the extensive discussion of dosage scaling in the 6/5/92 Federal    
     Register announcement, EPA points out that several reports (e.g. Allen et  
     al 1987, 1988 and Crump et al 1987, 1989) show that body weight scaling    
     precisely predicts or slightly underpredicts human risk "while surface area
     scaling overpredicts human risk several-fold".                             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.075     
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     As cited in the proposed Guidance, an Inter-Agency workgroup comprised of  
     EPA, FDA and CPSC has deliberated on the issue of appropriate, consistent  
     scaling factors for use by all agencies in developing risk assessments.    
     While the draft recommendation from this group was to apply a 3/4 exponent 
     scaling factor, this undertaking has not been finalized nor adopted as EPA 
     policy to date.   (This will likely become Agency policy when the Revised  
     Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment are adopted as final.) It is     
     important to point out that the EPA (U.S. EPA, 1992) has stated in its     
     draft recommendation that: the consensus does not pretend to have solved   
     the underlying scientific issues.  Former methodologies have not been shown
     to be in error; the consensus should not be construed as overturning       
     previous assumptions and replacing them with one of superior scientific    
     validity.  Rather the consensus achieves the benefits of having all Federal
     risk assessments adhere to a single, consistent methodology that is in     
     accord with current scientific knowledge on the scaling question.          
                                                                                
     The current EPA policy is stated in the 1986 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk
     Assessment: In the absence of comparative toxicological, physiological,    
     metabolic and pharmacokinetics data for a given suspect carcinogen, the    
     Agency takes the position that extrapolation on the basis of surface area  
     is considered to be appropriate because certain pharmacological effects    
     commonly scale according to surface area (Dedrick 1973, Freireich, et al., 
     1966; Pinkel;, 1958).  As discussed in the preamble to the proposal, there 
     are divergent views among the scientific community regarding whether a body
     weight or surface area scaling factor provides the best means of           
     extrapolating results from animal studies to humans, and as reflected by   
     the work of the Inter-Agency Pharmacokinetics Group, a consensus among     
     relevant governmental agencies may be reached in the future that the body  
     weight approach is preferable. However, no final consensus has yet been    
     reached.  Because EPA's current, longstanding policy calls for use of the  
     surface area scaling factor, EPA is hesitant to change its approach in the 
     absence of a final determination that adoption of the body weight scaling  
     factor is appropriate.                                                     
                                                                                
     For a more detailed dicussion of this subject area, please refer to:       
     U.S.EPA 1992, Draft Report: A Cross-Species Scaling Factor for Carcinogen  
     Risk Assessment based on Equivalence of mg/kg 3/4/day. 57 FR 24152.        
                                                                                
     It is important to note that the final Guidance allows use of an           
     alternative scaling factor if adequate pharmacokinetic and metabolism      
     studies are available to justify such an alternative.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) Use of body weight scaling appears particularly preferable for the     
     highly bioaccumulatable substances being emphasized in the Great Lakes     
     Initiative when consideration is given to the general pharmakinetic        
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     patterns demonstrated by these substances (ie. differential distribution to
     only certain target organs or fatty tissues).                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.076     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20867, column 3, 1st Paragraph - While reproductive and development   
     effects need to be addressed, consideration of those effects should not    
     prevent the consideration of other chronic effects such as those descibed  
     in the 2nd column.  Data for numerous adverse effects should be used, even 
     when reproductive or developmental data are scant or unavailable.  However 
     since not all biochemical or physiological changes are necessarily adverse 
     effects, EPA is correct in stating that it is not appropriate for criteria 
     derivation to include risk assessments based on effects which occur in     
     response to exposure but are not known to be deleterious to humans (eg.    
     slight depressions or elevations in enzyme levels).                        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.077     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20867, column 3, 2nd Paragraph - in response to EPA's request for     
     comment concerning the most sensitive animal species being used as default 
     when the most biologically relevant species is not known-- It is           
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     recommended that EPA not insist that risk assessors assume by default that 
     the most sensitive species is the most appropriate species for             
     extrapolation to humans and then use only that one study.  An adequate     
     safety factor (usually 10) for species differences between experimental    
     animals and humans is already taken into account using EPA risk assessment 
     methodology.  Applying data from only the most sensitive species is placing
     double emphasis on this cause of uncertainty, particularly when a          
     relatively extensive data base exists from several studies of acceptable   
     quality on a similar effect.                                               
                                                                                
     Rather then base a risk estimate on a single study, when data are          
     available, it is preferable to base the estimate on several studies using a
     geometric mean.  This averaging process actually strengthens the validity  
     of the risk assessment.  This is particularly true when there are multiple 
     studies available in one or more species examining the same effect, such as
     reduced reproduction or development.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.078     
     
     See response to D2741.104                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20869, columnn 1, 1st Paragraph - In response to EPA's request for    
     comments concerning appropriate uncertainty factors for use in deriving    
     criteria, rather than debate which specific uncertainty factor is most     
     appropriate for this or that extrapolation, EPA should concentrate on      
     establishing consistent application of safety factors for sources of       
     uncertainty.  Allowing an uncertainty factor ranging from 3-10 for the     
     extrapolation of sub-chronic data to chronic data, as currently proposed,  
     is not appropriate methodology on which to base enforceable standards.     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.079     
     
     The use of uncertainty factors requires professional judgment.  EPA        
     believes there can be debate over the use of a particular uncertainty      
     factor, given a specific database or study.   EPA acknowledges a range of  
     professional judgment in the definition of the Reference Dose: an estimate 
     (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of magnitude) of a daily       
     exposure to the human population (including sensitive subgroups) that is   
     likely to be without appreciable risk of deleterious effects during a      
     lifetime.                                                                  
                                                                                
     With regard to the use of an extra uncertainty factor to extrapolate from  
     subchronic data to chronic data, EPA believes subchronic data is not as    
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     reliable as chronic data in predicting possible effects to humans over a   
     lifetime of exposure.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead of placing so much emphasis on the single study generating the most
     restrictive number, EPA should place more emphasis on the strength in an   
     ADE.  To do this, EPA should look at the entire animal database, sort the  
     data for similar effects (eg. reproductive or developmental), apply a      
     consistent set of uncertainty factors, and seek a consensus level to be    
     derived from the data when data from more than one study are available,    
     with chronic exposure studies being given preference over short term or    
     sub-chronic studies.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.080     
     
     EPA reviews all data in developing an ADE.  The confidence in the study and
     in the overall database is presented in the RfD coversheet (obtained from  
     IRIS).  On a case by case basis, the EPA will apply other models in        
     developing an RfD, such as the Benchmark Dose Approach or Categorical      
     Regression Analysis, which do make use of all the datapoints in setting an 
     RfD.  However, these approaches are not without drawbacks: they both       
     require a great deal of toxicological information to be useful.  In many   
     cases, EPA must make a risk assessment with limited data in order to ensure
     the protection of the public.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20869, column 2, Paragraph 3 - It is a wise policy for EPA to allow   
     deviation from IRIS values for all of the reasons stated in this section of
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     the preamble. Additionally, EPA should acknowledge that, as has been stated
     by EPA's OW/OST Health and Ecological Criteria Division, the IRIS database 
     was designed to be a ready quick-reference in-house data management system 
     and a first step for environmental regulators, not an end-all final        
     authoritative reference, as some EPA offices have maintained during the    
     past decade.  Allowing flexibility to deviate from IRIS based on sound     
     scientific judgement allows IRIS to return to the function for which it was
     originally intended.  As a consequence, more recent data than those found  
     in IRIS may be used and inconsistencies or errors which appear in the IRIS 
     file will not have to be inherited by successive users of IRIS.            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.081     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20869, column 2, last Paragraph and column 3, 1st Paragraph -- on     
     exposure assumptions -- A 70 kg average adult body weight appears          
     reasonable.  Using a child's body weight for criteria development (perhaps 
     justifying it as the body weight of the most sensitive human population) is
     not relevant to criteria development for the following reasons:            
                                                                                
     A safety factor of 10 in EPA risk estimates is already being applied to    
     derive the reference dose for "most sensitive human population".  The      
     influence of body weight should be accounted for in this factor.           
                                                                                
     Although relatively reliable adult body weight data are available, data for
     a child are more variable than the adult, since they are dependent upon    
     both bone structure and age.  Therefore, a "typical child" would have to be
     defined by age, and then valid and demonstrated exposure assumptions would 
     have to be researched.                                                     
                                                                                
     The toxicological effect data are, for the most part, from laboratory      
     studies of adults.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.082     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20869, column 3, 2nd Paragraph - For derivation of Great Lakes human  
     health criteria, lifetime exposure is an appropriate assumption.           
                                                                                
     Assuming a lifetime exposure for other purposes, such as issuance of fish  
     consumption advisories, however, may be inappropriate because assuming     
     consumption of fish from a single water body throughout a person's lifetime
     is overly conservative.  Therefore, for purposes such as fish consumption  
     advisories, a shorter term of exposure, such as 5, 10 or 30 years, would be
     more appropriate and could be assigned from U.S. residency data.           
                                                                                
     Regarding the proposal that the lifetime length assumption be increased    
     from 70 years to 75 years, a lifetime of 70 years is already a conservative
     estimate and should not be lengthened.  It is recommended that risk        
     estimate methodology be consistent across all EPA programs, most of which  
     currently use a 70 year lifetime.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2575.083     
     
     See response to comments D2859.118 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20870, column 1, 1st Paragraph - Adding an additional 0.01 L/day to   
     the 2 L/day water consumption factor is an ill-advised policy which would  
     add a false impression of precision to any risk assessment which utilized  
     such a factor.  Adding the extra 0.01 L/day estimate for incidental        
     exposure, thereby resulting in a total of 2.01 liters/day intake rate, will
     make it appear to the lay reader of this initiative that these data are    
     much more exact and precisely known than they really are.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.084     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     several recent studies have shown that the average adult intake rate is    
     actually 1.4 L/day.  Therefore, the traditional 2.0 L/day intake rate is a 
     highly conservative estimated average which already is grossly             
     overestimated and has sufficient surplus to account for any incidental     
     exposure.  Rather than raising the 2 L/day value to 2.01 L/day, EPA should 
     be considering lowering it to 1.5 L/day.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.085     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D3053.041.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20870, column 1, 1st Paragraph - It is recommended that EPA not       
     consider dermal absorption as a default assumption for all toxic substances
     and attempt to create a value for this variable.  Although there are some  
     chemicals (primarily organic solvents) known to demonstrate substantial    
     uptake via dermal absorption, this type of exposure for the general        
     population is the exception, not the rule.  EPA is encouraged to gather    
     data on these substances as the data become available.  If the data        
     indicate that dermal exposure is substantial and not accounted for by the  
     overestimated intake rate, then EPA should issue separate guidance on      
     utilizing this variable for certain substances in future criteria          
     derivations.                                                               
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     Response to: G2575.086     
     
     See response to comment P2718.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2575.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20870, column 2 and 3 - The use of local fish consumption data, if    
     available, in lieu of national consumption rates, is an excellent first    
     step in improving currently employed fish consumption estimates.  However, 
     the mean for the entire regional population (rather than the 90th          
     percentile) is the appropriate value.  For the reasons stated in sections  
     (i) and (ii), an additional conservatism is not necessary to insure        
     protection of higher consuming subpopulations.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.087     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20870, column 3 and page 20871, column 1 and 2 - on relative source   
     contributions (RSC) - In the absence of concrete data on relative source   
     cotributions, which are likely to vary from chemical to chemical, assuming 
     a 100% RSC (the historic EPA policy) appears to be a reasonable.  However, 
     there appears to be no logic (except perhaps that this is yet another type 
     of safety factor being tacked onto the hazard assessment), in dropping the 
     RSC of BCCs for non-cancer effects to 80% while assuming a 100% RSC for    
     cancer-causing BCCs.  The nature of a specific chemical should be the      
     primary factor determining RSC and not the type of effect thus far         
     demonstrated within a given chemical's data base.  It is recommended that, 
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     unless there is strong evidence to the contrary on a given chemical, the   
     default assumption for the RSC for all chemicals remain 100%, regardless of
     type of effect manifested.  This is also what EPA's own Scientific Advisory
     Board suggested.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2575.088     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20871, column 2 and 3 - on using 448 g/day and 2240 g/10 days as      
     "reasonable worse case fish consumption rates to derive short term (1-day  
     and 10-day criteria) -- EPA, the States, and Tribes already have sufficient
     tasks ahead of them in deriving and enforcing traditional acute and chronic
     criteria.  Due to limited resources among the States and Tribes, attempts  
     at deriving 1-day and 10-day criteria are inappropriate at this time.      
     Deriving a 1-day and 10-day health advisory level would be appropriate for 
     those States (perhaps such as those of the Great Lakes) who know they are  
     particularly susceptible to potential problems for certain toxic substances
     following a short-term, but relatively severe incidence of contamination of
     ambient water.                                                             
                                                                                
     It is recommended that EPA drop short term criteria derivation from the    
     present initiative, but consider issuing future guidance on this matter for
     States which may have need for issuing surface water health advisories in  
     the future.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.089     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2576.119.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20871, column 3, 2nd Paragraph - Addressing the protection of         
     children's health is a task that is more appropriate for health advisories,
     not surface water quality criteria derivation.  EPA, the States, and Tribes
     already have sufficient tasks ahead of them in deriving and enforcing      
     traditional acute and chronic criteria.  Due to limited resources among the
     States and Tribes, attempts at deriving separate criteria for protection of
     a child are ill-advised at this time.  The standard risk assessment methods
     used to derive criteria already have precautions which include margins of  
     safety for sensitive sub-populations (uncertainty factors for sensitive    
     populations in the case of non-cancer effect; projection of cancer potency 
     to the 95th confidence level in the case of cancer risk assessments).      
                                                                                
     It is recommended that EPA drop the concept of derivation of criteria for  
     protection of a child from the present initiative and instead devote       
     efforts to evaluating the need for such criteria.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2575.090     
     
     See response to comments P2746.130 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20871, column 3, 3rd Paragraph - The text reads "a 90-day study may   
     cost up; to $120,0000 to complete ..."  Should the cost be " 120,000 or    
     $1,200,000?                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.091     
     
     In 1992, information received from EPA laboratories indicated that the cost
     of a 90-day study (without additional follow-up tests, such as detailed    
     histology) would be approximately $120,000.  The cost of the same test in  
     1995 may be more.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: G2575.092
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20872, column 1-3 (V.B.6) - EPA's proposed development of a two-tier  
     system to permit derivation of criteria for toxic substances even with very
     limited data is an excellent first step toward protecting the environment  
     from not well-characterized chemicals.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.092     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: G2575.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In response to the request for comment on deriving criteria and values for 
     Class C carcinogens, as a Class C label implies lack of a strong database, 
     all such chemicals should be assessed via the less fixed Tier 2            
     methodology, regardless of the type of data available.                     
                                                                                
     The way in which Class C chemicals are assessed within the Tier 2 framework
     should, however, depend upon the available data.  For those Group C        
     chemicals which are "well characterized and supported by a well-conducted  
     study", the Tier 2 value should be derived from the carcinogenicity data.  
     For all other Group C chemicals, however, the RfD approach utilized under  
     the SDWA in deriving MCLGs should be followed.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.093     
     
     A Group C designation does not always imply a lack of a strong database or 
     lack of data in general.  There can be cases where a chemical is well      
     studied and has been determined to be a Group C chemical.  There are other 
     cases, when a chemical is considered a Group C chemical because there is   
     only one test which is positive for that one species.  That one test could 
     be very well conducted and could indicate a very strong cancer response,   
     but in the absence of an additional rodent/mammalian study, EPA would      
     generally classify such a chemical as Group C depending on all other       
     genotoxicity/mutagenicity data.                                            

Page 5277



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     EPA believes the Tier designation for Group C chemicals must be made on the
     on a case-by-case basis considering of the quality of the data (how well   
     conducted the study is,  the statistical strength and dose-response        
     relationship determined from the study) and information related to the mode
     of action of the chemical such as mutagenicity/genotoxicity, structure     
     activity, and metabolism.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: G2575.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20873, column 2 and 3 - The EPA's proposed non-cancer risk assessment 
     methodology for Tier 2 calculation of HNVs is quite reasonable.  It is     
     recommended that EPA follow this approach and utilize the short term data  
     that are available.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.094     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: G2575.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20874, column 1 - The EPA requests comments on the possible use of a  
     related, well characterized surrogate and a SAR to derive criteria for a   
     chemical having little or no available database.  Such a procedure is a    
     good screening method to see what type of effects and studies should first 
     be attempted or deemed necessary for criteria derivation, but it is not a  
     sound basis on which to derive an enforceable criterion.  Further, if a    
     substance is of low health concern because it demonstrates or is suspected 
     to demonstrate little or no toxicity, then it is recommended that EPA not  
     even make the effort to derive a criterion.  SARs should be used to        
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     prioritize the need for criteria derivation for given substances and to    
     determine which additional studies are needed to provide adequate data for 
     criteria derivation.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.095     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.048.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2575.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20874, column 1 and 2 - As mentioned earlier, the EPA should use its  
     traditional estimate of 2 L/day for intake and not add an additional factor
     of 0.01 L/day for incidental exposure.  EPA  should not use a higher than  
     average fish consumption rate, even if it is based on local or regional    
     fish consumption data.  For HNVs, EPA should not show inconsistency in a   
     RSC factor for BCCs, depending upon type of demonstrated effect (cancer or 
     non-cancer).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.096     
     
     See response to comments P2718.125, P2771.192 and D3053.041.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: G2575.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20874, column 3 - In the specific case of dioxin, EPA is advised to   
     delay a dioxin criterion derivation until the human health component is    
     finalized.                                                                 
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     Response to: G2575.097     
     
     See response to comment D2741.115.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2575.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA places too much emphasis on utilizing data from one study to derive
     criteria.  Emphasis should be placed on using consensus data when multiple 
     studies looking for the same type of effect are available.  If the most    
     relevant species is not known, it is more scientifically defensible to     
     employ the geometric mean as the consensus of the available data, instead  
     of always selecting the most sensitive species as the primary source of    
     data.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2575.098     
     
     EPA does review all data in developing criteria.  In fact, geometric means 
     of a database are used by EPA in setting cancer potencies for some         
     chemicals on a case-by-case basis.  For more information regarding the     
     selection of the most sensitive species instead of the most biologically   
     relevant species, see section 4.a.i.B of the SID.                          
                                                                                
     Also see response to P2771.125 on use of all the data in setting criteria. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2575.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20878, 1st column, 2nd Paragraph - The document states that wildlife  
     may also have unique metabolic pathways which make them more susceptible to
     the toxicity of a chemical than an aquatic species.  This statement is true
     but there also exist pathways in "wildlife" that would protect them agaist 
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     the toxicity of a chemical.  This statement may lead someone to believe    
     that wildlife are not tolerant to any concentration of a chemical, which is
     in fact false.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.099     
     
     EPA agrees that the metabolic pathways in avian and mammalian species are  
     likely to differ from piscine species.  EPA also agrees that the relative  
     sensitivities of fish may be more or less than that of birds and mammals.  
     However, EPA believes that avian and mammalian piscivores are potentially  
     at greater risk than their piscine prey to bioaccumulative pollutants      
     because of bioaccumulation of contaminants through the food web (i.e.,     
     greater exposure).                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA did not intend to suggest that wildlife cannot tolerate any exposure to
     a chemical pollutant.  The methodology in appendix D and the four criteria 
     which EPA has calculated demonstrate that EPA believes that there are      
     ambient water column concentrations below which no adverse effects on      
     wildlife species are anticipated.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2575.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20882, 1st columnn, 3rd Paragraph - Recommend that the approach to    
     deriving wildlife criteria be expanded to consider ecologically important  
     species.  With all the uncertainty factors incorporated in the derivation  
     of a wildlife criteria, it is our belief that any or all ecologically      
     important species would also be protected.  Therefore, an additional       
     uncertainty factor is not required.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.100     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the scope of the appendix D methodology 
     does not need to be expanded to address "ecologically important species" at
     this time.  EPA chose its most exposed species as the representative       
     species in order to protect all wildlife species.  EPA, however, believes  
     that special provisions should be contained in the final Guidance for      
     addressing species listed pursuant to the Endangered Species Act (these    
     provisions are provided in appendix F, procedure 1).  EPA also notes that  
     States and Tribes retain the authority under Section 510 of the Clean Water
     Act to develop more stringent criteria as considered necessary.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2575.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20882, 1st column, 5th Paragraph - Recommend using an oral exposure as
     the only exposure route.  We, like the EPA's SAB, are concerned with this  
     restrictive assumption.  With inhalation and dermal contact not being      
     considered as possible routes of exposures, it is evident why only avian   
     and mammalian species are being considered for wildlife criteria.          
     
     
     Response to: G2575.101     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.170 for the response to this comment.        
     Because the methodology is required only for bioaccumulative contaminants, 
     other routes of exposure are considered not to be significant.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: G2575.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20883, 1st column, 2nd Paragraph - We support EPA's recommendation not
     to use ACR for the derivation of a Tier I wildlife criteria because of     
     uncertainties and the limited database available.  Their use would not be  
     scientifically defensible.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.102     
     
     Please refer to comment D2741.132 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: G2575.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20883, 3rd column, Table - Recommended Great Lakes Tier I Wildlife    
     Criteria.  Are these criteria realistic?  Would anyone be able to detect   
     the substances at those concentrations?                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2575.103     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: G2575.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 21002, column 3, 3rd Paragraph - The second sentence (that the EPA    
     recommends using an approach similar to that proposed for human health) in 
     this paragraph does not naturally or intuitively follow the first (that    
     ideally, wildlife criteria would be based on the distribution of values    
     across species.)  Some explanation of why the EPA has abandoned any effort 
     at looking across species and instead is limiting data evaluation for      
     criteria development to only EPA's selected 5 representative species,      
     should be provided.  In addition, EPA should provide justification as to   
     why a wildlife value (WV) is calculated only for these 5 species, and why  
     they limit the GLWC to being only the lower of the two class-specific      
     means.                                                                     
                                                                                
     It would seem preferable to continue to use as much data as are available  
     to generate the wildlife criteria, with perhaps these 5 species            
     representing a suggested minimal data base.  Since the EPA is planning on  
     using human health lab animal studies (which are primarily rodent) to      
     generate much of the data, and a factor of 10 is routinely included for    
     cross-species differences in sensitivity, it seems logical that wildlife   
     criteria derivation could include a similar factor of 10 for cross-species 
     differences and be based on the consensus geometric mean of the wildlife   
     data, instead of generally only 1 study.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.104     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2629.054, and P2656.167 for
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     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2575.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 21003, column 1-2 - For wildlife criteria, EPA appears to be          
     extrapolating across species by a body weight extrapolation, instead of the
     surface weight extrapolation as recommended for human health criteria      
     derivation.  For bioaccumulatable substances, this is appropriate.         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.105     
     
     In the material cited by the commenter, EPA was considering relative       
     sensitivities of species, not relative body masses. However, EPA agrees    
     with the commenter that body masses can be an appropriate factor for use in
     selecting an intraspecies uncertainty factor.                              
                                                                                
     During its review of the UFs, EPA considered including in the equation     
     (described in the Final Guidance section, below) an allometric scaling     
     factor based on body weight to derive doses which would be more            
     toxicologically equivalent when extrapolating from test animals to the     
     representative species, based on differences between body weights and      
     sizes.  This is because the current state of the science indicates that    
     some of the variability in sensitivity across species can be related to    
     general physiological and anatomical differences observed across organisms 
     within the same taxonomic class (e.g., mammals).  The rates of such        
     processes, such as basal metabolic rates, cardiac output, renal clearance, 
     oxygen consumption, food consumption, and water consumption, tend to vary  
     across species according to allometric scaling factors that can be         
     expressed as a non-linear function of body weight.  The relationship of    
     these and other physiological processes to toxicokinetics has led to the   
     explicit use of allometric scaling for estimating more toxicologically     
     equivalent doses in EPA's human health cancer methodology and its implicit 
     use in the human health noncancer methodology.  EPA recommends that in the 
     determination of an interspecies UF, States or Tribes apply the equation   
     below to assess the allometric scaling factor for each representative      
     species and to consider that assessment as one component in the            
     determination of an appropriate interspecies UF.  This equation was        
     endorsed by EPA in 1992 (57 FR 24152).  In the derivation of wildlife      
     criteria, allometric scaling is useful in adjusting for some of the        
     toxicokinetic differences across species.  However, it may not accurately  
     reflect the toxicokinetics of all chemicals nor encompass all the          
     toxicodynamic differences among species. Therefore, in determining an      
     interspecies UF, allometrically- derived TDs should be considered in       
     conjunction with chemical class-specific information on sensitivity,       
     toxicokinetics, and toxicodynamics across species.  This is consistent with
     the guidance provided in the SAB commentary (U.S. EPA, 1994a) which stated 
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     that allometric relationships should not be the sole basis for selecting an
     interspecies UF.                               1/4                       ( 
     WTt )           TDr = TDt * (-----)                       ( WTr )          
                                                                                
     where:  TDr =  Test dose scaled for the given representative               
                    species in question (mg/kg-d).                              
             TDt =  Test dose for the test species (mg/kg-d).                   
                       WTt =  Weight of the test species (kg).                  
             WTr =  Weight of the given representative species (kg;             
                    presented in Table 1).                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2575.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 21004, columnn 3 - on an additional species specific factor- EPA      
     recommends using an additional species specific factor (SSF) of from 1 to  
     0.01 for addressing uncertainty for protection of representative species or
     species requiring greater protection.  EPA should state its requirements or
     provide justification for determining which SSF (1 or 0.1 or 0.01) should  
     be utilized for a given substance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.106     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2575.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     III. A. Definitions                                                        
                                                                                
     page 21029, column 1 - for NOAEL - Add the words "and at least one higher  
     dose resulted in a demonstrated adverse effect" after the definition.      
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     Response to: G2575.107     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.316 for the response to this comment.        
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the requirement for dose response curves addresses this  
     commenter's concern.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/REPR
     Comment ID: G2575.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA places too much emphasis on using data from one study to derive    
     criteria.  Emphasis should be placed on using consensus data when multiple 
     studies looking for the same type of effect are available.  The EPA should 
     encourage using all the data on wildlife and not limit data to 5           
     representative species.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2575.108     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.133, P2576.011, and P2590.028 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2575.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human health type methodology should be used only as a stop gap measure to 
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     protect wildlife until the wildlife database improves.  As such, these     
     numbers should not be Tier 1 criteria, but rather Tier 2 wildlife values.  
     In this way, lab rodent data will not be given preference indefinitely over
     actual wildlife data.  Tier 1 criteria derivation should include use of a  
     consensus database and be based on the distribution of values across       
     species, like Tier 1 aquatic life criteria are derived.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2575.109     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035, P2576.133, P2574.042, and P2576.011 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2575.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20887, Column 1- The EPA and the Great Lakes states are to be         
     commended for electing to use a "no degradation approach" to ONRW's instead
     of the traditional "no discharge" approach promoted previously by the EPA. 
     The "no degradation" approach offers states some degree of flexibility     
     while maintaining existing high quality waters.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.110     
     
     See response to comment D1996.043. In addition, the section of the preamble
     cited by the commenter pertains to the protection of high quality waters,  
     not ONRWs.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2575.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20887, Column 2.  We believe that BCCs would be adequately controlled 
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     if the same definition of significant lowering of water quality as is      
     applied to other chemicals were to be used for BCCs.  There is no          
     information which suggests that the costs of total elemination of BCCs will
     be justified by measurable change in historic fish tissue levels or        
     sediment concentrations.  Evidence suggests that correction of these       
     problems will occur over the long term as the result of natural processes  
     such as sedimentation, and chemical degradation, and that this correction  
     will not be substantially influenced by banning all BCC discharge.         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.111     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046.  In addition, please note that   
     the antidegradation provisions do not require or result in the elimination 
     of BCCs.  These provisions simply provide the framework for determining    
     whether a lowering of water quality will be justified by important social  
     or economic need.  See further discussion of this issue in Section VII.A.1 
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2575.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20896, Column 3, Exemptions.  In general, the exemptions proposed are 
     reasonable and defensible.  The requirement to subject short term,         
     temporary lowering of water quality to the full public participation       
     process seems excessive and burdensome, and provides unnecessary           
     opportunity for persons disturbed by land use decisions to delay publicly  
     funded projects such as sewer lines.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.112     
     
     EPA appreciates this perspective, and support for the provisions of the    
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G2575.113
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20902, Column 2.E.  De Minimis Lowering of Watering Quality.  The     
     introduction of criteria for "de minimis" discharges to be exempt from     
     antidegradation requirements is a good concept and will relieve both       
     dischargers and regulatory staff of the burden of needless review.  This   
     concept has potential, using criteria appropriate to the area, for use in  
     other parts of the country.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.113     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2575.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21031 - Appendix E to Part 132 - I. Antidegradation Standard.         
     Re-states EPA's antidegradation policy in 40 CFR 131.12 and determines high
     quality water on an individual parameter approach.  This is extremely      
     restrictive and may be appropriate in the Great Lakes.  Many states,       
     however, prefer the whole waterbody approach which is more reflective of   
     the environment.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2575.114     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2575.115
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Page 21031 - Most of these procedures are written to address               
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs).  The unique character of the  
     Lakes (especially when viewed as sinks for BCCs and long detention times)  
     require a more sensitive approach.  This approach, however, is             
     ultra-conservative for waterbodies nationwide as the EPA acknowledges in   
     their preamble.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.115     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G2575.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a "De minimis" definition to eliminate unnecessary review of    
     discharges with little or no impact is good.  "De minimis" determinations  
     are based on the unused assimilative capacity of the receiving water and   
     not on volume of the discharge.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.116     
     
     See response to comment D2743.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2575.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21032 - 1st column - Definition of ONRW - The general ONRW definition 
     does little to help define more precisely what waters are eligible since it
     is as vague as the current EPA language.  The language should include a    
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     nexus between water quality and the exceptional ecological significance or 
     special environmental/recreational characteristics referred to in the      
     definition.  The acknowledgement that is under some circumstances, the need
     may exist to protect waters upstream of ONRW's with ONRW status to ensure  
     protection of downstream ONRWs, is good.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.117     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2575.118
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The criteria imposed in this section may be appropriate for the Great Lakes
     states but would be unnecessarily burdensome and restrictive if            
     extrapolated to waters in other states which do not share the unique       
     hydrologic characteristics of the Great Lakes.  The rather exhaustive      
     detail of this definition appears to be negated by the final statement     
     which gives the Director the power to identify any action as a significant 
     lowering.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.118     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2575.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Discharges to ONRW - The GLI does not appear to prohibit discharge to      
     ONRWs.  New or increased discharges to ONRWs are permitted, including      
     lowering of water quality, if the tests under the antidegradation          
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     demonstration are met.  This is a valid concept which reflects the position
     of most states nationwide and is contrary to EPA's current guidance.  We   
     support the concept of discharge to ONRWs under highly controlled          
     circumstances which protect water quality.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.119     
     
     See response to comment D1996.043.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G2575.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21033 - Column 1, Part III. - The antidegradation demonstration under 
     Part III may be appropriate for the Great Lakes but is more stringent than 
     necessary nationwide.  Its application on a parameter by parameter bases   
     will be time consuming, redundant and may create a never ending series of  
     administrative hurdles and legal challenges.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.120     
     
     EPA does not agree that a parameter-by-parameter approach to implementing  
     antidegradation is overly time-consuming, redundant, or otherwise          
     inappropriate.  EPA's existing national policy, independent of the final   
     Guidance, is that all States and Tribes should implement antidegradation on
     a parameter by parameter basis.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2575.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21034 - Appendix F to Part 132 - Column 2, Procedure 2. - We support  
     Procedure 2 as it is consistent with our 1990 regulations which allow a    
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     temporary permit modification (variance) using the same criteria specified 
     in 2.C. 1-6.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.121     
     
     No comment necessary.                                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2575.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under this procedure, a variance shall not exceed three years.  This time  
     frame is based on EPA's recognition of the variance as a "change" in a     
     water quality standard and therefore subject to triennial review.  However,
     since NPDES permits are normally issued every five years, it seems that    
     allowing these variances to continue for the term of the NPDES permit (five
     years) and reevaluating the variance at the time of permit renewal would   
     allow more efficient use of scarce state manpower resources.               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.122     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2575.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20919 - EPA should allow for development of less stringent            
     site-specific modifications to all types of criteria/values and BAFs where 
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     local water quality parameters decrease the biological availability and    
     toxicity of a pollutant, and should permit application of Appendix F.A.1.a.
     procedures to wildlife and human health criteria.  EPA should also allow   
     less stringent site-specific modifications for bioaccumulative pollutants  
     where local physical or hydrologic conditions preclude bioaccumulation by  
     food organisms.  If a sound scientific basis can be provided, we should    
     avail ourselves of these natural protections.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.123     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2575.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No additional protections should be added for endangered and threatened    
     species.  The authorities under the Endangered Species Act and the existing
     conservation assumptions in EPA criteria and mixing zone procedures afford 
     ample protection.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2575.124     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: G2575.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21034, 1st column, 1.A.1.a.ii - The word "significantly" should be    
     deleted.  "Significantly" is not defined and means different things to     
     different people.  No such qualifier is placed on assessment of local water
     quality parameters and should not be placed here.                          
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     Response to: G2575.125     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has removed the word "significantly" from
     the final Guidance in Appendix F, Procedure 1, A.1.b.ii.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: G2575.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21034, 1st column, 1.A.2 - The restriction on the modification of     
     wildlife criteria or values only to more restrictive values is             
     scientifically unsound.  If new science shows criteria to be unnecessarily 
     restrictive, the criteria should be made less restrictive and the public   
     relieved of the unnecessary economic burden of treatment.  EPA should allow
     use of Appendix F, A.1.a. provisions, particularly for non-BCCs.           
     
     
     Response to: G2575.126     
     
     Please refer to comments D2621.022 and D2719.073 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2575.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Maryland heartily endorses the use of variances from water quality         
     standards for point sources and notes that these proposed provisions are   
     nearly identical to those adopted in Maryland in 1990.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.127     
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     No comment necessary.                                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: G2575.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21034 - The 60 day time frame for a permittee to submit an application
     may be unnecessarily restrictive, particularly for municipalities who are  
     hampered by delays in bidding and contractual arrangements necessary to    
     hire the expertise to do the evaluation.  One hundred twenty days is more  
     appropriate.  There should also be some provision for a permittee to seek a
     variance after the 60 day period if they have tried to implement technology
     in good faith but fail to meet permit limits.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.128     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2575.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble Page 20424, Appendix F, 2.F.2 - The proposal to grant water       
     quality standard variances without requiring the variances to go through   
     the State's usual water quality standards adoption process is both prudent 
     and efficient.  The proposed process has sufficient opportunity and meets  
     the intent and substantive requirement for state adoption of changes to    
     water quality standards.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.129     
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     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TMDL, if it can be developed, may be a reasonable approach for control 
     of some pollutants.  Lack of pertinent toxic substance data is generally   
     the most serious limitation.  To properly address non-point source input   
     and sediment-water column interactions issues, it is necessary to conduct  
     dynamic long-term modelling which requires extensive information.  This    
     could be a very expensive and time consuming effort.  It has taken the     
     Maryland Department of the Environment 15 years to develop TMDLs for two   
     nutrients, whose behavior is fairly well understood.  The science for many 
     toxic parameters (e.g. fate and transport) is not well understood, and use 
     of TMDLs as a management tool for toxic parameters may be premature.       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.130     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TMDL procedures, with regard to combining point source (continuous) and
     non-point source (wet weather) discharges, are flawed.  Continuous         
     discharges will always contribute pollutants to a water body at some level.
     Non-point source discharges are intermittent wet-weather contributors.  The
     enhanced flows generated under wet-weather conditions make reliable        
     estimates of point and non-point source contributions and impacts difficult
     if not impossible to accurately estimate.  The validity of the estimate of 

Page 5297



$T044618.TXT
     impact is further challenged by the basis for the water criteria, which is 
     inappropriate for applications to wet weather discharges.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.131     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On Page 20928, 3rd column - One recommended method of estimating background
     concentration involves summing all pollutant loads (point and non-point    
     source) and dividing by the volume of water at stream design flow.  As     
     emphasized above, this will always be an overestimate of water column      
     pollutant concentrations, and in non-point source impacted water bodies    
     will be a very substantial overestimate.  Secondly, as concentration is the
     important characteristic in evaluating toxic pollutants, impact will also  
     be substantially overestimated.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.132     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.133
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20929, 2nd column - The requirement that, for a data set including at 
     least one value above detection, all non-detect results be set to 1/2      
     detection level (DL) is overly conservative and inflexible.  There needs to
     be an intermediate category.  For example, where 90% of values are         
     non-detect and 10% are above detect, but well below any criterion, the     
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     non-detects could be set to zero, precluding any determination of          
     reasonable potential (where if the non-detects were set a 1/2 DL, given the
     conservative assignment of dilution, etc., reasonable potential may have   
     been concluded).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2575.133     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20932, 3rd column - As EPA has stated on page 20932 of the preamble,  
     the use of 30 Q5 for assessing exceedances of wildlife criteria, which are 
     dependent on the bioaccumulation of pollutants in aquatic biota, is        
     inappropriate.  A long-term average estimate is much more relevant when    
     evaluating bioaccumulation.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.134     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20933, 3rd column - Although the text states that degradation may be  
     assumed to the extent that can be estimated, the proposed modifications to 
     CFR state that site-specific data are required.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.135     
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     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: G2575.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20936, 1st & 2nd columns - The restriction of dilution to a fraction  
     of the stream design flow (maximum of 75% of 7Q10), based upon             
     recommendations from 10 and 25 year old documents, neither of which was    
     based upon any actual data is overly conservative.  If this premise is     
     accepted by a regulatory agency or discharger, it should be clearly        
     recognized (as indicated later in the text) as contributing to the margin  
     of safety for that WLA/TMDL.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.136     
     
     Comment G2575.136                                                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: G2575.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20936 - The requirement that the relationship of effluent flow to only
     the 7Q10 flow in selecting the fraction of allowable dilution for use in   
     assessing human health and wildlife criteria/value exceedances (i.e.       
     Reasonable Potential) is totally inappropriate.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.137     
     

Page 5300



$T044618.TXT
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20938 - Regarding EPA's request for comments on allowance of acute    
     mixing zones, they should be allowed.  EPA's Guidance on Toxics includes   
     recommendations for acute mixing zones and how they can be sized to prevent
     lethality.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.138     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20939 - The Initiative should allow for dynamic modelling.            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.139     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.a of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 21035, 1st column, 3A.A.1 - Requiring a TMDL for a water body every   
     time a new permit limit is written is overwhelming, and an unnecessary     
     burden on the States.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2575.140     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.141
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The logic here is circular.  This section states that TMDLs are required   
     for each pollutant for which it is determined pursuant to procedure 5 that 
     reasonable potential exists.  In procedure 5, it states that in order to   
     assess reasonable potential, preliminary effluent limitations must be      
     developed from WLAs developed in accordance with procedure 3.              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.141     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G2575.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 21035, 2nd column, 3A.A.2 - This requirement is also a catch 22; the  
     only way it will be known if the sum of existing point source and non-point
     source loadings exceeds the load (and thus a TMDL is required) is if a TMDL
     has been prepared.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.142     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G2575.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21035, 2nd column, 3A.A.4 - The proposal to accept conservative       
     modelling assumptions as the MOS for a TMDL is very good, as long as EPA   
     follows through with acceptance of such submissions.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.143     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G2575.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21035, 3rd column, 3A.A.8a - Clarification is needed regarding the use
     of "Flow from upstream waters" and "pollutant loading data" to calculate   
     background.  Background should be background at the site of concern; this  
     will, in all likelihood, be different from background in upstream waters.  
     Where "flow from upstream" and "pollutant loading data" are used, they     

Page 5303



$T044618.TXT
     should be adjusted to account for any pollutant loss between the point of  
     measurement or determination and the site for which background is being    
     calculated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.144     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G2575.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21035, 3rd column, 3A.A.8.b (iii) and 3B.A.8.b(iii) - The last        
     sentence in this section should be amended to accommodate situations where,
     although there may be 5 sets of "acceptable" data from 5 different years,  
     the 4 less current data sets may be omitted.  In other words, current and  
     representative data take precedence over older data even when the current  
     data set is smaller.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.145     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21036, 1st column, 3AB - A clear statement should be included in the  
     preamble to the final GLI regulation that mixing zones are being eliminated
     for BCCs due to the very long residence times and limited flushing of the  
     Great Lakes, as well as the level of current contamination.  IT SHOULD BE  
     STATED THAT SUCH DRASTIC ACTION IS NOT NECESSARY FOR MOST OTHER WATERS OF  
     THE NATION.                                                                
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     Response to: G2575.146     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21036, 3A.A.8b and page 21038, 3B.A.8b - If a large proportion of the 
     acceptable available data indicate non-detectable results, the background  
     assumption should be left up to the permitting agency.  Setting non-detects
     to 1/2 the detection level may, in many instances, arbitrarily yield a     
     conclusion that water quality standards are not met.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.147     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2575.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21036, 3rd column, 3A.D.1. - The rationale behind a 30 Q5 flow for    
     wildlife is weak and cannot be scientifically defended.  As is stated in   
     the preamble (page 20932, 3rd column) it takes a long period to time for   
     bioaccumulative chemicals to reach steady state in aquatic organisms; the  
     30 Q5 is overly conservative.  If a long-term average flow is appropriate  
     for human health criteria to protect fish consumers from the accumulation  
     of unsafe levels in fish, clearly a long term average is appropriate to    
     protect non-human aquatic life consumers from the accumulation of unsafe   
     levels in their prey.                                                      
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     Response to: G2575.148     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G2575.148A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21036, 3rd column, 3A.D.3 and page 21039, 3B.D.2e. - In assessing     
     environmental fate, more elaboration is necessary to make clear that       
     application of the criteria, and consequently, the estimate of relevant    
     loading, should be consistent with the form of the pollutant specified in  
     the criteria (e.g. dissolved, trivalent, etc.).  As EPA recognizes on page 
     20957 of the preamble, water quality impairment is not linked solely to    
     magnitude of pollutant, but to its chemical nature in the environment.     
                                                                                
     In specifying acceptable information for use in estimating environmental   
     fate, the phrase "under the full range of environmental conditions expected
     to be encountered" should be modified to provide some idea regarding what  
     is meant by "environmental conditions".  In other words, EPA surely is not 
     implying that a field study must have been performed for every combination 
     of pH, temperature, suspended solids level, etc. which might occur at the  
     site.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2575.148A    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G2575.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The harmonic mean flow for human health criteria application may be overly 
     conservative and the use of mean annual flow, a more readily available     
     value which EPA has defended as similarly protective, should be allowed.   
     EPA Region III stated in the technical document supporting their approval  
     of Maryland's 4/90 water toxics regulations, that the difference between   
     using harmonic mean and mean annual flow estimates is within the           
     uncertainty of the EPA RfD values used in evaluating non-cancer long-term  
     effects, where safety factors of 10-1000 are rountinely used.  As EPA's    
     potency factors used in evaluating cancer effects are derived with similar 
     magnitudes of conservatism, a parallel argument may be made for the use of 
     mean annual flow in deriving permit limitations to protect against cancer  
     effects.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.149     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G2575.149A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21037, 1st column, 3A.D.4 - The description of margin of safety should
     be modified to include the use of conservative modelling assumptions       
     similar to the language in procedure 3B.D.4.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.149A    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G2575.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21037, 3A.D.7 - The proposed method of flexibility in the allocation  
     of WLAs is appropriate and reasonable.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.150     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G2575.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21037, 2nd column, 3A.D.8. - The requirement for a "margin of safety" 
     at each point source location is too much.  The allowance for a "margin of 
     safety" for each TMDL should be more than sufficient.                      
                                                                                
     The requirement for a "site-specific chronic cross-check" for non-point    
     sources is totally inappropriate.  Non-point sources are wet weather       
     discharges.  Wet weather discharges are typically of short duration, the   
     pollutants vary over the duration of the discharge and the receiving stream
     flow is substantially above the stream design or critical flow.  As stated 
     by EPA previously in this proposal, wet weather discharges are regulated by
     different rules; this requirement should be deleted.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.151     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G2575.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21037, 3rd column, 3.A.D.11 - It should be stated that where ambient  
     monitoring contradicts any assumptions made in a mass balance procedure,   
     the TMDL must be corrected.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2575.152     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: G2575.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21040, 3rd column, 3B.D.3.c. iii and 1st column, 3B.E.3 - The use of  
     an arbitrary cap on the allowable dilution is unacceptable.  The use of a  
     fraction of stream design flow, based on recommendations from 10 and 25    
     year old documents, neither of which was based upon any actual field       
     studies is overly conservative and totally without proper justification.   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.153     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: G2575.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20940, column 1, 2nd Paragraph - As EPA's Scientific Advisory Board   
     stated, additivity should not be used as a default assumption for          

Page 5309



$T044618.TXT
     carcinogens, unless compounds are known to act on the same receptor (eg.   
     dioxins, furans, and PCBs).  Additivity should only be assumed when the    
     mechanisms of action are known and they are similar.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.154     
     
     See response to comment D2098.040.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: G2575.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20940, column 1, 3rd Paragraph - While narrative water quality        
     criteria provide protection from mixtures as well as individual chemicals, 
     there are many methods by which such protection may be afforded.  EPA's    
     proposal to sum the incremental cancer risks estimated for the individual  
     members of a mixture would be but one method of assessing that mixture, and
     according the EPA's own Science Advisory Board, it would not be a very     
     defensible one.                                                            
                                                                                
     In response to EPA's request for comments on the possible use of a 10(exp. 
     -5) risk level as a cap on the cancer risk associated with mixtures, the   
     SAB caution against assuming additivity is reiterated.  EPA can better     
     direct their limited resources toward collecting more data on this topic.  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.155     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: G2575.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20940, column 2, 2nd Paragraph - Regarding EPA's request for comments 
     on whether the additivity concept should be applied to only a limited      
     number (eg. 5) of toxic substances in a given effluent, the determination  
     of the EPA SAB is reiterated: based on the present amount of scientific    
     information available, additivity should not be assumed by default, whether
     the number of possible or probable carcinogens to be summed for total risk 
     is 2, 5, or 25.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.156     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: G2575.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20940, column 2, 2nd Paragraph - Regarding the proposal to establish a
     separate water quality criterion for carcinogenicity (ie. total cancer     
     risk) at 10 (exp. -5) or some other level, this is a ill-advised policy.   
     Additivity should not be a default assumption, which is precisely what a   
     total cancer risk criterion would establish as a requirement.              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.157     
     
     Response to Comment: G2575.157                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption        
     of additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; P2718.273         
     for a discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when                
     assessing the additive risks in a mixture to the "risk drivers";           
     D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a            
     discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and Section        
     VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity             
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/NC
     Comment ID: G2575.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20940, column 3, 3rd to 5th Paragraphs and page 20941 - As with cancer
     risk, unless data are available to demonstrate similar mechanisms of       
     toxicity to similar target organs for noncancer hazard indices, additivity 
     should not be considered for criteria development and should not be a      
     default assumption.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.158     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity       
     provisions for noncarcinogens.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/NC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G2575.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20941, column, 3rd Paragraph - page 20942, column 1 - Regarding the   
     use of TEFs for CDDs and CDFs in deriving human health criteria, EPA is    
     encouraged to utilize TEFs in deriving criteria as they become available.  
     The science behind this approach for several classes of toxic substances   
     (eg. dioxins and furans), which demonstrate similar mechanisms of toxicity,
     is relatively sound.  The use of TEFs that are presently available will    
     also serve to stimulate interest in developing TEFs for other groups of    
     toxics substances, such as PCBs, triazine herbicides, and THMs.  The TEFs  
     which should be used to derive criteria should be based on the best and    
     most recent science available and should represent a consensus of the data 
     that are available.                                                        
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     Response to: G2575.159     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G2575.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20942, column 1-3 - Regarding EPA's proposal that TEFs be used to     
     derive wildlife criteria, insufficient data are currently available to     
     allow such an approach.  When the wildlife data do become available and    
     after the applicability of TEFs to human health criteria dervation is      
     successfully demonstrated over the next several years, it is recommended   
     that EPA consider the use of TEFs for wildlife criteria derivation.        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.160     
     
     The final Guidance does not include TEFs for wildlife for the reasons cited
     in see section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID.                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G2575.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20942, column 2 - Regarding EPA's proposal on the use of              
     bioaccumulation equivalency factors (BEFs), verification using actual      
     comparative bioaccumulation data is needed.  If BEFs are determined by     
     mathematical modeling, then the model should be verified at the low and    
     high range of calculated BEFs for a given class of substances.             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.161     
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     See section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of BEFs and the
     TSD for BAFs for a discussion on the technical aspects of generating BEFs. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: G2575.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20947-20949 - Requiring that a maximum effluent concentration value be
     used to evaluate exceedance of chronic aquatic life, wildlife or human     
     health criteria is not scientifically valid.  These are criteria meant to  
     protect the exposed population from long-term exposures; it is             
     scientifically incorrect to compare them to maximum values.                
                                                                                
     The only criteria for which maximum values might be the appropriate        
     estimate of effluent quality for comparison are acute aquatic life         
     criteria.  In assessing the potential exceedance of chronic criteria, an   
     estimate of the effluent concentration more frequently occurring is        
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.162     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.b, Developing      
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations.  See also Supplementary Information      
     Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: G2575.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20947-20949 - There is no reason to set different reasonable potential
     demonstration requirements for high and low dilution dischargers with >= 10
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     data points (i.e. only 1/2 dilution considered for low dilution scenarios).
      The allowable dilution alone (without division by 2) automatically result 
     in these being judged differently.                                         
                                                                                
     To propose that in addition to comparing chronic criteria to maximum       
     estimates of effluent concentrations, the allowable dilution be arbitrarily
     cut by 1/2 is way beyond the bounds of reality, much less reasonableness.  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.163     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G2575.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20948, 2nd-3rd column - EPA's belief that either of the two proposed  
     methods for assessing "projected effluent quality" "equally" satisfy 40 CFR
     122.44d1ii (account for effluent variability in assessing reasonable       
     potential) because both "use valid statistical procedures to characterize  
     effluent variability in defining a reasonable maximum effluent             
     concentration" is misplaced.  These two methods do not yield similar       
     values.  The TSD approach always yields a value larger than the maximum of 
     the available data.  Depending on the size of the available data set, the  
     TSD approach yields a value substantially larger than the maximum of the   
     available data.  This value is not a reasonable estimate of the maximum    
     effluent concentration.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2575.164     
     
     See discussion on use of small data sets and single data points and on     
     collection of additional effluent data in Supplementary Information        
     Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2575.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21041, 2nd column, Procedure 5, C.1 - A section labelled "a." is      
     missing.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.165     
     
     Thank you.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G2575.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20949, 2nd column, 2nd par - If EPA believes, as stated, the          
     coefficient of variation for a data set is too large to calculate a mean or
     standard deviation, use of the C.V. in extrapolating a 95 percentile value 
     for the population of data as a reasonable estimate of effluent variability
     is certainly not defensible.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.166     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment for the reasons outlined in the discussion 
     from the preamble to the proposal cited in the comment. EPA believes that  
     using an assumend value of 0.6 for the CV when using data sets with ten or 
     fewer values is defensible, infact it is a common practice in water        
     quality-based permitting.  As stated in the proposal, the data in EPA's    
     effluent guidelines data base indicates that a CV of 0.6 typifies average  
     effluent variability. In any case, under the final Guidance, States and    
     Tribes have the flexibility to adopt PEQ procedures that do not use the EPA
     recommended assumed value of 0.6 for the CV.  See Supplementary Information
     Document Section VIII.E.2.c.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G2575.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20950 - Regarding the evaluation of RP using a screening value or tier
     2 value, it is ridiculous to compare a screening value or Tier 2 value     
     which is an estimate of a level of concern based on very few data points   
     (which may be non-standard toxicity endpoints, e.g. reduced organ weight   
     etc.) to an extrapolated 95 percentile value for effluent concentration    
     from a very small data set or to a large data set composed primarily of    
     non-detects.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2575.167     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.f, Determining     
     reasonable Potential for Pollutants When Tier II Data Are Not Available.   
     See also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c for a       
     discussion on management of "non-detect" and "non-quantified" data when    
     estimating PEQ.  Also note that the comparison referred to in this comment 
     is a comparison of PEQ to a preliminary effluent limit that is based upon  
     an ambient screening value, not as the commenter suggests, a direct        
     comparison of the PEQ to the ambient screening value.  In addition, the    
     purpose of this comparison is to determine if whether the permitting       
     authority needs to collect data sufficient to generate  Tier II value and  
     to generate the value which would then be used in a reasonable potential   
     determination.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G2575.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20951, 1st column - In response to EPA's request for comments on the  
     use of alternative procedures, permitting authorities should be allowed to 
     utilize alternative procedures that are scientifically defensible.         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.168     
     
     As explained in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2,   
     General Requirements of Procedure 5, final procedure 5 provides            
     considerable added flexibility to States and Tribes in adopting procedures 
     for determining the need for WQBELs.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

Page 5317



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2575.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21041, 5A2 & 5A2 - Requiring that a maximum effluent concentration    
     value be used to evaluate exceedance of chronic aquatic life, wildlife or  
     human health criteria is not scientifically valid.  These are criteria     
     meant to protect the exposed population from long-term exposures; it is    
     scientifically incorrect to compare them to maximum values.                
                                                                                
     The only criteria for which maximum values might be the appropriate        
     estimate of effluent quality for comparison are acute aquatic life         
     criteria.  In assessing the potential exceedance of chronic criteria, an   
     estimate of the effluent concentration more frequently occurring is        
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.169     
     
     The comparison contemplated in the proposed procedures for determining     
     reasonable potential using effluent concentration data is a comparison of  
     projected maximum effluent values and preliminary effluent limits, not as  
     the commenter suggests, a comparison of projected maximum effluent values  
     and water quality criteria or values for the protection of acute or chronic
     aquatic life, wildlife or human health.  As such, the comparison is        
     scientifically valid because the preliminary effluent limits are assumed to
     be daily values that are calculated using existing State and Tribal        
     procedures to be protective of the most protective applicable water quality
     criterion in the receiving water: acute or chronic aquatic life criteria,  
     wildlife criteria or human health criteria.  EPA believes it is appropriate
     to compare a projected maximum effluent value to a daily preliminary       
     effluent limit for purposes of determining whether a WQBEL is needed.  The 
     final procedure 5 maintains this comparison in paragraph B.1 of the        
     procedure.  EPA notes that, like the proposed procedure 5, under paragraph 
     B.2 of final procedure 5, States and Tribes have the flexibility to adopt  
     procedures that include a comparison of projected maximum effluent values  
     with preliminary effluent limits based on protection of aquatic life from  
     acute effects; a comparison of projected maximum weekly or monthly average 
     effluent values with preliminary effluent limits based on the protection of
     aquatic life from chronic effects; and comparison of projected maximum     
     monthly average effluent values with preliminary effluent limits based on  
     the protection of aquatic life from chronic effects, human health, and     
     wildlife.  EPA believes that final procedure 5 contains the flexibility for
     States and Tribes to adopt either of the above described approaches to     
     determining reasonable potential and that either approach, 5.B.1 or 5.B.2  
     is scientifically valid.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: G2575.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21041, 1st-2nd column, 5B2 - The allowance of only 1/2 of the         
     dilution, determined via the stringent requirements of procedure 3, for    
     discharge dominated scenarios is completely lacking in scientific validity 
     and should be dropped.  The requirements of procedure 3 already take into  
     account the differences between effluent flow and receiving water flow;    
     this arbitrary 50% cap is totally without basis.  It is obviously another  
     measure of conservatism added to an already conservative procedure.        
                                                                                
     EPA seems to have forgotten the meaning of "reasonable".                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.170     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: G2575.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21041, 2nd column, 5C1 - This effort to force the permittee to collect
     more samples for an endless (unspecified) number of pollutants through the 
     use of an outrageously unrealistic calculation places a substantial burden 
     on the discharger without a sound basis.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2575.171     
     
     For the reasons outlined in the Supplementary Information Document Section 
     VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary     
     Effluent Limitations, EPA does not agree that the calculation referred to  
     by the commenter (the projected effluent quality calculation) is           
     outrageously unrealistic.  Nor does this provision require additional      
     sample collection for an endless number of pollutants.  As discussed in the
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     Supplementary Information Document section cited above, the discharger may 
     wish to collect additional samples  in order to more accurately estimate   
     the effluent pollutant distribution.  The same Supplementary Information   
     Document Discussion also points out that the final Guidance leaves room for
     State and Tribal proceudres to differ from EPA's as long as the basic      
     characteristics outlined in section 5.B.2 of appendix F of the final       
     Guidance are adhered to.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2575.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21041, 2nd-3rd column, 5D1 - There appears to be an error in this     
     sentence.  The following correction is suggested: "Except as....for each   
     pollutant...known or believed to be present in its effluent [at a level]   
     for which data...".                                                        
                                                                                
     This is an open-ended requirement which needs to have some boundaries set. 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.172     
     
     The subject sentence has been corrected.  Thank you.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2575.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point Sources are wet weather discharges.  EPA states, on page 20841 of
     the preamble, that wet weather discharges are different from dry weather   
     discharges.  As these are non-continuous discharges which contribute       
     pollutants during flows much higher than design, it is innappropriate to   
     factor them into the traditional WLA procedures.  The idea that a basin is 
     one volume to which the pollutant loads from all sources are added         
     concurrently and the nominal concentration estimated is inherently flawed, 
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     especially when it comes to non-point sources.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.173     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.C.3.g, General         
     Condition 8 - Wet Weather Events.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2575.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21042, 2nd column, 4th Paragraph, 5.F.3 - Requiring WQBELs on all     
     dischargers discharging detectable levels of a pollutant which has been    
     found in fish at unacceptable levels is grossly overly restrictive.        
     Especially as the definition of unacceptable, in this case, is exceedance  
     of the tissue concentration inherent in either a Tier 1 criterion or a Tier
     II value.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.174     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.g, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2575.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20844 - This text mentions a "specified screening approach" for       
     assessing RP..  Nowhere is this "specified screening approach" described.  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.175     
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     The text referred to by the commenter uses the term "specified screening   
     approach."  The term is referring to the screen of the preliminary effluent
     limit against an ambient screening value.  The final Guidance includes this
     screening approach in the absence of data necessary to calculate a Tier I  
     criterion or Tier  II value for non-cancer human health, acute aquatic life
     and chronic aquatic life, where a table 6 pollutant is reported by the     
     discharger as known or believed to be present in the discharge.  The       
     screening approach is outlined in 5.C.1.a-e of Appendix F of the final     
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20967, 2nd column, F.1. - The discussion and requirements within the  
     section on "procedures for controlling the toxic effect of an effluent as a
     whole" are contradictory.  In the first paragraph, it is stated that "the  
     toxic effects of pollutants may change when they react with other          
     pollutants".  In fact, toxicity of a mixture is dependent on the mixture.  
     When an effluent is released into a receiving water, the mixture changes.  
     This requirement that a 100% effluent mixture cause no measurable mortality
     in exposed organisms may be quite irrelevant to the effect of the effluent 
     on the receiving water biota.  There certainly is no scientific basis for  
     such an extrapolation.  This requirement piles two conservatisms on top of 
     each other: 1) the use of LC(subscript 0) and 2) extrapolation of the      
     effect to aquatic organisms by whole effluent (with no dilution) to the    
     effect to aquatic organisms by the receiving water.  Use of one or another 
     of these may well be prudent environmental protection, but in combination  
     the result is totally without reality.                                     
                                                                                
     We are not arguing that there is no basis for setting effluent limitations 
     or requirements on WET, there clearly is.  Our concern lies with the       
     distance this proposal has moved away from any scientific basis in the     
     proposed implementation procedures.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2575.176     
     
     EPA is allowing for both acute and chronic mixing zones, where appropriate,
     in the final Guidance.  EPA does not intend that the 100 percent effluent  
     mixture cause no measurable mortality in exposed organisms, rather EPA uses
     the LC50 for acute toxicity and allows discharges greater than 1 TUc, based
     on the NOEC or IC 25, provided 1 TUc can be met at the edge of the chronic 
     mixing zone.                                                               
                                                                                
     Also see response to comment P2718.306 for a discussion of field validation
     of the WET criteria.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20968, 1st column, 2nd Paragraph - It is incorrectly stated that "In  
     the absence of a numeric water quality criterion for WET in a water quality
     standard, a permitting authority must {emphasis added} derive an           
     appropriate WQBEL for WET that will insure compliance with narrative       
     criteria for water quality ...".  WQBELs are required only when there is   
     reasonable potential for violation of a water quality standard.  When there
     is no water quality criterion for WET, the permitting authority assesses   
     the reasonable potential for exceedance of narrative water quality         
     standards.  Where the conclusion reached is that there is reasonable       
     potential for violation of a water quality standard, limitations for WET   
     are one option to maintain in-stream water quality standards.              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.177     
     
     See comment P2629.120.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     page 20968, 3rd column, and page 20969, 1st column - The Guidance discusses
     three possible outcomes that are possible when deciding whether a facility 
     causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an        
     excursion above a water quality criterion.  The first outcome is that      
     reasonable potential is determined and a WQBEL is established.  The second 
     outcome is that there isn't enough information to determine reasonable     
     potential so the TSD recommends that monitoring requirements and a reopener
     clause be imposed with NPDES permit.  If monitoring establishes reasonable 
     potential and the permit is reopened, "permitting authorities typically    
     impose WQBELs for WET or require a discharger to perform a TRE."  While    
     this seems to contradict the first outcome, it is interesting to note that 
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     this wording was placed in the Guidance.  This is the approach Maryland    
     takes (Maryland intends to establish WET limits only for recalcitrant      
     dischargers that are not complying with TRE requirements).  Then, when the 
     TRE is completed and corrective measures have been taken, there is no      
     longer reasonable potential to exceed a numeric or narrative water quality 
     criterion.  Finally, Maryland's regulatory requirement for acute WET is a  
     discharge limitation and not a water quality criterion, thus making the    
     reasonable potential moot.  The third possible outcome is when available   
     data indicate that reasonable potential does not exist and therefore a     
     WQBEL is not necessary.  Again, a successfully completed TRE would         
     constitute the information needed to determine that a WQBEL is not         
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2575.178     
     
     EPA agrees that conducting a TRE initially may be a useful tool in         
     eliminating the need for a WET limit.  The States and Tribes have the      
     discretion to use TREs as they see fit.  EPA, however is not requiring that
     such TREs be conducted before a determination is made that a WQBEL for WET 
     is required.  The final Guidance includes provisions that WET permit limits
     be established when it is determined that a reasonable potential exists to 
     exceed criteria for WET.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20969, 3rd column, last two paragraphs, and Page 20970, 1st and 2nd   
     columns - the discussion of proposed acute toxicity control is confusing.  
     The Guidance proposes an effluent cap of 1.0 TUa to protect against acute  
     effects in mixing zones.  The proposed Guidance indicates that this should 
     meet the TSD's recommended 0.3 TUa criterion at the edge of the mixing zone
     in all but effluent dominated situations.  The proposed Guidance also      
     states (page 20970, 2nd column, 1st par) that "acute mixing zones would    
     provide the basis for toxicity greater than 1.0 TUa, and are therefore not 
     part of the proposed Guidance."  While clarification is needed, the        
     effluent cap of 1.0 TUa is fairly consistent with Maryland's approach.     
     Maryland's acute WET discharge limitation of LC50 > 100% could be expressed
     as < 1.0 TUa and is therefore more restrictive than the proposed 1.0 TUa.  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.179     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing zone in the WET procedure.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20970 - In response to EPA's invitation for comment on alternative    
     definitions for 1.0 TUC, we strongly urge EPA to follow their own guidance 
     on this issue and define TUC based on IC(subscript 25) based on biomass.   
     As EPA has stated in many forums, the point estimate of toxicity is much   
     more defensible and provides some estimate of confidence, unlike the       
     determination of NOEC using hypothesis testing.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2575.180     
     
     See comment D2847.028 for the discussion of the use of the IC 25 or the    
     NOEC to define the number of toxic units associated with a WET sample.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In response to EPA's invitation for comment on whether TUC should be       
     adjusted to reflect sensitive aquatic species of the Great Lakes System, we
     urge EPA to base any decision on sound scientific research.  If EPA is     
     referring to differences in sensitivities between organisms used in        
     laboratory toxicity testing and organisms indigenous to the GLS, we urge   
     EPA to direct their R & D to developing standard toxicity test protocols   
     for GLS organisms.  Do not substitute assumptions for science!             
     
     
     Response to: G2575.181     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20971 - In response to EPA's request for comment on the necessity and 
     appropriateness of Procedure 6.A.3, it is not necessary.  Inclusion here   
     would be redundant; all State and Tribal water quality programs are subject
     to Part 122.44, where this is already stated.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.182     
     
     EPA agrees and eliminated this provision fron the Guidance.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20971 - In responnse to EPA's request for comment on factors a        
     permitting authority should consider in approving any particular toxicity  
     test, we urge EPA to allow flexibility.  In other words, the EPA should    
     identify a few basic minimum requirements for test acceptability should be 
     identified (e.g. holding time, etc) and other important considerations,    
     that alone may not necessarily make a test unacceptable, but in combination
     might.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.183     
     
     See comment P2718.309 for a discussion of the selection of WET test        
     procedures.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20973, top of 2nd column - On what basis is EPA making the statement  
     that "Acute test results generally equate to one-day maxima"?  As this is  
     the first time EPA has made this statement and is promulgating regulatory  
     requirements based upon this premise, a description of both what is meant  
     by this statement and what is its basis is imperative.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.184     
     
     The acute WET criterion of 0.3 TUa has been shown to be protective for     
     aquatic organisms as documented in the March 1991 TSD.  Aquatic organisms  
     exposed to acute toxicty above the 0.3 TUa value typically exhibit toxic   
     effects within a short period of time.  This is why EPA acute mixing zone  
     policy uses an exposure limit of one hour within an acute mixing zone to   
     minimize impacts on aquatic life.  Since acute toxicity impacts occur      
     quickly, EPA considers acute WET as well as acute chemical-specific        
     criteria                                                                   
     suitable to control the impacts of daily maximum discharges.  The preamble 
     to the proposed Guidance misquoted the TSD regarding the definition of the 
     0.3 TUa WET criterion.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20973, top of 2nd column - It is unclear what is meant by "chronic    
     test results in the existing Great Lakes States NPDES programs generally   
     equate to monthly average concentrations".  Does this mean that the        
     existing GLS NPDES programs have monthly chronic test requirements?  If so,
     we fail to see what relevance this has to deciding what test results of the
     chronic WET data available for a particular facility are to be considered  
     or evaluated in assessing the reasonable potential for violation of        
     narrative (or numeric WET) water quality standards.  If the existing GLS   
     NPDES programs do have monthly chronic test requirements, then the result  
     of the proposed requirements for determination of reasonable potential for 
     chronic WET is that only 1 test will be considered.  It is clearly not     
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     scientifically valid to determine only 1 test result when many more may be 
     available.  Such a restriction is not being proposed for the individual    
     chemical requirements; why is it even considered here?                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.185     
     
     See comment G2575.192 for a discussion of how the number of reasonable     
     potential samples is determined.  EPA made the statement regarding chronic 
     permit limits in an effort to emphasize that chronic tests are typically   
     conducted in time periods ranging from 7 to 28 days and hence monthly      
     limits                                                                     
     would generally be the most suitable permit averaging period for assessing 
     chronic toxicity.  The statement quoted above is not relevant regarding the
     data set for reasonable potential determinations.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20973, ACR - The discussion here regarding a WET ACR does not include 
     any identification of the estimates of effluent concentrations causing     
     acute and chronic toxicity.  In other words, what values go into the       
     calculation of a WET ACR?                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.186     
     
     The WET acute-chronic ratio is based upon comparisons of acute and chronic 
     toxicity tests, using the same species, for a given effluent sample.  For  
     example, if the acute toxicity measured 5 TUa and the chronic toxicity     
     measured 30 TUc, the acute-chronic ratio would equal 30 TUc/5 TUa or 6.    
                                                                                
     The default acute-chronic ratio of 10 TUc/1 TUa or 10 can be used by       
     States or Tribes to augment data sets for the reasonable potential         
     determination procedure.  For example, if an acute toxicity test is        
     available, the default acute-chronic ratio could be used to calculate an   
     estimated chronic test result as follows:                                  
              5 TUa x 10 TUc/1 TUa = 50 TUc.                                    
     The final Guidance requires the use of this approach when data are         
     available                                                                  
     for either acute or chronic toxicity, but when both types of data are not  
     present.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20974, 1st column - The preamble states, regarding the equation at    
     procedure 6.D.2, "This equation and the premise in the TSD is to           
     statistically estimate the greatest level of WET that could exist in a     
     particular effluent ... The resultant {sic} would then be the estimate of  
     the highest possible level of acute WET that could be reasonably expected  
     in the effluent".  For EPA to require the use of only the % effect obtained
     from the raw data for the 100% and control exposures (i.e. laboratory data 
     with no estimate of precision or significance) to extrapolate to what they 
     think is a level that has anything to do with what could reasonably occur  
     is outrageous.  The Water Quality-Based Approach to toxic substance control
     is supposed to have some basis in scientific research.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2575.187     
     
     EPA modified the Guidance to include the allowance of acute mixing         
     zones.  In addition, the reasonable potential equations are designed such  
     that the estimate of the 95th percentile effluent concentration is used to 
     determine reasonable potential.                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21043, Section D.2. - This procedure is scientifically unsound.       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.188     
     
     EPA has modified the acute WET reasonable potential procedure to allow     
     consideration of acute mixing zones.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By "% effect in 100% effluent" does EPA mean "% of exposed population      
     affected in 100% effluent"?  In any final regulation this phrase, which    
     does not appear in any current EPA guidance on this subject, needs to be   
     described or defined.                                                      
                                                                                
     What is EPA's recommended procedure for determining "% effect in 100%      
     effluent"?  In addition to a description or definition of the term, there  
     should be a procedure for how the value is determined.                     
                                                                                
     As EPA has not mentioned "% effect in 100% effluent" in any current        
     guidance, policy or regulation (and it is not mentioned in the Clean Water 
     Act), on  what is the use of this concept (whatever it is) based?  It might
     be helpful to EPA if they review the use of mammalian acute testing data in
     human health evaluations, where the LD(subscript 50) is currently the      
     regulatory measure.                                                        
                                                                                
     Does EPA mean to imply that screening tests, guidance for which EPA has    
     dropped from its current manual for acute testing, are preferred to full   
     dilution acute tests?  This is clearly the implication, as there is no     
     discussion of using any of the information obtained from any exposures     
     other than the 100% effluent and control.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.189     
     
     EPA has modified the reasonable potential equation to allow for acute      
     mixing zones.  Acute testing can use dilution series to determine which    
     percent effluent in the WET test medium produces the LC50.  For example if 
     a sample with 20 percent effluent produced the LC50 response, then the     
     effluent would have 5 toxic units (TUa = 100% effluent/ 20% effluent at    
     LC50)                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA is reminded that EPA's current national guidance on water quality-based
     toxics control clearly (in bold) stated "the use of single concentration   
     toxicity tests is strongly discouraged for this data generation process".  
     The TSD also states "It is not accurate to assume that two dilutions... are
     all that are ultimately necessary for determining compliance with a        
     toxicity limit".  Clearly determining whether or not a facility might      
     exceed any potential water quality-based permit limit is the essence of the
     "reasonable potential" discussion.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2575.190     
     
     This Guidance allows the States and Tribes flexibility in determining what 
     quantity of WET monitoring or other types of data are necessary to conduct 
     a                                                                          
     reasonable potential determination.  EPA agrees that one test is not       
     desirable for conducting such determinations.  EPA is requiring use of     
     reasonable potential multiplying factors to take uncertainty inherent in a 
     few samples into account when conducting reasonable potential              
     determinations.  While EPA allows States and Tribes flexibility in         
     conducting reasonable potential, EPA reserves its oversight authority in   
     NPDES permit reviews to object to permits which do not adequately address  
     data indicating there is reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an 
     exceedance of the WET criteria.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The specification that the "% effect in 100% effluent" be considered the   
     result of an acute toxicity test is totally without scientific validity.   
     Elementary toxicology teaches that the LC(subscript 50) is the most        
     reliable estimate of a substances' toxicity because the confidence interval
     is narrowest at the point at which 50% of the exposed organisms have been  
     effected.  As is stated on Page 20967 of the Preamble, the toxicity of     
     effluent is conventionally expressed by the term "lethal concentration".   
     Turning the conventional procedure around by estimating the % of the       
     exposed population affected by a certain concentration of substance totally
     removes any estimate of confidence in the result.  The average of results  
     obtained in this manner, which would have confidence intervals ranging from
     small to infinite would be totally without any confidence, i.e. no basis.  
     
     
     Response to: G2575.191     
     
     The definition of acute toxicity used in this Guidance does include the use
     of the LC 50 endpoint.  If an acute WET test using 100 percent effluent    
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     kills one half of the tested organisms, LC50, the effluent is considered to
     have 1 Toxic Unit.  If an acute WET test is performed on a sample with 20  
     percent effluent and meets the LC 50 endpoint, then the percent effect in  
     100 percent effluent would be 100 percent/20 percent x 1 TUa = 5 TUa.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The requirement that only acute results from tests collected within the    
     same day be averaged for consideration of Reasonable Potential is          
     unrealistic.  The averages are then used in an equation with a multiplying 
     factor obtained from a table contained in the appendix.  The multiplying   
     factor table is designed so that the greater the number of tests (with a   
     very low "% effect in 100% effluent"), the better the chance of not having 
     reasonable potential - which makes sense.  The problem is that to consider 
     more than one test, acute tests for instance, have to have been conducted  
     on samples collected within the same day.  This is unrealistic, as these   
     tests are typically conducted weeks or months apart.  Having more than one 
     test on samples collected during the same day would be a very unlikely     
     scenario.  Therefore, according to the requirements of this Proposal, the  
     permitting authority will only be allowed to use one test result in its    
     determination.  The penalty from the multiplying factor table for only     
     having one test result is that if that test result showed more than 7.9%   
     mortality in 100% effluent then reasonable potential is concluded.         
                                                                                
     Even if the use of 4 quarterly tests were allowed, the "average" test      
     result would have to show less than 19% effect to conclude that there is no
     reasonable potential to conclude that the LC(subscript 50) for 100%        
     effluent is > 100%.  EPA has once again lost sight of the meaning of       
     "reasonable".                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2575.192     
     
     EPA clarified in the SID to the final Guidance how to determine which      
     samples to use in the reasonable potential determinations.  EPA intends    
     that                                                                       
     as many samples as possible can be used in the reasonable potential        
     determinations with the following restrictions:                            
                                                                                
     For acute tests, samples taken on the same day should be averaged or use   
     the                                                                        
     maximum value.  These averages or the maximum count as one sample in Table 
     6F-1.                                                                      
                                                                                
     For chronic tests run in the same month should be averaged or use the      
     maximum                                                                    
     value.  These averages or maximum values count as one sample in Table 6F-1.
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     The number of samples is determined for each species tested.  For example, 
     if                                                                         
     there are five acute WET samples for five different days but one sample is 
     based on a different species, then the reasonable potential determination  
     would be based on 4 samples for that species and 1 sample for the other    
     species.  Reasonable potential is determined for both species separately   
     such that the most sensitive species tested is evaluated.                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why does this determination rely on the NOEC, when EPA's current national  
     guidance on water quality-based toxics control (3/91 TSD) recommends the   
     use of IC(subscript 25) in assessing chronic toxicity as the "preferred    
     statistical method for determining the NOEC" for the following reasons:    
                                                                                
     "Since the IC is a point estimate, a CV can be calculated.  A CV cannot be 
     calculated if hypothesis testing is used..".  "For this reason, estimates  
     of test precision cannot be calculated for NOECs derived by hypothesis     
     testing"                                                                   
                                                                                
     "The IC also is not dependent upon the selection of the effluent           
     concentrations.  In contrast, NOECs calculated by hypothesis testing are   
     dependent upon the concentrations initially selected."                     
                                                                                
     If EPA is planning to allow the use of the IC(subscript 25) as an estimate 
     of NOEC, this should be clearly stated in the regulation.  Otherwise, there
     will be endless arguments between environmental groups, industries,        
     municipalities and regulatory agencies on how a concentration which is     
     estimated to yield an effect in 25% of the exposed population can be a "no 
     observable effect concentration".                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2575.193     
     
     See comment D2847.028 for the discussion of the use of the IC 25 to        
     estimate the NOEC.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2575.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The requirement that only chronic results from tests collected within the  
     same month be averaged for consideration of Reasonable Potential is        
     unrealistic.  The "averages" are then used in an equation with a           
     multiplying factor obtained from a table contained in the appendix.  The   
     multiplying factor table is designed so that the greater the number of     
     tests (with a very low "NOEC"), the better the chance of not having        
     reasonable potential - which makes sense.  The problem is that to consider 
     more than one test, chronic tests have to have been conducted on samples   
     collected within the same month.  This is unrealistic, as these tests are  
     typically conducted no more frequently than months apart (according to the 
     Preamble Page 20973, 2nd column, monthly is the GLS NPDES requirement).    
     Additionally, each test takes a week to complete and involves collecting   
     fresh effluent approximately every other day for a total of three separate 
     samples.  Having more than one test on samples collected during the same   
     month would be a very unlikely scenario.  Therefore, according to the      
     requirements of this Proposal, the permitting authority will only be       
     allowed to use one test result in its determination.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.194     
     
     See response to comment G2575.192 for a discussion of how the number of    
     reasonable potential samples is determined.  The reasonable potential      
     procedure is designed to use samples from different months to better       
     characterize the discharge.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOD
     Comment ID: G2575.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21044, 1st column - How will minimum levels be determined?  How will  
     CELs be set?                                                               
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     Response to: G2575.195     
     
     EPA has addressed this concern in the Supplemental Information Document.   
     Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of Quantification, section
     2 on Compliance Issues.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOD
     Comment ID: G2575.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21044, 1st column, 8C(i) - What is the assumption for non-detect      
     results when calculating an average?                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2575.196     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2577.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Michigan is the only state that is affected in its entirety.  This will put
     Michigan at a competitive disadvantage with the rest of the United States  
     and Canada.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2577.001     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA believes that strong            
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     environmental protection efforts and a strong economy can go hand- in-hand 
     for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2577.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More cost effective means of addressing potential toxics are not being     
     considered because focus is on only point sources.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2577.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2577.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total cost not considered because antidegradation and control of remaining 
     pollutants, for which limits have not been set, are not considered.        
     
     
     Response to: G2577.003     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2577.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation is no growth even though technical standards indicate that 
     the level of protection is not needed to protect human health or the       
     environment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2577.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     final Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of    
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2577.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comprehensive Watershed approach is needed which considers nonpoint and    
     atmosphere deposition before effective policy can be developed.            
     
     
     Response to: G2577.005     
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     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2577.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation parameter by parameter approach is overprotection.  If good
     science is used in setting standards, a policy to set discharges at less   
     than the level set by good standards is not needed.  The result is no      
     growth - in fact could result in a business shrinkage for Michigan.        
     
     
     Response to: G2577.006     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2578.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, we feel that the Great Lakes Initiative program, as         
     proposed, is a flawed approach that would force expenditures of billions of
     dollars by municipalities and industrial facilities to achieve minimal if  
     any quality improvement.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2578.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2578.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal's sole focus on point-source dischargers both ignores the     
     progress that has been made by them in reducing pollution, and fails to    
     address the significant issue of non point-source discharges.              
     
     
     Response to: G2578.002     
     
     EPA agrees that much progress has been made in reducing pollution in the   
     Great Lakes basin as discussed in Section I.B of the SID. EPA believes that
     the final Guidance does not, however, focus solely on point-source         
     dischargers, but addresses pollution from all sources, point and nonpoint. 
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.  See response to comment number F4030.003.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2578.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We join with many others in questioning the science used to support the    
     Great Lakes Initiative proposal.  We are especially doubtful of the        
     validity of the methodologies used for deriving water quality standards for
     individual substances.  While the accumulation of non-biodegradable        
     substances in sediments is a legitimate concern, we do not agree with the  
     assumptions used to assess their impact.  We understand that EPA's own     
     independent science advisory panel has criticized the scientific soundness 
     of the proposal.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2578.003     
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     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2578.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the enormous costs and potential negative impact involved, we urge   
     the EPA to withdraw this proposal and reconsider the very conservative     
     models used in the risk assessment.  We believe that the best approach     
     would be a plan based upon sound science that achieves maximum pollutant   
     reduction at the lowest cost.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2578.004     
     
     G2578.004                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2580.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NYSEG supports efforts to clean up the nation's waters and has spent       
     millions of dollars towards this worthwhile objective.  We are, however,   
     very concerned over many aspects of the proposed Great Lakes Initiative    
     (GLI), and have worked with and support the comments being submitted       
     concerning the GLI by the Utility Water Act Group, the New York Power Pool,
     and the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition.  Independent of the comments  
     submitted by these organizations, NYSEG wants to voice its opposition to   
     the proposed regulations on the basis that while it will have negligible   
     environmental benefit, the GLI will result in astronomical capital and     
     operational costs to the industries and communities in the Great Lakes     
     states, including NYSEG and its customers.                                 
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     Response to: G2580.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2580.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This region of the country can ill-afford the reduced competitiveness that 
     would result from implementation of the GLI.  To impose such a tremendous, 
     costly burden (estimated at billions of dollars) when the benefits are so  
     minor would be unconscionable.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2580.002     
     
     See response to comment P2607.019.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2580.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is projected to only address less than one-tenth of the sources of 
     Great Lakes pollution -- the major contributors to long-term impaired water
     quality (e.g., non-point source discharges, contaminated sediment load,    
     etc.) aren't even addressed by the GLI.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2580.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2580.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the sake of the economy of this economically depressed area of the     
     Unites States, and for the sake of the environment, which can be better    
     protected by better conceived regulatory programs, the EPA must make       
     significant changes to their proposal to address the specific comments     
     begin submitted by the above referenced organizations.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2580.004     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2581.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance does little 
     to improve the quality of the Great lakes, yet would cost taxpayers and    
     employers billions to implement.  The resources necessary to implement the 
     proposal would impact decisions to locate and expand industrial facilities,
     affect regional competitiveness and threaten jobs and the region's tax     
     base.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2581.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
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     Comment ID: G2581.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The facts show that the Great Lakes are already much cleaner because of    
     programs implemented by industry and others in response to state and       
     federal regulations.  Improvements to the Great Lakes Basin will continue  
     through the implmentation of alternative approaches already being          
     developed, including Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) and Lakewide Management  
     Plans (LaMPs).  There is little value in creating more regulations when the
     government has yet to implement what is already on the books.              
     
     
     Response to: G2581.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2598.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal of an antidegradation program for bioaccumulated chemicals of 
     concern (BCC) whereby new facilities, discharges, or sanitary sewer hookups
     would be required to demonstrate major social and economic benefits under  
     uncertain criteria.  It is neither reasonable nor practical to ask an      
     industrial laundry or other small business for an extensive socioeconomic  
     analysis of its long-term impact before it is allowed to attach its waste  
     lines to a sewer.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2598.001     
     
     It also unlikley that a small business or industrial laundry will be a     
     source of BCCs.  Further, if States and Tribes were to adopt the provisions
     of the final Guidance, that the added loading from an extremely small      
     facility would necessitate new limits for the municipalities.  If new      
     limits are not required, or even if new limits are required but the        
     increase is less than a de minimis amount, no antidegradation review would 
     be required.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2598.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conversion of existing effluent quality (EEQ) levels into enforceable  
     limits.  This proposal will create serious problems for laundries.  The    
     contaminants discharged differ among laundries and over different time     
     periods.  They depend upon the activities of an individual laundry's       
     customers, and both customers and the customers' activities vary widely.   
     The proposal might freeze each laundry in its present status, rendering it 
     unable to accept new business or even to launder a towel that contains     
     contaminants different from those in last week's batch from the same       
     customer.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2598.002     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2598.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ proposal will also penalize responsible actors, who try to minimize
     discharges.  In particular, it will harm businesses that have acted in the 
     past to install treatment equipment in advance of EPA requirements.        
     
     
     Response to: G2598.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2598.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Shifting the burden of proof to dischargers with respect to Tier II        
     substances is unrealistic.  The standards imposed by Tier II are           
     unrealistic to begin with, and, given EPA's ground rules on risk           
     assessment, it is doubtful that anyone could ever demonstrate the          
     acceptability of an alternative standard.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2598.004     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2599.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WWF applauds EPA's effort to consider wildlife and food web impacts as key 
     indicators for setting water quality standards.  World Wildlife Fund Senior
     Fellow, Dr. Theo Colborn, with her scientific colleagues, has documented   
     that many of the pollutants commonly found in the Great Lakes are known to 
     seriously compromise endocrine, nervous and immune systems of wildlife,    
     indicating potential human health effects.(1)  This is especially true for 
     offspring in utero, where embryonic development is particularly sensitive  
     to endocrine disruption.  Developmental damage may not be evident until    
     decades after exposure occurs, because the effects are expressed in the    
     offspring, not in the mother.  It is important to bear in mind that low    
     doses and sometimes single doses cause these problems as well; for this    
     reason, endocrine-disrupting pesticides are of concern even if they are not
     persistent and bioaccumulative.                                            
     ______________________________                                             
     (1) See Theo Colborn and Coralie Clement (eds.) Chemically-Induced         
     Alterations in Sexual and Functional Development:  The Wildlife/Human      
     Connection (Princeton:  Princeton Scientific Publishing Co., Inc., 1992);  
     Theo Colborn, et al., "Developmental Effects of Endocrine-Disrupting       
     Chemicals in Wildlife and Humans," Environmental Health Perspectives, Vol. 
     101, No. 5 (October 1993), in press; Theo Colborn et al., Great Lakes,     
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     Great Legacy?  (Washington, D.C. and Ottawa, Ontario:  The Conservation    
     Foundation and The Institute for Research on Public Policy, 1990).         
     
     
     Response to: G2599.001     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2599.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The strict water quality standards proposed in Round One of the Water      
     Quality Initiative set the stage for development of an effective non-point 
     source pollution prevention strategy in the Great Lakes.  WWF urges EPA to 
     move forward on Round Two of the Initiative by applying the water quality  
     standards proposed in Round One to force reduction in pollution from       
     non-point sources.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2599.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance promotes both consistency and         
     flexibility in the implementation of its provisions.  For a discussion of  
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures 
     while providing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section  
     I.C of the SID. Response to: G2630.011                                     
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the CPA intended to afford States the same         
     flexibility currently available in the national program. The Initiative    
     Committees believed this level of flexibility over the years had resulted  
     in significant differences in State adopted water quality standards,       
     antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures, as well as        
     inconsistencies in regulatory approaches and individual permit decisions in
     the Great Lakes basin.  The Congress was aware of these inconsistencies and
     of the efforts of the Initiative Committees to develop the Guidance when it
     enacted the CPA.  The requirements in section 118(c)(2) represent the      
     direction of the Congress to adopt or promulgate minimum water quality     
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures for the 
     entire Great Lakes System.  In order to have any meaning, implementation of
     these specific requirements for the Great Lakes System will necessarily    
     result in some reduction in the flexibility of the Great Lakes States.     
                                                                                
     EPA believes it is appropriate, however, to provide reasonable flexibility 
     to States and Tribes, to the extent that this can be done and still meet   
     the requirements and purpose of the CWA.  To address the need for          
     flexibility, EPA made several changes to the proposed Guidance, discussed  
     in section II.D.2 and in other portions of sections I through VIII of the  
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     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
     See section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2599.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional pollutants need to be added to the list of chemicals of concern 
     to include current use pesticides known to persist in the environment or   
     compromise endocrine, nervous, or immune systems in laboratory animals,    
     wildlife, or humans.  As reflected in our technical comments, we are       
     certain that this list should include at least atrazine.  Others that      
     should be considered for addition to the list include the high volume      
     pesticides listed in our technical comments (metolachlor, alachlor,        
     cyanazine, pendimethalin, and captan) and pesticides associated with health
     concerns.  Examples of the latter include other triazines, dicofol,        
     synthetic pyrethroids, benomyl, and EBDC fungicides.  These examples are   
     not intended to be an exhaustive or definitive list.  Such a list ought to 
     be based on well-defined criteria developed by EPA.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2599.003     
     
     See response to: P2859.075                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2599.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Expanding the list of chemicals of concern will help drive agricultural    
     pollution prevention efforts in the Basin, as farmers and other            
     agricultural professionals develop farming systems that reduce reliance on 
     these pesticides.(2)  (WWF, whose Agricultural Pollution Prevention Project
     is working with agricultrual constituencies in the Great Lakes basin to    
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     develop and test policies that motivate reduced use of pesticides, looks   
     forward to active participation in developing agricultural pollution       
     prevention strategies for Round Two of the Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Initiative.)                                                               
     _________________________                                                  
     (2) The recent GAO report, "Issues Concerning Pesticides Used in the Great 
     Lakes Watershed", (GAO/RCED-93-128, June 1993), estimates that more than 6 
     million pounds of Atrazine, 5.2 million pounds of metolachlor, 4.5 million 
     pounds of alachlor, and 2.2 million pounds of cyanazine were applied to    
     corn and soybean crops in the Great Lakes watershed in 1991.  See GAO      
     report, Appendix 3, page 21.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2599.004     
     
     See Sections I.C and and II.C of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2599.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Particularly in its sediments, the Great Lakes ecosystem contains a legacy 
     of past pollution that, regrettably, will burden the Great Lakes food web  
     for years to come.  For this and other reasons, it is urgent that ecosystem
     management in the Great Lakes move from the historic reliance on pollution 
     control (with its attendant tolerance of discharges of bioaccumulating     
     substances) to a system of pollution prevention.  Through reduced inputs of
     toxic substances into production processes, changes in production          
     processes, and other such measures, dischargers can reduce the costs and   
     liabilities associated with the management of polluting discharges.        
     Measures to prevent pollution have frequently been associated with reduced 
     waste and enhanced economic competitiveness.  WWF is pleased to see        
     pollution prevention mentioned in the section of the guidance on           
     anti-degradation and urges EPA to infuse the guidance with pollution       
     prevention concepts at every possible opportunity.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2599.005     
     
     EPA agrees that pollution prevention is an important component of any      
     environmental management program.  For a discussion of the underlying      
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting pollution prevention practices, see Section I.C of the SID.  For 
     further discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes     
     program efforts to address current and prevent future pollution problems,  
     see Section I.D of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2600.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the Association supports reasonable environmental regulations, the   
     proposed Guidance is not reasonable.  It contains many excessively         
     stringent requirements under which the costs will greatly outweigh the     
     benefits.  In establishing and implementing the water quality criteria, we 
     feel that the proposal would result in unnecessarily stringent permit      
     limits for point source dischargers.  The Guidance emphasizes controls on  
     point source discharges, although in many cases they are minor contributors
     to the total loading to the Great Lakes Basin.  The requirements will      
     result in a competitive disadvantage for industries in the Basin compared  
     with industries in foreign countries and other areas of the United States. 
     
     
     Response to: G2600.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2601.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Elyria, as are many other municipal POTWs, is very concerned   
     with the effect of the proposed Guidance.  We fear that if the proposed    
     guidance is adopted as it stands now, the cost of compliance will be       
     tremendous.  Compliance with the guidance will potentially cause conflict  
     with the city's water treatment permit, forcing the city to make a Hobson's
     choice.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2601.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2601.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance only focuses on point sources such as big industry and        
     municipal discharges, while ignoring far greater sources of pollution such 
     as contaminated sediment, air deposition, and the like.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2601.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2601.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overly stringent standards will result in unreasonable cost for little or  
     no benefit to the Great Lakes.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2601.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2601.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform standards ignore the unique features and problems of the individual
     Great Lakes.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2601.004     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2601.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance lacks adequate scientific support and tries to compensate for 
     this deficiency with overly rigid safety standards.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2601.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see Section   
     I.C of the SID.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing  
     Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2601.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Better processes exist to protect the Great Lakes such as Remedial Action  
     Plans (RAPs) and Lakewide Management Plan (LaMPs) that account for the     
     unique differences of the Great Lakes.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2601.006     
     
     See Sections I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2605.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, antidegradation procedures that prevent new or increased dumping of  
     persistent toxic pollutants should be implemented as soon as possible.     
     
     
     Response to: G2605.001     
     
     See response to comment G2993.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2605.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a time-table set to ban uses of bioaccumulative toxic substances released  
     into the Great Lakes ecosystem.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2605.002     
     
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2605.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposed Guidance provides for more specific implementation of   
     antidegradation review, it also limits the scope of the rule.  For example,
     the Guidance would allow a de minimis exclusion for contaminants which are 
     not bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.  In contrast, the current rule   
     forbids any lowering of water quality without antidegradation review.  In  
     addition, although the Guidance attempts to narrow the scope of development
     which would justify lowering water quality, the categories are broad enough
     to permit almost any proposed activity.  We urge you to close these        
     loopholes.  Shifting the burden of proof to the discharger requiring them  
     to demonstrate a pollutants' safety regarding human health, wildlife and   
     aquatic life, would also be a step in the right direction.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2605.003     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA does not agree that loopholes exist in the final Guidance.
      The final Guidance imposes appropriately stringent requirements on BCCs   
     and provides recommendations to States and Tribes on the implementation of 
     antidegradation for non-BCCs. Any activity that could cause a significant  
     lowering of water quality is addressed by the final Guidance.              
                                                                                
     The commenter's suggestion that dischargers demonstrate that an increase   
     will not impact aquatic life, wildlife and human health misses the point of
     protecting high quality waters under antidegradation.  Protection for high 
     quality waters is intended to safeguard water quality where water quality  
     is better than the minimum necessary to protect fish, aquatic life,        
     wildlife and human health.  Antidegradation does not permit an increased   
     loading that would have an adverse impact on the uses of a water.          
     Consequently, any increase that is permissible under antidegradation will  
     meet the test suggested by the commenter.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2608.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tighter restrictions on persistent bioaccumulative toxic substances.  (the 
     list needs to be enlarged)                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2608.001     
     
     See response to: P2859.075                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2608.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI Antidegradation Policy allows no lowering of water quality where       
     existing uses are impaired.  (thermal pollution should not be excluded from
     this policy; much of Great Lakes fisheries are cold water species)         
     
     
     Response to: G2608.002     
     
     The final Guidance contains Great Lakes-specific antidegradation           
     requirements for BCCs only.  Federal regualtions at 40 CFR 131.12 state    
     that thermal discharges are covered by antidegradation requirements        
     consistent with Section 316 of the CWA.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2609.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proponents of the original Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative presumed   
     that the Great Lakes are in crisis, and existing measures are not          
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     sufficient.  The Great Lakes are not in crisis.  Available data from       
     government and academic studies in both countries conflict with this       
     assumption.  Water quality has improved and continues to improve.  The     
     levels of toxic chemicals in the water column, sediment, and fish and      
     wildlife tissues have decreased dramatically.  Recovery in the health of   
     many species has been reported.  With respect to human health, Environment 
     Canada concluded in the Synopsis to its 1990 report on toxic chemicals in  
     the Great Lakes that current data "do not suggest that Canadians living in 
     the Great Lakes basin have higher contaminant levels than those in other   
     parts of the country."  The International Joint Commission in its 1991     
     Science Advisory Board Report stated that levels of DDT and DDE in human   
     breast milk have decreased four to five fold since 1968, and the "breast   
     milk of women in the Great Lakes region is not significantly more or less  
     contaminated with PCBs, DDT and dieldrin than are other parts of North     
     America and Europe".                                                       
                                                                                
     These improvements are due to a variety of measures including improved     
     water treatment for point sources and imposition of water quality          
     standards, as well as many initiatives and partnerships that are pollution 
     prevention-based by government, industry, municipalities, and the public.  
     Over the past three decades, a number of regional public policy cycles have
     unfolded, each with a more prescriptive approach to control of             
     contaminants, including both conventional and persistent toxic chemicals.  
     This has resulted in tighter discharge standards at the state and          
     provincial levels.  Pollution prevention requirements are being written    
     into permits, enforcement and remediation actions.  All of these actions   
     continue to contribute to improved water quality and quality of life in the
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2609.001     
     
     See Sections I.B, I.C and I.D of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2609.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proponents of the Guidance assume that it will provide a level playing     
     field among the states, as well as between Canada and the U.S.  The        
     Guidance will not provide a level playing field.  The NPDES processes which
     basically translate water quality criteria into discharge levels for       
     individual facilities are administered at the state-level, and those       
     processes are different for each state.  In addition, the Guidance will    
     have no effect on the Canadian process which is considerably different from
     U.S. regulatory processes.                                                 
                                                                                
     Creating more stringent standards in the Great Lakes region than in the    
     remaining U.S. states would remove whatever level playing field currently  
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     exists among these states and increase economic pressures on Great         
     Lakes-based municipalities and industries.                                 
                                                                                
     Some proponents of the proposed Guidance have suggested that if the        
     Guidance is adopted, then the next step would be to extend it to the rest  
     of the U.S.  This is a circuitous argument and contradicts the original    
     claim that tighter criteria are needed for the Great Lakes region because  
     of its unique ecosystem.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2609.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance promotes both consistency and         
     flexibility in the implementation of its provisions.  For a discussion of  
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures 
     while providing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section  
     I.C of the SID. Response to: G2630.011                                     
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the CPA intended to afford States the same         
     flexibility currently available in the national program. The Initiative    
     Committees believed this level of flexibility over the years had resulted  
     in significant differences in State adopted water quality standards,       
     antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures, as well as        
     inconsistencies in regulatory approaches and individual permit decisions in
     the Great Lakes basin.  The Congress was aware of these inconsistencies and
     of the efforts of the Initiative Committees to develop the Guidance when it
     enacted the CPA.  The requirements in section 118(c)(2) represent the      
     direction of the Congress to adopt or promulgate minimum water quality     
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures for the 
     entire Great Lakes System.  In order to have any meaning, implementation of
     these specific requirements for the Great Lakes System will necessarily    
     result in some reduction in the flexibility of the Great Lakes States.     
                                                                                
     EPA believes it is appropriate, however, to provide reasonable flexibility 
     to States and Tribes, to the extent that this can be done and still meet   
     the requirements and purpose of the CWA.  To address the need for          
     flexibility, EPA made several changes to the proposed Guidance, discussed  
     in section II.D.2 and in other portions of sections I through VIII of the  
     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
     See section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2609.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance presumes that the region needs uniform criteria because the   
     Great Lakes region is a single ecosystem.  However, it is clear that the   
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     region is not a single ecosystem.  Lakes Superior and Erie, for example,   
     have very different physical and chemical properties, different demographic
     characteristics, thus provide habitats that support very different         
     biological communities.  The proposed Guidance in proposing uniform        
     criteria for the entire Basin does not take into account the many different
     ecosystems within the region.  Lakewide Management Plans, already underway 
     for each lake under the direction of the two governments, come much closer 
     to a multi-media, area-specific, ecosystem-based approach to management    
     than does the proposed Guidance.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2609.003     
     
     See Sections I.C, I.D and II.C of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2609.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proponents of the Guidance presume that great benefits will be achieved by 
     a focus on point source emissions.  The primary concern in the region,     
     however, is nonpoint source emissions, while the Guidance focuses on point 
     sources.  Data from both EPA and academic sources show that 90% of the     
     persistent toxic chemicals released into the Lakes come from nonpoint      
     sources such as atmospheric deposition or runoff.  Point sources contribute
     10% or less of these materials.  While it is true that it is easier to     
     target point sources since regulatory avenues already exist, this is a     
     clear misdirection of resources, given the cost estimates for              
     implementation of the Guidance.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2609.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2609.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA presumes that benefits of the Guidance will include significant loading
     reductions and lifting of fish advisories.  A 1993 Council of Great Lakes  
     Governors draft study carried out by DRI/McGraw-Hill showed that the       
     benefits of the Guidance will be considerably less than EPA predicts.  For 
     example, EPA estimated toxic chemical loading reductions using allowable   
     discharge limits rather than actual discharge levels.  Thus the loading    
     reductions and the benefits estimated by EPA were both inflated.           
                                                                                
     The Governors' 1993 study also points out that the chemicals responsible   
     for fish advisories come primarily from nonpoint sources.  Air deposition  
     accounts for 90% of the mercury reaching the lakes, and PCB's come from a  
     variety of nonpoint sources.  Enacting point source-focused regulations    
     will not remove these advisories.                                          
                                                                                
     A better approach is offered by lakewide managment plans (LaMPs), the      
     objectives of which are to:                                                
                                                                                
     Identify key chemicals of concern on a lake-by-lake basis                  
     Identify major sources of those chemicals                                  
     Create priorities, and identify cost-effective remedies to address those   
     priorities.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2609.005     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, D2723.004, and D2587.045.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2609.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA estimates that implementation of the Guidance will not exceed $500     
     million.  Implementation costs will, in fact, be much greater than EPA     
     estimates.  The Governors' study of the Guidance benefits and costs shows  
     that the EPA estimate is too low, and that costs are expected to be $2.3   
     billion annually.  However, neither study takes into account the additional
     costs of treating noncontact cooling water that may introduce minute       
     quantities of metals or increase concentrations of intake water            
     contaminants due to evaporation.  The language of the Guidance requires    
     that even noncontact cooling water meet the stringent criteria proposed,   
     thus there would be additional costs borne by municipalities and industry  
     unless the proposed Guidance is revised.                                   
                                                                                
     Allocating resources to point sources is not ecosystem-based, is not based 
     on the highest priorities, is not cost-effective, nor will it provide the  
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     benefits that have been claimed.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2609.006     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2579.002, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2609.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes has become a laboratory for experimentation.  CGLI has     
     reservations about application of untested policy and implementation       
     approaches to one of the largest demographic/economic sectors within North 
     America, given the socio-economic consequences as well as the diminishing  
     benefits of increasingly prescriptive regulation.  We believe that regional
     goals and implementation vehicles should flow from sound policy and        
     science, and rely on an integrated approach to natural resource, economic, 
     and social issues.  While consensus may not always be possible, broader and
     better-informed participation by all sectors in the future will be critical
     to resolve whether experimentation or rational decision-making is the more 
     appropriate vehicle to set a future course for the region.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2609.007     
     
     EPA believes the provisions of the final Guidance are based on sound       
     science and rational decision-making.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see Section   
     I.C of the SID.  For a more thorough discussion of decisions underlying the
     adoption and application of the criteria, methodologies, policies and      
     procedures contained in the final Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2609.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In conclusion, the proposed Guidance, while ambitious, raises many         
     technical concerns, and is based on questionable assumptions.  Many changes
     must be made to create a more cost-effective vehicle, such as have been    
     proposed by trade associations and the Council of Great Lakes Governors'   
     report.  Before moving ahead with the Guidance, we recommend that EPA      
     consider the recommendations of such organizations and incorporate them.   
     We also recommend that EPA re-visit the underlying premises for developing 
     this approach, as well as re-evaluate the many vehicles that are already in
     place to address Great Lakes issues.  CGLI supports the LaMP process.  This
     process which offers a multi-media, ecosystem-based approach to            
     environmental management, will also potentially attract greater and more   
     effective involvement by municipalities, businesses, and the public.       
     
     
     Response to: G2609.008     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2610.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USSteel Group, a unit of USX (USS), believes that the proposed guidance
     exceeds statutory authority and will achieve only minimal environmental    
     benefit at great economic loss.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2610.001     
     
     See Sections I and IX of the SID.  Also, see response to comment number    
     D2722.012.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2617.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) should not be changed or   
     amended as recommended by EPA.  Full compliance with the provisions of the 
     Critical Programs Act and the current GLWQA must be demonstrated before    
     consideration can be given to amending the agreement.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2617.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2617.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not actually lead to the elimination of any persistent toxic  
     substances in the Great Lakes.  Greater emphasis needs to be placed on     
     pollution prevention and the virtual elimination of persistent toxic       
     substances through sunsetting and zero discharge as called for in the      
     GLWQA.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2617.002     
     
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2617.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The cost estimates for compliance with GLI need to be updated following    
     review of the Michigan DNR analysis and critical re-evaluation of the DRI  
     study.  Industry estimates of cost to comply with GLI appear to be partly  
     based on costs that they would incur in meeting existing water quality     
     standards in progressive states such as Michigan where standards may       
     already meet or exceed those in GLI.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2617.003     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: G2617.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation components of GLI are of particular concern.  The      
     "prudent and feasible alternative" legal test needs to be applied whenever 
     a degradation in water quality is proposed.  The question should be whether
     the discharger has considered "prudent and feasible" alternatives the      
     proposed discharge.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2617.004     
     
     It is inaccurate to characterize the prudent and feasible pollution        
     prevention options component of the antidegradation demonstration as a     
     legal test.  The final Guidance specifies that parties seeking permission  
     to lower water quality must identify any prudent and feasible pollution    
     prevention options that would reduce or eliminate the significant lowering 
     of water quality associated with the proposed project.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2617.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits of any kind violate the spirit and the letter of the GLWQA  
     and should be eliminated from consideration in GLI.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2617.005     
     
     EPA disagrees.  This comment excerpt does not contain sufficient reasoning 
     to which a response can be formulated.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2623.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TU believes the guidance package may serve as a model for EPA'S national   
     regulatory program.  Accordingly, TU has concerns in the areas of          
     Detection/Quantitation, Intake Credits, Variances, Antidegredation, Tier II
     Criteria, PCB's, Site-specific Criteria, Bioavailability, Compliance       
     Schedules and Economic Impact.  Recommendations on these issues are        
     expressed in detail by UWAG in their submission and are fully supported by 
     TU.                                                                        
                                                                                
     TU requests that EPA adopt the recommendations in the UWAG submission.     
     Adoption of those changes will allow the use of this document nationally to
     serve in protecting health and the environment.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2623.001     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2626.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Experts from the EPA's own Science Advisory Board pointed out scientific   
     shortcomings in the proposed GLI.  The draft report prepared for the       
     Council of Great Lakes Governors concluded that the expected compliance    
     costs will far outweigh any negligible benefit to be gained form the GLI as
     it now stands.  That report also stated that the region could lose 33,000  
     jobs due to GLI.  Ohio cannot afford any more job losses, nor can we afford
     to burden our taxpayers and businesses with any more ill-conceived federal 
     mandates.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2626.001     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2630.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have estimated that there could be a substantial cost to DuPont with    
     possibly $200 million in capital investment to meet the additional         
     requirements for dischargers in the proposal.  Yet we do not foresee that  
     this would result in any discernible improvement in water quality in the   
     Great Lakes Basin.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2630.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2630.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 5364



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that the prescriptive antidegradation policy introduced by
     the proposal would affect the region's global competitiveness.             
     
     
     Response to: G2630.002     
     
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2630.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont recognizes that the Great Lakes are an irreplaceable natural        
     resource and only by a cooperative effort by everyone can we further       
     enhance their use for the enjoyment and benefit of all.  However, we are   
     concerned that the Guidance will have little benefit to the Great Lakes    
     basin or its inhabitants because it is scientifically flawed in its        
     criteria development approach and misdirected at point source discharges   
     that are only a small fraction (5-10%) of the loading to the Great Lakes   
     basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
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     Comment ID: G2630.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont believes that the wildlife criteria do not have a sound scientific  
     basis.  EPA must fundamentally revise its approach to the development of   
     the criteria to acknowledge the limitations of the current state of the    
     science of wildlife risk assessment.  Until the EPA develops defensible yet
     protective criteria, these values should not be used to develop enforceable
     permit limits and controls.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.004     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2630.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont has some specific concerns about the EPA proposal on human health   
     criteria [and opposes the use of Tier II values - not only for human health
     but for wildlife and aquatic life as well.]                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.005     
     
     See response to D3382.053.  In addition, the Tier II process is an attempt 
     to set safe numbers with limited data.  The result is EPA will be providing
     a methodology to derive a value for chemicals for which States and Tribes  
     would normally not set a criterion or value because of the paucity of      
     toxicological data associated with that chemical.  Thus the Tier II value  
     actually addresses potentially hazardous chemicals which might otherwise go
     unregulated.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: G2630.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.006 is imbedded in comment #.005.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     and opposes the use of Tier II values - not only for human health but for  
     wildlife and aquatic life as well.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2630.006     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding the bioaccumulation factor (BAF) that EPA is proposing, we do not
     support the use of the Thomann model for food chain multipliers [and are   
     also concerned about the standard lipid value.]                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.007     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096                                          
                                                                                
     EPA has revised the standard lipid values for both human health and        
     wildlife criteria.                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the percent lipid for the actual prey species       
     consumed by the representative wildlife species is used to estimate the BAF
     for the trophic levels at which wildlife consume.  The percent lipid is    
     based on the consumption patterns of wildlife and cross-referenced with    
     fish weight and size and appropriate percent lipid.  This approach is a    
     more accurate reflection of the lipid content of the fish consumed by      
     wildlife species than the approach used in the proposal.                   
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     EPA has required use of a percent lipid value for trophic level four fish  
     of 10.31 and 6.46 for trophic level three in whole fish for use in         
     determining wildlife BAFs for organic chemicals in the final Guidance.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: G2630.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF/WL/PER
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.008 is imbedded in comment #.007.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     and are also concerned about the standard lipid value.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.008     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter's concern of the proposed standard lipid     
     value, and in order to further examine whether the five percent lipid value
     was appropriate, EPA conducted additional analysis of the data from a      
     second fish consumption survey conducted by West, et al. (1993) (see       
     section V, Human Health, for a complete discussion of this study).  EPA    
     requested comments on the appropriateness of the data presented in the     
     study in a Federal Register notice on August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678).  The  
     results from this analysis indicate that the consumption-weighted mean     
     percent lipid value for trophic level four fish is 3.12 and 1.84 for       
     trophic level three.  EPA believes that the use of the West et al. (1993)  
     survey to estimate the percent lipid used for deriving BAFs is an          
     improvement on the methods utilized in the proposal because the West survey
     allows a determination of the actual fish species consumed and the rate of 
     consumption.  When this information is coupled with the information on     
     percent lipid values for these fish, it is possible to derive a more       
     accurate reflection of the grams of lipid from fish that are consumed by   
     humans.  EPA acknowledges that the West study only covered anglers in the  
     State of Michigan, but concludes it represents the best study to use for   
     deriving consumption-weighted mean percent lipid values.  States and Tribes
     can derive alternative percent lipid values to be used in the derivation of
     BAFs in accordance with the site-specific modification procedure.          
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2630.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont believes that the antidegration policy being proposed by EPA for the
     Guidance is extremely prescriptive and focuses too much on increased point 
     source loadings rather than potential degradation of water quality.  The   
     EPA should adopt a "generic" approach to assess the quality of water bodies
     using integrated scientific information rather than specific criteria.     
     [Bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) should not be treated         
     differently than other pollutants of concern - all should be controlled    
     based on acceptable wasteload allocations.]                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.009     
     
     EPA has revised the final Guidance to remove many of the specific details  
     propossed.  While EPA acknowledges the commenter's concern with changes in 
     ambient quality, EPA observes that for BCCs, where criteria are frequently 
     less than detection levels, such changes are difficult to observe.         
     Additionally, if antidegradation were predicated upon an observed lowering 
     of ambient water quality, its purpose (to assure water quality is          
     maintained unless social or economic need can be demonstrated) would be    
     defeated.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.010 is imbedded in comment #.009.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) should not be treated          
     differently than other pollutants of concern - all should be controlled    
     based on acceptable wasteload allocations.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2630.010     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2630.011
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     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with CMA's concern that, in the interest of consistency, EPA has  
     eliminated from the implementation procedures much of the flexibility      
     provided by the guidance in the Technical Support Document (TSD).  These   
     procedures are highly prescriptive and do not enable appropriate           
     consideration of site-specific conditions by permitting authorities        
     exercising best professional judgment.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.011     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance promotes both consistency and         
     flexibility in the implementation of its provisions.  For a discussion of  
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures 
     while providing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section  
     I.C of the SID. Response to: G2630.011                                     
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the CPA intended to afford States the same         
     flexibility currently available in the national program. The Initiative    
     Committees believed this level of flexibility over the years had resulted  
     in significant differences in State adopted water quality standards,       
     antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures, as well as        
     inconsistencies in regulatory approaches and individual permit decisions in
     the Great Lakes basin.  The Congress was aware of these inconsistencies and
     of the efforts of the Initiative Committees to develop the Guidance when it
     enacted the CPA.  The requirements in section 118(c)(2) represent the      
     direction of the Congress to adopt or promulgate minimum water quality     
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures for the 
     entire Great Lakes System.  In order to have any meaning, implementation of
     these specific requirements for the Great Lakes System will necessarily    
     result in some reduction in the flexibility of the Great Lakes States.     
                                                                                
     EPA believes it is appropriate, however, to provide reasonable flexibility 
     to States and Tribes, to the extent that this can be done and still meet   
     the requirements and purpose of the CWA.  To address the need for          
     flexibility, EPA made several changes to the proposed Guidance, discussed  
     in section II.D.2 and in other portions of sections I through VIII of the  
     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
     See section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 5370



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, the proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCCs is not       
     scientifically justifiable and should be withdrawn.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2630.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G2630.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/OPT3
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also the EPA should provide flexibility in determining whether the         
     discharger has reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards using
     a procedure that can exclude pollutants in the intake water.  The permit   
     writer should be able to use either Option 4 or Option 3c among the        
     alternatives presented in the Preamble.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2630.013     
     
     This comment raises the same issues as those in comment D2620.023, which   
     are addressed in response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2630.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Flexibility should also be included for determining whole effluent toxicity
     (WET) requirements on a site-specific basis.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2630.014     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2630.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should clarify that permit compliance will be determined based on  
     practical quantification limits (PQLs) rather than minimum detection limits
     (MDLs).                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2630.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2630.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit writers should have the discretion to impose pollutant minimization 
     programs (PMPs) based on the potential for success.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2630.016     
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     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2630.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont believes, based on our own assessment, that the EPA cost study has  
     substantially underestimated the costs of complying with the Guidance      
     proposal.  We believe that the costs will be substantial and will affect   
     the competitiveness of our businesses with no significant environmental    
     benefit.  If this Guidance is eventually applied to all our facilities in  
     the Great Lakes states, the estimated cost to DuPont to meet the proposed  
     additional requirements on discharges is over $200 million in capital      
     investment and $33 million dollars in annual operating costs.  The initial 
     estimate for the Niagara Plant compliance with the Guidance is $131 million
     in capital investment and $18.5 million in annual operating and maintenance
     expenses.  These values are 18 times higher than the EPA cost study        
     projected capital costs ($7.3 million) and 8 times higher than the O&M     
     costs ($2.4 million).                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2630.017     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2630.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consequently, DuPont urges the EPA to revise the proposed Guidance to      
     establish a sound scientific and technical set of standards and to provide 
     for additional regulations only where the existing regulations do not      
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     adequately address the need to prevent adverse impacts on the Great Lakes  
     ecosystem and human health.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.018     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont shares the concern expressed in the CMA comments that EPA's proposed
     methodology for estimating the BAF from chemical structure and measured or 
     calculated BCFs does not consider the persistence of a substance in the    
     aquatic environment.  We also support the CMA position that reliance on an 
     arbitrary BAF of 1,000 is not an adequate basis on which to designate      
     pollutants as BCCs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2630.019     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence (including environmental fate) and toxicity    
     should be considered together with bioaccumulation in determining which    
     chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA modified the proposed definition of  
     BCCs to include only chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse    
     effects, and to provide that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight  
     weeks in the water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section  
     II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the selection of a BAF cutoff level of 1000 for    
     defining BCCs is arbitrary.  EPA believes that this comment may have       
     resulted from a confusion about the nature of risk management decisions.   
     As EPA explained in the preamble to the proposal (58 FR 20844), the        
     selection of a BAF cutoff level is a risk management decision that involves
     weighing information and policy considerations, rather than a risk         
     assessment assumption that results solely from a scientific analysis.  It  
     is not possible, therefore, to specify a mathematical formula or systematic
     algorithm employing environmental data to select a cutoff level.  EPA      
     weighed a wide range of information and policy considerations in this      
     decision.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue, 
     and its reasons for selecting the cutoff human health BAF value of 1000 in 
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA should include in the determination of BAFs the variability inherent   
     even when using standard lipid values.                                     
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     Most scientists agree that concentrations of organic chemicals should be   
     expressed on a lipid wet weight basis.  However, the variation in the      
     bioconcentration factor may decrease when it is expressed using lipid      
     weight (Bruggerman et al. 1981; Geyer et al. 1985).  For example, Tadokoro 
     and Tomita (1987) reported that the bioconcentration factor (calculated    
     using wet weight) of hexachlorobenzene, PCBs, and dieldrin increased       
     linearly with lipid content up to a maximum 5% lipid concentration.  Thus, 
     one concludes that the bioconcentration factor is not necessarily a        
     constant.  The specific boundaries on this observation remain unclear.  It 
     is also unclear how differences in lipid concentration and type influence  
     whole body bioconcentration and bioaccumulation.  For example, Vandenheuvel
     et al. (1991) reported that fish with a low lipid concentration accumulated
     more pentachlorophenol per unit lipid that did fish with a high lipid      
     concentration.  These issues cannot be resolved using standard lipid       
     values.                                                                    
                                                                                
     [It is also not clear which analytical method should be used to measure    
     lipid concentration and what the effect is of using different solvents in  
     performing the method.  It is definite that the method and solvent used    
     influence both the percent and which lipids are recovered (Randall et al.  
     1991).  The specific roles that different lipids (phospholipids,           
     triglycerides, etc.) play in the accumulation or concentration of different
     chemicals remain largely unexplored in fish and wildlife.  Similarly, what 
     effects do different tissue destruction techniques have upon the recovery  
     of the radiolabelled chemical?  Does complete tissue oxidation yield a     
     different result than use of a solubilizer such as Protosol?]              
     
     
     Response to: G2630.020     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that lipid normalization decreases the       
     variation in bioconcentration factors.  EPA is using lipid normalization in
     the final Guidance to reduce the uncertainty in the BAF methodology.  EPA  
     disagrees with the assertion by the commenter that lipid normalization has 
     too much uncertainty.  The larger scientific community now generally       
     accepts that lipid normalization of chemical residues is essential in      
     understanding and predicting the bioconcentration and bioaccumulation of   
     bioaccumulative chemicals in aquatic organisms (Barron, 1990 and references
     cited by Barron).                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA is working on guidance for analytical methods to determine lipid       
     content.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.021 is imbedded in comment #.020.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also not clear which analytical method should be used to measure     
     lipid concentration and what the effect is of using different solvents in  
     performing the method.  It is definite that the method and solvent used    
     influence both the percent and which lipids are recovered (Randall et. al. 
     1991).  The specific roles that different lipids (phospholipids,           
     triglycerides, etc.) play in the accumulation or concentration of different
     chemicals remain largely unexplored in fish and wildlife.  Similarly, what 
     effects do different tissue destruction techniques have upon the recovery  
     of the radiolabelled chemical?  Does complete tissue oxidation yield a     
     different result than use of a solubilizer such as Protosol?               
     
     
     Response to: G2630.021     
     
     The commenter stated that it was unclear which analytical method should be 
     used to measure lipid concentration, and the effect of using different     
     solvents.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In the proposal, EPA requested comments on a variety of issues including   
     what solvent should be used in the measurement of percent lipids.  Some    
     commenters advocated the use of a standardized extraction method and a     
     consistent system to measure lipid content, while a few suggested use of   
     methylene chloride as the extraction solvent.  No rationale for selecting  
     between the solvents which have been proposed was presented by commenters. 
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA has not specified a particular analytical method
     for use in measuring lipid concentration. However, EPA intends to issue    
     guidance in the future to address this issue.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     The Thomann food chain multiplier (FCM) has not been proven to be valid,   
     and other explanations for increased residue concentration should be       
     evaluated.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     The assumptions of "...a model of the step-wise increase in the            
     concentration of an organic chemical from phytoplankton (trophic level 1)  
     through the top predatory fish level of a food chain"  (58 FR 20589) is not
     backed up by experimental data.  So far, all available data have come from 
     field measurements where it is impossible to control input parameters.     
     Thus, explaining observed field data with the Thomann model should be      
     considered, at best, to be circumstantial evidence for the assumptions     
     underlying the FCM.                                                        
                                                                                
     [Other explanations for an increase in residue concentration with trophic  
     level can be as valid as food chain transfer.  Thus, there is evidence that
     biomagnification does not occur as a stepwise increase through food intake 
     alone for chemicals such as DDT and its derivatives, for which most intake 
     comes from water (Hamelink et al. 1971).]  [Furthermore, many factors      
     influence food uptake (assimilation) efficiency and feeding, respiration,  
     and growth rates.  Small changes in any of these variables will            
     significantly influence the Thomann model.  For example, in a study on the 
     life-cycle biomagnification of PCBs in fish, uptake efficiencies varied    
     from 2 to 37%, depending upon fish age and PCB isomer (Sijm, 1992).  The   
     authors concluded that the bioaccumulation factor for growing fish was     
     highly dependent on the growth rate.]  [The Thomann model also fails to    
     consider how food source influences assimilation efficiency.  Sijm (1992)  
     showed that absorption of PCBs differed depending upon whether the PCB was 
     dissolved in oil or gelatin.]  [Gobas et al.  (1993) demonstrated in       
     goldfish that uptake of chlorobenzenes and PCBs varied depending upon      
     whether low or high-fat food was fed.]                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.022     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is using the model of Gobas (1993) with Great   
     Lakes specific parameters in deriving the FCMs.  EPA has validated the     
     model of Gobas (1993) using the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988).  A    
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  With the observed excellent agreement  
     between measured and predicted BAFs, EPA has concluded that the procedure  
     for determining BAFs in the final guidance is scientific valid and         
     defensible.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/DDT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.023 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other explanations for an increase in residue concentration with trophic   
     level can be as valid as food chain transfer.  Thus, there is evidence that
     biomagnification does not occur as a stepwise increase through food intake 
     alone for chemicals such as DDT and its derivatives, for which most intake 
     comes from water (Hamelink et al. 1971).                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2630.023     
     
     EPA does not believe that biomagnification might be due to data anomalies  
     or oversimplification of the food chain.  There is ample evidence of       
     biomagnification occurring because of trophic transfer of chemicals.  The  
     importance of uptake of chemicals through the diet and the potential for a 
     stepwise increase in bioaccumulation from one trophic level to the next in 
     natural systems has been recognized for many years (Hamelink, et. al.,     
     1971). Many researchers have noted that the bioaccumulation factors of some
     chemicals in nature exceed the bioconcentration factors measured in the    
     laboratory or estimated by log Kow models (e.g., Oliver and Niimi 1983,    
     Oliver and Niimi 1988, Niimi 1985, Swackhammer and Hites 1988).            
                                                                                
     The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from all sources, including      
     water, will ensure that the potential exposure from chemicals is adequately
     accounted for in the derivation of human health and wildlife criteria.     
     Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.024 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, many factors influence food uptake (assimilation) efficiency  
     and feeding, respiration, and growth rates.  Small changes in any of these 
     variables will significantly influence the Thomann model.  For example, in 
     a study on the life-cycle biomagnification of PCBs in fish, uptake         
     efficiencies varied from 2 to 37%, depending upon fish age and PCB isomer  
     (Sijm, 1992).  The authors concluded that the bioaccumulation factor for   
     growing fish was highly dependent on the growth rate.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2630.024     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
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     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there should be an attempt to account for the most         
     sensitive input parameters to the model.  In light of these concerns, EPA  
     selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this     
     model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could 
     be more easily specified.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.025 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Thomann model also fails to consider how food source influences        
     assimilation efficiency.  Sijm (1992) showed that absorption of PCBs       
     differed depending upon whether the PCB was dissolved in oil or gelatin.   
     
     
     Response to: G2630.025     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there should be an attempt to account for the most         
     sensitive input parameters to the model.  In light of these concerns, EPA  
     selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this     
     model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could 
     be more easily specified.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.026 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Gobas et al. (1993) demonstrated in goldfish that uptake of chlorobenzenes 
     and PCBs varied depending upon whether low or high-fat food was fed.       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.026     
     
     EPA recognizes that uptake of chemicals can depend upon whether low or     
     high-fat food was fed.  The assimilation efficiency of a chemical from     
     dietary uptake is inherently accounted for in the field-measured BAFs and  
     BAFs based on the BSAF methodology.  In addition, modeled BAFs correlate   
     well with field-measured BAFs. See response to comment P2653.083.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Thomann model assumes that chemical concentrations in algae and water  
     are in steady state.  This assumption is not necessarily valid.  Swackhamer
     and Skoglund (1993) showed that the rate of PCB uptake was less than the   
     phytoplankton growth rate (during active growing seasons).  Hence, the     
     algal cells did not reach thermodynamic equilibrium.  These authors        
     concluded that it was wrong to assume steady state between hydrophobic     
     organic compounds and primary trophic levels, and suggested the use of a   
     kinetic framework instead.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2630.027     
     
     EPA is now using the model of Gobas (1993) and this model uses average     
     conditions for deriving the FCMs.  Because of the persistence of           
     bioaccumulative chemicals in the environment, short term fluctuations      
     caused by algal blooms and other events when considered on an annual cycle 
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     are relatively small. Furthermore, the chemical residues in the fishes are 
     the result of the integrated exposure from all sources over time.          
     Sediments behave similarly  as well.  The model of Gobas (1993) assumes    
     equilibrium between zooplankton and the freely dissolved concentration of  
     the chemical in the water column and the phytoplankton compartment is not  
     used.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA has concluded based upon the excellent fit between the measured and    
     predicted BAFs using the model of Gobas (1993) the GLWQI methodology is    
     scientifically defensible and valid.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed use of a default of FCM = 1 in the absence of                 
     chemical-specific values for chemicals with log P > 6.5 is based on less   
     than circumstantial evidence.  The source of the proposed value is unclear;
     was it based on data from a single study in which field FCMs were compared 
     with FCMs calculated from the Thomann model (Evans et al. 1991)?  Clearly, 
     this is an area in which there is a need to improve the predictive power of
     the existing model for use with superlipophilic chemicals.  As pointed out 
     by the SAB, factors pertinent to these chemicals, such as low solubility,  
     large molecular size, differences in metabolism at the species and trophic 
     levels, as well as influence of matrix effects (which can be significant   
     for dioxins) on uptake and bioavailability, have to be taken into account. 
     
     
     Response to: G2630.028     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     The adoption of the Veith and Kosian equation is premature until the role  
     of biotransformation in QSARs is investigated more fully.                  
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has invited comments on the approaches described for refining the      
     predicted BAFs                                                             
                                                                                
     The EPA's proposed methodology for predicting a bioconcentration factor    
     from log P is appropriate.  [However, several chemicals for which          
     biotransformation may occur (notably, phthalates and polynuclear aromatic  
     hydrocarbons) were included in the derivation of the QSAR of Veith and     
     Kosian (1983) that has been recommended for use in the Guidance.  This     
     decreases the slope of the QSAR, thus decreasing the estimated             
     bioconcentration factor.  Until the role of biotransformation in QSARs is  
     investigated more fully, the adoption of the Veith and Kosian equation     
     could introduce a margin of error and/or an unwarranted safety factor when 
     used to derive the food chain multiplier (FCM).]                           
     
     
     Response to: G2630.029     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has decided to use the equation BCF = log Kow.  
     The BCF based on this equation provides a more consistent and              
     scientifically defensible basis for establishing BAFs than the equation    
     used in the proposal (Veith and Kosian, 1983).                             
                                                                                
     EPA partially agrees with commenters who suggest that predicted BCFs should
     not be used for chemicals that are suspected of biotransformation.  EPA    
     stated in the Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine    
     Bioaccumulation Factors (EPA-822- R-94-002) that the relationship BCF = Kow
     is applicable to organic chemicals which are either slowly or not          
     metabolized by aquatic organisms.  Since predicted BCFs do not account for 
     metabolism, they will not be used in the derivation of Tier I human health 
     and wildlife criteria unless the predicted BAF is less than 125.  Predicted
     BCFs, however, can be used in the derivation of Tier II human health values
     if no laboratory- measured BCF data are available.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.030 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, several chemicals for which biotransformation may occur (notably, 
     phthalates and polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons) were included in the     
     derivation of the QSAR of Veith and Kosian (1983) that has been recommended
     for use in the Guidance.  This decreases the slope of the QSAR, thus       
     decreasing the estimated bioconcentration factor.   Until the role of      
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     biotransformation in QSARs is investigated more fully, the adoption of the 
     Veith and Kosian equation could introduce a margin of error and/or an      
     unwarranted safety factor when used to derive the food chain multiplier    
     (FCM).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.030     
     
     EPA partially agrees with commenters who suggest that predicted BCFs should
     not be used for chemicals that are suspected of biotransformation.  EPA    
     stated in the Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine    
     Bioaccumulation Factors (EPA-822- R-94-002) that the relationship BCF= Kow 
     is applicable to organic chemicals which are either slowly or not          
     metabolized by aquatic organisms.  Since predicted BCFs do not account for 
     metabolism, they will not be used in the derivation of Tier I human health 
     and wildlife criteria unless the predicted BAF is less than 125.  Predicted
     BCFs, however, can be used in the derivation of Tier II human health values
     if no laboratory- measured BCF data are available.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See original page 4 for Table 1 FCM's CALCULATED FROM 
DIFFERENT QSAR'S.    
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An example of the impact of BCFs derived from two different QSARs on the   
     magnitude of the FCM is given below.  (The two sets of FCMs, both          
     normalized to 1% lipid, were calculated from BAFs given in Table 2 of the  
     Guidane TSD for Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors.)  This     
     example demonstrates the QSAR-dependence of the FCM, particularly for the  
     more highly lipophilic chemicals.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2630.031     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is not using the QSAR relationship of Veith and 
     Kosian (1979) to predict BCFs.  EPA is using the relationship that the BCF 
     (freely dissolved chemical and lipid normalized) is equal to the Kow of the
     chemical.  This relationship is consistent with the model of Gobas (1993). 
     EPA's SAB (December 1992) recommended that EPA either validate the combined
     approach using the relationship of Veith and Kosian (1979) and FCMs derived
     using the model of Thomann (1989) or use the entire Thomann approach.  In  
     the final guidance, EPA has taken the SAB's advice into consideration and  
     is using the entire approach of Gobas.  EPA changed from the model of      
     Thomann (1989) to the model of Gobas (1993) because the latter contains    
     both benthic and pelagic food web pathways and for other reasons described 
     in the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: G2630.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont agrees with CMA's concerns about the various exposure assumptions   
     used in the proposed guidance to develop human health criteria, and        
     likewise believes that the proposed methodology for developing the Tier II 
     values is scientifically insupportable.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2630.032     
     
     see response to D3382.053                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: G2630.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     Using an adjustment factor for studies of less than a lifetime is not      
     always appropriate and should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.        
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA is proposing to adjust cancer potency factors by a lifetime/exposure   
     ratio (L/Le)(sub 3), where L is the lifetime of the experimental animal and
     Le is the duration of experimental exposure.  As a default approach, such a
     ratio does not take into account mechanism of action.  For many chemicals, 
     specific lifetime phases are the critical time for exposure.  For some     
     chemicals, exposure during the animal's equivalent of childhood and        
     adolescence increases cancer risk, while for other chemicals, lifetime     
     exposure is required.  For some agents, the tumor outcome is no different  
     if animals are exposed for one year and held for a two-year observation    
     period than if the animals are exposed continuously for two years.  For    
     these chemicals, using the proposed scaling factor would raise the cancer  
     potency estimate without scientific reason.  EPA has neither presented     
     data, nor referenced studies that support such an approach to modifying    
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     cancer potency factors.  It is not at all clear how EPA has derived the    
     power of three as the proper means for scaling potency.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2630.033     
     
     See response to P2656.233                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: G2630.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA should not use endpoints that may be precursors to malignant tumors as 
     a basis for establishing criteria for Group C carcinogens on the basis of  
     quantification.                                                            
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comment on the use of hyperplastic nodules or peroxisome 
     proliferation as precursors to malignant tumors.  To assume that either    
     endpoints is, in general, a precursor to malignancy is insupportable.  In  
     some cases, hyperplastic nodules of and peroxisome proliferation in the    
     liver have been associated with liver cancer.  However, there are many     
     examples of chemicals that cause both of these effects but do not induce   
     liver cancer.  With regard to hyperplastic nodules, there is still         
     considerable controversy as to whether they progress to malignancy and, if 
     so, with what frequency.  Furthermore, the relevance to humans of          
     peroxisome proliferation as an endpoint of toxicity is not at all          
     established.  EPA should refrain from using these endpoints in quantitative
     calculations of risk.  Furthermore, use of peroxisome proliferation as a   
     stand-alone marker of toxicity is scientifically not justifiable.          
     
     
     Response to: G2630.034     
     
     EPA agrees that the use of precursors as an endpoint may be controversial  
     and difficult to defend unless a clear determination of mechanism of action
     is made implicating a precursor (such as hyperplastic nodules or peroxisome
     proliferation) to an eventual tumor.  However, if a chemical is well       
     studied and the mechanism of carcinogenesis is well established indicating 
     a clear procession from precursor to malignant tumor, such endpoints can be
     used to set Tier I or Tier II values.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The development of these criteria has been based on a combination of a     
     human health risk assessment paradigm and theoretical environmental fate   
     modeling of the chemicals of interest.  While we strongly support the      
     protection of wildlife, the EPA's approach to the development of these     
     criteria is fundamentally flawed in several respects.                      
                                                                                
     The goal of human health risk assessment method that is the foundation for 
     the wildlife criteria development is to protect a single, sensitive        
     individual from toxic effects.  It is simply not appropriate to apply such 
     an approach to wildlife systems.  In developing the wildlife criteria, EPA 
     should maintain as its goal the preservation of wildlife populations,      
     rather than protection of sensitive individuals.  [The single exception may
     be where rare, threatened, or endangered species are involved.  However,   
     this should be dealt with as an exception where a site-specific approach   
     can be taken, rather than as a default basis of rule-making.]              
                                                                                
     [In its efforts to develop the proposed wildlife criteria and the          
     accompanying methodology, EPA has overextended the capabilities of the     
     current state of the science of wildlife risk assessment.  For example, the
     proposed criteria development methodology relies on toxicity data that were
     developed for an entirely different purpose than their present application;
     this has numerous technical shortcomings.]  [In addition, EPA's use of     
     bioaccumulation data makes unrealistic assumptions about the fate and      
     transport of the chemicals of interest.  These assumptions are made        
     exclusively to support the proposed criteria development methodology.]     
                                                                                
     [Stretching the current limits of the science of wildlife risk assessment, 
     has burdened the criteria development process with enormous uncertainty.   
     In attempting to compensate for this uncertainty, EPA has applied so many  
     conservative uncertainty factors to the process that the resulting criteria
     are very unrealistic.]                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.035     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, G2630.038, P2656.170, P2656.167, and   
     P2718.144 for the response to this comment.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment #.036 is imbedded in comment #.035.  The "exception" 
refers to the 
          application of the WL methods on endangered species.                      

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The single exception may be where rare, threatened, or endangered species  
     are involved.  However, this should be dealt with as an exception where a  
     site-specific approach can be taken, rather than as a default basis of     
     rule-making.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2630.036     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.170 and P2718.144 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.037 is imbedded in comment #.035.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its efforts to develop the proposed wildlife criteria and the           
     accompanying methodology, EPA has overextended the capabilities of the     
     current state of the science of wildlife risk assessment.  For example, the
     proposed criteria development methodology relies on toxicity data that were
     developed for an entirely different purpose than their present application;
     this has numerous technical shortcomings.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2630.037     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.038 is imbedded in comment #.035.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's use of bioaccumulation data makes unrealistic           
     assumptions about the fate and transport of the chemicals of interest.     
     These assumptions are made exclusively to support the proposed criteria    
     development methodology.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2630.038     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that unrealistic assumptions are made     
     about the fate and transport of chemicals of interest. Field-measured BAFs 
     and BAFs based on the BSAF methodology account for the fate and transport  
     of chemicals in a natural ecosystem.  These BAFs are not based on          
     assumptions but instead on field-measured data.                            
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.039 is imbedded in comment #.035.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stretching the current limits of the science of wildlife risk assessment,  
     has burdened the criteria development process with enormous uncertainty.   
     In attempting to compensate for this uncertainty, EPA has applied so many  
     conservative uncertainty factors to the process that the resulting criteria
     are very unrealistic.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2630.039     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2656.167 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The clear implication of the limitations described above is that EPA must  
     fundamentally revise its approach to the development of the wildlife       
     criteria.  This overhaul must acknowledge the limitations of the current   
     state of the science of wildlife risk assessment, the need for additional  
     information to develop defensible yet protective criteria, and the relative
     risk reduction that will result from the promulgation of such a rule.      
     
     
     Response to: G2630.040     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should eliminate the requirement for using an intraspecies sensitivity 
     factor (ISF) in criteria development except for valid, site-specific       
     modifications to wildlife criteria values designed to protect threatened or
     endangered individual organisms.                                           
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance states:                                                       
                                                                                
                Procedure 1 in Appendix F to this guidance discusses            
                site-specific modifications to criteria/values and              
                suggests the use of an additional uncertainty factor            
                in the equation used to calculate Wildlife Values.              
                Section VIII.A of this preamble presents a method for           

Page 5389



$T044618.TXT
                the use of this addditional uncertainty factor, called          
                an intraspecies uncertainty factor (ISF), to adjust for         
                intraspecies variability in the development of site-            
                specific criteria.                                              
                                                                                
     Unless a species is threatened, endangered, or of special concern, the     
     protection of individual organisms, rather than populations, cannot be     
     justified as a basis for criteria development.                             
                                                                                
     The propsed ISF is intended to protect sensitive individuals among wildlife
     populations.  The proposal states that: "EPA is proposing to allow the use 
     of an ISF value of 10 without requiring the development of specific        
     justification."  In addition to being arbitrary, this provision is also    
     scientifically and statistically unjustified.  This factor comes from the  
     human health risk assessment paradigm, which requires that exposure levels 
     be set such that they will protect the health of the most sensitive exposed
     individual.  Additionally in the development of such criteria, the         
     individual is being protected against a subtle effect that relates more to 
     the quality of life than to survival.                                      
                                                                                
     Wildlife criteria that focus on protecting a single sensitive individual   
     are simply not justified by the potential societal resources that may have 
     to be expended to comply with the resulting requirement.  The protection of
     wildlife, while a laudable goal, must focus on setting levels that will    
     prevent dramatic shifts in population structure, rather than on a single,  
     sensitive individual.  [The only exception to this would be in the case of 
     rare, threatened, or endangered species, where an individual may become    
     significant.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2630.041     
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.144 and P2656.170 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.042 is imbedded in comment #.041.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The only exception to this would be in the case of rare, threatened, or    
     endangered species, where an individual may become significant.            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.042     
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.144 and P2656.170 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA should fundamentally modify the methodology for developing wildlife    
     criteria to:  (1) delete references to the use of a NOEL, LOAEL or NOAEL in
     the equation to develop wildlife criteria; and (2) incorporate a provision 
     allowing the opportunity to conduct chemical- and species-specific field   
     studies to validate any proposed criteria prior to finalization.           
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance (58 FR 21004) states that:                                    
                                                                                
                If a NOAEL in proper units is available from the                
                scientific literature, it may be substituted directly           
                into the equation.  In many instances, however, a NOAEL         
                is unavailable and a LOAEL is available for a particular        
                animal.  In these instances the LOAEL must be adjusted          
                to estimate a NOAEL and converted to proper units before        
                being substituted into the equation.                            
                                                                                
     It is inappropriate to use either a NOAEL or a LOAEL in the equation to    
     develop the wildlife criteria.  The concept of using a NOAEL to develop    
     wildlife criteria originated in the human health risk assessment paradigm, 
     which requires that exposure levels be set such that they will be          
     protective of the health of sensitive human individuals.  Applying such an 
     approach to develop wildlife criteria is insupportable.  As stated by EPA's
     own Science Advisory Board in the report entitled "Evaluation of the       
     Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative," (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC- 
     93-005, December 1992):                                                    
                                                                                
                It is very important to remember that the entire                
                evaluation structure involving the "NOEL-NOAEL-LOAEL-           
                Severity of Effect" concepts, was formulated for a              
                human health risk assessment paradigm.  Although these          
                concepts can serve as sources of inspiration, they              
                cannot serve as foundations for the development of              
                criteria methodologies for the protection of wildlife           
                or anything other than humans.  The principal message           
                here is that the interpretations concerning specific            
                effects extrapolated to the well-being of a human               
                individual or those for the maintenance of sensitive            
                wildlife populations, are fundamentally different.              
                                                                                
     [The protection of wildlife should focus on setting levels that will       
     prevent dramatic shifts in population structure, rather than protect every 
     organism within the population.  We strongly recommended that the EPA      
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     abandon the use of NOEL, NOAEL, and LOAEL in the development of wildlife   
     criteria.  However, if the Agency does not, it should consider carefully   
     their use.  According to the Guidance, one must have a NOEL to calculate a 
     wildlife criterion.  If the NOEL is not available, the method suggests that
     it be calculated from the NOAEL.  However, neither the NOEL nor the NOAEL  
     is an absolute value that reflects the true minimum or maximum chemical    
     concentration associated with the effect, rather they are estimates of the 
     effect.  These estimates are entirely arbitrary in the sense that both are 
     nothing more than doses selected by the person who conducted the study.    
     How the NOEL is extrapolated from the NOAEL must also be considered.]  [If 
     it is ultimately concluded on a theoretical basis that this approach is    
     justified, careful consideration must be given to how to do it in an       
     appropriate manner.]                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.043     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.044 is imbedded in comment #.043.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The protection of wildlife should focus on setting levels that will prevent
     dramatic shifts in population structure, rather than protect every organism
     within the population.  We strongly recommended that the EPA abandon the   
     use of NOEL, NOAEL, and LOAEL in the development of wildlife criteria.     
     However, if the Agency does not, it should consider carefully their use.   
     According to the Guidance, one must have a NOEL to calculate a wildlife    
     criterion.  If the NOEL is not available, the method suggests that it be   
     calculated from the NOAEL.  However, neither the NOEL nor the NOAEL is an  
     absolute value that reflects the true minimum or maximum chemical          
     concentration associated with the effect, rather they are estimates of the 
     effect.  These estimates are entirely arbitrary in the sense that both are 
     nothing more than doses selected by the person who conducted the study.    
     How the NOEL is extrapolated from the NOAEL must also be considered.       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.044     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.045
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.045 is imbedded in comment #.043.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If it is ultimately concluded on a theoretical basis that this approach is 
     justified, careful consideration must be given to how to do it in an       
     appropriate manner.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2630.045     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA should fundamentally modify the methodology for developing wildlife    
     criteria to:  (1) delete reference to the subchronic to chronic NOAEL      
     extrapolation factor; [and (2) incorporate a provision allowing the        
     opportunity to conduct chemical- and species-specific field studies that   
     validate proposed criteria prior to finalization.]                         
                                                                                
     [Discussion                                                                
                                                                                
     The Guidance states that, "In certain instances where only subchronic data 
     are available, a subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor may be used to   
     account for the uncertainty in extrapolation from a subchronic NOAEL to a  
     chronic NOAEL."                                                            
                                                                                
     We believe that it is inappropriate to use a subchronic to chronic         
     extrapolation factor in the equation to develop the wildlife criteria.     
                                                                                
     As with the proposed extrapolation from LOAEL to NOAEL, the proposed factor
     to extrapolate from a subchronic to a chronic toxicity value is based on   
     the human health risk assessment paradigm.  In that approach, the intent is
     to protect the most sensitive individual from any toxic effects following  
     chronic exposure.  Thus, in that instance, such a factor may be            
     appropriate.  However, in the case of the wildlife criteria, the intent    
     should be to prevent dramatic changes to wildlife populations.             
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     While superficially it may appear that such an extrapolation factor would  
     be appropriate given that wildlife population would be expected to be      
     affected over long (i.e., chronic) exposure periods, the technical basis   
     for this approach is not supported by the differential toxicity observed   
     following chronic versus subchronic exposure.  For example, there are      
     instances where the same species shows greater sensitivity to similar      
     chemicals in subchronic studies than in comparable chronic studies because 
     of the dose levels and toxicity endpoints used in the testing.  Thus, it is
     inappropriate to apply this unjustified factor with the approach that is   
     used to set the wildlife criteria.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2630.046     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2656.170, and P2676.136 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.047 is imbedded in comment #.046.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     and (2) incorporate a provision allowing the opportunity to conduct        
     chemical- and species-specific field studies that validate proposed        
     criteria prior to finalization.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.047     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.011 and P2653.050 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.048 is imbedded in comment #.046.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance states that, "In certain instances where only subchronic data 
     are available, a subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor may be used to   
     account for the uncertainty in extrapolation from a subchronic NOAEL to a  
     chronic NOAEL."                                                            
                                                                                
     We believe that it is inappropriate to use a subchronic to chronic         
     extrapolation factor in the equation to develop the wildlife criteria.     
                                                                                
     As with the proposed extrapolation from LOAEL to NOAEL, the proposed factor
     to extrapolate from a subchronic to a chronic toxicity value is based on   
     the human health risk assessment paradigm.  In that approach, the intent is
     to protect the most sensitive individual from any toxic effects following  
     chronic exposure.  Thus, in that instance, such a factor may be            
     appropriate.  However, in the case of the wildlife criteria, the intent    
     should be to prevent dramatic changes to wildlife populations.             
                                                                                
     While superficially it may appear that such an extrapolation factor would  
     be appropriate given that wildlife population would be expected to be      
     affected over long (i.e., chronic) exposure periods, the technical basis   
     for this approach is not supported by the differential toxicity observed   
     following chronic versus subchronic exposure.  For example, there are      
     instances where the same species shows greater sensitivity to similar      
     chemicals in subchronic studies than in comparable chronic studies because 
     of the dose levels and toxicity endpoints used in the testing.  Thus, it is
     inappropriate to apply this unjustified factor with the approach that is   
     used to set the wildlife criteria.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2630.048     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.170 and P2676.170 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2630.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA should require, where necessary, chemical- and species-specific        
     toxicity studies to develop realistic wildlife criteria that minimize      
     uncertainty in interspecies extrapolation of toxicity data.                
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance states that "The NOAEL shall be adjusted to accommodate       
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     differences in interspecies toxicity with the use of an uncertainty        
     factor."                                                                   
                                                                                
     The current approach to developing and applying the species sensitivity    
     factor is scientifically indefensible, and incorporates unnecessary        
     uncertainty into the methodology for establishing wildlife criteria.       
                                                                                
     The proposed development of wildlife criteria incorporates a species       
     sensitivity factor (SSF), which the proposal indicates is required" ...to  
     provide protection for the representative species or the species requiring 
     greater protection."  The basis provided for this factor is a comparison of
     the median lethal doses (LD50s) of various constituents in various species 
     of interest.  While an LD50 can provide a useful indication of the acute   
     toxicity of a given material, it provides no information at all regarding  
     the comparative NOAEL of these same constituents in various species.  Given
     that the toxicity criterion that is used in developing the wildlife value  
     is a NOAEL, the use of a factor that is scaled from a virtually unrelated  
     parameter (the LD50) is inappropriate.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.049     
     
     Please refer to comments P2741.707, P2656.167, P2629.054, and P2574.042 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: G2630.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IV.A. BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS (58 FR 21005)                                
                                                                                
     Recommendation                                                             
                                                                                
     Before using BAFs as a critical element in regulatory decision-making, EPA 
     should develop a validated, peer-reviewed BAF model that accounts for      
     constituent bioavailability, metabolism/elimination, and species-specific  
     and site-specific effects.                                                 
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance states that "A bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is necessary to   
     estimate the concentration of the chemical in the wildlife food source     
     based on its concentration in the water source."                           
                                                                                
     The approaches for the development and application of BAFs to the          
     calculation of wildlife criteria are technically flawed, and should be     
     re-examined in light of the uncertainty produced by these technical        
     shortcomings.                                                              
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     The study of chemical bioaccumulation in aquatic and terrestrial organisms 
     is a science still in its infancy.  In its draft report entitled           
     "Assessment and Control of Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface       
     Waters," EPA reported that relatively few BAFs have been measured and      
     reported accurately, and that their application to sites other than the    
     specific ecosystem where they were developed is problematic and subject to 
     uncertainty.  Existing BAF data lack consistency, and must be peer reviewed
     and validated before they can be used to develop wildlife criteria.        
     Acccurate measurements of tissue concentrations, exposed water             
     concentrations, test species' age and food chain position, and the         
     metabolic elimination and biotransformation processes must be effectively  
     and repeatedly evaluated throughout a test species' life history before    
     such a value can serve as basis for regulatory decision-making.            
                                                                                
     [The determination that a bioaccumulative chemical is a contaminant of     
     concern should be based on the potential for the substance to both         
     bioaccumulate in the laboratory bioassay tests and be toxic to the         
     representative wildlife species in its natural habitat.  A chemical that   
     bioaccumulates but does not exhibit a toxic or adverse effect on wildlife  
     does not warrant inclusion in the table of BCCs.  Similarly, a chemical    
     that bioaccumulates but degrades or is metabolized does not warrant        
     inclusion in the table of BCCs.]                                           
                                                                                
     [The current methods for determining BAFs do not include the effects of    
     metabolism on the biotransport and fate of the contaminant within the      
     representative species' bodies.  Metabolic elimination of a chemical is an 
     important component in determining its bioaccumulation potential.          
     Contaminants that metabolize in fish, including many pesticides and some   
     halogenated organic compounds, can be rapidly eliminated from the body, a  
     biotransformation process not currently accounted for in QSAR-derived      
     bioconcentration factors.  To not consider this aspect of contaminant fate 
     largely invalidates the use of the simple food chain multiplier approach.] 
                                                                                
     [The proposed use of BAFs also does not consider the bioavailability of the
     metallic constituents.  This shortcoming results in over-estimated BAFs.   
     This over-estimation then is added to the site-specific variability and    
     associated high levels of uncertainty in the use of food chain multipliers.
     While EPA acknowledges that site-specific variations can over-estimate     
     biomagnification by as much as two orders of magnitude, neither variations 
     in site-specific food chain characteristics nor fish lipid content, both of
     which have a significant impact on the actual biomagnification that is     
     occurring, are accounted for in the present methodology.]                  
                                                                                
     [Ultimately, if EPA intends to use BAFs as a part of the criteria          
     development process, actual field and laboratory studies should be used to 
     derive BAFs that will account for site-specific, species-specific, and     
     chemical-specific variability in this important parameter.]                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.050     
     
     EPA agrees that the BAF model should be peer-reviewed, account for         
     bioavailability, metabolism, and site-specific effects.                    
                                                                                
     The Gobas (1993) model, which replaced the Thomann (1989) model, has been  
     adequately peer reviewed in the published literature, in public comments,  
     and by the SAB.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with commenters that using the bioavailable fraction of the     
     chemical in the ambient water would more accurately reflect the fraction of
     the total chemical available to bioaccumulate in the biota.  In the final  
     Guidance EPA has used the equation set forth in the Notice dated August 30,
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     1994 (59 FR 44678) from which the fraction of the chemical that is freely  
     dissolved in the water can be calculated using the Kow for the chemical and
     the DOC and POC in the water.  EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved  
     concentration of a chemical is difficult to measure, however, the Kow, DOC 
     and POC can be measured or estimated and used to calculate the freely      
     dissolved concentration.                                                   
                                                                                
     By including a BAF predicted from the BSAF methodology as the second data  
     preference, EPA is including an additional method for calculating BAFs that
     accounts for metabolism.  In addition, since only field-measured BAFs, BAFs
     derived from the BSAF methodology, BAFs less than 125 can be used to derive
     Tier I criteria for human health and wildlife, metabolism is either        
     accounted for in these measurements or cannot substantially reduce the     
     criterion.  Finally, EPA notes that for a chemical such as aldrin,         
     transformation to dieldrin, does not reduce the risk of adverse impacts.   
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that site-specific modifications should be allowed for BAFs and 
     provides for this in procedure 1 of Appendix F.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.051 is imbedded in comment #.050.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The determination that a bioaccumulative chemical is a contaminant of      
     concern should be based on the potential for the substance to both         
     bioaccumulate in the laboratory bioassay tests and be toxic to the         
     representative wildlife species in its natural habitat.  A chemical that   
     bioaccumulates but does not exhibit a toxic or adverse effect on wildlife  
     does not warrant inclusion in the table of BCCs.  Similarly, a chemical    
     that bioaccumulates but degrades or is metabolized does not warrant        
     inclusion in the table of BCCs.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.051     
     
     See response to G2575.009.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2630.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.052 is imbedded in comment #.050.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current methods for determining BAFs do not include the effects of     
     metabolism on the biotransport and fate of the contaminant within the      
     representative species' bodies.  Metabolic elimination of a chemical is an 
     important component in determining its bioacccumulation potential.         
     Contaminants that metabolize in fish, including many pesticides and some   
     halogenated organic compounds, can be rapidly eliminated from the body, a  
     biotransformation process not currently accounted for in QSAR-derived      
     bioconcentration factors.  To not consider this aspect of contaminant fate 
     largely invalidates the use of the simple food chain multiplier approach.  
     
     
     Response to: G2630.052     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether or not metabolism is accounted for.             
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  See SID     
     section IV for additional discussion of metabolism.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2630.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.053 is imbedded in comment #.050.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed use of BAFs also does not consider the bioavailability of the 
     metallic constituents.  This shortcoming results in over-estimated BAFs.   
     This over-estimation then is added to the site-specific variability and    
     associated high levels of uncertainty in the use of food chain multipliers.
     While EPA acknowledges that site-specific variations can over-estimate     
     biomagnification by as much as two orders of magnitude, neither variations 
     in site-specific food chain characteristics nor fish lipid content, both of
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     which have a significant impact on the actual biomagnification that is     
     occurring, are accounted for in the present methodology.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2630.053     
     
     For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals such as mercury, the   
     minimum BAF data required to derive a Tier I human health and wildlife     
     criteria include either: (a) a field-measured BAF or (b) a                 
     laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of inorganic chemicals, the BAF 
     is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because there is no apparent           
     biomagnification or metabolism.  EPA disagrees with the commenter because  
     since the BAFs are based either on field- or laboratory-measured data,     
     bioavailability is inherently accounted for.                               
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G2630.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.054 is imbedded in comment #.050.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ultimately, if EPA intends to use BAFs as a part of the criteria           
     development process, actual field and laboratory studies should be used to 
     derive BAFs that will account for site-specific, species-specific, and     
     chemical-specific variability in this important parameter.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2630.054     
     
     EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site-specific        
     characteristics,  based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure
     1, if scientifically defensible.  See IV.B.2 and IV.B.3 of the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: G2630.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     The EPA should develop selection criteria for all trophic-level species to 
     be applied to a reasonable number of alternative species.                  
                                                                                
     The TSD should present the selection criteria, alternative species and     
     their exposure data including alternative mammalian species for            
     consideration, and the rationale for selection of the representative       
     species for peer review prior to finalizing a specific list of             
     representative species.                                                    
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The Guidance states that "The analysis described in this section was       
     performed to determine representative avian and mammalian species of the   
     Great Lakes basin which are likely to experience significant exposure to   
     contaminants in aquatic ecosystems through the food chain."                
                                                                                
     The referenced analysis did not provide the evaluation criteria used to    
     select candidate representative species or the database reviewed in this   
     analysis, and failed to select ecologically representative species.        
                                                                                
     While the "Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria" states that an
     analysis was undertaken of size, foraging style, and consumption rates for 
     mammalian and avian species in the Great Lakes basin, neither selection    
     criteria nor screening data were provided to document species selection.   
     Development of selection criteria and identification of a reasonable number
     of alternative species, followed by application of these criteria to       
     evaluate the alternative species is necessary to avoid arbitrary           
     selections. The TSD presents alternative piscivorous avian species for each
     of the identified foraging styles but does not present the exposure data   
     obtained for the six avian species evaluated to select the representative  
     avian species.  The TSD did not present alternative mammalian species for  
     consideration and did not indicate if alternatives were even considered.   
                                                                                
     [With the exception of the belted kingfisher, all the avian species        
     selected are terrestrial and have relatively large home ranges.  These     
     species are especially intolerant of human activities.  Consequently, they 
     would naturally tend to avoid industrialized areas where the types of      
     pollutants that are the subject of this proposal might be present.         
     Additionally, the river otters, eagles, and ospreys (three of the five     
     species) are rare in many of the more industrialized areas of the Great    
     Lakes.  Consequently, it is inappropriate to develop criteria for all the  
     lakes based on these species alone.]                                       
                                                                                
     [Although the TSD states that the wildlife species of primary concern are  
     the avian and mammalian piscivorous species, based on the potential for    
     highest exposure to contaminants in aquatic ecosystems through the food    
     chain, at least some wildlife species should be considered from the lower  
     trophic levels in order to represent the full range of ecologically        
     representative species.  Criteria based only on top-of-food-chain species  
     do not adequately reflect environmental effects of contaminant exposure,   
     and are difficult to assess and replicate in the laboratory.  Consideration
     of lower trophic level species would provide a broader indication of the   
     environmental effects of contaminants, as well as being more amenable to   
     scientific study.]                                                         
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     [Appropriate selection criteria should be established, and representative  
     species should be selected for use in developing a more fully ecologically 
     representative wildlife criteria that defines the wildlife to be protected 
     in broader terms inclusive of all the various trophic level species, and   
     not limited to the avian and mammalian species.]                           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.055     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2746.159 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
                                                                                
     Additional information describing the selection of representative species  
     is contained in U.S. EPA (1995a).  U.S. EPA (1994a) also contains exposure 
     information on various wildlife species.                                   
                                                                                
     Regarding the commenter's concern that top trophic level species are       
     difficult to study in the laboratory, EPA prefers well conducted field     
     studies.  However, EPA also believes that laboratory studies, used in      
     conjunction with a carefully considered interspecies uncertainty factor,   
     can yield adequate information for wildlife criteria development.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: G2630.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .056 is imbedded in comment .055.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the exception of the belted kingfisher, all the avian species selected
     are terrestrial and have relatively large home ranges.  These species are  
     especially intolerant of human activities.  Consequently, they would       
     naturally tend to avoid industrialized areas where the types of pollutants 
     that are the subject of this proposal might be present.  Additionally, the 
     river otters, eagles, and ospreys (three of the five species) are rare in  
     many of the more industrialized areas of the Great Lakes.  Consequently, it
     is inaappropriate to develop criteria for all the lakes based on these     
     species alone.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2630.056     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and G2630.055 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
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     Comment ID: G2630.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .057 is imbedded in comment .055.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the TSD states that the wildlife species of primary concern are   
     the avian and mammalian piscivorous species, based on the potential for    
     highest exposure to contaminants in aquatic ecosystems through the food    
     chain, at least some wildlife species should be considered from the lower  
     trophic levels in order to represent the full range of ecologically        
     representative species.  Criteria based only top-of-food-chain species do  
     not adequately reflect environmental effects of contaminant exposure, and  
     are difficult to assess and replicate in the laboratory.  Consideration of 
     lower trophic level species would provide a broader indication of the      
     environmental effects of contaminants, as well as being more amenable to   
     scientific study.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2630.057     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and G2630.055 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: G2630.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .058 is imbedded in comment .055.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appropriate selection criteria should be established, and representative   
     species should be selected for use in developing a more fully ecologically 
     representative wildlife criteria that defines the wildlife to be protected 
     in broader terms inclusive of all the various trophic level species, and   
     not limited to the avian and mammalian species.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.058     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and G2630.055 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendations                                                            
     EPA should fundamentally modify its approach to the development of wildlife
     criteria.  In the absence of such a modification, EPA should, at a minimum,
     incorporate a consideraion of the habitat ranges and relative consumption  
     of contaminated fish for the top-level carnivores.                         
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The proposed methodology for calculating the wildlife criteria is          
     fundamentally flawed in its assumption regarding the habitat ranges and    
     feeding habits of the food chain species.                                  
                                                                                
     The proposed methodology is based on the premise that chemicals will       
     biomagnify up through the food chain and potentially impact carnivores at  
     the top of the food chain.  The resulting criteria are designed to protect 
     these top carnivores by establishing water quality criteria that will be   
     protective given this assumption.  However, in developing the methodology, 
     EPA has failed to recognize that, in order for this approach to be valid,  
     the entire food source of the top-level carnivores would have to have lived
     in contaminated waters.  This is not a valid assumption.  The species used 
     to set the criteria have wide home ranges, and it is not realistic to      
     assume that their entire food source originates in contaminated waters.    
     
     
     Response to: G2630.059     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.040, P2576.135, and P2590.044 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: G2630.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     EPA should specify in Appendix D that a minimum of one field study is      
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     required for each taxonomic class of representative species.  In addition, 
     the subchronic or chronic dose-response curves should be required to       
     represent the life span of the selected species before these data are used 
     to develop criteria.                                                       
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     Appendix D to Part 132 states:                                             
                                                                                
             When laboratory data are used, the following requirements must be  
           met:  1.  The mammalian data must come from at least one             
     well-conducted study of 90 days or greater designed to observe             
     subchronic or chronic effects as defined in this document.  2.  The        
     avian data must come from at least one well-conducted study of 28          
     days or greater designed to observe subchronic or chronic effects          
     as defined in this document."                                              
                                                                                
     One well-conducted, 90-day (mammals) and one well-conducted, 28-day (bird) 
     exposure study are inadequate to provide reproducible results and realistic
     estimates of toxic effects for the development of Tier I Wildlife Criteria.
                                                                                
     [Laboratory studies based on drinking and feeding rates of domesticated    
     laboratory animals provide very limited data that can be accurately        
     extrapolated to a field setting.  Variation in species life cycle, exposure
     time, environmental conditions and population genetics all contribute to   
     uncertainty in using laboratory data for the purpose of setting field      
     criteria.]  Most particularly, the 90-day (mammals) and 28-day (bird)      
     exposure studies are too short, relative to the life span of the selected  
     representative species, to provide sufficient data on which to base        
     criteria.  These studies, while useful to assess subchronic exposure, are  
     ill-suited for the development of criteria to protect wildlife.  As stated 
     in the EPA Science Advisory Board's (SAB's) report entitled "Evaluation of 
     the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative":                
                                                                                
             The majority of the toxicological information for chemicals that   
          are known to predominate in the Great Lakes system, has been          
     derived either in direct support of criteria for the protection of         
     human health, or it has been generated as part of research into the        
     basic toxicology of these chemicals. Consequently, much of the             
     information that is cited in support of the wildlife criteria was          
     generated in studies that were not designed to support the                 
     development of such criteria.  Therefore, most of the extant               
     information suffers from various deficiencies.                             
                                                                                
     [EPA should conduct extended duration field studies, which, although       
     resource-intensive and time-consuming, are necessary to develop defensible 
     regulatory criteria.]                                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.060     
     
     Please refer to comment P2653.050 for a partial response to this comment.  
     In addition, please refer to U.S. EPA (1994a) and the final Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria. 
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA supports the use of any available and appropriate data to 
     validate and to support determinations made in the derivation of appendix D
     criteria, EPA itself will only collect additional data for use under       
     existing Agency monitoring programs and the Clearinghouse, described in    
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: G2630.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .061 is imbedded in comment .060.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Laboratory studies based on drinking and feeding rates of domesticated     
     laboratory animals provide very limited data that can be accurately        
     extrapolated to a field setting.  Variation in species life cycle, exposure
     time, environmental conditions and population genetics all contribute to   
     uncertainty in using laboratory data for the purpose of setting field      
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2630.061     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.135 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: G2630.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .062 is imbedded in comment .060.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should conduct extended duration field studies, which, although        
     resource-intensive and time-consuming, are necessary to develop defensible 
     regulatory criteria.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.062     
     
     Please refer to comment G2630.060 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2630.063
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 5406



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     If EPA intends to use food and water consumption rates as part of the      
     methodology to establish wildlife criteria, species-specific studies to    
     determine ingestion and feeding rates should be performed.                 
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     Appendix D states that "For studies done with domestic laboratory animals, 
     the following reference should be consulted:  Registry of Toxic Effects of 
     Chemical Substances"; and that "When insufficient data exist for other     
     mammalian or avian species, the allometric equations from Calder and Braun 
     (1983) and Nagy (1987) which are presented below shall be applied to       
     approximate the needed feeding or drinking rates"                          
                                                                                
     It is inappropriate to use drinking and feeding rates for domestic         
     laboratory animals to establish comparable rates for wildlife species.     
     Animals reared in controlled laboratory conditions will have activity      
     patterns and access to food and water that are dramatically different from 
     those of wild animals.  In addition, the same species will consume         
     different amounts of food and water at differnt life stages; therefore,    
     scientifically defensible values for these parameters cannot be developed  
     wtihout extensive studies.  Without a database of actual drinking and      
     feeding rates for the representative species, it is impossible to develop  
     meaningful input parameters for the wildlife value development equations.  
                                                                                
     Because at different life stages the same species might consume different  
     amounts of food and water, the predicted values for these parameters are of
     unknown accuracy without extensive drinking and feed studies.  The         
     allometric equations found in Appendix D include quantified uncertainty and
     should serve as the basis for the derivation of drinking and feeding rates 
     only in the absence of empirical studies.  Thus, species-specific data     
     should be developed to validate the use of these variables in criteria     
     development.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2630.063     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.135 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2630.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed Guidance, the Great Lakes states would be required to   
     implement a highly detailed antidegradation program.  While preventing     
     degradation of water quality in the Great Lakes basin is an admirable goal,
     there are serious problems associated with the proposed program.           
                                                                                
     An antidegradation policy should protect existing water uses and quality,  
     but it should not prohibit or restrict specific pollutant discharges that  
     do not threaten such uses or quality.  Contrary to that goal, the proposed 
     antidegradation policy is extremely prescriptive and focuses more on       
     increases in point-source loadings for specific pollutants than it does on 
     potential degradation of water quality and resulting interferences with    
     designated uses.  [Moreover, the proposed review policy for BCCs is        
     particularly burdensome, and provides a disincentive to enhanced           
     performance.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2630.064     
     
     EPA has made many changes to the final Guidance, which it believes address 
     the concerns of the commenter.  The commenter is referred to Section VI of 
     the SID for a summary of these changes, and the basis for them.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .065 is imbedded in comment .064.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the proposed review policy for BCCs is particularly burdensome,  
     and provides a disincentive to enhanced performance.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.065     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2630.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     EPA should adopt the alternative "generic" approach to assess the quality  
     of the water body by integrating criteria information instead of using     
     water quality criteria for individual pollutants to assess antidegradation.
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     DuPont believes that the approach described at 58 FR 20893 by EPA as "a    
     generic measure for water quality as opposed to water quality criteria for 
     individual pollutants" is the best available approach and should be adopted
     in the final rule.  The Preamble further states that "under such an        
     approach, a State would use a measure of water quality that integrates     
     chemical water quality criteria, biological criteria, and other appropriate
     criteria to assess the quality of the water body..."  The description      
     further states that "such an approach could also potentially be used to    
     assess whether water quality is significantly lowered as a result of an    
     increased discharge to a water body."  We believe that chemical criteria   
     alone are not adequate because they often do not reflect considerations    
     like bioavailability.  States should be able to consider the weight of     
     evidence of all available scientific data to determine whether designated  
     water uses are being achieved and if an antidegradation review is really   
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2630.066     
     
     Please see responses to comments ID D2859.147 and P2720.094.  Also note    
     that the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance have been limited
     to BCCs, and further, that the definition of BCCs, and the methodology for 
     deriving BAFs, have been revised such that EPA believes issues of          
     bioavailability have been addressed.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     The Guidance should not treat BCCs any differently than other regulated    
     pollutants when the antidegradation evaluation is made.                    
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The proposed Guidance does not allow the lowering of water quality to be   
     considered de minimus if a BCC is involved.  There is no scientific or     
     other basis for differentiating between BCCs and other regulated pollutants
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     when the antidegradation evaluation is made if the existing permit limits  
     are based on a total maximum daily load (TMDL)/waste load allocation (WLA) 
     that is protective of the water quality standards.  Therefore the          
     antidegradation decision should be based on the existing permit limit for  
     all pollutants, including BCCs.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.067     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2630.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     The EPA should adopt water quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) based on 
     an acceptable waste load allocation as an alternative to the existing      
     effluent quality (EEQ) approach.                                           
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The proposed requirement that an antidegradation review must be performed  
     for any increase in the discharge of a BCC above the EEQ is a disincentive 
     to good performers who try to operate such that they discharge             
     substantially below their allowable discharge limits.  Plants routinely    
     strive to reduce pollutant discharges in order to increase the margin      
     between discharges from actual operation and permit limits.  This enables  
     plants to be confident that they will consistently comply with their permit
     limits and are operating reasonably well.  Under the proposed EEQ policy,  
     however, a plant that accomplishes such additional reductions will not gain
     a greater margin of safety because, when the permit is renewed, the permit 
     limits will be reduced to reflect EEQ.  In addition, during the duration of
     the existing permit, if the plant exceeds an EEQ trigger level, the plant  
     will be subject to an antidegradation review even if the discharge is well 
     within its permit limits.  This is a substantial disincentive to           
     performance excellence and should be eliminated from the Guidance.         
     
     
     Response to: G2630.068     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/EEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2630.069
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative to the EEQ approach, the Guidance should base the        
     antidegradation evalution on WQBELs based on a WLA or TMDL.  These effluent
     limits are determined to assure compliance with water quality standards and
     designated uses.  Consequently, they are an adequate control measure to use
     in the antidegradation policy.  [Moreover, this alternative would avoid the
     good performance disincentive inherent in the EEQ approach.]               
     
     
     Response to: G2630.069     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2630.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .070 is imbedded in comment .069.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, this alternative would avoid the good performance disincentive   
     inherent in the EEQ approach.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2630.070     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID D2721.087.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2630.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation procedures will determine how WQBELs are developed for  
     discharge permits.  We agree with CMA's concern that, in the interest of   
     consistency, EPA has eliminated from the implementation procedures much of 
     the flexibility provided by the guidance in the TSD.  These procedures are 
     highly prescriptive and do not enable appropriate consideration of         
     site-specific conditions by permitting authorities exercising best         
     professional judgment.  [Specifically, the proposal to eliminate mixing    
     zones for BCCs is not scientifically justifiable and should be withdrawn.] 
     [Also the EPA should provide flexibility in determining whether the        
     discharger has reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards using
     a procedure that can exclude pollutants in the intake water.  The permit   
     writer should be able to use either Option 4 or Option 3c among the        
     alternatives presented in the Preamble.]  [Flexibility should also be      
     included for determining WET requirements on a site-specific basis.]  [The 
     EPA should clarify that permit compliance will be determined based on PQL  
     rather than MDL.  Permit writers should have the discretion to impose PMPs 
     based on the potential for success.]                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.071     
     
     Please se the SID, especially Sections I, II and VIII, for EPA's analysis  
     of this and related issues.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .072 is imbedded in comment .071.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, the proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCCs is not       
     scientifically justificable and should be withdrawn.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.072     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: G2630.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/OPT4
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .073 is imbedded in comment .071.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also the EPA should provide flexibility in determining whether the         
     discharger has reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards using
     a procedure that can exclude pollutants in the intake water.  The permit   
     writer should be able to use either Option 4 or Option 3c among the        
     alternatives presented in the Preamble.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2630.073     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2620.023 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2630.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .074 is imbedded in comment .071.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Flexibility should also be included for determining WET requirements on a  
     site-specific basis.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.074     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2630.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .075 is imbedded in comment .071.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should clarify that permit compliance will be determined based on  
     PQL rather than MDL.  Permit writers should have the discretion to impose  
     PMPs based on the potential for success.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2630.075     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     The proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCCs is not scientifically      
     justified and should be withdrawn.                                         
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCCs within 10 years for        
     existing dischargers and immediately for new dischargers and new sources is
     not scientifically justified because it does not consider the fate of the  
     BCCs in the Great Lakes and tributaries.  While it is important to control 
     substances that bioaccumulate to levels that present a risk to human health
     and the environment, control should be based on sound science.  Mixing     
     zones are established to enable effluents to mix with receiving waters and 
     are controlled to pervent acute toxicity and other objectionable conditions
     in the receiving waters.  Ambient concentrations for chronic and long-term 
     effects are evaluated outside the mixing zone.                             
                                                                                
     The real impact of pollutants on human health and wildlife is determined by
     the mass loading of these pollutants and not their immediate concentrations
     in the vicinity of the discharge point.  Methods contained in the TMDL     
     procedures for determining waste load allocations based on criteria        
     correlate mass discharge with effects concentrations in the water body.    
     Eliminating mixing zones for BCCs is a policy decision to impose a more    
     stringent requirement on BCCs, i.e., that water quality criteria have to be
     met in the discharge prior to mixing with the surface waters. [Many of the 
     28 BCC pollutants will have water quality criteria below analytical levels,
     and the prohibition on dilution will be equivalent to "zero" discharge.]   
     [In addition, this eliminates the opportunity to include in water quality  
     modeling to determine TMDL any environmental fate and transport            
     considerations that might reduce the exposure and effects of BCCs in the   
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     water body.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2630.076     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .077 is imbedded in comment .076.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the 28 BCC pollutants will have water quality criteria below       
     analytical levels, and the prohibition on dilution will be equivalent to   
     "zero" discharge.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2630.077     
     
     EPA disagrees that prohibiting mixing zones for BCCs is equivalent to      
     "zero" discharge.  EPA recognizes that the resulting permit limits will be 
     below current detection levels and that elimination of the BCCs from the   
     facility's process may be the most cost effective means of complying with  
     the permit limit as detection levels improve.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2630.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .078 is imbedded in comment .076.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, this eliminates the opportunity to include in water quality   
     modeling to determine TMDL any environmental fate and transport            
     considerations that might reduce the exposure and effects of BCCs in the   
     water body.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.078     
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     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: G2630.079
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/OPT4
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     The EPA should provide flexibility in the Guidance so that the permit      
     writer can exercise best professional judgment in determining whether the  
     discharger has reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards      
     exclusive of any pollutants in the intake water.  Specifically, the permit 
     writer should be able to use either Option 4 or Option 3c in determining   
     whether the discharger is contributing to the discharge of a pollutant.    
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The EPA draft Guidance proposes a very presriptive and burdensome procedure
     for proving that a discharge is not causing exceedance of water quality    
     standards.  This should not take the place of best professional judgment by
     the permit writer.                                                         
                                                                                
     The proposed rule for Implementation Procedure 5 contains the following    
     very specific requirements for demonstrating that no reasonable potential  
     exists for intake water pollutants to cause water quality exceedances:     
                                                                                
             The permitting authority may determine that there is no reasonable 
            potential for the discharge of an identified pollutant or pollutant 
            parameter to cause or contribute to an excursion above a narrative  
           or numeric water quality criterion within a State or Tribal water    
         quality standard if the permittee demonstrates that:  a. The           
     facility withdraws 100 percent of the intake water containing the          
     pollutant from the same body of water into which the discharge is          
     made; b. The facility does not contribute any additional mass of           
     the identified intake water pollutant to its wastewater; c. The            
     facility does not alter the identified intake water pollutant              
     chemically or physically in a manner that would cause adverse water        
     quality impacts to occur that would not occur if the pollutants            
     were left instream; d. The facility does not increase the                  
     identified intake water pollutant concentration at the edge of the         
     mixing zone, or at the point of discharge if the mixing zone is not        
     allowed, as compared to the pollutant concentration in the intake          
     water; and e. The timing and location of the discharge would not           
     cause adverse water quality impacts to occur from the discharge of         
     the identified intake water pollutant that would not occur if the          
     pollutants were left instream.                                             
                                                                                
     The rule also states that "The permit requires that all influent, effluent,
     and ambient monitoring necessary to demonstrate that the conditions [as    
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     prescribed previously for the demonstration]...are maintained during the   
     permit term..."                                                            
                                                                                
     [These stringent requirements plus others must all be met by a discharger  
     to qualify for consideration of no reasonable potential.  The absolute     
     nature of several of these restrictions will prevent this process from     
     being applied to many discharges, even though a reasonable assessment of   
     circumstances would lead to a conclusion that the discharge is not         
     contributing any signficant loading to the water body.  For example, a     
     small fraction of the discharge might come from a drinking water source or 
     from another water body with comparable or better water quality; thus the  
     discharge would fail the "100 percent" test.  Or cooling water routed      
     through a noncontact piping system might pick up small amounts of metals as
     corrosion products and not meet the "any additional mass" constraint even  
     though the amount added is insignificant.  This could also cause           
     concentrations in the discharge or at the edge of a mixing zone to increase
     slightly, although there would not be any impact on water quality, thus    
     failing another test.]                                                     
                                                                                
     [DuPont has idenitified situations where discharges would likely not meet a
     strict interpretation of the demonstration requirements even though the    
     outfall has been determined to have no adverse impact on water quality.  At
     the Niagara Plant, metals exceeding water quality standards have been found
     in both intake and effluent samples of a once-through, noncontact cooling  
     water system with the only treatment being intermittent chlorination for   
     slime and mollusk control.  The system withdraws and returns water to the  
     Niagara River.  Yet the plant would not meet the demonstration because it  
     could not prove with absolute certainty that incidental corrosion of pipes 
     and fittings does not contribute "any" metals.]                            
                                                                                
     [Our facility in Montague, Michigan, uses once-through, noncontact cooling 
     water drawn from White Lake and subsequently discharged into Lake Michigan.
     While this discharge to Lake Michigan is predominately (90%) cooling water,
     a fraction is process wastewater.  However, the wastewater discharge has   
     not been shown to add any pollutant that could impact water quality.  The  
     potential concentrations of metals and some organics in the incoming water 
     from Lake Michigan, may require that the discharge be treated in the       
     future.  The plant could not meet the demonstration requirements because of
     the requirement that 100% of the water be withdrawn and returned to the    
     same water body.]                                                          
                                                                                
     [Another particular concern is the requirement that the discharger "prove,"
     based on sampling results during the duration of the permit, that the      
     discharge does not reflect any increase in loading of the pollutant as     
     compared with the intake.  This will be virtually impossible, considering  
     that influent and effluent concentrations for the pollutants likely to be  
     included in this process will be at or below detectable concentrations.    
     Variability in the sampling results make it impossible to demonstrate      
     continuing compliance.  A statistical procedure would have to be           
     established to show there is no significant increase in mass loading within
     an acceptable confidence range.]                                           
                                                                                
     [The preamble does present some alternatives to the prescriptive           
     demonstration approach for which the EPA is requesting comment.  We believe
     that Option 4, as initially recommended by the Great Lakes Initiative      
     Technical Work Group, is a reasonable alternative that would still protect 
     water quality but not impose burdensome requirements of dischargers.  This 
     option would only apply when the concentration in the receiving water      
     exceeds the water quality standard for that pollutant and would allow the  
     permitting authority substantial latitude in using best professional       
     judgment to establish appropriate limits and controls on discharges.  This 
     flexibility would be based on both a comparison of the discharge           
     concentration and the ambient concentration and a requirement that         
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     "reasonable, practical and or otherwise required methods are implemented to
     minimize the addition of toxic substances to the wastewater.               
                                                                                
     Option 3c would also be an acceptable alternative to the EPA proposal.  As 
     the Preamble states, "Option 3c would allow a facility to discharge an     
     effluent containing, at a maximum, the same concentration of the pollutant 
     that is present in the receiving water."]  [A statistical test would be    
     required to compare the concentration of the discharge with the            
     concentration of the receiving waters.  Intake water would not have to come
     from the same water body as it is discharged to.]                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.079     
     
     With respect to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4 or 3c, see  
     response to comment D2620.023. The final Guidance provides for "partial"   
     consideration of intake pollutants if intake pollutants are from the same  
     and different bodies of water.  See the SID at Section VIII.E.7 for a      
     discussion of the various requirements for demonstrating eligibility for   
     special consideration of intake pollutants.  EPA notes that permitting     
     authorities have discretion in determining whether eligibility requirements
     are met or for establishing appropriate compliance monitoring provisions   
     for limits established in the permit.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2630.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .080 is imbedded in comment .079.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These stringent requirements plus others must all be met by a discharger to
     qualify for consideration of no reasonable potential.  The absolute nature 
     of several of these restrictions will prevent this process from being      
     applied to many discharges, even though a reasonable assessment of         
     circumstances would lead to a conclusion that the discharge is not         
     contributing any significant loading to the water body.  For example, a    
     small fraction of the discharge might come from a drinking water source or 
     from another water body with comparable or better water quality; thus the  
     discharge would fail the "100 percent" test.  Or cooling water routed      
     through a noncontact piping system might pick up small amounts of metals as
     corrosion products and not meet the "any additional mass" constraint even  
     though the amount added is insignificant.  This could also cause           
     concentrations in the discharge or at the edge of a mixing zone to increase
     slightly, although there would not be any impact on water quality, thus    
     failing another test.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2630.080     
     
     The final guidance provides more flexibility than the proposed by allowing 
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     consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELS through "no net       
     addition" limits (e.g., where mass is added through corrosion or erosion), 
     by allowing "partial" consideration of intake pollutants even if the       
     discharger has multiple sources of intake water that contain the pollutant 
     of concern from the same and different bodies of water, and by clarifying  
     that increasing the concentration of the pollutant at the edge of an       
     available mixing zone is not probihited unless the increase causes or      
     contributes to an exceedance of an applicable WQS.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2630.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .081 is imbedded in comment .079.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DuPont has identified situations where discharges would likely not meet a  
     strict interpretation of the demonstration requirements even though the    
     outfall has been determined to have no adverse impact on water quality.  At
     the Niagara Plant, metals exceeding water quality standards have been found
     in both intake and effluent samples of a once-through, noncontact cooling  
     water system with the only treatment being intermittent chlorination for   
     slime and mollusk control.  The system withdraws and returns water to the  
     Niagara River.  Yet the plant would not meet the demonstration because it  
     could not prove with absolute certainty that incidental corrosion of pipes 
     and fittings does not contribute "any" metals.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2630.081     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in P2588.075 and is   
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2630.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .082 is imbedded in comment .079.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our facility in Montague, Michigan, uses once-through, noncontact cooling  
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     water drawn from White Lake and subsequently discharged into Lake Michigan.
     While this discharge to Lake Michigan is predominantly (90%) cooling water,
     a fraction is process wastewater.  However, the wastewater discharge has   
     not been shown to add any pollutant that could impact water quality.  The  
     potential concentrations of metals and some organics in the incoming water 
     from Lake Michigan, may require that the discharge be treated in the       
     future.  The plant could not meet the demonstration requirements because of
     the requirement that 100% of the water be withdrawn and returned to the    
     same water body.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2630.082     
     
     As explained in the preamble to the proposal, a discharger would not be    
     precluded from relief under the intake pollutant reasonable procedure if it
     had some intake water from a different body of water, but which did not    
     contain the pollutant of concern. 58 FR 20802, 20958 (April 16, 1993).     
     Moreover, the final rule allows "partial" consideration of intake          
     pollutants in establishing WQBELS when the facility has multiple sources of
     intake water containing the pollutants of concern, as discussed in the SID 
     at Section VIII.E.4.d.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2630.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .083 is imbedded in comment .079.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another particular concern is the requirement that the discharger "prove," 
     based on sampling results during the duration of the permit, that the      
     discharge does not reflect any increase in loading of the pollutant as     
     compared with the intake.  This will be virtually impossible, considering  
     that influent and effluent concentrations for the pollutants likely to be  
     included in this process will be at or below detectable concentrations.    
     Variability in the sampling results will make it impossible to demonstrate 
     continuing compliance.  A statistical procedure would have to be           
     established to show there is no significant increase in mass loading within
     an acceptable confidence range.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.083     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i. and ii.(B).                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: G2630.084
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/OPT4
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .084 is imbedded in comment .079.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble does present some alternatives to the prescriptive            
     demonstration approach for which the EPA is requesting comment.  We believe
     that Option 4, as initially recommended by the Great Lakes Initiative      
     Technical Work Group, is a reasonable alternative that would still protect 
     water quality but not impose burdensome requirements of dischargers.  This 
     option would only apply when the concentration in the receiving water      
     exceeds the water quality standard for that pollutant and would allow the  
     permitting authority substantial latitude in using best professional       
     judgment to establish appropriate limits and controls on discharges.  This 
     flexibility would be based on both a comparison of the discharge           
     concentration and the ambient concentration and a requirement that         
     "reasonable, practical and or otherwise required methods are implemented to
     minimize the addition of toxic substances to the wastewater.               
                                                                                
     Option 3c would also be an acceptable alternative to the EPA proposal.  As 
     the Preamble states, "Option 3c would allow a facility to discharge an     
     effluent containing, at a maximum, the same concentration of the pollutant 
     that is present in the receiving water."                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2630.084     
     
     This comment is included in comment G2630.079 and is not addressed         
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2630.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .085 is imbedded in comment .079.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A statistical test would be required to compare the concentration of the   
     discharge with the concentration of the receiving waters.  Intake water    
     would not have to come from the same water body as it is discharged to.    
     
     
     Response to: G2630.085     
     
     See SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c., 5 and 7.a.iv. with respect to EPA's       
     rationale for distinguishing between the same and different bodies of water
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     in the intake credit provisions and for defining "same body of water."     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G2630.086
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RP/DATA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     Factors other than statistical analysis need to be considered in the       
     determination of "reasonable potential" to exceed water quality standards. 
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     Procedure 5 describes the assessment steps to determine where the Guidance 
     water quality criteria would be used to develop WQBELs.  For discharges to 
     open waters or where effluent flows are less than 7Q10 of the receiving    
     stream, if the 99th percentile of the monthly monitoring data (10 or more  
     events) exceeds the chronic aquatic, human health, or wildlife criteria, a 
     WQBEL must be determined.  For cases where the effluent flow is greater    
     than or equal to the stream 7Q10, if the 99th percentile of the monthly    
     monitoring data exceeds 50% of the chronic aqautic, human health, or       
     wildlife criteria values, a WQBEL must be determined.  Where fewer than 10 
     data points are available, the calculation procedure is modified somewhat. 
     These procedures ensure that a single detection above any of the criteria  
     will trigger imposition of a WQBEL regardless of the reasons for the       
     detection or improvements that have occurred in the interim.               
     
     
     Response to: G2630.086     
     
     See responses to comments numbered P2588.323, P2588.322, D2722.117,        
     G3201L.041, and P2746.224.  See also Supplementary Information Document    
     Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the         
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GTA
     Comment ID: G2630.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     According to the Technical Support Document (EPA 1991), "When determining  
     the `reasonable potential' of a discharge to cause an excursion above a    
     State water quality standard, the regulatory authority must consider all   
     the factors listed in 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(ii)."  The factors include       
     existing controls on point and nonpoint sources of pollution (industry type
     -- primary, secondary, raw materials used, products, best management       
     practices, control equipment, treatment efficiency), variability of the    
     pollutant or pollutant parameter in the effluent (compliance history,      
     existing chemical data from discharge monitoring reports and applications),
     sensitivity of the species to toxicity testing (adopted state water quality
     criteria, EPA criteria, available in-stream survey data, receiving water   
     type and designated/existing uses), and dilution of the effluent in the    
     receiving water (dilution calculations).  Therefore, the other             
     factors--existing controls, pollutant varability--need to be considered    
     when assessing "reasonable potential" to exceed Guidance criteria so that  
     the procedures align with 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(ii).                         
     
     
     Response to: G2630.087     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must consider existing controls on point and       
     nonpoint sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System when determining   
     reasonable potential and believes that the final Guidance promotes this.   
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including those addressing air deposition, see      
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GTA         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G2630.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also needs to justify the selection of the 99th percentile of the data 
     distribution as the decision point in determining "reasonable potential"   
     without consideration of other factors.  Absent clear precedence or        
     scientific principle, the 99th percentile is as arbitrary as the 96th in   
     determining what constitutes "reasonable potential to exceed."  Otherwise, 
     Procedure 5 needs to be modified to allow consideration of factors like    
     reasons for the criteria exceedance, variations in mass loading, intake and
     receiving water quality, and parameter treatability.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2630.088     
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     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations.  See  
     also response to comment number G2575.171.  See also response to comment   
     number D2722.117.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GTA
     Comment ID: G2630.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     The same level of sampling and methodology that was applied to the major   
     dischargers should also have been applied to the minor dischargers.        
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     Application of Procedure 5 (as proposed) would affect many more dischargers
     than the current cost estimates include.  Any minor municipal or industrial
     discharger with a single detection of mercury at MDL of 0.2 ug/L would find
     that application of Procedure 5 would result in a WQBEL for mercury based  
     on exceedance of human health and wildlife criteria.  [EPA should have been
     more comprehensive in estimating the costs of implementing the Guidance    
     across the spectrum of less than 1 mgd dischargers, including              
     manufacturers, services, and municipalities.  Then, rather than assuming no
     impact and confirming that supposition by random sampling, EPA would have  
     had a stronger basis for subsequent decisions.]                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.089     
     
     EPA believes that the sampling procedures used in the cost/benefit analysis
     were comprehensive in terms of estimating the costs of implementing the    
     Guidance for minor dischargers.  For a full discussion of this subject, see
     Section IX of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GTA         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2630.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .090 is imbedded in comment .089.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA should have been more comprehensive in estimating the costs of         
     implementing the Guidance across the spectrum of less than 1 mgd           
     dischargers, including manufacturers, services, and municipalities.  Then, 
     rather than assuming no impact and confirming that supposition by random   
     sampling, EPA would have had a stronger basis for subsequent decisions.    
     
     
     Response to: G2630.090     
     
     See response to comment D2594.019.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2630.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     The Guidance should provide flexibility so that best professional judgment 
     of the permitting authority can be used to determine appropriate WET       
     requirements on a site-specific basis instead of the prescriptive toxic    
     unit limits being proposed.                                                
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The proposed WET requirements in Procedure 6.a.1 specify that an effluent  
     may not exceed 1.0 acute toxicity unit (TU subscript a) at the point of    
     discharge (58 FR 21042).  This is because the proposed criteria fail to    
     allow a zone of initial dilution (ZID) to achieve numerical standards for  
     toxic substances.  The proposed guidance also ignores other site-specific  
     considerations.  One DuPont plant in the Great Lakes basin discharges a    
     brine solution, which can be slightly over 1% salts--largely sodium        
     sulfate.  Since the discharge flow is less than 0.1% of the ambient flow of
     the river, the salts concentrations are quickly reduced downstream to low  
     levels.  However, the Guidance proposal could likely result in water       
     quality-based effluent limits forcing the reduction of salts in the        
     discharge at substantial costs, although these salts are not adversely     
     impacting water quality.  Moreover, these salts are not toxic substances   
     and are not listed in Table 6 as Pollutants of Initial Focus.              
                                                                                
     This is an example of why flexibility is needed to evaluate WET            
     requirements on a site-specific basis.  The Guidance should enable the     
     permit writer to consider the fate and effects of the pollutants in the    
     aquatic ecosystem and also the suitability of a ZID and a mixing zone      
     allowance before establishing toxicity requirements for a particular       
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2630.091     
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     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing zone in the WET procedure.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2630.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see Table 2 of the commenys.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     Permit compliance should be determined based on PQLs not MDLs.             
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The combination of proposals to ultimately eliminate the use of mixing     
     zones and to define "reasonable potential to exceed water quality          
     standards" based on the 99th percentile of the effluent monitoring results 
     will result in discharge permit limits that will be less than both MDLs and
     PQLs.  Over a third of the proposed human health and all of the wildlife   
     criteria are below current MDLs; the comparison appears in Table 2.  The   
     MDL is defined as the minimum concentration of a substance that can be     
     measured and reported with 99% confidence that the true value is above zero
     (40 CFR Part 136, Appendix B).  The MDLs shown on Table 2 are based on     
     using reagent water, not whole effluent samples which would generally have 
     matrix interferences that would increase the MDL.  Depending upon available
     equipment and interfering compounds, a specific MDL achieved by a          
     commercial laboratory may be higher than the one shown on Table 2.         
                                                                                
     By contrast, the PQL is the lowest level (concentration) that can be       
     reliably achieved within specified limits of precision and accuracy during 
     routine laboratory operating conditions (52 CFR 25699, 7/8/87).  Thus,     
     while an MDL may indicate that a compound is present (i.e., its true       
     concentration is greater than zero), reliable quantification cannot be     
     achieved unitl the true concentration is greater than the PQL.  As a       
     result, the PQL, not the MDL, determines the lower concentration limit     
     which can be reliably and consistently measured.                           
                                                                                
     [Procedure 8 relies on the compliance evaluation level (CEL) which is      
     defined as "the level at which compliance with a water quality-based       
     effluent limitation in an NPDES permit is assessed.  It is the minimum     
     level, when the water quality-based effluent limit is less than the minimum
     level.  Otherwise, it is the water quality-based effluent limit."  The     
     minimum level (ML) is defined as "the level at which the analytical system 
     gives recognizable spectra and acceptable calibration points.  It is based 
     upon interlaboratory analyses for the analyte in the matrix of concern."   
     (58 FR 21011)  The connection, if any, between the ML and current          
     definitions for MDL or PQL is not developed in the Guidance proposal.      
                                                                                
     Two problems are inherent in this approach.  First, while it appears that  
     MLs are closer in concept to PQLs than MDLs, the intent stated in the      
     preamble (58 FR 20978) needs to be clearly reflected in the regulation.    
     DuPont believes that use of an MDL for the CEL is inappropriate because the
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     published MDLs are developed using ultra-pure reagent water and the        
     potential for obtaining false positives in effluent matrices is too high.  
     Second, EPA has never published a protocol for developing minimum levels   
     and the 40 CFR 136 analytical methods for analysis of wastewater do not    
     address the methods by which minimum levels are to be determined.  Thus, at
     a minimum, adoption of proposed Procedure 8 will require revisions to the  
     40 CFR 136 methods to specify how MLs are to be developed.  The revision   
     process should include presentation of the necessary documentation         
     establishing the validity of the ML protocol.]                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.092     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2630.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see Table 2 of commenys.                               
            
          Comment .093 is imbedded in comment .092.                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 8 relies on the compliance evaluation level (CEL) which is       
     defined as "the level at which compliance with a water quality-based       
     effluent limitation in an NPDES permit is assessed.  It is the minimum     
     level, when the water quality-based effluent limit is less than the minimum
     level.  Otherwise, it is the water quality-based effluent limit."  The     
     minimum level (ML) is defined as "the level at which the analytical system 
     gives recognizable spectra and acceptable calibration points.  It is based 
     upon interlaboratory analyses for the analyte in the matrix of concern."   
     (58 FR 21011)  The connection, if any, between the ML and current          
     definitions for MDL or PQL is not developed in the Guidance proposal.      
                                                                                
     Two problems are inherent in this approach.  First, while it appears that  
     MLs are closer in concept to PQLs than MDLs, the intent stated in the      
     preamble (58 FR 20978) needs to be clearly reflected in the regulation.    
     DuPont believes that use of an MDL for the CEL is inappropriate because the
     published MDLs are developed using ultra-pure reagent water and the        
     potential for obtaining false positives in effluent matrices is too high.  
     Second, EPA has never published a protocol for developing minimum levels   
     and the 40 CFR 136 analytical methods for analysis of wastewater do not    
     address the methods by which minimum levels are to be determined.  Thus, at
     a minimum, adoption of proposed Procedure 8 will require revisions to the  
     40 CFR 136 methods to specify how MLs are to be developed.  The revision   
     process should include presentation of the necessary documentation         
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     establishing the validity of the ML protocol.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2630.093     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GTA
     Comment ID: G2630.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     Permit writers should have the discretion to impose a PMP based on         
     potential for success.                                                     
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     As noted earlier, DuPont believes that Procedure 5 (Reasonable Potential to
     Exceed Water Quality Standards) will result in many discharges being       
     limited on the basis of a single monitoring event that exceeds human health
     or wildlife criteria.  Once the requirement to determine a water-quality   
     based effluent limitation is triggered, and the limit will be less than the
     CEL of the specified analytical method, the discharger will be required to 
     develop and conduct a PMP.  The PMP will certainly make sense in some      
     circumstances but not when the source of the pollutant is intake water,    
     atmospheric deposition, run-off, corrosion products from water distribution
     or collection systems, and similar sources over which the discharger can   
     exercise no control.  This also does not make sense if the PMP requires    
     removal of that are already adequately treated in a wastewater treatment   
     system.  The permit writer should have the discretion to determine the     
     potential for a PMP to be effective.  Otherwise, states will be forced to  
     impose the requirement, review plans, and monitor progress and dischargers 
     will have to develop the plans and comply with the paperwork regardless of 
     the appropriateness or potential for success of a PMP.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.094     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance contains more flexibility for States  
     while still promoting consistency in standards and implementation          
     procedures.  For a complete discussion of pollution minimization programs, 
     see Section VIII.H of the SID.  See also Section VIII.E of the SID for a   
     discussion of intake water pollutants.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GTA         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2630.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule (58 FR 20982-95), EPA estimated capital and annual    
     costs that point sources will incur to comply with the Guidance.  This was 
     based on their consultant's study presented in the supporting technical    
     document (SAIC, 1993, Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from        
     Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance).  The   
     DuPont Niagara Plant was one of the industrial facilities included in this 
     study.  We have estimated the cost of compliance with the Guidance for all 
     DuPont facilities in the Great Lakes states.  DuPont believes, based on our
     assessment, that the EPA cost study has substantially underestimated the   
     costs of complying with the Guidance proposal.  We believe that the costs  
     will be substantial and will affect the competitiveness of our businesses  
     with no significant environmental benefit.  If this Guidance is eventually 
     applied to all our facilities in the Great Lakes states, the estimated cost
     to DuPont to meet the proposed additional requirements on discharges is    
     over $200 million in capital investment and $33 million dollars in annual  
     operating costs.  The initial estimate for the Niagara Plant compliance    
     with the Guidance is $131 million in capital investment and $18.5 million  
     in annual operating and maintenance expenses.  These values are 18 times   
     higher than the EPA cost study projected capital costs ($7.3 million) and 8
     times higher than the O&M costs ($2.4 million).                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.095     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2630.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     EPA should modify its cost estimated methodology to account for collection 
     system modifications, noncontact cooling water discharges that would not be
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     exempted, increased sewer charges imposed by publicly owned treatment works
     (POTWs) on indirect dischargers, and minor dischargers that would have to  
     comply.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     Initial cost estimates were prepared for the 23 DuPont manufacturing       
     facilities located in the Great Lakes states (see Table 3 for listing).    
     The capital and operating cost estimates used the maximum or design plant  
     process wastewater and noncontact cooling water flow rates, unless         
     otherwise noted.  The following assumptions were made:                     
                                                                                
     1.  An allowance was provided to install a collection system for noncontact
     cooling water streams that are projected to require treatment for metals or
     organics.                                                                  
                                                                                
     2.  The annual cost for quarterly whole effluent toxicity testing was based
     on the number of outfalls that carried other than "stormwater only"        
     discharges and $10,000/year/test species (usually two).                    
                                                                                
     3.  The annual cost for implementing and maintaining the Pollutant         
     Minimization Program was estimated to be $15,000 per site (one             
     engineer-month/year plus secretarial).                                     
                                                                                
     4.  Increased analytical costs were estimated to be $2,500 per quarter or  
     $10,000 per year.                                                          
                                                                                
     Based on an evaluation of analytical data for each of the sites and a      
     review of the proposed Guidance, it has been determined that the following 
     types of treatment would be required:                                      
                                                                                
     1.  Nine sites were identified where metals removal would be required to   
     meet Guidance water quality standards or more restrictive industrial       
     wastewater discharge limits.                                               
                                                                                
     2.  Eleven sites were identified where organics removal would be required  
     to meet Guidance water quality standards or more restrictive industrial    
     wastewater discharge limits;                                               
                                                                                
     3.  Under their current configurations, major sites would not qualify for  
     the noncontact cooling water demonstration of lack of reasonable potential.
                                                                                
     The overall costs for the following five scenarios were evaluated:         
                                                                                
     1.  All DuPont sites in the Great Lakes states would have to install and   
     operate additional wastewater treatment equipment to comply with more      
     restrictive Guidance-derived permit limits.                                
                                                                                
     2.  All DuPont sites within the Great Lakes drainage basin.                
                                                                                
     3.  All DuPont sites within the Great Lakes drainage basin and all DuPont  
     sites in New York State.                                                   
                                                                                
     4.  All DuPont sites in the Great Lakes state except for Pennsylvania.     
     (All DuPont Pennsylvania plants are outside the drainage basin.)           
                                                                                
     5.  All DuPont sites; exempting once-through noncontact cooling water      
     discharges.                                                                
                                                                                
     Table 4 summarizes the initial estimates for capital investments and annual
     operating costs for the five scenarios.                                    
                                                                                
                                     TABLE 3                                    
                         DUPONT SITES IN GREAT LAKES STATES                     
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                     DuPont Sites In Great Lakes Drainage Basin                 
                                                                                
            State                       Site                   Flow(mgd)        
                                                                                
     Indiana                       East Chicago                  0.75           
     Michigan                      Montague                      9.75           
                                   Mount Clemens                 0.3            
                                   Troy Labs                     0.04           
                                   Flint(1)                      0.036          
     New York                      Niagara                        63            
                                   Rochester(2)                  0.05           
                                   Yerkes (Buffalo)              5.7            
     Ohio                          Akron                         0.003          
                                   Findlay                        --            
                                   Toledo                        1.0            
            DuPont Sites In Great Lakes States Outside Drainage Basin           
                                                                                
     Illinois                      El Paso                       0.01           
     Indiana                       Kokomo                        0.025          
     New York                      Garden City                   0.056          
                                   Ilion                         1.87           
                                   Poughkeepsie                  0.18           
     Ohio                          Circleville                   0.2            
                                   Fort Hill                     3.6            
     Pennsylvania                  Boothwyn                      0.01           
                                   Marshall Labs (Phila)         0.425          
                                   Imperial (Phila)              0.284          
                                   Towanda                       0.12           
                                                                                
     (1)Closing expected before implementation of Guidance                      
     (2)Two sites                                                               
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                      TABLE 4                                   
                          DUPONT COST ESTIMATE SUMMARY                          
                                                                                
                                  Total Capital Investment   Annual Operating   
      Case       Description           (Millions $)            (Millions $)     
                                                                                
       1       All DuPont sites in                                              
               Great Lake states            210                     33          
       2       All DuPont sites in                                              
               Great Lakes drainage         180                     27          
               basin                                                            
       3       All DuPont sites in                                              
               Great Lakes drainage                                             
               basin plus rest of           190                     30          
               New York                                                         
       4       All DuPont sites in                                              
               Great Lakes states                                               
               except those in              200                     32          
               Penn. outside drainage                                           
               basin                                                            
       5       All DuPont sites with                                            
               exemption for cooling         50                     11          
               water discharges                                                 
     ___________________________________________________________________________
     
     
     Response to: G2630.096     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2630.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     EPA should revise its cost estimate for the DuPont Niagara Falls facility  
     to include the costs to 1) upgrade the wastewater collection system to tie 
     the current six outfalls into a common treatment system, 2) treat the      
     average 36 mgd flow from outfall 007 for metals, and 3) include the cost of
     carbon adsorption treatment for anticipated Tier II values for all six     
     outfalls.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     The DuPont facility at Niagara Falls, New York, is the company's largest   
     manufacturing facility in the Great Lakes region.  Its products include    
     chlorine, sodium metal, Terathane(R), and sodium hydroxide.  The plant     
     discharges directly to the Niagara River through six permitted outfalls and
     also discharges wastewater to the city of Niagara Falls wastewater         
     treatment plant.                                                           
                                                                                
     The Niagara site was one of the facilities included in the "Assessment of  
     Compliance Costs Resulting From Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance" (SAIC, 1993).  In the study, EPA estimated the     
     required captial costs for the DuPont Niagara site to be $7.3 million,     
     annual operating cost of approximately $2.4 million (operation,            
     maintenance, monitoring, residuals disposal), and costs for special studies
     of $1.7 million.                                                           
                                                                                
     The study determined that WQBELs would be imposed for copper, mercury,     
     selenium, and zinc for five outfalls (001E, 001W, 004, 005, and 006).      
     These metals are not used as raw materials in the processes nor are they   
     manufactured or processed at the site.  Copper and zinc are used in various
     piping and process fixtures throughout the plant.  The data SAIC used in   
     the study indicated that the source of these metals was intake water from  
     the Niagara River.  In fact, long-term, averaged analytical data for the   
     site show that the intake concentrations of these metals are higher than   
     the effluent concentrations.                                               
                                                                                
     The study omitted effluent from the Niagara plant's sixth outfall (007).   
     This outfall has an average discharge rate of 36 mgd of noncontact cooling 
     water.  It is doubtful that this outfall could satisfy all of the proposed 
     criteria for "Determining Reasonable Potential for Intake Water Pollutant" 
     in Procedure 5.  An in-depth verification study would have to be conducted 
     prior to seeking this exemption.  Therefore, this outfall should have been 
     included in the cost analysis.                                             
                                                                                
     Furthermore, analysis of the intake water and effluent from the six        
     outfalls has shown the occasional presence of the following Tier II        
     compounds:  1,2-transdichloroethane, methylene chloride,                   
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     di(ethylhexyl)phthalate, 1,1,2,2-tetrachloroethane, tetrachloroethene, and 
     chloroform.  As with the metals, the likely source of these compounds is   
     the Niagara River intake water.  The presence of these compounds triggers  
     WQBEL following the procedure to determine "Reasonable Potential to Exceed 
     Water Quality Standards."  Based on this information, DuPont has determined
     that the following additional costs should have been included in the EPA   
     estimate.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Cost to install a wastewater collection system to tie the six outfalls into
     a common treatment system.                                                 
                                                                                
     Cost to treat for metals the average 36 mgd (peak 57 mgd) once-through     
     cooling water flow (discharged through Outfall 007).                       
                                                                                
     Cost for carbon adsorption treatment to comply with proposed Tier II values
     for six organics in all six outfalls.                                      
                                                                                
     Consideration of these three factors leads to projected costs for the      
     Niagara site of up to:                                                     
                                                                                
               Capital           $131 million                                   
               Annual operating  $18.5 million                                  
                                                                                
     These estimates are based on end-of-pipe treatment.  Waste minimization and
     pollution prevention practices will not help the Niagara site achieve      
     compliance since the targeted pollutants are not used as raw materials nor 
     are they part of the chemical manufacturing processes.                     
                                                                                
     Another factor not included in the EPA cost projection for the Niagara     
     plant is the effect of increased costs for wastewater sent to the municipal
     treatment plant.  We understand that the city of Niagara Falls wastewater  
     treatment plant has completed an estimate that shows substantial additional
     cost for compliance.  It is likely that in addition to the increased cost  
     for treating direct discharges, the Niagara plant will be faced with higher
     costs for more pretreatment before sending the wastewater to the city      
     treatment plant as well as the possibility of increased sewer use costs.   
     This is despite the fact that the Niagara Falls Wastewater Treatment Plant 
     is considered state-of-the-art and will likely be cited as a model for     
     other municipalities in achieving compliance with the Guidance.            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.097     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2630.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Niagara plant example clearly illustrates how the EPA cost evaluation  
     underestimates the actual costs to implement the Guidance as written.      
     Compared to the CMA and Council of Governors cost estimates, it appears    
     that EPA's consultant consistently underestimated costs for sites evaluated
     by either not looking at the site data carefully or misinterpreting the    
     proposed Guidance and allowing exemptions where none exist.                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.098     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2630.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     EPA should revise its methodology to better identify minor dischargers that
     will be impacted and include their costs to comply with WQBELs in the      
     overall economic assessment.                                               
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     As shown on Table 3, at least five DuPont sites fit EPA's definition of a  
     major facility (flows greater than 1 mgd).  The EPA Regulatory Impact      
     Analysis used 50 of 588 major dischargers (8.5%) but only 9 of 3207 (<0.3%)
     minor dischargers.  The minor dischargers received a relatively limited    
     cost analysis, "Because little or no compliance costs are anticipated by   
     minor dischargers, EPA analyzed a limited number of randomly selected      
     minors to verify that assumption.  Furthermore, because EPA has little or  
     no flow data for minor dischargers, it is not possible to adopt a          
     flow-stratified analytical plan similar to that for majors" (58 FR 20983). 
                                                                                
     Since the Guidance does not include an exemption from applicability on the 
     basis of low flow or pollutant loading, it was deemed necessary to include 
     all DuPont dischargers so that the full measure of the potential impact of 
     the Guidance regulations could be presented to management.  The DuPont cost
     estimates suggest that the cost for the DuPont minor dischargers to comply 
     could reach $21 million for capital investment and $7 million per year in  
     annual operating expenses.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2630.099     
     
     G2630.099                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

Page 5434



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2630.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     EPA should clearly demonstrate, through documentation, that pollution      
     prevention will be technically feasible, accessible, and cost-effective in 
     achieving compliance with WQBELs that would result from the Guidance.      
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     EPA's cost scenarios 1 through 4 emphasize pollution prevention through    
     source control.  "EPA believes that facilities will most likely follow the 
     pollution prevention approach to meet the requirements - Scenario 2 will be
     the most likely scenario of compliance.  This approach is also consistent  
     with EPA's desire to encourage pollution prevention as well as the general 
     preference of facilities to reduce wastes first before considering         
     treatment" (58 FR 20985-20986).                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.100     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2630.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree that pollution prevention can be a cost-effective and is a        
     laudable undertaking; however, no documentation is offered in the 4/16/93  
     Federal Register notice regarding its efficacy in achieving WQBELs for BCCs
     and potential BCCs.  The loading data shown on Table IX-3 for BCCs and     
     potential BCCs show that the baseline loads from direct dischargers are    
     already low.  [Furthermore, many of the BCCs, for example, the chlorinated 
     pesticides, have long been banned.  Thus opportunities to comply with      
     WQBELs for BCCs and potential BCCs will not spring from pollution          
     prevention but rather from end-of-pipe treatment or nonpoint source        
     management.]  Thus, Scenario 4 more closely approximates reality.  Even so,
     it incorrectly assumes that only POTWs have to install additional treatment
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     equipment in order to comply with the more stringent limits.  Industrial   
     dischargers are presumed to be able to implement the more effective        
     pollution prevention practices.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2630.101     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2630.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .102 is imbedded in comment .101.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, many of the BCCs, for example, the chlorinated pesticides,    
     have long been banned.  Thus opportunities to comply with WQBELs for BCCs  
     and potential BCCs will not spring from pollution prevention but rather    
     from end-of-pipe treatment or nonpoint source management.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2630.102     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2630.103
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution prevention can make the first cut in concentration; however,     
     treatment will be required to achieve the effluent quality required by the 
     Guidance.  A review of the EPA RREL treatability database shows that       
     chemical precipitation can achieve effluent mercury concentrations in the 1
     to 2 ug/L range.  Practical experience suggests that filtration after      
     chemical precipitation can slightly improve performance over gravity       
     settling but with higher capital investment and operating costs.           
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     Response to: G2630.103     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D1711.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2630.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should not presume that pollution prevention practices will be     
     universally accessible or that they have yet to be implemented.  At many   
     DuPont sites, pollution prevention is already an integral part of the      
     environmental management program, and the relatively straightforward gains 
     have already been made.  Further improvements would have to come as a      
     result of fundamental equipment or process changes.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2630.104     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2630.105
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     Input from the eight Great Lakes states should be sought to quantify what  
     implementation of the Guidance will mean for their water quality management
     programs in terms of additional staff needs to revise and implement water  
     quality and permitting regulations and increases in expected length of time
     needed to issues permits containing WQBEL-based Tier II values.            
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     As proposed, the Guidance is complex.  Its implementation will be fraught  
     with misunderstandings by both permittees and permit writers.  The cost    
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     evaluation does not address the additional resources that will be required 
     for states to administer the Guidance in the context of the NPDES permit   
     program; i.e., to revise state water quality and permitting regulations,   
     train permit writers in the more complex permitting process, deal with the 
     development of Tier II values, and process more complex permit             
     applications.  No accounting was attempted for the costs for municipalities
     to make necessary changes in their respective pretreatment programs.  With 
     existing resources in state regulatory agencies already stretched thin, the
     EPA must endeavor to understand the impact that the implementation of the  
     Guidance will have.                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2630.105     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2630.106
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     If the Guidance is implemented as proposed, EPA should collect data to     
     verify the accuracy of its original estimates.                             
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     Two to three years after a permit is issued containing Guidance WQBELs, the
     EPA should obtain data on the incremental capital, construction, and annual
     operating costs (as confidential business information, if necessary) to    
     verify the original estimates to comply with the Guidance.  If significant 
     discrepancies are identified, the costing methodology should be modified   
     for future similar rulemakings.  Concurrently, an effort must be made to   
     verify the efficacy of the Guidance and to answer the fundamental question 
     of whether the expenditure of funds for control resulted in the projected  
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.106     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2630.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation                                                             
     EPA should present the economics for the Guidance on the basis of          
     compliance costs for WQBELs per weight of metals and organics for both     
     major and minor dischargers ($/gram).                                      
                                                                                
     Discussion                                                                 
     "Bioaccumulative chemicals of concern have been identified for special     
     treatment in the Guidance.  EPA believes addressing these pollutants will  
     yield particularly high benefits given the sensitivity and vulnerability of
     this aquatic ecosystem" (58 FR 20995).                                     
                                                                                
     As noted on Table IX-3, EPA estimates that implementing the Guidance will  
     reduce discharges of BCCs and potential BCCs by 47.63 lb/day under Scenario
     2.  Of that total, the vast majority of the reduction (>96%) will be       
     attributable to tighter control of mercury discharges.  EPA should present 
     the economics for the Guidance on the basis of costs to achieve compliance 
     with WQBELs for metals and organics for both major and minor dischargers.  
     This type of analysis will clearly show the excessively high costs         
     associated with removing small quantities of organics from large flows.    
     Resources will be better used by accelerating the cleanup of known         
     contaminated sediments and protecting and enhancing critical habitats.     
     
     
     Response to: G2630.107     
     
     See response to comments D2587.135, D2594.014, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2630.108
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This comment is duplicated in a series of letters attached to 
the comment  
          document.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance does little 
     to improve the quality of the Great Lakes, yet would cost taxpayers and    
     employers billions to implement.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2630.108     
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     EPA believes that full implementation of the final Guidance will improve   
     the quality of the Great Lakes and decrease inconsistencies in the State   
     water quality programs for the reasons discussed in Sections I through VIII
     of the SID.  See also Section IX of the SID for a discussion of the        
     economic analysis of the final Guidance provisions.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2630.109
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This comment is duplicated in a series of letters attached to 
the comment  
          document.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The resources necessary to implement the proposal would impact decisions to
     locate and expand industrial facilities, affect regional competitiveness   
     and threaten jobs and the region's tax base.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2630.109     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2630.110
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: This comment is duplicated in a series of letters attached to 
the comment  
          document.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The facts show that the Great Lakes are already much cleaner because of    
     existing state and federal regulations.  Improvements to the Great Lakes   
     Basin will continue through the implementation of alternative approaches   
     already being developed, including Remedial Action Plans (RAPS) and        
     Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPS).  There is little value in creating more 
     regulations when the government has yet to implement what is already on the
     books.                                                                     
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     Response to: G2630.110     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and D2723.231.  See also        
     Sections I.B and I.D of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2631.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the concept and ideology of the G.L.I. but have concerns        
     involving the technical soundness and fair application across the Great    
     Lakes Basin.  The POTW's in the region are currently under strict          
     regulation with the EPA, yet are the initial focus of the GLWQG.  We could 
     use the argument as most will that non-point sources should receive more   
     attention; but with the information currently gathered it would seem       
     misguided to initiate action in any direction.  In 1987 the GLWQA called   
     for lakewide management plans (LaMPs) and remedial action plans (RAPs).    
     These plans are intended to provide a means of coordinating and            
     prioritizing activities to reduce critical pollutants, as well as identify 
     and quantify toxic chemicals of concern.  We feel the further development  
     of these programs will help in identifying the major sources of these      
     pollutants so that regulatory efforts can be used where they will have the 
     most impact.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2631.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2631.002a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Other concerns we have with the G.L.I. as written are as follows:          
                                                                                
             The inability to adjust for site specific water quality criteria   
             when environmental conditions differ from the rule's basinwide     
             standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2631.002a    
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2631.002b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other concerns we have with the G.L.I. as written are as follows:          
                                                                                
             The antidegradation policies are far more stringent than           
             current laws which have been successful in protecting the          
             environment as written.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2631.002b    
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2631.002c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other concerns we have with the G.L.I. as written are as follows:          
                                                                                
             The proposed rule's use of inadequately tested BAFs and            
             food chain mulitipliers will result in lower allowable             
             water quality concentrations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2631.002c    
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter the BAFs and food chain multipliers  
     have been inadequately tested.  EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties
     in application of the BAF methodology and has addressed these to the extent
     possible in the final Guidance. For example, to reduce the uncertainty in  
     predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA is using a model in the  
     final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific parameters and includes a    
     benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.  In addition, the final     
     Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical instead of  
     total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs for organic          
     chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will eliminate much  
     of the variability associated with specific waterbodies because most of the
     site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning  
     of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water column.  However,          
     professional judgement is still required throughout the derivation of BAFs 
     and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the determination of  
     any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that   
     BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an aquatic organism to 
     all chemicals.                                                             
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA decided to use the 1993 Gobas model in the      
     development of FCMs instead of the Thomann model (1989).  The adaptation of
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2631.002d
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other concerns we have with the G.L.I. as written are as follows:          
                                                                                
             The lack of an applicable intake credit system.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2631.002d    
     
     See generally the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of   
     intake credits.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2631.002e
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other concerns we have with the G.L.I. as written are as follows:          
                                                                                
             Allowable discharge limits for some materials will likely be       
             below the ability to detect their presence.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2631.002e    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2631.002f
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other concerns we have with the G.L.I. as written are as follows:          
                                                                                
             The eventual reduction or elimination of mixing zones.             
     
     
     Response to: G2631.002f    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2631.002g
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other concerns we have with the G.L.I. as written are as follows:          
                                                                                
             The use of Tier 2 values as a scientific basis for establishing    
             NPDES permit limits.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2631.002g    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2631.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, we would agree that the goal of the G.L.I. in establishing  
     uniform effluent limits for the entire Great Lakes Basin is a sound one.   
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     It is quite important that in establishing these limits that fair and      
     economically obtainable technology is available to achieve the desired     
     results.  When a municipality is forced to raise the sewer rates to its    
     citizens to cover increased treatment and operating costs at the wastewater
     treatment plant some form of justification is usually in order.  They want 
     to know what their increased rates are doing to better the environment.    
     When we see studies indicating that the bulk of toxic pollutants are coming
     from non-point sources it will surely be difficult to justify the degree of
     improvement obtained per dollar spent.  We would like to see more time     
     given in the development of the LaMP and RAP processes.  By doing this, the
     major sources of toxic pollutants culd be identified and prioritized so    
     that regulatory efforts and expenditures could be directed to achieve      
     effective results.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2631.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances, of themselves, create non-uniformity and can easily lead to     
     "closeted" favoritism.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2635.001     
     
     EPA disagrees.  EPA's national regulations allow variances.  EPA has       
     provided specific procedures in the final Guidance to promote uniform      
     application of variances by States that chose to use them.                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variance to one entity can be penalizing others who are achieving.         
     
     
     Response to: G2635.002     
     
     EPA disagrees.  Variances granted to one discharger should have no effect  
     on the requirements that other dischargers meet WQS or on their effluent   
     limitations.                                                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances protect the polluter.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2635.003     
     
     See Response ID: D2791.071                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances, of themselves, become management night-mares to antidegradation 
     and antibacksliding principles.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2635.004     
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     EPA disagrees.  Procedure 2.F.1 requiring dischargers to maintain the level
     of treatment achieved under the previous permit would almost always prevent
     a discharger from being granted a variances that would result in an actual 
     lowering of water quality or allow increased discharge, thus,              
     antidegradation and antibacksliding issues should be almost nonexistent.   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances maneuver, manipulate & use arguments of "undue hardship and      
     burden on the applicant" with disregard for environmental costs & burden.  
     
     
     Response to: G2635.005     
     
     EPA disagrees.  To warrent a variance based on economic or social hardship,
     the discharger must show that the economic and social hardship is          
     widespread, not just a hardship to the applicant. Furthermore, Procedure 2 
     contains limits on variances to minimize environmental impacts.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances burden the agency.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2635.006     
     
     EPA agrees.  States and Tribes are neither required to adopt variance      
     provisions nor to grant any varainces under provisions that they do adopt. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where is it stated what substances and/or circumstances shall not qualify  
     for variance at all?  ie:  persistent/bioaccumulative (BCC's) or other "Bad
     Actor" pollutants banned or sunset?                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2635.007     
     
     EPA has not restricted pollutants or substances for which variances may be 
     applied although States and Tribes are free to do so in their varaince     
     procedures.  Circumstances and conditions for granting variances are       
     included in the final guidance and discussed in Section VIII.B of the SID. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How noted where impaired waterways or fish consumption advisories exist?   
     
     
     Response to: G2635.008     
     
     See section VIII.C of the SID for a discussion of requirements for impaired
     waterbodies.                                                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where state and federally threatened or endangered species exist which     
     should preclude variance?                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2635.009     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.237                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where is the guidance for schedules of compliance to remedy need for       
     variance at all?                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2635.010     
     
     See section VIII.I of the SID for a discussion of compliance schedules.  It
     is possible that a schedule of compliance may eliminate the need for a     
     varaince.                                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: G2635.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     FR Vol58 No72 Pages 20926-7 15. Request for comments                       
     a. In Indiana we have supported that variances be granted for up to the    
     five year NPDES permit period but predicated by a compliance schedule and  
     reassessment of progress after three years.  Our review of the Guidance    
     fails to show variance procedures for setting compliance time frames &     
     schedules.  This is a gross omission and needs to be dealt with to make    
     either a 3-yr or 5-yr period meaningful.  The entire object being to arrive
     at achieving water quality standards at the earliest so that variance is no
     longer required.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2635.011     
     
     WQS varances and compliance schedules are two entirely separate means of   
     granting appropriate relief to dischargers.  If a discharger is granted a  
     compliance schedule, a variance will most likely not be necessary.  A      
     variance is a temporary modification to WQS that allow a discharger to     
     receive an NPDES permit that attains standards.  Generally a discharger    
     will not need a compliance schedule to attain effluent limitations based on
     a variance.  If a discharger requires, and is allowed, a compliance        
     schedule in order to meet an NPDES limitation based on a variance, States  
     and Tribes may grant one at their discretion in accordance with procedure  
     9.  If a discharger is granted a variance without a compliance schedule,   
     the discharger would be expected to meet any permit limitations based on   
     the variance at the time the permit becomes effective.  Dischargers may be 
     eligible for compliance schedule for new permit limitations upon expiration
     of a variance. See section VIII.I of the SID for a discussion of compliance
     schedules.                                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are absolutely opposed to establishing variances for use classification 
     of water body segments or portions of segments.  We see no way that the    
     WQBEL variance stipulations*as listed on our Page 4 as gathered from       
     Guidance dialogue, can be abided by without entirely changing the          
     justification, intent and purpose of variance per se.                      
     We believe that designated Use Classification changes, temporary or        
     permanent, require the performance, conclusion and remedy of a bonefide USE
     ATTAINABILITY ANALYSIS (48 FR 51500 Nov. 8, 1983) etc.  We oppose relieving
     any discharger from burdens of demonstrating appropriateness of variance or
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     allowing "pooling their resources", and also oppose relieving states and   
     tribes of their review burden.                                             
     It is our belief that VARIANCE is to be a rare exception and that          
     applications for variance are indicators of water quality specifics which  
     need to be fixed.                                                          
                                                                                
     Note therefore that we oppose FR Vol58 No72 P.20922 2.  40 CFR Part 132    
     Appendix F Procedure 2.C. 1-6 as "Conditions to Grant a Variance" and      
     oppose any bifurcated approach as per p. 20927, 2nd paragraph.             
     __________________________                                                 
     *See our Page 4 CONDITIONS OF VARIANCE drawn from Guidance dialogue.       
     
     
     Response to: G2635.012     
     
     See Sections VIII.B of the proposed Guidance and Section VIII.B of the SID 
     for discussion of these issues.                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We approve of the variance provisions*written to apply to WQBEL variance   
     for NPDES permit applicants IF the burden of all demonstrations is properly
     placed upon the applicant including antidegradation, antibacksliding and   
     increased risk conditions to grant a variance.  Language of Appendix F     
     needs re-write to be clear, complete, provide uniform requirements,        
     including compliance schedule.                                             
     ___________________________                                                
     *See our Page 4 CONDITIONS OF VARIANCE drawn from Guidance dialogue.       
     
     
     Response to: G2635.013     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these       
     issues.                                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We oppose variance provisions (Procedure 2) written to allow change of use 
     classification of water body segments or portions of segments.  Whether    
     viewed as temporary or permanent, changing designated use classifications  
     is in no way a WQBEL variance procedure - or properly "variance" at all.   
     Use classification changes are down-gradings of water quality standards and
     require performance of "Use Attainability Analysis" done according to      
     federal regs and, if remedy is not found, the use classification change is 
     entertained at the triennial review of water quality standards.            
     Yes, it is appropriate to require an immediate TMDL developed to assist    
     deliberations for "use" change as important information included in the use
     attainability analysis.  (P.20927)                                         
     We do not believe that any variance provisions are appropriate for CWA     
     Section 404 permits.                                                       
     Variance does not apply for BCC's or for dischargers into 304(l) Impaired  
     Waterways; fish consumption advisory waters; state or federally endangered 
     species waters or 303(d) waterbodies which require TMDLs.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2635.014     
     
     EPA disagrees that variances are the same as changes to a use.  A          
     designated use change is permanent and affects all the criteria necessary  
     to protect the use.  A variance is a temporary modification for a single   
     pollutant or parameter for a specific discharger.  The underlying          
     designated use and protective criteria still apply generally to the        
     waterbody.  EPA has not made the variance provisions in the final guidance 
     directly applicable to Section 404 permits.  However, States and Tribes    
     have the discretion, where grounds for removing a designated use under 40  
     CFR 131.10 exist, to develop variances for other activities, including     
     Section 404 permits.  EPA would expect the States and Tribes to apply      
     substantially the same safeguards in these instances as provided for the   
     national program and in the final Guidance.  National policy as well as the
     final Guidance allow variances if justified based on the factors presented;
     specific waterbodies are not excluded from variances although States and   
     Tribes are free to do so.  Since variances are not allowed to further      
     degrade water quality, there only application is to waterbodies not already
     meeting WQS.                                                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: G2635.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     We are increasingly concerned about the necessity to over-lap, coordinate  
     and cross-comply with other federal, statutes such as the ENDANGERED       
     SPECIES ACT. *                                                             
     Note  Please FR Vol58 No72 Page 20850 last paragraph thru 20851 4th        
     paragraph.  We believe that EPA and state and tribal CWA authorities are   
     obliged as "Resource Trustees" to lower the FAV in Tier I Aquatic Life     
     Criteria calculations where state and federally listed threatened and      
     endangered species are in jeopardy.  This list would be (are) "ecologically
     important species".                                                        
     __________________________                                                 
     *  Similar scrutiny should be given to overlap, coordination and           
     cross-compliance with SDWA & RCRA etc. where federal statutes require.     
     
     
     Response to: G2635.015     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     FR Vol58 No72 Page 20927 Paragraph (c.) where we believe that EPA and state
     and tribal CWA authorities are obliged as "Resource Trustees" to prohibit  
     variances where state and federally listed threatened and endangered       
     species are in jeopardy.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2635.016     
     
     See Response ID: AMSA P2718.237                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2635.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P 20927 (c) contains the only mention we found of reference to the USF& W  
     Service consultation regarding approvals of water Quality Standards.       
     Where persistent/bioaccumulative toxic substances threaten or are likely to
     jeopardize state and federally listed threatened and endangered species,   
     consultation on approvals is prudent and should be written into rule as a  
     REQUIREMENT!                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2635.017     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document. See      
     Response ID: AMSA P2718.237                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2635.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ammonia, Chlorine and Hydrogen Sulphide should NOT be in "Table 5 -        
     EXCLUDED POLLUTANTS" and should have immediate WILDLIFE CRITERIA set.      
     
     
     Response to: G2635.018     
     
     EPA agrees that hydrogen sulfide and sulfide should generally be subject to
     the implementation procedures of the Guidance, for reasons discussed in    
     section II.C.5 of the SID, and has deleted them from Table 5.              
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that ammonia and chlorine should be deleted from Table  
     5, for the reasons discussed in section II.C.5 of the SID.                 
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that wildlife criteria should be calculated for the     
     above pollutants.  For reasons discussed in section VI of the SID, the     
     final Guidance contains provisions for developing Tier I wildlife criteria 
     for BCCs only.  The pollutants listed in the comment do not meet the       
     definition of BCC in the final Guidance.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: G2635.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Ecologically Important Species" should be defined and detailed for aquatic
     species as basis for water quality standard implementation.                
     
     
     Response to: G2635.019     
     
     See Section III.B.3. of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/RISK/TROP
     Comment ID: G2635.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Expanded list of BCC's to protect Wildlife.  Present list is too small and 
     chooses the wrong trophic level as guage for listing toxins.  ie:  PAH's   
     should be BCC's using intermediate trophic level as guage which shows      
     invertebrate bioaccumulation of serious magnitude.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2635.020     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.159 and P2746.176 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/RISK/TROP     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: G2635.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     REQUIRE inter-agency CONSULTATION case-by-case anywhere, anytime state or  
     federal Endangered species are at risk.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2635.021     
     
     See response to: P2742.200                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: G2635.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PRECLUDE VARIANCE wherever state or federal threatened or endangered       
     species are present.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2635.022     
     
     To make clear EPA's intent to protect threatened and endangered species,   
     EPA has added language to the final Guidance that prohibits variances that 
     would likely jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or       
     threatened species listed under Section 4 of the Endangered Species Act or 
     result in the destruction or adverse modification of such species' critical
     habitat.  EPA also intends to consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service   
     whenever EPA's approval of a variance may effect endangered or threatened  
     species.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2635.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In absence of established criteria and data, prescribe commonly used       
     methodologies from EPA 540/9-85-110 "Hazard Evaluation Division Standard   
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     Evaluation Procedure Ecological Risk Assessment".                          
     
     
     Response to: G2635.023     
     
     Due to the incomplete nature of this comment, EPA cannot adequately address
     it.                                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2635.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reduce to five-year permit cycle for immediate start on MIXING ZONE cut-off
     for BCC's.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2635.024     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2635.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a serious contradition in public policy in the Guidance proposal  
     for the 3-tier water classification scheme governing Antidegradation.  The 
     3-tier classification scheme is nowhere, to our knowledge and              
     understanding, duplicated or permitted in the Clean Water Act and spawns   
     widespread, undefined opportunities for down-grading of water qualtiy.     
     Most particularly we oppose Tier Two as being openly contradictory to the  
     premise or presumption stated above.                                       
     We oppose use of words like "significant" and charge them to be            
     environmental "weasel words" which promote undefined degradation to fit the
     convenience of the discharger.                                             
     We oppose "necessary to accomodate important economic and social           

Page 5458



$T044618.TXT
     development in the area in which the waters are located" and conclude this 
     language is a broad, undefined and arbitrary loop-hole with no basis in    
     Clean Water Act OR any promulgated rule or guidance.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2635.025     
     
     The language contained in both the proposed and final Guidance is          
     consistent with existing Federal regulations pertaining to antidegradation 
     and national policy and guidance.  A three-tiered approach to              
     antidegradation has existed in Federal regulations since 1975.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2635.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SUMMARY - ANTIDEGRADATION                                                  
     It is our opinion that the 3-tier water classification scheme put forward  
     in the Guidance is contrary to the simple statement of Antidegradation     
     Policy of the Clean Water Act and adoption of this scheme would impose a   
     very complex and perplexing burden on the regulatory agencies, on the      
     regulated and would produce a very discouraging down-grade to environmental
     protection of our water ecosystem.                                         
     This must be tightened-up and simplified and workable.                     
     We should be prohibiting all and/or any degradation, especially with thirty
     years of Clean Water Act experience in hand, and concentrating instead on  
     the positive details required for RESTORATION OF WATER QUALITY in the Great
     Lakes Ecosystem.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2635.026     
     
     It is not EPA's intention to prohibit without exception increased loadings 
     of pollutants to the Great Lakes, nor to require States and Tribes to do   
     so.  Lowering water quality is acceptable provided lower water quality is  
     necessary to accomodate important social and economic development, criteria
     protective of designated uses will still be met and the water body is not  
     designated as an ONRW.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2635.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance TMDL Section (p.21035 et seq) must  
     clearly articulate implementation of the Guidance's new Wildlife Criteria  
     and be prepared to have an expanding list of substances for which Wildlife 
     Criteria is developed.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2635.027     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2635.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/ESA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TMDL Section of the Guidance should have the requirements of, at       
     minimum, Engangered Species Act consultation with USFW Service in any      
     waterbody where federally listed species are found.  We firmly believe it  
     would be prudent to expand that requirement to state and federal threatened
     and endangered species concerns.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2635.028     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2635.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The TMDL section of the Guidance should require cross compliance with the  
     Safe Drinking Water Act SDWA) where public drinking water supplies are     
     dependent.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2635.029     
     
     EPA does not believe that such a cross-reference is necessary because where
     drinking water is a use it is already included in the requirement to meet  
     water quality standards.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2635.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are appalled by the 10-year allowance for BCC mixing zone cut-off.      
     MIXING ZONES for BCCs must be immediately denied.  This short list of      
     chemicals are those immediately identified and singled out as the most     
     pernicious "bad actors".  They are called out by the Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Agreement, by the International Joint Commission US/Canada and the 
     Great Lakes Initiative for immediate phase-out action by the Governments   
     withing the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                         
     The P.21036 guidance rule language on MIXING ZONES FOR BCCs within the     
     earliest date of the 5-year NPDES permit cycle.  By that mechanism, the    
     expanding list of BCCs can be dealt with without confusion or hesitation   
     AND the elimination of BCCs already listed have an immediate beginning for 
     cut-off.  This is an environmental emergency which requires at least an    
     immediate BEGINNING to the elimination of these substances from our waters.
     
     
     Response to: G2635.030     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2636.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance, as currently proposed, regulates only point source           
     dischargers, who are already heavily regulated through the National        
     Pollution Discharge Elimination System.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2636.001     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2636.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are no intake credits for background concentrations of substances in 
     facility supply waters.  Dischargers will be required to remove substances 
     they did not add to their facilities supply waters.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2636.002     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that contained in
     comment #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2636.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule would eliminate the "mixing zone" for some substances and
     phaseout or reduce these areas altogether, even though existing EPA        
     guidance specifically recognizes mixing zones as appropriate.              
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     Response to: G2636.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2636.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance uses Tier II values for establishing NPDES permit    
     limits; these values, however, lack adequate scientific basis.             
     
     
     Response to: G2636.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2636.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed Guidance, allowable discharge limits for some materials 
     are at levels that are set below the ability of most analytical            
     laboratories to measure.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2636.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2636.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA currently requires states to include antidegradation policies in   
     their water quality management programs.  The proposed Guidance            
     significantly tightens these requirements for facilities located in the    
     Great Lakes Basin.  This will discourage new industries from locating and  
     existing industries from expanding in these areas.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2636.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2636.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA proposes, in the Guidance, to estimate bioaccumulation factors for 
     many of the Guidances' pollutants.  Sound scientific data is not used to   
     establish these factors.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2636.007     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that sound scientific data is not used to 
     establish predicted BAFs.  In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993)
     is used to estimate FCMs instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The      
     adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the    
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs. A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model  
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
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     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the     
     Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In        
     addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part    
     because this model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters
     which could be more easily specified.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2636.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Olin does not believe the elements of the proposed Guidance should be the  
     basis for water quality standards outside the Great Lakes because the Lakes
     are a unique water body, a sink-type basin that is unlike major rivers and 
     streams, and oceans.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2636.008     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2636.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance, as currently proposed, regulates only point source discharges
     who are already heavily regulated through the National Pollution Discharge 
     Elimination system.  Data on pollutants which pose the greatest risks to   
     the Great Lakes indicate that point source discharges account for only a   
     small fraction of pollutants entering the Great Lakes System.  EPA, in the 
     preamble of the Guidance states that "there is general agreement that      
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     nonpoint sources of pollution (e.g. any diffuse source of pollutant        
     loadings to the waters of the Great Lakes System such as contaminated      
     sediments, air deposition, spills, etc., as well as agricultural and urban 
     runoff) are a significant remaining cause of environmental risk in the     
     Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  In the December 16, 1992, report, "Evaluation
     of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative", the         
     Scientific advisory board endorsed the broad based ecosystem approach of   
     the Initiative, but stated that it was not clear what specific mechanisms  
     the Great Lakes Guidance had incorporated to address pollution from these  
     nonpoint sources.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2636.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2636.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Technical reports have been published that clearly indicate that nonpoint  
     sources account for over 90% of the loadings of three pollutants of        
     concern, PCB's mercury, and lead.  (I referenced D. Mackay, et. al., "Mass 
     Balancing and Virtual Elimination").  Olin believes EPA should focus its   
     efforts on the pollutants and their sources which pose the greatest risks  
     to the Great Lakes System.  Point source discharges are already heavily    
     regulated under the existing NPDES program and implemented controls have   
     been substantially effective in reducing loads of toxic pollutants to the  
     Great Lakes.  Costs to industries and municipalities to implement these    
     controls under the Clean Water Act are already high.  To the extent, that  
     the Guidance will require additional controls and thus more costs for point
     source discharges for little benefit because these dischargers are         
     insignificant contributors to the existing water quality problems, EPA     
     should reconsider the Guidance to address and emphasize nonpoint sources.  
     
     
     Response to: G2636.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2636.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are no intake credits for background concentrations of substances in 
     facility supply waters.  Dishargers will be required to remove substances  
     they did not add to their supply waters.  Without an intake credit system, 
     a facility may not be allowed to discharge even at levels lower than the   
     intake water.  Without direct intake credits, some facilities will be      
     required to remove materials present in their once through non-contact     
     cooling water before discharging.  This would be inequitable and           
     inefficient because once through non-contact cooling water is used         
     exclusively for cooling, it does not come in contact with raw materials,   
     intermediates or products, and therefore is not a source of additional     
     pollution.  Without direct intake crdits, treatment costs wil be           
     unnecessarily high as large volumes of water involved and treatment        
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available treatment        
     technology.  Direct intake credits are needed to promote fairness in the   
     permitting of waste dischargers and to avoid large expenditures for        
     negligible environmental benefit.  By the EPA's own admission, the         
     provision for intake credits in the rule will only be available in very    
     limited circumstances.  For a discharger to be granted a credit under the  
     proposal, he cannot add any pollutant to his process water.  The rule      
     states that molecules leaching from a water pipe are pollutants.  To this  
     end, it is not foreseeable how EPA can ever offer facilities intake        
     credits.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2636.011     
     
     See generally, SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. This comment raises the same     
     intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and is addressed in the response 
     to that comment.  See response to comment P2588.075 with regard to small   
     additions.  See response to comment D2592.031 with regard to cooling water.
     Issues related to costs and technical feasiblity associated with the final 
     Guidance are addressed in Section IX of the SID and elsewhere in the       
     response to comment document.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2636.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule would eliminate the "mixing zone" for some substances    
     even though existing EPA guidance specifically recognizes mixing zones as  
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     appropriate.  A mixing zone is an area in which effluent is initially      
     introduced into a lake or stream.  All water quality standards must be met 
     at the zone's edge.  Within it, otherwise applicable water quality         
     standards may be exceeded, if acutely toxic conditions are avoided.        
     Currently, NPDES permits require compliance with stream standards after    
     reasonable opportunity for mixing.  By the proposed rules elimination of   
     mixing zones, dischargers will face additional controls and cost with      
     little environmental benefit because the Guidance ignores the relationship 
     between concentrations and exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity. 
     It also does not take into consideration that aquatic life is usually not  
     attracted to nor normally reside in a mixing zone.  Olin feels that the use
     of mixing zones should continued to be allowed for the same sound          
     scientific reasoning that allows it current use under the Clean Water Act. 
     
     
     Response to: G2636.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2636.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance uses Tier II values for establishing NPDES permit    
     limits.  Tier II values lack adequate scientific basis for use in          
     establishing these limits.  As recommended by the EPA's Science Advisory   
     Board (SAB), Olin feels the application of Tier II value should be         
     restricted and not used to derive enforceable permit limits.  Calculation  
     of water quality standards for a particular pollutant requires scientific  
     data on potential environmental impacts.  However, in the case of this     
     Guidance, data meting EPA's current minimum reuqirements for effleunt      
     limits were not always available.  As a solution to the lack of quality    
     data, the Guidance proposes to lower EPA current standards for data quality
     and quantity through these Tier II values.  NPDES permit holders who choose
     to disagree with the permit limits established under Tier II procedures    
     would have only two options:  1) Accept overly restrictive control         
     requirements or 2) develop their own data at their expense.  Considering   
     the potential liabilties which are created and the inadequate minimum data 
     quality requirements, the use of Tier II procedures to create enforceable  
     permit limits is inappropriate.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2636.013     
     
     See response to comments D2741.076 and D2587.091.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2636.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed Guidance, allowable discharge limits for some materials 
     are at levels that are set below the ability of most analytical testing    
     laboratories to measure.  Discharge concentration limits for substances    
     should not be set below detection levels of these laboratories.  This could
     create unacceptable potential legal liabilities for dischargers resulting  
     from laboratory variability.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2636.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2636.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA currently requires states to include anti-degradation policies in  
     their water quality management programs.  The proposed Guidance            
     significantly tightens these requirements for facilities located in the    
     Great Lakes Basin.  This will discourage new industries from locating and  
     existing industries from expanding in these areas.  This anti-degradation  
     policy is meant to prevent changes in the operation of existing facilities 
     and/or the creation of new facilities that would lower or degrade water    
     quality.  The discharge of some substances would be limited to a level     
     which does not exceed actual past discharges even where the past actual    
     discharge is lower than the prior permitted discharge level.  This approach
     penalizes facilities with good environmental performance and rewards those 
     with poorer performance because the better peformers will receive more     
     stringent limits.                                                          
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     Response to: G2636.015     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2636.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance provisions will also create problems for existing facilities  
     that may undergo production cutbacks.  Production curtailments, which can  
     occur from market fluctuations, result in reductions in water discharges.  
     When normal production resumes, prior levels of substance effluent limits  
     may not be allowed.  This Guidance will also cause existing facilities to  
     incur more permit violations.  Again, because the levels that are actually 
     discharged become the enforceable permit limits, the margin of safety is   
     lost.  Olin recommends that EPA replace the proposed Guidance's            
     anti-degradation policies with the current antidegradation law enforced by 
     EPA; which is fully protective of human health and the environemnt.        
     Existing federal and state laws and regulations have improved and continue 
     to improve, water quality in the Lakes.  Benefits of revised water quality 
     standards implemented in the past few years have not been fully realized,  
     thus, continued water qualtiy improvements can be expected under programs  
     currently underway.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2636.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2636.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA proposes in the Guidance to estimate bioaccumulation factors       
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     (BAF's) for many of its regulated pollutants.  Sound scientific data is not
     used to establish these factors.  Most of the rules pollutant's BAF's are  
     based upon use of an unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory  
     data.  The EPA's Scientific Advisory Board has concluded that "the model   
     has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional    
     water quality criteria, at this time."  The Guidance only uses BAF's for a 
     few pollutants that are derived from comparisons of actual fish tissue     
     concentrations with concentrations in the ambient water.  Fish tissue data 
     are considered to be better than modeled bioaccumulation data, (but even   
     this data can be subject to error).  The model does not consider factors   
     such as metabolism and biodegradation, and therefore, it probably          
     overestimates the bioaccumulation potential for many pollutants.           
     Bioaccumulation factors from unproven models should not be used.  Only     
     factors bsaed on actual fish tissue measurements should be used to derive  
     water quality standards or even to list chemicals for control.             
     
     
     Response to: G2636.017     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with commenters suggesting that additional validation of
     the model is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect   
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),   
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     EPA believes that the model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues
     to use it in the final Guidance.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  In order to account for metabolism, the final Guidance  
     has differentiated which BAF data are required to derive Tier I human      
     health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals based on whether        
     metabolism is accounted for or not. For further a complete discussion, see 
     Section IV.B.2.a of the SID.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges the commenters concern for chemicals designated as BCCs.  
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs because field-measured  
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     data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a       
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because they measure the actual       
     impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than    
     predicting them through use of a model.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available, that the         
     methodology in the final Guidance has been adequately peer reviewed, and   
     that EPA has addressed all concerns raised in the peer review.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2636.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Olin does not believe the elements of the proposed Guidance should be the  
     basis for water quality standards outside the Great Lakes.  Water that     
     enters the Great Lakes remains for a long time.  The time for water to     
     travel from Lake Superior to the ocean is measured in hundreds of years.   
     Because of this "sink effect", pollutants that tend to degrade slowly, if  
     at all, can concentrate in the waters of the Great Lakes.  The Preamble of 
     the Guidance infers that the numerical effluent limits set could be applied
     nationwide through other water programs.  It seems irrational to apply the 
     same criteria for water bodies such as rivers and oceans that are so vastly
     different from the Great Lakes System.  State's Water Authorities should   
     have the flexibility to establish their site specific water quality        
     criteria when environmental conditions differ from the ecosystem found in  
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2636.018     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2637.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It is my opinion the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is fundamentally   
     flawed since it focuses exclusively on point sources that are regulated and
     only discusses non-point sources.  Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) are being  
     developed for 43 localized problem areas or "areas of concern" around the  
     Great Lakes.  These RAPs deal with all sources, including non-point sources
     at the local level.  Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) will address all    
     sources from a lakewide perspective.  I think it would be more productive  
     to focus on these comprehensive efforts.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2637.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2637.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are two countries involved with the Great Lakes, but the Guidance    
     excludes Canada in planning for reduced loadings.  This fact in itself puts
     the Great Lake States at an economical disadvantage.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2637.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2867.087 regarding the steps EPA is taking 
     to work with Canada to control pollution sources in the Great Lakes basin. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2637.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA requirements on water treatment plants (such as corrosion control)     
     could impact the discharges from wastewater treatment plants.  These       
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     changed discharges could be prohibited due to antidegradation.  EPA should 
     review the effects of the Guidance with all of its programs to be sure its 
     implementation is practical.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2637.003     
     
     The scenario suggested by the commenter is unlikely.  The intent of        
     antidegradation is prevent unnecessary reductions in water quality by      
     requiring consideration of alternatives to lowering water quality.  If an  
     action is necessary to protect public health, review of the action under   
     antidegradation should be straight forward.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2637.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an operator of a POTW, I support exlusion of the following 16 pollutants
     that are traditional pollutants of concern to a wastewater treatment plant:
                                                                                
     Alkalinity, Ammonia, Bacteria, BOD, Chlorine, Color, Dissolved Oxygen,     
     Dissolved Solids, Hydrogen Sulfide, pH, Phosphorous, Salinity, Sulfide,    
     Temperature, Total and Suspended Solids, and Turbidity.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2637.004     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2637.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I also support excluding wet weather point sources (which include municipal
     separate storm sewers, storm water discharge associated with industrial    
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     activity and combined sewer overflows) from coverage under the             
     implementation procedures.  Under current programs it is very likely that  
     these sources will have very stringent effluent limits in the future.      
     
     
     Response to: G2637.005     
     
     EPA agrees that the wet weather exclusion should be retained, for the      
     reasonststaed in the preamble to the proposal.  The proposed definition of 
     "wet weather point source" has also been clarified. For further discussion 
     on this topic, see Section II.C.7 of the SID.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2638.001a
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly recommend that the proposed Guidance be redrafted for the      
     following reasons.                                                         
                                                                                
     Much of the science has not been sufficiently developed to support a       
     regulatory program.  Using a program as massive as the Great Lakes Guidance
     to introduce a regulatory program such as Tier II will be at best a costly 
     learning.  The approach of adopting more conservative standards when less  
     is known of a substance may feel right, but it completely ignores economics
     as well as the possible anti-backsliding Catch-22 when Tier I values become
     available.  Additionally, when the Science Advisory Board expresses doubt  
     about the science underlying the development of bioaccumulation factors we 
     can only recommend that such ideas be more fully developed before being    
     tried on a program of this magnitude.                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2638.001a    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2638.001b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly recommend that the proposed Guidance be redrafted for the      
     following reasons.                                                         
                                                                                
     Only a small portion of the pollution sources will be regulated by the     
     Guidance.  Point sources constitute a small fraction of the discharge to   
     the Great Lakes.  EPA recognizes atmospheric deposition, storm water and   
     non-point sources as major contributors to the pollution loading of the    
     basin.  Regulating only a small fraction of the problem will not get us to 
     the answer.  EPA should consider all sources of regulated pollutants in    
     drafting proposed solutions.  This would better serve to stretch limited   
     funds -- providing us with the most bang for the buck.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2638.001b    
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2638.001c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly recommend that the proposed Guidance be redrafted for the      
     following reasons.                                                         
                                                                                
     Costs of this proposal far out weigh its benefits.  Many studies -- those  
     prepared by industry and municipalities, as well as for the Council of     
     Great Lakes Governors -- show EPA's cost estimate to be extremely low.     
     Historically EPA's cost estimates on other regulatory programs have proven 
     to be too low.  OMB has concluded that in several areas the costs          
     associated with this program have been "substantially underestimated".     
     Committing significant financial assets to reduce discharges from a small  
     fraction of sources is not the best use of our resources.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2638.001c    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2639.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules focus entirely on point source controls, while all      
     available scientific data indicate that point-source discharges are a minor
     source of the Great Lakes pollutants that are noted to be of most concern. 
     
     
     Response to: G2639.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses entirely on point source      
     controls.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a         
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.Response:                                                        
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2639.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble to the proposed rule, EPA states that non-point sources are
     a "significant" remaining cause of environmental risk in the Great Lakes.  
     EPA also indicates that the rule does not address the control of non-point 
     sources but simply requires that an allocation of available assimilative   
     capacity be set aside to account for them.  The thrust of the proposed     
     regulation is entirely directed to additional, substantially more          
     restrictive, controls on point-source discharges.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2639.002     
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     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses entirely on point source      
     controls.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a         
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.Response:                                                        
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2639.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to EPA's own cost estimates for the proposed rule, which we      
     believe to be vastly underestimated, the cost to industries and cities in  
     the Great Lakes staes are high and the benefits will be minimal because    
     point sources are minor contributors to the existing water quality         
     problems.  Controls which are required by EPA under the current Clean Water
     Act, which also involve substantial expenditures by industry and           
     municipalities, will in all likelihood be substantially more effective than
     the proposed restrictive water quality standards in continuing to reduce   
     the loading of toxic pollutants into the Great Lakes.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2639.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2639.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The virtual elimination of intake credits in many circumstances will force 
     municipal and industrial dischargers to treat substances that they do not  
     add to their effluent.  The GLI requires dischargers to treat substances   
     present in the influent except under very specific situations which will be
     almost impossible to meet.  This proposed policy imposes tremndous costs   
     and liability problems on plant operators, subjects dischargers to         
     enforcement actions based on substances that they did not generate, and    
     raises a basic concern for equity among regions.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2639.004     
     
     This comment raises the same issue as comment G2571.147 and is addressed in
     the response to that comment. Also see response to comment D2698.030.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2639.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits  
     (WQBEL).  Under the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only        
     directly consider intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five   
     specific conditions: 100% of the discharge water is returned to the same   
     body of water from which it was derived; the facility does not add any of  
     the substance in the process; the facility does not alter the substances   
     chemically or physically; there is no increase of the substance at the edge
     of mixing zone; and the timing and location of the discharge would not lead
     to adverse water quality impacts.                                          
                                                                                
     A close review shows that all of these conditions will almost never be met.
      Very few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all  
     intake water in the same stream segment or area.  In addition, for some    
     substances it would be extremely difficult for a facility to prove for some
     substances that none of the chemical is being added, for example, through  
     metals leaching from process pipes.  Because of this, facilities will      
     become legally responsible for substances that they did not generate.      
     
     
     Response to: G2639.005     
     
     These comments are duplicated elsewhere and are not addressed separately   
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2639.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality is not improved.  This provision will prohibit intake credits
     even when the effluent from a plant has to lower concentrations of         
     substances than does the receiving water.  It is difficult to understand   
     how such an action would contribute to the exceedance of a water quality   
     standard.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2639.006     
     
     Whether a facility with lower effluent concentrations than the receiving   
     water qualifies for special consideration of intake pollutants depends in  
     part on whether the intake pollutant is from the same or different body of 
     water as the discharge.  See the SID at Section VIII.E.4-5 for a discussion
     of EPA's rationale for distinguishing between these two situations.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2639.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual users of the Great Lakes waters will become obligated to serve  
     as mini-water treatment plants under the Clean Water Act.  Individual      
     dischargers are held responsible for the impact that their actions have on 
     the nation's waters.  The denial of intake credits will create a situation 
     where a facility takes in a small amount of water from a polluted water    
     body, uses it, purifies it at great expense, and releases it back into the 
     polluted water.  The overall benefits to water quality will be difficult to
     justify, while at the same time being extremely expensive.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2639.007     
     
     This comment is the same as comment D2867.048, and is addressed in the     
     response to that comment.                                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2639.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that intake credits must be allowed.  In the proposed rule, EPA 
     expressed some concern that allowing for intake credits would create an    
     economic incentive for facilities to relocate to water bodies that are more
     polluted.  It is unlikely that the decision to locate or relocate a        
     facility would be based primarily on the pollution levels in the water     
     body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake pollutant levels    
     under an intake credit option would be important enough to create an       
     incentive to relocate underscores the economic burdens of having no intake 
     credit.  Whatever the validity of this concern, it is clearly overshadowed 
     by considerations as provided below.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2639.008     
     
     This comment raises the same issue as comment # P2574.090 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2639.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Civil and criminal liability would possibly be expanded.  Under the new    
     definition, every substance in the intake water requires a permit or, at a 
     minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that substance.    
     Because pollutant levels in the intake water have a tendency to vary       
     considerably, the facility's civil and even criminal liability could go    
     beyond its control.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2639.009     
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     See response to comment D2669.058.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2639.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found to 
     be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to       
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     through a complex and time-consuming, and expensive variance or use        
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     almost certainly be the same as if intake credits were allowed.            
     
     
     Response to: G2639.010     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2574.099 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2639.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of groundwater, we believe a distinction should be made between
     natural contaminants and contaminants added to the aquifer by human        
     activities.  If a discharger chooses to use water from a source            
     contaminated by historical human activity, it is appropriate that the      
     facility be required to discharge pollutants to a WQBEL level.  Also, if a 
     discharger chooses to use ground water that exceeds GLI discharge criteria 
     "naturally" this distinction should be made.  This is particularly true in 
     the case of the City of Portage, Garden Lane well fields.  The production  
     wells' ground water quality does not meet the arsenic, copper and lead CLI 
     (chronic aquatic) criteria, but it does meet human-health standards.  The  
     values for these background ground water metals are as follows:            
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     Arsenic 5.8 ppb > GLI criteria of 1.4 ppb                                  
     Copper 27.5 ppb > GLI criteria of 4.8 ppb                                  
     Lead 5.2 ppb > GLI criteria of 3.2 ppb                                     
                                                                                
     If this aquifer was also used for process cooling and discharged to a      
     surface water body, the GLI water quality criteria, without intake credit  
     provisions available, will not be met due to natural background groundwater
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2639.011     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv. addresses the availability of intake     
     pollutants for ground water.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G2639.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI does incorporate intake credits as we recommend, Option 4 should
     be selected.  In the Guidance, EPA proposed four options for regulating    
     intake credits.  Of these, Option 4 is the most reasonable.  This is the   
     option developed by the Technical Work Group of the GLI and endorsed by all
     of the Great Lakes states representatives.  States such as Wisconsin have  
     successfully implemented this provision in permits which have not been     
     objected to by the Agency, and sufficient limitations can be placed on a   
     permit writer's discretion under this option.  However, this option should 
     be modified so that non-contact cooling water and municipality discharges  
     are exempted, and the provision limiting intake credits to water quality   
     impaired streams should be reevaluated.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2639.012     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2798.077 and is addressed in      
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2639.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is proposing a methodology for calculating numeric criteria for a      
     specific pollutant when there are insufficient data to calculate a         
     scientifically supported numeric criterion.  The numeric criterion         
     resulting from the application of this methodology, which is referred to as
     a Tier II value, will be used to establish permit limits for the target    
     pollutant.  The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely          
     conservative methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors  
     which produce criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.
      EPA presumably uses the term "value" to distinguish the Tier II values    
     from the scientifically supported Tier I criteria, although in practice    
     both numbers will be used as water quality criteria to calculate water     
     quality-based permit limits.  Values that are not based upon adequate      
     scientific data simply should bot be used to establish enforceable permit  
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2639.013     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2639.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Upjohn believes that there are practical alternatives to the Tier II       
     numeric criteria, including whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing and      
     bioconcentration testing of individual effluents that are as protective or 
     more protective of surface water uses than the Agency's proposal.          
     
     
     Response to: G2639.014     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: G2639.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA indicates that "in most cases" the anti-backsliding provisions of the  
     Clean Water Act (CWA) will not prevent adjustments in limits based on Tier 
     II values when less stringent Tier I criteria are subsequently developed.  
     EPA bases its assertion on two factors: (1) anti-backsliding doesn't apply 
     to changes made in an effluent limit prior to its compliance date; and (2) 
     relaxation of water quality-based limits is acceptable if the requirements 
     of CWA Section 303 (d) (4) are met.                                        
                                                                                
     Neither of these exceptions to the anti-backsliding rule is likely to      
     provide relief to Great Lakes dischargers.  In the first instance, the     
     maximum allowable compliance period in the Guidance is only three years.   
     Conducting aquatic toxicity studies to provide reliable data for the eight 
     families required to develop a Tier I criterion is not a routine exercise; 
     and performing the tests necessary to develop human health or wildlife     
     criteria is orders of magnitude more difficult.  Thus, it may be difficult 
     or impossible to complete the required toxicity studies and modify the     
     permit limits prior to the effective date.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2639.015     
     
     See the regulatory requirements "Response To Comments" document which      
     addresses antibacksliding and the SID (section II).  See the supporting    
     documentation for whole effluent limitations.  EPA's experience indicates  
     that the necessary toxicity studies can likely be accomplished within the 2
     year timeframe allowed for compliance with the final Guidance.  Also see   
     response to D2710.016.    For information on wildlife and human health     
     tests see the respective Technical Support Documents for Human Health and  
     Wildlife.Response to: G2639.015                                            
                                                                                
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2639.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We question the scientific justification for the Tier II value approach    
     proposed by EPA, since there are a number of proven analytical tools       
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     available to EPA to address toxic pollutants that have no Tier I criteria. 
     These include WET testing, effluent and chemical-specific bioconcentration 
     testing, and fish tissue residue studies of receiving waters.              
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comment on whether limits based upon both Tier II values 
     and WET testing are necessary, or whether WET testing alone is sufficient  
     to control toxic substances for which inadequate scientific data are       
     available.  Upjohn strongly believes that WET testing alone is the only    
     scientifically supportable method currently available to regulate          
     potentially toxic substances for which inadequate toxicity data are        
     available to establish scientifically sound numeric criteria to protect    
     aquatic life.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2639.016     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2639.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA and the states have a great deal of experience using WET testing of    
     effluents to identify and control effluent aquatic toxicity.  EPA has      
     promoted the WET methods as a primary mechanism for ensuring national      
     consistency in permitting and enforcement of water quality-based controls. 
     As a result, most major industrial and municipal dischargers throughout the
     nation have been required to test their effluents for toxicity.            
                                                                                
     The Upjohn Company recommends that no permit limits be based on Tier II    
     values.  Thus, anti-backsliding provisions which would prevent the         
     replacement of the more valid Tier I criteria for Tier II values would not 
     apply.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2639.017     
     
     See the SID chapter on Aquatic Life for a discussion of when the WET       
     procedure can be used in lieu of the aquatic life Tier II values in NPDES  
     permits. Also see response to comment P2656.080 for a discussion of the    
     need for Tier II values.                                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2639.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed anti-degradation policy is overly restrictive and focuses more
     on increases in point source loadings for specific pollutants than it does 
     on potential degradation of water quality and resulting interference with  
     designated water uses.  The anti-degradation policy is supposed to protect 
     existing water uses and quality, but it is not supposed to prohibit or     
     restrict pollutant discharges that do not represent a threat to such uses  
     or quality.  The proposed review policy for bioaccumulative chemicals of   
     concern is particulary burdensome, and penalizes dischargers that are      
     historically good performers.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2639.018     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2639.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines, and    
     additional capacity changes in production inputs will require expensive and
     time consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and     
     economic benefits.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2639.019     
     
     Antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth or imposing        
     meaningless requirements, but with minimizing the impacts of growth on     
     water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the   
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded. Implementation of             
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
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     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Antidegradation benefits the environment by minimizing the extent to which 
     enviromental quality is reduced as a result of growth and development.     
     Antidegradation also benefits the environment be ensuring that             
     environmental quality is considered in decisions regarding growth and      
     development.  Antidegradation benefits the public by preserving water      
     quality improvements gained at public expense, whether through remediation 
     of past contamination, construction of waste water treatment plants or     
     increased prices for goods and services.  Antidegradation also ensures that
     the public has an opportunity to voice an opinion regarding decisions that 
     will affect water quality.  Finally, antidegradation benefits dischargers  
     by conserving assimilative capacity. Antidegradation recognizes that the   
     capacity of the Nation's waters to receive effluent from discharges is     
     limited, and that once that capacity is fully allocated, further increases 
     are not possible.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that limited  
     resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of
     all.  Dischargers may also benefit from the antidegradation review by      
     identifying new or improved technology that is less detrimental to the     
     environment and still allows growth and development to occur.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2639.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) the Existing Effluent      
     Quality (EEQ) would become a legally enforceable discharge limit or        
     notification trigger, effectively replacing permit limits.  This would make
     it extremely difficult if not impossible to obtain production increases in 
     plants currently operating at less than full capacity and below allowable  
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2639.020     
     
     Please see comment ID D2098.21.  In addition, the definition of            
     "significant lowering of water quality" has been clarified to indicate that
     such a determination keys off of an increase in production capacity.  That 
     is, changes in production that occur within the confines of existing       
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     production capacity do not trigger an antidegradation review.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2639.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule would eliminate the ability of industry to operate within
     a specified "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit limits will  
     be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2639.021     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2639.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation provisions will create additional administrative      
     burdens for proposed new facilities and existing facilities needing to     
     change or expand operations, thus discouraging business expansion.         
     
     
     Response to: G2639.022     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an administrative impediment to growth.  Rather, by   
     providing detailed direction to States and Tribes, the antidegradation     
     provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation  
     reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final  
     Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient  
     ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.       
     Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt     
     Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non- BCCs.  Instead,  
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     States and Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions    
     consistent with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2639.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period, Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even  
     if a data base is established to show that these substances pose no        
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2639.023     
     
     EPA does not agree that discharges that pose no environmental threat would 
     necessarily be regulated.  Water quality-based effluent limits are required
     only where the discharge has a reasonable potential to exceed water quality
     standards.  See section VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.
                                                                                
     New Tier II values may be calculated at any time to reflect additional     
     data.  Once a permit limit based on a Tier II value has become effective,  
     however, anti-backsliding requirements may apply to adjustment of permit   
     limits to reflect new Tier II values in certain circumstances.  See section
     II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of the anti-backsliding requirements  
     of the CWA.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2639.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Upjohn Company encourages EPA to continue to allow the use of mixing   
     zones and zone of initial dilution as a sound way of protecting water      
     quality and avoiding unnecessary treatment costs.  Currently, NPDES permits
     require compliance with discharge limits "after reasonable opportunity for 
     mixing."  The proposed rule would eliminate the mixing zone for BCC        
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     substances in 10 years.  This will force dischargers to meet ambient water 
     quality standards at the end-of-pipe, an extremely expensive prospect that 
     brings with it virtually no environmental benefits.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2639.024     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2639.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support document for Water Quality Based Toxics
     Control addresses this issue and does not recommend a blanket mixing zone  
     prohibition for bioaccumulative substances in this document.  EPA          
     recognizes the importance of evaluating actual instream exposure to BCCs.  
     This is particularly true for many BCCs because instream exposure would be 
     less than that assumed by strict mass-balance due to metabolism and other  
     fate processes.  Indirect control by eliminating mixing zones is not the   
     recommended means to limit BCCs.  Since point-source contributions of BCCs 
     represent only a small fraction of the total loadings to the Great Lakes   
     Basin, this approach is not justified considering the cost/benefit balance.
     
     
     Response to: G2639.025     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: G2639.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the DRI/McGraw Hill Study the EPA has overestimated the future
     cost savings that will result from pollution prevention activities.        
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     Pollution prevention, especially when defined as only source reduction, can
     be expensive to industry.  GLI narrowly defines pollution prevention as    
     "substitution of BCCs, application of water conservation, manufacturing    
     process operational changes" as "prudent and feasible pollution prevention 
     alternatives."  These are the most expensive pollution prevention options  
     available to industry.  They are the most difficult and potentially        
     disruptive to production.  Pollution prevention could become a viable means
     of meeting the stringent GLI standards if the definition of pollution      
     prevention were expanded to include options like off-site recycling and    
     reuse of waste for energy recovery.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2639.026     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2639.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 3: cc BACK/NPS
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Upjohn Company believes that some of the most expensive provisions of  
     the GLI, such as the elimination of intake credits and mixing zones, will  
     yield essentially no benefits.  Significant gains have already been made in
     reducing point source discharges in the region through existing regulatory 
     programs.  The GLI focuses on these point discharges, seeking further, very
     expensive reductions.  Not addressed are discharges from the Canadian side 
     of the Great Lakes, deposition of airborne emissions, or non-point source  
     discharges, such as contaminated storm water runoff from city streets and  
     lawns, construction sites and agriculture.  At best, GLI would result in   
     only a minor decrease in the pollutants impacting the Great Lakes Basin and
     the specific impact of this decrease is unknown.  Also EPA's analysis of   
     the costs and benefits ofthe GLI needs to be reassessed before this        
     expensive new requirement can be justified.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2639.027     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087, D2604.045, D2669.082 and D2579.002.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2644.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The responsibility of substance control should not be borne primarily by   
     the agencies providing wastewater treatment.                               
                                                                                
     It may be possible to control pollutant concentrations down to the current 
     limits by modifying industrial processes, recycling water, and providing   
     effective pretreatment.  However, the proposed limits are so low that one  
     discharge by one uninformed resident in a medium sized community can result
     in a violation at the treatment plant.  By current procedures, the         
     wastewater treatment agency would be violating the law and be subject to   
     fines and imprisonment.                                                    
                                                                                
     If the substances really need to be controlled to the proposed levels,     
     should we even be manufacturing them?  Perhaps, each substance should      
     evaluated on a case by case basis to determine whether its manufacture     
     should be discontinued.  We should be aware of any lowering in our standard
     of living that may accompany the action and be willing to accept it.  At   
     these low levels, it is not just a water quality problem.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2644.001     
     
     EPA has included references to some of the suggested control strategies for
     reducing levels of pollutants when limits are below the ability to measure 
     (see the discussion of pollution minimization programs in Section VIII.H of
     the SID).                                                                  
                                                                                
     Regulatory decisions to ban or restrict the manufacture or use of a        
     chemical or product are beyond the scope of this package. Other ongoing    
     efforts to address pollution in the Great Lakes System under federal and   
     State programs, regulatory activities under different environmental        
     statutes, ar discussed in Section I.D of the SID.                          
                                                                                
     Additionally, variances from standards are permissible in the GLI and      
     impacts to surrounding communities are weighted very heavily in the        
     decision to grant such variances.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for       
     further discussion.  Similarly, impacts to surrounding communities are also
     evaluated as part of allowing increased loads to high quality waters under 
     antidegradation. See Section VII of the SID for further discussion.  See   
     also Section I.C and II.C for further discussion o these issues.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2644.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Point sources are only a minor part of the problem.                        
                                                                                
     The proposed regulations will control pollutants from point sources because
     they are under permit and are easily most controllable.  However, these    
     point sources account for only a small fraction of the pollutants of       
     concern.  Even if we are completely successful in eliminating pollutants   
     from these point sources, much of the problem will still exist.  We have   
     removed only the tip of the iceberg.  The air, rainwater, storm drainage,  
     combined sewer overflows, and other sources also contribute these          
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     Even if nonpoint sources are eventually included in the regulations, point 
     source control will likely be implemented long before nonpoint control is  
     achieved.  In the meantime, the people of the Great Lakes must bear the    
     additional costs of point source control while realizing little benefit for
     the environment.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2644.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I and IX of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2644.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A substance removed from the water is not necessarily removed from the     
     environment.                                                               
                                                                                
     When a treatment process is used to remove pollutants from the water, there
     is a clean water stream and a dirty water stream.  The clean water is      
     discharged (by permit) to the surface water or groundwater.  The dirty     
     water (or sludge) is placed somewhere else on this earth, depending on the 
     subsequent treatment.                                                      
                                                                                
     In further treating the dirty water, we can settle out the solids, force   
     the solids to float to the surface, spin the sludge in centrifuges, squeeze
     it in filter presses, burn it in furnaces, filter it, treat it with        
     activated carbon, or force it through special membranes.  But, alas, many  
     of the pollutants end up in the environment.                               
                                                                                
     In summary, the pollutants accumulating in our environment should not be   
     identified as the problem of the people that have permits to discharge     
     treated wastewater to surface waters and groundwater.  It is a far broader 
     problem than that.                                                         
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     Response to: G2644.003     
     
     EPA acknowledges that pollutants are introduced into the Great Lakes       
     ecosystem from a variety of pathways.  For a full discussion of how the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts to address        
     pollutant problems from a multitude of sources, see Sections I.C, I.D and  
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2644.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The above referenced proposed regulations are entirely inadequate because  
     only point sources are controlled and important alternatives have not been 
     evaluated.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2644.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses entirely on point source      
     controls.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a         
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.Response:                                                        
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2644.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs for evaluation, design, construction, operation, and maintenance 
     will be very, very high (billions of dollars).  As a result, the Great     
     Lakes states will be put at an economic disadvantage when compared to      
     non-Great Lakes states while realizing little benefit.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2644.005     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2647.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pursuant to the GLI Guidance, states may designate certain "high           
     quality"(exp 1) waters to be Outstanding National Resource Waters ("ONRW").
     The GLI Guidance also provides that states may designate certain areas of  
     the Lake Superior Basin as Outstanding National Resource Waters ("Lake     
     Superior ONRW")(exp 2), or all the waters of the Lake Superior Basin as    
     Outstanding International Resource Waters ("Lake Superior OIRW").          
                                                                                
     The discharge of any pollutant causing a lowering of water quality is      
     prohibited in waters designated as ONRW; and consequently, the rate of mass
     loading of any pollutant may not be increased.(exp3)  While the ONRW       
     designation applies to any pollutant, the prohibition or restriction of any
     new or increased discharge in a Lake Superior ONRW or a Lake Superior OIRW 
     is limited to the discharge of a Lake Superior bioaccumulative substance of
     immediate concern ("BSIC")(exp 4).  An absolute ban on the new or increased
     discharge of Lake Superior BSICs from point sources exists for areas       
     designated by the states as Lake Superior ONRWs.  Approval of an           
     antidegradation demonstration is required for new or increased discharges  
     of Lake Superior BSICs from point sources in areas designated Lake Superior
     OIRWs.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The procedure for an antidegradation demonstration for new or increased    
     discharges of Lake Superior BSICs in an area designated a Lake Superior    
     OIRW is the same as the antidegradation demonstration procedure required   
     for the significant lowering of high quality water(exp 5), except that     
     facilities in a Lake Superior OIRW are faced with a more stringent         
     requirement in lieu of the advanced treatment analysis.  Lake Superior OIRW
     facilities discharging Lake Superior BSICs must identify the "best         
     technology" for eliminating or reducing the significant lowering of water  
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Kimberly-Clark believes that the ONRW and the special Lake Superior        
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     antidegradation provisions will ultimately halt future development in the  
     Great Lakes region and are inconsistent with existing law.  These concerns 
     are addressed below.                                                       
     _____________________________                                              
     (1) Where, for any chemical parameter, the water quality is better than the
     level necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, as 
     well as recreation, the water will be considered "high quality" for that   
     parameter.                                                                 
     (2) The existence of the Lake Superior ONRW designation does not prevent a 
     state from designating a section of the Lake Superior Basin as an ONRW (as 
     opposed to a Lake Superior ONRW).                                          
     (3) An exception to this prohibition may be be allowed for "[a] short-term,
     temporary (weeks or months) lowering of water quality."                    
     (4) Presently, the chemicals identified as Lake Superior BSICs are:        
     2,3,7,8-TCDD: octachlorostyrene; hexachlorobenzene; chlorane; DDT, DDE, and
     other metabolites; toxaphene; PCBs; and mercury.  However, this list of    
     substances may be added to.                                                
     (5) The antidegradation demonstration procedure is discussed in detail in  
     General Electric Company's comments.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2647.001     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2647.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  THE PROHIBITIONS CREATED BY THE ONRW AND SPECIAL LAKE SUPERIOR         
     ANTIDEGRADATION PROVISIONS WILL ADVERSELY IMPACT DEVELOPMENT.              
                                                                                
     The ONRW and Lake Superior antidegradation provisions demonstrate a        
     complete disregard for the need to foster economic development in the Great
     Lakes region.  The prohibition of increases of discharges of any pollutants
     that would lower water quality in an ONRW and the prohibition of new or    
     increased discharge of Lake Superior BSICs in Lake Superior ONRW areas will
     stop the expansion of industries discharging pollutants in such areas.  Due
     to the prohibitions, companies are only left with the alternatives of      
     freezing development or moving to areas outside of the Great Lakes basin.  
     These alternatives are the precise opposite of what is needed in the many  
     economically depressed areas surrounding the Great Lakes.                  
                                                                                
     The severe restrictions placed on the discharge of Lake Superior BSICs in a
     Lake Superior OIRW area are also exremely burdensome and likely to inhibit 
     development.  The best technology required for new or increased discharges 
     of BSICs in a Lake Superior OIRW area may well be beyond the means of a    
     company contemplating expansion, because the determination as to what is   
     the best technology does not factor in cost.  Certainly, in cases where    
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     only a small expansion or increase in production is intended, development  
     may not be cost-effective.  Moreover, the antidegradation demonstration    
     requirements involve an extremely costly and time consuming process.  For  
     example, the loss of important business may result from the delay caused by
     the undertaking of an antidegradation demonstration prior to increasing    
     production in order to respond to sudden changes in market conditions.     
                                                                                
     It is senseless to risk the loss of current business and halt the          
     development of future business of companies such as the Munising Paper Mill
     by imposing rigid requirements that will serve little or no environmental  
     benefit.  The loss of Munising Paper Mill's business would have an enormous
     effect on the surrounding area given that Munising Paper Mill is the       
     largest employer in Alger County and a major tax payer in the area.        
                                                                                
     Adding to the gravity of the impact of the loss of Munising Paper Mill's   
     business is the fact that the company is located in the already            
     economically depressed Upper Peninsula of Michigan.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2647.002     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2647.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  THE ONRW AND SPECIAL LAKE SUPERIOR ANTIDEGRADATION PROVISIONS          
     CONTRADICT EXISTING LAW.                                                   
                                                                                
     The ONRW and Special Lake Superior antidegradation provisions are          
     inconsistent with the terms of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.    
     Article IV, Section 1(c) of that Agreement provides as follows:            
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the adoption of Specific Objectives, all reasonable and    
     practicable measures shall be taken to maintain or improve the existing    
     water quality in those areas of the boundary waters of the Great Lakes     
     System where such water quality is better than that prescribed by the      
     Specific Objectives, and in those areas having outstanding natural resource
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     (emphasis added).  Kimberly-Clark believes that the ONRW and Lake Superior 
     antidegradation provisions are neither reasonable nor practicable.  For    
     example, it is not reasonable nor practicable to create an absolute        
     prohibition on discharges of pollutants or certain categories of pollutants
     to an unimpaired water body at the expense of much needed economic         
     development.  Also, where a waterbody complies with the extremely stringent
     GLI water quality standards, it is not reasonable to require a company to  
     undertake a complex and expensive regulatory procedure, in which virtually 
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     unfettered discretion resides in the hands of the permitting authority,    
     before it undertakes a plant expansion that will result in a small increase
     in pollutant loadings to a clean waterbody.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2647.003     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2647.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  THE GLI GUIDANCE DOES NOT PROVIDE STATES WITH A BASIS FOR DETERMINING  
     WHETHER TO ADOPT THE LAKE SUPERIOR OIRW DESIGNATION.                       
                                                                                
     The special Lake Superior provisions provide absolutely no standards to    
     guide states in determining whether to adopt the Lake Superior OIRW        
     designation.  The decision to adopt the OIRW designation is left completely
     to the unfettered discretion of the states.  Furthermore, aside from the   
     existence of A Bi-National Program to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior
     Basin, the special Lake Superior provisions do not provide any reason why  
     Lake Superior requires a special designation.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2647.004     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2647.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     III.  CONCLUSION                                                           
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     Kimberly-Clark supports the GLI Guidance's goal of protecting the Great    
     Lakes ecosystem.  However, Kimberly-Clark believes that the current version
     of the ONRW and special Lake Superior antidegradation provisions would have
     a dramatic impact on the economy of the Great Lakes Region with little     
     environmental benefit.  Kimberly-Clark recommends that once the            
     antidegradation analysis is triggered by a discharge in an OIRW, Lake      
     Superior ONRW, or a Lake Superior OIRW, the discharger should be able to   
     obtain approval of its proposed increase if it meets either one of the two 
     following tests:  (1) a de minimis test, which would require that the      
     increase cause no significant impact on water quality; or (2) a cost test, 
     which would require that the discharger show excessive control costs to    
     avoid the increase in permit limits and an effect on important social and  
     economic development if the increase is not allowed.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2647.005     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2649.001a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While recognizing the need to protect the Great Lakes, FMC believes that   
     the proposed Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) will fail to achieve its intended
     goals of protecting, maintaining, and restoring the water quality of the   
     Great Lakes for the following reasons:                                     
                                                                                
             The GLI is scientifically flawed.  The EPA used scientifically     
             unproven methods for deriving bioaccumulation factors and to set   
             limits on substances for which limited data exists.  Even the EPA's
             Science Advisory Board criticized and questioned both the science  
             underlying the GLI and the absence of "peer review" by other       
             credible science institutions, such as the National Academy of     
             Sciences.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2649.001a    
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the science underlying the BAF       
     methodology is not sufficiently developed to be used in the final Guidance.
       EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on   
     the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93- 005).  See
     SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a further discussion of SAB's comments.        
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
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     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals. Use of the freely dissolved concentration will      
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.Comment G2980.004  See response to       
     comment D2741.076.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2649.001b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While recognizing the need to protect the Great Lakes, FMC believes that   
     the proposed Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) will fail to achieve its intended
     goals of protecting, maintaining, and restoring the water quality of the   
     Great Lakes for the following reasons:                                     
                                                                                
             While the GLI focuses on point source discharges, it fails to      
             account for and fails to limit the major sources of toxic          
             pollutants entering the Great Lakes, namely urban and agricultural 
             runoffs and airborne deposits.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2649.001b    
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2649.001c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 5501



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While recognizing the need to protect the Great Lakes, FMC believes that   
     the proposed Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) will fail to achieve its intended
     goals of protecting, maintaining, and restoring the water quality of the   
     Great Lakes for the following reasons:                                     
                                                                                
             The GLI may not be technically feasible since the more restrictive 
             ambient water quality standards imposed by the GLI would in turn   
             force more restrictive limits in permits issued to municipalities  
             and industries.  As proposed, the GLI would require that criteria  
             be achieved beyond the capability of existing treatment technology,
             would require industries to remove pollutants contained in intake  
             water, and set discharge limitations below instrument detection    
             limits for some contaminants.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2649.001c    
     
     For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see Sections
     I and II of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2649.001d
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While recognizing the need to protect the Great Lakes, FMC believes that   
     the proposed Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) will fail to achieve its intended
     goals of protecting, maintaining, and restoring the water quality of the   
     Great Lakes for the following reasons:                                     
                                                                                
             Since the restrictive criteria proposed by the GLI would be        
             required only in the Great Lakes States, the high cost of          
             implementing the GLI would produce an anti-competitive effect that 
             would negatively influence industrial development and municipal    
             growth in the region.  For example, industries considering moving  
             into the region would need to consider whether timely and          
             achievable permits can be obtained cost effectively.  The GLI must 
             be modified to consider both environmental and economic protection.
     
     
     Response to: G2649.001d    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2649.001e
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While recognizing the need to protect the Great Lakes, FMC believes that   
     the proposed Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) will fail to achieve its intended
     goals of protecting, maintaining, and restoring the water quality of the   
     Great Lakes for the following reasons:                                     
                                                                                
             The economic cost to implement the GLI is staggering.  Studies     
             estimate that the cost to implement the program for municipalities 
             is over $2.7 billion, the cost for four industries alone - steel,  
             paper, chemical, and iron - is over $6 billion in capital costs.   
             Taxpayers and ratepayers throughout the Great Lakes region would   
             suffer increased costs and jobs would be jeopardized.              
     
     
     Response to: G2649.001e    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2650.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We applaud the move to basinwide planning and management (I.G.3) and have  
     recently completed a basinwide management plan for one of our major river  
     basins.  Sixteen more basinwide management plans will be developed in North
     Carolina over the next five years.  We see the basinwide approach as       
     offering the opportunity to integrate all facets of water quality          
     management and providing a cost-effective means of achieving water quality 
     improvements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2650.001     
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     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G2650.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The application of human health and/or wildlife criteria/values regardless 
     of existing use designation throughout the GLS seems overly restrictive    
     (II.E.1.c).  For substances which are not bioaccumulative or persistent    
     this practice is definitely not justified as they may never reach the      
     lakes, actual water supplies, or appropriate wildlife habitats.  If there  
     are problems with use classifications, they should be rectified and then   
     appropriate water quality standards based on use classification should be  
     utilized.  Policy decisions would have to be made as to where buffer areas 
     between use classifications should be located to protect downstream water  
     quality, but these policies are easier to develop than site-specific       
     standards for all water body segments of a watershed.  The potential for   
     thousands of site-specific criteria requests is great if the guidance is   
     implemented as written.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2650.002     
     
     EPA carefully considered the concerns expressed about the proposed         
     approach, but continues to believe the proposed approach is appropriate,   
     for reasons discussed in section II.C.4 of the SID.  With one exception,   

�     the proposed provisions of  132.4(d) specifying the applicability of      
     criteria and values have not been changed in the final Guidance.  The      

�     exception is that  132.4(d)(4) has been modified to eliminate the         
     requirement for States and Tribes to adopt provisions consistent with the  
     Tier II wildlife methodology, as discussed above and in section VI of this 
     document.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The final Guidance includes additional flexibility in applying criteria and
     values to further recognize ecological diversity within the Great Lakes    
     basin.  Procedure 1 of appendix F now allows site-specific modifications of
     human health and wildlife criteria and values that can be either more      
     stringent or less stringent to reflect site-specific information on        
     bioaccumulation factors.  This change, together with the flexibility       
     already provided in the proposal allowing both more stringent and less     
     stringent site-specific modifications for aquatic life criteria/values,    
     should provide sufficient flexibility to reflect site- specific conditions 
     and the ecological diversity of the Great Lakes basin.  Changes to the     
     procedure for site-specific modifications are discussed further in section 
     VIII.A of the SID. In addition, changes were made in the definition of high
     quality waters in the antidegradation policy to exclude certain waters from
     an antidegradation review depending on their ecological, recreational, or  
     aesthetic significance.  Changes to the antidegradation policy are         
     discussed further in section VII of the SID.                               
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     See section II.C.4 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: G2650.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As for site-specific modifications to criteria/values, there appears to be 
     some confusion in Appendix F as to whether lowering of aquatic life        
     criteria will be allowed.  Procedure 1.A.1 of appendix F states that       
     "Aquatic life criteria or values may be modified on a site-specific basis  
     to provide an additional level of protection...".  Then, under Procedure   
     1.A.1(a), instances where less stringent site-specific modifications may be
     developed are discussed.  These sections reference "local" water quality   
     and "local" aquatic organisms.  What is "local" water quality?  Is that a  
     tributary or a river and its watershed?                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2650.003     
     
     The term "local" refers to the water chemistry, physical/hydrological      
     conditions, or aquatic communities of a particular site as defined by the  
     State or Tribe in setting site- specific criteria.  Guidance on defining a 
     site is contained in Chapter 3 of the U.S. EPA Water Quality Standards     
     Handbook, Second Edition - Revised (1994).                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: G2650.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second alternative to the proposed procedure 1 of appendix F allows    
     less stringent criteria/values for non-BCCs.  Due to the nonconservative   
     and nonbioaccumulative nature of non-BCCs, when less stringent             
     criteria/values are scientifically justified, they should be allowed.  The 
     idea of trying to regulate all chemicals in the same manner should be one  
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     that EPA would not accept in the light of the current controversy over     
     metals criteria and methodologies.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2650.004     
     
     EPA agrees that less stringent modifications to criteria for non- BCCs     
     should be allowed.  See Appendix F, Procedure 1 A.1-5 for specific         
     information on which components may be modified to produce less stringent  
     modifications to criteria.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2650.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria presented in this document seem overly stringent     
     (Table VI-1); however, we have not reviewed all the supporting             
     documentation from Wisconsin at this point.  In North Carolina, we have    
     areas in our coastal region which contain high concentrations of mercury.  
     These areas have high peat content and fish tissue analysis indicates some 
     fish with mercury above FDA levels.  Work is currently underway to identify
     sources, however, no point sources of mercury occur within the watershed.  
     No documentation of adverse biological effects on these populations has    
     been made.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2650.005     
     
     Please refer to comment D2724.180 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2650.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A very good point was made at the beginning of VIII.A, which discusses     
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     general implementation.  While national water quality criteria are based   
     upon data and assumptions designed to be applicable to the entire United   
     States, the Great Lakes criteria/values and guidance were specifically     
     developed to protect aquatic life, wildlife and humans within the Great    
     Lakes System.  Therefore, a careful review of any policies, guidance, and  
     criteria/values resulting from this work must be made before trying to use 
     this guidance on a national level.  EPA and the states must recognize that 
     for some pollutants there is no equability possible across the nation. The 
     most we, as regulatory agencies, should request is equitable review and    
     judgment of our procedures and regulations.  Current water quality standard
     development guidance provides for site-specific standards and, instead of  
     blindly accepting EPA's criteria, the states should take the responsibility
     of utillizing these methodologies to ensure protection of water quality,   
     citizens and the regulated community.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2650.006     
     
     See response to comment G3162.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2650.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The suggested implementation of the antidegradation policy to require      
     permit limits based on a permittee's daily monitoring data is cumbersome   
     and overly stringent.  North Carolina has approximately 3,000 NPDES permits
     in its permitting system.  If our antidegradation policy was implemented as
     proposed in this guidance, each permit would be reviewed for water quality 
     based effluent limits, technology based effluent limits, sediment quality  
     based effluent limits (eventually), and DMR based limits.  We agree with   
     the comments you have received indicating that these DMR based limits would
     be penalizing permittees that were doing a good job running their systems. 
     This reduction of permit limits every permit cycle is not legally or       
     scientifically defensible and the money spent to develop these limits and  
     litigate permits would be better used developing more acute and chronic    
     datasets and improving analytical techniques.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2650.007     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: G2650.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There should be no intake credits for pollutants which are above water     
     quality standards.  If the water quality is already degraded, then no new  
     discharges should be allowed which would contribute to further degradation.
     In these areas if a discharger has no other option but to discharge, the   
     discharge should be treated to meet the applicable water quality standards.
     
     
     Response to: G2650.008     
     
     EPA believes that the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance are
     consistent with the CWA requirements for meeting water quality standards as
     explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.5.  The "no net addition" approach  
     for intake pollutants from the same body of water as the discharge         
     precludes adding pollutants to a water body at a level that exceeds what   
     was already in the intake water.  If the intake pollutants are from a      
     different body of water, EPA expects that they would be held to criteria   
     end-of-pipe.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2650.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole effluent toxicity testing should be required of all complex waste    
     dischargers.  However, the choice of numeric or narrative criteria for WET 
     should be left to the states.  It is North Carolina's stance that WET      
     testing should be allowed in lieu of numeric standards for some parameters 
     such as metals whose toxicity is highly dependent on environmental         
     conditions, until documentation of the toxicity of those parameters from   
     the effluent is made.  WET testing is conducted in the most conservative   
     environment possible with the most sensitive test organisms, measures all  
     potentially toxic forms, and accounts for potential additive toxicity;     
     making WET testing one of the most useful tools for determining water      
     quality impacts.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2650.009     
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     See comment P2585.128 for the discussion regarding the option of choosing  
     numeric or narrative WET criteria.  Also see response to comment 2639.017  
     regarding applicibility of WET criteria versus Tier II values.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2651.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act requires EPA to develop guidance, not
     regulation.  Further, the states are only required to develop programs that
     are consistent with, but not identical to, the EPA guidance.  The WUA      
     strongly urges EPA to explicitly state this in the final regulatory        
     language.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2651.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2651.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal could require utilities to install treatment equipment to   
     remove pollutants that are present in cooling water discharges due to their
     presence in intake waters.  Power plant cooling water use is sometimes as  
     high as 1 billion gallons per day.  Wisconsin Department of Natural        
     Resources rules currently exclude cooling water from the imposition of     
     permit limits.  The EPA must include a similar provision in the GLI        
     guidance.  Further, intake "credits" are needed for process wastewaters so 
     that a facility is only responsible for what it adds.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2651.002     
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     See response to comment D2592.031 regarding cooling water and more         
     generally the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of intake
     credits in the final Guidance.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2651.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA proposes to adopt so-called "Tier II" criteria which can be used to
     establish enforceable permit limits on the basis of only one study.        
     Further, the EPA may not have the authority to relax the limit if it is    
     later proven to be overly stringent.  The WUA's position is that Tier II   
     criteria cannot be used for establishing permit limits, but instead, should
     be used solely for identifying further research needs so that a sufficient 
     number of studies can be conducted.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2651.003     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2651.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has proposed strict procedures for obtaining permits to increase   
     discharges.  The so-called "antidegradation" procedures would essentially  
     limit facilities to their current discharge levels rather than permit      
     limits.  This will penalize those facilities which are discharging well    
     below permitted levels and reward those which are just meeting limits.     
     Since limits are set at levels defined to be safe by the state, these      
     levels, rather than existing discharge levels, need to be the basis for    
     determining when antidegradation applies.  Thus, the need to increase      
     existing permit limits or obtain limits for new discharges should be the   
     threshold for determining when an "antidegradation review" applies.        
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     Response to: G2651.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2651.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA proposes a ban on mixing zones for certain pollutants starting in  
     2004.  This is entirely a policy call, made without regard to technical    
     merit.  The EPA should instead allow mixing zones unless it, or the state, 
     determines it is inapppropriate on a case-by-case basis.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2651.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2652.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed Wildlife Criteria for Mercury                                     
                                                                                
     EPA is proposing a wildlife criterion for mercury of 180 pg/l.  Analogous  
     to the EPA's Human Health Criteria for Fish Consumption, we assume that EPA
     regards this value as equally applicable to marine (saline) waters.  The   
     180 pg/l value is one-half of the lowest credible value reported in the    
     literature (2 pmol/l) for uncontaminated offshore Ocean waters(exp 1).  We 
     have seen few credible values for mercury in fresh water systems.  The     
     lowest fresh water mercury values listed in Moore and Ramamoorthy          
     1984(exp2) are values of 2 ng/l to 19 ng/l for the Greenland ice sheets    
     (citing Applequist 1978).  The lowest Great Lakes "background" value       
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     tabulated by SAIC in the Compliance Costs document in 6 ng/l (Table 2.7).  
                                                                                
     We acknowledge that there is considerable uncertainty of the accuracy of   
     metals measurement in the low nanogram per liter range and that most       
     reported values in this range are probably too high.  Nevertheless, there  
     is a legitimate question on whether the proposed wildlife criterion of 180 
     pg/l can be consistently be achieved in any North American fresh or marine 
     body of water.  EPA should do a through review of the recent scientific    
     literature for both fresh water and marine systems to see whether in fact  
     180 pg/l is achievable.  EPA should defer adoption of the wildlife         
     criterion until it can demonstrate attainability.  The Human Health        
     criterion of 2 ng/l would still apply.  If the background values cited by  
     SAIC in their Table 2-7 or valid, (several look way too high), then there  
     are considerable segments of the Great Lakes system which exceed the Human 
     Health criterion.  Achievement of the Human Health criterion alone would   
     provide considerable additional protection for riparian wildlife.          
     __________________________________                                         
     (1)Bruland, Kenneth W., Trace Elements in Sea-water, Chapter 45 in Vol. 8  
     of Chemical Oceanography, Academic Press London 1983 Table 45.1            
                                                                                
     (2)Moore, James W. and S. Ramamoorthy, Heavy Metals in Natural Waters,     
     Springer Verlag New York 1984 Table 7-8                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2652.001     
     
     See comment D2829.009.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2652.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Special Provisions for BCCs - Elimination of Mixing Zones (Preamble Section
     I D. and VIII C.3.)                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA is proposing the elimination of mixing zones for all BCCs in           
     calculating water quality based effluent limitations for NPDES permits.    
     The rationale given for this proposed policy is the desire to reduce mass  
     emissions from point sources.  Elimination of mixing zones will have dire  
     consequences for all POTWs, large and small, in their ability to achieve   
     either the Human Health or wildlife criteria for mercury.  The lowest      
     mercury values we, and other west coast dischargers, have been able to     
     regularly achieve in secondary effluents are in the range of 25 ng/l to 250
     ng/l.  These values are in the range of mercury values reported for other  
     portions of the country and reasonably represent the levels typically      
     achievable by a well-operated secondary process and an aggressive          
     industrial pre-treatment program.  These levels are one to two orders of   
     magnitude above the proposed human health criterion and two to three orders
     of magnitude above the proposed wildlife criterion and will be difficult to
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     achieve as end-of-pipe effluent limitations.                               
                                                                                
     We find essentially the same average influent concentrations of mercury    
     from residential areas (0.9 ug/l) as from mixed industrial/commerical and  
     residential areas (1.0 u/l), consequently, further efforts to control      
     indirect industrial dischargers are unlikely to yield significant          
     additional reductions in influent loadings.  Nor are recent restrictions on
     the use of mercury in certain products (e.g. latex paints) likely to       
     achieve significant reductions as pre-ban loadings from such products      
     appear to have accounted for less than 5% of the influent loadings from    
     residential ares.  At best, improved industrial source control, product    
     bans and public education programs combined may achieve an one-half order  
     of magnitude reduction in influent loadings to POTWs.  Consequently, it is 
     a near certainty that all POTWs will have to go to expensive add on        
     processes such as reverse osmosis to achieve the proposed Human Health     
     criterion for mercury if mixing zones are disallowed.  We know of no       
     current technology that will allow consistent end-of-pipe attainment of the
     proposed wildlife criterion for mercury.                                   
                                                                                
     A very high degree of protection can be provided for wildlife and human    
     health without the necessity of having every cubic meter of Great Lakes    
     water in constant attainment of all water quality criteria.  It is possible
     that in the past some Great Lakes states have allowed overly generous      
     mixing zones particularly for discharges to large rivers.  The solution to 
     the problem of overly generous mixing zones is not the total elimination of
     mixing zones, but reasonable ceilings on dilution credit that insure that  
     mixing zones are limited to a small percentage of the receiving water mass.
     For open lake discharge, we suggest actual dilution value as determined by 
     EPA approved numerical models or aproved field studies not to exceed a     
     maximum dilution credit of 100:1.  For riverine discharges, percent of     
     critical flow dilution criteria should be set.                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2652.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2655.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment II and II (1 & 2)                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City believes that the EPA has failed to either demonstrate the        
     benefits of the initiative or show that the environment will be            
     substantially or even minutely improved by the proposed efforts.  In fact, 
     the EPA in its "Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Costs and      
     Benefits Fact Sheet" (Attachment II) states that it has "qualitatively     
     assessed benefits"; that benefits "could be substantial due to the         
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     significant health and ecological risks posed by the pollutants."  The City
     of Erie believes that those statements demonstrate that the EPA has not    
     made a quantitative assessment of benefits.                                
                                                                                
     The effectiveness of the proposed guidance in reducing pollutants is also  
     an unknown.  The EPA stresses in their "Fact Sheet" that it "recognizes    
     nonpoint sources of toxics as well as pollution problems relating to toxics
     already in the system must be addressed before the full benefits will be   
     realized."  These unaddressed sources have been estimated to equal 80% of  
     the contribution, a figure which the EPA has not denied.  We do not argue  
     that one should not start somewhere, but it seems more cost effective to   
     Erie to remove 20% of 100% rather than attempting to remove 99.9% of 20%.  
     Not only has the former alternative not been assessed, but the             
     effectiveness of the proposed removal percentage has not been demonstrated.
     
     
     Response to: G2655.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2723.004, F4030.003, and D2587.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2655.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment III                                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our concerns are not dissimilar to those expressed by the Office of        
     Management and Budget (OMB) in their letter to the EPA of January 15, 1993 
     (Attachment III).  That letter expressed five concerns.  The City of Erie  
     and others were advised by the EPA at the informational meeting in Erie, PA
     on June 28, 1993, that the OMB had been satisfied with the EPA's response  
     to their concerns.  We requested copies of the EPA response and the OMB's  
     notification of concurrence that their concerns were satisfied.  To our    
     knowledge the requested information has not been made available.  We       
     therefore must assume that the OMB remains unsatisfied and has not resumed 
     their review "under Executive Order No. 12291" as enumerated by the OMB's  
     letter of January 15, 1993.                                                
                                                                                
     The unaddressed concerns quoted from OMB's letter include:  1)  "EPA has   
     failed to adequately describe the need for the regulation"; 2)  "EPA would 
     severly restrict any increases in discharges of some chemicals even when   
     these meet stringent water quality criteria and do not threaten designated 
     uses"; 3)  "EPA would require more stringent permit procedures without     
     adequate consideration of whether the benefits of such restrictions are    
     likely to exceed the costs"; 4)  "EPA has failed to estimate properly the  
     costs of this rule or to describe the benefit that might result"; and 5)   
     "EPA would incorporate within the rule a set of conservative risk          
     assessment assumptions as a policy basis for setting water quality criteria
     and permit limits."                                                        
                                                                                
     We believe that the EPA has concluded that the costs are so minimal that   
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     the benefits must exceed the cost.  We, however, believe the EPA's cost    
     estimation techniques to be flawed and therefore the EPA's assumed         
     conclusions to be in error.  We have come to our conclusion independent of 
     the OMB's finding albeit their findings are very similar.  (The OMB states 
     as part of their fourth concern "EPA has failed to estimate properly the   
     costs of this rule.").                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2655.002     
     
     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2587.107.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2655.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment IV                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City asked the Erie Sewer Authority, who owns the Erie Wastewater      
     Treatment Plant, to assess the cost estimates of the EPA and to provide    
     where necessary their own estimates of complying with the Great Lakes Water
     Quality Initiative Guidelines.  The Authority's consultant, Consoer,       
     Townsend & Associates, found the EPA estimates to be based on six major    
     assumptions detailed below:                                                
                                                                                
     a)  Regulatory agencies' actions under regulations already in effect would 
     cause most point sources to provide the same or nearly the same amount of  
     treatment for nonbioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC) as the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative;                                            
                                                                                
     b)  Discharge limitations for BCCs would not be required to be met since   
     the concentrations determined necessary to meet GLWQI water quality        
     criteria are less than existing detectable limits;                         
                                                                                
     c)  Where additional removals were required they could be accomplished by  
     application of stricter requirements directly on the source tributary to   
     the municipalities' sewers;                                                
                                                                                
     d)  Conventional treatment techniques can be used to meet proposed effluent
     limits where end of pipe treatment is necessary; and                       
                                                                                
     e)  The costs of meeting future BCC limits after elimination of mixing     
     zones would not need to be considered.                                     
                                                                                
     f)  Costs for meeting Tier 2 criteria are minimal and can be ignored.      
                                                                                
     The Authority's engineer addressed most of those assumptions in their      
     letters to the Erie Sewer Authority dated July 19, 1993; July 29, 1993; and
     August 25, 1993 (Attachment IV).  The following paragraphs summarize those 
     comments.                                                                  
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     Presently the PA Department of Environmental Resources (DER) has set no    
     toxic limits on Lake Erie and they have not defined any mixing zones.  The 
     DER will only state that, in the absence of the initiative, they do not    
     know if criteria will be the same as the GLWQI Guidance would dictate.  One
     may therefore assume that criteria may be less stringent were the          
     Initiative not passed, thus, EPA's assumption (a) is not necessarily true. 
                                                                                
     The Initiative Guidance does not suggest effluent limits be based on the   
     detectable limits.  Instead, it provides that the permit effluent          
     concentration shall be that calculated from the water quality criteria.  If
     the existing loading concentrations are below detectable limits, it shall  
     not be assumed that the chemical of concern is present and detection limits
     become the enforceable concentrations.  The first time effluent            
     concentrations are found to exceed limits even if it is only due to        
     improved detection limits, treatment would have to be provided.  Thus      
     treatment must be assumed to be ultimately necessary for chemicals listed  
     in Table 6 Part A, B, and C which are suspected to be present below        
     detectable limits, especially for BCCs which will ultimately have their    
     mixing zone eliminated.  Thus, one cannot assume as EPA did that a chemical
     will not require treatment simply because it presently is now undetected.  
     
     
     Response to: G2655.003     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G2655.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment V                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DER calculated the potential effluent limits using their perception of 
     the GLWQI Guidance methods (Attachment V).  Those calculations were        
     adjusted for the number of samples using Part 132, Water Quality Guidance  
     for the Great Lakes System, Table F-6-1, indicating six of the nonBCC      
     toxics exceeded criteria, some by as much as six times.  Mercury, a BCC,   
     was found to be present above detectable limits.  Given the removals       
     required to meet the limits calculated using the Initiative's techniques,  
     the low concentrations, and the normal presence of some of the metals in a 
     sewerage system, it has been concluded that increased industrial treatment 
     requirements in combination with in-plant removals will not be sufficient  
     to meet effluent limits.  End of pipe treatment will be necessary negating 
     assumption (c).                                                            
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     Response to: G2655.004     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D2579.003.G2655.004. See response to
     comment D2584.004.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2655.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachments VI, VII, VIII                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA had a document prepared entitled "Assessment of Compliance Costs   
     Resulting from Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Guidance" which estimated costs for four scenarios.  The third and fourth  
     scenarios included end of pipe treatment.  The City of Erie has obtained an
     excerpt which gives assumptions and costs for the Erie Wastewater Treatment
     Plant for the four scenarios (Attachment V).  The Erie Sewer Authority     
     instructed their consulting engineer to review that data and develop new   
     costs if necessary.  The Authority's engineer does not agree that the type 
     treatment assumed by EPA's consultant (lime treatment and settling) will   
     achieve the desired results.  The Authority's engineer believes chemical   
     treatment, settling, filtration, and carbon absorption will be the minimum 
     necessary.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Cost estimates for treatment vary greatly also.  The Authority's consultatn
     used the same manual as the EPA's consultant.  Costs were adjsuted to 1993 
     dollars. Authority estimates are found on the Table in their consultant's  
     report (Attachment VII).  To summarize, the Authority's estimates for      
     capital costs vary between 60 million and 34 million and annual operation  
     and maintenance costs, including capital recovery, vary between 33 million 
     and 15 million dollars.   This compares to EPA's consultant's estimates of 
     $900,000 capital and $930,000 annual O&M.  It should be pointed out that   
     these costs are less than those derived using the cost sources recommended 
     by the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition (Attachment VIII).  Finally, the
     Authority's consultant has provided costs for ion exchange as he believes  
     that an additional tertiary unit may be necessary to reach the extremely   
     low levels required in the Initiative Guidance.  This could add as much as 
     38 million dollars to the capital cost and 11.6 million dollars to the     
     annual cost (including amortized capital).                                 
                                                                                
     The City assumes that a similar assumption on types of end of pipe         
     treatment was made for other municipalities and that total basin costs     
     therefore may be much greater than those presented by the EPA.  The City of
     Eric, however, does not have the resources to determine a more reasonable  
     basin wide cost.  However, Erie's annual costs are estimated at between    
     five to twenty times that estimated by EPA's consultant.                   
                                                                                
     Whether the cost effect of meeting the BCC effluent limits after           
     elimination of the mixing zone are considered now is more a political      
     decision than a technical decision.  However, we agree with the Authority's
     consultant that it should be considered now if the regulations predetermine
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     that it will occur.  The impact will be seen immediately in the decisions  
     of industry and commercial facilities as to whether they develop, expand,  
     or even retain manufacturing facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  We      
     therefore find assumption (c) to be very short-sighted and, in fact, not   
     true.                                                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2655.005     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2579.003. See response to comment  
     P2576.196.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2655.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the proposed methods for developing criteria for Tier 2 to 
     be so conservative as to assure the need for end of pipe treatment where   
     the chemicals are present.  Further, we believe the list will be expanded  
     with time to chemicals which are present in most discharges.  The          
     regulations give policy status to a heretofore unrecognized                
     ultraconservative method of establishing water quality criteria.  One can  
     assume most effluents will not meet those criteria especially after the    
     mixing zones are eliminated.  Rather than ignoring the effect of these Tier
     2 chemicals as was done by EPA's consultant, they should be used to support
     the need to utilize end of pipe treatment (EPA criterion 3 or 4).          
     
     
     Response to: G2655.006     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2655.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     We conclude, therefore, that EPA'S consultant's cost estimates are grossly 
     underestimated.  The study completed for the Great Lakes Governors entitled
     "The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Cost Effective Measures to       
     Enhance Environmental Quality & Regional Competitiveness" was also reviewed
     by the Authority's consultant.  He reports that that document concludes    
     that without changes the cost of EPA scenario 4 will reach 2.3 billion     
     dollars per year or approximately five times the EPA amount.  However, the 
     Governor's Study cost estimates still does not include the effect of       
     improving detection limits or Tier 2 criteria.  It does condition its      
     conclusion by making the following statement regarding improving detection 
     limits:  "Over the medium term discharges will have to meet a moving target
     and within a decade or two the actual criteria will be the driving force   
     behind costs."  We therefore conclude that the Authority's consultant's    
     concern over the need for tertiary facilities beyond settling, filtration, 
     and carbon absorption will become a reality and that EPA's costs estimated 
     for Erie will only be 5% to 10% of the actual.  Applying this to the Basin 
     costs, we expect annual costs will reach five to ten billion dollars or ten
     to twenty times EPA's present estimates.                                   
                                                                                
     This does not include the projected loss in jobs due to the impact of the  
     regulations on the competitiveness of the basin's industries.  The         
     Governor's Council's study estimates that figure at 33,000 jobs for        
     criterion 4 costs.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2655.007     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2655.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provisions of the Guidance apply to all pollutants in  
     some manner.  The only assurance of future capacity lies in the DeMinimus  
     determination.  This effects cities in several ways:                       
                                                                                
     a)  There is no assurance that capacities will be available for accepting  
     increasing population's wastes.  Although mixing zones will increase with  
     increases in flows DeMinimus determinations are based on mass loadings and 
     on a percentage of the original allocations not used.  Thus the expansion  
     of the mixing zone will not effect permissible mass loadings.  It is quite 
     possible that a city will have its growth potential limited or at least    
     threatened.                                                                
                                                                                
     b)  DeMinimus determinations for Table 6 pollutants are very restrictive.  
     A Great Lakes Basin municipality will face severe uncertainties on whether 
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     their industrial base and thus their economies can be expanded.            
                                                                                
     c)  The Director should not be given unrestricted powers to determine      
     whether an action causes a "Singificant lowering of water quality."  Such a
     power as is conferred in Appendix E can lead to abuses.  Either the        
     available actions by aggrieved persons should be well defined or the use of
     the power should be restricted.                                            
                                                                                
     Erie believes that the "Antidegradation" clause of the proposed regulation 
     significantly impairs the City's ability to expand its industrial base and 
     potentially its service population.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2655.008     
     
     Available assimilative capacity is the ultimate cap on increased loadings  
     to a receiving water.  Both existing regulations and the final Guidance    
     prohibit increased loadings that would violate water quality criteria and  
     thereby impact uses.  Obviously, discharges of pollutants to the           
     environment cannot increase indefinitely and still ensure the protection of
     public health and the environment.                                         
                                                                                
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance applicable to         
     pollutants other than BCCs are not required to be adopted by States and    
     Tribes.  States and Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation      
     provisions consistent with current Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.   
                                                                                
     It is unlikely that the States and Tribes will use their authorities under 
     antidegradation in an arbitrary manner.  State and Tribal actions are      
     subject to public participation and review and normal appeal processes.    
     This should ensure that State and Tribal actions are carefully considered  
     and appropriate.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2655.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones are intended as areas in which pollutants are allowed to      
     exceed standards until they can decompose or be diluted without affecting a
     protected use.  The procedures state that the criteria for acute, chronic, 
     and health  must all be met at the mixing zone boundary.  Further EPA's    
     proposed mixing zone only provides for that dilution accomplished by the   
     effects of the discharge's energy alone (10 to 1).  It does allow for      
     additional dilutions to be allowed upon completion of studies by the       
     applicant.  The Guidance, however, makes such determination an exception to
     their suggested 10 to 1 dilution rather than specifying the 10 to 1        
     dilution as a default.  We suggest that the Guidance state that:  "Mixing  
     zones should be determined by study, but in the absence of such studies, no
     more than a 10 to 1 dilution should be allowed for:  acute & chronic       
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     aquatic life, bioaccumulation, human health, and wildlife; or, that values 
     other than the criteria be allowed to be met at the mixing zones boundary  
     based on the presence and/or closeness of the use.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2655.009     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2655.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we wish to comment on the specificity of the Guidance.  Originally
     we had expressed our concerns that if such restrictions were to be placed  
     on the Great Lakes municipalities alone our commerical competitiveness     
     would be threatened.  In the June hearings the EPA representatives         
     suggested such criteria was being considered country wide.  We have reread 
     the Guidance, particularly Section VIII-I, "Overview of Projeccted Benefits
     Attributable to the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," and we have       
     concluded that there are provisions which defend the specificity of these  
     regulations and guidance to the Great Lakes Basin alone.  We believe the   
     EPA has no intention of applying this Guidance across the nation.  We,     
     therefore, renew our request for a level playing field through the         
     consideration of federal grants in aid for implementation of the           
     regulations.                                                               
                                                                                
     We appreciate this opportunity to comment on the Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Initiative Guidance regulations and implementation rules.  We wish to      
     reiterate our earlier statement that Erie's previous comments remained     
     unaddressed and are therefore made part of this later submittal.  Erie has 
     made a good faith effort to express its concerns.  We hope that the same   
     good faith will be shown by EPA in reviewing our comments.  We look forward
     to your written response.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2655.010     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2660.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules focus entirely on point source controls while all       
     available scientific data indicate that point sources are an insignificant 
     source of the pollutants that are of most concern to the Guidance.         
                                                                                
     In the preamble to the proposed rule, EPA admits that non-point sources are
     a "significant" remaining cause of environmental risk in the Great Lakes.  
     EPA also admits that the rule does not address the control of non-point    
     sources but simply requires that an allocation of available assimilative   
     capacity be set aside to account for them.  The focus of the proposed      
     regulation is entirely on additional, substantially more restrictive,      
     controls on point sources.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2660.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses entirely on point source      
     controls.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a         
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.Response:                                                        
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2660.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance ignores the major sources of important pollutants -- 
     namely non-point sources and allocates substantial resources to            
     insignificant sources.  By EPA's own cost estimates for the proposed rule, 
     which PMA believes are under estimated, the cost to industries and cities  
     in the Great Lakes states are high and the benefits will be negligible     
     because point sources are insignificat contributors to the existing water  
     quality problems.  Indeed, controls which are being implemented by EPA     
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     under the Clean Water Act, which also require substantial expenditures by  
     industry and municipalities, will in all likelihood be substantially more  
     effective than the proposed point source controls in reducing the loading  
     of toxic pollutants into the Great Lakes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2660.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2660.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent that the Great Lakes are significantly different from most  
     other U.S. waters.  Regulations that are crated to address these unique    
     characteristics are not appropriate as National guidance or regulations.   
     Moreover, only the Great Lakes states and EPA regions in the area have had 
     any input to the development of the draft Guidance.  As a result, there has
     been no input to this initiative by any non-Great Lakes state.  It goes    
     without saying that changes in the national water quality standards program
     should not be made without input from all states representing the full     
     range of hydrologic and hydraulic conditions in U.S. waters.               
     
     
     Response to: G2660.003     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2660.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PMA has serious objections to the proposed development of numerical water  
     quality criteria in the absence of adequate scientific data, even if such  
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     criteria are characterized as "Tier II values" rather than water quality   
     criteria.  The following comments address PMA's major concerns with this   
     proposal, which include the scientific soundness of the concept, the       
     impracticality and inequity of requiring individual dischargers to develop 
     Tier I criteria, the inability to revise permit limits based on Tier II    
     values due to anti-backsliding policy, and the inconsistencies between     
     state criteria that this approach will foster.  PMA believes that there are
     practical alternatives to the Tier II numeric criteria, including whole    
     effluent toxicity (WET) testing and bio-concentration testing of individual
     effluents, that are as protective or more protective of surface water uses 
     than the Agency's proposal.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2660.004     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2660.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is proposing a methodology for calculating numeric criteria for a      
     specific pollutant when there are insufficient data to calculate a         
     scientifically-supported numeric criterion (58 Federal Register 20835).    
     The numeric criterion resulting from the application of this methodology,  
     which is referred to as a Tier II value, will be used to establish permit  
     limits for the target pollutant.  EPA presumably used the term "value" to  
     distinguish the Tier II values from the scientifically-supported Tier I    
     criteria, although in practice both numbers will be used as water quality  
     criteria to calculate water quality-based permit limits.  This proposal is 
     wholly unjustified and unlawful.  Values that are not based upon adequate  
     scientific data simply cannot be used to establish enforceable permit      
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2660.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: G2660.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Neither of these exceptions to the anti-backsliding rule is likely to      
     provide relief to Great Lakes dischargers, however.  In the first instance,
     the maximum allowable compliance period in the Guidance in only 3 years.   
     Conducting aquatic toxicity studies to provide reliable data for the 8     
     families required to develop a Tier I criterion is not a routine exercise. 
     And performing the tests necessary to develop human health or wildlife     
     criteria, is orders of magnitude more difficult.  Thus, it may be difficult
     or impossible to complete the required toxicity studies and modify the     
     permit limits prior to the effective date.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2660.006     
     
     The Regulatory Requirements "Response To Comments" document and the SID,   
     Section II ("Regulatory Requirements") addresses antibacksliding.  The SID,
     Section VIII.I ("Compliance Schedules") addresses the issue of compliance  
     schedule duration. Finally, EPA's experience indicates that the necessary  
     toxicity studies can likely be accomplished in one year.Response to:       
     G2660.006                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to P2656.091 and section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.G2660.006                                                    
                                                                                
     See regulatory requirements "Response To Comments" document which addresses
     antibacksliding and the SID (Section II).  With respect to the compliance  
     period of up to three years, EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it
     may be difficult to accomplish the objectives listed above in the three    
     years.  However, EPA believes for the vast majority of facilities this     
     amount of time will be sufficient.  EPA's enforcement experiences have     
     shown that the regulated community usually has been able to find and       
     implement new effective technologies in a three-year period or less.  Also 
     EPA's experience indicates that the necessary toxicity studies can likely  
     be accomplished in one year.                                               
                                                                                
     In addition, permitting authorities may elect to exercise prosecutorial    
     discretion.  That is, the permitting authority may elect not to take       
     enforcement action against a new source which has installed the necessary  
     treatment prior to discharging and is making a good faith effort to come   
     into compliance as soon as possible.  Alternatively, the permitting        
     authority may issue a compliance order (under section 309(a) or equivalent 
     State authority) requiring compliance by a specified date, where           
     circumstances warrant.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2660.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific justification for the Tier II value approach        
     proposed by EPA, since there are a number of proven analytical tools       
     available to EPA to address toxic pollutants that have no Tier I criteria. 
     These include WET testing, effluent and chemical-specific bioconcentration 
     testing, and fish tissue residue studies of receiving waters.              
     
     
     Response to: G2660.007     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2660.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on whether limits based upon both Tier II values 
     and WET testing are necessary, or whether WET testing alone is sufficient  
     to control toxic substances for which inadequate scientific data are       
     available.  PMA strongly believes that WET testing alone is the only       
     scientifically-supportable method currently available to regulate          
     potentially toxic substances for which inadequate toxicity data are        
     available to establish scientifically sound numeric criteria to protect    
     aquatic life.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2660.008     
     
     See the SID chapter on Aquatic Life for a discussion of when the WET       
     procedure can be used in lieu of the aquatic life Tier II values in NPDES  
     permits. Also see response to comment P2656.080 for a discussion of the    
     need for Tier II values.                                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2660.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation policy is extremely prescriptive and focuses  
     more on increases in point source loadings for specific pollutants than it 
     does on potential degradation of water quality and resulting interference  
     with designated water uses.  Antidegradation policy is supposed to protect 
     existing water uses and quality, but it is not supposed to prohibit or     
     restrict pollutant discharges that do not represent a threat to such uses  
     or quality.  The proposed review policy for bioaccumulative chemicals of   
     concern is particularly burdensome, and penalizes dischargers that are good
     performers.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2660.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2660.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discharge of some substances that are bioaccumulative chemicals of     
     concern (BCCs) would be limited to a level which does not exceed actual    
     past discharges existing effluent quality (EEQ), even where the past actual
     discharge is lower than the prior permitted discharge level.  This approach
     penalizes facilities with good environmental performance and rewards those 
     with poorer performance, because the good performers will receive more     
     stringent limits.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2660.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2660.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule would eliminate the ability of industry to operate within
     a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit limits will be reduced 
     to whatever levels are actually discharged.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2660.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2660.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation provisions will create additional administrative      
     burdens for proposed new facilities and existing facilities needing to     
     change or expand operations, thus discouraging business expansion.         
     
     
     Response to: G2660.012     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an administrative impediment to growth.  Rather, by   
     providing detailed direction to States and Tribes, the antidegradation     
     provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation  
     reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final  
     Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient  
     ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.       
     Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt     
     Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non- BCCs.  Instead,  
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions    
     consistent with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2660.013
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should identify BCCs by using measured concentrations of      
     pollutants in the tissues of aquatic life from the Great Lakes system      
     surface waters.                                                            
                                                                                
     A BCC should be identified as a chemical that has been shown to            
     bioaccumulate to fish tissue concentrations that exceed the appropriate    
     allowable human exposure rate.  The same approach should be used to        
     identify BCCs based on properly calculated wildlife exposure rates.        
     Measured fish tissue concentrations are better indicators of BCCs because  
     they by definition include the effects of persistence, trophic level       
     multiplication, and metabolism of chemicals.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2660.013     
     
     See response to P2656.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2660.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Persistence in the aquatic environment must be considered in the           
     identification of a substance as a BCC.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA's proposed methodology for estimating the BAF from chemical structure  
     are not measured or calculated.  BAFs do not consider the persistence of a 
     substance in the aquatic environment.  A number of chemicals on the list of
     Pollutants of Initial Focus have short-half lives in the aquatic           
     environment, and its potential for bioaccumulation is reduced or           
     eliminated.  It is for this reason that field-measured BAFs, which         
     implicitly include persistence, are a better indicator of BCCs.            
     
     
     Response to: G2660.014     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence should be considered together with             
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to provide that chemicals with    
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     half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and     
     biota are not BCCs.  Furthermore, EPA agrees that BCCs should be developed 
     from field-measured data. As a result, the final Guidance provides that the
     minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a BCC is   
     either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology, and
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an inorganic chemical,   
     including an organometal, as a BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a     
     laboratory-measured BCF.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of these issues.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2660.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, if EPA includes in the final rule a procedure for calculating 
     BCFs from laboratory data or structure relationships, it must also         
     explicity include a method for taking persistence into account.  Ignoring  
     the persistence of a substance in determining either a BCC or BAF is       
     scientifically incorrect.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2660.015     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G2660.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The next available measure of persistence is the half-life of a chemical in
     a particular environmental media, in this case water.  Half-life cannot be 
     considered by itself, however, since the potential for a substance to      
     bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms will also depend on the rate of         
     metabolism and depuration by the organisms.  This is another justification 
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     for using field-derived BAFs to identify BCCs.  Field BAFs include the     
     effect of persistence, by definition, and are the most reliable method for 
     taking this factor into account when BCCs are identified.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2660.016     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  See II.C.8 of the SID. See response to:      
     G2660.014                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2660.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PMA encourages EPA to continue to allow the use of mixing zones as a sound 
     way of protecting water quality and avoiding unnecessary treatment costs.  
     Currently, NPDES permits require compliance with discharge limits "after   
     reasonable opportunity for mixing."  The proposed rule would eliminate the 
     mixing zone for BCC substances in 10 years without consideration of        
     technical capability.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2660.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2660.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support document for Water Quality Based Toxics
     Control address this issue, and does not recommend a blanket mixing zone   
     prohibition for bioaccumulative substances.  EPA recognizes the important  
     of evaluating actual instream exposure.  This is particularly true for many
     BCC's because, exposure would be less than that assumed by strict          
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     mass-balance due to metabolism and other fate processes.  Reducing mass    
     pollutant loadings, as a goal, apparently is served by prohibiting BCC     
     mixing zones.  However, this indirect control is not the appropriate means.
      Since point-source contributions represent only a small fraction of total 
     loadings, this approach is not justified considering the cost/benefit      
     balance.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2660.018     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G2662.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Goodyear favors the lakewide management system (LaMPS) as superior to      
     treating all the Great Lakes as one because the differences among the lakes
     is significant.  The LaMPS system is ecosystem based, addresses all point  
     and non-point sources, establishes priorities, and creates cost effective  
     approaches.  This program is well underway and will, in fact, duplicate    
     both the GLWQI and the GLTxR initiatives.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2662.001     
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2662.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The majority (90+ percent) of the toxics listed in the proposed rule are   
     from non-point sources.  The remainder (10 percent) are from point sources.
     The proposed rule is directed only to point sources which, even if zero    
     discharges were obtained, will not begin to meet the GLWQI goals to clean  
     up the Great Lakes.  Goodyear suggests that the non-point sources should   
     receive the majority of the EPA's attention, time and efforts.  Goodyear   
     believes that if this rule is adopted, it will have only a minor effect on 
     improving water quality of the Great Lakes with only dioxin being          
     significantly reduced.  The removal of mercury from point sources is       
     grossly overshadowed by inputs from atmospheric and natural sources.       
     
     
     Response to: G2662.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2662.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules do not consider pollutants from Canadian sources.  The  
     effects of these pollutants should be quantified to determine their        
     influence on the Great Lakes basin as an aid in addressing this problem.   
     
     
     Response to: G2662.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2662.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It is Goodyear's belief that extraordinary efforts would be required by    
     industry to attempt to meet and remain in compliance with water quality    
     limits set below detection levels.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2662.004     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2662.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As written, the antidegradation/antibacksliding portion will make increases
     in capacity very difficult if not practically impossible.  Also, it is     
     anticipated that the addition of substances to the discharge streams of new
     or modified processes will be even more difficult, effectively throttling  
     our competitive position in the world marketplace by severely limiting or  
     preventing new plants or major expansions.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2662.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2662.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Substances in the intake water used for cooling or in processes, must meet 
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     the very stringent discharge limits.  In effect, this will force the user  
     to remove background chemicals/substances prior to discharge.  A clearer,  
     more sensible method of allowing intake credits is needed.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2662.006     
     
     Response to: G2662.006:  The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 explains in detail  
     the final Guidance procedures for considering intake pollutants in water   
     quality-based permitting, which include several changes from the proposal  
     designed to make consideration of intake pollutants more widely available  
     while advancing the goals of the CWA.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2662.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Goodyear believers, as do the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition and EPA's
     Scientific Advisory (SAB), that the EPA should use a true ecosystem        
     approach to develop environmental standards.  All sources and the use of   
     contaminants should be addressed.  They should include point sources as    
     well as non-point sources such as rural and urban runoffs, atmospheric     
     deposition, sediment deposits, and resuspension of sediments.  The effects 
     of adsorption, biodegradation, volatilization, oxygenation, etc., all      
     affect the fate of contaminants introduced into water bodies and should be 
     factored in.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2662.007     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2662.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Tier II values are not appropriate for enforceable permit limits.  Goodyear
     believes that due to the poor quality of data upon which the Tier II values
     are based, it will result in far too stringent values.  The mercury limit  
     values exceed rainfall concentrations as well as those in most lake, river 
     and stream sources.  They even exceed most pristine values.  Goodyear also 
     believes that if adopted, these Tier II values -- which are orders of      
     magnitude too low -- would be unchangable with the                         
     antibacksliding/antidegradation procedures as they are currently written.  
     
     
     Response to: G2662.008     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2662.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Goodyear believes that the EPA's decision to require water quality criteria
     at the end of the pipe instead of the POTW at new facilities will increase 
     the stringency of the standards with no increase in water quality.         
     
     
     Response to: G2662.009     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2662.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also Goodyear's belief that the requirement for all dischargers to   
     periodically monitor their discharges for all bioaccumulative chemicals    
     (BCC) is not warranted and that the knowledge gained is not worth the time 
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     and expense.  Goodyear believes that only dischargers who have a reasonable
     probability of discharging a BCC should be required to monitor, and then   
     only for the specific BCC.  Reasonable probability should be based on raw  
     materials, intermediates, byproducts, waste streams, effluent analyses, and
     knowledge of the process.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2662.010     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2662.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Goodyear believes that stringent data quality requirements are necessary to
     ensure the integrity of the water quality criteria.  Failure to do so may  
     result in false low values that will require unreasonable time and effort  
     to meet or possibly provide limits that cannot be met.  In the past the EPA
     has imposed stringent rules on the data that may be used in preparing      
     standards.  It appears that these data quality rules have been suspended,  
     apparently to regulate more chemicals in the current proposal.             
     
     
     Response to: G2662.011     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2662.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Goodyear believes that the requirement to update total maximum daily load  
     (TMDL) each time a new production is modified is unduly burdensome.  We    
     also question the ability of regulators to calculate and provide in a      
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     timely fashion TMDL's for each priority and conventional pollutant in every
     water body (stream, river, lake, pond, etc.).                              
     
     
     Response to: G2662.012     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2662.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/REPR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Goodyear believes that wildlife criteria as presented are too stringent and
     based on poor science.  Goodyear would suggest more ecologically           
     representative species for surrogate wildlife species.  The methodology    
     used in the proposed rule needs further development to properly assess the 
     range of species' sensitivities.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2662.013     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and P2574.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2662.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed removal of mixing zones over a time period (ten years) will   
     probably reduce BCC loading to approximately an order of magnitude more    
     than the very conservative wildlife criteria.  Goodyear does not believe   
     that the removal of mixing zones is logical since the benefits are expected
     to be low and the costs are very high.                                     
     
     

Page 5538



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: G2662.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2662.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of "intake credits for atmospheric deposition" as proposed by  
     others for municipal systems would mean that the POTW's could escape the   
     cost of depositions that they have not control over.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2662.015     
     
     See Section I of the SID.Comment ID:  G2662.015                            
                                                                                
     See Sections I.C and D of the SID for a discussion of the consideration of 
     nonpoint source impacts in the Great Lakes Guidance, and Section VIII.E for
     a discussion of intake water pollutants.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2662.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the antidegradation policy has a negative effect in that a  
     proposed new plant with cleaner, new methods may not be allowed while      
     older, less efficient plants with old water quality values will continue to
     operate.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2662.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2662.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is suggested that the standard for mercury be based in terms of methyl  
     mercury instead of mercury.  It is understood that Michigan currently uses 
     this standard.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2662.017     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment because most mercury in ambient water is   
     inorganic mercury.  Therefore EPA believes that the ambient aquatic life   
     criteria should be based on inorganic mercury. For more information on this
     issue and how the criteria for mercury was derived see response to comment 
     G2696.004 and "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria   
     for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria        
     Documents."                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA contacted staff from Michigan DNR and have determined that the         
     Michigan's current aquatic life criteria are not for methyl mercury.       
     Michigan's human health criteria for mercury has been derived for methyl   
     mercury.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2664.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Program refers to the GLI.                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fragile economy of the Upper Peninsula cannot survive the inherent     
     costs of implementing this program.  We are extremely concerned that Upper 
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     Michigan industry will be placed at a significant competitive disadvantage 
     to the rest of the country and to the rest of the world.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2664.001     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2664.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI/McGraw-Hill study, commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes      
     Governors to measure the cost effectiveness and the affect on regional     
     competitiveness, estimated compliance costs that would range between $710  
     million and $2.3 billion per year.  They pointed to specific provisions in 
     the EPA's Draft Guidance that drive costs up without delivering            
     commensurate benefits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2664.002     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2664.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently under the GLI, a facility could be required to remove or reduce  
     substances in intake water before discharge, even if the facility did not  
     contribute any amount to the substance.  We believe that the GLI should    
     take into account, through an "intake credit policy," the background       
     concentrations of toxic substances in water taken into a facility.  the    
     intake credit policy should not allow regulators to place any limitations  
     on cooling water or treated process waste water discharges unless it can be

Page 5541



$T044618.TXT
     affirmatively demonstrated that the facility adds the substance in an      
     amount which causes a significant adverse environmental impact.            
     
     
     Response to: G2664.003     
     
     The final Guidance contains several provisions that allow consideration of 
     intake pollutants in water quality based permitting.  See generally SID at 
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2664.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed strict procedures for obtaining permits to increase       
     discharges which will restrict both facilities growth and economic         
     development within a community.  The so called "anti-degradation"          
     procedures would essentially limit facilities to their current discharge   
     levels rather than permit limits.  This will penalize facilities           
     discharging well below permitted levels and reward those just meeting      
     limits.  Since limits are set at levels defined to be safe by the state,   
     these levels, rather than existing discharge levels, need to be the basis  
     for determining when antidegradation applies.  Thus, the need to increase  
     existing permit limits or obtain limits for new discharges should be the   
     threshold for determining when an "anti-degradation review" applies.       
     
     
     Response to: G2664.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2664.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     There is no scientific basis for the elimination of mixing zones as        
     proposed in the GLI.  Currently, the State of Michigan allows "mixing      
     zones" beyond the actual discharge point.  This buffer area is allowed     
     recognizing that aquatic organisms would not reside at the end of a        
     discharge pipe.  DRI/McGraw-Hill in their cost study estimated that some   
     25% of the cost difference between the high cost scenario and the more cost
     effective one, was related to mixing zones.  We believe that with no       
     scientific basis, nor any benefit in relation to costs, the policy of      
     phasing out of mixing zones should not be adopted.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2664.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2664.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criterion developed through the application of a multitude of 
     conservative assumptions will lead to permit limits that will likely be    
     impossible to comply with.  In fact, the mercury limit, actually aims at   
     reducing concentrations of this naturally occurring element below levels   
     found in pristine conditions.  Since mercury has not been proven to cause  
     widespread problems in the Great Lakes, an extremely conservative,         
     uniformly applied criterion is unnecessary and inappropriate.  EPA should  
     not promulgate a mercury criterion, but should instead leave the states    
     responsible for dealing with mercury discharges on a case-by-case basis.   
     
     
     Response to: G2664.006     
     
     See section VIII A, C, and E of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2664.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to set a water quality limit that will be universally     
     applied, without consideration for the ability of water bodies to handle   
     higher concentrations.  The states should be able to maintain flexibility  
     in setting limits to accommodate economic growth without compromising water
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2664.007     
     
     The special BCC provisions of the final Guidance seem to be the provisions 
     being referred to by the first sentence of the comment.  EPA believes these
     provisions are necessary and reasonable.  See section I and II.C.8 of the  
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does provide the type of flexibility referred to by the 
     commenter.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance have been 
     significantly revised to accommodate these and other concerns.  See section
     VII of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2664.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, limits are imposed that are below levels reliably quantified
     by testing laboratories on a regular basis.  Discharge concentration limits
     for substances should not be set below quantitation levels because of      
     limitations on analytical laboratories.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2664.008     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2664.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In closing, Operation Action U.P. believes that Michigan has been an       
     outstanding steward of the Great Lakes.  One of the reasons for the Great  
     Lakes Initiative was to bring other states up to many of Michigan's        
     standards.  Michigan should not be penalized for being the leader.         
     
     
     Response to: G2664.009     
     
     Michigan has been an active participant throughout the Great Lakes         
     Initiative process.  The Guidance is designed to level the playing field   
     among all of the States and Tribes by promoting consistency in standards   
     and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to    
     States and Tribes. Therefore, Michigan and all of the other Great Lakes    
     States should benefit from, and not be "penalized" for, their participation
     in this process.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2665.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences.  EPA used scientifically unproven     
     methodologies for deriving a Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify      
     chemicals of particular concern which will be subject to especially        
     stringent controls) and to set limits on substances for which limited data 
     exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are resolved, it is not  
     appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2665.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2698.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2665.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point-source industrial
     dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.  While pollution 
     from these sources has been severely curtailed over the last 20 years, GLI 
     continues to focus on them, ignoring other major sources of these          
     substances such as airborne pollutants, contaminated stormwater runoff from
     city streets and lawns, and construction sites and agriculture.            
     
     
     Response to: G2665.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2665.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with 
     much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also 
     lead to significant new requirements including:                            
                                                                                
     -- treating substances which they did not generate or add to in their      
     discharge; that is, substances already present in water used by entities   
     for cooling or other purposes.                                             
                                                                                
     -- undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have  
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.                            
                                                                                
     -- conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration  
     before the facility could increase its discharge over existing effluent    
     quality or quantity even if permit limits would not be exceeded.           
     
     
     Response to: G2665.003     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 explains in detail the intake pollutant      
     procedures in the final Guidance and the extent to which dischargers may   
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     need to remove intake pollutants.  The final Guidance provisions for       
     antidegradation are discussed in the SID at Section VII.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2665.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.    
     GLI seeks further very expensive reductions from point source dischargers. 
     Industries in the region would be at a severe economic disadvantage over   
     industries elsewhere in the Great Lakes states and nationally who are not  
     subject to the same provisions.  The antidegradation provisions will       
     inhibit growth in the region by making it difficult or impossible for      
     companies to return to full production during the course of economic       
     recovery and by forcing delays in business decisions while antidegradation 
     demonstration reviews are being carried out.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2665.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2665.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 3: cc BACK/SAB
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors produce       
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.  In addition,
     EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing better criteria
     to the discharger: it is up to the discharger to prove that a less         
     stringent standard is merited.  Yet, because of antibacksliding provisions 
     it becomes possible that the more valid Tier I criteria could not be       
     applied once they are developed.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board has     
     raised a number of questions about the Tier II methodology and has         
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     indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach needs further review for       
     validity before use.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2665.005     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2665.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the normal burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the  
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a Catch-22 situation.  Permittees could:            
                                                                                
     1)  Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to 
     develop Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since some studies may take 
     24 months or longer and thus dischargers would not have sufficient time to 
     complete research and studies and then put in place additional equipment if
     needed within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting the    
     Tier II limits.  Or,                                                       
                                                                                
     2) They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter      
     value, even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.     
     This would likely place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent
     research proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing     
     plants are not forced to meet the same standards.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2665.006     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2665.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No permit limits should be based on Tier II values.  Thus, antibacksliding 
     provisions which would prevent the replacement of the more valid Tier I    
     criteria for Tier II values would not apply.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2665.007     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2665.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of deriving a bioaccumulation factor is sound.  However, many, 
     including EPA's own Science Advisory Board (SAB), do not believe the       
     science underlying BAF has been sufficiently developed to justify its use  
     in the Initiative or as a regulatory trigger.  This is especially important
     since the economic consequences of additional controls on BCCs are so      
     great.  Among our very serious concerns about the proposed methodology are 
     the following:                                                             
                                                                                
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, or ecology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2665.008     
     
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to use Great Lakes-specific
     parameters whenever possible.  In light of these concerns, EPA has used    
     Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas model that is used to   
     derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  Using data from the Great Lakes is    
     preferable over information from other bodies of water because it better   
     represents the physical, chemical, and hydrological conditions present     
     within the Great Lakes.                                                    
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2665.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier (FCM) combined    
     with the biocentration factor (BCF).  This methodology does not take into  
     account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and does   
     not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, it cannot reasonably  
     be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what actually occurs
     in the ecosystem.  Further, the SAB report states that the BCF-to-BAF model
     "has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional   
     water quality at this time."                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2665.009     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G2665.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology  
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  Errors of two   
     orders of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input     
     parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these
     input parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were       
     adopted with no critical review.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2665.010     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G2665.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured  
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions, although the methodology     
     tends to overestimate greatly as log P (bioaccumulation tendency)          
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2665.011     
     
     See Comment Response to D2867.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2665.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCCs is         
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the proposed
     rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1000 is the    
     right value.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2665.012     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2665.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/DEF
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2665.013     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2665.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until these questions about the methodology have been resolved, the BAF    
     procedure should not used as a numeric factor in deriving Water Quality    
     Standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2665.014     
     
     EPA believes that it has adequately addressed the questions about the      
     methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF as a numeric factor  
     in deriving water quality standards.  See SID Section IV for further       
     discussion.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2665.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION (p. 20888-20917):  As proposed, the GLI antidegradation    
     policy could have a significant adverse effect on economic growth in the   
     Great Lakes region and would impose onerous demonstration requirements on  
     both municipal and industrial dischargers.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2665.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: G2665.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,        
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and 
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, GLI also imposes burdensome  
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the proposed          
     antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in time, putting
     the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage over other   
     parts of the country.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2665.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2665.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     For BCCs the existing effluent quality (EEQ) would become a legally        
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants currently operating at less than full
     capacity and below allowable permit limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2665.017     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2665.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilites--including waste water treatment plants--which      
     operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing permit limitations
     for BCCs will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable permit   
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged,         
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2665.018     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2665.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharges, EPA could     
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
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     to undertake significant, expensive monitoring.  In addition, it would     
     expose companies to legal liabilities, since if the substance were         
     detected, the facility instantly would be out of compliance.               
     
     
     Response to: G2665.019     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  G3202.029                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2665.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even if
     a data base is established to show that these substances pose no           
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2665.020     
     
     See response to: G2639.023                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2665.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2665.021     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance was overly broad or went     
     beyond what was required by the CWA and Federal regulations. To a large    
     extent, the proposed Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's 
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     existing guidance and policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation      
     standard contained in the proposed Guidance is an example of how the       
     proposed Guidance was based on existing regulations, guidance and policy.  
     The final Guidance makes this even more explicit by deferring to existing  
     regulations and guidance with respect to requirements for non- BCCs.       
                                                                                
     By providing detailed direction to States and Tribes, the antidegradation  
     provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation  
     reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  In         
     addition, antidegradation recognizes that the capacity of the Nation's     
     waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once  
     the capacity is fully allocated, there is no room for additional growth.   
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible, while preserving the benefits  
     of a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  The final Guidance also recognizes  
     that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of achieving the     
     objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance 
     does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific          
     antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are   
     only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent with existing 
     Federal regulations and guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2665.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These requirements are burdensome and unworkable.  They will delay business
     decisions and expose facilities to significant liability risks.  In order  
     to rectify this, we urge above concerns be addressed and that the following
     changes be made:                                                           
                                                                                
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in a water      
     quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing effluent  
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2665.022     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2665.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2665.023     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2665.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point sources should not be addressed under the provisions.  Instead,  
     they should be considered as part of the Total Maximum Daily Load/Waste    
     Load Allocation provision.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2665.024     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2665.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The antidegradation analysis should be simplified and clarified as follows:
     - For both BCCs and non-Bccs, small permit limit increases or small amounts
     of a new substance should be exempt from the antidegradation process.      
     - The pollution prevention test should be eliminated and the permittee     
     should only need to complete the 10 percent increase in cost test.         
     - The socio/economic test should provide specific numeric factors (based on
     a numerical increase in jobs or a percentage increase in the tax base) to  
     provide consistent results.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2665.025     
     
     See response to comment D2750.050.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G2665.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary  
     and based on subjective judgement.  Companies should be assured that if    
     they meet specific requirements of a demonstration they will be granted the
     necessary increase.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2665.026     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2665.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
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     Response to: G2665.027     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2665.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits         
     (WQBELS).                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2665.028     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has expressed aquatic life metals criteria as   
     dissolved concentrations.  Criteria expressed as dissolved metal and use of
     the water-effect ratio should account for bioavailability concerns and     
     differing toxicity due to chemical speciation.  Site-specific translators  
     for metals criteria may also be used.  See Section III.B.6. of the SID for 
     more information regarding metals bioavailability.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.  However,            
     site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to resist the  
     effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2665.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect local conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2665.029     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2665.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To summarize, protection of and improvement to water quality in the Great  
     Lakes and surrounding environs is certainly a worthy and admirable goal.   
     Such goals enjoy wide support even among industrial concerns.  However, as 
     Rome was not built in a day, neither will the detrimental aspects of over a
     century of industrial activity be reversed overnight through edict from    
     federal regulators.  Instead, widespread mayhem to the economy of this     
     crucial part of the country is more likely.  As should be evident from     
     countless documented examples in developing areas and even throughout the  
     former Soviet Union sound environmental operations occur most commonly     
     under the luxury of prospering economic conditions.  It appears in the case
     of the GLI that emotionalism has outpaced science.  At best, only a very   
     marginal decrease of point source materials will be accomplished through   
     implementation of the proposals, with no real idea of any specific benefit 
     from such costly measures.  The costs and benefits of the GLI need         
     considerable improvement before these massively expensive requirements can 
     be justified.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2665.030     
     
     EPA does not agree agree that the Guidance is not based on sound science   
     and is not cost-effective.  See response to comment number P2574.006.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2666.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To best pursue the goal of protecting the biological, physical and chemical
     integrity of the Great Lakes, especially Lake Superior, the Guidance should
     err on the side of pollution prevention (the strictest alternative).       
     Increased environmental protection should be the overall goal, not just    
     consistency.  Uniformity of water quality controls is not an end unto      
     itself.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2666.001     
     
     See response to comment number G2571.158.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2666.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead of the two new designations as suggested, the Lake Superior Basin, 
     in particular Lake Superior, should be designated as an "Outstanding       
     National Resource Waters", the highest classification available under the  
     Clean Water Act.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2666.002     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2666.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compared to the present case by case interpretation of narrative criteria, 
     the proposed Tier II methodologies appear most appropriate.  However, to   
     realistically attain the goal of pollution prevention and zero discharge,  
     the Guidance should promote a "no data/no discharge" approach.  This policy
     would be more consistent with the International Joint Commission's approach
     of "reverse onus".                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2666.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2666.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ecologically important species, such as wild rice (zizania aquatica),      
     should be used to justify specific modification of aquatic life criteria or
     values.  Wild rice is indigenous to the Great Lakes area and is widely     
     regarded as a good indicator of environmental health                       
     
     
     Response to: G2666.004     
     
     EPA considers wild rice to be commercially important.  See the discussion  
     on ecologically important species in the SID.  Comment ID:  G2666.004      
                                                                                
     EPA considers wild rice to be commercially important.  See the discussion  
     on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2666.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Guidance should protect the most vulnerable and most sensitive species 
     or human population groups.  Groups such as Native Americans have          
     historical rights that deserve and legally require maximum protection by   
     the United States Government, of which EPA is a part.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2666.005     
     
     For a general discussion of how the Guidance addresses this commenter's    
     concerns, see Section V  of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2666.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specific water quality standards should be based on a "uniform value" not  
     an "average".  "Averaging" as a basis for determining values and criteria  
     are inappropriate.  Such averages are not representative and do not        
     adequately protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife, especially as  
     it pertains to the physical, cultural and economic health of Great Lakes   
     Indian Tribes.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2666.006     
     
     For a general discussion of how the Guidance addresses this commenter's    
     concerns, see Sections II, III, V and VII of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2666.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most restrictive standard should govern mixing zones.  But to meet the 
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     goal of "zero discharge", pollution dilution zones for persistent,         
     bioaccumulative toxic substances must be phased out.  This ban must include
     all persistent toxic substances and must occur as quickly as possible.  In 
     addition, variances for entire water bodies should not be allowed.         
     Sunsetting persistent toxic pollutants should be included as part of the   
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2666.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2666.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxins transported to the watershed through atmospheric pathways, such as  
     mercury and PCB's, are not adequately addressed in the Guidance to reach   
     the "zero discharge" and "virtual elimination" level.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2666.008     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2666.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, findings of the Guidance do not adequately reflect the         
     traditional tribal approach to environmental protection.  This is revealed 
     in the Guidance's:                                                         
                                                                                
     a.  exposures assumptions for fish consumption                             
     b.  cultural considerations in antidegradation status designation and      
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     demonstrations                                                             
     c.  culturally significant aquatic life and aquatic plant species deserving
         explicit water quality standards protection, such as wild rice         
     d.  designated use protection for historic tribal uses and purposes        
     
     
     Response to: G2666.009     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance does address Tribal concerns.  For a general
     discussion of how the Guidance addresses this commenter's concerns, see    
     Sections II, III, V and VII of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2666.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are only nine substances on the list of chemicals of concern for the 
     Lake Superior basin.  There is no process for adding additional chemicals. 
     The list should be expanded to include the most bioaccumulative and/or     
     persistent substances - about 50 chemicals.  In addition, chlorine should  
     be added to the list since it leads to the creation of many toxic          
     organochlorine substances.  There must be a process within the Guidance to 
     add additional chemicals.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2666.010     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2666.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program committed to a requirement for a toxic reduction    
     plan in all new or reissued discharge permits.  This commitment should be  
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     added to the Guidance so it will become an enforceable provision of        
     discharge permits.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2666.011     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2666.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Guidance it is voluntary for states to implement the special        
     provisions for Lake Superior.  EPA should make explicit its intention to   
     exercise its full authority to ensure adoption and implementation of       
     special provisions for Lake Superior in fulfillment of EPA's commitments to
     the BiNational Program.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2666.012     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2667.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones, however, may make it practically          
     impossible for Wisconsin Tissue to meet future permit limitations.  Our    
     preliminary investigation suggests that the treatment technologies, to     
     remove traces of all substances remaining in the effluent after the        
     treatment, are either non-existent or cost prohibitive.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2667.001     

Page 5566



$T044618.TXT
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2667.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More importantly, we do not feel that the elimination of mixing zones will 
     have any appreciable environmental benefit.  Since their inception, State  
     and Federal water pollution control programs have recognized mixing zones  
     in evaluating the need for and establishing effluent limitations.  By      
     definition, mixing zones must ensure compliance with all applicable water  
     quality standards.  EPA has not offered any credible scientific            
     justification for their elimination.  It is important to recognize,        
     therefore, that the elimination of mixing zones is a policy and not a      
     scientific judgement.  We believe this policy is ill-advised in that it    
     could require significant expenditures in an attempt to meet unnecessarily 
     stringent permit limitations but not result in any significant             
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2667.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2667.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, if GLI is implemented in its proposed form, we are fearful that
     it will put Wisconsin Tissue at a competitive disadvantage as compared to  
     other facilities outside the Great Lakes region and will abort any serious 
     considerations of our expansion plans at the Menasha, Wisconsin facility.  
     We hope that the U. S. EPA implements the modifications recommended by the 
     Wisconsin Paper Council and others to make it more reasonable.             
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     Response to: G2667.003     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2668.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There has been no draft Environmental Impact Statement (E.I.S.) or         
     Environmental Assessment (E.A.) prepared for these proposed rules.  The    
     regulations affect 40 million persons that live in the Great Lakes Basin.  
     Further, a large part of the United States industrial capacity exists in   
     this region.  While the regulations themselves and some of the base studies
     undoubtedly address natural resource concerns, the social and economic     
     aspects of the human environment for the Great Lakes Basin are not         
     addressed.  We believe sweeping changes of this magnitude would constitute 
     a major federal action affecting the human environment.                    
                                                                                
     Rules of this magnitude will have large social and economic impacts which  
     need to be reviewed in conjunction with an E.I.S.  We hereby request EPA to
     prepare and circulate a draft E.I.S., whether legally required or not.     
     
     
     Response to: G2668.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2668.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no companion funding attached to the Great Lakes Initiative at the
     federal level.  Communities might be eligible for some loans through the   
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     Wisconsin Fund or some other fund at the state level.  The proposed rule,  
     if implemented, would have huge cost ramifications.  For example, the      
     Ashland Water Utility has estimated if the rules were adopted as proposed, 
     it would require capital investment on the part of the Ashland Water       
     Utility of approximately $9 million, with increased annual operating costs 
     of approximately $400,000 per year.  These figures are based on            
     installation of a sulfide precipitation system to meet the metals          
     standards, a carbon treatment system to remove volatile organic compounds, 
     and the annual cost of a sulfide precipitation and carbon treatment.  These
     estimates by the Ashland Water Utility are a sharp constrast with the      
     promulgated draft rules which certify on page 21001 and 21002 that no small
     entity costs would exceed $3,300.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2668.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2668.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We request that EPA ask Congress for federal funding at a 50% level in     
     order to implement any new water quality initiative.  We further request   
     that they ask the states to contribute 30% to capital costs and, because of
     the expensive testing and monitoring that would be required by this        
     program, that the state and federal government also share in all related   
     costs.                                                                     
                                                                                
     We hereby request that E.P.A. reject its small entity certification and    
     prepare a new small entity impact study, based on engineering estimates for
     small entities to achieve compliance.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2668.003     
     
     See response to comments G1990.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2668.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no benefit/cost analysis completed in any sort of traditional     
     sense of benefit/cost; typically an estimate is made of the public benefits
     and the public/private costs to implement the rules and then a comparison  
     is made to see if the benefits exceed the cost.  In this case, EPA provided
     no estimate of benefits other than some vague conclusion that there would  
     be benefits, based on a case study using a contingent valuation method.  We
     note that the underlined section on page 21000 (see page 20998-21000       
     attached) indicates economists' skepticism with this approach.  Further,   
     EPA uses only three case studies: Green Bay, Wisconsin, Saginaw Bay,       
     Michigan, and the Black River in Ohio.  While their case studies may have  
     some value, considering the vast variety of the Great Lakes Basin, they are
     wholly inadequate.  There is apparently no analysis made on the major      
     metropolitan areas, such as Detroit, Cleveland, Milwaukee, and other major 
     cities in the Great Lakes Basin.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2668.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2669.089, D2721.040, and D2587.144.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2668.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost estimated by EPA seems quite low.  Western Lake Superior Sanitary 
     District in Duluth has indicated their capital costs of implementing the   
     rules at $68 million.  The rule seems to be a presumption that benefits    
     will occur and the benefits will somehow exceed costs.  There is no        
     validations to either of these presumptions.  Therefore, the possibility   
     exists that costs could exceed benefits and this program could be wasteful 
     of public and private funds.  EPA proposes to expand case studies and      
     provide benefit/cost analysis in the future (p. 21001).  We believe these  
     studies should be completed before the rules are developed.                
     
     
     Response to: G2668.005     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2721.040, and D2587.045.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2668.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We hereby request that a thorough benefit/cost analysis be prepared and    
     circulated for comment prior to the adoption of any water quality          
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2668.006     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2721.040.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2668.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule would significantly tighten requirements within the new  
     Great Lakes Basin.  The rule introduces several new requirements, such as a
     setting limits which do not exceed past discharge levels even when the past
     discharge levels are lower than the current permitted discharge level.     
     This proposed rule penalizes users with a good environmental performance   
     and rewards those with a poor performance because the good performers will 
     receive more stringent standards.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2668.007     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2668.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any increase in non-point source loading could trigger antidegradation     
     violations on the part of point sources.  A great deal of toxic substances 
     entering the Great Lakes today are from air deposition and urban run-off,  
     neither of which do the proposed rules regulate.  The proposed rules could 
     be the least cost effective way of reducing identified toxic substances.   
     
     
     Response to: G2668.008     
     
     The commenter misconstrues the Guidance.  An increased nonpoint source     
     loading does not trigger "antidegradation violations" on the part of point 
     sources, but may trigger an antidegradation review for the nonpoint source.
      With respect to the issue of the cost- effectiveness of various options   
     considered for the Guidance, the commenter is referred to the Regulatory   
     Impact Analysis.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2668.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the proposed antidegradation provision be replaced with  
     the current law.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2668.009     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implementing antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.  Thus,  
     in most cases, municipal plants will be operating under antidegradation    
     requirements consistent with current regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 rather   
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     than Great Lakes-specific antidegradation requirements.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2668.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current rules allow an area downstream of the pipe discharge to be         
     considered as a mixing zone, and the standards are applied at the end of   
     the mixing zone rather than at the end of the pipe.  The elimination of    
     mixing zones presumes that all fish and other aquatic life live at the end 
     of the pipe, and therefore, the unmixed or undiluted effluent must meet the
     concentration standards.  There is little logic for this assumption and it 
     will greatly increase the cost of treatment.                               
                                                                                
     We hereby request that mixing zones be reinstated into the rules.          
     
     
     Response to: G2668.010     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2668.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II Values which are currently used only for guidance because of   
     the lack of data in the proposed rules are applied as enforceable permit   
     limits in spite of their limited reliability.  Tier II Values lack data    
     quality and quantity and in fact can be derived from a single data point   
     and the application of high safety factors.                                
                                                                                
     We recommend that the application of Tier II Values should be restricted to
     guidance and not used to derive enforceable permit limits.                 
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     Response to: G2668.011     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2668.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rules are not accompanied by any scientific analysis to indicate why   
     the extremely low concentration levels for discharge requirements are      
     appropriate, beneficial, or cost effective.                                
                                                                                
     We recommend a draft E.I.S. benefit/cost analysis, sensitivity analysis,   
     review of small entity impact, and companion funding legislation be        
     developed prior to implementation of any new chemical specific levels of   
     concentration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2668.012     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2668.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some of the substances listed in the proposed rule occur naturally, such as
     copper, cadmium and mercury.  This rule would preclude the option of       
     allowing natural elements in natural concentrations from being returned to 
     natural surroundings.                                                      
                                                                                
     We request review of the proposed levels of concentration vs. natural      
     levels of concentration.                                                   
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     Response to: G2668.013     
     
     EPA believes the methodologies used to derive the human health, wildlife,  
     and aquaic life criteria are based on sound science.  EPA has reviewed the 
     methodologies based on comments on the proposal and on comments from EPA's 
     Science Advisory Board and has modified the methodologies based on these   
     comments (e.g., no Tier II methodology for wildlife, mercury criteria for  
     wildlife increased from 180 pq/L to 1300 pq/L). Also, see response to      
     comment P2576.145 for a discussion on the naturally occuring background    
     levels for mercury.  The final Guidance contains a number of mechanisms for
     adjusting limits where the background water quality exceeds criteria,      
     whether due to natural or other sources of impairment.  See generally      
     Section VIII of the SID.  Intake credits are discussed in the SID at       
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2668.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the substances named (such a cadmium, mercury, copper, and zinc)   
     occur naturally in the Northwest region.  In fact, copper and zinc are     
     commonly found in sewage effluent as a result of leaching from plumbing    
     lines.  It may be assumed that trace amounts of other naturally occurring  
     substances would be contained in any discharge, thus nullifying the        
     opportunity for unsewered communities to receive a permit for sewage       
     treatment facility construction.  The long-term effect would be the        
     continuation of pollution problems and general inability of unsewered      
     communities, such as Marengo (White River Sanitary District, Ashland Co.), 
     Mason (Bayfield Co.), and Oliver, Poplar, Manitou Falls Sanitary District  
     (Douglas Co.), who may have demonstrated sewage treatment needs.           
     
     
     Response to: G2668.014     
     
     It is important to note that nothing in the final Guidance procedures for  
     considering intake pollutants in water quality based permitting prohibits  
     discharges. While the provision may require development of WQBELs in       
     certain situations, plants can generally be designed (and pretreatment     
     programs instituted) to achieve the required limits. With respect to POTWs'
     eligibility for special consideration of intake pollutants, see response to
     comment D2670.011.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2668.015
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since a number of dischargers receive water that does not meet these       
     standards, they are therefore required to retreat the in-take water as well
     as discharge.  Current legislation allows for this by providing "in-take"  
     credits.  The elimination of the "in-take" credits is inherently           
     inequitable.  It increases costs and, in some cases, would require         
     treatment of natural in-take water which does not meet the new standards.  
     Therefore, the user would be required to remove chemicals below natural    
     levels.  This seems, obviously, an inequitable and illogical form of rule  
     making.                                                                    
                                                                                
     We request that the final version of this rule grant "in-take" credits for 
     background concentrations of substances present in in-take water supply.   
     
     
     Response to: G2668.015     
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2668.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule requires every stream, tributary and connecting channel  
     on the Great Lakes Basin to meet the same water quality as the open waters 
     of the Great Lakes.  The rule assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a    
     single, uniform ecosystem where essentially the same water quality controls
     should apply to these diverse waters.  The rule's water quality standards  
     for protection of wildlife reflect assumptions on rates and type of fish   
     consumed.  States have no flexibility to establish site specific criteria  
     for river or stream segments where habitat or other factors will prevent   
     certain species of wildlife from inhabiting these areas.  Dischargers will 
     be forced to meet costly requirements with little or no environmental      
     benefit.                                                                   
                                                                                
     We suggest the states should have the flexibility to establish local or    
     regional specific water criteria where environmental conditions differ from
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     the assumption used to establish the basin-wide rules.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2668.016     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.Comment G2668.016                     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2624.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2668.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since municipal solid waste disposal facilities are required to have a     
     collection and treatment system for leachate, which would undoubtedly      
     contain detectable amounts of many of the restricted substances, new solid 
     waste facilities may not be able to be licensed in Lake Superior or Lake   
     Michigan Basin.                                                            
                                                                                
     We request separate standards be developed for leachate treatment.         
     
     
     Response to: G2668.017     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Section II.C
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2668.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes ports, such as Superior, Ashland, Port Wing, Cornucopia, Saxon 
     Harbor and LaPointe, require maintenance dredging on a routine basis.      
     Current regulations require that polluted sediments be placed in contained 
     disposal facilities (CDF's), most of which have point source discharges for
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     de-watering purposes.  These rules would restrict harbor dredge maintenance
     which would have a severe adverse effect on marine commerce, commercial    
     fishing, and recreational boating.  This type of restriction would impact  
     over 1,000 harbor related jobs in Superior alone.                          
                                                                                
     We recommend separate rule making for point discharges from dewatering from
     dredging operations.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2668.018     
     
     See response to comment number G3070.004.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2668.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, when taken in concert, it appears that the rules were developed   
     with a singleminded purpose of setting chemical specific levels of         
     concentration at extremely low or impossible to obtain levels of           
     concentration.  There is an absolute absence of balancing with broad public
     goals.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2668.019     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2668.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules give no reflection or weight to social value, public    
     utility, or public necessity of development activities necessary to meet   
     natural goals for social welfare.  Factors that would expressly recognize  
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     the balancing process are absent.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2668.020     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2668.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft rule contains no meaningful discussion of alternatives to the    
     chemical specific levels of concentration methodology used in the rule     
     making.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2668.021     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2668.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the single-mindedness, lack of foundation, undefined            
     environmental improvements, unknown public and private costs, and, based on
     earlier comments, Northwest Regional Planning Commission hereby requests   
     Environmental Protection Agency to withdraw the draft rule and to create an
     alternative draft rule providing rational, implementable water quality     
     standards which provides balance with other public interests on this       
     critical matter.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2668.022     
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     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G2671.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact of these rules, when applied to dredging, disposal or confined  
     disposal facilities, will greatly add to the cost of such activities in the
     great lakes and will put us at a competitive disadvantage to other costal  
     ports.  Problems unique to the great lakes should be identified and        
     addressed, and active participation by the Canadian government must be     
     included.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2671.001     
     
     While provisions adopted consistent with the Guidance into State or Tribal 
     law can serve as the basis for a State's certification under Section 401,  
     it is not clear that this will necessarily impose any greater burdens than 
     currently exist.  The guidance would not operate to impose additional      
     requirements on use of combined disposal facilities which are not regulated
     by water quality standards.  Water quality based requirements currently    
     imposed by States though the 401 certification process on dredging         
     operations that involve the BCCs are currently designed to ensure that     
     those operations do not release these chemicals to the environment.  The   
     guidance will not change either the dredging requirements currently needed 
     to ensure against release of these pollutants nor will it alter the CDF    
     requirements that dredged spoil containing these pollutants must meet.     
                                                                                
     Participation of the Canadian government in the managment of domestic U.S. 
     dredging and disposal activities is at the option of the States and the    
     agencies sponsoring or conducting the dredging.   While some projects may  
     require, or benefit from coordination with associated Canadian dredging    
     activities in specific projects,  that is not a matter that is appropriate 
     for this rulemaking.                                                       
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2671.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point pollution is a major concern and our region has and is addressing
     this concern with all interested parties.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2671.002     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the   
     SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and              
     D2597.026.Response:                                                        
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and 3457.004.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2671.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative is a non-growth proposal for      
     industry and port districts and we respectfully request that dredging,     
     dredge disposal and CDF's be given an exemption from the proposal.         
     
     
     Response to: G2671.003     
     
     Neither dredge spoil disposal nor CDF regulation is the subject of this    
     rulemaking, therefore, an exemption would not be appropriate.  Furthermore,
     States making section 401 certifications for dredging projects do so under 
     authorities of the CWA that cannot be superseded by EPA regulations.       
     Finally, EPA contemplates no situation in which the Guidance would         
     represent a "no-growth" proposal for dredging or disposal operations, and  
     since no concrete examples are given in this comment, EPA has no reason to 
     believe that this result would take place.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2672.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is but another federal mandate forced upon local governments with  
     no corresponding financial assistance.  In recent years we have been asked 
     to perform federally mandated activities without consideration being given 
     to local circumstances here in Grand Rapids.  Our ability to carry out our 
     legal responsibilities under state and local law is severely strained as a 
     result of federally mandated programs.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2672.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See response
     to comment number G3013.003.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2672.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is another of the "one size fits all" programs that seem to        
     manifest at the federal level.  The environmental benefit of the GLI is    
     suspect, but the cost to comply is very real.  Grand Rapids' compliance    
     with the GLI will be impossible to achieve without financial assistance    
     from Congress; and, if achieved, could only be accomplished by sacrificing 
     locally developed, and locally funded, critical programs.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2672.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2672.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We ask that implementation of the GLI be delayed until funding assistance  
     is provided for those direct costs associated with these new regulations.  
     
     
     Response to: G2672.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA believes the Guidance must be   
     implemented within the timeframe specified (i.e., within two years of      
     publication of the final Guidance) in order to address current pollutant   
     problems as well as to prevent new problems from producing the adverse     
     effects discussed in Section I.A of the SID.  See also response to comment 
     number G2571.061.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2673.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.  No fish consumption advisories are expected to be lifted as a   
     result of implementing the Initiative.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2673.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2707.027, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2673.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2673.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2673.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs are producing cleaner lakes.  Loadings from   
     point sources are already low as a result of 20+ years of regulation under 
     the Clean Water Act and will continue to decline in the absence of the GLI 
     as new requirements are added to permits.  Further controls on points      
     sources will not produce any meaningful reduction in overall loadings.     
     
     
     Response to: G2673.003     
     
     See response to comment D2587.157.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2673.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to minimal benefits.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill 
     draft study estimated upper range costs of $2.3 billion annually.  The     
     regulated community has estimated total capital costs for compliance at    
     $7.5 billion for POTWs and $11 billion for industries.  These estimates    
     contrast sharply with EPA's estimate of $80 million to $500 million        
     annually.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2673.004     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2673.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values would be developed from an inadequate database.  Tier II    
     values were originally intended to be used as narrative standards.  Because
     of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board stated that 
     Tier II values should not be used to develop enforceable numeric permit    
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2673.005     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2673.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
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     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense.  These data will likely show the original Tier II value is        
     incorrect.  Relief from the standards is questionable, however, since      
     antibacksliding and/or antidegradation would "lock in" the Tier II numbers.
                                                                                
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures would create the same   
     legal obligations, and the same liabilities if not met, as all other permit
     limits.  Considering the potential liabilities which are created and the   
     inadequate minimum data quality requirements, the use of Tier II procedures
     to create enforceable permit limits is inappropriate.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2673.006     
     
     See responses to: D2741.076, P2656.091, and P2656.092                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2673.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of "intake credits" will increase as detection levels     
     decrease and allow detection near or at the proposed limits.  The need for 
     direct intake credits will not be significantly reduced by implementing the
     rule.  Because GLI focuses on point sources, while nonpoint sources        
     contribute greater loadings, the proposed GLI will have little effect on   
     intake water quality.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2673.007     
     
     This comment raises the same detection level issue and nonpoint source     
     loading issue as D3254L.018 and is addressed in the response to that       
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2673.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without direct intake credits, some facilities will be required to remove, 
     at great expense, materials present in their once-through, non-contact     
     cooling water before discharging it.  Treatment costs will be unnecessarily
     high as large volumes of water are involved and treatment requirements     
     would push or exceed the limits of available treatment technology.         
                                                                                
     By EPA's own admission, the provisions for intake credits in the guidance  
     will only be available in very limited circumstances, if ever.             
     
     
     Response to: G2673.008     
     
     The issues raised in this comment are addressed in the detailed discussion 
     of intake credits in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2673.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance with permit limits below the level of detection must  
     -- given the enormous potential liability in case of permit noncompliance  
     -- be based on a definition of detection limit which is clear and          
     unequivocal.  Use of the practical quantitation limit (PQL) as the         
     detection limit is recommended, as it is clear and has been successfully   
     used to define detection limits in other environmental programs.           
     
     
     Response to: G2673.009     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2673.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some instances where facility discharges are limited to less than       
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require facilities to conduct  
     chemical minimization programs to reduce the input of certain pollutants to
     the in-plant process water.  This requirement totally ignores the          
     capability of any waste treatment plant process.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2673.010     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2673.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set permit limits at the       
     practical quantitation limit (PQL), a detection level already used by EPA  
     for other programs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2673.011     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2673.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger        
     antidegradation review where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)   
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operated below their permit limits will receive more       
     stringent limits in the next permit.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2673.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2673.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If temporary business conditions result in reduced discharges, returning to
     previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  The proposed GLI would     
     eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities to operate within a   
     "margin of safety", because the enforceable permit limits will be reduced  
     to whatever levels are actually discharged.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2673.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2673.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to        
     permitting new plants, expanding existing plants, and in the case of BCCs, 
     simply returning to discharging at permitted levels, if production has     
     slowed due to business cycles.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2673.014     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth.  Rather, by providing more,  
     detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the   
     uncertainties and ambiguities. In addition, antidegradation recognizes that
     the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for         
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there 
     is no room for additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation       
     ensures that the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner   
     possible, while preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic         
     ecosystem.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may  
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance does not require States   
     and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for   
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2673.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones Elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal   
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small part of 
     total loadings.  Chronic effects, which are the main concern with BCCs, are
     dependent on total loadings and water column concentrations, not the       
     presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA guidance on controlling 
     the discharge of toxic pollutants to water specifically recognizes mixing  
     zones are appropriate.  The restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance   
     ignore the scientific relationship between concentrations and exposure time
     with respect to aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an           
     unwarranted policy call, not a science-based decision.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2673.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2673.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution Factors  Restrictions on stream low flow quantity for dischargers 
     of non-BCCs are not scientifically defensible.  Cost impacts on dischargers
     would be significant in some cases.  Costs to specific dischargers would be
     a function of discharge location, steam flow and background concentrations.
     
     
     Response to: G2673.016     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.C.5, TMDLs for Open    
     Waters of the Great Lakes and VIII.C.6, TMDLs for Discharges to            
     Tributaries.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: G2673.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)  A TMDL must address all sources, point  
     and non-point.  States should have more flexibility to consider            
     site-specific factors.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2673.017     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393. See response to comment number          
     F4030.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2673.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to list bioaccumulation factors      
     (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals within a rule.  EPA       
     proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the rule's pollutants by using an    
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The EPA's      
     Science Advisory Board has concluded, "The model has not been adequately   
     tested to use for the establishment of regional water quality criteria, at 
     this time."                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2673.018     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2673.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF model classifies chemicals as BCCs without any consideration of    
     persistence or toxicity.  Because the model does not consider metabolism   
     and biodegradation, which reduce bioaccumulation, it likely overestimates  
     bioaccumulation potential for some pollutants.  BAFs calculated from       
     unproven models should not be used.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2673.019     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2673.020

Page 5592



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life  EPA's Science Advisory Board stated concern about regulating 
     total, rather than bioavailable, forms of pollutants.  GLI should follow   
     the recent EPA trend to regulate metals based on the dissolved form, thus  
     recognizing bioavailability.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2673.020     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2673.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria  The methodology used to derive GLI human health     
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedure.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2673.021     
     
     See response to G2788.010                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2673.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk     
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  The         
     surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife    
     population in the basin.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2673.022     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and P2742.042 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2673.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem in which essentially the same water quality controls apply to    
     waters as diverse as a small Ohio steam and Lake Superior's Isle Royale.   
     The basis for this assumption is that the only way a pollutant's impact is 
     eliminated is if it physically leaves the basin.  This reasoning does not  
     take into account the actual environmental fate of a pollutant.            
     
     
     Response to: G2673.023     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2673.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proved that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2673.024     
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2673.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific procedures are inadequate; only aquatic life criteria can be 
     both more or less restrictive.  Human health and wildlife protection       
     criteria can only be more stringent on a site specific basis.  This is a   
     policy decision without scientific basis.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2673.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2673.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will result in treatment for treatment's  
     sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements with little  
     or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which reflect    
     actual environmental conditions should be available for all criteria and   
     all pollutants.                                                            
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     Response to: G2673.026     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2673.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is needed to ensure that future improvements  
     in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken as a whole,  
     the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility, infringing on
     states ability to exercise professional judgement.  The Great Lakes States 
     should be allowed to benefit from any changes in National criteria,        
     procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms for incorporating  
     new and better science into the GLI would deny states the ability to       
     justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2673.027     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2675.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is virtually a complete Great Lakes Basin Water Quality Plan, 
     containing criteria, antidegradation procedures and implementation         
     procedures along with many new and unproven regulatory concepts.  It       
     contains the most stringent features from each Great Lakes states water    
     quality plans and in some cases, even goes beyond those requirements.  The 
     Guidance borrows concepts from various projects within the Agency and turns
     early-phase scientific efforts into full-blown regulatory requirements     
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     enforceable by state and federal governments and through citizen suits.    
     The breadth and stringency of this proposal goes far beyond the statutory  
     authority and could cause great economic harm with only minimal, if any,   
     environmental benefits.  In fact, it overlooks the primary sources of water
     pollution.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2675.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158, F4030.003, and D2587.017.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2675.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes problems are multimedia and not point source problems alone.   
     The Lakewide Management Plans (LaMP) and Remedial Action Plans (RAP)       
     clearly recognize the multimedia nature and will arrive at multimedia      
     solutions.  Without a multimedia approach, the Guidance ensures that costs 
     will be much greater than they otherwise would be.  Furthermore, non-point 
     sources are the greatest source of pollutants to the Great Lakes, as they  
     are elsewhere across the country.  For example, the U.S.D.A. estimates that
     such sources contribute 76% of the problem.  The Ohio EPA has also         
     indicated that impairment is caused primarily by non-point sources of      
     contamination.  Addressing only point sources ensures that after billions  
     of dollars are spent on controls, the Great Lakes will be no less polluted 
     than they are now.  The U.S. EPA Science Advisory Board in its December,   
     1992 report on the draft Guidance recommended that "....EPA promote a      
     broadly based ecosystem approach which considers not only point source     
     discharges but non-point sources, sediments, atmospheric fallout, and      
     groundwater as targets for conservation and control of undesirable loadings
     (i.e., levels which have a toxic effect)."                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2675.002     
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2675.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As we understand the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, Congress   
     required a Guidance that brings increased consistency (not uniformity)     
     among the state programs and includes specific components.  Congress did   
     not require a Guidance that imposes new and unproven regulatory concepts   
     and futile attempts to obtain large point source reductions when the Act   
     wisely requires completion of the multimedia LaMP and RAP planning         
     processes.  The Chamber is very concerned that the Agency is creating a    
     public perception that this Guidance will make tremendous environmental    
     improvements that offset the tremendous costs involved.  That is not true. 
     Very little environmental progress will be made, and the cost to the State 
     of Ohio will be extremely high.  For example, in his testimony at a Senate 
     Subcommittee hearing, Mayor David Berger of Lima indicated that the capital
     cost to his community (public and private) would be $134,000,000.  Annual  
     operating expenses would also increase by almost $20,000,000.  This impact 
     would, of course, increase several fold for the entire state.              
     
     
     Response to: G2675.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance promotes uniformity instead of        
     flexibility.  For a full discussion of the principles EPA relied upon in   
     developing the final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards
     and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility for   
     States and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  Also, the CPA does not     
     require that LaMPs and RAPs be completed prior to finalization of the      
     Guidance.  In fact, these programs complement each other as discussed in   
     Section I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2675.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The members of the Chamber are concerned that any huge costs that arise    
     from Guidance implementation are viewed as "merely" a cost to industry,    
     commerce and public entities, such as POTWs.  Of course, that is not true. 
     Either costs are passed through to customers or companies go out of        
     business.  In both cases, the public incurs added costs, through higher    
     costs of goods and services or in lost jobs.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2675.004     
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     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2675.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Futhermore, the Agency continues to focus on direct effects of water       
     pollution to the exclusion of other considerations.  Another important     
     aspect of the proposed Guidance is the correlation between job status and  
     income and health.  Economic well-being is a strong human health indicator.
      Accordingly, there are two public health impacts that must be considered. 
      The first is pollution's direct impact and the second is public health    
     impact from income and job loss.  Without fully considering both impacts,  
     the Agency is not protecting human health.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2675.005     
     
     See response to D2595.042Comment ID:  G2675.005                            
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree agree that the Guidance only focuses on point sources of
     pollution.  See response to comment number D2603,001.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2675.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fundamental question as to whether such a stringent Guidance is        
     necessary has not been answered yet.  The Science Advisory Board and the   
     Office of Management and Budget noted that the condition of the Great Lakes
     is improving under current national regulatory programs.  For example, an  
     NPDES Permit cannot be issued if it will knowingly violate water quality   
     standards of the receiving stream.  The designated use of the stream or    
     lake is protected even with the discharge in place.  The NPDES permit      
     program has been and will discharge in place.  The NPDES permit program has
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     been and will continue to be extremely successful in protecting receiving  
     waters.  The fact that point sources are no longer major contributors to   
     ambient water pollution control problems is testimony to this success.     
     There is a lag between the promulgation of regulations, such as, the       
     National Toxics Rule, which affect the Great Lakes Basin states, and       
     corresponding environmental effects.  The Agency claims environmental      
     improvement has reached a plateau.  This is doubtful, but if true, it is   
     the end point of regulations promulgated years ago.  Water quality benefits
     of the more current regulations emanating from the 1987 Clean Water Act    
     Amendments, have not yet been fully implemented.  Until the Agency has     
     evaluated the effect of current regulations the Agency should not          
     promulgate a Guidance this severe.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2675.006     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in             
     Sections I.B, I.C, I.D and II.C of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2675.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As you know, the Agency's national regulatory program is not standing      
     still.  It continually moves forward and imposes nationally consistent     
     requirements.  The Triennial Water Quality Review is an example of this    
     dynamic process.  Promulgating uniform regional regulations is unwise and  
     without a firm scientific foundation that this Guidance does not currently 
     enjoy.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2675.007     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2675.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) represent a new and controversial concept.  
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) are identified using BAFs.  The
     Antidegradation Policy and the mixing zone provisions treat BCCs harshly   
     even though not warranted.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2675.008     
     
     EPA believes the methodology for the development of BAFs is scientifically 
     and technically sound.  See section IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of    
     this issue.  EPA further believes that the special provisions for BCCs are 
     reasonable and necessary.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2675.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits for water quality-based effluent limits will be unavailable 
     for many situations warranting relief.  This provision can cause millions  
     of dollars in capital costs for certain facilities with little or no       
     environmental benefit.  Such requirements are outside the law.             
     
     
     Response to: G2675.009     
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and response to comment D2657.006.  See SID at Section       
     VIII.E.5. for EPA's legal basis for the final intake credit provisions.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2675.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy includes extraordinarily complicated and        
     expensive application provisions.  The procedures will restrain growth even
     where an industry is recovering from prolonged low production.             
     
     
     Response to: G2675.010     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth.  Rather, by providing more,  
     detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the   
     uncertainties and ambiguities. In addition, antidegradation recognizes that
     the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for         
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there 
     is no room for additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation       
     ensures that the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner   
     possible, while preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic         
     ecosystem.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may  
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance does not require States   
     and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for   
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2675.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scant toxicity data will be used to support Tier II values, yet Tier II    
     standards will be enforced as if they were fully justified and necessary.  
     
     
     Response to: G2675.011     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2675.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCC mixing zones will be eliminated in ten years, immediately for new      
     sources, even though there is no scientific basis.  Non-BCC mixing zones   
     will be restricted even though investigation shows this is unnecessary.    
     
     
     Response to: G2675.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2675.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance would generate many permit limits below the analytical        
     quantification level.  Questionable enforcement would ensue.               
     
     
     Response to: G2675.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2675.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic life metals criteria are expressed as total recoverable form.      
     However, the dissolved fraction is now considered by many to be the toxic  
     form and should be made available.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2675.014     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2675.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform basin-wide criteria ignore U.S. EPA's eco-region approach.  Science
     does not justify treating an entire region stringently to protect species  
     found only in a small area.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2675.015     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2675.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA states that the Guidance provides sufficient relief from overly   
     stringent requirements.  In practice, the relief is not and will not be    
     available.                                                                 
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     Response to: G2675.016     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The final Guidance is designed to provide relief where     
     appropriate.  See response D2791.250.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2675.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Reasonable Potential test for requiring water-based effluent limits is 
     infused with flaws and unwarranted safety factors.  The end result will be 
     unnecessary permit limits and potentially high compliance costs.           
     
     
     Response to: G2675.017     
     
     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Docuement      
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D,    
     Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to Estimated Costs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2676.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2676.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2676.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the       
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2676.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2676.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
      Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20 
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2676.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.B and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2676.004
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of &80 million to $500 million annually.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2676.004     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2676.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lakes States and will make the region less competitive in the global market
     for new jobs and economic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
     The GLI must include nonpoint as well as point sources.  Attack the whole  
     iceberg, not just the tip.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2676.005     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, F4030.003, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2676.006
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     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2676.006     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2676.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2676.007     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2676.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the Potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2676.008     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2676.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforcable permit limitation.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2676.009     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.Comment G2676.009                        
                                                                                
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2676.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water, the quality of which is beyond the facility's control, contains one 
     or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.        
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2676.010     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that in comment  
     #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2676.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2676.011     
     
     This comment raises the same detection and nonpoint source loading issues  
     as comment D3254L.018 and is addressed in the response to that comment.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2676.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With out intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great  
     difficulty and expense, pollutants in the intake water (for example,       
     once-through non-contact cooling water) before returning the source water  
     to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment costs will  
     be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment           
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
     
     
     Response to: G2676.012     
     
     This comment raises similar concerns to those in G1223.004 and are         
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2676.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will only be     
     available in very limited circumstances.  This is wrong.  EPA should revise
     the GLI by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they
     are available for permit holders.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2676.013     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as D2828.018 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2676.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2676.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2676.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Uso of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: G2676.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2676.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2676.016     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2676.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R>C> 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirement s    
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2676.017     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2676.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the nest permit and an one-way downward ratchet is     
     created.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2676.018     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2676.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  Furthermore,  
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduces to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
     
     
     Response to: G2676.019     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2676.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will wet the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they con take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR 131.12 which is more general in scope.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2676.020     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth.  Rather, by providing more,  
     detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the   
     uncertainties and ambiguities. In addition, antidegradation recognizes that
     the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for         
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there 
     is no room for additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation       
     ensures that the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner   
     possible, while preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic         
     ecosystem.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may  
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance does not require States   
     and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for   
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2676.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Mixing zones  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in      
     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part of total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2676.021     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G2676.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution factors  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for     
     dischargers of non-BCC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The 
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      
     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2676.022     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2676.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)  A TMDL must address all pollutants from 
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2676.023     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2676.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BATs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
     
     
     Response to: G2676.024     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2676.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2676.025     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2676.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2676.026     
     
     See response to comment G2688.021                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2676.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic   
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
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     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable even though
     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2676.027     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2676.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria   The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10(exp-4) is used but the GLI uses 10(exp-5).  The
     GLI should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10(exp-4). 
     
     
     Response to: G2676.028     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2676.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria  The wildlife criteria are a new development for most    
     states and have not been widely peer reviewed of field tested by the       
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
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     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  The         
     surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife    
     population in the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should
     be replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data 
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2676.029     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2676.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2676.030     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2676.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 5620



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2676.031     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2676.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which
     reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all        
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
                                                                                
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site specific water        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2676.032     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2678.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the GLI as proposed is an inflexible guidance requiring the     
     uniform application of the needlessly strict water quality standards and   
     implementation procedures which are incapable of improving water quality in
     the Great Lakes Basin.  To date, the GLI has resulted in an unreasonable   
     exercise of regulatory power which will not achieve its stated goal.       
     
     
     Response to: G2678.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2678.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is not based on sound science.  Not only is this the opinion of    
     Wausau Papers but also of the EPA's own independent Science Advisory Board 
     who evaluated the GLI and criticized the scientific methods.  In fact, the 
     Science Advisory Board Subcommittee concluded that the substantive         
     scientific issues raised in their report should be addressed before the    
     agency adopts the final guidance.  Specific issues the subcommittee        
     identified that should be reexamined for scientific validity are           
     bioaccumulation factors, the implementation of Tier II values and the risk 
     assessment methodologies utilized.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2678.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2678.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for the GLI has not been adequately addressed.  One major         
     justification for the GLI is based on the premise that the Great Lakes is  
     uniquely susceptible to toxic loadings because of its inability to purge   
     chemicals from the basin.  Data, however, demonstrate the Great Lakes have 
     seen a decrease in levels of several Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern. 
     In addition, contrary to EPA assumptions hydraulic flushing is not the sole
     pathway for removal of substances from the ecosystem.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2678.003     
     
     See response to comment number G3750L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2678.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA ignores the vast amount of existing state and federal water quality
     regulations and their ability to achieve the same goals as the proposed    
     GLI.  These regulations have contributed to the significant improvement of 
     water quality in the Great Lakes.  The EPA stated in its own preamble that 
     nonpoint source pollution is now preventing further improvement in the     
     ecosystem.  In addition, there are more effective and site specific        
     initiatives, like Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans which
     have not been considered by or integrated into the GLI.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2678.004     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes   
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2678.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will not result in any significant improvement in the environment. 
     The EPA has been unsuccessful in accurately quantifying how the GLI will   
     improve the environment.  Reports from the Great Lakes states indicate that
     GLI's targeted toxins are not responsible for any impairments in drinking  
     water or swimming in Lakes.  In addition, the GLI is incapable of          
     addressing the issues of restrictions on fish consumption or impairments of
     aquatic life.  This is because the GLI will not significantly reduce the   
     total loadings of any regulated substance.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2678.005     
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C. and IX of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2678.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It may not be technically or economically feasible to implement the GLI.   
     As proposed, the GLI often asks the impossible of industrial and municipal 
     dischargers.  Some of the discharge limits resulting from the GLI will be  
     so strict that they can not be detected by current technology.             
                                                                                
     The Office of Management and Budget estimates that the GLI sets thresholds 
     for some substances at a level 100,000 times more stringent than what has  
     been determined to affect laboratory animals.  Another example of the      
     regulation's extreme nature is that ordinary drinking water would--in some 
     instances--be unsuitable for discharge.  There is serious question whether 
     any modern technology could be employed by industries or municipalities    
     that will meet the ultra-strict discharge standards the GLI will impose.   
     
     
     Response to: G2678.006     
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     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/Hg
     Comment ID: G2678.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most glaring example of the proposed GLI's extremism are the permit    
     levels which could be imposed for mercury.  The proposed GLI's mercury     
     criteria are set at a concentration 1,000 times more sensitive than EPA's  
     approved detection limits.                                                 
                                                                                
     The wildlife criteria for mercury will require reducing concentration of   
     this naturally occuring element below those levels found in pristine       
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2678.007     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2678.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost imposed by the GLI dwarfs its potential environmental benefit.    
     The GLI flunks any cost benefit analysis.  Any small potential             
     environmental benefit is dwarfed by the rule's crippling cost.  For this   
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     reason alone, the GLI should be reformulated.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2678.008     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2721.040.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2678.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wausau Papers believes that the EPA has underestimated the cost of GLI.    
     The Office of Management and Budget concluded that the EPA "substantially  
     understated" the cost of implementing the GLI.  For instance, the EPA      
     failed to incorporate cost associated with the GLI's mandated pollution    
     minimization programs into its fiscal impact analysis.  In addition, the   
     EPA never estimated the cost of the new implementation procedures, perhaps 
     the most costly aspect of the proposed regulation.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2678.009     
     
     G2678.009                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2678.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to the $200 million estimate provided by the EPA for total costs, 
     the American Forest and Paper Association estimates the capital costs alone
     for the paper industry in the Great Lakes region will exceed $1.3 billion. 
     An independent study published by the DRI/McGraw-Hill, and commissioned by 
     the Council of Great Lakes Governors, estimates that if the GLI is not     
     modified it will cost $2.27 billion per year and 33,230 jobs in the Basin. 
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     Response to: G2678.010     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2680.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the environment:                                                    
                                                                                
     Although the GLI is presented as an ecosystem approach addressing the      
     effects of persistant and bioaccumulative (BCC) pollutants on humans, other
     mammals, birds, and aquatic life -- the approach falls far short.  The     
     sources and fates of all contaminants, as well as the overall environmental
     conditions and characteristics present in the Great Lakes basin, must be   
     considered.  Simply put, the Cuyahoga River in Cleveland does not, and will
     not, have the same characteristics, uses, and needs as the open waters of  
     Lake Superior.  Cost-effective strategies addressing water quality         
     improvement cannot be effectively designed nor implemented with the        
     skeletal information provided by such a narrow focus.                      
                                                                                
     For example, the GLI would place further controls on point source          
     dischargers even though EPA has acknowledged that a major portion of Great 
     Lakes pollution comes from nonpoint sources such as agricultural runoff and
     airborne deposits from as far away as Central America.  Some researchers   
     estimate that nonpoint sources account for 90 percent of the loading of    
     persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants to the Great Lakes.  Yet, they are  
     not addressed by the GLI.                                                  
                                                                                
     Given GLI's narrow focus on currently regulated point sourcs, it will not  
     produce meaningful water quality improvement to the lakes or in any        
     significant or measurable reduction of the most problematic bioaccumulative
     pollutants responsible for most fish advisories and other human health and 
     wildlife concerns.                                                         
                                                                                
     The EPA's Science Advisory Board has criticized the scientific basis used  
     to develop the GLI, including:  Tier II values to develop permit limits;   
     wildlife protection methodology; methodology for estimating bioaccumulation
     factors, and many other science issues.                                    
                                                                                
     As it stands, the Clean Water Act already has more comprehensive and       
     appropriate water quality programs for the Great Lakes.                    
                                                                                
     Specifically, forty-three local, site-specific and successful efforts are  
     underway throughout the Great Lakes region, including the Remedial Action  
     Plans for the Maumee, Black, Cuyahoga and Ashtabula rivers in Ohio.  In    
     addition, the Lakewide Management Plans apply a similar targeted approach  
     for the Great Lakes.                                                       
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     Unfortunately, GLI would ignore and pre-empt these local efforts instead of
     coordinating with them.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2680.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2680.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Now, the economy:                                                          
                                                                                
     GLI implementation costs will be borne almost exclusively by the           
     industries, municipalities and residents of the Great Lakes basin.  EPA    
     estimates the total annual cost of implementation at $80 to $506 million.  
     A report prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors estimates direct
     compliance costs at $710 million to $2.3 billion annually.                 
                                                                                
     The numbers are staggering, but the main concerns here, are both the wide  
     disparity of the estimates and the fact that none of the implementation    
     costs will be shared by the federal government.                            
                                                                                
     EPA's economic analysis of the proposed GLI criteria and implementation    
     procedures did not reflect the full financial impact.  Initial             
     implementation is largely based on current detection levels.  While this   
     may lessen the initial impact, it portends escalating compliance costs as  
     detection improves, especially for BCCs, which are ubiquitous at trace     
     concentrations.  (The need for intake credits will increase significantly.)
                                                                                
     Further, because the GLI will serve as a test model for the nation,        
     industry and state and local government in the region will be subject to   
     standards far more stringent and costly than those affecting the rest of   
     the country and Canada.  The region's competitive position in attracting   
     and retaining employment would be adversely affected by higher operating   
     costs.  This marked disadvantage will harm the area's national and         
     international reputation in the marketplace and lead to a loss of jobs     
     which has been estimated to be as high as 33,000 by the year 2005 according
     to the DRI/McGraw Hill report.                                             
                                                                                
     The end result?  The negative financial impact of the GLI on the local     
     economy -- mainly the manufacturers, the region's strength -- will far     
     exceed the potential for additional environmental improvement.             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2680.002     
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     See response to comments D2584.015, D2721.040 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2680.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed intake credits or background concentration provisions need        
     revising.  They are too restrictive and would result in major expenditures.
     GLI limits are extremely stringent both in absolute terms and compared to  
     concentration in intake waters.  (Mercury is a particularly startling      
     example.)  The proposed provisions bear little resemblance to original     
     Steering Committee proposals.  Procedures must not force dischargers to    
     remove pollutants from intake water over which they have no control.       
     
     
     Response to: G2680.003     
     
     See responses to comments D2828.018 and D2798.058, and the SID at Section  
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2680.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several of GLI's assumptions, although described as "scientific," are      
     policy judgements.  For example:  Under the Tier II policy, when adequate  
     data (eight data points for aquatic life criteria) for a proper (Tier I)   
     decision are unavailable, EPA has proposed that a legally enforceable      
     decision be made on one set of data.  The Science Advisory Board           
     specifically stated that Tier II values should not be used to develop      
     enforceable numeric permit limits.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2680.004     

Page 5629



$T044618.TXT
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2680.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCCs is an unwarranted, unsound   
     policy judgement.  The chronic effects of BCCs are dependent on total      
     loadings and water column concentration, not the presence or absence of    
     mixing zones.  Mixing zone elimination would result in minimal             
     environmental benefit and costly expenditures.  Nonpoint sources of BCCs   
     would not be subject to a proportionate level of control.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2680.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2680.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy restricts economic growth by adding another     
     layer of uncertainty and costs to new and expanding facilities.  For BCCs, 
     the policy would not allow discharges to be increased above prior levels,  
     even when below permit limits, without receiving an approved               
     antidegradation review.                                                    
                                                                                
     Extensive review could be required in situations where there is no evidence
     that higher discharge values would result in environmental degradation.    
     
     
     Response to: G2680.006     
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     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth.  Rather, by providing more,  
     detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the   
     uncertainties and ambiguities. In addition, antidegradation recognizes that
     the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for         
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there 
     is no room for additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation       
     ensures that the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner   
     possible, while preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic         
     ecosystem.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may  
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance does not require States   
     and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for   
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2680.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many cases, the GLI proposes to establish water quality criteria which  
     would be universally applied in the Great Lakes basin.  Proposed procedures
     to consider site-specific areas are inadequate.  The GLI largely ignores   
     the diversity of ecosystems in the Great Lakes basin.  It would provide    
     minimal ability for states to maintain flexibility to accommodate economic 
     growth.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2680.007     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2680.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In closing, the ongoing legacy of the Clean Water Act -- more than 20      
     years, now -- is improved water quality.  Improvements in Lake Erie and    
     Cuyahoga River water quality are nationally recognized and we are proud of 
     the private sector's contribution.  We feel that further improvements will 
     continue under existing point source programs including voluntary industry 
     initiatives, the National Toxics Rule, and newly adopted state criteria and
     whole effluent toxicity requirements.  In addition, the ongoing            
     implementation of the Clean Air Act will cause futher reduction in airborne
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     In summary, as currently written, the GLI is not cost-effective.  It will  
     prove extremely burdensome to industry, publicly-owned wastewater treatment
     works and municipalities, with little environmental improvement in return. 
     We urge the EPA to revise the GLI prior to issuing the final rule.         
     
     
     Response to: G2680.008     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2683.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     II  Regulatory Requirements                                                
                                                                                
     EPA should not consider consistency in regulations among Great Lakes States
     and Tribes as the only answer to improving water quality.  The overall goal
     of the EPA should be to improve water quality in the Great Lakes.          
                                                                                
     Great Lakes tribuataries should be considered as "Drinking" water status.  
     Tribes rely on Great Lake tributaries as subsistence and cultural          
     resources.  Tribes consume fish and drink water from tributaries for       
     subsistence and ceremonial activities.  These tribal practices would not be
     protected under the "Nondrinking" water status.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2683.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2683.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     III  Aquatic Life                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA should consider lowering FAV values for those species which are        
     considered "ecologically important".  An "ecologically important" species  
     is an organism whose abundance and survival are dependent upon a healthy   
     ecosystem and high water quality.  Examples of "ecologically important"    
     species in the Great Lakes are wild rice and lake trout.  Both species have
     declined in Great Lakes waters where they were once abundant.  Threatened  
     and Endangered Species should also be considered "ecologically important". 
     FAV values which are designed to protect "ecologically important" species  
     would also protect other aquatic life.                                     
                                                                                
     EPA should not use Acute-Chronic Ratios for the Great Lakes which are      
     derived from saltwater environments.  Further efforts should be expended to
     determine freshwater values for the Great Lakes.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2683.002     
     
     EPA believes that the named species would be either commercially or        
     recreationally important.  Creating a new classification for these species 
     would not increase their protection.  See the discussion on ecologically   
     important species in Section III.B.3. of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2683.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IV  Bioaccumulation                                                        
                                                                                
     The use of Great Lakes creel survey data to determine consumption          
     characteristics of Great Lakes fish species may not have reflected diets of
     Great Lakes tribes.  EPA should determine if the proposed BAF values and   
     consumption characteristics adequately represent and protect Native        
     American fish consumers.                                                   
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     Lipid content values should be determined for all families of fish which   
     are consumed in the Great Lakes.  Values could be determined for fish in   
     families such as Coregonidae (Whitefish Family), Salmonidae (Salmon and    
     Trout), Percidae (Walleye and Perch) etc..  Because sportfishers and tribal
     fishers do have different consumption habits, lipid values determined for  
     fish families would provide adequate protection for all consumers.         
     
     
     Response to: G2683.003     
     
     EPA has reviewed and revised the analysis of the lipid values both for     
     human health and wildlife.  EPA believes that the data and statistics used 
     in the final analysis are scientifically defensible and address the        
     commenters concerns.  For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B.3 of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2683.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     V.  Human Health                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA should consider organoleptic effects (taste and color) on water        
     quality.  EPA believes that these are not significant health concerns.  On 
     the contrary, these water quality characteristics may be the result of much
     greater water quality problems and should be regulated.  Regulatory        
     agencies often rely on color and appearance of waters to determine if they 
     indeed are receiving pollutant inputs.                                     
                                                                                
     Although a fish consumption value of 15 g/day was proposed by the EPA from 
     Great Lakes information, it may not reflect the high fish consumption rates
     of Great Lakes tribes.  Site specific fish consumption rates should be     
     considered for some areas where subsistence and commerical fishing occur or
     a much larger value should be considered to protect all consumers,         
     including subsistence and commercial fishing tribes.                       
                                                                                
     Exposure levels should also be developed exclusively for children.  This   
     would include lowering the water consumption factor, the fish consumption  
     factor, and the duration of exposure.  Many Great Lakes tribes have large  
     populations of children who are exposed to Great Lakes fish and water      
     throughout their lives.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2683.004     
     
     See response to comments D2746.130, P2771.192 and P2742.237.               
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment number      
     P2746.043.  See also Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2683.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     VI  Wildlife                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA has made definite advances in the protection of wildlife in the Great  
     Lakes Basin.  The specific protection of piscivorous wildlife will promote 
     healthier populations.  Further efforts should be made, following          
     additional studies, to determine the affect of contaminants on other       
     organisms such as reptiles and amphibians.                                 
                                                                                
     Exposure levels of wildlife species to contaminated waters should be       
     determined in field studies and not in laboratories.  This would allow an  
     understanding of all the possible factors which may affect an organisms    
     uptake of certain contaminants.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2683.005     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.170, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2683.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     VII  Antidegradation                                                       
                                                                                
     The protection and restoration of Lake Superior Waters is an extremely     
     important concern of Lake Superior Tribes.  EPA has again made definite    
     advances to protect this resource.                                         
                                                                                
     It will be necessary to require Great Lake States and Tribes to identify   
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     "Outstanding Natural Resource Waters" before procedures can be adopted to  
     protect them.  EPA asserted that ONRW's have been identified.  This is not 
     the case.  Before any discharge of a pollutant may occur, thus decreasing  
     water quality, a state or tribe must determine if that water is eligible   
     for ONRW status.                                                           
                                                                                
     Tribes should be given authority to designate Outstanding Natural Resource 
     Waters.  Because Tribes rely on certain waters for subsistence or cultural 
     reasons, they should be permitted to protect these resources for future    
     uses.  Does EPA intend to allow tribes to designate ONRW's?  If so this    
     should be made more explicit than what is evident in the current proposal. 
     
     
     Response to: G2683.006     
     
     See response to comment D2714.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2683.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     VIII  General Implementation Procedures                                    
                                                                                
     Previous degradation of water quality should not permit additional inputs  
     of contaminants into Great Lakes waters.  The goal of the proposal should  
     be to restore and to protect Great Lakes waters.  By allowing additional   
     inputs into already degraded waters, no improvement in water quality will  
     ever occur.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2683.007     
     
     EPA recommends implementing antidegradation on a parameter-by- parameter   
     basis.  This is required for BCCs under the final Guidance.  Where EPA's   
     recommendation is applied, the attainment status of a water body would be  
     determined for each parameter for which an increased loading is proposed.  
     If water quality criteria are not achieved, no lowering of water quality   
     would be permitted.  If, however, water quality criteria are achieved,     
     water quality could be lowered provided the reduction in water quality was 
     necessary to accomodate important social and economic development and water
     quality criteria would still be met after water quality was lowered.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2685.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GREAT LAKES INITIATIVE Would single out Great Lakes communities and    
     employers for expensive environmental regulations and force employers to   
     consider moving to other regions of the country or North America, where    
     such regulations and costs don't exist.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2685.001     
     
     Response to: G2685.001                                                     
                                                                                
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2685.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulations in this form will have a serious and adverse impact on our     
     communities and industries; they are also wasteful of limited natural      
     resources and are in some areas not scientifically sound nor cost          
     effective.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2685.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2686.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EXCLUDED POLLUTANTS                                                        
                                                                                
     The Salt Institute supports EPA's decision to exclude the sixteen          
     pollutants in Table 5 of the proposed Water Quality Guidance.  We agree    
     that the Great Lakes States have adopted water quality criteria and have   
     experience in applying them to the sixteen pollutants listed.  The States  
     should not be required to establish more stringent controls on the         
     discharge of any pollutant in Table 5.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2686.001     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2686.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  HH/CRIT
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  WL/CRIT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TOTAL CYANIDES V. FREE CYANIDE                                             
                                                                                
     The Salt Institute supports EPA's decision to focus on free cyanide rather 
     than the relatively nontoxic complex cyanides.  Tables 1 and 2 following   
     Section 132.6 contain specifically "Cyanide, free," thus, distinguishing   
     between free cyanide and complex cyanides.  However, Table 3 contains the  
     term "Cyanides" and Table 6 contains the term "Cyanide," implying that both
     free cyanide and complex cyanides are of concern.  This may be confusing   
     and result in erroneous application of water quality criteria.             
                                                                                
     EPA confirmed that free cyanide is the pollutant of concern when it        
     promulgated a maximum contaminant level goal (MCLG) and a maximum          
     contaminant level (MCL) for "Cyanide" in a July 17, 1992 Federal Register  
     Notice (57 FR 31776).  EPA, in responding to a public comment, states that 
     "The Agency agrees with the commenters that only free cyanides should be   
     regulated because these are the species of health concern due to their     
     bioavailability and toxicity."  The commenter noted that EPA based its     
     proposed MGCL on "free" cyanide but the proposed analytical methods        
     determine "total" cyanide.  EPA clarified its position by adding a         
     methodology for amenable cyanide.  EPA said that "total cyanide analysis is
     still recommended as an initial test because it is cheaper than the        
     amenable cyanide method."  Therefore it is clear that EPA's intention is to
     regulate "free cyanide" and not complex cyanides.  EPA should clarify that 
     "free" cyanide and not complex cyanides is the regulated pollutant referred
     to in the Guidance document.                                               
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     Response to: G2686.002     
     
     The cyanides listed in Table 3 are free cyanides.  The criterion is derived
     using studies with hydrogen cyanide and the resulting ADE and criterion are
     stated in terms of free cyanide.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2687.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I.  COSTS AND BENEFITS                                                     
                                                                                
     The proposed initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the       
     Initative.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
     Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20  
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
                                                                                
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraww-Hill draft study completed by  
     request of the Great Lakes Governors estimated an upper range of costs to  
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
                                                                                
     These costs will inevitably fall on Industry and residents of the Great    
     Lakes States and will make the region less competitive in the global market
     for new jobs and economic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
     
     
     Response to: G2687.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2687.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     II.  TIER II WATER QUALITY CRITERIA                                        
                                                                                
     As proposed in the GLI, the so-called "Tier II Water Quality Criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
                                                                                
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since backsliding and/or      
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
                                                                                
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities, ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for        
     non-compliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data 
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
                                                                                
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2687.002     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2687.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     III.  INTAKE CREDITS                                                       
                                                                                
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water, (the quality of which is beyond the facility's control), contains   
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.    
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
                                                                                
     The significance of the intake credits will increase as detection levels of
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
                                                                                
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water, (for       
     example, once-through non-contact cooling water), before returning the     
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
     costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
                                                                                
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will be available
     in very limited circumstances.  This is wrong.  EPA should revise the GLI  
     by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they are    
     available for permit holders.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2687.003     
     
     For a detailed discussed of the final guidance procedures for intake       
     pollutants, see the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  The general concern raised 
     in the first two sentences of this comment are the same as that raised in  
     comment #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.           
                                                                                
     This comment raises the same detection and nonpoint source loading issues  
     as comment D3254L.018 and is addressed in the response to that comment.    
                                                                                
     Costs and related issues are discussed in the SID at Section IX and in     
     associated response to comments.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2687.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IV.  WQBELs BELOW THE LEVEL OF DETECTION                                   
                                                                                
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
                                                                                
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is            
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
                                                                                
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by EPA.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2687.004     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2687.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     V.  ANTIDEGRADATION                                                        
                                                                                
     The proposed antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes    
     that will lower or degrade existing water quality by the discharge of      
     additional or new pollutants to the receiving water from existing          
     facilities or the siting of new facilities.  The GLI would significantly   
     expand the scope of the existing Federal antidegradation policy and add a  
     number of new requirements.                                                
                                                                                
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  Furthermore,  
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of Industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
                                                                                
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Section 131.12, which is more general in scope.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2687.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2687.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IV.  "REASONABLE POTENTIAL" PROCEDURES                                     
                                                                                
     A.  Mixing Zones                                                           
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     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal            
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small concern 
     with BCC's, are dependent on total loadings and water column               
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2687.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G2687.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  DILLUTION FACTORS                                                      
                                                                                
     The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for dischargers of non-BCC
     pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The cost impact of the     
     restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge location, stream   
     flow and background concentrations, and will be substantial for some       
     facilities that fall into this situation.  These restrictions should be    
     eliminated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2687.007     
     
     See the SID, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: G2687.008
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOADS (TMDLs)                                      
                                                                                
     The TMDL must address all pollutants from point and non-point sources.  The
     GLI should be revised to give states more flexibility to consider          
     site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL procedure is appropriate for
     their state.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2687.008     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2687.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     VII.  BAFs/BCCs                                                            
                                                                                
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
                                                                                
     The GLI proposed to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (i.e., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
                                                                                
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements, and the GLI should be modified to       
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     reflect this.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2687.009     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2687.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     VIII.  WATER QUALITY CRITERIA                                              
                                                                                
     A.  AQUATIC LIFE                                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic criterion should
     be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved, etc.)  EPA's      
     Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form to better      
     reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the majority of the  
     GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable, even though the GLI will  
     apparently allow states to select the most appropriate analytical method.  
     The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by scientists that the   
     dissolved form is the most appropriate form for regulation.                
     
     
     Response to: G2687.010     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2687.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  HUMAN HEALTH CRITERIA                                                  
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     The methodology used to derive GLI human health criteria is not consistent 
     with the recent revision of EPA's national procedures for risk assessments.
      In particular, under USEPA's superfund program, a cancer risk of 10-4 is  
     used, but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI should be modified to require a level
     risk assessment of 10-4.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2687.011     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2687.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  WILDLIFE CRITERIA                                                      
                                                                                
     The wildlife criteria are a new development for most states and have not   
     been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the scientific community.  The
     methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk assessment method for human
     health and is not appropriate for wildlife.  The human health model        
     protects individuals, not populations.  The surrogate species chosen are   
     not representative of the diverse wildlife population in the Great Lakes   
     basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should be replaced.  The criteria   
     needs to be redeveloped using actual field data from the Great Lakes and   
     other scientific developments so that meaningful criteria can be           
     established.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2687.012     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2687.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IX.  SITE SPECIFIC ADJUSTMENTS, FLEXIBILITY, FUTURE SCIENCE                
                                                                                
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach, and this needs to be       
     changed in the final GLI.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2687.013     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2687.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustments procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only       
     aquatic life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less            
     restrictive.  Human health and wildlife protection criteria can only become
     more stringent on a site-specific basis.  This is a policy decision without
     scientific basis, and should be changed to allow site-specific criteria to 
     be adjusted higher and lower.                                              
                                                                                
     Lake of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     will little or no environmental benefit.  Site-specific modifications which
     reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all        
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2687.014     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2687.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgement.  The  
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site-specific water        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2687.015     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2688.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2688.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2688.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the       
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2688.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
                                                                                
     Due to the presence of contaminants at levels above current standards or   
     guidelines, elevated contaminant levels in wildlife, and contaminated      
     sediment hot spots (DeVault et al., 1994), fish consumption advisories     
     exist in all of the Great Lakes States, including various waters located in
     the Great Lakes basin.  The Great Lakes States issue these fish contaminant
     advisories based on a system incorporating and weighing such factors as the
     type of contaminants found in Great Lakes fish flesh, contaminant levels in
     fish of various sizes and species, the typical consumption rates of        
     sensitive populations such as sport anglers, nursing and pregnant women,   
     and an evaluation of the human health risks of the potential impacts of    
     these substances.                                                          
                                                                                
     Pollutants for which these fish advisories are issued include eight of the 
     22 BCCs identified in the final Guidance.  High-risk groups, which fish    
     consumption advisories are established to protect, include mothers who     
     breastfeed their young, due to the presence of pollutants in human tissue  
     to which babies continue to be exposed after they are born.  Also at risk  
     of greater exposure are those sport anglers, Native Americans, and the     
     urban poor who may consume more Great Lakes fish than the average          
     consumption of the basin population as a whole.  The Federal government is 
     examining the impacts to these higher-risk populations through a number of 
     studies initiated during 1993 and 1994 by the Agency for Toxic Substances  
     and Disease Registry, within the Department of Health and Human Services.  
     As a result of the factors mentioned above, impacts from fish consumption  
     to higher-risk populations are being taken into consideration in           
     environmental regulation activities, including the final Guidance.         
                                                                                
     In addition to the case study analyses conducted for the final Guidance, a 
     basin-wide risk assessment was conducted for Great Lakes anglers.  EPA     
     collected data and information on the consumption of Great Lakes basin fish
     to estimate baseline risk levels and reductions in risks due to reductions 
     from point source discharges along under implementation of the final       
     Guidance for two populations at risk: Great Lakes sport anglers (including 
     minority and low-income anglers) and Native Americans engaged in           
     subsistence fishing in the basin.  For sport anglers, EPA estimated that   
     implementation of the final Guidance on point source discharges would      
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     result in a reduction of annual excess lifetime cancer cases of 2.2 to 4.1 
     for low-income minorities in lakeshore counties; 0.4 to 0.8 for other      
     minorities in lakeshore counties; and 21.9 to 41.9 for all other sport     
     anglers.  For Native American subsistence anglers, EPA estimated that this 
     implementation would result in a reduction of excess lifetime cancer cases 
     of between 0.1 and 0.3 using a low fish ingestion scenario and 0.5 to 1.1  
     using a high fish ingestion scenario.  Note that these benefits do not     
     reflect the longer-term benefits to human health, wildlife, and aquatic    
     life once the Guidance provisions are fully implemented by nonpoint sources
     as well as point sources and the minimum protection levels are attained in 
     the ambient water.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: G2688.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
     Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20  
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2688.003     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2688.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
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     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2688.004     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2688.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lakes States and will make the region less competitive in the global market
     for new jobs and economic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2688.005     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2688.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
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     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2688.006     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2688.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
                                                                                
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2688.007     
     
     The relationship of anti-backsliding provisions to permit limits based upon
     Tier II values is discussed in section II.C of the SID. A general response 
     to comments on the Tier II approach is found in response to comment        
     D2741.076.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2688.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2688.008     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2688.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Facilities should not be required to remove pollutants in their intake     
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2688.009     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is same as that in comment      
     #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2688.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point soruces despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
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     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2688.010     
     
     This comment raises the same concerns as comment D3254L.018 and is         
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2688.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once-through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
     costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
                                                                                
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will only be     
     available in very limited circumstances.  This is wrong.  EPA should revise
     the GLI by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they
     are available for permit holders.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2688.011     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as comment D2828.018 and is   
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2688.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
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     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: G2688.012     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2688.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less that 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2688.013     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2688.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2688.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2688.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2688.015     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2688.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  Furthermore,  
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
     
     
     Response to: G2688.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2688.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient waer quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI 
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Section 131.12 which is more general in scope.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2688.017     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2688.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones.  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in     
     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part of total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2688.018     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G2688.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     dischargers of non-BCC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The 
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      
     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2688.019     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.C.5, TMDLs for Open    
     Waters of the Great Lakes and VIII.C.6, TMDLs for Discharges to            
     Tributaries.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: G2688.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A TMDL must address all pollutants from
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2688.020     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2688.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment or regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
     
     
     Response to: G2688.021     
     
     EPA disagrees that an unproven model was used to estimate bioaccumulation. 
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
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     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem and therefore has decided to             
     differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health and  
     Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the 
     toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for
     human health is discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI of   
     the SID.  The new minimum BAF data required to derive Tier I human health  
     and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals include either: (a) a          
     field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a  
     chemical with a BAF less than 125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.   
     For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals such as mercury, the   
     minimum BAF data required to derive a Tier I human health and wildlife     
     criteria include either: (a) a field-measured BAF or (b) a                 
     laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of inorganic chemicals, the BAF 
     is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because there is no apparent           
     biomagnification or metabolism.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2688.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioacummulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2688.022     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2688.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2688.023     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2688.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable even though
     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2688.024     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2688.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/RISK
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: G2688.025     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2688.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria are a new development for most   
     states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the       
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  The         
     surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife    
     population in the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should
     be replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data 
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2688.026     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2688.027
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2688.027     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2688.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2688.028     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2688.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This a policy decision without scientific basis and  
     should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher and
     lower.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2688.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2688.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which
     reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all        
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2688.030     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G2689.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a)  Pollution Prevention & Enhanced Treatment Demonstrations:              
                                                                                
     This is not a workable process for most municipalities.  While difficult to
     adhere to, the Michigan Antidegradation Process is at least workable.  We  
     would as a minimum prefer to have this limited to BCCs only.  In addition, 
     we would expect that to be realistic, a time limit for MDNR response to    
     Antidegradation Demonstrations would be required.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2689.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that pollution prevention is unworkable for municipal   
     facilities.  See response to comment D2591.048.                            
                                                                                
     In addition, this comment requests detailed implementation elements that   
     are beyond the scope of this Guidance to provide. Given differences in     
     State and Tribal adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this     
     Guidance to specify time frames within which the antidegradation review    
     must occur.  Also, given that the presumption under the regulations is that
     water quality be protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower    
     water quality to accomodate important social and economic development, if a
     time frame were specified, failure to complete the review within the       
     timeframe would result in a denial of the request.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2689.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b)  Definition of "Significant Lowering of Water Quality":                 
                                                                                
     Again, the demonstration process is a cumbersome and expensive one and     
     without any requirement on the regulatory agency to respond in a timely    
     manner.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2689.002     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that the process laid out in the final Guidance is cumbersome
     and unworkable.  Cleaning up environmental contamination is even more      
     cumbersome and expensive.  Als, given differences in State and Tribal      
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     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2689.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c)  Application to Nonpoint Sources:                                       
                                                                                
     This requires considerable clarification before municipalities, with many  
     nonpoint sources potentially involved, can begin to deal with it           
     effectively.  We would recommend removing it from GLI and including it in  
     the next toxics reduction program.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2689.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2689.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     d)  Existing Effluent Quality Requirements:                                
                                                                                
     The monitoring requirements for this requirement are impossible for most   
     municipal POTWs to live with.  We detect much confusion among the various  
     regulators as to which methodology to apply, i.e. EEQ, or BAT to determine 
     when a high water quality has been lowered.                                
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     While the concept of Antidegradation is understandable, we view the        
     proposed methods to achieve this goal as very burdensome and certainly no  
     incentive to operate facilities at their optimum level.  It should be a    
     "Broad Policy Statement" only with states providing the criteria.          
     
     
     Response to: G2689.004     
     
     Comment ID: G2689.004                                                      
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See responses to comments D2098.021 and D2669.035.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2689.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Intake Credits:                                                        
                                                                                
     Without some form of Intake Credits to account for residentially produced  
     toxins such as copper, lead, zinc, lindane aluminum and iron and those     
     items found in domestic drinking water such as lead, copper, iron and zinc,
     we along with most POTWs will not be able to meet many of the requirements 
     found in GLI.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2689.005     
     
     For a detailed discussion of the intake credit final provisions, see the   
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  With respect to POTWs, see response to comment 
     D2670.011.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2689.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     3.  Loss of Mixing Zones                                                   
                                                                                
     We would question the scientifically supportability of this process.  Most 
     POTWs were designed to meet their effluent limits with the use of mixing   
     zones and most are able to meet those limits now.  We view the mixing zone 
     elimination as simply a penalty for those POTWs who are meeting their      
     permits currently.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2689.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2689.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Setting Limits Below Detection Levels:                                 
                                                                                
     Both EPA and MDNR proposals omit the only practical method for placing     
     effluent limits with these low values in enforceable permits, that is the  
     use of "Practical Qualification Limits" (PQLs).  Anything below that limit 
     will result in many unwarranted and biased enforcement actions.  In        
     addition the determination can be made at the time of sampling when using  
     PQLs as oppose to lengthy biouptake studies when using below detection     
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2689.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2689.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  The Tier II Concept:                                                   
                                                                                
     While there will always be a disparity between available data and new or   
     untested chemicals, we firmly believe that the task of research to obtain  
     this (very costly) data should be the responsibility of the Scientific     
     Community or EPA itself.  We also feel that antidegradation criteria should
     not be applied to any tier II values.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2689.008     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2689.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  Variances:                                                             
                                                                                
     The use of variances from Water Quality Standards needs to allow more      
     flexibility at the state level.  POTWs have only 60 days to request a      
     variance, yet there appears to be no time limit for a response.  This      
     certainly places a "hump" in the level playing field with regards to states
     outside the Great Lakes Basin.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2689.009     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2689.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Bio-accumulative Chemicals of Concern                                  
                                                                                
     This complicated process needs to have the benefit of public review and    
     comment prior to any implementation or changes.  Also, there should be a   
     mechanism for removing BCCs from the list if data supports such removal.   
     
     
     Response to: G2689.010     
     
     See responses to comments D2790.029 and D2959.008.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2689.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8.  Potential Loss of Redevelopment:                                       
                                                                                
     Michigan has in place an innovative "Site Reclamation Program" which is    
     being used to reclaim contaminated industrial/commercial sites.  Much of   
     GLI will serve to stop that process.  The result will no doubt be two fold;
     a loss of business to areas outside the Great Lakes Basin and the          
     development of (uncontaminated) virgin land.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2689.011     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion of the issues 
     raised by this comment, see Section II.C of the SID.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2689.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  Citizen Involvement (Right-to-Sue):                                    
                                                                                
     Contained in GLI are opportunities for citizen lawsuits against POTWS.     
     This is a redundant regulation inasmuch as we are already subjected to such
     legal leverage under the Federal Clean Water Act and Michigan's "Polluters 
     Pay" law among others.  Cities are currently faced with potential          
     litigation for such offenses as not filing a report in the required time!  
     We don't need more of the same.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2689.012     
     
     The GLWQI only reaffirms the existing requirements under 40 CFR 25 which   
     require the public to have a role in implementing the requirements of the  
     Clean Water Act. The GLWQI in itself does not establish any new public     
     participation requirements that do not already exist.RESPONSE TO G2689.012 
                                                                                
     See section VIII.H of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on vulnerability to third party lawsuits.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2689.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     10.  Withdrawal of National Toxics Rule:                                   
                                                                                
     With the inception of GLI, it would seem to be appropriate to remove the   
     onus of NTR from Michigan NPDES permits.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2689.013     
     
     If Michigan adopts requirements consistent with the final Great lakes      
     Guidance, those requirements may fully satisfy Michigan's obligations under
     CWA section 303(c)(2)(B).  As with other NTR States, in the event EPA      
     approves Michigan's actions as satisfying section 303(c)(2)(B) of the CWA, 
     EPA has said it will propose to withdraw the appropriate NTR rules.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2689.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     11.  Implementation/Compliance Costs:                                      
                                                                                
     While Michigan DNR admits that they have been unable to see reliable data  
     on projected costs for Michigan POTWS they indicate that they foresee no   
     significant costs.  However, a recent survey of 52 Michigan (Major) POTWS  
     indicates a range of capital expenditure from between 180 million and 200  
     million dollars (not including the Detroit system) and an annual O & M cost
     range of 46 million to 66 million dollars.  The survey, conducted by a     
     Michigan based consulting engineering firm indicates that in Cadillac we   
     can plan for a capital expenditure of $1,000,000 and annual added O & M    
     costs of $800,000.  Our current O & M costs for advanced waste treatment is
     $1,200,000/yr.                                                             
                                                                                
     As you can see, these are "significant" costs and will result in sewer     
     bills increasing from between 60 and 75 percent in Cadillac.               
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2689.014     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2689.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     12.  Economic Impacts:                                                     
                                                                                
     The obvious economic impact from the above example (#11) is that           
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     approximately $1,000,000 will be pulled from Cadillac sewer users to cover 
     the costs of GLI.  Not so obvious to the casual or outside observer will be
     the loss in jobs caused when existing industrial facilities reject         
     expansion due to the added enviromental costs or when antidegradation      
     factors render the City incapable of expanding the POTW to accept more     
     flow.  Where will these companies expand or relocate?  Surely, not in      
     Cadillac.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2689.015     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2690.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLWQI) is also unrealistic!  It  
     will be an economic burden to the residents of the Great Lakes Region and  
     to the US Government.  Information reported in the DRI/McGraw-Hill Study   
     indicates that:                                                            
                                                                                
     1.  Atmospheric deposition of PCB is nearly 3 times that from point        
     sources.                                                                   
                                                                                
     2.  Virtually all of the shoreline miles of the Great Lakes meet their     
     designated use for drinking water supply.                                  
                                                                                
     3.  Problems of toxins in the Great Lakes are associated primarily with    
     fish and wildlife.                                                         
                                                                                
     Even mercury, a basic element and found in the Great Lakes for many years  
     cannot be removed to the zero level by GLWQI.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2690.001     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: G2693.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 5674



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What was the peer review process used in developing Tier II Guidances for  
     aquatic life and wildlife criteria?  Is this information available for     
     others to use and to see?  (Location of database, for example)?            
     
     
     Response to: G2693.001     
     
     The Tier II methodology for aquatic life was actually peer reviewed twice  
     prior to publication in the Federal Register on April 16, 1993.  EPA's     
     Science Advisory Board (SAB) reviewed the Tier II methodology in 1987 when 
     EPA considered using the method to develop advisory concentrations.  EPA   
     made revisions to the methodology based on comments received from the SAB  
     and reintroduced the methodology to the GLI Technical Workgroup as a method
     which suited the Tier II concept.  The GLI Technical Workgroup then took   
     the revised methodology to the SAB for another review.  Publication in the 
     Federal Register and receipt of public comments commences a third peer     
     review of the aquatic life Tier II methodology.                            
                                                                                
     EPA did calculate some example Tier II values for a few pollutants. These  
     examples were available in the Administrative Record for the proposal      
     (58FR20835).  Other information on the development of the method, such as  
     an explanation of the adjustment factors, was also available in the record 
     for the proposal.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2693.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why are the proposed GLI criteria based on total analytical forms rather   
     than bio-available fractions?  Relating this question to USEPA toxics      
     control documents over the past two decades, this appears to be an instance
     of using 1970s scientific thinking instead of using 1990s science.         
     
     
     Response to: G2693.002     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2693.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the National Wildlife Federation has praised the open public process 
     by which the GLI was drafted, why have they brought legal action to close  
     out the debate and limit the time the USEPA has to evaluate comments?      
     
     
     Response to: G2693.003     
     
     No response necessary.  For a discussion of the requirements imposed by the
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, see Section I.C of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2693.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When is Ohio required to make the decision on whether or not to apply the  
     GLI statewide?  Where should comments specific to this issue be directed?  
     Should this be addressed as part of general comments and is there a        
     timeline to this procedures?                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2693.004     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2693.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 5676



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How can the GLI be an ecosystem approach when it is merely an eight state  
     regulatory program?  The USEPA says the GLI is one part of a puzzle -- but 
     it could be just "muddy--ing up" existing programs and it could get in the 
     way of cleaning up contaminated sediments like in the Ashtabula River.  GLI
     may take five years while the Ashtabula clean-up has taken 20 years.  Can  
     the GLI realistically be implemented and integrated with other regulatory  
     programs?                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2693.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion of how the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to 
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See also Section I.C of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2693.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is bad science to set limits based on overly conservative assumptions   
     that cannot be corrected due to anti-degradation and anti-backsliding      
     policies.  The question is how will new information be incorporated into   
     WQC developed using Tier II, especially for new compounds the data will    
     take in time and money to develop.  What will be the process of expanding  
     the list of compounds that require WQC?                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2693.006     
     
     See response to: D2741.076Comment ID:  G2693.006                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2693.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Improved water quality is impacted by the quality of the waste stream.  The
     waste stream quality is impacted by the design performance, technology and 
     dollar injection to wastewater treatment facilities.  There is a           
     "saw-toothed" curve of water quality versus the time impacted injection of 
     money.  Why does the EPA tend to disregard wastewater treatment plant      
     design life performance degradation in setting waste stream quality        
     requirements?                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2693.007     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2693.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What steps are Canadians taking to develop as stringent GLI regulations at 
     the present time.  Why allow Canadian polluters to continue to pollute?    
     
     
     Response to: G2693.008     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2693.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (Did a recent Michigan study take into account compliance costs incurred to
     comply with future Tier II criteria developed under GLI implementation     
     procedures.)                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2693.009     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2693.009a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why are some of the metals limits set at below detectable limits?  How is a
     laboratory expected to report what is below their ability to analyze?      
     Isn't that "bad science"?                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2693.009a    
     
     Some of the metals criteria are below current datection levels because they
     have been demonstrated to cause adverse effects at these low               
     concentrations,                                                            
     usually derived from test solutions diluted from a more concentrated metals
     sample.  Laboratories will not be expected to report a value for pollutants
     in a sample if the laboratory does not have the ability to analyze down to 
     the level of pollutant in the sample.  EPA stands by its Guidance as       
     representing good                                                          
     science.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2693.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It seems that GLI is similar to an expensive automobile with too many      
     options running reverse.  It has been stated that the initial focus is on  
     point sources yet most agree that the greater percentage of the pollutants 
     of concern originate from non-point dischargers.  It seems we have allowed 
     emotion-driven environmental groups to prematurely force this law on the   
     regulated community.  Wouldn't our monies and efforts be better spent on   
     the continued development of the LAMP and RAP processes so that we can     
     identify the sources of pollution in each area of concern and quite        
     possibly make a short term and legitimate reduction in toxic levels.       
     
     
     Response to: G2693.010     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance only addresses point sources of 
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint source    
     pollution and RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to  
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:             
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2693.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some would have us believe that there is a toxic crisis in the Great Lakes.
      Isn't that in fact a false statement?  Great Lakes water quality trends   
     show improvement while localized hot spots are being addressed under       
     various existing programs.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2693.011     
     
     See response to comment number D2723.231.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2693.012
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the regulated community was indeed included in the GLI process, why all 
     the frustration and concern?  The feedback that is being received is that  
     the regulated communities' imput was simply brushed over.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2693.012     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2693.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why not base the criteria on available data without the numerous "safety"  
     or "uncertainty" factors and adjust the criteria up or down in the future  
     as better data becomes available?                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2693.013     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2693.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     When costs for POTWs were estimated, what assumptions were made regarding  
     costs for whole effluent toxicity requirements including toxicity reduction
     evaluations, monitoring and remedial measures?                             
     
     
     Response to: G2693.014     
     
     G2693.014                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2693.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is the scientific or technical justification for allowing             
     consideration of only a fraction of a stream's dilution capacity for       
     determining chronic whole effluent toxicity limits?                        
     
     
     Response to: G2693.015     
     
     This approach to establishing WET permit limits is consistent with the     
     procedures used in establishing chemical-specific permit limits.  The      
     principal reason for allowing even a fraction of the receiving waterbody   
     for                                                                        
     dilution requires a demonstration that the discharge will not effect the   
     receiving waterbody as a whole as would be the case if the entire low flow 
     could be used for dilution.  The National mixing zone policy is designed to
     minimize the impact of a discharge on the receiving water body.  Therefore,
     the chronic mixing zone should be as small as practicable to ensure that   
     the                                                                        
     designated uses for the receiving waterbody will not be adversely impacted.
      See the SID chapter on the TMDL procedure for the discussion of chronic   
     mixing zone policies.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2693.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How can small companies, with limited personnel and resources, learn what  
     changes will be required of the GLI without spending a lot of money on     
     consultants?  Reading regulations in the CFR can be confusing to small     
     companies.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2693.016     
     
     The GLI requires States and Tribes to adopt procedures "consistent with"   
     the provisions contained in the GLI.  Many of the provisions themselves,   
     and EPA's interpretation of "consistent with" allow States considerable    
     flexibility in what they ultimately choose to adopt and implement.         
     Therefore, to better understand how the GLI will ultimately affect an      
     individual company, it would be best to contact the surface water          
     protection branch of the State environmental agency in which the company   
     resides.                                                                   
                                                                                
     For information prior to State promulgation, contact the EPA Regional      
     office in which the company resides.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2693.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It has been noted that there is a "reverse onus" relative to constituents  
     where there is insufficient scientific data to establish a Tier I criteria.
      Is there a clear mandate in the Clean Water Act on this unprecendented    
     approach?  It appears that the USEPA and Congress are avoiding their       
     responsibility to fund and implement this necessary scientific research.   
     
     
     Response to: G2693.017     
     
     EPA does not agree that it should fund and implement scientific research to
     establish Tier I criteria for pollutants.  EPA believes that it is the     
     responsibility of the generators of these pollutants to bear the burden of 
     proving that the pollutants they are discharging do not cause adverse      
     effect on the Great Lakes System.  For a full discussion of this issue, see
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2693.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Are there enough qualified operators and will the GLI force licensing      
     requirements for industrial treatment plants to be able to properly operate
     the new facilities which will be required for compliance?                  
     
     
     Response to: G2693.018     
     
     EPA does not agree that new industrial treatment plants will need to be    
     constructed in order to comply with the provisions of the Guidance.  Some  
     upgrades may be necessary, depending upon the facility and its ability to  
     meet the Guidance requirements adopted by the States.  Similarly, the      
     Guidance will not force licensing requirements for industrial treatment    
     plants.  For a full discussion of the issues raised by this comment, see   
     Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2693.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Will the GLI address the clean up of lake sediments and, if so, is the     
     technology in place?                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2693.019     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.D.5 and IV of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G2693.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How does the timing of the GLI requirements interact with the still        
     unresolved/unimplemented wet weather impacts such as CSO, stormwater       
     regulations, etc.?                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2693.020     
     
     As discussed in section II.D.1 of the SID, States must adopt provisions    
     consistent with the final Guidance within two years of its publication, or 
     March 1997.  The final Guidance retains the proposed exclusions for        
     wet-weather point sources, as discussed in the SID.  The provisions of the 
     final Guidance are independent of other regulatory requirements for CSOs   
     and stormwater.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2693.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The structure of the GLI committees (Steering, Technical, Public           
     Participation) appears to be heavily weighted against the regulated        
     community (top down) whereas RAPs and LAMPs are bottom up.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2693.021     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see Section   
     I.C of the SID.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing  
     Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
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     Comment ID: G2693.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where would be a typical range of cost to develop the proper amount of data
     for revision of setting Tier II criteria for an individual chemical?  What 
     has the EPA spent?                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2693.022     
     
     Please see section IX of the SID for a complete discussion of the costs    
     associated with the final Guidance.  EPA does not believe a quantification 
     of its expenditures will provide meaningful information for this           
     rulemaking.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2693.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While there may be examples of deformities (not necessarily toxicity       
     related), should we be protecting each individual eagle or the eagle       
     population which in several Great Lakes locations are now more successful  
     than they have been in many decades?                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2693.023     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2693.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why is the USEPA focusing so heavily on point source toxins first, which   
     account for only 10% of the toxins entering the Great Lakes ecosystem?     
     There is concern that taxpayers will not be getting the best bang for their
     bucks.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2693.024     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses solely on point sources of    
     pollution.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a        
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems (such 
     as stormwater run- off) and mechanisms to address those problems, see      
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.Response:                                          
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2693.024a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If eight states and the USEPA with all of the scientists and resources     
     cannot determine "enough science" to set accurate Tier II limitations, how 
     can a lone business accurately determine enough science?                   
     
     
     Response to: G2693.024a    
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
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     Comment ID: G2693.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the antidegradation policy also covers non-toxic elements such as       
     suspended solids, won't this hinder community and business growth and isn't
     this policy unrealistic if EPA modeling of the receiving stream indicates  
     that the stream can handle the additional non-toxic elements?              
     
     
     Response to: G2693.025     
     
     It is incorrect to characterize pollutants such as suspended solids as     
     non-toxic.  Suspended solids can impact aquatic life in a variety of ways  
     including habitat smothering and clogging of gills.  Regardless, any       
     activity that results in a reduction in water quality is subject to        
     antidegradation review.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that antidegradation is an impediment to growth.        
     Rather, antidegradation provides a mechanism for ensuring that when growth 
     occurs at the expense of water quality, that the growth benefits the       
     individuals affected by the reduced water quality and that the reductions  
     in water quality are minimized.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the 
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  In addition, antidegradation recognizes that the capacity of 
     the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is limited,   
     and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there is no room for        
     additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the     
     limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible, while    
     preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  The final   
     Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient  
     ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.       
     Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt     
     Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions    
     consistent with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2693.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Is having uniform water quality criteria and implementation procedures the 
     same as having a uniform level of protection when retention times and food 
     chains vary widely from lake to lake and from tributary to tributary?      
     
     
     Response to: G2693.026     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2694.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance does little 
     to improve the quality of the Great Lakes, yet would cost taxpayers and    
     employers billions to implement.  The resources necessary to implement the 
     proposal would impact decisions to locate and expand industrial facilities,
     affect regional competitiveness and threaten jobs and the region's tax     
     base.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2694.001     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2694.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The facts show that the Great Lakes are already much cleaner because of    
     programs implemented by industry and others in response to state and       
     federal regulations.  Improvements to the Great Lakes Basin will continue  
     through the implementation of alternative approaches already being         
     developed, including Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) and Lakewide Management  

Page 5689



$T044618.TXT
     Plans (LaMPs).  There is little value in creating more regulations when the
     government has yet to implement what is already on the books.              
     
     
     Response to: G2694.002     
     
     See response to comment number G2892.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2694.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Akron Laboratory of DuPont is committed to participating in public and 
     private partnerships that lead to improvements in the environment.  In     
     fairness to taxpayers, employers, and employees who will be negatively     
     affected by the guidance, the EPA must make significant changes to the     
     current proposal before the Great Lakes states are required to implement   
     it.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2694.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment and other comments submitted in response to the
     publication of the proposed Guidance.  As a result of these comments and   
     new information made available to EPA throughout the final Guidance        
     development process, many provisions of the final Guidance have been       
     revised.  See Section II.C of the SID for further discussion of these      
     revisions.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2695.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed water quality criteria and methods for developing standards   
     have the potential to benefit water quality and restore some impaired uses 
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     of Green Bay and the Fox River, if all sources of contaminants were reduced
     to meet these standards.  However, we are concerned that the implementation
     procedures, as proposed in the regulation, do not directly address the     
     major sources of pollution that are known to cause use impairments in the  
     Area of Concern.  For example, PCBs are the primary bioaccumulating        
     compound of concern (BCC) in the Fox River and Green Bay.  A recently      
     completed Green Bay Mass Balance Study has shown that present point source 
     discharges of PCBs represent less than 1% of the total PCB load to Green   
     Bay.  The greatest sources of PCBs and other pollutants of concern are     
     contaminated sediments, nonpoint sources, and atmospheric deposition.      
                                                                                
     It is of paramount importance that the GLWQI guidance include              
     implementation procedures that provide the flexibility to address all      
     sources of pollutants in the most cost-effective manner.  For Green Bay and
     the Fox River, it may be more cost-effective to invest resources in the    
     remediation of contaminated sediments than in additional point source      
     treatment technology.  We are concerned that large expenditures of limited 
     resources will be focused on point sources while larger problems, such as  
     nonpoint sources, are left wanting.                                        
                                                                                
     Therefore, we strongly recommend a parallel and increased effort to address
     other pollutant sources (i.e. nonpoint and in-place) and that this effort  
     have at least as high a priority for implementation as the proposed GLWQI. 
     We encourage an ecosystem approach that considers all pollution sources    
     within a particular watershed and promotes the most cost-effective         
     solutions to restoring Great Lakes Areas of Concern.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2695.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses solely on point sources of    
     pollution.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a        
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems (such 
     as stormwater run- off) and mechanisms to address those problems, see      
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.Response:                                          
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2696.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Regulations implementing the Great Lakes Initiative should be founded upon 
     a comprehensive watershed ecosystem approach, accounting for persistent    
     toxics from all sources - dumps and landfills, urban and agricultural      
     runoff, deposition of airborne toxics, and municipal and industrial point  
     source discharges - and give each regulatory emphasis according to its     
     impact on the environment.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2696.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G2696.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact of each source should be defined and prioritized by the Remedial
     Action Plans (RAPs) for each of the 43 Areas of Concern (AOC) and future   
     Lakewide Management Plans.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2696.002     
     
     See the SID for a response to this and related issues.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2696.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes should not be singled out for more stringent environmental 
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     requirements than the rest of the country.  If it is necessary to protect  
     human health and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, it is equally important
     in the rest of the country as well.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2696.003     
     
     For a discussion of the nationwide implications of the Guidance, see       
     Section II.F of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2696.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/Cu
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     US EPA should re-evaluate its proposed Mercury and Copper standards under  
     the Great Lakes Initiative regulations, which are unrealistically          
     stringent.  In particular, the Mercury standard is based on the incorrect  
     assumption that all Mercury is in the form of Methyl Mercury.              
     
     
     Response to: G2696.004     
     
     Based on the available data, EPA does not feel that the criteria for       
     mercury or copper are unrealistically stringent.  The commenter presents no
     data to support this claim.  Furthermore, EPA disagrees that the mercury   
     criteria are based on the assumption that all mercury is in the form of    
     methyl mercury.  All of the toxicity tests used in the derivation of the   
     mercury criteria were conducted with inorganic mercury.  No tests used in  
     the derivation of the mercury criteria were conducted using methyl mercury 
     or elemental mercury.                                                      
                                                                                
     Detailed information on the derivation of the aquatic life mercury and     
     copper criteria are contained in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water 
     Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final
     Criteria Documents."                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2696.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier Two procedure should not be used to establish water quality       
     standards and NPDES permit limitations because it lacks the scientific data
     needed to validate such limitations; rather, Tier Two procedures should be 
     used to establish priorities for further scientific studies and developing 
     sound Tier One standards.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2696.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2696.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing anti-degradation policies, which have been successful in          
     protecting the environment, should be maintained, and not replaced with the
     proposed far more stringent regulations.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2696.006     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2700.001a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Niles, Michigan Wastewater Treatment Plant totally agrees that 
     we have to work at keeping the Great Lakes "Great".  We feel that Great    
     Lakes States and Canada should have the same water quality rules for       
     discharges (point and nonpoint) that eventually drain to the Great Lakes.  
     But the Great Lakes Initiative has some problems that need to be addressed.
                                                                                
     Nonpoint source pollution is not addressed, and it has been stated that    
     this contributes about 70% of the Great Lakes pollution.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2700.001a    
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2700.001b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Niles, Michigan Wastewater Treatment Plant totally agrees that 
     we have to work at keeping the Great Lakes "Great".  We feel the Great     
     Lakes States and Canada should have the same water quality rules for       
     discharges (point and nonpoint) that eventually drain to the Great Lakes.  
     But the Great Lakes Initiative has some problems that need to be addressed.
                                                                                
     Limits for metals and organics should not be adopted that are below        
     detectability.  This is not sound, reasonable science.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2700.001b    
     
     EPA disagrees that criteria values below the current level of detection is 
     indicative of bad science.  These criteria are developed using             
     scientifically accepted procedures and are necessary to protect human      
     health and aquatic life.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2700.001c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Niles, Michigan Wastewater Treatment Plant totally agrees that 
     we have to work at keeping the Great Lakes "Great".  We feel the Great     
     Lakes States and Canada should have the same water quality rules for       
     discharges (point and nonpoint) that eventually drain to the Great Lakes.  
     But the Great Lakes Initiative has some problems that need to be addressed.
                                                                                
     Antidegradation provisions will penalize dischargers that have maintained  
     water concentrations well within permit limits.  This will hinder          
     population, commercial and industrial growth in the discharger's service   
     area.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2700.001c    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2700.001d
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Niles, Michigan Wastewater Treatment Plant totally agrees that 
     we have to work at keeping the Great Lakes "Great".  We feel the Great     
     Lakes States and Canada should have the same water quality rules for       
     discharges (point and nonpoint) that eventually drain to the Great Lakes.  
     But the Great Lakes Initiative has some problems that need to be addressed.
                                                                                
     Most of the GLI limits for metals and organics are less than Michigan "Rule
     57".  This could mean the following for Michigan Wastewater Treatment      
     Plants.                                                                    
                                                                                
     a.  Metals and organic limits in Sewer Use Ordinances will be lowered which
     will require increased pretreatment from industrial and commercial users.  
     This will not improve Michigan's industrial and commercial climate.        
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     b.  Secondary wastewater plants in Michigan will probably have to develop  
     tertiary treatment.  This will require large sums of money for capitol     
     improvement and operation and maintenance.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2700.001d    
     
     See response to comments F4030.003, D2867.087, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2700.001e
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Niles, Michigan Wastewater Treatment Plant totally agrees that 
     we have to work at keeping the Great Lakes "Great".  We feel the Great     
     Lakes States and Canada should have the same water quality rules for       
     discharges (point and nonpoint) that eventually drain to the Great Lakes.  
     But the Great Lakes Initiative has some problems that need to be addressed.
                                                                                
     In conclusion the City of Niles, Michigan Wastewater Plant estimates       
     compliance with the Great Lakes Initiative will require the following.     
                                                                                
           IPP Modifications:                                                   
              Estimated O&M                            $  55,00/year            
                                                                                
           Enhanced Metals Removal:                                             
              Estimated Capitol Cost                   $1,000,000               
              Estimated O&M Cost                       $  250,000/year          
                                                                                
           Enhanced Organics Removal:                                           
              Estimated Capitol Cost                   $3,500,000               
              Estimated O&M Cost                       $1,200,000/year          
                                                                                
                  Estimated Total Capitol Cost:        $4,500,000               
                  Estimated total Yearly O&M Cost:     $1,505,000               
                                                                                
     Presently the sewage fund balance is a minute amount of the yearly         
     estimated O&M Cost of $1,505,000.  How can we pay for this?                
     
     
     Response to: G2700.001e    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2703.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative should be strengthened in  
     the following ways:                                                        
                                                                                
     1.  As required by the 1990 Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, criteria    
     should be established for persistent bioaccumulative substances in         
     sediments as well as water, in view of the mounting evidence of the        
     significance of sediments as a source.                                     
                                                                                
     2.  By recognizing the need to protect use of the Great Lakes for drinking 
     water supply for the future by preventing continued buildup of persistent  
     bioaccumulative contaminants, the Great Lakes Initiative offers an         
     unparalleled opportunity for pollution prevention.                         
                                                                                
     3.  In light of the growing evidence of links between use of chlorine and  
     production of dioxins and confirmation of the health threats of this class 
     of chemicals, chlorine should be added to the list of pollutants to which  
     the new regulation will apply from the beginning.                          
                                                                                
     4.  All other substances identified in Annex 10 of the Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Agreement as "Hazardous Polluting Substances" should also be added.
                                                                                
     5  Consistency between state and tribal standards and the Great Lakes      
     Initiative should not allow existing standards, such as some of Indiana's, 
     to be weakened.                                                            
                                                                                
     6.  The timetable for eliminating mixing zones should be substantially     
     shortened, because this is one of the most important ways that the Great   
     Lakes Initiative reocgnizes the lack of assimilative capacity for          
     persistent bioaccumulative toxic contaminants in the ecosystem.            
                                                                                
     7.  The current national policy on "intake credits" should not be relaxed  
     for discharges to the Great Lakes, since after all the presence of the     
     pollutants is due entirely to release into the environment from manmade    
     sources and maximum possible restoration is a goal of both the Clean Water 
     Act and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                           
                                                                                
     8.  In considering the wide differences in claims about the costs and      
     economic consequences of the Great Lakes Agreement, the finding of the     
     DRI/McGraw Hill consultant report to the Council of Great Lakes Governors  
     should be taken into account, namely, that the cost would be barely        
     discernible in the regional economy as a whole.                            
                                                                                
     9.  While it is true that the consultant's report cited above also suggests
     that incremental increases in costs of pollution control can lead to major 
     total effects, the continuing long-term costs of cumulative incremental    
     damage to the Great Lakes ecosystem from persistent bioaccumulative toxic  
     substances should also be considered.                                      
                                                                                
     10.  In light of the delays already caused by failure to meet Congressional
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     deadlines for proposal of the Great Lakes Initiative, priority should be   
     given to speedy review of comments and promulgation of the final           
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2703.001     
     
     EPA considered all of the issues raised in this comment in developing the  
     final Guidance.  See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for further          
     discussion of the general provisions of the final Guidance.  See also      
     Section II.F for a discussion of the precedential effects of elements of   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2704.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If implemented as currently written, the Guidance could well turn out to be
     one of the most costly federal water quality mandates ever proposed.  A    
     report issued by the Council of Great Lakes Governors estimates that its   
     direct compliance costs could range between $710 million and $2.3 billion  
     per year for the Great Lakes basin.  None of the implementation costs would
     be borne by the federal government; instead they would be paid for by local
     waste water treatment works and other direct dischargers.  The high        
     implementation costs would be further compounded by the Guidance's         
     provisions which would force dischargers to remove pollutants in intake    
     water over which they have no control.                                     
                                                                                
     The results could be fiscally difficult for Greater Cleveland.  According  
     to a 1993-1997 community capital investment report issued by Cleveland     
     State University for the Build Up Greater Cleveland program, Greater       
     Cleveland's three sewer agencies project capital outlays for the next five 
     years of $622 million, of which $189 million would be obtained from local  
     sources, leaving a projected shortfall of $433 million.  The great majority
     of these expenses result from the implementation of previous federal       
     mandates, such as those contained in the Clean Water Act.  The unknown     
     costs to implement provisions of the Guidance would greatly exacerbate this
     situation in that it contains no provisions to finance the improvements    
     necessary to meet its mandates.  To meet these increased costs, Greater    
     Cleveland's sewer agencies would be forced to look to increased user fees  
     and assessments as well as greater debt.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2704.001     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2579.003, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2704.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance's "command and control" approach could usurp local efforts to 
     arrive at community-wide consensus on the best ways to achieve improved    
     water quality.  Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) are being developed for 43    
     "areas of concern" around the Great Lakes.  In fact, Greater Cleveland's   
     RAP for the Cuyahoga River is recognized as a model for the process of     
     local empowerment.  Congress has also authorized the preparation of        
     bi-national Lakewide Managements Plans (LaMPs), which will evaluate the    
     unique features and specific pollution problems of the individual Great    
     Lakes.  Congress and U.S. EPA should provide support to coordinate the     
     Guidance with these "bottom up" approaches.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2704.002     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes   
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2704.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another serious concern is the Guidance's exclusive reliance on "end of    
     pipe" control of point sources.  However, further control of point sources 
     is not an effective way of addressing the existing pollution in the Great  
     Lakes.  For example, although many of the most publicized problems of the  
     Great Lakes are related to PCB contamination, the Guidance is expected to  
     reduce the loadings of PCBs to the Lakes from all sources by less than one 
     percent.  Further, no advisories against eating Great Lakes fish would be  
     withdrawn because of the Guidance.  EPA and the U.S. Congress should       
     strengthen the Guidance to provide funding to address nonpoint sources, the
     runoff of contaminated groundwater, contaminated sediments, and atmospheric
     pollution, which are generally acknowledged to be the major sources of the 
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     remaining pollution in the Great Lakes.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2704.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2704.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the costs of the Guidance seem high for the environmental         
     benefits, unknown future costs present an even larger concern.  The        
     Guidance proposes standards for a limited number of chemicals.  Yet it puts
     into place rigid procedures for setting control limits on the entire       
     remaining universe of substances.  Unfortunately, the Guidance lacks       
     adequate safety valves to assure that unforeseen application of these      
     procedures do not result in unreasonable costs for little or no benefit.   
     
     
     Response to: G2704.004     
     
     See response to comments D2613.004 and D2584.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2704.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A serious flaw of the proposed Guidance is its uneven geographic coverage. 
     Areas outside the Great Lakes basin (including extensive areas within the  
     Great Lakes states) and Canada would not be subject to the Guidance.       
     Therefore, the region's competitive position in attracting and retaining   
     employment could be adversely affected by higher operating costs and       
     utility rates caused by compliance with the Guidance.  Canada's exclusion  
     from the Guidance's scope raises serious doubts as to how much improvement 
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     in Great Lakes water quality there would be.  Congress and the EPA must    
     take steps to ensure that the rest of the United States and Canada are     
     included in the Guidance, or similar provisions, in order to arrive at an  
     equitable water quality program.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2704.005     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2704.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should reappraise the idea that a uniform set of criteria and          
     procedures is appropriate for an area as extensive and ecologically diverse
     as the Great Lakes basin.  This uniformity concept originated in the       
     political arena, and is simply not rooted in credible physical or          
     ecological science.  Nor does it track with the concept of consistency of  
     regulation Congress sets out in the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of   
     1990.  EPA should not continue to ignore the ecological diversity of the   
     Great Lakes region, since this approach may underestimate the water quality
     improvements needed in one area and overestimate those required in another.
     
     
     Response to: G2704.006     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I and II of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2704.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA and the U.S. Congress must provide adequate funding for scientific     
     investigation to support the provisions of the Guidance.  Three problems   
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     support this point:  first is the Guidance's excessive use of estimates in 
     attempting to make up for significant gaps in scientific understanding of  
     Great Lakes water quality impairments.  At the root of this concern is the 
     lack of adequate funding for credible scientific evidence to support       
     environmental regulatory programs.  In the past two decades, U.S. EPA has  
     not published water quality criteria for regulatory purposes without a     
     toxicological database which met generally accepted standards in the       
     scientific community.  Unfortunately, under the proposed Guidance, EPA     
     would be able to establish criteria for regulatory purposes based upon data
     from a single test.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2704.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2704.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the Guidance is the initial attempt of U.S. EPA to propose water   
     quality criteria for the protection of wildlife.  Yet EPA's own Science    
     Advisory Board criticized the Guidance's wildlife criteria noting that they
     are incorrectly modeled after human health criteria.  Consequently they are
     overly conservative in that they are designed to provide protection for    
     individual animals rather than communities of animals.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2704.008     
     
     See comment P2576.042, and Section VI.C.1 and VI.E. of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2704.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Third, the water quality criteria calculation procedures incorporate       
     bioaccumulation factors, which take into account potential magnification of
     pollution levels through the food chain.  However, in almost all cases,    
     good field data on bioaccumulation are lacking, and estimation procedures, 
     which are acknowledged by EPA to be overprotective, are substituted.       
     
     
     Response to: G2704.009     
     
     EPA does not agree that good field data are lacking but does acknowledge   
     that it is not available for every chemical.  In the final Guidance, the   
     model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs instead of the model of     
     Thomann (1989).  EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and       
     predicted BAFs for a chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the
     Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and      
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs. A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against 
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2704.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance falls short in improving Great Lakes water quality.  
     EPA must address the serious questions of excessive federally mandated     
     costs, meager water quality improvement, regional imbalance, and inadequate
     science before the Guidance can have the environmental benefits the people 
     of the Great Lakes basin desire and deserve.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2704.010     
     
     See response to comments D2587.158, D2587.017, D2723.004, and D2587.045.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2708.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
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     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Initiative refers to GLI                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This initiative, while well-intended, offers few environmental benefits,   
     brings billions in new costs, and has labor, business, and local           
     governments gravely concerned.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2708.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.158 and D2587.045.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2708.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, EPA and state environmental policies and programs should be       
     realistic and acheivable, based on scientific facts, and should be flexible
     enough to recognize and factor in local conditions.  The GLI achieves none 
     of these goals and addresses, in fact, less than one-tenth of all potential
     sources of pollutants in the Great Lakes!  Even the USEPA's own science    
     advisory board is critical of the GLI for not being based on sound science.
     
     
     Response to: G2708.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2769.085, F4030.003 and P2746.043.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2708.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on what I have read, I am very concerned that the GLI, as currently  
     drafted, is an unproductive detour, not a correct scientifically based     
     approach to real environmental solutions.  If GLI's current direction      
     becomes regulatory policy, it appears to me that all of us will be the     
     losers, in both financial and environmental terms.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2708.003     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2708.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Groups opposed to the GLI are seeking modifications to make the regulations
     less damaging.  I guess I just don't understand how things work.  Why can't
     the USEPA just admit that the GLI is a mistake and drop it entirely?  (Have
     you heard the story about the trip to Abilene?  Nobody really wanted to go,
     but they went anyway because no one had the guts to admit it was a mistake 
     and turn back home.)  What we need to do here is go back and study the     
     quality issues affecting the Great Lakes and have a scientifically based   
     proposal to improve water quality, if one is truly needed.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2708.004     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA believes that development and   
     adoption by the State and Tribes of the provisions of the final Guidance   
     was the right approach to take to ensure the protection of the people,     
     wildlife and aquatic life in the Great Lakes basin for the reasons stated  
     in Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2708.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is is too late to eliminate the GLI entirely?  I hope that as the comments 
     in opposition to the GLI are studied, the USEPA will agree that the GLI is 
     simply the wrong approach.  I would urge the USEPA to support a plan to    
     eliminate the GLI and go back to the originial intent.  Let's use the time 
     and science necessary to devise a long term strategy for the Great Lakes   
     that takes into account all factors, both economic and environmental       
     including existing legislation and regulations.  Just because the GLI has  
     gone this far it doesn't mean we have to continue.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2708.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA believes that development and   
     adoption by the State and Tribes of the provisions of the final Guidance   
     was the right approach to take to ensure the protection of the people,     
     wildlife and aquatic life in the Great Lakes basin for the reasons stated  
     in Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2712.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SECTION 1:  That regulations implementing the Great Lakes Initiative be    
     founded upon a comprehensive watershed ecosystem approach, accounting for  
     persistent toxics from all sources, dumps and landfills, urban and         
     agricultural runoff, disposition of airborne toxics, and municipal and     
     industrial point source discharges, and give each regulatory emphasis      
     according to its impact on the environment.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2712.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2712.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SECTION 2:  That the impact of each source be defined and prioritized by   
     the Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) for each of the 43 Areas of Concern (AOC) 
     and future Lakewide Management Plans.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2712.002     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2712.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SECTION 3:  That the Great Lakes Basin not be singled out for more         
     stringent environmental requirements than the rest of the United States, as
     if it is necessary to protect human health and wildlife in the Great Lakes 
     Basin, it is equally important in the rest of the United States as well.   
     
     
     Response to: G2712.003     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I and II of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2712.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     SECTION 4:  That the United States Environmental Protection Agency         
     re-evaluate its proposed mercury and copper standards under the Great Lakes
     Initiative regulations, which are unrealistically stringent, and because   
     the mercury standard is based on the incorrect assumption that all mercury 
     is in the form of methyl mercury.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2712.004     
     
     See Section VIII A and C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2712.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SECTION 5:  That the Tier 2 procedure should not be used to establish water
     quality standards and NPDES permit limitations because it lacks the        
     scientific data needed to validate such limitations; rather, Tier 2        
     procedures should be used to establish priorities for further scientific   
     studies and developing sound Tier I standards.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2712.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2712.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SECTION 6:  That existing anti-degradation policies, which have been       
     successful in protecting the environment, be maintained, and not replaced  
     with the proposed far more stringent regulations.                          
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     Response to: G2712.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that the proposed Guidance went beyond what was required
     by the CWA and Federal regulations.  To a large extent, the proposed       
     Guidance was nothing more than a compilation of EPA's existing guidance and
     policy on antidegradation.  The antidegradation standard contained in the  
     proposed Guidance is an example of how the proposed Guidance was based on  
     existing regulations, guidance and policy.  The final Guidance makes this  
     even more explicit by deferring to existing regulations and guidance with  
     respect to requirements for non-BCCs.                                      
                                                                                
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G2725.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, it has come to our attention that although Great Lakes harbor and 
     channel dredging is not identified in the GLI, there is great concern      
     within the maritime industry that dredging could be targeted for future    
     inclusion in the Guidances.  Please recognize that commercial shipping is  
     the fulcrum of economic activity in the Port of Duluth-Superior and that   
     the regional mining and agricultural industries are directly dependent on  
     the viability of the port.  Rules and regulations applied by the           
     Environmental Protection Agency, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and      
     various Minnesota and Wisconsin state agencies already control and, in some
     instances, restrict both maintenance and new project dredging.  We request 
     that any revisions to the GLI include language specifically exempting      
     harbor and channel dredging from these proposed regulations.               
     
     
     Response to: G2725.001     
     
     The implementation procedures in the final Guidance generallyapply to water
     quality standards and the NPDES program, not the section 404 program       
     regulating discharges of dredged spoil.  However, due to the interface     
     between State water quality standards and State 401 certification of       
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     dredging activities pursuant to the 404(b)(1) guidelines and Army Corps of 
     Engineers regulations, adoption of provisions consistent with the Guidance 
     into State andTribal water quality standards will influence dredging       
     actions.  While EPA and States considered dredging activities in the early 
     stages of the development of the GLI, as well as the amenability of        
     sediments  to the GLI approach, the Steering committee endorsed the joint  
     State-EPA technical committee judgment not to include dredging or sediment 
     issues as a specific part of the GLI.  Consequently the main impact on     
     dredging is anticipated to be through the operation of State water quality 
     standards as they are made consistent with the Guidance criteria.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2728.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is my understanding that the GLWQI, if adopted as proposed, will create 
     water quality standards more stringent than those currently utilized.  This
     will translate into lower permit limits for those industries in our        
     pretreatment program.  As a result, capital improvements may be required by
     all parties involved.  Improvements by the City of Bellefontaine would     
     definitely result in increased utility fees during an already difficult    
     economic period.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2728.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2728.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also my understanding that the GLWQI is directed solely at point     
     source pollution.  What about non-point source pollution?  I have heard    
     that this program is directed at only 2 percent of the total toxics        
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     discharged to the Great Lakes.  At a cost of several hundred million       
     dollars, I question the value of this proposal if a maximum of only 2      
     percent of all toxics are reduced.  Simple mathematics tells me that we    
     should go for the "bigger fish," non-point sources.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2728.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses solely on point sources of    
     pollution.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a        
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems (such 
     as stormwater run- off) and mechanisms to address those problems, see      
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.Response:                                          
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2728.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As Mayor of the City of Bellefontaine, Ohio, I support cost-effective water
     pollution abatement.  Based upon available information concerning the      
     GLWQI, I do not believe the current proposal is cost-effective.  In fact,  
     it would have a high economic impact versus the benefits gained on the     
     local utility and industrial users.  Therefore, on behalf of the citizens  
     and industry of Bellefontaine, Ohio, I request that your agency re-evaluate
     this proposal prior to adoption.  Cost versus benefits gained should be of 
     prime consideration during your evaluation.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2728.003     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2739.001
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 5712



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The structure of the existing NPDES permitting process and the State of    
     Ohio regulations already in place are fully adequate to address the goals  
     of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement as they apply to point source   
     discharges.  The proposed guidance, however, does not address non-point    
     sources such as air deposition, contaminated sediments, and urban and storm
     water runoff.  As such, the proposed guidance addresses only one-tenth of  
     the possible pollution loading in the Great Lakes.  Today, these are the   
     remaining loadings of the most persistent, bio-accumulative pollutants.    
     
     
     Response to: G2739.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2739.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA guidance creates mandatory minimum water quality standards and   
     implementation procedures which pre-empt existing requirements because the 
     states must adopt approaches that are consistent with the guidance.  This  
     places Arcadian's Ohio operations and other Great Lakes basin industries at
     a competitive disadvantage since we will face disproportionate analytical  
     and treatment costs compared to non-basin industries in the region and     
     facilities outside the region.  These proposed regulations will place      
     Arcadian's Ohio plant at an cost disadvantage when compared to other       
     Nitrogen Fertilizer manufacturing facilities in the United States.         
                                                                                
     Arcadian agrees with the comments stated in the DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study
     prepared at the request of the Great Lakes Governors entitled "The Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  Cost Effective Masures to Enhance         
     Environmental Quality and Regional Competitiveness" and encourage USEPA to 
     seriously consider the recommendations made in this report.  In particular,
     we encourage USEPA to determine which provisions of the GLI are the least  
     cost-effective and develop ways in which the GLI could be modified to      
     improve its cost effectiveness.  DRI identified several implementation     
     procedures that have the potential to create cost "spikes" without reducing
     loadings and improving beneficial uses significantly.  In some cases, it   
     was recommended that these problems be remedied by making the language and 
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     intent of the Guidance more clear; in other cases, procedures need to be   
     altered to resolve the problem.  The report identifies the provisions that 
     are the least cost-effective, and that could be modified without materially
     impairing benefits.  The DRI study states that the projected benefits of   
     the GLI are modest, yet the costs are potentially significant.  Adopting a 
     more flexible policy that immediately implements the known cost-effective  
     solutions, while aggressively investigating areas of uncertainty, is       
     preferable to the current proposal and places no unnecessary burdens on the
     economy.  This report concluded that the regulatory style employed by the  
     USEPA for GLI is better suited to situations where costs and benefits are  
     more precisely quantifiable and there is consensus on goals and on the     
     means of obtaining them.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2739.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2739.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Water Quality Criteria                                             
                                                                                
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.  As proposed in the GLI, the "Tier II water quality 
     criteria" would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the     
     insufficient data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit  
     limits.  The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria
     as a basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2739.003     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2739.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake water   
     contains one or more contaminants which could be regulated under its NPDES 
     permit.  Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit
     limits that are lower than the actual contaminant concentrations in the    
     source water.  Facilities should not be required to remove pollutants in   
     their intake waters.  A system which allows for direct intake credits for  
     background concentrations of substances present in a facility supply waters
     should be included in the final version of the rule.  This is especially   
     true for materials present in once-through, non-contact cooling water      
     systems.  Once-through, non-contact cooling water is used exclusively for  
     cooling and does not come in contact with raw materials, intermediates, or 
     products.  The only alternative available to such dischargers would be to  
     replace the once-through cooling water system with an air cooling system at
     costs in the tens of millions of dollars and significantly high energy     
     consumption, with no measurable improvement in water quality.  This        
     approach makes no economic or environmental sense.  The language of        
     Procedure 5 should unambiguously provide that dischargers should not be    
     responsible for pollutants that they did not add to the water body.        
     
     
     Response to: G2739.004     
     
     See response to comments D2798.058 and D2592.031.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2739.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQBELs Below the Level of Detection                                        
                                                                                
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits (water quality     
     based effluent limits, WQBELs) for some pollutants could be set below the  
     ability of current techniques to reliably measure or confirm their presence
     (i.e., at or below detection limits).  Significant problems are created in 
     demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set at less than the       
     detection limit.  Assessing compliance for permit limits must be based on a
     definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.  Use of the  
     practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is recommended,
     as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and has been used
     in other environmental programs.                                           
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     Response to: G2739.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2739.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Direct Impact to Arcadian Ohio Lima Operations                             
                                                                                
     These issues impact Arcadian Ohio, L.P. Lima operations directly.  Arcadian
     Lima extensively uses recirculating and once-through non-contact cooling   
     water systems.  Supply water for these systems come from a combination of  
     ground water and surface water sources.  This water never comes in contact 
     with raw materials, intermediates, or products.  If no provision is made   
     for intake credits and Arcadian would have to treat the discharge water    
     from these systems to the proposed levels, the estimated capital cost      
     requirements would be in the range of $10 million with annual operating    
     costs of several million dollars.  We are also concerned about the proposed
     WQBEL for total cyanide at 5 ppb.  This level is at or below the detection 
     limit for total cyanide.  The ability to design and operate a treatment    
     system with effluent limits set at or below detection limits is highly     
     questionable.  Arcadian, Ohio recommends that the PQL for total cyanide be 
     used as the regulatory limit for this constituent.  Little or no           
     environmental benefits for the Great Lakes will result from these          
     extraordinary expenditures.  The Lima site is already a strictly regulated 
     NPDES point source.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2739.006     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2749.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Values                                                             
                                                                                
     Under the proposed Tier II methodology, the agency appears to be           
     instituting a new method of establishing water quality criteria which is   
     extremely conservative using added safety factors that produce criteria    
     which is overly protective and unnecessarily expensive.  In addition, EPA's
     approach transfers the burden and cost of developing better criteria to the
     discharger; it is up to the discharger to prove that a less significant    
     standard is merited.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2749.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2749.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the burden of proof regarding risks posed from the regulator to
     the regulated community, members of the regulated community are placed in a
     Catch-22 situation.  Permittees can either:                                
                                                                                
     embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to     
     develop Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since some studies take 24  
     months or longer and dischargers would not have sufficient time to complete
     research and studies and then put into place additional equipment if needed
     within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting Tier II       
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2749.002     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2749.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the burden of proof regarding risks posed from the regulator to
     the regulated community, members of the regulated community are placed in a
     Catch-22 situation.  Permittees can either:                                
                                                                                
     undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter values, even though
     the limits imposed are probably overprotective.  This may place a plant at 
     competitive future disadvantage if subsequent research  proves a Tier II   
     value to be too stringent and if competing plants in other parts of the    
     country, are not forced to meet the same standards.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2749.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2749.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits                                                             
                                                                                
     Under the present proposal, dischargers will be required to remove         
     substances they they did not add to their effluent.  This proposed policy  
     imposes tremendous costs and liability problems on plant operators,        
     subjects dischargers to enforcement actions based on substances that they  
     did not generate and raises a basic concern for equity among regions.      
                                                                                
     ASC believes this new approach is unacceptable for the following reasons.  
     For many plants it will be extremely difficult to prove for some substances
     that none of a chemical is being added, for example, metals leached from   
     process pipes.  Because of this facilities will become legally responsible 
     for substances that they did not generate.                                 
                                                                                
     Individual users of the Great Lakes water would be obligated to serve as   
     mini-water treatment plants.  Under the new definition, every substance in 
     the intake water requires a permit, or at a minimum, a demonstration that  
     the facility adds none of that substance.  Moreover, because pollutant     
     levels in the intake water vary considerably, the facility's civil, and    
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     even, criminal liability could be beyond its control.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2749.004     
     
     Response to: G2749.004: These comments are discussed in the SID at Section 
     VIII.E.3-7 and elsewhere in the responses to comment.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2749.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     Currently NPDES permits require compliance with stream standards "after a  
     reasonable  opportunity for mixing."  Under GLI, mixing zones would be     
     eliminated for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) and zones of    
     initial dilution be eliminated completely.  This will force dischargers to 
     meet ambient water quality standards at the end of pipe--an extremely      
     expensive prospect that brings with it virtually no environmental benefits.
                                                                                
     The implications of the proposed change are of great concern to the        
     Council.  Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not 
     significantly improve water quality, since ambient water quality standards 
     are fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real   
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small, and
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2749.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G2749.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     A bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is defined as the ratio of the concentration
     of a specific substance in living organisms to that used in the water used 
     for drinking or as a food source.  For the first time, the GLI attempts to 
     list bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of chemicals.  The  
     concept of deriving such BAFs is sound.  However, many, including EPA's own
     Science Advisory Board do not believe the science underlying this proposal 
     has been sufficiently developed to justify its use in the Initiative or as 
     a regulatory trigger.  Until the numerous questions about methodology have 
     been resolved, the BAF procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in 
     deriving Water Quality Standards.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2749.006     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that derivation of BAFs is sound. EPA        
     believes that it is using the best science available and that the          
     methodology in the final Guidance has been sufficiently developed to       
     justify its use in the Initiative.  EPA has adequately addressed the       
     questions about the methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF  
     as a numeric factor in deriving water quality standards.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2749.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Policy and Economic Equity Concerns                                
                                                                                
     There are also general policy and economic concerns which ASC believes have
     not been adequately addressed by GLI.  The Initiative purports to be       
     improving water quality in the Great Lakes by setting stringent and extreme
     new standards for 138 alleged pollutants.  Yet it accounts for less than   
     one-tenth potential pollution sources of the Great Lakes.  It does not     
     account for major sources of pollution such as air fallout, urban storm    
     water, agricultural runoff and contaminated sediment.  Furthermore, EPA and
     the Initiative have totally ignored Canadian sources of pollution and it   
     remains truly doubtful that the government of Canada will adopt any such   
     stringent water-quality program in the foreseeable future.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2749.007     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  Also, see response to comment number D2867.087. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2749.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally the additional costs will place the Great Lakes region at a        
     significant competitive disadvantage to other regions if GLI is finalized. 
     Manufacturing costs will be significantly higher and operations are likely 
     to shift to other regions of the country that are not affected by the      
     regulation or even worse, overseas.  This will lead to a loss of markets   
     and loss of jobs in the basin, an area which has already been battered by  
     one economic catastrophe after another during the last two decades.        
     
     
     Response to: G2749.008     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2749.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eventually pressure to extend the regulation nationwide could increase in  
     order to ensure economic equity among regions, even where waters are       
     already fully protected and further stringency will not produce additional 
     environmental benefits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2749.009     
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G2752.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
                              COMMENTS OF THE                                   
                                                                                
                         NATIONAL COAL ASSOCIATION                              
                                                                                
                                  ON THE                                        
                                                                                
                      ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY                           
                                                                                
                      PROPOSED WATER QUALITY GUIDANCE                           
                                                                                
                        FOR THE GREAT LAKES SYSTEM                              
                                                                                
                         58 Fed.Reg. 20802 - 21047                              
                                                                                
                               April 16, 1993                                   
                                                                                
     INTRODUCTION                                                               
                                                                                
     The National Coal Association (NCA) welcomes the opportunity to comment on 
     the above captioned proposed Guidance.  It is recognized that the "Great   
     Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990," which mandate the guidances, was     
     enacted with the purpose to implement the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Agreement (GLWQA).  NCA is concerned with the interpretation of the        
     following GLWQA policy statement that:                                     
                                                                                
     "the discharge of toxic substances in toxic amounts be prohibited and the  
     discharge of any or all persistent toxic substances be virtually           
     eliminated"                                                                
                                                                                
     The Guidance identifies mercury as one of the pollutants of initial focus. 
     Mercury is released during the combustion of coal and there is atmospheric 
     deposition of mercury in the Great Lakes, but as discussed below, the      
     mercury released by the combustion of coal is insignificant when compared  
     with natural degassing of the earth.  In addition, by listing mercury with 
     a reference that it includes methylmercury, the Guidance appears to        
     prejudge the scientific issue of whether a reduction of total mercury      
     loading will result in a potential reduction in the formation of           
     methylmercury.  As discussed below, the formation of methylmercury is a    
     complex chemical transformation which does not appear to be related to     
     mercury loading.                                                           
                                                                                
     NCA is aware that the April 16 Guidance is focused on point source         
     discharges and that atmospheric deposition will be addressed subsequently, 
     based on the information developed through the actions discussed at 20829  
     of the Guidance.  NCA supports this approach.  However, NCA believes the   
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     Guidance would be improved by a more focused discussion on the formation of
     methylmercury and the issue of loading.                                    
                                                                                
     INTEREST OF NCA                                                            
                                                                                
     NCA is a nonprofit trade association representing the full spectrum of coal
     producers - large and small, union and non-union, underground and surface -
     covering every coal producing region of the country.  Its members account  
     for approximately 60 percent of the nations annual coal production of one  
     billion tons per year.  Coal's share of total electricity generation is    
     about 55 percent.                                                          
                                                                                
     NCA is primarily concerned with atomspheric emission of mercury from coal  
     combustion as stated above and these comments address that issue.  However,
     there is included in Appendix A discussions of two other specific issues   
     raised in the Guidance.                                                    
                                                                                
     DISCUSSION                                                                 
                                                                                
     As a preliminary matter, EPA must recognize that Congress has addressed the
     issue of anthropogenic release of mercury into the atmosphere in the Clean 
     Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Section 112(n)(B) requires EPA to transmit to 
     Congress within four years "a study of mercury emissions from electric     
     utility steam generating units, municipal waste combustion units, and other
     sources."  The study is to include information on emissions, health        
     effects, and control technologies.  NCA supports the discussion of         
     atmospheric deposition of 20829 and contends that the Clean Air Act        
     Amendments of 1990 provide the exclusive authority to deal atmospheric     
     emission of mercury from coal combustion.                                  
                                                                                
     NCA's conclusion that the reduction of mercury emissions associated with   
     coal combustion will probably not reduce the formation of methylmercury, is
     premised on the product of the National Acid Precipitation Assessment      
     Program (NAPAP).  Twenty-seven State-of-Science and State-of-Technology    
     (SOS/T) Reports were published in 1990 as the definitive scientific and    
     technical synthesis of information from the $500 million NAPAP effort.  The
     SOS/T series represents a comprehensive survey of relevant, technical      
     information from all sources about the cause, effects, and control of acid 
     deposition and associated pollutants.  One of these reports, NAPAP Report  
     23, entitled Indirect Health Effects Associated with Acid Deposition, is   
     pertinent to the Guidance.                                                 
                                                                                
     The report concluded that, "The transformation of inorganic mercury to     
     methylmercury in acidic bodies of water is of most concern in potentially  
     causing increased methylmercury concentrations in fish."  The human health 
     risk was related to the level of consumption of fish (NAPAP Report 23, p.  
     23-21).                                                                    
                                                                                
     The major source of mercury in the atmosphere was identified as the,       
     "natural degassing of the earth's crust," which was estimated to be up to  
     150,000 tons per year (NAPAP Report 23, p. 23-24).  It is estimated that   
     mercury from U.S. coal combustion is about 41 tons per year (NAPAP Report  
     23, p. 23-28).  This forms the basis for NCA's doubt that reductions of    
     mercury from coal combustion sources would result in reduced formation of  
     methylmercury.  NCA freely admits that further research may remove this    
     doubt.  NCA is advocating that the research efforts be conducted before    
     controls are mandated.                                                     
                                                                                
     Of course NCA recognizes that there are other anthropogenic sources of     
     mercury.  NAPAP Report 23 at page 23-24 concludes that, "although          
     anthropogenic sources of mercury have reached about 8,000 to 10,000 tons   
     since 1973, nonanthropogenic sources are the predominant factor."  Also,   
     NCA is not contending that the report exonerates anthropogenic sources of  
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     mercury, but neither does it condemn such sources.  Instead, the report    
     documents the importance of increasing acidity and anaerobic bacteria in   
     methylmercury formation.  Set forth below is a two-paragraph discussion    
     from NAPAP Report 23 at page 23-25 which demonstrates the complex issues   
     which must be resolved to understand the methylmercury problem:            
                                                                                
     Calculations based on mercury content of the Greenland ice cap show an     
     increase from the year 1900 to the present day and suggest that the        
     increment is related to an increase in background levels in rainwater and  
     is related to manmade release.  As much as one-third of atmospheric mercury
     may be due to an industrial release of organic or inorganic forms.         
     Fitzgerald and Watras (1989) estimated annual inputs of 15ug/m(exp2) from  
     the atmosphere to a typical northcentral Wisconsin lake.  These data were  
     collected using ultraclean protocols and are considered more reliable than 
     earlier estimates of much higher deposition rates.  Nevertheless, this     
     deposition rate could account for the total mass of mercury in the fish and
     water, as well as the annual transfer of the sediment.  On the other hand, 
     subtle changes in the remobilization rate from the sediment, perhaps caused
     by small changes in the pH, could also account for the total amount of     
     methylmercury in fish tissue.                                              
                                                                                
     It is clear from this definitive work that:  (1) much of the earlier       
     published data must be considered suspect due to compromising field and    
     laboratory practices; (2) mercury concentrations and fluxes are much lower 
     than previously reported; and (3) the impact of acidic deposition, whether 
     by anthropogenic emissions to the atmosphere or remobilization from the    
     sediment, can substantially increase the accumulation of methylmercury in  
     fish.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Regardless of source, both organic and inorganic forms of mercury may      
     undergo environmental transformation.  Metallic mercury may be oxidized to 
     inorganic divalent mercury, particularly in the presence of organic        
     material such as in the aquatic environment.  Divalent inorganic mercury   
     may, in turn, be reduced to metallic mercury when conditions are           
     appropriate for reducing reactions to occur.  This is an important         
     conversion in terms of the global cycle of mercury and a potential source  
     of mercury vapor that may be released into the earth's atmosphere.         
     However, the most important chemical transformation occurs as a result of  
     methylation of divalent mercury to methylmercury by anaerobic bacteria.    
     This process is strongly pH dependent over the pH range of 4 to 7, and the 
     bioaccumulation of methylmercury in fish is increased with increasing      
     acidity of lakes and is greatly influenced by acid rain.                   
                                                                                
     There are several important points to be gleaned from the above discussion.
     One, care must be used with respect to the reliability of existing studies.
     Two, acidity is an important factor and the impact of the Clean Air Act    
     Amendments of 1990 acid deposition control program and the opportunity for 
     lake liming must be considered.  Three, anaerobic bacteria which live in   
     waters with no oxygen are a major factor and that these conditions are     
     created in waters with high levels of nutrients from agricultural and      
     residential fertilizer run-off.  This run-off should be addressed in the   
     non-point source aspects of the future Guidance documents.                 
                                                                                
     Pursuant to the 1978 Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, the United States
     and Canada have agreed to virtually eliminate the discharge of persistent  
     toxic substances.  The application of this goal to mercury requires special
     consideration.  Because the natural degassing of the earth's crust and     
     oceans is the main source of the atmospheric mercury, this goal cannot be  
     reached.  Unless it can be demonstrated that a reduction of anthropogenic  
     emissions of mercury will result in a reduction of methylmercury, strict   
     implementation of this goal does not appear necessary.                     
                                                                                
     NCA is aware that there is an insufficiency of reliable information        
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     concerning the atmospheric cycle of mercury, that research is continuing,  
     and new information is being released.  As such, the NAPAP Report 23       
     represents a stage in our understanding, but it is a peer-reviewed document
     which was approved for publication by the Environmental Protection Agency, 
     the Department of Agriculture, Commerce, Energy, and Interior, and the     
     Council on Environmental Quality.  There will be improvement in our        
     understanding and new information which should be subject to such a peer   
     review process.                                                            
                                                                                
     NCA remains convinced that the current science does not support the        
     imposition of a control program for mercury emissions from a coal          
     combustion.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2752.001     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004. EPA does not agree with this comment for
     the reasons stated in Sections I.C, II.C and IX of the SID.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2752.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                  Appendix A to                                 
                                                                                
                                 COMMENTS OF THE                                
                                                                                
                            NATIONAL COAL ASSOCIATION                           
                                                                                
                                      ON THE                                    
                                                                                
                          ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY                       
                                                                                
                          PROPOSED WATER QUALITY GUIDANCE                       
                                                                                
                             FOR THE GREAT LAKES SYSTEM                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
                               58 Fed.Reg.20802 - 21047                         
                                                                                
                                  April 16, 1993                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Bioaccumalation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     NCA is disturbed by the use of bioaccumaltion factors (BAFs) in the        
     Guidance in view of the scientific uncertainty associated with their       
     development.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board has questioned the science  

Page 5725



$T044618.TXT
     underlying the BAFs which EPA has developed.  The Guidance relies on BAF's 
     in determining human and wildlife criteria and defining bioaccumalative    
     chemicals of concern (BCCs).  Thus the BAFs assume a significance not      
     warranted by their scientific basis.  The scientific foundation of BAFs    
     should be subjected to a peer review process similar to the National Acid  
     Precipitation Assessment Program.  A program as costly as that proposed by 
     the Guidance should not be imposed based on a potentially faulty scientific
     understanding.                                                             
                                                                                
     USE OF CONTINGENT VALUATION                                                
                                                                                
     It's NCA's position that EPA's use of the contingent valuation method (CVM)
     to calculate the benefits from implementation of the Guidance renders the  
     benefit analysis invalid.  CVM is at best, too immature to warrant the EPA 
     reliance in the consideration of benefits.  It has not been demonstrated to
     provide a reliable method of measurement of nonuse values.  A noted        
     economist has commented that:                                              
                                                                                
     Existing empirical evidence makes clear the fact that nonuse values derived
     with the CVM are not distinguishable from the amount which households might
     pay for any good causes.  Thus, there exists no basis for one attributing a
     CVM-derived nonuse value to any specific environmental damage, as opposed  
     to a generalized good cause.                                               
                                                                                
     The reliability or accuracy of CVM values decreases significantly as one   
     moves away from use values for commodities with which subjects are familiar
     toward values for more unfamiliar and uncertain commodities, particularly  
     those involving nonuse values.  For the latter, CVM values would not appear
     to be significantly accurate to provide useful information for assessing   
     damages. ... [Ronald G. Cummings, Response to Advanced Notice of Proposed  
     Rulemaking (54 Federal Register 183,39016).  Submitted to the U.S.         
     Department of the Interior, November 10, 1989.  P.1]                       
                                                                                
     Other public comments on the Guidance have documented the extraordinary    
     costs of compliance for a very limited benefit to the Great lakes.  It is  
     unfortunate that EPA has resorted to CVM to counter those comments.        
     
     
     Response to: G2752.002     
     
     For discussions related to how EPA revised the methodology for deriving    
     criteria for the final Guidance, refer to Section IV of the Supplemental   
     Information Document. See also response to Comment #s D2669.089 and        
     D2587.009                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2753.001(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
                                                                                
     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance would result in few environmental benefits.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2753.001(a)  
     
     Please see the SID, especially Section IX, for EPA's analysis of this and  
     related issues.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2753.001(b)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
                                                                                
     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance would impose large costs on municipalities, industries, and   
     residences of the Great Lakes Basin.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2753.001(b)  
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2753.001(c)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
                                                                                
     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance does not have an adequate science base.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2753.001(c)  
     
     See Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2753.001(d)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
                                                                                
     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance is needlessly inflexible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2753.001(d)  
     
     See Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

Page 5728



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2753.001(e)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
                                                                                
     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance would discourage economic expansion.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2753.001(e)  
     
     See Sections I.C and IX of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2753.001(f)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
                                                                                
     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance focuses almost exclusively on additional point-source controls
     (manufacturing plants and municipal wastewater treatment plants).          
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     Response to: G2753.001(f)  
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2753.001(g)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
                                                                                
     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance essentially ignores non-point sources (airborne pollution and 
     agricultural runoff) that are much more significant.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2753.001(g)  
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2753.001(h)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
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     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance gives insufficient consideration to the fact that most        
     persistent chemicals of concern do not result from point-source discharges.
     
     
     Response to: G2753.001(h)  
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2753.001(i)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE COUNCIL FOR THE CITY OF ST. MARYS,   
     OHIO:                                                                      
                                                                                
     SECTION 1.  That the City of St. Marys is hereby opposed to the proposed   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the Water Quality Guidance for the
     Great Lakes System, as currently written.                                  
                                                                                
     SECTION 2.  That reasons for this opposition include, but are not limited  
     to the following:                                                          
                                                                                
     The guidance ignores the fact that as long as non-point sources remain, all
     the additional dollars spent to control point-sources will not make a      
     measurable difference in the overall water quality of the Great Lakes.     
     
     
     Response to: G2753.001(i)  
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2754.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Keweenaw Bay Indian Community believes that, in accordance with the    
     Federal policy of dealing with Indian Tribes on a government-to-government 
     basis, it and the other Tribes of the Great Lakes Basin should have been   
     included prior to the public comment period, as this proposed legislation  
     will greatly impact the Keweenaw Bay Indian Community.  The Keweenaw Bay   
     Indian Community feels that it has been included at the last minute, as an 
     afterthought, and not as a partner in the Federal environmental protection 
     process.  The Keweenaw Bay Indian Community would appreciate that in the   
     future, when its Sovereign and/or Treaty rights are to be impacted by      
     legislation, it be included early on in the process, so that its views and 
     concerns may be voiced in the proper forum.                                
                                                                                
     Also, the Keweenaw Bay Indian Community asks that, in the future when usepa
     is asking Tribes to conform with the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative  
     within the two-year period or face Federal promulgation, that usepa        
     remember that Tribes have only recently been included in the environmental 
     protection of their lands, and that many are still in the cataloguing and  
     delineation stage.  Without the necessary infrastructure in place, the     
     proper protection and management of Tribal environmental resources becomes 
     difficult or impossible to execute.  Usepa therefore needs to be flexible  
     when dealing with Tribes, and sensitive to their unique environmental      
     regulatory situation.  With this attitude of cooperation and sensitivity in
     place, we can proceed at a proper pace with the protection of Native       
     American environmental resources.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2754.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2754.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, like other environmental         
     protection efforts, should be designed to protect those populations who are
     the most sensitive the pollutants in question, and not merely the average  
     population.  In pursuit of this goal, the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Initiative should set criteria that will protect those communities that    
     have a higher fish consumption rate than the national average, such as     
     Native American communities.  The fish of our Great Lakes should be safe to
     eat in any quantity, and not just within the prescribed limits of the      
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     various fish advisories currently in effect in the Great Lakes Basin.      
     These advisories themselves reflect the failure of past environmental      
     protection efforts.  By strengthening the criteria of the Great Lakes Water
     Quality Initiative, these fish advisories can eventually be removed so that
     the fish can be consumed by all without worry of toxic or bioaccumulative  
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2754.002     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2756.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we do not support regulations as outlined in the Great Lakes      
     Initiative since the GLI:                                                  
                                                                                
     Would only address "point-source" discharges which only account for 10% of 
     all pollution in the Great Lakes.                                          
     Ignores the other (90%) sources of pollution to the Great Lakes which      
     include air pollution, storm water runoff, and groundwater.                
     Sets limits on certain discharges that are not detectable by current       
     scientific technology                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2756.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance ignores nonpoint sources of pollution.
      EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant       
     problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses  
     both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the     
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems (such as        
     stormwater run-off) and mechanisms to address those problems, see Section  
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2756.002
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Such a narrow focus on discharges from point sources will not achieve the  
     ecological or economical benefits that we all desire.  In addition,        
     requiring business and industry to achieve overly-conservative discharge   
     limits, will be extremely costly and bring about questionable benefits.    
     
     
     Response to: G2756.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2756.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also see a need to bring Canada into this process.  The current GLI     
     proposal ignores the fact that pollution also enters the Great Lakes from  
     Canada.  This situation must be addressed in a truly comprehensive solution
     to further improvement of Great Lakes water quality.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2756.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2756.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More attempts at regulation is not the answer to the problem.  We already  
     have very stringent regulations on the books in our state and federal      
     governments.  These are regulations that are working as witnessed by the   
     fact that the Great Lakes are much cleaner today than they were in past    
     decades.  And, we are told, due to limited financial resources, the        
     regulatory agencies have difficulty implementing many of the regulations   
     already on the books.  Now we are proposing new and more costly            
     regulations.                                                               
                                                                                
     The EPA estimates that implementation of the GLI will cost more than $200  
     million.  Another estimate by an independent study commission puts the cost
     at $2.3 billion and will result in the loss of 33,000 jobs in the region.  
                                                                                
     Whichever estimate is valid, the Niagara Falls Area Chamber of Commerce    
     believes that not one new dollar should be wasted on new programs that are 
     not cost-effective and that will only address a small part of the problem. 
     
     
     Response to: G2756.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2756.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Attention should be focused on determining the major sources of            
     contamination of the Great Lakes and addressing these through the          
     implementation of existing water quality regulations.  Our existing state  
     and federal agencies should then be allowed to address the "point-source"  
     problem areas with the regulations they already have in place.             
     
     
     Response to: G2756.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2757.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a member of the Wisconsin Paper Council, we endorse the Council's       
     comments which were submitted this past August.  The cost impact of the GLI
     to Wisconsin's pulp and paper industry is tremendous and any environmental 
     improvement appears minimal, at best.  Even in a healthy economy, the cost 
     could not be justified.                                                    
                                                                                
     Unlike most of our fellow council members in the Wisconsin Paper Council,  
     we discharge nothing directly into the water other than non-contact cooling
     water at our Menasha mill.  Rather, our discharges go to municipal         
     treatment plants.  Thus, we will be impacted by the huge investments our   
     municipal treatment plants will have to make to comply with the GLI; in    
     DePere and Menasha estimated to exceed approximately $40,000,000 each.     
     When almost 90% of the pollutants currently deposited in the Great Lakes   
     come from nonpoint sources, it does not make any sense to impose even more 
     regulations upon the already heavily regulated point sources.  Existing    
     state and federal water quality regulations can achieve the same goals as  
     the GLI.                                                                   
                                                                                
     There are better ways to deal with pollution prevention and environmental  
     clean up.  Recently, the Wisconsin Paper Council and the Wisconsin         
     Department of Natural Resources entered into a Pollution Prevention        
     Partnership.  As immediate past chairman of the Council, I am tremendously 
     proud of this voluntary, joint effort to reduce air emissions, water       
     discharges and the use of hazardous materials.  We believe this program    
     will have major impact on cleaning up our environment.  In contrast, it is 
     disheartening to contemplate the excessive regulation and massive costs    
     associated with the GLI, resulting in very little positive impact to the   
     environment.                                                               
                                                                                
     This past week the Clinton Administration unveiled Vice President Gore's   
     plan to "reinvent government."  The key concepts behind that effort appear 
     to be common sense, efficiency and getting away from excess regulation.    
     Those concepts should apply not only to reducing government waste but also 
     to reducing waste of those affected by government action.                  
                                                                                
     We strongly urge the EPA to significantly modify the GLI in light of       
     existing regulations, common sense and cost effectiveness.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2757.001     
     
     See response to comments D2684.008 and D2604.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2760.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI is a two-phased process.  Phase I focusses on obtaining          
     reductions from point sources; Phase II non-point sources.  This division  
     has served to pit point source dischargers against non-point source        
     dischargers; urban against rural.  This division, while perhaps a result of
     strategy, results in scape-goating, finger-pointing and little true        
     cooperation among all dischargers to solve the perceived problem.  We      
     believe this two-phased approach to be baically flawed for this reason.    
     
     
     Response to: G2760.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2760.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The IFCA also believes that the GLWQI results from misperception.  The     
     misperception which exists is the the Great Lakes ecosystem is in danger of
     being fatally poisoned by toxic releases to its waters.  The GLWQI contains
     no real analysis which shows this to be true.  In fact, the guidance fails 
     to provide any justification for the proposal, a fact pointed out to USEPA 
     by the Science Advisory Board (SAB).                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2760.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2723.231.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2760.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second faulty premise behind the GLWQI is that current efforts are     
     inadequate to solve the perceived problem.  It is true that current efforts
     will never be sufficient to control all avenues of transport of toxics to  
     the Great Lakes.  Only ban of all toxics plus complete removal of all      
     existing toxics in the environment will produce a toxics free Great Lakes  
     system.  Instead of this unachievable aim, it makes much more sense to     
     evaluate all transport and fate to determine if present efforts can produce
     a result which is both practical and achievable.  The GLWQI has no such    
     focus.  In Illinois, the agrichemical industry has worked with regulators  
     to produce new ground water standards, new facility operational standards  
     and new toxics regulations, all in the past three years.  We believe these 
     efforts will be successful in producing true, achievable results.          
     
     
     Response to: G2760.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2760.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The process for adopting the GLWQI is flawed in another manner.  The GLWQI 
     attempts to sell the regulated community on the initiative by dressing     
     mandatory activity in the guise of "guidance."  In this manner, the GLWQI  
     is an abuse of USEPA's rule-making authority and is likely to result in    
     protracted litigation.  In fact, USEPA's rule-making process has           
     historically preferred the "mandate now/litigate later" approach.  This    
     approach has divided the regulators from the regulated and is responsible  
     for an atmosphere of animosity and the exponential increase in expense on  
     both sides.  USEPA's approach is flawed from both a human and governmental 
     efficacy perspective.  The effect of this division is seen in the enormous 
     expense associated with the GLWQI and the negligible benefits gained from  
     it.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2760.004     
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID for a full discussion of the issues raised
     by this commenter.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2760.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI imposes a "one-size-fits all" approach to regulating water       
     quality in the Great Lakes states while ignoring Canandian sources.        
     
     
     Response to: G2760.005     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I and II of the SID.  See
     also response to cooment number D2867.087.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2760.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI sets standards at such stringent levels that they cannot be      
     measured by current methods and technology.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2760.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2760.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI sets standards that are so stringent so as to cause outright ban 
     of some commonly used chemicals.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2760.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that implementation of the final Guidance will          
     necessarily cause "outright ban" of commonly used chemicals. Although      
     implementation of programs consistent with the final Guidance will result  
     in more stringent controls of some discharges, the purpose of these        
     controls is to achieve more consistent protection of human health, aquatic 
     life, and wildlife dependent on the Great Lakes System, not to "ban"       
     chemicals.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Where stringent controls are needed, the final Guidance provides more      
     flexibility than the proposed Guidance to address such situations.  To     
     address the need for flexibility, EPA reviewed all sections of the proposed
     Guidance and all comments to determine the appropriate level of            
     flexibility.  Based on this review, the final Guidance provides increased  
     flexibility for State and Tribal adoption and implementation of these      
     provisions in many areas, including antidegradation, TMDLs, intake credits,
     site-specific modifications, variances, compliance schedules, elimination  
     of mixing zones for BCCs, and the scientific defensibility exclusion.  The 
     final Guidance also provides reduced detail of provisions in many areas,   
     and provisions for the exercise of best professional judgment by the Great 
     Lakes States and Tribes when implementing many individual provisions. This 
     increased flexibility is discussed further in sections I and II.D.2 of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2762.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our first comment is highlighted in the very title of the published        
     document; Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.  The Wisconsin Section of    
     CSWEA feels very strongly that the EPA would be best served if this        
     Initiative remains a guidance document.  It is our opinion that            
     promulgation of this Initiative as a regulation would not serve the public 
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     interest or the environmental quality.  The people of Wisconsin are best   
     served through the use of a GLWQI as guidance for regional environmental   
     protection.  Consistency of application from state to state will not be    
     lost if the Initiative is implemented as a guidance document throughout the
     Great Lakes region.  The big picture issues of toxic control,              
     anti-degradation, environmental protection in general, and other key issues
     proposed through the Initiative can still be uniformly administered        
     throughout the Great Lakes region if this proposal is issued as a guidance 
     document.  The individual states and sub-regions would best be served      
     through the independent application of guidelines (in lieu of regulations) 
     which will allow the Initiative to strongly address issues of local concern
     as identified by the states, the EPA, and other involved groups.           
     
     
     Response to: G2762.001     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes both consistency in standards and  
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2762.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Wisconsin Section of CSWEA, as an organization, has worked very closely
     with the Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources in the review of earlier
     draft versions of the GLWQI and has supported the Wisconsin DNR in its     
     position regarding numerous issues contained within the Initiative.  The   
     Wisconsin DNR already has several years of experience in the control of    
     toxic materials via the State's current permitting process.  This process, 
     together with Region Five of the EPA, has been very forceful in the toxic  
     control initiative processes in Wisconsin.  Wisconsin has continued to     
     provide close review and oversight in the permitting process, especially   
     regarding control of toxic materials.  Therefore, since the permitting     
     process is an ongoing and developing tool of toxic control the EPA needs to
     continue to work closely with the states in the final development of the   
     guidance document.  Continuing input from the states through final         
     promulgation of this package will benefit all involved groups.             
     
     
     Response to: G2762.002     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G2762.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistency in the application of this guidance document throughout the    
     Great Lakes Region can best be accomplished by the EPA taking an active    
     role in the development and adoption by each State producing regulations   
     that implement the Initiative.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2762.003     
     
     EPA agrees.  EPA recognizes the importance of coordinating the             
     implementation of the Guidance, and will be working through EPA Regional   
     Offices with States to provide technical assistance and to develop joint   
     schedules for specific steps to meet the requirements of section 132.5 in  
     adopting provisions consistent with the final Guidance.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2762.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Wisconsin Section of CSWEA, as an organization, feels very strongly in 
     its request of the EPA to re-evaluate the proposed wording of the existing 
     effluent quality (EEQ).  The Wisconsin Section of CSWEA, perception of the 
     current wording regarding existent effluent quality (EEQ) is perceive to be
     a penalization of the good permit performers.  The EPA should re-evaluate  
     this issue within the Initiative so that it appropriately handles the      
     environmental protection issues while addressing the reality that many     
     facilities efficiently operate well below permit limitations and should not
     be penalized for this efficiency.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2762.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

Page 5742



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2762.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should further re-evaluate its proposed position in regards to     
     intake credits or, more generally, in regards to source water quality.  The
     EPA's consideration should be one that the appropriate "real world"        
     approach to this issue needs to be considered:  one that both protects the 
     environment and serves the general public, but does not ask the impossible 
     from municipal treatment plants.  Intake credits must be available to      
     municipal plants so they are not expected to remove chemical contaminants  
     less than their background water source concentration.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2762.005     
     
     For a detailed discussion of the intake credit final provisions, see the   
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  With respect to POTWs, see response to comment 
     D2670.011.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: G2762.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the Initiative's total maximum discharge level (TMDL) concept deals  
     with the total maximum daily load from both point source and non-point     
     source contributions, the clarity of the issue for the EPA is not necessary
     that non-point sources do provide a major source of contaminants of concern
     in certain cases.  Continued reliance on point source toxic controls can   
     increasingly be shown to be a non-cost effective approach to environmental 
     protection.  Since the non-point source contribution is a proven condition 
     the EPA must strongly promote this position and press forward as soon as   
     possible with the second phase of the GLWQI and address these non-point    
     source contributions.  In fact, the Wisconsin Section of CSWEA, as an      
     organization, stresses with utmost urgency that the guidance documents for 
     non-point source contributions be disclosed concurrently with the point    
     source guidance.                                                           
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     Response to: G2762.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2764.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Michigan Coalition for Clean Water is dedicated to improving the water 
     quality of the Great Lakes through technically sound and cost effective    
     toxic reduction programs and looks forward to continued participation in   
     the development of such programs.  In light of EPA Science Advisory Board  
     criticisms (Dec. 1992), Office of Management and Budget disapproval of the 
     GLWQI (58 Fed. Reg. 42320), the DRI/McGraw Hill study commissioned by the  
     Great Lakes Council of Governors and a recent Michigan Municipal League    
     study indicating direct compliance costs to Michigan POTWs of at least     
     $265,000,000 in capital costs and $72,000,000 in annual operating expenses,
     we are particularly concerned about the cost effectiveness and the         
     technical basis of some aspects of the GLWQI.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2764.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2764.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In an effort to address these concerns in a cooperative spirit and in      
     accordance with the GLWQI Steering Committee's December 9, 1991 resolution,
     which read in part that "...the states, through the Steering Committee in  
     open meetings, will play a major role in assessing comments received and   
     developing recommended modifications to the proposal...," the Coalition    
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     strongly urges the U.S. EPA to reconvene the Steering Committee for the    
     purpose of developing the final Guidance.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2764.002     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2764.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A WORKABLE SYSTEM TO PROVIDE INTAKE CREDITS - For twenty years, states and 
     the U.S. EPA have considered the existing quality of intake water when     
     issuing discharge permits.  Clearly, an intake credit policy must not hold 
     dischargers responsible for pollutants that they do not add to the water   
     body and the final Guidance must addresss this issue unambiguously.        
     
     
     Response to: G2764.003     
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2764.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPROVEMENT IN THE ANTIDEGRADATION PROCEDURES - Proposed antidegradation   
     provisions are costly, cumbersome, and difficult to administer while       
     unnecessarily limiting growth.  Additionally, the Existing Effluent Quality
     (EEQ) provisions create a significant disincentive to good treatment.  To  
     improve these procedures, conventional pollutants should be excluded from  
     the antidegradation requirements and the EEQ provisions should be limited  
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     to notification requirements for increased discharges of BCCs and the "de  
     minimus" concept should be extended to apply to BCCs.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2764.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
                                                                                
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are not an impediment 
     to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not   
     concerned with minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth
     on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that it would be appropriate to allow de minimis        
     increases for BCCs.  A conservative approach to allowing increased loadings
     of such pollutants to be introduced into the Great Lakes is warranted      
     because of the extreme sensitivity of the the lakes to contamination by    
     BCCs and because of the considerable cost and effort expended in repairing 
     the damage wrought by past abuses.  As a practical matter, given the       
     criteria for most BCCs, any de minimis increase would be so small as to be 
     functionally equivalent to zero.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2764.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USE OF SCIENTIFIC EVALUATION FOR MIXING ZONES - Existing mixing zones have 
     been granted to dischargers based on evaluations made by states and the    
     U.S. EPA.  Mixing zones have been allowed on the basis that no adverse     
     environmental impacts occur within the authorized zone of mixing and no    
     scientific justification has been provided for the banning of mixing zones.
     Scientific evaluations, not policy assertions, should continue to be used  
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     to determine when these zones are appropriate.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2764.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2764.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II VALUES SHOULD SET RESEARCH PRIORITIES - Because of the lack of     
     scientific data and the large uncertainty factors, Tier II values should   
     not be used as regulatory limits and should be exempted from               
     antibacksliding provisions.  Instead, Tier II values should be used as a   
     tool for setting research priorities for the generation of the necessary   
     toxicological data to develop valid Tier I criteria.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2764.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2764.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CONSIDERATION OF SITE SPECIFIC CONDITIONS - It is important to recognize   
     the complexity and diversity of the Great Lakes ecosystem by allowing      
     consideration of site-specific conditions in the NPDES permit development  
     process.  The focus of the final Guidance should seek to develop           
     "regulatory equivalence", a basin-wide framework for regulation, while     
     allowing consideration of the diversity of conditions throughout the       
     region.                                                                    
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     Response to: G2764.007     
     
     See response to: G2748.008                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2764.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     STATE PROGRAM FLEXIBILITY - States should be allowed to exercise best      
     professional judgement by being given a reasonable degree of flexibility in
     developing and implementing their programs to protect Great Lakes water    
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2764.008     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2764.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EXPRESSION OF LIMITS BASED UPON BIOAVAILABILITY - Since the U.S. EPA's own 
     Science Advisory Board has recommended consideration of the bioavailable   
     form of a pollutant when establishing water quality criteria, the final    
     Guidance should require that effluent limits be based on the bioavailable  
     fraction of a pollutant.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2764.009     
     
     See response to comment P2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: G2764.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MASS LOADING LIMITS - Since the Guidance requires limitations be developed 
     on a concentration basis and mass loading basis, the final Guidance should 
     provide a mechanism to accommodate POTWs that have significant wet weather 
     flow fluctuations related to treatment of CSOs.  As an example, mass       
     limitations should not be applicable when a POTW is treating significant   
     wet weather flows above design flow.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2764.010     
     
     EPA does not envision that dischargers will be unnecessarily restricted in 
     allowing elevated flows and loads under wet weather conditions using       
     procedure 7.  Existing Federal and State regulations and policies allow    
     flexibility in addressing wet weather conditions and intermittent increases
     in flows due to wet weather events.  It is not the intent, or design, of   
     the Great Lakes Guidance to limit existing regulatory flexibility regarding
     wet weather flows.  Rather it is in EPA's interest to promote consistent   
     policy objectives among programs impacting NPDES permit requirements.  The 
     EPA CSO Strategy encourages POTWs to treat as much wet weather flow as     
     possible, recognizing that treatment efficiencies will likely decrease     
     during due to higher flows during wet weather events,  EPA supports the    
     continued use of State discretion in determining special NPDES permit      
     conditions and other appropriate mechanisms to address wet weather flows.  
     Therefore, EPA sees no need to establish any additional provisions, such as
     annual mass loading limits, regarding wet weather discharges in the Great  
     Lakes Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2764.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     VARIANCES - Terms of variances should corrrespond to the NPDES permit term 
     of five years and requests for variances should be processed during the    
     permit application process as opposed to after issuance of the permit.     
     These revisions are being proposed in an effort to reduce the              
     administrative demands related to the proposed terms offered in the        
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2764.011     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G2764.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIVITY - Additivity for carcinogens should not be assumed but instead  
     should be limited to situations where adequate scientific data are         
     available on the mechanisms of action.  The Science Advisory Board concurs 
     with this assessment and has stated that additivity should not be used as a
     default, but rather multiple carcinogens should be considered on a         
     case-by-case basis.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2764.012     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G2764.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WHOLE EFFLUENT TOXICITY (WET) AND BIO-UPTAKE TESTS - The Guidance should   
     clarify that these test are to be used as screening devices to identify    
     possible problems, and should not be established as enforceable compliance 
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2764.013     
     
     EPA agrees that bio-uptake studies are best used for assessment monitoring 
     rather than enforceable compliance purposes.  However, EPA does not agree  
     that WET testing is unsuitable for permitting and compliance purposes.  EPA
     is publishing WET test methods under 40 CFR 136 and has documented the     
     reliability of these methods in the March 1991, TSD.  Enforcement          
     requirements are necessary to protect aquatic life from the harmful effects
     of WET.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2765.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several provisions contained in the proposed regulations are too           
     restrictive and go beyond the Congressional intent of the enacted law.  The
     key areas of concern for Marathon Oil Company involve the proposed         
     regulations' treatment of Intake Credits, the Reasonable Potential         
     Procedures, Tier 2 Values, and the failure to coordinate the regulations   
     with the Lake Area Management Plans.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2765.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2582.014, P2769.085 and       
     G3457.004.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2765.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits - As written, intake credits are granted for chemicals that 
     are classified as BCC's (Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern).  However,  
     if an intake does have a BCC, the BCC cannot be chemically altered.  If it 
     is, then this will trigger the Significant Lowering of the Water Quality   
     provision.  Chemical altering could mean that the BCC is either made more  
     toxic, less toxic, or there is no change in toxicity.  The proposed        
     requirements should recognize these differences and only disallow the      
     intake credit if the toxicity of the BCC increases.  Also, since the       
     proposed regulations presume that all drainage ends up in the Great Lakes, 
     intake credits should be allowed regardless of the location of discharge.  
     
     
     Response to: G2765.002     
     
     Initially, EPA would like to clarify that the intake pollutant procedures  
     are not limited to BCCs.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ii.  Second,       
     nothing in the intake credit procedures triggers the "significant lowering 
     of water quality" provision.  (Refer to Section VII of the SID for a       
     discussion of the antidegradation provisions.)                             
                                                                                
     With respect to the issue about chemical or physical alteration, see       
     response to comment D2917.063.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter's last point, as explained in the SID at  
     Section VIII.E.4.c. and 5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: G2765.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reasonable Potential Procedures - As drafted, if a discharge contained one 
     false reading or one data point, then this provision could require that    
     permit limits be established.  The regulations should be clarified so that 
     if an unexpected pollutant is detected, then additional samples should be  
     allowed before a permit limit for this pollutant is established.  This will
     prevent sampling error or a one time unexplained occurrence from becoming a
     permit limit.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2765.003     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations.  See  
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     also response to comment number G2575.171.  See also response to comment   
     number D2722.117.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2765.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 Values - One of the major flaws with the proposed regulations is the
     lack of Tier 1 criteria for the majority of the 138 pollutants that are    
     listed.  If Tier 1 criteria is not available, then Tier 2 values will be   
     used.  The Tier 2 methodology has been questioned both as to its scientific
     validity and reasonableness of the discharge limits that it will set.  The 
     regulations attempt to counter this concern by allowing a point source     
     discharger to develop Tier 1 criteria within two years.  However, even if  
     the discharger chooses this option, it could still have to install         
     expensive treatment controls that might not be necessary if Tier 1 criteria
     were already developed.  Therefore, Tier 1 criteria should be developed for
     all the polluants prior to any program implementation.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2765.004     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2765.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lake Area Management Plans (LAMP's) - The Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Agreement in 1987 between the U.S. and Canada was changed.  It was agreed  
     that each of the Great Lakes would have its own specific LAMP.  This plan  
     will identify the specific problems and solutions for each respective Great
     Lake. This approach makes good environmental sense.  However, the          
     development of the LAMP's are behind schedule.  By implementing these      
     stringent regulations before the development of specific plans, the EPA is 
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     putting "the cart before the horse".  Before these proposed regulations are
     adopted, the LAMP's for the Great Lakes should be developed as originally  
     planned.  The proposed regulations can then be harmonized with the LAMPs to
     make an effective program.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2765.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2766.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A monumental concern is the costs to be incurred by municipalities in order
     to comply with the Initiative.  A cost estimate for enhanced metals removal
     at our municipal wastewater treatment facility is two million dollars for  
     retrofitting with an additional $200,000 per year anticipated for          
     operations and maintenance charges.  Our annual budget is $560,000.  There 
     won't be any taxpayers in the area to enjoy the Great Lakes if             
     municipalities must bear the burden.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2766.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2766.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another important consideration is just how much environmental benefit will
     be realized by making industries and municipalities comply with the water  
     quality standards imposed by the Initiative?  It seems to me that our      
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     efforts would be better concentrated in handling a major source of         
     pollution first, perhaps that of air deposition.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2766.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and F4030.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2767.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation results that have occurred over the last several years  
     as a result of the State of Wisconsin's approval of NR105 and NR106 codes  
     can be well documented.  Those controls have required the State's permitted
     entities to be regulated by what can be considered to be some of the best  
     water quality effluent regulations in place in the United States.          
     Therefore, the EPA should strive to achieve the implementation of the Great
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative as a guidance document rather than an       
     implementation regulation.  The conceived presumption that the             
     implementation of a single Inititiative across all of the effected states  
     would produce equality is ill founded.  As the implementation is begun by  
     each State in the form of legislative passage within its own laws, so will 
     each States ability to enact its own variation of the regulation occur.    
                                                                                
     Each State has unique circumstances which present their own difficulty in  
     meeting the rule's implementation when it comes to controlling the         
     bio-accumulating substances and other controlled toxic compounds.  The     
     final degree and implementation leverage should be allowed at the State    
     level.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2767.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2821.007.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2767.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should reconsider and strongly push for the recognition and the    
     need for language within the Initiative that deals with various forms of   
     intake credits.  If intake credits are to be allocated for process flow of 
     background waters needed for process operations utilizing a river source,  
     then that same criteria should be allowed to be usable to the potable water
     user that includes both well and surface waters.  It is unreasonable to    
     consider penalization to a user that determines detectable concentration of
     an Initiative chemical within the background of the source water which     
     requires the municipal permit holder to have a limitation place on their   
     effluent that was below the source water supply.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2767.002     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv., the final Guidance      
     recognizes that public water supplies and groundwater can be considered the
     "same body of water" in appropriate circumstances, thus allowing their     
     users to seek relief under the intake credit procedures.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2767.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are serious concern regarding the Initiative's detection levels that 
     are being utilized for the chemicals of concern.  The proposal that the    
     level of detection will be some arbitrary decision between the LOD/LOQ and 
     should be strongly opposed and every effort should be made by the EPA to   
     adopt similar language as the State of Wisconsin has for its existing      
     LOD/LOQ language.  That adoption would provide a scientifically derived    
     value and is consistent with what is presently utilized within the         
     analytical community.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2767.003     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2767.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should strongly consider the means necessary into providing a quick
     implementation of the Phase II regulation determinations within the GLWQI  
     regarding the non-point and air deposition sources.  The Phase II          
     implementation timetable must coincide with the Initiatives Phase I        
     controls so that the continual stringency of permit limitations being      
     placed upon the regulated Community is fairly applied to all discharge     
     users.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2767.004     
     
     See response to comment number D2825.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2767.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA must consider as is recognize and shown within the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Initiative, that water shed control of the basin is the      
     economical determination of pollutant discharge control.  The concept      
     should be utilized by the entire EPA controlled region for maintaining the 
     basin effluent contribution.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2767.005     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
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     Comment ID: G2767.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should maintain a firm determination to remove from the Initiative 
     the utilization of 1/4 of the harmonic mean and strongly push for simply   
     the harmonic mean for the flow values when calculating the human health    
     criteria.  The use of the 1/4 restriction is unrealistic in the assumption 
     that this would be considered a reasonable condition over a long period of 
     time that would be necessary to affect the human health.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2767.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2767.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should also reconsider the concept of using the existing permitee's
     quality in establishing the new limits for discharge permits.  This basis  
     of control is extremely detrimental to the intentions of permit holders who
     strive to operate their facilities in the most efficient manner possible in
     order to produce an effluent quality which is several steps below the      
     permitted limit.  This is done routinely as a protection for the operator  
     in the control of their effluent permitted quality.  To now impose permit  
     limitations which in essence have a negative impact for quality control and
     reward those permit entities that just skirt their permitted limitations   
     clearly discourages operator efficiency and plant performance.             
     
     
     Response to: G2767.007     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G2767.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA must also consider the need to maintain the permitee's ability with
     the implementation of the Initiative to apply for variances within the     
     State to the requirements that the implementation will bring.  The variance
     procedure should have similar requirements as those presently allowed under
     the State of Wisconsin's implementation variance of NR147.05               
     
     
     Response to: G2767.008     
     
     See the SID, especiall Section VIII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2768.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II METHODOLOGY - Because of the lack of scientific data and the large 
     uncertainty factors involved in the Tier II determinations, Tier II values 
     should represent "action levels" and not regulatory limits.  Discharges    
     above these action levels would require permittee actions such as pollution
     prevention and minimization programs allowing dischargers the opportunity  
     to control discharges without capital investment in enhanced treatment     
     technologies.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2768.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2768.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach as proposed is a "stopgap" measure to be used because 
     of the lack of the necessary toxicological studies required for calculation
     of Tier I numeric criteria.  Prompt development and promulgation of Tier I 
     criteria through a concentrated, coordinated effort by the USEPA through   
     research foundations (such as the Water Environment Federation Research    
     Foundation or other such organizations) is the appropriate approach for    
     long-term protection of water quality.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2768.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2768.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANALYTICAL DETECTION LIMITS - The use of the minimum level (ML) (a term    
     specific to GC/MS methodology and not applicable to metals or inorganics)  
     as a compliance evaluation level is not scientifically valid as it does not
     allow for interlaboratory evaluations and matrix interferences.  EPA's own 
     Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations    
     states that NPDES permit limit compliance should be based upon measurements
     that are "quantifiable" while a ML, and even an Method Detection Limit     
     (MDL) are qualitative measurements which provide information on the        
     presence of an analyte (or an interference).                               
     
     
     Response to: G2768.003     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
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     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2768.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical quantitation level (PQL) is defined by EPA as the lowest     
     concentration of an analyte that can be reliably determined within         
     specified limits of precision and accuracy by the indicated methods under  
     routine laboratory operating conditions.  The PQL is also meant as an      
     interlaboratory determination reflecting variations in operating           
     conditions.  For these reasons, the PQL is more valid as a compliance      
     evaluation tool.  Regulatory precedence for the use of PQL has already been
     established in the development of realistic standards for contaminants in  
     drinking water.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2768.004     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2768.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INTAKE CREDITS - If strictly interpreted, the five conditions required to  
     demonstrate a reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards due to
     intake water pollutants will exclude most discharges from intake water     
     credits.  Even once-through, non contact cooling water may not be able to  
     meet the rigorous demonstration prescribed in the guidance.  Clearly, this 
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     type of an intake credit policy needs more flexibility.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2768.005     
     
     This comment is duplicated elsewhere and addressed throughout the SID at   
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G2768.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the options presented in the guidance, Option 4, as originally proposed 
     by the Steering Committee and outlined in the preamble of the guidance     
     should be considered for dealing with intake water pollutants.             
     
     
     Response to: G2768.006     
     
     With regard to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4, see         
     responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.  As discussed in the SID at 
     Section VIII.E.7.a.iv., the definition of "same body of water" provides    
     considerable flexibility to the permit writer.  It does not, however,      
     provide so much flexibility that the distinction between consideration of  
     pollutants for discharges from the same and different bodies of water      
     becomes meaningless.  (The rationale for distinguishing between same and   
     different bodies of water is explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c.   
     and 5.)  Permit writers also may use their best professional judgment in   
     determining what information is needed, and whether the discharger has     
     demonstrated, the eligibility requirements for special consideration of    
     intake pollutants are met as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7. EPA 
     notes that pollutants which are chemically or physically altered so that   
     they create less of an adverse impact in the receiving that they would if  
     left instream are not prohibited as the comment suggests.  See SID at      
     Section VIII.E.7.vii.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2768.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION - The antidegradation requirements are cumbersome, costly, 
     and difficult to administer.  Because of the inclusion of conventional     
     pollutants in antidegradation requirements, many Michigan cities would be  
     forced into a no growth posture.  Since conventional pollutants are        
     generally excluded from the Guidance methodology, the antidegradation      
     procedures should be applicable to BCCs only.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2768.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions of the final        
     Guidance will become an impediment to growth.  Rather, by providing more,  
     detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance    
     should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the   
     uncertainties and ambiguities. In addition, antidegradation recognizes that
     the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for         
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there 
     is no room for additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation       
     ensures that the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner   
     possible, while preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic         
     ecosystem.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may  
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations.  Consequently, the Guidance does not require States   
     and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for   
     non-BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt           
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2768.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ) provisions included in the Guidance are
     a distincentive to good treatment and should be removed as a means of      
     developing discharge limitations.  Option 2, presented in the preamble of  
     the guidance should be considered instead of the strict EEQ requirement.   
     This alternative prohibits deliberate actions which increase the mass      
     discharge of BCCs above permitted levels and requires monitoring and       
     notification based upon EEQ conditions.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2768.008     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2768.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOAVAILABILITY - Since EPA's own Science Advisory Board has recommended   
     consideration of the bioavailable form of a pollutant when establishing    
     water quality criteria, flexibility should be afforded to allow for permit 
     limits which take into account the bioavailable fraction of a pollutant.   
     This allowance for the bioavailable fraction should be based on adequate,  
     available scientific and toxicological data.  This type of procedure should
     be allowed for development of mercury discharge limitations and would take 
     into account that fraction of total mercury that is methylated.            
     
     
     Response to: G2768.009     
     
     See Section III.B.6. of the Supplemental Information Document.  Also see   
     response to comment  D2620.020.                                            
                                                                                
     For more information regarding mercury, methyl mercury and the use of      
     conversion factors for aquatic life mercury criteria see responses to      
     comments G2662.017, G5940.010 and P2590.015.  For more information         
     regarding EPA's position regarding dissolved metals discharge limitations  
     see response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2768.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI wildlife mercury limitation should be adjusted upward in the final 
     guidance to reflect this occurrence.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2768.010     
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     See responses to comments:  D2860.028, D2860.026, and D2829.009.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: G2768.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MASS LOADING LIMITS - Since the Guidance requires limitations be developed 
     on a concentration basis and mass loading basis, the final guidance should 
     provide a mechanism to accommodate POTWs that have significant wet weather 
     flow fluctuations related to treatment of CSOs.  As an example, mass       
     limitations should not be applicable when a POTW is treating significant   
     wet weather flows above design flow.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2768.011     
     
     EPA agrees that the mass based limits should not interfere with CSO control
     efforts and therfore, the permitting authority will be given flexibility to
     address wet weather flows impacting POTWs.  See comment G2764.010.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2768.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     VARIANCES - Terms of variances should correspond to the NPDES permit term  
     of five years and requests for variances should be processed during the    
     permit application process as opposed to after issuance of the permit.     
     These revisions are being proposed in an effort to reduce the              
     administrative demands related to the proposed terms offered in the        
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2768.012     
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     EPA agrees that these changes would be benificial and has revised the      
     provision accordingly.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of  
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2768.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MIXING ZONES - There does not appear to be any scientific basis for the    
     phase-out of mixing zones.   Any phase out and elimination of mixing zones 
     should occur only after a multimedia cost/benefit analysis is conducted and
     demonstrates that this phase-out provides the greatest benefit at the      
     lowest cost.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2768.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: G2768.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIVITY - Additivity for carcinogens should not be assumed but instead  
     should be limited to situations where adequate scientific data are         
     available on the mechanisms of action.  The Science Advisory Board concurs 
     with this assessment and has stated that additivity should not be used as a
     default, but rather multiple carcinogens should be considered on a         
     case-by-case basis.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2768.014     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
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     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2768.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI STEERING COMMITTEE INVOLVEMENT - In view of the extreme interest in the
     GLI and the need for comprehensive and meaningful evaluation of the comment
     received during the past 150 days, we believe significant potential exists 
     for building division rather than consensus.  To preserve the process of   
     the GLI, we believe reconvening the GLI Steering Committee is the best way 
     to preserve the gains we have made collectively.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2768.015     
     
     EPA believes that the members of the Steering Committee were informed of   
     the issues EPA considered in developing the final Guidance since the       
     proposal.  For further discussion of the meetings held with Steering       
     Committee members to discuss the Guidance, see the preamble to the final   
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2773.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  We Foresee Elimination of Most GLI Area Manufacturing Within 15 Years  
     if GLI is Imposed                                                          
                                                                                
     With the Tier II requirements and the other provisions of GLI, we          
     anticipate that the existing industrial base will be forced to move away   
     from the Great Lakes region within 15 years, reflecting the tightening of  
     GLI release standards in three successive 5-year discharge permit cycles.  

Page 5767



$T044618.TXT
     An industrial facility that cannot use its local water resources within    
     reasonable economic and environmental parameters, and instead finds the    
     discharge criteria becoming continuously more stringent, must move in order
     to compete in the world marketplace of today, with no tangible             
     environmental or societal benefit.  While the GLI concepts look good on    
     paper, they will utltimately result in fewer discharges because fewer      
     companies can continue to operate efficiently at the new cost and          
     compliance structures, and will close.  By the third permit cycle, given   
     the GLI assumptions, we expect a reduction of wastewater criteria and      
     permit conditions to reach a level of demanded purity of wastewater that is
     below the point of economic survival.  This ratcheting down of effluent    
     criteria in each permit cycle with more stringent criteria will cost jobs, 
     and will erode the industrial base of the region.                          
                                                                                
     A superior approach would be to focus first on those areas of the Great    
     Lakes that do not meet current standards and criteria, and on the largest  
     sources of pollutants which are "non-point sources".  This would result in 
     a much larger benefit and would be much more in line with a policy         
     promoting competitiveness and balance.  We do not at this time have any    
     specific closure plans tied to GLI but the specter of its costs is an      
     important consideration.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2773.001     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2773.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Flawed Biochemical Assumptions Make GLI Arbitrary                          
                                                                                
     Nature disagrees with a key assumption of this regulatory proposal, and    
     nature wins.  The proposal assumes that all discharged chemicals last      
     forever.  They don't.  GLI must be amended to reflect that in open aquatic 
     environments, some chemicals degrade naturally, and so it is safe to allow 
     more of the degradable chemical into the aquatic environment.  Measures    
     such as an aquatic half-life for certain chemicals should be considered in 
     the rule making record.  Persistence of chemicals is incorrectly presumed. 
                                                                                
     The incomplete science on which GLI is based will result in unsubstantiated
     and overly conservative water quality criteria and standards.              
                                                                                
     The process to determine what chemicals to regulate and the process of     
     translating water quality criteria into standards and permit limits should 
     not be hampered by incorrect presumptions of persistence.  Natural         
     degradation processes must be part of the consideration in the final rule. 
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     BioConcentration Factor (BCF) methods have not been verified in the field  
     to determine whether BCF accurately predicts behavior in the environment,  
     and that BCF is being applied to the appropriate class of chemicals.  The  
     GLI's selection of chemicals for its initial focus is an inappropriate     
     selection, based primarily on the propensity of the chemicals to           
     bioaccumulate and not on true environmental fate.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2773.002     
     
     See response to: G2660.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2773.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Use Designations, Not Blind Uniformity, Should Guide Permit Criteria   
                                                                                
     Uniform standards are not needed to protect the Great Lakes.  The Great    
     Lakes differ in depth, temperature, aquatic feeding chain conditions, and  
     water uses.  Uniformity among these lakes does not appear in nature and it 
     should not appear in the Code of Federal Regulation.                       
                                                                                
     The guidance will virtually eliminate existing water use designations, and 
     replace them with a uniform water quality standard based on the protection 
     of wildlife, regardless of the purpose for which that water is used.  This 
     will result in many permit limits being reduced at each cycle of permit    
     review, with no benefit to those who use the water (humans or wildlife).   
                                                                                
     Water use designations are designed to protect, restore and maintain the   
     beneficial use of a water body, based on that water body's capability and  
     economic capacity.  Eliminating this concept in favor of a uniform standard
     will not improve the beneficial use of the water, but it will cost billions
     of dollars to install equipment (new processes or waste treatment) to      
     reduce discharge levels.  Billions of capital dollars that otherwise would 
     go into world competitive marketplace efforts will be detoured to install  
     new equipment that tries to reduce discharge levels to this new uniform    
     level.  This aspect of the rule is a further demonstration that appropriate
     application of science was not taken into account.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2773.003     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2773.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  GLI's Extreme Anti-degradation Policy Must Be Modified                 
                                                                                
     For industries that discharge effluents that are not persistent and do not 
     accumulate in the basin (natural removal rates exceed discharge rates), the
     antidegradation policy is simply arbitrary and it will be hostile to       
     continued job development and investment by industries that utilize        
     wastewater resources.                                                      
                                                                                
     There is no basis in good science to apply this antidegradation policy to  
     the many rapidly bioadegradable, non-accumulative compounds, provided the  
     concentration of these compounds does not exceed safe toxicity thresholds. 
     The GLI should not impose this expensive consequence without a full        
     consideration of the alternatives and the scientific consensus.            
                                                                                
     A body of water should not be degraded in such a way as to be unnatural,   
     but man is part of nature.  People deserve to be able to use the water     
     provided by nature as long as its fit for the other inhabitants of the     
     Earth.  This does not mean zero pollution, or zero degradation.  It means a
     balance, that preserves our waters in such a way that all needs are met,   
     including human society's need to grow.  As long as the capacity of nature 
     is not exceeded, a water body is not being degraded.  The GLI              
     antidegradation policy is an abstract concept with too little regard for   
     people and their needs.  Until the antidegradation policy meets this test  
     of reasonableness, it should not be implemented.                           
                                                                                
     To date, EPA has not announced such a harsh antidegradation policy on      
     nationwide water issues.  The EPA has deferred this issue to each state,   
     because of the serious potential that antidegradation standards will harm  
     the opportunities for jobs, industrial growth and economic viability.  The 
     concept of antidegradation cannot be seen without seeing its impacts on    
     people and their aspirations and hopes.  We should ask, Degradation of     
     what?  Degradation of a water body's designated use is the focus.  The     
     Clean Water Act is not specific in this respect.  Why else does the Act    
     require streams to have a designated use?  The EPA should modify the       
     antidegradation policy to allow for growth.  The EPA should limit this     
     growth in wastewater based on natural capacity of the particular water     
     body, not on arbitrary policy goals and attempts at novel administrative   
     procedures.  The federal Administration's call to "put people first" should
     be listened to very attentively when the consequences of harsh             
     antidegradation principles are considered.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2773.004     
     
     The commenter states that the antidegradation provisions of the proposed   
     Guidance do not recognize differences between pollutants that bioaccumulate
     and persist in the environment and those that do not.  The commenter also  
     implies that the antidegradation provisions in the proposed Guidance amount
     to a no growth policy. EPA disagrees strongly with the assertions of the   
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     commenter.  A thorough reading of the proposed Guidance shows that many of 
     the issues raised by the commenter were considered and addressed in the    
     proposal.  The final Guidance takes additional steps to ensure that the    
     differences between bioaccumulative, persistent pollutants and other       
     pollutants are accounted for and that growth in the Great Lakes region is  
     not stifled by the antidegradation policy.  Features of the the final      
     Guidance that are responsive to this comment include:  no Great            
     Lakes-specific requirements for antidegradation for non-BCCs, increased    
     flexibility in the demonstration component of the Guidance, the optional de
     minimis and significant lowering concepts, and increased flexibility in the
     decision making.  It is important to note that antidegradation is not a new
     concept.  As stated in the preamble to the proposed Guidance, the history  
     of antidegradation extends back to the Water Quality Act of 1965.  The     
     current regulations pertaining to antidegradation have been in place since 
     1983.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2773.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  The Unfairness of the Reverse-Onus Policy Must Be Recognized           
                                                                                
     The concept of shifting technical data development burdens to the applicant
     ("reverse onus") was used to establish the policy that requires the        
     wastewater discharger to demonstrate that its discharge is safe for the    
     environment.  This approach for managing new chemicals is sometimes        
     appropriate.  However, it MUST not be applied to ubiquitous chemicals, such
     as those on the priority pollutant list used as the "floor" list of GLI's  
     regulated compounds.                                                       
                                                                                
     The unfairness of GLI's approach is evident.  Use of the reverse onus      
     principle forces the first regulated person who seeks a permit for         
     discharge of a chemical, including a ubiquitous chemical found widely in   
     nature and in the receiving body of water, to bear a heavy burden of proof 
     of what is "safe" for a chemical in many other discharges, or else to      
     accept the overly conservative standards and permit limits derived using a 
     "make shift" Tier II procedure.                                            
                                                                                
     The resulting cost burdens unfairly dump onto the individual permit holder 
     the costs that the EPA should bear as the central standard creator for the 
     nation.  This unfair system of allocating costs is illegal and quite       
     improper.  Whichever burden this first applicant must bear, the economic   
     burden on these dischargers will be high, and will not be applied in a fair
     or consistent manner.  The burden to establish safe discharge levels for   
     these ubiquitous chemicals was placed with the EPA in the 1987 amendments  
     to the CWA, where it should remain.  An agency is not free to shift a      
     statutory duty onto a person outside the agency, without prior             
     congressional reassignment of that duty.                                   
     

Page 5771



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: G2773.005     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2773.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  The GLI Tier II Violates Fair Procedure Requirements                   
                                                                                
     Federal administrative procedures require that the public be given a fair  
     opportunity to comment before the adverse effects of rules are imposed.    
     These provisions of 5 USC 552(a)(1) have, since 1946, barred agencies from 
     penalizing individuals or companies unless and until a fair opportunity for
     comment is afforded.  The Tier II process is unfair, unlawful and          
     arbitrary.  EPA should not adopt this penalty-prone method without         
     following the specific process that federal administrative procedures      
     require.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Federal agencies also are required to follow the procedures set out by     
     Congress in their enabling legislation, such as the Clean Water Act, as    
     amended.  It would be arbitrary for an agency to eliminate a statutory     
     process of setting discharge levels and to abandon the standards process in
     favor of separate, applicant-burdened methods of setting each chemical's   
     discharge levels.  When OSHA attempted such an abandonment of standard     
     setting recently, the courts rejected that effort and told OSHA to abide by
     the Congressional choice.  That decision should remind EPA to follow what  
     Congress has specified as the correct methods.  The EPA cannot adopt a     
     process for making key, impactful decisions that is different from the     
     process that Congress has adopted.                                         
                                                                                
     For those reasons, the so-called "reverse onus" aspect of GLI will be      
     vulnerable in court if pursued.  It is illegal and arbitrary, but more     
     importantly it is unfair.  The use of a "Tier II" reverse-onus procedure   
     for setting water quality criteria and standards is unfair and overly      
     burdensome to the dischargers of ubiquitous chemicals that are being       
     regulated.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2773.006     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2773.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  Waters of the Great Lakes Should NOT Be Rigidly Assumed to be Similar  
     for GLI Purposes                                                           
                                                                                
     Many of the aspects of the guidance are too rigid for the Great Lakes      
     basin's diverse environments.  The proposed procedures for site specific   
     modification do not allow for any increases in allowable discharges even if
     a discharger can prove there would be no impact to the environment.  This  
     is simply too rigid a structure to apply to such a large region, much less 
     the larger area in the states outside the region.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2773.007     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2773.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8.  No Need Exists for Expensive Tier II Controls                          
                                                                                
     There is absolutely no need to use the GLI's "tier II" concept to enforce  
     narrative state standards.  The existing EPA policy for using whole        
     effluent toxicity testing is sufficient to meet a "not toxic in toxic      
     amounts" standard.  All water quality criteria should be developed by the  
     states or EPA using a sufficient data base, and regulations should not use 
     estimated data and generic safety factors when the data points can be      
     collected and compiled for a more realistic baseline.  Since discharge     
     limits are based on these criteria, and because discharge limits cannot be 
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     increased once they have been set, GLI water criteria that are based on    
     these estimates will greatly impact the cost of implementation for each    
     permit holding wastewater user, without a significant increase in          
     environmental protection.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2773.008     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2773.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  Application Beyond the Great Lakes Watershed is Inappropriate          
                                                                                
     Beyond the many problems of the GLI is the reality that GLI relates to one 
     series of water bodies, and the technical rationale for adopting the GLI   
     does not apply to the Ohio River or other non-Great Lakes water bodies such
     as the watersheds of the Chicago, Mississippi, Illinois and Susquehana     
     Rivers.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The GLI states should not adopt this guidance for all waters outside the   
     Great Lakes Watershed.  The guidance was developed specifically for and to 
     protect human health, wildlife, and the environment within this small area 
     of the U.S.  Applying GLI's expensive control scheme to other water bodies 
     outside this region eliminates much of the regional and local flexibility  
     to deal with unique situations that occur outside the Great Lakes (such as 
     climate, precipitation rates, indigenous species protection, and other     
     environmental factors).                                                    
                                                                                
     For example, the Ohio River basin to which Cincinnati waters drain, and the
     two-thirds of Ohio's land mass drainage area that drains away from the     
     Great Lakes, should not be burdened with GLI standards and their many      
     costs.  Applying GLI beyond the Great Lakes harms overall water quality    
     decision making because it eliminates the necessary flexibility.  Many     
     situations outside the Great Lakes differ in climate, precipitation rates, 
     indigenous species protection, and other environmental factors, from the   
     aspects that ostensibly supported adoption of GLI norms.                   
                                                                                
     Flexibility in dealing with localized water quality needs has been a       
     hallmark of the Clean Water Act since its adoption in the 1960's.  Just as 
     no single federal command applies from Maine to Guam, so no single water   
     standard can be presumptively fixed for both Cleveland and Cincinnati.     
     Divergent water conditions require the GLI be applied only when and where  
     it is relevant.  The final publication must encourage the Region V and     
     state officials to separately regulate non-Great Lakes drainage area       
     facilities, to which the GLI should NOT be applied.                        
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     Response to: G2773.009     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2776.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Analytical Detection                                                       
                                                                                
     Although the proposed implementation procedures appear to have attempted to
     address in a manner more realistic than current federal guidance,          
     ("Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics Control" -     
     March 1991), the problems with regulating a substance at or near its level 
     of quantification, the "minimum level of detection" term has not been      
     adequately defined nor is it a widely used or accepted term.  Our          
     experience indicates that multiple analysis of blank samples would result  
     in a number of false positive results, i.e., reported values.  This problem
     is compounded especially in the context of regulating discharges under the 
     traditional NPDES daily maximum and monthly average concepts when          
     background or intake sources of the chemical of concern are clearly        
     present.  Any regulation of chemicals at or near their quantification limit
     must recognize the statistical variance associated with reasonably         
     available laboratory services and either regulate those parameters on a    
     statistically valid basis or establish an upper bound laboratory           
     quantification limit based on actual site data, not the idealized USEPA    
     reference laboratory.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2776.001     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2776.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     The proposal substantially restricts and ultimately eliminates the use of  
     mixing zones in order to protect water quality "from the effects of        
     bioaccumlative chemicals of concern and to assure progress toward zero     
     discharge."  This restriction is unnecessary and not scientifically        
     supported since the exposure route and resulting food chain effects are    
     extremely unlikely to be manifest at the end of the pipe.  It is especially
     important that mixing zones be preserved for areas not defined as open lake
     waters and that zones of initial dilution be retained for those chemicals  
     where acute toxicity concerns exist.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2776.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2776.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors and                                                
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern                                       
                                                                                
     Use of food chain multipliers based on laboratory derivations, including   
     octanol-water partitions may be suitable for prioritizing chemicals of     
     concern but they should not be used to establish compliance criteria.      
     Habitat, transport mechanisms, including exposed species, and other water  
     quality characteristics can significantly effect the resulting             
     bioaccumulation factor.  While the use of a uniform and arbitrary criteria 
     may provide parity among the various regulated interests which reside in   
     the Great Lakes region, it ignores the needless adverse economic impact on 
     regulated sources.  Site specific criteria should be allowed in setting any
     enforceable discharge conditions.                                          
                                                                                
     The proposal establishes a second more stringently regulated group of      
     chemicals based solely or at least substantially on their Wendy apparent   
     ability to bioaccumulate.  While these chemicals should no doubt receive   
     priority attention, bioaccumulative tendency should not be substituted for 
     a through evaluation of relevant field verified toxicity and exposure      
     information.                                                               
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     Response to: G2776.003     
     
     EPA agrees in part with the need to consider field information in the      
     development of BAFs.  EPA has revised the proposed BAF methodology to      
     require field data to derive BAFs used for development of Tier I human     
     health and wildlife criteria. Nevertheless, there are situations where     
     laboratory derivations are appropriate.  See section IV of the SID for     
     EPA's analysis of this issue.                                              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance allows the use of site-specific criteria, as suggested  
     by the commenter.  In addition, the final Guidance includes a number of    
     revisions to increase flexibility of implementation that may reduce the    
     impact on regulated sources in specific situations.  These revisions are   
     described in the SID, and summarized in section I of the SID.              
                                                                                
     EPA assumes that by "field verified exposure information" the commenter    
     meant that pollutants should not be regulated as BCCs until they are shown 
     to be present at concentrations of concern in the Great Lakes System.  EPA 
     does not accept this concept.  As discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID,  
     EPA is concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs from increasing to
     the level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  The regulatory
     approach suggested by commenters that would not trigger preventive action  
     until some measurable concentration resulting in adverse conditions is     
     reached in the environment would not be effective in addressing this       
     concern, particularly because of the difficulties of measuring these       
     pollutants at levels of concern in the environment.  As discussed further  
     in sections VII.B and VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs 
     in the final Guidance will take full effect over the next twelve years (two
     years for State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in    
     period).  A program requiring systematic environmental monitoring followed 
     by a regulatory process to designate BCCs could significantly delay        
     implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new persistent,   
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The risks to the    
     Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant such an     
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: G2776.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PCBs                                                                       
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     The tendency to compound worst case assumptions throughout a risk analysis 
     may be tolerated when used in the context of comparative analysis.         
     However, the extrapolation of these assumptions into regulatory criteria   
     needs significant improvement in both methodology and field verified data. 
     The example cited in the draft document pertaining to PCBs provides another
     case in point, that use of worst case assumptions produce criteria that    
     border on the ridiculous.  Despite hundreds of studies, OMC is not aware of
     ny scientifically supportable information exists that links PCBs to human  
     carcinogenicity.  The proposal would again significantly lower allowable   
     levels for PCBs in fish and therefore trigger fish advisories where none   
     now exist.  Since FDA has not been otherwise persuaded to lower the fish   
     consumption criteria for PCBs, USEPA has established a more rigorous but   
     unsupported assumption base to drive the allowable criteria lower.         
                                                                                
     It is virtually certain that every discharger to the Great Lakes, both     
     point and non-point will share at least on thing in common, provided they  
     are required to perform repeated testing, that is detectable levels of PCBs
     in their discharge.  The potential adverse economic impact for this        
     chemical alone could be staggering, despite USEPA's own estimates that     
     indicate the complete elimination of PCBs from point sources will not have 
     any measurable effect on the Great Lakes water quality.  The GLI priorities
     should be realigned to focus resources on areas more likely to yield       
     quantifiable benefits, rather than waste energies on the continuous pursuit
     of zero.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2776.004     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.014, D2587.045 and D2723.004.See     
     response to comments D1711.025 and D2827.090. See response to D3382.083 on 
     probabilistic modelling.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2776.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs                                                                      
                                                                                
     It is difficult to define the potential cost impacts from a rigorous       
     application and enforcement of criteria established through the GLI, if    
     adopted in its present form, since in many cases their is no known end of  
     pipe technology that will assure compliance with the proposed discharge    
     criteria for many of the substances identified as BCCs.  OMC is uncertain  
     as to how USEPA made economic or compliance assumptions for these cases but
     is reasonably certain that the cost estimates summarized in the proposed   
     rule are well understated.                                                 
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     Response to: G2776.005     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2777.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     since the GLI only addresses point source discharges which account for     
     twenty percent of the pollutants entering the basin (the other 80% of the  
     loading is attributed to non-point sources), the overall benefits that are 
     expected to be realized from this program are suspect.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2777.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2777.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the GLI could cost municipalities in excess of $7 billion in new compliance
     and annual maintenance costs, yet yield little measurable imporvement to   
     water quality in the Great Lakes.  The cost of compliance for the Erie POTW
     is estimated to range between $100 and $147 million.  The competitive      
     disadvantage faced by industries operating in this basin and the ultimate  
     impact on the Erie area tax base would be devastating.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2777.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2777.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On June 28, a public meeting was held in Erie to enable affected citizens  
     and organizations to express their concern (or support) regarding the      
     Initiative.  It was most troubling to hear the Council of Great Lakes      
     Governors independent auditors, DRI McGraw-Hill, inform the audience that, 
     in their opinion, EPA had greatly misrepresented the costs of implementing 
     the Initiative by factors of at least five times, yet hear EPA continue to 
     defend their basin-wide cost estimates of $280 million.  Equally           
     disconcerting was EPA and DRI's collective opinion that benefits realized  
     from implementing the GLI would be very modest.  This is one of the many   
     problems pointed out in the review of the Initiative by the Office of      
     Management and Budget - "EPA has failed to estimate properly the costs of  
     this rule or to describe the benefits that might result."                  
     
     
     Response to: G2777.003     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2780.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I feel the proposed initiative will result in high costs and few           
     environmental benefits.  No fish consumption advisories are expected to be 
     lifted as a result of implementing the initiative.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2780.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2723.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2780.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.                               
                                                                                
     Existing regulatory programs are producing cleaner lakes.  Loadings from   
     point sources are already low as a result of 20+ years of regulation under 
     the Clean Water Act and will continue to decline in the absence of the GLI 
     as new requirements are added to permits.  Further controls on points      
     sources will not produce any meaningful reduction in overall loadings.     
     
     
     Response to: G2780.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     G1713.005.  See also Section II of the preamble to the final Guidance and  
     Sections I.B.2 and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2780.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to minimal benefits.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill 
     draft study estimated upper range costs of $2.3 billion annually.  The     
     regulated community has estimated total capital costs for compliance at    
     $7.5 billion for POTWs and $11 billion for industries.  These estimates    
     contrast sharply with EPA's estimate of $80 million to $500 million        
     annually.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2780.003     
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     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2780.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, I believe the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative needs more      
     flexibility.  Ecosystems are unique and need to be treated on an almost    
     individual basis.                                                          
                                                                                
     The GLWQI assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform        
     ecosystem in which essentially the same water quality controls apply to    
     waters as diverse as a small Ohio stream and Lake Superior's Isle Royale.  
     The basis for this assumption is that the only way a pollutant's impact is 
     eliminated is if it physically leaves the basin.  This reasoning does not  
     take into account the actual environmental fate of a pollutant.            
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2780.004     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2780.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific procedures are inadequate:  only aquatic life criteria can be
     both more or less restrictive.  Human health and wildlife protection       
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     criteria can only be more stringent on a site specific basis.  This is a   
     policy decision without scientific basis.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2780.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2780.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will result in treatment for treatment's  
     sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements with little  
     or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which reflect    
     environmental conditions should be available for all criteria and all      
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2780.006     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2780.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Additional state flexibility is needed to ensure that future improvements  
     in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken as a whole,  
     the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility, infringing on
     states ability to exercise professional judgement.  The Great lakes States 
     should be allowed to benefit from any changes in National criteria,        
     procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms for incorporating  
     new and better science into the GLI would deny states the ability to       
     justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2780.007     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2781.001(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     The ability to obtain zero discharge of certain toxic pollutants.          
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(a)  
     
     It is unclear what criticism of the proposed Guidance was intended by this 
     comment.  However, presuming the comment addresses antidegradation, EPA    
     does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the final  
     Guidance amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of          
     pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of   
     the process through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated  
     to be necessary to support important social and economic development.  The 
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA  and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2781.001(b)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     The potential for list of "toxics" to grow over the years.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(b)  
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2781.001(c)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
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     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Significant capital costs association with compliance - estimated $51.4    
     million for WLSSD, increasing annual operating costs by $16.7 million.     
     District sewage bills would more than double.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(c)  
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2781.001(d)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Could significantly reduce local industries' ability to proceed with future
     expansions and limit regional communities' abilities to attract new        
     industry.  We would be at a greater competitive disadvantage both          
     nationwide and worldwide.  Again, why punish those states which have done  
     the "best" job of protecting their Great Lakes?                            
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(d)  
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2781.001(e)
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Antidegradation policy will restrict future growth within the Lake Superior
     watershed beginning in 1996.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(e)  
     
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance impose any special requirements
     applicable to Lake Superior.  States and Tribes may choose to apply special
     antidegradation requirements to the lake, but none are required by the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2781.001(f)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                

Page 5787



$T044618.TXT
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Will curtail existing and future development by provisions that are        
     unattainable.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(f)  
     
     Please see the SID, especially Section VII, for EPA's analysis of this and 
     related issues.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2781.001(g)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Failure to identify who will pay for enforcement regulations once enacted. 
     Further failure for federal government to bring their checkbook to the     
     table to help pay for implementation.  Partnership means a willingness to  
     share in the cost.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(g)  
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2781.001(h)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 5788



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Failure to encourage input by Canadian Government to adopt policies to     
     alleviate nonpoint sources.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(h)  
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2781.001(i)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Failure to recognize source of pollutants - Origin may not be Great Lakes  
     area.                                                                      
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     Response to: G2781.001(i)  
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2781.001(j)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulatoins tht clearly demonstrate a combined           
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Concern that Lake Superior is chosen as a demonstration Lake for this      
     initiative.  Fail to see justification for selection.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(j)  
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2781.001(k)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Concern that this initiative is another top-down approach to solving an    
     unidentified problem.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(k)  
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2781.001(l)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Aware of natural high levels of heavy metals (Mercury) in our soils.  How  
     will this naturally occurring polllution be accounted for?                 
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(l)  
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G2781.001(m)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter will serve as Arrowhead Counties Association's (ACA) response  
     to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Arrowhead Counties           
     Association supports all water quality efforts, but we fail to see any     
     benefit to the Region by the regulations offered in the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Initiative.  The counties, cities, and the State of Minnesota have 
     enacted rules and regulations that clearly demonstrate a combined          
     stewardship of a natural resource base.  This is clearly indicated by the  
     pristine condition of Lake Superior.  We see little benefit from this      
     legislation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Arrowhead Counties Association feels this initiative is unacceptable in its
     present state for the following reasons:                                   
                                                                                
     Pollution prevention is part of the resolution using new technology,       
     pretreating sources, substituting ingredients, and recycling.  Front end   
     solutions should be considered as opposed to end of the pipe solutions.    
     
     
     Response to: G2781.001(m)  
     
     See responses to comments D605.083, D2838.095 and 2861.032.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2782.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the MRCC urges that all of the U.S. portion of Lake Superior  
     be designated as an "Outstanding National Resource Water" (ONRW).  The MRCC
     strongly opposes the proposed designation which seeks to create a new      
     category for classification of Lake Superior waters.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2782.001     
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     Comment ID:  G2782.001                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2784.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While it would first appear that the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative  
     (GLWQI) does not affect agriculture directly, the indirect impact of the   
     GLWQI may be monumental.  First, if the chemical manufacturers are unduly  
     impacted by the Initiative, the cost of the chemicals used by farmers would
     drastically increase.  And second, farmers, as well as all members of      
     society would be asked to pay the enormous cost of business and POTW's     
     coming into compliance by increased taxes and costs.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2784.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2595.029.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2784.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While improving the quality of the Great Lakes is a plausible goal,        
     additional regulations should be a means to an end, and not the end in and 
     of itself.  There has not been a demonstrable need for additional          
     regulation.  Instead, the quality of the Great Lakes has steadily improved 
     under the Clean Water Act and the other plethora of state and federal      
     regulations currently in place.                                            
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     Response to: G2784.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and D2723.231.  See also        
     Sections I.B and I.D of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2784.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not only has there not been a need for the GLWQI demonstrated, but the huge
     cost to implement the regulation far outweighs the benefits derived.  The  
     DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study estimated that annual costs of compliance could
     be $2.3 billion, while the costs to POTW's would be $7.5 billion and $11   
     billion for industry to come into initial compliance with the standards of 
     the Initiative.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2784.003     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2784.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, the Ohio Farm Bureau Federation is concerned about the       
     uniform standard applied across the entire Great Lakes region without a    
     reasonable variance procedure.  Instead, OFBF feels that the Initiative    
     should be more site specific, giving more flexibility to the states to     
     accommodate specific needs.  Contained herein is the fact that "intake     
     credits" are not given to facilities that take water into the facility at  
     levels that exceed the Initiative standards.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2784.004     
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     EPA agrees.  WQS variances, as well as site-specific criteria              
     modifications, are applied on a site-specific basis.                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2784.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, OFBF is concerned about the antidegradation requirements and would
     suggest that these restrictions penalize those dischargers that strive for 
     a reduction in BAFs.  In addition, OFBF is concerned that the science used 
     to establish BAF standards is faulty, or at the very least, unproven.      
     
     
     Response to: G2784.005     
     
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  The use of BAFs, which account 
     for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from  
     these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human     
     health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and    
     scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858),
     BAFs have been used in criteria development since 1985.                    
                                                                                
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for further discussion of SAB's comments.          
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
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     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2784.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States Should Have the Flexibility to Adopt Site-Specific Criteria         
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative proposes to set a water quality   
     standard that can be universally applied throughout the eight state Great  
     Lakes region.  The Initiative assumes that the entire Great Lakes Basin is 
     a uniform ecosystem with the need for the same water quality in the        
     smallest stream of Ohio, as well as Lake Erie.  This ignores the actual    
     environment fate of a pollutant and assumes that the only way to decrease  
     the impact of the chemical is to eliminate it completely.                  
                                                                                
     Ohio EPA has proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have  
     different biological expectations.  Therefore, Ohio EPA has adopted        
     criteria that best serves each ecoregion.  To impose a single, universal   
     standard across the entire Lake Erie region would eliminate those benefits 
     obtained by site specific criteria already adopted in Ohio.                
     
     
     Response to: G2784.006     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.Comment G2784.006 See response to     
     comment P2624.003.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2784.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The States should be able to maintain flexibility in dealing with water    
     quality to facilitate economic growth.  This is not to suggest that        
     improvement of water quality should suffer in exchange for economic growth.
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     But rather, it is OFBF's position that improvement of water quality and    
     improvement of economic stability can co-exist.  And the best authority to 
     make those determinations of where the standards should be strictest is the
     local state authority.  In many instances, the BAF standards adopted in    
     Ohio are more restrictive than that proposed in the GLWQI.  As a result,   
     facilities will be forced to bear the cost of treatment, merely for        
     treatment's sake.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2784.007     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2784.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also of extreme concern that Canada is not subject to the same       
     standards as their United States counterparts.  This is not to say that    
     this is an excuse for inaction on the part of the U.S., however, economic  
     advantage could be obtained in Canada unless there is some commitment to   
     adopt these standards.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2784.008     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2784.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An example of the inequities of the GLWQI as it is applied on a region     
     basis, rather than being site specific, is the lack of "intake credits" for
     those facilities that take in water which already exceeds the GLI standards
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     to use in a non-contact cooling process.  These facilities will be forced, 
     at extremely high costs, to treat water for chemicals which were already in
     the water.  This is true whether the process used by the facility adds     
     chemicals to the water or not.  This problem will increase as detection    
     levels decrease closer to the proposed limits.                             
                                                                                
     It is OFBF's opinion that "intake credits" should be granted to those      
     facilities that take in water at rates exceeding those proposed by the GLI.
     
     
     Response to: G2784.009     
     
     Whether any particular discharger will be eligible for relief under the    
     intake pollutants procedures depends on the facts of each case.  If cooling
     water merely passes through a pollutant from one part of the water body to 
     another part, it may be eligible for a finding that a WQBEL is not needed. 
     However, before that determination could be made, a further analysis of the
     intake pollutants in the discharge would need to be made to determine if   
     the intake pollutant discharge would cause adverse effects that would not  
     occur if the pollutant were left instream because of various of factors,   
     e.g., a physical or chemical change in the intake pollutant at the facility
     or the timing or location of a discharge.  This approach is discussed in   
     detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2784.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adoption of BAFs                                                           
                                                                                
     For the first time, U.S. EPA is attempting to list bioaccumulation factors 
     for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  BAFs measure a chemical's      
     potential to accumulate in the tissue of an aquatic organism.  It is       
     essential that the BAF be based upon good science as opposed to            
     assumptions.   However, such is not the case.                              
                                                                                
     EPA's own Science Advisory Board has commented that many aspects of the    
     methodology and protocols for developing wildlife criteria are uncertain   
     and questionable from a scientific basis.  At the present time, there are  
     no nationally recognized protocols for developing wildlife criteria.  But  
     yet, U.S. EPA is going to utilize wildlife criteria as the standard in     
     setting BAF levels, even though in most instances, these standards will be 
     more restrictive than either human or aquatic criteria.  As a result, the  
     wildlife criteria will become the limiting factor, even though it is       
     recognized by the EPA Science Advisory Board that there is no recognized   
     methodology for establishing these limits.                                 
                                                                                
     It would appear to the OFBF that a more prudent course of action would be  
     to require states to use wildlife criteria on a provisional basis so that  
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     sufficient data could be obtained to develop appropriate and reasonable    
     standards.  [And once the standards are established, they should not be    
     below those amounts detectable by modern equipment.  By having standards   
     below the detectable amount, uncertainty runs rampant in the business      
     community and fear of unknown liability would stifle economic growth       
     needlessly.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2784.010     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2784.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.011 is imbedded in comment #.010.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     And once the standards are established, they should not be below those     
     amounts detectable by modern equipment.  By having standards below the     
     detectable amount, uncertainty runs rampant in the business community and  
     fear of unknown liability would stifle economic growth needlessly.         
     
     
     Response to: G2784.011     
     
     EPA disagrees that these permit limits will stifle economic growth.  As    
     analytical methods improve compliance costs could increase, but there are  
     provisions, such as variances, which would account for wide-spread social  
     and economic impacts that would result from the nedd for more treatment.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2784.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Revise Antidegradation Provisions                                          
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     The provisions of the GLWQI do not allow for a discharge of a substance to 
     be above prior permit limits without extensive review.  This would appear  
     to penalize those facilities that, through intentional or unintentional    
     acts, have decreased their discharge limit below a prior level. If the     
     discharge levels decrease below the prior permit level, the next permit    
     will only allow a discharge at the decreased level.  If the facility       
     experiences an increase in business, and therefore, an increase in its     
     discharge, a review could be triggered at a cost and inconvenience to the  
     facility.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In response to the foregoing illustration, a reasonable man could conclude 
     that by maintaining a higher level of pollutant discharge, greater         
     flexibility would be afforded in the future.  This is exactly opposite to  
     the goal proposed by the EPA.                                              
                                                                                
     OFBF would suggest that flexibility be built into the antidegradation      
     policy to allow for those variable over which a facility has no control.   
     
     
     Response to: G2784.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2785.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current policy of the GLI towards mixing zones is unacceptable.  There 
     is no valid reason for allowing up to 10 years to phase out dilution areas.
                                                                                
     The only function mixing zones seem to serve is to allow a permit holder to
     exceed permit limits at times and make monitoring more difficult.  By      
     allowing dilution of the pollutant the permit holder can actually discharge
     at a higher level than the permit allows, knowing that dilution will bring 
     the discharger back into compliance.  A limit is not effective if a        
     discharger is allowed to go above it.  The pollution that exits the end of 
     the pipe should always be below the limit allowed in the permit, in this   
     way the discharger is always in compliance.  Mixing zones also make        
     monitoring more difficult.  The concentration of a pollutant varies not    
     only by quantities of water but also by temperature, depth of water,       
     sediment composition, as well as many other factors.  By allowing a wide   
     range of areas from which a measurement can be taken to determine the      
     concentration of a pollutant EPA insures that a discharger will have a     
     number of different results to choose from, allowing them to use the lowest
     of the numbers to try and prove they are in compliance.  This makes        
     monitoring efforts difficult because there is never an accurate and        
     reliable determination of the level of pollution.  In addition it is unfair
     to companies that may not have as favorable natural conditions because     
     their measurements will be higher resulting in a greater possibility for   
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     violations to occur.  The only way to level the playing field between      
     companies is for measuring to be done at the end of the pipe.  Measuring   
     the pollutants as they come out of the end of the pipe is more accurate,   
     consistent, fair, and will yield more reliable data.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2785.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2785.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern                                       
                                                                                
     This is a valuable tool to determine the actual impact upon the food chain 
     of toxic chemicals.  It is important that this system of accounting for    
     higher concentrations of pollutants remain a part of the final regulations 
     in order to safeguard all life in the region to the greatest extent        
     possible.  However, the list of BCC chemicals must be expanded.            
     
     
     Response to: G2785.002     
     
     See response to: P2859.075                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: G2785.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed regulations, under the heading "Consideration of Intake    
     Water Pollutants" CBE supports "Option 1".  An intake credit system for the
     regulated community would merely be redundant to the existing national     
     policy.  The methods listed:  TMDL's, temporary variances from water       
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     quality standards, and changes in water use designations or site specific  
     modifications, provide ample opportunities for a permitee to deal with any 
     problems caused by pollution of intake waters.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2785.003     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment #P2742.582 and is addressed
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2785.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ideally, the EPA would take a stance that affords the greatest protection  
     to the inhabitants fo the region.  This would mean that if there wasn't    
     enough data to formulate a Tier I value for a chemical the EPA would       
     mandate that there be no allowable discharge until a Tier I value could be 
     determined.  However, at the very least the EPA should keep the Tier II    
     process as a part of the GLI in order to safeguard the health of the       
     ecosystem from potentially dangerous chemicals of which little is yet      
     known.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2785.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2786.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At I.G.11 (Great Lakes Fish Advisories; published on page 20831), we agree 
     that States currently have the primary responsibility for advising the     
     public of the risks associated with the consumption of sport-caught fish.  
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     We wonder, however, whom presently has primary responsibility for similar  
     fish advisories regarding commercially-caught and marketed fish?  We would 
     encourage inclusion of commercially-caught fish in the proposed uniform    
     joint advisories.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2786.001     
     
     See response to comment number G2967.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2786.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At V.B.5. (Exposure Assumptions; published on Pages 20869, 20870, and      
     20871), we would suggest that a child's features and habits do constitute a
     sufficiently different profile of risk and that a set of child's body      
     weight, lower daily water consumption, and lower daily fish consumption    
     rates should be used to develop not only policy guidance but also          
     nutritional guidance for parents who would seek such information.          
     
     
     Response to: G2786.002     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G2786.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At VII.H. (Offsets; published on Page 20917), we strongly disagree with the
     concept of offsets as proposed.  We would view offsets as being contrary to
     the overall purpose of the Water Quality Initiative, that being to improve 
     water quality, not just rearrange the distribution of toxic materials.     
     Therefore, we encourage the deletion of Offsets from the final version of  
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     the Water Quality Initiative.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2786.003     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2787.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is scientifically flawed.  The EPA used scientifically unproven    
     methods for deriving bioaccumulation factors and to set limits on          
     substances for which limited data exists.  Even the EPA's Science Advisory 
     Board criticized and questioned both the science underlying the GLI and the
     absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such as   
     the National Academy of Sciences.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2787.001     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2787.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the GLI focuses on point source discharges, it fails to account for  
     and fails to limit the major sources of toxic pollutants entering the Great
     Lakes, namely urban and agricultural run-offs and airborne deposits.       
     
     
     Response to: G2787.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2825.003.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2787.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible since the more restrictive ambient 
     water quality standards imposed by the GLI would in turn force more        
     restrictive limits in permits issued to municipalities and industries.  As 
     proposed, the GLI would require that criteria be achieved beyond the       
     capability of existing treatment technology, would require industries to   
     remove pollutants contained in intake water, and set discharge limitations 
     below instrument detection limits for some contaminants.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2787.003     
     
     This comment raises the same issues as other comments and is not addressed 
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2787.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the restrictive criteria proposed by the GLI would be required only  
     in the Great Lakes States, the high cost of implementing the GLI would     
     produce an anti-competitive effect that would negatively influence         
     industrial development and municipal growth in the region.  For example,   
     industries considering moving into the region would need to consider       
     whether timely and achievable permits can be obtained cost effectively.    
     The GLI must be modified to consider both environmental and economic       
     protection.                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2787.004     
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     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2787.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economic cost to implement the GLI is staggering.  Studies estimate    
     that the cost to implement the program for municipalities is over $2.7     
     billion, the cost for four industries alone - steel, paper, chemical, and  
     iron - is over $6 billion in capital costs.  Taxpayers and ratepayers      
     throughout the Great Lakes region would suffer increased costs and jobs    
     would be jeopardized.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2787.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2787.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will not result in continued improvement of the water quality of   
     the Great Lakes, but rather will adversely effect the economic development 
     of the region.  FMC Corporation urges modification of the GLI to a proposal
     that would balance economic development with environmental improvement and 
     solve the pollution problems of the Great Lakes with sound science.        
     
     
     Response to: G2787.006     
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2788.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Costs and Benefits                                                     
                                                                                
     The proposed Initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.  No fish consumption advisories are expected to be lifted as a   
     result of implementing this Initiative.                                    
                                                                                
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, storm water runoff and contaminated sediments.  The
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.                               
                                                                                
     Existing regulatory programs are producing cleaner lakes.  Loadings from   
     point sources are already low as a result of years of regulation under the 
     Clean Water Act, Clean Air Act, Resource Conservation and Recovery Act,    
     CERCLA and other environmental legislation.  Continued decline will occur  
     in the absence of the GLI as existing requirements, for example the CWA    
     Water Toxics of 1987, are implemented.  Further regulation of sources will 
     not produce any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.        
                                                                                
     Costs will be high in comparison to minimal or nonexistent benefits.  The  
     DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study estimated upper range costs of $2.3 billion    
     annually.  The regulated community has estimated total capital cost for    
     compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs and $11 billion for industries.  These
     estimates contrast sharply with EPA's estimate of $80 million to $500      
     million annually.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2788.001     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002, D2587.045 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2788.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Tier II Values                                                         
                                                                                
     Tier II values would be developed from an inadequate database.  Tier II    
     values were originally intended to be used as narrative standards.  Because
     of the minimal database used, EPA's own Science Advisory Board stated that 
     Tier II values should not be used to develop enforceable numeric permit    
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense.  These data will likely show the original Tier II value is        
     incorrect.  Relief from the standards is questionable, however, since      
     antibacksliding and/or antidegradation would "lock in" the Tier II numbers.
                                                                                
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures would create the same   
     legal obligations, and the same liabilities if not met, as all other permit
     limits.  Considering the potential liabilities which are created and the   
     inadequate minimum data quality requirements, the use of Tier II procedures
     to create enforceable permit limits is inappropriate.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2788.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2788.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Intake Credits                                                         
                                                                                
     Intake credits become a potential permitting issue when a facility's intake
     water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- contains 
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated by its NPDES discharge     
     permit.  Without intake credits, many facilities face discharge permit     
     limits that are lower than the chemical concentrations in supply waters.   
     For several GLI pollutants, background concentrations exceed GLI criteria. 
     For most of these pollutants control technology is not technically         
     possible.  It will be impossible for sources to comply with "source        
     elimination" methods since no amount of process changes at a facility can  
     effect the incoming water quality.                                         
                                                                                
     The significance of "intake credits" will increase as detection levels     
     decrease and allow detection near or at the proposed limits.  The need for 
     direct intake credits will not be significantly reduced by implementing the
     rule.  Because GLI focuses on point sources, while nonpoint sources        
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     contribute greater loadings, the proposed GLI will have little effect on   
     intake water quality.                                                      
                                                                                
     By EPA's own admission, the provisions for intake credits in the guidance  
     will only be available in very limited circumstances, if ever.             
     
     
     Response to: G2788.003     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 contains a detailed discussion of intake     
     credits.  This issue is also addressed in the SID at Section IX (RIA) and  
     associated response to comments.  In addition, this comment raises the same
     detection level and non-point source issues as comment D3254L.018 and is   
     addressed in the response to that comment.  See response to comment        
     P2588.071 with respect to pollution prevention.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2788.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  WQBELs Below Detection Limits                                          
                                                                                
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some materials 
     could be set below the ability to measure or confirm their presence.  To   
     the extent that less than detection limits are actually imposed on         
     dischargers, significant problems are created in demonstrating compliance. 
                                                                                
     Assessing the compliance with permit limits below the level of detection   
     must -- given the enormous potential liability in case of permit           
     noncompliance -- be based on a definition of detection limit which is clear
     and unequivocal.  Use of the practical quantitiation limit (PQL) as the    
     detection limit is recommended, as it is clear and has been successfully   
     used to define detection limits in other environmental programs.           
                                                                                
     In some instances where facility discharges are limited to less than       
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require facilities to conduct  
     chemical minimization programs to reduce the input of certain pollutants to
     the in-plant process water.  This requirement totally ignores the          
     capability of any water treatment plant process.                           
                                                                                
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set permit limits at the       
     practical quantitation limit (PQL), a detection level already used by EPA  
     for other programs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2788.004     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2788.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     Antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes in the operation
     of existing facilities or the citing of new facilities from lowering or    
     degrading existing water quality by the discharge of additional pollutants 
     to the receiving stream.  The GLI significantly expands the scope of       
     current antidegradation review and adds a number of new requirements.      
                                                                                
     Use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger        
     antidegradation review where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)   
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.            
                                                                                
     If temporary business conditions result in reduced discharges, returning to
     previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  The proposed GLI would     
     eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities to operate within a   
     "margin of safety," because the enforceable permit limits will be reduced  
     to whatever levels are actually discharged.  This will eventually result in
     noncompliance for every NPDES discharger subject to the GLI.               
     
     
     Response to: G2788.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2788.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     6.  "Reasonable Potential" Issues                                          
                                                                                
     Mixing zones - Elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal 
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a very small    
     part of total loadings.  Chronic effects, which are the main concern with  
     BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column concentrations, not 
     the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA guidance on         
     controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water specifically        
     recognizes mixing zones are appropriate.  The restrictions on mixing zones 
     in the guidance ignore the scientific relationship between concentrations  
     and exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone           
     elimination is an unwarranted policy call, not a science-based decision.   
                                                                                
     The elimination of mixing zones greater than three to one for acute        
     toxicity clearly is in conflict with existing EPA guidance.  This approach 
     ignores the scientific fact that high-rate diffusers can be used to prevent
     acute toxicity in receiving waters.  Mixing zones should be based on the   
     assimilating capacity of the receiving water body.  They should not be set 
     at an arbitrary value of three to one as in the GLI.  The proposed end of  
     pipe limit of one Tua would essentially eliminate mixing zones for non-BCC 
     pollutants and even pollutants excluded from the GLI such as total         
     dissolved solids.  There is no scientific basis for this limit.            
                                                                                
     Dilution Factors - Restrictions on stream low flow quantity for discharges 
     of non-BCCs are not scientifically defensible.  Cost impacts on dischargers
     would be significant in some cases.  Costs to specific dischargers would be
     a function of discharge location, stream flow and background               
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2788.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2788.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) - A TMDL must address all sources, point 
     and non-point.  States should have more flexibility to consider            
     site-specific factors.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2788.007     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2788.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.  BAFs/BCCs                                                              
                                                                                
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to list bioaccumulation factors      
     (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals within a rule.  EPA       
     proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the Rule's pollutants by using an    
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The EPA's SAB  
     has concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the    
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
                                                                                
     The BAF model classifies chemicals as BCCs without any consideration of    
     persistence or toxicity.  Because the model does not consider metabolism   
     and biodegradation, which reduce bioaccumulation, it overestimates         
     bioaccumulation potential for some pollutants.  BAFs calculated from       
     unproven models should not be used.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2788.008     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2788.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life - EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) stated concern about     
     regulation total, rather than bioavailable, forms of pollutants.  GLI      
     should follow the recent EPA trend to regulate metals based on the         
     dissolved form, thus recognizing bioavailability.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2788.009     
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     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2788.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria - The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedure.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2788.010     
     
     Revisions to the 1980 Ambient Water Quality Criteria (AWQC) Derivation     
     Methodology are still evolving.  We are attempting to ensure consistency   
     between the concepts in the GLWQI methodology and the Revised National AWQC
     Methodology.  Inconsistencies that may appear between the two documents may
     be related to the fact that many new concepts, such as those contained in  
     the revised Cancer Assessment Guidelines are being incorporated into the   
     new National AWQC Methodology, but, since they are not final and will still
     be subject to notice and public comment,  not into the GLWQI methodology.  
     This holds true for a number of areas which are still under consideration  
     in EPA including the use of a relative source contribution, a national fish
     consumption policy, and the use of alternative models to develop an RfD.   
                                                                                
     Some of the diescrepancy between EPA's drinking water policies and those   
     under the CWA can, however, reflect the differences in the coverage of     
     these programs.  For example, assuming a larger portion of one's exposure  
     to a BCC for developing water quality criteria under the CWA than for      
     developing drinking water standards may be appropriate to reflect the fact 
     the water quality criteria take into account dietary exposure through the  
     eating of fish, while the drinking water standard under the SDWA does not. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2788.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria - The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk    
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     
     
     Response to: G2788.011     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2788.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  Site Specific, Flexibility, Future Science                             
                                                                                
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem in which essentially the same water quality controls apply to    
     waters as diverse as a small Ohio stream and Lake Superior's Isle Royale.  
     The basis for this assumption is that the only way a pollutant's impact is 
     eliminated is if it physically leaves the basin.  This reasoning does not  
     take into account the actual environmental fate of a pollutant.            
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is gross oversimplification and is           
     inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use designation classification and   
     ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has proven that the three ecoregions
     in the Lake Erie basin have different biological expectations.  Values for 
     parameters like hardness should be based on the hardness of the receiving  
     water body, not on an assumed constant value over the entire Great Lakes   
     Basin.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the uniform criteria and   
     single ecosystem approach.                                                 
                                                                                
     Site specific procedures are inadequate; only aquatic life criteria can be 
     both more or less restrictive.  Human health and wildlife protection       
     criteria can only be more stringent on a site specific basis.  This is a   
     policy decision without scientific basis.                                  
                                                                                
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards will  
     result in treatment for treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to   
     meet costly requirements with little or no environmental benefit.  Site    
     specific modifications which reflect actual environmental conditions should
     be available for all criteria and all pollutants.                          
                                                                                
     Taken as a whole, the Initiative  has too many limitations on state        
     flexibility, infringing on states ability to exercise professional         
     judgment.  The Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any    
     changes in National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include 
     mechanisms for incorporating new and better science into the GLI would deny
     states the ability to justify limits as fair and reasonable.               

Page 5814



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: G2788.012     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has placed the hardnbess equations in Tables 1 and 2 of Part 132 to    
     allow States and Tribes (for criteria which are hardness dependent) to     
     adopt different criteria concentrations for different levels of hardness.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2789.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The member companies of the MCC are very concerned about a program that    
     affects only one region of the country and indeed only one entire state,   
     Michigan.  We are also concerned about a regional approach that makes it   
     very difficult to determine which group of elected officials, state or     
     federal, are responsible and thus to be held accountable for the lost jobs,
     lost opportunities and increased costs, if they occur.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2789.001     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2789.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We don't fully understand what is the problem that the GLI is intended to  
     solve.  If the intent is to improve water quality in the region we must    
     question if this is the best, most cost effective way to do it?            
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     Response to: G2789.002     
     
     EPA believes that EPA and the Great Lakes States must take action to       
     control the sources of pollution that adversely impact the Great Lakes     
     System as discussed in Sections I.A and I.B of the SID.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including the accurate assessment of costs and benefits, see the preamble  
     to the final Guidance and Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2789.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Economic impact and cost benefit.  Control of point sources get to less    
     than 15% of the problem...we feel that there is a need to establish a      
     realistic balance between the environmental benefit and the costs involved 
     in achieving those benefits.                                               
                                                                                
     The GLI is a significant tightening of water quality regulations, and these
     tighter water quality regulations are focused specifically at tightening   
     controls that are placed on point source discharges.  So, the GLI will     
     affect every point source discharge in the Great Lakes basin, whether or   
     not they treat and then discharge into a body of water or discharge into a 
     municipally owned water treatment system.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2789.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses solely on point sources of    
     pollution.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a        
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems (such 
     as stormwater run- off) and mechanisms to address those problems, see      
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.Response:                                          
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

Page 5816



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2789.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are very concerned that this proposal can place the Great Lakes region  
     at a competitive disadvantage with the rest of the country.                
     
     
     Response to: G2789.004     
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2789.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Michigan Chemical Council feels that the much of the science in the GLI
     is faulted.  We believe that unvalidated and untested data was used and    
     decisions were made without peer review.  The EPA's own Science Advisory   
     Board strongly criticized the science underlying the GLI.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2789.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2789.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones.  There is no scientific justification for the banning of     
     mixing zones.  Scientific evaluations, rather than policy assertions,      
     should be used to determine when these zones are appropriate.              
     
     
     Response to: G2789.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2789.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Criteria.  Determinations in the GLI will be made based on         
     inadequate scientific data.  The use of Tier II values as proposed should  
     not be permitted.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2789.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2789.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation provisions.  As proposed, these provisions will be a       
     disincentive to good treatment performance and could limit growth          
     unnecessarily.  The guidance should not require continuous reductions in   
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     discharge limits without any consideration of the risks associated with    
     these discharges.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2789.008     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2789.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Science Advisory Board.  There should be a continuation of the role of the 
     Science Advisory Board in determining the addition of compounds and        
     implementation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2789.009     
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: G2789.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution Prevention.  According to the DRI/McGraw Hill Study, the EPA over
     estimates the benefits and understates the costs resulting from pollution  
     prevention activities.  Pollution prevention, especially when defined as   
     only source reduction, can be very expensive to industry.  The GLI narrowly
     defines pollution prevention as "substitution of BCC's, application of     
     water conservation, waste source reductions within process streams,        
     internal recycle/reuse and manufacturing process operational changes."     
     These are the most expensive pollution prevention options available to     
     industry.  They are also the most difficult and potentially disruptive to  
     production.  Pollution prevention could become a viable means of meeting   
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     the stringent GLI standards if the definition of pollution prevention was  
     expanded to include options like off-site recycling and reuse of waste for 
     energy recovery.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2789.010     
     
     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not consider offsite dumping or burning of waste materials to be  
     pollution prevention.  However, these options may be considered under the  
     alternative or enhanced treatment analysis.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2789.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, intake credits have long been a part of the issuing of        
     discharge permits.  We feel strongly that intake credits should be included
     in the final guidance.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2789.011     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7, the final Guidance includes 
     procedures for consideration of intake pollutants through the permitting   
     program, both for determining whether WQBELs are needed and, if so, for    
     calculating WQBELs.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2795.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Ashland Wastewater Utility performed a cost analysis on the    
     financial impact on the proposed GLI.  The analysis showed that the GLI    
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     would cost the City of Ashland 9 million dollars in capital costs and 1.2  
     million dollars in additional operating costs.  These are dollars that the 
     City would much rather invest in developing utilities that accomodate      
     growth instead of reactive measures that may have very little impact on the
     quality of our water.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2795.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2800.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Flint is concerned with the overall costs which could result   
     from imposing the guidance as drafted, and the potential loss of           
     competitiveness within the region.  Although several impact assessments    
     have been prepared, it is unclear whether the proposed guidance package    
     will actually create a significant financial burden for POTW's.  A recent  
     study by the Michigan Municipal League indicates that approximately two    
     thirds of Michigan's major municipalities could encounter substantial      
     capital and operating expenses to install facilities necessary to meet the 
     proposed GLI effluent limits.  The study also concludes that virtually all 
     major municipalities will need to adjust their Industrial Pretreatment     
     Programs to incorporate tighter local limits, conduct more frequent        
     monitoring and undertake escalated enforcement and compliance activities.  
     Few cost studies have addressed the expenditures which will need to be made
     by industrial dischargers within municipal systems to meet these new IPP   
     requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA's own consultant has indicated that conventional sewage treatment      
     technology should prove adequate for achieving the proposed GLI effluent   
     limits.  Flint strongly recommends that the policy be supplemented with an 
     explicit declaration that conventional sewage treatment technology         
     (biological treatment at either a secondary of tertiary level, depending on
     the receiving stream) is deemed adequate, and that additional sophisticated
     treatment to remove trace metals and organics is not required by the       
     guidance.  In essence, EPA should establish a treatment technology cap for 
     POTW's to ensure that widespread significant economic impacts will not be  
     imposed.  Such a declaration would reassure municipalities that source     
     controls and pollution prevention activities can be relied upon as the     
     approach to achieve compliance with the toxic pollution reduction          
     objectives of the guidance.                                                
                                                                                
     It is recognized that the Great Lakes Initiative could adversely impact our
     region of the country due to EPA's belief that the Great Lakes area        
     requires additional regulatory attention.  The Science Advisory Board has  
     questioned this premise and indicated that no documentation has been       
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     provided to support EPA's contention that the Great Lakes are unique, or   
     that the retention times exceed those in many other ecosystems around the  
     country.  For this reason, EPA should revise its guidance package to limit 
     the scope of the Great Lakes Initiative to include the technical water     
     quality based criteria only (i.e. the aquatic life, wildlife, and human    
     health criteria).  These technical criteria are legitimate elements of a   
     regional regulatory control program.  Conversely, the Implementation and   
     Antidegradation procedures should be deferred and adopted as national      
     standards under the Clean Water Act so that all dischargers will be        
     regulated and the Great Lakes area will not be singled out.  Furthermore,  
     the final guidance should acknowledge the absence of controls on major     
     pollutant sources such as Canadian point sources, non-point source runoff, 
     and atmospheric deposition.  Flexibility should be provided for point      
     source controls so that the requirements are consistent with the reductions
     to be imposed on other pollutant sources in the Basin.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2800.001     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015, D2867.087, F4030.003, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2800.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City strongly supports the proposed variance procedure in the draft    
     guidance, but recommends that the term of the variance run with the term of
     the NPDES permit.  The proposed three year period would adversely impact   
     permittees by requiring the design and installation of new facilities to   
     achieve compliance before the permit expired.  EPA should also provide for 
     "class action variances" to be used for problem pollutants or specific     
     geographic areas where more than one permittee may seek a variance.        
     
     
     Response to: G2800.002     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these       
     issues.                                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: G2800.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance schedules for point source controls should reflect the          
     attainability or non-attainability of the water quality goals in the       
     receiving stream.  In cases like the Flint River where non-point source    
     loads are the predominant problem, point sources should not be required to 
     meet extremely tight compliance schedules if the remainder of the pollutant
     load is unregulated.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2800.003     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 discusses in detail procedures for           
     considering intake pollutants in setting WQBELs.  Intake credits represent,
     in part, an interim approach for defining a point source discharger's      
     responsibility where other sources are significant contributors to         
     background water quality problems.  The SID also discusses other mechanisms
     for point source relief (e.g., temporary variances from WQS) and           
     TMDLs.G2800.003                                                            
                                                                                
     A compliance schedule in the context of water quality-based limits refers  
     to an enforceable sequence of interim requirements leading to ultimate     
     compliance with the requirements of the Clean Water Act.  Compliance       
     schedules are granted to a permittee at the discretion of the permitting   
     authority who may consider all factors in deciding to grant or not grant a 
     compliance schedule to a permittee.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2800.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones should be retained for BCC's, particularly on tributaries     
     where there is potential for uptake or pollutant reduction prior to an     
     outlet to the Great Lakes.  Additivity should be imposed only if positive  
     scientific documentation has been provided to demonstrate that multiple    
     pollutants are truly additive.  In general, the Whole Effluent Toxicity and
     biouptake procedures are effective tools which can prevent additive        
     effects.  The biouptake and WET procedures should, however, be used only as
     screening devices and monitoring tools, rather than establishing           
     enforceable limits in the permit.  The inherent variability of these test  
     procedures suggests that these test procedures are poor candidates for     
     determining compliance or non-compliance.                                  
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     Response to: G2800.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2800.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Implementation Procedures recommended an approach for regulating       
     pollutants where the water quality based limit is below the current        
     analytical detection capability using conventional laboratory procedures.  
     Flint is concerned that the proposed approach could result in a number of  
     "false positives" due to laboratory inaccuracy at extremely low levels of  
     detection.  Flexibility should be incorporated in this procedure to ensure 
     that the threshold detection level at which compliance is measured is high 
     enough to avoid false positives.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2800.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G2800.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Flint experiences flow variations during wet weather periods as
     a result of a large number of footing drains in the collection area.       
     Flexibility should be provided in the policy to allow the calculation of   
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     mass load limits in these situations to accommodate the transport and      
     treatment of wet weather flows.  As written, the guidance package could    
     impose additional burdens on municipalities to remove pollutants during wet
     weather events if the mass loading limits are based on average flows.      
     
     
     Response to: G2800.006     
     
     See response to: D2743.026                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: G2800.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing NPDES permits, flexibility must also be provided to adjust   
     the "reasonable potential" calculation procedure when there is a small data
     base.  The draft calculation procedure could result in the imposition of   
     effluent limits in situations where fluctuations have been reported in     
     small data sets.  The associated monitoring and testing costs for POTW's   
     could be a significant burden.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2800.007     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations.  See  
     also response to comment number G2575.171.  See also response to comment   
     number D2722.117.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: G2800.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation of effluent limits should also reflect the site specific   
     conditions in the receiving stream, and provide the potential for either an
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     upward or downward adjustment of the effluent criteria based on the local  
     situation.  Fish consumption assumptions for the Flint River may or may not
     be similar to consumption estimates from the open waters of the Great      
     Lakes.  Opportunity should be given to adjust the effluent limits in these 
     types of circumstances.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2800.008     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2800.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to the total maximum daily loads, a basin wide approach should 
     be utilized to adjust both point and non-point source loads.  This         
     procedure is particularly important for conservative substances where      
     little or no uptake is predicted.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2800.009     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G2800.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION PROCEDURES                                                 
                                                                                
     The City of Flint is concerned that, as written, the guidance package will 
     impose excessive and burdensome requirements for Antidegradation           
     demonstrations if the assimilative capacity of the receiving stream is     
     already utilized.  Flint is one of more than 40 Michigan communities where 
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     the assimilative capacity for conventional pollutants has already been     
     fully allocated through the NPDES permit process.  As a result, the City of
     Flint could face an arduous and expensive effort to prepare an             
     Antidegradation Demonstration to support an increased discharge of a       
     pollutant (even conventional parameters such as BOD).  As a result, Flint  
     recommends that the Antidegradation Demonstration requirements be revised  
     to apply only to Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC's).   The       
     existing state water quality standards already prescribe an antidegradation
     process for conventional pollutants, and this procedure should be retained 
     rather than being superseded by the cumbersome new version recommended in  
     the draft guidance.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2800.010     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID D2798.046.  Also note that the CWA       
     prohibits the increased disharge of pollutants for which the full          
     assimilative capacity of the receiving water is utilized. This is not a    
     function of the antidegradation policy, but rather a fundamental precept of
     the CWA, which appllies equallly to BCCs and non-BCCs.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G2800.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the antidegradation provision should be adjusted to apply the 
     "de minimis" concept to BCC pollutants as well as non-BCC pollutants.  From
     a practical perspective it will be difficult, if not impossible, for POTW's
     to determine their loading rates for BCC pollutants if no de minimis       
     concept is available.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2800.011     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046.   In addition, note that it  
     is not necessary to determine loading rates in order to determine if a     
     significant lowering of water quality has occurred, since the definition of
     this term contained in the final guidance keys this evaluation off of      
     specific actions rather than off of an assessment of effluent quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2800.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation provisions are also a concern in that they propose to  
     establish the "Existing Effluent Quality" (EEQ) as the basis for limiting  
     the discharge of pollutants.  Because of the statistical derivation of the 
     EEQ, this procedure ensures that dischargers will be penalized for the     
     optimal operation of their facilities.  In effect, the policy will         
     encourage dischargers to operate their facilities as close as possible to  
     the authorized level so as to leave some room for future growth.  Such     
     disincentives are inappropriate in federal guidance and should be removed. 
     
     
     Response to: G2800.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2800.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation procedure should be rewritten to clarify that the      
     pollutants labeled as "exempt" in the guidance are also exempted from the  
     Antidegradation provisions.  Wet weather discharges should also be exempted
     rather than leaving the decision on wet weather discharges to state agency 
     discretion.  The proposed technical water quality criteria are not         
     appropriate for wet weather discharges since there has been no study of    
     toxic impacts from intermittent sources which discharge in high flow       
     periods.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2800.013     
     
     The scope of the final guidance has been limited to BCCs, however EPA notes
     that the existing antidegradation regulation at 40 CFR 131.12 applies to   
     all pollutants.  Thus, though the final Guidance does not provide the      
     specific procedures which a State or Tribe must use to implement           
     antidegradation for non-BCCS, the States and Tribes are required to have   
     such procedures in place for all pollutants.  Similarly, the existing      
     regulation at 40 CFR 131 does not exempt wet weather sources from the      
     purview of antidegradation, and State programs must have procedures in     
     place for addressing antidegradation for wet weather sources.   The issue  
     of the applicability of proposed criteria to wet weather sources is        
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     unrelated to the issue of applicability of antidegradation to these        
     sources.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2800.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When Antidegradation Demonstrations are prepared, the discharger should be 
     allowed to examine the attainability of the water quality criteria in the  
     receiving stream.  In addition, the fate and transport mechanisms of       
     pollutants from the point of discharge to the Great Lakes should also be   
     open for review.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2800.014     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2800.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Within the aquatic life criteria portion of the guidance, additional       
     flexibility should be incorporated to set limits based on the bioavailable 
     portion of the pollutant.  Flint has had recurrent problems with           
     overregulation of silver since the NPDES permit originally established a   
     silver limit without considering its limited bioavailability.  As a result,
     the City has received non-compliance notices even though there is agreement
     that the discharge of silver is not a problem.  Since no Tier I or Tier II 
     silver value is currently published in the guidance, it is important that  
     sufficient flexibility be available to allow the limit to be set based on  
     the biologically available portion.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2800.015     
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     EPA agrees.  See the bioavailability discussion in Section III.B.6. of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: G2800.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, any effluent limits which are based on Tier II values should be 
     open to a future modification if additional data becomes available to      
     support a relaxation of the effluent value.  Anti-backsliding provisions   
     should not be imposed to Tier II pollutants, and permittees should be      
     allowed to request an adjustment to their permit limits based on new       
     information.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2800.016     
     
     See response to: P2576.077                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2800.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Flint strongly supports the proposed 1 in 100,000 risk exposure
     level to protect human health.  This value is consistent with risk exposure
     level currently in use in the State of Michigan as well as the National    
     Toxics Rule.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2800.017     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2800.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria have been published for only four pollutants, but the
     data suggests that increasingly restrictive values will emerge for other   
     pollutants when the calculations are available.  Flint suggests that       
     additional flexibility be provided to ensure that the new wildlife values  
     are realistic, and that the levels can be attained with existing available 
     treatment technologies.  In particular, the proposed mercury values appear 
     to be much more restrictive than the level generally accepted by the       
     scientific community.  Since the methyl mercury portion has been identified
     as the toxic constituent, it should be used as the basis for computing the 
     allowable discharge levels.  The City of Flint recommends that the proposed
     mercury criteria be withdrawn for further study and evaluation, recognizing
     that uncontrollable sources may need to be addressed by POTW's in order to 
     achieve compliance.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2800.018     
     
     See comment P2576.011, and sections VIII A, C, and E of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2800.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All bioaccumulation factors should be based on actual field data.  In      
     addition, a procedure should be prescribed to remove chemicals currently   
     identified as BCC's if additional scientific data indicates that the       
     toxicity is less than originally perceived.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2800.019     
     
     See response to: G1752.006                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 5831



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2802.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modify the GLI's anti-degradation provisions to make it easier for POTWs to
     demonstrate that additional discharges of wastewater due to growth will not
     deter water quality.  In addition, the League is pushing the Michigan      
     Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to speed approvals of these studies. 
     
     
     Response to: G2802.001     
     
     EPA did not include any special elements in the antidegradation provisions 
     of the final Guidance that are applicable to municipal plants; there is no 
     basis in the CWA or Federal regulations for doing so and the comments do   
     not provide a compelling reason for creating a dichotomy between municipal 
     dischargers and other dischargers.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2802.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Abandon current GLI language that bases discharge limits in wastewater     
     permits on so-called Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ).  If not abandoned or 
     modified by EPS, the EEQ provision could destroy the incentive POTWs have  
     to operate at peak efficiency.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2802.002     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2802.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Withdraw the discharge criterion for mercury, set at .18ng/l nanograms per 
     liter), which is several orders of magnitude below current detection       
     levels.  The League is urging EPA to perform a "reality check" and         
     commission more research before burdening POTWs with this unachievable     
     criterion.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2802.003     
     
     See comment response D2829.009, and Sections VIII A, C and E of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2802.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allow for compliance variances.   MML believes that variances should be    
     allowed, their provision simplified, their availability assured, and the   
     term of variance should be extended for the period of the permit.          
     
     
     Response to: G2802.004     
     
     See response ID: G2572.064.  In addition, compliance schedules may be      
     included in permits in accordance with Procedure 9 of Appendix F.          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2803.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AGRICULTURE AND ENVIRONMENTAL ISSUES:  First, as background on the issue,  
     Illinois Farm Bureau feels that farmers should be aware of the potential   
     sources of contamination on their farms.  We support the use of best       
     management practices, voluntary approaches, education, and incentive-based 
     programs to solve problems.  In agriculture, many times using mandates to  
     solve issues can have the opposite of the desired effect.  Positive        
     incentives with a voluntary approach can increase the ownership of the     
     solutions used to address the problem.                                     
                                                                                
     Farms differ so much across Illinois that there is no one farming method   
     that will work with all farmers.  Each farm has its own soil types, slope  
     of land, cropping history, and economics.  Illinois Farm Bureau supports   
     methods which will result in a clean environment, a profit for the farmer, 
     the production of a safe food supply, and an adequate supply of high       
     quality food.                                                              
                                                                                
     We also support research aimed at reducing overall inputs needed to sustain
     farms and information on improving the efficiency of inputs such as crop   
     protection products and fertilizers.  We encourage incentives that allow   
     farmers to take the risk to try non-traditional methods of farming.        
                                                                                
     If government mandates one farming method over another, it could spell     
     financial ruin for some farmers since the margin of profit for many is very
     narrow.  When regulations are placed on most businesses, the cost of those 
     regulations can be passed along to customers.  When regulations are placed 
     on farmers, they have no way to pass that cost along to anyone else.       
                                                                                
     Farmers and local people are getting together in various parts of the state
     to address resource issues.  By using the Resource Planning Process        
     advocated by the USDA's Soil Conservation Service, local people address    
     resource issues on a watershed basis.                                      
                                                                                
     There are many other ways that farmers have addressed and are continuing to
     address environmental issues.  Illinois farmers are still ranked number one
     in conservation tillage in the nation according to the Conservation        
     Technology and Information Center.  Illinois' total 11.1 million acres of  
     conservation tillage is up from 14% from 9.8 million acres in 1991.  Of    
     Illinois' 23 million acres, 48% of cropland is farmed using some form of   
     reduced or no-till system.  Programs in place that already address soil    
     conservation are the Farm Bills and the T-by-2000 program.                 
                                                                                
     Farmers in Illinois reduced the amount of herbicides used by about 25% from
     1982 to 1990 according to the University of Illinois.  According to the U  
     of I, in 1988 about 80% of all corn and soybean acres were scouted for     
     weeds and about 98% and 64% were scouted for insects and diseases          
     respectively before any crop protection chemicals were applied.  Farmers   
     have to be certified in Illinois even to be able to purchase, use or       
     supervise restricted use pesticides.  To get this certification, farmers   
     must pass a written test every three years given by the Illinois Department
     of Agriculture.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2803.001     
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     EPA recognizes the variations in appropriate best management practices for 
     farm management, but is not including any such requirements in the final   
     Guidance.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements onging Great   
     Lakes program efforts, including those that address nonpoint sources of    
     pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2803.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS ON THIS PROPOSAL:  People today face a growing number of  
     laws relating to environmental issues.  In many cases there are numerous   
     governmental agencies that they must deal with on the same issue, which    
     complicates and confuses those issues.  For example, there are a number of 
     new laws on the horizon for farmers, including the Clean Water Act, the    
     Endangered Species Act, wetlands, the 1995 Farm Bill, and the statewide    
     pesticide management strategy to name a few.  All this is in addition to   
     EPA label changes on ag chemicals.  We urge common sense and simplicity    
     with various laws and rules, such as the Water Quality Guidance, that      
     address many of the same issues to avoid confusion and duplication of      
     effort.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2803.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2803.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another comment on the proposal is that it seems like it will be very      
     costly to implement.  Continuing improvement of water quality is important,
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     but how much will municipalities and other have to pay in order to comply  
     with the regulations?                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2803.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2804.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits.  Ambient concentrations of toxins such as PCBs and mercury 
     are present throughout the Great Lakes Basin.  Because their presence is   
     often due to nonpoint sources of pollution such as atmospheric deposition  
     and contaminated sediments, reductions are unlikely in the near future.    
     For now, background pollution is a fact of life for Great Lakes waters.    
     Given this fact, it would be unfair to require Great Lakes dischargers to  
     remove background concentrations of pollutants from the waters they take in
     -- paying for pollution they did not cause.  That is why the Guidance      
     should authorize a reasonable system for intake credits when setting permit
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     All eight Great Lakes states now provide intake credits, though their      
     practices vary, as documented in the 1991 report to the International Joint
     Commission by Dr. Jeffrey Foran, "The Control of Discharges of Toxic       
     Pollutants into the Great Lakes and their Tributaries:  Development of     
     Benchmarks."  The Guidance can rationalize this hodgepodge set of          
     procedures by proposing a reasonable approach that can be used throughout  
     the region.  The Guidance should not, however, try to eliminate intake     
     credits or restrict them unfairly.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2804.001     
     
     EPA recognizes that relief for point source discharges of intake pollutants
     is appropriate while other sources are identified and comprehensive plans  
     to attain WQS in- stream are development and implemented, as discussed in  
     the response to comment P2588.275.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G2804.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To ensure dischargers are not required to remove background concentrations 
     of pollutants, serious consideration should be given to utilizing Option 4,
     as described in the proposed Guidance, in conjunction with or in place of  
     proposed procedure 5.E in Appendix F.  Option 4 was developed through the  
     consensus of the eight states' water quality experts and represents a      
     reasonable approach to harmonizing regional practice.  If procedure 5.E is 
     retained alone, such terms as "the same body of water," "additional mass," 
     "chemical and physical alteration" and "adverse water quality impacts"     
     should be defined with sufficient flexibility to permit adequate           
     consideration of site-specific factors, the comparative qualities of intake
     and receiving waters, and the nature of the discharger's activities.  For  
     example, it makes little sense to prevent the discharge of cleaner intake  
     waters into more polluted receiving waters, or the discharge of altered    
     pollutants if that alteration results in less toxic emissions.             
     
     
     Response to: G2804.002     
     
     With regard to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4, see         
     responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.  As discussed in the SID at 
     Section VIII.E.7.a.iv., the definition of "same body of water" provides    
     considerable flexibility to the permit writer.  It does not, however,      
     provide so much flexibility that the distinction between consideration of  
     pollutants for discharges from the same and different bodies of water      
     becomes meaningless.  (The rationale for distinguishing between same and   
     different bodies of water is explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c.   
     and 5.)  Permit writers also may use their best professional judgment in   
     determining what information is needed, and whether the discharger has     
     demonstrated, the eligibility requirements for special consideration of    
     intake pollutants are met as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7. EPA 
     notes that pollutants which are chemically or physically altered so that   
     they create less of an adverse impact in the receiving that they would if  
     left instream are not prohibited as the comment suggests.  See SID at      
     Section VIII.E.7.vii.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2804.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury Criterion.  Mercury is a persistent, bioaccumulative toxin that can
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     harm fish, animals and human beings, and it must be strictly controlled.   
     At the same time, mercury is a naturally occurring substance that can never
     be entirely eliminated from the Great Lakes environment.  The mercury      
     criterion proposed in the Guidance is significantly lower than the criteria
     used in the eight Great Lakes states, including Wisconsin whose criterion  
     is designed to protect wildlife.  I understand that some research may      
     indicate that the proposed Guidance may require a lower presence of mercury
     than occurs naturally in the Great Lakes environment, and that safety      
     factor after safety factor has been added to the wildlife criterion to     
     provide an excessive margin of safety.  If either assertion is true, EPA   
     should re-evaluate the mercury criterion to ensure a level of protection   
     that is both reasonable and defensible.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2804.003     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, and P2576.128.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2804.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Policy.  The Guidance uses national antidegradation policy 
     and special Great Lakes concerns to produce a regionwide policy to keep our
     clean waters clean.  Such a uniform policy is needed and appropriate.      
     However, this policy must be implemented in such a way that it does not    
     create incentives to pollute.  For example, a discharger which normally    
     operates far below its permit limits but knows that practice will cause    
     regulators to calculate a very low "existing effluent quality" (EEQ) level 
     has an incentive to operate less efficiently and emit more pollutants to   
     provide itself with a margin of extra capacity.  To prevent the added      
     pollution that may result, consideration should be given to authorizing    
     regulators to incorporate a small margin of extra capacity when setting an 
     EEQ level, so that dischargers have no incentive to pollute to obtain it.  
     
     
     Response to: G2804.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G2804.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second implementation problem is the absence of any requirement in the   
     proposed Guidance for agency personnel reviewing antidegradation           
     demonstrations to meet specific time limits in issuing their decisions.  To
     ensure prompt decisionmaking -- of vital importance to business and        
     municipalities alike -- the Guidance should, at a minimum, impose specific 
     deadlines for issuing antidegradation decisions and clarify what happens if
     those deadlines are missed.  Fairness requires prompt decisions            
     particularly in the case of dischargers who are not seeking a permit       
     change, but for business reasons want to increase their emissions above    
     past practice yet below their permit limits.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2804.005     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G2804.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Market Incentives.  While the Guidance occasionally references market      
     incentives and trading mechanisms to reduce Great Lakes pollution, it does 
     little to promote their use within the region.  For example, because as    
     much as 75 percent of Great Lakes pollution may be due to nonpoint sources 
     and reducing this form of pollution may, in some cases, be more cost       
     effective than reducing pollution from point sources, mechanisms could be  
     devised to permit tradeoffs between point and nonpoint sources when these  
     tradeoffs would result in less pollution to the Great Lakes as a whole.    
     Trading schemes between point sources might also be possible if the final  
     result were less pollution at less cost.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2804.006     
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2806.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the absence of significant environmental benefits, the tremendous       
     regulatory costs for this program cannot be justified.  Estimates for      
     implementation of the GLI exceed $2.3 billion, according to an independent 
     study commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2806.001     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2806.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the most obvious lessons learned from Eastern Europe is that a      
     cornerstone to environmental protection is a strong economy.  In a weakened
     economy, the investment required for infrastructure improvement for clean  
     air, water, and soil has not historically been available.  The proposed GLI
     could lead to the degradation of the environment due to a lack of financial
     resources for maintaining the needed infrastructure.  I am concerned that  
     the proposed GLI is mandating a standard that the midwest simply cannot    
     afford to meet over the long term.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2806.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2806.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed rule is rigid in its implementation of anti-degradation       
     requirements.  The rule should provide greater flexibility to allow the    
     Great Lakes states to accommodate economic growth without compromising     
     water quality goals.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2806.003     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2806.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Tier II criteria for establishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  There is no justification for relaxing the established EPA    
     protocol for determining substances of concern.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2806.004     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2806.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality standards should never be established wherein the            
     corresponding discharge limits could be set below laboratory detection     
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2806.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2808.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1)  Intake Credits for Water Quality Based Effluent Limits:                
                                                                                
     The Proposed Guidance severely limits the availability of intake credits.  
     This is one of the most costly items in the Guidance.  Without a meaningful
     and workable intake credit provision, the GLI will impose enormous costs   
     upon NSC, without addressing the source of the problem.  This is           
     contradictory to everything that EPA has been proposing regarding pollution
     prevention and source reduction.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2808.001     
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and response to comment D2657.006.  See SID at Section       
     VIII.E.5. for EPA's legal basis for the final intake credit provisions.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2808.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2)  Bioaccumulation Factors (BAF's):                                       
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance will depend heavily upon BAF's to develop human      
     health and wildlife criteria.  BAF's alone will be used to determine       
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC).  Despite their critical role,  
     it appears that BAF's, and the calculation process, have not been          
     validated.  In addition, the Science Advisory Board noted that there are   
     many problems with this approach because the scientific evidence to support
     BAF's does not yet exist.  Until they do, this approach should not be used 
     for regulatory purposes.  The social and economic concerns are simply to   
     great to ignore.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2808.002     
     
     For discussion on scientific support of use of the FCM see response to     
     comment D2587.096.                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that additional validation of the    
     models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect      
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field- measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),  
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2808.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Policy:                                                    
                                                                                
     The proposed policy will require dischargers to perform complicated and    
     expensive studies and install alternative or enhanced treatment without    
     environmental benefit.  Requiring social and economic impact studies to    
     obtain even minimal mass loading increases will surely be an impediment to 
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     growth.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2808.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that antidegradation is an impediment to growth.        
     Rather, antidegradation provides a mechanism for ensuring that when growth 
     occurs at the expense of water quality, that the growth benefits the       
     individuals affected by the reduced water quality and that the reductions  
     in water quality are minimized.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the 
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  In addition, antidegradation recognizes that the capacity of 
     the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is limited,   
     and that once the capacity is fully allocated, there is no room for        
     additional growth.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the     
     limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible, while    
     preserving the benefits of a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  The final   
     Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient  
     ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.       
     Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt     
     Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions    
     consistent with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2808.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 Values:                                                             
                                                                                
     Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife values will be used when   
     scientifically defensible.  Tier 1 criteria cannot be developed because    
     data is inadequate.  Tier 2 values were not intended to develop enforceable
     permit limits and should not be used to develop such limits due to their   
     extremely conservative nature.  The Science Advisory Board raised this     
     concern during their review and concluded that Tier 2 numbers should only  
     be used as interim narrative standards and not as numeric limits.          
     
     
     Response to: G2808.004     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2808.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones:                                                              
                                                                                
     There is no basis for the elimination of mixing zones, as proposed in the  
     Guidance.  The current regulations allowing mixing zones beyond the actual 
     discharge point recognizes the different exposure periods for different    
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2808.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2808.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Detection Limits:                                                          
                                                                                
     Under the proposed Guidance Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBEL)    
     could be set at less than quantifiable levels.  This would impose          
     tremendous uncertainty and legal liability.  The current system of         
     determining compliance levels when WQBEL's are below the detection level   
     should remain at the discretion of the State.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2808.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2810.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly encourage EPA and the states to accelerate the Stage 2 effort. 
     Since Great Lakes Initiative based limits will not appear in permits for up
     to eight years, there exists the opportunity to design, implement and      
     enforce control and remediation programs for nonpoint sources              
     simultaneously with the point source program.  This is essential to the    
     ecosystem approach and the protection and recovery of the Lakes and should 
     begin immediately.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2810.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2810.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 2 Approach                                                            
                                                                                
     Conceptually, we do not have a problem with the proposition that a chemical
     should be proven safe before discharge to the Great Lakes.  It is the      
     implementation procedure which causes us concern.  The key question is --  
     "who should provide proof?"  EPA is now backing away from its traditional  
     role in criteria development, apparently due to a lack of resources.  The  
     states and EPA should request Congress to provide adequate resources for   
     EPA to develop all the necessary Tier 1 criteria in a timely fashion, thus 
     eliminating the need for Tier 2 criteria entirely.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2810.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2810.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ideal situation would be for EPA to continue its criteria development  
     role.  If this is not possible, the manufacturers of these chemicals should
     be responsible for providing enough data, with adequate quality assurances,
     to allow EPA to develop the requisite Tier 1 numbers.  It is unfair and    
     unwise to require municipal sewage treatment plants, which neither use nor 
     make these chemicals and have minimal control over their entry into the    
     sewer system, to divert resources from treatment and prevention programs to
     fund the research necessary to develop Tier 1 criteria.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2810.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2810.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal Sewage Treatment Plants and the Hunt for Mercury                 
                                                                                
     Starting on January 1, 1994, the MMSD's Jones Island Treatment Plant       
     monthly average mercury limit, as an enforceable limit, will be 0.01 ug/l. 
     Under the Great Lakes Initiative, the limit projected to be 0.0009 ug/l.   
     Both limits are currently below the level of detection, which lacking      
     interference, EPA expects to be at 0.2 ug/l.                               
                                                                                
     We believe that it may not be currently feasible for MMSD to ensure        
     consistent compliance with a mercury "no detection" limit regardless of the
     actual effluent limit.  Our extensive search for mercury continues, but    
     point source command and control is not completely effective in achieving  
     the proposed regulatory levels for this pollutant.                         
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     As MMSD's deep tunnel system comes on line this autumn, flows from the     
     combined sewer service (CSS) area will potentially become a significant new
     source of mercury to the Jones Island and South Shore plants.  Most of this
     mercury is probably from atmospheric deposition.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2810.004     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2810.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most sewerage districts do not have authority over atmospheric releases of 
     mercury from coal-fired electric plants and incinerators which settle on to
     the ground and are washed by rain and snow melt to the streets and sewers. 
     Even assuming we can prove causation in the discharges, it is not good     
     policy that sewage treatment plants regulate major air sources which the   
     Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources and U.S. Environmental Protection
     Agency are not currently controlling.                                      
                                                                                
     While sewage treatment plants have not caused the current water quality    
     problem of mercury and are unable, to remedy it, we are not being asked to 
     provide the remedy.  From a policy point of view, we cannot object to this 
     challenge, as long as intrastate and interstate regulatory controls on     
     atmospheric discharges of mercury are uniform and authority to enforce the 
     remedy is granted.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2810.005     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2810.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whatever our ultimate mercury effluent limit will be, it seems clear that  
     the MMSD must do its best to eliminate all releases and dicharges of       
     mercury to the MMSD system and trust that no government and no court will  
     punish the MMSD for failing in this attempt due to circumstances beyond its
     control.  Yet we don't know what the enforcement attitude will be in the   
     future, and this causes us concern.  A reasonable alternative would be to  
     specify an acceptable mercury control program in the permits of sewage     
     treatment plants with mercury limits below detection.  The permittee would 
     be considered in compliance if it continued to meet the requirements of the
     specified control program.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2810.006     
     
     See the response to the previous comment.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2810.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits and Non-contact Cooling Water Discharges                    
                                                                                
     We believe that the lack of intake credits may result in treatment         
     requirements for non-contact cooling water discharges.  The effect of      
     requiring treatment for non-contact cooling water will be a shifting of    
     these flows to the sewage treatment plants for treatment.  Now, Section    
     11.201(10), MMSD Rules, prohibits the discharge of non-contact cooling     
     water and other unpolluted water where a discharge directly to the waters  
     of the state is feasible.                                                  
                                                                                
     The MMSD applies "feasible" to mean a possible, not least expensive,       
     alternative.  The purpose of the rule is to protect the capacity of the    
     MMSD system to hold and treat wastewater.  Users will argue that the high  
     cost of treatment makes it infeasible to continue a direct discharge under 
     a general WPDES permit, i.e., the business will close down, or that        
     treatment is not possible.                                                 
                                                                                
     A sudden large increase in base dry weather flow from the granting of      
     requests to discharge non-contact cooling water would adversely affect the 
     capacity of some interceptors and the conveyance system as a whole.  This  
     could cause significant capital expense for MMSD without any resulting     
     water quality benefit.                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA should adopt an approach to intake credits consistent with Wisconsin's 
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     program and eliminate the most severe criticism of the Great Lakes         
     Initiative, namely that it carries with it high cost with no real loadings 
     reductions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2810.007     
     
     With respect to the commenter's stated preference for the Option 4 approach
     (based on the Wisconsin intake credit provisions), see responses to        
     comments P2574.083 and P2607.081.  With respect to cooling water, see      
     response to comment D2592.031.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2810.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, when the time comes to determine "consistency" between Wisconsin's
     rules and the guidance, we hope that EPA's evaluation process will allow   
     Wisconsin to retain as much of its current regulatory structure (as        
     contained in Chapters NR 105, 106 and 207, WI Administrative Code) as      
     possible.  Much of the proposed guidance is built upon the Wisconsin       
     approach.  The refinements of that approach which have been incorporated   
     into the guidance should not result in the "scrapping" of current programs 
     in Wisconsin which we believe are protecting the Great Lakes from the      
     impacts of discharges of toxic substances.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2810.008     
     
     EPA agrees that it is appropriate to provide flexibility to States and     
     Tribes, to the extent that this can be done and still meet the requirements
     and purpose of the CWA.  In overseeing States' implementation of the CWA,  
     EPA has found that reasonable flexibility is not only necessary to         
     accommodate unforeseen circumstances, but is also appropriate to enable    
     innovation and progress as new approaches and information become available.
      To address the need for flexibility, EPA reviewed all sections of the     
     proposed Guidance and all comments to determine the appropriate level of   
     flexibility.  Based on this review, the final Guidance provides increased  
     flexibility for State and Tribal adoption and implementation of these      
     provisions in many areas, including antidegradation, TMDLs, intake credits,
     site-specific modifications, variances, compliance schedules, elimination  
     of mixing zones for BCCs, and the scientific defensibility exclusion. The  
     final Guidance also provides reduced detail of provisions in many areas,   
     and provisions for the exercise of best professional judgment by the Great 
     Lakes States and Tribes when implementing many individual provisions.  This
     increased flexibility is discussed further in sections I and II.D.2 of the 
     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA shares the concern of the commenter that current programs should not   
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     necessarily be "scrapped" just because they are not identical to the final 
     Guidance.  EPA believes that the flexibility provided will enable States to
     build upon current programs rather than scrapping them.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2811.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance tries to use an ecosystem approach for environmental          
     protection, but fails to specify mechanisms to address non-point sources,  
     atmospheric depostion and contaminated sediments.  The current document is 
     directed at point sources and their effects.  The SAB report stated:  "A   
     complete ecosystem approach should examine all sources of contaminant      
     loadings, all ecosystem compartments and all ecological receptors".        
     
     
     Response to: G2811.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2825.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2811.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Tier 1 and Tier 2 data in the development of aquatic, wildlife  
     and human health water quality criteria is a fundamental principle in the  
     Guidance.  The SAB expressed concerns that the current minimal data        
     requirement in Tier 2, a single acute toxicity test, is inadequate.  They  
     suggested the Tier 2 minimum data base include estimates of chronic        
     toxicity and matrix effects.  The use of limited data requires the use of  
     uncertainty factors can create over-protective Tier 2 criteria.  The SAB   
     recommended EPA use the Tier 2 numbers as interim narrative numbers as they
     were designed, and not as numeric or permit limits.                        
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     Response to: G2811.002     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: G2811.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB Subcommittees supported the Guidance efforts to develop protective 
     wildlife criteria, but questioned EPA's selection of surrogate wildlife    
     species.  The use of bald eagles, mink and otter exclusively as            
     ecologically representative species did not meet with SAB approval.        
     Recommendations in the SAB report suggested the Guidance include a         
     definition of wildlife and justification for the inclusion and exclusion of
     specific species.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2811.003     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2590.028 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2811.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB recommended values for biologically available forms of contaminants
     and total concentrations be included in water quality criteria.  The       
     analytical method presently used for total metals will include the portion 
     of metals that are insoluble under natural conditions and not biavailable. 
     The SAB felt the more exlusive use of total concentrations for water       
     quality criteria ignores much of the science that has been developed in the
     past ten years regarding chemical speciation and biological activity.      
     Consistent scientific approaches should be used by EPA.  Presently,        
     sediment criteria are based on the soluble forms of contamainants, instead 
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     of the total concentrations.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2811.004     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2811.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB expressed concern with water quality standards that are well below 
     detection limits of the currently accepted analytical methods.  This       
     "analytical gap" can be several orders of magnitude and can cause serious  
     compliance monitoring problem.  SAB felt the credibility gap could be      
     widened between the regulatory agencies, the regulated community and the   
     public if this analytical practice continues to be implemented.  The SAB   
     strongly recommends the Guidance provide specific directions to addressing 
     this problem.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2811.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2811.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB noted the Guidance lacks elements which predict the persistence of 
     chemicals.  Rates of oxidation, hydrolysis, volatilization, sorption,      
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     environmental transport and fate pathways are not considered in the        
     Guidance proposed criterion setting approaches.  SAB suggested the use of  
     several additional approaches in the assessment of bioaccumulation factors 
     (BAF) in the Guidance.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2811.006     
     
     Environmental fate and transport (i.e., persistence, oxidation, hydrolysis,
     volatilization, and sorption) affect loadings and TMDLs, etc., but do not  
     affect BAFs because they are based on the concentrations that exist in the 
     ambient water.  See response to comment D2587.105.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2811.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB feels the human health risk assessment methodology in the guidance 
     does not use updated approaches for exposure assessment and carcinogen     
     classification presently in use by EPA itself and other organizations.  The
     report said SAB felt EPA is reluctant to follow its own guidelines         
     requiring the use of available mechanistic, pharmacokinetics and other     
     relevant data for individual chemicals.  SAB recommended their extensive   
     comments and procedures regarding the draft human health criteria be       
     incorporated into the guidance.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2811.007     
     
     See response to G3207.004.   With regard to use of the entire database, EPA
     has changed the final Guidance to recommend that States/Tribes specifically
     review all data with regard to carcinogenicity.  To determine the weight of
     evidence of carcinogenicity of a chemical, and to determine its            
     classification, EPA now requires States/Tribes to consider the following   
     data: mutagenicity/genotoxicity (determinations of whether the chemical    
     interacts directly with DNA); structure activity; metabolism and mode of   
     action.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: G2811.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Pollutants                                                          
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance requires most dischargers to treat and remove        
     substances already in their intake water.  Treatment of the large amount of
     water used as cooling water by electric utilities could require the        
     installation of expensive wastewater treatment plants.  In some instances, 
     the extremely low water quality limits in the proposed Guidance are        
     unattainable with the present available technology.  The four "existing    
     mechanisms" for dealing with intake pollutants in the Guidance are very    
     restrictive.  UWAG will submit detailed comments on the intake pollutant   
     issues.  Northern Indiana supports UWAG's position and comments regarding  
     this issue.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2811.008     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2811.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Laboratory Detection and Quantitation Values                               
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance would result in permit limits for discharges that are
     well below the accurate laboratory quantitation levels.  EPA could require 
     dischargers to implement "pollutant minimization programs" based on these  
     sampling results.  Pollutant minimization programs could include the       
     installation of wastewater treatment systems, dry fly ash systems, cooling 
     towers and water recycling systems.  The installation and operation of     
     these expensive systems would be based on sampling results which are orders
     of magnitude below the analytical procedures' accurate quantitation level. 
     Dischargers subject to the low permit levels in the proposed Guidance could
     have no accurate way to determine if they are in compliance with their     
     permit limits.  The installation of additional pollutant controls could    
     also be based on these inaccurate results.  After these installations,     
     dischargers could be forced to determine how effectively these controls are
     operating using these same laboratory results.  Permittees could experience
     permit exceedances caused by analytical variability, or "false positives", 
     which could lead to enforcement actions.  These analytical results could   
     also affect antidegradation decisions and evaluation of background and     
     effluent data when exceedances occur.                                      
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     Response to: G2811.009     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2811.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA needs to emphasize the importance of the use of reliable data in the   
     implementation of the Guidance.  Permit writers should be given authority  
     to omit biased existing or new data.  Inadequate quality assurance/quality 
     control (QA/QC) should be used to disqualify data.  Historical metals data 
     should be examined to determine if the samples were collected and analyzed 
     in a manner with minimal contamination.  The Guidance should encourage the 
     collection of additional data using correct sampling and analytical        
     techniques.  The large variations in uniform analytical terminology should 
     be addressed in the Guidance.  As analytical tests will be required to     
     measure decreasing pollutant concentrations the use of the most advanced   
     sampling, analytical, and QA/QC procedures is imperative.  The Guiance     
     should employ these updated scientific methods, correct analytical         
     procedures, adequate direction, and general sound scientific practices to  
     maximize its environmental benefits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2811.010     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2811.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Policy                                                     
                                                                                
     A stringent antidegradation review will be required whenever a permittee   
     seeks to increase the mass loading of a BCC above "exsiting effluent       
     quality (EEQ").  The discharger will have to obtain approval from the      
     permit authority for minute increases in pollutant discharges.  This policy
     will penalize a discharger who routinely maintains their EEQs below permit 
     limits by not allowing the discharger to increase their effluent           
     concentration to the existing permit limits.  Dischargers who routinely    
     emit at or near their permit limits will be allowed to continue the higher 
     levels of discharges.  This policy could force permittees to increase their
     present discharge levels to avoid asking permission from state agencies for
     EEQ increases.  These provisions seem to be environmentally                
     counterproductive.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2811.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2811.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance outlines porcedures that must be followed to request 
     increases of mass loadings above EEQs in permitted discharges.  One        
     particular step in this procedure requires a discharger to prove the       
     increases can not be prevented through the use of a pollution prevention   
     plan.  Electric utility companies have limited but expensive options       
     regarding pollution prevention plan implementation.  These options include 
     the installation of dry fly ash handling systems, cooling towers, and      
     wastewater treatment plants on process and non contact cooling water       
     effluents.  The proposed antidegradation procedures in the Guidance could  
     require a discharger to install these costly systems to prevent a de       
     minimis increase of mass loading in a discharge already emitting well below
     the existing permit limit.  The installation of these systems could again  
     be based on analytical test results which are orders of magnitude below the
     test's level to accurately "quantify" or "detect" a pollutant              
     concentration.  This portion of the proposed antidegradation procedure     
     could be very costly with minimal environmental benefit.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2811.012     
     
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
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     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
                                                                                
     In addition, the commenter misrepresents the pollution prevention component
     of the antidegradation demonstration that was included in the proposed     
     Guidance and is retained in the final Guidance. The final Guidance requires
     for BCCs and recommends for non-BCCs that a facility seeking approval of an
     increased loading that will cause a significant lowering of water quality  
     must demonstrate that the increased loading is necessary.  As part of the  
     demonstration, the discharger is directed to evaluate whether or not the   
     possibility exists to reduce or eliminate the increased load through       
     application of prudent and feasible pollution prevention techniques.       
     Whether pollution prevention is prudent and feasible will vary depending on
     the increase being sought and nature of the facility involved.             
                                                                                
     EPA remains committed to including pollution prevention considerations into
     the antidegradation demonstration.  Pollution prevention is invariably the 
     preferable option for protection of the environment and is often the most  
     cost-effective approach to pollution control.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2811.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance includes two procedures for deriving water-quality   
     criteria.  The Tier 1 procedure is to be used where adequate toxicity data 
     is available and the Tier 2 mechanism is for use with a less abundant data 
     base.  In the proposed Guidance, Tier 2 values could be treated as a water 
     quality criterion and result in stringent permit limits.  Effluent limits  
     based on Tier 2 values are likely to be overly conservative and            
     statistically are likely to be more stringent than a criterion derived from
     an adequate database.  The application of an antidegradation analysis to   
     Tier 2 based permit limits would add conservatism to an already            
     conservative set of requirements.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2811.013     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2811.014
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As analytical methods improve, dischargers will be able to detect and      
     measure pollutants at lower levels.  EPA should revise the final Guidance  
     to exempt apparent increases in the rate of discharge of a BCC that can be 
     attributed to new or refined methods of detection or measurement.  A change
     to new test methods should not constitute "significant lowering" of water  
     quality and trigger an antidegradation analysis.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2811.014     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  P2588.160.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2811.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Economic Issues                                                            
                                                                                
     Some major differences exist when comparing the EPA economic analysis with 
     other available cost estimates needed to achieve compliance with the       
     proposed Guidance.  The EPA's "most likely" cost estimate was $192.3       
     million dollars annually to comply with the Guidance's impact for all the  
     effected Great Lakes dischargers, both industrial and municipal.  ENSR     
     Consulting and Engineering Company was contracted to complete a Regulatory 
     Impact Analysis of the Guidance for the Great Lakes ad hoc Utility Group.  
     The economic impact of the ENSR study estimated the Guidance will cost     
     electric utility companies alone $1.4 billion in capital expenditures and  
     $200 million in annual operation and maintenance costs.  Another document  
     prepared for the Council of Great Lakes' governors by DRI/McGraw Hill      
     estimates the direct compliance cost attributable to the proposed Guidance 
     will range from $710 million and $2.3 billion per year.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2811.015     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2811.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's regulatory impact analysis omits several significant cost impacts.   
     EPA assumes that minimization programs or optimization of existing         
     treatment facilities would achieve compliance with the Guidance            
     requirements.  The choice of waste minimization versus end-of-pipe         
     treatment is influenced by policy preference.  EPA's cost estimates for    
     waste minimization control are based on limited case studies for six       
     industrial categories, none of which were steam electric generating plants.
     EPA overestimated the availability of intake credits and thus              
     underestimated costs.  The EPA sudy observed the background concentration  
     of mercury and PCB significantly exceeded the proposed Guidance's criteria.
     EPA then inconsistently assumed the PCB and mercury background             
     concentration equals the most stringent criteria when they calculated      
     wasteload allocations (WLA).  This assumption has the effect of overstating
     the dischargers' WLA and thus underestimating the stringency, and costs, of
     the resulting permit limits.                                               
                                                                                
     One example of a cost that EPA did not consider in its analysis is in the  
     potential repiping of non-contact cooling water.  EPA has assumed electric 
     utilities will receive blanket intake credit approval for non-contact      
     cooling water.  EPA's proposed procedure 5.E.1.b deals with the conditions 
     for qualifying for intake credits.  This procedure limits credits for      
     facilities which do not contribute any additional mass of a pollutant to   
     its wastewater.  Many power plants may not satisfy this condition, because 
     their non-contact and process water are commingled.  Since process water   
     would be the source of additional pollutants to the non-contact water, this
     procedure could require the process water streams be segregated and        
     treated.  This repiping could incur substantial costs, but were not        
     considered in EPAs' analysis.  EPA also neglected that the costs of        
     analytical testing will increase.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2811.016     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2684.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2811.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not require that a permit be modified to implement a variance.  
     
     
     Response to: G2811.017     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible to aviod the
     need to modify a permit when a variance is granted. See section VIII.B of  
     the SID for a discussion of this issue.                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2811.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should extend the maximum time period for a variance from three to five
     years.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2811.018     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2811.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should require permittees to reapply for variances only after a        
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     reissued permit becomes final.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2811.019     
     
     EPA has provided this flexibility in the final Guidance.  See section      
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2811.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should clarify the application of the antibacksliding provisions.      
     
     
     Response to: G2811.020     
     
     See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of the antibacksliding    
     provisions of the CWA.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2811.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel to increase the benefits and justify this cost, the Guidance should
     be revised to include pollution control requirements for all non point     
     sources in the Great Lakes System.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2811.021     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance addresses souces of pollution, both point   
     and nonpoint.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a     
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
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     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint) and the accurate assesment of costs and benefits in   
     implementing the Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further        
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including efforts designed to identify sources of         
     pollutant problems (such as stormwater run-off) and mechanisms to address  
     those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.Response:                               
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and ROUND 2.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2812.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is recommended that intake credits be allowed in circumstances where it 
     can be proven that the river water itself is the cause of criteria         
     violation.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2812.001     
     
     Response to: G2812.001: See the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed   
     discussion on intake credits.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2812.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is recommended that Canada and the USA complete negotiations on water   
     quality criteria for the Great Lakes prior to passage of Guidance by the   
     EPA.                                                                       
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     Response to: G2812.002     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2812.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed anti-degradation policy would restrain industrial expansion by
     proposing to preclude an increase in the rate of discharge from any source 
     above levels currently being discharged.  Industries should be allowed to  
     expand capacity as long as permit limits in effect at the time are complied
     with.  It is recommended that anti-degradation policies be uniform nation  
     wide.  The proposed policy would make Great Lakes industries less able to  
     compete.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2812.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2812.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of water quality based effluent limits below a           
     quantifiable level imposes a high degree of uncertainty as to how they will
     be enforced.  It is recommended the limits be reevaluated.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2812.004     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
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     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2812.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation of the Great Lakes initiative will cause severe economic
     problems for small mills struggling to survive in today's economy.  The    
     whole concept should be reevaluated as to the environmental benefits that  
     will be achieved.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2812.005     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2813.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     that the guidelines be modified to clearly provide intake credits for once 
     through water discharge, not further degraded by an industrial process;    
     
     
     Response to: G2813.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.Response to: G2813.001:   
     See response to comment D2592.031 and the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2813.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     that cost effectiveness be considered, and sources of revenue be identified
     and initiated when rules are adopted;                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2813.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2813.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     prioritize pollutant transportation and concentrate environmental dollars  
     in areas where greater good can be accomplished;                           
     
     
     Response to: G2813.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. EPA believes 
     that the Guidance will benefit the Great Lakes System for the reasons      
     stated in Sections I.C, II.C and IX of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2813.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     that serious efforts be made to encourage Canada to work towards setting   
     and achieving the same standards for the Great Lakes as the United States; 
     
     
     Response to: G2813.004     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2813.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     that provisions of the antidegradation policy be modified to assure there  
     is no disincentive for the permitee who is environmentally responsible.    
     
     
     Response to: G2813.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2815.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMMENT OF WARD PAPER COMPANY ON THE GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY INITIATIVE  
                                                                                
     The positive economic impact of the pulp and paper industry on Wisconsin's 
     economy cannot be overstated.  The industry employs tens of thousands of   
     citizens who collectively earn more than one and half billion dollars      
     annually.  As the bumper sticker says, "Paper Makes Wisconsin Great".      
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     The industry faces a serious threat to its short and long term health due  
     to the misguided and ill-advised water quality standards as embodied in the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI).  The Wisconsin Paper Industry  
     has invested hundreds of millions of dollars in environmental protection   
     technologies in the last two decades.  Annual operating expenses alone cost
     the industry $189 million.                                                 
                                                                                
     Pulp and paper manufacturers support the principle of improving water      
     quality in public waters.  However, the GLI, as drafted, is a poor         
     mechanism for improving water quality in the Great Lakes Basin.            
                                                                                
     Credible environmental regulation requires as its foundation valid         
     scientific evidence and procedures to give it support.  EPA's Science      
     Advisory Board has published its doubts regarding the methods used to      
     generate the GLI's criteria.  Specifically, the Board cited the used of    
     stringent Tier II levels when the scientific substantiation of less        
     stringent Tier I values is dubious.  For example, pristine habitats would  
     be out of compliance with the GLI proposal regarding wildlife criterion for
     mercury.  Furthermore, GLI mercury criteria are set at orders of magnitude 
     lower than current technology's limits of detection.  We submit that the   
     extremism of the GLI is made manifest in its requiring the impossible.     
                                                                                
     A recent independent study prepared by DRI/McGraw Hill stated that the     
     "...GLI--implemented cost-effectively--is an affordable necessity; but, as 
     currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious resources
     and borders on an expensive luxury."  DRI projects that the GLI, as        
     drafted, could cost nearly $2.3 billion per year and over 33,000 jobs in   
     the Great Lakes Basin.                                                     
                                                                                
     The questions that must be asked are; `Is it worth it?'  And `Who will     
     pay?'  The finite resources of taxpayers, employees and consumers are just 
     that ... finite.  The need to protect the environment must be              
     counter-balanced with the societal needs of education, wages, tax relief,  
     etc.                                                                       
                                                                                
     The DRI Study points out that the GLI environmental benefits will be       
     modest.  GLI targeted toxins are not responsible for drinking water or     
     swimming impairments in the lakes.  GLI will not significantly impact the  
     total loading of any regulated substance except dioxin.  And the paper     
     industry has virtually eliminated it as a by-product of the manufacture of 
     paper.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2815.001     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2815.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulating point sources will not significantly improve water quality.  The
     major contributors of pollutants to the basin, non-point sources, are not  
     addressed in the GLI.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2815.002     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance addresses sources of pollution, both point  
     and nonpoint.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a     
     significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint) and the accurate assesment of costs and benefits in   
     implementing the Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further        
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including efforts designed to identify sources of         
     pollutant problems (such as stormwater run-off) and mechanisms to address  
     those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See response to comment number         
     F4030.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2815.003a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modifications to the GLI are essential to make its implementation          
     reasonable and cost-effective.  Major revisions are warranted in several   
     areas:                                                                     
                                                                                
             The intake credit proposal will require a manufacturer to remove   
             substances in its intake water, even if the manufacturer's         
             processes do not produce those substances or add to the amount of  
             the substance in the discharge.  This policy could require         
             crippling capital outlays in order to treat intake waters.         
     
     
     Response to: G2815.003a    
     
     Please see response to comment D2098.21.  EPA also notes that the commenter
     incorrectly interprets the antidegradation provisions, and misstates the   
     circumstances under which a significant lowering of water quality is       
     allowed.  See further discussion of this issue found at Section VII.A.1 of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2815.003b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modifications to the GLI are essential to make its implementation          
     reasonable and cost-effective.  Major revisions are warranted in several   
     areas:                                                                     
                                                                                
             Eliminating mixing zones for selected substances could increase the
             stringency of discharge permits by as much as 90%, but will have   
             virtually no impact on the overall ambient water quality in the    
             Great Lakes.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2815.003b    
     
     Please see response to comment D2098.21.  EPA also notes that the commenter
     incorrectly interprets the antidegradation provisions, and misstates the   
     circumstances under which a significant lowering of water quality is       
     allowed.  See further discussion of this issue found at Section VII.A.1 of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2815.003c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modifications to the GLI are essential to make its implementation          
     reasonable and cost-effective.  Major revisions are warranted in several   
     areas:                                                                     
                                                                                
             The GLI's anti-degradation policy will freeze a plant's discharge  
             level, preventing it from ever increasing discharges regardless of 
             permit levels.  The net effect will be to discourage voluntary     
             reductions beyond compliance levels, and to inhibit future         
             plant expansion or process change, unless wide spread social and   
             economic harm can be demonstrated.                                 
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     Response to: G2815.003c    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2818.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI as written is inflexible, uneconomic, unnecessarily severe, and    
     unscientific.  These flaws all need to be addressed prior to any further   
     review, much less law-making attempts.  Two of the most damaging flaws are 
     1) it has ignored both the public advisory groups set up to review it and  
     the efforts of other advisory groups in the Great Lakes areas such as RAPS 
     and The Lake Superior Forum, and 2) the economic evaluations are simply    
     wrong.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2818.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2818.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs imposed by the GLI dwarf its potential environmental benefit.    
                                                                                
     The GLI flunks any cost-benefit analysis.  Any small potential             
     environmental benefit is dwarfed by the rule's crippling costs.  For this  
     reason along, the GLI should be modified.                                  
                                                                                
     The stringent water quality criteria, the antidegradation procedures and   
     changes in the implementation procedures will all require new capital      
     expenditures and on-going operation expenses.                              
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     Copper Range Company believes that the EPA has grossly underestimated the  
     cost of the GLI.  The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) concluded that 
     the EPA "substantially understated" the cost of implementing the GLI.  As  
     just one example, the EPA failed to incorporate costs associated with GLI's
     mandated pollution minimization programs into its fiscal impact analysis.  
     In addition, the EPA  never estimated the cost of the new implementation   
     procedures, perhaps the most costly aspect of the proposed regulation.     
                                                                                
     Contrary to the $200 million estimate provided by the EPA for total costs, 
     the American Forest & Paper Association estimates that capital costs alone 
     for the paper industry in the Great Lakes region will exceed $1.3 billion. 
     An independent study published by DRI/McGraw Hill, and commissioned by the 
     Council of Great Lakes Governors, estimates that if the GLI is not modified
     it will cost $2.286 billion per year and result in 33,230 fewer jobs in the
     Basin.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Most important, however, is the fact that the taxpayers, employees and     
     consumers -- the real payors of this new regulation -- will not get what   
     they should expect for their payment:  an improved environment.            
     
     
     Response to: G2818.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.107, D2587.017, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2818.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It may not be technically or economically feasible to implement the GLI.   
                                                                                
     As currently written, the GLI often asks the impossible of industrial and  
     municipal dishchargers.  Some of the discharge limits resulting from the   
     GLI will be so strict that they cannot be detected by current technology.  
                                                                                
     The OMB estimates that the GLI sets thresholds for some substances at a    
     level 100,000 times more stringent than what has been determined to affect 
     laboratory animals.  Another example of the regulation's extreme nature is 
     that ordinary drinking water would -- in some instances -- be unsuitable   
     for discharge.  There is serious question whether any modern technology    
     could be employed by industries or municipalities that will meet the       
     ultra-strict discharge standards that GLI will impose.                     
                                                                                
     The most glaring example of the GLI's extremism are the permit levels which
     could be imposed for mercury, The GLI's mercury criteria are set at        
     concentrations 1,000 times more sensitive than EPA's current approved      
     detection limits.  The wildlife criterion for mercury will require reducing
     concentrations of this naturally occurring element below those levels found
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     in pristine conditions.                                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2818.003     
     
     See comment response D2829.009, and Sections VIII A, C, E, and H, as well  
     as Section IX, of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2818.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will not result in any significant improvement in the environment  
                                                                                
     The EPA has not been able to accurately quantify how the GLI will improve  
     the environment.  Reports from the Great Lakes states indicate that the    
     GLI's targeted toxins are not responsible for any impairments in drinking  
     water or swimming in the Lakes.  Moreover, the GLI is incapable of         
     addressing the issues of restrictions on fish consumption or impairments of
     aquatic life.  This is because the GLI will not significantly reduce the   
     total loadings of any regulated substance.                                 
                                                                                
     The inevitable failure of the GLI rests squarely with the fact that it does
     not address nonpoint source pollution, which represents almost 90% of the  
     pollutants currently deposited in the Great Lakes.                         
                                                                                
     A local example illustrates this point.  The Green Bay Mass Balance Study, 
     which generated over 100,000 data points, demonstrated that less than 1% of
     the PCB loadings into the Fox River and Green Bay in 1989 were from point  
     sources.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Because the current sources of environment degradation in the Great Lakes  
     are not the target of the GLI, it is logical to assume that the GLI will   
     fail to adequately address any on-going degradation.  In other words, the  
     GLI cannot substantially improve the environment.  And even if, as promised
     by the EPA, the GLI does eventually address nonpoint source pollution, the 
     proposed regulation of point sources will still not contribute             
     significantly to the improvement of water quality.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2818.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, F4030.003, and D2587.045.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2818.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for the GLI has not been adequately addressed.                    
                                                                                
     The OMB -- the office with the responsibility to review all federal        
     regulations -- stated that " ... the EPA has failed to describe adequately 
     the need for the regulation."  (Letter to former EPA Administrator William 
     Reilly from James MacRae, Jr.) Copper Range Company agrees with OMB's      
     assessment.                                                                
                                                                                
     One major justification for the GLI is based on the premise that the Great 
     Lakes is uniquely susceptible to toxic loadings because of its inability to
     "purge" chemicals from the basin.  Data, however, demonstrate that the     
     Great Lakes have seen a decrease in levels of several Bioaccumulative      
     Chemicals of Concern (BCCs).  In addition, contrary to EPA assumptions,    
     hydraulic flushing is not the sole pathway for removal of substances from  
     the ecosystem.                                                             
                                                                                
     The EPA ignores the plethora of existing state and federal water quality   
     regulations and their ability to achieve the same goals as the GLI.   These
     regulations have contributed to the vast improvement of water quality in   
     the Great Lakes.  The EPA stated in its own preamble that nonpoint source  
     pollution is now preventing further improvement in the ecosystem.          
                                                                                
     Finally, there are more effective and site-specific initiatives, like      
     Lakewide Management Plans (Lamps) and Remedial Action Plans (Raps) which   
     have not been considered by, or integrated into, the GLI.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2818.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and D2723.231.  See also        
     Sections I.B and I.D of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2818.006
     Cross Ref 1: REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI is not based on sound science                                      
                                                                                
     The credibility of any complex environmental regulation rests on the       
     scientific evidence and procedures which support it.  Copper Range Company 
     believes that the GLI is premised on sloppy science -- and, in many        
     instances, on no science at all.  The result is that portions of the GLI   
     entail regulation through conjecture.                                      
                                                                                
     The EPA's own independent Science Advisory Board (SAB) evaluation of the   
     GLI criticizes the use of dubious scientific methods.  The SAB report      
     states:                                                                    
                                                                                
     It is the Subcommittee's conclusion that the substantive scientific issues 
     raised here should be addressed before the Agency adopts final guidance.   
                                                                                
     A SAB report:  Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality
     initiative, p. 2. (Emphasis added).                                        
                                                                                
     Specific issues which should be re-examined for their scientific validity  
     include the development of bioaccumulation factors (BAFs), the             
     implementation of Tier II values and risk assessment methodologies.        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2818.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2818.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other groups have spent a lot of time and money to review the details of   
     your program, but Copper Range has not been able to afford that luxury.  We
     would ask that you do respond to the specific reviews which have been      
     submitted.  We must ask that because of the flawed nature of the GLI, it be
     rewritten, considering the problems identified, and resubmitted for review 
     by the public at large.  The flaws are simply so great that this process   
     must be started over and must include major modifications.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2818.007     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G282.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions must be made to protect women and babies from chemicals such as 
     dioxin and PCB's which cause birth defects.                                
     
     
     Response to: G282.001      
     
     See response to comment D2724.222.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G282.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     People who make a living off the fish they catch, especially Native        
     Americans, whom we owe a great debt, need to be protected.                 
     
     
     Response to: G282.002      
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G282.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     And finally, those lakes like Superior, which has a higher quality water,  
     must be protected.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G282.003      
     
     EPA agrees that water quality in Lake Superior should be protected.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G2820.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How will pollution credits play a role in the GLI?                         
     
     
     Response to: G2820.001     
     
     The final Guidance does not include a mechanism for considering offsets as 
     part of the antidegradation demonstration.  EPA is unaware of a feasible,  
     enforceable approach to implementing offsets at this time.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP
     Comment ID: G2820.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Will stricter fines be imposed?  Would money received from fines be put    
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     back into strengthening the GLI?                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2820.002     
     
     The Guidance does not address the imposition of fines.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2820.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fail to see where the GLI addresses the problems of contaminated        
     sediment.  Prevention is good but we cannot ignore remediation of          
     environmental hazards.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2820.003     
     
     See response to comment number G2693.019.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2820.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There should be clearer lines drawn in the relation to the Tier I and Tier 
     II chemicals.  According to EPA standards, it seems inconsistent whether to
     force industry into producing viable data.  Before allowing them to        
     discharge "borderline" substances.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2820.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2820.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What would be the outcome of a stream that nearly exceeds EPA water quality
     standards?  Would this impact Tribal ability to develop near the water?    
     
     
     Response to: G2820.005     
     
     In any antidegradation review, the standard for comparison would be the    
     state or tribal water quality standards, and not the criteria published by 
     EPA as National Guidance.  To the extent that a State or Tribe adopts      
     criteria identical to those in the final Guidance, these would become the  
     standard for comparison for the antidegradation review.  In any event,     
     should a Tribal development result in the discharge of a pollutant which is
     present in the receiving water at a concentration which nearly exceeds the 
     criteria, this may impact the Tribe's ability to proceed with that         
     development.  In no case would an activity be permitted which would result 
     in the water quality criterion being exceeded.   To the extent that the new
     activity would result in the stream being degraded further, but still not  
     to the point of violating the water quality standard, the new activity may 
     be allowed provided the necessary demonstrations, as required under        
     Appendix E of the final guidance, are made.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2820.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fail to understand why incineration facilities are not required to      
     comply with new GLI standards?  The first law of ecology states "everything
     goes somewhere".  Atmospheric deposition should be given equal             
     consideration as with discharges into waterways.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2820.006     
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     See response to comment number D2825.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2820.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Why are certain pollutants not covered by the initial plan?  Is there a    
     time table to include pollutants such as:  phosphorus, sulfide, ammonia,   
     salinity, bacteria, chlorine and others mentioned by the GLIFWC.           
                                                                                
     A.  Salinity needs to be targeted.  This inpart due to regional            
     municipalities dumping snow mixed with road salt into our rivers.          
                                                                                
     B.  Canada has begun the regulatory process of phasing out or "sunsetting" 
     chlorine use among industry.  Modern technology now gives mills the        
     opportunity to manufacture products without the use of chlorine bleaches.  
     We feel that the GLI needs to address the ban of chlorine bleaches in      
     manufacturing.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2820.007     
     
     For the reasons set forth in section II.C.5 of the SID, EPA has not amended
     the list of Table 5 pollutants, EPA does not believe it is appropriate to  
     do so.  As the revised title of that table implies, these pollutants are,  
     however, still subject to existing regulatory controls.                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe it appropriate to use the final Guidance as a vehicle 
     for banning or sunsetting any chemicals.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2820.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     According to health reports released by both the Wisconsin Department of   
     Natural Resources (April, 1993) and EPA (November, 1992) research confirms 
     that:  Health risks from food were high because a great proportion of      
     Indian diets in the Great Lakes Area consist of local fish, game, fruit,   
     grain and sweets."  Several species of fish have shown heavy concentrations
     of pollutants ingested from the environment.  The Oneida Tribe wishes to   
     utilize their inherent right to hunt, fish and gather.  However our people 
     are concerned with contamination levels stemming from PCB's, mercury and   
     various pesticides.  Strong policy would prevent further contamination and 
     degradation of our natural resources.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2820.008     
     
     See response to comment D2859.120.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2820.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We can expect strong resistance from industry to comply with the Great Lake
     Initiative standards.  We acknowledge Dr. Stephen Meyers of MIT as a       
     creditable source of information.  His study revealing states with strong  
     environmental policy also possesses the healthiest economic growth.  Which 
     refutes what critics have claimed for years that stringent environmental   
     policy hinders economic growth.  Although Dr. Meyers data has great        
     significance in attempting to sway industry to comply with new codes.  I   
     would hope that the environmental realm involved with the GLI has more than
     just one leg to stand on.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2820.009     
     
     G2820.009                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2822.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the comments and objections raised by API and CMA, Maxus is 
     particularly concerned about the application of the GLI Guidance to sites  
     within the Great Lakes System which are being addressed under the          
     Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act       
     ("CERCLA"), the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCRA"), and       
     similar state and federal statutes.  U.S. EPA provides inadequate notice   
     and guidance for meaningful exercise of the right to comment on the impact 
     of the proposed GLI Guidance on such inactive sites.  Indeed, very few     
     sections of U.S. EPA's lengthy "preamble" to the proposal refer to CERCLA  
     and similar authorities.                                                   
                                                                                
     Throughout its discussion of the proposed GLI Guidance, U.S. EPA has       
     largely ignored the fundamental difference between discharges from active  
     industries and publicly-owned treatment works and discharges from inactive 
     remedial sites.  Unlike typical point source discharges (and also unlike   
     typical nonpoint source runoff) which are generally expected to continue   
     indefinitely, a CERCLA cleanup is often not a continuing source of         
     pollutant discharge.  Instead, where surface water quality is at issue, a  
     CERCLA cleanup has the ultimate purpose of reducing pollutant loadings to  
     or concentrations in surface water.  Moreover, in further contrast to      
     typical point and nonpoint discharges, a discharge associated with a CERCLA
     cleanup is time-limited and, in most cases, will involve declining levels  
     of pollutants as the remedy advances towards completion.  Recognition of   
     this important distinction between regulated entities and parties engaged  
     in environmentally beneficial site cleanups, both of whom are affected by  
     the proposed GLI Guidance, is absent from U.S. EPA's explanation and       
     justification of the proposal's impact.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2822.001     
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2822.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Maxus has three concerns it wishes to emphasize in this comment.  First,   
     U.S. EPA had indicated that criteria developed pursuant to the GLI Guidance
     must be adopted by states, at which time the criteria may be used as       
     applicable or relevant and appropriate requirements ("ARARs").             
     Accordingly, Maxus objects to the excessive and unnecessary conservatism   
     built into the development of numeric criteria, particularly the "tier 2"  
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     procedures.  Maxus specifically objects to the GLI Guidance's regulation of
     "total recoverable" metals, rather than "dissolved" metals.  These and     
     other scientific, technical and legal critiques of the proposed GLI        
     Guidance are set forth in the coments submitted by API and CMA (and        
     others).  Second, the proposed GLI Guidance purports to establish a broad  
     framework for both point and nonpoint sources, but then fails to explain   
     how the various aspects of the GLI Guidance will be applied to nonpoint    
     sources.  Third, the proposed GLI Guidance does not clearly explain how the
     criteria and procedures will be applied to sites undergoing a response     
     action under CERCLA, RCRA and similar remedial frameworks.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2822.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2821.012.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2822.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In particular, in light of the exemption from permitting requirements for  
     response actions established by Section 122(e)(1) of CERCLA, the proposed  
     antidegradation and other implementation procedures contained in the GLI   
     Guidance should not apply to removal or remedial actions conducted at      
     Superfund sites.  Removal and remedial actions simply do not lend          
     themselves to the complicated and costly procedures contemplated by the GLI
     Guidance, especially those specified in the proposed antidegradation       
     procedures.  See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20896-97 & 20911.  Oversignt authority    
     provided by the response sections of U.S. EPA and state agencies is        
     adequate without application of these new, complicated and time-consuming  
     Clean Water Act procedures.                                                
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA specifically requested comment on its proposal to exempt "response
     actions" from antidegradation procedures and to provide for reduced        
     demonstrations for "remedial actions."  See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20897.  As     
     proposed, Section II.F(3) of Appendix E to Part 132 properly exempts       
     "response actions," defined by CERCLA Section 101(25) to encompass both    
     "removal" and "remedial" actions, from applicability of the antidegradation
     procedures.  However, the limiting phrase, "which may pose an imminent and 
     substantial danger to public health or welfare," should be deleted since   
     those words only have real meaning in RCRA Section 7003 actions.  All      
     response actions (whether a removal or a remedial action) should be exempt 
     from the antidegradation procedures.  Maxus notes that U.S. EPA's provision
     for reduced antidegradation demonstrations for "remedial actions" is       
     ambiguous (see Appendix E, Section III.E); remedial actions are already    
     exempt under Section II.F(3).  Maxus objects to any implication that only  
     removal actions are exempt from the antidegradation procedures.            
                                                                                
     A second exemption to the antidegradation procedures is proposed for       
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     "[s]hort-term, temporary (weeks or months) lowering of water quality."  See
     58 Fed. Reg. at 21033 (Appendix E to Part 132, Section III.E).  Again in   
     response to U.S. EPA's specific request for comments (see 58 Fed. Reg. at  
     20896), Maxus supports U.S. EPA's recognition that short-term water quality
     degradation may be necessary to achieve long-term water quality            
     improvement.  However, to avoid confusion, the reference to "weeks or      
     months" should be deleted from the final GLI Guidance.  The parenthetical  
     serves no real purpose other than to suggest a limitation on the Agency's  
     authority to decide in the context of the specific facts of an individual  
     remediation what is the best cleanup remedy from an overall perspective.   
                                                                                
     In summary, Maxus is unable to comment on the proposed GLI Guidance in as  
     complete and detailed a manner as it would like.  U.S. EPA has not focused 
     on the GLI Guidance's impact on those inactive sites located within the    
     Great Lakes System which are being remediated pursuant to CERCLA, RCRA and 
     like state and federal statutes.  As a result, U.S. EPA has left potential 
     commenters in the dark on this important issue.  For this reason, Maxus    
     reserves the right to raise further issues at a later date and to adopt    
     concerns raised by other commenters.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2822.003     
     
     This comment addresses two issues, antidegradation requirements applicable 
     to remedial actions CERCLA and shorter-term and temporary lowering of water
     quality.  The commenter requested clarification on the meaning of sections 
     II.F.3. and III.E. of the proposed, suggesting that the two sections impose
     conflicting requirements on the same types of activities.                  
                                                                                
     The requirements of II.F.3. and III.E. do not conflict.  II.F.3. exempts   
     actions necessary to alleviate a release into the environment of hazardous 
     substances, pollutants or contaminants which pose an imminent and          
     substantial danger to public health or welfare from all antidegradation    
     requirements.  All other remedial activities are provided a streamlined    
     antidegradation review process through III.E.                              
                                                                                
     With respect to the commenter's suggestion to delete the paranthetical     
     statement regarding duration of a short-term lowering of water quality, EPA
     does not agree.  The statement helps define and clarify the what is meant  
     by a short-term and temporary lowering of water quality.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2832.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consideration of the full range of point and nonpoint sources of pollutants
     entering a waterbody.                                                      
                                                                                
     A fundamental of a watershed management approach to water quality is that  
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     all sources of pollutants entering a waterbody are considered in evaluating
     control measures and gauging impact on water quality.  The proposed Great  
     Lakes guidance, however, continues to focus on point source discharges     
     despite the growing consensus that nonpoint sources pose the greatest      
     threat to water quality for many contaminants in the Great Lakes and,      
     indeed, in many of our nation's waters.                                    
                                                                                
     For example, the General Accounting Office testifed before Congress last   
     year that EPA needs to place greater emphasis on controlling non-point     
     source pollution.  The GAO statement indicated that EPA's budget reflected 
     "an inappropriate emphasis on point source activities at the expense of    
     nonpoint activities.  We base our belief on EPA's own findings suggesting  
     that the risks of nonpoint source pollution are generally more serious than
     the risks posed by point source discharges."  (Testimony of Richard L.     
     Hembra, April 7, 1992)                                                     
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes guidance itself concedes that the major sources of         
     pollutants in the region are agricultural run-off and atmospheric          
     deposition, yet the proposed response consists of more stringent and       
     inflexible requirements on point sources.  This approach is justified      
     (unconvincingly, in our view), through use of a phased approach wherein    
     point sources are dealt with first and nonpoint sources at some future date
     in a second phase.  Such a phased approach prematurely results in          
     irreversible commitments of resourcs, does not evaluate environmental      
     benefits and is not compatible with a watershed-based strategy.            
     
     
     Response to: G2832.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     P2769.085.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2832.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishment of site-specific water quality standards that are reasonably 
     achievable.                                                                
                                                                                
     Under a watershed approach, the goal is to develop water quality standards 
     which are reasonably achievable to protect beneficial uses.  The Great     
     Lakes guidance simply presumes that point source controls will achieve the 
     standards.  If, after eight years, that proves not to be the case, further 
     reductions in point source discharges will be implemented.                 
                                                                                
     CASA believes that EPA's water quality standards program must be made more 
     flexible, to respond to site-specific conditions and allow states to design
     reasonable and balanced implementation programs.  The Great Lakes guidance 
     moves in the opposite direction, establishing a more rigid regulatory      
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     framework.  We are particularly concerned about the phase-out of dilution  
     credit for certain pollutants, the reduced role of science in standard     
     setting, and the use of overly conservative safety factors.  Each of these 
     features signals a departure from the development of reasonably achievable 
     standards and seems to ignore the fact that point source controls alone    
     will not lead to attainment of standards.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2832.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance "simply presumes that point     
     source controls will achieve the stadnards."  EPA did not make that        
     assumption.  In fact, the Regulatory Impact Analysis resulted in different 
     findings from the commenter's.  See section IX of the SID for EPA's        
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA has made significant changes to the TMDL procedurein the final         
     Guidance, including providing limited excpetions to the elimination of     
     mixing zones.  Many of these changes will result in more flexible          
     implementation.  See section VIII.C of the SID for EPA's analysis of this  
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2832.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of pollution control measures in order of                   
     cost-effectiveness.                                                        
                                                                                
     One of the principal advantages of a watershed approach is its flexibility 
     with regard to devising water quality control programs.  By considering all
     sources of pollutants simultaneously, regulators and dischargers are able  
     to identify the most cost-effective measures to control pollution and      
     implement those measures in order of both their environmental effectiveness
     and their economic impact.  The Great Lakes guidance precludes such an     
     approach, by deferring any nonpoint source controls to some future date.   
     The stringent requirements to be imposed upon point sources during the     
     first phase will result in significant costs for very little corresponding 
     benefit to water quality.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2832.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that nonpoint sources of pollution are not addressed in 
     the final Guidance.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are 
     a significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final       
     Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a    
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
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     sources (point and nonpoint) and promoting consistency in standards and    
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the 
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems (such as        
     stormwater run-off) and mechanisms to address those problems, see Section  
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026. See response to comment number F4030.003.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G2832.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Great Lakes guidance were to be implemented in California,          
     publicly-owned treatment works would be required to commit sizeable amounts
     of public resources in an attempt to comply.  We believe that this guidance
     will ultimately lead to either zero-discharge or advanced end-of-pipe      
     treatment,yet these costs have not been considered by EPA in assessing the 
     impact of the guidance.  CASA believes that the true costs of the Great    
     Lakes guidance should be analyzed and made available for public review     
     before the document is finalized.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2832.004     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2759.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2832.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the above comments related to the watershed aspects of the  
     guidance, we are concerned about a number of other elements which reflect  
     further movement away from science and toward the use of inappropriate     
     assumptions in development of criteria.  For example, we do not believe    

Page 5887



$T044618.TXT
     that Tier II criteria, developed from a scant data base, should be used to 
     derive permit limits.  The adoption of Tier II criteria will likely result 
     in overprotective water quality standards and permit limits which are      
     impossible to meet with existing infrastructure.  Yet, if additional       
     research reveals that a less stringent criteria is adequate,               
     anti-degradation and anti-backsliding regulations will prevent adoption of 
     this more appropriate standard.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2832.005     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2834.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I  REASON FOR COMMENTS                                                     
                                                                                
     Heinz U.S.A. is a major division of a large food processing company.  The  
     division operates 12 factories nationwide, two of which discharge directly 
     or indirectly to Great Lakes waters.  The aggregate discharges at the two  
     affected locations consist of four direct discharges of cooling water      
     regulated by NPDES permits and one discharge of process wastewater to a    
     POTW (Publicly Owned Treatment Works) which indirectly reaches Great Lakes 
     waters.                                                                    
                                                                                
     As a food processor, none of the pollutants specifically controlled by the 
     Guidance is used or generated in the course of company operations.         
     However, it is expected from experience at other locations that an         
     intensive monitoring program will occasionally detect very low levels of   
     some of these chemicals.  The sources may be water supply, impurities in   
     purchased materials, or machinery contact, but regardless of origin, there 
     is concern that the Guidance may result in unattainable restrictions on    
     effluents.  In the case of a discharge to a POTW, there is concern that the
     POTW will be unreasonably restricted, and will in turn pass such           
     restrictions onto its industrial users.                                    
                                                                                
     Even if none of the regulated pollutants are discharged by the company to  
     Great Lakes waters, the Guidance provides narrowly prescribed methods for  
     setting similar standards for any pollutant.  It is expected that other    
     pollutants will be regulated in the future using these same methods.  There
     is also a strong likelihood that the Guidance will be applied to waters    
     other than the Great Lakes, either through future actions by EPA to broaden
     their application or through decisions by one or more Great Lakes states to
     regulate all of their waters uniformly.                                    
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     Therefore, these comments are provided out of a fear that some random      
     traces of regulated pollutants will become unreasonably limited, or that   
     the methods will be used to place unattainable limits on other pollutants  
     at other locations in the future.                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2834.001     
     
     EPA considered all of the issues raised in this comment in developing the  
     final Guidance.  See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID for further          
     discussion of the general provisions of the final Guidance.  See also      
     Section II.F for a discussion of the precedential effects of elements of   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2834.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     II GENERAL COMMENTS                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA is to be complimented on producing a valuable compendium of scientific 
     methods for setting water quality standards and for applying them to       
     individual discharges.  We have long called for the use of good science in 
     place of arbitrary decisions to form the bases for water quality management
     and discharge regulation.  However, the current effort has taken the       
     approach to the other extreme.  The Guidance provides scientifically       
     derived levels which must be blindly applied with no regard for economic   
     impact and with no confirmation of real benefits in human health or        
     wildlife.  These often unattainable levels are further restricted by limits
     on dilution allowances and other limits resulting from an unreasonable zero
     discharge goal.  Reasonable application of standards is also hampered by an
     ill-conceived quest for total uniformity across all Great Lakes waters.    
     
     
     Response to: G2834.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2669.082, G2650.002, and D2587.158.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2834.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Economic Issues                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA has produced a cost analysis which shows a probable annualized         
     compliance cost of $192 million, with a maximum of $505 million.  This does
     not agree well with the DRI/McGraw-Hill study conducted for the Council of 
     Great Lakes Governors, which predicts a range of $710 million to $2.3      
     billion.  Other estimates by the regulated community have been even higher.
                                                                                
     It is likely that the EPA study has been limited to effluents in which the 
     regulated pollutants are known to occur or in which they would be expected 
     to occur in levels above probable effluent standards.  Implementation of   
     the Guidance without restraint will probably require examination of such   
     unlikely sources as cooling water, food processing effluents, or domestic  
     sewage.  Trace levels of many pollutants will be found and orders will be  
     issued for their abatement.  Huge costs will be incurred looking for       
     poorly-defined sources.  In many cases, the sources will never be          
     identified and the levels will be found to be uncontrollable at any cost,  
     resulting in chronic non-compliance and eventual closure of the offending  
     operation.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Based on experience with cooling water discharges at other plants, it is   
     likely that levels of mercury, copper, nickel, and zinc will be of concern.
     These are widespread and show up frequently for no apparent reason.  Any   
     detection of mercury at any level will be a violation for most effluents   
     because the water quality standard has been set several orders of magnitude
     below the detection level.  It is difficult to imagine that the costs of   
     remedying such undefinable problems could have been reliably represented in
     any economic study by EPA or others.                                       
                                                                                
     POTW's will also find many of these pollutants at low but unlawful levels  
     in their effluents.  They will have no choice but to commence a costly     
     search for the sources.  Such a search will certainly include full         
     examination of all industrial discharges to the system.  Occurrences of    
     many pollutants will be sporadic and difficult to quantify.  The result    
     will be unreasonable orders to industry for pretreatment or the use of     
     expensive technologies by the POTW for the removal of very low levels of   
     pollutants.  The costs of these consequences have not likely been totally  
     accounted for in any of the studies.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2834.003     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2584.004, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2834.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  Water Quality Benefits                                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance is restricted to the control of point sources.  Much of the   
     water quality degradation in the Great Lakes results from atmospheric or   
     non-point sources, and control of point sources will have limited benefits.
     In addition, the use of arbitrary safety factors in deriving water quality 
     standards, coupled with limits on mixing and dilution, will often result in
     remediation of such low concentrations that any finite benefits in water   
     quality are unlikely.  The strict requirement for uniformity of application
     across all Great Lakes waters will certainly result in the application of  
     unneeded remedies in certain localities.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill study        
     mentioned previously has concluded that measurable benefits will not occur,
     in part because many of the Great Lakes water quality problems are the     
     result of past practices which no longer occur.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2834.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, F4030.003, D2669.082 and G2560.002.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2834.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  Excluded Pollutants                                                    
                                                                                
     A wise decision was made to exclude certain common pollutants from Guidance
     implementation procedures as listed in Table 5.  This list, however, is    
     small when one considers the huge array of non-toxic pollutants which could
     eventually be regulated by the procedures in the Guidance.  Some advice    
     should be provided for general exclusion of all non-toxic pollutants.  At a
     minimum, it is recommended that such common inorganic constituents as      
     chloride, sulfate, sodium, and calcium be placed on the exclusion list.    
     
     
     Response to: G2834.005     
     
     EPA does not agree that additional pollutants should be included in Table  
     5.  EPA has decided not to add "non-toxic" pollutants, including common    
     inorganic constituents such as chloride, sulfate, sodium, and calcium for  
     several reasons.  First, it would be difficult to develop an operational   
     definition of "non-toxic."  For example, each of the inorganic constituents
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     suggested has some degree of adverse effects.  Furthermore, the effect of a
     pollutant is a function of both toxicity and exposure, not toxicity alone. 
     Listing a pollutant in Table 5 solely on the basis of low toxicity, however
     defined, would not be appropriate, since even pollutants with relatively   
     low toxicity could have adverse effects in the environment if present in   
     high concentrations.  Second, the final Guidance's criteria development    
     methodologies and implementation procedures are designed to develop        
     appropriate criteria, total maximum daily loads, and water quality-based   
     effluent limits over a wide range of toxicities, including pollutants with 
     lower toxicities.  If a pollutant identified in the future has unique      
     "non-toxic" features making one or more of the Guidance methodologies or   

�     procedures scientifically indefensible in a particular situation, then    
     132.4(h) of the final Guidance could be used generally to  exempt that     
     pollutant from selected provisions of the Guidance.  Therefore, for all    
     these reasons, it is not appropriate nor necessary to add "non-toxic"      
     pollutants to Table 5.                                                     
                                                                                
     Although EPA decided that it is not appropriate to add these pollutants to 
     Table 5, the scientific defensibility exclusion is also designed to achieve
     a similar although more limited purpose. Both provisions are useful and    
     appropriate in different circumstances.  The scientific defensibility      
     exclusion is available for a pollutant for which the State or Tribe        
     demonstrates that a methodology or procedure in this part is not           
     scientifically defensible.  It enables Great Lakes States and Tribes to    
     apply an alternative methodology or procedure acceptable under 40 CFR part 
     131 when developing water quality criteria or implementing narrative       
     criteria, or to apply an alternative implementation procedure that is      
     consistent with all applicable Federal, State, and Tribal laws.  The Table 
     5 exclusions, in contrast, are useful for the 14 pollutants where valid    
     scientific and technical reasons for not regulating them under such        

�     provisions are already available.  The use of the Table 5 exclusion in    
     132.4(g) promotes administrative efficiency and conserves resources of     
     States, Tribes, and dischargers by not repeating the analysis of scientific
     defensibility for each occurrence or discharge of these pollutants.        
                                                                                
     See section II.C.5 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2834.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  General Recommendations                                                
                                                                                
     The present Guidance should be published, after corrections, as a technical
     reference.  It is premature to treat it as a regulation or even as an      
     implementation advisory until the economic effects and water quality       
     benefits have been thoroughly researched.  When and if the Guidance is     
     fully implemented, the states must be given the freedom to apply the       
     requirements with reasonable flexibility, including intelligent judgments  
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     about implementation costs, water quality benefits, mixing and dilution    
     factors, and background levels.  It may be necessary to embark on a program
     of intensive receiving water and effluent monitoring before reasonable     
     implementation can be undertaken.                                          
                                                                                
     The elimination of toxics is a lofty goal which will probably not be       
     possible and is certainly not affordable.  We should be content for the    
     present with maintenance of fishable/swimmable waters.  Philosophies such  
     as elimination of mixing zones and limited use of dilution waters should be
     removed from the Guidance.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2834.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2834.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Tier I and II                                                          
                                                                                
     Tier I apparently follows traditional methods of deriving water quality    
     criteria.  The basic framework should be retained, subject to specific     
     changes recommended in the remainder of these comments.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2834.007     
     
     See response to: D2595.060                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2834.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 5893



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     Tier II is by definition an uncertain procedure, but one which can be      
     useful when control of a pollutant is needed and time or resources for     
     proper scientific development of a standard are not available.             
     Unfortunately, the use of large safety factors to compensate for           
     uncertainties can result in unreasonable standards.  Therefore, the Tier II
     information should be published as a resource document with an advisory    
     that the methods be used only for special needs and only with caution.  The
     safety factors should be eliminated.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2834.008     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2834.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  Bioaccumulation                                                        
                                                                                
     While the use of bioaccumulation factors is a sound idea, care must be     
     taken not to apply the principle in an unreasonable fashion.  The following
     comments are offered:                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2834.009     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that use of bioaccumulation factors is a     
     sound idea and has been careful not to apply the principle in an           
     unreasonable fashion.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2834.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     There is some concern that food chain multipliers are improperly derived   
     and based on laboratory data which may not have a well defined real world  
     application.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2834.010     
     
     EPA does not agree with commenters suggesting that the models is improperly
     derived.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of 
     what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. In the proposal, EPA used the   
     pelagic food web model of Thomann (1989) with very generic input parameters
     for deriving the FCMs used in the BAF methodology.  EPA agrees with the    
     commenters and in the final Guidance, EPA has used Great Lake specific     
     input parameters whenever possible in the model.  EPA decided to use the   
     1993 Gobas model in the development of FCMs to be used in the final        
     Guidance instead of the Thomann model (1989).  The input data for the model
     were taken from peer-reviewed publications of Flint (1986) and Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988).                                                              
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2834.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some chemicals identified as BCCs (Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern)   
     may not be sufficiently persistent to be important, or to have an effective
     BAF (Bioaccumulation Factor) of 1000 or more when persistence is           
     considered.  Some means is needed to make a quantitative judgment about    
     persistence.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2834.011     
     
     See response to: G2660.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2834.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs is an arbitrary judgment linked to
     an unrealistic zero discharge goal, and should be deleted from the         
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2834.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G2834.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The stringent antidegradation restrictions for BCCs are not needed.  If    
     BCCs are not allowed to increase to the water quality standards, what good 
     are the standards?  The standards appear to be more than sufficiently      
     protective of water uses and associated wildlife.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2834.013     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2721.087                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: G2834.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  HH/T1/NCR
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  HH/RISK
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  Human Health                                                           
                                                                                
     The human health standard is derived with the use of several compounding   
     factors, with the net result that an unnecessary degree of protection is   
     demanded:                                                                  
                                                                                
     1.  A BAF is employed.                                                     
                                                                                
     2.  For carcinogens, a 95% confidence level is employed and the assumption 
     is made that the exposed person drinks the same water for 70 years.  The 1 
     in 100,000 lifetime cancer risk is widely accepted, but could safely be    
     reduced to 1 in 10,000 for certain pollutants where the costs of treatment 
     or removal become excessive.                                               
                                                                                
     3.  For non-carcinogens, large uncertainty factors are used, ranging from  
     10 to 3,000.  There is no need to employ these excessive factors.  If it is
     that difficult to determine if the chemical is harmful, why be so zealous  
     about over-protecting the public?                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2834.014     
     
     See responses to comments on BAfs.                                         
                                                                                
     See comment responses on choice of risk level (D2903.003 et al.) and choice
     of cancer model (D2619.026).                                               
                                                                                
     With regard to use of excessive uncertainty factors, EPA believes          
     uncertainty factors are employed primarily to compensate for lack of data  
     or certainty in the overall risk assessment.  They are not chosen with     
     regard to level of protection afforded.  It is assumed that if uncertainty 
     factors are appropriately chosen, the resulting criterion will be          
     protective of human health. EPA also states in the final Guidance that     
     uncertainty factors of less than 10 can be used as long as data exist to   
     justify a lower uncertainty factor.  For example data on pharmacokinetics  
     can be useful to make such a showing.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G2834.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 5897



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     D.  Wildlife                                                               
                                                                                
     The standards derived for wildlife are the most unreasonable because of the
     unnecessary compounding of the following factors.  The use of the          
     uncertainty and sensitivity factors is not scientific and they should be   
     deleted from the guidance.                                                 
                                                                                
     1.  BAF                                                                    
                                                                                
     2.  An uncertainty factor of 1 to 10.                                      
                                                                                
     3.  A species sensitivity factor of 0.01 to 1.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2834.015     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, G2571.055a, P2656.167, P2741.707,      
     P2656.176, P2576.136, and P2629.054 for the response to this comment.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2834.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Flexible Application                                                   
                                                                                
     The Guidance allows practically no room for intelligent case-by-case       
     application.  The Site Specific Modification is virtually useless.  It     
     requires EPA approval, requires full adherence to water quality            
     requirements, and allows no consideration of economic factors. The variance
     procedure is more flexible, but has a 3 year limit on its effective term.  
     Some reasonable allowance for flexibility is needed.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2834.016     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2834.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B. Mixing and Dilution                                                     
                                                                                
     The programmed phase-out of mixing zones for certain pollutants is linked  
     to an unreasonable zero discharge goal, and is unnecessary.  The           
     disallowance of any mixing for acute toxicity standards is also            
     unreasonable.  This will require that effluents meet water quality         
     standards and will ban any effluent having acute toxicity.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2834.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2834.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  Background Allowances                                                  
                                                                                
     No allowance is given for background pollutant concentrations in receiving 
     waters. If the background level exceeds the standard (which will be a      
     common occurrence, given the magnitude of some of the standards), no       
     discharge will be allowed.                                                 
                                                                                
     The allowance for background levels in the water supply is inadequate.  The
     requirement for discharge back to its source will result in the need to    
     remove chemicals from unpolluted well water before discharging it to a     
     stream.  The prohibition on concentration increase will not allow          
     unpolluted cooling tower effluent to be returned to its source.  Such      
     restrictions on water use are unreasonable and unnecessary.                
     
     
     Response to: G2834.018     
     
     The issues raised in this comment are addressed in the SID at Section      
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     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2834.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     The antidegradation rules are unreasonable and will have the effect of     
     freezing discharges at present levels.  There is even concern that improper
     use of data would force arbitrary reductions in present levels.  When      
     applied to industrial or commercial effluents, they will stop economic     
     growth.  When applied to POTW effluents, they could stop population growth 
     if carried to their allowable extremes.  This is particularly so if the    
     antidegradation policy has a broad application to all pollutants rather    
     than just the specifically regulated ones.  Antidegradation should be      
     limited to maintaining fishable/swimmable waters and to meeting reasonable 
     water quality standards.  Any further limits are bound up in the pursuit of
     unrealistic goals.                                                         
                                                                                
     The limits on degradation of Outstanding National Resource Waters (ONRW)   
     are a special problem.  The definition of ONRW's is so broad that they may 
     become widely established, and virtually all discharges will be found to   
     influence an ONRW.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2834.019     
     
     This comment ignores the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12(a)(2) that mandate  
     protection of water quality where water quality is better than necessary to
     support propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and 
     on the water.  Also, the antidegradation standard in appendix E of the     
     proposed Guidance pertaining to ONRWs was taken from the existing          
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 verbatim.  Nothing was added or changed in any
     way. The commenter is mistaken in suggesting that the proposed Guidance    
     somehow modified this provision of the existing Federal regulations.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2836.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Evart operates a wastewater treatment facility with a design   
     capacity less than 1 mgd.  The facility is approximately three years old.  
     The proposed great Lakes Initiative is of concern to the City in that the  
     cost of plant upgrading and future operational costs may prove significant.
     The facility was not designed to address many of the chemicals proposed for
     regulation.  The City is in the process of analyzing the impact of GLI upon
     this facility.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2836.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2836.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A recent study conducted by the Michigan Municipal League (MML) utilizing  
     the services of McNamee, Porter and Seeley, Inc., reveals many of the same 
     concerns as those for the Evart facility.  I would urge that EPA seriously 
     consider the MML report in establishing final GLI regulations.  One should 
     keep in mind that small wastewater facilities like those at Evart often    
     will require extensive investments and additional operational costs since  
     they were not originally designed with the potential to remove the many    
     contaminants addressed in the GLI.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2836.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G2839.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe, however, that the GLI as proposed, contains significant flaws  
     which must be addressed.  Major failings of the proposal are:              
                                                                                
     1.  The assumptions underlying the need for the GLI are flawed.            
     
     
     Response to: G2839.001     
     
     See response to comment number G2839.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2839.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The process, while nominally open, resolved few of the serious technical   
     issues raised by scientists within the EPA's Science Advisory Board, the   
     Office of Management and Budget, business, municipalities, or academia.    
     
     
     Response to: G2839.002     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers    
     P2746.043 and D2904.011.  See also Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2839.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance in addition to lacking technical/scientific merit in 
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     a number of areas, is not cost effective, addressing point sources rather  
     than non-point sources, the latter of which contribute 90 percent of       
     persistent toxic chemicals entering the system.  Costs to municipalities   
     and industry are grossly underestimated.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2839.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance lacks scientific merit, is not  
     cost effective and only addresses point sources of pollution for the       
     reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how   
     the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,        
     including efforts to address nonpoint source of pollution, see Section I.D 
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026. For further discussion on the costs and benefits associated with
     implementation of the final Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2839.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The questionable benefits and high costs this proposed water quality       
     guidance would impose on society, and the failure to weigh these costs and 
     benefits in developing the program clearly indicate the need for a complete
     reevaluation of the current proposal.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2839.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.158.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2839.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board  
     has criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI 
     and the absence of the usual process of peer review by other credible      
     scientific institutions, such as the National Academy of Sciences.         
     
     
     Response to: G2839.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G2839.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA used scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving Bioaccumulation
     Factors (used to identify chemicals of particular concern which will be    
     subject to especially stringent controls) and to set limits on substances  
     for which limited data exist.  Although described as "scientific"          
     decisions, these are really policy decisions made without the backing of   
     sound science.  Until questions about these methodologies are resolved, it 
     is not appropriate to use them as a basis of regulation.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2839.006     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2839.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI water discharges limits are set so low that even water meeting all EPA 
     drinking water standards may not meet GLI discharge requirements.  Imposing
     such a standard may be understandable if EPA had validated the standards   
     with accepted scientific justifications, but this is not the case.  With   
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     the costs and impacts of this proposed regulation (described below)        
     expected to very real and very large, sound science must be the basis for  
     policy.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2839.007     
     
     See response to comment number P2746.043.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2839.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For some pollutants, EPA's standards are set at levels below which current 
     technology can detect.  We hold the same concerns about the inadequate     
     science used as the basis for setting some of these standards.  There will 
     also be practical and costly problems associated with the state's ability  
     to administer and enforce such standards, and a permit holder's ability to 
     adequately demonstrate compliance with permit conditions.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2839.008     
     
     EPA disagrees that the water quality criteria are based on inadequate      
     science.  In addition, EPA considers that WQBELs set below current         
     detection levels are necessary and that using the provisions of this       
     Guidance, can be adequately assessed for compliance.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2839.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effectiveness of the GLI is questionable.  The GLI is unfairly and     
     unnecessarily burdensome to point source industrial and municipal          
     dischargers in the Great Lakes region.  Although pollution from these point
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     sources has been greatly reduced over the last 20 years, the GLI is        
     completely focused on these sources.  The proposed regulations in the GLI  
     address no other sources of water pollution.  Yet, today, only 7 to 10     
     percent of Great Lakes pollutants come from point sources.  The GLI would  
     ignore the remaining 90 percent or more that come from such sources as     
     contaminated sediments, airborne pollutants, contaminated stormwater runoff
     from city streets and lawns, and construction sites and agricultural       
     activities.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2839.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2839.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another problem is that even though Canada is a major source of Great Lakes
     pollution, it is not directly involved in the GLI, despite an EPA Science  
     Advisory Board's recommendation that it should be.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2839.010     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2839.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments .005, .009 & .010.                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These concerns are also expressed by several other credible authorities.   
     The American Council on Science and Health, consisting of prominent        
     scientists and physicians, argues the GLI will not be effective because it 
     ignores 90 percent or more of Great Lake pollutants.  A study done for the 
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     governors of the states, through the Council of Great Lakes Governors, also
     concluded that the GLI will have little impact on pollution reduction,     
     especially of the 138 chemicals of concern specifically identified in the  
     GLI proposal.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2839.011     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance ignores nonpoint sources of     
     pollution.  See Section I.C for a discussion of how the Guidance addresses 
     pollution from all sources, point and nonpoint, as well as the projected   
     costs and benefits associated with implementing the final Guidance.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including efforts to address nonpoint source of     
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For further discussion on the costs   
     and benefits associated with implementation of the final Guidance, see     
     Section IX of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2839.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Becaues of the GLI's narrow focus, it will probably not result in any      
     measurable improvement to the lakes or in a single fish advisory being     
     lifted.  Rigorous environmental programs and enhanced standards now in     
     effect continue to improve the quality of the Great Lakes.  Additional laws
     and regulations have been enacted at the state level, combined with private
     initiatives of industry continue to improve this record.  Ironically, the  
     GLI may actually hinder some of these state efforts because of constraints 
     this regulation would place the flexibility of existing state programs.    
     
     
     Response to: G2839.012     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, G1751.001, and D2723.004.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2839.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed water quality guidance was developed as a uniform criteria for
     the entire Great Lakes basin because a presumption that the Great Lakes is 
     a single ecosystem.  This is a flawed approach given the many different    
     ecosystems within the region.  Lakewide Management Plans, already underway 
     for each lake, under the direction of both the United States and Canada,   
     come much closer to a multi-media, ecosystem-based approach to management. 
     
     
     Response to: G2839.013     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Section I of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2839.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA efforts to develop a comprehensive basin wide plan need to be          
     redirected.  The plan needs to allow for greater flexibility at the state  
     level, and with greater orientation to major pollution sources, such as non
     point sources.  This would result in a more effective and cost efficient   
     program.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2839.014     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2839.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI would impose significant new requirements - In addition to         
     requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply with much stricter  
     discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases also lead to       
     significant new requirements including:                                    
                                                                                
     - conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemicals in   
     cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not exist (or, as 
     an alternative, meeting standards which are designed to be more stringent  
     than necessary).                                                           
                                                                                
     - treating substances which a facility did not generate or add to in their 
     discharge: that is, substances already present in water used by entities   
     for cooling or other purposes.                                             
                                                                                
     - undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have   
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.                            
                                                                                
     - conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration   
     proving that any increases in discharges will lead to major social and     
     economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before the facility
     could increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even if permit
     limits would not be exceeded.  This requirement places the regulating      
     agencies in a position to judge the relative socio-economic merits of      
     projects for which they are not equipped.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2839.015     
     
     Please see response to comment D2845L.009.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2839.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the program are extremely high.  The benefits are limited, at 
     best.  The GLI seeks further, very expensive reductions from point source  
     discharges.  EPA's assessments of projected costs ranged from $80 million  
     to $510 million across the Great Lakes basin for these improvements.  This 
     estimate has been shown to be grossly low.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2839.016     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

Page 5909



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2839.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost surveys by five major industries indicate these industries alone would
     incur costs to comply with the guidance of over $8 billion in capital and  
     more than $1.6 billion in additional operating costs.  Moreover, the       
     Council of Great Lakes Governors authorized an independent study, conducted
     by DRI/McGraw Hill, of the costs and benefits of the GLI.  The DRI report  
     concludes that annual costs of up to $2.3 billion would be imposed on      
     municipalities by the GLI and that environmental benefits would not be     
     measurable.  Another study done of municipal wastewater plants in the      
     region, estimated that the GLI would increase municipal costs for capital  
     improvements by more than $7.5 billion, with additional annual operating   
     costs of more than $1 billion.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2839.017     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2839.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bringing these big numbers a little closer to home, New York municipalities
     would be hit very hard.  The Town of Tonawanda, for example, expects the   
     GLI to cost over $40 million in construction costs and another $6.5        
     million/year in operation and maintenance costs.  In a study done of the   
     all municipalities in the state, New York municipalities were estimated to 
     be faced with $1.4 billion in additional capital costs, and more than $200 
     million in additional operating costs to comply with the GLI.              
     
     
     Response to: G2839.018     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2839.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no federal money for the GLI to offset these costs.  Costs will be
     borne by taxpayers and users of the publicly owned treatment works         
     (POTW's).  Imposing these huge costs directly on the region will have an   
     impact on its competitiveness in today's world economy.  Industries in this
     region would be at a severe economic disadvantage over industries elsewhere
     in the nation and worldwide who are not subject to the same provisions.    
     Similarly, costs for municipalities will be higher, effecting their ability
     to compete as a viable place to live and work.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2839.019     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2839.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For New York State, this is of particular concern, because of the weak     
     economy and the toll the recession has taken on our state and this part of 
     the country.  Between May of 1990 and June 1993, New York state lost       
     569,200 jobs.  Since the national recession officially ended in March 1991,
     New York has lost 249,000 jobs, while the other 49 states have gained a    
     total of 1.875 million jobs.  The nation is gaining jobs and New York is   
     losing them.  The GLI is not a regulation that will be applied nationwide, 
     but only to this part of the country, which still remains hip deep in the  
     recession.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2839.020     
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     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2839.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI unfairly damages the competitiveness of this region.      
     Manufacturing costs will be significantly higher in this region and        
     operations more likely to shift to other areas where they can compete more 
     effectively.  The GLI will contribute to a loss of markets and loss of jobs
     in this area already strained with job loss.  This concern was put in real 
     terms by the governors of the states.  A Council of Great Lakes Governor's 
     study conducted by DRI McGraw Hill identified 33,000 jobs across the region
     would be put at risk if the water quality guidance is implemented.         
     
     
     Response to: G2839.021     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2839.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI conflicts with existing state regulation or program priorities and 
     with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples      
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and conflicting       
     objectives for state agencies in administering environmental statutes.     
     This lack of coordination, or outright conflict will hinder the            
     effectiveness of the state's multimedia pollution control program, and the 
     environmental benefit permit strategy which seeks to maximize the          
     environmental improvements by addressing priorities first.  A more         
     coordinated and comprehensive approach is needed if this initiative is to  
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     be effective.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2839.022     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance does not conflict, but complements, other   
     State and Federal environmental regulatory and non-regulatory programs as  
     discussed in Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers       
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2839.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A 'one size fits all' approach, as would be applied across the entire      
     region with this regulation, is not efficient and will hamper efforts of   
     the states to make further water quality improvements.  The proposed       
     guidance resembles much more a regulation than a guidance document, and    
     appears to go much further than the intent of the Critical Program Act of  
     1990 to develop federal water quality guidance for the states.             
     
     
     Response to: G2839.023     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2839.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will result in most states in the region administering two separate
     permit programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states    
     change their own rules to effectively apply the GLI statewide.  Statewide  
     applicaton would only serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws on a
     much larger number of dischargers.                                         
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     Response to: G2839.024     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2839.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The New York City water treatment program in New York State provides one   
     example.  New York City, lying outside of the Great Lakes basin, is        
     presently undertaking efforts to improve water quality for this municipal  
     system through controls on non-point sources of pollution in the watershed.
     This is seen as a cost effective approach by the city.  The GLI, applied   
     statewide, would not recognize these efforts, despite the expected water   
     quality improvements from the program.  Instead, scarce dollars would be   
     forced into additional point source controls that are less cost effective  
     and result in less environmental benefit.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2839.025     
     
     The Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a
     full discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program
     efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and         
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.  EPA has been working closely 
     with the City of New Yorkon efforts to protect its drinking water          
     reservoirs.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2839.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will likely set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the     
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     country.  Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance of the 
     policies and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve      
     unproven science and new more burdensome approaches to implementation.     
     
     
     Response to: G2839.026     
     
     For a full discussion of the precedential effects of the Guidance, see     
     Sections I.E of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2839.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The New York Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Coalition supports the   
     goal of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, but has serious concerns 
     about whether the environmental benefits will truly outweigh the tremendous
     cost to implement the proposal.  We do believe that with positive          
     modifications the water quality guidance can be made more effective.  The  
     Great Lakes are too important a natural resource and our economic survival 
     too fundamental for both to fall victim to a misdirected regulation like   
     this one.  The GLI has to be fixed.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2839.027     
     
     EPA received comments on the proposed Guidance from over 6,000 commenters. 
     Based upon these comments and new information made available to EPA during 
     the final Guidance development process, several provisions of the proposed 
     Guidance were revised.  See Section II of the SID for a general discussion 
     of these revisions.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2840.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act requires EPA to develop guidance, not
     regulation.  Further, the states are only required to develop programs that
     are consistent with, but not identical to, the EPA guidance.  The WUA      
     strongly urges EPA to explicitly state this in the final regulatory        
     language.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2840.001     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes both consistency in standards and  
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2840.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal could require utilities to install treatment equipment to   
     remove pollutants that are present in cooling water discharges due to their
     presence in intake waters.  Power plant cooling water use is sometimes as  
     high as 1 billion gallons per day.  Wisconsin Department of Natural        
     Resources rules currently exclude cooling water from the imposition of     
     permit limits.  The EPA must include a similar provision in the GLI        
     guidance.  Further, intake "credits" are needed for process wastewaters so 
     that a facility is only responsible for what it adds.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2840.002     
     
     This comment raises similar issues to those in comment D2592.031, which are
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2840.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The EPA proposes to adopt so-called "Tier II" criteria which can be used to
     establish enforceable permit limits on the basis of only one study.        
     Further, the EPA may not have the authority to relax the limit if it is    
     later proven to be overly stringent.  The WUA's position is that Tier II   
     criteria cannot be used for establishing permit limits, but instead, should
     be used solely for identifying further research needs so that a sufficient 
     number of studies can be conducted.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2840.003     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2840.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has proposed strict procedures for obtaining permits to increase   
     discharges.  The so-called "antidegradation" procedures would essentially  
     limit facilities to their current discharge levels rather than permit      
     limits.  This will penalize those facilities which are discharging well    
     below permitted levels and reward those which are just meeting limits.     
     Since limits are set at levels defined to be safe by the state, these      
     levels, rather than existing discharge levels, need to be the basis for    
     determining when antidegradation applies.  Thus, the need to increase      
     existing permit limits or obtain limits for new discharges should be the   
     threshold for determining when an "antidegradation review" applies.        
     
     
     Response to: G2840.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2840.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA proposes a ban on mixing zones for certain pollutants starting in  
     2004.  This is entirely a policy call, made without regard to technical    
     merit.  The EPA should instead allow mixing zones unless it, or the state, 
     determines it is inappropriate on a case-by-case basis.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2840.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2841.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As currently proposed, the guidance would require a plant to remove        
     substances in its intake water, even if a plant's processes do not produce 
     or add such substances to the water.  This is not only patently unfair, but
     would cost our company millions of dollars with little, if any,            
     environmental benefit.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill Study specifically identified  
     the lack of a clear, sensible approach to intake credits as one of the key 
     factors driving up the costs of the GLI without delivering commensurate    
     benefits.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2841.001     
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in responses to comments D2657.006 and D2594.014. See SID
     at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the final intake        
     pollutant procedures.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2841.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation policy contained in the GLI would make it     
     nearly impossible for industrial and municipal plants to expand by         
     essentially freezing future discharges to current performance levels.  This
     policy is clearly antigrowth, rewards poor performers and discourages      
     pollution prevention efforts to voluntarily reduce discharges.  The        
     DRI/McGraw-Hill Study noted that the rigid antidegradation policy in the   
     guidance leaves little room for new plants with cleaner processes.         
     
     
     Response to: G2841.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2841.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance should be revised to eliminate Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ)
     as a basis for permit limits and as a trigger for the antidegradation      
     review.  An antidegradation review should only be required upon a request  
     for an increase in an existing WQBEL or a new discharge.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2841.003     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G2841.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The antidegradation analysis should allow for a de minimus threshold       
     whereby a minor request for an increase in a permit limit would be exempt  
     from review if no significant deterioration of water quality would result. 
     Pollution prevention plans should not be mandated.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2841.004     
     
     In addition, neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution 
     prevention plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require  
     that a lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated 
     that lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and   
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/T2
     Comment ID: G2841.005
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI imposes extremely stringent standards for substances using Tier II 
     values, when such values are based on little or insufficient scientific    
     data.  Further, placing the burden on industries and municipalities to     
     engage in expensive research (within a three year deadline) to disprove the
     need for a stringent Tier II value is unacceptable.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2841.005     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2841.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy of eliminating mixing zones by the year 2004 for specified      
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC's) is flawed.  The GLI's         
     derivation procedures for BCC criteria are already extremely conservative  
     in order to compensate for uncertainties in the protection of water        
     quality.  Eliminating mixing zones is not only redundant to this process,  
     but would be an extremely expensive and inefficient means of improving     
     water quality, as noted in the DRI/McGraw Hill Study.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2841.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2842.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble USEPA has literally asked for hundreds of comments on      
     almost every aspect of the guidance.  No one knows what the final          
     regulation will look like.  For this reason, USEPA should re-propose the   
     GLI in the Federal Register in the form that it is intending to promulgate 
     so that the public will have an oportunity to comment on the actual        
     contemplated action.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2842.001     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers    
     P2585.015 and P2585.014.  See also Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: PRA
     Comment ID: G2842.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, I noted recently that the US Office of Management and Budget         
     disapproved USEPA's request to clear the proposed Guidance under Paperwork 
     Reduction Act requirements on June 17, 1993 (58 Fed. Reg. 42320; August 9, 
     1993) because the information collection requirements are not the least    
     burdensome.  I agree with OMB's action and urge USEPA to develop better    
     information collection systems and to re-propose these as well.  I believe 
     the entire GLI should be refined where there are no additional paperwork   
     burdens or impacts to the regulated community.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2842.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section XII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2842.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I have significant reservations about the affect of the GLI on states'     
     rights to promulgate their own water quality standards and permitting      
     procedures for receiving waters in their respective states.  The Science   
     Advisory Board noted that USEPA has not demonstrated that the Great Lakes  
     System have unique water quality concerns that differ from the rest of the 
     nation.  Furthermore, there is no basis to conclude that the Great Lakes   
     are unique with respect to how chemicals bioaccumulate or how sensitive are
     the resident wildlife.  There is no rational factual basis to support the  
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     carving out of a specific region of the United States for more stringent   
     regulation of water quality.  As a result, I question whether there are    
     sufficient constitutional legal grounds to allow USEPA to usurp and        
     otherwise sweep away states' rights to regulate waters within their        
     borders.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2842.003     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes both consistency in standards and  
     implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States 
     and Tribes for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2842.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, it appears USEPA has deviated from the express requirements   
     and spirit of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement by proposing         
     mandatory rules under the guise of "guidance" that are not based on sound  
     science or good public policy.  The Critical Programs Act and various      
     committee notes leading up to enactment strongly indicate that Congress    
     intended for the GLI to be guidance for states to consider rather than     
     requiring states to adopt the guidance in verbatim.  The CPA itself only   
     requires state programs to be "consistent with" which to us does not mean  
     "exactly alike".  States should have wide latitude implementing the GLI and
     ensuring their programs are "consistent with" the final guidance.  The     
     Guidance also ignores the Agreement's goal that regulatory programs be     
     cost-effective.                                                            
                                                                                
     I also question the legality of the GLI development process.  Congress     
     passed the CPA with the intent that true guidance would be developed by    
     USEPA.  USEPA however, delegated all of the development of the substantive 
     provisions to the various states.  While USEPA reviewed the states' work,  
     the most stringent aspects of each state program were taken as the         
     recommended approach.  Furthermore, most of the development of the GLI     
     occurred outside of the knowledge of the state Governors.  It wasn't until 
     the draft GLI was being considered for submittal to USEPA Headquarters that
     state Governors became aware of the vast importance of the GLI to each of  
     their states as major water quality policy decisions were being made       
     without their input.  This whole process may be an unlawful delegation of  
     authority by USEPA to a few states.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2842.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2582.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G2842.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I have significant reservations whether USEPA has legal authority under the
     Clean Water Act to require mandatory pollution prevention or waste         
     minimization plans.  A mandatory Pollution Prevention Plan program may be  
     beyond USEPA's jurisdiction, which is limited to regulating the addition of
     pollutants, generally by specifying allowable levels to be discharged.     
     However, the requirement to install technology or use some other control   
     strategies via a pollution prevention plan to achieve the specified levels,
     before treatment of the wastewater, falls outside the scope of USEPA's     
     authority under the Clean Water Act.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2842.005     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2842.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern I have is that under the proposed guidance, allowable      
     discharge limits for some pollutants could be set below the ability of     
     current equipment to reliably measure or confirm their presence (i.e., at  
     less than detection level).  Significant due process problems are created  
     in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set at less than the    
     detection level.  Indeed, the enforcement of permit limits below           
     quantification raises serious constitutional due process issues.  The risk 
     of criminal sanctions for permit violations under the Clean Water Act and  
     Ohio law based on arbitrary, vague or unreliable measurements is clearly   
     possible.  A basic principle of constitutional law is that statutes, rules 
     and permit limits themselves, when criminal penalties are possible for     
     violations, must provide clear and ascertainable standards of conduct with 
     sufficient definiteness so that a discharger can understand what conduct is
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     prohibited.  As a result, a permit limit set at a level below which        
     laboratory equipment can reliably measure does not pass the constitutional 
     due process requirement.                                                   
                                                                                
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used in other USEPA programs and by some state agencies.     
     Ohio EPA, in accordance with the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now
     using PQL as the compliance level for NPDES permit limitations.  The PQL is
     recognized by USEPA itself as the lowest level of quantification that a    
     competent laboratory can reliably achieve and is an appropriate to use to  
     overcome analytical problems associated with determining compliance with   
     extremely low limits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2842.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2842.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the use of Tier II values to establish an enforceable permit     
     limits is problematic.  Tier II values were originally intended to be used 
     only as narrative standards.  Because of the minimal database used, the    
     EPA's Science Advisory Board clearly stated that Tier II values should not 
     be used to derive enforceable numeric permit limits.  The data that states 
     would use to derive a Tier II limit is by definition inadequate and could  
     therefore result in a permit limit that is arbitrary and capricious.  USEPA
     should not put state programs in such a straight jacket.                   
                                                                                
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a proposed permit limit established 
     under Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at  
     their expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These    
     data will likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  But 
     there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a final permit limit    
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit and will not     
     allow the limit to be modified to reflect the more appropriate limit.      
     
     
     Response to: G2842.007     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2842.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not expressly provide for intake credits.  In fact, the       
     proposed intake credit provisions are extremely restrictive and bear little
     resemblance to the original GLI Steering Committee proposal on "background 
     concentrations" (the original proposal is preamble Option Number 4 on      
     "intake credits").  USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake      
     credits will only be available in very limited circumstances.  This        
     limitation is unreasonable and fundamentally unfair.  EPA should revise the
     GLI by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they are
     available for permit holders.  Permit holders should only be legally       
     responsible for pollutants they add to receiving waters.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2842.008     
     
     See response to comment D2828.018.  See SID at Section VIII.E.5 for a      
     discussion of legal issues.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2842.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Procedure in the proposed guidance is too complex and  
     goes well beyond that required by the Clean Water Act or the Critical      
     Programs Act.  The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of        
     uncertainty to the permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing  
     plants.  This additional layer of uncertainty is uncalled for and will set 
     the Great Lakes region back even futher in rebounding from economic losses.
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
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     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Section 131.12 which is more general in scope and is simply a    
     policy.  In fact, the Critical Programs Act only requires an               
     antidegradation "policy" and not a mandatory standard.  A general policy   
     that provides direction and guidance is all that is needed.                
     
     
     Response to: G2842.009     
     
     See response to comment D2709.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2843L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the Great Lakes system is a unique system, containing the largest   
     freshwater lakes in the world.  It is a closed standing water system that  
     has been the subject intense study (30 years of data contributed to the    
     development of the Great Lakes guidance), and has been the center of heavy 
     industry toxics contributions for a century.  In contrast, surface water   
     systems, especially those of the arid Southwest, are quite different.  In  
     many cases receiving waters are ephemeral systems, having mixing zones     
     during wet weather periods, but not during the dry season.  Aquatic fauna  
     are subject to periods of flushing and then dry or static water conditions 
     with an accompanying decline in water quality.  Therefore, many assumptions
     of the Great Lakes guidance aren't applicable to these unique waters;      
     especially in terms of flow, aquatic fauna and wildlife residency.         
                                                                                
     Secondly, characterization of treatment and discharges are different.  The 
     District is already subject to requirements meant for industrial           
     dischargers, although much of its water is from residential sources.       
     Additionally, "reclaimed" water is treated which includes high levels of   
     solids removal, bacterial removal, nutrient removal, and ammonia/chlorine  
     removal.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2843L.001    
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2843L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E to Part 132, Antidegradation Policy (page 21031)                
                                                                                
     The District recommends that antidegradation considerations be implemented 
     on a regional watershed basis.                                             
                                                                                
     The specific antidegradation requirements should be determined at the local
     watershed level in conformance with a more general antidegradation policy. 
     Watershed planning efforts should be able to approach antidegradation in   
     different ways depending on watershed characteristics, existing conditions,
     future land use and development plans and public input.  If the            
     antidegradation interpretations and policies in the Guidance do set        
     precedents for EPA guidance on national antidegradation policy, EPA must   
     recognize that the differences in the watersheds of the Nation are vast,   
     and to apply a "one size fits all" approach is not appropriate.            
                                                                                
     The antidegradation policy in the Guidance should not require municipal    
     wastewater treatment facilities to undergo the rigorous antidegradation    
     analyses when they expand their service area.  Municipal wastewater        
     agencies cannot control population growth; they must accommodate any influx
     into their service areas.  To require these demanding analyses is an       
     inefficient use of the public's money.                                     
                                                                                
     Outstanding National Resource Waters (Sect. IIa. Appendix E, page          
     21032)--The definition for Outstanding National Resource Waters (ONRW)     
     could essentially encompass most waters in the region.  Use and application
     of this designation could also be liberally applied nationwide such that no
     discharges of any kind could "degrade" any surface water in the United     
     States.  This is of great concern for point source management, but an even 
     greater one for non-point source and stormwater management.                
     
     
     Response to: G2843L.002    
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance provides the States and Tribes the    
     latitude to incorporate watershed planning efforts into an antidegradation 
     demonstration.                                                             
                                                                                
     The final Guidance clarifies those activities or actions which result in   
     the need to perform an antidegradation review, and further elaborates on   
     specific activities which do not result in a lowering of water quality.    
     Where increases in the discharge of pollutants from a POTW have been       
     anticipated in the design of the plant, an antidegradation review is not   
     required.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not require the designation of any waterbodies as  
     ONRWs, nor provide a mandatory set of criteria for designation of such     
     waters.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
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     Comment ID: G2843L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F, Procedure 1A:  Site-specific modifications, (page 21034)       
                                                                                
     The Guidance should allow States to adopt less stringent, in addition to   
     more stringent, criteria/values for wildlife and human health criteria as  
     it does for aquatic life, if the site-specific modification is based on    
     sound scientific rationale.                                                
                                                                                
     The text that appears in section A.2 and A.4 of procedure 1 of appendix F  
     for human health and wildlife criteria/values should be the same text as   
     appears in section A.1.a and A.1.b for aquatic life.   It is commendable   
     that the Guidance allows for modification of aquatic life water quality    
     criteria/values based on consideration of regional characteristics.        
     However, the proposed Guidance does not provide for the same flexibility in
     terms of site-specific modifications to the wildlife and human health      
     criteria/values.                                                           
                                                                                
     Aquatic criteria/values can be modified to become more or less stringent,  
     however, human health and wildlife criteria can only be modified to be more
     stringent despite the fact that EPA has admitted there is not sufficient   
     information to quantify the total environmental uptake by humans and       
     wildlife from different exposure routes (pg. 20919).                       
                                                                                
     It is widely accepted that local water quality parameters can decrease the 
     biological availability and/or toxicity of a pollutant.  If site-specific  
     studies, which are based on scientifically derived information, indicate   
     that a less stringent human health or wildlife criteria is just as         
     protective as the original value, then the less stringent site-specific    
     modification should be allowed.                                            
                                                                                
     The Guidancee makes the assumption that due to their mobility, humans and  
     wildlife feed from and recreate in all portions of the Great Lakes System. 
     Because humans are so mobile, the assumption that they feed from and       
     recreate in areas other than the Great Lakes System is more plausible.     
     Additionally, migratory birds and mammals do not spend all of their time   
     within this system; rather, many spend a significant part of the year to   
     the north (Canada to Hudson Bay) or south (Florida, central America).      
     Considering the immense potential financial impacts associated with an     
     overly rigid criteria/values, modification of the value to a less stringent
     value, with the same amount of protection, should be allowed.              
     
     
     Response to: G2843L.003    
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN

Page 5929



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: G2843L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F, Procedure 2:  Variances. (page 21034)                          
                                                                                
     The Guidance should allow water quality standard variances to be granted   
     for five years instead of three years.                                     
                                                                                
     Since the water quality standard variances are implemented in the          
     permitting process by the NPDES permitting authority, the expiration of the
     variances should be based on the renewal cycle of the NPDES permits.  NPDES
     permits are normally granted for five years, water quality standard        
     variances should be consistent with the NPDES permits.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2843L.004    
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: G2843L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality standard variances should be allowed for new dischargers or  
     recommencing dischargers.                                                  
                                                                                
     In order to receive a variance under the Guidance, any of five specified   
     types of waterbody conditions must exist and/or it must be demonstrated    
     that the affected community would encounter substantial and widespread     
     eocnomic and social impacts as a result of the point source having to      
     install controls beyond technology-based requirements.  The variance must  
     also be consistent with State antidegradation procedures and the extent of 
     any increased risk to human health and the environment must be             
     demonstrated.                                                              
                                                                                
     The requirement that new or recommencing discharges not be allowed water   
     quality standard variances practically eliminates the possibility of new or
     recommencing dischargers discharging into the Great Lakes System where     
     water quality criteria are not achieved.  The five waterbody conditions    
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     described are beyond the control of a new discharger, therefore variances  
     for these dischargers should be allowed to enable the discharger to locate 
     in the Great Lakes System and contribute to the economic base of the area  
     while proceeding toward attaining the water quality standards.             
     
     
     Response to: G2843L.005    
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2843L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of Mixing Zones for Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs)
     (page 21036)                                                               
                                                                                
     This could result in even stricter standards and remove the possibility of 
     using mixing zones in developing effluent limits for dischargers           
     nationwide.  First of all, the action of BCCs, i.e., uptake and            
     concentration by biota, may be differenct in aquatic systems in other parts
     of the country.  It cannot be assumed that species remain in a system for a
     lifetime.  In the Southwest, wildlife species migrate extensively.  Aquatic
     organisms migrate within watersheds according to season.  BCCs are applied 
     in the proposed Great Lakes Guidance based on assumptions that may not be  
     found elsewhere.  BCCs are a significant problem in the Great Lakes system,
     however, it is imperative to obtain data on actual bioaccumulation of these
     pollutants in species in other watersheds before potentially expanding the 
     use of these criteria and conditions to other systems.                     
                                                                                
     Additionally, the compounds listed as BCCs, which include mostly           
     pesticides, are not currently under control of the District.  The District 
     has a very good pre-treatment program for industries.  However, almost     
     ninety percent of the District's influent comes from household sources.    
     House and garden pesticides, cleaners, deodorizers, laundry products,      
     disinfectants, and paints are sources of many of the identified BCCs.      
     Until household toxics can be eliminated through some type of mandatory    
     source control, the District will have difficulty in controlling the       
     occurrence, let alone the treatment, of these pollutants.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2843L.006    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2843L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We thank you for this opportunity to comment.  We have found it extremely  
     difficult to determine which aspects of this proposed Guidance might be    
     applied outside of the Great Lakes system.  We would find it extremely     
     helpful if your agency might indicate this in further workshops.  Much of  
     this Guidance should more appropriately be addressed in the revision of    
     nationwide Water Quality Standards.                                        
                                                                                
     Finally, we would like to state that water quality standards that represent
     the nation should be developed, using data from all types of aquatic       
     systems.  The District is working with several groups from the arid        
     Southwest to assure that this region of the country is properly represented
     through new research support on characteristics of Southwest watersheds,   
     study of regional aquatic species and wildlife, and input from scientists  
     and researchers familiar with this area.  It is hoped that water quality   
     standards and other water-related programs developed by your agency in the 
     future do not reflect only northeastern and midwestern systems.            
     
     
     Response to: G2843L.007    
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2844L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Much has been done to improve the quality of the Great Lakes in the last 20
     years.  Discharges from point sources have been greatly reduced.  We know  
     our clients support the EPA's efforts to make the Great Lakes even cleaner.
     We are concerned, however, that the GLI will not have any significant      
     impact on the water quality of the Great Lakes, while at the same time     
     costing municipalities and business millions of dollars.  A number of      
     studies have already been completed which estimate the annual costs of the 
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     GLI will range from $64 million to $2.3 billion.                           
                                                                                
     Such huge costs might be justified if the GLI produced corresponding       
     substantial improvement in the quality of the Great Lakes.  As currently   
     structured, however, the GLI will not produce these results because the    
     proposed implementaiton will only regulate point sources (municipalities   
     and businesses which are permitted to discharge directly into surface      
     waters).                                                                   
                                                                                
     These point sources have been heavily regulated for many years, and        
     additional reductions in point source discharge effluent limitations will  
     be extremely costly.  Further, point sources account for less than 15      
     percent of the pollution entering the Great Lakes.  Thus, even if the GLI  
     were to eliminate all industrial and municipal discharges, it would have   
     only a small effect on the water quality of the Great Lakes.               
                                                                                
     Regulation of non-point sources (e.g. air emissions, agricultural and      
     storm-water run-off) would have a much greater impact on the water quality 
     of the Great Lakes, because non-point sources account for over 85 percent  
     of the annual pollution entering the Lakes.  Such regulation would also be 
     more cost-effective because non-point sources are currently much less      
     regulated than point sources, and in some cases, are not regulated at all. 
                                                                                
     For these reasons, we encourage the EPA to address non-point sources of    
     pollution before imposing any further costly restrictions on already       
     heavily regulated point sources.                                           
     If EPA decides to implement the GLI before addressing non-point sources,   
     however, it must address several key issues of concern in the proposed     
     regulations.  These key issues include the Tier II criteria, mixing zones, 
     intake credits, anti-degradation standards and the variance procedure.     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2844L.001    
     
     EPA agrees that substantial improvements in the water quality of the Great 
     Lakes has taken place over the last 20 years, as discussed in Section I.B  
     of the SID.  EPA also believes, however, that further action is needed to  
     control the sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes    
     that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of       
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing 
     the costs and benefits associated with implementing the Guidance, see      
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance  
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     nonpoint source of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to  
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:             
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2844L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Criteria.  The GLI, as proposed, would establish water quality     
     levels through one of two alternate methods.  "Tier I" water quality       
     criteria will be established for chemicals which have been thoroughly      
     studied.  However, where sufficient scientific data is not available to    
     calculate a reliable water quality standard, "Tier II" criteria will be    
     set.                                                                       
                                                                                
     As proposed in the GLI, Tier II criteria may be established by use of fewer
     studies of lesser quality and shorter duration.  By definition, the Tier II
     criteria will be based on insufficient scientific data.  We object to this 
     proposal to base discharge limits on admittedly inadequate information.    
     
     
     Response to: G2844L.002    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2844L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones. Currently, EPA authorizes compliance with discharge limits by
     use of a "mixing zone" (an area of artificial turbulence).  The mixing zone
     creates a buffer area which protects aquatic life from acute exposure to a 
     discharge stream.  The proposed GLI would eliminate mixing zones for some  
     chemicals.  There is no scientific basis for elimination of these mixing   
     zones.  We encourage the EPA to allow continued use of mixing zones.       
     
     
     Response to: G2844L.003    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2844L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits.  Some facilities draw water for industrial use from the    
     stream or river to which they also discharge.  In some cases, the stream or
     river water already contains high levels of contaminants, some of it       
     naturally occurring and some from other upstream dischargers.  Under       
     current rules, a facility may be entitled to an "intake credit" which      
     allows it to only remove the chemicals added to the water at that facility.
                                                                                
     The intake credit policy under the proposed rules is unclear.  The GLI may 
     eliminate or restrict intake credits, which would require companies to     
     remove chemicals added to the water by other companies or by nature itself.
     The EPA should insure that the availability of intake credits is preserved 
     in the final rules.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2844L.004    
     
     See the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the intake  
     pollutant procedures in the final Guidance.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2844L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Anti-degradation Standard.  Some facilities are able to achieve discharge  
     levels below their permit limits.  The GLI would penalize such facilities  
     by lowering their permit limits to the actual discharge levels.  Under the 
     proposed GLI, to preserve the flexibility to expand operations in the      
     future, facilities which would discharge below their permit limits might   
     choose to discharge at a higher level (to prevent a reduction in their     
     limits).  The EPA should remove such a perverse disincentive.              
     
     
     Response to: G2844L.005    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2844L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variance Procedure.  Under the proposed GLI, a facility may obtain a       
     variance only if it can show that the proposed discharge limits "would     
     result in substantial and widespread economic and social impact."  If      
     granted, a variance is effective for only three years, whereas discharge   
     permits last five years.  The EPA should establish more definite guidelines
     for obtaining a variance.  It should also make variances effective for five
     years, to correspond with the duration of discharge permits.               
     
     
     Response to: G2844L.006    
     
     EPA agrees that a five year term for a variance is appropriate. Both the   
     proposed and final Guidance  allow various grounds for variances.  See     
     section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these issues.                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2847.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  THE ONRW AND SPECIAL LAKE SUPERIOR ANTIDEGRADATION PROVISIONS          
     CONTRADICT EXISTING LAW.                                                   
                                                                                
     The ONRW and Special Lake Superior antidegradation provisions are          
     inconsistent with the terms of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.    
     Article IV, Section 1(c) of that Agreement provides as follows:            
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the adoption of Specific Objectives, all reasonable and    
     practicable measures shall be taken to maintain or improve the existing    
     water quality in those areas of the boundary waters of the Great Lakes     
     System where such water quality is better than that prescribed by the      
     Specific Objectives, and in those areas having outstanding natural resource
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     (emphasis added).  Kimberly-Clark believes that the ONRW and Lake Superior 
     antidegradation provisions are neither reasonable nor practicable.  For    
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     example, it is not reasonable nor practicable to create an absolute        
     prohibition on discharges of pollutants or certain categories of pollutants
     to an unimpaired water body at the expense of much needed economic         
     development.  Also, where a waterbody complies with the extremely stringent
     GLI water quality standards, it is not reasonable to require a company to  
     undertake a complex and expensive regulatory procedure, in which virtually 
     unfettered discretion resides in the hands of the permitting authority,    
     before it undertakes a plant expansion that will result in a small increase
     in pollutant loadings to a clean waterbody.                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2847.003     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2847.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  THE GLI GUIDANCE DOES NOT PROVIDE STATES WITH A BASIS FOR DETERMINING  
     WHETHER TO ADOPT THE LAKE SUPERIOR OIRW DESIGNATION.                       
                                                                                
     The special Lake Superior provisions provide aboslutely no standards to    
     guide state in determining whether to adopt the Lake Superior OIRW         
     designation.  The decision to adopt the OIRW designation is left completely
     to the unfettered discretion of the states.  Furthermore, aside from the   
     existence of A Bi-National Program to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior
     Basin, the special Lake Superior provisions do not provide any reason why  
     Lake Superior reauires a special designation.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2847.004     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2847.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 5937



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Kimberly-Clark supports the GLI Guidance's goal of protecting the Great    
     Lakes ecosystem.  However, Kimberly-Clark believes that the current version
     of the ONRW and special Lake Superior antidegradation provisions would have
     a dramatic impact on the economy of the Great Lakes Region with little     
     environmental benefit.  Kimberly-Clark recommends that once the            
     antidegradation analysis is triggered by a discharge in an ONRW, Lake      
     Superior ONRW, or a Lake Superior OIRW, the discharger should be able to   
     obtain approval of its proposed increase if it meets either one of the two 
     following tests:  (1) a de minimis test, which would require that the      
     increase cause no significant impact on water quality; or (2) a cost test, 
     which would require that the discharger show excessive control costs to    
     avoid the increase in permit limtis and an effect on important social and  
     economic development if the increase is not allowed.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2847.005     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2850.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     1.  INTAKE POLLUTANTS                                                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Receiving credit for intake pollutants is the single most important issue  
     to IPL in this proposed rule.  IPL withdraws large amounts of non-contact  
     cooling water which is used for heat exchange and then returned to a water 
     source.  Generally speaking, in our case, the water comes from the surface 
     or ground water and is returned to the surface water.  Therein, lies the   
     problem.                                                                   
                                                                                
     As proposed, the GLI would allow IPL to obtain credit for any material     
     present in the influent only when the water is withdrawn from and          
     discharged to the same source.  However, IPL would not receive credit for  
     pollutants in the intake when the water is withdrawn from the ground water 
     and returned to the surface water.  Why the discrepancy, especially when,  
     at times, ground water and surface water are interconnected?               
                                                                                
     In addition to being illogical, requiring IPL to remove pollutants we do   
     not add would be very expensive.  IPL, as part of UWAG, helped fund a CH2M 
     Hill study to determine the cost of removing a single pollutant copper to  
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     the extremely low levels required under the GLI.  For a hypothetical, 600  
     MW plant utilizing 420 million gallons per day the least expensive capital 
     cost option was $195 million.  Please refer to the UWAG comments for the   
     entire CH2M Hill report and a list of assumptions made.                    
                                                                                
     Regardless of the exact cost to remove this single pollutant for a single  
     plant, this clearly indicates that EPA has vastly underestimated the       
     negative economic impact of the GLI.  Espeically, when you consider the    
     fact there will not be a commensurate environmental benefit since the      
     original source of the intake pollutants will remain uncontrolled.         
                                                                                
     IPL firmly believes that we should not be held accountable for pollutants  
     that we do not add i.e. we should receive credit for all intake pollutants.
     
     
     Response to: G2850.001     
     
     The issues raised in this comment are addressed in the detailed discussion 
     of intake credits in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2850.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  EXISTING EFFLUENT QUALITY/ANTIDEGRATION POLICY                         
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance would use existing effluent quality (EEQ), defined by
     historical rates of discharge, as the baseline from which "significant     
     lowering of water quality" is assessed.  It also would direct regulators to
     establish permit conditions, such as effluent limitations, to prevent any  
     increase in the rate of mass loading of BCCs above the established EEQ,    
     unless an increase in justified by an antidegration review.                
                                                                                
     IPL opposes the concept of EEQ since it would penalize us for discharging  
     pollutants at the lowest level we can.  For example, we may go through an  
     expensive process to "condition" our fuel source i.e. remove a pollutant   
     which otherwise might end up in the discharge.  By continuing to ratchet   
     down our permit based on EEQ there appears to be little to no incentive for
     pollution prevention.                                                      
                                                                                
     In addition to opposing the concept of EEQ, IPL questions how the EEQ would
     be determined i.e. over months, years, or what criteria?  Using just the   
     prior permit period would penalize dischargers with highly variable        
     discharge rates.  For example, IPL has a peaking station which could end up
     be "mass loaded" just because it didn't operate on a continual basis.      
                                                                                
     IPL firmly believes a regulator should only be allowed to set a discharge  
     rate on the basis of a technolgy-based or water-quality based standard.    
     The EEQ unfairly penalizes pro-active, peak performers, such as IPL, who   

Page 5939



$T044618.TXT
     try to discharge not at the permit limit, but at the lowest possible rate. 
                                                                                
     In addition, IPL is concerned over the anti-degradation process.  As       
     proposed, before IPL could "significantly lower the EEQ", we would be      
     required to show the "important social and economic" benefits to the       
     community in the area.  The first tier of the process is to that the       
     discharger identify the "prudent and feasible" pollution prevention        
     alternatives and techniques available that would eliminate the need to     
     degrade the water.  For example, without specific guidance a regulator may 
     determine it's prudent for IPL to change coal sources in order to reduce a 
     pollutant.  Obviously, a NPDES permit writer should not be allowed to the  
     opportunity to make those type of decisions.  A likely scenario is that EPA
     may be sued continually over what is "prudent and feasible" unless very    
     specific criteria is spelled out in the rule.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2850.002     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: G2850.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA proposes that compliance schedules for the GLI be limited to three     
     years.  Although IPL supports the use of compliance schedules, we believe, 
     based on a site-specific case, a five year (or life of permit) schedule    
     should be available.  Compliance with the GLI may require that IPL install 
     state-of-art equipment to treat pollutants.  It will take time to identify 
     the appropriate technology, budget for the technology, install the         
     technology, and get the new technology working correctly.  Thus, we believe
     the permit writer, under prescribed circumstances, should be allowed to    
     issue a five year compliance schedule.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2850.003     
     
     EPA has revised the final Guidance to allow compliance schedules for up to 
     a maximum of five years.  For more detail see the SID, Section VIII.I      
     ("Compliance Schedules") and the response to comment P2576.231.G2850.003   
                                                                                
     EPA's decision to maintain a three year maximum duration for compliance    
     schedules still meets post 1977 Tier I criterion, Tier II values, whole    
     effluent criteria, or narrative criteria requirements.  The general        
     provision for compliance schedules of up to, but no longer than, three     
     years reflects EPA's judgement of a reasonable time frame based on         
     analogous provisions in the CWA, and on EPA's experience.  For example,    
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     section 301(b)(2) (C) - (F) of the Act provided that various               
     technology-based effluent limitations shall be complied with as            
     expeditiously as possible but no later than three years after effluent     
     limitation guidelines are promulgated and in no case later than 1989.      
     Similarly, section 304(l) provides that sources shall comply with          
     individual control strategies (water-quality based requirements) within    
     three years.  Accordingly, EPA believes that the three year duration       
     selected for the final Guidance is consistent with what is typically       
     allowed under the CWA.  See also response to comment ID P2576.231.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2850.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  VARIANCES                                                              
                                                                                
     As proposed, the variance procedure appears to be unworkable because it    
     places a significant and unwarranted burden not only on the permittee, but 
     also the State regulator.  First, the variance should not be limited to    
     three years.  It is more prudent to tie the variance to the permit period  
     which is five years.  Second, EPA should not routinely require that a      
     permit be modified to implement a variance.  This would burden an already  
     overworker permit writer by requiring the individual to re-open every      
     permit just to grant a variance.  Finally, the proposal requires the       
     permittee to reapply for a variance once a permit expires.  This also is   
     imprudent.  It makes more sense to reapply for a variance after a permit   
     becomes final because only then will you know the permit limitations.  Any 
     other scenario is once again an unnecessary waste of both the regulators   
     and permittees resources.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2850.004     
     
     EPA has made the variance procedure more flexible.  See section VIII.B of  
     the SID for a discussion of this issue.                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2852.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG has the very real potential as presently proposed to negatively  
     impact LTV financially for little benefit to the environment.              
                                                                                
     LTV commissioned a study at the two largest facilities in the company by an
     independent engineering firm to determine the impact of the proposed GLWQG 
     on the NPDES permit limitations and the resultant additional treatment     
     required to meet the stringent proposed GLWQG criteria and GLWQG           
     implementation procedures.  The study indicated that additional treatment  
     systems at LTV's Indiana Harbor Works in East Chicago, Indiana would       
     require capital expenditures of $56.7 million and annual O&M expenditures  
     of $8.5 million.  Additional treatment systems at LTV's Cleveland Works in 
     Cleveland, Ohio would require capital expenditures of $16.1 million and    
     annual O&M expenditures of $2.4 million.                                   
                                                                                
     These estimated minimum costs are based upon the following assumptions:    
                                                                                
     1)  Future Tier II criteria would not be applicable to LTV's facilities.   
                                                                                
     2)  The detection levels for Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs)   
     will not be lowered from the current levels in the future.                 
                                                                                
     3)  The final regulations will not require LTV to remove pollutants already
     present in our intake waters (i.e., a no net increase standard).           
                                                                                
     If these assumptions proved to be incorrect, the requirements would        
     drastically increase LTV's costs and, in the extreme, could become         
     technically infeasible.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2852.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2852.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LTV supports the goals of the Clean Water Act but is firmly convinced that 
     the intentions of the Critical Programs Act of 1990 (CPA) never envisioned 
     the approach being taken by Regions III and V to use the GLWQG to hammer   
     the point source dischargers via the NPDES program to accomplish the vision
     of a multi-media approach as is found in the CPA.  It is documented that   
     non-point sources, atmospheric deposition and contaminated sediments are   
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     the major contributors to contaminant loadings in the Great Lakes System.  
     LTV suggests that the programs that are currently in place under current   
     law in the water media such as water quality based effluent limitations    
     (WQBELs) for NPDES permits, Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs), Remedial    
     Action Plans (RAPS), Toxic Identification Evaluations (TIEs), Toxic        
     Reduction Evaluations (TREs), and Pollution Prevention Plans be allowed to 
     work before another costly and unneeded program such as the GLWQG is forced
     upon the regulated community.  The cost-benefit ratio alone would, and     
     should indicate to Regions III and V and U.S. EPA, that the GLWQG as       
     presently proposed is a poorly conceived regulatory tool.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2852.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014, F4030.003, G3457.004
     and D2597.026.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2852.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, LTV believes that the current proposal by the U.S. EPA is a 
     poorly conceived and costly program that will have little benefit to the   
     Great Lakes System.  The agency should withdraw the current proposal,      
     revise it and propose a sensible program to address point sources that is  
     commensurate with the need for further controls on point sources.          
     
     
     Response to: G2852.003     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2865.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Guidance failed to include tribes as sovereign governments with        
     environmental protection authority on the ceded waters of the Great Lakes. 
     Any water quality or resource issues that may impact the treaty ceded      
     territory of the tribes has an impact on the tribal uses and interests.    
     EPA should include tribes on any Great Lakes resource issues.              
     
     
     Response to: G2865.001     
     
     Please see section II.D.3 of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2865.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-regulated pathways of pollutants (non-point sources) such as           
     atmospheric deposition, agricultural run-off, and wet weather CSO's, though
     hard to trace, should be managed and evaluated, as they impact the water   
     quality of the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2865.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2870.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bois Forte believes that the 15 g/day consumption rate used for            
     calculations in the Great Lakes Initiative is far below the actual         
     consumption rate for many persons residing in the Great Lakes Basin, both  
     Indian and Non-Indian.  It is the understanding of Bois Forte that the U.S.
     Fish and Wildlife Service is proposing a 50 g/day consumption rate which   

Page 5944



$T044618.TXT
     would protect approximately 90% of the population in the Basin.  Although  
     this would protect more people, there would still be a portion of the      
     population consuming amounts of contaminated food exceeding allowable      
     limits.  Bois Forte believes that every citizen in the Great Lakes Basin is
     entitled to consume unlimited amounts of fish and wildlife without fear of 
     contamination.  It is the responsiblity of the EPA as the Regulating Agency
     to assure this Right to all people in Basin.                               
                                                                                
     Bois Forte believes that the EPA needs to take into account the overall    
     diet of people living in the Great Lakes Basin, instead of focusing on     
     fish.  Wild rice, wildlife, and fish are dietary staples and as well as    
     sources of contamination in the diet of many people.  A person's diet,     
     Indian or not, consists of variety and combinations.  For example; a Tribal
     Member may eat fish and wild rice for a meal, and quite possibly the next  
     day or later in the week have water foul or venison.  Concentrating on     
     total consumption levels allowable per week (ie. fish + wildlife + wild    
     rice + etc.) would better protect the health of people living in the Basin.
     An additional factor that should be addressed is that the intake of fish,  
     wildlife, and wild rice is not a constant throughout the year, consumption 
     levels rise and fall seasonally according to availability of a food item   
     due to ricing, netting, etc.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2870.001     
     
     See response to comments G2989.003 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2870.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bois Forte firmly supports 'reverse onus' and the 'no data - no discharge' 
     option of Tier II.  Possible pollutants should not be discharged before    
     solid data is generated.  Basically we should know exactly how and if a    
     discharge is going to affect the environment before a discharge is allowed.
     The responsiblity of generating the necessary data should be put on the    
     party that wants to discharge a substance.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2870.002     
     
     See response to: D2859.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
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     Comment ID: G2871.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following paper offers an analysis of current cost estimates on the    
     Initiative, all of which ignore the potential of pollution prevention, and 
     makes recommendations, as follows:                                         
                                                                                
     1.  That, while the U.S. EPA has no economic analyses of the Initiative    
     which it can use, it should promptly begin the first overall economic study
     of what INFORM calls "the dramatic promise of source reduction" for use in 
     future policy decisions.                                                   
                                                                                
     2.  That a permit-based pollution prevention policy be integrated into the 
     Great Lakes Initiative.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2871.001     
     
     Please see the SID, especially Sections I and II, for EPA's analysis of    
     this and related issues.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2871.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I.  ANALYSIS OF COST ESTIMATES                                             
                                                                                
     The release of the proposed Initiative has prompted the production of a    
     shelf of economic analyses, so wildly different in their conclusions that  
     they invite two errors:                                                    
                                                                                
     (1)  Policymakers, who do not have the time to read a shelf of studies, and
     whose primary attention may be devoted to environmental issues, will be    
     tempted to asume that the long series of cost estimates can be converted   
     into some rough working figure by eliminating the high and low estimates   
     and averaging the rest.                                                    
                                                                                
     As we will see, this time-honored method fails when every estimate in the  
     series is based on the same false assumption.                              
                                                                                

Page 5946



$T044618.TXT
     (2)  News media will be tempted to reduce the shelf of studies to a        
     sentence by writing "The Great Lakes Initiative which, according to some   
     estimates, could cost as much as [the highest estimate]..."  This, of      
     course, misleads readers, listeners or viewers if the highest estimate is  
     preposterous.                                                              
                                                                                
     This following paper examines several of the more important economic       
     analyses, and makes recommendations to the U.S. EPA on how to weight such  
     contributions in deciding if and how to modify the proposed Initiative, and
     how to approach economic aspects of environmental proposals in the future. 
                                                                                
     A.  Pollution control v. pollution prevention                              
                                                                                
     The issue behind the economic analyses is what our fundamental             
     environmental strategy should be.                                          
                                                                                
     Since environmental policy first began to be carried out as such a quarter 
     century ago, the government -- federal, state, and local -- and the private
     sector have followed the strategy of "pollution control".  The founding    
     legislation, the 1969 National Environmental Policy Act, declared its      
     purpose to be "to prevent or eliminate damage"; in practice, however, the  
     U.S. EPA has followed the "pollution control" approach.                    
                                                                                
     Here's the difference:                                                     
                                                                                
     "Pollution control" manages wastes after they have been created, to        
     minimize the risk to health and the environment.                           
                                                                                
     "Pollution prevention" reduces or eliminates the use of a toxic chemical in
     a process or changes the process to reduce or eliminate the toxic waste the
     process creates.                                                           
                                                                                
     Pollution prevention includes the following:                               
                                                                                
     Substituting raw materials (using water-based cleaners instead of toxic    
     solvents such as toluene, dichloromethane and many others);                
                                                                                
     Changing products to eliminate toxic chemical ingredients (some air        
     freshener manufacturers eliminated paradichlorodibenzene from their        
     product, thus reducing harmful indoor air pollution).                      
                                                                                
     Changing manufacturing processes (new equipment can enable companies to    
     clean pipes without using cyanide and chromic acid);                       
                                                                                
     Improving housekeeping, maintenance, training or inventory control (prompt 
     repair of leaks and aggressive preventive maintenance program reduce       
     spills).                                                                   
                                                                                
     After twenty-five years of the pollution control approach, it is clear that
     it is not working.  Toxic chemical exposure to humans, other animals, and  
     plants remains widespread and increasingly complex, while the costs of the 
     strategy have climbed dramatically.                                        
                                                                                
     Businesses and the public sector spend approximately $140 billion a year   
     controlling pollution.  These costs are expected to continue to grow by 5% 
     to 10% a year.                                                             
                                                                                
     Meanwhile, continued high rates of pollution cost industry -- and its      
     employees and customers -- more money because the waste consists in large  
     part of the raw chemicals that businesses spent money buying to produce    
     their product.  The Congressional Office of Technology Assessment has      
     estimated that it cost $100 billion in raw materisl and energy to produce  
     the waste businesses reported on their Toxic Release Inventory forms.      
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     The Toxic Release Inventory reports have been estimated to include only 5% 
     of total pollution, so the total bill for wasted raw materials and energy  
     can be counted in the trillions of dollars.                                
                                                                                
     Prodded by citizens, both government and industry have declared their      
     preference for prevention over control.  Yet, despite some important       
     breakthroughs in pollution prevention by companies (about which more       
     later), neither government nor industry have matched rhetoric with action. 
                                                                                
     "...on January 19, 1989, on his and Ronald Reagan's last day in office, Lee
     M. Thomas, the departing EPA Administrator, wrote a remarkably candid      
     evaluation of EPA's past performance -- a kind of bureaucreatic last will  
     and testament.  Published in the Federal Register, the Pollution Prevention
     Policy Statement asserted, for the first time, that EPA's effort 'had been 
     on pollution control rather than pollution prevention.'  It also           
     acknowledged that the strategy had failed, stating -- although with        
     customary bureaucratic delicacy -- that 'EPA realizes that there are limits
     as to how much environmental improvement can be achieved under these [i.e. 
     control] programs, which emphasize management after pollutants have been   
     generated.'  The states compared this general failure with a single        
     instance of success -- the rapid reduction in lead emission to the air --  
     as an example of how 'to reduce pollution at its source.'  In practice,    
     apart from a few but very revealing exceptions, the entire EPA regulatory  
     program has been governed by the controls strategy, rely on                
     'end-of-the-pipe' devices such as power plant stack scrubbers to trap      
     pollutants and reduce emissions."  (Barry Commoner, "Pollution Prevention: 
     Putting Comparative Risk Assessment in its Place,"  October 23, 1992).     
                                                                                
     Since Thomas' departure, the principal federal pollution prevention        
     initiative, the "33/50" program, aims to reduce emissions of 17 of the 322 
     Toxic Release Inventory chemicals by one-half by 1995.  The program is     
     entirely voluntary and lacks a mechanism for public accountability.        
                                                                                
     Like the Bush EPA before, the Clinton EPA has announced its commitment to  
     pollution prevention.  The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement is an       
     opportunity for the Clinton EPA, both in analyzing its economic            
     consequaences and in devising pollution prevention components, to show this
     commitment.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2871.002     
     
     See response to comments D2684.008 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2871.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     B.  Examining the studies:  trade, U.S. EPA, and DRI-McGraw Hill           
                                                                                
     1.  Trade studies                                                          
                                                                                
     The companies which produce the pollution released into the Great Lakes    
     have formed a lobbying organization to fight the Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Initiative, called the "Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition".  Together and
     separately, they have produced a series of frightening cost estimates.     
                                                                                
     "[One] study, cited by the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition and other   
     pro-business groups, claims the annual cost could be $7 billion."  (Toledo 
     Blade, August 5, 1993).                                                    
                                                                                
     "[The Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition has] estimated the cost of       
     complying with the regulations at $13 billion..."  (Chicago Tribune, August
     5, 1993).                                                                  
                                                                                
     "...one of [the Coalition's] co-chairmen, Michael F. Ruszczyk, senior      
     environmental chemist for Eastman Kodak Co., of Rochester, N.Y., claimed   
     yesterday the annual price tag could be as high as $15 billion."  (Toledo  
     Blade, August 5, 1993)                                                     
                                                                                
     In preparation for its report to the Council of Great Lakes Governors,     
     DRI-McGraw Hill aggregated industry-by-industry trade association studies  
     (pulp and paper, chemicals, petroleum, metals, manufacturing, iron and     
     steel, metal finishing, electric utilities, miscellaneous, and sewer       
     systems) and found a range of total annual cost estimates between $709     
     million and $2.286 billion.                                                
                                                                                
     Clearly, studies conducted by industry lobbying organizations, with a big  
     material interest in the results, deserve a skeptical reception at best.   
                                                                                
     There is, however, a constructive lesson to be found in the resemblance    
     between these studies, and the political activities accompanying them, and 
     the behavior of electric utility companies on a specific case of pollution 
     control v. pollution prevention:  the acid rain issue.                     
                                                                                
     The electric utilities showed two sides during the twenty years of conflict
     over acid rain.                                                            
                                                                                
     The political side was represented by the companies' top management,       
     lobbyists, trade associations, public relations staff and consultants,     
     marketing departments, and outside allies (coal companies, mineworkers,    
     chambers of commerce, politicians).                                        
                                                                                
     During the acid rain debate, the political side of the electric utility    
     industry responded to demands for change by preparing cost projections     
     based on the most costly and painful possible option, rather than the least
     costly and most effective option.                                          
                                                                                
     (In the federal government, this is called the "Washington Monument        
     gambit".  When the Office on Management and Budget requires agencies to cut
     their budgets, some agencies file a cut-list which includes the most       
     painful possible options.  The name of the gambit comes from the facility  
     the Park Service would threaten to shut down.  A budget office which       
     tolerated this response would promptly lose control of the government.)    
                                                                                
     In the case of acid rain, utility-generated cost estimates were based on   
     the installation of scrubbers on existing coal-fired power plants or the   
     construction of new nuclear power plants, by far the most costly possible  
     options.  The cheapest option, electric efficiency, was never mentioned in 
     industry studies.                                                          

Page 5949



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     In fact, as proven year after year by the independent Rocky Mountain       
     Institute, the electric efficiency approach carried no cost at all, but    
     promised to generate profits for utilities employing it, while reducing    
     acid rain emissions and customers rates.                                   
                                                                                
     The electric utility cost estimates -- designed to scare rather than inform
     -- helped back legislators away from effective action on acid rain for     
     years.                                                                     
                                                                                
     In evaluating the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, the industry has   
     followed the same approach, by estimating the costs of the most costly     
     possible option, end-of-pipe pollution control, rather than the least      
     costly option, pollution prevention.                                       
                                                                                
     Of course, it is no trick to produce cost estimates in ten digits if you   
     are willing to assume the most costly possible way of complying with new   
     regulations.                                                               
                                                                                
     What is constructive about the acid rain comparison is to remember that    
     some electric utilities showed another, non-political, side -- represented 
     primarily by engineers, technicians and researchers, and finance staff.    
                                                                                
     While utility lobbyists were persuading legislators that scrubbers were the
     only possible way to comply with acid rain requirements, engineers for the 
     same firms were examining the potential for electric efficiency to produce 
     bigger cuts in emissions of acid rain chemicals while making money for the 
     utility.                                                                   
                                                                                
     As a result, well before the final acid rain vote in Congress, a number of 
     utilities had already begun to put into practice efficiency measures that  
     their trade association lobbyists were still maintaining were impossible.  
                                                                                
     The same dynamic is at work on the more general issue of pollution control 
     as presented in the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  While the       
     political staffs of the polluting companies are fighting the Initiative    
     with tooth and nail and bogus cost estimates, the non-political staffs of  
     some of the same companies are honestly examining pollution prevention, and
     in some cases, putting it into practice.                                   
                                                                                
     2.  U.S. EPA study                                                         
                                                                                
     Under Executive Order 12291, the U.S. EPA was required to prepare a        
     Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Great Lakes Water Initiative.            
                                                                                
     The U.S. EPA's cost study produced cost estimates of $80 million to $510   
     million a year.                                                            
                                                                                
     While less hysterical than the industry studies,  the U.S. EPA's cost study
     shares the basic flaw.  It assumes industries will keep doing what they    
     have been doing for twenty-five years:  try to control pollution rather    
     than prevent it, even though prevention technologies are ready to use.     
                                                                                
     In the section called "Estimated Facility Compliance Costs:  Basic         
     Considerations", the U.S. EPA study described how it developed "estimates  
     for the toxic effluent levels currently achieved at facilities and the     
     levels that could be anticipated to be achieved with alternative treatment 
     systems."                                                                  
                                                                                
     "If this analysis showed that additional treatment was needed, unit        
     processes were then selected as additional end-of-pipe treatment.  EPA     
     generally assumed that additional treatment would be added as end-of-pipe  
     because it did not have such process-specific information such as flows,   
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     treatment-in-place, process waste charcteristics or recycling capabilities 
     that would allow an assessment of other potentially less expensive         
     alternatives"  (Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, March 31, 1993, p. 218,
     emphasis added).                                                           
                                                                                
     In the detailed description of the EPA study, conducted by Science         
     Application International Corporation (SAIC), a similar disclaimer appears:
                                                                                
     "An assumption made through this analysis was that any additional or       
     supplemental treatment would be added as end-of-pipe treatment.  This      
     assumption was made due to the lack of process-specific information such as
     flows, treatment, process waste characteristics or recycle capabilities    
     ("Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the      
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance", SAIC, April 16, 1993, p.     
     2-29).                                                                     
                                                                                
     "End-of-pipe" means pollution control, rather than pollution prevention,   
     measures.  The U.S. EPA is saying that, rather than estimating costs of the
     strategy which the agency itself admits is the most cost-effective, they   
     will use estimates for the pollution control strategy that has proven to be
     the most expensive and least effective.                                    
                                                                                
     This one decision dooms the subsequent study.  It fits the story scientists
     tell one another about the easiest way to botch an inquiry:                
                                                                                
     As the story goes, a person walking down the street at night came upon a   
     friend on all fours under a streetlight, looking at the sidewalk.  "Lose   
     something?"  "Yes, my contact lens,"  "Fell out right here?"  "Oh no, it   
     fell out halfway down the block, but the light is so much better here."    
                                                                                
     The U.S. EPA used pollution control data because it was easier to get, even
     if it was beside the point.                                                
                                                                                
     Had the U.S. EPA made the effort to develop pollution prevention cost      
     estimates, it may have found -- consistent with the experience of many U.S.
     firms, discussed below -- that such measures carry negative cost, that is, 
     they produce income for the company.                                       
                                                                                
     Such a finding would transform the debate over the Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Initiative and all issues stemming from the conflict between       
     prevention and control.                                                    
                                                                                
     Rather than trying to strike a proper balance between the environment and  
     jobs, politicians and businesspeople could concentrate on more constructive
     activities:  putting pollution prevention technologies and methods into    
     place and into practice as fast as possible, and deciding what to do with  
     the additional profits generated thereby.                                  
                                                                                
     3.  DRI-McGraw Hill study                                                  
                                                                                
     The Council of Great Lakes Governors contracted with DRI-McGraw Hill for a 
     $139,000 study of the costs and effectiveness of the proposed guidance.  A 
     draft final copy of the study, "The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  
     Cost Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental Quality and Regional      
     Competitiveness" was issued in July, 1993.                                 
                                                                                
     "The primary objective of the study was to provide the governors with an   
     independent assessment of the costs and effectiveness of the proposed      
     guidance"  (Timothy McNulty, Executive Director, Council of Great Lakes    
     Governors, letter, August 18, 1993)                                        
                                                                                
     Instead of an independent assessment, the DRI-McGraw Hill effort turned out
     to be --                                                                   
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     (a)  a reworking, with commentary, of other studies, with the data run     
     through DRI's econometric model of the Great Lakes states, and             
                                                                                
     (b)  recommendations for "ways to improve cost-effectiveness of [the       
     Initiative] without compromising environmental quality," which turned out  
     to mirror the list of changes proposed by the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Coalition ("The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  Cost Effective      
     Measures to Enhance Environmental Quality and Regional Competitiveness,    
     DRI-McGraw Hill, July, 1993, p. ES-1).                                     
                                                                                
     Because the DRI report uses an econometric model it provides a good        
     illustration of how computers can effortlessly compound a single false     
     assumption into reams of false tractor-fed output.                         
                                                                                
     In this case, since DRI relied on the previously discussed studies, it     
     repeats and aggregates the false assumption that pollution control is the  
     only approach to follow.  Naturally, DRI finds huge cost estimates -- $710 
     million to $2.3 billion a year.                                            
                                                                                
     DRI mistakenly cites the EPA cost study as too "optimistic" about the      
     potentials for pollution prevention --                                     
                                                                                
     "It is nearly impossible to predict the degrees to which industry will be  
     able to meet [Initiative] limits through cost-effective means (such as     
     waste minimization studies and earlier investment in process changes that  
     were inevitable) or through expensive end-of-pipe treatment technologies.  
     The EPA cost study was quite optimistic on this score, predicting that     
     nearly all loadings reductions could be achieved by small adjustments in   
     materials or procedures used, and that dischargers would seldom resort to  
     expensive treatment"  (DRI, p. II-2).                                      
                                                                                
     In fact, as we have seen, above, the EPA explicitly avoided factoring in   
     pollution prevention costs, positive or negative, because data was         
     difficult to get.                                                          
                                                                                
     DRI ran these big cost numbers through its econometric model, and produced 
     estimates of the loss of manufacturing output for the region; the changes  
     of base manufacturing output and changes due to the Initiative; the loss in
     manufacturing and outputs by state and manufacturing sector; the loss in   
     real income by state in 2005; the loss in potential employment by state in 
     2005; the level of personal income in 2005 and changes due to the          
     Initiative; and the level of employment of 2005 and changes due to         
     Initiative.                                                                
                                                                                
     Unfortunately, if the big numbers aren't well-founded, then neither are the
     rest.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Suppose, for example, the base studies had taken pollution prevention into 
     account, and compliance costs were found to be negative, that is, it       
     benefitted companies to modernize.  In that case any one with a computer   
     could create an econometeric model of the economy showing the benefits     
     rippling out through the mesures of economic well-being.                   
                                                                                
     DRI could not come up with such results, because it did not take an        
     independent look at the issue, it depended on trade association and U.S.   
     EPA consultant studies for input.                                          
                                                                                
     Because the DRI report was commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes      
     Governors, it received more press attention than most.  And because the    
     Council released the report, it was able to influence the interpretation of
     it.                                                                        
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     For example, the July 23 Cleveland Plain Dealer story on the report was    
     headlined, "Cleanup of lakes to cost billions/ Study says job loss would be
     too high."  The article quotes only two sentences from the report:         
                                                                                
     "Are the losses -- even small losses -- of industrial output, jobs and     
     income necessary for the region to get the benefits of improved water      
     quality?  DRI believes that they are not."                                 
                                                                                
     But the Plain Dealer could have quoted, but didn't, other sections of the  
     DRI study, such as the following:                                          
                                                                                
     "Will [the Initiative] significantly reduce the region's competitiveness?  
     The short answer is no, since the absolute magnitude of the effect is      
     small.  The fall in manufacturing output is at most only one-third of one  
     percent, and the loss in employment is less than 0.1%; these impacts will  
     be nearly imperceptible in all but a few sectors" (p. ES-4).               
                                                                                
     "Given the broad public support for improved water quality in the Lakes,   
     and the tangible and intangible benefits that implies, clearly the         
     [Initiative] process will go forward.  The costs per person, ranging from  
     50 cents to $4 each year if the cost spikes are remedied, do not appear    
     onerous, and future generations may yet thank this generation for taking a 
     conservative approach to toxic levels in this unique ecosystem" (p. ES-10).
                                                                                
     Thus DRI has been taken as an independent assault on the Initiative, when  
     it is a frequently contradictory commentary on other studies.              
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2871.003     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2684.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2871.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  Recommendations to the U.S. EPA                                        
                                                                                
     As with the acid rain issue, while the political staffs of manufacturing   
     corporations are actively trying to weaken the Initiative, there are       
     non-political staffs in many manufacturing firms quietly planning or       
     carrying out pollution prevention programs.                                
                                                                                
     Too many firms are not doing it at all, and too many are doing just enough 
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     to get by, but many are moving forward.  The most advanced study thus far  
     is "Environmental Dividends:  Cutting More Chemical Wastes"  (INFORM,      
     1992), which examines a number of pollution prevention efforts.            
                                                                                
     There is clearly now enough experience to begin to gauge the potential for 
     pollution prevention quantitatively.                                       
                                                                                
     1.  Great Lakes Initiative Phase I decisions                               
                                                                                
     The U.S. EPA does not have an economic analysis of the Initiative that it  
     can use.  As valuable as it would be, there is no time left to conduct the 
     kind of careful study needed which took into account pollution prevention  
     as an option.                                                              
                                                                                
     Faced with such a situation, most agencies would be tempted to pretend that
     the studies thus far are useful.  The U.S. EPA should resist the           
     temptation, and proceed to its decisions with all that it really has -     
     judgement and common sense.                                                
                                                                                
     2.  Future decisions                                                       
                                                                                
     Most of the decisions of the U.S. EPA makes stem from the prevention v.    
     control conflict.  Without waiting for the next policy crisis, the U.S. EPA
     should take a fraction of the money it spends on studies which cannot be   
     used, and conduct the first analysis of the overall potential of pollution 
     prevention.                                                                
                                                                                
     In contracting for this study, the U.S. EPA should avoid consultants       
     dependent for their business on trade associations, which are dominated by 
     the oldest, most established, least innovative, and slowest moving firms.  
     The information the agency needs will come from the youngest, most         
     innovative firms, the ones that are moving too fast to spend time on or    
     money on trade associations and lobbying.  If the U.S. EPA finds out what  
     they are doing, and they will find out what can be done.                   
                                                                                
     Such a study will enable the U.S. EPA, to base its analysis of future      
     policy choices, including the Great Lakes Initiative Phase II, on the      
     smartest choices firms could make, rather than on the dumbest.             
     
     
     Response to: G2871.004     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2871.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     II.  INCORPORATING POLLUTION PREVENTION MEASURES                           
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     Pollution prevention should be made an integral part of the Initiative.    
                                                                                
     In fact, it is difficult to imagine how industries and sewage treatment    
     plants will be able to meet the goal of virtual elimination of toxic       
     discharges without incorporating pollution prevention techniques.  Relying 
     on end-of-pipe solutions would be prohibitively expensive and would not    
     solve the problem in all cases.                                            
                                                                                
     Companies often fail to take advantage of opportunities to prevent         
     pollution when they are unaware of how their facility is generating waste, 
     how much the waste is costing them in terms of the loss of raw chemicals   
     and waste disposal, and the available alternatives for reducing waste.  In 
     addition, federal and state laws that require pollution control distract   
     companies' attention from pollution prevention.                            
                                                                                
     Completing pollution prevention plans opens companies' eyes to how they    
     could avoid generating waste and helps them consider changes that could    
     save money.  It also shows the community where the factory is located that 
     something is being done to improve worker's safety and reduce pollution.   
                                                                                
     The state of Wisconsin provides an example of such integration.  The state 
     requires point source dischargers applying for new or increased point      
     source discharges which would degrade the Great Lakes to demonstrate that  
     the discharges cannot be avoided through conservation, recycling, source   
     reduction, operational changes, or alternative discharge locations.        
                                                                                
     We recommend that the U.S. EPA incorporate pollution prevention provisions 
     into the Great Lakes Initiative, as follows (some of these elements may be 
     part of forthcoming federal legislation as well):                          
                                                                                
     1.  All Great Lakes point source dischargers applying for new or renewal   
     permits should be required to complete a pollution prevention plan.        
                                                                                
     The U.S. EPA should not be able, however, to tell the company that it must 
     take certain steps to prevent pollution.                                   
                                                                                
     Once the planning process makes the company more aware of its options and  
     sees it can save money, the company will have a strong incentive to carry  
     out the plan.  Since all companies' manufacturing processes differ,        
     individual companies are in a better position than the U.S. EPA to analyze 
     their pollution prevention options.                                        
                                                                                
     The plan should include the following parts:                               
                                                                                
     A.  Goals                                                                  
                                                                                
     Pollution prevention goals for the next 2-year and 5-year periods, both for
     toxic use and source reduction.  "Toxic use reduction" is a reduction in   
     the use of a toxic chemical in a plant.  "Source reduction" includes steps 
     to reduce its release into the environment.                                
                                                                                
     The goals should detail the amount per unit of product of by-product,      
     chemical use, and toxic chemical in the product.                           
                                                                                
     This will enable citizens and regulators to see whether the facility is    
     shifting toxics rather than reducing toxics and if reductions are related  
     to changes in productions.                                                 
                                                                                
     B.  Cost-analysis of current chemical use                                  
                                                                                
     C.  Timetable                                                              
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     A description and implementation schedule for the pollution prevention     
     measures and activities.                                                   
                                                                                
     2.  Companies should prepare a summary of their plans and yearly progress  
     reports, and both should be available to the public.                       
                                                                                
     There should be substantial protection for genuine confidential business   
     information.  Under a similar law in Massachusetts, companies have made    
     only six trade secret claims.  Under New Jersey's law, industries claimed  
     less than 1% of the data submitted was confidential.                       
                                                                                
     Progress report should provide numerical changes in each goal of the plan  
     (amount per unit of product of by-product, chemical use, and toxic chemical
     in the product).                                                           
                                                                                
     3.  There should be a process for creating pollution prevention committees 
     by petition.                                                               
                                                                                
     Petitions signed by 50 employees, citizens or both would be adequate to    
     trigger the formation of a pollution prevention committee.  The committees,
     which would include plant employees, management and citizens, would meet at
     least quarterly to review facilities' progress toward pollution prevention 
     and prepare reports to management and to government agencies.              
                                                                                
     4.  The program should be paid for by facilities that file Toxics Release  
     Inventory forms, which would pay fees to the U.S. EPA based on the number  
     of employees and the number of Inventory forms they file.                  
                                                                                
     The more employees and the more chemicals they must report, the higher the 
     fee.  Small firms should apply to the U.S. EPA for a fee waiver.           
                                                                                
     5.  The U.S. EPA should allocate the money to Great Lakes state pollution  
     prevention programs.  The state would use it to give businesses technical  
     assistance with their pollution prevention planning; finding experts to    
     assist with the work of the pollution prevention committees; and funding   
     education and training programs on pollution prevention at local schools   
     and universities.                                                          
                                                                                
     6.  The U.S. EPA should create a process for identifying the most dangerous
     chemicals.  Industries discharging such chemicals should also be given     
     "sunset permits" to phase out the discharges of those chemicals.           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2871.005     
     
     Please see the SID, especially Section I, for EPA's analysis of this and   
     related issues.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2872.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the       
     initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2872.001     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2872.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
     Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20  
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2872.002     
     
     EPA agrees that the water quality of the Great Lakes has improved over the 
     last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of the SID.  EPA believes,       
     however, that the final Guidance is needed in order to ensure further      
     improvements for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  The final  
     Guidance also addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  See 
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a    
     general discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes     
     program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2872.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  the DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2872.003     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2872.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The City of Norwalk, Ohio, through the cooperation of our consulting      
     engineers, has estimated that GLI in it's present form will require        
     approximately $9,000,000 in Capital expenditures.  This additional         
     equipment will also increase our annual operating expense by about         
     $300,000.  This is a large price to pay for a City of only 15,000          
     population, especially after recently spending $6,000,000 to meet current  
     E.P.A. regulations.]                                                       
                                                                                
     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lake States and will make the region less competitive in the global market 
     for new jobs and economic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
     
     
     Response to: G2872.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
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     Comment ID: G2872.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .005 is imbedded in comment .004.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Norwalk, Ohio, through the cooperation of our consulting       
     engineers, has estimated that GLI in it's present form will require        
     approximately $9,000,000 in Capital expenditures.  This additional         
     equipment will also increase our annual operating expense by about         
     $300,000.  This is a large price to pay for a City of only 15,000          
     population, especially after recently spending $6,000,000 to meet current  
     E.P.A. regulations.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2872.005     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2872.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria:     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permits limits.  Tier
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2872.006     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2872.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2872.007     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2872.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the some    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2872.008     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2872.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water--the quality of which is beyond the facility's control--contains one 
     or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.        
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2872.009     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that in D2798.058
     and is addressed in response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2872.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2872.010     
     
     The concern raised in this comment about improving detection levels is the 
     same as one in D3254L.018 and is addressed in response to that comment.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: G2872.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for intake credits will not be significantly reduced by           
     implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI focuses only on point       
     sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources contribute more loadings to 
     the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will have little or no effect on    
     intake water quality.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2872.011     
     
     The concern raised in this comment about nonpoint source loadings is the   
     same as that in D3254L.018 and is addressed in response to that comment.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: G2872.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
     costs will be enormous as large volumes or water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
     
     
     Response to: G2872.012     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2872.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
                                                                                
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of              
     detection--given the enormous potential liability for permit               
     noncompliance--must be based on a definition of detection level which is   
     clear and unequivocal.  Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as 
     the detection level is recommended, as it is based on real world           
     interlaboratory capabilties and has been successfully used in other        
     environmental programs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2872.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2872.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
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     Response to: G2872.014     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2872.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2872.015     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2872.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2872.016     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2872.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges, returning 
     to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2872.017     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2872.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
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     Response to: G2872.018     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2872.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR 131.12 which is more general in scope.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2872.019     
     
     See response to comment D2709.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2872.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones.  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in     
     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part of total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
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     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2872.020     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2872.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     dischargers on non-BCC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The 
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      
     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2872.021     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2872.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A TMDL must address all pollutants from
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
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     Response to: G2872.022     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2872.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
     
     
     Response to: G2872.023     
     
     See response to comment D3254L.061                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2872.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Biocummulative Chemical of concern (BCC) without any consideration of      
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
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     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2872.024     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  In order to account for metabolism, the final Guidance  
     has differentiated which BAF data are required to derive Tier I human      
     health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals based on whether        
     metabolism is accounted for or not. For further a complete discussion, see 
     Section IV.B.2.a of the SID.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges the commenters concern for chemicals designated as BCCs.  
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs because field-measured  
     data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a       
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because they measure the actual       
     impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than    
     predicting them through use of a model. For a complete discussion, see     
     Section IV.B.2.a of the SID.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available, that the         
     methodology in the final Guidance has been adequately peer reviewed, and   
     that EPA has addressed all concerns raised in the peer review.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2872.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable even though
     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2872.025     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2872.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: G2872.026     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2872.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria are a new development for most   
     states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the       
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  The         
     surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife    
     population in the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should
     be replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data 
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2872.027     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2872.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2872.028     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2872.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
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     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2872.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2872.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which
     reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all        
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
                                                                                
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site specific water        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2872.030     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2874.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the agency reconsider its point source strategy and      
     propose methods to control the non-point source contamination.  Although   
     the goal of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative is noble, flawed      
     strategy is employed when focus is placed on "point sources".  Twenty years
     of steady improvement in water quality has been achieved from the present  
     controls placed on point sources.  Continued improvement in water quality  
     will be attainable by shifting the focus from the present control of point 
     sources, to non-point source discharges.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2874.001     
     
     EPA agrees that substantial improvements in the water quality of the Great 
     Lakes has taken place over the last 20 years, as discussed in Section I.B  
     of the SID.  EPA also believes, however, that further action is needed to  
     control the sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes    
     that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of       
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing 
     the costs and benefits associated with implementing the Guidance, see      
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance  
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     nonpoint source of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to  
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:             
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2874.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BFGoodrich SP & C Division applauds the agency for considering the     
     nation's concern for build-up in the environment of contaminating          
     substances, however, we wish to urge the agency to be very cautious in     
     selecting "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern".  Care should be taken to 
     select substances that have been shown through scientifically sound studies
     to be dangerously accumulating in the environment.  We strongly criticize  
     any regulation which encompasses entire lists of substances rather than the
     substances of demonstrated concern.  Clearly, "demonstrated concern" should
     arise from reproducible field and laboratory study.  Such study can support
     mathematical modeling to derive "bioaccumulation factors".  We believe it  
     is premature for "bioaccumulation factors" to be built into these          
     regulations.                                                               
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     Response to: G2874.002     
     
     See response to P2656.011.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2874.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whenever the Agency proposes improving water quality by lowering the       
     concentration limits for contaminating substances, care should be taken to 
     stay within the "limits of quantitation" for the instrumentation employed  
     for measurement.  The GLI should revise it's proposed lowering of          
     concentration limits to the "lowest quantifiable Level" rather than the    
     "limit of detection".  Regulations based upon the limit of detection become
     vague, confusing and create a never ending spending spiral for compliance  
     activity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2874.003     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2874.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality intake credits are an absolute necessity when proposals are  
     made that create contaminant levels which equal or fall below              
     concentrations known to exist in water supplies.  The agency's failure to  
     develop a system of intake water quality credits will impose unmanageable  
     hardships on all water users in the basin.                                 

Page 5974



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: G2874.004     
     
     See the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of intake      
     pollutant procedures in the final Guidance.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2874.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we stongly urge the agency to reconsider the concept of "mixing   
     zones".  The 20 year improvement in water quality has been achieved with   
     the concept of mixing zones.  Abandoning the concept ignores the scientific
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicology.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2874.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2875.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the       
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2875.001     
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     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2875.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
     Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20  
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2875.002     
     
     EPA agrees that the water quality of the Great Lakes has improved over the 
     last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of the SID.  EPA believes,       
     however, that the final Guidance is needed in order to ensure further      
     improvements for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  The final  
     Guidance also addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  See 
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a    
     general discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes     
     program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2875.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance of $7.5 billion for POTWs 
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     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA'S
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2875.003     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2875.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lake States and will make the region less competitive in the global market 
     for new jobs and economic development.                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI must be modified to be cost effective in light of the environmental
     benefits that will be achieved.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2875.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2875.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
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     Response to: G2875.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2875.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2875.006     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2875.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all oter permit limits.  Considering  
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible for          
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     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2875.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2875.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- contains 
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.    
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) that the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2875.008     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that in comment  
     #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2875.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.                                          
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     Response to: G2875.009     
     
     The concern raised in this comment about improving detection levels is the 
     same as that in D3254L.018 and is addressed in response to that comment.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2875.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for intake credits will not be significantly reduced by           
     implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI focuses only on point       
     sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources contribute more loadings to 
     the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will have little or no effect on    
     intake water quality.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2875.010     
     
     See response to comment D3254L.018.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: G2875.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once-thourgh non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
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     costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
     
     
     Response to: G2875.011     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2875.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less that detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
                                                                                
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: G2875.012     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2875.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2875.013     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2875.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PCL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, In accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio stature just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio Method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2875.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
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     Comment ID: G2875.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2875.015     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2875.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.                
     
     
     Response to: G2875.016     
     
     Comment ID:  G2875.016                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2875.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate with a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit limits 
     will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharge.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2875.017     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2875.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR 131.12 which is more general in scope.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2875.018     
     
     See response to comment D2709.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2875.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones.  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in     
     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part of total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge or toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2875.019     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2875.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     discharges of non-BBC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The  
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentration, and will be substantial
     for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These restrictions     
     should be eliminated.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2875.020     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2875.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) A TMDL must address all pollutants from  
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2875.021     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2875.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for most of the listed pollutants by using  
     an unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water. EPA's Science Advisory Board has concluded,
     "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of  
     regional water quality criteria, at this time."                            
     
     
     Response to: G2875.022     
     
     See response to comment D3254L.061                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2875.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (E.G., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
                                                                                
     It is inappropirate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2875.023     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important processes such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  EPA has taken these facts into account in the final     
     Guidance; EPA has differentiated which BAF data are required to derive Tier
     I human health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals based on whether
     or not metabolism is accounted for. For further a complete discussion, see 
     Section IV.B.2.a of the SID.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges the commenters' concern for chemicals designated as BCCs. 
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs. Field-measured data are
     a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a                
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because they measure the actual       
     impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than    
     predicting them through use of a model. For a complete discussion, see     
     Section IV.B.2.a of the SID.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available, that the         
     methodology in the final Guidance has been adequately peer reviewed, and   
     that EPA has addressed to the extent possible the concerns raised in the   
     peer review and in public comments on the proposed guidance.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: G2875.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which as aquatic  
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     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable even though
     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2875.024     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2875.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: G2875.025     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2875.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria are a new development for most   
     states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the       
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     scientific community.  The methodology used is based lately on EPA's risk  
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife. The
     human health model protects individuals, not populations.  The surrogate   
     species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife population in
     the Great Lakes basin.  The propose wildlife criteria should be replace.   
     The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data from the Great
     Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful criteria can be 
     established.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2875.026     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2875.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, and absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the 
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
                                                                                
     The singly ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectation.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the       
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2875.027     
     
     See Sections I and II.C of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2875.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2875.028     
     
     VIII.A.Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2875.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexiblity and use of uniform water quality standards        
     throughout the Great lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which
     reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all        
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
                                                                                
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvement in science are readily incorporated in to the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site specific water        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2875.029     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2876.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Change No. 1 to read.  We support the goals of the Great Lake Critical     
     Programs Act to make progress in protection of human health, aquatic life  
     health and wildlife health in the Great Lakes basin.  We recommend that the
     final rules give high priority to the most cost effective strategy for     
     effecting this progress.  Pollution prevention procedures and other waste  
     minimization processes should be weighted as the most cost effective       
     procedures under the guidance.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2876.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2876.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Change No. 2 to read.  We conclude that some of the critical contaminates  
     reach the Great Lakes via non-point sources.  Point source control by      
     itself will not be effective in controlling these locally-identified       
     substances of concern.  Other control strategies for non-point source      
     contaminates need to be emphasized in the guidance as well.                
     
     
     Response to: G2876.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
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     air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2876.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Change No. 3 to read.  We recommend that control strategies and funds be   
     provided by USEPA for further point source controls where mandated.        
     Pollution Prevention strategies such as technology transfer and waste      
     exchanges, may have substantive impacts in reaching the target reductions. 
     Full scale demonstration and data acquisition efforts should be directed   
     toward all remediation efforts under the RAPs.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2876.003     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: G2876.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should retain the role of developing strategies for compliance with 
     federal performance standards.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2876.004     
     
     See the SID for a response to this and related issues.                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2876.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Agree with No. 6.  Adequate Federal funding should be provided to address  
     non-point sources, a major source of most contaminants of concern.         
     
     
     Response to: G2876.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2876.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Change No. 7 to read.  States should retain the role of developing         
     strategies for compliance with Federal performance standards.              
     
     
     Response to: G2876.006     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G2876.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Agree with No. 9.  On the plus side, the guidance provides a solid         
     framework for undertaking the research necessary to accomplish a toxics    
     reduction program that restores impaired uses in the Great Lakes basin.    
     
     
     Response to: G2876.007     
     
     See the SID, especially Section VIII, for a response to this and related   
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2879.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One major concern which PSI has with the proposal is that it addresses only
     point sources.  Regulation of point sources has been ongoing for 20 years  
     with significant progress.  However, there has been no attempt to regulate 
     non-point sources.  This is also true in the GLWQG.  While most recent     
     research indicates that 85% of the pollution in the Great Lakes basin is   
     contributed by non-point sources, the Guidance does nothing to attempt to  
     control these sources.  The greatest gains in water pollution control could
     be made in attempting to regulate these sources.  PSI urges EPA to         
     re-evaluate its allocation of resources and to put greater emphasis on     
     non-point source controls.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2879.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: G2879.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As required by Executive Order 12292, EPA has performed a Regulatory Impact
     Analysis to estimate the costs and benefits of the proposal.  The analysis 
     contains a number of flaws which greatly underestimate the cost of         
     compliance with the Guidance.  EPA's most likely scenario estimates        
     annualized costs at $192.3 million (58 Fed. Reg. 20987).  However, reports 
     by other groups report an annualized cost of up to $2.3 billion.  (See UWAG
     comments for further detail.)                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2879.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2879.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA estimates of the benefits of the GLWQG are also unreliable.  From  
     the several disclaimers it makes concerning the difficulty of quantifying  
     benefits, it is clear that EPA cannot accurately identify the reduction of 
     pollution that will occur because of the Guidance.  EPA's conclusion that  
     the benefits will roughly equal the additional compliance costs is         
     therefore not defensible.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2879.003     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2721.040, and D2587.135.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2879.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA analysis assumes that waste minimization and pollution prevention  
     will be used to meet requirements of the GLWQG.  This is not realistic     
     especially in cases where EPA made this assumption to reach compliance when
     no feasible end-of-pipe treatments are available.  EPA also underestimates 
     the costs for waste minimization.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2879.004     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: G2879.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA greatly relies on the availability of intake credits when calculating  
     the cost of complying with the proposed Guidance.  EPA assumes in the case 
     of electric utilities that intake credits will preclude the need to meet   
     stringent water quality standards.  However, the availability of intake    
     credits is questionable because of the method EPA has proposed to allow    
     their application.  The result is that the cost analysis is overly         
     optimistic and under represents the true cost of compliance.               
     
     
     Response to: G2879.005     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: G2879.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble to the GLWQG discusses several options which EPA has          
     considered for addressing pollutants found in intake water.  This issue of 
     the Guidance is of particular importance to electric utilities like PSI.   
     Electric utilities use large amounts of water for cooling purposes.        
     Non-contact cooling water is water which is used to cool condensers and    
     then is returned to the stream.  The only pollutants added are heat and    
     sometimes a biocide such as chlorine.  The water may contain pollutants    
     which are present in the intake water prior to entry into the plant.  Such 
     use of the water does not change or contribute to the pollutants already   
     found in the water.                                                        
                                                                                
     If electric utilities were required to remove pollutants which they do not 
     add, it would result in a tremendous cost burden to every electric         
     customer.  Many times the technology is not even available to make such    
     removal possible.  Such a requirement would not be consistent with EPA's   
     goal of pollution prevention.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2879.006     
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in responses to comments D2657.006 and D2594.014. See SID
     at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the final intake        
     pollutant procedures.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2879.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes a new method (Procedure 5.E) for dealing with the presence of 
     intake pollutants (58 Fed. Reg. 21040).  PSI agrees in principle with the  
     need for a new procedure, but if implemented as proposed, the procedure    
     will not provide the relief envisioned by EPA.  If the discharger meets    
     five conditions in the proposal, the permit writer is allowed to determine 
     that the discharge does not have a reasonable potential to cause or        
     contribute to an excursion of water quality standards.  Some stringent     
     conditions may preclude the determination of no reasonable potential.  For 
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     example, Condition "b" reads:  "The facility does not contribute any       
     additional mass of the identified intake water pollutant to its wastewater"
                                                                                
     Unless EPA clarifies that this does not apply to de minimis contributions, 
     the proposed procedure 5.E would be unavailable to many dischargers        
     including electric utilities.  As stated in the proposal, EPA believes that
     uncontaminated non-contact cooling water would meet all of the conditions  
     of proposed procedure 5.E (58 Fed. Reg. 20991).  However, there is         
     potentially a de minimis contribution of metal from pipes in once-through  
     cooling systems.  PSI urges EPA to clarify this issue so that Condition "b"
     can be implemented as EPA intended.                                        
                                                                                
     PSI agrees with the suggested approach outlined in the comments from UWAG. 
     The issue of intake pollutants is complex and site-specific.  The procedure
     identified by UWAG will result in an environmentally sound and technically 
     feasible approach.  Please refer to the UWAG comments for details.         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2879.007     
     
     The commenter's concern about small additions of pollutants is similar to  
     that in comment P2588.075 and is addressed in response to that comment.    
     UWAG's comments are addressed elsewhere.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2879.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PSI supports the concept of variances.  Variances are necessary to account 
     for situations which are different than those assumptions used by EPA in   
     deriving its water quality standards.  In the proposed GLWQG EPA has set up
     a complex mechanism for variance implementation.  The variance request must
     be submitted within 60 days of permit issuance.  If variance approval is   
     obtained, then the state must modify the discharger's permit.   The        
     permittee must apply for renewal of the variance 60 days prior to the      
     three-year expiration of the variance. Then, as present NPDES rules        
     require, the permittee must apply to renew the permit and the variance 180 
     days prior to the permit's five year expiration.  This complicated and time
     consuming process should be simplified to ease the burden on the discharger
     and the implementing agency.                                               
                                                                                
     The first step toward a workable variance mechanism is to include a        
     condition in the permit making the variance self-implementing without the  
     need to modify the permit.  If no variance application is made, the        
     conditions in the permit pertaining to variances are not triggered.        
     
     
     Response to: G2879.008     
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     EPA does not agree that varainces should be self-implementing, however, EPA
     has simplified the varaince application process in the final Guidance.  See
     section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2879.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the duration of the variance should be extended to match the 
     present NPDES permit period.  Once a variance is granted it should         
     routinely remain in effect until a new permit is issued.  This would reduce
     the burden on the implementing agency and the permittee.  As is currently  
     the practice, all NPDES permits, including those containing variances, can 
     be reopened if deemed necessary by the permitting agency.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2879.009     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: G2879.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another improvement in the proposed variance procedure would be to allow   
     dischargers to apply for a variance after the permit becomes final.  The   
     present proposal requires permittees to request a variance before the      
     permit is finalized.  EPA incorrectly assumes that there are rarely changes
     from the proposed permit to the final permit.  In actual practice through  
     the process of permit negotiation, significant changes can be made prior to
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     the final permit being issued.  The discharger should be confident of the  
     final limitations to accurately determine if there is a need for a         
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2879.010     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2879.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern with the variance procedure is that EPA proposes to        
     prohibit a compliance schedule which would enable a permittee to gradually 
     phase in compliance after a variance expires.  Dischargers need adequate   
     time to come into compliance if a variance is not renewed.  The compliance 
     schedule should begin at the time the variance expires.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2879.011     
     
     See Response ID: G2635.011                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2879.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PSI supports the allowance of waterbody variances and discharger specific  
     variances.  Waterbody or segment variances eliminate the need for multiple 
     variance applications and ease the burden on the permitting agency.  A     
     waterbody variance would especially be applicable in instances where high  
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     background concentrations of pollutants were found in an entire segment.   
     
     
     Response to: G2879.012     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: G2879.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed 60 day deadline for submittal of a variance request should  
     be extended.  The necessary information for a variance request can take    
     weeks to accumulate.  A minimum of 90 days should be allowed, with the     
     ability of the state to extend the deadline on a case-by-case basis.       
     
     
     Response to: G2879.013     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: G2879.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PSI agrees with EPA's proposal to include site-specific modifications in   
     the GLWQG.  The modifications allow for environmental protection and       
     preservation of economic resources.  However, the proposal needs to be more
     flexible.  For example, based on local physical and hydrogeological        
     conditions, less stringent chronic criteria can be developed.  EPA does not
     allow the same option for acute criteria.  In cases where it can be        
     demonstrated that organisms will not be exposed for one hour or longer to  
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     pollutants of concern, a less stringent acute criterion should be allowed. 
     
     
     Response to: G2879.014     
     
     Comment ID:  G2879.014                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2879.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the Guidance should allow for development of site-specific criteria  
     in situations where local receiving stream physical conditions differ from 
     those used in field studies.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2879.015     
     
     With respect to modifications to aquatic life criteria when local physical 
     or hydrological conditions preclude aquatic life from remaining at the     
     site, EPA has modified the final Guidance to include this provision for    
     both acute and chronic aquatic life criteria.  For more information on this
     subject see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: G2879.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG allows only more stringent site-specific criteria for wildlife   
     and human health.  PSI agrees that caution should be exercised when        
     evaluating such site-specific modifications.  However, there can be sound  

Page 6002



$T044618.TXT
     technical justification for less stringent wildlife and human health       
     criteria.  For example, if a discharger can demonstrate that a lower       
     bioaccumulation factor (BAF) is appropriate, a site-specific criterion     
     could be derived based on the more accurate BAF value.  In fact, EPA should
     reverse its present proposal which does not permit lower BAFs.  If a valid 
     technical procedure demonstrates a lower BAF, then the use of the lower BAF
     is justified.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2879.016     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2879.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Detection and Quantitation Issues                                          
                                                                                
     PSI supports EPA's position that detection uncertainties must be accounted 
     for in the GLWQG.  However, several improvements need to be made to ensure 
     reasonable implementation of the Guidance.  As a first step, EPA must      
     ensure that reliable data are used.  Permit writers must receive guidance  
     on factors which would disqualify the use of data.  For example, metals    
     data should be carefully examined.  Proper sampling technique, analytical  
     methods and reliable quality control and quality assurance are all integral
     to establishing credible data.                                             
                                                                                
     The scientific community agrees that detection and quantitation            
     uncertainties exist.  When determining detection and quantitation levels,  
     interlaboratory data must serve as the basis for development of regulatory 
     definitions.  In addition, detection and quantitation levels must be       
     developed for specific matrices.  Many wastewater matrices increase        
     analytical variability and result in higher detection and quantitation     
     levels.  EPA defines the term "minimum levels" (ML) but has not set        
     protocols for derivation of MLs.  EPA should move forward with development 
     of a technically valid protocol.                                           
                                                                                
     Once quantitation levels are determined, the practical implementation of   
     "less than" values must be considered.  The regulatory treatment of such   
     values will be a major consideration as Water Quality Based Effluent       
     Limitations are implemented.  For "Daily Maximum" limitations "less than"  
     data should be reported as zeros.  This option should also be pursued for  
     Monthly Average limitations.  Because of the inherent uncertainties in     
     "less than" values, this approach will prevent unjustified enforcement     
     action based on faulty data.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2879.017     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2879.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG proposes an antidegradation policy which differs greatly from the
     national antidegradation policy.  The Guidance prohibits the lowering of   
     water quality where either an existing or designated use is impaired.  The 
     proposal also requires that water quality be assessed on a                 
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis.  The GLWQG should specify that water quality 
     determinations are made outside the mixing zones.  In addition,            
     requirements for measuring water quality should be clarified.  This        
     information is necessary in order to determine the level of antidegradation
     requirements which apply.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2879.018     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final guidance "differs greatly" from the      
     national antidegradation policy.  Since the final Guidance provides a      
     mechanism for assessing a "significant lowering of water quality" which    
     does not require ambient monitoring, it is not necessary to specifiy that  
     determinations are made outside of mixing zones, nor to specify            
     requirements for measuring water quality.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2879.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLWQG is unclear as to whether antidegradation requirements apply to   
     waters which meet but do not exceed water quality standards.  The Guidance 
     should clarify that tier 2 restrictions apply only where water quality     
     exceeds that level necessary to support designated uses.  PSI urges EPA to 
     clarify that designated uses are those uses designated by the states under 
     existing regulations, and that designated uses of a given water body should
     not be presumed to be fishable/swimmable.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2879.019     
     
     EPA disagrees that the clarification suggested by the commenter is         
     required.  If water quality just meets criteria, further degradation would 
     result in violation of criteria and is not permitted.  With respect to     
     designated uses, the criteria adopted by a State are generally applicable  
     to all waters of the Great Lakes System and are necessary to protect the   
     uses of the Great Lakes.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: G2879.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should modify its approach for determining "high quality" waters.      
     Regulators should first determine if a parameter exceeds the level         
     necessary to support a fishable/swimmable use.  If so, then a use          
     attainability test should be conducted to determine if the                 
     fishable/swimmable use was obtainable.  Based on the results of that test, 
     the appropriate restrictions would be applied to the water body.           
     
     
     Response to: G2879.020     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2588.117.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2879.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioavailability                                                            
                                                                                
     Because metals and other pollutants exist in various forms, toxicity to    
     aquatic life depends on the relative presence of these forms.  EPA has     
     developed several approaches to account for bioavailability.  In the GLWQG 
     EPA should allow the dischargers the option to use any approach recognized 
     as valid by EPA to determine the bioavailability of a particular pollutant.
     EPA should base all permitting decisions arising from the Guidance on the  
     dissolved metals criteria.  EPA should also specify that states express    
     their Great Lakes water quality criteria in dissolved form and require that
     the dissolved metals protocol be used for metals compliance monitoring.    
     
     
     Response to: G2879.021     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2879.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLWQG requires derivation of conservative Tier II criteria    
     when minimum toxicity testing data requirements are not met for Tier I.    
     EPA gives two reasons for the use of Tier II criteria.  EPA first uses Tier
     II Criteria as an incentive for dischargers to develop a sufficient data   
     base for derivation of Tier I criteria.  Although PSI agrees that          
     dischargers should augment a data base where possible, the use of          
     scientifically indefensible Tier II criteria is inappropriate.  EPA also   
     claims that the use of Tier II criteria will result in more uniform        
     regulation and increase the level of aquatic protection.  Implementation of
     Tier II criteria will have the opposite effect.  Confusion among the       
     various Great Lakes implementing agencies will result in less standardized 
     regulation than would occur with only Tier I criteria.  Again, because Tier
     II criteria are not fundamentally based on science, their use is           
     inappropriate.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2879.022     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2879.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, Whole Effluent Toxicity testing will adequately provide the  
     protection necessary beyond Tier I criteria.  At the very least, EPA should
     defer the implementation of Tier II criteria until an evaluation can be    
     made to determine the success of Tier I criteria and Whole Effluent        
     Toxicity testing.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2879.023     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2880.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed initiative will result in high costs and few environmental    
     benefits.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the       
     Initiative.                                                                
                                                                                
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
     Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20  
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
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     Response to: G2880.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G2688.002, G1713.005 and P2595.015.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2880.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from      
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
                                                                                
     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lake States and will make the region less competitive in the global market 
     for new jobs and eocnomic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
     
     
     Response to: G2880.002     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2880.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II WATER QUALITY CRITERIA                                             
                                                                                
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
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     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2880.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: G2880.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2880.004     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2880.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
                                                                                
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2880.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2880.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2880.006     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in D2798.058 and is   
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2880.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.                             
                                                                                
     This is because the GLI focuses only on point sources despite the fact that
     nonpoint sources contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the     
     proposed GLI will have little or no effect on intake water quality.        
     
     
     Response to: G2880.007     
     
     See response to D3254L.018.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2880.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
     costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
                                                                                
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will only be     
     available in very limited circumstances.  This is wrong.  EPA should revise
     the GLI by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they
     are available for permit holders.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2880.008     
     
     See response to comment D2828.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2880.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
                                                                                
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the pratical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is   
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: G2880.009     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2880.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2880.010     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2880.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2880.011     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2880.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
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     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  Furthermore,  
     the proposed GLI woul eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities 
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
     
     
     Response to: G2880.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2880.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Section 131.12 which is more general in scope.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2880.013     
     
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are not an impediment 
     to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not   
     concerned with minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth
     on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
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     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2880.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones.  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in     
     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part of total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
     concentrations, mot the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2880.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2880.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution Factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     dischargers of non-BCC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The 
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      
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     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2880.015     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2880.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A TMDL must address all pollutants from
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2880.016     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2880.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
     
     

Page 6016



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: G2880.017     
     
     See response to comment D3254L.061                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2880.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
                                                                                
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2880.018     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2880.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable even though
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     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2880.019     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2880.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: G2880.020     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G2880.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria are a new development for most   
     states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the       
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and not appropriate for wildlife.  The  
     human health model protects individuals, not populations.  [The surrogate  
     species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife population in
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     the Great Lakes basin.]  [The proposed wildlife criteria should be         
     replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data    
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.]                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2880.021     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: G2880.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .022 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The surrogate species chosen are not represenatative of the diverse        
     wildlife population in the Great Lakes basin.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2880.022     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2880.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .021.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed wildlife criteria should be replaced.  The criteria needs to  
     be redeveloped using actual field data from the Great Lakes and other      
     scientific developments so that meaningful criteria can be established.    
     
     
     Response to: G2880.023     
     
     Please refer to comments P2653.050 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
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     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2880.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2880.024     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2880.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  SS/WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2880.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2880.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which
     reflect environmental conditions should be available for all criteria and  
     all pollutants.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2880.026     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2880.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site specific water        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2880.027     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2881.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE BENEFITS OF THE G.L.I. WILL BE MODEST:                                 
                                                                                
     Toxins limited by the GLI are not responsible for any impairments in       
     drinking water or swimming in the Great Lakes.  Of the toxins causing fish 
     advisories only dioxins will experience a significant reduction in total   
     loadings as a result of the GLI.                                           
                                                                                
     For PCBs, DDT and mercury, non point sources including atmospheric         
     deposition, contaminated sediments and leaking waste sites represent a far 
     greater source of contamination than point source loadings into the Great  
     Lakes.  Known sources of mercury deposition from the atmosphere are        
     estimated at ten times the point source contributions.  The wildlife       
     criterion for mercury aims to reduce concentrations of the naturally       
     occurring element below levels found in pristine conditions.               
     
     
     Response to: G2881.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.143 and D2587.037.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2881.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMPLIANCE COSTS ARE HIGH:                                                 
                                                                                
     Under the strictest implementation the GLI compliance costs range from $710
     million to $2.3 Billion per year and lead to the loss of $1.9 Billion in   
     personal income, 33,000 jobs and $4,700 Billion in manufacturing output in 
     the eight Great Lakes states.  Minnesota residents will lose $8 in personal
     income for every $1 in direct compliance costs.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2881.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2881.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLI IS NOT COST EFFECTIVE:                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI currently does not meet the criterion of cost effectiveness.  The  
     bulk of the $2.3 Billion can and should be saved, the impact on reductions 
     in toxic chemical loadings into the Great Lakes would be imperceptible and 
     could be compensated for through aggressive regulation of non-point        
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2881.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2881.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLI PUTS INDUSTRIES IN THE GREAT LAKES STATES AT A DISADVANTAGE:       
                                                                                
     The GLI does not impose the same restrictions on businesses, industry and  
     government on the Canadian side of the Great Lakes.  This puts their       
     American couterparts at a distinct disadvantage.                           
                                                                                
     Industries in the eight Great Lakes states that are not subject to         
     competition from outside this area will most likely be able to recoup their
     compliance costs through price increases.  However, industries like steel, 
     iron and automobile that are subject to both domestic competition from     
     outside the Great Lakes area and foreign competition would be significantly
     negatively impacted.                                                       
                                                                                
     The iron and steel industry is the hardest hit due to its high projected   
     direct compliance costs ($480 million per year).  Can this industry survive
     under this added burden given its current situation?                       
     
     
     Response to: G2881.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2867.087, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2881.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PUBLICLY OWNED TREATMENT WORKS WOULD BEAR THE BRUNT OF GLI COSTS:          
                                                                                
     The compliance costs for publicly owned treatment works is estimated at    
     $252 to $756 Million annually.  They face a unique problem in that much of 
     the mercury, PCBs and banned pesticides present in their discharges are due
     to atmospheric deposition that is washed into the sanitary sewer system.   
     These are substances over which they have no control and which they should 
     not be required to treat, especially when it may be expensive.             
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     Response to: G2881.005     
     
     See response to comments D2587.107 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2881.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE GLI IS ANOTHER UNFUNDED FEDERAL MANDATE IMPOSED ON CITIES IN THE GREAT 
     LAKES STATES:                                                              
                                                                                
     If the Federal Government believes that the Great Lakes are an important   
     part of the physical and cultural heritage of North America and that it is 
     in the national interest to restore and maintain the chemical, physical and
     biological integrity of the waters of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem by   
     mandating significantly higher water quality standards in the Great Lakes  
     States then the Federal Government should provide the funds necessary to   
     meet this mandate.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2881.006     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2881.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INEQUITY OF TESTING CRITERIA:                                              
                                                                                
     Under the GLI testing criteria could vary from state to state because the  
     GLI is subject to interpretation.  While some states could adopt standard  
     methods for detection levels others could adopt research level testing     
     criteria.                                                                  
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     Response to: G2881.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2881.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI/McGraw Hill report concludes that the GLI is affordable.  However, 
     good public policy requires that we go beyond the question of affordability
     and ask is this proposed policy cost effective.  Are there other           
     alternatives that are more effective in achieving the desirable goals?     
     
     
     Response to: G2881.008     
     
     G2881.008                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G2882.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, water quality in the Great Lakes has improved dramatically in the   
     last few decades, as shown by numerous studies.  There simply is no        
     justification at this time for the extremely costly measures which         
     compliance with the Guidance would require.                                
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     Response to: G2882.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2882.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, postponement should be mandated until such time as there is        
     agreement within the scientific community as to the criteria which will be 
     used to regulate suspected pollutants.  Current disputes regarding the     
     validity of the Guidance need to be resolved before drastic regulations are
     imposed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2882.002     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment number      
     P2746.043.  See also Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2882.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the approach as outlined in the Guidance does not reflect a         
     coordinated, comprehensive plan for improving water quality.  These        
     regulations must be consistent with existing federal mandates and should   
     focus on pollutants from all sources.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2882.003     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes   
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
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     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2882.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth and finally is the question of cost and resulting benefits.  The    
     Guidance as proposed will be extremely costly to implement with extremely  
     questionable results due to the lack of the aforementioned comprehensive   
     approach.  The Great Lakes region should not be saddled with exorbitant    
     costs which will have a severe negative impact on economic development by a
     plan that does not rest on a solid, scientific foundation.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2882.004     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2882.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All in this region recognize the importance of water quality in the Great  
     Lakes, and working together, we can achieve additional improvements.  The  
     Guidance as proposed, is not the vehicle to accomplish it, and we urge its 
     postponement until all the problems and questions have been resolved.      
     
     
     Response to: G2882.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion on how the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes protection efforts, see Sections  
     I.C and I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2883.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Cost Effectiveness of GLI - The GLI is not a cost effective means for  
     improving the water quality of the Great Lakes.  The costs of the GLI are  
     excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.  While the Coalition    
     supports improved water quality, the GLI, as proposed, is not a cost       
     effective means of improving water quality.                                
                                                                                
     a.  The EPA has estimated that the costs of implementing the GLI will range
     between $80 and $510 million annually.  Other cost studies dispute these   
     findings, however, and both industry and municipalities estimate the costs 
     will reach into the billions of dollars annually.  A report prepared for   
     the Council of Great Lakes Governors by DRI/McGraw-Hill estimated annual   
     costs of up to $2.3 billion for the region.  A report prepared specifically
     for the Western Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) by ENSR Consulting 
     estimated that the GLI would cost the WLSSD alone $51.4 million in capital 
     costs in addition to another $9.4 million in operating and maintenance     
     costs.  As a result, the current rate to WLSSD users is expected to double.
     
     
     Response to: G2883.001     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2883.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals of the GLI will not be met if adopted in its present form and    
     significant resources will be expended for a minimal environmental gain.   
     The GLI considers only point sources, disregarding nonpoint sources such as
     landfills, agricultural runoff, illegal dumping, and atmospheric deposition
     to name a few.  Though the GLI will reduce dioxin levels, it will only have
     a minor impact on reducing other major pollutants according to a report    
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     prepared by DRI/McGraw-Hill.  This benefit of reducing dioxin levels is    
     also questionable since according to the NCASI (National Council of the    
     Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement) 90% of dioxin releases are  
     to the atmosphere.  This means that a vast majority of the dioxin          
     contribution to the Great Lakes is a result of atmospheric deposition.  The
     best way to achieve the goals of the GLI is with a comprehensive plan which
     includes both point and nonpoint sources.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2883.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, F4030.003, and D2587.045.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2883.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Policy - As proposed, the GLI will restrict economic       
     growth.  The GLI's Antidegradation Policy would preclude an increase in the
     rate of discharge from any source above levels currently being discharged. 
     The result is that dischargers are held to their historical discharge      
     levels and cannot expand their operations.  Further the GLI allows no      
     margin of safety, therefore, a plant may be put in a position of           
     noncompliance due to process or treatment variability.  To provide a buffer
     for normal variability, plants would be forced to reduce production.       
     Production is thus frozen since a change in the process mix could result in
     liability.  Economic growth is thereby curtailed.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2883.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2883.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 6030



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits - The GLI will adversely affect competitiveness by          
     essentially disallowing intake credits.  Denial of intake credits will     
     subject a plant operator to liability for substances contained in the water
     entering the plant prior to any use in production.  The result is that,    
     regardless of whether the plant operator added a prohibited substance to   
     the water, he is expected to remove that substance prior to discharge.  The
     effect is that significant resources will have to be expended for expensive
     and sophisticated monitoring and treatment equipment.  The result will be a
     substantial increase in the costs of doing business. The GLI will leave    
     plant operators with difficult choices including whether to relocate,      
     reduce production, cut its work force to affect manufacturing cost         
     increases, discontinue a product line, or to close.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2883.004     
     
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in responses to comments D2657.006 and D2594.014. See SID
     at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the final intake        
     pollutant procedures.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2883.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones - The GLI will affect competitiveness by eliminating mixing   
     zones for BCC's, thereby, requiring plant operators to meet water quality  
     standards at the end of the pipe with insignificant or virtually no        
     environmental benefits.  There is no scientific basis for the elimination  
     of mixing zones.  The EPA has failed to recognize the natural ability of   
     the Great Lakes to rapidly assimilate and discharge substances.  Toxicity  
     tests now in place are a better alternative.  Toxicity tests are a proven  
     method that ensure protective levels of discharges in mixing zones.  The   
     GLI would implement an exorbitantly expensive method which would achieve   
     insignificant results.  The GLI would further disregard a proven and       
     cost-effective means of protecting water quality and thereby increase      
     manufacturing costs by requiring the installation of expensive treatment   
     equipment.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2883.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2883.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Disparate Impact - The GLI in its implementation could result in           
     indisparate impact among the Great Lakes states and within those states.   
     The GLI allows for discretion in its implementation in that allowable      
     discharge levels for a specific list of substances are set below detectable
     levels.  Based on the sophistication of the monitoring equipment used and  
     the laboratory testing facilities, there could be widely disparate         
     treatment requirements and enforcement from state-to-state or within a     
     state.  The lack of a fixed definition of detectable limits will account   
     for inconsistent requirements and enforcement.  The result is uncertainty  
     for industry and municipalities.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2883.006     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2883.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accountability - If the federal government pays the capital costs to       
     achieve its policies, then the federal government will be accountable to   
     enact reasonable standards.  In its (The GLI's) present form,              
     municipalities and industry are at the mercy of the federal government and 
     as such bears solely the costs.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2883.007     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D2595.022.                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2883.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI in its present form will not meet its goals and will achieve an    
     insignificant reduction in pollution at a substantial cost to industry,    
     jobs and the people of the State of Minnesota.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2883.008     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2885.001(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious concerns exist regarding the scientific, technical, economic and   
     legal basis of the GLI.  The GLI contains insufficient scientific, and     
     technical data to justify its overly restrictive requirements and the      
     conservative implementation procedures.  The costs of the GLI have been    
     significantly underestimated and will result in an undue economic burden on
     the Great Lakes region for little practical environmental improvement.  The
     following are some of the key issues we feel deserve additional            
     investigation, refinement, or should be excluded altogether before the GLI 
     program progresses further:                                                
                                                                                
     For several substances, GLI criteria are set less than background          
     concentrations and the proposed intake credit provisions will result in    
     significant costs with no commensurate benefits.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2885.001(a)  
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     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in responses to comments D2657.006 and D2594.014. See SID
     at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the final intake        
     pollutant procedures.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2885.001(b)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious concerns exist regarding the scientific, technical, economic and   
     legal basis of the GLI.  The GLI contains insufficient scientific, and     
     technical data to justify its overly restrictive requirements and the      
     conservative implementation procedures.  The costs of the GLI have been    
     significantly underestimated and will result in an undue economic burden on
     the Great Lakes region for little practical environmental improvement.  The
     following are some of the key issues we feel deserve additional            
     investigation, refinement, or should be excluded altogether before the GLI 
     program progresses further:                                                
                                                                                
     Water quality permit limits below analytical detection levels should not   
     result in the implementation of pollutant minimization programs which are  
     beyond EPA's authority under the Clean Water Act.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2885.001(b)  
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2885.001(c)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Serious concerns exist regarding the scientific, technical, economic and   
     legal basis of the GLI.  The GLI contains insufficient scientific, and     
     technical data to justify its overly restrictive requirements and the      
     conservative implementation procedures.  The costs of the GLI have been    
     significantly underestimated and will result in an undue economic burden on
     the Great Lakes region for little practical environmental improvement.  The
     following are some of the key issues we feel deserve additional            
     investigation, refinement, or should be excluded altogether before the GLI 
     program progresses further:                                                
                                                                                
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs is not justified and needlessly   
     conservative.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2885.001(c)  
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2885.001(d)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious concerns exist regarding the scientific, technical, economic and   
     legal basis of the GLI.  The GLI contains insufficient scientific, and     
     technical data to justify its overly restrictive requirements and the      
     conservative implementation procedures.  The costs of the GLI have been    
     significantly underestimated and will result in an undue economic burden on
     the Great Lakes region for little practical environmental improvement.  The
     following are some of the key issues we feel deserve additional            
     investigation, refinement, or should be excluded altogether before the GLI 
     program progresses further:                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     The GLI may severly limit the ability of states to establish site-specific 
     water quality criteria even when fully justified by local conditions.      
     
     
     Response to: G2885.001(d)  
     
     See the SID, especially Section VIII, for a response to this and related   
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: G2885.001(e)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious concerns exist regarding the scientific, technical, economic and   
     legal basis of the GLI.  The GLI contains insufficient scientific, and     
     technical data to justify its overly restrictive requirements and the      
     conservative implementation procedures.  The costs of the GLI have been    
     significantly underestimated and will result in an undue economic burden on
     the Great Lakes region for little practical environmental improvement.  The
     following are some of the key issues we feel deserve additional            
     investigation, refinement, or should be excluded altogether before the GLI 
     program progresses further:                                                
                                                                                
     Tier II values will result in overly restrictive and unnecessary control   
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2885.001(e)  
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2885.001(f)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious concerns exist regarding the scientific, technical, economic and   
     legal basis of the GLI.  The GLI contains insufficient scientific, and     
     technical data to justify its overly restrictive requirements and the      
     conservative implementation procedures.  The costs of the GLI have been    
     significantly underestimated and will result in an undue economic burden on
     the Great Lakes region for little practical environmental improvement.  The
     following are some of the key issues we feel deserve additional            
     investigation, refinement, or should be excluded altogether before the GLI 
     program progresses further:                                                
                                                                                
     The science underlying BAFs is not adequately developed to justify its use 
     as a regulatory tool.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2885.001(f)  
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     See G3202.016.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2885.001(g)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious concerns exist regarding the scientific, technical, economic and   
     legal basis of the GLI.  The GLI contains insufficient scientific, and     
     technical data to justify its overly restrictive requirements and the      
     conservative implementation procedures.   The costs of the GLI have been   
     significantly underestimated and will result in an undue economic burden on
     the Great Lakes region for little practical environmental improvement.  The
     following are some of the key issues we feel deserve additional            
     investigation, refinement, or should be excluded altogether before the GLI 
     program progresses further:                                                
                                                                                
     The antidegradation policy will adversely effect industrial expansion and  
     economic growth in the region.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2885.001(g)  
     
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are not an impediment 
     to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not   
     concerned with minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth
     on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2886.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.) The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board  
     has criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI 
     and the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions,   
     such as the National Academy of Sciences.  EPA used scientifically unproven
     methodologies for deriving a Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify      
     chemicals of particular concern which will be subject to especially        
     stringent controls) and to set limits on substances for which limited data 
     exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are resolved, it is not  
     appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2886.001     
     
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2886.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.) The GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point-source       
     industrial dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.       
     Although pollution from these sources has been severely curtailed over the 
     last 20-years, GLI focuses on them, ignoring major sources of these        
     substances such as contaminated sediments, airborne pollutants,            
     contaminated storm water runoff from city streets and lawns, and           
     construction sites and agriculture.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2886.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and [ROUND 2].       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2886.003(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.) In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply  
     with much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases 
     also lead to significant new requirements including:                       
                                                                                
     a) conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemicals in  
     cases where a complete database for those chemicals does not exist (or, as 
     an alternative, meeting standards which are designed to be more stringent  
     than necessary).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2886.003(a)  
     
     Comment G2886.003(a)                                                       
                                                                                
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2886.003(b)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.) In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply  
     with much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases 
     also lead to significant new requirements including:                       
                                                                                
     b) treating substances which they did not generate or add to in their      
     discharge; i.e., substances already present in water used by entities for  
     cooling or other purposes.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2886.003(b)  
     
     This comment raises the general issue of intake credits, which is addressed
     in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2886.003(c)
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.) In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply  
     with much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases 
     also lead to significant new requirements including:                       
                                                                                
     c) undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have  
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2886.003(c)  
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: G2886.003(d)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.) In addition to requiring entities in the Great Lakes region to comply  
     with much stricter discharge limits, the proposed rule would in many cases 
     also lead to significant new requirements including:                       
                                                                                
     d) conducting an onerous and time-consuming anti-degradation demonstration 
     proving that any increases in discharges will lead to major social and     
     economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before the facility
     could increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even if       
     permits limits would not be exceeded.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2886.003(d)  
     
     Antidegradation is not concerned with minimizing growth, but with          
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     minimizing the impacts of growth on water quality and ensuring that, where 
     impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is beneficial to the community    
     affected by the reduced water quality.  The antidegradation provisions of  
     the final Guidance recognize that the capacity of the Nation's waters to   
     act as receiving waters for effluents is limited, and that once the        
     capacity is fully allocated, further increases in loadings are precluded.  
     Implementation of antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are   
     used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while   
     preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed 
     guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve
     to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties  
     and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes
     may devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and  
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2886.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.) The costs of GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.
      GLI seeks further, very expensive reductions from point source            
     dischargers.  Costs studies by four industries alone indicate that their   
     costs would be over $5 billion dollars in capital and almost $1.5 billion  
     per year in annual operation and maintenance costs.  Moreover, the Council 
     of Great Lakes Governors authorized an independent study, conducted by     
     DRI/McGraw Hill, of the costs and benefits of GLI.  The DRI draft report   
     concludes that major costs of up to $2.3 billion annually would be imposed 
     by the GLI and that ennvironmental benefits would not be measurable.       
     
     
     Response to: G2886.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2886.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.)  As additional cost studies for the automobile and petroleum industries
     are completed and submitted to DRI as part of requested comments these     
     estimates will rise substantially.  Moreover, a new study, not available to
     DRI earlier, estimates that costs to municipalities will be between $7 and 
     $7.5 billion in capital costs and over $1 billion in annual costs.  And,   
     given the broad array of substances and the extremely low levels that must 
     be met only some of these costs can be passed on to upstream direct        
     dischargers.  All of this additional information will be included in DRI's 
     final report to the Governors.                                             
                                                                                
     In addition, industries in the region would be at a severe economic        
     disadvantage over industries elsewhere in the Great Lakes states and       
     nationally who are not subject to the same provisions.  The                
     anti-degradation provisions will inhibit growth in the region by making it 
     difficult or impossible for companies to return to full production during  
     the course of economic recovery and by forcing delays in business decisions
     while anti-degradation demonstration reviews are being carried out.        
     
     
     Response to: G2886.005     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2886.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.) The GLI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities
     and with other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples  
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and conflicting       
     objectives for state agencies in administering environmental statutes.  It 
     will also result in most states in the region administering two separate   
     permit programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states    
     change their own rules to effectively apply the GLI statewide.  Statewide  
     application would only serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws on 
     a much larger number of dischargers.                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2886.006     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2886.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7.) GLI will likely set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the 
     country.  Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance of the 
     policies and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve      
     unproven science and new more burdensome approaches to implementation.     
     
     
     Response to: G2886.007     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and P2698.008                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2887.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the Guidance will apply only to facilities located in The Great Lakes
     Basin, it will place them at an economic disadvantage when competing with  
     facilities located elsewhere.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2887.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: G2887.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance applies to point source discharges.  These discharges are     
     generally in compliance with permit limits which are based on              
     scientifically sound water quality standards.  They are not the primary    
     contributors of pollutants received by the Great Lakes.  A program which   
     would seriously impact the water quality of The Great Lakes must address   
     non-point source and atmospheric contributions as well.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2887.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2887.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is evidence that Great Lakes water quality has been improving.  This 
     is the result of past regulatory action.  Current activities, including    
     pollution prevention initiatives, stormwater management plans, remedial    
     action plans, lakewide management plans, etc., are expected to further     
     improve Great Lakes water quality.  The Guidance does not seem to take     
     their anticipated effects into account.  Such stringent regulations should 
     not be enacted until the affect of current regulations has been evaluated. 
     
     
     Response to: G2887.003     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes   
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
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     Comment ID: G2887.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provisions contained in the Guidance are complicated   
     and potentially expensive.  The Minnesota Water Quality Rules already      
     contain antidegradation provisions which adequately protect Lake Superior  
     and its tributaries.  It is important that Minnesota retain some degree of 
     discretion to prioritize its regulation of potential sources of pollution. 
     The background levels of some pollutants already exceed the criteria in the
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2887.004     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2887.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The intake credit provisions in the Guidance is too restrictive.           
     Permittees should not be required to remove materials which they did not   
     add.  The return of background concentrations should not be considered as a
     pollutant addition.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2887.005     
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
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     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2887.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance will eliminate mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of  
     concern.  This provision is not scientifically justified.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2887.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2887.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance will generate many permit limits below the analytical         
     quantification level.  This would impose unreasonable costs on dischargers 
     and could result in enforcement action based on laboratory capabilities.   
     
     
     Response to: G2887.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2887.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance restricts site-specific modifications to more stringent       
     applications.  It would be more appropriate to allow states the flexibility
     to be either more or less stringent in their application of site-specific  
     modifications, especially with regard to Great Lakes tributaries.          
     
     
     Response to: G2887.008     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2887.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values are unnecessarily conservative and are based on limited     
     scientific information.  They should not be the basis for enforceable      
     permit limits.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2887.009     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2887.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factors should be based on sufficient field data rather    
     than on modeling.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2887.010     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that BAFs should be limited to only  
     those based on actual fish studies.  However, EPA has decided to           
     differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health and  
     Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the 
     toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  In addition, EPA has included a   
     BAF based on the BSAF methodology as the second preference in the hierarchy
     of data.  The BSAF methodology, like field-measured BAFs, is also based on 
     actual fish studies.                                                       
                                                                                
     The minimum toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V  
     and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new minimum BAF data       
     required to derive Tier I human health criteria for organic chemicals      
     include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF  
     methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than 125 regardless of how  
     the BAF was derived. For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals   
     such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to derive a Tier I human    
     health criteria include either: (a) a field-measured BAF or (b) a          
     laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of inorganic chemicals, the BAF 
     is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because there is no apparent           
     biomagnification or metabolism.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2887.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance metals criteria should be expressed as dissolved rather than  
     total.  The dissolved fraction more closely approximates bioavailability   
     than total recoverable metals.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2887.011     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2889.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     But I am concerned about significant uncertainties relative to the proposed
     water quality guidance.  Uncertainty makes it difficult to plan a necessary
     component for staying competitive                                          
                                                                                
     One uncertainty is whether we will derive an adequate ecological return    
     from the guidance, as proposed.  The EPA's independent Science Advisory    
     Board has questioned the rationale for the guidance and severely criticized
     the inadequacy of scientific research and methodology underlying it.       
     Another uncertainty is whether we will be spending our money wisely.  An   
     independent draft report done for the Council of Great Lakes Governors     
     advises that policy makers should "recognize just how limited the impact of
     GLI will be on actual water quality" and that the GLI "as currently        
     configured is wasteful of precious resources.                              
                                                                                
     The resources in capital, manpower, legal concerns, etc. that this guidance
     will require would be better spent in technology development to help those 
     point sources having difficulty meeting current regulation and to reduce   
     loadings coming from currently unregulated sources.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2889.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.014, and D2579.002.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2889.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would like to comment specificity on Criteria development guidance in    
     Appendix A.                                                                
                                                                                
     Appendix A sets forth the criteria for establishing Tier I and Tier II     
     limits, for the parameters addressed by the Great Lakes Initiate.  The main
     difference between Tier I and Tier II limits is the amount of data required
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     to develop each limit.  If a Tier I limit does not exist then a Tier II    
     limit is to be chosen by the permit writer.  The Tier II limits will       
     probably be extremely low.  If a permittee wishes to challenge a Tier II   
     limit that person or corporation must fund development of a Tier I limit.  
                                                                                
     There are two major short falls to the procedure by which Tier I and Tier  
     II limits are to be established.  The first of these short falls is the    
     fact that the regulations leave much of the responsibilities for developing
     criteria limits up to individual permit writers.  This will result in      
     inconsistent limits from one location to another and defeat the objective  
     of standardized limits throughout the entire basin.  Very few permit       
     writers have the background to or time to make judgement calls concerning  
     the acceptability of individual studies or to review a study proposal, to  
     develop Tier I limits.  Placing these same responsibilities on the permit  
     writers for Tier II limit development will result in even larger           
     discrepancies in Tier II limits than will occur for Tier I limits, because 
     each permit writer is likely to find a different study that he or she      
     prefers to use.  That is if they even have the time to search for or read  
     any studies supplied to them.  The resulting Tier II limits are likely to  
     be lower than is possible to meet and each one will require a variance.    
     The second major short fall is the requirement that the permittee fund the 
     research to develop a Tier I limit when a Tier II limit is challenged.     
     Most small businesses requiring a NPDES direct discharge permit will not   
     have the capital necessary to fund this type of research, and for any      
     dischargers who do have the necessary funds, the permitting process may    
     take longer than the period of the permit and result in permanent ligation 
     or constant Consent Agreement negotiations.  The same problems will arise  
     with the Criteria development addressed in Appendix B, Appendix C, and     
     Appendix D.                                                                
                                                                                
     If these regulations are to be promulgated a very controlled mechanism must
     be created to develope standard discharge limits based upon very sound     
     scientific research.  Permit writers need to have a control data base of   
     discharge limits to effectively write permits in a timely manner.          
     Development of any one Tier I limit or other criteria must not be funded by
     an individual discharger because that limit when complete will be applied  
     to the entire basin, and should be evenly distributed.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2889.002     
     
     Practical experience throughout the basin as the States have implemented   
     their own State-specific "translator" methodologies over the years has not 
     had the effect anticipated in this comment.  Furthermore, EPA believes     
     implementation of the final Guidance should increase, not decrease,        
     consistency.  See response to P2656.074.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2889.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A solution may be to establish a board or committee whose job it is to     
     research literature and establish discharge limits to be used as guidance  
     by permit writers.  For parameters, for which adequate data does not exist 
     this group should be authorized to do the necessary studies, or to contract
     someone to preform the studies.                                            
                                                                                
     The studies needed to establish the Tier I or other limits should be       
     founded by EPA.  Since the limits are to be used basin wide and not limited
     to any one permittee.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2889.003     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP
     Comment ID: G2889.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F outlines the implementation procedures to be used when issuing a
     NPDES permit under the Proposed rules.  I find that these procedures only  
     address specific points of concern and do not offer a good outline for     
     permit writing and enforcement.  Included in these implementation          
     procedures should be at least the following:                               
                                                                                
     1.  An explanation of the application forms.                               
                                                                                
     2.  Location of the data base permit writers are to use when determining   
     discharge limits.                                                          
                                                                                
     3.  Location of any computer modeling programs used in constructing permits
     and calculating discharge limits.                                          
                                                                                
     As stated above, the implementation procedures listed address only specific
     points of concern which would normally be special conditions or exceptions 
     to a normal permit.  For the issues addressed here, the permit writers     
     appears to have authority to make judgement calls but this authority is not
     clearly stated.  Therefore, it is unclear whether the permit writer has the
     authority required to make use of any of these procedures.  This question  
     of permit writers authority must be addressed since almost every permit    
     will need to make use of one or several of the listed procedures.          
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     Response to: G2889.004     
     
     For a full outline of the requirements pertaining to permit writing and    
     enforcement for facilities located in the Great Lakes System, see 40 CFR   
     parts 122, 123, 131 and 132.Comment ID:  G2889.004                         
                                                                                
     EPA, in cooperation with the States, selected the minimum implementation   
     methods it believed appropriate for the GLI.  EPA could not address all    
     implementation concerns in the final Guidance.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2889.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following comments are offered on several of the procedures currently  
     included in Appendix F.                                                    
                                                                                
     1.  Site-specific modifications.                                           
                                                                                
     The brief discussion in the purposed rule cannot address all situations    
     under which a modification will be needed.                                 
                                                                                
     Therefore, the permit writer and permittee must be enabled to see if       
     unforseen conditions exist, and respond to them.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2889.005     
     
     Permitting authorities inherently have to consider site-specific conditions
     such as effluent flow, receiving water flow and pollutants found within the
     effluent and receiving water.  Site- specific modifications to criteria,   
     however, are changes to water quality standards and cannot be changed      
     without following the procedures for adopting water quality standards.  For
     more information regarding site-specific criteria see Section VIII.A. of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2889.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Variances                                                              
                                                                                
     A.  The maximum time frame for variances must be 5 years instead of 3      
     years.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2889.006     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: G2889.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  A variance may be applied for within 60 days after a permit is         
     reissued.  After the application is submitted they must make a preliminary 
     decision and allow a public comment period.  Then a stat or tribe is       
     required to issue a final decision within 90 days after the public comment 
     period.                                                                    
                                                                                
     This process must be shortened!  A time limit must be placed on publication
     for comment and the comment period must be specified.  Actually, it is     
     questionable as to whether a comment period is needed.  Also the regulatory
     agency must make a final decision sooner than 90 days.                     
                                                                                
     Variances should also be considered at the time a permit is issued.  It    
     makes no sense to issue a permit for which a variance will immediately be  
     applied for.                                                               
                                                                                
     Also paragraph F.3 under procedure 2 is very confusing.  This paragraph    
     reads as follows:                                                          
                                                                                
     "Compliance with the effluent limitation in effect immediately prior to the
     granting of the variance upon the expiration of said variance."            
                                                                                
     Is this statement referring to variance renewals or does it require        
     compliance with an effluent limit in a issued permit before a variance to  
     that limit can be granted?  If the latter is the case the variance would   
     not be needed.  Why apply for a variance for a limit that a permittee is   
     meeting?  Please clarify this paragraph if used in the final rule.         
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     Response to: G2889.007     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. EPA has    
     also clarified Procedure 2.F.3.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a       
     discussion of these issues.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2889.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A and Procedure 3B                                              
                                                                                
     Both of these implementation procedures call for the elimination of mix    
     zones for BCC's and restrictions of mix zones use for other parameters.    
     Mix-zones have been in use for some time in calculating discharge limits   
     and have been effective in protecting water quality.  Where they are used  
     very stringent margins of safety are used.  In many instances use of       
     mix-zones has resulted in enforceable limits versus a limit below detection
     levels that cannot be enforced and would result in very costly debates and 
     litigation, and probably offer no greater environmental protection.        
     
     
     Response to: G2889.008     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2889.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 8:  Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations Below the levels of 
     Quantification                                                             
                                                                                
     This procedure appears to be a good idea for preventing enforcement actions
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     which would otherwise result from discharge limits below detection limits. 
     The program requirements are very similar to the current Toxic Reduction   
     Programs which are not always successful in identifying small quantity     
     pollutant sources for chemicals and compounds which are not always used as 
     materials in the production processes.  In order for these programs to be  
     successful, suppliers must be required to provide detailed analysis for any
     background contaminants the materials may contain.  We have had no         
     successes in obtaining this type of information, and it is very rare that  
     any low level containment information is included on the MSDS.  In the     
     past, we have done extensive TRE analysis and found that low level         
     contamination sources were impossible to find.                             
     
     
     Response to: G2889.009     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2891.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes are tremendous natural resources and should be protected.  
     However, the GLI represents a radical departure from previous EPA policies 
     that relied on validated, recognized and time-tested scientific data.      
     Serious concerns have been raised over a number of questionable scientific 
     assumptions contained within the GLI, as well as the enormous cost burden, 
     which would be placed on the region to implement the program.  An estimate 
     from four industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron, steel and petroleum)   
     have estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6 billion in capital
     costs.  Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie has estimated that  
     its capital costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100 million.  In    
     addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling effect" on     
     industrial development and municipal growth throughout the region.         
     
     
     Response to: G2891.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: G2891.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great   
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits, and         
     non-point sources.  Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal,  
     if any, measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish     
     advisory being lifted.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2891.002     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2891.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI even though in    
     1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978), which called for virtual elimination of    
     inputs of persistent toxic substances.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2891.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2891.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 6056



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are really policy judgments.  For example, under
     the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate toxicity data (seven  
     or eight data points) for a proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has        
     proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made on as little as one   
     data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We support the        
     application of sound science which would require that more data be gathered
     before these values are used to derive permit limits.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2891.004     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science and         
     addresses the SAB's concerns.  For a discussion of the underlying          
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including using the  
     best available science to protect aquatic life, wildlife and human health, 
     see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the aquatic life    
     provisions of the final Guidance, see Section III of the SID.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2891.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force industries to remove
     pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no control.  Or, 
     the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with a degree of           
     consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or     
     control programs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2891.005     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment G1223.004 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.  Also see responses to comment D2657.006 and     
     D1711.015.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2892.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In a report conducted for the Great Lakes Governors, it is estimated that  
     the GLI, as proposed, would cost nearly $2.28 billion per year and 33,230  
     jobs in the basin.  These staggering costs cannot be justified for a plan  
     which focuses entirely on point source discharge of toxic pollutants,      
     overlooking the nearly 90% of pollutant loading that comes from nonpoint   
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2892.001     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014, D1711.025, and D2579.002.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2892.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Office of Management and Budget (OMB) -- the office with the           
     responsibility to review all federal regulations -- stated that "...the EPA
     has failed to describe adequately the need for the regulation."  (Letter to
     former EPA Administrator William Reilly from James MacRae, Jr.)  The Paper 
     Council agrees with OMB's assessment.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2892.002     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment number      
     G3750L.003.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
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     Comment ID: G2892.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One major justification for the GLI is based on the premise that the Great 
     Lakes is uniquely susceptible to toxic loadings because of its inability to
     "purge" chemicals from the basin.  Data, however, demonstrate that the     
     Great Lakes have seen a decrease in levels of several Bioaccumulative      
     Chemicals of Concern (BCCs).  In addition, contrary to EPA assumptions,    
     hydraulic flushing is not the sole pathway for removal of substances from  
     the ecosystem.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2892.003     
     
     See Sections I.A and I.B of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2892.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA ignorres the plethora of existing state and federal water quality  
     regulations and their ability to achieve the same goals as the GLI.  These 
     regulations have contributed to the vast improvement of water quality in   
     the Great Lakes.  The EPA stated in its own preamble that nonpoint source  
     pollution is now preventing further improvement in the ecosystem.          
     
     
     Response to: G2892.004     
     
     EPA agrees that substantial improvements in the water quality of the Great 
     Lakes has taken place over the last 20 years, as discussed in Section I.B  
     of the SID.  EPA also believes, however, that further action is needed to  
     control the sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes    
     that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of       
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing 
     the costs and benefits associated with implementing the Guidance, see      
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance  
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
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     nonpoint source of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to  
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:             
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2892.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, there are more effective and site-specific initiatives, like      
     Lakewide Management Plans (Lamps) and Remedial Action Plans (Raps) which   
     have not been considered by, or integrated into, the GLI.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2892.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For further discussion on how the   
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     the development and implementation of Lakewide Management Plans and        
     Remedial Action Plans, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2892.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has not been able to accurately quantify how the GLI will improve  
     the environment.  Reports from the Great Lakes states indicate that the    
     GLI's targeted toxins are not responsible for any impairments in drinking  
     water or swimming in the Lakes.  Moreover, the GLI is incapable of         
     addressing the issues of restrictions on fish consumption or impairments of
     aquatic life.  This is because the GLI will not significantly reduce the   
     total loadings of any regulated substance.                                 
                                                                                
     The inevitable failure of the GLI rests squarely with the fact that it does
     not address nonpoint source pollution, which represents almost 90% of the  
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     pollutants currently deposited in the Great Lakes.                         
                                                                                
     A local example illustrates this point.  The Green Bay Mass Balance study, 
     which generated over 100,000 data points, demonstrated that less than 1% of
     the PCB loadings into the Fox River and Green Bay in 1989 were from point  
     sources.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Because the current sources of environmental degradation in the Great Lakes
     are not the target of the GLI, it is logical to assume that the GLI will   
     fail to adequately address any on-going degradation.  In other words, the  
     GLI cannot substantially improve the environment.  And even if, as promised
     by the EPA, the GLI does eventually address nonpoint source pollution, the 
     proposed regulation of point sources will still not contribute             
     significantly to the implementation of water quality.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2892.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2892.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As currently written, the GLI often asks the impossible of industrial and  
     municipal dischargers.  Some of the discharge limits resulting from the GLI
     will be so strict that they cannot be detected by current technology.      
                                                                                
     The OMB estimates that the GLI sets thresholds for some substances at a    
     level 100,000 times more stringent than what has been determined to affect 
     laboratory animals.  Another example of the regulation's extreme nature is 
     that ordinary drinking water would -- in some instances -- be unsuitable   
     for discharge.  There is serious question whether any modern technology    
     could be employed by industries or municipalities that will meet the       
     ultra-strict discharge standards the GLI will impose.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2892.007     
     
     See response to comment G2784.011.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/Hg
     Comment ID: G2892.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most glaring example of the GLI's extremism are the permit levels which
     could be imposed for mercury.  The GLI's mercury criteria are set at       
     concentrations 1,000 times more sensitive than EPA's current approved      
     detection limits.  The wildlife criterion for mercury will require reducing
     concentrations of this naturally occurring element below those levels found
     in pristine conditions.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2892.008     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2892.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI flunks any cost-benefit analysis.  Any small potential             
     environmental benefit is dwarfed by the rule's crippling costs.  For this  
     reason alone, the GLI should be modified.                                  
                                                                                
     The stringent water quality criteria, the antidegradation procedures and   
     changes in the implementation procedures will all require new capital      
     expenditures and on-going operation expenses.                              
                                                                                
     The Paper Council believes that the EPA has grossly underestimted the cost 
     of the GLI.  The OMB concluded that the EPA "substantially understated" the
     cost of implementing the GLI.  As just one example, the EPA failed to      
     incorporate costs associated with the GLI's mandated pollution minimization
     programs into its fiscal impact analysis.                                  
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     Response to: G2892.009     
     
     See response to comments D2587.107, D2098.038, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2892.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the EPA never estimated the cost of the new implementation    
     procedures, perhaps the most costly aspect of the proposed regulation.     
     
     
     Response to: G2892.010     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2892.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to the $200 million estimate provided by the EPA for total costs, 
     the American Forest & Paper Association estimates that capital costs alone 
     for the paper industry in the Great Lakes region will exceed $1.3 billion. 
     
     
     Response to: G2892.011     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
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     Comment ID: G2892.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An independent study published by DRI/McGraw Hill, and commissioned by the 
     Council of Great Lakes Governors, estimates that if the GLI is not modified
     it will cost $2.286 billion per year and 33,230 jobs in the Basin.         
     
     
     Response to: G2892.012     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G2892.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has asked for comments on whether and to what extent the GLI should
     modify intake credits.  The Paper Council strongly opposes EPA's           
     recommended option.  Of the options listed by the EPA, option #4 is most   
     preferable, although the caveat limiting intake credits to water           
     quality-impaired streams should be eliminated from the option.             
     
     
     Response to: G2892.013     
     
     With regard to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4 over EPA's   
     proposal, see responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.  EPA agrees   
     that limiting consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELs to      
     instances where the receiving water exceeds the criteria is appropriate, as
     explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i, but has not imposed this     
     limitation for purposes of procedure 5.D. of appendix F, the intake        
     pollutant reasonable potential procedure.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2892.014
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal currently being suggested would require a plant to remove     
     substances in its intake water, even if a plant's processes do not produce 
     those substances or add to the amount of the substance in the discharge.   
     Removing the intake credit effectively makes industries and municipalities 
     accountable and legally liable for pollution they have not caused.  This   
     policy could require huge capital outlays in order to treat intake waters. 
                                                                                
     The policy would represent an unprecedented expansion of the reach of the  
     Clean Water Act.  Nowhere in the Act does it expressly or impliedly require
     dischargers to purify receiving waters.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2892.014     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2892.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to eliminate mixing zones for selected substances         
     (completely eliminating zones for BCCs and severely restricting them for   
     other substances).  Industrial and municipal plant operators will be forced
     to meet ambient water quality standards at the end of their pipes,         
     increasing the stringency of most permits by 90%  Plants will be required  
     to install new -- in some instances yet-to-be-developed -- treatment       
     technologies to meet new end of the pipe standards.                        
                                                                                
     The GLI's derivation procedures for BCC criteria are meant to compensate   
     for uncertainties in the protection of water quality.  The elimination of  
     mixing zones duplicates this cautious approach and therefore is an         
     expensive and redundant method of protecting water quality.                
     
     
     Response to: G2892.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2892.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality, however, will not appreciably improve if mixing zones are   
     eliminated.  Massive water bodies like the Great Lakes have a natural      
     ability to assimilate and discharge substances.  The GLI fails to recognize
     that mixing zones reflect the duration and exposure component of toxicity. 
     Nevertheless, even though ambient water quality standards are met beyond   
     the mixing zones, the GLI proposes to imposes massive costs in order to    
     cleanse small zones which currently pose no threat to human health, aquatic
     life or wildlife.  Once again, this is classic example of huge costs with  
     no attendant benefit.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2892.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2892.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Paper Council supports using existing EPA methods in considering mixing
     factors for non-BCCs.  For BCCs, mixing zones could be limited to the      
     extent technically practicable, consistent with the 1978 Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Agreement.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2892.017     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

Page 6066



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2892.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Paper Council objects to the requirement that plants conduct "pollutant
     minimization programs" whenever a WQBEL is below the detection levels.     
     This requirement is being imposed regardless of whether detectable levels  
     of a pollutant remain in the plant's effluent.                             
                                                                                
     The EPA cannot justify imposing expensive minimization programs without    
     first demonstating that there is a need for such a program i.e., that the  
     pollutant needs to be eliminated.  What purpose would a program serve if   
     data demonstrates that current discharge levels are below the prescribed   
     WQBEL?                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2892.018     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2892.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, there is no reason why the GLI should ignore effective treatment  
     technologies in favor of pollutant minimization, especially if treatment is
     more effective and cost effective.  How standards are to be met must be    
     left to the regulated community, which has the experience and knowledge to 
     most effectively marshall its resources in order to meet environmental     
     standards in the least costly manner.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2892.019     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
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     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2892.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will set allowable discharge levels below the level of detection   
     for certain substances.  This means that enforcement of permits will be    
     predicated on permit levels which are so low that laboratory monitoring    
     equipment will be unable to quantify the existence of those substances in  
     the discharge.                                                             
                                                                                
     In addition, these low levels will essentially create separate treatment   
     and enforcement standards among similar plants because the levels of       
     detection will be a function of varying laboratory detection capabilities  
     throughout the Great Lakes.  The GLI should fix a definition of            
     quantifiable limits and the specification of particular sampling procedures
     in order to eliminate lab variabilities.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2892.020     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2892.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, a narrative statement should be placed in a permit which states   
     that a discharger is in compliance with a limit if the substance is not    
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     detected above the practical quantitation level.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2892.021     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2892.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will prohibit the discharge of Bioaccumulating Chemicals of Concern
     (BCCs) from any point source above levels currently being discharged.  The 
     Paper Council strongly opposes the GLI's antidegradation policy.           
                                                                                
     The policy would make it nearly impossible for any industrial or municipal 
     plants to expand if they are operating below full capacity and below       
     allowable permit limits.  Such a policy ignores recessionary cycles which  
     can force industry to cut production.  In addition, normal process or      
     product line changes would essentially be "frozen" unless a business could 
     show widespread social and economic harm.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2892.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G2892.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Almost any production or process change could cause a de minimus change in 
     the effluent concentration, while not impacting the environment.  However, 
     the antidegradation policy will apply regardless of the effect that even a 
     minute increase might have on water quality.                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2892.023     
     
     The commenter is incorrect in stating that the antidegradation provisions  
     of the proposal would apply to any lowering of water quality.  The proposed
     Guidance, as well as the final Guidance, allow de minimis reductions in    
     water quality for non-BCCs.  Where a lowering of water quality is          
     determined to be de minimis, antidegradation review is not required.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2892.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most counter-productive aspect of this policy is that it will destroy  
     any incentive for industry to voluntarily reduce the discharge of selected 
     substances beyond compliance levels.  Because the GLI will make it illegal 
     to increase discharges of any pollutant -- regardless of current permit    
     levels -- any industry which voluntarily reduces its discharge of          
     pollutants will essentially be codifying a new, lower, discharge level for 
     itself.  Such an industry will risk inhibiting future expansion of their   
     plant.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2892.024     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2892.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In summary, the Paper Council strongly recommends that the antidegradation 
     policy be amended as follows:                                              
                                                                                
     Eliminate Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ) as a basis for permit limits and 
     as a trigger for the antidegradation review.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2892.025     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2892.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An antidegradation review should only be required upon a request for an    
     increase in an existing WQBEL or a new discharge.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2892.026     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G2892.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation analysis should allow for a de minimus threshold       
     whereby a minor request for an increase in a permit limit would be exempt  
     from review if no significant deterioration in water quality would result. 
     
     
     Response to: G2892.027     
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     See response to comment D2743.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G2892.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution prevention plans should not be mandated (see "E").               
     
     
     Response to: G2892.028     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2892.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Paper Council understands the goal of creating consistent and uniform  
     water quality standards for the entire Great Lakes ecosystem.  This goal,  
     however, is premised on the assumption that all of the Great Lakes have    
     such commonality that they can be addressed in a single omnibus            
     environmental regulation.  This is simply not the case.  Lake Superior is  
     vastly different from Lake Erie, both in size, type of wildlife, uses of   
     the two lakes and the extent of current pollution and contamination.       
                                                                                
     The goal should be to ensure an uniform level of environmental protection, 
     without mandating uniform criteria.                                        
                                                                                
     Uniform criteria applied to disparate lakes mandates standards which are   
     unnecessarily strict for some lakes for the sake of consistency with the   
     high standards of another.  Once again, this will impose additional costs  
     on certain regions of the Basin, with no incremental increase in           
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     

Page 6072



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: G2892.029     
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C. and IX of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2892.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI offers no justification of why these uniform standards
     -- designed for open waters -- are being applied to tributaries of the     
     Great Lakes.  Why should open water standards be applicable to rivers; for 
     example, why should the open water standards for Lake Huron be applicable  
     to the unique natural attributes of the Fox River?  The mantra of          
     "uniformity" -- uniformity for its own sake -- does not answer these       
     questions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2892.030     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2892.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the GLI fails to provide any method for establishing site-specific
     criteria, based on site-specific conditions such as bioavailability,       
     chemical speciation, natural adaptation and differences in resident        
     species.  These conditions should also be considered when determining Water
     Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs).  Again, applying a single set of   
     water quality criteria across the basin does not take into consideration   
     the diversity of the ecosystem.                                            
                                                                                
     The GLI should recognize that the goal of maintaining excellent water      
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     quality throughout the Great Lakes and the goal of allowing flexibility to 
     address local environmental conditions are not mutually exclusive.         
     
     
     Response to: G2892.031     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2892.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Paper Council prefers a modified option 3A, within the implementation  
     procedure, for the development of TMDL.  This option should be modified in 
     order to factor in nonpoint source loadings into the formula.              
     
     
     Response to: G2892.032     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: G2892.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     when developing Waste Load Allocations (WLA) and Load Allocations (LA), the
     technical economic feasibility of reducing those loadings must be          
     considered.                                                                
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     Response to: G2892.033     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2892.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, in developing a TMDL in an area that exceeds the WQS, effluent    
     limits should not be established that are more stringent than either the   
     larger of the criterion or background concentration.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2892.034     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2892.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to impose extremely stringent environmental standards for 
     substances when there is little or insufficient data concerning their      
     impact on the environment.  The GLI will shift the burden to the discharger
     to produce scientific evidence proving that another, less stringent, value 
     for that substance is appropriate.                                         
                                                                                
     Tier II values impose regulations in a scientific void.  Bad science has   
     given way to no science at all, and government -- at least in the realm of 
     environmental regulation -- is ready to adopt the notion that industry and 
     municipalities are guilty until proven innocent.                           
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     Response to: G2892.035     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2892.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values place dischargers in a lose - lose situation.  If one       
     chooses to engage in the expensive research to disprove the need for a     
     stringent Tier II value, it may not be possible to complete the required   
     research within the three year deadline imposed by the GLI.   Most         
     extensive research will take at least 24 months to complete.  If the       
     research is inconclusive, the discharger may have no time to put into place
     the necessary treatment equipment.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2892.036     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2892.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, if a plant chooses to invest in expensive equipment to  
     meet the Tier II values, and subsequent research demonstrates that those   
     values are unnecessary, then that plant could be put at a competitive      
     disadvantage because the lower values it has accepted would be "locked"    
     into place by the antibacksliding provisions which will prevent increases  
     in permit limits when Tier II values are elevated to Tier I criteria.      
     
     
     Response to: G2892.037     
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     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2892.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) are perhaps the lynch-pin of the GLI.  They 
     act as a regulatory trigger and are critical in determining human and      
     wildlife criteria, as well as defining Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern
     (BCCs).  The Paper Council does not object to the concept behind BAFs.     
     Rather, our concern is with whether the BAF methodology is sufficiently    
     grounded in sound science to make it work in a fair and reasonable fashion.
                                                                                
     The Paper Council does not believe the modeling procedure should be used as
     a numeric factor in deriving water quality standards.                      
                                                                                
     One major concern with BAFs is the Food Chain Multiplier.  In the absence  
     of a field measured BAF, the GLI requires the application of a Food Chain  
     Multipler (FCM) to a Bioconcentration Factor in order to estimate the BAF. 
     According to studies conducted by the American Forest and Paper Association
     (AFPA), the factors provided do not reflect the reality of the Great Lakes 
     ecosystem.  In other words, the FCM approach in the GLI does not accurately
     predict appropriate BAFs.  In fact, AFPA's conclusion is that the FCM      
     approach may overestimate or underestimate the BAF by as much as two orders
     of magnitude.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2892.038     
     
     EPA has decided that modelling procedures should not be used to derive Tier
     I human health and wildlife criteria.  EPA has decided to differentiate the
     Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health and Tier I criteria for
     wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and   
     bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for human health is  
     discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.          
                                                                                
     EPA decided to use the 1993 Gobas model in the development of FCMs instead 
     of the Thomann model (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model for        
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFS.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three fish shows   
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
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     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA solicited comment on use of an "effective FCM" to use to adjust        
     predicted BAFs for metabolism.  EPA has not specified use of this approach 
     in the final GLI, but believes it may be used in appropriate circumstances.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2892.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other concerns with the BAF include the application of BAFs derived from   
     open water of the Great Lakes to all other waters within the basin, without
     any adjustment.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2892.039     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.  EPA      
     agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs should  
     be allowed on a site- specific basis if there is scientific                
     justification.Comment G1761.003                                            
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.350.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2892.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the BAF methodology does not consider the metabolism, potency or           
     environmental fate/pathway of a pollutant.                                 
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     Response to: G2892.040     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for certain  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether or not metabolism is accounted for.             
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  See SID     
     section IV for additional discussion of metabolism.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2892.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the GLI is labeled "guidance," the EPA has chosen to ignore the   
     spirit of this title and rigidly impose the GLI as a mandate.  The Paper   
     Council believes that the enabling legislative authority for the GLI       
     envisioned a flexible set of guidelines for each of the Great Lakes States 
     to consider when evaluating their water quality standards.  For reasons    
     stated in the uniformity section (I-F), proposing the GLI as true guidance,
     instead of a heavy-handed regulation, would ensure the long-term success of
     the GLI's environmental goals.  The guidance should reflect a range of     
     options designed to assist the states in meeting their objectives.         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2892.041     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2582.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G2892.042
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity is not included in the current GLI draft.  The Paper Council    
     believes that in the absence of confirmed scientific data, an assumption of
     additivity is not justified.  The Paper Council endorses the SAB statement 
     that additivity be considered on a case-by-case basis.  In addition, the   
     burden of proof of additivity must be on the permitting authorities.       
     
     
     Response to: G2892.042     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2892.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The credibility of any complex environmental regulation rests on the       
     scientific evidence and procedures which support it.  In the case of the   
     GLI, the EPA's own Science Advisory Board has questioned the methodology   
     used to derive the regulation's criteria.  The Board recommended that      
     "substantive scientific issues" raised by its report on the GLI be         
     addressed before the regulation is adopted.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2892.043     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2892.044
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An example cited by the Board, and of immense concern to the paper         
     industry, is the GLI's casual use of Tier II values.  Specifically, the    
     Paper Council objects to the employment of Tier II levels, which adopt     
     extremely strict criteria, when there is insufficient or inadequate        
     scientific data to support lower (Tier I) values.  A Tier II value, for    
     example, can be imposed on the basis of a single study or data point.      
     
     
     Response to: G2892.044     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2892.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many instances the GLI may be asking the impossible of industrial and   
     municipal dischargers.  According to a recent independent study prepared by
     DRI/McGraw Hill, and commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes Governors, 
     and the Office of Management and Budget, some of the discharge limits that 
     could be imposed by the GLI, coupled with its draconian implementation     
     procedures, may be impossible to achieve given current levels of           
     technology.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2892.045     
     
     G2892.045                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/Hg
     Comment ID: G2892.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most glaring example of the GLI's extremism are the permit levels which
     could be imposed for mercury.  The GLI's mercury criteria are set at       
     concentrations 1,000 times more sensitive than EPA's current approved      
     detection limits.  The wildlife criterion for mercury will require reducing
     concentrations of this naturally occurring element below those levels found
     in pristine conditions.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2892.046     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2892.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second issue is whether the GLI is cost-effective.  In other words,    
     when all the costs are calculated, will the GLI actually deliver the goods?
                                                                                
     The DRI study stated that the "...GLI -- implemented cost-effectively -- is
     an affordable necessity; but, as currently configured, the Initiative is   
     both wasteful of precious resources and borders on an expensive luxury."   
     The study concluded that, as drafted, the GLI could cost nearly $2.286     
     billion per year and 33,230 jobs in the Basin.                             
                                                                                
     It will be taxpayers, employees and consumers throughout the Great Lakes   
     Basin that will be the real impacted parties...the groups who will, in the 
     final analysis, be asked to absorb the costs associated with the GLI.  Will
     the communities in the Great Lakes get what they pay for?                  
                                                                                
     Perhaps in a world with infinite resources, such questions would not have  
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     to be asked.  Unfortunately, that is not the case, as the need to protect  
     the environment competes with the needs of education, deficit reduction,   
     increasing wages, tax relief...and the list goes on.                       
                                                                                
     The DRI study concludes that the environmental benefits of the GLI will be 
     modest.  As the study points out, reports from the Great Lakes states      
     indicate that the GLI's targeted toxins are not responsible for any        
     impairments in drinking water or swimming in the Lakes.  Moreover, the GLI 
     is incapable of addressing the issues of restrictions of fish consumptions 
     or impairments of aquatic life.  This is because the GLI will not          
     significantly reduce the total loadings of any of the regulated substances 
     except dioxin.  And dioxin is already being virtually eliminated as an     
     unwanted by-product in papermaking.  Since 1988, mills nation-wide have    
     reduced their discharges of dioxin by 90%, to levels which are now         
     non-detectable.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2892.047     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017, D2587.143, D2587.158 and        
     D2587.045.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2892.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The disappointing truth about the GLI is that it will not -- it cannot --  
     improve water quality on the Great Lakes because it does not address the   
     major contributor of pollutants to the Basin: nonpoint sources (for        
     example, atmospheric deposition, contaminated sediments and agricultural   
     runoff).  And even if, as promised by the EPA, the GLI does eventually     
     address nonpoint source pollution, the proposed regulation of point sources
     will still not contribute significantly to the improvement of water        
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2892.048     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: G2892.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The intake credit proposal will require a plant to remove substances in its
     intake water, even if a plant's processes do not produce those substances  
     or add to the amount of the substance in the discharge.  This policy could 
     require huge capital outlays in order to treat intake waters.              
     
     
     Response to: G2892.049     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2892.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminating mixing zones for selected substances could increase the        
     stringency of permits by as much as 90%, but will have virtually no impact 
     on the overall ambient water quality in the Great Lakes.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2892.050     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2892.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's antidegradation policy will freeze a plant's discharge level,    
     preventing it from ever increasing discharges regardless of permit levels. 
     This will have the effect of discouraging voluntary reductions beyond      
     compliance levels and could greatly inhibit future plant expansion or      
     simple process changes, unless widespread social and economic harm can be  
     demonstrated.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2892.051     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2893.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While I appreciate the importance of and generally support the move toward 
     more uniform water quality standards among the Great Lakes states, the GLI,
     as currently proposed goes far beyond this goal to a point which appears to
     provide little environmental benefit, but would create significant new     
     regulatory costs impacting all citizens, irrational scientific hurdles, and
     disincentives for economic development in the midwest.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2893.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2893.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, costs for implementing the GLI are expected to exceed $2.3   
     billion for the Great Lakes region according to an independent study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.  These costs, are in addition to
     the tremendous expenditures being made for pollution abatement.  In Indiana
     alone, manufacturers spend approximately $1 billion annually already for   
     pollution abatement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2893.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2893.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the rule provides little flexibility or reflection of the         
     diversity represented not only by each of the Great Lakes, but also by each
     state in the Great Lakes region.  States should be allowed to accommodate  
     economic growth without compromising water quality.  This is particularly  
     apparent in the development of the antidegradation policy.  Again, the     
     emphasis should be on quality and not quantity when examining discharges.  
     
     
     Response to: G2893.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2893.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The Tier II criteria for extablishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  There is no justification for relaxing the established EPA    
     processes for determining substances of concern.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2893.004     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2893.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, when standards are established, discharge limits should not be   
     set below laboratory detection levels.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2893.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2893.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, an intake credit policy is crucial.  Requiring facilities to      
     remove substances already present in intake water has no scientific or     
     legal foundation.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2893.006     
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     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2894.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not adequately address the source of the vast majority of the 
     current pollution problems which is non-point pollution.  It does attack   
     the more convenient discharge permit holders simply because it is easier.  
     Yet this will only amount to a slight improvement in the water quality of  
     the Great Lakes with an expenditure of billions of taxpayer dollars.       
     
     
     Response to: G2894.001     
     
     EPA believes that further action is needed to control the sources of       
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and benefits       
     associated with implementing the Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint source of       
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2894.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I can not, in good conscience, support this plan to the detriment of the   
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     taxpayers of Appleton.  We would be expected to pay a minimum of $5,000,000
     initially and as much as $1,000,000 each year in operating costs.  In order
     to pay those costs it will be necessary for me to cut essential services   
     such as police and fire protection.  It may also be necessary to cut such  
     services as regular garbage collection which would create yet another      
     environmental problem.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2894.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2894.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs to be amended to reflect the real world and to realistically 
     have a positive impact on the waters of the Great Lakes, while allowing    
     cities to continue to provide a reasonable level of services to our        
     taxpayers.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2894.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. See Section  
     I.C of the SID for a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied    
     upon in developing the final Guidance.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2894.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please keep in mind that the City of Appleton supports enhanced water      
     quality throughout the local region and the Great Lakes states.  As an     
     example, we are nearing completion of a $68,000,000 upgrade and expansion  

Page 6089



$T044618.TXT
     of our wastewater treatment plant and collection system.  However, we can  
     not support the Great Lakes Initiative in its present form.  We are in     
     support of the recommendations of the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition  
     and request the EPA to seriously consider their input.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2894.004     
     
     EPA considered comments on the proposed Guidance submitted by more than    
     6,000 commenters.  Based upon these comments and new information made      
     available to EPA during the final Guidance development process, several    
     provisions of the proposed Guidance were revised.  See Section II of the   
     SID for a general discussion of these revisions.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2895.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, costs for implementing the GLI are expected to exceed $2.3   
     billion for the Great Lakes Region according to an independent study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.  These costs, are in addition to
     the tremendous expenditures being made for pollution abatement.  In Indiana
     alone, manufacturers spend approximately $1 billion annually already for   
     pollution abatement.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2895.001     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2895.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the rule provides little flexibility or reflection of the         
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     diversity represented not only by each of the Great Lakes, but also by each
     state in the Great Lakes region.  States should be allowed to accommodate  
     economic growth without compromising water quality.  This is particularly  
     apparent in the development of the antidegradation policy.  Again, the     
     emphasis should be on quality and not quantity when examining discharges.  
     
     
     Response to: G2895.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2895.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II criteria for establishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  There is no justification for relaxing the established EPA    
     processes for determining substances of concern.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2895.003     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: G2895.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     an intake credit policy is crucial.  Requiring facilities to remove        
     substances already present in intake water has no scientific or legal      
     foundation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2895.004     
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     Response to: G2895.004:  See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2901L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Authority contends that the WQG will have a direct and negative impact 
     upon the Authority, and that it may be forced to spend in excess of $200   
     million to upgrade its Wastewater Treatment Plant (Treatment Plant) to     
     comply with the proposed regulations.  Yet this expenditure will largely be
     without discernable benefit to the Authority, its service area residents,  
     or the Great Lakes.  This contention is based upon our interpretation of   
     the WQG, and knowledge that the document does not address the major        
     source(s) of contamination within the basin: non-point sources.            
     
     
     Response to: G2901L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2901L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Water Quality Criteria                                             
                                                                                
     The USEPA has proposed a new set of water quality criteria (WQC) based on  
     what they admit are scientifically and statistically invalid criteria:  The
     Tier II criteria.  This is poor scientific reasoning, and the Authority is 
     opposed to the use of Tier II values in establishing WQC.                  
                                                                                
     The Buffalo Sewer Authority fails to understand the logic behind using Tier
     II WQC, since the USEPA has historically established SPDES (NPDES) limits  
     on the basis of scientifically demonstrated connections between given      
     pollutants and aquatic species mortality.  If USEPA lacks adequate data to 
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     establish scientifically defensible and lawful WQC, then those WQC should  
     be eliminated from the draft WQG.                                          
                                                                                
     Since the Buffalo Sewer Authority's Treatment Plant must operate under a   
     legally enforceable SPDES (NPDES) permit limit, the Authority maintains    
     that USEPA should use only lawful and scientifically defensible Tier I     
     criteria in establishing the basis for the specific limits.                
     
     
     Response to: G2901L.002    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2901L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Concentration/Contribution Table after first paragraph in 
original on  
          page 2.                                                                   

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Point versus Non-Point Source Control                                      
                                                                                
     The avowed purpose of the draft Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is to   
     reduce and/or eliminate Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC) in the  
     Great Lakes basin.  If this is true, then USEPA needs to control both point
     and non-point sources of BCCs.  Yet, despite evidence that non-point       
     sources account for up to 90% of some BCCs, USEPA has elected to control   
     only point sources.  The Authority fails to see the logic in this.         
     Consider the following widely published information:                       
                                                                                
     From the above table, it is obvious that USEPA's approach to BCC control is
     flawed, since many BCCs are of non-point source origin such as rainfall,   
     street run-off, or other atmospheric contribution.  Consequently, it would 
     appear that the proposed WQG will do little to reduce the major sources of 
     pollutants entering the Great Lakes basin.  Thus, USEPA must either        
     forestall or abandon its proposed point-source control programs unless and 
     until the issue of non-point source contributions to the Great Lakes has   
     been addressed.                                                            
                                                                                
     The point versus non-point source issue has a direct impact upon the       
     Buffalo Sewer Authority.  The Authority's Treatment Plant will be required 
     to remove non-point source pollutants originating from street run-off,     
     drinking water annd non-point sources because the Authority's sewer system 
     is 95 percent combined storm and sanitary sewers.                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2901L.003    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2901L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal Treatment versus Industrial Control                              
                                                                                
     The USEPA has attempted to alleviate concerns over the cost of compliance  
     with the Great Lakes WQG by contending that municipal POTWs, such as the   
     Buffalo Sewer Authority WTFs, would not have to install additional         
     treatment equipment, since municipal industrial pretreatment programs (IPP)
     could be effectively used to control BCCs at the source.                   
                                                                                
     The Authority contends that this would not be the case, since historical   
     IPP information has not identified industrial source(s) which contribute   
     BCCs.  In fact, some BCCs are already strictly limited under the           
     Authority's existing IPP.  Yet, in spite of this, the Authority has        
     identified ten (10) pollutants for which it must develop treatment systems 
     in order to comply with the proposed WQG:                                  
                                                                                
     Mercury                                                                    
     Phenol                                                                     
     Chlordane                                                                  
     Bis (2-ethylhexyl) phthalate                                               
     Zinc                                                                       
     Chromium                                                                   
     Selenium                                                                   
     Cyanide                                                                    
     Silver                                                                     
     Cadmium                                                                    
                                                                                
     Since the Authority cannot pass the burden of compliance back to industry, 
     the economic burden will reside with all Buffalo Sewer  Authority users.   
     
     
     Response to: G2901L.004    
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2901L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     One potential reason for the inability to identify specific industrial     
     sources of BCC pollutants is that, in many cases, the intake (source)      
     water, which both industries and the Buffalo Sewer Authority utilize,      
     contain BCCs that exceed the proposed WQG limits.  This includes the       
     drinking water which the Buffalo Water Authority draws from the Niagara    
     River.   As a result, it is difficult to differentiate between background  
     levels of contaminants and low level industrial contributions at the BCC   
     levels being proposed by USEPA.                                            
                                                                                
     This issue is especially disturbing to the Authority, given the non-point  
     source of many BCCs and the historical position of USEPA that facilities   
     have not been held liable for eliminating chemicals over which they have no
     control.  This tradition appears about to be reversed, and the Buffalo     
     Sewer Authority must question USEPA's legal basis for requiring the        
     treatment of pollutants not added by either the Authority or its industrial
     users.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Under the proposed WQG, the Authority will need to install advanced        
     processing technologies to treat and remove backgound levels of            
     contaminants in order to achieve proposed discharge criteria levels it.    
     Consequently, the Authority is adamant that USEPA recognize the historical 
     validity of intake credits, and they become a part of the final WQG.       
     
     
     Response to: G2901L.005    
     
     This comment, in shorter form, appears elsewhere and is not addressed      
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2901L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     The Authority's SPDES (NPDES) permit for its' Treatment Plant was          
     established on the basis of WQC established by the USEPA and New York State
     Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC).  These WQC were         
     developed using the historically accepted principle that compliance was    
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     required "after a reasonable opportunity for mixing".                      
                                                                                
     The proposed WQC will eliminate mixing zones for BCCs over time, and       
     severely restrict the use of mixing zones for non-BCCs.  The logic for this
     policy change is unclear, since it ignores the widely accepted observation 
     that aquatic life is generally neither resident in, nor attracted to, a    
     mixing zone.  Furthermore, mixing zones have virtually nothing to do with  
     limiting either mass loading to, or concentrations within, the Great Lakes.
                                                                                
     What is clear to the Buffalo Sewer Authority, however, is that the         
     elimination of mixing zones for its' Treatment Plant discharge into the    
     Niagara River will necessarily result in a more restrictive discharge      
     permit, and the economic burden of installing additional pollution control 
     equipment.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2901L.006    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2901L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Less Than Detection Limit Requirements                                     
                                                                                
     Under the proposed WQG, the allowable discharge limits for several BCCs    
     will be set at "less than detection limit."  This raises the interesting   
     specter of the Authority being subjected to permit levels that can't be    
     accurately measured or even detected.                                      
                                                                                
     Under this proposal the Buffalo Sewer Authority's Treatment Plant will     
     either be forced to develop monitoring methodologies for certain pollutants
     that are undetectable under current technology, or run the risk of not     
     knowing the status of its compliance with respect to its SPDES permit.     
     Alternative monitoring technology such as bioaccumulative testing of       
     aquatic species, or Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing, generally lacks 
     the scientifically valid protocol for interpretation  Consequently, the    
     Buffalo Sewer Authority will find its potential for liability for permit   
     violations increased on the basis of parameters for which no valid         
     measurement criteria exist.  This is both poor science and poor            
     legislation.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2901L.007    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
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     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2901L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Economic Impact                                                            
                                                                                
     The economic impact of the draft WQG is potentially devastating and appears
     to have been significantly understated by USEPA.  Consider the following:  
     The USEPA has estimated the annual cost of compliance at approximately $192
     million.  This appears absurdly low because the Authority alone may have to
     spend in excess of $200 million to build tertiary treatment facilities,    
     with a corresponding increase in annual Operation and Maintenance (O&M)    
     costs.  If USEPA multiplies this estimate times the number of POTWs in the 
     Great Lakes basin, the magnitude of the error in estimating costs          
     escalates.  This is even more apparent when industrial groups such as the  
     Chemical Manufacturers Association add their compliance estimates (30% to  
     85% of USEPA's annual cost projection) to the figures.                     
                                                                                
     What impact do these cost projections have upon the economic               
     competitiveness of the Great Lakes Basin?  Is Congress willing to          
     underwrite these costs?  If not, how can industries located within the     
     basin hope to compete with their counterparts elsewhere in the Nation?     
                                                                                
     In conclusion, the Buffalo Sewer Authority feels that the proposed Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance, in its present form, will have a direct      
     negative impact upon the Authority, its service area residents, and its    
     industries.  As currently configured, the WQG will force the Authority to  
     add additional treatment technology to its facility.  This will be very    
     expensive and this cost will be passed on to our users.  So, the           
     Congressmen and Senators who vote in favor of the WQG will actually be     
     voting for a tax increase albeit disguised as a user fee.  And, to what    
     benefit?  Even if the  Authority expends the amounts projected, BCCs will  
     not be materially reduced within the basin, since the major source of these
     contaminants are non-point source in origin.  Given this, the Authority    
     fails to understand how USEPA projects that there will be a net positive   
     benefit from adoption of the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance in its     
     present format.  Until and unless USEPA addresses the concerns outlined in 
     this response, the Buffalo Sewer Authority must go on record as opposing   
     the WQG.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2901L.008    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2587.014, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

Page 6097



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2908.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: PLEASE READ 2 ATTACHMENTS                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am writing in support of the Great Lakes Initiative.  We must act now to 
     begin the long process of cleaning up our Great Lakes.  Enclosed are two   
     pieces of information which prove, through the experience of major U.S.    
     corporations, that increased attention to environmental quality improves   
     long term profitability.  This is not theory but the actual experience of  
     major U.S. corporations.                                                   
                                                                                
     Although there will be a cost, this is an investment in the future.  The   
     cost of letting the current levels of toxic discharge continue will be even
     greater, in terms of lost tourism, health care costs from exposure to      
     toxics and the higher costs of future cleanup efforts.                     
                                                                                
     Although some business interests are contending the cost of cleanup will   
     hurt business, real world experience shows otherwise.  Please consider     
     carefully the enclosed information, as it soundly refutes claims of those  
     who oppose the GLI.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2908.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2911.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI as proposed, is a well-intentioned but horribly misdirected series 
     of regulations.  It is a classic case of attempted micro-management of     
     point source pollution.  Point source pollution at one time was a          
     significant environmental problem, however, present regulation and         
     management, some of which is only now being put into practice, has         
     generally reduced point source pollution to a comparatively insignificant  
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     concern compared to other pollution sources.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2911.001     
     
     EPA disagrees that the Guidance is misdirected and attempts to micromanage 
     point source pollution.  See responses to comment numbers F4030.003,       
     G3457.004 and [ROUND 2].                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2911.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are many cost estimates for the initiative--from many millions of    
     dollars as calculated by EPA's contractor, to many billions of dollars as  
     calculated by many of the discharger consultants.  More important than     
     spending a lot of time on trying to determine where the cost falls between 
     the extremes, the Agency should step back and try to better determine      
     whether the GLI will meet Great Lakes objectives.  Most experts agree the  
     GLI, as proposed, will not result in meeting the Great Lakes environmental 
     objectives.                                                                
                                                                                
     What is needed is a true ecosystem approach, where present point source    
     management is only fine tuned and society's resources are directed towards 
     solving the real problems.  If we are ever going to meet the objectives of 
     Great Lakes Remedial Action Plans to "restore the beneficial uses", then   
     the Agencies must take the lead by directing their time and society's      
     resources to solving the problems that will go the furthest towards meeting
     the objectives in the most cost effective manner.                          
                                                                                
     Excellent comments concerning this issue were made in the DRAFT FINAL      
     REPORT PREPARED FOR THE COUNCIL OF GREAT LAKES GOVERNORS by DRI/McGraw-Hill
     when answering the authors own question "Is the Great Lakes Water Quality  
     Initiative Affordable?":                                                   
                                                                                
     "If we fail to emphasize the question of cost-effectiveness, ultimately we 
     will 'NOT be able to afford' the goal of a cleaner Great Lakes Region"     
                                                                                
     "as currently configured, the Initiative is both wasteful of precious      
     resources and borders on an expensive luxury."                             
     
     
     Response to: G2911.002     
     
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G2911.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second philosophical problem with the GLI, as proposed, is the employment
     of questionable science.  EPA generally ignored the Science Advisory       
     Board's recommendations that the EPA respond to a number of important      
     concerns, including tier 2 data requirements, human health and wildlife    
     requirements, and questionable bioaccumulation factor development.         
                                                                                
     We believe that it is appropriate that only good science be used in the    
     development of water quality standards and permit limits; and that EPA     
     adequately address the SAB comments and reservations.                      
                                                                                
     Instead of repeating the many specific technical concerns that industry has
     with the GLI, James River would like to go on record as strongly supporting
     the comments and recommendations of the Wisconsin Paper Council and the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition, and ask that the Agency consider this 
     document inclusive of those comments.                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2911.003     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2911.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "TECHNICAL BACKGROUND DOCUMENT FOR THE GREAT LAKES WATER QUALITY       
     GUIDANCE IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES COMPLIANCE COST STUDY" dated April 16,  
     1993 and prepared by Science Applications International Corporation,       
     included a study on what was supposed to be the James River Corp. Ashland  
     Wis. Mill (See the attached comments by Jerry Donaldson on the Ashland     
     study).  Unfortunately, the contractor appears to have confused the Ashland
     Mill and the Green Bay Mill as they mixed permit information of the two    
     mills together and included the following comment in their notes:          
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     "The receiving water in the old permit was Chequamegon Bay, however, the   
     most recent permit authorizes the facility to discharge into the Lower Fox 
     River (flow data not available).  Therefore, the GLWQG WLAs were calculated
     for discharges to a tributary with the asumption that the long-term average
     flows were zero."                                                          
                                                                                
     Apparently the contractor doesn't realize that they created a 200 mile     
     fictitious pipeline.  Flaws as flagrant as these are, lead James River to  
     question the quality of the entire study; and may help to explain why the  
     cost projections are so low.  Unfortunately, as pointed out by many of the 
     commentors, the entire GLI is as flawed as the above study.                
     
     
     Response to: G2911.004     
     
     G2911.004                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2911.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both the Green Bay and Ashland Mills would be severely penalized if full   
     intake credits are not allowed due to high ambient levels of copper and    
     zinc in the Chequamegon Bay and variable levels of PCB's as found in the   
     Fox River.  This problem will be exacerbated by the very conservative      
     assumptions used to generate GLI criteria.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2911.005     
     
     Response to: G2911.005: With respect to intake credits, see                
     generally the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA believes the assumptions used to generate the GLI criteria are         
     reasonable given the mandate of the CWA to provide protection to           
     human health, aquatic life, and wildlife.  For example, the mean           
     body weight of all adults is used and the mean fish consumption            
     rate for sport anglers in the Great Lakes basin is used when               
     deriving human health criteria and the mean lipid values of fish           
     consumed by humans and wildlife are used in the drivation of BAFs.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2911.006
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     James River seriously qustions whether plants producing recycled pulp such 
     as the Ashland and Green Bay Mills can meet the effluent requirements, if  
     permits are issued based on the GLI as published.  There is no way to      
     eliminate, through pollution prevention or treatment, all of the very small
     amounts of pollutants inherently found in the recycled raw materials and   
     the intake water.  We request that the Agency fully evaluate the effect of 
     the GLI on recycling and thus the national solid waste problem.            
     
     
     Response to: G2911.006     
     
     See response to comments D2684.008 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2911.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Largely because of the anti-degradation provision of the proposed          
     regulation, James River believes that future production increases will be  
     prohibitive.  Further, current production levels will have to be slowly    
     curtailed as allowable levels of all pollutants are ratcheted down from    
     permit to permit.  This will result in reduced competitiveness and a work  
     force reduction.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2911.007     
     
     This comment presumes that the EEQ provisions contained in the proposed    
     Guidance would be applied to all pollutants.  This comment incorrectly     
     characterizes the proposed Guidance. Regardless, the EEQ provisions in the 
     proposed Guidance were not carried through to the final Guidance, therefore
     the concerns of the commenter are unfounded.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2911.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any increased wastewater treatment required by GLI requirements will in    
     all likelihood require significantly more energy.  As more and more energy 
     is required to reduce minuscule amounts of pollutants, James River believes
     that more pollution will be created (ie. mercury from coal burning) than   
     removed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2911.008     
     
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2911.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     The following comments are in regard to the document titled "Assessment of 
     Compliance Costs Resulting From Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance" dated April 1993, and the supporting data.         
     (Hereinafter called the "Cost Assessment").  These are in specific         
     reference to the "Summary Table For GLWQG Evaluations" (hereinafter called 
     the "Evaluation"), as pertains to the James River Corporation facility and 
     outfall Permit #0003140.                                                   
                                                                                
     As part of the regulatory development for the Great Lakes Initiative, one  
     element of the effort was to analyze the cost of compliance with the       
     proposed guidance.  This analysis methodology was spelled out in the above 
     mentioned "Cost Assessment" document.  It has implications for the accuracy
     of the subsequent document titled "The Regulatory Impact Analysis of the   
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance".  (Hereinafter called the     
     "Impact Analysis").                                                        
                                                                                
     The strategy for the "Cost Assessment" was to assess the cost of proposed  
     GLWQG implementation at a number (6) of major pulp and paper facilities in 
     the basin.  James River's Ashland Mill permit #0003140 data was selected   
     for analysis as one of the six major facilities, (flow strata #2).  Yet,   
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     this facility has been misrepresented in the text in a number of ways.  For
     example, it is not located in a geographical setting equivalent to the     
     wording of the text, which states "The receiving water in the old permit   
     was Chequamegon Bay, however, the most recent permit authorizes the        
     facility to discharge into the Lower Fox River (flow data not available)". 
     To be so located, the mill would need to have a pipeline stretching        
     approximately 200 miles.  Attached for the record is a map which indicates 
     the locations of both water bodies.                                        
                                                                                
     The stated "assumption that the long term average flows were zero" for the 
     receiving water would certainly not apply to the Fox River while it would  
     apply to the Ashland Mill which is located on a bay.  While the 7Q10 and   
     30Q5 flow are zero as the text states, nevertheless, there is significant  
     dilution in the lake which is not accounted for in the text.  This omission
     misrepresents the situation.  It appears the case study is in part         
     representative of the Ashland Mill of James River Paper Company in Ashland 
     County, Wisconsin near the Chequamegon Bay of Lake Superior and in part    
     representative of the Green Bay Mill of James River Paper Company along the
     Fox River of Lake Michigan in Brown County, Wisconsin.  As a result, the   
     reader needs to be cautious throughout the text with regard to which data  
     is pertinent to which mill or water body.                                  
                                                                                
     All of these errors certainly bring the validity of the "Cost Assessment"  
     and hence the "Impact Analysis" into question.                             
                                                                                
     Let's overlook the above significant oversight for the sake of considering 
     the methodology of the "Cost Assessment" and the resultant impact on the   
     "Impact Analysis" as presented.  This will allow the reader to see the     
     tremendous depth of inaccuracy with the whole study as represented by these
     documents.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EVALUATION OF GLWQG POLLUTANTS                                             
     When one begins to assess the Ashland permit #0003140 influent and effluent
     data versus the depicted "Evaluation" methodology, some interesting things 
     come to light.  These are of serious concern.  For example, under the table
     titled "Evaluation of GLWQG Pollutants" (page 2), we see that copper was   
     selected for evaluation and estimating of treatment technologies required  
     to meet the GLWQ Guidance.  The actual analytical data collected from the  
     environment to support this assumption argues against the treatment for    
     copper removal.  Copper is a natural element in the Chequamegon Bay from   
     where the plant takes its process water.  In fact, the history of the area 
     indicates the general geographic area is where placer ore was found to be  
     prevalent.  It would be expected to be present in the water, and in fact   
     most of the time it shows up in the range of 0.002 to 0.03 ppm on          
     analytical tests of incoming water.   Concentrations of copper in the      
     discharge are generally comparable to, or less than, the intake in         
     concentration.  Statistically it can be shown that all the discharge copper
     can be accounted for by the influent water.  The mill does not use any     
     chemicals that add any copper to the system.  It is likely that some copper
     leaches from mill pipes or may be found in recovered paper since           
     statistically it can be shown that copper is lower in concentration in the 
     effluent than the intake.                                                  
                                                                                
     Nevertheless the "Evaluation" calls for treatment to remove copper from the
     discharge!  To design treatment systems to discharge the plant effluent    
     process waters at a concentration below the background levels in the Bay is
     ludicrous.  The text calls for removal of copper at the rate of "0.2       
     mg/liter" as the result of implementation of the GLWQ Guidance.  This is   
     impossible since the concentrations in the intake water are much lower (by 
     one to two orders of magnitude) than this level to begin with.  The numbers
     presented in the "Evaluation" just don't add up.                           
                                                                                
     Copper Treatment                                                           

Page 6104



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     The document titled "Development Document for Effluent Limitations         
     Guidelines and Standards for the Metal Finishing Point Source Category",   
     1983 hereinafter called the "Development Document", as used for reference  
     in development of projected treatment costs, is misapplied.  It indicates  
     that waste water treatment technology, as applied to the metal finishing   
     industry at raw waste load concentrations in the range of 12 ppm, is       
     capable of copper removal down to the range of 0.05 to 0.1 ppm in treated  
     wastewaters.  The raw waste loads of the "Development Document" were higher
     by three or more orders of magnitude than the Ashland raw water data, (i.e.
     12 ppm versus .004 ppm average) thus presenting a totally different        
     treatment application than that proposed in the GLWQ Guidance.  Removal at 
     the parts per billion level is nowhere addressed in the document.          
     Therefore, the treatment processes specified and associated cost data is   
     speculative at best.                                                       
                                                                                
     Scenarios 1 and 2 in the "Evaluation" both call for copper                 
     treatment/removal by multimedia filtration.  To treat two million gallons  
     per day of water to remove copper which is at a concentration lower than   
     the receiving water would be enormously expensive and possibly not         
     feasible.  The problems with the development document treatment methods    
     include the following:                                                     
                                                                                
     Removal of copper at raw waste load concentrations as low as 0.004 ppm     
     (Ashland's average) are not addressed.                                     
                                                                                
     Lime treatment technologies may actually increase copper concentrations due
     to micro levels of copper in the natural lime raw materials.               
                                                                                
     Alternate chemical flocculation technology such as the use of alum would   
     not be acceptable as trace levels of aluminum would remain in the water.   
     This would not be permitted.                                               
                                                                                
     Copper treatment requires three process steps; precipitation, sedimentation
     and filtration.  Capital cost estimates for treatment would need to include
     equipment such as flocculators & clarifiers to precede multi media         
     filtration.  Also needed would be concentrators/vacuum filtration or       
     dewatering equipment to concentrate sludges to be acceptable for           
     landfilling.  However, the "Evaluation" only refers to costs included for  
     multimedia filtration, thereby ignoring two or three of the required       
     process elements.  Therefore, the projected capital costs of the           
     "Evaluation", which specify only "multi media filtration" are too low even 
     for application where copper concentrations are orders of magnitude higher 
     than the Ashland raw waste concentrations.                                 
                                                                                
     The development document also does not include support equipment and       
     associated costs.  This oversight would mean no foundations, buildings,    
     property, permitting or engineering costs are accounted for.               
                                                                                
     The development document is based on 1979 costs.  It does not appear these 
     costs have been escalated accordingly.                                     
                                                                                
     In the event metals are complexed they may be more difficult to treat.  A  
     thorough study of complexed metals removal would be needed to show which   
     treatment process is applicable.  The "Development Document" and the cost  
     estimates do not include the cost of pilot plant studies to verify process 
     applicability.                                                             
                                                                                
     No costs are shown for sludge handling and disposal yet this process is    
     known for generating high sludge volumes due to the flocculation process   
     employed.  These wastes may also require special handling, neutralization  
     and permitting.                                                            
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     The "Development Document" is applicable to the metal finishing industry   
     and so states.                                                             
                                                                                
     The "Evaluation" lists zinc as a pollutant that also needs                 
     removal/treatment by multimedia filtration for the discharge waters from   
     the mill.  While the above comments are provided specifically for copper,  
     these same comments also will apply to zinc for the Ashland mill, since the
     intake and effluent zinc concentrations show the same trends as are        
     characteristic to the copper concentrations.                               
                                                                                
     No mercury has been detected for a number of years.  Prior year's results  
     may have indicated the detections of mercury due to test method inaccuracy.
     The analytical methods for mercury have been significantly improved and    
     developed over the recent years in order to eliminate false positives which
     were often due to laboratory cleanliness methods.  As a result, there      
     should be no need for the multi media filtration and the pollutant         
     minimization program requirements as stated in the "Evaluation" for        
     mercury.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Application of the "Development Document" treatment methods to the pulp and
     paper industry and to metals at extremely low concentrations is highly     
     speculative.   A proper pilot study of potential treatment systems with    
     full accounting for capital needs is lacking in the "Cost Assessment".  As 
     a result, the presentation of economic costs in the proposed GLWQ Guidance 
     is misleading.  In addition, the EPA presented cost estimates of the       
     "Evaluation" and the "Cost Assessment" are woefully inadequate and         
     non-representative of this industry.                                       
                                                                                
     TCDD                                                                       
                                                                                
     Another pollutant in the "Evaluation" is 2, 3, 7,                          
     8-tetrachlorodi-benzodioxin (TCDD).  It is interesting to note the only    
     reason the text gives for the treatment is because it is "an existing      
     permit limit".  The Ashland mill has never had this limit in the permit    
     #0003140.  No mention is made that the tests performed for this parameter  
     have indicated non detect.  This appears to again be an example where the  
     contractor that prepared the "Evaluation" looked at the Green Bay mill     
     permit and got it mixed up with the Ashland permit.                        
                                                                                
     This pollutant was tested for at the Ashland mill with a result of         
     non-detectable at the low level of 0.0000000033 ppm, yet the guidance calls
     for a pollutant minimization program to take place.  To allocate resources 
     to search for what cannot be measured or is not present is a tremendous    
     waste.  It also begs the question of how to minimize something not         
     measurable and how can you measure any success or progress in doing so, let
     alone the question of is there any real value to doing so.  This is        
     certainly not the wise use of resources.                                   
                                                                                
     The "Evaluation" predicts expenditures of $784,686 for pollutant           
     minimization (PM) at this plant.  Because the analytical cost for TCDD     
     tests is high, it would take a disproportionately large share of the PM    
     monies to search for, shall we call it, the "missing pollutant".  Again    
     this would present a situation where resources are wasted at the rate of   
     $1000 per test to search for a pollutant which is not detectable at        
     infinitesimally minute levels of 3.3 parts per quadrillion.  (On the       
     relative order of measuring the thickness of a piece of paper as a fraction
     of the distance between the Earth and the Sun).                            
                                                                                
     As a result of the above mentioned errors, omissions, oversights and       
     misapplication, the "Summary Table for GLWQG Evaluations" as related to the
     Ashland mill of James River Corporation significantly misrepresents the    
     actual mill discharge and the appropriateness of treatment.  As stated, the
     methodology of the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting From          
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     Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance" is      
     significantly flawed and appears to severely understate the actual costs of
     the GLWQ Guidance implementation.  The impact of this brings into question 
     the veracity of "The Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Proposed Great Lakes
     Water Quality Guidance".                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2911.009     
     
     G2911.009                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2684.006 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2912.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI goal to protect and improve water quality is long overdue.         
     However, the E.P.A. has proposed a program that is doomed to fail because  
     it lacks a holistic solution of the impact of pollution on our water       
     resources.  For this reason we ask you to strongly oppose the              
     implementation of the proposed GLI rules.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2912.001     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes   
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2912.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The E.P.A. has targeted point sources, such as municipal waste water       
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     treatment plants and industrial users, to shoulder the brunt of the cost   
     and regulations.  These sources already are required to have discharge     
     permits, whch encompass countless regulations and constant monitoring.     
     Unfortunately, nine-tenths of the pollution in the Great Lakes comes from  
     non-point sources.  The E.P.A. has not addressed reducing non-point sources
     in the proposed GLI.  If non-point sources are the major water pollution   
     factor in the Great Lakes, why has the E.P.A. not addressed the real       
     problem?                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2912.002     
     
     EPA believes that further action is needed to control the sources of       
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and benefits       
     associated with implementing the Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint source of       
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2912.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stevens Point's watershed drains into the Wisconsin River and eventually   
     into the Mississippi River.  Yet, our community would be included in the   
     GLI regulations.  Complying with GLI will cost Stevens Point approximately 
     $7 million in capital expenses to make modifications and install the       
     necessary equipment.  Annual expenses for testing and upkeep of GLI        
     required equipment would cost approximately $650,000.  However, a greater  
     and more costly impact is the one GLI would have on the potential for      
     economic development in and the creation of jobs in a community.           
     
     
     Response to: G2912.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2912.004
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our ability to add new development on our sewer system would be limited by 
     the `less than detection limit requirements' of the GLI regulations.       
     Communities should not be faced with the dilemma of limiting the addition  
     of housing developments or industrial operations because detection levels  
     are set at immeasurable limits.  The burden of expense and over-regulation 
     to reduce discharge limits below levels currently deemed safe makes no     
     sense while the majority of the pollution problem flows past the discharge 
     point unaddressed by any regulations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2912.004     
     
     This Guidance would not have an impact on a POTW for adding service area   
     unless there is evidence that the new sevice area would introduce the      
     pollutants of concern at levels likely to result in water quality          
     violations by the discharge.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2912.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of `intake credits' is another ridiculous proposal of GLI.  Water 
     users are not credited for the existing pollutants found in the water      
     before the water is used in their operations.  The E.P.A., in a sense,     
     forces any water user to become a mini-water cleaning plant at the user's  
     expense.  These users are not responsible for the pollutants yet they are  
     forced to improve the quality of the water they return to the river or lake
     and absorb the cost.  Again, the non-point sources are responsible for 90% 
     of the problem yet point-sources are burdened with 100% of the cost.  This 
     is not a realistic or fair solution to an issue as important as water      
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2912.005     
     
     This comment raises similar intake removal issues as comment D2798.058 and 
     P2588.275 , which are addressed in the responses to those comments.        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2912.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are many other problems with the proposed GLI rules.  However, the   
     most important problem is that GLI will cost local governments and         
     industries billions of dollars, but will not provide any meaningful        
     improvement to the Great Lakes.  No one opposes the idea of improving water
     quality on the Great Lakes.  We do oppose spending billions of dollars,    
     ultimately paid by citizens and consumers, on a program that does not      
     address the major source of pollution for the Great Lakes or any other     
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2912.006     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2919.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff and contaminated sediments.  The 
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the       
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.001     
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2919.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
     Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20  
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
                                                                                
     Costs will be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits from     
     implementation of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by   
     request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to 
     comply with the GLI to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community  
     has estimated total capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs 
     and $8 billion for industries.  These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's
     estimate of $80 million to $500 million annually.                          
                                                                                
     These costs will inevitably fall on industry and residents of the Great    
     Lake States and will make the region less competitive in the global market 
     for new jobs and economic development.  The GLI must be modified to be cost
     effective in light of the environmental benefits that will be achieved.    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.002     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014, D1711.025, and D2579.002.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2919.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
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     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2919.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2919.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These data will
     likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And, it       
     appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders form a permit limit  
     inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since antibacksliding and/or  
     antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2919.004     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2919.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
                                                                                
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2919.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- contains 
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.    
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
                                                                                
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
                                                                                
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water (for        
     example, once-through non-contact cooling water) before returning the      
     source water to the receiving water where it was first obtained.  Treatment
     costs will be enormous as large volumes of water are involved and treatment
     requirements would push or exceed the limits of available technology.      
                                                                                
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will only be     
     available in very limited circumstances.  This is wrong.  EPA should revise
     the GLI by expressly allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they
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     are available for permit holders.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2919.006     
     
     Generally, see SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. This comment raises the same     
     intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and is addressed in the response 
     to that comment.  This comment raises the same detection level and         
     non-point source contribution issues as comment D3254L.018 and is addressed
     in the response to that comment. Also see response to comment G1223.004    
     regarding technical feasibility.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2919.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e., at less than detection level).  Significant  
     problems are created in demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set
     at less than the detection level.                                          
                                                                                
     Assessing compliance for permit limits set below the level of detection -- 
     given the enormous potential liability for permit noncompliance -- must be 
     based on a definition of detection level which is clear and unequivocal.   
     Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the detection level is  
     recommended, as it is based on real world interlaboratory capabilities and 
     has been successfully used in other environmental programs.                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2919.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less that 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.008     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2919.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2919.009     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2919.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation provisions are intended to prevent changes    
     that will lower or degrade existing water quality by the discharge of      
     additional or new pollutants to the receiving water from existing          
     facilities or the siting of new facilities.  The GLI would significantly   
     expand the scope of the existing federal antidegradation policy and add a  
     number of new requirements.                                                
                                                                                
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used. Those      
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2919.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2919.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2919.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and  
     municipalities to operate within a "margin of safety" because the          
     enforceable permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually  
     discharged.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2919.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GlI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of permitting is uncalled for and will set the Great Lakes
     region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.               
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Section 131.12 which is more general in scope.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2919.013     
     
     See response to comment D2709.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2919.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones.  The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in     
     minimal environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small 
     part of total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the 
     main concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column   
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing EPA 
     guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water         
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship between concentrations and exposure time with respect to      
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA      
     methods to determine mixing zones.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2919.014     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2919.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dilution factors.  The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for    
     dischargers of non-BCC pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The 
     cost impact of the restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge 
     location, stream flow and background concentrations, and will be           
     substantial for some facilities that fall into this situation.  These      
     restrictions should be eliminated.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2919.015     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2919.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs).  A TMDL must address all pollutants from
     point and non-point sources.  The GLI should be revised to give states more
     flexibility to consider site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL     
     procedure is appropriate for their state.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2919.016     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2919.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
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     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from uproven models to establish
     regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect this.    
     
     
     Response to: G2919.017     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with commenters suggesting that additional validation of
     the model is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect   
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),   
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     EPA believes that the model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues
     to use it in the final Guidance.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  In order to account for metabolism, the final Guidance  
     has differentiated which BAF data are required to derive Tier I human      
     health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals based on whether        
     metabolism is accounted for or not. For further a complete discussion, see 
     Section IV.B.2.a of the SID.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges the commenters concern for chemicals designated as BCCs.  
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs because field-measured  
     data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a       
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because they measure the actual       
     impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than    
     predicting them through use of a model.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA believes that it is using the best science available, that the         
     methodology in the final Guidance has been adequately peer reviewed, and   
     that EPA has addressed all concerns raised in the peer review.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G2919.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable, dissolved,  
     etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the dissolved form  
     to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.  However, the        
     majority of the GLI criteria are expressed as Total Recoverable even though
     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.018     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G2919.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: G2919.019     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G2919.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria are a new development for most   
     states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the       
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  The         
     surrogate species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife    
     population in the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should
     be replaced.  The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data 
     from the Great Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful  
     criteria can be established.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2919.020     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for
     the response to this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2919.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
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     in the final GLI.                                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2919.021     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2919.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2919.022     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2919.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Site specific modifications which
     reflect actual environmental conditions should be available for all        
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
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     Response to: G2919.023     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2919.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility to set site specific water        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2919.024     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2920.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Great Lakes Initiative is not based on good science.  It is   
     another example of the regulators taking the "easy road" and developing    
     regulations for the point discharges.  It is always easier for the agencies
     to regulate the "end-of-pipe" rather than the illusive, non-point sources. 
     In this draft, the agencies take this approach even though the non-point   
     sources are known to be the major source of pollutants of concern entering 
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     the Great Lakes Basin.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2920.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Gudance is based on sound science and that the 
     final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For
     a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final 
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint) and using the best available science to       
     protect aquatic life, wildlife and human health, see Section I.C of the    
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint source of 
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2920.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the Initiative would essentially remove all allowance of      
     credit for pollutants in the facilities' intake water.  There are some     
     conditions in the draft document which could allow a permit writer some    
     flexibility, but it is doubtful if they could ever be satisfied.  These    
     conditions include the requirement that the facility does not make any     
     addition of the pollutant in the process.  With the Agency's own example of
     metals leaching from process pipes as a specific situation where a facility
     is adding pollutants to the process stream, it will be virtually impossible
     for a permit writer to use these conditions to allow a credit for intake   
     water.  A facility will never be able to prove it is not adding any        
     pollutant for ubiquitous substances such as mercury, copper, PCB's, etc.   
     Similarly, if there is any evaporation of water during its use, non-contact
     cooling water would not even qualify for an intake credit.  In summary,    
     without provisions for the intake credit, facilities would be forced to    
     remove substances from intake water, even though they did not produce or   
     add to those substances in its discharge.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2920.003     
     
     The comment raises the same cooling water evaporation issue as comment     
     D2588.077, and is addressed in the response to that comment.               
                                                                                
     The comment raises the same leaching issue as comment P2588.075, and is    
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2920.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative proposes to eliminate mixing zones for some     
     substances such as the "bioaccumulative substances of concern" (BCC), and  
     severely restricting them for other substances.  Present regulations and   
     permits require that discharges of substances be at a concentration that   
     will meet the ambient water quality standards in the receiving stream after
     they pass through a zone of initial dilution or mixing zone.  The          
     restriction and/or elimination of mixing zones appears to be a policy      
     decision and not based on any science.  With today's well-designed diffuser
     systems, the velocity and turbulent mixing of effluent with ambient water  
     ensure that the aquatic organisms cannot be exposed to acute concentrations
     for enough time to develop an acute response.  Likewise, the concentration 
     of a chemical may exceed the chronic aquatic life criteria within the      
     mixing zone without inducing a chronic effect because the duration of      
     exposure is limited by the size of the mixing zone.  Elimination of mixing 
     zones will signifcantly increase treatment costs without the desired       
     improvement in water quality because point source discharges are only a    
     small fraction of the loading of these substances entering the Great Lakes 
     Basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2920.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2920.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative sets the discharge levels for some substances   
     well below the current analytical capabilities.  Enforcement of these      
     substances in permits will be based on permit levels which are so low that 
     the laboratory monitoring equipment will not be able to quantify the       
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     existence of the substance in the discharge.  In addition, the Initiative  
     needs a definition of quantifiable limits and the specification of         
     procedures that will minimize variabilities between laboratories.          
     
     
     Response to: G2920.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2920.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As written, the anti-degradation provisions are a "Zero Growth" scenario   
     for any discharger.  In addition, the anti-degradation provisions destroy  
     any incentive the individual discharger attempts to voluntarily reduce the 
     discharge of certain substances.  They also negate the EPA's 33/50 program 
     and the Wisconsin Paper Council's new Pollution Prevention Initiative.     
     
     
     Response to: G2920.006     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2920.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, while we support the concept of providing protection for the   
     Great Lakes Water Basin, we believe that the Draft Initiative does not     
     accomplish its announced goal.  It should be remanded back to the writers  
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     with instructions to make major revisions so that it regulates the problems
     of non-point sources and corrects its deficiencies, only some of which have
     been identified above.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2920.007     
     
     EPA believes that the final Gudance is based on sound science and that the 
     final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For
     a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final 
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint) and using the best available science to       
     protect aquatic life, wildlife and human health, see Section I.C of the    
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint source of 
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2921.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One general issue requires a strong recommendation.  Although the EPA      
     proposed Guidance applies, by definition, only to point source discharges  
     to the Great Lakes drainage basin, including all tributaries, it is likely 
     that states will promulgate the regulations on a state-wide basis.  This is
     likely because states claim they do not have the resources to administer   
     two different water quality and permitting programs, one for Great Lakes   
     discharges and one for discharges to other waters in the remainder of the  
     state.  We would oppose this arbitrary decision by the states since the    
     Guidance was specifically developed and justified using the characteristics
     and water quality concerns in the Great Lakes.  We urge EPA to strongly    
     recommend that states not adopt the Guidance outside of the Great Lakes    
     basin unless they have conducted a thorough technical and legal analysis   
     and have determined that the Guidance criteria and procedures can be       
     technically applied with full sound science justification.  This           
     requirement would be analogous to the Guidance provision that states can   
     adopt different methodologies if the Guidance procedures are not           
     technically defensible in a given Great Lakes permitting case.             
     
     
     Response to: G2921.001     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023 and D2698.008        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2921.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the proposed Guidance focuses only on pollutants in point source   
     discharges, both industrial and municipal, it does not address the major   
     source of continuing inputs to the Great Lakes system from non-point       
     sources, such as stormwater, agricultural runoff, atmospheric deposition   
     and sediment depuration.  It is our understanding that the major sources of
     loadings of the 138 chemicals of initial focus, especially the 28          
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs), are non-point, and that EPA   
     acknowledges this fact in the preamble and in other agency reports.        
                                                                                
     The logical course of action for addressing remaining Great Lakes water    
     quality problems would be to first determine the major sources of chemicals
     of concern, i.e. those actually causing an identified adverse water quality
     impact, and then design a strategy to reduce the loadings from the most    
     important sources.  To do otherwise would ensure failure of the program to 
     produce a desired goal or result, especially if cost effectiveness is      
     considered a criterion. It is, therefore, not prudent to pursue further    
     controls on already well regulated point sources because they are not the  
     source of the remaining problems.  No measurable environmental benefit can 
     accrue from such an ill conceived regulatory program.  Instead, EPA should 
     complete the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) for each of the Great Lakes 
     before defining the problem, designing a solution (if needed), and         
     implementing a strategy.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2921.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2921.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It has been our experience through the state administered NPDES permit     
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     program and the POTW pretreatment program that allowable discharges of     
     pollutants have been continually reduced through implementation of         
     technologically based permit limitations.  Our facility has expended over  
     $12 million for treatment facilities since the implementation of the NPDES 
     program, and currently spends over $926,000 to operate those treatment     
     systems.  Loadings of pollutants from our facility have been reduced due to
     our investments.  In addition, the implementation of the 1987 amendments to
     the Clean Water Act (CWA) has resulted in even further reductions in permit
     limits for toxics based on water quality concerns.  Our facility currently 
     has seven more stringent permit limits based on water quality requirements.
     The next round of permits is expected to further reduce permit limitations 
     based on existing programs for water quality protection.  Surely, the      
     current program should be allowed to work before layering another set of   
     prescriptive "command and control" requirements on a successful, albeit    
     costly, program.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2921.003     
     
     EPA agrees the current Clean Water Act program has been successful at      
     reducing pollutant loadings.  However, pursuant to the directive of        
     Congress, EPA developedthe Guidance, which complements ongoing Great Lakes 
     program efforts.  See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2921.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also our observation that dramatic improvements have been made in    
     water quality since the imposition of discharge controls under the CWA, as 
     well as from the impact of other regulatory programs, such as FIFRA        
     (pesticide bans and restrictions), TSCA (chemical substance controls, e.g. 
     PCBs), Clean Air Act (future further reductions under the HON rule to be   
     implemented in the 1990s) and CERCLA/RCRA (contaminated site remediations).
     In fact, the reduction of chemical residues in Great Lakes fish flesh has  
     been dramatic and continues to decline, making it difficult to identify any
     additional beneficial impact of the currently proposed new regulations.    
     Please refer to CMA, GLWQC and OxyChem Corporate comments for documented   
     confirmation that alleged impacts on fisheries and wildlife are exaggerated
     and that the proposed Guidance will have little or no measurable or        
     additional beneficial impact on these improving trends.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2921.004     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections    
     I.B, I.C and I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G2921.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has estimated total compliance costs to be incurred for all U. S.      
     dischargers, including both industrial and municipal (POTW) point source   
     dischargers currently permitted, to be around $200 million per year for 10 
     years, in the most likely case.  Others, including the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors, have estimated aggregate annual costs to be in the        
     billions of dollars range.  The chemical industry, under the auspices of   
     the CMA, conducted a cost analysis and projected industry estimate that    
     indicates compliance costs for this small subgroup of dischargers to be in 
     the range of $58 million per year, using EPA's amortization methodology.   
     We have estimated that our individual facility's initial compliance cost   
     may be in the range of $5 million in capital cost and $1 million per year  
     in recurring operations and maintenance cost.  We note that there are many 
     uncertainties which could raise this cost estimate substantially.  For     
     instance, the CMA methodology and our estimate assume that the Guidance    
     proposed intake credit provisions will be modified to avoid treatment of   
     non-contact cooling water.  In addition, some of the proposals in the      
     Guidance which could not be reasonably predicted and were not included in  
     the cost estimate are (1) the cost of complying with anti-degradation      
     provision, (2) the cost of developing compound specific toxicity data to   
     upgrade Tier 2 values to Tier 1 values, (3) the cost of additional         
     treatment for trace levels of contaminants as analytical detection limits  
     are lowered (indeed, in most cases, we are not aware of available          
     technology that could accomplish the reductions) and (4) the costs due to  
     state implementation of water quality criteria for compounds other than the
     "Pollutants of Initial Focus".                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2921.005     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015, D2098.038, D2613.004 and D2579.003.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2921.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is apparent to us that EPA has significantly underestimated the regional
     economic impact of the Guidance.  One area of special concern is the       
     restrictions placed on growth, expansion and even return to past production
     levels that will result from the onerous, complex and time consuming       
     anti-degradation provisions.  When plans are made for expansion and/or for 
     new product lines at existing facilities, or even for siting of new        
     facilities, tight schedules and budgets are the norm.  Uncertainties and   
     time consuming demonstrations place facilities subject to these            
     restrictions, and competing for these projects, at a disadvantage compared 
     to facilities in other parts of the country and other parts of the world.  
     New facilities are sited based on many factors, including the availability 
     of, and restrictions on, suitable and affordable methods for treated       
     wastewater discharge.  Given that most recent chemical industry expansions 
     and new plant construction have occurred outside the Great Lakes region, it
     is imperative that another major disadvantage not be placed upon our       
     ability to compete, without full justification and demonstration of need.  
     Even the return to full production capability after the current economic   
     downturn would be threatened by these new requirements.  We believe that   
     EPA should do a full analysis on the extent to which the Guidance would    
     prevent the recovery of the Great Lakes manufacturing base and the         
     establishment of new facilities.  Only then can the true economic cost of  
     these new rules to the U.S. Great Lakes basin be established.              
     
     
     Response to: G2921.006     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: COST
     Comment ID: G2921.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that the benefits EPA claims for the implementation of the     
     Guidance have been exaggerated and will not be discernible from the        
     benefits already being accrued under various existing environmental        
     regulations and voluntary reduction programs.  Appropriate attribution of  
     benefits along with the setting of measurable goals (e.g. lifting of fish  
     consumption advisories) within a full ecosystem evaluation and management  
     approach must be utilized by EPA.  To do otherwise would cause a gross     
     mis-allocation of limited resources.  Adding another layer of burdensome   
     "command and control" rules that are expensive to comply with, as well as  
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     to administer, will only serve to divert resources from the solution       
     process for real problems.  EPA must utilize appropriate risk assessment   
     methods along with relative risk ranking and prioritization so that the    
     agency can make intelligent risk management decisions.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2921.007     
     
     See section I of the SID for a discussion on the need for the Guidance.    
     See section IX of the SID and the RIA for a discussion on the              
     costs/benefits of the final Guidance.                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: COST
     Comment ID: G2921.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of the Guidance have been seriously underestimated by EPA.       
     Before implementation of such sweeping regulatory changes, the true        
     economic impact must be assessed.  A strong Great Lakes economy is a       
     necessary prerequisite to our ability to address any remaining environmetal
     problems.  A full ecosystem approach must be utilized, including the       
     assessment of the impact of other existing regulatory programs as well as  
     strategies for control of non-point sources of substances causing          
     impairments.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2921.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: COST
     Comment ID: G2921.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the substantive analysis and comment made by CMA, the Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Coalition and others, it is imperative that EPA reassess the 
     current Guidance proposal and implement only those few sections that make  
     sense from a cost-benefit perspective.  The current proposal fails the test
     of providing clear solution to demonstrated environmental problems         
     utilizing cost-effective management measures and programs.  If this is not 
     done, the impact on our facility's operations will be significant, both in 
     the short term and in the longer term as economic opportunity evaluations  
     are made for new products, as well as for expansion of existing production 
     capacity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2921.009     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2921.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our facility uses over 0.5 mgd of once through non-contact cooling water as
     well as discharging clean, untreated non-contact cooling tower blowdown    
     waters.  If a comprehensive intake credit provision is not included in the 
     Guidance, then treatment of these substantial volumes of water may be      
     necessary for substances that are present in ambient waters or those that  
     are unintentionally added at trace amounts due to unavoidable corrosion of 
     materials of construction.  Cycling the waters through a cooling tower     
     system to conserve water could increase the concentration of these         
     materials but would add no additional loadings to the discharges.  The     
     Guidance should provide full allowance for intake levels of substances     
     based on loadings.  If a substance is added by our facility at more than de
     minimis levels, thus requiring treatment, full credit should be given for  
     the portion attributable to the intake water.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2921.010     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment #D2616.063 and is addressed
     in response to that comment.                                               

Page 6134



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2921.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should also have the flexibility to allow higher concentrations in  
     discharged cooling waters without requiring treatment if the loadings are  
     not substantially increased over intake loadings.  To require a facility   
     such as ours to treat for materials in the intake water, or at de minimis  
     increased levels, would require large costs with no measurable             
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2921.011     
     
     The comment raises the same de de minimis loadings issue as comment        
     P2588.075, and is addressed in the response to that comment.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2921.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of existing effluent quality (EEQ) to limit any increases in       
     discharge of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), even if due to a 
     production level increase, is counter-productive.  Our facility has        
     installed treatment facilities and operates them with the goal of a        
     significant margin of safety, i.e. we ensure that treatment exceeds the    
     minimum required so that our facility will have very little chance for an  
     NPDES permit or pretreatment limit excursion.  Part of the impetus for this
     over-treatment is the desire to avoid increasingly stringent CWA           
     enforcement provisions, including third party citizen suits.  Combined with
     unmeasurable permit limits (less than detection) for BCCs, the existing EEQ
     provision exposes us to unreasonable enforcement liability.  This provision
     also discourages us from continuing extra treatment and would penalize us  
     for doing a better job than necessary.                                     
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     Response to: G2921.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2921.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ provision would also discourage our implementation of further      
     pollution prevention projects, which would ha e the potential to decrease  
     loadings of BCCs and other chemicals in our discharge, since doing so would
     restrict our ability to make timely business decisions (e.g. increased     
     production levels after a period of low capacity operation) and subject our
     facility to costly regulatory oversight with uncertain outcome.  The CWA   
     permit system, especially the water quality based toxic discharge          
     provisions from the 1987 amendments now being implemented, continues to the
     be most effective pollution prevention tool available to EPA and the       
     regulated community.                                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2921.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2921.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We continue to strongly recommend that EPA not become involved in chemical 
     production process or business decisions, but provide goals and guidance   
     that promote voluntary emission reduction programs and allow us to choose  
     the method(s) for reducing discharges of polluants.  Therefore, the EEQ    

Page 6136



$T044618.TXT
     provisions and the anti-degradation demonstration process should be deleted
     from the Guidance.  One alternative option for promotion of consistent     
     antidegradation decisions by the states would be increased EPA oversight of
     existing state program implementation.  Antidegradation policy has been a  
     part of the CWA for over 15 years and is adequate to protect the nation's  
     waters.  EPA should ensure that states are implementing the existing policy
     in a consistent manner, with flexibility allowed where necessary, before   
     proposing more prescriptive procedures that only require more              
     non-productive resoures to administer.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2921.014     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2921.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones have been applied successfully in the derivation of water     
     quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) as recommended by EPA in guidance   
     manuals, and their use has allowed protection of water resources without   
     unnecessary end of pipe treatment by dischargers, both industrial and      
     municipal.  The proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCCs has no       
     scientific basis, since very conservative water quality criteria protect   
     open waters at all locations away from actual discharge points.  Effluent  
     diffusers have been successfully used to avoid toxic impacts as well, and  
     use of zones of initial dilution (ZIDs) should be continued.  Our facility 
     has the following water quality based effluent limits which assume a mixing
     zone or ZID is available to avoid unnecessary, overly stringent WQBELs:    
     Cadmium, Copper, Cyanide, Lead, Mercury, Silver, and Zinc.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2921.015     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2921.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 6137



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of 138 pollutants of initial focus in the proposed Guidance       
     includes many commonly used substances which have not been shown to be     
     creating a water quality problem in the Great Lakes, but is reportedly     
     composed of materials listed by various other groups as being of concern.  
     The subgroups of 28 BCCs and 10 potential BCCs have been singled out for   
     special attention because they have a calculated theoretical               
     bioaccumulation factor of 1000 or greater.  Others have commented on the   
     appropriateness of the EPA proposed methodology and the technical basis for
     such differentiation.  Our obsservations and recommendations will be       
     limited to what we perceive as fundamental practical problems with such a  
     list of chemicals, especially as it impacts our facility.                  
                                                                                
     1.  It would seem more appropriate to focus the Guidance on those chemicals
     which continue to cause impairment of beneficial uses of Great Lakes waters
     instead of diluting efforts and resources on controlling a long list of    
     substances which are already the subject of control in NPDES permits under 
     existing CWA programs.  We would recommend that EPA develop a short list of
     pollutants of initial focus which have demonstrated water quality impacts. 
     Doing this would focus everyone's efforts on the real, critical pollutants.
     
     
     Response to: G2921.016     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2921.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation potential should not be the only criterion for selection to
     the pollutant list, but persistence should be considered as well.  The list
     of chemicals for initial focus would not then have to be broken down       
     arbitrarily or with suspect science into various subgroups.  A ranking     
     system should be developed so that "false positives" are not likely.  An   
     example of such a false positive is the compound phenol, which appears on  
     the Guidance's potential BCC list.  This compound is rapidly degraded in   
     the environment by biological action and is treated very effectively in    
     biological wastewater treatment as evidenced by EPA's recent ruling on the 
     OCPSF effluent guidelines, which deleted phenol and 2,4 dimethylphenol from
     pretreatment standards requirements (58 FR 36872, July 9, 1993).  Another  
     aparent false positive is toluene, which is also susceptible to rapid      
     biological degradation.  It should be noted that phenol is present in many 
     household and commercial products and toluene is a significant component of
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     gasoline.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2921.017     
     
     See response to: D2640.018                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2921.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol is a major raw material used to produce phenol-formaldehyde resins, 
     the product produced by OxyChem's Durez Division.  Although biological     
     treatment is successful for removal of this compound from our wastewater   
     discharges, the proposed Guidance could, assuming phenol were subject to   
     BCC provision, require inappropriate pollution prevention measures be taken
     before our facility could discharge increased quantities (still protective 
     of water quality standards) due to a production campaign schedule, product 
     reformulation or production increase.  Obviously, phenol could not be      
     substituted with another raw material, and recycling measures have already 
     been implemented where feasible.  Enhanced treatment would not be          
     justifiable but would be required under the anti-degradation review process
     before we could take the action requested.  This new layer of unjustified  
     regulation would have an extremely adverse effect on the                   
     phenol-formaldehyde resin industry and preclude timely business decisions  
     which are essential to the survival of this batch resin process facility.  
     
     
     Response to: G2921.018     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2921.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The setting of permit limits which are lower than current measurement      
     technology capabilities, as required by the Guidance when a WQBEL is       
     determined to be below detection levels, would subject a discharger to     
     great uncertainty regarding permit compliance.  It would be impossible to  
     demonstrate compliance, which would also become a moving target as         
     analytical methods become more sensitive.  The setting of compliance       
     evaluation levels (CELs) would likely follow analytical technological      
     advances very closely, since third party citizen suits could force the     
     re-opening of permits for revision of CELs.  The requirement to go upstream
     to remove any detectable amounts of the substance from tributary raw waste 
     streams is impractical and would require redundant treatment.              
                                                                                
     One example of the problems to be encountered using the proposed Guidance  
     is for PCBs, which were used as tranformer dielectric fluids and heat      
     transfer media at many industrial and commercial facilities before they    
     were banned in the 1970s.  It is likely that trace levels of PCBs would be 
     found in many industrial sewers as detection levels are lowered (current   
     detection levels in clean waters are at least 1000 times higher than the   
     proposed Wildlife criteria), not from continued process use, but from past 
     groundwater contamination entering with groundwater infiltration.  This    
     contribution would be almost impossible to remove upstream of treatment    
     units in a cost-effective manner and would make the appropriate end-of-pipe
     treatment system (if a treatment technology were even available to treat   
     these low levels) redundant.                                               
                                                                                
     In fact, rainwater in the Great Lakes region is reportedly contaminated    
     with PCBs at levels exceeding the wildlife criteria.  Thus, uncontaminated 
     runoff would likely need treatment before reaching a treatment facility as 
     detection limits are improved.  In addition to industrial facilities, this 
     rule would apply to municipal POTW systems where PCB contaminated          
     stormwater from street runoff would need to be treated before reaching the 
     wastewater treatment plant.                                                
                                                                                
     It is obvious that the Guidance requirement for permit limits below        
     detection limits, in combination with the other overly-conservative        
     provisions of the proposed regulations, can lead to nonsensical            
     conclusions.  As a minimum, permit limits should not be set below          
     quantification limits for approved analytical methods so that some of these
     situations can be avoided.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2921.019     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2922.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits                                                             
     Language should be clarified for noncontact cooling water for background   
     concentrations, with restrictions on thermal pollution and metal-based     
     algaecides.  Please add encouragement for closed loop processes, which     
     should significantly reduce compliance costs.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2922.001     
     
     See the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 with respect to intake credits generally.
      See response to comment D2592.031 with respect to cooling water. See      
     response to comment D2657.006 with respect to costs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2922.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones                                                               
     OCRMP agrees that we should phase out the use of mixing zones and other    
     dilution approaches to pollution control.  This has been part of the IJC   
     guidance for years.  The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1972 states
     that mixing zones shall not be considered a substitute for adequate        
     treatment or control of discharges at their source.(8)  The 1978 Agreement,
     as amended in 1987, states that point source impact zones exist in the     
     vicinity of some point source discharges.  Pending the achievement of the  
     virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances, the size of such zones 
     shall be reduced to the maximum extent possible by the best available      
     technology so as to limit the effects of toxic substances in the vicinity  
     of these discharges.  These zones shall not be acutely toxic to aquatic    
     species, nor shall their recognition be considered a substitute for        
     adequate treatment or control of discharges at their sources.(9)           
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (8) U.S.-Canada Water Quality Agreement of 1972, Annex 1, #5.              
                                                                                
     (9) U.S.-Canada Water Quality Agreement (1978, amended in 1987), Annex 2,  
     #2.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2922.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2922.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCCs                                                                       
     We must work together cooperatively at the federal, state and local levels 
     for virtual elimination of any and all persistent toxic substances.  While 
     the DRI report suggests "intake credits for atmospheric deposition," this  
     will not solve any problems with bioaccumulative chemicals of concern      
     (BCCs).(10)  We suggest that while BCCs are being phased out, a pilot      
     project be initiated to allow point/nonpoint source trading.  Foran        
     describes a mechanism where point source discharges of minimal quantities  
     of PCBs can defer achieving zero discharge by cleaning up in-place         
     pollutants.(11)  This may result in more rapid removal of PCBs than        
     conventional mechanisms.  Point source dischargers of mercury might work   
     with coal-fired power plants (clean coal, energy efficiency and            
     conservation measures) and/or municipal solid waste                        
     incinerators to reduce mercury emissions (source separation of batteries,  
     fluorescent tube ballasts, and other mercury-containing devices; plus a    
     mercury recycling plant).(12)  If any statutory changes are needed for such
     nonregulatory approaches, they could be considered in the current debate in
     Congress for reauthorization of the Clean Water Act.                       
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (10) DRI/McGraw Hill, "The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  Cost     
     Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental Quality and Regional           
     Competitiveness, Draft Final Report,"  July 1993; p. ES-9.                 
                                                                                
     (11) IJC Virtual Elimination Task Force Report, p. A-26.                   
                                                                                
     (12) Center for Clean Air Policy, Electric Utilities and Long-Range        
     Transport of Mercury and Other Toxic Air Pollutants, November 1991.        
     
     
     Response to: G2922.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2922.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Critics of the Tier II approach should recognize that the purpose of Tier  
     II is to recognize current narrative requirements that waters be free of   
     toxic pollutants in toxic amounts.  Tier 1 specifies numeric limits for the
     maximum concentrations of chemicals that may be present in surface waters  
     and not present a risk to human health.  Tier II is a methodology, not a   
     mandate.  If a state wants to set additional water quality criteria or     
     water-quality-based permit limits when insufficient data exists for the    
     development of Tier I criteria, Tier II specifies the methodolgy to be     
     used.  EPA expects that industry trade associations will pool their        
     resources to initiate the scientific research to establish more lenient    
     values, if needed, to avoid delays.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2922.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2922.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury                                                                    
     The DRI report stated that "eventual loadings reductions will be literally 
     impossible to achieve with any known treatment technology, especially for  
     municipal sewer systems with their enormous flow volumes."  This statement 
     reinforces the importance of enforcement of strong industrial pretreatment 
     programs, closed loop processes, and source reduction as the most          
     cost-effective approaches.  Pretreatment--checking with                    
     sources--effectively resolved a mercury problem at the Kent, Ohio sewage   
     treatment plant, according to the Kent city manager.  In addition, source  
     separation of batteries, fluorescent tube ballasts and other               
     mercury-containing devices should keep mercury out of MSW incineration     
     plants and sanitary landfills.   Mercury is now banned as a fungicide in   
     latex paints.  Use and manufacture of mercury-based pesticides should be   
     banned in the Great Lakes basin.  Mercury cells in chlor-alkali plants must
     be replaced by non-mercury processes.(13)                                  
                                                                                
     ASHTA Chemicals, Inc., Ashtabula, Ohio has developed a $10 million closed  
     loop water cooling system that will not discharge any process water--or    
     mercury--into Lake Erie; the system will recycle both the water and the    
     mercury.  According to Ohio EPA, this is the first plant of its kind.(14)  
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     Because mercury is readily converted to methyl mercury by microbial action,
     we do not agree with setting the standard in terms of methyl mercury.      
     Significant amounts of mercury are already in sediments so we must identify
     the extent, remove and recover as necessary, and eliminate existing and new
     sources through prevention.(13)                                            
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (13) IJC Virtual Elimination Task Force Report, p. A-34, 35.               
                                                                                
     (14) Ohio EPA, personal communication.                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2922.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2922.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation                                                            
     We must keep clean water clean.  The GLI policy preserves existing water   
     quality when it is better than the standard by limiting new discharges from
     new and existing plants.  Ohio has had a good antidegradation policy, which
     should not be weakened; enforcement is very important.  In any case, the   
     Guidance must conform to the Water Quality Agreement and be no less        
     restrictive than current national EPA policy.  The DRI report suggested a  
     mechanism for trading of loadings reduction credits, much preferable to    
     allowance for higher loadings "when there is an important social or        
     economic benefit."                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2922.006     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: G2922.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PCBs                                                                       
     Since PCBs are responsible for fish consumption advisories in the Great    
     Lakes, we must take a comprehensive systems approach to eliminating them,  
     both from municipal and industrial point sources, including combined sewer 
     overflows, and from nonpoint sources--contaminated sediments, landfills and
     waste sites, and existing equipment.(15)  Direct and indirect industrial   
     industrial dischargers of PCBs must develop and implement pollution        
     prevention plans and activities.  Municipal dischargers must develop and   
     implement enforceable pretreatment programs.  Prevent PCB spills through   
     best management programs.  Reduce emissions from hazardous waste           
     incinerators as much as possible during PCB destruction activities.        
     Emphasize pollution and source reduction.  Technical assistance will be    
     essential to accomplish this, especially for smaller dischargers.          
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (15) IJC Virtual Elimination Task Force Report, p. A-30, 31.               
     
     
     Response to: G2922.007     
     
     See response to comments D2595.029, G3457.004, and D2827.090.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2922.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conclusion                                                                 
     The Great Lakes are a single sequential system of lakes and connecting     
     channels, from which over 12 million people draw their drinking water      
     daily, including 2.5 million Ohioans.  It is critical to apply the         
     strictest standards in a closed system.  GLI measures will reduce toxics   
     incrementally but we do need to do it.                                     
                                                                                
     DRI and many others support the application of a comprehensive ecosystem   
     approach to developing environmental standards.  OCRMP agrees with this    
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     approach but calls attention to the fact that Lakewide Area Management     
     Plans (LAMPs) are just plans and require tools and teeth to implement these
     plans.                                                                     
                                                                                
     One goal for the Great Lakes is fishable swimmable waters.  EPA found that 
     almost none of the shoreline miles along the Lakes meet their designated   
     uses for fish consumption.  Fish advisories exist throughout the Great     
     Lakes.  Moreover, current concentrations of toxic substances seriously     
     impair aquatic life, as well as many wildlife species such as cormorants   
     and eagles that depend on fish for food.                                   
                                                                                
     A concerted effort by all point and nonpoint sources would lead to a whole 
     host of environmental benefits, as described by the DRI report.(16)  Making
     fish safely edible for humans and wildlife would lead to increased         
     commercial fishing income, recreational fishing with all its tourism       
     spinoff effects, enhanced enjoyment of the wildlife by residents and park  
     visitors, and possible improvements in health among people who may need the
     fish caught for sustenance so ignore fish consumption advisories.          
     Meaningful reductions in human exposure to toxics should improve health of 
     present and future generations.  Attaining our virtual elimination goal is 
     a long-term effort so we need to start today!  We recommend that GLI and   
     related programs apply statewide in the Great Lakes Basin and be seriously 
     considered on a national basis.  We need consistent standards among all    
     states for a level playing field.  A comprehensive public education and    
     involvement program will be a key element in achieving our goal of clean   
     water.                                                                     
                                                                                
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                                                                
     (16) DRI Report, p. ES-6, 8.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2922.008     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I and II.C of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G2922.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Incentives                                                                 
     A package of incentives should be developed to facilitate this process,    
     both financial and nonfinancial.  For example, coordinate multi-media      
     pollution regulations, with an objective of a combined permit, or (as      
     recommended by DRI, page ES-10) incorporate GLI limits into permits and    
     then extend the life of such permits from 5 to 10 years.  Trading of load  
     reductions should be investigated and mechanisms evaluated.  Special       
     emphasis should be placed on source reduction, pollution prevention, and   
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     green design.(17)                                                          
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (17) Office of Technology Assessment, Green Products by Design, October    
     1992.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2922.009     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2922.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs                                                                      
     As the mechanic says, pay me now or pay me later.  The DRI report stated   
     that estimated direct compliance costs attributed to the GLI will range    
     between $710 and $2.3 billion per year.  Even if the actual costs are more 
     than the EPA's estimated cost range of $80 to $510 million annually, this  
     is still only a few dollars per capita.  The DRI report finds that although
     estimated costs of GLI appear high, they represent a tiny fraction of the  
     Great Lakes economy and would be imperceptible in the aggregate even if the
     "worst case" scenario came to pass.  In the worst case, the employment and 
     personal income losses amount to less than 0.1% of their base values, and  
     manufacturing output losses are no more than 0.34% of total industrial     
     output.  Reasonable cost estimates range from $0.52 to $6 per person per   
     year.(18)  This is not an excessive amount for clean lakes.                
                                                                                
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                                                                
     (18) DRI Report, p. ES-1, 10, IV-3.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2922.010     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2922.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Benefits                                                                   
     In addition to health and ecosystem benefits described above, benefits to  
     waste generators are pointed out by William Sloan (Northeast Industrial    
     Waste Exchange):  "At-source waste prevention almost always reduces or     
     eliminates actual risk because the material escaping from the process is   
     reduced.  The exceptions are unusual.  At -source prevention  should be    
     considered a major risk reduction strategy."(19)  Stephen M. Meyer tested  
     the environmental impact hypotheses and found that the U.S. record of the  
     past two decades clearly showed that states with stronger environmental    
     policies consistently out-performed the weaker environmental states on all 
     the economic measures.(20)                                                 
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
     (19) Northeast Industrial Waste Exchange, Inc., "Listings Catalog," Spring 
     1993, p. 7.                                                                
                                                                                
     (20) Stephen M. Meyer, MIT, "Environmentalism and Economic Prosperity:     
     Testing the Environmental Impact Hypotheses," Oct. 5, 1992; "Update ," Feb.
     16, 1993.                                                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2922.011     
     
     See response to comment G2571.024a.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2922.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other programs                                                             
     We note that total maximum daily loading (TMDL) to be set for a specific   
     water body includes nonpoint as well as point sources.  After launching a  
     strict GLI, USEPA must then implement a multi-source strategy.  Other      
     programs that address Great Lakes problems include the Great Lakes Toxic   
     Reduction Initiative, RAPs, LAMPs, Clean Water Act, ARCs, RCRA, Clean Air  
     Act Amendments, CERCLA, FIFRA, TSCA, and--most important--Pollution        
     Prevention.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2922.012     
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     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2922.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     OCRMP also supports 1) protecting Lake Superior in accordance with the     
     binational Lake Superior Agreement and 2) putting the onus on the polluter 
     to prove the safety of a new chemical discharge before it is released.     
     
     
     Response to: G2922.013     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the proposal.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2923.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In recent years, Ohio metalcasters have made huge investments in cleaner   
     metalcasting technology to meet current USEPA and Ohio EPA requirements.   
     For example, a large General Motors foundry in Northwestern Ohio designed  
     and built a state-of-the-art water treatment facility several years ago to 
     meet federal and state water quality requirements.  Representatives of that
     foundry are concerned that when their NPDES permit expires, they will be   
     required to meet GLI criteria which are nearly impossible to detect.  It is
     possible that their state-of-the-art facility could not meet this criteria 
     even with additional, highly expensive, treatment procedures.              
                                                                                
     Similarly, a centrally located Ohio foundry recently constructed a         
     multi-million dollar water treatment facility.  The environmental engineer 
     at that facility indicated that the proposed GLI criteria could not be met 
     by this new facility!                                                      
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     Response to: G2923.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2923.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In an industry where the profit margins are razor-thin, it is critical that
     any new legislation or regulations meet a higher standard of need than that
     outlined in the proposed GLI.  It appears that the GLI proposal if         
     implemented would require exceedingly expensive water treatment procedures 
     that would create marginal environmental benefits.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2923.002     
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G2923.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, OCMA is especially concerned with the impact these expenses will  
     have upon the competitiveness of Ohio metalcasters.  In the new "world     
     economy" Ohio metalcasters are competing not only with domestic            
     metalcasters, but increasingly with foreign operations.  The GLI proposal  
     would require expenditures which would place Ohio metalcasters at a        
     competitive disadvantage with those metalcasters in countries with less    
     stringent environmental standards.  For example, it is most disconcerting  
     to learn, that our Canadian competitors will not be required to meet these 
     standards.                                                                 
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     Response to: G2923.003     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087, D2596.013, and D1711.025.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2923.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits will be a permitting issue when a facility's intake (source)
     water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- contains 
     one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES permit.    
     Without intake credits, many facilities will face discharge permit limits  
     that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical              
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations exceed the proposed GLI criteria.  Facilities should not be 
     required to remove pollutants in their intake waters.                      
                                                                                
     Without intake credits, facilities could be required to remove, at great   
     difficulty and expense, pollutants present in the intake water before      
     discharging it to its source.  This would create tremendous hardship for   
     the metalcasting industry where the greatest use of water is for           
     non-contact cooling.  To require that metalcasters remove pollutants from  
     this non-contact cooling water is inconceivable.  Treatment costs would be 
     prohibitive as large volumes of water are used and treatment requirements  
     would push or exceed the limits of available technology.  Further,         
     metalcasters are in no way responsible for the pollutants which may be     
     present in the non-contact cooling water.  This is a major issue!          
                                                                                
     USEPA states in the proposed guidance that intake credits will only be     
     available in very limited circumstances.  This would be devastating to the 
     metalcasting industry in Ohio.  USEPA should revise the GLI by expressly   
     allowing for intake credits and specify that removing pollutants from      
     non-contact cooling waters is not required.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2923.004     
     
     The commenter's general concern about removing background pollutants is    
     similar to that in D2584.001 and is addressed in response to that comment. 
     With respect to cooling water, see response to comment D2592.031.  With    
     respect to costs, see response to comment D2657.006.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: G2923.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed guidance, allowable discharge limits for some pollutants
     could be set below the ability of current equipment to reliably measure or 
     confirm their presence (i.e. at less than detection level).  Significant   
     problems are created demonstrating compliance when permit limits are set at
     less than the detection level.                                             
                                                                                
     Assessing ocmpliance for permit limits set below the level of detection    
     must be based on a definition of detection level which is clear and        
     unequivocal.  Use of the practical quantification limit (PQL) as the       
     detection level is recommended, as it is based on real world               
     interlaboratory capabilities and has been successfully used in other       
     environmental programs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2923.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2923.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less than 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the treatment plant to remove such       
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2923.006     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
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     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2923.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used by some state agencies.  Ohio EPA, in accordance with   
     the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now using PQL as the compliance 
     level for NPDES permit limitations.  In addition, the GLI should be        
     modified to be consistent with the pollution minimization requirements     
     under the new Ohio statute just mentioned, which allows Ohio EPA to adopt  
     rules that establish conditions under which a permit holder must identify  
     sources of the pollutant and take steps to prevent or mitigate significant 
     adverse effects on public health or environmental quality, in the event the
     facility's discharge concentrations are exceeding a permit limit but are   
     still below the PQL.  The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should  
     be adopted by USEPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2923.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2923.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, USEPA has attempted to establish by regulation,        

Page 6153



$T044618.TXT
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     USEPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using 
     an unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The USEPA's 
     own Science Advisory Board concluded that this model had not been          
     adequately tested and should not be used to establish regional water       
     quality criteria.                                                          
                                                                                
     BAFs calculated from unproven models should not be used.  Only BAFs based  
     on actual fish tissue measurements should be used to derive water quality  
     standards or to list chemicals for special control.  Any such list should  
     be based on all relevant data, not merely those which exceed a trigger     
     point.  The use of single data points is totally inappropriate for a       
     proposed regulation with such far reaching economic issues.  We in the     
     foundry industry are currently living with air emission factors based upon 
     one study back in the 1970's.  It is not good science or good regulatory   
     precedence to base any regulation, emission factor or BAF on the basis of  
     one isolated study or test.  The high priority list should be based on all 
     available and relevant data on the chemicals, not merely BAFs.  If the BAFs
     are overestimated, then unnecessarily restrictive and costly controls with 
     questionable environmental benefits will be required.                      
                                                                                
     This issue is especially important to the metalcasting industry because    
     phenol is a common emission of the production process.  Any decision to    
     place more restrictive standards on phenol emissions should come only after
     adequate study and comprehensive review.  Reducing phenol emissions in the 
     metalcasting process would be extremely difficult and costly.  Such        
     disruption and cost to the metalcasting industry should not be imposed on  
     the basis of inadequate study.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2923.008     
     
     EPA partially agrees with the commenter that only field-measured BAFs      
     should be used when deriving criteria.  In the proposal, Tier I criteria   
     and Tier II values for human health and wildlife were differentiated based 
     on the quantity and quality of toxicological data only.  After             
     reconsideration, EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and  
     Tier II values for human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on  
     the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation     
     data.  The minimum toxicological data for human health is discussed in     
     section V and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new minimum BAF  
     data required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for      
     organic chemicals include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF      
     derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than  
     125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals,   
     including organometals such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to   
     derive a Tier I human health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a   
     field-measured BAF or (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of  
     inorganic chemicals, the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because   
     there is no apparent biomagnification or metabolism.  For more information,
     see Section IV.B.2a of the SID.                                            
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that establishing special provisions for BCCs is        
     unnecessary and redundant.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is        
     designed to increase the consistency of water quality-based controls       
     throughout the Great Lakes System, taking into account all appropriate     
     factors in developing water quality criteria and values, including BAFs.   
     At the same time, for a set of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, the   
     final Guidance is designed to reduce loadings to the Great Lakes System.   
     The Great Lakes Initiative Steering Committee believed that every          
     reasonable effort should be made to reduce loadings of all BCCs, because   
     these pollutants tend to persist throughout the Great Lakes ecosystem and  
     have a propensity to bioaccumulate in the food chain, and have been        
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     associated with serious and systemwide impacts.  After careful             
     consideration of this and other related comments, EPA continues to believe 
     that the special provisions for BCCs are warranted.  EPA's continued       
     support of the special emphasis on BCCs parallels the position of the Great
     Lakes States as initially expressed by State representatives on the        
     Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that these special provisions for BCCs
     are a reasonable approach to address the issue of persistent               
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  See section II.C.8  
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2923.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discharge of some substances (i.e. the list of bioaccumulative         
     chemicals of concern, or BCCs) would be limited to a level which does not  
     exceed actual past discharges ("existing effluent quality" (EEQ)), even    
     where the past actual discharge is lower than the prior permitted discharge
     level.  This approach penalizes facilities with good environmental         
     performance and rewards those with poorer performance, because the good    
     performers will receive more stringent limits.  It also assumes            
     environmental quality will degrade as a result of a change in a discharge  
     without investigation of whether this would actually be expected to occur. 
     
     
     Response to: G2923.009     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2923.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the Tier I water quality criteria call for         
     significant reductions in allowable discharge of several chemicals common  
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     in the metalcasting process.  The GLI calls for these reductions in nickel,
     copper, cadmium, phenol, and chromium.  We do not feel that there has been 
     sufficient justification for lowering these standards or sensitivity to the
     impact these restrictive standards could have upon the metalcasting        
     industry in Ohio.  Our companies have successfully worked with Ohio EPA to 
     meet the water effluent standards in NPDES permits designed to protect     
     water quality in Ohio.  It is inappropriate that Ohio companies may now be 
     forced to meet more restrictive standards without further justification    
     which clearly indicates that the costs of meeting those standards are      
     necessary and that the environmental benefits justify the more restrictive 
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In recent years, Ohio metalcasters have made huge investments in cleaner   
     metalcasting technology to meet current USEPA and Ohio EPA requirements.   
     For example, a large General Motors foundry in Northwestern Ohio designed  
     and built a state-of-the-art water treatment facility several years ago to 
     meet federal and state water quality requirements.  Representatives of that
     foundry are concerned that when their NPDES permit expires, they will be   
     required to meet GLI criteria which are nearly impossible to detect.  It is
     possible that their state-of-the-art facility could not meet this criteria 
     even with additional, highly expensive, treatment procedures.              
                                                                                
     Similarly, a centrally located Ohio foundry recently constructed a         
     multi-million dollar water treatment facility.  The environmental engineeer
     at that facility indicated that the proposed GLI criteria for copper,      
     phenol, and zinc could not be met by this new facility!  Significant       
     modifications to the water treatment facility would be required to obtain  
     results that would meet the proposed Tier I criteria.                      
                                                                                
     The GLI should provide for more state flexibility to set water quality     
     standards that not only protect the environment, but also consider the     
     economic base of the States' manufacturing sector.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2923.010     
     
     Please see response to comment G2810.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2923.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed in the GLI, the Tier II water quality criteria would be        
     developed from an inadequate database.  Despite insufficient data, Tier II 
     values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier II values were
     originally intended to be used only as narrative standards.  Because of the
     minimal database used, the USEPA's Science Advisory Board clearly stated   
     that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable numeric permit
     limits.                                                                    
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     Response to: G2923.011     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2923.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a permit limit established under    
     Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at their  
     expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  the            
     metalcasting industry is confronted with razor-thin profit margins.  To set
     criteria based on inadequate data and then suggest, as the GLI appears to, 
     that the industry fund further study to determine "appropriate" values is  
     patently unreasonable.  Metalcasters in Ohio are prepared to meet          
     adequately researched and documented water quality criteria in their NPDES 
     permits however, they should not be forced to subsidize additional research
     to correct Tier II values.                                                 
                                                                                
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2923.012     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2923.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal   
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small part of 
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     total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the main    
     concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column        
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  Existing     
     USEPA guidance on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water   
     specifically recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The            
     restrictions on mixing zones in the guidance ignore the scientific         
     relationship beetween concentrations and exposure time with respect to     
     aquatic toxicity.  Mixing zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call,  
     not a science-based decision.                                              
                                                                                
     The GLI should maintain existing USEPA methods to determine mixing zones.  
     
     
     Response to: G2923.013     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2923.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the loading of persistent and bioaccumulative chemicals responsible
     for human health and wildlife concerns are contributed by nonpoint sources,
     such as air deposition, stormwater runoff, and contaminated sediments.  The
     GLI does not address these nonpoint sources.  No fish consumption          
     advisories are expected to be lifted as a result of implementing the GLI.  
     
     
     Response to: G2923.014     
     
     See response to comment numbers G2688.002.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2923.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Existing regulatory programs have already achieved very good water quality.
     Loadings from point sources are tightly controlled as a result of over 20  
     years of regulation under the Clean Water Act.  The water quality of the   
     Great Lakes will continue to improve without the GLI as new requirements   
     are added to permits.  Further controls on point sources will not produce  
     any meaningful reduction in overall pollutant loadings.                    
                                                                                
     Costs to comply with the GLI will be very high in comparison to the        
     expected minimal benefits from its implementation.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill    
     draft study compelted by request of the Great Lakes Governors, estimated an
     upper range of compliance costs with the GLI to be as much as $2.3 billion 
     per year.  We believe that these estimates are too low.  If for example,   
     the metalcasting industry is forced to comply with the proposed phenol     
     criteria, costs to the our industry alone will be in the tens of millions  
     of dollars.  The estimates from USEPA are ridiculously low and do not      
     warrant serious consideration.                                             
                                                                                
     These costs will inevitably make castings in the Great Lakes region and    
     specifically in Ohio less competitive in the domestic as well as the global
     market.  It will raise new obstacles to the development and expansion of   
     metalcasting companies in Ohio and hinder new job growth.  The GLI fails   
     completely to recognize the significant progress already made in our       
     industry to comply with environmental standards.  Instead it adds an       
     excessive burden with few environmental benefits.  The GLI should be       
     modified to more fully recognize the need to balance environmental concerns
     with economic reality.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2923.015     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2923.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform          
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality controls to all waters  
     despite the vast differences evident in the water environments.  This means
     that a drainage ditch in Ohio will be regulated the same as Lake Superior's
     Isle Royale, an absurd notion.  The basis for this assumption is that the  
     only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is if it physically leaves the 
     basin.  This reasoning does not take into account the actual environmental 
     fate of a pollutant.                                                       
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     

Page 6159



$T044618.TXT
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2923.016     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I and II.C of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2923.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     or lower.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2923.017     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2923.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake!  Metalcasting companies will be forced to meet costly    
     requirements with little or no environmental benefit.  As an industry, we  
     cannot afford such regulatory edicts.  Site specific modifications which   
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     reflect real world environmental conditions should be available for all    
     criteria and all pollutants.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2923.018     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2923.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated in the GLI.  Taken as a   
     whole, the GLI has too many limitations on state flexibility and infringes 
     on states' ability to exercise professional judgement.  The Great Lakes    
     States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in National criteria, 
     procedures, and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms for incorporating 
     new and better science into the GLI denies states the ability to justify   
     permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to be revised to      
     increase state flexibility to set site specific water quality criteria.    
     
     
     Response to: G2923.019     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2923.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The aforementioned DRI/McGraw Hill study concludes that "GLI toxins are not
     responsible for any impairments in drinking water or swimming in the       
     lakes."  Therefore, the GLI as proposed completely fails to advance the    
     goals of the Clean Water Act (CWA) or the Great Lakes Water Quality        
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     Agreement.  Furthermore, the DRI/McGraw Hill study concludes that "only    
     dioxin will experience a significant reduction in total loadings as a      
     result of GLI".  This means that the GLI will have almost no impact on     
     eliminating fish advisories for the Great Lakes.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2923.020     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.143 and D2723.004.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2923.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the discharge limits that would result from the implementation of the      
     proposed GLI are often technologically impossible to achieve.  This means  
     that another key requirement of the CWA must be cast aside if the proposed 
     GLI is adopted.  USEPA would be placed in the position of requiring        
     industry to meet discharge limits that are not technologically achievable  
     and therefore are a violation of the CWA.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2923.021     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Section II.C
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2924.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II provision of the GLI allows Tier II criteria to be developed on
     a single test, single aquatic species basis.  It would make more sense,    
     scientifically, if it was developed by evaluating the entire ecosystem.    
     Tied to this philosophy is the end of pipe single component control.  In   
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     fact, elimination of mixing zones or entire compounds could adversely      
     influence some aquatic species.  All this could be done without the        
     opportunity for comment by the public or regulatory community.             
     
     
     Response to: G2924.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2924.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ) limitations may already be    
     exerting an adverse effect on the quality of water within the Great Lakes  
     basin.  The EEQ actually is encouraging dischargers to maintain the status 
     quo or discharge their maximum allowable quantities rather than proceeding 
     with pollution prevention and reduction.  It is also apparent that those   
     industries which have worked hard to reduce pollution will receive more    
     stringent discharge limits than those who have done nothing to reduce      
     pollution.  This has the same effect as imposing an economic advantage for 
     polluters.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2924.002     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2924.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern with the GLI is that of the lack of intake credits, which, 
     when coupled, with the proposed discharge limits, many of which are below  
     the analytical detection limits have the effect of prohibiting any         
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     discharge at all.  It is not inconceivable that a discharge would require  
     extensive treatment at significant cost or even be prohibited because of a 
     single chemical constituent present in the municipal drinking water supply.
     Additionally, some of these limits (according to the U.S. Office of        
     Management and Budget) are 100,000 times more stringent than what has been 
     determined to affect laboratory animals.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2924.003     
     
     The final Guidance does provide for intake credits, on a more expansive    
     basis than the proposal.  See generally SID at VIII.E.3-7.  As explained in
     the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.i., the intake pollutant provisions apply on 
     a pollutant-by-pollutant basis.  Nothing in the intake pollutant procedures
     prohibit discharges.  With respect the criteria in the final Guidance, see 
     the Criteria documents for aquatic life, human health, and wildlife for a  
     discussion on the derivation of the criteria.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2924.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of and compliance with the GLI are expected to be met by    
     municipalities without federal funding.  The EPA's estimate of costs to    
     implement and comply with the GLI are eight billion dollars in capital     
     costs and one billion dollars in annual operational costs.  Even so, they  
     are based on old information and grossly underestimated.  The OMB has      
     concluded that these costs are "understated".  This is especially          
     distressing since it does not include lost revenues due to unfavorable     
     economic conditions because of geographic location.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2924.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.107, D2721.040, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2926.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In my opinion, the proposed rules will result in placing more restrictions 
     on the discharge of waste water treatment plants, which will increase the  
     cost of providing treatment service, and will also limit the content of the
     industrial waste water that can be discharged to the local treatment plant,
     without producing a corresponding benefit to the quality of water in the   
     Great Lakes, because the Great Lakes Initiative does not deal with the     
     present primary source of pollution falling into the lakes from the air,   
     and from non-point urban and rural runoff.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2926.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2926.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One only needs to look at a freshly washed car, that has been parked       
     outside, to know that a lot of dirt falls out of the sky every day.        
     Published comments of the Great Lakes Initiative, have pointed out that    
     toxic pollution does reach the lakes as airborne particles.                
     
     
     Response to: G2926.002     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For a discussion of EPA's efforts to address
     nonpoint sources of pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, 
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2927.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I have noted that criticisms from industry have included the contention    
     that these proposed rules ought to await resolution of the atmospheric     
     pollution problem.  Perhaps they ought to take note of section 1.G.6.  I   
     trust you are pointing that out to them.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2927.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2927.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I note in that section a reference to inter-media effects.  This is an     
     especially vexing problem, one to which I responded some five years ago by 
     drafting a bill for introduction in the MN legislature.  It was unanimously
     approved by the House Environment and Natural Resources Committee each time
     only to be stopped by an unfriendly Senate committee.  I strongly urge that
     the hydrological cycle model be explicitly employed in formulating a       
     framework within which to examine such effects.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2927.002     
     
     EPA considered this comment in development of the final Guidance.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G2927.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     I note in a number of places references to additive effects of pollutants. 
     But, additivity, implying linear relationships, may be an inappropriate    
     model.  It is certainly well known that non-linearity characterizes many   
     chemical relationships, that combinations of benign substances may turn out
     to be highly hazardous, that different ratios of mixed substances behave   
     very differently.  Some recognition of this ought to be built in to the    
     final Guidance document and the rules as they emerge.  Surely the questions
     ought to inspire some additional research on the matter.  This,            
     incidentally, is one area in which I think the NWF comments are inadequate.
     
     
     Response to: G2927.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2927.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Re VII.G---I'm skeptical about your understanding of the BiNational Program
     especially as it concerns the so-called "Outstanding International Resource
     Value Waters".  It is the intent of the GLI to permit current levels of    
     discharge under the auspices of OIRVW designation even where such          
     discharges contribute to inedible fish and genetic damage to wildlife?     
     Frankly, the partitioning of Lake Superior into OIRVW and ONRVW areas is   
     asinine unless someone now has evidence that the waters have ceased mixing.
     
     
     Response to: G2927.004     
     
     See response to comment D1996.010                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2927.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Re VII.E.3.e---The guidance should have strict provisions concerning       
     segmentation by proposers.  The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency is      
     currently negotiating with a private commercial discharger of waste water  
     who is proposing to double his condominium capacity.  The proposer         
     understands that his ability to discharge will be restricted to the same   
     total loading previously discharged from current operations, i.e., he will 
     need to improve his technology substantially.  I see no reason to exempt   
     dischargers covered by the guidance.  Admittedly they may find ways to seek
     to evade such mandates but the administrator should have the administrative
     flexibility at that point to deal with the problem.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2927.005     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2927.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Kurt Soderberg, speaking to me in his capacity as executive director of the
     Western Lake Superior Sanitary District and not as co-chair of the Lake    
     Superior Forum (a thoroughly discredited assembly though its technical     
     committee has not suffered quite as severely), has argued that with regard 
     to certain substances the guidance is unrealistic.  He stated that the     
     background level of mercury in Lake Superior, for example, is higher than  
     would be the permitted level in WLSSD discharges and wondered whether it   
     was fair to compel the District to undertake to purify the waters of the   
     entire lake by scrubbing out the mercury to meet the standard.  If he is   
     accurate I would suggest the Guidance include provisions to base the       
     standard applicable to the district on a defensible assessment of the      
     region's contribution  to the lake-wide problem.  The same applied to PCBs 
     according to Soderberg.  Since the bulk of the mercury and PCB problems in 
     Lake Superior probably involve atmospheric deposition it seems reasonable  
     to base performance standards on what is reasonably attributable to local  
     sources.  This may, of course, involve the use of stipulation agreements   
     rather than generally applicable standards.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2927.006     
     
     This comment raises the same atmospheric deposition credit issue as comment
     # P2744.201 and is addressed in the response to that comment.  For a       
     detailed discussion of all aspects of the final guidance provisions for    
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     considering intake pollutants, see the SID at VIII.E.3-7.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2929.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI as proposed will not achieve the environmental goals it has        
     established.  The Guidance contains many new and unproven regulatory       
     concepts.  It contains the most stringent features from each Great Lakes   
     state's water quality plans and in some cases, even goes beyond those      
     requirements.  The Guidance borrows concepts from various projects within  
     the Agency and turns early-phase scientific efforts into full-blown        
     regulatory requirements enforceable by state and federal governments and   
     through citizen suits.  In short, this regulatory effort's breadth and     
     stringency goes far beyond the statutory authority and stands to cause     
     great economic harm with only minimal, if any, environmental benefit.  We  
     also believe the compliance costs outlined in the Guidance are             
     underestimated.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2929.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2929.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) and Remedial Action Plans (RAPs)         
     introduced in the 1987 protocol of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreements
     of 1972 and 1978 between the U.S.A. and Canada must be integrated with all 
     regulatory efforts if these Agreement's objectives are to be reached       
     without excessive and unnecessary costs.  Such planning is critical to     
     obtain the most favorable results from government/industry programs.       
     Therefore, the LaMP and RAP processes must precede any Water Quality       
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     Guidance of the stringency proposed.  The Guidance as proposed by USEPA    
     reflects an ultimate effort and not a reasonable first step.               
                                                                                
     Nonpoint sources exceed point sources as sources of pollutants to the Great
     Lakes.  Addressing only point sources ensures that after billions of       
     dollars are spent on controls, the Great Lakes will be no less polluted    
     than they are today.  Air deposition represents huge contributions to water
     quality, much of which comes from states outside the Great Lakes Basin.    
     The USEPA Science Advisory Board, in December 1992 recommended that "...   
     EPA promote a broadly based ecosystem approach which considers not only    
     point source discharges but non-point sources, sediments, atmospheric      
     fallout, and groundwater as targets for conservation and control of        
     undesirable loadings (i.e., levels which have a toxic effect)."  We        
     recommend that EPA reassess and prioritize the major transport systems and 
     concentrate the expenditure of environmental dollar in those areas where   
     the greatest pollutant reductions can occur.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2929.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance complements the RAP and LaMP efforts  
     and addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a         
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and        
     benefits associated with implementing the Guidance, see Section I.C of the 
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint sources of
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See responses to comment numbers       
     F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2929.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. Congress required a Guidance that brings increased consistency    
     (not uniformity) among the state programs, makes progress towards the      
     Agreement's goals, and includes specified components.  Congress did not    
     require a Guidance that imposes new and unproven regulatory concepts and   
     futile attempts to obtain large point source reductions when the Great     
     Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 (CPA) wisely requires completion of the
     multimedia LaMP and RAP planning processes.  U.S. Steel - Minntac is       
     concerned that the Agency is fostering a public perception that this       
     Guidance will make tremendous environmental strides that offset the        
     tremendous costs involved, which is untrue.  Very little progress toward   
     the Agreement's goals will be made, and the regional costs will be high.   
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     Response to: G2929.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2929.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance unfairly places industries operating in the Great Lakes Basin 
     at an economic disadvantage when competing with worldwide suppliers of iron
     ore outside the Great Lakes Basin.  Operating costs of Great Lakes         
     industries will continue to increase at a rate greater than those outside  
     the basin.  Due to the regulatory and technological uncertainty in the     
     proposed Guidance, the economic impacts to U.S. Steel - Minntac are        
     difficult to assess.  Background pollutant levels in certain areas exceed  
     the Tier II permit limits which may make it impossible to reduce           
     contaminates to achieve Guidance goals.                                    
                                                                                
     Our concern is also that the huge costs involved are viewed as merely a    
     cost to industry, which is not only naive but untrue.  Either costs are    
     passed on to customers or companies go out of business.  In either case,   
     the public incurs added costs, through higher costs of goods and services  
     or lost jobs.  According to the American Iron and Steel Institute, the     
     steel industry's direct job losses in the Great Lakes states are predicted 
     to amount to 2,150 to 4,600 depending on the availability of water intake  
     credits for non-contact  cooling water.  Indirect and induced job losses   
     will reach 5,800 to 12,400 depending on the intake credit provision.  The  
     Mesabi Iron Range in Minnnesota will suffer another serious blow after     
     already suffering through job and revenue losses due to the long industrial
     decline of our country's steel industry.                                   
                                                                                
     Furthermore, the Agency continues to focus on direct effects of water      
     pollution to the exclusion of other considerations.  Another important     
     aspect of the proposed Guidance is the correlation between job status and  
     income and health.  Economic well-being is a strong human health indicator.
      Thus, there are two routes to public health impact that the Agency must   
     consider.  The first is pollution's direct impact.  The second is public   
     health impact from income and job loss.  Without fully considering both    
     impacts, the Agency is not protecting human health.                        
     
     
     Response to: G2929.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G2931.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS (BAF):  EPA's Science Advisory Board has criticized
     and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and the absence
     of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such as the       
     National Academy of Sciences.  EPA used scientifically unproven            
     methodologies for deriving at a Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify   
     chemicals of particular concern at which will be subject to especially     
     stringent controls), and to set limits on pollutants for which limited data
     exist.  DowElanco is in full concurrence with the widely expressed view,   
     that until questions about these methodologies are resolved, it is not     
     appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2931.001     
     
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     SID Section IV.B.2 for a further discussion of the SAB's comments.         
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that an unproven model was used to estimate bioaccumulation. 
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  In light of these results,      
     further peer review of the model seem unnecessary.                         
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to continue using the BAF methodology in the final         
     Guidance.  In order for the best data to be used for designating a chemical
     a BCC, EPA has decided to use only field- measured BAF or BSAF data.       
     Field-measurements account for the bioavailability of the chemical and     
     potential metabolism.                                                      
                                                                                
     For discussion on field-measured BAFs, laboratory-measured and predicted   
     BCFs, see Section IV.B.2 of the SID.  EPA also feels that additional peer  
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     review of these methodologies is not necessary at this time, particularly  
     in view of the court-ordered schedule for this rule.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2931.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER 2 -- AQUATIC LIFE AND WILDLIFE VALUES:  Of even greater importance,   
     however, is the introduction of a new methodology to regulate chemicals    
     which EPA would not now regulate, due to insufficient information.  Again  
     the Agency's own Science Advisory Board has raised serious concerns about  
     using this proven methodology in a regulatory context, i.e., requiring that
     Tier 2 Values be included in discharge permits and require that they be met
     within three years.  DowElanco strongly supports the SAB recommendation to 
     drop the use of Tier 2 and continue to set water quality criteria in the   
     normal way -- based on solid analytical data that has been fully verified  
     through a peer review process.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2931.002     
     
     See response to comment D2750.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G2931.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE INTRODUCTION OF WILDLIFE CRITERIA THROUGH THE GLI IS INAPPROPRIATE:    
     Prior to the proposed GLI, EPA has never developed or set wildlife criteria
     based on other Federal Department information in a regulatory context.     
     DowElanco is strongly opposed to their inclusion in the GLI.  As noted     
     above, many wildlife criteria would likely involve agricultural chemicals. 
     
     
     Response to: G2931.003     
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     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.Comment 
     ID:  G2931.003                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA is developing and/or implementing several Great Lakes program efforts  
     designed to address this issue.  For a discussion of some of these ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint sources of
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2931.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A second issue to the agricultural chemicals industry, is the GLI's removal
     of States' current ability to make site specific modifications to          
     established water quality criteria.  Site specific criteria is the only    
     scientific way to ensure that the standards set are not exceedingly over or
     under protective.  Despite this, the GLI requires the uniform application  
     of water criteria and values throughout the Great Lakes regardless of State
     or tribal designations and regardless of site-specific water conditions.   
     Although its impact on direct dischargers is clear, this loss of           
     flexibility will also directly affect practices to reduce non-point sources
     which heavily depend on site specificity.  Best Management Practices       
     employed by agriculture take into account location-specific conditions when
     seeking to protect the environment.                                        
                                                                                
     The failure to use, or to allow for, site specific adjustments except under
     very specific limited circumstances, ignores the fact that all species are 
     not present everywhere and that geologic conditions vary due to factors not
     related to toxic substances.  It is essential that States have the ability 
     to develop scientifically sound site-specific water quality standards which
     recognize unique local conditions including populations of fish species and
     other organisms present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid     
     contents and bioavailability.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2931.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2931.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2931.005     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2931.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits         
     (WQBELS).                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2931.006     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has expressed aquatic life metals criteria as   
     dissolved concentrations.  Criteria expressed as dissolved metal and use of
     the water-effect ratio should account for bioavailability concerns and     
     differing toxicity due to chemical speciation.  Site-specific translators  
     for metals criteria may also be used.  See Section III.B.6. of the SID for 
     more information regarding metals bioavailability.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.  However,            
     site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to resist the  
     effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2931.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same      
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2931.007     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble argues that EPA is not attempting to expand its regulatory    
     authority as part of the GLI, and specifically is not attempting to subsume
     non-point source controls within the purview of the GLI.  However, in fact,
     the GLI does indeed capture non-point sources within its regulatory net in 
     a number of ways.                                                          
                                                                                
     DowElanco believes that EPA has no legal authority under the Clean Water   
     Act to incorporate non-point source controls in the GLI.  Furthermore, it  
     would be inappropriate to do so, even if the authority did exist in the    
     context of a highly targeted GLI rule.  Other statutes, Departments and    
     Federal programs, already adequately address non-point source controls.    
     Any attempt by EPA to regulate non-point source controls will directly     
     conflict with those programs and create confusion or directly conflict with
     these programs.  Finally, the Critical Programs Act of 1990, requires the  
     development of Lake Wide Management Plans (LAMPs) and Remedial Action Plans
     (RAPs), which are the proper context for the consideration of non-point    
     sources.  Until these plans are completed and subjected to the exposure of 
     a full public comment process, the relative contributions of non-point and 
     point sources, and the effect of controls on each cannot be fully          
     determined or even estimated.                                              
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     Response to: G2931.008     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     D2722.012.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble to the GLI, EPA argues that it is not the intent of the EPA
     to apply proposed changes to the national antidegradation policy to        
     non-point sources.  However, it also notes that to the extent non-point    
     sources are regulated by any other governmental entity then they are       
     subject to the provisions of the GLI and especially to the GLI's revised   
     antidegradation policy.  As is clearly indicated below, there are a number 
     of non-point source "control" programs which EPA or a State could claim    
     fulfills the condition for application of the GLI to non-point sources.    
     
     
     Response to: G2931.009     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2931.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The most serious change in current EPA antidegradation policy is the       
     substitution of existing effluent quality (EEQ) for permit limits whenever 
     EEQ is better than those limits.  The implications for this change are     
     broad based for direct and indirect point source dischargers.  However, the
     use of EEQ will also greatly affect non-point sources as well.             
     Municipalities faced with EEQ requirments will be unable to expand, allow  
     new growth in residences or highways or economic activity that would       
     involve changes in existing effluent quality.  Homelawn care, as well as   
     agricultural users of chemicals will be frozen at a point in time by the   
     EEQ requirements.  New uses or increased uses associated with normal       
     economic growth will be precluded.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2931.010     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2931.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To obtain an increase to EEQ levels municipalities will have to put in     
     place a broad array of pollutant minimization requirements, which for      
     non-point sources will mean new or expanded best management practices or   
     direct construction beyond those already in place or under development as  
     part of the 1990 Farm Bill or the Coastal Zone Management Act.  EPA must   
     approve all pollutant minimization programs, and because pollutant         
     minimization plans with milestones as well as activities must be           
     incorporated directly into municipal permits, EPA has in effect, extended  
     its regulatory and enforcement arms to a multitude of non-point sources.   
     
     
     Response to: G2931.011     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: G2931.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TMDL provision fo the GLI places a tremendous burden on States and     
     municipalities to conduct wasteload allocations which reflect a complete   
     mapping of all loadings.  Total loading calculations under this provision  
     are speculative at best.  States have historically not been able to        
     quantify non-point source contribution and have by in large limited Waste  
     Load Allocations (WLA) to point source contributions.  Most States faced   
     with either option A or option B in the proposed GLI will now have to      
     assign a significant portion of the waste load allocation to non-point     
     sources, if for no other reason than to avoid allocating the entire        
     reduction required to point source discharges, which would be unfair and   
     inequitable.  The specific sources and reduction requirements imposed on   
     those non-point sources bring the regulation of non-point sources under the
     Clean Water Act and its permitting process by way of the wasteload         
     allocation process.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2931.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G2931.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, although not actually proposed by EPA, the Agency has requested   
     comments on the possibility and appropriateness of a trading or banking    
     scheme as a way of reducing the over costs of the GLI.  The DRI/McGraw     
     Hill, in their assessment of the GLI for the Council of Great Lakes        
     Governors, strongly supported such a trading mechanism as one way to       
     increase the GLI's cost-effectiveness and specifically endorsed the concept
      of trading costly point source controls for presumably less costly        
     non-point source controls.                                                 
                                                                                
     DowElanco is firmly opposed to the introduction of any trading or banking  
     scheme that involves the trade-offs of non-point source and point source   
     reductions.  Any trading program must be strictly limited to point sources.
      Point and non-point souces do not exist on an equal statuatory footing    
     under the CWA, and cannot be treated equally under the GLI.  The inclusion 
     of a trading program would suddenly bring non-point sources into an        
     enforceable agreement administered under the GLI.  This has several        
     potential adverse impacts.  First, it would subject non-point sources to   
     Clean Water act enforcement purview for the first time.  As noted below,   
     these sources are already subject to both regulatory and non-regulatory    
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     controls under other statutes such as the 1990 Farm Bill or Coastal Zone   
     Management Act.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2931.013     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, enforcement issues aside, the States' or EPA's ability to establish
     the appropriate non-point source controls, to determine actual performance 
     characteristics and to monitor the outcome of agreed to management         
     practices lags far behind that for point sources.  Many of the practices   
     employed are not entirely engineering or technology-based.  They are       
     changes in timing, uses, harvesting practices and must be implemented with 
     flexibility over time to adjust to changing climate or agriculture         
     conditions.  Management practices rarely lead to the precise "mg/l"        
     discharge numbers that are common to point sources.  Who would be          
     responsible when total loadings are not reduced to the levels assumed or   
     agreed to in the approved trade, is a very serious concern given the high  
     variability and site specific nature inherent in best management practices.
     
     
     Response to: G2931.014     
     
     Please see the SID, especially Section I, for EPA's analysis of this and   
     related issues.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Potential Economic Impacts:                                                
                                                                                
     Economic impacts of additional non-point source controls directly reduce   
     producer incomes on a dollar-for-dollar basis.                             
                                                                                
     If significant additional point-sources are imposed regionwide, the effect 
     on producers in the region will be very real.  All major crop producers    
     face a given price for their products based on national or international   
     supply and demand.  Variations in price at the local level only reflect    
     differences in transportation costs.  As such, Great Lakes Basin producers 
     facing additional costs associated with the GLI will be placed at an       
     instant competitive disadvantage relative to non basin producers.          
     Producers have no ability to pass costs on to the consumer in the form of  
     higher prices.  The products are homogenous and the price fixed to all     
     producers at any one time.  Since the GLI would target additional controls 
     to one group of producers -- who is in the Basin -- and not to all         
     producers, any additional costs would immediately place these producers at 
     a competitive disadvantage.                                                
                                                                                
     The situation is even worse for small specialty farmers or those not in the
     Federal programs.  Those producers have no ability to offset some of the   
     losses by offering eligible lands for easement or inclusion in the         
     non-point source programs described below and cannot participate in        
     non-point source costs sharing programs (intended largely for program      
     crops, also described below).  Hence, their only recourses is to either put
     additional practices into place or reduce or eliminate production levels on
     identified acres.  In either case, producer incomes will be adversely      
     affected.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2931.015     
     
     EPA does not believe that additional non-point source controls directly    
     reduce producer incomes on a dollar-for dollar basis. EPA believes that the
     final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution in a 
     cost-effective manner as discussed in the underlying principles EPA used in
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), in Section I.C of the   
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint sources,  
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New Programs to Establish Priority Non-Point Source Controls               
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     Non-point sources for agricultural chemicals are already subjected to      
     numerous controls, under other authorities.  In particular, the 1990 Farm  
     Bill expanded and refined producers' responsibilities with respect to      
     pesticide and fertilizer application.  A number of new provisions adopted  
     in the 1985 Farm Bill were reauthorized and were included in the 1990 Farm 
     Bill and other provisions were strengthened.                               
     
     
     Response to: G2931.016     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes   
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conservation Requirements                                                  
                                                                                
     The principle feature of the 1990 Farm Bill is the conservation practices  
     to which all producers in the Federal program must submit.  The            
     implementation of conservation, especially improved management practices,  
     takes place in these distinct ways.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2931.017     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulatory Conservation Requirement:  Producers are already subjected to   
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     difficult and expensive non-point source controls and best management      
     practices under the 1990 Farm Bill.                                        
                                                                                
     By 1994, all program producers must implement approved conservation        
     compliance plans.  Conservation planning requirements were established in  
     the 1985 Farm Bill with full implementation of approved palns mandated by  
     the 1990 Farm Bill.  The plans provide a detailed mapping of a producer's  
     highly erodible lands, wetlands and buffer areas around potential receiving
     waters.  Specific management practices such as no till, or tiered plowing, 
     and restrictions on chemical application or timing have all been developed 
     with extensive help from the USDA's Soil Conservation Service and have been
     approved by County ASCS offices.  Most of these plans require a combination
     of construction and management practices and will impose significant costs 
     on producers nationwide.                                                   
                                                                                
     To the extent to which the GLI imposes additional or different non-point   
     source controls on agriculture chemical users, the producer or applicator  
     will be placed in direct contradiction with the USDA regulations.          
     
     
     Response to: G2931.018     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-Regulatory Programs to Reduce Non-Point Sources:  A second area of     
     major USDA activity which will greatly reduce non-point sources and        
     implement major non-point source activities, results from several cost     
     sharing and other financial incentives USDA is authorized to carry out     
     under the 1990 Farm Bill.                                                  
                                                                                
     The two major financial assistance programs are the Conservation Reserve   
     and more recently, the Wetland Reserve Program.  Producers are paid a fixed
     rental rate (depending on the value of the crop forgone) for removing      
     highly erodible or wetland acres from productions, restoring their original
     use through conservation covers and refraining from planting on those acres
     for 10 years.                                                              
                                                                                
     USDA is confident that non-point source loadings to streams and lakes will 
     be greatly reduced as a result of these programs.  Furthermore, lands      
     entering either the CRP or WRP must be converted to trees, shrubs, non-crop
     vegetation or, in the case of WRP, water that may provide a permanent      
     habitat for wildlife, including migrating waterfowl.                       
                                                                                
     Unlike the ten year period for CRP land, however, WRP acres are subject to 
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     30 year easements (at a minimum) and the full functional value of the      
     wetland is strictly prohibited unless required by State laws to control    
     noxious weeds.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2931.019     
     
     EPA considered this comment in development of the final Guidance. For a    
     discussion of how the Guidance will complement ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and         
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2931.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A third new program to reduce non-point source and loadings is the         
     Agriculture Water Quality Protection Program.  This is a purely financial  
     incentive program designed to subject up to 10 million acres between       
     1991-1995 with 3-5 year easements.  Eligble lands include wellhead         
     protection zones, shallow Karst topography (sinkholes), which potentially  
     convey water run-off, ladened with non-point source loadings, directly into
     groundwater, critical cropland acres identified under section 319 of the   
     Clean Water Act which have priority problems from agriculture non-point    
     sources, areas where agricultural non-point sources pollution is adversely 
     affecting threatened or endangered species habitat and other               
     environmentally sensitive areas defined by EPA, DOR or State Environmental 
     Agencies.                                                                  
                                                                                
     It is quite clear from the above that non-point sources are being          
     identified, evaluated and through a combination of regulatory requirements 
     and financial incentives are being addressed through the 1990 Farm Bill.   
     These activities, in combination with the already existing requirements    
     under EPA's own FIFRA means that pesticides, to begin with, are restricted 
     in their use to minimize adverse environmental impacts and are being widely
     controlled through management practices after their use.                   
                                                                                
     DowElanco believes strongly that the existing allocation of responsibility 
     between USDA and EPA should not be altered, through the GLI's attempt to   
     capture non-point source loadings within the framework of a point source   
     discharge regulation.  To do so is not only confusing to producers but may 
     subject them to compliance activities that are in direct conflict with     
     existing plans and requirements.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2931.020     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2933.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Initiative refers to GLI.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This initiative, while well-intended, offers few environmental benefits,   
     brings billions in new costs, and has labor, business, and local           
     governments gravely concerned.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2933.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.158 and D2587.045.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2933.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, EPA and state environmental policies and programs should be       
     realistic and achievable, based on scientific facts, and should be flexible
     enough to recognize and factor in local conditions.  The GLI achieves none 
     of these goals and addresses, in fact, less than one-tenth of all potential
     sources of pollutants in the Great Lakes!  Even the USEPA's own science    
     advisory board is critical of the GLI for not being based on sound science.
     
     
     Response to: G2933.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2769.085, F4030.003 and P2746.043.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
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     Comment ID: G2933.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on what I have read, I am very concerned that the GLI, as currently  
     drafted, is an unproductive detour, not a correct scientifically based     
     approach to real environmental solutions.  If GLI's current direction      
     becomes regulatory policy, it appears to me that all of us will be the     
     losers, in both financial and environmental terms.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2933.003     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and is            
     cost-effective.  See response to comment number P2574.006.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2933.004
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Groups opposed to the GLI are seeking modifications to make the regulations
     less damaging.  I guess I just don't understand how things work.  Why can't
     the USEPA just admit that the GLI is a mistake and drop it entirely?  (Have
     you heard the story about the trip to Abilene?  Nobody really wanted to go,
     but they went anyway because no one had the guts to admit it was a mistake 
     and turn back home.)  What we need to do here is go back and study the     
     quality issues affecting the Great Lakes and have a scientifically based   
     proposal to improve water quality, if one is truly needed.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2933.004     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA studied the quality issues      
     affecting the Great Lakes and proposed the GLI as a scientifically-based   
     means of improving Great Lakes water quality.  For a discussion on how the 
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to 
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C,
     I.D and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2933.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is it too late to eliminate the GLI entirely?  I hope that as the comments 
     in opposition to the GLI are studied, the USEPA will agree that the GLI is 
     simply the wrong approach.  I would urge the USEPA to support a plan to    
     eliminate the GLI and go back to the original intent.  Let's use the time  
     and science necessary to devise a long term strategy for the Great Lakes   
     that takes into account all factors, both economic and environmental       
     including existing legislation and regulations.  Just because the GLI has  
     gone this far it doesn't mean we have to continue.                         
     
     
     Response to: G2933.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion on how the Guidance
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See also Sections I.C, I.D and 
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G2934.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter is written to urge the U.S. EPA to reexamine the Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Initiative in view of the study conducted by DRI/McGraw-Hill.
                                                                                
     I believe this is the minimum your agency can do in light of the           
     projections which show that the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative will  
     cost the affected municipalities at least $7 billion in capital costs, $1  
     billion per year in operating costs and the loss of 33,000 jobs. Your      
     urgent attention to this matter will be appreciated.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2934.001     
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     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2935.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential economic impact must be evaluated and consideration given to 
     business concerns.  I do support a cleaner environment, but I do not       
     believe that the job can be done as quickly as is proposed in the GLI.     
     
     
     Response to: G2935.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2935.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There appears to be a lack of uniform water quality standards throughout   
     the Great Lakes Basin which would result in unequal treatment requirements.
     Also, state flexibility needs to be expanded, not limited.  The Great Lakes
     states are familiar with their specific environmental needs and they should
     be allowed to merge their agenda with the U.S. EPA's agenda.               
     
     
     Response to: G2935.002     
     
     See Section I.C of the SID for a full discussion of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2935.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is also a question of the stringency of waste-water regulations with 
     regard to pollution that comes from rainwater run-off that contaminates the
     lakes.  Further inquiries into this type of situation need to be done in   
     order for the true environmental picture to be assessed.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2935.003     
     
     Comment ID:  G2935.003                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not require States and Tribes to apply             
     their implementation procedures to wet weather point sources.              
     See Section II.C.7 of the SID for discussion.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2935.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I fully support the U.S. EPA's efforts to clean up the Great Lakes, but I  
     would also like to temper the EPA's agenda with economic reality.  Please  
     consider the effects of the Great Lakes Initiative on the business climate.
     
     
     Response to: G2935.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2936.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI focuses primarily on achieving point source reductions, although   
     the vast majority of gains yet to be made in water quality will result from
     control of nonpoint source loadings.  We believe that nonpoint source      
     reduction efforts need to be realized in tandem with the implementation of 
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2936.001     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including those addressing other nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2936.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use and explanation of the Tier II approach in setting water quality   
     standards does not hold USEPA to a timely review of the special studies    
     that point source permit holders will be making.  We believe that USEPA    
     should be required to review the studies and data that the permit holders  
     provide, with adequate time for appeal, before the permit requirements     
     become permanent.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2936.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2821.012.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2936.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that intake credits are necessary in setting permit limits.  It 
     is not fair to give a permit holder limits for a pollutant that they do not
     use or contribute to the water resource.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2936.003     
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2938.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This comment concerns the inclusion of conventional, or "excluded,"        
     pollutants in the antidegradation section of the proposed GLWQG.  This     
     effluent from this city's POTW is considered "stable" with regard to BOD   
     and ammonia under State rules, meaning that growth of this community will  
     almost certainly require increases in discharges of conventional pollutants
     that would be considered "significant" under the GLWQG.  This would thus   
     require an antidegradation demonstration that could be open-ended and      
     potentially costly to our community.  In addition, for conventional        
     pollutants, such a demonstration is largely unnecessary, since they are, by
     definition, easily assimilated in the environment.  It would be most       
     helpful to city planning, community growth (including adding sewer system  
     connections as opposed to septic tanks), and relationships with outlying   
     townships and communities which contract with us for PTOW services if the  
     proposed GLWQ were to delete antidegration demonstration requirement.  If  
     the proposed GLWQG, requirement were to remain; however, we request at     
     most, a well-defined, streamlined process which would not be as costly as  

Page 6191



$T044618.TXT
     the demonstration outlined in the GLWQG could be.                          
     
     
     Response to: G2938.001     
     
     The final Guidance imposes no new requirements on discharges of non-BCCs;  
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions    
     consistent with existing Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  The final  
     Guidance should serve as a model for State and Tribal antidegradation      
     policies and implementation procedures.  The policy and procedures         
     contained in the final Guidance satisfy the minimum requirements of 40 CFR 
     131.12, and provide a clearly defined, streamlined set of procedures for   
     implementing antidegradation.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2939L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This comment concerns the inclusion of conventional, or "excluded",        
     pollutants in the antidegradation section of the proposed GLWQG.  This     
     effluent from this city's POTW is considered "stable" with regard to BOD   
     and ammonia under State rules, meaning that growth of this community will  
     almost certainly require increases in discharges of conventional pollutants
     that would be considered "significant" under the GLWQG.  This would thus   
     require an antidegradation demonstration that could be open-ended and      
     potentially costly to our community.  In addition, for conventional        
     pollutants, such a demonstration is largely unnecessary, since they are, be
     definition, easily assimilated in the environment.  It would be most       
     helpful to city planning, community growth (including addition sewer system
     connections as opposed to septic tanks), and relationship with outlying    
     township and communities which contract with us for POTW services if the   
     proposed GLWQG were to delete antidegradation demonstration requirement.   
     If the proposed GLWQG were to remain; however, we request at most, a       
     well-defined, streamlined process which would not be as costly as the      
     demonstration outlined in the GLWQG could be.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2939L.001    
     
     See response to comment G2938.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2942.001(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 6192



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Battle Creek supports the MML's official comments and          
     recommendations on the GLI and urge the EPA to:                            
                                                                                
     Modify the GLI's antidegradation provisions to make it easier for POTW's to
     demonstrate that additional discharges of wastewater, due to growth, will  
     not deter water quality.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2942.001(a)  
     
     See the SID, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2942.001(b)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Battle Creek supports the MML's official comments and          
     recommendations on the GLI and urge the EPA to:                            
                                                                                
     Abandon GLI language that bases discharge limits and wastewater permits on 
     so-called Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ).  If not abandoned or modified by
     EPA, the EEQ provision could destroy the incentive POTW's have to operate  
     at peak efficiency.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2942.001(b)  
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2942.001(c)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Battle Creek supports the MML's official comments and          
     recommendations on the GLI and urge the EPA to:                            
                                                                                
     Withdraw the discharge criteria for chemicals several orders of magnitude  
     below current detection levels.  The establishment of these levels may be  
     unachievable and should be further researched to determine their           
     practicality.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2942.001(c)  
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2942.001(d)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Battle Creek supports the MML's official comments and          
     recommendations on the GLI and urge the EPA to:                            
                                                                                
     Allow for compliance variances.  We believe that variances should be       
     allowed, their provisions simplified, their availability assured, and the  
     term of the variance should be extended for the period of the permit.      
     
     
     Response to: G2942.001(d)  
     
     See response ID: G2572.064                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN

Page 6194



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: G2943.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INTAKE CREDITS: The use of intake credits for those facilities that use the
     waters of the Great Lakes, but do not add any additional toxins to the     
     water (i.e., non-contact cooling water from power plants), should be       
     continued.  To eliminate these intake credits will place an unnecessary    
     economic burden on the electric utility industry and their rate payers.    
     
     
     Response to: G2943.001     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions for considering intake pollutants in
     water quality based permitting. See generally, SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  
     Also see response to comment D2657.006 with respect to cost issues in the  
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2943.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MIXING ZONES:  The provision to eliminate mixing zones for bioaccumulative 
     chemicals of concern (BCCs) should be removed.  There is no scientific     
     basis for this policy.  In the event that this provision is maintained, any
     future inclusion of BCCs to which this policy would apply should be public 
     noticed in the Federal Register with an adequate public comment period to  
     allow meaningful comment on the proposals.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2943.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2943.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II CRITERIA:  The use of Tier II criteria to develop discharge limits 
     should be eliminated.  Sufficient scientific data does not exist to support
     establishing discharge limits based on these criteria.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2943.003     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2943.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COST/BENEFITS:  There must be a mechanism provided in the GLI to provide   
     for a balance between costs of controlling discharges of particular        
     compounds and the net environmental benefits which are provided.  This is  
     particularly true where existing background levels and other non-point     
     inputs of such compounds exceed the discharge limits developed under the   
     GLI.  The DRI/McGraw Hill study should be closely examined, particularly   
     with reference to "cost spikes ".  "Cost spikes" are those provisions that 
     dramatically increase the cost of the GLI with little resulting            
     environmental benefit.  If anything, a sunset provision should be included 
     to allow for graceful midcourse corrections, should the actual costs and   
     economic impact of the GLI on the region be greater than originally        
     anticipated.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2943.004     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2950.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although well-intended, the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) will not be of any
     environmental benefit to the Great Lakes Region.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2950.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2950.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It applies only to point source discharges such as municipal wastewater    
     treatment plans and industries that discharge into the Great Lakes or a    
     tributary that empties into one of the Great Lakes.  Point source          
     discharges account for only 2% of the total pollution that enters the Great
     Lakes.  The remaining 98% is from non points sources, such as run off from 
     farm lands.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2950.002     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including those addressing other nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2950.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of these regulations will cost industry and municipalities  
     in the effect states three (3) to seven (7) billion dollars in capital     
     costs plus annual operating costs of one (1) billion.  The extra economic  
     burden does not justify the reduction of the 2% contributed by point source
     discharges.  The reduction is estimated at 1.6% from point source          
     discharges.  There will be little if any substantive environmental         
     improvement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2950.003     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2587.017, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2950.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation of these rules will place the existing industry in these
     eight states at a competitive disadvantage both nationally and globally.   
     Industries contemplating locating in these areas will have second thoughts.
     
     
     Response to: G2950.004     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G2950.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are all in favor of reducing the contamination of the Great Lakes, but  
     GLI is an unproductive approach.  The GLI should be adopted as guide lines 
     or goals, while more reasonable and constructive methods are studied.      
     
     
     Response to: G2950.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and G3457.004.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G2951.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, as the SAB has noted, the use of Bioaccumulation Factors is not     
     sufficiently developed to use at this time for regulatory purposes,        
     especially if it is based on formula-derived food chain multipliers.  After
     actual testing of the methodology, errors of at least two orders of        
     magnitude were found to be likely.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2951.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2951.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed GLI would introduce a new concept for establishing "values"   
     for substances about which there is not enough information to set actual   
     water quality criteria.  The proposed GLI would deliberately set "Tier II" 
     values for these substances below the values that would be set if there was
     sufficient information to establish a value through the normal "Tier I"    
     process.  The SAB has seriously questioned the validity of the methodology 
     for setting Tier II values.  Until questions about the Tier II methodology 
     is resolved, it can not provide an appropriate basis for regulations that, 
     in many cases, will require substantial new capital and operating          
     investments and may later be subject to antibacksliding/antidegradation.   
     
     
     Response to: G2951.002     
     
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2951.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, GLI would eliminate credits for substances found in intake    
     waters, forcing many businesses and municipalities to remove substances    
     they did not add and over which they have no control from intake waters.   
     In many cases such removal would require large unplanned capital and       
     operating expenditures for treatment technology that would put             
     GLI-regulated businesses at a significant competitive disadvantage.  The   
     impact would be particularly extreme for facilities that use large volumes 
     of surface water for once through, noncontact condenser cooling.  The      
     Minnesota Chamber strongly urges EPA to restore realistic provisions for   
     intake credits to the GLI.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2951.003     
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2951.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, GLI's antidegradation requirements will provide a disincentive
     to voluntary pollution prevention efforts (which are continuing to show    
     strong results in Minnesota); reward facilities for demonstrated poor      
     performance; and, by freezing the status quo, discourage business expansion
     utilizing "cleaner" industrial processes.                                  
                                                                                
     Of major concern with the draft GLI antidegradation rules is the provision 
     for using existing effluent quality (EEQ), defined by historical rates of  
     discharge, as a trigger for antidegradation review or as a basis for NPDES 
     permit limits.  This procedure penalizes a discharger for good performance,
     by ratcheting down effluent limtis each time a NPDES permit is renewed or  
     amended.  A responsible discharger will attempt to operate its wastewater  
     treatment systems in an efficient and effective manner, and may even design
     additional treatment capacity to ensure that it will not exceed permit     
     limits.  As a result, the good performer is likely to have mass pollutant  
     loading rates that are well below applicable permit limits.  In fact, this 
     is the case at many Minnesota facilities that normally operate well below  
     permitted NPDES standards.  The EEQ procedure proposed in the GLI rules    
     would restrict a discharger to the effluent levels it achieved precisely   
     because of its good performance.  EPA has acknowledged the use of EEQ-based
     effluent limits and control conditions could operate as a disincentive to  
     good performers.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2951.004     
     
     Comment ID:  G2951.004                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2951.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminating mixing zones will force dischargers to meet ambient water      
     quality standards at the end of the pipe with virtually no environmental   
     benefit.  Eliminating mixing zones for already conservative wildlife       
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     criteria for pollutants such as PCBs and mercury, whose loadings are       
     primarily from non-point sources, would result in only minute additional   
     reductions/benefits at costs that would rise exponentially.  For this      
     reason, the Minnesota chamber urges EPA to withdraw its proposed           
     elimination of mixing zones.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2951.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2951.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Meeting the mercury criteria for wildlife appears to be the single most    
     difficult task imposed by the proposed GLI.  The Council  of Governors     
     concludes that over 30% of the attributable compliance costs are attributed
     to mercury.  Because point sources account for only 10% of total mercury   
     loading, however, the proposed GLI would make little, if any, contribution 
     toward removing mercury from the list of substances causing fish           
     advisories.  The Council of Governors reaches the conclusion that the      
     proposed mercury criterion could be increased by a factor of 10 without    
     jeopardizing this possibility.  It is also a significant concern that, as  
     detection limits improve with scientific progress, loading reductions will 
     become impossible to achieve with any known treatment technology,          
     especially for municipal sewer systems with their enormous flow volume.    
     The Minnesota Chamber urges EPA to revise the mercury criteria upward to   
     accomplish a reasonable benefit for the estimated cost.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2951.006     
     
     See Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2951.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ambient water quality standards for many of the pollutants addressed by
     the proposed GLI are below their corresponding analytical detection limits,
     particularly for wildlife criterion and for bioaccumulative substances in  
     general.  Thus, permit limits that are designated at "nondetection" will   
     decrease significantly in the future to the extent that the detection      
     becomes possible at lower levels.  As noted above, in the case of mercury, 
     decreased permit limits may be impossible to achieve with any known        
     technology.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2951.007     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G2953.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This comment concerns the inclusion of conventional, or "excluded"         
     pollutants in the antidegradation section of the proposed GLWQG.  This     
     effluent from this City's POTW is considered "stable" with regard to BOD   
     and ammonia under State rules, meaning that growth of this community will  
     almost certainly require increases in discharges of conventional pollutants
     that would be considered "significant" under the GLWQG.  This would, thus, 
     require an antidegradation demonstration that could be open-ended and      
     potentially costly to our community.  In addition, for conventional        
     pollutants, such a demonstration is largely unnecessary, since they are by 
     definition, easily assimilated into the environment.  It would be most     
     helpful to city planning, community growth (including adding sewer system  
     connections as opposed to septic tanks), and relationships with outlying   
     townships and communities which contract with us for POTW services if the  
     proposed GLWQG were to delete antidegradation demonstration requirement.   
     If the proposed GLWQG are to remain, however, we request at most, a        
     well-defined, streamlined process which would not be as costly as the      
     demonstration outlined in the GLWQG could be.                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2953.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G2954L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modify the GLI's anti-degradation provisions to make it easier for POTWs to
     demonstrate that additional discharges of wastewater due to growth will not
     deter water quality.  In addition, the League is pushing the Michigan      
     Department of Natural Resources (DNR) to speed approvals of these studies. 
     
     
     Response to: G2954L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2954L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Abandon current GLI language that bases discharge limits in wastewater     
     permits on so-called Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ).  If not abandoned or 
     modified by EPS, the EEQ provision could destroy the incentive POTWs have  
     to operate at peak efficiency.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2954L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/Hg
     Comment ID: G2954L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Withdraw the discharge criterion for mercury, set at .18ng/l (nanograms per
     liter), which is several orders of magnitude below current detection       
     levels.  The League is urging EPA to perform a "reality check" and         
     commission more research before burdening POTWs with this unachievable     
     criterion.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2954L.003    
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G2954L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allow for compliance variances.  MML believes that variances should be     
     allowed, their provision simplified, their availability assured, and [the  
     term of variance should be extended for the period of the permit].         
     
     
     Response to: G2954L.004    
     
     See response ID: G2572.064                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: G2954L.005
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .005 is imbedded in comment .004.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the term of variance should be extended for the period of the permit.      
     
     
     Response to: G2954L.005    
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2955L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This comment concerns the inclusion of conventional, or "excluded,"        
     pollutants in the antidegradation section of the proposed GLWQG.  This     
     effluent from this city's POTW is considered "stable" with regard to BOD   
     and ammonia under State rules, meaning that growth of this community will  
     almost certainly require increases in discharges of conventional pollutants
     that would be considered "significant" under the GLWQG.  This would require
     an antidegradation demonstration that could be open-ended and potentialy   
     costly to our community.  In addition, for conventional pollutants, such a 
     demonstration is unnecessary, since they are easily assimilated in the     
     environment.  It would be most helpful to city planning, community growth, 
     and relationships with outlying townships and communities which contract   
     with us for PTOW services if the proposed GLWOG were to delete             
     antidegradation demonstration requirement.  If the proposed GLWQG          
     requirement were to remain; however, we request at most, a well-defined,   
     streamlined process which would not be as costly as the demonstration      
     outlined in the GLWQG could be.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2955L.001    
     
     See response to comment G2998.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2956.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Though initially limited in its application to point sources, the estimated
     80% reduction in toxic pollution from those sources makes the GLI a highly 
     significant, praiseworthy step forward.  The text of the GLI should clearly
     state that this the first round does not satisfy the requirements of the   
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990.                                 
                                                                                
     We ask the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to move ahead expeditiously
     with applying the Initiative to non-point sources as well.  Round 2 must   
     begin immediately and should meet these conditions:                        
                                                                                
     the setting of specific timetables to ban the use of all persistent and    
     bioaccumulative toxic pollutants released into the Great Lakes ecoregion;  
     all sources of pollution are to be controlled and to meet the water quality
     standards set by the GLI; and                                              
     comprehensive pollution prevention programs are to be put in place across  
     the Great Lakes basin.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2956.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G2956.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1)  The GLI should be used as the floor for setting regulatory limits on   
     the discharge of persistent chemicals in the Great Lakes basin.  States    
     should be required to adopt procedures and criteria that are consistent    
     with and no less stringent than those proposed by the GLI.  States and     
     tribes should not have the option of adopting standards proposed by the GLI
     if their existing standards are more stringent.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2956.002     
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     See response to comment P2607.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2956.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2)  We are highly supportive of standards based on criterion to protect    
     people, fish, other aquatic organisms and wildlife.  The GLI needs stricter
     rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes fish contaminants,        
     particularly sensitive populations such as subsistence fishers, indigenous 
     people, women of child bearing age and children.  To more accurately       
     protect these sensitive, high risk populations, the fish consumption rates 
     and the lipid values used in setting human health criteria should be       
     revised.  A 50 grams per day fish consumption rate and an 11% lipid value  
     should be applied consistently across the basin.  To do so would be in     
     keeping with the EPA's long overdue priority to address issues of          
     environmental justice, one of the agencies top four priorities announced by
     Administrator Browner.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2956.003     
     
     See response to comments P2771.192 and P2742.051.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2956.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also recommended that the GLI use a human body weight of 55 kg rather
     than 70 kg for the development of water quality standards for pollutants   
     with the potential to cause transgenerational effects and that a special   
     adjustment factor for childhood sensitivity be included in the GLI.  Such  
     an adjustment is particularly warranted in light of the recent National    
     Academy of Sciences study on the effects of pesticides on children at an   
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     early age.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2956.004     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document. See response
     to D605.055                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G2956.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The National Audubon Society is highly supportive of the use of            
     bioaccumulation factors and the use of special restrictions against the    
     discharge of pollutants considered to be bioaccumulative.  However, the    
     bioaccumulation factor chosen in the GLI of 1,000 is too high.  This should
     be changed to define bioaccumulative chemicals of concern as those with a  
     BAF of 250 or greater.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G2956.005     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2956.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must be retained but the time frame should 
     be narrowed to begin in five years with a complete phase-out in 10 years.  
     The use of dilution zones should be phased-out for all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with a half-life over eight weeks, such as lead and cadmium,    
     rather than its current limitation only to bioaccumulative chemicals of    
     concern.                                                                   
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     Response to: G2956.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2956.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of stringent criteria in a two tiered system to protect wildlife   
     should be retained.  This approach follows the recommendations for         
     implementation of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement as proposed by   
     the International Joint Commission when they stated in their 1990 Fifth    
     Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality, "The Commission endorses the 
     principle of reverse onus...; this is when approval is sought for the      
     manufacture, use or discharge of any substance which will or may enter the 
     environment, the applicant must prove, as a general rule, that the         
     substance is not harmful to the environment or human health".              
                                                                                
     Though the regulated community is publicly opposing this provision, U.S.   
     EPA should keep in mind that industries and cities in Ohio must already    
     abide by a similar though much less scientifically valid approach.  The    
     approach proposed in the GLI would be more scientifically rigorous and     
     would force industries to release information that may be useful in setting
     additional limits.                                                         
                                                                                
     The proposed schedule for implementing controls on Tier II pollutants is   
     too lengthy.  It is safe to assume that nearly all dischargers would seek a
     five year delay a allowed by the proposed rules, two years for studies and 
     an additional three years to comply.  This is too lengthy.                 
                                                                                
     Only when it is reasonable to believe studies may significantly loosen     
     permit requirements should those studies be allowed to delay implementation
     of Tier II standards.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2956.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: G2956.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation procedures called for in the GLI must be retained if   
     water quality improvements are to continue.  It is believed too much       
     flexibility is given to regulators to determine whether a lowering of water
     quality is necessary to allow for economic and social developments.        
     Dischargers should be required, for second tier waters, to demonstrate a   
     direct link between their need to lower water quality and the particular   
     development in question.  This should then be open for public review and   
     comment.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2956.008     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2956.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is proper to focus on special measures to protect Lake Superior.   
     To achieve the water quality protection this relatively pristine water body
     richly deserves, we ask that Lake superior be designated an "Outstanding   
     National Resource Water", that the GLI's list of "Bioaccumulative          
     Substances of Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior include all substances  
     that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or greater and the 21 substances 
     on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's "Candidate Substances List of 
     Bans or Phase-outs", and that pollution prevention measures be an          
     enforceable requirement for all dischargers in the Lake Superior watershed.
     Chlorine should be considered a substance of concern because its use       
     produces many of the compounds on the GLI and Ontario lists.               
     
     
     Response to: G2956.009     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     In addition, placing new materials on the list of Lake Superior            
     bioaccumulative substances of immediate concern (BSIC) is beyond the scope 
     of the final Guidance.  The concepts of special antidegradation            
     designations for the protection of Lake Superior derive from a program     
     developed by the Lake Superior States and Provinces, "A Bi-national Program
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     to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin."  This program concerns the
     various States and Provinces and is over and beyond the minimum            
     requirements necessary for an acceptable water quality standards program as
     define in the Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.6.  The final Guidance     
     contains elements to make it compatible with the Lake Superior program, but
     implementation of the program is at the discretion of the Lake Superior    
     States and Tribes.  Similarly, modifications to the program agreed to by   
     the Lake Superior States and Provinces, including changes or additions to  
     list of BSICs, is at the discretion of the Lake Superior States, Tribes and
     Provinces.                                                                 
                                                                                
     As with the requirements regarding BSICs, any special requirements for Lake
     Superior discharges beyond those necessary to comply with the CWA and      
     Federal regulations are considerations beyond the purview of the final     
     Guidance.  Presumably, the commenter's suggestion that all permits to      
     discharge to Lake Superior contain mandatory pollution requirements stems  
     from the zero discharge demonstration program envisioned in the Lake       
     Superior program.  The desirability of such a requirement is for the Lake  
     Superior States, Tribes and Provinces to determine, not for EPA to impose  
     under the auspices of the final Guidance.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2956.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is keeping with the provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement and the Great Lakes Governors Toxic Substances Control Agreement 
     of 1986.  The GLI will go along way towards eliminating the current        
     mishmash of state water quality regulations and replace them with new      
     uniform, scientifically-sound strict limits on toxic dumping in all eight  
     Great Lakes states.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2956.010     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2956.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the cost of implementing the GLI is difficult to precisely assess, it
     will be significant but not out of line.  Certainly, the cost of           
     implementation should not be considered a reason to forego any of the GLI's
     measures.  In the end, the cost of not proceeding with toxics reductions in
     this manner will be even greater for future generations of humans, fish,   
     and wildlife.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2956.011     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2963.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the Minnesota Chamber recognizes the need for a consistent approach  
     to environmental protection in the Great Lakes region and supports the     
     long-range efforts currently underway to continue eliminating discharges of
     persistent bioaccumulative materials into the Great Lakes, we believe that 
     GLI, as proposed, contains significant flaws.  Our overriding concern is   
     that, as proposed, GLI would require a monumental expenditure of resources 
     to obtain negligible environmental benefits.  The Council of Great Lakes   
     Governors has reached this conclusion after determining that GLI will cost 
     $2.3 billion per year, but be "largely ineffective" in yielding            
     environmental benefits.  Based on recent studies done by the automotive,   
     electric utility, pulp and paper, and other industry groups, the Minnesota 
     Chamber believes that the Governors are correct in concluding that GLI "is 
     both wasteful of precious resources and borders on an expensive luxury."   
                                                                                
     The shortcomings of the proposed GLI can best be addressed (1) by bringing 
     scientific scrutiny to bear on the assumptions underlying the proposed new 
     discharge limitations, and (2) by identifying and eliminating, or          
     substantially revising, the proposed aspects of GLI that are least cost    
     effective.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2963.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2963.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scientific Basis for Proposed GLI                                          
                                                                                
     There is general agreement that the science supporting the GLI is weak.    
     The proposed regulatory scheme is based on information that the EPA's own  
     Science Advisory Board found substantially inadequate.  Two new concepts   
     pose the greatest concern.                                                 
                                                                                
     First, as the SAB has noted, the use of Bioaccumulation Factors is not     
     sufficiently developed to use at this time for regulatory purposes,        
     especially if it is based on formula-derived food chain multipliers.  After
     actual testing of the methodology, errors of at least two orders of        
     magnitude were found to be likely.  Second, the proposed GLI would         
     introduce a new concept for establishing "values" for substances about     
     which there is not enough information to set actual water quality criteria.
     The proposed GLI would deliberately set "Tier II" values for these         
     substances below the values that would be set if there was sufficient      
     information to establish a value through the normal "Tier I" process.  The 
     SAB has seriously questioned the validity of the methodology for setting   
     Tier II values.  Until questions about the Tier II methodology is resolved,
     it can not provide an appropriate basis for regulations that, in many      
     cases, will require substantial new capital and operating investments and  
     may later be subject to antibacksliding/antidegradation.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2963.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2963.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Least Cost Effective Aspects of GLI                                        
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     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     As proposed, GLI would eliminate credits for substances found in intake    
     waters, forcing many businesses and municipalities to remove substances    
     they did not add and over which they have no control from intake waters.   
     In many cases such removal would require large unplanned capital and       
     operating expenditures for treatment technology that would put             
     GLI-regulated businesses at a significant competitive disadvantage.  The   
     impact would be particularly extreme for facilities that use large volumes 
     of surface water for once through, noncontact condenser cooling.  The      
     Minnesota Chamber strongly urges EPA to restore realistic provisions for   
     intake credits to the GLI.                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2963.003     
     
     This is the same as comment #2951.003.  See response to that comment.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G2963.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation                                                            
                                                                                
     As proposed, GLI's antidegradation requirements will provide a disincentive
     to voluntary pollution prevention efforts (which are continuing to show    
     strong results in Minnesota); reward facilities for demonstrated poor      
     performance; and, by freezing the status quo, discourage business expansion
     utilizing "cleaner" industrial processes.                                  
                                                                                
     Of major concern with the draft GLI antidegradation rules is the provision 
     for using existing effluent quality (EEQ), defined by historical rates of  
     discharge, as a trigger for antidegradation review or as a basis for NPDES 
     permit limits.  This procedure penalizes a discharger for good performance,
     by ratcheting down effluent limits each time a NPDES permit is renewed or  
     amended.  A responsible discharger will attempt to operate its wastewater  
     treatment systems in an efficient and effective manner, and may even design
     additional treatment capacity to ensure that it will not exceed permit     
     limits.  As a result, the good performer is likely to have mass pollutant  
     loading rates that are well below applicable permit limits.  In fact, this 
     is the case at many Minnesota facilities that normally operate well below  
     permitted NPDES standards.  The EEQ procedure proposed in the GLI rules    
     would restrict a discharger to the effluent levels it achieved precisely   
     because of its good performance.  EPA has acknowledged the use of EEQ-based
     effluent limits and control conditions could operate as a disincentive to  
     good performers.                                                           
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     Response to: G2963.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2963.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     Eliminating mixing zones will force dischargers to meet ambient water      
     quality standards at the end of pipe with virtually no environmental       
     benefit.  Eliminating mixing zones for already conservative wildlife       
     criteria for pollutants such as PCBs and mercury, whose loadings are       
     primarily from non-point sources, would result in only minute additional   
     reductions/benefits at costs that would rise exponentially.  For this      
     reason, the Minnesota chamber urges EPA to withdraw its proposed           
     elimination of mixing zones.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2963.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G2963.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criterion for Mercury                                             
                                                                                
     Meeting the mercury criteria for wildlife appears to be the single most    
     difficult task imposed by the proposed GLI.  The Council of Governors      
     concludes that over 30% of the attributable compliance costs are attributed
     to mercury.  Because point sources account for only 10% of total mercury   
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     loading, however, the proposed GLI would make little, if any, contribution 
     toward removing mercury from the list of substances causing fish           
     advisories.  The Council of Governors reaches the conclusion that the      
     proposed mercury criterion could be increased by a factor of 10 without    
     jeopardizing this possiblity.  It is also a significant concern that, as   
     detection limits improve with scientific progress, loading reductions will 
     become impossible to achieve with any known treatment technology,          
     especially for municipal sewer systems with their enormous flow volume.    
     The Minnesota Chamber urges EPA to revise the mercury criteria upward to   
     accomplish a reasonable benefit for the estimated cost.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2963.006     
     
     See Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2963.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effluent Limits Below Detection Levels                                     
                                                                                
     The ambient water quality standards for many of the pollutants addressed by
     the proposed GLI are below their corresponding analytical detection limits,
     particularly for wildlife criterion and for bioaccumulative substances in  
     general.  Thus, permit limits that are designated at "nondetection" will   
     decrease significantly in the futrue to the extent that the detection      
     becomes possible at lower levels.  As noted above, in the case of mercury, 
     decreased permit limits may be impossible to achieve with any known        
     technology.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2963.007     
     
     See response to comment G2951.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2964.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WHEREAS, the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) fails to adequately address the  
     environmental problems of the Great Lakes Basin; and                       
                                                                                
     WHEREAS, the Great Lakes Initiative will cost billions of dollars for      
     Cities, Villages and Towns that operate sewage treatment facilities located
     in the Great Lakes region with little improvement in the quality of waters 
     in the Great Lakes; and                                                    
                                                                                
     WHEREAS, there will be a loss of thousands of jobs in the Great Lakes      
     region as a direct result of the Great Lakes Initiative; and               
                                                                                
     WHEREAS, Wisconsin taxpayers, municipal utility customers and industries   
     will be required to spend $1,167,125,000 in capital improvements and       
     another $190,886,000 in annual operating costs; and                        
                                                                                
     WHEREAS, the City of Appleton will be required to invest in significant    
     capital improvements;                                                      
                                                                                
     NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Common Council of the City of      
     Appleton has stated its support of the efforts of the Great Lakes Water    
     Quality Coalition to get the EPA to amend the Great Lakes Initiative and   
     consider more effective and alternative approaches to reducing pollution   
     and improving the water quality of the Great Lakes;                        
                                                                                
     BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Mayor inform our national representatives  
     and the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition of the position taken by the   
     Common Council of the City of Appleton.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2964.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2964.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On behalf of the City of Appleton and its 67,000 residents, we want to     
     state our opposition to the Great Lakes Initiative in its present form.    
     The GLI does not adequately address the source of the vast majority of the 
     current pollution problems which is non-point pollution.  The GLI does     
     attack the more convenient discharge permit holders simply because it is   
     easier.  Yet this will only amount to a slight improvement in the water    
     quality of the Great Lakes Basin with an expenditure of billions of        

Page 6218



$T044618.TXT
     taxpayers dollars.                                                         
                                                                                
     We, here in Appleton, believe strongly in protecting the environment,      
     however, we can not support such an ill advised plan to the detriment of   
     the taxpayers of Appleton.  At this time, we estimate that we will have to 
     spend a minimum of $5,000,000 in initial capital improvements and at least 
     $1,000,000 each year in operating costs.  As an example of our commitment  
     to the environment, we are nearing completion of a $68,000,000 upgrade and 
     expansion of our wastewater treatment plant and collection system.  This   
     project would not be sufficient, however, to meet the requirements of the  
     GLI.                                                                       
                                                                                
     The GLI needs to be amended to reflect the real world and to realistically 
     have a positive impact on the waters of the Great Lakes, while allowing    
     cities to continue to provide reasonable levels of service to our          
     taxpayers.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2964.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section          
     IX.D2964.002. See response to comment D2579.003.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2965.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The limits proposed are not consistent scientifically as seen by the GLI   
     scientific advisory boards own members.  There are serious questions in the
     numbers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2965.001     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science and is            
     cost-effective.  See response to comment number P2574.006.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G2965.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The limits as such are being applied to all businesses, municipalities and 
     other permit holders not only within the state of Wisconsin but the other 7
     Great Lake States as well.  As you are aware in the State of Wisconsin     
     limits are modified according to specific factors with regard to the       
     receiving waters as well as the water quality of the background water.  We 
     do not feel that all discharges should arbitrarily be restricted to the    
     same limits.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2965.002     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2965.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This piece of legislation takes away from manpower needs of the individual 
     state programs and by most accounts will not substantially improve the     
     water quality of the Great Lakes.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2965.003     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2721.040 and D2595.022.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2965.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA already has oversight authority of each of the state programs.  Our
     suggestion is that the EPA exercise their oversight rights and bring the   
     individual state programs closer together but still allowing the states to 
     regulate their own programs.  In this manner states can also take into     
     consideration individual differences in receiving water quality, etc. for  
     specific permit compliance levels,                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2965.004     
     
     In developing the final Guidance, EPA relied upon several underlying       
     principles, including promoting consistency in State and Tribal standards  
     while still allowing for flexibility by States and Tribes.  See Section I.C
     of the SID for a discussion of these principles.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2965.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By all estimates this program will be an expensive program for             
     implementation, enforcement and compliance.                                
     
     
     Response to: G2965.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2965.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     We feel that of the Great Lakes States the program in Wisconsin is         
     exemplary and should be used as the model for the other states.            
     
     
     Response to: G2965.006     
     
     EPA agrees that Wisconsin has a progressice environmental protection       
     program.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2965.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The paper industry has shown a strong willingness to work with the DNR and 
     EPA to address pollution issues.  We feel the latest of these efforts, the 
     Pollution Prevention Partnership, will adequately push to limit pollution  
     in the Great Lakes and that voluntary state by state programs can serve the
     same end as a federally mandated program.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2965.007     
     
     See response to comment number G2571.158.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2965.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned because of the impact on municipalities and other    
     business which are the backbone of the Wisconsin economy.                  
                                                                                
     We feel that as written the GLI legislation will cause economic paralysis  
     to Wisconsin, and the Great Lakes region.                                  
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     Response to: G2965.008     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2967.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At I.G.11 (Great Lakes Fish Advisories; published on page 20831), we agree 
     that States currently have the primary responsibility for advising the     
     public of the risks associated with the consumption of sport-caught fish.  
     We wonder, however, whom presently has primary responsibility for similar  
     fish advisories regarding commercially-caught and marketed fish?  We would 
     encourage inclusion of commercially-caught fish in the proposed uniform    
     joint advisories.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G2967.001     
     
     While the States have the primary responsibility for advising the public   
     with regard to consumption of sport-caught fish, the Federal regulatory    
     role is shared by both EPA and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA).  The
     FDA has direct enforcement responsibility over all contaminated food,      
     including fish and shellfish, that are shipped in interstate commerce.  FDA
     sets the tolerances, or maximum permissible levels, for non-pesticide      
     substances such as PCBs, that are likely to appear as residues in food.    
     EPA is responsible for recommending to FDA for adoption and enforcement of 
     the appropriate action levels for pesticides.                              
                                                                                
     Levels of contaminants in fisheries products are set to achieve a balance  
     between health protection and economic impacts to commercial fisheries and 
     fish markets at the national, but not local, level.  These tolerances or   
     action levels for toxic substances were never intended to apply to local   
     situations, such as the Great Lakes, where contamination and consumption   
     rates may be higher.Response:                                              
                                                                                
     While the States have the primary responsibility for advising the public   
     with regard to consumption of sport-caught fish, the Federal regulatory    
     role is shared by both EPA and the Food and Drug Administration (FDA).  The
     FDA has direct enforcement responsibility over all contaminated food,      
     including fish and shellfish, that are shipped in interstate commerce.  FDA
     sets the tolerances, or maximum permissible levels, for non-pesticide      
     substances such as PCBs, that are likely to appear as residues in food.    
     EPA is responsible for recommending to FDA for adoption and enforcement of 
     the appropriate action levels for pesticides.                              
                                                                                
     Levels of contaminants in fisheries products are set to achieve a balance  
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     between health protection and economic impacts to commercial fisheries and 
     fish markets at the national, but not local, level.  These tolerances or   
     action levels for toxic substances were never intended to apply to local   
     situations, such as the Great Lakes, where contamination and consumption   
     rates may be higher.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2967.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At II.F. (Excluded Pollutants; published on Page 20842), we concur with the
     Initiative Committees that regulatory authorities should retain the        
     flexibility in their existing water quality programs to address the listed 
     pollutants on a site-specific basis.  This will allow for stricter         
     standards at those sites where intensive human consumption of drinking     
     water or fish increases exposure to toxic materials.                       
     
     
     Response to: G2967.002     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G2967.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At V.A. and V.B. (Human Health; Introduction and Criteria Methodologies;   
     published on Page 20863), we concur with the two-tiered criteria and values
     for human health, and the classification of cancer and non-cancer [systemic
     effects].                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2967.003     
     
     EPA has continued the use of the two-tier system and the classification of 
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     cancer and non-cancer systemic effects in the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G2967.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At V.B.5. (Exposure Assumptions; published on Pages 20869, 20870, and      
     20871), we would suggest that a child's features and habits do constitute a
     sufficiently different profile of risk and that a set of child's body      
     weight, lower daily water consumption, and lower daily fish consumption    
     rates should be used to develop not only policy guidance but also          
     nutritional guidance for parents who would seek such information.          
     
     
     Response to: G2967.004     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G2967.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At VII.H. (Offsets; published on Page 20917), we strongly disagree with the
     concept of offsets as proposed.  We would view offsets as being contrary to
     the overall purpose of the Water Quality Initiative, that being to improve 
     water quality, not just rearrange the distribution of toxic materials.     
     Therefore, we encourage the deletion of Offsets from the final version of  
     the Water Quality Initiative.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2967.005     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2972.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While I certainly support the laudable goals of this proposal, the GLI will
     impose substantial costs on local government and industry with little      
     proven environmental benefit.  The EPA Science Advisory Board and the      
     American Council on Science and Health, as well as a study by DRI/McGraw   
     Hill, have all expressed doubts about the GLI's potential environmental    
     effectiveness.                                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI would do significant damage to the Great Lakes economy.  The       
     DRI/McGraw Hill study, commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes          
     Governors, estimates that the GLI will cost over $2 billion a year and,    
     most importantly, destroy 33,320 jobs, many of them in my Congressional    
     district.                                                                  
                                                                                
     These large costs are not being imposed solely on industry.  The           
     municipalities are facing $1.16 billion in capital costs and $190,886      
     million in operation and maintenance.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G2972.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2972.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, there are two factors that seem to me to be major impediments 
     to the ultimate success of this project.  First, the GLI does not address  
     the problem of non-point source pollution.  Non-point source pollution     
     accounts for approximately 90% of pollutants deposited in the Great Lakes. 
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     Response to: G2972.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses nonpoint sources of         
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and the accurate         
     assessment of the costs and benefits of implementing the final Guidance,   
     see Section I.C of the SID. For further discussion on how the final        
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those  
     addressing air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2972.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, Canadian participation would appear to be of the utmost          
     importance to any overall improvement in water quality.                    
     
     
     Response to: G2972.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G2977.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Provision:  It appears that the Guidance will require that 
     a POTW will have to demonstrate that additional discharges to the receiving
     water, due to growth, will not degrade water quality.  Given the limited   
     amount of funding and resources the regulatory agencies have, the time that
     it would take to get a demonstration approved would in itself slow the     
     growth of a community.                                                     
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     Response to: G2977.001     
     
     See response to comment D2621.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: G2977.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances:  I believe that variances from water quality standards should be
     allowed under a more general set of conditions.  For example, a permittee  
     should be allowed to apply for a variance before or during the permit      
     issuance process and that variances be given on a regional (basin) basis.  
     
     
     Response to: G2977.002     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G2977.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Comments:  First, I would like to comment on the so called idea    
     that the Guidance will level the playing field.  This is not even true for 
     the eight states that are directly affected by the GLI.  For example, some 
     portions of the eight states will not be regulated by the GLI because they 
     will not be discharging to a body of water that is governed by the GLI.    
     Also what about the other remaining states that do not discharge to the    
     Great Lakes at all and have a much less restrictive permit?.               
     
     
     Response to: G2977.003     
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     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Sections I.C and II.C of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2977.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, I do not believe that by focusing attention on point sources,    
     that the maximum benefit is being realized for each dollar that is being   
     spent for compliance with the GLI.  Sources for many of the compounds which
     the GLI is attempting to regulate primarily come from non point sources.   
     
     
     Response to: G2977.004     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses nonpoint sources of         
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and the accurate         
     assessment of the costs and benefits of implementing the final Guidance,   
     see Section I.C of the SID. For further discussion on how the final        
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those  
     addressing air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2978.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate Tier II Criteria Setting Procedures                              
                                                                                
     The EPA currently uses criteria to set water quality standards for certain 
     substances in wastewater discharge for which significant research has been 
     performed validating their concern.  For other substances where inadequate 
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     research exists, the GLI establishes discharge limits (i.e., Tier II       
     values) based on incomplete information.  The potential exists for         
     unattainable permit limits to be set for a facility based on the results of
     only one study.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2978.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2978.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Revise Antidegradation Provisions                                          
                                                                                
     Antidegradation, as used in the GLI, does not allow discharges of a        
     substance to be increased above prior permit limits or prior actual        
     discharges without extensive review.  However, science has determined that,
     in some instances, a higher discharge value does not necessarily result in 
     environmental degradation.  Overly stringent antidegradation policies could
     restrict a facility's growth and economic development within a community.  
     
     
     Response to: G2978.002     
     
     This comment is correct in stating that increased permit limits for        
     non-BCCs and actions that increase loadings for BCCs are subject to        
     antidegradation review.  EPA does not agree with the commenter that such   
     review is inappropriate.  Despite being required under the CWA, CPA and    
     Federal regulations, antidegradation makes good policy sense.              
     Antidegradation ensures that water quality is maintained and protected and 
     that when a decision is made to lower water quality, that the decision is  
     made with the benefit of full access to all available information and      
     public review and comment.  EPA agrees that not all increases in pollutants
     constitute a significant lowering of water quality that should be subject  
     to antidegradation review.  For that reason, EPA allows States and Tribes  
     considerable flexibility in how significant reductions in water quality are
     defined for pollutants other than BCCs.  Such flexibility would be         
     inappropriate for BCCs however, because of the demonstrated sensitivity of 
     the Great Lakes to such pollutants.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
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     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2978.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modify Site-Specific Provisions                                            
                                                                                
     In many cases, the GLI proposes to set a water quality limit that can be   
     "universally" applied throughout the Great Lakes without consideration for 
     the ability of discharge areas to handle higher concentrations without     
     detrimental impact.  The states should be able to maintain flexibility to  
     accomodate economic growth without compromising water quality.  Developing 
     one set of water quality standards that will be applied across the entire  
     basin, with no exceptions for local conditions, does not take into         
     consideration the diversity of the ecosystem.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2978.003     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2978.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Establish Intake Credit Policy                                             
                                                                                
     Under a policy being considered for the GLI, a facility could be required  
     to remove or significantly reduce substances in intake water before        
     discharge even if the facility did not contribute any amount of this       
     substance.  We believe the GLI should take into account, through an "intake
     credit policy,"  the background concentrations of toxic substances in water
     taken in.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2978.004     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2978.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Maintain Mixing Zones                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA currently allows compliance based on a "mixing zone" beyond the actual 
     discharge point recognizing that aquatic organisms would not reside at the 
     end of a discharge pipe.  EPA allows this buffer area to meet compliance   
     instead of requiring costly technology for no net benefit to the waters.   
     There is no scientific basis for eliminating mixing zones, as proposed in  
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2978.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2978.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Revise Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) Process                             
                                                                                
     The TMDL process includes a compounding of restrictive factors that results
     in an excessively conservative permit limit.  A mandatory margin of safety 
     is used to set a "mass loading limit" (i.e., lbs./day instead of parts per 
     million) when there is a lack of sufficient technical data to support a    
     permit limit.  However, in establishing this margin, the receiving stream  
     is adjusted downward, affecting the measurement of dilution for the        
     discharge.  It does not take into consideration biodegradability or other  
     ways these substances are removed naturally from the environment.          
     
     
     Response to: G2978.006     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2978.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modify Detection Levels                                                    
                                                                                
     Under the GLI, detection limits imposed are not uniformly based on levels  
     reliably achieveable by testing laboratories on a regular basis.  Discharge
     concentration limits for substances should not be set below detection      
     levels of laboratories.  This creates unacceptable potential legal         
     liabilities for dischargers resulting from laboratory variability.         
     
     
     Response to: G2978.007     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2978.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Revise BAF Section                                                         
                                                                                
     The GLI includes overly conservative bioaccumulation factors (BAFs).  BAFs 
     measure a chemical's potential to accumulate in the tissue of an aquatic   
     organism.  The value of a BAF, like many of the other issues discussed     
     above, should be based on good science instead of assumption.              
     
     
     Response to: G2978.008     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the BAFs used in the GLI are overly  
     conservative.  EPA believes that the BAF is appropriate given the goal of  
     the GLWQI which is to protect people in the Great Lakes Basin from adverse 
     health effects.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  The use of BAFs, which account 
     for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from  
     these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human     
     health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and    
     scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858),
     BAFs have been used in criteria development since 1985.                    
                                                                                
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     Section IV.B.2.a.ii of the SID for further discussion of the SAB's         
     comments.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the   
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G2980.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite this, the Chamber cannot lend its support to the measures called   
     for in the Guidance Document as it is currently written.  There is no      
     demonstrated need for this massive new regulatory program.  Water quality  
     and aquatic life in the Great Lakes basin has improved dramatically and    
     consistently since 1970.  Chemical discharges are already regulated, and   
     EPA's own data demonstrates that concentrations of chemicals in fish tissue
     are steadily declining in the Great Lakes basin.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2980.001     
     
     EPA agrees that substantial improvements in the water quality of the Great 
     Lakes has taken place over the last 20 years, as discussed in Section I.B  
     of the SID.  EPA also believes, however, that further action is needed to  
     control the sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes    
     that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of       
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing 
     the costs and benefits associated with implementing the Guidance, see      
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance  
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     nonpoint source of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to  
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:             
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2980.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI targets the wrong people.  GLI is aimed at point sources of pollutants,
     which are alredy regulated through the National Pollutant Discharge        
     Elimination System (NPDES).  Point sources account for only a small        
     percentage of the pollutants discharged into the Great Lakes.  The vast    
     majority of toxics in the Great Lakes come from sources like agricultural  
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     run-off, urban run-off, atmospheric deposition and re-entrainment from     
     sediments.  GLI does not address these sources at all.                     
     
     
     Response to: G2980.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G2980.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology used in developing the criteria proposed in the GLI is not 
     based on sound science.  The standards used are far more stringent than    
     necessary to protect against any real risk.  In many cases, the standards  
     are well below detection levels.  For example, the detection level for     
     mercury is 200 parts per trillion; the human health criterion used in GLI  
     is 2 parts per trillion, and the wildlife criterion is .18 parts per       
     trillion.  If these criteria were to become measurable, even rural         
     rainwater and tap water would not meet the permit limits set in the GLI.   
     
     
     Response to: G2980.003     
     
     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2980.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  WL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA's own Science Advisory Board has criticized many aspects of   
     the GLI.  Specifically, they have noted that the Tier II value system, the 
     bioaccumulation factors, and the wildlife protection criteria are not      
     founded on sound scientific evidence.  In fact, the Tier II values have not
     yet been set, making it impossible for companies and municipalities to     
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     accurately estimate the cost of implementation.                            
     
     
     Response to: G2980.004     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the science underlying the BAF       
     methodology is not sufficiently developed to be used in the final Guidance.
       EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on   
     the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93- 005).  See
     SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a further discussion of SAB's comments.        
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.  For example, to
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals. Use of the freely dissolved concentration will      
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.Comment G2980.004  See response to       
     comment D2741.076.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2980.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the GLI will be extremely costly to implement as written, and will
     serve as a disincentive to job creation in the Great Lakes Basin.  No      
     matter how one looks at the GLI, it cannot be denied that it will increase 
     the cost of doing business in the Great Lakes basin, especially in         
     comparison to other states and the Canadian provinces that do not have to  
     comply with the GLI.  Even smaller business that are not point sources will
     be affected through higher sewer rates and possible new pretreatment       
     requirements.  In the city of Toledo alone, the cost to implement the      
     recommendations in the Guidance document will be staggering.  Our city's   
     Division of Pollution Control estimates that implementation costs will     
     range from $13 million to $63 million resulting, in increases in sewer     
     bills from 50% to 280% or more.  This would have a castastrophic effect on 
     our business community, which is already struggling to recover from the    
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     current recession.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2980.005     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2982.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI only concerns itself with the United States' environmental
     impact on the Great Lakes Basin.  Canada is also a major environmental     
     force affecting the Basin and must be involved in any effective solution.  
     Canada occupies approximately 30 percent of the shoreline, with            
     approximately 60 percent of Canada's industry being located in the Basin,  
     around Ontario.  This industry includes foundries, steel mills, pulp and   
     paper mills and petrochemical plants.  The remaining Canadian areas in the 
     Basin are mostly rural and contain numerous agricultural non-point sources.
     
     
     Response to: G2982.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2982.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI will apply stringent controls to point sources, many of   
     whom are already regulated and which account for only about ten percent of 
     total pollutant load in the Basin.  The remaining ninety percent is        
     contributed by non-point sources, which are not addressed by the GLI.      
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     Response to: G2982.002     
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2982.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria should not be included in the proposed GLI or in any other        
     regulation, without appropriate supporting data.  Accepted scientific      
     methods and USEPA's own standards do not accept only one or a few data     
     points as valid proof.  Without sufficient data, limits may be set either  
     too high or too low.  The unproven criteria of Tier II should be removed   
     from the proposed GLI and added only when proper scientific evidence is    
     available.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2982.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2982.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation provisions must be based on realistic and measurable data. 
     The actual effect of a discharge should be used to determine if it causes  
     degradation, instead of the indiscriminate application of general          
     provisions.  Increases in a discharge do not automatically cause           
     degradation and to assume so, is a violation of good scientific and        
     engineering judgement.  Requiring limits that do not exceed actual past    
     discharges will penalize facilities with good environmental records.  To   
     improve on their past good records they will have more stringent limits    
     than facilities with poor environmental records just to achieve            
     antidegradation.                                                           
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     Response to: G2982.004     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2982.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the goal of applying environmental regulations fairly and on a level 
     playing field is appropriate, this goal cannot be achieved without         
     consideration of variations in systems, geographic locations, climate, etc.
     The Great Lakes are certainly unique and not directly comparable to other  
     water systems, especially the river systems within the Basin.  For example,
     rivers and streams have much higher flow velocities with very short        
     retention times, as compared to the Great Lakes which vary from 2.7 years  
     for Lake Erie to 173 years for Lake Superior.  The proposed GLI must       
     include mechanisms to grant site-specific variances based on scientific and
     /or engineering proofs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2982.005     
     
     See response to comment D2583.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2982.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI does not allow for the application of intake credits and  
     therefore requires dischargers to remove water-borne pollutants which they 
     did not contribute and have no way of preventing in the first place.  This 
     is especially true for non-contact cooling water which only picks up heat. 
     Due to the low limits contained in the proposed GLI, many facilities would 
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     be forced to remove trace amounts of chemicals, which is technically       
     difficult and provides little improvement in the environment.  This is     
     especially true for the small amounts of potable treatment chemicals found 
     in municipal drinking water used by industries.  It is also necessary to   
     consider the effects of local geologic conditions which may contribute     
     naturally high background levels of metals or other pollutants.            
     
     
     Response to: G2982.006     
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2982.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI removes mixing zones from calculations of pollutant       
     impact.  The application of mixing zones is based on good science and      
     provides a reasonable model of the real world and actual biological        
     effects.  Mixing zones should be included in the proposed GLI.             
     
     
     Response to: G2982.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2982.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI should not include criteria (and therefore limits) that   
     are less than the generally accepted and achievable laboratory detection   
     limits for pollutants.  It makes no scientific or legal sense to set a     
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     limit that cannot be measured.  Criteria should be set no lower than the   
     current detection limit and if detection limits are lower, the criteria    
     could be adjusted at the next regular permit renewal.                      
     
     
     Response to: G2982.008     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2982.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI's heavy reliance on bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) is     
     scientifically inappropriate, especially for the point source discharges   
     who bear the compliance burden of GLI.  First, many BAF's included in the  
     proposed GLI are not based on actual fish tissue data and should not be    
     used until they are properly supported by sufficient data.  Secondly, the  
     levels of pollutants in fish flesh are impacted by factors beyond the water
     discharged by point sources, including contaminated sediments, storm       
     runoff, and air pollution fallout.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G2982.009     
     
     EPA recognizes that some of the BAFs are not based on field data, but      
     believes the procedure for predicting BAFs is sound and should be used when
     field data is not available. See section IV.B of the SID for a discussion  
     on the use of predicted BAFs.                                              
                                                                                
     See section I.C and D of the SID for a discussion on the rationale behind  
     the final Guidance and how the final Guidance is just one piece in a bigger
     effort for remediating the problems in the Great Lakes.  See section IX of 
     the SID and the RIA for a discussion of the costs/benefits of the final    
     Guidance.  See section VIII.E.3 of the SID for a discussion on the         
     consideration of intake water pollutants in establishing WQBELs.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2983.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Point source discharges, industrial and municipal, will bear a severely    
     disproportionate share of the compliance burden.                           
     
     
     Response to: G2983.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2983.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data on PCB, mercury and lead inputs to the system show that 60-70% of the 
     loading is from atmospheric sources, while only 2-5% is industrial and 2-3%
     is municipal.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G2983.002     
     
     For a discussion of EPA's efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution,
     including atmospheric deposition, see responses to comment numbers         
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2983.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Compliance costs will run into many billions of dollars and produce at best
     marginal benefit, because they adddress only 2-5% of the system loadings.  
     
     
     Response to: G2983.003     
     
     See Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G2983.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science espoused in the GLI is weak and not technically justified.     
     
     
     Response to: G2983.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the science espoused in the GLI is weak and not    
     technically justified.  See response to comment number P2574.006.believes  
     that the Guidance is based on sound science and is cost-effective.  See    
     response to comment number P2574.006.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2983.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Attempting to apply a generic standard to locally diverse conditions in an 
     ecosystem as big as the Great Lakes dooms the initiative to failure.       
     
     
     Response to: G2983.005     
     
     See response to: G2748.008                                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2984.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Criteria                                                           
     GLI discharge limits should not be based on inadequate or unsound data.    
     
     
     Response to: G2984.001     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G2984.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the funding source for obtaining additional data should be spread, not     
     borne by the first entity targeted.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G2984.002     
     
     See response to comment D2750.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2984.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation Provisions                                                 
     These provisions do not allow for increases in discharge in excess of prior
     permits levels which may be necessary for production growth or economic    
     development.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G2984.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G2984.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-Specific Provisions                                                   
     Consideration must be given for the local conditions and the diverse nature
     of the Great Lakes ecosystems in establishing concentration levels.        
     
     
     Response to: G2984.004     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G2984.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Intake Credits                                                             
     In some cases, industries would be forced to remove pollutants contained in
     intake water, and therefore beyond their control, if credits are not       
     provided for background concentrations found in water taken in.            
     
     
     Response to: G2984.005     
     
     The general concern raised in this comment is the same as that in comment  
     #D2798.058 and is addressed in response to that comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G2984.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
     A need for the removal of mixing zones has not been shown.  In addition,   
     cost of compliance without the use of mixing zones will not be matched with
     a demonstrated benefit to the Great Lakes.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2984.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196. See response to comment P2576.196.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G2984.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Maximum Daily Loads                                                  
     This process results in costly and unnecessarily restrictive permit limits 
     based on margins of safety that do not recognize biodegradability or       
     natural removal of many substances.                                        
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     Response to: G2984.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.See section VIII.C of the Supplementary  
     Information Document for a discussion on pollutant degradation.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2984.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Detection Levels                                                           
     Detection levels below the capacity of testing laboratories greatly        
     increase the potential for false positives and variability of results.     
     
     
     Response to: G2984.008     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA has considered the comments and      
     concerns presented above and has addressed them in the Supplemental        
     Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of Quantification.  
     Please see section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification  
     Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.  See also response to comment     
     P2588.324.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G2984.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors                                                    
     Sound science and good field data must be the basis for setting            
     bioaccumulation factors.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2984.009     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that sound science and good field data must  
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     be used in derivation of BAFs.  EPA believes that it has used the best     
     science applicable to the regulatory process in developing the BAF         
     methodology and has relied on field data whenever possible in the          
     derivation of BAFs in the final Guidance.  For a more detailed discussion  
     on the methodology, see Section IV.B.2 of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2985.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are two key points which I wish to raise on behalf of our community  
     relative to the Great Lakes Initiative.  The first is the issue of equity. 
     The City of De Pere operates a wastewater treatment facility which is      
     excellent.  We were given the USEPA Region 5 award as the Best Large       
     Advanced Treatment Facility in our region in 1989.  Our wastewater         
     treatment facility is proud of the service it renders, both for our        
     customers and for the overall benefit to the environment and water quality.
     At this time, our estimates are that the enactment of the GLI as proposed  
     will cost our rate payers approximately $40 million in additional          
     expenditures.  We find this to be an abhorrent burden to place upon a      
     finite group of rate payers when, in fact, we have an established track    
     record of water quality enhancement.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G2985.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2985.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All evidence indicates that 90% of the current pollution entering our      
     waterways is nonpoint source in origin.  The equity issue centers on the   
     fact that once again point source dischargers such as municipal sewage     

Page 6249



$T044618.TXT
     treatment facilities and industries are being unfairly targeted and        
     burdened with costs without a reasonable expectation of proportionate      
     results in water quality.  Our discharge pipe is easy to locate and our    
     citizens are easy to bill; therefore, an unreasonable burden seems to be   
     directed at them when, in fact, true water quality results will best be    
     accomplished by focusing on the source, which is nonpoint source pollution.
     
     
     Response to: G2985.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance unfairly targets point source         
     dischargers for further reductions in pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes
     or that it burdens such dischargers with costs without a reasonable        
     expectation of proportionate results in water quality.  EPA believes that  
     further actions are needed to control the sources of pollution to the Great
     Lakes System as discussed in Section I.B of the SID, and that the final    
     Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a    
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and        
     benefits associated with implementing the final Guidance, see Section I.C  
     of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements  
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint   
     sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2985.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The other issue which I feel I must address on behalf of our citizenry is  
     the potential destruction of our economic climate.  The City of De Pere is 
     a regional leader in economic development with substantial job creation in 
     recent years.  The type of financial burden which could be passed on to our
     rate payers will mean the end of our ability to attract any new business or
     industry to this area.  Our rates simply can never be competitive with     
     other areas.  I believe it is reasonable, also, to anticipate an exodus of 
     businesses, particularly heavy water users, who will simply find this an   
     unwelcome climate in which to do their business.  The potential for job    
     loss with little compensating improvement in water quality makes this      
     proposed Initiative twice as odious for our community, and I must object in
     the most strenuous terms.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2985.003     
     
     G2985.003                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          

Page 6250



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2985.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We in the City of De Pere are particularly proud of our contribution to    
     area and State water quality standards which put us at the very top in the 
     nation.  We look forward to continuing efforts in that proud tradition.    
     The City of De Pere, however, must go on record as strongly opposing an    
     Initiative which places such highly unreasonable financial and sociological
     burdens on our community while contributing little to the improvement of   
     Great Lakes water quality.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G2985.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G2987.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not believe that the regulations, as presently written, are          
     reasonable or even credible, due to the fact that the technology and/or    
     equipment may not exist to measure the levels of toxins, as required by the
     drafted rules.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2987.001     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2987.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also question whether these regulations will really make much difference
     in the quality of the Great Lakes water mass, as the major source of       
     pollutants is not the already heavily regulated industrial dischargers or  
     the public treatment plants, but the air fallout, land run-off, and        
     existing contaminated sediment sources, which seem to be avoided by the    
     U.S. EPA in these regulations.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2987.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2987.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We further question the benefits of this proposal if any, if the Canadian  
     government, as a partner in this region and a contributor to the outcomes  
     of the quality of water, is not involved in appropriate activity.          
     
     
     Response to: G2987.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 6252



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G2987.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we question the constitutionality of a federal law which requires 
     a more restrictive and, in effect, punitive standard for one area of the   
     country over all others.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2987.004     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and G2572.086                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2987.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Certainly, we in Northern Ohio feel that these regulations, if passed as   
     proposed, will negatively impact all industrial dischargers and effectively
     increase the cost of doing business in Ohio to the point where it may be   
     impossible to maintain operations for many industries.  This proposal will 
     also increase the cost of public sewage treatment to the point where the   
     public will not be able to support that cost.                              
     
     
     Response to: G2987.005     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2989.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support the goals of the GLI:  to improve the water quality of 
     the basin, cut toxic pollution, protect aquatic life, wildlife and human   
     health.  However, we are concerned that the GLI will be unduly costly to   
     citizens and industry in the Great Lakes Basin, including the 2.5 million  
     Great Lakes anglers and the $3-4 billion Great Lakes sport fishing         
     industry.  A study prepared by DRI/McGraw Hill indicates that the GLI will 
     cost over 33,000 jobs in the basin.  These economic costs must be weighed  
     carefully in considering whether the GLI is appropriate.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2989.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2989.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While high costs would be justified for important environmental benefits,  
     we believe that the GLI will not be able to provide the water quality      
     improvements for which it is designed.  By focusing on point source        
     loadings, the GLI fails to address the most difficult remaining water      
     quality problems in the Great Lakes:  non-point and airborne pollutants.   
     Implementing a costly pollution control program with only limited          
     effectiveness will erode public support for worthwhile pollution abatement 
     efforts in the future.  EPA should integrate non-point and atmospheric     
     pollution controls into the GLI.  It is likely that an integrated plan     
     could provide more cost-effective water quality improvements than the GLI  
     will provide by maintaining EPA's traditional focus on point sources.      
     
     
     Response to: G2989.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, F4030.003, and D2587.037.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2989.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SFI is also concerned over the impact of the GLI on fish consumption       
     advisories.  Through the GLI, EPA would hold Great Lakes fish to a higher  
     standard of safety than is used for other sources of food.  Anglers need   
     credible information so that they can make sound decisions about the safety
     of consuming fish as it relates to other activities.  The GLI will not     
     provide this credible information, but will rather provide anglers with an 
     unreasonable assessment of health risks.  Risk analysis of Great Lakes fish
     consumption, if utilized, must be accompanied by similar risk analysis for 
     other normal daily activities (such as grain consumption, alcohol          
     consumption, urban living, etc.).  That is the bare minimum that would be  
     needed to provide anglers with the information they need to make credible  
     decisions on fish consumption.  Setting standards which will require the   
     imposition of unwarranted fish consumption advisories is unjustifiable.    
     
     
     Response to: G2989.003     
     
     As part of the development of the water quality criteria, other sources of 
     oral exposure (including "large and small game" and other dietary sources) 
     shall be accounted for through the relative source contribution component  
     of the methodology, when such data are available.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G2989.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would like to highlight two aspects of the fish consumption issue which 
     we believe reflect the unreasonable standards to which EPA proposes to hold
     Great Lakes fish.  In the mid-80's, the Food and Drug Administration model 
     for PCB action levels was reduced to 2.0 ppm.  The GLI would further reduce
     PCB action levels to 0.05 ppm, or 2.5 percent of FDA action levels.  Great 
     Lakes fish would be held to a standard forty times higher than that used by
     FDA.  Such standards would serve only to mislead anglers about the relative
     risks of fish consumption.                                                 
                                                                                
     Secondly, EPA proposes to use an exposure time of 70 years, and requested  
     comments on increasing this to 75.  Many Americans do not live to be 75    
     years, let alone spend all of those years as major consumers of Great Lakes
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     fish.  EPA should use more moderate exposure time assumptions.  Again, the 
     unreasonably high standards would only serve to mislead anglers about      
     relative risks.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2989.004     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the criteria are based on sound toxicological            
     data.  It is possible that the Agency may be using more recent data        
     than that used by FDA in developing their action levels.  However,         
     it must be understood that FDA action levels and water quality             
     criteria are used for different purposes.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G2990.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The initiative could go even further in controlling toxics in the lakes by 
     setting a timetable for the phaseout -- resulting in zero discharge -- of  
     certain persistent toxics, as called for by the International Joint        
     Commission.  And it should include more stringent rules regarding Lake     
     Superior as a "zero discharge demonstration zone."                         
     
     
     Response to: G2990.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G2992.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The uniform water quality standards provided by this initiative should     
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     include criteria for the elimination of both point and non-point sources of
     toxic pollution.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G2992.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2992.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If pollutants can't be eliminated immediately, then there should be a      
     specific time table to phase out the use of these toxic chemicals.         
     
     
     Response to: G2992.002     
     
     EPA believes that an appropriate risk reduction strategy will focus on     
     improving water quality where uses are not yet attained, and on maintaining
     water quality where uses have been achieved. Establishing time-tables for  
     pollutant phase-out may redirect resources from these first priority tasks,
     without a demonstrable affect on water quality.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: G2993.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have some concerns over the Guidance's proposed antidegradation rules   
     regarding new discharges into high quality waters.  New antidegradation    
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     rules are necessary, especially in reference to implementation (i.e.       
     antidegradation review), because the present policy has rarely been        
     enforced.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2993.001     
     
     EPA appreciates this perspective.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2993.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     antidegradation procedures that prevent new or increased dumping of        
     persistent toxic pollutants should be implemented as soon as possible, and 
     a time-table set to ban uses of bioaccumulative toxic substances released  
     into the Great Lakes ecosystem.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G2993.002     
     
     The antidegradation policy and procedures included in the final Guidance   
     require that water quality sufficient to support uses be maintained.  Thus,
     where a use is not attained or where assimilative capacity is no longer    
     available, new or increased loadings of the pollutants for which           
     assimilative capacity is lacking would be prohibited.  If the quality of   
     the water is better than the minimum necessary to support fish and aquatic 
     life and recreation in and on the water, new or increased loadings may be  
     allowed provided the new or increased loading is necessary to accomodate   
     important social and ecomonic development in the area affected by the      
     lowering of water quality.  States and Tribes may designate waters under   
     their jurisdiction as outstanding national resource waters (ONRW).  When a 
     water body is designated an ONRW, existing water quality must be maintained
     and protected.  Increased loads of pollutants to ONRWs are not permitted.  
                                                                                
     Establishing bans or phase-outs of particular chemicals is beyond the scope
     of the antidegradation provisions.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2993.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposed Guidance provides for more specific implementation of   
     antidegradation review, it also limits the scope of the rule.  For example,
     the Guidance would allow a de minimis exclusion for contaminants which are 
     not bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.  In contrast, the current rule   
     forbids any lowering of water quality without antidegradation review.  In  
     addition, although the Guidance attempts to narrow the scope of development
     which would justify lowering water quality, the categories are broad enough
     to permit almost any proposed activity.  We urge you to close these        
     loopholes.  Shifting the burden of proof to the discharger requiring them  
     to demonstrate a pollutant's safety regarding human health, wildlife and   
     aquatic life, would also be a step in the right direction.                 
     
     
     Response to: G2993.003     
     
     See response to comment D2783.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2995.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This comment concerns the inclusion of conventional, or "excluded",        
     pollutants in the antidegradation section of the proposed GLWQG.  This     
     effluent from our POTW is considered "stable" with regard to BOD and       
     ammonia under State rules, meaning that growth in our community will almost
     certainly require increases in discharges of conventional pollutants that  
     would be considered "significant" under the GLWQG.  This would thus require
     an antidegradation demonstration that could be open-ended and potentially  
     costly to Ypsilanti Township and all the communities in the POTW service   
     area.  In addition, for conventional pollutants, such a demonstration is   
     largely unnecessary, since they are, by definition, easily assimilated in  
     the environment.  It would be most helpful to planning and growth in our   
     community (including adding sewer system connections as opposed to septic  
     tanks), and relationships with outlying townships and communities which    
     contract with YCUA for PTOW services if the proposed GLWQG were to delete  
     antidegradaton demonstration requirement.  If the proposed GLWQG were to   
     remain, however, we request at most, a well-defined streamlined process    
     which would not be as costly as the demonstration outlined in the GLWQG    
     could be.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2995.001     
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     See response to comment G2938.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G2996.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI proposes most stringent regulations on point source discharges in
     the Great Lakes Basin.  Local industry is very cost conscious.  If industry
     could move out of an area with more stringent regulations to an area with  
     less stringent regulations and money is saved, it will do so.  Due to our  
     high dependence on a few local industries, this will devastate the region. 
     Consideration should be given to making uniformity of any regulation       
     nationwide.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2996.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G2996.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the ecological future of the Great Lakes Basin is of great concern
     to local leaders, and the public, the 10%-20% improvement in Great Lakes   
     water quality by the proposed GLWQI is not cost effective and begs for a   
     more productive solution to the problem.  Consideration must be given not  
     only to nationwide uniformity of regulations of point sources but also to  
     non-point source pollution.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2996.002     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G2996.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cogeneration facilities use Black River water for cooling purposes only.   
     Water drawn for cooling is reurned to the river unsullied but a higher     
     temperature.  It would be devastating to local cogeneration facilities if  
     treatment of this water became necessary.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2996.003     
     
     See response to G2784.009.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2996.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Canada contributes to Great Lakes pollution.  Uniformity of standards      
     should extend to Canada.  If standards are to be negotiated with our       
     northern neighbors, would it not be sensible to bilaterally arrive at      
     standards?  Consideration should be given to tabling the proposed GLWQI    
     until Canadian input is received.                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G2996.004     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G2996.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation and end of pipe mixing policies must also be uniform, not  
     area specific.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G2996.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2998.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This comment concerns the inclusion of conventional, or "excluded",        
     pollutants in the antidegradation section of the proposed GLWQG.  This     
     effluent from our POTW is considered "stable" with regard to BOD and       
     ammonia under State rules, meaning that growth of this service area will   
     almost certainly require increases in discharges of conventional pollutants
     that would be considered "significant" under the GLWQG.  This would thus   
     require an antidegradation demonstration that could be open-ended and      
     potentially costly to all communities in our service area.  In addition,   
     for conventional pollutants, such a demonstration is largely unnecessary,  
     since they are, by definition, easily assimilated in the environment.  It  
     would be most helpful to planning and growth in our member communities     
     (including adding sewer systems connections as opposed to septic tanks),   
     and relationships with outlying townships and communities which contract   
     with us for PTOW services if the proposed GLWQG were to delete             
     antidegradation demonstration requirement.  If the proposed GLWQG were to  
     remain, however, we request at most, a well-defined streamlined process    
     which would not be as costly as the demonstration outlined in the GLWQG    
     could be.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G2998.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that antidegradation provisions should not apply to     
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     "conventional" pollutants.  The antidegradation provisions of 40 CFR 131.12
     apply to all pollutants.  EPA has modified appendix E of the final Guidance
     to remove any distinction between Table 5 pollutants and other pollutants. 
     Even where pollutants break down into innocuous compounds following release
     into the environment, that breakdown is not instantaneous, resulting in    
     degradation of water quality.  In addition, breakdown of pollutants in the 
     environment also has impacts on the receiving water such as diminished     
     dissolved oxygen or growth of undesirable plants and algae.  Consequently, 
     it is incorrect to imply that degradation cannot occur as a result of the  
     release of such pollutants.                                                
                                                                                
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implementing antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August, 1994) provide direction to States and   
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
                                                                                
     See section VII of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G2999.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The entire U.S. Waters of the Lake Superior basin should be designated as  
     "Outstanding National Resource Water," the highest classification available
     under the Clean Water Act, instead of just certain areas.                  
     
     
     Response to: G2999.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G2999.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of chemicals of concern for Lake Superior should be expanded to   
     include the most bioaccumulative and/or persistent pollutants--a list of   
     about 50 chemicals--and chlorine, because its use leads to the creation of 
     many toxic chlorinated substances, instead of just nine.                   
     
     
     Response to: G2999.002     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G2999.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program committed to a requirement for a toxic reduction    
     plan in all new or reissued discharge permits.  This commitment should be  
     added to the GLI so it will become an enforceable provision of discharge   
     permits.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G2999.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G2999.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In the GLI, it is voluntary for the states to implement the special        
     provisions for Lake Superior.  EPA should make explicit its intention to   
     exercise its full authority to ensure adoption and implementation of       
     special provisions for Lake Superior in fulfillment of EPA's commitments to
     the Binational Program.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G2999.004     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A provision should be included in the guidance document to account for     
     inherent statistical variability in approved effluent chemical analysis    
     techniques (test methods).  The guidance document will result in permits   
     that will require facilities to monitor pollutants at extremely low        
     concentrations.  If permit limits are based on flow proportioned averages, 
     such as pounds per day, the slightest inherent error may result in         
     erroneous excursion reporting.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3.001        
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3000.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     That the guidelines be modified to clearly provide intake credits for once 
     through water discharge, not further degraded by an industrial process;    
     
     
     Response to: G3000.001     
     
     Response to: G3000.001: See response to comment D2592.031.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3000.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That cost effectiveness be considered, and sources of revenue be identified
     and initiated when rules are adopted;                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3000.002     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3000.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prioritize pollutant transportation and concentrate environmental dollars  
     in areas where greater good can be accomplished;                           
     
     
     Response to: G3000.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3000.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That serious efforts be made to encourage Canada to work towards setting   
     and achieving the same standards for the Great Lakes as the United States; 
     and                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3000.004     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3000.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That provisions of the antidegradation policy be modified to assure there  
     is no disincentive for the permittee who is environmentally responsible.   
     
     
     Response to: G3000.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3003.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While I appreciate the importance of and generally support the move toward 
     more uniform water quality standards among the Great Lakes states, the GLI,
     as currently proposed goes far beyond this goal to a point which appears to
     provide little environmental benefit, but would create significant new     
     regulatory costs impacting all citizens, irrational scientific hurdles, and
     disincentives for economic development in the midwest.                     
                                                                                
     Specifically, costs for implementing the GLI are expected to exceed $2.3   
     billion for the Great Lakes region according to an independent study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Governors.  In Indiana alone, manufacturers
     spend approximately $1 billion annually already for pollution abatement.   
     
     
     Response to: G3003.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G3003.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the rule provides little flexibility or reflection of the         
     diversity represented by each state in the Great Lakes region.  States     
     should be allowed to accommodate economic growth without compromising water
     quality.  This is particularly apparent in the development of the          
     antidegradation policy.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3003.002     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3003.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II criteria for establishing water quality standards should be    
     eliminated.  When standards are established, discharge limits should not be
     set below laboratory detection levels.  Finally, an intake credit policy is
     crucial.  Requiring facilities to remove substances already present in     
     intake water has no scientific or legal foundation.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3003.003     
     
     See response to: D2741.076.  Also, EPA agrees there needs to be provision  
     for situations when the WQBEL is below the level of quantification, and has
     included procedure 8 of appendix F in the final Guidance for this purpose. 
     See section VIII.H of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there should be provision for pollutants in intake waters, 
     and has added additional provisions for this purpose in the final Guidance.
      See section VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3010.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative is like "shooting from the hip" and hoping to   
     hit the target; but if we miss, nothing will be gained and a lot of        
     industry and jobs could be lost.  Our industrial plants in this area are   
     already down sizing or closing because of non-profitability.  If they are  
     forced to comply with the GLI, the Great Lakes region will no longer be    
     competitive for industrial location or expansion.                          
                                                                                
     Also the GLI only targets point sources that are already being controlled. 
     We still have the other non-point source pollutants which brings me to     
     another study that I question.  This study is the National Water Quality   
     Assessment conducted by the US Geological Survey.  The issues are nutrient 
     loads, effects of agricultural chemicals and toxic industrial chemicals, as
     well as remedial action plan issues.  Why couldn't this study be concluded 
     before GLI offers regulations?  This study, which I understand will        
     determine the exact quality of the water in the Great Lakes after the five 
     years it will take to complete and the funding of $6 - 7 million which is  
     being committed.                                                           
                                                                                
     And lastly, I fear the threat of the GLI on municipalities to pay for      
     improvements to municipal waste water plants without federal funding.  We  
     are already losing revenue from our industries leaving, unemployment, and  

Page 6269



$T044618.TXT
     people re-locating elsewhere to find jobs.  At this point, can anyone truly
     substantiate the claims that the people and the environment will benefit   
     from the millions of dollars to be spent?                                  
                                                                                
     Under present regulations, the water quality has improved.  Let us continue
     with what we are doing to protect the lakes.  It took time for the         
     pollutants to have an adverse affect, and it will also take time to realize
     the reverse.  By establishing more time under these preventive measures, it
     will allow us to continue to eliminate pollutants and restore our lakes in 
     a more cost effective manner by determining what is most threatening and   
     implementing remedial plans accordingly.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3010.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, F1990.002, and D2579.002.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3013.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will require a major expenditure of tax dollars and industry       
     revenues in order to achieve a minimal improvement in water quality.       
                                                                                
     GLI in its present form is simply not a cost-effective means of improving  
     water quality.  Addressing only the point source discharge emissions of    
     such chemicals as mercury, PCB's, and other bioaccumulative chemicals of   
     concern (BCC's) will require municipal government and industry to achieve a
     minimal decrease in discharges at a very high cost (reliable estimates     
     reach as high as $2.3 billion) while ignoring atmospheric deposition and   
     other non-point source loadings of these chemicals into the Great Lakes.   
                                                                                
     While there has been some movement to address non-point source pollution   
     through the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative (GLTxRI), this project 
     is in its infancy, and the Illinois Municipal League is concerned that the 
     end of pipe standards contained in the GLI will devote precious financial  
     resources to environmental protection efforts that will only have minimal, 
     or no measurable impact.                                                   
                                                                                
     Consequently, it is becoming apparent that the GLI will be a significant   
     drain on the region's economic resources, while providing minimal          
     environmental benefit.  The GLI, as presently proposed, is impractical and 
     will imperil the fragile economic stability of a region struggling to      
     survive.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3013.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2579.002.                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3013.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge the USEPA to re-evaluate both the need for the GLI and the science 
     used in the rules, and concentrate on the total picture - all sources of   
     toxic loadings and pollution in the Great Lakes.                           
                                                                                
     The GLI should be reexamined in light of its inability to address major    
     sources of toxic loadings into the Great Lakes.  The draft final DRI/McGraw
     Hill cost-benefit study released in July 1993 for the Council of Great     
     Lakes Governors states that the only major Bioaccumulative Chemical of     
     Concern (BCC) that will show significant decreases due to point source     
     standards under GLI is 2,3,7,8 TCDD, or Dioxin(1).  Other major toxics have
     significantly higher loadings from other sources, including natural        
     sources, atmospheric deposition, and contaminated sediment.  As a result,  
     stringent discharge standards for point source emissions will not result in
     significant overall decreases in total loadings to the Great Lakes         
     System.(2)                                                                 
                                                                                
     In sum, the Illinois Municipal League believes that significant study and  
     an increased emphasis on such strategies as Lakewide Management Plans where
     all sources of toxic loadings to the Great Lakes are considered is         
     warranted in light of the GLI's very high cost and minimal benefit.        
                                                                                
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                                                                
     (1)  "Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  Cost Effective Measures to    
     enhance Environmental Quality and Regional Competitiveness," Council of    
     Great Lakes Governors, July 1993, p. II-13.                                
                                                                                
     (2)  Ibid.                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3013.002     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3013.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is an Unfunded Federal Mandate on local government.                
                                                                                
     As USEPA intimates in its preamble to the GLI proposed rules, the Clean    
     Water Act Amendments during the past two decades have contributed          
     significantly to water quality improvements in the Great Lakes Region.     
     While there are still fish consumption advisories, there is no denying that
     progress is being made in the Great Lakes.                                 
                                                                                
     However, compliance with the Clean Water Act has been very expensive for   
     local government.  Fortunately, during periods of financial solvency, some 
     federal monies were forthcoming to assist local governments with the       
     federal mandates.                                                          
                                                                                
     This is not the case in the 1990's.  The Federal government has absolved   
     itself of its responsibilities for funding its own programs.  Decreases in 
     wastewater treatment plant construction grant funds and state revolving    
     loan funds are coinciding with dramatic new unfunded federal water         
     programs.  This untimely coincidence has forced many local governments in  
     the Great Lakes Region to incur increased debt, increase their tax burdens 
     on citizens, and cause other important local functions to suffer at the    
     hands of federal environmental mandates.                                   
                                                                                
     The GLI represents an unfunded federal mandate that is irresponsible and   
     unacceptable.  If the federl government is going to mandate new water      
     quality standards, it must bear the burden along with local government for 
     the costs associated with compliance.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3013.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  The Clean Water Act requires that   
     States develop standards protective of human health and the environment.   
     The Guidance is designed to promote the establishment of consistent        
     standards across the Great Lakes basin.  For a complete discussion of the  
     history of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and the statutory      
     provisions governing the development of the final Guidance, see Sections I 
     and II of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3013.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed rule for the GLI is more than "guidance" - it will be final   
     rules with no flexibility for individual states.                           
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 (P.L. 101-596) states that   
     "... the Administrator, in consultation with the Program Office, shall     
     publish in the Federal Register, pursuant to this section and the          
     Administrator's authority under this chapter, final water quality guidance 
     for the Great Lakes System."  {emphasis added}                             
                                                                                
     The Act goes on to mandate that states "... shall adopt water quality      
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures for     
     waters within the Great Lakes system which are consistent with such        
     guidance."   {emphasis added}                                              
                                                                                
     In the opinion of the Illinois Municipal League, the USEPA is directly     
     mandating rules on the states that they must follow without variance.      
     While states must adopt rules that are no less stringent than federal      
     rules, the tone of GLI implies that this rule is binding in its final form,
     with little flexibility for individual states' environmental conditions.   
                                                                                
     In addition, the proposed rules for GLI assume that states have no         
     experience with regulating water quality when the Clean Water Act has been 
     administered by states for more than two decades.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3013.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance contains no flexibility for     
     States and Tribes.  EPA recognizes the States' experience with regulating  
     water quality and believes that the final Guidance does promote consistency
     in standards and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate      
     flexibility to States and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.   
     For further discussion of the flexibility associated with the various      
     provisions of the Guidance, see the preamble to the final Guidance and the 
     appropriate sections of the SID.  See also Sections II.C and D of the SID  
     for a discussion of section 18(c) of the Clean Water Act and State and     
     Tribal adoption of provisions consistent with the final Guidance.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3013.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, the Illinois Municipal League urges USEPA to halt, or at the   
     minimum, delay adoption of the GLI, and devise a more cost-effective means 
     of improving water quality in the Great Lakes.                             
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the Critical Programs Act of 1990, the GLI in its current  
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     form should not be adopted as rules by the USEPA.  Too many reliable       
     sources are correctly pointing out that this set of unachievable water     
     quality standards will cause a massive expenditure of tax dollars and      
     industry revenues resulting in a minimal increase in water quality.  The   
     piecemeal approach to total water quality represented in GLI standards will
     prove to be ineffective and expensive.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3013.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3013.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, according to USEPA, the GLI standards are being proposed because of the
     unique hydrologic properties of the Great Lakes, why have they been        
     proposed for other bodies of water?  The proposal at the state level       
     discredits the argument that GLI is needed for the unique system of the    
     Great Lakes, and implies a hidden agenda to apply GLI water quality        
     standards to these bodies of water in the Midwest and presumably nationwide
     as well.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3013.006     
     
     For a full discussion of this issue, see Sections I and II of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3013.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, mandating end of pipe discharge standards in the GLI will 1)   
     produce modest environmental benefit at best; 2) cost industry and         
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     municipal government 700 million to two billion dollars; 3) reduce overall 
     competitiveness of the Great Lakes states region already suffering from    
     recession and high rates of industry loss; and 4) completely ignore the    
     largest sources of toxic contributions into the Great Lakes.               
     
     
     Response to: G3013.007     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, F4030.003, D2587.158 and D2587.045.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3014.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) should not be changed or   
     amended as recommended by EPA.  Full compliance with the provisions of the 
     Critical Programs Act and the current GLWQA must be demonstrated before    
     consideration can be given to amending the agreement.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3014.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3014.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not actually lead to the elimination of any persistent toxic  
     substances in the Great Lakes.  Greater emphasis needs to be placed on     
     pollution prevention and the virtual elimination of persistent toxic       
     substances through sunsetting and zero discharge as called for in the      
     GLWQA.                                                                     
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     Response to: G3014.002     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2867.087.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3014.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost estimates for compliance with GLI need to be updated following    
     review of the Michigan DNR analysis and critical re-evaluation of the DRI  
     study.  Industry estimates of cost to comply with GLI appear to be partly  
     based on costs that they would incur in meeting existing water quality     
     standards in progressive states such as Michigan where standards may       
     already meet or exceed those in GLI.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3014.003     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: G3014.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation components of GLI are of particular concern.  The      
     "prudent and feasible alternative" legal test needs to be applied whenever 
     a degradation in water quality is proposed.  The question should be whether
     the discharger has considered "prudent and feasible" alternatives to the   
     proposed discharge.                                                        
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     Response to: G3014.004     
     
     See response to comment G2617.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3014.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits of any kind violate the spirit and the letter of the GLWQA  
     and should be eliminated from consideration in GLI.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3014.005     
     
     See response to comment P2742.602.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3018.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead of the two new, confusing special designations of "Lake Superior   
     Basin-Outstanding National Resource Waters" and "Outstanding International 
     Resource Waters," the GLI should designate the entire U.S. Waters of the   
     Lake Superior basin as "Outstanding National Resource Waters,"the highest  
     classification available under the Clean Water Act.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3018.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3018.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of chemicals of concern for Lake Superior in the GLI is only nine 
     chemicals.  The list should be expanded to include the most bioaccumulative
     and/or persistent pollutants--a list of about 50 chemicals--and chlorine,  
     because its use leads to the creation of many toxic chlorinated substances.
     
     
     Response to: G3018.002     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G3018.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program committed to a requirement for a toxic reduction    
     plan in all new or reissued discharge permits.  This commitment should be  
     added to the GLI so it will become an enforceable provision of discharge   
     permits.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3018.003     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3018.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the GLI, it is voluntary for the states to implement the special        
     provisions for Lake Superior.  EPA should make explicit its intention to   
     exercise its full authority to ensure adoption and implementation of       
     special provisions for Lake Superior in fulfillment of EPA's commitments to
     the Binational Program.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3018.004     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3020.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, this Document needs strengthening:                                
                                                                                
     1)  It must closely follow the statutory directives of the 1990 Critical   
     Programs Act, the Clean Waters Act Amendment, to find and address all      
     remedies with hopes of catching up.  This nation cannot wait until the year
     2004 to curtail all toxic bioaccumulative poisons.  Curtailment must be    
     uniform.  Currently the eight states have regulations that vary on the     
     discharge limits of these poisons.  this uneven loading into waters results
     in increasing overall pollution.  The list of Bioaccumulative Factors in   
     determining wildlife, fish consumption and human health criteria which is  
     upgraded in this Document, is more protective than current use of          
     bioconcentration factors but must constantly be enlarged to include all    
     toxics in uniform fashion from point sources, non-point sources and        
     atmospheric deposition for continuing prevention.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3020.001     
     
     EPA agrees that the final Guidance should be designed to improve the       
     consistency of water quality-based controls in the Great Lakes System, and 
     believes the final Guidance will do so.                                    
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     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance should ban certain pollutants,  
     as the comment may be suggesting.  Although EPA has restricted the use or  
     manufacture of some substances under other statutory authority, the Great  
     Lakes Critical Programs Act amendments to the Clean Water Act do not       
     require the banning of any pollutants.  Rather, EPA has decided, for the   
     reasons described in section II.C.8 of the SID, to include special         
     provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance that will reduce the loadings of 
     these pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that these       
     provisions are necessary and appropriate to implement the Clean Water Act, 
     and make reasonable progress toward the goals of the Act, including the    
     "zero discharge" goal, and toward the "virtual elimination" goal of the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3020.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2)  The antidegradation policy requirements should address and upgrade all 
     water bodies whether high, medium or low quality waters.  None should be   
     allowed to serve as water dumps anywhere, not even in those tributaries    
     that empty into the Great Lakes.  Antidegradation rules should apply to all
     sources of toxics from urban, rural and industrial points that are dumped  
     into our Great Lakes and all other streams.  The health needs of humans,   
     fish safe for everyone to eat and protection of the eco-system must have   
     priority over socio-economic justifications that pollutors insist is a     
     reason to keep on using loop holes to evade strong water quality standards.
     
     
     Response to: G3020.002     
     
     This comment raises two concerns:  that antidegradation should be used to  
     improve water quality, and that antidegradation should apply to all        
     activities that might lower water quality.  To address the first,          
     antidegradation was never intended as a tool to drive improvements in water
     quality.  Antidegradation's sole fucntion, whether under the final Guidance
     or existing Federal regulations, is to protect existing water quality.     
     Antidegradation, like any other component of a State's or Tribe's water    
     quality standards, does apply to all water and at all times.  However, in  
     certain circumstances, mechanisms may not exist to implement an element of 
     a State's or Tribe's water quality standards.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
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     Comment ID: G3020.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3)  Dilution of pollution should be prohibited as an excuse for discharging
     toxics and must be phased out as soon as possible.  Ten years is too long  
     to wait due to the fact the Lakes are especially sensitive to toxic        
     pollution.  Poisons have accumulated for many decades because the cleansing
     of the lakes is very slow; therefore this accumulation is a constant hazard
     to organisms and passes on the poisons to people and wildlife.  Dilution of
     pollution should not be used in any water quality equation for waters,     
     Total Maximum Daily Load allocations in specific.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3020.003     
     
     Comment G3020.003                                                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3020.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4)  Mixing zones are a result of allowing dilution.  This practice which   
     EPA has condoned consistently has to cease.  Nowhere is there consideration
     of the effects of mixing zone on top of mixing zone which results in almost
     total pollution of water bodies and is no answer to ZERO DISCHARGE.        
     
     
     Response to: G3020.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G3020.005

Page 6281



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5)  Variance procedure must be monitored.  This is a sly trick to          
     disregard/evade any pollution control.  One of the latest maneuvers is a   
     company working along with planners and zoning boards to re-write variance 
     rules for that company's purposes.  Variances are unfair to others and are 
     not uniform; they create back sliding of water quality standards.          
     
     
     Response to: G3020.005     
     
     EPA has provided for public participation in the final Guidance, and EPA   
     has review and approval authority over all changes to WQS including        
     variances.  In addition, Procedure 2.F.1 requiring dischargers to maintain 
     the level of treatment achieved under the previous permit would almost     
     always prevent a discharger from being granted a variances that would      
     result in an actual lowering of water quality or allow increased discharge,
     thus, antidegradation and antibacksliding issues should be almost          
     nonexistent.                                                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: G3021.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, the Guidance states that, if the waterway has not been          
     designated as an Outstanding National Resource Water, increased levels of  
     toxic chemicals are allowed if the State or Tribe determines that it is    
     socially and economically necessary.  The current rules give considerable  
     leeway in lowering the water quality.  We recommend that the EPA set firm  
     guidelines for what is socially and economically necessary in order to     
     prevent significant degradation under these rules.                         
     
     
     Response to: G3021.001     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G3021.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the Guidance explicitly state that pollution prevention  
     is the preferred method of reducing the total discharge of toxic           
     substances, rather than end-of-pipe clean-up procedures.  Concurrent with  
     this statement, we recommend that the Guidance include a requirement for   
     comprehensive pollution prevention programs in the Great Lakes region.     
     
     
     Response to: G3021.002     
     
     EPA agrees that pollution prevention is an important component of any      
     environmental management program.  For a discussion of the underlying      
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting pollution prevention practices, see Section I.C of the SID.  For 
     further discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes     
     program efforts to address current and prevent future pollution problems,  
     see Section I.D of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G3021.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we recommend that the concept of non-transferability be       
     included in the GLI.  Nontransferability states that it is not acceptable  
     to simply transfer pollution from one form (liquid) to another (gas or     
     solid).  Strong requirements in this area will further encourage pollution 
     prevention by dischargers.  In fact, pollution prevention is so important  
     that we suggest offering economic incentives to encourage this approach to 
     waste minimization.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3021.003     
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     EPA agrees that pollution prevention is an important component of any      
     environmental management program.  For a discussion of the underlying      
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting pollution prevention practices, see Section I.C of the SID.  For 
     further discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes     
     program efforts to address current and prevent future pollution problems,  
     see Section I.D of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3021.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As expressed in the United States-Canada Great Lakes Water Quality         
     Agreement, the goal for protection of the Great Lakes waterways is virtual 
     elimination of toxic pollutants.  We suggest that this language also be    
     used in the GLI.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3021.004     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3021.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we recommended that provisions be made in the GLI to phase out (sunset)    
     uses of persistent toxic pollutants in accordance with the virtual         
     elimination goal.  As long-time members of the Cuyahoga River Remedial     
     Action Plan we recognize the need to move toward the virtual elimination of
     toxic pollutants.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3021.005     
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     See response to: G3032.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3024.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our small city cannot afford, because of frozen state tax rates, any       
     federal mandates without federal money to support them.  This has been     
     going on for so many years that something has to give!  Small cities have  
     nothing more to give!                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3024.001     
     
     See response to comments G1990.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3024.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI only focuses on point source dischargers, even though the largest  
     source of pollution in the Great Lakes region is non-point source toxic    
     discharges.  The GLI sets stringent standards involving 138 different      
     substances, which account for less than one-tenth of the possible pollution
     sources of the Great Lakes!                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3024.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP
     Comment ID: G3024.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, there has been limited discussion given to the problem of how
     to handle the lack of control which a POTW has over the substances placed  
     into the system.  Unlike industry, POTW's are not able to directly control 
     what is placed into public sewers.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3024.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Section II.C
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3024.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule would eliminate the ability of industry and              
     municipalities to operate within a "margin of safety", because the         
     enforceable permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually  
     discharged.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3024.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3024.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned that local governments will not have the ability to  
     adjust for local conditions and new science.  The proposed rule requires   
     every stream, tributary, and connecting channel in the Great Lakes basin to
     meet the same water quality standards as the open waters of the Great      
     Lakes.  In several instances, uniform basinwide requirements will result in
     unnecessarily stringent controls and costs for dischargers with no         
     environmental benefit.                                                     
                                                                                
     States should have the flexibility to establish local or site specific     
     water quality criteria when environmental conditions differ from the       
     assumptions used to establish the rule's basinwide standards.              
                                                                                
     The rule assumes the entire Great Lakes basin is a single, uniform         
     ecosystem in which essentially the same water quality controls apply to    
     diverse waters.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3024.005     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3024.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In areas of human health and wildlife protection, the rule gives states the
     flexibility to set local requirements which are more stringent than        
     basinwide standards.  A state may not establish any less stringent local   
     requirements, no matter how much actual conditions at specific locations   
     differ from the assumptions used to develop the rule's basinwide standards 
     for human health and wildlife protection.  The rule's water quality        
     standards for protection of human health reflect assumptions on rates and  
     species of fish consumed.  Yet states have no flexibility to establish site
     specific criteria for river or stream segments even if certain fish species
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     are not present for reasons unrelated to water quality.                    
     
     
     Response to: G3024.006     
     
     The final guidance does allow establishment of less stringent site-specific
     criteria for human health and wildlife, where scientifically defensible.   
     However, EPA disagrees with the argument that remoteness from humans or    
     absence of a representative species is itself a reasonable basis for such a
     modification. The Agency disagrees that less stringent water criteria may  
     be appropriate for waterbodies that  are inaccessible or undesirable to    
     humans or wildlife. The representative species listed in the Final Guidance
     were not selected to be the sole species targeted for protection; rather,  
     they were selected to exemplify the highly exposed wildlife species        
     resident in the Great Lakes basin. Therefore, even if a representative     
     species is not found at a specific geographic site, other highly exposed   
     wildlife species would still need the protection granted by the criteria   
     derived under Appendix D of the Final Guidance or those criteria listed in 
     Table 4 of part 132. Where aquatic life species that occur at the site are 
     less sensitive than those tested in developing the criteria, the criteria  
     may be modified accordingly.                                               
                                                                                
     In the case of human health criteria, it would be impossible to rule out   
     the possibility of human exposure, even if the waterbody was generally     
     inaccessible, so less stringent criteria would not be permitted on that    
     basis.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3024.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize that the Great Lakes basin is a nationally important economic 
     region.  The workers, industries, and municipalities present in the Great  
     Lakes basin must not be needlessly jeopardized by policies that lack clear 
     environmental objectives, a sound scientific base, or justified economic   
     costs.  Our municipality cannot afford to misspend any money, let alone the
     projected millions of dollars which the GLI will require.  Resources,      
     federal, state, and local, are extremely limited.  Dollars must be spent   
     efficiently on programs with measurable environmental benefits.            
     
     
     Response to: G3024.007     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3032.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concerns arise, however by other parts of the agreement, namely, under the 
     GLI, only point sources agree included for stringent controls.  This       
     approach falls short of the zero discharge goal established by the Water   
     Quality Agreement by not including non-point sources such as seepage from  
     landfills and loading areas, pollution from contaminated sediments and city
     sewer overflows, all common problems in our communities as part of the GLI.
     This problem may be partially alleviated by having more stringent pollution
     controls that include enforceable deadlines from non-point sources on the  
     same timetable as from point sources.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3032.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3032.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other measures may be needed to embrace zero discharge.  This includes the 
     banning of the most hazardous chemicals.  While this may seem drastic, it  
     is, in many cases the most cost effective solution possible, especially    
     when one compares the problem to trying to control the pollution.          
     Evaluating the most successful cases in protecting the environment, one    
     realizes that the real improvements have been achieved not by adding       
     controls or concealing pollutants, but by zero discharge or elimination.   
     The reason there is so much less lead in the environment and in children's 
     blood is that lead has been almost entirely eliminated from the manufacture
     of gasoline.  The reason that DDT and related pesticides are now much less 
     prevalent in wildlife and our own bodies is that their use has been banned.
     The levels of mercury in rivers and lakes has greatly declined because it  
     is no longer used in chlorine production.  Phosphate concentrations have   
     been sharply reduced in some rivers because local legislation has banned   
     its use in detergents.                                                     
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     In sum, there is a common explanation for each of these reductions.  In    
     each case, environmental degradation was prevented by simply stopping      
     production or use of the pollutant.  Zero Discharge.                       
     
     
     Response to: G3032.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance should ban certain pollutants.  
     Although EPA has restricted the use or manufacture of some substances under
     other statutory authority, the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act amendments
     to the Clean Water Act do not require the banning of any pollutants.       
     Rather, EPA has decided, for the reasons described in section II.C.8 of the
     SID, to include special provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance that will
     reduce the loadings of these pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  EPA    
     believes that these provisions are necessary and appropriate to implement  
     the Clean Water Act, and make reasonable progress toward the goals of the  
     Act, including the "zero discharge" goal, and toward the "virtual          
     elimination" goal of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G3032.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In communities in our area we are exposed to a wide variety of toxic       
     chemicals at home, work, and our everyday lives.  The GLI needs several    
     improvemenets to attain higher levels of protection from the additive ill  
     effects of toxic chemicals.  First, EPA needs to assume that the impact    
     from adding pollutants to pollutants is greater that the sum of the        
     individual impacts.  There are numerous examples on this topic which       
     indicate that some chemicals synergize to produce effects thousands of     
     times more harmful that the mere addition of the chemicals.  We are often  
     talking about mixing cancer-causing chemicals with nervous system          
     inhibitors.  Prudence dictates that one assumes that there is an additive  
     effect.  In the proposal, EPA identifies the "Section 3 option" as the     
     option which makes this assumption.  We urge the adoption of this option as
     the only prudent alternative.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3032.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3032.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, the 138 pollutants of initial focus should be expanded.  This    
     should be done by reviewing all potential pollutants that have similar     
     biochemical make-up as the ones already on the list and add those that are 
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3032.004     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G3032.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, there needs to be established procedures for the adding on of 
     new toxic chemicals on the general list.  EPA needs a two fold approach for
     adding new chemicals:  (1) clear, user-friendly procedures and guidelines  
     for citizen petitions of state or local governements or others to add new  
     chemicals and, (2) an active education program to inform citizens of the   
     impact of chemicals which pollute the Great Lakes environment.             
     
     
     Response to: G3032.005     
     
     Comment G3032.005                                                          
                                                                                
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
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     Comment ID: G3032.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1)  Base calculations to derive numerical water quality standards not on   
     consumption and body weights of adult white males, but on those children   
     and fetuses who are even more susceptible due to higher metabolic rates and
     activity.  The present proposal includes a precedent of a specific         
     adjustment for protection against fetal central nervous system damage from 
     mercury.  This precedent must be extended for all chemicals covered by the 
     Initiative.  Similarly, the GLI should lower its assumption of average body
     weight from 70 k.g. to 55 k.g. to reflect better the average of women of   
     child bearing age.  The standards emanating from GLI must protect women of 
     child bearing age.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3032.006     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3032.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2)  Base calculations to derive numerical water quality standards on the   
     99th percentile of fish consumption, reflecting the actual amounts of fish 
     eaten by American Indian subsistence fishers, Asian Americans and other    
     ethnic groups who eat a lot of fish, urban residents fishing for family    
     meals, sport anglers and commercial fishers and their families.            
     
     
     Response to: G3032.007     
     
     Comment G3032.007                                                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3032.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3)  Base calculations to derive numerical water quality standards on an    
     assumed fat percentage or lipid value of 11% for Great Lakes fish, rather  
     than the 5% in the current proposal.  This level better reflects the fatty 
     fish often eaten by urban fishers and others listed above.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3032.008     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3035.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The E.P.A. has targeted point sources, such as municipal waste water       
     treatment plants and industrial users, to shoulder the brunt of the cost   
     and regulations.  These sources already require discharge permits, which   
     encompass countless regulations and constant monitoring.  Unfortunately,   
     nine-tenths of the pollution in the Great Lakes comes from non-point       
     sources.  The E.P.A. has not addressed reducing non-point sources in the   
     proposed GLI.  If non-point sources are the major water pollution factor in
     the Great Lakes, why has the E.P.A. not addressed the real problem?        
     
     
     Response to: G3035.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3035.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stevens Point's watershed drains into the Wisconsin River and eventually   
     into the Mississippi River.  Yet, our community would be included in the   
     GLI regulations.  Complying with GLI will cost Stevens Point approximately 
     $7 million in capital expenses to make modifications and install the       
     necessary equipment.  Annual expenses for testing and upkeep of GLI        
     required equipment would cost approximately $650,000.   However, a greater 
     and more costly impact is the one GLI would have on the potential for      
     economic development in and the creation of jobs in a community.           
     
     
     Response to: G3035.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3035.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our ability to add new development on our sewer system would be limited by 
     the `less than detection limit requirements' of the GLI regulations.       
     Communities should not be faced with the dilemma of limiting the addition  
     of housing developments or industrial operations because detection levels  
     are set at immeasurable limits.  The burden of expense and over-regulation 
     to reduce discharge limits below levels currently deemed safe makes no     
     sense while the majority of the pollution problem flows past the discharge 
     point unaddressed by any regulations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3035.003     
     
     See response to comment G2912.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: G3035.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of `intake credits' is another ridiculous proposal of GLI.  Water 
     users are not credited for the existing pollutants found in the water      
     before the water is used in their operations.  The E.P.A., in a sense,     
     forces any water user to become a mini-water cleaning plant at the user's  
     expense.  These users are not responsible for the pollutants yet they are  
     forced to improve the quality of the water they return to the river or lake
     and absorb the cost.  Again, the non-point sources are responsible for 90% 
     of the problem yet point-sources are burdened with 100% of the cost.  This 
     is not a realistic or fair solution to a issue as important as water       
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3035.004     
     
     This comment raises similar issues to those in comments D2798.058 and      
     P2588.075, which are addressed in the responses to those comments.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G3040.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The limits proposed are not consistent scientifically as seen by the GLI   
     scientific advisory boards own members.  There are serious questions in the
     numbers,                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3040.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3040.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The limits as such are being applied to all businesses, municipalities and 
     other permit holders not only within the state of Wisconsin but the other 7
     Great Lakes as well.  As you are aware in the State of Wisconsin limits are
     modified according to specific factors with regard to the receiving waters 
     as well as the water quality of the background water.  We do not feel that 
     all discharges should arbitrarily be restricted to the same limits.        
     
     
     Response to: G3040.002     
     
     The final Guidance provides for adjustment of permit limits to account for 
     background levels of polluants in certain circumstances.  The general issue
     of intake water credits is discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.     
     While application of  criteria is generally basin-wide (see SID at         
     II.C.4.), criteria may also be modified on a site-specific basis (see SID  
     at Section VIII.A.).                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3040.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This piece of legislation takes away from manpower needs of the individual 
     state programs and by most accounts will not substantially improve the     
     water quality of the Great Lakes,                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3040.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion on how the Guidance
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See also Sections I.C, I.D and 
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3040.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA already has oversight authority of each of the state programs.  Our
     suggestion is that the EPA exercise their oversight rights and bring the   
     individual state programs closer together but still allowing the states to 
     regulate their own programs.  In this manner states can also take into     
     consideration individual differences in receiving water quality, etc. for  
     specific permit compliance levels,                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3040.004     
     
     In developing the final Guidance, EPA relied upon several underlying       
     principles, including promoting consistency in State and Tribal standards  
     while still allowing for flexibility by States and Tribes.  See Section I.C
     of the SID for a discussion of these principles.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G3040.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By all estimates this program will be an expensive program for             
     implementation, enforcement and compliance,                                
     
     
     Response to: G3040.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3040.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel that of the Great Lakes States the program in Wisconsin is         
     exemplary and should be used as the model for the other states,            
     
     
     Response to: G3040.006     
     
     EPA agrees that Wisconsin has a progressice environmental protection       
     program.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3040.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The paper industry has shown a strong willingness to work with the DNR and 
     EPA to address pollution issues.  We feel the latest of these efforts, the 
     Pollution Prevention Partnership, will adequately push to limit pollution  
     in the Great Lakes and that voluntary state by state programs can serve the
     same end as a federally mandated program.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3040.007     
     
     See response to comment number G2571.158.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3041.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Some aspects of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI) are of      
     concern to us.  When the Clean Water Act was passed, there were specific   
     exemptions for ballast and engine cooling water that we have been unable to
     find in the new regulations.  Since the stated purpose of this initiative  
     is to improve the environment of the Great Lakes, we would like you to     
     consider the environmental impact of shifting the tonnage shipped on the   
     Great Lakes from ship to rail.                                             
                                                                                
     The Port of Duluth-Superior had a total of 35,484,872 metric tons of       
     maritime commerce during the 1992 season.  Part of the environmental impact
     of forcing this tonnage to rail transfer is calculated as follows:         
                                                                                
     (See original for table.)                                                  
                                                                                
     The result of the shift from ship to rail would be:  Consumption of        
     petroleum would increase by 113,444,470 gallons, 92,929,180 pounds of      
     exhaust emissions would be added to the atmosphere, and an additional 63   
     rail crossing accidents would occur every year.                            
                                                                                
     The Port of Duluth-Superior is just one of the ports on the Great Lakes.   
     If the impact were considered for the entire region, the numbers would be  
     even more dramatic.  Please include the same exemption for ballast and     
     cooling water that was provided in the Clean Water Act, or withdraw the GLI
     as proposed.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3041.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3042.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     During public hearings and teleconferences on the Initiative, the financial
     and regulatory impact on small communities was either down played or       
     ignored, with the explanation that this initial implementation probably    
     wouldn't affect them significantly.  While it is understood that most      
     estimates given were for those most affected, our membership insists on    
     knowing precisely how and when it will affect them.  To hear about it      
     several years after the regulations are already in place does not give them
     reasonable opportunity to impact the process.                              
     
     
     Response to: G3042.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3042.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The period of public comment ending September 3, 1993 does not give small  
     communities time to assess the local impact, and respond accordingly.      
     
     
     Response to: G3042.002     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA believes that the 150- day      
     comment period provided the public with adequate time to comment on the    
     proposed Guidance.  Additionally, EPA, upon request, met with any          
     interested party even after the close of the public comment period.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3042.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance does not specifically exempt small facilities and    
     discharges, nor does it give specific guidance to allow them to measure the
     impact.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3042.003     
     
     The GLI does not treat "minor" discharges any differently than "major"     
     discharges.  EPA is not authorized under the CWA to catagorically exempt   
     discharges from "small" facilities from compliance with water quality      
     standrads.  EPA has, however, separately considered the potential impacts  
     on small facilities. See the discussion in Sections I.C and II.C and D     
     concerning State and Tribal flexibility in aedopting and implementing      
     provisions consistet with the Guidance.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3042.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance again chooses point-source facilities as the starting
     point, and using accompanying fees, creates the database which may show    
     that the most significant sources are elsewhere.  It appears these         
     facilities are simply an easy target, and a source of revenue.             
     
     
     Response to: G3042.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance solely focuses on point sources of    
     pollution.  EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and  
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing nonpoint sources, see Section I.D of the SID and responses
     to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See responses to    
     comment numbers 4030.003 and G3457.004.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3043.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing federal environmental laws should be sufficient to the clean  
     up effort.  If there are pollution problems in the Great Lakes Basin, it is
     because entities still are not in compliance with the Clean Water Act.  We 
     also have yet to see the benefits of the proposed storm water permit       
     program.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3043.001     
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     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in I.B, I.C and
     I.D of the SID.  See also response to comment number G3044.004.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3043.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance only addresses point source discharges.  Why?  All point      
     sources have been or should be in compliance with Water Quality Standards. 
     Non-point sources contribute a significant amount of pollution--it is time 
     that they be included.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3043.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance solely focuses on point sources of    
     pollution.  EPA also recognizes the contributions of nonpoint source       
     pollutants and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and   
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing nonpoint sources, see Section I.D of the SID and responses
     to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                     
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3043.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation of toxins is understandably a just concern, but there is an
     excessive use of safety factors.  Instead of using the Tier II standards,  
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     allow entities to remain at their current levels until a scientific        
     approach is established on how various toxins bioaccumulate through the    
     food chain.  Then establish guidelines to protect aquatic life, human      
     health and wildlife.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3043.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3043.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is Canada committing themselves to the proposed guidance?  Or more         
     importantly, are their point sources meeting current water quality         
     standards? There will be no substantive improvements in the Great Lakes    
     unless they are involved with this process also.                           
     
     
     Response to: G3043.004     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G3044.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Our group without any question shares the need for a vital and healthy 
     Great Lakes system but this extreme set of regulations will threaten the   
     Great Lakes region competiveness and implementation will impact industrial 
     and business growth as well as possibly forcing existing business to move  
     in order to survive.                                                       
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     Response to: G3044.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3044.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. The initiative sets standards that are seriously flawed, and the final  
     results do little if nothing to improve the water quality of the Great     
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3044.002     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers    
     P2746.043, G2780.002 and G2630.108.  See also Sections I.C and IX  of the  
     SID for a discussion of the underlying principles and costs/benefits       
     information EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3044.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The initiative sets the same standards for the entire basis and does not   
     take into account or recognize diverse local conditions.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3044.003     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3044.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Present environmental regulations have greatly improved the quality of the 
     Great Lakes.  There is no need to impose additional costly and over        
     regulated bureaucratic provisions.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3044.004     
     
     EPA agrees that environmental regulations have greatly improved the quality
     of the Great Lakes over the past 20 years.  Congress, however, directed EPA
     to issue the Guidance and EPA believes that the Guidance will lead to      
     further improvements in the Great Lakes System for the reasons stated in   
     Sections I.B and I.C of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3044.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation will create a great burden on all taxpayers in the basin    
     area, an area already taxed heavily in a very fragile economic time.       
     
     
     Response to: G3044.005     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3046.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .001 is imbedded in comment .002.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rules established by Ohio EPA mandate treatment to the Best Available  
     Technology (BAT) available at this time.  These rules have greatly improved
     the quality of Lake Erie and the other Great Lakes.  It is recognized that 
     the number of pollutant of the Great Lakes currently is from non-point     
     sources.  The GLI does not address pollution from these areas, such as air 
     fallout, urban storm water, waste water and contaminated sediments.        
     
     
     Response to: G3046.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G3046.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The rules established by Ohio EPA mandate treatment to the Best Available 
     Technology (BAT) available at this time.  These rules have greatly improved
     the quality of Lake Erie and the other Great Lakes.  It is recognized that 
     the number of pollutant of the Great Lakes currently is from non-point     
     sources.  The GLI does not address pollution from these areas, such as air 
     fallout, urban storm water, waste water and contaminated sediments.]       
     Through the recent adoption of the Remedial Action Plans (RAP) developed   
     for specific water sheds, many of these issues are being addressed.  Until 
     we see the benefits gained by the RAP, is it necessary to implement the GLI
     at the high costs it would involve?  If this same money was directed toward
     the RAP issues, the GLI would not need to be as restricted.  With the      
     mandated GLI, adequate funding for recommendations of the RAP will not be  
     available.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3046.002     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3046.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Two Tier process of the GLI goes way beyond any benefit that will be   
     gained.  The cost estimate of implementing the GLI is excessive, and these 
     estimates do not consider the Tier II values.  Since the criteria is       
     specific for only 40 of 790 pollutants, the Tier II portion will be        
     excessive.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3046.003     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3052.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I feel the GLI needs stricter rules to protect us (especialy women of      
     childbearing age and children) from contaminants in the fish we eat.  I    
     seems to me that those creating such pollution should be required to       
     demonstrate that their discharges will not adversely effect the food chain.
     If pollutants cannot be eliminated immediately I hope the GLI would set a  
     specific timetable to phase-out the use of these persistent toxic          
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3052.001     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120, P2771.200 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3052.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, I hope Lake Superior will be spared the fate of the other     
     Great Lakes and be designated an "Outstanding National Water Resource" and 
     therefore I urge the U.S. EPA to adopt a strong GLI without further delay. 
     
     
     Response to: G3052.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3054.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There should be more uniformity in discharge regulations throughout the    
     Great Lakes Basin.  This "levelling of the playing field" is a clear       
     benefit of the GLI, but this could be accomplished without passing into law
     such a complex mass of regulations.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3054.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3054.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Many of the proposed discharge limits are several times less than current  
     detection limits.  In these instances, the GLI proposes to utilize the     
     detection limit as the discharge limit.  This concept puts both State and  
     local enforcement personnel in the position of constantly taking           
     enforcement actions against readings which are obtained at the borderline  
     of accuracy.  Current regulations have already put us in this predicament  
     enough to know the problems this can cause.                                
                                                                                
     It is not practical to try to reduce parts per trillion levels of pollution
     down to parts per quadrillion levels when we can only measure down to parts
     per billion levels.  If treatment technology was available to achieve this 
     degree of purification and analytical technology was available to measure  
     the success of this undertaking, it would still be an inefficient way of   
     cleaning up a waste stream.  If certain pollutants must be reduced to parts
     per quadrillion concentrations in order to protect the environment then we 
     must do this by putting tighter controls on the manufacture and use of the 
     chemicals which are creating this pollution.                               
                                                                                
     Placing unobtainable discharge limits on wastewater treatment plants will  
     force local governments to try to control the use of certain chemicals in  
     their service area but, local governments will not be equally adept at     
     accomplishing this and pollution from remote areas will continue.  Since we
     are concerned with the entire Great Lakes Basin, this control should come  
     from the federal level.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3054.002     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3057.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we support the concept of clean water in our Great Lakes, we are     
     concerned about the scope of the Guidance and its potential impact on the  
     iron ore industry in the Great Lakes area.  We believe that the resulting  
     cost of this regulation of point source discharges is out of proportion to 
     the benefit which may be realized from its implementation.  As you know,   
     Michigan already has in place extremely stringent water quality standards, 
     which are implemented through NPDES permit process.  Michigan is already   
     doing its part to limit the discharge of persistent toxics to the Great    
     Lakes, and Michigan industry and citizens should not be asked to "give     
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     more" unnecessarily.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3057.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3057.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Criteria - These criteria should be abolished and discharge limits 
     established only when adequate data are available to provide a high level  
     of confidence that a particular concentration limitation is required.      
     
     
     Response to: G3057.002     
     
     See response to D2595.002.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3057.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits - Credit must be allowed for substances already existing in 
     environment.   Many of the regulated substances exist in nature at         
     concentrations that exceed the regulatory levels.  To ask industry and     
     municipalities to reduce these levels through treatment is unconscionable. 
     
     
     Response to: G3057.003     
     
     See responses to comments D2584.001 and D2798.058.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3057.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Anti-degradation - This criterion eliminates a discharger's incentive to   
     improve performance in pollution prevention and water treatment because of 
     the likelihood that discharge limitations will be even more stringent in   
     the next permit renewal.  The chance of exceeding a limit greatly increases
     as the concentration limits get lower and lower, and therefore the chance  
     of penalty increases.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3057.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3057.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Certainly, there are other methods to improve the quality of the Great     
     Lakes waters at a high benefit/cost ratio than the Guidance.  Many programs
     are already in place and need some additional time to evaluate their       
     effectiveness before more regulations are developed.  Atmospheric          
     deposition of persistent bioaccumulative toxins to the Great Lakes will    
     likely be reduced as the 1990 Clean Air Act Amendments are implemented.    
     Reduction of this non-point source has the potential to be much more       
     beneficial than the Guidance in significantly reducing contaminants in the 
     Great Lakes.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3057.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  In   
     addition, see also section I.D.2 of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3058.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is virtually a complete Great Lakes Basin Water Quality Plan, 
     containing criteria, antidegradation procedures and implementation         
     procedures along with many new and unproven regulatory concepts.  It       
     contains the most stringent features from each Great Lakes state's water   
     quality plans and in some cases, even goes beyond those requirements.  The 
     Guidance borrows concepts from various projects within the Agency and turns
     premature scientific efforts into full-blown regulatory requirements       
     enforceable by state and federal governments and through citizen suits.    
     This proposal goes far beyond the statutory authority and could great      
     economic harm with only minimal, if any, environmental benefits.  In fact, 
     it overlooks the primary sources of water pollution.                       
     
     
     Response to: G3058.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014, D2722.012,          
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Sections I and II of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3058.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes problems are multimedia and not water point source problems    
     alone.  The Lakewide Management Plans (LaMP) and Remedial Action Plans     
     (RAP) processes clearly recognize the multimedia nature and will arrive at 
     multimedia solutions.  Without a multimedia approach, the Guidance ensures 
     that costs will be much greater than they otherwise would be.  Furthermore,
     non-point sources are the greatest source of pollutants to the Great Lakes,
     as they are elsewhere across the country.  For example, the U.S.D.A.       
     estimates that such sources contribute 76% of the problem.  The Ohio EPA   
     has also indicated that impairment is caused primarily by non-point sources
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     of contamination and habitat modification.  Addressing only point sources  
     ensures that after billions of dollars are spent on controls, the Great    
     Lakes will be no less polluted than they are now.  The U.S. EPA Science    
     Advisory Board in its December, 1992 report on the draft Guidance          
     recommended that "... EPA promote a broadly based ecosystem approach which 
     considers not only point source discharges but non-point sources,          
     sediments, atmospheric fallout, and groundwater as targets for conservation
     and control of undesirable loadings (i.e., levels which have a toxic       
     effect)."                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3058.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3058.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As we understand the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, Congress   
     required a Guidance that provides increased consistency (not uniformity)   
     among the state programs and includes specified components.  Congress did  
     not require a Guidance that imposes new and unproven regulatory concepts   
     and futile attempts to obtain large point source reductions when the Act   
     wisely requires completion of the multimedia LaMP and RAP planning         
     processes.  The Agency is apparently creating a public perception that this
     Guidance will make tremendous environmental improvements that offset the   
     tremendous costs involved.  That is not true.  Very little environmental   
     progress will be made, and the cost will be extremely high.                
     
     
     Response to: G3058.003     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance promotes consistency in standards and 
     implementation procedures while allowing flexibility to States and Tribes  
     for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  EPA also believes that  
     the Guidance addresses point and nonpoint sources of pollution, and        
     complements other Great Lakes program effirts, in a cost- effective manner.
      See Sections.I.C, I.D and II of the SID for further discussion on these   
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3058.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs that arise form Guidance implementation are viewed as merley a   
     cost to industry and commerce.  Of course, that is not true.  Either costs 
     are passed through to customers or companies go out of business.  In both  
     cases, the public incurs added costs, through higher costs of goods and    
     services or in lost jobs.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3058.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3058.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fundamental question as to whether such a stringent Guidance is        
     necessary has not been answered.  The SAB and OMB both have noted that the 
     condition of the Great Lakes is improving under current national regulatory
     programs.  For example, an NPDES Permit cannot be issued if it will        
     knowingly violate water quality standards of the receiving stream.  The    
     designated use of the stream or lake is protected even with the discharge  
     in place.  The NPDES permit program has been and will continue to be       
     extremely successful in protecting receiving waters.  A discharger in      
     compliance with the permit, of which almost 90% are, is part of the        
     solution and not part of the problem.  The fact that point sources are no  
     longer major contributors to ambient water pollution problems is testimony 
     to this success.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3058.005     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.  See also Sections I and II of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3058.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As you know, the Agency's national regulatory program is not standing      
     still.  It continually moves forward and imposes nationally consistent     
     requirements.  The Triennial Water Quality Review is an example of this    
     dynamic process.  Promulgating uniform regional regulations is unwise      
     without a firm scientific foundation that this Guidance does not currently 
     enjoy.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3058.006     
     
     See Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3058.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factors (BAF) represent a new and controversial concept.   
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC) are identified using BAFs.  The 
     Antidegradation Policy and the mixing zone provisions treat BCCs harshly   
     even though not warranted.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3058.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3058.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits for water quality-based effluent limits will be unavailable 
     for many situations warranting relief.  This provision can cause millions  
     of dollars in capital costs for certain facilities with little or no       
     environmental benefit.  Such requirements are outside the law.             
     
     
     Response to: G3058.008     
     
     This comment raises the same issues as many other comments and is not      
     addressed separately here.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3058.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy includes extraordinarily complicated and        
     expensive application provisions.  The procedures will restrain growth even
     where an industry is recovering from prolonged low production.             
     
     
     Response to: G3058.009     
     
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
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     Comment ID: G3058.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scant toxicity data will be used to support Tier II values, yet Tier II    
     standards will be enforced as if they were fully justified and necessary.  
     
     
     Response to: G3058.010     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3058.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCC mixing zones will be eliminated in ten years, immediately for new      
     sources, even though there is no scientific basis.  Non-BCC mixing zones   
     will be restricted even though investigation shows this is unnecessary.    
     
     
     Response to: G3058.011     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3058.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Guidance would generate many permit limits below the analytical        
     quantification level.  Questionable enforcement would ensue.               
     
     
     Response to: G3058.012     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G3058.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic life metals criteria are expressed as total recoverable form.      
     However, the dissolved fraction is now considered by many to be the toxic  
     form and should be made available.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3058.013     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3058.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform basin-wide criteria ignore U.S. EPA's ecoregion approach.  Science 
     does not justify treating an entire region stringently to protect species  
     found only in a small area.                                                
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     Response to: G3058.014     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3058.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA indicates that the Guidance provides sufficient relief from overly
     stringent requirements.  In practice, the relief is not and will not be    
     available.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3058.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G3058.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Reasonable Potential test for requiring water quality-based effluent   
     limits is infused with flaws and unwarranted safety factors.  The end      
     result will be unnecessary permit limits and potentially high compliance   
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3058.016     
     
     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Docuement      
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D,    
     Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to Estimated Costs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3061.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI only "point sources" are included for stringent controls.    
     This approach falls short of the "zero discharge" goal established by the  
     Water Quality Agreement by not including "non-point sources" such as       
     seepage from landfills and loading areas , pollution from contaminated     
     sediments and city sewer overflows, all common problems in steel           
     communities as part of the GLI.  This shortcoming which can be improved by 
     having more stringent pollution controls that include enforceable deadlines
     from non-point sources on the same timetable as from pointsources.         
     
     
     Response to: G3061.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G3061.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, even while the GLI begins phasing out of mixing zones for            
     "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern", pollution will still continue.     
     Therefore, EPA should include a provision in the GLI to encourage          
     sunsetting of these chemicals to maintain a philosophy of zero discharge.  
     The Agency should work with citizens, industries and unions in our         
     communities to identify and eliminate toxic industrial processes.          
     
     
     Response to: G3061.002     
     
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

Page 6320



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G3061.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In steel communities, we are exposed to a hodge-podge of toxic chemicals at
     home and school, at work and everywhere we go in our neighborhoods.  Thus, 
     the procedures which the GLI uses to account for the possible additive     
     health effects of our continued exposure to multiple sources of multiple   
     chemicals is very important to us.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3061.003     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions to account for the additive effect  
     of multiple carcinogens.  See section VII.D.6 of the SID for details on    
     additivity.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G3061.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs several improvements to attain higher levels of protection   
     from the additive ill effects of toxic chemicals.  First, EPA needs to     
     assume that the impact from adding pollutants to pollutants is greater than
     the sum of the of the individual impacts.  This assumption contrasts to    
     EPA's present policies which assume that there is no additive effects      
     because information on the interactions of mixtures is scarce and          
     imprecise.  We are often talking about mixing cancer-causing chemicals with
     nervous system inhibitors, so prudence dictates that one assume that there 
     is an additive effect.  In the proposal, EPA identifies the "Section 3.    
     option ", as the option which makes this assumption.  We urge the adoption 
     of this option as the only prudent, protective alternative.  This option   
     also would allow new scientific finding on additive effects to be quickly  
     incorporated into the issuance on new, more protective permits.            
     
     
     Response to: G3061.004     
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     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3061.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, the 138 "pollutants of initial of focus" should be expanded.     
     This should be done by reviewing 35 potential pollutants that have similar 
     biochemical make-up as the ones already on the list and add those that are 
     necessary.  Furthermore, there needs to be established procedures for the  
     adding on of new toxic chemicals on the general list.  EPA needs a two fold
     approach for adding new chemicals:  (1) clear, user-friendly procedures and
     guidelines for citizen petitions of state or local governments or others to
     add new chemicals and, (2) an active education program to inform citizens  
     of the impact of chemicals which pollute the Great Lakes environment.      
     
     
     Response to: G3061.005     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3061.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, GLI should require states and tribes to keep discharge and        
     toxicity data from potential dischargers on chemicals that are not on the  
     list of "pollutants of initial focus".                                     
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     Response to: G3061.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3061.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistency of Implementation                                              
                                                                                
     The GLI should seek to not only to establish consistent standards and      
     regulations but also consistent implementation throughout the Great Lakes. 
     This consistency will not only improve environmental quality but also end  
     disincentives for polluters to move from certain states and level the      
     playing field for all businesses.  Explicit procedures should be           
     established to prevent inconsistences at both the state and tribal level.  
     This could occur by requiring states and tribes to have criteria equal to  
     or greater than those required by the GLI.  However, states that have more 
     stringent requirements should not be allowed to curtail there requirements.
     
     
     Response to: G3061.007     
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Section I.C and II.C. of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3061.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Base calculations to derive numerical water quality standards not on       
     consumption and body weights of adult white males, but on those of children
     and fetuses who are even more susceptible due to higher metabolic rates and
     activity.  The present proposal includes a precedent of a specific         
     adjustment for protection against fetal central nervous system damage from 
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     mercury.  This precedent must be extended for all chemicals covered by the 
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3061.008     
     
     See response to comments P2746.130 and P2771.200. See response to comments 
     P2746.130 and P2771.200.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3061.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the GLI should lower its assumption of average body weight from 
     70 kg. to 55 kg., to reflect better the average of women of child-bearing  
     age.The standards emanating from GLI must protect women of childbearing age
     
     
     Response to: G3061.009     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3061.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Base calculations to derive numerical water quality standards on the 95th  
     percentile of fish consumption, reflecting much better the actual amounts  
     of fish eaten by American Indian subsistence fishers, Asian American and   
     other ethnic groups who eat a lot of fish, urban residents fishing for     
     family meals, sport anglers and commerical fishers and their families.     
     
     
     Response to: G3061.010     
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     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: G3061.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Base calculations to derive numerical water quality standards on an assumed
     fat percentage or lipid value of 11 % for Great Lakes fish, rather than the
     5% in the current proposal.  This level better reflects the fatty fish     
     often eaten by urban fishers and others listed above.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3061.011     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3062.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The text of the GLI should clearly state that this the first round does not
     satisfy the requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990. 
     
     
     Response to: G3062.001     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance fully satisfies the requirements of the Great    
     Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 for the reasons stated in Sections I   
     and II of the SID.  For further discussion on how the Guidance complements 
     other ongoing and planned Great Lakes program activities, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3062.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We ask the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency to move ahead expeditiously
     with applying the Initiative to non-point sources as well.  Round 2 must   
     begin immediately and should meet these conditions:                        
                                                                                
     the setting of specific timetables to ban the use of all persistent and    
     bioacccumulative toxic pollutants released into the Great Lakes ecoregion; 
                                                                                
     all sources of pollution are to be controlled and to meet the water quality
     standards set by the GLI; and                                              
                                                                                
     comprehensive pollution prevention programs are to be put in place across  
     the Great Lakes basin.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3062.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G3062.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should be required to adopt procedures and criteria that are        
     consistent with and no less stringent than those proposed by the GLI.      
     States and tribes should not have the option of adopting standards proposed
     by the GLI if their existing standards are more stringent.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3062.003     
     
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3062.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH/PER
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are highly supportive of standards based on criterion to protect people,
     fish, other aquatic organisms and wildlife.  The GLI needs stricter rules  
     to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes fish contaminants, particularly 
     sensitive populations such as subsistence fishers, indigenous people, women
     of child bearing age and children.  To more accurately protect these       
     sensitive, high risk populations, the fish consumption rates and the lipid 
     values used in setting human health criteria should be revised.  A 50 grams
     per day fish consumption rate and an 11% lipid value should be applied     
     consistently across the basin.   To do so would be in keeping with the     
     EPA's long overdue priority to address issues of environmental justice, one
     of the agencies top four priorities announced by Administrator Browner.    
     
     
     Response to: G3062.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the lipid values should be increased to 11 percent 
     representative of lake trout, a species with the highest lipid value.  In  
     the majority of the cases people consume a variety of different species and
     not simply lake trout, as evidenced by the West survey.  The lipid values  
     selected for use in deriving BAFs represent the wide variety of fish       
     consumed by sport anglers in the Great Lakes System.  In cases where it can
     be documented that a subpopulation consumes fish with an average lipid     
     content higher than those prescribed in the final Guidance, then it would  
     be appropriate for a permitting authority to increase the lipid value in   
     deriving a site-specific criterion. However, the permitting authority      
     should evaluate all aspects of exposure, including amount consumed, before 
     altering just one factor such as percent lipid, since the values for these 
     variables are interrelated.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
                                                                                
     For discussions of appropriate fish consumption rate and protection of     
     sensitive subpopulations, see SID sections related to the methodology for  
     deriving human health criteria and values and for developing site-specific 
     modifications.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3062.005
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also recommended that the GLI use a human body weight of 55 kg rather
     than 70 kg for the development of water quality standards for pollutants   
     with the potential to cause transgenerational effects and that a special   
     adjustment factor for childhood sensitivity be included in the GLI.  Such  
     an adjustment is particularly warranted in light of the recent National    
     Academy of Sciences study on the effects of pesticides on children at an   
     early age.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3062.005     
     
     See response to D605.055 and G1727.004.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3062.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The National Audubon Society is highly supportive of the use of            
     bioaccumulation factors and the use of special restrictions against the    
     discharge of pollutants considered to be bioaccumulative.  However, the    
     bioaccumulation factor chosen in the GLI of 1,000 is too high.  This should
     be changed to define bioaccumulative chemicals of concern as those with a  
     BAF of 250 or greater.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3062.006     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3062.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must be retained but the time frame should 
     be narrowed to begin in five years with a complete phase-out in 10 years.  
     
     
     Response to: G3062.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3062.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of dilution zones should be phased-out for all persistent toxic    
     pollutants with a half-life over eight weeks, such as lead and cadmium,    
     rather than its current limitation only to bioaccumulative chemicals of    
     concern.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3062.008     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3062.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The proposed schedule for implementing controls on Tier II pollutants is   
     too lengthy.  It is safe to assume that nearly all dischargers would seek a
     five year delay a allowed by the proposed rules, two years for studies and 
     an additional three years to comply.  This is too lengthy.                 
                                                                                
     Only when it is reasonable to believe studies may significantly loosen     
     permit requirements should those studies be allowed to delay implementation
     of Tier II standards.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3062.009     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: G3062.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation procedures called for in the GLI must be retained if   
     water quality improvements are to continue.  It is believed too much       
     flexibility is given to regulators to determine whether a lowering of water
     quality is necessary to allow for economic and social developments.        
     Dischargers should be required, for second tier waters, to demonstrate a   
     direct link between their need to lower water quality and the particular   
     development in question.  This should then be open for public review and   
     comment.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3062.010     
     
     See response to comment D2741.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G3062.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI is proper to focus on special measures to protect Lake Superior.   
     To achieve the water quality protection this relatively pristine water body
     richly deserves, we ask that Lake Superior be designated an "Outstanding   
     National Resource Water", that the GLI's list of "Bioaccumulative          
     Substances of Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior include all substances  
     that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or greater and the 21 substances 
     on the Ontario Ministry of the Environment's "Candidate Substances List of 
     Bans or Phase-outs", and that pollution prevention measures be an          
     enforceable requirement for all dischargers in the Lake Superior watershed.
     Chlorine should be considered a substance of concern because its use       
     produces many of the compounds on the GLI and Ontario lists.               
     
     
     Response to: G3062.011     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and G2956.009.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G3063.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REMOVAL OF SILVER FROM THE TIER I NUMERIC CRITERIA IN TABLES 1-4           
                                                                                
     The Silver Coalition strongly supports the removal of silver from the Tier 
     I numeric criteria Tables 1-4 which were proposed in earlier drafts of this
     Guidance.  All states surrounding and discharging into the Great Lakes     
     System either have EPA approved numeric water quality standards for silver 
     or are regulated under the numeric silver standards in EPA's National      
     Toxics Rule, 57 FR 60848, Dec. 22, 1992.  These numeric silver water       
     quality standards were established using public participation and are fully
     protective of aquatic life, human health and wildlife.  These standards    
     control all point source discharges of silver into the Great Lakes System. 
     Thus, neither additional nor more stringent numeric criteria for silver are
     required in this Guidance.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3063.001     
     
     Silver is not considered a toxicological problem from a human health       
     perspective.  It is more a cosmetic problem (argyria) at high levels of    
     exposure.  It is unlikely that a Tier I criterion, if derived for human    
     health since it is one of the 138 pollutants of concern, would become the  
     basis for a water quality standard. Silver is toxic to aquatic organisms at
     levels which are orders of magnitude lower than those that are toxic to    
     humans.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3063.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In this Guidance, silver is now proposed to be listed in Table 6-C,        
     "Pollutants that are neither bioaccumulative chemicals of concern nor      
     potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern."  The Silver Coalition     
     agrees with this Guidance that silver is not a bioaccumulative chemical of 
     concern nor a potential bioaccumulative chemical of concern.  There is     
     certainly no documented evidence of any environmental or human health      
     problems associated with silver in any of the Great Lakes or its           
     tributaries.  Additionally, there is sufficient information in the         
     literature that documents that silver does not bioaccumulate nor biomagnify
     through trophic levels of the food chain.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3063.002     
     
     EPA agrees that it is not appropriate to list silver as a BCC or potential 
     BCC in the final Guidance.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3063.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Silver Coalition is concerned that requirements under Section          
     132.5(e)(2), 58 FR 21014, "For pollutants other than those listed in Tables
     1,2,3, and 4 of this part," could result in development of silver          
     regulations more stringent than currently recommended by EPA.  In a June   
     30, 1992 letter from Tudor Davies, Director of the Office of Science and   
     Technology in the Office of Water, to the Regional EPA Water Management    
     Division Directors and the State agencies under their jurisdiction, EPA    
     stated that "while states may adopt silver standards that are more         
     stringent than EPA criteria and these are provably, EPA is not recommending
     that States do so."  Since silver already has protective numeric criteria  
     well established for all waters of the Great Lakes System and for all point
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     source discharges into the Great Lakes System, it would seem more          
     appropriate to either delete silver from these Tables altogether or put it 
     in Table 5 "Excluded pollutants."  If Table 5 was supposed to be "Excluded 
     pollutants", there should not be requirements to develop numeric criteria  
     under Section 132.5.  The Silver Coalition recommends that Section         
     132.5(e)(2), 58 FR. 21014 be changed from "For pollutants other than those 
     listed in Tables 1,2,3 and 4 of this part" to "For pollutants listed in    
     Table 6."  The Silver Coalition also recommends that silver either be      
     deleted from the Tables or be excluded from requirements to develop new or 
     more stringent numeric criteria than currently recommended and regulated by
     EPA or than currently regulated by States and Tribes in their water quality
     standards.  If silver remains in a Table that requires new numeric criteria
     development by States and Tribes, the Silver Coalition requests that       
     additional Appendices be added that allow the use of EPA's most recent     
     Guidance on metals for using the "dissolved" or "speciated" forms of silver
     for criteria.                                                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3063.003     
     
     See response to comment D2661.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G3064.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI is not based on generally accepted scientific principles.              
                                                                                
     The Environmental Protection Agency's own independent Science Advisory     
     Board evaluation criticized and took exception to some of the questionable 
     scientific methods utilized in the GLI.  The SAB report states:            
                                                                                
     It is the Subcommittee's conclusion that the substantive scientific issues 
     raised here should be addressed before the agency adopts final guidance.   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3064.001     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
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     Comment ID: G3064.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits should be included in the GLI.                              
                                                                                
     Thilmany believes that intake credits should be allowed and are a necessary
     part of the GLI.  Industry and municipalities should not be held           
     accountable and legally liable for the presence of pollutants in their     
     intake waters.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3064.002     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern at that in comment D2798.058  
     and is addressed in response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3064.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will not result in any significant improvement to the Great Lakes  
     water quality.                                                             
                                                                                
     Thilmany believes the GLI objectives of improving water quality in the     
     Great Lakes Basin will not be met.  The largest contributor to water       
     quality impairment in the region - non point source pollution (ie.         
     atmospheric deposition contaminated sediment, and agricultural runoff) is  
     not being addressed.  It has been estimated that 90% of the pollutant      
     loading to the Great Lakes Basin comes from these sources.  Until non point
     sources of water pollution are controlled, significant gains in water      
     quality will never be achieved.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3064.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3064.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost estimate for GLI implementation, 2-3 billion dollars, is          
     staggering and a huge price tag for society to bear with very little       
     environmental benefit to show for it.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3064.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3065.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI only concerns itself with the United States environmental 
     impact on the Great Lakes Basin.  Canada is also a major environmental     
     force affecting the Basin and must be involved in any effective solution.  
     Canada occupies approximately 30 percent of the shoreline, with            
     approximately 60 percent of Canada's industry being located in the Basin,  
     around Ontario.  This industry includes foundries, steel mills, pulp and   
     paper mills and petrochemical plants.   The remaining Canadian areas in the
     Basin are mostly rural and contain numerous agricultural non-point sources.
     
     
     Response to: G3065.001     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3065.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI will apply stringent controls to point sources, many of   
     whom are already regulated and which account for only about ten percent of 
     total pollutant load in the Basin.  The remaining ninety percent is        
     contributed by non-point sources, which are not addressed by the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: G3065.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3065.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II CRITERIA                                                           
                                                                                
     Criteria should not be included in the proposed GLI or in any other        
     regulation, without appropriate supporting data.  Accepted scientific      
     methods and USEPA's own standards do not accept only one or a few data     
     points as valid proof.  Without sufficient data, limits may be set either  
     too high or too low.  The unproven criteria of Tier II should be removed   
     from the proposed GLI and added only when proper scientific evidence is    
     available.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3065.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3065.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION PROVISIONS                                                 
                                                                                
     Antidegradation provisions must be based on realistic and measurable data. 
     The actual effect of a discharge should be used to determine if it causes  
     degradation, instead of the indiscriminate application of general          
     provisions.  Increases in a discharge do not automatically cause           
     degradation, and to assume so is a violation of good scientific and        
     engineering judgement.  Requiring limits that do not exceed actual past    
     discharges will penalize facilities with good environmental records.  To   
     improve on their past good records they will have more stringent limits    
     than facilities with poor environmental records just to achieve            
     antidegradation.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3065.004     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3065.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SITE-SPECIFIC PROVISIONS                                                   
                                                                                
     While the goal of applying environmental regulations fairly and on a level 
     playing field is appropriate, this goal cannot be achieved without         
     consideration of variations in systems, geographic locations, climate, etc.
     The Great Lakes are certainly unique and not directly comparable to other  
     water systems, especially the river systems within the Basin.  For example,
     rivers and streams have much higher flow velocities with very short        
     retention times, as compared to the Great Lakes which vary from 2.7 years  
     for Lake Erie to 173 years for Lake Superior.  The proposed GLI must       
     include mechanisms to grant site-specific variances based on scientific    
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     and/or engineering proofs.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3065.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3065.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INTAKE CREDITS                                                             
                                                                                
     The propoosed GLI does not allow for the application of intake credits and 
     therefore requires dischargers to remove water-borne pollutants which they 
     did not contribute and have no way of preventing in the first place.  This 
     is especially true for non-contact cooling water which only picks up heat. 
     Due to the low limits contained in the proposed GLI, many facilities would 
     be forced to remove trace amounts of chemicals, which is technically       
     difficult and provides little improvement in the environment.  This is     
     especially true for the small amounts of potable treatment chemicals found 
     in municipal drinking water used by industries.  It is also necessary to   
     consider the effects of local geologic conditions which may contribute     
     naturally high background levels of metals or other pollutants.            
     
     
     Response to: G3065.006     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3065.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MIXING ZONES                                                               

Page 6338



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI removes mixing zones from calculations of pollutant       
     impact.  The application of mixing zones is based on good science and      
     provides a reasonable model of the real world and actual biological        
     effects.  Mixing zones should be included in the proposed GLI.             
     
     
     Response to: G3065.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3065.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETECTION LIMITS                                                           
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI should not include criteria (and therefore limits) that   
     are less than the generally accepted and achievable laboratory detection   
     limits for pollutants.  It makes no scientific or legal sense to set a     
     limit that cannot be measured.  Criteria should be set no lower than the   
     current detection limit and if detection limits are lower, the criteria    
     could be adjusted at the next regular permit renewal.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3065.008     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3065.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS (BAFs)                                             
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI's heavy reliance on bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) is     
     scientifically inappropriate, especially for the point source discharges   
     who bear the compliance burden of GLI.  First, many BAF's included in the  
     GLI are not based on actual fish tissue data and should not be used until  
     they are properly supported by sufficient data.  Secondly, the levels of   
     pollutants in fish flesh are impacted by factors beyond the water          
     discharged by point sources, including contaminated sediments, storm       
     runoff, and air pollution fallout.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3065.009     
     
     EPA recognizes that some of the BAFs are not based on field data, but      
     believes the procedure for predicting BAFs is sound and should be used when
     field data is not available. See section IV.B of the SID for a discussion  
     on the use of predicted BAFs.                                              
                                                                                
     See section I.C and D of the SID for a discussion on the rationale behind  
     the final Guidance and how the final Guidance is just one piece in a bigger
     effort for remediating the problems in the Great Lakes.  See section IX of 
     the SID and the RIA for a discussion of the costs/benefits of the final    
     Guidance.  See section VIII.E.3 of the SID for a discussion on the         
     consideration of intake water pollutants in establishing WQBELs.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3066.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rule is not only flawed public policy, but it is also built on
     faulty science.  As policy, it conflicts with existing regulations and     
     program priorities of the states and with other environmental programs of  
     the federal government.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3066.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers G3750L.003, F4030.003, G3457.004 and      
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: G3066.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If promulgated in its present form, the proposed rule would deplete        
     valuable municipal and corporate assets, yet it would not appreciably      
     improve water quality in the Great Lakes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3066.002     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3066.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even Canada, a nation that treasures the water of the Great Lakes, will not
     join the U.S. EPA in its drastic regulations.                              
     
     
     Response to: G3066.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3066.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Implementation of the proposed rule, moreover, would be costly; estimates  
     of the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition peg the cost to industry at $6  
     billion and to municipalities at $2.7 billion.  Beyond these capital costs,
     a preliminary estimate by DRI/McGraw Hill places annual costs at $2.3      
     billion.  The effect of the proposed rule in terms of meaningfully improved
     water quality, however, would be minuscule.                                
     
     
     Response to: G3066.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3066.005
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rather than new rule, the U.S. EPA should look to existing and evolving    
     environmental programs to improve water quality in the Great Lakes and     
     throughout the nation.  The greatest sources of pollution loadings to the  
     surface waters are the following:                                          
                                                                                
     Atmospheric deposition                                                     
     Storm water runoff                                                         
     Non-point runoff                                                           
     Releases from sediments                                                    
                                                                                
     The proposed rule will have no effect on these major sources of pollution  
     to the Great Lakes, yet most are being addressed by programs under either  
     the Clean Water Act or the far-reaching provisions of the Clean Air Act.   
     U.S. EPA, therefore, has neither a reasonable basis nor a sound rationale  
     for its proposed rule.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3066.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     P2585.015.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3067.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is to urge the USEPA to reassemble the Great Lakes Initiative Public  
     Participation and Technical Work Groups and to give careful consideration  
     to the Michigan Municipal League's comments on this matter.  The enclosed  
     copy of the Environmental Impact contains a summary of the Michigan        
     Municipal League's comments.                                               
                                                                                
     The City of Ann Arbor participated in the cost analysis study conducted by 
     the League by McNamee, Porter & Seeley Consulting Engineers.  Through this 
     study it has been projected that $1.2 million in capital expenditures and  
     $1.1 million in annual operating costs would be required for the Ann Arbor 
     Wastewater Treatment Plant to be in compliance with the presently proposed 
     GLI limits.  These costs would result in a 10% increase in sewage disposal 
     rates.  For an average residential customer, this 10% increase represents  
     an additional $21 per year in sewage disposal charges.  This increase would
     be in addition to other increases necessary to address inflation,          
     infrastructure maintenance and other unfunded federal mandates.            
     
     
     Response to: G3067.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3068.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the GLI imposes inflexible regulation which will not        
     significantly benefit the environment.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3068.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
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     Comment ID: G3068.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, there are aspects of the proposed regulation that will create 
     significant competitive disadvantages for the businesses in the Great Lakes
     region versus domestic and international competitors.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3068.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, D2867.987, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3068.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the issues addressed by the GLI are not well understood by the     
     scientific community.  Nicolet is specifically concerned about the issue of
     detection levels.                                                          
                                                                                
     Nicolet conducted a year long study in cooperation with the Wisconsin      
     Department of Natural Resources during 1991 and 1992.  The purpose of the  
     study was to measure the concentration of 21 bioaccumulating toxic         
     substances in the mill intake and outfall.  The study resulted in the      
     detection of mercury and alpha -BHC in the mill intake on an intermittent  
     basis.  The chemicals were present at concentrations just greater than the 
     level of detection.  Under the GLI, Nicolet could be responsible for       
     removing these trace quantities of chemicals.                              
                                                                                
     However, cost effective technology is not available to remove the chemicals
     from the mill effluent.  In addition, it is likely that the chemicals are  
     present at concentrations less than the detection level at other times.  As
     scientific methods improve, detection will be likely at even lower levels, 
     making compliance with regulations nearly impossible and prevent the growth
     of business in the Great Lakes region.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3068.003     
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
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     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3068.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits:                                                            
                                                                                
     The virtual elimination of intake credits for nearly all circumstances     
     would force Nicolet to treat substances that Nicolet does not add to its   
     effluent.  Additionally, technology is not available to remove the         
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3068.004     
     
     See response to comment G1223.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3068.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Zones of Initial Dilution:                                                 
                                                                                
     Zones of initial dilution are a reasonable approach to eliminating         
     environmental harm from acutely toxic substances.  Nicolet supports        
     maintaining the provisions for zones of initial dilution as presently      
     regulated.  Nicolet does not support restrictions to zones of initial      
     dilution as written in the GLI.                                            
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     Response to: G3068.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3068.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will result in substantial additional cost for industry and        
     municipalities in the Great Lakes Region.  The stringent water quality     
     criteria and anti-degradation procedures will require significant new      
     capital expenditures and on-going operating expense.  The American Forest &
     Paper Association estimates the capital costs alone will exceed $1.3       
     billion for the paper industry in the region.  An independent study by     
     DRI/McGraw Hill, and commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes Governors, 
     estimates the cost at $2.286 billion per year and 33,230 jobs in the basin.
     
     
     Response to: G3068.006     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3068.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Environmental benefits of this magnitude have not been identified.  In     
     fact, water quality continues to improve as a result of regulations        
     currently in place.  This is evident from improvements made to fisheries   
     and wildlife in the region including, but not limited to, a rebounding     
     population of birds of prey and reduced levels of PCB's in Lake Michigan   
     Trout and Salmon.  The GLI should not be finalized until clear benefits    
     exist for each action proposed by the initiative.                          
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     Response to: G3068.007     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G3069.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This comment concerns the inclusion of conventional, or "excluded",        
     pollutants in the antidegradation section of the proposed GLWQG.  This     
     effluent from this City's POTW is considered "stable" with regard to BOD   
     and ammonia under State rules, meaning that growth of this community will  
     almost certainly require increases in discharges of conventional pollutants
     that would be considered "significant" under the GLWQG.  This would thus   
     require an antidegradation demonstration that could be open-ended and      
     potentially costly to our community.  In addition, for conventional        
     pollutants, such a demonstration is largely unnecessary, since they are, by
     definition, easily assimilated in the environment.                         
                                                                                
     There has been a decline in General Motors manufacturing within the City of
     Pontiac and as such, the treatment plants are operating at approximately   
     50% of capacity.  The Department of Public Utilities, with the concurrence 
     of the Mayor and City Council has been actively offering wastewater        
     treatment services to surrounding communities in an attempt to approve our 
     operating efficiency, while at the same time avoiding unnecessary          
     construction costs.                                                        
                                                                                
     It would be most helpful to city planning, community growth (including     
     adding sewer system connections as opposed to septic tanks), and           
     relationships with outlying townships and communities which contract with  
     us for POTW services, if the proposed GLWQG were to delete the             
     antidegradation demonstration requirement.  If the proposed GLWQG were to  
     remain; however, we request at most, a well-defined, streamlined process   
     which would not be as costly as the demonstration outlined in the GLWQG    
     could be.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3069.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3070.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On environmental improvement, it has been pointed out that the Guidelines  
     do not deal with non-point sources of pollution such as air fall-out and   
     water run-off, which cause most of the pollution.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3070.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3070.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (The Guidelines)  Nor do they apply to the substantial pollution coming    
     from Canada, a partner with the United States in the Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Agreement.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3070.002     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3070.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Estimates as to the costs of the proposed fractional advance in Great Lakes
     water quality improvement range widely, up into the billions of dollars.   
     This is in addition to the large expenditures already being incurred by    
     Great Lakes governments and industries in existing water quality           
     enhancement programs.  The impact of the additional costs places the       
     impacted producers at a competitive disadvantage with those from adjacent  
     areas not affected by the Guideliness and with those along other U.S.      
     coasts.  For the Great Lakes the competitive disadvantage is uniquely      
     magnified because of our proximity to Canada, whose economy will not have  
     to carry this cost burden.  The potential U.S. jobs losses have been       
     estimated at well up into the thousands.  We ask therefore that you        
     consider these potential costs in the livelihoods of workers in our region 
     in reviewing the proposed measures for marginal water quality enhancement. 
     To achieve more effective water quality protection and reduce competitive  
     disadvantage to the American Great Lakes, we believe the Guidelines should 
     apply concurrently nationally and also on the Canadian side of the Great   
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3070.003     
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3070.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From the standpoint of port operations, we understand that the Guidelines  
     are not intended to apply to navigation-related activities.  Such activies 
     include dredging, dredge disposal and confined disposal facilities.  These 
     do not include new point source discharges, and are already regulated under
     existing federal, state and local authorities.  We ask that, in order to   
     avoid any possible confusion on this matter, the Guidelines be explicit in 
     exempting such activities from the proposed regulations.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3070.004     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  The         
     provisions of the final Guidance address ambient water quality criteria and
     implementation methods.  To the extent dredging, dredge disposal activities
     and confined disposal facilities are subject to State NPDES and water      
     quality standards programs, the provisions of the final Guidance would     
     apply to these activities. For further discussion of how the Guidance      
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G3072.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A recent study conducted in Michigan by the respected McNamee, Porter &    
     Seely, Inc. engineering firm projected a capital expenditure of            
     $265,000,000, with annual O & M costs over $72,000,000 for just Michigan   
     POTW's to meet the GLI.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3072.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G3077.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1)  The City requests that the EPA reconvene the GLI Public Participation 
     and Technical Work Groups to analyse all suggestions and comments received 
     during the public comment period.                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3077.001     
     
     See response to: D2856.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3080.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Duluth feels a special responsibility toward improving and     
     maintaining the water quality of Lake Superior, and thus supports the need 
     for clean water in the Great Lakes and the objectives of the GLI.  However,
     the GLI regulations should be designed to be enacted incrementally over a  
     significantly longer time frame than is currently proposed, and in such a  
     way to permit the most efficient and economical approach to advanced water 
     treatment.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3080.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3080.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality standards should not be anticipated ahead of the development 
     of the technology to detect and treat low concentration toxic compounds.   
     
     
     Response to: G3080.002     
     
     Water Quality Criteria are developed by scientifically accepted methods and
     are designed to protect human health, wildlife and aquatic life.  The      
     acceptable level of protection is not dependent on the current detection   
     levels.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3080.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A study done for the Western Lake Superior Sanitary District which         
     evaluated the impact on future operation and treatment costs as its        
     wastewater treatment facility suggested that the implementation of         
     GLI-proposed regulations could double the cost of treatment.  Having       
     sustained an accumulated increase of more than 30 percent in treatment     
     charges to the customers of our sanitary sewer utility, I consider a       
     potential doubling of the rate to be unduly burdensome if effected over a  
     relatively short period of time.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3080.003     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3083L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am concerned about the economic impact of the proposed regulations       
     implementing the Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System on the  
     State of Wisconsin.  Wisconsin industry, communities, and citizens have    
     previously contacted my office and the EPA expressing apprehension.        
     
     
     Response to: G3083L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3083L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The paper industry is a main pillar of Wisconsin's economy.  The industry  
     directly emmploys more that 50,000 men and women, who collectively earn    
     more than $1.7 billion.  These employees produce millions of tons of paper 
     each year, making Wisconsin this country's number one paper producer.  The 
     paper industry and municipalities are concerned that the proposed rules    
     will be very costly for the Great Lakes region with debatable environmental
     benefits.  Critics argue the Great lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI) is 
     based on inadequate scientific findings, will not significantly improve the
     environment, may not be technically feasible, and is prohibitively         
     expensive.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3083L.002    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3083L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition compiled estimates for the         
     implementation of the proposed rules and results show the GLI will cost    
     Wisconsin municipal treatment facilities $1.167 million in capital costs   
     and $190.886 million in operation and maintenance costs in order to comply.
     It is estimated the paper and pulp industry will need to spend $538.4      
     million in capital outlays and another $155.5 million in annual operating  
     costs to comply with GLI.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3083L.003    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3083L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am concerned about water pollution, especially Lake Michigan and the     
     Great Lakes, and supported passage of the 1990 Great Lakes Critical        
     Programs Act. However, I would appreciate your thoughtful review of the    
     Wisconsin Paper Industry's concerns when drafting final rules.  I look     
     forward to the implementation of fair and effective regulations.  Again,   
     thank you for your thoughtful consideration.                               
     
     
     Response to: G3083L.004    
     
     EPA considered this comment and the concerns of the Wisconsin paper        
     industry in developing the final Guidance.  For a discussion of the        
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,    
     including the implemenattion of fair and effective regulations, see Section
     I.C of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G3091L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The W.M.D.S. is a professional association and represents approximately    
     1000 dentists practicing in the western portion of the state of Michigan.  
     We are a sub-component of the American Dental Association.  The A.D.A. has 
     already made extensive comment on the proposed initiative, however there   
     are several points that still need addressing.  Most of the comments here  
     are concerning the treatment of amalgam by the proposed legislation.       
     Amalgam is composed of Silver and Mercury and is the most commonly used    
     filling material on this planet.  As was stated by the A.D.A. this material
     is used because it is not bio-available.  The mercury is stable in the     
     amalgam form and poses no toxic threat.  Since the criteria expressed for  
     silver is not contained in the federal register, (vol. 58) the restrictive 
     covenants placed on Mercury seem to be of primary importance.              
                                                                                
     Mercury is a NATURALLY occurring element with between 30,000 and 150,000   
     TONS being released into the atmosphere by the degassing of the earth's    
     crust and the oceans.  Additionally, 20,000 TONS are released into the     
     environment through the combustion of fossil fuels.  ONLY 10 TONS are      
     produced annually for industrial use.(exp1)  This means that approximately 
     97% of the annual world burden of Mercury is issued into the atmosphere in 
     the form of mercury vapor (elemental vapor).  Elemental Mercury is by far  
     the most toxic form.  This vaporized mercury has only one place to go.  It 
     falls to the earth in rain and snow.  The surface waters of lakes and      
     reservoirs contain universally between 0.1 ug/l and 1.8 ug/l.(exp2).       
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     There is therefore a constant naturally occurring background of mercury in 
     our environment.  This fact is almost constantly ignored when referring to 
     setting limits for water quality.  Mercury is all around us.  As humans it 
     is concentrated in our hair and fingernails and it circulates throughout   
     our bodies.  We constantly excrete Mercury in our urine.  For the general  
     population, 95% have urinary concentrations less than 20 ug/l., therefore 0
     to 20 ug/l has been considered to be the "normal" range.  The distribution 
     of this group indicates that the average concentration is in the lower end 
     of this range at about 1 ug/l. (exp 3)                                     
                                                                                
     The E.P.A. in the Great Lakes Initiative has tentatively set the limit for 
     mercury discharge at 0 to 0.00018 ug/l.  This level totally ignores the    
     background level of mercury in our environment.  The surface water on this 
     planet contains between .1 and 1.8 ug/l.  The E.P.A. would be attempting to
     artifically change the normal amounts of Mercury found in our environment. 
                                                                                
     The average person discharges about 1.3 liters of urine each day.(exp 4)   
     Since the average person's urine contains about 1 ug/l of Mercury, then it 
     would result in requiring the average person to flush his toilet with 7221 
     liters of water (which contains no mercury). to attain the E.P.A. level of 
     0.00018 ug/l of Mercury.  This is a very unrealistic situation.            
                                                                                
     Currently the proposed G.L.I. limit for Mercury is 5,555 times smaller than
     the average urinary concentration.  This proposed limit is also about 600  
     times lower than the lowest recording made for mercury found in surface    
     waters.  If the E.P.A. sets sewer discharge limits at levels lower than the
     average content of human urine, then it is setting itself up for ridicule  
     and political condemnation.                                                
     _________________________________________________                          
     (1)Berlin. M. Mercury.  In Friberg, 1.:  horberg G.E. and Volk, V. eds.    
     Handbook on the toxicology of metals.  Vol 2, ed   2.  Specific metals,    
     Elsevier. N.Y. 1986 pp 387 -445.                                           
     (2)Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Mercury - E.P.A. 1980                
     (3)Goyer, R.A. Toxic effects of metals.  In Klaassen. C.D. Amdur, M.O. and 
     Doull J - Casarett and Doull's Toxicology - The basis science of poisons.  
     New York Macmillan Publ Co.. ed. 3 pp.582-609 1986                         
     (4)Merck Manual - Thirteenth Ed pp 1553                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3091L.001    
     
     See comment D2829.009.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3092.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goal of an 80 percent reduction in the dumping of toxic pollution into 
     the Great Lakes and their tributaries should be attained by stricter permit
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     levels and consistency between the regulating states.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3092.001     
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C. and IX of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3092.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special restrictions in the initiative on bioaccumulative toxic        
     pollutants must be adopted, though even stricter rules are needed to       
     protect all fish consumers.  A stronger bioaccumulative factor (BAF) of 250
     instead of the 1,000 currently in the document has been suggested as a     
     tighter control over further degradation of the food chain.  Since these   
     toxins have been responsible for so much damage within the ecosystem, it   
     seems that the tighter restriction would be warranted.                     
     
     
     Response to: G3092.002     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3092.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burden of proof should be on the dischargers to demonstrate a          
     pollutants safety.  The initiative should retain the proposed 2-tiered     
     system to set water quality standards and limit pollution from all toxic   
     chemicals.  The GLI should set Tier I criteria for as many pollutants as   
     possible once the procedures are approved.                                 
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     Response to: G3092.003     
     
     See response to comment D2714.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G3092.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should set up a clearing house and periodically update Tier I and  
     Tier II criteria lists.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3092.004     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a Clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort and Region 5, in cooperation
     with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great Lakes States  
     and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) Clearinghouse    
     which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric Tier I water     
     quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is prepared to     
     participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse described above,   
     and is committed to working with States and Tribes to develop, review,     
     analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria guidance        
     documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.             
                                                                                
     See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G3092.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree that federally - mandated standards should require that the       
     protection of terrestrial and avian wildlife be a factor in setting        
     anti-pollution limits.  By protecting the entire ecosystem humans will also
     be best protected.  The GLWQI must retain stringent criteria in the        
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     2-tiered system designed to protect wildlife.  Of special concern to       
     wildlife are the continuing impacts of PCBs and TCDD contamination.  We    
     agree with a prior recommendation that the Tier I wildlife criteria should 
     be 0.1 pg/l for PCBs (not 17 pg/l) and 7.0 x 10(exp. -5) pg/l for TCDD (not
     9.6 x 10(exp. -3) pg/l).                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3092.005     
     
     For discussion of Tier I, please see section II.C.1 of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3092.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution dilution zones for all persistent toxic substances should be 
     phased out, including those with half-lives of greater than 8 weeks in any 
     medium - water, air, sediment, soils, or biota.                            
     
     
     Response to: G3092.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3092.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. portion of Lake Superior should be designated as an "Outstanding  
     National Resource Water" and all possible methods to further protect the   
     Lake Superior Basin from pollution should be implemented.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3092.007     
     

Page 6358



$T044618.TXT
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3092.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI antidegradation procedures for the Great Lakes must be adopted to
     prevent new or increased dumping of bioaccumulative toxins.                
     
     
     Response to: G3092.008     
     
     See response to comment D605.012.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3092.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge the EPA to immediately launch "Round 2" of the initiative to       
     further comply with the requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs  
     Act of 1990.  This should include:  setting timetables to ban the uses of  
     all persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into the Great
     Lakes Ecosystem; ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and 
     do not violate GLWQI standards; and requiring comprehensive pollution      
     prevention programs for the Great Lakes.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3092.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G3161L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City and County of San Francisco appreciates this opportunity to       
     comment on the water quality guidance for the Great Lakes System (58 FR 72,
     April 16, 1993).  Our concern is the potential precedential features of the
     proposed guidance (Preamble Section II J).  EPA and other interested       
     parties have expended considerable resources in developing the Guidance,   
     however, until EPA the States and Indian Tribes have gained several years  
     of experience in actual implementation, we believe it would be imprudent to
     declare any aspect of the Guidance as precedent setting.  To make the      
     Guidance precedent setting upon adoption would be analogous to a Detroit   
     automaker developing a prototype vehicle, then going into full scale       
     production prior to any testing on the proving grounds.  We believe it will
     take a minimum of one NPDES permit cycle (five-years) before the major     
     problems can be fully elucidated.  For reasons listed below, we believe    
     that there are features of the draft Guidance which if adopted, will make  
     implementation extremely difficult for the POTW community.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3161L.001    
     
     See response to: P2582.010 See response to: P2629.023 and P2582.010        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G3161L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nevertheless, there is a legitimate question on whether the proposed       
     wildlife criterion of 180 pg/l can be consistently be achieved in any North
     American fresh or marine body of water.  EPA should do a through review of 
     the recent scientific literature for both fresh water and marine systems to
     see whether in fact 180 pg/l is achievable.  EPA should defer adoption of  
     the wildlife criterion until it can demonstrate attainability.  The Human  
     Health criterion of 2 ng/l would still apply.  If the background values    
     cited by SAIC in their Table 2-7 or valid, (several look way too high),    
     then there are considerable segments of the Great Lakes system which exceed
     the Human Health criterion.  Achievement of the Human Health criterion     
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     alone would provide considerable additional protection for riparian        
     wildlife.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3161L.002    
     
     See comment response D2829.009, and Sections VIII A, C, E, and H, as well  
     as Section IX, of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3161L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Special Provisions for BCCs - Elimination of Mixing Zones (Preamble Section
     I D. and VIII C.3.)                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA is proposing the elimination of mixing zones for all BCCs in           
     calculating water quality based effluent limitations for NPDES permits.    
     The rationale given for this proposed policy is the desire to reduce mass  
     emissions from point sources.  Elimination of mixing zones will have dire  
     consequences for all POTWs, large and small, in their ability to achieve   
     either the Human Health or wildlife criteria for mercury.  The lowest      
     mercury values we, and other west coast dischargers, have been able to     
     regularly achieve in secondary effluents are in the range of 25 ng/l to 250
     ng/l.  These values are in the range of mercury values reported for other  
     portions of the country and reasonably represent the levels typically      
     achievable by a well-operated secondary process and an aggressive          
     industrial pre-treatment program.  These levels are one to two orders of   
     magnitude above the proposed human health criterion and two to three orders
     of magnitude above the proposed wildlife criterion and will be difficult to
     achieve as end-of-pipe effluent limitations.                               
     
     
     Response to: G3161L.003    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3161L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We find essentially the same average influent concentrations of mercury    
     from residential areas (0.9 ug/l) as from mixed industrial/commercial and  
     residential areas (1.0 u/l), consequently, further efforts to control      
     indirect industrial dischargers are unlikely to yield significant          
     additional reductions in influent loadings.  Nor are recent restrictions on
     the use of mercury in certain products (e.g. latex paints) likely to       
     achieve significant reductions as pre-ban loadings from such products      
     appear to have accounted for less than 5% of the influent loadings from    
     residential areas.  At best, improved industrial source control, product   
     bans and public education programs combined may achieve an one-half order  
     of magnitude reduction in influent loadings to POTWs.  Consequently, it is 
     a near certainty that all POTWs will have to go to expensive add on        
     processes such as reverse osmosis to achieve the proposed Human Health     
     criterion for mercury if mixing zones are disallowed.  We know of no       
     current technology that will allow consistent end-of-pipe attainment of the
     proposed wildlife criterion for mercury.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3161L.004    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3161L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A very high degree of protection can be provided for wildlife and human    
     health without the necessity of having every cubic meter of Great Lakes    
     water in constant attainment of all water quality criteria.  It is possible
     that in the past some Great Lakes states have allowed overly generous      
     mixing zones particularly for discharges to large rivers.  The solution to 
     the problem of overly generous mixing zones is not the total elimination of
     mixing zones, but reasonable ceilings on dilution credit that insure that  
     mixing zones are limited to a small percentage of the receiving water mass.
     For open lake discharge, we suggest actual dilution value as determined by 
     EPA approved numerical models or approved field studies not to exceed a    
     maximum dilution credit of 100:1.  For riverine discharges, percent of     
     critical flow dilution criteria should be set.                             
     
     
     Response to: G3161L.005    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G3162.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The application of human health and/or wildlife criteria/values regardless 
     of existing use designation throughout the GLS seems overly restrictive    
     (II.E.1.c).  For substances which are not bioaccumulative or persistent    
     this practice is definitely not justified as they may never reach the      
     lakes, actual water supplies, or appropriate wildlife habitats.  If there  
     are problems with use classifications, they should be rectified and then   
     appropriate water quality standards based on use classification should be  
     utilized.  Policy decisions would have to be made as to where buffer areas 
     between use classifications should be located to protect downstream water  
     quality, but these policies are easier to develop than site-specific       
     standards for all water body segments of a watershed.  The potential for   
     thousands of site-specific criteria requests is great if the guidance is   
     implemented as written.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3162.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: G3162.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As for site-specific modifications to criteria/values, there appears to be 
     some confusion in Appendix F as to whether lowering of aquatic life        
     criteria will be allowed.  Procedure 1.A.1 of appendix F states that       
     "Aquatic life criteria or values may be modified on a site-specific basis  
     to provide an additional level of protection...".  Then, under Procedure   
     1.A.1(a), instances where less stringent site-specific modifications may be
     developed are discussed.  These sections reference "local" water quality   
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     and "local" aquatic organisms.  What is "local" water quality?  Is that a  
     tributary or a river and its watershed?                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3162.002     
     
     See response to comment G2650.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3162.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second alternative to the proposed procedure 1 of appendix F allows    
     less stringent criteria/values for non-BCCs.  Due to the nonconservative   
     and nonbioaccumulative nature of non-BCCs, when less stringent             
     criteria/values are scientifically justified, they should be allowed.  The 
     idea of trying to regulate all chemicals in the same manner should be one  
     that EPA would not accept in the light of the current controversy over     
     metals criteria and methodologies.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3162.003     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G3162.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria presented in this document seem overly stringent     
     (Table VI-1); however, we have not reviewed all the supporting             
     documentation from Wisconsin at this point.  In North Carolina, we have    
     areas in our coastal region which contain high concentrations of mercury.  
     These areas have high peat content and fish tissue analysis indicates some 
     fish with mercury above FDA levels.  Work is currently underway to identify
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     sources, however, no point sources of mercury occur within the watershed.  
     No documentation of adverse biological effects on these populations has    
     been made.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3162.004     
     
     Please refer to comment D2724.180 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3162.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A very good point was made at the beginning of VIII.A, which discusses     
     general implementation.  While national water quality criteria are based   
     upon data and assumptions designed to be applicable to the entire United   
     States, the Great Lakes criteria/values and guidance were specifically     
     developed to protect aquatic life, wildlife and humans within the Great    
     Lakes System.  Therefore, a careful review of any policies, guidance, and  
     criteria/values resulting from this work must be made before trying to use 
     this guidance on a national level.  EPA and the states must recognize that 
     for some pollutants there is no equability possible across the nation.  The
     most we, as regulatory agencies, should request is equitable review and    
     judgement of our procedures and regulations.  Current water quality        
     standard development guidance provides for site-specific standards and,    
     instead of blindly accepting EPA's criteria, the states should take the    
     responsibility of utilizing these methodologies to ensure protection of    
     water quality, citizens and the regulated community.                       
     
     
     Response to: G3162.005     
     
     EPA believes that the Tier I criteria are scientifically and technically   
     defensible and should be applied to the Great Lakes System.  EPA also      
     realizes that these criteria may be under or overprotective at specific    
     sites within the Great Lakes System. EPA, therefore encourages States and  
     Tribes to derive site- specific criteria where needed within the Great     
     Lakes System. With adequate scientific justification, the final Guidance   
     allows States and Tribes to derive and adopt more or less stringent        
     site-specific criteria for aquatic life, wildlife, and human health        
     criteria as well as BAFs.  More or less stringent site- specific criteria  
     may be derived for BCCs and non-BCCs in the tributaries or the open waters 
     of the Great Lakes System, if scientifically appropriate.  The States and  
     Tribes have full discretion to derive and adopt scientifically appropriate 
     site- specific criteria.  These site-specific criteria must provide the    
     same level of protection as the Tier I criteria or Tier II values and      
     downstream water quality must be maintained.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3162.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The suggested implementation of the antidegradation policy to require      
     permit limits based on a permittee's daily monitoring data is cumbersome   
     and overly stringent.  North Carolina has approximately 3,000 NPDES permits
     in its permitting system.  If our antidegradation policy was implemented as
     proposed in this guidance, each permit would be reviewed for water quality 
     based effluent limits, technology based effluent limits, sediment quality  
     based effluent limits (eventually), and DMR based limits.  We agree with   
     the comments you have received indicating that these DMR based limits would
     be penalizing permittees that were doing a good job running their systems. 
     This reduction of permit limits every permit cycle is not legally or       
     scientifically defensible and the money spent to develop these limits and  
     litigate permits would be better used developing more acute and chronic    
     datasets and improving analytical techniques.                              
     
     
     Response to: G3162.006     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3162.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There should be no intake credits for pollutants which are above water     
     quality standards.  If the water quality is already degraded, then no new  
     discharges should be allowed which would contribute to further degradation.
     In these areas if a discharger has no other option but to discharge, the   
     discharge should be treated to meet the applicable water quality standards.
     
     
     Response to: G3162.007     
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     EPA believes that following the provisions of the final Guidance results in
     the adoption of limits that meet water quality standards requirements. See 
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G3162.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole effluent toxicity testing should be required of all complex waste    
     dischargers.  However, the choice of numeric or narrative criteria for WET 
     should be left to the states.  It is North Carolina's stance that WET      
     testing should be allowed in lieu of numeric standards for some parameters 
     such as metals whose toxicity is highly dependent on environmental         
     conditions, until documentation of the toxicity of those parameters from   
     the effluent is made.  WET testing is conducted in the most conservative   
     environnment possible with the most sensitive test organisms, measures all 
     potentially toxic forms, and accounts for potential additive toxicity;     
     making WET testing one of the most useful tools for determining water      
     quality impacts.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3162.008     
     
     See response to comment G2650.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G3201L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a preliminary matter, we found the guidance complex and lengthy.  USEPA 
     has asked for hundreds of comments on almost every aspect of the guidance. 
     We have no reasonable clue as to what the final regulation will look like. 
     For this reason we request that USEPA re-propose the GLI in the Federal    
     Register in the form that it is intending to promulgate so that the public 
     will have an opportunity to comment on the actual comtemplated action.     
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     Response to: G3201L.001    
     
     See response to: G3201L.003                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: PRA
     Comment ID: G3201L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, we note that the US Office of Management and Budget disapproved      
     USEPA's request to clear the proposed Guidance under Paperwork Reduction   
     Act requirements on June 17, 1993 (58 Fed. Reg. 42320; August 9, 1993)     
     because the information collection requirements are not the least          
     burdensome.  We agree with OMB's action and urge USEPA to develop better   
     information collection systems and to re-propose these as well.            
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.002    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section XII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G3201L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we object to USEPA including as part of the rulemaking docket,
     the two documents noticed in the August 9, 1993 Federal Register.  We have 
     not had sufficient time to review these documents and to assess their      
     significance to the proposed guidance, but on the surface they appear to be
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     important and were relied upon by USEPA in developing the proposed         
     guidance.  Because of the late notice of inclusion of these documents into 
     the rulemaking docket, we again request that USEPA re-propose the GLI in   
     the form that USEPA intends to promulgate so that the public may learn what
     significance the documents played in the development of what is finally    
     adopted by USEPA.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.003    
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance should have been reproposed before    
     being published as the final Guidance.  EPA believes that the public had   
     adequate opportunity to provide comment on the proposed Guidance (58 FR    
     20802) and on alternatives and issues presented in the preamble to the     
     proposed Guidance.  Further, EPA provided adequate opportunity for the     
     public to comment on specific issues affecting portions of the Guidance in 
     subsequent notices on April 16, 1993 (58 FR 21046), August 9, 1993 (58 FR  
     42266), September 13, 1993 (58 FR 47845), and August 30, 1994 (59 FR       
     44678).  EPA does not believe that a reproposal of the entire Guidance     
     would have elicited any significant additional information not available   
     from the comments received on the above notices.  Further, it would have   
     been administratively impossible to develop an additional proposal, obtain 
     comments on it, and analyze and respond to those comments within the       
     statutory and judicial deadlines for the publication of the final Guidance.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3201L.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also have reservations about the affect of the GLI and the Critical     
     Programs Act (CPA) on states' rights to promulgate their own water quality 
     standards and permitting procedures for receiving waters in their          
     respective states.  The Science Advisory Board noted that USEPA has not    
     demonstrated that the Great Lakes System have unique water quality concerns
     that differ from the rest of the nation.  Furthermore, there is no basis to
     conclude that the Great Lakes are unique with respect to how chemicals     
     bioaccumulate or how sensitive are the resident wildlife.  There is no     
     rational factual basis to support the carving out of a specific region of  
     the United States for more stringent regulation of water quality.  As a    
     result, we question whether there are sufficient constitutional legal      
     grounds to allow USEPA to usurp and otherwise sweep away states' rights to 
     regulate waters within their borders.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.004    
     
     See Sections I.A and I.B of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3201L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe USEPA has deviated from the express requirements and spirit of  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement by proposing mandatory rules under 
     the guise of "guidance" that are not based on sound science or good public 
     policy.  The Critical Programs Act and various committee notes leading up  
     to enactment strongly indicate that Congress intended for the GLI to be    
     guidance for states to consider rather than requiring states to adopt the  
     guidance in verbatim.  The CPA itself only requires state programs to be   
     "consistent with" which to us does not mean "exactly alike".  We believe   
     states should have wide latitude implementing the GLI and ensuring their   
     programs are "consistent with" the final guidance.  The Guidance also      
     ignores the Agreement's goal that regulatory programs be cost-effective.   
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.005    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3201L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COSTS, BENEFITS AND ECONOMICS                                              
                                                                                
     We believe the proposal would result in high costs with no significant     
     environmental benefits.                                                    
                                                                                
     The proposal focuses almost exlusively on additional controls on already   
     stringently regulated point source dischargers and essentially ignores     
     non-point sources.  Consequently, the proposal, if implemented would have  
     little environmental benefit.  It would have little impact on the concerns 
     over persistent and bioaccumulative pollutants responsible for its         
     creation.  It would probably not result in the removal of a single fish    
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     advisory.  This occurs because point sources are not major contributors of 
     persistent bioaccumulative pollutants.  There is widespread agreement that 
     non-point sources, such as air deposition, urban and rural runoff,         
     sediments, and the like are the major sources of these pollutants.         
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.006    
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance will result in high costs with no     
     significant environmental benefits.  EPA believes that the final Guidance  
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution in a cost effective 
     manner.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in         
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint source of 
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See responses to comment numbers      
     F4030.003 and G3457.004.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3201L.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of benefits does not preclude high compliance costs for industrial
     dischargers, municipal dischargers, and members of the public.  Removal of 
     pollutants at the very low concentrations envisioned by the Initiative is  
     extremely costly and the technology to achieve these levels may not even   
     exist.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.007    
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D1711.015, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3201L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs would be high in comparison to the expected minimal benefits.  The   
     DRI/McGraw-Hill draft study completed by request of the Council of Great   
     Lakes Governors, estimated an upper range of costs to comply with the GLI  
     to be $2.3 billion per year.  The regulated community has estimated total  
     capital costs for compliance at $7.5 billion for POTWs and $8 billion for  
     industries.  Part of the difference between DRI/McGraw-Hill's estimate and 
     the industry estimate results from DRI/McGraw-Hill's decision to exclude   
     costs for once-through non-contact cooling water on the basis that the     
     proposal does not really mean what it says and that EPA would not require  
     treatment of once through non-contact cooling water.  We note that EPA has 
     consistently stated that once-through non-contact cooling water is not     
     exempt form the proposal and that treatment could be required.             
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.008    
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G3201L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These estimates contrast sharply with EPA's estimate of $80 million to $500
     million annually.  Although not an insignificant cost, EPA's estimate      
     greatly understates the probable costs of compliance because of the        
     simplified and optimistic assumptions used to prepare EPA's cost estimate, 
     including:                                                                 
                                                                                
             Inadequate consideration of costs associated with Tier II value    
             development and implementation;                                    
                                                                                
             The unwarranted assumption that once through non-contact cooling   
             water would be excluded from regulation;                           
                                                                                
             Optimistic assumptions that implementation of pollution prevention 
             programs for ubiquitous pollutants, like mercury, will be          
           relatively inexpensive;                                              
                                                                                
             The assumption that achieving existing analytical detection limits 
             constitutes compliance for pollutants with detection limits below  
             the level of detection.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.009    
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     See response to comments D2613.004, D2604.045, D2584.015, D2684.008, and   
     D2579.003.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3201L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA), despite focusing on three Areas of 
     Concern or "hotspots", which should have over estimated benefits, was not  
     able to demonstrate any significant environmental benefits.                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.010    
     
     See response to comments D2587.144 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3201L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the Proposal would make Ohio and other Great Lakes Basin 
     areas less competitive in the global market place for jobs and economic    
     development.  Costs of implementation would fall on industry,              
     municipalities and residents of the Great Lakes Basin.  Basin industry and 
     residents will incur costs which competitors located elsewhere will not.   
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.011    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3201L.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the proposal will not produce the "level playing field" which    
     some of its supporters have promised.  Rather, it would create new         
     distortions.  Northern Ohio will incur penalties that Southern Ohio will   
     not.  Similar situations would occur in other Great Lakes states.          
     Industries in the Basin must compete in an international marketplace.      
     Additional costs which result in essentially no benefit will hurt their    
     competitiveness.  Competitors in other states and countries, including     
     Canada, will not be burdened with this Initiative.  Although a party to the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement -- the very agreement used to justify  
     many of the Initiative's provisions -- Canada has not shown any interest in
     copying it.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.012    
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3201L.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge that EPA consider modifications which will make the final Guidance 
     more cost-effective and more scientifically sound than the proposal.  To   
     the extent possible, under the Critical Programs Act, the final Guidance   
     should be developed and implemented concurrently with the Lakewide Area    
     Mangement Plans (LaMPs) and the Remedial Action Plans (RAPs).              
     Consideration should be given to Guidance which is phased-in and which     
     reflects the findings of the LaMPs and RAPs.  We believe such a combined   
     approach is consistent with both the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement   
     and the Critical Programs Act.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.013    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3201L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER II WATER QUALITY CRITERIA                                             
                                                                                
     As proposed in the GLI, the so called "Tier II water quality criteria"     
     would be developed from an inadequate database.  Despite the insufficient  
     data, Tier II values could be used to set enforceable permit limits.  Tier 
     II values were originally intended to be used only as narrative standards. 
     Because of the minimal database used, the EPA's Science Advisory Board     
     clearly stated that Tier II values should not be used to derive enforceable
     numeric permit limits.  Under the proposed GLI:                            
                                                                                
             Development of Tier II for all criteria would be required where    
             Agency has adequate data to do so.                                 
                                                                                
             Where Agency has inadequate data to develop a Tier II value, it    
             will use "screening values" based on all existing data to determine
             whether a Tier II value must be derived.  There are inadequate     
             controls on quality of data used to derive screening values.       
             Agencies can "pick and choose" data and resultant screening values.
             If Tier II value is required, Agency can either develop needed     
             data or force the discharger seeking a permit to do so.            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.014    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: G3201L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     NPDES permit holders who disagree with a proposed permit limit established 
     under Tier II procedures have the option of developing additional data at  
     their expense to upgrade the Tier II value to a Tier I criteria.  These    
     data will likely show the original Tier II value is overly stringent.  And,
     it appears there is no relief afforded to permit holders from a final      
     permit limit inappropriately derived from a Tier II value since            
     antibacksliding and/or antidegradation "locks in" the Tier II based permit 
     limit.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.015    
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3201L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the proposed procedures for development of a Tier II criteria 
     for a specific facility would lack needed process controls that ensure     
     quality and consistency.  There would be no scientific peer review or any  
     USEPA internal review.  These procedures place prohibitive cost burden on  
     individual facilities to do the necessary studies for developing a quality 
     Tier II criteria.  This effort is duplicative and a waste of resources as  
     more than one facility could be required to do similar studies on the same 
     parameter.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.016    
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3201L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits established under Tier II procedures will create the same    
     legal obligations and liabilities as all other permit limits.  Considering 
     the potential liabilities ($25,000 per day fines are possible) for         
     noncompliance, the use of Tier II procedures that rely on inadequate data  
     to create enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate and           
     fundamentally flawed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.017    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3201L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be revised to eliminate the use of Tier II criteria as a    
     basis for an enforceable permit limitation.  The following limits should be
     placed on the proposed Tier II methodology:                                
                                                                                
             Do not use the proposed Tier II methodology as a basis for         
             regulation (e.g., no permit limits based on Tier II values);       
                                                                                
             EPA with assistance from the states, should propose, in an         
             Advance Notification of Proposed Rule Making (ANPRM), a prioritized
             list, based on risk analysis, of candidate Tier II substances for  
             further review and potential development into Tier I criteria.     
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.018    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3201L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INTAKE CREDITS                                                             
                                                                                
     Intake credits could be a permitting issue when a facility's intake        
     (source) water -- the quality of which is beyond the facility's control -- 
     contains one or more pollutants which could be regulated under its NPDES   
     permit.  Without intake credits, many facilities could face discharge      
     permit limits that are lower (i.e. more stringent) than the actual chemical
     concentrations in the source water.  For several GLI pollutants, background
     concentrations (although below detection levels) commonly exceed the       
     proposed GlI criteria.  Facilities should not be required to remove        
     polluants in their intake waters.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.019    
     
     This comment raises the same basic concern as that in D2798.058 and is     
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3201L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The significance of intake credits will increase as detection levels of    
     laboratory equipment are improved that will achieve detection levels near  
     or at the proposed permit limits.  The need for intake credits will not be 
     significantly reduced by implementing the GLI.  This is because the GLI    
     focuses only on point sources despite the fact that nonpoint sources       
     contribute more loadings to the Lakes; therefore, the proposed GLI will    
     have little or no effect on intake water quality.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.020    
     
     See response to comment D3254L.018.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G3201L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed intake credit provisions are extremely restrictive and bear   
     little resemblance to the original GLI Steering Committee proposal on      
     "background concentrations" (the original proposal is preamble Option      
     Number 4 on "intake credits").  USEPA states in the proposed guidance that 
     intake credits will only be available in very limited circumstances.  This 
     limitation is unreasonable.  EPA should revise the GLI by expressly        
     allowing for intake credits and by expanding when they are available for   
     permit holders.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.021    
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 and responses to comment P2607.081 and       
     P2574.083.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3201L.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 1993 draft report prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors by 
     DRI/McGraw-Hill concluded the GLI lacked a clear, sensible approach to     
     intake credits.  We agree with this conclusion.  The GLI should be revised 
     as follows:                                                                
                                                                                
             Dischargers should not be held accountable for substances in their 
             intake water;                                                      
                                                                                
             [Of the options presented by EPA, Option 4 is preferable, provided 
             that the provision in Option 4 limiting intake credits to water    
             quality-impaired streams is eliminated as well as the restrictions 
             based on the source of the intake water;  Also, special provisions 
             should be included for non-contact cooling water.]                 
                                                                                
             [Intake credit procedures should not be limited by an unduly       
             restrictive TMDL methodology; effluent limits in areas exceeding   
             water quality standards should not be more stringent than the      
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             larger of the criterion or the background concentration.]          
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.022    
     
     This comment is duplicated elsewhere and is not addressed separately here. 
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: G3201L.023
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .023 is imbedded in comment .022.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the options presented by EPA, Option 4 is preferale, provided that the  
     provision in Option 4 limiting intake credits to water quality-impaired    
     streams is eliminated as well as the restrictions based on the source of   
     the intake water;  Also, special provisions should be included for         
     non-contact cooling water.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.023    
     
     See responses to comments 2709.024 and D2592.031.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3201L.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .024 is imbedded in comment .022.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credit procedures should not be limited by an unduly restrictive    
     TMDL methodology; effluent limits in areas exceeding water quality         
     standards should not be more stringent than the larger of the criterion or 
     the background concentration.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.024    
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     This comment is included in G3201L.022 and is not addressed separately     
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3201L.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indeed, we believe the enforcement of permit limits below quantification   
     raises serious constitutional due process issues.  The risk of criminal    
     sanctions for permit violations under the Clean Water Act and Ohio law     
     based on arbitrary, vague or unreliable measurements is clearly possible.  
     A basic principle of constitutional law is that statutues, rules and permit
     limits themselves, when criminal penalties are possible for violations,    
     must provide clear and ascertainable standards of conduct with sufficient  
     definiteness so that a discharger can understand what conduct is           
     prohibited.  A permit limit set at a level below which laboratory equipment
     can reliably measure does not meet this constitutional due process         
     requirement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.025    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3201L.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For every pollutant in a facility's discharge that is limited to less that 
     detection concentrations, the guidance will require a pollutant            
     minimization program to reduce the input of all sources of the pollutant to
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     the waste treatment collection system to below the WQBEL.  This requirement
     totally ignores the capability of the waste treatment plant to remove such 
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.026    
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3201L.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance should be modified to set the compliance level for   
     permit limits at the practical quantification level (PQL), a detection     
     level already used in other USEPA programs and by some state agencies.     
     Ohio EPA, in accordance with the new Ohio PQL statute, R.C. 6111.13, is now
     using PQL as the compliance level for NPDES permit limitations.  The PQL is
     recognized by USEPA itself as the lowest level of quantification that a    
     competent laboratory can reliably achieve and is an appropriate to use to  
     overcome analytical problems associated with determining compliance with   
     extremely low limits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.027    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3201L.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 6382



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we have significant reservations whether USEPA has legal      
     authority under the Clean Water Act to require mandatory pollution         
     prevention or waste minimization plans.  A mandatory Pollution Prevention  
     Plan program may be beyond USEPA's jurisdiction, which is limited to       
     regulating the addition of pollutants, generally by specifying allowable   
     levels to be discharged.  However, the requirement to install technology or
     use some other control strategies via a pollution prevention plan to       
     achieve the specified levels, before treatment of the wastewater, falls    
     outside the scope of USEPA's authority under the Clean Water Act.          
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.028    
     
     See the discussion of legal authority for pollution minimization programs  
     (PMPs) and PMP requirements in Section VIII.H of the SID.Comment ID:       
     G3201L.028                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has the legal authority under the Clean Water Act to require pollution 
     prevention or waste minimization plans for the reasons stated in Section   
     VIII.I of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3201L.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Implementation Procedure 8 will subject dischargers to very   
     onerous monitoring and pollution minimization requirements for any         
     pollutant with a permit limit below the level of reliable detection.  To   
     eliminate the expense associated with those intrusive and marginally       
     beneficial requirements, and assuming such authority does exist for USEPA  
     to require dischargers to take additional actions to control the discharge 
     of pollutants, Implementation Procedure 8 should be modified along the     
     following lines:                                                           
                                                                                
             If a valid Water Quality Based Effluent Limit is placed in a       
             permit which is below the quantification level, a narrative        
             statement should be placed in the permit which states that a       
             discharger is in compliance with the limit if the substance is not 
             detected above the practical quantification level  (This is        
             consistent with the new Ohio PQL law enacted in H.B. 152 on        
             July 1, 1993 which will be codified at R.C. 6111.13.);             
                                                                                
             Whenever a discharge limit for a pollutant is less than the        
             practical quantification level, the Guidance should allow the      
             state or tribe at its discretion based on its best professional    
             judgment (which is really true state guidance as opposed to this   
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             proposal) to:  (1) require the permit holder to identify the       
             possible sources of that pollutant; and (2) by rule, specify       
             additional actions that the permit holder may be required to take  
             if the state or tribe finds the actions to be necessary to prevent 
             or mitigate significant adverse effects on public health or        
             environmental quality.  This alternative is the same as required   
             under the new Ohio PQL statute (R.D. 6111.13) previously mentioned.
             The Ohio method is a reasonable approach and should be adopted by  
             USEPA.                                                             
                                                                                
             Only the monitoring programs and analytical methods approved by EPA
             pursuant to 40 CFR 136 may be used to implement Procedure 8.       
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.029    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3201L.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of an exceedance of existing effluent quality (EEQ), to trigger an 
     antidegradation review, where bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)  
     are involved, penalizes good performers and should not be used.  Those     
     dischargers who operate below their permit limits will receive more        
     stringent limits in the next permit and a one-way downward ratchet is      
     created.  In some situations, the Policy could result in a disincentive to 
     replace older facilities with new facilities with fewer emissions, and so  
     result in a net increase in emissions over what would otherwise have       
     occurred.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.030    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3201L.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if temporary business conditions resulted in reduced discharges,     
     returning to previous permitted levels could be prohibited.  Furthermore,  
     the proposed GLI would eliminate the ability of industry and municipalities
     to operate within a "margin of safety" because the enforceable permit      
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged.         
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.031    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3201L.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation policy adds another layer of uncertainty to the    
     permitting of new plants and the expansion of existing plants.  This       
     additional layer of uncertainty is uncalled for and will set the Great     
     Lakes region back even further in rebounding from economic losses.         
     Antidegradation considerations are better addressed by the states where    
     they can take into account differences in watershed characteristics such as
     habitat, ambient water quality and current uses of the water body.  The GLI
     should be modified to reflect the existing federal antidegradation policy  
     at 40 CFR Section 131.12 which is more general in scope and is simply a    
     policy.  In fact, the Critical Programs Act only requires an               
     antidegradation "policy" and not a mandatory standard. A general policy    
     that provides direction and guidance is all that is needed.                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.032    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
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     Comment ID: G3201L.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Procedure in the proposed guidance is too complex and  
     goes well beyond that required by the Clean Water Act or the Critical      
     Programs Act and is not needed to balance economic and environmental       
     concerns.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.033    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3201L.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate existing effluent quality (EEQ) as a basis for revised permit    
     limits and as an antidegradation trigger mechanism;                        
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.034    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3201L.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation restrictions should not apply to Tier II values or limits  
     based on Tier II values;                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.035    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G3201L.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be based on      
     requests for an increase in a water quality based effluent limit or a new  
     discharge;                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.036    
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3201L.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The trigger mechanism should not apply to new limits for previously        
     unregulated pollutants that are newly detected in a discharge due to       
     additional or improved monitoring methods;                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.037    
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     EPA agrees that such an activity does not constitute a "significant        
     lowering of water quality".                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G3201L.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation analysis process should be amended as follows:         
                                                                                
             A de minimis test should be used for all pollutants, wherein an    
             antidegradation analysis would not be required if the requested    
             increase in an existing permit limit is small and would result in  
             no significant decrease in water quality;                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.038    
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: G3201L.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation analysis process should be amended as follows:         
                                                                                
             Mandatory pollution prevention plans should not be part of the     
             approval process.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.039    
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3201L.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/COV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should not rewrite existing law for "Outstanding National Resource 
     Waters."                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.040    
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: G3201L.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposal is not clear on what is to be done when data are not    
     available to calculate a screening value, data requirements for the        
     screening value calculation are loosely defined which could allow          
     decision-making to be based on the most minimal of data sets.  The use of  
     screening values and Tier II values based on inadequate data to develop    
     proposed enforceable permit limits is clearly inappropriate.               
                                                                                
     For certain pollutants and situations, for example most BCCs when less than
     10 samples are available, a permit limit could be required to be included  
     in a permit from one analytical value above the detection limit, even a    
     false detect, for the pollutant in the effluent.  For a BCC this would     
     probably also require pollutant minimization plans and bioaccumulation     
     studies of the effluent (e.g. caged fish studies) to be included as permit 
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.041    
     
     The ambient screening values and tier II values should always be determined
     by the permitting authority to be adequate to make decisions regarding when
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     WQBELs are required and what the level of the WQBEL should be before they  
     are used for those purposes.  The permitting authority should exercise good
     judgement in determining the adequacy of screening values and tier II data.
      In addition, current Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to
     develop a fact sheet or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and  
     to make the draft permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of
     the permit, available through public notice. (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and     
     124.56) The fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the        
     findings characterized in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are 
     needed and the basis for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior 
     to issuance of the final NPDES permit.                                     
                                                                                
     With regard to the comment suggesting that false data could trigger the    
     need for a permit limit, an implicit and obvious assumption in the proposed
     and final PEQ procedure is that the effluent pollutant concentration data  
     used to project maximum effluent quality is valid data that is             
     representative of the effluent.  Permittees should ensure they are         
     reporting valid, representative data.  Where the permittee believes certain
     effluent measurements to not be representative of the effluent, the        
     permittee should bring this to the permitting authority's attention.       
                                                                                
     EPA's position is that valid, representative effluent data must not be     
     ignored.  The final guidance provides flexibility to States to adopt a     
     reasonable potential statistical procedure that among other attributes,    
     accounts for and captures long term effluent variability and accounts for  
     limitations associated with sparse data sets.  Where a State fails to adopt
     such a procedure, the final Guidance specifies the statistical procedure   
     EPA would promulgate for a State should it become necessary (EPA           
     procedure).  It is essentially the same procedure that was proposed for    
     data sets of ten or fewer data points.  The final guidance leaves room for 
     State procedures to differ from EPA's as long as the basic characteristics 
     outlined in section 5.B of Appendix F are adhered to.  The EPA procedure is
     offered as one alternative, and would only be required, where a State      
     failed to adopt a PEQ procedure consistent with the characteristics        
     outlined in 5.B.  See also Supplementary Information Document Section      
     VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, Section f, Determining Reasonable Potential
     for Pollutants When Tier II Values are Not Available, and Section h, Basis 
     for Effluent Limitations.  See also Supplementary Information Document     
     Section  VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the        
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations.  See also response to comment number     
     G2575.171.  See also response to comment number D2722.117.                 
                                                                                
     Also note that the final Guidance no longer includes caged fish studies as 
     a required element of a pollutant minimization plan (See Supplementary     
     Information Document Section VIII.H, WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantitation).                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: G3201L.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Also, the procedure for evaluation of Reasonable Potential to determine    
     whether a permit limit is required is a rigid evaluation of numerical data 
     with rigidly defined decision points.  Insufficient flexibility exists for 
     Agency professionals to determine whether results are reasonable based on  
     all applicable data.  The Reasonable Potential procedure should be revised 
     to require an adequate data base for decision-making.  Additional          
     flexibility should also be provided to the states.                         
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.042    
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable        
     Potential, Section 2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the     
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3201L.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MIXING ZONES AND FRACTIONS OF LOW FLOW                                     
                                                                                
     The elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will result in minimal            
     environmental benefit, as permitted point sources are only a small part of 
     total loadings to the Great Lakes.  Chronic effects, which are the main    
     concern with BCCs, are dependent on total loadings and water column        
     concentrations, not the presence or absence of mixing zones.  GLI water    
     quality criteria already consider bioaccumulation.  Existing EPA guidance  
     on controlling the discharge of toxic pollutants to water specifically     
     recognizes that mixing zones are appropriate.  The restrictions on mixing  
     zones in the guidance ignore the scientific relationship between           
     concentrations and exposure time with respect to aquatic toxicity.  Mixing 
     zone elimination is an unwarranted policy call, not a science-based        
     decision.  The GLI should maintain existing USEPA methods to determine     
     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.043    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3201L.044
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the lack of any scientific basis, the proposed guidance eliminates 
     mixing zones for BCCs (after a phase-out period) and greatly restricts     
     consideration of water body mixing factors for non-BCCs.  Mixing zones are 
     currently developed through established EPA methods, which ensure that     
     there are no adverse aquatic toxicity or human health impacts.  Further    
     limits on mixing zones are not an appropriate method to address mass       
     loading isues; other provisions of the guidance (e.g. BAFs, TMDLs) are     
     specifically intended to address those issues.  Existing EPA methods in the
     TSD should be used to determine mixing zones for all pollutants.           
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.044    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G3201L.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI restrictions on stream low flow quantity for dischargers of non-BCC
     pollutants, are not scientifically defensible.  The cost impact of the     
     restrictive provisions would be a function of discharge location, stream   
     flow and background concentrations, and will be substantial for some       
     facilities that fall into this situation.  These restrictions should be    
     eliminated.  The Ohio GLI Coalition recommends that USEPA adopt Ohio EPA's 
     procedures using the 30 Q 10 flow for the chronic aquatic life             
     considerations instead of a fraction of the 7 Q 10 flow as proposed in the 
     GLI.  The use of the 30 Q 10 is more appropriate for 30 day average permit 
     limits and it is well established that use of the 30 Q 10 is adequately    
     protective of aquatic life.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.045    
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

Page 6392



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G3201L.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A TMDL must address all pollutants from point and non-point sources.  The  
     GLI should be revised to give states more flexibility to consider          
     site-specific factors and to decide which TMDL procedure is appropriate for
     their state.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.046    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G3201L.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When it is necessary to complete a TMDL, the State should consult the      
     affected parties in the area and determine the contributions from point and
     non-point sources.  TMDLs must address all sources.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.047    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G3201L.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a TMDL must be completed, the time for achievement of control strategies
     should not be set arbitrarily; technical feasibility and economic factors  
     should be considered.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.048    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G3201L.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should allow states to adopt either Option A or Option B.  To 
     be appropriate Options, both Option A and Option B must be modified, at a  
     minimum, to address the following:                                         
                                                                                
             [The Option B mixing zone limitations for discharges to lakes in   
             section C.1.a. are inconsistent with existing state mixing zones   
             policies and the Technical Support Document and should be revised  
             to be consistent with Option A sections C.1. and 3.]               
                                                                                
             Option A must provide for a preliminary TMDL process to eliminate  
             the need for a complete Option A TMDL to perform the Reasonable    
             Potential evaluation required in Procedure 5.  Option A should also
             be modified to include a specific formula for incorporation of     
             non-point source (NPS) contributions.  If appropriate consideration
             is given to the significance of NPS contributions, the technical   
             feasibility of source controls and the relative economics for load 
            reductions necessary to achieve water quality standards can be      
             accurately characterized.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.049    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: G3201L.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .050 is imbedded in comment .049.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Option B mixing zone limitations for discharges to lakes in section    
     C.1.a. are inconsistent with existing state mixing zone policies and the   
     Technical Support Document and should be revised to be consistent with     
     Option A sections C.1. and 3.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.050    
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G3201L.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing a TMDL for receiving waters that do not meet applicable water
     quality standards, effluent limits should not be established that are more 
     stringent than the greater of either the criterion or the background       
     concentration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.051    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3201L.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, EPA has attempted to establish by regulation,          
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) for an entire list of regulated chemicals.  
     EPA proposes to estimate BAFs for most of the listed pollutants by using an
     unproven model which relies on inadequate laboratory data.  The model is   
     based on the ratio of a substance's concentration in animal tissue to its  
     concentration in ambient water.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has          
     concluded, "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the        
     establishment of regional water quality criteria, at this time."           
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes to classify chemicals with a BAF greater than 1000 as a   
     Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) without any consideration of     
     persistence in the environment or toxicity.  BCCs are singled out for more 
     stringent regulation throughout the GLI (e.g., in procedures for           
     antidegradation and mixing zones).  Because the model does not consider    
     metabolism and biodegradation, which actually reduces bioaccumulation, it  
     will result in overestimates of the bioaccumulation potential for most     
     substances.                                                                
                                                                                
     It is inappropriate to use BAFs calculated from unproven models to         
     establish regulatory requirements and the GLI should be modified to reflect
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.052    
     
     EPA does not agree with commenters suggesting that the models is not       
     scientifically defensible.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a     
     perfect simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, 
     based on the comparison to the field- measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi,
     1988), the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that establishing special provisions for BCCs is        
     unnecessary and redundant.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is        
     designed to increase the consistency of water quality-based controls       
     throughout the Great Lakes System, taking into account all appropriate     
     factors in developing water quality criteria and values, including BAFs.   
     At the same time, for a set of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, the   
     final Guidance is designed to reduce loadings to the Great Lakes System.   
     The Great Lakes Initiative Steering Committee believed that every          
     reasonable effort should be made to reduce loadings of all BCCs, because   
     these pollutants tend to persist throughout the Great Lakes ecosystem and  
     have a propensity to bioaccumulate in the food chain, and have been        
     associated with serious and systemwide impacts.  After careful             
     consideration of this and other related comments, EPA continues to believe 
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     that the special provisions for BCCs are warranted.  EPA's continued       
     support of the special emphasis on BCCs parallels the position of the Great
     Lakes States as initially expressed by State representatives on the        
     Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that these special provisions for BCCs
     are a reasonable approach to address the issue of persistent               
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  See section II.C.8  
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to: G1738.002    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G3201L.052a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The consideration of food chain effects in deriving a bioaccumulation      
     factor is conceptually sound.  However, the BAF modelling method proposed  
     in the guidance is not scientifically defensible and will result in        
     estimated BAFs which disagree substantially with actual field measurements.
     As long as bioaccumulation is taken into account in developing the initial 
     criteria, further controls on pollutants are unnecessary and redundant.    
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.052a   
     
     EPA does not agree with commenters suggesting that the models is not       
     scientifically defensible.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a     
     perfect simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, 
     based on the comparison to the field- measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi,
     1988), the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that establishing special provisions for BCCs is        
     unnecessary and redundant.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is        
     designed to increase the consistency of water quality-based controls       
     throughout the Great Lakes System, taking into account all appropriate     
     factors in developing water quality criteria and values, including BAFs.   
     At the same time, for a set of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, the   
     final Guidance is designed to reduce loadings to the Great Lakes System.   
     The Great Lakes Initiative Steering Committee believed that every          
     reasonable effort should be made to reduce loadings of all BCCs, because   
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     these pollutants tend to persist throughout the Great Lakes ecosystem and  
     have a propensity to bioaccumulate in the food chain, and have been        
     associated with serious and systemwide impacts.  After careful             
     consideration of this and other related comments, EPA continues to believe 
     that the special provisions for BCCs are warranted.  EPA's continued       
     support of the special emphasis on BCCs parallels the position of the Great
     Lakes States as initially expressed by State representatives on the        
     Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that these special provisions for BCCs
     are a reasonable approach to address the issue of persistent               
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  See section II.C.8  
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. See response to: G1738.002    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G3201L.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accordingly, the following recommendations are made concerning the use of  
     modeled BAFs:                                                              
                                                                                
             The proposed modelling procedure should not be used to derive      
             numeric Water Quality criteria;                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.053    
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that modelling procedures should not be used 
     to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria. EPA has decided to    
     differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health and  
     Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the 
     toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for
     human health is discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI of   
     the SID.  See also SID Section IV.2.a.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G3201L.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Accordingly, the following recommendations are made concerning the use of  
     modeled BAFs:                                                              
                                                                                
             EPA should work with the regulated community to develop a better   
             BAF methodology;                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.054    
     
     EPA has made an effort to work with the regulated community to develop the 
     BAF methodology through the comment/response process, meetings and         
     discussions, and Science Advisory Board reviews. The regulated community   
     has had the opportunity to participate these and other forums to develop   
     the BAF methodology used in the final Guidance.  EPA has made several      
     important modifications to the proposed methodology as a result of this    
     participation.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3201L.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accordingly, the following recommendations are made concerning the use of  
     modeled BAFs:                                                              
                                                                                
             further controls on BCCs based on BAFs should be eliminated.       
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.055    
     
     See response to D2587.062                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G3201L.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Aquatic Life.  The GLI is not specific as to the form in which an aquatic  
     criterion for metals should be expressed (i.e., total, total recoverable,  
     dissolved, etc.).  EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended using the      
     dissolved form to better reflect the bioavailability of a pollutant.       
     However, the majority of the GLI criteria as presented in the Aquatic Life 
     Technical Support Document are expressed as Total Recoverable even though  
     the GLI will apparently allow states to select the most appropriate        
     analytical method.  The GLI should follow the recent trend recognized by   
     scientists that the dissolved form is the most appropriate form for        
     regulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.056    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3201L.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health Criteria.  The methodology used to derive GLI human health    
     criteria is not consistent with the recent revision of EPA's national      
     procedures for risk assessments.  In particular, under USEPA's Superfund   
     program a cancer risk of 10-4 is used but the GLI uses 10-5.  The GLI      
     should be modified to require a level of risk assessment of 10-4.          
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.057    
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G3201L.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/METH/REPR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria.  The wildlife criteria represent a new development for  
     most states and have not been widely peer reviewed or field tested by the  
     scientific community.  The methodology used is based largely on EPA's risk 
     assessment method for human health and is not appropriate for wildlife.    
     The human health model protects individuals, not populations.  Tier II     
     criteria for wildlife protection are not scientifically sound, yet GLI     
     requires states to develop and apply them in permitting.  The surrogate    
     species chosen are not representative of the diverse wildlife population in
     the Great Lakes basin.  The proposed wildlife criteria should be replaced. 
     The criteria needs to be redeveloped using actual field data from the Great
     Lakes and other scientific developments so that meaningful criteria can be 
     established.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.058    
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2590.028, P2593.035, P2653.050, and   
     P2576.011 for the response to this comment.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3201L.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SITE SPECIFIC ADJUSTMENTS                                                  
                                                                                
     The guidance assumes the entire Great Lakes Basin is a single, uniform     
     ecosystem.  The GLI applies the same water quality criteria, except for    
     human health criteria, to all waters despite the vast differences evident  
     in the water environments.  This means that a drainage ditch in Ohio will  
     be subject to the same criteria as the open waters off Lake Superior's Isle
     Royale, an absurd notion, because it ignores the differences in species    
     potentially present and designated uses of these waters.  The basis for    
     this assumption is that the only way a pollutant's impact is eliminated is 
     if it physically leaves the basin.  This reasoning does not take into      
     account the actual environmental fate of a pollutant.                      
                                                                                
     The single ecosystem approach is inconsistent with Ohio EPA's multiple use 
     designation classification and ecoregion-based biocriteria.  Ohio EPA has  
     proven that the three ecoregions in the Lake Erie basin have different     
     biological expectations.  No adequate scientific basis exists for the      
     uniform criteria and single ecosystem approach and this needs to be changed
     in the final GLI.  We believe the current Ohio system, which defines a     
     number of ecoregions is a better ecosystem management tool than the        
     proposed guidance and should be retained.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.059    
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3201L.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment procedures in the GLI are inadequate; only aquatic
     life criteria can be adjusted to be either more or less restrictive.  Human
     health and wildlife protection criteria can only become more stringent on a
     site specific basis.  This is a policy decision without scientific basis   
     and should be changed to allow site specific criteria to be adjusted higher
     and lower.                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.060    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3201L.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustments of criteria should be allowed to increase or     
     decrease any criterion within a given geographic area without changing the 
     level of protection.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.061    
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3201L.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions, including bioavailability, bioaccumulation rates,
     local water chemistry, chemical speciation, natural adaptation and         
     differences in resident species, should be accounted for when deriving     
     criteria and WQBELs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.062    
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3201L.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Parameters used to calculate site specific criteria adjustments should     
     reflect local conditions of an area, which would be determined in the same 
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for nonattainment of water
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.063    
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3201L.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Down stream waters should be considered and protected by the site specific 
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.064    
     
     See response to comment D3254L.078.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G3201L.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     STATE FLEXIBILITY AND FUTURE SCIENCE                                       
                                                                                
     Lack of state flexibility and use of uniform water quality standards       
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin will merely result in treatment for       
     treatment's sake.  Dischargers will be forced to meet costly requirements  
     with little or no environmental benefit.  Variance procedures are not      
     workable and do not offer a meaningful option for dischargers.  Site       
     specific modifications which reflect actual environmental conditions should
     be available for all criteria and all pollutants.                          
                                                                                
     Additional state flexibility is also needed to ensure that future          
     improvements in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken 
     as a whole, the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility   
     and infringes on states' ability to exercise professional judgment.  The   
     Great Lakes States should be allowed to benefit from any changes in        
     National criteria, procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms 
     for incorporating new and better science into the GLI denies states the    
     ability to justify permit limits as fair and reasonable.  The GLI needs to 
     be revised to increase state flexibility.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.065    
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G3201L.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIVITY                                                                 
                                                                                
     Additivity is not included in the proposed guidance regulation (40 CFR Part
     132).  We do not believe additivity should be part of the final guidance.  
     However, if EPA elects to incorporate this concept into the final guidance,
     the following should be the basis for any additivity methodology:          
                                                                                
             A.  Assumption of additivity in the absence of valid               
                 experimental data is not scientifically justified;             
                                                                                
             B.  The SAB statement that additivity be considered on a           
                 case-by-case basis is endorsed;                                
                                                                                
             C.  The burden of proof of additivity must be on the permitting    
                 authorities via EPA rulemaking.                                
     
     
     Response to: G3201L.066    
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G3202.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions, such  
     as the National Academy of Sciences and the National Institutes of Health. 
     EPA used questionable methodologies for deriving Bioaccumulation Factors   
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     (used to identify chemicals of particular concern which will be subject to 
     especially stringent controls) and to set limits on pollutants for which   
     limited data exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are         
     resolved, it is not appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.     
     This sugggests the GLI should be adopted as a guideline rather than an     
     enforceable standard.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3202.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2746.043, P2585.014, P2585.015 and       
     P2769.085.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3202.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed rule would in many cases also lead to significant new         
     requirements including:                                                    
                                                                                
             the burden of conducting extensive scientific research on the      
             safety of chemicals in cases where a complete database for those   
             chemicals does not exist would be shifted from Government to       
             industry (or, as an alternative, industry would be required to     
             meet standards which are designed to be more stringent than        
             necessary).                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3202.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     the proposed rule would in many cases also lead to significant new         
     requirements including:                                                    
                                                                                
             treating pollutants which they did not generate or add to their    
             discharge; that is, pollutants already present in water used for   
             cooling or other purposes.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3202.003     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed rule would in many cases also lead to significant new         
     requirements including:                                                    
                                                                                
             undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that  
             have never been detected in a discharger's effluent.               
     
     
     Response to: G3202.004     
     
     The need for a WQBEL is based on a reasonable potential to cause or        
     contribute to an exceedance of a water quality criteria.  To make such a   
     determination, there must be evidence that the facility is discharging a   
     given pollutant at levels that could exceed a water quality criterion.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G3202.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed rule would in many cases also lead to significant new         
     requirements including:                                                    
                                                                                
             conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation           
             demonstration proving that any increases in discharges will lead   
             to major social and economic benefits.  The demonstration would    
             be required before the facility could increase its discharge       
             over existing effluent quality, even if permit limits would not    
             be exceeded.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3202.005     
     
     See the SID, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The costs of GLI are excessive, while the benefits are limited at best.    
     The limited resources of point source dischargers, including municipalities
     would be better directed toward programs with tangible environmental       
     benefits rather than the illusory, overbroad goals of the GLI.             
     
     
     Response to: G3202.006     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3202.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, industries in the region would be at a severe economic        
     disadvantage over industries outside the Great Lakes basin who are not     
     subject to the same provisions.  The antidegradation provisions will       
     inhibit growth in the region by making it difficult or impossible for      
     companies, especially small single location facilities, to return to full  
     production during the course of economic recovery and by forcing delays in 
     business decisions while antidegradation demonstration reviews are being   
     carried out.  National companies could switch production to facilities     
     outside the Great Lakes basin to avoid the stringent GLI requirements and  
     associated higher costs of production.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G3202.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI conflicts with existing and proposed New York State regulations and    
     program priorities.  For example, New York State's Water Quality           
     Enhancement and Protection policy closely parallels the GLI.  A second     
     program would completely ban Bioaccumulative substances that are           
     "environmentally mobile."  This program is more protective than the GLI's  
     proposal to regulate "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" and would be   
     much simpler to implement for the regulated community.  The GLI is         
     overbroad and duplicitous and will cause confusion, unneeded costs, and    
     conflicting objectives for state agencies.  It will also result in most    
     states in the region administering two separate permit programs based on   
     separate water quality criteria, unless states change their existing rules 
     to effectively apply the GLI statewide.  Statewide application would only  
     serve to impose the GLI and its associated flaws and costs on a much larger
     number of dischargers.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.008     
     
     The commenter misconstrues the proposed and final Guidance. Nothing in the 
     final Guidance would prohibit a State from adopting, or retaining          
     provisions more protective than those in the final Guidance.  Please see   
     section II.D.2 of the SID for further discussion of this issue.            
                                                                                
     With respect to the "two separate permit programs" concern, EPA notes that 
     some of the Great Lakes States already have standards in place which differ
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     between Great Lakes waters, and other waters, and EPA's experience with    
     these States does not lead us to believe that the problems noted by the    
     commenter do, or will exist.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G3202.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will likely set a precedent for new regulations in the rest of the     
     country.  Adoption of this rule would consitute general acceptance of the  
     policies and methods applied by GLI, even though many of them involve      
     unproven science and new more burdensome approaches to implementation.     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.009     
     
     See response to: P2629.023 and P2698.008                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Small businesses will be disproportionately affected by the GLI's low      
     discharge limits especially ubiquitous compounds such as mercury.  This is 
     due to the non-linear capital cost of treatment.  As discharge limits      
     descend from the parts per billion to parts per trillion and even parts per
     quadrillion range, treatment costs escalate dramatically.  Small businesses
     and de minimis dischargers should be exempted from the onerous requirements
     of the GLI.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3202.010     
     
     See response to comments D2587.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3202.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will create economic discrepancies between U.S. and other North    
     American trading partners.  The combined effected of the GLI and the North 
     American Free Trade Agreement ("NAFTA") could result in a significant      
     incentive for the flight of manufacturing from the Great Lakes basin.      
     
     
     Response to: G3202.011     
     
     See Sections I, II and IX of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3202.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS/EXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors to produce    
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.  In addition,
     EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing better criteria
     to industry:  it is up to the discharger to prove that a less stringent    
     standard is merited.  Yet, because of antibacksliding provisions it is not 
     clear that the more valid Tier I criteria could be applied to relax a      
     standard once a Tier II criteria has been developed.  EPA's own Science    
     Advisory Board has raised a number of questions about the Tier II          
     methodology and has indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach needs      
     further review for validity before use.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3202.012     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 6411



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3202.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Traditionally environmental standards have been proposed by government only
     after scientific or academic institutions have identified undesirable      
     characteristics or effects associated with chemical compounds released to  
     the environment.  This is especially true of many compounds presently      
     targeted by the GLI (e.g., DDT, PCB, Dioxin, etc.).  History and logic     
     dictate that a specific concern arising from isolated studies should not be
     acted upon unless and until it is tested and embraced by the scientific    
     community through the peer review process.  Without peer review of the     
     underlying science, government lacks critical insight as to whether a      
     numerical standard will accomplish the desired objective:  protection of   
     human health and the environment.  Under the proposed Tier II mechanism,   
     industry assumes the role of conducting fundamental scientific inquiry and 
     drawing conclusions regarding effects on the environment.  EPA is required 
     to assume the role of "peer reviewer" and perform its bureaucratic         
     function.  This arrangement is suspect in several regards.  The basic      
     scientific work will be conducted and funded by parties with a biased      
     objective; developing the least restrictive standard.  EPA will be forced  
     to conduct peer review which it is ill prepared to do.  Government, since  
     it lacks the resources and expertise for peer review will have a tendency  
     to compensate for its uncertainty with excessive and unnecessary safety    
     factors.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3202.013     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3202.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Permit limits should not be based on Tier II values.  Moreover, it should  
     be clarified that antibacksliding provisions will not apply to prevent the 
     replacement of the more valid Tier I criteria for Tier II values.          
     
     
     Response to: G3202.014     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3202.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lists of potential Tier II substances should be proposed by EPA and subject
     to review and comment.  In addition, there should be requirements for      
     scientific peer review of all data underlying water quality standards.     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.015     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3202.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of deriving a bioaccumulation factor is sound.  However, many, 
     including EPA's own Science Advisory Board ("SAB"), do not believe the     
     science underlying BAF has been sufficiently developed to justify its use  
     in the Initiative or as a regulatory trigger.  This is especially important
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     since the economic consequences of controlling BCCs are so great.          
     
     
     Response to: G3202.016     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BAFs are not adequately developed to 
     justify use as a regulatory trigger.  See SID Section IV, generally, and   
     Section IV.B.2 for a discussion of the SAB comments.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G3202.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, geology, or ecology.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3202.017     
     
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to use Great Lakes-specific
     parameters whenever possible.  In light of these concerns, EPA has used    
     Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas model that is used to   
     derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  Using data from the Great Lakes is    
     preferable over information from other bodies of water because it better   
     represents the physical, chemical, and hydrological conditions present     
     within the Great Lakes.                                                    
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G3202.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
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     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multipler ("FCM") combined   
     with the bioconcentration factor ("BCF").  This methodology does not take  
     into account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and   
     does not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Further, the EPA       
     Scientific Advisory Board report states that the BCF-to-BAF model "has not 
     been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional water      
     quality at this time."                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.018     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G3202.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology  
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  Errors of two   
     orders of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input     
     parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these
     input parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were       
     adopted without extensive critical review by appropriate scientific        
     communities.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3202.019     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G3202.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured  
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     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions.  Thus, discharge limits could
     be set at levels that are not protective of the environment or at levels   
     that far exceed what is necessary or appropriate.  A method susceptible to 
     such as wide range of error is arbitrary and indefensible.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3202.020     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.016.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3202.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCC's is by     
     EPA's own admission not based on "a risk assessment assumption that results
     from scientific analyses."  The Committee is concerned that this           
     methodology may result in the determination of BCC's which are not         
     persistent or toxic.  For example, phenol has been determined to be a      
     potential BCC.  This compound is widely known to be readily biodegradable  
     and has recently been removed from the categorical pretreatment            
     requirements of the Organic Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers       
     Industries (40 CFR Section 414) by EPA because it was shown to be          
     effectively treated in publicly owned treatment works ("POTW") with        
     biological treatment (no pass through).                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3202.021     
     
     See response to: D2724.126                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G3202.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     BAFs derived at a specific field site in the Great Lakes are not applicable
     to all other waters in the Basin.  Hence, BAF's are likely to be very      
     site-specific.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3202.022     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the majority of data used to calculate the           
     field-measured BAFs in the final Guidance came from the data of Oliver and 
     Niimi (1988).  This data set is generally recognized as being the most     
     complete set of data available in the Great Lakes for estimating           
     field-measured BAFs.  EPA also acknowledges that the data from Oliver and  
     Niimi come from Lake Ontario, but believes that the data can be used to    
     predict BAFs in other Great Lakes because the values take into account the 
     percent lipid and are based on the freely dissolved concentration of the   
     chemical in the ambient water.  Taking the lipid content into account      
     allows the data to be applied to other fish species.  Derivation of the    
     BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field data eliminates the            
     site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts of dissolved and    
     particulate organic carbon present at the field site and therefore, allows 
     the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes.  The final Guidance  
     allows derivation of site-specific BAFs where warranted.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3202.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3202.023     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G3202.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL/METH/REPR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE CRITERIA (Fed Reg. pp. 20879-84) The GLI marks the first time that
     EPA has sought to develop water quality standards expressly aimed at       
     protecting wildlife.  Because this is a new effort, it is especially       
     important that it be extensively reviewed by the scientific community and  
     found to be scientifically sound.  However, the proposed methodology has   
     not been generally accepted by the scientific community.  As noted by the  
     EPA's Science Advisory Board, EPA's proposed methodology is based on the   
     human health paradigm and thus is aimed at protecting individuals, not     
     species.  In light of the diverse habitat present in the great lakes, a    
     species selected to provide a basis for regional wildlife criteria may not 
     be ecologically representative of the entire region.                       
                                                                                
     Before a formal methodology for the protection of wildlife is proposed, EPA
     should address these concerns; in addition, the formal methodology should  
     be subject to a thorough peer review process in which any other concerns by
     the scientific community would be addressed.                               
     
     
     Response to: G3202.024     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2590.028 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3202.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION (Fed Reg. pp. 20888-20917) As proposed, the GLI            
     antidegradation policy would have a significant adverse effect on economic 
     growth in the Great Lakes region and would impose onerous demonstration    
     requirements on both municipal and industrial dischargers.  The policy     
     brings about a number of significant changes that will unnecessarily       
     inhibit growth:                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3202.025     
     
     See response to comment G2571.162.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G3202.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,        
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and 
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, GLI also imposes burdensome  
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the proposed          
     antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in time, putting
     the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage relative to  
     other parts of the country and our North American trading partners.        
     
     
     Response to: G3202.026     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3202.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs the existing effluent quality ("EEQ") would become a legally      
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants or increased flows at POTW's for     
     growth in communities currently operating at less than full capacity and   
     below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and cycles of demand  
     for industrial products, many production facilities are operating at less  
     than full capacity:  they will remain that way unless some flexibility is  
     provided for in the final rule.  The Committee strongly opposes this lack  
     of flexibility in the proposed antidegradation proposal.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3202.027     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3202.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilities--including industrial waste water treatment plants 
     and POTW's--which operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing 
     permit limitations will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable
     permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged,  
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.028     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G3202.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharges, EPA could     
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
     to undertake significant, expensive monitoring.  In addition, it may expose
     all POTWs, direct and indirect dischargers to legal liabilities, since if  
     the substance were detected, the facility instantly would be out of        
     compliance.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3202.029     
     
     The final Guidance contains minimal monitoring requirements relating to    
     BCCs. These are found in Section D.4 of appendix E. The requirement for    
     monitoring only applies to BCCs known or believed to be present in a       
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     discharge, and thus would not be invoked if previous monitoring had        
     documented their absence.  Even in such cases where monitoring is required,
     the Final Guidance does not specify a frequency for such monitoring.  Thus,
     where it is truly unlikely that BCCs are present, a spot check to verify   
     this, conducted once per permit term, would be sufficient.                 
                                                                                
     While EPA agrees that additional information concerning the status and     
     trends of BCCs in the Great Lakes would be desireable, EPA believes that   
     the nature, timing and amount of monitoring which would lead to the most   
     useful information is best evaluated on a site-specific basis.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3202.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under existing antibacksliding policy, Tier II standards would not be      
     adjusted upward even if a data base is established to show that these      
     substances pose no environmental threat at currently regulated levels.     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.030     
     
     This is incorrect.  Please see discussion at Section II.3.C of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G3202.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.  Moreover, we question whether environmental regulators    
     have the inhouse expertise to evaluate the technical, social and economic  
     factors without more specific guidelines in the regulations.               
     
     
     Response to: G3202.031     
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     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G3202.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCCs and non-BCCs and be based on requests for an increase in a water      
     quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing effluent  
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3202.032     
     
     Please see response to Comment D2798.046                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3202.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3202.033     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G3202.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non-BCCs, small permit limit increases or small amounts of a new       
     pollutant should be exempt from the antidegradation process (small would be
     up to 10 percent based on ambient conditions);                             
     
     
     Response to: G3202.034     
     
     See response to comment D2743.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: G3202.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution prevention test should be eliminated and the permittee should
     only need to complete the 10 percent increase in cost test.                
     
     
     Response to: G3202.035     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: G3202.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The socio/economic test should provide specific numeric factors (based on  
     preserving existing jobs as well as an increase in jobs or a percentage    
     increase in the tax base) to provide consistent results.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3202.036     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G3202.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary  
     and based on subjective judgment.  Municipal and industrial dischargers    
     should be assured that if they meet specific requirements of a             
     demonstration they will be granted the necessary increase in permitted     
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3202.037     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3202.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Incremental increases in production should be encouraged and flexibility   
     built into the system.                                                     
     

Page 6424



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: G3202.038     
     
     EPA fails to see the environmental benefit of encouraging incremental      
     increases in loading.  Such a goal is contradictory to the objectives of   
     the CWA in general and antidegradation in particular.  The final Guidance  
     affords States and Tribes more flexibility in implmenting antidegradation  
     than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes are only required to adopt  
     Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.   
     For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever     
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3202.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SITE-SPECIFIC MODIFICATIONS TO CRITERIA (Fed. Reg. pp. 20918-21)           
                                                                                
     Site specific criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the     
     standards set by GLI are over protective.  Despite this, the GLI generally 
     requires the application of water criteria and values throughout the Great 
     Lakes regardless of state or tribal designations and regardless of         
     site-specific water conditions.  The failure to use, or to allow for, site 
     specific adjustments except under very specific, limited circumstances     
     ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere due to        
     physical factors not related to toxic substances.                          
                                                                                
     It is essential that States and Indian Tribes have the ability to develop  
     scientifically sound site-specific water quality standards which recognize 
     unique local conditions including populations of fish species and other    
     organisms present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents, 
     and bioavailability.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3202.039     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3202.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease a criterion based on local conditions if the overall level of     
     environmental protection is maintained.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3202.040     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3202.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits.        
     
     
     Response to: G3202.041     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has expressed aquatic life metals criteria as   
     dissolved concentrations.  Criteria expressed as dissolved metal and use of
     the water-effect ratio should account for bioavailability concerns and     
     differing toxicity due to chemical speciation.  Site-specific translators  
     for metals criteria may also be used.  See Section III.B.6. of the SID for 
     more information regarding metals bioavailability.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation in ambient water.  However,            
     site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to resist the  
     effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3202.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect local conditions of a waste load allocation, determined in the same
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3202.042     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3202.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal POTW, industrial, and Federal facility dischargers will be forced
     to begin removing pollutants that are not now of regulatory concern.  For  
     example, both industries and municipal POTWs discharge small amounts of    
     mercury.  There is often no limit in a permit for mercury because levels at
     the edge of the mixing zones are at or below ambient water quality         
     requirements, even though they are slightly higher at the point of         
     discharge.  By mandating compliance at the end of the pipe, EPA would force
     municipalities and industries to treat for mercury.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3202.043     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3202.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not           
     significantly improve water quality, since ambient water quality standards 
     are fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real   
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small, and
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.044     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3202.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control"  
     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  Under these guidelines, there is no reasonable basis for treating   
     BCCs differently in this case.  The GLI proposes derivation procedures for 
     criteria for BCCs which the EPA admits may be overconservative.  EPA's     
     approach, then, is duplicative.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3202.045     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3202.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zone of initial dilution is   
     only defensible when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are
     occurring within these zones.  Thus, we recommend that reductions of these 
     zones be required only when the regulatory agency can show actual or       
     reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concentrations     
     within mixing zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are        
     economically and technically feasible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.046     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INTAKE WATER POLLUTANTS (Fed. Reg. pp. 20958-67)                           
                                                                                
     The virtual elimination of intake credits in nearly all circumstances will 
     force municipal and industrial dischargers to treat substances that they do
     not add to their effluent.  Currently, dischargers are generally held      
     responsible only for the pollutants added to the effluent before           
     discharging.  They are not generally held responsible for background levels
     of substances already present in the influent to their plants.  However,   
     the GLI requires dischargers to treat substances present in the influent   
     except under very specific situations which will be almost impossible to   
     meet.  This proposed policy imposes tremendous costs and liability problems
     on plant operators, subjects dischargers to enforcement actions based on   
     pollutants that they did not generate, and raises a basic concern for      
     equity among regions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3202.047     
     
     See response to comment D2698.030                                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits. 
     Under the GLI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly consider
     intake water pollutants when the discharger meets five specific conditions:
     (1) 100% of the discharge water is returned to the same body of water from 
     which it was derived; (2) the facility does not add any of the pollutant in
     the process; (3) the facility does not alter the pollutants chemically or  
     physically; (4) there is no increase of the pollutant at the edge of the   
     mixing zone; and (5) the timing and location of the discharge would not    
     lead to adverse water quality impacts.                                     
                                                                                
     A close review shows that these conditions will almost never be met.  Very 
     few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all intake 
     water in the same stream segment or area.  In addition, it would be        
     extremely difficult for a facility to prove that none of the pollutant is  
     being added through metals leaching from process pipes or trace amounts of 
     pollutants in process chemicals or feedstocks ending up in effluent.       
     Because of this, facilities will become legally responsible for pollutants 
     that they did not generate.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3202.048     
     
     This is a duplicate comment and is not addressed separately here.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Intake pollutants should not be subject to regulation.  The Clean Water Act
     regulates the discharge of pollutants, which is specifically defined as    
     "any addition of pollutants to navigable waters from any point source."    
     (33 USC Section 1362(12); emphasis added).  The regulatory history and     
     judicial treatment of this issue raise serious questions about EPA's       
     jurisdiction to regulate pollutants present in the intake stream.          
                                                                                
             In June 1983 the agency stated that "a discharger should not be    
             held responsible for pollutants already existing in its water      
             supply"  (44 Fed. Reg. at 32865).                                  
                                                                                
             In 1981 an EPA judicial officer ruled that it was "obvious" that   
             no "addition" occurs when "the same body of water is both the      
             source and the recipient of the pollutants"  In re Revonier Corp., 
             1981 NPDES Lexis 1, at 5 (June 18, 1981).                          
                                                                                
             The Agency has expressly taken the position that "for addition of a
             pollutant from a point source to occur, the point source must      
             introduce the pollutant into navigable water from the outside      
             world."  NWF v. Gorsuch, 693 F.2d 156, 165 (D.C. Cir. 1982)        
             (emphasis added).                                                  
                                                                                
             In 1988 EPA continued to adhere to this position when its          
             interpretation was again adopted, this time by the Sixth Circuit:  
             "EPA also argued, as it does here, that there can be no addition   
             unless a source 'physically introduces a pollutant into water from 
             the outside world...'  We agree with the District of Columbia      
             circuit that EPA's definition...is a permissible construction of   
             'added'"....NWF v. Consumers Power Company, 862 F.2d 580, 584.     
             (6th Cir. 1988).                                                   
                                                                                
             Further, in Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir.
             1976), the court squarely addressed EPA's jurisdiction to          
             regulate pollutants in intake water and concluded:  "It is         
             industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction under the Act     
             to require removal of any pollutants which enter a plant through   
             its intake stream.  We agree."                                     
                                                                                
             The cases EPA cites are distinguishable from the Agency's position 
             in this rulemaking.  For example, N.W.F. v. Consumers Power Co..   
             862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th Cir. 1988) adopted the Agency's previous    
             definition of "addition."  The other cases involving discharges    
             of a seafood processing plant and redeposition of vegetation in    
             wetlands do not address the precise issue of pollutants in intake  
             water as did the court in Appalachian Power.                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3202.049     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This provision will prohibit intake credits even when the effluent from a  
     plant has lower concentrations of pollutants than does the receiving water.
     
     
     Response to: G3202.050     
     
     See response to D2669.057.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We question whether the Clean Water Act confers power upon EPA to require  
     de facto remediation of the Great Lakes by entities who did not discharge  
     the pollutants in the first instance.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3202.051     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Policy concerns and legal precedent lead to the conclusion that same       
     drainage basin intake credits must be allowed.  In its proposed rules, EPA 
     expressed some concern that allowing for intake credits would create an    
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     economic incentive for facilities to relocate to water bodies that are more
     polluted.  It is unlikely that the decision to locate or relocate a        
     facility would be based primarily on the pollution levels in the water     
     body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake pollutant levels    
     under an intake credit option would be important enough to create an       
     incentive to relocate just underscores the economic burdens of having no   
     intake credit. Whatever the validity of this concern, it is clearly        
     outweighed by numerous, more compelling considerations:                    
                                                                                
             [The proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer.]         
                                                                                
             [EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of         
             "discharge" which, in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  
             Accordingly, EPA's new approach will unnecessarily blur the        
             distinction between federal and state power to control and         
            eliminate water pollution.]                                         
                                                                                
             [The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities 
             to the permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of 
             whether dams will be required to submit to the permitting process. 
             Moreover, agricultural point source discharges could be subject to 
             stringent new limits.]                                             
                                                                                
             [Liability could be dramatically expanded.  Under the new          
            definition, every chemical constituent in the intake water will     
             require a permit or, at a minimum, a demonstration that the        
             facility adds none of that specific constituent.  Moreover,        
             because pollutant levels in the intake water vary considerably,    
             the facility's civil and even criminal liability would be          
             beyond its control.]                                               
                                                                                
             [When water quality standards have been exceeded, the              
       technology-based limits would become essentially useless because,        
             in addition to dealing with its own pollution, the facility would  
             be required to have technology to combat many forms, and varying   
             degrees, of pollution without workable industry standards to guide 
             them.]                                                             
                                                                                
             [Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are 
             found to be exceeding more stringent water quality standards       
             primarily due to background concentrations.  States and permittees 
             will be required to go through a complex and time-consuming and    
             expensive variance or use modification procedure to address these  
             situations while the result will eventually be the same as if      
             intake credits were allowed.]                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3202.052     
     
     These comments all appear in other comments and are not addressed          
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .053 is imbedded in comment .052.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3202.053     
     
     See response to P2574.093.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .054 is imbedded in comment .052.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge"      
     which, in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, EPA's  
     new approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and   
     state power to control and eliminate water pollution.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3202.054     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5. and responses to other comments raising the   
     same or similar issues.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .055 is imbedded in comment .052.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the   
     permitting process.   For example, it raises the question of whether dams  
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     will be required to submit to the permitting process.  Moreover,           
     agricultural point source discharges could be subject to stringent new     
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3202.055     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5. and responses to other comments raising the   
     same or similar issues.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .056 is imbedded in comment .052.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Liability could be dramatically expanded.  Under the new definition, every 
     chemical constituent in the intake water will require a permit or, at a    
     minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that specific      
     constituent.  Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary  
     considerably, the facility's civil and even criminal liability would be    
     beyond its control.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3202.056     
     
     See response to comment D2669.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: G3202.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .057 is imbedded in comment .052.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When water quality standards have been exceeded, the technology-based      
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to dealing    
     with its own pollution, the facility would be required to have technology  
     to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution without workable   
     industry standards to guide them.                                          
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     Response to: G3202.057     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2574.098 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3202.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .058 is imbedded in comment .052.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found to 
     be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to       
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     through a complex and time-consuming and expensive variance or use         
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     eventually be the same as if intake credits were allowed.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3202.058     
     
     See response to comment P2574.099.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WATER QUALITY BASED EFFLUENT LIMITS (Fed. Reg. pp. 20975-80)               
                                                                                
     The establishment of Water Quality Based Effluent Limits below a           
     quantifiable level imposes tremendous uncertainly and legal liability      
     beyond those contemplated by the Clean Water Act.  Currently, federal      
     regulations do not require or specify procedures for determining compliance
     when Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations are set at less than         
     quantifiable levels.  This is left to the discretion of individual states. 
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     The GLI regulation establishes specific compliance procedures for great    
     lakes states in these instances.  It requires that each permit include the 
     actual calculated limit, even though it may not be analytically measurable 
     and would not be used to determine compliance.  Compliance would be based  
     on the "compliance evaluation level," in this case the minimum level that  
     can be detected analytically.  In addition, dischargers would be required  
     to implement a complex and expensive pollutant minimization program even   
     though the substances of concern have not been detected in the plant's     
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3202.059     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It places a POTW or industrial wastewater treatment operator at the mercy  
     of a laboratory's detection equipment and the efficiency of its analytical 
     technicians.  Laboratory detection capability varies greatly throughout the
     Great Lakes Region as it does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending
     upon the matrix being analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate        
     treatment requirements and enforcement activities across the basin.        
     Without consistency on factors such as practical quantitation levels       
     ("PQLs"), vastly inconsistent, arbitrary, and inappropriate requirements   
     and regulatory action will result.  In addition, measurement of very low   
     levels of pollutants using equipment at the frontiers of detection         
     capability, results in a higher likelihood of false readings or            
     misidentification of substances.  These readings may unfairly subject      
     operators to significant uncertainty, liability and costs.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3202.060     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability, municipal and industrial plant        
     operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated          
     monitoring equipment to frequently monitor the influent to the plant in    
     order to detect specified pollutants in the intake waters that may require 
     sophisticated treatment technology to ensure that any listed pollutant will
     remain below detectable limits.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3202.061     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances were not introduced by the           
     discharger.  Just because a Water Quality Based Effluent Limitation is     
     below detection limits does not mean that there is a need for the permittee
     to "eliminate the pollutant," or that the specified minimization program   
     requirements are necessary or appropriate.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3202.062     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency does not address how a municipality would implement a program   
     given that it has little control over indirect discharges, especially from 
     households.  Agricultural dischargers may also inadvertently fall under    
     these broad provisions.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3202.063     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.064
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where reduction of a pollutant may be warranted, it is            
     inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3202.064     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 6439



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following changes
     be made to the Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations provision of the   
     GLI guidance:                                                              
                                                                                
             Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the 
             rigor of EPA's formal approval process may be used when the limit  
             is below the practical quantitation limit.                         
     
     
     Response to: G3202.065     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following changes
     be made to the Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations provision of the   
     GLI guidance:                                                              
                                                                                
             Compliance with water quality based effluent limitations should    
             be determined only by quantitative analysis of the final effluent. 
     
     
     Response to: G3202.066     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3202.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to address these concerns, we recommend that the following changes
     be made to the Water Quality Based Effluent Limitations provision of the   
     GLI guidance:                                                              
                                                                                
             Pollutant minimization programs should seek to reduce total        
             discharges instead of focusing on each wastestream.  The pollutant 
             minimization provisions should not apply if discharge levels are   
             below either intake or background concentrations.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3202.067     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's cost study did not measure the full costs of the major new           
     requirements included in the regulation.  EPA's study concludes that the   
     total annual costs of the GLI for all industries would only range from $80 
     to $505 million, with $230 million the most likely costs.  This study is   
     questionable in many respects, including:                                  
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             It was based on an unrepresentative and small sample of only 59    
         facilities from industrial and publicly owned treatment works.  Of     
        these, only 20 were identified as being significantly affected by       
      the regulation.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3202.068     
     
     See response to comment D2669.079.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.069
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one  
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     only estimates the costs of completing the demonstration process.          
     
     
     Response to: G3202.069     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.070
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study generally assumed that the background levels of pollutants in the
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the GLI           
     regulations and therefore that the new approach to intake credits would not
     be an issue.                                                               
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     Response to: G3202.070     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting Water Quality  
     Based Effluent Limitations below detection levels would impose little      
     additional costs because these costs could be attributed to other GLI      
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3202.071     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2669.082.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many other concerns with EPA's cost study were raised by the Office of     
     Management and Budget ("OMB") in its review.  OMB advised that these issues
     be resolved before final publication.  Among these issues is a request for 
     additional analysis on the extent to which the new standards would prevent 
     the establishment of new facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Workers,    
     consumers, and investors will suffer losses whenever construction of new or
     expanded industrial or municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to
     the requirements of the proposed GLI.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3202.072     
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the GLI in New York State will be yet another incremental
     increase in the cumulative regulatory burden on a dwindling manufacturing  
     base.  The cost of complying with the GLI, as well as other regional       
     initiatives such as the ozone transport region (under the Clean Air Act    
     Amendments of 1990), NAFTA and burgeoning state environmental regulations  
     create significant incentives for business to leave New York in favor of   
     lower cost sites.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3202.073     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3202.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the Committee has not conducted independent detailed cost studies,
     the consensus of opinion among the membership is that the GLI will cause   
     many companies in central New York to incur significant capital costs in   
     addition to increased monitoring, annual operation and maintenance costs.  
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLI would have 
     the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.  As discussed    
     above, the antidegradation provisions will discourage any changes          
     associated with normal economic growth, including efforts to expand        
     production to pre-recession levels.  Manufacturing costs will be           
     significantly higher and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected states or to other regions of the country or to other North   
     American trading partners that are not affected by the regulation.  This   
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     will lead to a loss of markets and a loss of jobs to the basin. Moreover,  
     municipalities will be forced to restrict growth and increase sewer costs  
     to meet the new requirements.  Pressure to extend the regulation nationwide
     will increase in order to ensure economic equity among regions, even where 
     waters are already fully protected and further stringency will not produce 
     additional environmental benefits.                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3202.074     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3202.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Independent findings challenge EPA's approach to assesssing both costs and 
     benefits.  An independent analysis of the effects of GLI has also          
     demonstrated significant weaknesses In EPA's approach to measuring costs   
     and benefits.  The Committee has reviewed and concurs with a 1992 study    
     commissioned by Council of Great Lakes Governors regarding the costs and   
     benefits of the GLI.  Specifically, the Committee notes the Council of     
     Great Lakes governors study, which is being conducted by DRI/McGraw Hill,  
     have assessed that:                                                        
                                                                                
             In addition to direct compliance costs there are significant       
             indirect costs which must be taken into account.                   
                                                                                
             [The cost effectiveness of compliance varies significantly         
             across industries; the cost effectiveness of point source vs.      
             non-point source reductions also varies widely.]                   
                                                                                
             [More work needs to be done on how standards could be met,         
             particularly investigation and validations of EPA's assumption     
             that minor changes in production processes could lead to major     
             improvements in effluent water quality prior to implementation     
             of the GLI.]                                                       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3202.075     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.G3202.075. See response to
     comments D2589.014, F4030.003, D2684.008, and D1711.014.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3202.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .076 is imbedded in comment .075.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost effectiveness of compliance varies significantly across           
     industries; the cost effectiveness of point source vs. non-point source    
     reductions also varies widely.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3202.076     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3202.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .077 is imbedded in comment .075.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More work needs to be done on how standards could be met, particularly     
     investigation and validations of EPA's assumption that minor changes in    
     production processes could lead to major improvements in effluent water    
     quality prior to implementation of the GLI.                                
     
     
     Response to: G3202.077     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2684.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3202.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI only addresses chemicals currently being discharged while many of the  
     pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish consumption         
     advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have since been   
     banned or severely restricted.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3202.078     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3202.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic pollutants.        
     
     
     Response to: G3202.079     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.143.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3202.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that GLI specifically has 
     on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards, miles of
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     shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the removal of    
     fish advisories.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3202.080     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143 and D2723.004.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3202.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effects of GLI must be measured in terms of its effect on total        
     loadings not just point sources since environmental improvement depends on 
     changes in this total.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3202.081     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3202.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, it is The Committee's position that some of the most expensive 
     provisions of the GLI, such as the elimination of intake credits and mixing
     zones, will yield essentially no benefits.  Significant gains have already 
     been made in reducing point source discharges in New York State and        
     throughout the region.  At best, GLI would result in only a marginal       
     decrease in the pollutants flowing into the Great Lakes Basin.  Moreover,  
     the specific impact of this decrease is unknown.  EPA's analysis of the    
     costs and benefits of the GLI needs to be improved considerably before this
     expensive new requirement can be justified.                                
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     Response to: G3202.082     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G3203.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation previously     
     (September 13, 1993) provided EPA with extensive comments on the proposed  
     GLWQG.  Today's letter highlights and expands upon one area that was       
     addressed in our previous comments:  the need for consistency between the  
     GLWQG and national ambient water quality criteria (AWQC) guidelines.  It   
     makes little sense to require adoption of region-wide methodologies, while 
     at the same time be recommending a different approach nationally.  We      
     applaud EPA's efforts to consider its national AWQC efforts as it revises  
     the GLWQG, and hope that the national AWQC guidelines will be consistent   
     with the final GLWQG as well.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3203.001     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3203.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First of all, the basic human health methodologies (uncertainty factors,   
     minimum study duration, interspecies extrapolation, carcinogen definition  
     and risk assessment approach, etc.) needs to be the same between not only  
     GLWQG and AWQC guidelines, but EPA's Safe Drinking Water Act methodologies 
     as well.  Other areas that should be examined and reconciled include:      
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     Response to: G3203.002     
     
     EPA is striving to develop consistent guidelines which can be applied to   
     all risk assessments in the program area related to water, such as Drinking
     Water, and Ambient Water Critieria development.  The Proposed Revisions to 
     the 1980 Ambient Water Quality Criteria Derivation Methodology (anticipated
     for 1995) is the Agency's first attempt at updating and unifying the risk  
     assessment processes for all water-related criteria development.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3203.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG proposal for single criteria that address combined exposure to fish  
     and drinking water vs. AWQC Preliminary Recommendations and SAB Report     
     endorsement of separate criteria for fish and drinking water intake.  New  
     York State has a slight preference for separate criteria because that is   
     how our system is established, but we think it is more important that EPA  
     select a consistent approach.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3203.003     
     
     See response to D2859.069                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3203.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Differences in relative source contribution (RSC) between AWQC Preliminary 
     Recommendations and GLWQG (please see previous NYSDEC comment regarding    
     RSC).                                                                      
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     Response to: G3203.004     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G3203.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of five-tier system for AWQC as recommended by Workshop is complex and 
     confusing compared to two-tiered GLWQG approach.                           
     
     
     Response to: G3203.005     
     
     The five Tier system is just a refinement of the two-tier system which     
     appears in the GLWQI final Guidance.  It is also just a proposal and still 
     under consideration by EPA.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: G3203.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we generally concur with the SAB Report's recommendations         
     (3.5.2.b) regarding consistency of methodologies for developing MCLGs and  
     AWQCs for drinking water.  We think that the risk assessment procedures    
     should be the same.  However, we recognize that exposure (fish and drinking
     water vs. drinking water only) and risk management (cancer risk level)     
     decisions may need to be different for ambient surface water and drinking  
     water programs.  We agree with the SAB Report's criticism of using an      
     uncertainty factor approach for assessing the risk from certain class C    
     carcinogens.  Such substances should be assessed in the same way under     
     SDWA, AWQC and GLWQG (see previous NYSDEC comment regarding group C        
     chemicals).                                                                
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     Response to: G3203.006     
     
     See response to G2788.010                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G3205.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As indicated by the September 24, 1993 letter submitted by Squire, Sanders 
     & Dempsey on behalf of the Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies   
     and others, this comment period extension has provided insufficient time to
     thoroughly examine the content of the documents and has not afforded a     
     legitimate opportunity to fully appraise their scientific validity or      
     overall implications vis a vis the proposed Water Quality Guidance for the 
     Great Lakes System ("Guidance").  Consequently, these comments are limited 
     to general responses to requests for comment on issues specifically        
     identified as relating to the Guidance in 58 Fed. Reg. 42266-70.           
                                                                                
     [Generally, these documents appear to present concepts which, although     
     often premature for immediate regulatory application, highlight the need to
     maintain sufficient flexibility in the Guidance to accommodate their       
     possible future incorporation once they have been adequately peer-reviewed 
     and established as scientifically sound.  We strongly urge the Agency to   
     embody in the final Guidance the flexibility necessary to allow future     
     adjustment of procedures and criteria as warranted by these and/or any     
     other developments in scientific research.]                                
     
     
     Response to: G3205.001     
     
     Please see response to comment G2810.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G3205.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .002 is imbedded in comment .001.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Generally, these documents appear to present concepts which, although often
     premature for immediate regulatory application, highlight the need to      
     maintain sufficient flexibility in the Guidance to accommodate their       
     possible future incorporation once they have been adequately peer-reviewed 
     and established as scientifically sound.  We strongly urge the Agency to   
     embody in the final Guidance the flexibility necessary to allow future     
     adjustment of procedures and criteria as warranted by these and/or any     
     other developments in scientific research.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3205.002     
     
     Please see response to comment G2810.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G3205.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the Great Lakes Guidance use the five-tier alternative          
     classification scheme discussed in the Preliminary Recommendations?        
                                                                                
     A.  Regardless of the scheme adopted (two tiers vs. five tiers), we believe
     that maximum flexibility to allow future revision of all criteria/values   
     and their resulting regulatory permit limits is necessary as the science   
     evolves.  Specifically, the uncertainty which places chemicals classified  
     in Tier I under the two-tier scheme into Tier II under the five-tier scheme
     underscores the need for this flexibility.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3205.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G3205.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  How can these five tiers be used in regulatory decision-making?        
                                                                                
     A.  The five-tier scheme is valuable in that it highlights where more      
     scientific information is needed.  However, as previously stated in        
     comments regarding the proposed Guidance's requirement of implementation of
     Tier II values, we oppose any required implementation of Tier III, Tier IV,
     or Tier V values as lacking sufficient scientific basis for development and
     enforcement of NPDES permit limits.  See September 13, 1993 Comments by the
     Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies (AMSA) et al. on the Proposed
     Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System.                         
     
     
     Response to: G3205.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3205.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should a subtraction approach or other options be used to determine    
     Relative Source Contributions (RSCs) in deriving criteria/values?          
                                                                                
     A.  Regardless of which option is used, we oppose the use of default values
     other than 100 percent for RSCs in the derivation of criteria/values to be 
     used in the development of enforceable NPDES permit limits.  RSCs should   
     only be used in criteria/value derivation when sufficient real-world data  
     exist for a scientifically defensible RSC and when lowering the percentages
     of the pollutant exposure from all other pathways through regulatory or    
     other programs is demonstrably infeasible.  Point source water quality     
     regulations must not be expected to compensate for the failure to address  
     other pollutant sources.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3205.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3205.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the 20 percent floor and 80 percent ceiling for RSCs be         
     incorporated in criteria/value derivation when adequate exposure data are  
     available?                                                                 
                                                                                
     A.  We oppose the use of RSC ceilings as arbitrary and without scientific  
     justification.  RSC floors are only defensible to the extent that          
     criterion/value exceedances are attributable to conservatism in the        
     criterion/value derivation or implementation.                              
     
     
     Response to: G3205.006     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3205.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should a 20 percent default value be used in deriving criteria/values  
     when adequate exposure data are lacking?                                   
                                                                                
     A.  As stated above, we oppose the use of default values other than 100    
     percent for RSCs as arbitrary and without scientific justification.        
     
     
     Response to: G3205.007     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3205.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should short-term (i.e., one-day Health Advisory Dose) human health    
     criteria be developed to account for large doses of fish/shellfish over a  
     limited period of time?                                                    
                                                                                
     A.  Any short-term criteria which may be more restrictive in permitting    
     applications than human health criteria which assume longterm exposure must
     not be used to replace the chronic criteria but to supplement the criteria 
     and only in those situations where high short-term exposure is considered  
     likely.  Development of a separate class of short-term criteria should     
     allow accompanying relaxation of any conservatism in longterm human health 
     criteria which had been incorporated to protect against possible           
     acute/subchronic effects.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3205.008     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G3205.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is the information contained in the Interim Dioxin Report applicable to a  
     wildlife criterion for dioxin in the Great Lakes System?                   
                                                                                
     A.  As previously stated in the September 13, 1993 comments by AMSA et al. 
     on the proposed Great Lakes Guidance, we oppose the implementation of      
     wildlife criteria modeled after the human health criteria paradigm.  To the
     extent that this implementation is required, any revisions based upon      
     information presented in the Interim Dioxin Report will not be sufficient  
     to allow development of wildlife criteria suitable for implementation as   
     enforceable regulatory permit limits.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3205.009     
     
     Based on a 1993 U.S. EPA sponsored workshop comprised of non- Agency       
     scientists (U.S. EPA, 1994a), it was concluded that the data and methods   
     reported in the peer-reviewed Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993), and         
     reflected in the GLI wildlife values, were sufficient to conduct TCDD      
     ecological risk assessments.  More broadly, the U.S. EPA SAB has found     
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     that, in general, there is a sufficient scientific basis to develop        
     wildlife criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals (U.S. EPA, 1994b).  Based  
     on these reviews, U.S. EPA feels it is appropriate to proceed with the     
     final TCDD wildlife values.  EPA believes the human health paradigm, as    
     modified, is acceptable for predicting risks to wildlife for the reasons   
     set out in Section VI.B of the SID. Also, please refer to comment          
     P2574.042.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G3205.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the information provided on aquatic life effects in the Interim 
     Dioxin Report be used in the Great Lakes Guidance to calculate an interim  
     numerical limit for dioxin to protect aquatic life?                        
                                                                                
     A.  Numerical values to protect aquatic life against the effects of dioxin 
     should only be calculated if the toxicological data meet the Guidance's    
     minimum database requirements.  We continue to oppose the proposed Guidance
     requirement of using Tier II values to develop NPDES permit limits.        
     
     
     Response to: G3205.010     
     
     EPA agrees that numerical values should only be developed if the           
     toxicological data meet the minimum data requirements in the Guidance.  See
     section II.C.2. of the SID for a discussion on the use of Tier II values.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G3205.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the methodology in the Interim Dioxin Report be used to develop 
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) that vary in the Great Lakes Basin with     
     Particulate Organic Carbon (POC) levels in the ambient water or should a   
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     single BAF be used among the Great Lakes States?                           
                                                                                
     A.  The existence of on-going research into the relationship of POC to BAFs
     is persuasive evidence that the BAFs for all criteria/values be provided   
     maximum opportunity for upward and downward site-specific adjustment.      
     While incorporation of the POC research into the Great Lakes Guidance may  
     be premature at this time, its existence supports the argument that BAF    
     adjustment must be allowed to reflect all site-specific factors, which also
     include those such as local foodchain characteristics or fish lipid        
     content.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3205.011     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3205.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly oppose the use of a single minimum BAF throughout the Great    
     Lakes States as arbitrarily restrictive and countercurrent to recent and   
     anticipated scientific research developments.                              
     
     
     Response to: G3205.012     
     
     EPA has developed BAFs based on the best available data for the derivation 
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  EPA believes that it is important  
     to revise BAFs when new data become available and anticipates that the     
     Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through
     which new data is disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data  
     preference allows for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a    
     field-measured BAF is calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted 
     BAF was previously available, preference would be given to the             
     field-measured BAF.                                                        
                                                                                
     In addition, if scientifically justified, EPA is allowing site- specific   
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3206.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of Good Science and Risk Prioritization.  Amoco supports the use of    
     good science which adequately addresses aquatic and human health toxicity  
     through risk prioritization.  As suggested in our September 13 comments on 
     the Guidance, a material balance should be conducted to determine the      
     source of contaminants entering a water body and to fashion an appropriate 
     management strategy based on risk prioritization.  Amoco shares the SAB's  
     concern that focusing solely on point source discharges in setting water   
     quality criteria could result in the expenditure of large sums of money    
     without achieving significant reductions in human exposure risk (pg. 10).  
     
     
     Response to: G3206.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026 and       
     P2746.043.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3206.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation and Exposure Issues.  Amoco agrees that the Agency should  
     proceed with caution regarding bioaccumulation issues (p.19) and that      
     "...ambient water quality criteria must be based on sound environmental    
     data and good science with a minimum number of assumptions" (p. 21).  We   
     agree that the best way to protect subpopulations with high fish           
     consumption is to base health standards on what is in the fish and not what
     is in the effluent (pg. 27).                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3206.002     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the ambient water quality criteria must 
     be based on sound environmental data and good science.  In addition, EPA   
     agrees that the best way to protect subpopulations with high fish          
     consumption is to base the health standard on what is in the fish.  The BAF
     methodology quantifies the amount of a chemical that accumulates in the    
     tissue of an aquatic organism in relation to the amount of chemical in the 
     ambient water.  Limitations on effluents are then related to attaining     
     ambient water goals.  For a more detailed discussion on the BAF            
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     methodology, see Section IV of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G3206.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco suggests that EPA ask the SAB to clarify its position on food chain  
     multiplier issues.  As discussed at EPA's Workshop, an appropriate food    
     chain multiplier should be used.  No one food chain multiplier model is    
     appropriate in all cases; different models should be applied to different  
     ecosystems.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3206.003     
     
     In the April 27-28, 1994, SAB meeting of the bioaccumulation subcommittee, 
     EPA presented two models that can be used in derivation of the FCM.  To    
     date, EPA has not received a response from the SAB.                        
                                                                                
     EPA, in part, agrees with the comments that using one set of modelling     
     conditions might not be totally representative of the entire Great Lakes   
     System.  However, numerous similarities do exist among the food webs in the
     five Great Lakes.  First, all of the Great Lakes have both benthic and     
     pelagic food web components.  Second, all of the Great Lakes except for    
     Lake Erie have lake trout as their piscivorous fish.  Third, all of the    
     Great Lakes have their piscivorous fish occupying the fourth trophic level.
      Fourth, all of the Great Lakes have forage fishes occupying the third     
     trophic level.  The food web used in the development of the FCMs was based 
     upon a four trophic level food web with both benthic and pelagic food web  
     components taken from Lake Ontario.  EPA has determined that enough        
     similarities exist among the five Great Lakes to derive FCMs using one set 
     of modelling conditions taken from Lake Ontario.                           
                                                                                
     The final Guidancea allows for derivation of site-specific criteria.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: G3206.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Minimum Data Requirement Issues.  While a tiered approach to developing    
     water quality criteria may be reasonable, Amoco concurs with the SAB that  
     poor quality data should not be used in setting inflexible permit limits.  
     
     
     Response to: G3206.004     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable        
     Potential, Section 2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the     
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: G3206.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cancer Effects.  Amoco supports the use of non-linear extrapolation to low 
     dose levels for determining cancer producing effects.  Previously, only    
     linear extrapolation of high dosage carcinogenicity was used which resulted
     in very low required levels.  We agree with the SAB that EPA should use    
     newer methodologies than the 1986 cancer risk assessment and accelerate the
     modification of present models as opposed to continued use of old          
     approaches.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3206.005     
     
     See response to P2656.228 EPA encourages the use of a model which best fits
     the cancer data, either linear or nonlinear. In all cases, the model chosen
     must be scientifically justified.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: G3207.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am pleased to submit the enclosed comments for Pennsylvania on the       
     "Review of the Methodology for Developing Ambient Water Quality Criteria   
     for the Protection of Human Health" and on the comments of the Drinking    
     Water Subcommittee of the Science Advisory Board on this review.           
                                                                                
     We support revisions to the criteria methodologies that incorporate        
     advances in the science, which will provide for criteria that are more     
     defensible and, more importantly, are more accurate.  We find the scope of 
     the methodologies somewhate daunting, particularly in the microbiology     
     section.  As reflected in our earlier comments on the GLI, we believe      
     implementation of bioaccumulation factors should be appproached with       
     caution.  Our detailed comments are enclosed.                              
     
     
     Response to: G3207.001     
     
     EPA has reviewed the BAF methodology and has concluded that it is based on 
     sound science and has been adequately peer reviewed to be used in the final
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support use of the weight of evidence approach, to the degree possible, 
     in cancer risk assessment.  [We agree that final changes to the 1986 Cancer
     Risk Assessment Guidelines should be incorporated into the revised         
     Methodology;] [however, we question the time-scales for each project and   
     believe that the cancer guidelines will not be completed before the revised
     methodology.]  [We do not support direct inclusion of proposed or          
     "probable" changes because factors may differ considerably between proposed
     and final.]  [We do support SAB review of the Guidelines.]  [We believe the
     methodology should be structured so as to utilize changes to the cancer    
     guidelines only after they are final.]                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3207.002     
     
     EPA will not incorporate proposed revisions to the Cancer Guidelines into  
     the methodology.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.003 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree that final changes to the 1986 Cancer Risk Assessment Guidelines  
     should be incorporated into the revised Methodology;                       
     
     
     Response to: G3207.003     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and will only incorporate final changes to   
     the 1986 Cancer Guidelines into the Revised National Ambient Water Quality 
     Criteria Derivation Methodology, once the Cancer Guidelines are officially 
     finalized by the Agency.  With regard to the GLWQI,  as stated in the final
     Guidance, it is strongly recommended that the EPA classification system for
     chemical carcinogens, which is described in the 1986 EPA Guidelines for    
     Carcinogenic Risk Assessment (U.S., 1986), or future modifications thereto,
     be used in determining whether adequate evidence of potential carcinogenic 
     effects exists.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.004 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     however, we question the time-scales for each project and believe that the 
     cancer guidelines will not be completed before the revised methodology.    
     
     
     Response to: G3207.004     
     
     Commenter is correct that revised cancer guidelines will not be finalized  
     by the Agency before GLWQI is finalized March 1995. However, as stated in  
     the final Guidance,  it is strongly recommended that the EPA classification
     system for chemical carcinogens, which is described in the 1986 EPA        
     Guidelines for Carcinogenic Risk Assessment (U.S., 1986), or future        
     modifications thereto, be used in determining whether adequate evidence of 
     potential carcinogenic effects exists.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.005 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not support direct inclusion of proposed or "probable" changes       
     because factors may differ considerably between proposed and final.        
     
     
     Response to: G3207.005     
     
     See response to G3207.003                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.006 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do support SAB review of the Guidelines.                                
     
     
     Response to: G3207.006     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  The GLWQI Guidelines were favorably reviewed 
     by SAB.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.007 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the methodology should be structured so as to utilize changes to
     the cancer guidelines only after they are final.                           
     
     
     Response to: G3207.007     
     
     See response to G32207.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the expression of risk should be as inclusive as possible, 
     including the upper bound risk and the maximum likelihood estimate, ranges 
     and identification of uncertainties, and rationale for choice of model.  In
     order to better communicate with managers and the public, it is important  
     that risk values be conveyed in context, and not as absolutes.             
     
     
     Response to: G3207.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology should recommend use of the most appropriate               
     dose-extrapolation model and require documentation for the choice.  [For   
     the present, continued use of the linearized multistage model as a default 
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     model is reasonable.]                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3207.009     
     
     The final Guidance agrees with comment.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.010 is imbedded in comment #.009.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the present, continued use of the linearized multistage model as a     
     default model is reasonable.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3207.010     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: G3207.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria for Group C carcinogens require case-by-case evaluations, with the
     decision to use the quantitative cancer data or the reference dose made for
     each chemical.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3207.011     
     
     EPA has changed the final Guidance accordingly.  See response to G3382.016 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Genotoxicity data should be considered as part of the whole and used in a  
     manner consistent with a weight of evidence approach.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3207.012     
     
     See response to D3382.054                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although chemical-specific data is preferred, body weight to the 3/4 power 
     as a cross-species scaling factor is reasonable to use as a default value  
     if it provides consistency across the government agencies.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3207.013     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3207.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cancer risk should be addressed on a chemical-specific basis.  There is not
     enough data to generally support treating mixtures by additivity or other  
     combining means.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3207.014     
     
     The final Guidance includes provisions to account for the additive effect  
     of multiple carcinogens.  See section VII.D.6 of the SID for details on    
     additivity.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NONCANCER RISK                                                             
                                                                                
     The methodology related to reference doses should be expanded to include   
     incorporation of severity of effect and the use of a range around the RfD. 
     We recognize the limitations on scales to judge severity, and caution      
     against an over-zealous approach that would attempt an exact weighting of  
     conditions or organs.  Rather, we support a more general application of    
     different uncertainty factors depending on the endpoint of the toxicity    
     testing.  Documentation for the choice should be an integral part of the   
     RfD.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3207.015     
     
     The issues of incorporating severity of effect and a range around the RfD  
     into the RfD derivation process are both emerging issues at EPA.  EPA is   
     exploring both concepts and will likely introduce them as possible changes 
     to the 1980 National Ambient Water Quality Methodology in the Proposed     
     Revisions to the Ambient Water Quality Criteria Derivation Methodology for 
     the Protection of Human Health.  These revisions are likely to be proposed 
     in 1995.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Since these concepts require additional EPA review with regard to the      
     science and Agency-wide policy ramifications, EPA has not introduced these 
     concepts into the final Guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe RfDs should be based upon a consideration of all available data,
     with the RfD workgroup determining the relevancy of all data.  The RfD     
     development process should not routinely be held up for consideration of   
     minor new data.  Instead, recent scientific data should be incoporated into
     RfDs as changes at appropriate times.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3207.016     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.  EPA does not believe minor data will be reason to
     change an RfD.  Data which alters EPA's view of what the critical effect is
     and the degree of uncertainty associated with that effect may alter the    
     derivation of an RfD.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of many possible unanswered questions inherent in short term       
     studies, they should not form the basis for water quality criteria.        
     However, they may serve as supporting documentation.  [We do not believe   
     that short term water quality criteria present a useful tool at this time.]
     [However, we acknowledge the utility of short-term fish advisories for     
     important chemicals.]  [We also believe that fish advisory values should be
     developed reflecting the same data and methodologies as water quality      
     criteria.  EPA should attempt to standardize this process.]                
     
     
     Response to: G3207.017     
     
     See response to comment G3207.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

Page 6469



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.018 is imbedded in comment #.017.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not believe that short term water quality criteria present a useful  
     tool at this time.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3207.018     
     
     With regard to developing short term criteria, EPA agrees with the         
     commenters that this is an area that needs more research before short-term 
     water quality standards could be set.  Research in the area of bio-uptake  
     and whether a steady state can be achieved in a short time period is needed
     before EPA could determine whether to develop short-term criteria and      
     values that would be sufficiently supported by the available science to    
     serve as sources of regulatory controls.   EPA acknowledges that fish      
     intake rates do vary over the course of a lifetime and while EPA believes  
     the 15 grams/day assumption is adequately protective of the Great Lakes    
     population over a lifetime, States have the flexibility to establish       
     criteria specifically targeted to provide additional protection for        
     sensitive subpopulations (e.g., pregnant/nursing women, infants, children) 
     or highly exposed subpopulation (e.g., native americans) using adjusted    
     values for exposure parameters for fish consumption, body weight, and      
     duration of exposure.  EPA believes the values (short term worst case fish 
     consumption exposure assumptions of 448 grams as a worst-case one-day fish 
     consumption estimate and 2,240 grams as a worst-case 10-day fish           
     consumption estimate) provided may be used in setting fish advisories,     
     especially for those chemicals for which acute noncancer effects are most  
     notable.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.019 is imbedded in comment #.017.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we acknowledge the utility of short-term fish advisories for      
     important chemicals.                                                       
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     Response to: G3207.019     
     
     See response to comment G3207.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.020 is imbedded in comment #.017.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also believe that fish advisory values should be developed reflecting   
     the same data and methodologies as water quality criteria.  EPA should     
     attempt to standardize this process.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3207.020     
     
     States have the primary responsibility for fish advisory programs and often
     use various methodologies.  EPA is working on developing greater           
     consistency between these two programs.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should further explore cross-route approaches and extrapolations and   
     apply "other" route data with caution in developing oral RfDs.             
     Documentation for the decision should be included in the RfD.              
     
     
     Response to: G3207.021     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pharmacokinetic data, when available, can improve the basis for the        
     bioavailable dose and thereby also improve calculation of an RfD.  We      
     support this use.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3207.022     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: G3207.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the best chemical-specific judgements should be used in    
     development of all criteria; for lead, this appears to be supported by a   
     no-threshold, non-carcinogen approach.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3207.023     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3207.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EXPOSURE                                                                   
                                                                                
     We disagree with the forced consistency between drinking water program     
     values and ambient water quality criteria.  Water quality criteria         
     rightfully are set to protect from simultaneous exposures to drinking water
     and fish consumption.  Although we do not object to an additional listing  
     of drinking water only values, we do not see any practical use for them.   
     
     
     Response to: G3207.024     
     
     EPA believes that the water quality criteria should be set to protect from 
     simultaneous exposures to drinking water and fish consumption where a      
     particular waterbody is designated by the States for a drinking water use. 
     However, there may be some misunderstanding of the rationale for combining 
     the drinking water and fish values.  EPA is not proposing criteria for     
     drinking water values only, as one commenter has suggested.  EPA proposes  
     criteria to account for both drinking water and fish consumption when the  
     water body is a potential drinking water supply and criteria to account for
     fish only when the water body is not a potential supply of drinking water. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3207.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the absence of chemical-specific relative source contribution data, we  
     believe no factors for "other" exposures should be used.  [We also believe 
     that incidental exposure from swimming is usually negligible in relation to
     the 2 L/day ingestion, but may have merit in areas not protected for       
     drinking water.]  [We support use of actual exposure data when it is       
     available, distributional characterizations where possible, but do not     
     support default factors that appear to improve the accuracy of a risk      
     assessment, but are not based in reality.  All factors should be supported 
     with discussions of their basis.] [Data on bioavailability should be       
     considered when available.]                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3207.025     
     
     See response to comments P2718.125, G3207.028 and D3053.041.               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3207.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.026 is imbedded in comment #.025.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also believe that incidental exposure from swimming is usually          
     negligible in relation to the 2 L/day ingestion, but may have merit in     
     areas not protected for drinking water.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3207.026     
     
     See response to comment D3053.041.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3207.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.027 is imbedded in comment #.025.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support use of actual exposure data when it is available, distributional
     characterizations where possible, but do not support default factors that  
     appear to improve the accuracy of a risk assessment, but are not based in  
     reality.  All factors should be supported with discussions of their basis. 
     
     
     Response to: G3207.027     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G3207.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.028 is imbedded in comment #.025.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data on bioavailability should be considered when available.               
     
     
     Response to: G3207.028     
     
     EPA agrees that bioavailability should be considered when such information 
     is available.  This information would be considered in evaluating toxicity 
     data and factors such as determining the most relevant species to humans.  
     See also the bioaccumulation factors section of the final Great Lakes      
     Initiative Guidance.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3207.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree that translating daily exposure rates for fish consumption into   
     everday language is highly desirable.  We believe all variables should be  
     considered in setting water quality criteria and fish intake levels for    
     fish consumption, and that more than one level (short-term and lifetime)   
     may be appropriate.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3207.029     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3207.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not believe every possible scenario should be addressed in criteria  
     because of the overwhelming nature of information presented in that way.   
     [However, we fully support providing explanations with criteria that give  
     an adequate description of their use and value to states and the public.]  
     
     
     Response to: G3207.030     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3207.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.031 is imbedded in comment #.030.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we fully support providing explanations with criteria that give an
     adequate description of their use and value to states and the public.      
     
     
     Response to: G3207.031     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3207.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support investigation of alternate expressions of criteria, as in mg or 
     ug/kg/day.  However, we also believe that water quality criteria are       
     intended to protect the population at large, and are not meant to be       
     site-specific to a particular discharge situation for example.  Therefore, 
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     we support the use of probability distributions in exposure and risk       
     determinations, so that, when used with a stated level of protection, a    
     more accurate determination of who is being protected and to what degree   
     can be expressed.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3207.032     
     
     EPA, in proposing revisions to the National AQWC Methodology is exploring  
     the option of moving away from national one-number defaults, and allowing  
     States the flexibility to choose exposure assumptions from probability     
     distributions.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G3207.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MINIMUM DATA                                                               
                                                                                
     We question the practicality of the five tier approach of data             
     classification to criteria development.  We support the identification of  
     data sets relative to credibility, confidence, completeness, and future    
     data needs.  However, if the data set is not sufficient or credible, it    
     should not be used to generate a criterion.  Therefore, only data sets     
     satifying Tiers I and II should be used for criteria development.          
     Likewise, we do not support development and use of Tier II "values" as     
     proposed by the GLI, and discussed in this report.  The practical          
     application of water quality criteria is water quality based effluent      
     limitations.  We contend there is no value in quasi-criteria.  They not    
     appropriate for use in a permit, not even as interim permit values.        
     
     
     Response to: G3207.033     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3207.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific criteria should be allowed at a state (or lower) level at a  
     state's discretion provided sufficient justification is presented.  We     
     believe site-specific criteria may be more or less stringent than national 
     criteria.  Although we do not believe they must be approved by CRAVE or the
     RfD workgroup, we do support some mechanism whereby EPA regions will be    
     consistent in their approval or non-approval of the criteria.              
     
     
     Response to: G3207.034     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G3207.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Organoleptic criteria are used in Pennsylvania when they are more stringent
     than health criteria or when no health criteria have been developed.  We   
     support EPA's evaluation of organoleptic criteria as resources allow.      
     
     
     Response to: G3207.035     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G3207.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria should not be developed for classes of chemicals because of       
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     potentially large differences in potency.  Future criteria development     
     should be chemical-specific.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3207.036     
     
     Under the development of revisions to the Ambient Water Quality Criteria   
     Human Health Methodology, EPA is considering allowing development of       
     criteria for classes of chemicals, as long as justification is provided    
     through the analysis of mechanistic data, pharmacokinetic data,            
     structure-activity relationships, and limited acute and chronic toxicity   
     data.  When potency differences between members of a class are great,      
     toxicity equivalency factors may be more appropriately developed than one  
     class criterion.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3207.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION                                                            
                                                                                
     We disagree with the estimation procedures for bioaccumulation factors.  If
     reliable environmental measurements are not available, EPA should not      
     estimate BAFs, but continue to use BCFs.  The SAB listed several problems  
     with BAFs, even with field measurements, and supported use of BCFs because 
     a better database is currently achievable.  We agree with the SAB.         
     
     
     Response to: G3207.037     
     
     See Section IV.B.2 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3207.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     MICROBIOLOGY                                                               
                                                                                
     The agenda under the heading of microbiology is enormous.  We believe EPA  
     has not sufficiently characterized the 1986 indicator organism criteria in 
     terms of risk and protection.  Therefore, we suggest EPA pursue this       
     unfinished business before branching into the many, complex items raised in
     the workshop proceedings.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3207.038     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document discussion on risk levels and level 
     of protection (sections II-VI).                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3217.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the GLI stands now, there is not adequate protection for people who     
     include fish as a major part of their diet.  Asssumptions regarding the    
     effects of the polluted fish on human disease and development need to be   
     changed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3217.001     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3217.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also procedures for farm runoff, pollution prevention programs and         
     timetables to ban the release of all toxic substances into the Lakes need  
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     to be adapted.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3217.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     Section I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3233L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a Wisconsin State Legislator and a citizen concerned with business and  
     economic development in my district, I am contacting you regarding the     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  As brought to my attention by those 
     in my district, this will result in billions of dollars being spent by     
     local industries, higher taxes for the average tax payers and this will put
     our area in a competitive disadvantage in regards to jobs, economic        
     development and job competition.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3233L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G3238.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our group without any quesion shares the need for a vital and healthy Great
     Lakes system but this extreme set of regulations will threaten the Great   
     Lakes region competiveness and implementation will impact industrial and   
     business growth as well as possibly forcing existing business to move in   
     order to survive.                                                          
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     Response to: G3238.001     
     
     Please see response to comment P2607.019.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G3238.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The initiative sets standards that are seriously flawed, and the final     
     results do little if nothing to improve the water quality of the Great     
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3238.002     
     
     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3238.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The initiative sets the same standards for the entire basis and does not   
     take into account or recognize diverse local conditions.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3238.003     
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G3238.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Present environmental regulations have greatly improved the quality of the 
     Great Lakes.  There is no need to impose additional costly and over        
     regulated bureaucratic provisions.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3238.004     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Sections I.C, I.D and II of the 
     SID for further discussion on these points.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3238.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation will create a great burden on all taxpayers in the basin    
     area, an area already taxed heavily in a very fragile economic time.       
     
     
     Response to: G3238.005     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G3242L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCAP is not prepared to comment in depth on the technical aspects of the   
     Guidance for the Great Lakes, but our review indicates that EPA considers  
     the Guidance a possible model for application at the national level.  SCAP 
     wishes to be on record as opposing wholesale adoption of the policies and  
     methodologies used in the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance document,     
     particularly in the following areas:                                       
                                                                                
     [The Great Lakes have been studied extensively for the past 20 years.  Even
     so the data base is apparently not sufficient for the EPA to adopt water   
     quality criteria for toxic contaminants and the establishment of           
     appropriate permit limits as would normally be handled in what is called   
     Tier One.  Fearing that there might be other problems which have not been  
     adequatly identified, EPA has proposed Tier Two limits based on very little
     data.  Yet limits placed in NPDES permits on this basis may cause the      
     expenditure of vast amounts of money which will add to the public debt     
     without necessarily protecting the ecosystem.  Lack of data does not       
     justify setting more restrictive or conservative limits, but rather        
     indicates the need for money to be spent on research related to the        
     perceived problems.]                                                       
                                                                                
     [The anti degradation policy needs to be modified to allow for the         
     application of common sense.  If an unnecessarily low water quality        
     standard is set due to poor information and limits are placed in NPDES     
     permits based on those standards, there appears to be no way in which the  
     limits can be raised to appropriate levels when better information         
     justifies it.  This approach seems to be reinforced in the Guidance        
     document, and we believe it will have major costs, with little attendant   
     benefit.  The Two Tier approach to setting limits also will lead to        
     problems for NPDES permit holders, because of federal anti-backsliding     
     regulations.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3242L.001    
     
     With respect to the comment pertaining to the national applicability of the
     Guidance, please see response to comment P2629.003.                        
                                                                                
     With respect to the comment pertaining to Tier II issues, please see       
     response to comment D2741.076.                                             
                                                                                
     With respect to antibacksliding and antidegradation concerns, please see   
     sections II.C and VII of the SID, respectively.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3242L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.002 is imbedded in comment #.001.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes have been studied extensively for the past 20 years.  Even 
     so the data base is apparently not sufficient for the EPA to adopt water   
     quality criteria for toxic contaminants and the establishment of           
     appropriate permit limits as would normally be handled in what is called   
     Tier One.  Fearing that there might be other problems which have not been  
     adequately identified, EPA has proposed Tier Two limits based on very      
     little data.  Yet limits placed in NPDES permits on this basis may cause   
     the expenditure of vast amounts of money which will add to the public debt 
     without necessarily protecting the ecosystem.  Lack of data does not       
     justify setting more restrictive or conservative limits, but rather        
     indicates the need for money to be spent on research related to the        
     perceived problems.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3242L.002    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3242L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.003 is imbedded in comment #.001.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti degradation policy needs to be modified to allow for the          
     application of common sense.  If an unnecessarily low water quality        
     standard is set due to poor information and limits are placed in NPDES     
     permits based on those standards, there appears to be no way in which the  
     limits can be raised to appropriate levels when better information         
     justifies it.  This approach seems to be reinforced in the Guidance        
     document, and we believe it will have major costs, with little attendant   
     benefit.  The Two Tier approach to setting limits also will lead to        
     problems for NPDES permit holders, because of federal anti-backsliding     
     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3242L.003    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3242L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SCAP advocates water basin management in which standards, beneficial uses  
     and ecosystems are interrelated and take into account the impacts of point 
     and nonpoint sources.  The phased approach taken to address point and      
     nonpoint sources in completely unacceptable, especially given that         
     available data indicates that a large proportion of many contaminants are  
     airborne or from nonpoint sources.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3242L.004    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G3242L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With only a few exceptions, there are no other aquatic ecosystems in the   
     United States which have characteristics similar to the Great Lakes because
     there are no other waterbodies with such volumes and long residence times. 
     Furthermore, in many parts of the Southwest, water basins may not have     
     either storage or perennial streams.  The addition of treated wastewater to
     ephemeral streams can support viable ecosystems, and in fact, there would  
     be no aquatic ecosystem at all for much of the year without the wastewater 
     effluent.  The Great Lakes Guidance is an interesting concept but the      
     results and limits should not be applied to the rest of the country, since 
     each geographical region has its own unique characteristics.  The concept  
     of getting those states which encompass a watershed to work together with  
     EPA to evaluate their problems and devise appropriate management strategies
     is strongly supported.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3242L.005    
     
     See response to: P2582.010Response to: G3242L.005                          
                                                                                
     See response to: P2629.023.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3246L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance does little 
     to improve the quality of the Great Lakes, yet would cost taxpayers and    
     employers billions to implement.  The resources necessary to implement the 
     proposal would impact decisions to locate and expand industrial facilities,
     affect regional competitiveness and threaten jobs and the region's tax     
     base.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3246L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.158 and D2587.045.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G3246L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The facts show that the Great Lakes are already much cleaner because of    
     programs implemented by industry and others in response to state and       
     federal regulations.  Improvements to the Great Lakes Basin will continue  
     through the implementation of alternative approaches already being         
     developed, including Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) and Lakewide Management  
     Plans (LaMPs).  There is little value in creating more regulations when the
     government has yet to implement what is already on the books.              
     
     
     Response to: G3246L.002    
     
     See response to comment number G3457.004.  See also Sections I and IX of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
Page 6487



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3248L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First of all, it does not effect the state unilaterally, it imposes        
     unattainable standards at the local level and would be extremely costly to 
     implement should it become law.  [It is estimated that our sewage costs in 
     Duluth alone will more than double.]                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3248L.001    
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C. and IX of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3248L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.002 is imbedded in comment #.001.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is estimated that our sewage costs in Duluth alone will more than       
     double.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3248L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3248L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The plan is lacking intake credits, which are desperately needed, it has no
     provisions for reviewing mercury criteria to meet our area.                
     
     
     Response to: G3248L.003    
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 regarding intake credits and Section VIII.A. 
     regarding site-specific modifications to criteria.Comment ID:  G3248L.003  
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria for mercury are allowed in the final Guidance.  See 
     response to comment D2724.351 or Section VIII.A. of the SID for information
     on changes made to allow greater use of site-specific modifications.       
                                                                                
     For more information on intake credits see Section VIII.E.3-7. of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3248L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It also does not address the issue of anti-degradation and would           
     effectively help the growth of our area stifling business and industry.  I 
     also believe this would have little effect on great lakes pollution levels.
     
     
     Response to: G3248L.004    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3250L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 6489



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned, however, that the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) as        
     currently written will have severe economic impact on the Fort Wayne area  
     in exchange for very little environmental benefit.  In addition, continued 
     mandates without a source of funding to pay for them means an onerous      
     burden on the rate payers of the City's municipal sewage utility.          
     
     
     Response to: G3250L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3250L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, by focusing only on point-source discharge, such as our POTW, the 
     GLI would, at best, be addressing less than twenty percent of the toxic    
     discharges to the Great Lakes.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3250L.002    
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance focuses only on point sources of      
     pollution.  EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and  
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses  
     to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  Response:          
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3250L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are additionally concerned about our lack of control over the substances
     we receive from non-regulated public users in our waste stream while being 
     held accountable for their ultimate impact on the receiving stream.  Fort  
     Wayne has had an exemplary Industrial Waste Surveillance program for many  
     years, and we are proud of the job we do in monitoring our permitted       
     industrial users.  However, we cannot, even with our program, begin to     
     monitor each and every one of our 70,000 households for discharges of any  
     one of the 138 different substances to be controlled by the GLI.           
     
     
     Response to: G3250L.003    
     
     See response to comment number D2697.008.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: G3250L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fort Wayne's POTW has an excellent record of not only meeting our NPDES    
     discharge limits, but exceeding those expectations.  The anti-backsliding  
     provisions of the new rule would, in effect, penalize us for doing a better
     job than is minimally required under our current permit.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3250L.004    
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3250L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Fort Wayne WPC Utility feels that the State of Indiana should have the 
     flexibility to establish site-specific water quality criteria when local   
     conditions differ from the inflexible standards used to establish the      
     rules' basin-wide standards.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3250L.005    
     
     EPA does not believe that the Guidance is inflexible.  EPA believes that   
     the final Guidance promotes consistency in standards and implementation    
     procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes for 
     the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and Section I.C of
     the SID.Response to: G3250L.005                                            
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that site-specific modifications are appropriate for waters of  
     the Great Lakes System, and has included procedure 1 of appendix F in the  
     final Guidance.  This procedure has been modified in the final Guidance to 
     provide additional flexibility. Great Lakes States and Tribes may adopt    
     either more or less stringent modifications to human health, wildlife, and 
     aquatic life criteria based on site-specific circumstances specified in    
     procedure 1 of appendix F, as discussed further in section VIII.A of the   
     SID.  All criteria, however, must be sufficient not to cause jeopardy to   
     threatened or endangered species listed or proposed to be listed under the 
     Federal Endangered Species Act.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3334.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please support the Tier II standards.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3334.005     
     
     See response to comment G2571.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: G3378.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In this regard, we would strongly urge the adoption in the GLWQG of        
     provisions clarifying that dischargers will not be responsible for removing
     pollutants that were present in intake water.  A discharger should be      
     eligible for an intake credit for the level of a pollutant already present 
     in the intake water, even if the discharger adds a deminimus amount of that
     pollutant to the waste stream, as long as the facility's ultimate discharge
     contains no more of the pollutant that the level in the intake.            
     
     
     Response to: G3378.002     
     
     This comment advocates "no net addition" limits.  The final Guidance       
     provides for "no net addition" limits in certain circumstances, as         
     discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.b.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3378.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are significantly more cost-effective ways of clean up existing      
     pollution than to filter water through paper plants and POTWs.             
     
     
     Response to: G3378.003     
     
     See discussion on cost-effectiveness in Section IX of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3378.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In reviewing the comments of various groups regarding the GLWQG, several   
     have mentioned that point source contributions to Great Lakes pollution are
     small relative to nonpoint sources.  We wholeheartedly agree that point    
     sources should not be singled out for exclusive treatment in EPA's efforts 
     to address the full realm of Great Lakes pollution.  We urge EPA to        
     continue efforts to reduce pollution loading in the Great Lakes Basin by   
     addressing nonpoint sources as well.  It is our understanding the EPA      
     intends to do so in the near future.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3378.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3378.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where possible, incentives should be provided through the GLWQI to         
     encourage industry to develop and use site-specific pollution prevention   
     technologies in their processes.  In-process pollution prevention          
     innovations are much preferable, and often less costly, than end-of-pipe   
     treatment.  Such incentives could serve as an important catalyst for       
     technological advances in the private sector which will not only help      
     reduce the costs of GLI implementation, but help increase the competitive  
     advantage of the U.S. firms in the field of pollution technology.          
     
     
     Response to: G3378.005     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes pollution prevention practices as  
     discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3378.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers should not be penalized for being more environmentally         
     progressive than their permits require.  In this regard, we have concerns  
     about the unintended consequences of the antidegradation portion of the    
     GLWQG.  One of the provisions of the antidegradation policy requires that  
     limitations on the amount of discharge of certain chemicals be based on the
     amount currently being discharged, even if that amount is below the limits 
     currently set by the discharger's permit.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3378.006     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3378.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, we agree that discharge of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern
     (BCCs) ought to be brought to a minimum, if not eliminated all together.   
     However, in the process of achieving that goal, the GLWQG should assure    
     that there is no disincentive for a permittee to reduce their discharge    
     below levels specified in their permit.  As currently constructed, the     
     GLWQG contains such a disincentive, and should therefore be modified to    
     address this concern.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3378.007     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3385L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will eventually force the Town of Tonawanda to install two new     
     filtration systems to our plant - a activated carbon process and a sulfide 
     precipitation unit totally over $40 million.  These new processes will add 
     an additional $6.5 million to our operation and maintenance costs annually.
     Our fears are confirmed by a recent study conducted by Great Lakes         
     Governor's Conference that concluded that the wastewater treatment plants  
     in New York State will be forced to absorb $1,635,000,000 in GLI related   
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3385L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3385L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am also concerned with the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)       
     attitude that municipal costs can be avoided by having industry assume the 
     GLI requirements.  The Town of Tonawanda is home to some of Western New    
     York's largest employers and taxpayers.  In discussion with the CEO's of   
     these companies, it is apparent that the GLI holds the potential for       
     imposing hugh costs on the private sector.  Such costs will eventually cost
     jobs and tax revenue and should not be dealt with in the "relaxed" manner  
     the EPA seems to hold.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3385L.002    
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3385L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please keep a close eye on the progress of these regulations.  If the GLI  
     is allowed to become law without major changes from the legislative branch,
     the results could be very serious.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3385L.003    
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. See Section  
     II of the SID for a discussion of the proposed Guidance, comments received 
     on the proposed provisions, and the revisions made to the final Guidance.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3407.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As I am sure you are aware, many of the provisions of the Great Lakes Water
     Quality Initiative already apply in Wisconsin.  These added new            
     requirements will, primarily, affect our paper industry and publicly-owned 
     sewage treatment facilities discharging into the tributaries of the Great  
     Lakes Basin.  These added costs will be padded on to the customer requiring
     new taxes, higher costs and other problems affecting the economy of our    
     community.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3407.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G3430.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although we wholeheartedly support the provisions of the GLI, and have     
     reviewed and endorsed the National Wildlife Federation's report entitled   
     "Cutting the Poisons," we feel strongly that the GLI should only be        
     considered as a small first step in rehabilitating the Great Lakes.        
     
     
     Response to: G3430.001     
     
     See Section I.D of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3457.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 3416, 3459, 3507                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Disallow dischargers of chemicals that build up in the food chain to dilute
     toxic waste                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3457.001     
     
     EPA partially disagrees with the comment that dischargers of               
     bioaccumulative chemicals should not be allowed to dilute their waste.     
     Permit limits are set to be protective of the uses and criteria for the    
     specific waterbody, considering concentrations of pollutants, mass loading 
     levels, duration of exposure, and frequency of peak discharges.  While most
     mixing zones for BCCs will be prohibited in 10 years, the Guidance provides
     for limited exceptions.  Although permit limits acknowledge mingled        
     wastestreams, i.e., dilution, pollution prevention encourages minimizing   
     the discharge of pollutants.                                               
                                                                                
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G3457.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: 3416, 3459, 3507                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protect wildlife from mercury, PCBs, dioxin and DDT.                       
     
     
     Response to: G3457.002     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G3457.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 3416, 3459, 3507                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adopt rules to protect high quality water.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3457.003     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3457.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 3416, 3459, 3507                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Embark on programs and procedures to control pollution from air-urban and  
     farm run-off and contaminated sediments.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3457.004     
     
     The Guidance alone will not solve all of the water quality problems in the 
     Great Lakes basin.  Therefore, EPA and the States, through the Great Lakes 
     Program and other national efforts, are addressing a variety of sources of 
     water pollution using existing legislative and enforcement authorities     
     under a number of environmental statutes, including the Clean Water Act,   
     Clean Air Act, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and      
     Liability Act (CERCLA or Superfund), Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA),  
     and Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA).  The       
     following actions are just a few examples of Federal and State actions to  
     reduce pollution from sources other than point source wastewater           
     discharges:                                                                
                                                                                
       y  In 1993, remediation of the Waukegan Harbor, Illinois,                
          Superfund site was completed, resulting in the removal of             
          300,000 pounds of polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) from the           
          Lake Michigan system.                                                 
                                                                                
       y  Agreement by a steel company with a facility located in               
          Northwest Indiana to expend $49.5 million in environmental            
          improvements, sediment clean-up, and civil penalties.  EPA            
          estimates that as much as 750,000 cubic yards of contaminated         
          sediments may be cleaned-up, which could entail removal of            
          over 2.5 million pounds of zinc and 5,000 pounds of PCBs,             
          along with a variety of other contaminants.                           
                                                                                
       y  Removal of approximately 35,000 cubic yards of contaminated           
          bottom sediments from tributaries to the Niagara River which          
          has significantly reduced the input of PCBs and other                 
          contaminants into Lake Ontario.                                       
                                                                                
       y  Utilities serving the Great Lakes have voluntarily accelerated        
          the phase-out of electrical equipment containing PCBs to              
          prevent the possibility of accidental spills.  The industry           
          estimates that approximately 17 million pounds (87 percent of         
          the PCBs previously in use by this industry) have been removed        
          from service.                                                         
                                                                                
       y  State agriculture departments with support from EPA have              
          conducted "clean sweeps" in counties within the Great Lakes           
          Basin.  This program allows holders of pesticide stocks to            
          turn in unused amounts for proper disposal.  In 1992, such            
          sweeps in the watersheds of Lakes Michigan and Superior               
          yielded more than 5,000 pounds of dieldrin, aldrin, endrin,           
          chlordane, and chlordecone (kepone), plus greater than 4,500          
          pounds of DDT.  To put this quantity of DDT in perspective, a         
          rough estimate of the annual loading of DDT to these two lakes        
          via the atmosphere is about 58 pounds.  Thus, in one year, the        
          collection program prevented the potential release of a               
          quantity of DDT equal to approximately 75 years of atmospheric        
          deposition to these lakes.                                            
                                                                                
     Many of the actions noted above have been identified and supported through 
     the Lakewide Management Planning and Remedial Action Planning processes    
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     called for under Annex 2 of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and    
     Section 118 of the Clean Water Act. This combination of regulatory and     
     voluntary programs is designed to address a range of problems associated   
     with agricultural nonpoint sources, air deposition, contaminated sediments,
     hazardous waste sites, spills due to storage, handling or transport        
     activities, and wet-weather point source discharges.  These programs,      
     together with the final Guidance, should help restore and maintain the     
     quality of waters in the Great Lakes System.                               
                                                                                
     Additionally, many voluntary and regulatory actions are underway in the    
     U.S. and Canada to address pollution from point and nonpoint sources.      
     Discussion of some of these programs is provided in Section I.D of the SID 
     and Section III of the preamble to the final Guidance.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G3457.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 3416, 3459, 3507                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establish time-tables to ban release of all persistent toxic substances    
     into our lakes.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3457.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3472.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The West Central Ohio Regional Development Board opposes the proposal for  
     three basic reasons:  the price tag far exceeds the benefits  it will have 
     little effect on solving the problems it was developed to address and it is
     next to impossible to monitor                                              
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     Response to: G3472.001     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3472.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The West Central Ohio Regional Development Board wants to protect our Great
     Lakes as a valuable natural resource, but the Great Lakes Initiative, as   
     written, is technically flawed and is not cost-effective.  As now proposed,
     the Great Lakes Initiative will not solve the water quality problems in the
     Great Lakes and it must be changed before it is enacted as law.            
     
     
     Response to: G3472.002     
     
     G3472.002                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3473.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On behalf of the members of Minnesota Women In Timber, I urge you to seek  
     the modification of the Great Lakes Intiative and encourage the use of more
     reasonable alternatives to improve the quality of our Great Lakes.         
                                                                                
     The GLI would impose enormous costs on our residents but provide little    
     environmental benefit.  Taxpayers would suffer from increased costs and    
     jobs would be jeopardized.  The GLI would cost employers billions of       
     dollars to implement and many may relocate elsewhere or go out of business 
     entirely.  Our group is especially concerned because many forest products  

Page 6502



$T044618.TXT
     companies are located in the Great Lakes area and this would seriously     
     affect them.  It would also affect communities in which our members live.  
     
     
     Response to: G3473.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3473.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We feel that the GLI is severely flawed.  It seeks to limit pollutants that
     account for only 1/10 of the problem while doing nothing about the other   
     pollution sources.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3473.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3473.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Canada is a major contributor of pollutants to the Great Lakes, yet that   
     country is not directly involved in the GLI effort.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3473.003     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G3473.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA's own independent science advisory board has criticized the   
     proposal regarding the inadequacy of the research underlying the GLI.  We  
     believe the EPA should use proven scientific methods for establishing      
     regional water quality standards.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3473.004     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G3485.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UPEC fully supports a strong GLI being implemented in the Great Lakes      
     Basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3485.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment for the reasons stated in the preamble to the 
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G3485.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the GLI's proposed criteria of extremely small quantities of    
     some toxics -- such as the wildlife criteria for mercury -- because we     
     believe that these limits will force polluters to change their production  
     processes so that they no longer use, generate, or discharge these         
     pollutants.  As costs rise, innovation and alternative technologies occur. 
     
     
     Response to: G3485.002     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3485.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support the elimination of mixing zones for new or increased   
     sources of bioaccumulative chemicals.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3485.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3485.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     We also support the phaseout for existing sources to be put on a much      
     shorter time table than proposed in the current GLI.  It is time to put    
     into regulatory practice the fact that for persistent and/or               
     bioaccumulative toxic substances dilution is not the solution to pollution.
     
     
     Response to: G3485.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3485.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the new, stronger antidegradation policy contained in the GLI.  
     It is long overdue to have a consistent antidegradation policy in the eight
     Great Lakes states.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3485.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: G3485.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support more definitive language, however, as to what constitutes an    
     important social or economic benefit to allow a discharge to be approved.  
     Too often we have seen local officials endorse questionable projects       
     without looking at the long-term environmental or economic benefits.       
     
     
     Response to: G3485.006     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: G3485.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would accept the use of intake credits for those pollutants that come   
     from the atmosphere and are deposited equally across the Great Lakes basin.
     
     
     Response to: G3485.007     
     
     Response to: G3485.007: See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ii.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G3485.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we do not support intake credits if the polluter that wants the   
     intake credit was responsible for putting the chemical of concern into the 
     environment in the past 75 years.  Bad past practices should not absolve a 
     company of current responsibility.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3485.008     
     
     EPA acknowledges the general point made by this commenter about dischargers
     who may have contributed historically to the problem of nonattainment.  The
     final guidance does not draw distinctions among dischargers for purposes of
     considerataion of intake pollutants.  Obviously, there would be significant
     implementation difficulties and costs with ascertaining the historical     
     contributions of a particular discharger to current background             
     concentrations in the waterbody:  the type and degree of impact would      
     likely be extremely difficult to discern and it would similarly be         
     difficult to determine appropriate current-day standards proportional to   
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     the type and degree of impact that a discharger may have had in the past.  
     Rather than impose such complex requirements, EPA believes that the intake 
     pollutant provisions in the final Guidance, because they ensure the        
     establishment of restrictions on dischargers of intake pollutants that     
     comply with and derive from water quality standards and provide continued  
     incentives for States and Tribes to comprehensively address the causes of  
     nonattainment, are appropriate for all dischargers in the basin.  State and
     Tribes can, of course, choose to adopt more stringent requirements should  
     they choose to do so based upon dischargers' past practices.               
                                                                                
     Also see response to comment P2742.581.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3485.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the low criteria for mercury because we believe that this       
     criteria will drive the technology that will address other chemicals in    
     addition to mercury -- including ones that currently may not be known to be
     dangerous.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3485.009     
     
     EPA has revised the mercury criteria for wildlife for the resons set forth 
     in Section VI of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G3485.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fully support the reverse onus concept of the GLI.  It should be a      
     matter of regulatory policy that all chemicals must be proven harmless     
     before they can be discharged into the environment.  We encourage the EPA  
     to stand firm on this issue.                                               
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     Response to: G3485.010     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3485.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI states it is voluntary for the states to make special designations 
     for Lake Superior.  We believe the GLI should go further than this and EPA 
     should use its full authority to ensure special designations for Lake      
     Superior are implemented.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3485.011     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3485.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We see no merit in the proposed designations of "Lake Superior Basin -     
     Outstanding National Resource Waters" and "Outstanding International       
     Resource Waters."  These designations are confusing and will be hard to    
     implement consistently.  In addition, they will do little to give          
     additional protection to Lake Superior.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3485.012     
     
     See response to comment D1996.010                                          
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 6509



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3485.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We insist instead that the GLI recommend that the entire Lake Superior     
     basin be designated a federal "Outstanding National Resource Waters" for   
     new or increased discharges of persistent toxic pollutants and that a      
     timeline for bans and phaseouts be implemented for existing sources.  These
     could be done through sunset permits.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3485.013     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3485.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The nasty nine list of chemicals for the Lake Superior Binational Program  
     are too limited.  The list should be expanded to include all those         
     chemicals that should not be in the Lake Superior basin, either now or in  
     the future.  We recommend the list be expanded to include all chemicals    
     with a bioaccumulation factor above 250, the Ontario list of chemicals for 
     bans and phase-outs, and chlorine, since it is a precursor to many toxic   
     organochlorines.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3485.014     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3489.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe the extreme flawed nature of the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)    
     will not achieve such results and may rob resources from other programs    
     that provide real environmental improvement in the Great Lakes.  Numerous  
     environmental laws and regulations currently in force and voluntary efforts
     are raising the environmental quality for the Great Lakes each year.  The  
     narrow scope of the GLI will not result in substantial improvement and     
     there are other more effective alternatives to yield environmental         
     benefits.  The additional documented costs the GLI will impose on          
     businesses and municipalities in the eight Great Lakes states will be      
     staggering--with cost estimates for GLI implementation ranging in the      
     billions of dollars with minimal environmental benefit--many businesses    
     will be placed at a competitive disadvantage in the global market, forcing 
     many to relocate.  Implementation costs for municipalities in the Great    
     Lakes states will be enormous--some cities have estimated costs for their  
     locale alone to be over $100 million--forcing increased taxes and utility  
     rates upon thousands of citizens.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3489.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP
     Comment ID: G3490.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must move toward zero discharge of all persistent toxic chemicals.      
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     Response to: G3490.001     
     
     EPA believes that the provisions contained in the final Guidance are a step
     in that direction.  For a general discussion of the underlying principles  
     EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, as well as a general     
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Sections 
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G3490.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  AL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must establish minimum water quality standards to protect human life,   
     wildlife and fish health in all Great Lakes States and throughout the      
     nation.  The wildlife and fish are the sentinels.  "The canaries in the    
     coal mine."  We must pay attention to what is happening to them--because it
     will happen to us.  Perhaps it will be our children or our                 
     great-grandchildern.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3490.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: G3490.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     And it is important to realize that we must not measure the risk to any    
     organism in terms of the number of cancers.  It is time to give up the     
     carcinogenicity issue.  We need to pay attention instead to the            
     developmental toxicants.  "We have fooled around for years with a cancer   
     model.  We have never been very successful with our cancer model.  There   
     are still many assumptions and questions.  We are moving into the realm of 
     a developmental model, where there are trans-generational effects, two and 
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     three generations down the line--far more questions.  We are dealing with  
     how many vital life systems now?  We will never be able to come up with a  
     risk model to protect us from these chemicals.  The problem is too complex.
                                                                                
     So what is the answer?  Do not release any more"  (Theo Colborn).  In other
     words--zero discharge.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3490.003     
     
     All chemicals are different and not all chemicals result in developmental  
     effects.  EPA, in the final GLWQI, has developed separate numbers          
     protective of noncancer (which includes developmental effects) and cancer  
     effects.  Even if there is no data on developmental effects for a          
     particular chemical, the EPA will derive a number (ADE) which accounts for 
     possible developmental effects by incorporating an extra uncertainty factor
     into the overall calculation.  Therefore, all noncancer criteria and values
     are protective against developmental effects.  Whichever criterion or value
     (noncancer or cancer) is more stringent will be applied as a State water   
     quality standard and become the basis for permit limits and TMDLs.         
     Therefore, whichever number serves (noncancer or cancer) as the basis for  
     standard development will be protective of developmental effects.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3490.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must diminish the bioaccumulation of pollutants through special         
     restrictions of those toxics that build up through the food chain, creating
     a healthier ecosystem of clean water, thriving flora, fish and wildlife and
     improving the protection for people living in the Great Lakes Basin,       
     especially our indigenous people and subsistence anglers.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3490.004     
     
     See section II.C.8 for a discussion on the special provisions for BCCs.    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3490.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must also expand the list of toxic chemicals for all the Great Lakes    
     States in general and for Lake Superior in particular.  There should be a  
     process for adding chemicals--but the present list should certainly include
     the most bioaccumulative and/or persistent substances.  Also, chlorine     
     should be banned as an industrial feedstock since it leads to the creation 
     of many toxic organochlorine substances.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3490.005     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP
     Comment ID: G3490.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must shift the burden of proof for a pollutant's safty to the           
     discharger.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3490.006     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3490.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must phase out the pollution dillution zones for all persistent toxic   
     substances.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3490.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP
     Comment ID: G3490.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must strengthen federal policy to prevent new or increased discharges   
     expecially of persistent or bioaccumulative toxic pollutants.              
     
     
     Response to: G3490.008     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For a general discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best science available to provide protection to human health,    
     wildlife and aquatic life, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general      
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, including    
     special provisions that apply to bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, see 
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3490.009
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Obviously money, $, is a major issue.  Let me quote from an aricle writter 
     by Paul McClennan "Restoring the Great Lakes will cost money.  Repairing a 
     planet plundered by pollution will cost money.  No one ever denied that.   
     Nevertheless the coalition's (big business leaders and government          
     officials) attack on cost does merit attention.  It says and EPA concurs   
     that as proposed it could cost as much as $200 million a year for 10 years.
     That is big bucks, but looked at another way it's about $6.00 a year for   
     every resident, or $60.00 total to restore the Lakes so that we can eat the
     fish, swim and drink the water without fear, and re-establish a safe       
     habitat for wildlife.  Sixty bucks over 10 years seems a reasonable price."
     
     
     Response to: G3490.009     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3496.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulating, persistent toxics would be addressed.  However, the       
     bioaccumulating factor should be reduced from 1000 to 250 to be more       
     protective of the most population.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3496.001     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3496.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones should be eliminated.  Indiana's Water Quality Standards have 
     already addressed this issue, and it should be adopted on a basin-wide     
     area.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3496.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3496.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support making Lake Superior an "Outstanding National Resource Water",  
     to protect the water quality of this, the cleanest of the Great Lakes.     
     
     
     Response to: G3496.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3496.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should require aggressive pollution prevention programs.  A focus on   
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     nonpoint source runoff and atmospheric pollution must be addressed.        
     
     
     Response to: G3496.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G3496.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDL should include the consideration of existing contaminated sediments,  
     atmospheric deposition, and other sources not included in the present      
     formula.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3496.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: G3496.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Load limits based on mass limits, must be considered to avoid dilution of  
     these toxics.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3496.006     
     
     EPA agrees that mass-based limits are useful in preventing the use of      
     dilution to meet the concentration-based WQBELs.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3498.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up in   
     Great Lakes fish must be adopted, though even stricter rules are needed to 
     protect everyone exposed to contaminants in fish, particularly those       
     sensitive to toxic injury, like women and children; and those, including   
     native Americans, who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural
     preservation.  All people should be able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as
     they want and consume those fish without having to worry about harming     
     themselves or their children.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3498.001     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032, P2771.192, P2771.200, and P2742.051.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3498.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burden of proof should be on the dischargers to demonstrate a          
     pollutant's safety.  The proposed system to set water quality standards and
     limit pollution from toxic chemicals should be retained.  The most current 
     information available on a pollutant along with conservative safety factors
     should be used to set discharge limits.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3498.002     
     
     See response to comment D2838.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3498.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution dilution zones for the most persistent toxic substances      
     should be phased out, as proposed by the GLI.  But, the pollutants affected
     by this ban should include all persistent toxic substances;                
     
     
     Response to: G3498.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3498.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special recognition given Lake Superior in the GLI should go further to
     designate the U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an "Outstanding National    
     Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality waters.  Protecting   
     the Lake Superior Basin should be mandatory for all States, not an option; 
     
     
     Response to: G3498.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3498.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .005 is imbedded in comment .006.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to 
     ban uses of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into  
     the Great Lakes ecosystem;                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3498.005     
     
     See response to: G3032.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3498.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The U.S. EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to
     ban uses of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into  
     the Great Lakes ecosystem;] ensure that all sources of pollution,          
     especially air, contaminated sediments and runoff, are controlled and do   
     not violate GLI regulations; and require comprehensive pollution prevention
     programs throughout the Great Lakes.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3498.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3501.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     We must have stricter rules to prevent the building up of toxic chemicals  
     in fish.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3501.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees.  EPA has included special provisions for BCCs in the final     
     Guidance that will reduce the loadings of these pollutants to the Great    
     Lakes System.  EPA believes that these provisions are necessary and        
     appropriate to implement the Clean Water Act, and make reasonable progress 
     toward the goals of the Act, including the "zero discharge" goal, and      
     toward the "virtual elimination" goal of the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Agreement. See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3501.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry should be required to prove that a pollutant is safe for the      
     water!                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3501.002     
     
     See response to comment number G4381.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3501.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All persistent toxic substances should not be allowed in the mixing zones  
     and ZIDS.                                                                  
     

Page 6522



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: G3501.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3501.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All States should be required to protect the Lake Superior Basin.          
     
     
     Response to: G3501.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3501.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation procedures for the Great Lakes must be adopted as      
     recommended in the GLWQI.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3501.005     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
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     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3501.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA should immediately set up timetables to ban the uses of       
     persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into the lakes    
     ecosystem.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3501.006     
     
     EPA believes that establishing criteria for BCCs, and providing for the    
     elimination of mixing zones for such chemicals after a phase-in periond for
     the new rules, is the appropriate regulatory approach at this time.  To the
     extent that it becomes apparent in the future that this approach is not    
     working, EPA will consider other options.                                  
                                                                                
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G3501.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All states surrounding the Great Lakes should be required to have          
     comprehensive pollution prevention programs!                               
     
     
     Response to: G3501.007     
     
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution prevention   
     plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that a      
     lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated that   
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     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3510.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to end the practice of diluting toxic waste.  The "mixing 
     zone" phase-out should apply to all persistent toxic chemicals.            
     
     
     Response to: G3510.001     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that bioaccumulative chemicals must have     
     stricter rules, and EPA expects the final guidance to advance that goal.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G3510.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The EPA should develop standards to protect all wildlife from all          
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3510.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: G3510.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will provide protection for high quality waters.  Antidegridation  
     rules should be adopted.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3510.003     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3510.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will not provide adequate protection for people who eat Great Lakes
     fish.  Recommendations as to how much fish people should eat should be     
     changed to better protect consumers of Great Lakes fish against cancer,    
     birth defects and development problems.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3510.004     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120, P2771.200 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3510.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative is a step in the right direction and should be  
     adopted.  However, the EPA should proceed with additional measures to      
     control pollution of air, water and to prevent the contamination of the    
     environment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3510.005     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongining Great Lakes      
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G3512.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Make sure that there are stricter new uniform standards and pollution      
     regulations for the Great Lakes.  Don't allow flexibility & different rules
     for the pollutors to get around.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3512.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.037                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G3512.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Put tighter limits on chemicals that build-up in the food chain, poisioning
     fish, eagles, other wildlife, and finally hitting the people, or our world 
     won't be the same as we no it now.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3512.002     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.176 for the response to this comment.        
                                                                                
     EPA has developed and revised the BAF methodology to quantify the          
     accumulation of chemicals in aquatic organisms from all routes of exposure 
     including the food chain.  In addition, EPA has made special provisions for
     chemicals that accumulate to a significant extent in the food chain. EPA   
     believes that these special provisions for BCCs are a reasonable approach  
     to address the issue of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great 
     Lakes System.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this    
     issue.                                                                     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3512.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Put an end to all the loopholes that the pollutors use by mixing or        
     diluting toxic chemicals.  All this does is delay the envidable.  Death &  
     destruction to the wildlife & humans.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3512.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3544.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) is wholly inadequate.  GLI      
     targets 138 chemicals for end-pipe discharge elimination, but the          
     production and use of the top ten pollutants -- PCB, DDT, dieldrin,        
     toxaphene, benzene, TCDD, TCDF, mirex, lead and mercury -- has already been
     banned within the Great Lakes basin.  Lead and mercury occur naturally, so 
     their concentration level cannot be controlled.  All ten chemicals persist 
     in landfills and as atmospheric emissions from incinerators, wood stoves,  
     fireplaces, barbeque grills, smoke stacks, automobiles, pesticide sprays   
     and evaporation from contaminated soil.  None of these sources -- which    
     account for 90% of the pollution load emitted into the Great Lakes -- are  
     addressed by the GLI.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3544.001     
     
     For a discussiom of EPA's efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution,
     including atmospheric deposition, see responses to comment numbers         
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3544.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The other approximtely one hundred chemicals, slated by GLI for discharge  
     elimination, do not bio-accumulate.  Much controversy has developed over   
     the method by which the EPA determined the BAF (bio-accumulation factor)   
     for these chemicals.  Even the EPA's own independent Science Advisory Board
     has been critical of the methodology used to determine BAF for these       
     chemicals.  Furthermore, GLI proponents continue to cite dubious animals   
     studies as justification for more stringent Great Lakes pollution controls.
     They point to reproductive and genetic abnormalities in the double-crested 
     cormorant and lake trout, coho salmon and eagles.  Yet, for example, the   
     rare osprey (which relies solely on fish plucked from the water exhibits   
     the least number of abnormalities, while the herring gull (which frequents 
     landfills) exhibits the most.  In addition, GLI proponents continue to cite
     faulty studies on the effects of children born of mothers who consume Great
     Lakes fish.  Even the International Joint Commission on the Great Lakes    
     considers these studies flawed because they do not take into account other 
     environmental factors.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3544.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3544.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI proposes standard "command and control" regulations to deal with Great 
     Lakes pollution.  The Initiative requires the upgrade and expansion of     
     municipal sewage treatment facilities and installation of more costly      
     pollution control devices by industries located in the Great Lakes basin.  
     No federal money or incentives will be provided to accomplish this, which  
     means local taxpayers and industry must shoulder the financial burden.     
     Studies indicate that muncipalities around the lakes will spend $2.7       
     billion to comply and industry will spend roughly $6 billion.  These costs 
     will be passed along as higher taxes, higher electric rates and higher     
     product (primarily steel) costs.  Meanwhile, only 1/10th of the water      
     pollution sources will be addressed, resulting in negligible environmental 
     improvement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3544.003     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3544.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proponents of GLI do not argue that the clean-up costs will be enormous.   
     Neither do they deny that industry and taxpayers will bear the financial   
     brunt.  GLI proponents insist that, in the long run, industry will save    
     money because a Massachusetts Institute of Technology study indicate that  
     states with stronger environmental policies do better economically than    
     states with lax protection.  This is a very simplistic overview of a very  
     complicated situation.  Unless economic incentives are provided to improve 
     environmental quality, no industry can financially survive unless it passes
     the environmental clean-up costs along to consumers.  Higher taxes and     
     higher product costs translate into an upward-spiraling cost-of-living.  I 
     challenge GLI proponents to compare the cost-of-living in such states as   
     New Jersey and California, where environmental regulations are very stiff, 
     with the cost of living in Indiana.  I challenge them to defend the        
     increasing Boston, Massachusetts water rates as a result of a federally    
     mandated Boston Harbor clean-up.  There a taxpayer revolt, not unlike the  
     Boston Tea Party, is growing.  The same could happen in Gary, Indiana or   
     Chicago, Illinois if GLI regulations are allowed to drive up water         
     treatment costs around the Great Lakes.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3544.004     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3544.005a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the Pennsylvania Local Government Conference, "the GLI will   
     have a strong 'chilling effect' on industrial development and municipal    
     growth throughout the region."  At the very least, the following           
     modifications to GLI must be made:                                         
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     1.  "Mixing zones" should not be eliminated.  There is no scientific basis 
     on which to ban their use.  Elimination  of mixing zones will unnecessarily
     require pre-treatment of effluence with very little environmental          
     improvement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3544.005a    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3544.005b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the Pennsylvania Local Government Conference, "the GLI will   
     have a strong 'chilling effect' on industrial development and municipal    
     growth throughout the region."  At the very least, the following           
     modifications to GLI must be made:                                         
                                                                                
     2.  Discharge limits for substances should not be set at levels below      
     laboratory detectibility.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3544.005b    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3544.005c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     According to the Pennsylvania Local Government Conference, "the GLI will   
     have a strong 'chilling effect' on industrial development and municipal    
     growth throughout the region."  At the very least, the following           
     modifications to GLI must be made:                                         
                                                                                
     3.  Bio-accumulation factors (BAFs) must be based on sound science and not 
     assumptions.  BAFs calculated from unproven models should be ignored.  Only
     BAFs based upon fish tissue measurements should be used because            
     over-estimation could result in costly controls with negligible            
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3544.005c    
     
     See response to comment G2688.021                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3544.005d
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the Pennsylvania Local Government Conference, "the GLI will   
     have a strong 'chilling effect' on industrial development and municipal    
     growth throughout the region."  At the very least, the following           
     modifications to GLI must be made:                                         
                                                                                
     4.  Dischargers should not be forced to remove pollutants that were present
     in intake water.  If GLI insists on retaining this provision, it should    
     create "intake credits" much like the sulphur dioxide emission credits     
     created under the Clean Air Act Amendments of 1990.  Such a permitting     
     process would promote fairness among water dischargers and mitigiate large 
     expenditures that result in negligible environmental benefit.              
     
     
     Response to: G3544.005d    
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3544.005e
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the Pennsylvania Local Government Conference, "the GLI will   
     have a strong 'chilling effect' on industrial development and municipal    
     growth throughout the region."  At the very least, the following           
     modifications to GLI must be made:                                         
                                                                                
     5.  Global standards should not be applied.  Local municipalities and      
     states should be allowed enough flexibility to modify clean-up efforts to  
     suit their particular needs.  What works for Milwaukee, Wisconsin might not
     work for Chesterton, Indiana.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3544.005e    
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID for a general discussion of the issues    
     raised in this comment.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3544.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In compliance with existing federal regulations, Northwest Indiana         
     industries spent $1 billion on pollution controls in 1990 alone.  This area
     cannot afford another bureaucratic layer imposed upon its struggling       
     economy.  Northwest Indiana possesses one-quarter of America's             
     steel-producing industry.  Many of our nation's largest steel producers    
     located here because of lower operating costs.  Eastern plants were closed 
     and their workers idled because the cost of doing business there was too   
     high.  Clean-up costs were too prohibitive for steel producers to invest in
     those aging plants.  Instead, they moved to the Midwest.  If we drive up   
     the cost of doing business in the Midwest, where will they go -- Canada?   
     Mexico?                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3544.006     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3544.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative has the potential to become Northwest Indiana's 
     version of the spotted owl/old growth controversy.  GLI proponents want    
     midwestern taxpayers and industry to spend billions of dollars to achieve a
     limited environmental improvement.  How can the EPA ignore 90% of the      
     pollution load that occurs at the hands of air-borne toxins?  If Northwest 
     Indiana industries and taxpayers must spend billions, if the government is 
     going to require Northwest Indiana steel industries to install more costly 
     technology in order to clean Lake Michigan, let's be absolutely sure the   
     imposed regulations produce dramatic results.  Otherwise, we'll create a   
     marginally cleaner environment at the expense of our economic health.      
     
     
     Response to: G3544.007     
     
     For a discussiom of EPA's efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution,
     including atmospheric deposition, see responses to comment numbers         
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G3573.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please work for the proposal to protect wildlife with specific water       
     quality standards for mercury, PCBs, dioxin and DDT.                       
     
     
     Response to: G3573.001     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA does not consider the listing of chlorine as an excluded pollutant on  
     Table 5 a "weakness" in the proposal for the reasons stated in Section     
     II.C.5 of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3573.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please work to include the new provision to keep clean water clean.        
     
     
     Response to: G3573.002     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3573.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also needed are procedures to control pollution from diffuse pollution,    
     such as the air, urban and rural runoff and contaminated sediments,        
     pollution prevention programs                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3573.003     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.                                                                 
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     See response to comment number G3457.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3573.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     timetables to ban the release of all persistent toxic substances into the  
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3573.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3575.001(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am concerned about weaknesses in the proposal, e.g. elimination of       
     critical toxics such as chlorine                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3575.001(a)  
     
     See Section II.C.5 of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3575.001(b)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am concerned about weaknesses in the proposal, failure to address        
     non-point sources                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3575.001(b)  
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3575.001(c)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am concerned about weaknesses in the proposal, and lack of consistency   
     with other efforts to achieve zero discharge of persistent toxic chemicals.
     
     
     Response to: G3575.001(c)  
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3580.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Forbid discharges of even diluted toxins                                   
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     Response to: G3580.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  See also Section I.D of the   
     SID for a discussion of other ongoing voluntary and regulatory programs to 
     address pollution in the Great Lakes.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G3580.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protect wildlife with better standards for chemicals (mercury, PCBs,       
     dioxin, DDT, etc.)                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3580.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3580.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Keep clean water clean                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3580.003     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
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     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3580.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Improve standards on edible fish                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3580.004     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3580.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Control diffuse pollution (air, urban and farm runoff and contaminated     
     sediments)                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3580.005     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution such as  
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     air deposition and contaminated sediments, see Section I.D of the SID and  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G3457.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3580.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     timetables for all the above                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3580.006     
     
     See response to comment number G4152.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G3587L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We desperately need stricter controls on the dumping of toxic chemicals and
     also need assurance that polluters will be the ones responsible for cleanup
     to improve the ailing Great Lakes.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3587L.001    
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
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     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3587L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We need a specific timetable for phasing out use of persistent toxic       
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3587L.002    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G3605L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We/you have to begin getting serious about doing our job of protecting each
     other -- particularly our precious children of future generations.  It is  
     not so important for me that the spreading incidence and variety of        
     cancers, the thousands of deformed babies now reaching adult and millions  
     of others adversely affected by rampant pollution be suddenly cleansed of  
     the effects of decades of slovenly, lazy industries and communities who    
     have trashed our precious environment.  This is important for sure, but I  
     feel it's too late to worry much about past mistakes.  We must focus our   
     energies and raise our moral standards to prepare (if still possible) for a
     safer, healthier environment for our children & grand-children.            
                                                                                
     So I say, let us get to work now.  And you folks can do a great service by 
     working hard for the following points: 1) protect our wildlife from all    
     chemicals causing birth defects.                                           
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     Response to: G3605L.001    
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3605L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Set a relevant, serious time-table for phasing out persistent toxic        
     chemical use.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3605L.002    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3605L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protect those precious humans most sensitive to toxic chemical exposure:   
     infants, young women, and subsistence fishers.                             
     
     
     Response to: G3605L.003    
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
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     Comment ID: G3605L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Strongly require & follow-up on having polluters demonstrate that their    
     discharges will not damage the health of people and wildlife.              
     
     
     Response to: G3605L.004    
     
     In no case would it be possible to authorize a lowering of water quality   
     that would result in a violation of water quality criteria for the         
     protection of aquatic life, human health or wildlife.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3605L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please, please support Tier II Standards and the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3605L.005    
     
     See response to comment G2571.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3607L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI), as currently proposed,     
     fails as a cost-effective regulatory framework.  By focusing almost        
     exclusively on point sources, the GLI ignores other sources that contribute
     far greater pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes.  This approach alone    
     calls into question the effectiveness of the GLI.  Combined with the high  
     cost associated with many of the specific policies contained in the        
     proposal, the GLI becomes both excessively costly and ineffective.         
                                                                                
     Rather than focusing scarce resources in areas offering the greatest       
     opportunities for environmental benefit at the least cost, the GLI attempts
     to extract the last possible pound of flesh from point source dischargers, 
     even though this approach would fail to produce much in the way of real    
     environmental benefit and would fail at a very high cost.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and F4030.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G3607L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Failure to adhere to a comprehensive approach makes the GLI very costly    
     while delivering marginal environmental benefits.  Cost estimates vary     
     widely.  Estimates prepared by DRI/McGraw Hill for the Council of Great    
     Lakes Governors provide an independent view.  DRI estimates that compliance
     costs will range between $710 million and $2.3 billion per year.           
     Regardless of the economic base available to absorb this amount, the cost  
     is high.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
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     Comment ID: G3607L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the DRI study indicates, a high cost may be worth the investment if the 
     returns would be equally high.   Unfortunately, the environmental returns  
     will be minimal.  In fact, the study states that the "GLI's impact on      
     levels of mercury, PCBs and other chemicals of concern will be completely  
     ineffective in isolation".  For example, PCB reduction is estimated by EPA 
     to be 7-13%.  Since PCB loadings from point source dischargers may be 1-10%
     of total PCB loadings, the GLI may result in less than a 1% reduction in   
     total PCB loading to the Great Lakes.  It is unbelievable that this amount 
     of effort is being put into a 1% reduction in PCB loadings.                
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.003    
     
     See response to comment D2827.090. See response to comments D2587.045 and  
     D2589.014.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G3607L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State flexibility is key to the cost-effective implementation of any       
     environmental statute.  State primacy is provided in the Clean Water Act.  
     States are more familiar with the environmental conditions in local areas, 
     have a better understanding of environmental problems, and are better able 
     to work effectively with dischargers to address problems.                  
                                                                                
     Uniform Great Lakes regulation is advocated on the basis of an ecosystem   
     approach, as if the entire Great Lakes basin were a single homogeneous     
     ecosystem.  The reality is that there are ecological differences between   
     areas in the Great Lakes basin which require different regulatory          
     responses.  Uniform regulation ignores this fact, and in effect, regulates 
     to the worst case scenario.  This is environmentally unnecessary and overly
     costly.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.004    
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     See response to comment P2576.196. See response to: P2624.003              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3607L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to delete the use of Tier II criteria for the    
     purpose of establishing enforceable permit limits.  Tier II criteria are   
     based on inadequate scientific data.  The theory behind the use of Tier II 
     criteria is that the very conservative (stringent) nature of these criteria
     will force dischargers to generate additional scientific data.  While the  
     goal is laudable, the method is unfair and inefficient.                    
                                                                                
     The burden of generating the additional data will fall on the unfortunate  
     permittee that is first in line for a permit limit for a particular        
     substance.  The cost of generating sufficient data is estimated by EPA to  
     be as much as $120,000.  Private estimates are much higher.  This amount   
     will be multiplied by the number of Tier II limits proposed and could      
     easily reach staggering levels.  It is unfair to burden a single discharger
     with the cost of this data generation.  The benefits of additional data are
     realized by all citizens, and therefore, the costs should be borne by      
     society at large.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.005    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3607L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The question of how to generate additional scientific data has never been  
     properly debated.  It should be removed from the context of the GLI and    
     debated on its own merits.  If that debate takes place, we are confident   
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     that a reasonable and fair approach can be developed.  One option may be to
     focus efforts on whole-effluent rather than chemical-specific testing.     
     Whole-effluent testing methods are already available for fish and aquatic  
     life.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.006    
     
     Please see response to comments D2741.076, P2585.058, and P2656.058.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G3607L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should also be amended to allow states to establish local or       
     site-specific criteria which are more or less stringent than the GLI       
     criteria.  The ability to establish less stringent criteria is not         
     currently allowed for human health and wildlife.  The inability to make    
     site-specific adjustments, either higher or lower, is at odds with sound   
     science.  Site-specific adjustment would recognize the variability between 
     local ecosystems within the Great Lakes basin, rather than assume          
     uniformity among diverse areas.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.007    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3607L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The bioaccumulation factor (BAF) provisions of the GLI should be removed   
     and given further study outside of a regulatory context.  The BAF model is 
     unproven and should not be used to generate criteria which serve as the    
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     basis for enforceable permit limits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.008    
     
     See response to comment G2688.021                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3607L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A system which allows for direct intake credits for background             
     concentrations of substances present in facility supply waters should be   
     included in the GLI.                                                       
                                                                                
     As drafted, the GLI could force a permittee to treat and remove a substance
     which is present in the intake water, even if the permittee does not       
     otherwise discharge the substance (except for the amount present in the    
     intake water).  This is unfair to the discharger and will do little to     
     benefit the environment.  The procedures contained in NR 106. Wis. Admin.  
     Code, should be used as a model.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.009    
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3607L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The provisions of the GLI relating to the imposition of limits below the   
     level of detection should be amended to be similar to those contained in NR
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     106, Wis. Admin. Code.  This would allow certain "detects" up to the level 
     of quantitation to be considered to be in compliance.  Further, the GLI's  
     "in-plant" analysis for substances which are discharged at less than the   
     detection level should be eliminated.  As currently drafted, this provision
     could interject the agency into manufacturing operations in an             
     unprecedented and unlawful way.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.010    
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3607L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to reflect a mixing zone policy similar to that  
     contained in NR 106, Wis. Admin. Code.  This would allow the use of mixing 
     zones for all substances, including acute mixing zones or zones of initial 
     dilution, and would use reasonable flow assumptions.                       
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.011    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3607L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI eliminates the use of mixing zones for BCCs.  This is unnecessarily
     conservative and has the effect of making effluent limits much more        
     stringent than needed.                                                     
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     Response to: G3607L.012    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3607L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones are protective of public health and the environment when      
     properly developed.  If a debate is to be held regarding mixing zone       
     policy, it should take place nationally within the context of the Clean    
     Water Act reauthorization.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.013    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196. See response to comment D2679.016.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: G3607L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The total maximum daily load (TMDL) procedure is, in our opinion,          
     fundamentally flawed.  While the concept makes some sense theoretically, it
     fails in practical application.  It assumes that all sources can be        
     regulated in the same manner as point sources.   The reality is that       
     nonpoint and air deposition sources cannot be regulated effectively in the 
     same way as point sources.  It is impossible to allocate loadings to these 
     sources because it is impossible to create an effective compliance         
     mechanism.  This is tacitly acknowledged in the preamble when an expanded  
     margin of safety is advocated in the absence of good data on nonpoint      
     sources.  This approach is totally unacceptable to point source            
     dischargers.  EPA is failing to meet its responsibility to regulate other  
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     sources of pollution and is compensating by over-regulating point sources. 
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.014    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G3607L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to increase the minimum threshold for determining
     a "significant lowering" from 10% to 33% of assimilative capacity.  In     
     addition, this measurement should be based on concentration, rather than   
     mass.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.015    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3607L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The imposition of existing effluent quality (EEQ) limits as a means to     
     administer the restriction on any increase in bioaccumulating chemicals of 
     concern should be deleted.  The use of EEQ limits effectively overrides    
     implementation procedures which may indicate that no limit is necessary to 
     protect public health or the environment.  Further, the Clean Water Act    
     does not authorize the imposition of EEQ limits.                           
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.016    
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     See responses to comment D2098.021 and D2589.041.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G3607L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains a "catch all" provision which allows the determination of 
     "significant lowering" to be made based on undefined criteria.  This is an 
     overly broad grant of discretion and should be eliminated.  This is a prime
     example of the regulatory uncertainty noted in the DRI/McGraw Hill study.  
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.017    
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2589.043.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3607L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be clearly stated in the GLI that the antidegradation procedures 
     do not affect the imposition of a permit limit in the first instance.      
     Implementation procedures should cover establishment of the initial limit. 
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.018    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3607L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to add a definite end to the process which would 
     specify if and how a limit will be established.  As currently drafted,     
     there is no guarantee that an increased discharge will be allowed if a     
     discharger meets all of the requirements.  This is an overly broad grant of
     authority to the agency and another example of regulatory uncertainty.     
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.019    
     
     EPA disagrees that a definite end to the process antidegradation process is
     lacking.  The endpoint is the decision by the State or Tribe to allow or   
     deny a request to lower water quality.  It is not possible to provide a    
     step-by-step process that, if followed, will result in a request to lower  
     water quality being granted.  This is true for a number of reasons.  First,
     merely accomplishing the administrative requirements does not ensure that  
     the information provided in support of lowering water quality is sufficient
     to justify a deicsion to allow a lowering of water quality.  Second,       
     antidegradation is inherently case- specific with the ultimate goal being  
     to accomodate economic growth while minimizing environmental impacts.  In  
     some instances, information provided early in a demonstration may suggest  
     productive new avenues of consideration or new possibilities that merit    
     review prior to making a final decision. Finally, public participation is  
     an important factor in any decision regarding lower water quality.  An     
     assured outcome based on completion of certain steps and meaningful        
     opportunities for public participation are incompatible.                   
                                                                                
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G3607L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains a requirement that if a significant lowering of water     
     quality is determined, a pollution prevention analysis must be undertaken  
     that includes specified alternatives.  This includes a mandatory analysis  
     of manufacturing process changes.  The mandatory examination of            
     manufacturing processes included in the GLI interjects the regulatory      
     agency into a business operation in an unprecedented way and should be     
     deleted.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.020    
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: G3607L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains a soci-economic importance test which includes only       
     traditional "positive" measures, such as increased employment and personal 
     income.  These measures do not cover all of the situations which may       
     justify an increased discharge.  It may, for example, be necessary to      
     increase a discharge to maintain the competitive position of a company (the
     addition of new, more efficient machinery), enven though there will be no  
     associated employment growth.  This provision should be amended to include 
     nontraditional competitive and efficiency measures.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3607L.021    
     
     See responses to comments D1996.044 and D2669.011.                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the final Guidance includes sufficient flexibility for States 
     and Tribes to address a situation like the one described by the commenter. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3611L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if one presumes that existing regulations are insufficient, the       
     proposed GLI has serious technical and scientific inadequacies.  According 
     to states' biennial water quality reports, for example, GLI toxins are not 
     responsible for any impairments in drinking water or swimming in the Great 
     Lakes.  Regarding fish consumpition advisories, a report prepared for the  
     Council of Great Lakes.  Regarding fish consumption advisories, a report   
     prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors reveals that             
     implementation of GLI would not result in any advisories being lifted.     
     This is due to the fact that industrial point sources contribute far less  
     to Great Lakes pollution than non-point sources - which the proposed GLI   
     does not address.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.Comment G3611L.001                       
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2859.120.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3611L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's antidegradation provisions would have the effect of penalizing   
     facilities with good environmental records by imposing more stringent      
     discharge limits than those imposed on facilities with poor records.  EPA's
     current regulations adequately address antidegradation and should be       
     retained in place of those in the proposed GLI.                            
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G3611L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The basis for the GLI's bioaccumulation factors (BAF) is an unproven model,
     which EPA's Science Advisory Board has criticized as inadequate for        
     establishing water quality criteria.  Only, BAF's based on actual fish     
     tissue measurements should be permitted as basis to derive water quality   
     standards or chemicals in need of special control.                         
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.003    
     
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs.  Field- measured data  
     are the most accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a          
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the actual impacts
     of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting 
     them through use of a model.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA however disagrees that the model used to derive FCMs is unproven or    
     inadequate.  In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to   
     estimate FCMs instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of   
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3611L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI's reduction and elimination of mixing zones ignores the   
     scientific relationship between concentrations and exposure time with      
     respect to aquatic toxicity.  Current EPA policy, as reflected in NPDES    
     permits, correctly recognizes that mixing zones are a sound way to protect 
     water quality while avoiding unnecessary treatment costs.  Mixing zones    

Page 6557



$T044618.TXT
     should be retained.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.004    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3611L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's proposed new method of establishing water quality criteria (Tier 
     II) lacks adequate scientific basis for use in setting legally enforceable 
     NPDES limits.  As recommended by EPA's Science Advisory Board, the Tier II 
     values should be severely restricted in their application and not used to  
     generate permit limits.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.005    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3611L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers will be required to remove substances which they did not add to
     their facilities' supply waters, if such substances are regulated by its   
     NPDES permit.  Without direct intake credits, a facility could be barred   
     from discharging even at levels below the intake water.  Indeed, water     
     meeting EPA drinking water standards would not necessarily comply with     
     GLI's discharge requirements.  Direct intake credits for background        
     concentrations of substances in supply water are essential as a matter of  
     simple fairness.                                                           
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     Response to: G3611L.006    
     
     Response to: G3611L.006: This comment raises the same intake removal issue 
     as comment D2798.058 and is addressed in the response to that comment.  See
     generally, SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3611L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed GLI, the allowable limits for some materials could be   
     set below detectable levels.  It is legally and scientifically             
     unjustifiable to set limits which cannot even be measured.  No criteria    
     should be included in the GLI that are less than the generally accepted and
     achievable laboratory detection limits for pollutants.                     
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.007    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G3611L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI's uniform basinwide requirements wrongly presume that the 
     entire Great Lakes basin is a single, uniform ecosystem.  This presumption 
     is contrary to the actual conditions in the basin, and results in GLI      
     requirements which are unnecessarily stringent and costly.  States should  
     have greater flexibility to set local or site-specific water quality       
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     criteria which differ from basinwide standards.                            
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.008    
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C.4 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3611L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without the significant revisions outlined above, the proposed GLI will    
     impose an economic compliance burden which far exceeds the projected       
     environmental benefits.  Although Pennsylvania has less than 2% of the     
     Great Lakes basin's dischargers, the projected loss in manufacturing output
     is ten times the direct cost of compliance.  The primary metals industries,
     which include foundries, will have the heaviest burden in compliance costs 
     at a time when we can least afford it.  Foundries generally are            
     independent, closely-held small businesses with low profit margins and high
     fixed costs.  Access to capital has always been difficult for the          
     metalcasting industry.  In the past decade, the number and employment      
     levels of Pennsylvania foundries has declined by almost half.  As small    
     businesses, foundries are the most vulnerable primary metals firms to new  
     economic burdens.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.009    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3611L.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Pennsylvania municipalities are no better equipped to absorb GLI's         
     compliance costs than metalcasters.  The city of Erie, for example,        
     estimates its capital costs alone will exceed $175 million to comply with  
     GLI.  Such economic burdens will have a chilling effect on industrial      
     development and municipal growth in northwest Pennsylvania.  The financial 
     and regulatory difficulties entailed by the proposed GLI are especially    
     unpalatable in light of the absence of parallel programs by Canada.        
     Indeed, almost 60% of Canada's industry is located in the Great Lakes      
     basin.  When combined with the numerous agricultural non-point sources,    
     Canada's impact on the Great Lakes basin is considerable.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3611L.010    
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3613L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Board of Supervisors' opposition to the Proposed Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Guidance Initiative stems from several general concerns, including:
     disagreement on actual costs of compliance, and the fact that many         
     technical questions remain unanswered.  Overall, the greatest concern      
     revolves around the fact that the potential exists for higher treatment    
     costs throughout Jefferson County for both municipalities and industries,  
     thereby adversely impacting the competitive business position of the       
     County.  The dubious benefit that may be derived from the level of         
     regulation that the initiative demands further strengthens the County's    
     objective.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3613L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.045, D2587.014, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3615.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Authority contends that the WQG will have a direct and negative impact 
     upon the Authority, and that it may be forced to spend in excess of $200   
     million to upgrade its Wastewater Treatment Plant (Treatment Plant) to     
     comply with the proposed regulations.  Yet this expenditure will largely be
     without discernable benefit to the Authority, its service area residents,  
     or the Great Lakes.  This contention is based upon our interpretation of   
     the WQG, and knowledge that the document does not address the major        
     source(s) of contamination within the basin:  non-point sources.           
     
     
     Response to: G3615.001     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3615.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA has proposed a new set of water quality criteria (WQC) based on  
     what they admit are scientifically and statistically invalid criteria:  The
     Tier II criteria.  This is poor scientific reasoning, and the Authority is 
     opposed to the use of Tier II values in establishing WQC.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3615.002     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3615.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Buffalo Sewer Authority fails to understand the logic behind using Tier
     II WQC, since the USEPA has historically established SPDES (NPDES) limits  
     on the basis of scientifically demonstrated connections between given      
     pollutants and aquatic species mortality.  If USEPA lacks adequate data to 
     establish scientifically defensible and lawful WQC, then those WQC should  
     be eliminated from the draft WQG.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3615.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3615.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the Buffalo Sewer Authority's Treatment Plant must operate under a   
     legally enforceable SPDES (NPDES) permit limit, the Authority maintains    
     that USEPA should use only lawful and scientifically defensible Tier I     
     criteria in establishing the basis for the specific limits.                
     
     
     Response to: G3615.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3615.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The avowed purpose of the draft Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is to   
     reduce and/or eliminate Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC) in the  
     Great Lakes basin.  If this is true, then USEPA needs to control both point
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     and non-point sources of BCCs.  Yet, despite evidence that non-point       
     sources account for up to 90% of some BCCs, USEPA has elected to control   
     only point sources.  The Authority fails to see the logic in this.         
     
     
     Response to: G3615.005     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including those addressing other nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3615.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See table on Page 2 of document.                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From the above table, it is obvious that USEPA's approach to BCC control is
     flawed, since many BCCs are of non-point source origin such as rainfall,   
     street run-off, or other atmospheric contribution.  Consequently, it would 
     appear that the proposed WQG will do little to reduce the major sources of 
     pollutants entering the Great Lakes basin.  Thus, USEPA must either        
     forestall or abandon its proposed point-source control program unless and  
     until the issue of non-point source contributions to the Great Lakes has   
     been addressed.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3615.006     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3615.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The point versus non-point source issue has a direct impact upon the       
     Buffalo Sewer Authority.  The Authority's Treatment Plant will be required 
     to remove non-point source pollutants originating from street run-off,     
     drinking water and non-point sources because the Authority's sewer system  
     is 95 percent combined storm and sanitary sewers.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3615.007     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3615.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA has attempted to alleviate concerns over the cost of compliance  
     with the Great Lakes WQC by contending that municipal POTWs, such as the   
     Buffalo Sewer Authority WTFs, would not have to install additional         
     treatment equipment, since municipal industrial pretreatment programs (IPP)
     could be effectively used to control BCCs at the source.                   
                                                                                
     The Authority contends that this would not be the case, since historical   
     IPP information has not identified industrial source(s) which contribute   
     BCCs.  In fact, some BCCs are already strictly limited under the           
     Authority's existing IPP.  Yet, in spite of this, the Authority has        
     identified ten (10) pollutants for which it must develop treatment systems 
     in order to comply with the proposed WQG:                                  
                                                                                
     Mercury                                                                    
     Phenol                                                                     
     Chlordane                                                                  
     Bis(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate                                                 
     Zinc                                                                       
     Chromium                                                                   
     Selenium                                                                   
     Cyanide                                                                    
     Silver                                                                     
     Cadmium                                                                    
                                                                                
     Since the Authority cannot pass the burden of compliance back to industry, 
     the economic burden will reside with all Buffalo Sewer Authority users.    
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     Response to: G3615.008     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3615.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One potential reason for the inability to identify specific industrial     
     sources of BCC pollutants is that, in many cases, the intake (source)      
     water, which both industries and the Buffalo Sewer Authority utilize,      
     contain BCCs that exceed the proposed WQG limits.  This includes the       
     drinking water which the Buffalo Water Authority draws from the Niagara    
     River.  As a result, it is difficult to differentiate between background   
     levels of contaminants and low level industrial contributions at the BCC   
     levels being proposed by USEPA.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3615.009     
     
     EPA interprets this comment to refer to a requirement in the proposal that 
     a facility must not add mass of a pollutant to that already in the intake  
     water in order to qualify for consideration of intake pollutants (the      
     reasonable potential test), and the difficulty of making that demonstration
     in the case of POTWs.  The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, allows for 
     consideration of intake pollutants in establishing WQBELs and provides for 
     "no net addition" limits in certain situations where the facility adds mass
     of the pollutant.  Thus, facilities are not automatically precluded from   
     the intake pollutant procedures if they fail to demonstrate that they don't
     add mass.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: G3615.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     This issue is especially disturbing to the Authority, given the non-point  
     source of many BCCs and the historical position of USEPA that facilities   
     have not been held liable for eliminating chemicals over which they have no
     control.  This tradition appears about to be reversed, and the Buffalo     
     Sewer Authority must question USEPA's legal basis for requiring the        
     treatment of pollutants not added by either the Authority or its industrial
     users.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3615.010     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3615.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed WQG, the Authority will need to install advanced        
     processing technologies to treat and remove background levels of           
     contaminants in order to achieve proposed discharge criteria levels it.    
     Consequently, the Authority is adamant that USEPA recognize the historical 
     validity of intake credits, and they become a part of the final WQG.       
     
     
     Response to: G3615.011     
     
     See generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. Also see responses to comment     
     D2657.006 and D1711.015.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3615.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed WQC will eliminate mixing zones for BCCs over time, and       
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     severly restrict the use of mixing zones for non-BCCs.  The logic for this 
     policy change is unclear, since it ignores the widely accepted observation 
     that aquatic life is generally neither resident in, nor attracted to, a    
     mixing zone.  Furthermore, mixing zones have virtually nothing to do with  
     limiting either mass loading to, or concentrations within, the Great Lakes.
     
     
     Response to: G3615.012     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3615.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed WQG, the allowable discharge limits for several BCCs    
     will be set at "less than detection limit."  This raises the interesting   
     specter of the Authority being subjected to permit levels that can't be    
     accurately measured or even detected.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3615.013     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3615.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under this proposal the Buffalo Sewer Authority's Treatment Plant will     
     either be forced to develop monitoring methodologies for certain pollutants
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     that are undetectable under current technology, or run the risk of not     
     knowing the status of its compliance with respect to its SPDES permit.     
     Alternative monitoring technology such as bioaccumulative testing of       
     aquatic species, or Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) testing, generally lacks 
     the scientifically valid protocol for interpretation  Consequently, the    
     Buffalo Sewer Authority will find its potential for liability for permit   
     violations increased on the basis of parameters for which no valid         
     measurement criteria exist.  This is both poor science and poor            
     legislation.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3615.014     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3615.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economic impact of the draft WQG is potentially devastating and appears
     to have been significantly understated by USEPA.  Consider the following:  
     The USEPA has estimated the annual cost of compliance at approximately $192
     million.  This appears absurdly low because the Authority alone may have to
     spend in excess of $200 million to build tertiary treatment facilities,    
     with a corresponding increase in annual Operation and Maintenance (O&M) in 
     the Great Lakes basin, the magnitude of the error in estimating costs      
     escalates.  This is even more apparent when industrial groups such as the  
     Chemical Manufacturers Association add their compliance estimates (30% to  
     85% of USEPA's annual cost projection) to the figures.                     
     
     
     Response to: G3615.015     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3615.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  RIA/BEN
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, the Buffalo Sewer Authority feels that the proposed Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance, in its present form, will have a direct      
     negative impact upon the Authority, its service area residents, and its    
     industries.  As currently configured, the WQG will force the Authority to  
     add additional treatment technology to its facility.  This will be very    
     expensive and this cost will be passed on to our users.  So, the           
     Congressmen and Senators who vote in favor of the WQG will actually be     
     voting for a tax increase albeit disguised as a user fee.  And, to what    
     benefit?  Even if the Authority expends the amounts projected, BCCs will   
     not be materially reduced within the basin, since the major source of these
     contaminants are non-point source in origin.  Given this, the Authority    
     fails to understand how USEPA projects that there will be a net positive   
     benefit from adoption of the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance in its     
     present format.  Until and unless USEPA addresses the concerns outlined in 
     this response, the Buffalo Sewer Authority must go on record as opposing   
     the WQG.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3615.016     
     
     For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see Sections
     I, II and IX of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3616.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health-Exposure Assumptions and Risk                                 
                                                                                
     We are concerned that the fish consumptions assumptions used in the        
     guidance will not protect a significant portion of the human population in 
     the Great Lakes Region.  The guidance proposes an assumed weight of 70     
     kilograms (154 pounds) and a consumption rate of 15 grams per day of Great 
     Lakes sport caught fish.  We do not believe these assumptions adequately   
     protect many sport anglers and subsistence anglers whose consumption       
     exceeds the proposed level.  We would suggest a revision of the consumption
     rate assumption to reflect the 95th percentile of Great Lakes sport        
     anglers, the population most at risk from contaminated fish.  Although this
     consumption level has not been determined through detailed research, we    
     assume that it would be in the range of 25 to 40 grams per day.            
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     Response to: G3616.001     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3616.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also recommend that the relationship between body weight and consumption
     be examined to determine if the assumption implicit in the proposal, that  
     smaller individuals will consume proportionately less fish, proves to be   
     correct.  If not, then some individuals in high consumption populations may
     be exposed to unacceptable levels of toxic compounds considered safe within
     the existing assumptions.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3616.002     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G3616.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances                                                                  
                                                                                
     While we are prepared to accept limited use of variances to account for    
     conditions not explicitly dealt with in the guidance, we are very concerned
     that, absent more detailed conditions than those outlined in the GLI       
     guidance, they will be over-utilized by the administering states.  We      
     recommend that EPA further define the application of variances to insure   
     that they are only used under exceptional circumstances.  We further       
     recommend that variances be nonrenewable unless substantial justification  
     for their continuance is provided by the permit holder.  Open ended        
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     variances are contrary to the conceptual basis for the GLI guidance.       
     
     
     Response to: G3616.003     
     
     EPA has provided for public participation and EPA oversight in the final   
     Guidance.  In addition, variance renewal requirements in the final Guidance
     are the same as the requirements for initial application for a variance.   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3616.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     We emphasize our support for the phase-out of mixing zones for those       
     contaminants on the list of Bioaccumulative Contaminants of Concern (BCCs).
     
     
     Response to: G3616.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3616.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     The concept of intake credits will likely be a contentious issue.  We are  
     not philosophically opposed to allowing dischargers "credit" for pollutants
     in intake water provided that additional quantities of the contaminants in 
     questions are not added within the facility and the receiving waters are   
     the same as the source water.  However, in cases where the receiving water 
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     is a body other than the source, facilities should be required to meet     
     applicable water quality standards.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3616.005     
     
     EPA agrees that different considerations apply when the source of the      
     intake pollutant is a different body of water and that special             
     consideration of intake pollutants applicable to pollutants from the same  
     body of water are not warranted.  See SID at VIII.E.4-5.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3616.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II Concept                                                            
                                                                                
     We are fully in support of the use of Tier II values as proposed in the GLI
     guidance.  We feel that the additional protection offered by the Tier II   
     procedures is reasonable in light of the uncertainty inherent in their     
     derivation.  We also recommend that EPA, in association with permittees and
     other interested organizations, move swiftly to develop Tier I criteria for
     those contaminants presently covered under Tier II.  This responsibility,  
     however, should not rest solely with EPA.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3616.006     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3616.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonpoint Sources                                                           
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     We recognize that the proposed GLI guidance was developed primarily to deal
     with point sources and that this is a major deficiency in the proposal.    
     Nonpoint source constitute a major threat to Great Lakes water quality.    
     EPA and the Great Lakes states should immediately begin development of a   
     "Phase II GLI" to deal with nonpoint source issues while moving forward    
     with the implementation of the proposed GLI guidance.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3616.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance was developed solely to deal with     
     point sources of pollution.  EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses
     both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. For a discussion of the      
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID 
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G3618.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the costs of the implementation of the Guidance has, in our opinion, been  
     grossly under estimated by EPA and will have substantial economic          
     consequences for the Great Lakes region and Michigan in particular.  As an 
     example, EPA's high and estimate of the cost to implement the Guidance is  
     $505 million per year.  After stating that the Steam Electric Industry     
     Category accounts for over 70% of the flow discharged to the Great Lakes,  
     EPA did not assign any cost of implementation to the Steam Electric        
     Industry.  The recently published "Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Draft 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative for the Electric Utility Industry"    
     prepare by ENSR Consulting and Engineering for an ad hoc group of Great    
     Lakes utilities estimates compliance with the Guidance will require in     
     excess of $1.4 billion of new capital investment by the Great Lakes        
     utilities and $200 million in additional annual operating costs.  These    
     estimates assume the industry will receive a full intake credit for its    
     once through cooling water.  Should that not be the case, the cost of      
     implementation increases to $13 billion in new capital investment and $890 
     million in additional annual operating costs.  Other studies by other      
     industries and municipal groups appear to also indicate EPA's estimate is  
     not even close to the actual cost of implementation.  If it could be       
     demonstrated that substantial benefits were to be derived, the cost might  
     be justified, but, in this case, the results will not even be directly     
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     measurable.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3618.001     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G3618.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the guiding principals of the Clean Water Act was that the law and  
     the implementing regulations should not cause economic dislocations.       
     Clearly, the Guidance violates this principal by placing the Great Lakes   
     States and particularly Michigan, which is entirely within the Great Lakes 
     basin, at a disadvantage in competing for industrial growth and retention  
     because of excessive regulatory costs.  There is a significant possibility 
     that economic development in Michigan will be disrupted as a result of the 
     implementation of this guidance.  Many industries likely will eventually   
     relocate elsewhere and new industries will be discouraged.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3618.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3618.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps the most basic issue to the Detroit Edison Company and other       
     utilities is the issue of intake credits.  Because many of the proposed    
     Water Quality Criteria are at or below existing levels presently found in  
     Great Lakes water, the specter of having to treat existing once-through    
     cooling water discharges to remove toxic materials that were not added by  
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     the utility raises significant policy and equity issues.  Neither utilities
     nor utility ratepayers have control over background water quality.         
     Although the proposed Guidance does provide for intake credits and sets    
     criteria for obtaining those credits, the test appears to be difficult, if 
     not impossible, to meet.  The Company recommends that the proposed Guidance
     be modified to clearly provide automatic intake credits for once-through   
     cooling water.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3618.003     
     
     The intake pollutants in once-through cooling water issue is the same as   
     that from comment D2592.031 and is addressed in the response to that       
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3618.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of a special set of guidance for the category of               
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC) can not be supported from a     
     technical or policy basis.  The selection criteria for a BCC appears       
     arbitrary.  There is a serious question as to a need for a special category
     of chemicals that are regulated in a more stringent manner when the Water  
     Quality Criteria established for these chemicals already limits their      
     discharge to levels below our ability to measure.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3618.004     
     
     See response to: D2587.073                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3618.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 6576



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     The phase out of mixing zones for BCC's can not be scientifically          
     supported, will not significantly reduce the input of toxics to the Great  
     Lakes, will result in unwarranted and unnecessary treatment costs, and     
     should be deleted from the Guidance.  Does the adding of one molecule of a 
     BCC, you can not measure, really constitute a significant lowering of water
     quality particularly for an element such as mercury which is naturally     
     present?  We would suggest that the entire concept of BCCs is an           
     unnecessary complication in the Guidance and should be eliminated.         
     
     
     Response to: G3618.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3618.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of Existing Effluent Quality as a basis for establishing permit
     limits does not balance costs and environmental benefits.  Decreasing the  
     mass loadings of many substances which are macro and trace nutrients will  
     often not improve water quality.  Furthermore, the result of the Existing  
     Effluent Quality initiative is likely to be different than that intended.  
     It has been pointed out that the use of Existing Effluent Quality penalizes
     the good performer who discharges as little toxic material as possible, but
     we believe implementation of the concept will actually result in an        
     increase in the discharge of toxics to the Great Lakes, not the decrease   
     that is intended.  The wrong message is being given to dischargers.  That  
     message is - discharge as much toxics as possible under your existing      
     permit in order to protect your future ability to discharge the residual   
     toxics in your treated effluent.  This is counter productive and the entire
     concept of Existing Effluent Quality should be deleted from the Guidance.  
     
     
     Response to: G3618.006     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3618.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of single point data to establish Tier II values for chemicals     
     where only limited toxicity data exists is not scientifically valid and is 
     inappropriate.  The single value and the associated large safety factors   
     assure that the resulting permit limits to be derived from Tier II values  
     will be extremely conservative and over protective.  If and when sufficient
     data is developed either by the discharger or others, antibacksliding      
     considerations will make it impossible for a discharger to obtain an       
     appropriately less stringent permit limit.  This could make the original   
     discharger non-competitive with other new dischargers discharging the same 
     material to the same water body.  There is a question of equity here.  The 
     applicability of antibacksliding regulations to Tier II based permit limits
     needs resolution before the concept is implemented.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3618.007     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G362.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. How was the $80 million to $505 million compliance figures shown on pg. 
     20987 arrived at?                                                          
     2. For the City of Erie wastewater treatment expenses are expected to      
     increase from the current $3.6 million to $31.5 million and for the        
     townships from the current $2.2 million to $19.25 million.  That is a 775% 
     increase.  In Harborcreek the sewer rate is $30.00/quarter or $114.00/year 
     if paid by Feb. 1, 1993.  Multiplying 114 by 8.75 for a 775% increase makes
     the new bill $997.50.  How will this be paid for?                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G362.001      
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G362.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. In 1991 the Steering Committee of the Great Lakes National Program      
     Office voted to approve the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance for         
     publication in the Federal Register, but they made it clear that the       
     approval didn't constitute endorsement of the guidance and they maintained 
     the right to comment on it.  What kind of comments were made?  The US EPA  
     Science Advisory Board Dec. 1992 Report Evaluation of the Guidance System  
     for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative recommended that the EPA also 
     include non point sources and actively involve Canadian interests.  Pg.    
     20826 says there should be full public review and comment on SAB issues.   
     There have been numerous concerns on this document.  A January 15, 1993    
     letter of James Macrae Jr., Acting Administrator & Deputy Administrator of 
     Office of Information & Regulation Affairs listed 5 concerns one of which  
     was "EPA has failed to estimate properly the costs of this rule or to      
     describe the benefits that might result."                                  
                                                                                
     An informed public can be in a better position to help the EPA plus have   
     ownership in the decision.  Your favorable response to this request will be
     appreciated.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G362.002      
     
     See Sections I and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3620.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of pollutants to be regulated should include ALL toxins that cause
     birth defects and deformities in wildlife.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3620.001     
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     See response to: P2742.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3620.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones should start earlier.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3620.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3620.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of dilution for all persistent toxic pollutants should be phased   
     out completely.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3620.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3622.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Hart has been reviewing information regarding the Great Lakes  
     Initiative and would respectfully request that you consider comments       
     presented by the Michigan Municipal League to modify the G.L.I.            
                                                                                
     The City of Hart has just completed an expansion and upgrading of its      
     wastewater treatement plant and it is believed that the comments submitted 
     by the Michigan Municipal League would minimize the impact on our plant.   
     
     
     Response to: G3622.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3625.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As you know, only 5% to 10% of toxic materials getting into the waters of  
     the Great Lakes come from industrial and municipal treatment plants.  The  
     vast majority of toxic substances getting into our lake system come from   
     the air, the natural environment, contaminated sediments and urban and     
     rural runoff.  Yet the proposed Initiative does nothing about these        
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3625.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3625.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What we know the proposed Great Lakes Initiative will do is cost           
     municipalities and industries hundreds and millions of dollars which will  
     result in only minimal reductions in toxic emissions.  In my own community 
     of Green Bay, Wisconsin, the projected costs of meeting the requirements of
     the Initiative by our local treatment plant could be as high as $235       
     million.  When you are asking the taxpayers to shell out that kind of      
     money, you have to ask the question of whether the proposal is cost        
     effective.                                                                 
                                                                                
     I believe that a goal of getting other Great Lakes states to set water     
     quality standards like we have in Wisconsin would be far more responsible  
     than to take a more radical approach that few, if any, states, communities 
     and industries can meet.  We all want environmental protection, but        
     attempts at reaching that goal should be workable and cost effective.      
     
     
     Response to: G3625.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3685L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goal of protecting the water quality of the Great Lakes should be      
     achieved in the most cost-effective manner possible.  The toxic pollution  
     currently existing in the Great Lakes ecosystem is a result of point and   
     nonpoint source pollution from the past.  For this reason, background      
     levels of toxic pollutants are often present in intake water at industrial 
     or POTW sites.  While the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative is an       
     appropriate vehicle for preventing future pollution, it is an inappropriate
     vehicle for addressing the remains of past pollution.  Existing pollution  
     can more appropriately be addressed through remedial action plans and other
     remediation efforts.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3685L.001    
     
     These issues are addressed in the discussion of intake credits in the SID  
     at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3685L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In this regard, we would strongly urge the adoption in the GLWQG of        
     provisions clarifying that dischargers will not be responsible for removing
     pollutants that were present in intake water.  A discharger should be      
     eligible for an intake credit for the level of a pollutant already present 
     in the intake water, even if the discharger adds a deminimus amount of that
     pollutant to the waste stream, as long as the facility's ultimate discharge
     contains no more of the pollutant that the level in the intake.            
     
     
     Response to: G3685L.002    
     
     This is the same as comment G3378.002 and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3685L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are significantly more cost-effective ways of clean up existing      
     pollution than to filter water through paper plants and POTWs.             
     
     
     Response to: G3685L.003    
     
     EPA encourages States and Tribes to develop TMDLs or comparable remediation
     and assessment plans as provided in procedure 3.A. of appendix F to        
     identify cost-effective solutions for attaining water quality standards.   
     See generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  Also see response to comment     
     D2657.006.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

Page 6583



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3685L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In reviewing the comments of various groups regarding the GLWQG, several   
     have mentioned that point source contributions to Great Lakes pollution are
     small relative to nonpoint sources.  We wholeheartedly agree that point    
     sources should not be singled out for exclusive treatment in EPA's efforts 
     to address the full realm of Great Lakes pollution.  We urge EPA to        
     continue efforts to reduce pollution loading in the Great Lakes Basin by   
     addressing nonpoint sources as well.  It is our understanding the EPA      
     intends to do so in the near future.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3685L.004    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3685L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where possible, incentives should be provided through the GLWQI to         
     encourage industry to develop and use site-specific pollution prevention   
     technologies in their processes.  In-process pollution prevention          
     innovations are much preferable, and often less costly, than end-of-pipe   
     treatment.  Such incentives could serve as an important catalyst for       
     technological advances in the private sector which will not only help      
     reduce the costs of GLI implementation, but help increase the competitive  
     advantage of the U.S. firms in the field of pollution technology.          
     
     
     Response to: G3685L.005    
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance promotes pollution prevention practices as  
     discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3685L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers should not be penalized for being more environmentally         
     progressive than their permits require.  In this regard, we have concerns  
     about the unintended consequences of the antidegradation portion of the    
     GLWQG.  One of the provisions of the antidegradation policy requires that  
     limitations on the amount of discharge of certain chemicals be based on the
     amount currently being discharged, even if that amount is below the limits 
     currently set by the discharger's permit.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3685L.006    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3685L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, we agree that discharge of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern
     (BCCs) ought to be brought to a minimum, if not eliminated all together.   
     However, in the process of achieving that goal, the GLWQG should assure    
     that there is no disincentive for a permittee to reduce their discharge    
     below levels specified in their permit.  As currently constructed, the     
     GLWQG contains such a disincentive, and should therefore be modified to    
     address this concern.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3685L.007    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G3686.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE PROCESS:                                                               
                                                                                
     The 1987 Clean Water Act established EPA's Great Lakes National Program    
     Office to design and carry out the GLWQI.  This office then established    
     three committees to develop the initiative:  "...a steering committee,     
     comprised of the water program directors of the eight Great Lakes states as
     well as representatives from EPA Regions II, III, and V; a technical       
     workgroup, made up of scientific and technical staff from the Great Lakes  
     states, EPA and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; and a public           
     participation group...The Technical workgroup began meeting in late        
     1990..."  (WE & T, JUN 1993).  The GREAT LAKES CRITICAL PROGRAMS ACT of    
     1990 directed the EPA to publish in the Federal Register their work in this
     regard by June 30, 1991 and made compliance by the states mandatory.  At   
     the end of 1991, under pressure stemming from the missed mandated deadline,
     the steering committee of the Great Lakes National Program Office voted to 
     approve the release of the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance (GLWQG) for  
     publication "...although resolution had not been reached on many issues and
     some sections were incomplete.  Committee representatives from the states  
     made it clear in their resolution that this approval did not constitute an 
     endorsement of the guidance, and they maintained the right to comment of   
     the GLWQG during the public comment period..." (WE & T, JUN 1993).  The    
     USEPA released the draft guidance to the Office of Management and Budget   
     (OMB) in September, 1992.  The National Wildlife Federation then sued the  
     USEPA because of the missed mandated deadlines and demanded publication in 
     the Federal Register of the draft GLWQG.  As a result of that suit, the    
     USEPA was ordered to publish the draft guidance by April 15, 1993.  In     
     January of 1993, OMB suspended its review of the GLWQG stating that EPA had
     not sufficiently demonstrated the need for such regulations.  Regardless of
     all the above, the USEPA published the draft GLWQG in the Federal Register 
     on April 16, 1993, one day after the court ordered deadline.  This is not a
     success story as it relates to "the process."                              
     
     
     Response to: G3686.001     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Section I.C of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3686.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     FOCUS SEEMS TO HAVE BEEN LOST:                                             
                                                                                
     In 1986, the Great Lakes Toxic Substances Control Agreement was signed by  
     the Governors of the eight Great Lakes states.  Its goal was               
     "...consistency for both environmental protection and economic             
     competitiveness...".  Remedial action plans (RAPs) and lakewide management 
     plans (LaMPs) were born, and these plans have had significant              
     accomplishments.  Their emphasis is "...on identifying the major sources of
     these pollutants and concentrating regulatory efforts where they will have 
     the most impact...".                                                       
                                                                                
     The GLWQI, as currently drafted, seems to place great emphasis upon point  
     source discharges (municipal as well as industrial) by establishing        
     extremely restrictive discharge limitations for a variety of substances.   
     Significant capital outlays will be required to even attempt to address    
     these proposed restrictions.  For the City of Watertown alone, preliminary 
     estimates indicate that a $34 million capital program would be necessary   
     and that this program would generate an additional annual $4.5 million     
     operation and maintenance expenditure.  The USEPA estimates that the GLWQI 
     will result in somewhere between $80 and $500 million expenditures for the 
     eight Great Lakes states.  The American Iron and Steel Institute, however, 
     applied the GLWQG standards to a single facility and found that it would   
     generate up to $102 million in additional expenditures for that one        
     facility alone.  Compounding the economic impact is the fact that          
     "secondary" or "multiplier" effects have not yet been incorporated into the
     evaluation.  Here, I speak of the effects upon the market place, employment
     statistics, etc., when industries and municipalities are suddenly faced    
     with millions of dollars of additional and unrecoverable expenses.  The EPA
     estimates are considered to be significantly understated.                  
                                                                                
     There was a time when point source dischargers were the significant        
     contributor of toxic pollutants of concern.  The construction grants       
     programs of the 1960's and 70's, the pretreatment programs of the 80's,    
     coupled with the RAPs and LaMPs of the late 80's and 90's have greatly     
     diminished the impact of point source discharges.  Re-identifying and      
     quantifying the current sources of toxic chemicals of concern is critical, 
     and as stated above, is the primary focus of RAPs and LaMPs.  For example, 
     evidence indicates that from 60% to 80% of the PCB input into the Great    
     Lakes comes from airborne contaminants and non-point sources.  Further, the
     concentration of mercury in precipitation in Minnesota has been mneasured  
     as 100 times greater than that specified as permissible for point source   
     discharges in the GLWQG wildlife criteria.  Is it the intent of the GLWQG  
     to cause treatment facilities to be constructed to treat rainwater?  It has
     been concluded by others that "...even if large capital expenditures are   
     made to reduce discharge levels at end-of-pipe criteria, there is no       
     evidence that any appreciable improvement in the environment will be       
     observed...".  Responding to this observation, the EPA and the Great Lakes 
     states launched the GREAT LAKES TOXIC REDUCTION INITIATIVE (GLTxRI) in     
     February, 1993.  Its focus is to evaluate the contribution and possible    
     control of such sources as air, urban runoff, sediment, accidental spills, 
     and agricultural runoff.                                                   
                                                                                
     "...The development of GLTxRI is of critical importance, but progress is   
     likely to be slow.  Meanwhile, the implementation of the (GLWQI) itself    
     will continue.  For this reason, many representatives of the regulated     
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     community, and even some members of the steering committee, have urged that
     the implementation of the (GLWQI) be postponed until the LaMP process is   
     complete.  In that way, the major sources of chemicals of concern can be   
     identified and quantified so that regulatory efforts - and public and      
     private expenditures - can be applied where they will provide the most     
     benefit to the environment and human health...".                           
                                                                                
     Today's municipal governments are faced with not only limited assets, but  
     waning assets as well.  And with these limited assets, unlimited wants and 
     needs are being demanded by constituents and imposed by the state and      
     federal governments.  The above statement urging a delay in implementation 
     of the GLWQI clearly refocuses upon the initial position of the Great Lakes
     states governors (highlighted in the opening paragraph of this section),   
     and the underlying motive that launched the GLWQI in the first place.  I   
     strongly recommend that the City of Watertown echo this same urging.  There
     is no questioning the fact that the GLWQI, as currently proposed, has the  
     cart way out in front of the horse.                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3686.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that implementation of the Guidance should be delayed   
     for the reasons stated in Sections I.A and I.B of the SID.  EPA believes   
     that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of       
     pollution in a cost-effective manner. For a discussion of the underlying   
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and benefits of implementing  
     the Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how   
     the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,        
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  See also Section IX of the SID for a discussion of the         
     projected costs and benefits.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3686.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TECHNOLOGY:                                                                
                                                                                
     There are serious technical questions, still unreconciled, that challenge  
     the validity of the standards proposed in the draft GLWQG.  This is        
     probably a major reason why the EPA's own committees refused to endorse the
     GLWQG when they were released, a guidance that they, themselves,           
     characterized as "...resolutions not reached...sections were               
     incomplete...".  These questions strike at the very heart of the           
     assumptions that have resulted in the limits proposed for certain          
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     pollutants to be regulated.  In many cases there are only limited data     
     developed to date, or no data at all, resulting in the compounding of      
     conservative assumptions and safety factors and yielding extremely low     
     values for discharge criteria.  So low is the resultant criteria for some  
     pollutants that the technology does not yet exist to even measure it, let  
     alone attempt to treat it.  A list of 35 pollutants of concern as specified
     within the proposed legislation was forwarded to numerous certified        
     laboratories by the City's Industrial Pretreatment Coordinator.  Only one  
     lab responded that they possessed the equipment required to analyze for the
     pollutants of concern, and then they responded for only 29 of the 35.  Of  
     the 29, 14 of the pollutants have limits proposed that are significantly   
     lower than the lab's capability to measure (some by as much as six orders  
     of magnitude).  To reinforce the point being made:  controversial concepts 
     that are unmeasured and/or untested have been developed and form the basis 
     of the GLWQG resulting in the absurd limitations referenced above.  Not    
     only do the technical and scientific communities oppose these concepts, but
     the very USEPA committees that drafted them refuse to endorse them.  This  
     is hardly a "...success story..." in technical content.  What follows are  
     examples of some of these concepts.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3686.003     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G3686.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TIER 1, TIER 2 CRITERIA:                                                   
                                                                                
     Water quality criteria are proposed for three categories:  aquatic life,   
     human health, and wildlife.  Tier 1 criteria are based upon well           
     established and well developed procedures where extensive test data has    
     been accumulated.  Tier 2 criteria were developed to govern those          
     situations where developed procedures and existing test data are "limited."
     The proposed legislation will permit Tier 2 criteria to be developed based 
     upon as little as a single bioassay.  This is considerably less than that  
     required for Tier 1.  For example, "...to generate an aquatic life         
     criterion for a given chemical (for Tier 1), bioassays must be conducted on
     at least eight different families of aquatic biota...".  The significance  
     of this consideration is that if the criterion is based upon only one      
     bioassay, then the lethal concentration for 50% of the test subjects would 
     be divided by 20 to develop a Tier 2 criterion.  Data sets consisting of 2,
     3, 4, 5, 6, and 7 genera with bioassay data would be divided by 13, 8.6,   
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     6.5, 5, 4, and 3.6, respectively.  Hence, Tier 2 criterion may be as much  
     as 5+ times more restrictive simply due to the lack of appropriate testing.
     And this is for the aquatic life category.  The wildlife category requires 
     compounding of conservative assumptions and safety factors that render them
     extremely low.  As a result, it is strongly argued that the mandated safety
     factors incorporated in Tier 2 development intentionally produce criteria  
     that will be overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.                   
                                                                                
     "...The procedures for calculating Tier 2 aquatic life criteria are based  
     on a draft EPA procedure for calculating `advisory levels.'  This draft was
     never finalized, and, according to one of the authors of the procedure,    
     these levels were never intended to be used for establishing National      
     Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit limits...".          
                                                                                
     The GLWQG does enable an applicant to apply for an upgrade of Tier 2       
     criteria to Tier 1.  The testing and data collection necessary, however, is
     estimated to cost between $100,000 and $1,000,000 per criteria.            
     
     
     Response to: G3686.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G3686.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS (BAFs), BIOACCUMULATIVE CHEMICALS OF CONCERN       
     (BCCs), AND THE FOOD CHAIN MULTIPLIER (FCM):                               
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) are a measure of the potential of a chemical
     to accumulate in fish tissue through exposure to both water and food.      
     These factors should be measured in the field on a case by case basis.     
     There are so many variables involved in correctly deriving a BAF that they 
     are, quite necessarily, site specific.  What's true for one area is simply 
     not valid in another due to the fact that any number of variables upon     
     which the BAF depends will also change.  To a large extent, the data simply
     does not exist to correctly determine the BAF.  The GLWQG relies,          
     therefore, upon the food chain multiplier concept (FCM) to develop the     
     "assumed" BAF.  The FCM has it roots in the observation that the amount of 
     a chemical accumulating in fish tissue is greater than the concentration of
     that same chemical in the water or in the food that that fish has consumed.
     As one progresses up the food chain, therefore, the FCM will continually   
     increase the bioaccumulation factor for the next higher species.  By the   
     time one is considering the human health and wildlife categories, the food 
     chain multiplier has had a significant effect upon the "assumed"           
     bioaccumulation factor.  An example of the significance of this, which is  
     cited in literature, is for benzo[a]pyrene that currently has a national   
     discharge standard of 0.031 parts per billion and will find that standard  
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     more than 33,000 times more stringent if based upon the GLWQG as published.
     
     
     Response to: G3686.005     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BAFs are preferably measured in the     
     field but disagrees that it has to be done on a case by case basis.  Basing
     the BAF on the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water 
     column will eliminate much of the variability associated with specific     
     waterbodies because most of the site-specific differences in               
     bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and
     DOC of the water column.  BAFs are also lipid normalized which allows the  
     data to be applied to other fish species.  However, EPA recognizes that    
     field-measured BAFs will have some variability from site to site. In       
     recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of site- specific BAFs as   
     discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F. Although there might be some       
     variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not invalidate their usefulness
     in estimating the potential exposure to humans and wildlife, nor does it   
     imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in predicting that exposure.   
                                                                                
     For response to question on FCM see response to comment P2607.048.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3686.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compounding this issue is the concept of bioccumulative chemicals of       
     concern (BCCs).  Once a chemical is designated a BCC, all kinds of         
     regulatory requirements would apply.  By definition, a BCC is a chemical   
     which will exhibit a bioaccumulation factor (BAF) above an established     
     threshold.  Remember, many of these BAFs are not measured, but rather, only
     "assumed," with the assumption based upon what is already argued to be a   
     controversial food chain multiplier.  It is important to note that the     
     GLWQG gives recognition only to whether it accumulates and does not        
     evaluate whether that accumulation is toxic.  In this writer's opinion, a  
     rather critical and impacting consideration is being overlooked.           
     
     
     Response to: G3686.006     
     
     See response to G2575.009.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3686.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INTAKE CREDITS:                                                            
                                                                                
     In a broad sense, this concept was to "offer credits" to a discharger who  
     draws from a water supply that already contains a measure of the pollutants
     now governed within the proposed GLWQG.  Given the fact that many of the   
     chemicals of concern are pesticides, and that the Black River meanders     
     through miles upon miles of farmlands, intake credits are of great         
     importance to us.  Theoretically, a discharger is not penalized for what   
     was already there.  Qualifiers imposed upon intake credits, however, render
     them virtually meaningless.  To qualify for an intake credit, the          
     discharger must withdraw from and discharge to the same water body, the    
     discharger cannot add the pollutant to its effluent, and the discharger    
     cannot change the chemical form of the pollutant or increase its           
     concentration.  Even non-contact cooling water would fail to qualify under 
     these considerations, as simple evaporation would inadvertently increase   
     the concentration of whatever may have been in the water to begin with.  As
     a municipality with a combined sewer, we would never be able to argue that 
     we did not contribute unless we continuously monitored all our catch basins
     as well as all our industrial and commerical connections (this is cost     
     prohibitive).  With a sewage treatment plant as our "end of process," we   
     would never be able to argue that the physical, biological, and chemical   
     processes we employ did not change the chemical form of the pollutant, and 
     unless we can cause evaporation to cease, we, too, will not be able to     
     argue that the concentration of what was there from the beginning did not  
     increase in concentration.  The City of Watertown could very easily be "on 
     the hook" to treat for pollutants we did not contribute unless the         
     consideration of intake credits is changed from that proposed.             
     
     
     Response to: G3686.007     
     
     Response to: G3686.007: These issues are discussed in the SID at           
     Section VIII.E.3-7. See responses to comment D2670.011 with regard         
     to POTWs generally and  P2744.201 regarding atmospheric deposition         
     and stormwater.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3686.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION:                                                           
                                                                                
     Antidegradation, in theory, says that whatever level the existing water    
     source or discharge stream is currently at, that level will not be         
     permitted to deteriorate.  This in essence says that if a discharger is    
     operating at a level far better than that imposed by regulatory law, then  
     the standard becomes not the law, but rather the superior performance at   
     which the discharger is operating.  If that same discharger (i.e. the City 
     of Watertown) then experiences an increase in discharge (i.e. because of   
     new users and/or an expansion of its service area), and the new discharge  
     is still less than regulatory standards but more than past levels of       
     performance, the antidegradation provisions as currently proposed will     
     trigger rather rigorous (and expensive) studies to justify the             
     "degradation" that will now be experienced.  It does not take a rocket     
     scientist to deduce that the antidegradation sections of the proposed GLWQG
     will have a negative impact upon current performances.  Dischargers will be
     offered the reverse incentive to operate at or near the mandated discharge 
     levels rather than operate at a level better than that mandated, and thus  
     not incur a "penalty" for the more superior performance.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3686.008     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G3686.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The focus appears to be on what is called the BIOACCUMULATIVE CHEMICALS OF 
     CONCERN (BCC's).  The classification of a pollutant as a BCC is based upon 
     to what degree the pollutant accumulates in the flesh of living tissue (in 
     our case, fish).  The NEW YORK STATE CONFERENCE OF MAYORS AND MUNICIPAL    
     OFFICIALS has provided the City with a list of some 18 pollutants, or group
     of pollutants, that have been identifed as BCC's, and an additional list of
     17 pollutants that are classified as non-BCC's, but may also be subject to 
     the rules that the EPA may adopt.  Also provided with these 35 pollutants, 
     or group of pollutants, is the proposed restrictive criteria.  It is       
     believed that these criteria would replace existing water quality standards
     for all waters in the Great Lakes Basin and would significantly change the 
     procedures used to establish permit limits for discharges to surface waters
     in the Great Lakes Basin (in our case, the Black River).                   
                                                                                
     The pollutants listed fall into the following general categories:          
                                                                                
     1.  Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAH) - often as by-products of      
     petroleum processing or combustion; and                                    
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     2.  Phthalates - used as plasticizers; and                                 
                                                                                
     3.  Phenolics - found most often in wood preservatives; and                
                                                                                
     4.  Organochlorine pesticides - found most often in agricultural runoff or 
     in wastewaters draining such areas; and                                    
                                                                                
     5.  Metals.                                                                
                                                                                
     It is reasonable to presume that the City will be impacted by categories 1,
     3, 4, and 5 above.  I am not familiar enough with what's on the Black River
     upstream of the City to comment on the probability of 2 above.  It is      
     important to note that the most restrictive criteria being considered are, 
     in some cases, significantly more restrictive than drinking water          
     standards.  In fact, some of the criteria are several orders of magnitude  
     below the "Method Detection Limit" for the particular pollutant, itself.   
     In short, the substance may be in our waste water and we would have        
     absolutely no way of determining it.  For that matter, the substance may be
     in our potable water source (Black River) (high probability with #4 above).
     With respect to category 4 above, some of the pollutants' criteria are     
     currently written in concentration limits of parts per quadrillion (a      
     decimal point with 15 zeros before the first number other than zero).  Not 
     only has current technology not yet devised a test that can reliably detect
     such a pollutant at such a low concentration, current technology cannot    
     even reliably detect it at concentrations 5 orders of magnitude larger than
     the criteria so specified.                                                 
                                                                                
     The New York State Conference of Mayors and Municipal Officials has        
     requested the City's participation in a preliminary "Cost Survey" to       
     implement such a program as this.  Every effort shall be expended to       
     respond with "good data."  Estimates shall suffer in credibility due to the
     lack of available "real numbers" to determine the degree of presence of the
     pollutants defined as Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern and the degree  
     by which they can be subsequently treated if detected.                     
                                                                                
     This program may ultimately result in the mandated commitment of           
     significant amounts of money.  It is not clear if the program can achieve  
     its intended goals.  It is recommended that the City become an active      
     participant in the "process" and actively respond to the solicited public  
     comment.                                                                   
                                                                                
     I have tasked Ms. Yvonne E. Tucker, Industrial Pretreatment Program        
     Coordinator, to cause representative samples to be taken from our sewage   
     treatment plant effluents, our "finished potable water" (drinking water),  
     and the Black River, itself.  These samples shall be analyzed for the 35   
     BCC's and non-BCC's indicated on the table provided by the New York State  
     Conference of Mayors and Municipal Officials.  Additionally, I am in the   
     process of obtaining a complete set of the proposed rules under            
     consideration by the USEPA.  My focus is to have the issue fully studied   
     and a draft position paper prepared for your consideration and review in   
     ample time such that the City may tender comment should it desire to do so 
     before the 5 month comment period closes.  I caution that it is premature  
     at this point to offer any judgment on the proposed program.  While the    
     information provided by the New York Conference of Mayors and Municipal    
     Officials is "attention getting" and does seem to clearly signal the       
     potential for significant mandated expenditures upon cities such as ours,  
     the information is quite incomplete.  Further data and information are     
     necessary before a prudent response can be given.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3686.009     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3691.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although well-intended, the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) will not be of any
     enviromental benefit to the Great Lakes Region.  These regulations will be 
     imposed on the eight states bordering the Great Lakes.  It applies only to 
     point source discharges such as municipal wastewater treatment plans and   
     industries that discharge into the Great Lakes or a tributary that empties 
     into one of the Great Lakes.  Point source discharges account for only 2%  
     of the total pollution that enters the Great Lakes.  The remaining 98% is  
     from non points sources, such as run off from farm lands.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3691.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and F4030.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3691.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of these regulations will cost industry and municipalities  
     in the effect states three (3) to seven (7) billion dollars in capital     
     costs plus annual operating costs of one (1) billion.  The extra economic  
     burden does not justify the reduction of the 2% contributed by point source
     discharges.  The reduction is estimated at 1.6% from point source          
     discharges.  There will be little if any substantive environmental         
     improvement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3691.002     
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     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3691.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation of these rules will place the existing industry in these
     eight states at a competitive disadvantage both nationally and globally.   
     Industries contemplating locating in these areas will have second thoughts.
     
     
     Response to: G3691.003     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance does not place industries in the Great Lakes
     basin at a disadvantage, but rather places them on a level playing field as
     discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3691.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are all in favor of reducing the contamination of the Great Lakes, but  
     GLI is an unproductive approach.  The GLI should be adopted as guide lines 
     or goals, while more reasonable and constructive methods are studied.      
     
     
     Response to: G3691.004     
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI is an unproductive approach to addressing  
     pollutant problems in the Great Lakes for the reasons stated in Section I.C
     of the SID.  EPA believes that the final Guidance also provides consistency
     in standards and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate      
     flexibility to States and Tribes.  For a discussion of the underlying      
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, see Section I.C of   
     the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements     
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     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint   
     sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3695L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes are tremendous natural resources and should be protected.  
     However, the GLI represents a radical departure from previous EPA policies 
     that relied on validated, recognized and time-tested scientific data.      
     Serious concerns have been raised over a number of questionable scientific 
     assumptions contained within the GLI, as well as the enormous cost burden  
     which would be placed on the region to implement the program.  An estimate 
     from four industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron and steel and petroleum)
     have estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6 billion in capital
     costs.  Relating to the Commonwealth, the City of Erie has estimated its   
     capital costs for implementing the GLI to be over $100 million.  In        
     addition to the costs, the GLI will have a strong "chilling effect" on     
     industrial development and municipal growth throughout the region.         
     
     
     Response to: G3695L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3695L.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great   
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits and non-point
     sources.  Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal, if any,    
     measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish advisory    
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     being lifted.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3695L.002    
     
     EPA does not agree that the effectiveness of the GLI is questionable.  EPA 
     believes that the final Guidance is an effective ecosystem approach to     
     addressing point and nonpoint sources of pollution in the Great Lakes      
     System for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.  For a discussion 
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and benefits       
     associated with implementing the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the    
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing air deposition, see
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3695L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI even though in    
     1972, Canada and the United States signed the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement (reaffirmed in 1978) which called for virtual elimination of     
     inputs of persistent toxic substances.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3695L.003    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G3695L.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are really policy judgements.  For example,     
     under the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate toxicity data   
     (seven or eight data points) for a proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has 
     proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made on as little as one   
     data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We support the        
     application of sound science which would require more data to be gathered  
     before these values are used to derive permit limits.                      
     
     
     Response to: G3695L.004    
     
     EPA believes the science underlying the GLI is good for the reasons stated 
     in the preamble to the final Guidance and Section I.C of the SID.  For     
     further discussion on the derivation of Tier II aquatic life values, see   
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3695L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     For example, in some circumstances, the GLI would force industries to      
     remove pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no        
     control.  Or, the GLI would require criteria to be achieved with a degree  
     of consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or  
     control program.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3695L.005    
     
     This is similar to comment G1223.004 and is addressed in the response to   
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3696L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This initiative of the USEPA and state counterparts, while well-intended,  
     offers few environmental benefits, brings Billions in new costs, and has   
     labor, business, and local governments gravely concerned.                  
     
     
     Response to: G3696L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2587.158 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3696L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I strongly support reasonable efforts to continue improving the water      
     quality of the Great Lakes.  EPA and state environmental policies and      
     programs should be realistic and achievable, and should be flexible enough 
     to recognize and factor in local conditions.  The GLI achieves none of     
     these goals and addresses, in fact, less than one-tenth of all potential   
     sources of pollutants in the Great Lakes!                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3696L.002    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3696L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     You know, too, that Congress has already passed scores of laws dealing with
     water pollution prevention and control - measures that are not yet fully   
     implemented - but are already yielding improvements in Great Lakes water   
     quality.  The GLI virtually ignores the continuing progress resulting from 
     these programs and voluntary pollution prevention efforts.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3696L.003    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion on how the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes protection efforts, see Sections  
     I.C and I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3696L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on what I have read about the GLI - being developed by EPA and the   
     states - I am very concerned that the GLI, as currently drafted is an      
     unproductive detour, not the right avenue to real environmental solutions. 
     If GLI's current direction becomes regulatory policy, it appears to me that
     all of us will be the losers, in both financial and environmental terms.   
     
     
     Response to: G3696L.004    
     
     See response to comments D2587.158 and D2587.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3696L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am opposed to the direction that the GLI is taking, and ask that you     
     review EPA's actions to date, and help those of us who will be affected by 
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     the GLI edicts.  We need a more reasonable approach to cleaning up the     
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3696L.005    
     
     The final Guidance has been significantly revised from the proposal to     
     address numerous concerns raised by comments.  The final GLI also has      
     increased the flexibility available to States and Tribes in adopting and   
     implementing provisions consistent with the Guidance.  See Sections I.C and
     II.C and D of the SID for further discussion.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3699L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On behalf of our family of employees at Olin Corporation's Marion, IL      
     plant, I strongly urge you to do everything within your powers to convince 
     the Congress and the U.S. EPA to modify the dangerously extravagant        
     point-source discharge limits proposed in the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI).
     These extreme limits, which are simply not justified by any environmental  
     or human health benefit, would cost our plants in the Great Lakes States   
     14.5 million dollars to satisfy capital investments and ongoing operations.
     
     
     Response to: G3699L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3699L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is a very important point:  there are already very strong pollution   
     control laws on the books, and others yet to come.  The actions spurred by 
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     these laws, as well as some very dramatic gains created by voluntary       
     pollution prevention efforts, are just beginning to accelerate positive    
     trends in Great Lakes water quality.  The extravagant discharge limits     
     proposed in the GLI represent the worst kind of environmental "overkill".  
     
     
     Response to: G3699L.002    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion on how the    
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes protection efforts, see Sections  
     I.C and I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3699L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of course, we in industry are not alone in facing the enormous, unjustified
     costs threatened by the GLI as it stand today.  Because the same           
     extravagant discharge limits would apply to municipal sewage systems,      
     communities such as Herrin and Marion, already severely strapped for       
     resources, would face crippling new costs to comply with this well-meaning,
     but deeply flawed initiative.  In fact, it is estimated that municipalities
     in the Great Lakes region will face $2.7 billion in costs to comply with   
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3699L.003    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3699L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One might argue that such sacrifices might be necessary if they resulted in

Page 6603



$T044618.TXT
     significant increases in protection of human health and the environment in 
     the Great Lakes Basin.  Common sense alone tells us this is not the case.  
     
     
     Response to: G3699L.004    
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3699L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases, GLI discharge limits are set below levels at which current  
     analytical equipment can even measure.  Public health officials will       
     confirm that just because we can measure something doesn't mean it has an  
     adverse health effect.  In fact, some of the GLI's limits are so strict    
     that industries would be forced to clean up the very water that comes from 
     municipal water treatment plants before using it!                          
     
     
     Response to: G3699L.005    
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3699L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, a municipality would be in violation of silenium discharge  
     levels if two bottles of shampoo containing silenium (which is approved for
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     personal care use by the FDA) were empties in a municipal sewer system.    
     
     
     Response to: G3699L.006    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Section I.C 
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3699L.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The point-source discharge limits proposed in the GLI, which would cost    
     industry and municipalities in the eight Great Lakes states an estimated   
     $11 billion to satisfy, would only address roughly 10% of the potential    
     sources of pollution affecting the Great Lakes.                            
     
     
     Response to: G3699L.007    
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses point sources of       
     pollution.  EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and  
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and benefits of implementing  
     the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on 
     how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,    
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3701.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) will do nothing for your constituents in  
     Illinois.  Swimming and recreational boating will be the same.  Fish       
     advisories will remain unchanged.  The GLI promises to remove only one fish
     advisory for dioxin.  Lake Michigan has no such advisory*.  Water quality  
     should improve slightly but our water already meets federal drinking water 
     standards*.  Illinois has approximately sixty miles of coastline on Lake   
     Michigan and a large segment is park area.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3701.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance will not benefit the Great Lakes basin
     and the State of Illinois.  EPA believes that the Guidance will benefit the
     Great Lakes System as discussed in Sections I.C and IX of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G3701.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI substitutes scientifically unsupported criteria and test methods in
     place of sound science.  The initiative was challenged by the U.S. EPA's   
     Science Advisory Board and by the DRI-McGraw Hill Report on its technical  
     merits.  No revisions have been made.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G3701.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3701.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The direct costs in Illinois will be borne mainly by the sanitary water    
     districts and the utilities.  Each household in Chicago, Cook and Lake     
     counties will pay these costs directly through their sewer and energy      
     bills.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3701.003     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3702L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we are concerned by some reviews that suggest the EPA's Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative guidance would not be cost effective, and   
     would have a dramatic impact on the ability of many companies to remain    
     viable in tough, competitive national and international markets.  We are   
     concerned that it may also dramatically increase the costs of local utility
     ratepayers.  Please bear in mind that when the Great Lakes Governors       
     conceived of this initiative, it was designed to prevent the flow of jobs  
     from one Great Lakes state to another by virtue of environmental laws.     
     Under the proposed guidance, one could reasonably estimate that jobs will  
     flow from the entire region to other regions.                              
     
     
     Response to: G3702L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3706L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     While protection of these water resources is certainly a worthwhile        
     endeavor, we believe the current proposal will result in tremendous        
     expenditures with little or no benefit.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3706L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3706L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, only point sources are regulated in the proposal while non-point    
     sources, such as urban and agricultural runoff, are excluded from controls.
     
     
     Response to: G3706L.002    
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses point sources of       
     pollution.  EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and  
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and benefits of implementing  
     the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on 
     how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,    
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
                                                                                
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G3706L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Second, serious scientific concerns have been raised by EPA's own Science  
     Advisory Board, as well as by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget over
     key scientific assumptions (e.g. risk assessment guidelines) made in the   
     proposal.  In fact, OMB further stated that "EPA has failed to describe    
     adequately the need for the regulation."                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3706L.003    
     
     EPA believes that it has adequately described the need for the Guidance for
     the reasons stated in Section I of the SID and the preamble to the final   
     Guidance.  EPA also believes it has addresses the SAB's scientific concerns
     in the final Guidance for the reasonsts stated in Section I.C of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3706L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the proposal presents several concerns of technical feasibility.    
     The standards would force municipalities and industries to clean up many of
     the regulated substances to virtually undetectable levels.  In fact, the   
     regulated community would be forced to clean up many substances below the  
     levels at which these substances exist in nature.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3706L.004    
     
     EPA considers that these water quality standards are necessary to protect  
     human health and the environment and recognizes that some criteria are     
     close to the concentrations foung in nature.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3706L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Oddly enough, Canada has made little if any effort to implement similar    
     strategies of its' own.  Implementation of these standards in this country,
     absent any Canadian efforts, would result in U.S. business and industry    
     cleaning up the discharge of another country.  This fact, combined with the
     billions of dollars industry estimates implementation of these standards   
     would cost, are likely to have severe impacts on the competitiveness of    
     U.S. business and industry.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3706L.005    
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.  See also        
     Sections I, II and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3706L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal would strike hard at the municipal level as well.  The City of
     Erie estimates that compliance with these standards would cost more than   
     $100 million.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3706L.006    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3706L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, we do not believe that U.S. EPA has adequately demonstrated the
     need for such draconian measures nor have they provided suitable           
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     consideration of the technical feasibility and cost effectiveness problems 
     of these measures.  We ask your support in ensuring that sound, rational   
     science be used in the Initiative so that any monies expended by municipal 
     government and the business community achieve a cost effective benefit.    
     
     
     Response to: G3706L.007    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3714.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am aware that while many affected parties in the Great Lakes basin have  
     expressed strong support for the goals of this program, known as the Great 
     Lakes Initiative (GLI), there are several concerns about parts of this     
     proposed rule which could subject municipalities and businesses to         
     considerable economic burden.  Specifically, one item of extreme concern is
     the issuance of intake credits for water taken into municipal and          
     industrial facilities.  According to some estimates, the absence of intake 
     credits could result in a doubling of the cost of GLI.                     
     
     
     Response to: G3714.001     
     
     See response to comment D2657.006.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3716L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will eventually force the Town of Tonawanda to install two new     
     filtration systems to our plant - a activated carbon process and a sulfide 
     precipitation unit totally over $40 million.  These new processes will add 
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     an additional $6.5 million to our operation and maintenance costs annually.
     Our fears are confirmed by a recent study conducted by Great Lakes         
     Governor's Conference that concluded that the wastewater treatment plants  
     in New York State will be forced to absorb $1,635,000,000 in GLI related   
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3716L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3716L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am also concerned with the Environmental Protection Agency's (EPA)       
     attitude that municipal costs can be avoided by having industry assume the 
     GLI requirements.  The Town of Tonawanda is home to some of Western New    
     York's largest employers and taxpayers.  In discussion with the CEO's of   
     these companies, it is apparent that the GLI holds the potential for       
     imposing huge costs on the private sector.  Such costs will eventually cost
     jobs and tax revenue and should not be dealt with in the "relaxed" manner  
     the EPA seems to hold.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3716L.002    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3722.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There needs to be stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes
     fish contaminants.                                                         
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     Response to: G3722.001     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3722.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of pollutants to be regulated should include ALL toxins that cause
     birth defects and deformities in wildlife.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3722.002     
     
     See response to: P2742.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3722.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must start earlier and the use of dilution 
     for all persistent toxic pollutants should be phased out completely.       
     
     
     Response to: G3722.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3730.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is my view that the GLI needs stricter rules to protect everyone exposed
     to Great Lakes fish contaminants, particularly sensitive populations such  
     as subsistence fishers, indigenous people, women of child-bearing age, and 
     children.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G3730.001     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G3730.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the list of pollutants to be regulated should include all     
     toxics that cause birth defects and deformities in wildlife.               
     
     
     Response to: G3730.002     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3730.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase out of dilution zones must be retained, but I feel the phase out 
     should begin earlier.  Also, the use of dilution for all toxic pollutants  
     should be phased out entirely.  While the phase out of dilution zones is a 
     good starting point, the GLI should set a specific timetable to phase out  
     the use persistent toxic chemicals.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G3730.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3732.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There needs to be stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes
     fish contaminants.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3732.001     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G3732.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of pollutants to be regulated should include ALL toxics that cause
     birth defects and deformities in wildlife.                                 
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     Response to: G3732.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3732.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must start earlier and the use of dilution 
     for all persistent toxic pollutants should be phased-out completely.       
     
     
     Response to: G3732.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3746L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am aware that the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) rules have been proposed  
     in response to international agreements and domestic legislation.  It is   
     most important that water quality regulations be promulgated to protect    
     human, animal and plant life.  In so doing, I believe it important for EPA 
     to respond to the following questions:                                     
                                                                                
     Is the GLI's approach technically sound and fairly applied?                
                                                                                
     Will it accomplish the goal of significantly improving water quality in the
     Great Lakes?                                                               
                                                                                
     Is the GLI an appropriate model for future water quality regulations in    
     other parts of the country?                                                
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     Ought not the EPA conduct a thorough economic impact analysis before the   
     GLI is finalized?                                                          
                                                                                
     I look forward to a response to the above questions and an analysis of the 
     issues raised by my constituents.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3746L.001    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3746L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On behalf of our family of employees at Olin Corporation's Niagara Falls   
     plant, I strongly urge you to do everything within your powers to convince 
     the Congress and the U.S. EPA to modify the dangerously extravagant        
     point-source discharge limits proposed in the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI).
     These extreme limits, which are simply not justified by any environmental  
     or human health benefit, would cost our facility an estimated $8 million in
     capital investments and an additional $1 million annually in operating     
     costs.                                                                     
                                                                                
     I can assure you that we are not "crying wolf" when we say that such       
     expenditures would have very serious negative impacts on our plant and on  
     our ability to maintain our present workforce.  Like many companies in the 
     chemical industry, we are fighting for our lives at this plant against     
     fierce competitive pressures.  Nonetheless, I am proud to report that,     
     thanks to aggresive pollution prevention measures and careful operation,   
     our environmental emissions, including our wastewater discharges, are fully
     in compliance with already quite strict state and federal regulations.     
                                                                                
     This is a very important point; there are already very strong pollution    
     control laws on the books, and others yet to come.  The actions spurred by 
     these laws, as well as some very dramatic gains created by voluntary       
     pollution prevention efforts, are just beginning to accelerate positive    
     trends in Great Lakes water quality.  The extravagant discharge limits     
     proposed in the GLI represent the worst kind of environmental "overkill".  
                                                                                
     Of course, we in industry are not alone in facing the enormous, unjustified
     costs threatened by the GLI as it stands today.  Because the same          
     extravagant discharge limits would apply to municipal sewage systems,      
     communities such as Niagara Falls, already severely strapped for resources,
     would face crippling new costs to comply with this well-meaning but deeply 
     flawed initiative.  In fact, it is estimated that municipalities in the    
     Great Lakes region will face $2.7 billion in costs to comply with the GLI. 
                                                                                
     One might argue that such sacrifices might be necessary if they resulted in
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     significant increases in protection of human health and the environment in 
     the Great Lakes Basin. Common sense alone tells us this is not the case.   
     
     
     Response to: G3746L.002    
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3746L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases, GLI discharge limits are set below levels at which current  
     analytical equipment can even measure.  Public Health officials will       
     confirm that just because we can measure something doesn't mean it has an  
     adverse health effect.  In fact, some of the GLI's limits are so strict    
     that industries would be forced to clean up the very water that comes from 
     municipal water treatment plants before using it!                          
     
     
     Response to: G3746L.003    
     
     See response to comment G3699L.005.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3746L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, a municipality would be in violation of selenium discharge  
     levels if two bottles of shampoo containing selenium (which is approved for
     personal care use by the FDA) were emptied in a municipal sewer system.    
     
     
     Response to: G3746L.004    
     

Page 6618



$T044618.TXT
     See response to comment D2827.068.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3746L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The point-source discharge limits proposed in the GLI, which would cost    
     industry and municipalities in the eight Great Lakes states an estimated   
     $11 billion to satisfy, would only address roughly 10% of the potential    
     sources of pollution affecting the Great Lakes.                            
     
     
     Response to: G3746L.005    
     
     See Sections I.C and IX of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3748L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On behalf of our family of employees at Olin Corporation's Nazareth Plant, 
     I strongly urge you to do everything within your powers to convince the    
     Congress and the U.S. EPA to modify the dangerously extravagant point      
     source discharge limits proposed in the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI).      
     These extreme limits, which are simply not justified by any environmental  
     or human health benefit, would cost our facility an estimates $0.34 million
     to satisfy through capital investments and ongoing operations.             
     
     
     Response to: G3748L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3748L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is a very important point; there are already very strong pollution    
     control laws on the books and others yet to come.  The actions spurred by  
     these laws, as well as some very dramatic gains created by voluntary       
     pollution prevention efforts are just beginning to accelerate positive     
     trends in Great Lakes water quality.  The extravagant discharge limits     
     proposed in the GLI represent the worst kind of environmental "overkill".  
     
     
     Response to: G3748L.002    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion of how the    
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see        
     sections I.C and I.D of the SID.  See also responses to comment numbers    
     F4030.003 and 2616.005.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3748L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of course, we in industry are not alone in facing the enormous, unjustified
     costs threatened by the GLI as it stands today.  Because the same          
     extravagant discharge limits would apply to municipal sewage systems,      
     communities such as Nazareth, already severely strapped for resources,     
     would face crippling new costs to comply with this well-meaning but deeply 
     flawed initiative.  In fact, it is estimated that municipalities in the    
     Great Lakes region will face $2.7 billion in costs to comply with the GLI. 
     
     
     Response to: G3748L.003    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G3748L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One might argue that such sacrifices might be necessary if they resulted in
     significant increases in protection of human health and the environment in 
     the Great Lakes Basin.  Common sense alone tells us this is not the case.  
     
     
     Response to: G3748L.004    
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3748L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases, GLI discharge limits are set below levels at which current  
     analytical equipment can even measure.  Public health officials will       
     confirm that just because we can measure something doesn't mean it has an  
     adverse health effect.  In fact, some of the GLI's limits are so strict    
     that industries would be forced to clean up the very water that comes from 
     municipal water treatment plants before using it!                          
     
     
     Response to: G3748L.005    
     
     See response to comment G3699L.005.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3748L.006
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, a municipality would be in violation of selenium discharge  
     levels if two bottles of shampoo containing selenium (which is approved for
     person care use by the FDA) were emptied in a municipal sewer system.      
     
     
     Response to: G3748L.006    
     
     See response to comment number G3699L.006.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3748L.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The point-source discharge limits proposed in the GLI, which would cost    
     industry and municipalities in the eight Great Lakes states an estimated   
     $11 billion to satisfy, would only address roughly 10% of the potential    
     sources of pollution affecting the Great Lakes.                            
     
     
     Response to: G3748L.007    
     
     Comment ID:  G3748L.007                                                    
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses point sources          
     of pollution.  EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses              
     both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion            
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final              
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control           
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing            
     the costs and benefits of implementing the final Guidance, see             
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final           
     Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,                  
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see              
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers                    
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 6622



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3750L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While protection of these water resources is certainly a worthwhile        
     endeavor, we believe the current proposal will result in tremendous        
     expenditures with little or no benefit.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3750L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3750L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, only point sources are regulated in the proposal while non-point    
     sources, such as urban and agricultural runoff, are excluded from controls.
     
     
     Response to: G3750L.002    
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses point sources of       
     pollution.  EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and  
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and benefits of implementing  
     the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on 
     how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,    
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
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     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G3750L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, serious scientific concerns have been raised by EPA's own Science  
     Advisory Board, as well as by the U.S. Office of Management and Budget over
     key scientific assumptions (e.g. risk assessment guidelines) made in the   
     proposal.  In fact, OMB further stated that "EPA has failed to describe    
     adequately the need for the regulation."                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3750L.003    
     
     See Section I of the SID and response to comment number G1740.001.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G3750L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the proposal presents several concerns of technical feasibility.    
     The standards would force municipalities and industries to clean up many of
     the regulated substances to virtually undetectable levels.  In fact, the   
     regulated community would be forced to clean up many substances below the  
     levels at which these substances exist in nature.                          
     
     
     Response to: G3750L.004    
     
     See response to comment G3706L.004.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3750L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Oddly enough, Canada has made little if any effort to implement similar    
     strategies of its' own.  Implementation of these standards in this country,
     absent any Canadian efforts, would result in U.S. business and industry    
     cleaning up the discharge of another country.  This fact, combined with the
     billions of dollars industry estimates implementation of these standards   
     would cost, are likely to have severe impacts on the competitiveness of    
     U.S. business and industry.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3750L.005    
     
     See responses to comment numbers D2596.013 and D2867.087.  See also        
     Sections I, II and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3750L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal would strike hard at the municipal level as well.  The City of
     Erie estimates that compliance with these standards would cost more than   
     $100 million.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G3750L.006    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3750L.007
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     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, we do not believe that U.S. EPA has adequately demonstrated the
     need for such draconian measures nor have they provided suitable           
     consideration of the technical feasibility and cost effectiveness problems 
     of these measures.  We ask your support in ensuring that sound, rational   
     science be used in the Initiative so that any monies expended by municipal 
     government and the business community achieve a cost effective benefit.    
     
     
     Response to: G3750L.007    
     
     EPA does not agree that it has not demonstrated the need for, and technical
     feasibility and cost-effectiveness of the Guidance. EPA believes the       
     Guidance is based on sound scinece and provides an accurate assessment of  
     the costs and benefits associated with its implementation for the reasons  
     discussed in Section I and IX of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3751.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the proposed "guidance" is very similar to Wisconsin's toxic      
     discharge regulations (NR 105, NR 106 and NR 207) adopted in 1989, there is
     concern as to whether the proposed rule will continue to be a "guidance" as
     specified in the Clean Water Act, or become a federal regulation.  Because 
     states have the responsibility for implementing the rules, a "guidance"    
     format affords the flexibility necessary for direct state involvement in   
     the development of procedures in carrying out Great Lakes Initiatives      
     (GLI).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G3751.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G3751.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, the GLI should conform with the provisions of the Critical      
     Programs Act of 1990 and be published as guidance and not regulations,     
     thereby providing states a prominent role in developing the final guidance.
     
     
     Response to: G3751.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3751.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is my understanding that WisDNR has provided you with additional issues 
     of concern, along with technical comments.  Your thoughtful analysis and   
     consideration of the impact of this regulation upon local, state and       
     industrial interests is clearly called for.  Two prominent questions occur 
     to me:  1) Are the scientific bases for the elements of the guidance       
     sound?; and 2) Is the degree of environmental improvement substantial      
     enough to justify the apparently large costs of implementation and         
     compliance?                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3751.003     
     
     EPA believes that it has demonstrated the need for, and technical          
     feasibility and cost-effectiveness of the Guidance.  EPA believes the      
     Guidance is based on sound science and provides an accurate assessment of  
     the costs and benefits associated with its implementation for the reasons  
     discussed in Section I and IX of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3753.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There needs to be stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes
     fish contaminants.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G3753.001     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G3753.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of pollutants to be regulated should include ALL toxics that cause
     birth defects and deformities in wildlife.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3753.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3753.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must start earlier and the use of dilution 
     for all persistent toxic pollutants should be phased-out completely.       
     
     
     Response to: G3753.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3773.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First of all, because there are two special designations proposed for Lake 
     Superior - Lake Superior Basin Outstanding National Resource Waters and    
     Outstanding International Resource Waters - the two will be difficult to   
     administer and ultimately weak.  Rather, the entire basin should be        
     designated as Outstanding National Resource Waters.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3773.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3773.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, there are only nine substances on the list of chemicals          
     concerning the Lake Superior basin and there is no process for adding      
     additional substances.  The most bioaccumulative and/or persistent         
     substances should be included, as well as chlorine, as it leads to the     
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     creation of many toxic organochlorine substances.  Also, there should be a 
     process for adding other substances to the list if and when the need       
     arises.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3773.002     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3773.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the Lake Superior Binational Program pledges that toxic reduction   
     plan requirements will be added to new or reissued wastewater discharge    
     permits in the basin.  This requirement should also be included in the GLI 
     to make toxic reduction plans mandatory and enforceable.                   
     
     
     Response to: G3773.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.076.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3774L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This initiative should protect people who are the most sensitive to        
     exposure to toxic chemicals, like subsistence fishers, infants, and women  
     of child-bearing age, and protect wildlife from all chemicals that cause   
     birth defects and deformities.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G3774L.001    
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     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3810L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of pollutants to be regulated should include ALL toxins that cause
     birth defects and deformities in wildlife.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3810L.001    
     
     See response to: P2742.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3810L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must start earlier and the use of dilution 
     for all persistent toxic pollutants should be phased out completely.       
     
     
     Response to: G3810L.002    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3810L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a two-tiered system to set standards is important.  Polluters   
     should be required to demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the
     health of people, fish, and other aquatic life, and wildlife.  In addition,
     the directives should be federally regulated so as to ensure uniform       
     compliance.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3810L.003    
     
     See response to comment D2714.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3823L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This comment concerns the inclusion of conventional, or "excluded,"        
     pollutants in the antidegradation section of the proposed GLWQG.  This     
     effluent from this City's POTW is considered "stable" with regard to BOD   
     and ammonia under State rules, meaning that growth of this community will  
     almost certainly require increases in discharges of conventional pollutants
     that would be considered "significant" under the GLWQG.  This would thus   
     require an antidegradation demonstration that could be open-ended and      
     potentially costly to our community.  In addition, for conventional        
     pollutants, such a demonstraton is largely unnecessary, since they are, by 
     definition, easily assimilated in the environment.  It would be most       
     helpful to city planning, community growth (including adding sewer system  
     connections as opposed to septic tanks), and relationships with outlying   
     townships and communities which contract with us for POTW services if the  
     proposed GLWQG were to delete antidegradation demonstration requirement.   
     If the proposed GLWQG were to remain; however, we request at most, a well  
     defined, streamlined process which would not be as costly as the           
     demonstration outlined in the GLWQG could be.                              
     
     
     Response to: G3823L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3825L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is my opininon that the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, in its      
     present form, is not functional regulation.  It appears to focus           
     exclusively on point sources that are already regulated.  The regulation is
     too broad and will result in unnecessary expenditures in areas where there 
     is not a significant need.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3825L.001    
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses point sources of       
     pollution and will result in unnecessary expenditures in areas where there 
     is not a significant need for the reaons stated in the preamble to the     
     final Guidance.  EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point 
     and nonpoint sources of pollution. For a discussion of the underlying      
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs and benefits of implementing  
     the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on 
     how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,    
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
                                                                                
     See response to comment number  F4030.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G3825L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) are being developed for forth-three (43)      
     localized problem areas.  Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPS) will address   
     all sources from a lakewide perspective.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3825L.002    
     
     See the SID for a response to this and related issues.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G3825L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My review of the history of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement between
     the U.S. and Canada indicate that the EPA has had a lack of adequate       
     resources to make that Agreement fully functional.  Time and money would be
     better used to focus on these programs that are already in place.  This    
     "Guidance" does not include Canada; a mistake in my opinion since both     
     countries use and contribute to the content of the Great Lakes.            
     
     
     Response to: G3825L.003    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G3825L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an industrial wastewater discharger from three manufacturing facilities 
     discharging to the POTW in Elyria, Ohio.  I support exclusion of the       
     following 16 pollutants that are traditional pollutants of concern and     
     currently regulated:                                                       
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     Alkalinity, Ammonia, Bacteria, BOD, Chlorine, Color, Dissolved Oxygen,     
     Dissolved Solids, Hydrogen Sulfide, pH, Phosphorous, Salinity, Sulfide,    
     Temperature, Total and Suspended Solids, and Turbidity.                    
     
     
     Response to: G3825L.004    
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: G3825L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I also support excluding wet weather point sources.  Two of the three      
     facilities that I manage are subject to the USEPA, NPDES regulations.  In  
     that these facilities are subject to SARA, Title III reporting requirements
     and that all contaminants listed in our wastewater discharge permits are   
     already being analyzed for our stormwater run-off that subjecting our POTW 
     to this additional control would, in effect, be forcing this company to pay
     twice for the same monitoring (the control of which I note here include the
     additional monitoring of municipal separate storm sewers, storm water      
     discharges associated with industrial activity and combined sewer          
     overflows).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G3825L.005    
     
     See response to: P2718.047                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3826L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Coldwater City Council is requesting that U.S. EPA reassemble  
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     the GLI Public Participation and Technical Work Groups, following close of 
     the public comment period on September 13, 1993.                           
                                                                                
     This group could then analyze all suggestions and comments received.       
     
     
     Response to: G3826L.001    
     
     EPA kept the memebrs of these Work Groups informed throughout the final    
     Guidance development process as discussed in Section II of the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G3834.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition the City of Dayton wishes to reemphasize that as proposed the  
     Guidance is flawed and not based upon well founded science.  As a result of
     the flaws and formulation of overly stringent water quality criteria (and  
     associated NPDES Limits) the Guidance will result in unnecessary and       
     extremely costly expenditures by dischargers to the Great Lakes.  The $2.3 
     billion per year cost estimate noted in AMSA's submittal is realistic and  
     demonstrates the magnitude of the economic impact of the guidance.  The    
     proposed Guidance is not cost effective.  These enormous costs would       
     seriously impact the economy of the Great Lakes States.                    
     
     
     Response to: G3834.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G3834.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In specific response to the EPA question posed on page 20848 "whether EPA  
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     should issue national or propose any modifications to 40 CFR parts 122-124,
     130 and 131 in the future to correspond with specific elements of today's  
     proposed rule"-the answer is NO!  The use of safety factors on top of      
     uncertainty factors, conservative assumptions, estimates and overlooking of
     critical issues in lieu of sound science is unacceptable.  The economic    
     impacts of using the Guidance nationwide would be extremely deleterious if 
     not catastrophic.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G3834.002     
     
     See response to: P2582.010Response to: G3834.002                           
                                                                                
     See response to: P2629.023 and D2698.008                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G3838.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Three Rivers Wastewater Treatment Plant works very hard to produce a   
     high quality effluent and the people of this community have invested a lot 
     of money to create capacity for area growth to boost the local economy.    
     Existing Effluent Quality bases limits would severely limit economic growth
     and probably cost the area more.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3838.001     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G3838.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economic impact that this regulation will have on the Greatlakes Basin 
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     could be significant and the environmental benefits may be limited in light
     of the other sources of biocumulative chemicals that will not be controlled
     through this regulation.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3838.002     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G3841.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the DRI/McGraw Hill Study, the EPA over estimtes the benefits 
     and understates the costs resulting from pollution prevention activities.  
     Pollution prevention, especially when defined as only source reduction, can
     be very expensive to industry.  The GLI narrowly defines pollution         
     prevention as "substitution of BCC's (bioaccumulative chemical of concern),
     application of water conservation, waste source reductions within process  
     streams, internal recycle/reuse and manufacturing process operational      
     changes" as "prudent and feasible pollution prevention alternatives."      
     These are the most expensive pollution prevention options available to     
     industry.  They are also the most difficult and potentially disruptive to  
     production.  Pollution prevention could become a viable means of meeting   
     the stringent GLI standards if the definition of pollution prevention was  
     expanded to include options like off-site recycling and reuse of waste for 
     energy recovery.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G3841.001     
     
     See responses to comments D2613.023, D2724.411, and G2789.010.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G3841.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Municipal and industrial dischargers to surface waters should be allowed   
     intake credits for compounds which already exist in the watershed, as      
     currently provided for under state and federal policy.                     
     
     
     Response to: G3841.002     
     
     The general issue of intake credits is discussed in detail in the SID at   
     Section VIII.E.3-7.  Also see response to comment P2574.002.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3841.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific justification for the arbitrary elimination of      
     mixing zones in the year 2004, as presently provided in the draft guidance.
     This provision should be eliminated.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G3841.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3841.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Tier II criteria in the development of discharge limits for     
     various compounds should not be permitted.  Sufficient scientific data does
     not exist to support establishing discharge limits based on these criteria.
     
     
     Response to: G3841.004     
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     Comment G3841.004                                                          
                                                                                
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G3841.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's anti-degradation policy essentially provides that permit holders'
     future discharge limits are to be based on past performance.  This results 
     in a disincentive to improve performance and incentive to maintain the     
     status quo, since better preformance will mean stricter limits in the      
     future.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G3841.005     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G3841.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There must be a mechanism provided in the GLI to provide for a balance     
     between the cost of controlling discharges of particular compounds and the 
     net environmental benefits which are provided, particularly where existing 
     background levels and other non-point source inputs of such compounds      
     exceed discharge limits to be mandated under the guidance.                 
     
     
     Response to: G3841.006     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G3841.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI was developed by a Steering Committee consisting of state water    
     quality directors and USEPA staff, with the assistance of a Technical Work 
     Group comprised of state water quality staff.  Commentary and input from a 
     Public Participation Group of industry, environmental and academic         
     representatives was extremely limited.  Drafts of document were often not  
     available for review and comment until just hours before the Steering      
     Committee approved them.  The result was inclusion of policy and scientific
     assumptions in the GLI which did not receive sufficient public review and  
     scrutiny and have resulted in unduly restrictive water discharge policies  
     and criteria.  Upon conclusion of the GLI development process, the state   
     water quality directors unanimously sent a letter to USEPA requesting them 
     to conduct a final review and approval of the GLI prior to its final       
     publication in the Federal Register.  The USEPA should provide such final  
     review and approval of the GLI prior to its final publication.             
     
     
     Response to: G3841.007     
     
     EPA agrees that consideration of comments from the State co- regulators    
     that implement water quality programs in the Great Lakes basin is essential
     to the development of the Guidance. Accordingly, EPA continued to work     
     closely with the States throughout the development of the final rule.  EPA 
     also provided an extensive public comment period of 150 days for comment   
     from the States and all sectors of the public on the proposed Guidance.    
     See also responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585,014 and Sections 
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G3876.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The W.A.C. believes the GLI must contain language which will:              
                                                                                
     1) protect wildlife from all chemicals which cause birth defects and       
     deformities;                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G3876.001     
     
     Comment:  G3876.001                                                        
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this                 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G3876.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The W.A.C. believes the GLI must contain language which will:              
                                                                                
     2)  set a specific timetable for phasing out the use of dilution and       
     dilution zones;                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G3876.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3876.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The W.A.C. believes the GLI must contain language which will:              
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     3)  set a specific timetable for phasing out the use of persistent toxic   
     chemicals;                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G3876.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G3876.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The W.A.C. believes the GLI must contain language which will:              
                                                                                
     4)  set standards which protect the most sensitive individuals of our      
     society.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3876.004     
     
     Response to G3876.004                                                      
                                                                                
     In setting its ADEs, EPA is developing a number which is protective of the 
     most                                                                       
     sensitive individuals in the population.  Uncertainty factors are routinely
     applied to animal and human data to protect against intra-species          
     variability.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G3876.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "It" pertains to the GLI.                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, it must contain the Tier II standards which require pollutors to  
     demonstrate that their discharges won't damage human, wildlife or aquatic  
     life.                                                                      
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     Response to: G3876.005     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: G3880.001
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble to the GLWQG, EPA states that                              
                                                                                
     "Past evidence indicates that ambient levels of PCBs in the Great Lakes    
     could impair reproduction of Lake Trout."                                  
                                                                                
     This statement is incorrect.  No data presented, by EPA or anyone else,    
     indicate that ambient (i.e., current) levels of PCBs can impair lake trout 
     reproduction anywhere in the Great Lakes.  What EPA presents is evidence   
     that levels approximatley 20 to 30 times current levels could cause a low  
     level of impairment.                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA further states that                                                    
                                                                                
     "When nine groups of lake trout fry were exposed for six minths to         
     concentrations of PCB and/or DDE similar to that in water and zooplankton  
     in Lake Michigan in 1975..."                                               
                                                                                
     This statement is also incorrect.  Berlin et al. (1981) devised a series of
     treatments with water concentrations that were supposed to be equal to that
     of Lake Michigan in the early 1970's.  Their goal was a water concentration
     of 12.4 ng/l, which was reported to occur in Lake Michigan in 1972, not    
     1975.  However, due to a failur in their mixing, their 1972 ambient        
     treatment had 20.8 ng/l of PCBs.                                           
                                                                                
     What Berlin et al. actually tested was PCB levels about twice those found  
     in Lake Michigan in 1972.  Since PCB use was restricted in 1972, it is     
     likely that water column concentrations would have fallen, perhaps         
     dramatically by 1975.  The next reported data point for Lake Michigan, in  
     1980, is about 1.3 ng/l total PCBs (IJC 1989).  Thus, the level of PCBs -- 
     20.8 ng/l -- found in Berlin et al.'s "ambient" PCB treatment was probably 
     5 to 10 times higher than water concentrations actually "ambient" in 1975. 
                                                                                
     Such concentrations were not ambient in 1975, as stated by EPA in the GLWQG
     Furthermore, because Lake Michigan in 1972 was probably the peak of PCB    
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     contamination in any Great Lake, Berlin et al.'s treatment was probably not
     ever ambient in any Great Lake.                                            
                                                                                
     What Berlin et al. demonstrate is the following.  Water concentrations     
     approximately twice those found in Lake Michigan in 1972 caused about 25%  
     mortality above control levels, i.e., 45% in the PCB treatment versus 20%  
     in the controls.  Assuming that the PCB toxicity was due to dioxin-like    
     PCBs, the effect of this error can be estimated from the dose response data
     recently generated with TCDD (Walker et al. 1991).  Walker et al.          
     compensate for control mortality; thus, the mortality observed in Berlin   
     converts to a 31% mortality rate (i.e., 25%/80%).  Walker et al. find 30%  
     additional mortality for eggs with 55 ppt TCDD, whereas the NOEL was at    
     34 pg/g TCDD.  The NOEL for dioxin-like PCBs should be about 62% (34/55) of
     the LD30.  The NOEL for PCBs in Berlin et al. should be 62% of 20.8 ng/l,  
     or 12.9ng/l, slightly higher than the level reported for Lake Michigan in  
     1972.  Berlin et al.'s data suggest, therefore, that the ambient PCB levels
     found in the Great Lake at their worst point would have had no effect on   
     lake trout fry survival.                                                   
                                                                                
     To summarize, most of the statements in this paragraph describing effects  
     on lake trout are incorrect.                                               
                                                                                
     The data do not support the hypothesis of effects at current ambient       
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The data do not support the hypothesis of 100% additional mortality at     
     levels ambient in the early 1970s.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA should print an erratum concerning their discussion of lake trout to   
     better reflect the data.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G3880.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the statements included in the proposed guidance   
     describing effects on lake trout are incorrect.  For further discussion of 
     this issue, see Section I.B of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3910.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will not provide adequate protection for people who frequently eat 
     fish, including sport anglers, Native Americans and others.  Assumptions   
     regarding how much fish people eat should be changed to better protect     
     people who eat the most fish against cancer, birth defects and             
     developmental problems.                                                    
     
     

Page 6645



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: G3910.001     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G3910.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures are also needed to control pollution from diffuse pollution,    
     such as the air, urban and farm runoff and contaminated sediments;         
     pollution prevention programs; and timetables to ban the release of all    
     persistent toxic substances into the Lakes.                                
     
     
     Response to: G3910.002     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G3913.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollution that build up in the
     Great Lakes must be adopted, though even stricter rules are needed to      
     protect everyone exposed to contaminants in fish, particularly those most  
     sensitive to toxic injury, like women and children.  All people should be  
     able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as they want and consume those fish   
     without having to worry about harming themselves or their children.        
     
     
     Response to: G3913.001     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200. See response to comments D2714.032 and  
     P2742.051.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G3913.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution dilution zones for the persistent toxic substances should be 
     phased out, as proposed by the GLI.  But, the pollutants affected by this  
     ban should include all persistent toxic substances.                        
     
     
     Response to: G3913.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G3913.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special designation given Lake Superior in the GLI should go further to
     designate the U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an "Outstanding National    
     Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality waters.  Protecting   
     the Lake Superior Basin should be mandatory for all States, not an option. 
     
     
     Response to: G3913.003     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G4033.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: 669, 681, 684-693, 699-721, 724-732, 735-744, 747-756, 
759-761,       
          764-775, 777-779, 919-921, 1000, 1001, 1003-1005, 1009-1023, 1026, 1027,  

          1029-1043, 1049-1055, 1057-1060, 1063-1066, 1073, 1074, 1103, 1104, 1106, 

          1113-1119, 1121-1129, 1132-1141, 1143-1145, 1149, 1151-1160, 1162, 1163,  

          1168-1175, 1177-1187, 1395, 1396, 1409-1412, 1414, 1415, 1419, 1527-1533, 

          1538-1554, 1556-1558, 1593-1596, 1604, 1606, 1613-1619, 1622-1630,        

          1632-1638, 1641, 1646, 2002, 2003, 2007, 2008, 2015-2019, 2024-2030, 2032,

          2033, 2037, 2038, 2039, 2041, 2046, 2111-2113, 2115-2119, 2121-2123,      

          2125-2130, 2132-2136, 2138, 2140-2211, 2483, 2486, 2490-2493, 2495-2505,  

          2509, 2510, 2513-2518, 2521, 2522, 2525, 2532, 2533, 2535, 3104L, 3105L,  

          3116L, 3118L, 3119L, 3121L, 3122L, 3123L, 3129L-3137L, 3260, 3271, 3273,  

          3276, 3277, 3282, 3283, 3286, 3293-3301, 3308-3310, 3312, 3315, 3319, 
3520,
          3522, 3523, 3525, 3527, 3528, 3535-3537, 3539, 3540, 3564, 3565, 3570,    

          3571, 3582-3585, 3588-3593, 3596, 3627, 3628, 3635-3637, 3640, 3641, 3647,

          3648, 3649-3654, 3656, 3657, 3762-3765, 3767, 3783. 3784, 3786, 3790-3808,

          3850, 3851, 3852L, 3854L, 3855, 3856L, 3857L, 3858, 3859, 3860L, 3861L,   

          3862, 3863L, 3864L, 3865-3869, 3951-3954, 3955L, 3971-3973, 3997, 3998L,  

          3999-4005, 4007-4029, 4032, 4034-4041, 4026, 4802, 4896-4907, 5007-5031,  

          5033, 5034, 5193L, 5201L, 5204L-5208L, 5210L, 5211L, 5213L-5220L, 5238L,  

          5672L, 5684L, 5685L, 5686L, 5691L, 5692L, 5694L, 5697L-5699L, 5702L, 
5704L,
          5707L, 5715L, 5887L                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please support the Tier II standards.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G4033.005     
     
     See response to comment G2571.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
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     Comment ID: G4052.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human Health                                                               
                                                                                
     Fetal exposure is not addressed adequately in GLI.  I raise the question,  
     "Do we know enough about post-conception development sequence and toxic    
     susceptability to establish safe dose levels for transplacental toxins?"  I
     think not!  This is a critical health question.  GLI should not walk away  
     from the issue simply because "science" cannot answer all the questions.   
     My commentary at the Chicago hearing is included here by reference.  (Copy 
     attached.).                                                                
                                                                                
     Trans-placental, trans-generational toxins must be given maximum attention,
     including source and release to the aquatic food chain, and the sources    
     must be eliminated.  For these materials, dilution, especially by harmonic 
     mean flow levels, must not be considered as adequate control.              
     
     
     Response to: G4052.001     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that trans-placental, transgenerational      
     toxins must be given attention.  In setting Human Noncancer Criteria EPA   
     evaluates all the toxicity data for a chemical, including data on possible 
     reproductive and developmental effects.  If the reproductive or            
     developmental effects prove to be the most sensitive endpoint for that     
     chemical, EPA will base its criteria on that particular endpoint.  If data 
     are unavailable, on reproductive or developmental effects, EPA will lower  
     the overall criterion with an extra uncertainty factor to account for the  
     lack of data in this area.  Thus, all EPA Human Noncancer Criteria are     
     presumed protective of potential reproductive and developmental effects of 
     the chemical in question.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4052.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     There is no scientific justification to permit mixing zone dilution for    
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     persistent BCCs.  GLI appropriately eliminates mixing zones for the        
     persistent BCCs from new dischargers and phases out mixing zones for       
     existing dischargers of BCCs.  These limitations should also apply to      
     trans-placental toxins.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G4052.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: G4052.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I prefer Option B, but if Option A is promulgated the provision for "acute 
     criteria mixing zone" (3A; C5, 3A: D9) must be eliminated.  The Mixing Zone
     Demonstration Requirements (Option B, E) are important inclusions.         
     
     
     Response to: G4052.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G4052.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation                                                            
                                                                                
     Current practice in Michigan has resulted in numerous stream sections      
     loaded to maximum assimilative capacity.  We consistently approve pollutant
     effluent concentrations which are better than water quality standards but  
     which result in lowering of water quality in the receiving water.  This    
     practice will not restore impaired uses and ultimately will not protect    
     designated uses.                                                           
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     GLI antidegradation proposals are very welcome even though they simply     
     provide a complicated process for obtaining a permit to degrade.           
     
     
     Response to: G4052.004     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G4052.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The State of Michigan has suggested that the de minims requirement should  
     not apply to the pollutants of Table 5.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G4052.005     
     
     EPA appreciates the support of the commenter.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: G4052.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally the State suggests that "high quality waters" should be split 
     into "higher" and "lower" subsets and that the "lower" subset not require  
     evaluation of enhanced treatment or pollution prevention in cases of       
     "significant lowering of water quality" involving non-BCCs.  I disagree    
     with both suggestions.                                                     
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     Response to: G4052.006     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G4052.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI's EEQ concept for BCCs is a critical part of the antidegradation       
     requirement.  Increased mass loading of BCCs over demonstrated capability  
     to control should not be permitted without full use of the antidegradation 
     demonstration.  I believe the benefits of the EEQ concept will overshadow  
     the possible disincentive for advanced treatment.                          
     
     
     Response to: G4052.007     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G4052.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADD/TEF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity                                                                 
                                                                                
     GLI must include provision for consideration of concurrent action among    
     individual components of a toxic mixture.  Similar mode of action has been 
     demonstrated for critical persistent BCCs.  Why then should additivity of  
     equivalent doses not be considered?  The use of equivalency factors in     
     toxicity testing and the design of experments to determine equivalent      
     toxicity in both laboratory and field experimentation has been used for    
     years.  It's time to apply these concepts and procedures to the aquatic    
     resource.  GLI must include some provision for doing same.  (Reference:    
     Probit Analysis, D.J. Finney, Cambridge University Press, Second Ed., 1952.
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     Chapter 8, The Toxic Action Of Mixtures Of Poisons)                        
     
     
     Response to: G4052.008     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: G4052.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole Effluent Toxicity                                                    
                                                                                
     Whole effluent toxicity (WET) should be utilized via numeric WET           
     requirements.  However, I question the utility of WET data that does not   
     consider ambient toxicity of receiving water and/or uses an effluent       
     modified to exclude known toxics, i.e. heat load, chlorine, ammonia, etc.  
     GLI should discuss procedures which provide assessment of the impact of    
     unmodified effluent in unmodified receiving water.                         
     
     
     Response to: G4052.009     
     
     The reasonable potential procedures account for the ambient toxicity by    
     allowing the use of site-water as the dilution water for the WET tests.    
     Any                                                                        
     toxicity in the ambient water will impact the WET test results via use of  
     site water and effectively limit the available dilution for a given        
     facility.                                                                  
     EPA agrees that the permitting authority should not allow a facility to    
     modify its effluent before WET testing.  Specifically, the WET test should 
     be                                                                         
     used to assess ammonia toxicity and the by-products produced by            
     chlorination.                                                              
     Some impacts can not be fully accounted for, such as low dissolved oxygen  
     in                                                                         
     the effluent and large temperature differences because the WET test        
     protocols would be violated by not supplying the required dissolved oxygen 
     and maintaining the appropriate temperature for the test species.  Other   
     assessment tools such as biomonitoring of instream aquatic life are        
     necessary                                                                  
     to assess the impacts of low oxygen and temperature impacts.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G4052.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Designated vs. Impaired Uses                                               
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act requires that GLI conform with the   
     requirements of the International Water Quality Agreement.  The latter     
     Agreement requires restoration of impaired uses.  GLI consistently refers  
     to designated uses.  EPA should compare designated vs. impaired in critical
     tributaries such as the lower reaches of the Maumee River, Buffalo River   
     (New York), Cass and Rouge Rivers (Michigan) etc.  GLI should be revised to
     conform with the International Water Quality Agreement.                    
     
     
     Response to: G4052.010     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2585.014.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G4152.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules to protect women of childbearing age and      
     children from contaminants in the fish that we eat.                        
     
     
     Response to: G4152.001     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4152.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If pollutants cannot be eliminated immediately the GLI should set a        
     specific timetable to phase-out the use of these persistent toxic          
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4152.002     
     
     See response to comment number G2386.003 for a discussion of banning or    
     phase-out of pollutants.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  
     See also Section I.D of the SID for a discussion of how the Guidance       
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G4152.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In closing, I hope Lake Superior will be spared the fate of the other Great
     Lakes and be designated an "Outstanding National Water Resource."          
     
     
     Response to: G4152.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G4158.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please support the proposal to protect wildlife from chemicals which cause 
     birth defects and deformities.  In addition to the chemicals which are     
     addressed specifically in the GLI (mercury, PCBs, dioxin and DDT) the EPA  
     should develop standards which give protection from all toxic chemicals.   
     
     
     Response to: G4158.001     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4158.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "mixing zone phase-out" which would disallow the dilution of persistant
     toxic wastes which are then discharged into the Lakes, must be defended.   
     Also, a specific timetable must be set for phasing out the use of all toxic
     chemicals which build up in the food chain.                                
     
     
     Response to: G4158.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G4158.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc: Reg T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation rules which would protect those waters which are still
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     clean should also be adopted.  Also desireable is support of the Tier II   
     standards which require polluters to demonstrate that their discharges will
     not be damaging to the health of people and wildlife.                      
     
     
     Response to: G4158.003     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
                                                                                
     In no case may an increased loading cause an adverse impact on aquatic     
     life, wildlife or human health.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G4158.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As it now stands, the GLI does not provide adequate protection for people  
     (fishermen, Native Americans and others) who frequently eat fish which may 
     be contaminated.  It will be necessary to re-assess the views on the amount
     of fish these people are consuming and the possible effects, including     
     cancer, birth defects and developmental problems, then include these items 
     in further legislation.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G4158.004     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4158.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 6657



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Beyond the GLI, the EPA should immediately embark upon "Round 2" of this   
     fight against pollution.  In addition to items addressed in the GLI,       
     procedures are needed to control pollution from sources other than direct  
     discharge - air, urban and farm runoff and contaminated sediments.         
     Pollution prevention programs should be initiated as well.                 
     
     
     Response to: G4158.005     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4158.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In closing, I implore you to strongly support this initiative, as well as  
     future legislation which will protect our environment.  Please do not allow
     the GLI to be undermined by lobbyists for industry and special interest    
     groups which have different priorities from those of us who wish our       
     beautiful country to remain so.  Thank you for allowing me to voice my     
     opinion in this manner.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G4158.006     
     
     EPA strongly supports the provisions contained in the final Guidance.  EPA 
     considered a number of comments and relied upon five underlying principles 
     in developing the final Guidance.  For a general discussion on these       
     provisions and principles, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G4160.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I feel the GLI needs stricter rules to protect us (especially women of     
     childbearing age and children) from containments in the fish that we eat.  
     
     
     Response to: G4160.001     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120, P2771.200 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G4160.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It seems to me that those creating such pollution should be required to    
     demonstrate that their discharges will not adversely effect the food chain.
     If pollutants cannot be eliminated immediately, I hope the GLI would set a 
     specific timetable to phase-out the use of these persistent toxic          
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4160.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G4160.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I hope Lake Superior will be spared the fate of the other Great Lakes and  
     be designated an "Outstanding National Water Resource" and therefore I urge
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     the U.S. EPA to adopt a strong GLI without further delay.                  
     
     
     Response to: G4160.003     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4168.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should adopt the proposed special restrictions on toxic pollutants 
     that build up in the Great Lakes fish.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4168.001     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4168.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should adopt its proposed measures to prevent new or increased     
     dumping of pollutants that persist and build up in the food chain.         
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     Response to: G4168.002     
     
     See response to G4168.001.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4168.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should set timetables to ban uses of substances that build up in   
     the ecosystem and to control contaminated sediments and runoff.            
     
     
     Response to: G4168.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G4176.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniform water quality standards that protects not only humans but aquatic  
     life and wildlife will help improve and sustain the Great Lakes as an      
     entire ecosystem.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G4176.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4176.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs a specific timetable to phase-out the use of persistent toxic
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4176.002     
     
     See response to comment number G4152.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4176.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Polluters should be required to demonstrate that their dischargers will    
     not adversely affect the food chain.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G4176.003     
     
     See response to comment number G4381.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G4176.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Lastly please help designate Lake Superior an "Outstanding National Water  
     Resource" to give it further protection from pollution.                    
     
     
     Response to: G4176.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4177.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "mixing zone phase-out" should apply to all toxic chemicals that are   
     persistent.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G4177.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G4177.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must protect wildlife with specific water quality standards from all    
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4177.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G4177.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We must adopt antidegradation rules for clean waters.                      
     
     
     Response to: G4177.003     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G4177.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     And we must have adequate protection for people who eat fish.              
     
     
     Response to: G4177.004     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G4178.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will not adequately protect those people who frequently eat fish.  
     Assumptions as to how much fish should be eaten should be changed to       
     protect these people from cancer, birth defects and developmental problems 
     associated with contaminated fish.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G4178.001     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4178.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should stand by the GLI and set up further polllution controls     
     including diffuse pollution from the air, urban and farm runoff, and       
     contaminated sediments.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G4178.002     
     
     EPA stands by the GLI and believes that the Guidance considers both point  
     and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying     
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the      
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those to address nonpoint   
     sources of pollution such as air deposition and contaminated sediments, see
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G3457.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4178.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further pollution prevention programs should be set up as well as          
     timetables to ban the release of all persistent toxic substances into our  
     lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4178.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4181.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminate or at least set a specific timetable to phase out the use of     
     persistent toxic chemicals like clorine based products.                    
     
     
     Response to: G4181.001     
     
     See response to comment number G4152.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G4181.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     And Please Please recognize that Lake Superior is truely an "Outstanding   
     National Water Resource" and must be vigoreously protected.                
     
     
     Response to: G4181.002     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4260.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We need this standardized, scientific, Water Quality Initiative. It's the  
     only thing that makes sense.  Why not apply GLI to non-point sources of    
     well - is this possible?                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G4260.001     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including those addressing other nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.  Response:                                                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G4366.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special restrictions that are in the current version of the GLI on     
     toxic pollutants that build up in Great Lakes fish must be remain and be   
     adopted.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G4366.001     
     
     EPA believes that it has retained adequate provisions to protect against   
     build up of pollutants in fish in the final GLI.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4366.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burden of proof to demonstrate a pollutant's safety should be on the   
     dischargers.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G4366.002     
     
     See response to comment number G4381.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4366.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution dilution zones for the most persistent toxic substances      
     should be phased out.                                                      
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     Response to: G4366.003     
     
     The phase out of mixing zones for BCCs has been retained in the final      
     Guidance, with minor revisions.  See section VIII. C. 4 of the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4366.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation procedures that are currently in the GLI must remain   
     and be adopted so that new or increased dumping of pollutants that persist 
     and build up in the food chain will be prevented.                          
     
     
     Response to: G4366.004     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G4366.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Measures for special protection of Lake Superior should be included.       
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     Response to: G4366.005     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4366.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Measures for setting timetables to ban uses of persistent and              
     bioaccumulative toxic substances released into the Great Lakes ecosystem   
     must be developed by the EPA.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G4366.006     
     
     Bans and phase-outs of particular pollutants are beyond the scope of       
     antidegradation.  The antidegradation component of State's and Tribe's     
     water quality standards is intended to protect existing water quality.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4366.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All sources of pollution, including air, contaminated sediments and runoff,
     must be controlled.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G4366.007     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
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     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution such as  
     air deposition and contaminated sediments, see Section I.D of the SID and  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G3457.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4366.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comprehensive pollution prevention programs are a must throughout the Great
     Lakes region.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G4366.008     
     
     EPA considered promoting pollution prevention practices as one of its      
     underlying principles in developing the final Guidance.  For a discussion  
     of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,       
     including pollution prevention, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G4375.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up in   
     Great Lakes fish must be adopted, though even stricter rules are needed to 
     protect everyone exposed to contaminents in fish, particularly those most  
     sensitive to toxic injury, like women and children.                        
     
     
     Response to: G4375.001     
     
     See response to comment F3771L.003.  Pollutants that affect women are also 
     well within the coverage of the final GLI.                                 

Page 6671



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G4375.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     and, those, including Native Americans, who rely on fish and wildlife for  
     sustenance and cultural preservation.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G4375.002     
     
     See response to comments F3771L.003 and G4375.001.  Native Americans are   
     also fully covered by the final G4375.002.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G4375.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All people should be able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as they want and 
     consume those fish without having to worry about harming themselves or     
     their children.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G4375.003     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and the goal it represents and believes that  
     the final GLI will make significant progress towards its attainment.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4375.004
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burden of proof should be on the dischargers to demonstrate a          
     pollutant's safety.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G4375.004     
     
     See response to comment number G4381.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4375.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed system to set water quality standards and limit pollution from
     toxic chemicals should be retained.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G4375.005     
     
     Thank you for your support of the proposed water quality Guidance.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G4375.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The most current information available on a pollutant along with           
     conservative safety factors should be used to set discharge limits.        
     
     
     Response to: G4375.006     
     
     EPA agrees with the gist of this comment and that the final GLI will do so.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4375.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution dilution zones for the most persistent toxic substances      
     should be phased out, as proposed by the GLI.  But, the pollutants affected
     by this ban should include all persistent toxic substances.                
     
     
     Response to: G4375.007     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G4375.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADEG/LSUP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special recognition given Lake Superior in the GLI should go further to
     designate the U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an "Outstanding National    
     Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality waters.  Protecting   
     the Lake Superior Basin should be mandatory for all States, not an option. 
     
     
     Response to: G4375.008     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4375.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the Great Lakes States have not fully implemented the current federal
     "anidegradation policy," the GLI antidegradation procedures for the Great  
     Lakes must be adopted to prevent new or increased dumping of pollutants    
     that persist and build up in the food chain.                               
     
     
     Response to: G4375.009     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4375.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to:
     ban uses of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into  
     the Great Lakes ecosystem;                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4375.010     
     
     Bans and phase-outs of particular pollutants are beyond the scope of       
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     antidegradation.  Antidegradation is intended to protect existing water    
     quality.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4375.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to:
     ensure that all sources of pollution, especially air, contaminated         
     sediments and runoff, are controlled and do not violate GLI regulations;   
     
     
     Response to: G4375.011     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution such as  
     air deposition and contaminated sediments, see Section I.D of the SID and  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G3457.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4375.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to:
     require comprehensive pollution prevention programs thoughout the Great    
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4375.012     
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     See response to comment number G4152.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G4377.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mixing zone phase-out should apply to all toxic chemicals that are     
     persistent and don't biodegrade.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G4377.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G4377.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I live in a small town by Lake Erie and we've been warned numerous times   
     not to eat the fish because they contain PCB's, mercury, dioxin, etc.  Long
     before the public was officially warned, I stopped eating any fish from    
     Lake Erie since I already knew these chemicals were being dumped into the  
     lake.  These chemicals do cause reproductive and developmental damage in   
     humans; and they're causing birth defects, deformities, etc. in many       
     species of fish-eating wildlife.  The GLI doesn't provide enough protection
     for people who frequently eat fish, e.g., fishermen, Native Americans, etc.
     
     
     Response to: G4377.002     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4377.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative is a good set of rules but more are needed.  The
     EPA should start immediately on procedures to control pollution from       
     diffuse pollution (such as the air, urban and farm runoff and contaminated 
     sediments), pollution prevention programs, and timetables to ban the       
     release of all persistent toxic substances in the Great Lakes.             
     
     
     Response to: G4377.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4381.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up in   
     Great Lakes fish must be adopted.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G4381.001     
     
     Bans and phase-outs of particular pollutants are beyond the scope of       
     antidegradation.  Antidegradation is intended to protect existing water    
     quality.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4381.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burden of proof should be on the dischargers to demonstrate a          
     pollutant's safety.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G4381.002     
     
     EPA addressed this issue in developing the final Guidance.  For a          
     discussion of the general provisions of the final Guidance, see Sections   
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4381.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution dilution zones for the most persistent toxic substances must 
     be phased out.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G4381.003     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G4381.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Special protection should be given to Lake Superior.                       
     
     
     Response to: G4381.004     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4381.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation procedures for the Great Lakes must be adopted to  
     prevent the dumping of pollutants that persist and build up in the food    
     chain.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4381.005     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4381.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:

Page 6680



$T044618.TXT
     The EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to: ban 
     uses of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances released into the  
     Great Lakes ecosystem;                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4381.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4381.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to:     
     ensure that all sources of pollution, especially air, contaminated         
     sediments and runoff, are controlled;                                      
     
     
     Response to: G4381.007     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution such as  
     air deposition and contaminated sediments, see Section I.D of the SID and  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G3457.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4381.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The EPA should immediately develop measures for setting timetables to:     
     require comprehensive pollution prevention programs throughout the Great   
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4381.008     
     
     See response to comment number G4152.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4382.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI would propose the end of the practice of allowing dischargers to dilute
     their toxic waste.  The "mixing zone phase-out" should apply to all toxic  
     chemicals that are persistent.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G4382.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G4382.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI proposes to protect wildlife with specific water quality standards for 
     four chemicals, including mercury, PCBs, dioxin and DDT.  The EPA should   
     develop standards to protect wildlife from all chemicals.                  
     
     
     Response to: G4382.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G4382.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "antidegradation" rules to "keep clean waters clean" should be adopted.
     
     
     Response to: G4382.003     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G4382.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the GLI will not provide adequate protection for people who          
     frequently eat Great Lakes fish, assumptions regarding how much fish people
     eat should be changed.  This is important to protect people, who eat the   
     most fish, against cancer, birth defects and developmental problems.       
     
     
     Response to: G4382.004     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4382.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative is a a step in the right direction, but more is 
     needed.  The EPA should immediately embark on "Round 2".  This is very     
     important because we need:                                                 
                                                                                
     (1)  Procedures to control pollution from sources such as air, urban and   
     farm runoff and contaminated sediments.                                    
     (2)  Pollution prevention programs.                                        
     (3)  Timetables to ban the release of all persistent toxic substances into 
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G4382.005     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.                                                                 
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G445.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the rules soon forthcoming regarding the "Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Initiative", please prohibit the discharge of chemicals that remain in the 
     food chain.                                                                
                                                                                
     Wasn't DDT enough of a lesson for us all?                                  
     
     
     Response to: G445.001      
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     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G446.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe that it is very important that EPA issue tough final regulations 
     to curb the dumping of toxic chemicals into the Great Lakes.               
                                                                                
     The final rules need to prohibit the discharge of any chemicals that       
     accumulate in the food chain, including PCBs and dioxin.                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G446.001      
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4473.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I think that all of the points of the initiative are important:  consistent
     regulations for all states, dramatic reduction of point source pollution,  
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     special restrictions for bioaccumulative pollutants (including eventual    
     ban), phase-out of dilution zones, shifting the burden of proof to         
     dischargers, protecting Lake Superior from pollution, prevention of new or 
     increased discharges, and addressing nonpoint pollution sources.           
     
     
     Response to: G4473.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4477.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Now as an individual I ask you to include RAPs in the GLI as legally       
     binding documents.  Our system is based largely on command-and-control     
     strategy, but there is a tradition of law that undergirds personal and     
     corporate rights.  Our legal system threatens at times to either paralyze  
     the system or use up all its resources on motion that seems only to spin   
     upon itself, doing little useful work.  Hence, I want to strengthen RAPs   
     command-and-control strategy.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G4477.001     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program     
     efforts, such as RAPs.  See response to comment number D2707.003.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: G454.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I welcome this opportunity to comment on the proposed Water Quality        
     Guidance for the Great Lakes System that appeared recently in the Federal  
     Register (Vol. 58, No. 72, April 16, 1993, starting at page 208001).       
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     Especially as regards the efforts to develop federal criteria for BCCs that
     appear at least as protective -- or generally MORE protective -- than      
     previous National criteria or guidelines, EPA's efforts are to be          
     commended.  At the very least, this will lead to a greater measure of      
     consistency in the numeric criteria the affected states incorporate into   
     their EPA-approved water quality standards.  Unless justifiable regional or
     site-specific grounds can be demonstrated, this should end the current     
     situation where different states can have appreciably different standards  
     criteria -- supposedly for the same chemical constituents and to protect   
     the same sorts of beneficial uses or public health objectives.  Since the  
     Great Lakes form a single ecological system, eliminating differences in    
     water quality standards related less to ecological realities than the      
     vagaries of individual political jurisdiction facilitates realizing the    
     goals of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                          
                                                                                
     The last decade or so has witnessed an increasing effort to use water      
     quality-based (as opposed to purely technology-based) approaches in        
     pursuing the goals of the Clean Water Act.  W.E.T. testing is often put    
     forward as an operational success story for water quality-based approaches.
     These bioassay tests were a major tool in setting third round NPDES permit 
     provisions for POTWs and industries.  The biological tests were            
     extraordinarily valuable in documenting situations of additive and         
     synergistic effects from multiple toxicants.  This then served as a trigger
     for corrective actions even where, on a parameter-at-a-time basis, no      
     problems might have been noted.                                            
                                                                                
     As regards protection for impacts at the acute or chronic levels, the      
     proposed guidance essentially carries forward this very helpful set of     
     bioassay techniques.  For the BCCs, however, it is harder to define        
     operational, water quality-based tests for each NPDES discharge to help    
     screen for problems, and particularly where MORE than one BCC is involved. 
     The risk-based approach presented in the guidance may be the best          
     methodology now available to assist in designing the technology for a waste
     water treatment facility.  On the other hand, this will often lead to      
     standards "numbers" that cannot be related to genuine operational tests    
     yielding evidence to show if specific effluents at specific points in time 
     ae clearly harmful to longer term aspects of public health or wildlife     
     survival.                                                                  
                                                                                
     There is a considerable research literature dealing with sub-lethal        
     biomarkers, but my impressions are it will be some time before these sorts 
     of indicators could be used for routine tests in designing a permit or     
     checking for permit compliance.  This poses some interesting challenges.   
     In the guidance preamble (VII.D on Additivity starting at page 20939) there
     is some discussion of these matters, but the final proposed rules "reserve"
     this topic (in Appendix F, Procedure 4 at page 21040). I feel much of the  
     problem relates to trying to find some magic number for a specific NPDES   
     permit.  This throws the burden of developing what amounts to an entire    
     (site-specific) criterion onto the process involved in developing a single 
     permit.                                                                    
                                                                                
     This is clearly unworkable.  Any deviation from recommmended guidance      
     criteria for BCCs would need to apply to a considerable region, for        
     instance the entire Great Lakes area, some particular Great Lake, or at    
     least something like the southern end of Lake Michigan.  It is hard to     
     imagine criteria could be defined for much smaller areas that both embodied
     good science and were not economically prohibitive to develop.             
                                                                                
     I would therefore recommend EPA pay attention to the ideas contained in a  
     document prepared under a joint project of the National Wildlife Federation
     and the Canadian Institute for Environmental Law and Policy (A Prescription
     for Healthy Great lakes: Report of the Program for Zero Discharge, Feb.    
     1991, esp. pages 40-41).  In this methodology, criteria developed using a  
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     single-parameter approach are pro-rated in accord with the incidence of    
     BCCs actually documented in the tissues of fish or wildlife.  A given      
     initial human health criterion for something like dioxin (2378 TCDD) would 
     be lowered slightly in light of the typical fish flesh contents for a range
     of BCCs.  This would reflect a judicious regionalization of the            
     single-parameter number in light of probable additive effects.  For the    
     region in question (which might be the entire Great lakes area or some     
     particular Great Lake), these pro-rated numbers would then be the primary  
     basis for permit development.  This would allow for timely implementation  
     of the trigger information in the criteria without having to conduct an    
     elaborate scientific experiment for each NPDES permit decision.  I would   
     very much encourage EPA to consider adding such considerations to the      
     proposed guidance.                                                         
                                                                                
     At present there are, admittedly, difficulties in conducting routine tests 
     on a discharger's effluent to demonstrate whether the bioaccumulative      
     properties of pollutants might lead to adverse long term human (or avian   
     and mammalian) health impacts.  However, all but buried in Appendix F      
     (under Procedure 8.E on Compliance TEXTS) of the proposed guidance are some
     promising ideas on using tests on caged fish (or other similar operational 
     tests) to check for unacceptable conditions related to a permitted         
     discharge.  This may be about as close as current technology can come to   
     the types of bioassays for acute or chronic toxicity used so successfully  
     in third round permitting.  I would recommend EPA be less tentative in     
     recommending such permit compliance features be added to the text of NPDES 
     permits.  In fact, for any NPDES major discharger where BCCs are known to  
     occur in the effluent, perhaps such tests should be made mandatory.  As    
     tests involving sub-lethal biomarkers become available, these should also  
     be required for majors.                                                    
                                                                                
     In conclusion, I see some solid content in the proposed guidance.  For the 
     range of issues covered, these measures should further ratchet down the    
     end-of-pipe loadings from many dischargers for around a couple dozen highly
     persistent and bioaccumulative toxics.  Achieving these levels of effluent 
     control for the specified toxicants will also likely lead to improved      
     controls for a host of other pollutants contained in the same waste        
     streams.  I see numerous problems in performing meaningful screening or    
     compliance tests for specific dischargers given the lack of anything really
     analogous to acute or chronic bioassay tests when dealing with BCCs.  The  
     comments I have provided on re-thinking the additivity issue and placing   
     more emphasis on things like caged fish compliance text in permit          
     provisions would seem worth considering.                                   
                                                                                
     My part observation is to note that for BCCs, we are dealing with matters  
     where it is almost impossible to make an irrefragable cause-effect         
     connection between the impacts from a specific discharger and the effects  
     in terms of human health or aquatic life in the Great Lakes ecosystem.     
     Much of the language in the guidance, however, can easily give the         
     impression that this is simply an application of late-1960s methodologies  
     for allocating loads for carbonaceous wastes or other substances that can  
     be biologically stabilized, transformed or otherwise "assimilated."  These 
     BCCs are dangerous chemicals.  To even use forms of language adapted from  
     methodologies developed for pollutants where the environment may indeed    
     have some assimilative capacity is very risky.  It is unsettling and only  
     serves to obfuscate the staggering challenge of finding ways to            
     rehabilitate the more severely polluted areas of the Great Lakes.          
     
     
     Response to: G454.001      
     
     EPA considered the approach described by the commenter and believes the    
     approach adopted in the final Guidance will provide protection from the    
     additive effects on contaminants.  However, EPA believes the approach does 
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     have merit and will continue to consider the approach in any future changes
     in the additivity provisions.                                              
                                                                                
     See section VIII.H of the SID for a discussion on the use of caged fish    
     studies.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G4575.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One aspect of the GLI is disturbing.  As I understand it, several of the   
     states affected by the GLI plan to implement the new standards only to     
     those areas of their states which are within the Great Lakes basin, while  
     the remaining areas of those states may apply much lower standards.  If so,
     that would clearly give those states a competitive advantage over the      
     states, such as Michigan, which will apply uniform GLI standards.  That is 
     clearly unfair.  The obvious solution is to eventually apply the GLI       
     standards throughout the nation.  That will both even the playing field for
     all states, and substantially enhance water quality standards throughout   
     our country.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G4575.001     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G4665.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     End the practice of allowing dischargers to dilute their toxic wastes.     
     This "mixing zone phase-out" should apply to all toxic chemicals.          
     
     
     Response to: G4665.001     
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G4665.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Protect wildlife with specific water quality standards for four chemicals, 
     including mercury, PCB's, dioxin and DDT.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G4665.002     
     
     Wildlife criteria have been developed for the four chemicals listed:  TCDD,
     PCBs, mercury, and DDT and its metabolites.  The values are presented in   
     Table 4 of 40 CFR Part 132.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G4665.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A tough Great Lakes Initiative is not only good for the natural            
     environment, it is also good for the economy.  I suspect that millions of  
     dollars may be lost in tourism and recreation (especially fishing) if we do
     not keep our great lakes as clean as possible.                             
     
     
     Response to: G4665.003     
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G4741.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We even feel there are certain aspects of the Initiative that need         
     strengthening:                                                             
     -  stricter standards/rules on allowable concentration of pollutants to    
     protect the most vulnerable victims of pollution (ie. pregnant women, those
     who rely on the lakes fish for much of their diet, etc.)                   
     -  expand rules to include all persistent toxic chemicals                  
     
     
     Response to: G4741.001     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4741.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a follow up to the progress promised by the Initiative, we hope the EPA 
     will immediately embark on "Round 2".  This should include control of      
     diffuse pollution, which comes from various sources such as runoff from    
     urban areas & farms, comprehensive pollution prevention programs, &        
     timetables to ban the release of all persistent toxic substances into the  
     lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4741.002     
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see   
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G4825.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One provision that is necessary, but not supported in the proposed         
     legislation, is adequate protection for those populations that eat greater 
     quantities of fish from the Great Lakes.  Assumptions regarding how much   
     fish people eat should be changed in order to better protect those         
     populations from birth defects, cancer, and developmental problems which   
     have been associated with the contaminates found in the fish from these    
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G4825.001     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G4857.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  For water quality below the limit of quantitation for toxic and        
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC), method detection limit (MDL)   
     with 99% confidence should be enough to detect a pollutant and therefore   
     MDL should be kept as a compliance evaluation level (CEL) and not practical
     quantitation limit (PQL).  The reason for the recommendation is that BCC   
     are not to be tolerated at all when the agreement between Canada and U.S.A.
     is asking for virtual elimination.                                         
                                                                                
     2.  The averaging of results should not be allowed for BCC when the        
     detection limit is high and water quality criteria is low.  The reason     
     being that when we do not want those chemicals, then why do averaging.  Why
     not to take each value as it is and do compliance evaluation?              
                                                                                
     3.  All the laboratory analysis should be done under CLP protocol to have  
     uniform quality of results.  Therefore I am suggesting that QA/QC should be
     mandatory in NPDES permits.                                                
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     Response to: G4857.001     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G4894.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please stop the chemicals in the Great Lakes. Please stop all chemicals    
     that cause birth defects and deformities in wildlife.  Phase out the use of
     persistent toxic chemicals.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G4894.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying          
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science for the protection of human health,       
     aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further        
     discussion of the various components of the Guidance, including special    
     provisions applicable to bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, see Section 
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G4921L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The science supporting the GLWQI is weak.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLWQI   
     and the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions,   
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     such as the National Academy of Sciences.  EPA used scientifically unproven
     methodologies to derive a Bioaccumulation Factor (used to identify         
     chemicals of particular concern which will be subject to especially        
     stringent controls) and to set limits on substances for which limited data 
     exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are resolved, it is not  
     appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.                         
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.001    
     
     See response to comment G2931.001Comment ID:  G4921L.001                   
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the science supporting the GLI is weak for the     
     reasons stated in Sections I.C and I.E of the SID and response to comment  
     number P2746.043.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4921L.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to point-source         
     industrial dischargers and municipalities in the Great Lakes region.       
     Although pollution from these sources has been severely curtailed over the 
     last 20 years, GLWQI focuses on them and ignores major sources of these    
     substances such as contaminated sediments, airborne pollutants,            
     contaminated stormwater runoff from city streets, and construction sites   
     and agriculture.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.002    
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI is unfairly and unnecessarily burdensome to
     point source industrial dischargers.  EPA believes that much progress has  
     been made in reducing pollution in the Great Lakes basin as discussed in   
     Section I.B of the SID.  EPA believes that the final Guidance does not,    
     however, focus solely on point-source dischargers, but addresses pollution 
     from all sources, point and nonpoint.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to 
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G4921L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     conducting extensive scientific research on the safety of chemicals where a
     complete database for those chemicals does not exist or meeting standards  
     which are designed to be more stringent than necessary.                    
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.003    
     
     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G4921L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     treating substances which they did not generate or add to in their         
     discharge; that is, substances already present in the water used by the    
     entities for processing, cooling or other purposes.                        
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.004    
     
     This is a partial comment.  See SID at VIII.E.3-7.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G4921L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     undertaking significant, expensive monitoring for substances that have     
     never been detected in a discharger's effluent.                            
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.005    
     
     With regard to the use of WQBELs below the level of quantification, please 
     keep in mind that such limits will be required only if there is reasonable 
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality         
     criteria.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G4921L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     conducting an onerous and time-consuming antidegradation demonstration     
     proving that any increases in discharges will lead to major social and     
     economic benefits.  The demonstration would be required before the facility
     could increase its discharge over existing effluent quality, even if permit
     limits would not be exceeded.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.006    
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G4921L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The costs of GLWQI are excessive, while the benefits are limited.  GLWQI   
     seeks very expensive reductions from point source dischargers.  Costs      
     studies by four industries alone indicate that their costs would be over $5
     billion dollars in capital and almost $1.5 billion per year in annual      
     operation and maintenance costs.  Moreover, an independent study of the    
     costs and benefits of GLWQI, authorized by the Council of Great Lakes      
     Governors and conducted by DRI/McGraw Hill concluded that major costs of up
     to $2.3 billion annually would be imposed by the GLWQI, while the          
     environmental benefits remain ill-defined.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.007    
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G4921L.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industries in the region would be at a severe economic disadvantage over   
     industries elsewhere in the Great Lakes states and nationally who are not  
     subject to the same provisions.  The antidegradation provisions will       
     inhibit growth in the region by forcing delays in business decisions during
     antidegradation demonstration reviews and by making it difficult, if not   
     impossible, for companies to return to full production during the course of
     economic recovery.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.008    
     
     See Sections I, II and VII of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: G4921L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLWQI conflicts with existing state regulations or program priorities  
     as well as other Federal environmental regulatory programs.  A few examples
     include the Lakewide Management Plans, Remedial Action Plans, and the Clean
     Air Act.  This will cause confusion, unnecessary costs, and conflicting    
     objectives for state agencies which administer environmental statutes.  It 
     will also result in region states administering two separate permit        
     programs based on separate water quality criteria, unless states change    
     their own rules to effectively apply the GLWQI statewide.  However,        
     statewide application would only serve to impose the GLWQI and its         
     associated flaws on a much larger number of dischargers.                   
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.009    
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G4921L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The initiative will likely set a precedent for new regulations in the rest 
     of the country.  Adoption of this rule would constitute general acceptance 
     of the policies and methods applied by GLWQI, even when these are based on 
     unproven science and burdensome approaches to implementation.              
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.010    
     
     See response to comments P2629.023 and D2698.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G4921L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors to produce    
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.  In addition,
     EPA's approach transfers the burden and costs of developing better criteria
     to the discharger:  it is up to the discharger to prove that a less        
     stringent standard is merited.  Yet, because of antibacksliding provisions,
     it becomes possible that the more valid Tier I criteria could not be       
     applied once they are developed.  EPA's own Science Advisory Board has     
     raised a number of questions about the Tier II methodology and has         
     indicated that the aquatic Tier II approach needs further review for       
     validity before use.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.011    
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G4921L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to     
     develop Tier I criteria.  However, this would be risky since some studies  
     may take 24 months or longer, leaving dischargers insufficient time to     
     complete the necessary research and, if needed, place additional equipment 
     to meet the extremely short three-year time frame for the Tier II limits.  
     Or,                                                                        
                                                                                
     [They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter value, 
     even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.  This may  
     place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research proves  
     the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing plants are not      
     forced to meet the same standards.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.012    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G4921L.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .013 is imbedded in comment .012.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter value,  
     even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.  This may  
     place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research proves  
     the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing plants are not      
     forced to meet the same standards.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.013    
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G4921L.013a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology, or ecology.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.013a   
     
     See the SID, especially Section IV, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G4921L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier (FCM) combined    
     with the bioconcentration factor (BCF).  This methodology does not take    
     into account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and   
     does not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, it cannot        
     reasonably be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what     
     actually occurs in the ecosystem.  Further, the SAB report states that the 
     BCF-to-BAF model "has not been adequately tested to use for the            
     establishment of regional water quality at this time."                     
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.014    
     
     Comment: G4921L.001                                                        
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment G2931.001                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G4921L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes, the BAF methodology  
     is extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  EPA gave no     
     careful consideration in selecting values of these input parameters.  EPA  
     gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these input           
     parameters. Rather, values from a single journal article were adopted with 
     no critical review.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.015    
     
     In the proposal, EPA used the pelagic food web model of Thomann (1989) with
     very generic input parameters for deriving the FCMs used in the BAF        
     methodology.  EPA agrees with the commenters and in the final Guidance, EPA
     has used different Great Lake specific input parameters whenever possible  
     in the model.  The input data for the model were taken from peer-reviewed  
     publications of Flint (1986) and Oliver and Niimi (1988). In addition, EPA 
     has changed from the model of Thomann (1989) to the model of Gobas (1993)  
     for deriving FCMs because the model of Gobas (1993) includes both benthic  
     and pelagic food web pathways and is much less sensitive to input          
     parameters for higher log Kow chemicals.  In selecting the model of Gobas  
     (1993), EPA did consider the model of Thomann (1992) which includes both   
     benthic and pelagic food web pathways. EPA selected the model of Gobas     
     (1993) for deriving the FCMs because this model in contrast to the model of
     Thomann (1992) required fewer input parameters and had input parameters    
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     which could be more easily specified.                                      
                                                                                
     Also, EPA allows site-specific modifications to the BAFs.  See response to 
     comment P2588.051.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G4921L.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured  
     BAFs.  It often overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of    
     magnitude.  Errors can be in both directions, although the methodology     
     tends to overestimate greatly as log P (bioaccumulation tendency)          
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.016    
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for     
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three fish shows   
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     The Gobas model allows the derivation of FCMs for the entire range of Kows.
      Unlike the Thomann model (1989), the predicted BAFs for chemicals with log
     Kow greater than 6.5 correlate well with field-measured data.              
     Biomagnification tends to decrease at high Kows and this is reflected in   
     the FCMs.Comment ID:  G4921L.016                                           
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that the use of a Tier II reverse-onus procedure for  
     setting water quality criteria and standards is unfair and overly          
     burdensome to to dischargers of ubiquitous chemicals currently being       
     regulated for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and 
     Section I.C of the SID.                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1000 as a trigger for determining BCCs is         
     arbitrary.  EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the proposed
     rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1000 is the    
     right value.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.017    
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence or toxicity.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.018    
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC

Page 6703



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: G4921L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until these questions about the methodology have been resolved, the BAF    
     procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving Water Quality 
     Standards.  Because the concept of examining bioaccumulative potential of  
     chemicals is so important, industry is prepared to work with EPA in a joint
     research effort to develop a better methodology.                           
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.019    
     
     Comment: G4921L.019                                                        
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes that it has adequatetly addressed the questions               
     about the methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF            
     as a numeric factor in deriving water quality standards.                   
                                                                                
     EPA has made an effort to work with the regulated community to             
     develop the BAF methodology through the comment/response process,          
     meetings and discussions, and Science Advisory Board reviews.              
     The regulated community has had the opportunity to participate in          
     these and other forums to develop the BAF methodology used in the          
     final Guidance.  EPA welcomes interested members of the regulated          
     community to work together to continue to improve and further              
     develop the BAF GLI methodology through a joint research effort.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G4921L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SECTION VI:  WILDLIFE CRITERIA (p.20879-84).  The GLWQI marks the first    
     time that EPA has sought to develop water quality standards expressly aimed
     at protecting wildlife.  Because this is a new effort, it is especially    
     important that it be extensively reviewed by the scientific community and  
     found to be scientifically sound.  However, the proposed methodology has   
     not been generally accepted by the scientific community.  As noted by the  
     Science Advisory Board, EPA's proposed methodology is based on the human   
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     health paradigm and thus is aimed at protecting individuals, not species.  
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.020    
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: G4921L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the species selected to provide a basis for the criteria are  
     not ecologically representative of the region.                             
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.021    
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G4921L.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before a final methodology for the protection of wildlife is proposed, EPA 
     should address these concerns.  In addition, the final methodology should  
     be subject to a thorough peer review process in which any other concerns   
     expressed by the scientific community would be addressed.                  
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.022    
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G4921L.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SECTION VII:  ANTIDEGRADATION (p. 20888-20917).  As proposed, the GLWQI    
     antidegradation policy could have a significant adverse effect on economic 
     growth in the Great Lakes region, and it would impose onerous demonstration
     requirements on both municipal and industrial dischargers.  The policy     
     brings about a number of significant changes that will unnecessarily       
     inhibit growth:                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.023    
     
     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are not an impediment 
     to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not   
     concerned with minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth
     on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,        
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-ups to      
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring major social and 
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, GLWQI also imposes burdensome
     requirements on increases in permit limits associated with normal economic 
     or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the proposed          
     antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in time, putting
     the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage over other   
     parts of the country.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.024    
     
     The commenter mischaracterizes the antidegradation provisions of the Great 
     Lakes Guidance.  These provisions derive from existing provisions at 40 CFR
     131.12, which are applicable nationwide. Thus there is no basis for the    
     belief that the Great Lakes would suffer an economic disadvantage under the
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance.  In addition, neither the
     language of the final Guidance nor the existing regulation at 40 CFR 131   
     require a demonstration of "major social and economic benefit", but rather 
     require a showing that a proposed lowering of water quality "is necessary  
     to accommodate important economic or social development ..."               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs the existing effluent quality (EEQ) would become a legally        
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants currently operating at less than full
     capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and      
     cycles of demand for industrial products, many production facilities are   
     operating at less than full capacity; they will remain that way unless some
     flexibility is provided in the final rule.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.025    
     
     Comment ID  G4921L.025                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Response                                                                   
                                                                                
     Please see response to comment G4921L.025                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilities, including waste water treatment plants, which     
     operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing permit limitations
     for BCCs will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable permit   
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged,         
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
                                                                                
     In addition, companies who are operating at the maximum allowable levels,  
     as spelled out in their NPDES permit, will have a potential economic       
     advantage over companies operating at the maximum allowable levels         
     flexibility to improve their effluent quality, as well as allowing them to 
     potentially expand their operations.  While companies operating within a   
     "margin of safety" will be limited at that level, if a company wanted to   
     expand, they would be subject to more stringent requirements.              
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.026    
     
     Please see response to comment G4921L.025                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G4921L.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharges, EPA could     
     issue new permit limits to facilities for BCCs.  This will force facilities
     to undertake significant and expensive monitoring.  In addition, companies 
     will be exposed to legal liabilities, since any detection of the substance 
     would instantly place the facility under non-compliance.                   
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     Response to: G4921L.027    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G4921L.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period, Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward, even 
     if a data base is established to show that these substances pose no        
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.028    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G4921L.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SECTION IV:  IMPLEMENTATION --                                             
                                                                                
     SITE-SPECIFIC MODIFICATIONS TO CRITERIA (P.20918-21).  Site Specific       
     Criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the standards set by  
     GLWQI are exceedingly over protective.  Despite this, the GLWQI generally  
     requires the application of water criteria and values throughout the Great 
     Lakes regardless of state or tribal designations and site-specific water   
     conditions.  The failure to use, or to allow for, site specific adjustments
     (except under very specific, limited circumstances) ignores the fact that  
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     all species are not present everywhere due to physical or geological       
     factors not related to toxic substances.                                   
                                                                                
     It is essential that States have the ability to develop scientifically     
     sound site-specific water quality standards which recognize unique local   
     conditions including populations of fish and other, consumption rates,     
     lipid contents, and bioavailability.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.029    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MIXING ZONES (P.20931).  Under the GLWQI, EPA has proposed that mixing     
     zones be eliminated for BCCs while zones of initial dilution be eliminated 
     completely.  This will force dischargers to meet ambient water quality     
     standards at the end of the pipe--an extremely expensive prospect that     
     brings with it virtually no environmental benefits.                        
                                                                                
     Many industrial and municipal permits require that discharges meet ambient 
     standards outside of a small zone of mixing or dilution.  Dischargers are  
     usually required to perform toxicity tests to ensure that sensitive species
     are fully protected wherever zones are established.  This policy has always
     been seen as fully protective.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.030    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 6710



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal POTW, industrial, and Federal facility dischargers will be forced
     to begin removing substances that are not now of regulatory concern.  At   
     present, there are often no control limits in discharge permits, either    
     because discharges are below detectable levels or because substance levels 
     at the edge of the small mixing zone are at or below ambient water quality 
     requirements, although they are slightly higher at the point of discharge. 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.031    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not           
     significantly improve water quality since ambient water quality standards  
     are fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real   
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small and 
     poses no threat to aquatic life.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.032    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4921L.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control"  
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     states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly          
     compatible with the use of mixing zones.  It also states that mixing zones 
     might be denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of   
     the water quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of
     the water body.  Under these guidelines, there is no reasonable basis for  
     treating BCCs differently.  The GLWQI proposes derivation procedures for   
     criteria for BCCs which even EPA admits may be overconservative.  EPA's    
     approach, then, is duplicative.  First it designed overprotective criteria 
     to compensate for uncertainties and then it denies the use of mixing zones 
     to compensate again for those same uncertainties.                          
                                                                                
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zone of initial dilution is   
     only defendable when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are
     occurring within these zones.  Thus, we recommend that reductions of these 
     zones be required only when the regulatory agency can show actual or       
     reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concentrations     
     within mixing zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are        
     economically and technically feasible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.033    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G4921L.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INTAKE WATER SUBSTANCES (p.20958-67).  The virtual elimination of intake   
     credits in many circumstances will force municipal and industrial          
     dischargers to treat substances that they do not add to their effluent.    
     The GLWQI requires dischargers to treat substances present in the influent 
     except under very specific situations which will be almost impossible to   
     meet.  This proposed policy imposes tremendous costs and liability problems
     on plant operators, subjects dischargers to enforcement actions based on   
     substances that they did not generate, and raises a basic concern for      
     equity among regions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.034    
     
     See response to D2698.030.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
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     Comment ID: G4921L.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The policy essentially eliminates intake credits.  Under the current       
     national approach, a permit writer can take into account the presence of   
     intake water pollutants when deriving Water Quality Based Effluent Limits. 
     Under the GLWQI approach, however, a permit writer may only directly       
     consider intake pollutants when the discharger meets five specific         
     conditions:  100% of the discharge water is returned to the same body of   
     water from which it was derived; the facility does not add any of the      
     substance in the process; the facility does not alter the substances       
     chemically or physically; there is no increase of the substance at the edge
     of the mixing zone; and the timing and location of the discharge would not 
     lead to adverse water quality impacts.                                     
                                                                                
     A close review shows that these conditions will almost never be met.  Very 
     few plants and even fewer municipalities withdraw and discharge all intake 
     water in the same stream segment or area.  In addition, for some substances
     it would be extremely difficult for a facility to prove for some substances
     that none of the chemical is being added, for example, through metals      
     leaching from process pipes.  Because of this, facilities will become      
     legally responsible for substances that they did not generate.             
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.035    
     
     This is a duplicate of other comments and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G4921L.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake chemicals should not be subject to regulation.  The Clean Water Act 
     regulates the discharge of pollutants, which is specifically defined as    
     "any addition of pollutants to navigable waters from any point source."    
     (33 USC 1361(12); emphasis added).  The legal history of this issue clearly
     supports the assertion that substances present in the intake stream are not
     covered by this provision:                                                 
                                                                                
     - The Agency has expressly taken the position that "for addition of a      
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     pollutant from a point source to occur, the point source must introduce the
     pollutant into navigable water from the outside world."  (NWF v. Gorsuch,  
     693 F.2d 156, 165 (D.C. Cir. 1982); (emphasis added).                      
                                                                                
     - In 1988 EPA continued to adhere to this position when its interpretation 
     was again adopted, this time by the Sixth Circuit:  "EPA also argued, as it
     does here, that there can be no addition unless a source `physically       
     introduces a pollutant into water from the outside world...'  We agree with
     the District of Columbia Circuit that EPA's definition...is a permissible  
     construction of `added'....(NWF v. Consumers Power Company, 862 F.2d 580,  
     584.)                                                                      
                                                                                
     Further, in Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976), 
     which remains the only precedent which definitely addresses the concept at 
     hand, the court concluded:  "It is industry's position that EPA has no     
     jurisdiction under the Act to require removal of any pollutants which enter
     a plant through its intake stream.  We agree."  The agency relies on the   
     difference between technology based limits and WQBELs to support its       
     prohibition against intake credits in the GLWQI; however, there is nothing 
     inherent to this distinction that would explain why intake pollutants      
     should be handled differently.                                             
                                                                                
     The cases EPA cites fail to support the Agency's position.  N.W.F. v.      
     Consumers Power Co., 862 F.2d 580, 584 (6th Cir. 1988) adopted the Agency's
     previous definition of "addition."  The other cases are simply not         
     applicable, as they involve discharges of a seafood processing plant,      
     redeposition of vegetation, etc., not "pollutants" removed from and then   
     returned to the waterways.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.036    
     
     Response to: G4921L.036:  See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G4921L.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality is not improved.  This provision will prohibit intake credits
     even when the effluent from a plant has lower concentrations of substances 
     than does the receiving water.  It is difficult to understand how such an  
     action would contribute to the exceedance of a water quality standard.     
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.037    
     
     See response to D2669.057. See response to comment P2576.196.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G4921L.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 3: .
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual users of the Great Lakes waters will become obligated to serve  
     as mini-water treatment plants.  Under the Clean Water Act, individual     
     dischargers are held responsible for the impact that their actions have on 
     the Nation's waters.  However, this does not mean that they have the       
     obligation to "restore" the Nation's water integrity.  The denial of intake
     credits will create a situation where a facility takes in a small amount of
     water from a polluted water body, uses it, purifies it at great expense,   
     and releases it back into the polluted water.  This outcome is nonsensical,
     while at the same time being extremely expensive.                          
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.038    
     
     See response to D2669.058.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G4921L.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  IN/NETG
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  RIA/COST/INCR
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Policy concerns lead to the conclusion that intake credits must be allowed.
     In its proposed rule, EPA expressed some concern that allowing for intake  
     credits would create an economic incentive for facilities to relocate to   
     water bodies that are more polluted.  It is unlikely that the decision to  
     locate or relocate a facility would be based primarily on the pollution    
     levels in the water body; however, the idea that mere variations in intake 
     polluant levels under an intake credit option would be important enough to 
     create an incentive to relocate just underscores the economic burdens of   
     having no intake credit.  Whatever the validity of this concern, it is     
     clearly outweighed by numerous, more compelling considerations:            
                                                                                
     - The proposal limits the discretion of the permit writer.                 
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     - EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge"    
     which in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, EPA's   
     new approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between federal and   
     state power to control and eliminate water pollution.                      
                                                                                
     - The new definition of "addition" will subject many new facilities to the 
     permitting process.  For example, it raises the question of whether dams   
     will be required to submit to the permitting process.                      
                                                                                
     - Civil and criminal liability would be dramatically expanded.  Under the  
     new definition, every substance in the intake water requires a permit or,  
     at a minimum, a demonstration that the facility adds none of that          
     substance.  Moreover, because pollutant levels in the intake water vary    
     considerably, the facility's civil and even criminal liability could beyond
     its control.                                                               
                                                                                
     - When water quality standards have been exceeded, the technology-based    
     limits would become essentially useless because, in addition to dealing    
     with its own chemicals, the facility would be required to have technology  
     to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution without workable   
     industry standards to guide them.                                          
                                                                                
     - Delays in state permits will increase as more and more waters are found  
     to be exceeding more stringent water quality standards primarily due to    
     background concentrations.  States and permittees will be required to go   
     through a complex and time-consuming and expensive variance or use         
     modification procedure to address these situations while the result will   
     eventually be the same as if intake credits were allowed.                  
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.039    
     
     This comment duplicates other comments and is not addressed separately     
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G4921L.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WATER QUALITY BASED EFFLUENT LIMITS (p.20975-80).  The establishment of    
     Water Quality Based Effluent Limits below a quantifiable level imposes     
     tremendous uncertainty and legal liability beyond those contemplated by the
     Clean Water Act.  Currently, federal regulations do not require or specify 
     procedures for determining compliance when WQBELs are set at less than     
     quantifiable levels.  This is left to the discretion of individual states. 
     The GLWQI regulation establishes specific compliance procedures for Great  
     Lakes States in these instances.  It requires that each permit include the 
     actual calculated limit, even though it may not be analytically measurable 
     and would not be used to determine compliance.  Compliance would be based  
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     on the compliance evaluation level, in this case the minimum level that can
     be detected analytically.  In addition, dischargers would be required to   
     implement a complex and expensive pollutant minimization program even      
     though the substances of concern have not been detected in the plant's     
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.040    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G4921L.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It places a plant operator at the mercy of the laboratory's detection      
     equipment and the efficiency of its analytical technicians.  Laboratory    
     detection capability varies greatly throughout the Great Lakes Region as it
     does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending upon the matrix being   
     analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate treatment requirements and   
     enforcement activities across the basin.  Without consistency on factors   
     such as practical quantitation levels (PQLs), vastly inconsistent,         
     arbitrary, and inappropriate requirements will result.  In addition,       
     measurement of very low levels of substances using equipment at the        
     frontiers of detection capability, there is a higher likelihood of false   
     readings or misidentification of substances.  These readings may unfairly  
     subject operators to significant liability and costs.  Moreover, the long  
     lag time between sampling and analysis could mean that the operator could  
     unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period.                     
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.041    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: G4921L.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability, municipal and industrial plant        
     operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated          
     monitoring equipment to frequently monitor the influent to the plant in    
     order to detect specified chemicals in the intake waters that are not in   
     the production process and would have to put in place sophisticated        
     treatment technology that will ensure that any substance listed in the     
     permit will remain below detectable limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.042    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G4921L.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances have not been detected in the plant's
     discharge.  Just becasue a WQBEL is below detection limits does not mean   
     that there is a need for the permittee to "eliminate the pollutant," or    
     that the specified minimization program requirements are necessary or      
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.043    
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G4921L.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agency does not address how a municipality would implement a program   
     given that it has little, if any, control over indirect discharges,        
     especially from households.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.044    
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G4921L.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where reduction of a substance may be warranted, it is            
     inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.045    
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G4921L.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It was based on an inadequately small sample of only 59 facilities from    
     industry and publicly owned treatment works.  Of these, only 20 were       
     identified as being significantly affected by the regulation.              
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.046    
     
     See response to comment D2669.079.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G4921L.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not address the costs of the antidegradation provision, one  
     of the major problems for both industrial and municipal dischargers.  It   
     only estimates the costs of completing the demonstration process.          
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.047    
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
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     Comment ID: G4921L.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study generally assumed that the background levels of substances in the
     influent were below the threshold amounts established by the initiative    
     regulations and therefore that the new approach to intake credits would not
     be an issue.  Yet, other studies show that the elimination of the intake   
     credit provision would be one of the most costly features of the GLWQI.    
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.048    
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G4921L.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study assumed that eliminating mixing zones and setting WQBELs below   
     detection levels would impose little additional costs because these costs  
     could be attributed to other initiative requirements.                      
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.049    
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G4921L.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study did not estimate the costs of compliance for Federal Facilities. 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.050    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G4921L.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many other concerns with EPA's cost study were raised by the Office of     
     Management and Budget in its review.  OMB advised that these issues be     
     resolved before final publication.  Among these issues is a request for    
     additional analysis on the extent to which the new standards would prevent 
     the establishment of new facilities in the Great Lakes Basin.  Workers,    
     consumers, and investors will suffer losses whenever construction of new or
     expanded industrial or municipal facilities are delayed or prevented due to
     the requirements of the proposed GLWQI.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.051    
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G4921L.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     AMI is aware of the fact that detailed cost studies done by major          
     industries in the Great Lakes region project that companies will incur     
     capital costs in the billions of dollars and annual operation and          
     maintenance costs of several hundred million dollars.  These industry      
     studies are generally conservative estimates of costs because all issues   
     and substances were not evaluated.  They focused on only one or two of the 
     major issues (e.g., intake credits or antidegradation); evaluated only the 
     one or two substances most likely to be listed as a BCC and to affect      
     individual industries; and did not consider the possibility that GLWQI will
     be extended by states and administered state-wide.                         
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.052    
     
     G4921L.052                                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G4921L.052a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to costs incurred by individual industries, the GLWQI would    
     have the effect of inhibiting growth across the entire region.  As         
     discussed above, the antidegradation provisions will discourage any changes
     associated with normal economic growth, including efforts to expand        
     production to pre-recession levels.  Manufacturing costs will be           
     significantly higher and operations are likely to shift to other areas of  
     the affected states or to other regions of the country that are not        
     affected by the regulation.  This will lead to a loss of markets and a loss
     of jobs to the basin.  Moreover, municipalities will be forced to restrict 
     growth and increase sewer costs to meet the new requirements.  Pressure to 
     extend the regulation nationwide will increase in order to ensure economic 
     equity among regions, even where waters are already fully protected and    
     further stringency will not produce additional environmental benefits.     
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.052a   
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: G4921L.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite best evidence that only one percent of PCBs found in the Lower Fox 
     river and Green Bay come from point sources, EPA's benefit study           
     consistently overestimated the role of point sources and attributed from 20
     percent to 100 percent of the benefits of fishery restoration to GLWQI     
     point source reductions.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.053    
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.037.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/BEN
     Comment ID: G4921L.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's benefit study was based on a highly controversial and unproven       
     methodology called "contingent valuation."  The survey questions were not  
     directly targeted to what GLWQI will accomplish asking instead what people 
     would be willing to pay to achieve water quality "free from toxic          
     chemicals."  Since this will not be achieved by the regulations, and since 
     other initiatives also work towards the same basic goal, the responses can 
     only represent an extreme upper bound.  The actual benefits would be lower,
     and the responses would have been different if respondents knew this.      
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.054    
     
     Water quality improvements often involve thresholds such as action levels  
     for fish consumption advisories.  However, water quality regulations often 

Page 6724



$T044618.TXT
     contribute only a portion of the improvement needed to surpass a threshold.
      Although individuals may (or may not) have a WTP for incremental steps    
     toward crossing a threshold, when the threshold is surpassed (e.g., fish   
     consumption advisories are lifted), every action that contributed to the   
     effort should be allocated a portion of the benefits. This was accomplished
     by allocating a portion of the total toxic-free benefits (proportional to  
     the reduction in loadings) to the final Guidance.                          
                                                                                
     The alternative approach is to allocate all of benefits to the particular  
     regulation that made the final improvement required to surpass the         
     threshold, and zero benefits to all regulations that brought water quality 
     conditions close enough to make this possible, which seems inaccurate.  In 
     addition, if the timing of different regulations were altered, then the    
     particular action that results in surpassing the threshold would no longer 
     do so, and a different regulation would be attributed with the benefits.   
     Therefore, total benefits are apportioned to each regulatory action based  
     on their respective contribution toward meeting the water quality goal.    
                                                                                
     See also response to comment D2669.089.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/BEN
     Comment ID: G4921L.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Estimates are inferior to data based on actual market transactions.  Survey
     responses to "willingness to pay" questions are not reliable because they  
     can be influenced by other factors, such as willingness to please the      
     interviewer and because respondents do not have to follow through and buy  
     at that price.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.055    
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G4921L.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQI only addresses current point source discharges.  Most of the         
     remaining pollution problems in the Great Lakes (especially fish           
     consumption advisories) are due to past emissions of substances that have  
     since been banned or severely restricted.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.056    
     
     See response to comments D2587.014 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G4921L.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where swimming is banned, it is rarely because of toxic substances, which  
     are regulated by the GLWQI.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.057    
     
     G4921L.057                                                                 
                                                                                
     Please see response to comment D2587.143.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G4921L.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Benefits assessments need to focus on the impact that GLWQI specifically   
     has on beneficial uses in the region, ambient water quality standards,     
     miles of shoreline opened to commercial recreational fishing, and the      
     removal of fish advisories.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.058    
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G4921L.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effects of GLWQI must be measured in terms of its effect on total      
     loadings not just point sources since environmental improvement depends on 
     changes in this total.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.059    
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G4921L.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AMI believes that some of the most expensive provisions of the GLWQI, such 
     as the elimination of intake credits and mixing zones, will yield no       
     environmental benefits.  Significant gains have already been made in       
     reducing point source discharges in the region.  The GLWQI focuses only on 
     these, seeking further, very expensive reductions.  Not addressed are      
     discharges from the Canadian side of the Lakes, deposition of airborne     
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     emissions, or non-point source discharges, such as contaminated storm-water
     runoff from city sewers and lawns, construction sites, and agriculture.    
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.060    
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.014, D2587.037, D2657.006 
     and D2596.013.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G4921L.061
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We already have concerns with the current regulatory system that states and
     EPA are employing to achieve environmental benefits.  For example, AMI is  
     aware of one large meat processing company that was required to reduce     
     salts in their waste water effluents.  After spending over 1 million       
     dollars to comply with the mandate the company was concerned that the work 
     they undertook was useless when juxtaposed against the local municipalities
     free application of the same salts to the local highways during the entire 
     winter months.  Examples such as this makes us question the overall        
     environmental benefits derived from current regulatory practices.  Based on
     this example, AMI strongly believes that the GLWQI will result in only a   
     marginal decrease in the pollutants flowing into the Great Lakes Basin.    
     Lastly, EPA's analysis of the costs and benefits of the GLWQI needs to be  
     improved considerably before this expensive new requirement can be         
     justified.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4921L.061    
     
     EPA does not believe that the GLI will result in only a marginal decrease  
     in the pollutants flwoing into the Great Lakes basin for the reasons stated
     in the preamble to the final Guidance and Section I.C of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G4934.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Plese consider my concerns about our Great Lakes citizens and wildlife.  It
     is imperative that we set a specific time table to phase out the use of    
     toxic chemicals.  Please also do something to require polluters to prove   
     that their discharges are not harmful.                                     
                                                                                
     Let's leave something for our children.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G4934.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying          
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science for the protection of human health,       
     aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further        
     discussion of the various components of the Guidance, including special    
     provisions applicable to bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, see Section 
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4945.001(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would like to see a few measures strengthened.  The phase out of mixing  
     zones and dillution should include all persistent toxics and the time      
     accelerated.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G4945.001(a)  
     
     The GLI does provide for review of potential pollutants based on structure 
     activity relationships.  When pollutants are found in an effluent for which
     there is no Tier I criterion or Tier II value, ambient screening values are
     to be used to evaluate whether there is a need to generate toxicological   
     data for the pollutant.  Quantitative structure activity relationships are 
     explicitly mentioned as appropriate for use as ambient screening values,   
     although the GLI also recognizes that States and Tribes have broad         
     flexibility in establishing ambient screening values.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G4945.001(b)
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would like to see a few measures strengthened.  The GLI should also      
     provide for review potential pollutants based on their structure activity  
     relationship.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G4945.001(b)  
     
     See the SID for a response to this comment and related issues.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G4945.001(c)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would like to see a few measures strengthened.  Finally, as a mother, I  
     feel it should provide our children more protection by calculating the     
     water quality based on lower body weight and childhood sensitivity as an   
     additional uncertainty factor                                              
     
     
     Response to: G4945.001(c)  
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G4950.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge the EPA and you to join me with your support of the "Great Lakes    
     Water                                                                      
     Quality Initiative, G.L.I.  Please fulfill the promises of the Clinton     
     Administration and support the following issues:                           
     1) Mixing zone phase outs                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G4950.001     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G4950.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge the EPA and you to join me with your support of the "Great Lakes    
     Water                                                                      
     Quality Initiative, G.L.I.  Please fulfill the promises of the Clinton     
     Administration and support the following issues:                           
     2) Standards to protect wildlife from all chemicals, especially mercury,   
     PCBs, DDT and dioxin                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G4950.002     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.176 and P2593.035 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G4950.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     I urge the EPA and you to join me with your support of the "Great Lakes    
     Water                                                                      
     Quality Initiative G.L.I.  Please fulfill the promises of the Clinton      
     Administration and support the following issues:                           
     3) Keep clean water clean!  Support the "antidegradation" rules.           
     
     
     Response to: G4950.003     
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G4950.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the EPA should immediately embark on round 2. procedures to control  
     pollution from diffuse poluution; such as the air, urban and farm runoff   
     and contaminated sediments; pollution prevention programs; and timetables  
     to ban the release of all persistant toxic substances into the Lakes.      
     
     
     Response to: G4950.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G4954.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please support the "Great Lakes Initiative"  The "mixing zone phase out"   
     must be applied to all toxic chemicals  Water quality standards must be    
     established for mercury, P.C.B's, dioxin and D.D.T. along with proposals to
     protect fish and wildlife from all chemicals.  In addition controls must be
     established for diffuse pollution to eliminate acid rain, city and farm    
     pollutants.  A schedule to ban the dumping of all persistent chemicals into
     the lakes and waterways.  I have seen the lakes and rivers that were       
     pristine in my youth polluted and support strong measures that would       
     eliminate continued degredation of our lakes, streams and waterways.       
     
     
     Response to: G4954.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G4973.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most importantly, the GLI proposes to end the practice of allowing         
     discharges to dilute their toxic wastes.  This mixing zone phase-out should
     apply to all persistent chemicals.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G4973.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and included special provisions in the final  
     Guidance to address bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.  For a discussion
     of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final       
     Guidance, including using the best available science for the protection of 
     human health, aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID.  For  
     further discussion of the various components of the Guidance, including    
     special provisions applicable to bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, see 
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
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     Comment ID: G4978.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge that the E.P.A. adopt as early as possible a strong Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Initiative program, resisting any attempts by industrial or  
     municipal polluters to weaken the proposed rulings, specifically:          
                                                                                
     1) Put an end to the practice of allowing dischargers to dilute their toxic
     water.                                                                     
                                                                                
     2) The protection of wildlife by enforcing specific water quality standards
     for all chemicals.                                                         
                                                                                
     In addition to the enforcement of the proposed rulings, the EPA should     
     adopt a strong pollution prevention program to preserve the water quality  
     of all of the Great Lakes.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G4978.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G4982.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Discharge of toxic wastes, diluted or undiluted, have to be phased out.    
     The "Mixing Zone Phase-Out" should apply to all toxic non-biodegradable    
     chemicals.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Mercury, PCB's, Dioxin and DDT pose serious health hazards to wildlife and 
     ultimately to humans.  EPA should develop standards to protect all wildlife
     and humans from all chemicals  Clean waters should be kept clean - this is 
     much cheaper in the long run.                                              
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     Response to: G4982.001     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying          
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     using the best available science for the protection of human health,       
     aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further        
     discussion of the various components of the Guidance, including special    
     provisions applicable to bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, see Section 
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G5079.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, by requiring uniform   
     water quality standards is a welcomed ecosystem-based approach to          
     controlling toxic pollutions in the Great Lakes.                           
                                                                                
     Such standards should include criteria for protection of human, fish,      
     wildlife and aquatic life through the elimination of both point sources and
     nonpoint sources of toxic pollution.                                       
                                                                                
     I feel the GLI needs stricter rules to protect us from contaminants in the 
     fish that we eat.  It seems to me that those creating such pollution should
     be required to demonstrate that their discharges will not adversely effect 
     the food chain.  If pollutants cannot be eliminated immediately I hope the 
     GLI would set a specific timetable to phase-out the use of these persistent
     toxic chemicals.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5079.001     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G5079.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, I hope Lake Superior will be spared the fate of the other     
     Great Lakes and be designated an "Outstanding National Water Resource" and 
     therefore I urge the U.S. EPA to adopt a strong GLI without further delay. 
     
     
     Response to: G5079.002     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G517.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please make sure that the final rules governing dumping in the Great Lakes 
     include prohibitions against chemicals that accumulate in the food chain,  
     such as PCB's and dioxin.  We are concerned for our children's future.     
     
     
     Response to: G517.001      
     
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G5254L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     "a specific adjustment for childhood sensitivity" should be added to the   
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5254L.001    
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G5254L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following list of thity-five chemicals should be added to the GLI:     
                                                                                
     Ammonia                                                                    
     Atrazine                                                                   
     Chlorodane                                                                 
     Chlorodane (different kind)                                                
     Chlorine                                                                   
     Cis-nonachlor                                                              
     Cresidine                                                                  
     DDT                                                                        
     Dibromomethane                                                             
     Dicofol                                                                    
     Diethylbenzene                                                             
     Methyl ethyl ketone                                                        
     Methyl isobutyl ketone                                                     
     Oxychlorodane                                                              
     Phosgene                                                                   
     Polychlorinated anthracenes                                                
     Polychlorinated biphenyl toluenes                                          
     Phosgene                                                                   
     Polybromated Biphenyls                                                     
     Polychlorinated biphenylenes                                               
     Polychlorinated biphenyl ethers                                            
     Polychlorinated napthalenes                                                
     Polychlorinated dibenzofurans                                              
     Polychlorinated azoxybenzes                                                
     Simazine                                                                   
     Terpineol                                                                  
     Terpineol (different kind)                                                 
     Tetraethyl lead                                                            
     Trans-nonachlor                                                            
     Triazine                                                                   
     Tributyl tin                                                               
     Xylene                                                                     
     M, p-xylene                                                                
     O, xylene                                                                  
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     Response to: G5254L.002    
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5356L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Environmental Protection Agency seems to have completely lost sight of 
     the requirements of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) in their  
     convoluted process of treating advisories as rules and rules as law.  Their
     handling of the proposed Great Lakes Water Qualityu Guidance is a case in  
     point!                                                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5356L.001    
     
     See the preamble to the final Guidance and the SID for a full discussion of
     the issues raised in this comment.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G5356L.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed standards for Lake Superior are so bizarre that Duluth        
     tapwater could not be legally discharged into the lake because it is not   
     clean enough!  The standards address in-watershed discharges while         
     completely ignoring the impacts of airborne pollutants which contribute    
     some 95 percent of the problem.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5356L.002    
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     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G5356L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The standards are unilaterally applied to the American side of the basin   
     and have not been applied nor accepted by the Canadians.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5356L.003    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5356L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of best available technologies and total system evaluations must be
     a paramount consideration in a program such as proposed.  Cost benefit     
     ratios must be evaluated in the real world.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5356L.004    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5356L.005
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In returning to our original point, this proposed guidance does not meet   
     the requirements of NEPA.  Proposals of this sweeping magnitude must meet  
     the test of refinement of joint public hearings with local and state       
     governments using methods prescribed by Congress; not through star chamber 
     decrees which scoff at the democratic process.                             
     
     
     Response to: G5356L.005    
     
     See Section II.C.4 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G5405L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This letter is in regard to the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI) 
     Legislation as it is currently written.  In its current form, the GLI would
     create overly stringent controls on thousands of municipal and             
     manufacturing facilities while offering few, if any, environmental         
     benefits.  This will also result in an enormous financial burden to our    
     region.  It is currently estimated that it will cost Lima, Ohio 63 million 
     dollars to implement and 71 million dollars for local industry compliance. 
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G5405L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our Manufacturer's Council represents over 22 companies and 10,000 jobs in 
     Allen County and we are very concerned about the impact that such          
     legislation could have.  With a more stringent and costly set of regulatory
     requirements than neighboring states, we will be at a tremendous           
     competitive disadvantage which will surely jeopardize industry in the      
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5405L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI sets stringent and extreme new standards on 138 different          
     substances, which take into account only one-tenth of the possible         
     pollution sources in the Great Lakes.  In fact, U.S. EPA's own independent 
     scientific advisory board severely criticized the GLI, especially the      
     inadequacy of the underlying data.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.003    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.E of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5405L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With an estimated cost to the region of $11 billion, the GLI will offer    
     little or no environmental improvement in the Great Lakes region.  Costs to
     municipalities will be staggering (over $2.7 billion) and municipal        
     residents and businesses will be forced to pick up the costs through       
     increased rates and taxes.  In the city of Lima, Ohio, annual cost         
     increases for residents are expected to increase several hundred dollars if
     the GLI becomes law.  Imagine the increased costs to business and          
     consumers.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.004    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5405L.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One final point -- in the preamble to the GLI, U.S. EPA states that this   
     set of extreme guidelines should be used as a model for water quality      
     standards throughout the country.  In addition to this rather startling    
     thought, this totally ignores the premise of the GLI -- that the Great     
     Lakes represent a unique ecosystem and require a unique set of water       
     quality standards.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.005    
     
     For further discussion of this issue, see Section I of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5405L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We Foresee Elimination of Most GLI Area Manufacturing Within 15 Years if   
     GLI is Imposed                                                             
                                                                                
     With the Tier II requirements and the other provisions of GLI, we          
     anticipate that the existing industrial base will be forced to move away   
     from the Great Lakes region within 15 years, reflecting the tightening of  
     GLI release standards in three successive 5-year discharge permit cycles.  
     An industrial facility that cannot use its local water resources within    
     reasonable economic and environmental parameters, and instead finds the    
     discharge criteria becoming continuously more stringent, must move in order
     to compete in the world marketplace of today, with no tanglible            
     environmental or societal benefit.  While the GLI concepts look good on    
     paper, they will ultimately result in fewer discharges because fewer       
     companies can continue to operate efficiently at the new cost and          
     compliance structures, and will close.  By the third permit cycle, given   
     the GLI assumptions, we expect a reduction of wastewater criteria and      
     permit conditions to reach a level of demanded purity of wastewater that is
     below the point of economic survival.  This ratcheting down of effluent    
     criteria in each permit cycle with more stringent criteria will cost jobs, 
     and will erode the industrial base of the region.                          
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.006    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5405L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A superior approach would be to focus on those areas of the Great Lakes    
     that do not meet current standards and criteria, and on the largest sources
     of pollutants which are "non-point sources".  This would result in a much  
     larger benefit and would be much more in line with a policy promoting      
     competitiveness and balance.  We do not at this time have any specific     
     closure plans tied to GLI but the specter of its costs is an important     
     consideration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.007    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5405L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Flawed Biochemical Assumptions Make GLI Arbitrary                          
                                                                                
     Nature disagrees with a key assumption of this regulatory proposal, and    
     nature wins.  The proposal assumes that all discharged chemicals last      
     forever.  They don't.  GLI must be amended to reflect that in open aquatic 
     environments, some chemicals degrade naturally, and so it is safe to allow 
     more of the degradable chemical into the aquatic environment.  Measures    
     such as an aquatic half-life for certain chemicals should be considered in 
     the rule making record.  Persistence of chemicals is incorrectly presumed. 
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.008    
     
     See response to: G2660.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5405L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The process to determine what chemicals to regulate and the process of     
     translating water quality criteria into standards and permit limits should 
     not be hampered by incorrect presumptions of persistence.  Natural         
     degradation processes must be part of the consideration in the final rule. 
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.009    
     
     See response to: G2660.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5405L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BioConcentration Factor (BCF) methods have not been verified in the field  
     to determine whether BCF accurately predicts behavior in the environment,  
     and that BCF is being applied to the appropriate class of chemicals.  The  
     GLI's selection of chemicals for its initial focus is an inappropriate     
     selection, based primarily on the propensity of the chemicals to           
     bioaccumulate and not on true environmental fate.                          
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.010    
     
     In response to this and other related comments on the proposed Guidance,   
     and comments on subsequent reports whose availability was announced in the 
     Federal Register, EPA has modified the methodology for development of BAFs 
     and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance.  The modifications       
     include a revised model, requirements for use of field-measured BAFs and   
     BSAFs for Tier I criteria development and for determining BCCs, and other  
     revisions to the definition of BCCs.  EPA believes the approach in the     
     final Guidance is scientifically and technically appropraite.  See sections
     II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5405L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use Designations, Not Blind Uniformity, Should Guide Permit Criteria       
                                                                                
     Uniform standards are not needed to protect the Great Lakes.  The Great    
     Lakes differ in depth, temperature, aquatic feeding chain conditions, and  
     water uses.  Uniformity among these lakes does not appear in nature and it 
     should not appear in the Code of Federal Regulation.                       
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.011    
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     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Section I.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5405L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance will virtually eliminate existing water use designations, and 
     replace them with a uniform water quality standard based on the protection 
     of wildlife, regardless of the purpose for which that water is used.  This 
     will result in many permit limits being reduced at each cycle of permit    
     review, with no benefit to those who use the water (humans or wildlife).   
                                                                                
     Water use designations are designed to protect, restore and maintain the   
     beneficial use of a water body, based on that water body's capability and  
     economic capacity.  Eliminating this concept in favor of a uniform standard
     will not improve the beneficial use of the water, but it will cost billions
     of dollars to install equipment (new processes or waste treatment) to      
     reduce discharge levels.  Billions of capital dollars that otherwise would 
     go into world competitive marketplace efforts will be detoured to install  
     new equipment that tries to reduce discharge levels to this new uniform    
     level.  This aspect of the rule is a further demonstration that appropriate
     application of science was not taken into account.                         
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.012    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G5405L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI's Extreme Anti-degradation Policy Must Be Modified                     
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     For industries that discharge effluents that are not persistent and do not 
     accumulate in the basin (natural removal rates exceed discharge rates), the
     antidegradation policy is simply arbitrary and it will be hostile to       
     continued job development and investment by industries that utilize        
     wastewater resources.                                                      
                                                                                
     There is no basis in good science to apply this antidegradation policy to  
     the many rapidly biodegradable, non-accumulative compounds, provided the   
     concentration of these compounds does not exceed safe toxicity thresholds. 
     The GLI should not impose this expensive consequence without a full        
     consideration of the alternatives and the scientific consensus.            
                                                                                
     A body of water should not be degraded in such a way as to be unnatural,   
     but man is part of nature.  Peoople deserve to be able to use the water    
     provided by nature as long as its fit for the other inhabitants of the     
     Earth.  This does not mean zero pollution, or zero degradation.  It means a
     balance, that preserves our waters in such a way that all needs are met,   
     including human society's need to grow.  As long as the capacity of nature 
     is not exceeded, a water body is not being degraded.  The GLI              
     antidegradation policy is an abstract concept with too little regard for   
     people and their needs.  Until the antidegradation policy meets this test  
     of reasonableness, it should not be implemented.                           
                                                                                
     To date, EPA has not announced such a harsh antidegradation policy on      
     nationwide water issues.  The EPA has deferred this issue to each state,   
     because of the serious potential that antidegradation standards will harm  
     the opportunities for jobs, industrial growth and economic viability.  The 
     concept of antidegradation cannot be seen without seeing its impacts on    
     people and their aspirations and hopes.  We should ask, Degradation of     
     what?  Degradation of a water body's designated use is the focus.  The     
     Clean Water Act is not specific in this respect.  Why else does the Act    
     require streams to have a designated use?  The EPA should modify the       
     antidegradation policy to allow for growth.  The EPA should limit this     
     growth in wastewater based on natural capacity of the particular water     
     body, not on arbitrary policy goals and attempts at novel administrative   
     procedures.  The federal Administration's call to "put people first" should
     be listened to very attentively when the consequences of harsh             
     antidegradation principles are considered.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.013    
     
     This comment raises a number of concerns about the antidegradation         
     provisions of the proposed Guidance.  These are:                           
                                                                                
     1.  the antidegradation provisions are too stringent for non-              
     BCCs;                                                                      
                                                                                
     2.  there is no scientific rationale for antidegradation                   
     requirements for non-BCCs;                                                 
                                                                                
     3.  antidegradation is unreasonable;                                       
                                                                                
     4.  the antidegradation provisions should be modified to allow             
     for growth.                                                                
                                                                                
     The first two concerns may be addressed simultaneously.  The final Guidance
     affords States and Tribes more flexibility in implementing antidegradation 
     than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes are only required to adopt  
     Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.   
     For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever     
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
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     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.  It should be stated however, that 
     the antidegradation provisions contained in the proposed Guidance were     
     developed with the intent of meeting all the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12 
     while limiting the administrative burden imposed on States and Tribes      
     through antidegradation.  The increased flexibility provided in the final  
     Guidance does not change requirements that States and Tribes must adopt    
     antidegradation provisions consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.                  
                                                                                
     It is not appropriate to argue that antidegradation is not clearly founded 
     in science.  Antidegradation derives from the objective of the CWA found at
     Section 101(a), "to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and       
     biological integrity of the Nation's waters."  Increased loadings of       
     pollutants do degrade the chemical integrity of waters, whether or not a   
     criterion or value is exceeded.  Increased pollutant loadings may also     
     increase the overall stress on the aquatic ecosystem, making organisms more
     susceptible to disease, drought or other environmental perturbations.      
     Given the uncertainty of how different components of the environment       
     respond to stressors and the lack of understanding of how different        
     stressors interact, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance   
     and existing regulations are prudent public policy.                        
                                                                                
     The antidegradation provisions contained in the final Guidance are         
     extremely reasonable.  EPA took great pains to narrow the otherwise broad  
     requirements of the existing regulation. Concepts such as de minimis and   
     significant lowering of water quality were introduced for the purpose of   
     mitigating the adminstrative burden on States and Tribes as a result of    
     antidegradation.  It would be difficult further lessen this burden without 
     subverting the CWA and Federal regulations.                                
                                                                                
     The antidegradation provisions contained in the final Guidance do not      
     amount to a prohibition on new and increased loadings of pollutants to the 
     Great Lakes System.  What the antidegradation provisions of the final      
     Guidance do accomplish is to provide a clear description of the process    
     through which a lowering of water quality may be demonstrated to be        
     necessary to support important social and economic development.  The       
     antidegradation standard and implementation elements of the final Guidance 
     provide a clear understanding of what is necessary to comply with the      
     requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G5405L.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Unfairness of the Reverse-Onus Policy Must Be Recognized               
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     The concept of shifting technical data development burdens to the applicant
     ("reverse onus") was used to establish the policy that requires the        
     wastewater discharger to demonstrate that its discharge is safe for the    
     environment.  This approach for managing new chemicals is sometimes        
     appropriate.  However, it MUST not be applied to ubiquitous chemicals, such
     as those on the priority pollutant list used as the "floor" list of GLI's  
     regulated compounds.                                                       
                                                                                
     The unfairness of GLI's approach is evident.  Use of the reverse onus      
     principle forces the first regulated person who seeks a permit for         
     discharge of a chemical, including a ubiquitous chemical found widely in   
     nature and in the receiving body of water, to bear a heavy burden of proof 
     of what is "safe" for a chemical in many other discharges, or else to      
     accept the overly conservative standards and permit limits derived using a 
     "make shift" Tier II procedure.                                            
                                                                                
     The resulting cost burdens unfairly dump onto the individual permit holder 
     the costs that the EPA should bear as the central standard creator for the 
     nation.  This unfair system of allocating costs is illegal and quite       
     improper.  Whichever burden this first applicant must bear, the economic   
     burden on these dischargers will be high, and will not be applied in a fair
     or consistent manner.  The burden to establish safe discharge levels for   
     these ubiquitous chemicals was placed with the EPA in the 1987 amendments  
     to the CWA, where it should remain.  An agency is not free to shift a      
     statutory duty onto a person outside the agency, without prior             
     congressional reassignment of that duty.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.014    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5405L.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI Tier II Violates Fair Procedure Requirements                       
                                                                                
     Federal administrative procedures require that the public be given a fair  
     opportunity to comment before the adverse effects of rules are imposed.    
     These provisions of 5 USC 552(a)(i) have, since 1946, barred agencies from 
     penalizing individuals or companies unless and until a fair opportunity for
     comment is afforded.  The Tier II process is unfair, unlawful and          
     arbitrary.   EPA should not adopt this penalty-prone method without        
     following the specific process that federal administrative procedures      
     require.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.015    
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     See Section II.C.4 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5405L.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Federal agencies also are required to follow the procedures set out by     
     Congress in their enabling legislation, such as the Clean Water Act, as    
     amended.  It would be arbitrary for an agency to eliminate a statutory     
     process of setting discharge levels and to abandon the standards process in
     favor of separate, applicant-burdened methods of setting each chemical's   
     discharge levels.  When OSHA attempted such an abandonment of standard     
     setting recently, the courts rejected that effort and told OSHA to abide by
     the Congressional choice.  That decision should remind EPA to follow what  
     Congress has specified as the correct methods.  The EPA cannot adopt a     
     process for making key, impactful decisions that is different from the     
     process that Congress has adopted.                                         
                                                                                
     For those reasons, the so-called "reverse onus" aspect of GLI will be      
     vulnerable in court if pursued.  It is illegal and arbitrary, but more     
     importantly it is unfair.  The use of a " Tier II" reverse-onus procedure  
     for setting water quality criteria and standards is unfair and overly      
     burdensome to the dischargers of ubiquitous chemicals that are being       
     regulated.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.016    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section I.See    
     Sections I and II of the SID for a general discussion of the issues raised 
     in this comment.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5405L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Waters of the Great Lakes Should NOT Be Rigidly Assumed to be Similar for  
     GLI Purposes                                                               
                                                                                
     Many of the aspects of the guidance are too rigid for the Great Lakes      
     basin's diverse environments.  The proposed procedures for site specific   
     modification do not allow for any increases in allowable discharges even if
     a discharger can prove there would be no impact to the environment.  This  
     is simply too rigid a structure to apply to such a large region, much less 
     the larger area in the states outside the region.                          
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.017    
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5405L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No Need Exists for Expensive Tier II Controls                              
                                                                                
     There is absolutely no need to use the GLI's "tier II" concept to enforce  
     narrative state standards.  The existing EPA policy for using whole        
     effluent toxicity testing is sufficient to meet a "not toxic in toxic      
     amounts" standard.  All water quality criteria should be developed by the  
     states or EPA using a sufficient data base, and regulations should not use 
     estimated data and generic safety factors when the data points can be      
     collected and compiled for a more realistic baseline.  Since discharge     
     limits are based on these criteria, and because discharge limits cannot be 
     increased once they have been set, GLI water criteria that are based on    
     these estimates will greatly impact the cost of implementation for each    
     permit holding wastewater user, without a significant increase in          
     environmental protection.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.018    
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.Comment G5405L.018 See response to    
     comment D2741.076.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5405L.019
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Application Beyond the Great Lakes Watershed is Inappropriate              
     Beyond the many problems of the GLI is the reality that GLI relates to one 
     series of water bodies, and the technical rationale for adopting the GLI   
     does not apply to the Ohio River or other non-Great Lakes water bodies such
     as the watersheds of the Chicago, Mississippi, Illinois and Susquehanna    
     Rivers.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The GLI states should not adopt this guidance for all waters outside the   
     Great Lakes Watershed.  The guidance was developed specifically for and to 
     protect human health, wildlife, and the environment within this small area 
     of the U.S.  Applying GLI's expensive control scheme to other water bodies 
     outside this region eliminates much of the regional and local flexibility  
     to deal with unique situations that occur outside the Great Lakes (such as 
     climate, precipitation rates, indigenous species protection, and other     
     environmental factors).                                                    
                                                                                
     For example, the Ohio River basin to which Cincinnati waters drain, and the
     two-thirds of Ohio's land mass drainage area that drains away from the     
     Great Lakes, should not be burdened with GLI standards and their many      
     costs.  Applying GLI beyond the Great Lakes harms overall water quality    
     decision making because it eliminates the necessary flexibility.  Many     
     situations outside the Great Lakes differ in climate, precipitation rates, 
     indigenous species protection, and other environmental factors, from the   
     aspects that ostensibly supported adoption of GLI norms.                   
                                                                                
     Flexibility in dealing with localized water quality needs has been a       
     hallmark of the Clean Water Act since its adoption in the 1960's.  Just as 
     no single federal command applies from Maine to Guam, so no single water   
     standard can be presumptively fixed for both Cleveland and Cincinnati.     
     Divergent water conditions require the GLI be applied only when and where  
     it is relevant.  The final publication must encourage the Region V and     
     state officials to separately regulate non-Great Lakes drainage area       
     facilities, to which the GLI should NOT be applied.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5405L.019    
     
     See Sections I.C, II.C and II.E of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G5434L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 6752



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA needs to establish sunset dates by te year 2000 for the discharge  
     of persistent toxic substances.  We need ZERO DISCHARGE, not just reduced  
     levels of allowable toxic dumpting.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5434L.001    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G5434L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we need to expand the number of pollutants regulated in the lakes.  All    
     pollutants should be under regulation.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5434L.002    
     
     See response to: P2742.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5434L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should address contamination due to non-point pollution.           
     
     
     Response to: G5434L.003    
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     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: G5434L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should designate Lake Superior as on Outstanding National Resource 
     ater to ensure full protection of its plant and animal life.               
     
     
     Response to: G5434L.004    
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5489L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative exclusively targets point sources--industry and 
     municipalities--which are already subject to stringent regulation.  All    
     sources of pollutants to the Great Lakes from both the United States and   
     Canada need to be investigated and prioritized.  This could be effectively 
     completed through greater reliance on programs such as the Lakeside        
     Management Plans, rather than the "one-size-fits-all" approach used in the 
     proposed Initiative.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5489L.001    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.0044, D2597.026 and      
     D2867.087.  See also Section I of the SID.                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment number G3457.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5500L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our concern with the Guidance is it will not fulfill the promise it makes -
     to significantly improve the water quality of the Great Lakes.  Only       
     industrial and municipal wastewater treatment facilities (called "point    
     sources") will be regulated, at an enormous cost, even though they         
     represent less than 10 percent of the remaining sources of pollutants to   
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5500L.001    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5500L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to an independent economic study conducted for the Council of    
     Great Lakes Governors, the estimated cost for implementation of the        
     Guidance, as proposed, would be as high as $2.3 billion annually.          
     
     
     Response to: G5500L.002    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5500L.003
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Enclosed is an "Executive Summary" which outlines the Coalition's          
     recommendations to improve the Guidance.  First and foremost among them, is
     to clarify that the Great Lakes Initiative is "guidance," as opposed to    
     regulation.  As you will see from the enclosed newspaper articles from your
     state, many authorities have joined the Coalition, EPA's independent       
     Science Advisory Board, the U.S. Office of Management and Budget, the      
     Council of Great Lakes Governors, the Association of Metropolitan Sewerage 
     Agencies, various state agencies, and many others in questioning provisions
     of the proposed guidance and urging major scientific, technical and legal  
     improvements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5500L.003    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014, P2769.085 and P2746.043.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G5503L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA needs to establish sunset dates by te year 2000 for the discharge  
     of persistent toxic substances.  We need ZERO DISCHARGE, not just reduced  
     levels of allowable toxic dumpting.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5503L.001    
     
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G5503L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we need to expand the number of pollutants regulated in the lakes.  All    
     pollutants should be under regulation.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5503L.002    
     
     See response to: P2742.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5503L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should address contamination due to non-point pollution.           
     
     
     Response to: G5503L.003    
     
     See response to comment number F4030.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: G5503L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should designate Lake Superior as on Outstanding National Resource 
     ater to ensure full protection of its plant and animal life.               
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     Response to: G5503L.004    
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5511L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I encourage EPA to reevaluate its cost estimates for implementing the      
     guidance in comparison with the estimates of DRI McGraw-Hill, an accounting
     firm engaged in a cost/benefit annalysis on behalf of the Council of Great 
     Lakes Governors.  The wide gap between the EPA's estimates and the initial 
     reports of DRI McGraw--Hill, as well as other estimates, raises grave      
     concern that EPA is underestimating the economic impact of the GLI.        
                                                                                
     For example, estimates are that the City of Erie could need to spend as    
     much as $174 million in capital expenditures and an average $47 million    
     annually to comply with GLI.  The city estimates that this could cause     
     sewer rates to increase as much as 1000 percent.                           
     
     
     Response to: G5511L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5511L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI would place business and industry in Erie at a competitive         
     disadvantage and could cause economic deterioration in the Great Lakes     
     Basin.  Industries in Erie that discharge into the municipal sewer system  
     will likely be subject to more stringent pre-treatment requirements,       
     putting them at a disadvantage with competitors outside the region who do  
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     not have to meet the same requirements.  Many smaller business could avoid 
     the added costs simply by leaving the Erie Area.  The average Erie industry
     employs between 145 and 650 people, this could destroy our city's economy. 
     
     
     Response to: G5511L.002    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5511L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effectiveness of GLI is questionable since the proposal places controls
     on point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits and runoff.  
     In addition, Canada is not even participating in the GLI!                  
     
     
     Response to: G5511L.003    
     
     aSee Section I of the SID.  Also, see response to comment number D2867.087.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5511L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Erie's independent Science Advisory Board Strongly criticized the science  
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are actually policy judgements.  For example,   
     under the Application of Tier II Methodologies, aquatic life value policy, 
     when adequate toxicity data (seven or eight data points) for a proper      
     criteria is unavailable, EPA has proposed that a legally enforceable       
     criteria be made on as little as one data point by applying a high         
     "uncertainty" factor.  I support the application of sound science which    
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     would require that more data be gathered before these values are used to   
     derive permit limits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5511L.004    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G5511L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible because of its more restrictive    
     ambient water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and        
     industries.  For example, in some circumstances, the GLI would force       
     industries to remove pollutants contained in intake water over which they  
     have no control.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5511L.005    
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5511L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with a degree of           
     consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or     
     control programs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5511L.006    
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
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     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5521L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lafarge believes that EPA has unnecessarily exceeded its statutory         
     authority in developing the proposed Guidance.  It far exceeds the         
     programmatic provisions envisioned in the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Agreement or required under the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.         
     Specifically, we believe the Guidance places undue emphasis on point-source
     controls, rather than focusing on area/indirect source releases/controls.  
     This failure will result in inordinate costs being imposed on point sources
     and will prove ineffective in achieving the goals of improving water       
     quality and reducing fish advisories in the Great Lakes. The primary focus 
     of the Guidance must be redirected to address area sources or it cannot    
     achieve its objectives.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.001    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, D2597.026, D2722.012
     and G2688.002.  See also Section IX of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5521L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency is jeopardizing the use of sound scientific principles by using 
     bio-accumulation factors (BAFs).  In this regard, the use of BAFs is not   
     justified in light of the significant variability associated with field    
     measurements and flaws in the productive models.  In addition, the         
     definition of bio-accumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) also has        
     significant flaws.  We can agree with EPA that food chain effects on tissue
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     concentrations are important, but the scientific basis for the use of BAFs 
     is not supported in such critically important regulatory procedures.       
     Instead, we recommend the use of the more widely accepted bio-concentration
     factors (BCFs) until the above concerns are satisfactorily addressed.  We  
     also want to highlight that the definition of BCCs fails to address        
     environmental risk and will inappropriately include many chemicals that do 
     not deserve the extremely stringent controls associated with this class of 
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.002    
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the science is not adequate at this  
     time to support the transition from BCFs to BAFs. Bioaccumulation is what  
     occurs in nature, and is what determines the total concentration of        
     chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans and wildlife.   
     For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical through the food     
     chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from
     the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the potential exposure
     to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and result in criteria  
     or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for   
     uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these
     chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and
     wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically
     valid approach.  BAFs have been used in criteria development since 1985.   
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II           
     values for human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on          
     the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and                     
     bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for human            
     health is discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI            
     of the SID.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that the definition of BCCs is scientifically                
     flawed.  EPA has made revisions to the definition and data                 
     requirements.  In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or          
     BAFs based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine            
     BCCs.  Field-measured data are a more accurate gauge of what is            
     occurring in nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF            
     because it measures the actual impacts of biomagnification,                
     bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting them                 
     through use of a model.  In addition, the definition was modified          
     to exclude chemicals with a half-life in the aquatic environment           
     of less than eight weeks.                                                  
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to                
     estimate FCMs instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA does            
     not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a            
     chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas               
     model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and            
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and              
     predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas           
     model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and               
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-                
     measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences               
     between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46           
     of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for            
     51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when             
     field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the               
     final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes                
     System.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G5521L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance fails to provide meaningful relief for dischargers   
     with significant intake concentrations of pollutants.  The Agency has      
     historically recognized that the Clean Water Act requires that they provide
     for these conditions.  The restrictions included in the Guidance concerning
     the intake credit provisions will inappropriately exclude the vast majority
     of affected dischargers.  This provision will lead to an impact being      
     predicted on water quality when there is truly no addition of a pollutant, 
     leading to inappropriate permit limits and unjustifiably large compliance  
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.003    
     
     This comment raises the same intake removal issue as comment D2798.058 and 
     is addressed in the response to that comment.  See generally, SID at       
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G5521L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy inappropriately includes a series of            
     bureaucratic hurdles that are largely unrelated to protection of water     
     quality or authorized under the Clean Water Act.  The focus on permit      
     limits and the inappropriate use of existing effluent quality for BCCs is  
     inconsistent with the goals of the policy.  These concerns with the        
     procedures serve as a real and unjustified governmental intrusion that will
     further impede this country's economic recovery and growth.                
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.004    
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     The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance are not an impediment 
     to growth or economic recovery.  On the contrary, antidegradation is not   
     concerned with minimizing growth, but with minimizing the impacts of growth
     on water quality and ensuring that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the
     growth is beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water        
     quality.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize   
     that the capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for    
     effluents is limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated,       
     further increases in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of            
     antidegradation ensures that the limited resources are used in the most    
     efficient manner possible for the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, 
     healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By providing more, detailed guidance, the      
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance should serve to expedite  
     antidegradation reviews by removing many of the uncertainties and          
     ambiguities.  The final Guidance also recognizes that States and Tribes may
     devise more efficient ways of achieving the objectives of the CWA and      
     Federal regulations. Consequently, the Guidance does not require States and
     Tribes to adopt Great Lakes -specific antidegradation provisions for non-  
     BCCs.  Instead, States and Tribes are only required to adopt               
     antidegradation provisions consistent with existing Federal regulations and
     guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5521L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In looking at the Guidance document, Lafarge believes that the Tier II     
     approach circumvents the process of defensible criteria development, and   
     results in values which are scientifically unsound, highly variable, and   
     overly conservative.  The proposed Guidance inappropriately places the     
     burden of criteria development on individual point source dischargers.  We 
     need to focus more on area/indirect source discharges and their effects on 
     water quality in the Great Lakes.  We also note that the values obtained   
     through the so-called "short cut" Tier II procedures will be treated in the
     same manner as the more defensible Tier I criteria.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.005    
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G5521L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 6764



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As we have mentioned above, the restriction placed on mixing zones reflect 
     the misplaced emphasis on point sources and will lead to extremely         
     restrictive, and potentially unachievable permit limits with little, if    
     any, environmental benefit.  The use of small fractions of rare low flow   
     events and the ban on mixing zones for BCCs are based on misguided policy  
     and understanding of the Clean Water Act, not technical necessity.         
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.006    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5521L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposed Guidance's stringent criteria and implementation        
     procedures will lead to the establishment of many permit limits below      
     detectable or quantifiable levels, the Guidance not only fails to protect  
     dischargers from specious "violations", but in fact will escalate the      
     number of enforcement proceedings where no environmental harm exists.  We  
     are exceptionally concerned with the regional Guidance since it appears to 
     be an attempt to resolve a national issue, while EPA in Washington, D.C. is
     developing its own strategy.  If we are to be streamlining government, we  
     need more efficient and effective communications between EPA headquarters  
     and its regions.  In this regard, we need a national rather than regional  
     perspective and a program that is equitable and achievable, and not purely 
     punitive in nature by insuring that a discharger will be in violation.  In 
     relooking at the proposed Guidance, EPA should replace the minimum level   
     with the more widely accepted PQL, and many of the special conditions      
     should simply be deleted.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.007    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
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     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5521L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic life criteria for metals should be expressed as dissolved, not     
     total recoverable metal.  The use of the total recoverable form is         
     technically inappropriate.  In addition, it contradicts existing EPA policy
     recently announced concerning this important issue.  This point            
     reemphasizes the need for one national approach that assures consistency   
     with existing policy, law, and technical know how, rather than regionalized
     approaches.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.008    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G5521L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of ecologically appropriate use designations fails to      
     recognize the vast ecological diversity of the Great Lakes ecosystem.  This
     policy provides for the protection of local species by implementation of   
     overly restrictive criteria across hundreds of miles of highly variable    
     habits and uses.  Lafarge believes this is a state decision and the state  
     flexibility must be preserved to make appropriate land use determinations. 
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.009    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G5521L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to existing law, relief from unnecessarily restrictive criteria   
     and permit limits is basically unavailable.  Variances, use designation    
     changes, and site specific criteria are all described in the Guidance.     
     Unfortunately, the restrictions associated with their application render   
     them near meaningless.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.010    
     
     EPA disagrees.  The variance procedure in the final Guidance is designed to
     provide relief where appropriate.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G5521L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance includes a "reasonable potential" test for requiring water    
     quality-based permit limits that is flawed and includes unjustifiable      
     safety factors.  Lafarge is concerned that this procedure will only result 
     in many unnecessary permit limits for which compliance will be very costly.
     
     
     Response to: G5521L.011    
     
     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Document       
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5.  In addition, EPA   
     believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of the  
     final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of chemical-specific,
     whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is grounded in the      
     requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which requires, among other
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     things, that the permitting authority (1) establish chemical-specific      
     permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or   
     contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality criterion, and (2)    
     establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a discharge has the        
     reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a numeric  
     WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if "reasonable potential" is found 
     with regard either of these aspects of standards, then a corresponding     
     permit limit is required.  There is no indication in the language of this  
     provision that one type of information (e.g., biological assessment or WET 
     testing) can be used to "negate" a reasonable potential finding based on   
     another type of information (e.g., chemical specific analysis).  One       
     principle behind the policy on independent application as it pertains to   
     determining the need for WQBELs is that WET testing does not always measure
     all potential toxicity in complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis
     does not always measure toxicity from single components of the effluent.   
     Hence, it is necessary to do both kinds of analysis on effluents and       
     consider the results independently.  The regulations do permit, however,   
     the use of chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where   
     there a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a 
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
                                                                                
     Regarding use of dynamic modelling, see response to comment number         
     P2720.246.  Regarding use of single data points, see response to           
     comment number D 2722.117.  As explained in the Supplementary              
     Information Document Section VIII.E.2.d, the "low dilution                 
     provision" in the proposal has not been retained in the final              
     procedure 5.  Regarding ambient acreening values, see response to          
     comment number D2791.208.  Regarding the use of Tier II values, See        
     Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, Adoption and            
     Application of Tier II Methodologies; and, Section III, Aquatic            
     Life, section C, Final Tier II Methodology.  See also Supplementary        
     Information Document Section IX.D, Major Issues/Comments and               
     Responses Related to Estimated Costs, section 4, Tier II Criteria.         
     See also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.g,            
     Determining Reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G5522L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although we strongly support all reasonable efforts to keep our water      
     supply as clean as possible, we are concerned about any adverse effect such
     limits may have on the business community.  We would hope that silver      
     discharge limits would be reasonable and attainable within current,        
     available technology.                                                      
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     Response to: G5522L.001    
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G5581.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There needs to be stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes
     fish contaminants.  The list of pollutants to be regulated should include  
     ALL toxics that cause birth defects and deformities in wildlife.           
                                                                                
     The phase-out of dilution zones must start earlier and the use of dilution 
     for all persistent toxic pollutants should be phased-out completely.       
     
     
     Response to: G5581.001     
     
     EPA believes the provisions of the Guidane are protective of the people,   
     aquatic life and wildlife that live within the Great Lakes basin.  For a   
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including using the best available science for the         
     protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For further discussion of the various components of the Guidance,
     including provisions on the phase-out of mixing zones, see Section II.C of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5584.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There needs to be stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes
     fish contaminants.  The list of pollutants to be regulated should include  
     ALL toxics that cause birth defects and deformities in wildlife.           
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     Response to: G5584.001     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G5584.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phase-out of dilution zones must start earlier and the use of dilution 
     for all persistent toxic pollutants should be phased-out completely.       
     
     
     Response to: G5584.002     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: G5623L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to do all you can to help strengthen human health protection of 
     the Great Lakes and other bodies of water.  Our future depends on it.      
     
     
     Response to: G5623L.001    
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and D2859.120.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
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     Comment ID: G5628L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please, please give more emphasis & strength on the health protection      
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5628L.001    
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and D2859.120.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5633.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is proposing new federal    
     water quality standards for the Great Lakes, known as the Great Lakes Water
     Quality Initiative (GLI).  In my opinion, the GLI will impose overly       
     restrictive requirements that will cause potential job loss, stifle new job
     creation and impede economic growth.  I support clean water in the Great   
     Lakes and understand the need for a balance between environmental          
     regulation and economic stability and growth.                              
                                                                                
     A major source of the loading in the WLSSD (Western Lake Superior Sanitary 
     District) wastewaters is derived from source waters from Lake Superior and 
     that discharge of water of this quality by WLSSD would represent a         
     violation of the proposed (GLI) permit limit.                              
                                                                                
     Since there are no background pollutant intake credits considered by the   
     GLI and the source waters exceed the GLI discharge standards, pretreatment 
     for pollutants at the source is not cost effective.  The WLSSD would have  
     to implement treatment at its site which would result in redundancy.       
                                                                                
     The cost to WLSSD would be more than $51 million in capital, over $9       
     million dollars in additional operating and maintenance, and when including
     debt service over a ten year period, the additional cost to the WLSSD user 
     would be over $16 million dollars per year.  The economic impact to the    
     WLSSD users would result in doubling the current rate of wastewater        
     treatment.                                                                 
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     Using a fragmented approach, the GLI ignores many environmental laws now in
     place, the voluntary efforts that have led to dramatic environmental       
     improvement in the Great Lakes, and most effective, comprehensive          
     alternatives for water quality enhancement.  Employers, citizens and       
     leaders like you must recognize the need to modify the GLI proposal and    
     consider more reasonable and constructive avenues.                         
                                                                                
     Not only does the GLI yield few environmental benefits, but its cost would 
     be enormous.  Independent studies have documented that the GLI would cost  
     area employers billions of dollars to implement.  A disproportionate share 
     of the costs of GLI -- over $2.7 billion -- also would fall upon           
     municipalities across the region.                                          
                                                                                
     My recommendation is to withhold approval of the GLI as now written and,   
     fully examine the economic costs and make revisions to provide reasonable  
     standards that will protect the water quality as well as the economy of the
     Great Lakes region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5633.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5633.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Needless to say, we are studying the Great Lakes Initiative with great     
     interest, and find its goals and objectives to be very worthwhile.         
     However, we feel that many of the proposed rules would result in only very 
     marginal improvement in water quality in the Great Lakes while having      
     significant negative impact on the essential industrial base in Northern   
     Minnesota and other Great Lakes states, not to mention the impact on       
     municipalities and residential communities.  We urge your reassessment of  
     this initiative prior to adoption, and would request that the following    
     factors be considered:                                                     
                                                                                
     Prioritize control of pollutant transport systems which would encourage the
     concentration of environmental spending which would accomplish the greatest
     good.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Assure that people in the Great Lakes basin are not held to a much higher  
     standard of controls causing a competitive disadvantage.                   
                                                                                
     Allow for site specific water quality standards.                           
                                                                                
     Utilize proven scientific models to set water quality standards.           
                                                                                
     Allow intake credits to insure that discharge standards don't penalize     
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     users for background pollutants.                                           
                                                                                
     Adjust standards to be based on reasonable available waste water treatment 
     technology and measurement capability.                                     
                                                                                
     Please do not be swayed by the argument that opposition to this initiative 
     represents disregard for the environment.  Quite the contrary, responsible 
     and reasonable rules on pollution prevention are more likely to achieve the
     goals of protecting the environment than are controversial and             
     scientifically questionable methods.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5633.002     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G5634L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modify the GLIs integrated provisions to make it easier for Publicly Owned 
     Treatment Works (POTWs) to demonstrate that additional discharges of water 
     due to growth will not deter water quality.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5634L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G5634L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Abandon current GLI language that bases discharge limits in wastewater     
     permits on so-called Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ).  If not abandoned or 
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     modified by EPA, the EEQ provisions could destroy the incentive POTWs have 
     to operate at peak efficiency.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5634L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G5634L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Withdraw the discharge cirterion for mercury, set at .18 ng/l (nanograms   
     per liter), which is several orders of magnitude below current detection   
     levels.  The Michigan Municipal League is urging EPA to perform a "reality 
     check" and commission more research before burdening POTWs with this       
     unachievable criterion.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5634L.003    
     
     See comment response D2829.009, and Sections VIII A, C, E, and H, as well  
     as Section IX, of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: G5634L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allow for compliance variances.  Michigan Municipal League believes that   
     variances should be allowed, their provisions simplified, their            
     availability assured, and the term of the variance should be extended for  
     the period of the permit.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5634L.004    
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     See response ID: G2572.064                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G5647L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to strengthen the initiatives human health protection criteria. 
     
     
     Response to: G5647L.001    
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and D2859.120.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G5651L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 3397L, 3443L, 3448L, 3449L, 3450L, 3451L, 3454L, 4122L, 4128L,
5194L,      
          5458L, 5461L, 5464L, 5468L, 5469L, 5471L, 5472, 5473L, 5474L, 5478L, 
5479L,
          5480L, 5481L, 5482L, 5483L, 5485L, 5494L, 5507L, 5508L, 5509L, 5586L,     

          5587L, 5592L, 5599L, 5605L, 5610L, 5611L, 5614L, 5619L, 5630L, 5631L,     

          5632L, 5635L, 5637L, 5640L, 5641L, 5648L, 5649L, 5739L, 5742L, 5755L,     

          5769L, 5777L, 5778L, 5797L, 5813L, 5830L, 5831L, 5835L, 5838L, 5840L,     

          5842L, 5852L, 5853L, 5854L, 5855L, 5856L, 5857L, 5858L                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to strengthen the initiative's human health protection criteria,
     especially to protect children,                                            
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     Response to: G5651L.001    
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: G5651L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 3397L, 3443L, 3448L, 3449L, 3450L, 3451L, 3454L, 4122L, 4128L,
5194L,      
          5458L, 5461L, 5464L, 5468L, 5469L, 5471L, 5472, 5473L, 5474L, 5478L, 
5479L,
          5480L, 5481L, 5482L, 5483L, 5485L, 5494L, 5507L, 5508L, 5509L, 5586L,     

          5587L, 5592L, 5599L, 5605L, 5610L, 5611L, 5614L, 5619L, 5630L, 5631L,     

          5632L, 5635L, 5637L, 5640L, 5641L, 5648L, 5649L, 5739L, 5742L, 5755L,     

          5769L, 5777L, 5778L, 5797L, 5813L, 5830L, 5831L, 5835L, 5838L, 5840L,     

          5842L, 5852L, 5853L, 5854L, 5855L, 5856L, 5857L, 5858L                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     require industries that discharge chemicals to prepare pollution plans.    
     
     
     Response to: G5651L.002    
     
     Neither the proposed nor the final Guidance require pollution prevention   
     plans.   However, Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 require that a      
     lowering of water quality is permissible only if it is demonstrated that   
     lower water quality is necessary to accomodate important social and        
     economic development.  Showing that lower water quality is necessary       
     involves demonstrating that reasonable and practicable alternatives do not 
     exist whereby the activity could occur without lowering water quality.  The
     most desireable alternatives are those that do not generate pollutants in  
     the first place as opposed to those that improve the treatment pollutants. 
     Pollution prevention alternatives, in addition to being the most benign to 
     the environment, also have the potential to be the most cost-effective over
     the long-term because of potential reductions in treatment and disposal    
     costs.  For these reasons, the final Guidance requires a pollution         
     prevention analysis as a component of a antidegradation demonstration for  
     BCCs and recommends such an analysis for non-BCCs.  This does not imply    
     that a regulated facility seeking permission for a significant lowering of 
     water quality must develop a comprehensive plan for pollution prevention,  
     rather the final Guidance requires that the regulated facility examine     
     whether or not there are reasonable and practicable pollution prevention   
     steps that can be taken that will reduce of eliminate the significant      
     lowering of water quality.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5671L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Table ES-1.  Summary of Compliance Cost, pg. xiv.    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EXECUTIVE SUMMARY                                                          
                                                                                
     The 1990 Great Lakes Critical Progams Act (the Act) directed USEPA to      
     promulgate water quality standards (WQS) applicable to waters within the   
     Great Lakes Basin, as well as implementation procedures to assure that the 
     WQS were attained.  The Act requires that the standards and implementation 
     procedures be adopted by the Great Lakes states within three years after   
     promulgation by USEPA.                                                     
                                                                                
     In accordance with the Act, on April 16, 1993, USEPA proposed the Great    
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI).  The GLI proposes uniform WQS for the
     Great Lakes basin, as well as detailed implementation procedures for       
     converting the WQS into discharger-specific water quality-based effluent   
     limitations (WQBELs).                                                      
                                                                                
     General Electric asked ADVENT to assess the cost of compliance with the GLI
     regulations at the GE Transportation Systems plant in Erie, Pennsylvania   
     (GE Erie).  The GE Erie plant discharges about 5 mgd of treated wastewater,
     cooling water, and stormwater to Lake Erie.  As part of this effort, ADVENT
     was also asked to assess the cost of compliance with recently amended      
     (April 1993) Pennsylvania water quality standards (if WQBELs are ever      
     imposed as a result of these standards) and determine the incremental      
     costs, if any, necessary to comply with the GLI.                           
                                                                                
     The GE Erie plant is one of the largest facilities owned by General        
     Electric and includes 5 million sq ft of manufacturing floor space on a 350
     acre site on Lake Erie just east of the City of Erie.  The current employee
     total of about 6,000 makes GE Erie the largest employer in northwest       
     Pennsylvania.  GE began operations at the site in 1910.  GE Erie currently 
     has a sophisticated wastewater management system that includes two separate
     wastewater treatment and sludge handling facilities for process wastewaters
     and a number of outfalls for stormwater, cooling water, and treated        
     wastewater.  The plant has continued to upgrade and improve its wastewater 
     management program at the site, investing over $2.7 million in wastewater  
     controls over the last three years; has a dedicated staff of over 10       
     trained operating, maintenance, laboratory, supervisory, engineering, and  
     management personnel associated with the wastewater program; and is in full
     compliance with the NPDES permit that regulates the various discharges from
     the site.                                                                  
                                                                                
     A phased study was undertaken to respond to GE's request.  That study      
     involved sampling of plant wastewater to determine concentrations of       
     constituents regulated under the GLI and comparable Pennsylvania law,      
     calculation of WQBELs under the GLI and Pennsylvania regulations for       
     constituents of potential concern, determination of those constituents that
     require source control or treatment to comply with GLI and Pennsylvania    
     WQBELs.  To the maximum extent possible, ADVENT's assessment followed      
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     procedures used by USEPA to assess the costs of GLI compliance.            
                                                                                
     Although ADVENT was able to provide GE with a range of costs for compliance
     with the GLI over and above the costs of complying with Pennsylvania water 
     quality standards regulations, no single cost estimate was possible.  This 
     was due to three factors:                                                  
                                                                                
     First, Pennsylvania has not adopted, nor is it in the process of           
     developing, implementation procedures for converting WQS into WQBELs for   
     discharges to lakes.  If Pennsylvania does not adopt such procedures by    
     1995, when the GE Erie NPDES permit is due for renewal, the incremental    
     cost of complying with the GLI would be calculated from the "baseline" of  
     compliance with the plant's current, technology-based effluent limits.  If 
     the state does adopt implementation procedures prior to 1995, the          
     incremental costs of complying with the GLI will be smaller.  For the      
     purposes of this report, ADVENT calculated incremental GLI compliance costs
     using both the baseline of the current permit and a baseline developed from
     the assumption that Pennsylvania will use existing USEPA implementation    
     guidance to impose WQBELs on the GE Erie facility within the next few      
     years.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Second, the GLI preamble indicates that the states will have the discretion
     to determine whether the GLI implementation procedures apply to stormwater.
     Since GE Erie's stormwater has been covered by its NPDES permit for several
     years, and since most of that stormwater is combined with the facility's   
     treated process wastewater, it appears likely that GE Erie stormwater will 
     be covered by the GLI WQBELs.  Nevertheless, because this matter is        
     uncertain, cost estimates were developed under both the assumption that GE 
     Erie stormwater will be covered by the GLI and that it will not.           
                                                                                
     Thirdly, mercury is one of the constituents for which controls will be     
     required at GE Erie to attain both the GLI and potential Pennsylvania      
     WQBELs.  The GLI and potential Pennsylvania WQBELs for mercury are low,    
     although the GLI WQBEL is several orders of magnitude lower and is well    
     below the analytical detection level for this constituent.  Following      
     USEPA's cost estimation procedures, this report assumes that control for   
     mercury will be achieved through pollutant minimization/source control and 
     attempts to estimate the costs of such control.  ADVENT believes that there
     is a good chance that source control will result in attainment of the      
     potential Pennsylvania WQBELs and has assigned a cost estimate for that    
     control consistent with USEPA's GLI cost impact analysis.  However, given  
     the very low mercury concentration that must be achieved under the GLI and 
     the inability at this time to identify a source of mercury at the plant,   
     only a range of source control cost estimates can be provided for GLI      
     compliance.  Further, the need to install extremely expensive end-of-pipe  
     treatment equipment cannot be ruled out, and ADVENT has also provided an   
     estimate of these costs for mercury treatment.                             
                                                                                
     Based on the results of this study, ADVENT determined that:                
                                                                                
     Copper, cadmium, and mercury concentrations in Outfall 001 effluent are    
     above projected GLI WQBELs.                                                
                                                                                
     Only the mercury concentration in Outfall 001 is above the predicted       
     Pennsylvania WQBELs.  However, no arsenic data were obtained because there 
     were no water quality criteria for arsenic in the draft GLI.  Thus, arsenic
     data will be needed to evaluate compliance with the predicted Pennsylvania 
     WQBELs.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Based on the presence of copper and cadmium in all wastewaters at GE Erie  
     and the low GLI standards, source control is infeasible for these          
     constituents, and treatment of all facility wastewaters will be needed to  
     achieve discharge compliance under the GLI for these parameters.  Following
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     USEPA's GLI cost impact analysis methodology, it was assumed that the plant
     will attempt to control mercury to GLI WQBELs through waste minimization   
     studies and source control.  However, source control may be prohibitively  
     expensive or infeasible and final effluent treatment for mercury may be    
     required.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Compliance with the potential Pennsylvania WQBEL for mercury should be     
     achievable through waste minimization studies and source control.  Note,   
     however, that derivation of the Pennsylvania WQBELs assumes installation of
     a high-rate effluent diffuser and its attendant costs.                     
                                                                                
     Because GE Erie's combined sewer system commingles pretreated process      
     wastewaters, boiler blowdown, non-contact cooling waters and stormwater    
     runoff from the site, the design flow for evaluating treatment options and 
     design depends on whether GLI WQBELs will apply to both process wastewater 
     and stormwater.  Since the plant's existing permit applies to stormwater   
     discharges, it is likely that all of the plant's wastewater flow would be  
     subject to GLI WQBELs.  However, since the GLI may leave the states the    
     option to apply GLI WQBELs to stormwater, the treatment options evaluated  
     include options based on both segregation of stormwater and treatment of   
     the combined process wastewater and stormwater flows.                      
                                                                                
     Three treatment scenarios, all of which would use the same treatment       
     approach in a new treatment facility, but which would treat different      
     volumes of water, have been proposed to comply with the GLI WQBELs:        
                                                                                
     Scenario 1 - This scenario, based on a design flow rate of 7.0 mgd,        
     involves treating all GE Erie wastewaters and stormwater runoff in a new   
     treatment plant.  This scenario includes facilities for collecting,        
     pumping, and equalizing the large quantities of stormwater runoff from the 
     site prior to treatment.                                                   
                                                                                
     Scenario 2 - This scenario, based on a design flow rate of 4.0 mgd,        
     involves segregating current dry weather flows for treatment in a new      
     facility that excludes the large volumes of stormwater runoff from the     
     site.  Costs were added for segregating, piping, and pumping current dry   
     weather flows to the new treatment plant.                                  
                                                                                
     Scenario 3 - This scenario is similar to Scenario 2, but also involves     
     construction of cooling towers to allow recycle of the large volumes of    
     non-contact cooling water.  In this scenario, the process flows would be   
     combined with the blowdown flow from new cooling towers for treatment in a 
     new facility.  A design flow rate of 2.0 mgd was assumed.                  
                                                                                
     Similar scenarios were assumed for installation of the high rate effluent  
     diffuser upon which the Pennsylvania WQBELs are based.  Cost estimates were
     develped for diffusion of all plant wastewater (Scenario 1), all dry       
     weather flow (Scenario 2), and dry weather flow reduced in volume by       
     installation of cooling towers (Scenario 3).                               
                                                                                
     The estimated construction costs and annual operation and maintenance costs
     of the faciliteis required under the various regulatory and treatment      
     scenarios are summarized in Table ES-1.  Table 4-5 in Chapter 4 summarizes 
     construction and operation and maintenance costs if end-of-pipe mercury    
     treatment is required to comply with the GLI WQBELs.  ADVENT believes that 
     Scenario 1, involving treatment/diffusion of all facility wastewater, is   
     the most likely of the scenarios.  Under this scenario, the costs of       
     attaining and maintaining discharge compliance under the GLI are, at a     
     minimum, $39.7 million in capital costs and $2.2 million annually in       
     operation and maintenance costs beyond what would be required under        
     potential Pennsylvania WQBELs.  If end-of-pipe treatment is required for   
     mercury, the incremental costs could be as much as $58.2 million (capital) 
     and $2.7 million/yr (annual operation and maintenance) beyond the potential
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     Pennsylvania WQBELs.                                                       
                                                                                
     Costs of reducing pollutant discharges are often assessed by USEPA using a 
     cost per pound of pollutant reduction approach which adjusts for the       
     relative toxicity of pollutants using "toxicity weighing factors".  Under  
     this USEPA approach for Scenario 1, the incremental cost of pollution      
     reduction at GE Erie under the GLI would be in the range $1,659 to $2,247  
     per "pound equivalent", depending on the approach used to finalize         
     Pennsylvania WQBELs.  The costs would be even higher if end-of-pipe        
     treatment for mercury were required.  This compares to a costs of $20.60   
     per pound equivalent as the maximum expected by the USEPA for the          
     incremental cost of GLI compliance.                                        
                                                                                
     The compliance costs set forth in Table ES-1 do not take into account all  
     costs for GE Erie to comply with the GLI.  It is uncertain whether         
     sufficient land is available at GE Erie for construction of the new        
     facilities that would be required to comply with the GLI.  Additional      
     forested land may need to be cleared and used.  Land clearing costs and    
     piping costs to and from this location are not included in the capital     
     costs, nor are costs included for any assoicated remediation efforts, if   
     needed, to site the treatment facilities at this location or elsewhere at  
     the GE site.                                                               
                                                                                
     If the GLI is promulgated in its proposed form, compliance costs for GE    
     Erie will, over time, be substantially larger than set forth in this report
     for at least three reasons.  First, this report has not taken into account 
     the impact of the "phase out" of mixing zones ten years after GLI          
     promulgation for chemicals that bioaccumulate, such as mercury.  Second,   
     this report has not considered the impact of the GLI's stringent           
     antidegradation provisions on potential plant modifications or increased   
     production.  Third, this report has not assessed the impact of the GLI's   
     "Tier 2" provisions that may result in more stringent WQS for many         
     chemicals.                                                                 
                                                                                
     This project has indicated that the proposed GLI regulations will have a   
     significant economic impact on the GE Erie plant.  Much additional work and
     expense will be required to achieve compliance with WQBELs anticipated     
     under the GLI.  It seems likley that the WQBELs resulting from             
     implementation of the GLI will require expenditures of capital costs       
     ranging from $22.2 to $56.8 million dollars and annual O&M costs from $1.4 
     to $2.6 million dollars.  These costs are in excess of the expected costs  
     of compliance under Pennsylvania WQBELs by approximately $8.8 to $39.7     
     million (capital) and $0.8 and $2.2 million/year (operating and            
     maintenance), respectively.                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
1                                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5671L.001    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5708L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 6780



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize and understand the objectives of the GLI and support          
     environmentally sound and cost-effective efforts to improve water quality  
     within the Great Lakes.  However, the proposed GLI would not achieve these 
     goals.  It cannot significantly improve the quality of the Great Lakes     
     because it addresses only discharges from "point sources" -- industrial and
     municipal discharges through a pipe -- while ignoring much larger          
     discharges from "non-point" sources, such as agricultural and urban storm  
     water runoff.  EPA's own studies indicate that non-point sources contribute
     most of the pollutants in the Great Lakes.  Real improvement in Great Lakes
     water quality will only be achieved by addressing non-point source         
     pollution.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA's estimates of potential GLI pollutant reductions, which focus only on 
     point sources, do not appear to be correct.  EPA estimated that point      
     source discharges would be reduced by 80% if the GLI were adopted.  These  
     estimates were based upon current maximum authorized discharges and an     
     unrealistic assumption that maximum pollutant concentration and maximum    
     water flow occur at the same time.  However, businesses typically process  
     waste waters to levels better than their permits require, and do not       
     continously discharge at the maximum flow and concentration authorized by  
     their permits.  Thus, current actual point source discharges are far less  
     than what is authorized.  EPA's estimates should not be confused with an   
     80% reduction in actual discharges from point sources, or with an 80%      
     reduction in total discharges into the Great Lakes from all sources.       
     Actual reductions, of either point source of total discharges to the Great 
     Lakes System, would be far less.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.001    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004, and D2825.003.  See 
     also Section IX of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5708L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Equally important, the proposed GLI would unfairly burden the domestic auto
     industry.  In contrast to the limited environmental benefits that would be 
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     achieved, the capital costs for Chrysler, Ford and General Motors could be 
     two billion dollars, with annual operating and maintenance costs           
     approaching two hundred million dollars.  For the companies' facilities in 
     Michigan alone, the estimated capital costs exceed one-and-a-half billion  
     dollars.  In contrast, these large capital costs and the additional        
     regulatory procedures would not be imposed on companies located outside of 
     the Great Lakes region, including most foreign auto manufacturers.  The    
     proposed GLI would make it much more difficult for Great Lakes companies to
     compete in today's intensely competitive global marketplace.               
                                                                                
     In conclusion, the proposed Great Lakes Initiative will impose a           
     disproportionate economic burden on industry located in the Great Lakes    
     System without corresponding environmental benefits.  Therefore, we        
     recommend that EPA and the affected state agencies support and adopt AAMA's
     recommenndations, which we believe will result in GLI requirements that are
     both environmentally and economically sound.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5708L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI as currently proposed will not significantly improve water quality 
     within the Great Lakes System, because it only addresses point sources,    
     which are not the major source of pollutant discharge to the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.003    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.003 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5708L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs to implement the GLI will be high.  Costs to the AAMA member         
     companies (Chrysler, Ford, and General Motors) alone will be $2 billion in 
     capital cost plus $200 million annually for operation and maintenance.     
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.004    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5708L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Manufacturers located in other countries and regions of the U.S., such as  
     most foreign automotive manufacturers, would not incur these costs or the  
     additional regulatory procedures proposed under the GLI.  These            
     disproportionate costs and elaborate new regulatory procedures will place  
     manufacturers located in the Great Lakes System at a competitive           
     disadvantage.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.005    
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D1711.025.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G5708L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI fails to conform with the Great Lakes Water Quality       

Page 6783



$T044618.TXT
     Agreement, Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, and the Clean Water Act.     
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.006    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5708L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be adopted as advisory guidance rather than administrative  
     rules.  This would allow states the reasonable flexibility to achieve the  
     environmental objectives of the GLI in a mannner that accounts for new     
     scientific developments and local conditions.                              
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.007    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: G5708L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should rely upon Tier 1 methods for development of water quality   
     criteria, rather than unreliable Tier 2 or "Tier 3" methods.  This would   
     produce more scientifically and environmentally justified criteria.        
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.008    
     
     EPA does not agree to only rely upon Tier I since EPA has reviewed         
     commenters' concerns and concluded that the Tier II approach is            
     scientifically sound and necessary for the Great Lakes System, and is      
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     appropriate for development of water quality-based effluent limits.        
                                                                                
     See also responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5708L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality criteria for metals should be expressed in the form of       
     dissolved metal.  This would target criteria at the biologically available 
     and active form of metals.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.009    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G5708L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific variances should be more certain and more freely available.  
     This would allow states the flexibility to tailor criteria to local water  
     body characteristics.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.010    
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The likelihood of false indications of noncompliance should be minimized by
     basing permit limits on the Practical Quantification Limit (PQL).          
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.011    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G5708L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures for determining the potential to exceed water quality       
     criteria should be improved by increasing emphasis on classical statistical
     analysis, relying on only tested and properly adopted analytical methods,  
     and reducing subjective criteria and judgements.  This will ensure that    
     permit limits are imposed only where they are needed.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.012    
     
     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Docuement      
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D,    
     Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to Estimated Costs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5708L.013
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.1 The proposed Guidance will not significantly improve Great Lakes water 
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     As currently proposed, the GLI will not significantly improve water quality
     within the Great Lakes System because it focuses on only discharges from   
     "point sources," e.g. industries and municipal sewerage plants that        
     discharge through a pipe.  But these sources are not the major contributor 
     of the pollutants that the GLI would regulate.  Nonpoint sources are known 
     to be far more significant contributors.  As proposed, this lack of a      
     comprehensive approach will force industries, municipalities, and the      
     public to minimize pollutant discharges beyond what is really necessary and
     effective.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.013    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section I.See    
     Sections I.C, I.D and IX of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5708L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.2 The proposed Guidance will not significantly reduce point source       
     discharges.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA estimated pollutant discharges to the Great Lakes System at 103,400    
     pounds per day.  But these estimates were derived by multiplying maximum   
     authorized discharge flow by maximum authorized discharge concentration.   
     Thus, EPA implicitly assumed that maximum discharge flow and maximum       
     discharge concentration occur concurrently, which is extremely rare and    
     unrealistic.  Actual discharges are much less, perhaps less than half of   
     EPA's estimates.                                                           
                                                                                
     Of the estimated 103,400 pounds per day, 78,600 pounds per day was         
     attributable to copper.                                                    
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     Response to: G5708L.014    
     
     See Sections I and IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5708L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.1 The proposed Guidance will impose significant costs on the Great Lakes 
     region.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Regardless of the source of the estimates, the GLI will impose significant 
     costs on the businesses, governments, and citizens of the Great Lakes      
     Region.  EPA estimated the annual costs at $ 80-510 million.  Without      
     consideration of costs to automakers (the largest industry in the region), 
     the Council of Great Lakes Governors (CGLG) estimated annual costs at $ 710
     million to $ 2.3 billion.  Cost studies by four industries alone (not      
     including automakers) indicate that their costs would be over $ 6 billion  
     in capital and almost $ 1.5 billion per year in annual operation and       
     maintenance cost.  The Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition (GLWQC)         
     estimated that costs to municipalities will be $ 7.5 billion in capital    
     costs and over $ 1 billion annually for operation and maintenance.  AAMA   
     estimated costs to automakers at $ 2 billion in capital costs plus $ 200   
     million annually for operation and maintenance.                            
                                                                                
     There are uncertainties in all these cost estimates.  But it is disturbing 
     that all other estimates have been much greater than those by EPA.  If the 
     other estimates are even half correct, the costs would be four or five     
     times greater than estimated by EPA.  Moreover, some parties, including the
     GLWQC, have strongly criticized both the data and assumptions underlying   
     EPA's costs estimates, and even found and confirmed errors in them.        
                                                                                
     Clearly, there should be substantial benefits to justify such costs.  But, 
     sadly, there is little reason to believe that the GLI will significantly   
     improve Great Lakes water quality -- primarily because the GLI fails to    
     address the dominant source of discharges to the Great Lakes System --     
     nonpoint sources.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.015    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5708L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.2  The proposed Guidance will place Great Lakes industries and           
     municipalities at a significant competitive disadvantage.                  
                                                                                
     Businesses and municipal governments located elsewhere in the United       
     States, and in foreign countries, will not need to endure these costs.  By 
     any reasonable measure, these costs represent very substantial burdens.    
     They represent very substantial portion of municipal budgets and corporate 
     profits.  In short, where are businesses and municipalities going to obtain
     such large amounts of funds, and is it reasonable to ask them to undertake 
     such large expenditures to implement the GLI?                              
                                                                                
     The economic effects of the GLI are not restricted to short-term capital   
     expenditures.  The GLI would also impose elaborate new regulatory          
     procedures that will have a severe "chilling effect" on industrial and     
     municipal growth.  A recent study by the University of Michigan confirmed  
     that such procedures, or perceptions of them, do in fact discourage        
     business development.  EPA has done nothing to evaluate the existence or   
     degree of this "chilling effect."                                          
                                                                                
     AAMA believes that the combined direct costs and additional regulatory     
     procedures of the GLI will place automakers' facilities in the Great Lakes 
     region at a significant competitive disadvantage compared to facilities    
     operated by their competitors in other states and foreign countries.  As a 
     minimum, the complexity and controversial nature of the GLI's procedures   
     will make it much more difficult to obtain permits in a timely fashion.  In
     an industry where deadlines are so critical, such delays or fears of delay 
     are likely to cause prudent business managers to manufacture their products
     elsewhere.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.016    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5708L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Appendix A.                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     3.2.1  Michigan's claim of zero additional GLI cost is based upon an       
     incorrect and contested interpretation of Michigan water quality standards.
                                                                                
     About 70% ($ 1.5 billion) of AAMA member companies' costs would occur in   
     Michigan.  These costs would be necessary to install elaborate new         
     pretreatment equipment -- including ion exchange or reverse osmosis,       
     biological treatment, final filters, and activated carbon adsorption -- to 
     remove additional pollutants from stormwater and discharges to municipal   
     sewers.  These costs are not associated with several controversial elements
     of the GLI -- such as mercury limits, denial of intake credits, elimination
     of mixing zones, or Tier 2 substances -- but are attributable to the       
     difference between the criteria presently authorized by law and the new    
     criteria imposed by the GLI.                                               
                                                                                
     The Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) claims that "the costs 
     of implementing the [GLI] in Michigan will not be significant."  AAMA      
     believes that this conclusion is incorrect because the MDNR compared the   
     GLI criteria to ambient water quality criteria the MDNR is not allowed to  
     impose on the public in Michigan without additional state administrative   
     rulemaking.  Michigan water quality standards contain no numerical criteria
     for toxic pollutants.  In lieu of properly adopted standards, the Michigan 
     DNR has been interpreting the narrative standards by using administrative  
     policy "guidelines" that produce numerical criteria.  But the Michigan     
     Administrative Procedures Act explicitly prohibits this practice.  Even    
     U.S. EPA determined that criteria derived by these "guidelines" are not    
     binding on the public.  56 Federal Register 58464 (November 19, 1991).     
     Accordingly, AAMA believes the GLI will impose more restrictive water      
     quality criteria -- and corresponding costs -- in Michigan.  Appendix A    
     contains correspondence to various Michigan officials and the Council of   
     Great Lakes Governors and its contractor explaining this issue in more     
     detail.  We request that EPA consider that correspondence as if fully set  
     forth herein.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.017    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5708L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Appendix A.  Note:  Paragraph refers to comment # .017.   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.2.2 A depressed, although level, "playing field" is not in the best      
     interest of the Nation or citizens of the Great Lakes region.              
                                                                                
     One of the primary objectives of the GLI is to "level the playing field."  
     Because of the error described in the previous paragraph, there has been a 
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     mistaken perception that requirements in the other Great Lakes states are  
     less restrictive than in Michigan.  The opposite is actually true because  
     Michigan water quality standards contain no numerical criteria for toxic   
     pollutants.  Regardless of the direction in which the differences lie, it  
     is clear that the GLI criteria -- especially existing or potential Tier 2  
     criteria -- either are or are likely to become more restrictive than       
     criteria that apply outside the Great Lakes System.  Even though the GLI   
     would require the same regulatory procedures throughout the Great Lakes    
     System, those procedures would be more complex and more restrictive than   
     procedures that apply elsewhere.  The distinctive characteristic of the GLI
     is its additional restrictiveness -- both procedural and substantive.  In  
     effect, EPA has proposed a radically more restrictive Clean Water Act for  
     the Great Lakes System.  This is clearly inconsistent with the principles  
     of national uniformity and equity underlying the existing Clean Water Act  
     and not in the best interest of the citizens of the Great Lakes region or  
     the Nation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.018    
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5708L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Appendix B.                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.3 The proposed Guidance will significantly tighten pretreatment standards
     for discharges to municipal sewers.                                        
                                                                                
     AAMA member companies operate 124 facilities in the Great Lakes System that
     would be affected by the GLI.  Except for stormwater, almost all of these  
     facilities discharge to municipal sewers.  Accordingly, AAMA commissioned a
     study to determine what effluent limits the GLI would produce for typical  
     municipal publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) to which AAMA member      
     companies' facilites discharge, and what industrial pretreatment limits    
     those facilities would be likely to impose.  AAMA's consultant employed    
     procedures for calculation of effluent limits and pretreatment limits that 
     EPA typically uses.  The facilities covered a wide range of industrial and 
     POTW flow and both large and small municipalities.  The AAMA report showed 
     that most pretreatment limits would be tightened, sometimes to the point of
     unachievability at any cost.  A copy of the full AAMA report is enclosed in
     Appendix B.  AAMA request that EPA consider the report as if fully set     
     forth herein.                                                              
                                                                                
     While it has been suggested that the costs and other burdens of the GLI    
     would fall on either industry or POTWs, but not both, this suggestion is   
     untrue.  Because the percentage of the total POTW discharge of a pollutant 
     derived from industry is a minority and because the GLI criteria are so    
     restrictive, POTWs would still need to install additional wastewater       
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     treatment equipment even after industrial pretreatment.  Accordingly, the  
     estimated costs to industry and municipalities are additive.               
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.019    
     
     See response to comment D2613.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5708L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Appendix C.                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.4 Comments and Reports by the Council of Great Lakes Governors           
                                                                                
     Because of concern over the effects of the GLI, the Council of Great Lakes 
     Governors commissioned a report on the GLI.  (Working Draft Report, "The   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative," DRI/McGraw-Hill, July 1993).  AAMA  
     both agrees and disagrees with the Council's draft report.  While AAMA     
     concurs in the draft report's recommendations, AAMA does not believe that  
     these measures will sufficiently reduce the GLI's cost and other burdens.  
     This is primarily because the CGLG report did not consider automakers'     
     costs or address long-term "chilling effects."  Copies of the draft report 
     and correspondence to the Council and its contractor from AAMA and its     
     member companies are enclosed in Appendix C.  AAMA requests that EPA       
     consider this report and correspondence as if fully set forth herein.      
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.020    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5708L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     4.1.1 The Tier 2 methodology circumvents the process of reliable criteria  
     development and results in scientifically unsound, highly variable, and    
     overly consevative criteria.                                               
                                                                                
     Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife criteria are used when     
     scientifically defensible Tier 1 criteria can not be calculated because    
     reliable test data are unavailable.  The Tier 1 aquatic life and human     
     health criteria and procedures have been developed over many years using   
     extensive peer review.  In fact, U.S. EPA recently began a thorough        
     scientific review of these procedures and will incorporate technical       
     developments which have occurred since their original publication.  Work   
     Groups will determine whether various assumptions and safety factors and   
     the resulting level of conservatism are appropriate.  Clearly, the Tier 1  
     procedures are very conservative.  Therefore, it is appropriate that they  
     contain rigorous quality and quantity requirements for data used.          
                                                                                
     By their very definition, Tier 2 criteria calculation procedures circumvent
     these data requirements and allow fewer species, shorter-term tests, and   
     data of questionable quality.  At the same time, these procedures          
     incoporate additional safety factors which are intentionally very          
     conservative.  These two factors cause questionable accuracy and deliberate
     stringency.  The resulting Tier 2 criteria have the same standing as Tier 1
     criteria.  The government should establish Tier 1 criteria protective of   
     the waters.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.021    
     
     See also responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5708L.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "Problems referenced above" refer to comment #.021.           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.1.2 Neither the Tier 2 methodology nor Tier 2 criteria should be used to 
     establish permit limits.                                                   
                                                                                
     The fundamental Tier 2 problems above are exacerbated when applied in NPDES
     permit.  The Tier 2 aquatic life procedures are based on a paper (Host et  
     al. 1990) describing a screening process to determine the need (i.e.,      
     whether the anticipated environmental risk is sufficiently significant) to 
     develop a water quality criterion for a particular parameter.  One author  
     discussed these procedures at a Technical Work Group Meeting in 1991.  He  
     made clear that the methods were intentionally conservative and biased.    
     They were only intended to calculate advisory levels, not enfoceable permit
     limits.  He was particularly concerned that U.S. EPA's antibacksliding     
     policy would preclude the upward adjustment of Tier 2-based permit limits  
     even when additional data became available.  The Science Advisory Board    
     echoed these concerns in its December, 1992 report:                        
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                The Subcommittee is concerned that Tier 2 values might be       
                adopted as regulatory limits for point source dischargers.      
                The Tier 2 numbers were designed to be over protective          
                in the arbitrary choices of percentage distributions            
                from the original data set.  These numbers should only          
                be used as interim narrative standards not as numeric           
                limits. (p 12)                                                  
                                                                                
                States implementing this Tier 2 method must realize             
                that all Tier 2 estimates will, because of the statis-          
                tical derivation process used, result in a value more           
                stringent than a full criterion.  As more data are              
                obtained over time, the value will frequently become            
                less stringent as it approaches the Tier 1 value.  If           
                these facts can not be dealt with in implementation             
                then there can be no scientific defensibility in the            
                Tier 1 concept. (p 16)                                          
                                                                                
     While Implementation Procedure 9 states that "the limit revised based on   
     additional studies is not affected by the anti-backsliding provisions of   
     section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act," there is no assurance that such an 
     interpretation will be consistently honored or withstand legal contest or  
     that revisions might not preclude permit limits increases.  However, even  
     if the anti-backsliding problem were addressed, Tier 2 criteria would      
     remain inappropriate bases for enforceable permit limits and should only be
     used as advisory levels which indicate that future research is needed.     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.022    
     
     See responses to: D2741.076, P2656.091, and P2656.092                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: G5708L.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "T2 Process flows described above refer to comments .021/.022.
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.1.3 The Tier 2 aquatic life procedures contain serious technical errors. 
                                                                                
     Along with the general Tier 2 process flaws described above, the proposed  
     procedure for calculating Tier 2 aquatic life criteria contains specific   
     technical problems.  First, calculating values using as little as one acute
     toxicity data point is unjustifiable.  The Science Advisory Board reports  
     that, "The Subcommittee is concerned that the minimal data base of one     
     species acute test is inadequate"  (December 1992).  Data cost for two     
     additional species (e.g., fathead minnow and rainbow trout) is relatively  
     small, and increasing the minimum data requirements to three species       
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     reduces the maximum secondary acute factor from 20 to 8.6 or even lower.   
                                                                                
     The Science Advisory Board noted that using the 80th percentile protection 
     level is arbitrary and is also more conservative than necessary.  A more   
     appropriate choice would be the 50th percentile.  If daphnid data is       
     required and the three-species requirement discussed above is used, the    
     resulting maximum secondary acute factor would be 2.6 (Host et al. 1990).  
                                                                                
     The Science Advisory Board also describes how the procedure is insensitive 
     to matrix effects such as the relationship between hardness and metal      
     toxicity.   A single soft water test would yield a much lower Tier 2       
     criterion than a similar hard water test.  This uncertainty supports using 
     Tier 2 criteria only as advisory levels.                                   
                                                                                
     The proposed Aquatic Life Criteria and Values Methodologies contain        
     absolutely no data requirements supporting Tier 2 Final Acute Values.      
     Clearly, Tier 2 data quality requirements should be no less than Tier 1    
     data quality requirements.  To accomplish this, the GLI methodology should 
     indicate that the Tier 1 - Procedure I (A) (Material of Concern) and       
     Procedure II (Collection of Data) requirements are also required for Tier 2
     data.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.023    
     
     See responses to comments D2791.103, D2917.088, D2722.063 and P2656.199.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5708L.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.2 Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals                                       
                                                                                
     Although aquatic life criteria and values (Appendix A) calculation         
     procedures do not specify, the individual criteria documents state that the
     criteria should be expressed as total recoverable metal.  This policy      
     ignores the toxicological basis for the criteria as well as the recent     
     technical and policy developments.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.024    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5708L.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.2.1. Expressing the water quality criteria for metals as total           
     recoverable is inconsistent with the toxicological data used to derive the 
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The toxicological studies which serve as the basis for the ambient water   
     quality criteria were conducted most often using reagent-grade chemicals   
     diluted with filtered laboratory water containing very low particulate     
     concentrations.  In fact, the GLI procedures [Appendix A, Section IV (D)]  
     restrict criterion calculation to those data from tests using dilution     
     water with particulate or total organic carbon concentrations less than 5  
     mg/L.  As a result, it is widely recognized that the Federal and proposed  
     GLI aquatic life criteria reflect dissolved metal concentrations - not     
     total recoverable metal concentrations.  U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance on    
     Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals (May 
     1992) (Interim Guidance) notes:                                            
                                                                                
     Because such dilution [test] water is generally lower in metal binding     
     particulate matter and dissolved organic matter than most ambient waters,  
     these toxicity tests may overstate the ambient toxicity of non-biomagnified
     metals that interact with particulate matter or dissolved organic matter   
     (p. 4).                                                                    
                                                                                
     The biological activity of a compound depends on its ability to cross      
     membranes, either from the free water dissolved state, or from particulates
     via a dissolved phase to epithelia tissues.  In other words, metals which  
     enter organism tissues must pass through an aqueous phase.  However, the   
     total recoverable metals analyses required by 40 CFR 122.45(c) typically   
     measure total extractable concentrations in water or other environmental   
     samples.  The Interim Guidance recognizes that these methods include metal 
     forms that are tightly bound to solids and other matrix specific           
     constituents and are not biologically available under normal physical,     
     chemical or biological conditions.                                         
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance recognizes that the metal bioavailability and  
     toxicity "depend strongly on the exact physical and chemical form of the   
     metal" (p. 1) and that the surrounding effluent and water quality affects  
     the metal's form.  Ambient waters contain substantially higher particulate 
     concentrations than laboratory waters.  The result is binding of metals to 
     particulates and a commensurate reduction in aquatic species               
     bioavailability.  Sorption onto suspended solids is an important           
     environmental fate process that largely explains the inverse relationship  
     between dissolved metal and suspended particulate matter.  As noted by U.S.
     EPA (1992):                                                                
                                                                                
                recent data suggest that typically 30-80 percent of the         
                copper, nickel and zinc, and 90-95 percent of the lead          
                may be in a particulate phase measured by the total             
                recoverable method but not by the dissolved method.             
                Because of the greater fraction of particulate metal in         
                ambient waters, as well as the higher levels of dissolved       
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                organic binding agents in ambient waters, the fraction          
                of metal that is biologically available may often be            
                lower under ambient field conditions than under laboratory      
                conditions, particularly for fresh waters. (p. 4).              
                                                                                
     The same issue is noted in U.S. EPA's (1985c) ambient water quality        
     criteria document for copper:                                              
                                                                                
                Because a majority of the reported [toxicity] test              
                results...have been conducted in waters having relatively       
                low complexing capacities, the criteria derived herein          
                may be at or below ambient total copper concentrations          
                in some surface waters of the United States.  Seasonally        
                and locally, toxicity in these waters may be mitigated by       
                the presence of naturally occurring complexing and              
     precipitating agents.  In addition, removal from the water                 
                column may be rapid due to settling of solids and normal        
                growth of the aquatic organisms. (p. 2)                         
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI Guidance recognizes that the chemical form regulated is   
     important.  The primary requirements include that the form should be       
     "compatible with the available toxicity and bioaccumulation data without   
     making extrapolations that are too hypothetical, and that it rarely result 
     in underprotection or overprotection of aquatic organisms and their uses"  
     (Appendix A, Section I(A)(3)).  Using total recoverable metals is          
     inconsistent with both of these requirements.  The preamble also addresses 
     this issue (p 20852), but concludes that site-specific criteria, using the 
     water effect ratio approach, is the best route.  AAMA disagrees; this      
     policy incorrectly places the burden of correcting fundamental criteria    
     flaws on each individual discharger.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.025    
     
     See response to comment D2721.139                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5708L.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.2.2 The proposed Guidance is inconsistent with recent scientific research
     and U.S. EPA policy.                                                       
                                                                                
     The most disturbing aspect of the GLI's metals criteria expression is that 
     it ignores recent technical and policy developments, even U.S. EPA's own.  
     The Science Advisory Board (December 1992) reached the same conclusion.    
                                                                                
                The Subcommittee feels that by basing the water quality         
                criteria on total concentration that much of the science        
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                which has developed in the last ten years on the import-        
                ance of chemical specification and biological activity          
                is being ignored (p 3)                                          
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's Interim Guidance (May 1992) was a major step forward in the     
     metal regulation.  As described previously, it recognized that using total 
     recoverable measurements may often overestimate the toxicity potential, and
     concluded that using dissolved criteria was an acceptable option.          
                                                                                
     On January 25-27, 1993, U.S. EPA held a Workshop on Aquatic Life Criteria  
     for Metals.  Workshop participants were experts invited from U.S. EPA, two 
     states (Conneticut and Michigan), academia, and the regulated community.   
     The specific charge was to (1) identify interim solutions to problems with 
     metals criteria and permits, and (2) identify additional research needs for
     metals bioavailability and toxicity.                                       
                                                                                
     Workshop participants drafted several recommendations, published in the    
     June 8, 1993 Federal Register for public comment.  Among these             
     recommendations was the following:                                         
                                                                                
                Based on the data presented at the conference, and the          
                opinion of the majority of assembled scientists, the            
                dissolved metal concentration better approximates the           
     bioavailable fraction of waterborne metals than the total                  
     recoverable concentration of metals.  In some cases,                       
                even the dissolved concentration may overestimate the           
                bioavailable fraction for metals that strongly complex          
                to either inorganic or organic ligands (e.g., filterable        
                carbon containing particles).  On the other hand, the           
                dissolved concentrations may underestimate the bio-             
                available fraction where food sources are shown to be           
                contaminated and represent a significant exposure               
                pathway.  On balance, the assembled experts at the              
                workshop recommend that the existing water quality              
                criteria be applied as a dissolved metal concentration          
                as the dissolved metal concentration is currently the           
                better estimate for bioavailable metal fractions                
                (p 32132).                                                      
                                                                                
     Responding on April 23, 1993 Martha Prothro, Acting Assistant Administrator
     for Water, sent the draft policy memorandum to the U.S. EPA regional Water 
     Management Division Directors which stated:                                
                                                                                
                 In the future EPA may revise its aquatic life criteria         
                 for metals to more accurately reflect the bioavailable         
                 fraction of the metal.  Until that time OW [Office of          
                 Water] recommends, in most cases, using dissolved              
                 criteria for cationic metals that do not significantly         
                 bioaccumulate.  (This would exclude mercury and                
                 selenium.)                                                     
                                                                                
                 Because they may have to legally defend their standards,       
                 if a state chooses to account for uncertainties by             
                 expressing metals criteria as total recoverable metal,         
                 they should have a defensible rationale for using total        
                 recoverable criteria rather than dissolved criteria            
     as recommended.                                                            
                                                                                
                 It is Office of Water policy that if States want to change     
                 their Water Quality Standards to be expressed as dissolved     
                 metal, the Region must support the State in doing so.          
                                                                                
     The memorandum also describes current U.S. EPA efforts to develop          
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     techniques that translate dissolved criteria into permit limits.  In light 
     of the Office of Water recommendations, it is contradictory for the GLI to 
     propose using total recoverable metals criteria.                           
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.026    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5708L.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.2.3 Water Effect Ratio (WER)                                             
                                                                                
     AAMA believes that the WER guidance is a useful "first step" toward the    
     scientifically sensible application of EPA's water quality criteria, but   
     cautions EPA to minimize the burden and cost to perform the test.          
     Furthermore, we recommend that any revision or redrafting of the May 1992  
     WER guidance be subject to public review and comment, both nationally and  
     for application in the Great Lakes System, pursuant to this rulemaking.    
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.027    
     
     See response to comment D2771.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.3 Permit Limits Below Levels of Reliable Measurement                     
                                                                                
     As the Great Lakes States adopt the more stringent GLI criteria and        
     implementation procedures, many calculated water quality-based permit      
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     limits will be below detectable or quantifiable levels.  Implementation    
     Procedure 8 addresses these situations.  However, the proposed procedure   
     does not reflect the latest U.S. EPA policy developments and has several   
     significant technical shortcomings.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.028    
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that there may be increased compliance costs as the         
     analytical technology improves, but this incremental cost also would be    
     incurred based on existing water quality criteria.  The States and Tribes  
     can make use of variances to account for wide-spread social and economic   
     impacts associated with imposition of additional treatment costs.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.3.1 The proposed procedure is inconsistent with current U.S. EPA policy. 
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's Environmental Monitoring Management Council (EMMC) is addressing
     the confusion regarding definitions of detection and quantification limits.
     EMMC is developing and implementing consistent definitions across all media
     and all U.S. EPA programs.  Their goals are to (1) redefine detection      
     limits and quantification limits thus addressing matrix interference and   
     false negatives, (2) develop validation and standardization guidelines, and
     (3) develop standard QA/QC requirements.  In addition, U.S. EPA has drafted
     the National Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of   
     Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection    
     Levels.  Internal review is proceeding but it has not been made available  
     for public comment and peer review.  The GLI should not independently      
     develop such a critically important national issue while the national      
     strategy is under development.  Since the working draft is unavailable,    
     AAMA cannot endorse its contents.  However, the GLI Guidance should not be 
     finalized until this National Strategy has received public comment and     
     responded and its essential elements have been incorporated into the GLI's 
     implementation procedures.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.029    
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     See response to comment P2582.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.3.2 The minimum level is technically deficient, and should be replaced   
     with the Practical Quantification Level (PQL).                             
                                                                                
     The GLI's minimum level definition is technically flawed.  The minimum     
     level is defined as:                                                       
                                                                                
                the level at which the analytical system gives recogniz-        
                able spectra and acceptable calibration points.  It is          
                based upon interlaboratory analyses for the analyte in          
                the matrix of concern.                                          
                                                                                
     An analytical chemist would find this definition too vague and not useful. 
     The ambiguous definition would allow each chemist to interpret the language
     differently and to compute vastly different minimum levels.  As defined,   
     the term may not apply to some substances (e.g., cyanide) for which limits 
     below the detection level may be common.  The definition's primary source  
     is U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document (1991), which uses the phrase     
     "recognizable mass spectra" p. 111, (emphasis added).  Thus, this          
     definition strictly applies only to GC/MS analytes (base/neutral, acid, and
     volatile organics) and does not directly apply to general inorganics (e.g.,
     ammonia, chlorine, cyanide) or metals.  The Technical Work Group,          
     attempting repair, simply deleted the word "mass."  This does not solve the
     problem.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The Technical Work Group definition emphasizes interlaboratory analyses and
     matrix interferences which are two important discharger concerns.  The GLI 
     minimum level defintion embraces the key concepts of a much more widely    
     established (and more appropriate) measure - the Practical Quantification  
     Level.                                                                     
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA defines the Practical Quantification Level (PQL) as "the lowest   
     concentration that can be reliably achieved by well-operated laboratories  
     (EPA and State laboratories) within specified limits of precision and      
     accuracy during routine laboratory operation conditions."  [56 Fed. Regist.
     26460, 26511; June 7, 1991, preamble to final drinking water regulations   
     for lead and copper].  PQL is "the lowest level of quantitation that the   
     Agency believes a competent laboratory can reliably achieve."  [55 Fed.    
     Regist. 22520. 22535 and 22540; June 1, 1990, preamble to final rule on the
     land disposal restrictions].  U.S. EPA recently stated that it uses PQLs   
     "for the purpose of integrating analytical chemistry data into regulation  
     development," recognizing the analytical problems in determining compliance
     with extremely low limits [56 Fed. Regist. 3526, 3546; Jan. 30, 1991,      
     preamble to final drinking water regulations].                             
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     Although PQL is normally determined in interlaboratory studies, it may be  
     estimated "based upon the [method detection limit] and an estimate of a    
     higher level which would represent a practical and routinely achievable    
     level with relatively good certainty that the reported value is reliable." 
     [50 Fed. Regist. 46902, 46906; Nov. 13, 1985, preamble to final drinking   
     water regulations]; see also 56 Fed. Regist. at 26517.  Typically, PQL is  
     estimated at 5 to 10 times the method detection limit when no              
     interlaboratory studies have determined the precise PQL value.             
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA has accepted PQL in hazardous waste listings and de-listings, land
     disposal restrictions, groundwater rules, and drinking water standards.    
     See, e.g., 56 Fed. Regist. at 26509-26512; 55 Fed. Regist. at 22535 and    
     22540; 55 Fed. Regist. 46354, 46365 (Nov. 2, 1990, preamble to hazardous   
     waste listing final rule); 55 Fed. Regist. 38090, 38098 (Sept. 17, 1990,   
     preamble to proposed rule on hazardous waste de-listing); 52 Fed. Regist.  
     25942.  25944-25945 (July 9, 1987, preamble to groundwater regulation final
     rule).                                                                     
                                                                                
     For several years, U.S. EPA's Office of Drinking Water has set maximum     
     contaminant levels (MCLs) using the PQL because PQL considers matrix       
     interferences and interlaboratory variability (50 Fed. Regist. at          
     46906-46907).  More recently, U.S. EPA recognized that assumptions about   
     PQL values do not accurately determine violations (in issuing its lead and 
     copper MCL final rule, June 7, 1991).  Accordingly, U.S. EPA selected the  
     observed data 90th percentile as the "action level" since that value would 
     be greater than PQL (because lead and copper in drinking water are         
     log-normally distributed) and the assumptions could be avoided.  U.S. EPA  
     based its decision on a U.S. EPA Science Advisory Board 1988 recommendation
     to avoid unreliable assumptions about values below PQL using percentiles,  
     56 Fed. Regist. at 26479.                                                  
                                                                                
     The PQL addresses the "actual" situation for dischargers conducting        
     effluent monitoring and is far more reliable for determining compliance or 
     enforcement actions than the GLI's minimum level.  U.S. EPA's PQL has      
     widely accepted validity, and the GLI should adopt it.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.030    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     4.3.3 The calculated limit should not be included in the permit.           
                                                                                
     The proposed procedure requires the permit to include the calculated water 
     quality-based permit limit and the minimum level.  This leaves the         
     discharger potentially vulnerable to citizen suits, particularly when      
     concentrations are reported between the detection level and the minimum    
     level.  Since compliance would be assessed at the minimum level, the permit
     limit should be the minimum level or (PQL).                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.031    
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, section 2, Compliance Issues,
     and section 4, Pollution Minimization Programs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.3.4 When calculating average concentrations, zero should be substituted  
     for all values below the level of quantification.                          
                                                                                
     Calculating average concentrations is complicated when one or more         
     observations are below the minimum level.  The proposed procedure would    
     calculate averages using existing State procedures, which vary greatly.    
     AAMA has learned that the working draft National Strategy recommends       
     substituting zero for all values below quantification when calculating     
     averages.  GLI should adopt this procedure.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.032    
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.3.5  Mandatory pollutant minimization programs are unauthorized and      
     unrealistic.                                                               
                                                                                
     Procedure 8 requires a pollutant minimization program where the calculated 
     permit limit is below the minimum level.  The proposed procedure actually  
     seeks source elimination, not source minimization.  In some cases,         
     eliminating a source will be impractical.   Instead, the approach should   
     emphasize increased wastewater treatment efficiency.  Source control may be
     appropriate for chemicals which pass through the wastewater treatment      
     system.  Treatment may be preferred for treatable contaminants.  In such   
     case, requiring nondetectable influent levels may be unnecessary,          
     inefficient and not authorized by the Clean Water Act.                     
                                                                                
     The guidance also assumes that contaminant sources are readily identifiable
     and controllable.  Research has shown that many low level pollutants (e.g.,
     mercury and silver) may be observed throughout the collection system.      
                                                                                
     As the Procedure 8 chemical minimization program is currently written, full
     compliance will be impossible.  Once a facility has eliminated obvious     
     sources, observations above the detection limit are still likely due to    
     detection limit uncertainty.  Further, because some compounds are          
     widespread, ultimate control (defined as never detected) is impossible.    
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.033    
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of 
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.3.6 The special requirements for BCCs, including resident fish           
     monitoring, are unnecessary and unduly focus on point source discharges.   
                                                                                
     For BCCs, Procedure 8 requires monitoring programs to determine whether    
     unacceptable levels are bioaccumulating in fish tissue.  This requirement  
     raises several technical problems.                                         
                                                                                
     First, the monitoring studies would include resident fish monitoring.  This
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     approach does not recognize that many chemicals are currently detectable in
     fish tissue nationwide.  For example, contaminant averages (in mg/kg)      
     identified by the United States Fish and Wildlife Service in whole-body    
     fish tests from 117 stations nationwide are:  DDT (0.03), DDD (0.06), DDE  
     (0.19), chlordane (0.05), dieldrin (0.04), heptachlor (0.01), toxaphene    
     (0.14) and PCBs (ranging from 0.06 to 0.15 depending on isomer) (Schmitt et
     al. 1990).  U.S. EPA's National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish (1992)  
     also reports widespread contamination of fish with a variety of chemicals. 
     Atmospheric transport and deposition is the primary mode of distribution   
     for most of these compounds (Travis and Hester 1991).  Dischargers should  
     not be penalized for baseline fish tissue pollutant levels.                
                                                                                
     Resident fish monitoring has limitations, including variability in uptake  
     rates, analytical variability, and fish mobility.  Caged fish studies have 
     many such limitations.  The proposed procedure compounds these problems.   
     It allows water concentrations to be "back-calculated" from BAF based      
     tissue concentrations.  The comments on BAF and BCC outlines the reasons   
     this procedure should not be used in regulatory programs.                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.034    
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G5708L.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4 Reasonable Potential to Exceed Water Quality Criteria                  
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance would require permitting authorities to use          
     Implementation Procedure 5, which actually contains a number of different  
     procedures, to determine whether to require water quality-based effluent   
     limits for pollutants.  Therefore, this set of procedures is critically    
     important in determining how the GLI will impact each NPDES permit in the  
     Great Lakes System.  The proposed procedures rely upon inappropriate       
     assumptions and contain serious flaws that will unnecessarily produce      
     decisions to impose permit limits.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.035    
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     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Docuement      
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5 and Section IX.D,    
     Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to Estimated Costs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G5708L.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4.1  All the reasonable potential procedures rely upon an unlikely       
     combination of maximum effluent concentration and critical stream flow.    
                                                                                
     The Guidance procedures for the calculation of TMDLs and wasteload         
     allocations are based on a percentage of the 7Q10 stream flow, which is    
     exceeded (and thus available) 95-99% of the time.  Further, the procedure  
     to determine reasonable potential conservatively assumes that both the     
     maximum (or 99th percentile) effluent concentration and the worst-case     
     minimum receiving water flow occur simultaneously.  This is equivalent to  
     assuming that an effluent concentration that is equaled or exceeded only 1%
     of the time and a minimum flow that occurs only 1% of the time coincide.   
     The probability of concurrent occurrence of both of these circumstances    
     must be equal to or less than 0.0001 or 1/100th percent.  The record       
     contains no explanation or justification of why this is an appropriately   
     "safe" or conservative assumption, i.e. why this particular degree of      
     conservatism is appropriate.  Dynamic modeling techniques could minimize   
     the probability of unnecessarily imposing effluent limitations because of  
     this extremely conservative and harsh assumption.  The Guidance should     
     allow permitting authorities to use dynamic modeling to determine water    
     quality-based effluent limitations (WQBELs), preliminary effluent          
     limitations, and reasonable potential.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.036    
     
     EPA agrees that dynamic modelling can be used to estimate worst case       
     receiving water concentrations and the final Guidance does not preclude its
     use for generating preliminary wasteload allocations for purposes of       
     determining when water quality-based limits are required in a discharger's 
     permit.  Under final procedure 5, the permitting authority has the option  
     of using dynamic or steady state modelling.  When dynamic modelling is     
     used, the resulting preliminary effluent limits might be less conservative 
     than if steady state modelling is used.  When steady state modelling is    
     used, EPA's longstanding position is that the low design flow, a           
     conservative assumption, should be used as the steady state modelling      
     assumption for stream flow.  When this assumption is coupled with a        
     conservative projection of PEQ, as explained by the commenter, the result  
     is a very conservative test of reasonable potential, a level of            
     conservatism EPA believes is appropriate in the absence of dynamic         
     modelling to set preliminary effluent limits.  As described in the         
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     Supplementary Information Document and in responses to other comments, EPA 
     removed the special provision for effluent dominated waters in response to 
     comments that the provision was overly conservative.  See also responses to
     comments numbered D2719.144, P2718.288 and P2720.246.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: G5708L.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4.2  The statistical procedures for determining reasonable potential are 
     fundamentally mathematically incorrect.                                    
                                                                                
     The Guidance prescribes two alternative statistical procedures for         
     determining reasonable potential.  The first alternative, Procedure        
     5(B)(1)(a,b,c), would apply when ten or more effluent concentration        
     measurements are available and the effluent flow rate is less than the 7Q10
     stream flow or the discharge is to the open waters of the Great Lakes.  The
     second alternative, Procedure 5(B)(1)(d), could apply in these             
     circumstances plus whenever there is at least one but less than ten        
     effluent concentration measurements available plus, with some modification,
     whenever ten or more effluent concentration measurements are available and 
     the effluent flow is greater than the 7Q10 stream flow.  Procedures        
     5(B)(1)(d) and 5(C) are mathematically identical at a coefficient of       
     variation of 0.6.  Accordingly, comments herein with respect to Procedure  
     5(B)(1)(d) also apply to Procedure 5(C).                                   
                                                                                
     The first alternative, Procedure 5(B)(1)(a,b,c), would define the projected
     effluent quality (PEQ) as the greater of the maximum value observed or the 
     99th percentile for daily data and the 99th percentile for monthly or      
     weekly average data.  If any PEQ for a pollutant exceeds the calculated    
     preliminary effluent limitation, the Guidance would require that a water   
     quality-based NPDES permit limit be established for that pollutant.        
                                                                                
     The effluent concentration to be used for determining reasonable potential 
     should be the 99th percentile or the log-normal distribution of effluent   
     concentrations.  This concentration will give reasonable assurance that    
     in-stream excursions from water quality standards will not occur because it
     occurs only 1% of the time.  If this measure of projected effluent quality 
     (PEQ) were compared to a water quality-based (WQBEL) or "preliminary"      
     effluent limitation based on critical low stream flow, such as 7Q10, there 
     would be far less than 1% probability of occurrence of an in-stream        
     excursion.                                                                 
                                                                                
     By allowing reliance on a single maximum value, the Guidance's first       
     alternative, Procedure 5(B)(1)(a,b,c), can produce large errors in         
     determination of the true 99th percentile effluent concentration,          
     especially when the number of data points is as few as 10.  The record     
     contains no support for EPA's implicit assumption that, with this few data 
     points, reliance on a single maximum value does not produce unacceptable   
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     error in determining the true 99th percentile.  EPA recognized the         
     existence of such potential error.  At 58 Federal Register 20947 (April 16,
     1993) it stated:                                                           
                                                                                
                "The more limited the amount of test data available,            
                 the larger the uncertainty and the lower the precision         
                 of the methodology for characterizing the maximum              
                 effluent concentration."                                       
                                                                                
                                          and                                   
                                                                                
                 "Where a sufficient number of effluent measurements            
                  exists, the maximum value of all of the concentrations        
                  may be a close approximation of the 99th percentile           
                  concentration."                                               
                                                                                
     The degree of error would vary, depending upon the variability of the data.
     Notably, this procedure contains no requirement to determine or minimize   
     the degree of error.                                                       
                                                                                
     There is an unavoidable possibility that the maximum value observed in the 
     available data set may be much greater than the true 99th percentile.  If  
     this occurs, EPA's assumption that the maximum value of the data set       
     represents a "close approximation of the true 99th percentile              
     concentration" would not be true and the permitting authority would        
     conclude that "reasonable potential" exists based upon an extremely rare   
     and unlikely (occurring less than 1% of the time) concentration.  EPA      
     recognized the possibility of such an error by stating that the maximum    
     value only "may" represent a close approximation of the 99th percentile.   
     58 Federal Register 20947.  The Guidance should prohibit reliance upon the 
     maximum value of any set of multiple measurements for which there is more  
     than a 10% difference between the statistically estimated 99th percentile  
     effluent concentration based on a log-normal distribution and the observed 
     maximum value.                                                             
                                                                                
     The second alternative, Procedure 5(B)(1)(d), uses a statistical           
     methodology drawn from U.S. EPA's Technical Support Document (1991) [the   
     "TSD"], p. 56.  Because the mathematical basis for Procedure 5(C) is the   
     same as that underlying Procedure 5(B)(1)(d), these comments also apply to 
     procedure 5(C).  AAMA believes the methodology underlying Procedures       
     5(B)(1)(d) and 5(C) is fundamentally statistically flawed.  First, there is
     a contradiction between the two equations in the Technical Support Document
     (p56).  These equations are reiterated, with two significant changes, at 58
     Federal Register 20948 and are the mathematical basis for Tables F5-1 and  
     F6-1 referred to and required by the Guidance.  The differences from the   
     TSD consist of addition of a "greater than" (">") sign to the first        
     equation, characterization of the product of that equation as a "worst     
     case" percentile, and expression of the underlying equations and           
     calculation process in Appendix F in tabular rather than equation form.    
                                                                                
     The first equation actually yields the value of the percentile (p(subscript
     n)) which the maximum of a set of n samples must equal or exceed at a given
     level of confidence, i.e. that maximum value will represent a percentile   
     less than indicated by the equation no more than (100-confidence) percent  
     of time but may represent any higher percentile.  The true value of the    
     percentile that the maximum value of a set of measured concentrations      
     represents may be greater than p(subscript n), i.e. may fall anywhere in   
     the interval between p(subscript n) and 100%.  But, the implicit assumption
     in U.S. EPA's second equation is that the maximum value of any set of n    
     samples is exactly equal to and no greater than the p(subscript n)th       
     percentile.  Otherwise, there would be no need to multiply the maximum     
     value to translate from a concentration that represents the p(subscript    
     n)th percentile to a concentration that represents the 95th percentile.    
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     Therefore, the assumptions underlying the two equations as to what         
     percentile the maximum value represents contradict each other.  The first  
     equation admits that the maximum value may represent greater than the      
     p(subscript n)th percentile; but the second equation assumes that the      
     maximum value is exactly equal to but never greater than the p(subscript   
     n)th percentile.  If the true percentile represented by the maximum value  
     in a randomly obtained or chosen set of n samples happens to be greater    
     than p(subscript n), the ratio calculated by EPA's second equation would be
     incorrect. This is entirely possible because any effluent concentration    
     value randomly measured or chosen at a particular time -- which may come to
     represent the maximum value in the data set -- may correspond to any       
     percentile.  [But will represent a percentile less than p(subscript n) no  
     more than (100-confidence)% of time.]  Further, while the text of the      
     procedure refers to the 95th percentile at the 95% confidence level, the   
     multiplying factors in Table F5-1 and F6-1 were based upon the Technical   
     Support Document's Table 3-2 for the 99% confidence level.  Similarly, the 
     example equation presented at 58 Federal Register 20948 is based upon 99%  
     confidence.  This is shown by EPA's reference to the 40th percentile; the  
     maximum of 5 samples represents equal to or greater than the 40th          
     percentile only at 99% confidence.  Tables F5-1 and F6-1 should be altered 
     to correspond to 95% confidence.                                           
                                                                                
     This error was brought to EPA's attention in September 1992 by the Michigan
     Department of Natural Resources (MDNR) as a result of comments submitted by
     Ford Motor Company on a proposed NPDES permit.  Copies of Ford's comments  
     and EPA's response to the MDNR are included in Appendix B to these         
     comments.  AAMA requests that they be included in the record and be fully  
     considered by EPA.  EPA responded to Ford's concerns in a September 25,    
     1992 letter to the MDNR:                                                   
                                                                                
                1. Admitting that the percentile value returned by its          
                first equation "falls somewhere between p(subscript n)          
                and 100%" [emphasis added], as asserted by Ford;                
                2. Stating that the TSD procedures (and thus the                
                Guidance procedures) are based upon a "worst case"              
     assumption; and,                                                           
                3. Admitting that 'The overall result of this approach          
                is that the TSD addresses the question of "does the             
                effluent fail to demonstrate a potential of exceeding           
                a WQS at the given confidence level."                           
                                                                                
     But nothing in the record explains or supports EPA's decision to rely upon 
     the worst case assumption.  Nothing in the record explains why the maximum 
     value of a data set must or should be assumed to represent the lowest value
     in the range between p(subscript n) and 100%.  AAMA believes that EPA's    
     assumption was caused by the unfortunate typographical omission of the     
     "greater than" sign (">") in the TSD and/or by a misapplication of the     
     concept of statistical confidence.                                         
                                                                                
     Ford submitted a typical example consisting of 200 randomly chosen data    
     sets drawn from a known log-normal distribution.  In 197 of those 200 data 
     sets the maximum values exceeded the 40th percentile predicted by EPA's    
     first equation (at 99% confidence).  Ford asserted that this showed that   
     the multiplication factors in EPA's tables, based on its second equation,  
     would almost always be wrong.  AAMA believes that multiplication by the    
     factors derived from EPA's second equation, to which the Guidance Tables   
     F5-1 and F6-1 correspond, will almost always overestimate the 95th or any  
     other percentile.  The fundamental error of EPA's procedure is that is     
     assumes that the maximum value of the data set always represents the       
     appropriate value, or "stating point," to be multiplied by the particular  
     value derived from to its second equation (Table F5-1 or F6-1) to obtain   
     the concentration corresponding to the 95th percentile.  This is not true  
     because the maximum value may represent any percentile between p(subscript 
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     n) and 100%.  The values derived from EPA's second equation depend upon an 
     assumption that the percentile represented by the maximum value never      
     exceeds p(subscript n).  But EPA's first equation states that the maximum  
     value may represent a percentile greater than p(subscript n).              
                                                                                
     EPA responded that, had Ford's typical example used more than 200 data     
     sets, the observed lowest percentile would have been the 40th.  AAMA does  
     not agree.  The fact that a maximum value as low as the 25th percentile was
     observed in Ford's example was due to the fact that there is only 99%      
     confidence that maximum values will exceed the 40th percentile.  In Ford's 
     example, only 3 of 200 maximum values were less than the predicted 40th    
     percentile.  This is almost exactly equal to the 1% probability (at 99%    
     confidence) of occurrence of maximum value(s) less than the 40th percentile
     that should have been expected.  Had a larger number of data sets been     
     used, the number of values corresponding to a percentile less than 40%     
     would have progressively become closer to the theoretical 1%.  EPA's first 
     equation does not state that a maximum value corresponding to a percentile 
     less than p(subscript n) can never occur; it only states that the          
     probability of occurrence of such a maximum value must be less than (100   
     minus the assumed confidence)--in Ford's example 1 percent.                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.037    
     
     The commenter makes a number of significant comments regarding the basic   
     statistics underlying the statistical procedures for calculating projected 
     effluent quality (PEQ) proposed at 5.B.1 of appendix F of the proposed     
     guidance.  This response addresses the commenter's key points.  For a      
     fuller discussion of the content of the final procedure 5 and EPA's        
     rationale for the final procedure, see Supplementary Information Document  
     Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the         
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data; in    
     particular, see discussions on use of small data sets and single data      
     points, on collection of additional effluent data and on confusion about   
     the proposed use of the 99th percentile of the distribution of daily       
     values.  The following disscusion is in response to the commenters more    
     specific points.                                                           
                                                                                
     The commenter's analysis concludes that the two equations presented in the 
     preamble to proposed procedure 5, the first for determining Pn and the     
     second for determining the ratio of Pn to the 95th percentile of the       
     projected population of effluent values, contradicted eachother.  EPA      
     disagrees.  The first equation, as noted by the commenter, is correctly    
     presented as Pn r (1 - confidence level)1/n.  This equation is used to     
     characterize the percentile of the maximum observed data point.  As noted  
     by the commenter, in the second printing of the TSD and in the preamble to 
     proposed procedure 5, EPA replaced the = sign with a r sign in this        
     equation.  The commenter takes issue with the second equation, stating that
     it contradicts the first equation and that the implicit assumption in the  
     second equation is that the maximum value of any set of n samples is       
     exactly equal to and no greater than the p(subscript n)th percentile.  EPA 
     agrees that the intent behind the second equation is to set the maximum    
     value in any set of n samples equal to Pn.  EPA does not agree that doing  
     so contradicts the first equation.  EPA always meant the reasonable        
     potential statistical analysis in the TSD and the proposal to be "worst    
     case."  The first equation establishes with a 95% level of confidence the  
     lowest percentile that the maximum observed value reasonably could         
     represent.   The second equation sets the percentile to this lowest value  
     thereby establishing the "worst case" assumption.  EPA does not believe the
     equations contradict eachother.  On the contrary, the equations work in    
     tandem to achieve a statistically sound projection of the 95th percentile  
     effluent quality.                                                          
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     The multipliers in table 6-1 (proposed and final) are the correct rounded  
     multipliers for the 95% confidence level and 95% probability basis.  The   
     commenter correctly pointed out that this multiplier table was mislabeled  
     in the first printing of the TSD. This error was corrected in the second   
     printing of the TSD and the correction was carried over into the April 16, 
     1993 proposal and is contained in the Supplementary Information Document   
     Section VIII.E.2.c which corresonds to the satatistical portion of final   
     procedure 5.  Simply put, the text referring to the 95% percent confidence 
     level and the 95% probability basis, in the Supplementary Information      
     Document, the Table 6-1 heading, and the multipliers in Table 6-1 are      
     correct and consistent with eachother.                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     The commenter correctly points out that the example equation presented at  
     page 20948 of the April 16, 1993 proposal is based upon the 99% confidence 
     level as shown by the reference to Pn as the 40th percentile of the        
     population and that it should instead be based on the 95% confidence level.
      EPA agrees and has revised the example equation in the Supplementary      
     Information Document for the final procedure.  The example equation in the 
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c which corresonds to  
     the satatistical portion of final procedure 5 is based on the 95%          
     confidence level.  the equation now references the 55th percentile instead 
     of the 40th, reflecting that the maximum of five samples represents equal  
     to or greater than the 55th percentile at 95% confidence.  The example     
     equation now contains the normal distribution value for the 55th percentile
     (0.126) in the denominator.  The commenter will note that the solution to  
     this equation is 2.3, the same value presented in the flawed equation in   
     the proposal.  This fact at once demonstrates that the multiplier table at 
     6-1 is correct and that, while EPA correctly presented the solution to the 
     calculation used to determine the ratio of the 95th to the 55th percentiles
     at 95% confidence (the multiplier), EPA did not correctly present the      
     equation itself.  As noted here EPA has corrected this error.              
                                                                                
     The commenter states that nothing in the record for the proposal explains  
     or supports EPA's decision to rely upon the "worst case" assumption, i.e., 
     that the maximum value i                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: G5708L.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4.3 Reliance upon a single measurement, unaccompanied by other           
     measurements, is not statistically valid.                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 5(C) applies when at least one but less than ten effluent        
     measurements are available.  This procedure is not statistically valid when
     only one measurement is available.  The Guidance should not allow reliance 
     upon a single measurement, unaccompanied by other measurements, under any  
     circumstances.  First, such a measurement cannot confidently be said to    
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     satisfy EPA's objective of "close approximation" to the 95th or 99th       
     percentile because it cannot be determined that the single measurement     
     truly represents a "maximum" value.  Second, there is an unavoidable       
     possibility that the single measurement may represent any percentile.  The 
     laws of probability are such that there is no certainty that a value       
     measured on a single occasion will represent any particular percentile.    
     However, in the long run concentration values that correspond to the higher
     percentile occur less often.  For example, if one were to cast a die he    
     might obtain any value between 1 and 6 on a single throw.  But, in the long
     run the probability of obtaining any particular value such as 1,2,3,4,5, or
     6 never exceeds 1/6 (the number of sides, or possibilities, on the die).   
     Similarly, in a continuous statistical distribution of effluent            
     concentrations, the value measured on a single occasion could represent any
     percentile.  Reliance on a single value could produce either under or      
     over-estimation of reasonable potential.  For example, if there were truly 
     a high probability of exceeding the water quality criterion or preliminary 
     effluent limitation, but the particular value measured on the single       
     occasion happened to be low (e.g. the 3rd percentile), necessary and       
     appropriate effluent limitatios would not be imposed.  On the other hand,  
     if the true probability of exceeding the water quality criterion or        
     preliminary effluent limitation were low, but the single value happened to 
     be high (e.g. the 99.99th percentile), effluent limitations would be       
     unnecessarily imposed.                                                     
                                                                                
     For these reasons, EPA's calculation process mis-estimates the true 95th   
     percentile and does not account for "confidence" correctly.  Procedures    
     5(B)(1)(d) and 5(C) should not be adopted.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.038    
     
     See responses to comments numbered G5708L.037, D2722.117 and G3201L.041.   
     See also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using  
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: G5708L.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4.4 The additional safety factor of 0.5 used in effluent-dominated       
     situations is arbitrary and unnecessary.                                   
                                                                                
     The procedures compare the discharge flow to the 7Q10 stream flow as part  
     of the evaluation of reasonable potential.  Where the discharge flow is    
     less than the 7Q10, the PEQ is compared to the preliminary effluent        
     limitation to determine whether a limit is necessary.  However, where the  
     discharge flow is equal to or greater than the 7Q10, the PEQ is compared to
     one half of the preliminary effluent limitation.  This distinction         
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     apparently reflects a concern that the criteria, TMDL procedures, and PEQ  
     calculations may not be sufficiently conservative to protect               
     effluent-dominant streams.  This concern is completely unfounded.  Many    
     layers of conservatism are built into the process.  First, the criteria    
     themselves are derived using very conservative assumptions, statistical    
     procedures, and safety factors such that environmental and human health    
     impacts should not result from relatively minor exceedances.  Second, the  
     TMDL procedures utilize extremely conservative flow values and mixing zone 
     policies, including the arbitrary prohibition of mixing zones for BCCs and 
     Zones of Initial Dilution (ZIDs) for all pollutants.  Finally, the PEQ is  
     based on the 99th percentile, which will only be expected to be exceeded   
     one percent of the time.  As discussed above, combining this low           
     probability with the low frequency of 7Q10 flows produces an extremely high
     level of protection.  Thus, introducing yet another conservative factor is 
     totally unnecesary.  EPA has not shown why another conservative assumption 
     is necessary.  And even if such an assumption were necessary, EPA has not  
     shown why division of the PEQ by two is appropriate.                       
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.039    
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: G5708L.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4.5  The requirement to rely upon "any relevant information" is unduly   
     subjective and should be deleted.                                          
                                                                                
     The first paragraph of Implementation Procedure 5 would require permitting 
     authorities to "use any relevant information that indicates a reasonable   
     potential ..."  This wording is unduly broad and subjective and provides no
     reasonably objective criteria or guidance to control the exercise of agency
     discretion.  It may be interpreted to allow or require permitting          
     authorities to impose effluent limitations for virtually any reason.  For  
     example, some permitting authorities have imposed -- indeed insisted upon  
     -- effluent limitations merely because a pollutant is used in a plant or   
     contained in a discharge.  While this may be sufficient reason to conclude 
     that a measurable concentration of the pollutant is or might be contained  
     in the discharge, it is not sufficient reason to conclude that there is any
     significant probability that the effluent concentration will be near or    
     exceed the water quality criterion or preliminary effluent limitation.  The
     proposed wording should be changed to require that the permitting authority
     "consider any available information related to the potential that the      
     discharge may exceed water quality criteria or preliminary effluent        
     limitations."  This substitute wording would prevent any misinterpretation 
     that effluent limitations are required merely because of the existence of  
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     some information that may suggest some (although perhaps not "reasonable") 
     potential, and would require that all information related to potential --  
     suggesting both the presence and absence of reasonable potential -- be     
     considered.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.040    
     
     EPA has retained the proposed language and believes it gives States and    
     tribes appropriate flexibility to evaluate whether a discharge exhibits the
     reasonable potential to exceed applicable water quality standards.  See    
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary    
     Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: G5708L.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4.6 Ambient screening levels ("Tier 3" criteria) have no credible        
     scientific basis.                                                          
                                                                                
     Procedure 5(D) describes the how the permitting authority must determine   
     whether calculation of Tier 2 criteria should be required for pollutants   
     for which neither Tier 1 or Tier 2 criteria have yet been derived.  The    
     first step in this process is the estimation of "ambient screening values,"
     which effectively serve as "Tier 3 criteria."  These may be estimated using
     "all available, relevant information".  The proposed Guidance contains no  
     requirements for either data quantity or quality.                          
                                                                                
     The "Tier 3 criteria" can be used in two ways.  First, they are used with  
     the same reasonable potential procedures as Tier 1 criteria or Tier 2      
     values.  If the PEQ exceeds the preliminary effluent limitation (or 50% of 
     the limitation if the discharge flow is equal to or greater than the 7Q10),
     "the permitting authority shall generate, or require the permittee to      
     generate, the data necessary to derive Tier 2 values for noncancer human   
     health, wildlife, acute aquatic life, and chronic aquatic life".  Requiring
     the discharger to generate these data is totally inappropriate, as         
     discussed in the Tier 2 criteria comments.  This problem is exacerbated by 
     the requirement to generate all types of criteria regardless of whether the
     "available, relevant information" indicates that all of these target       
     populations (i.e., aquatic life, humans, or wildlife) would actually be at 
     risk.  Tier 2 criteria, to be used only as advisory levels, should be      
     developed by the permitting authority only for those target populations    
     which are actually at risk.                                                
                                                                                
     The second use for "Tier 3 criteria" is in calculating wasteload           
     allocations and permit limits.  The permitting authority is given carte    
     blanche to establish water quality-based permit limits on these levels or  
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     any other basis without even the minimum data necessary for Tier 2         
     criteria.  In addition, the public does not have an opportunity to review  
     and comment on the agency's use of ambient screening values.  Permit limits
     must never be based on such an unsound foundation.                         
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.041    
     
     See response to D2791.208 and response to D2826.040.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: G5708L.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4.7 The policy of "independent application" should not be adopted.       
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 5(F)(2) states that, "When determining whether    
     water quality-based effluent limitations are necessary, information from   
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments shall
     be considered independently".  This philosophy is referred to in U.S. EPA's
     Technical Support Document (1991) as "independent application."  Good      
     science would utilize a "weight of evidence" approach to make such a       
     determination.  For example, if slight exceedance of a numerical aquatic   
     life criterion would be predicted in a receiving steam but no whole        
     effluent toxicity or instream biological impacts are observed, then the    
     weight of evidence would not require a water quality-based effleunt limit. 
     The policy should not be used to allow states or EPA to disregard relevant 
     information.  Most significantly, the "independent application" policy is  
     currently under review at U.S. EPA, and discussions with Agency staff      
     suggest revisions are likely soon.  The GLI should not reaffirm this       
     erroneous and outdated policy.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.042    
     
     EPA believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of  
     the final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is   
     grounded in the requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which      
     requires, among other things, that the permitting authority (1) establish  
     chemical-specific permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality 
     criterion, and (2) establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a       
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an        
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     exceedance of a numeric WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if         
     "reasonable potential" is found with regard either of these aspects of     
     standards, then a corresponding permit limit is required.  There is no     
     indication in the language of this provision that one type of information  
     (e.g., biological assessment or WET testing) can be used to "negate" a     
     reasonable potential finding based on another type of information (e.g.,   
     chemical specific analysis).  One principle behind the policy on           
     independent application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs  
     is that WET testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in      
     complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure  
     toxicity from single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to
     do both kinds of analysis on effluents and consider the results            
     independently.  The regulations do permit, however, the use of             
     chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where there a      
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a         
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: G5708L.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.4.8 The reasonable potential procedures based on resident fish tissue    
     data are technically incorrect.                                            
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 5(F)(3) introduces a totally new reasonable       
     potential determination.  If the concentration of a pollutant in the tissue
     samples from fish collected in a water body exceeds the "tissue basis" of  
     the criteria, then each facility that discharges detectable levels of that 
     pollutant must have a water quality-based permit limit for that pollutant. 
     There are a number of very serious flaws with this procedure.  First, as   
     described in the BAF Comments, fish using tissue data in permitting is     
     fraught with difficulties based on such issues as the variability of the   
     data and the difficulty of pinpointing contributing sources.  Second, the  
     use of the word "detectable" implies that all concentrations of concern are
     below detectability or that there is no threshold of effect - i.e., one    
     molecule is enough to cause unacceptable bioaccumulation.  Both of these   
     suppositions are totally false.  Finally, the loose wording of this        
     procedure would require permit limits where patently inappropriate.  For   
     example, if fish tissue concentrations in any part of Lake Michigan are    
     above the trigger, then all dischargers with detectable effluent           
     concentrations would be given a permit limit for the pollutant, regardless 
     of whether any "contaminanted" fish were caught within hundreds of miles of
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     a particular dishcharger.  For these many reasons, this procedure should be
     deleted.  However, if EPA retains this procedure, the concept should be    
     expanded to preclude the need for WQBELs when fish tissue analysis does not
     indicate the presence of a pollutant.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.043    
     
     See response to comment number P2607.082.  See also Supplementary          
     Information Document Section IV, Bioaccumulation Factors.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5708L.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.5 Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) and Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern
     (BCCs)                                                                     
                                                                                
                4.5.1  The procedures for deriving bioaccumulation factors      
                BAFs) have received insufficient validation and will            
                frequently produce unrealistically elevated values.             
                                                                                
     Both human health and wildlife criteria depend heavily on bioaccumulation  
     factors (BAFs) under the proposed Guidance.  Extremely high BAFs contribute
     much more extensively to the increased GLI human health criteria stringency
     over earlier criteria than do the various criteria calculation procedure   
     modifications.  In addition, these BAFs are the sole determining factor in 
     classifying chemicals as Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs).      
     Despite their critical role, however, it appears that the BAFs and the     
     calculation procedures have received little scrutiny or validation.  The   
     impetus behind using BAFs instead of bioconcentration factors (BCFs) is    
     understandable; however, the science does not now support that transition. 
                                                                                
     In the proposed Guidance, field measured BAFs are preferred.  This method  
     incorporates all environmental factors which influence bioaccumulation.    
     However, the Science Advisory Board noted that there are many field data   
     problems (December 1992).                                                  
                                                                                
                While field measurements should be an acceptable measure        
                of BAF, there can be considerable error due to factors          
                such as temporal changes in concentration of the                
                contaminant, analytical errors, whether dissolved or            
                suspended concentrations were determined, variable uptake       
                rates by individual fish, mortality of target species,          
                and fish mobility. (p 30)                                       
                                                                                
     Further, field-determined BAFs are highly site-specific, and are therefore 
     inappropriate for establishing basin-wide criteria.  The Science Advisory  
     Board concluded that data quality guidelines must be established for tissue
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     residue data and dissolved water concentrations.  Significant research     
     would be required before establishing such guidelines.  Until then, field- 
     measured BAFs should not be used for regulatory purposes.                  
                                                                                
     Even if the field-measured BAF methodology were adequate, the problem      
     remains that only a very few such values have been measured.  The proposed 
     Guidance spans this data gap by predicting BAFs using BCFs and a food chain
     multiplier (FCM).  A single technical paper (Thomann 1989), not field      
     validated, supports the FCM approach.  In fact, considerable data exist    
     which indicate that this model significantly overestimates field-measured  
     BAFs.  The National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream       
     Improvement, Inc. (NCASI) compared BAFs predicted using the GLI methodology
     to field-measured values and found thousands of percent overestimation.    
     Ignoring fish metabolism of many chemicals is a major source of error.  At 
     several Technical Work Group meetings, U.S. EPA staff admitted that        
     metabolism was a major factor but, lacking field data, could not address   
     the problem.  The Science Advisory Board (December 1992) concluded:        
                                                                                
                The model has not been adequately tested for use for the        
                establishment of regional water quality criteria at this        
                time.  The potential exists for errors on both over-            
                protection and under-protection of aquatic organisms,           
                wildlife and humans.  It is noteworthy that almost all          
                bioaccumulation work has focussed on non-metabolizing,          
                non-polar, chlorinated hydrocarbons. Relatively little          
                has been done on metabolizable chemicals such as PAHs or        
                phenols. (p 33)                                                 
                                                                                
     One individual at U.S. EPA-Duluth determined the BAF values existing thus  
     far.  Personal judgement seems to have been a factor; many also illustrate 
     the problems described above.  For example, the benzo(a)pyrene BAF         
     predicted using log P and the FCM is 999,975.  However, while no           
     field-measured BAFs were found, related compound field data indicate that  
     this value is overestimated by at least a factor of 1,000.  The predicted  
     BAF for phenol using a measured BCF was 1,728, while that based on log P   
     was 3.4.  These inconsistencies reduced these two chemicals to "potential" 
     BCCs.  Based on these inconsistencies, they should not become BCCs.        
                                                                                
     In conclusion, the science does not support using BAFs in such critically  
     important regulatory procedures.  Until data quality measures are          
     established and significant field validation is completed, the procedures  
     should use the more established BCFs.                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.044    
     
     For a discussion on use of BAFs in the final Guidance, see response to     
     comment D2867.014.                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that there can be errors in determining field- measured   
     BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to minimize these  
     potential errors when deriving BAFs for the final Guidance by carefully    
     screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.   EPA continues to contend  
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.                               
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concerned about
     the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA,   
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
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     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
                                                                                
     For a discussion on the use of site-specific modification, see response to 
     comment P2588.051.                                                         
                                                                                
     For a discussion on the validity of the FCM model as compared to field     
     data, see response to comment D2587.096                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5708L.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                4.5.2 The definition of Bioaccumulative Chemical of             
                Concern (BCC) does not address environmental risk and           
                is therefore overly inclusive, leading to the                   
                inappropriate regulation of many materials or                   
                discharges.                                                     
                                                                                
     The term Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) is defined as "any      
     chemical which, upon entering the surface waters, by itself or as its toxic
     transformation product, bioaccumulates in aquatic organisms by a human     
     health bioaccumulation factor greater than 1000, after considering         
     metabolism and other physiochemical properties that might enhance or       
     inhibit bioaccumulation."  This term subjectively labels a group of        
     substances which some Technical Work Group and Steering Committee members  
     believed warranted extraordinary controls.  To accomplish their goal, the  
     Technical Work Group crafted a term and definition to "fit" specific       
     substances.  Unfortunately, the approach does not validly define BCCs to   
     include only compounds warranting special concern.  The term's evolution   
     reflects the Technical Work Group's difficulty.  Originally called         
     "Persistent Toxic Substance," the name was changed to "Persistent          
     Bioaccumulative Toxic Substance," then to "Bioaccumulative/Persistent Toxic
     Substance."  The definition underwent similar changes.  In the August 1991 
     Technical Work Group meeting, a representative from U.S. EPA-Duluth stated 
     that the list had only one scientific criterion, (BAF > 1,000) and did not 
     reflect persistence or toxicity; the term was then changed to BCC.         
                                                                                
     The proposed definition contains many flaws.  First, the many technical    
     problems with the BAF procedures (see above) preclude their regulatory use.
     In addition, the definition only reflects the bioaccumulation potential and
     no consideration is given to a compound's toxicity, persistence, or other  
     important aspects of environmental fate.  Many chemicals were              
     inappropriately included as BCCs in the December 1991 Steering Committee-  
     approved draft Guidance.   Of the 44 chemicals listed in that draft with   
     BAF values > 1,000, twenty-three (52%) were footnoted:  "If the chemical is
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     metabolizable, the BAF is probably too high, especially if the FCM used is 
     greater than 1.0."  U.S. EPA inadequately addressed this problem by        
     including metabolism considerations in the current definition.  Many       
     important chemicals have insufficient metabolism data, and the             
     interpretation is subjective (see comments above).                         
                                                                                
     The benzo(a)pyrene and phenol examples discussed above illustrate the      
     subjective categorization process.  Another example is fluoranthene, which 
     had a December 1991 draft BAF of 10,950 (footnoted as above) and was       
     categorized a BCC.  The proposed Guidance reports a predicted BAF of 9,125 
     and a measured BAF of 96; it is no longer categorized as a BCC.  As more   
     data become available, many more chemicals could be similarly              
     "recategorized," but expensive control measures might have already been    
     installed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.045    
     
     EPA does not agree that the selection of a BAF cutoff level of 1000 for    
     defining BCCs is arbitrary or was established to "fit" a specific group of 
     substances.  EPA weighed a wide range of information and policy            
     considerations in this decision.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's  
     analysis of this issue, and its reasons for selecting the cutoff human     
     health BAF value of 1000 in the final Guidance.                            
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the designation of BCCs in the final Guidance is   
     based on unproven or insufficient scientific support or that the definition
     is arbitrary.  In response to this and other related comments on the       
     proposed Guidance, and comments on subsequent reports whose availability   
     was announced in the Federal Register, EPA has modified the methodology for
     development of BAFs and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance.  The 
     methodology modifications include a revised model, requirements for use of 
     field-measured BAFs and BSAFs for Tier I criteria development and for      
     determining BCCs, and other changes.  The definition of BCC was revised to 
     include consideration of persistence and toxicity.  EPA believes the       
     approach in the final Guidance is scientifically and technically           
     appropriate.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     these issues.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation should not be the only factor considered in
     defining BCCs.  Persistence (including environmental fate and metabolism)  
     and toxicity should also be considered together with bioaccumulation       
     (including bioavailability) in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a 
     result, EPA modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only       
     chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide 
     that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water       
     column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Furthermore, the methodology for        
     development of BAFs has been revised to include methods that consider      
     bioavailability and emphasize field measurements.                          
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the pollutants listed in the comment should not be BCCs,   
     since they do not meet the definition of BCC in the final Guidance.  EPA   
     also agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants   
     proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has deleted the  
     list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in  
     section II.C.9 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G5708L.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES AND FLEXIBILITY                                  
                                                                                
     5.1 Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs)                                      
                                                                                
     5.1.1 The general approach for deriving TMDLs is confusing and inadequate  
     and lacks real-world examples.                                             
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedures 3A and 3B set forth the methods that translate   
     the GLI criteria into numerical NPDES permit limits.  Therefore, these     
     procedures are critical.  Unfortunately, the general approach presented is 
     confusing and fragmented.  Early drafts of the Guidance described mixing   
     zone policies and procedures.  When U.S. EPA Headquarters staff commented  
     that these procedures overlooked and recommended Total Maximum Daily Load  
     (TMDL) approach, the Technical Work Group began combining the mixing zone  
     procedures and general TMDL concepts.  During the last meetings, the       
     Technical Work Group rewrote this section extensively with very little     
     Public Participation Group review and comment.  Finally, after Steering    
     Committee approval for publication in December 1991, a complete second     
     option was added.  The Public Participation Group never saw the second     
     option until Federal Register publication on April 16, 1993.  The product  
     shows the haphazard handling and review.                                   
                                                                                
     The resulting procedures are very confusing and do not show how water      
     quality-based permit limits will actually be calculated.  The proposal of  
     two such widely divergent preferred options leaves each state the choice of
     provisions.  Given the vagueness, the choice will be difficult.  This      
     leaves the NPDES dischargers wondering which option might be used.  Also,  
     the tributary basin TMDL procedures are so general that one cannot predict 
     permit limits.  Finally, the procedures address few of the issues which    
     permit writers regularly face in water quality-based permit limits.  Each  
     permit writer must use many assumptions to fill "gaps."  U.S. EPA's cost   
     study illustrates some assumptions and the compliance cost impact.         
     Representative of industry on the Public Participation Group commented     
     repeatedly to the Technical Work Group meetings in 1991 that the draft     
     provisions were vague.  Sample discharge scenarios were provided to the EPA
     during that time so that the agency could validate the proposed procedure. 
     To our knowledge, the Technical Work Group never worked through these or   
     any other examples.  The current proposal is even more complex and         
     confusing than those previous drafts, yet U.S. EPA has still not shown how 
     the process will work.  Meaningful understanding and public comment require
     such examples.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.046    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: G5708L.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.1.2 There is inadequate scientific basis to extrapolate between sediment 
     and ambient water concentrations.                                          
                                                                                
     Both options include a general condition A(6), which requires that TMDLs   
     prevent harmful pollutant accumulation in sediments both inside and outside
     the mixing zones.  No guidance describes harmful levels or how TMDLs can   
     accomplish this goal.  U.S. EPA's Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy
     should address these and many other issues, but it is still under          
     development and will require extensive peer review.  The GLI should not    
     address such an important issue in such a cursory manner, but should await 
     the national strategy.  Therefore, these general conditions should be      
     deleted.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.047    
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G5708L.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.1.3  The procedures for determination of ambient water concentrations    
     based on caged fish tissue data have not been validated.                   
                                                                                
     Both options include a general condition 8 concerning background           
     concentrations for TMDL determinations.  Background concentrations may be  
     estimated from caged fish tissue data.  Fish tissue concentrations divided 
     by the BAF determine the ambient concentration.  This procedure is         
     unacceptable because the BAFs are problematic for the reasons described    
     elsewhere, including variability and site- and species-specificity.        
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.048    
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: G5708L.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.2 Mixing zones                                                           
                                                                                
     5.2.1  Mixing zones should not be eliminated merely to reduce mass         
     discharges.                                                                
                                                                                
     Both options preclude dilution for BCCs within 10 years from the final     
     rule's effective date.  This policy presumes a toxicological mechansim for 
     BCCs which is different from non-BCCs.  This distinction is not technically
     valid.  The GLI objective is managing toxic chemical ambient               
     concentrations.  Because both exposure and duration are critical to        
     toxicological response, there should be very little difference between     
     regulation of BCCs versus non-BCCs.  For all but non-threshold carcinogens,
     there is a concentration below which adverse effects are not elicited.     
     National water quality criteria are based on this concept.  In addition,   
     bioaccumulation, reflected in BAFs, already controls human health and      
     wildlife criteria.  Those chemicals with high BAFs will have appropriately 
     stringent criteria and permit limits even without special treatment.       
     Therefore, mixing zones are appropriate for BCCs and non-BCCs.             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's (1991) Techinical Support Document for Water Quality Based      
     Toxics Control addresses this issue, and does not recommend a blanket      
     mixing zone prohibition for bioaccumulative substances.  U.S. EPA          
     recognizes the importance of evaluating actual instream exposure.  This is 
     particularly true for many BCCs because, exposure would be less than that  
     assumed by strict mass-balance due to metabolism and other fate processes. 
                                                                                
     Reducing mass pollutant loadings, as a goal, apparently is served by       
     prohibiting BCC mixing zones.  However, this indirect control is not the   
     appropriate means.  Since point-source contributions represent only a small
     fraction of total loadings, this approach is not justified considering the 
     cost/benefit balance.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.049    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: G5708L.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.2.2  The porcedures for source-specific TMDLs (Option B) use overly      
     stringent design flows and inappropriately prohibit acute mixing zones.    
                                                                                
     The preamble noted that most Technical Work Group representatives          
     recommended Option B primarily because the source-specific TMDL procedures 
     were most like existing procedures.  Both state permit writers and         
     permittees are most familiar with Option B's emphasis on individual point  
     source discharges.  For the same reason, it is likely that most Great Lakes
     States will use these procedures for dischargers, at least until tributary 
     basin TMDL procedures become better defined and more widely applied.       
     Therefore, these source-specific TMDL procedures are the most important to 
     most dischargers.  Accordingly, several significant shortcominngs are noted
     below.                                                                     
                                                                                
     First, the proposed procedures use stringent stream design flows.  This    
     problem is particularly severe for aquatic life criteria implementation.   
     The aquatic life design flow is 7Q10, a flow exceeded approximately 99% of 
     the time.  The Ohio EPA Director, at the June 7, 1991 Steering Committee   
     meeting, stated that Ohio has used the 30Q10 for chronic aquatic life      
     criteria for several years and has not found any ambient water quality     
     criteria exceedances attributable to this policy.  The proposed procedures 
     should use the 30Q10 as the aquatic life stream design flow.               
                                                                                
     Stream design flow stringency is compounded by using a dilution fraction   
     ranging from 0.10 to 0.25.  Thus the widely used full dilution flow is     
     reduced to a small fractional flow.  These fractions should be deleted     
     unless they can be justified.  The states which have studied the issue have
     found that sufficient protection is afforded by using the full stream      
     design flow.  Without contrary proof, these study findings should stand.   
                                                                                
     The Guidance should encourage dynamic modeling, as does U.S. EPA's         
     Technical Support Document (1991).  The results should be used whether they
     produce either more or less stringent results than the typical mass-balance
     procedures.                                                                
                                                                                
     These severe dilution flow restrictions further reflect the misguided      
     over-emphasis on point source discharges.  The aquatic life, human health, 
     and wildlife criteria procedures all embody conservative assumptions and   
     the resulting stringent criteria would protect target populations extremely
     well.  Using small fractions of rare flows events reduces point source     
     permit limits well below levels protective of these populations.  Discharge
     load reductions which may be achieved at considerable expense will yield   
     virtually no environmental benefit because these discharges constitute only
     a small fraction of overall loadings.  The preamble even concedes this bias
     against point source discharges:                                           
                                                                                
                The detailed source specific procedures could pose an           
     inequitable burden in some situations on the particular                    
                point source responsible for the marginal loading that          
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                could result in a water quality standards exceedance.           
                (p 20935)                                                       
                                                                                
     Using 30Q10 for aquatic life criteria and full stream design flow for all  
     other criteria would partly correct this bias.                             
                                                                                
     A second problem is the (1-f) term in the wasteload allocation (WLA)       
     calculations, where f = the fraction of the source flow that is withdrawn  
     from the receiving water.  In many cases where the discharger withdraws    
     most or all water from the receiving stream, using this term will generate 
     WLA's more stringent than the ambient criteria.  This contradicts existing 
     state procedures which do not set water quality-based permit limits below  
     ambient criteria.  Limits below criteria should never be used unless there 
     are maximum non-point source discharge controls and water quality criteria 
     continue to be exceeded.                                                   
                                                                                
     The proposed procedure can even generate negative WLA's when background    
     concentrations exceed criteria.  While the preamble acknowledges this      
     problem (p 20937), it proposes an unacceptable solution: if a discharger   
     WLA has been calculated and the "reasonable potential" to cause or         
     contribute to criteria excursions exists, then the discharge must be       
     prohibited unless a full multi-source TMDL will ensure attainment.  The    
     reasonable potential procedures are very conservative, and the "relief"    
     through intake credits is minimal even for many non-contact cooling waters.
     Many dischargers will therefore be faced with discharge cessation or plant 
     shutdown unless the State develops an approvable phased TMDL which         
     thoroughly addresses the other (largely non-point) sources which actually  
     cause the problem.  For these reasons, the (1-f) term should be dropped.   
                                                                                
     Finally, the proposed procedures do not allow dilution to meet acute water 
     quality criteria.  Rather, the FAV is applied at end-of-pipe in all cases. 
     Thus, unlike many state regulations, no provision is made for Zones of     
     Initial Dilution (ZIDs) or Areas of Initial Mixing (AIMs).  U.S. EPA has   
     long supported ZIDs, recognizing that (1) acute toxicity reflects magnitude
     and duration of exposure and (2) organisms cannot reside in rapid mixing   
     areas long enough for lethality.  U.S. EPA's (1991) Technical Support      
     Document allows applying the acute criteria down stream, even without a    
     high-velocity diffuser (p. 158-160).  Although most Technical Work Group   
     representatives voted to allow ZIDs, the Steering Committee rejected ZIDs  
     by a small margin.  Initial mixing is a technical fact, not a policy.      
     Allowing rapid initial mixing to meet acute water quality criteria is      
     consistent with toxicological principles and should be included in these   
     procedures.                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.050    
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G5708L.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.3 Antidegradation Procedures                                             
                                                                                
     The Antidegradation Policy addresses lowering of in-stream water quality,  
     while antibacksliding policies address relaxing of NPDES permit            
     requirements.  While there could be some relationship between relaxing a   
     permit requirement and lowering water quality, frequently relaxing a permit
     limit does not noticeably affect in-stream water quality.  The proposed    
     Guidance Antidegradation Policy blurs the distinction between              
     antibacksliding and antidegradation by triggering non-BCC Antidegradation  
     Procedures when there is an arbitrarily set mass loadig permit limit       
     increase.  BCCs trigger Antidegradation Procedures when there is an        
     increase in mass loading over Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ).  EEQ would  
     also be a stated permit condition.  The Guidance would require analysis and
     treatment upgrades which must be met before the State could allow increased
     loading.  Finally, the increase must satisfy social and economic           
     development requirements weighed against environmental considerations.  The
     proposed policy is scientifically unsound and ensures economically harmful 
     decisions.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.051    
     
     Linking antidegradation to permit limits for non-BCCs was included in the  
     proposed Guidance as a means of lessening the administrative burden        
     associated with antidegradation.  The commenter is correct in asserting    
     that antidegradation is concerned with lowering of water quality, not      
     necessarily with changes in permit limits.  The Federal regulations        
     pertaining to antidegradation at 40 CFR 131.12 do not distinguish between  
     significant and non-significant lowering of water quality. Rather the      
     regulations state that any time water quality is lowered, an               
     antidegradation review should be performed.  Thus, under a strict reading  
     of the Federal regulations, any activity that lowered water quality would  
     need to be justified through an antidegradation review, even if there were 
     no change in permit limits.                                                
                                                                                
     It is incorrect to state that pollutant loadings can increase without      
     lowering water quality or that antidegradation policy is entirely lacking  
     in a scientific basis.  The objective of the CWA is to restore and maintain
     the physical, chemical, and biological integrity of the Nation's waters    
     (see CWA Section 101(a)). Increased loadings of pollutants clearly degrade 
     the chemical integrity of the Nation's waters whether or not a criterion or
     value is exceeded.  Increased pollutant loadings may also increase the     
     overall stress on the aquatic ecosystem, making organisms more susceptible 
     to disease, drought or other environmental perturbations.  Given the       
     uncertainty of how different components of the environment respond to      
     stressors and the lack of understanding of how different stressors         
     interact, the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance and existing
     regulations are prudent public policy.                                     
                                                                                
     Although the commenter states that the proposed, and presumably the final  
     Guidance ensure economically harmful decisions, EPA fails to see the logic 
     in this position.  Surely, allowing degradation of the Nation's waters to  
     occur without consideration of the environmental impacts would have more   
     costly repercussions over the long-term.  The huge expenditures required   
     throughout the Great Lakes System to remediate past environmental insults  
     clearly argue for a cautious approach to allowing increased loadings to the
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     Great Lakes, particularly increased loadings of BCCs.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G5708L.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.3.1 Treating BCCs differently from non-BCCs is not warranted.            
                                                                                
     The Antidegradation Policy is triggered by "a significant lowering of water
     quality" (SLWQ).  For BCCs, the Guidance defines SLWQ as any mass-loading  
     increase above EEQ as it is statisitically determined over the previous    
     permit term (or presumably five years).  Treating BCCs differently from    
     non-BCCs has no scientific basis.  As currently drafted, the Guidance      
     identifies BCCs using bioaccumulation potential alone.  The GLI human      
     health and wildlife criteria established for these substances already      
     include bioaccumulation potential.  The Antidegradation Policy will only   
     allow increases where the receiving waters are high quality (better than   
     water quality standards require) and they must remain high quality waters  
     after any mass loading increase.  Thus, the water will be safe as          
     determined by U.S. EPA or State water quality criteria which already       
     include many safety factors.  This is true whether the substance is a BCC  
     or a non-BCC.  Accordingly there is no basis to make the treatment of BCCs 
     harsh compared to non-BCCs.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.052    
     
     Please see response to Comment D2721.087                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.3.2  Calculating EEQ using the preceding five year permit term ensures   
     long-term economic distress will be perpetuated.                           
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     Many major Great Lakes industries have been struggling against domestic    
     recessions and unfair international competition for 15 years or longer.    
     Calculating EEQ using the most recent five-year period will set an EEQ     
     associated with low production.  Currently, increased sales and production 
     opportunity occur on short notice and often for a short term.  Multilayered
     regulatory requirements preceding increased production ensure that these   
     opportunities will be taken by companies outside the Great Lakes Region or 
     by foreign competition.  The cumbersome antidegradation provision will     
     preclude a level playing field with competitors outside the region.        
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.053    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: G5708L.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.3.3 Mandatory pollution prevention programs should be avoided.           
                                                                                
     The pollution prevention requirement is the first antidegradation step.    
     AAMA supports voluntary pollution prevention.  However, requiring pollution
     prevention in the Antidegradation Policy makes pollution prevention        
     mandatory for a discharger needing a mass loading increase.  Many          
     industrial processes and the raw materials used are proprietary and provide
     a company's competitive position.  Basic industries face very strong       
     competition, both nationally and internationally.  Bureaucratic            
     interference in industrial processes can kill any competitive advantage.   
     Since the discharger's effluent already meets permit limits assuring high  
     quality waters, further interference is an unwarranted intrusion that will 
     homogenize the industry and ensure higher than necessary costs are passed  
     to consumers.  Moreover, these costs may not provide environmental benefit.
                                                                                
     One pollution prevention effort the Antidegradation Policy purports to     
     encourage is substituting nontoxic, nonbioaccumulative substances for BCCs.
     In fact, many such substitutions themselves must satisfy the               
     Antidegradation Policy before the substitution is made.  By definition, the
     substitution would be an increase in one substance's mass loading when it  
     replaces a BCC.  These onerous antidegradation procedures will certainly   
     dilute any incentive to make the substitutions.  In addition, the          
     substitution material itself may require the performance of Tier 2 criteria
     studies which could trigger the process of pollution prevention again.     
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.054    
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G5708L.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.3.4 Arbitrarily setting non-BCC de minimis increases does not reflect    
     actual impacts.                                                            
                                                                                
     The Antidegradation Policy would allow non-BCC increases of 10% of the     
     receiving water's unused assimilative capacity before triggering the       
     antidegradation requirements.  While there should be a de minimis test,    
     arbitrarily setting this level is not justified.  First, by definition,    
     high quality waters must remain high quality waters even after the mass    
     loading increase.  This means that EPA has determined that the water is    
     protective of the designated uses and already has many safety factors.     
     Second, arbitrarily setting de minimis levels does not consider the level  
     where there may be a discernible instream impact properly triggering Agency
     concerns.  Once triggered, the Antidegradation Policy will require         
     considerable application and compliance expenditures, but provide no       
     assured benefits.  Frequently, there will be no discernible environmental  
     benefit and even then, it may be insignificant.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.055    
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: G5708L.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.3.5  Direct impacts on the discharger should be considered in the        
     antidegradation decision.                                                  
                                                                                
     The Antidegradation Policy potentially affects any discharger which needs  
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     mass loading increase; however, the Antidegradation Policy does not        
     separately or meaningfully consider the impact on the discharger.  Social  
     and economic impact is reviewed in the decision process only for the area  
     where water is affected.  Impact on the discharger is not independently    
     considered.  Given that the environmental agencies' expertise is limited to
     environmental matters, requiring social and economic decisions thus seems  
     unwise.  Since this will be an unfamiliar area, simplistic decisions seem  
     likely.  Either all denials will be found to have social and economic      
     impact thus qualifying or such large impacts will be required that         
     virtually no company could qualify.  In any case, if all pass or none pass,
     there is no reason for long and costly social and economic analyses.  The  
     Agency should recognize that its and the state's expertise has limits.  It 
     should avoid social and economic policymaking.                             
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.056    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: G5708L.057
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.3.6 The required antidegradation analyses will be extremely costly and   
     timeconsuming and serve as a bureaucratic impediment to growth.            
                                                                                
     The antidegradation application for increased mass loading requires        
     extensive research and analysis.  Once the antidegradation decision process
     is triggered, these costs escalate dramatically.  Where all three          
     antidegradation steps are triggered, there seems little difference in      
     application cost between small increases and very large increases in       
     loading.  The Agency should determine whether such an all or nothing cost  
     is warranted.  Creating a high application threshold for relief can dampen 
     recovery of ailing industries and growth of healthy industries.  Small or  
     disadvantaged businesses will feel the most severe impact.                 
                                                                                
     An Antidegradation application's cost and complexity may be used as a      
     bureaucratic impediment to growth.  There could be long delays for         
     resubmission of data or analyses that are deficient.  The Antidegradation  
     Policy may require social and economic analysis branches in the            
     evironmental agencies.  As a result, the only regional growth may be in the
     regulatory agencies.  Since there is no required deadline for agency       
     action, the process may keep companies out of spot markets; sometimes the  
     only opportunities are found there.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.057    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G5708L.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.1 The proposed Guidance fails to conform with the Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Agreement.                                                         
                                                                                
     The Guidance does not conform with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement 
     ("the Agreement", signed in 1978 and amended by the Protocol of 1987) as   
     required by the Clean Water Act.  Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean Water Act 
     requires:                                                                  
                                                                                
                "(A) By June 30, 1991, the Administrator, after                 
                consultation with the Program Office shall publish              
                in the Federal Register for public notice and comment           
                proposed water quality guidance for the Great Lakes             
                System.  Such guidance shall conform with the                   
                objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water              
                Quality Agreement, shall be no less restrictive                 
                than the provisions of this Act and national water              
                quality criteria and guidance, shall specify numerical          
                limits on pollutants in ambient Great Lakes waters              
                to protect human health, aquatic life, and wildlife,            
                and shall provide guidance to Great Lakes States on             
                minimum water quality standards, antidegradation                
                policies, and implementation procedures for the Great           
                Lakes System."                                                  
                                                                                
     33 U.S.C. 1268(c)(2)(A).  This section of the Act requires EPA to publish  
     "guidance", including minimum water quality standards, antidegradation     
     policies, and implementation procedures that conform with the objectives   
     and provisions of the Agreement.  Congress explained this requirement of   
     conformity by stating in the legislative history that "[b]oth the guidance 
     and the water quality standards must be consistent with applicable         
     provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement ..." H.R.Rep.No.     
     704,101 St.Cong.,_____ Sess., pt. _______, at 4281 (1990).  Thus, it is    
     clear that Congress intended that EPA publish water quality criteria and   
     guidance consistent with the scope of the Agreement.  Congress did not     
     empower EPA to promulgate regulations inconsistent with, or beyond the     
     scope of the Agreement.                                                    
                                                                                
     The Guidance should be evaluated in light of the Agreement's stated        
     purposes.  Article 2 of the Agreement states:                              
                                                                                
                "The purpose of the Parties is to restore and maintain          
                 the chemical, physical, and biological integrity of            
                 the waters of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  In order       
                 to achieve this purpose, the parties agree to make a           
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                 maximum effort to develop programs, practices and              
                 technology necessary for a better understanding of the         
                 Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem and to eliminate or reduce         
                 to the maximum extent practicable the discharge of             
                 pollutants into the Great Lakes System.  Consistent            
                 with the provisions of this Agreement, it is the               
                 policy of the Parties that:                                    
                                                                                
                 ...                                                            
                                                                                
                 (c) Coordinated planning processes and best management         
                 practices be developed and implemented by the respective       
                 jurisdictions to ensure adequate control of all sources        
                 of pollutants."                                                
                                                                                
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1978, Article 2 [emphasis added].   
     The proposed Guidance is not consistent with these purposes because it     
     seeks to eliminate or reduce the discharge of pollutants beyond what is    
     practicable, and because it does not seek to address all significant       
     sources of pollutants.                                                     
                                                                                
     The Agreement does not require that the discharge of all pollutants be     
     completely eliminated or reduced to the maximum extent.  Instead, it only  
     requires the elimination or reduction of the discharge of pollutants to the
     maximum extent practicable.  Id at Article 2.  Because the Agreement does  
     not contain a definition of "practicable", this term should be interpreted 
     in accordance with its ordinary and accepted meaning.  A standard          
     definition of practicable is "feasible, what can be done or put into       
     practice".  Webster's New World Dictionary, 2nd edition, (1977).           
     "Practicable" can also be defined as "something within reason, likely, or  
     probable". Id.                                                             
                                                                                
     As discussed elsewhere in AAMA's comments, several aspects of the Guidance 
     are technically flawed, will be very costly to achieve while producing     
     little or no environmental benefit, and will impose heavy administrative   
     burdens on permittees and regulatory agencies.  Specifically, the          
     Guidance's proposal regarding Tier 2 methodologies and criteria, certain   
     permit limits below the level of reliable measurement, methods for         
     calculating total maximum daily loads and wasteload allocations, definition
     of bioaccumulation chemicals of concern (BCCs), and various issues related 
     to its water quality criteria (such as expression of criteria in the form  
     of total recoverable metals despite clear evidence that dissolved and      
     suspended metals are not equivalently toxic and were not the basis for     
     EPA's national criteria) are technically flawed, and therefore do not meet 
     the "practicable" requirement of the Agreement.  Similarly, the Guidance's 
     proposals on intake credits, antidegradation procedures, and mixing zones  
     are clearly unreasonable and unworkable.  As a result, they also fail to   
     meet the "practicable" requirement of the Agreement.  Finally, EPA's       
     position that states are required to adopt programs and requirements       
     identical to the Guidance, and the Guidance's limitations on the states'   
     abilities to adopt site-specific criteria or grant site-specific variances,
     place unreasonable burdens on the state and regulated community, and       
     therefore do not meet the "practicable" requirement of the Agreement.      
                                                                                
     EPA has not shown why its proposal is "practicable".  Similarly, despite a 
     chorus of opposition from the regulated public and state regulatory        
     agencies, EPA has not shown why the deficiencies of the Guidance do not    
     render it impracticable.  Because of its deficiencies, the Guidance is     
     impracticable.  Fundamentally, EPA has avoided the "practicability test"   
     with respect to most elements of the Guidance.  To show that it has not    
     disregarded a clearly relevant factor or engaged in a merely perfunctory   
     analysis, EPA must forthrightly address the practicability issue with      
     respect to each element of the Guidance and explain and support its        
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     findings in the record.                                                    
                                                                                
     The Guidance also fails to meet one of the Agreement's stated purposes     
     because it does not address all significant sources of pollution in the    
     Great Lakes region.  Article 2 of the Agreement states that "[I]t is the   
     policy of the Parties that ...(c) coordinated planning processes and best  
     management practices be developed and implemented by the respective        
     jurisdicitons to ensure adequate control of all sources of pollutants."    
     Consistent with this, the Agreement sets forth an integrated program that  
     focuses on all significant sources of pollution, not just point sources.   
     When the Agreement was written and amended (1972, 1978, and 1987), the     
     drafters recognized that pollution in the Great Lakes System was derived   
     from many sources.  Accordingly, the Agreement intended and prescribed     
     reduction measures and programs, such as LaMPs and RAPs, that provide      
     comprehensive mechanisms and processes of identifying and focusing on all  
     significant sources of pollutants, not just point sources.  Today, point   
     sources contribute even less pollution than when the Agreement was drafted 
     because of the substantial progress under the Clean Water Act.  And studies
     have shown that ambient levels of many pollutants in the Great Lakes System
     have declined.  The Guidance, however, focuses selectively on only point   
     sources.  The Guidance proposes nothing regarding nonpoint sources.        
                                                                                
     Numerous studies, including some by EPA, have shown that nonpoint sources  
     are generally the greatest source of pollution in the Great Lakes region.  
     The Guidance's failure to address nonpoint source contamination does not   
     meet the Agreement's policy that the parties develop and implement         
     coordinated planning processes and best management practices that will     
     ensure adequate control of all significant sources of pollutants.  See     
     Article 2, (c).  Also, it is not enough to selectively regulate only point 
     sources now and provide only illusory promises that somehow, someday in the
     future nonpoint sources will also be regulated.  This makes a mockery of   
     the "coordinated" objective of the Agreement.  EPA has proposed to         
     selectively regulate only point sources now, apparently because it believes
     it knows how to regulate and desires "some progress" on such sources.  But 
     the Agreement demands much more.  It does not intend or authorize          
     selective, piecemeal regulation in the name of "progress".  Instead, it    
     requires that point sources be regulated in a coordinated, comprehensive   
     program that addresses all significant sources.  And EPA's argument fails  
     to recognize that substantial progress has already been made and will      
     continue under existing regulatory programs other than the GLI.            
     Coordinated regulation of all significant sources is an Agreement          
     requirement and Congressional policy choice that EPA is not free to ignore.
     Because the Guidance does not do this, it does not conform with the        
     Agreement.                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.058    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5708L.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.2 The proposed Guidance fails to conform with the Great Lakes Critical   
     Programs Act of 1990.                                                      
                                                                                
     The Guidance does not conform with the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of
     1990 because it prematurely imposes federal regulations before the         
     timetable and without the regulatory opportunities for states prescribed by
     that act, and because it fails to provide reasonable flexibility to states.
                                                                                
     Sections 118(c)(2)(A)-(C) of the Clean Water Act prescribe a step-by-step  
     process that EPA must follow to achieve the purposes of the Act:           
                                                                                
                "(A) by June 30, 1991, the Administrator, after                 
                consultation with the Program Office, shall publish in          
                the Federal Register for public notice and comment              
                proposed water quality guidance for the Great Lakes             
                System.                                                         
                                                                                
                             ...                                                
                                                                                
                            (B) By June 30, 1992, the Administrator, in         
                consultation with the Program Office, shall publish in          
                the Federal Register, pursuant to this section and the          
                Administrator's authority under this chapter, final water       
                quality guidance for the Great Lakes System.                    
                                                                                
                                                                     (C)        
                                                                                
                Within two years after such Great Lakes guidance is pub-        
                lished, the Great Lakes States shall adopt water quality        
                standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation         
                procedures for waters within the Great Lakes System which       
                are consistent with such guidance.  If a Great Lakes State      
                fails to adopt such standards, policies, and implementation     
                procedures, the Administrator shall promulgate them not         
                later than the end of such two-year period.  When review-       
                ing any Great Lakes State's water quality plan, the agency      
                shall consider the extent to which the State has compiled       
                with the Great Lakes guidance issued pursuant to this           
                section."                                                       
                                                                                
     33 U.S.C. 1268(c)(2)(A)-(C) [emphasis added].  Thus, in detail the statute 
     prescribes the sequence, nature of actions to be taken at each step of the 
     sequence, and a two-year period of opportunity for states to adopt         
     "standards, antidegradation policies, and procedures consistent with the   
     final guidance before the Administrator may "promulgate" the guidance as   
     federal regulations.                                                       
                                                                                
     But the Guidance EPA has proposed takes the form of federal regulations    
     that would take effect after only the second "final guidance" step of the  
     sequence, before the statutorily prescribed two-year period of opportunity 
     and the determinations and tests required by Section 118(c)(2)(C).  Its    
     proposal would effectively dispense with the two-year period of opportunity
     required by the statute.  For example, proposed 40 CFR 123.25 would --     
     immediately and without any other condition, restriction, or further       
     findings or action by EPA -- require states to use the procedures of 40 CFR
     132 issue NPDES permits.  Similarly, proposed 40 CFR 123.44(c)(9) would    
     authorize EPA to veto a state-issued NPDES permit because of failure to    
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     comply with 40 CFR 132.  Also, EPA's proposed promulgation of those        
     regulations is in no way premised upon failure of a Great Lakes State to   
     adopt standards, policies, and procedures consistent with "final" guidance 
     published by EPA, and occurs prior to the two-year period of opportunity   
     for the states, as required by the statute.  And proposed 40 CFR 132.5(c)  
     does not require an EPA determination that a state's existing standards,   
     policies, and procedures are inconsistent with the final guidance.  Neither
     proposed 40 CFR 132.5(c) or (d) require EPA to consider any comments from  
     the public on its determination of consistency or inconsistency.  This     
     fails to provide opportunities for hearings, orders, comment, intervention 
     and other forms of public participation as required by 40 CFR 123.64, 40   
     CFR 131, and 40 CFR 25.  EPA does not have the authority to depart from    
     existing regulations or the statutorily required sequence or dispense with 
     the required two-year period of opportunity for states to amend their      
     standards, policies, and procedures.                                       
                                                                                
     It is important to recognize that EPA's action does not represent a        
     reasonable interpretation of an ambiguous statute.  Primarily, this is     
     because its interpretation departs from accepted rules of statutory        
     construction whereby a statute must be interpreted to give all parts of the
     statute harmonious legal force and effect.  EPA's interpretation would do  
     fundamental damage to the statute and effectively nullify Section          
     118(c)(2)(C), which makes EPA's power to promulgate regulations contingent 
     upon three circumstances:                                                  
                                                                                
     1. Prior publication of final "guidance" in the Federal Register;          
                                                                                
     2. A two-year period for Great Lakes States to adopt standards, policies,  
     and procedures "consistent" with the final guidance; and,                  
                                                                                
     3. Failure of a Great Lakes State to take such action.                     
                                                                                
     The two-year period for state action does not begin to run until after     
     publication of the final guidance in the Federal Register.  Only Section   
     118(c)(2)(C), which describes the third step in the statutory sequence,    
     authorizes EPA to "promulgate", which is the legal term of art             
     traditionally used to describe adoption of regulations.  The earlier       
     Sections 118(c)(2)(a) and (c)(2)(B) authorize EPA to only "publish         
     guidance" in the Federal Register.  Only Section 118(c)(2)(c) authorizes   
     EPA to promulgate regulations, and then only after the occurrence of       
     prescribed circumstances.  EPA should rely upon the plain words of the     
     statute instead of imputing authority to promulgate regulations now,       
     prematurely, based on policy and legislative history.  This interpretation 
     is also more consistent with the national policy prescribed in Section     
     101(b) of the Clean Water Act to "recognize, preserve, and protect the     
     primary responsibilities and rights of the States to prevent, reduce, and  
     eliminate pollution."  33 U.S.C. 1251(b) [emphasis added].  The appearance 
     of "not later than" in Section 118(c)(2)(C) does not authorize EPA to      
     dispense with the two-year period entirely, and with the other substantive 
     and procedural standards contained in that section, but simply recognizes  
     that it may take all the Great Lakes States up to two years to adopt       
     standards, policies, and procedures consistent with the final guidance.    
     Similarly, it would not be appropriate or consistent with the Act for EPA  
     to exercise its inherent powers to promulgate regulations under Section    
     501(a) or the Act to advance the statutory time table and nullify Section  
     118(c)(2)(C).                                                              
                                                                                
     Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean Water Act requires the Great Lakes states to
     adopt standards, antidegradation policies, and procedures "consistent with"
     EPA's Guidance after it is issued in final form.  EPA has interpreted that 
     provision to mean that the state programs must be "equal to or more        
     stringent than" the EPA Guidance.  58 Federal Register 20847 (April 16,    
     1993).  By requiring the states to act "consistent with" the Guidance,     
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     Congress intended only to encourage greater consistency among the state    
     regulatory programs, but still allow flexibility for different state       
     approaches to protecting water quality.  Nothing in the Critical Programs  
     Act or its legislative history supports EPA's rigid interpretation, which  
     is intended to produce identical requirements rather than identical        
     results.  And its interpretation for purposes of publishing this Guidance  
     contradicts its interpretation of state obligations under other comparable 
     sections of the Clean Water Act, notably its interpretation that state     
     National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit issuance    
     rules need only be equivalent in effect, but not substantively identical,  
     to federal NPDES regulations.  40 CFR 123.25(a) ("States need not implement
     provisions identical to the above listed provisions.").   The Critical     
     Programs Act clearly prescribes a state-by-state "consistency test" and an 
     EPA determination of the presence or absence of such consistency in each   
     Great Lakes state... EPA is not authorized to alter the statutory standard 
     from "consistency" to substantive likeness in the guise of "equal to or    
     more restrictive than".                                                    
                                                                                
     Fundamentally, an administrative agency's power to promulgate legislative  
     regulations is limited to the authority delegated to the agency by         
     Congress.  Bowen v. Georgetown University Hospital, 488 U.S. 204,208       
     (1988).  See also, Respect Inc. v. Committee on Status of Women, 815       
     F.Supp.1112, 1123 (N.D. Ill. 1993) ("It is a fundamental principle of      
     administrative law that agencies may not self-levitate the power to        
     promulgate regulations - and must rather find any such power in a source   
     conferred by Congress").  Thus, EPA's authority to promulgate the Guidance 
     as regulations is limited by the terms and scope of Section 118(c)(2) of   
     the Clean Water Act.  Because EPA's rulemaking authority under Section 118 
     of the Act is limited to a form of guidance that is consistent with the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and is contingent upon events that have
     not yet occurred, EPA is prohibited from expanding its statutorily granted 
     powers.  Baldwin v. Missouri, 251 U.S. 599, 610 (1929) ("[the Agency] may  
     not extend the statute or modify its provisions"); Peters v. Hobby, 349    
     U.S. 334, 345 (1954) (agencies "are not free to ignore the plain           
     limitations" on the authority conferred by statute); Iglesias v. United    
     States, 848 F.2nd 362, 366 (2nd Cir. 1988) ("A regulation, however, may not
     serve to amend a statute ... or to add to the statute something which is   
     not there").                                                               
                                                                                
     Because the proposed Guidance is not consistent with the purposes stated in
     Article 2 of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, and because it is    
     inconsistent with and seeks to modify, expand, or amend the powers granted 
     by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, EPA has exceeded its rulemaking  
     authority.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.059    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015,P2585.014 and D2722.012. See    
     also Section I.C of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5708L.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.3 The proposed Guidance fails to conform with the Clean Water Act.       
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act represents an amendment to only one  
     section of the Clean Water Act.  Nothing in the Critical programs Act or   
     its legislative history indicates that it was intended to contradict or    
     inhibit any of the other sections of the Act.  EPA must interpret the Clean
     Water Act (including Section 118) as a whole, giving a harmonious          
     interpretation and legal force and effect to all parts of the statute.     
     NRDC v. EPA, 26 ERC 1159 ("If there were any doubt that statues must be    
     read as a whole, and we cannot fathom how there would be, we will reaffirm 
     that settled method of reading statutes.").  Unfortunately, the proposed   
     Guidance contradicts, inhibits, or fails to implement the remainder of the 
     Act in several respects.                                                   
                                                                                
     Large parts of the procedures proposed to be imposed by the Guidance depend
     upon whole-effluent toxicity measurements.  Adoption of a test or other    
     method of determining toxicity is an essential element of EPA's regulatory 
     process because "toxicity" is dependent upon its method of determination or
     measurement.  Yet EPA has promulgated no official analytical methods for   
     measuring acute or chronic whole-effluent toxicity as clearly required by  
     Section 304(h) of the Act.  EPA cannot circumvent its obligation to        
     prescribe such official methods through nationally-applicable regulations  
     by requiring reliance on whole-effluent toxicity measurements, selectively 
     determined by unknown and unpromulgated methods, in the proposed Guidance. 
     Existing regulations do not give the broad authority EPA asserts for EPA or
     state permit-writers to prescribe analytical methods, especially for a     
     purportedly common wastewater characteristic like toxicity, in a piecemeal 
     fashion.  Those regulations were intended to allow selective imposition of 
     analytical methods only for rare or unique pollutants or wastewater        
     characteristic contained in only one or a few discharges -- not to allow   
     EPA to avoid its obligation to adopt official methods by rulemaking..      
                                                                                
     Similarly, the procedures required by the Guidance would, under some       
     circumstances, require estimation of ambient water or effluent             
     concentrations by extrapolation from fish tissue concentrations obtained   
     during caged fish studies.  This represents implicit "measurement" of      
     ambient water or effluent concentrations without promulgation of official  
     analytical methods for such "measurement".                                 
                                                                                
     Sections 303 and 304 of the Act and corresponding federal regulations to   
     implement them confer the responsibility for development of ambient water  
     criteria upon EPA or the states.  And section 101 of the Act states that   
     except as expressly provided otherwise the Administrator shall administer  
     the Act.  Nothing in the Act authorizes EPA to shift responsibility for    
     development of ambient crtiteria from government to the public, as the     
     Guidance proposes.  Furthermore, the procedure EPA has proposed to do this 
     is flawed.  First, where Tier 1 or Tier 2 criteria have not yet been       
     developed, a state may estimate ambient screening values using any         
     "available, relevant information."  This fails to implement 40 CFR 131,    
     which requires that state water quality standards be based upon appropriate
     scientific and technical rationale.  Based on these screening values, or   
     "Tier 3" criteria, the states determines whether Tier 2 criteria are       
     necessary.  The state may establish NPDES permit limits using screening    
     values.  But Sections 301 and 402 of the Clean Water Act do not authorize  
     NPDES permit limits based on "ambient screening values."  Section 303 of   
     the Act does not authorize the establishment of a de facto water quality   
     standard in the guise of an "ambient screening value."  Instead, the Act   
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     requires that permit limits be based upon national technology-based        
     effluent limitation guidelines or properly approved state water quality    
     standards, whichever is more restrictive.  There is no valid legal,        
     technical, or policy basis to premise water quality standards or permit    
     limits on merely "any, relevant information."  Second, the state may       
     conclude that an individual discharger has the "reasonable potential" to   
     discharge a chemical at a concentration exceeding this screening value     
     instream.  This substitutes the "screening value" for an "applicable       
     standard under the Act" as required by EPA regulations.  Even if this is   
     only under extreme conditions, the state may require that discharger to    
     develop Tier 2 aquatic life, human health, and wildlife criteria.          
     Generating such data causes enormous and misplaced costs.  No consideration
     is given to whether that discharger is the chemical's sole source.  In     
     fact, there are ubiquitous chemicals, many naturally-occurring, for which  
     neither Tier 1 nor Tier 2 criteria have been calculated.  Urban and        
     agricultural runoff, precipitation, and other non-point sources contain    
     many such substances.  To require placing the development burden on the    
     firest permit renewal applicant is totally unauthorized and impracticable. 
     Even giving a discharger the "opportunity" to "upgrade" a Tier 2 criterion 
     by collecting additional data is an undue burden; because the discharger   
     would thereby be forced to correct a legally unauthorized and unreliable   
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Section 303 of the Act requires that water quality standards be determined 
     after careful consideration of local water body characteristics and their  
     use and value for various purposes.  But the Guidance would generally      
     impose uniform numerical criteria on all waters of the Great Lakes System  
     without consideration of their local characteristics and value for various 
     purposes.  For example, the Guidance would dispense with the procedural    
     step of determination of "designated use", which is clearly otherwise      
     required by the Act and existing regulations.                              
                                                                                
     For these reasons, the proposed Guidance contradicts or fails to implement 
     required elements of the Clean Water Act.  The Guidance should be amended  
     to comport with the remainder of the Act.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.060    
     
     EPA believes the Guidance does conform with the provisions of the Clean    
     Water Act.  See the discussions contained in Sections I and II of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5708L.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effectiveness                                                              
                                                                                
     1. EPA should determine the actual concentration and mass discharges of    
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     pollutants to the Great Lakes system from point sources.                   
                                                                                
     2. EPA should determine the relationship between discharges to the Great   
     Lakes System from point and nonpoint sources.                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.061    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G5708L.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Economics                                                                  
                                                                                
     1. EPA should consider the long term, non-monetary economic effects -- such
     as potential "chilling effect" -- before final action on the proposed      
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     2. EPA should determine the degree or potential for competitive inequities 
     that the proposed guidance might cause.                                    
                                                                                
     3. EPA should consider the potential economic effect of the proposed       
     guidance on selected major industries within the Great Lakes System,       
     including the automotive industry.                                         
                                                                                
     4. EPA should formally determine the amount of increased direct compliance 
     costs that the proposed GLI would impose in each Great Lakes state.        
                                                                                
     5. EPA should consider the recommendations of the Council of Great Lakes   
     Governors before its final action.                                         
                                                                                
     6. EPA should determine the economic and other effects of the proposed     
     guidance on indirect dischargers to municipal sewerage systems.            
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.062    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5708L.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Good Science                                                               
                                                                                
     1. The guidance should require that ambient water quality criteria and     
     standards be developed by state environmental agencies or EPA rather than  
     the public.                                                                
                                                                                
     2. Tier 2 criteria should only be used as advisory levels indicating future
     research needs, not as the basis for enforceable permit limits.            
                                                                                
     3. EPA should increase its efforts to develop Tier 1 criteria.             
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.063    
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5708L.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5. The GLI aquatic life metals criteria should be expressed as dissolved   
     metals rather than total recoverable metals.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.064    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5708L.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. The procedures should use bioconcentration factors (BCF's) until data   
     quality measures are established and significant field validation is       
     completed for bioaccumulation factors (BAFs).                              
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.065    
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: G5708L.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5. Permit limitations based upon Tier 2 or "Tier 3" criteria should be     
     exempt from anti-backsliding restrictions.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.066    
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.  Additionally, to the extent the         
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     commenter was referring to the EEQ trigger for antidegradation reviews, see
     section VII of the SID.Comment ID:  G3250L.004                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEFN
     Comment ID: G5708L.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6. The proposed BCC definition should be abandoned.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.067    
     
     Comment G5708L.067                                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2620.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5708L.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7. Before additional chemicals are proposed to be identified in the        
     guidance as BCCs, a fact sheet should be prepared describing the available 
     data on bioaccumulation, environmental fate and transport, ambient water   
     and tissue concentrations, toxicity, sources, analytical methods and other 
     characteristics of each chemical.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.068    
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     See response to D2634.015.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:   .                                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8. The guidance should adopt the PQL as the compliance level.              
                                                                                
     9. The guidance should require that all values below the compliance level  
     be assumed to be zero for purposes of averaging.                           
                                                                                
     10. Any pollutant minimization program should seek minimization of         
     discharges, not elimination of use.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.069    
     
     Please see the Supplemental Information Document chapter WQBELs Below the  
     Level of Quantification for responses to these three points.  See also     
     response to comment P2576.029.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: G5708L.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reasonable Potential                                                       
                                                                                
     1. All relevant information should be considered in determining reasonable 
     potential.  The "independent application" policy should not be adopted.    
                                                                                
     2. The guidance should permit use of dynamic modeling techniques for       
     determination of TMDLs, wasteload allocations, and reasonable potential.   
                                                                                
     3. Procedure 5(B)(1)(a,b,c) should be used instead of Procedures 5(B)(1)(d)
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     and 5(C) to determine reasonable potential.                                
                                                                                
     4. The guidance should prohibit the reliance upon only a single value for  
     purposes of determining reasonable potential.                              
                                                                                
     5. Reasonable potential determination procedures should be the same when   
     effluent flow is less than or greater than 7Q10 stream flow.               
                                                                                
     6. Guidelines for data quantity and quality should be developed and used   
     for purposes of deriving ambient screening levels or "Tier 3" criteria.    
                                                                                
     7. The permitting authority should develop Tier 2 criteria, to be used only
     as advisory levels, for only those target populations predicted to be at   
     risk based on available information.                                       
                                                                                
     8. Neither the Tier 2 nor "Tier 3" methodologies or criteria should be used
     to derive permit limits.                                                   
                                                                                
     9. Adoption of procedures for determination of reasonable potential based  
     on a resident fish tissue concentrations data should be delayed.           
                                                                                
     10. Procedures for determination of reasonable potential should not assume 
     that minimum stream flow and maximum effluent concentration occur          
     concurrently.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.070    
     
     See public comment discussions in Supplementary Information Document       
     Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5.  In addition, EPA   
     believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of the  
     final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of chemical-specific,
     whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is grounded in the      
     requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which requires, among other
     things, that the permitting authority (1) establish chemical-specific      
     permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or   
     contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality criterion, and (2)    
     establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a discharge has the        
     reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a numeric  
     WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if "reasonable potential" is found 
     with regard either of these aspects of standards, then a corresponding     
     permit limit is required.  There is no indication in the language of this  
     provision that one type of information (e.g., biological assessment or WET 
     testing) can be used to "negate" a reasonable potential finding based on   
     another type of information (e.g., chemical specific analysis).  One       
     principle behind the policy on independent application as it pertains to   
     determining the need for WQBELs is that WET testing does not always measure
     all potential toxicity in complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis
     does not always measure toxicity from single components of the effluent.   
     Hence, it is necessary to do both kinds of analysis on effluents and       
     consider the results independently.  The regulations do permit, however,   
     the use of chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where   
     there a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a 
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
                                                                                
     Regarding use of dynamic modelling, see response to comment number         
     P2720.246.  Regarding use of single data points, see response to           
     comment number D 2722.117.  As explained in the Supplementary              
     Information Document Section VIII.E.2.d, the "low dilution                 
     provision" in the proposal has not been retained in the final              
     procedure 5.  Regarding ambient acreening values, see response to          
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     comment number D2791.208.  Regarding the use of Tier II values, See        
     Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, Adoption and            
     Application of Tier II Methodologies; and, Section III, Aquatic            
     Life, section C, Final Tier II Methodology.  See also Supplementary        
     Information Document Section IX.D, Major Issues/Comments and               
     Responses Related to Estimated Costs, section 4, Tier II Criteria.         
     See also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.g,            
     Determining Reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: G5708L.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedures and Flexibility                                  
                                                                                
     1. General condition A(6) should not be adopted until opportunity for      
     public review and comment on sediment criteria and policy has been         
     completed.                                                                 
                                                                                
     2. EPA should provide more detailed examples to show how the proposed      
                                                                                
     3. The guidance should not allow calculation or estimation of effluent or  
     in-stream concentrations based upon caged fish tissue data until procedures
     for such determination have been validated.                                
                                                                                
     4. BCCs should be subject to the same TMDL procedures as non-BCCs.         
                                                                                
     5. The 30Q10, instead of the 7Q10 should be used as the aquatic life design
     flow.                                                                      
                                                                                
     6. The full design flow should be used without application of dilution     
     fractions.                                                                 
                                                                                
     7. The fraction of source flow withdrawn from the receiving water should   
     not be used in the source-specific TMDL procedures.                        
                                                                                
     8. Zones of initial dilution for meeting the acute water quality criteria  
     should be permitted.                                                       
                                                                                
     9. The guidance should reflect ecosystem diversity in developing water     
     quality criteria and implementation procedures.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.071    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G5708L.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     10. The guidance should not employ the principle of Existing Effluent      
     Quality (EEQ) in implementing antidegradation policy.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.072    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G5708L.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Legal Issues                                                               
                                                                                
     1. The guidance should be modified to address nonpoint source as required  
     by the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.073    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5708L.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. The guidance should be issued in the form of advisory guidance rather   
     than administrative rules.                                                 
                                                                                
     3. Administrative rules should not be promulgated until expiration of the  
     two year period prescribed by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act and a  
     state fails to implement the guidance.                                     
                                                                                
     4. The guidance should be modified to conform with all provisions of the   
     Clean Water Act and its implementing regulations.                          
     
     
     Response to: G5708L.074    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G5716L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to the Initiative's human health protection criteria, especially
     to protect children and to require industries that discharge chemicals to  
     prepare pollution prevention plans!                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5716L.001    
     
     See response to comments P2746.130 and D2859.120.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G5718L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to strengthen the Initiative's human health protection criteria,
     especially to protect children, and to require industries that discharge   
     chemicals to prepare pollution prevention plans.                           
     
     
     Response to: G5718L.001    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G5719L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I support the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, which as recommended,  
     would reduce toxic dumping into the Great Lakes by 80%.  I would like this 
     plan to be amended to reduce any/all toxic dumping period.  The U.S. EPA   
     should resist any/all attempts by major polluters to weaken this           
     initiative.                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5719L.001    
     
     EPA appreciates the support expressed in this comment.  For further        
     discussion on the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, as well as how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great
     Lakes program efforts, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.Comment ID:    
     G5719L.001                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that implementation of the Guidance will result in further      
     improvements to water quality in the Great Lakes System as discussed in    
     Sections I.C and IX of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G5719L.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please strengthen the initiative's human health protection criteria and    
     require any/all industries to provide pollution prevention plans and/or    
     action plans to eliminate toxic dumping completely.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5719L.002    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5721L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As you know, the Great Lakes Initiative is a precedent-setting proposal    
     calling for a uniform set of standards and regulations to control and      
     improve the quality of our water.  While Cleveland's efforts to restore    
     Lake Erie over the past few decades have proven successful, I am encouraged
     by recent efforts to see that even more is done to restore the Great Lakes.
     I am concerned, however, that this proposed initiative may not go far      
     enough in balancing environmental goals with job security and economic     
     growth, and that proposed regulatory approaches may not be adequately      
     supported by sound scientific data.                                        
                                                                                
     The GLWQI, for example, places extensive additional controls on National   
     Pollution Discharge Elimination Systems (NPDES), while virtually ignoring  
     other sources even though the EPA has previously acknowledged that the     
     major portion of Great Lakes pollution stems from various non-point        
     sources.  In addition, EPA's own Science Advisory Board has criticized the 
     scientific basis used to develop the regulations contained in the GLWQI.  I
     am also deeply concerned that, as currently written, the GLWQI may not be  
     cost-effective.  It may prove extremely burdensome to industry, as well as 
     to publicly-owned wastewater tretment works and municipalities, while      
     providing little environmental improvement in return.  This has raised     
     concerns among business, labor and elected officials regarding the Great   
     Lakes region being placed at a regional competitive disadvantage relative  
     to the rest of the nation, to the profound detriment of its residents.     
     
     
     Response to: G5721L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G5721L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, any program intended to improve the water quality of the Great    
     Lakes must include Canada to be effective and equitable.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5721L.002    
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5721L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When Congress passed the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990, they   
     did not intend the Great Lakes Initiative to result in a uniform federal   
     rule but in a guidance document that would provide the flexibility to      
     incorporate site-specific concerns and improved scientific knowledge.  In  
     light of the potential impact and magnitude of this undertaking, I urge    
     you, as the Administrator of the EPA, to call for a careful and            
     comprehensive review of this untested regulatory plan.  It is imperative   
     that any final proposal foster truly responsible change and not impose     
     unyielding federal regulations that may do more harm than good.            
     
     
     Response to: G5721L.003    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G5723L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance is Fundamentally Deficient                           
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance is scientifically flawed and will result in little   
     environmental benefit.  Consider, for example, that the proposed Guidance  
     focuses exclusively on point source discharges despite the fact that       
     non-point sources (e.g., atmospheric deposition, agricultural runoff,      
     sediment contamination) are known, primary contributors of pollutants to   
     the Great Lakes System.   While the U.S. EPA has identified some pollutants
     that will be reduced by implementation of the proposed Guidance, none of   
     the parameters are considered by the Agecny to be pollutants of primary    
     concern.  The pollutants of primary concern simply cannot be impacted      
     through additional controls on point source dischargers.  Thus, the        
     oppressive pollutant reductions U.S. EPA plans to demand from point source 
     dischargers will have a negligible impact on the quality of the receiving  
     waters.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5723L.001    
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.014, and F4030.003.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5723L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, U.S. EPA proposes to develop minimum water quality levels for 
     nearly every potentially toxic substance - irrespective of whether a       
     scientifically valid or thorough database is available for a particular    
     toxic.  The Agency then proposes to use a series of very conservative      
     assumptions to account for the scientific uncertainty posed by the lenient 
     database requirements.  The resultant water quality levels are called "Tier
     2" values, and will ultimately be used to develop enforceable point source 
     discharge limitations.  Since the Tier 2 values are derived from such      
     conservative assumptions and weak databases, however, the resultant limits 
     will often fall well below analytical detection capabilities, and will bear
     no legitimate resemblance to real world considerations.                    
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     Response to: G5723L.002    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5723L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, U.S. EPA proposed to treat the entire Great Lakes System as a     
     single eco-region with uniform water quality criteria - despite the fact   
     that the Great Lakes System is comprised of the five Great Lakes and their 
     respective tributaries in an eight-state region.  This approach incredibly 
     fails to account for the widely diverse environment that exists among the  
     eight states, and instead attempts to equate Lake Superior with the        
     smallest creek in the Great Lakes system.  In addition, the proposal to    
     create uniform water quality criteria undermines and negates years of      
     studies undertaken by the various states to properly identify site-specific
     environmental habitats and protective site-specific water quality criteria.
     
     
     Response to: G5723L.003    
     
     See Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G5723L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance is characterized throughout by ill-conceived         
     programmatic deficiencies that are simply too numerous to recite even      
     briefly here.  The foregoing concerns are merely symptomatic of the        
     proposed Guidance's fundamental failings from a scientific and             
     environmental standpoint.  Taken alone, however, the considerations        

Page 6852



$T044618.TXT
     discussed above raise sufficiently serious questions regarding the         
     credibility and usefulness of the proposed Guidance.                       
     
     
     Response to: G5723L.004    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion of the        
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, and
     how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see
     sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5723L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dire Economic Consequences                                                 
                                                                                
     My concerns are further underscored by the dramatic economic impact that   
     the proposed Guidance will deliver to the Great Lakes region.  A recent    
     economic evaluation of the proposed Guidance performed by DRI-McGraw-Hill  
     for the Council of Great Lakes Governors concluded that the proposed       
     Guidance could cost up to 33,000 jobs in the region, and saddle regulated  
     entities with annual costs approaching $2.3 billion.  In addition, several 
     industries have studied the costs associated with projected discharge      
     limits, and have estimated the costs to be as high as $100 million per     
     plant.  At a time when Great Lakes cities struggle to recover from the     
     decline of the steel, automobile, paper, petroleum, and related industries,
     the proposed Guidance poses a significant obstacle for the region to       
     overcome.  Indeed, most Canadian point source dischargers to the Great     
     Lakes system have neither treatment systems nor treatment requirements     
     comparable to the proposed Guidance, which clearly serves as a strong      
     disincentive for industry to keep jobs in the United States Great Lakes    
     region.                                                                    
                                                                                
     In sum, U.S. EPA seeks to implement a water quality program characterized  
     by inapproprite uniform controls that far exceed scientific credibility.   
     These controls will create few, if any, discernible environmental benefits,
     but will lead to severe economic consequences for eight states, including  
     Ohio.  Accordingly, the City of Cleveland firmly requests your assistance  
     in directing U.S. EPA to reformulate its entire approach to the Great Lakes
     Water Quality Initiative, consistent with the concerns expressed above.    
     
     
     Response to: G5723L.005    
     
     See response to comments D2867.087 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G5730L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge to strengthen the initiatives human health protection criteria and  
     to require industries that discharge chemicals to prepare pollution        
     prevention plans.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5730L.001    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G5731L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to strengthen the initiative's human health protection criteria 
     in order to protect our children and require industries to prepare         
     pollution prevention plans.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5731L.001    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: G5732L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to strengthen the initiative's human health protection criteria,
     especially to protect children, and to require industries that discharge   
     chemicals to prepare pollution prevention plans.                           
     
     
     Response to: G5732L.001    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/Hg
     Comment ID: G5734L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am writing you to submit additional data relevant to the Great Lakes     
     Water                                                                      
     Quality Guidance (GLWQG).  During recent discussions between EPA and the   
     States concerning the proposed mercury wildlife criterion, States were     
     encouraged to submit available field data to gauge the reasonableness of   
     the                                                                        
     proposed mercury bioaccumulation factor (BAF).  Although the BAF field data
     in Michigan may be rather limited, they may provide some additional        
     perspective on this issue.                                                 
                                                                                
     The level of mercury is surface waters has been determined, using clean    
     sampling techniques and ultra-sensitive analytical methods, for only one   
     inland lake in Michigan.  On November 21, 1991, three unfiltered           
     empilimnetic                                                               
     grab samples were obtained from Lower Trout Lake in northern Oakland       
     County.                                                                    
     The result was a mean total mercury level of 1.10 +- 0.2 ng/l.  Fish       
     sampled                                                                    
     in September of 1990 and analyzed for total mercury included largemouth    
     bass                                                                       
     (n=10; total mercury level = 1.64 ppm).  Field-derived BAFs may be         
     calculated                                                                 
     from these data, without the need for a lipid adjustment because           
     methylmercury does not partition to lipids.  These data indicate trophic   
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     level 4 BAFs of 527,000 to 891,000 for largemouth bass, and 1,490,000 for  
     northern pike.  These BAFs relate the concentration of total mercury in    
     trophic level 4 fish to the concentration of total mercury in the water    
     column.  Merylmercury comprises about 85% of the total mercury in fish.    
     Therefore, these BAFs may be converted accordingly to BAFs which relate the
     concentration of methylmercury in trophic level 4 fish to the concentration
     of total mercury in the water column.  The BAFs would thus be 448,000 to   
     757,000 for largemouth bass, and 1,266,000 for northern pike.  These latter
     values may be directly compared to the proposed GLWQG trophic level 4 BAF  
     of                                                                         
     130,440.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Please note that this is data from only 1 lake in Michigan and we are not  
     necessarily saying it is representative of the entire Great Lakes region.  
     However, it is useful for comparison to data from elsewhere in the Great   
     Lakes region, and to provide some real-world perspective on the adequacy   
     and                                                                        
     reasonableness of the BAF value proposed in the GLWQG.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5734L.001    
     
     The chemical analysis of water and tissue for mercury is so subject to     
     contamination that field data cannot be used without adequate validation of
     the quality of the data.  Much more information concerning the sampling and
     analysis would be needed before these data could be used in the derivation 
     of field- measured BAF for mercury.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G5741L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please take our water problem seriously.  We would like to have cleaner and
     safer water to drink.  Help strengthen the human health protection criteria
     to help protect are children.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5741L.001    
     
     See response to comments P2576.009, D2859.120 and P2771.200.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5849L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
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     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative exclusively targets point sources--industry and 
     municipalities--which are already subject to stringent regulation.  All    
     sources of pollutants to the Great Lakes from both the United States and   
     Canada need to be investigated and prioritized.  This could be effectively 
     completed through greater reliance on programs such as the Lakewide        
     Management Plans, rather than the "one-size-fits-all" approach used in the 
     proposed Initiative.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5849L.001    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.0044, D2597.026 and      
     D2867.087.  See also Section I of the SID.                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5850L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act requires the EPA to issue guidance   
     with respect to water quality issues.  Unfortunately the EPA, in our       
     opinion, has over stepped its bounds and is intending to issue regulations 
     as opposed to guidance.  We feel that the issuance of regulations in this  
     case is the responsibility of the legislative branch of government.  Even  
     this is redundant, in our opinion.  The EPA already has the authority and  
     responsbility to approve the individual state environmental programs even  
     down to specific issues in each and every permit granted.  We feel that    
     issuance of EPA guidance will allow the individual states the opportunity  
     to individualize the guidance in harmony with specific conditions within   
     the permitting state.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5850L.001    
     
     For a discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers D2722.012 and D2821.007. 
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, P2585.014 and P2769.085.       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G5850L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to the issue of intake credits, the Clean Water Act clearly   
     states that dischargers are only responsible for those materials that are  
     added to their discharge and are not responsible to remove pollutants that 
     are present in their intake water.  We would suggest that no permit limit  
     be set on any substance that the discharger does not significantly add to  
     the already present background amounts.  Secondly, that dischargers not be 
     required to reduce the concentrations already present in the receiving     
     water below that concentration.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5850L.002    
     
     See SID at VIII.E.5 regarding legal issues.  See SID Section VIII.E.7.b.i  
     regarding "reasonable potential."  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vi.       
     regarding "no increased concentration requirment.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G5850L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to the EPA's antidegradation policy, they are proposing       
     antidegradation review if a discharger whenever the discharger proposes    
     going above their "Existing Effluent Quality."  This provision acts as a   
     disincentive to operate wastewater plants below permit levels.             
                                                                                
     We strongly suggest that antidegradation review when a discharger proposes 
     exceeding permit levels or when the discharge of a new substance is        
     proposed that requires a permit limit.  This would not include substances  
     for which the detection limit has been recently technically achievable.    
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     Response to: G5850L.003    
     
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.  Under the final Guidance, antidegradation review is required      
     whenever a facility proposes an action that is expected to result in an    
     increased load of BCCs to the Great Lakes System.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5850L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to EPA's proposed guidance or permit limits below              
     quantification,                                                            
     enforcement of such limits would pose serious due process concerns.  Proof 
     of                                                                         
     compliance or non-compliance would virtually be impossible.  Also, the     
     pollution minimization requirement only compounds the                      
     compliance/non-compliance issue and trivializes the substantial investments
     that dischargers already have made by requiring compliance prior to        
     treatment.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5850L.004    
     
     These compliance issues are addressed in the Supplemental Information      
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification sections 2, Compliance Issues and 4, Pollution Minimization 
     Program.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G5850L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA has chosen to ignore the concerns of its own Science Advisory Board    
     (SAB)                                                                      
     before issuing guidances.  We feel that the EPA should submit proposed     
     guidance and evaluate comments of their SAB prior to issuance.  The SAB    
     issue                                                                      
     a report based on their opinion and prior to final guidance issue.  EPA    
     would                                                                      
     be required to submit a report to Congress explaining the response to the  
     SAB                                                                        
     issues and how they would be mitigated.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5850L.005    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See response to comment number      
     D2904.011.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5850L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed Great Lakes Water Quality guidance specifying permit limits 
     based on water quality "values" is a radical departure from current        
     scientific accepted procedures.  The setting of Tier II values has no      
     scientific basis and the SAB has strongly criticized EPA's criteria.  We   
     would propose that EPA stick with nationally accepted scientific methods to
     generate acceptable water quality levels and discharge permit limits.      
     
     
     Response to: G5850L.006    
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G586.001(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
        I hope you will work toward even further measures of improvement such as
                                                                                
         -   `sunsetting' the use of persistant toxic chemicals                 
     
     
     Response to: G586.001(a)   
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G586.001(b)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I hope you will work toward even further measures of improvement such as   
         -   expanding the number of pollutants regulated                       
     
     
     Response to: G586.001(b)   
     
     See response to: P2742.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G586.001(c)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I hope you will work toward even further measures of improvement such as   
         -   requiring effecting monotoring and enforcement of regulations.     
     
     
     Response to: G586.001(c)   
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     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: G5860L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I urge you to ban the release of all persistent toxic substances into the  
     Great Lakes.                                                               
                                                                                
     Strong regulations are needed to enforce the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Initiative and also control diffuse pollution from farm runoffs.           
     Especially needed is a ban on the release of all toxic substances into     
     these lakes from which twenty-five million people obtain their drinking    
     water.                                                                     
                                                                                
     I would appreciate your response concerning this very serious problem.     
     
     
     Response to: G5860L.001    
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G5863L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In regard to our discussion of March 1, 1994, the City of Niagara Falls,   
     New York Department of Wastewater Facilities did respond early last year to
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLWQI) Cost Survey issued by the 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition (GLWQC).  At that time, with the       
     limited knowledge we had concerning the GLWQI,  we expected there would be 
     no financial impact on our facility as reflected in our survey reply.  This
     assumption was based on the fact that we have in place a sophisticated     
     physical-chemical activated carbon wastewater treatment process, which we  
     believed would be more than adequate to comply with the stringent standards
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     proposed in the GLWQI.  Unfortunately, however, after further in depth     
     investigation, we found exactly the opposite to be true.                   
                                                                                
     In order for the GLWQC to get a better idea of our particular situation, I 
     have enclosed the official comments which were submitted to the United     
     States Environmental Protection Agency (USEPA) last September by Niagara   
     Falls Mayor Jacob A. Palillo.  I have delineated the important pages of    
     this report by marking them with yellow post-it notes, and on each of those
     marked pages the appropriate portion is highlighted in yellow.             
                                                                                
     In reviewing this package, it can be seen that the City of Niagara Falls   
     already has extensive full scale experience in operating the types of      
     processes that may in fact be strongly considered for use by other         
     communities to meet their own GLWQI requirements.  In reality, following   
     many years of ongoing litigation, our unique treatment plant reached such a
     notable level of success that in 1993 the USEPA recognized us "as the most 
     successful operation of any of the municipal carbon treatment facilities   
     anywhere in the country."  With this process already in place, we currently
     comply with our extremely stringent discharge permit 99.9 percent of the   
     time, but analysis shows that if the GLWQI were imposed as proposed, we    
     would experience well in excess of 100 permit violations annually.  The    
     question thus becomes: does the USEPA expect this advanced type of process 
     to work for everyone else in their attempts to meet GLWQI standards, when  
     the most successful one of its type would probably not meet those same     
     requirements?                                                              
                                                                                
     To even attempt to meet the terms of the proposed GLWQI, we estimate that  
     an additional $50 million of capital investment (two entirely new treatment
     processes) would be needed.  The impact of complying with the GLWQI would  
     increase our annual expenditures by over $11 million ($7.4 million O & M   
     and $3.7 million debt service), or 64 percent above current levels.        
                                                                                
     I hope this information proves helpful to the GLWQC in their attempts to   
     reform the GLWQI through legislative means.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5863L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G5864L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipality: Town of Tonawanda, New York, Carl J. Calabrese, Town         
     Supervisor                                                                 
     Location: Erie County New York First-ring suburb of Buffalo, New York      
     Population: 86,000                                                         
     Town of Tonawanda Wastewater Treatment Plant:                              
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     -Tertiary Plant, dedicated in 1980                                         
     -In 1993 over 8 billion gallons of waste water were treated                
     -Discharge into the Niagara River                                          
                                                                                
     Service Area: In addition to treating waste water from the Town of         
     Tonawanda, the Wastewater Treatment Plant also treats waste water from the 
     Village of Kenmore and the City of Tonawanda; total population 110,000.    
                                                                                
     Awards: Plant of the Year, Excellent Performance Award, and Process        
     Optimization Awards, 1986; from Zimpro Systems                             
                                                                                
     Impacts of GLI:                                                            
     -$40 million for the installation of a new activated carbon filtration     
     system and a new sulfide percipitator.                                     
     -$6.5 million in additional operation and maintenance costs                
                                                                                
     Summary of Financial and Tax Impacts of GLI:                               
     Additional annual operation and maintenance costs: $6,500,000              
     Additional annual debt service costs based on a $40 million bond at 6% for 
     30 years: $3,650,000                                                       
     Total additional annual costs: $10,150,000                                 
     Current tax levy/sewer rent for Town and annual billings to Village and    
     City: $7,880,000                                                           
     Percentage Increase: 128.81%                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5864L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5865L.001(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please refer to chart "Acuracy of HHBAF Estimates"            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Can predictive methods (BCF, Log Kow) give accurate BAFs?              
                                                                                
     NO.                                                                        
                                                                                
     A comparison of predicted BAFs with field BAFs showed that 60% of          
     predictions were inaccurate, i.e., not within a factor of 3 (30% to 300%)  
     of the field BAF.                                                          
                                                                                
     About 40% were very inaccurate, i.e., not within a factor of 10 (10% to    
     1000%) of the field BAF.                                                   
                                                                                
     The predictions were both over-estimates and under-estimates -- meaning the
     predictive methods aren't conservative, they're just inaccurate.           
                                                                                
     There's a good reason for this inacuracy:  the methods don't consider      
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     metabolism, fate and availability.  Probably limit to accuracy of          
     prediction is a factor of 10.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5865L.001(a) 
     
     See the SID, especially Section IV, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G5865L.001(b)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please see Figure 11 "Comparison of Lake Ontario BAFs to Other
Great Lakes 
          BAFs"                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Are field BAFs generalizable from                                      
                                                                                
     --one fish to another?                                                     
                                                                                
     NOT ALWAYS                                                                 
                                                                                
     Field BAF values for total PCBs were measured at Sheboygan River and       
     Harbor(1):                                                                 
                                                                                
     Species                     BAF                                            
     Smallmouth Bass             70812                                          
     Rainbow Trout                3212                                          
                                                                                
     GLI Value for comparison   355372                                          
                                                                                
     --one lake to another?                                                     
                                                                                
     NOT REALLY                                                                 
                                                                                
     Field-derived BAFs from Lake Ontario were about 10 times those from Lakes  
     Erie, Huron and Superior(2)                                                
     __________________________                                                 
     Sources:                                                                   
     1.  "Analysis of Sheboygan River fish data to calculate empirical,         
     site-specific bioaccumulation factors (BAFs)"  Appendix A of Amoco's       
     comments on GLWQI.                                                         
                                                                                
     2.  Figure 11 of Appendix 14 of General Electric's comments on GLWQI.      
     
     
     Response to: G5865L.001(b) 
     
     See the SID, especially Section IV, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5865L.001(c)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please refer to tables in comments, "Error Propagation in 
Field BAFs" and  
          "Range of Possible BAFs"                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  How precise are BAFs proposed in GLWQI?                                
                                                                                
     NOT VERY.                                                                  
                                                                                
     About 1/3 of field BAFs used in the GLWQI by Stephan included data from    
     Oliver & Niimi, 1988.                                                      
                                                                                
     The value taken as the field BAF was a single value, obtained as the ratio 
     of                                                                         
     mean concentration in fish (derived from about 60 samples) to the mean     
     concentration in water (from 11 samples).                                  
                                                                                
     Oliver & Niimi report standard deviation for their fish and water values,  
     allowing evaluation of error propagation in the BAF.  The variation of the 
     mean of a ratio is approximated by:                                        
                                                                                
     (X/Y)(exp2) (S(subx)(exp2)/X(exp2) + S(suby)(exp2)/Y(exp2)                 
                                                                                
     where X, Y = means, and S(subx)(exp2), S(suby)(exp2) = standard deviations.
                                                                                
     Since standard deviations were large relative to the means in Oliver &     
     Niimi's data, it follows that they are also large relative to point        
     estimates                                                                  
     of BAFs.                                                                   
                                                                                
     If errors are normally distributed, then the 95% confidence interval is    
     estimated as the mean + or - 1.96 x standard deviation.  This suggests that
     "real" BAFs data range from less than zero to about 3X the point           
     estimate-BAF.                                                              
                                                                                
     In other words, the variability of the BAF used in the GLWQI is exceedingly
     large, and the possible range of the BAFs includes values less than        
     BAF=1000,                                                                  
     the threshold used to identify significant bioaccumulation.                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5865L.001(c) 
     
     EPA agrees that some uncertainty exists with any field measurement.  If the
     uncertainties were as large as implied by the commenter, the plots of the  
     measured BAFs derived from the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988) against 
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     log Kow should be a scattergram.  Figures 2 through 7 of the GLWQI         
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors demonstrate a well defined relationship between the field measured 
     BAFs and log Kow.  In addition, these measured BAFs are in excellent       
     agreement with BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas (1993).  A          
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three fish shows   
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5865L.001(d)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     So...what are the conclusions?                                             
                                                                                
     Evaluation of BAFs                                                         
                                                                                
     1.  Can predictive methods (BCF, Log Kow) give accurate BAFs?              
                                                                                
     NO.                                                                        
                                                                                
     1.  Are field BAFs generalizable from                                      
                                                                                
     -- one fish to another?                                                    
     NOT ALWAYS.                                                                
                                                                                
     -- one lake to another?                                                    
     NOT REALLY                                                                 
                                                                                
     3.  How precise are BAFs proposed in GLWQI?                                
     NOT VERY.                                                                  
                                                                                
     What can be done to obtain good BAF values?                                
                                                                                
     Include option to use site-derived field BAF values.                       
                                                                                
     Incorporate appropriate modifiers to general BAF model.                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5865L.001(d) 
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA does not agree that the       
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a chemical do not correlate     
     well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much
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     of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured
     BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas  
     model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least  
     three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a    
     two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     The data from Oliver and Niimi come from Lake Ontario.  EPA believes that  
     the data can be used to predict BAFs in other Great Lakes because the      
     values are lipid normalized and based on the freely dissolved concentration
     of the chemical in the water column.  Normalizing for lipid content allows 
     the data to be applied to other fish species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a 
     freely dissolved basis from field data eliminates the site- specific nature
     of the BAFs caused by the amounts of dissolved and particulate organic     
     carbon present at the field site and therefore, allows the use of the      
     derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes.                                     
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the          
     BAF methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance.             
     For example, to reduce the uncertainty in predicting the                   
     biomagnification of chemicals, EPA is using a model in the final           
     Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific parameters and includes a          
     benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.  In addition, the           
     final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of a                
     chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation          
     of BAFs for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved                
     concentration will eliminate much of the variability associated            
     with specific waterbodies because most of the site-specific                
     differences in bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning of             
     the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water column.  However,             
     professional judgement is still required throughout the                    
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still                    
     associated with the determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.            
     Despite this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that BAFs are the most            
     useful measure of the exposure of an aquatic organism to all               
     chemicals.                                                                 
                                                                                
     If scientifically defensible, EPA is allowing for modifications            
     to the BAF based on site-specific characteristics based on the             
     procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.  In addition, EPA          
     agrees with commenters that it is important to use Great Lakes-            
     specific parameters whenever possible and that there should be an          
     attempt to account for the most sensitive input parameters to the          
     model.  In light of these concerns, EPA has used Great Lakes-              
     specific input parameters in the Gobas model that is used to               
     derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In addition, EPA selected             
     the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this              
     model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters             
     which could be more easily specified.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G5866L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed several unfair restrictions on procedures to obtain       
     site-specific criteria.  These restrictions would severely limit the       
     usefulness of site-specific criteria.                                      
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria would not be allowed for wildlife and human health  
     if the site-specific criteria would be less restrictive than the basin-wide
     criteria.  There is no scientific basis for this position.                 
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria would only apply to tributaries and substances which
     are not bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.  Again, there is no          
     scientific basis for this position.                                        
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria are necessary to protect water uses which actually  
     exist, not that are presumed to exist and are so designated.  Workable     
     procedures, which provide suficient scientific data without expensive      
     tests, should be used to develop criteria where uses are different.        
     Streams may not contain the fish assumed to be present because the habitat 
     does not support them.  Full body contact recreation may not occur because 
     the stream is too  small.  Wildlife many not use a lake shoreline because  
     land use patterns do not support the wildlife.                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDED REVISIONS TO THE GUIDANCE                                      
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria should be allowed anywhere in the basin as long as  
     the actual uses of the waterbody are protected.                            
                                                                                
     In deriving site-specific criteria, site-specific conditions such as the   
     form of the substance, whether it is actually available to the species and 
     differences in resident species should be considered.                      
                                                                                
     Procedures for developing site-specific criteria should be thoroughly      
     developed and less expensive to implement.  Laboratory tests can now       
     erroneously give results because the procedure does not allow sufficient   
     time for test animals to acclimate.  The cost of all tests required can    
     easily be thousands of dollars.                                            
                                                                                
     Parameters used to calculate site-specific criteria should reflect local   
     area conditions and should be determined in the same way as they are       
     proposed to be used to determine boundaries for water quality impaired     
     areas.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria should be allowed whether the criteria are more or  
     less restrictive than basin-wide criteria for any uses including human     
     health and wildlife.                                                       
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria should be allowed, when supported by scientific data
     for any substance, including bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.         
     
     
     Response to: G5866L.001    
     
     The final Guidance allows for more or less stringent site-specific         
     modifications for human health, aquatic life, and wildlife (see section    
     VIII.A of the SID for a discussion on site-specific modifications.)        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G5867L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Today I am here to highlight one of the many issues in coalitions comments,
     intake credits.                                                            
                                                                                
     The intake credit provision in the proposed guidance recognizes that       
     pollutants will be present in water withdrawn by industries and            
     municipalities.  The practical effect of the guidance will be to force     
     these                                                                      
     point sources to become water treatment plants for these pollutants they   
     did                                                                        
     not add.  The coalition believes that                                      
                                                                                
     Treating intake water is not needed or necessary to protect water uses in  
     the                                                                        
     basin                                                                      
                                                                                
     It is not within the Agency's authority to control pollutants drawn into a 
     facility; and                                                              
                                                                                
     The costs to industies and municipalities will be staggering and unfair and
     produce only negligible, if any, environmental benefits.                   
                                                                                
     NO NEED                                                                    
                                                                                
     Congress intended EPA to control the addition of pollutants to surface     
     water                                                                      
     under the Clean Water Act.  The Agency has been successful through the     
     delegated states' effluent permitting program, reducing water-borne        
     pollutants in the basin.  The reductions have come through targeted control
     of pollutants which are added by dischargers.  The levels of pollutants EPA
     has indicated are driving the need for the Great Lakes guidance have been  
     steadily declining because they cannot be discharged (PCB's) or they are   
     very                                                                       
     tightly controlled (pesticides, dioxin, mercury).  They will continue to   
     decline.                                                                   
                                                                                
     They are very low compared to historical levels.  A recent EPA study       
     implied                                                                    
     that Great Lakes water quality had not improved, particularly along lake   
     shorelines.  Point source discharge of the pollutants were not the cause of
     the suggested impairment.  Stormwater and non-point source runoff were     
     caused                                                                     
     the impairment according to EPA.  It is clear that requiring point sources 
     to                                                                         
     further protect water quality by filtering and treating all intake water is
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     not necessary.  EPA should wait to see how effective its controls on       
     stormwater, non-point sources and atmospheric pollutants are enhancing     
     water                                                                      
     quality before more action is taken.  EPA action now against point source  
     water discharges will be unfair.                                           
                                                                                
     Waiting to see the controls work also will give EPA and the states more    
     time                                                                       
     to determine if the levels of discharged pollutants in the basin can be    
     raised, stay the same or must be lowered.  The levels EPA predicts to      
     protect                                                                    
     water users like fish and people (criteria) are always conservatively set. 
     Because EPA uses large safety factors, and many shaky assumptions in its   
     calculations, the protection level could be much higher.  The Canadian     
     government believes no additional protection is required although EPA's    
     protection levels are exceeded.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5867L.001    
     
     The final Guidance does allow for intake credits under certain situations, 
     for the first 12 years after the rule.  EPA has provided this to give      
     permitting authorities the necessary time to develop TMDLs and waterbody   
     assessments to develop WQBELS that meet water quality standards and are    
     based on expected reductions in nonpoint sources.  Additional information  
     on EPA's positions on intake credits are found in the SID in section       
     VIII.E.3-7.  See the discussions in sections I. and II. of the SID for     
     information relevant to the other points in the comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: G5867L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOT LEGAL                                                                  
                                                                                
     Forcing industries and municipalities to act as water treatment plants for 
     pollutants they did not add is contrary to the Clean Water Act.            
                                                                                
     The coalition believes that EPA's legal authority under the Act is limited 
     to regulating pollutants discharged;                                       
                                                                                
     The Agency has no authority to limit pollutants withdrawn from a waterbody 
     into the facility.  The court cases cited by EPA to support its position do
     not support EPA at all.  Some cases actually were decided against the      
     Agency.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA cannot regulate pollutants which a discharger does not add.  It can    
     only regulate pollutants a discharger adds if the pollutant will impair a  
     use of the receiving waterbody.                                            
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     Response to: G5867L.002    
     
     See SID, section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: G5867L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COSTS TOO HIGH FOR NEGLIGIBLE ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFIT                        
                                                                                
     The costs of treating intake water will be enormous and much higher than   
     EPA                                                                        
     estimates.  Treatment technologies, if they work at all, may work better on
     small volume discharges.  To reduce flows to be treated, cooling systems   
     would be required to be closed cycle.  Changing once-through systems to    
     closed-cycle will be extremely expensive.                                  
                                                                                
     For one power plant in Lake Michigan, $485 million would be required to    
     reconstruct its once-through system.                                       
                                                                                
     Power plants on Lake Erie would modify their water systems for an          
     annualized                                                                 
     cost of $84 million.                                                       
                                                                                
     About $3 billion would be spent by cities to comply with GLI requirements  
     with a substantial amount caused by the unjustified requirements to clean  
     up                                                                         
     their intake water.                                                        
                                                                                
     Wisconsin cities would pay $1.2 billion upfront and $200 million annually  
     for                                                                        
     operation and maintenance costs.                                           
                                                                                
     Cities most impacted would be those which just spent millions of dollars   
     upgrading their systems only to learn they still won't be able to comply.  
     Niagra Falls, New York estimates it would have to spend an additional $50  
     million for new treatment and $11 million more annually for operation      
     and maintenance.  It now has a state-of-the-art carbon treatment system.   
                                                                                
     As has been occurring with increasing frequency, EPA may impose this       
     unwarranted, unfair cleanup of intake water without provididing cities with
     funds to do so.  This unfunded mandate is particularly unreasonable for    
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     cities already complying with the Clean Water Act and producing excellent  
     quality discharge water.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5867L.003    
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: G5867L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDED REVISIONS TO THE GUIDANCE                                      
                                                                                
     The coalition recommends that EPA revise its guidance as follows:          
                                                                                
     Delete the requirement that point sources remove substances in their intake
     water.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Add a provision recognizing that dischargers who do not add any significant
     amount to the level of a substance already in the intake water will not    
     have a permit limit for that substance.                                    
                                                                                
     Add a provision recognizing that dischargers who add to a substance in the 
     intake water and treat the effluent to levels where the the addition is    
     negligible with no significant impact on the receiving waterbody, will be  
     issued a permit limit at least equal to the level of the substance in the  
     intake water.                                                              
                                                                                
     In the event EPA chooses one of its 4 options instead of the coalition's,  
     the coalition prefers option 4 as modified below:                          
                                                                                
     The procedure to consider intake levels should not be limited to water     
     quality impaired waterbodies; and                                          
                                                                                
     No permit limit should be issued at all if a discharger does not add a     
     significant amount to substances already in intake water.                  
     
     
     Response to: G5867L.004    
     
     The first part of this comment is essentially the same as D2856.039 and is 
     addressed in the response to that comment.  With respect to the commenter's
     preference of option 4 over the proposal, see response to comment          
     P2574.083.  See Section VIII.E.7.c.i for a discussion of limiting intake   
     pollutant procedures to non-attainment waters.  The suggested modification 
     to option 4 regarding "insignificant" additions has been answered          
     previously. See generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G5868L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My biggest concern today, as we review the potential impact of the GLI, is 
     mercury.  I have had a sense that there may be changes to the mercury level
     from the original GLI regulations as proposed.  However, it still appears  
     as if even with a re-evaluation of the mercury requirement, our facility   
     would still be required to add significant treatment if we are to be       
     responsible for any loading of mercury to our receiving waters.  This      
     translates into a thirty million dollar ion exchange process to remove four
     pounds of mercury per year which our plant discharges.  For us, mercury    
     removal is the single greatest cost trigger of the GLI standard, and we ask
     as you go through the review period to consider alternatives to this       
     expensive and unproven treatment which the new mercury limitations would   
     require.  It is still our preference to try to use source control as the   
     most effective method in our system of removing mercury.  We have proposed 
     and would like to pursue investigation of a broad based source reduction   
     program for mercury whether it is within our system as a solid or liquid   
     waste.  We would like to explore possible sources for reduction.  Even if  
     we are completely successful, which I believe we can be, we will still have
     a mercury loading to the receiving waters and the requirement for          
     additional treatment technology would be triggered by the GLI.  This is not
     the time for additional end of the pipe treatment.  This is the time to    
     look at source reduction and pollution prevention.  The economics of adding
     additional new treatment removal technology for small environmental benefit
     is simply not attractive to us or to the other facilities on the Great     
     Lakes.  We urge you to consider other mechanisms which will allow us to    
     achieve greater or perhaps longer ranged benefits to the environment rather
     than simply looking at end of the pipe control.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5868L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D2584.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G5868L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The third issue which I would like to briefly address is the multitude of  
     new regulations and initatives which seem to be deluging all of us in the  
     Great Lakes Basin at this time.  The GLI is certainly the most prominent,  
     but for those of us on Lake Superior we also have the binational program.  
     For those of us in the Great Lakes region, we have the newest virtual      
     elimination initiative from the EPA, as well as a variety of other rules   
     and regulations like the cluster rules for the pulp and paper industry and 
     other air and sludge regulations.  I would say that as a manager and policy
     maker, it is virtually impossible today to try to determine where          
     investment of our precious resources has the greatest impact.  I would ask 
     that the staff at Region V try to help us sort out and consider the effect 
     of these multitudes of regulations as you re-evaluate the GLI standards.   
     As we are developing our five and ten year plans for investment in the     
     facility, it is not known what the requirements or priorities will be from 
     the EPA and the state regulators.  As a result, long-term financial and    
     operational planning is virtually impossible for us at this time.  We      
     continue to move forward in improving our environment within the district. 
     However, often times the priorities on the federal, state and local level  
     are completely at odds as far as the investment of local dollars.  We need 
     to allow facilities to have a certain amount of autonomy and individuality 
     in trying to address the problems which will provide the most benefit for  
     the receiving waters.  We also need to realize that financial resources are
     finite and what might be a major improvement in Green Bay is not           
     necessarily money well spent in Duluth.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5868L.002    
     
     EPA agrees that there are a number of ongoing environmental programs being 
     developed and/or implemented throughout the Great Lakes basin.  For a      
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements Great Lakes program       
     efforts, as well as mandatory and voluntary regulatory and non-regulatory  
     efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the final Guidance is but one component of a number of     
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts.  For a discussion of how the Guidance 
     complements these other efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID as    
     well as responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5868L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A fourth issue which is critical concerns cost.  We have conducted a study 
     and have determined that the cost of compliance with the GLI standards     
     would be significant.  You have already heard this testimony, and I believe
     that you will take this into account.  We also need to consider the        
     environmental cost of the new technology which may be required because of  
     the GLI Initiative.  In our case, in order to address a reduction of 4     
     pounds of mercury from our facility, we would be required to add an ion    
     exchange process which is extremely dependent upon pollutant generating    
     processes, such as chemical production and electrical generation.  On      
     balance, we could be putting far, far more mercury and other pollutants    
     back into the environment through the generation of the electricity and    
     other support removal processes than we would be removing from the St.     
     Louis River by the addition of the new treatment process.  This            
     consideration also needs to be factored when evaluating economic versus    
     environmental benefits.  Additional removal treatment technologies will    
     require the relocation of pollutants in hazardous resins and sludges to    
     landfills, incinerators, or some other media.  Such capacity in many cases 
     is not available, nor considered desirable, and will strain the resources. 
     It appears that this rush to new technology may be required as a result of 
     the GLI.  We will be dealing with, in some cases, untested and unproven    
     technologies and treatments which may have a significantly greater         
     environmental detriment in the long run.  I urge you to consider what the  
     GLI will do on a facility by facility basis so that we are not creating a  
     problem greater than the one we are addressing now.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5868L.003    
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5869L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Good afternoon.  My name is Kelly Kinder and I am here today as a          
     representative of the 4,000 employers and 350 local chamber members of The 
     Ohio Chamber of Commerce and the Ohio Small Business Council.  Most        
     importantly, though, I am here today as the voice of small business owners 
     in Ohio and throughout the Great Lakes states.                             
                                                                                
     Nearly 70 percent of our members are small business owners who are already 
     struggling to survive in today's economy.  And today I am here to tell you 
     that these small business people are scared.                               
                                                                                
     They're scared that they may not be able to make their payroll payments    
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     next month.  They're scared that they might not be able to remember all of 
     the government forms and paperwork that they have to fill out each month.  
     They're scared that they're spending more time worrying about whether they 
     are in compliance with thousands of government regulations than they are   
     about making their businesses run.                                         
                                                                                
     And yes, they are concerned about the quality of the environment.  But     
     small business owners have to depend on the government to create           
     environmental regulations which not only help the environment but also make
     it possible for them to continue to do business.                           
                                                                                
     The GLI certainly fails on both of these counts.  For U.S. EPA to ask small
     businesses in the Great Lakes states to devote so much more of their       
     resources to an environmental proposal, one would think that the initiative
     would have some real environmental benefits.  Yet, as expert after expert  
     has testified and told the EPA, the GLI offers very few environmental      
     benefits.  And the costs will be great.  Estimates of the costs of this    
     initiative are as much as $10 billion.  No one will feel the impact of that
     cost more than small businesses.                                           
                                                                                
     For a small business person to be successful, he or she must weigh the     
     risks and rewards -- or costs and benefits -- of every new venture.  Our   
     resources are not unlimited and we can not squander business opportunities.
     Everyday thousands of people in our community are forced to weigh the pros 
     and cons of their next business move with the full knowledge that one wrong
     step -- one bad decision -- could shut the doors to their dream business   
     forever.                                                                   
                                                                                
     It seems to us that the U.S. EPA is not using that same logical thought    
     process which weighs costs and benefits -- or risks and rewards.  It seems 
     to us that the GLI is all risk -- all cost -- with little reward or        
     benefit.                                                                   
                                                                                
     That's not how we work in business and we don't think U.S. EPA should work 
     that way, either.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5869L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2594.019 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5871L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LACK OF ENVIRONMENTAL BENEFIT COMBINED WITH HIGH COSTS                     
                                                                                
     Many commenters provided reliable cost and benefit assessments that        
     indicate despite an extremely high and burdensome expenditure of funds by  
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     both industry and municipalities the Guidance will bring about very little 
     environmental and human health benefits for the Great Lakes Basin.         
                                                                                
     While the proposed Guidance is predominately focused on point source       
     discharges, data demonstrates that the majority of the remaining water     
     quality problems in the Great Lakes are the result of various nonpoint     
     sources.  Therefore, the Great Lakes will see very little in terms of      
     noticeable water quality improvement at the result of the requirements     
     proposed in the Guidance.  As numerous others have also suggested in their 
     comments, CMA believes that EPA should focus its efforts on those          
     pollutants and their sources which pose the greatest risk to the Great     
     Lakes System and tailor a program specifically aimed at cost-effective risk
     reduction.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Indeed, numerous comments have urged that the Guidance be revised to be    
     more cost-effective.  For example in a November 9, 1993 letter to          
     Administrator Browner, the Northeast Midwest Congressional Coalition,      
     stated: "We note, however, the importance of considering the economic costs
     of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, and urge the agency's close   
     consideration of proposed revisions to the draft Guidance that would cut   
     cost without reducing returns for the Great Lakes Environment.  In         
     particular, comments submitted to your agency by the Council of Great Lakes
     Governors, our constituents, and some of us individually identify specific 
     provisions in which such modifications may be possible.  We urge the agency
     to give full consideration to public comments addressing these provisions."
     The signers of that letter included Senator Carl Levin and others actively 
     involved in passage of the Critical Programs Act.                          
                                                                                
     CMA believes the DRI McGraw-Hill cost study conducted for the Council of   
     Great Lakes Governors is the best independent estimate to-date of the costs
     and benefits of the proposed Guidance.  That study estimated the cost of   
     the Guidance to be in the range of $0.7 to $2.3 billion per year or about  
     ten times greater than EPA's estimates.  In fact, DRI's cost estimate would
     have been significantly higher if it had included costs related to         
     once-through non-contact cooling water (from the electric utility          
     industry).  In addition, DRI estimated that between 770-33,000 jobs will be
     lost in the region due to the overly stringent restrictions of the         
     Guidance.  Moreover, despite these high costs related to the proposed      
     Guidance, DRI indicates that few environmental benefits will result from   
     its implementation.                                                        
                                                                                
     In order to address this unacceptable outcome, the Governors offered       
     several suggestions for improving the cost effectiveness of the Guidance   
     including: A workable system of intake credits; A more reasonable mercury  
     criterion; Improvements in the antidegradation procedure; More flexibility 
     and innovation, including provisions for variances.                        
                                                                                
     In addition to the recommendations just noted, CMA believes that the       
     cost-effectiveness of the Guidance would be greatly improved if it were    
     based on sounder scientific methods and data.  EPA's Science Advisory Board
     (SAB) reviewed the proposed Guidance and identified a number of serious    
     deficiencies.  Perhaps some of the SAB's most telling comments were those  
     on the models proposed for use in developing the bioaccumulation factors   
     (BAFs) which form the foundation for many of the criteria and provisions in
     the Guidance.  The SAB noted that the models did not consider all relevant 
     factors, such as metabolism.  The SAB further stated that one of models    
     used to develop the Guidance "has not been adequately tested to use for the
     establishment of regional water quality criteria."                         
                                                                                
     CMA is concerned that the proposed Guidance will impose great costs for    
     little environmental benefit and, therefore, recommends that EPA seriously 
     consider the estimated costs determined by DRI McGraw-Hill.  Accordingly,  
     we urge EPA to address the various scientific deficiencies and to provide  
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     greater flexibility prior to its promulgation of the Guidance.  These      
     efforts would increase the environmental and human health benefits of the  
     Guidance, while ensuring a more cost-effective means of reaching these     
     goals.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5871L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G5871L.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GUIDANCE VS. REGULATION                                                    
                                                                                
     The second topic I would like to address deals with the requirements       
     outlined in the Critical Programs Act ("Act") and the provisions that      
     instruct EPA to develop "guidance" for the Great Lakes System.  CMA, as    
     well as other commenters, have urged EPA to develop a final Guidance which 
     is truly guidance.  Indeed, many of the Great Lakes States have called for 
     flexible guidance rather than regulation.                                  
                                                                                
     CMA asserts that the Act calls upon EPA to develop guidance for the Great  
     Lakes System, not a massive set of regulations.  We believe that there are 
     sound public policy reasons for issuing guidance rather than regulation.   
     The Great Lake Basin is too diverse for a "one size fits all" approach to  
     water quality.  In fact, the proposed Guidance is fundamentally in error   
     when it adopts the position that the diverse ecosystems and water of the   
     Great Lakes Basin are essentially identical parts in one homogeneous       
     ecoregion where all waters should meet the same criteria and uses.         
                                                                                
     This error is compounded by the failure to allow any meaningful            
     site-specific modifications or recognition of local conditions.  For       
     example, the envisioned controls on point sources are so severe that most  
     -- if not all -- rainwater and surface waters would not meet envisioned    
     discharge limits for some substances, such as mercury and PCBs.  CMA       
     believes that this situation is a cogent argument for a more reasonable    
     intake credits policy as well as an indication that is it not appropriate  
     to establish inflexible command and control regulations for implementing   
     such stringent conditions which are automatically triggered as soon as the 
     capability to measure pollutant concentrations at these low levels is      
     developed.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Consequently, CMA strongly recommends that the final Guidance be           
     promulgated as a highly flexible set of requirements focused on attaining  
     reasonably achievable goals for enhancing the water quality of the Great   
     Lakes system.  Broad latitude should be provided to the states in how they 
     achieve these goals and implement these requirements.                      
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     Only those few elements that are clearly indicated by the Act should be    
     included in the final Guidance to provide the necessary framework upon     
     which the goals are based.  Moreover, we maintain that the Act's call for  
     consistency among the states does not mandate uniform identical criteria or
     procedures.                                                                
                                                                                
     Indeed, CMA believes that the Act is best interpreted as a call for        
     consistent water quality goals -- not prescriptive requirements.           
     Therefore, we urge EPA to provide the flexiblity called for by many of the 
     commenters, including the Great Lakes states: EPA should promulgate the    
     final Guidance as a set of goals for achieving cost-effective risk         
     reduction, allowing the states the appropriate latitude in meeting those   
     goals.                                                                     
                                                                                
     In closing, on behalf of CMA, I'd like to thank you for this opportunity to
     present this statement and request that the Agency make available other    
     opportunities for meaningful dialogue with the public and the effected     
     regulated community in the near future.  Further, we recommend that these  
     discussions concerning the critical issues encompassed by the proposed     
     Guidance should take place sufficiently in advance of the final            
     promulgation of the Guidance so that the Agency can adequately consider    
     this additional feedback.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5871L.002    
     
     Please see response to comments P2746.066 and P2624.003.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G5872L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Benefits of Removing Fish Advisories                              
                                                                                
     The benefits of eliminating fish advisories are really almost non-existent 
     because the Great Lakes fishery is almost entirely an angling resource, not
     a food fishery(1).  Simple calculations concerning Lake Ontario, the       
     worst-case lake, demonstrate how small the "benefits" really are.          
                                                                                
     The relative value of angling versus food value can be crudely estimated by
     the differential expenditures for angling versus the food value of angled  
     fish.  Almost all of the restrictions in Lake Ontario apply to large       
     salmonid game fish.  According to Kerr and LeTendre (1991), the yield of   
     game fish from Lake Ontario should be about 3.5 kg/ha/yr, which produces a 
     total estimated game fish yield of about 7,000,000 kg/yr.  (Lake Ontario   
     has a surface area of about 2 million hectares).  Prior to consumption,    
     fish are gutted, deheaded, cleaned, and generally filleted and skinned,    
     often by fisherman who are not expert at cleaning fish.  After cleaning and
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     other losses (spoilage), it can be assumed that only about 25 percent of   
     the total weight makes it to the kitchen.  Salmon, trout, and other game   
     fish cost approximately $10/kg retail, so the total food value of the catch
     is about $17,500,000.                                                      
                                                                                
     In contrast, the angling industry of Lake Ontario is a $200 million per    
     year industry (Kerr and LeTendre 1991).  Thus, the angling experience      
     represents about 91 percent of the value of the resource, while fish flesh 
     represents about 9 percent.  Assuming that no fish were ever eaten by      
     anyone due to the advisories, fish advisories would reduce the value of the
     resource by about 9 percent.                                               
                                                                                
     However, many of the game fish in Lake Ontario are not restricted for      
     consumption.  For example, walleyes and all but the largest rainbow trout  
     are not restricted.  Assuming that half the fish caught are not restricted 
     and only half the people pay attention to the restrictions, the net loss of
     the resource is 9 percent divided by 4, or about 2 percent of the total    
     value of the fishery.  So, the value of the fishery is almost independent  
     of current fish advisories.                                                
                                                                                
     There are also antagonistic mitigating factors.  One could argue, for      
     example, that because of chemicals, the perceived value of fish is less.   
     This effect would reduce the value of the fish that were consumed, which   
     would drive the loss up toward the maximum of 9 percent of the total       
     resource.  On the other hand, restrictions on angling have been pivotal in 
     the revitalization of several of the fisheries in the Great lakes, notably 
     walleyes in Lake Ontario and Lake Erie (Sly, 1991; Edwards and Ryder,      
     1990).  So fish advisories have, ironically, dramatically enhanced the     
     resource by preventing overfishing!                                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  Reference to costs and benefits of fish advisories in the 
     Executive Summary (and Benefits section) should be rewritten to fit the    
     data, not EPA's estimated.  The costs of fish advisories are actually very 
     small or negative, in the cases where overfishing is curtailed.  The       
     benefits for their removal will be equally small.                          
                                                                                
     _____________________________                                              
     (1) The annual food value of the Great Lakes commercial fishery is about   
     $20 million whereas the Great Lakes angling industry is worth an estimated 
     $3 to $4 billion per year (Fish and Wildlife Service. as quoted in Sierra  
     Club 1993).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.001    
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5872L.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: cc: RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Czucwa and Hites paper                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Comments: Benefits due to Dioxin Reduction.                                
                                                                                
     The dioxin benefits are grossly over estimated because the dioxin inputs   
     are almost certainly overestimated because the dioxin inputs are almost    
     certainly overestimated by three or six orders of magnitude.  The number in
     Table IX-3 of the GLWQG suggests a baseline loading of 0.00059 lb/day,     
     which translates into a yearly loading of a little less than 0.1 kg/yr, not
     2.7 kg/yr as shown in the figure in the Executive Summary.                 
                                                                                
     An estimate of 100 grams per year loading into Lake Michigan is also too   
     high.  The evidence for this is very strong.  Czucwa and Hites (1984) shows
     that Lake Michigan dioxin inputs were dominated by atmospheric sources.    
     Point sources have a different congener profile than atmospheric           
     deposition, but Lake Michigan has the same congener profile of dioxins and 
     furans as other Great Lakes and Siskwit Lake.  The latter is a lake on Isle
     Royale in the middle of Lake Superior that can only be impacted by         
     atmospheric deposition.  Thus, point sources to Lake Michigan are          
     subordinate to atmospheric deposition, which has a total loading on the    
     order of grams or less of TCDD per year (Eisenreich and Strachan, 1992).   
                                                                                
     Moreover, according to the data presented by DRI, the diosin loading into  
     Lake Michigan is much higher than in the other Great Lakes, but the fish   
     levels are comparable to other Great Lakes, except Lake Ontario (Devalut et
     al. 1989).  Also, the Toxic Release Inventory for the Great Lakes was      
     searched for evidence of a major discharger of dibenzofurans, because high 
     concentrations of 2,3,7-8 dioxin would always co-occur with detectable     
     levels of dibenzofurans.  According to the TRI, however, no discharger is  
     discharging dibenzofurans to Lake Michigan.                                
                                                                                
     Lastly, it is essentially impossible to have this much dioxin in the waste 
     stream without many dischargers violating current criteria by many orders  
     of magnitude.  At a current water quality criterion of 0.00000013 ug/l (the
     EPA's 10(exp-5) risk level), the yearly loading of 2.7 kg/year would       
     require that 2.08 x 10(exp 16) liters of wastewater per year be discharged 
     at the water quality criterion.  This works out to about 15 trillion       
     gallons per day being discharged into Lake Michigan at the water quality   
     criterion.  This is clearly impossible.                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  Because reductions in diowin discharge are a high         
     percentage of the perceived benefits, it is essential that DRI check this  
     loading value.  Most likely someone made a conversion error.  It is easy to
     get confused when working with the unfamiliar picograms per liter.  The    
     actual value is likely to be 2.7 mg/yr, one million times less than number 
     found in the DRI report.  The benefits of reducing the dioxin, of course,  
     are likewise grossly overestimated.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.002    
     
     See Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5872L.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: cc: RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Figure ES-5 is confusing                                          
                                                                                
     DRI's intent in showing Figure ES-5 is that the GLWQG is not a very good   
     idea because other, larger sources (i.e., the atmosphere) are not being    
     addressed.  However, this figure will be widely misinterpreted to mean that
     point sources really are somewhat important to the concentrations of PCBs  
     in the lake, exactly the opposite of what is intended by DRI.              
                                                                                
     The problem with the graph is twofold.  First, the graph does not include  
     nonpoint sources other than atmospheric deposition.  Urban runoff alone is 
     probably greater than point sources on most lakes.  For example, Thompson  
     (1992) estimates urban runoff from the Canadian side to be about twice that
     of all point source loading.  As noted later in DRI's report, tributary    
     sediments are also a major source for most lakes.  While these other       
     sources are discussed later in the Benefits section, most people will only 
     read the Executive Summary and see only this graph.                        
                                                                                
     Secondly, the comparison deals only with external sources.  However, a     
     biologically meaningful budget must include the chemicals already in the   
     Lakes (and their watersheds).  Again, Lake Ontario can be used to          
     illustrate the difference.  Lake Ontario receives about 520 kg/year of PCBs
     from all sources (Thompson, 1992).  However, at an ambient concentration of
     about 1.2 ng/l (IJC 1989) and volume of 1640 km(exp3), Lake Ontario has    
     almost 4 times that much in its water column.  But the major reservoir of  
     PCBs in Lake Ontario is its sediments.  In the top 2.5 cm, Lake Ontario    
     sediments may contain as much as 250 times the annual external loading to  
     the lake(2).                                                               
                                                                                
     Thus, the total contribution of point sources is less than 8 percent of    
     total external loading(3), and probably represents less than 0.1 percent of
     total PCB exposure to biota in Lake Ontario.  To see what that means in    
     terms of concentration in the Lakes and biota, see the following comment.  
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  For the Executive Summary, the correct graph would be the 
     one provided by Figure V-14, without the bar for the wildlife criteria (or 
     Figure 1 provided below by OxyChem).  Figure V-14 shows information most   
     relevant to DRI analysis: the likely effect of the GLWQG on PCB            
     concentrations in Lake Michigan - none or almost none.  The wildlife       
     criterion should be removed from the graph because the number displayed is 
     a proposed criterion.  Putting the value of the proposed criterion on the  
     graph constitutes implicit acceptance by DRI, and the difference between   
     ambient levels and proposed criterion implies considerable damage to Lake  
     Michigan wildlife at current loading rates.  However, easily available data
     suggest that the PCB criterion is as over-conservative as the mercury      
     criterion, so it is a very poor index of potential damage to wildlife.     
                                                                                
     __________________________________                                         
     (2) The total PCBs in the sediments was calculated based on an area of     
     18.960 km(exp2). a sediment depth of 2.5 cm, a density of bottom sediments 
     of 0.27 (EPA, 1990), and PCB concentration of 1000 ng/g from Durham and    
     Oliver (1983).  Using these widely accepted values, total PCBs in the      
     sediments are estimated to be 128,000 kg, about 250 times the yearly       
     loading.  Other data on sidement levels show lower PCB levels in sediments 
     (ranging from about 200 to 700 ng/g), so the total PCBs in the sediments is
     likely to be less.  For ease of calculation and to be conservative, BCM    
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     assumed that sediments were only 40% as high as predicted above, which     
     would be 100 times total external loading.                                 
                                                                                
     (3) Based on sampling data, Thompson (1992) estimates loading from Canadian
     industrial, municipal, and CSO point sources to be 0.012, 0.012, and 0.041 
     kg/day, respectively.  These loadings equal a total of 23.7 kg/yr from     
     Canadian point sources.  According to the EPA's PCS data base, the American
     side contributes about 17 kg/yr, for a total of about 40 kg/yr from point  
     sources.  The total loading from all sources except the American side is   
     1.35 kg/day, or 493 kg/yr, excluding American non-point sources.  The final
     ratio is 40/510, or about 8% of total loading due to point sources.        
     American point sources subject to the GLWQG, however, are less than 4% of  
     the total loading.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.003    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D.5 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: Refer to figure 1
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment:  Reductions in External Loading = Benefit                         
                                                                                
     In its analysis of benefits, the EPA completely misinterprets the question.
     The question is not if PCBs will reach desired levels but when PCBs will   
     reach desired levels.  The benefits of the GLWQG, therefore, depend on the 
     rate at which PCBs (or DDT or dioxin) concentrations fall from current     
     levels, with and without the GLWQG.                                        
                                                                                
     Changes in the levels of PCBs over time are a function of how much is in   
     the lake now as well as how much comes in from external sources.  According
     to the simple mass budget for Lake Ontario, constructed in the preceding   
     section, the total annual inflow of PCBs compared to total PCBs currently  
     in the Lake is about 1 to 100, with less than 8 percent of the total inflow
     due to point sources (or about 0.1 percent of the total in the lake now).  
                                                                                
     Assuming that PCBs in the lake wane with a half life of about 10 years,    
     which is consistent with observation (Borgmann and Whittle 1991), a simple 
     equation for any year is Conc(subn+1) = [Conc(subn) + Load(subext)] *93    
     Conc(subn) is the concentration in year n, Load(subext) is loading from all
     external sources, and 0.93 is the loss per year to give a half-life of 10  
     years in the absence of external loading.  Ignoring the external loading   
     from all non-point sources (or assuming that they decay at the same rate as
     in-lake PCBs), one can estimate the benefit due to the GLWQG by setting    
     Load(subext) equal to current loading due to all point sources.  Thus,     
     without the GLWQG, the concentration at time n is Conc(subn+1) =           
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     [Conc(subn) + Point Loading] * .93                                         
                                                                                
     With the GLWQG, the loading is Conc(subn+1) = [Conc(subn) + Point Loading *
     0.8] * .93                                                                 
                                                                                
     The value 0.8 (a 20 percent reduction of point source loading) was         
     estimated from DRI's Figure ES-5.  Point source loading is a constant equal
     to 0.1 percent, as determined in the previous section.                     
                                                                                
     Setting concentration at time zero to 100 percent and iterating over time  
     produces a time course of biologically meaningful PCB concentrations in    
     Lake Ontario with and without the GLWQG.  The defference between the two is
     still not noticeable after 100 years of control and many billions of       
     dollars in expenditures (Figure 1).                                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  DRI should consider biologically relevant budgets.        
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.004    
     
     Please see response to comment D1719.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Reductions in Concentration = Benefit                             
                                                                                
     EPA assumes that benefits are linearly proportional to reductions in       
     loading.  This quantification of benefits implicitly applies EPA's tenuous 
     concept of no threshold to all chemicals and all biological endpoints.     
     This assumption, and the attendant benefits, are invalid.                  
                                                                                
     For example, most of the GLWQG's benefits are associated with reductions in
     copper and cadmium.  Reductions of these chemicals can only have benefit if
     toxicity due to these chemcials exists at the sites where reductions in    
     metals discharges will occur.  There is no evidence of widespread copper or
     cadmium toxicity in the Great Lakes.  These benefits are probably          
     completely counterfeit.                                                    
                                                                                
     Likewise, the benefits of removing fish advisories can only apply to those 
     reductions of chemicals that can actually remove an advisory.  Even        
     assuming the incorrect value of TCDD loading to Lake Michigan is valid,    
     curtailing this discharge could not remove fish advisories because fish    
     advisories for dioxin do not occur in Lake Michigan (EPA Fish Advisory     
     Database).                                                                 
                                                                                
     However, the worst aspect of these benefits analyses (and DRI's uncritical 
     use of them) is that they are completely divorced from reality.  EPA comes 
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     up with very conservative criteria, diagnoses "damages" with those very    
     conservative criteria, and then assesses benefits based on changes in      
     chemical concentrations relative to very conservative criteria.            
                                                                                
     The entire analysis depends on the criteria being a good index of damage.  
     But criteria are specifically made to overestimate damage because they are 
     intended to be protective in almost all cases.                             
                                                                                
     Two quick examples illustrate the fallacy of the process.  As pointed out  
     by DRI, the mercury criterion is unreasonably low.  If the criterion is    
     unreasonable, there is no damage from concentrations well above that number
     and no benefit from reducing concentrations to that unreasonable number.   
     DRI recognizes the fallacy of the criterion, which is good.  However, DRI  
     still implicitly employs the unreasonable mercury number in its estimation 
     of benefits.                                                               
                                                                                
     Independent evidence for damage, not comparison to unreasonably            
     conservative criteria, should be the basis for estimation of both damages  
     and benefits.  No one has presented any evidence of mercury toxicity to    
     wildlife or humans in the Great Lakes.  If there is no damage, or even any 
     evidence of damage, how can we have benefits?                              
                                                                                
     [Another example of the fallacy of this analysis is EPA's assessment of    
     metals toxicity.  Currently, "damages" due to metals toxicity is based on  
     the use of total metals as a measure of metals toxicity.  Under great      
     duress from a series of legal suits across the country, EPA is now pursuing
     a plan to adopt dissolved metals as criteria with further compensation for 
     binding agents in the receiving waters (the Water Effects Ratios).  Since  
     metals toxicity in dischargers can be as little as 1/10 to 1/20 that       
     predicted by concentrations of total metals (Hall and Raider 1993), simply 
     changing the criteria to dissoved metals will greatly reduce the "danger"  
     posed by current dischargers. Based on EPA's method of measuring benefit   
     (reductions in toxic pound equivalents), simply changing criteria from     
     total to dissolved metals will confer major benefits on the Great Lakes,   
     about the same "benefit" as the total "benefits" expected by the GLWQG.  Of
     course, the damage and benefits are completely illusory.]                  
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  DRI should reconsider the benefits more critically on the 
     basis of the following guidelines.  Benefits of the GLWQG can occur for    
     discharges only when all of the following are true: (1) a reduction in     
     chemical loading occurs in an area truly experiencing toxicity, (2) the    
     toxicity occurs due to current discharges of chemicals, not past releases, 
     (3) benefits occur only for those chemicals causing toxicity, (4) benefits 
     occur only for reductions down to critical threshold levels.               
                                                                                
     EPA failed to present convincing evidence of much current damage.  The     
     Preamble concentrates on impacts that occurred almost a decade or two ago, 
     so EPA apparently has little good evidence of current impacts.  Moreover,  
     EPA never differentiates between current damages due to past discharges and
     current damages due to current discharges.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.005    
     
     Please see response to comment D1719.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5872L.006

Page 6886



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in .005                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another example of the fallacy of this analysis is EPA's assessment of     
     metals toxicity.  Currently, "damages" due to metals toxicity is based on  
     the use of total metals as a measure of metals toxicity.  Under great      
     duress from a series of legal suits across the country, EPA is now pursuing
     a plan to adopt dissolved metals as criteria with further compensation for 
     binding agents in the receiving waters (the Water Effects Ratios).  Since  
     metals toxicity in dischargers can be as little as 1/10 to 1/20 that       
     predicted by concentrations of total metals (Hall and Raider 1993), simply 
     changing the criteria to dissolved metals will greatly reduce the "danger" 
     posed by current dischargers.  Based on EPA's method of measuring benefit  
     (reductions in toxic pound equivalents), simply changing criteria from     
     total to dissolved metals will confer major benefits on the Great Lakes,   
     about the same "benefit" as the total "benefits" expected by the GLWQG.  Of
     course, the damage and benefits are completely illusory.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.006    
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comments on Section V: Benefits                                            
                                                                                
     The following comments apply to the benefits section of the DRI report.    
                                                                                
     Comment: Table V-7                                                         
                                                                                
     Table V-7 has negative information value because it distorts rather than   
     illuminates.  For example, the title is misleading.  What the table        
     portrays is evidence of species known to have been affected by chemicals in
     the Great Lakes or species known to be susceptible to chemicals in the     
     Great Lakes at some concentration.  Almost none of the important effects   
     occur now, except to a few species in a few hot spots.  Each and every     
     species population listed as showing "population decreases" is, in fact,   
     increasing in the Great Lakes area.  Evidence of current reproductive      
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     effects is applicable only to, possibly, eagles and mink (EC Canada, 1991).
                                                                                
     The other indicators ("Eggshell thinning, "Behavioral changes",            
     "Biochemical Changes", etc.) are also not pertinent to the question being  
     addressed by DRI.  DRI's analysis addresses possible benefits to the       
     resources of the Great Lakes.  The resource is the population of wildlife, 
     not the state of wildlife liver enzymes or very, very low rates of birth   
     defects(4).  Thus, the only data relevant to DRI's analysis are contained  
     in the first column (population decreases) because this column addresses   
     the resource -- the population.                                            
                                                                                
     As noted above, of the species listed here, only two (eagles and mink) may 
     show current impacts to reproduction, but it is unclear if that lowered    
     reproduction has affected population size.  Shoreline populations on Lakes 
     Erie and Superior have had rapid population growth of eagles over the last 
     two decades (Colburn 1989).  Eagle reproduction on the Canadian side of    
     Lake Erie is "normal" (Gilbertson et al. 1991).  The Ohio side has also had
     excellent eagle breeding the last two years.  Lake Superior eagles tend to 
     breed less well than inland eagles, but this problem is largely due to food
     availability (Meyer 1992).                                                 
                                                                                
     Eagle populations on Lakes Michigan and Huron are also growing rapidly.    
     Nesting pairs on Michigan shorelines of Lakes Huron and Michigan quadrupled
     from 10 pairs in 1977 to 41 in 1989.  However, their fecundity is lower    
     than optimal(5).  Contaminants are thought to be the cause, but other      
     possible factors such as food availability have not been rigorously        
     investigated.  Also, the Lake Huron problems may be primarily associated   
     with Saginaw Bay as opposed to a lakewide phenomenon.  Even assuming that  
     chemicals are affecting reproduction, normal reproduction could be expected
     in the near future as chemcials concentrations continue to fall.           
                                                                                
     The obsolete and irrelevant data presented in Table V-7 are, in fact, quite
     relevant to DRI's analysis in two ways.  First, the fact that only perhaps 
     eagles and mink show any current effects implies strongly that current     
     levels of chemicals in the Great Lakes are close to those required to      
     protect wildlife.  Given that the Lakes are still responding to past,      
     current, and planned remediation, no further action is needed to protect   
     wildlife.  Second, the fact that obsolete and irrelevant data keep popping 
     up in this debate underscores how little evidence there is for current     
     effects on wildlife.  The Preamble to the GLWQG spends considerable time on
     phenomena that are 10 to 20 years old, implying that the EPA must not have 
     evidence of current impacts.  If there's no good evidence for current      
     impact, it is difficult, if not impossible, to estimate benefits.          
                                                                                
     Thus, the data suggest that few species are currently impacted by current  
     levels of chemicals in the Great Lakes.  Those species that are still      
     impacted are most exposed species (e.g., long-lived species like eagles    
     that eat large fish), and these species are very close to no impact at     
     current water quality levels.                                              
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The table needs to be changed to fit current impacts to    
     populations.                                                               
                                                                                
     ___________________________________                                        
     (4) The widely publicized crossbill syndrome in cormorants illustrates how 
     inappropriate many of these indicators are to population health.  Many     
     species of birds normally lay more eggs than either they or the environment
     can handle, so the very low death rate of chicks due to crossbill (about   
     0.0004 in Lake Ontario) indicates that the chemicals are having no effect  
     on the population.  In fact, cormorant numbers in the Great Lakes are      
     growing rapidly, and current populations are larger than ever.  This is    
     decidedly not a population/resource in stress.  The resource is, if        
     anything, too healthy (see Figure from EC Canada, and article from         
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     Associated Press).                                                         
                                                                                
     (5) To someone unfamiliar with population growth, the correspondence of    
     rapid population growth and low reproduction may seem impossible.  However,
     the bottleneck for eagle population growth is juvenile survival, not       
     fecundity (Grier 1980).  Simple population models suggest that an increase 
     of about 15% in the rate of juvenile and adult survival produces the same  
     effect on net population growth as a 400% increase in fecundity.           
     (According to Table 2 of Grier (1980), the rate of growth of the "High     
     survival-low reproduction" population is identical to that of the "Moderate
     survival-high reproduction".)  Moreover, these two phenomena are often     
     interdependent: more fledglings means more competition for food and less   
     juvenile survival.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.007    
     
     Please see response to comment D1719.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Table V-8.  This table should be checked against some other       
     sources for accuracy.  As noted previously, the TCDD loading is extremely  
     high, most likely 3 or 6 orders of magnitude too high.                     
                                                                                
     Morever, the discussion should be modified to include a biologically       
     relevant budget, one that includes the effects of in-place chemicals.  As  
     noted above for PCBs, in-place chemicals are far more important than       
     external sources.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.008    
     
     Please see response to comment D1719.001.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Page V17.  Several other statements should be added to this       
     paragraph.  We suggest the following addition to this paragraph: "Clearly, 
     if no change in loading results for a particular pollutant, the impairment 
     of beneficial uses by that pollutant will not change.  It is just as clear 
     that reductions in loadings for chemicals that are not causing impairment  
     of beneficial uses will also have no benefit.  Thus, most of the benefits  
     attributed to metals reductions will, in fact, have no benefit.  Likewise, 
     reductions of TCDD in Lake Michigan have no benefit, vis-a-vis beneficial  
     uses, because this chemical is not responsible for the impairment of any   
     beneficial use in Lake Michigan.  Lastly, reductions below those necessary 
     to restore a beneficial use also have no benefit.  Thus, even if there are 
     areas where, for example, copper is causing true toxicity, benefit only    
     occurs until the threshold is reached.  Further reductions have no further 
     benefit.  For all these reasons, EPA estimates of benefits are, sometimes  
     grossly, overestimated."                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.009    
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143, D2587.045 and G4921L.054.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Pabe V-19.  Given the relatively large amount of PCBs in Lake     
     Michigan now, the effect, described as negligible, is overestimated.       
                                                                                
     Morever, fish advisories depend on measured concentrations in fish, which  
     are subject to variability much larger than the decrease expected due to   
     the GLWQG.  The "negligible" decrease in concentration will likely be too  
     small to be seen.  An undetectable decrease in the fish concentration      
     cannot trigger elimination of a fish advisory.  Therefore, "negligible"    
     changes have zero benefit.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.010    
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143, D2723.004 and G4921L.054.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

Page 6890



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Page V-21.  The dioxin data are most certainly wrong (as the      
     writer apparently suspects).  Also, since dioxin does not trigger fish     
     advisories in Lake Michigan, reducing it will have no benefit.             
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.011    
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.143.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Page V-21.  In the interests of comity or politics, DRI has pulled
     a punch here (and at other points throughout this analysis).  Doing so     
     undermines DRI's effectiveness in helping the Governors evaluate the GLWQG.
                                                                                
     If EPA's underlying rationale for the GLWQG is unsound, then it is likely  
     that the GLWQG is also unsound.  EPA spends a good part of the Preamble    
     making exactly the "oft-stated argument" that is correctly criticized in   
     this chapter.  By not stating exactly where this argument is "oft-stated"  
     (i.e., in the Preamble to the GLWQG), DRI deprives the Governors of        
     important information -- EPA either does not understand the Great Lakes or 
     has manipulated science to its policies.                                   
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  Don't bias the analysis by trying to be polite.  It       
     wouldn't be polite to waste billions of dollars on regulation that will    
     have no benefit.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.012    
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Page V-22.  Again, most of the chemical changes have no benefit at
     all.  So the real benefits are far less than the order of magnitude less   
     stated here.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.013    
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143, D2723.004 and G4921L.054.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment V-22.  This contingent valuation has an Orwellian quality.  If we  
     can have "thought damages" are "thought crimes" far behind?                
                                                                                
     If EPA wants to claim that benefits occur because of people's perceptions  
     of the resource, DRI must also discuss the financial costs of EPA's        
     consistent misuse of its own risk assessment numbers.  EPA releases        
     assessments like "up to 30,000 extra cancer risks" without explaining how  
     conservative that number is.  These numbers are then systematically and    
     predictably misused by interest groups.  EPA's very conservative risk      
     assessments of "up to 30,000 extra cancer deaths over the next 70 years"   
     are then translated into statements as the one below from the Sierra Club  
     (Sierra Club 1993)                                                         
                                                                                
     "In 1991 the EPA estimated that the presence of PCBs alone within the Great
     Lakes ecosystem would cause an additional 38,255 cases of cancer."         
                                                                                
     To release IRIS numbers without releasing information on most likely risk  
     causes people to grossly over-estimate risk, and using contingent          
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     valuation, grossly undervalue the resource.  If value lies in people's     
     perceptions of the resource, then the scare campaign conducted by EPA and  
     the Sierra Club and the National Wildlife Federation causes damage to the  
     resource beyond that caused by the chemicals themselves.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.014    
     
     Please see response to comments D2669.089 and P2718.345.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5872L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment:  V-22 to V-23.  Comments on EPA's Benefits Study:                 
                                                                                
     DRI correctly questions EPA's assessments of the GLWQG's contribution to   
     the improved status of the Great Lakes.  Equally important, the base values
     of the improvement are also likely to be grossly over-estimated, and they  
     also require a critical assessment.                                        
                                                                                
     For example, the increases in recreational fishing seem at odds with basic 
     biology.  Consumption advisories apply almost entirely to the large        
     salmonid game fish, but angling is tightly controlled to prevent           
     over-fishing.  Even so, lake trout were, until recently, being over-fished 
     in Lake Ontario (Schneider et al. 1991), and over-angling is the most      
     likely explanation for the failure of lake trout in Lake Michigan.  In     
     response to reductions in phosphorus, stocking and catches of sports fish  
     in Lake Ontario are going down, not up (see NY DEC description and         
     OxyChem's notes of the public meeting).                                    
                                                                                
     Thus, angling rates are limited by the number of fish, not advisories.  How
     will removing the fish advisories make these lakes produce more fish?  It  
     might expand the population of anglers, but this simply redistributes the  
     same benefit.  It doesn't make the pie larger.  There are not any extra    
     sport fish out there to be fished.                                         
                                                                                
     Also, the history of the Great Lakes is quite clear.  No commercially      
     fished stocks have been successfully managed.  All have been severely      
     over-fished.  Thus, the benefits of commercial fishing and angling are     
     probably mutually exclusive: increases expected in revenues from commercial
     fishing will almost certainly come at the expense of angling.  Lake trout  
     cannot be commercially fished without impacting lake trout angling, and    
     lake trout prey (smelt) also cannot be fished without impacting lake trout 
     angling.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The base value for increased wildlife observation benefits are also most   
     likely completely over-estimated.  Very few wildlife populations are       
     impacted now, except for perhaps eagles and mink.  Mink are secretive,     
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     primarily nocturnal animals, so it is unlikely they will provide much      
     wildlife viewing benefit.  The increase in wildlife viewing, therefore,    
     must be attributable entirely to increases in eagle numbers.               
                                                                                
     However, eagles numbers are already increasing rapidly on all the Great    
     Lakes shores, except Ontario.  Even with Great Lakes populations with      
     reproductive problems (e.g., Michigan), breeding pairs have quadrupled in  
     the last 12 years.  According to recent habitat surveys of Lake Erie, Lake 
     Erie's eagle habitat is already in use (Weslow et al. 1992).  Since eagles 
     will soon reach carrying capacity in the Great Lakes basin without the     
     GLWQG, how does the GLWQG have benefit with respect to wildlife viewing?   
                                                                                
     Morever, EPA most likely assumed that benefits of eagle viewing would      
     remain constant into the future.  In fact, the benefits will drop          
     considerably as the birds become relatively common place.  People in       
     Seattle or even Northern Ohio don't spend millions of dollars going to see 
     eagles because they are now relatively common place.                       
                                                                                
     Lastly, how can EPA extrapolate benefits from the most polluted embayments 
     and rivers in the Basis to the Great Lakes proper?  These areas are        
     atypically contaminated and atypically affected by point source            
     dischargers, compared to the Great Lakes as a whole.  These are completely 
     invalid extrapolations.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.015    
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143, D2587.045, D2587.144 and        
     D2724.617.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G5872L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comments on the Ecosystem Approach:                                        
                                                                                
     DRI's comments on the failure of EPA to actually employ an ecosystem       
     approach are good, but they do not go nearly far enough.  DRI limits its   
     criticism to EPA's failure to consider an ecosystem approach to the        
     chemical integrity.  A true ecosystem approach also considers the physical 
     and biological integrity of the system.                                    
                                                                                
     Consideration of the physical and biological integrity would provide more  
     cost-effective benefits (and just plain effective) than even the non-point 
     source control advocated by DRI.  Moreover, considering the biological and 
     physical quality of the ecosystem would increase the effectiveness of the  
     nation's ecosystem management.  The chemocentric approach exemplified by   
     the GLWQG is just not working.  (See attached NY Times article and Allan   
     and Flecker, 1993.)                                                        
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     Consider the following examples:  If we want no fish advisories, we could  
     stop stocking lake trout.  Elimination of all FDA exceedances could be     
     achieved instantly, at no cost, by stocking only Pacific salmonids.  The   
     former have only about 1/4 to 1/3 the chemical loads of lake trout and,    
     reportedly, many fisherman prefer them to lake trout.                      
                                                                                
     If we want to lower chemical burdens in stocked fish, we could reduce the  
     stocking rate of the sport fish.  Slow growth rates increase chemical      
     burdens (Larson et al. 1992) in fish; and overstocking of salmonids in Lake
     Ontario has most likely produced the recently higher chemical burdens.     
                                                                                
     If we want more mink and otter on the Great Lakes, we could stop trapping  
     them and provide them some habitat.  Is is wise to consider spending       
     billions of dollars to protect mink so that they can provide, perhaps, tens
     of thousands of dollars in pelts?                                          
                                                                                
     If we want more eagles, we could stop shooting them; gunshot was the third 
     leading cause of death of eagle found in the Great Lakes region (Franson   
     1990, 1992).  Or we could stop poisoning them with lead shot: all recent   
     deaths attributed to poisoning were due to lead poisoning (Franson 1992).  
     Or we could provide them habitat on the Great Lakes.  We could stop        
     developing their feeding areas and cutting down their nesting trees.       
                                                                                
     In almost all cases, these methods would yield certain, substantial, quick 
     results.  EPA's single-minded attempt to manage only chemicals in the      
     environment fails to consider other means to achieve their ends.  EPA has  
     not even approached a true ecosystem approach.                             
     
     
     Response to: G5872L.016    
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is a scientifically sound and         
     reasonable mechanism for fulfilling EPA's obligations under section 118(c) 
     of the Clean Water Act to develop guidance on minimum water quality        
     criteria, antidegrdadation policies and implementation procedures.  EPA    
     agrees, however, that the development and implementation of the Guidance   
     alone will not remedy the long- standing environmental problems in the     
     Great Lakes System.  See Sections I and II of the SID for a discussion of  
     EPA's considerations in the development of the Guidance and other ongoing  
     voluntary and regulatory programs in the Great Lakes System.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/TCDD
     Comment ID: G5873L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: NOTE: Please refer to Attachment "Appendix A - Detailed Data 
and Loading   
          Calculations for the Six Dischargers Used by DRI to Calculate Lake 
Michigan
          Dioxin Loadings"                                                          
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     INVESTIGATION AND VERIFICATION OF 1991 DIOXIN POINT SOURCE LOADING         
     ESTIMATES FOR LAKE MICHICAN                                                
                                                                                
     I  INTRODUCTION                                                            
                                                                                
     In September 1993, the Council of Great Lakes Governors released a report, 
     prepared by DRI/McGraw Hill (DRI)(1), assessing the economic impacts and   
     environmental benefits of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.        
                                                                                
     At various places in the Report, there is reference to a finding that      
     implementation of the GLI could result in a significant loading reduction  
     of 2,3,7,8-TCDD (TCDD or dioxin) to the Great Lakes(2).  This is           
     essentially the only benefit of the GLI identified in the Report, and it is
     asserted with an important disclaimer, "if the data from EPA's permit      
     compliance system are correct."(3)                                         
                                                                                
     The remainder of this memorandum examines the database upon which the      
     conclusion regarding reductions in dioxin mass loadings is based.  It      
     demonstrates that the data from EPA's Permit Compliance System were in fact
     not correct, leading to a massive overestimate of dioxin loading to the    
     Great Lakes.                                                               
                                                                                
     II  LOADINGS REPORTED BY DRI                                               
                                                                                
     In its Report, DRI cites EPA' Permit Compliance System (PCS) as the source 
     for the dioxin loading data reported.  The PCs is a national computerized  
     information management system that automates entry, updating, and retrieval
     of NPDES data, including data from monthly Discharge Monitoring Reports    
     (DMRs).  Monitoring data from DMRs, which are subject to strict state and  
     federal requirements to ensure their accuracy, are entered into the system 
     by NPDES authorized states.  Thus, monitoring data in the PCS should be    
     identical to the data on the DMRs.  The system is not directly accessible  
     to the public, but information can be obtained from it under the Freedom of
     Information Act (FOIA).                                                    
                                                                                
     Sometime during preparation of its Report, DRI apparently filed a FOIA     
     request for data from EPA on loading of various substances, including      
     dioxin, to the Great Lakes from point source effluent discharges.  EPA     
     appears to have complied with this request by having the staff in the      
     Region V office prepare a report, using PCS monitoring data on             
     concentrations and flows to calculate mass loadings.  The results of those 
     calculations are summarized in Exhibit V-8 of the DRI Report(4).  According
     to that Exhibit, the mass loading of dioxin to Lake Michigan in 1991 was   
     2.7 kilograms.  The loading to Lake Superior is shown as zero and the      
     loadings to the other lakes are blank.                                     
                                                                                
     Because the mass loading to Lake Michigan published in the Report seemed   
     suspiciously high(5), DRI was asked to provide supporting data.  DRI       
     provided the loading data for each discharger in the database they obtained
     from EPA which had a positive mass loading indicated(6).  Table 1          
     summarizes the data provided by DRI.                                       
                                                                                
     III  LOADINGS BASED ON VERIFIED DATA                                       
                                                                                
     Since DRI's Report shows the loading to Lake Superior as zero and all the  
     other lakes except Michigan as blank, their conclusion regarding           
     significant reduction in loadings apparently was based only on likely      
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     effects on Lake Michigan.  Therefore, the remainder of this report deals   
     only with the loadings to Lake Michigan.                                   
                                                                                
     Because it did not appear PCS data for dioxin were reliable (see discussion
     of errors below), we contacted each of the Lake Michigan dischargers       
     indicated by DRI as having had non-zero loadings in 1991.  We obtained from
     each discharger dioxin concentration and effluent flow data directly from  
     the DMRs they had submitted to their regulatory agencies.  These           
     concentration/flow data were used to calculate loading estimates using the 
     same procedures as EPA used when preparing the estimates sent to DRI(7).   
     The detailed data and loading calculations for each discharger are given in
     Appendix A.  Table 2 compares loadings used by DRI with corrected loadings,
     revealing the magnitude of the overestimate.                               
                                                                                
     Even using the unrealistic assumption that discharges reported at less than
     the limit of detection are always at the limit of detection, the total     
     loading reported by DRI is overstated by almost seven hundred times.  This 
     is the lower bound on the size of the error.                               
                                                                                
     To place an upper bound on the size of the error one can assume all the    
     non-detects were really zero.  As shown in Appendix A, if data reported at 
     less than the limit of detection are assumed to be zero, the toal loading  
     to Lake Michigan is only about 0.2 grams.  Therefore, the loading estimate 
     of 2.7 kilograms reported by DRI is between 700 and 13,500 times too high. 
                                                                                
     IV  Sources of Error                                                       
                                                                                
     In the course of examining the basis for the loading estimates in Table 1, 
     we obtained two reanalyses of the PCS data similar to, but apparently more 
     detailed than, that which was provided to DRI(8).  While reviewing the     
     reports from EPA, we discovered that the PCS database can contain gross    
     errors.  For example, the PCS entries for Dischargers A, B, C, and F       
     indicated dioxin concentrations that were three orders of magnitude higher 
     than what was reported on the DMRs (e.g. units of ug/L indicated in the    
     PCS, units of ng/L reported on DMR).  While this kind of error does not    
     completely explain the discrepancies in the data provided to DRI(9), it    
     does help to explain how some of the discrepancies could be so large.      
                                                                                
     The problems with calculation of effluent mass loadings appear to be unique
     to dioxin.  For example, copper loadings for dischargers C and D were      
     checked to see if they were subject to a similar error.  We obtained       
     current (2/8/94) PCS concentration data for dischargers C and D, used flow 
     data from earlier versions of the PCS, and calculated copper loadings.  The
     newly calculated loadings agreed with those used by DRI within about one   
     percent.  Whatever caused the overestimation of dioxin loading does not    
     seem to have had a similar affect on estimates of copper loading.          
                                                                                
     IV  SUMMARY/CONCLUSIONS                                                    
                                                                                
     Due, at least in part, to errors in assignment of units to dioxin data in  
     EPA's Permit Compliance System, 1991 dioxin loading data provided to DRI   
     for individual dischargers were overstated by as much as four orders of    
     magnitude.  This caused DRI's estimate of total point source loading of    
     dioxin to Lake Michigan to be between 700 to 13,500 times too high.        
     Loading estimates for copper, and probably other parameters, do not appear 
     to have been affected by whatever problems led to overestimation of dioxin 
     loadings.                                                                  
                                                                                
     ______________________________________                                     
     (1) DRI/McGraw-Hill, "The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative: Cost       
     Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental Quality and Regional           
     Competitiveness," prepared for Council of Great Lakes Governors, Chicago,  
     Illinois, September 1993.                                                  
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     (2) Ibid., p. ES-7, ES-9, V-21                                             
                                                                                
     (3) Ibid., p. V-21                                                         
                                                                                
     (4) Ibid., p. V-9                                                          
                                                                                
     (5) This issue was first raised by Dan Smith of BCM Engineers.  In a       
     memorandum dated November 1, 1993 he questions the 1991 Lake Michigan      
     loading figure of 2.7 kilograms indicating it is probably high by "100     
     times or more."  The memorandum goes on to explain that comments on the    
     draft DRI report to this effect "never made it to DRI" despite their having
     been submitted properly to the Council of Great Lakes Governors.           
                                                                                
     (6) DRI says EPA provided loading data only.  EPA says it did not retain   
     records of what was sent to DRI.                                           
                                                                                
     (7) These procedures were described by Arnie Leder, the Region V PCS       
     coordinator, in numerous telephone conversations in November and December  
     1993.  They are: 1) When no data are reported assume zero; 2) When partial 
     data are reported, fill in missing data with the average of the reported   
     data; 3) When data are reported as <LOD assume discharge at the LOD; 4)    
     Assume discharges are continuous for 365 days per year.                    
                                                                                
     (8) One reanalysis dated 10/26/93 was obtained from Dan Smith, BCM         
     Engineers who had obtained it from Arnie Leder, EPA Region V PCS           
     Coordinator.  The other reanalysis dated 12/7/93 was received directly from
     Arnie Leder.                                                               
                                                                                
     (9) Lack of the concentration and flows used by EPA to calculate the       
     loadings provided to DRI precludes definitive explanation of the           
     discrepancies.  Dioxin data in the PCS as of 12/7/93, while still erroneous
     in some instances, yield different and usually smaller loadings than those 
     provided to DRI.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5873L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1719.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5876L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As you are aware, a number of studies have estimated the economic cost of  
     complying with the GL Water Quality Guidance, including the Council of     
     Great Lakes Governors' study which assessed direct compliance costs at     
     between $700 million and $2 billion per year.  Getting precise cost        
     numbers, however, is less important than the formulation of workable       
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     guidance that will result in environmental improvement and avoid economic  
     dislocation.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5876L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G5876L.002a
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I want to emphasize that substantial agreement exists among businesses,    
     municipalities and New York State's Department of Environmental            
     Conservation on a number of GL Water Quality Guidance issues.  Areas of    
     agreement include:                                                         
                                                                                
     Guidance vs. Regulation.  The GL Water Quality Guidance should be released 
     as guidance and not regulation.  It would be difficult and burdensome      
     administratively to "shoehorn" some of our current water programs into this
     proposed regulation.  As you know, New York's water quality regulations are
     quite stringent, and superimposing the GL Water Quality Guidance over them 
     will add to the administrative workload without necessarily leading to     
     improved water quality.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5876L.002a   
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G5876L.002b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     I want to emphasize that substantial agreement exists among businesses,    
     municipalities and New York State's Department of Environmental            
     Conservation on a number of GL Water Quality Guidance issues.  Areas of    
     agreement include:                                                         
                                                                                
     Intake Credits.  Final guidance should reflect the principle that          
     dischargers should be responsible for their own pollution only.  We share  
     industry's strong concern that this principle be incorporated in the       
     proposed guidance.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5876L.002b   
     
     See generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of intake
     credits in the final Guidance.  Also see response to comment D2798.058.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5876L.002c
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I want to emphasize that substantial agreement exists among businesses,    
     municipalities and New York State's Department of Environmental            
     Conservation on a number of GL Water Quality Guidance issues.  Areas of    
     agreement include:                                                         
                                                                                
     Levels of Detection.  Both regulators and dischargers are extremely        
     concerned about a regulatory scenario that requires enforcement of water   
     quality standards below levels of detection.  Such standards would be      
     impossible to either enforce or to comply with.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5876L.002c   
     
     This issue is addressed in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please  
     see the chapter on WQBELs Below a Level of Quantification, section 2,      
     Compliance issues.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: G5876L.002d
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I want to emphasize that substantial agreement exists among businesses,    
     municipalities and New York State's Department of Environmental            
     Conservation on a number of GL Water Quality Guidance issues.  Areas of    
     agreement include:                                                         
                                                                                
     Antidegradation.  I agree that the objectives of the antidegradation policy
     as proposed in the GL Water Quality Guidance are appropriate in some       
     situations, especially as a tool in controlling persistent toxics.         
     However, I encourage you to narrow the scope of the guidance to enhance its
     implementation by both government regulators and dischargers.              
     
     
     Response to: G5876L.002d   
     
     Under the final Guidance, States and Tribes are required to adopt Great    
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions for the control of BCCs.  For all
     other pollutants, States and Tribes are free to adopt whatever             
     antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the antidegradation       
     provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.  The     
     final Guidance serves as a model of the type of antidegradation provisions 
     States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  Other EPA    
     guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality Standards Handbook (USEPA, 
     August 1994) provide direction to States and Tribes in interpreting the    
     regulations concerning antidegradation.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G5878L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, it also states that the Governor supports the matter of      
     "intake credits" by which an industry can discharge treated waste water    
     with a higher level of contamination than required by current clean water  
     standards in the event that the intake water is polluted.  I would like to 
     respectfully comment on this matter as follows:  a) Industry is most       
     capable of representing itself and does not need the executive branch of   
     state government to intervene in its behalf; b) Industry that benefits from
     intake of public waters should consider itself fortunate for the           
     convenience and in return should be willing to treat its waste to current  
     standards; c) The Great Lakes Initiative is intended to improve Great Lakes
     water quality.  Isn't the matter of "intake credits" counter-productive?;  
     d) If you were a farmer that was considering cost sharing a farm           
     improvement to decrease stream pollution, would not publicity on favoritism
     toward industrial waste treatment "turn" you off?; e) Finally, bringing    
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     political influence into an environmental study undertaken by a federal    
     agency appears to be inappropriate.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5878L.001    
     
     The commenters political advice is noted. EPA believes that the final      
     Guidance establishes a series of procedures that leads to the eventual     
     attainment of water quality standards in the Great Lakes, and assures that 
     all dischargers of pollutants provide appropriate treatment for their      
     wastewater. The intake credits provisions provide time for the States to   
     establish TMDLs or waterbody assessments that provide sufficient           
     information to provide this assurance.  Prior to the time that the States  
     develop the TMDLs or assessment, the intake credits provision assures that,
     at a minimum, the water quality gets no worse.  With regard to the comments
     made by Governor Cuomo, EPA notes that all interested parties were invited 
     to comment on the proposal, and that this includes elected representatives 
     of State and local government officials.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: G5880L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue A: Proposed Wildlife Criterion for DDT                               
                                                                                
     New York State does not take issue with the overwhelming evidence that DDT 
     causes impaired avian reproduction, but does question two critical areas in
     EPA's derivation of the criterion: 1) inference of a LOAEL from the avian  
     study of Anderson et al. (1975), and 2) selection of the species           
     sensitivity factor (SSF).                                                  
                                                                                
     1. Inference of LOAEL                                                      
                                                                                
     In their study of brown pelicans, Anderson et al. (1975) noted the         
     following: a heavy discharge of DDT in the study area that declined rapidly
     in the study period of 1969-1974; DDE is an environmentally stable         
     metabolite of DDT; DDE has been shown to cause eggshell thinning in many   
     species of wild birds; DDE is indicated to be the major cause of eggshell  
     thinning in brown pelicans; Anchovies comprise the major food of the       
     pelicans in that area in the breeding season; Over the study period, levels
     of total DDT (DDT plus metabolites) in both anchovies and pelican eggs     
     declined; over this same period, both eggshell thickness and fledgling rate
     increased.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The authors conclude that the primary reason for the increase in fledgling 
     rate is the decline of DDT in both the anchovies and the pelicans.  We     
     believe that the increased fledgling rate is likely to be primarily due to 
     the decrease in DDT, but are concerned because the authors dismiss other   
     potential factors without detailed explanation.                            
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     Also of concern is that EPA goes beyond the conclusion of Anderson et al.  
     and infers that the remaining decreased fledgling rate (30% below that for 
     a stable population) is due to the remaining 0.15 ppm total DDT in the     
     anchovies, which EPA uses as a LOAEL.                                      
                                                                                
     Other factors, including chemicals other than DDT, could affect fledgling  
     rate.  Anderson himself (personal communication, March, 1994) believes this
     to be the case.  Given the absence of controls in this study, it is not    
     possible to show cause and effect.  Judgements can be made of the          
     likelihood of factors affecting the fledgling rate.  The higher the DDT    
     level and the lower the fledgling rate, the greater the likelihood of this 
     known toxicant being the primary cause of impaired reproduction.  As DDT   
     exposure declines and fledgling rate increases, the relative contribution  
     of non-DDT factors as compared to that of DDT increases.  The remaining    
     decrease could be due not only to other substances or factors, but also to 
     residual DDT in the pelicans from previously higher exposure.              
                                                                                
     EPA even notes only a "very moderate decline" in PCBs, mercury and lead in 
     pelican eggs, and acknowledges that these or other substances may have     
     contributed to the impaired reproduction attributed to DDT.  Anderson et   
     al. (1977) note that residues of PCBs may be the cause of reduced nest     
     attentiveness.  They further note that eggshell thinning caused by DDE     
     persists, to an extent, at least one year and probably longer after birds  
     are switched to a clean diet, which supports our contention that prior     
     exposure to levels above 0.15 ppm may have contributed to low reproduction 
     in 1974.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Given the uncertainty that the residual reproductive impairment is due to  
     DDT/DDE, the value of 0.15 ppm in the anchovies could be considered a      
     NOAEL, rather than a LOAEL, obviating the need for an uncertainty factor of
     10 and yielding a less stringent value.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA's use of the Anderson et al. study illustrates the fallacy of the      
     requirement to use peer-reviewed field studies of wildlife species over    
     other types of studies.  This is discussed further in Issue C, below.      
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.001    
     
     See responses to P2653.050, P2742.716, and D2724.194.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G5880L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Selection of SSF                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA selected an SSF of 0.1 "to account for possible differences in         
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     sensitivity of pelicans" as compared to the three representative species.  
     EPA notes that "these are all piscivorous species and piscivorous species  
     appear to be more sensitive.. to.. DDT.."                                  
                                                                                
     EPA appears to confuse exposure with sensitivity.  The fact that           
     representative species are piscivorous should have no bearing on the       
     selection of the SSF.  Exposure via food (fish) should be accounted for by 
     the divisor (food consumption x BAF), not the SSF.                         
                                                                                
     If EPA was adding a factor because representative species are piscivorous, 
     they appear to have overlooked the fact that pelicans are piscivorous too  
     (eat anchovies).                                                           
                                                                                
     If the bald eagle is truly likely to be more sensitive to DDT than other   
     species, an SSF less than 1 should be justified on this basis alone (see   
     also general discussion of the SSF in Issue D, below).                     
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.002    
     
     See responses to D2724.194, D2860.028, D2860.028, D2829.009, and Sections  
     VIII A, C, E, and H.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G5880L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue B: Proposed Wildlife Criterion for Mercury                           
                                                                                
     NYS has undertaken a detailed review of the proposed wildlife criterion for
     mercury including a review of the five papers by Heinz.  We ask EPA to     
     consider the points described below.                                       
                                                                                
     1. The LOAEL derived from the studies of Heinz appears to be overly        
     stringent because it is calculated using the lower food consumption level  
     of the control rather than the mercury-treated ducks.  EPA uses a combined 
     2nd and 3rd generation food consumption rate of 128g/kg/day (from Heinz,   
     1979) to derive a LOAEL of 0.064 mg/kg/day.  However, it seems obvious that
     the food consumption rate of 156 g/kg/day for combined 2nd and 3rd         
     generation mercury-fed ducks (Heinz, 1979) would yield a more accurate     
     daily dose of mercury, and that the resulting LOAEL should be 0.078        
     mg/kg/day.  This 20% higher LOAEL would then yield a less stringent        
     wildlife criterion.                                                        
                                                                                
     2. The use of Heinz' results should be reexamined.  As for DDT, the fact   
     that a study is well conducted and peer reviewed does not necessarily      
     qualify it as the basis for a regulatory value.  NYS would like EPA to     
     confirm that the results of this study represent not just statistically,   
     but biologically significant adverse effects on the reproduction of the    

Page 6904



$T044618.TXT
     mallard duck.                                                              
                                                                                
     3. As described in Issue D, below, the SSF should only be used to account  
     for the uncertainly that the species studied are as inherently sensitive to
     a toxicant as are the representative species.  Judgements can be made as to
     the likelihood of this.  For mercury, data exist for several species that  
     suggest the mallard duck to be relatively sensitive.  Thus there would     
     appear to be little justification to applying an SSF much lower than 1.    
                                                                                
     In fact, a SSF greater than 1 could be applied if the mallard duck is more 
     sensitive than the representative species.  This would yield a number that 
     is still protective of the mallard because it is not a fish-eating duck.   
     Part of EPA's justification for the SSF of 0.1 for mercury is the lack of a
     NOAEL.  However, this appears to represent a double counting, as EPA       
     applies a separate uncertainty factor of 2 for this extrapolation.         
                                                                                
     New York State recommends that EPA use a SSF of 1 in deriving the criterion
     for mercury.  We recognize that this would primarily be a management       
     decision and that there is a chance that the mallard is less sensitive than
     the representative species.  However, the liklihood of this is small and a 
     SSF of 1 would still yield a mercury criterion that is substantially more  
     stringent than current levels.  Such a criterion would result in a high    
     degree of environmental protection while reducing criticism that the value 
     is so low as to be unrealistic and unachievable.                           
                                                                                
     In fact, the value selected by Eisler (1987) apparently did not reflect    
     interspecies uncertainty.  In a comprehensive review document, Eisler      
     states "to protect sensitive species of..birds that regularly consume fish 
     and other aquatic organisms, total mercury concentrations in these food    
     items should probably not exceed 100 ug/kg.."  Using a BAF of 130,000 L/kg,
     this would yield an ambient water quality value of approximately 770 pg/L. 
                                                                                
     Eisler's conclusion is apparently based on Heinz' (1979) dry food level of 
     0.5 ppm mercury.  However, Eisler does not employ either a SSF, or an      
     uncertainty factor to account for the fact that Heinz' value is presented  
     as an effect level.  We ask that EPA reconcile the GLWQG value with the    
     conclusion of Eisler.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.003    
     
     See responses to P2769.035 and D2860.029.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: G5880L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue C: Use of Field vs. Laboratory Studies as Basis for Wildlife Criteria
                                                                                

Page 6905



$T044618.TXT
     As highlighted by the derivation of the criterion for DDT, NYS believes    
     that the GLWQG requirement to use data from peer-reviewed field studies of 
     wildlife species over other types of studies is inappropriate.  Peer reveiw
     is not likely to assess a study's potential to serve as the basis for a    
     regulatory value.  NYS believes that controlled, laboratory studies may be 
     more appropriate than field studies.  The GLWQG methodology should be      
     revised to allow the best scientific evidence to be used, regardless of    
     whether it is collected in the laboratory or in the field.                 
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.004    
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.133, P2576.011, and P2653.050 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: G5880L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue D: Selection of the Species Sensitivity Factor (SSF) in Deriving     
     Wildlife Criteria                                                          
                                                                                
     New York State commented previously (September 13, 1993) that the wildlife 
     methodologies lacked a sufficient scientific basis for selecting the       
     magnitude of the SSF.  We noted the comparative lethality data in the      
     Technical Support Document to be both limited and not necessarily          
     predictive of interspecies differences in effects of particula concern for 
     wildlife, such as 3rd or 4th generation reproductive failure and subtle    
     developmental changes.                                                     
                                                                                
     Further review and consideration over the past several months has only     
     reaffirmed our position.  Not only are the requisite data for interspecies 
     comparison unavailable, but they are not likely to become available in the 
     foreseeable future.  Therefore, the SSF represents only the uncertainty    
     that the test species is as inherently sensitive as the representative     
     species to a specific toxicant.  The problem then becomes how to select    
     this uncertainty factor.                                                   
                                                                                
     Work reviewed to date indicates that a SSF of 0.1 is being selected as a   
     default value.  As described above for DDT and mercury, this value may be  
     overly conservative.                                                       
                                                                                
     The SSF may not need to be as stringent as one might think.  To protect    
     wildlife, it is not necessary that the test species be the most sensitive  
     in the Basin; only that it be as sensitive as the representative species.  
     While this can never be known with absolute certainty (absent data on all  
     five representative species), some judgement can be made about its         
     likelihood.  One should be cautious about routinely assuming that the      
     representative species is an order of magnitude more sensitive.  A case in 
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     point is mercury, where several species were tested, the mallard duck found
     to be the most sensitive, and a SSF of 0.1 still applied.  We are not aware
     of any statistical information relating the number of species tested to    
     inherent sensitivity, but EPA could consider an approach similar to that in
     the GLWQG aquatic life methodology.                                        
                                                                                
     It is important that everyone recognize the distinction between exposure   
     and inherent sensitivity.  Both factors must be considered in the          
     derivation of criteria, but it is highly unlikely that the representative  
     species are also the most inherently sensitive.  It is thus overly         
     conservative to assume that the representative species are as sensitive as 
     the most sensitive species.  A criterion that is protective of a highly    
     exposed, piscivorous representative species is almost certainly protective 
     of a more sensitive but nonpiscivorous species (that has far lower         
     exposure).                                                                 
                                                                                
     Again, the only appropriate use of the SSF is to account for the           
     uncertainty that the test species is as sensitive as the representative    
     species.  The selection of the SSF represents both a judgement (best guess)
     of this uncertainty and a management decision about how sure society wants 
     to be that this judgement is correct.  For EPA to purport the SSF to do    
     otherwise is a misrepresentation of the science and will only engender     
     continued criticism of the wildlife methodologies and their resultant      
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.005    
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G5880L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional Comments By New York State on Proposed GLWQG: Intake Credits    
                                                                                
     These comments are a follow-up to the discussions on the subject of intake 
     credits that took place at the GLI meeting in Chicago on February 2 and 3, 
     1994.  It is our belief that EPA has made this issue unnecessarily complex.
     We offer the following comments, analysis and suggested approaches to      
     regulatory and preamble language.                                          
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI approach to the presence of pollutants in the intake of   
     permitted discharges is fundamentally flawed.  The proposal calls for a    
     determination of the reasonable potential to exceed water quality values by
     initially evaluating the pollutants in the outfall, but without            
     consideration of the pollutants removed from the receiving water via the   
     intake.  The proposal then attempts to correct this omission through a     
     provision in Appendix F, Procedure 5E, that is inadequate.                 
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     We contend that any determination of water quality based effluent          
     limitations, actual or reasonable potential, should include material       
     balance calculations that account for the gain or loss of the pollutant and
     water with the objective of not exceeding water quality values in receiving
     waters.  Only by accounting for all gains and losses can one determine the 
     concentration of a pollutant in the receiving water.  So determined, there 
     need be no reference to a "credit," which sounds like you are doing the    
     discharger a favor.                                                        
                                                                                
     Material balance calculations can account for both pollutants and water:   
     removed from the receiving water; lost or added in operation; contributed  
     to and from another water body; and, finally, added at the outfall.  All of
     the above are evaluated with waste assimilative capacity to determine      
     actual or potential water quality limitations or exceedances at all        
     locations.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Specification of WQBELs, actual or reasonable potential, will require      
     judgements of the significance of gains or losses to the receiving water.  
     These judgements, however, are needed regardless of the presence or absence
     of pollutants in the intake water.                                         
                                                                                
     The situation where upstream concentration (so-called background) exceeds  
     the water quality value should not alter the fundamental approach to       
     calculating water quality based effluent limitations.  Where non-point or  
     natural sources of a pollutant are large and are not expected to be abated,
     the wasteload allocation for sources that can be abated will be small and  
     will reach zero when the unabateable sources cause the criteria to be      
     exceeded.  What is feasible or fair or significant in such situations will 
     require judgement and may be part of a TMDL or phased TMDL process.  There 
     is no need to address it through a discussion of intake credits.           
                                                                                
     We also note that there is no need for detailed regulations on the         
     alteration of the pollutant or its bioavailability by the permittee.  This 
     should always be considered as part of a waste assimilative capacity       
     analysis.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The GLI approach proposed by EPA appears to us to be an attempt to achieve 
     more than the water quality criteria or to make judgements about           
     significance prior to performing a material balance or to require a        
     permittee to "clean" the receiving water.  None is appropriate for         
     calculations of water quality based effluent limitations.  Where you want  
     to propose provisions to achieve water quality better than criteria or to  
     require a permittee to clean the receiving water (have a negative net      
     discharge), do so with provisions separate and apart from WQBELs           
     calculations so that both can be clearly understood and critiqued.         
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.006    
     
     We agree that in the ideal situation the permitting authority will conduct 
     a comprehensive mass balance, including an assessment of alterations of    
     pollutants and their bioavailability, leading to the development of a TMDL.
      This is the essence of the TMDL process.  Where TMDLs are available, the  
     permitting authority will not need to independently consider the presence  
     of intake water pollutants in the establisment of WQBELs. Instead, intake  
     water pollutant concentrations will be directly considered in the          
     development of the TMDL.                                                   
                                                                                
     However, in the absence of a comprehensive or phased TMDL, and in          
     unattained waterbodies, permitting authorities must still determine the    
     allowable WQBEL that will assure attainment of water quality standards.    
     The final guidance indicates that WQBELs set at the water quality standard 
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     can meet this test.  In addition, final procedures 5.D. and E of appendix  
     F, provides a way in the absence of a TMDL to allow certain facilities,    
     those that do not add further pollutant mass to the waterbody, to either   
     not have a WQBEL or to have a WQBEL based on what is in their intake water.
      This procedure does not supercede a TMDL; it only provides for a process  
     for making decisions on WQBELs in the absence of a TMDL.                   
                                                                                
     EPA is expressing its support for the use of TMDLs as the primary tool for 
     determining the necessary actions to assure attainment of water quality    
     standards by restricting the availability of procedure 5.E. for only the   
     the first 10 years after a State adopts the GLI provisions [12 years after 
     publication of the final Guidance].  After 10 years, the WQBELs for the    
     situations where a facility adds no additional loading to a waterbody (but 
     adds that pollutant within the facility proper) will be based on either a  
     TMDL, a water quality assessment that includes an assessment of all sources
     of a pollutant and a projection of the future decreases in pollutant       
     loadings, or the water quality criterion itself.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: G5880L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Suggested Approach for Regulation                                          
                                                                                
     Although a permittee is legally responsible for all pollutants present in  
     an outfall, evaluations of water quality including the calculation of      
     WQBELs shall be based on an evaluation of the pollutant and water added to 
     and removed from the receiving waterbodies by the permittee.  This         
     evaluation includes a material balance of pollutant and water and an       
     assimilative capacity analysis to determine where the ambient standard will
     be exceeded.  So calculated, effluent limitations may be specified in the  
     permit to allow the subtraction of a pollutant removed from the receiving  
     water from the amount present in the outfall.                              
                                                                                
     Suggested Approach for Preamble                                            
                                                                                
     Water quality based effluent limitations are calculated as net rather than 
     gross values where "net" considers the water and pollutant removed from the
     receiving water via the intake.  The regulation recognizes that a pollutant
     that would be present in the receiving water if the permittee were not in  
     operation should not be attributed to the permittee when determining       
     compliance with a WQBEL.                                                   
                                                                                
     The material balance shall include all water and pollutants, including the 
     loss (in operations) and the addition (from another waterbody).  So        
     calculated, reporting compliance for a WQBEL will allow the permittee to   
     subtract certain quantities of pollutants removed from the receiving water 
     from the amount present in the outfall.  Permittees, however, can forego   
     the subtraction to avoid the additional monitoring cost.  It is expected   
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     that permittees will forego intake monitoring where the pollutants removed 
     from the waterbody are insignificant.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.007    
     
     EPA agrees that in the ideal situation the State or Tribe will conduct a   
     comprehensive mass balance, including an assessment of alterations of      
     pollutants and their bioavailability, leading to the development of a TMDL.
      This is the essence of the TMDL process. Where TMDLs are available, the   
     permitting authority will not need to independently consider the presence  
     of intake water pollutants in the establisment of WQBELs.  Instead, intake 
     water pollutant concentrations will be directly considered in the          
     development of the TMDL.                                                   
                                                                                
     However, in the absence of a comprehensive or phased TMDL, and in          
     non-attainment waterbodies, permitting authorities must still determine the
     allowable WQBEL that will assure attainment of water quality standards.    
     The final guidance indicates that WQBELs set at the water quality criterion
     can meet this test. See SID at Section VIII.D.2.h.  In addition, final     
     procedures 5.D and E of appendix F allows, in the absence of a TMDL,       
     certain facilities, those that do not add further pollutant mass to the    
     waterbody, to either not have a WQBEL or to have a WQBEL based on what is  
     in their intake water. This procedure does not supercede a TMDL; it only   
     provides for a process for making decisions about WQBELs in the absence of 
     a TMDL.                                                                    
                                                                                
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.b., EPA is expressing its      
     support for the use of TMDLs as the primary tool for determining the       
     necessary actions to assure attainment of water quality standards by       
     restricting the availability of procedure 5.E.2. (no net addition limits)  
     for a limited time period.  After that time, WQBELs for the situations     
     where a facility adds no additional loading to a waterbody (but adds that  
     pollutant within the facility proper) will be based on either a TMDL, a    
     water quality assessment that includes an assessment of all sources of a   
     pollutant and a projection of the future decreases in pollutant loadings   
     approved in accordance with procedure 3.A. of appendix F, or in accordance 
     with procedure 5.F.2 of appendix F.2.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G5880L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York State Comments on GLI Clearinghouse                               
                                                                                
     The GLWQG requires states to derive values for a large number of           
     substances.  As this is not required to a collaborative effort, states are 
     likely to do this independently.  To improve efficiency and promote        
     consistency, some mechanism for states to share their work products would  
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     be beneficial.  Thus, a Clearinghouse concept has been proposed.  It has   
     also been suggested that the role of a GLI Clearing house extend to a      
     multi-state review and approval of individual states' values.  One state   
     (Michigan) has proposed that it generate values for the entire Basin.      
                                                                                
     Before we discuss the merits of various roles for a Clearinghouse, it is   
     important to recognize the following: 1) Whatever its role, a Clearinghouse
     would be a voluntary effort.  It is not required by law or in the proposed 
     regulation.  2) The role and mechanics of a Clearinghouse need not be      
     resolved at this time.  It seems more appropriate to wait until the final  
     GLWQG is issued.  3) The GLWQG does not and cannot mandate complete        
     consistency in water quality standards across all eight Great Lake States. 
     In fact, in the preamble of the GLWQG, EPA interprets the term "consistent 
     with" to mean "equal to or more restrictive than."                         
                                                                                
     Two possible roles for a Clearinghouse are: 1) Information transfer:       
     Clearinghouse serves only to collect and disseminate information.  2)      
     Clearinghouse also serves to review and approve values derived by various  
     individual states.                                                         
                                                                                
     A Clearinghouse that simply receives and distributes state-derived values  
     (and their components such as BAS, SSF, etc.) will both foster consistency 
     and promote efficiency.  States could base their own values on those       
     developed by another state.  A listing of ongoing value-derivation and     
     data-generation efforts would both reduce duplication and encourage        
     collaboration.  New York is likely to endorse these kinds of Clearinghouse 
     functions once the GLWQG is finalized.                                     
                                                                                
     However, we strongly oppose the concept that the Clearinghouse go beyond   
     this and actually become a review and/or approval body.  As stated above,  
     there is no legislative or regulatory requirement for such a function, so  
     it would be voluntary.  To make this work, states would have to first      
     instill authority in the Clearinghouse and then voluntarily surrender      
     control of their standards program to it.  There is no mechanism for       
     resolving differences among states and achieving consensus would be        
     difficult.  Of greatest concern, the process would significantly delay the 
     intended environmental benefit of the GLI.                                 
                                                                                
     These drawbacks would be magnified if a single state were to generate the  
     values, as we would have even less control over our standards program.  The
     only viable single generator system would be for EPA to prepare toxicity   
     reviews for specific substances.  Individual states could then use the EPA 
     documentation as a resource for deriving state water quality values,       
     according to state methodologies that are consistent with the GLWQG.       
                                                                                
     The information transfer type of Clearinghouse would be sufficient to      
     foster consistency and reduce duplication.  States would have the          
     opportunity to review the work of other states if they so choose, but the  
     results would not be binding.  As currently proposed, the GLWQG contains   
     sufficient measures to promote consistency.  EPA would maintain the        
     oversight of state programs that they now have, and could act to address   
     any unreasonable differences between states.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.008    
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
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     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data.                            
                                                                                
     EPA does not view the Clearinghouse as a regulatory activity, nor as an    
     "approval body."  For example, for pollutants of especially high interest  
     and/or concern, Region 5 and the other EPA offices identified above intend 
     from time-to-time to use the Clearinghouse information to develop GLI      
     criteria guidance documents similar to those supporting the proposed and   
     final Guidance.  EPA will then publish a notice in the Federal Register    
     announcing the availability of such documents and inviting public comment  
     on them. After reviewing the comments, EPA will finalize the GLI criteria  
     guidance documents and make them available as guidance to Great Lakes      
     States and Tribes.  The GLI criteria guidance documents would represent    
     EPA's best current information about effects of the pollutants in the Great
     Lakes System.  The GLI criteria guidance documents could address either or 
     both Tier I criteria and Tier II values.  States, Tribes, or other         
     participants in the Clearinghouse could offer data and comments on the GLI 
     criteria guidance documents, but EPA would be responsible for the          
     conclusions of any analysis of this information.                           
                                                                                
     EPA looks forward to working with all the Great Lakes States and other     
     participants in operating the Clearinghouse, and will continue to solicit  
     and consider ideas for helping the Clearinghouse successfully support the  
     implementation of the final Guidance.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G5880L.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comments on Regulations vs. Guidance                                       
                                                                                
     Our position remains that the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance (GLWQG)   
     remain in its entirety as guidance.  The following comments on the proposed
     regulations are intended only to indicate which parts of the proposal would
     be acceptable as regulations without interfering with the Department's     
     ability to deliver an effective SPDES program.  These comments are not an  
     endorsement of the specific language in the April 16, 1993 version of the  
     GLWQG.  Our specific comments are reflected in our written submission of   
     September 13, 1993, and any post comment period clarifications of our      
     comments that have been presented to USEPA.                                
                                                                                
     References are to the additions to 40 CFR Part 132 proposed in the Federal 
     Register on April 16, 1994.  Category references refer to the categories   
     identified at the USEPA/States meeting held on February 2, 1994.           
                                                                                
     Section 132.1 - Category I; Section 132.2 - Category I; Section 132.3 -    
     Category I, with the words "in accordance with" replaced by language that  
     allows for state procedures that are Category III in nature; Section       
     132.4(a) - Category III, except (7) Category I; Section 132.4(b) - Category
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     III; Section 132.4(c) - Category III; Section 132.4(d through h) - Category
     I; Section 132.5 - Category I; Section 132.6 - No Comment; Tables to Part  
     132 - We accept the concept of published criteria in the form of           
     regulations (Category I), in order to achieve basin wide consistency,      
     however, NYSDEC is not supporting all of the proposed criteria values      
     included in TAbles 1,2,3 and 4; Appendix A - Category III; Appendix B -    
     Category III; Appendix C - Category III; Appendix D - Category III;        
     Appendix E - I.A. - Category I; I.B. - Category II, with language          
     modifications to make the section consistent with our specific comments    
     regarding which water quality parameters for which the Antidegradation     
     Standard should apply; I.C. - Category I; I.D. - Category I; II.A -        
     Category I, except the definition of Significant lowering of water quality 
     - Category II and delete the third bullet, discussion of non-BCCs; II.B. - 
     Category I; II.C. - Category I; II.D. - Category II; II.E. - Category I;   
     II.F. - Category I; III. - Category III; IV. - Category III; Appendix F -  
     Procedure 1 - Category I; Procedure 2 - Category I; Procedure 3A.A.1. -    
     Category I; Procedure 3A.A.2. - Category I; Procedure 3A.A.3. - Category I;
     Procedure 3A.A.4 - Category I; Procedure 3A.A.5 - Category I; Procedure    
     3A.A.6. - Category IV; Procedure 3A.A.7. - Category I; Procedure 3A.A.8. - 
     Category II; Procedure 3A.A.9. - Category I; Procedure 3A.A.10. - Category 
     I; Procedure 3A.A.11. - Category IV; Procedure 3A.B. - Category I;         
     Procedure 3A.C. - Category I; Procedure 3A.D. - Category III; Procedure 3B.
     - Category III; Procedure 4. - Category IV; Procedure 5.A. - Category I;   
     Procedure 5.B. - Category II; Procedure 5.C. - Category II; Procedure 5.D. 
     - Category III; Procedure 5.E.1.a. - Category I; Procedure 5.E.1.b. -      
     Category I; Procedure 5.E.1.c. - Category I; Procedure 5.E.1.d. - Category 
     II; Procedure 5.E.1.e. - Category II; Procedure 5.E.2. through 5.E.4. -    
     Category II; Procedure 5.F.1. - Category I; Procedure 5.F.2. - Category I; 
     Procedure 5.E.3. - Category III; Procedure 6. - Category III; Procedure 7. 
     - Category I; Procedure 8.A. - Category I; Procedure 8.B. - Category I;    
     Procedure 8.C. - Category III; Procedure 8.D. - Category III; Procedure    
     8.E. - Category III; Procedure 8.F. - Category III; Procedure 8.G. -       
     Category III; Procedure 9.A. - Category I; Procedure 9.B. - Category III;  
     Procedure 9.C. - Category III; Procedure 9.D. - Category I                 
     
     
     Response to: G5880L.009    
     
     Please see response to comments P2746.066 and P2624.003.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: G5885L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     II.  Intake Credits or "Net/Gross"                                         
                                                                                
     The first major topic that UWAG would like to address in these remarks is  
     the intake credits issue.  UWAG believes that permit writers have not only 
     the authority but the obligation to properly account for source water      
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     pollutants when evaluating the need for, deriving, or determining          
     compliance with NPDES permit limits.                                       
                                                                                
     Power plants often use hundreds of millions, and in some cases billions, of
     gallons of cooling water per day for condensing steam.  The body of water  
     from which a power plant draws cooling water inevitably will contain       
     varying concentrations of pollutants before it enters the facility.        
     Passing that water through a power plant's once-through cooling system does
     not change or contribute significantly to the pre-existing condition of the
     pollutants in the source water.  Water quality-based effluent limits based 
     on the gross amount of material present in the effluent would force many   
     electric utilities to treat huge volumes of cooling water to remove        
     pollutants they do not add and, thus, cannot control at the source.        
                                                                                
     EPA's proposed procedure 5.E. would not require a water quality-based      
     effluent limit where the permitting authority determines that there is "no 
     reasonable potential" for the discharger to cause or contribute to an      
     excursion above a water quality criterion.  However, EPA's proposed        
     procedures are so restrictive and cumbersome that many utilities could be  
     forced into costly and unnecessary treatment.                              
                                                                                
     In their written comments to EPA, the Great Lakes States unanimously       
     supported the inclusion of a provision addressing intake pollutants in the 
     final Guidance.  However, a number of States took issue with certain       
     aspects of the proposed intake pollutant provision.  During meetings with  
     EPA, for instance, several States commented that, although the Guidance    
     should require them to make intake pollutant relief available, the         
     States--not EPA--should determine the conditions necessary to establish    
     eligibility for relief.  At least one State suggested that the Guidance    
     should not place the burden on dischargers to establish eligibility for    
     relief.  Rather, according to that State, the Guidance should simply allow 
     regulators to decline to issue WQBELs if they find that the discharge "does
     not cause any adverse water quality impacts."                              
                                                                                
     UWAG generally supports the States' call for greater discretion in         
     determining the appropriate relief from permit requirements for intake     
     pollutants.  UWAG, like several of the States that commented, objects to   
     the imposition of rigid and absolute conditions on the allowance of credit 
     for pollutants in intake water.  But UWQG believes that some ground rules  
     are necessary to ensure that States do not unfairly penalize dischargers   
     for pollutants that they did not contribute to their wastewater.           
                                                                                
     In its September 1993 written comments, UWAG presented an alternative      
     approach for dealing with intake pollutants that would address several     
     scenarios.  In summary, UWAG stated in its written comments that permit    
     limits should not be required unless the facility adds greater than de     
     minimus quantity of a pollutant which is at or above an applicable water   
     quality standard.  Under the UWAG approach, the States would retain        
     discretion to develop, where appropriate, permit limits or conditions that 
     best address the needs of a water body.  UWAG urges EPA to consider its    
     alternative approach for applying intake credits.                          
     
     
     Response to: G5885L.001    
     
     With one exception, all issues raised by this comment have been included in
     other comments submitted by the same commenter and are not addressed here. 
      EPA believes that final procedures for considering intake pollutants      
     provide an appropriate balance between a minimum amount of consistency     
     among States and flexibility for permitting authorities to exercise their  
     best professional judgment to consider site- or facility-specific factors  
     in appropriate situations.  See generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.       
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     While the final Guidance requires permittees to demonstrate eligibility for
     special consideration of intake pollutants, the permitting authority has   
     discretion to determine what information is needed to make the required    
     showing and whether that demonstration has been made.  Nothing in the final
     Guidance prevents the permitting authority from using information gathered 
     independently of the permittee to determine that the required demonstration
     has been made (although the permitting authority cannot waive the need to  
     make the determination).  See SID at Sections VIII.E.7.a. and b.ii.(A).    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G5885L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     III.  De Minimis Allowances                                                
                                                                                
     The second major topic UWAG would like to address is de minimis allowances.
      Several factors warrant the inclusion of de minimis allowances from       
     regulatory requirements of the GLI that may be triggered by a measured     
     increase in the level of a pollutant in a facility's wastewater.           
                                                                                
     First, no matter how proficient their analysts and sophisticated their     
     analytical equipment, laboratories can never eliminate imperfections in    
     their ability to measure pollutants in environmental samples.  The         
     intrinsic imperfections experienced by all labs manifest themselves in the 
     form of analytical variability, which prevents, to some degree, reliable   
     and consistent measurement of the actual concentration of the substance    
     being analyzed.  Consequently, an analytical technique many generate       
     different results from samples that in fact contain equal amounts of a     
     given substance.  This apparent difference may create the false impression 
     that the level of a pollutant in a discharger's effluent is higher than    
     previous levels of the pollutant in the facility's effluent or higher than 
     the level of the pollutant in intake water.                                
                                                                                
     Second, the addition of small, environmentally benign amounts of a         
     pollutant to a facility's effluent do not always warrant regulatory        
     intervention.  Nonetheless, many of the implementation procedures of the   
     proposed Guidance would be triggered when some de minimis amount of a      
     pollutant is added to a discharger's effluent.  In such instances, the     
     Guidance would require the expenditure of considerable resources of both   
     the facility owner and governmental agencies.  These resources should be   
     conserved for increases of a magnitude that are likely to have some        
     measurable, adverse impact on water quality--and not wasted on small,      
     inconsequential increases.                                                 
                                                                                
     In light of these analytical and administrative limitations, the final     
     Guidance should provide de minimis exemptions from the procedures for      
     developing and implementing water quality-based permit limitations and any 
     other provisions in the final Guidance that are triggered by a new or      
     increased discharge of pollutants.  Two areas of the Guidance in which a de
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     minimis exemption would be particularly appropriate are the intake credits 
     and antidegradation provisions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5885L.002    
     
     The final Guidance does include provisions that allow certain small        
     reductions in water quality to be considered de minimis and not subject to 
     antidegradation review.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: G5885L.002a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation policy set forth in the proposed GLI would provide a   
     limited exemption from the antidegradation demonstration requirement for   
     dischargers of non-BCCs that propose only a de minimis lowering of water   
     quality.  UWAG applauds EPA for including a de minimis exemption from the  
     GLI's burdensome antidegradation demonstration procedure, but requests that
     the Agency reconsider how de minimis is defined for purposes of            
     antidegradation.  UWAG believes, as described more fully in its written    
     comments, that the de minimis test should be based on the TMDL process     
     rather than the ambiguously-defined concept of "assimilative capacity."    
     This will allow facility owners and government agencies to focus valuable  
     resources on addressing new or increased discharges of pollutants that are 
     causing exceedances of applicable water quality standards.                 
     
     
     Response to: G5885L.002a   
     
     See the SID, especially Section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G5885L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Detection/Quantitation Limits                                              
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance includes implementation procedures for developing    
     quantitation levels and for using data measuring less than the level of    
     detection or quantitation.  UWAG responded to those provisions in detail in
     its written comments.  However, UWAG further notes that, for several years,
     EPA and the regulated community have undertaken at the national level a    
     policy debate over how to address problems and uncertainties created by    
     measurements below the levels of detection and quantitation.  These efforts
     have thus far produced a draft document, issued in December 1992, entitled,
     "National Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of Water
     Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection Levels." 
     As an active participant in this policy debate, UWAG has supported and     
     continues to support the development of a uniform, national approach based 
     on sound and consistent technical assumptions, such as that developed by   
     the Electric Power Research Institute and discussed more fully in UWAG's   
     written comments.  At the very least, UWAG urges EPA to coordinate the     
     development of its Great Lakes detection/quantitation strategy with the    
     Agency's effort to craft a national policy.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5885L.003    
     
     EPA agrees that this Guidance should be consisitent with existing National 
     policy and has finalized the Guidance in coordination with the national    
     workgroup addressing this topic.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G5885L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Attachment One, "Contaminant Trends in Fish Tissue," 
Status Report, MI 
          Dept. of Public Health, January 1993                                      

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its written comments, UWAG presented the results of national            
     biomonitoring studies indicating, contrary to EPA's assertions in the      
     proposed Guidance, that levels of mercury in Great Lakes fish were not     
     elevated compared to fish collected from sites outside the Great Lakes     
     basin (1).  UWAG also identified problems with the science used by EPA to  
     calculate the mercury wildlife criteria.  In a January 1993 status report, 
     the Michigan Department of Public Health referenced data from the Ontario  
     Ministry of the Environment demonstrating that mercury levels in Lake Erie 
     are approximately equal to historical background levels.  See Attachment 1.
      These data bolster UWAG's argument that EPA should not establish mercury  
     wildlife criteria that are neither necessary nor scientifically defensible.
                                                                                
     Finally, UWAG notes that at least one State has submitted comments that    
     address the fundamental flaws associated with derivation of the proposed   
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     mercury criteria.  Specifically, the Ohio Environmental Protection Agency  
     has argued that the proposed mercury wildlife criteria are based on overly 
     conservative assumptions and, thus, should be adjusted upward.  This State 
     also indicated that modified mercury criteria should be based upon the     
     actual methyl mercury levels in the water body.  UWAG concurs with these   
     comments.                                                                  
                                                                                
     ______________________________                                             
     (1)  United States Environmental Protection Agency, National Study of      
     Chemical Residues in Fish, Vol. 1 at 66 (Sept. 1992).                      
     
     
     Response to: G5885L.004    
     
     See responses to comments D2829.009, P2574.042, D2860.028, and 2060.026.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G5886L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As I mentioned, I would tital my comment as "Let's Get Our Science Right!" 
     As an engineer, I become nervous if I see a project emerging that appears  
     to be based on inadequate data, faulty assumptions, improper analysis, or  
     illogical conclusions.  I am afraid that the GLI exhibits several of these 
     characteristics.  As an example, I would point to the Tier 2 methodology   
     for determining values that are used to calculate effluent limitations.    
                                                                                
     The premise of the Tier 2 approach is that the database for a particular   
     Bioaccumulating Compound of Concern or other contaminant is inadequate for 
     determining an effluent limitation.  The Tier 2 methodology is a           
     mathematical manipulation of the database to make the database more        
     scientifically meaningful, even to the point that the database becomes the 
     scientific foundation for effluent limitations.  This is accomplished by   
     applying several multiplying safety factors, each of which must be         
     accurately defined and quantified.  Although these factors may be clearly  
     defined in words, developing sound scientific values for them is difficult 
     and, to date, has not been done.  They are theoretical in nature, not      
     established scientific fact.  They should be the focus of research         
     activities, not full implementation.                                       
                                                                                
     To overcome this deficiency with defining and quantifying these factors,   
     the approach is to estimate them broadly, erring on the side of protection.
      This results in numbers that may not be accurate even to within orders of 
     magnitude.  The effect of multiplying these factors together and against   
     the database results in Tier 2 values that can only be extremely minute as 
     compared to actual risk.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5886L.001    
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     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G5886L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Please refer to attachments "Remedial Investigations and 
Feasbility Studies
          for Contaminated Sediment Sites on the Fox River" and "Northeastern       

          Wisconsin Waters of Tomorrow"                                             

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As we know, the cost of removing contaminants escalates dramatically as the
     concentration of contamination becomes smaller.  The added cost of removing
     the last minute quantities becomes prohibitively expensive.                
                                                                                
     The most unpalatable consequence of the GLI is that we direct most         
     substantial water quality management spending toward an area of the science
     we least understand.  This is bad policy for it drives out funding for     
     meaningful and effective water quality initiatives and hampers the overall 
     improvement of our water environment.                                      
                                                                                
     As did other presenters at the public hearing, the District has developed  
     cost estimates for implementing the GLI.  We feel our costs numbers are    
     reliable because they are based on pilot plant investigations performed as 
     part of our $74 million expansion and upgrade, which is just now completing
     construction.  We believe that full implementation of the GLI for us could 
     require effluent filtration, high lime treatment, and activated carbon     
     systems.  The initial capital cost could be as high as $235 million and we 
     would expect to spend up to $14 million yearly for additional operation and
     maintenance.  This would more than triple our current service rate         
     structure,                                                                 
     which is based in part upon our recent construction.                       
                                                                                
     In 1988, the Lower Green Bay Remedial Action Plan (RAP) was published and  
     it                                                                         
     contained 28 recommendations for water quality improvement toward reaching 
     the state goal of returning our local water environment to "fishable,      
     swimmable waters".  To date, two-thirds of those recommendations are either
     fully implemented or in progress.                                          
                                                                                
     The Green Bay Metropolitan Sewerage District is fully committed to         
     achieving                                                                  
     the RAP goalds, and toward that end, is active and involved in local and   
     regional initiatives.  I would like to describe just three of our many     
     activities.                                                                
                                                                                
     Northeast Wisconsin Waters for Tomorrow (NEWWT) is a local initiative of   
     university, government, and business to work toward RAP goals in a         
     pragmatic                                                                  
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     and comprehensive approach.  NEWWT addresses water quality issues on a     
     watershed basis and endeavors to identify the most cost-effective          
     management                                                                 
     techniques for immediate implementation.  Recently, NEWWT completed a      
     basin-wide study of water quality parameters and control technologies to   
     determine which should be implemented first with the least cost impact.    
     This                                                                       
     study examined the entire Fox River-Wolf River watershed and to this       
     included                                                                   
     development of a comprehensive water quality computer model of the basin.  
                                                                                
     The results of this study show that the greatest improvement in general    
     water quality will come with reductions in suspended solids and phosphorus 
     entering the waterways.  It further found that the most cost-effective     
     approach to this control is through managing rural runoff.  Applying       
     further                                                                    
     controls to those already implemented at point sources would have little   
     impact and would be costly in the extreme.  A copy of the Executive Summary
     of the NEWWT study is enclosed.                                            
                                                                                
     The District is also an active participant and funding source for the Fox  
     River Coalition, a group of municipalities, districts, counties, and paper 
     manufacturers, committed to addressing the PCB-laden sediments in the Fox  
     River.  The coalition members have joined in a study to characterize the   
     areas of highest PCB concentration and develop remediation plans.  Half of 
     the $650,000 study cost will be funded by the Wisconsin Department of      
     Natural                                                                    
     Resources The Coalition's participants have agreed to contribute the       
     remaining amount.  The selection of the Coalition's consultant is currently
     underway.  A copy of the Scope of Work for this study is enclosed.         
                                                                                
     The District is also working with the Brown County Solid Waste Board to    
     develop a household hazardous waste program that is expected to go well    
     beyond the current Clean Sweep program in keeping toxic materials out of   
     the                                                                        
     landfills, sewers and waterways.                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI is not technically incompatible with these efforts.  However it    
     does                                                                       
     compete with them for that one most important implementation factor,       
     funding.                                                                   
      The cost of implementing the GLI is so extreme that it could draw needed  
     funding away from ongoing and important local and regional water quality   
     management initiatives and divert it to technologies that would have little
     or no discernable impact on our water environment.                         
                                                                                
     I urge you to reconsider the cost impact of implementing portions of the   
     GLI                                                                        
     that are founded on poorly developed science.  I am available for further  
     comment and discussion at your convenience.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5886L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G5891L.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our state water programs have strong reservations about the water quality  
     criterion for mercury that was proposed in the Great Lakes Water Quality   
     Initiative, Criteria Documents for the Protection of Wildlife.  We believe 
     that the proposed criterion of 0.18 ng/L may be overprotective.  Therefore,
     the States have endeavored to develop an alternative consensus-derived     
     mercury criterion for protection of wildlife.                              
                                                                                
     We collectively support a mercury criterion of 0.92 ng/L for the protection
     of wildlife, based on a modification of the avian species sensitivity      
     factor (SSF).  Modification of the SSF by a factor of five, resulted from  
     our consideration of egg residue and exposure data associated with         
     observations on viability and population stability of several species.  The
     enclosed support document provides justification for increasing the SSF    
     from 0.1 to 0.5, which consequently raises the water quality criterion to  
     0.92 ng/L.  We would not object, however, if a policy devision to increase 
     the avian SSF by a factor of ten were to be made by USEPA.  Further support
     for an increase in the SSF is described in the April 25, 1994 letter from  
     New York State DEC to Mr. James Hanlon of USEPA.  Such a policy decision   
     would shift the wildlife criterion development from an avian to a          
     mammalian-based toxicity study and result in a criterion of 1.6 ng/L.      
     
     
     Response to: G5891L.001    
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G5891L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This is an important support document provided by Six States. 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current and historical background mercury levels in surface waters         
                                                                                
     The leves of total mercury in unfiltered surface samples from lakes in the 
     Great Lakes region with minimal point sources generally fall in the range  
     of 0.6 to 7 ng/l (MDNR, 1992; Babiarz and Andren, 1994; Driscoll et al,    
     1994).  Current ambient levels are believed to be higher than the          
     historical background levels due to anthropogenic activities, and are not  
     considered acceptable from the standpoint of environmental protection.     
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     The pre-industrial background level of total mercury in surface waters of  
     the Great Lakes region is unknown.  Since the magnitude of the temporal    
     increase in surface waters is a significant data gap, the temporal trends  
     in sediments and air may be considered as an alternative benchmark.        
     Although the levels in these media have increased significantly over time, 
     the magnitude of the increase is substantically less than a factor of ten, 
     e.g. sediment enrichment in Michigan and Wisconsin are estimated to be     
     between threefold and fivefold. (MDNR, 1992, 1993; Andren, 1993).          
     Estimates for mercury air emissions suggest that roughly half of the total 
     mercury emissions to the environment in the U.S. and globally are from     
     natural sources, e.g., the oceans, volcanos, etc.  (MDNR, 1992, 1993).     
     These lines of evidence for historical levels in sediments and air, and for
     proportionate anthropogenic versus natural emissions, are in general       
     agreement that mercury levels have increased by a magnitude of less than   
     ten.  Although the trend has not been determined for surface waters due to 
     the lack of data, the indirect evidence suggests that historical surface   
     water mercury levels were not as much as tenfold lower than present.       
                                                                                
     Proposed amendment to the GLWQI mercury wildlife criterion                 
                                                                                
     Our States have strong reservations about the water quality criterion for  
     mercury that was proposed in the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative,     
     Criteria Documents for the Protection of Wildlife.  Based on considerations
     described above and on an assessment of additional avian field data, we    
     believe that the proposed criterion of 0.18 ng/L may be overprotective.  It
     is proposed that the GLWQG Tier 1 Wildlife Criterion for total mercury     
     (including methylmercury) be modified by a change in the species           
     sensitivity factor (SSF).  This proposal results in part, from a decision  
     that the behavior of mercury in the environment appears to be exceptionally
     difficult to understand, and that in this particular case, additional      
     scientific data (egg residues & exposure data associated with observations 
     on population stability) could be used to arrive at a less stringent safety
     factor.  Currently, the EPA (1993)(1) proposed GLWQG criterion contains the
     following statement:                                                       
                                                                                
     "Given the limited number of species for which dose-response data is       
     available on the chronic effects of mercury and the lack of avian NOAEL    
     data in these studies, a SSF of 0.1 is used to calculate a wildlife value  
     for kingfisher, osprey, and eagle."                                        
                                                                                
     Following a compilation and assessment of data not referenced in the GLWQG,
     a SSF of between 0.1 and 1.0 appears more appropriate than 0.1.  We support
     the use of a SSF of 0.5, which results in a criterion of 0.92 ng/L for the 
     protection of wildlife.  This modification results in a criterion which is 
     more compatible with available environmental information as discussed      
     above, and which is consistent with wildlife field and laboratory data as  
     summarized in the discussion below and Table 1.  The following discussion  
     and table may be considered a proposed substitution for the above quoted   
     paragraph in EPA (1993):                                                   
                                                                                
     In selecting a SSF, consideration is given to the apparent range of species
     sensitivities.  In the case of methylmercury, it is possible to assess     
     species differences in egg residue levels associated with effect/no-effect 
     levels, as well as dietary dose response relationships across species.     
     Methylmercury accumulates in eggs in a dose-dependent fashion in response  
     to increasing dietary levels of exposure, reaching equilibrium within      
     several weeks (Weseloh and Teeple, 1983; Ensor et al., 1993; Scheuhammer,  
     1987a, 1991; Barr, 1986).  Therefore, residue levels of methylmercury in   
     eggs (as well as other tissues such as brain and feathers) are useful      
     indirect measures of dietary methylmercury levels, and these data further  
     demonstrate the range of species sensitivities when coupled with           
     information on reproductive or developmental effect endpoints.  This       
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     approach is especially useful because the key studies for avian WV         
     derivation provide a LOAEL in terms of oral dose and egg residue levels,   
     and also because field observations with common loons (Barr, 1986) and bald
     eagles (Moore, 1990; Wiemeyer et al. 1993; Kubiak, 1992; Best, 1994) relate
     the apparent population health to egg residue levels.  Table 1 presents the
     available subchronic/chronic dietary exposure data and egg residue levels  
     associated with measures of reproductive performance or population         
     viability.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The interspecies sensitivity data summarized in Table 1 indicate that among
     several species evaluated, the mallard duck is a relatively sensitive      
     species on the basis of dose-response or the egg residue-response.         
     Therefore, a SSF as low as 0.1 does not appear warranted.  However, without
     more complete dose-response data for the bald eagle or other representative
     species, there are not enough data to indicate that a SSF of 1 would be    
     appropriate.  A value of 0.5 is selected for the SSF.  This appears to be  
     reasonable and protective, considering that apparently healthy populations 
     of common loons and bald eagles have dietary exposure levels and/or egg    
     residue levels which approximate the mallard duck LOAEL.                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------                                           
     (1) EPA.  1993.  Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Criteria Documents   
     for the Protection of Wildlife (Proposed).  DDT, Mercury, 2,3,7,8-TCDD and 
     PCBs.  EPA-822-R-93-007.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5891L.002    
     
     See responses to P2769.035 and the sections on Background and              
     Nonpoint sources in the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: G5891L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This is an important support document provided by Six States. 
See Table 1 
          on original document.                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Determination of a Bioaccumulation Factor for Mercury                      
                                                                                
     Several acceptable mercury bioconcentration factors (BCF) for fish have    
     been                                                                       
     reported in the literature.  These BCFs are based on the concentration of  
     total mercury in fish to the concentration of total mercury in the water   
     column.  It is generally reported that about 90 percent of the mercury in  
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     fish is methylmercury and about 70 to 85 percent of the mercury in the     
     water                                                                      
     column is inorganic mercury (Wiener and Spry, 1994).                       
                                                                                
     The proposed GLWQG bioaccumulation factor (BAF) for mercury accounts for   
     the                                                                        
     change in mercury from a largely inorganic form in the water to an organic 
     form in the fish, and for the increase in mercury tissue concentrations    
     from                                                                       
     one trophic level to the next (Stephan, 1993).                             
                                                                                
     The data and assumptions used by Stephan to develop the proposed GLWQG BAF 
     for mercury can be summarized as follows:                                  
                                                                                
     1. 25 percent of the mercury in the water column is methylmercury          
                                                                                
     2. The mean BCF in freshwater fish for inorganic mercury is 2,998          
                                                                                
     3. The mean BCF in freshwater fish for methylmercury is 52,175             
                                                                                
     4. The weighted mean BCF related to the concentration of total mercury in  
     fish and the concentration of total mercury in the water equals 15,292.    
     (0.75) (2,998) + (0.25) (52.175) = 15,292                                  
                                                                                
     5. The ratio (percent) between the inorganic BCF of 2,998 and the weighted 
     mean BCF of 15,292 results in an estimate of 85.3 percent of the total     
     mercury in fish is methylmercury.                                          
     (100) (13,400/15,292) = 85.3 percent.  This agrees reasonably well with    
     literature values.                                                         
                                                                                
     6. The BCF of 13,044 relates the concentration of total mercury in the     
     water                                                                      
     column to the concentration of methylmercury in fish.  This BCF is used as 
     the "base" for the proposed BAF.                                           
                                                                                
     7. Top carnivore fish accumulate mercury from their food over and above    
     what                                                                       
     they accumulate from the water.  The magnitude of this increase, from prey 
     to                                                                         
     predator, has been reported to range from 2.9 to 15.  A food chain         
     multiplier                                                                 
     (FCM) of 10 was selected.                                                  
                                                                                
     8. Based on a FCM of 10, the human health and wildlife BAF for trophic     
     level                                                                      
     four fish is 130.440.  (13.044 x 10)                                       
                                                                                
     9. Assuming the FCM from mercury increases geometrically and there are     
     three                                                                      
     trophic levels from prey fish to top predator, the FCM for one trophic     
     level                                                                      
     to the next is 2.154.  (cube root of 10 = 2.154)                           
                                                                                
     10. The FCM for trophic level three is 4.64 (2.154 x 2.154).  The BAF for  
     trophic level three is 60,524 (13.044 x 4.64)                              
                                                                                
     11. In conclusion the BAFs are mercury are:                                
      - For human health and wildlife, trophic level four:                      
          130,440 rounded to 130,000                                            
      - For wildlife, trophic level three:                                      
          60,524 rounded to 60,000                                              
                                                                                
     Field Measured BAFs                                                        
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     The mercury BAFs developed by Stephan for the GLWQG are based on laboratory
     measured BCFs and a FCM based on published information about uptake of     
     mercury through the food web.  Field measured BAFs of mercury are scarce in
     the published literature, largely due to the inability to measure total    
     mercury in ambient water using standard analytical methods.  Recent        
     significant improvements in sampling and analytical techniques, however,   
     have                                                                       
     enabled the detection limit for total mercury in water to be lowered to 1  
     ng/l or less.                                                              
                                                                                
     Low-level water column measurements, mostly in relatively pristine lakes,  
     combined with concentrations of mercury in fish tissue, available for many 
     bodies of water as part of the fish contaminant monitoring programs        
     maintained by state agencies, allow the calculation of field BAFs for      
     mercury.  Many of these BAFs are unpublished, but they are in agreement    
     with                                                                       
     the examples of recently published BAFs cited below.                       
                                                                                
     The range of measured BAFs support the BAF proposed by the GLWQG.  There is
     substantial evidence that the bioaccumulation of mercury varies with       
     certain                                                                    
     water quality characteristics (e.g. Lange et al., 1993).  Fish in very     
     pristine lakes, those with low nutrient, pH, alkalinity and chlorophyll a  
     levels have BAFs for mercury several times greater than the BAF proposed by
     the GLWQG.  Fish in waters with high pH, alkalinity and suspended sediment 
     values may have mercury BAFs slightly lower that the BAFs proposed by the  
     GLWQG.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The BAFs discussed below are based on the amount of total mercury in fish  
     relative to the amount of total mercury in the ambient water.  Adjustment  
     of                                                                         
     the BAFs to a methylmercury in fish to total mercury in water basis would  
     reduce the BAFs by about five to 15 percent.                               
                                                                                
     The Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) measured mercury in walleyes 
     (40 lakes) and northern pike (56 lakes), and in the water column in 56     
     lakes,                                                                     
     in Northeastern Minnesota (unpublished data).  Many of these lakes are in  
     the                                                                        
     Boundary Waters Canoe Area Wilderness and are "pristine," i.e. there are no
     point source discharges to these lakes.  Measured BAFs ranged from 60,000  
     to                                                                         
     400,000 (median 180,000) for walleye and from 72,000 and 640,000 (median   
     173,000) for northern pike.                                                
                                                                                
     Mercury was measured in smallmouth and largemouth bass and in the water of 
     two Lakes in Ontario.  BAFs for the bass ranged from 200,000 to 500,000    
     (Mierle, personal communication).                                          
                                                                                
     Preliminary BAFs for Lake Superior fish can be calculated using data from  
     the                                                                        
     MPCA fish contaminant monitoring program and a total mercury concentration 
     of                                                                         
     0.9 ng/l in Lake Superior water (based on one open-water measurement by    
     Wisconsin DNR, J. Hurley, pers. com.).                                     
                                                                                
     The Michigan Department of Natural Resources has low-level mercury         
     measurements from one inland lake, Lower Trout Lake in Oakland Co.  The    
     BAFs                                                                       
     for largemouth bass from this lake ranged from 527,000 to 890,900 (n=10;   
     the                                                                        
     BAF for northern pike was 1,490,900 (n=1) (Sills, 1994).                   
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     Mercury was measured in smallmouth and largemouth bass and in the water of 
     two lakes in Ontario.  BAFs for the bass ranged from 200,000 to 500,000 (G.
     Mierle, Personal communication).                                           
                                                                                
     In a study of the mercury in 16 Adirondack lakes, BAFs in yellow perch     
     ranged                                                                     
     from about 150,000 to 1,000,000 with an average of about 400,000 (Driscoll 
     et                                                                         
     al. 1994).                                                                 
                                                                                
     Another BAF for yellow perch can be calculated from Little Rock Lake,      
     Wisconsin as part of the acid rain/mercury studies carried out on this     
     lake.                                                                      
     A BAF of 114,000 of from the "control" side of the lake (Wiener et al.,    
     1990).                                                                     
                                                                                
     In contrast somewhat to the BAFs reported for the above lakes, BAFs        
     measured                                                                   
     in the Minneapolis/St. Paul reach of the Mississippi River range from      
     24,000                                                                     
     to 150,000 for a mix of fish species.  The low-level mercury in water      
     measurements are from Balough (1993) and the fish tissue values are from   
     the                                                                        
     MPCA fish contaminant program.  Interestingly, the high BAFs were measured 
     upstream of the Twin Cities while the lower BAFs were measured downstream  
     of                                                                         
     St. Paul.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In conclusion, the proposed GLWQG BAFs for mercury are supported by these  
     field measured BAFs and are appropriate for the Great Lakes and the inland 
     waters of the Great Lakes Basin.  There is no doubt that mercury BAFs will 
     vary locally with water quality and by fish species, but the proposed      
     values                                                                     
     are in a reasonable range from which to determine the GLWQG human health   
     and                                                                        
     wildlife criteria.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5891L.003    
     
     The chemical analysis of water and tissue for mercury is so subject to     
     contamination that field data cannot be used without adequate validation of
     the quality of the data.  Some of these data might prove to be useful upon 
     validation.  EPA agrees that the mercury BAF in the final Guidance appears 
     to be within the range of the field BAFs referenced.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G5895L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A. Intake Credits                                                          
                                                                                
     Establishing a fair intake credit policy is extremely important to electric
     utilities; perhaps more so than to any other industry.  Electric power     
     plants operating with open cycle condenser cooling systems discharge       
     several hundred million gallons of non-contact cooling water daily.  Being 
     required to treat such overwhelming volumes of water for pollutants present
     in station intakes would impose tremendous technical and financial burdens 
     on utilities in the Great Lakes region.  For example, a 1992 study by the  
     consulting firm of CH(sub2)M Hill revealed that the capital cost alone for 
     treating once-through cooling water for copper at a hypothetical 600 MW    
     freshwater plant, would be at least $195 million.  Of particular importance
     is the report's admission that copper treatment on this large a scale has  
     yet to be demonstrated as even being viable.  Yet the adoption of an       
     ill-conceived intake credit provision in the Guidance could precipitate    
     utilities investing tremendous sums in unproven technologies in order to   
     meet new water quality based permit limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.001    
     
     Cost issues are addressed in responses to comments D2584.005 and D2657.006.
      See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of the intake     
     pollutant procedures in the final Guidance.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G5895L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Commonwealth Edison unequivocally believes that facilities should not, and 
     legally cannot, be held responsible for pollutants present in facility     
     intakes.  Admittedly, EPA's task in devising an equitable intake credit    
     procedure is an especially challenging one.  Nonetheless, EPA must realize 
     the importance of adopting a sound intake credit procedure - one that is   
     both administratively and technically feasible.  For example, devising the 
     procedure so that the discharger must first demonstrate (prove) that it is 
     entitled to intake credits, may be impossible to satisfy in many instances 
     if the criteria can be interpreted too broadly.  The demonstration process 
     should not revert to a situation where a discharger is forced to prove his 
     innocence.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Rather, a sound intake credit procedure must allow permit writers          
     sufficient flexibility to exercise best professional judgement in          
     determining when intake credits are warranted.  Secondly, the intake credit
     procedure must be technically realistic.  Specifically, it must rationally 
     deal with the fact that anytime water moves through a pipe there will be   
     some, albeit extremely small, pick up of metals and corrosion products.    
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     Therefore, EPA's final rule must allow for de minimis contributions of     
     pollutants to intake waters.  Finally, the policy must be realistic in     
     terms of what is achievable using state-of-the-art wastewater treatment    
     technology and laboratory analytical procedures.                           
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.002    
     
     All issues raised in this comment are addressed in the SID at Section      
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: G5895L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance Schedules                                                       
                                                                                
     Procedure 9B of Appendix F (Implementation Procedures) in the proposed     
     Guidance lays out procedures for providing compliance schedules to         
     dischargers needing to comply with new or more restrictive effluent        
     limitations.  This provision provides no longer than three years to attain 
     compliance.  Clearly the three year period will be insufficient time for   
     many                                                                       
     dischargers to implement the necessary measures for attaining compliance   
     with                                                                       
     new or revised water quality based effluent limitations.                   
                                                                                
     EPA must consider two important facts.  First, under the proposed          
     Guidance's                                                                 
     water quality criteria, derived permit limitations frequently will be lower
     than what is detectable with available analytical methods.  Currently      
     available (state-of-the-art) wastewater treatment technologies typically   
     will                                                                       
     not remove many of the GLI pollutants down to "non-detectable" levels.     
     And,                                                                       
     while in a few instances it may be theoretically possible to treat down to 
     such levels, the requisite technology has yet to be demonstrated on a large
     scale.  Therefore, unlike when employing best available treatment          
     technology                                                                 
     (BAT), a discharger affected by a stringent new water quality based permit 
     limit probably will not have the relative luxury of employing a proven     
     "off-the-shelf" wastewater treatment technology.  Instead, he will scramble
     to identify whatever compliance options might be feasible, and gamble that 
     the option being chosen will result in eventual compliance.  In some       
     instances, the discharger is likely to discover that there are few if any  
     compliance options to choose from.  Obviously this unprecedented compliance
     burden will require more than three years to satisfy - especially when     
     considering that many states, such as Illinois, require                    
     construction permits for new wastewater treatment facilities prior to the  
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     start of any construction activities.  Obtaining a permit may              
     take three months or longer.                                               
                                                                                
     Secondly, EPA's short three year compliance timeframe fails to provide     
     sufficient time for a discharger to investigate potential opportunities for
     employing pollution prevention measures, and by so doing discourages       
     dischargers from seriously considering pollution prevention approaches.    
     For                                                                        
     example, conducting a detailed pollution prevention audit at a large,      
     multi-process industrial facility can take a year or more to complete.  And
     implementing identified pollution prevention measures may take several more
     years to accomplish.  Completing everything in just three years will not   
     always be possible.  Moreover, faced with a three year compliance deadline,
     a                                                                          
     discharger may conclude that it is not prudent to waste precious time      
     gambling that a pollution prevention strategy may eventually pay off.      
     Consequently, he may summarily reject pollution prevention as a compliance 
     strategy, and focus exclusively on end-of-pipe treatment options.  Such a  
     result runs counter to EPA's efforts toward encouraging industrial and     
     municipal dischargers to employ pollution prevention approaches to clean up
     their effluents.                                                           
                                                                                
     Edison asserts that these unfortunate outcomes can be avoided if EPA       
     provides                                                                   
     greater flexibility for permit writers to use best professional judgement  
     when determining appropriate durations of compliance schedules.  The permit
     writer should have flexibility to provide a permit's entire duration period
     for achieving compliance.  Alternatively, a maximum five year compliance   
     schedule should be allowed.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.003    
     
     As outlined in response P2576.231, the permitting authority has other      
     enforcement discretion options, in addition to compliance schedules, which 
     could be used to support a permittee's good faith efforts (such as         
     pollution prevention approaches) to comply with new Great Lakes            
     requirements.  See also response P2588.053 with respect for a five year    
     compliance schedule.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5895L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Costs and Benefits                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA's regulatory impact study of the proposed Guidance suffers from        
     numerous                                                                   
     serious flaws which have the effect of substantially understating the      
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     Guidance's probable costs.  For example, the study unrealistically assumes 
     that pollution prevention/waste minimization will be a viable compliance   
     strategy for many dischargers.  Such an assumption is at best unfounded.   
     More likely, it is doubtful that pollution prevention solutions will have  
     wide scale applicability to the universe of municipal and industrial       
     dischargers to the extent EPA assumes.  EPA must consider that even if     
     pollution prevention opportunities are identified, seldom can they be      
     quickly                                                                    
     and inexpensively implemented.  A good example is EPA's program to phase   
     out                                                                        
     CFC's.  That effort has been ongoing for almost a decade and is still      
     several                                                                    
     years from realization.  And costs to regulated industries, the consumer   
     and                                                                        
     EPA easily will exceed a billion dollars.  Therefore, EPA's simplistic     
     assumption that much of the regulated community can rely on pollution      
     prevention to comply with tighter permit limits resulting from the         
     Guidance,                                                                  
     is unrealistic.  Moreover, it clearly defies reasonable judgement that, for
     most of the impacted community, pollution prevention approaches can be     
     identified and fully implemented within the proposed three year compliance 
     schedule (see comments in B.)                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.004    
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5895L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another area where EPA's regulatory impact study is inadequate is in its   
     handling of the eventual compliance costs stemming from continually        
     improving                                                                  
     analytical testing procedures.  EPA elects not to consider such costs      
     because                                                                    
     they are speculative.  Even though as much may be true, such costs must be 
     considered, as they are likely to comprise a substantial portion of the    
     Guidance's eventual cost.  Specifically, EPA's study assumes that          
     pollutants                                                                 
     which may be present in a discharger's waste stream at levels below        
     detection, will not trigger quantifiable compliance costs.  This assumption
     breaks down when one considers that continuous improvements in modern      
     laboratory analytical procedures have continued for the past two decades.  
     And this trend is likely to continue as greater numbers of regulatory      
     programs induce more advances in the field.  Therefore, by not evaluating  
     the                                                                        
     eventual compliance costs brought on by improving analytical procedures,   
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     EPA                                                                        
     ignores a very major cost aspect of the Guidance.  EPA's reasoning here is 
     just as faulty as the owner of a brand new car believing that his car won't
     eventually require maintenance (and maintenance expenditures) just because 
     his vehicle is factory fresh now.  Sooner or later it will require some    
     maintenance, and this cost must be considered in overall ownership costs of
     the car.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.005    
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5895L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another area where EPA's cost study is flawed is its failure to assess Tier
     II compliance costs.  EPA's reasoning for not assessing Tier II costs is   
     that it is "problematic" to anticipate future criteria development.  While 
     such reasoning is understandable, it is not defensible from the perspective
     of assessing all of the relevant compliance costs of the proposed Guidance.
      The proposed Tier II rule may very well turn out to be a "sleeper"        
     provision within the Guidance with very significant cost implications.     
     This is because the Tier II rule puts into effect a framework for          
     developing new criteria for a boundless universe of pollutants which very  
     well may dwarf the Guidance's initial set of pollutants.  EPA's cost study 
     is seriously deficient for omitting any analysis of Tier II compliance     
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.006    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G5895L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft DRI/McGraw-Hill study prepared for the Council of Great Lakes    
     Governors makes an excellent point in its analysis of the proposed         
     Guidance.                                                                  
     DRI/McGraw-Hill attributes much of the disparity in cost estimates among   
     regulatory impact studies by EPA, the regulated community and others, as   
     being caused by technological uncertainty and regulatory uncertainty.      
     Quite                                                                      
     simply, technological uncertainty refers to the uncertainty relating to    
     compliance costs due to the substantial influence technology has in        
     determining precisely how the proposed Guidance will be applied, or what it
     will mean in a specific instance.  Regulatory uncertainty refers to the    
     lack                                                                       
     of a clear understanding or interpretation by regulators and the regulated 
     community over how the proposed Guidance will be applied.                  
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.007    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G5895L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A July, 1993 study for an ad hoc group of electric utilities by ENSR       
     Consulting and Engineering on the proposed Guidance, cities several        
     instances                                                                  
     where technological and regulatory uncertainties result in a wide variation
     in compliance cost estimates within the same study (see Appendix A).(1)    
     Specifically, ENSR provides three separate total capital cost estimates for
     the utility industry ($1.2 billion, $1.4 billion and $13 billion) based    
     upon                                                                       
     specific assumptions on how to deal with technological and regulatory      
     uncertainties within the proposed Guidance.  The DRI/McGraw Hill study     
     develops probable cost scenarios ranging from $710 million to $2.3 billion 
     annually.  Despite such uncertainties, EPA's cost estimates are            
     consistently                                                               
     and considerably lower than in these two studies.                          
                                                                                
     Because of these uncertainties, one must refrain from concluding that they 
     possess a good handle on the Guidance's probable costs.  This rulemaking,  
     unlike most, if not all, others, is unique in this regard.  However, the   
     point which must carefully be considered is that EPA could just barely     
     justify the benefits stemming from implementation of the Guidance using its
     deficient cost analysis.  Prudence would dictate that EPA reconsider       
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     whether                                                                    
     or not the proposed rule will result in a truly cost effective regulation. 
                                                                                
     -----------------------------------------                                  
     (1) ENSR Consulting and Engineering, "Regulatory Impact Analysis of the    
     Draft                                                                      
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative for the Electric Utility Industry",   
     (Chicago, July, 1993)                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.008    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G5895L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In attempting to achieve consistency in water quality regulations, we      
     caution that many real world permitting situations may and probably do     
     exist which preclude a straight forward application of the proposed        
     implementation procedures.  It is possible that overly rigid procedures may
     "hamstring" permit writers and lead to paralysis in the NPDES permitting   
     process.  One way to avoid this outcome is to structure the regulations, to
     the maximum extent possible, to function truly as "guidance" for the states
     to follow.  USEPA's oversight role in the NPDES process serves to ensure   
     that permitting flexibility can exist without compromising the goal of     
     consistent water quality permits across the Great Lakes states.            
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.009    
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.014 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G5895L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance also includes numerous water quality criteria for    
     persistent toxic chemicals.  Some of those criteria are expected to result 
     in                                                                         
     limits that are several orders of magnitude below analytical detection     
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     For example, once mixing zones are phased out, the proposed wildlife       
     criterion for mercury would yield an end-of-pipe permit limit of 0.18      
     nanograms per liter.  There is much debate whether such a stringent limit  
     is                                                                         
     scientifically defensible, or even necessary.  We believe that chemical    
     speciation, chemical bioavailability, and site specific conditions are     
     essential factors in developing defensible criteria and water quality based
     permit limits.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.010    
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.003 for the response to this comment.        
                                                                                
     In addition, see also LOQ discussion.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G5895L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From the electric utility perspective, one of the most troubling provisions
     of the proposed Guidance is the treatment of intake credits.  Admittedly,  
     devising an equitable approach to intake credits is a challenging and      
     complex                                                                    
     task which is not going to be accomplished through the presentation of this
     testimony.  Rather, the electric utilities intend to provide a thorough    
     discussion of intake credits in written comments which will be submitted in
     September by the Utility Water Act Group.                                  
                                                                                
     Instead, I want to point out one of the practical problems which the       
     proposed                                                                   
     intake credit procedure causes for electric utilities.  In order to qualify
     for intake credits under proposed Procedure 5E of Appendix F, the permittee
     must demonstrate that no additional mass of the identified intake water    
     pollutant is being added to its discharge.  This condition very well may   
     disqualify many power plants from obtaining intake credits for once through
     non-contact cooling water simply because treated process wastewater often  
     is                                                                         
     co-mingled with cooling water before being discharged to the receiving     
     water.                                                                     
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     For example, if background concentrations of copper exceed water quality   
     standards at the station intake, and there is an internal outfall involving
     copper releases, Procedure 5.E would preclude intake credits from being    
     applied to non-contact cooling water.  Consequently, the facility would    
     either be required to treat all of its non-contact cooling water for copper
     -                                                                          
     a volume which can easily exceed 500 MGD; or separate the internal outfall 
     from cooling water, and re-route it to discharge directly to the receiving 
     water.  Either option would be extremely expensive to implement, and       
     completely unneccessary from an environmental standpoint.  In fact,        
     re-routing internal outfalls to the receiving water may actually prove     
     worse                                                                      
     for the environment because of the loss of mixing within the cooling water 
     system.                                                                    
                                                                                
     A recently completed regulatory impact study of the proposed Guidance on   
     electric utilities performed by ENSR Consulting and Engineering concludes  
     that under the proposed intake credit procedure, it is possible that all   
     types of steam electric power plants could be required to treat for mercury
     and/or PCBs in certain process wastestreams.  This is because background   
     concentrations of mercury and PCBs in plant intake waters often exceed the 
     proposed water quality standards, and intake credits may not be available  
     for                                                                        
     process wastewaters co-mingled with waters from the plant intake.          
     Specifically, it will be difficult to establish the absence of any loading 
     of                                                                         
     mercury and PCBs attributable to process sources because of the ubiquitous 
     nature of these chemicals and the limitations of currently available       
     analytical techniques.                                                     
                                                                                
     ENSR estimates that the industry-wide cost impact of constructing requisite
     end-of-pipe treatment for power plant process wastestreams will total $1.4 
     billion in capital related expenditures and $200 million in annual         
     operation                                                                  
     and maintenance expenses.  But these costs can be substantially reduced if 
     a                                                                          
     sensible intake credit procedure is included in the final Guidance.  Again,
     the utilities plan to propose an intake credit procedure in their written  
     comments.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.011    
     
     Response to: G5895L.011:  With respect to cost issues, see response        
     to comments D2657.006 and D2584.005.  The other issues raised by           
     this comment are addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 and            
     elsewhere in the response to comment document.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: G5895L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, Commonwealth Edison believes that the use of market-based         
     pollution credit programs should be a mainstay of the Great Lakes Water    
     Quality Initiative.  Market-based programs can result in the quickest and  
     most efficient solutions to pollution problems, and clearly there are ample
     opportunities to utilize such programs in cleaning up the Great Lakes.  We 
     encourage EPA and state officials, and representatives of environmental and
     business organizations to seek legislative authorization to establish      
     market-based approaches as in integral component of the Initiative.        
     
     
     Response to: G5895L.012    
     
     The type of market-based approaches suggested by the commenter go beyond   
     the scope of the antidegradation provisions or water quality standards.    
     The approach advocated by the commenter would be appropriate to implement  
     through the LaMPs being developed by EPA and the States.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G591.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am writing to you in response to an article I read regarding the proposed
     pollution rules for the Great Lakes Region.  Total prohibition of any      
     chemical dumping should be stringently banned; whether the dumping is of   
     PCBs, dioxin, toxic waste, gasoline or paper.  Our waters our polluted     
     enough as it is and the E.P.A. must take immediate actions to prevent      
     further contamination of our waters.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G591.001      
     
     See response to: G2386.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G591.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please do not let the polluters of the world get away with what they are   
     doing.  Prohibition of the discharging of chemicals that pollute the waters
     and contaminate the food chain is the only way to go.  This mandate is     
     imperative if there is any hope of saving these waters.  Thank you for     
     listening.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G591.002      
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G592.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I sincerely believe the rules must prohibit discharge of any chemicals that
     accumulate in the food chain.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G592.001      
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including promoting pollution prevention practices, see    
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components  
     of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization plans, see    
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G592.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would hope the rules hold specific persons responsible for criminal and  
     civil penalities in the case of individual, company or corporate           
     violations.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G592.002      
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G592.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I would like to see extensive education to prevent violations.             
     
     
     Response to: G592.003      
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the exception for lead and chromium(+6) measurements in very high     
     hardness water, the differences measured between dissolved and total       
     measurements are less than the coefficient of variation reported for each  
     of these measurements.  Not only are these difference insignificant given  
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     analytical variability, they are insignificant in terms of the protection  
     afforded to aquatic life.  In addition, changes to state water quality     
     standards are resource intensive procedures, costing valuable staff time   
     and funds and putting both the EPA's and states' credibility on the line.  
     The public will rightly question expenditure of precious state resrouces to
     change a criterion by 1%.  The minor changes implied by this document will 
     cost state governments greatly in both resources and credibility, for no   
     environmental gain.  Therefore, EPA should not require states to revise    
     their water quality standards for dissolved metals by the small adjustment 
     factors.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5928.001     
     
     EPA recognizes that many of the conversion factors published in the draft  
     report are very close to 1.0.  EPA chose to create experimentally derived  
     conversion factors rather than to assume that the existing total           
     recoverable criteria to be 100 percent dissolved.  EPA believes that this  
     approach is more technically sound.  States, however, are not required to  
     adopt metals criteria expressed as dissolved; States and Tribes may use    
     total recoverable criteria if they choose.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5928.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note: Refers to July 94 TSD                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is cautioned against the widespread application of the model to        
     determine bioaccumulation factors in all types of ecosystems nationwide.   
     This document described validation of the model in Lake Ontario for several
     classes of substances and in Green Bay/Fox River for PCBs.  It is unclear  
     that this level of verification effort is sufficient even for widespread   
     application within other Great Lakes ecosystems.  Application to other     
     areas nationwide must be precluded by substantial verification efforts.  In
     addition, many of the assumptions and statements made are not substantiated
     with documentation.  Furthermore, this document is not very                
     "user-friendly".  For readers not completely immersed in the current       
     bioaccumulation literature, much additional explanatory and introductory   
     text is needed.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5928.002     
     
     krg:ascii\G5928.002                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please clarify why it is clearly specified in page 13 that simulations were
     performed for cadmium, mercury and silver, yet these metals are not        
     mentioned in the Results, Interpretation of Results or Appendices?  If the 
     decision was made not to use the data, why mention it?                     
     
     
     Response to: G5928.003     
     
     See response to comment G5940.010 and Section III.B.6. of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the replication performed for all measurements, why were no          
     statistical analyses performed to assess the significant of any perceived  
     differences between dissolved and total recoverable measurements?  If there
     is no statistically significant difference between dissolved and total     
     recoverable measurements, the complex averaging procedures, data tables and
     careful selection of specific data to be considered in the determination of
     the conversation factor for each substance and criterion are irrelevant.   
     
     
     Response to: G5928.004     
     
     See response to comment G5928.001.  The purpose of the project was not to  
     determine whether differences were statistically different, but to         
     determine the best estimate of the average difference.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.005
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is unlcear why everywhere selenium is mentioned (with the exception of  
     p. 6) it is accompanied by "(IV)".  While the +4 salt may have been usd in 
     the simulation, the criteria for selenium are not specific to any one      
     species.  Secondly, the salts utilized for other metals (e.g. Cu+2) are not
     noted in this way.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5928.005     
     
     Copper is not identified as Cu(II) because only one oxidation state of     
     copper has received attention in aquatic toxicology. Both selenium(IV) and 
     selenium(VI) have received attention in aquatic toxicology and so it is    
     sometimes appropriate to specify the oxidation state.  EPA agrees, however,
     that the oxidation state was specified too often in the draft report.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P. 3 - Literature citations should be inlcluded for the statements made in 
     A, B, and C.  Item B, specifically, includes several general statements    
     which should be documented.  Another statement relevant to B might be that 
     analytical variability increases with decreasing metal concentration.      
     
     
     Response to: G5928.006     
     
     The statements made in A, B, and C on page 3 of the draft report are common
     knowledge and therefore do not need to be documented. The statement by the 
     commenter that "analytical variability increases with decreasing metal     
     concentration" is also common knowledge (although it is not documented by  
     the commenter), but is not relevant.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pages 5-8 - The concentrations specific for each of the metals are, in the 
     majority of cases, substantially higher than the criteria.  As the issue   
     being evaluated is adjustment of criteria values, the % dissolved at       
     criteria concentrations is the important measurement.                      
                                                                                
     This is especially important as the data indicate higher % dissolved values
     for the lower of the two concentrations evaluated for each metal.  This    
     finding may well be due to the statement made on P. e that "both the       
     probability and amount of precipitation" is stated (p. 3) to decrease with 
     decreases in metal concentration.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5928.007     
     
     The simulations were designed to provide conversion factors that would be  
     compatible with the way the criteria were derived.  The final report       
     presents the rationale in more detail than did the draft report.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P. 11 - The different analytical methods utilized for each of the metals   
     should be more clearly specified, with the EPA Method number provided.     
     
     
     Response to: G5928.008     
     
     The analytical methods that were used are adequately described in the      
     report; in addition, if a method was taken from a publication, the         
     publication was identified.  It was not considered necessary to use methods
     for which EPA Method numbers exist.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Was the analytical method utilized for measurement of chromium VI the same 
     as that used for chromium III?  If so, what is the basis for the assumption
     that there would be no conversion among these species during the           
     simulation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5928.009     
     
     The analytical method used for chromium(III) would measure both            
     chromium(III) and chromium(VI); the same is true for the analytical method 
     that was used for chromium(VI).  As stated in the report, it was an        
     assumption that there was no conversion between these oxidation states; no 
     data were generated to test the assumption.  Also as stated in the report, 
     this assumption is routinely made concerning most, if not all, of the      
     toxicity tests on chromium(III) and on chromium(VI).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sections 4 and 5 should include sections which utilize the results to      
     evaluate the validity of some of the assumptions made in Section 2.  These 
     sections should also emphasize the important role of hardness in the %     
     dissolved for lead.  Specifically, in low hardness waters where the %      
     dissolved exceeds 95%, no adjustment to criteria will be necessary.  It is 
     only in high hardness waters, i.e. 200 mg/L, where the % dissolved is      
     significantly below 10%.                                                   
                                                                                
     Additionally, additional tests are clearly required to better quantify the 
     hardness - % dissolved relationship for lead.                              
     
     
     Response to: G5928.010     
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     See response to comment G5928.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix A, Copper - The finding of a value for % dissolved as high as     
     104.7% seems to indicate that any value as low as 95.3% is really no       
     different than 100%, given analytical variability.                         
     
     
     Response to: G5928.011     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix B, Zinc - The finding of a value for % dissolved as high as 103.8%
     seems to indicate that any value as low as 96.2% is really no different    
     than 100%, given analytical variability.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5928.012     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.013

Page 6944



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C, Arsenic (III) - The calculation of conversation factors greater
     than one for both the acute and chronic criteria clearly shows that        
     analytical variability is not non-existent and needs to be carefully       
     considered in any recommendations to change criteria values.               
     
     
     Response to: G5928.013     
     
     EPA agrees that variability exists in all aspects of the simulation tests, 
     as well as in all other situations in which measurements are made.         
     Variability was addressed in this work by the use of replicate test        
     chambers and replicate measurements and the calculation of averages.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D, Lead - The large variation observed between % dissolved values 
     in simulation types 4 and 2 clearly demonstrate a dependence on hardness.  
     Given this relationship any averaging of values from different hardnesses  
     is without scientific validity.  To average values from different          
     hardnesses and then state that perhaps the resultant should be lowered for 
     "high hardness" is illogical.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5928.014     
     
     With respect to lead, in the simulation tests it was found that the        
     dissolved concentration depended on hardness.  Therefore, EPA has amended  
     the conversion factors for lead to account for this hardness relationship. 
     Although Tier I criteria are not provided for lead, EPA has included a     
     conversion factor for lead in the final report (Stephan, 1995) for         
     computing dissolved Tier II values or Tier I criteria.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note: refers to Appendix D, Lead                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It also makes no sense why the same concentrations of lead would be        
     utilized in simulations conducted at 50 mg/L and 200 mg/L.  The criteria   
     (and published toxicity values) are very different at these two hardnesses,
     and the evaluation needs to reflect that difference.                       
                                                                                
     Additional testing must be performed to carefully describe the importance  
     of hardness to % dissolved.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5928.015     
     
     See response to comment G5928.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E, Chromium III - Was the analytical method utilized for          
     measurement of chromium VI the same as that used for chromium III?  If so, 
     what is the basis for the assumption that there would be no conversion     
     among these species during the simulations?                                
     
     
     Response to: G5928.016     
     
     The analytical method used for chromium(III) would measure both            
     chromium(III) and chromium(VI); the same is true for the analytical method 
     that was used for chromium(VI).  As stated in the report, it was an        
     assumption that there was no conversion between these oxidation states; no 
     data were generated to test the assumption.  Also as stated in the report, 
     this assumption is routinely made concerning most, if not all, of the      
     toxicity tests on chromium(III) and on chromium(VI).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F, Chromium VI - Was the analytical method utilized for           
     measurement of chromium VI the same as that used for chromium III?  If so, 
     what is the basis for the assumption that there would be no conversion     
     among these species during the simulations?                                
     
     
     Response to: G5928.017     
     
     The analytical method used for chromium(III) would measure both            
     chromium(III) and chromium(VI); the same is true for the analytical method 
     that was used for chromium(VI).  As stated in the report, it was an        
     assumption that there was no conversion between these oxidation states; no 
     data were generated to test the assumption.  Also as stated in the report, 
     this assumption is routinely made concerning most, if not all, of the      
     toxicity tests on chromium(III) and on chromium(VI).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix G, Selenium (IV) - Given the information regarding the significant
     potential for contamination of ambient metals samples which has been widely
     distributed in the last few years, data reported in 1978 for concentrations
     of selenium (dissolved and total) should not be relied upon without a      
     complete and comprehensive review of the QA/QC data.  Was this review done?
      If yes, it should be documented; if not, the data should not be used.     
     
     
     Response to: G5928.018     
     
     EPA feels that the selenium data have received sufficient attention in the 
     last 10 years that any substantial concerns about the quality of the data  
     would have been widely publicized. Therefore, EPA feels that the data      
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     should be acceptable for the derivation of water quality criteria.  In     
     addition, several newer studies have supported the criterion based on the  
     data from Belews Lake.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note: refers to Appendix G, Selenium                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How can any conclusions be drawn regarding the similarity of dissolved     
     concentrations to total recoverable at the criteria concentrations (5 and  
     20 ug/l) when the concentrations evaluated ranged from 60 to 7432 ug/L?    
     This review is inadequate for meaningful scientifically based conclusions, 
     and should be repeated at the correct concentrations.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5928.019     
     
     As explained in the report, the simulation tests were conducted at the     
     concentrations that were important in the derivation of the criterion.  The
     conversion factor to be applied to the 5 ug/L is based on data from Belews 
     Lake, which was the basis for the value of 5 ug/L; EPA cannot conceive of a
     more appropriate source of a conversion factor for the value of 5 ug/L.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5928.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix H, Nickel - The finding of a value for % dissolved as high as     
     104.0% seems to indicate that any value as low as 96% is really no         
     different than 100%, given analytical variability.                         
     
     
     Response to: G5928.020     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5928.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     p. 2 - The "hydrophobic organic chemicals" mentioned in section C should be
     identified.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5928.021     
     
     The phrase "hydrophobic organic chemicals" is used generically and it is   
     not necessary to identify the specific chemicals that have been studied,   
     which are given in the publications cited.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5928.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P. 3 - The basis for the assumption that K(subDOC) is 1/10 the Kow should  
     be provided.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5928.022     
     
     In the TSD on page 3, three references supporting the EPA assumption are   
     provided, i.e., Yin and Hassett (1986, 1989), Chin and Gschwend (1992), and
     Herbert et al. (1993).                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
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     Comment ID: G5928.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P. 10, last paragraph - The basis for the assumptions that POC = 0 and DOC=
     2 mg/L should be provided.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5928.023     
     
     The rationale for use of POC = 0 and DOC = 2 mg/L is explained in the last 
     paragraph on page 10.  Briefly, POC was set at 0 mg/L because the samples  
     were centrifuged; DOC was set at 2 mg/L based on data in Oliver and Niimi  
     (1988).                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5928.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P. 11, 1st complete - It's not clear to the reader why 25 was selected as  
     the ratio of mu(subSOC) to Kow.  This doesn't appear to be the average,    
     geometric mean or median of the ratios reported for the different classes  
     of substances.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5928.024     
     
     As explained on page 11, the average PIs for the pesticides, PCB congeners,
     and the PCB congeners and pesticides combined were 11.8, 25.9, and 23.6,   
     respectively.  In the final TSD, the average PIs were 18.7, 25.9, and 24.7,
     respectively.  The value of 25 is the average PI for the PCB congeners and 
     pesticides combined after rounding.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5928.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P. 49 - In order for the reader to get a real understanding of the         
     variation between the inputs to the model for the two areas evaluated (i.e.
     Lake Ontario and Green Bay), some simple tables displaying the input       
     variables for these two validation runs should be included.                
     
     
     Response to: G5928.025     
     
     BSAFs, BAFs, Kows, reference chemicals and sampling regions are specified  
     in Table 10.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5928.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P. 51 - Number 7 needs to be modified to clearly state when the use of     
     BAF(supf,d)(sub1) to predict chemical residues in fish or to establish     
     unsafe concentrations of chemicals in water, is inappropriate and when it  
     is appropriate.  Secondly, the reasons for the appropriateness should be   
     included.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5928.026     
     
     The guidance will be improved.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G5928.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     P. 85 - The statement that the BEFs calculated for "other ecosystems"      
     provide justification for the use of these BEFs for systems outside the    
     Great Lakes needs to be clearly documented and the data from "other        
     ecosystems" cited.                                                         
                                                                                
     Secondly, any statement regarding ecosystems other than the Great Lakes is 
     beyond the scope of the document.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5928.027     
     
     EPA believes that the concept of BEFs could be applied outside the Great   
     Lakes, but recognizes that data on the specific ecosystem would be needed. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5929.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LIA fully supports the movement from total recoverable metal concentrations
     to dissolved metal concentrations and believes, like the Agency, that      
     dissolved metal concentrations are more realistic measurements of what is  
     "bioavailable" to living organisms and, therefore, are a more realistic    
     look                                                                       
     at what is "toxic."  LIA lacks information sufficient to enable it to      
     comment                                                                    
     specifically on the actual conversion factors included in the August 30,   
     1994                                                                       
     Federal Register notice.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5929.001     
     
     EPA believes that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely   
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal.  Aquatic life criteria are designed to       
     protect aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary         
     mechanism for water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which
     requires metals to be in the dissolved form.  The use of the dissolved form
     of the metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the       
     aquatic organism.                                                          
                                                                                
     This does not suggest, however, that the expression of metals criteria as  
     total recoverable is not scientifically defensible, nor does this imply    
     that State and Tribes are required to adopt the dissolved metals criteria. 
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     EPA agrees with commenters that States and Tribes should be allowed to     
     chose the form of pollutant for which to develop criteria.  EPA, while     
     stating a preference for dissolved metals criteria in the final Guidance,  
     realizes that there may be situations, such as consideration of sediments  
     or food chain effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression of   
     metals criteria as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will allow the    
     States and Tribes the flexibility to adopt metals criteria expressed as    
     total recoverable as stated in the October 1, 1993 memorandum.             
                                                                                
     The final Guidance contains metals criteria expressed as dissolved         
     concentrations and as total recoverable concentrations. EPA converted the  
     proposed criteria for total recoverable metals to their comparable         
     dissolved criteria using the conversion factors found in Table III-1 of    
     Section III of the SID.  EPA will promulgate dissolved metals criteria for 
     States which fail to adopt approvable aquatic life metals criteria.  The   
     final conversion factors and supporting data are contained in the Final    
     Report:  "Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved     
     Metal in Freshwater Toxicity Tests" (U.S. EPA, 1995). The conversion       
     factors for the final GLI mercury(II) CMC and CCC are 0.85 from "The Office
     of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation
     of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria" (October 1, 1993).  EPA has also included 
     the conversion factors from the October, 1993 guidance for cadmium in the  
     final Guidance.  EPA intends to amend the final Guidance for the aquatic   
     life cadmium criteria after comment is received on the data for the cadmium
     conversion factors.  States and Tribes may adopt criteria as total         
     recoverable metals.  The total recoverable analytical methods found in 40  

�     CFR  136 must be used for purposes of compliance monitoring in NPDES      
     permit limits.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5929.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, LIA would like to comment on the specific example used by EPA on  
     Federal Register page 44679 to describe how the above-mentioned conversion 
     factor works.  In that example, EPA states "if the acute water quality     
     criterion for chromium (III) based on total recoverable metal concentration
     is 15 ug/L and the conversion factor is 0.333, then the equivalent         
     dissolved                                                                  
     metal concentration for chromium (III) would be 5.0 ug/L."  59 Fed. Reg.   
     44679.                                                                     
                                                                                
     This is a poor example to use, even if only for illustrative purposes.     
     The "criterion maximum concentration ("CMC") -- or acute ambient water     
     quality criteria for aquatic life -- published in the initial proposed     
     Water                                                                      
     Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System for chromium (III) is 1,000    
     ug/L.                                                                      
     See 58 Fed. Reg. 20853 and 21014 (April 16, 1993).  This is the value that 
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     EPA should have used in its example in order to avoid misleading regulators
     and the general public that the proposed guidance is based on 15 ug/L.  By 
     publishing in the Federal Register an example that deviates so             
     substantially                                                              
     from its own data, EPA creates rather than resolves confusion regarding the
     GLI process.  In fact, LIA argued in its lengthy comments on the proposed  
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance that the metals criteria for chromium   
     (III) could not be supported by valid scientific methodology.  LIA believes
     that EPA should select another example to demonstrate the use of conversion
     factors.  The incorrect use of an improper CMC value for chromium (III)    
     does                                                                       
     not serve the public interest.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5929.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G5930.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the ADA commends EPA for its further efforts, through the      
     studies discussed in the Federal Register notice, to focus the Great Lakes 
     Guidance program more accurately on actual, bioavailable environmental     
     threats.  However, as EPA's discussion in the notice makes plain, these    
     efforts are threatened with nullification by states which would be free to 
     disregard this important new science in developing their own programs.  The
     ADA believes that EPA's more extensive and growing knowledge warrants more 
     precise direction to the states on these matters, to avoid overbroad and   
     needlessly burdensome state programs under the Great Lakes Guidance        
     umbrella.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5930.001     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance provides States the appropriate level of   
     direction.  See generally Section II.D of the SID, which discusses issues  
     relating to State anad Tribal adoption of the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G5930.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's development of conversion factors for dissolved mercury and other    
     metals can avoid adoption of stringent and costly environmental regulations
     that lack a sound basis in science and fail to consider the crucial issue  
     of bioavailability.  The Federal Register notice also states that states   
     would remain free to adopt water quality criteria in a total recoverable   
     form, without using the conversion factors.  59 Fed. Reg. 44679.  EPA      
     approval of such programs would be wholly inconsistent with the science    
     that has not been developed, and subvert EPA's expressed intention for the 
     Great Lakes program to represent "state of the art" science and policy.    
     
     
     Response to: G5930.002     
     
     EPA disagrees.  Without knowing the particulars of a State's proposal, EPA 
     does not believe it scientifically defensible to state per se, that use of 
     a total metals criterion is inappropriate.  Additionally, as a matter of   
     policy, nothing in the final Guidance precludes a State from adopting      
     provisions which are more protective than the final Guidance.  See section 
     II.C.2 of the SID for further discussion of this issue.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G5930.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the ADA generally applauds EPA's efforts to sharpen the focus of           
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) to allow site-specific factors to be taken  
     into account in deriving BAFs.  Yet the methods discussed in the Federal   
     Register notice are merely optional.  59 Fed. Reg. 44681.  States          
     apparently                                                                 
     could still choose to disregard this science and resort to crude           
     generalizations regarding bioavailability in deriving their own BAFs, again
     with overly stringent, misdirected and costly regulation as a result.      
     Careful and meaningful review by EPA of such alternate state methods will  
     avoid giving EPA approval to such unfounded state controls, and promote    
     consistency throughout the Great Lakes watershed.                          
     
     
     Response to: G5930.003     
     
     EPA agrees that careful and meaningful review should be applied prior to   
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     approving State regulations adopting the final Guidance. EPA notes,        
     however, that States retain the right to adopt provisions more protective  
     than those of the final Guidance. Please see section II.D.2 of the SID for 
     further discussion of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5930.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADA also urges EPA to ensure that its ongoing research regarding           
     bioavailability, and the application of this research in regulatory        
     proposals, is fully consistent with the growing body of research that      
     points to air deposition as a major source of pollutants to the Great Lakes
     and other waterbodies.  With regard to mercury, EPA's recent report to     
     Congress regarding the Great Waters Program identify atmospheric deposition
     as the primary way that mercury (as well as other substances) gets into    
     numerous waterbodies, including those in the Great Lakes basin.  EPA's     
     Great Waters report also identifies certain large air emissions sources,   
     including waste incinerators and fossil fuel combustion, as major sources  
     for mercury emissions in the Great Lakes region.  These important          
     discoveries go to the core of the mercury water quality issues in the Great
     Lakes, and must play a central role in the structure of the Great Lakes    
     program.  These discoveries also are further reason for careful and close  
     review of state programs submitted for EPA review, to ensure that the      
     important science that has been developed is not discarded at the          
     implementation stage.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5930.004     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: G5932.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In attempting to set human health and wildlife criteria for mercury, EPA is
     confronted with a pollutant that has a small margin of safety between      
     naturally-occurring background concentrations and harmful concentrations.  
     EPA is also confronted with a pollutant that has a rather wide range of    
     naturally-occurring concentrations both in different types of surface      
     waters and in different types of rainfall events.  Lastly, EPA is          
     confronted with a pollutant which is not conservative in the water column. 
     Some of the mercury that enters the water column is evaded back into the   
     atmosphere.  Some of the mercury is eventually rendered unavailable through
     deep sediment burial.  Only the mercury that stays in the water column and 
     only the mercury in surficial sediments can become bioavailable.           
     Furthermore, only a small percentage of this subset is ultimately converted
     to the bioavailable, methyl mercury form.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA has attempted to establish a human and wildlife-based water column     
     criteria by focusing solely on the ratios between mercury in the water     
     column and mercury in fish and by using a set of simplistic independent    
     equations to simplify a very dynamic, complicated and interactive system.  
     Where relationships are interactive or the range of documented values in   
     various waters span an order of magnitude or more, EPA utilizes either     
     median or conservative values and simplistic independent equations to      
     derive acceptable criteria.  The end result has been and continues to be a 
     proposed standard which is impractical.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5932.001     
     
     It is irrelevant to establishing criteria whether mercury has a small      
     margin of safety between naturally-occurring background concentrations and 
     harmful concentrations, whether there is a wide range of                   
     naturally-occurring concentrations, and whether mercury is conservative in 
     the water column.  EPA does not agree that either the human health or the  
     wildlife criteria for mercury is impractical.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G5932.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Naturally-occurring average levels in pristine rainfall unaffected by man's
     activity have been documented at around 1 nanogram per liter.  The range of
     mercury in pristine rainfall almost certainly exceeded 1 nanogram per      
     liter.                                                                     
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     Naturally-variable artifacts, such as ozone concentration, temperature and 
     cloud chemistry, are now known to cause wide variations in mercury         
     concentrations in rainfall.  Present day rainfall averages well over 1     
     nanogram per liter with maximums around 20 nanograms per liter.  These     
     observations are documented in the enclosed abstract by Glass et al as well
     as the enclosed report, "Mercury Atmospheric Processes:  A Synthesis       
     Report,"                                                                   
     and the papers referenced in that report.                                  
                                                                                
     Present day average open water, water column mercury concentrations are    
     near                                                                       
     1 nanogram per liter standard.  The concentrations of mercury in rainfall  
     entering the Great Lakes and discharges from upland wetlands naturally     
     exceed                                                                     
     this open water concentration.  Additionally there appears to be           
     considerable                                                               
     naturally-occurring temporal and spatial variability in the ranges of      
     mercury                                                                    
     in open waters.  The abstracts of two papers, one by Cleckner et al, the   
     other by Amoyt et all, that describe this variability are enclosed.        
     Consequently, even a standard set at or below the average background       
     concentration of 1 nanogram per liter will not be practical to implement,  
     even if EPA would somehow disregard its applicability to stormwater and    
     discharges from wetland-type environments.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5932.002     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5932.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ninety-five percent confidence levels and standard deviations statistically
     described the range and quality of the fish consumption rate estimates.    
     For the overall population, the 95% confidence level provided a rather     
     small range indicating a rather high degree of likelihood that the actual  
     mean consumption rate was close to the estimated mean.  For the Minority   
     population, the 95% confidence interval varied widely from 13.4 to 33.1    
     GPD, for instance for sport fish, indicating much less certainty that the  
     estimated mean was close to the actual mean.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5932.003     
     
     EPA obtained the MSAFCS database and independently generated estimated fish
     consumption rates for sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The     
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     results of the EPA analysis are provided in a report titled "Fish          
     Consumption Estimates Based on the 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish    
     Consumption Survey".  The report provides point and interval estimates of  
     the mean, median, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the distribution of   
     average daily per capita consumption of fish by self-declared Michigan     
     sport anglers. The EPA report documents the data conventions, assumptions  
     and statistical procedures used to generate the consumption estimates.     
                                                                                
     Table 4-1 in the EPA report provides the average daily per capita estimates
     of sport fish consumption by self-declared fish eaters by ethnic group.    
     The estimated mean consumption rate for minority sport anglers as 23.22    
     (90% C.I.: 15.20 - 31.23). The 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish        
     Consumption Study (MSAFCS) also reports a mean consumption rate of 23.2    
     grams/person/day (95% C.I.: 13.4 - 33.1).  According to standard           
     statistical practice the best single numerical value estimate of the       
     population mean is the point estimate of the mean.   Accordingly, 23.2     
     grams/person/day is the best estimate of the mean consumption rate of sport
     fish by minority anglers. The interval estimates provide a measure of the  
     variability inherent in the data used to estimate the percentiles.  In this
     case the size of the confidence intervals indicate a high degree of        
     statistical confidence in the point estimate of the mean.                  
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance under Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean
     Water Act provides a fish consumption rate of 15 grams/person/day for water
     quality criteria. The fish consumption rate of 15 grams/person/day         
     represents the mean fish consumption of all sport anglers in the Great     
     Lakes basin and is based on a number of fish consumption studies including 
     the 1991-92 MSAFCS.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5932.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Use of anything other than median fish consumption rates is            
     inappropriate                                                              
     when a survey only includes a two week period, data is grouped on a weekly 
     basis and the chemical of concern has a half live [sic] in humans of       
     several                                                                    
     months.  Options 4 and 5 in the Federal Register Notice propose to utilize 
     an                                                                         
     80th percentile weekly fish consumption rate.  Since the study cannot      
     differentiate between how much of the difference between the 50th and 80th 
     percentile differences were attributable to different individuals routinely
     eating more fish than other individuals and how much was attributable to   
     differences in the same individual's weekly consumption pattern, the 80th  
     percentile options are inappropriate.  Furthermore, even if 80% percentile 
     data were available on a yearly, rather than weekly basis, EPA would still 
     be                                                                         
     confronted with the additional problems identified below.                  
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     Response to: G5932.004     
     
     1. EPA should use the median fish consumption rate EPA obtained the MSAFCS 
     database and independently generated estimated fish consumption rates for  
     sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The results of the EPA        
     analysis are in a report titled "Fish Consumption Estimates Based on the   
     1991-92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish Consumption Survey".  The report       
     provides         point and interval estimates for the mean, median, 90th,  
     95th and 99th percentiles of the distribution of average daily per capita  
     consumption of fish by self-declared fish-eating Michigan sport anglers.   
     The EPA report also documents the data  conventions, assumptions and       
     statistical procedures used to generate the consumption estimates.         
                                                                                
       Table 4-1 in the EPA report provides the average daily per capita        
     estimates of sport fish  consumption by self-declared fish eaters.  The    
     reported median (50th percentile) for the total population is 0.0          
     grams/person/day. This is consistent with Table 8 of the MSAFCS report     
     which indicates that the 69.9th percentile is 0.0 grams/person/day.        
                                                                                
     The commenter's recommendation that EPA select the median fish consumption 
     rate is not a reasonable suggestion since the median estimated fish        
     consumption rate is 0.0 grams/person/day.                                  
                                                                                
     2. Inter-individual and intra-individual variation cannot be differentiated
                                                                                
     With surveys of short observation periods (less than three days) the impact
     of day- to-day variation in intake by an individual (intraindividual       
     variation) is a issue. The effect of the intraindividual variation is to   
     tend to increase the variance of the distribution of usual intake. The     
     MSAFCS, however, utilized a 7-day observation period to record individual  
     fish consumption.  EPA considers a 7-day observation period adequate to    
     generate a distribution of usual intake of fish consumption.               
                                                                                
                    Some major food consumption surveys incorporate even shorter
     observation                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5932.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated in our general remarks there is a small difference between the   
     amounts of mercury naturally occurring in fish and levels that are harmful.
     EPA's oversimplistic model for relating mercury water column concentrations
     to mercury levels in fish eating wildlife and humans contains a number of  
     conservative assumptions which collectively results in a impracticle [sic] 
     standard.  One of the implicit conservative assumptions is the trophic     
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     level                                                                      
     and mercury content of the fish being consumed.  EPA assumes that wildlife 
     and humans are only consuming top predator fish, with corresponding maximum
     mercury concentrations, when in actuality, a variety of fish with widely   
     ranging mercury concentrations are being consumed.  Even if data were      
     available which identified 80% percentile yearly fish consumption patterns 
     or                                                                         
     minority fish consumption patterns, an appropriate exposure model would    
     have                                                                       
     to consider the varying trophic levels and mercury contents of the fish    
     actually being consumed.  Minority American Indians, for instance, may tend
     to consume higher trophic fish than other populations, but obtain their    
     fish                                                                       
     from the upper Great Lakes which may tend to have lower mercury levels than
     lakes elsewhere in the region.  Minority Afro Americans which may have     
     higher                                                                     
     consumption rates, almost certainly are consuming a larger percentage of   
     lower trophic level fish with varying mercury contents.  Our last point    
     also                                                                       
     touches on minority fish consumers and the strengths of the study's        
     conclusions regarding consumption patterns.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5932.005     
     
     EPA studied available information on the species consumed and their trophic
     levels and based intake assumptions accordingly.  EPA does agree that other
     assumptions may be more appropriate for certain species consumed by special
     populations and states shall modify these assumptions on a site-specific   
     basis.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5932.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 95% confidence interval for the low income minority sport fish         
     consumption pattern shows that the consumption rate could be as low as 13.4
     GPD or as high as 33.1 GPD.  This range overlaps the range of consumption  
     rates for the general population provided by a similar 95% confidence      
     interval.  The wide range for the minority rates also indicates that little
     confidence can be assigned to any given guesstimate of where the actual    
     consumption rate may be.  Consequently there is little confidence that the 
     study's estimate of the mean minority fish consumption rate is actually    
     close to the true mean.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5932.006     
     
     EPA obtained the MSAFCS database and independently generated estimated fish
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     consumption rates for sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The     
     results of the EPA analysis are provided in a report titled "Fish          
     Consumption Estimates Based on the 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish    
     Consumption Survey".  The report provides point and interval estimates of  
     the mean, median, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the distribution of   
     average daily per capita consumption of fish by self-declared Michigan     
     sport anglers. The EPA report documents the data conventions, assumptions  
     and statistical procedures used to generate the consumption estimates.     
                                                                                
     Table 4-1 in the EPA report provides the average daily per capita estimates
     of sport fish consumption by self-declared fish eaters by ethnic group.    
     The estimated mean consumption rate for minority sport anglers as 23.22    
     (90% C.I.: 15.20 - 31.23). The 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish        
     Consumption Study (MSAFCS) also reports a mean consumption rate of 23.2    
     grams/person/day (95% C.I.: 13.4 - 33.1).  According to standard           
     statistical practice the best single numerical value estimate of the       
     population mean is the point estimate of the mean.   Accordingly, 23.2     
     grams/person/day is the best estimate of the mean consumption rate of sport
     fish by minority anglers. The interval estimates provide a measure of the  
     variability inherent in the data used to estimate the percentiles.  In this
     case the size of the confidence intervals indicate a high degree of        
     statistical confidence in the point estimate of the mean.                  
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance under Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean
     Water Act provides a fish consumption rate of 15 grams/person/day for water
     quality criteria. The fish consumption rate of 15 grams/person/day         
     represents the mean fish consumption of all sport anglers in the Great     
     Lakes basin and is based on a number of fish consumption studies including 
     the 1991-92 MSAFCS.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5932.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, none of the higher estimates of consumption rates offered in   
     Options 3 through 7 offer plausible exposure assessments, particularly when
     the overall algorithm for deriving Bioaccumulation Factors has an implicit 
     assumption that only the highest trophic level fish are being consumed.    
     
     
     Response to: G5932.007     
     
     See response to comment G5932.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: G5932.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed change in the BAF for mercury from 130,440 to 140,000 does not
     significantly change EPA's original proposal (58 Fed. Reg. 20,802).        
     Detroit                                                                    
     Edison, through the Utility Water Act Group, commented on September 13,    
     1993, on the inappropriateness of the water-column-based model EPA was     
     utilizing.  The changes identified in the reproposal do not correct the    
     underlying problems with the model, and our September 13, 1993 comments    
     remain valid for mercury.  A copy of those comments is also enclosed.      
     
     
     Response to: G5932.008     
     
     EPA does not agree that a water-column-based model is inappropriate for    
     mercury.  The comments that were submitted previously have been addressed  
     elsewhere.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We commend the agency for striving to regulate only the biologically       
     available portion of metals and organic pollutants.  AEPSC generally       
     supports the use of conversion factors for determanation of bioavailable   
     metals to be regulated, however, we have identified technical concerns for 
     a few pollutants.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5940.001     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5940.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We applaud the agency for the alternate methods to detemine bioaccumulation
     factors, however, we believe that other technically defensible methods     
     (that may be appropriate for site-specific applications) should be allowed 
     by U.S. EPA if approved by a State.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5940.002     
     
     EPA will allow appropriate site-specific modifications if adequately       
     justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately         
     protected, but EPA will not necessarily approve all such modifications     
     approved by states.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AEPSC believes that U.S. EPA has taken a reasonable technical approach in  
     attempting to convert published water quality criteria (expressed in the   
     total recoverable form), to a form that is a more realistic bioavailable   
     fraction.  We agree that the time and expense which would have been        
     required to repeat all of the toxicity tests for each metal, in order to   
     document the actual dissolved portion, would have been prohibitive.  We    
     also agree that only the crucial species (i.e., species which had the most 
     influence on calculation of the Final Acute Value) should be emphasized to 
     approximate the dossolved fraction of metal.  The analytical precedures and
     quality assurance requirements seem to be reasonable although we were not  
     able to scrutinize the analytical tests to a high degree due to time       
     constraints.                                                               
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     Response to: G5940.003     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Althogh we do not have strong objections to the application of simulation  
     test results for calculation of dissolved criteria applicable to the Great 
     Lakes basin on a general basis, we urge the agency to acknowlege that the  
     resulting dissolved criteria as listed in 59 Federal Register 44680 may be 
     overprotective due to site-specific factors.  The relationship of total    
     recoverable metal and dissolved metal may vary temporally at a given       
     location, thus, a discharger should be given the option to determine a     
     site-specific dissolved criterion or use a toxicity-based procedure (such  
     as the wter-effects ratio) that accounts for ambient charecteristics.      
     
     
     Response to: G5940.004     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 5, section M; The authors of the document list several assumptions    
     which are accepted regarding extrapolation of simulation test results to   
     calculation of dissolved criteria.  We believe that assumptions 1 and 5 are
     critical and, thus, these should be validated experimentally.  Assumption 1
     states: (1) The percent dissolved at one hour in an unfed static simulation
     is expected to be a useful approximation to the percent dissolved in a     
     comparable unfed flow-though simulation for the same metal; similarly for  
     fed simultions                                                             
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     Response to: G5940.005     
     
     The report correctly states that these are assumptions because resources   
     were not available to test these assumptions.  EPA feels that these        
     assumptions are reasonable, but will test these assumptions if resources   
     are available.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There may be instances where the concentration of dissolved metal differs  
     between static and flow-through tests due to exposure conditions.          
     Assumption 5 states:  (5) The percent dissolved in a daphnid chronic test  
     is expected to apply to chronic tests in which fish were fed trout chow,   
     because the daphnid food contains trout chow.  Daphnid food contains other 
     ingredients besides trout chow.  Although this assumption is probably      
     correct, the contractor for U.S. EPA should have verified this assumption  
     through actual analysis of dissolved metals.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5940.006     
     
     EPA agrees that this assumption is reasonable, but EPA will test this      
     assumption if resources are available.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 7; The last paragraph on the bottom of the page states:  For each     
     metal whose criterion was hardness-dependent, either the fourth or fifth   
     tye of simulation would be used to determine whether hardness, alkalinity, 
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     and/or pH make a substantial difference in the percent dissolved.  From our
     review we did not find any discussion effects of hardness, alkalinity,     
     and/or pH on the percent of dissolved metal. Why were these dta not        
     included?                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5940.007     
     
     The results of the simulations at the higher hardness of 200 mg/L were     
     presented.  (When hardness was increased to 200 mg/L, alkalinity was       
     usually increased to 130 mg/L; pH was not controlled and was allowed to    
     attain the level determined by exchange with air and test organisms.)  The 
     final report discusses the metals for which the percent dissolved depended 
     on hardness.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 10, paragraph 3; The authors state that the concentrations of some    
     metals (actually copper, lead, and hexavalent chromium) decreased          
     substantially during the 48 or 96-hr exposure periods.  The investigators  
     should have re-examined the previosly published toxicity test results which
     were used to derive the original national water quality criteria to        
     determine if similar trends were evident.  If such a similar trend was not 
     reported, this indicates a different exposure regime between the original  
     bioassy and simulation test.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5940.008     
     
     EPA agrees; a summary of the relevant data that were found is presented for
     each metal in the final report.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 6; The authors cite a reference to an internal U.S. EPA memorandum    
     (Chapman, 1993), which apparently indicates the concentration of dissolved 
     copper and nickel during previous bioassay tests with dapnids.  Because    
     this memorandum was not included as an attachment to the document, it is   
     impossible to verify the technical substance of this reference.            
     
     
     Response to: G5940.009     
     
     EPA did not attach any cited references to the "Draft Report: Results of   
     Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved Metal in Freshwater      
     Toxicity Tests (Stephan, 8/1994).  However, all of the references,         
     including internal EPA documents, were available from EPA upon request.    
     For future reference, any internal EPA document cited within a report or   
     guidance document may be obtained from EPA directly upon request.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No results of simulation tests for mercury (II), cadmium, and silver are   
     reported.  The agency states that these tests are currently being          
     conducted, yet the agency states that:  EPA does not at this time have any 
     reson to believe that the final conversion factors for cadmium and mercury 
     (II) will be different.  EPA does not intend to provide additional         
     opportunity to comment on the final conversion factors for cadmium and     
     mercury(II). (p.44676).  AEPSC believes that those parties who provide     
     comments on the dissolved metals technical document should receive the     
     results of simulation tests for mercury(II) and cadmium.  This request is  
     especially important for mercury (II) because teh national chronic criteria
     (0.012u/1) is extremely stringent, being less than currently achievable    
     detection limits.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5940.010     
     
     The "Draft Report:  Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent     
     Dissolved Metal in Freshwater Toxicity Tests" (Stephan, 8/1994) did not    
     contain data or conversion factors for cadmium or mercury(II) because the  
     testing was not yet complete for those metals at the time of the notice.   
                                                                                
     Due to resource constraints, EPA did not complete additional testing on    
     conversion factors for mercury.  "The Office of Water Policy and Technical 
     Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals       
     Criteria" (Prothro, 1993) contained a conversion factor of 0.85 for the    
     National mercury CMC.  Although the Prothro (1993) guidance did not contain

Page 6968



$T044618.TXT
     a conversion factor for the National mercury CCC (because the National     
     mercury CCC is based on a FRV), EPA believes that the acute conversion     
     factor for the CCC is a technically preferable to having no conversion     
     factor or requiring the mercury(II) CCC be expressed as total recoverable. 
     EPA will make available any new information regarding alternative          
     conversion factors for the mercury(II) CCC.                                
                                                                                
     The GLI mercury(II) CCC is not based on a Final Residue Value (i.e., was   
     not derived using a BCF or BAF and a FDA action level) like the National   
     CCC for mercury.  The GLI mercury CCC is based on aquatic toxicity data.   
     Therefore, EPA believes that it is acceptable to use conversion factors for
     the mercury(II) criteria.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA expects mercury to be highly water soluble.  This indicates that the   
     percentage of dissolved mercury should be fairly high (in the range of     
     0.85).  The test upon which the Prothro (1993) conversion factor for       
     mercury was based had dissolved mercury.  The 0.85 value reflects a        
     conservative upward adjustment of the measured value to reflect this fact. 
     EPA believes that 73% is low because mercury is very soluble.  EPA will    
     make data available through the clearing house when available.  If EPA     
     derives an alternative conversion factor for mercury, EPA will request     
     public comment and amend the final Guidance.  In the interim , if data     
     indicate that the 0.85 conversion factor is not scientifically appropriate,
     an alternative factor could be used.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has completed testing to determine acceptable conversion factors for   
     cadmium.  Because these conversion factors are substantially different from
     those in the October, 1993 guidance, EPA will request public comment on the
     data used to derive these factors.  EPA intends to amend the final Guidance
     for the aquatic life cadmium criteria after comment is received on the data
     for the cadmium conversion factors.                                        
                                                                                
     No Tier I criteria are promulgated for silver.  See also Section III.B.6.  
     of the SID for further discussion.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury; on p.6 the authors state:  The freshwater CCC was based on        
     bioacumulation and an FDA action level.  A conversion factor for the CCC is
     probably inappropriate because both particulate and dissolved mercury might
     be methylated.  AEPSC believes that a simple coversion factor for the      
     freshwater mercury CCC is not appropriate, for several reasons.  First, the
     retioanale for the freshwater CCC (1.012ug/1Hg) is flawed based on current 
     understanding of mercury cycling and boavailability.  U.S. EPA established 
     a freshwater CCC of 0.012ug/1 based on results of a bioaccumulation study  
     using fathead minnows exposed to mercuric chloride in softwater conditions 
     (Olson, et al., 1975; U.S. EPA, 1985).  Softwater conditions are not       
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     represntative of the entire Great Lakes drainage basin.  Moreover, in      
     discussing the results of the fathead minnow bioaccumulation study U.S. EPA
     states:  Basing a freshwater criterion on the Final Residue Value of       
     0.012ug/1 derived from the bioconcentration factor of 81,700 for           
     methylmercury with the fathead minnow (Olson, et al., 1975) essentially    
     states that all discharged mercury is methylmercury.  (U.S. EPA, 1985;     
     p.22)(underlines added).  AEPSC can envision no cicumstance where mercury, 
     discharged from a point source or from atmoshperic deposition, is entirely 
     in the methylated form.  Mercury methylation is a comple process which     
     occurs in the presence of sulfate-reducing bacteria under appropriate      
     phusicochemical conditions.  Only a small percentage of wter-column mercury
     is in the methylated form.  Furthermore, EPA's rationale of establishing a 
     wter column-based water quality criterion for mercury to prevent           
     unacceptable levels of methylmercury in tissue is no longer valid.  Recent 
     research has clearly shown that water column concentration of total mercury
     often have little relationship to methil mercury in water or biota.        
     Methylation is driven largely by sediment and trphic transfer processes,   
     thus, EPA's statement that "A conversion factor for the CCC is probably    
     inappropriate because both particulate and dissolved mercury might be      
     methylated" represents an erroneous understanding of mercury cycling.      
     
     
     Response to: G5940.011     
     
     EPA agrees that an aquatic life criterion based on concentrations of methyl
     mercury in fish tissue is inappropriate in the Great Lakes System because  
     wildlife and human health criteria should address the potential adverse    
     effects from fish tissue containing elevated levels of methyl mercury.  The
     aquatic life criteria in the final Guidance is based on aquatic toxicity   
     tests with inorganic mercury.  EPA believes that a criterion based on      
     inorganic mercury is more appropriate for the Great Lakes System because   
     wildlife and human health criteria have been derived for mercury.  The     
     commenter is referring to the national mercury criteria (Ambient Water     
     Quality Criteria for Mercury - 1984, EPA 440/5-84-026).  EPA has included  
     conversion factors for mercury in the final Guidance.                      
                                                                                
     See responses to comments G5940.010 and G2696.004.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AEPSC believes that the "preliminary" coversion factor of 0.850 for the    
     chronic mercury criterion (p.44676) should be rescinded because the        
     establishment of the freshwater CCC has significant technical flaws (see   
     above discussion).  As an altenative, the chronic criterion should apply   
     only to those waterbodies where the FDA action level of 1.0 mg/kg          
     (methylmercury in edible tissue) is exceeded.  The principal point being   
     made is that U.S. EPA should not apply a conversion factor (even if the    
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     conversion factor is technically reasonable) to a water quality criterion  
     that is technically flawed.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5940.012     
     
     See responses to comments G5940.010, G5940.011, and G5942.009.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5940.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Selenium (p.6 and p.G-1 through G-7); for selenium the agency is proposing 
     to establish a conversion factor that represents the dissolved portion of  
     selenite (Se exp+4).  Selenite is one of three forms of selenium found in  
     freshwater, the others being selenate (Se exp+6) and organic selenium      
     compounds.  On page 6 the authors state:  The freshwater criterion was     
     based on data concerning Belews Lake and FACR of 8.314.  A conversion      
     factor for the freshwater CCC should be based on the percent of total      
     recoverable selenium that was dissolved in Belews Lake.  Although a limited
     number of dissolved selenium smples were collected in Belews Lake, there   
     are no available data on the species of selenium found in the lake.  Thus, 
     conversation factor specific for selenite (Se exp+4) cannot be proposed    
     using field study results at Belews Lake.  U.S. EPA, in fact, states that: 
     ...studies on Belews Lake cannot establish a cause establish a cause-effect
     relationship because a variety of other inorganic and organic materials    
     undoubtedly entered the lake with the selemium.  (U.S. EPA, 1987;p.26-27). 
     For selenium, a better estimate of the most bioabavailable form is the     
     oxidation state, not dissolved selenium.  Selenite is generally regarded as
     being more toxic than selenate (e.g., Maier, et al., 1993). Thus, until    
     U.S. EPA establishes a new national chronic criterion specific for         
     selenite, the proposed conversation factor of 0.920 should not be adopted. 
     
     
     Response to: G5940.013     
     
     See response to comment P2588.211.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5940.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ninety-five percent confidence levels and standard deviations statistically
     described the range and quality of the fish consumption rate estimates.    
     For the overall population, the 95% confidence level provided a rather     
     small range indicating a rather high degree of likelihood that the actual  
     mean consumption rate was close to the estimated mean.  For the minority   
     population, the 95% confidence interval varied widely from 13.4 to 33.1    
     GPD, for instance for sport fish, indicating much less certainty that the  
     estimated mean was close to the actual mean.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5940.014     
     
     EPA obtained the MSAFCS database and independently generated estimated fish
     consumption rates for sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The     
     results of the EPA analysis are provided in a report titled "Fish          
     Consumption Estimates Based on the 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish    
     Consumption Survey".  The report provides point and interval estimates of  
     the mean, median, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the distribution of   
     average daily per capita consumption of fish by self-declared Michigan     
     sport anglers. The EPA report documents the data conventions, assumptions  
     and statistical procedures used to generate the consumption estimates.     
                                                                                
     Table 4-1 in the EPA report provides the average daily per capita estimates
     of sport fish consumption by self-declared fish eaters by ethnic group.    
     The estimated mean consumption rate for minority sport anglers as 23.22    
     (90% C.I.: 15.20 - 31.23). The 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish        
     Consumption Study (MSAFCS) also reports a mean consumption rate of 23.2    
     grams/person/day (95% C.I.: 13.4 - 33.1).  According to standard           
     statistical practice the best single numerical value estimate of the       
     population mean is the point estimate of the mean.   Accordingly, 23.2     
     grams/person/day is the best estimate of the mean consumption rate of sport
     fish by minority anglers. The interval estimates provide a measure of the  
     variability inherent in the data used to estimate the percentiles.  In this
     case the size of the confidence intervals indicate a high degree of        
     statistical confidence in the point estimate of the mean.                  
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance under Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean
     Water Act provides a fish consumption rate of 15 grams/person/day for water
     quality criteria. The fish consumption rate of 15 grams/person/day         
     represents the mean fish consumption of all sport anglers in the Great     
     Lakes basin and is based on a number of fish consumption studies including 
     the 1991-92 MSAFCS.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5940.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of anything other than median fish consumtion rates is inappropriate   
     when a survey only includes a two week period, data is grouped on a weekly 
     basis nd the chemical of concern has a half live in humans of several      
     months.  Option 4 and 5 in the Federal Register Notice propose to utilize  
     an 80th percentile weekly fish consumption rate.  Since the study cannot   
     differentiate between how much of the difference between how much of the   
     difference between the 50th and 80th percentile differences were           
     attributable to different individuals routinely eating more fish and how   
     much was attributable to differences in the same individual's weekly       
     consumption pattern, the 80th percentile options are inappropriate to use  
     for any substance with a long half-life.  Furthermore, even if 80%         
     percentile data were available on a yearly, rather than weekly basis, EPA  
     would still be confronted with the additional problems identified below.   
     
     
     Response to: G5940.015     
     
     1. EPA should use the median fish consumption rate                         
                                                                                
     EPA obtained the MSAFCS database and independently generated estimated fish
     consumption rates for sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The     
     results of the EPA analysis are in a report titled "Fish Consumption       
     Estimates Based on the 1991-92 "Michigan Sport Anglers Fish Consumption    
     Survey".  The report provides point and interval estimates for the mean,   
     median, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the distribution of average     
     daily                                                                      
     per capita consumption of fish by self-declared fish-eating Michigan sport 
     anglers.  The EPA report also documents the data conventions, assumptions  
     and                                                                        
     statistical procedures used to generate the consumption estimates.         
                                                                                
     Table 4-1 in the EPA report providesthe average daily per capita estimates 
     of                                                                         
     sport fish  consumption by self-declared fish eaters.  The reported median 
     (50th percentile) for the total population is 0.0 grams/person/day. This is
     consistent with Table 8 of the MSAFCS report which indicates that the      
     69.9th                                                                     
     percentile is 0.0 grams/person/day.                                        
                                                                                
     The commenter's recommendation that EPA select the median fish consumption 
     rate is not a reasonable suggestion since the median estimated fish        
     consumption rate is 0.0 grams/person/day.                                  
                                                                                
     2. Inter-individual and intra-individual variation cannot be differentiated
                                                                                
     With surveys of short observation periods (less than three days) the impact
     of day- to-day variation in intake by an individual (intraindividual       
     variation) is a issue.                                                     
                                                                                
     The effect of the intraindividual variation is to tend to increase the     
     variance of the distribution of usual intake. The MSAFCS, however, utilized
     a                                                                          
     7-day observation period to record individual fish consumption.  EPA       
     considers a 7-day observation period adequate to generate a distribution of
     usual intake of fish consumption.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5940.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a small difference between the amounts of mercury naturally       
     occurring in fish and levels that are harmful.  EPA's oversimplistic model 
     for relating mercury water column concentrations to mercury levels in fish 
     - consuming wildlife and humans contains a number of conservative          
     assumptions which collectively results in a impractical standard.  One of  
     the unstated implicit conservative assumptions is the trophic level and    
     mercury content of the fish being consumed.  EPA assumes that wildlife and 
     humans are only consuming top predator fish, with corresponding maximum    
     mercury concentrations, when in actuality, a variety of fish with widely   
     ranging mercury concentrations, are being consumed.  Even if data were     
     available which identified 80% percentile yearly fish consumption patterns 
     or minority fish consumption patterns, an appropriate exposure model would 
     have to consider the varying trophic levels and mercury contents of the    
     fish actually being consumed.  Minority American Indians, for instance, may
     tend to consume higher trophic fish than other populations, but obtain     
     their fish from the upper Great Lakes which may tend to have lower mercury 
     levels than lakes elsewhere in the region.  Minority Afro Americans which  
     have higher consumption rates almost certainly are consuming a larger      
     percentage of lower trophic level fish with varying mercury contents.  Our 
     last point also touches on minority fish consumers and the strengths of the
     study's conclusions regarding consumption patterns.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5940.016     
     
     See response to comment G5932.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5940.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 95% confidence interval for the low income minority sport fish         
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     consumption pattern shows that the consumption rate could be as low as 13.4
     GPD or as high as 33.1 GPD.  This range overlaps the range consumption     
     rates for the general population provided by a similar 95% confidence      
     interval.  The wide range for the minority rates also indicates that little
     confidence can be assigned to any given estimate of where the actual       
     consumption rate may be.  Consequently there is little confidence that the 
     study's estimate of the mean minority fish consumption rate is actually    
     close to the true mean.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5940.017     
     
     EPA obtained the MSAFCS database and independently generated estimated fish
     consumption rates for sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The     
     results of the EPA analysis are provided in a report titled "Fish          
     Consumption Estimates Based on the 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish    
     Consumption Survey".  The report provides point and interval estimates of  
     the mean, median, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the distribution of   
     average daily per capita consumption of fish by self-declared Michigan     
     sport anglers. The EPA report documents the data conventions, assumptions  
     and statistical procedures used to generate the consumption estimates.     
                                                                                
     Table 4-1 in the EPA report provides the average daily per capita estimates
     of sport fish consumption by self-declared fish eaters by ethnic group.    
     The estimated mean consumption rate for minority sport anglers as 23.22    
     (90% C.I.: 15.20 - 31.23). The 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish        
     Consumption Study (MSAFCS) also reports a mean consumption rate of 23.2    
     grams/person/day (95% C.I.: 13.4 - 33.1).  According to standard           
     statistical practice the best single numerical value estimate of the       
     population mean is the point estimate of the mean.   Accordingly, 23.2     
     grams/person/day is the best estimate of the mean consumption rate of sport
     fish by minority anglers. The interval estimates provide a measure of the  
     variability inherent in the data used to estimate the percentiles.  In this
     case the size of the confidence intervals indicate a high degree of        
     statistical confidence in the point estimate of the mean.                  
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance under Section 118(c)(2) of the Clean
     Water Act provides a fish consumption rate of 15 grams/person/day for water
     quality criteria. The fish consumption rate of 15 grams/person/day         
     represents the mean fish consumption of all sport anglers in the Great     
     Lakes basin and is based on a number of fish consumption studies including 
     the 1991-92 MSAFCS.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5940.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, none of the higher estimates of consumption rates offered in   
     Options 3 through 7 offer plausible exposure assessments, particularly when
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     the overall algorithm for deriving Bioaccumulation Factors has an unstated 
     implicit assumption that only the highest trophic level fish are being     
     consumed.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5940.018     
     
     See response to comment G5932.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5940.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REQ/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AEPSC believes that U.S. EPA has made significant progress in developing   
     more technically-defensible methodologies for predicting bioaccumulation   
     factors (BAFs) in the absense of field-measured BAFs.  We support the      
     proposed methods of predicting BAFs usingthe freely dissolved portion of a 
     pollutant in water.  the proposed methodology of predicting BAFs using a   
     biota-sediment accumulation factor is an important addition to the         
     previously proposed methodologies (e.g., site-specific adjustments to the  
     proposed equations and models) may be used if these are technically sound  
     and, if approved by a State.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5940.019     
     
     See response to comment G3207.028.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/Spe/Hg
     Comment ID: G5940.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In discussing the derivation of a bioaccumulation factor for mercury, U.S. 
     EPA states:  Based on the data of Gill and Bruland (1990), it will be      
     assumed that, on average, 17 percent of the total mercury in the Great     
     Lakes is methylmercury and that 83 percent is inorganic mercury (p. 106).  
                                                                                
     AEPSC believes that an average methylmercury percentage of 17% is too high.
      Recent analyses of Great Lakes water sample, using ultra clean techniques,
     should be used to verify this value.  We suggest that U.S. EPA obtain the  
     results of recent mercury measurements in Lake Michigan, as part of the    
     Lake Michigan mass balance study, to verify the propsoed methylmercury     
     proportion.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5940.020     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/Spe/Hg
     Comment ID: G5940.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned, that despite the proposed guidance which promotes   
     the use of biota-sediment accumulation factors (BSAFs) to predict BAFs,    
     U.S. EPA is proposed a mercury BAF value of 140,000, which is higher than  
     the previously proposed BAF value of 130,440.  We have commented in the    
     past that a mercury BAF should be calculated using a bioavailability index 
     which describes the relationship between fish lipid mercury levels and     
     sediment organic carbon levels.  The development of a                      
     scientifically-defensible mercury criteria must consider that fish         
     accumulate the majority of mercury via ingestion of contaminated sediments 
     and food, not by gill uptake of dissolved mercury.  It would appear that   
     the proposed use of BSAF balues would account for such mercury uptake.  We 
     are, therefore, disappointed that U.S. EPA did not attempt a recalculation 
     of the mercury BAF using the BSAF method and urge U.S. EPA to delay        
     issuance of a find mercury BAF value until a BSAF-based recalculation is   
     performed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5940.021     
     
     EPA does not agree that the bioaccumulation of mercury is related to lipids
     in fish or to organic carbon in sediment.  The BSAF methodology can be used
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     only with chemicals that partition to lipids.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G5941.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the documents referenced in the August 30, 1994, Federal Register   
     notice appear to contain significant amounts of new information on major   
     concepts that may have a major impact on the final Great Lakes Water       
     Quality                                                                    
     regulation.  These concepts have apparently not had any form of peer review
     with regard to their use(s) in the proposed regulatory framework.  Because 
     of                                                                         
     this, it is recommended that these new concepts be formally submitted to   
     the                                                                        
     Science Advisory Board for review and comment regarding the reliability of 
     their use in the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                       
     
     
     Response to: G5941.001     
     
     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5941.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. The process of determining fish consumption rates is fundamental to the 
     procedures used to calculate human health water quality criteria.  The     
     document noticed for review contains new concepts and conclusions on       
     regulatory procedures to construct intended protections of pre-selected    
     sub-group populations.  The technical validity of these procedures should  
     be reviewed by the SAB with regard to the scientific basis for meeting     
     their intended use, that is, the ability to be protective of selected      
     sub-groups.  Further, the document contains substantial information on     
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     survey techniques that could be used to obtain fish consumption information
     from targeted sub-group populations.  These concepts could impact human    
     health water quality criteria processes on a national level.  Dow is not   
     aware of a situation where these new concepts have not been reviewed by any
     major scientific review panel, including the Science Advisory Board.  It is
     suggested that after the SAB has had an opportunity to review these        
     procedures that the Agency then request public comments on the possible    
     changes in procedures to determine human health water quality criteria.    
     
     
     Response to: G5941.002     
     
     The Science Advisory Board reviewed the proposed Great Lakes               
     Initiative Guidance and supported the methodology.  Refer to EPA           
     document:  EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005, December 1992.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5941.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs) is fundamental to procedures to  
     determine human health water quality criteria and wildlife water quality   
     criteria.  The document noticed for review contains entirely new procedures
     to determine BAF's, and significant revisions to the procedures that were  
     noticed in the original Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance dated April 16, 
     1993.  The SAB discussed BAF models in April, 1994; however, it is Dow's   
     belief that a report summarizing the SAB's conclusion is not yet available.
      It is again recommended that EPA submit the new document to the Science   
     Advisory Board for review, and request the SAB to comment on the use of    
     these new BAF procedures in the Guidance.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5941.003     
     
     All the methodology and procedures concerning BAFs in the GLI have been    
     presented to the SAB for review at one or more times.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G5941.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the documents, states will be required to devise state regulations      
     "consistent with" the final Guidance in accordance with timetables that    
     will                                                                       
     be stated in the final Guidance.  In the April 16, 1993, Federal Register  
     notice (i.e., 58 FR 20845-20848), EPA discussed, and requested comments on 
     the issue of what would constitute "consistent with" as state regulations  
     are                                                                        
     adopted.  In the current proposal, EPA appears to have already made        
     significant decisions on this point.  In discussing BAF's, EPA states (at  
     59                                                                         
     FR 44681, August 30, 1994), "Although the State or Tribal regulation need  
     not                                                                        
     duplicate this methodology, the State's or Tribe's method must produce a   
     BAF                                                                        
     at least as stringent as the BAF's derived by using EPA's methodology."    
                                                                                
     Secondly, Dow does not believe that EPA currently has the authority to     
     require the states to set their water quality criteria at levels at least  
     as                                                                         
     stringent as the Federal criteria.  Nor does the Agency have the authority 
     to                                                                         
     specify a level of stringency for BAF's.  In the current notice, EPA       
     appears                                                                    
     to indicate that the states will be expected to have every sub-element of  
     the                                                                        
     processes used to determine water quality standards be at least as         
     stringent                                                                  
     as a parallel Federal process, giving them no flexibility to develop       
     alternate standards acceptable to the Agency.  This appears to imply that  
     the                                                                        
     state procedures must parallel the Federal procedures on a point-by-point  
     basis.  Dow questions, and does not believe, that EPA has the authority to 
     require this.  It is recommended that EPA clarify its intentions on the    
     issue                                                                      
     of "consistent with."  If decisions have already been made regarding the   
     many                                                                       
     points raised in 58 FR 20845-20848, EPA should state the result of those   
     decisions, and respond to comments received in the proposed notice.  EPA   
     should clarify the extent to which point-by-point requirements will be     
     placed                                                                     
     upon the state rules adoption process.                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5941.004     
     
     See section II.D.2 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the report was fairly comprehensive, there are some issues that some 
     additional information would help resolve.  Providing this information, or 
     considering these issues more thoroughly now may help the public better    
     understand the applicability of these data and avoid misunderstandings or  
     misinterpretation of the data by others.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5942.001     
     
     In response to the comment, EPA reviewed the "Draft Report: Results of     
     Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved Metal in Freshwater      
     Toxicity Tests (Stephan, 8/1994) and added further explanatory text to the 
     Final Report:  Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved
     Metal in Freshwater Toxicity Tests (Stephan, 1995) to clarify subjects such
     as time-weighted averages of dissolved measurements.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One concern we have is with the use of a relatively unfamiliar procedure,  
     the "acidification method", as the basis for developing the conversion     
     factors.  The acidification method was used instead of the total           
     recoverable procedure even though the purpose of the project concerned     
     total recoverable and dissolved measurements.  EPA should explain in       
     greater detail the rational that led them to decide that the acidification 
     method was more appropriate than the total recoverable method to use to    
     represent the measurements in the original toxicity tests that are the     
     basis for the standards.  Specifically, more of the rational behind        
     statements 1-3 on page 11 need to be provided.  For instance, statement # 1
     on page 11 stated; "Samples obtained during many of the toxicity tests used
     in the criteria documents were "analyzed using various versions of the     
     "acidification methods".  How many acidification method measurements were  
     used in the important toxicity tests in the criteria documents as opposed  
     to total recoverable measurements?                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5942.002     
     
     As explained in the report, EPA used the acidification method in the       
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     simulation tests, in place of the total recoverable method, because the two
     methods are expected to give the same result in toxicity tests, the        
     acidification method is easier and less subject to contamination and loss  
     of metal, and concentrations were measured in many toxicity tests using    
     various versions of this method.  The acidification method was expected to 
     give smaller coefficients of variation than the total recoverable method   
     and was sufficient for the tests conducted.  In whole effluent, metals may 
     form stronger bonds to other components of the effluent.  Hence, for       
     measuring total metals in effluent the total recoverable method is the     
     appropriate method.  The steps of heating and digesting the sample in the  
     total recoverable analytical method were not deemed necessary for purposes 
     of the simulation tests.  In order to account for all the metal being      
     discharged into surface waters, and then calculate the fraction that is    
     dissolved, the permitting authority must know the total amount of metal in 
     effluent.  Use of the acidification method was appropriate for the         
     simulation tests, but this method is not being considered for regulatory   
     use.                                                                       
                                                                                
     Although the proposed criteria were expressed as total recoverable         
     concentrations, the actual tests used to derive the criteria were measured 
     using differing analytical measurements. Very few of the test measurements 
     from the criteria documents were measured using total recoverable          
     techniques. EPA believes that, scientifically, the acidification method    
     performs acceptably for analyzing the samples from the simulation tests.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This new acidification method may be confused with the older "acid soluble"
     procedure recommended in the metal criteria documents of 1984-88.  The     
     development of an acceptable acid soluble procedure has since been         
     abandoned by EPA.  While the acidification method used in this study is    
     different because the samples were not filtered after acidification, there 
     is potential for confusion between the two methods.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5942.003     
     
     See response to comment G5942.002.  The final report will make it more     
     clear that the two methods are different and that EPA is not considering   
     either method for regulatory use.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
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     Comment ID: G5942.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     During the past few years, EPA, the States, the regulated community and the
     environmental community have spent much time discussing the proper method  
     of                                                                         
     analytical measurement for metals.  A consensus seems to have been reached 
     that the EPA National Criteria were developed based on concentrations that 
     were usually measured using the total recoverable method but would probably
     have been relatively equivalent to a dissolved concentration if that type  
     of                                                                         
     measurement had been made in relatively clear laboratory water.            
                                                                                
     Now, in this report, the acidification method has been used to establish a 
     surrogate measurement for the metal that might have been in the test       
     chambers                                                                   
     of the toxicity tests which are the basis of the criteria.  Introducing a  
     different, unfamiliar analytical method into the discussions at this late  
     date is not helpful unless there is a clear explanation as to why this     
     method                                                                     
     was considered more appropriate as a representative measurement for the    
     metals in the important toxicity tests.  Without this rational, using this 
     new method has the potential to further "muddy the waters" by setting off a
     whole new round of discussions whether the original toxicity tests should  
     be                                                                         
     considered as "acidified metal" rather than total recoverable and whether  
     this measurement should be compared to the dissolved method.               
     
     
     Response to: G5942.004     
     
     See response to comment G5942.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To avoid confusion, EPA should state that this acidification method of     
     measuring metals was found acceptable in this study for the specific       
     purpose                                                                    
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     of developing conversion factors for dissolved metals criteria and this    
     should not be interpreted to constitute a change in EPA policy as to how   
     metals should be measured for regulatory purposes such as permit           
     monitoring,                                                                
     ambient monitoring, establishing water effect ratios, etc.                 
     
     
     Response to: G5942.005     
     
     See responses to comments G5942.002 and G5942.003.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conversion factors proposed by the report are all based on Lake        
     Superior water but the important studies that the criteria are based on    
     were conducted by many different investigators, using several sources of   
     water.  Use of the conversion factors recommended in this report assume    
     that all other waters that were the source of the data used to develop the 
     criteria are similar to Lake Superior water and would have similar         
     conversion factors.  Does EPA have evidence to support this assumption?    
     For example, are there data that demonstrate sensitive species tested in   
     LAke Superior water display the same acute and chronic sensitivity as      
     report in the criteria documents that were generated in other waters?      
     
     
     Response to: G5942.006     
     
     Although some of the data were generated in Lake Superior water, many of   
     the data were generated in Lake Superior water to which hardness,          
     alkalinity, daphnid food, and/or fathead minnow food had been added.  EPA  
     feels that Lake Superior water was acceptable for the purposes of the      
     simulation tests.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The standard deviations and coefficients of variation were provided for the
     pretest comparisons of the total recoverable dissolved and "acidification  
     method" results.  These data are valuable in assessing the three different 
     methods.  However, comparable statistical data were not provided for the   
     actual simulation test results that are the basis for the recommended      
     conversion factors.  The standard deviation, 95 % confidence limits and    
     coefficient of variation, should be provided for each of the simulation    
     tests as well.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5942.007     
     
     EPA agrees that additional coefficients of variation (COVs), as well as    
     standard deviations and 95 percent confidence limits, could have been      
     calculated.  The COVs that were calculated were used to assess the         
     performance of the analytical methods.  There was no reason to calculate   
     additional COVs, etc.  The commenter gives an opinion that the standard    
     deviation, 95% confidence limits, and COVs should be provided, but gives no
     basis for the opinion or a proposed use for the information.  EPA does not 
     know of any use for this information and therefore did not spend the       
     resources to make the calculations.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There was little discussion of the pH, temperature or total organic carbon 
     in the test chambers except to state that these parameters were measured.  
     Was there much variability in these parameters within each set of tests?   
     Was any analysis performed on these parameters to see if there was a       
     correlation between any of them and percent dissolved?  Intuitively, it    
     seems that pH could affect the sorption or precipitation characteristics of
     some of these metals and pH could be more variable than the other          
     parameters.  Was any attempt made to perform the simulation at pH levels   
     representative of the original toxicity tests in the criteria data set?    
     
     
     Response to: G5942.008     
     
     Results of the measurements of pH, temperature, and TOC are contained in   
     the Results of Freshwater Simulation tests Concerning Dissolved Metal      
     (Brooks, 1995).  Temperature and pH were not varied between treatments, and
     there did not seem to be a correlation between TOC and percent dissolved.  
     Hardness was varied between treatments and alkalinity was adjusted to be   
     compatible with hardness; pH was not controlled and was assumed to be      
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     reasonably similar to that in the original tests that were conducted at the
     hardnesses used in the simulation tests.  It is probable that pH can affect
     sorption and precipitation of some metals.  pH is monitored in most        
     toxicity tests, but is controlled in very few.  This same approach was used
     here.  The pH measurements indicated that pH was in the expected range in  
     all except two simulation tests.  Therefore, the results of these tests    
     were not used, as stated in the report.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Federal Register notice states that similar data for mercury II and    
     cadmium are being generated, however there will not be a public comment    
     period on these studies or recommended conversion factors.  EPA does not   
     anticipate that the conversion factors for these metals will change from   
     those recommended in the Prothro letter of October 1, 1993.  The Prothro   
     letter recommended a conversion factor of 0.85 for cadmium and mercury,    
     which                                                                      
     is being recommended in this Federal Register notice for these metals.  We 
     do                                                                         
     not think the recommended conversion factors for cadmium and mercury are   
     not                                                                        
     supported by sufficient data to allow much confidence in them.  The        
     proposed                                                                   
     conversion factor of 0.85 for mercury is based on a single study, at       
     concentrations much higher than the acute standard which could             
     underestimate                                                              
     the percent dissolved if precipitation could have occurred.  Given the     
     known                                                                      
     complexities of mercury cycling this is too little data to make a sound    
     decision.  The public should be allowed the opportunity to comment on the  
     results of simulation tests for cadmium and mercury II before additional   
     conversion factors are considered acceptable.                              
     
     
     Response to: G5942.009     
     
     See response to comment G5940.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5942.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While this Federal Register notice proposed these conversion factors for   
     use in the Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System, other EPA    
     regions are likely also viewing these conversion factors for possible use  
     in other states to develop dissolved standards.  Apply a conversion factor 
     for mercury based in similar tests as described in this report may not be  
     appropraite for the chronic mercury standard used by other states.  This is
     because EPA's aquatic life chronic criteria (which most states have adopted
     as a standard) in based on a Final Residue Value developed with a FDA      
     action level for fish tissue and a bioconcentration factor.  The Water     
     Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes does not use this method of           
     calculating a criterion.  Instead, they have opted to use site-specific    
     factors to perform a more comprehensive reassessment of exposure and the   
     resulting toxicity to humans and wildlife in the Great Lakes.  Other states
     have not reassessed the desirability of these methods for their area and   
     have not changed their existing standard.  Different conversion factors may
     be more appropraite for each of these three different scenarios and the    
     public needs to be involved with these determinations.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5942.010     
     
     See response to comment G5940.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5942.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Technical Support Document for the Procedures to Determine            
     Bioaccumulation Factors, July 1994"                                        
                                                                                
     This report describes methods of estimating bioaccumulation factors.  EPA  
     should conduct field studies to verify accuracy, or calibrate the models   
     used to calculate the bioconcentration factors.  Until adequate field      
     verification is available, these methods can not be considered accurate.   
     
     
     Response to: G5942.011     
     
     Information concerning validation of the Gobas model and the BSAF          
     methodology is given in the BAF TSD.   A comparison of the BAFs predicted  
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     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs   
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5943.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the AEF supports EPA's efforts to protect the aquatic environment,
     the Federation believes that in this instance we need to be on record      
     opposing conversion factors.  Based on the conversion factors that are     
     being                                                                      
     proposed, the translator mechanisms result in changes that are not really  
     significant from a translator factor of 1.0.  We recognize there are       
     exceptions to this statement such as cadmium, chromium(III), lead and      
     mercury.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5943.001     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5943.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The comparisons in the simulation studies were based on an acidification   
     analytical technique versus a dissolved metal analytical technique.  The   
     Federation is of the opinion that the comparisons should be between total  
     recoverable metals and dissolved metals.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5943.002     
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     See response to comment G5942.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5943.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It appears that the toxicity tests were conducted using protocols other    
     than                                                                       
     the EPA protocols.  The AER cannot determine from the study if the toxicity
     testing protocols were similar to the protocols used to develop the metal  
     water quality criteria or not.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5943.003     
     
     The simulation tests were designed to simulate the conditions that existed 
     in the kinds of toxicity tests that were used in the derivation of the     
     aquatic life criteria.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5943.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Water Effects Ratio protocol and in the memo related to metals'     
     analysis, EPA is recommending the use of clean techniques and yet it is not
     apparent that clean techniques were used in this study.                    
     
     
     Response to: G5943.004     
     
     EPA recommends use of clean techniques as necessary to achieve detection   
     limits and blanks that are sufficiently low.  In this project, the         
     detection limits and blanks were sufficiently low for the purposes of the  
     simulation tests.  These issues are explicitly addressed for each metal.   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5943.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the simulation results, it does not appear that accuracy and precision  
     of the analytical techniques were used to evaluate whether there was a     
     significant difference between values obtain through the acidification and 
     the dissolved methods.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5943.005     
     
     This is true.  There was no reason to test for statistically significant   
     differences.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5943.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The AEF does not understand the EPA's rationale for deriving percentages of
     dissolved metals over time from the initial acidification value.  The      
     comparisons should be between acidification concentration and the dissolved
     metal concentration at the same time.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5943.006     
     
     The rationale is presented in the report; it relates to the way results of 
     toxicity tests were calculated for derivation of the total recoverable     
     criteria versus the way results should be calculated for derivation of     
     dissolved criteria.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5943.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The AEF does not understand the EPA's rationale for weighting the          
     percentages of dissolved metals.  In particular, the AEF does not          
     understand the rationale for weighting the 48 hr. value by a factor of 2.  
     
     
     Response to: G5943.007     
     
     Time-weighted averages are calculated according to standard methodology,   
     which is explained in more detail in the new version of the report.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5943.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA stated that dissolved metals can only be reduced two ways.         
     Dissolved                                                                  
     metal can be reduced either through sorption or through precipitation.  If 
     precipitation occurs in a toxicty test, the precipitant should be removed  
     from the solution by filtration or decanting before the sample is analyzed.
     The precipitant should not be considered as available to cause toxicity.   
     If                                                                         
     the EPA is concerned about the precipitant becoming available to sediment  
     organisms, they should address the concern through sediment toxicity tests.
     In addition, the EPA did not consider the potential uptake of metals by the
     fish and the Daphnia magna.  Organism uptake may explain some of the       
     differences between acidification concentrations and dissolved metal       
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5943.008     
     
     EPA said that there are two mechanisms that are most likely to cause the   
     percent dissolved to be less than 100 percent.  If the precipitant is      
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     removed before the concentration in the test solution is measured, then the
     result of the test is based on the dissolved concentration and the result  
     should not have been used in the derivation of a total recoverable         
     criterion.  The point of the simulation tests and the conversion factors is
     to address the difference between total recoverable criteria and dissolved 
     criteria.  In the final report, the possibility of uptake by the organism  
     is specifically discussed.  It is also discussed that bioconcentration     
     tests with these metals has shown that the amount of uptake is small.      
                                                                                
     EPA said that there are two mechanisms that are most likely to cause the   
     percent dissolved to be less than 100 percent.  If the precipitant is      
     removed before the concentration in the test solution is measured, then the
     result of the test is based on the dissolved concentration and the result  
     should not have been used in the derivation of a total recoverable         
     criterion.  The point of the simulation tests and the conversion factors is
     to address the difference between total recoverable criteria and dissolved 
     criteria.  In the final report, the possibility of uptake by the organism  
     is specifically discussed.  It is also discussed that bioconcentration     
     tests with these metals has shown that the amount of uptake is small.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G595.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As I'm sure you are well aware, recent infestations of Zebra mussels       
     (Dreisenna polymorpha) are having a negative effect on the water quality of
     the southern Great Lakes and pose serious problems to both municipal and   
     industrial water consumers.  However, we feel strongly that the continued  
     use of chlorine as a mitigation technique presents a situation where excess
     loadings will have a serious effect on localized, non-target aquatic       
     species.  Allowing municipal and industrial users of Great Lakes water to  
     continue to discharge levels of chlorine which are harmful to local        
     ecosystems does little to encourage the use of specific, non-toxic control 
     technologies currently available to these users.  Techniques such as       
     microfiltration, non-stick silicone coatings, ultrasound and the use of    
     magnetic fields all serve to reduce larval settlement in intake pipes      
     without exposing the local environment to broad spectrum pesticides.  By   
     scheduling the use of chlorine in you guidance and specifying a time frame 
     for reducing its application as a control technique, you will encourage the
     move away from the use of highly toxic, broad spectrum pesticides toward   
     specific non-toxic approaches.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G595.001      
     
     After careful consideration of comments, EPA has retained chlorine in Table
     5 of the final Guidance.  EPA's evaluation of this issue is discussed in   
     section II.C.5 of the SID.                                                 
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     EPA shares the commenter's concern that any mitigation techniques for      
     control of zebra mussels should not cause water quality problems.  EPA is  
     actively investigating alternative mitigation techniques to control zebra  
     mussels in ways that do not adversely affect the environment.  Regardless  
     of whether a substance is used to control nuisance growths, however, EPA's 
     current regulations (40 CFR 122.44(d)) require that discharges of any      
     substances to waters of the Great Lakes System must be subject to water    
     quality- based effluent limits in NPDES permits if they cause, have the    
     reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an excursion above any     
     water quality standard, including numeric and narrative criteria for water 
     quality.  These regulations apply to all pollutants, including those such  
     as chlorine that are listed in Table 5 of the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G595.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the continued widespread use of copper antifouling coatings in  
     the Great Lakes basin presents a situation where a specific heavy metal    
     contamination from targetable point source is not being properly regulated 
     by either the EPA or Environment Canada.  The amount of copper released to 
     the lakes when over 2 million pleasure boats, thousands of commercial      
     vessels and coated intake pipes leach at a rate of 22mg/sq.cm/day obviously
     has long term implications for the health of the basin, especially         
     considering that copper is toxic to trout at concentrations as low as 17   
     parts per billion.  We strongly endorse earlier proposals made by the      
     Pesticides Directorate of Agriculture Canada that the copper leaching rates
     from antifouling coatings be limited to 22mg/sq.m/day and we encourage the 
     EPA to adopt a similar strategy in this guidance.                          
     
     
     Response to: G595.002      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G595.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another area in which our members have expressed concern is over the       
     discharge of certain organic compounds, specifically ethylene glycol       
     (antifreeze), from marinas directly into receiving waters.  Currently, many
     marinas discharge the 1 to 4 gallons of antifreeze contained within the    
     engines directly to the local water body when carying out annual servicing,
     often discharging up to 100 gallons per marina.  The impact on local       
     ecosystems is significant, with the most severe effects being exhibited in 
     sheltered areas.  Technologies do exist which allow the spent antifreeze to
     be recycled (such as the system marketed in the U.S. by Wynn's) and reused 
     by the marinas for a very modest cost to both the marina operator and the  
     boater.  By regulating the discharge of specific organics, such as glycol, 
     the EPA will not only reduce the discharge of a toxic material in to the   
     waterways of the Great Lakes but also encourage the recycling of a useful  
     and necessary industrial chemical.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G595.003      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5952L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1)  I can find NO risk assessment as to value forthcoming vs cost/risk to  
     the                                                                        
     public for the program                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5952L.001    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G5952L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.)  Studies show that most of the pollution is natures'(90%=runoff, storm 
     water, air pollution, etc.)!                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5952L.002    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G5952L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.)  GLI would NOT significantly improve the water quality of the Great    
     Lakes, yet would cost the TAXPAYER and EMPLOYERS over $13 BILLION to       
     implement!                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5952L.003    
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G5952L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.)  Job loss would most certainly be great to communities already         
     suffering industry displacement.                                           
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     Response to: G5952L.004    
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G5952L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.)  Currently, it is my understanding the Great Lakes are already cleaner 
     because of existing governmental standards.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5952L.005    
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  See Section I.A of the SID.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the study, most of the comparisons were between an "acidification"      
     analytical method and the dissolved analytical method.  The metals issue is
     whether total recoverable metals' criteria can be directly translated to   
     dissolved metals' criteria or whether a conversion factor is needed.  This 
     document would have been better served by distinctively adddressing the    
     issue of total recoverable versus dissolved metals' criteria.  If the      
     approach implemented in this study had been implemented to compare total   
     recoverable derived concentrations to acidification derived concentrations 
     another set of conversion factors could have been developed.  This study is
     not resolving criteria issues.  It is proliferating the concerns whether   
     the metals' criteria are realistic numbers to protect the aquatic          
     community.                                                                 
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     Response to: G5962.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rationale for using the acidification analytical method on page 11 that
     states "It is better to check the dissolved method by comparing it with the
     acidification method than by comparing it with total recoverable method."  
     is                                                                         
     not intuitive and should be clarified.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5962.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The protocol used to conduct toxicity teests is not specified.  On Page 9  
     in the second paragraph, the document states that organisms density in each
     test chamber was based on densities recommended by ASTM.  Were the toxicity
     testing protocols based on ASTM methods or EPA's?                          
     
     
     Response to: G5962.003     
     
     The methodology used in most acute toxicity tests used in the derivation of
     aquatic life criteria is very similar to that described in ASTM Standard   
     E729.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although Alcoa did not review the primary literature used to develop the   
     ambient water quality criteria documents, it is apparent from a cursory    
     review of the ambient water quality criteria documents that standard       
     protocols were not used to develop the ambient water quality criteria.  For
     this study, it would have been appropriate to apply EPA's standard toxicity
     testing protocols.  The document does not provide enough information to    
     sufficiently justify the toxicity testing protocols used to simulate the   
     original toxicity tests.  For example, the rationale for using older fish  
     and                                                                        
     daphniads is not discussed.  In addition, the rationale for using static   
     tests as opposed to static renewal tests is not discussed.  It was not     
     until                                                                      
     Alcoa revisited the criteria documents that it was apparent that the       
     original                                                                   
     tests were generally static tests.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5962.004     
     
     The conditions used in the simulation tests are ones that are commonly used
     in routine toxicity tests and in many of the toxicity tests that were used 
     in the derivation of the criteria. Although these conditions are commonly  
     used, there is variation between tests.  The simulation tests intended to  
     cover the conditions that were likely to affect the percent dissolved.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On page 3, Part B, EPA states the "The two processes that are most likely  
     to cause the percent dissolved to be less than 100 percent are             
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     precipitation and sorption". In tests with no organisms, this statement is 
     probably correct.  However, in tests with organisms, uptake of metals into 
     body tissues and elimination must be considered.  The decreases in         
     acidification and dissolved metal concentrations over time may  have been  
     due to metal uptake.  In the procedures, a control toxicity test (i.e., one
     without any organisms) conducted side by side with the simulation tests    
     with organisms would have been useful to evalute uptake of metals by the   
     test organisms.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5962.005     
     
     In the final report, the possibility of uptake by the organism is          
     specifically discussed.  It is also discussed that bioconcentration tests  
     with these metals has shown that the amount of uptake is small.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the tests were conducted with Lake Superior water.  Therefore this 
     study is a site-specific study for Lake Superior water.  Was Lake Superior 
     Water appropriate to use or would laboratory reconstituted dilution water  
     have been more appropriate for this exercise?  For this study, Alcoa is of 
     the opinion that laboratory reconstituted water would have been more       
     appropriate because variability in the water matrix would have been        
     reduced.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5962.006     
     
     Although some of the data were generated in Lake Superior water, many of   
     the data were generated in Lake Superior water to which hardness,          
     alkalinity, daphnid food, and/or fathead minnow food had been added.  EPA  
     feels that Lake Superior water was acceptable for the purposes of the      
     simulation tests and that reconstituted water would also have been         
     acceptable.                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major issue with metals' data has been the lack of the use of clean and  
     ultra-clean techniques.  The document indicates that thought was given to  
     applying clean/ultra-clean techniques, but it does not appear to be an     
     integral part of the program.  Were clean analytical techniques used?  The 
     application of clean/ultra-clean techniques would have been appropriate in 
     this study.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5962.007     
     
     EPA recommends use of clean techniques as necessary to achieve detection   
     limits and blanks that are sufficiently low.  In this project, the         
     detection limits and blanks were sufficiently low for the purposes of the  
     simulation tests.  These issues are explicitly addressed for each metal.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure followed to calculate the conversion factors is unclear.     
     Using the zinc study as an example (Page B-4, "Results of the simulation   
     tests"), the comparisons computed in column 8 (i.e., the values for percent
     dissolved calculated based on the concentrations at the same time measured 
     using acidification methods) seems to be a logical comparison.  The        
     rationale for the comparisons in the 9th column (i.e., values for the      
     percent dissolved that were calculated based on the concentration at one   
     hour measured using the acidification method) is not a logical comparison. 
     The numbers in the 9th column were used to calculate the conversion        
     factors.  This approach is not justified.  If the concept is to evaluate   
     decrease of metal concentrations over time, it is more appropriate to      
     evaluate how acidification values decrease over time and compare the       
     decreases to the corresponding dissolved value decreases.  Column 8 serves 
     this purpose.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5962.008     
     
     The rationale for calculation of the conversion factors is presented in the
     report; it relates to the way the results of toxicity tests were calculated
     for derivation of the total recoverable criteria versus the way results    
     should be calculated for derivation of dissolved criteria.  Time-weighted  
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     averages are calculated according to standard methodology, which is        
     explained in more detail in the new version of the report.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On Page B-4 under the table heading "Results of simulation tests", it would
     seem appropriate to treat the comparison between the acidification         
     concentration of 92.66 ug/L (Row 1, Column 7) and the dissolved            
     concentration 91.06 ug/L (Row 1, Column 8) as essentially 100%.  One of    
     Alcoa's concerns is the lack of consideration given to analytical precision
     and accuracy surrounding the values being used to derive conversion        
     factors.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5962.009     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On Page B-5, the table under the heading "Interpretation of Results" is    
     based on the results in column 9 on page B-4.   These results, in Alcoa's  
     opinion, should be based on the results obtained in column 8.  Following   
     EPA's apprroach but using column 8 as opposed to column 9 the following    
     results are obtained.                                                      
                                                                                
     [See original comments for Table]                                          
                                                                                
     Based on this approach, the recommended conversion factor for zinc would be
     the average of 99.5, 100.4 and 99.1 or 99.7 that is essentially 100%.      
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     Although weighting of the percent dissolved means was taken into           
     consideration in the table generated by Alcoa (i.e., Alcoa followed EPA's  
     procedure).  Alcoa does not understand EPA's rationale for weighting       
     percentages of dissolved metals.  Why weight the 48 hr result by a factor  
     of two(2)?                                                                 
                                                                                
     Alcoa recommends that EPA modify the approach to conversion factors more   
     along the lines presented above.  Alcoa also requests that EPA clarify the 
     rationale for weighting dissolved means as percent.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5962.010     
     
     The rationale for calculation of the conversion factors is presented in the
     report; it relates to the way the results of toxicity tests were calculated
     for derivation of the total recoverable criteria versus the way results    
     should be calculated for derivation of dissolved criteria.  Time-weighted  
     averages are calculated according to standard methodology, which is        
     explained in more detail in the new version of the report.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When the results of recoveries in simulation solutions (Part 5 on page B-4)
     are compared to the results of simulation tests, the ability to recover    
     metals becomes an issue.  Recoveries for the acidification and dissolved   
     methods ranged from 92% to 106% and 90 to 101%, respectively.  The range   
     for the simulation tests range from 92.3 to 103.8%.  It appears that the   
     precision and accuracy of the analytical methods are not being considered  
     as conversion factors are being developed.  From a statistical prospective,
     Alcoa suspects that the differences beetween acidification and dissolved   
     values does not justify the use of conversion factors.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5962.011     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 7002



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the beginning of the document EPA discusses two processes that are      
     likely to cause the percent dissolved to be less than 100%:  sorption and  
     precipitation.  As discussed in Appendix E, chromium (III) precipitated in 
     Lake Superior water.  Alcoa requests a clarification of the precipitation  
     issues, specifically.  In the original studies when a chemical being tested
     precipitated out, how was the precipitated chemical treated?  Did the      
     original investigators account for the precipitant when endpoints when     
     calculated?  If precipitants were not accounted for, then the original     
     criteria would be underprotective and should be revised.  Additional       
     questions that are germane to the precipitation issue are:  1.)"Was Lake   
     Superior water used to develop the original criteria or where [sic] other  
     waters useed that allowed metals like chromium to remain in solution?";    
     2.)"Was a "carrier" used that aided chromium to remain in solution?"; and  
     3.)"Did the original investigators filter out precipitants before analyses 
     were conducted?"  From the documentation, Alcoa is not convinced that the  
     simulations for metals that tend to precipitate actually simulate how the  
     original investigators handled precipitants.  Alcoa requests that EPA      
     address the questions posed above to clearly demonstrate that the          
     conversion factor for chromium is real and not an artifact of the          
     procedure.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5962.012     
     
     The data used in the derivation of the criteria were based on the total    
     concentration of the chemical in the test solution, except possibly if an  
     error was made in the selection of data.  A variety of waters were used in 
     the toxicity tests that were used in the derivation of aquatic life        
     criteria.  Carriers are not used to keep chromium in solution in toxicity  
     tests.  If the original investigators filtered out precipitant, the result 
     of the test would be based on dissolved metal and should not have been used
     in the derivation of a total recoverable criterion.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Table of the Federal Register (Vol. 1, No. 167, Tuesday, August 30,     
     1994), six out 10 conversion factors (acute and chronic) are greater than  
     90%.  Three additional conversion factors are greater than 79%.  The       
     question becomes, "Are the conversion factors sufficiently different to    
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     warrant their implementation.  Based on the results in the attached Table  
     where water quality criteria were modified using the proposed conversion   
     factors, Alcoa does not believe that the revised criteria numbers are      
     sufficiently different from the original criteria to warrant their         
     application except possible in the case of lead and chromium (III).  If the
     differnces [sic] in the numbers were compare statistically, taking into    
     account accuracy and precision, Alcoa does not believe the differences     
     would be real except possible for lead and chromium.  With the exception of
     lead and chromium at a minimum, Alcoa thinks that it is important to keep  
     in mind that criteria already have conservative assumption built in to     
     protect the aquatic community.  When the existing built in conservative    
     assumptions are considered, the need for proposed conversion factors is    
     questionable.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5962.013     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5962.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The issue of handling precipitants as posed in item 9 above needs to be    
     addressed before accepting conversion factors for metals that precipitate  
     in Lake Superior water.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5962.014     
     
     The data used in the derivation of the criteria were based on the total    
     concentration of the chemical in the test solution, except possibly if an  
     error was made in the selection of data.  A variety of waters were used in 
     the toxicity tests that were used in the derivation of aquatic life        
     criteria.  Carriers are not used to keep chromium in solution in toxicity  
     tests.  If the original investigators filtered out precipitant, the result 
     of the test would be based on dissolved metal and should not have been used
     in the derivation of a total recoverable criterion.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.001
     Cross Ref 1: REFERS TO WEST, 93
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the report identifies 2 primary objectives and one secondary or   
     related objective, the composition and tone of this report clearly suggest 
     that the authors adopted a fourth objective, to lobby for the use of higher
     fish consumption estimates in the future when Michigan Rule 1057 is applied
     to regulate point source discharges.  Substantial portions of the report --
     numerous pages of footnotes after chapters 1, 3, 4, and 6, and main text   
     paragraphs within the executive summary, the chapter 1 introduction,       
     chapters                                                                   
     3 and 4 reporting of results, as well as the bulk of chapter 6             
     (recommendations by the authors) -- specifically address this premise.  The
     body of a technical report is not an appropriate medium for such lobbying  
     activities.                                                                
                                                                                
     The inclusion of opinion in the report automatically blends philosophical  
     and                                                                        
     political issues with scientific evidence, and detracts from the clarity of
     the actual results of the study.  If the authors felt their commentary     
     (i.e.                                                                      
     subjective comments and opinions) should be in the report, the most        
     appropriate location would have been the appendix.  By segregating their   
     opinions from the facts, the authors could have made their points and      
     reduced                                                                    
     the amount of prejudice introduced to those reviewing the study's findings.
     Other types of publications (e.g. white papers, treatises, etc.), however, 
     are more appropriate for such discourses and could have consisted largely  
     of                                                                         
     the non-scientific commentary presented in this report.  These more        
     appropriate publications could have been published simultaneously or even  
     in                                                                         
     advance of the releasing of this report, permitting specific citation of   
     these publications within the body of the technical report of the fish     
     consumption study itself.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5963.001     
     
     The discussions and footnotes in the West study are reflective of the      
     author's opinions and not EPA's.  It is not appropriate for the Agency to  
     selectively delete portions of support documentation.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.002
     Cross Ref 1: REFERS TO WEST, 93
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The report includes lengthy discussions and footnotes sections devoted to- 
     defending the methodology and assumptions employed by the authors in       
     conducting the survey.  The body of a technical report should not be broken
     up by defenses of methodology and assumptions.  We recommend the removal of
     all such discussion from the results section/                              
                                                                                
     As pointed out by Michigan reviewers, more appropriate locations for       
     relatively limited explanation of minor divergent opinion concerning       
     interpretation of results are available.  Discussions concerning the       
     methods                                                                    
     and default assumptions employed by the investigators should have occurred 
     during the study plan phase of this project.  If this discussion must      
     appear                                                                     
     within the final report, it should be confined to a separate section.      
                                                                                
     This project should not have been undertaking until agreement was reached  
     on                                                                         
     such important issues as 7-day recall being preferable to longer term      
     recall, presentation of a picture of serving size for fish versus several  
     pictures of serving size or even no pictures, analysis of sport fish       
     consumption only versus total fish consumption, assumption of a certain    
     adjustment for non-responsiveness, etc.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5963.002     
     
     See response to comments P2771.194 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the document does include copies of letters sent to sport fish    
     anglers, it does not include a copy of the survey questionnare (either the 
     original or final simplified form).  Copies of both questionaires would    
     have                                                                       
     aided review of this report and would have provided useful guidance for    
     researchers in other regions of the country for future survey efforts.  It 
     is                                                                         
     recommended that sample questionnaires be added to the appendix.           
     
     
     Response to: G5963.003     
     
     The study, as provided to EPA, did not include copies of the survey        
     questionnaire.                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The authors placed as much effort in analyzing total fish consumption for  
     anglers (sport fish consumption in addition to commercial fish consumed by 
     the anglers) as they did analyzing sport fish consumption alone.  At       
     numerous locations throughout the report (e.g. pages 5, 32, 64-68), the    
     authors lobby for the use of total fish consumption to protect recreational
     anglers.  Although application of this philosophy would surely be most     
     protective of the population, it could well be highly over-protective and  
     could result in unnecessary economic hardship for Michigan's residents with
     little actual gain in preservation of health.                              
                                                                                
     It is recommended that Michigan give careful consideration to using only   
     appropriate sport fish consumption estimates when it applies Rule 1057.    
     
     
     Response to: G5963.004     
     
     See response to comment P2771.194.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although it is true that some commercial fish may have been caught from    
     Michigan waters, much of the fish caught commercially is no doubt available
     from non-local or non-natural waters.  (No data is presented in this report
     concerning this point.)                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5963.005     
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     See response to comment P2771.194.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pages 10-11 - The author's chapter 1 footnotes address the 6.5             
     gram/person/day statistic used by EPA, Michigan, and many other states and 
     point out many of the errors in citations that have accumulated over the   
     years.  They politely challenge Michigan to provide the "original          
     documentation" for this statistic, stating that EPA's "top expert on fish  
     consumption" could not replicate the figure.  This commentary is beyond the
     scope of this technical report and should be deleted.  However, if this    
     discussion is to remain in the document, it is recommended that more       
     information be made available and presented in a less adversarial manner.  
                                                                                
     The State of Maryland also pursued this issue in great length during its   
     1989 triennial review of water quality standards.  We were also informed   
     that the original NPD data, stored on tapes, had been lost or destroyed.   
     We offer the attached in-house summary/review of the rationale behind EPA's
     6.5 gram per day figure to interested parties.                             
     
     
     Response to: G5963.007     
     
     See response to comment G5963.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 12 - What is the basis for the statement, "Year-long recall ('what did
     you eat this last year?') is woefully inaccurate.                          
                                                                                
     The authors should provide a citation for this statement.  If this is the  
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     author's opinion with no reference, additional language is required to     
     clarify that basis.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5963.008     
     
     This statement is taken out of context and is not clear.  In conducting the
     MSAFCS short-term recall was used because long-term recall is not          
     considered adequate.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 14 - Presenting the respondents with only 1 portion size is           
     prejudicial.  The easiest response for them was to say "yes, that's the    
     size", resulting in many respondents to doubt choosing this answer because 
     of its ease.                                                               
                                                                                
     If several sized portions had been pictured, the grantor and grantee would 
     have had far less disagreement on how to use the consumption data from     
     respondents who answered "it was less" or "it was more".                   
     
     
     Response to: G5963.009     
     
     According to the MSAFCS , respondents were asked in the survey to identify 
     the portion size the respondent ate at each fish meal.  Pictures were      
     provided of "about 1/2 pound" (8 ounce) fish meals of different types      
     (steak or fillet).  Respondents were asked to indicate whether the portion 
     consumed at each fish meal was "more", "less" or "about the same" as that  
     in the pictures.  The reported amounts of fish consumption were then       
     recorded into three discrete choices (in addition to zero): 5, 8, or 10    
     ounces (142.86, 228.57, or 285.71 grams).                                  
                                                                                
     Providing the respondents with pictures of three portion sizes (i.e., 5, 8 
     and 10 ounces), as the commenter suggests, would not necessarily have      
     yielded more valid data. Furthermore, the researchers cite prior studies of
     fish consumption as providing a precedent for using a picture of a single  
     portion size.                                                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.010
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20-21 - Number 1 is totally inappropriate.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5963.010     
     
     EPA agrees that the 6.5 gram/day option is inappropriate.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21 - Number 3 indicates that "300" is a magical number of surveys,    
     making the reader assume that adjustments for non-responsiveness is        
     mysteriously valid.  A citation and scientific explanation for this premise
     should be provided.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5963.011     
     
     The 1991-92 MSAFCS received a low response rate of 46.8 percent.  Since    
     fish consumption may be correlated with the likelihood of response, a low  
     response rate may bias the distribution of consumption.  To correct for the
     potential bias due to non- response, the researchers used information from 
     the first Michigan Sport Anglers Fish Consumption Survey conducted in 1988.
      The response rate in the initial survey was 47.3 percent.  In that study a
     phone call-back survey of a random sample of respondents and               
     non-respondents was conducted to assess differences in their consumption   
     rates.  The call-back survey indicated that non-respondents tended to eat  
     less fish than respondents. based on the results of the call-back survey a 
     downward adjustment of 2.2 grams/person/day was applied to the estimates of
     the overall mean generated from the 1988 survey.  Because the sample       
     design, frame, and response rates are similar in the two studies, the      
     researchers applied the same downward adjustment to the estimate of the    
     overall mean of the 1991-92 MSAFCS.                                        
                                                                                
     Supplement I of the MSAFCS provides a sufficiently detailed explanation and
     justification for the sample of 557 completed interviews for the phone     
     call-back survey . According to the Supplement I, the sample for the phone 
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     survey was a stratified random sample of respondents and non-respondents to
     the mail survey.  A total of 1,260 households were drawn in the sample of  
     which 580 were respondents to the 1988 MSAFCS and 680 were non-respondents.
      Of the total sample drawn (1260) only 666 had telephone numbers available.
     Of the 666 households the surveyors were able to contact someone in 570    
     households.  Of the 570 households contacted, the surveyors were able to   
     complete 557 interviews or 44.2 percent of the total sample.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 21 - The tone of number 4 is totally inappropriate.  Regardless of    
     whether or not the reviewers or the readers are "trained social            
     scientists", it is the responsibility of the authors of this report to     
     present the information (including the basis for various assumptions) in a 
     manner that is readily understandable to local and state regulators, the   
     regulated community, and the general public.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5963.012     
     
     See response to comment G5963.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 24 - The statments in the last half of paragraph 2 concerning Tables  
     1-4 and 70-year exposure to fish are very speculative, and as they are     
     beyond the scope of this project should be deleted from the report.        
                                                                                
     The study's data really neither prove nor disprove a 70-year exposure      
     assumption, because only a small percentage (4.7-8.1%) of the angler       
     population is responding that they've eaten fish (Michigan fish or other   
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     fish) for 61+ years.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5963.013     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment G5963.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tables 3-4 - Why were the increments in years unevenly divided (i.e.       
     increments of 10 years for first two categories, then increments of 20     
     years for later categories)?  The authors should explain their increment   
     selection in the text and again state that anglers residing in Michigan for
     less than 6 months were considered non-residents and their information was 
     not included in the survey.  This decision in data handling could          
     contribute to another form of bias being placed into the results           
     calculations.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5963.014     
     
     Table 3 of the MSAFCS provides the frequency distribution of responses to  
     the survey question: "How many years have you been eating fish?"  Table 4  
     provides the frequency distribution of responses to the survey question:   
     "About how many years have you been eating Michigan fish?"  There are no   
     set rules as to the size and number of class intervals in a frequency      
     distribution.  In general, groups should be established that are equal in  
     the size interval however, this is not always possible or desirable.  The  
     number and size of intervals should be determined for convenience and for  
     clear presentation.                                                        
                                                                                
     According to Appendix C of the MSAFCS, "the study population included "all 
     Michigan sport anglers who purchased a resident fishing, trout stamp,      
     salmon snagging, senior fishing, or sportperson license year of 1988 (April
     1, 1988 through March 31, 1989).  The study population excludes all        
     nonresident Michigan fishing license holders as well as persons who        
     purchased only special one-day licenses permitting them to fish in Michigan
     waters."   According to Appendix F those who resided in Michigan for less  
     than six months were assumed to be non-residents.                          
                                                                                
     Standard statistical procedures do not prohibit the exclusion of a         
     sub-group of the sample from the analysis provided that the sub-group is   
     defined and all members are excluded. To do so would not bias the results  
     of the analysis on the remaining sample.                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 1 of Appendix F and Table 5 - People who have resided in Michigan less
     than 6 months do consume fish and do pay taxes and should have had their   
     responses included in the survey, particularly in regard to getting        
     statistical "averages".  If they are not included, the sampling design is  
     no longer totally random, but targeted to Michigan sport anglers residing  
     in the state for at least 6 months.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5963.015     
     
     According to Appendix C of the MSAFCS, "the study population included "all 
     Michigan sport anglers who purchased a resident fishing, trout stamp,      
     salmon snagging, senior fishing, or sportperson license year of 1988 (April
     1, 1988 through March 31, 1989).  The study population excludes all        
     nonresident Michigan fishing license holders as well as persons who        
     purchased only special one-day licenses permitting them to fish in Michigan
     waters."   According to Appendix F those who resided in Michigan for less  
     than six months were assumed to be non-residents.                          
                                                                                
     The comment is correct in that the target group is Michigan sport anglers. 
     However, standard statistical procedures do not prohibit the exclusion of a
     sub-group of the sample from the analysis provided that the sub-group is   
     defined and all members are excluded. To do so would not bias the results  
     of the analysis on the remaining sample.                                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Page 32 - The 4th sentence from the bottom is inappropriate for a technical
     report.  It should have been placed in another document or at least another
     location (i.e. the appendix).  If the authors felt compelled to make such  
     commentary within the main body of their technical report, it should be in 
     the disucssion and recommendations chapter.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5963.016     
     
     See response to comment G5963.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5963.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 33 - The statement "We are quite sure the State would not wish to     
     use..." and others like it on other pages is adversarial and only political
     commentary.  Its inclusion in a results chapter is inappropriate.          
     
     
     Response to: G5963.017     
     
     See response to comment G5963.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5970.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA staff has stated that, while the ambient standards for trace      
     metals in our water quality rule are now specified as "total," we would    
     change to dissolved metal standards to comply with U.S. Environmental      
     Protection Agency (EPA) guidance as contained in the memorandum from Martha
     Prothro (October 1, 1993).  We further stated in our comments on the       
     proposed GLI guidance that the GLI policy on metals should be consistent   
     with the October 1 guidance.  MPCA staff continues to feel the GLI policy  
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     should be consistent with nationwide EPA policy on this issue.             
     
     
     Response to: G5970.001     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5970.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the recommended new factors to convert the GLI metals criteria from
     total to dissolved are very close to one.  The small didfference between   
     total and dissolved concentrations in laboratory water points out that the 
     conversion of criteria from total to dissolved is not the significant step 
     in the change to dissolved metals.  It is very likely that these conversion
     factors will be "lost" in the uncertainty associated with criteria         
     development and the variability associated with mostly ambient trace metal 
     measurements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5970.002     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5970.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More important is the difference between total and dissolved metal         
     concentrations in less than pristine waters and in effluents, and the      
     ultimate fate of these metals.  It is assumed conversion factors for metals
     in effluents will vary but often be significantly lower than one.  Absence 
     in the guidance is a discussion of the fate of the undissolved fractions of
     metals in effluents, how sediment criteria (which we do not have) will be  
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     applied to protect potentially threatened benthic communities, and the     
     possible issue of backsliding that could arise if effluent limitations are 
     "relaxed" when transferred back to total.  The guidance needs to address a 
     more holistic approach to dealing with metal toxicity, and the MPCA staff  
     needs to re-evaluate its position regarding dissolved vs. total metals.    
     
     
     Response to: G5970.003     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.  EPA currently is developing            
     proposed criteria to protect sediment quality.  If states wish             
     they could adopt total recoverable to provide additional                   
     protection for sediments until EPA finalizes its work on criteria          
     for sediments.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5970.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This study supports the selection, by the GLI Technical Work Group (TWG),  
     of 15 g/d as the mean amount of sport-caught fish consumed by the angling  
     population living in the Great Lakes region.  It is our understanding that 
     the results of this study were available to Michigan Department of Natural 
     Resources staff when they reviewed fish consumption data and reported 15   
     g/d as a mean consumption amount for consideration by the GLI TWG.  MPCA   
     staff supports the use of 15 g/d as the fish consumption value.  Any       
     selection of a final basin-wide consumption value other than 15 g/d by the 
     EPA would represent a risk management or policy, rather than a technical   
     decision.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5970.004     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5970.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TSD recognizes the effect bioavailability of an organic chemical has on
     its bioaccumulative potential.  However, it is not explained in the TSD why
     the base line BAFs, based on freely dissolved concentrations, are converted
     back to total concentrations to determine the human health BAFs listed in  
     Table 2.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5970.005     
     
     EPA decided that it would be easier for people to understand and use the   
     human health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals if they were      
     expressed as total concentrations in the ambient water.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5970.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under this proposal, total BAFs decrease as concentrations of POC and DOC  
     increase (i.e., the fraction of freely dissolved chemical becomes smaller).
      The implications of this need to be discussed.  For example, is it the    
     intent of EPA to use POC/DOC values from Lake Ontario as "default" values  
     for the calculation of all human health and wildlife criteria?  Inland     
     waters in the basin may have considerably higher concentrations of POC/DOC 
     than Lake Ontario.  Under the proposed GLI guidance, in general, the use of
     higher POC/DOC values would be precluded since states can not apply human  
     health criteria less stringent than the GLI criteria.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5970.006     
     
     EPA has used POC and DOC values from Lake Superior as "default" values.    
     Site-specific human health criteria may be higher or lower than the        
     system-wide values if adequately justified by acceptable data and if       
     downstream uses are adequately protected.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5970.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MPCA staff supports the change from the Veith and Kosian BCF/log Kow model 
     to the BCF (freely dissolved, 100 percent lipid) equals Kow model to       
     predict BCFs.  In defining a lipid normalized BCF, the TSD should be very  
     explicit that it means 100 percent lipid.  In other contexts, a lipid      
     normalized BCF/BAF has meant one percent lipid.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5970.007     
     
     EPA intends to make it very clear that lipid-normalized BAFs are expressed 
     in terms of 100 percent lipid, not 1 percent lipid.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5970.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     MPCA staff has not had time to evaluate the proposed new FCMs based on the 
     Gobas model.  Some aspects, independent of the actual derivation and       
     reported agreement with measured BAFs, are significant improvements over   
     the previous proposal.  For example, FCMs decrease in size gradually at log
     Kows of 7 and greater (at trophic level 4) rather than drop from 100 to 1  
     at log Kows greater than 6.5.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5970.008     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed new FCMs are significant improvements over the
     previous ones.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5970.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TSD is not clear whether Trophic level 3 FCMs, needed for calculation  
     of additional wildlife criteria, are the means of the FCMs for sculpin,    
     alewives and smelt.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5970.009     
     
     In the final BAF TSD, it is clearly explained that the trophic level 3 FCMs
     are based only on sculpin and alewives.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5970.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the TSD should provide mroe discussion and support for the fact that 
     some FCMs for trophic level 3 (and resulting BAFs) are greater than FCMs   
     for trophic level 4.  This is contrary to some published reports on        
     biomagnification up the food chain for highly lipophilic chemicals.        
     
     
     Response to: G5970.010     
     
     The fact that some trophic level 3 FCMs are higher than the corresponding  
     trophic level 4 FCMs is discussed in more detail in the final BAF TSD.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5970.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The process by which the individual BAFs were determined, with the exeption
     of mercury, is not adequately explained in the TSD.  The data used to      
     determine the BAFs should be laid out step by step as was done in          
     "Determination of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation       
     Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative," 1993.  In particular, the         
     derivation of the two BAFs based on the BSAF method (2,3,7,8-TCDD and      
     Dieldrin) are not adequately explained.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5970.012     
     
     EPA intends to provide better explanations of the derivations of the BAFs  
     in the final BAF TSD.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5970.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both the Federal Register notice and the TSD are mute on the derivation of 
     BAFs for the other 116 or so chemicals in the GLI universe of chemicals.   
     Presumably new BAFs should be calculated using the new methods for all     
     these chemicals.  States as well as the public will need to know how many  
     chemicals might be added or deleted from the BCC list as a result of these 
     recalculations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5970.013     
     
     EPA will provide guidance concerning the BAFs for the other chemicals on   
     the GLI List of Initial Focus.  EPA has screened the data available for    
     these other chemicals and it appears that none of these other chemicals    
     will be a BCC.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5970.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The new TSD had dealt with some of the major issues for which comments were
     solicited in the proposed GLI.  A very critical issue that still has not   
     been adequately addressed in the new TSD is the effect metabolism has on   
     bioaccumulation.  While the new BSAF method and the field measured BAFs    
     address metabolism, there is no discussion or guidance on how to deal with 
     metabolism when predicting BAFs using methods 3 and 4.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5970.014     
     
     As formulated in the final BAF TSD, BAFs derived using methods three and   
     four are not used to derive human health criteria if the BAF is greater    
     than 125 and are not used to define BCCs. This approach reflects concerns  
     regarding the adequacy of predicted BAFs to account for metabolism.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5970.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overall, the new TSD seems to bring the very latest science to bare on the 
     issue of measuring and predicting BAFs, and, from this standpoint, it is a 
     welcome addition to the earlier BAF procedures.  However, it will take     
     additional time to fully assess the new FCMs, the new BSAF method, and     
     possible implications for the determination of GLI criteria.  Without BAFs 
     for the remaining chemicals on the GLI universe of chemicals list, there is
     no way to assess potential impacts on the BCC list.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5970.015     
     
     EPA will provide guidance concerning the BAFs for the other chemicals on   
     the GLI List of Initial Focus.  EPA has screened the data available for    
     these other chemicals and it appears that none of these other chemicals    
     will be a BCC.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5971L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The trophic state of a lake has a strong influence on the extent of mercury
     bioaccumulation, with eutrophic lakes being less susceptible to            
     bioaccumulation than oligotrophic lakes                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5971L.001    
     
     The trophic status of the body of water is one of the factors that might   
     affect a site-specific BAF for mercury.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G5971L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG should recognize the influence of stratification on water column 
     mercury concentrations                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5971L.002    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: G5971L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury in the anaerobic hypolimnia of Onondaga Lake and unimpacted        
     pristine lakes reach concentrations that are 100 times greater than the    
     proposed GLWQG wildlife-based criterion of 0.18 ng/L.  This elevation is   
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     attributable primarily to methylation in the water column                  
     
     
     Response to: G5971L.003    
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/RISK
     Comment ID: G5971L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific and species-specific issues must be considered in deriving   
     wildlife water quality criteria                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5971L.004    
     
     Please see appendix F, procedure 1 for a discussion on site- specific      
     modifications for wildlife criteria.                                       
                                                                                
     Without further detail from the commenter, EPA is unable to give a precise 
     response to the concerns about species-specific issues. EPA, however,      
     believes that the five species selected are appropriate representatives of 
     species that are most exposed to bioaccumulative contaminants.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G5971L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG should not be an ARAR for the Onondaga Lake RI/FS.               
     
     
     Response to: G5971L.005    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5972.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved Metal in     
     Freshwater Toxicity Tests"                                                 
                                                                                
     We believe the simulation testing that formed the basis for this report    
     supports the premise held by many states that the criteria development     
     tests                                                                      
     were carried out under conditions that optimized the solubility and        
     bioavailability of the metals being tested.  These results show that       
     conversion to dissolved criteria from the total recoverable criteria is a  
     paper exercise with little practical value.  Nevertheless, we find the     
     resulting conversion factors superior to the recommended values listed in  
     EPA's October 1993 "Guidance Document on Dissolved Criteria."              
     
     
     Response to: G5972.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5972.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Federal Register Notice, it is noted that States will be required to
     adopt criteria consistent with EPA's final Guidance, and assuming EPA      
     publishes dissolved metals criteria, states could adopt total recoverable  
     criteria (as proposed) since "it is a more stringent approach."  The whole 
     purpose of conversion factors is to establish dissolved criteria equivalent
     to the current total recoverable criteria.  Therefore, total recoverable   
     criteria are not more stringent relative to water column protection, which 
     is the focus of the criteria.                                              
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     Response to: G5972.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: G5972.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We question EPA's expressed intent for this new guidance.  Specifically,   
     although published as Great Lakes System guidance, EPA Headquarters has    
     told us that the final conversion factors will be used nationally.  Does   
     this set the precedent for a question we believed to be still unresolved - 
     that of whether the GLI Guidance becomes a national model?                 
     
     
     Response to: G5972.003     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5972.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lead - The large differences in percent dissolved lead at hardnesses of 50 
     and 200 mg/l indicate that they should not be lumped in averaging for a    
     conversion factor determination.  The lead results demonstrate the need for
     further consideration before EPA finalizes a recommendation.               
     
     
     Response to: G5972.004     
     
     See response to comment G5928.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5972.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "1991-92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish Consumption Study"                    
                                                                                
     We do not believe that this study provides sufficient basis to support     
     changing the GLI proposed fish consumption exposure.  Pennsylvania         
     currently uses the EPA recommended 6.5 g/d of contaminated fish flesh      
     consumption as the exposure factor in its water quality criteria.  We have 
     previously supported the GLI use of 6.5 g/d, but consider that the proposed
     15 g/d is tenable.  We believe this study demonstrates site-and            
     population-specific variabilities in fish consumption, which are useful in 
     site-specific situations, but not particularly useful in defining region   
     wide exposure.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5972.005     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5972.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for the   
     Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors - July 1994."               
                                                                                
     BAFs are powerful factors in the determination of human health and wildlife
     criteria.  For this reason, it is extrememly important that EPA adequately 
     validate the models being proposed for use in BAF derivation.  It does not 
     appear that sufficient validation and verification of these models has been
     accomplished to support the widespread applicaiton in the entire Great     
     Lakes Basin, or worse, on a national basis.  In addition, we are concerned 
     that there is insufficient documentation to support many assumptions used  
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     in the models.  We recommend continued efforts in documentation and        
     validation before including any BAF models in the regulation.              
     
     
     Response to: G5972.006     
     
     The validation (verification) of the methods used is contained in the      
     comparisons between (a) field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using the   
     Gobas model, and (b) field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted from BSAFs.    
     Field-measurement of BAFs is a totally different approach from predicting  
     BAFs using the Gobas model; the similarity between the two sets of BAFs is 
     a strong validation of the Gobas model, the methodology for determining    
     field-measured BAFs, and the BSAF methodology.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5973.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 2: cc: HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Throughout the development process for this guidance, an attempt has been  
     made to blend appropriate new science with the implementation procedures   
     for the water quality standards and the NPDES permit programs.  In the new 
     proposals for the development of conversion factors for metals and the BAF 
     calculation, it appears that methods for implementing the new science into 
     regulatory programs have largely been ignored.                             
                                                                                
     Because of the many unanswered questions regarding critical implementation 
     issues, the Department has reservations on the usefulness and              
     appropriateness of reports 1 and 3.  However, the second report regarding  
     fish consumption deserves strong consideration for use in further          
     development of the final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.               
     
     
     Response to: G5973.001     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5973.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Department has minimal comment with respect to the way(s) in which the 
     conversion factors were derived.  Technically, the conversion factors are  
     valid.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5973.002     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5973.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In almost all instances, the conversion factors (CFs) proposed are very    
     close to 1.000.  The coefficients of variation (COVs) for the analytical   
     methods are in the range of 1-11%.  Since the CFs are so close to 1.000,   
     and therefore would adjust the criteria by a small amount, are they        
     statistically sound given the analytical method COVs?                      
     
     
     Response to: G5973.003     
     
     See responses to comments G5928.004.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5973.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although it may not be the intent of this document to discuss              
     implementation of the CFs in limits or permits, the derivation of the      
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     criteria must proceed concurrently with implemenation guidelines.  Is it   
     the intent of these conversions to result in less stringent controls?  Even
     if the accuracy of "bioavailability" in the environment is the goal,       
     compartments other than the water column cannot be ignored.  For example,  
     supporting documentation to the CF process states that "...a State or Tribe
     could adopt criteria expressed as dissolved criteria, or they could choose 
     to adopt the total recoverable criteria without using conversion factors as
     in the proposed guidance, since it is a more stringent approach."  It is   
     not clear why a total recoverable approach is more stringent.  Preliminary 
     discussions of implementation must be provided.  Efforts must be made to   
     account for toxicity in all the environmental compartments affected by an  
     increased level of particulate bound metals in the aquatic ecosystem.      
     Ignoring the total loading of metals to the ecosystem does not accmomplish 
     the goal of "ecosystem protection."                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5973.004     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.  States and Tribes have the option of   
     total recoverable or dissolved criteria.  The total recoverable permit     
     limit derived from a total recoverable criterion will usually be lower than
     the total recoverable permit limit derived from a dissolved criterion.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5973.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If our goal is to protect water colmn biota then only dissolved metal      
     criteria should be considered.  However, if our goal is to protect the     
     aquatic ecosystem then total metal criteria (or somewhere between dissolved
     and total metal criteria) must be utilized.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5973.005     
     
     See response to comment G5970.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5973.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we have questions regarding the statistical validity of the CFs in   
     terms of the magnitude of the COVs, the Department agrees with the         
     generation of the CFs.  However, we do not endorse the concept of          
     regulating only the dissolved portion of metals entering the aquatic       
     environment.  The concensus of the scientific community is not sufficiently
     clear on the factors involved in metals toxicity, fate, and transport to   
     allow potential increases in metals loading even though short-term water   
     column toxicity is controlled.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5973.006     
     
     See responses to comments G5929.001, G5970.003, G5990.010.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5973.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Department has reviewed the 1991-92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish        
     Consumption Study conducted by Dr. West, et al. concerning the fish        
     consumption rate of Michigan anglers.  While the document contained        
     emotional overtones that are not necessarily appropriate for a scientific  
     study, the options are presented in a clear manner and provide relevant    
     information worthy of consideration.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5973.007     
     
     See response to comment G5963.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5973.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methods used in this study appear to be very appropriate for           
     summarizing                                                                
     fish consumption rates.  The use of short-term recall is an accurate way of
     gathering information rather than relying on someone to recall fish        
     consumption over the course of a year or longer.  Because this study was   
     carried out over a year, the mean values presented should give an accurate 
     representation of consumption rates on an annual basis.  The use of visuals
     to estimate the quantity of fish consumed per meal was also an excellent   
     idea; in fact, it has been employed by University of Wisconsin researchers 
     as                                                                         
     well.  The random sampling of fish licenses, although it does not          
     necessarily                                                                
     address the issue of non-angling sport fish consumers, is a standard method
     of conducting non-invasive research.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5973.008     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5973.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The report attempts to summarize sport fish consumption as well as total   
     fish consumption supplemented by commercial fish consumption.              
     Unfortunately, no attempt was made (and was probably not possible) to      
     distinguish between commercial fish from the Great Lakes region vs. those  
     from other sources such as the ocean or fish farms.  Therefore, the total  
     fish consumption numbers do not necessarily represent fish consumption     
     solely from the Great Lakes region.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5973.009     
     
     See response to comment P2771.194.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5973.010
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another other question is whether the consumption rates found in Michigan  
     anglers are relevant to consumption rates in the other Great Lakes states. 
     Based on other studies conducted in the region and outlined in Olson       
     (1988), the average fish consumption value falls in line with the recent   
     Michigan study.  Specifically for Wisconsin, Fiore et. al. (1986) reported 
     the mean daily sport-caught intake was 12.3 g, with the 75% level at 15.5 g
     and the 95% level of 37.3 g.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5973.010     
     
     See response to comment P2771.194.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5973.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are several other factors which should be kept in mind when          
     determining the appropriate levels of fish consumption.  For instance, some
     of the older studies may underestimate current fish consumption rates given
     the relatively recent publicity over fish being "good food" to reduce fat  
     intake and the chance of heart disease.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5973.011     
     
     See response to comments P2771.194 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5973.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For many people, fishing and sport fish consumption are seasonal           
     activities.  There may be higher consumption rates over a short period of  
     time.  Peterson, et al. (1994) surveyed Chippewa Indians in northern       
     Wisconsin and found consumption was indeed seasonal with peak consumption  
     occurring during the months of April and May.  Therefore, the acute effects
     of exposure (i.e. fetal effects in pregnant women) to toxic chemicals needs
     to be taken into account.  In the Peterson study, over 40% of participants 
     reported eating at least 1 meal/week during those months of peak           
     consumption.  This provides another argument for assuming the higher fish  
     consumption rate in order to protect higher than average, short-term       
     consumers.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5973.012     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5973.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, the study by the University of Michigan researchers on the     
     different consumption rates was conducted in a reasonable manner to achieve
     the desired information.  The information presented in the document appears
     to be relevant not only to Michigan, but to the other Great Lakes states as
     well, based on other studies conducted in the region.  The current draft of
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance recommends using an average fish    
     consumption rate of 15 g/day.  Because consumption of fish from the Great  
     Lakes region, through sport fishing and supplemented by additional intake  
     of comercial species caught in the Great Lakes region, is likely to exceed 
     this rate, it may be prudent to assume a higher consumption rate.  This    
     would have the twofold affect of protecting a greater percentage of the    
     population rather than just the average fish consumer and would protect    
     those whose annual consumption rate is closer to the mean, but is          
     seasonally much higher. Therefore, the 30 g/day (80th percentile)          
     recommendation should be considered for use in setting water quality       
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5973.013     
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     See response to comments P2771.194 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, this report seems to do a tremendous job of bringing all of the
     latest science into a set of procedures to determine bioaccumulation       
     factors (BAFs).  In fact, the science is so new and of the "cutting edge," 
     that some of the key references which are cited are not yet available for  
     review.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5973.014     
     
     EPA agrees that some of the science is new and that some of the key        
     references have not been published yet; all of the references have been    
     available for review, although some of them were not identified clearly.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The chapters need to be better organized, perhaps "cookbook" style, in the 
     hierarchy for which BAFs should be derived. It was extremely frustrating to
     see citations for Cook, et al. (1994) and Lodge, et al. (1994) when neither
     of these references are available for public review.  Relevant data and    
     discussions from these references should be included in this report if it  
     is used as a TSD.  Furthermore, references in this document should not cite
     L. Burkhard, 1994 and P.M. Cook, 1994, when they are in fact referring to  
     specific chapters within this document.  There seems to be organizational  
     confusion in the way chapters are presented.  In another instance, there is
     a discussion on pages 10 and 47 of the chemical concentration quotient     
     between sediment organic carbon and the freely dissolved state in overlying
     water.  The symbol for the quotient is differnet on the two pages.         
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     Although both discussions seemed necessary, there is a need for a more     
     uniform presentation of the topic.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5973.015     
     
     The BAF TSD will be revised to make it more clear and the citations will be
     corrected.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Equation 1 on page one (the relationship between BAFs reported on a total  
     and freely dissolved basis) took considerable time to accept, given the    
     past methodology for determining BAFs, but it does appear reasonable.      
     Given that this is a basic premise to all chapters, more discussion and    
     supporting evidence is warranted in this beginning section.                
     
     
     Response to: G5973.016     
     
     EPA agrees this equation should be explained better in the final BAF TSD.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The validity of the proposed equation for deriving the fraction of a       
     chemical that is freely dissolved seems technically justified.  However,   
     the use and application of such a method needs to be better presented.     
     Most importantly, how site-specific must the POC and DOC values be?  It    
     seems likely that a NPDES permittee may petition for a new BAF based on    
     their own discharge site's POC and DOC values.  Even if a resulting        
     criterion would change little by doubling the DOC and POC, if the          
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     differences aer at all significant, regulatory agencies will most certainly
     be asked to consider specific information corresponding to their location  
     of discharge.  Permitting chaos would arise once everyone decides to       
     request site-specific BAFs due to variability in POC and DOC.  Both POC and
     DOC vary in Wisconsin's inland waters.  For example, DOC can vary between  
     less than 1 mg/L and greater than 30 mg/L.  If DOC is an important factor  
     in bioavailability and bioaccumulation, guidance must be included on when  
     an assumed value is to be used as opposed to a site-specific value.        
     
     
     Response to: G5973.017     
     
     EPA acknowledges the commentrer's concern.  It may be possible for         
     dischargers to assist the regulatory agencies in collecting good data and  
     proposing site-specific criteria for consideration.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although we do not object to the alternate equation to predict BCFs from   
     Kow,                                                                       
     there is some confusion about the derivation of the methods.  Equation 1 on
     page 6, which states:  log BCF = 1.00 log Kow - 0.08 (assuming 5% lipid) is
     mathematically very close to equation 2 on page 7 which states that BCF fd1
     =                                                                          
     (approximately) Kow (lipid normalized).  If equations 1 and 2 are          
     mathematically similar, are the percent lipid assumptions the same, or are 
     they 5% for equation 1 and 1% for equation 2?  Obviously the resulting BCF 
     is                                                                         
     very different depending upon the assumed percent lipid.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5973.018     
     
     The percent lipid is 5 percent for the first equation and 100 percent for  
     the second equation.  In the final guidance, "lipid- normalized" refers to 
     100 percent lipid.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If equation 2 is to be used to estimate BCFs for chemicals, this method    
     results in very different BCFs than those resulting from the Veith and     
     Kosian equation currently used in many programs.  The reasoning behind the 
     use of significantly larger BCFs must be thoroughly explained.  The food   
     chain multiplier to be used to estimate a BAF from a BCF would necessarily 
     need to be considerably smaller to avoid unrealistically high BAFs (though 
     they seem reasonable if the Gobas model is then used to determine them).   
     
     
     Response to: G5973.019     
     
     The equation used in the final guidance to predict BCFs gives a BCF for 100
     percent lipid.  Because the predicted BCF is higher, the FCM is lower for  
     chemicals that have high values for Kow.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5973.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of the model by Gobas, rather than the model by Thomann, to        
     determine food chain multiplers (FCMs) makes sense on the account that the 
     Gobas model incorporates expsoures of organisms to chemicals from both the 
     sediment and the water column.  However, acceptability would improve with a
     better general discussion of the two models.  Even more importantly, a far 
     greater explanation is needed as to why FCMs are less for Trophic Level 4  
     than for Trophic Level 3.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5973.020     
     
     Briefly, the model of Gobas (1993) contains both benthic and pelagic food  
     web pathways whereas the the model of Thomann (1989) is based upon the     
     pelagic food web only.  The benthic food web in very important in the Great
     Lakes since the sediments are one of the major sources of PCBs and other   
     bioaccumulative chemicals to the food web.  An explanation of the reasons  
     why the FCMs for the smelt were larger than those for the piscivorous      
     fishes was provided on page 12 of the TSD.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5973.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section V., concerning prediction of bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) from   
     biota-sediment accumulation factor (BSAF) measurements is a positive step  
     for considering bioaccumulation of toxic chemicals in the environment.  A  
     little background on the evolution of the BSAF process would be useful in  
     understanding the concepts involved.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5973.021     
     
     EPA agrees that use of the BSAF methodology to predict BAFs is a positive  
     step.  The presentation of the BSAF methodology in the final BAF TSD has   
     been improved.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G5973.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modification of the proposed Guidance's BAF hierarchy by adding a predicted
       BAF based on a biota-sediment accumulation factor may make good sense    
     scientifically; however, it seems that data demands may be too intensive to
     actually use this procedure.  Alternatively, a lack of data may restrict   
     its use to assuming default values for parameters such as DOC and POC,     
     steady state situations or not, etc.  The "seven easy steps to apply the   
     BSAF method" on pp 50-51 seem far more complicated and time-consuming than 
     regulatory agencies are prepared to handle.  The data-intensive nature of  
     the protocol to generate BSAFs needs to be simplified to the extent        
     possible.  We understand that there a number of necessary assumptions to be
     made concerning the data inputs to the process.  While this may be         
     scientifically valid, we must avoid circumstances where the data used in   
     the process are constantly challenged by parties not in agreement with the 
     BAF used.  The process may be very difficult to implement on chemicals     
     which do not have a history in the GLI.  There are chemicals which we must 
     address in our respective states, where there may not be the appropriate   
     amount of data with which to apply the procedures in this document.        
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     Response to: G5973.022     
     
     EPA agrees that the data needs of the BSAF methodology may limit its use in
     some cases.  Similar limitations exist for direct measurements of BAFs.  By
     placing it on the list of acceptable methods, it can be used to determine  
     BAFs for additional chemicals when acceptable data are available.  When    
     accurate BAFs for suitable reference chemicals are available, the BSAF     
     method is quite robust because it uses BSAF ratios to measure relative     
     bioaccumulation, rather than absolute degree of bioaccumulation. The       
     reference chemical's BAFs are the primary determinants of accuracy for new 
     BAFs from this method.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Section VII, BAFs are derived for 22 chemicals.  What happened to all   
     the other chemicals for which BAFs are needed in the "universe" of         
     chemicals included in the Guidance?  Will values be calculated for them as 
     well?  By whom?  This section is not a complete replacement for the TSD    
     associated with the published Guidance.  More detail needs to be provided  
     for each chemical's BAF derivation.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5973.023     
     
     EPA will provide guidance concerning the BAFs for the other chemicals on   
     the GLI List of Initial Focus.  EPA intends to provide better explanations 
     of the derivations of the BAFs in the final TSD.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Page 9                                                                     
     What is the source of equation 1?  Gobas, 1993?  In this equation, is Kow =
     BCFfd1 based on equation 2 on page 7?  If so, we assume this is the        
     derivation for the formula (FCM)(Kow) = BAF used in footnote "b" of Table 3
     on page 20.  Please clarify.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5973.024     
     
     The final BAF TSD will clarify the derivations of the equations.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 20                                                                    
     Footnote "a" indicates that the chemical abbreviations are taken from      
     Oliver and Niimi.  For convenience in using this TSD, these abbreviations  
     should be explained rather than having to find another document to find    
     what they represent.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5973.025     
     
     EPA agrees that footnotes should be explained at the bottom of each table  
     in which they occur.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G5973.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PCBs                                                                       
     The published draft Guidance contains TEF values for 11 toxic PCB          
     congeners.  It would be useful to have a separate section that focuses on  

Page 7040



$T044618.TXT
     these 11 congeners and discusses BAFs, FCMs, BEFs and BSAF relationships.  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5973.026     
     
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs or BEFs for PCBs.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 58 - Tables 1b-5b                                                     
     Where DDT is in column headings, it needs to be preceded by "ref" to read  
     "ref DDT."                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5973.027     
     
     EPA agrees that the column headings can be improved.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 2, Page 63                                                           
     Superscript on BAF in Table heading and columns needs to have "f" added to 
     read BAFfdt to be consistent with use throughout the document.             
     
     
     Response to: G5973.028     
     
     EPA agrees that the superscript should be "fd" rather than "d".            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Page 97                                                                    
     Kow for Dieldrin.  In their Sediment Quality Criterion development process 
     for Dieldrin, USEPA evaluated Kow values for Dieldrin.  Why isn't that     
     document cited or used here?                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5973.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pages 114-117                                                              
     These pages need to be reordered to have the human health based BAFs come  
     before the wildlife BAFs.  In the human health table of BAFs, the last     
     column ("fraction freely dissolved") should precede the fourth column of   
     numbers (total BAF at 5% lipid) to help indicate that column five (then it 
     would be total BAF at 5% lipid) is derived by multiplying two columns      
     together.  The same thinking should be done in the presentation of the     
     wildlife BAFs.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5973.030     
     
     New tables will be prepared for the final BAF TSD.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5973.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Department appreciates the tremendous effort put forth to develop a TSD
     (though this is really a blend of "procedure" and "TSD") which incorporates
     all the latest science available for fine-tuning a calculation of a        
     chemical's BAF.  However, much clarification of the document is needed.  An
     accompanying discussion of implementation issues should be added.  We      
     applaud any effort to update the science used to accurately and efficiently
     regulate point source discharges of toxic chemicals.  However, at this     
     time, the Department has reservations on the usefulness and appropriateness
     of the proposed changes.  The Great Lakes Initiative is receiving an       
     extraordinary amount of scrutiny form all parties involved.  Therefore, any
     proposed changes to numeric criteria or methodology must be presented and  
     described in a very clear manner, and the ramifications of such changes on 
     other aspects of the total guidance package must be clearly stated.        
     
     
     Response to: G5973.031     
     
     EPA intends that the final BAF TSD will be clearer and will present the    
     BAFs and the methodology better.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AAMA strongly supports U.S. EPA's recognition that the aquatic life        
     criteria                                                                   
     for metals should be expressed as dissolved rather than total recoverable  
     metal. In our previous comments on the Proposed Guidance, we stressed that 
     the Guidance as drafted was inconsistent with recent scientific research as
     well as EPA policy.  EPA's October 1, 1993 Memorandum further contradicted 
     the Proposed Guidance's use of total recoverable metals.  AAMA urges that  
     the                                                                        
     Final Guidance include the strongest possible recommendation to the states 
     that dissolved metal is the preferred form in which to express criteria for
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     protection of aquatic life.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5974.001     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AAMA does not believe, however, that conversions factors are necessary for 
     the resulting dissolved criteria.  EPA's reluctance to simply rename the   
     total recoverable criteria as dissolved stems from the perception that     
     dissolved criteria are inevitably underprotective.  It must be emphasized  
     that the expression of aquatic life criteria as dissolved metal is         
     significantly more conservative than is often assumed.  EPA even recognized
     this point in the October 1, 1993 Memorandum:                              
                                                                                
     Furthermore, any error incurred from excluding the contribution of         
     particulate metal will generally be compensated by other factors which make
     criteria conservative...Due to the likely presence of a significant        
     concentration of metals binding agents in many discharges and ambient      
     waters, metals in toxicity tests would generally be expected to be more    
     bioavailable than metals in discharges or in ambient waters.               
     
     
     Response to: G5974.002     
     
     See response to comment G5928.004.  EPA believes that the proper approach  
     is to try to do each step correctly (i.e., derive appropriate conversion   
     factors), than to try to use one step (i.e., merely convert all total      
     recoverable numbers to dissolved) to compensate for another.  Under the    
     latter approach, one would not know whether adequate protection is being   
     provided.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Traditionally, the only water quality parameter considered to have a       
     significant impact on metals toxicity was hardness.  Now, suspended solids 
     are being acknowledged.  Other mitigating factors continue to be ignored,  
     however.  Increased alkalinity contributes to reduced bioavailability.     
     Total organic carbon (TOC) as a measurement includes a number of natural   
     and man-made chelating agents which render metals unavailable even in the  
     dissolved state.  For copper, for example, only the free cupric ion and one
     or more of the hydroxide complexes are bioavailable.  Therefore, even the  
     use of dissolved metal may overstate the potential for environmental risk. 
     This fact should "balance" the fact that not all of the metal in the       
     toxicity tests upon which the criteria were based was dissolved.  Thus, no 
     correction factors should be necessary.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5974.003     
     
     See response to comment G5974.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     If EPA concludes that it is necessary to include correction factors in the 
     Final Guidance, then it becomes critically important that the values used  
     are                                                                        
     technically sound. AAMA's review of Attachment 2 from the October 1, 1993  
     Memorandum indicated several key concerns with the methods used to derive  
     the                                                                        
     correction factors as well as the resulting values.  Among those concerns  
     were the reliance on unpublished data; the lack of adequate quality        
     assurance                                                                  
     documentation; the use of data from tests using dilution water far softer  
     and                                                                        
     of lower alkalinity than the vast majority of receiving waters; and        
     inconsistencies in data trends even for the same metal.  For these reasons,
     AAMA believes strongly that the correction factors included in the October 
     1,                                                                         
     1993 Memorandum should not be used under any circumstances, and            
     particularly                                                               
     not in the Final Great Lakes Guidance.                                     
                                                                                
     AAMA agrees with the author of the current report, who states that, "It was
     concluded that these data were not sufficient to allow derivation of the   
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     needed factors and that relevant data should be generated".  We also       
     acknowledge that repeating all of the important toxicity tests to generate 
     new dissolved criteria would require time and resources which are simply   
     not                                                                        
     available.  The use of the "simulation tests" represents a technically     
     sound                                                                      
     compromise which should yield defensible conversion factors.               
     
     
     Response to: G5974.004     
     
     See responses to comments G5929.001 and G5940.010.  See Section III.B.6. of
     the SID.  EPA agrees that use of simulation tests is technically sound.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, AAMA believes that the methodology and the data quality were   
     very good, and represent a major improvement over Attachment 2 from EPA's  
     October 1, 1993 Memorandum.  We have identified several issues below,      
     however, which should be addressed.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5974.005     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated in the report, "the purpose of this project concerned total      
     recoverable and dissolved metals".  However, a new method, the             
     "acidification method" was introduced.  Three reasons were cited for       
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     including this new method.  First, "various versions of the acidification  
     method" were used in some of the toxicity tests used in the criteria       
     documents.  The use of a variety of unapproved methods in those tests does 
     not support the adoption of a new unapproved method in this current study. 
     Because the results of this study will be used for regulatory purposes, it 
     is important to use only methods which are in common use and approved by   
     EPA in 40 CFR Part 136.  The second reason was that the acidification      
     method is easier and less subject to contamination than the total          
     recoverable method.  Again, even if this is true, this method needs further
     study and EPA approval before it can be used in such a context.  Finally,  
     there is no support for the third reason, that it is "better" to compare   
     dissolved to acidification rather than total recoverable.  The data for    
     each metal consistently support the hypothesis that the total recoverable  
     measurements.  AAMA recommends that only the results of the total          
     recoverable and dissolved measurements be used in the data analysis to     
     calculate conversion factors, if EPA determines that conversion factors are
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5974.006     
     
     See response to comment G5942.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     The percent dissolved values for any given exposure time (e.g., 1-hr,      
     48-hr,                                                                     
     96-hr) were calculated by dividing the dissolved concentration at that time
     by the 1-hr acidification concentration, rather than by the acidification  
     concentration of the corresponding exposure time.  The difference in these 
     two alternative approaches can be readily seen by reviewing the results    
     tables in each of the appendices for the individual metals and comparing   
     columns (e) and (f).  In many cases these differences are significant.  The
     comparison method used represents an "apples to oranges" comparison,       
     because                                                                    
     the 1-hr acidification results do not reflect the sorption and             
     precipitation                                                              
     which occur after 48 and 96 hours.  Therefore, the calculated percent      
     dissolved values are biased low, as are the resulting correction factors.  
     AAMA recommends that the dissolved concentration at each exposure time for 
     each simulation be divided by its corresponding acidification concentration
     at that same time.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5974.007     
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     The rationale for calculating the conversion factors from the raw data is  
     presented in the report; it relates to the way results of toxicity tests   
     were calculated for derivation of the total recoverable criteria versus the
     way results should be calculated for derivation of dissolved criteria.     
     Dissolved LC50s should be calculated based on the time - weighted average  
     concentration, but total LC50s used in criteria documents were based on    
     initial concentrations, therefore the one hour acidification measurement   
     must be used to calculate the % dissolved.  Uses of the dissolved          
     concentrations at each time would be appropriate only if both the total and
     the dissolved LC50s were based on time - weighted averages.  The "apples - 
     to - oranges " comparison occurs because one LC50 is a time - weighted     
     average and the other is not.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the "Interpretation of the Results" section, the percent dissolved      
     values which were calculated as greater than 100% were considered to be    
     100.0% in subsequent calculation of averages.  The occurrence of values    
     greater than 100% is due to analytical variability.  This variability leads
     to measured values both above and below the true value.  Eliminating these 
     "high" values when it is impossible to identify and remove "low" values    
     biases the means downward.  In addition, this procedure was not used for   
     any of the other metals.  Therefore, AAMA recommends that the actual       
     percent dissolved values be used in the calculations for lead.             
     
     
     Response to: G5974.008     
     
     EPA agrees and, in the final report, values that are greater than 100% are 
     not considered to be 100%, unless the value is a conversion factor.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The analytical data for dissolved chromium exhibited much higher           
     variability than all other types of analyses.  A review of the results in  
     Appendix E indicates other data anomalies, such as the change in dissolved 
     concentration from 5874 to 598 to 4484 ug/l in one of the fathead minnow   
     tests.  Finally, the chronic correction factor was based on a previous test
     because the results from the present study yielded a much different value. 
     For these reasons, AAMA recommends that the chromium studies be repeated,  
     and that the acute and chronic correction factors from the present study   
     not be incorporated into the Final Guidance or into other regulations.     
     
     
     Response to: G5974.009     
     
     Although the data for dissolved chromium(III) were more variable than the  
     data for most of the metals, EPA considers the resulting conversion factors
     to be useful.  If a State or Tribe does not want to use the recommended    
     conversion factor, one of its options is to use the total recoverable      
     criterion for chromium(III).                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5974.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed above, AAMA strongly supports the use of dissolved metals     
     criteria and generally agrees with the approach used to calculate the      
     current correction factors.  However, the conversion to dissolved criteria 
     represents only one step in the process.  Because EPA believes that all    
     permit limits must be expressed as total recoverable metal, the Final      
     Guidance must include dissolved-total recoverable metal translators.  AAMA 
     does not support the approach outlined in Attachment 3 of EPA's October 1, 
     1993 Memorandum because of its reliance on a default translator value of   
     one.  This is based on the unreasonable assumption that all bound metal    
     will become dissolved after mixing in the receiving stream.  In the absence
     of site-specific data, default values should be based on the partition     
     coefficients presented in the 1984 EPA Technical Guidance Manual for       
     Performing Waste Load Allocations.  AAMA recommends that the Implementation
     Procedures in the Proposed Guidance be revised to address this key issue,  
     and that this revised version be made available for public comment before  
     publication of the Final Guidance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5974.010     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5974.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AAMA has also reviewed the fish consumption study, and believes that the   
     information reported therein is not supportive of an increase in the       
     basin-wide fish consumption rate of 15 g/day.  In fact, the study reports  
     an                                                                         
     average fish consumption rate of 14.5 g/day by Michigan sport fishermen.   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5974.011     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5974.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While AAMA recognizes that there are subpopulations which have a higher    
     average fish consumption rate, it is not necessary to raise the basin-wide 
     rate in order to protect these groups.  As discussed in the preamble       
     citation above, the Proposed Guidance provides adequate flexibility to use 
     local rates where necessary to calculate site-specific human health        
     criteria.  In addition, the consumption rates reported in the present study
     for low-income minorities are based on an extremely small sample size (60  
     individuals).  The non-respondent bias for this group is likely to be quite
     high, because this number represents such an infinitesimal fraction of the 
     total low-income minority population.  Thus, the true average consumption  
     rate for this group is likely to be much lower than that which was         
     reported.                                                                  
                                                                                
     For these reasons, AAMA recommends that EPA retain the basin-wide fish     
     consumption rate of 15 g/day in the Final Guidance.                        
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     Response to: G5974.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5974.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current document addresses some of the concerns raised in our previous 
     comments, while it introduces new concerns as well.  The document provides 
     an excellent summary of recent research and analysis of data.  The         
     recognition of the importance of dissolved concentrations in the water     
     column and the use of biota-sediment accumulation factors (BSAFs) to       
     predict BAFs are significant new developments.  However, these examples    
     also illustrate how rapidly the science and the policy concerning BAFs and 
     their application are developing.  Some of the important data used to      
     support the procedures has not yet even been published.  In addition, an   
     entirely new model has been used to derive food chain multipliers.  These  
     and other changes have led to the calculation of BAF values, which, in many
     cases, are significantly different from those contained in the Proposed    
     Guidance.  These new BAFs will, in turn, contribute to significantly       
     different human health and wildlife criteria for such important parameters 
     as PCBs and dioxins.  Clearly, the science and policy concerning BAFs      
     remain in a state of flux, and it is premature to calculate criteria and   
     identify bioaccumulative chemicals of concern based on these values.       
     
     
     Response to: G5974.013     
     
     EPA has updated the BAF methodology to use the latest pertinent science    
     that has been sufficiently validated.  EPA does not agree that it is       
     premature to use these methodologies.  In the final guidance, EPA has      
     restricted the kinds of BAFs that can be used to identify BCCs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5974.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The document also emphasizes the need for high quality, site-specific data 
     for calculation of BAFs.  For example, there is a two page description of  
     the data necessary to generate BAFs based on BSAFs (p 50-51).  This        
     emphasis supports AAMA's position that BAFs are highly site-specific, and  
     that it is inappropriate to assign "default" values for the entire Great   
     Lakes basin.  Once such default values are published, they will be used    
     under nearly all circumstances.  This is particularly true because the     
     misguided policy of only allowing upward adjustments for site-specific BAFs
     is a counter-incentive to those considering generating such data.  A       
     compromise approach would be for EPA to develop appropriate BAFs of each of
     the lakes, while states develop watershed-specific BAFs for each major     
     tributary system.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5974.014     
     
     The description of the BSAF data necessary to generate BAFs is only one    
     paragraph long.  There is absolutely no inference that BSAFs used in this  
     method have to be site-specific.  If site- specific variability is a       
     problem, it is more likely to be associated with the choice or measurement 
     of reference BAFs.  The BSAF method is insensitive to site-specific        
     differences in BSAFs because the method uses ratios of BSAFs for different 
     chemicals to indicate chemical/organism-specific differences in            
     bioaccumulation.  The BSAF method is used to calculate lipid- normalized   
     BAFs based on concentrations of bioavailable chemicals in water.  These    
     BAFs minimize site-specific differences in bioaccumulation if they are     
     applied with appropriate estimates of the concentrations of the chemicals  
     in water.  Specific comparison of Lake Ontario trout BAFs to Green Bay     
     trout BAFs in the TSD demonstrates the general Great Lakes applicability of
     the measured or BSAF-predicted BAFs.                                       
                                                                                
     The final Guidance allows both upward and downward site-specific           
     modifications to the systemwide BAFs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5974.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While further research continues and until the lake- and tributary-specific
     BAFs are calculated, AAMA recommends that BCFs be used to calculate human  
     health and wildlife criteria.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5974.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5975.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regulations proposed in the GLWOG place much more stringent regulatory 
     conditions upon compounds whose bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) exceed 1000.
      It is therefore critical to understand the statistical uncertainty that   
     will exist around any modeled BAF value.  EPA does not address this point  
     in any way in the documents under consideration.                           
     
     
     Response to: G5975.001     
     
     In the final guidance, a "modeled BAF value" is not used in the designation
     of BCCs or in the derivation of a human health or wildlife criterion if the
     Kow of the organic chemical is greater than 125.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5975.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, in spite of the vast number of studies on the bioconcentration 
     and bioaccumulation rates of hydrophobic organic chemicals, particularly   
     the                                                                        
     PCBs, PCDDs, and PCDFs, simple first-order kinetics cannot explain all the 
     results of the various studies.  This is mainly due to a lack of           
     statistically significant data.  In numerous studies, the standard         
     deviations                                                                 
     of the uptake and elimination rate constants are as large as the mean      
     values                                                                     
     of these parameters (Muir, et al., 1985; Corbet, et al., 1983; Mehrle, et  
     al., 1988).  The EPA procedure for estimating BCF/BAF values does not      
     address                                                                    
     in any way the statistical significance of the underlying data, nor does it
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     propose techniques for estimating the distribution of BCF/BAF values that  
     may                                                                        
     be calculated for a given chemical.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5975.002     
     
     EPA does not claim that simple first-order kinetics explains all the       
     results of the various studies.  EPA does claim that the agreement between 
     the field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using the Gobas model validates 
     the approach used by EPA in the final guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5975.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some hydrophobic compounds do not bioconcentrate in direct relation to     
     their                                                                      
     lipophilicity.  Metabolism alone does not necessarily explain the predicted
     lack of accumulation.  Compound structural differences are not adequately  
     accounted for in the odel of Gobas.  The use of Gobas' model without       
     accounting for these effects will lead to the vast overestimation of the   
     bioaccumulation potential of many lipophilic compounds.                    
                                                                                
     Although some hydrophobic compounds do bioconcentrate in direct relation to
     their lipophilicity (K(sub)ow), there are many noteworthy exceptions to    
     this                                                                       
     hydrophobicity model, which is fundamental to the work of Gobas (1993).    
     The                                                                        
     example, Niimi, et al. (1990) measured the bioconcentration and            
     biomagnification of chloroguaiacols and other chlorinated phenolic         
     derivatives (log K(sub)ow 1.5-4.3) in rainbow trout.  They noted low BCF   
     and                                                                        
     BAF values (<5) for several compounds, and no values exceeded ~200-300.    
     The                                                                        
     modeled slope of the log BCF-log K(sub)ow regression line was less than    
     0.3,                                                                       
     and the correlation coefficient (R(exp2)) was not statistically different  
     from zero at a 95% confidence level.  In addition, Opperhuizen, et al.     
     (1986)                                                                     
     found that:                                                                
                                                                                
     "Bioaccumulation of chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans is not 
     comparable to that of PCBs, and cannot be predicted by physical-chemical   
     properties like aqueous solubility or octan-1-ol partition coefficients."  
                                                                                
     These researchers also noted that: (1) the estimated uptake rate constants 
     of                                                                         
     only a few PCDD and PCDF congeners are in agreement with the hydrophobicity
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     model; and (2) metabolism alone cannot explain the lack of accumulation of 
     many PCDD and PCDF congeners.  Data of these type indicate that the Gobas  
     (1993) may vastly overestimate the bioaccumulation potential of many       
     lipophilic chemicals.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5975.003     
     
     EPA agrees that some data indicate that some organic chemicals do not      
     bioconcentrate and/or bioaccumulate according to the Gobas model.  If      
     phenols, dibenzo-p-dioxins, and/or dibenzofurans are problems, it might be 
     due to metabolism or another mechanism. The BAFs given highest priority in 
     the GLI are field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted on the basis of BSAFs,  
     which will automatically take such things into account.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5975.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Gobas model does not consider the influence of chemical configuration  
     on the actual BAF that will result.  The factor of steric hindrance to     
     update must be considered in any bioaccumulation model.  This factor is not
     accounted for at all in the Gobas model.                                   
                                                                                
     The Gobas (1993) model kinetic equation for estimating the gill uptake rate
     constant does not consider the influence of chemical configuration on the  
     solute's permeability through the gill surface.  It has been observed that 
     compounds with elevated molecular weights (MW>600), cross-sections >0.95   
     nm, or chain lengths >4.3 nm preclude or inhibit membrane uptake (Connell, 
     1990; Opperhuizen, 1986; Opperhuizen, et al., 1985).  Opperhuizen (1986)   
     has proposed a membrane uptake model which includes the influence of       
     chemical configuration on the solute's gill permeability.  This important  
     factor of steric hindrance to uptake should be taken under consideration by
     any bioconcentration/bioaccumulation model.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5975.004     
     
     EPA agrees that stearic hindrance might be an important consideration with 
     some chemicals.  The BAFs given highest priority in the GLI are            
     field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted on the basis of BSAFs, which will   
     automatically take stearic hindrance into account.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
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     Comment ID: G5975.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculations of BAFs ignore the influence of biotransformation effects 
     on elimination kinetics.  Species differences and organism size can play a 
     significant role in determining BAF values.  By ignoring these factors, the
     current form of the proposed model will result in falsely elevated BAF     
     values for many lipophilic, metabolizable chemicals.                       
                                                                                
     The Gobas (1993) kinetic equation for estimating the metabolic             
     transformation rate constant virtually ignores the research of de Wolf, et 
     al. (1992), Niimi, et al. (1989), Opperhuizen and Sijm (1990) found that   
     PCDDs and PCDFs had comparable uptake rate constants to PCBs but had much  
     lower BCF values (with respect to their Kow values) due to their elevated  
     elimination rate constants (relative to other chlorinated aromatic         
     hydrocarbons). A similar attenuation of BCF values due to biotransformation
     was reported by de Wolf, et al. (1992) for chlorinated aromatic amines.    
     Species differences and organism size can play a formidable role in        
     determining BCF/BAF values.  For many compounds, species differences in    
     metabolic pathways and rates have not been systematically explored.  For   
     the insecticide DDT, the range of BCF and BAF values measured for various  
     freshwater and marine species spans five orders of magnitude (Ram and      
     Gillett, 1988).  Sijm, et al. (1993) examined the influence of experimental
     methodology on the measurement of bioaccumulation of lipophilic chemicals  
     and found that pharmacokinetic parameters (uptake, elimination constants,  
     etc.) are highly dependent on the experimental techniques used.  These     
     results collectively indicate that substantial modifications to the model  
     of Gobas (1993) are necessary to make it applicable to a wide variety of   
     compounds.  In its current form, the model will result in falsely elevated 
     BCF/BAF values for many lipophilic, metabolizable chemicals.               
     
     
     Response to: G5975.005     
     
     EPA agrees that metabolism might be an important consideration with some   
     chemicals.  The BAFs given highest priority in the GLI are field-measured  
     BAFs and BAFs predicted on the basis of BSAFs, which will automatically    
     take metabolism into account.  See SID for further discussion of this      
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5975.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any model used in a repetitive, mechanical process to predict              
     bioaccumulation                                                            
     factors for compounds, where those resulting BAFs are used in further      
     regulatory processes, must include consideration of the following factors  
     at                                                                         
     a minimum: (a) effects of biotransformation, (b) effects of species        
     differences and organism sizes on uptake and elimination rates, (c) effects
     of steric hindrance on actual accumulation, (d) effects of compound        
     structural differences on actual accumulation, and (e) effects of seasonal 
     differences and changes in the food web.                                   
                                                                                
     The blanket application of a simplistic hydrophobicity model to estimate   
     widely variable kinetic parameters (Gobas, 1993) is an inappropriate       
     extension of a very limited database to a wide variety of chemical         
     families.                                                                  
     Differences between species, changes in the food web, and seasonal         
     differences in behavior are also critical factors in determining the range 
     of                                                                         
     chemical residues actually achieved in a fish community.  These differences
     are not simply a matter of random variation, but rather part of the        
     uncertainty through which outcomes are deterministically regulated in      
     nature                                                                     
     by processes which are poorly described or understood.  Inter- and         
     intraspecies variations in BCF/BAF values are therefore important and      
     should                                                                     
     not be ignored without a rational and complete analysis of the             
     implications.                                                              
     In addition, the use of a BAF that increases with trophic level (food chain
     multipliers or FCMs) presents several difficulties.  Most importantly is   
     that                                                                       
     chemical residues do not always increase linearly or monotonically "up"    
     food                                                                       
     chains.  The actual chemical residue attained by an organism in the field  
     depends on diet, season, location, and physiological parameters.           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5975.006     
     
     EPA agrees that metabolism might be important for some chemicals. EPA      
     disagrees with the commenter about the importance of stearic hindrance.    
     The publication by Erickson and McKim (1990) provides a complete           
     explanation of the uptake of chemicals via the gills. Stearic hindrance at 
     the gills is not the problem but because of the chemicals larger size,     
     their bioavailability becomes very small.  In the final Guidance,          
     bioavailability has been accounted for in the derivation of the BAFs used  
     in the water quality criteria.  The commenter raised questions about       
     structural differences on accumulation.  The commenter apparently does not 
     understand that structural differences cause the chemical to have different
     rates of metabolism.  EPA disagrees with the commenter that seasonal       
     differences are important.  Residues in fish are a time integrated picture 
     of the chemical exposure to the organism.                                  
                                                                                
     The BAFs given highest priority in the final Guidance are field- measured  
     BAFs and BAFs derived using the BSAF methodology.  These BAFs because they 
     are based upon field data automatically include all effects, e.g.,         
     metabolism, seasonal trends (if important), bioavailability,etc., upon the 
     accumulation of the chemical.                                              
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     Erickson, R.J. and J.M. McKim. 1990. Aquatic. Toxicol. 18:175- 198.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G5975.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal of using Bioaccumulation Equivalency Factors (BEFs) to        
     calculate                                                                  
     BAF and toxicity equivalency factors (TEFs) is a new technique without the 
     requisite scientific evaluation required for such an important proposal.   
                                                                                
     A single data set from Lake Ontario (1987) was used to develop BEF values  
     for                                                                        
     a variety of PCDDs and PCDFs.  The EPA support document states (p. 85):    
                                                                                
     "Limited comparison to BEFs calculated from data obtained for other        
     ecosystems confirms these bioaccumulation potential differences and        
     suggests                                                                   
     that this BEF set would be predictive of bioaccumulation differences for   
     PCDDs and PCDFs for fish in ecosystems outside the Great Lakes.  Similar   
     results are likely for other persistent bioaccumulative organic chemicals  
     such as PCBs and chlorinated pesticides."                                  
                                                                                
     This statement is erroneous in that it assumes that PCDDs and PCDFs        
     bioaccumulate in a similar fashion to "other persistent bioaccumulative    
     organic chemicals such as PCBs and chlorinated pesticides."  The           
     relationship                                                               
     between lipophilicity (Kow) and uptake efficiency (k1 or E), elimination   
     rate                                                                       
     constant (k2), BCF, and BAF differs considerably for PCDDs and PCDFs       
     compared                                                                   
     to other organic chemicals of a similar lipophilicity, as shown by         
     Opperhuizen, et al. (1986) and Opperhuizen and Sijm (1990).  In fact, in   
     their work on PCDDs and PCDFs, Opperhuizen and Sijm (1990) note that:      
                                                                                
     "...bioconcentration and biomagnification cannot be described or predicted 
     from octan-1-ol/water partition coefficients.....The uptake rate constants 
     and efficiencies may mainly be determined by the morphology and physiology 
     of                                                                         
     the membranes of the fish, rather than by the physicochemical properties of
     the chemicals."                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5975.007     
     
     EPA does not agree that the requisite scientific evaluation required for   
     the TEFs and BEFs has not been done.  See section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a
     discussion on the validity of the TEFs and BEFs. See the TSD for BAFs for a
     complete discussion on the data used to derive the BEFs.                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G5976.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, we wish to note for the record that, due to the scope of the        
     materials upon which comment was requested, we found the 30 days far too   
     short a period in which to formulate complete comments on the package.  The
     extension to 45 days helped, but it came so late in the original 30 day    
     period that it was not equivalent to having had the full 45 days because   
     studies had to be planned for completion in 30 days and many could not     
     simply be made more comprehensive once they were nearly complete.  Just    
     obtaining the documents consumed more than a week.  Obtaining key          
     references cited in the documents was usually not possible given the short 
     time allotted.  EPA must realize that highly technical documents such as   
     those upon which comments have been requested take far longer than 2-3     
     weeks to analyze adequately.  Even concentrating most of our efforts on    
     just one of the three documents (BAF TSD) we were unable to do a thorough  
     analysis of all aspects of even that issue.  While we recognize that EPA   
     faces time pressures in these matters, we believe neither EPA, nor the     
     regulated community, nor the general public are well served EPA does not   
     receive comments based on the most thorough and complete analysis of       
     technical issues possible.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5976.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G5976.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Next, we would like to comment in general on EPA's use of unpublished and  
     unreviewed materials to support the technical aspects of methodologies such
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     as those presented in the August 30 Federal Register notice and the        
     associated documents.  As we note in our detailed comments below, EPA cites
     as support for a number of key technical decisions several documents which 
     are neither published nor available in the docket for review.  This is not 
     an acceptable practice in terms of establishing that the decisions being   
     made are based on sound science.  It is not enough for EPA to say the      
     information is "available elsewhere" or that everything needed is in the   
     TSD itself.  When key references are cited, they should at least be        
     available in the docket for review and they will preferably already have   
     undergone scientific peer review.(1)  Particularly when extremely short    
     comment periods are given as was the case in this instance, it is not      
     reasonable to expect that commenters will have the time to ferret out this 
     information needed to support a complete review of the proposals.  If EPA  
     wants thorough scientific review and comment on materials such as those    
     released on August 30, the key references must be readily available.       
                                                                                
     -------------------------------------                                      
     1. We find EPA's use of memoranda and manuscripts "in preparation" as      
     scientific support particularly puzzling given statements by EPA staff to  
     the EPA SAB Bioaccumulation Subcommittee in April of this year thay only   
     "peer-reviewed" data would be considered acceptable for derivation of BAFs.
     
     
     Response to: G5976.002     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5976.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Though we did not examine the subject study in detail, we note that it     
     appears to be an update of one of the studies (West, et al., 1989) which   
     served as the basis for the original proposed fish consumption rate of 15  
     grams/day.  We further note that Policy Option 2, 14.5 grams/day, is quite 
     close to the proposed figure.  Since both figures are based on the average 
     consumption rate of sport-caught fish by sport anglers, we infer that the  
     findings in West, et al. (1993) are essentially similar to those of the    
     earlier study.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5976.003     
     
     See response to comments P2771.194 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5976.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We find EPA's use of memoranda and manuscripts "in preparation" as         
     scientific support particularly puzzling given statements by EPA staff to  
     the EPA SAB Bioaccumulation Subcommittee in April of this year that only   
     "peer-reviewed" data would be considered acceptable for derivation of BAFs.
     
     
     Response to: G5976.004     
     
     EPA clearly said that its policy concerning derivation of aquatic life     
     criteria, BCFs, and BAFs is to evaluate available information and use      
     acceptable pertinent data, whether published or unpublished, in the        
     derivation of such criteria, BCFs, and BAFs.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5976.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rather than choose among the "policy options" for a fish consumption value,
     EPA should use Monte Carlo analysis to incorporate fish consumption and    
     numerous other factors into calculation of criteria so a single policy     
     decision, what level of protection to provide to the entire exposed        
     population, can be made.                                                   
                                                                                
     The Monte Carlo method is risk assessment is well suited to development of 
     water quality criteria.  It is a well developed technique(2) which takes a 
     more rational and scientifically supportable approach than that            
     traditionally used by EPA. Rather than making a series of conservative     
     assumptions such that the conservatism of the assessment continuously      
     compounds, Monte Carlo analysis combines statistical distributions of input
     values in a way that more closely approximates the way they are combined in
     nature.  Thus, it is well suited to inclusion of all the fish consumption  
     data available.  One significant aspect of this approach is that there is  
     no need to exclude any possible values, no matter how extreme they may be. 
     For example, if it is known that a segment of the population consumes large
     quantities of fish, the distribution of fish consumption rates will reflect
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     that fact.  Thus, extremely high consumption rates will be included in the 
     risk assessment and they will have the proper statistical weight assigned  
     to them.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The output of the process is a distribution of possible water quality      
     criteria.  From this distribution, policy makers can choose criteria such  
     that a particular fraction of the population is accorded a level of        
     protection equal to or greater than that prescribed by the regulation.     
     Note that the remaining population is not then placed at 100% risk.        
     Rather, it is exposed only to a somewhat greater level of risk than that   
     prescribed by the regulation.                                              
                                                                                
     Monte Carlo analysis allows policy makers to choose criteria in such a way 
     that the level of protection is known explicitly.  Debate is shifted away  
     from endless arguments about what point values to choose for the sometimes 
     numerous input parameters to criteria derivation equations in order to     
     obtain the desired level of overall protection.  While some debate may     
     persist regarding formulation of input distributions, calculating          
     distributions from all valid data available is a fairly straight-forward   
     process which leaves little room for disagreement.  For example, West, et  
     al. (1993) would be an exceelent basis for defining the distribution of    
     fish consumption values to be input to the analysis.                       
                                                                                
     Instead of arguing about the process, then, the debate can center on the   
     important question of just what level of protection society really desires 
     (and can afford) because the output distribution makes it easy to see what 
     overall level of protection corresponds to any criterion value chosen.     
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Initiative represents a break from the past in water       
     quality criteria development in that it is a regional approach             
     incorporating many new ideas about water quality protection.  As such, it  
     is an ideal opportunity for EPA to set aside the illogical and contentious 
     approach to derivation of criteria in favor of the Monte Carlo method which
     provides a rational, scientifically supportable approach, while shifting   
     the debate from bickering over technical details to deciding what level of 
     protection is truly appropriate for wildlife and humans.  This debate is   
     not likely to be any easier than have been the debates over the details in 
     the past, but at least our efforts will be focused on the relevant         
     questions.  Tinkering with the assumptions would cease to be a viable way  
     of manipulating criteria.  In other words, the risk management process     
     would be clearly separated from the risk assessment process.               
                                                                                
     To assist EPA in considering this approach we commissioned ENSR, a         
     contractor expert in Monte Carlo risk assessment, to derive selected       
     criteria using the method.  The contractor's report and a summary of the   
     findings are part of the package of comments on the GLI proposal submitted 
     by AF&PA in September , 1993.                                              
                                                                                
     We note with interest that EPA's Risk Reduction Environmental Laboratory in
     Cincinnati has apparently developed a "computerized uncertainty analysis   
     system" that could probably be adapted to perform the kind of analysis we  
     are suggesting be done in calculation of criteria.(3)                      
                                                                                
     -------------------------------------                                      
     2. Morgan, B., Elements of Simulation, Chapman and Hall, Portland, Maine,  
     1984.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Rubenstein, R., Simulation and the Monte Carlo Method, John Wiley and Sons,
     New York, New York, 1981.                                                  
                                                                                
     Morgan, M. and M. Henrion, Uncertainty: A Guide to Dealing with Uncertainty
     in Quantitative Risk and Policy Analysis, Cambridge University Press, New  
     York, New York, 1990.                                                      
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     USEPA, "Guidelines on Exposure Assessment," 57 FR 22890, May 29, 1990.     
                                                                                
     3. Klee, A., "MOUSE - A Computerized Uncertainty Analysis System,"         
     EPA/600/-8/89/102a, RREL, Cincinnati, January, 1990.                       
     
     
     Response to: G5976.005     
     
     See response to comment D2661.030.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G5976.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This document represents a major reworking of the procedures to develop a  
     BAF under the GLI.  It completely replaces the existing basis for the      
     foodchain multipliers and it adds a completely new method for estimating   
     BAFs using BSAFs which has never before been presented.  While our comments
     attempt to address these topics (as well as a few new others), as noted    
     above, the time for review of these new and very complex issues has been   
     very inadequate.  Therefore, we are unable to supply comments based on a   
     complete scientific review.  We urge EPA to seek such review before basing 
     guidance or enforceable regulations on these new and essentially           
     uncritiqued procedures.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5976.006     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5976.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The TSD should be revised to ensure it uses consistent terminology         
     throughout and to make reference to it easier.                             
                                                                                
     We understand that time constraints may have prevented careful editing of  
     the various section, apparently prepared by different individuals, into a  
     seamless publication.  However, we believe this TSD may be an important    
     reference for some time to come, perhaps even outside the realm of the     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.  Therefore, we think it is important   
     that it be rigorously consistent throughout to minimize the chances of     
     confusion as it is referred to in the future.  We think EPA should take the
     time to edit the TSD to make it a document more easily used and referred to
     by professionals in the field, even if the edited version is not released  
     until publication of the final Guidance.                                   
                                                                                
     The primary source of inconsistency is in the numbering of equations,      
     figures, and tables.  Each section has its own numbering system making it  
     difficult to refer, for example, to "Equation 1" in the document without   
     specifying in which section the equation occurs.  In some instances, the   
     same equation is assigned different numbers in different sections.  For    
     example, Equation 9 in Section II is identical to Equation 10 in Section V 
     and Equation 6 in Section VI.  Also, new terminology is introduced in      
     Section VI which seems inconsistent with that which precedes the section.  
     
     
     Response to: G5976.007     
     
     The final BAF TSD has been improved considerably.  EPA agrees that this    
     document is important and needs to be well written.                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures used for the derivation of proposed FCMs in the Technical   
     Support Document use data from a single study of Lake Ontario.  The        
     applicability of the model and the FCMs presented in the TSD to the other  
     Great Lakes or other waters has not been demonstrated.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5976.011     
     
     EPA agrees that data are not available for any of the Great Lakes other    
     than Lake Ontario.  The agreement between BAFs predicted using the Gobas   
     model and field-measured BAFs is very good for Lake Ontario, and verify the
     general concepts that form the basis of the Gobas model.  In addition, the 
     other Great Lakes have food chains that are very similar to that in Lake   
     Ontario.  Site- specific BAFs and/or criteria may be derived when          
     adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream uses are       
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     adequately protected.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TSD relies upon food web data gathered from Lake Ontario to            
     characterize the food web used by the Gobas' bioaccumulation model.  The   
     TSD also uses results of sampling from Lake Ontario to compare with the    
     predictions of the model.  These comparisons are essentially the same of   
     those done by Gobas using the same data.  These comparisons do not         
     constitute a validation of the model for reasons discussed in comments     
     below.  It is important to recognize, that until the model is shown to     
     accurately predict bioaccumulation of chemicals in the other waters of     
     Great Lakes System, it is not appropriate to use this procedure in the     
     GLWQG.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5976.012     
     
     EPA agrees that data are not available for any of the Great Lakes other    
     than Lake Ontario.  The agreement between BAFs predicted using the Gobas   
     model and field-measured BAFs is very good for Lake Ontario, and verify the
     general concepts that form the basis of the Gobas model.  In addition, the 
     other Great Lakes have food chains that are very similar to that in Lake   
     Ontario.  Site- specific BAFs and/or criteria may be derived when          
     adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream uses are       
     adequately protected.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We wonder why, for example, data from the Green Bay Mass Balance study were
     not used to help validate the FCMs.  These data were clearly available to  
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     EPA since they were used to test the validity of the BSAF scaling approach 
     to deriving a BAF.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5976.013     
     
     If EPA had unlimited sources and time, EPA would have used the Green Bay   
     data set to further validate the FCMs for the GLWQI. EPA notes that the    
     commenter also did not attempt the validation suggested.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not think it is prudent to derive FCMs from data for a single water  
     body and from a single study if the intent is that these FCMs will be      
     applied to a wide variety of water bodies.  We recommend that, until the   
     general validity of the FCMs derived in the TSD has been demonstrated, a   
     general statement about the specificity of these FCMs to Lake Ontario be   
     added at the beginning of the TSD and also to the header of Table 2 which  
     presents FCMs for the trophic levels included in the model.  The statement 
     should advise extreme caution in trying to apply the FCMs to other water   
     bodies, particularly rives and streams which differ significantly from the 
     open waters of the Great Lakes.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5976.014     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the FCMs are only applicable to Lake 
     Ontario.  EPA has shown, in the TSD, that BAFs derived using data from     
     Green Bay are in good agreement with BAFs from Lake Ontario.  Because of   
     the similarities among all of the Great Lakes in their food webs, EPA has  
     concluded that these FCMs are not applicable to the other Great Lakes.     
                                                                                
     The commenter suggests that FCMs developed for the Great Lakes might not be
     applicable to the tributaries of the Great Lakes. EPA agrees that in some  
     situations the FCMs might be too big or too small to provide adequate      
     protection of human or wildlife health.  EPA has provided the flexibility  
     with the GLWQI to develop site-specific water criteria when adequately     
     justified by acceptable data and when downstream uses are adequately       
     protected.  Site-specific criteria can be smaller or larger than the       
     criteria developed within the GLWQI.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
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     Comment ID: G5976.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Gobas model is designed as an easy to use tool for the prediction of   
     bioaccumulation through the foodchain and, once it is properly validated,  
     it should be used directly to estimate bioaccumulation factors for         
     chemicals which do not have an acceptable measured BCF.                    
                                                                                
     In our comments on the April, 1993 proposal, we questioned the need to FCMs
     when the BCF has not been measured.  We indicated that the Thomann model   
     was designed for and should be used to predict BAFs directly if it was     
     validated.  These same comments apply to the Gobas model, provided, again, 
     that it can be shown to be a valid model.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5976.015     
     
     The FCMs were derived by dividing the BAF predicted by the model of Gobas  
     (1993) by the Kow used by the model in predicting the BAF.  The GLWQI BAF  
     methodology predicts a BAF by taking the product of the FCM and BCF.  In   
     cases where the BCF has not been measured, the BAF methodology predicts the
     BCF by assuming equality of the BCF and Kow.  Therefore, GLWQI methodology 
     is using a directly estimated BAF in cases where an unacceptably measured  
     BCF because the BAF is equal to the product of Kow and FCM.  The           
     correspondence between the field-measured BAFs and the BAFs that were      
     predicted using the Gobas model validates the model for certain kinds of   
     chemicals.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before the availability of computer models like those of Gobas or Thomann, 
     estimation of bioaccumulation was not trivial.  In addition, the use of    
     bioconcentration factors was a long-standing and well established          
     tradition.  As it became more apparent that for many chemicals the use of  
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) was more appropriate than the use of        
     bioconcentration factors (BCFs), an easy to use method to estimate         
     bioaccumulation factors became a necessity.  In response, the Agency       
     developed the food chain multiplier approach which used BCFs as the basis  
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     for estimating BAFs.  This approach is somewhat justified when the BCF to  
     which it is applied is a measured value, since such values incorporate some
     of the confounding factors that are not usually included in models.        
                                                                                
     However, when the BCF has not been measured, FCMs are, at best, an         
     unnecessary complication since the ability to calculate FCMs implies the   
     ability to calculate BAFs in the first place.  It is quite easy to use the 
     a model to predict a BAF.  Once all the other foodchain parameters have    
     been defined, one need only specify the Kow for the chemical to do the     
     prediction.  It seems redundant and inconsistent to derive a FCM from a    
     model so it can be applied to a BCF predicted by some other model in order 
     to obtain a BAF when the first model could have given the BAF directly     
     assuming its validity can be established.                                  
                                                                                
     Such mixing of models may be worse than just redundant.  The point is that 
     introduction of unnecessary complexity into derivation of BAFs potentially 
     and needlessly increases the error in predictions.                         
     
     
     Response to: G5976.016     
     
     Prediction of a BAF using a Kow and the corresponding FCM is the same as   
     predicting a BAF using the model of Gobas (1993), see the response to      
     comment G5976.015.  The use of Kow and FCM is less complex and does not    
     increase the error.  In addition, presenting the FCMs allows them to be    
     used with laboratory-measured BCFs.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a distinct advantage to predicting BAFs directly from a validated 
     model in that models can be very flexible tools.  If, as is likely,        
     bioaccumulation is found to be dependant upon the food web within a lake or
     river, a model with a requirement for site-specific inputs (such as the    
     Gobas model), will be a much easier tool to use to derive BAFs than        
     developing a procedure to modify generic FCMs to account for site-specific 
     differences in food web structure.  We can even envision a time when a     
     foodchain model has been validated to the point that it makes sense to     
     abandon the use of laboratory-measured BCFs altogether and use the         
     validated model for prediction of BAFs that are appropriate for the        
     particular food web characteristics involved.  Having FCMs embedded in the 
     regulatory scheme will only impede this kind of scientific progress.  NCASI
     is developing a computer model to predict defensible bioaccumulation       
     factors.  We expect this model to be developed and validated within the    
     next 12 to 24 months.  Parts of this work are already under peer review.   
     
     
     Response to: G5976.017     
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     EPA agrees that it can be appropriate to use the Gobas model to derive     
     site-specific BAFs and this is specifically allowed in the final guidance. 
     Use of FCMs does not have to preclude direct use of the Gobas model when   
     this is appropriate.  Site-specific BAFs may be calculated with the most   
     up-to-date methods.  Accordingly, EPA does not expect that the final       
     Guidance will impede scientific progress.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fundamental assumptions and general structure of the foodchain model   
     used to derive FCMs need to be explained in greater detail in the TSD.     
                                                                                
     As currently written the TSD simply states that the steady-state food web  
     model published by Frank Gobas is used to derive FCMs.  This is not        
     sufficient explanation why this model was chosen over all the others that  
     are available, particularly since it is replacing a model which EPA had    
     represented as valid previously.  The TSD needs to identify which other    
     models were investigated, discuss the criteria that were used for judging  
     the utility of the models, and then explain why the Gobas model was        
     selected instead of the others.  The fact that two versions of the Gobas   
     model (DOS and Windows) and the Thomann model all produce different FCMs   
     highlights the need for this kind of discussion in the TSD.                
     
     
     Response to: G5976.018     
     
     EPA agrees that the final BAF TSD should contain a better presentation of  
     the rationale for using the Gobas model, but EPA does not necessarily agree
     that it is necessary to include all of the information requested by the    
     commenter.  EPA's rationale in selecting the Gobas model is described both 
     in the TSD and in Section IV of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TSD would also benefit from a discussion of the structure of the Gobas 
     model, a presentation of the basic relationships and equations it uses to  
     predict bioaccumulation, and the input data requirements.  A variety of    
     fundamentally different approaches exist to predict bioaccumulation each   
     with its own unique limitations.  The TSD should discuss these.            
     
     
     Response to: G5976.019     
     
     EPA agrees that some additional discussion of the Gobas model should be    
     presented in the TSD and has included some additional discussion there.    
     The publication by Gobas (1993) provides a complete explanation of the     
     various sub-models and their sources which compose the entire model.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should examine the Gobas model critically prior to adopting it for use 
     in the GLWQG, and the TSD should present the results of that examination.  
                                                                                
     Whenever models such as the Gobas foodchain model are used by EPA to derive
     elements of a regulatory program, those models should be examined in detail
     by EPA to ensure they are valid in all respects.  This includes review of  
     the source code for coding errors and validity of assumptions implicit in  
     the coding, sensitivity analysis, and comparison of model output with a    
     validation data set (not a calibration data set).  Even if the author has  
     already carried out some of these activities, we feel it is incumbent upon 
     EPA to verify and supplement those analyses to the maximum extent possible.
      Failure to carry out these steps in the case of the Gobas model           
     constitutes an uncritical or careless use of the model that is completely  
     inappropriate given the regulatory implications of model outputs.          
                                                                                
     Nothing in the TSD indicates that EPA undertook any of these steps prior to
     proposing use of the Gobas model in the GLWQG.  As far as we have been able
     to determine, the source code for the model is not even routinely available
     from the author for examination.  If EPA has validated the source code, the
     TSD should say so.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5976.020     
     
     EPA has included in the final TSD a FORTRAN program of the model of Gobas  
     (1993).  EPA did provide in the TSD an analysis of the model of Gobas      
     (1993) by comparing measured and predicted BAFs.                           
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Results of sensitivity analyses should be reported in the TSD if they have 
     been done.  As no such results are reported by EPA, we have done some      
     preliminary sensitivity analyses ourselves (see comments below).  Attempts 
     to verify the model using real-world data should likewise be reported in   
     the TSD.  We are aware that Gobas' paper shows comparison of model output  
     to field data, but he used the very same data from Oliver and Niimi that   
     EPA has used to derive FCMs.  That data set must be considered a           
     calibration set rather than a validation set since it was apparently used  
     during model development and parameterization.  Often, an independent      
     validation data set is difficult to obtain, but in this case it would seem 
     that data gathered for the Green Bay Mass Balance studies would provide an 
     almost ideal validation data set to examine the general applicability of   
     the model to the Great Lakes.  We note with interest that EPA used Green   
     Bay data to demonstrate the validity of the method proposed for deriving   
     BAFs from BSAFs.  We think EPA should use these data as well to verify the 
     predictive abilities of the Gobas model.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5976.021     
     
     The dataset of Oliver and Niimi (1988) was not used to calibrate the Gobas 
     model and thus this dataset can be used as a validation set.  These        
     commenters seem to be unaware of the large number of peer reviewed         
     scientific publications of Gobas and co-workers on bioconcentration and    
     bioaccumulation processes in aquatic organisms and plants.  The model of   
     Gobas (1993) used in the GLWQI is based upon the findings of these         
     investigations.  EPA would have liked to used the Green Bay data set to    
     further validate the FCMs for the GLWQI; however, due to limited sources   
     and time, EPA could not accomplish this evaluation for the GLWQI.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sediment: water column ratio - Gobas' model requires the user to input a   
     concentration of chemical in sediment and also a water column              
     concentration.                                                             
     The TSD describes a procedure derived from the results of Oliver and       
     Niimi(5)                                                                   
     to predict sediment concentrations from a water column concentration.  The 
     equation used in that procedure (Equation 2 Section II) contains an        
     empirically derived coefficient of 25.  When that coefficient is varied,   
     the                                                                        
     effect is to vary the ratio of sediment to water concentration.  Higher    
     values for the coefficient indicate a higher sediment concentration        
     relative                                                                   
     to the water column concentration.  On a percentage basis, changes in this 
     coefficient result in nearly identical changes in the predicted FCM.  Table
     1                                                                          
     shows the effect on the FCMs as the coefficient is varied over the range   
     EPA                                                                        
     observed in the Oliver and Niimi data.  Thus, the FCMs shown in the TSD are
     very sensitive to the value of the coefficient.  It is important,          
     therefore,                                                                 
     that the value by representative and applicable throughout the basin if the
     FCMs will be used basinwide.                                               
                                                                                
     We did a preliminary investigation of EPA's approach to deriving the       
     coefficient from the data(6).  Our first impression was that a much more   
     direct approach would have been simply to regress Pi vs Kow and take the   
     slope as the coefficient in the equation.  When one does this a value of   
     about 14 emerges (whether all the data are used or just the pesticides &   
     PCBs).  The value is highly statistically significant.  However, linear    
     regression assumes that the variance is constant along the regression line.
      Residuals analysis of the regression analysis in which the weighting      
     factor is 1/(Kow)(sup2).  This means that EPA has assumed, knowingly or    
     otherwise, that the variance in Pi is proportional to (Kow)(sup2).  It is  
     not clear that this is the correct weighting factor since residuals        
     analysis of the regression done by EPA indicates a trend in the residuals  
     where none is supposed to be present.  We suggest that EPA may want to     
     analyze the data more rigorously to ensure that the best possible value for
     the coefficient has been derived from the data.                            
                                                                                
     -----------------------------                                              
     5. Oliver, B. and Niimi, A, "Trophodynamic Analysis of Polychlorinated     
     Biphenyl Congeners and Other Chlorinated Hydrocarbons in the Lake Ontario  
     System," Environmental Science and Technology (22) 388-397 (1988).         
                                                                                
     6. As a sidelight, we note that the Pearson correlation coefficients cited 
     in the TSD (p. 11) are inappropriate.  Those cited are the correlation     
     coefficients obtained in a regression of Pi vs Log Kow.  Since the         
     coefficient being derived is used with Kow, not its logarithm, independence
     should be demonstrated for Kow, not is logarithm.  The correct values are  
     -0.21 for PCBs, -0.06 for pesticides, and -0.35 for chlorinated benzenes,  
     et al.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5976.023     
     
     The model of Gobas (1993) requires the input of the concentrations of the  
     chemical in the water and in the sediment. EPA determined a value of 25 for
     the ratio of these two concentrations.  Comparison of the measured BAFs and
     BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas (1993) using the data of Oliver and
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     Niimi (1988) demonstrates excellent agreement.  These measured and         
     predicted BAFs are in excellent agreement with the BAFs derived using the  
     BSAF methodology with Lake Ontario and Green Bay data.  Green Bay is an    
     shallow eutrophic ecosystem in comparison to Lake Ontario.  A value other  
     than 25 can be used in the derivation of site-specific criteria.  EPA has  
     corrected correlation coefficients in the final BAF TSD.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before conducting more rigorous statistical examination of the data,       
     however, EPA should consider the implications of the quality of the data   
     used.  According to the article, sediment samples were collected in May    
     1981 and water samples were collected three years later in April 1984.  It 
     is known that this was a period of rapid decline in PCB concentrations in  
     the water column in the Great Lakes.  We wonder if the concentrations in   
     sediment measured in 1981 can be treatd as if they were in equilibrium with
     water column concentrations measured in 1984.  It seems at least possible  
     that water column concentrations could have changed much faster than       
     sediment concentrations.  If this happened, then the data would indicate an
     equilibrium between water column and sediment that is too heavily weighted 
     toward the sediment.  In other words, the coefficient of 25 may be too high
     and, thus, the FCMs derived using the coefficient may be too high.  Other  
     data from Lake Ontario suggest a coefficient of 1 might be more            
     appropriate(7).  This implies that FCMs approximately 5% of those          
     calculated by EPA might be more accurate.                                  
                                                                                
     We suggest that EPA consider using a data set with more synoptic           
     measurements of sediment and water column concentrations in a setting where
     neither one has changed radically in the recent past.  It would seem that  
     data collected during the recent Green Bay Mass Balance studies or during  
     the ongoing Lake Michigan Mass Balance studies would be ideal for this     
     purpose.                                                                   
                                                                                
     ----------------------------------                                         
     7. Partial data we have been able to obtain from EPA's as yet unavailable  
     Lake Ontario TCDD Bioaccumulation Study indicate a Pi value of about 1e-7  
     was observed/modelled in the lake for TCDD.  Assuming EPA's Kow of 1e7 for 
     TCDD is correct, the coefficient would be 1.0.                             
     
     
     Response to: G5976.024     
     
     The commenter questions the use of the factor of 25 for the disequilibrium 
     between the water column and the sediments.  The commenter suggests that   
     the factor of 25 is too high based upon the differences in sampling time   
     for the sediment (1981) and water (1984) samples.                          
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     EPA disagrees with the interpretation provided by the commenter.           
     Concentrations of chemicals such as PCBs in the surface sediment do not    
     change rapidly in the Great Lakes because of a) mixing of the surfacial    
     sediments by benthic organisms, i.e. bioturbation, and b) slow             
     sedimentation rates.  The concentration of chemicals in the water column   
     will decrease fairly rapidly when sources of the chemicals are eliminated. 
     The factor of 25 is the ratio of the chemical concentration quotient to the
     Kow of the chemical. The chemical concentration quotient is the ratio of   
     concentration of the chemical in the sediments divided by the concentration
     of the chemical in the water column.  With a slowly declining concentration
     in the sediment divided by more rapidly declining concentration in the     
     water column, the concentration quotient will become larger not smaller    
     over time.  EPA concludes that the factor of 25 if anything should be      
     larger not smaller as suggested by the commenter.                          
                                                                                
     The commenter suggested that EPA use the Green Bay data set to determine   
     the disequilibrium.  EPA has shown that BAFs derived using Green Bay data  
     are in good agreement with the field- measured BAFs from Lake Ontario.     
     Data from Lake Ontario was used to determine the factor of 25 and thus,    
     provide strong support for the selection of the factor of 25.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6. As a sidelight, we note that the Pearson correlation coefficients cited 
     in the TSD (P. 11) are inappropriate.  Those cited are the correlation     
     coefficients obtained in a regression of Pi vs Log Kow.  Since the         
     coefficient being derived is used with Kow, not its logarithm, independence
     should be demonstrated for Kow, not its logarithm.  The correct values are 
     -0.21 for PCBs, -0.06 for pesticides, and -0.35 for chlorinated benzenes,  
     et al.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5976.025     
     
     EPA has corrected the correlation coefficients in the final BAF TSD.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lipid Content - We set lipid content at a constant 1% in all trophic levels
     and a FCM for each trophic level was calculated.  Then, the lipid content  
     of one component of the food web was increased to 10% while all others were
     kept constant at 1%.  This was done for every component of the food web.   
     The results are shown in Table 2 and Figure 1.  As is evident from the     
     results, FCMs for all trophic levels are relatively insensitive to changes 
     in the lipid content of most components of the food web.  As a general     
     conclusion, increasing the lipid content of any one component of the food  
     web by ten-fold causes no more than about a two-fold change in the FCM.    
     The exception is increasing the lipid content of benthic macroinvertebrates
     which causes a close to ten-fold increase in the FCM for each fish species 
     in trophic levels 3 and 4.  The reason for this extreme sensitivity to only
     in the TSD.  It also indicates that is significant variation exists in the 
     lipid content of benthic macroinvertebrates, one can expect FCMs also to   
     vary significantly.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5976.026     
     
     Sensitivity analyses performed by EPA indicate that the model of Gobas     
     (1993) has sensitivity coefficients of approximately 1 for changes in lipid
     content of benthic macroinvertebrates and piscivorous fishes for chemicals 
     with higher Kows.  Although the model is sensitive to changes in lipid     
     content, the commenter does not raise the question of how accurately can   
     one measure lipid contents in tissues nor does the commenter look at the   
     effect of the changes in the FCM (caused by lipid changes) on the predicted
     BAFs.  Coefficients of variation (in percent) for lipid determinations in  
     fish and benthic invertebrates of 5.0% and 5.6%, respectively, were        
     reported by Randell et al. (1991) using a chloroform/methanol solvent.  The
     lipid content of the Diporeia sp. used in the derivation of the FCMs was   
     3.0%.  Assuming standard deviation similar to those reported by Randell et 
     al. (1991), a 95% confidence level for the mean lipid content ranges from  
     approximately 2.7% to 3.3%.  This is much a smaller range than that used by
     the commenter, i.e., 1% to 10%.  To better understand the meaning of a     
     sensitivity of 1, for a log Kow of 7.0, a +10% change in lipid content for 
     the benthic macroinvertebrates and piscivorous fishes results in predicted 
     log BAFs changing from 8.42 to 8.46 for piscivorous fishes. Although the   
     model of Gobas (1993) has a higher sensitivity for the lipid values for    
     benthic macroinvertebrates and fishes than for the other aquatic organisms,
     the uncertainty in the log BAF is not unacceptable.                        
                                                                                
     R.C. Randell, H. Lee, R.j. Ozretich.  Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 1991,        
     10:1431-1436.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please note that when the default lipid contents are employed, a three-fold
     increase in lipid content results in almost exactly a three-fold increase  
     in the FCM for lake trout.  Thus the finding of sensitivity of FCMs to the 
     lipid content of benthic macroinvertebrates is not unique to the artificial
     lipid assumptions used in the sensitivity analysis.  Varying Diporeia lipid
     content causes large changes in FCMs, even when all inputs (except Diporeia
     lipid content) are defaults.  It appears that EPA has used Oliver and      
     Niimi's reported lipid level for amphipods.  We would be more reassured,   
     given the sensitivity of the model to amphipod lipid content, if EPA could 
     corroborate that value.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5976.027     
     
     See the response to comment G5976.026.  EPA used lipid values reported by  
     Oliver and Niimmi (1988) for all organisms.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data collected in the Fox River as part of the Green Bay Mass Balance      
     studies (Steuer, et al., 1994) yield values of Pi of 3226 and 15385 for PCB
     congeners with log Kows of 6 and 7 respectively.  In this riverine system, 
     then, the coefficient would be between 0.002 and 0.003.  One questions the 
     applicability to the upper Fox of FCMs derived using a coefficient 4 orders
     of magnitude higher than has been observed in the water body given that    
     Gobas' model is extremely sensitive to the coefficient value.              
     
     
     Response to: G5976.028     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA allows site-specific BAFs and criteria to the   
     higher or lower than the system-wide values if adequately justified by     
     acceptable data and when downstream uses are adequately protected.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.029
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another persistent trend to note is that is that when the lipid content for
     a giving trophic level is increased by 10% (as in our sensitivity analysis)
     the predicted FCM for that trophic level decreases by 2 to 4 fold.  The TSD
     should discuss the biological basis for this change since it is not        
     obvious, for example, why the FCM for a 10% lipid lake trout should be     
     lower than the FCM for a 1% lipid content lake trout when all other food   
     web parameters are held constant.  Counterintuitive behavior like this     
     suggests possible flaws in model coding or assumptions and highlights our  
     concern that EPA does not seem to have examined the model carefully before 
     using it in a critical application.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5976.029     
     
     The conclusion expressed by the commenter is not counterintuitive.  The    
     bioenergetic-based feeding sub-model used by Gobas is based upon wet weight
     of the fish.  Therefore, with fishes of equal weight but with different    
     lipid contents, one would see the same amount of chemical taken up from    
     food.  Lipid normalization would thus cause the FCM for the fish with the  
     lower lipid content to be higher than the FCM observed for the fish with   
     the higher lipid content.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fish Weight - Fish weight was assumed to be identical to the default weight
     used by the TSD for all trophic levels except lake trout.  Lake trout were 
     assumed to have weights of 1, 2.4 (equal to the default) and 5 kilograms.  
     The resulting FCMs for lake trout are shown in Table 3.  As is evident from
     the table, fairly large changes in weight, an attribute of lake trout that 
     would be expected to vary in nature, causes minor changes in the FCM for   
     considered fairly robust to variation in fish weight.  Please note,        
     however, that we have only examined the sensitivity of FCMs to lake trout  
     weight.  Given the trophic level dependent sensitivity found for lipid     
     content, we recommend that EPA confirm the model is equally insensitive to 
     the changes in the weight of organisms in other trophic levels.            
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     Response to: G5976.030     
     
     EPA's sensitivity analyses confirms that fish weight is a fairly           
     insensitive input for all fishes.  The largest sensitivity coefficient was 
     about 0.20.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Temperature - FCMs derived for three different temperatures: 4, 8 and 16   
     degrees centigrade are shown in Table 4.  FCMs are clearly dependant upon  
     temperature.  As temperature increases, the FCM increases.  The increase in
     FCM is greater at trophic level 4 than at trophic level 3.  For lake trout 
     (trophic level 4) the FCM is almost directly dependant upon temperature.   
     When the default temperature of 8 degrees centigrade is doubled, the FCM   
     increases by 1.85-fold.  Thus selection of temperature will have a         
     significant effect on the FCM. Because the model is steady state and       
     therefore cannot deal with the seasonal variation in temperature, it is    
     important for the TSD to provide guidance on how to determine the          
     appropriate temperature to employ (i.e. the yearly average, the average    
     summer temperature, a weighted seasonal temperature, or some other         
     temperature) and how to adjust the default FCMs for the effect of          
     temperature.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5976.031     
     
     Sensitivity analyses performed by EPA indicate that the model of Gobas     
     (1993) has sensitivity coefficients of less than approximately 0.5 for     
     changes in temperature for all forage fish and less than approximately 0.6 
     for piscivorous fishes with log Kows less than 7.5.  In the final TSD, EPA 
     will attempt to provide better guidance on the selection of the            
     temperature.  In the final guidance, EPA allows site-specific BAFs and     
     criteria to be higher or lower than the system-wide values if adequately   
     justified by acceptable data and when downstream uses are adequately       
     protected.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The chemicals to which FCMs are applied must undergo little or no          
     metabolism in order to be consistent with the assumptions used to derive   
     the FCMs.                                                                  
                                                                                
     It is important to point out that one of the assumptions used to derive the
     FCMs in the TSD, is that the rate of metabolism of a chemical is zero.     
     Thus, the FCMs can only applied to chemicals that are not metabolized by   
     the different species in the food web.  It appears however, that this      
     assumption has not been recognized in the application of FCMs to derive    
     BAFs for the chemicals shown in Table 1 at the end of the TSD.  A BAF is   
     derived for pentachlorophenol using a measured BCF and the FCM.  This is   
     not appropriate because pentachlorophenol is metabolized by fish.  Until   
     FCMs are derived that account for varying rates of metabolism, or FCMs are 
     shown to be insensitive to the rate of metabolism, they cannot be applied  
     to chemicals such as pentachlorophenol which are metabolized.              
                                                                                
     The procedural difficulty of deriving FCMs that will deal with variable    
     rates of metabolism lends additional support to the notion that Gobas'     
     model should be used to directly estimate BAFs (see comment above), since  
     one of the input parameters is metabolism rate.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5976.032     
     
     In the final guidance, the Gobas model may be used directly to derive      
     site-specific BAFs, but metabolism cannot be addressed unless a value for  
     the metabolism rate is known.  FCMs and the Gobas model can be used in the 
     derivation of Tier II human health values (using a metabolism rate of 0)   
     when field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using BSAF methodology are not 
     available, knowing full well that the predicted BAF will be too low or too 
     high if metabolism occurs.  Where metabolism is expected, the predicted    
     BAFs may be corrected.  As an alternative, a State, Tribe, or discharger   
     may derive a field-measured BAF or a BAF predicted using the BSAF          
     methodology.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recent changes in the Gobas model highlight the fact that the science of   
     bioaccumulation is changing rapidly.  EPA should, therefore, structure the 

Page 7079



$T044618.TXT
     bioaccumulation methodology to be flexible so improvements in the science  
     can be incorporated.                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA used the MS-DOS version of Gobas' bioaccumulation model to derive FCMs 
     in the TSD.  Since the release of the MS-DOS version, Gobas has released a 
     Windows version of the model.  The two versions are different in at least  
     one respect according to Gobas (personal communication); their treatment of
     the fecal egestion rate.  The change in the calculation of the fecal       
     egestion rate results in different estimates of bioaccumulation and also in
     different FCMs.  Since the change involves recoding of the model and the   
     source code for neither model is readily available, it is difficult to     
     judge whether one version is "better" than the other or if the differences 
     are just due to some non-bioaccumulation related artifact.  We think it is 
     significant that such a change has occurred in a single model (which is the
     second one adopted by EPA in a year and a half) by a single author in a    
     period of only a few months.  In any event, neither version has been       
     validated for its intended range of use using independent data sets.       
     
     
     Response to: G5976.033     
     
     In the final TSD, EPA has provided the source code for the model of Gobas  
     (1993) in FORTRAN.  Both the model and the code have been validated using  
     the dataset published by Oliver and Niimi (1988).                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fast pace at which new developments are arising in this field suggests 
     that perhaps the EPA should wait until a plateau is reached prior to       
     releasing a final TSD.  Given the importance of bioaccumulation in the     
     GLWQG, potentially in the derivation of national water quality criteria,   
     and in evaluating indirect exposure pathways in human health risk          
     assessment, which themselves are being recognized as being more and more   
     important, it is likely that a great deal of resources will be devoted to  
     the measurement and understanding of bioaccumulation in the near future(   
     8).                                                                        
                                                                                
     Therefore we caution EPA against adopting the proposed methodology for the 
     GLWQG and then becoming resistent to changing it as the quality of the     
     science improves.  Doing such things as publishing tables of FCMs in       
     documents that are revised only infrequently(9) or requiring states to     
     adopt specific methods into their rules such that they can only be changed 
     by arduous rulemaking procedures, tends to make these things difficult to  
     update to take advantage of scientific advances.                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------                                           
     8. NCASI is developing a computer model to predict defensible              
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     bioaccumulation factors.  We expect this model to be developed and         
     validated within the next 12 to 24 months.  Parts of this work are already 
     under peer review.                                                         
                                                                                
     9. EPA published FCMs derived from Thomann's model in the "Technical       
     Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control," which has been   
     revised only infrequently (6 years between last revisions).                
     
     
     Response to: G5976.034     
     
     Although EPA understands the concern about criteria being changed          
     infrequently, EPA does not agree that the most appropriate course of action
     is to have no criterion for a chemical until all concerned parties agree to
     the adoption of a criterion.  It is prudent for EPA to issue criteria and  
     to allow derivation of site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or criteria to be     
     derived when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream   
     uses are adequately protected.  EPA believes that the science is adequately
     developed in this area for use of the methodologies in the final Guidance  
     to control pollutant discharge.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Neither the currently proposed criteria nor, apparently those resulting    
     from changes proposed in the BAF methodology, account properly for the     
     organic carbon partitioning phenomena described in the TSD.  Because these 
     phenomena have the most effect on the BCCs, which are the focus of         
     attention in the GLWQG, we urge EPA to apply the principles laid out in the
     TSD in order to account for those effects and improve the scientific basis 
     of the guidance.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5976.035     
     
     EPA agrees that the principles presented in the BAF TSD properly account   
     for partitioning of organic chemicals to organic carbon in the water       
     column.  Because these principles were used in the derivation of the BAFs, 
     partitioning of organic chemicals to organic carbon in the ambient water is
     properly taken into account.  Use of site-specific concentrations of POC   
     and DOC may be used in the derivation of site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or  
     criteria when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream  
     uses are adequately protected.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The currently proposed criteria/values which are calculated using the BAF  
     do not recognize the effects on BAF of organic carbon partitioning (OCP) of
     hydrophobic organic compounds.  Criteria/values calculated with the BAFs   
     published in the Agusut 30 Federal Register also would not recognize these 
     effects properly, even though the principles of OCP were used in deriving  
     them.  EPA lays out, in the Section II of the TSD, principles of organic   
     carbon partitioning in aquatic systems which we believe represent a        
     significant scientific step forward in the way organic compound behavior is
     considered by EPA in the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance (GLWQG).  This 
     is particularly noteworthy because it is clear from the principles laid out
     that chemicals with high Kow are the most susceptible to the phenomena     
     involved.  These chemicals also tend to be BCCs which are given the most   
     regulatory attention in the GLWQG.  We urge EPA to recognize the           
     significance of the scientific principles laid out in the TSD and to apply 
     them to improve the scientific quality of the GLWQG.                       
     
     
     Response to: G5976.036     
     
     EPA agrees that the principles presented in the BAF TSD properly account   
     for partitioning of organic chemicals to organic carbon in the water       
     column.  Because these principles were used in the derivation of the BAFs, 
     partitioning of organic chemicals to organic carbon in the ambient water is
     properly taken into account.  Use of site-specific concentrations of POC   
     and DOC may be used in the derivation of site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or  
     criteria when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream  
     uses are adequately protected.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe, as EPA suggested in the preamble to the original proposal on   
     April 16 (58 FR 20861), that the bioavailability of a chemical varies with 
     the organic carbon content of the water (see our September, 1993 comments  
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     in response to EPA's solicitation on this issue).  We believe, furthermore,
     that the principles of OCP presented by EPA in the TSD can be used to      
     account for that variation.  We present below two essentially equivalent   
     approaches that could be taken to do this.                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed various human health and wildlife criteria derived from   
     equations of the form:                                                     
                                                                                
     The problem with this formulation is that BAF(supt) is not a constant.  As 
     the information in the TSD clearly points out, BAF(supt) is a function of  
     the organic carbon concentration in the ambient water.  Thus, using a      
     single number for this input fails to account for a significant source of  
     variability.  Such failure to account for varying bioavailability of       
     hydrophobic organic compounds will result in non-uniform and even          
     non-protective criteria.                                                   
                                                                                
     For example, if criteria for hydrophobic organic chemicals are derived     
     based on their bioavailability in Lake Ontario and then applied elsewhere  
     without modification, the fish in Lake Superior could actually             
     bioaccumulate more of the chemicals than was anticipated when the criteria 
     were developed.  This is because the organic carbon conditions in Lake     
     Ontario are such that the fraction of freely dissolved (and thus           
     bioavailable) compounds in that lake is lower than in Lake Superior.       
     Continuing with the example, using the POC and DOC figures for Lakes       
     Ontario and Superior cited on p. 90 of the TSD, a chemical with log Kow=7  
     would have a freely dissolved (i.e. bioavailable) fraction, f(subfd), of   
     27% in Lake Ontario and 29% in Lake Superior, indicating that the criteria 
     would be slightly underprotective.  If the criteria were applied in the    
     upper Fox River in Wisconsin (POC=7.4 mg/L, DOC=1.6 mg/L,                  
     f(subfd)=1.3%)(10) they would be highly overprotective because the         
     bioavailable fraction is much smaller than was assumed when the criteria   
     were calculated.                                                           
                                                                                
     On the other hand, taking one of the approaches below to correcting for    
     varying bioavailability would ensure a uniform bioavailable concentration  
     of the chemical would be available for uptake by fish no matter what the   
     organic carbon conditions of the receiving water were.  Such an approach   
     would achieve that kind of uniform criteria (and protection) for the Great 
     Lakes ecosystems that is one of the major rationales for the Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Guidance.                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------                                           
     10. Data for a station near Appleton collected in conjunction with the     
     Green Bay Mass Balance studies.  Steuer, J., et al., "Deterministic        
     Modeling of PCB Transport in the Lower Fox River Between Lake Winnebago and
     Depere Wisconsin: Data Synthesis and Model Development and Validation,"    
     Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources, January, 1994.                  
     
     
     Response to: G5976.037     
     
     EPA agrees that the principles laid out in the BAF TSD properly account for
     partitioning of organic chemicals to organic carbon in the water column.   
     Because these principles were used in the derivation of the BAFs,          
     partitioning of organic chemicals to organic carbon in the ambient water is
     properly taken into account.  Use of site-specific concentrations of POC   
     and DOC may be used in the derivation of site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or  
     criteria when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream  
     uses are adequately protected.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most straightforward approach would be to base water quality criteria  
     for hydrophobic organic compounds on the freely dissolved portion of the   
     compound since that is the only bioavailable portion.  This is the approach
     EPA has proposed in the August 30 Federal Register notice wherein factors  
     are published for conversion of metals criteria from a total recoverable   
     basis to a freely dissolved basis.  The equations for calculating such     
     criteria would be written as:                                              
                                                                                
     All calculations done in conjunction with the freely dissolved criteria    
     (e.g. compliance monitoring, TMDLs, calculation of permit limits) would,   
     necessarily, be done using the freely dissolved fraction of the chemical   
     under ambient water conditions.  For example, permit limits would be based 
     on the freely dissolved fraction of the chemical calculated to exist under 
     the ambient conditions of organic carbon content of the receiving water.   
     Of course, field-measured BAFs, and BCFs used in conjunction with FCMs to  
     predict BAFs would have to expressible on a freely dissolved basis before  
     they could be used to calculate freely dissolved criteria.  In other words,
     the experiments from which the data were obtained would have to have been  
     done in such a way that the freely dissolved fraction of the chemical was  
     either measured or could be calculated.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5976.038     
     
     Although EPA could have expressed the human health and wildlife criteria   
     for organic chemicals in terms of freely dissolved concentrations or as    
     equations, EPA decided to express the criteria in terms of total           
     concentration for pragmatic reasons. Site-specific concentrations of POC   
     and DOC may be used in the derivation of site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or  
     criteria when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream  
     uses are adequately protected.  If each of the various approaches is used  
     properly, the resulting permit limits will be the same. (Aquatic life      
     criteria for metals may be based on the dissolved concentration, not the   
     freely dissolved concentration.)                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another approach would be to express the criteria as equations rather than 
     as single numbers, in much the same way that EPA writes criteria for       
     certain metals to account for variations in toxicity with hardness.  This  
     modification would substitute Equation 1 from Section II of the TSD:       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     In tables of number criteria, those which are expressed as equations could 
     be tabulated by calculating them under an arbitrary, but relevant, set of  
     conditions (e.g. POC and DOC concentration for Lake Ontario) just as       
     hardness-dependent criteria are often tabulated after calculation at a     
     hardness of 50 mg/L CaCO(sub3).                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5976.039     
     
     Although EPA could have expressed the human health and wildlife criteria   
     for organic chemicals in terms of freely dissolved concentrations or as    
     equations, EPA decided to express the criteria in terms of total           
     concentration for pragmatic reasons. Site-specific concentrations of POC   
     and DOC may be used in the derivation of site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or  
     criteria when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream  
     uses are adequately protected.  If each of the various approaches is used  
     properly, the resulting permit limits will be the same.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of BAFs in the way EPA apparently intends to use them ignores important
     fate mechanisms that essentially make chemicals unavailable for uptake from
     the water column.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5976.040     
     
     The approach that EPA has described in the final guidance does not ignore  
     important fate mechanisms.  In the final Guidance, EPA is using BAFs which 
     combine all routes of exposure, i.e., from water, sediment, and            
     contaminated food, in the aquatic ecosystem. These BAFs by including all   
     routes of exposure do not assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather 
     are an overall expression of the total bioaccumulation using the           
     concentration of the chemical in the water column as a reference point.    
     Tier I human health criteria and wildlife criteria require the use of      
     field-measured BAFs or BAFs determined using the BSAF methodology with     
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     field-measured BSAFs.  These field measured values include all fate        
     mechanisms.  Furthermore, in the final BAF methodology, BAFs are developed 
     using the freely dissolved portion of the chemical, the portion of the     
     chemical that is bioavailable.  The BAF methodology has a procedure for    
     determining the freely dissolved portion of the chemical by accounting for 
     the effects of POC and DOC of the chemical.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5976.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It seems apparent that EPA's intent is that the BAFs derived from the      
     proposed methodology (such at those published in Tables 3 and 4 of the     
     August 30 Federal Register notice) will be used to derive water quality    
     criteria which could then be used for a variety of purposes, including     
     derivation of NPDES permit discharge limitations.  If this is so, the      
     application of these BAFs is flawed.                                       
                                                                                
     The comment immediately preceding this one is concerned with proper        
     accounting for bioavailability of chemicals present in the water column.   
     There is another important aspect of bioavailability that must be          
     considered if the criteria and permit limits derived from them are to be   
     scientifically defensible.  This aspect can be summed up by saying that    
     chemicals which are no longer present in the water column should not be    
     considered when water quality criteria are applied.  The issue here is the 
     loss from the water column of chemicals between the point at which they are
     discharged into a receiving water (at the end of the pipe) and the ambient 
     waters where the criteria apply and equilibrium is assumed to exist between
     freely dissolved and various adsorbed states (sediment, POC, DOC) of a     
     chemical.                                                                  
                                                                                
     We spoke to this issue as part of our comments on the BAF for dioxin in the
     April, 1993 proposal.  Those comments are included as an appendix because  
     much of what they say is just as applicable to other hydrophobic organic   
     chemicals as it is to TCDD.  The basic problem is that while permit limits 
     are derived based on a simple mass balance which assumes all of the        
     chemical remains in the water column (the so-called "nominal               
     concentration"), the reality is that for hydrophobic organic chemicals, a  
     large part of the mass of chemical discharged does not remain available for
     participation in the water column equilibria.  For example, it appears that
     only about 5% of the mass of TCDD entering Lake Ontario remains in the     
     water column (see our September 1993 comments).  There are a variety of    
     mechanisms that could account for these losses including degradation,      
     volatilization, or sedimentation.  The exact mechanisms depend on the      
     chemical and the environmental setting involved.                           
                                                                                
     This issue could, conceivably, be addressed by using a more complex way of 
     modeling how much of the chemical in the effluent could be expected to     
     remain in the water column when permit calculations are done.  Experience  
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     has shown, however, that permitting authorities are often reluctant,       
     because of resource limitations, to engage in such modeling during permit  
     formulation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Another approach would be to derive criteria based on the "nominal         
     concentration" or at least to enable adjustment of them to that basis for  
     purposes of permit limit calculation.  In order to enable permit writers to
     make such an adjustment, EPA would have to make available full information 
     about the basis for the BAFs used to develop criteria.  The table          
     accompanying our September, 1993 comments provides an example of how this  
     might be done.  For purposes of accounting for organic carbon partitioning,
     a fourth BAF, one based on nominal concentration but adjusted for DOC and  
     POC concentrations in the study upon which the BAF was based, should be    
     included in the table we suggest in our September 1993 comments.           
                                                                                
     We have heard EPA representatives say that this "nominal concentration"    
     approach is "troublesome," but we have never heard a clear explanation why 
     EPA considers it so.  We would very much like to hear the scientific basis 
     for any concern EPA has with this approach as we can see no technical      
     reasons why water quality criteria should be applied to substances that no 
     longer reside in the waters to which the criteria apply, particularly since
     other regulatory programs are in place or being developed to deal with all 
     other sinks to which they may go (including sediments).                    
     
     
     Response to: G5976.041     
     
     The final guidance concerning derivation of BAFs, FCMs, and/or criteria    
     allows appropriate use of data concerning the concentrations of POC and    
     DOC.                                                                       
                                                                                
     The Guidance in implementation procedure 3 provides for ascertaining       
     background concentrations in the vicinity of a discharge for purposes of   
     calculating effluent limitations.  Such background concentrations can be   
     calculated through a number of techniques, including ambient monitoring and
     use of loading data from upstream sources.  In the latter situation,       
     degradation of a pollutant is assumed not to take place unless demonstrated
     to occur by field studies.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G5976.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Calculation of BAFs for all dioxin congeners should be done using the same 
     reference chemicals as were used for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.                         
                                                                                
     We are encouraged that the mathematical error associated with the use of   
     BEFs (bioaccumulation equivalency factors) in the April, 1993 proposal (see
     our comments on that proposal) is corrected in the TSD.  However, other    
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     information presented in the TSD now makes the BEF approach somewhat       
     irrelevant since a seemingly better approach to the problem of accounting  
     for different BAFs of the different dioxin congeners now presents itself.  
                                                                                
     As discussed in the TSD (Section V, p. 45) the general approach to deriving
     BAFs from BSAFs is equivalent to the use of BEFs proposed in Section VI.   
     The only real difference is in how the reference chemical is chosen.       
                                                                                
     In the general approach of Section V, the reference chemicals used are     
     those for which reliable BSAFs and BAFs have been measured in the field.   
     In the BEF approach of Section VI, the reference chemical for all dioxin   
     congeners is 2,3,7,8-TCDD for which a field-measured BSAF is apparently    
     available, but for this a field-measured BAF apparently is not available.  
     Were one available, EPA presumably would have presented it rather than one 
     derived from BSAFs.                                                        
                                                                                
     Given that there are apparently field-measured BSAFs available for all the 
     congeners which EPA whises to include in TEC (TCDD equivalent              
     concentration) calculations, it is unclear why BAFs for these chemicals are
     not calculated using the same reference chemicals (DDT and PCB 118 from    
     Cook, et al., 1994) used to derive the BAF for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  This avoids  
     use of a predicted BAF to predict other BAFs, and it also obviates the need
     for the whoe BEF procedure, thereby simplifying the guidance.  Equation 1  
     of Section VI could be used to carry out the TEC calculation with the      
     appropriate BAFs derived the way any other BAF used in the GLWQG would be  
     derived.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5976.044     
     
     EPA continues to believe that the use of the BEFs are preferable to        
     calculating congener specific BAFs.  In addition, there are not individual 
     criteria for each of the congeners and therefore even if individual BAFs   
     were derived for the congeners, there would be no criteria for the         
     congeners which could be used.  See the TSD for BAFs for a complete        
     discussion on the data used to derive the BEFs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA concurs with the orignally proposed value of 15 g/day and believes that
     this increased level of fish consumption may be appropraite for the Great  
     Lakes Region.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5978.001     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA notes that fish consumption values are used to establish human health  
     criteria which which are then applied to dischargers at the edge of their  
     respective mixing zones.  Significant dilution continues in receiving      
     waters beyond the edge of the mixing zones rsulting in average ambient     
     concentrations which are much lower.  Fish are extremely mobile and arc not
     normally exposed to concentrations as high as those at the at the adge of  
     the mixing zone for any lenght of time.  Thus, raising the fish consumption
     value and lowering the criteria to be applied at the edge of the mixing    
     zone is unnecessary because fish are not exposed to these levels for any   
     significant length of time.  Further, most people do not fish at the edge  
     of mixing zones ensuring that they are not exposed to these somewhat higher
     levels.  This supports the concept that higher fish cunsumption values may 
     be applied on an as needed site-specific basis rather than on a region wide
     basis.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5978.002     
     
     See response to comment P2771.193.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Elaboration is given in comments 004-015.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that the West et al. (1993) study relies on a survey method   
     that has a high degree of uncertainty, biased survey questions, and        
     insufficient justification is given for a number of assumptions.           
     
     
     Response to: G5978.003     
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     EPA recognizes two potential sources of bias in the design and execution of
     the 1991-92 MSAFCS.  The first is that the survey received a low response  
     rate of 46.8 percent. Since fish consumption may be correlated with the    
     likelihood of response, a low response rate may bias the distribution of   
     consumption.  To correct for the potential bias due to non-response, the   
     researchers used information from the first Michigan Sport Anglers Fish    
     Consumption Survey conducted in 1988.  The response rate in the initial    
     survey was 47.3 percent.  In that study a phone call-back survey of a      
     random sample of respondents and non-respondents was conducted to assess   
     differences in their consumption rates. The call-back survey indicated that
     non-respondents tended to eat less fish than respondents.  Based on the    
     results of the call-back survey a downward adjustment of 2.2               
     grams/person/day was applied to the estimates of the overall mean generated
     from the 1988 survey.  Because the sample design, frame, and response rates
     are similar in the two studies, the researchers applied the same downward  
     adjustment to the estimate of the overall mean of the 1991-92 MSAFCS.  EPA 
     believes that the bias correction employed by the researchers adequately   
     addresses the survey weakness of a low response rate.                      
                                                                                
     The second potential source of bias is the limited choices in reporting    
     amounts of fish consumed.  According to the MSAFCS , respondents were asked
     in the survey to identify the portion size the respondent ate at each fish 
     meal.  Pictures were provided of "about 1/2 pound" (8 ounce) fish meals of 
     different types (steak or fillet).  Respondents were asked to indicate     
     whether the portion consumed at each fish meal was "more", "less" or "about
     the same" as that in the pictures.  The reported amounts of fish           
     consumption were then recorded into three discrete choices (in addition to 
     zero): 5, 8, or 10 ounces (142.86, 228.57, or 285.71 grams).               
                                                                                
     The use of pictures of portion sizes is a standard and acceptable procedure
     in food consumption surveys.  The researchers cite prior studies of fish   
     consumption as providing a precedent for using a picture of a single       
     portion size.  Providing the respondents with pictures of three portion    
     sizes (i.e., 5, 8 and 10 ounces), as the commenter suggests, would not     
     necessarily have yielded more valid data.  Using one picture may be less   
     confusing than having three pictures from which to choose.                 
                                                                                
     EPA has concluded that the MSAFCS is a well-designed and executed fish     
     consumption survey.  Furthermore, the findings of the MSAFCS are supported 
     by two other regional surveys in the Great Lakes area: Wisconsin (Fiore,   
     1989) and New York (Connelly, 1990).                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment of West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Upper and lower bounds on consumption rates assingned in the survey are    
     arbitrary and biased.                                                      
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     Response to: G5978.004     
     
     EPA obtained the MSAFCS database and independently generated estimated fish
     consumption rates for sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The     
     results of the EPA analysis are in a report titled "Fish Consumption       
     Estimates Based on the 1991-92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish Consumption     
     Survey".  The report provides point estimates and 90% confidence intervals 
     for the mean, 50th, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of estimated fish      
     consumption rates.  The EPA report documents the data conventions,         
     assumptions and statistical procedures used to generate the consumption    
     estimates.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Table 4-1 in the EPA report provides the average daily per capita estimates
     of sport fish consumption by self-declared fish eaters.  The reported mean 
     average daily per capita consumption rate of sport fish is 16.74           
     grams/person/day (90% C.I.: 15.54, 17.94).  The MSAFCS also reports a mean 
     average daily per capita consumption rate of sport fish of 16.7            
     grams/person/day (not adjusted for non-response) but with a standard       
     deviation of 35.36. The MSAFCS report does not provide a confidence        
     interval.  The EPA analysis thus confirms the mean average daily per capita
     sport fish consumption rate of 16.7, but not the confidence interval.  The 
     90% confidence interval provided in the EPA report is considered a valid   
     confidence interval generated by standard statistical procedures.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The skewed respose distribution results in enormous variability in         
     consumption retes at upper percentile values.                              
     
     
     Response to: G5978.005     
     
     EPA obtained the MSAFCS database and independently generated estimated fish
     consumption rates for sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The     
     results of the EPA analysis are provided in a report titled "Fish          
     Consumption Estimates Based on the 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish    
     Consumption Survey".  The report provides point and interval estimates of  
     the mean, median, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the distribution of   
     average daily per capita consumption of fish by self-declared Michigan     
     Sport anglers. The EPA report documents the data conventions, assumptions  
     and statistical procedures used to generate the consumption estimates.     
                                                                                
     Table 4-1 in the EPA report provides the average daily per capita estimates
     of sport fish consumption by self-declared fish eaters.  The intervals for 
     the percentiles were generated using what are referred to in statistical   
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     terms as bootstrap techniques by Efron. The reported point and interval    
     estimates for the 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles for the total population 
     are 61.23 (90% bootstrap confidence interval: 50.13 - 62.41), 77.90 (90%   
     bootstrap interval: 74.96 - 80.35) and 146.54 (90% bootstrap interval      
     128.85 - 158.14) grams/person/day, respectively.  The interval estimates   
     provide a measure of the variability inherent in the data used to estimate 
     the percentiles.  In this case the 90% bootstrap intervals are fairly      
     narrow which indicates a high degree of statistical confidence in the      
     percentile point estimates.                                                
                                                                                
     The MSAFCS utilized a 7-day observation period to record individual fish   
     consumption.                                                               
     EPA considers a 7-day observation period  adequate to generate a           
     distribution of usual                                                      
     intake of fish consumption.  Some major food consumption surveys           
     incorporate even                                                           
     shorter observation periods.  For example the United States Department of  
     Agriculture's                                                              
     National Food Consumption Survey and Continuing Survey of Food Intake by   
     Individuals                                                                
     have observation periods of only three days.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The percentile values of the consumption distribution are probable         
     overestimates of actual consumption rates.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5978.006     
     
     EPA obtained the MSAFCS database and independently generated estimated fish
     consumption rates for sport fish, commercial fish and total fish.  The     
     results of the EPA analysis are provided in a report titled "Fish          
     Consumption Estimates Based on the 1991- 92 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish    
     Consumption Survey".  The report provides point and interval estimates of  
     the mean, median, 90th, 95th and 99th percentiles of the distribution of   
     average daily per capita consumption of fish by self-declared Michigan     
     Sport anglers. The EPA report documents the data conventions, assumptions  
     and statistical procedures used to generate the consumption estimates.     
                                                                                
     Table 4-1 in the EPA report provides the average daily per capita estimates
     of sport fish consumption by self-declared fish eaters.  The reported 90th,
     95th and 99th percentiles for the total population are 61.23, 77.90 and    
     146.54 grams/person/day, respectively. Table 5 in the MSAFCS report        
     provides an 80th percentile of 30.0 grams/person/day. The upper percentiles
     provided in the MSAFCS and the EPA report were generated by standard       
     statistical procedures and are considered valid.  There is no basis for the
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     assertion that the percentile values of the consumption distribution are   
     probable overestimates of actual rates.                                    
                                                                                
     The MSAFCS utilized a 7-day observation period to record individual fish   
     consumption. EPA considers a 7-day observation period more than adequate to
     generate a distribution of usual intake of fish consumption.  Some major   
     food consumption surveys incorporate even shorter observation periods.  For
     example the United States Department of Agriculture's National Food        
     Consumption Survey and Continuing Survey of Food Intake by Individuals have
     observation periods of only three days.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments on West (1993)                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The survey method used in the study has an unacceptable degree of          
     uncertainty associated with the 7-day recall method of gathering fish      
     consumption data.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5978.007     
     
     The use of a 7-day recall period may be more than is required for the      
     derivation of usual intakes of fish consumption.  Some major food          
     consumption surveys incorporate even shorter observation periods.  For     
     example, the United States Department of Agriculture's National Food       
     Consumption survey and Continuing Survey of Food Intake by Individuals have
     observation periods of only three days.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study contains insufficient justification to support the assumption    
     that an 8-ounce portion represents an average serving of fish.  In         
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     addition, the survey question is biased to obtaining answers corresponding 
     to an 8-ounce serving.  Moreover, portin sizes cannot be adequately judged 
     using the single photograph approach.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5978.008     
     
     According to the MSAFCS , respondents were asked in the survey to identify 
     the portion size the respondent ate at each fish meal.  Pictures were      
     provided of "about 1/2 pound" (8 ounce) fish meals of different types      
     (steak or fillet).  Respondents were asked to indicate whether the portion 
     consumed at each fish meal was "more", "less" or "about the same" as that  
     in the pictures.  The reported amounts of fish consumption were then       
     recorded into three discrete choices (in addition to zero): 5, 8, or 10    
     ounces (142.86, 228.57, or 285.71 grams).                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that these limited choices of fish meal weights (i.e., 5, 8, or 
     10 ounces) might introduce a bias in the estimated fish consumption rates. 
     However, the bias could go in either direction and it is not possible to   
     know how overall estimates might be effected.                              
                                                                                
     The use of pictures of portion sizes is a standard and acceptable procedure
     in food consumption surveys.  The researchers cite prior studies of fish   
     consumption as providing a precedent for using a picture of a single       
     portion size.  Providing the respondents with pictures of additional       
     portion sizes (e.g., 5, 8 and 10 ounces) would not necessarily have yielded
     more valid data.  Using one picture may be less confusing than having three
     pictures from which to choose.  EPA believes the approach in the survey was
     reasonable.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consumption rates bases on total fish consumption are overly protective of 
     Great Lakes Sprt Anglers.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5978.009     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.010
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A calculated daily consumption rate is likely overprotective of the        
     sporadic consumption by most individuals of recreationally-caught fish.    
     
     
     Response to: G5978.010     
     
     See response to comments P2771.194 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consumption rates for subgroups should be strictly applied on the basis of 
     geographic usage patterns and not applied regionally.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5978.011     
     
     See response to comments P2771.194 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA should consider other consumption data for the Great Lakes, including  
     Canadian interviews and a pending Lake Ontario Study.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5978.012     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sport Angler consumption data should not be used to infer consumption rates
     for the general population.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5978.013     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Spatial variability in fishing ptterns and fish tissue concentrations limit
     the usefulness of a Regional fish consumption rate for subgroups.          
     
     
     Response to: G5978.014     
     
     See response to comments P2771.194, P2771.193, and P2771.192.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5978.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment on West (1993)                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The combined variability of consumption rates and fish tissue concetrations
     should be considered in evaluating the effectiveness of fish consumption   
     advisories.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5978.015     
     
     See response to comments P2771.194, P2771.193, and P2771.192.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5978.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that there is a high degree of uncertainty inherent in the    
     data and relationships used to derive the bioaccumulation factors (BAFs)   
     contained in the Technical Support Document.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5978.016     
     
     EPA feels that the data available in the BAF TSD indicate that the         
     uncertainty in field-measured BAFS and BAFs based on BSAF methodology is   
     not too great for them to be used in the derivation of water quality       
     criteria to protect human health and wildlife.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5978.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we believe that the methodology proposed in the Technical Support Document 
     does not adequately address the problems encountered when estimating BAFs  
     for substances which metabolize.  For example, CMA believes that the       
     proposed BAF fro toluene in teh Technical Support Document is much higher  
     than the data would support.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5978.016     
     
     In the final guidance, metabolism is taken into account in the selection of
     BAFs that can be used to identify BCCs and in the selection of BAFs that   
     can be used to derive human health and wildlife criteria; this is the      
     reason that toluene is not a BCC.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5978.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: G5978.017     
     
     THERE IS NO COMMENT TO RESPOND TO.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5978.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     CMA recommends that EPA clearly indicate that the proposed methodology is  
     not applicable to compounds which metabolize and urges EPA to rely on      
     field-derived BAFs for such substances.  Despite the limitations with field
     data and field-derived BAFs, we believe that these BAFs are defensible for 
     these substances.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5978.018     
     
     EPA agrees that field-derived BAFs are defensible.  n the final Guidance,  
     BAFs predicted from laboratory-measured BCFs or from Kow are not useful for
     defining BCCs or for deriving human health and wildlife criteria.  However,
     as described in the SID, such predicted BAFs nevertheless play an important
     and necessary role in deriving Tier II values.  Metabolism can be accounted
     for in deriving predicted BAFs through use of an "effective FCM" or other  
     scientifically defensible means.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5978.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA supports EPA's recognition that the aquatic life criteria for metal    
     should be expressed as dissolved rather than as total recoverable metal.   
     CMA recommends that the final Guidance recognize that dissolved metal is   
     the preferred form in which to express criteria for the protection of      
     aquatic life.  As the proposed Guidance is written it does not incorporate 
     this concept and indeed is contrary to the policy contained in EPA's       
     October 1,1993 Memorandum as it relates to dissolved metals.               
     
     
     Response to: G5978.019     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.  EPA does intend to promulgate dissolved
     for States that do not adopt metals criteria.  EPA believes this is a clear
     statement of its recommendation to use dissolved criteria.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5978.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA further recommends that EPA continue its efforts to develop ananlytical
     methods for bioavailable metals and provide a means to limit discharges    
     based on the bioavailable metal fraction rather than total recoverable     
     metals present in discharges.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5978.020     
     
     EPA is trying to develop better ways to express criteria in terms of       
     bioavailable metal.  At this time, EPA has no plans to amend its permitting
     regulations that require expressing permit limits in terms of total        
     recoverable metal.  A discussion regarding derivation of permit limitations
     based on metals criteria expressed as dissolved concentrations is contained
     in "The Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria" (U.S. EPA, 1993).          
                                                                                
     EPA recommends use of "The Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on
     Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria" (U.S.   
     EPA, 1993) and the report titled "Interim Guidance on Determination and Use
     of Water Effect Ratios for Metals" (U.S.EPA, 1994) for guidance on         
     implementation of dissolved metals criteria.  U.S.EPA (1993) contains      
     guidance on dynamic modelling and translators (Attachment #3), and         
     monitoring (Attachment #4).  U.S. EPA (1994) presents an effluent-specific 
     approach for calculating a total recoverable permit limit from a dissolved 
     criterion (see pages 116 and 128-130 of U.S. EPA, 1994). This approach is  
     based on the percent of the total recoverable metal in the effluent        
     experimentally determined as described on pages 112 and 125 (U.S. EPA,     
     1994).  A similar approach can be used to calculate a permit limit for     
     criterion expressed as free cyanide; in this case the calculation is based 
     on the percent of the total cyanide in the effluent that becomes free      
     cyanide in the downstream water.  EPA will continue to update              
     implementation guidance as needed in the future.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5978.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accordingly, CMA recommends that the Implementation Procedures in the      
     proposed Guidance be revised to properly address bioavailability metal     
     issues and that the revised approach be subject to public comment before   
     the final Guidance in promulgated.                                         
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     Response to: G5978.021     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco commends EPA's willingness to further review and revise its          
     methodology                                                                
     for calculating bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) in the Great Lakes system.  
     Amoco observes that EPA has departed significantly from the procedure and  
     rationale it previously proposed for determining BAFs in the 1993 GLI      
     document.  Unfortunately, most of the scientific objections to EPA's       
     handling                                                                   
     of BAFs in the 1993 approach still apply to this 1994 revision.            
                                                                                
     Amoco encourages EPA to adopt a more realistic approach that overcomes the 
     limitations of its 1993 approach.  EPA's revisions appear to recognize that
     bioaccumulative chemicals interact with sediments in lakes and organic     
     carbon in waters.  This is a significant conceptual improvement.           
                                                                                
     However, EPA has attempted to simplify all factors by assumptions and      
     assertions so that, as with the original approach, the driving variable is 
     octanol/water partitioning (Kow).  This new approach still tries to        
     over-simplify issues and to make sweeping generalizations that are not     
     supported by data (and which may be contradicted by data).  The new        
     approach still ignores the fact that many organic compounds can be         
     metabolized, unlike the PCBs, DDTs and recalcitrant chemicals that EPA has 
     modelled.  The new approach still ignores that fact that not all chemicals 
     behave as described by equilibrium models.  The new approach still ignores 
     data that shows that Kow is not the only significant parameter to describe 
     a chemical's fate, especially over the range of Kow's EPA seeks to address 
     (100 to 10,000,000,000).                                                   
                                                                                
     A critical conceptual problem with this approach is that it seeks to       
     convert everything to a water concentration.  Such an approach requires    
     that conversion factors be set for every media.  Each factor introduces    
     additional uncertainty and requires additional assumptions, such as        
     equilibrium conditions.  EPA has completely ignored the issue of           
     uncertainty in its new proposal.  Amoco has previously commented about the 
     problem with variability and uncertainty and recommends that EPA consider  
     this issue.                                                                
                                                                                
     The proposed approach does not allow development of data to evaluate the   
     conversion factors, assumed equilibria, or basic model parameters.  If this
     area were technically mature and well-understood, then such a rigid        
     approach might be defensible.  However, the study of bioaccumulation is new
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     and dynamic--EPA's abandonment of its 1993 approach attests to this.  Thus,
     an oversimplified, yet rigid, approach to setting BAF estimates will stifle
     environmental innovation and development.  While Amoco believes the        
     underlying model used in EPA's new approach has substantial merit, setting 
     inflexible BAF values appears to be premature.                             
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.001    
     
     In the final guidance, there is no one driving variable and therefore Kow  
     is not the driving variable.  The various kinds of BAFs are used in various
     ways that reflect the properties of the various kinds of BAFs.  EPA has not
     ignored metabolism; this is the reason that a BAF of 10,000 can be used in 
     the derivation of a human health Tier I criterion if it is a field-measured
     BAF, but not if it is predicted using a Kow and a FCM.  Criteria can be    
     expressed as concentrations in a variety of media, and there is nothing    
     wrong with expressing criteria as concentrations in ambient water.  EPA    
     acknowledges uncertainty.  The history of water quality criteria for       
     aquatic life and human health clearly indicates that adoption of           
     methodology for deriving criteria does not stifle environmental innovation 
     and development.  To the extent that the system-wide approach to BAF       
     development do not appear to work for an individual waterbody,             
     site-specific BAFs may be derived.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5986L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .002 is embedded in comment .001                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, EPA has attempted to simplify all factors by assumptions and      
     assertions so that, as with the original approach, the driving variable is 
     octanol/water partitioning (Kow).  This new approach still tries to        
     over-simplify issues and to make sweeping generalizations that are not     
     supported by data (and which may be contradicted by data).  The new        
     approach still ignores the fact that many organic compounds can be         
     metabolized, unlike the PCBs, DDTs and recalcitrant chemicals that EPA has 
     modelled.  The new approach still ignores that fact that not all chemicals 
     behave as described by equilibrium models.  The new approach still ignores 
     data that shows that Kow is not the only significant parameter to describe 
     a chemical's fate, especially over the range of Kow's EPA seeks to address 
     (100 to 10,000,000,000).                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.002    
     
     In the final guidance, there is no one driving variable and therefore Kow  
     is not the driving variable.  The various kinds of BAFs are used in various
     ways that reflect the properties of the various kinds of BAFs.  For        
     example, a BAF of 10,000 can be used in the derivation of a human health   
     Tier I criterion if it is a field-measured BAF, but not if it is predicted 
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     using a Kow and a FCM. Site-specific BAFs can be derived to take into      
     account site-specific factors.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco remains concerned that EPA's focus on water concentrations won't     
     result in any improvement in the Great Lakes system.  Studies of sources   
     and sinks of persistent bioaccumulative chemicals repeatedly show that the 
     bioaccumulative chemicals are not primarily in the water, but are in the   
     sediments, the air, and in non-point sources of suspended solids.  Even the
     author of the model used in the new EPA approach notes that fish tissue    
     levels are driven by sediment concentrations, not water concentrations.    
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.003    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5986L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge EPA to recognize the potential for improved assessment and         
     management of persistent bioaccumulative chemicals.  Key components of a   
     sound technical approach should include metabolism and bioavailability and 
     should encourage using site-specific, field-derived data to replace overly 
     simplified generic approaches.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.004    
     
     In the final guidance, metabolism and bioavailability are taken into       
     account in the designation of BCCs and in the derivation of human health   
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     and wildlife Tier I criteria for persistent bioaccumulative organic        
     chemicals.  With very limited exceptions, BAFs are used for such purposes  
     only if the BAF is a field- measured BAF or is predicted based on BSAFs,   
     which means that metabolism is taken into account.  In addition, the       
     calculation and use of the BAF takes into account the freely dissolved     
     concentration of the chemical in the ambient water.                        
                                                                                
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's 1994 revision does not consider how the simplifications 
     and assumptions required by its approach affect the variability and        
     uncertainty in final BAF values for human health or wildlife.              
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.005    
     
     EPA acknowledges uncertainty.  EPA does not suggest that its procedures are
     perfect, but does maintain that they represent the best procedures         
     available for the purposes of the final Guidance.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. The "freely dissolved concentration" requires unrealistic assumptions   
     and adds uncertainty.  EPA proposes a "freely dissolved concentration" as  
     the basis for derivation of BAFs.  While this theoretical approach has     
     appeal, EPA's implementation requires overly-simplifying assumptions, for  
     example, that everything is in equilibrium throughout a waterbody.  EPA's  
     discussion of this in the Technical Support Document (TSD) omits evaluation
     of its accuracy.  Because the proposed equation relies on several          
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     conversions, it introduces errors associated with the conversion equations 
     as well as errors associated with measuring additional parameters (e.g.,   
     DOC and POC).  Nor does this approach evaluate the error associated with   
     variations over time and throughout a waterbody.                           
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.006    
     
     EPA disagrees with the claims that the assumptions are unrealistic and that
     the TSD omits an evaluation of the accuracy of the approach.  The TSD      
     clearly presents a comparison of field- measured BAFs with BAFs predicted  
     using the Gobas model, which takes into account the freely dissolved       
     concentration of the chemical.  The aquatic organisms and the ecosystem    
     integrate variation over time and throughout a waterbody.  The commenter   
     simply ignores the good agreement between the measured and predicted BAFs. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposed to assume that a chemical is in equilibrium in all aqueous    
     compartments (dissolved, sorbed to DOC, and sorbed to POC) and therefore   
     the partitioning can be simplified to permit an estimation of the dissolved
     concentration as a function of Kow.                                        
                                                                                
     While this may be a reasonable screening-level approach, there is no       
     discussion of the accuracy of this simplistic equilibrium model.  In fact, 
     its accuracy is likely to vary with different chemical groups.  A recent   
     paper by Fu et al.(1) suggested that, for polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons 
     (PAHs), 30-50% of the adsorbed chemical resists desorption, i.e., although 
     equilibrium partitioning predicted desorption, the chemical didn't behave  
     as predicted during the study of up to 130 days.                           
                                                                                
     At minimum, EPA should evaluate the precision of its simplification        
     strategy and the errors that are consequently propagated through the rest  
     of its procedure to calculate BAFs.                                        
                                                                                
     ------------------------------------                                       
     1. Fu, G., A.T. Kan and M. Tomson, 1994.  "Adsorption and desorption       
     hysteresis of PAHs in surface sediment." Environmental Toxicology and      
     Chemistry 13: 1559-1567.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.007    
     
     As presented in the draft TSD and in the final TSD, EPA has evaluated the  
     accuracy of the Gobas model and found the model to be quite accurate.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The steps in EPA's freely dissolved approach identify several sources of   
     error or uncertainty that should be considered in the ultimate evaluation  
     of the BAF process: (1) error associated with the simplifying equation (7) 
     on p. 3: Kdoc ~ Kow/10, (2) error associated with the accompanying equation
     (8) on p. 4: Kpoc ~ Kow, (3) measurement error associated with measuring   
     DOC, (4) measurement error associated with measuring POC, and (5) error    
     associated with variation in DOC and POC over time and over any part of a  
     waterbody.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.008    
     
     Regardless of all the possible sources of error listed by the commenter,   
     the agreement between BAFs predicted by the Gobas model and field-measured 
     BAFs is very good.  EPA does not suggest that its procedures were perfect, 
     but does maintain that they represent the best procedures available for the
     purpose for which they are used.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposed to bypass the widely used relationship between                
     bioconcentration factors (BCFs) and octanol/water partitioning (Kow) in    
     favor of simply estimating BCF as equal to Kow, if the BCF is "normalized" 
     by lipid content and the freely dissolved concentration.  This approach    
     compounds the uncertainties associated with the freely dissolved           
     concentration, noted above, plus adds errors associated with measuring     
     lipid content.                                                             
                                                                                
     The TSD has not presented information to support EPA's assertion that this 
     proposed relationship is more consistent or scientifically defensible that 
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     the widely used relationship developed by Veith and Kosian and espoused by 
     EPA in its 1993 proposal.  Nor does there seem to be any useful reason to  
     extend this to chemicals with low Kow values (less than 1000, or log Kow<3)
     or to super-hydrophobic chemicals.  These behave notoriously differently   
     than the chlorinated hydrocarbons that EPA has considered in developing its
     bioaccumulation models.                                                    
                                                                                
     Regarding the Veith and Kosian equations, EPA admits, as Amoco had noted in
     its comments, that "the regression equations developed between BCF and Kow 
     for non-metabolizable chemicals in most cases predict BCFs which are larger
     than the measured BCFs" (p. 6).  There is no evaluation about whether the  
     new equation is demonstrably more accurate.                                
                                                                                
     EPA discusses work by Mackay (1988), de Wolf et al. (1992) and Gobas et al.
     (1993), and seems to conclude that a model equating BCF to Kow is suitable,
     if the BCF is normalized for freely dissolved chemical and lipid in the    
     organism, presented as equation (2) on p. 7: BCF(subl)(supfd) ~ Kow        
                                                                                
     EPA endorses this relationship for lipophilic non-polar organic chemicals  
     with log Kow's greater than 3 which are either slowly or not metabolized by
     aquatic organisms.                                                         
                                                                                
     A major criticism of the original BAF method proposed by EPA was it        
     reflected only work with a limited group of chemicals, specifically        
     chlorinated hydrocarbons, and that EPA wanted to apply it analysis to a    
     broad range of chemicals, i.e., all organics with log Kow's greater than 3.
      Unfortunately, this same problem holds for EPA's newly developed          
     estimator.  The work cited by Mackay emphasized PCBs, chlorinated          
     hydrocarbons with log Kows ranging from 4.5 to 8.2, known as               
     non-metabolizable.  The work by DeWolf et al. reported data from guppies   
     exposed to chlorinated anilines with log Kow's from 3.6 to 5.1.  Finally,  
     Gobas et al. evaluated their model for PCBs.  There is no basis in these   
     studies for EPA to claim that the endorse relationship holds for all       
     non-polar organics, especially those with log Kow's near 3.                
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.009    
     
     Despite the claims of the commenter, EPA has adopted the relationship      
     between BCF and Kow that is most widely used by researchers who are        
     developing an understanding of bioconcentration, bioaccumulation, and      
     biomagnification, e.g., Barber, DiToro, Gobas, Mackay, McCarty, and        
     Thomann.  EPA knows of no reason to believe that this kind of relationship 
     does not apply to many nonmetabolizable organic chemicals with Kows less   
     than 1000 and investigators such as McCarty have specifically addressed    
     this for log Kows less than about 1.5.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA's new proposal requires "normalization" of data by the lipid content of
     the fish.  Recent work illustrates that lipid content may not be a suitably
     straight-forward value.  Ewald and Larsson(2) reported that the fraction of
     phospholipid in fish lipid demonstrably altered partitioning.  Since       
     phospholipid content is highly variable with fish species, partitioning of 
     hydrophobic compounds is species specific.  This suggests that using lipid 
     content is not a universally suitable normalizing factor, and the EPA      
     should evaluate whether this approach actually improves the predictive     
     ability of the endorse equation.                                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------                                                 
     2. Ewald, G., and P. Larsson, 1994.  Partitioning of 14-C-labelled 2,2',   
     4,4'-tetrachlorobiphenyl between water and fish lipids.  Environ. Toxicol. 
     Chem. 13: 1577-1580.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.010    
     
     There is a large body of data indicating that lipid is a major factor in   
     understanding the bioconcentration, bioaccumulation, and biomagnification  
     of organic chemicals.  As with most relationships, this one is not perfect 
     and work is proceeding to better understand and quantify the relationship. 
     In general, taking into account percent lipid greatly improves the accuracy
     of predictions from one aquatic organism to another.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, EPA has ignored the uncertainty of precision of the endorsed        
     equation.  As EPA acknowledges, several factors need to be considered in   
     applying the relationship, including effects of growth, using freely       
     dissolved fractions, allowing steady-state conditions to develop, and      
     correction for elimination of chemical.  The quantitative impacts of these 
     factors need to be evaluated and considered in discussing the uncertainty  
     of the proposed approach.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.011    
     
     EPA believes that taking into account (a) the percent lipid and (b) the    
     freely dissolved concentration will greatly increase the accuracy and      
     precision of extrapolations across aquatic organisms and across bodies of  
     water, on the average, and will therefore reduce uncertainty.  The purpose 
     of using better models and relationships is to reduce uncertainty.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco believes that this approach may be appropriate at a screening level, 
     but that there are too many uncertainties left unrecognized in the         
     calculation procedures.  For example, Amoco commented previously about     
     whether the predictive methods can yield accurate BAFs.  A comparison of   
     predicted BAFs with field BAFs using EPA's data(3) showed that 60% of the  
     predictions were inaccurate, i.e., not within a factor of 3 (30% to 300%)  
     of the field BAF.  Further, about 40% were very inaccurate, i.e., not      
     within a factor of 10 (10% to 1000%) of the field BAF.  The predictions    
     were both over-estimates and under-estimates of the field values, meaning  
     that the predictive methods aren't conservative, jsut inaccurate.          
     Discussion with ecologists, including some EPA staff, suggested that the   
     limit to accuracy of any similar predictive approach is about a factor of  
     10.  Amoco recommends that site-specific data be permitted to override any 
     conclusions developed from screening-level approaches.                     
                                                                                
     ------------------------------------                                       
     3. Stephan, C.E., 1993.  "Derivation of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife 
     Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative" Draft of 3/3/93.   
     Environmental Research Laboratory, Office of Research and Development, U.S.
     Environmental Protection Agency.  Duluth, MN                               
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.012    
     
     The final guidance and SID presents the best available data concerning the 
     accuracy of predictions based on the Gobas model by comparing BAFs based on
     the Gobas model with field-measured BAFs.  EPA has acknowledged that       
     site-specific considerations are important.  In the final guidance,        
     site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or criteria may be derived (and may be higher
     or lower than the system-wide values) when adequately justified by         
     acceptable data and when downstream uses are adequately protected.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5986L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In 1993, EPA derived FCM from the model of Thomann (1989).(4)  Now, EPA    
     proposed that FCMs "for non-polar organic chemicals were determined using  
     the model of Gobas (1993)" (EPA, 1994, p. 9).  While the Gobas model has   
     much to commend its use, EPA has applied a large number of simplifying     
     assumptions in order to circumvent using site-specific or chemical-specific
     data.  EPA seems not to have evaluated the assumptions over the range of   
     environmental conditions or biological communities found in the several    
     Great Lakes, thus making its application subject to additional types of    
     uncertainty.                                                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------                                           
     4. Thomann, R.V., 1989.  Bioaccumulation model of organic chemical         
     distribution in aquatic food chains.  Environ. Sci. Technol. 23: 699-707.  
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.013    
     
     EPA has not attempted to circumvent using site-specific or                 
     chemical-specific data.  EPA has acknowledged that site-specific           
     considerations are important.  In the final guidance, site- specific BAFs, 
     FCMs, and/or criteria may be derived (and may be higher or lower than the  
     system-wide values) when adequately justified by acceptable data and when  
     downstream uses are adequately protected.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5986L.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to develop FCMs from the Gobas model, EPA used the parameter      
     values presented by Gobas.  Unfortunately, these were chosen for PCBs and  
     to apply to Lake Ontario.  EPA should develop alternative values for each  
     Great Lake.  Obviously, mean water temperature will vary within a region,  
     as will organic content of the water and sediment.  Even more importantly, 
     EPA has ignored the issue of metabolism by assuming that all non-polar     
     organics have a metabolic transformation rate of zero.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.014    
     
     EPA disagrees that the parameter values used in this application of the    
     Gobas model are appropriate only for PCBs.  EPA also disagrees that EPA    
     should calculate different criteria for each lake.  In the final guidance, 
     site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or criteria may be derived (and may be higher
     or lower than the system-wide values) when adequately justified by         
     acceptable data and when downstream uses are adequately protected.         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5986L.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of critical assumptions are contained in the model, but ignored by
     EPA's derivation of universal FCM that are keyed to Kow alone.  These      
     include the various component equations presented in Gobas (1993) that tie 
     bioavailability in sediments to Kow and to organic material, or            
     bioconcentration factors in aquatic macrophytes, benthic invertebrates and 
     fish.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.015    
     
     EPA disagrees that critical assumptions in the Gobas model were ignored.   
     The good agreement between BAFs predicted by the Gobas model and           
     field-measured BAFs validates the model, the assumptions, and the parameter
     values used.  EPA has acknowledged that site-specific considerations are   
     important, and, in the final guidance, site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or    
     criteria may be derived (and may be higher or lower than the system-wide   
     values) when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream   
     uses are adequately protected.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5986L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A very significant group of assumptions have to do with rates of chemical  
     elimination via the gills, metabolism, and fecal elimination.  Gobas notes 
     that the gill elimination rate "is approximately constant if Kow is low,   
     and drops with increasing Kow for chemicals of higher Kow" (Gobas, 1993, p 
     7).  This relationship is contained within the model.  Metabolic           
     transformation rates are not well estimated by current models, and this    
     constitutes "a serious knowledge gap", according to Gobas.  Consequently,  
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     there is no justification for arbitrarily setting metabolism equal to zero,
     as EPA did.  Finally, fecal elimination is assumed by Gobas to be 25% of   
     ingestion, citing his previous work with halogenated organics and          
     superhydrophobic chemicals.  Again, these assumptions may not apply to the 
     entire range of organics that EPA wishes to evaluate, namely, the "Great   
     Lakes Inititative universe of pollutants" (EPA, 1994, p. 1).               
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.016    
     
     The good agreement between BAFs predicted by the Gobas model and           
     field-measured BAFs validates the model, the assumptions, and the parameter
     values used.  Because metabolism is not accounted for by some of the       
     methods used to derive BAFs, only field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted   
     from BSAFs are used to designate BCCs and to derive human health and       
     wildlife criteria for organic chemicals whose Kows.  (In addition, human   
     health criteria may be derived using predicted BAFs less than or equal to  
     125.)  For Tier II values, predicted BAFs may be used and corrected for    
     metabolism using an "effective FCM" or some other scientifically defensible
     method.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5986L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, other work by Gobas, not cited by EPA, suggests that the above    
     rates are critical for sound application of the food-web model.  In as     
     study of intestinal absorption and biomagnification, Gobas et al.(6)       
     suggested that for chemicals with a log Kow less than approximately 6,     
     metabolic transformation or gill excretion may be much faster than fecal   
     elimination, suggesting that there will be no significant biomagnification 
     in the fish.  Gobas et al. used 2,5-dichlorobiphenyl as an example.        
                                                                                
     To permit a scientifically sound use of the model, EPA should permit       
     estimation of a BAF from the model using chemical-specific and             
     site-specific data to replace the assumed relationships.  For example,     
     where data on uptake, metabolism, or elimination are available for a       
     chemical, the BAF should be derived only by incorporating the data into the
     model.  If the organic carbon content of sediment differs from the generic 
     Lake Ontario value, then it should be incorporated.                        
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     6. Gobas, P.A.P.C., J.R. McCorquodale and G.D. Haffner, 1993.  Intestinal  
     absorption and biomagnification of organochlorines.  Environ. Toxicol.     
     Chem. 12: 567-576.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.017    
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     The good agreement between BAFs predicted by the Gobas model and           
     field-measured BAFs validates the model, the assumptions, and the parameter
     values used.  EPA has acknowledged that site-specific considerations are   
     important, and, in the final guidance, site- specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or   
     criteria may be derived (and may be higher or lower than the system-wide   
     values) when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream   
     uses are adequately protected.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5986L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco previously noted that the issue of bioaccumualtive chemicals involved
     many sources and sinks, not just the chemicals present in the water column.
      By focusing on water column concentrations, EPA may be overlooking more   
     effective common sense approaches to improving water quality.              
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.018    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5986L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One interesting conclusion about the Gobas model results, made by Gobas,   
     was that: "contaminant concentrations in all fish species are more         
     sensitive to changes in sediment concentration than to changes in the water
     concentration.  Consequently, the predicted variability in the             
     concentrations of the fish species largely reflects the variability in the 
     sediment concentrations.  This suggests that, in general, Lake Ontario fish
     are more responsive to sediment than to water concentrations" (Gobas, 1993,
     p. 11).                                                                    
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     This seems to be overlooked by EPA.  In fact, in order to derive FCM, EPA  
     sought to back-calculate sediment/water ratios in order to get a           
     concentration in water.  This seems to be an attempt to force the Gobas    
     model into a different framework: Gobas finds that sediment concentrations,
     not water-column concentrations, appear to drive fish tissue levels, but   
     EPA wants to find that water-column concentrations drive fish levels.  It  
     would be very helpful if EPA would modify its conceptual framework.        
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.019    
     
     Water column and sediment levels of the chemicals are interconnected in any
     ecosystem and residues in fishes can be predicted equally well using either
     a sediment or water concentration as your starting basis.  In the TSD, the 
     relationship between BAFs and BSAFs have been derived demonstrating this   
     interconnectedness.  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine
     all routes of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food,  
     in the aquatic ecosystem. These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do
     not assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall        
     expression of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the     
     chemical in water column as a reference point.  This use of the BAF in     
     GLWQI is fundamentally different than that implied by commenter.  Because  
     of the good agreement between BAFs predicted by the Gobas model and        
     field-measured BAFs, EPA does not agree that the conceptual framework      
     should be modified.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5986L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The relationship that EPA seeks to derive appears to be over-stated and    
     lacks consideration of the uncertainty it incorporates.  EPA derived a     
     sediment-water column quotient from the Oliver and Niimi data, and proposed
     that it be applicable to chemicals with log Kows from 2 to 10 (p. 11).     
     Unfortunately, the data shown in Figure 1 (p. 36) only range from log Kows 
     of 3.5 to 8; this is no justification for the proposed range of 2 to 10.   
                                                                                
     Secondly, EPA's analysis seems to contradict their proposed relationship.  
     EPA says: "For the pesticides and PCB congeners, the ratio of II(subsoc) to
     Kow were nearly independent of the Kow of the chemicals.... For the        
     chlorinated benzenes, toluenes, and butadienes, the ratios of II(subsoc) to
     Kow were slightly dependent upon the Kow of the chemicals" (p. 11).  Then  
     despite saying there is no real dependence of the sediment/water           
     partitioning on Kow, they propose to relate sediment concentrations to the 
     total concentration of the chemical in water as a linear function of the   
     Kow (equation (2), p. 11): C(subsoc) = 25 x Kow x C(subw)(supfd)           
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.020    
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     These commenters don't understand basic math.  EPA has not contradicted    
     itself.  What EPA said was that the ratio of the concentration quotient to 
     Kow was independent of Kow.  This means that the ratio of concentration    
     quotient and Kow for any value of Kow , e.g., 1, 1000, and trillion, is the
     same.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The heavy use of the Oliver and Niimi(7) data raises another concern that  
     Amoco has previously expressed: the error propagation from variability of  
     the Oliver and Niimi data.  Table I of that publication reports the mean   
     and standard deviation of the samples from water, sediments, and aquatic   
     organisms.  This allows evaluation of error propagation in values such as  
     BAF that are derived from these measurements.  The standard deviations,    
     especially for the water concentration data, were large relative to the    
     means.  For example the means +- standard deviations for water samples     
     were: dichlorobiphenyls 18+-30 pg/L; trichlorophenyls 150+-90;             
     tetrachlorobiphenyls 300+-200; pentachlorobiphenyls 390+-190;              
     hexachlorobiphenyls 160+-75, heptachlorobiphenyls 54+-30; and total PCBs   
     1100+-520.  Values for sediment or biota have similarly large variability. 
     This means than any values that incorporate these measurements will have as
     associated large variability.  However, EPA has used only the mean values, 
     thus ignoring the variability in this data set.                            
                                                                                
     -----------------------------------                                        
     7. Oliver, P.G., and A.J. Niimi, 1988.  Trophodynamic Analysis of          
     Polychlorinated Biphenyl Congeners and other Chlorinated Hydrocarbons in   
     Lake Ontario Ecosystem.  Environ. Sci. Technol. 22: 388-397.               
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.021    
     
     EPA disagrees that error propagation calculation is the best way to assess 
     variability.  A better approach is to compare field- measured BAFs with    
     those predicted by the Gobas model.  The observed good agreement argues    
     against the amount of uncertainty, variability, and errors that the        
     commenter claims.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.022
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 7115



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The repeated use of the same data set (Oliver and Niimi) is inappropriate  
     for attempting to validate a model that was created and parameterized with 
     that data.  This occurs several times, including EPA's attempt to evaluate 
     its BSAF predictions (pp. 48-49).  The repeated use of this data set,      
     without incorporating any consideration of error propagation and           
     uncertainty, suggests that there are vey few studies upon which to evaluate
     whether the BAF methodology works.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.022    
     
     The dataset of Oliver and Niimi (1988) was not used to calibrate the Gobas 
     model and thus this dataset can be used as a validation set.  These        
     commenters seem to be unaware of the large number of peer reviewed         
     scientific publications of Gobas and co-workers on bioconcentration and    
     bioaccumuation processes in aquatic organisms and plants.  The model of    
     Gobas (1993) used in the GLWQI is based upon the findings of these         
     investigations.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA appears unwilling to acknowledge problems in its approach, where its   
     BAF model has not predicted with accuracy.  Nor has EPA attempted to       
     determine ranges where the BAF model is applicable.  No model is valid for 
     every set if circumstances, but some are useful.  EPA should acknowledge   
     and discuss the errors and uncertainty inherent in its models.             
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.023    
     
     EPA has acknowledged that site-specific considerations are important, and, 
     in the final guidance, site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or criteria may be    
     derived (and may be higher or lower than the system-wide values) when      
     adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream uses are       
     adequately protected.  EPA believes that the final Guidance reflects the   
     best available techniques and data for deriving system-wide BAFs for the   
     Great Lakes System.                                                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In evaluating its BSAF method, EPA shows a reluctance to accept results    
     that suggest the model is not particularly useful.  On p. 48, EPA notes    
     that "the BAF(subl)(supfd)s for five of six chlordanes and nonachlors are  
     much greater than those for PCBs with the same estimated low Kow.          
     Therefore, the log Kow values choosen [sic] here for the chlordanes and    
     nonachlors may be significantly underestimated."  It appears that the      
     prediction, driven by a Kow, did not seem to be accurate, but, rather than 
     concluding that the prediction tecnique might be flawed, EPA prefers to    
     believe that the Kow values are incorrect.                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.024    
     
     Under the current level of understanding of bioaccumulation there is a     
     theoretical maximum limit for chemicals as a function of Kow.  Thus when   
     BAFs are predicted which appear to exceed that limit, one explanation is   
     that the Kows may be greater.  There are other possible explanations such  
     as biotransformation of other chemicals in the organism could increase the 
     concentration of the chemical being evaluated.  This is not known to be the
     case for chlordanes.  If chemicals are more volatile than the reference    
     chemicals, the BSAF method tends to underestimate, rather than overestimate
     BAFs, and more volatile chemicals should be used as reference chemicals.   
     Perhaps the commenter has other explanations of the apparent deviation from
     the Kow - BAF relationship.  Regardless, the commenter's conclusion that   
     this indicates that "the prediction technique might be flawed" is          
     unsupported by any logical explanation of a fundamental weakness in the    
     method.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In a related section, EPA attempts to compare Lake Ontario data with Green 
     Bay (Lake Michigan) data.  If its method is correct, then the data should  
     plot with a slope of 1.  Further, the data are log transformed, which      
     collapses the scales even further, so the data should unambiguously fall   
     along a line with slope of 1 (pp. 49-50).  However, the data, shown on     
     Figures 13 and 14 (pp. 79-80) clearly don't have a slope of 1.  EPA        
     suggests (p. 49) "This may be a sample set artifact associated with the    
     complex Green Bay fish-water-sediment relationships in Green Bay rather    
     than an actual site/species/food chain-specific difference in              
     bioaccumulation."  Again, it seems that faced wit hdata that don't fit the 
     prediction, EPA choose to prefer the model to the data.                    
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.025    
     
     There is no significant deviation of the slopes from 1.0.  This is an      
     exceptional confirmation of the applicability of these BAFs in different   
     ecosystems.  The quote from the TSD concerning differences in              
     fish-water-sediment-relationships was not related to any perception of     
     slopes deviating from 1.0.  Rather the possibility was raised that BAFs for
     Green Bay brown trout appeared slightly larger due to any of many factors  
     that were not accounted for in this simple comparison.  Overall, the Green 
     Bay - Lake Ontario comparison indicates that the BAFs calculated from Green
     Bay BSAF and BAF data predict the same BAFs for PCBs in brown trout in     
     Green Bay as that measured by OLiver & Niimi for salmonids in Lake Ontario.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Differences in bioaccumulation have been observed repeatedly throughout the
     Great Lakes.  Amoco previously provided data to EPA that showed field BAFs 
     to vary between species measured at the same time and place: the measured  
     BAF (total PCBs) for smallmouth bass was 70812 in the Sheboygan River and  
     Harbor, vs. a BAF of 3212 for rainbow trout.  By contrast, the BAF for PCBs
     recommended by the 1993 GLI was 355,372, and appears to be 435,000 under   
     the 1994 revision.  General Electric provided data to EPA showing that     
     BAF's in Lake Ontario were at least 10 times those measured in Lakes Erie, 
     Huron, and Superior (Appendix 14 of GE's comments, Figure 11).             
                                                                                
     Support for these observations also abound in the literature.  For example 
     Harkey et al.(8) found that PAHs were differently available than PCBs to a 
     selective amphipod.  This appears due to different chemical partitioning   
     patterns whereby the PAHs partitioned to different kinds of particles than 
     did the PCBs, in a manner unrelated to simply organic carbon content.  This
     difference in availability can be incorporated into the Gobas model, but   
     not by EPA's approach which simply used parameters developed for PCBs and  
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     applied them to all chemicals.                                             
                                                                                
     ------------------------------                                             
     8. Harkey, G.A., M.J. Lydy, J. Kukkonen and P.F. Landrum, 1994.  Feeding   
     selectivity and assimilation of PAH and PCB in Diporeia sp. Environ.       
     Toxicol. Chem. 13: 1445-1455.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.026    
     
     For chemicals whose Kows are greater than 10,000, EPA expects differences  
     in BAFs if the percent lipid is not taken into account and if the freely   
     dissolved concentration is not taken into account.  Also, EPA has          
     acknowledged that site-specific considerations are important, and, in the  
     final guidance, site- specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or criteria may be derived  
     (and may be higher or lower than the system-wide values) when adequately   
     justified by acceptable data and when downstream uses are adequately       
     protected.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The species of fish has been shown important because of the different types
     of lipid present.  Eqald and Larrson(9) found that phospholipid content    
     affected partitioning of a PCB.  Different fish have significantly         
     different percent phospholipid content, so this may explain different      
     bioaccumulation patterns.  This could also be incorporated into the Gobas  
     model, perhaps as a slight modification, but not by the approach EPA       
     attempted.                                                                 
                                                                                
     ----------------------------------                                         
     9. Ewald, G. and P. Larsson, 1994.  Partitioning of 14-C-labelled 2,2',    
     4,4'-tetrachlorobiphenyl between water and fish lipids.  Environ. Toxicol. 
     Chem. 13: 1577-1580.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.027    
     
     EPA agrees that differences in the type of lipid might make a difference in
     the BAF.  However, the results of Ewald and Larsson (1994) cited by the    
     authors are very difficult to relate to live fish.  This experiment was    
     performed using lipid extracts placed on glass fiber filters and measuring 
     the partitioning between the glass fiber filters with lipid and water.  The
     model of Gobas (1993) does not assume simple water-fish lipid partitioning,
     and thus, a slight modification is not required.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix A reveals that EPA has changed its way of deriving Log Kow values 
     since its 1993 proposal.  Stephan (1993) presented a comprehensive review  
     of the universe of chemicals possibly of concern in the Great Lakes,       
     including recommended Log Kow (or log P) values.  However, EPA now presents
     a "prioritized" approach.  Essentially, under this approach, all           
     non-preferred data are discarged (p. 93).                                  
                                                                                
     The publications that EPA uses to set these new priorities date from 1979  
     to 1991, so it is very unclear why EPA feels its 1993 approach is now      
     incorrect.  For example, EPA discards radiolabelled data without any       
     citation that supports its assertion.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.028    
     
     EPA has evaluated the state-of-the-science and has determined that the new 
     procedure is a better way of deriving values for Kow.  It is not clear     
     whether the commenter disagrees with the new procedures.  As explained in  
     the final guidance and SID, Kows determined with radiolabelled chemicals   
     are suspect because of the possibility of radiolabelled contaminants.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nor does EPA explain why it belives that a valid Kow can only be determined
     for a single chemical; if the Kow is so sensitive to methodological        
     interferences, then how useful can it be in real-world situations where    
     there are nultiple chemicals and multiple types of lipids, organic carbon, 
     etc?                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.029    
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     As explained in the final guidance, a Kow can more accurately describe the 
     partitioning of a single chemical than it can the partitioning of a        
     mixture.  This has nothing to do with interferences or multiple types of   
     lipids.  This is a simple chemical fact and is comparable to the fact a    
     solubility limit can more accurately describe the solubility of the single 
     chemical than it can the solubility of a mixture.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An inspection of the newly endorsed Log Kow values (Appendix B) reveals    
     that EPA doesn't even abide by its own priorities.  The highest priority   
     measurement was ignored where Burkhard or Cook didn't choose to use them.  
     This occurred for six of the 22 chemicals presented, over 25%.  If the     
     priority method isn't used, then EPA has used no consistent basis for      
     preferring a particular measurement.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.030    
     
     In the final guidance, the priorities established by EPA are followed in   
     the determination of the Kow values that are used.                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C presents a different approach to calculating BCF values and     
     extrapolations and presents no evidence that this method is valid.  The    
     appendix is full of terms such as "highly lipophilic" or "weakly           
     lipophilic" but fails to suggest how these terms can be defined.  Further, 
     the analysis concludes "this treatment is approximate and ignores various  
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     aspects of accumulation" (p. 105).  This statement is probably accurate,   
     but cannot be evaluated--there are no proposed standards for what an       
     acceptable approximation might be                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.031    
     
     Appendix C has been completely rewritten for the final BAF TSD.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's 1994 proposal relies heavily on internal and unpublished documents.  
     Documents by Burkhard and Cook are referenced repeatedly, but these are not
     available even from the EPA laboratory in Duluth.  Without having the      
     technical basis for the proposed approach available, no reasonable         
     scientific review can take place.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.032    
     
     The documents by Burkhard and Cook were actually contained in the TSD and  
     were available from the authors, who are at the EPA laboratory in Duluth,  
     as the commenter obviously knew.  EPA is sorry that the citations implied  
     that additional information was available, when all of the information was 
     actually in the TSD.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposed to incorporate a biota-sediment accumulation factor (BSAF)    
     model into its GLI scheme.  Amoco agrees that the role of contaminated     
     sediments is critical in evaluating bioaccumulation and is glad to see EPA 
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     recognize the issue.  However, EPA's approach to sediment contamination, as
     proposed in the Sediment Quality Criteria earlier this year has a number of
     technical problems.  Amoco participated in preparing comments that were    
     submitted to EPA by the American Petroleum Institute (API).  Amoco         
     recommends that EPA evaluate the BSAF proposal in light of the API         
     comments.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.033    
     
     The BSAF methodology for deriving BAFs for fish is quite different from    
     EPA's approach to deriving sediment quality criteria for benthic organisms.
      The BSAF methodology for deriving BAFs does not assume equilibrium        
     partitioning. Therefore, EPA did not see any reason to find and review     
     comments on the sediment quality criteria approach.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sediment factors should be considered in the GLI, but should reflect the   
     localized nature of sediment contamination.  Broad-based BSAF using generic
     properties are not likely to improve the accuracy of predicting BAFs and   
     will contribute to uncertainty if not properly handled.                    
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.034    
     
     Sediment contamination in the Great Lakes is not localized except for small
     areas in tributaries and harbors which are slowly releasing contaminants to
     the open water systems.  Most of the Great Lakes biomass is associated with
     the open waters which have concentrations of bioaccumulative chemicals that
     are strongly influenced by surface sediments in depositional basins which  
     act as a source to benthic organisms and lake water through mixing. The    
     comment's negative assertion regarding BSAFs indicates a lack of           
     understanding of the BSAF method for deriving BAFs.  The BSAF methodology  
     is used to predict BAFs that take into account the percent lipid in the    
     aquatic biota and the freely dissolved chemical concentration in the       
     ambient water.  EPA has acknowledged that site-specific considerations can 
     be important. In the final guidance, site-specific BAFs, FCMs, and/or      
     criteria may be derived (and may be higher or lower than the system-wide   
     values) when adequately justified by acceptable data and when downstream   
     uses are adequately protected.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to use a Bioaccumulation Equivalency Factor (BEF) approach.   
     It appears that EPA has developed this approach exclusively for application
     to the isomers of dioxin and furan.  Amoco sees no reason why this approach
     is proposed as a general approach in the GLI.  It seems clear that EPA has 
     not evaluated the BEF for anything but dioxins, and even those have not    
     been peer reviewed or widely agreed upon.  Amoco cannot support adopting   
     this as a generic approach.                                                
                                                                                
     Use of the BEF approach suggests that EPA's overall BAF approach isn't     
     sufficient to address the targeted chemicals.  If the BAF approach is      
     suitable, then what benefit does the BEF strategy have?  If the BAF        
     approach is not suited to isomers of dioxin, then it is critical to improve
     the BAF scheme.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.035    
     
     Even a cursory understanding of the BSAF methodology for deriving BAFs and 
     the BEF concept makes it clear that the BEF concept addresses both toxicity
     and bioaccumulation to facilitate accurate assessments of TCDD toxicity    
     equivalence, whereas BAFs only address bioaccumulation.  The BEF approach  
     is limited to chemicals which share a common mode of action and for which  
     relative toxicity data are available.  Therefore, use of the BEF approach  
     does NOT imply that EPA's overall BAF approach is not sufficient to address
     the bioaccumulation of the targeted chemicals.  Other chemicals could be   
     treated with the TEF/BEF approach.  For example, co-planar PCBs could be   
     added the TCDD toxicity equivalence analysis method.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: G5986L.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: also subject matter code BAF/WL                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA solicited comment on the BAFs for human health and wildlife.  EPa's    
     presentation of its revised BAFs in the TSD (pp. 109-117) defies comparison
     with EPA's 1993 proposals.  There is no way to determine why EPA chose to  
     evaluate the chemicals that it did (or did not).  Further, the 100% lipid  
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     basis in Table 1 of the TSD does not relate to any living organism, let    
     alone one representative of a Great Lakes fish.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.036    
     
     In the TSD which accompanied the August 30, 1994 Notice of Data            
     Availability, EPA presented the chemicals for which human health criteria  
     would be derived or those chemicals which changed status due to the revised
     methodology.  A more comprehensive list of chemicals is presented in the   
     final TSD for BAFs.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that no fish has a 100 percent lipid, but used it as a tool 
     for comparing BAFs.  Normalization of data is common tool for comparative  
     purposes.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: G5986L.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .037 embedded in .036                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     further, the 100% lipid basis in Table 1 of the TSD does not relate to any 
     living organisms, let alone one representative of a Great Lakes fish.      
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.037    
     
     Even an elementary understanding of the concept of lipid normalization     
     makes it clear that there is no implication that any living organism       
     contains 100 percent lipid.  The 100% lipid basis is related to many       
     organisms living in the Great Lakes, especially fishes, by a simple        
     proportionally between the percent lipid in the organism and 100 percent.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5986L.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     As noted in Amoco's comments above, both approaches have similar           
     limitations, so a comparison of the resulting BAF values has little        
     benefit.  Scanning Tables 2 and 4 in the Federal Register shows that some  
     BAFs increased, others decreased.  In several cases, this appears simply   
     due to whether intermediate values were rounded off or not (e.g.,          
     pentachlorophenol, toluene, toxaphene).  This simply confuses the issue by 
     being inconsistent in how data are handled.  This should be corrected.     
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.038    
     
     EPA has corrected round off errors in the final guidance.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5986L.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Metabolized compounds appear in both approaches, e.g. benzene and toluene. 
     This shows that EPA has ignored scientific issues raised in Amoco's        
     response to the 1993 proposal, the metabolized chemicals should not be     
     included as persistent bioaccumulative chemicals.  The Gobas model includes
     a term to reflect metabolism.  However, EPA appears to have universally and
     arbitrarily set metabolic transformation rates to zero.  This is           
     inappropriate.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.039    
     
     EPA did not ignore the issue of metabolism and neither benzene nor toluene 
     are BCCs in the final guidance.  See the SID for a discussion of metabolism
     and the Gobas model.                                                       
                                                                                
     See response to: D2721.056                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5986L.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury is among the compounds tabled in both EPA's previous and current   
     documents.  Clearly, it is not a non-ionic organic compound, so the basic  
     model assumptions and frameworks do not apply.  Nevertheless, EPA has      
     developed FCM and BAF values for mercury, apparently as a special case.    
                                                                                
     The discussion of mercury (Appendix D of the TSD) suggests that EPA        
     recognizes a need to reflect site-specific issues.  EPA notes that         
     "Identification of the trophic level of some species of fish must take into
     account the age and/or size of the specific organisms of concern.  Some    
     species of fish are in trophic level 3 when they are young, but are in     
     trophic level 4 when they are older.  The trophic level might also vary    
     from one body of water to another, depending on the food chain.  With both 
     humans and wildlife, knowing the species consumed is not necessarily       
     sufficient to allow an accurate identification of the trophic level of the 
     consumed food" (p. 107).                                                   
                                                                                
     Amoco agrees with this statement, but encourages that EPA apply it to the  
     netire body of chemicals of concern, not just the special case of mercury. 
     There is no argument here that does not apply to any bioaccumulative       
     chemical.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Consequently, if EPA's statement is true, it should be applicable to       
     derivation of every BAF in the Great Lakes system.  In light of the        
     uncertainties and newness of EPA's approach, Amoco encourages EPA to       
     develop mechanisms to use field data and innovative techniques to develop  
     BAF that reflect conditions in the various waters of the Great Lakes, i.e.,
     to permit developing site-specific data, where appropriate, that override  
     generic, over-simplified estimates.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5986L.040    
     
     EPA developed Biomagnification Factors and BAFs for mercury based on data  
     available for mercury.  EPA has acknowledged that site- specific           
     considerations are important, and, in the final guidance, site-specific    
     BAFs, FCMs, and/or criteria may be derived (and may be higher or lower than
     the system-wide values) when adequately justified by acceptable data and   
     when downstream uses are adequately protected.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: G5988.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed revision of the hierarchy of procedures for calculation of    
     BAFs is consistent with our previous comments; we see no problems with     
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     adding the use of predicted BAFs based on field-measured biota-sediment    
     accumulation factors.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5988.001     
     
     EPA appreciates the agreement with the proposed hierarchy of procedures for
     calculation of BAFs.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: G5988.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With one notable exception discussed below, we have see no problems with   
     the outcomes of the revised BAFs, based on the proposed changes.           
                                                                                
     Our concern relates to the proposed change in the BAFs for PCBs.  The human
     health and wildlife tropic level 4 BAFs would be decreased more than       
     four-fold.  This would result in corresponding more lenient water quality  
     criteria.  We recognize that the resulting water quality criteria, based on
     human health BAF, may be at least partially offset by changes contemplated 
     in the fish consumption rate assumptions.  We argue, again, in separate    
     comments for that increase in fish consumption rate assumptions.           
                                                                                
     We also recognize that, so long as PCBs are classified as a carcinogen, the
     human health criteria (not wildlife criteria) likely will drive water      
     quality standards.  Nevertheless, we believe the wildlife criteria for PCBs
     should be defensible on their own merits.  As we argued in our Sept. 12,   
     1993 comments, we do not believe the earlier proposed criteria are         
     sufficiently protective of wildlife.                                       
                                                                                
     Therefore, we urge EPA to again review our earlier comments, and the       
     relevant literature, including Ludwig et al.(1), prior to adopting these   
     new and lower BAFs for PCBs.  It is not clear why the average of the nine  
     "most prevalent" congeners was used in this new derivation.  Is this       
     assumption of "most prevalent" accurate for all portions of the Great      
     Lakes, including Areas of Concern?  Is it relevant to those congeners most 
     likely to bioaccumulate and cause the continuing injury to Great Lakes     
     biota?  Has this proposal been reveiwed by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife      
     Service, pursuant to the on-going consultation under Section 7 of the      
     Endangered Species Act?  Will this proposed change result in further delays
     in the consultation process and lead to delays in publication of final     
     guidance beyond March 15, 1995?                                            
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     In short, we do not believe that EPA has justified the proposed relaxation 
     in PCB BAFs; in fact, we believe the wildlife criteria previously proposed 
     was insufficiently protective.                                             
     ____________________________________                                       
     (1)Ludwig, J.P., J.P. Giesy, C.L. Summer, W. Bowerman, R. Aulerich, S.     
     Bursian, H.J. Auman, P.D. Jones, L.L. Williams, D.E. Tillitt & M.          
     Gilbertson. 1993.  A comparison of water quality criteria for the Great    
     Lakes based on human and wildlife health. J. Great Lakes Res.              
     19(4):789-807.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5988.002     
     
     EPA agrees that wildlife criteria should be defensible on their own merits.
      In the final guidance, EPA calculated a weighted BAF for PCBs based on the
     concentrations of the individual congeners in salmonids, as reported by    
     Oliver and Niimi (1988).  Thus this BAF is directly relevant to those      
     congeners most likely to bioaccumulate.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5988.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe EPA has no choice but to revise upward the assumptions about    
     fish consumption rates in exposure calculations for deriving water quality 
     criteria to protect human health.  EPA is under the direct obligation of   
     President Clinton's February 16, 1994 Executive Order No. 12898:  Federal  
     Actions To Address Environmental Justice in Minority Populations and       
     Low-Income Populations.  Relevant portions of the Executive Order include  
     the following:                                                             
                                                                                
     Sec. 4-4 Subsistence Consumption of Fish and Wildlife.                     
                                                                                
     4-401.  Consumption Patterns.  In order to assist in identifying the need  
     for ensuring protection of populations with different patterns of          
     subsistence consumption of fish and wildlife, Federal agencies, whenever   
     practicable and approprite, shall collect, maintain, and analyze           
     information on the consumption patterns of populations who principally rely
     on fish and/or wildlife for subsistence.  Federal agencies shall           
     communicate to the public the risks of those consumption patterns.         
                                                                                
     4-402.  Guidance.  Federal agencies, whenever practicable and appropriate, 
     shall work in a coordinated manner to publish guidance reflecting the      
     latest scientific information available concerning methods for evaluating  
     the human health risks associated with the consumption of pollutant-bearing
     fish or wildlife.  Agencies shall consider such guidance in developing     
     their policies and rules.                                                  
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     Response to: G5988.003     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5988.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A fundamental issue we raised throughout the debate over the GLI is:  "Who 
     is the GLI intended to protect?"  We contend that as originally proposed,  
     the GLI is designed to protect average white males.  Fish consumption rates
     are a case-in-point.  We maintain that the GLI should be based on this     
     simple premise:                                                            
                                                                                
     People should be able to eat as much fish from the Great Lakes System as   
     their tastes, recreation, culture or subsistence needs dictate and be able 
     to consume these fish without having to worry about what risks that diet   
     may bring to themselves or their offspring.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5988.004     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5988.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommended the following in our September, 1993 comments, and we       
     reiterate that recommendation today:                                       
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The GLI should use 50 gm/d (not 15 gm/d) of fish consumed 
     as reasonably representative of the 90th percentile of fish consumption    
     among sport anglers and other special populations at risk, including       
     subsistence anglers, ethnic communities, Native American groups and        
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     commercial anglers and their families.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5988.005     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5988.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data from West and others are unequivocal:  Native Americans and other     
     minorities consume far more fish than the average, white male sport angler.
      Lower income minorities (licensed Michigan anglers) average 43.1 gm/d     
     sport fish consumption and 57.9 gm/d total fish consumption, according to  
     West.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5988.006     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5988.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the West (1993) document referenced in this Federal Register
     notice, we call to your attention the following documents that provide     
     further evidence of the need to revise upward the fish consumption rate    
     assumptions in the draft GLI:                                              
                                                                                
     1)  West, P. et al., 1990, Minority Anglers and Toxic Fish Consumption:    
     Evidence from a State-Wide Survey of Michigan;                             
                                                                                
     2)  West, P., 1990, Invitation to Poison?  Detroit Minorities and Toxic    
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     Fish Consumption form the Detroit River.  Both of these documents are      
     chapters in "The Proceedings of the Michigan Conference on Race and the    
     Incidence of Environmental Hazards," Bryant, B. and Mohai, P. (Eds.), (both
     attached); and                                                             
     3)  "The Protection of Sport and Subsistence Fishing Population in the     
     United States," Recommendations to the Administrator, Environmental        
     Protection Agency For Implementation of the President's Executive Order on 
     Environmental Justice and the Subsistence Consumption of Fish and Wildlife.
      Submitted by Environmental Defense Fund, NAACP Legal Department, Penobscot
     Indian Nation, June 1994 (attached).                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5988.007     
     
     A report submitted by the Environmental Defense Fund (EDF), the NAACP Legal
     Department and the Penobscot Indian Nation contains recommendations for    
     implementation of the President's Executive Order on Environmental Justice 
     in                                                                         
     the context of subsistence consumption.  This report details a recommended 
     approach for including assumptions regarding fish consumption in the final 
     Guidance to ensure protection of highly exposed subpopulations (including  
     recreational, subsistence and native american fishers). The report also    
     argues that EPA's current approach provides inadequate public health       
     protection for these groups, and that this approach is discriminatory.     
                                                                                
     On the whole, EPA believes that the report contains thoughtful new         
     approaches                                                                 
     for addressing highly exposed subpopulations, although the Agency flatly   
     rejects the notion that its approach to dealing with this issue is in any  
     discriminatory or inadequately protective of public health.  Below is an   
     explanation of the Agency's views on specific components of the report.    
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the general point made by the commenters that, ideally,    
     regulation of consumptive uses would be based on comprehensive,            
     site-specific                                                              
     studies, but that such information is rarely available.  EPA does believe, 
     however, that some good quality data are available with regard to fish     
     consumption patterns in the Great Lakes, including recent studies cited in 
     the preamble to the proposal and, in particular, the study conducted by    
     West                                                                       
     et al. (1993), who surveyed 7000 licensed sportanglers in Michigan over a  
     year-long period from 1991 to 1992.  The Agency obtained the raw data from 
     this study and conducted a statistical analysis of the results, and EPA    
     concluded that it was a well-conducted, valid study.  EPA acknowledges that
     these studies are not perfect, and suffer from inherent weaknesses such as 
     not reflecting the degree to which fish consumption may be suppressed due  
     to                                                                         
     fish advisories, or other factors such as consumption by unlicensed        
     anglers.                                                                   
     Nonetheless, they provide the best available, regional information on which
     to make technical and policy decisions.  The commenters' concerns about use
     of old, average national data are not particularly relevant to EPA's       
     decision-making here, since the Agency has relied also upon more recent    
     regional data in developing the fish consumption value in the final        
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     These commenters also suggested that EPA include consumption of marine     
     species as part of the fish consumption methodology.  EPA's use of a 15    
     gram/day assumption is based on the available data for consumption of      
     freshwater species in the Basin only, and does not include consumption of  
     commercially available marine species. While EPA acknowledges that persons 
     also consume such fish, it is important to keep in mind that the purpose of
     the Guidance is to set maximum permissible levels of pollutants in Great   
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     Lakes waters and, as such, the Agency believes that it is appropriate that 
     the risk assessment target species specifically affected by the Guidance.  
     Moreover, while there is some information in the West et al. (1993) study  
     regarding consumption of marine species, EPA does not have any good        
     information as to the levels of pollutant contamination for those species. 
     It would be highly speculative for EPA to assume that species existing     
     outside the Great Lakes Basin would be contaminated at pollutant levels    
     that                                                                       
     the Guidance would permit in the Basin.  Such a blanket assumption also    
     would                                                                      
     not take into account general differences between marine and freshwater    
     environments.  It is important to recognize, moreover, that the human      
     health                                                                     
     methodology includes an across-the-board assumption (in the absence of more
     precise data) that 20% of a person's exposure to chemicals is due to other 
     media exposures (e.g., diet, air), and that this assumption provides an    
     extra                                                                      
     measure of protection from adverse effects due to exposures regulated under
     the Guidance.  Other dietary exposures addressed through this assumption   
     may                                                                        
     reasonably include consumption of fish not located in the Basin.           
                                                                                
     These commenters also challenged EPA's statement that its approach is      
     conservative because it assumed that fish were carrying the highest body   
     burden of pollutant that would occur if ambient pollutant levels were equal
     to applicable criteria (i.e., "maximally contaminated fish").  These       
     commenters referenced earlier comments made by EDF on the proposed         
     Guidance,                                                                  
     in which EDF assailed this assertion as false.  In evaluating the equation 
     used to estimate numerically what constitutes maximally contaminated fish, 
     EDF seemed to assert that these calculations were, in effect, circular     
     because the underlying assumption in the equation was that a fish          
     consumption                                                                
     value of 15 grams/day is adequately representative of consumer exposure.   
     It                                                                         
     appears that EDF's analysis is simply another way of arguing that the fish 
     consumption rate assumed in the Guidance does not provide adequate         
     protection                                                                 
     for people who consume more than 15 grams/day.  That contention is         
     addressed                                                                  
     in Section V of the SID and further below.  EPA continues to believe the   
     assumption of maximally contaminated fish is a conservative approach, and  
     that a person consuming 15 grams/day of fish would likely face a lower     
     cancer                                                                     
     risk than 1X10-5 due, in part, to this assumption.                         
                                                                                
     The general approach advocated by the commenters is the use of default     
     values                                                                     
     designed to protect the specific designated uses of the waterbody (e.g.,   
     recreational and subsistence fishing).  The commenters argue that it is    
     appropriate that EPA use the 90th percentile of the national average       
     consumption rates to represent the level that is protective of recreational
     fishing, and the 95th percentile for subsistence fishing (except that more 
     protection may be appropriate for demonstrated heavy subsistence fishing   
     by,                                                                        
     for example, native americans).  The commenters suggest that a value of 20 
     grams/day should represent average consumption, 45-140 grams/day should    
     represent recreational fish consumption and 90-165 grams/day shoudl        
     represent                                                                  
     subsistence fishing, with special evaluation for some subsistence uses     
     (e.g.,                                                                     
     99th percentile of actual tribal consumption patterns in setting a value   
     for                                                                        
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     a particular tribe).  The commenters suggest that these dafault values     
     could                                                                      
     be adopted by States whenever evidence of the particular use of a waterbody
     is presented.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5988.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must apply a higher fish consumption rate basin-wide, and not limit it 
     to site-specific situations.  It is impossible for us to imagine a workable
     system whereby EPA could apply a higher fish consumption rate in areas     
     where minorities and Native Americans fish for the following reasons:  The 
     Great Lakes are one ecosystem.  Discharges in one tributary in one end of  
     the ecosystem affect all waters downstream.                                
                                                                                
     For example, Native Americans catching and eating fish from Michigan ports 
     on Lake Michigan are affected by dumping of toxic pollutants from          
     tributaries in Indiana, Illinois, Wisconsin, and Michigan.                 
     
     
     Response to: G5988.008     
     
     See response to comments P2771.193 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: G5988.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Commenter is referring to SS fish consumption rates.          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, it is highly unlikely that the States or Tribes will adopt       
     site-specific assumptions themselves and be able to apply them in a        
     uniform, consistent manner that protects the resource from upstream        
     discharges.  Political forces within the States militate against the       
     adoption of any rules more stringent than the minimum federal requirements.
      The Tribes have not been provided with adequate legal or technical        
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     resources to adopt and enforce water quality standards that will protect   
     the entire ecosystem.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5988.009     
     
     See response to comments D2714.048, D2861.056,D2861.059, D2861.060, and    
     P2574.058.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5988.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are glad to see that the U.S. EPA is inviting comments as to whether or 
     not dissolved metals values should even be used for the derivation of water
     quality criteria under the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, rather    
     than simply iviting comments on the data themselves.  The National Wildlife
     Federation objects to the use of dissolved metals for a number of reasons. 
                                                                                
     First, the August 30 proposal was based on the U.S. EPA's policy of October
     1, 1993, which considered the desire for criteria based on dissolved metals
     from a national perspective.  Criteria based on dissolved metals that would
     result from the use of data in "Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the 
     Percent Dissolved Metal in Freshwater Toxicity Tests," would not be        
     directed specifically toward the range of Great Lakes aquatic ecological   
     conditions.  As such, the proposal would conflict with the intent of the   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, which is to develop uniform water    
     quality standards that are based on the unique ecological characteristics  
     of the Great Lakes Basin.  See generally, 58 Fed. Reg. 20802 (April 16,    
     1993).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5988.010     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.  EPA believes its metals criteria are   
     appropriate for the Great Lakes basin.  See also Part III of the SID.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5988.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     dissolved metals values are intended to protect aquatic life, but not      
     necessarily intended to protect benthic organisms and other biota that may 
     be impacted by metals discharges to receiving freshwater systems.  The     
     dissolved metals approach does not take into account the fact that the     
     particulate fraction settles in sediments, can be toxic to benthic         
     organisms, and through resuspension may dissolve, thereby becoming         
     bioavailable.  As such, the use of criteria based on dissolved metals      
     fractions fails to espouse the ecosystem approach called for by the Great  
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement and upon which the Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Initiative is partially based.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5988.011     
     
     See response to comment G5970.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5988.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we are opposed to the development of criteria based on dissolved metals,   
     which would likely relax effluent limitations in many situations, until the
     U.S. EPA develops criteria and permitting procedures to protect sediments  
     and benthic organisms.  It makes little sense for U.S. EPA to go forward   
     with this approach today, only to advocate the lowering of effluent        
     limitations upon the development and deployment of sediment quality        
     criteria in the future.  This would create an inconsistency with which     
     permittees would have to contend, the net result of which would be to slow 
     the progress toward achieving the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement's    
     goal of zero discharge.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5988.012     
     
     For the reasons explained in Section III.B.6. of the SID, EPA believes that
     dissolved metal concentrations better approximate the fraction of the metal
     that is bioavailable in water. Although the fraction that has settled into 
     sediments can also impact various forms of aquatic life, EPA currently does
     not have any method for setting a criteria for such impacts.  EPA does not 
     agree that it is necessary to continue to use the less accurate total      
     recoverable criteria for metals in water as a rough surrogate for criteria 
     for sediments, although EPA is allowing States to retain this option.      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G5989.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition (GLWQC) appreciates this           
     opportunity to comment on the subject reports.  We thank U.S. EPA for      
     extending the comment period 14 days.  However, due to the delays          
     experienced in obtaining the documents and the complexity of the issues,   
     the time given to fully evaluate and develop comments was inadequate.  We  
     are pleased to provide the attached comments and information for your      
     consideration, and we reserve the right to amend our comments.             
     
     
     Response to: G5989.001     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5989.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQC strongly supports U.S. EPA's reecognition that the acquatic [sic]    
     life criteria for metals should be expressed as dissolved rather than total
     recoverable metal.  It is the dissolved form of metals that can be         
     bioavailable and potentially toxic.  (In fact, even dissolved metals are   
     not necessarily bioavailable, when they are complexed with other           
     materials.)                                                                
                                                                                
     While expressing metal criteria as the dissolved form would be a major     
     improvement to the "Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System", it 
     does not adequately consider speciation issues. Often, different forms of  
     the same metal can have widely varying impacts on the environment.         
     Ignoring speciation can lead to over-regulation of some metals and         
     under-regulation of others.  The GLWQC strongly encourages EPA to continue 
     its efforts towards establishing metal criteria which recognize the        
     toxicological effects of metal speciation.                                 
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     Response to: G5989.002     
     
     See responses to comments G5929.001 and D2669.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5989.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Human Health Technical Support Document states that "15 g/day          
     approximates the 90% consumption level of regionally caught fish for the   
     regional population as a whole, i.e., fisherpersons as well as             
     nonfisherpersons."  This percentage increases significantly if the         
     consumption level is attributed totally to species of fish more susceptible
     to persistent and bioaccumulative contaminatns, i.e., the salmonids.       
                                                                                
     Further, the proposed guidance states that:                                
                                                                                
     "While some of the sportfishing population (and other subpopulations such  
     as subsistence anglers) may consume more than 15 grams per day, EPA        
     believes these values are very protective of the entire population for the 
     following reasons:                                                         
                                                                                
     i.  The fish consumption estimate is an estimate of the fish carrying the  
     highest body burden of pollutant that will be allowed through              
     implementation of the criteria.  Since it is highly unlikely that even     
     those who eat more than 15 grams per day of all freshwater fish will eat   
     more than the equivalent of 15 grams per day of maximum pollutant-bearing  
     fish, the consumption rate will also be protective of the high end         
     consumer.                                                                  
                                                                                
     ii.  The proposed guidance allows for the use of higher fish consumption   
     rates and drinking water rates in developing site-specific criteria (see   
     section VIII.A) of this preamble) which would provide increased protection 
     for those particular waters that are heavily used by subpopulations that   
     may not be adequately protected by State-wide criteria, such as certain    
     subsistence anglers.  (p20870)"                                            
                                                                                
     It is apparent from these statements that the 15 g/day consumption value is
     more than adequate to protect the general population in the Great Lakes    
     Basin and the site specific adjustment procedure is intended for situations
     where subpopulations may consume fish at higher rate.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5989.003     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5989.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The setting of the fish consumption value is apparently becoming a policy  
     judgement even though adequate scientific information is available to make 
     this determination.  The study for which EPA is requesting comments        
     demonstrates that wide patterns of fish consumption exist.  It has been EPA
     policy in the past to provide protection for the general population.  Where
     this was not adequate, the use of site-specific adjustment procedures to   
     develop the appropriate criteria were applied.  Approaching criteria       
     development in this manner prevented vast overprotection, and its          
     associated societal impact, for the majority of the population.            
     
     
     Response to: G5989.004     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5989.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQC strongly recommends that EPA not increase the proposed fish      
     consumption value of 15 g/day.  Increasing this value in the context of    
     other Guidance proposals makes it even more inappropriate.  For example,   
     the fish lipid content is set at a conservative level weighted toward fish 
     of high lipid content.                                                     
                                                                                
     This results in overprotection of many streams and bays where these fish   
     are seldom found or caught.  The existing procedure for establishing a BAF 
     results in values orders of magnitude higher than those that would probably
     be determined from field studies of these same areas.  Perhaps the most    
     irrational proposal in the Guidance that makes increasing the fish         
     consumption value inappropriate is the inability to adjust a criteria      
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     downward (less stringent) even with adequate scientific information.       
     
     
     Response to: G5989.005     
     
     See response to comments G5989.005, P2771.192 and P2742.051.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5989.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TSD presents a very good summary of information pertaining to          
     bioaccumulation factors.  It is clearly evident from this document that    
     there                                                                      
     are several factors which have varying degrees of influence on the BAF.    
     Many                                                                       
     of these concepts are new and have not had extensive scientific review.    
     However, it is apparent that the "one size fits all" approach in the       
     proposed guidance is not appropriate for development of Great Lakes        
     criteria.                                                                  
     The principles detailed in the TSD, concerning organic carbon partitioning 
     in                                                                         
     aquatic systems, represent a significant scientific improvement for BAF    
     development.  The incorporation of these findings into the GLWQG would be a
     significant improvement.  This could be accomplished by:                   
                                                                                
     1.  Expressing human health and wildlife criteria in a manner similar to   
     that                                                                       
     used for development of aquatic life criteria influenced by water quality  
     parameters, i.e., equations.  This would encourage the development of      
     site-specific information and uniformly protective criteria, or            
                                                                                
     2.  Using the dissolved or bioavailable portion of a hydrophobic organic   
     compound for establishing the criteria.  Application of the criteria would 
     also need to be based on the dissolved or bioavailable form.               
                                                                                
     Either option will allow the generation of a more uniformly protective BAF 
     and ultimately criteria for different parts of the Great Lakes Basin.  It  
     would be a great improvement if the GLWQG recognized that varying          
     environmental conditions throughout the basin often have a significant     
     influence on the potential exposure along a given food chain.  Establishing
     criteria development procedures that do not reflect these variations will  
     not result in uniform protection throughout the basin.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5989.006     
     
     The BAF methodology takes into account the freely dissolved concentration  
     of organic chemicals in water.  The two suggested options for doing this   
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     utilize (1) equations relating criteria to the water quality               
     characteristics that control the fraction freely dissolved (i.e., POC and  
     DOC), and (2) expressing criteria in terms of the freely dissolved         
     concentration.  Both of these options would require that a State, Tribe, or
     discharger measure POC and DOC before a permit limit can be derived.  EPA  
     has decided that an even better option is to express the system-wide       
     criteria in term of the total concentration, but allow derivation of a     
     site-specific criterion by using site-specific data such as that concerning
     POC and DOC.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5990.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Generally speaking AMSA believes that conservatism already built into human
     health criteria precludes the need to adjust to fish consumption rates     
     beyond the already proposed increase in assumed fish consumption rate from 
     6.5 grams per day to 15 grams per day.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5990.001     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5990.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AMSA believes that bioaccumulation factors are too new and untried to be a 
     part of a rulemaking at this point.  Until this concept is more            
     comprehensively field-validated, it should not be used in the Great Lakes  
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5990.002     
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     EPA feels that the data presented concerning the relation between          
     field-measured BAFs, BAFs predicted using BSAFs, and BAFs predicted using  
     the Gobas model provide sufficient validation of the methods for deriving  
     BAFs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AMSA strongly supports the use of dissolved metals criteria but believes   
     that conversion factors suggested are unnecessary and overly conservative. 
     
     
     Response to: G5990.003     
     
     EPA disagrees with the opinion of the commenter regarding the              
     appropriateness of the conversion factors.  EPA has fully explained the    
     basis for the conversion factors in 59 FR 44678 (8/30/94) and in Section   
     III of the SID. See also responses to comments G5929.001 and G5940.010.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5990.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for   
     The Procedures to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors - July 1994" reports   
     recent significant advances in methods for determining potential for       
     bioaccumulation.  Since the Guidance was proposed in April, 1993 there have
     been developments in methods for determining bioaccumulation potential so  
     great as to warrant a separate Federal Register notice and request for     
     comments.  Such changes suggest that the study of bioaccumulation potential
     is a developing area of science which has certainly not reached an advanced
     and relatively steady state which would make it suitable for regulatory    
     purposes.  Rather, this rapid change suggests that more changes will be    
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     coming in the near future.  Required exclusive use of specified            
     bioaccumulation factors (BAF) estimation procedures, which will probably be
     superseded by improved methods, is improper.  This technical support       
     document significantly changes the BAFs proposed for the Guidance's        
     Pollutants of Initial Focus.  As two extreme examples, consider that the   
     BAF for dieldrin increased by over 3,000% while the BAF for PCBs decreased 
     by over 75%.  Such radical changes demonstrate that BAFs are at the stage  
     of scientific hypothesis and not established scientific knowledge.  As a   
     result, use of BAFs in developing water quality criteria would violate     
     Clean Water Act Section 304(a)(1) requiring criteria for water quality to  
     accurately reflect the latest scientific knowledge.  Accordingly, AMSA     
     restates its September 13, 1993 comment on BAFs and opposes implementation 
     until data quality measures are established and field validation is        
     completed. Until then, bioconcentration factors (BCF) should be used.  If  
     U.S. EPA intends to use BAFs in the final Guidance, to the extent revised  
     BAF procedures would allow local or waterbody-specific factors affecting   
     bioaccumulation to be taken into account, the revised procedures are       
     preferrable to those in the proposed Guidance.                             
     
     
     Response to: G5990.004     
     
     The fact that changes have been made in the methodology and that this      
     resulted in changes in various BAFs is an indication the EPA is responsive 
     to comments and is reflecting the latest scientific knowledge.  The final  
     Guidance allows for derivation of site- specific criteria.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5990.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the agency may believe that it is appropriate for water quality   
     regulations to reflect the effects of biomagnification, the undeveloped    
     state of the science involved demands that maximum flexibility in          
     regulatory use be granted.  The states should be free to apply more        
     reliable procedures through their regulatory programs regardless of whether
     they produce more or less stringent standards.  This is especially         
     appropriate if antibacksliding would apply to permit limits developed using
     BAFs.  This mandatory use of BAFs will infringe on "rights of state to     
     prevent, reduce and eliminate pollution...."  33 U.S.C. Section 1251(b).   
     It is further stated in Executive Order 12612 (October 26, 1987) that      
     federal agencies are to "[r]efrain, to the maximum extent possible, from   
     establishing uniform national standards for programs and, when possible,   
     defer to the states to establish standards."  Section 3(d)(2).  Moreover,  
     "[a]ny regulatory preemption of state law shall be restricted to the       
     minimum level necessary to achieve the objectives of the statute pursuant  
     to which the regulations are promulgated."  Section 4(c).  Clearly the     
     principals of federalism are violated to the extent that the guidance would
     ignore site-specific conditions and require uniformity that is not         
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     scientifically justified.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5990.005     
     
     The final guidance allows site-specific BAFs and criteria to be established
     (and to be higher or lower than the system-wide values) if adequately      
     supported by acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately         
     protected.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5990.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is indisputable that certain individuals and subpopulations consume fish
     at greater rates than the generally accepted national average 6.5 grams per
     day and the Guidance's proposed 15 grams per day.  The "1991-92 Michigan   
     Sport Anglers Fish Consumption Study," regardless of its accuracy in       
     determining these rates, provides unsurprising confirmation of that fact.  
     It is also indisputable that these individuals and subpopulations are as   
     fully deserving of protection from the adverse effects of chemical         
     contaminants in fish tissue as the general population.  The real issue is  
     whether revising the assumed consumption rate in deriving water quality    
     criteria would actually provide the more vulnerable individuals and        
     subpopulations with that protection.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5990.006     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5990.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Would those who are consuming fish at greater rates be exposed to          
     above-threshold and/or excessive nonthreshold risks resulting from chemical
     concentrations at the levels of the currently proposed criteria?  Given the
     highly conservative (worst-case or nearly worst-case) assumptions at       
     practically every step in the human health criteria derivation process,    
     that                                                                       
     seems extremely improbable.  For example: (1) A lifetime human exposure    
     duration of 70 years is assumed. (2) In the absense of "most relevant"     
     surrogate animal species toxicological data or the ability to distinguish  
     the                                                                        
     most relevant species, data from the most sensitive species is used. (3)   
     For                                                                        
     carcinogens, a linear nonthreshold dose-response relationship is assumed,  
     although chemical carcinogenesis is not necessarily proportional to dose,  
     and                                                                        
     estimated risks are typically exaggerated in extrapolations to lower doses.
     (4) For carcinogens, the upper-bound 95 percent confidence limit of        
     estimated                                                                  
     carcinogenic potency is used. (5) For noncarcinogens, a safety factor of   
     one                                                                        
     order of magnitude is used to protect sensitive subpopulations. (6) For    
     noncarcinogens, another safety factor of one order of magnitude is used    
     when                                                                       
     extrapolating from animal studies to humans. (7) For noncarcinogens, other 
     safety factors of an order of magnitude each may be used when extrapolating
     from subchronic toxicological studies or when deriving a criterion from a  
     lowest observed adverse effect level. (8) The bioaccumulation factors used 
     assume that all fish consumed are from the highest trophic level and are   
     therefore subject to the worst-case biomagnification through the food      
     chain.                                                                     
     (9) The bioaccumulation factors assume that all fish consumed have a lipid 
     content of five percent although lipid contents for sport fish are         
     frequently                                                                 
     lower and are usually lowered even further during meal preparation.        
                                                                                
     The cumulative effect of the compounding conservatism that results from the
     multiplication of these assumptions during criteria derivation is that     
     human                                                                      
     health water quality criteria can be already over-protective by several    
     orders of magnitude.  This appears to be supported by the lack of          
     unambiguous                                                                
     epidemiological evidence of adverse effects from fish consumption despite  
     several decades of concentrations of chemicals (e.g. PCBs, DDT) in water   
     and                                                                        
     in fish tissue at levels significantly higher than the proposed criteria   
     and                                                                        
     advisory levels, respectively.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5990.007     
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.195.                          
                                                                                
     See also responses to cancer model comments (D2619.026), responses to      
     noncarcinogen uncertainty factors comments (D3382.061 and D3382.083), and  
     responses to comments on PCBs (P2771.180).                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comments G3207.028, D2661.030, P2771.195, P2576.009,       
     D2859.118 and P2742.051.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5990.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is indeed appropriate to adopt the consumption rates in water quality   
     criteria derivation necessary to protect the most vulnerable members of    
     society.  However, it is certainly not appropriate to increase the         
     protection                                                                 
     provided by criteria when they are already over-protective.  Regardless of 
     whether (and especially if) consumption rates are to be set at higher      
     levels                                                                     
     in the derivation, the problem of compounding conservatism in the          
     derivation                                                                 
     must be addressed.  Alternative approaches to the current criteria         
     derivation                                                                 
     methodology which recognize that each uncertainty will have a distribution 
     of                                                                         
     its own, take into account the independence or interdependence of the      
     uncertainties, and use more central estimates (e.g., Monte Carlo           
     simulations)                                                               
     must be considered.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5990.008     
     
     See response to comments D2661.030 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5990.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, it is inappropriate to mislead those members of society, who are  
     concerned that the protection of their health may be inadequate, into      
     believing that revision of water quality criteria will provide them with   
     the                                                                        
     protection that they seek.  It may indeed be true that, because of many    
     confounding factors, epidemiological studies have not detected health      
     problems attributable to fish consumption that are actually occurring among
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     those most vulnerable.  However, if this is the situation, it is not       
     because                                                                    
     current or proposed water quality criteria are not low enough to provide   
     adequate protection, but because the sources of those chemical contaminants
     which can cause such problems are not, and probably will not, be affected  
     by                                                                         
     water quality criteria.  Elevated levels of persistent bioaccumulative     
     chemicals such as PCBs and pesticides occur in fish tissue mostly because  
     they were discharged historically and they are now ubiquitous throughout   
     the                                                                        
     environment - their current major sources in the Great Lakes are sediments 
     and the atmosphere.  The relatively insignificant point (and possibly      
     nonpoint) source contributions which would be affected by implementation of
     revised water quality criteria have a negligible impact on the contaminant 
     levels in fish tissue.  Appearing to promise the result of safer fish      
     consumption from stricter water quality criteria to our society's most     
     vulnerable members would be misleading.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5990.009     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AMSA's previous comment on the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance 
     stressed that the aquatic life criteria as drafted were not consistent with
     U.S. EPA policy and recent scientific demonstrations.  U.S. EPA's October  
     1, 1993 Memorandum on the "Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on
     Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria" strongly
     supported use of dissolved metal criteria rather than total recoverable as 
     used in the proposed Guidance.  AMSA believes that the final Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Guidance should virtually require states to use dissolved    
     metal criteria in preference to total recoverable.                         
     
     
     Response to: G5990.010     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.  Under Section 510 of the Clean Water   
     Act, states can choose to adopt requirements more stringent than required  
     by EPA.  Therefore, EPA could preclude states from adopting metals criteria
     based on total recoverable.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conversion factors are not necessary for resulting dissolved criteria.  It 
     appears that EPA believes the dissolved criteria are generally             
     underprotective and this prevents EPA from renaming, without changing the  
     values, the total recoverable criteria as dissolved criteria.  This        
     perception is not correct.  Expression of aquatic life criteria as         
     dissolved metals does not represent the minimum level of protection that is
     assumed.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5990.011     
     
     See response to comment G5974.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the past, hardness was the only water quality parameter believed to have
     a significant impact on metals toxicity.  Suspended solids are now being   
     recognized as having an impact while other mitigating factors continue to  
     be ignored.  As alkalinity increases bioavailability decreases.  Total     
     organic carbon (TOC) is a parameter which includes natural as well as      
     manmade chelating agents which reduce metals availability even in the      
     dissolved state.  Using copper as an example, only the free cupric ion in  
     one or more of the hydroxide complexes is bioavailable, thus, potential for
     environmental risk may be overstated when using the dissolved metals       
     criteria.  This overstatement tends to balance the fact that not all of the
     metal in the toxicity tests upon which the criteria were based was in a    
     dissolved form.  Accordingly, no conversion factors should be necessary.   
     If, contrary to sound science, EPA should conclude that conversion factors 
     are necessary in the final Guidance, those values must be supported by     
     sound technical research.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5990.012     
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     See response to comment G5974.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Brief review of Attachment 2 from the October 1, 1993 Memorandum revealed  
     several deficiencies in the methods for deriving the conversion factors and
     the resulting values.  These deficiencies include reliance on unpublished  
     data, lack of documentation of QA/QC, the use of data from tests using     
     dilution water which is softer and of lower alkalinity than the vast       
     majority                                                                   
     of receiving waters and inconsistencies in data trends even for the same   
     metal.  Until these deficiencies are resolved, the conversion factors      
     included in the October 1, 1993 Memorandum should not be used for the final
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                                        
                                                                                
     Even the author of the report stated that "[i]t was concluded that these   
     data                                                                       
     were not sufficient to allow derivation of the needed factors and that     
     relevant data should be generated."  Repeating all of the toxicity tests to
     generate new dissolved criteria is an effort that will require significant 
     time and resources.  If these are not available, the simulation tests set  
     forth in the report could be a technically acceptable compromise.          
     
     
     Response to: G5990.013     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The methodology and data quality used in the report on "Results of         
     Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved Metal in Freshwater      
     Toxicity Tests" are significant improvements over Attachment 2 from the    
     October 1, 1993 Memorandum.  Even so, there are several considerations     
     which must be addressed before the results set forth in the report on      
     simulation tests can be incorporated into the final Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Guidance.                                                          
                                                                                
     a. Acidification Method                                                    
                                                                                
     This report introduces the acidification method.  The report gives two     
     reasons for including this new method.  First was that various versions of 
     the acidification method were used in a number of the toxicity tests       
     supporting the criteria documents.  It is unclear why such unapproved      
     method should be adopted because it was improperly used in these criteria  
     documents.  U.S. EPA Regulations at 40 CFR part 136 Appendix C provides    
     approved testing methods and since this acidification method is to be used 
     for regulatory purposes, it should be based only on methods approved for   
     regulatory use.  Second, this acidification method is said to be easier and
     less subject to contamination then the total recoverable method.  Even if  
     this were true, it is a basis for including it in Part 136, not a basis for
     using it in the final Guidance.  Even through the data seemed to support   
     the hypothesis that total recoverable and acidification methods give       
     similar results, this is not a basis for using an unapproved method.  Only 
     the results of the total recoverable and dissolved measurements should be  
     used to calculate conversion factors.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5990.014     
     
     See response to comment G5942.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Initial Test Concentrations                                             
                                                                                
     The use of initial test concentrations illustrates an important issue.  The
     report assumes that all of the toxicity tests contained in the criteria    
     documents for the various metals followed the 1985 Guidelines for Deriving 
     Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic    
     Organisms and Their Uses.  These guidelines stipulate that initial         
     concentrations should be used in criteria calculations, and that tests     
     should follow rigidly-defined procedures in order to be considered         
     "acceptable".  However, many of the tests cited in these criteria documents
     were conducted many years before the publication of the guidelines.  It is 
     unclear how far the methods and reporting of some of these tests might have
     differed from that prescribed in the guidelines.  The present report should
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     not make a blanket assumption that all of these tests are essentially      
     identical and that a single conversion factor can be applied across the    
     board for each metal.  Instead, for each metal, each of the important      
     toxicity tests for the most sensitive species should be reviewed in order  
     to determine the appropriate conversion factors for each test.  The        
     resulting values could then be used to recalculate the criteria.           
                                                                                
     Provided that the above concerns are addressed, AMSA makes the following   
     observation and recommendation.  For a given exposure time, the percent    
     dissolved values were calculated by dividing the dissolved concentration at
     that time by the one hour acidification concentration.  Instead, the       
     acidification concentration from the corresponding exposure time should    
     have been used.  Frequently, these differences are significant because     
     absorption and precipitation can occur during the 48 to 96 hour exposure   
     times.  As a result, calculated percent dissolved values tended to be low  
     as are the resulting correction factors.  The dissolved concentration for  
     each exposure time for each simulation should be divided by its            
     corresponding acidification concentration for the same time period.        
     
     
     Response to: G5990.015     
     
     EPA did not rereview each individual toxicity test to determine how the    
     results were calculated because this had been reviewed previously.  Some of
     the test results were based on nominal concentrations, some were conducted 
     by EPA personnel, and some were flow-through tests.  The approach adopted  
     for use of conversion factors makes it impossible to make allowances for   
     individual tests, except in special cases.  The rationale for calculation  
     of the conversion factors based on the one-hour value is presented in the  
     report; it relates to the way the results of toxicity tests were calculated
     for derivation of the total recoverable criteria versus the way results    
     should be calculated for derivation of dissolved criteria.                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment G5974.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c. Appendix D: Lead                                                        
                                                                                
     For the "Interpretation of the Results" section, the percent dissolved     
     values which were calculated as greater than 100% were considered to be    
     100% in subsequent calculation of averages.  Values greater than 100% occur
     due to analytical variability.  This variability leads to measured values  
     both above and below the true value.  Eliminating the "high" values, when  
     it is impossible to identify and remove "low" values, biases the           
     corresponding mean downward.  In addition, this procedure was not used for 
     any of the other metals.  The actual percent dissolved values should be    
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     used in the calculations for lead.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5990.016     
     
     EPA agrees and, in the final report, values that are greater than 100% are 
     not considered to be 100%, unless the value is a conversion factor.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E. Chromium (III)                                                 
                                                                                
     Presented analytical data for dissolved chromium exhibited a much higher   
     variability than all other analyses.  Data anomalies, such as the change in
     dissolved concentration from 5874 to 498 to 4484 ug/l in one of the fathead
     minnow tests appear to be the cause.  Also, the chronic correction factor  
     was not based on the present study which yielded a much different value    
     from that used.  Accordingly, the chromium studies should be repeated, and 
     the acute and chronic correction factors from the present study should not 
     be incorporated into the final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.         
     
     
     Response to: G5990.017     
     
     Although the data for dissolved chromium(III) were more variable than the  
     data for most of the metals, EPA considers the resulting conversion factors
     to be useful.  If a State or Tribe dose not want to use the recommended    
     conversion factor, one of its options is to use the total recoverable      
     criterion for chromium(III).  The chronic conversion factor in the GLI     
     guidance is based on data from the chronic test on which the criterion for 
     chromium (III) was based.  The value from that test is more relevant than  
     the data from the simulation tests.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5990.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dissolved-Total Recoverable Metal Translators                              
                                                                                
     As discussed above, AMSA strongly supports the use of dissolved metals     
     criteria especially when calculated without a conversion factor.  If a     
     conversion factor must be used, AMSA generally agrees with the approach    
     used to calculate the current values.  However, the conversion to dissolved
     criteria represents only one step in the process.  Since EPA requires that 
     all metal permit limits must be expressed as total recoverable, the final  
     Guidance must include dissolved-total recoverable metal translators.  AMSA 
     does not support the approach outlined in Attachment 3 of the October 1,   
     1993 Memorandum due to inclusion of the default translator value of 1.0.   
     The default value is based on the assumption that all bound metal will     
     become dissolved in the receiving stream.  Unless there is site-specific   
     data, default values should be based on the partition coefficients         
     presented in the 1984 EPA Technical Guidance Manual for Performing Waste   
     Load Allocations.  The Implementation Procedures in the proposed Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance should address this issue.  If the final      
     Guidance does not include dissolved-total recoverable metal translators,   
     the states must retain the proposed option of adopting the water quality   
     criteria for total recoverable metals.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5990.018     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5991.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, AIHC supports the focus on contaminants which are persistent,  
     bioaccumulate in aquatic species, and exhibit toxicity in developing water 
     quality criteria for the Great Lakes.  Further, AIHC supports the          
     development of technically sound procedures to aid in determining the      
     bioaccumulation potential of chemicals of concern.  AIHC believes that the 
     Agency has made a credible effort to clarify methodologies and that the    
     procedures presented appear to be a reasonable attempt to provide guidance 
     on a difficult issue.  AIHC's comments, while supportive of the overall    
     approach taken by the Agency, raise specific concerns with the science used
     in the execution of the approach and selected procedures proposed to       
     establish bioaccumulation factors.  In these comments, AIHC offers         
     suggestions for improvements.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5991.001     

Page 7153



$T044618.TXT
     
     EPA appreciates the support for the focus on contaminants which are        
     persistent, bioaccumulate in aquatic species, and exhibit toxicity.  EPA   
     agrees that the procedures presented are a reasonable attempt to provide   
     guidance on a difficult issue. EPA has decided to allow site-specific      
     modifications of BAFs.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5991.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To help ensure the long-term preservation and protection of the valuable   
     natural assets of the Great Lakes, AIHC supports a focus on contaminants   
     which are persistent, toxic and bioaccumulate in aquatic species.  Further,
     AIHC supports the development of procedures for determining the            
     bioaccumulation potential of contaminants of concern.  The Agency has made 
     a significant effort to clarify the methodology (e.g., providing further   
     detail with respect to specific equations and incorporating some           
     procedures/modifications that enable site-specific factors that influence  
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) to be considered).  AIHC finds that some of 
     the procedures presented are reasonable attempts to provide guidance on a  
     difficult issue, but believes that there are significant opportunities for 
     improvement, especially in the areas of key model assumptions and input    
     parameters, model uncertainty and validation, and additional flexibility to
     allow for site-specific conditions.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5991.002     
     
     EPA appreciates the support for the focus on contaminants which are        
     persistent, bioaccumulate in aquatic species, and exhibit toxicity.  EPA   
     agrees that the procedures presented constitute a reasonable attempt to    
     provide guidance on a difficult issue.  EPA has decided to allow           
     site-specific modifications of BAFs.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5991.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI Guidance's focus on persistent, bioaccumulative, and toxic       
     substances is appropriate; however, the definition used to characterize    
     bioaccumulative contaminants of concern (BCCs) should consider             
     environmental                                                              
     persistence and inherent toxicity.                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5991.003     
     
     The definition of BCCs in the final guidance takes into account metabolism,
     persistence, and toxicity.                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5991.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC recommends that EPA revise its definition of BAFs to include          
     consideration of persistence and toxicity.  AIHC suggests that compounds   
     that could be excluded from concern include those with environmental or    
     "organismal" (e.g., metabolic) half-lives which prevent accumulation.      
     Comparison of "residence time" (e.g., lake turnover) with degradation      
     half-lives (encompassing both abiotic and biotic loss terms) could provide 
     a broader opportunity to "dimension" expected losses and accumulation.     
     
     
     Response to: G5991.004     
     
     The definition of BCCs in the final guidance allows persistence and        
     toxicity to be taken into account.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA assumes the commenter meant to refer to the definition of "BCCs" not   
     "BAFs."  See response to P2574.037.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5991.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its September 1993 comments (a copy of which is attached), AIHC         
     suggested that the use of well-established models for quantifying          
     persistence and removal processes be applied to the Great Lakes system.  If
     the definition is so revised, AIHC recommends that EPA update its list of  
     BCCs and associated bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) to exclude compounds    
     (e.g., toluene) that would not be expected to persist in a surface water   
     environment long enough for bioaccumulation to occur.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5991.005     
     
     For chemicals that are discharged continuously, persistence in water does  
     not affect the duration of exposure of aquatic biota, although it does     
     affect the concentration to which the biota are exposed.  The definition of
     BCCs in the final guidance allows persistence and toxicity to be taken into
     account.                                                                   
     See response to P2574.037                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: G5991.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, AIHC believes that toluene is an excellent example of a       
     compound identified as a BCC by the GLWQI process which would not be       
     supported by further analysis.  The many studies in the petroleum fate and 
     effects literature support this view (e.g., NRC 1985).  This further       
     highlights our earlier comments on the critical need for considering key   
     environmental and organismal fate processes in considering bioaccumulation.
     
     
     Response to: G5991.006     
     
     In the final guidance, only the two most preferred types of BAFs can be    
     used to identify BCCs.  This is the reason that toluene is not a BCC.      
                                                                                
     See response to: D2732.012                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5991.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC re-iterates its position that current techniques to establish         
     bioaccumulation factors for superlipophilic chemicals are not sufficiently 
     validated to be adopted for regulatory decision-making.  Given the current 
     limited understanding of the bioaccumulation of superlipophilic compounds, 
     AIHC recommends that the Agency abandon attempts to predict BAFs for these 
     compounds and develop tissue criteria instead.                             
     
     
     Response to: G5991.007     
     
     In the final guidance, field measured BAFs and BAFs predicted from field   
     measured BSAFs are preferred to predicted BAFs.  The comparison of BAFs    
     predicted using the Gobas model with field- measured BAFs found good       
     agreement for chemicals with values of log Kow up to that of PCB congener  
     194 (i.e., log Kow = 7.80).                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5991.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tissue criteria provide a chemical-specific concentration in fish tissue   
     that, if not exceeded, would protect piscivorous wildlife (or humans) from 
     unacceptable dietary exposures.  The advantages of tissue criteria are as  
     follows:                                                                   
     1.  The problems associated with choosing and defending a chemical-specific
     BAF value for each contaminant of concern are avoided;                     
     2.  The difficulty of measuring very low water column concentrations (which
     may often be below detection limits) would be circumvented;                
     3.  Tissue concentrations would provide a much better integrated           
     measurement of potential contaminant exposure, tending to dampen short-term
     variations that may be inherent in water concentration measurements;       
     4.  Tissue criteria provide a viable alternative for less hydrophobic      
     chemicals that are suspected to be metabolized, since current models to    
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     predict BAFs are not applicable to this important class of chemicals;      
     5.  The environmental persistence of the compound is taken into account;   
     and                                                                        
     6.  Contaminants that are posing the greatest risks to humans and wildlife 
     could be more reliably identified and remedial programs more effectively   
     prioritized.                                                               
                                                                                
     AIHC believes that setting tissue criteria provides a more practical       
     approach for identifying and prioritizing bioaccumulative chemicals of     
     concern within the Great Lakes Basin.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5991.008     
     
     EPA agrees that concentrations of chemicals in tissues are important and   
     such concentrations are important components in the derivation of water    
     quality criteria.  In order to derive permit limits, however, it is        
     necessary to take into account the relationship of pollutant levels in     
     ambient waters to levels found in aquatic life.  An ambient criterion based
     on a BAF provides this information.  EPA also notes that measurement of    
     concentrations in appropriate tissues is a very useful monitoring approach.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5991.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unless the uncertainties associated with the bioaccumulation factor are    
     incorporated into the water quality criteria, the criteria will not be     
     technically defensible.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5991.009     
     
     Quantifying uncertainty can be very useful if it is quantified correctly.  
     Criteria can be "technically defensible", however, without quantification  
     of uncertainties.  EPA believes that to be the case for criteria values for
     criteria established in the final Guidance.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5991.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 7158



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The uncertainty of BAFs determined by either field techniques or generic   
     models can be significant, especially as the Kow of the chemical increases.
      AIHC believes that as one proceeds from BAFs derived from field data to   
     BAFs estimated from generic BAF models, the uncertainty in model prediction
     also increases.  EPA's proposed revisions to the BAF model framework are   
     further indications of the uncertain state of the science associated with  
     model predictions of BAFs.  Thus, if the Agency decides to derive water    
     quality criteria (WQC), then AIHC would advocate that BAFs used in these   
     calculations be based on field data rather than on deterministic model     
     predictions.  AIHC believes that if BAFs must be defined, only the first   
     two options in the heirarchy of the four methods given in the proposed     
     guideline should, at this time, be used (i.e., field measured BAFs and     
     estimated BAFs calculated from field measured BSAFs).                      
     
     
     Response to: G5991.010     
     
     EPA has decided that field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted from BSAFs are 
     acceptable for identifying BCCs and deriving wildlife criteria.  These BAFs
     and BAFs less than 125 are also acceptable for derivation of human health  
     criteria.  See the SID for a discussion of use of predicted BAFs in        
     deriving Tier II values.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5991.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, if BAFs are to be used in the criterion development process, the  
     uncertainty in the estimate should be reflected in the criteria that are   
     developed.  The incorporation of uncertainty into criteria is currently    
     being advocated by the Agency in developing sediment quality criteria for  
     non-ionic organic chemicals using the equilibrium partitioning paradigm    
     (DiToro et al., 1991).  According to the paradigm, sediment quality        
     criteria are proportional to the sediment organic carbon partition         
     coefficient Koc which is estimated from Kow.  The two primary sources of   
     error in estimating the Koc from the Kow are the uncertainty in the Kow    
     estimate itself and in the model that relates Koc to Kow.  These sources of
     uncertainty are incorporated into the criteria by expressing the criteria  
     as a range (reflecting the confidence interval about the point estimte)    
     rather than as a single number.  Sediment concentrations in the environment
     above this range are given the highest priority, while concentrations below
     this range are assumed to pose the least concern.  Concentrations within   
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     this range fall into a gray area and may warrant further study.            
                                                                                
     The similarity between this methodology and the approach proposed to       
     predict BAFs is apparent.  The variability in the field BAFs should be used
     to quantify uncertainty.  If the Agency decides to use BAF model           
     predictions for contaminants for which field data are not available, the   
     uncertainty associated with the Kow and model used to determine the BAF    
     must be considered.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5991.011     
     
     EPA has attempted to minimize the uncertainty in the BAF methodology.  See 
     Section IV.B.2 of the SID.  At the present time, EPA is not able to adopt  
     the sediment criteria paradigm for characterization of uncertainty in the  
     final Guidance although the EPA acknowledges its usefulness.  In the       
     future, EPA hopes to develop a parallel paradigm for characterization of   
     the uncertainty of the human health and wildlife criteria.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Freely dissolved chemical concentrations are the most appropriate bases for
     BAFs since research indicates that complexation of nonionic organic        
     chemicals                                                                  
     (NOCs) to either particulate or dissolved organic carbon (POC or DOC)      
     reduces                                                                    
     bioavailability (McCarthy, 1983; Landrum et al. 1987; Black & McCarthy,    
     1988;                                                                      
     Servos & Muir, 1989; Schrap & Opperhuizen, 1990).  In addition, the        
     proposed                                                                   
     three phase partitioning model is consistent not only with laboratory      
     studies                                                                    
     that are cited in the bioaccumulation technical Support Document but also  
     with field data (e.g., review by Baker et al. 1991).  AIHC believes that   
     this                                                                       
     information should be cited by EPA as further rationale for using freely   
     dissolved concentrations in BAF derivations.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5991.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While recognizing the technical merit of this general approach, AIHC does  
     not feel that the proposed equation for calculating the freely dissolved   
     fraction is scientifically sound due to the oversimplifying assumptions    
     that Kpoc=Kow and Kdoc=Kow/10.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5991.013     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To support the assumption that partitioning of NOCs to particulate organic 
     carbon is the same as octanol, the results of three studies are cited.     
     These                                                                      
     limited studies suggest this approximation is accurate to within about a   
     factor of five.  However, other literature, not cited by EPA, indicates    
     that                                                                       
     significant departures from this assumption are expected in the field.  For
     example, Swackhammer & Skoglund (1991) investigated the partitioning of PCB
     congeners to algae and found that Koc values were strongly correlated to   
     Kow                                                                        
     under conditions of low algal growth, but were independent of Kow at high  
     algal growth rates.  Thus, growth-dilution affects in the field are likely 
     to cause Kocs to be more than an order of magnitude lower than Kow values  
     for                                                                        
     chemicals with high Kows.  In contrast, several field data sets suggest    
     that                                                                       
     the observed Kocs for low Kow chemicals may actually exceed Kow by as much 
     as                                                                         
     an order of magnitude (Oliver, 1987; Gagnon & Dodoson, 1990; Connolly et   
     al.                                                                        
     1992).  Such abnormally high coefficients may be explained by kinetic      
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     limitations of the desorption process (Gobas & Zhang, 1994).               
     
     
     Response to: G5991.014     
     
     The commenters must be very careful to not confuse the basis of the Koc    
     values reported in the literature.  The reports cited by the commenter base
     their Koc values on the "dissolved" fraction which consists of both the    
     freely dissolved chemical and that sorbed to DOC.  This definition is      
     fundamentally different from that used in the GLWQI where Kpoc (Note, Kpoc 
     and Koc are the same in this comment and both are a measure of partitioning
     to particulate organic carbon.) is based upon the freely dissolved         
     chemical.  By including the portion of the chemical sorbed to DOC, the Koc 
     values reported in the literature will be lower than Kpoc values based upon
     the freely dissolved chemical used in the GLWQI.  EPA acknowledges that    
     growth dilution especially during algal blooms and in very eutrophic       
     ecosystems might cause partitioning to be less than that using the GLWQI   
     methodology during some times of the year.  The excellent agreement between
     the field measured BAFs from the dataset of Oliver and Niimi (1988) and the
     BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas (1993) provide strong support for  
     the methodology for determining the freely dissolved concentrations of the 
     chemical in ambient water.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional research also indicates that predicting the partitioning of NOCs
     in the water column is more complicated than proposed.  In a recent study  
     by                                                                         
     Authernreich & DePinto (1991), partitioning of NOCs to different algal     
     cells                                                                      
     was not reduced by organic carbon normalization indicating that            
     partitioning                                                               
     to algae is not well understood.  Environmental factors are also likely to 
     influence contaminant partitioning.  For example, temperature variation    
     over                                                                       
     a range of 4.5 to 27.5 C has been shown to affect the partition            
     coefficients                                                               
     of chlorobenzenes to the alga, Scenedesmus by as much as a factor of four  
     (Koelmans & Jiminez, 1994).  Considerable controversy still exists         
     regarding                                                                  
     the so-called "solids-effect" on contaminant partitioning in the water     
     column.  While some have attributed the "solids-effect" to an experimental 
     artifact caused by colloids (i.e., a third sorption phase), experimental   
     data                                                                       
     and thermodynamic arguments have been reported to support this phenomenon  
     (Severtson & Banarjee, 1993, Gobas & Zhang, 1994).                         
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     Response to: G5991.015     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that differing scientific interpretations of 
     the partitioning processes to POC and DOC exists in the scientific         
     literature.  Although additional research will undoubtedly improve the     
     understanding of these partitioning processes on bioaccumulation, the good 
     agreement between BAFs predicted by the model of Gobas (1993) and field-   
     measured BAFs provides strong support for EPA's methodolgy for determining 
     the freely dissolved concentrations of the chemical in the water column.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To support the assumption that partitioning of NOCs to dissolved organic   
     carbon (DOC) is ten times less effective than octanol, three studies are   
     cited that suggest the proposed approximation is again to within about a   
     factor of 5 (Table 1).  However, AIHC questions if the Kdoc reported by    
     Chin                                                                       
     & Gschwend (1992) for marine sediment pore waters are relevant for         
     characterizing NOC partitioning to DOC in the water column of the Great    
     Lakes.  Second, it is unclear why EPA has not used the large body of       
     published information (e.g., Morehead et al. 1986; Evans, 1988; Caron,     
     1989;                                                                      
     McCarthy et al. 1989; Capel & Eisenreich, 1990; Eadie et al. 1990; Kukkonen
     et al. 1991; Eadie et al. 1992; Booij, 1993; Kulovaara, 1993) to provide a 
     quantitative assessment of the relationship between Kdoc and Kow.  A review
     of these studies indicates that the ratio of the Kow to Kdoc exhibits a two
     order of magnitude variation.  Variability in Kdoc is likely attributable  
     to                                                                         
     qualitative and quantitative differences in the composition of dissolved   
     organic carbon (Kukkonen et al. 1991; Gobas & Zhang, 1994).  In addition,  
     different experimental methods also likely contribute to observed          
     differences                                                                
     between studies.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5991.016     
     
     The commenter asks why EPA did not use "large body of published            
     information" in determining the partitioning coefficient for the chemical  
     to DOC, i.e., Kdoc.  As discussed in the response to the comment G5991.014,
     the commenter must be very careful to not confuse the basis of the Kdoc    
     values reported in the literature. Some of the cited studies are not       
     reported on a freely dissolved basis.  In addition, many of the studies    
     cited by the commenter were performed using the C-18 technique of Landrum  
     et al (1984) where a chemical was added to a sample and C-18 columns are   
     used to separate the freely dissolved and DOC bound fractions.  This       
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     technique suffers from experimental design problems.  The separation of    
     freely dissolved and DOC bound chemical is mechanically set by the C-18    
     separation technique and thus, provides basis results.  EPA chose to use   
     data taken from the most unbiased techniques for determining freely        
     dissolved of dynamic headspace gas-partitioning and fluorescence.          
                                                                                
     Landrum, P.F., S.R. Nihart, B.J. Eadie, and W.S. Gardner.  1984,           
     Reverse-phase separation method for determining pollutant binding to       
     aldrich humic acid and dissolved organic carbon of natural waters"         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on the above discussion, AIHC feels that the proposed deterministic  
     equation (c.f. equation (9) on page 4 of the Technical Support Document) is
     based upon nothing more than "best guesses" and provides an inappropriate  
     basis for regulatory decision-making.  AIHC strongly recommends that EPA   
     perform a thorough review of all relevant data to define scientifically    
     sound estimates of the mean and variance of Kpoc and Kdoc estimates as a   
     function of Kow.  An independent attempt to validate predictions from the  
     resulting probabilistic model with actual field data from the water column 
     should also be made.  The large, existing database for PCB congeners       
     measured in particulate and dissolved phases that was generated as part of 
     EPA's Green Bay Mass Balance Study seems ideally suited for this purpose.  
     
     
     Response to: G5991.017     
     
     Although additional research will undoubtedly improve the understanding of 
     partitioning of chemical to the DOC and POC on the bioaccumulation process,
     EPA used the best data available to establish the Kpoc and Kdoc            
     partitioning relationships for GLWQI. If EPA had unlimited sources and     
     time, EPA would have used the Green Bay data set to further validate the   
     partition methodology for the GLWQI.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For POC and DOC concentrations, it is also important that EPA consider the 
     uncertainty that is introduced by assuming typical POC and DOC             
     concentrations when data are limited or unavailable.                       
     
     
     Response to: G5991.018     
     
     If States, Tribes, and/or regulated parties decide that the typical POC and
     DOC values used in the GLWQI are not acceptable, site-specific             
     modifications can be made.  The final guidance allows site-specific BAFs   
     and criteria to be established (and to be higher or lower than the         
     system-wide values) if adequately supported by acceptable data and if      
     downstream uses are adequately protected.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To avoid ambiguity AIHC recommends that EPA provide a clear definition of  
     POC and DOC since these are operationally defined measurements.  AIHC      
     supports using site-specific data whenever possible.                       
     
     
     Response to: G5991.019     
     
     EPA agrees that clear definitions of POC and DOC are needed and the final  
     guidance contains the best definitions that EPA can provide at this time.  
     The final guidance allows use of site- specific values for the             
     concentrations of POC and DOC in the derivation of site-specific BAFs,     
     FCMs, and/or criteria (and the site-specific criteria may be higher or     
     lower than the system- wide values) when adequately justified by acceptable
     data and when downstream uses are adequately protected.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USE OF EQUATION LOG BCF(LIPID) = LOG KOW                                   
                                                                                
     AIHC endorses EPA's use of the above equation only with reservation, and   
     recommends that EPA clearly specify the limitations of its use as well as  
     conduct further analyses to verify and further define the limits of its    
     applicability.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5991.020     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA presents more information concerning use of the 
     equation  "BCF = Kow".  This equation is a key part of the Gobas model, and
     the good agreement between BAFs predicted by the Gobas model and           
     field-measured BAFs validates the Gobas model and the assumptions and      
     parameter values used.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several studies suggest that the lipid-based bioconcentration factor (BCF) 
     for fish can be reasonably approximated by Kow for poorly metabolized NOCs 
     with log Kows < about 5.5 (Mackay, 1982, Chiou 1985; Noegrohati et al.     
     1992).                                                                     
     These studies would support the use of the proposed equation for less      
     hydrophobic NOCs instead of the empirical relationship that was proposed in
     the original GLWQI Guidance.  However, EPA should use existing lipid-based 
     BCF data for chemicals with log Kows < 6 to quantify the validity and      
     uncertainty in this approximation across different fish and zooplankton    
     species.  A recent study suggests that one source of variation that will   
     influence lipid-based BCFs between species is species-specific differences 
     in lipid composition (Ewald & Larsson, 1994).  A second source of          
     variability is interspecies differences in biotransformation capability.   
     Although EPA acknowledges that the proposed equation is strictly applicable
     to poorly metabolizable compounds, in the absence of a measured BCF this   
     equation is likely to be used.  A critical review of existing lipid-based  
     BCF                                                                        
     data would assist in identifying structural properties of chemicals that   
     may                                                                        
     enable NOCs to be distinguished into "poorly metabolizable" and            
     "metabolizable" classes.  Such insights could avoid unnecessary            
     conservatism                                                               
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     in predicting lipid-based BCFs for many industrial chemicals for which a   
     measured BCF is not available but biotransformation is likely to be        
     expected.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5991.021     
     
     EPA agrees that a critical comparison of laboratory-measured BCFs with BCFs
     predicted using the equation "BCF = Kow" would be desirable, but many of   
     the existing data suffer from one or more deficiencies, such as no         
     information concerning the concentrations of POC and DOC for chemicals     
     whose Kows are greater than 1000.  Generation of new high quality data     
     might be necessary before real insights are possible.  Discrepancies might 
     be due to other factors, however, and it might be better to resolve some   
     other issues (such as the importance of distinguishing between different   
     kinds of lipids and the relation between the octanol-water and lipid-water 
     partition coefficients) before additional bioconcentration tests are       
     conducted.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC believes that Kow is an inadequate predictor of NOC partitioning      
     between lipids and water for more hydrophobic compounds (log Kow> 6).      
                                                                                
     Despite the potential merit of using the proposed equation (log BCF(lipid) 
     = log Kow) for NOCs of low to intermediate hydrophobicity, some studies    
     indicate that Kow is a poor surrogate for characterizing NOC partitioning  
     between lipids and water, especially for more hydrophobic compounds (Patton
     et al. 1984; Opperhuizen et al. 1988; Gobas et al. 1988; Banerjee &        
     Baughman 1991; Chessels et al. 1992).  These studies suggest that higher   
     molecular weight NOCs have a lower solubility in lipids than in octanol.   
     Alternative explanations have also been postulated to explain the nonlinear
     dependence of the BCF on Kow based on a mulcicompartmental model analysis  
     (Bintein et al. 1993).  Regardless of the exact mechanism, it is expected  
     that Kow may systematically overestimate the lipid-based BCF for high Kow  
     chemicals even if equilibrium BCFs are based on freely dissolved           
     concentrations and are corrected for growth dilution.  Given the limited   
     data available and the unclear state of the science, AIHC questions the    
     technical basis for using Kow to estimate lipid-based BCFs for NOCs with   
     log Kows greater than about 6.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5991.022     
     
     EPA agrees that the correspondence between the octanol-water and           
     lipid-water partition coefficients is not perfect.  EPA's SAB (December    
     1992) recommended that EPA use "either the entire Thomann (198) approach,  
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     which has been tested or test the validity of the GLWQI combination of     
     approaches".  The combination of approaches consisted of using the equation
     of Veith and Kosian (1979) with FCM from the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA 
     by changing the methodology for estimating BCFs to assuming BCF (freely    
     dissolved and lipid normalized basis) equals Kow is now using a consistent 
     BCF throughout its methodology. The model of Gobas (1993) at zero growth   
     predicts BCFs which are equal to Kow.  EPA's use of the BCF = Kow          
     relationship is also supported by the comparison of BAFs predicted using   
     the model of Gobas (1993) with the field-measured BAFs from the dataset of 
     Oliver and Niimi (1988).  The excellent agreement between measured and     
     predicted BAFs provides strong support for EPA's BCF = Kow relationship and
     it should be noted that the dataset of Oliver and Niimi (1988) has         
     chemicals with values of log Kow ranging up to 7.80.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5991.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC believes that it is not currently possible to determine if the        
     original model based on the work of Thomann (1989) or the newly proposed   
     model by Gobas (1993) is preferable for the derivation of food chain       
     multipliers.                                                               
                                                                                
     AIHC feels neither the Thomann (1989) nor the Gobas (1993) models have been
     adequately calibrated or validated to provide a sufficient technical basis 
     to support the use of these models in a regulatory context.                
     
     
     Response to: G5991.023     
     
     EPA disagrees and believes that the model of Gobas (1993) is clearly       
     preferable to the model of Thomann (1989) for the derivation of food chain 
     multipliers.  The model of Gobas (1993) includes both benthic and pelagic  
     food web pathways where as the model of Thomann (1989) is based upon the   
     pelagic food web pathway only.  Numerous commenters on the GLWQI have      
     strongly pointed out the importance of the sediments in the Great Lakes.   
     The sediment are a major source of bioaccumulative chemicals to the upper  
     trophic levels.  EPA has validated the model of Gobas (1989).  A comparison
     of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured 
     BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have  
     field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between 
     the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52         
     pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52         
     pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA has concluded that the procedure for         
     determining BAFs in the final guidance is scientific valid and defensible. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5991.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both models have been calibrated by selecting "best guesses" for the       
     various                                                                    
     toxicokinetic and bioenergetic input parameters.  The propagation of model 
     uncertainty due to input parameters must be quantitatively assessed to     
     determine uncertainty in BAF predictions.  A recent Monte Carlo analysis of
     the Thomann (1989) model which considered only uncertainty in toxicokinetic
     inputs indicated that predicted BAFs for "poorly metabolizable" NOCs with  
     log                                                                        
     Kows> 6 yielded 95% confidence intervals that spanned more than a two order
     of magnitude range (Parkerton, 1994).  In addition, differences in         
     bioenergetic parameters that are not considered (e.g., differences in      
     species                                                                    
     and system-specific growth rates and structure of foodwebs) are also       
     expected                                                                   
     to significantly influence BAF predictions (Rasmussen et al. 1990; Larson  
     et                                                                         
     al. 1992; MacDonald et al. 1993).  Based on the underlying uncertainty in  
     model inputs, the proposed food chain multipliers (FCMs), (which are       
     specified to one decimal place accuracy) are not scientifically sound.     
     
     
     Response to: G5991.024     
     
     The good agreement between BAFs predicted by the Gobas model and           
     field-measured BAFs validates the Gobas model, the assumptions and         
     parameter values used, and the FCMs derived using the model.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5991.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC believes that neither model has been sufficiently validated by EPA and
     recommends that EPA conduct further validation studies with other available
     data sets.                                                                 
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     With respect to validation, model predictions have been compared to a      
     single data set obtained by Oliver & Niimi (1988) for Lake Ontario.        
     Analytical results from this study for different compartments are often    
     based on a few samples, or just one.  Therefore, the extent to which these 
     data reflect conditions that are truly representative of Lake Ontario is   
     suspect.  Moreover, EPA has apparently ignored a large body of field data  
     that could be used to more adequately address model validation (e.g.,      
     Swackhammer & Hites, 1988; Gagnon et al. 1990; MacDonald et al. 1992;      
     Kucklick, 1992; Koslowski et al. 1994; USEPA's Green Bay Mass Balance      
     Study).                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5991.025     
     
     EPA did not ignore a large body of field data.  At least three of the      
     reports cited by the commenter do not have measured concentrations of the  
     chemical in the water column.  It would be inappropriate to assume or guess
     the concentrations of the chemicals in the water column for a validation   
     process.  EPA has validated the model of Gobas (1989).  A comparison of the
     BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs   
     from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have       
     field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between 
     the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52         
     pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 of the 52        
     pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  If EPA had unlimited sources and time, EPA would 
     have used the Green Bay data set to further validate the model of Gobas    
     (1993) for the GLWQI.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5991.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC expressed concern regarding the validity of the assumption made in the
     Gobas (1993) model, namely, that NOC partitioning to zooplankton and       
     benthic invertebrates can be described by simple equilibrium partitioning  
     (i.e., BCF lipi = Kow).                                                    
                                                                                
     This assumption, reflected by FCMs for trophic level 2 equal to 1.0 for    
     chemicals with log Kows from 2 to 9, ignores the importance of             
     growth-dilution effects and dietary exposure from ingestion of             
     phytoplankton and/or sediment.  This oversimplification appears to be      
     reflected in a systematic underestimation of the measured concentrations of
     NOCs in zooplankton (page 31, Figure 2 of Technical Support Document).     
     Since zooplankton serve at the base of the foodweb, the fact that measured 
     and predicted BAFs are in closer agreement at higher trophic levels        
     suggests that the calibrated model "compensates" by exaggerating the extent
     of trophic transfer.                                                       
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     Response to: G5991.026     
     
     The good agreement between BAFs predicted by the Gobas model and           
     field-measured BAFs validates the Gobas model, the assumptions and         
     parameter values used, and the FCMs derived using the model. The good      
     agreement outweighs theoretical arguments of possible problems.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC recommends that EPA should review the work by Thomann et al. (1992)   
     since, like the Gobas (1993) model, this framework includes both pelagic   
     and benthic foodwebs.                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA should identify key differences in model structure/assumptions and     
     compare BAF model predictions with field data in order to provide a        
     defensible rationale for model selection.  EPA may wish to consider        
     convening a workshop to solicit input from experts outside the Agency on   
     this subject.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G5991.027     
     
     EPA has evaluated the model of Thomann et al. (1992) and has found that    
     this model and the model of Gobas (1993) have similar predictive ability.  
     EPA has concluded that the model of Gobas (1993) is better for the         
     derivation of FCMs because of the greater certainty that can be assigned to
     the input parameters used with the model of Gobas (1993).                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:

Page 7171



$T044618.TXT
     AIHC acknowledges the practical advantages of the BSAF approach, especially
     for hydrophobic chemicals that have extremely low water solubilities.      
     However, AIHC cautions that this approach is only valid if kept within a   
     chemical-and site-specific context.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5991.028     
     
     EPA agrees that the BSAF approach has practical advantages and, like all   
     valid bioaccumulation prediction approaches, has to be used carefully.  The
     approach measures chemical and species specific differences in             
     bioaccumulation without variability due to the effects of bioavailability  
     or uncertainty for the mechanistic details of the organisms exposure.  For 
     each organism ratios of BSAFs provide relative differences in              
     bioaccumulation potential associated with each chemical.  That information 
     is then translated into BAFs which are lipid-normalized and based on       
     concentrations of freely dissolved chemical in water.  These BAFs greatly  
     reduce the need for expensive, time-consuming site- specific analysis and  
     modeling.  EPA has acknowledged that site- specific considerations can be  
     important in some cases.  In the final guidance, site-specific BAFs, FCMs, 
     and/or criteria may be derived (and may be higher or lower than the        
     system-wide values) when adequately justified by acceptable data and when  
     downstream uses are adequately protected.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5991.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It can be readily shown that equation (8) (page 46 of the Technical Support
     Document) is equivalent to:                                                
                                                                                
     (BAFfd1)i = (BSAF)i pi socr Kowi/Kowr                                      
                                                                                
     in which the subscripts i and r refer to chemical i and reference chemical 
     r, respectively.  A key assumption in the derivation of this equation is   
     that                                                                       
     the fugacity ratio for both chemicals is constant in accordance with       
     equation                                                                   
     (7).  Simple rearrangement of equation (7) implies:                        
                                                                                
     pi soci/Kowi = pi socr/Kowr                                                
                                                                                
     However, data from Oliver & Niimi (1988) clearly indicate these ratios are 
     not equal for different chemicals (c.f. Figure 1 on page 36 of the         
     Technical                                                                  
     Support Document).  pi soc is shown to exhibit a pronounced dependence on  
     log                                                                        
     Kow that varies by four orders of magnitude for chemicals in the log Kow   
     range of 4 to 8.  In general, the assumption of equal fugacity ratios is   
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     not                                                                        
     valid.  Thomann et al. (1992) has discussed the various site-specific      
     physiocochemical parameters that determine the magnitude of pi soc         
     including:  suspension and net deposition velocities of suspended solids to
     the sediment; interstitial diffusion rate; sediment decay rate of the NOC; 
     partition coefficients of the NOC in overlying water and in sediment;      
     mixing                                                                     
     depth of the sediment; and the loading history of the NOC.  As a result, it
     is expected that this term will exhibit large differences between systems  
     and                                                                        
     chemicals.  For example, one expects sediment interaction to be much more  
     pronounced in a shallow environment such as Lake Erie than in a deep system
     such as Lake Superior.                                                     
                                                                                
     Given the highly chemical and site-specific nature of pi soc, AIHC         
     recommends                                                                 
     that only equation (4) be used (page 45 of the Technical Support Document) 
     for predicting BAF from BSAF.  Thus, to apply this procedure, BSAF and pi  
     soc                                                                        
     must be determined on a chemical-by-chemical basis using site-specific     
     field                                                                      
     data.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G5991.029     
     
     EPA does not interpret the data of Oliver & Niimi (1988) to indicate       
     dependence of osoc on Kow for pesticides and PCBs. Although there is large 
     variability (two orders of magnitude, not four!), there is no indication of
     a Kow - related deviation from the average osoc of approximately 20.       
     Chlorinated benzenes and toluenes are more volatile, appear to have osocs  
     which are greater and vary with Kow.  The BSAF method could be used for    
     more volatile chemicals through choice of reference chemicals with similar 
     osocs.  In the GLWQI the BSAF method was applied to chemicals with osocs   
     similar to PCBs.  The site-specific variability of osocs is irrelevant to  
     the BSAF method for predicting BAFs - osocs need only be similar for the   
     reference sediment site/s at which the test and reference chemicals are    
     measured.  The BAFs that are determined with the BSAF method are applied to
     concentrations of chemicals in water that have to account for site-specific
     differences in osoc as well as factors such as DOC and POC.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G5991.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AIHC believes that it is important to build guidance on the basis of a     
     sound and fairly robust data set.                                          
                                                                                
     In the case of the BEFs for PCDDs and PCDFs, AIHC believes that the        
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     database is not sufficiently developed to support the GLWQI Guidance.      
     While the approach itself may be valid, there are simply too few data to be
     able to quantify the uncertainty associated with the BEFs that have been   
     proposed in Table 1 (page 86 of the Technical Support Document).  This     
     application of the available data is premature, an observation which is    
     reinforced by the lack of the comparison of the data cited by the Agency to
     other data available in the literature.  We also note it appears that the  
     data which were used to generate the BEFs in the Guidance are as yet       
     unpublished, and we assume they have not been critically reviewed.         
     Reliance on such data is not scientifically justifiable.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5991.030     
     
     See section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of BEFs.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G5991.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The assumptions that are made when deriving this type of value from        
     analytical data yield significant uncertainty in the resultant BEFs.       
                                                                                
     To generate the residue data for deriving BEFs, fish and sediment are      
     extracted and suites of PCDDs and PCDFs are analyzed in each sample.  The  
     quality assurance for these analyses typically involves the addition of    
     surrogate standards for a limited number of the target analytes.  The      
     recovery of the surrogate spikes may or may not be applied to adjust the   
     residue values of each of the analytes of interest.  In most cases, the    
     recovery standard is not the actual target analyte.  The assumption is made
     that the recovery of the surrogate accurately reflects the recovery of the 
     target analytes, but this assumption is rarely tested directly.  In        
     addition, the surrogate standards are often added at a step in the         
     analytical scheme that most accurately reflects losses during the          
     analytical work-up and not any potential differences in extraction of the  
     various materials from the matrix.                                         
                                                                                
     The net effect of this process is to introduce a potentially unknown bias  
     in the data.  That is, do the relative amounts of bioaccumulation          
     accurately reflect what is happening (and hence relate to risk) or is there
     some unquantified bias (inaccuracy) in the analytical data themselves which
     then gets propagated into the calculation of the BEF values.  This problem 
     is particularly acute when the investigation involves multi-analyte suites.
      The problem is less acute when studies are directed at targeted compounds.
                                                                                
     AIHC suggests that these problems can be overcome.  However, it is not     
     clear that the guidance being given in the Technical Support Document and  
     GLWQI Guidance accurately reflects the uncertainty associated with this    
     approach.  We suggest that further studies are necessary to address this   
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     issue before this approach is formalized into these types of documents.    
     
     
     Response to: G5991.031     
     
     See section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of BEFs and the
     TSD for BAFs for a discussion on the technical aspects of generating BEFs. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G5991.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note:  There is no "Section V" in these comments.  Believe the
reference is
          to comment .028.                                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A key assumption in the derivation of BFs, namely that the ration of       
     contaminant concentrations in water column and sediment particles for      
     2,3,7,8 TCDD is the same for all other congeners, is not valid.            
                                                                                
     It can be shown that in the derivation of BEFs, the same assumption that is
     used to relate the BSAF to the BAF is invoked.  As AIHC has pointed out    
     earlier in Section V of these comments, this assumption is not generally   
     valid.  At a minimum, EPA estimates that are based on this oversimplifying 
     assumption.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5991.032     
     
     See section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of BEFs and the
     TSD for BAFs for a discussion on the technical aspects of generating BEFs. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/REQ
     Comment ID: G5992.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we are concerned that the Guidance has gone far beyond its original intent 
     and that its stringent requirements will place significant economic burdens
     on our industry, and many others, with little commentsurate improvement in 
     water quality.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5992.001     
     
     Please see section IX of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As addressed in more detail below, we strongly believe that the metals     
     criteria should be stated as the dissolved form, that in the human health  
     criteria human fish consumpiton should not be raised above the proposed 15 
     grams per day except on a site-specific basis, and that the changes under  
     consideration for bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) indicate that the science 
     underlying BAFs has not reached the level of knowledge necessary for it to 
     be embodied in regulations.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5992.002     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.  For response to the issues related to  
     fish consumption and BAF's, see Sections IV and V of the SID.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It is far more appropriate for U.S. EPA to express aquatic life criteria   
     for metals as dissolved rather than total recoverable.  As was made clear  
     in U.S. EPA's October 1, 1993, "Office of Water Policy and Technical       
     Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals       
     Criteria" (October 1, 1993, Memorandum), it is scientifically more accurate
      to use dissolved metals criteria rather than total recoverable.  AMC fully
     supports this change.  Further, U.S. EPA should recommend to the states as 
     strongly as possible that dissolved metals criteria be used in state water 
     quality regulations.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5992.003     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No conversion factors should be used in developing deissolved criteria     
     since simply renaming the total recoverable criteria values as dissolved   
     criteria would be fully protective.  The October 1, 1993, Memorandum makes 
     a clear statement on this issue:                                           
                                                                                
     Furthermore, any error incurred from excluding the contribution of         
     particulate metal will generally be compensated by other factors, which    
     make criteria conservative...due to the likely presence of a significant   
     concentration of metals, binding agents, and many discharges in ambient    
     waters, metals and toxicity tests will generally be expected to be more    
     bioavailable than metals in discharges or in ambient waters.               
                                                                                
     Thus far, only hardness has been considered an important factor in         
     determining metals toxicity.  Suspended solids are finally being recognized
     as contributing to reduced toxicity, although other mitigating factors     
     continue to be ignored.  One example is total organic carbon (TOC).  TOC   
     includes man-made, as well as natural, chelating agents which render even  
     dissolved metals biologically unavailable.  Using copper as an example,    
     only the free cupric ion and one or more of the hydroxide complexes are    
     bioavailable.  Thus, it appears that even the dissolved metals criteria may
     overstate environmental risk and should offset the fact that criteria are  
     based on toxicity tests which have included some portion of undissolved    
     metals.  Consequently, conversion factors are unnecessary and they should  
     not be used in the Guidance.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5992.004     
     
     See response to comment G5974.002.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA  persists in using conversion factors, then it must use technically 
     justified values.  The October 1, 1993, Memorandum, in Attachment 2,       
     demonstrated deficiencies in the methods used to derive conversion factors.
      Therefore, the resulting values were inaccurate as well.  The deficiencies
     included:  (1) use of unpublished data; (2) inadequate documentation of    
     quality assurance; (3) testing with dilution water that was softer and of  
     lower alkalinity than receiving waters in general; and (4) numerous        
     inconsistencies in data trends.  With such a basis, using the October 1,   
     1993, Memorandum conversion factors is technically deficient.  The report  
     under, "Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved Metal 
     in Freshwater Toxicity Tests," states that the data it used are not        
     sufficient to derive needed fators, thus necessitating further work to     
     develop more data.  If adequate resources are not available, the reported  
     simulation tests may be acceptable.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5992.005     
     
     See responses to comments G5929.001 and G5940.010.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The reprot introduces the acidification method for criteria development for
     the first time.  Two reasons are given for the use of this method.  First, 
     existing criteria documents are partly based on testing which used the     
     acidification method.  However, some use of an unapproved test does not    
     support wider use of such test.  Only methods approved by U.S. EPA in 40   
     C.F.R. Part 136, Appendix C, should be used for regulatory purposes such as
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     criteria.  Second, the report states that the acidification method is      
     easier to use and less subject to contamination than the total recoverable 
     methods.  This appears to be a subjective judgement and, even if correct,  
     should be demonstrated sufficiently for U.S. EPA to adopt as part of 40    
     C.F.R. Part 136, Appendix C.                                               
                                                                                
     Conversion factors, if used, should be based on a comparison between       
     dissolved and total recoverable results.                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5992.006     
     
     See response to comment G5942.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For any given exposure time, the percent dissolved values were calculated  
     by dividing the dissolved concentration for any one of several times by the
     1 houlr acidification concentration; logic demands that the acidification  
     concentration for the corresponding exposure time be used.  Significant    
     differences result, as can be seen from reviewing the results table for the
     individual metals and comparing columns (e) and (f).  What is missing and  
     what makes the method used inappropriate is that sorption and precipitation
     change the resulting values with the passage of time.  Consequently, the   
     calculated percent dissolved values are lower thant the corect value which 
     makes the resulting conversion factors lower.  Since this difference can be
     significant, the dissolved concentration at each exposure time, for each   
     simulation, should be divided by the acidification concentration for the   
     corresponding time period.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G5992.007     
     
     See response to comment G5974.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D - Lead                                                          
                                                                                
     Averages contained in the interpretation and results section were          
     calculated using percent dissolved values no higher than 100% even where   
     they were calculated as greater than 100%.  Analytical variability causes  
     measured values to be both above and below the true values:  taking out    
     only high values (i.e., those above 100%) biases the estimation of the true
     value.  This improper procedure was only used for lead, not the other      
     metals.  to achieve greater accuracy, the actual percent dissolved values  
     should be used in the calculations for lead even if they are calculated as 
     greater than 100%.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5992.008     
     
     EPA agrees and, in the final report, values that are greater than 100% are 
     not considered to be 100%, unless the value is a conversion factor.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E - Chromium (III)                                                
                                                                                
     Variability of analytical data for dissolved chromium was much higher than 
     for the other analyses.  Appendix E shows other data abnormalities, as     
     well.  for instance, in a fathead minnow test the dissolved concentrations 
     ranged from 5874 to 598 to 4484 ug/l.  Also noteworthy was the fact that   
     the chronic correction factor was based on previous testng because results 
     from the present study would have showed a much different value.  Since the
     conversion factors from the present study are usnsuitable for inclusion in 
     the Guidance, AMC recommends that the chromium studies be repeated.        
     
     
     Response to: G5992.009     
     
     See response to comment G5990.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5992.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to conversion factors, which AMC opposes, U.S. EPA must also   
     develop translators to convert dissolved into total recoverable permit     
     limits which are required by regulation.  The method contained in          
     Attachment 3 to the October 1, 1993, Memorandum is not acceptable because  
     it uses a default value of 1.0 for translators.  This default value assumes
     that all bound metal becomes dissolved in the receiving stream.  This, of  
     course, is incorrect and should not be the basis of permit limits which    
     will be more stringent than necessary.                                     
                                                                                
     Site-specific data should be developed by the agency for use as            
     translators.  If site-specific data are not developed, partition           
     coefficients form the 1984 U.S. EPA Techncial Guidance Manual for          
     Performing Wasteload Allocation should provide the default values.         
     
     
     Response to: G5992.010     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5992.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fish Consumption Study                                                     
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA states that the "1991-1992 Michigan Sport Anglers Fish Consumption
     Study" may provide support for increasing the fish consumption rate of 15  
     grams per day, currently proposed as the basis of human health criteria in 
     the Guidance.  Our review of this study indicaties that it is an invalid   
     basis for any increase in assumed fish consumption rates.  The average fish
     consumption rate for Michigan sport anglers derived from this study is 14.5
     grams per day.  This is in line with the Guidance Preamble which found 15  
     grams per day to be protective of human health.                            
     
     
     Response to: G5992.011     
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     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5992.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not only are fish consumption rates for various subpopulations in doublt   
     due to the extremely small sample size, but the Guidance clearly allows    
     using local rates to calculate site-specific human health criteria where   
     necessary. Thus, it is quite unnecessary to raise the basin-wide human     
     health fish consumption rate to protect such subpopulations.  Furthermore, 
     this concern for small high-consuming subpopulations is probably           
     unwarranted, in any case.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5992.012     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G5992.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The human health criteria are highly conservative because at each step of  
     the derivation, the method uses worst case, or nearly worst case,          
     assumptions.  Human health criteria are derived assuming a 70 year human   
     exposure.  If toxicological data from the most relevant animal species is  
     not available, the most sensitive species data are used.  Even though      
     chemical carcinogenic effect is not necessarily proportional to dose, the  
     model assumes a linear non-threshold dose relationship and the estimated   
     risks are typically exaggerated in extrapolations to lower doses.  An      
     upperbound 95% confidence limit of estimated carcinogenic potency is used. 
     A safety factor of 10 is used to protect sensitive subpopulations for      
     noncarcinogens; another is used when extrapolating from animal studies to  
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     humans for noncarcinogens and yet another may be used in extrapolating from
     subchronic toxicological studies or when deriving the criterion from lowest
     observed adverse effect level for noncarcinogens.  The bioaccumulation     
     factors used in calculating criteria assume fish consumption only from the 
     highest trophic level and therefore, include worst case biomagnification   
     through the food chain.  Finally, a 5% lipid content is assumed for        
     bioaccumulation factors, even though sport fish frequently have lower lipid
     content.  The foregoing, as well as other conservative assumptions, make   
     the existing human health water quality criteria already orders of         
     magnitude more protective than necessary.                                  
                                                                                
     There is no epidemiological evidence of adverse effects from fish          
     consumption, even through chemicals such as PCBs and DDT have existed in   
     fish at higher than advisory levels for decades.  For the human health     
     criteria to have any basis for fact and reason, these multilayered         
     conservative assumptions must be addressed.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5992.013     
     
     See responses to cancer model comments (D2619.026), responses to           
     noncarcinogen uncertainty factors comments (D3382.061 and D3382.083), and  
     responses to comments on PCBs (P2771.180).                                 
                                                                                
     See also response to comments G3207.028, D2859.118 and P2742.051.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G5992.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Failure to address the multilayered conservatism of the human health       
     criteria can lead exposed populations to believe that lowering the human   
     health criteria will protect them.  Since the Guidance will have its       
     primary effect on point sources, and will not have much or any effect on   
     nonpoint sources which are the origin of most pollutants currently         
     contributed to the Great Lakes watershed, setting point source permits     
     based in ever more stringent human health criteria will not lead to        
     protection, but will potentially increase costs greatly.  some of the      
     effort that U.S. EPA is putting into frightening fish consumers and raising
     the demand for EPA services should be put into educating the public on the 
     high level of protectition existing in human health criteria.  The perhaps 
     the public could assist in supporting U.S. EPA's efforts to manage real    
     risks, rather than clamoring for protection from risks that probably are   
     not there.  If actual risks are discovered, site-specific procedures could 
     adequately protect the exposed populations.                                
     
     
     Response to: G5992.014     
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     See response to comment D2859.120.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5992.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In our previous comments on the Guidance, AMC strongly recommended that    
     bioaccumulation factors were not sufficiently developed to be a part of the
     water quality regulations.  Until BAFs were demonstrated to be settled     
     science, the use of bioconcentration factors was recommended.  While the   
     "Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for the   
     Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors - July 1994" responds to    
     some of our earlier criticisms, it prompts some new crititcism.  Among the 
     new developments reported is the use of biota-sediment accumulation factors
     (BSAFs) and the improtance of dissolved concentrations in the water column 
     to predict BAFS.  While the are interesting new developments, they further 
     emphasize the point tha BAFs are a new and developing scientific theory.   
     It is certainly not sufficiently settled ot be used for regulatory         
     purposes.  Moreoer, a new model has been developed to derive food chain    
     multipliers.  BAF values calculated using these new concepts and procedures
     are quite different from the values contained in the Guidance.  Human      
     health and wildlife criteria, which rely on BAFs, will be significantly    
     different as a result.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5992.015     
     
     The fact that changes have been made in the methodology and that this      
     resulted in changes in various BAFs is an indication that EPA is responsive
     to comments and is reflecting the latest scientific knowledge.  The mere   
     fact that changes have been made is not an indication that the scientific  
     knowledge is not well established.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5992.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Using BAFs to develop water quality criteria when the science is still     
     changing and unsettled would violate Section 304(a)(1) of the Clean Water  
     Act, which requires criteria for water quality to accurately reflect the   
     latest scientific knowledge.  Until the variability in the BAFs is brought 
     under control and the values and methods are proven, by law, BAFs should   
     not be used for water quality criteria.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5992.016     
     
     The fact that changes have been made in the methodology and that this      
     resulted in changes in various BAFs is an indication the EPA is responsive 
     to comments and is reflecting the latest scientific knowledge.  The mere   
     fact that changes have been made is not an indication that the scientific  
     knowledge is not well established. The correspondence between              
     field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using the Gobas model indicates that
     variability is "under control".                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5992.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This also appears to be an oppertunity to usefully apply the principles of 
     federalism.  As stated in Executive Order 12612 (October 26, 1987), federal
     agencies are to "[r]efrain to the maximum extent possible, from            
     establishing uniform national standards for programs and, when possible,   
     defer to the states to establish standards."  (Section 3(d)(2).)  With the 
     changes and variability in BAFs and the underlying methodology, it does not
     appear that U.S. EPA has any good basis on which to require states to adopt
     procedures and should follow the dictates of E.O. 12612.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5992.017     
     
     The Critical Programs Act requires EPA to promote consistency among the    
     Great Lakes States.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5992.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The report under consideration also shows the need for site-specific data  
     to calculate BAFs.  Two pages of description of the data necessary to      
     generate BAFs based on BSAFs is included.  It suggests a highly            
     site-specific evaluation and, therefore, it would not be appropriate to    
     assign default values for the entire Great Lakes Basin.  Because of the    
     lack of site-specific data, the default values, once published, will       
     probably be used in virtually all instances.  Since the Guidance would only
     allow upward adjustments for site-speicific BAFs, there will be no         
     incentive for permit holders to generate site-specific data.  Until BAFs   
     are a scientifically sound and rational endeavor, bioconcentration factors 
     (BCFs) should be used to calculate human health and wildlife criteria.     
     
     
     Response to: G5992.018     
     
     The fact that the description of the data necessary to generate BAFs based 
     on BSAFs is two pages long is irrelevant.  EPA's interim guidance          
     concerning Water-Effect Ratios is about 150 pages long.  It is prudent for 
     EPA to derive system-wide BAFs and criteria and allow derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs and criteria when adequately justified by acceptable    
     data and when downstream uses are adequately protected.  In the final      
     guidance, EPA allows site-specific BAFs and criteria to the higher or lower
     than the system-wide values.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AISI strongly supports U.S. EPA's recognition that the metals aquatic life 
     criteria should be expressed as dissolved rather than total recoverable    
     metal.  Many commentors have written that the Guidance as drafted was      
     inconsistent with current scientific research as well as U.S. EPA policy.  
     U.S. EPA's October 1, 1993, Memorandum "Office of Water Policy and         
     Technical                                                                  
     Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals       
     Criteria" further refuted using total recoverable metals in the Proposed   
     Guidance.  The Final Guidance should strongly recommend that the states use
     dissolved metal criteria for protecting aquatic life.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5993.001     

Page 7186



$T044618.TXT
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conversion factors are unnecessary for developing dissolved criteria.  U.S.
     EPA's failure to use to total recoverable criteria values as dissolved     
     stems                                                                      
     from the perception that dissolved criteria are generally underprotective. 
     This is not true.  The expression of aquatic life criteria as dissolved    
     metals does not represent the minimal protection level frequently believed.
     Even U.S. EPA recognized this point in its October 1, 1993, Memorandum:    
                                                                                
     Furthermore, any error incurred from excluding the contribution of         
     particulate metal will generally be compensated by other factors which make
     criteria conservative...Due to the likely presence of a significant        
     concentration of metals binding agents in many discharges and ambient      
     waters,                                                                    
     metals in toxicity tests would generally be expected to be more            
     bioavailable                                                               
     than metals in discharges or in ambient waters.                            
                                                                                
     Hardness has been the only water quality parameter considered an important 
     determiner of metals toxicity.  Now suspended solids are seen as           
     contributors                                                               
     to reduced toxicity while other mitigating factors are ignored.  For       
     instance, increased alkalinity helps reduce bioavailability.  Total organic
     carbon (TOC), including a number of natural and man-made chelating agents, 
     render even dissolved metals unavailable.  In copper, for example, only the
     free cupric ion and one or more hydroxide complexes are bioavailable.      
     Thereofre, even the dissolved metal may overstate the environmental risk.  
     This overstatement should "balance" the fact that the criteria were based  
     on                                                                         
     toxicity tests which included some undissolved metals.  As a result, no    
     conversion factors should be necessary.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5993.002     
     
     See response to comment G5974.002.                                         
                                                                                
     As explained in the August 30th Federal Register notice (59FR44678), based 
     on a group of experts who met in Annapolis, Maryland in January 1993, EPA  
     determined that the dissolved metal concentration approximates the         
     bioavailable fraction of waterborne metals for aquatic organisms better    
     than the total recoverable concentrations of metals.  Based on this        
     meeting, EPA believes that the dissolved metal is the best prediction of   
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     the toxic portion of the metal.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, in spite of sufficient evidence to the contrary, U.S. EPA concludes    
     that conversion factors are necessary, the values used must be technically 
     justified.  Attachment 2 from the October 1, 1993 Memorandum revealed that 
     several methods used to derive the conversion factors plus the resulting   
     values were deficient.  Deficiencies included:  relying on unpublished     
     data; inadequate quality assurance documentation; relying on data from     
     tests using dilution water far softer and of lower alkalinity than the vast
     majority of receiving waters; and inconsistencies in data trends even for  
     the same metal.  For these reasons, the conversion factors included in the 
     October 1, 1993 Memorandum should not be used.                             
                                                                                
     The report "Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved   
     Metal in Freshwater Toxicity Tests," states the data were not sufficient to
     derive needed factors and additional data should be generated.  It is also 
     understood that repeating all important toxicity tests to generate new     
     dissolved criteria will require considerable time and resources.  Using    
     "simulation tests" represents a reasonable compromise which should yield   
     sound conversion factors.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5993.003     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, the new "acidification method" was used for criteria   
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     development.  The new method was used for two reasons.  First, the criteria
     documents were based in part on toxicity tests using the acidification     
     method.  However, a new, unapproved method should not be adopted merely    
     because it has already been used improperly.  Since the results will be    
     used for regulatory purposes, only methods which are in common use and     
     approved by U.S EPA in 40 CFR Part 136, Appendix C should be employed.     
     
     
     Response to: G5993.004     
     
     See response to comment G5942.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the acidification method is said to be easier and less subject to          
     contamination than the total recoverable method.  Even if this is correct, 
     this method needs further study and U.S. EPA approval before regulatory    
     use.  Furthermore, the data for each metal consistently support the        
     hypothesis that the total recoverable and acidification methods yield very 
     similar results.  Therefore, using the acidification method blurs dissolved
     and total recoverable measurement comparison.  Only the total recoverable  
     and dissolved measurement results should support conversion factor         
     calculation.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5993.005     
     
     See response to comment G5942.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The percent dissolved values for the given exposure time (e.g., 1-hr,      
     48-hr, 96-hr) were calculated by dividing the dissolved concentration at   
     that time by the 1-hr acidification concentration, rather than by the      
     acidification concentration for the corresponding exposure time.  The      
     difference between these two alternative approaches can be seen by         
     reviewing the results tables for the individual metals and comparing       
     columns (e) and (f).  The comparison method used is inappropriate, since   
     the 1-hr acidification results do not reflect the sorption and             
     precipitation which occur after 48 and 96 hours.  Therefore, the calculated
     percent dissolved values are biased toward lower values, as are the        
     resulting conversion factors.  The difference can be important.  The       
     dissolved concentration at each exposure time for each simulation should be
     divided by the corresponding acidification concentration at that same time.
     
     
     Response to: G5993.006     
     
     See response to comment G5974.007.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c. Appendix D. Lead                                                        
                                                                                
     The percent dissolved values which were calculated as greater than 100%    
     were considered to be 100% in subsequent calculation of averages in the    
     "Interpretation of the Results" section.  Values greater than 100% are due 
     to analytical variability.  The measured values are both above and below   
     the true value.  Eliminating these "high" values, when it is impossible to 
     identify and remove "low" values, improperly causes the mean value to be   
     lower than it otherwise would.  Further, this improper procedure was not   
     used for the other metals.  Therefore the actual percent dissolved values  
     should should be used in the calculations for lead.                        
     
     
     Response to: G5993.007     
     
     EPA agrees and, in the final report, values that are greater than 100% are 
     not considered to be 100%, unless the value is a conversion factor.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D. Appendix E: Chromium (III)                                              
                                                                                
     Dissolved chromium analytical data exhibited a much higher variability than
     other analyses.  Appendix E shows data anomalies, such as the change in    
     dissolved concentration from 5874 to 498 to 4484 ug/l in a fathead minnow  
     test.  Finally, the chronic conversion factor was based on a previous test 
     because the results from the present study yielded a much different value. 
     For these reasons, the chromium studies should be repeated, and the Final  
     Guidance should not use the acute and chronic conversion factors from the  
     present study.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: G5993.008     
     
     See response to comment G5990.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the dissolved criteria conversion is only one step in the process.  Since  
     U.S. EPA requires that permit limits must be expressed as total recoverable
     metal, the Final Guidance must include dissolved-total recoverable metal   
     translators.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5993.009     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5993.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The approach outlined in Attachment 3 of the October 1, 1993 Memorandum is 
     unacceptable because it uses a default translator value of one.  This      
     incorrectly assumes that all bound metal will become dissolved after mixing
     in the receiving stream.  Absent site-specific data, the partition         
     coefficients presented in the 1984 U.S. EPA Technical Guidance Manual for  
     Performing Waste Load Allocation should be used as default values.  AISI   
     recommends that the Proposed Guidance Implementation Procedures be revised 
     accordingly and then reproposed.  Should the Final Guidance not include    
     dissolved-total recoverable metal translators, the states must retain the  
     proposed option of adopting the water quality criteria for total           
     recoverable metals.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5993.010     
     
     See response to comment G5984.001.  All portions of the October 1, 1993    
     memorandum are guidance and, therefore, are not binding on the regulatory  
     community.  Other translator mechanisms can be used.  In addition, as      
     described in Section III.B.6. of the SID, EPA has developed new guidance on
     an effluent-specific approach that can be used as an alternative to a      
     default value of one.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5993.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current document addresses some concerns raised in our previous        
     comments, while it introduces new concerns as well.  An excellent summary  
     of recent research and data analysis is provided.  Recognizing the         
     importance of dissolved concentrations in the water column and using       
     biota-sediment accumulation factors (BSAFs) to predict BAFs are significant
     new developments.  However, these examples also illustrate how rapidly the 
     science and the policy concerning BAFs and their application are           
     developing.  Some important data used to support the procedures has not yet
     been published.  In addition, an entirely new model has been used to derive
     food chain multipliers.  Calculating BAF values using these and other      
     changes resulted in values significantly different from the Proposed       
     Guidance.  These new BAFs will, in turn, contribute to significantly       
     different human health and wildlife criteria for such important paramaters 
     as PCBs and dioxins.                                                       
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     Such changes also indicate that the science behind these numbers is far    
     from established.  Using BAFs in developing water quality criteria would   
     violate Section 304(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act which requires criteria   
     for water quality to accurately reflect the latest scientific knowledge.   
     The variability in the BAFs demonstrates that the science has yet to evolve
     to a point where reliable BAFs can be accurately obtained.  Therefore, AISI
     restates its position from the September 13, 1993 comments, that the       
     science does not support using BAFs in such critically important regulatory
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5993.011     
     
     The fact that changes have been made in the methodology and that this      
     resulted in changes in various BAFs is an indication the EPA is responsive 
     to comments and is reflecting the latest scientific knowledge.  The mere   
     fact that changes have been made is not an indication that the scientific  
     knowledge is not well established.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5993.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc:reg/req
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, while it may be desirable to consider the effects of             
     biomagnification in water quality regulations, the state of the science is 
     such that maximum flexibility in its regulatory application is warranted.  
     To deny states the opportunity to apply procedures that they may deem more 
     reliable, especially when antibacksliding implications are considered,     
     would be inappropriate.  Thus, use of this document as part of the Final   
     Guidance is likely to infringe on the "rights of States to prevent, reduce,
     and eliminate pollution...." 33 U.S.C. Section 1251(b).  As stated in      
     Executire Order 12612 (October 26, 1987) federal agencies are the          
     "[r]efrain, to the maximum extent possible, from establishing uniform      
     national standards for programs and, when possible, defer to the states to 
     establish standards." Sec. 3(d)(2).  Further, "[a]ny regulatory preemption 
     of state law shall be restricted to the minimum level necessary to achieve 
     the objectives of the statute pursuant to which the regulations are        
     promulgated." Sec. 4(c).  Consequently, to the extent the document ignores 
     site-specific conditions and imposes scientifically unjustified uniformity,
     it will violate the principles of federalism.                              
     
     
     Response to: G5993.012     
     
     The final guidance allows site-specific BAFs and criteria to be established
     (and to be higher or lower than the system-wide values) if adequately      
     supported by acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately         
     protected.  In addition, the methodology for deriving system-wide BAFs     

Page 7193



$T044618.TXT
     allows for flexibility for correcting BAFs that appear to be inaccurate on 
     the basis of available information.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5993.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ss/baf
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The document also emphasizes the need for high quality, site-specific data 
     to calculate BAFs.  For example, there is a two page description of the    
     data necessary to generate BAFs based on BSAFs.  This emphasis supports    
     AISI's position that BAFs are highly site-specific, and that it is not     
     appropraite to assign "default" values for the entire Great Lakes basin.   
     Once such default values are published, they will be used under nearly all 
     circumstances.  This is particularly true because the misguided policy of  
     only allowing upward adjustements for site-specific BAFs is a              
     counter-incentive to those considering generating such data.  A compromise 
     approach would be for U.S. EPA to develop appropriate BAFs for each of the 
     lakes, while states develop watershed-specific BAFs for each major         
     tributary-specific BAFs are calculated, AISI continues and until the lake- 
     and tributary-specific BAFs are calculated, AISI recommends that BCFs be   
     used to calculate human health and wildlife criteria.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5993.013     
     
     The fact that the description of the data necessary to generate BAFs based 
     on BSAFs is two pages long is irrelevant.  EPA's interim guidance          
     concerning Water-Effect Ratios is about 150 pages long.  It is prudent for 
     EPA to derive system-wide BAFs and criteria and allow derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs and criteria when adequately justified by acceptable    
     data and when downstream uses are adequately protected.  In the final      
     guidance, EPA allows site-specific BAFs and criteria to be higher or lower 
     than the system-wide values.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5993.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AISI members have reviewed the fish consumption study and believes that the
     information reported does not warrant an increase in the basin-wide fish   
     consumption rate of 15 grams per day.  In fact, the present study reports  
     an average fish consumption rate of 14.5 grams per day by Michigan sport   
     anglers.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G5993.014     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5993.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance preamble states that:                                
                                                                                
     While some of the sportfishing population (and other subpopulations such as
     subsistence anglers) may consume more than 15 grams per day, U.S. EPA      
     believes these values are very protective of the entire population for the 
     following reasons:                                                         
                                                                                
     i The fish consumption estimate is an estimate of the fish carrying the    
     highest body burden of pollutant that will be allowed through              
     implementation of the criteria.  Since it is highly unlikely that even     
     those who eat more that 15 grams per day of all the freshwater fish will   
     eat more than the equivalent of 15 grams per day of maximum                
     pollutant-bearing fish, the consumption rate will also be protective of the
     high end consumer.                                                         
                                                                                
     ii The proposed Guidance allows for the use of higher fish consumption     
     rates and drinking water rates in developing site-specific criteria (see   
     section VIII.A of this preamble) which would provide increased protection  
     for those particular waters that are heavily used by subpopulations that   
     may not be adequately protected by State-wide criteria, such as certain    
     subsistence anglers. (p 20870).                                            
                                                                                
     Further, the Human Health Technical Support Document made available with   
     the Proposed Guidance states that "15 grams per day approximates at least  
     the 90% consumption level of regionally caught fish for the regional       
     population as a whole, i.e., fisherpersons as well as nonfisherpersons."   
     Thus, U.S. EPA has agreed that the 15 grams per day fish consumption rate  
     more than adequately protects the general population.                      
     
     
     Response to: G5993.015     
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     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5993.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the present study reports consumption rates for low-income minorities that 
     are suspect because of the extremely small sample size (60 individuals).   
     The group's non-respondent bias is likely to be quite high, because this   
     number represents such a small fraction of the total low-income minority   
     population.  Thus, this group's true average consumption rate probably is  
     much lower than that reported.  If the report is used, the resulting water 
     quality criteria would be based, in part, on a report which is             
     statistically unreliable and scientifically inaccurate.                    
     
     
     Response to: G5993.017     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5993.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     given the highly conservative (worst-case or nearly worst-case) assumptions
     at practically every step in the human health criteria derivation process, 
     the Proposed Guidance's rate of 15 grams per day almost certainly protects 
     any individual or sub-population consuming fish at rates greater than the  
     general population.  For example, in deriving human health criteria, the   
     following assumptions are made: (1) A 70 year human exposure duration is   
     assumed; (2) Absent toxicological data from the "most relevant" surrogate  
     animal species, data from the most sensitive species are used; (3) A linear
     nonthreshold dose-response relationship is assumed for carcinogens,        
     although chemical carcinogenesis is not necessarily proportional to dose,  
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     and estimated risks are typically exaggerated in extrapolations to lower   
     doses; (4) The upper-bound 95 percent confidence limit of estimated        
     carcinogenic potency is used for carcinogens; (5) A safety factor of ten is
     used to protect sensitive subpopulations for noncarcinogens; (6) An        
     additional safety factor of ten is used when extrapolating from animal     
     studies to humans for noncarcinogens; (7) Other safety factors of ten may  
     be used when extrapolating from subchronic toxicological studies or when   
     deriving a criterion from a lowest observed adverse effect level for       
     noncarcinogens; (8) Bioaccumulation factors used to assume that all fish   
     consumed are from the highest trophic level and are therefore subject to   
     the worst-case biomagnification through the food chain; (9) Bioaccumulation
     factors assume that all fish consumed have a five percent lipid content    
     although lipid content for sport fish is frequently lower.                 
                                                                                
     The cumulative effect of these compounding conservative assumptions is that
     human health water quality criteria already can be over-protective by      
     several orders of magnitude.  This assertion appears supported since there 
     is no epidemiological evidence of adverse effects from fish consumption    
     despite several decades of concentrations of carcinogenic and              
     noncarcinogenic effect-producing chemicals (e.g. PCBs, DDT) in fish tissue 
     at levels which are significantly higher than the advisory levels.         
     Regardless of whether (and especially if) consumption rates are to be set  
     at higher levels, the problem of compounding conservatism must be          
     addressed.  U.S. EPA must consider alternative criteria derivation         
     methodologies which recognize that each uncertainty will have its own      
     distribution, that take into account the independence of interdependence of
     the uncertainties, and that use more central estimate methods (e.g., Monte 
     Carlo simulations).                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5993.018     
     
     See also responses to cancer model comments (D2619.026), responses to      
     noncarcinogen uncertainty factors comments (D3382.061 and D3382.083), and  
     responses to comments on PCBs (P2771.180).                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2661.030, G3207.028, P2576.009, D2859.118,       
     P2771.192 and P2742.051.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G5993.019
     Cross Ref 1: embedded in .018
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of whether (and especially if) consumption rates are to be set  
     at higher levels, the problem of compounding conservatism must be          
     addressed.  U.S. EPA must consider alternative criteria derivation         
     methodologies which recognize that each uncertainty will have its own      
     distribution, that take into account the independence or interdependence of
     the uncertainties, and that use more central estimate methods (e.g., Monte 
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     Carlo simulations).                                                        
     
     
     Response to: G5993.019     
     
     See response to comments D2661.030 and P2576.009.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5993.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, U.S. EPA should not mislead those anglers who supposedly consume  
     the most fish by suggesting that revision of water quality criteria will   
     provide them with additional protection.  It may be true that, because of  
     many confounding factors, epidemiological studies have yet to detect health
     problems that are actually occurring among these consumers.  However, even 
     if these consumers are experiencing health problems, it is not because     
     current or proposed water quality criteria are not stringent enough.       
     Rather, these health problems, if they exist, are most likely associated   
     with chemical contaminants which probably will be unaffected by water      
     quality criteria.  Elevated levels of persistent bioaccumulative chemicals 
     such as PCBs and pesticides occur in fish tissue mainly because they have  
     been discharged over many decades and are now ubiquitous in the            
     environment.  The current major sources of PCBs and pesticides in the Great
     Lakes are various nonpoint sources.  The relatively insignificant point    
     (and potentially regulated nonpoint) source contributions which would be   
     affected by implementation of revised water quality crtieria have a        
     negligible effect on the contaminant levels in fish tissue.  The promise of
     safer fish consumption from stricter water quality criteria could be viewed
     as an inexusable deception.  The Final Guidance should retain the 15 grams 
     per day basin-wide fish consumption rate.                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5993.020     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5994.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its previous comments, New York State recommended that EPA propose its  
     criteria for metals in the dissolved form.  We, therefore, welcome the     
     recent proposal to publish the final guidance as dissolved concentrations. 
     
     
     Response to: G5994.001     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: G5994.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concerning the factors for converting total recovered metal crtieria to    
     dissolved metal criteria, we are not in the best position to evaluate their
     accuracy.  The factors presented in the October 1, 1993 memorandum from    
     Prothro appear to be based on very limited information.  The new factors,  
     although based on simulations, would seem to be an adequate evaluation.    
     
     
     Response to: G5994.002     
     
     See response to comment G5929.001.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5994.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its previous comments on the subject of fish consumption, New York      
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     indicated that high percentile of all fish consumed by people of the Great 
     Lakes Region should be used.  Although some of the options in the Michigan 
     fish consumption study are closer to our recommendation, none represents an
     appropriate basis for selecting a consumption rate.  Our rationale for     
     selection of an appropriate consumption rate is as follows:                
     
     
     Response to: G5994.003     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5994.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fish consumption rate selected should include all fish consumed in the 
     diet.  Fish from outside the Great Lakes Basin have the potential for      
     contamination at levels related to the standards set for the Great Lakes   
     Basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G5994.004     
     
     See response to comment P2771.194.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5994.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lipid content, which is used in calculation of the bioaccumulation factor, 
     should be based on the average content of all fish consumed.  Inclusion of 
     fish from outside the Basin would necessitate a reevaluation of the lipid  
     content of 5%, which was based only on Great Lakes Fish.  The recent       
     proposal                                                                   
     provides no discussion of a different lipid content for the options that   
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     are                                                                        
     based on total fish consumption.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5994.005     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5994.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fish consumption rate should be selected from a cumulative frequency   
     distribution of the entire population of the Great Lakes Basin.  Such      
     distribution should be constructed to adequately include high consumption  
     groups or individuals.  Perhaps the Michigan Sport Anglers Study can be    
     used in conjunction with other studies to estimate a distribution for the  
     entire population.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G5994.006     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: G5994.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Selection of an appropriate percentile from a population distribution of   
     consumption rate is not straightforward.  The percentile selected should,  
     when used in conjunction with other components of the criteria-setting     
     process, provide reasonable confidence that virtually all consumers are    
     protected.  In its national guidance, EPA has utilized a national average  
     fish consumption figure of 6.5 grams per day.  The use of an average figure
     would seem to place half the population at an unacceptable risk (the half  
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     that consume more than 6.5 grams per day).  It is doubtful, however, that  
     EPA                                                                        
     believed that this high level of population risk was appropriate or would  
     actually occur.  EPA might have viewed the fish consumption rate as one in 
     a                                                                          
     series of components which taken together resulted in an acceptable level  
     of                                                                         
     risk and confidence.                                                       
                                                                                
     To illustrate, the human health methodologies for non-oncogens include an  
     uncertainty factor of 10 to account for the variability of the sensitivity 
     of                                                                         
     humans to toxic substances.  This factor by itself thereby provides        
     protection for a high or perhaps very high percentile of the population.   
     This high level of protection when used with an above average fish         
     consumption rate is likely to provide an even higher combined level of     
     protection.                                                                
                                                                                
     Of all the components of the procedures for human health, the fish         
     consumption rate is the most visible and easily understood figure by the   
     public.  As such, use of an average figure is easily criticized and        
     difficult                                                                  
     to justify to a public that doesn't understand the complete standard       
     setting                                                                    
     process.  Moreover, it is doubtful that a national average or an average   
     for                                                                        
     a basin will provide an appropriate level of protection.  We recommend,    
     therefore, that EPA select a fish consumption rate at a high percentile of 
     the population.  We also recommend that in conjunction with this higher    
     consumption rate, EPA should reassess the other components of its          
     procedures                                                                 
     to establish an appropriate overall level of protection.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5994.007     
     
     See response to comments D2661.030, P2576.009 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5994.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Federal Register of August 30, 1994, EPA requested comments on six  
     topics concerning bioaccumulation factors.  A technical support document is
     available; however, the document does not provide sufficient information to
     fully evaluate these topics and is poorly constructed and written.  These  
     problems are compounded by the short comment period provided.              
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     Response to: G5994.008     
     
     Although the TSD should have been organized and written better, all of the 
     necessary information was in the document.  The final BAF TSD is better    
     organized and written better.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5994.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The attempt by EPA in recent years to replace BCFs with BAFs has           
     inadvertently raised the issue of contaminated sediments and their effect  
     on the determination of criteria for the water column.  When BCFs were used
     to derive water column criteria the concentration of the pollutant in      
     sediments played no role in the calculation of the value.  When, however, a
     BAF is used to calculate a water column criteria, the concentration of the 
     pollutant in the sediment has a significant role.  Although a field        
     measured BAF will be calculated without consideration of the concentration 
     in sediment, the concentration in the higher trophic level organism will be
     affected by the concentration in sediment through biomagnification.        
     Similarly for calculated BAFs, a FCM model that includes benthic organisms 
     and sediment, requires specification of a concentration of the chemical in 
     sediment.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA needs to more fully address the issue of the relative concentration of 
     the chemical in sediment and water column.  The discussion in the technical
     support document is limited and narrow.  A conceptual discussion is needed.
      For example, if a water body contains a specific level of sediment        
     contamination, should that contamination be reflected in the calculation of
     the BAF and hence the water column criteria?  Is it practical to have water
     column criteria highly specific to a single body of water or portions of   
     the water body?  Alternatively should we assume the sediment will be       
     remediated and therefore calculate the BAF assuming clean sediment?  If    
     sediment criteria are going to be established for bioaccumulative          
     substances on the basis of equilibrium partitioning, should we utilize that
     sediment concentration when we calculate a BAF for water column criteria?  
     Should we  use the same concentration of freely dissolved chemical for both
     sediment pore water and water column?                                      
                                                                                
     EPA needs to provide much more conceptual discussion of this issue.        
     
     
     Response to: G5994.009     
     
     EPA agrees that the concentration of chemical in the sediment is an        
     important feature of the Gobas model and is important in the magnitude of  
     field-measured BAFs for many organic chemicals. Because this is an         
     important parameter for such a model, it is one of the input parameters    
     that may be changed on a site- specific basis.                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5994.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The approach of using only freely available chemicals in the water column  
     instead of the total concentration is consistent with equilibrium          
     partitioning theory.  However, no empirical data is provided to demonstrate
     if in fact the BCCs actually partition in the manner described in the water
     column.  When equilibrium partitioning is applied to sediment, other       
     factors such as grain size and density influence the overall equilibrium.  
     The sediment equilibrium partitioning model is only applicable over a small
     range of TOC content (0.5-12%).  DiToro 1991 suggests after considerable   
     laboratory study that these other influences are relatively unimportant.   
     However, no documentation has been provided to demonstrate what factors    
     influence the partitioning of BCCs in the water column with low            
     concentrations of DOC and POC.                                             
                                                                                
     We recommend that EPA conduct additional research on the factors that      
     affect partitioning to solids in the water column to confirm the validity  
     of the relationship that has been presented.                               
     
     
     Response to: G5994.010     
     
     Even without additional research, EPA feels that the use of the freely     
     dissolved concentration is adequately validated by the correspondence      
     between the field-measured BAFs and the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5994.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York believes that bioaccumulation may be better described on the basis
     of freely dissolved chemical.  We are concerned, however, that organics    
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     attached to carbon may be bioavailable to some degree.  Filter feeders     
     (e.g. mussels, clams and small fish) will use these materials as a food    
     source, and thus the chemical may be bioavailable for accumulation.  EPA   
     should provide data and additional discussion to confirm that organics     
     attached to carbon are not significantly bioavailable.                     
     
     
     Response to: G5994.011     
     
     The effect of filter feeders is taken into account through the             
     sediment-based food chain component of the Gobas model.  EPA feels that the
     freely dissolved concentration is adequately validated by the              
     correspondence between the field-measured BAFs and the BAFs predicted by   
     the Gobas model.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5994.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In proposing that bioaccumulation is more accurately described by          
     concentrations of freely dissolved chemical, the proposal should have      
     likewise concluded that an ambient criteria expressed as freely dissolved  
     would be more accurate and then should have explained why total            
     concentrations are chosen for final BAFs and criteria.  The absense of any 
     recognition of the issue of a freely dissolved criterion is a glaring      
     omission.  A thorough discussion would have been a good education for the  
     public on the difficulty of regulating highly lipophilic substances on the 
     basis of water column criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5994.012     
     
     EPA did not make the "glaring omission" of ignoring the issue of a freely  
     dissolve criterion.  EPA decided that it was easiest for most people to    
     understand and use criteria that are expressed in terms of the total       
     concentration.  Thus EPA used the POC and DOC for Lake Superior as the     
     basis for the system-wide criteria.  In the final guidance, EPA allows the 
     calculation of site-specific criteria to take into account a variety of    
     considerations, such as site-specific concentrations of POC and DOC.  The  
     site- specific criteria may be higher or lower than the system-wide        
     criteria if the site-specific criteria are adequately justified by         
     acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately protected.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
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     Comment ID: G5994.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if bioavailability for bioaccumulation is better described by         
     concentrations of freely dissolved concentration, we agree with the        
     continued                                                                  
     use of final BAFs and criteria based on total concentrations for pragmatic 
     reasons.  Implementation of criteria expressed as freely dissolved would be
     cumbersome because it would require case-by-case evaluations of            
     partitioning.                                                              
      Furthermore, New York doesn't believe that the accuracy of water column   
     criteria within one or two orders of magnitude for highly lipophilic and   
     toxic organic chemicals has a significant impact on regulatory programs.   
     The                                                                        
     water column criteria for these substances are so low that regulation is   
     often limited by our ability to detect the chemical in water.              
     Concentrations                                                             
     in biota, which do not require us to predict bioaccumulation, are the best 
     indicators of the condition of the environment.  It would be instructive to
     know EPA's reasons for favoring final BAFs and criteria based on total     
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: G5994.013     
     
     EPA agrees that final BAFs and human health and wildlife criteria for      
     organic chemicals should be based on total concentrations for pragmatic    
     reasons.  If both are properly used, BAFs based on total concentrations and
     BAFs based on freely dissolved concentrations will result in the same water
     quality criteria.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5994.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, calculating BAFs on the basis of freely dissolved and using the
     presented partitioning equation may be more accurate.  We would like EPA,  
     however, to present data and additional discussion on both the             
     bioavailability of chemicals attached to carbon and on the partitioning    
     relationship.  EPA should discuss its reasons for not expressing final BAFs
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     and ambient criteria as freely dissolved concentrations.                   
     
     
     Response to: G5994.014     
     
     In the final guidance, freely dissolved BAFs are calculated and used in the
     process of deriving total recoverable BAFs and criteria.  EPA decided that 
     it was easiest for most people to understand and use criteria that are     
     expressed in terms of the total concentration.  If both are properly used, 
     BAFs based on total concentrations and BAFs based on freely dissolved      
     concentrations will result in the same water quality criteria. In the final
     guidance, EPA used the POC and DOC for Lake Superior as the basis for the  
     system-wide criteria.  EPA also allows the calculation of site-specific    
     criteria to take into account a variety of considerations, such as         
     site-specific concentrations of POC and DOC.  The site-specific criteria   
     may be higher or lower than the system-wide criteria if the site-specific  
     criteria are adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses
     are adequately protected.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G5994.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The above equation was suggestd as an alternative to the relationship of   
     Veith and Kosian (1983) for establishment of bioconcentration factors.  The
     two relationships are not directly comparable because the Vieth and Kosian 
     relationship is based on total concentration and the suggested alternative 
     is                                                                         
     based on freely dissolved.  As previously stated, we are uncertain of the  
     validity of the equation to calculate the freely dissolved fraction and the
     accuracy of the input organic carbon values.                               
                                                                                
     The table below presents a comparison of the Vieth and Kosian equation and 
     the suggested alternative using the partitioning equation and the carbon   
     parameters for Lake Superior.                                              
                                                                                
     [See original document for table]                                          
                                                                                
     As can be determined from the above table, the suggested alternative when  
     converted to a total concentration using the Lake Superior data, results in
     greater BCFs than Vieth and Kosian by a factor of about 2.2 in the range of
     Log Kow 5 to 6.5.                                                          
                                                                                
     We support the suggested alternative, but encourage EPA to present further 
     technical justification for the partitioning equations and the appropriate 
     input parameters for organic carbon.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G5994.015     

Page 7207



$T044618.TXT
     
     EPA agrees that the new equation better relates BCF and Kow for organic    
     chemicals.  In the final BAF TSD, EPA presents the technical justification 
     for the new equation and the appropriate parameters for POC and DOC.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5994.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal suggests replacing the Thomann Model (1989) with the model of 
     Gobas (1993) to calculate FCMs.  The use of either model requires the      
     selection of a large number of values for input parameters.  The values    
     selected by EPA are often unexplained or seem arbitrary.  The reasonably   
     close agreement between the BAFs of these models as well as with field     
     measurements is encouraging.  That encouragement is tempered, however, by  
     our understanding of the complexity of the bioaccumulation process and the 
     difficulty of accurately measuring BAFs in the field.  Have the model      
     parameters and coefficients been selected independently or based on        
     achieving agreement with field BAFs?  When all input parameters can be     
     better justified, agreement between either model and field BAFs will be    
     more convincing.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: G5994.016     
     
     The model of Gobas (1993) is based upon a large body of scientific data on 
     the processes of bioaccumulation and bioaconcentration developed by Gobas  
     and his co-workers.  The food web model of Gobas (1993) is a combined      
     synthesis of this information.  The model of Gobas (1993) requires the     
     input of the concentration of the chemical in the water and sediment,      
     feeding preferences of the organisms, weights of the organisms,            
     temperature, and lipid content of the organisms.  The feeding preferences  
     were taken from the work of Flint (1986).  The lipid contents, weights, and
     ratio of the chemical concentrations in the water and sediment were taken  
     from the report of Oliver and Niimi (1988).  The temperature used is a     
     typical value for the hypoliminon of Lake Ontario.  The input parameters   
     were independently selected from the field measured BAFs.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5994.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York does not have a clear preference between the two models.  FCMs    
     calculated from the Gobas model are somewhat lower than those calculated   
     from the Thomann Model, perhaps because zooplankton are assumed to have a  
     water only exposure.  Is a water only exposure appropriate?                
     
     
     Response to: G5994.017     
     
     The model of Gobas (1993) assumes that zooplankton are in equilibrium with 
     the freely dissolved chemical in the water column.  This does not imply    
     that the water is the only source but rather means that the zooplankton    
     either uptake or depurate chemicals in to maintain equilibrium.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5994.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The difference between the models, which is greatest at high Kows, is not  
     likely to have a significant impact on water quality programs.  Field BAFs 
     are available for many of the high Kow substances, thereby reducing the    
     need                                                                       
     for FCMs in this range.  Moreover, substances with high Kows generally will
     have a very stringent criterion even without the use of an FCM, such that  
     abatement of the pollutant is usually constrained by the limits of         
     detection or the limitations of abatement techniques.  Further stringency  
     in the criterion by the use of an FCM, therefore, does not necessarily     
     result in further pollutant reductions.                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5994.018     
     
     The commenter does not have a strong preference between the model of       
     Thomann (1989) or the model of Gobas (1993).  The final Guidance includes  
     implementation procedures reflecting the situations where limits of        
     detection effectively constrain ability to monitor in the concentration    
     range corresponding to the criteria                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5994.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A significant reason for EPA's consideration of the Gobas model is its     
     inclusion of sediment and benthic organisms in the food web.  For purposes 
     of                                                                         
     analysis, site conditions of contaminant concentration in both the water   
     column and sediment can be measured and input to the model.  For purpose of
     prediction, such as the establishment of FCMs for water quality criteria,  
     the                                                                        
     relationship between water column and sediment concentrations must be      
     specified.  The relationship used by EPA (equation 2 on page 11 of the TSD)
     is not sufficiently supported.  EPA selected a coefficient value of 25,    
     while                                                                      
     presenting field data that shows values varying uniformly over a range of  
     three orders of magnitude.  Furthermore EPA has not shown that, in the     
     field,                                                                     
     Kow is the only factor that effects the relationship between freely        
     dissolved                                                                  
     concentrations in the water column and on sediment carbon.                 
     
     
     Response to: G5994.019     
     
     EPA disagrees with the conclusion that the coefficient of 25 is            
     unsupported.  EPA derived this value from the average of concentration     
     quotient for the PCBs and pesticides contained within the dataset of Oliver
     and Niimi (1988), see the TSD.  The three orders of magnitude stated by the
     commenter are not caused by the PCBs and pesticides but rather are caused  
     by the tri- and tetra-chlorobenzenes and hexachlorobutadiene.  The tri- and
     tetra-chlorobenzenes and hexachlorobutadiene have much lower Kows than the 
     PCBs and pesticides.  For lower Kow chemicals, the FCMs will be equal to 1 
     regardless of the concentration quotient because depuration of the chemical
     via the gills is a significant process.  For higher Kow chemicals, the     
     depuration via the gills is a less significant process and bioaccumulation 
     processes become significant.  The coefficient of 25 was selected using the
     data for chemicals where the bioaccumulation processes are signficiant.    
                                                                                
     EPA does not contend that Kow is the only factor that effects the          
     relationship between freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the 
     water column and the concentration of the chemical in the sediment on a    
     organic carbon basis.  What EPA contends is that the net disequilibrium can
     be modeled as a function of Kow.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: G5994.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the purposes of establishing criteria or FCMs, it may be more          
     appropriate to specify that the sediment pore water have the same          
     concentration of freely dissolved chemical as the water column.  This would
     seem appropraite because it would be consistent with the establishment of  
     sediment criteria on the basis of equilibrium partitioning.  With this     
     approach the concentration on sediment carbon would be equal to Kow        
     multiplied by the freely dissolved concentration in the water column.  This
     approach would also allow the calculation of the concentration in sediment 
     biota (Gobas model reference, equation 6) directly from pore water         
     concentrations and without the need to specify the organic carbon content  
     of the sediments.  The use of equation 2 of the TSD with its coefficient of
     25 specifies a freely dissolved pore water concentration that is 25 times  
     greater than the water column and 25 times greater than the concentration  
     equilibrium partitioning theory would allow for a sediment criteria.       
     
     
     Response to: G5994.020     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The commenter does not understand that the equation 2      
     relates the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water    
     column to the concentration of the chemical in the sediments on a organic  
     carbon basis.  EPA is not relating the freely dissolved concentration of   
     the chemical in the water column to the concentration of the chemical in   
     the pore water.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: G5994.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concentration of a chemical that bioaccumulates in higher trophic level
     organisms will be affected by both the concentration of the chemical in the
     sediment and the concentration in the water column.  Field measured BAFs   
     relate the concentration of the chemical in the organism to the            
     concentration in the water column, but not to the concentrations in the    
     sediment.  Field measured BSAFs, on the other hand, relate to the          
     concentration in the sediment (on carbon) but not the water column.        
     Because both factors incorporate only one of the two variables affecting   
     bioaccumulation, both factors will be inaccurate to the extent that there  
     is not a fixed relationship between sediment and water column concentration
     for each chemical.  A fixed relationship in this case means that for any   
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     chemical there is only one concentration in the water column that          
     corresponds to any one concentration on sediment carbon.  In the technical 
     support document, the section on BSAFs assumes that Kow is the only        
     variable that affects the relationship between concentrations on sediment  
     carbon and in the water column in the Great Lakes, but presents no data to 
     support the assumption.  EPA should either demonstrate that there is a     
     fixed relationship between sediment and water column concentration or,     
     failing that, utilize a bioaccumulation model that includes both sources of
     exposure.  The latter would require that when establishing criteria for    
     water column, criteria or concentrations must be specified for sediment    
     pore water.  We recommend that sediment pore water be equal to freely      
     dissolved concentrations in the water column when establishing water column
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5994.021     
     
     Water column and sediment levels of the chemicals are interconnected in any
     ecosystem and that residues in fishes can be predicted equally well using  
     either a sediment or water concentration as your starting basis.  In the   
     GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine            
     Bioaccumulation Factors, the relationships between BAFs and BSAFs have been
     derived demonstrating this interconnectedness.  In the final guidance, EPA 
     is using BAFs which combine all routes of exposure, i.e, from water,       
     sediment, and contaminated food, in the aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by  
     including all routes of exposure do not assume simple water-fish           
     partitioning but rather are an overall expression of the total             
     bioaccumulation using the concentration of the chemical in water column as 
     a reference point.  EPA does not ignore the sediments in the derivation of 
     the BAF.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: G5994.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a concern that the DEFs noted may not be correct as noted.  Based 
     on                                                                         
     toxicity information, some of the proposed BEF's for furans are greater    
     than                                                                       
     anticipated, particularly for 2,3,4,7,8-pentachloridibenzofuran, two       
     hexachlorodibenzofuran and one heptachlorodibenzofuran.  Are these values  
     accurate?                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G5994.022     
     
     See section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of BEFs and the
     TSD for BAFs for a discussion on the technical aspects of generating BEFs. 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/DDT
     Comment ID: G5994.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "todays notice" total BAFs for 4,4-DDT for wildlife are incorrect.     
     Trophic level 3 should be 1,310,000 and trophic level 4 should be          
     2,449,000.  It appears that a freely dissolved fraction of 0.51 was used   
     instead of the correct value of 0.31 (page 116).  A simple comparison of   
     the final human health and wildlife (trophic level 4) values indicates an  
     error.  The ratio of the two values should be 7.9 to 5, which is the ratio 
     of the lipid fractions for wildlife and human fish consumption.  The ratio 
     is greater.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G5994.023     
     
     The wildlife BAFs given for DDT in the final guidance were calculated using
     the correct factors.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Dieldrin
     Comment ID: G5994.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final BAF for dieldrin is determined from a BSAF and is much greater   
     than determinations from predicted or measured BCFs with FCMs.  This large 
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     difference indicates that the BSAF value may be inaccurate.  EPA should    
     reevaluate the field determinations of BSAF and BAFs.  EPA should also     
     consider greater flexibility in selecting BAFs from the four potential     
     methods.  Perhaps a weight of evidence approach rather than a strict       
     hierarchiary should be used.                                               
     
     
     Response to: G5994.024     
     
     EPA agrees that the BAF for dieldrin seems large, but this is probably due 
     to the presence of aldrin in the system, as explained in the final BAF TSD.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: G5994.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final BAF for PCBs in "todays notice" is about one-fourth the proposed 
     guidance.  EPA should provide a discussion of the difference and how it    
     selected the new value.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G5994.025     
     
     The derivation of the new BAFs for PCB is explained in the final BAF TSD.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: G601.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preliminary cost estimates for compliance for the Erie Wastewater Treatment
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     Plant are $174 million in capital costs and $47 million in operating and   
     maintenance costs.  These figures indicate an obvious discrepancy with     
     Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) estimates of approximately $230      
     million basinwide.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G601.001      
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G601.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My second question pertains to the impact on local business and industry.  
     With the GLI only affecting those in the drainage basin, ...not Canada, not
     other areas in the United States, not even other areas of Pennsylvania     
     unless the State opts to do so, which I understand is unlikely, ...will not
     the Great Lakes industries be placed at a severe competitive disadvantage, 
     potentially driving some businesses away and keeping others from locating  
     here?  Will not the GLI lead to lost jobs, possibly reduced population and 
     a shrinking tax base, thereby adversely affecting the economic viability of
     this entire area?                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G601.002      
     
     See response to comment D2587.158.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G601.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern I have is with the benefits that would be realized at such 
     a high cost.  As I stated earlier I am very committed to a clean, healthy  
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     environment.  But, what are the defined benefits above what the present,   
     effective regulations are accomplishing?  How soon will the benefits be    
     seen?  How will they be measured?  Do you feel there is a fair balance     
     between environmental protection and economics?                            
     
     
     Response to: G601.003      
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017 and D2823.019.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G601.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, why is it that approximately 80% of the total pollutants, as I'm     
     told, which come from non-point sources, such as the air, agricultural     
     runoff, urban runoff, etc., are not even addressed in the GLI?  What is the
     rationale cost-wise to justify the approach taken?                         
     
     
     Response to: G601.004      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G6030L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We were pleased to learn that EPA may consider designating substances on   
     the                                                                        
     Potential BCC list as non-BCCs.  However, we were concerned by EPA's       
     comments                                                                   
     near the end of the meeting that seemed to state that because the BAF      
     technical support document (TSD) is guidance to the states rather than     
     regulation, some ambiguity might exist as to which BAF value is supported  
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     by                                                                         
     the soundest scientific data.  These comments were made in the discussion  
     of                                                                         
     benzo(a)pyrene, for which the proposed TSD included a BAF of 1,000,000 but 
     --                                                                         
     by designating the substance as a potential BCC -- EPA has determined that 
     the true BAF was less than 1,000.  Although it may be technically          
     consistent                                                                 
     with the GLI proposal to classify the BAF TSD as guidance to the states,   
     EPA                                                                        
     would effectively control the use of the TSD "guidance" on BAFs.  That is, 
     EPA would have authority to approve or disapprove all criteria developed by
     the states using those BAFs that are less stringent than basinwide BAFs.   
     Therefore, EPA should not defer addressing any issues on the basis that the
     BAF TSD is "guidance," but instead should produce a BAF TSD that is based  
     on                                                                         
     the soundest scientific data.                                              
                                                                                
     Two of the questions EPA raised in our meeting were:  (1) whether API could
     provide additional data on the bioaccumulation of PAHs in invertebrates,   
     especially with respect to wildlife protection; (2) whether the            
     concentration                                                              
     of PAHs in water could be estimated from the Biota Sediments BAF (BSAF)    
     model                                                                      
     in the August 1994 BAF document and whether that concentration could be    
     used                                                                       
     to estimate a BAF for PAHs.                                                
                                                                                
     With respect to the BSAF Model questions, API hopes to submit comments on  
     this                                                                       
     issue after Dr. Mike Harrass of Amoco has had the opportunity to review the
     model that was provided to him after the October 24 meeting.               
     
     
     Response to: G6030L.001    
     
     The requirements for designating a chemical as a BCC are clearly stated,   
     and the rule and TSD give information concerning derivation of             
     field-measured BAFs, BAFs predicted from BSAFs, Kows, etc.  EPA agrees that
     it will review and approve or disapprove all Tier I criteria derived by the
     Great Lakes States in accordance with Clean Water Act section 303 (c).  EPA
     believes that it had produced a TSD for BAFs that is based on the soundest 
     scientific data.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G6030L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to the bioaccumulation of PAHs in invertebrates, API will     
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     review                                                                     
     whether additional data, especially quantitative data, can be provided.    
     EPA                                                                        
     is also referred to attached pages 4-24 through 4-26 from API Publication  
     Number 4610 (distributed at the meeting) which contains the following      
     information on the subject, "Laboratory studies have shown that small      
     amounts                                                                    
     of PAH can be accumulated from food by polychaete worms...bivalve          
     molluscs...crustaceans...and fish...In no case did the test animals        
     accumulate the PAH in their tissues to concentrations higher than those in 
     their food..."  And with respect to a field study of a mussel and eider    
     duck                                                                       
     food chain, see the conclusion:  "PAH concentrations decreased with        
     increasing trophic level in this simple natural food chain."  We would also
     direct EPA's attention to the following quote from page 22-23 of           
     "Metabolism                                                                
     of PAH in the Aquatic Environment" by U. Varanosi, which is included on    
     page                                                                       
     9 of API's September 1993 comments on the GLI proposal:  "Certainly,       
     biomagnification via trophic pathways, as has been documented with         
     pesticides                                                                 
     in mammals, birds, and nonaquatic organisms, has not been observed with PAH
     in aquatic systems..."                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G6030L.002    
     
     Because of metabolism of organic chemicals such as PAHs, only              
     field-measured BAFs and BAFs predicted from BSAFs are used to designate    
     BCCs and to derive wildlife criteria for organic chemicals.  Human health  
     criteria may be based on these BAFs or BAFs less than 125.  Although Tier  
     II values may be derived using predicted BAFs, the methodology also allows 
     for corrections to predicted BAFs to account for metabolism.               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G6033L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Your agency has predicted that municipalities can generally escape capital 
     costs for GLI compliance by tightening pretreatment programs and           
     implementing pollution prevention.  We flatly disagree.  Granted, many     
     exciting opportunities exist for pollution prevention; however, many       
     factors affecting POTW effluent quality are beyond the control of the POTW.
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G6033L.001    
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     See response to comments D1711.017, D1711.015, D2684.008 and D2579.003.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G6033L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with the proposed GLI mercury limits, for instance, will not be 
     achievable without the addition of Granular Activated Carbon and Ion       
     Exchange treatment, at a capital cost of $9,314,700 and $1,249,300 per year
     in new operating costs.  (These figures derived from formulas supplied by  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition)  Pollution prevention and         
     pretreatment efforts by a POTW simply cannot eliminate mercury in intake   
     waters and mercury embedded in miles of public and private sewer lines, in 
     time to meet GLI compliance deadlines.                                     
                                                                                
     In Alma, we have already implemented a plan to eliminate the introduction  
     of mercury into the sewer system.  In the seven years since implementing   
     this plan, mercury concentrations in our sludge have dropped from about 5  
     mg/kg to about 1 mg/kg.  Few meaningful results are available on the       
     concentrations in our influent and effluent (due to inadequate detection   
     limits) but based upon the mercury in our sludge and expected removal rates
     it can be calculated that we are still discharging about .1 PPB or more    
     than 500 times the GLI proposed limit.  No reasonable person would suggest 
     that we could achieve another 500 times reduction by further reducing the  
     amount of incoming mercury.                                                
     
     
     Response to: G6033L.002    
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G6033L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Local sewer ratepayers deserve an accurate projection of GLI compliance    
     costs, and a GLI that is cost-effective.  Please take a careful look at    
     true compliance costs vs. true benefits.  From the local government        
     perspective, GLI fails the test.                                           
     
     
     Response to: G6033L.003    
     
     See response to comments D1711.014 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G6053L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In concert with the objectives of the GLI we have recently initiated a     
     pilot                                                                      
     program to explore pollution prevention options for the reduction of       
     mercury.                                                                   
     We fully agree in concept with GLI that pollution prevention pursuits are  
     extremely worthwhile and should be the initial emphasis for reducing       
     pollutants in the wastewater process.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G6053L.001    
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D1711.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G6053L.002
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are not in agreement, however, with the Agency's prediction that        
     municipalities can generally escape capital costs for GLI compliance by    
     tightening pretreatment programs and implementing pollution prevention.    
     These efforts will not completely eliminate mercury from the wastewater    
     stream because of atmospheric deposition, intake water content and existing
     deposition in sewer collection systems that may take years to clear.       
                                                                                
     Based on preliminary technical analysis we believe it will be impossible to
     comply with the proposed GLI limits for mercury without the addition of an 
     activated carbon system in conjunction with significant enhancement to the 
     solids removal process.  Cost estimates for our City of Rochester Treatment
     Facility (135 mgd) indicate this expense to be approximtely $66 million for
     capital improvements and a $28 million increase in annual operating        
     expenses.                                                                  
     (It should be mentioned that system enhancements such as this will also    
     improve removal capabilities for many other pollutants in addition to      
     mercury.)                                                                  
                                                                                
     These additional costs will generate an immediate $250/year rate increase  
     for                                                                        
     our users.  Based on this significant impact we believe that rate payers   
     deserve a more accurate projection of GLI compliance costs.  For the sake  
     of                                                                         
     public acceptance it is also crucial that we (Federal and local            
     governments)                                                               
     be able to clearly present the issues of cost-effectiveness and true       
     environmental benefit.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G6053L.002    
     
     See response to comments D2755.002, D2584.004, D1711.017 and D2579.003.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G6053L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the best approach to this issue, and GLI in general, is to focus
     initial regulation on specific requirements for pollution prevention and   
     pre-treatment programs.  Provided this is accomplished, certain tolerances 
     for the identification and removal of loading portions assignable to       
     non-point sources could be considered.  The premise of such a concept is   
     that dischargers would be immediately obligated to the new limits for all  
     point source pollutants, but would still assume removal obligations for the
     non-point source pollutants under a phased plan prescribed by regulation.  
     
     
     Response to: G6053L.003    
     
     See response to comments F4030.003 and D1711.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G6053L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the major difficulties in evaluating the proposed GLI regulations   
     has been the shortage of data at the concentrations being proposed for the 
     pollutants.  We recommend the initial phase of regulations include an      
     intensive monitoring requirement to support better decision making.        
     
     
     Response to: G6053L.004    
     
     See response to comments D2595.022 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: G6060L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The original idea of the GLI proposal as guidance appeared to be good.  It 
     provided both the goal and objectives for all to work for.  The GLI is     
     inappropriate as a rule, because it fails to consider the full range of    
     pollution sources to the Great Lakes and their relative significance.      
     
     
     Response to: G6060L.001    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See responses to comment numbers    
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Sections I.C and I.D of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G6060L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe that the GLI overlooks the magnitude of the problem and the      
     science needed to assess compliance.                                       
     
     
     Response to: G6060L.002    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Section I of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G6060L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first element of concern is the diversity of pollution sources and     
     their relative significance impacting the Great Lakes.  For instance, there
     are a variety of sources noting that mercury pollution is predominantly    
     caused by air pollution.  Yet an unmeasurable limit is being proposed for  
     wastewater discharges.  If that is the case, the rule would be a           
     non-productive waste of time and money.                                    
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     Response to: G6060L.003    
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  The Guidance addresses both point   
     and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of how the Guidance   
     complements ongoing regulatory and nonregulatory, mandatory and voluntary  
     Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003,   
     G3457.004 and D2597.026 and referenced documents.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G6060L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another problem is the belief that pretreatment will solve the source of   
     contamination.  Mercury and many other toxic chemicals are found in most   
     homes.  Once in the sewers, the toxic chemicals are trapped in sediments   
     and debris.  These chemical are periodically released, when flows increase 
     during storms and other events.  Setting a limit would not necessarily stop
     the flow to POTWs.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: G6060L.004    
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D1711.017.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/Hg
     Comment ID: G6060L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anlaytical testing limitations compound the problem of enforcing rules 
     at or near the limits of detection.  The methodologies use a mathematical  
     approach to establish the limit of detection.  That math approach assures  
     that false detection will occur and the community will be in violation.    
     the University of Wisconsin Engineering Department did investigated this   
     issue and confirmed the potential for false positive detects.              
     
     
     Response to: G6060L.005    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: G6060L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One should also consider the fact that the POTW's are not designed to      
     remove toxics.  Sheboygan has a conventional activated sludge plant with   
     primary clarifiers and effluent disinfection.  If the rule is adopted in   
     its present form, we would need to add new processes.  Then other issues   
     develop like the cost of operation and maintenance, including sludge       
     disposal.  I believe that each of these areas of expense would be          
     significant for treating 12 to 20 MGD.                                     
     
     
     Response to: G6060L.006    
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: G6060L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, those of us running treatment plants for our communities have made
     a lifelong commitment to protect the environment.  I suspect that most     
     would encourage true environmental protection by following a 3 step        
     process:                                                                   
                                                                                
     1.  Identify the sources of pollution and their relative significance.     
     2.  Develop regulations to make the most improvement with limited          
     resources.                                                                 
     3.  Establish rules to phase-out toxic products over a period to time.     
     I believe this approach is best summarized by support for "basin-wide      
     legislation"...to solve problems.                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G6060L.007    
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: G613.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SYNOPSIS OF MAJOR ISSUES AND POINTS RAISED AT THE COUNCIL'S PUBLIC FORUM ON
     ITS STUDY OF THE GREAT LAKES INITIATIVE                                    
                                                                                
     June 14, 1993                                                              
                                                                                
     Efforts should be made to identify dollar estimates for benefits derived   
     from reduced fish restocking programs and increased tourism.               
                                                                                
     Measurements of benefits by reductions in loadings should include          
     calculations for at least the 28 bcc substances.                           
                                                                                
     An effort should be made to assess benefits incurred from greater waste    
     minimization and the "preventative" potential of the GLI.  (e.g. avoidance 
     of future fish advisories)                                                 
                                                                                
     The analysis should include a scenario in which point and non-point source 
     reductions proceed on parallel timelines.                                  
                                                                                
     The estimated period for permit modifications should be extended from five 
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     years to seven to ten years.                                               
                                                                                
     A cost per pound reduction analysis should be included.                    
                                                                                
     Potential cost scenarios for treatment of non-contact cooling water and    
     storm water should be referenced.                                          
                                                                                
     The potential cost impacts and considerations associated with statewide as 
     opposed to merely in-basin implementation should be evaluated.             
                                                                                
     Nearly completed studies on costs to the auto industry and municipalities  
     should be evaluated.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: G613.001      
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.014, D2587.143, D2587.158,
     D2707.027, D2759.025, D2657.006 and F4030.003.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G635.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Initiative Guidance addresses the Great Lakes system as a closed       
     system.  Is this a valid assumption?                                       
                                                                                
     The Guidance Preamble goes to significant lengths to discuss the issue of  
     the Great Lakes being a virtually closed system.  Is this in fact supported
     by science, the geology and geography of the area, or is this simply a     
     response to a preconceived legislative initiative?                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G635.001      
     
     See Sections I.A and I.B of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G635.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance is driven by the legislative mandate for uniform criteria and 
     uniform implementation procedures for the Great Lakes.                     
                                                                                
     The premise is that the Great Lakes are a homogeneous, closed system and   
     therefore must have uniform criteria throughout the entire Basin.  The     
     scientific basis for this is doubtful, however, when one considers the wide
     variation among the Lakes.  Northern Lake Superior is quite deep and has a 
     very long retention time and relatively cold waters versus the much        
     shallower Lake Erie with a relatively short retention time and warmer      
     waters.  Differences are dramatic, even within the Cleveland area, when one
     compares the highly channelized lower Cuyahoga River with the rocky        
     substrate of the uppper Rocky River and portions of the Chagrin River which
     are still relatively unimpacted by urbanization.  How, in fact, can one    
     regard these very different water bodies to be all the same and deserving  
     uniform criteria?  In each case, the potential for habitat and water use   
     should be considered.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G635.002      
     
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Sections I and II of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G635.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is there a need for uniform wildlife criteria throughout the entire system?
                                                                                
     The subject of wildlife criteria is even more problematic since these may  
     be some of the most restrictive numbers.  The stringency of these numbers  
     is driven by the estimation of bioaccumulation up the food chain.  Are food
     chains and wildlife species identical throughout the Great Lakes?  Is it   
     realistic that the criteria should be the same for the wilds of Upper      
     Wisconsin as they are for downtown Chicago, Cleveland, or Detroit?         
     Clearly, the opportunity for site-specific variability in the criteria     
     should be allowed where warranted by scientific information.               
     
     
     Response to: G635.003      
     
     EPA does not agree that implementation of the final Guidance should be     
     delayed while additional data documenting current environmental conditions 
     is developed.  EPA believes the methodologies and procedures in the final  

Page 7228



$T044618.TXT
     Guidance are necessary, appropriate, and reasonable to apply at this time. 
     See sections I through VIII of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues. 
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that there are "huge data gaps" in information          
     concerning the pollutants of initial focus in the Great Lakes Water Quality
     Initiative.  In fact, relatively few of these pollutants lack data to      
     generate Tier I criteria or Tier II values.  See section II.C.2 of the SID 
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G635.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The data available on the Great Lakes appear limited in terms of the       
     progress or improvements that are taking place.                            
                                                                                
     The limited fish data presented in the Guidance Preamble seem to indicate  
     that the Great Lakes are actually improving; yet, it is hypothesized that  
     the degree of improvement is declining, therefore, something needs to be   
     done.  A clear case, however, is not made that the problem is with point   
     sources.  In fact, a clearer case ssems to be made that the problem is     
     almost entirely with in-place sediments and other nonpoint sources.  Yet   
     the Initiative sets off to deal with point sources.                        
     
     
     Response to: G635.004      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.B of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G635.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There seems to be a definite weakness in the science and data to support   
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     this regulatory action.                                                    
                                                                                
     The Preamble seems to point to the need for additional data to actually    
     determine the exact condition of the Great Lakes and aquatic and wildlife  
     communities in the Basin.  Furthermore, the huge data gaps that appear to  
     preclude scientifically sound water quality criteria point to the need for 
     significant additional investment in developing the criteria.  While the   
     Tier 2 criteria approach is an attempt to deal with this deficiency, it    
     does not appear to be workable within the present regulatory framework and 
     the time limits proposed.  It appears to us that at least five to ten years
     of intense scientific effort at millions of dollars is needed before       
     requiring dischargers to invest billions of dollars.                       
     
     
     Response to: G635.005      
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G635.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Initiative represent a "top-down" rather than a "grass-roots" effort.  
                                                                                
     Many regulatory and planning efforts in the past have shown the difficulty 
     of attempting to plan from the top down.  Within the Great Lakes Basin at  
     the present time, forty-two Areas of Concern are being addressed by        
     Remedial Action Planning processes.  Some of these, such as the one on the 
     Cuyahoga River, are proceeding well at developing community consensus on   
     the nature of the problems, and they are working toward solutions.         
     Unfortunately, consensus building takes time, and decisions must be based  
     upon sound scientific data.  Therefore, it appears much more prudent to    
     allow the Remedial Action Planning processes to unfold, rather than to     
     simply impose uniform, one-criteria-fits-all requirements on the entire    
     Basin.  If the uniform criteria are to apply everywhere in the Great Lakes,
     one may question why we should even bother with the Remedial Action        
     Planning process.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G635.006      
     
     See Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G635.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative appears to ignore the Lakewide Management Plan  
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The Lakewide Management approach is the next logical step evolving from the
     Remedial Action Planning process.  Unlike the Initiative, which is a       
     unilateral U.S. effort, Lakewide Management Plans are to incorporate       
     consideration of Canadian pollutant sources.  It makes little sense to     
     proceed with a vigorous program on the southern shores of the Lakes while  
     leaving pollutant loads from the northern shores unaddressed.  Again, this 
     process takes time and investment in adequate science and resources.       
     Moving forward immediately to fully implement the Great Lakes Water Quality
     Guidance, without factoring in the Lakewide Management approach, appears to
     be imprudent.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G635.007      
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: G635.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The potential benefits do not appear to justify the cost.                  
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative seems to be following the old     
     model of loading a shotgun full of money, firing at a problem and hoping   
     some part of the money will provide an effective result.  While it could be
     apotheosized that these approaches worked well in time of prosperity, such 
     as the 60's and early 70's, clearly we do not have that luxury today.      
     Problems must be solved in a targeted, fine rifle-shot approach where      
     dollars are pinpointed at known problems and when measurable results can be
     achieved.  The Remedial Action Plans and Lakewide Management Plans provide 
     for the utilization of this approach.  The Initiative, on the other hand,  
     appears to follow the old model of spending substantial sums of money to   
     achieve ever-diminishing returns.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G635.008      
     
     See the SID, especially Section IX, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G635.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Guidance Preamble, a case is made for the need to address           
     environmental problems associated with Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern
     (BCCs), and the supporting data focus upon PCBs, evidently the BCC of      
     greatest concern.  Using numerical estimates presented in the Guidance's   
     cost/benefit summary, PCB loading reductions anticipated from the          
     Initiative's implementation can be compared with literature estimates of   
     PCB loadings.  (See Figure 1.)                                             
                                                                                
     This comparison suggests that the Initiative's effect on the total PCB     
     loading to Great Lakes would be negligible.  PCB loadings from external    
     sources (not even considering sediment sources) would be reduced by less   
     than one percent.  Logically, the next question should be:  If the         
     Initiative does so little about PCBs, the bioaccumulative chemical of      
     greatest concern, why are the estimated costs for its implementation so    
     high?                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G635.009      
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2827.090, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: G635.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     99.95 percent of the pollutant loading reductions required by the Guidance 
     would be for non-BCCs, according to the cost/benefit summary published in  
     the Federal Register.  (See Figure 2.)  The pollutants to have the greatest
     loading reductions would be copper, cadmium, zinc, selenium, and nickel -  
     none of which are causing bioaccumulation-related problems in the Great    
     Lakes.  EPA has not made a case for the need for special protection of the 
     Great Lakes from these substances.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G635.010      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G635.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of the BCC loading reductions which are required by the Guidance, over 97  
     percent would be for one pollutant - mercury. (See Figure 2.)  But should  
     mercury be a special concern of the Great Lakes?                           
                                                                                
     The average mercury level in fish sampled across the nation is right at the
     maximum acceptable level in fish tissue assumed by the Initiative for      
     protection of human health.  (See Figure 3.)  ("Maximum acceptable level"  
     is defined as the water quality criterion multipled by the bioaccumulation 
     factor.)  Therefore, if mercury is truly posing a threat to human health,  
     it is a problem that is not exclusive to the Great Lakes region.  That it  
     is "truly posing a threat" becomes questionable when one extracts the      
     explicit uncertainty factors form the mercury criterion derivation.  (See  
     Figure 3.)  The maximum acceptable level when uncertainty factors are      
     removed is well above measured levels, suggesting that the appearance of an
     environmental problem with mercury is attributable to conservatism in the  
     Initiative's criterion derivation.                                         
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     Response to: G635.011      
     
     See response to P2590.053. EPA does not agree that over 97 percent of the  
     BCC loading reductions required by the Guidance are for mercury for the    
     reasons stated in Section IX of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G635.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The maximum acceptable level of mercury based upon the Initiative's        
     wildlife criterion is greatly exceeded by the national average in fish     
     tissue.  (See Figure 4.)  However, at least some of this exceedance is also
     attributable to uncertainty factors.  Furthermore, the most sensitive      
     species used in the wildlife criterion derivation is the Belted Kingfisher,
     which is widespread throughout the nation and is certainly not exclusive to
     the Great Lakes region.  Special protection of Great Lakes wildlife from   
     mercury has not been justified.                                            
     
     
     Response to: G635.012      
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G635.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  What action should be taken?                                           
                                                                                
     It is evident from all of the above that substantially more dollars are    
     needed to analyze the problems in the Great Lakes.  Actions we believe     
     should be taken are:                                                       
                                                                                

Page 7234



$T044618.TXT
     A significant increase in the annual authorizations to study the real      
     problems of the Great Lakes, including the sediment, air deposition, and   
     other nonpoint source issues.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G635.013      
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: G635.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  What action should be taken?                                           
                                                                                
     It is evident from all of the above that substantially more dollars are    
     needed to analyze the problems in the Great Lakes.  Actions we believe     
     should be taken are:                                                       
                                                                                
     Establishment of a national process to speed up and facilitate the         
     developing of water quality criteria.  A program could be devised wherein  
     the dischargers or "polluters" contribute to development of the criteria.  
     However, this process must be one that embodies good science and does not  
     place the threat of the regulatory hammer over the dischargers' heads.     
     
     
     Response to: G635.014      
     
     See response to: P2718.056                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G635.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  What action should be taken?                                           
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     It is evident from all of the above that substantially more dollars are    
     needed to analyze the problems in the Great Lakes.  Actions we believe     
     should be taken are:                                                       
                                                                                
     Efforts to enhance the current NPDES permits within the Basin must         
     continue, as well as work towards timely resolution of combined sewer      
     overflow and nonpoint problems which is consistent with impacted uses.  In 
     addition, work on dealing with the agricultural run-off issues should      
     increase.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: G635.015      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G635.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9.  What action should be taken?                                           
                                                                                
     It is evident from all of the above that substantially more dollars are    
     needed to analyze the problems in the Great Lakes.  Actions we believe     
     should be taken are:                                                       
                                                                                
     At this point in time, it does not appear that the data demonstrate the    
     necessity for a unique set of criteria and implementation standards for the
     Great Lakes.  There appears to be little reason that the Great Lakes should
     be treated any differently than any other waters.  Also, the impacted uses 
     within tributaries to each of the Lakes and the specific lakes themselves  
     should be evaluated on an individual basis, rather than the five Lakes and 
     connecting channels being considered one giant, uniform body of water.     
     
     
     Response to: G635.016      
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is not needed and that the Great Lakes
     should be evaluated on an individual basis rather than considering the     
     Great Lakes System as a whole.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of  
     the SID. For a discussion of the need for the Guidance, see Sections I.A   
     and I.B of the SID.                                                        
     EPA does not agree that the waters of the Great Lakes System should be     
     treated the same as any other waters.  As discussed in section I of the    
     SID, the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem has unique characteristics that       
     warrant attention by EPA, State, and Tribal water quality programs.  The   
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     final Guidance includes additional flexibility, however, in applying       
     criteria and values to further recognize ecological diversity within the   
     Great Lakes basin.  Procedure 1 of appendix F now allows site-specific     
     modifications of human health and wildlife criteria and values that can be 
     either more stringent or less stringent to reflect site-specific           
     information on bioaccumulation factors.  This change, together with the    
     flexibility already provided in the proposal allowing both more stringent  
     and less stringent site-specific modifications for aquatic life            
     criteria/values, should provide sufficient flexibility to reflect          
     site-specific conditions and the ecological diversity of the Great Lakes   
     basin.  Changes to the procedure for site-specific modifications are       
     discussed further in section VIII.A of the SID.  In addition, changes were 
     made in the definition of high quality waters in the antidegradation policy
     to exclude certain waters from an antidegradation review depending on their
     ecological, recreational, or aesthetic significance.  Changes to the       
     antidegradation policy are discussed further in section VII of the SID.    
                                                                                
     See section II.C.4 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G636.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On page 20816 you have described the "classic example" of successive       
     generations of the long-lived lake trout being affected by exposures to    
     persistent toxic substances retained in the Great Lakes over a prolonged   
     period of time.  You stated that the reasons for the devastation of the    
     populations was overharvesting and the introduction of the sea lamprey.    
     While these were undoubtedly important factors, and fisheries agencies in  
     both the U.S. and Canada state this as the conventional wisdom, there is no
     evidence that the original demise of the lake trout was not directly       
     contributed to by exposures to persistent toxic substances.  Lake trout    
     embryos are the most sensitive of all vertebrates ever tested (reviewed in 
     Gilbertson. 1992. Fisheries. 17(4)26-27, enclosed) to dioxin-like activity.
     Retrospective analyses of radiodated sediment cores have established (Dr   
     Philip Cook, U.S.EPA Duluth, Personal Communication) that there were high  
     levels of the substances that cause this class of activity at the time of  
     the lake trout declines.  I would contend that the demise of the lake trout
     was part of the injury caused by persistent toxic substances.              
     
     
     Response to: G636.001      
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: G636.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc WL
     Cross Ref 3: cc AL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Later on the same page you list the species of fish-eating birds "known to 
     be affected by pollutants" in the Great Lakes.  This unexceptionable       
     statement actually contains the crisis of modern toxicology.  How do       
     scientists "know" that certain pollutants have "affected" certain          
     organisms?  Most aquatic life, and human toxicology has been undertaken    
     using controlled laboratory experimentation to determine the               
     bioconcentration and toxicity characteristics of specific substances.  The 
     practitioners have then made statements about the "potential" effects.     
     While this has been regarded as responsible science it has not enabled     
     fisheries and human toxicologists to state anything respectively about the 
     actual effects on fish, fisheries or human health from actual exposures to 
     persistent toxic substances from the Great Lakes.  It is therefore         
     interesting to note the contrast in this section when you refer to the     
     "known" effects on fish-eating birds compared with the section on fish or  
     human health.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: G636.002      
     
     If actual epidemiological data exist, which indicates a clear causal       
     relationship between human exposure to a chemical and an adverse effect,   
     EPA will use such data in developing its Human criteria.  However, in the  
     absence of adequate epidemiological data, EPA believes animal data is a    
     viable surrogate for humans in most situations.  It is also a conservative 
     approach to protecting the population of the Great Lakes Basin from        
     potential adverse effects.Comment ID:  G636.002                            
                                                                                
     For a discussion of the adverse effects of pollutants on fish- eating      
     birdsin the Great Lakes basin, see Sections I.B and VI of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G636.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, as I believe, the problems with inferring causality are at the basis of
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     the reluctance of regulatory officials to make policy decisions in the face
     of uncertainty, then these recent advances in the methodology and the      
     specific case studies should be acknowledged in the Guidance document.     
     
     
     Response to: G636.003      
     
     See the discussion in the SID regarding risk, uncertainty factors and      
     methodologies for Human Health (Section V), BAFs (Section IV) and Wildlife 
     (Section VI).RESPONSE TO G636.003                                          
                                                                                
     See discussion of regulatory requirements in section II of the             
     Supplementary Information Document.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: G636.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The stated purpose of the Guidance document in relation to wildlife is to  
     "protect" wildlife.  The word "protect" means rather different things to   
     different programs.  One meaning of the word is to maintain the species    
     that are present and to make sure that no deterioration in the communities 
     occurs.  The other meaning relates to restoration of indigenous organisms  
     extirpated through some human activity.  The latter is the meaning that    
     should be used in relation to wildlife species generally and the bald eagle
     in particular, since the bald eagle was made locally extinct in most of the
     Great Lakes Basin through the releases of DDT, Dieldrin, PCB and dioxin.   
     The bald eagle is, in essence, the critical species on the Great Lakes in  
     the sense that it was the first organism to be affected by organochlorine  
     compounds (perhaps excepting the lake trout) and it will be the last       
     organism to return as levels decline.  To restore this species, and the    
     three other species that were locally extirpated, will require             
     extraordinarily stringent controls on any releases of these substances.    
     This is why the Parties to the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement included
     the policy on virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances in the    
     1978 Agreement and the philosophy of zero discharge in Annex 12.           
     
     
     Response to: G636.004      
     
     Please refer to comment D2723.006 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G636.005
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     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This brings into question the strategy of writing NPDES permits for        
     releases of PCBs and dioxins.  NPDES permits seem to be based on the       
     premise that there are thresholds for all compounds and thus water quality 
     criteria can be translated into effluent release limits and incorporated   
     into permits.  I think that the ongoing dioxin reevaluation is showing that
     if there are thresholds for these kinds of compounds they have not yet been
     found.  To continue to use this strategy, after the evidence of            
     catastrophic damage to fish, wildlife and humans caused by these substances
     has been published, is to exacerbate the injury.  The practice is all the  
     more indefensible in that these substances have caused injury to the       
     property and health in another country.  Decisions made at this point in   
     time will probably involve billions of dollars in environmental protection 
     programs.  If the strategy results in numbers that are insufficiently      
     stringent then another generation of Great Lakes citizens will need to     
     spend further billions of dollars to rectify our mistake, just as we are   
     having to rectify the practices of the previous generation.                
     
     
     Response to: G636.005      
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science and is      
     cost-effective as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G636.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI Steering Committee members must have disbelieved the wildlife    
     numbers which were being presented since the values are so much lower from 
     those for the "protection" of aquatic life.  I think that many regulatory  
     officials will despair when the values for the restoration of affected     
     wildlife based on the empirical data become known.  This is why I applaud  
     your having developed wildlife criteria for only four compounds.  These are
     the critical compounds that are known to have caused the documented injury 
     and can form the basis for a focused program for virtual elimination while 
     further review and synthesis of existing and new research results sorts out
     other causal relationships between the observed injury and other specific  
     compounds.  I am sure, however, that you must be aware of the recent       
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     advances that have been made in integrating information on substances that 
     disrupt the endocrine systems through a variety of biological mechanisms.  
     Some of these substances have similarly been in the environment for more   
     than three or four decades and have caused effects on developing embryos at
     extraordinarily low concentrations.  These effects are irreversible and    
     have probably affected every North American born since the Second World    
     War.  At present, the number of compounds that cause endocrine disruption  
     are not completely known.  However, sufficient is known at this time for   
     the U.S.EPA Region V to start planning to respond to this issue.           
     
     
     Response to: G636.006      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G637.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The present water quality criterion for PCB in freshwater using a chronic  
     test for brook trout (Salvelinus fontinalis) is 14 ppt (EPA 1987).  Under  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative mandated by Congress, water       
     quality criteria are being developed for wildlife and were the subject of  
     the April 13-16, 1992 meeting hosted by the U.S. Environmental Protection  
     agency at Charlottesville, Virginia.  At that meeting it was made clear    
     that wildlife criteria must be developed using "good science" and that     
     correlative evidence derived from wild populations was not acceptable.     
     Only experimentally derived data was deemed acceptable.  Thus the following
     equation is being used to derive a criterion based on laboratory data:     
                                                                                
              [NOAEL x SSF] x Wt(subscript A)                                   
     WV = ---------------------------------------                               
          W(subscript A) + [F(subscript A) x BAF]                               
                                                                                
     where WV   is the wildlife value in milligrams per liter of water;         
                                                                                
     NOAEL            is the no observed adverse effect level in milligrams     
                      per kilogram body weight per day based on experimental    
                      studies;                                                  
                                                                                
     Wt(subscript A)  is the average weight of the species to be protected in   
                      kilograms;                                                
                                                                                
     W(subscript A)   is the average daily volume of water consumed by the      
                      species to be protected in liters per day;                
                                                                                
     SSF              is a species sensitivity factor for uncertainty of        
                      interspecies extrapolation;                               
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     F(subscript A)   is the average daily food consumption by the species to be
                      protected in kilograms per day; and                       
                                                                                
     BAF              is the bioaccumulation factor in liters per kilogram.     
                                                                                
     For the bald eagle which is the top predator of Great Lakes aquatic food   
     chains and thus one of the most highly exposed indigenous organisms, the   
     following estimate of a wildlife criterion for PCB has been derived:       
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                         (0.18 mg/kg/d x 0.3) 4.5 kg                            
              WV =  --------------------------------------                      
                    0.16 L/d + (0.5 kg/d x 3,200,000 L/kg)                      
                                                                                
                 =  152 pg/L or parts per quadrillion                           
                                                                                
     As can be seen, this wildlife criterion is about a hundredfold more        
     stringent than the water quality criterion to protect aquatic life derived 
     from classical aquatic toxicology.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G637.001      
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: G637.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What happens when we look at the real world values derived from empirical  
     studies of bald eagle populations in the Great Lakes basin and from        
     throughout the North American continent?  Ludwig et al. (unpublish ms) have
     developed water quality criteria for various wildlife species that are at  
     the top of the Great Lakes food webs.  They have developed the following   
     equation:                                                                  
                                                                                
                     LOAEL x NOAELF x RDF                                       
             WV =  ------------------------                                     
                         BMF x PIDUF                                            
                                                                                
       where WV     is the water quality criterion for wildlife;                
                                                                                
           LOAEL    is the lowest observed adverse effect level in mg/l;        
                                                                                
          NOAELF    is the factor to derive a no observed adverse effect level  
                    from a LOAEL;                                               
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           RDF      is the reference dose factor to protect all wildlife        
                    species;                                                    
                                                                                
           BMF      is the biomagnification factor from water into the organism 
                    to be protected in L/kg; and                                
                                                                                
          PIDUF     is the potent isomer differential uptake factor.            
                                                                                
     To protect all wildlife using as an indicator the bald eagle which was     
     found to be the most highly exposed and sensitive species, the following   
     values were derived empirically:                                           
                                                                                
                    4 mg/kg x 0.1 x 0.1                                         
            WV =   ---------------------                                        
                    (10exp8) L/kg x 4                                           
                                                                                
               =    100 parts per quintillion.                                  
                                                                                
     This is about a thousand times more stringent than the proposed value from 
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and about a hundred thousand times
     more stringent than the values derived from conventional aquatic           
     toxicology.  Clearly, for the few organochlorine compounds that have been  
     causing such extensive injury to wildlife populations in the Great Lakes   
     basin, the experimental methodologies used in the past that were assumed to
     be protective of fisheries resources are not going to start to contribute  
     to the restoration of these critically exposed wildlife species.           
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G637.002      
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: G642.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wisconsin DNR has recently stated that the socio/economic test required by 
     GLI Antidegradation Procedure is "unimplementable"                         
     
     
     Response to: G642.001      
     
     The implementability of the final Guidance remains to be seen, however EPA 
     is confident that it will achieve its purpose. See response to comment     
     D2721.091.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G642.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  IN/PROP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference Fig. 3-7.                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI does not provide an effective, efficient methodology to address        
     non-point source loadings -- Intake Credit Issue (Figures 3-7)             
     
     
     Response to: G642.002      
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance does consider nonpoint sources of pollution.
      For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in          
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on the ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,   
     including those to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: G642.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAB criticizes EPA for trumpeting GLI as an ecosystem-based regulatory     
     program, yet the GLI does not address non-point source loadings.           
     
     
     Response to: G642.003      
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance does take an ecosystem approach to          
     environmental management in the Great Lakes System.  EPA also believes that
     the Guidance considers nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
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     on the ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those to address     
     nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to 
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026. See response to comment
     number F4030.003.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: G642.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ineffective manner of handling negative wasteload allocations -- Intake    
     Credit Issue                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G642.004      
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: G642.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permits will contain limits for all BCCs regardless if any were ever       
     detected in effluent water based on EEQ authority                          
                                                                                
     1.  In re Matter of James River; "WDNR 21 Bioaccumulators Case", State of  
     Wisconsin Division of Hearings and Appeals; IH-90-18, IH-90-17, IH-91-05,  
     February 20, 1992                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G642.005      
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G642.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of unproven BAF procedure                                              
     
     
     Response to: G642.006      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G642.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preliminary estimates indicate GLI will cost pulp and paper, chemical,     
     petroleum and iron and steel industries $6 to $8 billion                   
                                                                                
     a.  Wisconsin paper industry estimates $600 million in additional costs    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: G642.007      
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G642.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 7246



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA has estimated GLI will only result in additional costs ranging    
     from $80 to $505 million for the entire basin                              
                                                                                
     a.  Agency has underestimated for following reasons:                       
                                                                                
     i.  Appears to allow for some kind of intake credit                        
                                                                                
     ii. Does not estimate costs necessary to actually implement pollutant      
     minimization and pollution prevention programs                             
                                                                                
     *  For instance, U.S. EPA has specifically concluded in the docket material
     that it will not cost Fort Howard any additional capital to comply with    
     lower PCB limit since pollution prevention will eliminate PCBs from our    
     effluent by simply eliminating use of "more contaminated" wastepaper.  Even
     if that were true, the Agency has failed to take into account its impact on
     the Company's competitiveness.                                             
                                                                                
     iii. EPA contractors indicate that chemical addition to treatment plants is
     the only add-on control required                                           
     
     
     Response to: G642.008      
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G642.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble discussion with respect to the benefits allegedly associated  
     is strained, at best                                                       
                                                                                
     1.  U.S. EPA uses the "contingent valuation" methodology in attempt to     
     quantitatively assess the perceived benefits of the GLI.                   
                                                                                
     2.  [OMB has characterized the estimates derived by the "Contingent        
     Valuation" approach as "estimates of dubious reliability"]                 
                                                                                
     C.  A corrected RIA will show the GLI is simply not cost justified         
     
     
     Response to: G642.009      
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     Please see response to comments D2587.017 and D2669.089.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: G642.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .010 is imbedded in comment .009.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     OMB has characterized the estimates derived by the "Contingent Valuation"  
     approach as "estimates of dubious reliability"                             
     
     
     Response to: G642.010      
     
     See response to comment D2669.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G642.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Fig. 9.                                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA estimates it will cost Fort Howard between $2 and $6 million depending 
     on assumptions taken by WDNR/EPA (Figure 9):                               
                                                                                
     1.  EPA costs are under-estimated because:                                 
                                                                                
     a.  No additional treatment required for PCBs, simply change wastepaper    
     utilized.                                                                  
                                                                                
     b.  [Does not begin to address costs to actually implement waste           
     minimization program in order to comply with mercury and dioxin WQBELs.]   
     
     
     Response to: G642.011      
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     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G642.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .012 is imbedded in comment .011.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Does not begin to address costs to actually implement waste minimization   
     program in order to comply with mercury and dioxin WQBELs.                 
     
     
     Response to: G642.012      
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G643.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes are tremendous natural resources and should be protected.  
     However, the GLI represents a radical departure from previous EPA policies 
     that relied on validated, recognized and time-tested scientific data.      
     Serious concerns have been raised over a number of questionable scientific 
     assumptions contained within the GLI, as well as the enormous cost burden  
     which would be placed on the region to implement the program.  Four        
     industrial groups (paper, chemical, iron and steel, and petroleum) have    
     estimated an impact on their industries alone of $6 billion implementing   
     the GLI to be over $100 million.  In addition to the costs, the GLI will   
     have a strong "chilling effect" on industrial development and municipal    
     growth throughout the region.                                              
     
     
     Response to: G643.001      
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G643.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI effectiveness is questionable since the proposal places controls on
     point sources while a major portion of the toxic pollutants in the Great   
     Lakes are coming from other sources such as airborne deposits, and         
     non-point sources.   Hence, the GLI's narrow focus will result in minimal  
     if any measurable improvement to the lakes or in having a single fish      
     advisory being lifted.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G643.002      
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: G643.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's independent Science Advisory Board strongly criticized the science   
     underlying the GLI.  Several of the GLI's assumptions, although described  
     as "scientific" decisions, are really policy judgments.  For example, under
     the Tier II aquatic life value policy, when adequate toxicity data (seven  
     or eight data points) for a proper criteria is unavailable, EPA has        
     proposed that a legally enforceable criteria be made on as little as one   
     data point by applying a high "uncertainty" factor.  We support the        
     application of sound science which would require that more data be gathered
     before these values are used to derive permit limits.                      
     
     
     Response to: G643.003      
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 7250



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: G643.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI may not be technically feasible in its more restrictive ambient    
     water quality standards to be imposed on municipalities and industries.    
     For example, in some circumstances the GLI would force industries to remove
     pollutants contained in intake water over which they have no control.  Or, 
     the GLI would require that criteria be achieved with a degree of           
     consistency beyond the capability of any known treatment technology or     
     control programs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: G643.004      
     
     This comment is similar to comment G1223.004 and is addressed in the       
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G644.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI will produce no measurable improvement in Great Lakes water quality
     nor result in fewer fish advisories, because it addresses only point       
     sources of pollution as opposed to all sources of water quality impairment.
     
     
     Response to: G644.001      
     
     See response to comment number G2688.002.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G644.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is technically flawed.  A report by EPA's own Science Advisory     
     Board questions some of the major scientific premises on which the GLI is  
     based.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: G644.002      
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: G644.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the GLI is a project of the U.S. EPA, Canada has no binding        
     obligation to comply with the new regulations.                             
     
     
     Response to: G644.003      
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: G644.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is likely to jeopardize the region's national and international    
     competitiveness with little or no measurable improvement to the Great      
     Lakes, and will impose new unnecessary burdens on local taxpayers and rate 
     payers.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G644.004      
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G644.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is doubt that GLI will provide any measurable improvement in Great   
     Lakes Water Quality or result in fewer fish advisories, because it         
     addresses only point sources of pollution as opposed to all sources of     
     water quality impairment.  This is the case specifically with pesticides,  
     and herbicides which are seldom, if ever, found in point source discharges.
     
     
     Response to: G644.005      
     
     EPA does not agree that the GLI will not provide any measurable improvement
     in Great Lakes water quality or result in fewer fish advisories in the     
     future.  EPA believes that the Guidance takes an ecosystem approach to     
     environmental management in the Great Lakes System by considering both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on the ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those to address     
     nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to 
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Section IX of
     the SID for a discussion of the benefits to be realized from implementation
     of the final Guidance.                                                     
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003 and G3457.004.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
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     Comment ID: G644.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Canadian issue is also of concern since Canada lags behind the U.S. in 
     actual controls, and has no binding obligation to comply with GLI.  This   
     means Canada will continue on a path set forth by previous bilateral       
     agreements and will not be liable for new reductions of pollution set by   
     the U.S.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: G644.006      
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See response to comment number D2867.087.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G644.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is likely to jeopardize the regions national and international     
     competitiveness with little or no measurable improvement in the Great      
     Lakes.                                                                     
                                                                                
     These same components of GLI could be addressed in an all sources approach 
     which would put more impact on the water quality improvements due to the   
     "Biggest Bang for the Taxpayer's Buck".  The non-point source loadings are 
     currently the largest source of GLI addressed pollutants.                  
                                                                                
     We question putting billions of taxpayer and rate payer dollars into a     
     facility to remove 1 billionth - 1 trillionth of a part pollutant or less, 
     versus the same or less dollars to the larger sources, will do the most to 
     improve Great Lakes Water Quality.                                         
     
     
     Response to: G644.007      
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015, F4030.003, G3457.004, and      
     D2825.003.  See also Section IX of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G646.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI, as proposed, contains some potentially major flaws - flaws that   
     would impose huge costs on both local governments and industry.            
     
     
     Response to: G646.001      
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G646.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although there is strong support by both local government and industry to  
     keep the Great Lakes a clean and useable body of water for our generation, 
     and generations to come, the cost of adopting the new "zero discharge"     
     standards of the GLI may be so cost prohibitive as to bankrupt local       
     government and do serious harm to our region's economy.                    
     
     
     Response to: G646.002      
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G646.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the GLI becomes law our wastewater treatment plant in the Town of       
     Tonawanda, a plant which currently cleans water to meet or exceed all state
     and federal guidelines, would be forced to install two new processes to our
     cleaning operations; an activated carbon process and a sulfide             
     precipitation unit.  These two mandates would cost over $40 million to     
     construct and would add $6.5 million a year to our operation and           
     maintenance costs.  In addition, during periods of heavy flows, water would
     have to be stored prior to undergoing these extra processes, thus          
     necessitating the construction of some sort of "retention basin," another  
     $2-3 million in cost.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: G646.003      
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G646.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should these costs be imposed upon the taxpayers of my town, I would       
     suggest that the federal government be prepared to accept the keys of our  
     wastewater treatment plant.  Without a source of funds to pay for this type
     of mandate - and the Clinton Administration's budget contained only a      
     fraction of what the GLI would cost - it will simply be too expensive for  
     our town and its property taxpayers to continue operating a treatment      
     plant.  I would suspect that this will be the case with localities         
     throughout the Great Lakes Basin.                                          
     
     
     Response to: G646.004      
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G646.005
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     Cross Ref 1: cc:  LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI moves into an entirely new realm of treatment never before         
     considered - the removal of all materials, even those that are "below      
     detectable levels."  In fact, there are some compounds that the GLI        
     recommends be reduced to a level that existing technology can not even     
     measure for.  The incremental costs associated with such standards will be 
     astronomical to local governments, industry, taxpayers and our job base.   
     
     
     Response to: G646.005      
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D1711.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G646.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The rational behind "zero discharge" can often times be taken to extremes. 
     Lets take for an example the compound Zinc.  If a person is currently      
     taking Zinc as a prescribed diet supplement and takes one 25mg pill per    
     day, the strength of that single pill would be 416 times the maximum limits
     allowed to be discharged from water leaving our plant and going unto the   
     Niagara River.  Such standards are unreasonable and beyond common sense.   
     
     
     Response to: G646.006      
     
     See response to comment number G3699L.006.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: G646.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Closely related to this concern is what many consider the lack of sound    
     science to support imposing the standards called for in the GLI.           
                                                                                
     A recent article in the New York Times, "New View Calls Environmental      
     Policy Misguided" (March 21, 1993), pointed out that over the past 15 years
     much of our nation's environmental policy "...often evolved largely in     
     reaction to popular panics, not in response to sound scientific analyses of
     which environmental hazards present the greatest risks."  The EPA itself   
     recognized this trend when its Science Advisory Board, in a 1990 report,   
     concluded that environmental laws "are more reflective of public           
     perceptions of risk than of scientific understanding of risk."             
     
     
     Response to: G646.007      
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: G646.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is absolutely essential that before the GLI becomes law, there be a     
     complete discussion, based on actual science and scientific study, about   
     the impact various elements in amounts "below detectable levels" actually  
     have on humans.  Not to do so will result in a law that require huge public
     expenditures, produces major economic dislocation and shows little in terms
     of a real and measurable improvement in the quality of our environment.    
     
     
     Response to: G646.008      
     
     The existing water quality criteria and the Guidance criteria do account   
     for impacts on humans.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G646.009
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More and more people are beginning to realize the relationship between a   
     healthy economy and a healthy environment.  Without a sound, growing       
     economy it will be impossible to afford the measures necessary to bring    
     about a clean environment.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: G646.009      
     
     EPA agrees that a healthy economy and a healthy environment can go         
     hand-in-hand.  See Section I.C of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G646.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry concerns must be considered a part of the GLI debate.  The cost   
     involved for industry and business to refit their operations could prove   
     economically disastrous to the Great Lakes States.  Although the EPA has   
     promised to conduct an economic impact study of the GLI, that document has 
     yet to be produced.  Until it is, no decision on the GLI should be made.   
     When the document is released, attention must be given to industry concerns
     that sound policy decisions result from scientifically defensible proposals
     whose full economic impact is known beforehand.                            
     
     
     Response to: G646.010      
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science, produces   
     measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals, addresses     
     local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin and providing an accurate       
     assessment of the costs and benefits associated with implementation of the 
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID. For a general discussion of the
     issues raised in this comment, see the preamble to the final Guidance and  
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: G646.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  IN
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is a very complex issue.  The concerns of local government         
     officials range over a number of highly technical aspects of wastewater    
     treatment including:  bioaccumulation factors, discharge limits, mixing    
     zones, intake credits and antidegradation provisions.  These issues would  
     take far too much space to discuss in this letter and could be better      
     explained by experts in this field.  My staff of wastewater technicians and
     specialists stands ready to brief you and your staff on the full           
     implications of the GLI on local government, business and industry at your 
     convenience.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: G646.011      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: G646.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In closing, it is vitally important that any new standards for water       
     quality in the Great Lakes be based on sound science, produce measurable   
     improvements, have realistic and attainable goals, address local conditions
     and include cost effective options.                                        
     
     
     Response to: G646.012      
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science, produces   
     measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals, addresses     
     local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a discussion of 
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
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     including using the best available science to protect human health, aquatic
     life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin and providing an accurate       
     assessment of the costs and benefits associated with implementation of the 
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID. For a general discussion of the
     issues raised in this comment, see the preamble to the final Guidance and  
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: G673.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional state flexibility is needed to ensure that future improvements  
     in science are readily incorporated into the Guidance.  Taken as a whole,  
     the Initiative has too many limitations on state flexibility, infringing on
     states ability to exercise professional judgement.  The Great Lakes States 
     should be allowed to benefit from any changes in National criteria,        
     procedures and policies.  Failure to include mechanisms for incorporating  
     new and better science into the GLI would deny states the ability to       
     justify pemrit limits as fair and reasonable.                              
     
     
     Response to: G673.027      
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: G876.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I hope the initiative will protect women & children, sports anglers, Native
     Americans and wildlife from chemical pollutants.                           
     
     
     Response to: G876.001      
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     EPA believes the provisions of the Guidane are protective of the people and
     wildlife that live within the Great Lakes basin.  For a discussion of the  
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,    
     including using the best available science for the protection of human     
     health, aquatic life and wildlife, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further
     discussion of the various components of the Guidance, see Section II.C of  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: G882.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  AL
     Cross Ref 3: cc:  ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc:  BACK/NPS,  cc:  TMDL/BCC                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At minimum the final regulations should attain to:                         
                                                                                
     - protect human, animal and aquatic life from the toxins that bioaccumulate
     in the food chain:                                                         
                                                                                
     - stop the use of mixing zones or other dilution approaches to pollution   
     control, the food chain is still impacted:                                 
                                                                                
     - protect high quality waters from degradation:                            
                                                                                
     - control toxic pollution from point sources such as municipal and         
     industrial discharges, and attempt to control non-point sources such as    
     agricultural run-offs, urban storm discharges, leaking landfills and       
     atmospheric deposition.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G882.001      
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G997.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     We agree that the Great Lakes should be protected.  However, the cost of   
     EPA's Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) would be an enormous burden to          
     implement.  GLI would prevent industrial development and deter municipal   
     growth.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: G997.001      
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: G997.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the major portion of toxic pollutants comes from airborne deposits   
     and no-point sources, GLI effectiveness is questionable.                   
     
     
     Response to: G997.002      
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G997.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) requirements will force a hardship on     
     municipalities.  GLI will discourage industrial development and will make  
     municipal growth extremely difficult.                                      
     
     
     Response to: G997.003      
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: G997.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI as proposed could cost Erie County Communities and businesses as   
     much as $200 million in initial capital expenses and $40 to $50 million in 
     additional operating expenses.                                             
     
     
     Response to: G997.004      
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: n2689.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     13.  A Level Playing Field:                                                
                                                                                
     Just as the example in the above (#12) indicates, there are obvious "humps"
     in the playing field.  As stated in our cover letter, we support the       
     concept of a reasonable, do-able program for Great Lakes Toxics reduction. 
     However, we don't see GLI, with it's many inequities and inefficiencies,   
     creating a "level playing field" even within the Basin.  When applied to   
     the eight states in the Basin we see ourselves being placed in a very      
     dramatic disadvantage in comparison to the rest of the country.  While     
     there may be economic and environmental enhancement from implementation of 
     GLI, we firmly believe that they will be overcome by the economic migration
     to regions outside of the Basin.                                           
     
     
     Response to: n2689.016     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a full discussion of this issue,
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     see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: n2830.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE SCIENCE SUPPORTING THE GLI IS WEAK.  EPA's Science Advisory Board has  
     criticized and questioned both the science underlying the proposed GLI and 
     the absence of "peer review" by other credible science institutions such as
     the National Academy of Sciences.   In addition, the Office of Management  
     and Budget under both the Clinton and Bush administrations has questioned  
     the need for the GLI and has criticized some of its requirements.  [EPA    
     used scientifically unproven methodologies for deriving bioaccumulation    
     factors used to identify chemicals of specific concern that will be subject
     to especially stringent controls, and to set limits on substances for which
     limited data exist.  Until questions about these methodologies are         
     resolved, it is not appropriate to use them as a basis for regulation.]    
     
     
     Response to: n2830.002     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: n3378.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goal of protecting the water quality of the Great Lakes should be      
     achieved in the most cost-effective manner possible.  The toxic pollution  
     currently existing in the Great Lakes ecosystem is a result of point and   
     nonpoint source pollution from the past.  For this reason, background      
     levels of toxic pollutants are often present in intake water at industrial 
     or POTW sites.  While the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative is an       
     appropriate vehicle for preventing future pollution, it is an inappropriate
     vehicle for addressing the remains of past pollution.  Existing pollution  

Page 7265



$T044618.TXT
     can more appropriately be addressed through remedial action plans and other
     remediation efforts.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: n3378.001     
     
     These issues are addressed in the discussion of intake credits in the SID  
     at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2574.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While Fort Howard supports the goal of improved water quality, achievement 
     of that goal can only be accomplished by first addressing the pollutant    
     sources that are having the largest impact on water quality.  The Guidance 
     as proposed falls far short of that.  Although there are certainly a number
     of critical concerns Fort Howard has with the GLWQG, as provided in the    
     attached comments, its lack of focus and guidance with respect to reducing 
     nonpoint sources of pollution is by far the Company's greatest concern.    
     Due to that glaring discrepancy, the GLWQG will simply provide the         
     permitting authorities with another regulatory vehicle to ratchet down     
     point source discharges even though it is well settled in the scientific   
     community that the nonpoint sources, such as sediment resuspension,        
     atmospheric deposition, and stormwater runoff, are the largest contributors
     of toxic pollutants to the Great Lakes.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the Guidance's treatment of intake credits or negative wasteload
     allocations will likewise lead to further needless restrictions on an      
     insignificant source of toxic pollutants, namely, point source discharges. 
     The lack of proper intake credit provision will always lead to the absurd  
     result of forcing permittees to purify waters prior to discharge to        
     concentrations sometimes orders of magnitude below the concentrations of   
     their intake streams.  That will always lead to the following facts for    
     those point sources discharging to the same body of water from which they  
     receive their intake water:  (1) the waters are polluted; (2) the          
     discharger takes a small amount of water; (3) he uses it; (4) he purifies  
     it at great expense; and (5) he releases it back into the polluted water   
     where it becomes polluted again.  The Agency has already recognized the    
     absurdity of that result when it approved Wisconsin's water quality        
     standards which presently allow for intake credits.  U.S. EPA should not   
     reverse its position now.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.002     
     
     EPA's position on numerous issues related to the special consideration for 
     intake pollutants is discussed in detail in the Supplementary Information  
     Document at Section VIII.E.3-7.  Briefly, the final guidance allows special
     consideration of intake water pollutants which are withdrawn from, and     
     returned to, after use by the facility, the same body of water when        
     discharge                                                                  
     contains the same mass and concentration of those pollutants as were in the
     intake and does not cause adverse effects on the receiving water that would
     not have occurred if the pollutants were left in-stream.  The final        
     Guidance                                                                   
     allows special consideration of intake pollutants both in determining      
     whether                                                                    
     a water quality-based effluent limit (WQBEL) is needed and in developing   
     WQBELs when they are needed (essentially when the facility adds mass of the
     pollutant that that already in the intake water).  EPA believes that       
     allowing                                                                   
     special consideration of intake pollutants in these situations is          
     consistent                                                                 
     with the CWA requirements regarding the need for effluent limits necessary 
     to                                                                         
     attain water quality standards (see CWA sections 301(b)(1)(C) and 402). A  
     facility which qualifies for special consideration of intake pollutants    
     does                                                                       
     not have to remove those pollutants from its intake water.                 
                                                                                
     When the discharge contains intake water pollutants from a different body  
     of                                                                         
     water, the result is different.  In this case, the discharge is introducing
     pollutants to the waterbody that would not have been there but for the     
     discharge.  In this situation, unlike the same body of water situation, the
     dicharge of intake pollutants cannot be said to have no effect on the      
     waterbody that would not have occurred if the pollutants were left         
     instream.                                                                  
     Instead, where WQBELS are need (as determined using procedure 5.C. of      
     appendix F) the discharge must meet water quality standards. This may mean 
     that the discharger must be cleaner than the intake water or even the      
     receiving water.  EPA does not agree that discharging intake water that is 
     "cleaner" than the receiving water, either because it has been "purified"  
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     by                                                                         
     the discharger or because the water supply is cleaner, is an absurd result.
     In fact, it could lead to improvement of the receiving water quality       
     (depending on a number of factors as explained in the SID at section       
     VIII.C.4.c.).  This result is certainly consistent with the CWA goal on    
     restoring impaired waters.                                                 
                                                                                
     Many commenters noted that EPA has approved State programs with intake     
     credit                                                                     
     provisions that differ from the one proposed in the GLI Guidance and some  
     have asserted that EPA's national policy is defined by the provisions in   
     approved State programs. EPA does not share this logic. EPA first addressed
     its position on consideration of intake pollutants for WQBELs in a         
     rulemaking                                                                 
     which established intake "credits" for technology-based effluent limits at 
     40                                                                         
     CFR 122.45(g)(49 FR 38027, September 26, 1984).  At that time EPA declined 
     to                                                                         
     expand the scope of that regulation to cover WQBELs, explaining that       
     consideration of intake pollutants for WQBELs needed to be considered on a 
     site-specific basis. [See SID at Section VIII.E.3.b for a more complete    
     discussion.]  EPA's first comprehensive articulation of a national policy  
     on                                                                         
     intake credits for WQBELs, which described which existing mechansims EPA   
     believed permit writers should use in considering intake pollutants on a   
     case-by-case basis, appeared in the preamble to the proposed GLI           
     Guidance.[58                                                               
     FR 20802, 20953-57; 20961 (April 16, 1993).                                
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that as its position has evolved, it has approved         
     modifications to at least one State WQS/NPDES program containing intake    
     pollutant procedures different from those in either the proposal or the    
     final                                                                      
     Guidance on a case-by-case basis.  Although EPA approved Wisconsin's intake
     pollutant procedure in 1989, in more recent reviews of State program       
     modifications, such as Maryland's, EPA has evaluated intake credit         
     provisions                                                                 
     against the proposed GLI Guidance and sought changes accordingly.  In      
     short,                                                                     
     approval of State programs several years ago does not constitute adoption  
     of                                                                         
     a position EPA believes is appropriate nationwide at this time.  The CPA   
     contemplates that all States covered by the Guidance will submit new       
     program                                                                    
     modifications to be consistent with the Guidance.                          
                                                                                
     In a related vein, other commenters noted that State intake credit         
     provisions                                                                 
     have been incorporated into permits that EPA has failed to object to.  EPA 
     notes that it exercises flexible oversight authority. Its authority to     
     review                                                                     
     State-issues permits is defined in the CWA and NPDES regulations; however, 
     EPA's authority is discretionary.  EPA has no mandatory duty to veto       
     permits.                                                                   
     Therefore, it would be purely speculative to interpret EPA's failure to    
     object to any particular permit as establishing a policy statement on      
     issues                                                                     
     related to provisions in the permit.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2574.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical effect of the Antidegration Procedure of the GLWQG wil be to 
     place into the hands of the permitting authorities all major economic      
     development decisions for their respective states -- a task those          
     authorities are ill-equipped to handle.  By greatly expanding the type of  
     actions that will be subject to antidegradation review (such as land use   
     changes, increases in sewer districts, even air permitting), economic      
     development in the Great Lakes Region will be dragged to a standstill.     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2574.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, by expressly allowing for numeric permit limits based on a concept
     called "Existing Effluent Quality," the Agency has taken Antidegradation to
     new levels.  Congress could not have contemplated that providing for an    
     antidegradation provision in the recent Clean Water Act amendments would   
     lead the use of that provision by the Agency to derive enforceable numeric 
     permit limits, even when the specific pollutant was never detected in an   
     effluent.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 8.D of the Guidance requires that a permit contain
     a "Pollutant Minimization Program" whenever a water quality based effluent 
     limit is below the minimum level (a term defined in the same procedure).   
     The goal of such a program is to maintain all sources of the pollutant to  
     the wastewater collection system below the water quality based limit.      
     Requiring such a program completely ignores the underlying reason why a    
     permittee installs wastewater treatment facilities, namely to remove       
     pollutants from wastestreams.  The results of such a program will be to    
     reduce pollutant concentrations from nondetectable levels to nondetectable 
     levels -- clearly an absurd notion.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2574.005     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2574.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the science supporting the Guidance is weak at best.  Even U.S.   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board has criticized and questioned both the science
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     underlying the Guidance and the absence of "peer review" by other credible 
     scientific institutions.  The Agency uses scientifically unproven          
     methodologies for deriving bioaccumulation factors and to set water quality
     based limits on pollutants for which limited data exist.  Until questions  
     about these methodologies are resolved, it is not appropriate to use them  
     as a basis for regulation.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is weak and not based on sound        
     science.  EPA believes that the final Guidance is based on sound science,  
     produces measurable improvements, has realistic and attainable goals,      
     addresses local conditions and includes cost-effective options.  For a     
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including using the best available science to protect human
     health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C
     of the SID.  For a general discussion of the issues raised in this comment,
     see the preamble to the final Guidance and Section II of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the Regulatory Impact Analysis ("RIA") completed by the Agency is 
     an RIA in name only.  Not only is the cost assessment fundamentally flawed 
     but the benefit analysis can only be described as specious at best.  The   
     cost assessment concludes that the most likely cost impact of the Guidance 
     to the entire Great Lakes basin is only about $200 million.  That          
     assessment, however, is built on numerous incorrect readings of the        
     Guidance and unsound assumptions of the "real world."  For instance, that  
     cost assessment is based on the position that intake credits will be widely
     available.  It has already been stated above that the GLWQG severely       
     restricts the availability of intake credits.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2574.007     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.008
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, although admitting the Agency had no process-related information 
     to work from, the cost assessment assumes that pollutant minimization      
     programs will be the save-all, end-all to pollutant loadings -- an         
     assumption that simply is not correct.  As stated in the council of Great  
     Lakes Governors' Independent Cost Study, the true cost of the GLWQG to the 
     basin will be between $710 million to $2.3 billion annually.  With the     
     Guidance's limited beneficial impact to the Great Lakes, the Governors'    
     Study best sums up the true effect of the Guidance when it states "the     
     Initiative is both wasteful of precious resources and borders on an        
     expensive luxury."                                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section          
     IX.P2574.008                                                               
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A perfect example of all that is wrong with the Agency's cost assessment is
     the Guidance's impact on Fort Howard.  The Company's Green Bay facility was
     one randomly selected by the Agency to provide  a detailed study of the    
     costs imposed by the Guidance.  Without any knowledge of the Company's     
     processes, the Agency simply concludes that the Company can implement      
     pollutant minimization programs to meet a PCB limt that is 10,000 times    
     more stringent than the Company's current limit and to meet mercury and    
     2,3,7,8-TCDD limits, neither of which are currently limited in the         
     Company's WPDES Permit  Incredibly, without any factual support whatsoever,
     the Agency estimates that this can all be accomplished by spending only $2 
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     to $6 million.  To the contrary, since all of the PCBs and 2,3,7,8-TCDD and
     theoretically most of the mercury (mercury is presently nondetectable in   
     the Company's discharge) in the Company's discharge are from its intake    
     water or the wastepaper it processes, a successful pollutant minimization  
     program would lead to one conclusion -- stop using Fox River water as its  
     source of process water and eliminate the use of wastepaper -- clearly     
     unrealistic notions.  Rather, the only way Fort Howard will be able to meet
     the new limits is by add-on wastewater treatment technology -- at a cost of
     over $50 million.                                                          
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.009     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2574.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The benefit analysis  is even more troubling since it is that part of the  
     RIA that will truly mislead the public with respect to the Guidance.  Based
     on some dubious economic benefit methodologies, such as contingent         
     valuation, the benefit analysis, not surprisingly, concludes that the      
     projected benefits are commensurate with the costs imposed by the GLWQG.  A
     close look at the RIA's case study analysis of the Fox River, however,     
     sheds light on that specious conclusion.  That case study attempts to break
     down the benefits in terms of the "enhanced" Fox River fisheries after the 
     GLWQG has been implemented.  Since the benefit analysis must turn on one   
     notion, namely, the decrease in those loadings as a result of the Guidance 
     relative to the entire toxic loading to the Fox River.  Based on the Green 
     Bay Mass Balance Study, the relative loading from point sources to the Fox 
     River has been summed-up by U.S. EPA researchers in one word -- negligible.
     How can only reducing point source loadings, already determined to be      
     negligible, lead to any kind of fishery enhancement?  The simple answer is 
     it cannot.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.010     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017, D2587.014, D2587.037, F2723.004 
     and D2669.089.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2574.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prior to finalizing any guidance under the guise of the Great Lakes        
     Initiative, the Agency must complete a sound, accurate cost/benefit        
     analysis.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.011     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2574.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the specious nature of these two examples illustrates the kind of work  
     and knowledge that went into the cost/benefit analysis, the RIA is nothing 
     more than an illustration of the Agnecy's sense of helplessness and        
     frustration in addressing the true problem in the Great Lakes basin        
     --nonpoint sources.  (U.S. EPA Region V estimates that nonpoint sources    
     represent over 80% of the causes of use impairments.)  Until the Agency    
     comes to grips with that fact, further point source bashing programs will  
     simply be futile exercises.  Therefore, the Agency should not promulgate   
     the Guidance at this time, but rather concentrate on developing a sound    
     nonpoint program consistent with a true ecosystem approach.  Both programs 
     would then be finalized together.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2574.012     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
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     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (i.e., point
     and nonpoint sources), see Section I.C of the SID.  Also, for a discussion 
     of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see   
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section
     I.D of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2574.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Section II.I of the Preamble, the U.S. EPA interprets the phrase        
     "consistent with" to mean "equal to or more restrictive than" whatever the 
     provisions of the final GLWQG may be.  (58 F.R. 20845 Col. 2)  The Agency  
     bases that interpretation on a purported goal of the Critical Programs Act 
     and selective excerpts from Congressional Record materials.  To the        
     contrary, however, the Critical Programs Act which contains no such goal,  
     and the majority of the excerpts cited by the Agency are to prior versions 
     of the Critical Programs Act which contain provisions later deleted from   
     the Final CPA, (versions which Representative Strangeland stated were      
     significantly different from that signed into law).  Further, the Agency's 
     interpretation of "consistent with" is different from its interpretation of
     similar language contained in Section 303(c)(3) of the Act (33 U.S.C. 1313 
     (c)(3)).  Rather, the proper interpretation of "consistent with" would be  
     to permit states to continue to have a reasonable degree of flexibility in 
     developing their respective water quality standards, including             
     antidegradation and  implementation procedures, which could result in more 
     restrictive or less restrictive regulations, as long as such flexibility   
     meets the requirements of the Clean Water Act.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.013     
     
     See also P2574.014, P2574.015, P2574.016, P2584.017, P2656.055, P2656.056, 
     P2656.057, D2589.015, D2596.037, D2696.037, D2707.022, D2713,018,          
     D2719.013, D2723.023, D2723.024, D2723.025, D2723.026, D2723.027,          
     D2723.028, D2724.010, D2724.011, D2724.042, D2724.043, D2724.044,          
     D2427.045, D2724.046, D2724.047, D2724.048, D2724.049, D2724.050,          
     D2724.051, D2724.052, D2724.053, D2854L.010, D2856.022, D2860.013,         
     D2860.012, D2860.014 and G1748.001                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the definition of "consistent with" should be less 

��     restrictive.  States and Tribes have had flexibility under CWA  303(c)   
     and 304(a) to use guidance provided by EPA or use other scientifically     
     defensible approaches in adopting and implementing water quality standards 
     which has lead to many inconsistencies.  In order for EPA to fulfill the   

�     requirements of CWA  118(c)(2) and Congress' direction to adopt minimum   
     water quality standards some reduction in State and Tribal flexibility is  
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     necessary.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2574.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nowhere in the Critical Programs Act does it expressly define "consistent  
     with" nor is there any language requiring states to adopt criteria,        
     methodologies, policies and procedures that are equal to or more           
     restrictive than the final guidance.  To the contrary, the only provisions 
     which could arguably lead to that conclusion appeared in HR 4323 as passed 
     by the House of Representatives on September 24, 1990, and thereafter      
     referred to the Senate (the "Prior Version") and all of those provisions   
     were deleted by the Senate.  The actual bill that passed the Senate on     
     October 17, 1990, was ultimately passed by the House on October 27, 1990,  
     and signed by the President (the "Enacted Version") did not contain those  
     provisions.                                                                
                                                                                
     First, Section (2)(a) of the Prior Version provided that the purpose of the
     "Great Lakes Water Quality Improvement Act of 1990" (as it was then        
     entitled) was "to achieve the goals of the Great Lakes Agreement and to    
     accelerate implementation of such agreement through improved organization  
     and definition of mission on the part of the Agency, ..." That section was 
     deleted from the Enacted Version.  Second, Section (2)(e) of the Prior     
     Version would have added subparagraph (c)(5)(E) to Section 118 of the Clean
     Water Act.  The first sentence of that subparagraph would have read:  "The 
     Great Lakes states shall adopt water quality standards for the Great Lakes 
     which, at a minimum, are consistent with the Guidance published by the     
     Administrator..." (emphasis added)  The phrase "at a minimum" was deleted  
     in the Enacted Version.  Third, the last sentence of the same subparagraph 
     of the Prior Version read:  "The Great Lakes state shall incorporate such  
     standards into all programs which such states would incorporate water      
     quality standards adopted under Section 303(c)."(emphasis added)  That     
     entire sentence was deleted from the Enacted Version.  Accordingly, any    
     statement purporting to require states to adopt standards which are equal  
     to or more restrictive than the final Guidance were deleted before the     
     Critical Programs Act was enacted into law.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.014     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2574.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the Agency cites the House Public Works and Transportation Committee
     Report dated September 14, 1990, as support for its misplaced              
     interpretation of "consistent with".  Suffice it to say that report        
     accompanied the Prior Version which, as mentioned above, contained language
     purportedly supporting that misplaced interpretation.  Second, the Agency  
     cites numerous references to floor statements supporting its misplaced     
     interpretation.  Again, suffice it to say, all remarks made on the House   
     floor prior to October 27, 1990, (the date the House passed the Enacted    
     Version) were in reference to the Prior Version.  Further, although the    
     Agency cites statements by Rep. Strangeland made to the Enacted Version as 
     support for its misplaced interpretation, Representative Strangeland in the
     same remarks also stated:  "Despite worthy purposes, however, I do have    
     some concerns about the Great Lakes provisions, and particularly its       
     mandates and overall flexibility.                                          
                                                                                
     The Committee intends to give states as much flexibility as possible in    
     meeting the goals and requirements of this legislation, the Clean Water    
     Act, and the International Agreement.  Each state must have the latitude to
     establish its own water quality standards and designated uses as long as   
     those actions are consistent with legal requirements and will help to      
     achieve a uniform, basin-wide approach to improve water quality." 136 Cong.
     Rec. H.12326.                                                              
                                                                                
     Finallly, the Agency also cites statements made by Senator Levin on October
     17, 1990.  However, in the same remarks, even Senator Levin recognized that
     states must be given flexibility in developing water quality standards when
     he stated:  "These numerical limits are intended to function within the    
     Great Lakes region in the same way that national water quality criteria do 
     for the country, by providing a regulatory minimum that states must meet   
     unless they have a specific justification for doing less. 135 Cong. Rec.   
     S.15620. (Emphasis added.)                                                 
                                                                                
     Accordingly, even the legislative history of the Critical Programs Act     
     suppports a more reasoned interpretation of "consistent with" which would  
     give states the flexibility they enjoy under current law.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
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     Comment ID: P2574.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency Has Interpreted Similar Clean Water Act Statutory Language to   
     Grant State Flexibility.                                                   
                                                                                
     The Agency's new interpretation of "consistent with" as meaning "equal to  
     or more restrictive than" is different than the Agency's interpretation of 
     similar language in Section 303 (c)(3) of the Clean Water Act, which       
     requires the administrator to determine whether the state's proposed water 
     quality standards are "consistent with the applicable requirements" of the 
     Clean Water Act.  In its regulations implementing Section 303(c)(3), U.S.  
     EPA requires water quality standards to establish numeric criteria based on
     either (1) criteria issued as guidance according to Section 304(a) of the  
     Federal Pollution Control Act; (2) Section 304(a) criteria modified to     
     reflect site-specific conditions; or (3) other scientifically defensible   
     methods.  40 CFR Section 131.11(b)(1).                                     
                                                                                
     The Agency, however, does not  provide a principled explanation of why the 
     existing regulations implementing Section 303 of the Clean Water Act       
     allowing the state to adopt "scientifically defensible" numeric criteria   
     for state water quality standards would not continue to apply under the    
     Guidance.  Under its current regulations implementing Section 303, the     
     Agency allows states to adopt water quality standards different than the   
     numeric criteria promulgated by the Agency under Section 304(a), provided  
     that they are "scientifically defensible."  There is no language in the    
     Critical Program Act which alters that.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.016     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2574.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Newhere in the Critical Programs Act does it define "consistent with" to   
     mean "equal to or more restrictive than" the final Guidance, as the Agency 
     believes.  The Agency should not ignore one of the major underpinnings of  
     the Clean Water Act, namely state flexibility, without a clear, unequivocal
     statement from Congress.  Rather, states should retain the flexibility to  
     run their delegated water quality programs as long as they are             
     scientifically defensible, in the same manner as they do today.            
     Accordingly, the Agency should interpret "consistent with" in the Critical 
     Programs Act as it has done for similar language in Section 303(c) of the  
     Clean Water Act.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.017     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2574.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Tier II methodology employs an extremely conservative         
     methodology for assigning values, using added safety factors to produce    
     criteria that are overprotective and unnecessarily expensive.              
     
     
     Response to: P2574.018     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2574.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, U.S. EPA's approach tranfers the burden and costs of          
     developing better criteria to industry: it is up to the discharger to prove
     that a less stringent standard is merited.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.019     
     
     See response to comment D2587.091.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2574.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Yet, because of antibacksliding provisions it becomes possible that the    
     more valid Tier I criteria could not be applied once they are developed.   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.020     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2574.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency's own Science Advisory Board ("SAB") has raised a number of     
     questions about the Tier II methodology and has indicated that the aquatic 
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     Tier II approach needs further review for validity before use.  Deriving   
     effluent limits from water quality criteria or values the Agency knows is  
     not scientifically supportable violates fundamental due process principles.
     The Agency cannot remedy that by simply putting the burden on the          
     discharger to develop a valid number.  That is the Agency's responsibility.
     
     
     Response to: P2574.021     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2574.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By shifting the normal burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the  
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a Catch-22 situation.  [Permitees could:            
                                                                                
     Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to meet
     Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since the studies may take 24 months
     or longer.  Thus dischargers would not have sufficient time to complete    
     research and studies and then put in place additional equipment if needed  
     within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting the Tier II   
     limits;] or                                                                
                                                                                
     They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter         
     criteria, even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.  
     this may place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research
     proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing plants are   
     not forced to meet the same standards.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.022     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2574.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.022.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [By shifting the normal burden of proof regarding the risks posed from the 
     regulator to the regulated community, this provision places members of the 
     regulated community in a Catch-22 situation.]  Permittees could:           
                                                                                
     Embark on expensive and time-consuming research projects to attempt to meet
     Tier I criteria.  This would be risky, since the studies may take 24 months
     or longer.  Thus dischargers would not have sufficient time to complete    
     research and studies and then put in place additional equipment if needed  
     within the extremely short three-year time frame for meeting the Tier II   
     limits; or                                                                 
                                                                                
     They could undertake expensive changes needed to meet the stricter         
     criteria, even though the limits they impose are probably overprotective.  
     This may place a plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research
     proves the Tier II value to be too stringent and if competing plants are   
     not forced to meet the same standards.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.023     
     
     Same response as P2574.023                                                 
                                                                                
     Same comment/commenter as ID D2830.026, therefore, same response.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2574.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit limits should not be based on Tier II values.  Thus, antibacksliding
     provisions which would prevent the replacement of the more valid Tier I    
     criteria for Tier II values would not apply.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2574.024     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
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     See responses to: P2656.091 and P2656.092                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2574.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lists of potential Tier II substances should be proposed by U.S. EPA and   
     subject to review and comment.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.025     
     
     See response to: P2720.078 and D2741.076                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2574.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once Tier II values are developed, perhaps an accelerated joint U.S.       
     EPA/industry cooperative effort should automatically commence in an effort 
     to elevate the values to Tier I criteria.  If Tier I criteria are not      
     developed within 5 years, the Tier II value would no longer be subject to  
     the joint study.                                                           
                                                                                
     Approved Whole Effluent Toxicity and bioaccumulation testing should be     
     employed in the interim to ensure that no significant adverse effects are  
     occurring.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.025     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2574.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes states should not be forced to use or implement Tier II values 
     developed by another Great Lakes state.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.027     
     
     See response to: D2741.076.                                                
                                                                                
     Also, the final Guidance does not direct any State to use Tier II values   
     developed by another State.  It is expected that many States will choose to
     use the Tier II values in the GLI Clearinghouse that may have been         
     developed by other organizations, however.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2574.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of deriving a factor to measure the total uptake and retention 
     of a pollutant in an organism is sound.  However, many, including SAB, do  
     not believe the science underlying BAF has been sufficiently developed to  
     justify its use in the Guidance or as a regulatory trigger.  This is       
     especially important since the economic consequences of controlling BCC's  
     are so great.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2574.028     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2574.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG reports a lipid normalized (at 1%) BAF for PCBs of 355,372 as    
     reported in a study by Oliver and Niimi (1988) based on a review of the    
     Lake Ontario ecosystem.  Serious questions have been raised with respect to
     the validity of that study.  For instance, samples of water, sediment, and 
     organisms were not collected simultaneously and sample sizes varied.  Also,
     comparison of water samples from the middle of the lake (with low PCB      
     concentrations) and fish from inshore areas (areas with higher PCB         
     concentrations), as was done in this study, will lead to inflated BAFs.    
                                                                                
     Results from other studies show a range of lipid normalized PCB BAFs from a
     low of 5,550 to a high of 21,950.  (See MacDonald and Metcalf, 1991, and   
     Niethammer, et al., 1984.)  Further lipid normalized BAFs for PCBs         
     calculated as a result of the Green Bay Mass Balance Study range from      
     10,500 to 272,700 depending on trophic level.  All of which demonstrate the
     inexact nature of the science used to calculate even field derived BAFs.   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2574.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology precludes using site-specific information and generates    
     results that are often at odds with or irrelevant to the existing local    
     biology, hydrology or ecology.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.030     
     
     See response to comment G3202.017                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2574.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When a field-measured BAF is not available, the procedure to calculate a   
     BAF calls for the application of a food chain multiplier ("FCM") combined  
     with the bioconcentration factor ("BCF").  This methodology does not take  
     into account the specific field conditions of the Great Lakes region and   
     does not consider biotransformation or metabolism.  Thus, it cannot        
     reasonably be expected to be within even an order of magnitude of what     
     actually occurs in the ecosystem.  Further, the SAB report states that the 
     BCF-to-BAF model "has not been adequately tested to use for the            
     establishment of regional water quality at this time."                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.031     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2574.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Relative to most models used for regulatory purposes the BAF methodology is
     extremely sensitive to eight or nine input parameters.  Errors of two      
     orders of magnitude or more could result from errors in multiple input     
     parameters.  EPA gave no careful consideration in selecting values of these
     input parameters.  Rather, values from a single journal article were       
     adopted with no critical review.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.032     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.015.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2574.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated BAF procedure does a poor job of estimating field-measured  
     BAF's in those limited circumstances where field-measured BAF's are        
     available.  (Since U.S. EPA admits that there are very few field-measured  
     BAf's as yet, there is no way to validate the BCF/FCM method.).  It often  
     overestimates the actual BAF by more than two orders of magnitude.  Errors 
     can be in both directions, although the methodology tends to overestimate  
     greatly as log P (bioaccumulation tendency) increases.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.033     
     
     See response to comment D2098.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The adoption of a BAF of 1,000 as a trigger for determining BCC's appears  
     arbitrary.  U.S. EPA did not explain how it derived that number for the    
     proposed rule.  The model flaws make it impossible to determine that 1,000 
     is the right value.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2574.034     
     
     See response to: D2823.093                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2574.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAF's derived in the field from open waters of the Great Lakes are not     
     applicable to all other waters in the Basin.  They are very site-specific. 
     Further there are serious questions regarding the science employed to      
     derive and measure field derived BAFs as indicated in the first bullet     
     above.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.035     
     
     EPA does not agree.  See SID Section IV.B.2.b.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2574.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Field BAF's were chosen after a cursory and uncritical review of the       
     literature.  EPA has even admitted to the SAB that the values were not the 
     "best" but rather the "central tendency" of what was found in the          
     literature.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.036     
     
     EPA has exercised its professionla judgements in the selection of datat for
     use in deriving BAFs, after consideration of SAB and public comments.      
     Unfortunately the commenter does not indicate which data it would prefer to
     have substituted in deriving BAFs for the data used by EPA.                
                                                                                
     EPA believes that it is important to revise BAFs when new data become      
     available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in Section II.C1
     will provide the mechanism through which new data is disseminated.  In     
     addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows for the            
     incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is        
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field-measured BAF.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of chemicals of concern was intended originally to identify  
     persistent toxic chemicals; however, the final definition says nothing     
     about either persistence, toxicity, metabolism or bioavailability in water.
     
     
     Response to: P2574.037     
     
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation should not be the only factor considered in
     defining BCCs.  Persistence (including environmental fate and metabolism)  
     and toxicity should also be considered together with bioaccumulation       
     (including bioavailability) in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a 
     result, EPA modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only       
     chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide 
     that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water       
     column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID   
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     for EPA's analysis of this issue. Furthermore, the methodology for         
     development of BAFs has been revised to include methods that consider      
     bioavailability and emphasize field measurements.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2574.038
     Cross Ref 1: ref:  comments .030-.037
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until these questions about the methodology have been resolved, the BAF    
     procedure should not be used as a numeric factor in deriving water quality 
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.038     
     
     EPA believes that it has adequatetly addressed the questions about the     
     methodology and has decided to continue using the BAF as a numeric factor  
     in deriving water quality standards.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2574.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the concept of examining the bioaccumulative potential of chemicals
     is so important, the Agency should explore the feasibility of a joint      
     research effort with industry to develop a better methodology.             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.039     
     
     EPA believes that the final BAF methodology is sufficiently sound to use in
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     the derivation of criteria and values for the Great Lakes System.          
     Nevertheless, EPA welcomes interested members of industry, States, Tribes  
     and the regulated community to work together to continue to improve and    
     further develop the BAF methodology through a joint research effort.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given current knowledge of the chemicals named as BCC's and potential      
     BCC's, it is likely that most of the BCC's listed would still be identified
     as chemicals of particular concern under a more careful scientific         
     analysis.  However, the ten chemicals identified as "potential BCC's" are  
     exceptions to this and are not widely believed to be of concern.           
                                                                                
     Thus, until a more thorough research effort has been completed, Fort Howard
     urges U.S. EPA to limt the BCC's subject to this rule to those already     
     listed, minus those identified as "potential BCC's."                       
     
     
     Response to: P2574.040     
     
     EPA agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants    
     proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate. EPA has deleted the   
     list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in  
     section II.C.9 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2574.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLWQG marks the first time that the Agency has sought to develop water 
     quality standards expressly aimed at protecting wildlife.  Because this is 
     a new effort, it is especially important that it be extensively reviewed by
     the scientific community and found to be scientifically sound.  However,   
     the proposed methodology has not been generally accepted by the scientific 
     community.  [As noted by the Science Advisory Board, U.S. EPA's proposed   
     methodology is based on the human health paradigm and thus is aimed at     
     protecting individuals, not species.]  [In addition, the species selected  
     to provide a basis for the criteria are not ecologically representative of 
     the region.]  Before a final methodology for the protection of wildlife is 
     proposed, the Agency should address these concerns; in addition, the final 
     methodology should be subject to a thorough peer review process in which   
     any other concerns expressed by the scientific community would be          
     addressed.  This is particularly true since the wildlife criteria for      
     mercury is so stringent that it probably accounts for most of the basin    
     wide compliance costs for the proposal.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.041     
     
     Please refer to commentsP2574.042 and P2590.028 for the response to this   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2574.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.041.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted by the Science Advisory Board, U.S. EPA's proposed methodology is 
     based on the human health paradigm and thus is aimed at protecting         
     individuals, not species.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.042     
     
     EPA agrees that the use of the noncancer human health paradigm does not    
     consider all potential stressors on an ecosystem. However, the final       
     wildlife methodology is not designed to be a comprehensive model for       
     assessing all ecological risk to the entire Great Lakes ecosystem.         
     Instead, the intent of the methodology is to initially focus attention on  
     those avian and mammalian species in the System which are likely to        
     experience significant exposure to contaminants through aquatic food       
     chains. While it would be better to provide a comprehensive ecological risk
     assessment approach for chemical and non-chemical stressors to the System, 
     it is currently not possible given the many data gaps and enormous         
     resources required to develop such an approach. As explained below, EPA    
     finds the noncancer human health paradigm to be appropriate for the avian  
     and mammalian species on which the method focuses.                         
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     EPA considered not including the methodology in the final Guidance until a 
     more comprehensive multi-stressor risk assessment approach could be        
     designed.  However, this option was rejected because such a program will   
     take numerous years to develop and a sound wildlife methodology was        
     available at this time to provide protection to those species at greatest  
     risk from persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants.  EPA selected a          
     reasonable approach to address the adverse ecological effects from toxic   
     contaminants in the Great Lakes System.  In addition, based on the results 
     from the two National meetings and the April 1994 EPA Science Advisory     
     Board (SAB) (U.S. EPA, 1994a) commentary (discussed below), EPA concludes  
     that the paradigm is a scientifically reasonable approach to address       
     impacts from bioaccumulative compounds on avian and mammalian species in   
     the Great Lakes at this time.                                              
                                                                                
     During the development of the wildlife methodology, EPA hosted two public  
     meetings held in December 1989 and April 1992, (U.S. EPA, 1989, 1994b) as  
     part of a national effort to develop methodologies to protect wildlife.    
     During both of these meetings, there was general consensus that the        
     methodology proposed under the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance was      
     fundamentally sound.  In addition, other concepts developed for the        
     national program were extensively used in the development of the wildlife  
     portion of the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                         
                                                                                
     Finally, EPA discussed the use of the proposed paradigm for developing     
     water quality criteria to protect wildlife with EPA's SAB in February 1992 
     and April 1994 (U.S. EPA, 1992, 1994a).  The report from the February 1992 
     SAB (U.S. EPA, 1992) meeting indicated concern with the wildlife criteria  
     concepts being formulated around the perceived requirements of the         
     noncancer human health paradigm, which might be inadequate for wildlife. In
     response to the SAB's commentary, EPA made several changes that were       
     discussed in the proposed Guidance (see 58 FR 20882). The April 1994 SAB   
     commentary (U.S. EPA, 1994a) stated that, while the use of the noncancer   
     human health paradigm for the development of wildlife criteria is in the   
     early stages of development, it promises to be an innovative and valuable  
     new method for understanding the fate and effects of contaminants in the   
     environment.  Based on the changes made to the methodology in response to  
     the February 1992 SAB commentary (U.S. EPA, 1992) and the support for the  
     use of the methodology expressed by the report from the April 1994 SAB     
     commentary (U.S. EPA, 1994a), the paradigm being pursued is appropriate for
     the species and stressors EPA is currently addressing.                     
                                                                                
     EPA also does not agree that the wildlife methodology focuses too          
     extensively on the protection of individuals.  The methodology focuses on  
     population impacts by restricting the toxicological measurement endpoints  
     on which a criterion is based to those that adversely affect populations.  
     If these toxic responses were observed in wildlife populations in the Great
     Lakes System, the breeding populations of the wildlife species would be    
     jeopardized, with the subsequent decline of the species in the System.  The
     SAB (U.S. EPA, 1994a) endorsed the basis of the wildlife criteria on the   
     protection of wildlife populations from the direct effects of chemical     
     stressors.                                                                 
                                                                                
     It is important to note that there are two distinctions between the        
     noncancer human health paradigm and the wildlife approach used in the      
     proposal.  Because the wildlife approach is designed to protect populations
     and not individuals the wildlife paradigm does not include an intraspecies 
     UF (although exceptions can be made in cases where toxicological or        
     exposure data suggest that species listed pursuant to section 4 of the     
     Endangered Species Act will not be protected by system-wide criteria) to   
     ensure better protection of toxicologically sensitive members of a given   
     population.  Further, the selection of toxicological endpoints in the      
     wildlife methodology is restricted to gross endpoints likely to adversely  
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     affect population dynamics (i.e., reproductive or developmental effects).  
     This approach is consistent with the recommendation from the SAB (U.S. EPA,
     1994a), but is different from the human health methodology which focuses on
     the effects on individuals.  This is illustrated by comparing the Human    
     Health criteria documents with the DDT section in the final Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Initiative Criteria Documents for Wildlife.  Both documents  
     reference the same study, but the same dose level considered a No Observed 
     Adverse Effect Level (NOAEL) for wildlife criteria derivation, based on    
     reproductive endpoints, is cited as a Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level 
     (LOAEL) in the noncancer human health criteria document, based on liver    
     lesions as an endpoint.  Examples of acceptable endpoints are made         
     available in the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Criteria       
     Documents for Wildlife, as well as in 58 FR 20882.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2574.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.041.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the species selected to provide a basis for the criteria are  
     not ecologically representative of the region.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.043     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2574.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     As proposed, the GLWQG antidegredation policy would have a significant     
     adverse effect on economic growth in the Great Lakes region and would      
     impose onerous demonstration requirements on both municipal and industrial 
     dischargers.  The policy brings about a number of significant changes that 
     will unnecessarily inhibit growth.                                         
                                                                                
     [For BCC's, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,      
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-up's to     
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring social and       
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, the Guidance also imposes    
     burdensome requirements on increases in permit limits associated with      
     normal economic or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the   
     proposed antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in     
     time, putting the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage
     over the other parts of the country.]                                      
                                                                                
     [For BCC's the existing effluent quality (EEQ) would become a legally      
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants currently operating at less than full
     capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and      
     cycles of demand for industrial products, many production facilities are   
     operating at less than full capacity.  They will remain that way unless    
     some flexibility is provided for in the final rule.  Section 303(d)(4)(B)  
     of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1313 (d)(4)(B)) simply does not allow the
     use of the antidegradation provisions to derive numeric effluent limits.]  
                                                                                
     [Operators of facilities -- including waste water treatment plants -- which
     operate within a "margin of safety" relative to existing permit limitations
     will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable permit limits will
     be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged, permittees will be  
     forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to account for inherent    
     process or treatment variability.]                                         
                                                                                
     [Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharger, state        
     permitting authorities could issue new permit limits to facilities for     
     BCC's.  This will force facilities to undertake significant, expensive     
     monitoring.  In addition, it would expose companies to legal liabilities,  
     since if the substance were detected, the facility instantly would be out  
     of compliance.]                                                            
                                                                                
     [After a brief period, Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even 
     if a data base is established to show that these substances pose no        
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.]                       
                                                                                
     [The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and   
     time-consuming.]                                                           
                                                                                
     These requirements are burdensome and unworkable.  They will place into the
     hands of state permitting authorities all major economic development       
     decisions for their respective states -- a task those authorities are      
     ill-equipped to handle.  As such, business decisions and facilities will be
     exposed to significant liability risks.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.044     
     
     This commenter raises a number of objections to the antidegradation        
     provisions contained in the proposed Guidance. These are:                  
                                                                                
     1.  the proposed Great Lakes antidegradation policy is much more stringent 
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     than the existing National policy found at 40 CFR 131.12 in the Federal    
     regulations;                                                               
                                                                                
     2.  additional loadings of BCCs to the Great Lakes System should not be    
     considered significant and subject to antidegradation review in all cases; 
                                                                                
     3.  implementing antidegradation for BCCs through EEQ-based limits fails to
     account for business cycles;                                               
                                                                                
     4.  the antidegradation provisions are not sensitive to the needs of batch 
     manufacturers of chemicals and would force them out of the Great Lakes     
     region;                                                                    
                                                                                
     5.  EEQ acts as a disincentive for optimizing waste water treatment;       
                                                                                
     6.  EEQ-based limits expose facilities to greater risk of noncompliance    
     because they eliminate any cushion between the limits in a facility's      
     permit and the actual effluent concentrations; and,                        
                                                                                
     7.  State and Tribal personnel lack the expertise to review antidegradation
     demonstrations.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the antidegradation provisions contained in the    
     proposed Guidance were significantly more stringent than antidegradation   
     under the existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.12. In a number of instances, 
     such as the de minimis provisions, EPA provided flexibility to States and  
     Tribes that was not specifically included in the existing regulations.  The
     final Guidance provides even more flexibility than was possible under the  
     proposal.  EEQ is no longer required, and the antidegradation provisions   
     for non-BCCs are presented as guidance.  Thus, for non-BCCs, compliance    
     with existing regulations is the only requirement.                         
                                                                                
     EPA also does not agree that there are circumstances where additional      
     loadings of BCCs to the Great Lakes System should not be considered        
     significant.  Given the sensitivity of the Great Lakes to this type of     
     pollutant, it is entirely appropriate to subject any increase in loading to
     review under antidegradation. The clean-up costs alone of remediating      
     previous abuses, let alone risks to the environment and human health, make 
     a cautious approach to the regulation of these pollutants a prudent policy 
     decision.  This does not imply that no increases will be permitted, only   
     that where an increased loading is considered, it should be carefully      
     scrutinized.                                                               
                                                                                
     In response to the comments concerning the EEQ provisions in the proposal, 
     the final Guidance no longer employs EEQ as a means of implementing        
     antidegradation.  As a result, States and Tribes should have greater       
     flexibility to respond to concerns like those raised by the commenter      
     regarding business cycles, disincentives for optimal waste water treatment 
     and increase risk of noncompliance.                                        
                                                                                
     The changes discussed above should also address concerns raised by the     
     commenter regarding batch chemical manufacturers.  Where a manufacturer of 
     batch chemicals uses and generates no BCCs, the facility will operate under
     provisions of the State's or Tribe's water quality standards that are      
     consistent with existing regulations.  Where BCCs are involved, the        
     facility will be subject to the antidegradation provisions of the final    
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that State and Tribal personnel lack the expertise to   
     review antidegradation demonstrations provided by dischargers.  Given the  
     fact that antidegradation has existed since 1965 and been found in the     
     Federal regulations in its essentially its present form since 1975, States 
     and Tribes should have had sufficient time and opportunity to become adept 
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     at reviewing antidegradation demonstrations.  In addition, the final       
     Guidance and SID provide extensive information to guide State and Tribal   
     personnel in reviewing antidegradation demonstrations.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2574.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.044.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCC's, all new sources, new production processes, product lines,       
     additional capacity, changes in production inputs, or new hook-up's to     
     municipal systems (sanitary or industrial) would first require expensive   
     and time-consuming demonstrations to show that they bring social and       
     economic benefits.  For all other substances, the Guidance also imposes    
     burdensome requirements on increases in permit limits associated with      
     normal economic or population growth.  By discouraging such changes, the   
     proposed antidegradation policy would freeze the production process in     
     time, putting the Great Lakes region at a significant economic disadvantage
     over other parts of the country.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.045     
     
     It is not the purpose of antidegradation to minimize growth or impose      
     meaningless bureaucratic hurdles to economic development. Rather, the      
     purpose of antidegradation is to minimize the impacts of growth on water   
     quality and ensure that, where impacts are unavoidable, that the growth is 
     beneficial to the community affected by the reduced water quality.  The    
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance recognize that the        
     capacity of the Nation's waters to act as receiving waters for effluents is
     limited, and that once the capacity is fully allocated, further increases  
     in loadings are precluded.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that 
     the limited resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for   
     the benefit of all, while preserving a safe, healthy aquatic ecosystem.  By
     providing more, detailed guidance, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final Guidance should serve to expedite antidegradation reviews by removing
     many of the uncertainties and ambiguities.  The final Guidance also        
     recognizes that States and Tribes may devise more efficient ways of        
     achieving the objectives of the CWA and Federal regulations.  Consequently,
     the Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes       
     -specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  Instead, States and    
     Tribes are only required to adopt antidegradation provisions consistent    
     with existing Federal regulations and guidance.                            
                                                                                
     Antidegradation benefits the environment by minimizing the extent to which 
     enviromental quality is reduced as a result of growth and development.     
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     Antidegradation also benefits the environment be ensuring that             
     environmental quality is considered in decisions regarding growth and      
     development. Antidegradation benefits the public by preserving water       
     quality improvements gained at public expense, whether through remediation 
     of past contamination, construction of waste water treatment plants or     
     increased prices for goods and services.  Antidegradation also ensures that
     the public has an opportunity to voice an opinion regarding decisions that 
     will affect water quality.  Finally, antidegradation benefits dischargers  
     by conserving assimilative capacity.  Antidegradation recognizes that the  
     capacity of the Nation's waters to receive effluent from discharges is     
     limited, and that once that capacity is fully allocated, further increases 
     are not possible.  Implementation of antidegradation ensures that limited  
     resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of
     all.  Dischargers may also benefit from the antidegradation review by      
     identifying new or improved technology that is less detrimental to the     
     environment and still allows growth and development to occur.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2574.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.044.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCC's the existing effluent quality (EEQ) would become a legally       
     enforceable discharge limit or notification trigger, effectively replacing 
     permit limits.  This would make it extremely difficult if not impossible to
     obtain production increases in plants currently operating at less than full
     capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the recession and      
     cycles of demand for industrial products, many production facilities are   
     operating at less than full capacity.  They will remain that way unless    
     some flexibility is provided for in the final rule.  Section 303(d)(4)(B)  
     of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 1313 (d)(4)(B)) simply does not allow the
     use of the antidegradation provisions to derive numeric effluent limits.   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.046     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2574.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.044.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Operators of facilities -- including  waste water treatment plants -- which
     operate within  a "margin of safety" relative to existing permit           
     limitations will be penalized for doing so.  Because the enforceable permit
     limits will be reduced to whatever levels are actually discharged,         
     permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production cutbacks to      
     account for inherent process or treatment variability.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.047     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2574.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.044                                     
           .
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if they were never detected in a facility's discharger, state         
     permitting authorities could issue new permit limits to facilities for     
     BCC's.  This will force facilities to undertake significant, expensive     
     monitoring.  In addition, it would expose companies to legal liabilities,  
     since if the substance were detected, the facility instantly would be out  
     of compliance.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.048     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2574.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.044.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After a brief period, Tier II standards would not be adjusted upward even  
     if a data base is established to show that these substances pose no        
     environmental threat at currently regulated levels.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2574.049     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2574.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.044.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation review process itself is overly broad, complex, and    
     time-consuming.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2574.050     
     
     See response to comment P2574.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanism triggering an antidegradation review should be the same for  
     BCC's and non-BCC's and be based on requests for an increase in a water    
     quality based effluent limit or a new discharge, not on existing effluent  
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.051     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2574.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation should not apply to Tier II values or limits based on these
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.052     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2574.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Non-point sources should not be addressed under the provisions.  Instead,  
     they should be considered as part of the Total Maximum Daily Load/Waste    
     Load Allocation provision.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.053     
     
     EPA agrees that non-point sources should be considered as part of the TMDL 
     process, but disagrees that this has any bearing on the fact that such     
     sources may be covered by the antidegradation provisions.  In fact, point  
     sources are also covered by the TMDL process, yet commenters make no       
     assertion that this exempts the point sources from coverage under the      
     antidegradation provisions, and fail to explain the logic which allow them 
     to distinguish between the several components covered by a TMDL.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2574.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non-BCC's, small permit limit increases or small amounts of a new      
     pollutant should be exempt from the antidegradation process (small would be
     up to 10 percent based on ambient conditions);                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.054     
     
     The final Guidance allows for de minimis reductions in water quality for   
     small increased loadings of non-BCCs for both new and existing sources.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2574.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollution prevention test should be eliminated and the permittee should
     only need to complete the 10 percent increase in cost test.                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.055     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2574.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The socio/economic test should provide specific numeric factors (based on a
     numerical increase in jobs or a percentage increase in the tax base)  to   
     provide consistent results.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.056     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2574.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Decisions based on antidegradation demonstrations should not be arbitrary  
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     and based on the subjective judgement of state permitting authorities.     
     Rather, companies should be assured that if they meet specific requirements
     of a demonstration, they will be granted the necessary increase.           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.057     
     
     The final Guidance as well as existing regulations state that water quality
     may be lowered where lower water quality is necessary to accomodate        
     important social and ecomonic development in the area affected by the lower
     water quality as long as water quality sufficient to protect uses is       
     maintained.  It is not possible to provide an absolute assurance that if   
     certain steps are followed, a request to lower water quality will be       
     granted. This is true for a number of reasons.  First, merely accomplishing
     the administrative requirements does not ensure that the information       
     provided in support of lowering water quality is sufficient to justify a   
     deicsion to allow a lowering of water quality.  Second, antidegradation is 
     inherently case- specific with the ultimate goal being to accomodate       
     economic growth while minimizing environmental impacts.  In some instances,
     information provided early in a demonstration may suggest productive new   
     avenues of consideration or new possibilities that merit review prior to   
     making a final decision. Also, under section 510 of the CWA, EPA cannot    
     require States and Tribes to approve a lowering of water quality.  Finally,
     public participation is an important factor in any decision regarding lower
     water quality.  An assured outcome based on completion of certain steps and
     meaningful opportunities for public participation are incompatible.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2574.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site Specific Criteria are the only scientific way to determine if the     
     standards set by the Guidance are exceedingly over-protective.  Despite    
     this, the GLWQG generally requires the application of water quality        
     criteria and values throughout the Great Lakes regardless of state or      
     tribal designations and regardless of site-specific water conditions.  The 
     failure to use, or to allow for, site specific adjustments for human       
     health, wildlife and aquatic criteria, except under very specific, limited 
     circumstances ignores the fact that all species are not present everywhere 
     due to physical or geological factors not related to toxic substances.     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.058     
     
     See response to comments D2714.048, P2718.215 and D2604.057.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2574.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is essential that States have the ability to develop scientifically     
     sound site-specific water quality standards which recognize unique local   
     conditions including populations of fish species and other organisms       
     present in the specific area, consumption rates, lipid contents, and       
     bioavailability.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.059     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2574.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific adjustment of criteria should be allowed to increase or      
     decrease any human health, wildlife and aquatic criterion or BAF based on  
     local conditions if the overall level of environmental protection is to be 
     maintained.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.060     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/WER
     Comment ID: P2574.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical speciation should 
     be accounted for when deriving water quality based effluent limits         
     ("WQBEL").                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.061     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  EPA recommends use of a Water Effect Ratio  
     (WER) to determine effluent-specific or site-specific conditions affecting 
     bioavailability and/or chemical speciation. EPA has provided guidance      
     regarding site-specific conditions of bioavailability and chemical         
     speciation.  Such guidance may be found in the "Office of Water Policy and 
     Technical Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life    
     Metals Criteria" (U.S. EPA, 1993) and in "Interim Guidance on Determination
     and Use of Water Effect Ratios for Metals" (U.S. EPA, 1994).               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2574.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adjustment of parameters for criteria calculations should be limited to    
     reflect local conditions of a wasteload allocation, determined in the same 
     manner as will be used to specify the boundaries for attainment of water   
     quality standards.                                                         
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     Response to: P2574.062     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.053.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, U.S. EPA has identified a long list of substances, namely   
     BCCs, for which mixing zones will be eliminated and has severely restricted
     zones of initial dilution.  This will force dischargers to meet ambient    
     water quality standards at the end of the pipe -- an extremely expensive   
     prospect that brings with it virtually no environmental benefits.  Many    
     industrial and municipal permits require that discharges meet ambient      
     standards outside of a small zone of mixing or dilution.  Dischargers are  
     usually required to perform toxicity tests to ensure that sensitive species
     are fully protected wherever zones are established.  This policy has always
     been seen as fully protective.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.063     
     
     EPA recognizes that elimination of mixing zones for existing discharges of 
     BCCs can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA has included in the final 
     Guidance a limited exception to that phase- out based on economic and      
     technical considerations.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone       
     provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to the       
     phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.            
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Municipal POTW, industrial, and Federal facility dischargers will be forced
     to begin removing pollutants that are not now of regulatory concern.  For  
     example, both industries and municipal POTW's discharge small amounts of   
     mercury.  There is often no limit in a permit for mercury because levels at
     the edge of the mixing zone are at or below ambient water quality          
     requirements, even though they are slightly higher at the point of         
     discharge.  By mandating compliance at the end of the pipe, EPA would force
     municipalities and industries to treat for mercury.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2574.064     
     
     EPA recognizes that the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of   
     BCCs will require municipal POTWs, industrial dischargers and federal      
     facility dischargers to treat its BCCs in their effluent (like mercury) to 
     the water quality criteria level. EPA believes, however, that that         
     additional treatment will have environmental benefit and therefore has     
     retained the phase-out provision in the final Guidance.  However, in       
     limited cases when economic and technical considerations prevent a         
     discharger from meeting those requirements, the discharger might qualify   
     for a limited mixing zone.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone      
     provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to the       
     phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.            
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the significant costs involved, this new policy will not           
     significantly improve water quality, since ambient water quality standards 
     are fully met beyond the mixing zone boundary.  Therefore, the only real   
     improvement occurs in the mixing zone itself, which typically is small, and
     which poses no threat to aquatic life.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.065     
     
     For a response to this comment, see responses to comment number P2574.063  
     and comment number P2574.064.                                              
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's "Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxic       
     Control" states that properly derived water quality criteria are perfectly 
     compatible with the use of mixing zones and that mixing zones might be     
     denied to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the water
     body.  Under these guidelines, there is no reasonable basis for treating   
     BCC's differently in this case.  The GLWQG proposes derivation procedures  
     for criteria for BCC's which even U.S. EPA admits may be overconservative. 
     The Agency's approach, then, is duplicative.  First, it designed           
     overprotective criteria to compensate for uncertainties and then it denies 
     the use of mixing zones to compensate again for those same uncertainties.  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.066     
     
     For a discussion of EPA's reasons for singling out BCCs for special        
     consideration, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4.  See also the        
     preamble to the proposed rule at 58 FR 20820-20823.  For a discussion of   
     the final mixing zone provisions, see the SID at VIII.C.4.                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement requires that "point source impact 
     zones" (the agreement's term for mixing zones and zones of initial         
     dilution) be reduced "to the maximum extent possible by the best available 
     technology".  Even that agreement does not mandate the elimination of      
     mixing zones.  Rather the agreement recognizes that there are technical    
     restrictions that make such elimination impossible.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2574.067     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and therefore has established a limited       
     exception to the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs,    
     based on economic and technical considerations, provided that the facility 
     is reducing its discharge of the BCC for which a mixing zone is requested  
     to the maximum extent possible. For a discussion of that limited exception 
     and the circumstances under which it can be granted, see the discussion in 
     the SID at VIII.C.4.                                                       
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2574.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The eventual elimination of mixing zones and zones of initial dilution is  
     only defensible when it can be shown that adverse environmental impacts are
     occurring within these zones.  Thus, we recommend that reductions of these 
     zones be required only when the regulatory agency can show actual or       
     reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from concentrations     
     within mixing zones.  Reductions must be limited to levels that are        
     economically and technically feasible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.068     
     
     EPA disagrees that the regulatory authority should have to demonstrate     
     actual or reasonable potential for adverse impacts resulting from          
     concentrations of BCCs within mixing zones.  For EPA's reasons, see the    
     discussion in the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4 regarding the special      
     environmental impacts associated with BCCs that justify special treatment. 
     However, in the final Guidance, EPA has established a limited exception to 
     the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs, based on        
     economic and technical considerations, provided that the discharger is     
     reducing its discharge of the BCC for which a mixing zone is requested to  
     the maximum extent possible.  For a discussion of that limited exception   
     and the circumstances under which it can be granted, see the discussion in 
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     the SID at VIII.C.4.                                                       
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2574.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its proposal, the Agency provides two "Total Maximum Daily              
     Loads/Wasteload Allocation" ("TMDL/WLA") options for comment, however, the 
     option that allows for greatest state flexibility is Option 3A and with    
     certain modifications should be chosen.  The Clean Water Act requires TMDLs
     be developed for water bodies not meeting applicable standards.  As        
     standards become even more stingent, more water bodies will be found to be 
     above applicable standards, thereby requiring scarce public resources to be
     consumed by the TMDL process.  The greater the flexibility granted to      
     states, the better states can allocate these resources.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.069     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2574.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are several modifications Fort Howard believes should be made to     
     Option 3A in order to make it more effective and efficient, namely;        
                                                                                
     [All relevant data, including effluent, water column and fish tissue should
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     be used when developing a TMDL/WLA.]                                       
                                                                                
     [TMDL/WLA must address all sources including nonpoint sources.]            
                                                                                
     [A specific formula should be added to be used in calculating limits when  
     water quality standards are not exceeded.]                                 
                                                                                
     [The numerous levels for "margins of safety" used when calculating TMDLs   
     should be made less stringent or removed entirely.  The criteria setting   
     and BAF procedure already provide for a high degree of conservatism.]      
                                                                                
     [The permitting authority should be given discretion to deviat from Option 
     3A's basin-wide approach, and use an area-specific approach, if that is    
     more appropriate.]                                                         
                                                                                
     [The Agency must remove all references to zero waste-load allocation for   
     areas that exceed water quality standards.  That position prohibits any    
     discharge of the relevant pollutant no matter how minute, even if the      
     impact is negligible.  Rather, in that situation, the WLA should be set at 
     the background concentration of the receiving stream.  (See discussion of  
     intake credits at subpart D of these comments.]                            
                                                                                
     [Cooling water should be exempt from any TMDL analysis.]                   
                                                                                
     Option 3A, modified as noted above, will continue to work toward achieving 
     the goals of the Clean Water Act while providing effective and efficient   
     guidance to states.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2574.070     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2574.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment is imbedded in #.070.                                 
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All relevant data, including effluent, water column and fish tissue should 
     be used when developing a TMDL/WLA.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2574.071     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2574.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.070.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDL/WLA must address all sources including nonpoint sources.              
     
     
     Response to: P2574.072     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For a more thorough discussion of the       
     interplay between point and nonpoint sources in connection with the        
     development of TMDLS, see the SID at VIII.C.3.c.                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2574.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Commment imbedded in #.070.                                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A specific formula should be added to be used in calculating limits when   
     water quality standards are not exceeded.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.073     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2574.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.070.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The numerous levels for "margins of safety" used when calculating TMDLs    
     shold be made less stringent or removed entirely.  The criteria setting and
     BAF procedure already provide for a high degree of conservatism.           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.074     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2574.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.070.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The permitting authority should be given descretion to deviate from Option 
     3A's basin-wide approach, and use an area-specific approach, if that is    
     more appropriate.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2574.075     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.070.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency must remove all references to zero waste-load allocation for    
     areas that exceed water quality standards.  That position prohibits any    
     discharge of the relevant pollutant no matter how minute, even if the      
     impact is negligible.  Rather, in that situation, the WLA should be set at 
     the background concentration of the receiving stream.(See discussion of    
     intake credits at subpart D of these comments.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.076     
     
     The final Guidance no longer contains a provision that would have required 
     WLAs to be set equal to zero in the absence of a multi-source TMDL (see SID
     at Section VIII.C.7.) Intake credits are discussed generally in the SID at 
     Section VIII.E.3-7.  That discussion addresses the appropriateness of      
     setting limits at the background concentration of the receiving water for  
     different scenarios (e.g., intake pollutants from the same or different    
     body of water). See in particular, sections VIII.E.4 and 5.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.070.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cooling water should be exempt from any TMDL analysis.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.077     
     
     The underlying rationale for not adopting a blanket exemption for cooling  
     water in the intake pollutant procedures, i.e. that the need for and       
     derivation of WQBELs needs to be considered on a site-specific basis,      
     applies as well to the more general reasonable potential determinations    
     under procedure 5 when intake pollutants are not at issue, and to          
     establishement of WLAs and TMDLs.  Intake credits are addressed generally  
     in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7. EPA believes that consideration of intake
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     pollutants needs to occur on a case-by-case basis and therefore the final  
     Guidance does not provide for categorial exemptions for particular type of 
     discharges.  With regard to cooling water, see especially the discussions  
     in Section VIII.E.7.a.vi. and b.i. of the SID.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG's Provisions Restricting the Use of Intake Credits is in Simplest
     Terms, Absurd.                                                             
                                                                                
     As part of the GLWQG, U.S. EPA included a provision in the Implementation  
     Procedures (Appendix F) regarding the consideration of intake water        
     pollutants when determining the reasonable potential of a discharge to     
     exceed numeric water quality standards, thereby requiring a water quality  
     based effluent limit ("WQBEL") (Implementation Procedure 5.E.).  The       
     provision proposed for adoption would allow the consideration of intake    
     water pollutants in one very narrow situation.  Further, the GLWQG preamble
     discussed four other options to address such pollutants, however, after    
     considering the legal, policy and economic arguments, U.S. EPA declined to 
     propose any of those options.  To the contrary, the inescapable conclusion 
     based on the rationale and arguments presented below, is that the Agency   
     must adopt a more expanded, direct intake credit approach which allows     
     permit writers the flexibility to take into consideration pollutants in    
     intake waters when deriving WQBEL's.  Such an approach could place certain 
     limits on that flexibility, yet continuing to work towards achieving the   
     goals of the Clean Water Act.  These comments will first address the       
     general need for a direct intake credit in the GLWQG and thereafter respond
     to specific requests for comments scattered throughout Section VIII.E.2.e. 
     of the preamble.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.078     
     
     This is not a comment, rather a characterization of what is in the         
     proposal.  See responses to more specific comments regarding commenter's   
     objections to the proposal.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Approach To Intake Credits For WQBEL'S Proposed In The GLWQG Is        
     Unjustifiably More Stringent Than U.S. EPA's Current Policy                
                                                                                
     The GLWQG's approach to handling intake water pollutants set forth in      
     Implementation Procedure 5.E, when read with the other GLWQG provisions, is
     nothing more than a narrowing of the approach currently taken by U.S. EPA. 
     As mentioned above, under the Agency's current national approach, not only 
     can a permit writer take into account the presence of intake water         
     pollutants, as appropriate, when deriving WQBEL's, but there are other     
     tools available to him/her such as water quality standard variances,       
     designated use changes or site specific modifications.                     
                                                                                
     Under the GLWQG approach, however, a permit writer may only directly       
     consider intake water pollutants when deriving a WQBEL for a discharger    
     when the discharger meets the following five specific conditions:          
                                                                                
     1.  100% of the discharge water must be into the same body of water from   
     which the effluent was derived;                                            
                                                                                
     2.  The facility does not make any addition of the pollutant in the        
     process;                                                                   
                                                                                
     3.  The facility does not alter the pollutant chemically or physically;    
                                                                                
     4.  There is no increase of the pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone;  
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     5.  The timing and location of the discharge would not cause adverse water 
     quality impacts.                                                           
                                                                                
     A close review of those five conditions, however, quickly indicates that a 
     permit writer will never be able to take advantage of those conditions.    
     For ubiquitous materials such as mercury, PCBs or copper, a facility will  
     never be able to prove it is not adding any of the pollutant in its        
     process.  That inability is clearly evident in the Agency's own use of the 
     example of metals leaching from process pipes as a specific situation where
     a facility is adding pollutants to the process stream.  If that truly de   
     minimis amount is an addition, trace amounts of pollutants in process      
     chemicals or feedstocks (inputs the discharger may have little or no       
     control over) which ultimately find themselves in process streams will     
     clearly be viewed as "additions."  THE PROPOSAL SIMPLY WILL NEVER BE       
     AVAILABLE, PERIOD!!                                                        
                                                                                
     Similarly, if there is any evaporation of the water during its use, the    
     concentration of the intake water pollutant will increase slightly, and    
     thus the requirement that there be no increase in the concentration of the 
     pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone would not be met.  Even once      
     through noncontact cooling water would not qualify for an intake credit    
     under the Agency's interpretation.  The Agency states in the preamble to   
     the GLWQG, that all of the same tools as mentioned above will still be     
     available to permit writers under the GLWQG.  However, when one considers  
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     that only more stringent site specific modifications are allowed (except   
     for aquatic life criteria), and that there would be only two designated    
     water uses (drinking water and non-drinking water), site specific          
     modifications and removals of use, tools available under the current       
     approach, are of limited, if any, utility.  As is apparent from this       
     discussion, the Agency's view that it is somehow expanding the availability
     of intake credits under the GLWQG is nothing more than a false sense of    
     security.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.079     
     
     The comments regarding EPA's current policy are addressed in the response  
     to comment P2574.002.  The concerns about additions of mass are addressed  
     in the response to comment P2588.075. Concerns about the no increased      
     concentration requirements are addressed in the response to comment        
     P2588.077. With regard to the adequacy of existing mechanisms, see         
     responses to comments D2721.069 and P2588.072.  The general issue of intake
     pollutant procedures is discussed in detail in the SID at Section          
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Release of a Pollutant is Not an "Addition" Under the Clean Water Act  
     When the Concentration of the Pollutant in a Facility's Effluent is No     
     Greater Than That in Its Intake Water                                      
                                                                                
     The Act regulates only the discharge of pollutants.  (Sec. 301(a) of the   
     Act, 33 U.S.C. Section 1311 (a)).  The term "discharge of pollutants" is   
     specifically defined as "any addition of any pollutant to navigable waters 
     from any point source."  (Sec. 502(12) of the Act, 33 U.S.C. Section       
     1362(12)).  The  Act, however, does not define what constitutes the        
     "addition" of a pollutant.  National Wildlife Federation v. Gorsuch, 693   
     F.2d 156, 174 (D.C. Cir. 1982).                                            
                                                                                
     A number of constructions of the term "addition" are consistent with the   
     CWA.  See Gorsuch, Id. at 175.  A logical and permissible construction of  
     the term "addition," when referring to the addition of pollutants to       
     navigable waters, is: a release at the point of discharge of pollutants    
     that, but for the operation of the discharging facility, would not have    
     been there.  By focusing on the addition of pollutants to a water body, the
     determinant issue becomes whether a facility is responsible for increasing 
     the overall instream concentrations of a pollutant.                        
                                                                                
     Other interpretations applicable to various types of discharges are        
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     permissible and could be used simultaneously.  For example, a different    
     definition could be applied to facilities that discharge pollutants not    
     found in their intake water.  In fact, when U.S. EPA has specifically      
     addressed the scope of "addition" it has done so in the context of these   
     types of facilities and argued that there was no "addition" when the source
     did not physically introduce the pollutant into water from the outside     
     world.  National Wildlife Federation v. Consumers Power, 862 F.2d 580, 584 
     (6th Cir. 1988); accord Gorsuch, 693 F. 2d at 165.                         
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA changed its position, however, in the GLWQG to enlarge its        
     authority to regulate any release of pollutants from industrial facilities 
     even simply returning pollutants found in intake water to the receiving    
     stream.  The Agency accomplished this by enlarging its definition of       
     "addition of pollutants" to include the return of intake water pollutants  
     to waters of the United States after removal and use of the water by       
     industrial facilities.  As discussed below, U.S. EPA's new construction of 
     "addition" is contrary to its long-standing position and is not supported  
     by the stated objectives of the CWA.                                       
                                                                                
     In any event, neither Agency construction of "addition" is applicable to   
     situations where a discharger releases a pollutant in concentrations equal 
     to or less than those in its intake water.  The authority to which U.S. EPA
     turns to support its current definitions of "addition" demonstrates that   
     those definitions should apply only to point sources that discharge        
     pollutants that are not in their intake water.  In cases where pollutants  
     are found in intake water and the concentration of pollutants in the       
     discharge water is no greater than that in the intake, regardless of       
     whether some of the pollutant is added from the outside world, the CWA     
     supports a position that addition does not occur.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2574.080     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By Subjecting Intake Water Pollutants to Regulation Under the Clean Water  
     Act, the Agency Has Turned Its Long-Standing Position That the "Return" of 
     a Pollutant Is not an "Addition" Under the Act on Its Head.                
                                                                                
     Consistent with the clear statutory language, U.S. EPA has long            
     distinguished between actions resulting in the "addition" of pollutants to 
     water which, of course, are subject to the Act, and actions resulting in   
     the "return" of "pollutants" which are not.  In fact, in complete accord   
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     with that position, as early as June, 1983, the Agency directly stated that
     "a discharger should not be held responsible for pollutants already        
     existing in its water supply."  44 F.R. at 32865.  In 1981, moreover, a    
     U.S. EPA Judisical Officer ruled that it was "obvious" that no "addition"  
     occurs "[w]hen the same body of water is both the source and the recipient 
     of pollutants."  In re Rayenier Corp., 1981 NPDES Lexis 1 at 5 (June 18,   
     1981).  Most importantly, although the Agency attempts to distinguish      
     Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976) in the GLWQG 
     preamble, that case remains the only precedent which definitively addresses
     the concept of requiring a facility to remove pollutants in its intake     
     waters and its conclusion could not have been more clear:                  
                                                                                
     "...It is industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction under the Act to
     require removal of any pollutants which enter a plant through its intake   
     stream.  We agree.                                                         
                                                                                
     ***                                                                        
                                                                                
     The act prohibits only the addition of any pollutant to navigable waters   
     from a point source.  Those constituents occurring naturally in water ways 
     or occurring as a result of other industrial discharges, do not constitute 
     an addition of pollutants by a plant through which they pass." (emphasis   
     added) (Note: Even though Appalachian Power addressed technology-based     
     limits, as opposed to WQBELs, its conclusion that the discharge of intake  
     pollutants are not "additions" subject to regulation applies nonetheless   
     since both limits only apply to such "additions" under the Act."           
                                                                                
     By its new interpretation of "addition" under the GLWQG the Agency has     
     turned its long-standing position and Appalachian Power on its head.  U.S. 
     EPA cites a number of cases as support for its abrupt change in position.  
     For instance, it cites N.W.F. v. Consumers Power Co.,  862 F.2d 580, 584   
     (6th Cir. 1988) and a line of cases beginning with Association of Pacific  
     Fisheries v. EPA, 615 F.2d 794 (9th Cir. 1980).  As noted below, none of   
     which support its new position.                                            
                                                                                
     In cases in which a point source discharged specific pollutants that were  
     not in its intake waters, U.S. EPA argued that there was no "addition" when
     the source did not physically introduce the pollutant into water from the  
     outside world.  However, these cases are somewhat atypical in that the     
     dischargers took in water not containing the pollutant and discharged water
     containing the pollutant.  In these situations, the dischargers in fact    
     added pollutants by increasing the concentration of specific pollutants in 
     navigable waters:  a pollutant was not quantifiable in the discharger's    
     intake water yet it was quantifiable in the discharge.                     
                                                                                
     For example, in Gorsuch the court deferred to the Agency's determination   
     that the discharge of certain dam-induced pollutants (Note: The pollutants 
     in this case were dam-induced water quality changes: low dissolved oxygen, 
     dissolved minerals and nutrients, water temperature changes, sediment      
     release, and supersaturation.)  did not constitute the "discharge of a     
     pollutant" under the Act because the release of the pollutants through the 
     dam was not an "addition."  Although the dams created and discharged the   
     pollutants, U.S. EPA argued that addition from a point source occurs only  
     if the point source itself physically introduces a pollutant into water    
     from the outside world.  Gorsuch, 693 F.2d at 175.  Similarly, in Consumers
     Power the court, relying on Gorsuch, deferred to the Agency's determination
     that the intake of water containing live fish into a hydro-electric        
     facility and the discharge of turbine generating water containing dead fish
     and fish remains was not an "addition" of these pollutants under the Act.  
     Again, EPA argued that there can be no addition unless a source phsically  
     introduces a pollutant into water from the outside world.  Consumers Power,
     862 F.2d at 584.                                                           
                                                                                

Page 7320



$T044618.TXT
     It is clear that U.S. EPA wanted to provide the dischargers in these cases 
     relief so as to be consistent with its basic position that dams generally  
     do not require NPDES permits.  See Consumers Power, 862 F.2d at 587 ("EPA's
     construction of the statutory term "addition" is, in our view, rooted in   
     the general congressional policy that NPDES permits are not required for   
     dam-caused pollution.  The EPA has consistently maintained that dam-induced
     water quality changes are not generally the result of the discharge of any 
     pollutant").  If the release of a pollutant through a dam was deemed an    
     "addition" of a pollutant to navigable waters, the Agency would have had a 
     nondiscretionary duty to regulate dams under Section 401 of the CWA.       
     Gorsuch, 693 F.2d at 165.  Therefore, it was necessary to define "addition"
     in such a way that dams and related facilities would not be deemed to      
     discharge pollutants during normal operation.  Because the pollutants of   
     concern were not found in the intake waters of these facilities, EPA could 
     not simply define "addition" in quantitative terms (i.e., it could not     
     simply compare pollutant concentrations in the discharge and in the        
     intake).  Rather the Agency was required to define "addition" in           
     qualitative terms.  In other words, it looked into the industrial process  
     to distinguish the source of the pollutants when determining whether their 
     release was an addition to navigable waters.                               
                                                                                
     The term "addition", however, should not be construed qualitatively when a 
     point source discharges pollutants that are in its intake waters.  In many 
     cases, facilities take in water containing a pollutant and discharge, to   
     the same water body, water containing the same or lesser amount of that    
     pollutant.  In some of these cases a small amount of the pollutant may come
     from an industrial process, but because the facility removes some of the   
     pollutant, the amount of pollutant in the discharge water is no greater    
     than that in the intake water.  In such cases where a point source         
     discharges no greater concentrations of a pollutant than is found in its   
     intake water, the Agency should define addition in quantitative terms.  To 
     do this, the Agency should evaluate pollutant concentrations in a discharge
     relative to in-stream or intake water concentrations rather than reaching  
     into an industrial process.  A construction of "addition" that ignores     
     existing in-stream pollutant concentrations and the relative concentration 
     of discharge  and intake pollutants is simply arbitary.  Furthermore, a    
     determination that the discharge of a polutant is not an addition of       
     pollutants to navigable waters when a facility  has no adverse impant on a 
     navigable water (regardless of whether the discharger adds some of the     
     pollutant from the outside world) is consistent with the goal of the CWA to
     restore and maintain the integrity of the Nation's waters (33 U.S.C.       
     Section 1251(a)).                                                          
                                                                                
     A quantitative interpretation of "addition" (i.e., comparing intake and    
     discharge concentrations of a pollutant) in cases where facilities release 
     no greater concentrations of pollutants than they take in is necessary to  
     prevent an illogical application of the Act.  If U.S. EPA's construction of
     "addition" applicable to dams were applied to facilities that take in      
     pollutants, some facilities that actually provide a net removal of         
     pollutants from a water body would be deemed to be adding pollutants to the
     water.  Furthermore, some discharges that have no adverse impact on waters 
     would be regulated while others would not.  For example, a discharger that 
     takes in a pollutant in its intake water, adds a small quantity of the same
     pollutant from its process and removes some of the pollutant prior to      
     discharge, so that the pollutant concentration in the discharge is no      
     greater than that in its intake (i.e., the discharge concentration is no   
     greater than the background in-stream concentration) would be deemed to add
     pollutants to the water body under the qualitative construction of         
     "addition" that U.S. EPA tailored for dams.  In fact, a facility that takes
     in large quantities of a pollutant, adds a small quantity of the same      
     pollutant from its process and removes the majority of the pollutant prior 
     to discharge, so that the pollutant concentration (i.e., a net removal of  
     pollutants), would be deemed to add pollutants.                            
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     On the other hand, a facility that provides no removal of a pollutant would
     be deemed not to be adding pollutants to the water if it added no          
     pollutants from the outside world.  Even a facility that takes in          
     pollutant-free water and releases pollutants that don't otherwise exist in 
     the water body would not be considered to add pollutants to the water if it
     adds no pollutants from the outside world.  The Clean Water Act certainly  
     does not authorize such an uneven and illogical application of the statute.
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's new definition of "addition" is also not applicable to          
     facilities that discharge pollutants in concentrations no greater than     
     those in its intake water.  U.S. EPA relies primarily on Consumers Power   
     when it defines "addition" to include the return of intake water pollutants
     to waters of the United States after removal and use of the water by       
     industrial facilities.  58 Ged. Reg.  at 20,956, col. 3.  However, for the 
     reasons discussed above, Consumers Power is not applicable to situations   
     where a discharger releases a pollutant in concentrations equal to or less 
     than those in its intake water.  The other cases EPA cites as supoort for  
     its position are, likewise, inapplicable.  For example, EPA cites          
     Association of Pacific Fisheries v. EPA, 615 F.2d 794 (9th Cir. 1980), as  
     support for its new construction of "addition."  This case involved the    
     discharge of unused fish residuals from seafood processing plants.  Like   
     Consumers Power, the discharge fish residuals were not in the facilities'  
     intake water and, unlike facilities that dishcarge no greater              
     concentrations of a pollutant than exists in its intake water, the         
     processing plants added pollutants that would not have been in the         
     receiving waters but for their operation.                                  
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA  also cites Rybachek v. EPA, 904 F.2d 1276 (9th Cir. 1990), which 
     concerned the discharge into a navigable water of excavated dirt and other 
     materials taken from alongside the water.  Again, the facility clearly     
     added materials to the water column that would not have been there but for 
     the discharge.  Similarly, in United States v. M.C.C. of Florida, Inc., 772
     F.2d 1501 (11th Cir. 1985), propellors of tug boats (point sources under   
     the Act) dredged sediments and vegetation that were redeposited on adjacent
     sea grass beds, damaging the beds.  Again,  but for the discharge of the   
     point source, the dredged sediments and vegetation would not have been     
     deposited in the sea grass beds.  Finally, U.S. EPA relies on Avoyelles    
     Sportsmen's League v. Marsh, 715 F.2d 897 (5th Cir. 1983), which concerned 
     bulldozing and landfilling in a wetland.  It is difficult to understand how
     this discharge of fill material into a wetland, which dramatically alters  
     the characteristics of the wetland, is relevant to situations in which a   
     point source does not adversely affect water quality.                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.081     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT
     Comment ID: P2574.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the cause and magnitude of pollution in different streams may vary 
     greatly, and because the source and magnitude of pollutants in discharges  
     vary greatly, a permitting authority must have flexibility to determine    
     when a discharger may cause or contribute to an excursion above a water    
     quality standard and to determine whether a particular effluent limitation 
     is necessary to ensure adequate further progress toward achievement of     
     water quality standards.  For example, in addressing a particular          
     discharge, a permitting authority may determine than an excursion above a  
     water quality standard is due solely to upstream point and nonpoint sources
     and that the discharge in question does not contribute to the excursion    
     because it does not increase the in-stream concentration and mass of the   
     pollutant.  In fact, the permitting authority may determine that a         
     particular discharger may actually decrease both the concentration and mass
     of a pollutant in a stream.  The permitting authority should be able to    
     take such factors into account even though the concentration of pollutants 
     discharged is greater than the water quality criterion and even though some
     pollutants originate in the discharger's industrial process (the facillity 
     may decrease the concentration or mass of a pollutant from its intake      
     waters).                                                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.082     
     
     EPA agrees that "reasonable potential" should be determined on a           
     case-by-case basis considering several factors.  The intake polluant       
     reasonable potential procedure is specifically designed to determine       
     "reasonable potential" where the presence of the pollutant in the discharge
     is due solely to its presence in the facility's intake water from the same 
     body of water as the discharge.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.a.  The final 
     Guidance also provides for special consideration of intake pollutants in   
     setting WQBELs where the facility adds mass of the pollutant to that       
     already in the intake water (no net addition) and other conditions are met.
      See SID at Sections VIII.E.4.b. and 5.  Both approaches apply regardless  
     of the background levels in the intake water, and thus in the effluent.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2574.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     If U.S. EPA believes that the discharge of the same or lower concentration 
     and mass of a pollutant than exists in the discharger's intake water could 
     cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard, even     
     though such a situation could lower the in-stream concentraton and mass of 
     the pollutant and improve water and stream quality, and that a permit is   
     necessary for such a discharge, it should base the permit limits on the    
     intake concnetrations of the applicable pollutant.  U.S. EPA has proposed  
     such an option in the Proposed Guidance.  Option 4 would allow a permitting
     authority to modify WQBEL's directly to provide a full or partial credit   
     for intake water pollutants when the facility contributes an additional    
     amount of the intake water pollutant from its process waste stream and when
     the source of the intake water is different from the receiving water.  See 
     58 Fed. Reg. 20,802, 20,962.  U.S. EPA acknowledges that this option could 
     result in reductions in water column concentrations which may improve the  
     overall water quality.  See Fed. Reg. 20,962.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2574.083     
     
     The final Guidance includes several provisions that have some features     
     similar to those in Option 4. First, the final Guidance allows             
     consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELs for discharges of     
     intake pollutants from the same body of water through "no net addition"    
     limits (assuming other requirements are met).  See SID at Section          
     VIII.E.4.b.  Second, for discharges of intake pollutants from a different  
     body of water where the receiving water exceeds the applicable WQS, the    
     final Guidance would set WQBELs at criteria end-of-pipe, similar to Option 
     4, but would not allow less stringent limits, for the reasons discussed in 
     the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c.  Third, the final Guidance also allows for 
     "partial" consideration of intake pollutants in establishing WQBELs when   
     intake pollutants in the discharge come from both the same and different   
     body of water.  See SID at Section VIII.E.4.c.  In sum, although the final 
     Guidance does not adopt Option 4, significant changes from the proposal    
     create flexibility and expand the and availability of the intake pollutant 
     procedures in areas desired by many supporters of Option 4.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's Reliance on the Differences Between Technology-Based Limits and 
     WQBELs as Support for the Prohibition Against Intake Credits is Misplaced. 
                                                                                
     The Agency next turns to the differences between technology-based limits   
     and WQBELs as support for its position narrowing the availability of intake
     credits.  That support is simply misplaced.  Under the clear reading of the
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     Act and as held by Appalachian Power, the "return" of pollutants is not an 
     "addition" subject to permit limits regardless whether the limits are water
     quality or technology based.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2574.084     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act's Goal to "Restore And Maintain the Physical, Chemical 
     and Biological Integrity of the Nation's Waters" Does Not Mean Every User  
     of Those Waters Must Become a Mini-Water Treatment Plant.                  
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA also suggests in the preamble that mechanisms such as intake      
     credits would be somehow inconsistent with the Act's stated goal "to       
     restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological integrity of the
     Nation's waters."  (Sec. 101 of the Act, 33 U.S.C. Section 1251); see also 
     58 Fed. Reg. 20959.  There are at least three responses to that.  [First,  
     there is nothing in the Act that places on any individual discharger the   
     obligation to "restore" the nation's water integrity.  Congress certainly  
     could have said that, as a condition for the privilege of using the        
     Nation's waters, all users must purify their intake waters.  It chose not  
     to do so by instead carefully defining the term "discharge of a pollutant" 
     to encompass the "addition" "from" the point source.  In light of this     
     definition, and absent some indication that Congress' broad policy         
     statement was intended to convert every facility that uses water into a    
     mini-water pollution treatment plant, the term "restore" should not be     
     interpreted to impose additional obligations on dischargers.]              
                                                                                
     [Second, in the same section of the Act, Congress also expressed a firm    
     policy "to recognize, preserve, and protect the primary responsibilities   
     and rights of the States to prevent, reduce, and eliminate pollution..."   
     (Sec. 101 of the Act, 33 U.S.C. Section 1251).  Accordingly, as U.S. EPA   
     itself maintained in Gorsuch,                                              
                                                                                
     "the Act divides the causes and control of water pollution into two        
     categories, point sources of pollutants (regulated through the 693 F.2d at 
     165-66 (emphasis in original); See also Oregon Natural Resources Council v.
     U.S. Forestry Service, 834 F.2d 842, 849 (9th Cir. 1987) (Congress "drew a 
     distinct line between point and non-point pollution sources,"  leaving the 
     latter to state regulation.                                                
                                                                                
     The Agency's expansive reading of "addition" and "discharge" would involve 
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     an encroachment on regulatory territory previously occupied by the states. 
     In this regard, whether a given construct is a "point source", i.e.,       
     whether state or federal jurisdiction is triggered, depends by definition  
     on whether it is a "conveyance... from which pollutants are or may be      
     discharged."  33 U.S.C. Section 1362(14) (emphasis added).  By expanding   
     the definition of "discharge" to cover pollutants flowing into the         
     construct, the U.S. EPA will presume to regulate water pollution, as       
     opposed to water polluters.  Thus, even if the "restoration" goal might    
     otherwise authorize the denial of intake credits, the "federalism" goal    
     requires the U.S. EPA not blur the "distinct line" between state and       
     federal jurisdiction by insinuating the federal agency into water quality  
     issues previously left to the states.]                                     
                                                                                
     [Third, the denial of intake credits, far from being a "reasonable" method 
     of achieving the restoration goal, is to the contrary unbelievably         
     illogical.  The denial of intake credits will create a situation in which  
     the following facts will almost always be present:  (1) the waters are     
     polluted; (2) the discharger takes a small amount of that water; (3) he    
     uses it; (4) he purifies it at great expense; and (5) he releases it back  
     into the polluted water, where it becomes polluted again.  as noted in the 
     DRI-McGraw Hill economic study completed for the Council of Great Lakes    
     Governors, this procedure would involve a theoretical minimal enhancement  
     to water quality, but the staggering costs, combined with the availability 
     of far more useful redemediation technologies and more stringent discharge 
     limits on upstream polluters, make such a decision completely              
     unreasonable.]                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.085     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document, Section VIII.E.5.  Also, EPA       
     disagrees with the notion that the Agency's interpretation of "addition" of
     pollutants would mean that EPA is inserting federal regulation into the    
     area of nonpoint source pollution traditionally subject to controls on the 
     state level.  The simple principle reflected in the final Guidance is that 
     point sources are responsible for pollutants that are contained in their   
     effluent, regardless of the ultimate origin of the pollutants.  To address 
     concerns about the minimal environmental impact that discharges of intake  
     pollutants from the same body of water can have under certain              
     circumstances, the final Guidance includes special permitting provisions to
     address these situations.  The implication of this comment is that EPA     
     should somehow consider discharges of intake pollutants to be a form of    
     nonpoint source pollution, even if the pollutants are discharged from a    
     discreet conveyance meeting the statutory definition of point source.  EPA 
     thinks that it would be illogical and impractical from an implementation   
     perspective to divide pollutants in a particular facility's discharge into 
     two categories: point source pollutant discharges for process pollutants   
     and nonpoint sources pollution for discharges of intake pollutants.  Such  
     an unprecedented statutory interpretation of the term "point source" would 
     have no basis on the statutory scheme since the physical means of          
     introducing the pollutants into the waterbody (the focus of whether a      
     discharge is from a point source) is identical in the two cases.  EPA      
     clearly recognizes that point sources cannot solve the problem of          
     nonattainment where it is due to nonpoint source pollution, and the Agency 
     has discussed extensively in this rulemaking how nonpoint source pollution 
     will need to be addressed through other means available to the States.     
                                                                                
     See SID, Section VIII.E.3.-7.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.085.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, there is nothing in the Act that places on any individual discharger
     the obligation to "restore" the Nations's water integrity.  Congress       
     certainly would have said that, as a condition for the privilege of using  
     the Nation's waters, all users must purify their intake waters.  It chose  
     not to do so by instead carefully defining the term "discharge of a        
     pollutant" to encompass the "addition" "from" the point source.  In light  
     of this definition, and absent from some indication that Congress' broad   
     policy statement was intended to convert every facility that uses water    
     into a mini-water pollution treatment plant, the term "restore" should not 
     be interpreted to impose additional obligations on dischargers.            
     
     
     Response to: P2574.086     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in comment #.085.                            
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, in the same section of the Act, Congress also expressed a firm     
     policy "to recognize, preserve, and protect the primary responsibilities   
     and rights of the States to prevent, reduce and eliminate pollution..."    
     (Sec. 101 of the Act, 33 U.S.C. Section 1251).  Accordingly, as U.S. EPA   
     itself maintained in Gorsuch,                                              
                                                                                
     "the Act divides the causes and control of water pollution into two        
     categories, point sources of pollutants (regulated through the 694 F.2d at 
     165-66 (emphasis in original); see also Oregon Natural Resource Council v. 
     U.S. Forestry Service, 834 f.2d 842, 849 (9th Cir. 1987) (Congress "drew a 
     distinct line between point and non-point pollution sources," leaving the  
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     latter to state regulation).                                               
                                                                                
     Tha Agency's expansive reading of "addition" and "discharge" would involve 
     an encroachment on regulatory territory previously occupied by the states. 
     In this regard, whether a given construct is a "point source", i.e.,       
     whether state or federal jurisdiction is triggered, depends by definition  
     on whether it is a "conveyance...from which pollutants are or may be       
     discharged."  33 U.S.C. Section 1362 (14) (emphasis added).  By expanding  
     the definition of "discharge" to cover pollutants flowing into the         
     construct, the U.S. EPA will presume to regulate water pollution, as       
     opposed to water polluters.  Thus, even if the "restoration" goal might    
     otherwise authorize the denial of intake credits, the "federalism" goal    
     requires that U.S. EPA  not blur the "distinct line" between state and     
     federal jurisdiction by insinuating the federal agency into water quality  
     issues previously left to the states.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2574.087     
     
     See response to comment P2574.085 and SID at section VIII.E.5.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.085.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the denial of intake credits, far from being a "reasonable" method  
     of achieving the restoration goal, is to the contrary unbelievably         
     illogical.  The denial of intake credits will create a situation in which  
     the following facts will almost always be present:  (1) the waters are     
     polluted; (2) the discharger takes a small amount of that water; (3) he    
     uses it; (4) he purifies it at great expense; and  (5) he releases it back 
     into the polluted water, where it becomes polluted again.  As noted in the 
     DRI-McGraw Hill economic study completed for the Council of Great Lakes    
     Governors, this procedure would involve a theoretical minimal enhancement  
     to water quality, but the staggering costs, combined with the availability 
     of far more useful remediation technologies and more stringent discharge   
     limits on upstream polluters, make such a definition completely            
     unreasonable.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2574.088     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3.-7 and the response to comment #P2574.085.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Elimination of Intake Credits for WQBELs Violates Fundamental Due      
     Process Protections.                                                       
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA seems to assume that, based on its new definition of "addition,"  
     it has absolute authority to disregard intake pollutants in the permit     
     writing process.  However, at least one court has held that an "adjustment"
     to account for "pollutants in the intake water" is "required by due        
     process, since without it a plant could be subjected to heavy penalties    
     because of circumstances beyond its control."  American Iron and Steel     
     Institute v. E.P.A., 526 F.2d 1027, 1056 (3d Cir. 1975), amended on other  
     grounds, 560 F.2d 589 (1977), cert. denied, 435 U.S. 914 (1978).           
                                                                                
     Although no other cases address this issue directly, American Iron's       
     holding accords with standard due process jurisprudence.  If the Agency    
     adopts the new definition of "addition" and fails to provide some mechanism
     to ameliorate its effects, an unlawful "discharge" could occur under       
     numerous scenarios in which the facility itself did nothing or could not   
     have known that the illegal "conduct" was taking place.  In the first      
     place, it is simply unfair to impose harsh civil and even criminal         
     penalties under a pollution statute for conduct that does not pollute. Cf. 
     United States v. Briggs, 939 F.2d 222,228 (5th Cir. 1991) ("to convict     
     someone of a crime on the basis of conduct that does not constitute the    
     crime offends the basic notions of justice and fair play embodied in the   
     Constitution").  Moreover, due process prohibits the punishment of conduct 
     that is "wholly passive" in nature.  Lambert v. California, 355 U.S. 225,  
     228 (1957).  Under the GLWQG, civil penalties and perhaps even criminal    
     liability can be based solely on (1) the fortuitous conduct of others, who 
     actually polluted the intake stream, or (2) on the vicissitudes of nature. 
                                                                                
     Finally, in most circumstances, the technology does not exist to detect the
     presence of new pollutants or increased pollutant levels in the intake     
     water samples before the intake water is released back into the water.     
     Accordingly, under the new definition of "addition", the facility would be 
     subject to civil penalties before it could reasonably have notice that its 
     otherwise innocent activities violated the law.  See Lambert, 355 U.S. at  
     228 ("[n]otice is required before property interests are disturbed, before 
     assessments are made, before penalties are assessed").  Accordingly, to the
     extent that the new definition and procedure imposes criminal and civil    
     penalties for conduct that is wholly passive, intuitively blameless, and   
     inconstantly unlawful, it is proscribed by the due process clause.         
     Further, that is precisely the reason the alternatives presented by the    
     Agency to address this situation, such as variances, TMDL's, will not      
     rescue the provision from its due process perils.  Since most, if not all, 
     of the applicable criteria will be below detection levels, a discharger and
     state would be unaware that a variance, TMDL, etc., would be required,     
     further complicating the due process pitfalls.  The fact of the matter is  
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     that granting intake credits is not inconsistent with the goals of the CWA.
     
     
     Response to: P2574.089     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, U.S. EPA mentions several policy reason for refusing to grant     
     intake credits:  First, the Agency claims that allowing for intake credits 
     may create an economic incentive for facilities to relocate to water bodies
     that are the most polluted, that is, have the highest ambient pollutant    
     concentrations.  58 Fed. Reg. 20963.  The Agency goes to some length to    
     establish that, where a net or modified net credit is allowed, and where   
     the facility's treatment systems remove a set percentage of the pollutant, 
     a facility is able to discharge more pollutants where the intake stream is 
     heavily polluted.                                                          
                                                                                
     This concern is wholly speculative.  To the contrary, it is probably       
     unlikely that the decision to locate or relocate a facility would be based 
     primarily on the pollution levels in the water body, whether or not an     
     intake credit were applied.  On the other hand, if mere variations in      
     intake pollutant levels under an intake credit option would be important   
     enough to create an incentive to relocate, this underscores the economic   
     burdens of having no intake credit at all.  In fact, in those situations   
     where the concentrations and mass of the discharge are lower than the      
     receiving stream, locating the facility there would actually have a        
     beneficial impact on the stream.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.090     
     
     Although EPA expressed concern in the proposal that allowing intake credits
     could create an economic incentive for a facility to locate on one         
     waterbody versus another, it has reevaluated its concern in light of       
     several comments received on this issue similar to this one.  The commenter
     indicates that a general conclusion that such an economic incentive would  
     be created by the existence of intake credits is highly speculative and EPA
     agrees.  EPA does not believe it is possible to draw a general conclusion  
     about whether the existence of intake credits would create an economic     
     incentive for a facility to locate on one water versus another. Rather, EPA
     believes that whether such an incentive is created, would be based on water
     pollutant levels at the alternative locations, amount of dilution available
     at alternative sites, and the amount of the pollutant expected to be       
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     discharged, and therefore could only be determined on a case-by-case basis.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: P2574.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, U.S. EPA suggests that intake credits for WQBELs may be interpreted
     as inconsistent with Agency's existing regulation of intake water          
     pollutants for technology-based limitations.  Id. In the preamble of the   
     Guidance, however, the Agency recognizes that there are fundamental        
     differences between technology-based and water quality-based permit        
     limitations. Id. One such difference is that technology-based limitations  
     were established to impose an equal burden on all dischargers nationwide.  
     Water-quality based limitations, on the other hand, are established based  
     upon stream conditions and are not meant to provide equal treatment among  
     all dischargers.  The concern that U.S. EPA expressed regarding net/gross  
     credits for technology-based limitations involved ensuring that all        
     dischargers were equally burdened.  See Fed. Reg. 20,962, quoting, 49 Fed. 
     Reg. 38,026.  Option 4 is not inconsistent with EPA's rationale concerning 
     technology-based limitations and is consistent with the Agency's finding   
     that technology-based limitations and water-quality based limitations are  
     fundamentally different.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.091     
     
     EPA's concerns stated in the preamble about inconsistency with             
     technology-based limits related to the issue of partial credits.  Upon     
     further consideration, EPA agrees that this concern is not insurmountable  
     in that context.  See SID at Sections VIII.E.7.c.i. and ii.  Certain       
     aspects of Option 4 with regard to intake pollutants from a different body 
     of water allow downward adjustment of WQBELs based on meeting requirements 
     tied to technical feasiblity.  EPA disagrees with this approach for the    
     reasons stated in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, U.S. EPA states that it is concerned that the intake credits would  
     allow facilities to discharge pollutants originating from a process waste  
     stream into a surface receiving water that currently exceeds an applicable 
     water quality criterion.  Id. at 20,963. It is inherent in this option that
     facilities may discharge pollutants originating from a process waste stream
     into the receiving water.  However, as discussed above, if the             
     concentration of a pollutant in the discharge is negligible relative to the
     receiving stream, and the mass of the pollutant is also in comparison, the 
     discharge does not cause or contribute to the exceedance of the water      
     quality standard.  Furthermore, receiving waters that exceed an applicable 
     water quality criterion may benefit most from discharges that lower the    
     in-stream concentrations and mass of a pollutant.                          
                                                                                
     Whatever the validity of U.S. EPA's concern, it is clearly outweighed by   
     numerous, more compelling considerations.  The denial of some form of      
     intake credits would cause the following problems:                         
                                                                                
     [The Guidance limits the discretion of the permit writer, who is currently 
     able to take intake pollutant concentrations into account.]                
                                                                                
     [U.S. EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of            
     "discharge," which in turn expands the meaning of "point source."          
     Accoringly, the Agency's new approach will unnecessarily blur the          
     distinction between federal and state power to control and eliminate water 
     pollution.]                                                                
                                                                                
     [The new definition of "addition" could subject many new facilities to the 
     permitting process.  For just one example, the practical issue in Gorsuch  
     was whether the Agency and the States would be forced to require some      
     2,000,000 dams to submit to the permitting process.  As noted previously,  
     by changing its definition of "addition" in the manner currently proposed, 
     all of these dams could become point sources subject to the permitting     
     process.  See 693 F.2d at 165 n.22 (citing U.S. EPA brief for the          
     proposition that "[t]he pipes or spillways through which water flows from  
     the reservoir through the dam into the downstream river clearly fall       
     within" the definition of "point source").]                                
                                                                                
     [The substantial economic costs of forcing facilities to clean up intake   
     water far outweigh the minimal benefit of a largely theoretical improvement
     in water quality.  that fact is highlighted in the DRI-McGraw Hill study.  
     This is not an efficient use of society's resources.]                      
                                                                                
     [U.S. EPA's new definition of "addition" would dramatically expand civil   
     and criminal liability for discharges of pollutants under the CWA.  If "the
     return of intake water pollutants...after removal and use...by industrial  
     facilities is an addition of pollutants...," then every pollutant in the   
     intake water requires a permit or, at a minimum, a demonstration that the  
     facility adds 0 percent of that pollutant.  Moreover, because pollutant    
     levels in the intake water vary considerably (e.g., increased levels during
     rainy seasons, upstream spills, etc.), the facility's civil and even       
     criminal liability could be beyond its control.  Accordingly, the new      
     definition raises serious due process concerns.]                           
                                                                                
     [In situations where water quality standards have been exceeded, the       
     technology-based limits would become essentially useless because, in       
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     addition to dealing with its own pollution, the facility would be required 
     to have technology to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution 
     without workable industry standards to guide them.]                        
                                                                                
     [Limiting the availability of intake credits will only delay state permit  
     reissuance by requiring states and permittees to implement costly and time 
     consuming variance, TMDL or use modification procedures.  These delays will
     only increase as more and more waters are found to be exceeding more       
     stringent water quality standards primarily due to background              
     concentrations.  The absurdity of that result is crystal clear for         
     facilities having a negligible, if any, impact on the stream.  Why require 
     a state and permittee go through a complex, time consuming and expensive   
     variance or use modification procedure which will inevitably lead to the   
     same result, i.e., WQBELs based on an intake credit procedure?]            
                                                                                
     Accordingly, the sole policy reason to eliminate intake credits, namely    
     that some facilities might relocate to polluted streams in order to take   
     advantage of an intake credit, is simply outweighed by the numerous        
     competing policy considerations arguing in favor of an intake credit       
     mechanism.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.092     
     
     The concern expressed by EPA in the proposal regarding discharges to       
     non-attainment waters centered on whether allowing the discharge of        
     pollutants that are not merely being transferred from one part of the water
     body to another into a water body without assimilative capacity, which     
     could be the case under a "no net addition" approach, met the requirement  
     in sections 301 and 402 of the CWA that NPDES permits include effluent     
     limits necessary to meet applicable water quality standards.  As dicussed  
     in the SID in sections VIII.E.4.b. and 5, EPA has determined that a "no net
     approach" is a permissible way to assess compliance with water quality     
     standards because it establishes WQBELs at a level that ensures that the   
     level of water quality achieved by point sources derives from and complies 
     with WQS.                                                                  
                                                                                
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.ix., EPA acknowledges that not 
     all discharges which fail to qualify for the intake pollutant reasonable   
     potential test because they add mass of the pollutant to that already in   
     the intake water, would likewise fail the "baseline" reasonable potential  
     test in procedure 5.A-C. of appendix F (e.g., the effluent is so much      
     cleaner than the receiving water that it lowers the receiving water ambient
     concentrations sufficiently to attain WQS in- stream.  Accordingly, States 
     may make the "baseline" reasonable potential procedure available for       
     determining that WQBELs are not needed.                                    
                                                                                
     The commenter's assertions about costs are addressed in the Response to    
     comments on the Regulatory Impact Analysis.                                
                                                                                
     The commenter's assertions regarding the "uselessness" of technology-based 
     limits when WQBELs are needed for discharges to waters which exceed        
     applicable water quality criteria are repeated in comment P2574.098 and are
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
                                                                                
     The commenter's assertions regarding economic impact are repeated in       
     comment #P2574.096 and are addressed in the response to that comment.      
                                                                                
     The commenter's assertions regarding permit writer discretion are repeated 
     in comment #P2574.093 and are addressed in the response to that comment.   
                                                                                
     The commenter's assertions regarding other mechanisms to adjust permit     
     limits are repeated in comment #P2574.099 and are addressed in response to 
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     that comment.                                                              
                                                                                
     The commenter's assertions regarding EPA's concern about incentives to     
     relocate to dirty streams are similar to those in comment #P2574.090 and   
     are addressed in response to that comment.                                 
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter's assertion that the approach to defining 
     "addition" in the Guidance would result in dams' being subject to the NPDES
     permitting program for the first time.  As explained in the SID, EPA's     
     position here is consistent with its position that dams do not "add"       
     pollutants within the meaning of the CWA.                                  
                                                                                
     Generally, see SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.092.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance limits the discretion of the permit writer, who is curently   
     able to take intake pollutant concentrations into account.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.093     
     
     It is unclear how the commenter views the permit writer's discretion being 
     limited.  Other commenters who also expressed concern that about limiting  
     the permit writer's discretion erroneously interpreted the proposal as     
     supplanting the existing mechanisms discussed in the proposal for          
     considering intake pollutants.  As explained in the SID at Section         
     VIII.E.6., the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance           
     supplement, rather than supplant, existing mechanisms for considering      
     intake pollutant in developing permits.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance
     may be more restrictive that those currently available under some State    
     programs and thus may be viewed as limiting a permit writer's discretion.  
     A major goal of the GLI was to establish uniform procedures and the final  
     intake pollutant procedures satisfy this goal.  At the same time, the      
     procedures provide for permit writer discretion where consideration of     
     case-specific factors are important, as explained throughout the discusion 
     of the final Guidance in the SID in Section VIII.E.7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.092.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's new definition of "addition" expands the meaning of "discharge,"
     which in turn expands the meaning of "point source."  Accordingly, the     
     Agency's new approach will unnecessarily blur the distinction between      
     federal and state power to control and eliminate water pollution.          
     
     
     Response to: P2574.094     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.092.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The new definition of "addition" could subject many new facilities to the  
     permitting process.  For just one example, the practical issue in Gorsuch  
     was whether the Agency and the States would be forced to require some      
     2,000,000 dams to submit to the permitting process.  As noted previously,  
     by changing its definition of "addition" in the manner currently proposed, 
     all of these dams could become point sources subject to the permitting     
     process.  See 693 F.2d at 165 n.22 (citing U.S. EPA brief for the          
     proposition that "[t]he pipes or spillways through which water flows from  
     the reservoir through the dam into the downstream river clearly fall       
     within" the definition of "point source").                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.095     
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     EPA disagrees.  See response to comment P2574.092 and SID, Section         
     VIII.E.5.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.092.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The substantial economic costs of forcing facilities to clean up intake    
     water far outweigh the minimal benefit of a largely theoretical improvement
     in water quality.  That fact is highlighted in the DRI-McGraw Hill study.  
     This is not an efficient use of society's resources.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2574.096     
     
     See responses to comments D2657.006 and D2587.009.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.092.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's new definition of "addition" would dramatically expand civil and
     criminal liability for discharges of pollutants under the CWA.  If "the    
     return of intake water pollutants...after removal and use...by industrial  
     facilities is an addition of pollutants...," then every pollutant in the   
     intake water requires a permit or, at a minimium, a demonstration that the 
     facility adds 0 percent of that pollutant.  Moreover, because pollutant    
     levels in the intake water vary considerably (e.g., increased levels during
     rainy seasons, upstream spills, etc.), the facility's civil and even       
     criminal liability could be beyond its control.  Accordingly, the new      
     definition raises serious due process concerns.                            
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     Response to: P2574.097     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5 and response to comment D2669.064.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.092.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In situations where water quality standards have become exceeded, the      
     technology-based limits would become essentially useless because, in       
     addition to dealing with its own pollution, the facility would be required 
     to have technology to combat many forms, and varying degrees, of pollution 
     without workable industry standards to guide them.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2574.098     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter's assertions regarding the "uselessness"  
     of technology-based limits when WQBELs are needed for discharges to waters 
     which exceed applicable water quality criteria, as addessed in the SID at  
     section VIII.E.7.c.i.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment is imbedded in #.092.                                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limiting the availability of intake credits will only delay state permit   
     reissuance by requiring states and permittees to implement costly and time 
     consuming variance, TMDL or use modification procedures.  These delays will
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     only increase as more and more waters are found to be exceeding more       
     stringent water quality standards primarily due to background              
     concentrations.  The absurdity of that result is crystal clear for         
     facilities having a negligible, if any, impact on the stream.  Why require 
     a state and permittee go through a complex, time consuming and expensive   
     variance or use modification procedure which will inevitably lead to the   
     same result, i.e., WQBELs based on an intake credit procedure?             
     
     
     Response to: P2574.099     
     
     One of the reasons EPA adopted permit- based intake pollutant procedures in
     the final guidance (and expanded when such procedures would apply as       
     compared to the proposal), was the administrative burdens associated with  
     existing mechanisms as expressed by States and permittees.  At the same    
     time, EPA does not believe that intake credits are the only or ultimate    
     solution to problems posed by the elevated levels of pollutants in the     
     surface waters of the Great Lakes system.  See SID at Sections VIII.E.4.b. 
     and 6.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2574.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 4 Is the Only Reasonable Alternative                                
                                                                                
     As noted above, sound legal analysis and compelling policy reasons lead to 
     only one conclusion, that direct intake credits be allowed for WQBELs.  Of 
     those options presented in the preamble, the Agency should adopt Option 4. 
     First and foremost, it is the option developed by the Technical Work Group 
     of the GLI and endorsed by all of the Great Lakes states representatives on
     the Steering Committee.  Secondly, Option 4 which was promulgated in       
     1988/89 as part of Wisconsin's water quality standards, was approved by    
     U.S. EPA Region 5 a short time later.  Thirdly, states such as Wisconsin   
     have had much experience implementing this provision in permits which have 
     not been objected to by the Agency.  Finally, sufficient limitations can be
     placed on a permit writer's discretion in this instance if intake credits  
     for process waters would only be allowed for those dischargers having a    
     truly negligible impact on the receiving waters.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.100     
     
     With respect to the commenter's stated preference for option 4, see        
     response to comment P2574.083.  With respect to the significance of        
     existing State programs and EPA's decisions not to veto particular permits,
     see response to comment P2574.009.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2574.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency discusses an alleged drawback with Option 4, namely there is    
     nothing available to force states to complete TMDL's since they will simply
     rely on the intake credit provisions when addressing negative wasteload    
     allocations.  To the contrary, authority under Section 303(d) of the Clean 
     Water Act, (33 U.S.C. 1313 (d)) which requires TMDL's in those situations, 
     is still available despite a sensible intake credit approach.  Further, by 
     eliminating intake credits, the Agency is really shifting the burden of    
     completing TMDL's from the permitting authorities to the dischargers.  A   
     notion nonexistent in the Clean Water Act.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.101     
     
     Option 4 was favored by many commenters because it provided for direct     
     adjustment of permit limits to take into account the presence of intake    
     water pollutants.  As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.2., EPA was 
     concerned that any permit-based mechanism that allowed for consideration of
     intake pollutants could discourage development and implementation of TMDLs.
      As noted by many commenters, intake credits become an issue when the      
     intake water exceeds the applicable criteria for the intake pollutant in   
     the receiving water.  When the receiving water is also the source of the   
     intake water, it is reasonable to assume that sources other than the       
     discharger of the intake pollutants are contributing to the attainment     
     problems in the receiving water. Thus, action to remedy the "background    
     problem" makes sense and is critical to achievement of the CWA goal to     
     restore impaired waters. Resolution of the "background problem" also       
     eliminates the need for intake credits.                                    
                                                                                
     A TMDL is one mechanism that focuses on a comprehensive solution for       
     attaining WQS for an impaired water body.  Despite the availability of     
     TMDLs, there are waters that do not attain standards, and do not have TMDLs
     or comparable assessment and remediation plans that lead to attainment of  
     WQS.  Given this sitiuation, EPA believes that it is appropriate to create 
     incentives to develop and implement TMDLs and therefore has limited the    
     availability of consideration of intake pollutant in establishing WQBELs   
     (i.e., "no net addition limits") to 12 years. After that time, WQBELs would
     be based on WLAs in an EPA-approved or prepared TMDL or comparable         
     assessment and remediation plan, or in the absence of such WLAs, WQBELs    
     developed in accordance with Procedure 5.F.2.   As explained in the SID at 
     Section VIII.E.4.b., EPA created ths "grace period" during which no net    
     addition limits will be allowed, to give States and Tribes time to develop 
     TMDLs. To provide flexibility in accomplishing this task, EPA also         
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     recognizes that other assessment and remediation efforts that may have     
     already been undertaken by State or Tribes (or even EPA) could fulfill, in 
     whole or in part, the same purpose as a TMDL and thus can effectively      
     function as a TMDL.  EPA also notes that in appropriate circumstances,     
     TMDLs can be developed using a phased approach.  See SID at Section        
     VIII.C.1.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Sections VIII.E.3-7 of the SID explain the Agency's perception of the      
     connection between the intake pollutant issue and TMDLs.                   
                                                                                
     It is unclear what the commenter meant in stating that elimination of      
     intake credits would shift the burden of completing TMDLs from States to   
     dischargers, contrary to the CWA.  Section 303(d), which directs           
     development of TMDLs, still applies to States and Tribes. Nothing in the   
     GLI shifts responsibility from states and tribes to permittees to complete 
     TMDLs.  However, nothing in the CWA prohibits dischargers from cooperating 
     in efforts to develop and implement TMDLs or comparable plans and the      
     record contains two examples where this has been done.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2574.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution Prevention Is Not The "End-All," "Cure-All" To Pollution -- 58   
     F.R. 20953, 3d Column                                                      
                                                                                
     In Section VIII.E.2.e of the preamble, the Agency presents pollution       
     prevention as the "end-all," "cure-all" solution to pollution.  According  
     to the Agency, by incorporating pollution prevention techniques, industry  
     would rid itself of the need for intake credits.  It provides examples of  
     pollution prevention as simply using an alternative "less polluted" source 
     of water, to altering the hardness of the process water, to changing       
     wastepaper furnish in a recycling mill to reduce contaminants in the       
     discharge.  Remarkably absent in the preamble, however, is any discussion  
     as to whether those changes are even possible much less cost-effective.  At
     least with respect to the recycling mill example it is neither.            
     Contaminats such as PCBs are found in all grades and types of wastepaper   
     and in virtually every individual piece.  (Please see Table 1 and Figure 1 
     in Part VIII of these comments.)  It is impossible to sort those individual
     pieces that may be more contaminated than another.  In that case at least  
     pollution prevention is not the solution.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.102     
     
     EPA acknowledges that pollution prevention will not be the only answer in  
     all situations.  See responses to comments D2657.006, D1711.015, and       
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     D2684.008.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Same Body of Water" Should Be Defined On A Case-By-Case Basis By The      
     Permitting Authorities -- 58 F.R. 20958, 2d Column                         
                                                                                
     As with the Agency's current intake credit approach or, as argued herein,  
     Option 4, the decision to take into account intake concentrations is up to 
     the discretion of each permit writer.  The decision as to the meaning of   
     the "same body of water" is simply another factor in that overall          
     discretion and should be left up to the permit writer on a case-by-case    
     basis.  As mentioned in the preamble the position of the intake structure  
     to the discharge may also be considered, although it's difficult to        
     comprehend how or why a discharge location could impact a background       
     concentration since a truly representative background concentration could  
     only be determined some distance upstream of the discharge in question.    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.103     
     
     The final Guidance defines "same body of water" by providing a general     
     framework for making this determination on a case-by-cases basis.  See SID 
     at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.  EPA did not intend to suggest that a discharge  
     location could impact a background concentration upstream of the discharge.
      Considering the position of the intake structure in relation to the       
     outfall is one factor that could be considered in evaluating whether the   
     intake pollutant would have reached the vicinity of the outfall within a   
     reasonable period if not removed by the facility.  This is the basic test  
     for defining same body of water.  Also see dicussion at SID, Section       
     VIII.E.7.viii. regarding the requirement that the timing or location of a  
     discharge not cause adverse effects in the receiving water that would not  
     occur if the intake pollutant were left in-instream.                       
                                                                                
     Deriving WLAs through TMDLs is discussed in t he SID at Section            
     VIII.C.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.104
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Second Condition Under Procedure 5.E Should Turn On Whether The        
     Discharge Is Negligible Rather Than The Simple Addition Of Most Of The     
     Pollutant -- 58 F.R. 20958, 1st Column                                     
                                                                                
     As with Option 4, the key condition that must be demonstrated under        
     Procedure 5.E should be whether or not the discharge loading is negligible.
     As long as the impact is negligible, an intake credit should be allowed.   
     By prohibiting this discretion when a discharger is adding any amount of   
     the pollutant in its process prior to treatment, the provision will have   
     limited, if any, utility.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.104     
     
     The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, does allow for consideration of   
     intake pollutants in developing WQBELs when the discharger adds mass of a  
     pollutant already in the intake water.  See discussion of "no net addition"
     limits and related issues in the SID at Section VIII.E.4-5.  What          
     constitutes an addition of mass is discussed in VIII.E.7.b.i.  As explained
     in the SID, EPA disagrees that the test for intake pollutant relief should 
     turn on whether the impact of the discharge is "negligible."               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Condition Requiring That The Discharge Be Made Up of 100% of Receiving 
     Water Is Too Restrictive -- 58 F.R. 20958, 1st Column                      
                                                                                
     Many facilities co-mingle process waters taken from the receiving stream   
     with small amounts of water from different sources due to production or    
     product requirements.  Eliminating the availability of an intake credit to 
     those facilities who may co-mingle one molecule of stormwater or           
     groundwater to their process water is simply not justified.  Such a        
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     facility would stll not be entitled to an intake credit even if it does not
     add any amount of the pollutant.  The proper test should be whether or not 
     the discharge, taken as a whole, has a negligible impact on the receiving  
     water.  If the impact is truly negligible, regardless of the source of the 
     water, an intake credit should be allowed.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.105     
     
     The final guidance, unlike the proposal, allows for special consideration  
     of intake pollutants even where the facility add mass of a pollutant to    
     that already in the intake water from the same body of water as the        
     discharge and also allows "partial" consideration of intake pollutants     
     where the facility has multiple sources of intake water containing the     
     pollutant of concern.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2574.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any Mechanism Adopted By U.S. EPA to Address Intake Credits Should Not Be  
     Limited to One Permit Term or Conditioned on a State Developed TMDL -- 58  
     F.R. 20965, 1st Column                                                     
                                                                                
     Any mechanism eventually adopted by the Agency should not be artificially  
     limited to one five year permit term.  Likewise, any such mechanism should 
     not be conditioned on a state-developed TMDL.  Rather, if site conditions  
     leading to the use of whatever intake credit mechanism continue to exist,  
     that mechanism should continue to be available to the permit writer.       
     Presumably, as long as the source's impact is negligible and a TMDL or     
     other clean-up activity has not occurred for whatever reason, an intake    
     credit should be allowed.  Dischargers should not be penalized or their    
     permits jeopardized by a particular state's failure to implement a TMDL.   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.106     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.b, EPA believes that unlimited 
     availability of "no net addition" limits could create a disincentive for   
     development of TMDLs, and, accordingly, has limited the availability of    
     such limits to 12 years after publication of the final Guidance. However,  
     in recognition of the potential difficulties of completing TMDLs and the   
     efforts already undertaken by the Great Lakes States and EPA regions to    
     devise and assessment and remediation plans to attain water quality        
     standards, the final Guidance also provides for alternative assesment and  
     remediation plans approved in accordance with procedure 3.A of appendix F  
     to function as TMDLs.                                                      
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2574.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 3, If Eventually Promulgated By U.S. EPA Should Be Applicable To All
     Pollutants -- 58 F.R. 20965, 1st Column                                    
                                                                                
     Option 3, if eventually promulgated by the Agency, (or any option          
     eventually selected for that matter) should be applicable to all pollutants
     subject to regulation by the GLI, not just non-BCC's.  There is absolutely 
     no sound legal, policy or other reason to limit its intake credit approach 
     in that manner.  Why should a permittee be subject to all the              
     ramifications, i.e., increased treatment costs, enforcement uncertainties, 
     etc., for BCC's simply because a permit made an unfounded distinction      
     between BCC's and non-BCC's which may find their way into the permittee's  
     intake water?  Further, this may be a distinction without a difference     
     since the additional treatment necessary to treat the reduced limits for   
     BCC's in all likelihood would remove the non-BCC's making Option 3         
     meaningless.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2574.107     
     
     Although the final Guidance does not implement Option 3 for the reasons    
     stated in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c., the procedures adopted do not    
     distinguish between BCCs and non-BCCs as recommended by the commenter.  See
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ii.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: P2574.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Any Mechanism Eventually Adopted To Address Intake Credits Should Not Be   
     Restricted To Ubiquitous Pollutants -- 58 F.R. 20966, 1st Column           
                                                                                
     For the same reasons mentioned in Item f above, any mechanism eventually   
     adopted to address intake credits should not be limited to ubiquitous-type 
     pollutants.  As with Item f, any such distinction would transform the      
     mechanism into a meaningless provision since the additional treatment      
     necessitated by the remaining pollutants will, in all likelihood, remove   
     the ubiquitous pollutants as well.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2574.108     
     
     EPA agrees that special consideration of intake pollutants can be applied  
     appropriately even if the pollutant is not pervasive or "ubiquitous"       
     throughout the Great Lakes system, as explained in more detail in the SID  
     at section VIII.E.7.a.ii.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Provisions Contained in Implementation Procedure 8 Regarding WQBELs    
     Below Minimum Levels Are Simply Unlawful and Unnecessary.                  
                                                                                
     The establishment of WQBEL's below a quantifiable level as provided in     
     Implementation Procedure 8, imposes tremendous uncertainty and legal       
     liability beyond those contemplated by the Clean Water Act.  Currently,    
     federal regulations do not require or specify procedures for determining   
     compliance when WQBEL's are set at less than quantifiable levels.  This is 
     left to the discretion of individual states.  The GLWQG establishes        
     specific compliance procedures for Great Lakes States in these instances.  
     It requires that each permit include the actual calculated limit, even     
     though it may not be analytically measurable and would not be used to      
     determine compliance.  Compliance would be based on the compliance         
     evaluation level, in this case the minimum level that can be detected      
     analytically.  In addition, dischargers would be required to implement a   
     complex and expensive pollutant minimization program even though the       
     substances of concern have not been detected in the plant's discharge.     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.109     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
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     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.110
     Cross Ref 1: ref:  refers to Imp. Proc. 8
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fort Howard has a number of concerns regarding these provisions:           
                                                                                
     It places a plant operator at the mercy of the laboratory's detection      
     equipment and the efficiency of its analytical technicians.  Laboratory    
     detection capability varies greatly throughout the Great Lakes Region as it
     does everywhere.  It also varies greatly depending upon the matrix being   
     analyzed.  This will lead to widely disparate treatment requirements and   
     enforcement activities across the basin.  Without consistency on factors   
     such as practical quantitation levels (PQL's), vastly inconsistent,        
     arbitrary, and inappropriate requirements will result.  In addition, there 
     is a higher likelihood of false readings or misidentification of substances
     using equipment at the frontiers of detection capability.  These readings  
     may unfairly subject operators to significant liability and costs.         
     Moreover, the long lag time beween sampling and analysis could mean that   
     the operator could unknowingly be out of compliance for a lengthy period.  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.110     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to avoid serious liability, municipal and industrial plant        
     operators will be forced to put in place expensive, sophisticated          
     monitoring equipment to frequently monitor the influent to the plant in    
     order to detect specified pollutants in the intake waters that are not in  
     the production process and would have to put in place sophisticated        
     treatment technology that will ensure that any listed pollutant will remain
     below detectable limits.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.111     
     
     EPA recognizes that treatment necessary to comply with effluent limits     
     below the level of quantification may be costly.  However, as stated in the
     SID, NPDES permits are required to contain effluent limits necessary to    
     implement water quality standards.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below 
     the Level of                                                               
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The practical outcome of the pollution prevention plan requirement is both 
     unfair and inequitable.  A plant may be held in violation of its permit    
     even though the identified substances have not been detected in the plant's
     discharge.  Just because a WQBEL is below detection limits does not mean   
     that there is a need for the permittee to "eliminate the pollutant" or that
     the specified minimization program requirements are necessary or           
     appropriate.  (See subpart E.1 below for a more thorough analysis of       
     Pollutant Minimization Programs.)                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2574.112     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency does not address how a municipality would implement a pollutant 
     minimization program given that it has little, if any, control over        
     indirect discharges, especially from households.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.113     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where reduction of a pollutant may be warranted, it is            
     inappropriate to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to          
     "minimization" because "treatment" may be more efficient and cost          
     effective.  Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the    
     best method for reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the  
     regulator.                                                                 
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     Response to: P2574.114     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the basic principles of constitutional due process is that statutes 
     or rules carrying criminal penalties must provide clear and ascertainable  
     standards of conduct.  A standard that violates that principle is "void for
     vagueness."  The Agency's requirement that below-quantification limits must
     be incorporated into permits fails this due process standard.  When a limit
     is set at a level that is below what can be quantified with a reasonable   
     degree of accuracy, the permittee will be confronted with situations in    
     which he has no idea whether the pollutant level is measured in its        
     discharge is actually above, below, or equal to that limit.  A discharger  
     faced with that situation and its resulting indefinite compliance status is
     subject to a serious potential for arbitrary and discriminatory enforcement
     and citizen suits.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2574.115     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Pollutant Minimization Program      
     Requirements Set Forth at Implementation Procedure 8.D Are Unnecessary and 
     Contrary to the Clean Water Act                                            
                                                                                
     GLWQG obligates a permit writer to include in a permit a provision         
     requiring a permittee to conduct a "Pollutant Minimization Program"        
     whenever the WQBEL is below the "minimum level" which is defined in the    
     Guidance as the most sensitive analytical techniques specified or approved 
     under 40 CFR Part 136.  At a minimum, the program must include the         
     following:                                                                 
                                                                                
     1. An annual review and semi-annual monitoring of potential sources of     
     pollutants;                                                                
                                                                                
     2. Quarterly monitoring for the pollutant in the influent to the wastewater
     treatment system;                                                          
                                                                                
     3. Submittal of a control strategy designed to proceed toward the goal of  
     maintaining all sources of the pollutant to the wastewater collection      
     system below the WQBEL;                                                    
                                                                                
     4. When the sources of pollutant are discovered, appropriate control       
     measures shall be implemented, consistent with the control strategy; and   
                                                                                
     5. An annual status report sent to the permitting authority.               
                                                                                
     Incredibly, the obligations to conduct a pollutant minimization program are
     not conditioned on detectable levels of the pollutant remaining in the     
     effluent.  In other words, as long as a WQBEL is below the minimum level, a
     permittee will be required to develop and conduct, and a permit writer will
     be required to approve and monitor, aspects of the pollutant minimization  
     program.  Equally incredible is the Agency's expressed goal of the         
     pollutant minimization program, that being maintaining all sources of the  
     pollutant to the wastewater collection system be below the WQBEL.  In other
     words, the applicable pollutant concentrations in all internal streams must
     be below detectable levels.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.116     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.117
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Simple Logic Dictates That Pollution Minimization Programs Are Unnecessary.
                                                                                
     The simplest rationale why pollutant minimization programs are unnecessary 
     is that requiring such a program completely ignores the underlying reason  
     permittees install wastewater treatment plants, that being the removal of  
     pollutants.  Why require the removal of all sources of the pollutant to the
     wastewater collection system when that is precisely the reason such a      
     system is installed?  Secondly, requiring permittees to develop programs to
     chase molecules in process streams is a classic example of the Agency      
     mandating costly command and control programs with little, if any,         
     environmental benefits.  This is especially true when one considers the    
     effluent discharge is already at minute, nondetectable levels.  The results
     of a pollutant minimization program is to reduce effluent concentrations   
     from nondetectable levels to nondetectable levels.  Even the  Agency would 
     be pressed to recognize any benefit resulting from such an exercise.       
                                                                                
     This disparity between added costs and little, if any benefit, is          
     compounded when the increased cost and time associated with a permit       
     writer's review, approval and continued monitoring of a pollution          
     minimization program are added to the cost to the regulated community.     
     Also, the Agency's requirement of a pollutant minimization program in this 
     context represents an unprecedented governmental invasion into industrial  
     processes.  Results of a pollutant minimization program will inevitably    
     lead to state regulatory authorities dictating complex industrial processes
     -- processes they know little, if anything, about.                         
                                                                                
     Further, the Agency does not begin to address how a municipality would     
     implement a program recognizing it has little, if any, control over its    
     indirect discharges, especially households.  Minimization programs in this 
     context simply equates to product bans and zero discharge from indirect    
     sources.  Finally, whether these control measures would improve the quality
     of the discharges would probably be impossible to determine, as the        
     pollutant of concern is already undetectable in the effluent at the start  
     of the program.  The minimization program would be conducted on faith, not 
     science.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.117     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is No Authority Under the Clean Water Act for Mandatory Pollutant    
     Minimization Programs.                                                     
                                                                                
     The Clean Water Act does not require, nor does it contain any authority    
     expressly allowing, mandatory pollutant minimization programs whenever a   
     WQBEL is below an applicable detection level.  Because it is on shaky      
     grounds, the Agency relies on a stretched reading of its own May 21, 1990, 
     strategy for the regulation of discharges of certain pollutants from pulp  
     and paper mills.  Not only is the requirement for pollutant minimization   
     programs beyond the scope of that strategy, but the strategy itself is     
     simply unlawful.                                                           
                                                                                
     The Agency's jurisdiction under Sec. 402 of the Clean Water Act (33 U.S.C. 
     1342) is limited to the actual discharge to the waters of the United       
     States.  U.S. EPA's approach goes well beyond that jurisdiction by         
     requiring dischargers to implement conrol strategies to reduce the         
     pollutant levels in their wastestreams before treatment.  U.S. EPA         
     addressed this issue in 1987 while finalizing the effluent guideline and   
     pretreatment  standards for the organic chemicals, plastic and synthetic   
     fibers industry and concluded:                                             
                                                                                
     "...Indeed, the legislative history of the Act (CWA) indicates that        
     Congress did not want EPA to specify technology but rather wanted EPA to   
     allow dischargers to select the means by which they would comply with      
     effluent limitations." (52 F.R. 42522)                                     
                                                                                
     In-plant requirements, such as the pollutant minimization program provision
     proposed by U.S. EPA, are simply beyond the authority granted by the Clean 
     Water Act.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.118     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sound Public Policy Rationale Simply Does Not Support the Added Expense and
     Complexity Associated With Pollutant Minimization Programs as Required     
     Under GLWQG Implementation Procedure 8.                                    
                                                                                
     Ignoring the ability of a wastewater treatment plant to remove pollutants  
     from a process stream simply does not make for sound regulatory policy.    
     The minimal, if any, benefit associated with chasing concentrations of     
     pollutants already below detectable levels is not justified by the         
     extraordinary complexity and costs associated with implementing pollutant  
     minimization programs, not to mention government's invasion into           
     manufacturing processes -- a notion regulators are ill-equipped to         
     accomplish.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.119     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Numeric Limits (or Nondetectable Levels) on Internal Waste Streams As Part 
     of a Pollutant Minimization Program Must Take Into Account Removal by the  
     Wastepaper Treatment Plant.                                                
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     As stated above, as part of the Pollutant Minimization Program, numeric    
     limits (whether or not below the minimum level) should be placed on        
     internal waste streams.  As clearly recognized by the Agency in its        
     "Strategy for the Regulation of Discharges of PHDD's and PHDF's From Pulp  
     and Paper Mills to Waters of the United States" monitoring of the internal 
     waste streams may require establishment of higher levels at which          
     compliance/noncompliance determinations will be made (due to matrix        
     effects) than is used for final effluents.  Limitations on internal waste  
     streams should only be imposed where they can be related to the calculated 
     end-of-pipe loading, accounting for demonstrated removals of pollutants by 
     the wastewater treatment facility.  (See page 20 of that strategy.)        
     Finally, consistent with that Agency strategy, the GLWQG should also allow 
     the permitting authority to choose to require internal waste stream        
     monitoring without internal waste stream limits to provide indications of  
     pollutant levels in the process.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.120     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant Minimization Programs Should Only Be Required When There Are     
     Statistically Quantifiable Concentrations Of Pollutants In The Discharge   
     Above WQBELs.                                                              
                                                                                
     These comments have already addressed the need that "minimum levels" be set
     at the practical quantification limit ("PQL") for compliance purposes to   
     assure to the extent statistically reliable, that the specific pollutant is
     present at a particular concentration.  Likewise, pollutant minimization   
     programs should only be required when there are a significant number of    
     analyses demonstrating concentrations above the PQL.  (Of course, this     
     requirement would only apply to those where the WQBEL is below the PQL.)   
     Prior to requiring a permittee to develop and conduct, and a permit writer 
     to approve and monitor, an expensive pollutant minimization program for a  
     specific pollutant, it is only fair that that pollutant actually be in the 
     discharge at a level which is statistically reliable.  This is particularly
     true when one considers the breadth of the potential impact such a         
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     minimization program would have on a permittee's process and, in turn, the 
     economics associated with that particular permittee, whether direct or     
     indirect discharger or municipality.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2574.121     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A WQBEL should be placed in a permit even if below the detection limit.  A 
     narrative statement should be included, stating that the discharger is in  
     compliance with the limit if pollutants are not detected above the PQL.    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.122     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only those enhanced monitoring programs that have gone through the rigor of
     U.S. EPA's formal approval process may be used when the limit is below the 
     Practical Quantitation LImit.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2574.123     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with WQBEL should be determined only by quantitative analysis of
     the final effluent.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2574.124     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant minimization programs should not be required where discharge     
     levels are below intake water or receiving water background concentrations.
     
     
     Response to: P2574.125     
     
     EPA has modified the intake credit provisions of the Guidance.  Please see 
     the Supplemental Information Document chapter on Intake Credits for a      
     thorough discussion of the available options.  Please keep in mind that a  
     WQBEL will be required only if there is a reasonable potential for the     
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     standard.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2574.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant minimization programs should only be required when there are     
     statistically quantifiable concentrations in the discharge above WQBELs.   
     Further, only substantive requirements of the programs should be           
     enforceable rather than the "fully performed" test currently in the        
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.126     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2574.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE REGULATORY IMPACT ANALYSIS DOES NOT EVEN BEGIN TO COMPLY WITH THE      
     REQUIREMENTS IMPOSED BY EXECUTIVE ORDER 12291.                             
                                                                                
     Executive Order 12291 requires U.S. EPA to develop a Regulatory Impact     
     Analysis ("RIA" or "Analysis") which consists of a cost/benefit-type       
     analysis for certain major rulemaking such as GLWQG.  Further the Great    
     Lakes states also requested that the Agency prepare and publish an RIA at  
     the same time the GLWQG is proposed in the federal register.  Although the 
     Agency has developed what it calls an RIA, a critical review of both the   
     cost and benefit sides of the analysis leads to one inescapable conclusion,
     the analysis does not even begin to estimate the true cost and limited, if 
     any, benefits of the Guidance.  The Analysis is an "RIA" in name only.     
     These comments will shed light on the true costs the Guidance will have on 
     Fort Howard's Green Bay, Wisconsin, facility and the limited, if any,      
     benefit the Guidance will have on the Fox River and Green Bay located in   
     northeastern Wisconsin.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.127     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The True Costs Associated With The GLWQG Are Orders Of Magnitude Greater   
     Than The Agency Estimates                                                  
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA estimates it will cost dischargers in the basin between $80       
     million and $505 million annually to comply with the GLWQG, with a "most   
     likely" scenario of $192 million.  To the contrary, the actual costs will  
     be significantly higher because of several misplaced and inaccurate        
     assumptions used by the Agency in determining its cost assessment.  The    
     DRI-McGraw Hill study done for the Council of Great Lakes Governors on the 
     other hand puts the GLWQG price tag at potentially $2.3 billion.           
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     Response to: P2574.128     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Assumptions Underlying the Agency's Cost Estimates Are Unsound.        
                                                                                
     The Agency's cost estimate relies on three faulty assumptions, namely:     
                                                                                
     that some form of intake credits will be allowed when deviring wasteload   
     allocations particularly for water segments which are not meeting          
     applicable water quality standards, i.e., those streams resulting in       
     negative wasteload allocations;                                            
                                                                                
     that waste minimization/pollution prevention will be the most cost         
     effective means to meet WQBELs derived under the Guidance; and,            
                                                                                
     that noncontact cooling water will not be effected by the Guidance.        
                                                                                
     As will be noted below, all of these assumptions are either the result of  
     an incorrect reading of the Guidance, or are simply technically and        
     practically wrong -- the result of which is a gross underestimation of the 
     true cost of the Guidance.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2574.129     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.130
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Assessment Document for the RIA misquotes the Intake Credit Provisions 
     of the Guidance.                                                           
                                                                                
     There are numerous references made in the Agency's Assessment of Compliance
     Costs ("Assessment Document") to the GLWQG's intake credit provisions, all 
     of which note that how the Guidance handles intake credits, especially in  
     negative wasteload allocation situations, will have a critical impact on   
     its costs.  The Assessment Document attempts to paraphrase the Guidance's  
     intake credit provision as follows:                                        
                                                                                
     "Specifically, a permit writer may assume there is no reasonable potential 
     for a pollutant to exceed a Great Lakes water quality criterion provided   
     the facility's discharge meets the five conditions described below.        
                                                                                
     1.  The facility must withdraw 100 percent of the intake water containing  
     the pollutant from the same body of water it discharges into.              
                                                                                
     2.  No additional mass of the pollutant may be added to the effluent.      
     (emphasis added)                                                           
                                                                                
     3.  The intake water must not be altered chemically or physically in a     
     manner that would cause adverse water quality impacts that would not occur 
     if the pollutants were left in-stream.                                     
                                                                                
     4.  The facility must not increase the pollutant intake concentration, at  
     the edge of the mixing zone or at the point of discharge (if no mixing zone
     is allowed), above the original intake concentration.                      
                                                                                
     5.  The timing and location must not cause adverse impacts that would not  
     occur if the pollutants were left in-stream or in adjusting WQBEL's."      
                                                                                
     Based on that paraphrasing, the Assessment Document assumes that in        
     negative wasteload allocation situations, the WQBELs will either:  1. be   
     set equal to the background concentration; or 2. be set equal to the most  
     stringent GLWQG criterion.  The Assessment Document then estimates costs   
     accordingly.                                                               
                                                                                
     Not only has the Assessment Document incorrectly stated the GLWQG's intake 
     provision, but it also simply ignores Agency interpretation of the         
     provision contained in the preamble to the Guidance.  Most notably, item   
     "b" of GLWQG's intake provision states that in order to be allowed an      
     intake credit, the permittee must demonstrate that:                        
                                                                                
     "its facility does not contribute any additional mass of the identified    
     intake water pollutants to its wastewater."  (Emphasis added)  (58 F.R. at 
     21042)                                                                     
                                                                                
     There is a key fundamental difference between additions to a facility's    
     effluent, as used in the Assessment Document, and additions to a facility's
     wastewater as used in the GLWQG.  (The Agency states in the preamble that a
     facility that contributes pollutants to its process water is not eligible  
     for an intake credit under this provision)(58 F.R. 21042, 1st Column.)     
     Under the Assessment Document's reading, a facility located on a water     
     quality impaired stream which adds pollutants to its process water would   
     only have to remove that pollutant it its treatment plant to the extent it 
     was added by the facility (in other words a "no net increase" discharge),  
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     or at most, to the extent necessary to meet the most stringent GLWQG       
     criterion.  The Agency's interpretation of its own Guidance, on the other  
     hand, would prohibit that discharge (absent a TMDL, variance, or use       
     modification) since the intake credit provision would not be available to  
     that permittee (58 F.R. 20937, 1st Column).  That key difference leads to a
     gross under-estimation of the true costs of the Guidance.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.130     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Assessment Document Does Not Provide Any Evidence to Suggest its       
     Position That Waste Minimization Pollution Prevention is the Most Cost     
     Effective Means to Achieve GLWQG Limits.                                   
                                                                                
     In analyzing the GLWQG consts, the Assessment Document makes the board     
     assumption that facilities will implement waste minimization/pollution     
     prevention practices as the most cost-effective means to meet GLWQG-based  
     requirements.  Based on that misplaced assumption, the "most likely        
     scenario of compliance" under the Guidance results in an additional cost of
     only $192,300,000 to the entire Great Lakes Basin.  Since the assumption is
     misplaced, any cost figure based on that assumption is simply wrong.  Waste
     minimization/pollution prevention is, in most situations, not the "end all"
     "cure all" solution to pollution.  For instance, the preamble's answer to  
     removing mercury (a ubiquitous element) from publicly owned treatment works
     is simply to ban the introduction of mercury into the sewer system,        
     together with a strong public eduction program (58 F.R. 20908, column)     
     (note: Although that analysis appears inthe Antidegradation Procedure      
     preamble, it is provided as an example of a pollution prevention           
     technique.)  Nowhere in the preamble or the Assessment document does it    
     even begin to address what the true cost of such techniques are.  For      
     example, there is no mention of the lost jobs which will be a result of a  
     ban on mercury containing products into the sewer system or an outright ban
     on mercury containing products for that matter.  Further, the preamble     
     states that by switching wastepaper grades processed, under the auspices of
     a waste minimization program, a wastepaper deinking facility should be able
     to meet GLWQG requirements.  Strangely absen from that discussion is the   
     loss of competitive advantage associated with that process change.  Even   
     the costs of actually implementing a waste minimization program at a       
     specific facility has not been assessed.  The Assessment Document itself   
     sums it up best when it states:                                            
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     "The limitation in assuming waste minimization practices would be used that
     [sic] without process, specific information, it is unknown whether waste   
     minimization is technically feasible." (p 2-32)                            
     
     
     Response to: P2574.131     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the Assessment Document's Conclusion to the Contrary, the GLWQG    
     Will Require Treatment of Noncontact Cooling Water.                        
                                                                                
     The Assessment Document does not estimate the cost to treat noncontact     
     cooling water, since the intake credit provision (as interpreted by the    
     drafters of the Assessment Document) would be available for such waste     
     streams (p2-15,16).  To the contrary, since the preamble states metals     
     leaching from process pipes is an "addition" of the pollutant, the second  
     condition necessary to be allowed an intake credit is not met.  Since a    
     permittee will never be able to prove that no such leaching occurs, the    
     intake credit provision will never be applicable, even for noncontact      
     cooling water.  Accordingly, relatively clean wastewater streams will have 
     to be treated at a tremendous expense.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2574.132     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2574.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The True Cost to Fort Howard of Meeting the Requirements of the GLWQG is   
     Twenty Times Greater Than Estimated by U.S. EPA.                           
                                                                                
     To assess the compliance costs associated with meeting the GLWQG           
     requirements, the Agency randomly selected 59 dischargers and developed    
     permits for those dischargers under the provision of the Guidance.  The    
     Agency then estimated the cost of those facilities would arguably incur to 
     meet those limits and extrapolated those costs to the Great Lakes Basin.   
     Necessarily then, the total extrapolated cost is only as sound as the cost 
     estimated for the individual dischargers.  Fort Howard Corporation's Green 
     Bay facility was one of those randomly selected by the Agency.  If the     
     estimated cost to other individual discharges is as flawed as that done for
     Fort Howard Corporation, the entire assessment is not worth the paper it is
     written on.  (Note:  Not surprisingly, the compliance cost assessment      
     completed for Fort Howard by the Agency is based on, at least in part, the 
     three incorrect assumptions noted above.  As with Fort Howard's cost       
     assessment, the costs derived for the entire Great Lake's Basin is simply  
     erroneous.)                                                                
                                                                                
     a.[WQBELs Derived Under the GLWQG for Fort Howard's Green Bay Mill Will be 
     Orders of Magnitude Lower Than Current Limits.                             
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA calculated  WQBELs for Fort Howard's Green Bay facility based upon
     the facility's present Wisconsin Pollution Discharge Elimination System    
     ("WPDES") permit, permit application and discharge monitoring report data. 
     Based upon those calculations, the limits listed in the Assessment         
     Document's background material for the pollutants at issue are as          
     follows:(Note:  It must be noted that Fort Howard will undoubtedly receive 
     limits for all bioaccumulating chemicals of concern under the Existing     
     Effluent Quality provisions of the proposed Antidegradation Procedure.     
     Costs to ensure compliance with those limits have not been included but    
     could be extremely high.)                                                  
                                                                                
     (Pollutant, Current Limit (ug/l), GLWQG Limit calculated by US EPA (ug/l)) 
     PCBs, 0.47 (0.17 after 12/31/93), 0.000012                                 
     2,3,7,7-TCDD, Monitor, 0.0000002                                           
     Mercury, None, 0.0036                                                      
                                                                                
     b. U.S. EPA's Costs Estimates Are Grossly Understated, Since They Are Based
     on Unrealistic Assumptions Regarding the Viability of Pollutant            
     Minimization Programs.                                                     
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA has estimated the total cost to Fort Howard to meet these new     
     limits is between $2 and $6 million.  Incredibly, these costs are          
     associated with the Agency's misconceived notion that pollutant            
     minimization studies will result in compliance with the mercury and        
     2,3,7,8-TCDD limit.  The Agency makes this statement without any knowledge 
     whatsoever regarding Fort Howard's process.  Equally outlandish is the     
     Agency's assertion that it will cost the Company $-0- to comply with the   
     new PCB limit despite the fact that the new limit is over 10,000 times more
     stringent than the Company's current limit, not to mention the limit which 
     becomes effective on December 31, 1993.                                    
                                                                                
     There are two sources of PCB's in the Company's effluent, namely, its      
     intake water and the wastepaper the Company processes.  The Company does   
     not use or manufacture PCBs in its process.  The Agency refers to a WPDES  
     permit provision which requires Fort Howard conduct a study to minimize PCB
     concentrations in its effluent as its sole rationale why there is no added 
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     cost to meet the GLWQG-derived PCB limit.  The actual objective of that    
     study as expressly stated in the permit, however, was to identify control  
     alternatives capable of attaining a PCB effluent limitation of 0.17 ppb    
     (monthly average), NOT attaining the limit of 0.000012 ppb as derived under
     the GLWQG.  Fort Howard has since submitted such a study which has been    
     approved by the permitting authority.  Despite the fact that there are     
     detectable levels of PCBs in Fort Howard's source of process water,        
     implementing the study has resulted in nondetectable levels of the         
     pollutant in the Company's discharge.  That level is even lower than the   
     background concentration of the Fox River, the source of the Company's     
     process water and the receiving stream for the effluent.                   
                                                                                
     Finally the preamble contains a reference to the effect that, under the    
     guise of a pollutant prevention exercise, a deinking facility, such as Fort
     Howard, may be able to meet its GLWQG-derived PCB WQBEL by simply          
     "switching to a different source of wastepaper."  (58 F.R. 20953, 3rd      
     column)  (This is despite the fact that the PCB concentration in the       
     Company's intake water is presently 10,000 times higher than the           
     GLWQG-derived WQBEL.)  Fort Howard has done extensive analyses of the PCB  
     content of all types of wastepaper.  As shown in Table 1 and Figure 1, PCBs
     are found in all types of wastepaper.  Certainly some wastepaper types may 
     contain greater concentrations than others, however, the fact of the matter
     is simply eliminating certain types will not eliminate all PCBs from the   
     Company's process waste water.  (Note:  Proposed Implementation Procedure 8
     requires that permits contain pollutant minimization programs for those    
     WQBELs which are below "minimum levels."  Since the GLWQG-derived is over  
     10,000 times lower than the minimum level, such a program will be included 
     in the Company's WPDES permit.  The goal of such programs is to eliminate  
     all sources of that pollutant in process water.  Accordingly, since PCBs   
     are virtually found in all wastepaper grades, the only way for deinkers to 
     comply with that provision is not to discharge, i.e., 100% closed loop, or 
     zero discharge.)  That is not surprising since, although the manufacture of
     PCBs have generally been banned, certain inadvertent de minimis amounts can
     still be legally created and used.  See e.g. 40 CFR 761 et. swq.           
     Therefore, the statement by the Agency that it will cost Fort Howard $0 to 
     meet the GLWQG-derived PCB limit is nothing more than pure fantasy.        
                                                                                
     The Agency estimates it will cost Fort Howard between $1 and $3 million to 
     conduct and implement a pollutant minimization program in order to meet the
     2,3,7,8-TCDD limit derived under the GLWQG.  However, the Agency offers    
     absolutely no technical changes, process modification, or any other data to
     support its estimated costs, or if a minimization program would, in fact,  
     work.  Like PCBs, Fort Howard believes that the source of any detectable   
     2,3,7,8-TCDD in its effluent is due to either the concentration in the     
     intake water or from the wastepaper the Company processes.  The deinking   
     and whitening process employed by Fort Howard is vastly different from the 
     pulping and bleaching processes used in virgin fiber mills which recently  
     have associated with the creation 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  Those mills normally      
     employ the Kraft and sulfite pulping process followed by some type of      
     elemental chlorine bleaching.  Fort Howard's process on the other hand     
     involves washing paper fiber that has already been pulped by the kraft or  
     sulfite process followed by a whitening with non-elemental chlorine        
     chemicals.  It is the Company's belief that its process does not create    
     detectable amounts of 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  Like PCBs, 2,3,7,8-TCDD can be found  
     in all types and grades of wastepaper, as long as it was previously pulped 
     and bleached.  Simply altering the Company's process or switching          
     wastepaper sources will simply not work.                                   
                                                                                
     Finally, the Agency estimates it will cost Fort Howard between $1 and $3   
     million to conduct and implement a pollutant minimization study in order to
     meet the WQBEL for mercury.  As with the 2,3,7,8-TCDD, absent from the     
     Agency's analysis is any discussion as to whether such a program would be  
     successful.  Like PCBs and 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the Company believes that the     
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     source of any mercury that may be in its effluent is either the            
     concentration in the intake water or the wastepaper it processes.  Unlike  
     PCBs and 2,3,7,8-TCDD, however, since mercury is ubiquitous, there is      
     undoubtedly de minimis undetectable amounts of the chemical in process     
     chemicals used at the facility.  As long as mercury is in the intake water 
     and wastepaper, it is highly unlikely that even removing all mercury       
     containing chemicals (an alteration that itself is highly unlikely) from   
     the process, the Company could meet the WQBEL for Mercury. (Note:  It      
     should be noted that the National Council of Air and Stream Improvement    
     ("NCASI") the pulp and paper industry's national research association, has 
     concluded that the deinking industry could not meet the mercury WQBELs even
     with the installation of state-of-the-art wastewater treatment.  In fact,  
     according to NCASI, the only way deinkers could comply is not to be subject
     to the GLWQG, in other words, zero discharge-100% closed loop.)]           
                                                                                
     c. [The True Costs To Fort Howard To Meet The GLWQG Requirements Is Between
     $54 Million And $78 Million.                                               
                                                                                
     Simply put, the true cost to Fort Howard to meet the GLWQG requirements is 
     staggering.  Fort Howard has concluded that since pollutant minimization   
     programs will not effectively reduce the concentrations of PCBs,           
     2,3,7,8-TCDD and mercury, the only way it could comply with the GLWQG is   
     not to be subject to it at all.  In other words, Fort Howard will have to  
     install add-on treatment necessary to eliminate its need to discharge.  The
     Company has identified that add-on equipment as consisting of a filtration 
     stage, reverse osmosis and evaporation stage and incineration stage after  
     the Company's present secondary treatment stage.  The configuration and    
     cost of this equipment is provided in figure 2 and table 2.                
                                                                                
     The total cost in 1992 dollars of this additional equipment is between $54 
     million and $78 million.  It should be noted that the installation of this 
     added equipment will result in no discharge from Fort Howard's facility.   
     In other words, the only way the Company can meet the GLWQG requirements as
     proposed is not to be subject to them at all.  Despite the Agency's        
     statements to the contrary, the practical impact of the GLWQG is truly a   
     "zero discharge" regulation.  An appropriate RIA would analyze the Guidance
     as such.]                                                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2574.133     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.134
     Cross Ref 1: Figure 1, Table 1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.133.                                    
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQBELs Derived Under the GLWQG for Fort Howard's Green Bay Mill Will be    
     Orders of Magnitude Lower Than Current Limits.                             
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA calculated WQBELs for Fort Howard's Green Bay facility based upon 
     the facility's present Wisconsin Pollution Discharge Elimination System    
     ("WPDES")  permit, permit application and discharge monitoring report data.
      Based upon those calculations, the limits listed in the Assessment        
     Document's background material for the pollutants at issue are as follows: 
     (Note:  It must be noted that Fort Howard will undoubtedly receive limits  
     for all bioaccumulating chemicals of concern under the Existing Effluent   
     Quality provisions of the proposed Antidegradation Procedure.  Costs to    
     ensure compliance with those limits have not been included but could be    
     extremely high.)                                                           
     Pollutant, Current Limit (ug/l), GLWQG Limits (ug/l)                       
     PCBs, 0.47 (0.17 after 12/31/93), 0.000012                                 
     2,3,7,7-TCDD, Monitor, 0.0000002                                           
     Mercury, None, 0.0036                                                      
                                                                                
     b. U.S. EPA's Costs Estimates Are Grossly Understated, Since They Are Based
     on Unrealistic Assumptions Regarding the Viability of Pollutant            
     Minimization Programs.                                                     
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA has estimated the total cost to Fort Howard to meet these new     
     limits is between $2 and $6 million.  Incredibly, these costs are          
     associated with the Agency's misconceived notion that pollutant            
     minimization studies will result in compliance with the mercury and        
     2,3,7,8-TCDD limit.  The Agency makes this statement without any knowledge 
     whatsoever regarding Fort Howard's process.  Equally outlandish is the     
     Agency's assertion that it will cost the Company $-0- to comply with the   
     new PCB limit despite the fact that the new limit is over 10,000 times more
     stringent than the Company's current limit, not to mention the limit which 
     becomes effective on December 31, 1993.                                    
                                                                                
     There are two sources of PCB's in the Company's effluent, namely, its      
     intake  water and the wastepaper the Company processes.  The Company does  
     not use or manufacture PCBs in its process.  The Agency refers to a WPDES  
     permit provision which requires Fort Howard conduct a study to minimize PCB
     concentrations in its effluent as its sole rationale why there is no added 
     cost to meet the GLWQG-derived PCB limit.  The actual objective of that    
     study as expressly stated in the permit, however, was to identify control  
     alternatives capable of attaining a PCB effluent limitation of 0.17 ppb    
     (monthly average), NOT attaining the limit of 0.000012 ppb as derived under
     the GLWQG.  Fort Howard has since submitted such a study which has been    
     approved by the permitting authority.  Despite the fact that there are     
     detectable levels of PCBs in Fort Howard's source of process water,        
     implementing the study has resulted in nondetectable levels of the         
     pollutant in the Company's discharge.  That level is even lower than the   
     background concentration of the Fox River, the source of the Company's     
     process water and the receiving stream for the effluent.                   
                                                                                
     Finally, the preamble contains a reference to the effect that, under the   
     guise of a pollutant prevention exercise, a deinking facility, such as Fort
     Howard, may be able to meet its GLWQG-derived PCB WQBEL by simply          
     "switching to a different source of wastepaper."  (58 F.R. 20953, 3rd      
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     column)  (This despite the fact that the PCB concentration in the Company's
     intake water is presently 10,000 times higher than the GLWQG-derived       
     WQBEL.)  Fort Howard has done extensive analyses of the PCB content of all 
     types of wastepaper.  As shown in Table 1 and Figure 1, PCBs are found in  
     all types of wastepaper.  Certainly some wastepaper types may contain      
     greater concentrations than others, however, the fact of the matter is     
     simply eliminating certain types will not eliminate all PCBs from the      
     Company's process waste water.  (Note:  Proposed Implementation Procedure 8
     requires that permits contain pollutant minimization programs for those    
     WQBELs which are below "minimum levels."  Since the GLWQG-derived is over  
     10,000 times lower than the minimum level, such a program will be included 
     in the Company's WPDES permit.  The goal of such programs is to eliminate  
     all sources of that pollutant in process water.  Accordingly, since PCBs   
     are virtually found in all wastepaper grades, the only way for deinkers to 
     comply with that provision is not to discharge, i.e., 100% closed loop, or 
     zero discharge.)  That is not surprising since, although the manufacture of
     PCBs have generally been banned, certain inadvertent de minimis amounts can
     still be legally created and used.  See e.g. 40 CFR 761 et. seq.           
     Therefore, the statement by the Agency that it will cost Fort Howard $0 to 
     meet the GLWQG-derived PCB limit is nothing more than pure fantasy.        
                                                                                
     The Agency estimates it will cost Fort Howard between $1 and $3 million to 
     conduct and implement a pollutant minimization program in order to meet the
     2,3,7,8-TCDD limit derived under the GLWQG.  However, the Agency offers    
     absolutely no technical changes, porcess modification, or any other data to
     support its estimated costs, or if a minimization program would, in fact,  
     work.  Like PCBs, Fort Howard believes that the source of any detectable   
     2,3,7,8-TCDD in its effluent is due to either the concentration in the     
     intake water or from the wastepaper the Company processes.  The deinking   
     and whitening process employed by Fort Howard is vastly different from the 
     pulping and bleaching processes used in virgin fiber mills which recently  
     have associated with the creation of 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  Those mills normally   
     employ the Kraft and sulfite pulping process followed by some type of      
     elemental chlorine bleaching.  Fort Howard's process on the other hand     
     involves washing paper fiber that has already been pulped by the kraft or  
     sulfite process followed by a whitening with non-elemental chlorine        
     chemicals.  It is the Company's belief that its process does not create    
     detectable amounts of 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  Like PCBs, 2,3,7,8-TCDD can be found  
     in all types and grades of wastepaper, as long as it was previously pulped 
     and bleached.  Simply altering the Company's process or switching          
     wastepaper sources will simply not work.                                   
                                                                                
     Finally, the Agency estimates it will cost Fort Howard between $1 and $3   
     million to conduct and implement a pollutant minimization study in order to
     meet the WQBEL for mercury.  As with 2,3,7,8-TCDD, absent from the Agency's
     analysis is any discussion as to whether such a program would be           
     successful.  Like PCBs and 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the Company believes that the     
     source of any mercury that may be in its effluent is either the            
     concentration in the intake water or the wastepaper it processes.  Unlike  
     PCBs and 2,3,7,8-TCDD, however, since mercury is ubiquitous, there is      
     undoubtedly de minimis undetectable amounts of the chemical in process     
     chemicals used at the facility.  As long as mercury is in the intake water 
     and wastepaper, it is highly unlikely that even removing all mercury       
     containing chemicals (an alteration that itself is highly unlikely) from   
     the process, the Company could meet the WQBEL for mercury.  (Note:  It     
     should be noted that the National Council of Air and Stream Improvement    
     ("NCASI")  the pulp and paper industry's national research association, has
     concluded that the deinking industry could not meet the mercury WQBELs even
     with the installation of state-of-the-art wastewater treatment.  In fact,  
     according to NCASI, the only way deinkers could comply is not to be subject
     to the GLWQG, in other words, zero discharge-100% closed loop.)            
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     Response to: P2574.134     
     
     See response to comments D2684.008, D2584.015, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2574.135
     Cross Ref 1: Figure 2, Table 2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.133.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The True Costs to Fort Howard To Meet The GLWQG Requirements Is Between $54
     Million And $78 Million.                                                   
                                                                                
     Simply put, the true cost to Fort Howard to meet the GLWQG requirements is 
     staggering.  Fort Howard has concluded that since pollutant minimization   
     programs will not effectively reduce the concentrations of PCBs,           
     2,3,7,8-TCDD and mercury, the only way it could comply with the GLWQG is   
     not be subject to it at all.  In other words, Fort Howard will have to     
     install add-on treatment necessary to eliminate its need to discharge.  The
     Company has identified that add-on equipment as consisting of a filtration 
     stage, reverse osmosis and evaporation stage and incineration stage after  
     the Company's present secondary treatment stage.  The configuration cost of
     this equipment is provided in figure 2 and table 2.                        
                                                                                
     The total cost in 1992 dollars of this additional equipment is between $54 
     million and $78 million.  It should be noted that the installation of this 
     added equipment will result in no discharge from Fort Howard's facility.   
     In other words, the only way the Company can meet the GLWQG requirements as
     proposed is not to be subject to them at all.  Despite the Agency's        
     statements to the contrary, the practical impact of the GLWQG is truly a   
     "zero discharge" regulation.  An appropriate RIA would analyze the Guidance
     as such.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2574.135     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2574.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA attempts to quantitatively assess the benefits to the Great Lakes 
     Basin as a result of implementation of the GLWQG based upon two            
     approaches--an estimate of the benefits to the Basin as a whole and three  
     case studies, namely the Fox River in northeastern Wisconsin, Saginaw Bay  
     in Michigan, and the Black River in Ohio.  Since Fort Howard has been      
     located on the Fox River area for over 75 years, the majority of its       
     employees live their entire lives in the area, and the Company has been an 
     active participant in the Lower Fox River Green Bay Remedial Action Plan   
     ("RAP"), the Company has unique expertise about the quality of water in the
     area.  As such, these comments will focus on the RIA's Fox River case      
     study.  If the benefits estimated for the other two case studies and the   
     entire basin approach are anything like the Fox River estimate, the overall
     conclusion that the GLWQG benefits are commensurate with its costs is      
     specious at best.  (Note:  These comments have already addressed the faulty
     cost assessment with respect to Fort Howard.  Using that incorrect         
     assessment, the Agency states that the GLWQG imposed cost to the entire Fox
     River basin is only $2.7 to $14.1 million.  This is for 52 direct          
     dischargers to the Fox River.  The correct cost to Fort Howard alone is    
     estimated to be between $54 to $78 million.  NCASI has concluded it will   
     cost the pulp and paper mills in the Fox River basin $290 million to comply
     with GLWQG requirements.)                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2574.136     
     
     See response to comment D2587.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2574.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the GLWQG Will Only Reduce Negligible Loadings, the Benefits         
     Identified by the Agency Are Greatly Overstated.                           
                                                                                
     As stated above, the GLWQG will only  reduce loadings which are, in fact,  
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     negligible.  Accordingly, any benefits associated with that reduction will 
     likewise be negligible.  For some reason, the drafters of the RIA missed   
     that simple logic.  For instance, the RIA provides that the benefit        
     associated with an enhanced trout/salmon fishery due to implementatation of
     the Guidance is worth approximately $1.2 to $4.3 million.  According to the
     RIA, that range is derived by taking the value to Wisconsin of a           
     contaminant-free Lake Michigan fishery, estimated to be $7.4 to $26.1      
     million.  (A. J. Lyke 1992).  Since the Green Bay shoreline constitutes    
     approximately 30% of Wisconsin's Great Lakes shoreline, at least according 
     to the RIA, a range of $2.4 to $8.6 million can be "assigned" to a         
     contaminant-free Green Bay fishery.  As if those assuptions were bad       
     enough, the RIA then makes the leap of faith that the implementation of the
     Guidance can take credit for one-half of that improvement, which results in
     a benefit of $1.2 to $4.3 million.  How can the GLWQG whose sole purpose is
     to regulate point source loadings, which U.S. EPA's own scientists         
     concluded are negligible, take credit for any, much less one-half, of the  
     alleged improvements in the trout/salmon fishery?                          
     
     
     Response to: P2574.137     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2574.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The RIA next turns to a quantitative analysis of the benefits attributable 
     to the GLWQG with respect to enhanced yellow perch fishing in the Fox River
     and Green Bay.  The RIA cites a 1987 study as support for the claim that   
     the yellow perch fisheries is worth approximately $1.8 million per year to 
     the Green Bay area.  According to the RIA, the benefits to that fishery    
     associated with implementation of the Guidance falls into the range of     
     $360,000 to $1.8 million assuming 20% to 100% of the enhancement is a      
     result of the GLWQG.                                                       
                                                                                
     A look at what has actually happened to the yellow perch fishery in the    
     Green Bay drives home the absolute fallacy of that quantitative assessment.
      First, as noted in Table 8-1 of the Agency's own RIA, yellow perch taken  
     from the River or Bay are not the subject of any fish advisory.  Second,   
     the reason the perch fishery declined several years ago (to the point of   
     closure) was due to overharvesting, the influx of the alewife and reduced  
     DO levels.  These activities are not even remotely regulated by the GLWQG, 
     yet the Agency tries to take credit for this enhancement as part of the    
     benefits analysis.                                                         
     
     

Page 7370



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: P2574.138     
     
     See response to comment D2724.616.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2574.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The attempt at quantitatively evaluating the nonconsumptive use benefits is
     equally misguided.  To assess that alleged benefit, the RIA simply         
     multiplies the number of activity days spent at a wildlife sanctuary       
     located in Green Bay, Wisconsin, by daily "use" values of $18.71 and       
     $26.34, for a range of $26.2 to $36.9 million.  (The use values were based 
     on studies by Loomis and Walsh et. al.).  The RIA then concludes that      
     through contributing to enlarging the bald eagle, osprey, otter and mink   
     populations, implementaiton of the GLWQG will somehow enhance participaiton
     at the wildlife sanctuary by 5%.  A 5% increase in activity days based on  
     the values noted above equates to an alleged benefit fo $1.3 to $1.8       
     million.                                                                   
                                                                                
     It is clear that the drafters of the RIA never bothered to actually visit  
     the wildlife sanctuary.  Although the sanctuary is a beautiful area,       
     nonetheless it is an inland facility located approximately 1/2 to 1 mile   
     from the middle of downtown Green Bay.  It consists of a picnic area,      
     exhibit building, and a landing area for migrating birds such as ducks,    
     geese and, most recently seagulls.  The sanctuary has not, is not, nor will
     it ever become, absent a complete destruction of the City of Green Bay and 
     the people living there, a haven for eagles, otters, minks, etc., no matter
     the increase of respective populations.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.139     
     
     See response to comment D2724.617.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2574.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The only other benefits quantifiably assessed for the Fox River/Green Bay  
     case study area are those associated with non-use/ecological enhancements. 
     Those benefits were developed using two approaches.  The first approach is 
     referred to in the RIA as a "rule-of-thumb" approach where                 
     non-use/ecological benefits are thought to equal one-half of the           
     recreational fishing value, $0.5 to $3.1 million in this case study.  The  
     reference to this approach by the RIA, as a "rule-of-thumb approach" is    
     evidence enough of its reliability and usefulness.  The second at least    
     uses estimates reported in the literature.  That approach multiplied the   
     number of households in the case study area (122,800) by an estimate of the
     amount a household is willing to pay for clean water ($119.77).  The RIA   
     then assumes, without any supporting facts that the water quality has      
     improved to a point halfway to its fishable/swimmable goal since 1981.  A  
     further assumption is made that the implementation of the GLWQG will       
     improve water quality of the River and Bay by one-fourth.  After all that, 
     the estimated benefit is $3.7 million.  That analysis falls subject to the 
     same pitfalls applicable to the fish advisory analysis, namely there will  
     be little, if any, added benefit by only regulating sources which have a   
     negligible impact on the water quality.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2574.140     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.037.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2574.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the RIA does not attempt to quantitatively assess the benefits to 
     enhanced human health allegedly a result of implementation of the Guidance.
     The simple reason for that is there are none.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2574.141     
     
     See response to comment D2587.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2574.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Benefit Analysis Contained in the RIA is Simply Unsound.               
                                                                                
     If the Fox River benefit analysis is any indication of the credibility of  
     the other two case studies or the entire basin study, any conclusion       
     reached with respect to huge benefits associated with the Guidance is      
     simply misguided.  A true, scientifically defensible benefit analysis will 
     undoubtedly show that there are little, if any, ecological enhancements or 
     other benefits associated with the implementation of the GLWQG.            
     
     
     Response to: P2574.142     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017, F2723.004 and P2718.345.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2574.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An Assessment Of The Enormous Costs Imposed By The GLWQG And The Little, If
     Any, Benefit Will Show That The GLWQG Falls Well Short Of Meeting The Test 
     Imposed By Executive Order 12291.                                          
                                                                                
     The true cost to Fort Howard to meet the GLWQG requirements is between $54 
     and $78 million, as compared to U.S. EPA's estimate of $2 to $6 million.   
     The true cost to only the pulp and paper mills discharging directly or     
     indirectly to the Fox River as calculated by NCASI is $290 million.  That  
     estimate does not even take into account the costs to municipalities or    
     other direct and indirect dischargers.  U.S. EPA's cost estimate for Fort  
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     Howard is $2 - $6 million and is $2.7 to $14.1 million for the entire Fox  
     River basin.  The true benefits associated with implementing the Guidance  
     is zero since placing a cork in all point sources on the Fox River, the net
     effect of the Guidance, will not reduce the loadings of the critical       
     pollutants based on the findings of the Agency's own scientists.  In a     
     nutshell, with respect to the Fox River (a case study arguably championing 
     the GLWQG), the Guidance will impose a cost of at least $290 million, with 
     no, "0", added benefit.  Even the Agency must admit the GLWQG does not     
     stand up to the rigors of E.0. 12291.  The Guidance is an insult to the    
     notion of cost-effective regulation.  Prior to the finalization of any     
     guidance under the guise of a Great Lakes Initiative, the Agency must      
     develop a sound, accurate cost/benefit analysis.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2574.143     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT/SUP
     Comment ID: P2576.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Michigan continues to support the goals and objectives of the Great Lakes  
     Initiative as shown by staff's active participation throughout the four    
     year process.  We are also generally supportive of the Guidance as         
     proposed. Exceptions and recommended changes comprise the majority of our  
     comments.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.001     
     
     EPA appreciates Michigan's participation in the development of the Guidance
     and support of its goals and objectives.  Based upon the comments EPA      
     received on the proposed Guidance, the final Guidance has modified to      
     address many of issue raised in these comments.  For a discussion of the   
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see
     Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the Guidance          
     provisions, see Section II of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT/SUP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2576.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A more reasonable approach to evaluating pollutants in a facility's intake 
     water must be included in the final Guidance                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.002     
     
     EPA has made a number of changes to the intake pollutant procedures from   
     the proposal to make consideration of intake pollutants in the permitting  
     process a more viable option, which are explained in the SID at Section    
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2576.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we do not support the default assumption of additivity under any condition;
     
     
     Response to: P2576.003     
     
     See response to comment D2098.040                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2576.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 7375



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Existing Effluent Quality requirements in the Antidegradation Element  
     must be changed because they are still viewed as a "disincentive to good   
     performance"                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.004     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2576.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the number of facilities needing to conduct the rigorous antidegradation   
     demonstrations as proposed in the Guidance should be reduced by changing   
     the definition of "High Quality Waters"                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.005     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     and the criterion for mercury should be revised upward.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.006     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, and P2576.128.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2576.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A major overriding Michigan concern is that EPA must provide extensive     
     opportunity for the states to be involved with review of the comments and  
     final changes to the Guidance.  The Resolution of Agreement to Publish the 
     Proposed Guidance signed by the members of the Steering Committee on       
     December 9, 1991 included a firm commitment from EPA that the States would 
     play a major role in assessing comments and developing recommended         
     modifications to the proposal.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.007     
     
     By law, after the close of the public comment period EPA is solely         
     responsible for the review of comments and writing the final Guidance.  In 
     keeping with the spirit of open communication, EPA did meet with the States
     on several occasions (as well as member of the regulated community and     
     environmental groups) to obtain further clarification on their comments    
     received during the public comment period.  Summaries of the meeting are   
     available in the public docket for this rulemaking.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2576.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The proposed methodology is not specific as to the form in which an
     aquatic criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, dissolved, etc.)       
     leaving this determination to the States or Tribes.  Any analytical        
     measurement other than total (i.e., dissolved) is a measure of a fraction  
     of the total concentration and in some cases may more accurately reflect   
     the biologically available form.  The majority of the metals criteria      
     proposed in the guidance are expressed as total recoverable metal.         
                                                                                
     EPA's Science Advisory Board recommended that EPA consider the biologically
     available form of a pollutant when establishing water quality criteria.  In
     order to address this comment with regards to the criteria which have been 
     proposed, the guidance allows the use of a site specific criteria          
     modification procedure called the water effect ratio.  The water effect    
     ratio allows modification of a criteria, and hence a permit limit, so as to
     address only that fraction of the parameter in the receiving stream which  
     is biologically available.                                                 
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department supports use of the water effect ratio
     presented in the Guidance for addressing site specific aquatic criteria    
     modifications.  However, we also recommend that the Guidance provide       
     sufficient flexibility to base criteria on the bioavailable fraction of a  
     pollutant if adequate scientific and toxicological data are available to   
     define that fraction and analytical mehtods or other predictive tools are  
     available for permit compliance purposes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.008     
     
     See responses to comments D2620.020 and P2629.035                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2576.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The proposed human health methodology assumes exposure of a 70     
     kilogram (154 pound) adult to an average daily maximum acceptable          
     contaminant level for a 70 year lifetime.  Such exposure assumes           
     consumption of a daily average of 15 grams of Great Lakes system sport fish
                                                                                
     and either two liters of drinking water or 0.01 liters of water through    
     recreational activities.  Given these assumptions, there should be no      
     observable adverse effects from acute, subchronic or chronic exposure for  
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     noncancer endpoints (including reproductive and developmental effects), and
                                                                                
     no greater additional risk of cancer than 1 in 100,000.                    
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The department supports the proposed GLWQG exposure  
     assumptions.  Michigan's current exposure assumptions parallel the GLWQG   
     proposal except for fish consumption.  Michigan currently uses the national
                                                                                
     average fish consumption rate of 6.5 grams/day to represent the general    
     population's regionally caught fish consumption.  The 15 grams/day average 
     sport caught fish consumption value was developed from regional fish       
     consumption data.  The target exposure population is the average sport     
     angler and family.  This exposure level is estimated to also protect at    
     least 90% of the region's general population at levels at or above the     
     protection afforded the average sport angler.  We also support the ability 
     to use a more conservative value on a site specific basis.  The two        
     liter/day drinking water level is also estimated to reflect the 90%        
     consumption level for the region.  The 0.01 liter water exposure assumes an
                                                                                
     annual daily average incidental exposure based on daily water sport        
     activities during the warm weather months.  The 70 kilogram adult body     
     wight is a low mean body weight for the region's population as a whole, and
                                                                                
     therefore provides a slightly higher level of protection than the mean.    
     Further, since the amount a person eats is generally a reflection of their 
     weight, a lighter person, e.g. 55 kilograms, would be expected to consume  
     proportionally less than the mean amount of fish and water.  Therefore, we 
     believe 70 kilograms is appropriate to reflect the general population, even
                                                                                
     if the individual weighs less than the mean.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.009     
     
     EPA believes that the assumptions regarding body weight, lifetime,         
     recreational uses, as well as fish and drinking water consumption are      
     appropriate for development of Great Lakes criteria and protective of all  
     segments of the Great Lakes population from adverse effects, including     
     acute and reproductive effects. Furthermore, EPA believes that the         
     flexibility for States and Tribes to use more conservative values on a     
     site-specific basis to provide additional protection to sub-populations    
     (e.g., sport anglers, Native Americans, pregnant/nursing women, infants,   
     etc.) is appropriate.  EPA also believes that the assumption that all      
     waters of the Great Lakes are considered impacted is appropriate.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2576.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The risk factors proposed in the GLWQG are the same as currently used in   
     Michigan's surface water program and we support the use of these risk      
     factors.  A nonthreshold mechanism for cancer is assumed as a default.  The
                                                                                
     upper 95% confidence limit on the 1 in 100,000 additional probable risk of 
     developing cancer is used in deriving individual critera/values.  We       
     believe this level of risk to be "acceptable" in the context of the entire 
     risk assessment process.  This risk is generally less than the risk of     
     death to regional inhabitants from natural occurrences such as floods,     
     tornados and lightning and anthropic causes such as drownings from boating 
     accidents or death/injury from automobile accidents.  We believe an        
     incremental risk of 1 in 100,000 to be an insignificant increase given the 
     current estimated cancer rate of 1 in 4.  A no adverse effects level from  
     acute, subchronic or chronic exposure is assumed for noncancer endpoints.  
     Both of these methods assume a lifetime of exposure.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.010     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2576.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The methodology discusses the need to review available             
     dose-response data for wildlife and laboratory species, and provides       
     guidance for the selection of key studies for both the avian and mammalian 
     classes.  The Tier I Wildlife Criterion (WC) or Tier II Wildlife Value (WV)
     is then set equal to the lower of the class-specific wildlife values which 
     are calculated per the methodology.                                        
                                                                                
     Department Position:  Before this final step occurs would be an appropriate
     point for a "reality check" utilizing available and relevant environmental 
     information.  Our concern is that the methodology is quite fixed and       
     mechanical, and the process may, in some cases, result in inappropriately  
     high or low criteria.  Professional judgement should play a greater role in
     this process, including the consideration of available information on      
     environmental levels (past and present) and concurrent indicators of       
     ecosystem health and population dynamics.  This information should appear  
     in the justification document for the substance in question.  This will    
     provide a needed check on the reasonableness and protectiveness of the     
     calculated WV when real-world information is available for perspective.    
     This step may also be helpful in assessing if the WV is or is not          
     adequately protective of other species (see II.C of the Wildlife           
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     Methodology), and for assessing the site-specific need for an intraspecies 
     sensitivity factor (ISF).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.011     
     
     At several places in the appendix D methodology, there are decision points 
     which will substantially rely on best professional judgement.  These points
     include the selection of the effective dose, the selection of the various  
     uncertainty factors, and in the derivation of bioaccumulation factors      
     pursuant to appendix B, and the biomagnification factor for biouptake from 
     the herring gull to the bald eagle.  In addition, EPA supports the use of  
     any appropriate data to evaluate the inputs into the methodology, and to   
     verify the veracity of the wildlife values and criteria.  Finally, EPA is  
     creating a Clearinghouse to provide a forum for information transfer and   
     discussions between the regulating community, and with the public in       
     regards to the appendix A, C, and D criteria.                              
                                                                                
     While EPA supports the use of any available and appropriate data to        
     validate and to support determinations made in the derivation of appendix D
     criteria, EPA itself will only collect additional data for use under       
     existing Agency monitoring programs and the Clearinghouse.                 
                                                                                
     EPA notes that States and Tribes retain authority under section 510 of the 
     Clean Water Act to derive more stringent criteria where it is determined   
     that additional protection is needed.  EPA is not providing for adjustments
     to any of the input parameters for the appendix D methodology other than   
     adjustments on a site- specific basis to the bioaccumulation factors, that 
     make criteria less stringent because it believes that the appendix D       
     methodology, including the five representative species, their exposure     
     parameters, and the appendix's toxicological requirements, are appropriate 
     for all areas in the Great Lakes basin.  In addition, adjustments to any   
     input parameter would make it difficult to insure that mobile prey species 
     would not accumulate bioaccumulative chemicals of concern to levels that   
     will have adverse impacts on wildlife populations outside of any designated
     site.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mercury criterion is discussed in our technical comments (see          
     Attachment II) as an example demonstrating the types of relevant           
     information which the methodology unfortunately excludes from              
     consideration.  As a result of considering the additional relevant         
     information, our conclusion is that the proposed Tier I Wildlife criterion 
     for mercury of 0.18 ng/l is too stringent.  We recommend instead, a Tier I 
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     WC of 0.6 ng/l and provide a justification for that change.                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.012     
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2576.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The wildlife methodology is a modification of the human health     
     methodology and is intended to result in criteria that are protective of   
     avian and mammalian wildlife populations, not all individuals in those     
     populations.  Under this approach, the methodology refrains from the use of
     certain procedures of the human health methodology which would build more  
     conservatism into criteria derivation to protect individuals.  For example,
     it prescribes the use of toxicity endpoints which relate to population     
     dynamics, rather than the most sensitive indicators of chemical toxicity.  
     Also, it does not utilize an uncertainty factor for the protection of      
     sensitive individuals, as is used for human health.  However, the Guidance 
     does allow for the use of an additional uncertainty factor to modify       
     wildlife criteria/values on a site-specific basis.  This is intended "to   
     provide an additional level of protection for a species determined to      
     require greater protection, for any reason".  This "intraspecies           
     sensitivity factor" accounts for differences in sensitivity among members  
     of a population where protecting individuals in a population, e.g.,        
     endangered species, may be important.                                      
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department supports the basic procedure and      
     agrees conceptually with the goal of population protection.  However,      
     potential difficulties are foreseen in achieving consistent and appropriate
     interpretations of the "species sensitivity factor", the "intraspecies     
     uncertainty factor", and the selection of adverse effect endpoints relevant
     to population dynamics.  These concepts are not adequately addressed in the
     Guidance in terms of rationale, justification and implementation.  More    
     detail on these issues is given in our technical comments.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.013     
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.144, P2629.054, and P2742.326 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2576.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current approach for deriving wildlife criteria in Michigan is         
     different that the GLWQG.  Michigan's approach assumes wildlife exposure   
     via water ingestion only.  The GLWQG wildlife methodology includes both    
     water ingestion and fish intake as exposure routes.  Exposure via fish     
     intake inlcudes the use of bioaccumulation factors to account for the      
     propensity of chemicals to magnify as they move up the food chain.  We     
     agree with this approach to include exposure via the foodchain, as it      
     represents an appropriate improvement to the existing Michigan methodology.
     
     
     Response to: P2576.014     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.164 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG: Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC) are those chemicals      
     which, either by themselves or as toxic transformation products, accumulate
     in aquatic organisms by a human health bioaccumulation factor (BAF) greater
     than 1000 fold, after considering metabolism and other properties that     
     might enhance or inhibit bioaccumulation.  There are 28 chemicals listed in
     the Guidance as BCC's with 10 additional chemicals under consideration.  In
     order of preference, the data used to establish a BAF may be field         
     measured, laboratory derived or predicted.  The Guidance contains certain  
     special requirements to minimize the dishcarge of BCCs, i.e., phase out of 
     mixing zones.                                                              
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department supports the proposed trigger level of
     1000 fold to define the Table 6A list of bioaccumulative chemicals of      
     concern (BCCs) using human health BAFs.  However, any additions to this    
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     list should first go through a formal public comment period in the Federal 
     Register.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.015     
     
     Please see response to comment P2720.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2576.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The human health BAF of 1000 fold is the approximate break point where     
     biomagnification can be seen above simple bioconcentration.  Due to the    
     current inability to account for the impact of metabolism in estimating    
     BAFs from estimated bioconcentration factors, we do not support the use of 
     estimated BCFs in the definition of future BCCs.  BCCs should be determined
     utilizing only suitable field BAF data or measured BCFs with validated     
     food chain multipliers (see comments under "BAF -- Food Chain              
     Multipliers").  Therefore, the potential BCCs listed in Table 6b of Part   
     132 - Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System, should not be     
     included in the definition of BCCs until data is sufficient to meet the    
     above criteria.  There was consensus developed among members of Michigan's 
     GLI Advisory Committee that field measured BAFs are suitable for           
     calculation of water quality criteria.  However, field derived             
     bioaccumulation data need to be developed and/or evaluated carefully.      
     Since there are many factors that can influence the quality/accuracy of    
     such data, e.g. determination of actual chemical exposure levels given     
     analytical problems and variation in environmental concentration, ambient  
     conditions, etc.  Clearly defined guidelines for evaluating field derived  
     BAF data need to be developed as well as clear procedures established for  
     deriving acceptable field BAF data.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.016     
     
     EPA agrees with commenter not to use predicted BCFs for designating        
     chemicals as BCCs. In the final Guidance, only field- measured BAFs or BAFs
     based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs.  See      
     definition of BCC in 40 CFR section 132.2.  Field-measured data are a more 
     accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a laboratory-measured or
     predicted BCF because they measure the actual impacts of biomagnification, 
     bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting them through use of a
     model.                                                                     
                                                                                
     For the derivation of criteria, EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I
     criteria and Tier II values for human health and Tier I criteria for       
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     wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and   
     bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for human health is  
     discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new 
     minimum BAF data required to derive Tier I human health criteria for       
     organic chemicals include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF      
     derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than  
     125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals,   
     including organometals such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to   
     derive a Tier I human health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a   
     field-measured BAF or (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of  
     inorganic chemicals, the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because   
     there is no apparent biomagnification or metabolism.                       
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with the commenter's concern about the difficulty of       
     collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA, however, thinks that
     States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret field studies.  To      
     assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance concerning the     
     determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs before the States  
     and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards consistent with   
     this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a consistent set 
     of procedures that will assist them in collecting and interpreting the     
     field-measured BAFs.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2576.017
     Cross Ref 1: HH & WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  When field measured bioaccumulation factors (BAF) do not exist for 
     organic chemicals, the Guidance specifies the use of food chain multipliers
     (FCM) to predict BAFs.  The FCM represents the ratio between the           
     bioconcentration factor (BCF) and the bioaccumulation factor, and accounts 
     for the increased biomagnification of a chemical's concentration in the    
     food chain above the influence of bioconcentration alone.  These FCMs are  
     derived based on a model developed by Thomann (1989) and are applied to    
     either a measured or estimated BCF to predict a BAF.  A list of FCMs for   
     various trophic levels in the food chain is provided in the Guidance.      
     Selection of the appropriate FCM from this list to use in criteria         
     derivation is based on a chemical's lipid solubility (kow).                
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department currently relies predominately on     
     bioconcentration to predict environmental concentration of contaminants.   
     There is no corollary to the specific FCM process in our current regulatory
     program.  Adjustments to convert BCFs to BAFs are done on a case-by-case   
     basis.  Bioconcentration alone, however, does not adequately account for   
     the food chain magnification observed with many of the persistent organic  
     Great Lakes contaminants, e.g. PCBs and DDT.  To provide consistency, a    
     method for addressing food chain magnification is necessary in the criteria
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     development process.  The Thomann model for predicting FCMs, as presented  
     in the Guidance, appears to be a reasonable approach to resolving this     
     situation.  Although the Thomann model claims to predict bioaccumulation   
     within an order of magnitude, the list of chemicals used to validate the   
     model is limited.  Given the significant influence that bioaccumulation    
     plays in deriving human health and wildlife criteria, continued testing and
     validation of the model is necessary prior to establishing the use of this 
     model in final guidance.  Further, the model does not adequately address   
     metabolism as a mechanism to reduce biomagnification in predicting FCMs for
     certain compounds.  We support the use of FCMs to predict BAFs providing:  
     1) the necessary model validation occurs by evaluation of the model's      
     appropriateness in predicting FCMs for a variety of chemical classes; and  
     2) metabolism is adequately addressed in the process.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.017     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  In order to account for metabolism, the final Guidance  
     has differentiated which BAF data are required to derive Tier I human      
     health and wildlife criteria for organic chemicals based on whether        
     metabolism is accounted for or not.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with commenters suggesting that additional validation of
     the models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect  
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),   
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2576.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The guidance requires any discharger proposing to significantly    
     lower water quality in a "High Quality Water" (HQW) to evaluate and        
     implement all prudent and feasible pollution prevention measures.  The     
     dischargers must also identify alternative or enhanced treatment           
     techniques that are available that would eliminate the significant         
     lowering of water quality.  If the dishcarger can eliminate the significant
     lowering of water quality by enhanced treatment, not to exceed an          
     additional 10% of costs to meet Federal treatment based guidelines or      
     WQBELs, then such significant lowering of water quality would be denied.   
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department supports the pollution prevention     
     analysis and enhanced treatment review, but we are concerned about the     
     additional staff resources that may be needed to review and approve        
     the submittals.  With ongoing budget shortages, the Department will be     
     looking for additional federal funding to administer program enhancements  
     required by EPA.  Even with properly trained staff, it will be difficult to
     review pollution prevention and enhanced treatment analyses because the    
     facility is most knowledgeable about their production process.  Issues     
     concerning the review of appropriate treatment technology could be reduced 
     significantly if EPA would update the effluent limit guidelines (BAT) on a 
     more frequent basis.  The current BAT regulations are grossly out-of-date. 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.018     
     
     See response to comment D2621.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2576.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reducing the numbers of facilities needing to go through the rigorous      
     antidegradation demonstrations would be beneficial.  This could be         
     accomplished by changing the definition of HQW.  The Guidance defines HQW  
     as any water body where water quality exceeds standards on a               
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis.  This means that virtually all water bodies  
     in the basin are HQW for certain parameters, including drainage ditches and
     other lower value water bodies.  These lower value waters should not be    
     treated the same as high quality trout streams or the Open Waters of the   
     Great Lakes when applying antidegradation requirements.  We recommend that 
     a higher priority subset of the HQW be identified by each state.  (See     
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     Technical comments for antidegradation IB.)  Our alternative would require 
     that the pollution prevention and enhanced treatment demonstrations (as    
     given in the Guidance) be conducted only for proposals to significantly    
     lower water quality that deal with BCCs or are to a water body identified  
     by the state as a higher priority subset of HQW (i.e., Michigan            
     troutstreams, high quality warmwater streams or Open Water of the Great    
     Lakes).  Proposals to significantly lower water quality dealing with       
     non-BCCs in the lower priority HQW would not be required to evaluate the   
     enhanced treatment alternative and pollution prevention alternative, but   
     would still have to identify the important social or economic developments 
     related to the project.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.019     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2576.020
     Cross Ref 1: P2576.019
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  Any entity proposing to significantly lower water quality in a     
     "High Quality Water" (HQW) must first submit an antidegradation            
     demonstration for consideration by the permitting authority.  For BCCs, the
     Guidance defines "significant lowering of water quality" as an increase of 
     mass loading in excess of existing effluent quality.  For non-BCCs,        
     significant lowering of water quality is defined as any increase (other    
     than de minimis) in mass loadings above existing permit limitations.       
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department agrees with this definition provided  
     that EPA implements the equivalent to our proposed changes to the          
     definition of HQW as given above in our comments on Issue 7                
     (Antidegradation -- Pollution Prevention and Enhanced Treatment            
     Demonstrations).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.020     
     
     For BCCs EPA does not agree that either changes to how high quality waters 
     are identified or changes to the antidegradation demonstration are         
     appropriate.  The final Guidance is not applicable to non-BCCs and         
     therefore offers no specific direction to States and Tribes.  However, any 
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     policy adopted by a State or Tribe must be consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2576.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The Guidance indicates that the antidegradation standard shall     
     apply to any source, point or nonpoint, of pollutants to surface waters of 
     the Great Lakes System.  In addition, the preamble says that the           
     antidegradation standard shall apply to sources, other than point sources, 
     "when there is regulatory authority requiring compliance with water quality
     standards."                                                                
                                                                                
     Department Position:  Clarification on this issue is needed.  For example; 
     if it means that all air emission sources in Michigan would be subject to  
     this regulation under current statutes and rules, then we would not        
     support.  Primarily, this is because the air program directors were not    
     involved in the guidance development.  This will likely be an issue        
     discussed under Round 2.  If it means that rules governing the control of  
     air sources and nonpoint sources would specifically need to contain        
     regulatory authority requiring the consideration of water quality standards
     and this antidegradation provision, then it would be acceptable.  We also  
     feel that the antidegradation requirement should not apply to stormwater   
     permits issued under the new stormwater regulations if it is a new permit  
     issued to an existing discharge.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.021     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2576.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
Page 7389



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The Guidance establishes a process for requirements in permits to  
     prevent the significant lowering of "High Quality Waters" due to the       
     increased mass loading of BCCs.  Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ) limits or 
     notification levels would be placed in permits to prevent a discharger from
     exceeding existing discharge loadings until prior approval of an increase  
     is given by the regulatory agency.                                         
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department has concerns with the Existing        
     Effluent Quality (EEQ) concept, as proposed, which restricts the rate of   
     BCC mass loadings of BCCs to the baseline established at the time of permit
     issuance.  The concept is used when existing discharge levels of BCCs are  
     well below WQBELs or treatability requirements.  Of the two approaches     
     presented, we favor the EEQ Notification Requirement rather than numeric   
     mass loading limits, because it provides for permit conditions that only   
     require notification if an EEQ level is exceeded.  Permit violations are   
     limited to exceedances that are either not reported or are the result of a 
     deliberate action by the permittee, which has not been approved by the     
     state.  Although this option reduces the concern that EEQ requirements are 
     a disincentive to good performance, it does not go far enough.             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.022     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2576.022a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional Discussion between EPA and the Great Lakes states is needed on  
     the disincentive issue following public comments.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.022a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2576.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ concept would also require a certain amount of monitoring for those
     BCCs suspected in the discharge.  If EPA finds a way to implement the      
     concept without being a disincentive to good performance, sufficient       
     flexibility must remain in the Guidance for states to use professional     
     judgement on the pollutants monitored and the frequency.  Generic          
     requirements to monitor for all the BCCs as was assumed in EPA's cost study
     should not be included in the Guidance.  It also must be clear in the      
     Guidance that detecting a BCC as a result of the monitoring does not       
     necessarily mean a permit violation.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.023     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.024
     Cross Ref 1: P2576.018-.023
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One alternative approach to minimize the discharge of BCCs is for EPA to   
     update the effluent limit guidelines (BAT) on a more frequent basis.  The  
     current BAT regulations are grossly out-of-date.  With tough, up-to-date   
     treatment technology requirements, the reliance on WQBELs and the EEQ      
     concept to control BCCs would be significantly reduced.  We have gone on   
     record several times urging EPA to place higher priority on the BAT        
     updates.  Pollution Prevention should also be incorporated as a part of the
     BAT update process.                                                        
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     Response to: P2576.024     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2576.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The Guidance leaves "RESERVED" the process describing how chemical 
     mixtures in discharges and in ambient waters are to be addressed.  However,
     the preamble requests comment on several options regarding additivity for  
     human health and wildlife criteria implementation.  These issues include   
     the potential use of a hazard index approach for noncarcinogenic effects;  
     the default assumption of additivity to determine acceptable cancer risk   
     levels for combinations of carcinogens in mixtures; and the application of 
     additivity procedures to permitted discharges only, or to both permitted   
     discharges and ambient water quality assessment.  It also discusses the use
     of toxic equivalency factors (TEFs) for chlorinated dioxins (CDDs),        
     chlorinated dibenzofurans (CDFs), PCBs and other groups of pollutants.     
     With respect to impacts on aquatic life, the guidance provides for the use 
     of Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) tests to account for interactive effects  
     of chemical mixtures in discharges.                                        
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department feels that the application of         
     numerical criteria on a single pollutant basis, for discharge permit       
     development and ambient water quality assessment, is much more amenable to 
     implementation than the additivity approaches suggested in the guidance.   
     [To provide greater protection against the potential effects of dioxin-like
     components, we would support a TEF approach to address human health and    
     wildlife concerns during the development of discharge permit regulations.  
     The data base for including PCBs in this approach is too weak to support at
     this time.]  The ability to use additivity should be provided in the       
     Guidance, but should be used only when adequate data are available on      
     mechanisms of action.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.025     
     
     EPA believes it is important to consider the potential adverse effects from
     exposure to multiple carcinogens in mixtures because most instances of     
     contamination in surface waters involve mixtures of two or more pollutants.
      EPA recognizes that there are a number of difficult issues involved in    
     attempting to implement measures to ensure that human health is protected  
     from the additive effects of carcinogens; and that States and Tribes are in
     the best position to ensure, within their existing State programs, that    
     human health is protected from the additive effects of carcinogens.  EPA   
     was concerned that provisions that are difficult to incorporate into       
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     existing water programs would discourage or significantly impede State or  
     Tribal development of procedures to address the potential effects from     
     multiple chemicals.  On the other hand, EPA was concerned that if too much 
     flexibility was allowed that the provisions would become meaningless and   
     not fulfill the statutory goal of improving consistency within the Great   
     Lakes System.  The additivity provisions in procedure 4 of appendix F have 
     attempted to balance these two competing demands to ensure that minimum    
     additivity provisions will be developed by the Great Lakes States and      
     Tribes that are both implementable and will provide appropriate protection 
     of human health.                                                           
                                                                                
     See Section VIII.D.7. of the SID for a complete discussion of the use of   
     TEFs in the development of discharge permits.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2576.026
     Cross Ref 1: Comment imbedded in P2576.025
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To provide greater protection against the potential effects of dioxin-like 
     components, we would support a TEF approach to address human health and    
     wildlife concerns during the development of discharge permit regulations.  
     The data base for including PCBs in this approach is too weak to support at
     this time.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.026     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     human health and wildlife and on including TEFs for PCBs.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2576.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the default assumption of additivity not be included in  
     the Guidance.  The assumption of additivity for ambient standards, in      
     particular, is unworkable from an administrative point of view.  Criteria  
     would change from site to site based on the knowledge of carcinogens       
     present in the ambient surface water.  This approach would provide no      
     certainty for RAP or LaMP programs designed to restore designated uses.    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.027     
     
     See response to comment D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6 of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No additivity requirements should be published as final Guidance without   
     the opportunity for additional Steering Committee discussion.              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.028     
     
     See response to: D2856.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2576.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     GLWQG:  When a permit limit is below detectable levels, the guidance       
     proposes that the limit be included in the permit, but that compliance be  
     determined at a Compliance Evaluation Level (CEL) expressed as a monthly   
     average.  In addition, a minimization program would be included in the     
     permit which outlines a strategy for reducing the pollutant concentrations 
     in the effluent at or below the WQBEL.  If the pollutant is a              
     bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), a caged fish biouptake study    
     requirement would also be included to determine if the water quality       
     criteria is being exceeded.  If the biouptake study indicates the criteria 
     is being exceeded, the control strategy could be modified.                 
                                                                                
     Department Position:  Generally, this approach is similar to Michigan's    
     current approach for addressing less than detectable permit limits.        
     However, there are some areas of the proposal with which we do not agree.  
     The Department recommends that the Compliance Evaluation Level (CEL) be    
     established as a level "not to be exceeded" rather than a monthly average  
     level.  Allowing the CEL to be a monthly average means that detectable and 
     nondetectable analytical results will need to be averaged for reporting    
     purposes in a facility's monthly operating report.  There is no good way to
     address this problem, and permit compliance will be difficult to assess.   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.029     
     
     The Guidance has been revised to remove the term "CEL."  Moreover, the term
     "quantification level," which has replaced the term "CEL" is not an average
     level, or a limitation, as characterized by the commenter.  Instead, the   
     quantification level is simply the lowest quantifiable level practicable.  
     In order to clarify how quantification levels are to be used, the following
     hypotheticals have been developed:                                         
                                                                                
     Hypothetical 1:  A permittee has a daily maximum limitation on pollutant X.
      A sample is taken and analyzed and found to be an amount of pollutant X   
     that is less than the minimum quantification level.  The permitting        
     authority has the discretion to specify in the permit the manner in which  
     samples below the level of quantification should be treated.  If the       
     permitting authority specifies that the sample should be considered to be  
     equal to zero, then the sample will be deemed to be in compliance with the 
     WQBEL, since zero is less than the WQBEL.  If, however, the permitting     
     authority specifies that the sample should be deemed to be one-half of the 
     minimum quantification level, and the WQBEL is less than one-half of the   
     minimum quantification level, then the sample shall be deemed to be in     
     violation of the WQBEL, and hence in violation of the permit. If the WQBEL 
     is greater than one-half of the minimum quantification level, then the     
     sample shall be deemed to be in compliance with the WQBEL. Finally, if the 
     sample is above the minimum quantification level specified in the permit,  
     then the permitting authority has no discretion in determining how that    
     sample should be treated:  it must be considered to be an accurate         
     quantification of the pollutant and, therefore, an exceedance of the WQBEL,
     and therefore a violation of the permit.                                   
                                                                                
     Hypothetical 2:  A permittee has a thirty-day effluent limitation for      
     pollutant Y.  Two samples are taken during the thirty day period:  One     
     sample is below the minimum quantification level and one is above the      
     minimum quantification level.  The permitting authority has the discretion 
     to specify the manner in which the sample below the minimum quantification 
     level should be treated for averaging purposes, but has no discretion in   
     specifying the manner in which the value above the minimum quantification  
     level should be treated.  If the permitting authority specifies that the   
     sample below the level of quantification should be deemed equal to zero,   
     then zero is added to the value above the minimum quantification level, and
     this sum is divided by two to determine the 30 day average value.  If the  
     average value is in excess of the WQBEL, then the discharger will be deemed
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     to have violated the thirty-day WQBEL and therefore violated the permit.   
     If the permitting authority determines that the first sample should be     
     deemed to be equal to one-half of minimum quantification level, then       
     one-half of the minimum quantification level should be added to the value  
     from the sample that was above the minimum quantification level to         
     determine the thirty-day average, which should then be compared to the     
     thirty-day average WQBEL in assessing compliance with the permit.          
                                                                                
     Finally, a number of commenters, including this commenter, have argued     
     that, unless today's Guidance specifies the manner in which                
     "non-quantifiable" samples are treated in assessing compliance with WQBELs,
     there will be tremendous inconsistency throughout the Great lakes System.  
     Today's Guidance gives permitting authorities discretion to treat such     
     samples as being equal to zero.  EPA believes that any attempt to impose   
     this condition as a requirement in the Great Lakes System-- and thereby    
     preclude permitting authorities from assigning a value greater than zero to
     such samples-- would infringe on the rights retained to States and         
     political subdivisions pursuant to section 510 of the Clean Water Act to   
     adopt and enforce more stringent provisions with respect to discharges of  
     pollutants and control and abatement of pollutants. EPA has considered the 
     comments and concerns presented above and has addressed them in the        
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution Minimization Program      
     (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and objectives of the PMP.       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2576.030
     Cross Ref 1: P2576.029
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we feel that caged fish biouptake studies should be used only 
     to evaluate a facility's progress in meeting the goals of a minimization   
     program, not as a quantitative tool for determining compliance with water  
     quality criteria.  Also, fish biouptake studies should only be used if     
     appropriate for the chemical of concern.  For example, a fish biouptake    
     study would be inappropriate for mercury since it must be methylated before
     becoming bioavailable.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.030     
     
     EPA has addressed the interpretation of background data that is below the  
     quantification level in the TMDL procedures.  Based upon the comments      
     received EPA has modified the Guidance from the proposal.  Please see the  
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on TMDLs for a thorough          
     discussion of the available options for interpreting non-quantifiable      
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     background sample data.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2576.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  A temporary variance from a water quality standard which is the    
     basis of a permit limit may be granted to a point source discharge if the  
     permittee demonstrates that attaining a water quality standard is not      
     feasible.  The variance would apply only to the permittee requesting the   
     variance.  Approved variances are effective for 3 years and may be renewed.
     Variances must be requested within 60 days following permit issuance.      
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The department supports the concept of variances.    
     However, we have several recommendations applicable to the proposed        
     procedure.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.031     
     
     Response not required.  Recommendations addressed separately in response to
     comments.                                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2576.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The term of the variance should correspond to the length of an NPDES permit
     term of 5 years.                                                           
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     Response to: P2576.032     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2576.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Department recommends that requests for variances also be 
     allowed to occur during the permit issuance process, rather than after the 
     permit is issued.  This may result in less contested case hearing requests 
     and would avoid the issue of how antibacksliding would be applied once the 
     permit was issued.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2576.033     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2576.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Department also recommends that the procedure be expanded to allow for 
     variances for entire water body segments or on a regional basis to deal    
     with pollutants that likely exceed standards basinwide (i.e., PCB).  This  
     approach will be particularly needed if EPA's position on Intake Credits   
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     does not change.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.034     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2576.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A concern exists that variances may become the norm rather than the        
     exception and that variance demonstration reviews would require            
     considerable staff time.  Therefore, we recommend that all conditions for  
     variances be better defined in the Guidance.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.035     
     
     EPA disagrees.  It is EPA's intent to provide the Great Lakes States and   
     Tribes reasonable discretion in defining, characterizing and developing    
     decision criteria for the conditions for granting a variance, subject to   
     EPA review and approval.  It is EPA's position that by maintaining this    
     discretion, States and Tribes will be able to address specific concerns in 
     the State or Tribal procedures developed pursuant to Procedure 2.          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2576.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     GLWQG:  Whenever a water quality-based effluent limit is developed, it is  
     established as both a concentration value and an equivalent mass loading   
     rate value (i.e., pounds per day).                                         
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department, while generally supportive of the use
     of mass loading values, is concerned in their application to POTWs that    
     have significant wet weather flow fluctuations that exceed the design      
     conditions used in development of the WQBEL.  There needs to be            
     consideration for a mass limit exemption during these wet weather flow     
     periods.  The mass limits should apply as long as the POTW is discharging  
     less than or equal to its design flow.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.036     
     
     See comment G2764.010 for the discusion of existing permitting authority to
     address wet weather flow impacts on continuous discharges.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2576.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that mass loading limits only be included for monthly average 
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.037     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2576.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     GLWQG:  Mixing zones may be allowed for existing discharges of BCC's until 
     10 years from incorporation of the GLWQG into a State's Water Quality      
     Standards.  After that date, no mixing zones will be allowed.  Beginning on
     the date of incorporation of the GLWQG into a state's standards, no mixing 
     will be allowed for new or increased discharges of BCC's.                  
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department supports the phase out of mixing zones
     for the BCCs listed on Table 6A of proposed Part 132.  This approach is    
     consistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  The Agreement    
     states that mixing zones should be reduced to achieve the maximum possible 
     reductions in size consistent with the policy of virtual elimination of    
     persistent toxic substances.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.038     
     
     EPA acknowledges the commenter's support for EPA's proposal and has        
     retained the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs, with a 
     limited exception for circumstances when a discharger has reduced its      
     discharge of the BCC to the maximum extent possible but for economic and   
     technical reasons still needs a mixing zone.  See SID at VIII.C.4.         
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Coder believes "limit" should be "list".                      
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any additions of BCCs to this limit should first go through a formal public
     comment period in the Federal Register.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.039     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2576.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  If a facility withdraws all its intake water from the receiving    
     stream and does not add any mass of the pollutant of concern, it will be   
     determined that there is no reasonable potential for the facility to       
     violate standards due to their discharge and no limits are necessary.  If  
     these criteria are not met, a routine reasonable potential analysis must be
     conducted.  Under a reasonable potential analysis for the situation where  
     background levels of the pollutant exceed standards, the limits must be set
     to zero or a multiple source TMDL developed that assures attainment of     
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department supports the above described situation
     where a facility adds no mass of a pollutant.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.040     
     
     The final guidance retains the basic "intake pollutant reasonable          
     potential" procedure, which applies when the presence of a pollutant in the
     discharge is due solely to its presence in its intake water from the same  
     body of water.  The intake pollutant procedures apply in the absence of a  
     TMDL or comparable assessment and remediation plan approved in accordance  
     with Procedure 3.A of appendix F.  The final Guidance no longer requires   
     that WLAs be set to zero in the absence of a multi-source TMDL, for the    
     reasons explained in the SID at Section VIII.C.7.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2576.041
     Cross Ref 1: P2576.040
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we do not support the second scenario in the application of intake
     credits, and recommend that the Technical Workgroup (TWG) proposal         
     (identified as Option 4 in the Preamble) be adopted.  Under the TWG        
     proposal, in the situation described above where a facility adds some mass 
     of the pollutant and the intake water is from the receiving stream, a "no  
     net" discharge requirement could be included in the permit or the limit    
     could be set equal to the background concentration.  In the situation where
     a facility's intake water is not all from the receiving stream, the        
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     facility would be allowed to discharge at the water quality criterion.     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.041     
     
     This comment raises the same basic issues as P2574.083, which are addressed
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2576.042
     Cross Ref 1: SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  The site-specific procedure allows modification of criteria or     
     values on a site-specific basis to reflect local environmental conditions, 
     with certain restrictions:  Aquatic life criteria or values may be modified
     to be more or less restrictive; human health and wildlife criteria or      
     values may be made only more restrictive, and bioaccumulation factors (BAF)
     may be modified only to larger values.  All site-specific modifications    
     must be approved by EPA.                                                   
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department is generally supportive of the        
     site-specific modification procedure, but recommends that, for waterbodies 
     other than the open waters of the Great Lakes (OWGL), the guidance be      
     expanded to allow less restrictive human health and wildlife criteria for  
     non-BCCs.  Site-specific modifications for the human health and wildlife   
     criteria are not supported for the OWGLs due to the concern that such      
     modifications will not promote the concept of uniform Great Lakes criteria.
     
     
     Response to: P2576.042     
     
     The Agency disagrees with the comment that site-specific modifications are 
     not supported for the OWGL due to concerns that it will not promote the    
     concept of uniform criteria and levels of protection. Many comments were   
     received after publishing the proposed Guidance that recommended allowing  
     less stringent criteria for aquatic life, but not for human health or      
     wildlife. EPA recognized that, indeed, there may exist situations in which 
     site- specific modification, resulting in less stringent criterion, may be 
     appropriate and still provide the same level of protection for these other 
     two types of criteria as well. Therefore, the Final Guidance allows        
     modifications based on site-specific factors to be made for deriving human 
     health and wildlife criteria, as long as there is adequate scientific      
     justification.                                                             
                                                                                
     See also response to comments P2576.173 and D2604.057.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2576.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  EPA contracted with Science Applications International Corporation 
     (SAIC) to develop cost estimates to direct dischargers resulting from      
     implementation of the GLWQG.  The costs of complying with GLWQG-based      
     permit requirements versus requirements developed using existing State     
     standards were estimated.  These costs were calculated for a sample of     
     facilities (including 25 in Michigan) and a basin estimate was projected   
     using statistical techniques.  Estimated compliance costs for the basin    
     with Scenario 2 (most likely scenario) were $192.3 million.  The costs were
     also used to develop EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis of the proposed GLWQG
     dated April 15, 1993.                                                      
                                                                                
     Department Position:  [The Department feels that cost/benefit studies for  
     water quality standard regulations are extremely difficult, if not         
     impossible to conduct accurately.  Effects on each facility are variable   
     depending on the character of the receiving stream and waste discharges.]  
     [Staff have thoroughly reviewed the Michigan facilities evaluated in the   
     EPA cost study and have concluded that the findings are inaccurate and     
     misleading.  (See Attachment 3 for details.)  Virtually all of the costs   
     identified for the Michigan facilities were negated by the correction of   
     simplifying assumptions used by the EPA contractor.  The study's attempt to
     calculate the incremental differences in costs between the GLI requirements
     and existing Michigan Water Quality Standards was inadequate.  There will  
     be some costs associated with implementation of the GLWQG at existing      
     facilities, but the specific costs presented by the EPA report do not      
     exist.]  [Our assessment is that the costs of implementing the GLWQG in    
     Michigan at existing facilities will not be significant, providing that a  
     reasonable solution to the intake credit and additivity issues can be      
     worked out with EPA prior to final guidance.]  [New or increased           
     discharges, however, would face more rigorous demonstration requirements   
     under the proposed antidegradation procedures.]                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.043     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/GEN
     Comment ID: P2576.044
     Cross Ref 1: Comment imbedded in P2576.043
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.043.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Department feels that cost/benefit studies for water quality standard  
     regulations are extremely difficult, if not impossible to conduct          
     accurately.  Effects on each facility are variable depending on the        
     character of the receiving stream and waste discharges.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.044     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2576.045
     Cross Ref 1: Comment imbedded in P2576.043
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Staff have thoroughly reviewed the Michigan facilities evaluated in the EPA
     cost study and have concluded that the findings are inaccurate and         
     misleading.  (See Attachment 3 for details.)  Virtually all of the costs   
     identified for the Michigan facilities were negated by the correction of   
     simplifying assumptions used by the EPA contractor.  The study's attempt to
     calculate the incremental differences in costs between the GLI             
     requirements and existing Michigan Water Quality Standards was inadequate. 
     There will be some costs associated with implementation of the GLWQG at    
     existing facilities, but the specific costs presented by the EPA report do 
     not exist.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.045     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 7405



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: P2576.046
     Cross Ref 1: Comment imbedded in P2576.043
     Cross Ref 2: ADD
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our assessment is that the costs of implementing the GLWQG in Michigan at  
     existing facilities will not be significant, providing that a reasonable   
     solution to the intake credit and additivity issues can be worked out with 
     EPA prior to final guidance.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.046     
     
     See response to comments P2585.119 and D2604.045.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/GEN
     Comment ID: P2576.047
     Cross Ref 1: Comment imbedded in P2576.043
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New or increased discharges, however, would face more rigorous             
     demonstration requirements under the proposed antidegradation procedures.  
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     Response to: P2576.047     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2576.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many other comments concerning alarming cost estimates of implementing the 
     GLWQG have been presented by industrial and municipal representatives.  The
     overriding inadequacy with all of the estimates discussed to date is that  
     the true incremental differences between the GLI Guidance and the current  
     Michigan approach to regulate point source discharges has not been         
     determined.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.048     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2576.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, all of the studies have made the assumption that reverse      
     osmosis or some other sophisticated treatment technology would need to be  
     applied at the end-of-pipe to meet the GLI requirement.  EPA should clarify
     the fact that it was not the intent of the Steering Committee and is not   
     the intent of EPA to routinely require treatment technologies such as      
     reverse osmosis.                                                           
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     Response to: P2576.049     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2576.050
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A final Lakewide Management Plan for each Great Lake, considering the      
     significance of all sources of the pollutant of concern, should be         
     completed before such costly requirements could be determined to be cost   
     effective and required.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.050     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources and         
     providing an accurate assessment of costs and benefits, see Section I.C of 
     the SID.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements other ongoing   
     Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003,   
     G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should also consider changing the length of NPDES permits from five to 
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     a maximum of ten years.  This would reduce overall permit issuance and     
     compliance costs, as well as provide the regulated community more          
     regulatory certainty.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.051     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  A much greater number of Great Lakes contaminants need to be       
     addressed in surface water discharge permits than meet the data            
     requirements for Tier I criteria.  Tier I criteria should be founded on    
     data sufficient to ascertain that they will not change significantly over  
     time.  The Guidance proposes a narrative Tier II procedure be used to      
     address chemicals with lesser data than what is necessary for Tier I       
     criteria.  The larger uncertainty of this approach is compensated for by   
     the use of more conservative uncertainty factors in order to assure        
     adequate protection is provided the environment, and to encourage further  
     data development to reduce this uncertainty.  The Tier II "values" are not 
     established in regulation and are subject to change as additional data     
     become available.                                                          
                                                                                
     Department Position:  Michigan's current approach to regulating toxic      
     substances in surface water permits uses a narrative approach, i.e., a list
     of numeric criteria is not established in regulation.  This allows the     
     flexibility of being able to incorporate improved and expanded data as it  
     becomes available.  It is critical that toxic substances not remain totally
     unregulated simply because adequate data to calculate a Tier I criterion   
     are not available.  Therefore, we support the Tier II process and believe  
     it critical to an effective toxic substances control program for the waters
     of the Great Lakes system.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.052     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
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     Comment ID: P2576.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A consensus was reached by Department staff and the members of the Michigan
     GLI Advisory Committee that the State should urge EPA to generate more Tier
     I criteria after procedures are finalized; establish a clearinghouse for   
     Tier I criteria and Tier II values; and use the Federal Resigter process to
     receive comment and provide notice of additional Tier I criteria as they   
     become finalized.  These additional Tier I criteria would be available for 
     states to incorporate into their water quality standards during triennial  
     reviews.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.053     
     
     See response to: D2621.010                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2576.054
     Cross Ref 1: REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For NPDES permits with Tier II based limits, permittees are allowed up to 2
     years to provide additional data for permit limit revisions.  This time    
     period is to allow dischargers the opportunity to provide toxicity data    
     sufficient to develop Tier I criteria or revise Tier II values.            
     Antibacksliding does not apply to the potentially revised criteria or      
     values.  We are particularly concerned over the uncertainty expressed in   
     the preamble relative to antibacksliding and its application to the Tier II
     values.  Similar concerns on the potential effects of the antibacksliding  
     provisions have been expressed in Michigan by numberous members of the     
     public.  To resolve the confusion on when and how antibacksliding will     
     apply to Tier II, and to further encourage better data development and the 
     use of the best data for criteria/value development, we believe EPA should 
     exempt Tier II based limits from antibacksliding regardless of the time    
     period involved, even after they become effective.                         
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     Response to: P2576.054     
     
     See response to: P2576.077                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2576.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  Current state water quality programs within the Great Lakes system 
     do not address toxic substances consistently.  The Great Lakes Critical    
     Programs Act of 1990 requires the Great Lakes states to adopt water quality
     standards, antidegradation policies and implementation procedures          
     consistent with the Guidance to eliminate the inequities between the       
     states.  This Guidance will also be used to negotiate common water quality 
     objectives with Canada to meet the requirements of the Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Agreement.                                                         
                                                                                
     Department Position:  The Department strongly endorses the need for the    
     development of consistent basin-wide water quality standards.  Dr. Jeffrey 
     Foran's 1991 report to the International Joint Commission entitled "The    
     Control of Discharges of Toxic Pollutants into the Great Lakes and their   
     Tributaries:  Development of Benchmarks", identifies substantial           
     differences between Great Lakes states in water quality based loadings of  
     toxic substances to the Great Lakes system.  Based on this report, Michigan
     is one of the most conservative states within the basin, relative to       
     loadings of the materials evaluated.  It is our belief that the GLWQG would
     move the Basin states to a more uniform approach.  Consistent controls of  
     toxic substance discharges and a commitment not to compete with one another
     for industries by using lax controls is also one of the fundamental        
     principles fo the Great Lakes Governors' Toxic Substance Control Agreement.
     
     
     Response to: P2576.055     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  For a full  
     discussion of these issues, see Sections I.C and II.C. of the SID.  See    
     also response to comment number D2867.087.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2576.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We further believe EPA must also ensure that Canada is consistent with the 
     Great Lakes states in their regulation of toxics to the Great Lakes system.
     Consensus was reached by Michigan's GLI Public Advisory Committee that EPA 
     shoud rigorously pursue bilateral negotiations with Canada to reach        
     agreement on consistent water quality standards and implementation         
     procedures for the Great Lakes.  This effort should result in a consistent 
     level of control for dischargers to the system on both sides of the border.
     
     
     Response to: P2576.056     
     
     While EPA cannot ensure that the Federal and Provincial governments of     
     Canada will adopt a program similar to the one contained in the final      
     Guidance, EPA is currently working with the Federal and Provincial         
     governments of Canada on a number of Great Lakes protection efforts.  See  
     responses to comment numbers D2596.013 on the U.S/Canadian efforts to      
     develop Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans for the Great  
     Lakes, and D2867.087 on the current status of negotiations with Canada on  
     addressing current and future environmental problems in the Great Lakes    
     basin.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2576.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLWQG:  Although some of the proposed Guidance is expressly applicable only
     to the waters of the Great Lakes system, many of the Guidance elements     
     address areas which also exist in national water quality policy.           
     Therefore, many areas of the Guidance may be applicable on a nationwide    
     basis.  For instance, many states have regulations addressing methodologies
     to derive and implement water quality criteria, antidegradation policies,  
     and procedures for determining total maximum daily load (TMDL).  EPA       
     believes, therefore, that many portions of the GLWQG may also be beneficial
     to water quality programs outside of the Great Lakes system.               
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     Department Position:  We agree with EPA and recommend that all aspects of  
     the final Guidance that are not Great Lakes specific be applied nationally.
     We believe that many of the Guidance provisions identify revisions         
     necessary to improving the current national water quality program.         
     Further, the Michigan GLI Public Advisory Committee has pointed out that,  
     although the GLWQG provides a "leveling" effect on water quality standards 
     for the Great Lakes system, it may put the region at an economic and       
     competitive disadvantage with the rest of the country.  Therefore, it is   
     important for the region's economy to apply this "leveling up" to the      
     nation as a whole.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2576.057     
     
     Although the final Guidance contains no provisions which will apply outside
     the Great Lakes basin, States and Tribes outside the basin are encouraged  
     to implement any of the methodologies or procedures that are scientifically
     and technically appropriate for their situations, provided they meet the   
     requirements of the CWA and EPA's regulations.  This includes Great Lakes  
     States and Tribes choosing to apply provisions in the final Guidance to    
     portions of their jurisdiction outside the basin.  For example, many of the
     concepts in the methodology for development of bioaccumulation factors and 
     its use in developing criteria to protect human health and wildlife could  
     be applied wherever highly bioaccumulative pollutants can contaminate the  
     food web.  At the same time, EPA would not consider applying specific      
     Guidance elements of the final Guidance outside the basin in situations    
     where they are not scientifically or technically defensible.  For example, 
     the special provisions for BCCs may not be appropriate in systems not      
     having the long retention times and other chemical, biological, and        
     physical characteristics of the Great Lakes system.                        
                                                                                
     During the normal course of developing and improving national water quality
     programs, EPA will consider incorporating any elements of the final        
     Guidance that appear to be scientifically and technically appropriate.     
     Such changes could be implemented, for example, as internal guidelines for 
     EPA staff in developing criteria guidance under section 304(a), as guidance
     to States and Tribes in adopting criteria or implementation procedures into
     their programs, or as Federal rulemaking.  Any significant proposed changes
     affecting national programs would be announced in advance in order to      
     solicit comment from the scientific and technical community, as well as the
     public at large.  In addition, EPA will seek peer review in accordance with
     EPA policy, which states that major scientifically and technically based   
     work products related to its decisions normally should be peer reviewed.   
     EPA will solicit external peer review for those work products that are     
     intended to support the most important decisions or that have special      
     importance in their own right.                                             
                                                                                
     See section II.F of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.058
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 132.2:  Acceptable daily exposure - This should be clarified by    
     adding:  "...adverse noncancer effects...".                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.058     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and will change the definition as recommended. 
     The definition now appears only in Appendix C to part 132, and has been    
     deleted from section 132.2 because EPA found that it is defined adequately 
     in Appendix C.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.059
     Cross Ref 1: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factor - The definition given in Appendix B II [Definition 
     for Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF)] is a better worded definition and should 
     be used in place of the one in 132.2.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.059     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has revised the definition for BAF         

�     accordingly. (See revised definition in  132.2)                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.060
     Cross Ref 1: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Biomagnification - The word "bioaccumulation" in this definition should be 
     replaced by the word "concentration".  Bioaccumulation describes the       
     tendency for a material to retain in an organism.  This tendency does not  
     increase through successive trophic levels; only the concentration         
     increases.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.060     
     
     EPA believes that the commenter's suggestions are reflected in the         
     definitions in the final Guidance.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.061
     Cross Ref 1: AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Final Plant Value - This definition is incorrect and is the definition for 
     a plant test.  The Final Plant Value definition (from VII.C of the Aquatic 
     Life Methodology) is "the lowest result from a test with an important      
     aquatic plant species in which the concentrations of test material are     
     measured and the endpoint is biologically important".                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.061     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has changed the definition to: "Final    
     plant value (FPV) is the lowest plant value that was obtained with an      
     important aquatic plant species in an acceptable toxicity test for which   
     the concentrations of the test material were measured and the adverse      
     effect was biologically important." EPA believes that this definition is   
     more precise than the definition given in VII.C. of the 1985 Guidelines and
     is only slightly different from the 1985 Guidelines definition.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes System - Definition should be limited to the United States     
     portions of these areas.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.062     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has modified the definition of Great Lakes 
     System in section 132.2 accordingly to refer to waters within the United   
     States.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.063
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human cancer value - This should be clarified by changing to:  "...is the  
     ambient water concentration for which a lifetime...".                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.063     
     
     The definition has been modified to address the comment.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.064
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human noncancer criterion - This should be corrected by striking the words 
     "or below" starting on line three of this definition.  The correction is   
     necessary because, as written, the definition ignores the essentiality of  
     micronutrients.  Also, the last phrase of the definition should be         
     clarified as:  "...using the methodology for the development of Human      
     Health Criteria...".                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.064     
     
     EPA assumes the comment refers to "human noncancer value" not "human       
     noncancer criterion."  EPA agrees with the comment and has changed the     
     definition accordingly.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.065
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Linear multi-stage model - "Linear" should be "Linearized".                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.065     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has changed the definition accordingly in  
     Appendix C.  The definition has been deleted from section 132.2 because EPA
     found that it is defined adequately in Appendix C.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.066
     Cross Ref 1: HH & WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     LOAEL and NOAEL - These definitions are confusing.  We recommend adding a  
     period after the word "organisms" in each definition and eliminating the   
     rest of the verbiage.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.066     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment with regard to NOAELs and LOAELs.  EPA 
     believes the additional language regarding other doses is necessary to     
     avoid the use of "stand alone" LOAELs or NOAELs in deriving criteria or    
     values.  In many studies, the highest dose tested may not elicit a response
     but it is not a NOAEL unless a LOAEL exists.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.067
     Cross Ref 1: HH & WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOEC - This definition is confusing.  We recommend adding a period after   
     the word "observation" and eliminating the rest of the verbiage.           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.067     
     
     EPA agrees and has modified the definition of NOEC as well as the IC25 and 
     chronic toxic unit to better define their inter- relationships and ensure  
     their consistency with the definitions used in the WET test methods to be  
     adopted under 40 CFR 136.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.068
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Slope factor - This should be changed to "...through the use of a model".  
     This strikes the specification of the linearized multistage model;  other  
     models may also be used for slope factor derivation.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.068     
     
     EPA has changed the definition as it appears in Appendix C to include other
     models other than the Linearized Multistage Model. The definition has been 
     deleted from section 132.2 because EPA found that it is defined adequately 
     in Appendix C.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.069
     Cross Ref 1: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Steady State BAF/BCF - This definition should be changed to be consistent  
     with the definition in the BAF Methodology (Appendix B).  The definition in
     the BAF methodology should also be changed as follows:  "...exposed through
     the water (BCF) and food (BAF), and the ratio does not change              
     substantially over time; that is, a steady state BCF/BAF exists when...".  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.069     
     
     The definition for "Steady-state BAF and BCF" has been incorporated into   
     the definition for BAF and BCF, respectively, and therefore has been       

�     deleted from  132.2.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2576.070
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier I Criteria - Only numeric values that have been public noticed in the 
     Federal Register by EPA and adopted by states into the WQS should be       
     defined as Tier I.  Values derived by the Tier I methodology to implement  
     the narrative water quality standards should be defined as Tier I values.  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.070     
     
     EPA does not believe that it is necessary or appropriate for EPA to be     
     solely responsible for developing new or revised Tier I criteria, or to    
     make State or Tribal adoption of new or revised criteria contingent on EPA 
     amendment of Tables 1 through 4 of part 132 in future rulemakings.  The CWA
     has always placed the primary responsibility for developing and adopting   
     criteria on the States and Tribes approved to administer water quality     
     standards programs. If the final Guidance were to alter this relationship  
     and make EPA responsible in the future for developing and/or conducting    
     rulemaking for all new or revised criteria, State and Tribal adoption of   
     criteria that might otherwise be necessary to protect aquatic life, human  
     health, or wildlife and for which data were available could be             
     significantly delayed.  EPA believes that the provision for States to adopt
     the methodologies found in appendixes A through D, together with the       
     information exchange and peer review that will occur through the operation 
     of the GLI Clearinghouse, will provide the States and Tribes with an       
     adequate framework for ensuring consistent and timely interpretation of    
     narrative standards.  At the same time, EPA recognizes that there are some 
     situations, especially with toxic pollutants of high concern and interest, 
     where additional EPA involvement in criteria development is desirable.     
     Furthermore, EPA's planned involvement in coordinating and disseminating   
     information will maximize efficient use of limited State, Tribal, and      
     Federal resources.  For this reason, EPA is prepared to participate        
     actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse described in section II.C of   
     the SID, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to develop,    
     review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria guidance
     documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.             
                                                                                
     See section II.C of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2576.071
     Cross Ref 1: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Tributaries of the Great Lakes System - The definition as proposed here    
     would include inland lakes, which is different than the way this           
     terminology is used in Procedure 3B of the Implementation Methodology where
     lakes are not considered the same as tributaries.  This definition should  
     exclude inland lakes and should refer to United States portion only.       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.071     
     
     EPA does not agree that the definition of "tributaries of the Great Lakes  
     System" is incompatible with its usage in the TMDL procedure.  Although    
     inland lakes fall within the definition of "tributary" in section 132.2,   
     the TMDL procedure addresses them appropriately with other waters that do  
     not have appreciable flow relative to their volumes.  That is, procedure   
     3.D of appendix F of the final Guidance addresses "Open Waters of the Great
     Lakes, inland lakes and other waters of the Great Lakes System with no     
     appreciable flow relative to their volumes," and procedure 3.E addresses   
     "tributaries and connecting channels of the Great Lakes System that exhibit
     appreciable flows relative to their volumes." Section 132.2 of the final   
     Guidance retains the definition of "tributaries" as proposed.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2576.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 132.3:  (a) and (b) - For those chemicals where the criterion is   
     dependent upon a water quality characteristic (i.e., pH or hardness), the  
     FAV and FCV equations should be included in the proposed Guidance rather   
     than the CMC or CCC values at a particular pH or hardness.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.072     
     
     See response to comment P2585.063.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2576.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, because Procedure 3B of the Implementation Methodology uses   
     the FAV rather than the CMC for protecting aquatic life against acute      
     effects of toxicants, the FAVs should be included for all chemicals.       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.073     
     
     The FAV is two times the CMC.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2576.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 123.4:  (e)(1)  We specifically support this paragraph which       
     indicates that the states are not required to apply the Implementation     
     Procedure to Wet Weather sources.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.074     
     
     See response to: P2718.047                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2576.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 132.5  (a) Eighteen months is not a sufficient period of time for  
     Michigan to adopt and submit WQS consistent with the Guidance.  States     
     should be given 22 months.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.075     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preambel II.D.2  Regarding the comment on the advantages and disadvantages 
     of requiring Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt any Tier I criterion   
     into their water quality standards:  We support the alternative of EPA     
     amending Tables 1 through 4 and 6A in future rule makings to include       
     additional BCCs and Tier I criteria as they are developed.  They would then
     be available for states to incorporate into state water quality standards  
     during triennial reviews.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.076     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.077
     Cross Ref 1: CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble II.D.3  Enough uncertainty is expressed in the preamble with      
     regards to Tier II values and antibacksliding to warrant our concern.      
     Antibacksliding should not apply to a Tier II value under any condition,   
     even after a Tier II based limit would become effective.  EPA must clarify 
     its position on antibacksliding and Tier II-based permit limits.           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.077     
     
     The statute does not provide the flexibility to exempt Tier II limits from 
     anti-backsliding requirements after the limits become effective.  However, 
     even where anti-backsliding requirements do apply, they do not prevent all 
     changes for effluent limitations.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA has provided an expanded discussion of the anti-backsliding provisions 
     of the CWA in the SID.  See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2576.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble II.E.d  The statement that the chronic aquatic life methodologies 
     are based on exposures of 96 hours is confusing and misleading.  If this is
     referring to the four day duration assumption included with each chronic   
     criteria statement, please note that the four day duration assumption has  
     nothing to do with development of a chronic criteria.  Chronic criteria are
     usually based on chronic toxicity tests conducted for a minimum of seven   
     days with Ceriodaphnia sp. and potentially years with some fish species.   
     This point should be clarified.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.078     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2576.079
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble II.J  EPA has requested comment on whether any of the GLI Guidance
     should be applied nationally.  We recommend that all aspects of the final  
     Guidance that are not Great Lakes specific be applied nationally.          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.079     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2576.080
     Cross Ref 1: SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble II.K  We support the option of giving States and Tribes the       
     ability to modify aquatic life and wildlife criteria/values on a           
     site-specific basis to provide protection appropriate for endangered and   
     threatened species.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.080     
     
     For more information on protection of threatened or endangered species see 
     Sections VIII.A.2., III.B.3., and II.G. of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2576.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     III.A  The last sentence of this paragraph, beginning with "Fewer data     
     concerning..."  should be deleted from the methodology since plant data are
     not required for development of a Tier I criterion.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.081     
     
     EPA would like to encourage collection of plant data even though they are  
     not required.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2576.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     VI.E.3 We recommend this section be modified to include the 7-day Fathead  
     minnow larval survival and growth test as a short-term method for          
     estimating chronic toxicity (EPA/600/4-89/001).  We feel this test is      
     appropriate for the development of chronic data for use in criteria        
     development.  In addition, the inclusion of this test would conform to the 
     request by the Science Advisory Board for short-term chronic toxicity      
     tests.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.082     
     
     EPA recognizes the 30-day Fathead minnow early life stage test as an       
     acceptable chronic test.  For criteria derivation, EPA does not recognize  
     the 7-day Fathead minnow test as an acceptable chronic test.  EPA does not 
     believe that the available data reliably indicate that the 7-day test      
     yields results that are equivalent to the 30-day test.  Consequently, EPA  
     is not now ready to encourage replacing the 30-day test with the 7-day     
     test.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     XII. The Tier II procedure needs to include the same data quality          
     requirements for acute and chronic data as are included in the Tier I      
     procedure.  This can be accomplished by rearranging the methodology such   
     that the data quality requirements are identified before the Tier I and    
     Tier II procedures with the statement that they apply to both.             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.083     
     
     See response to comment D2722.063.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.084
     Cross Ref 1: AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     XVIII. We recommend that EPA be responsible for providing the states with  
     the most recent Tier II values.  Another option would be for EPA to develop
     a data base or use an existing data base (STORET is a possibility) into    
     which the States could enter both the Tier II values and the data used in  
     their development.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2576.084     
     
     EPA Region 5, in cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices,
     and the Great Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes        
     Initiative (GLI) Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in      
     developing numeric Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality 
     values.  EPA is prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI      
     Clearinghouse described above, and is committed to working with States and 
     Tribes to develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop   
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     GLI criteria guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available  
     resources.                                                                 
                                                                                
     See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2576.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble III.A  It is an overstatement to say that the aquatic life        
     criteria methodology is a "new approach".  More appropriately, it is a     
     modification of EPA's existing approach for criteria development.          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.085     
     
     EPA agrees.  The differences between the 1985 Guidelines and the procedure 
     set forth in the Rule are rather small.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2576.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble III.B.1  The preamble asks if it is appropriate to lower the FAV  
     or FCV to protect commercially or recreationally important species of the  
     Great Lakes Basin, and whether "ecologically important" species should be  
     included.  We recommend that "ecologically important" species not be added.
     [Please note that the question should also apply to the Tier II SAV and    
     SCV.  We feel the proposed approach is also appropriate for Tier II].      
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     Response to: P2576.086     
     
     EPA agrees, per the discussion in Section III.B.2. and III.B.3. of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.087
     Cross Ref 1: Comment imbedded in P2576.086.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Please note that the question should also apply to the Tier II SAV and SCV.
     We feel the proposed approach is also appropriate for Tier II.             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.087     
     
     For more information regarding this issue, see Section III.B.3. of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2576.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support use of the water effect ratio presented in the Guidance for     
     addressing site specific aquatic criteria modifications.  However, we also 
     recommend that the Guidance provide sufficient flexibility to base criteria
     on the bioavailable fraction of a pollutant if adequate scientific and     
     toxicological data are available to define that fraction and analytical    
     methods or other predictive tools are available for permit compliance      
     purposes.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.088     
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     See responses to comments D2620.020 and P2629.035                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble III.C  The preamble asks if it is appropriate to use short-term   
     chronic tests to derive Tier II values (recommended by the Science Advisory
     Board), and if so, what are some recommended methods.                      
                                                                                
     The intent of this statement is unclear.  Does it mean that short term     
     chronic tests would be used to develop acute to chronic ratios that would  
     then be used to develop a Tier II chronic value?  Or does it mean that the 
     results of short term chronic tests would somehow be used directly as Tier 
     II chronic values.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2576.089     
     
     At this time, EPA does not consider short-cut chronic tests appropriate for
     the derivation of a Tier I criterion or Tier II values.  EPA has serious   
     concerns over whether short-cut chronic tests can accurately predict       
     effects from long-term exposures.  A short-cut chronic test is a short-term
     exposure to an aquatic organism during a sensitive life stage(s) which     
     might yield toxicity results similar to those obtained from complete life- 
     cycle, partial, or early life-stage tests.  Although this type of test     
     might yield results that are similar to those from a complete chronic test 
     for some chemicals, significant exceptions can occur. No commenter pointed 
     to any studies in which a short-cut chronic method was compared to a       
     complete chronic toxicity test which measures like endpoints for the same  
     species.  Without such validation or verification of a short-cut chronic   
     test, EPA is hesitant to allow its use.                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does, however, think that the 7-day Ceriodapnid test, which measures   
     survival, growth and reproduction, is acceptable for use in deriving Tier I
     criteria and Tier II values, because this is a life-cycle test according to
     the American Society for Testing and Materials (See ASTM Definition in the 
     Administrative Record).  EPA does not consider this test a short-cut test  
     because it is a life- cycle test.  The 7-day duration is appropriate for a 
     life-cycle test with species in the genus Ceriodaphnia, whereas a 21-day   
     duration is appropriate for species in the genus Daphnia.                  
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not allow data from short-cut tests to be used in  
     deriving a Tier I criteria or Tier II value.  However, the Guidance does   
     allow use of the 7-day Ceriodaphnid life-cycle test for derivation of both 
     Tier I criteria and Tier II values.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2576.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the use of the 7-day Ceriodaphnia and fathead minnow chronic    
     tests.  They can be used to develop acute to chronic ratios or to fulfill  
     the Tier I data requirements.  [If the SAB intended that the results of    
     such tests be used directly as Tier II chronic values, the Tier II method  
     would need to be revised, since under the proposed approach SCVs can be    
     developed only from acute to chronic ratio data].                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.090     
     
     EPA agrees that the 7-day Ceriodaphnia test is an acceptable chronic test  
     for criteria derivation.  On the other hand, with regard to the 7-day      
     Fathead minnow test, see response to comment P2576.082.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.091
     Cross Ref 1: Comment imbedded in P2576.090.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the SAB intended that the results of such tests be used directly as Tier
     II chronic values, the Tier II method would need to be revised, since under
     the proposed approach SCVs can be developed only from acute to chronic     
     ratio data.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.091     
     
     EPA does not think that short term chronic toxicity tests should be used   

Page 7431



$T044618.TXT
     directly as Tier II chronic values.  EPA believes that the 7- day          
     Ceriodaphnia test is an acceptable chronic test for criteria derivation    
     because it is a full life-cycle test.  EPA would use this test with an     
     acceptable acute test for Ceriodaphnia to calculate an acute-chronic ratio.
      For more information regarding short-term or short-cut chronic tests see  
     Section III.C.3. of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble III.D  The last sentence of the fifth paragraph, which begins     
     "Consequently, EPA expects that Tier II..." is untrue.  Most of the        
     existing EPA criteria for which example Tier II values were developed are  
     not based on the proposed methodology, but an earlier version of EPA's     
     current aquatic life criteria methodology.  It is for this reason that many
     of these chemicals did not meet the minimum data requirements for the      
     proposed methodology.  Therefore, we recommend that this sentence be       
     deleted.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.092     
     
     Because EPA has not derived Tier II values for all of these pollutants, it 
     can not definitively say that the Tier II values will be more stringent    
     than existing criteria for these pollutants in 80 or 95 percent of all     
     cases.  However, EPA would expect the Tier II values to generally be more  
     stringent than the existing national aquatic life criteria for the same    
     pollutant.  See also response to comment P2656.199.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol:  Under Table I, the fathead minnow LC50 of 67.5 mg/l should be     
     deleted from the data base.  This test was conducted at an inappropriately 
     low test temperature (14 degrees C).  Consequently, the SMAV for fathead   
     minnow should be adjusted to 33.8 which alters its ranking in Table 2.     
     This change does not affect the resultant FAV or CMC.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.093     
     
     After the Tier I criteria for phenol were proposed, EPA reevaluated the    
     data used to derive the criteria.  EPA has determined that at this time    
     there is insufficient data of adequate quality to finalize the CCC for     
     phenol.  EPA also realized that not all of the data which could be used to 
     derive the CMC and CCC for phenol were made available for public comment at
     the time of the proposal. Because of the withdrawal of some of data used to
     derive the proposed criteria and the inability for public comment on other 
     data available prior to proposal, EPA will not finalize either an acute or 
     a chronic criteria for phenol.  EPA will review the additional data which  
     was not used in the proposal and make it available through the clearing    
     house once established.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is also a change to the phenol acute to chronic ratio.  The fathead  
     96 hour LC50 of 25 ug/l (Table 1) (DeGraeve, 1980) divided by the chronic  
     value of 1.37 ug/l (Table 3) (DeGraeve, 1980) results in an acute to       
     chronic ratio of 18.  This should replace the fathead acute to chronic     
     ratio of 49.3 in Table 2.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.094     
     
     See response to comment P2576.093.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The acute to chronic ratio for the rainbow trout (Table 2) should be       
     eliminated since this acute to chronic ratio was an estimated value.       
     Consequently, there are only two acute to chronic ratios for phenol, the   
     Daphnia magna ACR of 3.9 and fathead minnow ACR of 18, which do not meet   
     the minimum data requirements for calculation of a Final Acute to Chronic  
     Ratio (FACR).  A Tier II secondary ACR for phenol is the geometric mean of 
     3.9, 18, and 18 (default) for a secondary ACR of 10.8, and a Secondary     
     Chronic Value of 666 ug/l (7195 ug/l/10.8 = 666 ug/l).  The Secondary      
     Continuous Concentration would be 670 ug/l.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.095     
     
     See response to comment P2576.093.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another alternative to a Tier II chronic value for phenol is the addition  
     of new data to the acute and chronic data bases.  Subsequent to completion 
     of the GLI phenol documents, we have become aware of acute and chronic     
     tests conducted by Bob Spehar of EPA - Duluth (Spehar 1989) using rainbow  
     trout.  The 96 hour LC50 is 6.082 mg/l and chronic value is 0.157 mg/l,    
     resulting in an ACR of 38.74.  With this rainbow trout ACR, there would be 
     enough ACRs for a Tier I chronic criterion.  The Final Acute to Chronic    
     Ratio (FACR) would be the geometric mean of 18, 3.9 and 38.74, resulting in
     a FACR of 13.96, and a Final Chronic Value (FCV) of 7195 ug/l/13.96 = 515  
     ug/l.  The Criterion Continuous Concentration (CCC) would be 520 ug/l.  If 
     the rainbow trout data are used as described above, the Spehar paper should
     be reviewed as to the quality of the test.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.096     
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     See response to comment P2576.093.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Copper:  The data for Morone saxatilis (Table 1) is incorrectly labeled    
     with asterisks.  These should be deleted and the M. saxatilis data added to
     the ranked data in Table 3.  The recommended modifications to Table 3 are: 
     1) add Striped bass, Morone saxatilis to rank 40 (the White perch rank); 2)
     add the SMAV of 52 ug/l to the SMAV column; 3) modify the GMAV to 552      
     (which is the geometric mean of 52 ug/l and 5860 ug/l; 4) change the rank  
     to 30 and; 5) renumber the remaining ranks.  These changes do not result in
     any changes to the criteria.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.097     
     
     The new data for this species was added to table 3 and the GMAV for Morone 
     has been recalculated following the methodology in Appendix A.  This change
     is reflected in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria 
     for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria        
     Documents."                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SMAV and GMAV for Atlantic salmon (Rank 18) should be changed to 109.9 
     ug/l.  This change is a correction of a mathematical error and does not    
     result in any changes to the criteria.                                     
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     Response to: P2576.098     
     
     EPA has made the changes specified by the commenter.  EPA made this change 
     because 109.9 ug/L is a correct application of the "flow- through,         
     measured" preference to the data for this species.  The aquatic life       
     methodology in Appendix A specifies a preference for flow-through, measured
     values.  Information on the derivation of the aquatic life copper criteria 
     is found in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria for 
     the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lindane:  The goldfish SMAV and GMAV (Rank 17, Table 2) should be modified 
     to 117 ug/l.  The amphipod SMAV for Gammarus fasciatus should be changed to
     10.49 ug/l and the GMAV changed to 26 ug/l.  These changes are corrections 
     of mathematical errors and do not result in any changes to the criteria.   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.099     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has corrected the mathematical errors in 
     the derivation of the aquatic life criterion for lindane. The geometric    
     mean of the acute values for the goldfish (90, 105, 131, and 152 ug/L) was 
     recalculated as 117 ug/L.  The geometric mean of the acute values for      
     Gammarus fasciatus (10 and 11 ug/L) was recalculated as 10.49 ug/L.  The   
     resultant GMAV for Gammarus is 26.11 ug/L.  Information on the derivation  
     of the final aquatic life criterion for lindane may be found in "Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of  
     Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nickel:  On Table 1, the adjusted LC50/EC50's were calculated incorrectly  
     for Chironomus riparis.  The correct values are shown below.               
                                                                                
         Incorrect LC/EC50 ug/l   Correct LC/EC50 ug/l                          
             66,635                      66,791                                 
             74,832                      75,002                                 
             78,146                      78,323                                 
             169,362                     169,746                                
             138,066                     138,380                                
             160,157                     160,521                                
                                                                                
     These changes result in modifications to the SMAV and GMAV in Table 2 for  
     Chironomus riparis to 73208 ug/l.  This change does not affect the         
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.100     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.  These changes were made to the criteria for
     nickel.  More information on the derivation of aquatic life criteria for   
     nickel may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality   
     Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final        
     Criteria Documents."                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pentachlorophenol:  EPA - Duluth has determined that the EPA PCP criteria  
     document lists the incorrect SMAVs for Jordanella floridae and Rana        
     catesbieana.  Consequently, the incorrect values were used in development  
     of the proposed Great Lakes guidance document for PCP.  The correct SMAVs  
     are 306.7 ug/l and 33.91 ug/l, respectively.  These changes result in minor
     changes to the criteria.  The corrected criteria are as follows:           
                                                                                
         FAV @ 6.5 SU = 10.53 ug/l                                              
         CMC @ 6.5 SU = 5.3 ug/l                                                
         FCV @ 6.5 SU = 4.038 ug/l                                              
         CCC @ 6.5 SU = 4.0 ug/l                                                
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         FAV equation = e[1.005 (pH) - 4.178]                                   
         FCV equation = e[1.005 (pH) - 5.137]                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.101     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.  The criteria were changed in response to   
     this comment.  The acute values for these species were incorrectly adjusted
     in Ambient Water Quality Criteria for pentachlorophenol (U.S.EPA, 1986).   
     The adjustment equation is:                                                
                                                                                
     ln(adjusted acute value) = ln(acute value) - 1.005(pH - 6.5).              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     For Jordanella floridae the equation is:                                   
                                                                                
     ln(adjusted acute value) = ln(1610) - 1.005(8.15 - 6.5) = 5.7257           
                                                                                
     Therefore the adjusted acute value for Jordanella floridae = 306.7.        
                                                                                
                                                                                
     For Rana catesbieana the equation is:                                      
                                                                                
     ln(adjusted acute value) = ln(207) - 1.005(8.3 - 6.5) = 3.524              
                                                                                
     Therefore the adjusted acute value for Rana catesbieana = 33.91.           
                                                                                
     More information on the derivation of aquatic life criteria for            
     pentachlorophenol may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water
     Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final
     Criteria Documents."                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Xenopus laevis SMAV should be changed to 19176 ug/l in Table 1, and the
     SMAV and GMAV changed to 19176 ug/l in Table 2.  This change is a          
     correction of a mathematical error and does not result in a change to the  
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.102     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.  The mathematical errors were corrected for 
     the Xenopus laevis SMAV and GMAV.  More information on the derivation of   
     the aquatic life criteria for zinc may be found in "Great Lakes Water      
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     Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life 
     in Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cadmium:  An error was discovered in Table 4 of the criteria document - the
     geometric mean of the Daphnia pulex and Daphnia magna SMCVs was not taken  
     and reflected as the GMCV.  The GMCV should be 0.6684.  This results in the
     Daphnia sp. data becoming Rank 2 and the Moina sp. data becoming Rank 1.   
     This change affects the criteria, such that the FCV at 50 mg/l hardness is 
     now 1.161 ug/l (CCC = 1.2 ug/l) and the Final Chronic Equation is:         
     0.7852 (ln H) - 2.922                                                      
                                                                                
     FCV = e                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.103     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has changed the document for cadmium to  
     reflect the commenters concerns.  As EPA made this correction, EPA         
     discovered another calculation error; this calculation error was made in   
     adjusting the chronic value for Daphnia pulex of 7.07 ug/L from a hardness 
     of 106 mg/L to a value at a hardness of 50 mg/L.  At a hardness of 50 mg/L 
     the chronic value should be 3.919 ug/L, not 1.8 ug/L.  The resulting SMCV  
     is 4.888 ug/L, which is the geometric mean of 3.919 and 6.096 ug/L. This   
     makes the GMCV for Daphnia 0.8135, which is the geometric mean of 0.1918   
     and 4.888 ug/L.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2576.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the approach used to develop the cadmium Final Chronic Value  
     (FCV) is not consistent with the procedure in that the chronic data base   
     lacks the minimum number of families to allow development of a criterion   
     using the ranked approach (a chronic data point for an insect is missing   
     from the chronic data base).  Further, the acute data base "n" value of 46,
     rather than the chronic data base "n" value of 13, was used in developing  
     the FCV.  The justifications for these approaches are described in the     
     Ambient Water Quality Criteria Document for Cadmium (EPA, 1984).           
                                                                                
     We recommend that EPA reevaluate the decision for the procedure            
     modification to see if it is still appropriate.  In addition, we recommend 
     that the necessary data be generated or sought out to complete the minimum 
     eight family requirement for the chronic data base if the ranked approach  
     is to be used.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.104     
     
     Although the available chronic tests do not satisfy the minimum data       
     requirements of the eight-family procedure, chronic values are available   
     for twelve genera that include a wide variety of fishes and invertebrates. 
     Even though EPA would prefer that all of the eight minimum data            
     requirements be satisfied for chronic data, EPA believes that it is        
     appropriate to calculate the Final Chronic Value (FCV) with the data       
     available rather than calculating a FACR. In this instance EPA chose this  
     approach because the data available represented a wide variety of taxonomic
     groups.  The FCV is now calculated using n=12.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2576.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble IV.B.3.a  We concur with the SAB's comments that the "Field BAFs  
     must be interpreted very carefully, and it should be recognized that they  
     may contain substantial errors and variability...."  Greater detail as to  
     the principles of acceptable protocol for deriving field measured BAFs and 
     greater guidance as to evaluating the acceptability of existing BAF data   
     needs to be provided.  This may be provided as a bibliography of           
     well-respected literature in the methodology or as specific written        
     guidance detailed in the technical support document.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.105     
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     EPA agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concerned about the 
     difficulty of collecting and interpreting field- measured BAFs.  EPA,      
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
     methodology and has addressed these to the extent possible in the final    
     Guidance.  For example, to reduce the uncertainty in predicting the        
     biomagnification of chemicals, EPA is using a model in the final Guidance  
     that uses Great Lakes specific parameters and includes a benthic food chain
     component to estimate FCMs.  In addition, the final Guidance uses the      
     freely dissolved concentration of a chemical instead of total aqueous      
     concentration in the derivation of BAFs for organic chemicals.  Use of the 
     freely dissolved concentration will eliminate much of the variability      
     associated with specific waterbodies because most of the site-specific     
     differences in bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning of the chemical
     to the POC and DOC of the water column.  However, professional judgement is
     still required throughout the derivation of BAFs and a degree of           
     uncertainty is still associated with the determination of any BAF, BSAF,   
     BCF or KOW.  Despite this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that BAFs are the    
     most useful measure of the exposure of an aquatic organism to all          
     chemicals.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2576.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble IV.B.3.c  We concur that bioconcentration alone does not          
     adequately address the biomagnification which is observed for certain      
     chemicals through the food chain.  The FCM concept, as based on the Thomann
     model, is an innovative approach to address such biomagnification when     
     field verified bioaccumulation data do not exist.  However, it is our      
     understanding that the validity of the model and its appropriateness for   
     regulatory use is still under peer review and public comment.  During the  
     GLWQG development process, the work groups expected to have the opportunity
     to review and evaluate these comments before passing final judgement on the
     acceptability of this approach.  There have been substantial comments      
     received during Michigan's public comment development process that claim   
     additional validation of the model is necessary.  These comments appear    
     appropriate given the limited number of chemicals and classes used to      
     validate the model; i.e., most were aromatic chlorinated organics.  There  
     are anomalies in the model output that bear further evaluation, e.g. it    
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     appears to underestimate mirex bioaccumulation by 213 times, and           
     underestimates toxaphene bioaccumulation by 36 times.  The procedure       
     currently uses a FCM of one for superlipophilic chemicals because of the   
     difficulty in addressing metabolism and molecular size.  As a result, the  
     method underestimates the bioaccumulation potential of octachlorostyrene by
     approximately 92 times.  However, without this modification, chemicals like
     benzoapyrene and several other polynuclear aromatics with high log kows,   
     but which are metabolized by aquatic organisms, would be assigned          
     inappropriately large FCMs.  These issues need further consideration in    
     whatever methods are used to predict bioaccumulation.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.106     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) is used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  EPA does 
     not agree with commenters suggesting that additional validation of the     
     models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect      
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),   
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.  See also SID Section IV.2.a.           
                                                                                
     The Gobas model allows the derivation of FCMs for the entire range of Kows 
     and therefore, there will no longer be a need to set a default FCM value.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2576.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We generally support the use of food chain multipliers to addresss the     
     bioaccumulation potential of organic chemicals without field derived BAFs  
     for criteria and Tier II value development provided:   1) further          
     validation of the Thomann model with broader classes of chemicals occurs;  
     and, 2) further efforts/modifications occur in the process to account for  
     metabolism prior to establishing final guidance.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.107     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) is used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.           
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     EPA does not agree with commenters suggesting that additional validation of
     the models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect  
     simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, based on
     the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988),   
     the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether metabolism is accounted for or not.  See Section
     IV.2.a of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2576.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, because the Guidance contains special requirements for a chemical 
     defined as a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC), predicted BCFs with
     FCMs should not be used in the process to determine BCCs.  Only field      
     derived BAFs or measured bioconcetration factors (BCFs) with "effective"   
     (see next comment) FCMs should be used to designate BCCs.  Therefore, those
     pollutants listed as potential BCCs on Table 6b should not be considered as
     BCCs, since they are listed based on predicted BCFs/BAFs.                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.108     
     
     See response to: G1752.006                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2576.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble IV.B.3.d  We support the Agency's proposal to derive an "effective
     log kow" which in turn may be used to derive an "effective FCM".  We       
     recognize the current GLWQG methodology for predicting BAFs does not       
     adequately address the potential for metabolism.  Deriving FCMs via this   
     proposed method for at least those chemicals with measured BCFs is an      
     improvement over the existing Guidance.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.109     
     
     EPA has not required the use of the an "effective FCM" in the final        
     Guidance, but recognizes that it is a valid method that could be used by   
     States or Tribes to account for metabolism.  EPA has not incorporated an   
     adjustment for metabolism in the derivation of the FCM because the         
     available information is not amenable to a general prediction of the effect
     of metabolism on the magnitude of the FCM.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2576.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble IV.B.3.f  Persistence should be considered along with             
     bioaccumulation when there are well accepted standardized methods for      
     evaluating persistence as well as an agreed upon cutoff defining           
     "persistence".  However, the characteristic of persistence alone is not    
     sufficient to identify a BCC without bioaccumulation.  Many materials are  
     persistent in the environment but cause no adverse effect.  Chemical use   
     and release information is scanty, at best, for chemicals in commerce. The 
     Toxic Substances Control Act (TSCA) chemical inventory and the Toxic       
     Release Inventory (TRI) data have high quantity exclusion thresholds       
     (10,000 pounds).  The TRI applies to only approximately 350 chemicals      
     without specific regard for bioaccumulation and/or persistence.  The       
     Michigan Critical Materials Register is an improvement over the TRI as far 
     as reducing quantity exclusion and focus on bioaccumulation, but applies   
     only to businesses/industries with process wastewater discharges in        
     Michigan.  Surveillance in reporting is a problem for all of these systems.
     Therefore, it is preferable to rely only on the characteristic of          
     bioaccumulation to avoid the problems with use and release information and 
     persistence data at this time.  Listing BCCs based on bioaccumulation also 
     offers a pollution prevention measure;  i.e., notoriety and severe         
     restrictions proposed for BCCs, which may discourage the release of such   
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     substances to the environment before initiating or increasing production.  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.110     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence and toxicity should be considered together with
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only chemicals that    
     have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide that chemicals 
     with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and
     biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of   
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2576.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble IV.B.6  We are concerned with the statement in the second         
     paragraph which reads "...when presented with a given data base, the       
     methodology adopted by the State or Tribe will be expected to demonstrate  
     to EPA's satisfaction that the same BAF will be produced as would be       
     produced using the final methodology in the ... Guidance."  Does adoption  
     of the BAF methodology consistent with the Guidance allow the states       
     flexibility in selecting the appropriate data set to use in deriving a BAF?
     New or "better" data may be identified different than that used by Charles 
     Stephan in developing the BAFs for the proposed Guidance (see BAF Technical
     Support Document).  States may want to use such data in developing Tier I  
     or Tier II values prior to final Tier I criteria adoption.  EPA needs to   
     clarify what was intended by the statement "when presented with a given    
     data base".  We are assuming that the example BAFs in the BAF Technical    
     Support Document are not part of the Guidance that states must adopt.  If  
     they are, we are not in support.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.111     
     
     EPA generally agrees that example BAFs published in the BAF technical      
     support documents are not part of the final Guidance which State and Tribal
     programs must adopt.  EPA is publishing the technical support documents as 
     an aid to the States and Tribes in developing human health and wildlife    
     criteria consistent with the final Guidance.  An exception is that BAFs    
     used for State and Tribal criteria adopted to be consistent with the       
     criteria in Tables 3 and 4 of the final Guidance must be as protective as  
     the BAFs EPA used to derive those criteria, or must be site-specific       
     modifications of those BAFs developed in accordance with procedure 1 of    
     appendix F.                                                                
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     Additionally, procedures have been incorporated into the final Guidance to 
     provide sufficient flexibility to States and Tribes to modify provisions   
     based on new data and information.  See response to D2579.031 for          
     discussion of this issue.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: P2576.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury BAF                                                                
                                                                                
     The Department is generally supportive of the BAF for mercury, except that 
     the derivation is silent on the available field data.  Studies of Minnesota
     lakes provide both fish residue data and valid data on mercury levels in   
     water.  These data may be suitable for BAF derivation, or as a check on the
     reasonableness of the proposed BAF.  Dr. Gary Glass of EPA - Duluth may be 
     contacted for the field data.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.112     
     
     EPA is preparing Volume V of a document titled "Mercury Study Report to    
     Congress".  Volume V is titled "An Ecological Assessment for Anthropogenic 
     Mercury Emissions in the United States", and Appendix A of Volume V is     
     titled "Estimation of Bioaccumulation Factors for Mercury in Fish".  It was
     hoped that the BAFs derived in a draft of this report could be used for the
     GLI.  It was decided, however, not to use BAFs from this report until the  
     report finished going through the review process and the final version was 
     completed.  Because of the sophisticated analyses used in this report, the 
     extensive review to which this document is being subjected, and the limited
     time and resources available to the GLI, it was decided not to try to      
     duplicate this effort under the GLI.  Field data that satisfy pertinent    
     quality requirements will be used in the report.  The BAFs derived in the  
     GLI are somewhat lower than the BAFs derived in the early drafts of the    
     report and some of those resulting from field studies. EPA will revise the 
     mercury criteria in the final Guidance if doing so would be justified based
     on the results of the upcoming report.  In the interim, EPA finds that the 
     mercury BAF in the final Guidance is within the range of field-measured    
     BAFs derived in the Great Lakes System of which EPA is aware               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2576.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.1                                                                      
                                                                                
     We believe the existing organoleptic values developed under section 304(a) 
     of the Clean Water Act should remain as national guidance, not as Tier I   
     criteria.  Since organoleptic effects are not a significant health concern,
                                                                                
                                                                                
     flexibility should remain with the states as to how they deal with         
     organoleptic effects under their own regulations.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.113     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2576.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     V.B.3                                                                      
                                                                                
     It should be made clear here that although the Technical Workgroup proposed
                                                                                
     1 x 10-5 as the choce of acceptable risk, the Steering Committee agreed to 
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     that risk level and endorsed its use in the draft GLI work product         
     submitted to EPA.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.114     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2576.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.4.a                                                                    
                                                                                
     The 78 week and 90 week length of experiment "threshold" on lifespan       
     adjustments as proposed was originally developed to accommodate the lack of
                                                                                
     lifespan adjustments to early bioassay data observed in the 1980 Ambient   
     Water Quality Criteria.                                                    
                                                                                
     We no longer believe it is defensible to continue a special length of      
     experiment "threshold" above which adjustments for lifespan would not be   
     made (78 weeks for mice, 90 weeks for rats); a timespan which is less than 
     the current typical bioassay duration.  We now believe lifespan adjustments
                                                                                
     should be made on studies up to the full 90 week and 104 week bioassay     
     duration (expected lifespan), consistent with the current study durations  
     followed by the National Toxicology Program.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.115     
     
     The choice of cutoffs (78 weeks for mice and 90 weeks for rats) can also be
     made on a case-by-case basis, as can the adjustment factor. See also       
     response to P2656.233.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2576.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.4.a                                                                    
                                                                                
     We believe the most recent Inter-Agency Pharmacokinetics Group (EPA, FDA,  
     and CPSC) agreement to use kilogram of body weight to the 3/4 power, should
                                                                                
     be used as the appropriate species scaling factor.  This decision is       
     further supported by the work of Travis and White, 1988, Interspecific     
     Scaling of Toxicity Data, Risk Analysis, 8:119-125.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.116     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: P2576.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.4.b                                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     In describing the use of a 30,000 maximum uncertainty factor, the LOAEL to 
     NOAEL conversion needs to be factored into the discussion.  Depending on   
     severity of effect, uncertainty of predicting a NOAEL from a LOAEL may     
     range from 3 to 10.  Subchronic to chronic study duration, incompleteness  
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     of the data base and extrapolation from a very short study duration        
     (greater than 28 days) to 90 day subchronic duration warrant a combined    
     value since they relate, generally, to the same uncertainty.  Depending on 
     the quality and quantity of such data, the uncertainty factor here may     
     range from 30 to 100. The individual uncertainty applied should be adjusted
                                                                                
     such as not to exceed the combined total uncertainty of 30,000.            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.117     
     
     See response to P2746.110                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2576.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.5.g                                                                    
                                                                                
     Use of Relative Source Contribution values for non-BCCs, such as is        
     currently practiced in developing drinking water standards, will cause     
     overly conservative regulation of these chemicals via surface water.  More 
     efficient control of such chemicals should occur via other chemical control
                                                                                
     programs.  For instance, less than 1% of one's exposure to toluene occurs  
     via surface water.  The most effective and efficient control of toluence   
     would be by controlling air emission sources, not by trying to effectively 
     reduce one's exposure through additional surface water controls.           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.118     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2576.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.5.h                                                                    
                                                                                
     The potential for "acute/binge" fish consumption does not justify separate 
     criteria.  The long time period necessary for biouptake and distribution to
     reach steady state for bioaccumulative chemicals does not support the      
     necessity of such criteria to protect against subchronic and chronic       
     effects.  If ambient criteria are being met, acute effects from peak short 
     term exposures are not anticipated.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.119     
     
     EPA agrees that more research is needed to improve the risk assessments    
     regarding acute exposure and criteria development.  EPA disagrees that the 
     potential for binge fish consumption and, thus, the potential for acute    
     adverse health effects does not justify the possible need for acute        
     criteria.  The base of knowledge regarding long bio-uptake time            
     requirements to reach steady state is rather limited and, while it may or  
     may not be true for non-carcinogens, it is not known with carcinogens.     
     Bio-uptake time likely varies greatly from chemical to chemical.  Where    
     acute effects are the primary concern from a contaminant, single meal fish 
     intake rates can be used and states should have the option to develop such 
     advisories.  EPA maintains that values of 448 grams and 2,240 grams may be 
     used for one day and ten day consumption estimates, respectively, for      
     chemicals for which acute non-carcinogenic effects are most notable.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: P2576.120
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C - HUMAN HEALTH                                                  
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.6.b                                                                    

Page 7451



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
                                                                                
     We do not support the general use of surrogate chemicals to develop        
     specific regulatory Tier II values unless those chemicals are members of a 
     distinct class which operate by the same mechanism of action, metabolism,  
     excretion, etc.  Suitable examples of such distinct classes might be the   
     chlorinated dioxins and furans where relative potency differences have been
                                                                                
     estimated between congeners.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.120     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.048.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2576.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.6.b                                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Depending on the extent of data available on a chemical in question,       
     "reasonable potential" may be determined based on an appropriate surrogate 
     chemical.  We believe this determination may be suitable for regulatory    
     purposes, providing there is sufficient certainty that the surrogate       
     chemical will estimate an acceptable environmental concentration for the   
     chemical lacking sufficient data.  This determination must be made by a    
     qualified evaluator.  We do not believe this process is accurate and       
     defensible enough to use in establishing a specific numeric value for a    
     regulatory purpose, i.e., permit, cleanup limit, etc.  We do believe,      
     however, the process is suitable for determining the necessity of          
     generating further data on the chemical in order to calculate a permit     
     limit, or, to determine if a sufficient margin of safety exists in         
     establishing a permit limit based on another toxicity characteristic of a  
     chemical (e.g., aquatic toxicity), which is sufficiently protective of     
     human health and wildlife.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.121     
     
     The commenter notes that "reasonable potential may be determined using an  
     appropriate surrogate chemical provided there is sufficient data, the      
     investigator is qualified, and there is sufficient certainty that the      
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     surrogate chemical estimate is an acceptable environmental concentration   
     for the pollutant in question."  EPA agrees that reasonable potential      
     determinations may be made using data and information other than specific  
     effluent and environmental data for the pollutant of concern.  Use of      
     surrogate data is certainly possible in the absence of data on the         
     pollutant of concern.  The final guidance maintains the provision at 5.C.3 
     that provides permitting authorities with the flexibility to determine     
     reasonable potential and to incorporate WQBELs into permits, in the absence
     of chemical-specific data for the pollutant of concern.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: P2576.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.B.6.b                                                                    
                                                                                
     We are concerned about the relatively high cost to a discharger in         
     generating the proposed minimum data requirements (SAR and 28 day study for
                                                                                
     a Tier II calculation).  Additional assessment of the use of a less costly 
     minimum data requirement should continue to receive evaluation by EPA;     
     i.e., use of 14-day repeated dose data, or possibly even use of the LD50   
     with an acute to chronic application factor.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.122     
     
     It is EPA's judgment, based on a assessment of chronic and subchronic data 
     (and their correlatability) that a 28-day study is the minimally acceptable
     test for deriving a Tier II values.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2576.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix C -- HUMAN HEALTH                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     V.C                                                                        
                                                                                
     We do not support retaining the existing (1980) National Guidelines        
     approach in lieu of the GLWQG.  We strongly believe the various            
     methodologies under the GLWQG to be a substantial improvement over the     
     existing Guidelines.  The GLWQG takes into account many changes that have  
     occurred in the science of developing water quality criteria since 1980.   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.123     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has generally retained the proposed        
     methodology, with changes as discussed in section V of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2576.124
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     II.C                                                                       
                                                                                
     This section describes the need for wildlife criteria/values to be         
     protective of all avian and mammalian species.  It is stated that exposure 
     factors (and toxicity data, if available) for species not adequately       
     protected by the representative species approach to WV development should  
     be used for site-specific Tier II WV derivation.  This does not seem       
     consistent with the methodology's use of a geometric mean for the          
     representative species to derive criteria/values.  If the intent is really 
     to protect the most highly exposed species, then it seems that the class WV
                                                                                
     should be equal to the most restrictive WV for that class, rather than the 
     geometric mean.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.124     
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     Please refer to comment P2746.173 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2576.125
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Coder believes should be Section III.I.                       
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     II.I                                                                       
                                                                                
     When a Tier I criterion is not available, the states should have the       
     ability to utilize a SSF of less than 0.01, if considered necessary, to    
     generate Tier I values as well as Tier II values.  It is unclear why a     
     written justification and EPA approval are required in this situation for a
                                                                                
     Tier I value but not a Tier II value.  This requirement is not consistent  
     with the states' right to develop more restrictive criteria than provided  
     by the GLWQG.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.125     
     
     The use of the interspecies uncertainty factor (formerly termed the species
     sensitivity factor) for Tier II wildlife values is no longer appropriate   
     because the development of Tier II values for wildlife is no longer        
     mandatory and the methodology is discretionary.  In addition, the          
     interspecies uncertainty factor may now exceed 100 (or less that 0.01 under
     the proposed Guidance).                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/FOR
     Comment ID: P2576.126
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Coer believes should be Section II.A.                         
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Appendix D - WILDLIFE                                                      
                                                                                
     III.A                                                                      
                                                                                
     The equation for deriving the Wildlife Value would be clearer if the hazard
                                                                                
     portion was changed to the formula presented for comment in the preamble   
     (VI.B.3.a.v.):                                                             
                                                                                
                                       ED                                       
                             UFs x UFc x UFE x UFI                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.126     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.158 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/FOR      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2576.127
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Coder believes should be Section III.A.                       
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.A                                                                      
                                                                                
     Also, greater details are needed to clarify the definition pertaining to   
     the effects which are to be regarded as "adverse" for the purpose of       
     wildlife population protection.  In the preamble (VI.C.3), EPA proposes    
     that the Guidance adequately addresses this concern (which was raised by   
     the SAB), but we disagree.  Given the novelty of this methodology,         
     inconsistencies and misinterpretations are expected unless greater         
     clarification is provided.  For example, growth effects are considered     
     adverse, but the general magnitude of the effect (e.g., 5% or 10% body     
     weight suppression), which may generally be "adverse" to wildlife          
     populations is unclear.  [Effects of mercury on mink in the key study for  
     the mammalian WV involved nervous system pathology, but were regarded as a 
     NOAEL.  This is not intuitive, particularly since a slightly higher dose   
     resulted in anorexia, ataxia and death.].  [Finally, the DDT mammalian WV  
     derivation states that "the methodology does not allow for basing a        
     wildlife criterion on a liver toxicity endpoint..."  This broad            
     intrepretation of the methodology seems inappropriate.  In cases other than
     the DDT study, severe and widespread toxicity to vital organs such as the  
     liver may reasonably be judged "adverse" to the population viability.]  In 
     summary, much greater guidance and clarification of this issue is neeeded  
     and should be provided by EPA prior to finalization of the Guidance.       
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     Response to: P2576.127     
     
     The commenter is referenced to comments D2860.026, P2742.326, P2576.128,   
     and P2576.129, as well as section VI.E of the SID and the revised and      
     expanded GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Derivation of Wildlife   
     Criteria and the four final GLWQI Wildlife Criteria Documents.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.128
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.128 is imbedded in comment #.127.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.A                                                                      
                                                                                
     Effects of mercury on mink in the key study for the mammalian WV involved  
     nervous system pathology, but were regarded as a NOAEL.  This is not       
     intuitive, particularly since a slightly higher dose resulted in anorexia, 
     ataxia and death.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.128     
     
     Because the wildlife methodology does not permit the overt use of          
     pathological endpoints to establish the test dose in wildlife criteria     
     generation a dose level equivalent to 0.16 mg/kg/day was established as a  
     NOAEL for mortality, ataxia and anorexia. However, the fact that nervous   
     system pathology had occurred at the next lowest dose during the 93 day    
     study, and this pathology is associated with the adverse effects observed  
     at the next highest dose, contributed to the determination that a          
     subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor was required; i.e., if the        
     exposure/observation period had been extended more frank toxic effects     
     likely would have been elicited.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: P2576.129
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment #.129 is imbedded in comment #.127.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.A                                                                      
                                                                                
     Finally, the DDT mammalian WV derivation states that "the methodology does 
     not allow for basing a wildlife criterion on a liver toxicity endpoint..." 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     This broad interpretation of the methodology seems inappropriate. In cases 
     other than the DDT study, severe and widespread toxicity to vital organs   
     such as the liver may reasonably be judged "adverse" to the population     
     viability.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.129     
     
     U.S. EPA has considered this comment in the context of the guidance, which 
     requires that the measurement endpoints be clearly associated with         
     potential population effects (the assessment endpoint).  In that the       
     Fitzhugh (1948) study spans two generations and assesses reproductive      
     performance, including mortality of adults and offspring, the use of liver 
     pathology as a measurement endpoint is not appropriate.                    
                                                                                
     Also, please refer to comment P2742.326.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: P2576.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.B                                                                      
                                                                                
     The wildlife methodology, as finalized by the Steering Committee, placed   
     much greater emphasis on the need for reproductive/developmental effects   
     studies in the minimum database for Tier I criteria.  In fact, these data  
     were required for Tier I avian WV development.  However, the proposed      
     methodology does not include this as a database requirement and merely     
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     lists reproductive/developmental parameters as important endpoints to      
     consider when available.  Under this situation, Tier I criteria may be     
     derived from a database containing subchronic studies and no information on
                                                                                
     reproductive/developmental effects.  Since this does not address the       
     concern that criteria be protective against these effects, and is contrary 
     to the judgement of the Steering Committee, we disagree with the change.   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.130     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.B                                                                      
                                                                                
     Also,it is unclear how much technical justification is needed in order to  
     utilize inhalation data to estimate an oral dose.  In the preamble         
     (VI.C.2), it states that this route-to-route conversion "should be         
     supported by toxicokinetic and in vivo metabolism data."  This suggests    
     that the supplemental data are required, and it undermines our ability to  
     develop and enforce Tier II values when the supplemental data are          
     unavailable.  Therefore, we disagree with this language.  EPA's IRIS       
     database has many oral RFDs based on inhalation data, without substantial  
     supplemental data justifying the route-to-route conversion.  We should     
     similarly retain the full ability to derive Tier II values from inhalation 
     studies in the absence of supporting data, if the effect is systemic, by   
     using reasonable assumptions.  [It is interesting to note that the proposed
     Tier I avian WV for TCDD is based on a intraperitoneal injection study,    
     with a complete absence of chemical-specific data justifying the           
     appropriateness of this route to represent an oral dose-response.].        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.131     
     
     The use of inhalation data to support the derivation of a Tier II value is 
     moot because the appendix D methodology no longer requires States or Tribes
     to derive Tier II values for wildlife.  Please see the response to comment 
     P2593.035 for further information.                                         
                                                                                
     In terms of the use of the intraperitoneal injection study for TCDD, please
     refer to comment P2576.132.                                                
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     Please, also refer to comment P2742.326.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2576.132
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.132 is imbedded in comment #.131.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.B                                                                      
                                                                                
     It is interesting to note that the proposed Tier I avian WV for TCDD is    
     based on an intraperitoneal injection study, with a complete absence of    
     chemical-specific data justifying the appropriateness of this route to     
     represent an oral dose-response.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.132     
     
     In both the proposed and final criteria documents the derivation of the    
     avian wildlife value the general relationship between intraperitoneal      
     (i.p.) and oral routes of exposure are discussed.                          
                                                                                
     The use of an i.p. route of exposure is consistent with the approach used  
     in assessing effects of TCDD on birds that was presented in the            
     peer-reviewed Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993).                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2576.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.B                                                                      
                                                                                
     It is stated in this section that toxicity information for Tier I or Tier  
     II WV derivation "may come from peer-reviewed laboratory studies."  The    
     preamble (VI.C.2) also states, "In all cases, any study used in the        
     derivation of wildlife criteria or values should be peer-reviewed."  This  
     requirement may be too restrictive, depending on what EPA means by         
     "peer-reviewed".  Do unpublished studies, in all cases, fail this test?  If
                                                                                
     yes, then does an EPA review and interpretation constitute "peer-review" in
                                                                                
     all cases, or only if presented in the IRIS database?  EPA should clarify  
     this prior to finalization of the Guidance.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.133     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
                                                                                
     EPA considers a study to be peer-reviewed if it appears in any type of     
     document subject to a peer review requirement prior to release in its final
     form.  Graduate theses and many technical journals are good examples.      
     Information does not have to be present in EPA's IRIS database to be       
     considered peer-reviewed.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2576.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.D.1                                                                    
                                                                                
     It is stated that if more than one NOAEL is available, the WV shall be     
     derived from the NOAEL most pertinent to potential wildlife mortality or   
     effects on fecundity (a specific type of fertility index).  This is a      
     significant departure from the definition of "acceptable endpoints" because
                                                                                
     it is much narrower.  In particular, it appears to diminish the focus on   
     NOAELs/LOAELs for viability, development, and many indices of reproduction.
                                                                                
     If that is EPA's intent, then we disagree with this departure from the     
     definition of "acceptable endpoints".                                      
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     Response to: P2576.134     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2576.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.F                                                                      
                                                                                
     It is stated that when biological value assumptions are needed, to enable  
     dose estimations or conversions, they are to be obtained by consulting a   
     table in the RTECS database or by use of the provided allometric equations.
                                                                                
     The RTECS table has several deficiencies (no strain-specific values, no    
     inhalation rates, almost no gender-specific values, no references).  A far 
     superior reference would be:  "EPA. 1988. Recommendations for and          
     Documentation of Biological Values for Use in Risk Assessment.  PB         
     88-179874".  Comparison of values in the RTECS and EPA (1988) tables       
     reveals many large differences.  EPA (1988) also provides class-specific   
     and species-specific allometric equations which are preferable to the      
     generic allometric equations provided in this section of the Guidance.     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.135     
     
     EPA conducted a review of the available literature to re-evaluate ingestion
     rates used for the representative species.  In this re- evaluation, EPA    
     used empirical data (where available) or allometric equations to determine 
     basal metabolic rates (BMRs) for free-living animals.  Food ingestion rates
     were determined from the BMRs so different caloric contents of wildlife    
     food could be considered. The revised exposure parameters are presented in 
     Table 1, below.                                                            
                                                                                
     Because ingestion rate data, however, are very limited, EPA considers the  
     use of the allometric equations presented in the methodology to be adequate
     when more specific measured values or more appropriate allometric equations
     are not available.  In addition, EPA also supports the use of the          
     estimation methods described in U.S. EPA (1993a) or the information        
     contained in U.S. EPA (1988).  The States or Tribes can at their discretion
     use any of the estimation methods or the allometric equations to derive    
     ingestion rate data.                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA considered which ingestion rates or body weights should be used in the 
     derivation of the wildlife criteria:  male; female, or an average of the   
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     two.  EPA determined that the average of adult male and female rates and   
     weights should be used because the appendix D criteria are intended to     
     protect wildlife populations, not individuals, and given the probable wide 
     distribution among the representative species in regards to body weight,   
     and food and water ingestion rates, the arithmetic average was considered  
     appropriate.  More stringent values, such as the 95th percentile, were     
     considered inappropriate because such values would be violating the goal of
     focusing on populations by stressing subpopulations or individuals.  The   
     same is true by selecting less stringent values.                           
                                                                                
     EPA concurs with the commenter and the final Guidance recommends use of the
     1988 U.S. EPA publication suggested by the commenter. With respect to      
     recommended allometric equations, the final Guidance permits the use of    
     species-specific and taxonomic class- specific allometric equations.  The  
     most current source for these is U.S. EPA (1993a).                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2576.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.H                                                                      
                                                                                
     It is stated here, and in the Appendix to the Preamble, that the use of a  
     subchronic-to-chronic uncertainty factor (UF) may only be used if the      
     substance is highly bioaccumulative and the toxicokinetics are considered. 
                                                                                
     This restriction on the use of the UF is inappropriate and unjustified, and
                                                                                
     was not recommended by the Steering Committee.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.136     
     
     EPA believes the limitations are justified.  The final Guidance, the final 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for        
     Wildlife Criteria, and associated support documents (particularly U.S. EPA,
     1995b), describe the concepts and issues associated with the selection of a
     subchronic-to-chronic uncertainty factors.  This additional reference      
     material provides reviews and analyses of the scientific literature related
     to the determination of this uncertainty factor.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2576.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.I                                                                      
                                                                                
     Here, and in the Appendix to the Preamble, inadequate guidance is given for
     the selection of a Species Sensitivity Factor (SSF).  We agree with the    
     ranges of SSFs to be generally applied, but there is a need for clearer    
     guidance and more examples to help ensure consistency in the judgements    
     necessary.  [For example, the Criteria Document for DDT describes a very   
     limited mammalian database (the rat is the only species with dose-response 
     data) and acute LD50's indicate a wide range (>57-fold) of interspecies    
     sensitivities.  Guidance given in the Appendix to the Preamble seems to    
     indicate that a SSF of 0.01 would be appropriate in this situation, rather 
     than the SSF of 0.1 which was utilized for WV derivation.].  EPA should    
     clarify this prior to finalization of the Guidance.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.137     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: P2576.138
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.138 is imbedded in comment #.137.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     III.I                                                                      
                                                                                
     For example, the Criteria Document for DDT describes a very limited        
     mammalian database (the rat is the only species with dose-response data)   
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     and acute LD50's indicate a wide range (>57-fold) of interspecies          
     sensitivities.  Guidance given in the Appendix to the Preamble seems to    
     indicate that a SSF of 0.01 would be appropriate in this situation, rather 
     than the SSF of 0.1 which was utilized for WV derivation.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.138     
     
     One comment was received that suggested an interspecies uncertainty factor 
     of 100 be used in extrapolating data from the rat to the mink when deriving
     the mammalian DDT value.  Two other comments suggested that a value        
     approaching 1.0 would be more appropriate when extrapolating from the rat. 
     In reviewing all the pertinent data suggested through public comment, U.S. 
     EPA has determined that an uncertainty factor of 10 is reasonable.  This   
     determination is based on evaluating both acute and chronic data across    
     numerous species, including a 20 to 67 day study of DDE in mink.           
                                                                                
     Please, also refer to comment P2629.054.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2576.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     V.                                                                         
                                                                                
     Reference is made here to TEF usage for CDDs, CDFs and PCBs when           
     developing a total toxicity estimate for a discharge containing a mixture  
     of these compounds.  We agree that there is a sufficient scientific basis  
     for the use of TEFs for CDDs and CDFs. (See comments under Implementation.)
                                                                                
     We feel that there is currently an insufficient scientific basis for the   
     use of TEFs for PCBs in this regulatory program.  [Note that considerable  
     discussion of this issue appears in the preamble, (VIII.D.2.e).]  It is    
     inappropriate, however, for this discussion of TEFs to be in the Wildlife  
     Criteria section.  If anywhere, it should be in the Implementation section 
     under Additivity, but that section is reserved.  The preamble is asking for
                                                                                
     comment on the TEF approach for both wildlife and human health criteria    
     implementation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.139     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     human health and wildlife and on including TEFs for PCBs.                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2576.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VI.B.iv                                                                    
                                                                                
     We agree that there may arise site-specific situations where more          
     conservatism is considered appropriate to ensure the protection of all     
     individuals of an endangered or threatened species.  However, we are       
     concerned that the preamble (VI.B.3.a.iv and VIII.A) implies that this may 
     be applied more broadly (i.e., to species not endangered or threatened).   
     [Also, we disagree that the WV adjustment to address this concern should be
     a routine application of an additional sensitivity factor of 0.1 or less,  
     without consideration of environmental and ecosystem information to check  
     the appropriateness of the adjustment.]  EPA should provide more extensive 
     guidance and justification for this procedure prior to finalization of the 
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.140     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.144 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2576.141
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.141 is imbedded in comment #.140.                   
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VI.B.iv                                                                    
                                                                                
     Also, we disagree that the WV adjustment to address this concern should be 
     a routine application of an additional sensitivity factor of 0.1 or less,  
     without consideration of environmental and ecosystem information to check  
     the appropriateness of the adjustment.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.141     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.011 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2576.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VI.C.4                                                                     
                                                                                
     We would support the use of an LD50-to-chronic NOAEL extrapolation for Tier
     II WV derivation in lieu of better data.  This method has an underlying    
     scientific basis (e.g., Venman and Flaga, 1985; Layton, 1987), but its use 
     in this application would be based largely on risk management              
     considerations.  This approach would be an effective tool to address       
     substances in discharges in a conservative and protective manner, in some  
     cases prompting the generation of better toxicity data.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.142     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and D2741.132 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.143
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     The proposed avian WV of 0.18 ng/l is derived from a mallard duck LOAEL, an
     uncertainty factor of 2, a species sensitivity factor of 0.1, and the      
     exposure factors for the representative piscivorous avian species.  Because
     this WV is lower than the mammalian WV (1.6 ng/l), the Tier I criterion is 
     estblished at 0.18 ng/l.  As presented earlier in our comments, we feel    
     that the methodology lacks a needed step involving the consideration of    
     additional relevant information to gauge the appropriateness of a WV before
                                                                                
     a criterion is determined.  Such relevant information to consider for the  
     mercury criterion is as follows.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.143     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.011, D2860.026, and P2574.042 as well as   
     the final GLWQI Wildlife Criterion Document for Mercury as well as the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References                                                    
            
                                                                                    

          8.  Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR).  1992.  Mercury in   

          Michigan's Environment:  Causes and Extent of the Problem. S              

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     1.  Current background levels in surface waters                            
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     The levels of total mercury in unfiltered surface samples from lakes in the
     Great Lakes region with minimal point sources generally fall in the range  
     of 0.6 to 7 ng/l (MDNR, 1992; Babiarz and Andren, 1993).  These current    
     ambient levels are believed to be higher than the historical background    
     levels, and are not considered acceptable from the standpoint of human     
     health protection.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2576.144     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     2.  Historical background levels in surface waters                         
                                                                                
     The "natural" background level of total mercury in surface waters of the   
     Great Lakes region in unknown.  Historical levels in deep Antarctic ice    
     cores range from less than 1 ng/l to 2 ng/l (Vandal et al., 1992), although
     this may not accurately represent historical background levels in surface  
     waters of the Great Lakes region (Andren, 1993).  Since the magnitude of   
     the temporal increase in surface waters is a significant data gap, the     
     temporal trends in sediments and air may be considered as an alternative   
     benchmark.  Although the levels in these media have increased significantly
     over time, the magnitude of the increase is substantially less than ten,   
     e.g. sediment enrichment in Michigan and Wisconsin are estimated to be     
     between threefold and fivefold.  (MDNR, 1992, 1993; Andren, 1993).         
     Estimates for mercury air emissions suggest that roughly half of the total 
     mercury emissions to the environment in the U.S. and globally are from     
     natural sources, e.g., the oceans, volcanos, etc. (MDNR, 1992, 1993).      
     These lines of evidence for historical levels in glacial ice, sediments and
     air, and for proportionate anthropogenic versus natural emissions, are in  
     general agreement that mercury levels have increased over time, but by a   
     magnitude of less than ten.  Although the trend has not been determined for
     surface waters due to the lack of data, the indirect evidence does not     
     suggest that historical surface water mercury levels were as much as       
     tenfold lower than present.                                                
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     Response to: P2576.145     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.146
     Cross Ref 1: See comment P2576.145
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     3.  Comparison of proposed WC to current and historical background levels  
                                                                                
     The proposed WC of 0.18 ng/l is substantially lower than current ambient   
     levels (0.6 to 7 ng/l).  Although historical levels are unknown, indirect  
     lines of evidence suggest that 0.18 ng/l may be roughly equal to or lower  
     than historical background levels.  (See above.)                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.146     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
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     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     4.  Avian ecological findings associated with mercury levels               
                                                                                
     Inland bald eagles presumably have greater methylmercury exposure than bald
     eagles residing on the Great Lakes.  Surveys of addled eagle eggs and      
     nestling feathers indicate greater mercury levels in offspring from inland 
     areas in Michigan and Wisconsin versus Great Lakes shoreline areas (MDNR,  
     1992).  Inland bald eagles have good reproductive success, while those     
     nesting along the Great Lakes show impaired reproduction.  Therefore, the  
     constrasting patterns of mercury exposure and reproductive success indicate
                                                                                
     that current ambient mercury levels alone are not associated with bald     
     eagle reproductive impairment.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.147     
     
     See comment D2829.009.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: References                                                    
            
                                                                                    

          3.  Ensor, K.L., D.D. Helwig and L.C. Wemmer.  1992.  "Mercury and Lead in

          Minnesota Common Loons."  Minnesota Pollution Control Agency              

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     4.  Avian ecological findings associated with mercury levels               
                                                                                
     One study suggests that mercury exposure may threaten Common Loon          
     populations in Minnesota (Ensor et al., 1992).  In that study, a survey of 
     loons found that a significant percentage had elevated tissue residue      
     levels which could be considered toxic when compared to concentrations in  
     loon populations which demonstrated adverse effects in Ontario.  An ongoing
                                                                                
     study in Wisconsin is evaluating levels of mercury in prey fish and in loon
                                                                                
     tissues, lake pH, and loon reproductive success.  Study conclusions are    
     not yet available (Meyer, 1992).                                           
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     Response to: P2576.148     
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     5.  Range of Avian Species Sensitivities                                   
                                                                                
     The Criteria Document should include discussion of additional studies which
     are relevant to the selection of the SSF.  Several studies report an       
     apparent wide variability in avian species sensitivity to methylmercury    
     reproductive effects as indicated by egg residue levels (MDNR, 1992;       
     Fimreite, 1974; Tejning, 1967; Vermeer et al., 1973; Heinz, 1979).  Based  
     on egg residue levels, these studies indicate that common terns and herring
                                                                                
     gulls and white leghorn chickens are less sensitive to methylmercury than  
     mallards, and pheasants and mallard ducks may be of comparable sensitivity.
     
     
     Response to: P2576.149     
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     5.  Range of Avian Species Sensitivities                                   
                                                                                
     In summation, the relevant environmental data indicate that a WC of 0.18   
     ng/l to protect avian wildlife may be overly conservative based on a       
     compilation of observations as stated above.  [We feel that current ambient
     levels could pose a risk to some piscivorous birds.  Although it is        
     uncertain if there are effects on population stability, we believe a       
     protective WC should be below current ambient mercury levels.]  [It appears
     reasonable and protective to establish a WC at 0.6 ng/l, based on the same 
     calculation provided in the Criteria Document but with a Species           
     Sensitivity Factor of 0.3 rather than 0.1.  The SSF of 0.3 is the geometric
     mean between 1 and 0.1, and is justified by the evidence that mallard ducks
     may be among the more sensitive avian species.].                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.150     
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.151
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.151 is imbedded in comment #.150.  Refers to ambient
levels of   
          mercury.                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     5.  Range of Avian Species Sensitivities                                   
                                                                                
     We feel that current ambient levels could pose a risk to some piscivorous  
     birds.  Although it is uncertain if there are effects on population        
     stability, we believe a protective WC should be below current ambient      
     mercury levels.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.151     
     
     See comment D2829.009.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.152
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.152 is imbedded in comment #.150.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix D -- WILDLIFE                                                     
                                                                                
     Criteria Document for Mercury (April, 1993)                                
                                                                                
     5.  Range of Avian Species Sensitivities                                   
                                                                                
     It appears reasonable and protective to establish a WC at 0.6 ng/l, based  
     on the same calculation provided in the Criteria Document but with a       
     Species Sensitivity Factor of 0.3 rather than 0.1.  The SSF of 0.3 is the  
     geometric mean between 1 and 0.1, and is justified by the evidence that    
     mallard ducks may be among the more sensitive avian species.               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.152     
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2576.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     I.A                                                                        
                                                                                
     The antidegradation requirements should not apply to a stormwater permit if
     it is a new permit issued to an existing discharge.  If this approach is   
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     not workable, a process must be available that would not require each      
     individual stormwater discharge permittee to conduct antidegradation       
     demonstrations.  Many states are addressing stormwater permits through     
     "General Permit" processes.  Perhaps the antidegradation review, if needed,
     could be conducted generically on the "General Permit" itself.             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.153     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID P2588.160.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2576.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     I.A                                                                        
                                                                                
     The preamble mentions the applicability of the antidegradation procedure to
     air emissions "when there is regulatory authority requiring compliance with
     water quality standards."  It is not clear to us what this phrase means.   
     If it means that programs such as air quality permitting would need        
     specific rules requiring compliance with water quality standards and this  
     antidegradation policy, then we would support.  Clarification on this issue
     is needed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.154     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2576.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     I.B                                                                        
                                                                                
     The Guidance defines "High Quality Waters" (HQW) as any water body where   
     water quality exceeds standards.  The assessment is conducted on a         
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis.  This means that virtually all water bodies  
     in the Basin are HQWs for certain parameters, including drainage ditches   
     and other lower value water bodies.  These waters should not be treated    
     the same as high quality trout streams when applying antidegradation       
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.155     
     
     krg:ascii\P2576.155                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2576.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     I.B                                                                        
                                                                                
     The alternative offered for comment in the preamble (page 110), called the 
     Tier 11/2 approach, has some possibilities.  It would allow for a less     
     stringent antidegradation demonstration for water bodies that exceed one or
     more applicable criteria.  The problem with the concept is that all the    
     open waters of the Great Lakes would fall in this category.  Some other way
     to define this lower priority group of water bodies should be evaluated by 
     EPA.  We recommend that a "higher priority" subset of the HQWs be          
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     identified by each state.  Our alternative would require that the pollution
     prevention and enhanced treatment demonstrations be conducted only for     
     proposals to significantly lower water quality dealing with BCCs or dealing
     with a water body identified by the state as a "higher priority"  subset of
     the HQW (i.e., Michigan troutstreams, high quality warmwater streams, or   
     Open Waters of the Great Lakes).  Proposals to significantly lower water   
     quality dealing with non-BCCs in the "lower priority" HQWs would not be    
     required to evaluate the enhanced treatment or the pollution prevention    
     alternatives, but would still have to identify the important social or     
     economic developments related to the project.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.156     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2576.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     II.A  Antidegradation Implementation Procedures                            
                                                                                
     De minimis                                                                 
                                                                                
     We do not feel that 10% of the assimilative capacity as a margin of safety 
     (MOS) is needed for the pollutants on Table 5.  We recommend that this     
     requirement be deleted.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.157     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2576.158
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DMIN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 7477



$T044618.TXT
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E - ANTIDEGRADATION                                               
                                                                                
     II.A  Antidegradation Implementation Procedures                            
                                                                                
     De minimis                                                                 
                                                                                
     A specific MOS requirement for pollutants other than those on Table 5 is   
     not included because the TMDL procedures specify a MOS.  However, Option A 
     of Procedure 3 (Implementation) was added to the Steering Committee        
     proposal by EPA and does not have a requirement for a specified MOS like   
     Opiton B.  EPA should revisit the issue of whether a MOS needs to be       
     specified for GLI pollutants.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.158     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2576.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E - ANTIDEGRADATION                                               
                                                                                
     II.A  Antidegradation Implementation Procedures                            
                                                                                
     De minimis                                                                 
                                                                                
     Assimilative Capacity should be a separate definition and it should        
     reference the specific sections in the Implementation Procedures that      
     establish the critical low flows or design flows.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.159     
     
     States and Tribes are not required to adopt antidegradation provisions for 
     non-BCCs consistent with the final Guidance.  The final Guidance provides  
     recommendations to States and Tribes on how antidegradation should be      
     implemented for non-BCCs.  States and Tribes may develop the procedures for
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     calculating available assimilative capacity consistent with Federal        
     regulations and Guidance.  EPA agrees that available assimilative capacity 
     should be based on permit loadings and critical conditions.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2576.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E - ANTIDEGRADATION                                               
                                                                                
     II.A  Antidegradation Implementation Procedures                            
                                                                                
     De minimis                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance should include a definition of "Outstanding International     
     Resource Waters" for Lake Superior as established by the 1991 Binational   
     Program to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.160     
     
     The final Guidance includes a definition of Lake Superior - Outstanding    
     International Resource Waters.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2576.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     II.A  Antidegradation Implementation Procedures                            
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     De minimis                                                                 
                                                                                
     Significant Lowering of Water Quality:  The paragraph dealing with non-BCCs
     from nonpoint source does not include the de minimis concept and it should 
     be added.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.161     
     
     The final Guidance includes reference to de minimis in the implementation  
     procedures for non-BCCs from nonpoint sources.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2576.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     II.D.1                                                                     
                                                                                
     The Department has concerns with the Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ)       
     concept as proposed, which restricts the rate of BCC mass loadings of BCCs 
     to the baseline established at the time of permit issuance.  The concept is
     used when existing current discharge levels of BCCs are well below WQBELs  
     or treatability requirements. Of the two approaches presented, we favor the
     EEQ Notification Requirement rather than numeric mass loading limits,      
     because it provides for permit conditions that only require notification of
     an exceedance of an EEQ level.  Permit violations are limited to           
     exceedances that are either not reported or are the result of a deliberate 
     action by the permittee which has not been approved by the state.  Although
     this option reduces the concern that EEQ requirements are a disincentive to
     good performance, it does not go far enough.  EPA and the Great Lakes      
     states must have additional discussion on the disincentive issue following 
     public comment.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.162     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
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     Comment ID: P2576.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     II.D.1                                                                     
                                                                                
     The EEQ concept would also require a certain amount of monitoring for those
     BCCs suspected in the discharge.  If EPA finds a way to implement the      
     concept without being a disincentive to good performance, sufficient       
     flexibility must remain in the Guidance for states to use professional     
     judgement on the pollutants monitored and the frequencey.  Generic         
     requirements to monitor for all the BCCs as was assumed in EPA's cost study
     should not be included in the Guidance.  It also must be clear in the      
     Guidance that detecting a BCC as a result of the monitoring does not       
     necessarily mean a permit violation.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.163     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     II.D.1                                                                     
                                                                                
     One alternative to minimize the discharge of BCCs is for EPA to update the 
     effluent limit guidelines (BAT) on a more frequent basis.  The current BAT 
     regulations are grossly out-of-date.  With tough, up-to-date treatment     
     technology requirements, the reliance on WQBELs and the EEQ concept to     
     control BCCs would be significantly reduced.  We have gone on record       
     several times urging EPA to place higher priority on the BAT updates.      
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     Polutuion Prevention should also be incorporated as a part of the BAT      
     update process.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.164     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2576.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     II.D.2                                                                     
                                                                                
     This paragraph needs clarification. We think it addresses the discharge of 
     non-BCCs to High Quality Waters, but are not sure.  The reference to       
     antibacksliding seems inappropriate in the antidegradation regulation.     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.165     
     
     II.D.2. of the proposed Guidance pertains to non-BCCs.  EPA disagrees that 
     the reference to antibacksliding is inappropriate.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2576.166
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments #.155 & #.156.                                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
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     III.  Antidegradation Demonstration                                        
                                                                                
     III.A &                                                                    
     III.B                                                                      
                                                                                
     The MDNR supports the Pollution Prevention analysis and enhanced treatment 
     review for some projects, but we are concerned about the added staff       
     resources that may be needed to review the submittals (see comments for    
     I.B. concerning the definition of HQW).  With ongoing budget shortages, the
     Deptartment will be looking for additional federal funding to administer   
     program enhancements required by EPA.  Even with properly trained staff, it
     will be difficult to review the pollution prevention analyses because the  
     faciltiy is most knowledgeable about their processes.  It will also be very
     difficult to critique treatment costs reports prepared by the facility or  
     its consultant.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.166     
     
     See response to comment D2621.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     III.  Antidegradation Demonstration                                        
                                                                                
     III.A &                                                                    
     III.B                                                                      
                                                                                
     Issues concerning the review of appropriate treatment technology could be  
     reduced significantly if EPA would update the effluent limit guidelines    
     (BAT) on a more frequent basis.  The current BAT regulations are grossly   
     out-ot-date.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.167     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2576.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     III.  Antidegradation Demonstration                                        
                                                                                
     III.D                                                                      
                                                                                
     The Guidance does not provide much detail on how the important social or   
     economic development assessment should be conducted.   More specificity    
     should be provided on the area to which the economic and social review     
     would pertain.  Without this additional guidance, we are concerned that    
     there will be large variations in how this assessment is conducted         
     throughout the basin.  We would also like to see some guidance on how to   
     measure the importance of the social or economic developments.             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.168     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2576.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E -- ANTIDEGRADATION                                              
                                                                                
     IV.  Antidegradation Decision                                              
                                                                                
     IV.A.4                                                                     
                                                                                
     This section indicates that the Director should consider the social or     
     economic developments associated with the proposed project and the         
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     environmental effects of the significant lowering of water quality in      
     determining if the lowering of water quality should be allowed.  No        
     guidance is given on how this decision is made.  Is one job or one house   
     sufficient?  To have uniform application of the antidegradation procedures,
                                                                                
     it would be helpful if additional guidance was presented in the regulation 
     or the preamble to assist states in making this decision.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.169     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2576.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 1:  Site Specific Modification                                   
                                                                                
     1:A.1.b                                                                    
                                                                                
     The Guidance should be clear that use attainability studies can be used to 
     modify the aquatic chronic criteria.  This would be consistent with the    
     Steering Committee proposal.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.170     
     
     Under the final Guidance, criteria may not be modified because use         
     designations are changed.  For more information on use designations, see   
     Section II.C.4. of the SID.  For this reason, EPA allowed modification to  
     the criteria when physical or hydrological conditions precluded aquatic    
     life from remaining at a site (Appendix F, Procedure 1, A.1.c.).  This     
     procedure is functionally equivalent to a justification for the removal of 
     a designated use (40 CFR 131.10(g)(2), (4) and (5)).  EPA expects that this
     exception will typically be used for waters where a full aquatic life use  
     is unattainable.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2576.171
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 1:  Site Specific Modification                                   
                                                                                
     1:A.2                                                                      
                                                                                
     The Guidance should be clear that additional wildlife protection would be  
     to protect threatened or endangered species.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.171     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.144 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2576.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 1:  Site Specific Modification                                   
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VIII.A                                                                     
                                                                                
     We do not support EPA's alternate text for procedure 1:A.2 of Appendix F.  
     The lowering of wildlife criteria to protect individuals (the Intraspecies 
     Sensitivity Factor) needs better definition and justification.             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.172     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.170 and P2718.144 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2576.173
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 1:  Site Specific Modification                                   
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VIII.A                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA asked for comment on whether site specific modifications should be     
     availble for Open Waters of the Great Lakes (OWGL).  Site-specific         
     modifications for human health and wildlife criteria are not supported for 
     the OWGL due to the concern that such modification will not promote the    
     concept of uniform Great Lakes criteria and uniform level of protection.   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.173     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comments that site-specific modifications for  
     human health and wildlife criteria are not appropriate for the open waters 
     of the Great Lakes because such modifications will not promote the concept 
     of uniforn Great Lakes criteria. Since the Agency's foremost concern is the
     protection of human health and the environment, not uniformity per se, the 
     Final Guidance permits a showing to be made for site-specific modifications
     for any part of the Great Lakes System, as long as it can be scientifically
     justified.  Site-specific conditions must be the basis for the criteria    
     adjustment, regardless of the geographical location in the Great Lakes     
     System. This is consistent with EPA's national regulation.                 
                                                                                
     See also response to comment P2576.042.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2576.174
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 1 :  Site Specific Modification                                  
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VIII.A                                                                     
                                                                                
     We support the alternative to allow less stringent site specific human     
     health and wildlife criteria for non-BCCs, but only for application in     
     tributaries.  The less stringent modifications should not be applicable to 
     the OWGL.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.174     
     
     See response to comments P2576.042, P2576.173 and D2603.021.               
                                                                                
     EPA carefully considered this comment, and concluded that a showing can be 
     made for a site-specific modification for any part of the Great Lakes      
     System as long as it is scientifically justified and is in accordance with 
     procedure 1 of apendix F. Site-specific conditions must be the basis for   
     the criteria adjustment regardless of geographical location in the Great   
     Lakes System.  See section VIII.A of the SID for EPA's analysis of this    
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2576.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 2:  Variances                                                    
                                                                                
     2:B                                                                        
                                                                                
     The length of a variance should be five, rather than three years.  This    
     change would be more compatible with the NPDES permit program.             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.175     

Page 7488



$T044618.TXT
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2576.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 2:  Variances                                                    
                                                                                
     2:C.6                                                                      
                                                                                
     The last paragraph regarding cost effective and reasonable best management 
     practices for NPS controls is unclear.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.176     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2576.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 2:  Variances                                                    
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     2:D                                                                        
                                                                                
     The Department recommends that requests for variances also be allowed to   
     occur during the permit issuance process, rather than only after the permit
     is issued.  This may result in less contested case hearing requests.  It   
     also is not clear how antibacksliding would effect the variance process if 
     addressed after permit issuance.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.177     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2576.178
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 2:  Variances                                                    
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VIII.B.15.b                                                                
                                                                                
     Support the alternative to expand the procedure to allow for variances for 
     entire water body segments or on a regional basis.  This will be especially
     needed if EPA's position on Intake Credits does not change (i.e., issues   
     dealing with PCB and Hg).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.178     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2576.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 7490



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 2:  Variances                                                    
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VIII.B.15.d                                                                
                                                                                
     Although MDNR supports the variance concept, we are concerned that they    
     could become the norm rather than the exception.  Better definition on     
     determining widespread social and economic impact is needed.  All          
     conditions for variances, as well as criteria to approve, need better      
     definition to prevent abuse of the concept.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.179     
     
     See Response ID: P2769.061 and section VIII.B of the SID.                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2576.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     In general, the MDNR is not supportive of this procedure.  It is very      
     general and does little to promote consistency of permit development for   
     individual facilities throughout the Basin.  Mixing zones established under
     Option A will be substantially larger on watersheds with fewer facilities  
     than under Option B.  The approach is more conducive to streams with a     
     large number of dischargers.  If this approach stays in the Guidance, then 
     Procedure 3B should also be modified to be very general.  Design flows     
     could be specified, but specifics regarding margins of safety and other    
     TMDL details should be removed.  Some specific comments are included below.

Page 7491



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: P2576.180     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2576.181
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3:A                                                                        
                                                                                
     Guidance is needed on the appropriate hardness and pH to use for those     
     aquatic criteria or values that are dependent on these water quality       
     characteristics (WQC).  We recommend that receiving stream WQC be used to  
     develop chronic criteria or values, and that where adequate data are       
     available, discharge WQC be used to develop acute criteria or values.      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.181     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2576.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:A.8                                                                     
                                                                                
     Quantitative background values should not be obtained from caged fish      
     tissue measurements.  These data can be used qualitatively, but are not    
     sufficiently accurate to use in TMDL calculations. [We support the use of  
     one-half the detection level when calculating means or averages from data  
     bases that include non-detect values.  However, we do not support including
     the quantification level.].  This will lead to confusion dealing with      
     values between the detection level and the quantification level.  Guidance 
     is needed for those situations where no background data are available.     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.182     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that caged fish tissue measurements should  
     not be used to establish quantitative background values. EPA has determined
     that caged fish tissue can be an accurate, reliable indicator of background
     concentrations and therefore retains this approach as one method for       
     caluculating background. However, EPA also recognizes that resident fish   
     tissue data may be more appropriate in other cases.  Accordingly, EPA has  
     revised general condition 9 (proposed as general condition 8) to authorize 
     the use of resident fish tissue data.  In addition, States and Tribes      
     retain the flexibility to use best professional judgment and statistical   
     techniques to eliminate unrepresentative data. Therefore, if a State or    
     Tribe determines that caged fish tissue data is inaccurate, it can use     
     other data to calculate background concentrations.  See the discussion in  
     the SID at VIII.C.3.i(i). With respect to the comment supporting the use of
     one-half the detection level when calculating means or averages from data  
     bases that include non-detect values, EPA agrees that this can be a useful 
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     However, in order to afford States and Tribes the flexibility to use       
     commonly accepted statistical techniques to evaluate such data sets, EPA is
     not specifying in the final Guidance that data reported below the detection
     level (in such data sets) be assumed to be one-half of the detection level.
      Rather, the final Guidance specifies only that commonly accepted          
     statistical techniques shall be used.  However, States and Tribes are free 
     to assign levels equivalent to one-half of the detection level in these    
     situations if they wish.  Similarly in deference to the use of commonly    
     accepted statistical techniques, EPA has also removed from the final       
     Guidance the statement that data reported as above the quantification level
     retain the reported value.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.i(iii).  
     That discussion also provides guidance to States and Tribes for situations 
     when no background data are available.  See response to comment P2771.049. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2576.183
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.183 is imbedded in comment #.182.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:A.8                                                                     
                                                                                
     We support the use of one-half the detection level when calculating means  
     or averages from data bases that include non-detect values.  However, we do
     not support including the quantification level.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.183     
     
     EPA agrees that one useful method of calculating means or averages from    
     data bases that include non-detect values is to assign a value of one-half 
     the detection level.  However, in order to afford States and Tribes the    
     flexibility to use commonly accepted statistical techniques to evaluate    
     such data sets, EPA is not specifying in the final Guidance that data      
     reported below the detection level (in such data sets) be assumed to be    
     one-half of the detection level.  Rather, the final Guidance specifies only
     that commonly accepted statistical techniques shall be used. However,      
     States and Tribes are free to assign levels equivalent to one-half of the  
     detection level in these situations if they wish. Similarly in deference to
     the use of commonly accepted statistical techniques, EPA has also removed  
     from the final Guidance the statement that data reported as above the      
     quantification level retain the reported value.  See discussion in the SID 
     at VIII.C.3.i(iii).                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2576.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:B.1 &                                                                   
     3A:B.2                                                                     
                                                                                
     The Guidnce should be clear that the mixing zone phase out for existing    
     discharges will be effective ten years after the GLI is incorporated into  
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     state rules.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.184     
     
     EPA acknowledges this comment and has attempted to be clear in the final   
     Guidance that the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs    
     will be effective no later than ten years after the GLI is incorporated    
     into State and Tribal rules (subject to the limited exception authorized in
     the final Guidance for some discharges after that date).  See the          
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2576.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDDURES                                   
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:B.1 &                                                                   
     3A:B.2                                                                     
                                                                                
     This phase out should only apply to the BCCs listed on Table 6A.           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.185     
     
     EPA agrees that the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs  
     should only apply to the BCCs identified in table 6A of the proposal, which
     specified the bioaccumultavie chemical of concern. The phase-out does not  
     apply to the pollutants in table 6B of the proposal, which identified      
     potential bioaccumulative pollutants of concern.  That table has been      
     omitted from the final Guidance.  See the discussion in the SID at II.C.8  
     (for BCCs generally) and VIII.C.4 (for BCC mixing zone provisions).        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2576.186
     Cross Ref 1: .
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "List" refers to Table 6A.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:B.1 &                                                                   
     3A:B.2                                                                     
                                                                                
     Additions to this list should first go through a public comment period in  
     the Federal Register.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.186     
     
     Please see response to comment P2720.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2576.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3B:B.2                                                                     
                                                                                
     The first sentence of this paragraph is confusing.  We recommend it be     
     rephrased to state "after [insert 10 years]...".                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.187     
     
     EPA has redrafted the mixing zone prohibitions to clarify the respective   
     dates on which they take effect.                                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2576.188
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to Section 3A:B.3 & 3B:B.3.                            
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:B.3                                                                     
                                                                                
     The first sentence of this paragraph should read, "Beginning on the        
     effective date of incorporation of the Guidance into state rules, there    
     shall be no ..."                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2576.188     
     
     EPA has redrafted the mixing zone prohibitions to clarify the respective   
     dates on which they take effect.                                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2576.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
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     3A:C.1                                                                     
                                                                                
     This section is inconsistent with the Steering Committee proposal which    
     also prohibited mixing zones for new discharges of non-BCCs to lakes unless
     a mixing zone demonstration was conducted by the discharger.  There was    
     also a "cap" of 10x.  It is not clear if EPA made this change intentionally
     or if there was misinterpretation of the Steering Committee proposal.      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.189     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2576.190
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:C.4                                                                     
                                                                                
     Where background concentrations exceed criteria, the Technical Workgroup   
     approach (Option 4 of the Preamble) should be used instead of setting WLAs 
     to zero or requiring multiple source TMDLs that insure attainment of       
     criteria.  Pollutants such as PCBs are contributed by air sources and      
     control of these sources will be difficult if not impossible through the   
     water program in the foreseeable future.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.190     
     
     The final Guidance procedures for developing TMDLs, discussed in Section   
     VIII.C. of the SID, no longer require WLAs set at zero when the background 
     concentrations exceed criteria.  As explained in the SID at Section        
     VIII.E.6, EPA does not believe that the intake pollutant procedures in the 
     final Guidance, which also address elevated background levels, should be   
     "superimposed" on State TMDLs procedures, although the State can of course 
     include WLAs that take into account background levels provided that all    
     other requirements for TMDLs are met.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2576.191
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:C.5                                                                     
                                                                                
     Does the reference to acute aquatic life criteria pertain to Criterion     
     Maximum Concentrations or Final Acute Values?                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.191     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2576.192
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to 3A:D.1 & 3B:D.1                                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:D.1                                                                     
                                                                                
     Based on ecological considerations, we recommend the use of a 90Q10 design 
     flow for the implementation of wildlife criteria.  This design flow appears
     more appropriate than the 30Q5 or the harmonic mean flow, because it allows
     a reasonable time period for chemical bioaccumulation (90 days) over a     
     reasonable time period (10 years).                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2576.192     
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     EPA agrees with this comment.  For a discussion of this design flow, see   
     the SID at VIII.C.6.b.iv.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2576.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:D.8                                                                     
                                                                                
     Using 100% of the design flow for chronic WLAs does not provide sufficient 
     margin of safety and is inconsistent with the philosophy under Option B.   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.193     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2576.194
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A:  TMDL Option A                                               
                                                                                
     3A:D.9                                                                     
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     An acute mixing zone is allowed under this option, however, no acute design
     flow is specified.  This is inconsistent with the Steering Committee       
     proposal which did not support the use of Zones of Initial Dilution (ZIDs).
     It is also inconsistent with the Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) procedure   
     which includes a "cap" of one acute toxic unit at the pipe.                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.194     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2576.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B:  TMDL Option B                                               
                                                                                
     3B:B.1                                                                     
                                                                                
     This section is inconsistent with the Steering Committee proposal that did 
     not provide the increased mixing zone option to existing discharges of BCCs
     to tributaries.  Only the default dilution was allowed (10-25% of design   
     flow).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2576.195     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2576.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B:  TMDL Option B                                               
                                                                                
     3B:C.1.a                                                                   
                                                                                
     A definition or description of what constitutes "discharge-induced mixing" 
     needs to be included in the Guidance.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.196     
     
     The proposal recommended restrictions on the introduction of               
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) in the Great Lakes System by   
     specifying that mixing zones for existing discharges of BCCs be eliminated 
     within 10 years of the effective date of the Guidance and that no mixing   
     zones for new dischargers or new sources be provided.  The proposal allowed
     a limited exception to the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs when water 
     conservation measures result in an increased concentration but lead to     
     overall reductions in loadings.                                            
                                                                                
     EPA received numerous comments supporting and opposing the elimination of  
     mixing zones for existing and new sources and discharges.  Some commenters 
     noted that the proposed phase-out and elimination provision were consistent
     with the emphasis in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement on limiting   
     the introduction of persistent toxics into the Great Lakes System; others  
     recommended that the ban on mixing zones be broadened to include all       
     persistent toxic chemicals, while others opposed the elimination of mixing 
     zones for technical or economic reasons.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that nonpoint sources, including atmospheric deposition,  
     are significant contributors of BCCs to the Great Lakes System.  In        
     response to the Steering Committee's objective that all contributions of   
     BCCs should be reduced to the maximum extent possible, EPA has retained the
     mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs and the provision    
     that no mixing zones be provided for new discharges of BCCs.  EPA          
     recognizes that the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs  
     will require municipal POTWs, industrial dischargers, and federal facility 
     dischargers to treat BCCs in their effluent (like mercury) to the water    
     quality criteria level, and disagrees that the regulatory authority should 
     have to demonstrate actual or reasonable potential for adverse water       
     quality impacts resulting from concentrations of BCCs within a mixing zone.
      EPA believes that additional treatment will have environmental benefit and
     therefore has retained the phase-out provision in the final Guidance.      
                                                                                
     However, in response to comments, EPA has provided an exception to the     
     phase-out of mixing zones, under limited circumstances, for existing       
     sources when a discharger has reduced its discharge of the BCC to the      
     maximum extent possible, but for technical and economic reasons, still     
     needs a mixing zone.                                                       
                                                                                
     For a more detailed discussion of the final mixing zone provisions for     
     BCCs, and EPA's reason for adopting this limited exception, see section    
     VIII.C.4 of the Supplementary Information Document.  For a more detailed   
     discussion of EPA's reasons for singling out BCCs for special              
     consideration, see the Supplementary Information Document at sections I,   
     II.C.8, and VIII.C.4.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2576.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B: TMDL Option B                                                
                                                                                
     3B:D.3.c                                                                   
                                                                                
     This equation is flawed and is not accurate when the facility takes its    
     intake water from the receiving stream.  There is also a problem with the  
     background portion of the equation.  By accounting for only a portion of   
     the background, it does not always provide a margin of safety of 25%.  The 
     correct equation is shown below:                                           
                                                                                
     WLA = (criterion) (Qad + effluent flow) - (background) (Qad)/effluent flow 
                                                                                
     Where Qad = (stream flow - effluent flow) (dilution factor)                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.197     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2576.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                

Page 7503



$T044618.TXT
     Procedure 3B:  TMDL Option B                                               
                                                                                
     3B:D.3.c                                                                   
                                                                                
     The conversion factor(s) for "x" should be described under the definition  
     for "x".                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.198     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2576.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B:  TMDL Option B                                               
                                                                                
     3B:D.3.d                                                                   
                                                                                
     This section is inconsistent with the Steering Committee proposal where an 
     approved mixing zone demonstration for new discharges of non-BCCs was      
     limited to the default dilution fraction (10-25% of design flow).          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.199     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2576.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B:  TMDL Option B                                               
                                                                                
     3B:D.3.e                                                                   
                                                                                
     The section appears to require acute or daily maximum limits less than the 
     Final Acute Value in certain low dilution situations.  The Steering        
     Committee discussed this issue and decided that a daily maximum limit set  
     at the FAV would be sufficient given the other conservation aspects in the 
     process.  In addition, for low flow situations, chronic or monthly average 
     limits would be included in the permit.  We support the Steering Committee 
     recommendation on the issue.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.200     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2576.201
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B:  TMDL Option B                                               
                                                                                
     3B:E.1.e                                                                   
                                                                                
     This requirment should read, "...show that the mixing zone does not cause  
     exceedances of appropriate human health criteria."                         
     
     
     Response to: P2576.201     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
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     Comment ID: P2576.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 4:  Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     We feel that the application of numerical criteria on a single pollutant   
     basis, for discharge permit development and ambient water quality          
     assessment, is much more amenable to implementation than the additivity    
     approaches suggested in the Guidance.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.202     
     
     See Section VIII.D.6 of the SID and response to comments P2656.032 and     
     P2576.025 for a discussion on the appropriateness of the additivity        
     provisions in the final Guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2576.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 4:  Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     To provide greater protection against the potential effects of dioxin-like 
     components, we would support a TEF approach to discharge permit regulation.
     The data base for including PCBs in this approach is too weak to support at
     this time.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.203     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
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     human health and wildlife and on including TEFs for PCBs.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2576.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 4:  Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     The ability to use additivity should be provided in the Guidance, but      
     should be used only when adequate data are available on mechanisms of      
     action.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.204     
     
     See response to comment D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6 of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2576.205
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 4:  Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     We recommend that the default assumption of additivity not be included in  
     the Guidance.  The assumption of additivity for ambient standards, in      
     particular, is unworkable from an administrative point of view.  Criteria  
     would change from site to site based on the knowledge of carcinogens       
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     present in the ambient surface water.  This approach would provide no      
     certainty for RAP or LaMP programs designed to restore designated uses.    
     
     
     Response to: P2576.205     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6 of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2576.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:B.1                                                                      
                                                                                
     This procedure should be used in all flow situations, not just where the   
     effluent flow rate is less than the stream 7Q10 flow.  It is conservative  
     enough even in the low flow streams.  More flexibility must be built into  
     the process to allow professional judgement when evaluating the effluent   
     characterization data for a facility.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.206     
     
     See response to comment number 2718.288.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2576.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:B.1                                                                      
                                                                                
     We also recommend that the 95th percentile be used rather than the 99th    
     percentile to be consistent with the TSD approach in 5:B.1.d.              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.207     
     
     Final procedure 5 specifies the 95th percentile as the minimum precentile  
     to be used when determining projected effluent quality. See Supplementary  
     Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential  
     to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant             
     concentration Data.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2576.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:B.1.a & 5:C.1.b                                                          
                                                                                
     It is unnecessary to include chronic-based limitations in a permit when the
     acute-based limitations are more restrictive.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.208     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  Where a WQBEL for a particular pollutant    
     that is based on one level of protection, e.g. acute aquatic life, is      
     calculated to be more restrictive than a WQBEL based on a different level  
     of protection, e.g. chronic aquatic life, for the same pollutant for the   
     same discharger, It is not necessary, nor does EPA believe it is it        
     required to include the less restrictive limit.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2576.209
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to Section 5:B.1.a.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:B.1.a & 5:C.1.b                                                          
                                                                                
     In addition, this section should provide flexibility as to when acute-based
     limits are necessary (i.e., it is unnecessary to include these limitations 
     when the chronic-based limit is substanially lower.)                       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.209     
     
     See response to comment number P2576.208.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2576.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:B.2                                                                      
                                                                                
     Should be eliminated.  See comment for 5.B.1.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2576.210     
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     See response to comment number 2718.288.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2576.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:D                                                                        
                                                                                
     It must be clarified that professional judgement can be used to determine  
     the amount of minimum data that must be provided to calculate Tier II      
     values.  If the screening values clearly show that the chemical is of      
     primary concern to aquatic life, the data to calculate Tier II Human Health
     values should not be necessary.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.211     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable      
     Potential, Section f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When 
     Tier II Values are Not Available.                                          
                                                                                
     The final Guidance provides that a water quality-based effluent limit      
     (WQBEL) needs to be developed if a pollutant has the reasonable potential  
     to exceed water quality standards. Nevertheless, a permit need not contain 
     more than one WQBEL for a pollutant, only the most stringent WQBEL.  If a  
     permit authority has information to show that a second WQBEL is not        
     necessary because the permit would contain a more stringent WQBEL, then the
     second WQBEL and any data to develop the WQBEL need not be generated.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2576.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

Page 7511



$T044618.TXT

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:D.4                                                                      
                                                                                
     It is not clear what this paragraph means.  It seems to say that a state   
     can use any procedure it wants to calcualte WQBELs when data for Tier II   
     calculations are not available.  How would you know if they would be as    
     restrictive as the Tier II-based limits?  This concept does not promote    
     uniformity and we do not support its inclusion in the Guidance.            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.212     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable      
     Potential, Section f, determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When 
     Tier II Values are Not Available.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2576.213
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to Section 5:E.                                        
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:E                                                                        
                                                                                
     This section of the Guidance deals with intake credits and is supported for
     the very narrow scope of facilities covered.  However, it does not go far  
     enough in dealing with situations where the background levels in a         
     receiving stream exceed applicable criteria and the facility contributes   
     some mass of the pollutant to its wastestream and/or the facility's intake 
     water is not all from the receiving stream.  Under the former situation,   
     provisions should be allowed for either a "no net" discharge concept or the
     establishment of a limit equal to the background concentration.  Under the 
     latter, a facility should be allowed to discharge at the water quality     
     criterion.  This is basically what the Technical Workgroup recommended     
     (Option 4 of the Preamble).  In these situations, WLAs should not be set to
     zero as the Guidance currently indicates.                                  
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     Response to: P2576.213     
     
     This comment raises many of the same concerns as those in comment          
     P2574.083, which are addressed in the response to that comment.  Also see  
     the response to comment P2576.190 regarding WLAs set at zero.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2576.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     5:F.3                                                                      
                                                                                
     This paragraph was added by EPA to the Steering Committee proposal.  It is 
     unclear how the intake credit issue would be applied in these situations   
     and is not supported.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.214     
     
     The intake pollutant issue, including significant changes in the final     
     Guidance made as a result of public comments, is discussed in the SID at   
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2576.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 7513



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 5:  Reasonable Potential                                         
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     VIII.E.2.e.iv.D                                                            
                                                                                
     Part (2) of the Technical Workgroup proposal (Option 4) contained a        
     mechanism to establish "no net" discharge limits.  This important concept  
     was left out of the preamble version and should be corrected (see comment  
     on 5:E above).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2576.215     
     
     To EPA's knowledge, Option 4 was presented in the preamble as prepared by  
     the Technical Workgroup.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2576.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 6:  Whole Effluent Toxicity                                      
                                                                                
     6:A.1                                                                      
                                                                                
     The preamble indicates that aquatic WET limits less than 1 TUa may be      
     required in low flow situations.  We feel that acute limits should not be  
     less than 1 TUa (cannot measure less than 1 TUa) and in low flow situations
     chronic WET limits will be included to protect aquatic life.               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.216     
     
     EPA agrees that acute limits less than 1 TUa cannot be directly measured.  
     As stated in the comment, a chronic limit would be required for such       
     effluent dominated receiving waters and the chronic WET permit limit would 
     be the more stringent of the two WET permit limits.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2576.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 6:  Whole Effluent Toxicity                                      
                                                                                
     6:A.3                                                                      
                                                                                
     This was not a part of the Steering Committee proposal and was added by    
     EPA.  It is unnecessary and should be eliminated.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.217     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The WET procedure was part of the original Steering        
     Committee proposal.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2576.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 6:  Whole Effluent Toxicity                                      
                                                                                
     6:C.2                                                                      
                                                                                
     It must be clear in the Guidance that all point source discharges will not 
     be required to conduct WET tests.  Professional judgement should be used to
     determine that WET is not a concern for certain discharges (i.e.,          
     noncontact cooling water).                                                 
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     Response to: P2576.218     
     
     See the response to comment P2629.120.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2576.219
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 6:  Whole Effluent Toxicity                                      
                                                                                
     6:C.1.b                                                                    
                                                                                
     This would not be consistent with chemical specific WQBELs calculated using
     Option A of Procedure 3.  The concepts in Option A must be reevaluated in  
     light of the many inconsistencies it has with other parts of the Guidance. 
     
     
     Response to: P2576.219     
     
     See comment P2607.034 for a discussion of the links between the TMDL       
     procedure and the WET procedure.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2576.220
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 6:  Whole Effluent Toxicity                                      
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     6:D                                                                        
                                                                                
     In determining reasonable potential, flexibility must be incorporated into 
     the process to allow professional judgement when evaluating representative 
     characterization data for a facility's effluent.                           
                                                                                
     The preamble (page 199) and the Steering Committee proposal specifically   
     state that "a permitting authority may decide to develop a WQBEL in the    
     absence of facility-specific effluent monitoring data".  However, the      
     reasonable potential determination guidance given for WET does not cover   
     this option.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2576.220     
     
     The Guidance requires that the permitting authority consider factors       
     described at 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(ii) in determining reasonable potential.  
     Thus, facility-specific effluent monitoring data is not required to support
     a reasonable potential finding.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2576.221
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 6:  Whole Effluent Toxicity                                      
                                                                                
     6:D                                                                        
                                                                                
     Additional language is needed to clarify that reasonable potential         
     determinations for WET only need to be made by a permitting authority when 
     sufficient information exists to support such a determination.             
     Consequently, we suggest that the second sentence of Procedure 6:D be      
     modified to read:  "In cases where sufficient information is available to  
     adequately characterize the aquatic toxicity of the effluent, a permitting 
     authority shall ...".                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.221     
     
     Permit writers must decide each time they issue a permit whether or not    
     reasonable potential exists for a discharge to excced the criteria for WET.
      A WQBEL for WET is required only when available information indicates that
     a reasonable potential exists.  EPA addresses the situation where a        
     permitting authority lacks sufficient information to determine whether     
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     reasonable potential exists for WET.  For these reasons, EPA did not       
     include the suggested language in the final Guidance.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2576.222
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 6:  Whole Effluent Toxicity                                      
                                                                                
     6:D                                                                        
                                                                                
     We recommend the phrase, "sufficient effluent-specific information         
     demonstrates that", be deleted from the first sentence of Procedure 6.D.2, 
     because the concept is already addressed in the first paragraph of         
     Procedure 6.D.  If a decision is made to retain this phrase in Procedure   
     6.D.2, similar language will need to be inserted in the first sentence of  
     Procedure 6.D.3 to maintain consistency.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2576.222     
     
     EPA agrees and has made the recommended change in wording in 6.D of the WET
     procedure.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2576.223
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
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     Procedure 6:  Whole Effluent Toxicity                                      
                                                                                
     6:D.2                                                                      
                                                                                
     The Guidance should specify how the number of samples will be determined   
     for selecting the "B" value.  Does one effluent sample with two test       
     species count for one or two samples?  We would consider this one test and 
     "n" would equal one.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2576.223     
     
     See comment G2575.192 for a discussion of how the number of reasonable     
     potential samples is determined.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2576.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 7:  Loading Limits                                               
                                                                                
     7:B                                                                        
                                                                                
     Mass loading values will be a concern for POTWs that have significant wet  
     weather flow fluctuations that exceed the design conditions of the WQBELs. 
     There needs to be consideration for a mass limit exemption during these wet
     weather flow periods.  The mass limits should apply as long as the POTW is 
     discharging less than or equal to its design flow.  The proposal in the    
     preamble (page 208) to only use monthly average mass limits may be         
     workable.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.224     
     
     See comment G2764.010 for a discussion of the wet weather flow issue.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2576.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 7:  Loading Limits                                               
                                                                                
     Preamble                                                                   
     G.2                                                                        
                                                                                
     The discussion in the last two paragraphs of Section 2 are confusing and   
     unclear regarding the flows used to develop mass limits.  We assume it is  
     appropriate to use design flows for POTWs.  If not, we do not support the  
     proposal.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2576.225     
     
     See comment P2720.207 for a discussion of the use of appropriate facility  
     flows in setting mass-based limits.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2576.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 8:  Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits Below Quantification     
                                                                                
     8:A                                                                        
                                                                                
     The Steering Committee proposal dealt with WQBELs below the "Detection     
     Level" (DL) and defined DL as the "minimum level".  EPA has changed the    
     focus to "quantification", which will result in compliance problems.  It   
     will be very difficult assessing compliance when analytical results are    
     generated that fall between the Detection Level and the Quantification     
     Level.                                                                     
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     Response to: P2576.226     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2576.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 8:  Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits Below Quantification     
                                                                                
     8:C                                                                        
                                                                                
     The Compliance Evaluation Level (CEL) needs to go in the permit as a "not  
     to be exceeded" value, because in many cases, the CEL will be much higher  
     than the WQBEL.  It is difficult to imagine how a CEL at the "minimum      
     level" could be placed in the permit as a monthly average.  We are not sure
     what would be used for the daily maximum value.  Placing the CEL in the    
     permit as a monthly average and allowing the use of averaging to meet the  
     CEL will result in compliance difficulties.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2576.227     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in response to comment P2576.029.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2576.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 8:  Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits Below Quantification     
                                                                                
     8:C                                                                        
                                                                                
     If the procedure is not changed to be consistent with the Steering         
     Committee proposal, EPA must specify workable procedures for averaging     
     values that could be less than detection; between the detection level and  
     the quantification level; or, greater than the quantification level.  In   
     Michigan, we have avoided the averaging problems and have used a procedure 
     like the Steering Committee proposal.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2576.228     
     
     EPA has considered these issues and concerns related to the procedures for 
     incorporating non-quantifiable sample data into the compliance             
     determination calculations.  As explained in the SID and in response to    
     comment P2576.029, EPA is deferring to the States and Tribes to determine  
     the appropriate means for addressing the non-quantifiable sample data.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: P2576.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 8:  Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits Below Quantification     
                                                                                
     8:F                                                                        
                                                                                
     MDNR supports the qualitative use of fish biouptake studies as a means of  
     determining the progress a facility is making in complying with its less   
     than detection limit, however, we do not feel they can, at this time, be   
     used quantitatively as a compliance tool.  Caged fish sampling and effluent
     pollutant bioconcentration studies do not assess bioaccumulation, and thus 
     tissue levels below the criteria would not necessarily mean the WQBEL is   
     being met.  [There is also a problem with the use of biouptake studies to  
     assess mercury.  The mercury criterion is based on methyl mercury data but 
     regulated as total mercury because it is unknown how much of the mercury   
     discharged will be methylated in the environment and be available for fish 
     uptake.  Biouptake studies for mercury in effluent would be a gross        
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     underestimate for the potential environmental impact of the effluent and be
     a waste of money.].                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.229     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/Hg
     Comment ID: P2576.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.230 is imbedded in comment #.229.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 8:  Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits Below Quantification     
                                                                                
     8:F                                                                        
                                                                                
     There is also a problem with the use of biouptake studies to assess        
     mercury.  The mercury criterion is based on methyl mercury data but        
     regulated as total mercury because it is unknown how much of the mercury   
     discharged will be methylated in the environment and be available for fish 
     uptake.  Biouptake studies for mercury in effluent would be a gross        
     underestimate for the potential environmental impact of the effluent and be
     a waste of money.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2576.230     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
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     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2576.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 9:  Compliance Schedules                                         
                                                                                
     9:B.1                                                                      
                                                                                
     The maximum period of three years for a compliance date should be          
     sufficient in most cases.  However, there may be situations where more time
     would be appropriate.  Flexibility should be built into the Guidance to    
     allow states to grant compliance schedules that exceed three years on a    
     case-by-case basis.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2576.231     
     
     EPA believes for the vast majority of facilities three years or less will  
     be                                                                         
     sufficient.  However, EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be
     difficult to accomplish the objectives listed above in three years.        
     Therefore, the Agency has revised the final Guidance to provide the        
     permitting authority the flexibility of providing up to a five year        
     compliance schedule where warranted.  For further details on EPA's         
     discussion                                                                 
     of the change from a up to three year maximum compliance schedule to a five
     year maximum compliance schedule see the Supporting Information Document   
     (SID), Section VIII.I ("Compliance Schedules").                            
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has built in some flexibility by highlighting in the final
     guidance some discretionary mechanisms that a permitting authority might   
     employ depending on the permittee's situation.  They include "shake down"  
     grace periods and enforcement discretion.                                  
                                                                                
     For example, where a facility does encounter real difficulties changing its
     operation in order to comply with the new requirements, the permitting     
     authority has other mechanisms for providing relief beyond three years.    
     The                                                                        
     use of a short-term "shake-down period" was identified in the Supporting   
     Information Document, Section VIII.I, as an alternative for new Great Lakes
     dischargers as is provided for new sources or new dischargers in 40 CFR    
     122.29(d)(4).  This approach could be used at a permitting authorities'    
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     discretion for other facilities encountering difficulties in changing their
     operations.  The regulations under 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4) require that the    
     owner                                                                      
     or operator of a (1) new source; (2) a new discharger (as defined in 40 CFR
     122.2) which commenced discharge after August 13, 1979; or (3) a           
     recommencing                                                               
     discharger shall install and implement all pollution control equipment to  
     meet the conditions of the permit before discharging.  The facility must   
     also                                                                       
     meet all permit conditions in the shortest feasible time (not to exceed 90 
     days).  This shake-down period is not a compliance schedule.  This approach
     may be used to address violations which may occur during a new facility's  
     start-up, especially where permit limits are water quality-based and       
     biological treatment is involved.                                          
                                                                                
     Another approach is to use prosecutorial discretion as an unofficial       
     shake-down period.  That is, the permitting authority may elect not to take
     enforcement action against a new source which has installed the            
     necessarP2576.231                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult to         
     accomplish                                                                 
     the objectives listed above in three years; however, EPA believes for the  
     vast majority of facilities this amount of time will be sufficient.  EPA's 
     enforcement experiences have shown that the regulated community usually has
     been able to find and implement new effective technologies in a three-year 
     period or less.  In addition, EPA has built in some flexibility by         
     highlighting in the final guidance some discretionary mechanisms that a    
     permitting authority might employ depending on the permittee's situation.  
     They include "shake down" grace periods and enforcement discretion.        
                                                                                
     Therefore, where a facility does encounter real difficulties changing its  
     operation in order to comply with the new requirements, the permitting     
     authority has other mechanisms for providing relief beyond three years.    
     The                                                                        
     use of a short-term "shake-down period" was identified in the final rule as
     an alternative for new Great Lakes dischargers as is provided for new      
     sources                                                                    
     or new dischargers in 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4).  This approach could be used at 
     a                                                                          
     permitting authorities' discretion for other facilities encountering       
     difficulties in changing their operations.  The regulations under 40 CFR   
     122.29(d)(4) require that the owner or operator of a (1) new source; (2) a 
     new discharger (as defined in 40 CFR 122.2) which commenced discharge after
     August 13, 1979; or (3) a recommencing discharger shall install and        
     implement                                                                  
     all pollution control equipment to meet the conditions of the permit before
     discharging.  The facility must also meet all permit conditions in the     
     shortest feasible time (not to exceed 90 days).  This shake-down period is 
     not a compliance schedule.  This approach may be used to address violations
     which may occur during a new facility's start-up, especially where permit  
     limits are water quality-based and biological treatment is involved.       
                                                                                
     Another approach is to use prosecutorial discretion as an unofficial       
     shake-down period.  That is, the permitting authority may elect not to take
     enforcement action against a new source which has installed the necessary  
     treatment prior to discharging and is making a good faith effort to come   
     into                                                                       
     compliance as soon as possible.  Alternatively, the permitting authority   
     may                                                                        
     issue a compliance order (under section 309(a) or equivalent State         
     authority)                                                                 
     requiring compliance by a specified date, where circumstances warrant.     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/FTRS
     Comment ID: P2576.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 9:  Compliance Schedules                                         
                                                                                
     9:B.2                                                                      
                                                                                
     The need for interim requirements if the compliance schedule exceeds one   
     year is not clear, and we would recommend this be left to the states'      
     discretion.  If EPA does not remove the requirement, then it should be     
     clear in the regulation that interim "limits" are not required.            
     
     
     Response to: P2576.232     
     
     Under the final rule, if a NPDES authorized State has a compliance schedule
     which exceeds one year from the date of permit issuance or modification,   
     the schedule shall set forth interim requirements and dates for their      
     achievement.  This is consistent with the existing requirement in 40 CFR   
     Sections 122.47.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/FTRS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2582.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scope - With some exceptions, the current proposal is aimed almost         
     exclusively at continuous point sources that are regulated under the NPDES 
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     program.  The preamble makes clear that other pollutant sources, such as   
     air deposition and land runoff, in many cases, are more significant        
     contributors of toxic pollutants to the Great Lakes system.  The regulation
                                                                                
     of point sources will not, therefore, significantly reduce the discharge   
     of toxics especially Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (except dioxin), 
     which are a major focus of the proposal.  At the same time, it will create 
     program requirements that are inequitable and not cost-effective.          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.001     
     
     See response to comment number P2576.050.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2582.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits - It appears that portions of the proposal could result in  
     NPDES dischargers being held responsible for the removal of pollutants that
     they do not use or introduce into the water body system.  This is          
     inequitable.  Point source responsibility for intake pollutants must       
     be clarified to provide for the continuing viability of intake credits     
     before the proposal is finalized.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.002     
     
     EPA has made a number of changes to the intake pollutant procedures from   
     the proposal to make consideration of intake pollutants in the permitting  
     process a more viable option, which are explained in the SID at Section    
     VIII.E.3-7. Also see response to comment D2798.058.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2582.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution Prevention and Waste Minimization - With the exception of the    
     demonstration portion of the antidegradation elements, the proposal is     
     silent on the use of pollution prevention and waste minimization activities
     as a means of achieving the overall objectives of the GLI.  We believe that
     these program initiatives should be given greater emphasis in the overall  
     GLI program, and should apply to both point and nonpoint sources of        
     pollution.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2582.003     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is silent on pollution prvention and  
     pollutant minimization.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA 
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including promoting pollution
     prevention practices, see Section I.C of the SID.  EPA also believes that  
     the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of pollution for the
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and the applicable    
     provisions of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2582.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation - The proposal should contain antidegradation requirements 
     that will provide for equitable allocation and re-allocation of            
     assimilative capacity.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2582.004     
     
     Allocation and re-allocation schemes of States and Tribes should not be    
     affected by the final Guidance.  Under the final Guidance, the only        
     constraints that States and Tribes must operate under in developing        
     antidegradation provisions is that they must include elements consistent   
     with the provisions applicable to BCCs contained in the final Guidance, and
     that all other provisions must be consistent with current Federal          
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2582.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation - because of the extensive discretionary language in the   
     antidegradation sections, especially in social or economic development     
     demonstration, we doubt that the provision will be applied consistently    
     among states.  The details of the antidegradation provisions must be       
     clarified and, in some cases, significantly revised before they are        
     finalized.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2582.005     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2582.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 006 imbedded in 007                                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Methods and Procedures - Some of the methods and procedures contained in   
     the proposal are questionable from a scientific and technical perspective. 
                                                                                
     For example, it is proposed that an unproven model be used to estimate     
     bioaccumulation.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.006     
     
     EPA disagrees that an unproven model was used to estimate bioaccumulation. 
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used in place of the   
     Thomann model (1989).  EPA requested comment in the August 30, 1994 Notice 
     of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on use of a food-chain model by Gobas   
     (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model, includes both benthic and     
     pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure of organisms to chemicals 
     from both the sediment and the water column.                               
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     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2582.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Methods and Procedures - [Some of the methods and procedures contained in  
     the proposal are questionable from a scientific and technical perspective. 
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     For example, it is proposed that an unproven model be used to estimate     
     bioaccumulation.]  It is also proposed that simple, steady-state water     
     quality models be used for Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) development when
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     it is probable that more sophisticated techniques will be needed to deal   
     with the full range of pollutant sources that need to be managed if toxic  
     discharges are to be significantly reduced.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2582.007     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that characterizes as unproven EPA's model  
     for estimating bioaccumulation.  See the discussion in the SID at IV.B.4.  
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
     Accordingly, EPA authorizes the use of both steady-state and dynamic models
     to support establishment of TMDLs.  See discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.6.a.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2582.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc. LAMP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: "Concerns in points 4 and 5" relate to comments 004-007 of 
P2582           
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if our concerns in points 4 and 5 (above) are addressed, the          
     antidegradation and point source management policies and procedures should 
     be only interim measures until they are replaced by more comprehensive     
     management strategies developed through the Lakewide Management Plans      
     (LaMPs) program.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.008     
     
     EPA disagrees that LaMPs should eventually replace the antidegradation     
     policies and implementation procedures that States adopt pursuant to part  
     132.  LaMPs integrate Federal, State and local programs that address       
     loadings of critical pollutants, assess whether these programs ensure      
     attainment of beneficial uses, and recommend media-specific program        
     enhancements to reduce loadings of critical pollutants to the open waters  
     of the Great Lakes as necessary to attain beneficial uses.  LaMPs do not in
     themselves necessarily provide the minimum antidegradation policies and    
     implementation procedures required by the Critical Programs Act.           
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C of the SID for a discussion of how the final Guidance   
     provides that LaMPs may be used in lieu of TMDLs under certain             
     circumstances.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2582.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: cc. LaMP                                                      
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uniformity - The proposal attempts to apply uniform antidegradation and    
     implementation policies and procedures to all waters of the Great Lakes    
     system without considering the ecological and physical differences among   
     lakes within the system and between lakes and their tributary streams.  We 
     support the adoption of uniform water quality and ecological goals for the 
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     Great Lakes System.  However, we believe that specific implementation      
     policies and procedures should be tailored to the type of water body being 
     protected.  We believe that this can be best accomplished through the      
     development of individual Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) for each of the
     Great Lakes.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2582.009     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.  For a discussion on how the Guidance complements 
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2582.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI as a National Model - In the preamble to this proposal, EPA invites
     comments on whether the GLI should be used as a national model for water   
     quality management.  Because of our concerns with the proposal,            
     Pennsylvania opposes using the GLI in this manner.  We believe that it     
     would result in more stringent point source management requirements,       
     without appreciably improving water quality in affected areas.  Even if our
     concerns are resolved, we recommend that the GLI concepts that are new be  
     tested through actual implementation experience in the Great Lakes Basin   
     before consideration is given to expanding them nationwide.                
     
     
     Response to: P2582.010     
     
     EPA agrees although there are many provisions of the final Guidance that   
     might be beneficially applied in other jurisdictions to improve the        
     national program and foster consistency.  For example, many of the concepts
     in the methodology for development of bioaccumulation factors and its use  
     in developing criteria to protect human health and wildlife could be       
     applied wherever highly bioaccumulative pollutants can contaminate the food
     web.  At the same time, EPA would not consider applying specific Guidance  
     elements of the final Guidance outside the basin in situations where they  
     are not scientifically or technically defensible.  For example, the special
     provisions for BCCs may not be appropriate in systems not having the long  
     retention times and other chemical, biological, and physical               
     characteristics of the Great Lakes system. Response to: P2582.010          
                                                                                
     See responses to: P2629.023 and D2698.008                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that gaining experience with implementation of the final        
     Guidance will be beneficial.  Nevertheless, EPA believes that the          
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     provisions of the final Guidance are scientifically and technically sound  
     for application in the Great Lakes System, and would encourage States and  
     Tribes outside the system to implement any of the Guidance  provisions that
     may be scientifically and technically appropriate in other local           
     situations.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT/AO
     Comment ID: P2582.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that changes can be made to the GLI to create a better product  
     and to facilitate its implementation.  However, Pennsylvania believes that 
     unless the GLI is modified as suggested, it will not substantially achieve 
     its stated goals and objectives.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.011     
     
     In part, due to the continued input from the States, including             
     Pennsylvania, the final Part 132 rule contains significant revisions from  
     the proposal.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT/AO            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2582.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) is aimed primarily at the regulation and  
     management of continuous point source discharges that must obtain a        
     National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits.  It has   
     been demonstrated that other pollution sources such as air deposition and  
     land runoff are, in many cases, greate contributors of toxic pollutants    
     than are continuous point sources.  Yet, with the exception of water       
     quality criteria provisions, the GLI is devoted exclusively to point source
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     controls.  This emphasis on NPDES discharges is, therefore, both           
     unfortunate and inequitable.  The regulation of continuous point sources   
     will not, in most cases, significantly reduce the discharge of toxics.     
     Unless steps are taken to improve air and other nonpoint source management,
     the GLI will have very limited effect on improving water quality.  The     
     Great Lakes environment would have been better served if the GLI had made  
     meaningful recommendations to deal with these other sources.               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2582.012     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance includes provisions to address pollution   
     from all sources, point and nonpoint.  For a general discussion of these   
     provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.  EPA has also undertaken 
     the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort to achieve further reductions in the
     use and release of toxic substances to the Great Lakes basin, with an      
     emphasis on nonpoint sources and wet weather point sources of pollution.   
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements this and other ongoing    
     Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003,   
     G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2582.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI allows differentiation among the states in the control and         
     management of nonpoint and wet-weather sources of toxics, and yet insists  
     on uniformity in the management of continuous point sources.  Additionally,
     the proposal allows for a great deal of discretion in a number of critical 
     areas, even with regard to continuous point source management.  We submit  
     that this is inconsistent and ultimately inequitable.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.013     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.  For a discussion on how the Guidance complements 
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2582.014
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA estimates compliance costs of the GLI as $100-200 million per year.    
     The DRI/McGraw-Hill draft report estimates the cost at $710 million to $2.3
     billion.  Neither of these figures includes state and federal              
     administrative costs, which could be substantial.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.014     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2582.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Measures to control nonpoint sources, including atmospheric deposition,    
     would result in greater benefits to the ecosystem at lesser cost.          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.015     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2582.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc. TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI "wasteload allocation" procedures can be interpreted such that     
     NPDES dischargers are required to remove pollutants that they do not use or
     generate, simply because the pollutants are in their intake water.  The    
     procedure could result in "negative" wasteload allocation where dischargers
     must improve the quality of the water they use to better than background   
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2582.016     
     
     With respect to intake pollutant procedures, see response to comment       
     D2798.058.  With respect to TMDL procedures, see SID at VIII.C.7.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2582.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the GLI proposes using a de minimus test to determine if antidegradation   
     applies.  This method of assigning assimilation capacity effectively       
     creates a property right, which is contrary to Pennsylvania policy.        
     
     
     Response to: P2582.017     
     
     States and Tribes are not required to adopt antidegradation provisions     
     consistent with the portions of the final Guidance applicable to non-BCCs. 
     Therefore, States and Tribes are free to either adopt the de minimis       
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, adopt other de minimis         
     provisions or not allow for de minimis lowering of water quality.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: P2582.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal acks implementable definitions of alternative or enhanced     
     treatment technology.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.018     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2582.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: The term "It" relates to the proposed antidegradation 
guidance;            
          deficiencies pertain to comments 017-019.                                 

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It also lacks specifics regarding the tests for social or economic         
     development demonstrations.  These deficiencies will result in             
     inconsistencies among the states.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.019     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2582.020
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     Cross Ref 1: cc. ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lake detention times range from 173 years for Lake Superior to 2.5 years   
     for Lake Erie.  Lakes with long detention times are pollutant "sinks" and  
     require more conservative management than do lakes with shorter detention  
     times.  Also, tributaries generally have assimilation capacity that should 
     be considered wereas lakes are pollutant sinks.  The same objectives and   
     implementation procedures (especially for antidegradation) should not be   
     applied to all water bodies.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2582.020     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2582.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc. WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: cc. WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 3: cc. HH/T2
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several parts of the GLI, such as bioaccumulation factors, the wildlife    
     criteria methodology, and Tier II values for health and wildlife, are not  
     based upon good science and should be reconsidered or more fully developed 
     before their use.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.021     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the BAF methodology is not based on  
     good science.  EPA has revised the methodology based on comments to        
     incorporate the best science applicable to the regulatory process and has  
     continued to use the methodology in the derivation of criteria and values. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2582.021a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI also proposes to adopt and thereby lock in several issues, such as 
     steady state water quality assessment, which are emerging and developing.  
     Within the near future, it is likely that better assessment techniques will
                                                                                
     be available.  The current proposal makes timely use of these new          
     technologies difficult.  Pennsylvania believes judicious care should be    
     exercised in choosing current methods and providing for future use of      
     improved methods.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.021a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2582.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc. HH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 023 imbedded in comment 022                           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes that Tier II human health and wildlife criteria to be     
     developed on limited data.  This is contrary to national policy, and we do 
     not support it.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2582.022     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2582.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI proposes that Tier II human health and wildlife criteria to be    
     developed on limited data.  This is contrary to national policy, and we do 
     not support it.]  In contrast to the large data requirements for fish and  
     aquatic life criteria, which have been developed for only about 30         
     parameters, sufficient data are available to support more than one hundred 
     human health criteria.  Therefore, there is no need for alternative human  
     health criteria development procedures.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2582.023     
     
     See response to D3382.053                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2582.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Likewise, until wildlife criteria development is further evaluated, the    
     necessity of Tier II control is not demonstrated.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.024     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
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     Comment ID: P2582.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe wildlife criteria should apply to habitat areas, not the entire 
     Great Lakes system as proposed.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2582.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2582.025a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Less stringent wildlife criteria for protection of resident species should 
     be permitted where the indicator or more sensitive species are not likely  
     to be present.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2582.025a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2582.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No technical/scientific rationale is provided for many of the              
     implementation procedures, such as development of lake discharge total     
     maximum daily loads (TMDLs) and the basis for dilution/acute criteria      
     restrictions.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2582.026     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2582.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc. HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc. HH                                                        
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Acceptable Daily Exposure (ADE) - Pennsylvania disagrees with the          
     unnecessary introduction of new terminology to the water quality standards 
     vocabulary.  We believe this creates confusion, not consistency.  We       
     support use of the EPA accepted term "reference dose (RfD)" and the        
     implication that only EPA's Integrated Risk Information System (IRIS) data 
     be used in development of human health criteria.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.027     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment since some ADEs may be different than  
     EPA RfDs due to interpretational differences or the existence of new data. 
     There is the need to differentiate between the two numbers if EPA and the  
     States have different numbers.  The definition has been deleted from       
     section 132.2 because EPA found that it is defined adequately in Appendix  
     C.                                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2582.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowable dilution flow and Dilution fraction - The reference to "procedure
                                                                                
     B3" should be to procedure 3B.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2582.028     
     
     The definitions of "allowable dilution flow (Qad)" and "dilution fraction" 
     have been deleted from section 132.2.  In response to comments, changes    
     have been made to the final procedure 3 of appendix F that made these      
     definitions unnecessary.  This change is discussed further in section      
     VIII.C of this document.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2582.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc. AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criterion continuous concentration and Criterion maximum concentration -   
     Although these definitions are similar to the ones in EPA's Technical      
     Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (TSD) (March 1991),
     the TSD further describes the criteria in terms of specific magnitude,     
     duration and frequency values.  Without these descriptors, the definitions 
     in the GLI are vague and indeterminate.  The text of the GLI should be     
     modified to conform to the TSD.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2582.029     
     
     The definitions for CCC and CMC in the final Guidance have been changed    
     slightly.  In the final Guidance:  Criterion continuous concentration (CCC)
     is an estimate of the highest concentration of a material in the water     
     column to which an aquatic community can be exposed indefinitely without   
     resulting in an unacceptable effect and Criterion maximum concentration    
     (CMC) is an estimate of the highest concentration of a material in the     
     water column to which an aquatic community can be exposed briefly without  
     resulting in an unacceptable effect.  In the final Guidance, the State or  
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     Tribe may specify alternative averaging periods or frequencies (if the CMC 
     averaging period of one hour or the CCC averaging period of four days is   
     inappropriate for the pollutant, or if the once-in-three year allowable    
     excursion frequency is inappropriate for the pollutant or for the sites to 
     which a criterion is applied).  For this reason, EPA has chosen not to     
     incorporate the averaging period and frequency of excursion into the GLI   
     definitions as in the TSD (1991) definitions.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2582.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsection 132.4(a) requires the Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt    
     requirements consistent in seven specific ways listed in the section.      
     While we support harmonious adoption of key provisions which establish     
     regulatory equivalence, Pennsylvania strongly objects to a requirement to  
     adopt detailed methodologies for development of water quality criteria,    
     policies and implementation procedures into regulation for two major       
     reasons: it is administratively burdensome and poor program policy.        
     [Pennsylvania has a lengthy and complex regulatory process.  It cannot     
     adequately respond to changes in a timely fashion.  On the other hand,     
     non-regulatory policy or guidance can be changed relatively swiftly to     
     respond to changing needs.  Federal and state guidances have well          
     prescribed such methodologies without the administratively burdensome      
     requirements of rulemaking and have thereby retained the flexibility for   
     timely and judicious updating of the procedures.]                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.030     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2582.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 031 imbedded in 030                                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pennsylvania has a lengthy and complex regulatory process. It cannot       
     adequately respond to changes in a timely fashion.  On the other hand,     
     non-regulatory policy or guidance can be changed relatively swiftly to     
     respond to changing needs.  Federal and state guidances have well          
     prescribed such methodologies without the administratively burdensome      
     requirements of rulemaking and have thereby retained the flexibility for   
     timely and judicious updating of the procedures.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.031     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2582.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with the concept of discarding the current national            
     methodologies, guidelines and criteria for toxic substances, which have    
     brought a modicum of consistency among states.  In order to most           
     effectively pursue the goal, the GLI shold reflect the current national    
     procedures.  The GLI proposes that Great Lake States adopt methodologies   
     and develop criteria based upon independent evaluation of the available    
     data.  We do not see consistency resulting from this approach.             
     
     
     Response to: P2582.032     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2582.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation: While Pennsylvania supports consistency in this area, the 
     GLI does not provide that consistency.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2582.033     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The portions of the final Guidance States and Tribes are   
     required to adopt applicable to BCCs will ensure consistent protection of  
     the Great Lakes System from BCCS.  For all other pollutants, consistency   
     will be maintained through adherence to existing regulations and as a      
     result of the model provided by the final Guidance.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2582.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation: The GLI effort would be better spent on encouraging use of 
     implementation methodologies, already available under subpart 303(d), with 
     additional guidance in the (TSD).                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.034     
     
     EPA believes the GLWQI was initiated to promote consistency in methodology 
     and resulting criteria among the Great Lakes States. Implementation        
     methodologies alone paired with a TSD may not promote the consistency      
     envisioned in the GLWQI.                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the Guidance complements the use of implementation       
     methodologies, available under section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  For 
     a full discussion of the Guidance and how it satisfies and/or complements  
     applicavle sections of the Clean Water Act, see Section II of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 7546



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2582.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The focus of these regulations should be clarified.  GLI gives rhetorical  
     attention to bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs).  However, a      
     majority of the chemicals in Table 6 (Pollutants of Initial Focus in the   
     GLI, p. 21015) and most chemicals for which the initial criteria have been 
     developed are not BCCs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2582.035     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2582.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is administratively infeasible to satisfy the proposed rule requiring   
     the states to adopt and submit to EPA, the criteria, methodologies,        
     policies, and procedures no later than 18 months from the date of final    
     publication of the rule.  Pennsylvania's regulatory process generally      
     requires two or more years for adoption of significant changes to          
     regulations assuming there is no major controversy.  The large potential   
     impact and the complexity of the proposed GLI rule will probably result in 
     considerable controversy and require significant public participation      
     including responses to political and technical concerns from both the      
     regulated community and environmentalists.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2582.036     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2582.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the proposed tiered approach for deriving aquatic life criteria 
     because very few pollutants have databases that meet the requirements of   
     Tier I methodology.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2582.037     
     
     See response to comment P2742.669.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2582.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although we believe the proposed methodology for aquatic life Tier II      
     values is technically sound, Pennsylvania has concerns about the rigorous  
     levels of conservatism built into the Tier II values.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.038     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
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     Comment ID: P2582.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment part of larger comment pertaining only to AL.         
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, we remain concerned that dischargers who achieve effluent    
     limitations based on very stringent Tier II values, only to have them      
     replaced with less stringent Tier I criteria, may get no relief because of 
     anti-backsliding requirements.  This should be clarified in the final      
     rulemaking.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2582.039     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2582.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment part of larger comment pertaining only to AL.         
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We question how consistency and equity can be expected when each state may 
     develop its own Tier II values for a pollutant.  EPA should expand on the  
     application of Tier II values, especially on how criteria developed in     
     different states will be coordinated.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.040     
     
     See response to comment P2720.078.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BAFs are best measured in the field,    
     however EPA believes that the data can be used to predict BAFs in all of   
     the Great Lakes because the values are lipid normalized and based on the   
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water column.        
     Normalizing for lipid content allows the data to be applied to other fish  
     species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field    
     data eliminates the site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts 
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     of dissolved and particulate organic carbon present at the field site and  
     therefore, allows the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes.    
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife.                                                              
                                                                                
     See response to: P2656.074                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2582.040a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the first time, the EPA has applied bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) in  
     the development of water quality criteria.  The concept of protection      
     utilizing BAFs in place of bioconcentration factors (BCFs) has merit.      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.040a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2582.040b
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs measure the potential for pollutants to accumulate in fish tissue     
     through exposure to both water and food.  BAFs are best measured in the    
     field on a site-specific basis.  Because there are so few measured BAFs,   
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     most are estimated using the proposed food chain multipliers (FCM) table   
     and procedure.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2582.040b    
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BAFs are best measured in the field,    
     however EPA believes that the data can be used to predict BAFs in all of   
     the Great Lakes because the values are lipid normalized and based on the   
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water column.        
     Normalizing for lipid content allows the data to be applied to other fish  
     species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field    
     data eliminates the site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts 
     of dissolved and particulate organic carbon present at the field site and  
     therefore, allows the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes.    
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2582.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not believe that the FCMs represent established science.  The models 
     should be more widely accepted before use in criteria development.         
     
     
     Response to: P2582.041     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the FCMs do not represent established
     science.  Based on the information presented in Appendix B, Section IV of  
     the SID and the final TSD for BAFs, EPA has decided to use the FCM in the  
     development of criteria.                                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2606.048 for a discussion of the FCM model        
     selected by EPA for use in the final Guidance.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2582.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should accept the current national approach, that is, using EPA's  
     1980 BCFs.  As recently as the December 1992 National Toxics Rule (NTR),   
     EPA reiterated its commitment to those BCFs.  EPA did not include use of   
     BAFs as an option in the NTR proposal or in the final rulemaking.  This    
     indicates to us that EPA's Water Office is not prepared to support use of  
     the BAF models.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2582.042     
     
     The purpose of the National Toxics Rule was to federally promulgate        
     criteria for States which had failed to comply with CWA Section 303        
     (c)(2)(b).  BAFs were not incorporated because the National Toxics Rule    
     used criteria based on the 1980 Guidelines and Methodologies Used in the   
     Preparation of Health Effects Assessment Chapters of the Consent Decree    
     Water Criteria (45 FR79347).  The 1980 guidelines for deriving human health
     criteria provide for use of measured or predicted laboratory               
     bioconcentration factors (BCFs) when the preferred field-measured BCFs are 
     not available.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.  EPA's Office of Water fully supports the BAF methodology in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2582.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not believe the models for BAFs should be included in the GLI        
     rulemaking because they result in extremely stringent criteria.  [The most 
     critical example of this is the wildlife criterion for mercury, which is   
     far below reported levels in pristine areas.]                              
     
     
     Response to: P2582.043     
     
     EPA does not agree that models for BAFs should not be included in the GLI  
     rulemaking.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs         
     minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFS. A comparison of the BAFs predicted 
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs   
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA     
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
                                                                                
     The Gobas model (1993) is applicable to organic chemicals only and         
     therefore would not be used in the derivation of the mercury criterion.    
     However, a biomagnification factor based on field data was included in the 
     derivation of mercury to account for accumulation through the food web.    
                                                                                
     Also, EPA has revised the BAF for mercury.  These changes, together with   
     other changes to the methodology and data base for the wildlife criteria,  
     have produces a less restrictive wildlife criterion for mercury.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2582.043a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 043a is imbedded in comment 043                       
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most critical example of this is the wildlife criterion for mercury,   
     which is far below reported levels in pristine areas.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.043a    
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2582.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsection I.B - By regulation, Pennsylvania applies a 1 x 10-6 cancer risk
     level and would have to impose more stringent effluent limitations than the
     proposed 1 x 10-5 risk level.  The GLI should follow the national          
     guidelines used in the NTR and use a 1 x 10-6 cancer risk level.           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.044     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2582.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsection I.C - We do not advocate development of Tier II values for human
     health protection.  We believe, that in order to be defensible, a          
     sufficient data base must exist to support the criteria.  Health criteria  
     development is more straightforward and not as data intensive as aquatic   
     life criteria; therefore, the development of Tier II values is less of an  
     issue.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2582.045     
     
     See response to D3382.053                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2582.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support Tier II values as useful in screening chemicals with            
     insufficient toxicity data for monitoring, but the values should not be    
     used to develop effluent limitations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.046     
     
     See response to D3382.053                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2582.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section II - We believe that IRIS database should be the sole source of    
     data used to develop human health criteria.  We do not support the GLI     
     using data that has not been added to IRIS because it is not yet approved  
     by the Reference Dose (RfD) or Carcinogen Risk Assessment Verification     
     Endeavor (CRAVE) workgroup, nor do we support interpreting the basic       
     studies contained on IRIS differently from IRIS.  To do so discourages     
     consistency and increases the likelihood of challenge to the criteria or   
     methodologies.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2582.047     
     
     See response to D2611.007                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2582.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsection II.A - We believe "possible" (EPA Group C) carcinogens present  
     an uncommon problem.  We agree with a case-specific approach that bases    
     criteria development on the available data.  We support use of potency     
     factor or reference dose with an additional margin of safety of 10, as     
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2582.048     
     
     EPA agrees with comment and has changed the final Guidance accordingly.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2582.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsection III.C.3 - We believe that the incidental ingestion (WCi) and    
     relative source contribution (RSC) should be omitted from the model for    
     criteria development for non-carcinogens.  We agree with the Science       
     Advisory Board (SAB) comment that finds them superfluous; the other safety 
     and uncertainty factors far outweigh their use as additional margins of    
     safety.  Our comment concerning BAF determinations also applies.           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.049     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2582.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble (page 20871, column 2, bottom) - Although we do not currently     
     develop acute human toxicity criteria, we would support development of     
     methodologies to determine values for protection from high, short-term     
     exposures.  However, we suspect these values would be far in excess of the 
     chronic values and would have little application in toxics management      
     through NPDES permitting.  We also believe this development should be      
     limited to providing information or guidance until the assumptions are     
     accepted by a broad base of the scientific community.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.050     
     
     See response to comment G3207.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2582.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to discussion p. 20875, column 1, bottom.              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Preamble (page 20875, column 1, bottom) - This discussion is another       
     example of the issue of lack of consistency in criteria development and    
     other areas.  Who decides if the data base exists to develop criteria for  
     any or all the 140 chemicals of concern?                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2582.051     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2582.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with criteria development in the absence of IRIS data and lack 
     the resources to carry out that task.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.052     
     
     EPA believes, in some case, it is important to derive criteria even if IRIS
     data is lacking in order to protect the population in the Great lakes basin
     from exposure to widespread contaminants.  For example, there is no listing
     of a cancer potency or RfD on IRIS for TCDD-dioxin since EPA is undergoing 
     an Agency-wide dioxin reassessment.  However, EPA believes it is vital to  
     the Great Lakes basin, the environment and its population that a criterion 
     be developed for TCDD-dioxin using the latest available risk assessment    
     data. Thus in the GLWQI criterion document for TCDD- dioxin, a criterion   
     was derived using information from the PATHCO Working Group re-read of     
     carcinogenesis in rats. (See TCDD-dioxin criterion document for details.)  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2582.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to discussion p.20875, column 1, bottom.               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is possible that Pennsylvania may not develop criteria, while GLI may   
     believe such action should be taken.  What are the consequences of such    
     differences in opinion?  We believe there should be a process to provide   
     guidance and oversight in these areas.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2582.053     
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     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: P2582.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sample wildlife criteria predict that wildlife criteria are generally  
     an order of magnitude smaller than human health criteria and will likely   
     govern in a permit situation.  The BAF is an important element in the      
     development of these criteria.  Because BAFs will be used for the first    
     time in the criteria development process, we believe that the basis for    
     BAFs should be explored more fully before incorporation into the regulatory
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2582.054     
     
     EPA does not agree that the basis for BAFs should should be explored more  
     fully before incorporation into the regulatory process.                    
                                                                                
     See discussion of SAB comments in SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2582.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Like the SAB, we doubt that using the human health paradigm to develop     
     wildlife criteria provides protection for the individual, and we generally 
     believe that, for wildlife, the community should be the object of the      
     protection.                                                                
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     Response to: P2582.055     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2582.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criterion for mercury should be based upon methylmercury,     
     which is the acknowledged toxic form of the metal, not on total mercury as 
     proposed.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2582.056     
     
     See Section VIII.A of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2582.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As written, the GLI antidegradation policy applies to all waters of the    
     Great Lakes, including tributary streams.  Pennsylvania believes that GLI  
     antidegradation objectives can be achieved more efficiently and equitably  
     if, instead of applying all provisions to all water bodies, the GLI is     
     modified to require that tributary discharges cause no measurable change in
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     existing water quality at the mouth of each tributary, unless there is a   
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     satisfactory antidegradation demonstration as required in Section III and  
     IV.  This approach to the management of tributary discharges is similar to 
     the one recently adopted by the Delaware River Basin Commission (DRBC) for 
     the special protection of the Upper and Middle Delaware River National     
     Recreation Area.  It has been endorsed by the States of New Jersey, New    
     York and Pennsylvania, and the U.S. EPA and the Department of the Interior.
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2582.057     
     
     EPA finds it difficult to envision how an evaluation at a tributary mouth  
     could ensure that an upstram proposal to lower water quality receives      
     proper antidegradation review.  In fact, where tributaries may be hundreds 
     of miles long, as is the case in the Great Lakes, conditions at an upstream
     site may bear no relationship at all to conditions at a tributary mouth.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2582.057a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the present proposal, and unless economic or social need is          
     demonstrated, new or increased discharges to small tributary streams will  
     have to discharge at or near criteria even though these discharges may have
     no significant impact on lake water quality.  At the same time, larger     
     direct lake discharges could be exempted under the de minimus rule from    
     making any antidegradation demonstrations even though they may have a      
     significant impact on lake water quality.  Adoption of a "no measurable    
     change" at a tributary mouth (called a boundary control point in the DRBC  
     program) mitigates this and other inequities that the GLI proposal is      
     likely to cause.  Adoption of "no measurable change" at a tributary mouth  
     will also make it more likely that the GLI will be implemented in a more   
     consistent manner from state to state.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2582.057a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2582.058
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsection I.A indicates that the GLI antidegradation policy is to be      
     applied to both point and nonpoint sources of pollutants.  Howver, the     
     specific antidegradation policies and procedures appear to be directed at  
     only point sources, with the exception that "wet weather" point sources are
     exempted.  The proposed policies and procedures are, therefore, incomplete 
     and inequitable.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.058     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment.  Most portions of Appendix E are equally  
     applicable to point sources and nonpoint sources. In addition, certain     
     portions are applicable specifically to nonpoint sources (e.g., section 3  
     of the definition of "significant lowering of water quality").  The        
     commenter is referred to the definition of the term "control document" and 
     its use throughout Appendix E, for further assessment of the applicability 
     of the antidegradation provisions to nonpoint sources.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2582.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsection I.B. requires that where existing water quality exceeds the     
     level necessary to support the propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife
                                                                                
     and recreation in and on the waters, the existing quality be maintained    
     unless there is a finding that a lowering of water quality is necessary to 
     accomodate important economic or social development.  At no point, however,
                                                                                
     does the guidance indicate how existing water quality should be determined.
                                                                                
      Instead, the GLI attempts to define a "significant lowering of water      
     quality" in terms of discharge loadings.  While this may be an             
     administratively convenient way of limiting the number of cases that have  
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     to undergo full antidegradation review, it doesn't assure that new or      
     increased discharges will not have a measurable impact on water quality.   
     
     
     Response to: P2582.059     
     
     EPA believes the provisions of the final Guidance will ensure that new or  
     increased discharges will be subject to the antidegradation standards,     
     demonstrations and review.  However, the intent of the antidegradation     
     provisions is not to ensure that  "new or increased discharges will not    
     have a measurable impact on water quality"  but rather to ensure that any  
     proposed lowering of water quality in a high quality water be necessary to 
     accomodate important economic or social development.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2582.059a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Pennsylvania's Special Protection (Antidegradation) program, existing   
     water quality is determined on the basis of the long term average (and     
     associated 95th percentile confidence level) pollutant concentration.  This
     same approach has been adopted by the Delaware River Basin Commission as   
     part of its Special Protection program for the Upper and Middle Delaware   
     River National Recreation Area.  Pennsylvania believes that a similar      
     approach should be adopted by the GLI.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2582.059a    
     
     See the SID, especially section VII, for a response to this and related    
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2582.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section II - The necessity of determining existing water quality is        
     circumvented through the introduction of a de minimus test, based on the   
     amount of assimilation capacity a new or increased discharge uses.         
     Pennsylvania has the following concerns with this approach: a) Section I.A 
     specifies that antidegradation requirements apply to both point and        
     nonpoint sources.  The de minimus test, however, is specifically tailored  
     to point sources.  No similar test is proposed for determining the         
     significance of nonpoint sources.  This is unacceptable, especially since  
     nonpoint sources are acknowledged to be the primary source of most BCCs,   
     which are the main focus of the GLI.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2582.060     
     
     Comment ID:  P2582.060                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.161.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2582.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Pennsylvania, a waterbody's assimilation capacity is treated as a       
     public good, to which all eligible applicants have an equal entitlement.   
     The de minimus test assigns unused assimilation capacity to dischargers on 
     a "first come, first served" basis.  Each applicant is entitled to a       
     smaller amount than the previous applicant.  This has the effect of        
     treating assimilation capacitities as a property right, and assigning them 
     to individual applicants in an inequitable fashion.  The inability to      
     reallocate assimilation capacity in an equitable manner may be a violation 
     of Pennsylvania law.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2582.061     
     
     See response to comment P2582.017.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2582.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No scientific or technical basis is given for the de minimus test.  It does
     not guarantee that existing water quality will not be lowered, since up to 
     90 percent of the available assimilation capacity (at low flow design      
     conditions) can be assigned to discharges without there ever being a       
     finding of economic or social need.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2582.062     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2582.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc. IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Item 5.b is found on page 13, commentor #P2582                
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section II.D creates a new restriction on existing point source discharges 
     of "Existing Effluent Quality."  Under this provision, existing discharges 
     may not increase their mass loading of BCCs without an antidegradation     
     demonstration.  Pennsylvania generally supports this provision, provided   
     that dischargers are not held accountable for reducing the mass loadings of
     BCCs they discharge that are present in their intake water.  See item 5.b  
     below (concerning reasonable potential and intake credits) for more on this
     subject.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2582.063     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2582.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section III requires new or increased dischargers that may significantly   
     lower water quality in high quality waters to submit an "antidegradation   
     demonstration" that describes how the discharger has strived to implement  
     pollution prevention alternatives and to identify alternative or enhanced  
     treatment that would eliminate the need to significantly lower water       
     quality.  Pennsylvania has similar provisions in its own Special Protection
     program and, therefore, supports these provisions in principle.  We are    
     concerned, however, that the guidance does not assure that individual      
     states will apply these provisions in a consistent manner.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2582.064     
     
     It is not possible to write regulations that are, at the same time,        
     explicit enough to ensure absolute consistency, and flexible enough to     
     account for differences between individual cases and circumstances.  In the
     case of the guidance on pollution prevention, the need for flexibility     
     outweighs the need for absolute consistency.  However, EPA is confident    
     that the additional direction provided by the final Guidance will also     
     improve the consistency of application of antidegradation throughout the   
     Great Lakes System.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2582.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI correctly identifies the broad economic and social categories that 
     should be considered.  But our experience demonstrates that social or      
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     economic development demonstrations are highly subjective.  Our experience 
     also indicates that individuals that are opposed to a particular project   
     for other than water quality reasons frequently use the economic or social 
     needs test as a means of delaying a permit decision.  A mechanism is needed
     to ensure more consistency among the states.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2582.065     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2582.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 1, Site-Specific Criteria (page 21034) - Section B requires a    
     state which proposes a site-specific criteria to notify other Great Lakes  
     States and to provide a justification for any less stringent criteria.     
     This section provides a mechanism for one state to dispute another state's 
     proposal but does not provide a mechanism for timely resolution of         
     disagreements.  The rule should impose a reasonable deadline (we suggest 30
     days) for states to respond to such proposals and provide for EPA timely   
     resolution (we suggest 30 days after any objections may be received) of any
     disagreements.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2582.066     
     
     See response to comment D2826.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2582.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pennsylvania opposes the proposed variance procedures which are designed to
     change and avoid compliance with a water quality standard.  At the same    
     time, the procedures commit the states to burdensome administrative        
     requirements, which are wasteful of state resources and will cause         
     unnecessary alarm to environmental protection interests and the public at  
     large.  We see no need to change the water quality standard.               
     
     
     Response to: P2582.067     
     
     Variances are a State option.  States are not required to grant variances  
     in any specific instance, or infact, allow variances at all.               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2582.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead, we favor maintaining the standard and allowing a mechanism to     
     allow a discharger additional time to comply.  Pennsylvania has adopted in 
     its regulations a mechanism which allows an extension of time to achieve   
     water quality based effluent limitations.  (25 Pa. Code Section 95.4 is    
     included for your information).  The regulation requires the discharger to 
     install the best demonstrated technology and demonstrate a commitment to   
     make additional efforts to meet the standard.  If necessary, the extension 
     of time can be renewed during the normal permit re-issuance cycle.  We     
     believe our approach accomplishes the same purpose as the proposed variance
     procedure more efficiently and more effectively.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.068     
     
     See response ID: Pennsylvania P2582.067                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2582.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As presented in the Federal Register, the GLI contains two procedures for  
     the development of TMDLs.  It isn't clear whether both procedures will be  
     retained, or whether EPA intends to choose only one for inclusion in the   
     final version.  While Pennsylvania has reservations about both options, it 
     would, if forced to choose, favor the adoption of option A, subject to the 
     comments presented below.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2582.069     
     
     EPA recognizes that the presentation in the proposal of two alternative    
     TMDL procedures created some confusion and therefore has adopted only one  
     TMDL procedure in the final Guidance.  The final procedure 3 combines      
     aspects of both Options A and B.  For a more thorough discussion of this   
     combined procedure and EPA's reasons for adopting it, see the SID at       
     VIII.C.2.                                                                  
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2582.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both options contain virtually identical definitions of "background water  
     quality."  For TMDL development purposes, Pennsylvania defines background  
     as the quality that results from a combination of ambient (natural) sources
     plus the discharge of pollutants not subject to control in the current TMDL
     activity.  We believe that our definition is preferable to the ones offered
     in the GLI because it is directly related to the scope of the TMDL activity
     and, therefore, allows for more comprehensive TMDL development.  For       
     example, our definition would allow for the development of multimedia TMDLs
     that includes air deposition as a source subject to control.  This wouldn't
     be possible under the GLI definitions, since pollutant loadings from       
     atmospheric deposition are defined as being part of background.            
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     Response to: P2582.070     
     
     EPA disagrees with the definition of background set forth in this comment. 
     Background represents the objective description of the quality of the      
     water; it is not based on the source of the pollutants, but rather on the  
     presence of the pollutants. Therefore, even though atmospheric deposition  
     contributions are factored into background concentrations, nothing prevents
     the TMDL authority from assigning load reductions to and recommending      
     controls for that source, just as the TMDL authority would assign a load   
     allocation to and recommend controls for any other point and nonpoint      
     source.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2582.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc. IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: cc. IN                                                        
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pennsylvania strongly objects to the provisions in sub-sections B.2 and B.3
     of both options A and B that require that point source waste load          
     allocations (WLAs) for BCCs be set "...at a more stringent level than the  
     most stringent water quality criteria or values if necessary due to        
     background concentrations to meet such criteria and values at the point of 
     discharge."  The provisions transfer responsibility for water quality      
     compliance from those that are causing pollution to entities that are not. 
     This is inequitable.  Where BCC background water quality exceeds criteria  
     due to sources that are not subject to control in the current TMDL         
     activity, the sources that are being regulated should be allowed to        
     discharge at criteria after the application of any appropriate "intake     
     credits."  This is what would be required if other sources were brought    
     under control.  Note this approach would not preclude point sources from   
     improving the quality of their discharges to better than criteria under an 
     "effluent trading" scheme that they voluntarily enter into with other      
     entities.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2582.071     
     
     EPA has modified the BCC mixing zone provisions to provide simply that     
     TMDLs, WLAs and preliminary WLAs be set equal to the most stringent water  
     quality criteria or values for the BCCs in question.  For a discussion of  
     intake credit provisions in the final Guidance, see the SID at VIII.E.3-7. 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2582.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc. IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pennsylvania also objects to the language of sub-section C.4 of option A,  
     which could require a discharge to be at levels better than water quality  
     criteria.  We believe that for non-BCCs, NPDES dischargers should be       
     allowed to discharge at background water quality, until such time as       
     background quality is improved through the regulation on nonpoint and other
     sources of pollutants, such as atmospheric deposition.  Pennsylvania       
     believes that any more stringent requirement is inequitable and not        
     cost-effective.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2582.072     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2582.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc. LAMP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we understand the need for, and would accept the imposition of       
     interim control procedures, Pennsylvania does not believe that the         
     provisions governing NPDES discharges to lake waters are sufficient to meet
     the requirements of Section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act.  Pennsylvania   
     urges EPA to identify the subject provisions as "interim", and to move     
     ahead as rapidly as possible with the development of Lakewide Management   
     Plans (LaMPs), so that comprehensive TMDL/WLA strategies can be developed  
     for each of the Great Lakes.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2582.073     
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     EPA disagrees with the commenter's statement tht the provisions governing  
     NPDES discharges to lake waters or, by implication, the NPDES controls     
     themselves, are necessarily insufficient to meet the requirements of CWA   
     section 303(d).  Wasteload allocations used to derive water quality-based  
     effluent limitations in NPDES permits can satisfy the procedural and       
     substantive requirements of section 303(d) if the underlying analysis takes
     into account background levels of the pollutant in the receiving water,    
     other proximate sources of the pollutant and the loading capacity and/or   
     maximum allowable pollutant concentration.  The analysis must also contain 
     a margin of safety (perhaps in the form of conservative assumptions) and   
     must be submitted to and approved by EPA. Nevertheless, EPA also agrees    
     with the commenter that multisource TMDLs and similar analyses, such as    
     Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs), are the preferred mechanisms for        
     addressing impairments in lakes.  In order to expedite evaluation and      
     remediation of impaired waters, EPA has specifically authorized the use of 
     LaMPs in addition to or in lieu of TMDLs if they meet certain requirements.
     See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2582.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both options A and B generally provide for a maximum 10:1 chronic dilution 
     ratio for determination of WLAs for non-BCCs for lake discharges, unless   
     alternative mixing demonstrations are carried out and allow for more or    
     less restrictive requirements.  Option B is more specific in describing    
     what must be demonstrated to obtain an alternative maximum allowing        
     dilution ratio.  Option B also states, however, that "...in no case, shall 
     the permitting authority grant a mixing zone... which exceeds the area     
     where discharge-induced mixing occurs."  No technical or scientific        
     rationale for this restriction is offered in the GLI itself or in the      
     preamble.  Pennsylvania recommends that the language of option B be adopted
     with regard to mixing zone demonstrations for dischargers to open waters of
     the Great Lakes, with the exception of the language that limits allowable  
     mixing zones to the area of discharge induced mixing.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.074     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2582.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methods for dealing with acute criteria compliance for discharges to   
     open waters are different under options A and B.  Under option A, "...[A]  
     separate check is (to be) made to assure that the final WLAs provide for   
     attainment of acute aquatic life criteria and values at the boundary of any
     acute mixing zone allowed under State Law."  Option A fails to provide the 
     consistency that the GLI seeks to promote.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2582.075     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2582.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "either" refers to comment 075 as well as 076                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under option B, "... WLAs based on acute aquatic life criteria or values   
     shall not exceed the Final Acute Value."  Option B is not scientifically or
     technically justifiable.  Pennsylvania doesn't believe that either of these
     implementation policies is satisfactory.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2582.076     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2582.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pennsylvania recognizes the difficulty in developing a comprehensive policy
     for application of acute aquatic life criteria in water bodies such as the 
     Great Lakes.  We are presently involved in the "Delaware Estuary Toxics    
     Project" with the states of New Jersey and Delaware, the Delaware River    
     Basin Commission, and EPA regions II and III.  The project has developed a 
     draft policy that would (1) limit the total area of the estuary that can   
     exceed acute criteria to a very small percentage of the total estuary area,
     (2) assure that acute toxicity doesn't impinge on any critical habitat     
     areas, and (3) assure that there is adequate space for the passage of      
     migratory fish species at all times.  Pennsylvania recommends that this    
     policy, as well as other comprehensive approaches to the issue of acute    
     criteria compliance, be considered in lieu of the policies currently       
     articulated in the proposed GLI.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.077     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2582.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Options A and B of procedure 3 present significantly different approaches  
     to the development of TMDL/WLAs for tributary discharges.  In general,     
     Pennsylvania favors the approach articulated under option A.  We would     
     point out, however, the "...furthest downstream location in the tributary  
     drainage basin..." is seldom the critical location for the development of  
     TMDLs and WLAs.  Our experience indicates that in most watersheds and river
                                                                                
     basins, there are usually several "critical" reaches for which individual  
     and multiple discharge TMDLs and WLAs must be developed.  These TMDLs and  
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     WLAs must be coordinated to assure that, in combination with one another,  
     water quality standards are achieved in an equitable fashion.  Option A    
     appears to recognize this phenonmenon, but only as an afterthought.        
     Pennsylvania believes that more emphasis should be placed on this aspect of
                                                                                
     TMDL development.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.078     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2582.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, Pennsylvania currently uses steady state, first order loss,    
     mass balance approaches for the development of point source TMDL/WLAs due  
     to the limited availability of data on nonpoint source loads.  However,    
     this is a very conservative approach, and its utility is limited to        
     continuous point sources.  It is likely that in the future, we will adopt  
     alternative technical methods, such as dynamic or probabilistic water      
     quality assessment.  Therefore, the GLI should not "lock in" steady state  
     as the only acceptable approach.  Alternative approaches, such as the ones 
     recommended by EPA in the TSD should be permitted.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2582.079     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that commenter that more sophisticated       
     techniques than steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in         
     developing TMDLs.  Accordingly, EPA authorizes the use of both steady-state
     and dynamic models to support establishment of TMDLs.  See discussion in   
     the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2582.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     During the development of the GLI, Pennsylvania requested (but never       
     received) a technical explanation and justification for the tributary      
     procedures outlined under option B.  Based on currently available          
     information, we find these procedures in their entirety to be indefensible,
     and recommend that they be dropped from the initiative.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2582.080     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2582.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 4, Additivity (p.21040) reserves a position on additivity.       
     However, relating to discussion in the Preamble, (page 20939, Additivity), 
     we do not support the use of additivity to express risk from concurrent    
     human exposures, except in clear instances of toxicity to the same organ.  
     
     
     Response to: P2582.081     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2582.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of toxicity equivalency factors (TEFs) for dioxins has merit based 
     on the support documentation for that approach, but the use of TEFs for    
     polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) has not been adequately documented.       
     However, we agree with EPA that differing BAFs (or BCFs) among the dioxins 
     is likely to temper the TEFs.  What we cannot document is the accuracy of  
     the bioaccumulation equivalency factors (BEFs) proposed by the GLI.        
     Therefore, we believe chemicals should continue to be managed on a         
     chemical-specific basis, and no equivalencies should be employed.          
     
     
     Response to: P2582.082     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     human health and wildlife and on including TEFs for PCBs.                  
                                                                                
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See section  
     VIII.D.7 of the SID and response to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on  
     the scientific support for the TEF approach. The final Guidance does not   
     contain TEFs for either wildlife or aquatic life of PCBs. See response to  
     comment P2585.112 for a discussion on the use of BEFs.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2582.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This procedure requires that if a chemical listed in Table 6, but without  
     Tier I criteria or Tier II values, is present or expected to be present in 
     a discharge, a screening value must be generated from available data,      
     including quantitative structure activity relationships (SAR) to assess    
     effects on humans, aquatic life and wildlife.  We are not certain about the
     implied use of such data; we believe EPA should more clearly state its     
     intent and guidance in this matter.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2582.083     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable      
     Potential, Section e, Determining Reasonable Potential in the Absence of   
     Specific Facility  Effluent Monitoring Data and Section f, determining     
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     Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When Tier II Values are Not Available. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2582.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although SAR is a valuable tool for evaluating unknowns, it goes beyond the
     scope of that tool's merit to assess specific toxicities from the          
     relationships determined.  Criteria development should be maintained on a  
     chemical specific basis.  Likewise, we are concerned that screening values 
     may be misused to limit discharges of chemicals without sufficient basis.  
     
     
     Response to: P2582.084     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable      
     Potential, Section e, Determining Reasonable Potential in the Absence of   
     Specific Facility  Effluent Monitoring Data and Section f, determining     
     Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When Tier II Values are Not Available. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2582.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section E, (Determining Reasonable Potential for Intake Water Pollutants) -
     During public meetings on the GLI held in Erie and Harrisburg, PA questions
     were raised by interested parties on the issue of "intake credits."  At    
     both meetings, it was suggested by the attending EPA staff that the        
     provisions outlined in this section provide an adequate basis for a state  
     regulatory authority to determine that no water quality-based effluent     
     limitation need be placed on a discharger that is not adding pollutants to 
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     those already present in its' intake water.  We have read this section of  
     the GLI very carefully, and concur that the section can be interpreted in  
     this way.  At the same time, however, we feel that a clearer statement     
     would be desirable to allay the fears of those dischargers who believe that
     the existing language does not provide sufficient clarity on this issue.   
     
     
     Response to: P2582.085     
     
     The final Guidance, like the proposal, would not require WQBELs where the  
     presence of a pollutant in the discharge is due solely to its presence in  
     the intake water from the same body of water as the discharge and other    
     conditions specified in procedure 5.D.3 of appendix F are met.  This       
     position is clarified in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2582.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Pennsylvania, we use a relatively simple approach to determine if a     
     discharger is significantly adding pollutants to those otherwise present in
     intake water.  Specifically, we compare the long term average intake and   
     discharge concentration to determine if there is any statistically         
     significant difference in their character.  If there is not, we do not     
     impose water quality based effluent limitations (WQBELs) on the discharge. 
     We recommend that this or a similarly structured test be outlined in the   
     GLI so that everyone will understand the intent.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2582.086     
     
     The final guidance retains the requirement that the facility not add mass  
     of a pollutant to that already in the intake water to be eligible for a    
     finding of "no reasonable potential" (and therefore, a WQBEL is not        
     needed).  However, the final Guidance leaves to the best professional      
     judgment of the permitting authority how best to determine whether mass has
     been added.  Similarly, the final guidance allows for "no net addition"    
     limits in certain situations where mass is added and leaves to the         
     permitting authority the discretion to determine appropriate compliance    
     monitoring.  EPA expects that statistical approaches may be used in these  
     instances and that the averaging periods chosen will be appropriate for the
     situation.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2582.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 6, WET Testing Requirements for Point Sources (page 21042) -     
     There is no reason to place whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing in every 
     permit.  The use of WET testing in NPDES permits must be tied to documented
     problems after complying with water quality standards and available state  
     resources.  EPA Region III handles WET testing for Pennsylvania with little
     state coordination.  We will probably continue that level of effort on WET 
     testing.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2582.087     
     
     The final Guidance does not require WET permit limits or WET testing       
     requirements for all facilities.  The Guidance provides for the exercise   
     of judgement by States and Tribes to determine which facilities should     
     be required to conduct WET monitoring.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2582.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed regulation does not reflect the discussion in the Preamble,   
     but leaves development of procedures for dealing with the detection and    
     quantification levels to the states and thereby encourages inconsistency.  
     
     
     Response to: P2582.088     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2582.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the procedures discussed in the Preamble for dealing with these issues is  
     premature since EPA, although addressing them through a national workgroup,
     has not yet developed a national recommended procedure.  GLI should wait   
     for the national guidance on this issue.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2582.089     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.  If future developments differ or conflict with Procedure 8,   
     EPA will consider at that time whether Procedure * will need to be amanded.
      EPA, at present, does not anticipate any such developments in the near    
     future.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2582.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance evaluation level (CEL) is not well defined, and no procedure is 
     provided to determine it.  Minimum levels have not been determined for most
     chemicals.  It is not clear how states are to use these undeveloped        
     concepts in permit writing.  We believe GLI should refrain from using terms
     without fully developing test methods or alternate procedures.             
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     Response to: P2582.090     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2582.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 9, Compliance Schedules (page 21044) - The proposed three year   
     compliance date should be used only as a target.  Pennsylvania uses this as
     a starting point for new or more stringent toxics limits in reissued       
     permits.  The proposed three year compliance requirement also forces states
     to reopen permits in mid-term, imposing an additional workload that strains
     or exceeds state resources.  GLI should allow states discretion in setting 
     compliance schedules.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2582.091     
     
     See response to comment P2576.231.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2585.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the discussion on page 20848 of the GLWQG that much of the   
     GLWQG addresses elements of existing National and State water quality      
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     programs.  We, therefore, recommend that all portions of the GLWQG that are
     not specific to the Great Lakes be applied nationwide.  This will help     
     minimize any competitive disadvantages to the Great Lakes region.          
     
     
     Response to: P2585.001     
     
     See response to comments D2587.014, G3457.004 and D2589.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2585.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On August 9, 1993, a Federal Register notice announced the availability of 
     two reports that U.S. EPA is considering as it develops the final GLWQG.   
     The two reports are: "Revision of Methodology for Deriving National Ambient
     Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Human Health:  Report of      
     Workshop and EPA's Preliminary Recommendations for Revision" and "Interim  
     Report on Data and Methods for Assessment of                               
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and Associated   
     Wildlife."                                                                 
                                                                                
     The public notice requested comments by September 13, 1993 on the possible 
     application of options set forth in these two reports in the final GLWQG.  
     I strongly object to the extremely late date that these documents were made
     available and the short time to review and comment provided.  The Ohio EPA 
     cannot submit comments on these two documents at this time.  I request that
     these documents undergo another public notice to allow a full and proper   
     review.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.002     
     
     EPA believes that the notice and comment period provided in the August 9,  
     1993, notice of availability for these documents was appropriate.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2585.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe it was the intent of the Great Lakes Governors when the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLWQI) was first proposed, and was the     
     intent of Congress when it enacted the Critical Programs Act, that the     
     GLWQI produce guidance.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.003     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.015.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2585.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The continued participation of the States in finalizing the GLWQG should be
     done through the reconvening of the Steering Committee which would be      
     possible if the GLWQG is not a rulemaking.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.004     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2585.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     1)  Role of States in Review and Revision of the GLWQG                     
                                                                                
     One of the most innovative features of the GLWQG is the fact that it       
     resulted from a dialogue among the States and federal government and       
     among a variety of stakeholders in the Great Lakes basin.                  
                                                                                
     Ohio EPA recommends that the Steering Committee structure be maintained as 
     a first step towards ensuring the successful implementation of the final   
     GLWQG.  The Steering Committee structure is the fundamental mechanism for  
     the States and U.S. EPA to work collaboratively.  The failure to maintain  
     the Steering Committee would inhibit finalization of the GLWQG and progress
     on subsequent efforts to improve Great Lakes water quality.  Following     
     completion of the public comment period, U.S. EPA should reconvene the     
     Steering Committee and maintain its operation on an ongoing basis during   
     finalization of the GLWQG.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.005     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2585.006
     Cross Ref 1: OHIO COMMENTS ATTACHMENT 1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     2)  Costs of the GLWQG                                                     
                                                                                
     Perhaps the most difficult issue to grasp during the review of the GLWQG   
     was assessing the costs and benefits of implementation.  The vague and     
     conditional language of the GLWQG combined with the options and open-ended 
     issues in the Preamble did not allow for an easy focus on cost issues.     
     Actual discharger assessments by Ohio (see Attachment 1) and Michigan would
     lead one to estimate that except for the mercury criterion for wildlife,   
     changes to existing permitted dischargers would be limited, thus resulting 
     in low estimates of the cost of implementation.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2585.006     
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     See response to comments D2584.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2585.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     2)  Costs of the GLWQG                                                     
                                                                                
     We reviewed estimated costs prepared by industry organizations and         
     municipal groups and each estimated massive costs associated with          
     implementation of the GLWQG.  The estimated cost by the discharger groups  
     frequently assumed the most stringent interpretation of the GLWQG and were 
     based upon a limited number of facilities and most costly end-of-pipe      
     treatment.  A further study commissioned by the Council of Great Lakes     
     Governors estimated a range of costs and economic impacts for the GLWQG.   
     All of the groups reviewing the GLWQG openly acknowledged the difficulties 
     in assessing benefits attributed to implementation of the GLWQG.           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.007     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2585.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
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     2)  Costs of the GLWQG                                                     
                                                                                
     In analyzing the GLWQG, DRI/McGraw-Hill points out the significant degree  
     of uncertainty embedded in the GLWQG.  Ohio EPA agrees with this major     
     conclusion of DRI/McGraw-Hill study and to that end, many of our review    
     comments are intended to add clarity and predictability to the GLWQG.  We  
     have not attempted to duplicate or generate our own cost/benefit studies of
     the GLWQG.  Such a task would have required more time than the federal     
     review period allowed.  We generally agree with the findings of the        
     DRI/McGraw-Hill study (one copy included).                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.008     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2585.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/APP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     2) Costs of the GLWQG                                                      
                                                                                
     We also believe, where the GLWQG applies to nonpoint sources, the costs may
     be more significant than the conservative alternative presented in the     
     DRI/McGraw-Hill study.  How the GLWQG will apply to wet weather flows,     
     sludge management, and disposal of contaminated or heavily-polluted        
     sediments from routine harbor maintenance dredging in the Great Lakes will 
     substantially alter cost estimates.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill report estimated  
     direct compliance costs range from $60 million to $2.3 billion dollars.    
     The other major finding was that the GLWQG would have little overall effect
     on job growth in the Great Lakes region.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2585.009     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002 and section II.C.7 of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.010
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     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     2)  Costs of the GLWQG                                                     
                                                                                
     After deciding the content of the final GLWQG, we recommend U.S. EPA       
     undertake a second evaluation of costs, benefits and effectiveness of the  
     GLWQG.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.010     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2585.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     2)  Costs of the GLWQG                                                     
                                                                                
     The DRI/McGraw-Hill study more significantly raises the fundamental        
     question of whether the GLWQG will achieve significant measurable progress 
     toward the goal of reducing the amount of toxic substances entering the    
     Great Lakes ecosystem.  Ohio EPA, with some reluctance, must state that we 
     do not believe the GLWQG, as proposed, will result in a significant        
     measurable improvement in Lake Erie water quality.  While modification to  
     the GLWQG will improve its effectiveness, other approaches, such as LAMP's 
     when used in conjunction with common water quality criteria, offer more    
     opportunities for effective reduction in toxics into the Great Lakes.      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.011     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2585.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     2) Costs of the GLWQG                                                      
                                                                                
     The largest sources of many BCC's are not addressed by the GLWQG;          
     therefore, little change can be expected in the concentrations of most     
     priority pollutants found in Great Lakes fish.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2585.012     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  The final Guidance includes         
     provisions to address pollution from all sources, point and nonpoint.  For 
     a general discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the 
     SID.  EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort to    
     achieve further reductions in the use and release of toxic substances to   
     the Great Lakes basin, with an emphasis on nonpoint sources and wet weather
     point sources of pollution.  For a discussion of how the Guidance          
     complements this and other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see        
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section
     I.D of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2585.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     3)  Guidance, Not Regulation                                               
                                                                                
     Of considerable debate since the publication of the Federal Register Notice
     is whether the GLWQI constitutes a guidance document for states to utilize 
     in managing Clean Water Act programs or a set of federal rules.  Throughout
     the public comment period this question has been raised at public meetings.
     The language in the Federal Register does not answer this fundamental      
     question.  Through the development process, the States believe the Great   
     Lakes Initiative (GLI) process was to develop guidance not rules.          
                                                                                
     Since data used to develop water quality criteria is constantly being      
     developed, guidance is more appropriate.  In the case of the proposed      
     aquatic life criteria, the most recent data cited is from 1987.  By the    
     time the States adopt the criteria in their regulations, it could be 1996. 
     Even if the criteria are updated as a result of this comment period, it is 
     likely that these criteria would be outdated by the time States adopt them.
     States must be allowed the flexibility to use the latest scientific data to
     establish criteria that will be adopted in State regulations and used to   
     develop permit limitations.                                                
                                                                                
     Presumably Tier I criteria would not change appreciably with the addition  
     of more data.  For aquatic life criteria with only the minimum Tier I      
     database, however, the addition of data for one or more additional species 
     could result in appreciably different criteria.  Even small differences in 
     criteria could have a large impact on a discharger.  Furthermore, outdated 
     criteria will be difficult for States to defend in court should dischargers
     contest their limits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.013     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.015.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2585.014
     Cross Ref 1: OHIO COMMENTS ATTACHMENT I
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     3)  Guidance, Not Regulation                                               
                                                                                
     A reason often cited for why the GLWQG needs to be a regulation that States
     must adopt is the suggested wide disparity among States in permit limits   
     developed under existing State programs.  The 1991 Foran study prepared for
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     the International Joint Commission (IJC) showed this apparent disparity.   
     However, the Foran study was seriously flawed in that it considered        
     criteria and selected implementation procedures only.  Critical procedures 
     not considered in this study include application of antidegradation        
     policies, determination of background concentrations, regulation of        
     chemicals below the level of detection, and translation of water           
     quality-based limits into permit limits.  The simplifying assumptions made 
     in this study greatly exaggerated the disparity among State programs.  An  
     exercise conducted by U.S. EPA and the Great Lakes States for Senator Carl 
     Levin on June 17 (included in Attachment 1) gave a more accurate comparison
     among the State programs and showed that there is no great disparity.      
     Furthermore, the exercise showed that the GLWQG will not consistently      
     result in lower permit limits for Ohio or Great Lakes dischargers.  Given  
     that the States develop similar limits based on the general guidance       
     available from U.S. EPA at this time, the implementation of the GLWQI as   
     more specific guidance should result in even more similar limit derivation 
     among the States.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2585.014     
     
     Promoting consistency in State standards and implementation procedures for 
     the Great Lakes was one of the underlying principles observed in initiating
     the voluntary Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative effort in 1989 and in   
     developing the final Water Quality Guidance for the Great Lakes System (the
     Guidance) published in the Federal Register in 1995.  The inconsistencies  
     in State standards and implementation procedures that provided the basis   
     for this principle, however, did not require that the final Guidance become
     regulation.  Rather, the provision of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act
     enacted in 1990 requiring the promulgation by EPA of State or Tribal       
     standards consistent with the final Guidance if the States or Tribes fail  
     to adopt such standards within two years of publication of the final       
     Guidance is what changed the formerly voluntary GLWQI effort into a Federal
     rulemaking.  EPA instituted formal rulemaking procedures in developing the 
     proposed and final Guidance so that in the event EPA has to promulgate     
     water quality standards for a State or Tribe that fails to do so,          
     republication of the Guidance provisions EPA will promulgate will not be   
     necessary.                                                                 
                                                                                
     See also response to comment number P2769.085.                             
                                                                                
     EPA believes that there are inconsistencies in current State programs.  As 
     described in section I of the SID, there are variations in adopted water   
     quality criteria among the eight Great Lakes States.  Disparities also     
     exist among State procedures to derive individual discharge permits from   
     water quality criteria.                                                    
                                                                                
     It is very difficult to develop a quantitative analysis of the             
     inconsistencies.  Both attempts to quantify differences cited by the       
     commenter have serious limitations.  EPA's June 1993 response to Senator   
     Levin was developed based on hypothetical cases, and was limited because of
     EPA's inability to explore all the possible modifications that can occur in
     the real world when more detailed, site-specific information is available, 
     or to include all of the elements of the Guidance in developing the        
     analysis. Nevertheless, EPA believes that the differences are great enough 
     to justify the need for the final Guidance.  For example, EPA's analysis of
     costs and benefits described in section IX of the SID and in the Regulatory
     Impact Analysis shows that applying the uniform level of protection        
     represented by the criteria, methodologies, policies, and procedures in the
     final Guidance will result in changes to many NPDES permits currently in   
     place in the Great Lakes System.  If a uniform level of protection were    
     already in place, the number and magnitude of such changes would be        
     considerably less.                                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2585.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     3)  Guidance, Not Regulation                                               
                                                                                
     In the Congressional Record, U.S. Senate 15620 October 17, 1990, "The      
     guidance is intended to move the eight Great Lakes states toward a more    
     consistent region wide implementation of the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Agreement..."  Further language from the U.S. House of Representatives     
     suggests the results of the GLI are to function as National Water Quality  
     program guidance.                                                          
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's language on page 20847 of the GLWQG goes far beyond             
     Congressional intent.  "EPA strongly encourages verbatim adoption of the   
     final Guidance or adoption with only conforming changes, such as           
     renumbering sections to conform with the State or Tribal regulations,".    
     Sections 123, 131 and 132 were developed without the participation of the  
     Steering Committee.  These provisions define consistency and the rulemaking
     process.  State water quality professionals participating in the GLI did   
     not believe they were writing rules, but were seeking common standards to  
     manage their Great Lakes programs.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2585.015     
     
     EPA does not agree that the amendments to section 118(c)(2) of the CWA     
     directed EPA simply to publish non-binding guidance.  This section not only
     directs EPA to provide guidance to the Great Lakes States on minimum water 
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for the Great Lakes System, but also requires the States to adopt water    
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for waters within the Great Lakes System which are consistent with such    
     guidance or be subject to EPA promulgation (Section 118(c)(2)(C)). EPA     
     believes that whether States and Tribes adopt minimum standards, policies, 
     and procedures consistent with the final Guidance, or whether EPA          
     promulgates them, the Congress intended that the final Guidance would      
     establish minimum, and ultimately, enforceable requirements for the Great  
     Lakes System.  See Section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this    
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that the primary efforts of the Initiative Committees were  
     devoted to developing the criteria, methodologies, policies and procedures,
     including definitions and applicability provisions, that form the          
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     scientific and technical basis of the proposed and final Guidance.  The    
     regulatory text regarding State and Tribal adoption was developed primarily
     by EPA, considering general principles discussed by the Initiative         
     Committees, as well as the statutory requirements of the Critical Programs 
     Act.                                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the amendments to section 118(c)(2) of the CWA     
     directed EPA simply to publish non-binding guidance. This section not only 
     directs EPA to provide guidance to the Great Lakes States on minimum water 
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for the Great Lakes System, but also requires the States to adopt water    
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for waters within the Great Lakes System which are consistent with such    
     guidance or be subject to EPA promulgation (Section 118(c)(2)(C)).  EPA    
     believes that whether States and Tribes adopt minimum standards, policies, 
     and procedures consistent with the final Guidance, or whether EPA          
     promulgates them, the Congress intended that the final Guidance would      
     establish minimum, and ultimately, enforceable requirements for the Great  
     Lakes System.  See section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this    
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that the primary efforts of the Initiative Committees were  
     devoted to developing the criteria, methodologies, policies, and           
     procedures, including definitions and applicability provisions, that form  
     the scientific and technical basis of the proposed and final Guidance.  The
     regulatory text regarding State and Tribal adoption was developed primarily
     by EPA, considering general principles discussed by the Initiative         
     Committees, as well as the statutory requirements of the Critical Programs 
     Act.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2585.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     3)  Guidance, Not Regulation                                               
                                                                                
     It should be the objective of governments to move to integrate scientific  
     gains in environmental protection not to fix the status quo.  It is        
     important that the final guidance be specific regarding the use of the     
     GLWQG clearly stating its status as guidance.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2585.016     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2746.043 and P2769.085.                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2585.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     3) Guidance, Not Regulation                                                
                                                                                
     The GLWQG should recognize the role of the States contained in the Clean   
     Water Act and not seek to revoke Congressional intent.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.017     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     4)  Provisions for Review and Modification                                 
                                                                                
     One of the major concerns identified in the review process is the high     
     degree of uncertainty built into the criteria development process and the  
     lack of implementation procedures for other sources affecting attainment of
     water quality standards.  The GLWQG envisions new criteria being developed 
     through a loosely managed process.  A clear process for review and         
     modification to the GLWQG should be established in the final GLWQG.        
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     Response to: P2585.018     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     4)  Provisions for Review and Modification                                 
                                                                                
     All future Tier I criteria should undergo Federal Register review before   
     States are required to adopt them.  Because of the controversial nature and
     complex process of reviewing data and generating criteria, we recommend the
     option discussed on page 20836 of the proposed GLWQG that any new Tier I   
     criteria developed would undergo a Federal Register review by amending     
     Tables 1 through 4 of the regulation.  This national notice and review is  
     much more effective in soliciting comments than would occur under State    
     adoption procedures.  Furthermore, without a national review, each of the  
     eight Great Lakes States would have to conduct independent reviews with    
     potentially different public input, resulting in substantial duplication of
     effort and potentially different results.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2585.019     
     
     See response to: P2585.058                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     4)  Provisions for Review and Modification                                 
                                                                                
     The GLWQG should be periodically reviewed and updated on the same schedule 
     (currently triennially) as required under the Clean Water Act for the      
     review of States' water quality standards regulations.  Information on     
     which water quality criteria and implementation procedures are based is    
     continually improving.  As a result, these need to be periodically updated.
     Congress recognized this and established in the Clean Water Act the        
     requirement that water quality standards be reviewed and updated where     
     necessary at least every three years.  The GLWQG is no exception.  Whether 
     adopted as a regulation from which States' programs cannot vary or as      
     guidance, it must be reviewed and updated where needed with the same       
     frequency as required for States' regulations.  A State should not be put  
     into the situation whereby, in its triennial review it is prevented from   
     revising outdated GLWQG criteria or procedures because the Federal         
     regulation has not yet been updated.  We recommend that a requirement be   
     included in the GLWQG that it be reviewed and updated as frequently as     
     States are required to review their water quality standards regulations    
     under the Clean Water Act.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.020     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2585.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     The approach on implementing antidegradation in the GLWQG is misguided.    
     More effective control on the BCC's is achievable through new              
     technology-based treatment standards, chemical-specific bans, or the       
     sunsetting of specific chemical uses.  A regional consistency on           
     implementing antidegradation would be better achieved through a requirement
     to implement current national guidance.                                    
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     Response to: P2585.021     
     
     EPA agrees that reductions in loadings of BCCs are best achieved through   
     means other than antidegradation.  It was never EPA's intent to attempt to 
     reduce loadings of BCCs to the Great Lakes System through the              
     implementation of antidegradation. Antidegradation's sole function is to   
     protect the gains in water quality achieved through other means.           
     Consequently, the EEQ provisions contained the proposed Guidance, which    
     were perceived by many commenters as a means of ratcheting down on         
     discharge limits, are not included in the final Guidance.                  
                                                                                
     In general, EPA agrees with the commenter that consistency in the          
     implementation of antidegradation among Great Lakes States and Tribes can  
     be achieved under existing regulations and guidance. However, EPA also     
     believes that Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions applicable to
     BCCs are necessary because of the extreme sensitivity of the Great Lakes to
     such pollutants.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2585.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     If these alternative approaches are not implemented in the GLWQG, we       
     recommend the following modification to the existing antidegradation       
     procedures:                                                                
                                                                                
     1.  The guidance must be applied nationwide to avoid adverse impact on the 
     regional economy.                                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.022     
     
     The final Guidance includes a number of changes from the proposed Guidance 
     that address the concerns raised by commenters that the proposed Guidance  
     would have been unduly burdensome on Great Lakes States and Tribes.        
     Consequently, Great Lakes States and Tribes should not be faced with any   
     more requirements on the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance  
     than are absolutely necessary to ensure protection of the Great Lakes from 
     new and increased discharges of BCCs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2585.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "Guidance" refers to proposed Antidegradation guidance        
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     2.  The guidance should apply the pollutant-by-pollutant approach to only  
     BCC's.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.023     
     
     The final Guidance has been modified to provide States and Tribes          
     flexibility concerning antidegradation implementation procedures for       
     non-BCCs.  See section VII of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2585.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     3.  The designation of high quality waters and the application of          
     procedures for non-BCC's should be left up to the States.                  
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     Response to: P2585.024     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2585.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     In addition, the narrative guidance in Appendix E is very hard to          
     understand and will be difficult to incorporate into state regulations     
     without substantial improvement in clarity.  The final GLWQG should be     
     greatly simplified and address the deficiencies noted below.               
     
     
     Response to: P2585.025     
     
     The final Guidance is greatly simplified compared to the proposed Guidance.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2585.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
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     The GLWQG failed to justify a clear need for the antidegradation           
     guidance as proposed.  The option to aggressively carry out the            
     existing national guidance was overlooked.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.026     
     
     See response to comment P2585.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2585.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     One purpose of the Critical Programs Act is to ensure the provisions of the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) are adequately carried out by  
     U.S. jurisdictions.  The GLWQA contains no reference to an antidegradation 
     policy.  The Preamble of the GLWQA contains a one paragraph analysis of the
     GLWQA and antidegradation.  That analysis relies upon very generic         
     objectives (1) of pollutant reduction and virtual elimination as the basis 
     for finding strong support for an antidegradation process in the GLWQA.    
     This reasoning is highly questionable.                                     
                                                                                
     (1)  The Preamble at page 20886 refers to several portions of the GLWQA in 
     characterizing the following as a strong requirement for an antidegradation
     process:  "restore and maintain the chemical, physical and biological      
     integrity of the waters..., eliminate and reduce... the discharge of       
     pollutants..., " and " the discharge of any or all persistent toxic        
     substances be virtually eliminated..."                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.027     
     
     The antidegradation provisions contained in the proposed Guidance stemmed  
     not just from the Great Lakes Water QUality Agreement, but also from the   
     CPA.  The CPA requires that the final Guidance must include antidegradation
     provisions at least as stringent as existing regulations.  In drafting the 
     final Guidance, EPA scaled back the scope of the antidegradation provisions
     contained in the proposal, however EPA is convinced that Great             
     Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions applicable to BCCs are necessary 
     to protect the Great Lakes from such pollutants.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2585.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     While we support pollutant reduction and virtual elimination as valid      
     objectives, we believe they are better addressed head on through the review
     and development of new technology-based treatment standards or through     
     chemical-specific bans or the sunsetting of specific chemical uses.  The   
     attempt to meet these objectives through the antidegradation component of  
     water quality standards is misguided because it does not fit the original  
     and intended purpose of the national antidegradation policy (see next      
     bullet).  Furthermore, although the proposed GLWQG includes a series of    
     complicated steps (effluent BCC monitoring, existing effluent quality      
     calculations and regulatory options) to control BCC's in effluents, the    
     procedures include provisions to allow increased loadings of these         
     substances.  If all or some of the BCC's are the most critical pollutants  
     in the Great Lakes system and loadings must be virtually eliminated to be  
     protective, then this is an ill-advised approach.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2585.028     
     
     See response to comment P2585.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2585.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     Lacking a clear mandate on antidegradation in the GLWQA, the GLWQG should  
     have then focused on the desire for increased consistency on real          
     antidegradation issues among Great Lakes States.  Rather than invent all   
     the new guidance material, U.S. EPA should aggressively pursue the         
     application of existing national guidance in each state.  If this were done
     the consistency question would be addressed and there would be no potential
     adverse impacts on growth and economic development posed by a regional     
     antidegradation policy.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.029     
     
     See response to comment P2585.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2585.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     The GLWQG has specified that the antidegradation policy shall apply to     
     water bodies on a pollutant by pollutant basis, a policy choice which      
     expands the scope and associated work load of this aspect of the water     
     quality standards program.  This was done without any analysis of the      
     added resources needed to implement the policy and without any estimate    
     of the actual benefits to the environment.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.030     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2585.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     A fundamental policy choice in the proposed GLWQG is to require that       
     antidegradation issues on a water body be addressed on a pollutant by      
     pollutant basis.  Existing national guidance has left this matter up to    
     individual states.  There are several concerns with the GLWQG proposal.    
     First, this requirement must be carried out nationwide or else the states  
     in the Great Lakes region will experience a serious disadvantage in        
     locating or expanding industry.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2585.031     
     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2585.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5)  Antidegradation                                                        
                                                                                
     A second concern is the practicality of the pollutant by pollutant         
     approach. Specific details need to be developed on how to measure or       
     estimate existing concentrations of individual pollutants.  We do not know 
     the anticipated level of effort and resources involved with this task.     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.032     
     
     There is nothing inherent in the pollutant by pollutant approach which     
     would require additional monitoring guidance.  Since the definition of     
     "significant lowering of water quality"  is linked, for the most part, to  
     specific activities which can be detected via means other than ambient     
     monitoring, EPA does not beleive such details need to be presented.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2585.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5) Antidegradation                                                         
                                                                                
     A third and over-riding concern is whether or not a pollutant by pollutant 
     approach adds any degree of ecosystem protection, as Ohio has found        
     antidegradation to be a disincentive to reducing loads below permit limits.
     
     
     Response to: P2585.033     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2585.033                                
                                                                                
     Please see response to comment ID  D2825.037.  Also note that the selection
     of the pollutant-by-pollutant approach was not made because it would add   
     any degree of protection over other options, but because it was an         
     administratively workable approach which met the requirements of existing  
     law.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2585.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5) Antidegradation                                                         
                                                                                
     For non-BCC chemicals a provision allows a "non-significant" lowering of   
     water quality without a full scale review.  The selection of the degree of 
     non-significance appears arbitrary and without any basis in expected       
     environmental impact.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.034     
     
     The scope of the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance has been 
     limited to BCCs.   EPA believes that those non-mandatory provisions it has 
     included in the Guidance have been reasonably determined and are in fact   
     based upon expected environmental impact.  See discussions at Sections     
     VII.C.2.a and e of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2585.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           

Page 7605



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     5) Antidegradation                                                         
                                                                                
     When originally issued in the 1960's the antidegradation policy was devised
     to 1)  stop any plans to add pollution to already grossly polluted water   
     bodies, and 2)  prevent or control any activities that would threaten water
     quality in relatively "pristine" water bodies.  The role of protecting the 
     ecosystem was primarily left to the development of beneficial uses and     
     criteria to protect those uses.  The water quality standards program during
     the first 20 years of the Clean Water Act continued to operate under these 
     base assumptions.  The proposed GLWQG is a radical departure from this     
     approach. The pollutant by pollutant directive for all chemicals (BCC's and
     non-BCC's) is a requirement to examine in some detail each and every       
     pollutant loading increase even though the best scientific evidence        
     indicates the existence of a large margin of safety to protect the         
     ecosystem.  For many pollutants and many water bodies (non-BCC's and       
     flowing water systems) this makes little sense and the                     
     pollutant-by-pollutant requirement should be dropped.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.035     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2585.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     5) Antidegradation                                                         
                                                                                
     Because of the nature of the Great Lakes and their susceptibility to       
     loadings of bioaccumulative chemicals additional requirements or           
     prohibitions on loading increases of these substances are needed.  However,
     this reduction is best handled through direct approaches which can more    
     effectively address actual direct uses and sources (water and otherwise) of
     BCC's.  The indirect approach of controlling BCC's through the             
     antidegradation policy will prove to be far less effective while creating a
     major departure in established water quality standard policy with no clear 
     legislative directive on the matter.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2585.036     
     
     EPA agrees that other authorities are more appropriate authorities to      
     implement if a reduction in pollutants is the objective. However, the      
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     function of anidegradation is to maintain water quality.  Thus, the "direct
     approaches" are not applicable to the objective at hand.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2585.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     6)  Pollution Prevention                                                   
                                                                                
     Pollution prevention is a cost-effective method to reduce loadings and an  
     important tool to protect the Great Lakes, but more specific and direct    
     steps need to be taken in the GLWQG to promote pollution prevention and    
     virtual elimination of BCC in the Great Lakes basin.  Pollution prevention 
     incentives should be directed at elimination of BCC's at the source,       
     limiting use in manufacturing, and public education.  Ohio EPA recommends  
     specific pollution prevention plans be required as part of NPDES permits   
     for BCC sources that contribute to water quality standards exceedances.    
     Plans should be developed within two years and implemented within five     
     years.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.037     
     
     EPA agrees that pollution prevention is an important component of any      
     environmental management program.  For a discussion of the underlying      
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting pollution prevention practices, see Section I.C of the SID.  For 
     further discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes     
     program efforts to address current and prevent future pollution problems,  
     see Section I.D of the SID.  For a general discussion of the various       
     components of the Guidance, including the use of pollutant minimization    
     plans, see Section II.C of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2585.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     7)  Intake Credits                                                         
                                                                                
     The Steering Committee proposed a procedure for facilities discharging to  
     water bodies when the background exceeds water quality standards.  Although
     this procedure had the support of all the States, the GLWQG included it    
     only as an option in the Preamble (Option 4 in the Preamble, page 20965).  
     The GLWQG substitutes nonworkable approaches for this procedure.  We       
     recommend that Option 4 be included as the recommended approach in the     
     final regulation.  It is expected that as more stringent criteria are      
     adopted and progress in laboratory techniques result in lower detection    
     limits for analytical instruments, background for many streams will violate
     the criteria.  Therefore, this issue will be critical in the future and    
     adoption of a more sensible approach is warranted.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2585.038     
     
     EPA recognizes that intake credits are a significant issue when background 
     water which serves as a water supply exceeds the applicable water quality  
     criteria, and that the number of waters exceeding criteria may increase as 
     result of lower criteria of improved analytical detection methods.  Also,  
     in response to public comments, the Guidance makes consideration of intake 
     pollutants more available than would the proposal.  See the response to    
     comment P2574.083, which discusses how features of Option 4 are included in
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2585.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: More detailed discussion follows in Ohio's comment #59.       
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     7)  Intake Credits                                                         
                                                                                
     The proposed GLWQG requirements for intake credits establishes strict      
     conditions for a facility that treats non-contact cooling water.  Changes  
     to the procedure are included in the proposed revisions to Procedure 5 in  
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     this document, as detailed in comment 59.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2585.039     
     
     This is not a comment, but rather a general characterization of the        
     proposal.  See responses to commenter's more specific points.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2585.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     8)  Nonpoint Source                                                        
                                                                                
     During the public comment period, the questions of nonpoint sources and the
     GLWQI was consistently raised.  On several occasions, U.S. EPA stated the  
     GLWQG applied to nonpoint sources of pollution.  Yet, the GLWQG and the    
     Preamble contain language which shines little light on this issue.         
     Clearly, the water quality criteria could be applicable to sources of      
     pollution regulated under the Clean Water Act, such as dredge and fill     
     activities, urban stormwater runoff, combined sewer overflows, and sludge  
     management.  There are, however, no implementation procedures that address 
     these sources.  The means by which these sources are brought under the     
     auspices of the GLWQG will dramatically affect the cost of implementation. 
     These sources, not the traditional municipal and industrial point sources, 
     comprise major contributions of pollutants to the Great Lakes.             
     
     
     Response to: P2585.040     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. The final    
     Guidance includes provisions to address pollution from all sources, point  
     and nonpoint.  For a discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and  
     II.C of the SID.  EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction  
     Effort to achieve further reductions in the use and release of toxic       
     substances to the Great Lakes basin, with an emphasis on nonpoint sources  
     and wet weather point sources of pollution.  For a discussion of how the   
     Guidance complements this and other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,   
     see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and    
     Section I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     8)  Nonpoint Source                                                        
                                                                                
     Even more significant sources of BCC's are atmospheric deposition and      
     contaminated sediments which do not fall clearly under the aegis of the    
     Clean Water Act's regulatory authority.  These sources involve provisions  
     of different federal environmental statutes.  It is important to note that 
     program efforts are underway presently to address or partially address     
     these other sources.  For example, U.S. EPA and the U.S. Army Corps of     
     Engineers are developing criteria for contaminated sediments.  States are  
     being required to develop programs to regulate wet weather flows from      
     stormwater and combined sewer overflows.  Implementation of these programs 
     will most assuredly be affected by the criteria contained in the GLWQG, and
     clear language should be included in the GLWQG on how these criteria are to
     be integrated into these programs.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2585.041     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2585.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     8)  Nonpoint Source                                                        
                                                                                
     There are inconsistencies between the proposed GLWQG and existing federal  
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     regulations.  For example, the proposed guidance seeks to control mercury  
     to 180 pg/l [picograms per liter, 0.000000180 mg/l (milligrams per liter)] 
     in municipal and industrial effluent that discharge or have the potential  
     to discharge mercury.  This concentration of mercury would result in a mass
     loading of about 25 kg/year in a hypothetical combined industrial/municipal
     wastewater flow of 100 billion gallons per day for the Great Lakes system. 
     Federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP's)
     for mercury allow up to 2.3 kg/day, or more than 800 kg/year of mercury air
     emissions from one mercury-cell chlor-alkali plant.  Mercury emissions from
     coal-fired electric power generating facilities are also significant in    
     terms of mass, but are not currently regulated.  It is not reasonable to   
     apply such stringent water quality standards to point source discharges    
     when significant air emission sources are either unregulated or are        
     regulated at levels which could result in mercury inputs to the Lakes that 
     are orders of magnitude higher.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2585.042     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. The final    
     Guidance includes provisions to address pollution from all sources, point  
     and nonpoint.  For a discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and  
     II.C of the SID.  EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction  
     Effort to achieve further reductions in the use and release of toxic       
     substances to the Great Lakes basin, with an emphasis on nonpoint sources  
     and wet weather point sources of pollution.  For a discussion of how the   
     Guidance complements this and other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,   
     including atmospheric deposition, see responses to comment numbers         
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID.  For a      
     discussion of the revisions to the mercury wildlife criterion, see Section 
     VI of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2585.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENT                                                            
                                                                                
     8) Nonpoint Source                                                         
                                                                                
     Given these circumstances, the imposition of point source effluent         
     limitations equivalent to the ambient water quality criteria as proposed in
     the GLWQG may not result in cost-effective clean-up efforts.  Ohio EPA     
     recommends basin-wide water quality assessments (i.e., LAMP's) be initiated
     immediately for all Great Lakes to assess the reductions necessary from all
     sources to achieve the criteria.  The GLWQG must allow point source        
     limitations developed using the GLWQG procedures to be adjusted up or down 
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     depending on the results of these comprehensive assessments.               
     
     
     Response to: P2585.043     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II.C of the SID.  See also responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026 for a discussion on how the Guidance adresses point
     and nonpoint sources of pollution and complement ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, such as the development and implementation of Lakewide    
     Management Plans.                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the Guidance considers both point and nonpoint sources of
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon  
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion on how the Guidance complements  
     other ongoing Great Lakes efforts, including LaMPs, see Section I.D of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2585.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     9)  Mercury                                                                
                                                                                
     The mercury criterion is below background concentrations and should be     
     adjusted upward.  It appears that implementation of the proposed mercury   
     wildlife criterion listed in Table 4, page 21015, of the proposed GLWQG as 
     total mercury will result in limits well below natural background levels.  
     We believe this is largely due to the conservative assumption that all     
     discharged mercury will become methylated and bioavailable.  The criterion 
     is based on the toxicity and bioaccumulation of methyl mercury;  yet total 
     mercury will be regulated.  The combination of this conservative assumption
     and the conservative nature of the wildlife criteria development procedures
     results in an unimplementable criterion.  The criterion should be adjusted 
     upward to eliminate some of this conservatism by reflecting naturally      
     occurring mercury concentrations and by considering the extent to which    
     mercury will be methylated in the environment.  Further, both Ohio's       
     evaluation of existing dischargers and the DRI/McGraw-Hill study indicate  
     the mercury criterion is the most significant cost element.                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.044     
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     See Section VIII.A and C of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2585.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     10)  Canadian Sources                                                      
                                                                                
     Most industrial and municipal point sources discharging to the Great Lake  
     and tributaries in Canada do not have treatment equivalent to their        
     counterparts in the U.S.  Based upon observations of Ontario manufacturing 
     facilities in the Iron and Steel, Organic Chemical, Petroleum Refining and 
     Pulp & Paper sectors, on balance only the Ontario Petroleum Refining sector
     has treatment equivalent to U.S. Best Available Technology (BAT) effluent  
     limitations guidelines.  Most facilities in other sectors are not at the   
     U.S. BAT level, and many are not at the Best Practicable Treatment (BPT)   
     level.  It is estimated that many Ontario industrial point sources are ten 
     to fifteen years behind their U.S. counterparts in controlling point source
     discharges.  We also believe secondary treatment for municipal discharges  
     is not universal in Ontario, as it is in the United States.                
                                                                                
     The fact that our Canadian neighbors are well behind in controlling point  
     sources should not be an excuse for inaction in the United States.         
     However, it is essential for Canadian sources to similarly reduce toxic    
     loadings in order for the broad goals of the Clean Water Act and GWQGA to  
     be achieved.  Ohio EPA recommends an enhanced dialogue be initiated between
     the federal and State governments with their Canadian counterparts to carry
     out the goals of the GLWQA.  The Canadians must be brought in as an equal  
     partner in the LAMP process in developing load reduction plans and lakewide
     assessments.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2585.045     
     
     While EPA cannot ensure that the Federal of Provincial governments of      
     Canada will adopt a program similar to the one contained in the final      
     Guidance, EPA is currently working with the Federal and Provincial         
     governments of Canada on a number of Great Lakes protection efforts.  See  
     responses to comment numbers D2596.013 on the U.S/Canadian efforts to      
     develop Lakewide Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans for the Great  
     Lakes, and D2867.087 on the current status of negotiations with Canada on  
     addressing current and future environmental problems in the Great Lakes    
     basin.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2585.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     11)  Lakewide Management Plans (LAMP's)                                    
                                                                                
     Ohio EPA believes LAMP's offer the best opportunity for reducing toxic     
     contributions to the Great Lakes ecosystem.  The approach contained in the 
     GLWQG and Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative is to address each source
     of pollution independently, developing separate rules, guidance and        
     requirements for each category of source.  A better approach envisioned by 
     the GLWQA is to comprehensively evaluate all the sources of critical       
     pollutants in an ecosystem context and develop specific targets and actions
     for reduction, looking to the specific lake and individual sources         
     contributing to the impairment of the ecosystem.  A well planned process   
     with specific objectives and actions is far more likely to achieve         
     objectives than a piece-meal process.                                      
                                                                                
     The approach taken in the GLWQG assumes results will be achieved through   
     additive steps, without regard to which sources contribute the greatest    
     loading or are the most cost-effective to remediate.  First, traditional   
     point sources will be handled, then another source with its own set of     
     procedures.  This course affords the least opportunity for real progress   
     and potentially the longest time frame to achieve results.                 
                                                                                
     Much has been made publicly of the anticipated loading reductions          
     attributed to the GLWQG.  This source-by-source or categorical approach    
     forgoes the opportunity for measurable improvement in water quality,       
     elimination of fish consumption advisories, and other environmental        
     benefits.  In taking this categorical approach, we do not set priorities   
     based upon cost-effectiveness and overall benefit to the Great Lakes       
     community.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The LAMP approach envisioned should contain specific load reduction goals  
     to be established for each lake.  Jurisdictions responsible for meeting    
     goals based on actual contributions should be allowed the opportunity to   
     devise a plan for meeting reduction goals.  The LAMP process could create  
     the flexibility to develop programs such as pollution trading to achieve   
     overall greater reductions from significant sources.  The LAMP process     
     could serve to strengthen enforcement and compliance opportunities.  Load  
     reductions could be applied on a tributary basis, as long as ambient stream
     standards are maintained, rather than to all sources equally to achieve    
     overall greater load reductions.  The possibilities for innovation in water
     pollution control are greater under a LAMP approach.  A common sense       
     approach to ecosystem planning that allows for more direct and effective   
     actions needs to be employed.                                              
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     Several groups have contended that LAMP's will take too long while the     
     GLWQG will get results now.  This is a misrepresentation.  It will be 1997 
     at the earliest before NPDES dischargers will operate under GLWQG-based    
     permits.  Surely, during the intervening years, Stage II RAP's and LAMP's  
     have the potential to develop effective solutions to difficult and         
     long-standing environmental problems and create a vision for the Great     
     Lakes.  We also need to recognize, the resources for solving Great Lakes   
     problems are limited.  The jurisdictions should avoid the pitfall of       
     establishing a different initiative for each Great Lakes problem, but      
     instead work to link these efforts to strengthen the collective response to
     improve, protect, preserve and manage our Great Lakes resources.           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.046     
     
     EPA believes that all program efforts designed to protect and restore the  
     Great Lakes should complement each other.  Towards this end, EPA has       
     included a discussion in the preamble to the final Guidance and Sections   
     I.C and I.D of the SID on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes 
     program efforts.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2585.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     12)  Ecoregion and Site-Specific Flexibility                               
                                                                                
     Flexibility is needed in recognition of the different ecoregions within the
     Great Lakes System.  The Great Lakes are a collection of interconnected,   
     but different, ecoregions.  Plant and animal communities along the south   
     shore of Lake Erie are not the same as communities along the shores of Lake
     Superior.  The characteristics of the rivers and streams in the southern   
     Great Lakes watershed are different than the characteristics of tributaries
     to the northern Great Lakes.  The GLWQG needs to be structured with enough 
     flexibility to accommodate these significant regional ecological           
     differences.  This can be accomplished by making the GLWQG truly guidance, 
     allowing States to retain their existing authority to determine appropriate
     beneficial use designations for tributaries to the Great Lakes and allowing
     the development of site-specific criteria less restrictive than GLWQG      
     criteria if scientifically justified.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.047     
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     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Section I.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2585.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     12)  Ecoregion and Site-Specific Flexibility                               
                                                                                
     Regarding site-specific criteria, States should have the flexibility to    
     develop less restrictive criteria for human health and wildlife if         
     scientifically supported.  The proposed GLWQG (page 21034) prohibits       
     development of site-specific human health and wildlife criteria unless such
     criteria are more restrictive than the general use criteria.  This may be  
     more restrictive than necessary to protect the waters.  If a satisfactory  
     demonstration is made that allowing a site-specific criterion is protective
     of potential uses at the site and all downstream uses, it should be        
     allowed.  Although it may be difficult to provide a satisfactory           
     demonstration, the possibility should not be categorically ruled out.  The 
     demonstration would have be approved by the State regulatory agency and    
     U.S. EPA.  As part of the site-specific criteria procedure and throughout  
     the GLWQG, U.S. EPA should encourage the development and use of "good"     
     science to establish appropriate regulatory limits.  The categorical       
     prohibition of less restrictive site-specific human health and wildlife    
     criteria is contrary to the use of "good" science and exisiting federal    
     regulations and guidance.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2585.048     
     
     See response to comment D2604.057.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2585.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     12) Ecoregion and Site-Specific Flexibility                                
                                                                                
     For example, the proposed GLWQG uses 5% lipid content for fish eaten as a  
     standard for human risk assessment.  Using a standard 5% default           
     overestimates the true lipid content for the main sport fish (walleye,     
     perch, etc.) eaten from Lake Erie (walleye and yellow perch have lipid     
     contents of only 1-2%.  This extra margin of safety is not necessary.  We  
     suggest that a State be allowed to use regional data on species of fish    
     consumed  and average lipid content in these fish.  Given that there are   
     dozens of arguments in the GLWQG to provide a margin of safety, it is good 
     science and good policy to use real data when it exists.  The Great Lakes  
     States have much of the information needed to make these calculations.     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.049     
     
     Regarding the comments stating that States should be allowed to use        
     regional data on species of fish consumed and their average lipid content, 
     the Agency agrees. This can be done in conjunction with a fish consumption 
     survey or localized monitoring data on fish species of the area. From a    
     site-specific fish consumption survey, the predominant fish species        
     consumed, the percentage of each species consumed, and the lipid           
     concentration of those species can be determined. If the recalculated      
     weighted mean percent lipid is significantly different than that in the    
     Final Guidance, it may be used in calculating site-specific human health   
     criteria.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2585.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL COMMENTS                                                           
                                                                                
     13)  Antibacksliding                                                       
                                                                                
     Dischargers who modify treatment to be in compliance with the GLWQG should 
     be exempted from antibacksliding regulations, if the treatment is later    
     found to be unnecessary to protect the water quality of the Great Lake     
     System.                                                                    
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     The exemption should apply to any specific criteria, methodology, and or   
     implementation procedure that is more stringent than the national guidance.
     Permit limits written to protect the water quality of the Great lakes      
     system should be based on the best science and information currently       
     available.  As better tools and/or information become available, some of   
     the stringent requirements built into the GLWQG may be found to be         
     unnecessary to protect the water quality of the Great Lakes System.  The   
     antibacksliding exemption is recommended to avoid penalizing dischargers   
     who try to comply with the GLWQG.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2585.050     
     
     The statute does not provide the flexibility to exempt NPDES permit limits 
     from anti-backsliding requirements after the limits become effective.      
     Therefore, EPA cannot exempt any categories of water quality-based effluent
     limits from anti-backsliding. However, even where anti-backsliding         
     requirements do apply, they do not prevent all changes for effluent        
     limitations.                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA has provided an expanded discussion of the anti-backsliding provisions 
     of the CWA in the SID.  See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     14)   The guidance should specify how U.S. EPA will serve as a             
     clearinghouse for receiving and disseminating Tier II values.              
                                                                                
     On page 20836, the Preamble mentions that U.S. EPA Region V will serve as a
     clearinghouse for receiving and disseminating Tier II values as they are   
     developed.  A more defined process should be developed and explained in the
     final regulation that specifies how this will be done.  Specifically, what 
     will be the process for reviewing the criteria and the data used to        
     generate the criteria and obtaining agreement among the State regulatory   
     agencies?  The procedures for calculating the criteria are straightforward;
     however, deciding which data should be used in the calculations is very    
     complicated and sometimes subjective.  It should not be assumed that any   
     Tier II values developed within any given State will automatically be      
     considered acceptable among the other States.  The procedures whereby      
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     States will be notified of new criteria also need to be specified.         
                                                                                
     We recommend that as new Tier II values are developed they be sent to State
     contacts for comment prior to finalization.  This review may result in the 
     discovery of additional data not considered in the criteria development.   
     This review must proceed quickly to allow timely permit decisions.         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.051     
     
     EPA has provided additional information concerning the GLI Clearinghouse in
     Section II.C.1 of the Supplemental Information Document.  For additional   
     information, please also refer to response D2719.056.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2585.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     15)  Metals criteria should be based on the bioavailable form              
                                                                                
     The GLWQG criteria documents for metals state the metal criteria should be 
     expressed as total recoverable but that future guidance from U.S. EPA      
     regarding analytical methods will be considered when available.  The       
     proposed regulation does not specify what analytical methods are required. 
     There is currently underway in U.S. EPA the development of procedures that 
     would allow the application of water quality criteria for metals based on  
     dissolved fractions.  The final regulation should acknowledge that States  
     have the flexibility to apply criteria based on the bioavailable fraction. 
     This can be accomplished by stating in each criteria table that the GLWQG  
     does not require the use of any specific analytical methods and that       
     analytical methods to be used will be determined based on procedures       
     currently under development, such as the water effects ratio and the       
     dissolved metals approach.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.052     
     
     See response to comment  D2620.020.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA is currently working on analytical methods for measurement of dissolved
     metals concentrations.  These methods may be used by States & Tribes which 
     choose to express their metals criteria as dissolved concentrations.       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2585.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     16)   Tier II values and the development procedures are needed, but more   
     flexibility should be given to the permitting authority in implementing    
     Tier II values.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2585.053     
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained the two-tiered approach in the final Guidance.
     EPA has modified the Tier II approach for aquatic life and removed the Tier
     II methodology for wildlife from the final Guidance, and has added         
     flexibility to the implementation procedures.  See section I and II.C.2 of 
     the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     16)   In addition, an increased effort is needed from U.S. EPA to develop  
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     the toxicity data necessary to develop more Tier I criteria                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.054     
     
     EPA will continue to work to develop toxicity data, as resources allow, to 
     help develop additional water quality criteria.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2585.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Whereas we support the use of Tier II value development procedures, the use
     of Tier II values to develop permit limits must be tempered by the         
     consideration of other, more direct, aquatic life impairment information,  
     particularly instream biosurveys and whole-effluent toxicity tests.        
                                                                                
     Tier II aquatic life values should not have the weight of criteria when    
     implementing independent application;  that is, the policy that            
     criteria/values, instream biosurvey results and whole-effluent toxicity    
     results should be applied independently if any one of them predicts a water
     quality impact.  Tier II aquatic life values are developed when there are  
     insufficient toxicity data to develop Tier I criteria. Since Tier II values
     are based on less data they are less accurate predictors of adverse        
     biological impacts.  Due to the uncertainty associated with Tier II aquatic
     life values, the other tools available to regulatory agencies should be    
     carefully evaluated to fully assess any possible instream impacts.  Two    
     other tools available are whole-effluent toxicity and instream biosurveys. 
     The value of these two tools are recognized by U.S. EPA and are considered,
     with aquatic life criteria, to be of equal importance when assessing       
     potential impacts (i.e., those three tools are to be applied               
     independently).                                                            
                                                                                
     It is recognized that Tier II aquatic life values are not as accurate as   
     criteria.  Hence, the term "criteria"  is not associated with Tier II.  In 
     the absence of other assessment tools, Tier II values should be used to    
     regulate discharges.  However, when the other two assessment tools,        
     whole-effluent toxicity data and instream biosurvey data, are available and
     demonstrate that existing discharges cause no impact, the use of Tier II   
     aquatic life values should proceed more cautiously.  The permitting        
     authority  should retain the option of choosing the most effective way to  
     regulate the potential threat to aquatic life.                             
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     Response to: P2585.055     
     
     See response to comment D2750.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     The need for Tier II values would be reduced if the toxicity data necessary
     to develop more Tier I criteria were developed.  The use of Tier II values 
     may result in the generation of toxicity data by the regulated community   
     but this is not the most efficient means to do so.  A coordinated effort to
     fund the data generation would be a much better approach.  More            
     consideration should be given to establishing a mechanism whereby the      
     regulated community, as "partners" with U.S. EPA and State regulatory      
     agencies, would prioritize data generation needs and establish a fund to   
     generate the data.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2585.056     
     
     EPA agrees that cooperative efforts to develop toxicity data to generate   
     Tier I criteria and Tier II valueswould be beneficial, and is willing to   
     participate to the extent possible legally and as resources allow.         
                                                                                
     See sections II.C.1 and II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these      
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2585.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     States should commit to designate at least $1 million per year from the    
     Great Lakes Protection Fund for data generation.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.057     
     
     EPA believes that this recommendation will be addressed by the States as   
     the provisions of the final Guidance are considered for State adoption.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     17)  All future Tier I criteria should undergo Federal Register review     
     before States are required to adopt them.                                  
                                                                                
     Because of the controversial nature and complex process of reviewing data  
     and generating criteria, we recommend the option discussed on page 20836 of
     the proposed GLWQG that any new Tier I criteria developed would undergo a  
     Federal Register review by amending Tables 1 through 4 of the regulation.  
     This national notice and review is much more effective in soliciting       
     comments than would occur under State adoption procedures.  Furthermore,   
     without a national review, each of the eight Great Lakes States would have 
     to conduct independent reviews, resulting in substantial duplication of    
     effort.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.058     
     
     EPA does not believe that it is necessary or appropriate for EPA to be     
     solely responsible for developing new or revised Tier I criteria, or to    
     make State or Tribal adoption of new or revised criteria contingent on EPA 
     amendment of Tables 1 through 4 of part 132 in future rulemakings.  The CWA
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     has generally placed the primary responsibility for developing and adopting
     criteria on the States and Tribes approved to administer water quality     
     standards programs.  If the final Guidance were to alter this relationship 
     and make EPA responsible in the future for developing and/or conducting    
     rulemaking for all new or revised criteria, State and Tribal adoption of   
     criteria that might otherwise be necessary to protect aquatic life, human  
     health, or wildlife and for which data were available could be             
     significantly delayed.  EPA believes that the provision for States to adopt
     provisions consistent with the methodologies found in appendixes A through 
     D, together with the information exchange and peer review that will occur  
     through the operation of the GLI Clearinghouse, will provide the States and
     Tribes with an adequate framework for ensuring consistent and timely       
     interpretation of narrative standards.  At the same time, EPA recognizes   
     that there are some situations, especially with toxic pollutants of high   
     concern and interest, where additional EPA involvement in criteria         
     development is desirable.  Furthermore, EPA's planned involvement in       
     coordinating and disseminating information will maximize efficient use of  
     limited State, Tribal, and Federal resources.  For this reason, EPA is     
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that EPA should publish annually a list of BCCs.  
     EPA believes that the States and Tribes should have the ability to         
     designate additional chemicals for BCC controls based on information       
     available to them, including information in the GLI Clearinghouse, without 
     waiting for EPA to act.  EPA will operate the Clearinghouse as a means to  
     share pollutant information, including BAFs, as quickly as possible.       
                                                                                
     See sections II.C.1 and II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these      
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2585.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAIL COMMENTS                                                            
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     18)  Proposed criteria need to be updated with the latest data available.  
                                                                                
     The most recent data cited in the GLWQG aquatic life criteria documents is 
     from 1987.  A review of the U.S. EPA AQUIRE database indicated that several
     studies have been published since than dealing with toxicity of metals.    
     Specifically, reviews were done for chromium III, copper, cyanide and      
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     nickel.  The data from these reviews is in Attachment 3.  It is likely that
     additional data are also available for other chemicals.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.059     
     
     EPA agrees that additional data are available.  EPA has developed Tier I   
     aquatic life criteria for 16 of the 138 pollutants, and in addition has    
     tentatively determined that there is currently enough information available
     to calculate at least 97 more Tier I criteria or Tier II values.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2585.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     19)  States should not be required to adopt existing National criteria     
     where GLWQG Tier I criteria cannot be developed.                           
                                                                                
     We support U.S. EPA's position, stated on page 20852 of the GLWQG, that for
     the nine pollutants for which National aquatic life criteria exist but for 
     which insufficient data are available to develop GLWQG Tier I criteria,    
     States would not be required to adopt the National criteria.  These        
     criteria, developed in 1986 or earlier, are currently available for State  
     use.  However, when adopting criteria for these pollutants, States should  
     be allowed the opportunity to update the criteria with the most recent data
     available.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.060     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2585.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     20)  States should not be required to adopt existing National criteria     
     where GLWQG Tier I criteria are less stringent.                            
                                                                                
     We support U.S. EPA's position, stated on page 20857 of th GLWQG, not to   
     require States to adopt existing National criteria where GLWQG criteria are
     less stringent.  The criteria adopted by States should reflect the latest  
     scientific data.  If the updated database associated with the GLWQG        
     criteria indicates the National criteria should be less stringent, the     
     National criteria should be revised.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2585.061     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2585.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Aquatic Life Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     21)  We support the proposal, discussed on page 20850, not to require the  
     lowering of aquatic life criteria for "ecologically important" species     
                                                                                
     The GLWQG should only contain special provisions for the protection of     
     ecologically important species if a scientific basis can be determined for 
     what is meant by "ecologically important".  As noted in the Preamble, this 
     is difficult to define, and subject to much debate.  The conservative      
     nature of the GLWQG aquatic life criteria methodology offers adequate      
     protection for most aquatic species, including those that are ecologically 

Page 7626



$T044618.TXT
     important.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.062     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2585.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Aquatic Life Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     22)  The aquatic life criteria tables should include the equations to      
     derive criteria at any water hardness or pH.                               
                                                                                
     Tables 1 and 2 on page 21014 of the proposed GLWQG give criteria for       
     hardness dependent criteria at a water hardness of 50 mg/L and for pH      
     dependent criteria at a water pH of 6.5.  These tables should be revised to
     include the equations used to determine the criteria at any hardness or pH 
     to clarify that States are not required to adopt the criteria at a hardness
     of 50 mg/L or Ph of 6.5 only.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2585.063     
     
     EPA agrees.  The Rule has been changed accordingly.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2585.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     23)  We generally support the use of bioaccumulation factors in the        
     development of human health and wildlife criteria but believe it is        
     premature to include them in a regulation at this time.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.064     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that it is premature to include BAFs in a 
     regulation.  The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from all sources,   
     will ensure that the potential exposure from chemicals is adequately       
     accounted for in the derivation of human health and wildlife criteria.     
     Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As
     mentioned in the proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria   
     development since 1985.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2585.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     a)  The use of the food chain multiplier based on the Thoman model needs   
     validation.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.065     
     
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the models used in the  
     final Guidance is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a      
     perfect simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, 
     based on the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 

Page 7628



$T044618.TXT
     1988), the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2585.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     b)  The effects of metabolism and bioavailability need to be considered    
     whenever such information is available.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.066     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the effects of metabolism and           
     bioavailability need to be considered whenever such information is         
     available.  EPA recognizes that professional judgement is required         
     throughout the derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still     
     associated with the determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.            
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2845l.012.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     b)  As recommended for the development of additional toxicity data,        
     metabolism and bioavailability data generation needs should be prioritized 
     and funded.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.067     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2585.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation Factors                                                    
                                                                                
     c)  States should be given flexibility to adjust bioaccumulation factors as
     more data become available.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.068     
     
     EPA agrees with commenter that it is important to revise BAFs when new data
     become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in       
     Section II.C1 of the SID will provide the mechanism through which new data 
     is disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference      
     allows for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured
     BAF is calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was        
     previously available, preference would be given to the field- measured BAF.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2585.069
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     24)  The human health criteria development procedures, discussed in the    
     GLWQG beginning on page 20863, incorporate too many conservative default   
     assumptions.                                                               
                                                                                
     We are disturbed by the unnecessary and inappropriate compounding of policy
     decisions for default values that are "protective" even in the face of good
     evidence that the defaults are wrong.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.069     
     
     EPA does not believe that the default assumptions used in the GLWQI are too
     conservative.  EPA believes the degree of conservatism chosen is           
     appropriate given the goal of the GLWQI which is to protect all people in  
     the Great Lakes Basin from adverse human health effects.                   
                                                                                
     With regard to the exposure assumptions used in the human health           
     methodology,  many are average assumptions such as the body weight of 70 kg
     and the lifespan assumption of 70 years.  Other choices, such as the mean  
     fish consumption rate for sport anglers, are aimed at protecting           
     susceptible populations, such as sport anglers whose population size in the
     basin (including family members) may be 25- 33% of the entire basin        
     population.  EPA realizes that there are people who will eat more fish than
     15 grams/day and drink more water than 2 liters/day.  Therefore, there will
     be individuals at the highest end of each exposure distribution (95th to   
     100th percentiles) who EPA believes will exceed the exposure levels used in
     the GLWQI.   However, the overall effect in combining average and high end 
     exposure values with conservative toxicological assessments ia a criterion 
     protective all people in the Basin.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2585.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

Page 7631



$T044618.TXT

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA should develop a rational and open way to portray the number,     
     kind, and amount of uncertainty and protective factors built into a risk   
     assessment.  It is not useful to always choose the most "protective"       
     default time after time without an overt assessment of the total impact    
     this procedure has on the value of the final health protective number.  A  
     good way to do this would be to convene a panel of experts inside and      
     outside the agency.  Dr. John Moore (Institute for Environmental Health    
     Research, Washington, DC) is developing a process like this for the DART   
     (Developmental and Reproductive Toxicology) project.  U.S. EPA should      
     consider approaches like that one.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2585.070     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2585.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     25)  The human health criterion for PCB's given in Table 3, page 21015,    
     should be reevaluated.                                                     
                                                                                
     The human health criterion for PCB's should reflect U.S. EPA's own evidence
     and recent reviews suggesting that all congeners are not equally toxic or  
     carcinogenic.  Given how great an impact the implementation of the PCB     
     criterion could have on dischargers in the Great Lakes system, a better    
     review and discussion of the PCB toxicity data is warranted.               
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     Response to: P2585.071     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2585.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     26)  Other models to assess carcinogenic risk should be considered.        
                                                                                
     We support the recognition on page 20864 of the GLWQG that the traditional 
     linear multistage model to assess carcinogenic risk is not always          
     appropriate.  We recommend, however, that U.S. EPA seriously evaluate other
     models currently available.   The Sielken distributional approach is one   
     recent development being evaluated by the Great Lakes States.              
     
     
     Response to: P2585.072     
     
     The final Guidance allows the use of models other than the LMS if it can be
     scientifically justified, including the use of a threshold model.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2585.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     27)  The use of uncertainty factors other than the usual 10-fold should be 
     used when scientifically supported.                                        
                                                                                
     On page 20868, the proposed GLWQG suggests a maximum final composite       
     uncertainty factor of 30,000 and mentions using 3-fold, 5-fold and other   
     factors.  We strongly support the use of uncertainty factors other than    
     10-fold when the data indicates.  The multiple 10-fold adjustments appear  
     to be little more than an easy way to divide by moving a decimal point.    
     This is not good science as the arguments in the text of the GLWQG suggest.
     Ill-chosen choices, like guidance to divide a number by 30,000, render the 
     risk assessment process insensitive to data.  Almost no matter what sort of
     LOAEL you start with, if you divide by 30,000 you have a very small number.
     
     
     Response to: P2585.073     
     
     EPA believes the use of an uncertainty factor of 30,000 is consistent with 
     the Agency approach to use uncertainty factors to compensate for a lack of 
     data.  EPA also believes, the use of such a large  uncertainty factor is   
     justified in the context of using Tier II values as interim values only.   
     In addition, EPA believes that the number derived using an uncertainty     
     factor of 30,000 will be protective and also serve as motivation to develop
     a more complete database for the chemical in question.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2585.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     If there is no good animal or human data on a chemical, it is not          
     reasonable to consider it as toxic as the most toxic chemicals we know.    
     One should overtly decline to derive a toxicity value when there is no     
     adequate data and use a weight of evidence approach to categorize the      
     chemical.                                                                  
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     Response to: P2585.074     
     
     See response to D3382.053                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2585.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     28)  We believe that risk assessment should use less than 70 years of      
     exposure to account for population mobility.                               
                                                                                
     On page 20869, the proposed GLWQG requests comments on whether the use of a
     less than 70 year exposure period would be appropriate to account for      
     mobility of individuals in and out of the Great Lakes basin.  Mobility in  
     most areas is relatively high and there is ample data available to estimate
     the rate of movement into and out of even small geographic areas.  If the  
     risk assessment attempts to accurately model exposure, this a key element  
     where one should use the data, not a conservative default.  This kind of   
     data is readily available from marketing research groups.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2585.075     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2585.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     29)  U.S. EPA should modify the assumption of drinking 2 liters a day of   
     untreated surface water.                                                   
                                                                                
     On page 20870, the proposed GLWQG requests comments on whether it should be
     assumed that individuals drink 2 liters a day of untreated surface water.  
     A policy choice of protecting 90% percentile by assuming ingestion of 2    
     liters of water, by itself, is reasonable but this is not the only         
     "protective" assumption in the assessment.  Given the other "protective"   
     assumptions used, an estimate of average water consumption should be used. 
     U.S. EPA should not consider the risk from drinking untreated surface      
     water.  There are no public water systems that supply untreated water.     
     Water from private wells may not be treated but this is a small percentage 
     of the population at risk.  U.S. EPA drinking water programs have good data
     on the number of people at risk of drinking untreated water to demonstrate 
     this.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.076     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D2724.599.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2585.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     30)  The GLWQG should not use a scaling factor for all assumptions to      
     develop a criterion for a child.                                           
                                                                                
     On page 20871, the proposed GLWQG requests comments on whether alternate   
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     exposure assumptions should be used to develop criteria for children.      
     There is evidence, particularly from the pediatric pharmacology literature,
     that suggests children may respond quite differently than adults to some   
     chemicals.  This suggests that there should be a separate assessment of    
     risk to children.   We support this concept; however, we think it should   
     only be done when there is good evidence or pharmacokinetics data on how to
     change the assumptions for children.  We do not support choosing child     
     default assumptions based on size differences alone.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2585.077     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2585.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     31)  Default relative source contribution factors should not be used for   
     carcinogens or non-carcinogens.                                            
                                                                                
     On page 20871, the proposed GLWQG requests comments on whether U.S. EPA    
     should use relative source contribution as a safety factor to account for  
     other sources not explicitly accounted for.  We support the use of a       
     fractional relative source contribution when there is good data suggesting 
     the amount of other contributions.  If there is no data, there should not  
     be yet another "protective factor" applied.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.078     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/ALT
     Comment ID: P2585.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     32)  The narrative criterion requiring that "waters be free from substances
     that injure, are toxic or produce physiological responses in humans,       
     animals or plants" should be revised.                                      
                                                                                
     On page 20943, the Preamble requests comment on the narrative criterion    
     requiring that "all waters be free from substances that injure or are toxic
     or produce adverse physiological responses in humans, animals or plants."  
     As proposed, this narrative criterion ignores the basic tenants of         
     toxicology:  toxicology is a function of the dose of a chemical, not an    
     inherent nature of it.  We recommend that the criterion be revised to state
     "all waters be free from substances in concentrations that injure, are     
     toxic or produce adverse physiological responses in humans, animals or     
     plants."                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2585.079     
     
     Amendment of narrative WQC in State programs is beyond the scope of this   
     rulemaking.  See VIII.D of the SID for a discussion of the rationale for   
     adoption of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/ALT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2585.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
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     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     33)  The human health criteria development procedures should take into     
     consideration the loss of pollutants during cooking of fish.               
                                                                                
     In the discussion of exposure assumptions used for human health criteria   
     development, beginning on page 20869, there is no consideration of loss of 
     pollutants when the fish is cooked.  For most cooking techniques, some     
     portion of the fat, and associated bioaccumulative chemicals, is removed   
     during cooking.  This implies that the amount of bioaccumulative chemicals 
     actually ingested may be considerably less than contained in the uncooked  
     fish.  The Draft Protocol for a Uniform Great Lakes Sport Fish Consumption 
     Advisory (June 1993) recognizes this and proposes a default reduction of   
     50% of contaminant through cooking.  We recommend that the GLWQG human     
     health criteria development procedures allow this reduction to be          
     considered.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.080     
     
     See response to comment P2771.195.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2585.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Human Health Criteria                                                      
                                                                                
     34)  IRIS data should not be second-guessed.                               
                                                                                
     On page 20869, the proposed GLWQG requests comments on deviating from IRIS 
     values in deriving Great Lakes human health criteria and values.  Prior to 
     the development of U.S. EPA's Intergrated Risk Information System (IRIS)   
     data base, various groups within U.S. EPA used different interpretations of
     published literature, modeling assumptions and/or safety factors.  This    
     resulted in different toxicity and cancer values for the same chemical.    
     U.S. EPA developed IRIS as the one official data base to be used by all    
     U.S. EPA program offices.  This minimized confusion when doing risk        
     assessments based upon literature interpretations and modeling procedures  
     using U.S. EPA procedures.                                                 
                                                                                
     The GLWQG proposal recommends that IRIS data be considered as a first step 
     in deriving Great Lakes human health criteria.  It further states "In      
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     certain circumstances, however, derivations from these values can be       
     expected."  Possible differences between IRIS and GLWQG results identified 
     include:                                                                   
                                                                                
     a)  GLWQG toxicity values could be based upon new information/data that    
     were not available when IRIS values were derived.                          
                                                                                
     b)  A GLWQG work group may derive values based upon different procedures   
     and/or data interpretations than were used in IRIS.                        
                                                                                
     c)  A GLWQG work group may develop toxicity or cancer values for chemicals 
     not included in IRIS, or for previously calculated values that have        
     been withdrawn from IRIS.                                                  
                                                                                
     The GLWQG should not deviate from IRIS values or procedures when deriving  
     Great Lakes human health criteria.  Based upon the three possible GLWQG    
     reasons for differences identified, there are no assurances that GLWQG and 
     IRIS toxicologic endpoints will agree.  In fact, difference b (above) will 
     most likely ensure that the resulting criterion developed under the GLWQG  
     will not agree with an IRIS-derived criterion.  Both sources of            
     information, IRIS and GLWQG work groups, could justify their values based  
     upon "different" science.  The result would cause the public to question   
     the credibility of the groups involved and confuse the legal defense of    
     scientific policy, while reducing public confidence in the procedures,     
     results and desired outcome; i.e., adequate protection against unacceptable
     adverse human health effects.                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.081     
     
     See responses to D2611.007 and P2653.060                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2585.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     WATER QUALITY CRITERIA AND CRITERIA DEVELOPMENT PROCEDURES                 
                                                                                
     Wildlife Criteria                                                          
                                                                                
     35)  The wildlife criteria development methodology should be guidance and  
     not promulgated in a regulation at this time.                              
                                                                                
     The wildlife criteria development methodology is too new and untested to be
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     promulgated as a regulation.  Criteria have been developed for only four   
     chemicals.  A National effort is underway to develop a wildlife criteria   
     development methodology.  Until additional criteria are developed and      
     validated and until the National methodology is completed, we recommend    
     that the GLWQG wildlife criteria development methodology be guidance only. 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.082     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2585.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Antidegradation should be applied nationwide to level the playing field    
     among States.                                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.083     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2585.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Antidegradation should be applied on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis for    
     BCC's only.  For non-BCC's, States should be allowed the flexibility to    
     apply antidegradation to the quality of the waterbody as a whole.          
     
     
     Response to: P2585.084     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2585.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Two classes should be established:  one for higher and one for lower       
     quality waters.  Item IIIB, "Alternative or Enhanced Treatment," and Item  
     IIID, "Important Social Impact" should not apply to the lower quality water
     class.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.085     
     
     EPA has declined to make this distinction for BCCs since these compounds   
     are persistent and ubiquitous, and via hydrologic mechanisms or such       
     mechanisms as transport in fish tissue, may find their way into "high"     
     quality waters, despite being discharged into "low" quality waters.  The   
     States and Tribes do have the discretion to adopt such a Tiered approach   
     for non-BCCs, as long as the provisions of 40CFR 131.12 are met.           
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2585.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Increases of BCC's from new or expanded discharges should be allowed under 
     the following conditions:                                                  
                                                                                
     i)  The discharger should be using the most advanced process technology and
     treatment technology for water, air and sludge.                            
                                                                                
     ii)  Pollution prevention should be required for all BCC's, and product    
     substitution should be considered to reduce BCC's.                         
                                                                                
     iii)  A two-tiered social and economic impact approach should be developed 
     with the more strict tier applying to BCC's and the less strict tier       
     applying to non-BCC's.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.086     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2593.029.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: P2585.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Item IV-2, page 20913:  A source requesting lowering of water quality must 
     incur at least 10% higher capital and operation costs.  This provision     
     should be included as guidance only.  States should be allowed to use      
     discretion because local conditions may require a higher or lower          
     percentage.                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.087     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2585.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     36)  Ohio EPA believes the concept of antidegradation as proposed in the   
     GLWQG is flawed as described in our general comments.  However, if         
     this concept is retained in the GLWQG, we believe the following            
     modifications are necessary.                                               
                                                                                
     f)  Existing effluent quality (EEQ), page 20898:  The GLWQG should clarify 
     that the application of EEQ is limited only to BCC's.  It appears there  is
     confusion concerning this issue.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.088     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2585.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Pollutant Trading:  Although not considered in the GLWQG, it should include
     a procedure for trading non-BCC pollutants.  States can currently trade    
     pollutant loads between dischargers under the TMDL process.  We propose a  
     procedure to allow a discharger to substitute substance A for another      
     substance B without full demonstration of antidegradation, based on a      
     toxicity equivalent factor or other approaches.  This will encourage       
     pollution prevention by using other less toxic substances.  If the         
     procedure is not included in the GLWQG, the States should be allowed to    
     develop their own.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2585.089     
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2585.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     On page 20899, the proposed GLWQG apparently requires periodic monitoring  
     of all discharges for all bioaccumulative chemicals of concern.  This      
     requirement is excessive, particularly for small discharges.  More         
     flexibility should be given to the States to determine appropriate         
     monitoring requirements.                                                   
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     Response to: P2585.090     
     
     Please see response to comment ID G3202.029                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2585.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Wildlife Criteria Implementation Procedures                                
                                                                                
     37)  The implementation procedures for wildlife criteria should be guidance
     or used on a provisional basis for five years.                             
                                                                                
     Implementation procedures for wildlife criteria (e.g., stream design flow, 
     mixing zones, margins of safety) should not be promulgated as regulation at
     this time because:                                                         
                                                                                
     a)  Proposed criteria have been developed for only four substances.        
                                                                                
     b)  The implementation procedures have not been validated or assessed for a
     wide range of application to other substances.                             
                                                                                
     c)  There is no agreement on the stream design flow to be used with        
     wildlife criteria.                                                         
                                                                                
     States should have the option of applying the GLWQG wildlife criteria      
     implementation procedures or other scientifically supported procedures for 
     sources contributing significant loads (as proposed in the permit          
     application) while more criteria are developed and the evaluation of the   
     implementation procedures is completed.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.091     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2585.092
     Cross Ref 1: OHIO COMMENTS ATTACHMENT 1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DETAILED COMMENTS                                                          
                                                                                
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCC's                                      
                                                                                
     38)  The proposed schedule for phasing out mixing zones for BCC's from     
     point source discharges should vary by parameter and should be             
     established consistent with the progress made in reducing these            
     parameters from major sources.                                             
                                                                                
     We support the efforts to eliminate mixing zones and reduce the            
     accumulation of BCC's in the Great Lakes.  The proposed procedure          
     concentrates the effort on point sources, which will result in a small     
     reduction compared to other sources, as detailed below for mercury.        
                                                                                
     Total TMDL's (daily loads) loads for 45 point sources, based on current    
     Ohio WQS and implementation procedures (as listed in Attachment 1):        
                                                                                
     0.1359 kg/day (0.22946 lb/day)                                             
                                                                                
     Total TMDL's (daily loads) for 45 point sources, based on proposed GLWQG   
     before eliminating mixing zones (as listed in Attachment 1):               
                                                                                
     0.0043059 kg/day (0.0096 lb/day)                                           
                                                                                
     Total TMDL's (daily loads) for 45 point sources, based on proposed GLWQG   
     after eliminating mixing zones (as listed in Attachment 1):                
                                                                                
     0.000574 kg/day (0.0013 lb/day)                                            
                                                                                
     In comparison, one small air source, Ashta Chemicals (formerly Linchem Inc.
     or LCP Chemicals) is allowed the following air emissions, under the federal
     National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP's)  (40   
     CFR Part 61, Subpart E and 40 CFR 61.52 (a)):                              
                                                                                
     2.3 kg/day (4.9 lb/day)                                                    
                                                                                
     Based on the above analysis, one air source contributes 500 times more     
     mercury than the total contribution from 45 major point sources.           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.092     
     
     EPA acknowledges that nonpoint sources, including atmospheric deposition,  
     are signficant contributors of BCCs to the Great Lakes System.             
     Nevertheless, in view of the Steering Committee's objective that all       
     contributions of BCCs should be reduced to the maximum extent possible, EPA
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     retains the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs (and     
     mixing zone ban for new discharges).  EPA also provides a limited exception
     to the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges based on economic and 
     technical considerations.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA 
     has also modified the final Guidance to allay the commenter's concern that 
     the proposal translates into a zero discharge requirement for many of the  
     BCCs.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.7.                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2585.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCC's                                      
                                                                                
     While we support the reduction of mercury, the GLWQG should be revised to  
     include all sources affecting surface water quality.  Compliance should be 
     directed initially to the sources causing the major impacts at the same    
     time point sources are required to comply.  Efforts to reduce mercury from 
     point sources should concentrate on reducing the use of mercury at the     
     source, limiting its use in manufacturing, and public education.           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.093     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance includes provisions to address pollution   
     from all sources, point and nonpoint.  For a discussion of these           
     provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.  EPA has also undertaken 
     the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort to achieve further reductions in the
     use and release of toxic substances to the Great Lakes basin, with an      
     emphasis on nonpoint sources and wet weather point sources of pollution.   
     The Virtual Elimination Project component of this effort is initially      
     focusing on PCBs and mercury for the purpose of finding opportunities to   
     achieve virtual elimination of discharges through voluntary source         
     reeductions.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements this and    
     other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
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     Comment ID: P2585.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCC's                                      
                                                                                
     Mixing zones for BCC's should be allowed under strict conditions, such as  
     when pollution prevention measures are implemented and have resulted in    
     reduced loadings.  Efforts to reduce BCC's from point sources should       
     concentrate on reducing the used of BCC's at the source, limiting their use
     in manufacturing, and public education, rather than arbitrarily eliminating
     the mixing zones.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2585.094     
     
     EPA agrees that pollution prevention can contribute to the reduction of BCC
     discharges to the Great Lakes System. Accordingly, as a condition for      
     granting a mixing zone for existing discharges of BCCs, State and Tribal   
     authorities are directed to consider pollution prevention measures for     
     discharging and ultimately eliminating BCCs from the discharge prior to    
     authorizing an mixing zone.  Under the final Guidance, an exception to the 
     mixing zone prohibition shall also ensure that the discharger has developed
     and conducted a pollutant minimization program for the BCC(s) if required  
     to do so under regulations adopted consistent with procedure 7 of appendix 
     F.  For a discussion of the mixing zone provision in the final guidance,   
     including the limited exception, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.
      For a discussion of the pollutant minimization program under procedure 7, 
     see the SID at VIII.H.4.                                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2585.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 1 - Site-Specific Modifications to Criteria/Values               
                                                                                
     39)  Chronic aquatic life criteria should not apply where a balanced       
     biological community is not possible as shown through a use                
     attainability analysis.                                                    
                                                                                
     Proposed Section 132.4(d) (2), page 21013 of the GLWQG, requires           
     application of chronic aquatic life criteria throughout the Great Lakes    
     System but allows States to adopt less restrictive chronic or no chronic   
     criteria for water bodies through the site-specific criteria implementation
     procedures.  We believe that the existing federal use attainability        
     analysis procedures are a clearer, more direct way to do this.             
                                                                                
     The existing federal water quality standards regulations allow States to   
     determine potential uses of a water body through conducting a use          
     attainability analysis and assign appropriate water quality criteria to    
     protect those potential uses.  In some cases, such as some drainage        
     ditches, the physical nature of the water body precludes the establishment 
     of a balanced aquatic life community.  For these water bodies it is not    
     appropriate to apply the GLWQG chronic water quality criteria.             
                                                                                
     We advocate the approach of stating up front that not all waters of the    
     Great Lakes System have the potential to be "fishable-swimmable" but       
     whatever their potential uses, aquatic life criteria will be applied that  
     protect those uses.  That is how the existing federal water quality        
     standards regulations are structured, and we believe it should be carried  
     over to the GLWQG.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2585.095     
     
     For a discussion of issues regarding criteria and designated uses see      
     Section II.C.4. of the SID.  For a discussion of issues regarding          
     site-specific modifications due to physical or hydrological conditions see 
     Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2585.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 2 - Variances from Water Quality Standards                       
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     40)  The maximum time frame for variances should be extended to five years.
                                                                                
     We recommend that Procedure 2, page 21034, be modified as follows:         
                                                                                
     "B.  Maximum time frame for variances.  A WQS variance shall not exceed    
     five years.  Upon expiration of a variance, the WQS of the water body      
     will have full force and effect on the permittee unless another            
     variance is granted."                                                      
                                                                                
     Extension of the maximum time frame for variances to five years will allow 
     the variance to coincide with the life the NPDES permit.  This will ease   
     the State's administrative burden of re-evaluating the variance and        
     modifying the permit prior to expiration.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2585.096     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2585.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 2 - Variances from Water Quality Standards                       
                                                                                
     41)  The time frame to submit a variance application should be modified and
     a time frame for U.S. EPA review should be established.                    
                                                                                
     We recommend that Procedure 2, page 21034, be modified as follows:         
                                                                                
     "D.  Time frame to submit application.  The permittee shall submit an      
     application for a variance no later than 30 days after the regulatory      
     authority public notice the draft permit for public comment."              
                                                                                
     This approach will simplify the variances process by taking only one       
     action.  The proposed language in the GLWQG reopens the permit, through the
     modification process, to additional public comments, objections, and       
     ajudication hearings.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.097     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposal should be more flexible in terms to timing.   
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2585.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 2 - Variances from Water Quality Standards                       
                                                                                
     On page 21035, the following revision should be made:                      
                                                                                
     "I.4  NPDES permits issued pursuant to section G of this procedure         
     shall be submitted by the State or Tribe to the appropriate EPA            
     Regional office.                                                           
                                                                                
     Items required by sections 1.1 through 3 of this procedure shall be        
     submitted by the Great Lakes States or Tribe within 30 days of the date    
     of the final variance decision.  Items required by section 1.4 of this     
     procedure shall be submitted in accordance with the State or Tribal        
     Memorandum of Agreement with the Regional Administrator pursuant to 40     
     CFR 123.24 and 123.21.  The Regional Administrator shall render a          
     decision on the variance request no later than 60 days from receipt of     
     a complete submission."                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2585.098     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2585.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 3 - Total Maximum Daily Loads                                    
                                                                                
     The procedure for implementing acute criteria varies between TMDL          
     Options A and B.  Both options should allow the use of acute mixing        
     zones.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The following is an example of contradictory approaches in the two Options:
                                                                                
     a)  Acute cross check for Option A (Procedure 3A.C.5., page 21036, and     
     Procedure 3A.D.9., page 21037):  "A separate check shall be made to        
     assure that acute aquatic life criteria and values are met at the          
     boundary of any applicable acute criteria mixing zones allowed under       
     State law."                                                                
                                                                                
     b)  Option B (Procedure 3B.C.a.4. and D.2.c, page 21039):  "WLA's based on 
     acute protection of aquatic life shall not exceed the Final Acute          
     Value."                                                                    
                                                                                
     Option B allows the establishment of default acute toxicity mixing zones by
     allowing effluent limits to be as great as final acute values (see page    
     21039) and 1 acute toxic units (see page 21042).  This default is not a    
     technically-based decision.  The requirement should be to meet the acute   
     criteria and 0.3 acute toxic units at the edge of the acute mixing zone.   
     For several years, U.S. EPA has given States the flexibility to determine  
     appropriate acute toxicity mixing zones and has developed guidance on their
     establishment.  The March, 1991 U.S. EPA Technical Support Document For    
     Water-based Toxics Control continues to provide such guidance. Option A    
     allows this flexibility.                                                   
                                                                                
     As proposed, Options A and B are not compatible and the procedures do not  
     include stream design flow for aquatic life criteria.  Therefore, the      
     following changes are recommended:                                         
                                                                                
     a)  The 1-day, 10-year low flow or 1-day, 3-year biologically based flow is
     recommended for acute aquatic life criteria.                               
                                                                                
     b)  The acute cross check for Option A should substitute the acute         
     regulation in Option B.                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.099     
     
     EPA recognizes that proposed Options 3A and 3B were inconsistent in some   
     respects; this was EPA's intention, insofar as they reflected two different
     options that EPA was considering.  In the final Guidance, EPA has adopted  
     only one TMDL procedure, which combines aspects of both Options A and B.   
     For a more thorough discussion of this combined procedure and EPA's reasons
     for adopting it, see the SID at VIII.C.2.  In the final Guidance, EPA      
     allows the use of acute mixing zones, but provides that WLAs and           
     preliminary WLAs based on aquatic life criteria and values shall not exceed
     the Final Acute Value.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.c. and       
     VIII.C.6.c.  The final Guidance also provides that if mixing zones from two
     or more proximate sources interact or overlap, the combined effect must be 
     evaluated to assure that criteria and values will be met in the area where 
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     any applicable acute mixing zones interact or overlap.  This provision     
     replaces the cross-check provision proposed as part of Option A.  The final
     Guidance also provides that the FAV cap can be exceeded if justified by a  
     mixing zone demonstration conducted and approved consistent with procedure 
     3.F of appendix F.  This is discussed in the SID at VIII.C.6.c. For the    
     reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.vi, EPA specifies a stream      
     design flow for acute aquatic life criteria or values of 1Q10, but this    
     only applies if a mixing zone demonstration justifying an exceedance of the
     FAV cap pursuant to procedure 3.F of appendix F has been conducted and     
     approved.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2585.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 3 - Total Maximum Daily Loads                                    
                                                                                
     43)  States should be allowed flexibility in applying TMDL procedures.     
                                                                                
     States should be allowed to modify TMDL procedures for any substance when a
     Lakewide Management Plan for the substance is developed.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2585.100     
     
     EPA agrees that States and Tribes should be afforded flexibilty in         
     addressing water quality impairments and accordingly authorizes the use of 
     certain assessment and remediation plans, including LaMPs, in lieu of TMDLs
     for purposes of appendix F to Part 132, if they meet certain minimum       
     elements, including general conditions 1 through 11 of procedure 3.B for   
     TMDLs.  EPA disagrees, however, that a LaMP may be used in lieu of a TMDL  
     if it does not satisfy the TMDL procedures.  Nevertheless, a LaMP that does
     not qualify as an assessment and remediation plan under procedure 3.A may  
     still be an appropriate tool in addressing water quality impairments, and  
     nothing in procedure 3.A is intended to proscribe the use of such LaMPs for
     general purposes.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2585.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 3 - Total Maximum Daily Loads                                    
                                                                                
     44)  To assure consistency, TMDL Option A should not be included in the    
     final regulation.                                                          
                                                                                
     The two proposed Options (A and B) vary significantly in degree of         
     protection and do not provide consistency among the States.  Further,      
     Option A is more general with regard to requirements such as margin of     
     safety and percentage of stream flow used in allocation.  If both Options  
     remain in the regulation, Procedure 3B should be modified to be more       
     general by allowing the states flexibility in application of margin of     
     safety and percentage of stream flow.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.101     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2585.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 3 - Total Maximum Daily Loads                                    
                                                                                
     45)  A mixing zone for acute criteria should be allowed under both TMDL    
     Options A and B.                                                           
                                                                                
     Procedure 3A.D.9 (page 21037) allows a permittee to determine an acute     
     criteria mixing zone.  The same allowance should be included in Procedure  
     3B with the modification in both procedures that mixing zones for acute    
     criteria are not allowed in the open waters of the Great Lakes.            
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     Response to: P2585.102     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2585.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 3 - Total Maximum Daily Loads                                    
                                                                                
     46)  The equation provided to determine wasteload allocations (Procedure   
     3B.D.3.c.i, page 21039) is incorrect or misleading.                        
                                                                                
     Currently the equation reads:                                              
                                                                                
     WLA <= (criterion) [Qad + (1-f) (effluent flow)] - (background) Qad  (X)   
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                  effluent flow                                 
                                                                                
     The "(1-f)" factor appears to be used incorrectly.  "f" is defined as the  
     "fraction of the source flow that is withdrawn from the receiving water".  
     If the intent was to prevent flow which has been withdrawn from being      
     included as part of the background dilution, then the equation should read:
                                                                                
     WLA<=(crit.) [Qad + (1-f) (effl. flow)] - (bgrd.) [Qad - f(effl. flow)] (X)
     _________________________________________________________________________  
                                  effluent flow                                 
                                                                                
     The original equation removes the withdrawn flow only from the downstream  
     flow portion of the mass balance equation.  This flow must also be removed 
     from the upstream flow to maintain balance.                                
                                                                                
     A better solution than the above corrected equation would be to add        
     language which requires that the upstream flow used in the WLA, Qad,       
     represent the flow immediately upstream of the discharge.  In this way,    
     intake flows would be addressed in computation of the upstream flow instead
     of within the WLA equation.  A simple mass-balance equation, such as the   
     following, could then be substituted for the original WLA equation.        
                                                                                
     WLA <= (criterion) [Qad + (effluent flow)] - (background) Qad  (X)         
     _____________________________________________________________________      
                                effluent flow                                   
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     "X", defined as "a conversion factor which converts units of mass per unit 
     volume to units of mass per unit time" also is incorrect or misleading.    
     Conversion of a concentration to a loading rate requires multiplication of 
     the concentration by both a unit conversion factor and the discharge flow  
     rate.  This could be added to the definition of "X", but it would be less  
     confusing to replace "(X)" in the equation with "(X . effluent flow)".     
     With this change, the above equation reduces to:                           
                                                                                
     WLA <= [(criterion) [Qad + (effluent flow)] - (background) Qad]  (X)       
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.103     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2585.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 3 - Total Maximum Daily Loads                                    
                                                                                
     47)  The discussion of data below detection limits requires some revision. 
                                                                                
     According to Procedure 3A paragraph A.8.b.iii. (page 21035), "data reported
     below detection shall be assumed to be one-half the detection limit;  data 
     above detection but below the quantification level shall be assumed to be  
     the detection plus one-half the difference between detection and           
     quantification.  If all the data are below the detection limit, then all   
     data shall be assumed to be zero."  We recommend that the following be     
     added to the end of the paragraph.                                         
                                                                                
     The above procedure should apply to a data set of more than 10 samples.  If
     available data are less than 10 samples and all data are below detection,  
     background shall be assumed at one-half of detection.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2585.104     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2585.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 3 - Total Maximum Daily Loads                                    
                                                                                
     48)  The GLWQG should include a mechanism for varying from the default     
     mixing zone for new sources.                                               
                                                                                
     In the discussion of new sources (Procedure 3B, paragraph D.3.d., page     
     21040), if justified by a mixing study demonstration, a dilution factor of 
     up to 75 percent should be allowed.  The dilution factor should not to be  
     limited by the default dilution factor equation when a mixing demonstration
     is completed.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2585.105     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     49)  We support the concept that additivity should be limited to situations
     when adequate data (as defined by the State) are available on the          
     mechanisms of actions.  We do not support any default assumptions of       
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     additivity.                                                                
                                                                                
     The proposed GLWQG leaves "Reserved" the process of implementing           
     additivity.  The December 16, 1992, Science Advisory Board (SAB) report    
     states that additivity should not be used as a default.  We support the    
     concept that additivity should be limited to situations when adequate data 
     (as defined by the State) are available on the mechanisms of actions       
     (second paragraph of page 20940).                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2585.106     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     a)  Chemical additivity is appropriate only when the chemical of concern   
     elicits the same type of effect by the same mechanism of action.           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.107     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2585.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     b)  All BAF's for CDD's and CDF's should be congener-specific and not equal
     to the 2,3,7,8-TCDD BAF.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2585.108     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of BEFs for    
     dioxins.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2585.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     c)  TEF's proposed for dioxin-like PCB's should not overestimate the       
     potency of the compounds identified.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2585.109     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     d)   Only 2,3,7,8-congeners that have been identified as being carcinogenic
     should be used to calculate total cancer risk if carcinogenic              
     additivity is used.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2585.110     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See response 
     to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific support for the TEF
     approach.  See response to comment P2771.073 for a discussion on using the 
     TEF approach for both cancer and noncancer effects.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     Target organs of toxicity most commonly involved in systemic toxicity, in  
     decreasing frequency of involvement, include:  the nervous system, the     
     circulatory system, blood and hematopoietic systems, and visceral organs   
     and skin.  The greater the toxic effects(s), the more organs/systems       
     affected.  If medical points of attack are identified (e.g., a target      
     organ), all substances will be additive at some point in their sequence of 
     toxic effect between LOAEL and death.  If chemical additivity is used as   
     part of the GLWQG, it is appropriate when the chemical of concern elicits  
     the same type of effect by the same mechanism of action.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2585.111     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
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     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     Default assumptions/calculations should not be used just because they make 
     decision making easy.  Always selecting the most conservative choice in a  
     sequence of choices results in extreme ultra-conservative conclusions.     
     Examples of proposed conservative simple approaches that should not be used
     as stated, especially in combination, include:                             
                                                                                
     a)  Having Biological Accumulation Factors (BAF's) for selected dioxin and 
     dibenzofuran congeners equal to the BAF for 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  If used, all    
     BAF's for dioxin and dibenzofuran 2,3,7,8-congeners, excluding the BAF     
     for 2,3,7,8-TCDD, are generally smaller than the BAF for 2,3,7,8-TCDD      
     based upon available information.  The proper congener specific BAF's      
     (i.e., BAF's less than the BAF for 2,3,7,8-TCDD) should be used.           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.112     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that CDDs/CDFs have different and generally smaller             
     bioaccumulation factors than 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  Because of this the final      
     Guidance includes bioaccumulation equivalency factors which account for the
     different BAFs of the CDDs/CDFs.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2585.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "this" refers to a consideration of the differing degrees of  
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          bioaccumulation exhibited by different congeners.                         

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     The suggested use of congener specific Bioaccumulation Equivalency Factors 
     (BEF's) (Table VIII. D-3) would take this into consideration and we        
     recommend this approach.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2585.113     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2585.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     b)  Overestimating dioxin-like PCB potency.  Recent studies cited in the   
     proposed GLWQG have concluded that Toxicity Equivalency Factors (TEF's)    
     proposed for dioxin-like PCB's overestimate the potency of the             
     compounds by a factor of from 10 to 1,000.  Conservative overestimates     
     of potency should not be used in calculations.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2585.114     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
                                                                                
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that CDDs/CDFs have different and generally smaller             
     bioaccumulation factors than 2,3,7,8-TCDD.  Because of this the final      
     Guidance includes bioaccumulation equivalency factors which account for the

Page 7663



$T044618.TXT
     different BAFs of the CDDs/CDFs.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2585.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     c)  The dioxin and dibenzofuran TEF's are to be calculated and added when  
     assessing the total cancer risk when carcinogenic additivity is used.      
     Proof of carcinogenicity has not been demonstrated for all 17 dioxin       
     and dibenzofuran 2,3,7,8-congeners.  Only identified carcinogens should    
     be included when determining additive carcinogenic risk.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2585.115     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
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     51)  Although we do not support a default assumption of additivity, if     
     additivity is to be included in the final GLWQG, decision criteria for     
     demonstrating that carcinogenic risks are not additive need to be          
     developed.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In the Preamble discussion, it states that, where it can be demonstrated   
     that the carcinogenic risks of a mixture are not additive, the additivity  
     assumption should not be used.  However, there are no decision criteria    
     offered for what evidence would be sufficient to demonstrate that the      
     potential effects of multiple carcinogens in an effluent are not additive. 
     We recommend that, if the concept of additivity is in the final GLWQG, such
     decision criteria be developed and included.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2585.116     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     Because the final Guidance does not require an assumption that the         
     carcinogenic risks from a mixture are additive, EPA has not included       
     decision criteria in the final Guidance for demonstrating that carcinogenic
     risks are not additive.  The 1986 Guidelines for Chemical Mixtures and the 
     Technical Support Document for Chemical Mixtures provides details on       
     decision criteria for determining how to deal with chemical mixtures.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     52)  Although we do not support a default assumption of additivity, if     
     carcinogenic additivity is to be assumed for a mixture, we suggest         
     that it be used for a small and finite number of chemicals in the          
     mixture.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Limiting carcinogenic additivity assumptions to the major "risk drivers"   
     not only simplifies the calculations, but also focuses attention on the    
     most significant components of the effluent.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2585.117     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2718.273 for a      
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     discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when assessing the        
     additive risks in a mixture; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB         
     comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is     
     warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the 
     additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer      
     effects.                                                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2585.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     53)  Within the additivity discussion, beginning on page 20939, is the     
     potential requirement to consider Total Toxicity Equivalents (Toxic        
     Equivalency Factors).  We do not support this default assumption.  It      
     is probable that wastewater treatement plants will not be able to meet     
     the GLWQG dioxin criteria if they incorporate the Total Toxicity           
     Equivalents procedure.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.118     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA believes the use of TEFs is based on sound science and believes they   
     should be used.  EPA understands that some POTWs may have difficulty in    
     meeting the dioxin criteria, but does not believe this is a sound reason   
     for not including TEFs in the final Guidance.  There are several mechanisms
     in the final Guidance and in the Clean Water Act, such as variances, that  
     can be used to provide temporary and appropriate relief if the POTW is     
     unable to meet any permit limits that may be necessary to ensure compliance
     with the dioxin criteria.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     The potential compliance costs associated with this requirement are        
     substantial and were not considered in the U.S. EPA cost estimates.        
     
     
     Response to: P2585.119     
     
     As described in the "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from         
     Implementation of the Final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," EPA       
     evaluated the impact of the additivity provision on the compliance cost of 
     the final Guidance.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA specifically estimated compliance costs under three scenarios. Under   
     one scenario, EPA assumed that additivity would be controlled if the total 
     carcinogenic risk in a discharge was less than 1 in 100,000 and accounted  
     for by assuming that individual criteria were based on this risk level.    
     Under a second scenario, EPA assumed that additivity would be controlled if
     the total carcinogenic risk in a discharge was less than 1 in 100,000 and  
     accounted for by distributing the this risk across all carcinogens in the  
     effluent. Under the third scenario, EPA assumed that the additive effects  
     from carcinogens would be accounted for if individual criteria were based  
     on a 1 in 1,000,000 risk level.                                            
                                                                                
     The results of these analyses showed relatively insignificant changes in   
     cost and pollutant load reductions accounting for additivity at the 1 in   
     100,000 risk level.  This was based on the fact that most facilities did   
     not detect more than a few carcinogens in their discharge.  When the       
     individual criteria risk level is adjusted down to a 1 in 1,000,000, an    
     increase in costs and pollutant load reductions occur.                     
                                                                                
     As a result of these analyses, EPA has provided implementation flexibility 
     in the additivity provisions for the final Guidance to afford States and   
     Tribes a broad range of alternatives.  This will allow cost-effective      
     decision-making under a variety of circumstances without sacrificing human 
     health or environmental protection.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2585.120
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     In the discussion of additivity, beginning on page 20939 of the Preamble,  
     various scenarios have been proposed to regulate                           
     2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD), and possibly all               
     2,3,7,8-congeners of Dioxin and Dibenzofuran, selected coplanar PCB's, and 
     other chemicals.  Six (6) possible proposed scenarios include:             
                                                                                
     a)  A 2,3,7,8-TCDD criterion of 0.0096 pg/l.                               
                                                                                
     b)  A 2,3,7,8-TCDD criterion of 0.0096 pg/l Total Toxicity Equivalents     
     (TTE's), which includes seventeen 2,3,7,8-dioxin/dibenzofuran              
     congeners.                                                                 
                                                                                
     c)  A 2,3,7,8-TCDD criterion of 0.0096 pg/l TTE's, which includes seventeen
     2,3,7,8-dioxin/dibenzofuran congeners and eleven dioxin-like biplanar      
     PCB's.                                                                     
                                                                                
     d)  A 2,3,7,8-TCDD criterion of 0.0096 pg/l using procedures a through c   
     above which also includes the use of a Bioaccumulation Equivalence         
     Factor (BEF;  Table VIII. D-3, page 20943).  Including BEF's increases     
     the total number of possible scenarios to six.                             
                                                                                
     It is unlikely that wastewater treatment plants (WWTP's) will be able to   
     meet the proposed criterion of 0.0096 pg/l for "dioxin".  The number of    
     WWTP's and the magnitude of plant non-compliance will depend upon which    
     regulatory scenario is selected.  Some plants may not be able to comply    
     even if the Bioaccumulation Equivalence Factor (BEF) procedure is used in  
     combination with regulatory scenarios a through c.  The use of the BEF     
     procedure will increase the possibility of compliance.  It is not known how
     effective a pretreatment program can be in reducing                        
     dioxin/dibenzofuran/other chemical effluent concentrations to meet the     
     proposed criterion.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2585.120     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See section  
     IX of the SID for a discussion on the costs/benefits of the final Gudiance.
                                                                                
     EPA believes the use of TEFs is based on sound science and believes they   
     should be used.  EPA understands that some POTWs may have difficulty in    
     meeting the dioxin criteria, but does not believe this is a sound reason   
     for not including TEFs in the final Guidance.  There are several mechanisms
     in the final Guidance and in the Clean Water Act, such as variances, that  
     can be used to provide temporary and appropriate relief if the POTW is     
     unable to meet any permit limits that may be necessary to ensure compliance
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     with the dioxin criteria.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/ADD
     Comment ID: P2585.121
     Cross Ref 1: OHIO COMMENTS ATTACHMENT 2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 4 - Additivity                                                   
                                                                                
     The State of Ohio does not have 2,3,7,8-dioxin/dibenzofuran congener WWTP  
     effluent data.  However, the possibility of a WWTP compliance problem can  
     be demonstrated using Ohio EPA historical dioxin data for municipal WWTP   
     sludge and published dioxin data for WWTP influent, effluent and sludge    
     from two Swedish WWTP's (Rappe, et al. 1989, see Attachment 2).            
                                                                                
     Ohio historical data assumptions included:                                 
                                                                                
     a)  Dibenzofurans equal to one-half the Estimated Total Toxicity           
     Equivalents (ETTE's) concentration when only Dioxin classes 4 through 8    
     were analyzed.                                                             
                                                                                
     b)  Estimated 2,3,7,8-congener concentrations equal to one-tenth the       
     ETTE's.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The costs for compliance are not known.  Costs are based upon various      
     scenarios where problems with meeting proposed criterion are identified    
     along with projected treatment costs to achieve regulatory compliance.  The
     accuracy of any regulatory cost projection is dependent upon the precise   
     identification of compliance problems and their solutions.                 
                                                                                
     Different levels of costs of compliance are possible depending upon how the
     dioxin criterion is written.  U.S. EPA has not included the costs for      
     dioxin criterion compliance in their cost estimates for implementing the   
     GLWQG.  See Attachment 2.  Impact of GLWQG Dioxin Criteria on Ohio WWTP    
     Compliance Assuming the Use of Total Toxicity Equivalents (TTE's), for a   
     detailed reveiw of this issue.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2585.121     
     
     See response to comment P2585.119.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2585.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 5 - Reasonable Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards       
                                                                                
     54)  We support the flexibility given to States to use other monitoring    
     tools when determining aquatic life toxicity data generation requirements. 
                                                                                
     Paragraph D.2. of Procedure 5 of the Implementation Procedures (page 21041)
     allows States to consider the results of biological assessments and        
     whole-effluent toxicity tests when determining the need to generate data   
     for the development of Tier II aquatic life values.  Generation of Tier II 
     data for all chemicals that could potentially be discharged could be a     
     tremendous burden on dischargers.  Other tools such as stream biosurveys   
     and whole-effluent toxicity tests are occasionally available to assess the 
     impact of dischargers.  When these other tools are available, the GLWQG    
     appropriately leaves toxicity data generation requirements to State        
     discretion.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.122     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable      
     Potential,  Section f, determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When
     Tier II Values are Not Available.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2585.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 5 - Reasonable Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards       
                                                                                
     55)  States should have more latitude in determining reasonable potential  
     where there are ten or more data points.                                   
                                                                                
     Procedure B.1. (page 21041) should be revised as follows:  "If 10 or more  
     facility-specific effluent data samples are available for a pollutant      
     discharged from a point source to the open waters of the Great Lakes or to 
     a free flowing stream where the effluent flow rate is less than the stream 
     7-day, 10-year low flow, the permitting authority may apply the following  
     procedures:"                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2585.123     
     
     EPA received many comments requesting additional flexibility and simplicity
     in the reasonable potential procedures, noting that other equally valid    
     statistical procedures could be used to estimate the upper bound or        
     projected maximum effluent concentration of a particular facility.  EPA    
     also received comments providing strong support for the specific           
     statistical procedures for characterizing effluents in the proposaed       
     guidance.  EPA has concluded that these comments can all be satisfied.  The
     final procedure 5 of appendix F specifies that States and Tribes adopt     
     statistical procedures for specifiying PEQ consistent with the essential   
     characteristics of the procedures for PEQ that EPA proposed.  The final    
     Guidance provides flexibility to the States and Tribes to specify procdures
     that adhere to these essential characteristics.  In this way, the final    
     procedure 5 provides necessary flexibility without sacrificing the equally 
     necessary consistency.  In addition, in simplifying the reasonable         
     potential procedures, EPA eliminated the distinction between the procedure 
     for data sets with fewer than 10 values and for data sets with 10 or more  
     values.  See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2,        
     Reasonable Potential.  See Supplementary Information Document Section      
     VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5; in partcicular see          
     subsection E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the           
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2585.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
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     Procedure 5 - Reasonable Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards       
                                                                                
     56)  In Procedure 5.F.3. (page 21042), the term "water body" is too broad; 
     U.S. EPA's intentions need to be further defined.                          
                                                                                
     The GLWQG discusses consequences of fish tissue samples from a "water body"
     exceeding the tissue basis for a Tier I criteria or Tier II values.  Each  
     facility discharging that substance is then determined to have a reasonable
     potential to violate water quality criteria, and must be limited for that  
     substance.  If several sources discharge to a single water body, a         
     violation in fish tissue concentrations in that water body could mean      
     permit limits for all dischargers.  The term "water body" is too broad;    
     U.S. EPA's intentions need to be further defined.   A study to determine   
     the source(s) contributing to the violation is recommended prior to        
     recommending permit limits.  The procedure should be revised as follows:   
                                                                                
     "3.  If the geometric mean of a pollutant concentration in fish tissue     
     samples collected from a water body exceeds the tissue basis of a Tier     
     I criterion or Tier II value, after consideration of the variability       
     of the pollutant's bioconcentration and bioaccumulation in fish, then      
     each facility that discharges detectable levels of such pollutant, and     
     could potentially contribute to bioaccumulation of such pollutant in       
     the water body sampled, has the reasonable potential to cause or           
     contribute to an excursion above a Tier I criteria or a Tier II value      
     and the permitting authority shall establish a water quality-based         
     effluent limit (WQBEL) for such facility in the NPDES permit for such      
     facility."                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2585.124     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable      
     Potential, g. Determining Reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.     
     This discussion explains that permitting authorities should use careful    
     judgement in determining whether tissue data is representative of ambient  
     conditions and relevant to the discharger in question.  EPA believes there 
     will be cases where available fish tissue data may not be relevant to a    
     discharger because the the data are for example determined by the          
     permitting authority to be too old, or from waters too distant from the    
     discharger to be judged to be relevant to that discharger.  In addition,   
     current Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to develop a    
     fact sheet or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and to make the
     draft permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit,
     available through public notice.  (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The    
     fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the findings           
     characterized in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are needed   
     and the basis for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior to     
     issuance of the final NPDES permit.   Where a discharger is concerned that 
     the permitting authority may be about to regulate a compound that does not 
     legitimately present unacceptable risks based on current  scientific       
     understanding, the discharger should challenge such proposed action during 
     the permit development and issuance process.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2585.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 5 - Reasonable Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards       
                                                                                
     57)  The procedures dealing with intake water pollutants must be clarified.
                                                                                
     In Procedure 5.E., Determining Reasonable Potential for Intake Water       
     Pollutants (page 21042), the following parts should be modified:           
                                                                                
     "1.  The permitting authority may determine that there is no reasonable    
     potential for the discharge of an identified intake water pollutant or     
     pollutant parameter to cause or contribute to an excursion above a         
     narrative or numeric water quality criterion within a State or Tribal water
     quality standard if the permittee demonstrates that:                       
                                                                                
     a.  The facility withdraws substantially all of the intake water containing
     the pollutants from the same body of water into which the discharge is     
     made.                                                                      
                                                                                
     b.  For facilities that discharge non-contact cooling water only, facility 
     does not contribute any additional mass of the identified intake water     
     pollutant to its non-contact cooling water.  For facilities that discharge 
     treated process wastewaters and non-contact cooling waters through the same
     outfall:  (i)  the facility does not contribute any additional mass of the 
     identified intake water pollutant via its non-contact cooling water (any   
     additional mass is contributed through its treated process wastewater);    
     (ii)  the mass of the identified intake pollutant contributed by the       
     facility in the treated process wastewater is not greater than allowed by  
     applicable technology-based effluent limitations guidelines and standards; 
     and, (iii) the mass of the identified intake pollutant contributed by the  
     facility in the treated process wastewater does not result in a substantial
     or significant increase in the mass or concentration of the identified     
     intake water pollutant in the combined non-contact cooling water/process   
     wastewater discharge;"                                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.125     
     
     The final Guidance does not adopt the suggested changes as explained       
     throughout the SID for intake credits (Section VIII.E.3-7).  Briefly, EPA's
     rationale for retaining the "100% from the same body of water" requirement 
     is explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.v.  In addition, the Guidance
     provides flexibility where the facility has multiple sources of intake     
     water (see SID at section VIII.E.4.d.).  The final Guidance does not       
     include separate procedures for cooling water. Basically, EPA believes     
     cooling water should be evaluated the same as any other discharge.         
     However, the final Guidance provides additional flexibility where the      
     facility adds mass of the polluant to that already in the intake water by  
     allowing "no net addition" limits in certain circumstances. See SID at     
     section VIII.E.4.b and response to comment P2588.075.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2585.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 5 - Reasonable Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards       
                                                                                
     58)  The GLWQG should indicate the implementing these procedures does not  
     require developing criteria, preliminary effluent limitations, and         
     determining reasonable potential for all Pollutants of Initial Focus       
     in the GLWQG.                                                              
                                                                                
     Criteria, Preliminary Effluent Limitations, and Reasonable Potential:      
                                                                                
         Procedure 5 A.1., page 21040                                           
         Procedure 5 D.1., page 21041                                           
         Preamble item b, page 20945                                            
         Preamble item d, page 20950                                            
         Preamble item 1, page 20856                                            
                                                                                
     These sections can be interpreted to mean that for each substance all of   
     the following must be completed:                                           
                                                                                
     a)  Develop aquatic life, human health, and wildlife criteria.             
                                                                                
     b)  Develop preliminary effluent limitations.                              
                                                                                
     c)  Determine reasonable potential.                                        
                                                                                
     If this interpretation is correct, implementing the regulation will        
     overwhelm State resources.  The GLWQG should indicate that implementing the
     procedures does not require this level of effort for all Pollutants of     
     Initial Focus in the GLWQG.                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.126     
     
     Procedure 5 of appendix F of the final Guidance, like the proposal,        
     contains procedures for characterizing effluents and determining whether   
     any pollutants for which facility-specific effluent monitoring data samples
     are available are discharged in amounts that cause, have the reasonable    
     potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above applicable water    
     quality standards (reasonable potential determination using effluent       
     pollutant concentration data).  Procedure 5 does not require effluent      
     monitoring for the purposes of making a reasonable potential determination 
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     using effluent pollutant concentration data.  Rather, procedure 5 specifies
     how available effluent monitoring data is to be analyzed when making a     
     reasonable potential determination using effluent pollutant concentration  
     data.  Therefore, for pollutants for which facility-specific effluent      
     monitoring data samples are not available, a reasonable potential          
     determination using effluent pollutant concentration data under procedure  
     5.B, would not be required, nor in such case would it be necessary to      
     calculate preliminary effluent limitations under procedure 5.A for such    
     pollutants.  In such cases, existing State and Federal procedures would    
     apply.  However, where facility-specific effluent monitoring data samples  
     are available, procedure 5 does require a reasonable potential             
     determination using the effluent pollutant concentration data.  This       
     analysis, depending on such factors as whether data sufficient to calculate
     Tier I or Tier II values for the pollutant are available, whether the      
     pollutant is or is not a pollutant of initial focus, and whether, in the   
     absence of Tier I or tier II values the effluent is projected to exceed    
     ambient screening values, may on a case-specific basis require collection  
     of tier II data and calculation of Tier II values.  See Supplementary      
     Information Document Section II.C.1, Adoption of Tier I Criteria and       
     Methodologies; Section II.C.2, Adoption and  Application of Tier II        
     Methodologies; Section II.C.5, Pollutants Subject to Federal, State and    
     Tribal requirements; Section II.C.6, Scientific Defensibility Exclusion;   
     Section II.C.10, Pollutants of Initial Focus; Section VIII.E.2.a,          
     Developing Preliminary Wasteload Allocations; Section VIII.E.2.b,          
     Developing Preliminary Effluent Limitations; Section VIII.E.2.c,           
     Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent        
     Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data;  Section VIII.E.2.e,       
     Determining reasonable Potential in the Absence of Specific Facility       
     Effluent Monitoring Data; and Section VIII.E.2., Determining Reasonable    
     Potential for Pollutants When Tier II Data are Not Available.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2585.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 5 - Reasonable Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards       
                                                                                
     59)  Option 4 in the Preamble, dealing with facilities discharging to      
     waters in which the background concentration exceeds the water quality     
     standards, should be included as the recommended approach.                 
                                                                                
     The issues of background concentration exceeding water quality standards   
     and intake credits are related.  The first issue deals with facilities     
     discharging to water bodies that exceed water quality;  the second with    
     facilities treating non-contact cooling water, whether or not the          
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     background is exceeded.                                                    
                                                                                
     The Steering Committee proposed a procedure for facilities discharging to  
     water bodies when the background exceeds water quality standards.  Although
     this procedure had the support of all the States, the GLWQG included it    
     only as an option in the Preamble (Option 4 in the Preamble, page 20965).  
     The GLWQG substitutes nonworkable approaches for this procedure.  We       
     recommend that Option 4 be included as the recommended approach in the     
     final regulation.  It is expected that as more stringent criteria are      
     adopted and progress in laboratory techniques result in lower detection    
     limits for analytical instruments, background for many streams will violate
     the criteria.  Therefore, this issue will be critical in the future and    
     adoption of a more workable approach is essential.                         
                                                                                
     The proposed GLWQG requirements for intake credits (Procedure 5E, page     
     21042) establishes strict conditions for a facility that treats non-contact
     cooling water.  Change the procedure as follows:                           
                                                                                
     "1.  The permitting authority may determine that there is no reasonable    
     potential for the discharge of an identified intake water pollutant or     
     pollutant parameter to cause or contribute to an excursion above a         
     narrative or numeric water quality criterion within a State or Tribal water
     quality standard if the permittee demonstrates that:                       
                                                                                
     a.  The Facility withdraws substantially all of the intake water containing
     the pollutants from the same water body of water into which the discharge  
     is made.                                                                   
                                                                                
     b.  For facilities that discharge non-contact cooling water only, the      
     facility does not contribute any additional mass of the identified intake  
     water pollutant to its non-contact cooling water.  For facilities that     
     discharge treated process wastewaters and non-contact cooling waters       
     through the same outfall:  (1)  the facility does not contribute any       
     additional mass of the identified intake water pollutant via its           
     non-contact cooling water (any additional mass is contributed through its  
     treated process wastewater);  (2)  the mass of the identified intake       
     pollutant contributed by the facility in the treated process wastewater is 
     not greater than allowed by applicable technology-based effluent           
     limitations guidelines and standards;  and, (3)  the mass of the identified
     intake pollutant contributed by the facility in the treated process        
     wastewater does not result in a substantial or significant increase in the 
     mass or concentration of the identified intake water pollutant in the      
     combined non-contact cooling water/process wastewater discharge;"          
     
     
     Response to: P2585.127     
     
     The comment concerning Option 4 is contained in comment P2585.038 and is   
     addressed in response to that comment.  The remainder of the commenter     
     duplicates comment P2585.125 and is not addessed separately here.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2585.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 6 - Whole-Effluent Toxicity Requirements                         
                                                                                
     60)  Whole-effluent toxicity (WET) requirements should be the same         
     regardless of whether States have numeric WET criteria in their            
     regulations.                                                               
                                                                                
     On page 21042, the proposed GLWQG contains a provision whereby the         
     permitting authority may "decide tht WQBEL's for WET are not necessary if  
     the State or Tribe's water quality standard does not contain a numeric     
     criterion for WET and the permitting authority demonstrates in a fact sheet
     or statement of basis of the NPDES permit that chemical-specific effluent  
     limits are sufficient to ensure compliance with" WET requirements.         
                                                                                
     This provision apparently establishes different requirements dependent on  
     whether a State's regulations contain a numeric criterion for WET.         
     Regardless of whether a State's regulations contain a numeric criterion for
     WET, if the State demonstrates that there will be no exceedance of the     
     GLWQG WET criteria due to the imposition of chemical-specific limits, WET  
     limts should not be required.  We, therefore, recommend deletion of the    
     phrase "the State or Tribe's water quality standard does not contain a     
     numeric criterion for WET, and."  Left as proposed, States with numeric WET
     criteria may feel compelled to remove them from their regulations to allow 
     the State flexibility to implement WET requirements reasonably.            
     
     
     Response to: P2585.128     
     
     EPA has decided to allow the States and Tribes the option of choosing to   
     adopt numeric WET criteria or an interpretation of the free-from toxics    
     narrative criterion.  This approach is consistent with existing national   
     policy.  Because either option has to be consistent with procedure 6 of    
     appendix F, which establishes 0.3 TUa as the acute WET criterion and 1.0   
     TUc                                                                        
     as the chronic WET criterion, EPA is satisfied that there will be          
     sufficient                                                                 
     consistency in implementing the WET water quality standards among the      
     States                                                                     
     and Tribes.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that the narrative option allows a State or Tribe some      
     additional discretion in deciding whether WET limits are necessary to      
     control                                                                    
     toxicity as provided at 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(v).  If a permittee can        
     demonstrate that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to control        
     toxicity                                                                   
     of their discharge, a State or Tribe may waive the use of a WET limit.  EPA
     believes that it would be inappropriate to grant such flexibility to Great 
     Lakes States and Tribes with numeric WET criteria without changing the     
     existing national regulations at 40 CFR122.44(d).                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2585.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 6 - Whole-Effluent Toxicity Requirements                         
                                                                                
     61)  We recommend that all States be required to adopt whole-effluent      
     toxicity criteria.                                                         
                                                                                
     Procedure 6.A.3.  (page 21042) should be revised to read as follows:       
                                                                                
     "3.  No discharges shall cause or contribute to causing an excursion above 
     any numeric WET criteria.  All Great Lakes States shall promulgate WET     
     criteria of 0.3 TUa for protection against acute toxicity effects at    any
     point outside the mixing zone, if allowed under State or Tribal      Water 
     Quality Standards and 1.0 TUc for protection against chronic      effects  
     at any point outside the chronic mixing zone."                             
                                                                                
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     Procedure 6.C.1.d. (page 21042) should be revised to read as follows:      
                                                                                
     "d.  May decide that WQBEL's for WET are not necessary if the State or     
     Tribe's permitting authority demonstrates, based on sound scientific       
     rationale (i.e., Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) studies or       
     similar data), in the fact sheet or statement of basis of the NPDES        
     permit that chemical-specific effluent limits are sufficient to ensure     
     compliance with section A of this procedure."                              
     
     
     Response to: P2585.129     
     
     See comment P2585.128 for the discussion regarding the option of choosing  
     numeric or narritive WET criteria, and the consequences in terms of NPDES  
     permitting requirements of selecting one form of criterion versus the      
     other.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2585.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 6 - Whole-Effluent Toxicity Requirements                         
                                                                                
     62)  Whole-effluent toxicity requirements should allow the development of  
     acute mixing zones.                                                        
                                                                                
     Procedure 6.A.1. (page 21042) should be revised to read as follows:        
                                                                                
     "1.  No discharge shall cause or contribute to cause any point outside the 
     acute mixing zone to exceed 0.3 TUa."                                      
                                                                                
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     Procedure 6.C.1.b. (page 21042) should be revised to read as follows:      
                                                                                
     "b.  Shall calculate the WQBEL to ensure compliance with section A.1. and  
     section A.2. of this procedure based upon the dilution calculations        
     specified in sections C and D of procedure 3.B. of this appendix;"         
     
     
     Response to: P2585.130     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  In addition, EPA modified the reasonable       
     potential equations such that they are consistent with the TMDL mixing zone
     provisions.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2585.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 6 - Whole-Effluent Toxicity Requirements                         
                                                                                
     63)  We disagree with Procedure 6.D. for determining reasonable potential  
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     for whole-effluent toxicity (WET).                                         
                                                                                
     Reasonable potential for WET should be determined based on no less than    
     three samples.  A default acute to chronic ratio should not be used to     
     determine reasonable potential for chronic toxicity based on acute tests   
     only, except when other data (i.e., chemical or biological data)           
     corroborates the need.  The multiplying factors in Table F6-1 should be    
     eliminated.  Therefore, the following revisions should be made.            
                                                                                
     Procedure 6.D. (page 21043) should be revised to read:                     
                                                                                
     "D.  Reasonable Potential Determinations                                   
                                                                                
     The permitting authority shall take into account the factors described in  
     40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(ii) in determining whether a discharge causes, has the 
     reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to a violation of the        
     requirements of section A of this procedure.  In cases where               
     facility-specific WET effluent data are available, a permitting authority  
     shall use the following procedures in determining whether a discharge      
     causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to violation 
     of section A of this procedure:                                            
                                                                                
     1.  The permitting authority shall characterize the toxicity of the        
     discharge by:                                                              
                                                                                
     a.  Averaging acute toxicity values collected within the same day for each 
     species;                                                                   
                                                                                
     b.  Averaging chronic toxicity values collected within the same calendar   
     month for each species; and                                                
                                                                                
     c.  When either chronic or acute toxicity values are unavailable,          
     estimating the missing result by using an effluent specific acute/chronic  
     ratio, except that when there is no effluent specific acute/chronic ratio, 
     the missing value may be predicted using a default acute/chronic ratio of  
     10.                                                                        
                                                                                
     2.  The permitting authority shall calculate a WQBEL for acute toxicity in 
     acute toxic units (TUa) that is protective of the criteria for acute       
     toxicity contained in section A.1. as required by section C.1.b. of this   
     procedure.  A discharge causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or  
     contributes to a violation of the criteria in Part A.1. of this procedure  
     when effluent-specific information demonstrates that:                      
                                                                                
     a.  Where there are less than ten individual WET tests, a minimum of three 
     tests shall be required to determine reasonable potential unless other     
     supporting information (chemical specific or biological data) corroborates 
     that reasonable potential may exist.  The maximum recorded effluent acute  
     toxicity value shall be compared with the WQBEL for acute toxicity.        
     Reasonable potential exists if the maximum exceeds the WQBEL, otherwise,   
     the permitting authority shall require additional monitoring in order to   
     obtain 10 or more individual WET test results.                             
                                                                                
     b.  Where there are ten or more individual WET tests, the permitting       
     authority shall compare the greater of the maximum acute toxicity test     
     result or the 99th percentile of the acute toxicity test results to the    
     WQBEL.  Reasonable potential to exceed acute toxicity water quality        
     criteria exists where either of these values exceed the WQBEL.             
                                                                                
     3.  The permitting authority shall calculate a WQBEL for chronic toxicity  
     in chronic toxic units (TUc) that is protective of the criteria for chronic
     toxicity contained in section A.2. as required by section C.1.b. of this   
     procedure.  A discharge causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or  
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     contributes to a water quality violation exceeding 1.0 TUc outside of an   
     allocated mixing zone if sufficient effluent specific information          
     demonstrates that:                                                         
                                                                                
     a.  Where there are less than ten individual WET tests, a minimum of three 
     effluent specific chronic toxicity tests shall be required to determine    
     reasonable potential unless other supporting information (chemical specific
     or biological data) corroborates that reasonable potential may exist.  The 
     maximum recorded effluent chronic toxicity value shall be compared with the
     WQBEL for chronic toxicity.  Reasonable potential exists if the maximum    
     exceeds the WQBEL, otherwise, the permitting authority shall require       
     additional monitoring in order to obtain 10 or more individual WET test    
     results.  The permitting authority may use a default acute/chronic ratio to
     extrapolate chronic toxicity values from acute toxicity data for the       
     purposes of determining reasonable potential when other supporting data    
     (chemical specific or biological data) corroborates that reasonable        
     potential may exist.  The default acute/chronic ratio may be applied to no 
     less than three acute toxicity tests to determine the chronic toxicity TUc 
     value to compare with the WQBEL.                                           
                                                                                
     b.  Where there are ten or more individual WET tests-the permitting        
     authority shall compare the 99th percentile of the chronic toxicity test   
     results to the WQBEL.  Reasonable potential to exceed chronic toxicity     
     water quality criteria exists where the 99th percentile exceeds the WQBEL. 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2585.131     
     
     With regard to the three points raised in this comment, EPA 's responses   
     are                                                                        
     presented below.                                                           
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not specify the minimum number of samples necessary
     to conduct a reasonable potential determination, rather EPA allows the     
     States                                                                     
     and Tribes to make such determinations on a case-by-case basis as discussed
     in comment G2575.190.                                                      
                                                                                
     The States and Tribes have some discretion regarding the use of the default
     acute-chronic ratio.  The Guidance does require its use in cases where only
     either acute or chronic WET data are available.  The intent of this        
     provision is to ensure reasonable potential determinations will be made for
     both acute and chronic WET.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that the multiplying factors should be eliminated from the   
     reasonable potential equations.  The multiplying factor, B from Table F6-1,
     is necessary to extrapolate the 95th percentile WET effluent toxicity      
     value using the available data.  Such an adjustment is based on accepted   
     statistical practices for estimating the distribution of a population,     
     range                                                                      
     of likely effluent toxic values, from a limited sample of that population. 
     Clearly, if only a few samples are taken it is highly unlikely that the    
     95th                                                                       
     percentile value would be observed.  The use of the 95th percentile value  
     is                                                                         
     consistent with the reasonable potential determination procedure specified 
     in this Guidance for individual chemicals.                                 
                                                                                
     As Table F6-1 indicates, as the sample size increases the B value          
     decreases,                                                                 
     likewise; if the coefficient of variation decreases the B value decreases. 
     Clearly it is in the permittee's interest to provide the permitting        
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     authority with as much data as possible for conducting the reasonable      
     determination.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2585.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 8 - Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Below Levels of     
     Quantification                                                             
                                                                                
     64)  The GLWQG should require that Compliance Evaluation Levels (CEL's) be 
     based upon Practical Quantification Levels (PQL's).                        
                                                                                
     The proposed GLWQG is not specific as to what CEL's should be based upon,  
     but one can easily conclude that CEL's should be based upon the Minimum    
     Levels (ML's).  This is not appropriate because chemical-specific ML's have
     not been developed and it is not clear how ML's are to be developed.  In   
     order to provide clear guidance for developing CEL's, the GLWQG should     
     require that CEL's be based upon Practical Quantification Levels (PQL's)   
     which are defined in Standards Methods to represent a reproducible level of
     detection routinely obtained by good laboratories on an inter-lab basis    
     (not a single lab basis, which is the LOQ referenced in the title of       
     Procedure 8, but no where else).                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2585.132     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2585.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 8 -  Water Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Below Levels of    
     Quantification                                                             
                                                                                
     65)  If the WQBEL is below a certain percentage of the Method Detection    
     Limit (MDL), then multiple detections at the MDL should be interpreted as  
     violations.                                                                
                                                                                
     Because implementation of the GLWQG will, for some chemicals, result in    
     water quality based effluent limits (WQBEL's) that are a small fraction of 
     the MDL's, multiple detections at or above the MDL's indicate a high       
     likelihood that the WQBEL is exceeded.  Therefore, we recommend the        
     following changes to the proposed GLWQG.                                   
                                                                                
     Page 21044 - Appendix F, Procedure 8 should be revised to read as follows: 
                                                                                
     "The minimum level (ML) is the equivalent of a "Quantification Level" as   
     defined in 40 CFR 132.2.  The method detection limit (MDL) is as defined in
     40 CFR Part 136, Appendix A, Method 603, Section 12.1.  When a water       
     quality-based effluent limitation (WQBEL) for a pollutant is determined to 
     be less than the ML, of the most sensitive analytical technique specified  
     in or approved under 40 CFR part 136, the permitting authority shall use   
     the following strategy to regulate the source of that pollutant in the     
     NPDES permit.                                                              
                                                                                
     A.  Permit Limit                                                           
                                                                                
     Include the WQBEL in the NPDES permit, specify an analytical method and    
     measurement frequency, and identify the compliance evaluation level (CEL)  
     for the pollutant that is not to be exceeded.  The CEL is the level at     
     which compliance with an effluent limit is assessed.  The permittee shall  
     be given the opportunity to demonstrate that a higher ML or MDL is         
     appropriate because of matrix interference.                                
                                                                                
     B.  Compliance Evaluation Strategy                                         
                                                                                
     The permitting authority shall apply one of the two following Compliance   
     Evaluation Strategies for each parameter contained in an NPDES permit.  The
     selected strategy shall depend on the relationship of the MDL to the WQBEL.
                                                                                
     1.  Strategy for WQBEL's less than 1% of the MDL.                          
                                                                                
     When the WQBEL is less than or equal to 1% of the MDL, the CEL shall be the
     MDL.  When the CEL is equal to the MDL, any one analytical detection at or 
     above the MDL, but below the ML, does not constitute a violation of the    
     WQBEL.  If the sampling frequency is quarterly or less, any two or more    
     analytical detections at or above the MDL, but below the ML, in any four   
     consecutive samples shall constitute a violation of the WQBEL. If the      
     sampling frequency is more than quarterly, any two or more analytical      
     detections at or above the MDL, but below the ML, in any six consecutive   
     samples shall constitute a violation of the WQBEL.  Any single sample      
     result that is greater than or equal to the ML (i.e., quantifiable) shall  
     constitute a violation of the WQBEL.                                       
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     2.  Strategy for WQBEL's greater than 1% of the MDL.                       
                                                                                
     If the WQBEL is less than the ML any analytical result greater than the ML 
     (i.e., quantifiable) shall constitute a violation of the WQBEL.  When the  
     WQBEL is greater than 1% of the MDL, the CEL shall be the ML.  Analytical  
     results below the ML are not violations of the WQBEL if the CEL is the ML. 
                                                                                
     C.  Narrative Statement                                                    
                                                                                
     Include permit text explaining that the WQBEL for the pollutant is less    
     than the CEL of the specified analytical method.                           
                                                                                
     D.  Daily, Weekly and Monthly Limits                                       
                                                                                
     1.  For WQBEL's less than or equal ot 1% of the MDL.                       
                                                                                
     Include text in each permit stating that any discharge of a pollutant in   
     amounts greater than or equal to the daily CEL for that pollutant is an    
     exceedance, except as provided in Section B.1. of this procedures.  Include
     text when a permit contains a weekly or monthly limit, (i) requiring that  
     all discharges sampled during such time period may be averaged according to
     procedures established by the permitting authority, and (ii) stating that  
     an average value greater than or equal to a weekly or monthly CEL is an    
     exceedance.  When computing averages for compliance, each analytical result
     less than the ML but at or above the MDL shall be averaged by substituting 
     the result with a value calculated as follows:                             
                                                                                
     analytical result = MDL + 0.5 (ML-MDL)                                     
                                                                                
     where ML and MDL are as previously defined.  Any analytical result below   
     the MDL (i.e., below detect) is averaged as a zero.                        
                                                                                
     2.  For WQBEL's greater than 1% of the MDL.                                
                                                                                
     Include text in each permit stating that any discharge of a pollutant in   
     amounts greater than or equal to the daily CEL for that pollutant is an    
     exceedance.  Include text when a permit contains a weekly or monthly limit,
     (i) requiring that all discharges sampled during such time period may be   
     averaged according to procedures established by the permitting authority,  
     and (ii) stating that an average value greater than or equal to a weekly or
     monthly CEL is an exceedance.  Analytical results less than the ML shall be
     treated as zeros when computing averages for compliance.                   
                                                                                
     E.  Program Requirement                                                    
                                                                                
     Include a condition in the permit which requires the permittee to develop  
     and conduct a pollution minimization program. The goal of the pollutant    
     minimization program shall be to reduce all potential sources of the       
     pollutant to the maximum extent practicable to maintain the effluent at or 
     below the WQBEL.  The minimization program shall, as a minimum, include the
     following:                                                                 
                                                                                
     1.  An annual review and semi-annual monitoring of potential sources of the
     pollutant;                                                                 
                                                                                
     2.  Quarterly monitoring for the pollutant in the influent to the          
     wastewater treatment system;                                               
                                                                                
     3.  Submittal of a control strategy designed to proceed toward the goal of 
     maintaining all sources of the pollutant to the wastewater collection      
     system below the WQBEL;                                                    
                                                                                
     4.  When the sources of the pollutant are discovered, appropriate control  
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     measures shall be implemented, consistent with the control strategy; and   
                                                                                
     5.  An annual status report shall be sent to the permitting authority      
     including:                                                                 
                                                                                
     a.  All minimization program monitoring results for the previous year;     
                                                                                
     b.  A list of potential sources of the pollutant; and                      
                                                                                
     c.  All action taken to determine and eliminate the pollutant.             
                                                                                
     F.  Compliance Text                                                        
                                                                                
     Include permit text specifying that the permittee will be considered in    
     compliance during any time period if all applicable discharge limits are   
     being met, the Pollutant Minimization Program described in section D of    
     this procedure is being fully performed, and all other terms and conditions
     of the permit are being fully satisfied.                                   
                                                                                
     G.  BCC's                                                                  
                                                                                
     If the WQBEL is for a pollutant which is a BCC:                            
                                                                                
     1.  If the discharger has the potential to cause significant impact on the 
     receiving water, include a condition in the permit which requires the      
     permittee to determine if the pollutant is bioconcentrating or             
     bioaccumulating in fish exposed to the effluent.  Resident fish monitoring,
     caged fish monitoring, effluent pollutant bioconcentration studies, and/or 
     application of other approvable procedures shall be required as part of the
     permit condition.                                                          
                                                                                
     2.  To the extent that these studies reveal unacceptable accumulation in   
     fish tissue as a result of the discharge, the control strategy required by 
     section E.3. of this procedure shall be reviewed and modified as           
     appropriate.  For the purposes of the foregoing, "unacceptable             
     accumulation" shall be determined by:  (i) Comparing the level of the      
     pollutant in the monitored fish tissue to the level used to develop water  
     quality criteria for that pollutant (accounting for the variability of the 
     bioconcentration test and for the calculated dilution of the effluent flow 
     in the receiving water), or (ii) calculating the effluent concentration of 
     the pollutant from fish tissue monitoring and comparing the result to the  
     water quality criteria for that pollutant (accounting for the variability  
     of the bioconcentration test and for the calculated dilution of the        
     effluent flow in the receiving waters.                                     
                                                                                
     3.  The permitting authority has the flexibility to waive the requirements 
     of Section G. of this procedure if the CEL is equal to the MDL.            
                                                                                
     H.  Other Conditions                                                       
                                                                                
     The permit may also require the development and implementation of other    
     innovative monitoring programs.  These programs would be determined on a   
     case-by-case basis and may include:                                        
                                                                                
     1.  New analytical equipment and methods more sensitive than the analytical
     method specified in the permit;                                            
                                                                                
     2.  Internal waste stream monitoring and mass balance modeling techniques; 
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     3.  Other innovative monitoring techniques capable of adequately           
     determining the compliance status of the effluent."                        
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     Response to: P2585.133     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2585.?
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, it should be clarified in the text that "WLA" to be computed 
     in this procedure is a loading rate (i.e., mass per unit time).  Ohio, as  
     well as other States, refer to both concentration and load allocations as  
     WLA's.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2585.?       
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2588.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the proposed Guidance much has been accomplished, but much remains to 

Page 7686



$T044618.TXT
     be done.  EPA's proposal is not so much a finished package as a platform on
     which to construct a more rational and cost-effective regulatory scheme.   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.001     
     
     EPA agrees that much has been accomplished over the last 20 years to       
     improve the water quality in the Great Lakes as discussed in Section I.B of
     the SID.  EPA also believes that the Guidance will further protect the     
     Great Lakes from the effects of contaminants which still need to be        
     controlled in order to achieve further improvements.  For a discussion of  
     the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,
     including the best available science to protect aquatic life, human health 
     and wildlife and providing an accurate assessment of the costs and benefits
     associated with implementing the final Guidance, see Section I.C of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2588.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Much of what EPA has proposed is motivated by the belief that the Great    
     Lakes are in poor health and getting worse.  This belief must be           
     reexamined, because the truth is not so stark, nor so simple.              
                                                                                
     [In fact, EPA has established only a weak technical foundation for its     
     characterization of the health of Great Lakes biota.  For example, EPA says
     that persistent toxic substances have been recycling within the Great Lakes
     for several decades that these substances will continue to recycle and     
     bioaccumulate, "exerting biological effects and presenting relatively high 
     levels of risk to aquatic life, wildlife and humans which inhabit the      
     basin" (58 Fed. Reg. 20,809 col. 1).]  But to draw this conclusion, EPA has
     considered only an extremely limited set of technical studies.             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.002     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2588.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.003 is imbedded in comment #.002.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Much of what EPA has proposed is motivated by the belief that the Great   
     Lakes are in poor health and getting worse.  This belief must be           
     reexamined, because the truth is not so stark, nor so simple.]             
                                                                                
     In fact, EPA has established only a weak technical foundation for its      
     characterization of the health of Great Lakes biota.  For example, EPA says
     that persistent toxic substances have been recycling within the Great Lakes
     for several decades that these substances will continue to recycle and     
     bioaccumulate, "exerting biological effects and presenting relatively high 
     levels of risk to aquatic life, wildlife and humans which inhabit the      
     basin" (58 Fed. Reg. 20,809 col. 1).  [But to draw this conclusion, EPA has
     considered only an extremely limited set of technical studies.]            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.003     
     
     The overall contamination of the Great Lakes has declined dramatically in  
     the last 20 years.  However, pollutants, especially bioaccumulative        
     chemicals of concern, continue to impact the health of the aquatic life,   
     wildlife and humans who reside in and depend upon the Great Lakes System.  
     Section I of the SID contains more discussion on the contaminants that have
     impacted and continue to impact the Great Lakes.  This section also lists  
     the references consulted in preparing the final Guidance.  Additionally,   
     EPA believes that it is appropriate and reasonable to take preventive      
     measures to reduce the likelihood that similar pollutants will cause or    
     contribute to long-lasting environmental harm to the Great Lakes System for
     the reasons discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID, and  
     technical support documents.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2588.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In short, UWAG believes that EPA has erroneously characterized the role of 
     toxicants as the sole cause of observed biological effects in Great Lakes  
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     biota.  To correct this error, EPA must consider all available information 
     before developing the final Guidance.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.004     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.A and I.B of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2588.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The process of commenting on the proposed Guidance has made one thing, at  
     least, apparent:  there is not yet an adequate record basis for many of    
     EPA's proposals.  This rulemaking is an enormous undertaking, incorporating
     ideas that have been developing inside EPA for some 20 years.  [Moreover,  
     the proposal published in the Federal Register was multifarious:  on many  
     key points EPA has not yet made up its mind and simply asked for comments  
     on a variety of alternatives.  The result is that it is not possible, from 
     the Federal Register proposal, to get a clear idea of what the effect of   
     the Guidance would be.]  [Also, in many respects the proposal appears to   
     lack technical justification in the record, and unless the commentors      
     provide such justification, the Guidance will be legally defective.]       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA and the Great Lakes States have 
     achieved dramatic improvements in the Great Lakes basin over the last 20   
     years.  However, many pollutant problems still persist, as discussed in    
     Section I.B of the SID.  Further, EPA relied upon a number of underlying   
     principles in developing the final Guidance, including the use of the best 
     available science for the protection of human health, wildlife and aquatic 
     life, as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of 
     the provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section II.C of the    
     SID.  Finally, EPA does not believe that the Guidance should be re-proposed
     prior to finalization.  EPA provided extensive public outreach on the      
     Guidance before proposed, in addition to the lengthy public comment period.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2588.006
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.006 is imbedded in comment #.005.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The process of commenting on the proposed Guidance has made one thing, at 
     least, apparent:  there is not yet an adequate record basis for many of    
     EPA's proposals.  This rulemaking is an enormous undertaking, incorporating
     ideas that have been developing inside EPA for some 20 years.]  Moreover,  
     the proposal published in the Federal Register was multifarious:  on many  
     key points EPA had not yet made up its mind and simply asked for comments  
     on a variety of alternatives.  The result is that it is not possible, from 
     the Federal Register proposal, to get a clear idea of what the effect of   
     the Guidance would be.  [Also, in many respects the proposal appears to    
     lack technical justification in the record, and unless the commentors      
     provide such justification, the Guidance will be legally defective.]       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance lacks technical justification or that 
     it is legally defective.  EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound 
     science and satisfies all of the requirements of the Clean Water Act, Great
     Lakes Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement for the
     reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and          
     supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including the best available 
     science to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife, see Section I.C
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2588.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.007 is imbedded in comment #.005.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The process of commenting on the proposed Guidance has made one thing, at 
     least, apparent:  there is not yet an adequate record basis for many of    
     EPA's proposals.  This rulemaking is an enormous undertaking, incorporating
     ideas that have been developing inside EPA for some 20 years.]  [Moreover, 
     the proposal published in the Federal Register was multifarious:  on many  
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     key points EPA had not yet made up its mind and simply asked for comments  
     on a variety of alternatives.  The result is that it is not possible, from 
     the Federal Register proposal, to get a clear idea of what the effect of   
     the Guidance would be.]  Also, in many respects the proposal appears to    
     lack technical justification in the record, and unless the commentors      
     provide such justification, the Guidance will be legally defective.        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.007     
     
     See response to comment number G3750L.003.  See aso Sections I and II of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2588.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is therefore important that EPA refine its April 16, 1993 proposal,     
     narrow the range of alternatives, and republish the proposal for additional
     comment.  It should be possible to republish the Guidance for comment and  
     still finish the rulemaking by early 1995, if a revised proposal is        
     published in the spring of 1994 and a tight schedule set for comments, say 
     60 days.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.008     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance should be re-published for      
     additional comment for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final     
     Guidance and the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2588.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to this express mandate from Congress, EPA has used the Guidance  
     to issue directives from which no deviation is to be allowed.  EPA should, 
     rather, begin the Guidance by stating that it is not binding and may be    
     deviated from for good cause, especially if there is a sound scientific    
     reason for the deviation.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.009     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2746.043 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2588.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As will become apparent from the comments below, UWAG finds many of the    
     proposed requirements to be more stringent than necessary.  In part this   
     arises because of the compounding of conservatisms; whenever in doubt, EPA 
     has simply been conservative -- that is, overstringent -- and the result of
     this series of conservatisms is a proposal that errs very far in the       
     direction of overcontrol.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.010     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Sections I.C and II of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2588.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This conservatism reveals itself in EPA's inadequate analysis of costs and 
     benefits.  EPA has been hard-pressed to show that the benefits of its      
     proposal exceed the costs, and even to show, in some cases, that there are 
     any benefits at all.                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis, which attempts to identify the costs and 
     benefits of the proposed Guidance, is inadequate.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.011     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.014, D2587.045, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2588.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's estimated costs are unrealistically low, as shown by a comparison    
     with cost studies performed by others.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.012     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2588.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA ignores a number of significant costs that the Guidance will impose.   
     Most seriously, EPA fails even to acknowledge the impact of the future     
     "Tier II" values, which may eventually result in an additional universe of 
     pollutants being regulated.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.013     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2588.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not demonstrated that the proposed Guidance will have benefits     
     commensurate with its costs; indeed, other analyses suggest that the       
     benefits to water quality and fish and wildlife will be negligible.        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.014     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2588.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA artificially reduces the estimated costs by assuming that most         
     dischargers will be able to use (relatively) cheap pollution prevention    
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     methods rather than end-of-pipe treatment; moreover, EPA underestimates the
     costs of even the cheaper pollution prevention measures.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.015     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2588.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is too optimistic about the likelihood that dischargers (particularly  
     electric utilities) will be able to take advantage of intake credits.      
     Because of factors unique to the electric utility industry, electric       
     utility may not qualify for intake credits even if the intake water is the 
     sole source of contamination.  Also, electric utilities may be forced to   
     reroute treated process wastewaters which now are commingled with          
     once-through cooling water.  [It is even possible that electric utilities  
     will be required to retrofit cooling towers in order to meet the new       
     Guidance; if so, the costs will be all the more above EPA's unrealistically
     low estimates.]                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.016     
     
     The issues raised in this comment are addressed throughout the SID in      
     Section VIII.E.3-7.  Also see Section IX. and responses to comments        
     D2657.006 and D1711.015.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2588.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.017 is imbedded in comment #.016.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA is too optimistic about the likelihood that dischargers (particularly 
     electric utilities) will be able to take advantage of intake credits.      
     Because of factors unique to the electric utility industry, electric       
     utilities may not qualify for intake credits even if the intake water is   
     the sole source of contamination.  Also, electric utilities may be forced  
     to reroute treated process wastewaters which now are commingled with       
     once-through cooling water.]  It is even possible that electric utilities  
     will be required to retrofit cooling towers in order to meet the new       
     Guidance; if so, the costs will be all the more above EPA's unrealistically
     low estimates.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.017     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA fails to account for the fact that pollution control will become more  
     expensive in the future as analytical procedures become more precise.  As  
     measuring instruments and laboratory analyses improve, chemicals that were 
     once undetected will begin showing up (though in extremely low amounts) and
     in many cases will require new controls under the proposed Guidance.       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.018     
     
     EPA is fully aware that as analytical methods become more sensitive that   
     there is the possibility that additional treatment costs will be required  
     to meet the water quality criteria.  As the Regulatory Impact Analysis for 
     this Guidance states, the existing water quality criteria for many of these
     pollutants also are below the quantification level.  Hence, the any added  
     costs of complying with the Guidance criteria and Tier II values once      
     analytical techniques improve also would be incurred due to the existing   
     water quality criteria.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
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     Comment ID: P2588.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA makes a number of assumptions that inflate the value of benefits       
     attributable to the Great Lakes Guidance.  For example, EPA assumes up to a
     50 percent reduction in pollutant loads even in the face of preliminary    
     data on PCBs showing only a one percent reduction; EPA ignores the fact    
     that most fish caught and consumed are in the "unlimited consumption"      
     category; and EPA ignores the fact that stressed fish compensate in various
     ways to maintain their population.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.019     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.143.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2588.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Water quality" should be determined at locations outside reasonable mixing
     zones.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.020     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2588.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should specify how to measure "water quality" for the purpose  of      
     applying the antidegration policy.  The Guidance should be clear about what
     statistical techniques are to be used, how many data are required, and how 
     to address data variability.  The party seeking to impose more stringent   
     antidegradation restrictions should have the burden of proving that the    
     conditions of applying the policy exist.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.021     
     
     The final guidance provides many mechanisms for determining if a           
     significant lowering of water quality will occur, which do not involve     
     ambient monitoring.  Since it is possible to make this determination       
     without conducting ambient monitoring, EPA does not believe it is necessary
     to include specific guidance on how to perform such monitoring, in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should make clear that the "tier 2" restrictions (for waters that      
     exceed fishable/swimmable quality) should be applied only to waters that   
     exceed, not to waters that merely meet or equal, this standard.            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.022     
     
     EPA beleives that this is made clear in the final Guidance.  Waters which  
     meet or equal the standard are tier I waters for which no degradation is   
     allowed.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Tier 1" restrictions should be consistent with the present national       
     antidegradation policy by addressing existing uses, not designated uses    
     that are impaired.  EPA should not create a de facto fishable/swimmable use
     for all waters in the Great Lakes system.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.023     
     
     Please see response to comments P2588.135 and P2588.029.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2588.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not designate a water as "high quality" for antidegradation     
     purposes if only one or a few specific pollutants are above the level      
     needed to protect fishing and swimming; instead, the antidegradation       
     provisions should apply only if the fishable/swimmable uses are actually   
     "attainable.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.024     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA should not apply the antidegradation provisions to pollutants for  
     which there are only "Tier II" values (that is, more conservative, less    
     defensible criteria based on sparse data).                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.025     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For thermal discharges, EPA should make clear that a discharger is not     
     subject to the antidegradation provisions if it has made a Section 316(a)  
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.026     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2604.035.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For tier 2 waters, there can be no "significant lowering" of water quality 
     without a social or economic justification.  "Significant lowering" for    
     this purpose should be triggered by the same event for bioaccumulative     
     pollutants ("BCCs") as for other pollutants, namely, by a request for an   
     increase in a discharge permit limit.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.027     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A "significant lowering" of water quality should not include increases in  
     discharges resulting from the return of intake pollutants or discharges of 
     pollutants that are discovered for the first time due to a change in       
     monitoring methods.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.028     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2588.160.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.029
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead of prohibiting "any" lowering of water quality for impaired tier 1 
     and all tier 3 waters, the Guidance should prohibit "significant" lowering.
     
     
     Response to: P2588.029     
     
     The prohibition against any lowering of water quality for impaired waters  
     is not a function of the antidegradation provisions, per se, but rather is 
     a function of the statutory requirement that no permit can be issued which 
     does not ensure that water quality standards are met (CWA Section          
     301(b)(1)(C)).  Thus, even if the antidegradation provisions were revised  
     to allow for such lowering of water quality, it would be prohibited by     
     existing statute.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not use "existing effluent quality" ("EEQ") as the baseline from
     which "significant lowering of water quality" for BCCs is measured.        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.030     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effluent limits and other permit conditions should not be based on EEQ.    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.031     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The de minimis exemption ought to be determined, not by EPA's formula of a 
     percentage of the "unused assimilative capacity," but instead as ten       
     percent of the unallocated total maximum daily load ("TMDL").              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.032     
     
     See response to comment P2576.159.                                         
                                                                                
     The suggestion by the commenter is incompatible with the mechanism employed
     in the final Guidance for implementing de minimis.  The commenter's        
     suggested method could result in over allocation of the receiving water and
     violation of water quality criteria.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2588.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 7703



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not adopt a separate margin of safety provision for pollutants  
     not covered by the TMDL procedures.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.033     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There should be no restrictions on the number of times a discharger may    
     seek a de minimis increase.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.034     
     
     See responses to comments D2741.155.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not require dischargers to employ a particular pollution        
     prevention measure as a condition for approving a proposed lowering of     
     water quality.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.035     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In determining whether a proposed lowering of water quality is "necessary,"
     the cost of implementing both pollution prevention alternatives and        
     alternative or enhanced treatment options should be considered.            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.036     
     
     See response to comment D2741.157.                                         
                                                                                
     The final Guidance is intended to consider both the costs of maintaining   
     ambient water quality and the benefits of doing so. However, it is         
     incumbent on the party making the request to lower water quality to provide
     such information.  In the absence of information, a State or Tribe must    
     deny a request for a significant lowering of water quality.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
Page 7705



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should require regulators to consider the costs of pollution  
     prevention measures.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.037     
     
     This is a partial comment.  The full comment and response appear elsewhere 
     in this document.                                                          
                                                                                
     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2588.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In showing that a lowering of water quality would support "important social
     or economic development," state and local regulators should be allowed     
     flexibility to determine which developments are important enough to        
     justifying a lowering.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.038     
     
     See response to comment D2741.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2588.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Regulators should be given a deadline of 90 days to issue final            
     antidegradation decisions.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.039     
     
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2588.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the "water effect ratio" approach, dischargers should be    
     permitted to apply the chemical translator approach or other scientifically
     defensible approaches.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.040     
     
     See response to comment P2771.027.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2588.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All permitting decisions should be based on dissolved metals criteria,     
     rather than on total recoverable metals.  EPA should require states to     
     express their Great Lakes water quality criteria in terms of dissolved     
     metals.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.041     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2588.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance monitoring, like permitting decisions, should be based on       
     dissolved metals, not total metals.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.042     
     
     See response to comment P2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Se
     Comment ID: P2588.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only the most bioavailable from of selenium should be regulated; UWAG      
     recommends an acute criterion of 186 ug/l for selenite and a chronic       
     criterion of 10 ug/l.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.043     
     
     See response to comment P2588.211.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is premature to impose requirements based on Tier II criteria before the
     impact of whole effluent toxicity ("WET") criteria has been assessed.      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.044     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2588.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although UWAG does not endorse wholesale WET testing or WET permit limits, 
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     it is a fact that such testing and limits are being required for many      
     dischargers.  These requirements, along with other controls already in     
     effect, will improve water quality in the Great Lakes and prevent most     
     biological impacts.  Imposing Tier II criteria in addition will produce    
     minimal benefits at enormous cost.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.045     
     
     See comment P2656.082 and the Aquatic Life section of the Supplemental     
     Information Document for a discussion of when the WET procedure can be used
     in lieu of the aquatic life Tier II values in NPDES permits.               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to wildlife, the Ohio Electric Utility Institute has reviewed 
     the scientific literature and found that there are insufficient data to    
     develop Tier II criteria for protecting wildlife.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.046     
     
     Please refer to comments D2860.079 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2588.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 7710



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     In developing site-specific criteria, states should be free to accept other
     scientifically defensible approaches in addition to Chapter IV of EPA's    
     Water Quality Standards Handbook.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.047     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific modifications should be allowed for "acute" criteria as well 
     as for "chronic" aquatic life criteria.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.048     
     
     In the proposal, EPA allowed both more and less stringent modifications to 
     aquatic life criteria when local water quality characteristics such as pH, 
     hardness, temperature, color, etc., alter the biological availability or   
     toxicity of a pollutant; or criteria when the sensitivity of the local     
     aquatic organisms (i.e., those that would live in the water absent         
     human-induced pollution) differs significantly from the species actually   
     tested in developing the criteria.  EPA, however, limited site-specific    
     modifications to chronic criteria when local physical or hydrological      
     conditions precluded aquatic life from remaining at the site for 96 hours  
     or more.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance EPA allows less stringent modifications in all three 
     cases for both acute and chronic aquatic life criteria.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to restrict site-specific criteria only to where aquatic    
     life will not remain at a site for more than 96 hours is unduly            
     restrictive; if a discharger can demonstrate that the flushing rate in its 
     receiving water is greater than EPA's assumed rate, the state should have  
     the flexibility to approve less stringent criteria.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.049     
     
     EPA believes that the commenter was confused by the discussion of          
     site-specific modifications for physical or hydrological conditions which  
     preclude aquatic life from remaining at a site for 96-hours.  In the       
     proposal, EPA allowed both more and less stringent modifications to aquatic
     life criteria when local water quality characteristics such as pH,         
     hardness, temperature, color, etc., alter the biological availability or   
     toxicity of a pollutant; or criteria when the sensitivity of the local     
     aquatic organisms (i.e., those that would live in the water absent human-  
     induced pollution) differs significantly from the species actually tested  
     in developing the criteria.  EPA, however, limited site-specific           
     modifications to chronic criteria when local physical or hydrological      
     conditions precluded aquatic life from remaining at the site for 96 hours  
     or more.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA did not restrict site-specific criteria only to where aquatic life will
     not remain at a site for more than 96-hours.  This is one of three         
     justifications for site-specific modifications.  In the final Guidance EPA 
     allows less stringent modifications in all three cases stated above for    
     (both acute and chronic) aquatic life criteria.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2588.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to limit site-specific modifications only to more stringent 
     criteria than the proposed Tier I wildlife and human health criteria is    
     scientifically unsound.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.050     
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     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a discharger, using a valid technical procedure, can establish a BAF    
     lower than the one on which the state is relying, the lower BAF should be  
     used.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.051     
     
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2588.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should clarify that, while other states may review and comment on      
     decisions made by a permitting state, those other states should not have a 
     veto.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.052     
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     See response to comment D2826.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG supports EPA's proposal to use compliance schedules, but it recommends
     that the time for a permittee to comply with new limitations be extented   
     from three years to the life of the permit.  UWAG's comments point out that
     compliance with the extremely stringent new requirements demanded by the   
     Guidance may take a long time and offers data from a consultant report     
     supporting that claim.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.053     
     
     The Agency recognizes the commenter's concerns regarding the amount of time
     and resources in some cases that may be needed for implementing certain new
     treatment technologies.  Therefore, the final Guidance has been revised to 
     provide that compliance schedules may provide for up to five years to meet 
     new or more stringent effluent limitations in those limited circumstances  
     where the permittee can demonstrate to the permit authority that such an   
     extended schedule is warranted.  However, as matter of emphasis, the Agency
     retains its belief that in most situations less than three years will be   
     required.  EPA recommends that permit authorities should consider shorter  
     compliance schedules wherever possible or, alternatively, not allow        
     compliance schedules where unnecessary.                                    
                                                                                
     In addition, see the response to P2576.231 for other alternatives available
     to a permitting authority, where necessary and appropriate.                
                                                                                
     EPA decided to maintain a three year maximum duration for compliance       
     schedules to meet the post 1977 Tier I criterion, Tier II values, whole    
     effluent criteria, or narrative criteria requirements.  The general        
     provision for compliance schedules of up to, but no longer than, three     
     years reflects EPA's judgement of a reasonable time frame based on         
     analogous provisions in the CWA, and on EPA's experience.  For example,    
     section 301(b)(2) (C) - (F) of the Act provided that various               
     technology-based effluent limitations shall be complied with as            
     expeditiously as possible but no later than three years after effluent     
     limitation guidelines are promulgated and in no case later than 1989.      
     Similarly, section 304(l) provides that sources shall comply with          
     individual control strategies (water-quality based requirements) within    
     three years.  Accordingly, EPA believes that the three year duration       
     selected for the final Guidance is consistent with what is typically       
     allowed under the CWA.                                                     
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     Finally, with respect to other alternatives a permitting authority may     
     employ, see the response to P2576.231.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2588.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The variance procedure is too complex and should be simplified in four     
     respects:                                                                  
                                                                                
     [-  EPA should not routinely require that a permit be modified in order to 
     implement a variance; instead, the variance, once granted, should be       
     self-implementing.]                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.054     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2588.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.055 is imbedded in comment #.054.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The variance procedure is too complex and should be simplified in four    
     respects:]                                                                 
                                                                                
     - EPA should not routinely require that a permit be modified in order to   
     implement a variance; instead, the variance, once granted, should be       
     self-implementing.                                                         
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     Response to: P2588.055     
     
     EPA has modified the proposal to avoid this problem.  See section VIII.B of
     the SID for a discussion of this issue.                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2588.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should extend the time for a variance from the proposed three years to 
     the life of the permit.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.056     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2588.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permittees should not be required to reapply for variances until after a   
     reissued permit becomes final.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.057     
     
     EPA has provided this flexibility in the final Guidance.  See section      
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     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2588.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should clarify that a water quality-based effluent limit is not legally
     binding (and thus does not become subject to the antibacksliding           
     provisions) until after (i) completion of any evidentialy hearing during   
     which the limitation is stayed and (ii) the compliance date contained in   
     the NPDES permit for that limitation.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.058     
     
     See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of the anti- backsliding  
     provisions of the CWA.                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should change or delete three conditions that would otherwise have to  
     be included in all permits modified to implement a variance:               
                                                                                
     [EPA should not subject variance holders to effluent limitations based on  
     the "achievable level."]                                                   
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     Response to: P2588.059     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.060 is imbedded in comment #.059.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA should change or delete three conditions that would otherwise have to 
     be included in all permits modified to implement a variance:]              
                                                                                
     EPA should not subject variance holders to effluent limitations based on   
     the "achievable level."                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.060     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's condition requiring "reasonable progress" toward achieving water     
     quality standards is unnecessary.                                          
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     Response to: P2588.061     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should ensure that dischargers are given a compliance schedule for new 
     permit limitations upon expiration of a variance.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.062     
     
     EPA agrees.  See Response ID: G2635.011                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2588.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New or recommencing dischargers should not be prevented from obtaining a   
     variance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.063     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2588.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should allow water body variances in addition to discharger-specific   
     variances.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.064     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2588.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permittees should be allowed no less than 90 days to submit an application 
     for a variance.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.065     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should eliminate the requirement of Best Management Practices as a     
     condition for obtaining a variance.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.066     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2588.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers that violate conditions of a variance should not necessarily be
     ineligible for a renewed variance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.067     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
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     Comment ID: P2588.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG addresses in its comments the several options EPA has proposed for    
     dealing with "source water" pollutants.  UWAG offers legal citations       
     showing that permit writers have not only the authority but even the       
     obligation to account for source water pollutants in setting and           
     determining compliance with NPDES permit limits, whether the limits are    
     water quality-based or technology-based.  Penalizing NPDES permittees for  
     using source water by forcing them to remove material they did not add is  
     neither legally nor technically justified.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.068     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7, EPA believes that the final 
     intake pollutants procedures are legally and technically justified and do  
     not "penalize" NPDES permittees for using source water.  EPA's basic       
     position is that NPDES permittees are responsible for pollutants discharged
     from their outfalls, regardless of the original source of the pollutant.   
     EPA also notes that dischargers using source water presumably benefit from 
     use of that water or would not take it into their facilities.  EPA also    
     recognizes that in certain circumstances, special consideration of intake  
     water is warranted, and that WQBELS which would require removal of intake  
     water pollutants is not the most reasonable approach.  These circumstances 
     and EPA's rationale for limiting special consideration of intake pollutants
     are addressed in detail in the SID, as cited above.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2588.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulation of permits under the NPDES program is based on the "addition" of
     pollutants, and the case law from the District of Columbia and Sixth       
     Circuits shows that a permittee may not be charged with cleaning up his    
     upstream neighbor's pollution.                                             
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     Response to: P2588.069     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2588.070
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/INCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A UWAG-commissioned study by the consulting firm of CH2M Hill shows that   
     treating once-through cooling water would be enormously expensive:  the    
     capital cost alone for the least expensive option for a hypothetical 600 MW
     freshwater plant would be $195 million, with the most expensive option     
     being $517 million.  The cost for a seawater plant would be even greater,  
     and none of these costs includes additional annual operator and maintenance
     costs, power requirements, land requirements, or sludge management and     
     disposal costs, all of which are substantial.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.070     
     
     See responses to comment D2657.006 and D2584.005.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2588.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring permittees to remove other dischargers' pollutants is            
     inconsistent with the policy of preventing pollution at the source and     
     would create solid wastes which would still have to be disposed of.        
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     Response to: P2588.071     
     
     While EPA continues its strong support of pollution prevention as the first
     approach to consider in environmental protection, it is not the only       
     approach. Certainly, the lack of pollution prevention alternatives in any  
     particular case does not eliminate the need to comply with effluent limits 
     that implement CWA requirements.   Pollution prevention opportunities will 
     be different for each user at different stages of the life cycle of the    
     pollutant. For example, where the water supply already contains a          
     pollutant, the water supply user does not have unlimited pollution         
     prevention opportunities.  But it can evaluate whether obtaining cleaner   
     water (i.e., product substitution) would make more sense than treating     
     dirty water.                                                               
                                                                                
     Nothing in the intake pollutant procedures should discourage pollution     
     prevention by previous users of the item containing the pollutant.  In     
     fact, EPA has promoted several pollution prevention efforts designed to    
     avoid generation and transfer of pollutants known to already pose problems 
     to the waters of the Great Lakes systems. See generally, SID at Section    
     I.D.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2588.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL; SS; VAR; MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The four "existing mechanisms" (the TMDL process, site-specifc criteria,   
     variances, and removing a designated use) that EPA claims are available for
     dealing with intake pollutants may not be available under state laws and,  
     even if they are, would be discretionary with permit writers.  Moreover,   
     none of them will necessarily offer adequate relief.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.072     
     
     Without commenting on the practice of different agencies in making         
     available or implementing exiting relief mechanisms, EPA notes that it has 
     adopted in the final Guidance additional permit-based mechanisms for       
     addressing intake pollutants.  In addition to the proposed "reasonable     
     potential" procedure for intake pollutants, the final Guidance allows      
     consideration of intake pollutants in developing WQBELs, as provided in    
     Procedure 5.E of appendix F.  The many issues surrounding intake water     
     pollutants in water quality-based permitting are addressed in detail in the
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2588.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed procedure 5.E is too restrictive.  UWAG's concerns over the 
     five conditions contained in the proposed procedure are as follows:        
                                                                                
     [-  EPA's "same body of water" condition is unnecessary and would interfere
     with the states' exercise of judgment.  UWAG proposes a two-part approach  
     as a better alternative.]                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.073     
     
     This comment is expanded and clarified elsewhere and therefore is not      
     addressed here.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.074 is imbedded in comment #.073.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA's proposed procedure 5.E is too restrictive.  UWAG's concerns over the
     five conditions contained in the proposed procedure are as follows:]       
                                                                                
     -  EPA's "same body of water" condition is unnessary and would interfere   
     with the state's exercise of judgement.  UWAG proposes a two-part approach 
     as a better alternative.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.074     
     
     This comment raises the same concerns as those in P2588.277, which are     
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     addressed in response to that comment.  In addition, EPA notes that the    
     definition of "same body of water" provides flexibility for States in      
     making the "same body of water" determination.  The commenter's two-part   
     approach is addressed in a separate response.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "no mass addition" condition would be unavailable for many dischargers 
     unless EPA specifies that the condition be construed in a practical way so 
     as to not to apply to de minimis contributions of pollutants.              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.075     
     
     Under the propoal, one of the conditions for seeking a finding of no       
     "reasonable potential" (i.e., WQBEL not needed) was that the facility did  
     not add any additional mass of a pollutant to that already in the intake   
     water.  The final Guidance retains this requirement for the "intake        
     pollutant reasonable potential" determination (procedure 5.D of appendix   
     F), but also adopts "no net addition" limits, which allow consideration of 
     intake pollutants even if the facility adds mass of the pollutant to intake
     water from the same body of water as the discharge. Here, a facility can   
     add any amount of mass during its operation, as long as the discharge      
     contains no more of the mass than that in the intake water.  This change   
     should significantly expand the number of facilities eligible for special  
     consideration of intake pollutants.  The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7         
     discusses this and other intake pollutant issues in detail.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The condition that the intake pollutant not be altered chemically or       
     physically is impractical, because many of the intake pollutants will be   
     present at extremely low concentrations where measurement is difficult.    
     Instead, the states should be encouraged to restrict relief from intake    
     pollutants where they can support a finding that a plant chemically or     
     physically alters a pollutant in a manner that would cause adverse water   
     quality impacts that would not occur if the pollutants were left in the    
     stream.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.076     
     
     Under the final Guidance, permitting authorities may use their best        
     professional judgment in determining what information is needed from the   
     discharger to make the required demonstration.  See SID at Section         
     VIII.E.7.a.vii. As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iii, EPA     
     believes that it is appropriate to require require the discharger to make  
     the necessary demonstrations.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "edge of mixing zone" condition is also overrestrictive, since even the
     de minimis release of metals expected from most equipment during its design
     life would at least theoretically cause an increase in metals concentration
     at the edge of the mixing zone.  EPA should specify that the techniques    
     recommended for demonstrating a de minimis contribution would also satisfy 
     the "edge of mixing zone" condition.  Moreover, relief for intake          
     pollutants should be available for discharges that cause more than a de    
     minimis increase in concentration at the edge of the mixing zone.          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.077     
     
     Issues related to the requirement that the discharge of intake pollutant   
     not increase the concentration of the pollutant of concern at the edge of  
     any available mixing zone are addressed comprehensively in the SID at      
     Section VIII.E.7.a.vii.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A permittee would find it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to make a
     technical demonstration that its discharge was not exacerbating water      
     quality problems already present in the receiving waters.  EPA should not  
     impose such a burden (i.e., "proving a negative") on dischargers.  The lack
     of guidance regarding what the demonstration must prove and how extensive a
     study would have to be conducted will render intake pollutant relief       
     pratically unavailable.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.078     
     
     Under the final Guidance, permitting authorities may use their best        
     professional judgment in determining what information is needed from the   
     discharger to make the required demonstration.  What information is        
     appropriate may vary depending on site-specific factors.  See SID at       
     Section VIII.E.7.a.iii-viii. As explained in the SID at Section            
     VIII.E.7.a.iii, EPA believes that it is appropriate to require require the 
     discharger to make the necessary demonstrations.  EPA encourages States to 
     develop guidance for permittees on information necessary to make the       
     required demonstrations.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In imposing conditions when procedure 5.E is used, EPA should leave the    
     states broad discretion as to the type and frequency of monitoring         
     requirements to be imposed.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.079     
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     The final Guidance retains, in procedure 5.D.3.c.ii. of appendix F, the    
     requirement that the permit contain monitoring provisions necessary to     
     ensure that the conditions supporting the reasonable potential analysis    
     continue throughout the term of the permit.  As explained in the SID at    
     Section VIII.E.7.b.ii.(B), the permitting authority has discretion to      
     determine what monitoring is appropriate in any particular situation.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: P2588.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "Option 1," described as the "current EPA approach," is              
     overrestrictive, unnecessary, and unjustified, and UWAG urges that         
     additional mechanisms be provided to address intake water pollutants.      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.080     
     
     The final Guidance adopts additional mechanisms to address intake water    
     pollutants.  In addition to the proposed "reasonable potential" procedure  
     for intake pollutants, the final Guidance allows consideration of intake   
     pollutants in developing WQBELs, as provided in Procedure 5.E of appendix  
     F.  The many issues surrounding intake water pollutants in water           
     quality-based permitting are addressed in detail in the SID at Section     
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Option 2, which would allow permit writers to adjust water quality-based   
     effluent limits to reflect a credit for intake pollutants, is better than  
     proposed procedure 5.E, but it has several undesirable limitations:        
                                                                                
     [-  The "same body of water" restriction unnecessarily limits state        
     authority.]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.081     
     
     EPA disagrees for the reasons stated in the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c., 5 
     and 7.a.iv.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.082 is imbedded in comment #.081.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Option 2, which would allow permit writers to adjust water quality-based  
     effluent limits to reflect a credit for intake pollutants, is better than  
     proposed procedures 5.E, but it has several undesirable limitations:]      
                                                                                
     -  The "same body of water" restriction unnecessarily limits state         
     authority.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.082     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2588.081 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 2 would be unavailable for most once-through cooling water systems  
     unless EPA clarifies that its restriction on mass additions is not intended
     to include de minimis contributions of pollutants (e.g., metals from the   
     erosion and corrosion of pipes and equipment).                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.083     
     
     This comment raises similar concerns to those in comment P2588.075 and is  
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No adjustment should be made to allowances for intake pollutants to reflect
     treatment processes, because this would penalize dischargers that pretreat.
     
     
     Response to: P2588.084     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.ii., the final Guidance      
     authorizes the permitting authority to determine whether full or partial   
     credit is appropriate, but does not adopt a mandatory partial credit for   
     pollutants removed from the intake water before use at the facility.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2588.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Option 3 is preferable to proposed procedure 5.E, but UWAG has reservations
     similar to those about Option 2.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.085     
     
     The comment is repeated and clarified in P2588.301 and other comments and  
     is not addressed separately here.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 4 is acceptable with three exceptions: [using the background        
     concentration as the wasteload allocation ("WLA") will cause compliance    
     problems for many dischargers;] [the requirement that all effluent         
     limitations must not cause a total maximum daily load ("TMDL") to be       
     exceeded could be construed, inappropriately, to allow permitting          
     authorities to withdraw otherwise available intake pollutant relief in     
     order to "balance" their TMDLs;] [ and Option 4 appears to be applicable   
     only where the background concentration of the receiving waters exceeds    
     water quality criteria.]                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.086     
     
     The response to comment P2574.083 explains generally how the final Guidance
     incorporate features or aspects of Option 4.  The following discusses other
     concerns raised in the comment: (1)  EPA recognizes that variability in    
     background concentrations needs to be considered in setting WQBELs based on
     the "no net addition" concept, but believes that such concerns can be      
     addressed adequately by permitting authorities.  See SID at Section        
     VIII.E.7.c.iii.(B); (2)  As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.6., EPA 
     does not agree that the intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance  
     should supersede WLAs in a TMDL or comparable assessment and remediation   
     plans and in fact, makes intake pollutant procedures applicable only in the
     absence of a TMDL or comparable plan (procedure 5.D.1.c of appendix F); (3)
     EPA agrees that limiting consideration of intake pollutants in setting     
     WQBELs to instances where the receiving water exceeds the criteria is      
     appropriate, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i, but has not  
     imposed this limitation for purposes of procedure 5.D. of appendix F, the  
     intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.087 is imbedded in comment #.086.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Option 4 is acceptable with three exceptions:] using the background       
     concentrations as the wasteload allocation ("WLA") will cause compliance   
     problems for many dischargers; [the requirement that all effluent          
     limitations must not cause a total maximum daily load ("TMDL") to be       
     exceeded could be construed, inappropriately, to allow permitting          
     authorities to withdraw otherwise available intake pollutant relief in     
     order to "balance" their TMDLs;] [and Option 4 appears to be applicable    
     only where the background concentration of the receiving waters exceeds    
     water quality criteria.]                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.087     
     
     This is the same as comment P2588.086 and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.088 is imbedded in comment #.086.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Option 4 is acceptable with three exceptions:]  [using the background     
     concentration as the wasteload allocation ("WLA") will cause compliance    
     problems for many dischargers;] the requirement that all effluent          
     limitations must not cause a total maximum daily load ("TMDL") to be       
     exceeded could be construed, inappropriately, to allow permitting          
     authorities to withdraw otherwise available intake pollutant relief in     
     order to "balance" their TMDLs; [and Option 4 appears to be applicable only
     where the background concentration of the receiving waters exceeds water   
     quality criteria.]                                                         
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     Response to: P2588.088     
     
     This is the same as comment P2588.086 and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.089 is imbedded in comment #.086.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Option 4 is acceptable with three exceptions:] [using the background      
     concentration as the wasteload allocation ("WLA") will cause compliance    
     problems for many dischargers;] [the requirement that all effluent         
     limitations must not cause a total maximum daily load ("TMDL") to be       
     exceeded could be construed, inappropriately, to allow permitting          
     authorities to withdraw otherwise available intake pollutant relief in     
     order to "balance" their TMDLs;] and Option 4 appears to be applicable only
     where the background concentration of the receiving waters exceeds water   
     quality criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.089     
     
     This is the same as comment P2588.086 and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG urges EPA to adopt four separate approaches for four different        
     scenarios rather than attempting to develop a single rule that applies to  
     all situations.  The four scenarios are the following:                     
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     [-  Where no pollutants are "added" by the plant;]                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.090     
     
     The four scenarios and suggested approaches to each are discussed in other 
     comments and responded to in the context of those comments.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.091 is imbedded in comment #.090.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [UWAG urges EPA to adopt four separate approaches for four different       
     scenarios rather than attempting to develop a single rule that applies to  
     all situations.  The four scenarios are the following:]                    
                                                                                
     -  Where no pollutants are "added" by the plant;                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.091     
     
     The four scenarios and suggested approaches to each are discussed in other 
     comments and responded to in the context of those comment.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .092 embedded in .090                                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where the sole source of "added" pollutants is de minimis amounts added by 
     the process or system that uses the intake water (e.g., from corrosion and 
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     erosion of pipes and equipment);                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.092     
     
     This is a partial comment.  The full comment and response appear elsewhere 
     in this document.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .093 embedded in .090.                                
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where more than de minimis amounts of pollutants are added by the process  
     or system that uses the intake water; and                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.093     
     
     This is a partial comment.  The full comment and response appear elsewhere 
     in this document.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .094 embedded in .090.                                
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where the source of added pollutants is a wastestream that is commingled   
     with one of the wastestreams addressed in the previous scenarios.          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.094     
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     This is a partial comment.  The full comment and response appear elsewhere 
     in this document.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance should encourage permit writers to discard unreliable data,   
     particularly:                                                              
                                                                                
     -  Data collected with inadequate quality assurance/quality control        
     ("QA/QC"):                                                                 
                                                                                
     -  Data from outdated analytical methods; and                              
                                                                                
     -  Conflicting data from multiple laboratories when the variation in       
     results is large.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.095     
     
     Permit writers always retain discretion in choosing to reject unreliable   
     data in establishing permit terms.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should provide the pre-existing measurement results may be    
     used only when they are from a laboratory capable of documenting that      
     proper test methods and QA/QC procedures have been used; especially close  
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     scrutiny should be given to data on metals.  However, since contamination  
     of samples will always produce a positive bias (that is, an overestimation 
     of metals concentration), historical metals data should be allowed to show 
     that water quality-based effluent limitations are not required.            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.096     
     
     See response to comment P2588.095.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All monitoring activities designed to generate data from implementing the  
     Great Lakes Guidance should be planned and performed in accordance with    
     proper QA/QC protocols.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.097     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In evaluating background concentrations, historical data should be examined
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     to determine whether there have been significant changes in upstream point 
     and nonpoint source contributions and whether the samples were collected at
     a time when the results would be consistent with the conditions on which   
     the NPDES permit limit is being based.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.098     
     
     EPA has addressed the interpretation of background data that is below the  
     quantification level in the TMDL procedures.  Based upon the comments      
     received EPA has modified the Guidance from the proposal.  Please see the  
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on TMDLs for a thorough          
     discussion of the available options for interpreting non-quantifiable      
     background sample data.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.099
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Effluent data obtained prior to and affected by significant treatment,     
     pretreatment, or pollution prevention modifications should not be used for 
     making "reasonable potential" determinations.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.099     
     
     Procedure 8 does not address what data should be used in making "reasonable
     potential" determinations.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Although EPA's term "Minimum Level" (ML) is appropriate in concept, EPA    
     needs to develop a sound basis for developing those levels.                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.100     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When no MLs are available because of data limitations, EPA should not use  
     method detection limits as a substitute; instead, EPA needs to develop     
     sound alternatives to MLs.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.101     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to allow flexibility to develop matrix-specific MLs should  
     be adopted.  UWAG offers recommendations on how to develop such MLs.       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.102     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For "daily maximum" permit limits, "less-than" data should be reported as  
     zero on discharge monitoring reorts.  EPA should adopt language from its   
     Technical Support Document making clear that any sample found to be below  
     the minimum level complies with the permit limit.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.103     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For "average" permit limits, EPA should either (1) assign zero to all      
     measurements below the ML or (2) not impose average limitations for        
     pollutants whose limits are below the ML.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.104     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should delete the requirement that a "pollutant minimization program"  
     be adopted when a permit limit is set below an ML.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.105     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG urges EPA to use sound procedures for interpreting measurements less  
     than detection and/or quantitation levels in making decisions regarding    
     background conditions, reasonable potential determinations, antidegradation
     decisions, and bioconcentration/bioaccumulation determinations.            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.106     
     
     EPA has addressed the interpretation of background data that is below the  
     quantification level in the TMDL procedures.  Based upon the comments      
     received EPA has modified the Guidance from the proposal.  Please see the  
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on TMDLs for a thorough          
     discussion of the available options for interpreting non-quantifiable      
     background sample data.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2588.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pursuant to Executive Order 12291, EPA has undertaken a Regulatory Impact  
     Analysis of the proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.  58 Fed. Reg. 
     20,982-21,001 (1993).1  This analysis attempts to estimate the costs and   
     benefits of the proposal.                                                  
                                                                                
     Unfortunately, the Regulatory Impact Analysis is inadequate.  It does not  
     meet the standard contemplated by Executive Order 12291.  More important,  
     its numerous flaws are likely to mislead the public into misunderstanding  
     the heavy burden this Guidance will impose on the regulated community and  
     the region.                                                                
                                                                                
     ---------------------                                                      
     1EPA's analysis of economic impacts is based on an April 1993 study by     
     Science Applications International Corporation ("SAIC Report").  EPA's     
     discussion of benefits is based on a study by RCG/Hagler, Bailly, Inc.     
     ("RCG Benefits Study").                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.107     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2588.108
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Regulatory Impact Analysis contains a number of flaws, several of which
     are identified below.  As a result of these flaws, EPA greatly             
     underestimates the costs of complying with the proposed Guidance.  This can
     be demonstrated by comparing the EPA analysis with other similar studies.  
                                                                                
     In Tables ES-2 (SAIC Report at ES-7), EPA estimates a part of the          
     annualized costs of the proposal.2  Depending upon the scenario, these     
     estimates range from $79.5 to $505.5 million.  EPA's "most likely" scenario
     (scenario 2) predicts a total annualized cost of $192.3 million.           
                                                                                
     Other, more realistic studies predict higher costs.  For example, a report 
     by an ad hoc group of utilities in the Great Lakes Region, prepared by the 
     ENSR consulting firm, has addressed with considerable care the impact of   
     the proposed Guidance on electric utilities in the Great Lakes region.     
     ENSR calculates the impact just on electric utilities in the Great Lakes   
     region to be $1.4 billion for capital expenditures and $200 million in     
     annual operating and maintenance costs.  ENSR Consulting and Engineering,  
     Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Draft Great Lakes Water Quality          
     Initiative for the Electric Utility Industry (Chicago, July 1993) ("ENSR   
     Report") (Appendix 1).  EPA, by contrast, estimates a "most likely"        
     annualized cost of only $192.3 million for all direct dischargers, both    
     industrial and municipal, and all indirect dischargers.  And even the ENSR 
     study leaves out a number of the costs of the proposed Guidance.           
                                                                                
     If the new Great Lakes Guidance denies appropriate credits for pollutants  
     present in power plant cooling water intakes, the costs would be even more 
     enormous.  Relying on a study by CH2M Hill, ENSR estimates the cost to     
     Great Lakes electric utilities of converting to closed-cycle cooling in    
     order to treat intake pollutants in non-contact cooling water to be $13    
     billion in capital costs and $890 million in annual operation and          
     maintenance expenses (ENSR Report at E-9).                                 
                                                                                
     Another report, the working draft of July 1993 prepared for the Council of 
     Great Lakes Governors by DRI/McGraw-Hill, estimates direct compliance costs
     attributed to the draft Guidance of between $710 million and $2.3 billion  
     per year.  DRI/McGraw-Hill, The Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  Cost
     Effective Measures to Enhance Environmental Quality and Regional           
     Competitiveness at ES-1 (July 1993 Draft Final) ("DRI/McGraw-Hill Report").
     As the Governors' Council draft notes, these estimates are in "sharp       
     contrast" to EPA's figures, because DRI is less optimistic about waste     
     minimization studies and because DRI counts the cost of the Guidance       
     implementation procedures.  Id.                                            
                                                                                
     EPA's regulatory impact analysis leaves out a number of significant        
     impacts.  For example, the following are all significant cost impacts that 
     are not reflected in EPA's analysis:                                       
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     1.  Future costs of complying with Tier II permit limitations;             
                                                                                
     2.  The impact of the Great Lakes Guidance's additional, tighter           
     requirements for new facilities, both industrial and municipal;            
                                                                                
     3.  The impact on the economy and employment of the Great Lakes Region;    
                                                                                
     4.  The eventual additional compliance costs as analytical detection       
     capabilities improve and additional pollutants are identified as requiring 
     treatment;                                                                 
                                                                                
     5.  The additional enforcement and administration costs to permitting      
     authorities form implementing the proposed regulations.                    
                                                                                
     Moreover, EPA does not account (except in sensitivity analyses) for        
     additional potentially significant compliance costs that may be incurred   
     but are difficult to quantify, such as the cost of complying with the      
     proposed antidegradation requirements, the impact of eliminating mixing    
     zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern ("BCCs"), and costs relating
     to the Great Lakes Guidance's various intake credit options.               
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     2 EPA derives its cost estimates by aggregating cost estimates for randomly
     selected facilities from ten categories (nine industrial and one municipal)
     representing all 3795 discharges in the Great Lakes system.  To get        
     annualized costs, EPA adds to annual operation and maintenance costs an    
     annualized capital cost based on the assumption that capital costs are     
     financed over ten years at seven percent interest.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.108     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2613.004, D2584.015, D2098.038,       
     D2669.082, D2587.107, D2595.022 and D2579.003.P2588.108                    
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2613.004, D2098.038, D1711.025, D2669.082 and    
     D2604.045.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2588.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA's estimates of costs are unreliable, its estimates of benefits are  
     even more speculative.  The Agency's conclusion is that these benefits are 
     roughly similar to the costs.                                              
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     But this conclusion is simply not credible, because EPA's estimates of the 
     benefits are so unreliable.  EPA makes several disclaimers and qualifiers  
     about the difficulty of qualifying benefits.  This difficulty is not       
     uncommon in cost-benefit analyses, and no one expects perfect precision in 
     predicting future benefits.                                                
                                                                                
     But the flaws in EPA's impact analysis go beyond mere uncertainties in the 
     predicted numbers.  They go to the heart of the analysis, because EPA is   
     unable to identify reliably the level of reduction in pollution that will  
     be brought about by the Guidance.                                          
                                                                                
     Other problems with EPA's assessment of benefits are the use of case       
     studies, all at heavily impacted sites, that EPA admits should not be      
     extrapolated regionwide; the fact that measurable benefits may not occur   
     until well into the future; and the difficulty of choosing a baseline from 
     which to measure benefits.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.109     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2823.019, D2587.144 and        
     D2587.037.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2588.110
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's impact analysis unrealistically assumes that dischargers will use    
     pollution prevention/waste minimization methods rather than more           
     conventional end-of-pipe wastewater treatment technology to meet the new   
     requirements.  For example, EPA's consultant's study assumes dischargers   
     would not use end-of-pipe treatment in those cases where the authors of the
     study judged that meeting the new limits by such treatment would be        
     technically infeasible (SAIC Study at 2-30).  Likewise, in cases of        
     inadequate information about end-of-pipe treatment options, or where EPA   
     felt that present-day effluent concentrations are "close" to calculated    
     Great Lakes Guidance limits, EPA assumed that treatability studies or      
     source reduction would be used (SAIC Study at 2-36).  In the particular    
     case of steam electric generating facilities, EPA assumed that minimization
     studies or optimization of existing treatment facilities would achieve     
     compliance with new Great Lakes Guidance requirements.                     
                                                                                
     At best, these assumptions are without basis.  Influenced perhaps by a     
     policy preference for waste minimization over end-of-pipe treatment, EPA   
     has been far too optimistic about the prospects for waste minimization at  
     industrial facilities; if such approaches were as cost-effective as EPA    
     claims, it is reasonable to expect that at least some facilities would have

Page 7746



$T044618.TXT
     already implemented (and therefore pioneered) those measures that EPA now  
     proposes be implemented for the first time.  Obviously there are           
     impediments that EPA has neglected to consider.                            
                                                                                
     For instance, most of the pollutants in fossil fuel plant effluents        
     originate from the coal or oil burned as fuel.  The opportunities for waste
     minimization and pollution prevention at steam electric plants appear to be
     limited, short of costly pretreatment of fuel or an expensive switch in    
     fuels.  Moreover, it is likely that many facilities will opt for the more  
     familiar end-of-pipe technology instead of more uncertain waste            
     minimization studies, because the likelihood of success of waste           
     minimization will be uncertain at the beginning of the endeavor, and       
     because compliance schedules will undoubtedly require prompt compliance.   
                                                                                
     Moreover, EPA's estimates on how much it would cost to perform waste       
     minimization studies and prevent pollution are unreliable and              
     unrealistically low (see SAIC Study, Table 2-9, p. 2-38).  EPA's cost      
     estimates for waste minimization control are based on limited information  
     contained in EPA's own publications describing case studies for only six   
     industrial categories (SAIC Study at 2-36), most of them related to the    
     metal fabricated products industry.  This methodology is not designed to   
     produce accurate estimates for altogether different classifications of     
     facilities like steam electric generating plants and publicly owned        
     treatment plants.  The methodology EPA follows is analogous to a           
     physician's assuming that all of his cardiac patients can be treated with  
     the same medication.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.110     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: P2588.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In estimating how much it will cost to comply with the Great Lakes         
     requirements, EPA consistently makes overoptimistic assumptions about the  
     availability of intake credits for dischargers.  Both EPA and ENSR studies 
     observe that background concentrations of mercury and PCB's (wherever such 
     data are available) significantly exceed the proposed Great Lakes criteria.
     Then, inconsistently, in calculating wasteload allocations EPA assumes that
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     PCB and mercury background concentrations equal the most stringent criteria
     (SAIC Study at 2-17).  This unfounded assumption has the effect of         
     overstating the wasteload allocation amounts that will be allowed          
     dischargers and thus of underestimating the stringency of the resulting    
     permit limits (and the associated costs).                                  
                                                                                
     With respect to the electric utility industry, EPA has neglected a number  
     of factors that may make it impossible to get credits for process          
     wastestreams consisting of waters whose source is at the facility's intake.
     For example, because the most stringent Great Lakes criteria for these     
     chemicals are several orders of magnitude below approved analytical        
     detection limits, it may be that utilities will not be able to make an     
     acceptable demonstration to qualify for intake credits for mercury and PCBs
     in process waste streams, even if their intake water is the sole sourceof  
     contamination.  At the very least, EPA's proposed "reasonable potential to 
     exceed" procedure (Procedure 5) is likely to result in mercury and PCB     
     permit limitations being included on some process wastestream.  Such an    
     outcome would entail additional costly monitoring and pollution            
     minimization study costs which EPA has failed to consider.                 
                                                                                
     Also, EPA's proposed Procedure 5.E.1.b, which deals with the condition for 
     qualifying for intake credits, restricts intake credits to situations in   
     which a facility does not contribute any additional mass of the identified 
     pollutant to its wastewater.  Many power plants may not satisfy this       
     condition even with respect to once-through non-contact cooling water,     
     because they may commingle their cooling water with treated process        
     wastestreams in accordance with the common industry practice.  Procedure   
     5.E.1.b could be interpreted to require rerouting treated process waste    
     water directly to receiving waters so as to preserve intake credits.  The  
     costs of such repiping, though site-dependent, could be substantial, but   
     they are not considered in EPA's analysis.  Alternatively, EPA may opt to  
     impose permit limits on internal process wastestreams.  But even under this
     scenario, substantial compliance costs, which EPA neglects to consider,    
     would result.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.111     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2588.112
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA apparently believes that "changes in analytical detection levels cannot
     be predicted" (SAIC Study at 5-7).  In fact, it is not hard to foresee that
     analytical detection methods will continue to improve, as they have in the 
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     past, and that the "nondetectable" level of many chemicals will continue to
     get smaller.  EPA acknowledges that as new detection methods are           
     introduced, a previously "non-detected" pollutant could require additional 
     treatment to below the new analytical detection level.  But EPA does not   
     consider these future costs, even though it admits that they could be      
     "potentially large" (SAIC Study at 6-6).                                   
                                                                                
     The draft DRI/McGraw-Hill report (p. II-12) discusses the point nicely.  It
     cites the present shortcomings in analytical detection capabilities as a   
     major explanation for the discrepancies between EPA's cost estimates and   
     those determined by others.  DRI/McGraw-Hill correctly states that         
     analytical detection limits have historically improved over time, and this 
     trend is likely to continue to a point where even the Guidance's extremely 
     low wildlife criteria concentrations will be measurable.  After a decade or
     two, DRI predicts the actual criteria themselves will be the driving force 
     behind Guidance compliance costs.  EPA's study is woefully deficient for   
     ignoring such an important compliance cost consideration.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.112     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2588.113
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has greatly inflated the value of benefits attributable to the Great   
     Lakes Guidance.  For example, preliminary data for PCBs (discussed in the  
     RCG Benefits Study) suggest that only a one percent reduction in pollutant 
     loads will likely be realized as a result of the Great Lakes Guidance (RCG 
     Benefits Study at 8-28).  Nevertheless, EPA provides an "attribution       
     scenario" table giving results ranging from one percent to 20 percent      
     attribution values (RCG Benefits Study at 8-29).  Using these inflated     
     attribution values, the Agency discovers calculated benefits that are much 
     larger than the mere $0.29 to $0.57 million attributable to the one percent
     reduction.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In assessing the value of the Great Lakes Guidance to recreational,        
     commercial, and subsistence fisheries, EPA assumes that all fish are       
     subject to the most restrictive consumption advisories and that by reducing
     contaminants, overall fishing pressure will increase.  In fact, however,   
     the vast majority of fish caught, like yellow perch, tend to be in the     
     "unlimited consumption" category.  EPA's failure to take this into account 
     results in overestimated benefits.  This is especially apparent when       
     calculating human health benefits.                                         
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     Response to: P2588.113     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.037 and D2587.143.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2588.114
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also makes unrealistic assumptions about the present effect of         
     pollution on fish and wildlife.  It assumes, for example, that transient,  
     non-piscivorous game species are contaminated to such an extent that their 
     populations are suppressed, but no data whatsoever are provided to support 
     this assumption (see RCG Benefits Study at 8-21, 9-14).  Moreover, this    
     assumption ignores the compensatory adjustment that fish and wildlife      
     populations typically exhibit when stressed by either natural or           
     man-induced activities.                                                    
                                                                                
     It appears that a large part of the error in estimating benefits stems from
     EPA's use of the RCG study in a way it was never intended.  The study says 
     on its face that its derived values are preliminary and in some cases not  
     defensibel.  It admits some of its assumptions are "subjective" and for    
     "illustrative purposes only" (see RCG Benefits Study at 8-27).  Under these
     circumstances it is not surprising that the benefits estimates are highly  
     unrealistic and highly unsuitable for the purpose to which EPA has put     
     them.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.114     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017, D2587.143 and D2587.037.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2588.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Interestingly, EPA has chosen to ignore the Canadian contribution of       
     pollutant loadings into the Great Lakes.  Unless the Canadians implement,  
     more or less contemporaneously, similar controls on point and nonpoint     
     pollution sources, any reductions in pollutant loadings from sources on the
     United States side of the border may be completely offset by increases by  
     the Canadians.  To date there is nothing to preclude this possibilty.      
     Unless similar pollution reduction measures are implemented by the         
     Canadians, EPA's already extremely tenuous justification of benefits from  
     the Guidance becomes even more suspect.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.115     
     
     Please see response to comments D2867.087 and D2596.013.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2588.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a result of these problems, EPA's analysis of benefits is simply not    
     reliable.  In the absence of a reliable analysis from EPA, one must look   
     elsewhere, and there one finds that the benefits of the proposed Guidance  
     are quite likely small.  For example, the draft report for the Governors'  
     Council points out that the environmental benefits of the Guidance will be 
     "modest".  DRI/McGraw-Hill Report at ES-5.  Of the seven contaminants      
     responsible for fish consumption advisories in the Great Lakes, the        
     DRI/McGraw-Hill Report concludes that only one contaminant, dioxin, will   
     experience a significant lowering in total loadings as a result of the     
     Great Lakes Guidance (DRI/McGraw-Hill Report at ES-6).  For the vast       
     majority of BCCs, point source contributions to the Great Lakes are dwarfed
     by inputs from nonpoint sources.  The DRI/McGraw-Hill Report ultimately    
     concludes that the proposed Guidance is not a cost-effective program for   
     cleaning up the Great Lakes (DRI/McGraw-Hill Report at II-4).              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.116     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.014, and D2723.004.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2588.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that the following changes should be made to the proposal:   
                                                                                
     [-  The Policy should place the greatest restrictions on the lowering of   
     water quality in "high quality water" identified on the basis of a two-part
     test that asks (1) whether the water quality for the pollutant at issue    
     exceeds the level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses and (2)     
     whether fishable/swimmable uses are attainable.]                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.117     
     
     The final guidance does not establish uses for the Great Lakes, nor in any 
     way attempt to revise the manner in which a State or Tribe designates a    
     use.  All uses established in the Great Lakes States have been established 
     via State processes which allow ample public input, and further, have been 
     reviewed and approved by EPA.  EPA believes it would be counter-productive,
     and needlessly undermine these existing processes, to allow use            
     designations to be revisited via the antidegradation process.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2588.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.118 is imbedded in comment #.117.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [UWAG believes that the following changes should be made to the proposal:] 
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     - The Policy should place the greatest restrictions on the lowering of     
     water quality in "high quality waters" identified on the basis of a        
     two-part test that asks (1) whether the water quality for the pollutant at 
     issue exceeds the level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses and   
     (2) whether fishable/swimmable uses are attainable.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.118     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2588.117.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2588.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Policy should provide that, for all pollutants, a request for an       
     increase in permit limits is the sole trigger for antidegradaton review.   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.119     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Policy should direct regulators to use a cost-effectiveness approach to
     determine whether a lowering of water quality is necessary.                
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     Response to: P2588.120     
     
     See response to comment D2741.157.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2588.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Policy should provide time limits within which regulators must issue   
     antidegradation decisions on the merits.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.121     
     
     This comment requests detailed implementation elements that are beyond the 
     scope of this Guidance to provide.  Given differences in State and Tribal  
     adminstrative procedures, it is not possible for this Guidance to specify  
     time frames within which the antidegradation review must occur.  Also,     
     given that the presumption under the regulations is that water quality be  
     protected unless there is a demonstrated need to lower water quality to    
     accomodate important social and economic development, if a time frame were 
     specified, failure to complete the review within the timeframe would result
     in a denial of the request.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Great Lakes Antidegradation Standard retains this tiered      
     structure but differs from the national policy in two respects.  First,    
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     tier 1 differs from the national policy in that it prohibits the lowering  
     of water quality whether either an existing or a designated use is         
     impaired.  58 Fed. Reg. at 21,031 col. 1 (proposed Appendix E Section I.A).
     Second, tier 2 of the proposed Standard is more specific than its          
     counterpart in the national policy.  Whereas the natioanal policy is silent
     on how water quality is to be assessed to determine whether it exceeds     
     levels necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses, the proposed Great    
     Lakes Standard explicity requires that water quality be assessed on a      
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis.  58 Fed. Reg. at 21,031 col.1 (proposed      
     Appendix E Section I.B).                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.122     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several aspects of the Standard are unclear as proposed.  Other aspects of 
     it would be unreasonably burdensome for regulated entities and regulators  
     alike.  UWAG therefore asks that the Agency revise the proposed Standard as
     follows.                                                                   
                                                                                
     [The Standard Should Clarify Where In The Water Body                       
     Water Quality And Use Attainment Are To Be Assessed                        
                                                                                
     Under the proposed Standard, the level of protection for a particular water
     body depends on its existing water quality and the uses maintained.2       
     Unfortunately, the proposed rule offers no guidance on where in the water  
     body water quality is to be measured.  State regulators are left in the    
     dark as to whether to assess water quality at the end of a discharger's    
     pipe, or further out in the stream.                                        
                                                                                
     As discussed elsewhere in these comments, the CWA3 allows, and has always  
     allowed, reasonable mixing zones at the end of outfall pipes.  The final   
     Great Lakes Policy, then, should provide for reasonable mixing zones to be 
     established in the applicable permit or under the water quality standards. 
     Water quality should not be measured, nor attainment of uses determined,   
     within such a mixing zone.  Conversely, water quality should not be        
     measured, nor attainment of uses determined, too far away from the outfall,
     either -- for example, at a point at which other sources may have begun to 
     influence water quality.                                                   
                                                                                
     In short, the Guidance should say that water quality is to be determined at
     a point, outside any mixing zones established pursuant to state law, that  
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     is representative of the in-stream water quality of that portion of the    
     water body.]                                                               
                                                                                
     ------------------                                                         
     2 Where existing or designated uses are impaired, the proposed rule would  
     prohibit the lowering of water quality.  See 58 Fed. Reg. at 21,031 col. 1 
     (proposed Appendix E Section I.A).  Where water quality for a given        
     pollutant exceeds that level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses, 
     there is to be no significant lowering of water quality unless it is       
     necessary to accommodate important social or economic development.  See 58 
     Fed. Reg. at 21,031 col. 1 (proposed Appendix E Section I.B).  Where       
     existing and designated uses fall short of fishable/swimmable but water    
     quality exceeds that necessary to protect existing and designated uses, a  
     regulator may lower water quality without a demonstration of social or     
     economic necessity so long as the water quality as lowered remains         
     protective of existing and designated uses.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.123     
     
     Please see rsponse to comment ID D2835.004.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.124 is imbedded in comment #.123.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Several aspects of the Standard are unclear as proposed.  Other aspects of
     it would be unreasonably burdensome for regulated entities and regulators  
     alike.  UWAG therefore asks that the Agency revise the proposed Standard as
     follows.]                                                                  
                                                                                
     The Standard Should Clarify Where In the Water Body                        
     Water Quality And Use Attainment Are To Be Assessed                        
                                                                                
     Under the proposed Standard, the level of protection for a particular water
     body depends on its existing water quality and the uses maintained.2       
     Unfortunately, the proposed rule offers no guidance on where in the water  
     body water quality is to be measured.  State regulators are left in the    
     dark as to whether to assess water quality at the end of a discharger's    
     pipe, or further out in the stream.                                        
                                                                                
     As discussed elsewhere in these comments, the CWA3 allows, and has always  
     allowed, reasonable mixing zones at the end of the outfall pipes.  The     
     final Great Lakes Policy, then, should provide for reasonable mixing zones 
     to be established in the applicable permit or under the water quality      
     standards.  Water quality should not be measured, nor attainment of uses   
     determined, within such a mixing zone.  Conversely, water quality should   
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     not be measured, nor attainment of uses determined, too far away from the  
     outfall, either -- for example, at a point at which other sources may have 
     begun to influence water quality.                                          
                                                                                
     In short, the Guidance should say that water quality is to be determined at
     a point, outside any mixing zones established pursuant to state law, that  
     is representative of the in-stream water quality of that portion of the    
     water body.                                                                
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     2 Where existing or designated uses are impaired, the proposed rule would  
     prohibit the lowering of water quality.  See 58 Fed. Reg. at 21,031 col. 1 
     (proposed Appendix E Section I.A).  Where water quality for a given        
     pollutant exceeds that level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses, 
     there is to be no significant lowering of water quality unless it is       
     necessary to accomodate important social or economic development.  See 58  
     Fed. Reg. at 21,031 col. 1 (proposed Appendix E Section I.B).  Where       
     existing and designated uses fall short of fishable/swimmable but water    
     water quality exceeds that necessary to protect existing and designated    
     uses, a regulator may lower water quality without a demonstration of social
     or economic necessity so long as the water quality as lowered remains      
     protective of existing and designated uses.                                
                                                                                
     3 33 U.S.C. Section 1251 et seq.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.124     
     
     Please see rsponse to comment ID D2835.004.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Policy Should Provide Procedures For Measuring Water                   
     Quality To Determine The Level Of Protection That Applies                  
                                                                                
     The Guidance does not provide procedures by which regulators are to measure
     water quality.  Without rules governing how water quality is to be         
     assessed, the antidegradation provisions are subject to abuse by regulators
     who might determine water quality on the basis of unrepresentative data.   
     For example, a regulator might use data that understated the concentration 
     of a pollutant to conclude that water quality exceeded fishable/swimmable  
     and thus to impose tier 2 restrictions inappropriately.  Conversely, a     
     regulator might use data that overstates the concentration of a particular 
     pollutant to conclude that water quality is impaired and that no lowering  
     of water quality is permissible.                                           
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     Regulators should be instructed on how they are to measure water quality in
     order to determine which antidegradation requirements apply.  Specifically,
     the Guidance should specify the type of statistical techniques that should 
     be used (e.g., arithmetic or geometric mean, maximum value), impose minimum
     data requirements, address data variability, and clearly assign the burden 
     or proving water quality to the party seeking to show that waters are      
     subject to more stringent antidegradation restrictions.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.125     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID P2566.021.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Policy Should Clarify That Tier 2 Restrictions Apply Only To Those     
     Waters In Which The Water Quality For A Given Pollutant Exceeds That       
     Necessary To Support Fishable/Swimmable Uses                               
                                                                                
     The proposed Great Lakes Policy created real confusion about waters that   
     just meet, but do not exceed, fishable/swimmable quality.  The confusion   
     arises because of EPA's interpretation of the national antidegradation     
     policy, upon which the Great Lakes Policy is based.  The regulation        
     embodying the national policy, 40 C.F.R. section 131.12, applies tier 2    
     restrictions on degradation of water quality to waters "where the quality  
     of the waters exceed [sic] levels necessary to support propagation of fish,
     shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the water                 
     [('fishable/swimmable')]."  40 C.F.R. Section 131.12(a)(2) (1992) (emphasis
     added).  Using language similar to that of the national policy, the Great  
     Lakes Policy provides that tier 2 restrictions would apply to water where  
     "the water quality exceeds that level necessary to support"                
     fishable/swimmable uses.  58 Fed. Reg. at 21,031 col. 1 (emphasis added).  
     Both the national policy and the proposed Great Lakes Policy thus appear on
     their faces to extend tier 2 protection against antidegradation only where 
     water quality exceeds fishable/swimmable criteria.                         
                                                                                
     However, in the preamble to the proposed Great Lakes Guidance, EPA offers  
     contradictory definitions of the waters that are subject to tier 2         
     protection.  In two places the preamble, like the national policy in the   
     regulations, defines "high quality waters" as "those in which the water    
     quality in water bodies that support fishable/swimmable uses.  58 Fed. Reg.
     at 20,886 col. 3, 20,891 col. 3 (emphasis added).  These statements may    
     mislead state regulators into thinking that tier 2 restrictions apply to   
     waters that just meet fishable/swimmable standards, as well as to waters   
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     that exceed them.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.126     
     
     EPA believes that the discussion in Section VII.A.1 of the SID clarifies   
     this matter.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The unfortunate effect of this apparent change from "exceeds" to "supports"
     is to throw into doubt the meaning of the proposed Policy and the          
     long-established national policy in the regulations, because EPA evidently 
     means to continue the tier structure from that policy in the new Great     
     Lakes Policy.                                                              
                                                                                
     In short, EPA should clarify in the final Standard that tier 2 restrictions
     do not apply to waters the quality of which meets, but does not exceed, the
     criteria necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses.  Rather, as the     
     texts of both the national policy and the proposed Great Lakes Policy      
     explicitly provide, water quality must exceed the level required to protect
     fishable/swimmable uses before tier 2 restrictions apply.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.127     
     
     EPA believes that the discussion in Section VII.A.1 of the SID clarifies   
     this matter.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 1 Restrictions Should Address Existing Uses Only                      
                                                                                
     The first part of the proposed antidegradation standard, which would apply 
     to all waters in the Great Lakes System, highlights the difference between 
     existing uses and designated uses:                                         
                                                                                
     Existing instream water uses, as defined pursuant to 40 C.F.R. part 131,   
     and the level of water quality necessary to protect existing uses shall be 
     maintained and protected.  Where designated uses of the water body are     
     impaired, there shall be no lowering of the water quality with respect to  
     the pollutant or pollutants which are causing the impairment.              
                                                                                
     58 Fed. Reg. 21,031 col. 1 (proposed Appendix E, Section I.A).  In the     
     preamble to the proposed rule, EPA points out that this "tier 1" provision,
     in contrast to the national antidegradation policy, prohibits the lowering 
     of water quality where existing or designated uses are impaired.  58 Fed.  
     Reg. at 20,892.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.128     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter's contention that antidegradation    
     should only apply to existing uses.  To do so would cause antidegradation  
     to work against efforts to restore degraded water bodies.  Further, since  
     water quality criteria and consequently water quality-based permit limits  
     are based on attainment of designated uses, regardless of whether          
     antidegradation protected water quality relative to existing or designated 
     uses, permits would be written to protect designated uses.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier 1 of the proposed Great Lakes Standard deviates from the national     
     policy standard in two respects.  [First, the proposed Standard would      
     prohibit any lowering of water quality in tier 1 waters where existing or  
     designated uses are impaired; the national policy refers only to existing  
     uses.]  [Second, according to EPA's interpretation of the term "designated 
     use," virtually all the Great Lakes System would be designated             
     fishable/swimmable, even though actual water quality may not support       
     fishing and swimming; by contrast, the national policy relies upon the     
     States to designate uses under 40 C.F.R. section 131.10.]                  
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     Response to: P2588.129     
     
     See response to comment P2588.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.130 is imbedded in comment #.129.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Tier 1 of the proposed Great Lakes Standard deviates from the national    
     policy standard in two respects.]  First, the proposed Standard would      
     prohibit any lowering of water quality in tier 1 waters where existing or  
     designated uses are impaired; the national policy refers only to existing  
     uses.  [Second, according to EPA's interpretation of the term "designated  
     use," virtually all the Great Lakes System would be designated             
     fishable/swimmable, even though actual water quality may not support       
     fishing and swimming; by contrast, the national policy relies upon the     
     States to designate uses under 40 C.F.R. section 131.10.]                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.130     
     
     See response to comment P2588.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.131 is imbedded in comment #.129.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Tier 1 of the proposed Great Lakes Standard deviates from the national    
     policy standard in two respects.]  [First, the proposed Standard would     
     prohibit any lowering of water quality in tier 1 waters where existing or  
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     designated uses are impaired; the national policy refers only to existing  
     uses.]  Second, according to EPA's interpretation of the term "designated  
     use," virtually all the Great Lakes System would be designated             
     fishable/swimmable, even though actual water quality may not support       
     fishing and swimming; by contrast, the national policy relies upon the     
     States to designate uses under 40 C.F.R. section 131.10.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.131     
     
     See response to comment P2588.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The result of these two departures from national policy is quite           
     remarkable:  it is an outright reversal of the present policy, in a sense, 
     because now some waters of poorer quality will be protected more           
     stringently than higher-quality waters.  That is, where a water was        
     designated fishable/swimmable (that is, almost everywhere) but water       
     quality for a given pollutant was below the level necessary to support     
     fishing and swimming, the Standard would prohibit any lowering of water    
     quality at all -- even if the water quality as lowered would be protective 
     of existing uses.  Conversely, where water quality for a given pollutant   
     was better than necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses, the standard 
     would preclude only "significant" lowering of water quality, and it would  
     allow even significant lowering if necessary to accommodate important      
     social or economic development.  This policy reversal is surely not what   
     Congress intended when it directed EPA to provide guidance on              
     "antidegradation policies" for the Great Lakes in section 118(c)(2) of the 
     CWA.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.132     
     
     See response to comment P2588.128.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the commenter completely misapprehends the function of        
     antidegradation.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 specify three levels
     of protection under antidegradation.  The first level prohibits lowering of
     water quality that will impair uses, the second requires that ambient water
     quality in high quality waters be maintained and protected unless lower    
     water quality is necessary to accommodate important social and economic    
     development in the area affected by the lower water quality.  The commenter
     complains the policy contained in the Guidance, by prohibiting any lowering
     of water quality that would impair existing or designated uses, is         
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     over-protective on the one hand, and, by allowing lower water quality in   
     high quality waters, is under protective on the other.  EPA disagrees for  
     several reasons.                                                           
                                                                                
     States and Tribes are required to adopt both uses and criteria that are    
     protective of the uses in their water quality standards. Designated uses   
     should, at a minimum, be protective of all existing uses.  Also, absent a  
     use attainability analysis, designated uses must be compatible with the    
     goal of the CWA at section 101(a)(2) that all waters be capable of         
     sustaining fish. shellfish and wildlife and recreation in and on the       
     waters. Designated uses may reflect uses that do not yet occur in the water
     body, but are expected to be attained with the implementation of           
     appropriate pollution control measures on point and nonpoint sources of    
     pollution.  The commenter's demand that antidegradation only require       
     protection of existing rather than designated uses conflicts with the basic
     tenets of the CWA. States and Tribes alone have the authority to establish 
     designated uses; the commenter's suggestion would undermine this authority 
     and side-step the public participation process that allows citizen         
     involvement in the water quality standards process.  Further, the          
     commenter's suggestion attempts to circumvent the requirement that States  
     and Tribes perform a use attainability analysis where the designated use of
     a water body is not consistent with the objectives of the CWA.  Finally,   
     given that States and Tribes develop criteria for the protection of        
     designated rather than existing uses, the commenter's suggestion would     
     create an unacceptable internal conflict within a State's or Tribe' water  
     quality standards when designated uses were not attained.                  
                                                                                
     The Federal antidegradation policy allows some lowering of water quality in
     high quality waters where lower water quality is necessary to accommodate  
     important social and economic growth. Despite the commenter's assertion to 
     the contrary, EPA believes that this is appropriate for two reasons.       
     First, there are instances where environmental degradation is an           
     unavoidable consequence of economic or social growth.  It is not the intent
     of the antidegradation policy to stifle growth, but to minimize the impacts
     of growth and ensure that the growth is desirable to those who will be     
     impacted by the environmental degradation. Second, the Federal             
     antidegradation policy pertaining to outstanding National resource waters  
     (ONRWs) allows States and Tribes to provide the level of protection        
     envisioned by the commenter where they so choose.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency asserts that the proposed standard simply brings the new        
     antidegradation guidance into conformance with already-existing rules for  
     the protection of water quality, two in particular.  58 Fed. Reg. 20,892.  
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     The first is the existing federal water quality-based permitting           
     regulation, 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which requires states to       
     develop effluent limitations that achieve water quality standards.  58 Fed.
     Reg. at 20,892.  The second is the rule for the development of total       
     maximum daily loads ("TMDLs"), wasteload allocations ("WLAs"), and load    
     allocations, found at 40 C.F.R. section 130.7; this requires that water    
     quality standards be attained and maintained.  48 Fed. Reg. at 20,892.     
                                                                                
     EPA's reliance on these two rules is misplaced.  General rules calling for 
     water quality standards to be attained can be cited, in a very simplistic  
     sense, to support almost any measure leading to more stringent controls.   
     But this approach is incorrect in light of section 303(D)(4)(A), which     
     addresses revisions to effluent limitations where applicable water quality 
     standards have not been attained:  section 303 (D)(4) makes no mention of  
     antidegradation policy at all.  33 U.S.C. section 1313(d)(4)(A).           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.133     
     
     See responses to comments P2588.128 and P2588.132.                         
                                                                                
     In addition, it is apparent from the comment that the commenter lacks even 
     the most basic understanding of water quality standards and their          
     implementation.  Water quality standards are comprised of designated uses, 
     criteria to protect the uses and an antidegradation policy (see CWA,       
     section 303 and 40 CFR 131.6). Section 402 of the CWA establishes the      
     National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permit program.    
     Point source discharges to the waters of U.S. are only allowed in          
     compliance with an NPDES permit.  Among other requirements, NPDES permit   
     must contain effluent limitations as necessary to implement water quality  
     standards.  Obviously, the commenter's contention that compliance with     
     water quality standards is an unimportant or inconsequential requirement of
     the CWA and Federal regulations is clearly unfounded.                      
                                                                                
     With respect to the discussion in the comment regarding section 303(d)(4)  
     of the CWA, the commenter's arguments are similarly unfounded and without  
     merit.  Section 303(d)(4) address the circumstances under which NPDES      
     permit limits may be revised. Two scenarios are considered, discharges to  
     waters where water quality standards (the criteria associated with the     
     designated uses) are not attained, and discharges to waters where water    
     quality standards are attained.  In the former case, section 303(d)(4)(A)  
     states that effluent limitations may be revised only if the net effect of  
     such revisions is to ensure attainment of water quality standards.  In     
     other words, limits applicable to individual discharges may be adjusted up 
     or down provided the effect of the aggregate changes is compliance with    
     water quality standards.  Antidegradation does not apply because the net   
     effect of the adjustments in total is improved water quality;              
     antidegradation review is only required if there is a lowering of water    
     quality.  In the latter case, where standards are attained, section        
     303(d)(4)(B) states explicitly that adjustments to effluent limitations are
     only permitted in compliance with a State's or Tribe's antidegradation     
     policy.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 7764



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA claims that its attempt to extend tier 1 protections from existing to  
     merely designated uses is consistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Agreement ("GLWQA" or the "Agreement"), an agreement signed in 1978 by the 
     governments of the United States and Canada.  In particular, EPA relies on 
     the Agreement's purpose to restore and maintain the chemical, physical, and
     biological integrity of the waters of the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem, its 
     objective to restore beneficial uses, and its listing of beneficial uses   
     that are analogous to the fishable/swimmable goals of the CWA.  58 Fed.    
     Reg. at 20,892.                                                            
                                                                                
     Once again, EPA is exalting the general over the specific.  In particular, 
     EPA neglects the specific provision of the Agreement that authorizes the   
     development of an antidegradation policy.  Pursuant to that provision,     
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the adoption of Specific Objectives, all reasonable and    
     practicable measures shall be taken to maintain or improve the existing    
     water quality in those areas of the boundary waters of the Great Lakes     
     System where such water quality is better than that prescribed by the      
     Specific Objectives, and in those areas having outstanding natural resource
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     GLWQA, Art. IV (1)(c) (emphasis added).  Thus, the Agreement expressly     
     authorizes antidegradation measures only for waters in which water quality 
     exceeds that prescribed in the Specific Objectives, analogous to high      
     quality waters as defined under the national and proposed tier 2           
     limitations, and to ONRWs, of the type addressed under the national and    
     proposed tier 3 restrictions.  It emphatically does not support an         
     antidegradation standard for waters that are no better than                
     fishable/swimmable.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.134     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2588.151                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     If EPA Retains The Requirement That Designated Uses Be Protected, It Should
     Clarify The Meaning Of The Term "Designated Use"                           
                                                                                
     Presumably, the term "designated" uses refers to those uses for which a    
     water body has been designated by the state pursuant to existing EPA rules.
     However, EPA's preamble to the Great Lakes Guidance suggests a different   
     definition.  Specifically, EPA states that, the "criteria are intended to .
     . . create a de facto designated fishable/swimmable use for the Great Lakes
     system."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,893 col. 1 (emphasis added).  Likewise, in the
     Agency's argument that it is authorized to protect all of the goal uses in 
     section 101 of the CWA under its antidegradation policy, EPA states that   
     "the existing uses are, or the designated uses will be,                    
     fishable/swimmable."  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,892.                              
                                                                                
     If EPA really intends by this to dictate a designated use of               
     fishable/swimmable for all waters in the Great Lakes System, then the      
     proposal is inconsistent with the CWA.  The Act clearly gives the states,  
     not EPA, the responsibility for designating uses.  See CWA sections        
     303(c)(2)(A) & (B), 33. U.S.C. sections 1313(c)(2)(A) & (B).               
                                                                                
     This responsibility is reflected in the regulations.  Section 131.10 of    
     EPA's water quality standard regulations vests the states with the         
     authority to designate uses to be achieved and protected on the waters of  
     the state.  40 C.F.R. section 131.10(a).  The regulations do not dictate   
     what uses a state must initially designate, and they do specify that a     
     state can remove designated uses that are not existing uses (subject to    
     certain limitations) if attaining those uses is not feasible.  Id.         
                                                                                
     Section 118 of the CWA does, to be sure, authorize EPA to promulgate       
     guidance on minimum water quality standards for the Great Lakes states.  33
     U.S.C. section 1268.  This authorizes EPA to issue minimum water quality   
     standards that it believes are protective of fishable/swimmable uses and to
     require the Great Lakes states to apply those standards to waters of the   
     Great Lakes System that have designated fishable/swimmable.  But the       
     statute does not permit EPA to divest the Great Lakes states of the        
     authority to designate uses for its water bodies.                          
                                                                                
     EPA should clarify that designated uses are those uses designated by the   
     states under existing regulations, and that designated uses for a given    
     water body should not be presumed to include all fishable/swimmable uses.4 
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     4 Under this definition, the lowering of water quality in non-HQWs         
     designated less than fishable/swimmable would not be subject to            
     antidegradation review, so long as the uses designated by the state were   
     protected.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.135     
     
     The term "designated use" is defined at 40 CFR 131.3(f).  EPA does not     
     designate any uses in the final guidance, nor did it propose to do so in   
     the proposed Guidance.  EPA has made the aquatic life criteria applicable  
     across the basin, irrespective of the use (with a few limited exceptions), 
     because these criteria do not vary with use designation.   This issue is   
     discussed more fully in Section II.C.4 of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2588.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Standard Should Define High Quality Waters On The Basis Of Both Water  
     Quality For The Pollutant At Issue And The Attainability Of                
     Fishable/Swimmable Uses                                                    
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Antidegradation Standard explicitly requires that water    
     quality be assessed on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis for the purpose of   
     defining high quality waters.  The Standard provides that a water is       
     considered high-quality for a given pollutant where its quality exceeds the
     level necessary to protect fishable/swimmable uses for that pollutant.  In 
     such waters the existing quality as to the pollutant at issue must be      
     maintained and protected, unless economic factors justify lowering the     
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     [UWAG recommends a different approach, one that would classify a water as  
     "high quality" only where the water quality for a given pollutant exceeded 
     the level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses and                 
     fishable/swimmable uses were shown to be attainable (hereinafter the       
     "modified pollutant-by-pollutant approach").  Under this two-part test,    
     regulators would first ascertain whether water quality for the parameter at
     issue exceeded the level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses.  If 
     so, the regulators would then determine whether fishable/swimmable uses    
     were in fact attainable, as demonstrated by a use attainability test.  If  
     the test established that fishable/swimmable uses were attainable, tier 2  
     restrictions would apply.  If the test results indicated that              
     fishable/swimmable uses were unattainable, only the tier 1 restrictions,   
     requiring protection of existing uses, would apply.]                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.136     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2588.117.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2588.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.137 is imbedded in comment #.136.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The Standard Should Define High Quality Waters On The Basis Of Both Water 
     Quality For The Pollutant At Issue And The Attainability Of                
     Fishable/Swimmable Uses                                                    
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Antidegradation Standard explicitly requires that water    
     quality be assessed on a pollutant-by-pollutant basis for the purpose of   
     defining high quality waters.  The Standard provides that a water is       
     considered high-quality for a given pollutant where its quality exceeds the
     level necessary to protect fishable/swimmable uses for that pollutant.  In 
     such waters the existing quality as to the pollutant at issue must be      
     maintained and protected, unless economic factors justify lowering the     
     quality.]                                                                  
                                                                                
     UWAG recommends a different approach, one that would classify a water as   
     "high quality" only where the water quality for a given pollutant exceeded 
     the level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses and                 
     fishable/swimmable uses were shown to be attainable (hereinafter the       
     "modified pollutant-by-pollutant approach").  Under this two-part test,    
     regulators would first ascertain whether water quality for the parameter at
     issue exceeded the level necessary to support fishable/swimmable uses.  If 
     so, the regulators would then determine whether fishable/swimmable uses    
     were in fact attainable, as demonstrated by a use attainability test.  If  
     the test established that fishable/swimmable uses were attainable, tier 2  
     restrictions would apply.  If the test results indicated that              
     fishable/swimmable uses were unattainable, only the tier 1 restrictions,   
     requiring protection of existing uses, would apply.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.137     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2588.117.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2588.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Pure Pollutant-By-Pollutant Approach Is Unreasonably Restrictive       
                                                                                
     Under the pure pollutant-by-pollutant approach advanced in EPA's proposal, 
     a discharger could be required to spend large amounts of money to remove a 
     pollutant from waters that are already highly degraded by other pollutants.
     Assume, for example, an extremely polluted waterway that happens to be very
     low in copper.  In these circumstances a new discharger, in addition to all
     the other pollution control requirements he would be subject to, would have
     to spend additional money to control copper under the antidegradation      
     policy.  This additional expense would result in no benefit to the aquatic 
     ecosystem or to those people who might make use of it.                     
                                                                                
     The pure pollutant-by-pollutant approach, moreover, is not justified to    
     protect water quality downstream, where the maintenance of water quality   
     for that parameter might actually maintain or restore a use.  Existing     
     NPDES permitting rules and mechanisms already require that, before a permit
     is issued for a discharge into a tributary, limits must be calculated which
     assure compliance with water quality standards, not only in the immediate  
     receiving water, but as far downstream as the discharge might reach.5      
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     5 See 40 C.F.R. Part 130; EPA, Technical Support Document for Water        
     Quality-based Toxic Control (March 1991); EPA, Guidance for Water          
     Quality-based Decisions:  The TMDL Process (April 1991).                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.138     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2588.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Modified Pollutant-By-Pollutant Approach Advocated In These Comments Is
     Consistent With The National Antidegradation Policy And The GLWQA          
                                                                                
     As EPA concedes in the preamble to the proposed Guidance, the national     
     antidegradation policy in 40 C.F.R. section 131.12 is silent on how to     
     determine whether water quality exceeds the level necessary to support     
     fishable/swimmable uses.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,892.  Nevertheless, EPA       
     concludes that the pollutant-by-pollutant approach is consistent with the  
     national antidegradation policy.  Id. at 20,893.  For authority, the Agency
     quotes a 1989 memorandum in which the Director of the Office of Water      
     Regulations and Standards proclaimed that "all parameters do not need to be
     better quality than the State's ambient criteria for the water to be deemed
     a high quality water" and that "it is best to apply antidegradation on a   
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis."  Id. at 20,893 col 1 (citing "Application of
     Antidegradation Policy to the Niagara River," memorandum from Martha G.    
     Prothro, Director of the Office of Water Regulations and Standards, to     
     Richard Caspe, Director, Water Management Division, Region II (Aug. 4,     
     1989)).                                                                    
                                                                                
     [But the internal memorandum that EPA relies on is insufficient to support 
     the conclusion that only a pure pollutant-by-pollutant approach would be   
     consistent with the national policy; the memorandum says merely that water 
     quality does not have to exceed criteria for all pollutants for waters to  
     be HQWs and that the pollutant-by-pollutant approach is the best way -- but
     not necessarily the only way -- to apply the antidegradation policy.       
     "Chemical parameters" (or pollutants) are key factors to be considered     
     under the use attainability analysis that states must conduct prior to     
     removal of a designated use.  40 C.F.R. section 131.10(g), 131.3.  In most 
     cases, fishable/swimmable uses will be attainable in waters that achieve   
     criteria for a substantial number of -- but not necessarily all --         
     pollutants.  Thus, the modified pollutant-by-pollutant approach advocated  
     by UWAG, which would identify HQWs based on the attainability of           
     fishable/swimmable uses, would not require a water to meet                 
     fishable/swimmable criteria for all parameters before considering it an    
     HQW.  Accordingly, the modified pollutant-by-pollutant approach is not     
     inconsistent with the general reasoning set forth in the Prothro           
     memorandum.6]                                                              
                                                                                
     ----------------------                                                     
     6 Moreover, the Prothro memorandum has never been subject to public notice 
     and comment.  Accordingly, the interpretation of national policy contained 
     therein does not preclude the use of an alternative approach to assessing  
     water quality to determine whether a water is an HQW.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.139     
     
     Please see Section VII.C.2.b, for a discussion of the basis for EPAs       
     decision to use the pollutant by pollutant approach in the final Guidance. 
     Note that EPA does not use the August 4, 1989 memo as authority for this   
     approach, but merely cites this document as an indication of existing      
     interpretation of the National Antidegradation policy.   With respect to   
     the concern about use attainability, please see response to comment ID     
     P2588.117.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2588.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.140 is imbedded in comment #.139.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The Modified Pollutant-By-Pollutant Approach Advocated In These Comments  
     Is Consistent With The National Antidegradation Policy And The GLWQA       
                                                                                
     As EPA concedes in the preamble to the proposed Guidance, the national     
     antidegradation policy in 40 C.F.R. section 131.12 is silent on how to     
     determine whether water quality exceeds the level necessary to support     
     fishable/swimmable uses.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,892.  Nevertheless, EPA       
     concludes that the pollutant-by-pollutant approach is consistent with the  
     national antidegradation policy.  Id. at 20,893.  For authority, the Agency
     quotes a 1989 memorandum in which the Director of the Office of Water      
     Regulations and Standards proclaimed that "all parameters do not need to be
     better quality than the State's ambient criteria for the water to be deemed
     a high quality water" and that "it is best to apply antidegradation on a   
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis."  Id. at 20,893 col. 1 (citing "Application  
     of Antidegradation Policy to the Niagara River," memorandum from Martha G. 
     Prothro, Director of the Office of Water Regulations and Standards, to     
     Richard Caspe, Director, Water Management Division, Region II (Aug. 4,     
     1989)).]                                                                   
                                                                                
     But the internal memorandum that EPA relies on is insufficient to support  
     the conclusion that only a pure pollutant-by-pollutant approach would be   
     consistent with the national policy; the memorandum says merely that water 
     quality does not have to exceed criteria for all pollutants for waters to  
     be HQWs and that the pollutant-by-pollutant approach is the best way -- but
     not necessarily the only way -- to apply the antidegradation policy.       
     "Chemical parameters" (or pollutants) are key factors to be considered     
     under the use attainability analysis that states must conduct prior to     
     removal of a designated use.  40 C.F.R. section 131.10(g), 131.3.  In most 
     cases, fishable/swimmable uses will be attainable in waters that achieve   
     criteria for a substantial number of -- but not necessarily all --         
     pollutants.  Thus, the modified pollutant-by-pollutant approach advocated  
     by UWAG, which would identify HQWs based on the attainability of           
     fishable/swimmable uses, would not require a water to meet                 
     fishable/swimmable criteria for all parameters before considering it an    
     HQW.  Accordingly, the modified pollutant-by-pollutant approach is not     
     inconsistent with the general reasoning set forth in the Prothro           
     memorandum.6                                                               
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     6 Moreover, the Prothro memorandum has never been subject to public notice 
     and comment.  Accordingly, the interpretation of national policy contained 
     therein does not preclude the use of an alternative approach to assessing  
     water quality to determine whether a water is an HQW.                      
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     Response to: P2588.140     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2588.139                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2588.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Agreement is similarly silent on the issue of identifying  
     waters subject to antidegradation protection by virtue of their high       
     quality.  The antidegradation provision of the Agreement merely provides   
     that it applies to maintain and improve "the existing water quality" in    
     those waters "where such water quality is better than that prescribed by   
     the Specific Objectives."  GLWQA, Art. IV(1)(c).  The Agreement offers no  
     guidance on how a regulator is to determine whether water quality is better
     than required under the Specific Objectives.  Thus, the GLWQA cannot be    
     used, as EPA tries to use it, to justify the exclusive application of a    
     pure pollutant-by-pollutant approach.  Indeed, the modified                
     pollutant-by-pollutant approach would be equally acceptable under the      
     agreement.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.141     
     
     Please see response to comment ID 2588.151.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A Modified Pollutant-By-Pollutant Approach Is A More Reasonable And        
     Workable Alternative                                                       
                                                                                
     By limiting tier 2 restrictions to waters in which water quality is        
     actually better, for a substantial number of pollutants, than necessary to 
     support fishing and swimming, the modified pollutant-by-pollutant approach 
     advocated in these comments would focus resources where they would do the  
     most good:  on those waters in which the uses that the criteria are        
     designed to support are really attainable.  As such, finite resources would
     be concentrated on preserving the high quality of truly valuable waters, as
     opposed to being spent controlling one or two pollutants in a waterway that
     has other and more important limitations.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.142     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The modified pollutant-by-pollutant approach would also result in a better 
     allocation of limited administrative resources by requiring regulators to  
     conduct antidegradation review in fewer cases.  It can hardly be denied    
     that regulators should focus first, under any rational antidegradation     
     policy, on the cleanest and most valuable waters.  Requiring them to focus 
     equally on lower quality waters that happen to exceed standards for one or 
     two specific pollutants will only dilute their effectiveness.              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.143     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.144
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Standard Should Not Be Applied To Tier II Pollutants                   
                                                                                
     In the Great Lakes Guidance, EPA proposes two alternate procedures for     
     deriving water-quality criteria.  The Tier I procedure is to be used where 
     toxicity data are ample; the Tier II mechanisms is for use where usable    
     data are less abundant.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,824 col. 1.  Criteria derived  
     by the Tier II method are likely to be both less sound scientifically and  
     are intended to be more stringent.  It is unclear whether the proposed     
     Antidegradation Policy would apply to pollutants for which the Guidance    
     provides only Tier II values instead of Tier I criteria.  If it is intended
     to apply to pollutants for which only Tier II values have been developed,  
     the Standard would be unreasonably restrictive.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.144     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2867.031.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.145
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble to the proposed Guidance, the Agency describes the data    
     sets from which Tier I criteria and Tier II values must be derived.  In    
     each case, the substantial amount of data required for Tier I criteria     
     stands in stark contrast to the paucity of data acceptable for deriving    
     Tier II values.7                                                           
                                                                                
     Elsewhere in these comments, UWAG questions the lawfulness and wisdom of   
     imposing permit limits based on Tier II values.  UWAG's objection to this  
     practice is that effluent limits based on Tier II values are likely to be  
     overly conservative.  According to EPA, the criteria in the proposed       
     Guidance are designed to support fishable/swimmable uses.  Moreover, EPA   
     considers all waters in the Great Lakes System to be designated fishable/  
     swimmable.  Thus, if treated as a water quality criterion under the        
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     proposed Antidegradation Standard, a Tier II value would serve as the floor
     below which water quality could not be lowered.  Statistically, a Tier II  
     value is likely to be more stringent than a criterion derived from an      
     adequate database.  Consequently, applying antidegradation analysis to Tier
     II values would impose more stringent restrictions on degradation than     
     would apply if adequate data were available.  Thus, to apply               
     antidegradation restrictions on the basis of Tier II values would add yet  
     another layer of conservatism to an already conservative set of            
     requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     7 With respect to aquatic life criteria, the proposed Guidance would       
     require acceptable toxicity data for aquatic species in at least eight     
     families representing different habitats and taxonomic groups for the      
     development of Tier I criteria.  58 Fed. Reg. 20,850 col. 2.  Tier II      
     values for the protection of aquatic life may be derived from data for as  
     few as one taxonomic family.  Id.  Under the proposed human health criteria
     provisions, Tier I criteria would be based on dose-response data from human
     or animal studies associated with no observable toxic effect which are     
     evaluated for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects.  Id. col. 2. 
     Tier II values for the protection of human health may be established for   
     non-carcinogenic and carcinogenic endpoints, edpending on the adequacy of  
     the data.  Id.  Tier I criteria for the protection of wildlife are based on
     dose-response data from field and laboratory studies birds and mammals.    
     Id. col. 3.  Tier II wildlife values may be based on data from a single    
     taxonomic class, and may come from laboratory studies of more limited scope
     for mammals.  Id.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.145     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2867.031.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Standard Should Clarify That Section 316 Of The CWA Overrides The      
     Antidegradation Standard                                                   
                                                                                
     The final provision of the proposed Antidegradation Standard requires that 
                                                                                
     In those cases where the potential lowering of water quality is associated 
     with a thermal discharge, the decision to allow such degradation shall be  
     consistent with section 316 of the Clean Water Act.                        
                                                                                
     58 Fed. Reg. 21,031 (proposed Appendix E, section I.D.) (emphasis added).  
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     It is unclear whether EPA intends by this provision to subject to its      
     antidegradation review provisions discharges covered by section 316 of the 
     CWA.  If it does, the proposed standard is inconsistent with section 316 of
     the CWA and the national antidegradation policy.                           
                                                                                
     Section 316(a) of the CWA provides that, where an effluent limitation on   
     the thermal component of a discharge is more stringent than necessary to   
     assure the propagation and protection of a balanced indigenous population  
     of shellfish, fish, and wildlife, the permitting authority may impose a    
     less stringent limitation that is adequately protective.  33 U.S.C. section
     1326(a).  Thus an increased discharge permitted under a section 316        
     variance would not be subject to the antidegradation demonstration or an   
     antidegradation "decision."                                                
                                                                                
     The thermal discharge provision set out in the national policy requires    
     that                                                                       
                                                                                
               In those cases where potential water quality                     
               impairment associated with a thermal discharge                   
               is involved, the antidegradation policy and                      
     implementing method shall be consistent with                               
               section 316 of the Act.                                          
                                                                                
     40 C.F.R. section 131.12(4).  Interpreting this provision, EPA has         
     acknowledged that "the statutory scheme and legislative history indicate   
     that limitations developed under section 316 take precedence over other    
     requirements of the Act."  Water Quality Standards Handbook 1993 (Draft),  
     Office of Science and Technology, Water Standards Branch, U.S. EPA (Feb.   
     1993).  Accordingly, under the national antidegradation policy, no         
     antidegradation demonstration or decision is called for, as to the thermal 
     component of the discharge, where a discharger has obtained a thermal      
     variance under section 316.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA should revise the proposed thermal discharge provision to comport with 
     the CWA and national antidegradation policy.  Specifically, the standard   
     should provide that no antidegradation demonstration or decision is called 
     for, as to the thermal component of the discharge, where a discharger has  
     obtained a thermal variance under section 316.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.146     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2604.035.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Below, UWAG advocates that EPA revise its definition of "significant       
     lowering of water quality" in the Implementation Procedure and that it     
     apply the "significant lowering" standard, defined in accordance with these
     Comments, to tier 3 and impaired tier 1 waters as well as tier 2 waters.   
                                                                                
     [The Definition Of "Significant Lowering Of Water Quality" Should Be Tied  
     To Increases In Permit Limits For Both BCCS and Non-BCCs                   
                                                                                
     The proposed Implementation Procedures would define significant lowering of
     water quality differently depending on whether the pollutant at issue was a
     BCC or a non-BCC.  For BCCs, any increase in the rate of mass loading that 
     results from an action of the permittee would constitute a "significant    
     lowering of water quality."  58 Fed. Reg. at 21,032 col. 1.  For non-BCCs, 
     "significant lowering of water quality" would occur only when a source     
     obtains an increase in its permit limit for that pollutant.  58 Fed. Reg.  
     at 21,032 col. 2.  See also 58 Fed. Reg. at 20,894 col. 3 - 20,895 col. 1. 
     The Implementation Procedures further provide that, with respect to        
     non-BCCs, increases in permit levels that are de minimis or which do not   
     increase the ambient concentration of pollutants are exempt from           
     antidegradation demonstration and decision requirements.  58 Fed. Reg. at  
     21,032 col. 2.]                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.147     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.148 is imbedded in comment #.147.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Below, UWAG advocates that EPA revise its definition of "significant      
     lowering of water quality" in the Implementation Procedure and that it     
     apply the "significant lowering" standard, defined in accordance with these
     Comments, to tier 3 and impaired tier 1 waters as well as tier 2 waters.]  
                                                                                
     The Definition Of "Significant Lowering Of Water Quality" Should Be Tied To
     Increases In Permit Limits For Both BCCS And Non-BCCs                      
                                                                                
     The proposed Implementation Procedures would define significant lowering of
     water quality differently depending on whether the pollutant at issue was a
     BCC or a non-BCC.  For BCCs, any increase in the rate of mass loading that 
     results from an action of the permittee would constitute a "significant    
     lowering of water quality."  58 Fed. Reg. at 21,032 col. 1.  For non-BCCs, 
     "significant lowering of water quality" would occur only when a source     
     obtains an increase in its permit limit for that pollutant.  58 Fed. Reg.  
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     at 21,032 col. 2.  See also 58 Fed. Reg. at 20,894 col. 3 - 20,895 col. 1. 
     The Implementation Procedures further provide that, with respect to        
     non-BCCs, increases in permit levels that are de minimis or which do not   
     increase the ambient concentration of pollutants are exempt from           
     antidegradation demonstration and decision requirements.  58 Fed. Reg. at  
     21,032 col. 2.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.148     
     
     Please see responses to Comment ID D2604.036 and D2798.046.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA specifically requested comment on the question of whether the          
     definition of significant lowering of water quality should distinguish     
     between BCCs and other pollutants.  UWAG believes that significant lowering
     should be defined the same for both BCCs and non-BCCs.  Specifically, UWAG 
     supports a definition of "significant lowering" for all pollutants that is 
     based on increases in permit limits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.149     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It Is Legally Permissible For The Agency To Define "Significant Lowering Of
     Water Quality" For BCCs On The Basis Of A Discharger's Application For     
     Increased Permit Limits                                                    
                                                                                
     Neither the national antidegradation policy nor the GLWQA addresses the    
     increment by which a proposed action must lower water quality before the   
     requirement of an antidegradation demonstration is triggered.  In fact,    
     "significant lowering of water quality" is not a part of terminology of the
     national antidegradation policy or the Agreement.  Consequently, neither   
     source of authority precludes a trigger based upon "significant lowering"  
     or circumscribes the definition of the term "significant lowering" as it   
     might be used as a trigger for antidegradation decisions.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.150     
     
     EPA agrees.  EPA also believes it is legally permissable to define         
     "significant lowering of water quality"  using the other measures specified
     in the definition of that term as presented in Appendix E of the final     
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2588.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQA may authorize EPA to give persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants 
     a higher priority than other parameters in implementing the objectives of  
     the Agreement.  It is the stated policy of the GLWQA that "[t]he discharge 
     of toxic substances in toxic amounts be prohibited and the discharge of any
     or all persistent toxic substances be virtually eliminated."  GLWQA, Art.  
     II(a).  In spite of this broad policy goal, however, the specific          
     antidegradation provision in the Agreement draws no distinction between    
     persistent, bioaccumulative toxics and other pollutants.  Id. Art.         
     IV.1.(c).  Because this specific provision trumps the more general         
     statement of policy objectives, the Agreement cannot be read to require    
     differential treatment of BCCs in determining when antidegradation analysis
     is triggered.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.151     
     
     While EPA has found it appropriate to highlight the provisions of the GLWQA
     which are consistent with various portions of the guidance, EPA does not   
     infer that the GLWQA provides authority for any of the requirements in the 
     final Guidance.   Thus, the authority for the terms of the final guidance  
     does not rest on an interpretation of the GLWQA.                           
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2588.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the antidegradation provision of the Agreement directs its       
     signatories to undertake only those measures that are "reasonable and      
     practicable" to improve and maintain existing water quality in HQWs and    
     ONRWs.  GLWQA Art. IV, Section 1(c).  As explained in greater detail in the
     sections that follow, the proposed definition of "significant lowering" for
     BCCs would violate the "reasonable and practicable" standard, which        
     overrides the general goal to reduce the loading of toxic pollutants.      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.152     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2588.151                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.153
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Increases In Permit Limits Provide A More Reasonable And Practicable Basis 
     For Defining "Significant Lowering Of Water Quality" Than Do Actions       
     Resulting In Any Increase In Mass Loading                                  
                                                                                
     a.  It is more reasonable to base "significant lowering" on increases in   
     permit limits than on "actions"                                            
                                                                                
     The Guidance defines "significant lowering" as to BCCs as an increase in   
     mass loading due to an action of the discharger; however the Guidance fails
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     to defined the term "action."  Rather, the Agency explains in the preamble 
     that,                                                                      
                                                                                
     The term "action" is to be interpreted broadly and will include, for point 
     sources, activities or combination of activities that contribute pollutants
     (BCCs) to the waste stream, and thereby the water body, such as, but not   
     limited to, creation of a new source, addition of a new process or product 
     line at an existing source, expansion of process capacity, modifications of
     the waste handling or treatment process, changes in raw materials, and new 
     sanitary or industrial hookups to a municipal sewer system.                
                                                                                
     58 Fed. Reg. at 20,894.  The preamble similarly lists representative       
     non-point source activities that would qualify as "actions" sufficient to  
     trigger antidegradation review, including new construction activity.  Id.  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.153     
     
     Please see response to commen ID D2798.046.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2588.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance fails to define the term "action" in a way that will provide  
     any certainty for dischargers who must determine whether a proposed        
     activity requires an antidegradation demonstration.  Because the list of   
     qualifying activities is non-exclusive and the definition offers no rules  
     for determining what other activities might qualify, it is impossible for  
     the regulated community to determine what other activities would constitute
     "actions" under the rule.  For example, the addition of impervious cover at
     a facility, such as roofs or pavement, will result in increased storm water
     runoff.  That runoff will contain pollutants found in precipitation, such  
     as mercury and PCBs.  Thus the simple activity of adding a new building, or
     paving a vacant lot, could be construed as "actions" resulting in increased
     discharges of BCCs triggering antidegradation review.  By contrast, a rule 
     requiring antidegradation demonstrations only when regulated entities seek 
     increases in permit limits would provide parties with sufficient notice of 
     their antidegradation requirements, because dischargers know when they must
     seek increases in their permit limits.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.154     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D2591.034.                         
                                                                                
     EPA is unconvinced by the commenter's arguments.  Dischargers are already  
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     required to report changes in the facility under the CWA and Federal       
     regulations.  The antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance simply  
     make use of existing information and reporting requirements.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2588.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the "action" trigger introduces an additional forum, separate 
     from the process by which increases in permit limits normally are sought,  
     in which an antidegradation analysis must be undertaken.  It is doubtful   
     that regulators would be able to bear the increased administrative burden  
     of the additional antidegradation proceedings that would be required under 
     EPA's proposed approach.  By contrast, limiting antidegradation review and 
     permit modification to a single proceeding would conserve both public and  
     private resources.                                                         
                                                                                
     In short, the Guidance would provide greater predictability and            
     administrative efficiency if it tied the "significant lowering of water    
     quality" for BCCs to increases in permit limits.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.155     
     
     While EPA agrees that defining a significant lowering of water quality in  
     terms of increased permit limits would certainly reduce the number of      
     antidegradation reviews required, EPA does not believe such an approach    
     would effectively target antidegradation reviews.  For example, under such 
     an approach, a new source would be entirely exempted from antidegradation  
     review, while an existing source which wished to increase production       
     capacity (and consequently permit limits)  would be required to undergo    
     antidegradation review.   EPA has incorporated revisions to the definition 
     of "significant lowering of water quality" which it believes will          
     appropriately screen those activities which do significantly affect water  
     quality from those which are not expected to, such that public and private 
     resources are appropriately conserved.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2588.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Offers No Evidence That Any Increase In The Rate Of Mass Loading       
     Corresponds To A Lowering Of Water Quality                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance considers an action causing any increase in the rate of mass  
     loading of a BCC to constitute a "significant lowering."  58 Fed. Reg. at  
     21,032 col. 1.  The Agency provides no evidence of an actual correlation   
     between changes in rates of mass loading and changes in water quality.     
     Rather, by its own admission, EPA selected the approach simply             
                                                                                
     [B]ecause the Great Lakes tend to act as a sink for many pollutants and    
     there was a concern that models [used to project the effect of a change in 
     the mass loading rate of a pollutant on the ambient concentration] would   
     not be protective for persistent chemicals that might accumulate in the    
     Lakes.                                                                     
                                                                                
     58 Fed. Reg. at 20,888 col. 1.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.156     
     
     EPA believes sufficient environmental data exist, as outlined in Section I 
     of the SID, to warrant a conclusion that any increased loads of BCCs can be
     associated with a significant lowering of water quality.  In particular,   
     due to bioaccumulative potential, many of these compounds exert an effect  
     at such low levels that any increase is significant.   For example, based  
     upon the final Wildlife Criteria for TCDD, the presence of only 0.3 ounces 
     of TCDD in Lake Michigan, under fully mixed conditions, will cause the     
     criterion to be exceeded.  In such cases, any increase is significant.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2588.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, EPA has not evaluated (or at least has failed to report the      
     results of its evaluation of) any of the models that are currently         
     available to project ambient water quality.  If a model is shown to project
     ambient water quality accurately, then regulators should use that model    
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     (unless water quality can be measured directly with greater accuracy).     
     Rejection of an test method that accurately projects water quality in favor
     of a more conservative, arbitrary figure is not more "protective"--it is   
     simply bad science.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.157     
     
     EPA believes that it will be very difficult, if not impossible, to use     
     models to predict the impact of increased discharges of BCCs, in part      
     because the toxic effects of many of these chemicals are exerted at levels 
     below those which can be measured using currently available analytical     
     methodologies, thereby making it questionable whether any of these models  
     can be verified with actual field data.  With respect to non-BCCS, and the 
     proposed "ten percent" diminimus cut-off, EPA notes that the               
     antidegradation provisions in the final Guidance which relate to non-BCCS, 
     are not binding, and the States and Tribes have flexibility to adopt       
     different provisions for non- BCCs, so long as those provisions meet the   
     requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.158
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL; RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A Definition Of "Significant Lowering" Based On Increased Permit Limits Is 
     Sufficiently Protective                                                    
                                                                                
     Water quality criteria developed under the Guidance for a particular       
     pollutant often will be a function of the "bioaccumulation factor" ("BAF") 
     -- or the propensity of an organism to accumulate that substance in its    
     tissues.  A regulator must determine that a potentially applicable         
     technology-based effluent limit or water quality-based effluent limit      
     ("WQBEL") is sufficiently protective of these criteria before including it 
     in an NPDES permit.  Under existing regulations and the proposed Great     
     Lakes Guidance, technology-based limits, if applicable, are permissible    
     only where there does not exist a reasonable potential to exceed water     
     quality criteria for designated uses of the water body.  40 C.F.R. section 
     122.44(d)(1); 58 Fed. Reg. 20,944 col. 3.  Where the reasonable potential  
     to exceed those standards does exist, regulators must impose a WQBEL based 
     on the TMDL to the water body that will insure attainment of the criteria.8
     Accordingly, both technology-based effluent limitations and WQBELs are by  
     definition protective of water quality.  If regulators have exercised sound
     judgment in arriving at the applicable effluent limitations, increases in  
     the rate of mass loading that do not exceed these limits will not          
     jeopardize water quality.                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
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     8 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1); 58 Fed. Reg. at 20,944 col 3.  The TMDL  
     process also requires that regulators incorporate into the TMDL a margin of
     safety that accounts for uncertainty about the relationship between        
     pollutant loads and water quality.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,927 col. 3.         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.158     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2721.087                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Definition Of "Significant Lowering" Should Expressly Exclude Increases
     In Discharges (Real Or Apparent) That Do Not Contribute Additional         
     Pollutants To The Water Body                                               
                                                                                
     In the preamble to the proposed Guidance, EPA emphasizes that it intends   
     the definition of significant lowering to address only actions that        
     actually lower water quality -- not increased discharges that do not       
     contribute pollutants to a water body.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,895 col. 2.     
     Although the Agency offers this remark in the context of a discussion      
     concerning BCCs, the reasoning is applicable to non-BCCs as well.  UWAG    
     supports this interpretation of the antidegradation policy, and asks that  
     EPA clarify in the final Guidance that several situations in particular are
     expressly excluded from antidegradation review pursuant to that            
     interpretation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.159     
     
     The final Guidance and the accompanying SID include discussion clarifying  
     what is and is not considered an action subject to antidegradation review. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Exclusion For Increases In Discharge Resulting From The Return Of      
     Intake Pollutants To The Water Body Should Be Incorporated Into The        
     Definition                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance should incorporate into the definition of "significant        
     lowering of water quality" an express exclusion for increases in the       
     discharge of pollutants resulting from pollutants present in intake water. 
     EPA apparently intends such an exception to apply.  To illustrate the      
     principle that increased discharges that do not contribute pollutants to   
     the water body are excluded from the definition of "significant lowering," 
     the Agency cites in the preamble the case of a once-through cooling water  
     system that draws cooling water from a water body of the Great Lakes System
     and discharges it back into the same water body without adding or removing 
     any BCCs.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,895 col. 2.  According to the example, if the
     discharger wanted to increase the amount of cooling water it pumped through
     the facility, the increased rate of mass loading in the effluent due solely
     to intake pollutants would not trigger an antidegradation demonstration.   
     Id.  EPA's reference to intake pollutants in the preamble is helpful;      
     however, the Guidance would provide greater certainty if it specifically   
     excluded increases in discharge attributable to intake pollutants from the 
     definition of "significant lowering of water quality" in the text of the   
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.160     
     
     EPA believes these situations are covered by the language in the definition
     of "significant lowering of water quality" which requires "new or increased
     loadings"  before an activity is determined to represent a lowering of     
     water quality.  Since the situations mentioned do not result in a new or   
     increased load, no antidegradation demonstration would be required.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Definition Should Also Exclude New Permit Limits For Previously        
     Unregulated Pollutants And Those Pollutants That Are Newly Found In A      
     Discharge Due To Monitoring Methods                                        
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     Two situations, in particular, that do not involve actual increases in the 
     amount of pollutants discharged may result in apparent increases in the    
     rate of mass loading of those pollutants and accordingly be characterized  
     as causing a "significant lowering of water quality."  [First, the proposed
     Guidance would require permit limits and monitoring for a number of        
     pollutants that have not been regulated in the past.]  [Second, as         
     technology improves, dischargers will be able to detect and measure        
     pollutants present at levels below that which can be detected or measured  
     with existing equipment and techniques.]  In both of these situations, it  
     would be incorrect (and unfair) to consider the newly detected or measured 
     pollutants as increases in the rate of mass loading.  Accordingly, EPA     
     should clarify in the final Guidance that apparent increases in the rate of
     discharge of a BCC, attributable to first-time monitoring or to new or     
     refined methods of detection or measurement, do not constitute "significant
     lowering."                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.161     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  P2588.160.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.162 is imbedded in comment #.161.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The Definition Should Also Exclude New Permit Limits For Previously       
     Unregulated Pollutants And Those Pollutants That Are Newly Found In A      
     Discharge Due To Monitoring Methods                                        
                                                                                
     Two situations, in particular, that do not involve actual increases in the 
     amount of pollutants discharged may result in apparent increases in the    
     rate of mass loading of those pollutants and accordingly be characterized  
     as causing a "significant lowering of water quality."]  First, the proposed
     Guidance would require permit limits and monitoring for a number of        
     pollutants that have not been regulated in the past.  [Second, as          
     technology improves, dischargers will be able to detect and measure        
     pollutants present at levels below that which can be detected or measured  
     with existing equipment and techniques.]  [In both of these situations, it 
     would be incorrect (and unfair) to consider the newly detected or measured 
     pollutants as increases in the rate of mass loading.  Accordingly, EPA     
     should clarify in the final Guidance that apparent increases in the rate of
     discharge of a BCC, attributable to first-time monitoring or to new or     
     refined methods of detection or measurement, do not constitute "significant
     lowering."]                                                                
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     Response to: P2588.162     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  P2588.160.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.163 is imbedded in comment #.161.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The Definition Should Also Exclude New Permit Limits For Previously       
     Unregulated Pollutants And Those Pollutants That Are Newly Found In A      
     Discharge Due To Monitoring Methods                                        
                                                                                
     Two situations, in particular, that do not involve actual increases in the 
     amount of pollutants discharged may result in apparent increases in the    
     rate of mass loading of those pollutants and accordingly be characterized  
     as causing a "significant lowering of water quality."]  [First, the        
     proposed Guidance would require permit limits and monitoring for a number  
     of pollutants that have not been regulated in the past.]  Second, as       
     technology improves, dischargers will be able to detect and measure        
     pollutants present at levels below that which can be detected or measured  
     with existing equiment and techniques.  [In both of these situations, it   
     would be incorrect (and unfair) to consider the newly detected or measured 
     pollutants as increases in the rate of mass loading.  Accordingly, EPA     
     should clarify in the final Guidance that apparent increases in the rate of
     discharge of a BCC, attributable to first-time monitoring or to new or     
     refined methods of detection or measurement, do not constitute "significant
     lowering."]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.163     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  P2588.160.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should restrict only the "significant lowering of water       
     quality" in tier 3 and impaired tier 1 waters.9                            
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     9 The effect of UWAG's approach would be to preclude dischargers into any  
     waters in the Great Lakes System from seeking increases in permit levels of
     a pollutant where a protected use is impaired for that pollutant.  It would
     preclude dischargers into ONRWs from seeking increases in permit limits for
     any pollutant.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.164     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID D2604.036.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQA antidegradation provision directs the signatories to take        
     measures to "maintain or improve" existing water quality in waters in which
     the quality is better than that prescribed by the objectives (analogous to 
     tier 2 waters) and ONRWs (tier 3 waters).  GLWQA Art. IV.1(c).  The        
     Agreement does not address waters that are not HQWS or ONRWs (tier 1       
     waters).  The GLWQA arguably requires a greater degree of protection than  
     the national policy, by virtue of its charge that the parties not only     
     maintain but improve water quality in tier 2 and tier 3 waters.  However,  
     as is true with the national policy, the Agreement is silent on the        
     measures that can be employed to accomplish its objectives.  A policy that 
     regulates only activities that significantly lower water quality is        
     consistent with the Agreement.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.165     
     
     EPA appreciates this perspective, and support for the provisions of the    
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Any Lowering" Threshold Is Scientifically Indefensible As Defined In  
     The Guidance                                                               
                                                                                
     In the preamble to the proposed Guidance, EPA equates "any lowering" with  
     "any increase in mass loading."  Elsewhere in the preamble, EPA says that  
     it rejected an approach that would have looked at ambient levels of        
     pollutants to see if a change had occurred, because many pollutants of     
     concern cause adverse effects in amounts that cannot be readily measured in
     the ambient water using readily available techniques.  58 Fed. Reg. at     
     20,887 col. 3.  The Agency further claims that it rejected an approach that
     would have used models to project an increase in ambient concentration from
     an increase in the mass loading rate, apparently because it would not be   
     sufficiently protective for persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants.  Id. at
     20,887-88.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA does not offer any evidence that "any increase in mass loading" causes 
     a corresponding lowering of water quality.  Moreover, as the definition    
     applies to non-BCCs, EPA offers no basis, in science or policy, for        
     imposing a more conservative test for lowering than would be provided by   
     direct measure or modeling of ambient water quality.10                     
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     10 EPA tries to justify its "any increase in mass loading" position on the 
     lowering of water quality only with respect to BCCs.  See supra section    
     III.A.2.b.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.166     
     
     See discussion of this issue found in Section VII.C.1.e. f the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Any Lowering" Threshold Is Unworkable As Defined In The Guidance      
                                                                                
     EPA fails to provide as part of the proposed Guidance the methods by which 
     states would measure the baseline rate of mass loading or changes in that  
     rate of pollutants in tier 3 and impaired tier 1 waters.  Moreover, the    
     proposed Guidance does not specify the issues of minimum data requirements 
     or analytical variability.  Without concrete guidance on the techniques for
     measuring increases in the rate of mass loading, states are likely to      
     employ different methods and produce inconsistent policies and results     
     among the Great Lakes states.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.167     
     
     EPA has revised the definition of significant lowering of water quality,   
     and believes these revisions make the determination more "workable".       
     However, consistent with a recognition of State and Tribal expertise in    
     running effective water quality programs, the final guidance confers upon  
     States and Tribes greater latitude in adopting regulations which implement 
     the antidegradation policy. EPA believes it necessary that the final       
     guidance strike a balance between the need to provide detailed guidance,   
     and recognition of those determinations which can be made most effectively 
     on a site- or case-specific basis.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance further fails to define the acts or events that would trigger 
     review under the "any lowering" threshold.  In many cases, little data will
     be available to characterize baseline mass loading rates.  Under these     
     circumstances, subsequent monitoring might reveal an increase in the rate  
     of mass loading that is solely attributable to data variability and not to 
     an increase in the rate of mass loading.  Thus, as EPA has itself          
     recognized, a trigger based on some discernible action is necessary to     
     prevent such apparent increases in the rate of mass loading from triggering
     antidegradation review.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,894.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.168     
     
     The definition of "significant lowering of water quality" has been revised 
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     in the final Guidance so that the acts or events which will trigger an     
     antidegradation review are clarified.  In addition, the final Guidance does
     not key an antidegradation review off of changes in effluent quality;  thus
     issues of effluent variability are not germaine.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Significant Lowering" Threshold Is More Reasonable And More Workable  
                                                                                
     Under the definition advocated in these Comments, "significant lowering of 
     water quality" for point sources occurs upon an increase in the effluent   
     limits contained in its NPDES permit.  NPDES regulations require that      
     effluent limits be set at a level that ensures compliance with water       
     quality standards applicable to the receiving water body.  40 C.F.R.       
     section 122.44.  Thus, in setting effluent limits, regulatory authorities  
     have concluded that increases in the rate of discharge within those limits 
     are adequately protective of water quality (i.e., they are insignificant). 
     It therefore is reasonable that increases in the rate of discharge of a    
     pollutant should only be subject to antidegradation restrictions when they 
     exceed existing effluent limits.  Essentially, the "significant lowering"  
     threshold translates to a rule that a discharger could not obtain an       
     increase in existing effluent limits where the protected uses are impaired 
     for that pollutant.  In ONRWs, a discharger could not obtain an increase in
     its permit limits for any pollutant.  Because the standard would be applied
     in the context of existing permit review proceedings and would rely on the 
     monitoring, measurement, and data variability rules already applicable     
     under NPDES regulations, this threshold of "significant lowering" would be 
     far easier to implement than the proposed "any lowering" threshold.        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.169     
     
     Please see responses to comments ID P2588.155 and D2721.087.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing NPDES rules require that permit limits be set at levels that      
     assure compliance with water quality standards applicable to the receiving 
     water and the downstream waters.  See supra note 7 and accompanying text.  
     Permit limits established according to these rules should be sufficient to 
     accomplish the stated goals of the control requirements.  Thus, the control
     requirements of the proposed Guidance are unnecessary.  Should EPA         
     determine, however, that some control conditions should be incorporated    
     into NPDES permits, such conditions should be limited to narrative         
     prohibitions against specified actions that result in a lowering of water  
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.170     
     
     Please see responses to comments ID P2588.155 and D2721.087.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG opposes the use of an EEQ, as defined in the proposed Guidance, to    
     define the baseline from which the lowering of water quality is measured   
     and also objects to the imposition of effluent limits and other permit     
     conditions on the basis of EEQ.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.171     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EEQ Should Not Be Used As The Baseline For Antidegradation Review          
                                                                                
     a.  EEQ would penalize "good performers"                                   
                                                                                
     A responsible discharger will seek to operate its waste treatment systems  
     in an efficient and effective manner, and may even design additional       
     treatment capacity to ensure that it will never exceed technology-based and
     water quality-based effluent limits.  As a result of this diligence, the   
     "good performer" is likely to have mass loading rates that are well below  
     applicable permit limits.  The EEQ analysis proposed would restrict such a 
     discharger to the effluent levels it achieved precisely because of its good
     performance.  Thus, as EPA itself acknowledges, the use of EEQ-based       
     effluent limits and control conditions could operate as a disincentive to  
     good performance by regulated entities.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,899.           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.172     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EEQ would penalize dischargers with variable discharge rates               
                                                                                
     Under the proposed methodology, regulators would calculate EEQ from "all   
     data collected over the previous control document term," five years in the 
     case of NPDES permits, "that are representative of typical operation."  58 
     Fed. Reg. at 20,897 col. 3.  The proposed Guidance would call for the      
     exclusion of data that reflect upsets or bypasses as defined under existing
     NPDES regulations.  Id.  Where operations are such that the rate of        
     discharge is not constant over the term, the proposed methodology would    
     give regulators "the flexibility to adjust the time period over which data 
     are considered representative of the effluent quality at the time of       
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     reissuance."  Id. at 20,898 col. 1.  Although the Guidance strives to      
     provide flexibility, it nevertheless gives too much power to regulators to 
     determine what period of time they believe is representative.              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.173     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of factors contribute to the variability in rates of discharge by 
     utilities.  For any number of reasons (engineering, economic, safety, or   
     environmental) a plant may operate at less than 100 percent power or       
     operate less than all of its generating units.  These reductions in        
     generation produce corresponding reductions in the volume of cooling water 
     circulated through the facility and, consequently, the rate of discharge of
     pollutants.  Though not necessarily tantamount to emergencies, these       
     departures from operation at full capacity are essential to the safe,      
     legal, and financially viable operation of a power plant.  Recognizing the 
     unavoidable nature of this variability, regulators generally set effluent  
     limits on the basis of the maximum discharge expected when the facility    
     operates at full capacity.  To allow the regulator to set EEQ at anything  
     less than the discharge expected at full generating capacity, having       
     already permitted the facility on the basis of technology-based or water   
     quality-based standards, would be costly and unfair.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.174     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the Guidance does not address the situation in which a plant has 
     been permitted based on its expected capacity prior to completion or       
     operation of all generating units.  In this situation, there is no period  
     of time from which data representative of full capacity operation can be   
     used to calculate EEQ.  Under EEQ, the facility would be deprived of its   
     right to operate as designed unless it made a successful antidegradation   
     demonstration -- in spite of the fact that the facility has undergone the  
     permitting process and has been issued effluent limits that the permitting 
     authority deemed protective of water quality.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.175     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.176
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EEQ is inconsistent with and preemptive of the TMDL/WLA process, which     
     should precede the determination of a baseline and provide the basis for   
     antidegradation review                                                     
                                                                                
     The national antidegradation policy was designed to function within the    
     context of a water quality standards program that has allocated the        
     capacity of the water body to assimilate a pollutant among all of the      
     dischargers on the water body.  Consistent with national water quality     
     standards regulations and the proposed Guidance, TMDLs and WLAs will be    
     required for most of the water bodies in the Great Lakes System.  The      
     result of the TMDL/WLA process will be to quantify the maximum allowable   
     loading of a pollutant to a water body and to allocate that loading        
     capacity to contributing point and nonpoint sources such that the water    
     quality standards will not be violated.  58 Fed. Reg. 20,927 col. 3.  This 
     process accounts for environmental benefit and cost-efficiency in          
     determining how best to allocate among all of the potential dischargers the
     water body's capacity to assimilate one or more pollutants.  Id. at 20,927 
     col. 3 - 20,928 col. 1.                                                    
                                                                                
     Because TMDLs and WLAs have not yet been calculated for most of the water  
     bodies in the Great Lakes that would be subject to TMDL/WLA requirements,  
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     it would be inappropriate to limit dischargers in the Great Lakes System to
     EEQ.  The permit limits of the dischargers on those water bodies for which 
     TMDLs and WLAs have yet to be calculated currently reflect technology-based
     effluent limitations.  The existing allocation of capacity among the       
     dischargers on those water bodies, therefore, may not reflect the          
     trade-offs contemplated by the TMDL/WLA process.  By limiting dischargers  
     with technology-based permit limits to EEQ, the proposed Guidance would    
     impose arbitrary limits on dischargers based, not on a fair allocation of  
     the capacity of the water body, but on achievable technology and business  
     decisions that may have resulted incidentally in lower rates of discharge. 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.176     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.177
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc CS/EXTS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If antibacksliding provisions are applied to EEQ-based permit limits,      
     dischargers could be unfairly denied adjustments in their permits when     
     TMDLs and WLAs are completed for a water body                              
                                                                                
     EPA's so-called "anti-backsliding" rules may preclude dischargers from     
     obtaining adjusted permit limits consistent with the TMDL and WLA          
     processes, once TMDLs and WLAs are completed for the water body.  The      
     anti-backsliding rules require that effluent limitations and other permit  
     conditions in revised permit limits be as stringent as limits contained in 
     the previous permit, unless material changes to the permitted facility, new
     information, or errors on the part of the permitting authority justify less
     stringent limitations or conditions.  40 C.F.R. section 122.44(l).         
     Arguably, the establishment of TMDLs and WLAs would constitute new         
     information justifying the application of a less stringent standard under  
     the rules.  However, were the regulatory agency to determine that the TMDL 
     or WLA did not fall within the exception to the rule, the permittee could  
     be saddled with a permit limit based on EEQ.  Such a result would undermine
     the purpose TMDL/WLA process to provide permit limits that reflect sound   
     environmental judgment and economic fairness.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.177     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In looking only to the actions of each individual discharger, the EEQ      
     approach fails to consider the impact of other sources of the pollutant on 
     the water body.  For example, reductions in the loading of a given         
     pollutant due to the closing of another industrial facility in the         
     watershed might reduce the ambient concentration of that chemical, thus    
     providing increased available capacity for that pollutant in the water     
     body.  A discharger should be able to point to such reductions to establish
     that its actions would not lower water quality.  The EEQ approach would    
     ignore such factors in determining when an antidegradation demonstration   
     must be undertaken.  Accordingly, EEQ should be rejected as inconsistent   
     with the watershed management approach to water quality.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.178     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A de minimis exemption is necessary to insure that state and private       
     resources are not wasted reviewing inconsequential increases in the rate of
     mass loading.  Accordingly, UWAG supports the exemption of de minimis      
     increases from antidegradation restrictions.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.179     
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     The final Guidance retains the de minimis provision of the proposed        
     Guidance.  EPA appreciates the commenter's support.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.180
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's explanation of why "assimilative capacity" is the appropriate means  
     of identifying de minimis increases is unconvincing.  EPA claims that total
     assimilative capacity is the functional equivalent of the loading capacity 
     regulations and that serves as the basis for calculating TMDLs.  58 Fed.   
     Reg. at 20,904 col. 1.  But, as the Agency acknowledges, the technical     
     analysis used to derive a TMDL may use more sophisticated modeling         
     techniques.  Id.  Moreover, EPA provides no reason why "assimilative       
     capacity" is an acceptable alternative to the procedure for calculating    
     TMDL.  It appears from the preamble that EPA's rejection of the TMDL       
     approach stems, not from problems with the calculational technique, but    
     from the requirements of EPA review and approval associated with the TMDL  
     process.11  The Agency could address these concerns easily enough, simply  
     by providing that the rules for calculating TMDLs apply to the de minimis  
     determination, but that the rules requiring EPA review and approval of     
     TMDLs do not.                                                              
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
                                                                                
     11.  Under existing NPDES regulations and the proposed Guidance, the       
     derivation of the actual TMDL number and the decisions regarding allocation
     between point and non-point sources and margins of safety require formal   
     EPA review and approval.  58 Fed. Reg. 20,904 col. 1.  This apparently     
     prompted the concern of several representatives of Great Lakes states, who 
     feared that by using the term "TMDL," the states might lose control over   
     the de minimis decision.  Id.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.180     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.159 and P2588.032.                         
                                                                                
     The commenter is correct that loading capacity and assimilative capacity   
     are functional equivalents.  The final Guidance recommends that where a    
     TMDL is in place and a loading capacity calculated, there is no need to    
     calculate assimlative capacity. However, in many cases, because a TMDL is  
     only required where water quality is impaired, the loading capacity will   
     not be available.  Consequently, in order to implement antidegradation,    
     States and Tribes need a mechanism for deriving the assimilative capacity  
     that is independent of the TMDL process.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance further provides little insight into how the concept of       
     "unused assimilative capacity" would be applied.  In defining the "unused  
     assimilative capacity," the proposed Guidance offers no procedures by which
     to account for background concentrations, deficient data, or data recorded 
     below quantitation and detection levels.  58 Fed. Reg. at 21,035-40        
     (proposed Appendix F procedures 3A and 3B).  Further, there are no rules   
     for determining what portion of the assimilative capacity is "not utilized"
     by other sources.  It is therefore unclear whether one would look to actual
     historical effluent rates of these other dischargers or to their permit    
     limits or to some other measure.  In short, the concept of "unused         
     assimilative capacity" is far too vague to be implemented with any         
     certainty or consistency.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.181     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.159 and P2588.032.                         
                                                                                
     The final Guidance provides only recommendations to States and Tribes on   
     the implementation of antidegradation for non-BCCs. States and Tribes are  
     free to develop guidelines and rules pertaining to how unused assimilative 
     capacity is determined.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.182
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Regulators will be required to develop TMDLs and WLAs for water bodies for 
     which there exists the reasonable potential to exceed water quality        
     standards.  Because the proposed Guidance would impose criteria designed to
     be supportive of fishable/swimmable uses on all of the Great Lakes, TMDLs  
     and WLAs are likely to required on the vast majority of waters the Great   
     Lakes System.  Under the proposed de minimis test, regulators would be     
     required to calculate total assimilative capacity in addition to           
     calculating the TMDL.  In addition to performing a WLA, regulators would be
     required to calculate the unused capacity of the water body--every time a  
     discharger seeks de minimis status for an increased discharge.  Requiring a
     separate test for determining the capacity of the water body to accept     
     pollutant would therefore be redundant for those bodies of water on which  
     TMDLs and WLAs will have to be completed.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.182     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.159 and P2588.032.                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.183
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A separate MOS provision is not necessary for waters that are not subject  
     to the TMDL process for a particular pollutant.  The national regulations  
     and the proposed policy require TMDLs for a water body because there exists
     a reasonable potential that water quality standards will be exceeded.  It  
     is the sensitivity of those waters to the exceedance of standards that     
     warrants an MOS "to account for uncertainties in establishing the TMDL."   
     58 Fed. Reg. 21,035 col. 2, 21,038 col. 1 (proposed Appendix F procedures  
     3A and 3B).  By contrast, waters that do not exhibit a reasonable potential
     to exceed water quality standards are free from TMDL, WLA, and MOS         
     requirements.  TMDLs, WLAs and MOSs are not required on those waters       
     because those waters do not need any measures or margins of safety, beyond 
     the technology-based effluent limits and other generally applicable        
     provisions of the CWA, to prevent exceedances of the water quality         
     standards.  Accordingly, where TMDL provisions do not apply, a separate    
     margin of safety should not be applied to determine de minimis status for  
     antidegradation purposes.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.183     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has provided no basis upon which to conclude that an additional layer  
     of conservatism over and above that provided in the TMDL procedure is      
     necessary in determining what is de minimis.  Moreover, if the TMDL is     
     performed with sufficient data, the uncertainties for which an MOS is      
     designed to account are not present.  Accordingly, the Agency should adopt 
     the second option 2 under consideration.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.184     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should define a de minimis increase as a percentage of the    
     unallocated TMDL.  The proposed ten percent threshold is acceptable.       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.185     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.159 and P2588.032.                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed test does not limit the number of times that an individual    
     source could seek a de minimis increase in its permit limits for non-BCCs. 
     This apparently led to concern that dischargers would try to get piecemeal 
     approval of large projects by submitting them as multiple projects, the    
     effect of each being de minimis, but the net effect being a significant    
     lowering of water quality.  58 Fed. Reg. at 20,906 col. 1.  In the preamble
     to the proposed rule, EPA states its belief that the MOS requirements and  
     the discretion accorded the regulator in making the de minimis decision are
     sufficient to address these concerns.  UWAG agrees with the Agency that a  
     rule limiting the number of projects that a single discharger can submit   
     for de minimis consideration should not be provided.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.186     
     
     See responses to comments D2741.155.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2588.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A rule limiting multiple projects that would have a net effect greater than
     de minimis would be unnecessary and unworkable.  First, a rule limiting    
     multiple projects from obtaining de minimis status would unfairly burden   
     dischargers for which the timing of multiple actions is the result of      
     business decisions and exigencies not related to the magnitude of lowering 
     water quality.  Second, if not based on timing, the test would have to     
     provide some method for determining whether multiple projects were         
     sufficiently related that they should be considered a single project.      
     Universal rules of "sufficiently related" applicable to all industries     

Page 7803



$T044618.TXT
     would be difficult to formulate.  These decisions are best left to the     
     discretion of the regulatory agency on a case-by-case basis.               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.187     
     
     See responses to comments D2741.155.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 402 of the CWA grants EPA authority to prescribe rules for issuing 
     permits for the discharge of pollutants from point sources to waters of the
     United States.  33 U.S.C. section 1342(a).  Pursuant to this authority, EPA
     can impose limits on the levels at which pollutants can be discharged.     
     Nowhere, however, does the statute empower the Agency to dictate how a     
     permittee must meet those limits.  Accordingly, the CWA does not confer on 
     EPA the authority to require that a discharger demonstrate that prudent and
     feasible pollution prevention measures will not reduce or eliminate the    
     proposed lowering of water quality, nor does the statute authorize permit  
     writers to condition approval on the imposition of such alternatives.      
                                                                                
     EPA previously has recognized that it would be inappropriate to require    
     dischargers to employ any particular technology to comply with effluent    
     limitations or pretreatment standards.  In 1987, EPA considered requiring  
     dischargers to implement particular technologies in order to comply with   
     effluent limitations and pretreatment standards aplicable to the organic   
     plasatics and fibers industry.  The Agency ultimately rejected the proposed
     technology requirements, concluding that "the legislative history of the   
     [CWA] indicates that Congress did not want EPA to specify technology but   
     rather wanted EPA to allow dischargers to select the means by which they   
     would comply with effluent limitations."  52 Fed. Reg. 42,522 (Nov. 5,     
     1987) (citing Legislative History of the Federal Water Pollution Control   
     Act of 1972 at 311, 794-95, 1477).  Thus, the pollution prevention         
     requirements of the antidegradation demonstration are inconsistent, not    
     only with the statute, but with EPA's approach to determining compliance   
     with effluent limitations.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.188     
     
     See responses to comments D2098.027 and D2589.045.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.189
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistent with the CWA and Agency precedent, the Guidance should refrain  
     from requiring dischargers to employ any particular pollution control      
     measures as a condition of approval of a proposed lowering.  Instead, as   
     explained in greater detail below, pollution prevention measures should be 
     considered only to determine whether the discharger can cost-effectively   
     eliminate the need to substantially lower water quality.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.189     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed Guidance, pollution prevention and alternative or       
     enhanced treatment are addressed in two separate steps of the              
     determination.  If prudent and feasible pollution prevention measures would
     eliminate the proposed increase in the rate of discharge, then the Guidance
     would require the regulator to reject the application.  If prudent and     
     feasible pollution prevention measures would reduce but not eliminate the  
     increase in the rate of discharge, the Guidance directs the regulator to   
     consider the cost of treating the additional discharge that would remain   
     after pollution prevention is employed.  Nowhere does the Guidance direct  
     regulators to take into account the cost of pollution prevention           
     alternatives.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.190     
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     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.191
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance should consider the cost of both pollution prevention   
     alternatives and alternative or enhanced treatment options to determine    
     whether a proposed lowering of water quality is "necessary."               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.191     
     
     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble to the proposed Guidance suggests that cost is an element of  
     "prudent and feasible," going so far as to say that the cost of pollution  
     prevention alternatives, since it states that it would be appropriate, in  
     assessing prudent and feasible alternatives, to compare the unit cost      
     (dollars per toxic pound equivalent) of removing a pollutant using the     
     pollution prevention alternatives under consideration.  58 Fed. Reg. at    
     20,907 col. 1.  But the Guidance itself does not make this clear.          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.192     
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     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     Without an express directive to consider cost in determining whether a     
     pollution prevention alternative is "prudent and feasible," regulators may 
     ignore costs altogether at this step of the analysis; a regulator might    
     deny a request for an increase in permit limits on the basis that pollution
     prevention measures could eliminate the lowering of water quality, even if 
     those measures would cost millions of dollars more than would be necessary 
     to meet federal effluent guideline-based or water quality-based limits.    
     Take, for example, the case of a coal-fired power plant that wants to bring
     an additional generating unit into operation.  Regulators might determine  
     that the presence onsite of the additional coal necessary to fuel the newly
     operating unit could result in an increased rate of discharge of metals and
     require antidegradation review.  The regulators might then decide that     
     switching to an alternative fuel source, such as natural gas or wind, would
     be a "prudent and feasible" pollution prevention measure -- in spite of the
     fact that the cost of these measures would be astronomical.  Without a     
     requirement that they choose the most cost-effective method, regulators    
     could impose that requirement even if less costly pollution prevention     
     alternatives (such as the use of "cleaner coal" or better management       
     practices) would produce an acceptable result.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.193     
     
     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2588.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance should look at the cost-effectiveness of the least      
     costly way of eliminating the need to significantly lower water quality    
     (which may be pure pollution prevention, pure alternative or enhanced      
     treatment, or a combination of the two).  If the least costly way to       
     eliminate the need to lower water quality is greater (either on an         
     incremental or unit cost basis) than the benchmark control cost, the       
     demonstration should proceed and the discharger be allowed to show that the
     lowering would result in important social or economic development.  Only if
     pollution prevention, alternative or enhanced treatment, or some           
     combination thereof would eliminate the need for the significant lowering  
     should the regulator summarily deny the application at this point in the   
     analysis.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.194     
     
     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2588.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble, EPA asks for comments on the alternative approaches to    
     assessing cost-effectiveness (unit cost, incremental cost, others).  UWAG  
     believes that the Guidance should give states the flexibility to choose the
     cost-effectiveness test that they deem to be appropriate.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.195     
     
     See response to comment D2741.157.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2588.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed Guidance, it is unclear how state regulators are to     
     evaluate cost-effectiveness under these circumstances.  Where no form of   
     conventional treatment exists to provide a cost-effectiveness baseline, the
     Guidance should direct regulators to proceed directly to the next stage of 
     the antidegradation demonstration, and to consider the cost of treatment in
     their evaluation of social and economic impacts.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.196     
     
     See response to comment D2741.157.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2588.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance provides no numeric baselines against which regulators are to 
     measure the importance of social and economic impacts; rather, it leaves   
     the final decision on whether developments are sufficiently important to   
     justify the lowering of water quality to the discretion of the regulator.  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.197     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2588.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG agrees with the approach taken in the Guidance, whereby regulators are
     given broad latitude to determine which social and economic developments   
     are sufficiently important to justify a lowering of water quality, and     
     urges EPA to adopt final Guidance consistent with this approach.           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.198     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the proposal.  The final        
     Guidance maitains and expands upon the flexibility available to States and 
     Tribes in the implementation of antidegradation.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2588.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effect of the provision, however, would be to allow regulators to deny 
     permittees of the right to antidegradation review afforded by the Guidance.
     Surely EPA did not intend regulators' discretion to be so broad.           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.199     
     
     See response to comment D2641.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2588.200
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clinton administration, moreover, recently endorsed tight deadlines for
     reviewing permit applications under the Clean Water Act.  Under its new    
     wetlands policy, the administration will require the Army Corps of         
     Engineers to reach section 404 permit decisions within 90 days from the    
     date of issuance of public notice, unless precluded by other laws.         
     Furthermore, the administration has stated that it will strongly support   
     the additional personnel and funding necessary to meet these deadlines.  In
     short, revision of the Guidance to place time limits on antidegradation    
     decisions would bring the antidegradation policy in line with              
     administration's stated commitment to providing the regulated community    
     with timely justice.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.200     
     
     See response to comment P2588.121.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Notwithstanding EPA's progress to date, the Guidance lacks the flexibility 
     states and permittees need to focus their limited resources on pollutants  
     in their toxic forms.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.201     
     
     EPA disagrees that the Guidance lacks flexibility to allow States and      
     permittees to focus resources on pollutants in their toxic forms.  The     
     final guidance is intended to assist States in providing needed regulation 
     of toxic chemicals in a consistent manner throughout the Great Lakes       
     System.  However, the final Guidance allows for site-specific criteria     
     where warranted.                                                           
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.202
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG applauds EPA's proposal to allow dischargers to seek site-specific    
     aquatic life criteria based on the "water effect ratio" calculated for     
     their particular receiving waters.  Over the past few years, however, EPA  
     has formally recognized additional approaches to account for               
     bioavailability.  For example, in the Interim Guidance, EPA sanctions the  
     use of a "chemical translator" approach.  That approach allows dischargers 
     to seek an adjustment of their calculated permit limitations based on a    
     field study comparing dissolved measurements to total recoverable          
     measurements.  The approach is appropriate because limits generally are set
     on the basis of criteria expressed in the dissolved form, while compliance 
     is gauged on the basis of total recoverable metals analyses.  EPA has      
     inexplicably left the chemical translator approach out of the Guidance.    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.202     
     
     See response to comment D2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG urges EPA to offer dischargers the option of applying the chemical    
     translator approach (including the Texas approach), and other              
     scientifically defensible approaches, in addition to the water effect ratio
     approach.  To make the approach available, states will need to specify,    
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     where appropriate, that their water quality criteria for the protection of 
     aquatic life are expressed in the dissolved form.                          
                                                                                
     At a minimum, EPA should leave states the flexibility to decide whether or 
     not to adopt the chemical translator approach.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.203     
     
     EPA agrees that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely     
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
     organism.                                                                  
                                                                                
     This does not suggest, however, that the expression of metals criteria as  
     total recoverable is not scientifically defensible, nor does this imply    
     that State and Tribes are required to adopt the dissolved metals criteria. 
     Although EPA expresses criteria as dissolved metal concentrations in the   
     final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be situations, such as concern 
     about potential impacts of contaminated sediments or about food chain      
     effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression of metals criteria 
     as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will still allow States and Tribes
     the flexibility to adopt total recoverable criteria for metals as stated in
     the memorandum issued to all EPA Regional Water Management Division        
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).          
                                                                                
     With regard to permitting, EPA's NPDES regulations require that limits of  
     metals in permits be stated as total recoverable in most cases (see        

�     40CFR 122.45(c)) except when an effluent guideline specifies the limitation
     in another form of the metal, the approved analytical methods measure only 
     dissolved metal, or the permit writer expresses a metals limit in another  
     form (e.g., dissolved, valent specific, or total) when required to carry   
     out provisions of the Clean Water Act. This is because the chemical        
     conditions in ambient waters frequently differ substantially from those in 
     the effluent, and there is no assurance that effluent particulate metal    
     would not dissolve after discharge. The NPDES rule does not require that   
     State water quality standards be expressed as total recoverable; rather the
     rule requires permit writers to translate between different metal forms in 
     the calculation of the permit limit so that a total recoverable limit can  
     be established. Both TMDL and NPDES uses of water quality criteria require 
     the ability to translate between dissolved metal and total recoverable     
     metal. Methods for this translation are contained in Attachment #3 of "The 
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria" (U.S. EPA., 1993)          
                                                                                
     In the final rule, permitting limits for metals will continue to be set in 

�     accordance with  40CFR 122.45(c) as total recoverable.                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.204
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     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a result of the Annapolis workshop held by EPA on January 25-29, 1993,  
     the experts invited by EPA recommended that "the existing water quality    
     criteria values be applied as a dissolved metal concentration as the       
     dissolved metal concentration is currently the better estimate for         
     bioavailable metal fractions."  58 Fed. Reg. 32,132 (1993).  UWAG supports 
     the use of that recommendation in the Great Lakes Guidance.  And UWAG urges
     EPA to base all its permitting decisions on dissolved metals criteria,     
     including "reasonable potential" determinations.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.204     
     
     See response to comment D2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.205
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Virginia already has decided to follow that course.  It uses dissolved data
     as the exclusive basis for determining whether or not to impose water      
     quality-based effluent limitations ("WQBELs").  Where permit limits are    
     deemed necessary, they are expressed as total recoverable, and translators 
     are available.  Until more information is developed regarding the          
     relationship between dissolved and total recoverable metals, UWAG urges EPA
     to adopt Virginia's approach.  At a minimum, states should be encouraged to
     make their own decisions regarding the form of data to be used in deciding 
     whether to impose limits.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.205     
     
     See response to comment D2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.206
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not underestimate the consequences of a decision to impose      
     WQBELs for metals.  In many cases, that decision will require the permittee
     to install extremely costly pollution control equipment -- even if the     
     historical effluent data are routinely less than the calculated permit     
     limitation.  That is because of the substantial analytical variability     
     exhibited by EPA's approved test methods when measuring trace metals       
     levels.  In the Technical Support Document For Water Quality-Based Toxics  
     Control, EPA reported that variability as ranging from 18 to 129 percent,  
     expressed as the coefficient of variation for ten metals.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.206     
     
     See section IX of the SID and the RIA for a discussion on the impacts of   
     the metals criteria on the costs/benefits of the final Guidance.   See     
     section VIII.E.1 and 2 of the SID for a discussion on dealing with         
     analytical variability.                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.207
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To avoid burdening dischargers with unnecessary treatment costs, and to    
     minimize the effect of "random errors," UWAG urges EPA to impose permit    
     limitations only where justified on the basis of conclusive data.  The     
     marginal benefits associated with relying on total recoverable ambient     
     water quality data and effluent data simply cannot justify the burden that 
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     permittees will have to bear.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.207     
     
     See response to comment D2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.208
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to ensure that permitting decisions are made on the basis of      
     dissolved metals, EPA should require states to express their Great Lakes   
     water quality criteria in dissolved form.  This would clarify the ambiguity
     in the current Guidance regarding how states are supposed to express water 
     quality criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.208     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.209
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated above, the experts from EPA's Annapolis workshop recommended that
     water quality criteria values be applied in the dissolved metal form.  UWAG
     presumes that the experts' recommendation applies to compliance            
     determinations.  UWAG understands, however, that EPA interprets 40 C.F.R.  
     section 122.45(c) (1992) to require the use of total recoverable metals in 
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     compliance monitoring.                                                     
                                                                                
     If that understanding is correct, UWAG encourages EPA to remove the        
     obstacle.  It can do so by stating in its Great Lakes Guidance that 40     
     C.F.R. section 122.45(c) does not apply in the Great Lakes States.  Such a 
     statement, if promulgated in accordance with the procedures required by the
     Administrative Procedure Act, would be a rule superseding section 122.45(c)
     just for the Great Lakes States.  That way, the states will be authorized  
     to promulgate regulations requiring that compliance monitoring for metals  
     be performed using dissolved metals protocol.                              
                                                                                
     If EPA chooses not to allow the Great Lakes States to depart from section  
     122.45(c), EPA should at least grant the states the flexibility to allow   
     dischargers to perform the chemical translator studies discussed above.    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.209     
     
     See response to comment D2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Se
     Comment ID: P2588.210
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed an acute criterion of 20 ug/l and a chronic criterion of 5
     ug/l for total selenium, regarded as Tier I criteria by EPA.  UWAG believes
     that only the most bioavailable form of selenium should be regulated by    
     EPA.  UWAG recommends an acute criterion of 20 ug/l for selenite (Se+4) and
     a chronic criterion of 10 ug/l for selenite (Se+4) to replace EPA's        
     proposed criteria.  These recommended changes are based on results of      
     recent toxicity tests and an assessment of EPA's existing national criteria
     for selenium.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.210     
     
     See response to comment P2588.211.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Se
     Comment ID: P2588.211
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that the recent toxicity data indicate that a chronic        
     criterion of 10 ug/l for selenite is adequately protective.  An examination
     of the chronic toxicity database for selenite (U. S. EPA, 1987) indicates  
     that chronic effects were observed at concentrations greater than 47 ug/l  
     for the following species:  Daphnia magna, rainbow trout, and fathead      
     minnow.  Although EPA may argue that the study by Hermanutz et al. (1992)  
     indicated chronic effects at 10 ug/l, it should be recognized that the test
     organisms were exposed continuously for one year.  This constant exposure  
     regime would be very unlikely in a receiving stream (or lake) setting.     
     Since selenite is the most toxic (bioavailable) inorganic form, UWAG       
     believes that a form-specific criterion of 10 ug/l selenite (Se+4) would be
     adequately protective of potential toxic effects caused by either selenite 
     or selenate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.211     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  First, the commenter points to          
     information within one of many scientific papers which were added to the   
     literature citations within the proposed selenium document. The comment    
     fails to point out that there are other data which support the CMC and CCC 
     for selenium.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the Hermanutz, et al. (1992) study is a likely scenario. 
     The literature cited contains real situations like the Hermanutz, et al.   
     (1992) exposure.  For example, Belews Lake in North Carolina (as does other
     data) shows evidence of adverse effects below 10 ug/L.  The exposure period
     of organisms to selenium in Belews Lake is believed to have exceeded the   
     exposure period in the Hermanutz, et al. (1992) study.  See also the       
     response to comment D2826.056.                                             
                                                                                
     The commenter recommends that EPA should develop the criteria for selenite 
     (Se+4) because it is the most bioavailable form of selenium.  EPA disagrees
     with this idea.  First, there is no information known to EPA which suggests
     that selenate and organoselenium are less bioavailable than selenite.  Nor 
     did the commenter supply such information.  Second, the criteria are based 
     on the Belews Lake field study which probably contained a variety of forms 
     of selenium including selenite.  Third, selenium(VI) has a lower FAV than  
     selenium(IV) (or selenite) indicating that it is more toxic to some aquatic
     species.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the criteria for selenium are based on the latest        
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     scientific information and are technically defensible.  Although the       
     selenium criteria were not calculated using the minimum data requirements, 
     EPA did not depart from the methodology in Appendix A of this rulemaking.  
     Section XI.B of Appendix A dictates that the criterion should be consistent
     with sound scientific evidence. Consistency with sound science shall be    
     determined on the basis of all available pertinent laboratory and field    
     information.  EPA believes that the Belews Lake field study is a study of  
     good quality and is therefore acceptable information.  More information on 
     the derivation of aquatic life criteria for selenium and the Belews Lake   
     study may be found in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality    
     Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final        
     Criteria Documents" and the Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Selenium -  
     1987 (EPA 440/5-87-008).                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG understands EPA's concern that an absence or virtual absence of       
     toxicity data for some pollutants may result in an incomplete assessment of
     an effluent's potential for environmental hazard.  But the Tier II         
     requirement is nevertheless misguided, for the reasons set out below.      
                                                                                
     [EPA gives two principal reasons why Tier II criteria should be developed. 
     First, EPA "wanted to give dischargers an incentive to conduct studies and 
     develop data that would permit EPA to promulgate Tier I criteria for       
     additional pollutants."] (58 Fed. Reg. 20,854 col. 2, 20,837 col. 1).      
     [Second, "the Steering Committee . . . recommended requiring both methods  
     (Tier I and Tier II) to make regulation more uniform across the Great Lake 
     States and to increase the level of protection for aquatic life in the     
     Lakes."]  (58 Fed. Reg. 20,854 col. 3).  EPA specifically requests comments
     on the need for requiring effluent limits based on Tier II values when     
     whole effluent toxicity ("WET") limits would also be required (Fed. Reg.   
     20,854 col. 3).                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.212     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.213
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.213 is imbedded in comment #.212.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [UWAG understands EPA's concern that an absence or virtual absence of      
     toxicity data for some pollutants may result in an incomplete assessment of
     an effluent's potential for environmental hazard.  But the Tier II         
     requirement is nevertheless misguided, for the reasons set out below.]     
                                                                                
     EPA gives two principal reasons why Tier II criteria should be developed.  
     First, EPA "wanted to give dischargers an incentive to conduct studies and 
     develop data that would permit EPA to promulgate Tier I criteria for       
     additional pollutants" [58 Fed. Reg. 20,854 col. 2, 20,837 col. 1).        
     Second, "the Steering Committee . . . recommended requiring both methods   
     (Tier I and Tier II) to make regulation more uniform across the Great Lake 
     States and to increase the level of protection for aquatic life in the     
     Lakes" (58 Fed. Reg. 20,854 col. 3).  EPA specifically requests comments on
     the need for requiring effluent limits based on Tier II values when whole  
     effluent toxicity ("WET") limits would also be required (Fed. Reg. 20,854  
     col. 3).]                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.213     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.214 is imbedded in comment #.212.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [UWAG understands EPA's concern that an absence or virtual absence of      
     toxicity data for some pollutants may result in an incomplete assessment of
     an effluent's potential for environmental hazard.  But the Tier II         
     requirement is nevertheless misguided, for the reasons set out below.]     
                                                                                
     [EPA gives two principal reasons why Tier II criteria should be developed. 
     First, EPA "wanted to give dischargers an incentive to conduct studies and 
     develop data that would permit EPA to promulgate Tier I criteria for       
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     additional pollutants" 58 Fed. Reg. 20,854 col. 2, 20,837 col. 1).]        
     Second, "the Steering Committee . . . recommended requiring both methods   
     (Tier I and Tier II) to make regulation more uniform across the Great Lake 
     States and to increase the level of protection for aquatic life in the     
     Lakes" (58 Fed. Reg. 20,854 col. 3).  EPA specifically requests comments on
     the need for requiring effluent limits based on Tier II values when whole  
     effluent toxicity ("WET") limits would also be required (Fed. Reg. 20,854  
     col. 3).]                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.214     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.215
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite EPA's goal of uniformity, UWAG does not agree with EPA's rationale 
     for Tier II criteria.  Implementing Tier II criteria as proposed will      
     result in confusion and inconsistent application among regulatory agencies,
     enormous expenditures of money to conduct tests and treat process          
     wastewater, and only minimal incremental protection of the Great Lakes     
     ecosystem above and beyond what would be achieved by WET criteria alone.   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.215     
     
     See response to: D2741.076 and P2656.074                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not demonstrated that implementing WET limits that are now in place
     or that may be imposed in the near future, on both the U.S. and Canadian   
     portions of the Great Lakes, will be underprotective of the Great Lakes    
     ecosystem.  EPA should defer the implementation of Tier II criteria until  
     sufficient water quality/biological studies have confirmed the existence of
     water quality impacts caused by pollutants not limited by Tier I criteria. 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.216     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.217
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that the systematic implementation of WET limits, where      
     justified, will improve water quality in the Great Lakes and prevent most  
     biological impacts.  UWAG also believes that the implementation of Tier II 
     criteria would result in a negligible or minimal incremental protection of 
     biota over what can be achieved by WET limits alone.  Though UWAG believes 
     that, where needed, WET testing and criteria would be preferable to Tier II
     criteria, UWAG reiterates its concerns about WET testing regarding         
     reproducibility, variability, and lack of formal promulgation pursuant to  
     section 304 of the CWA (Kilkelly Environmental Associates, Biological Test 
     Methods - Performance Considerations, January 29, 1990).  UWAG believes    
     that, where properly justified, states should implement WET monitoring     
     and/or limitations only after reproducibility and variability parameters   
     are defined for use at a particular facility.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.217     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG does not agree with EPA's rationale regarding the treatment advantages
     of Tier II limits versus WET limits.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.218     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2588.219
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should understand, however, that there are in fact established         
     methodologies for identifying and reducing the toxicity of process         
     wastestreams; indeed, these methodologies were developed by EPA itself for 
     toxicity identification evaluations and toxicity reduction evaluations     
     (U.S. EPA 1988, 1989a, 1989b).  Moreover, these methods have associated    
     with them a fairly well-known range of costs.  Industry has already begun  
     to evaluate and, where needed, change process wastewater designs to comply 
     with permit-required WET limitations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.219     
     
     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2588.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is to be commended for proposing to include site-specific modification 
     provisions in the Great Lakes Guidance.  Site-specific modifications       
     further the important public policies of protecting the environment while  
     preserving economic resources.  UWAG believes, however, that the proposal  
     needs to be expanded to cover more instances in which those policies can be
     furthered.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.220     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to allow states to modify aquatic life criteria under certain 
     circumstances.  UWAG strongly supports EPA's proposal, with one exception. 
     EPA references Chapter 4 of the U.S. EPA Water Quality Standards Handbook  
     for guidance on developing site-specific criteria.  UWAG urges EPA to      
     expand that reference to include "all additional EPA guidance that may     
     become available."  EPA also should emphasize that references are offered  
     merely as guidance and that states are free to accept other scientifically 
     defensible approaches.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.221     
     
     The final Guidance does not preclude States and Tribes for utilizing EPA   
     guidance which may become available in the future, for provisions which are
     given as guidance.  Clearly the procedures within Chapter 3 of the U.S. EPA
     Water Quality Standards Handbook, Second Edition - Revised (1994) are      
     guidance to States and Tribes.  States and Tribes may utilize any future   
     EPA guidance that may become available as well as any other scientifically 
     defensible approach.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to allow less stringent "chronic" aquatic life criteria to    
     reflect local physical and hydrological conditions.  Yet EPA inexplicably  
     proposes not to offer this flexibility when dealing with "acute" criteria. 
     UWAG finds that restriction unnecessarily conservative and inconsistent    
     with EPA's current policies for the following reasons.                     
                                                                                
     [EPA's rationale for the proposed provision is that local physical habitat 
     conditions may be limiting (e.g., lack of substrate or flow), and thus     
     aquatic life may be precluded from remaining at the site for the time      
     period necessary for chronic effects to arise (i.e., at least 96 hours).   
     That rationale applies equally to acute criteria.  Just as EPA's chronic   
     criteria generally were derived on the basis of an expected in-situ minimum
     96-hour exposure period, many of EPA's acute criteria were derived on the  
     basis of an expected in-situ minimum one-hour exposure period.  Where a    
     discharger can demonstrate that organisms will not be exposed to the       
     pollutant of concern for one hour or longer, due to local physical or      
     hydrological conditions, EPA should not restrict the states from approving 
     a less stringent acute water quality criterion.]                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.222     
     
     See section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.223 is imbedded in comment #.222.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [EPA proposes to allow less stringent "chronic" aquatic life criteria to   
     reflect local physical and hydrological conditions.  Yet EPA inexplicably  
     proposes not to offer this flexibility when dealing with "acute" criteria. 
     UWAG finds that restriction unnecessarily conservative and inconsistent    
     with EPA's current policies for the following reasons.]                    
                                                                                
     EPA's rationale for the proposed provision is that local physical habitat  
     conditions may be limiting (e.g., lack of substrate or flow), and thus     
     aquatic life may be precluded from remaining at the site for the time      
     period necessary for chronic effects to arise (i.e., at least 96 hours).   
     That rationale applies equally to acute criteria.  Just as EPA's chronic   
     criteria generally were derived on the basis of an expected in-situ minimum
     96-hour exposure period, many of EPA's acute criteria were derived on the  
     basis of an expected in-situ minimum one-hour exposure period.  Where a    
     discharger can demonstrate that organisms will not be exposed to the       
     pollutant of concern for one hour or longer, due to local physical or      
     hydrological conditions, EPA should not restrict the states from approving 
     a less stringent acute water quality criterion.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.223     
     
     See section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA offers no support for drawing a distinction between chronic and acute  
     criteria.  If anything, chronic and acute criteria should be treated the   
     same for purposes of site-specific modification, given that most chronic   
     criteria were not independently derived, but rather were derived by        
     multiplying the acute criterion by an acute-to-chronic ratio.              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.224     
     
     With respect to modifications to aquatic life criteria when local physical 
     or hydrological conditions preclude aquatic life from remaining at the     
     site, EPA has modified the final Guidance to include this provision for    
     both acute and chronic aquatic life criteria.  For more information on this
     subject see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's restriction also is inconsistent with current Agency policy.  In     
     EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control    
     ("TSD"), EPA explicitly allows dischargers to exceed acute water quality   
     criteria within a "zone of initial dilution" or "allocated impact zone."   
     As the basis for that flexibility, EPA states that "if . . . organisms     
     drifting through the plume along the path of maximum exposure would not be 
     exposed to concentrations exceeding the acute criteria when averaged over  
     the 1-hour (or appropriate site-specific) averaging period for acute       
     criteria, then lethality to swimming or drifting organisms ordinarily      
     should not be expected . . . ."  TSD at 33.  It is totally arbitrary for   
     EPA to disregard the above technical finding when applied to the Great     
     Lakes states.  Accordingly, UWAG urges EPA to expand the site-specific     
     provision to include acute criteria.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.225     
     
     EPA believes that the commenter was confused by the discussion of          
     site-specific modifications for physical or hydrological conditions which  
     preclude aquatic life from remaining at a site for 96-hours.  In the       
     proposal, EPA allowed both more and less stringent modifications to aquatic
     life criteria when local water quality characteristics such as pH,         
     hardness, temperature, color, etc., alter the biological availability or   
     toxicity of a pollutant; or criteria when the sensitivity of the local     
     aquatic organisms (i.e., those that would live in the water absent human-  
     induced pollution) differs significantly from the species actually tested  
     in developing the criteria.  EPA, however, limited site-specific           
     modifications to chronic criteria when local physical or hydrological      
     conditions precluded aquatic life from remaining at the site for 96 hours  
     or more.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance EPA allows less stringent modifications in all three 
     cases for both acute and chronic aquatic life criteria.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, where site-specific criteria are justified based on local physical
     and hydrological conditions, states will need guidance on how such criteria
     should be derived.  The identification of site-specific limiting physical  
     factors historically has been used by EPA and states as evidence for a use 
     designation modification.  See 40 C.F.R. section 131.10(g) (1992).  The    
     interaction of physical factors and toxicant exposure may be difficult to  
     define; thus, additional guidance is needed from EPA.  UWAG urges EPA to   
     develop such guidance.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.226     
     
     The final Guidance provides that the acute and chronic criteria may be     
     modified to be less stringent to reflect local physical and hydrological   
     conditions.  Such modification may be made to the criterion using the      
     recalculation procedure provided in Chapter 3 of the U.S. EPA Water Quality
     Standards Handbook, Second Edition - Revised (1994).  EPA specifies that   
     this provision is to be employed when physical or hydrological conditions  
     preclude aquatic organisms from remaining at a site for one-hour or        
     96-hours.  Therefore, the recalculation procedure is appropriate EPA       
     guidance to use in this situation.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.227
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/Se
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to allow states to establish site-specific criteria to reflect
     local physical and hydrological conditions, but apparently only where      
     aquatic life will not remain at the site for more than 96 hours.  58 Fed.  
     Reg. 20,919 (1993).  This provision assumes that all proposed aquatic life 
     criteria are based on exposure/effect bioassay data.  That is not always   
     the case.  The criteria for at least one substance (selenium) is based on  
     extrapolated safe levels from documented field studies.  Thus, the 96-hour 
     threshold for chronic effects does not apply to selenium.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.227     
     
     Although the selenium criteria are based on field concentrations from      
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     Belews Lake, North Carolina, the averaging periods and frequency of        
     excursion is the same as the other aquatic life criteria.  If the State or 
     Tribe chooses to specify an alternative averaging period for the chronic   
     selenium criteria, it must show that the current 96-hour averaging period  
     is inappropriate for the pollutant or for the sites to which the criterion 
     is applied.  The information provided by the commenter does not itself show
     that the 96 - hour averaging period is inappropriate for selenium.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2588.228
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/Se
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In cases where a discharger can establish that the local physical          
     conditions in the receiving waters differ from those under which the field 
     studies were conducted, the state should have the flexibility to approve a 
     site-specific criterion.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.228     
     
     See response to comment D2794.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2588.229
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes that any site-specific modifications to wildlife and human    
     health criteria can be only more stringent than the proposed Tier I        
     wildlife and human health criteria.  EPA requests comment on whether the   
     proposed "more stringent only" approach is reasonable, and whether less    
     stringent modifications also should be allowed.  UWAG agrees that states   
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     should exercise a high degree of scrutiny when considering site-specific   
     modifications for wildlife and human health criteria.  But EPA's complete  
     prohibition goes beyond the degree that can be justified scientifically.   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.229     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2588.230
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that there can be valid technical reasons for justifying less
     stringent site-specific wildlife and human health criteria.  For example, a
     discharger may be able to demonstrate that the environmental fate of a     
     pollutant differs from the assumptions on which the criteria were based.   
     Under those conditions, EPA should not erect a regulatory barrier          
     restricting less stringent site-specific criteria.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.230     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Take the situation where a criterion has been derived on the basis of a    
     bioaccumulation factor ("BAF") calculated using EPA's proposed water-column
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     approach.  Where a discharger calculates a lower BAF value using an        
     approach that yields more realistic results than the water column approach,
     EPA should not restrict states from establishing site-specific criteria    
     based on the more accurate BAF value.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.231     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, UWAG believes that the proposed use of bioconcentration      
     factor ("BCF") or BAF values for chemicals such as mercury may be          
     inappropriate.  The major portion of total mercury in ambient water is     
     present as inorganic mercury, which has very low water-solubility, is      
     readily complexed, and precipitates to sediments.  Therefore, virtually all
     the mercury in a water column is sorbed or is not bioavailable, and the    
     primary source of mercury in aquatic environments is not the water column, 
     but contaminated sediments and food sources.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.232     
     
     For organic chemicals with log Kows greater than, for example, 6.5, the    
     available data indicate that most of the chemical in the water column is   
     sorbed and is not bioavailable and that the primary source of the chemical 
     in fish is from sediment and food; it is not clear that this is true for   
     mercury.  The BAF for mercury is derived in a manner that is expected to   
     account for uptake of the pollutant from water, sediment and food.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the contaminant/organic matter complex is too large to permeate    
     gill membranes (bioconcentrate), BAF or BCF values cannot be applied to    
     these substances.  J. Lakind and E. Rifkin, Current Method for Setting     
     Dioxin Limits in Water Requires Reexamination, 24 Envtl. Sci. & Tech.      
     963-65 (1990).  Due to this limitation, there is only a narrow range of    
     chemicals for which the BCF/BAF approach is relevant.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.233     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  The publication by Erickson and McKim   
     (1990) provides a complete explanation of the uptake of chemicals via the  
     gills. For high log Kow chemicals, bioavailability considerations become   
     very important. In the final guidance, bioavailability has been accounted  
     for in the derivation of the BAFs used in the water quality criteria.      
                                                                                
     Erickson, R.J, and J.M. McKim  1990.  Aquatic Toxicol.  18:175-198.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, the development of scientifically defensible mercury criteria  
     must consider that fish accumulate the majority of mercury via ingestion of
     contaminated sediments and prey items, not by gill uptake of dissolved     
     mercury.  UWAG proposes to EPA that the generic, oversimplified BAF value  
     be replaced with a more suitable method (for example, a predator-prey      
     factor), and that where justified, less stringent site-specific human      
     health or wildlife criteria be established.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.234     
     
     For organic chemicals with log Kows greater than, for example, 6.5, the    
     available data indicate that most of the chemical in the water column is   
     sorbed and is not bioavailable and that the primary source of the chemical 
     in fish is from sediment and food; it is not clear that this is true for   
     mercury.  The BAF for mercury is derived in a manner that is expected to   
     account for uptake of the pollutant from water, sediment and food.  The    
     final guidance allows the derivation of site-specific BAFs and criteria if 
     adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are         
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     protected.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.235
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's concern over the mobility of humans and wildlife does   
     not support a prohibition against less stringent site-specific criteria.   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.235     
     
     The final Guidance allows more or less stringent site-specific             
     modifications for human health and wildlife (see section VIII.A of the SID 
     for a discussion on site-specific modifications.)                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA states in the proposed Guidance that BAFs may be modified on a         
     site-specific basis to more stringent values than proposed in the Guidance.
     States would not, however, have the authority to allow modifications       
     resulting in lower BAFs.  UWAG strongly disagrees with this policy         
     decision, especially if EPA decides to apply BAF values that are based on  
     theoretical bioaccumulative potentials.  Where a discharger, using a valid 
     technical procedure, can establish a BAF lower than the one on which the   
     state is relying, the lower BAF should be used instead.                    
     
     

Page 7833



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: P2588.236     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2588.237
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although UWAG acknowledges EPA's concern that the entire Great Lakes       
     drainage basin is a relatively closed system, states can use the total     
     maximum daily total ("TMDL") process to ensure that BCC levels do not      
     exceed unacceptable concentrations in any particular waterbody.            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.237     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2588.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, there are considerable between-lake differences in water      
     quality, biomass pools, and levels of pollutants in aquatic organisms.  At 
     a minimum, therefore, UWAG believes that EPA should allow states to use    
     lower lake-specific BAFs, where a discharger can justify that result based 
     on water quality, sediment, and biological characteristics.                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.238     
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     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2588.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG seeks clarification on the "notification requirements" in Procedure   
     1.B.  In particular, it is unclear whether states have the right to object 
     formally to the site-specific criteria decisions being made in other       
     states.  UWAG believes it is appropriate for other states to have an       
     opportunity to review and comment on decisions made in the permitting      
     state.  UWAG does not believe, however, that those other states should have
     veto power.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.239     
     
     See response to comment D2826.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2588.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA claims that it must approve all site-specific criteria.  58 Fed. Reg.  
     20,921 (1993).  That review, if informed by state comments, will be        
     sufficient to protect the interests of all states.  Unless EPA retains     
     exclusive authority to resolve interstate disputes, taking the interests of
     the entire watershed into account, one state may unreasonably infringe on  
     the flexibility of the other states to operate their respective programs in
     an effective manner.                                                       
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     Response to: P2588.240     
     
     See response to comment D2826.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2588.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, unless the site-specific review process is expedient, dischargers may
     be burdened with unnecessary expenditures.  Toward that end, EPA should    
     specify that states have no more than 30 days in which to review a         
     site-specific criteria modification in another state.  EPA also should     
     specify that, if a state fails to submit comments within that time period, 
     it will assume that the state has no comments to offer.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.241     
     
     See response to comment D2826.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While UWAG supports EPA's use of compliance schedules, it requests that EPA
     extend the time for a permittee to comply with new limitations from three  
     years to the life of the permit, with discretion granted to the states to  
     extend the compliance period further.                                      
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     Response to: P2588.242     
     
     See response to comment P2588.053.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2588.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Great Lakes Guidance encourages facilities to implement   
     pollution prevention procedures.  Yet a three-year compliance period will  
     create a strong deterrent to using such procedures.  Pollution prevention  
     technologies are not yet well developed for many industries, and the       
     effectiveness of those technologies is not well documented.  Initially,    
     facilities will need time to develop and implement novel procedures.  Then,
     the procedures will need to be evaluated for effectiveness in achieving    
     effluent limitations.  If the new procedures do not result in sufficient   
     reductions in pollutants, the facility will need to consider alternative   
     pollution prevention procedures, or to resort to end-of-pipe treatment     
     technologies that may be available.  In any event, unless permittees have  
     sufficient time to explore pollution prevention technologies, they will be 
     forced to pursue traditional end-of-pipe approaches, or else face potential
     enforcement action.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.243     
     
     See response to comment P2576.231.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2588.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA should not routinely require that a permit be modified to implement a  
     variance.  Instead, the variance should be self-implementing once it is    
     granted.  That could be accomplished by including language in all permits  
     to the effect that any variance granted to the permittee automatically (1) 
     waives all new permit limitations that were based on the water quality     
     criteria for which the variance was granted, and (2) subjects the          
     discharger to any previously applicable limitations for the term of the    
     variance.  The permit could also include a condition stating that all      
     conditions in any variance granted to the discharger shall be enforceable  
     under the permit.  If a permitee chose not to apply for a variance, the    
     permit provisions referencing variances simply would not be triggered.     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.244     
     
     EPA has modified the proposal to avoid the need to modify permits          
     routinely.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2588.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also could simplify its variance scheme by extending the time period   
     for a variance from the proposed three years to the life of the permit.1   
     Dischargers and states would save significant administrative costs and time
     by participating in the variance renewal process less often.               
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     1 In other words, UWAG recommends that a variance remain in effect beyond  
     the five-year permit term if the permittee has filed a timely and complete 
     permit renewal application.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.245     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2588.246
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, a variance term concurrent with the permit is more rational   
     than a three-year term.  Linking the variance process to the triennial     
     review process is entirely arbitrary.  The factors that might influence a  
     variance decision are virtually never relevant in making decisions during  
     the triennial review process.  By contrast, the variance process and the   
     permitting process are closely related.  Both WQBELS and variances are     
     based on conditions in the receiving waters.  If EPA is willing to wait    
     five years to decide whether any changes in water quality conditions       
     justify a change in permit limitations, then logic dictates that it should 
     afford the same time period to reconsider its variance decisions.          
     Moreover, most variances are based on water quality conditions that are not
     likely to change in a three-year period of time.  Finally, the triennial   
     review process rarely occurs every three years, and thus it would almost   
     always be out of synch with the variance process.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.246     
     
     EPA agrees that it is appropriate to have variance terms of five years.    
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2588.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permittees should not be required to reapply for variances until after a   
     reissued permit becomes final.  Requiring permittees to act before the     
     permit becomes final, as EPA proposes, will force certain permittees to    
     reapply unnecessarily, thereby wasting their resources and those of the    
     state.  Moreover, it is inconsistent with EPA's rationale for the timing of
     the initial variance application.                                          
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     Response to: P2588.247     
     
     EPA has provided this flexibility in the final Guidance.  See section      
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2588.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed variance process, a discharger initially applying for a 
     variance is required to file a request after the first permit is issued.   
     EPA explains that it proposed that deadline so that the permittee would    
     know what final effluent limitations are imposed and whether it needs to   
     apply for a variance.  58 Fed. Reg. 20,945 (1993).  Yet, without           
     explanation, EPA requires that the permittee renew its variance before the 
     subsequent permit reissuance and, therefore, before it knows what its new  
     permit limitations will be.  If water quality standards are relaxed after  
     an initial permit is issued, and that decision results in relaxed permit   
     limitations, the permittee may not need to renew its variance.             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.248     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2588.249
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA needs to clarify that a WQBEL does not become legally binding and thus 
     does not become subject to the antibacksliding provisions of the CWA or    
     EPA's regulations until after (1) completion of any evidentiary hearing    
     during which the limitation was stayed, and/or (2) the compliance date     
     contained in the NPDES permit for that limitation.  As to the latter, EPA  
     also needs to clarify that the compliance schedule in the permit does not  
     run while a variance is in effect.  Thus, if the permittee decides not to  
     reapply for a variance, or the state denies a renewal application, the     
     permittee would have a reasonable period in which to achieve compliance.   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.249     
     
     See Response ID: G2635.011                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2588.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While EPA's preamble discusses when the antibacksliding provision do apply,
     the preamble only implies when those provisions do not apply.  58 Fed. Reg.
     20,923 (1993).  An explicit statement is critical in light of the potential
     for misunderstanding on this matter.  In its discussion of Tier II values, 
     EPA makes such an explicit statement -- "anti-backsliding requirements do  
     not apply to changes made in an effluent limitation prior to its compliance
     date."  Id. at 20,837 col. 2.  But the next paragraph suggests that EPA    
     remains undecided.  It begins, "even if anti-backsliding requirements do   
     apply, they may not bar such adjustments."  UWAG urges EPA to eliminate    
     that apparent ambivalence by changing the sentence to, "even if changes in 
     effluent limitations are sought after their compliance date,               
     antibacksliding requirements will not bar such adjustments."               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.250     
     
     See response G2819.020                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.251
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that once a variance has been granted, the discharger should 
     again become subject to any permit limitations in effect prior to receiving
     the new permit that gives rise to the variance request.  Given that water  
     quality standards are unattainable under most of the conditions where      
     variances are allowed, there is no rational basis for subjecting the       
     discharger to any more stringent requirements.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.251     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The goal for a waterbody is attainment of WQS.  A variance 
     should not allow a discharger to increase his actual discharge but rather  
     bring the water quality of the waterbody closer to the underlying WQS if   
     achievable.  EPA expects States and Tribes to use common sense in          
     developing such effluent limitations.                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "achievable" level requirement is particularly troublesome.  Effluent  
     quality can be highly variable, making it difficult to predict with        
     acceptable confidence the level of pollutant reduction that a plant has    
     "achieved" in past years.  UWAG has described those technical difficulties 
     in its discussion of EPA's "existing effluent quality" concept elsewhere in
     these comments.  But the difficulty is compounded when the objective is to 
     determine what the plant is capable of achieving (i.e., what is            
     "achievable").  That determination can only be predicted in a theoretical  
     way.  Given the lack of confidence the states would have in making such    
     determinations, the resulting effluent limitations would be far too        
     subjective to be applied as enforceable requirements in a permit.  UWAG    
     urges EPA to delete that requirement.                                      
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     Response to: P2588.252     
     
     See Response ID: P2588.251                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not encourage states to undertake individual achievability      
     studies, which will be resource-intensive to perform and subjective in     
     their result.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.253     
     
     See Response ID: P2588.251                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, to eliminate the need to modify a permit after a variance is  
     granted, as discussed above, states will need to avoid having to perform or
     review site-specific demonstrations of treatment capability.  Again, in the
     interest of efficiency, the initial permit should state that, if a variance
     is granted, the new limitations do not become effective, and any           
     pre-existing limitations are reinstated during the term of the variance.   
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     Response to: P2588.254     
     
     The changes in the duration of variances and in the application timing     
     should largely address the commenters concern about modifying the permit.  
     Also see Response ID: P2588.251.                                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In most cases, the permittee receiving a variance will not contribute to   
     the conditions that prevent the receiving waters from attaining water      
     quality standards.  For that reason, the permittee will be powerless to    
     make "reasonable progress . . . toward attaining water quality standards   
     for the waterbody."  58 Fed. Reg. 21,034 (1993).  Moreover, UWAG is unclear
     about what EPA intends by "reasonable progress" and what EPA considers to  
     be "appropriate conditions" to ensure that result.  EPA should not impose  
     such an arbitrary requirement on permittees that have received variances.  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.255     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.256
     Cross Ref 1: cc CS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA improperly proposes to restrict states from allowing permittees a      
     compliance schedule after their variance expires.  That condition will     
     subject permittees in need of variances to an untenable situation.  By     
     obtaining a variance, a permittee will be temporarily relieved from        
     achieving strict WQBELs.  But if the conditions on which the variance was  
     based subsequently change, the permittee would face almost certain         
     compliance problems under EPA's proposal.  Even where the change in        
     conditions is so clear that the discharger knows the state would not renew 
     its variance, the remaining term of the variance will rarely be sufficient 
     for the permittee to install the pollution control technology necessary to 
     achieve the strict, new limitations.  And, in most cases, permittees will  
     not know with any confidence whether or not the state will renew their     
     variances.  In situations where a renewal is denied, the permittee would   
     face an enforcement action, through no fault of its own.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.256     
     
     See Response ID: G2635.011                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In short, EPA's proposed condition will penalize permittees that are       
     granted a variance.  There is no rational basis for treating such          
     permittees any differently than permittees that are not operating under a  
     variance.  In both cases, the permittee needs adequate time, once a new    
     limit is imposed, to achieve compliance.  And that necessary compliance    
     period cannot begin to run until the permittee knows the final limits it   
     must achieve.  For the permittee not seeking a variance, EPA recognizes    
     that the period begins to run after a permit is officially issued.  For the
     permittee with a variance, EPA needs to acknowledge that the compliance    
     period begins to run only after the variance expires.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.257     
     
     See Response ID: G2635.011                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to EPA's proposal, variances should be available to new or        
     recommencing dischargers seeking to operate on waterbodies in which the    
     water quality standards are unattainable (i.e., Conditions C.1 - C.5).     
     Otherwise, those dischargers would face treatment requirements (beyond     
     those needed to comply with technology-based limitations) that would not   
     contribute to the attainment of water quality standards.  That result      
     amounts to "treatment for treatment's sake," which is an arbitrary         
     regulatory policy that imposes unnecessary economic burdens on electric    
     utilities and their customers.  Moreover, it exceeds the authority         
     established under the CWA, which allows EPA to require WQBELs only where   
     necessary to attain water quality standards.4  If such standards are       
     unattainable, as essentially is the case where any of the first five       
     conditions in the Appendix apply, WQBELs cannot be justified.              
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
                                                                                
     4.  33 U.S.C. section 1311(b)(1)(C).                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.258     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.259
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances also should be available to new or recommending dischargers      
     seeking a variance based on substantial and widespread economic and social 
     impact (i.e., Condition C.6.).  Take for example a utility with an existing
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     power plant located on a receiving waterbody with background pollutant     
     levels substantially higher than the relevant water quality criteria.  In  
     that case, a permit writer might attempt to subject the permittee to       
     extremely stringent WQBELs (e.g., limits equal to the water quality        
     criteria values).  As EPA states in its preamble, "if [the treatment] . . .
     cost would result in large increases in utility rates in the area, they    
     could be considered a substantial and widespread economic impact."  58 Fed.
     Reg. 20,955 (1993).  Thus, EPA recognizes that a variance would be         
     appropriate if the cost of complying with the WQBELs was substantial.      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.259     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the alternative, if EPA believes it can justify excluding new and       
     recommencing dischargers, it should clearly define "recommencing"          
     dischargers.  The definition should specify that facilities that cease     
     discharging temporarily, but retain their NPDES permits, are not           
     recommencing dischargers.  Electric power plants and many other industrial 
     dischargers routinely suspend discharges during retooling, upgrades, and   
     maintenance outages.  Those suspensions are an integral part of plant      
     maintenance and cannot be avoided.  Variances should not be denied just    
     because a discharger temporarily shuts down.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.260     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2588.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG supports adoption of a bifurcated approach to variances, allowing     
     states to grant both waterbody variances and discharger-specific variances.
     Waterbody variances allow efficient regulation while still ensuring        
     environmental protection.  As recognized by EPA in its preamble to the     
     Great Lakes Guidance, they benefit both the discharger and the state.      
     Waterbody variances would ensure that the result of one variance proceeding
     could apply to the entire waterbody or waterbody segment, thereby          
     eliminating the need for multiple discharges to participate in the variance
     proceedings.5  In some cases, dischargers may be able to pool their        
     resources to make a demonstration that a variance is appropriate.          
     Waterbody variances also would decrease the burden on the state of         
     reviewing the multiple applications necessitated by discharger-specific    
     variances.                                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     5 Of course, if waterbody variances are incorporated into the final        
     Guidance, EPA should include appropriate procedural safeguards ensuring    
     adequate public participation by all dischargers into the affected         
     waterbody or segment.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.261     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2588.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's 60-day timeframe for submitting a variance application may not allow 
     sufficient time for completing the application.  In some cases, the data   
     collection and analysis required to support the necessary demonstrations   
     for a variance can take several months.  In other cases, permittees may    
     need more than 60 days because they must retain professional consultants or
     because they have detailed procurement requirements.  UWAG suggests that   
     EPA offer no less than a 90-day period to submit variance applications.  In
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     addition, UWAG requests that states be given discretion to extend that     
     period on a case-by-case basis where circumstances necessitate a longer    
     application period.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.262     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance provides that a variance may not be granted if water quality  
     standards are attainable by a discharger implementing cost-effective and   
     reasonable best management practices ("BMPs") for nonpoint source control. 
     Yet EPA does not offer a rational basis for imposing this condition nor    
     explain the link between BMPs for nonpoint sources and variances for point 
     sources.  UWAG questions how water quality standards will ever be attained 
     by implementing BMPs for nonpoint sources if any of the six variance       
     conditions are present.  Perhaps BMPs could eliminate the circumstances    
     described in condition 3 if the human caused sources of pollution that     
     prevent attainment of water quality standards come from runoff from the    
     permittee's land.  Under condition 3, however, if the pollutant source can 
     be remedied, the state cannot grant a variance anyway.  Thus, EPA's general
     requirement is redundant and unnecessary.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.263     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal disallowing variance renewal if a discharger has not        
     complied with the conditions of its variance is unnecessarily harsh.       
     Variance conditions presumably will be made enforceable under the NPDES    
     permit.  Thus, violations of variance conditions should be treated just    
     like any other permit violation.  EPA and the states already have ample    
     authority to impose harsh enforcement sanctions on dischargers violating   
     their permit conditions.  EPA need not require states to impose a second   
     penalty on those dischargers.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.264     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2588.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA proposes to treat all violations of variance conditions   
     the same.  Thus, even de minimis violations would result in the inability  
     to renew a variance.  But EPA recognizes elsewhere that there are different
     degrees of violations warranting different enforcement responses (e.g., the
     significant noncompliance program).  UWAG urges EPA to eliminate this      
     requirement and to rely on existing enforcement authority to ensure        
     compliance with variance conditions.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.265     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2588.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not impose on electric utilities and their customers the burden 
     of removing source pollutants from the nation's waters.  That burden       
     properly lies with the upstream point and non-point sources responsible for
     introducing the pollutants.  UWAG's concerns also apply where pollutants   
     originate from natural background sources.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.266     
     
     This comment raises general concerns about the extent to which a discharger
     should be held responsible for pollutants in its discharge that originate  
     in its water supply.  This basic issue, and numerous related subissues, are
     addressed in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: P2588.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that EPA has the authority to allow permit writers to make   
     allowance for such pollutants under appropriate circumstances.  EPA itself 
     has recognized this principle in its existing "net/gross" rule for         
     technology-based limits.23  That rule specifically allows permit writers   
     discretion to account for source water pollutants even where the effluent  
     is not returned to the same body of water (as, for instance, where the     
     source water is as clean or cleaner, with respect to the pollutant in      
     question, than the receiving water).24                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     23 Although EPA's current "net/gross" rule applies to application of       
     technology-based limits, the preamble accompanying that rule affirmed that 
     intake water pollutants may be taken into account in establishing water    
     quality-based limits.  49 Fed. Reg. 37,998, 38,027 (Sept. 20, 1984).  EPA  
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     had proposed to include in that rule specific terms allowing permit writers
     to consider source water pollutants when setting water quality-based       
     limits, but subsequently deleted that language.  See 47 Fed. Reg. 52,072,  
     52,090, (Nov. 18, 1982). A number of industry groups, including the        
     electric utilities, challenged EPA's final "net/gross" rule.  The United   
     States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit refused to    
     rule on the many issues presented, holding (at EPA's insistence) that the  
     rule was not ripe for review until applied in a specific permitting        
     situation.  NRDC V. EPA, 859 F.2d 156, 204-205 (D.C. Cir. 1988).  Thus, the
     legality of EPA's decision to omit a specific provision for setting "net"  
     water quality-based limits has not been resolved by any court.             
                                                                                
     24 40 C.F.R. section 122.45(g)(4)(1992).                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.267     
     
     EPA believes that the procedures in the final Guidance for considering     
     intake pollutants in water-quality based permitting are consistent with the
     Clean Water Act for the reasons stated in the SID at Section VIII.E.5 and  
     elsewhere in these response to comments.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring steam electric power plants and other industrial dischargers to  
     install, operate, and maintain new or more extensive treatment facilities  
     to remove pollutants they do not add would not only violate                
     well-established legal and equitable principles, it also would strain the  
     limits of technology and impose huge and unnecessary costs on dischargers  
     and consumers alike.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.268     
     
     Legal issues related to intake credits are addressed in the SID at Section 
     VIII.E.5.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Issues related to the cost of the final Guidance are discussed in the SID  
     at Section IX and in the section of the Response to Comments document that 
     addresses the Regulatory Impact Analysis.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring facilities such as steam electric power plants to remove amounts 
     of pollutants they do not add in order to treat their source waters down to
     applicable water quality standards is not consistent with two important    
     principles EPA has championed:  (1) preventing pollution at the source, and
     (2) preventing cross-media pollution transfers.  Requiring a facility to   
     remove materials added by some other source obviously will do nothing to   
     ensure appropriate source controls.  Moreover, imposing limits that require
     removal of material beyond those the facility itself adds (either in kind  
     or in quantity) inevitably will result in the production of solid waste,   
     which the facility will have to manage and dispose of.  This scenario      
     simply transfers pollutants from one medium to another, instead of imposing
     controls at the appropriate source, where pollution can be more effectively
     and fairly prevented.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.269     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment D2604.015 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA discusses four "existing mechanisms" it claims to be available for     
     dealing with intake pollutants.  UWAG considers those mechanisms largely   
     inadequate.  The principal problem is that they may not be available under 
     state law.  Even if they are, they would be applied at the discretion of   
     the permit writer.  Because the CWA does not require dischargers to remove 
     pollutants originating in their intake sources, discretionary mechanisms do
     not provide adequate assurances that proper relief will be available.      
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     Response to: P2588.270     
     
     Without commenting on the practice of different agencies in implementing   
     exiting relief mechanisms, EPA notes that it has adopted in the final      
     Guidance additional permit-based mechanisms for addressing intake          
     pollutants.  In addition to the proposed "reasonable potential" procedure  
     for intake pollutants, the final Guidance allows consideration of intake   
     pollutants in developing WQBELs, as provided in Procedure 5.E of appendix  
     F.  The many issues surrounding intake water pollutants in water           
     quality-based permitting are addressed in detail in the SID at Section     
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
                                                                                
     As discussed at length in the SID at Section VIII.E.5., EPA disagrees with 
     the comment that the CWA does not authorize EPA to regulate intake         
     pollutants.  Moreover, States can always choose to be more stringent.      
     Nothing in the final Guidance compels States to adopt procedures to give   
     special consideration to intake water pollutants.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.271
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even assuming the existing mechanisms will be available and reasonably     
     applied, none necessarily will offer adequate relief.  For example, the    
     most relief available from the TMDL process is a determination that a      
     discharger's wasteload allocation could be set equal to the background     
     concentration of the pollutant in the intake water.  Where that            
     concentration exceeds the water quality criteria, EPA's procedure for      
     determining "reasonable potential" most likely would lead to a decision    
     that WQBELs are necessary.  As discussed below in Section II.C.4., the     
     intrinsic variability in background quality, together with a limited data  
     base, make it extremely difficult to develop WQBELs that would not expose  
     the permittee to routine noncompliance.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.271     
     
     The final Guidance adopts additional mechanisms to address intake water    
     pollutants to supplement existing mechanisms.  In addition to the proposed 
     "reasonable potential" procedure for intake pollutants, the final Guidance 
     allows consideration of intake pollutants in developing WQBELs, as provided
     in Procedure 5.E of appendix F.  The many issues surrounding intake water  
     pollutants in water quality-based permitting are addressed in detail in the
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  EPA notes that permitting authorities have     
     flexibility in how they establish limits to implement the "no net addition"
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     approach (which essentially establish WQBELs based on the background levels
     of pollutants) to account for factors such as variability.  See SID at     
     Section VIII.E.7.c.iii.(B).                                                
                                                                                
     Deriving WLAs though TMDLs is discussed in the SID at Section VIII.C.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/SS
     Comment ID: P2588.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific criteria also will be of limited value.  Unless the          
     site-specific value is sufficiently above the background concentration such
     that EPA's "reasonable potential" procedures do not result in a WQBEL, the 
     same concerns mentioned above would arise.  In addition, the proposed      
     provisions for site-specific criteria, if retained in the final Guidance,  
     will substantially restrict a state's discretion to apply that mechanism.  
     UWAG discusses that concern elsewhere in these comments.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.272     
     
     EPA recognizes that site-specific modifications to criteria and other      
     existing mechanisms need to be supplemented with a permit-based mechanism  
     for considering intake pollutants in determining whether a WQBEL is needed,
     and if so, how to account for intake pollutants in setting the WQBEL.  See 
     generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                       
                                                                                
     The final Guidance allows for more or less stringent modifications to BAFs 
     and to criteria for aquatic life, human health, and wildlife.  EPA believes
     site-specific modifications will provide a practical approach to modifying 
     criteria.  See Section VIII.A. of the SID.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/SS            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/VARI
     Comment ID: P2588.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances will not suffice either.  Where a variance can be justified, EPA 
     anticipates setting a WQBEL based on an "interim criteria . . . that       
     accounts for the background level and the level of incidental removal      
     obtained by the discharger's proposed or existing treatment systems."  58  
     Fed. Reg. 20,955 (1993).  Unless variances can be applied in a manner that 
     will not trigger the need to impose WQBELs, the discharger will face the   
     specter of compliance problems caused by background variability.           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.273     
     
     EPA generally agrees that it would be appropriate to develop a permit-based
     mechanism for considering intake water pollutants to supplement other      
     existing mechanisms, as explained generally in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.
                                                                                
     Variability in background concentrations can be addressed through          
     considering variability in establishing a limit, as explained in the SID at
     Section VIII.E.7.c.iii.(B).                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/VARI          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/MODS
     Comment ID: P2588.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nor will relief be available through the mechanism of removing a designated
     use.  EPA has acknowledged that its proposed criteria and values would     
     "apply to waters of the Great Lakes basin regardless of designated use."   
     Id.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.274     
     
     See response to: P2656.355                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/MODS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG praises EPA for recognizing that a procedure beyond the existing      
     mechanisms discussed above is needed to deal rationally and efficiently    
     with intake pollutants.  But proposed procedure 5.E falls short.  It is far
     too restrictive to provide appropriate relief to the great majority of     
     dischargers that happen to be located downstream of the point and non-point
     sources responsible for introducing the pollutants into the waterbody.     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.275     
     
     In response to public comments, EPA has adopted significant changes to the 
     intake credit procedures which make consideration of intake pollutants in  
     water quality-based permitting more widely available, particularly in the  
     development of WQBELs.  At the same, EPA agrees that it is important to    
     address the underlying problem of elevated background levels of pollutants 
     in surface waters.  To provide incentives for development of comprehensive 
     plans to assess sources of pollutants and remediation needed to attain     
     water quality standards in the receiving waterbody (i.e., a TMDL under 40  
     CFR 130.7 or a comparable assessment and remediation plan approved in      
     accordance with procedure 3.A of appendix F), EPA has limited the          
     availablity of "no net addition" limits to 12 years.  See generally, SID at
     Section VIII.E.3-7.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.276
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's "same body of water" condition is unnecessarily restrictive and would
     interfere with the ability of states to exercise sound judgment in making  
     rational water quality decisions.  UWAG recognizes EPA's concerns over     
     discharges into a different waterbody than the one from which the          
     pollutants originate.  But a complete restriction is not necessarily       
     required to ensure the protection of water quality.  The states should be  
     given the discretion to approach the issue in a reasonable and common sense
     manner.                                                                    
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     Response to: P2588.276     
     
     EPA disagress that limiting consideration of intake pollutants to the "same
     body of water" condition is unnecessarily restrictive.  As explained in the
     SID at Section VIII.E.5, EPA believes that such limitation is critical     
     under the CWA.  The final Guidance, however, adopts a less rigid approach  
     as to when special consideration for intake pollutants can be made         
     available by allowing "partial" consideration of intake pollutants when the
     facility has intake water pollutants of concern from both the same and     
     different bodies of water.  See procedure 5.E.5 of appendix F and the SID  
     at Section VIII.E.4.d.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.277
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/OPTN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG offers the following approach, which involves two components.         
                                                                                
     (1)  If the source water is withdrawn from a surface or ground water which 
     is located within the same watershed, as defined by the state, as the      
     watershed in which the receiving waterbody is located, the source waterbody
     and the receiving waterbody should be considered the same body of water.   
                                                                                
     (2)  If a permittee draws its source water from a watershed, as defined by 
     the state, different from the one in which the receiving waters is located,
     the permit writer should have discretion to allow some intake "credit,"    
     depending on the relationship between the source and the receiving         
     waterbody, the amount of pollutant in the discharge, and the basis for the 
     applicable criterion.  Credit should be granted where the permit writer    
     determines that the effluent quality (including intake pollutants) would   
     either substantially maintain or improve the existing receiving water      
     quality.31  This option would allow permit writers to take account of      
     site-specific considerations that might not be adequately addressed through
     a general policy.  Specifically,                                           
                                                                                
     (a)  If (i) the concentration of the pollutant in the receiving waterbody  
     is at or below the applicable criteria, and (ii) the discharge (including  
     the intake pollutants) is at or below the criteria, the permit writer      
     should have the authority to use UWAG's recommended intake pollutant       
     procedures discussed below in Section III for purposes of determining the  
     need for water quality-based limits, and for calculating any necessary     
     limits.  When the receivint waterbody is below, and the discharge is at or 
     below, the applicable criteria, the permit writer may reasonably determine 
     that the discharge will substantially maintain water quality in the        
     receiving waters.                                                          
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     (b) If (i) the concentration of the pollutant in the receiving waterbody is
     above the criterion, but (ii) the concentration of the pollutant in the    
     discharge (including the intake pollutants) is at or below the criteria,   
     again the permit writer should have the authority to follow UWAG's         
     recommended procedures in Section III.  When the receiving waterbody is    
     above, and the discharge is at or below, the applicable criteria, the      
     permit writer may reasonably determine that the discharge will result in   
     improved water quality in the receiving waters.                            
                                                                                
     (c)  If (i) the concentration of the pollutant in the receiving waterbody  
     is above a criterion for aquatic life, or a human health (or wildlife)     
     criterion, and (ii) the concentration of the pollutant in the discharge    
     (including the intake pollutants) is above the criterion but below the     
     level in the receiving waterbody, then the permit writer should have       
     discretion to follow UWAG's proposed approach in Section III.              
                                                                                
     [In all other cases, the permit writer could apply (without adjustment for 
     intake pollutants) its routine procedures for determining whether the      
     discharge has the potential to exceed water quality standards and, if it   
     does, for setting WQBELs.]                                                 
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     31 EPA recognizes that water quality improvement is possible where the     
     receiving waterbody is of a lower quality than the effluent.  58 Fed. Reg. 
     20,964 (1993).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.277     
     
     EPA does not agree that "same body of water" should be defined broadly to  
     include any water within the watershed, for the reasons explained in the   
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.                                              
                                                                                
     The commenter's other suggestions are based on the premise that discharges 
     which transfer pollutants from one body of water to another should be      
     allowed if they substantially maintain or improve the quality of the       
     receiving water.  As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.c., EPA      
     disagrees with this premise.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.278
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/OPTN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.278 is imbedded in comment #.277.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [UWAG offers the following approach, which involves two components.        
                                                                                
     (1) If the source water is withdrawn from a surface or ground water which  
     is located within the same watershed, as defined by the state, as the      
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     watershed in which the receiving waterbody is located, the source waterbody
     and the receiving waterbody should be considered the same body of water.   
                                                                                
     (2)  If a permittee draws its source water from a watershed, as defined by 
     the state, different from the one in which the receiving waters is located,
     the permit writer should have discretion to allow some intake "credit,"    
     depending on the relationship between the source and the receiving         
     waterbody, the amount of pollutant in the discharge, and the basis for the 
     applicable criterion.  Credit should be granted where the permit writer    
     determines that the effluent quality (including intake pollutants) would   
     either substantially maintain or improve the existing receiving water      
     quality.23  This option would allow permit writers to take account of      
     site-specific considerations that might not be adequately addressed through
     a general policy.  Specifically,                                           
                                                                                
     (a)  If (i) the concentration of the pollutant in the receiving waterbody  
     is at or below the applicable criteria, and (ii) the discharge (including  
     the intake pollutants) is at or below the criteria, the permit writer      
     should have the authority to use UWAG's recommended intake pollutant       
     procedures discussed below in Section III for purposes of determining the  
     need for water quality-based limits, and for calculating any necessary     
     limits.  When the receiving waterbody is below, and the discharge is at or 
     below, the applicable criteria, the permit writer may reasonably determine 
     that the discharge will substantially maintain water quality in the        
     receiving waters.                                                          
                                                                                
     (b)  If (i) the concentration of the pollutant in the receiving waterbody  
     is above the criterion, but (ii) the concentration of the pollutant in the 
     discharge (including the intake pollutants) is at or below the criteria,   
     again the permit writer should have the authority to follow UWAG's         
     recommended procedures in Section III.  When the receiving waterbody is    
     above, and the discharge is at or below, the applicable criteria, the      
     permit writer may reasonably determine that the discharge will result in   
     improved water quality in the receiving waters.                            
                                                                                
     (c)  If (i) the concentration of the pollutant in the receiving waterbody  
     is above a criterion for aquatic life, or a human health (or wildlife)     
     criterion, and (ii) the concentration of the pollutant in the discharge    
     (including the intake pollutants) is above the criterion but below the     
     level in the receiving waterbody, then the permit writer should have       
     discretion to follow UWAG's proposed approach in Section III.]             
                                                                                
     In all other cases, the permit writer could apply (without adjustment for  
     intake pollutants) its routine procedures for determining whether the      
     discharge has the potential to exceed water quality standards and, if it   
     does, for setting WQBELs.                                                  
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     31 EPA recognizes that water quality improvement is possible where the     
     receiving waterbody is of a lower quality than the effluent.  58 Fed. Reg. 
     20,964 (1993).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.278     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2588.277 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.279
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "no mass addition" condition also is unnecessarily restrictive.  Unless
     EPA clarifies that it intends the condition to be construed in a practical 
     manner such that it does not apply to de minimis contributions of          
     pollutants, proposed procedure 5.E would be unavailable for many           
     dischargers.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.279     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2588.075 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.280
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, EPA needs to clarify that it did not intend the term "uncontaminated"
     to apply to de minimis contributions added from a system (e.g., from a     
     process32 or corrosion and erosion from piping and equipment).  Otherwise, 
     procedure 5.E will offer benefits to virtually no dischargers.             
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     32 For example, power plants typically use water to cool and lubricate     
     pumps and bearings in their once-through cooling water systems.  That      
     water, which is not necessarily drawn from the same water supply source    
     used for once-through cooling, generally is released directly into the     
     once-through cooling system.  In the event that the bearing lube water     
     contains small amounts of pollutants (possibly originating from its        
     source), those pollutants should be considered de minimis.  UWAG urges EPA 
     to refer to the "same body of water" discussion presented above in Section 
     II.B.                                                                      
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     Response to: P2588.280     
     
     This comment addresses multiple sources of intake water pollutants of      
     concern from the same and different bodies of water.  Although EPA declines
     to adopt the deminimis exemption suggested by the commenter, it notes that 
     "partial" consideration of intake water pollutants for that portion        
     originating in the same body of water.  See response to comments #P2588.076
     and P2588.075.  Also see SID, Section VIII.E.7.a.v.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.281
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Just as EPA has acknowledged that measurements below reasonable            
     quantification levels cannot support a determination that a discharger is  
     violating a WQBEL set below the quantitation level, a de minimis addition  
     cannot be used to support a determination that a WQBEL is necessary.  And, 
     because the metals of which cooling water systems typically are comprised  
     are on EPA's list of "Pollutants that are neither bioaccumulative chemicals
     of concern nor potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern," the above  
     recommendation is not inconsistent with EPA's evolving policies regarding  
     the regulation of such BCCs.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.281     
     
     EPA does not agree that the same determination for assessing whether WQBELs
     below level of quantitation are being met should be used for determining   
     whether WQBELs are needed in the first place (regardless of pollutant      
     type).  This is particularly true for determining whether mass has been    
     added for purposes of the intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure  
     5.D. of appendix F, as explained in the SID in Section VIII.E.7.b.i.  For  
     additional discussion on the procedure for determining the need for a WQBEL
     using effluent pollutant concentration data, see the Supplementary         
     Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.282
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also needs to clarify whether condition 5.E.b literally requires no    
     mass addition to the "wastewater," or if it intends the restriction to     
     apply to the "receiving waterbody."  UWAG urges EPA to adopt the latter    
     interpretation (including a de minimis provision).  EPA's willingness to   
     provide relief from intake pollutants should not hinge on whether or not a 
     discharger adds pollutants to its "wastewater" prior to discharge to the   
     waterbody.  UWAG believes relief from intake pollutants is necessary even  
     if the discharger contributes more than de minimis amounts of pollutants to
     its wastewater.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.282     
     
     To clarify, the condition referred to in this comment (now 5.D.3.b.ii)     
     prohibits an addition of mass of the pollutant (to that already in the     
     intake water) to the wastewater. However, this condition is necessary only 
     to qualify for a finding that a WQBEL is not needed.  If a facility does   
     add mass to its wastewater, the final Guidance will still allow            
     consideration intake water pollutants from the same body of water in       
     establishing the WQBEL.  Under procedure 5.E.2.a., the facility could add  
     any amount of the pollutant of concern to its wastestream as long as the   
     discharge contained no more mass of the pollutant than that in the intake  
     water.  See generally, SID at Section VIII.E.4-7.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.283
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In that case, however, it may be legitimate to impose a permit limit or    
     condition restricting the discharger from increasing the pollutant loading 
     to the waterbody beyond that contained in the intake water.  On the other  
     hand, it would be inappropriate to hold the discharger responsible for     
     removing pollutants to below the loading in the intake water, which may    
     result if intake relief is denied.  So, for example, if the intake         
     pollutant load is 10 kg/day, the discharger should be allowed to discharge 
     10 kg/day, regardless of the process pollutants it adds and then removes   
     from the wastestream prior to discharge.  An exception should, of course,  
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     apply where the pollutant concentration in the intake water is below the   
     applicable water quality criterion.  In that case, the discharger should be
     allowed to increase the pollutant load to the receiving water, up to the   
     criteria, and a WQBEL will not always be justified.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.283     
     
     This comment advocates the use of "no net addition" limits, which are      
     allowed under the final Guidance in certain circumstances as explained in  
     the SID at Section VIII.E.4-7.                                             
                                                                                
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i., "no net addition" limits 
     are available only when the background of the receiving water (presumably  
     the source of the intake water) exceeds the applicable criteria for the    
     pollutant of concern.  When the background does not exceed criteria, WQBELS
     would be established in accordance with procedure 5.F.2 of appendix F.     
     Permitting authorities also have the discretion to use the reasonable      
     potential procedures in 5.A.-C of appendix F in lieu of the intake         
     pollutant reasonable potential procedure in 5.D.  Depending on the         
     circumstance, the result of using procedure 5.A.-C might be as the         
     commenter suggested, i.e., a determination that a WQBEL is not needed.  See
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ix                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.284
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the intake pollutants from which permittees will be seeking relief 
     will be present at extremely low concentrations, oftentimes below the      
     appropriate quantitation level.  Given the measurement difficulties        
     associated with such low level analyses (see UWAG's discussion of detection
     issues elsewhere in these comments), permittees will experience great      
     difficulty merely measuring the total concentration of a pollutant, let    
     alone trying to identify and quantify chemical or physical changes in the  
     pollutant as it passes through their plants.  Even if pollutants were      
     present above the appropriate quantitation levels, the Great Lakes document
     is silent regarding the types and degrees of alteration necessary to       
     exacerbate any water quality impacts already occurring.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.284     
     
     This comment raises the same types of concerns as those in comment         
     #P2588.076, which are addressed in the response to that comment.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.285
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without clarification, permittees and the states will not know what the    
     condition requires, and thus the availability of relief from intake        
     pollutants may be jeopardized.  UWAG urges EPA to make clear that states   
     may restrict relief from intake pollutants where they can support a finding
     that a plant chemically or physically alters a pollutant in a manner that  
     would cause adverse water quality impacts to occur that would not occur if 
     the pollutants were left instream.  EPA should emphasize, however, the     
     condition is not intended to require permittees to perform a technical     
     demonstration as a prerequisite to obtaining relief.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.285     
     
     This comment raises the same types of concerns as those in comment         
     #P2588.076, which are addressed in the response to that comment.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.286
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "edge of mixing zone" condition is unnecessarily restrictive for the   
     same reasons relevant to condition 5.E.b.  Any de minimis release of       
     pollutants will at least theoretically result in an increase in metals     
     concentration at the edge of the mixing zone.  But once again, any such    
     increase would almost always be insignificant and below detectable levels. 
     Thus, absent clarification that the condition does not apply to de minimis 
     contributions, such as metals from erosion and corrosion of piping and     
     equipment, proposed procedure 5.E would be available to virtually no       
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     dischargers, including those with once-through cooling water systems.      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.286     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment P2588.077 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.287
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To avoid that unreasonable result, EPA should specify that the techniques  
     recommended below in Section III for demonstrating a de minimis            
     contribution also would satisfy condition 5.E.d.                           
                                                                                
     UWAG believes that relief for intake pollutants also should be available   
     for discharges that cause more than a de minimis increase in concentration 
     at the edge of the mixing zone.  While it may be legitimate to impose a    
     WQBEL requiring a facility to eliminate the increase, it is totally        
     inappropriate to hold the discharger responsible as well for removing      
     intake pollutants down to the level at which the applicable water quality  
     would be achieved.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.287     
     
     With regard to a "de minimis" exemption, see response to comment           
     #P2588.075.  With respect to the "no concentration" requirement, see       
     response to comments #P2588.077 and P2588.288                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.288
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, an exception should apply where the pollutant concentration in
     the intake water is below the applicable water quality criterion.  In that 
     case, the discharger should be allowed to increase the pollutant           
     concentration at the edge of the mixing zone, up to the criterion, and a   
     WQBEL will not always be justified.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.288     
     
     EPA agrees that in this situation an increase in concentration up to the   
     point where the increased concentration does not cause or contribute to an 
     excursion above an applicable WQS is appropriate and has made appropriate  
     changes in the final Guidance (see procedure 5.D.3.b.iv. of appendix F).   
     See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vi.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2588.289
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A permittee would find it extremely difficult, if not impossible, to make a
     technical demonstration that its discharge is not exacerbating water       
     quality problems already present in the receiving waters.  EPA should not  
     impose such a burden (i.e., "proving a negative") on dischargers.  The lack
     of guidance regarding what the demonstration must prove and how extensive a
     study would have to be conducted will render intake pollutant relief       
     practically unavailable.                                                   
                                                                                
     If EPA wishes to take precautions against additional impacts attributable  
     to the timing and location of discharges, UWAG recommends that the Guidance
     make clear that the burden of establishing unacceptable adverse impacts    
     lies with the states.  That approach is consistent with the remainder of   
     the water quality standards implementation procedures (e.g., the burden to 
     show "reasonable potential" lies with the state; the permittee is not      
     required to establish that its discharge does not pose a reasonable        
     potential to cause or contribute to an excursion of water quality          
     standards).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.289     
     
     This comment raises the same concerns as those in P2588.078 and are        
     addressed in the response to that comment.  EPA's rationale for requiring  
     the permittee to demonstrate eligibility for special consideration of      
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     intake pollutants is addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iii.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: P2588.290
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA requests comments on certain conditions it may require states to       
     include in permits or fact sheets wherever proposed procedure 5.E is used. 
     As discussed in other parts of UWAG's comments, permittees may encounter   
     serious technical difficulties in performing monitoring tasks when intake  
     pollutants are at issue.  To minimize those difficulties, UWAG urges EPA to
     leave the states broad discretion as to the type and frequency of          
     monitoring requirements to be imposed in permits.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.290     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.ii.(B), permitting           
     authorities have considerable discretion in determining the appropriate    
     type and frequency of monitoring requirements.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: P2588.291
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA characterizes Option 1 as the "current EPA approach."  Id. 20,961.  For
     the many reasons expressed throughout these comments, UWAG takes issue with
     Option 1 and enthusiastically supports EPA's statement that, "the proposed 
     Great Lakes Guidance should present additional mechanisms to address intake
     water pollutants."                                                         
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     Response to: P2588.291     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment #P2588.080 and is addressed
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.292
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 2 would allow permit writers to adjust WQBELs to reflect a credit   
     for intake pollutants if the pollutants are discharged to the same body of 
     water as the intake water.  Id.  This option is available even where the   
     discharger contributes an additional amount of the intake water pollutant  
     from its process.  The option also would require the discharger to satisfy 
     all of the conditions in the proposed new procedure, except 5.E.b.         
                                                                                
     [Option 2 has two possible sub-options.  Option 2a would allow a facility  
     to discharge an effluent containing, at a maximum, the same mass of the    
     pollutant withdrawn from the receiving waters.  If the facility is able to 
     remove any of the pollutant from the intake water either before use at the 
     facility or during wastewater treatment, the facility could offset this    
     reduction by increasing the amount of the pollutant contributed by the     
     process water.]                                                            
                                                                                
     [Option 2b, by contrast, would allow the facility to discharge the same    
     mass of the pollutant withdrawn from the receiving waters -- after         
     deducting the amount of the intake pollutant removed before the intake     
     water is used in the facility.  The facility is not allowed to offset the  
     amount of the pollutant it removes from the intake water (before it is     
     used) by increasing the amount of the pollutant contributed by the process 
     water.  It may, however, increase the amount of pollutant it adds to its   
     wastewater treatment system if that system removes any of the intake       
     pollutants.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.292     
     
     This comment merely characterizes the proposal and therefore a response is 
     not appropriate.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2

Page 7869



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: P2588.293
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/OPTN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.293 is imbedded in comment #.292.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Option 2 would allow permit writers to adjust WQBELs to reflect a credit  
     for intake pollutants if the pollutants are discharged to the same body of 
     water as the intake water.  Id.  This option is available even where the   
     discharger contributes an additional amount of the intake water pollutant  
     from its process.  The option also would require the discharger to satisfy 
     all of the conditions in the proposed new procedure, except 5.E.b.]        
                                                                                
     Option 2 has two possible sub-options.  Option 2a would allow a facility to
     discharge an effluent containing, at a maximum, the same mass of the       
     pollutant withdrawn from the receiving waters.  If the facility is able to 
     remove any of the pollutant from the intake water either before use at the 
     facility or during wastewater treatment, the facility could offset this    
     reduction by increasing the amount of the pollutant contributed by the     
     process water.                                                             
                                                                                
     [Option 2b, by contrast, would allow the facility to discharge the same    
     mass of the pollutant withdrawn from the receiving waters -- after         
     deducting the amount of the intake pollutant removed before the intake     
     water is used in the facility.  The facility is not allowed to offset the  
     amount of the pollutant it removes from the intake water (before it is     
     used) by increasing the amount of the pollutant contributed by the process 
     water.  It may, however, increase the amount of pollutant it adds to its   
     wastewater treatment system if that system removes any of the intake       
     pollutants.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.293     
     
     This comment merely characterizes the proposal and therefore a response is 
     not appropriate.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.294
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/OPTN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.294 is imbedded in comment #.292.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [Option 2 would allow permit writers to adjust WQBELs to reflect a credit  
     for intake pollutants if the pollutants are discharged to the same body of 
     water as the intake water.  Id.  This option is available even where the   
     discharger contributes an additional amount of the intake water pollutant  
     from its process.  The option also would require the discharger to satisfy 
     all of the conditions in the proposed new procedure, except 5.E.b.]        
                                                                                
     [Option 2 has two possible sub-options.  Option 2a would allow a facility  
     to discharge an effluent containing, at a maximum, the same mass of the    
     pollutant withdrawn from the receiving waters.  If the facility is able to 
     remove any of the pollutant from the intake water either before use at the 
     facility or during wastewater treatment, the facility could offset this    
     reduction by increasing the amount of the pollutant contributed by the     
     process water.]                                                            
                                                                                
     Option 2b, by contrast, would allow the facility to discharge the same mass
     of the pollutant withdrawn from the receiving waters -- after deducting the
     amount of the intake pollutant removed before the intake water is used at  
     the facility.  The facility is not allowed to offset the amount of the     
     pollutant it removes from the intake water (before it is used) by          
     increasing the amount of the pollutant contributed by the process water.   
     It may, however, increase the amount of pollutant it adds to its wastewater
     treatment system if that system removes any of the intake pollutants.      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.294     
     
     This comment merely characterizes the proposal and therefore a response is 
     not appropriate.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.295
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 2 is preferable to EPA's proposed procedure 5.E in that it allows   
     credit even if pollutants are contributed by the process.  Option 2 has    
     several limitations, however, which are discussed below.                   
                                                                                
     [The "same body of water" restriction condition unnecessarily limits state 
     authority to make rational permitting decisions.  UWAG explains the        
     underlying basis for that concern above.]                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.295     
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     This comment is clarified and responded to elsewhere and a separate        
     response is not provided here.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.296
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment is imbedded in #.295.                                 
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Option 2 is preferable to EPA's proposed procedure 5.E in that it allows  
     credit even if pollutants are contributed by the process.  Option 2 has    
     several limitations, however, which are discussed below.]                  
                                                                                
     The "same body of water" restriction condition unnecessarily limits state  
     authority to make rational permitting decisions.  UWAG  explains the       
     underlying basis for that concern above.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.296     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2588.295 and is addressed in the response to 
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.297
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, UWAG is concerned with the technical difficulties associated  
     with applying Option 2 to a once-through cooling water system.  EPA's      
     examples involve both removal of pollutants in the intake water prior to   
     use in the process, and removal of intake pollutants in the process        

Page 7872



$T044618.TXT
     wastewater treatment system.  By contrast, a once-through cooling water    
     system generally does not remove intake pollutants before or after the     
     source water passes through the condenser.  Thus, EPA's calculations would 
     restrict a once-through cooling water system from discharging any mass     
     beyond that in the intake water.  Using EPA's example, this calculation is 
     expressed as (10 kg - 0 kg + (0 kg)(1) = 10 kg.  Unless EPA clarifies that 
     its restriction on mass additions is not intended to included de minimis   
     contributions, Option 2 would be unavailable for most once-through cooling 
     water systems.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.297     
     
     This comment raises concerns similar to those in P2588.075 and is addressed
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.298
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/OPT3
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Option 2 (and 3), EPA focuses  a great deal on whether allowances for   
     intake pollutants should be adjusted to reflect existing treatment         
     processes.  There are equitable reasons for not adjusting intake credit by 
     the amount of intake pollutants removed from the source water before it is 
     used in the process.  Because dischargers that do not remove intake        
     pollutants up front would be allowed to introduce more pollutants into     
     their process wastewater treatment systems than those that do not pretreat,
     that adjustment would in effect penalize dischargers that pretreat.  No    
     legitimate reason can rationalize a system that treats permittees that do  
     not pretreat their intake water more favorably than those that do.  That   
     result is particularly inappropriate, given that some dischargers that     
     pretreat intake water will discharge less than the mass of the pollutant   
     removed from the intake water, thereby creating a potential for higher     
     effluent quality.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.298     
     
     See response to P2588.084. and also the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.ii. for  
     an explaination of the final Guidance provisions authorizing the permitting
     authority to grant only partial credit.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.299
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA expresses a preference for 2b over 2a on the basis that the latter does
     not produce any further reduction in pollutant levels.  But EPA should not 
     hold the permittee, whose intake water happens to contain pollutants,      
     responsible for reducing pollution levels.  While that approach may be     
     convenient, the burden of reducing pollutants properly lies with upstream  
     point and nonpoint sources.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.299     
     
     See the response to comment P2588.084. Also see response to comment        
     P2588.275.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2588.300
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also expresses concern over 2b, because that option allows any removal 
     of intake pollutants by the facility's wastewater treatment facility to be 
     replaced by an increase in the process pollutant loading to the wastewater 
     treatment facility.  But that practice is not unique to dischargers with   
     pollutants in their intake water.  All permittees subject to a permit limit
     can increase the pollutant loading to their wastewater treatment facilities
     so long as those systems can effectively remove that additional loading.   
     The presence of intake pollutants in the wastewater has no bearing on      
     whether or not that practice is legitimate.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.300     
     
     EPA's concern related to whether adding new (i.e., process) pollutant to a 
     non-attainment water could reconciled with the CWA in setting an           
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     appropriate WQBEL, not how the discharger chooses to meet the limit once   
     established.  As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.b. and 5, EPA    
     believes that a "no net addition" approach is consistent with the CWA in   
     certain circumstances.  Also see the SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.ii. for a   
     discussion of "partial" credits.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2588.301
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments #292 to #295 & #297 to #300.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 3 also is preferable to EPA's proposed procedure 5.E, although UWAG 
     has similar reservations as those expressed in the above discussion of     
     Option 2.  One exception is that UWAG's concerns over "same body of water" 
     restrictions do not arise under Option 3.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.301     
     
     As discussed in the preamble to the proposed rule, Options 2 and 3         
     contained issues in common. 58 FR at 20961-65 (April 16, 1993).  This      
     commenter's reservations about option 3 are discussed in comments on option
     2 and elsewhere.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.302
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG finds Option 4 acceptable with three exceptions. [First, where the    
     option allows a limit to be set on the basis of the pollutant concentration
     in the receiving waters, it states that the WLA would be equal to that     
     background concentration.  Given the wide temporal fluctuation in quality  
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     that is characteristic of may waterbodies, using the background            
     concentration as the WLA will cause compliance problems for many           
     dischargers.  The ability of a discharger to comply with its permit would  
     depend entirely on the intake pollutant concentration at the time          
     compliance montioring is being performed.  If that concentration happens to
     exceed the level set equal to the WLA, a violation will occur -- through no
     fault of the discharger.  That concern is particularly acute for           
     once-through cooling water systems, which typically do not have wastewater 
     treatment facilities that may serve to buffer variability in intake water  
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     To minimize this problem in waterbodies whose quality is well characterized
     and deemed to be consistent over time (assuming reliable data were         
     available), UWAG urges EPA to consider the approaches recommended in       
     Section IV.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.302     
     
     The final Guidance retains the permitting authorities' discretion in       
     establishing appropriate compliance monitoring to take into account factors
     such as variability.  Also, the final Guidance does not specify how "no net
     addition" limits are to be developed and certain allows flexibility to     
     account for variability.  EPA declines to reduce this flexibility by       
     adopting any one approach.  See generally SID at VIII.E.7.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.303
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.303 is imbedded in comment #.302.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [UWAG finds Option 4 acceptable with three exceptions.]  First, where the  
     option allows a limit to be set on the basis of pollutant concentration in 
     the receiving waters, it states that the WLA would be equal to that        
     background concentration.  Given the wide temporal fluctuation in quality  
     that is characteristic of many waterbodies, using the background           
     concentration as the WLA will cause compliance problems for many           
     dischargers.  The ability of a discharger to comply with its permit would  
     depend entirely on the intake pollutant concentration at the time          
     compliance monitoring is being performed.  If that concentration happens to
     exceed the level set equal to the WLA, a violation will occur -- through no
     fault of the discharger.  That concern is particularly acute for           
     once-through cooling water systems, which typically do not have wastewater 
     treatment facilities that; may serve to buffer variability in intake water 
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     To minimize this problem in waterbodies whose quality is well characterized
     and deemed to be consistent over time (assuming reliable data were         
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     available), UWAG urges EPA to consider the approaches recommended in       
     Section IV.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.303     
     
     This comment is the same as P2588.302 and is addressed in the response to  
     that comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.304
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG's second concern with Option 4 is the requirement that "all effluent  
     limitations... must not cause any applicable TMDL to be exceeded."  Id. 20,
     965.  In cases where the TMDL is exceeded, the proposal reads that, "the   
     effluent limitations shall be adjusted so that the TMDL is not exceeded."  
     Id.  Without clarification, that restriction could be construed as giving  
     the permit writer the authority to "adjust" the TMDL by reducing the WLA   
     for the discharger seeking relief from intake pollutants.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.304     
     
     This comment is included in comment P2588.086 and is addressed in the      
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.305
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     For the reasons presented above, UWAG believes that appropriate relief from
     intake pollutants should be available to all dischargers meeting certain   
     conditions.  Once those conditions have been satisfied, states should not  
     have the authority to withdraw some or all of the otherwise available      
     intake pollutant relief in order to "balance" their TMDLs.  The intake     
     pollutant decision should be a constant around which states must work in   
     developing and maintaining TMDLs.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.305     
     
     This is the same issue as one raised in comment P2588.086 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2588.306
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The third concern over Option 4 is that it could appear to be applicable   
     only where the background concentration of the receiving waters esceeds    
     applicable water quality criteria.  In many cases, relief from intake      
     pollutants will be necessary even where the receiving waters contain       
     pollutants at concentrations equal to or less than the applicable criteria.
     
     
     Response to: P2588.306     
     
     This comment raises the same issue as one in comment P2588.086 and is      
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.307
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The intake issue tends to be complex and heavily dependent on the specifc  
     circumstances in which it is likely to arise.  UWAG  has developed four    
     scenarios that encompass most of those circumstances.  For each, UWAG has  
     developed an approach for dealing with intake pollutants that is consistent
     with the CWA, environmentally sound, technically feasible, and economically
     reasonable.  UWAG urges EPA to adopt those separate approaches rather than 
     attempting to develop a single rule that applies to all situations.  The   
     four scenarios include:                                                    
                                                                                
     1.  All pollutants originate in the intake water, and no pollutants are    
     "added" by the plant (i.e., where an engineering analysis of piping,       
     equipment, and chemical usage can establish that there is no reasonable    
     potential for the pollutants of concern to be present at any concentration 
     in the wastestream).                                                       
                                                                                
     2.  The sole source of pollutants is de minimis amounts added by the       
     process or system that uses the intake water (e.g., from corrosion and     
     erosion of piping and equipment).                                          
                                                                                
     3.  More than de minimis amounts of pollutants are added by the process or 
     system that uses the intake water.                                         
                                                                                
     4.  The source of added pollutants is a wastestream that is commingled with
     one of the wastestreams addressed in the previous scenarios.               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.307     
     
     This is a partial comment.  The full comment and response appear elsewhere 
     in this document.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.308
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the intake issue typically arises where the concentration of a       
     particular intake pollutant exceeds the applicable water quality criteria, 
     it also may arise where the pollutant concentration is close to, but below,
     the criteria values.  That is because the proposed procedure for           
     determining "reasonable potential" involves large safety factors, thereby  
     resulting in conservative determinations that WQBELs are necessary. As     
     discussed above, where a WQBEL is imposed on a discharge containing intake 
     pollutants, the permittee may be exposed to compliance difficulties        
     originating from quality fluctuations in the intake water.  Thus, the      
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     recommendations that follow are intended to apply regardless of intake     
     water concentration.                                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.308     
     
     The intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure in the final Guidance  
     can be applied regardess of the status of the receiving water.  See SID at 
     Section VIII.E.7.c.i.  Variability of intake water is a factor that can be 
     considered when determining how to implement "no net addition" through     
     permit limits. See SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.iii.(B).                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.309
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the first scenario, a permittee would not be subjected to WQBELs, and
     thus the intake issue would be efficiently resolved, if it could establish 
     that its facilities pose no potential for any addition of the pollutants of
     concern.  For example, a utility would have to establish that the          
     pollutants of concern are not used at the power station, are not present in
     piping and equipment connected to the discharge, and are not present as    
     trace contaminants in raw materials used by the facility.  An example of   
     this scenario would be a power plant whose intake water contains pesticide 
     concentrations in excess of the water quality criteria.  Where the utility 
     can demonstrate that it does not use those pesticides, or does not use them
     in a manner that poses a potential for their entry into the regulated      
     wastestream, the permit writer should conclude that there is no addition of
     pollutants.  Even if EPA continues to consider this an "addition", the     
     discharge has no reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an         
     excursion of the applicable water quality criteria.  In either event,      
     WQBELs attributable to intake pollutants would not be necessary.  EPA uses 
     this scenario to illustrate how proposed procedure 5.E would operate in    
     practice. Id. 20,957-58.  UWAG believes that EPA's proposed procedure would
     be acceptable, with the changes suggested above in Section II.B., to       
     resolve the intake issue under Scenario #1.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.309     
     
     EPA agrees that it appropriate to consider separately situations where the 
     presence of a pollutant in a discharge is due solely to its presence in the
     intake water from the same body of water as the discharge.  In the final   
     Guidance, this is the "intake pollutant reasonable potential" procedure    
     (procedure 5.D. of appendix F), which determines whether a WQBEL is needed.
      However, EPA believes it is also appropriate to consider whether other    
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     factors related to the removal and subsequent discharge of the intake      
     pollutants cause or have the reasonable potential to cause an excursion    
     above an applicable water quality standard (e.g., physical or chemical     
     alterations to the pollutant while at the facility).  All aspects of the   
     "intake pollutant reasonable potential" procedure are discussed in the SID 
     at Section VIII.E.4-7.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.310
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second scenario involves a permittee who can establish that, other than
     intake pollutants, the sole source of pollutants in its discharge is de    
     minimis amounts added from the system (e.g., from a process33 or corrosion 
     and erosion of piping and equipment).  It does not involve the situation   
     where a separate wastestream is commingled with the intake water, which is 
     scenario #4 below.  This will be the situation facing many power plants    
     with once-through cooling water systems.                                   
                                                                                
     Under scenario #2, the "no mass addition" (5.E.b) and the "edge of mixing  
     zone" (5.E.d) conditions in EPA's proposed procedure would appear to       
     restrict a utility from obtaining adequate relief from intake pollutants.  
     Where only de minimis amounts of pollutants are added, those restrictions  
     are entirely inappropriate.  For the reasons provided above on pages 20 and
     21, de minimis additions are insufficient to satisfy the "reasonable       
     potential" determination necessary to justify imposing WQBELs.             
                                                                                
     UWAG urges EPA to give states the flexibility to make de minimis           
     determinations.  That flexibility is essential, given the fact-specific    
     complexity of this issue and the possibility that antibacksliding may      
     restrict states from correcting permitting decisions that later prove to be
     unnecessarily conservative.                                                
                                                                                
     States should be allowed to make de minimis determinations based on a      
     variety of approaches.  Those approaches could range from using existing   
     information to undertaking certain plant modifications, as shown by the    
     following examples.                                                        
                                                                                
     1.  In many instances, facilities may have information available to        
     demostrate the de minimis nature of any pollutant additions.  For example, 
     the discharger can make a de minimis demostration based on system design.  
     Power plants typically select piping and condenser materials based on      
     industry standards for corrosion intended to maximize design life.  Where a
     power plant can demonstrate that it followed such protocols, a state should
     have the flexibility to conclude that any release of metals is de minimis. 
     This approach would facilitate EPA's general objective to promote pollutant
     minimization.                                                              

Page 7881



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     2.  The discharger can calculate the amount of metals expected to be       
     released from the condenser tube sheeting and other parts of the system    
     with which the cooling water comes in contact.  That information could be  
     used, along with intake flow data, to estimate the amount of pollutants    
     added due to corrosion or erosion.  Any increased concentration            
     attributable to the system should be considered de minimis if either (1) it
     falls below the appropriate quantitation level for the pollutant using the 
     most sensitive test method available within 40 C.F.R. Part 136, or (2) it  
     is less than the predicted 95 percent upper boundary of performance for the
     appropriate test method, calculated at the intake concentration using EPA's
     method performance equations in 40 C.F.R. Part 136.  The theory in both    
     cases is that, if the incremental amount of pollutants added by a          
     discharger cannot reliably be measured using traditional single sample     
     compliance monitoring procedures, the amount should be considered de       
     minimis.                                                                   
                                                                                
     3.  The discharger can perform a study comparing intake pollutant          
     concentrations during several sampling events to discharge pollutant       
     concentrations during corrensponding sampling events staged to account for 
     time of travel.  Where the intake and discharge pollutant concentrations   
     are compared and not deemed to be statistically significant, the addition  
     should be considered de minimis.  While this approach generally will be    
     feasible, it could be time-consuming, costly, and burdensome, and a number 
     of factors can complicate the effort (e.g., analytical and sampling        
     variability, which can be extremely problematic, especially when measuring 
     pollutant concentration near the analytical methods' minimum level.34      
     4.  Where the discharger can demonstrate that it has employed, or is       
     willing to employ, best management practices to minimize additions, such as
     cathodic protection to reduce metals loss from corrosion, the addition     
     should be deemed de minimis.                                               
                                                                                
     Assuming that EPA provides the suggested clarifications to condition "b"   
     and "d", and modifies the other conditions as discussed above in Section   
     II.B., proposed procedure 5.E would offer a satisfactory way to deal with  
     dischargers in scenario #2.                                                
                                                                                
     -------------------                                                        
     33 See note 32 supra.                                                      
                                                                                
     34 EPA has stated in its Technical Support Document that the coefficient of
     variation for metals ranges from 18 percent to 129 percent.  TSD at 3.     
     Those estimates are based on tests performed in reagent water, and thus    
     they underestimate the variability that will arise when analyzing "real    
     world" matrices.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.310     
     
     EPA in general disagrees with the concept of allowing a de minimis         
     provision for the discharge of pollutants because such de minimis          
     discharges, in sufficient amount, can together pose a significant          
     contribution of pollutants to the already non-attained waterbody. Further  
     discussion of de minimis issues with respect to once-through cooling       
     systems can be found in the response to comment ID P2588.075.  See         
     generally SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i. Issues related to the "no increased 
     concentration" requirement are addressed in the SID at Section             
     VIII.E.7.a.vi.  In specific, the SID provides additional discussion on the 
     flexibility afforded permitting authorities in using measurable and        
     statistically significant concepts in determining whether there is an      
     increase in pollutant concentrations.  Anti-backsliding is discussed in the
     SID at Section II.C.3.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.311
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The third scenario involves a permittee that adds to the intake water more 
     than de minimis amounts of pollutants, either from corrosion and erosion   
     (which rarely will be the case), or directly from its processes.  It does  
     not involve the situation where a separate wastestream is commingled with  
     the intake water, which is scenario #4 below.  Scenario #3 applies where   
     the addition of pollutants is not shown to be de minimis, as defined above.
                                                                                
     UWAG's recommended policies for dealing with facilities falling within     
     scenario #3 will depend on the pollutant concentration in the receiving    
     waters.  Where the background concentration in the receiving waters is at  
     or above the applicable water quality criteria, a WQBEL or condition       
     generally should be developed in a manner that takes proper account of the 
     erratic fluctuations in quality reasonably expected to occur in background 
     concentrations over the permit term.  As mentioned previously, this        
     background variability could prove to be a problem, given the lack of      
     reliable, long-term historical data.                                       
                                                                                
     Where the background concentration in the receiving waters is below the    
     applicable water quality criteria, a WQBEL or condition may be appropriate,
     but only if the discharge (including the intake pollutants) has a          
     reasonable potential for exceeding applicable water quality criteria.  Any 
     such WQBEL or condition also needs to be developed in a matter that        
     reflects the pollutant variability in the receiving waters.                
                                                                                
     One possible approach for dealing with background variability is to use the
     TSD probabilistic approach, setting the long-term average ("LTA") equal to 
     the background concentration.  Another possibility is to set the WLA equal 
     to the 99th percentile of long-term background data, if available.  But due
     to the lack of long-term ambient water quality data, neither approach will 
     ensure that background fluctuations will not cause permit limit violations.
                                                                                
     In light of severe difficulty of establishing representative background    
     concentrations -- especially in streams -- and the serious compliance      
     problems that permittees would experience if the background concentration  
     is assumed to be lower than what actually occurs during the permit term,   
     UWAG urges EPA  to allow permittees an alternative to traditional WQBELs.  
     For example, permittees should be allowed to demonstrate, either before a  
     WQBEL is imposed, or within the compliance period established for meeting  
     the WQBEL, that they have improved their effluent quality, through changes 
     in process, materials, or other demonstrable  means, to the point where it 
     no longer adds to the intake water more than de minimis amounts of         
     pollutants, either from corrosion and erosion or directly from its         
     processes.  The  previous section discusses ways in which to establish that
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     a discharge is de minimis.  This option would facilitate the pollution     
     prevention efforts the Agency is attempting to promote.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.311     
     
     Where the background level of pollutants exceeds criteria (the first       
     variation dicussed in this comment), the final Guidance provides for "no   
     net addition" limits (assuming other requirements are met) where mass,     
     regardless of the amount, of the pollutant is added at the facility.  As   
     discussed in the SID, permitting authorities have discretion in determining
     the most appropriate way for implementing the "no net addition" approach   
     considering such factors as variability, and using, if the permitting      
     authority decides appropriate, statistical procedures.  Where the          
     background level of pollutants does not exceed criteria, procedure 5.A-C.  
     of appendix F will be used to determine if a WQBEL is needed (i.e., poses  
     "reasonable potential") and limits will be developed in accordance with    
     procedure 5.F.2.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.i. for a discussion of why 
     "no net addition" limits are available only in non-attainment waters.  EPA 
     believes that WQBELs can be developed that adequately account for          
     variability and therefore the alternatives to traditional WQBELs suggested 
     by the commenter are unnecessary.  In addition, whenever a facility has    
     information, such as the results from implementing pollution prevention    
     techniques, that shows that the facility no longer has the reasonable      
     potential to exceed a water quality standard, the facility can request uner
     current NPDES regulations a permit modification to remove the limit.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2588.312
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fourth scenario involves permittees that add pollutants by introducing 
     a separate wastestream directly into the intake water (i.e., commingling a 
     process wastestream with one of the wastestreams from the previous         
     scenarios).  UWAG's recommended policies for dealing with facililties      
     falling wihtin scenario #4 will depend on the pollutant concentration in   
     the receiving waters.  Where the background concentration in the receiving 
     waters is at or above the applicable water quality criteria, the incoming  
     wastestream should be handled independently of the combined wastestream.   
     Whether or not WQBELs can be justified and at what level any such limits   
     can be set should be decided as if the process wastestream was discharged  
     directly into the receiving waters.  An example of this situation is the   
     commingling of a low volume wastestream, containing no intake pollutants,  
     with once-through cooling water containing intake pollutants. Where        
     feasible, compliance with any such limitations should be gauged at the     
     internal wastestream.                                                      
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     The rationale for this approach is that it produces the same result as     
     would arise if the process discharge (not containing intake pollutants) was
     discharged directly into the receiving waters.  Because that process       
     wastestream ultimately will end up in the receiving waters anyway, whether 
     or not it is commingled with the intake stream, it should be subjected to  
     the same regulations that apply to direct discharges.  For example, certain
     power plants commingle their chemical metal cleaning wastestreams with     
     their once-through cooling water.  Those utilities generally can opt to    
     discharge those chemical wastestreams directly if they so choose.  If they 
     commingle instead, therefore, they should be subjected to the same         
     evaluation process.                                                        
                                                                                
     If treatment is provided after commingling, however, the permit writer     
     should exercise its discretion to establish an alternative means of gauging
     compliance beyond the treatment system.  Otherwise, the discharger would   
     lose the benefit of the treatment system.                                  
                                                                                
     An example of this situation is an ash pond that treats water containing   
     both intake pollutants and pollutants added when the intake water passes   
     through the furnace to remove coal ash.  The discharge from the ash pond   
     would be handled in accordance with Scenario #3.  If the plant directs its 
     low volume wastewater, containing no intake pollutants, into the ash pond, 
     the state should apply the basic "reasonable potential" analysis on just   
     the low volume wastestream to determine whether any WQBELs are necessary.  
     If any such limits can be justified, the plant should not be deprived of   
     the treatment capacity (beyond dilution) offered by the ash pond.  Thus,   
     rather than gauge compliance with the WQBEL at an internal point, which may
     be appropriate only when treatment is not provided after commingling, an   
     alternative means would need to be devised on a case-by-case basis.        
                                                                                
     If the process wastestream also contains intake water, that wastestream    
     should be handled in accordance with one of the scenarios discussed above. 
     Again, the wastestream (containing intake pollutants) with which the       
     process wastestream is commingled should be handled independently in       
     accordance with the above scenario best suited to that wastestream.        
                                                                                
     Where the background concentration does not exceed water quality criteria, 
     it is not necessary to treat the two wastestreams separately.  In that     
     case, the combined wastestream should be used to determine whether or not a
     WQBEL is necessary.  If it is, the procedures contained in one of the      
     previous scenarios should apply.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.312     
     
     EPA has not adopted the commenter's suggested approach of allowing the "no 
     reasonable potential" approach to apply to situtions where intake water is 
     co-mingled with other wastestreams and the background of the receiving     
     water exceeds criteria.  As an initial matter, EPA notes that co-mingling  
     wastestreams can result in chemical or physical alterations of the intake  
     water pollutants that need to be considered in determining whether the     
     discharge causes or has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
     an exceedance of WQS. In addition, EPA intended this approach to apply when
     clearly an effluent limitation is not necessary to assure that the facility
     in questions does not cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water      
     quality standard.  Therefore, EPA does not believe it is appropriate to    
     separate out different components of an effluent for purposes of           
     determining whether or not a WQBEL is needed.                              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, allows for consideration of intake
     pollutants in setting WQBELs.  Where a facility adds mass of the pollutant 
     from a process wastestream to that already in the intake water, the final  
     Guidance allows "no net addition" limits in certain circumstances.  See SID
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     at Section VIII.E.4.b and 5.  Where the pollutant added to the intake water
     is from a different body of water (i.e., another source of intake water),  
     the final Guidance authorizes the permitting authority to develop WQBELs   
     for the co-mingled wastesteam using a flow-weighted average of the "no net 
     addition" portion (the intake water from the same body of water) and the   
     portion that does not qualify for special consideration of intake          
     pollutants, which will likely be subject to criteria end-of-pipe limits.   
     See SID at Sections VIII.E.4-5.  These additional provisions in the final  
     Guidance provide flexibility for appropriately dealing with the different  
     scenarios posed by the commenter.  In specific, the above approach provides
     the facility with no more stringent effluent limitations than if the       
     facility separately discharged the wastestreams.                           
                                                                                
     As noted above, EPA agrees that the "baseline" reasonable potential        
     procedures (5.A-C of appendix F) should be used where the background of the
     receiving water does not exceed the criteria and that the discharge as a   
     whole needs to be evaluated.  EPA's response to how  WQBELs should be set  
     in this situation is addressed in the response to comment P2588.311.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: P2588.313
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA requested comment on whether to restrict its intake policies to        
     pollutants that originate from atmospheric deposition. Id. 20,967.  UWAG   
     urges EPA not to adopt that approach.  The intake pollutant issue arises   
     due to the legal and equitable concerns associated with holding a          
     discharger responsible for removing pollutants originating in its source   
     water.  Those concerns, which are addressed above in Section 1, apply with 
     equal force regardless of the pollutant source, be it point source or      
     non-point source (including atmospheric deposition).  EPA  should deal with
     intake pollutants at their source, whatever that may be, rather than       
     imposing the burden on a downstream facility using the water as its supply.
     
     
     Response to: P2588.313     
     
     EPA agrees that special consideration of intake pollutants can be applied  
     appropriately even if the pollutant is not pervasive or "ubiquitous"       
     throughout the Great Lakes system, or if elevated levels of a pollutant are
     due to pollutants that originated from atmospheric deposition, as explained
     in more detail in the SID at section VIII.E.7.a.ii. However, EPA does not  
     agree with the commenter's more general assertion that a discharger should 
     are not responsible for pollutants in its discharge that originate in its  
     source water, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.4-5.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.314
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA deserves praise for recognizing the need to take detection             
     uncertainties into account in the Great Lakes Guidance.  But the proposal  
     falls short in several instances.  Those shortcomings will inevitably      
     produce several undesirable consequences.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.314     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.  If future developments differ or conflict with Procedure 8,   
     EPA will consider at that time whether Procedure * will need to be amanded.
      EPA, at present, does not anticipate any such developments in the near    
     future.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.315
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, unless specific detection and quantitation levels are         
     prescribed up front, including an option to develop matrix-specific levels,
     NPDES permit proceedings will be delayed by confusion over how detection   
     and quantitation levels should be defined and determined.  Resource-       
     intensive challenges at the adminstrative and judicial levels will follow. 
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     Permittees, particularly those lacking the resources necessary to bring    
     such challenges, will experience unavoidable episodes of permit excursions 
     caused by analytical variability, rather than by the actual presence of    
     pollutants above regulatory limits.  Those so-called "false positives"2 may
     lead to costly and unjustifiable enforcement actions, if not by EPA or the 
     state, then by citizen groups.  Ultimately, the enforcement authority of   
     federal and state regulatory agencies could be undermined by the legally   
     vulnerable nature of the evidence on which such enforcement actions would  
     be based.                                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
                                                                                
     2 For a discussion of "false positives," see Herricks, E.E., et al.,       
     "Complying with NPDES permit limits:  when is a violation a violation?"    
     JWPCF 109, February 1985 (Appendix 3).                                     
                                                                                
     3 In his March 6, 1991, letter to Congressman Waxman addressing the        
     detection limit issue in the context of the drinking water program, the EPA
     Administrator William Reilly admitted that regulatory standards set below  
     the level at which accurate measurement is possible will be                
     "unenforceable."  See Appendix 4.)                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.315     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.316
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 3: cc RP
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aside from specifying appropriate detection and quantitation levels, EPA   
     needs to establish technically and legally defensible policies for         
     interpreting and applying measurements less than those levels ("less than  
     values") in the various regulatory processes in which analytical data play 
     a role, including:  (1) antidegradation decisions, (2) evaluating both     
     background and effluent data in determining whether a discharge is         
     reasonably expected to cause or contribute to an excursion of applicable   
     water quality criteria, and (3) gauging compliance with permit limitations,
     and (4) assessing a pollutant's bioaccumulation or bioconcentration        
     potential.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.316     
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     EPA agrees that its policies need to be technically and legally defensible.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.317
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a preliminary matter, EPA  needs to ensure that reliable monitoring data
     are used as the basis for making decisions bearing regulatory consequences.
      The Guidance is silent on this critical point, although EPA expresses     
     concern elsewhere over the lack of integrity in much of the historical data
     base.4  Absent high quality data, improper permitting and enforcement      
     decisions will be made, thereby resulting in permitting delays, litigation,
     and loss of public confidence in the effectiveness of permitting           
     authorities.                                                               
                                                                                
     ---------------------                                                      
     4 See, e.g., "The Determination and Use of Water-Effect Ratios for Metals" 
     Draft EPA (April 15, 1993).                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.317     
     
     EPA agrees that reliable monitoring data should be used as the basis for   
     making decisions bearing regulatory consequences.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.318
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: cc OT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA needs to emphasize the importance of using reliable data in            
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     implementing the Great Lakes Guidance.  Basing regulatory decisions on     
     reliable data will help to alleviate the regulated community's concern over
     excessive pollution control requirements and unjustified enforcement       
     action, and will promote the objective of all to ensure adequate protection
     of the environment.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.318     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.319
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In evaluating existing or new data, permit writers should be given broad   
     discretion to omit data that appear to be the product of random bias, or   
     otherwise do not reflect the effluent quality reasonable expected to be    
     discharged.5  Factors which could disqualify data should include inadequate
     quality assurance/quality control ("QA/QC"), the use of outdated analytical
     methods, and conflicting analyses by multiple laboratories on the same     
     sample when the variation in the quantities reported is large.             
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     5 EPA explicitly gives the states discretion to delete outliers under its  
     Safe Drinking Water Act program.  40 C.F.R. Section 141.23(f)(3) (1992).   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.319     
     
     See response to comment P2588.095.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.320
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should specify that pre-existing measurement results can only 
     be used when those data can be traced back to a laboratory capable of      
     documenting that proper test methods and QA/QC procedures were used.  For  
     metals, even greater scrutiny is justified, given the recent concern       
     expressed by EPA over sample contamination.6  All historical metals data   
     should be considered suspect unless there is clear evidence that samples   
     were collected and analyzed in a manner that minimized contamination.      
     Rather than require the use of suspect data that may overestimate the      
     metals concentration in a sample, the Guidance should encourage the        
     collection of additional data, where justified, using sampling and         
     analytical techniques specifically designed to minimize sample             
     contamination.                                                             
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     6 See note 4 supra.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.320     
     
     Procedure 8 does not address issues pertaining to reasonable potential     
     determinations.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.321
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One exception to the above restriction should apply when determining       
     whether a discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
     an excursion of water quality standards.  In that case, historical metals  
     data can be used, but only as the basis for concluding that WQBELs are not 
     required.  Assuming the samples were properly collected and the tests were 
     properly performed in accordance with traditional techniques, contamination
     will always introduce a positive bias (i.e., produce results that          
     overestimate the metals concentration in a sample).  Thus, where those data
     are used to show that no "reasonable potential" exists, that determination 
     will more than adequately protect receiving water quality.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.321     
     
     See response to comment 2588.320.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2588.322
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As to new data, EPA's Guidance should emphasize that all monitoring        
     activities intended to generate data to be used in implementing the Great  
     Lakes Guidance must be planned and performed in accordance with proper     
     QA/QC protocols.  Where appropriate, clean and ultra-clean sampling and    
     analytical techniques should be used for metals monitoring.                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.322     
     
     The ambient screening values, tier II values, effluent data, fish tissue   
     data, and background calculations should always be determined by the       
     permitting authority to be adequate to make decisions regarding when WQBELs
     are required and what the level of the WQBEL should be before they are used
     for those purposes.  The permitting authority should exercise good         
     judgement in determining the adequacy of such values.  In addition, current
     Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to develop a fact sheet 
     or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and to make the draft     
     permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit,      
     available through public notice.  (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The    
     fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the findings           
     characterized in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are needed   
     and the basis for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior to     
     issuance of the final NPDES permit.  Where a discharger is concerned that  
     the permitting authority may be about to regulate a compound that does not 
     legitimately present unacceptable risks based on current scientific        
     understanding, the discharger should challenge such proposed action during 
     the permit development and issuance process.  See also Supplementary       
     Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements Section C.2,      
     Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also Supplementary 
     Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, Section 2.f,  
     Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II Values Are Not
     Available; and Section 2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the 
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.  See  
     also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.2.g, Determining      
     Reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2588.323
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In evaluating effluent data, EPA Guidance should specify that data obtained
     prior to and affected by significant treatment, pretreatment, or pollution 
     prevention modifications should not be used for making reasonable potential
     determinations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.323     
     
     The commenter makes the point that effluent data used as the basis for     
     characterizing projected effluent quality should be representative of the  
     discharge and that data obtained prior to installation of treatment,       
     pretreatment or pollutantion prevention modifications should not be used.  
     EPA agrees that effluent data used as the basis for effluent               
     characterization should be representative of the discharge under current   
     conditions with current treatment and management practices at the plant.   
     The permitting authority should use judgement in determining whether       
     available effluent data is representative of the current operating         
     conditions at the facility.  Where such data is found to be no longer      
     representative of the current discharge, the permitting authority  may     
     choose to not use such data based on a determination that the data         
     pre-dates current operating conditions and treatment at the facility.  See 
     also  Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable    
     Potential,  Section c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the      
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.324
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The legal consequences associated with failing to develop and apply proper 
     detection and quantitation levels can be harsh.  For example, effluent     
     limitations will be unnecessarily imposed or numerous permittees, many of  
     whom will be subjected to costly capital and operational expenses.  In     
     addition, permit limitations that are set below the quantitation level will
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     be exceeded routinely due entirely to analytical variability, as opposed to
     an actual excursion of the ("true") concentration of the regulated         
     constituent in the effluent.14  And, short of shutting down operations     
     entirely, permittees can do virtually nothing to avoid such "false         
     positive" results.                                                         
                                                                                
     -------------------------------                                            
     14 The probability of false positives occurring due to the poor precision  
     associated with testing performed on pollutants at increasingly lower      
     concentrations is illustrated in "Quantitation/Detection Limits For The    
     Analysis Of Environmental Samples," by Krochta, W.G. et al., presented at  
     the 13th Annual EPA Conference on Analysis of Pollutants in the            
     Environment, May 9-10, 1990 (see Appendix 9).                              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.324     
     
     See response to comment P2588.320 regarding the imposition of effluent     
     limitations.  With regard to "false positives," EPA acknowledges that until
     a pollutant level is determined to be at or above the quantification       
     level--defined as the lowest quantifiable level practicable-- there is a   
     likelihood that any detection of pollutant in a sample may be a false      
     positive.  However, if the pollutant level equals or exceeds the           
     quantification level, (i.e., if it can be reliably quantified), then EPA   
     believes that there is little likelihood that the analysis has detected a  
     false positive.  As described in section 2 of the SID, EPA believes that   
     the quantification levels specified in permits will be scientifically valid
     quantification levels because they will only be imposed after opportunity  
     for public notice and comment and judicial review.  Consequently, EPA      
     believes that any analysis performed in accordance with the                
     permit-specified method that determines that a pollutant is present at or  
     above the quantification level will not have detected a false positive.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.325
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of those consequences, UWAG has a strong interest in ensuring     
     that, whenever analytical testing will form the basis of regulatory        
     decisions, the detection uncertainties of the analytical test are known and
     taken into account.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.325     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
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     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.326
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In reality, no analytical testing procedure is capable of producing        
     identical results when test conditions are exactly duplicated.             
     Nonetheless, if adequately validated test methods are used to measure      
     substances at concentrations above the appropriate quantitation or         
     detection level (whichever is appropriate under the circumstances), the    
     expected performance variability (i.e., error band) can be reliably        
     estimated and properly taken into account.21  That is not the case at      
     concentrations below appropriate quantitation or detection levels.  At such
     low concentrations, the error band generally is unpredictable (or          
     unacceptably large), and thus test measurements are not considered reliable
     enough to report as numerical values.  Consistent with the above analysis, 
     any effluent limitations set below the appropriate quantitation or         
     detection level, because it could not be reliably measured, would be deemed
     impermissibly vague and therefore unacceptable.                            
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     21 See Amoco Oil Co. v. U.S. EPA, 501 F.2d 722, 743 (D.C. Cir. 1974) ("The 
     possibility of statistical measurement error, which is often unavoidable   
     where regulations set quantitative standards, does not detract from an     
     agency's power to set such standards.  It merely deprives the agency of the
     power to find a violation of the standards, in enforcement proceedings,    
     where the measured departure from them is within the boundaries of probable
     measurement error.").                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.326     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.327
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG praises EPA for promoting the use of "quantitation" levels in its     
     Guidance.  But the Guidance raises numerous issues regarding what          
     quantitation levels to apply and how to interpret measurements that are    
     below those quantitation levels ("less-than" values).                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.327     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.328
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA recommends using the term "ML" for quantitation purposes.  While EPA   
     has developed a general definition of that term, it has yet to establish a 
     technical protocol for deriving MLs.  That lack of progress was underscored
     in EPA's draft Quantitation Strategy.  There, EPA discussed its intent to  
     develop "interim" MLs while it continues to assess approaches for          
     calculating final MLs.  Yet EPA's document does not even specify how the   
     Agency might develop interim MLs.  UWAG urges EPA to move promptly to      
     develop sound procedures for developing quantitation levels.               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.328     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.329
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that the term ML is conceptually appropriate for use in the  
     regulatory process.  UWAG is concerned, however, about the lack of a       
     specific approach for calculating MLs and the possibility that EPA will    
     adopt an unacceptable interim approach.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.329     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.330
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed in the comments (Appendix 10) submitted to EPA in response to 
     its draft Quantitation Strategy, UWAG urges the Agency to adopt the        
     approach conceived by EPRI (and being considered by an ASTM subcommittee). 
     That approach involves "compliance monitoring quantitation levels"         
     ("CMQL"), which are described in the January 1993 edition of Water         
     Environment & Technology ("WE&T") (Appendix 11), and in a subsequent paper 
     delivered at EPA's 16th Annual Conference on Anlaysis of Pollutants in the 
     Environment, Norfolk, Virginia, May 5, 6, 1993.  (Appendix 7).             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.330     
     
     EPA considered use of CMQL and believes that the use of MLs specified in 40
     CFR Part 136 is most appropriate.  However, in the absense of an ML in Part
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     136, States and Tribes are free to consider use of CMQLs when establishing 
     quantification levels in permits that are the lowest quantifiable level    
     practicable.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.331
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As mentioned above, EPA has yet to specify how it intends to develop       
     "final" MLs.  UWAG's comments on the draft Quantitation Strategy emphasize 
     that EPA faces numerous challenges if it attempts to calculate national MLs
     based on calibration curves.  Those obstacles can be avoided entirely by   
     using the CMQL approach instead.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.331     
     
     UWAG will have the opportunity to raise such challenges, if necessary, when
     EPA attempts to promulgate MLs in 40 CFR Part 136.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.332
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where EPA believes it can justify making permitting decisions before such  
     an ML can be developed, EPA needs to develop a rational alternative.  UWAG 
     urges EPA not to use method detection levels ("MDLs"), which is an option  
     it suggests.  Id. 20,978.  As EPA concedes, "the MDL is not a measure of   
     quantitation." Id. 20,979.  Also, EPA previously has noted that, "MDLs,    
     although useful to individual laboratories, do not provide a uniform       
     measurement concentration that could be used to set standards.24           
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     For those reasons, relying on an MDL as a quantitation level will fail to  
     provide an objective basis for distinguishing between actual permit        
     violations and false positive results.                                     
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     24 52 Fed. Reg. 25,699 (July 8, 1987).                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.332     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.333
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that selecting a quantitation level where MLs are unavailable
     is an issue best left to negotiations between the state and the permittee. 
     UWAG would be willing to participate in an effort by EPA to develop        
     policies for guiding that process.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.333     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2588.334
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG supports the proposal to consider in compliance all measurements above
     the permit limit but below the ML.  UWAG urges EPA to be more explicit,    
     however, about how to report less than data on dishcarge monitoring        
     reports.  To avoid confusion, those values should be reported as zeros.    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.334     
     
     As discussed in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.H,     
     WQBELS Below the Level of Quantitation, EPA chose not to be explicit on    
     this point in the final Guidance.  Instead, the final Guidance defers to   
     existing State and Tribal procedures for reporting and averaging compliance
     monitoring data.  EPA notes that how to report effluent data below the     
     quantitation level is an issue currently being evaluated within EPA and    
     discussed among EPA, States, the regulated community, and environmental    
     groups.  Some commenters have urged EPA to adopt an approach that both     
     ensures that compliance determinations will not be made on values below the
     quantitation level and at the same time ensures that relevant (non-        
     quantified) test results are not discarded.  EPA did not want to recommend 
     a single preferred approach when the result of EPA's evaluation of this    
     issue is still pending.  See also Supplementary Information Document       
     Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary 
     Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2588.335
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA should prescribe boilerplate language that unambiguously  
     establishes directly in the permit the basis by which compliance will be   
     gauged.  UWAG suggests the following:                                      
                                                                                
               any sample analyzed in accordance with the specified             
               method and found to be below the minimum level shall             
               be deemed to be in compliance with the permit limit.             
                                                                                
     UWAG's recommended permit language comes almost verbatim out of EPA's      
     Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (p. 111).
     
     
     Response to: P2588.335     
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     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.H, WQBELS Below the    
     Level of Quantitation.  See also response to comment number P2588.334.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2588.336
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA inappropriately leaves to state discretion the issue of dealing with   
     less-than measurements when gauging compliance with weekly or monthly      
     average permit limitations.  The implication is that EPA would not find    
     objectionable a decision to use all measurements, including less-than      
     values, when calculating the average effluent concentration.  UWAG takes   
     issue with that approach, and urges EPA to adopt a definite position to    
     prevent that result.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.336     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.334.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2588.337
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, EPA should consider assigning a value of zero to all measurements   
     below the ML.  As explained above, assigning any value greater than zero   
     could result in an unjustified enforcement action, and therefore would be  
     unacceptable.                                                              
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     Response to: P2588.337     
     
     Several commenters requested clarification on how to manage effluent data  
     points that are "non-detect" or "non-quantified." Commenters pointed out   
     that there will be cases where all effluent data points are below          
     detection; where some data points are below detection and some are above   
     detection, but below quantitation; where some data points are above        
     quantitation and some are below quantitation, and finally, cases where     
     effluent data points fall into all three categories.  Commenters           
     specifically noted that the final Guidance should clarify what values, if  
     any, should be placed on values below detection or quantitation, and on    
     whether such values should be counted as data points when determining      
     reasonable potential.  EPA is currently in the process of developing a     
     national strategy on how to manage such values for purposes of determining 
     reasonable potential, specifying permit limits, and measuring compliance.  
     Because the strategy is under development at this time, EPA is not         
     providing definitive guidance on how "non- detect" and "non-quantified"    
     effluent data points should be managed for purposes of determining         
     reasonable potential.  EPA notes that permitting authorities will need to  
     exercise discretion and careful judgement in managing such effluent data   
     points.  One option that permitting authorities could exercise is to assign
     a value of zero to all effluent values below the quantitation level (the   
     minimum level [ML] is described elsewhere in this document and the final   
     Guidance as an appropriate quantitation level) and count the values as data
     points.  Another option that permitting authorities could exercise is to   
     assign values, such as one-half the detection level to values below the    
     detection level and one- half the difference between the detection level   
     and the quantitation level to values that fall below the quantitation      
     level, but above the detection level.  Another option is to estimate the   
     values below the quantitation level using a statistical model of effluent  
     concentrations.  EPA recognizes that there are still other scientifically  
     defensible approaches to managing "non-detect" and "non-quantified"        
     effluent data points for purposes of determining reasonable potential.     
                                                                                
     See also response to comment number P2588.334.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2588.338
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The other option is not to impose "average" limitations for any pollutant  
     whose calculated limit is less than the ML.  Only daily maximum permit     
     limits would be established.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2588.338     
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     EPA did not propose in the Water Quality guidance for the Great Lakes      
     System to amend current federal regulations at 40 CFR 122.45(d) that       
     require permit limits for continuous discharges to be expressed as both    
     maximums and averages.  See also response to comments number P2588.337 and 
     number P2588.334.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2588.339
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.338.                                            
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That approach is consistent with EPA's regulations, which require that     
     maximum daily and average monthly discharge limitations must be included in
     all permits "unless impracticable."26  Because of the technical inability  
     to assign an accurate value to less-than measuremens, it is impracticable  
     to gauge compliance with monthly average limits.  Accordingly, such limits 
     are unnecessary under EPA's regulations.                                   
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     26 40 C.F.R. Section 122.45(d)(1) (1992).                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.339     
     
     See responses to comments numbered P2588.334, P2588.337 and P2588.338.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.340
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PMP provisions are based on arbitrary assumptions, are too subjective  
     to ensure due process in compliance determinations, and are outside EPA's  
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     authority under the CWA.  For those reasons, UWAG urges EPA to delete the  
     PMP provision from the Guidance.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.340     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.341
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's PMP provisions are based on the arbitrary assumption that wastewater 
     treatment facilities are only capable of treating to a level between the   
     WQBEL and the ML.  That, of course, is not necessarily the case.  It is not
     even likely to be the general rule.  Nonetheless, EPA has established that 
     conclusion as an irrebuttable presumption underlying its PMP.              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.341     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.342
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the PMP provision is entirely subjective.  Stripped to its    
     essence, the PMP is nothing but a procedure for imposing technology-based  
     effluent limitations on internal wastestreams.  But EPA has not prescribed 
     criteria for assessing minimum technology requirements like it has for     
     deriving national categorical limits or technology-based effluent limits   
     based on best professional judgment.27  Thus, permittees would be unable to
     determine up front what to include in their "control strategies" to ensure 
     compliance, permit writers would be unable to distinguish between the      
     acceptable and unacceptable strategies they review for compliance purposes,
     and reviewing courts would have no objective standards with which to       
     evaluate a permittee's conduct or an agency's decisions.                   
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     27 40 C.F.R. Section 125.3 (1992).                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.342     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.343
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The only criterion EPA provides is the statement that it expects the PMP   
     "to recognize that there are practical constraints on treatment            
     capabilities."  Id. 20,978.  The subsequent discussion makes clear EPA's   
     intent to require dischargers to treat down to the maximum extent possible.
     While that reportedly does not mean "zero discharge," EPA has provided no  
     basis for determining, or commenting on, what it does mean.  That degree of
     vagueness is entirely unacceptable in a regulatory process that bears sever
     enforcement consequences.28                                                
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     -----------------------                                                    
     28 See bite 18 supra.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2588.343     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.344
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also requests comments on whether cost-effectiveness should be         
     considered in developing a PMP.  While UWAG considers that element         
     essential, it is only one of many that must be specified and taken into    
     account.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.344     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.345
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aside from its subjectivity, the PMP requirement goes beyond EPA's         
     authority under the CWA.  EPA's authority to impose limits or conditions   
     more stringent than those required under the technolgy-based provision of  
     the Act is limited to situations where "necessary to meet water quality    
     standards . . ." 33 U.S.C. Section 1311(b)(1)(C).  Just because a WQBEL is 
     set below an ML does not mean that additional limitations are "necessary"  
     to meet water quality standards.  Because of the inability to measure      
     accurately below the ML, it is not possible for EPA to determine whether or
     not additional controls on a particular effluent are necessary to meet     
     water quality standards.  For the reasons discussed above, it is more      
     likely that such additional limitations are not necessary.  Thus, EPA has  
     not satisfied the CWA prerequisite for imposing its PMP.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.345     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.346
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nor does EPA have authority to impose limitations on the amount of         
     pollutants that can be introduced into an on-site wastewater treatment     
     system.  EPA's authority is limited to the discharge from those systems    
     into waters of the U.S.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.346     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
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     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.347
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the event a permit writer is able to establish a legitimate need, it may
     be appropriate to impose additional requirements (other than a PMP) on a   
     discharger whose WQBELs are set below the ML.  But, determining when a need
     exists and what additional requirements should be imposed are issues best  
     left to the discretion of the permit writer.  UWAG believes the provisions 
     in Procedure 8.G.  ("Other Conditions") would be appropriate for that      
     purpose.  A PMP should not be imposed on all dischargers.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2588.347     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.348
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     For purposes of calculating background concentrations, EPA proposes to     
     censor ambient waterbody data by (1) setting equal to one-half the MDL all 
     measurements less than the MDL, and (2) setting equal to one-half the      
     distance between the ML and the MDL all measurements between the ML and the
     MDL, and (3) setting equal to zero all measurements if none are at or above
     the MDL.                                                                   
                                                                                
     UWAG urges EPA to modify its approach in two ways.  [First, EPA should     
     specifiy that, when all data points fall below the ML, as opposed to the   
     MDL, the background concentration should be considered zero.]              
     
     
     Response to: P2588.348     
     
     Procedure 8 does not address how to calculate background.  Rather, those   
     issues are addressed by the TMDL and Reasonable Potential procedures.  EPA 
     has considered these comments in finalizing those procedures.  See the SID 
     and response to comment document for those procedures.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.349
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.349 is imbedded in comment #.348.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, EPA should specify that, when all data points fall below the ML, as 
     opposed to the MDL, the background concentration should be considered zero.
     
     
     Response to: P2588.349     
     
     EPA has addressed the interpretation of background data that is below the  
     quantification level in the TMDL procedures.  Based upon the comments      
     received EPA has modified the Guidance from the proposal.  Please see the  
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on TMDLs for a thorough          
     discussion of the available options for interpreting non-quantifiable      
     background sample data.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.350
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should estimate background pollutant concentrations only when some data
     are above the ML.29                                                        
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     29 UWAG wishes to emphasize that the use of less-than values may be        
     acceptable for determining background concentrations, but it would be      
     totally improper for use in compliance determinations.  Given the harsh    
     consequences of noncompliance, the enforcement context demands a much      
     higher level of certainty than the permit development context.             
     
     
     Response to: P2588.350     
     
     EPA has addressed the interpretation of background data that is below the  
     quantification level in the TMDL procedures.  Based upon the comments      
     received EPA has modified the Guidance from the proposal.  Please see the  
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on TMDLs for a thorough          
     discussion of the available options for interpreting non-quantifiable      
     background sample data.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.351
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where suitable data above the ML are available, EPA should estimate        
     background concentrations using an approach other than the one proposed.   
     By EPA's own definition, measurements below the MDL do not offer adequate  
     confidence that the pollutant of concern is even present.  Thus, it is     
     inappropriate to assume that such measurements are equal to one-half of the
     MDL.  That approach will create a bias that will overestimate the          
     concentration of background pollutants actually present in a receiving     
     waterbody.30  UWAG recommends, instead, that EPA leave the states          
     discretion to use a statistical approach31 for estimating background       
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     -----------------------------                                              
     30 For discussion of the bias that would result from EPA's approach, see   
     NCASI Technical Bulletin No. 621 ("Estimating the Mean of Data Sets That   
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     Include Measurements Below The Limit of Detection") (December 1991).       
     Appendix 13.                                                               
                                                                                
     31 One possible statistical approach is described in Cohen, A.C., "On the  
     Solution of Estimating Equations For Truncated and Censored Samples From   
     Normal Populations," Biometrika, 44,225 (1957).                            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.351     
     
     See response to comment P2588.350.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.352
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead, EPA should use "compliance monitoring detection levels" ("CMDL"), 
     as conceived by EPRI.  CMDLs, which are based on interlaboratory           
     performance data, provide an objective basis for assessing whether or not a
     pollutant actually is present in a sample.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2588.352     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2588.353
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     For making reasonable potential determinations, the Guidance requires the  
     permit writer to calculate and compare a preliminary effluent limitation   
     ("PEL") and a projected effluent quality ("PEQ").  Id. 21,040.  The PEL is 
     based on a wasteload allocation process, which depends on the background   
     concentration of the pollutant in the receiving waters.  The issue of      
     less-than values in the context of background data is discussed above.     
     Thus, the remaining issue involves how EPA intends less-than values to be  
     addressed in calculating PEQs.  The Guidance is silent on that issue except
     for the case where all data are below the detection limit.  EPA recommends 
     that WQBELs should not be imposed under the circumstances.                 
                                                                                
     UWAG supports that approach, with once exception.  UWAG beleives that,     
     where all effluent data are below the ML, as opposed to the detection      
     level, WQBELs should not be imposed.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.353     
     
     Several commenters requested clarification on how to manage effluent data  
     points that are "non-detect" or "non-quantified." Commenters pointed out   
     that there will be cases where all effluent data points are below          
     detection; where some data points are below detection and some are above   
     detection, but below quantitation; where some data points are above        
     quantitation and some are below quantitation, and finally, cases where     
     effluent data points fall into all three categories.  Commenters           
     specifically noted that the final Guidance should clarify what values, if  
     any, should be placed on values below detection or quantitation, and on    
     whether such values should be counted as data points when determining      
     reasonable potential.  EPA is currently in the process of developing a     
     national strategy on how to manage such values for purposes of determining 
     reasonable potential, specifying permit limits, and measuring compliance.  
     Because the strategy is under development at this time, EPA is not         
     providing definitive guidance on how "non- detect" and "non-quantified"    
     effluent data points should be managed for purposes of determining         
     reasonable potential.  EPA notes that permitting authorities will need to  
     exercise discretion and careful judgement in managing such effluent data   
     points.  One option that permitting authorities could exercise is to assign
     a value of zero to all effluent values below the quantitation level (the   
     minimum level [ML] is described elsewhere  in this document and the final  
     Guidance as an appropriate quantitation level) and count the values as data
     points.  Another option that permitting authorities could exercise is to   
     assign values, such as one-half the detection level to values below the    
     detection level and one-half the difference between the detection level and
     the quantitation level to values that fall below the quantitation level,   
     but above the detection level.  Another option is to estimate the values   
     below the quantitation level using a statistical model of effluent         
     concentrations.  EPA recognizes that there are still other scientifically  
     defensible approaches to managing "non-detect" and "non-quantified"        
     effluent data points for purposes of determining reasonable potential.     
                                                                                
     See also response to comment number P2588.334.  See also Supplementary     
     Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential  
     to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration   
     Data.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
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     Comment ID: P2588.354
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the lack of confidence that can be placed on data below the ML, it   
     simply is not feasible to conclude whether or not a discharge with no      
     values above the ML has the reasonable potential to cause an excursion of  
     water quality criteria.  That sound position already has been adopted by   
     EPA Region VI and the Commonwealth of Virginia Department of Environmental 
     Quality ("DEQ").                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2588.354     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.353.  See also Supplementary          
     Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential  
     to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration   
     Data.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2588.355
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In those situation in which valid data are available above the ML, EPA also
     needs to develop a position on the use of less-than values (1) between the 
     detection level and the ML, and (2) below the detection level.  Because the
     water quality criteria for numerous pollutants have been set at extremely  
     low concentrations, the position EPA adopts will significantly influence   
     the number of effluent limitations that will be imposed.  UWAG recommends  
     that EPA develop a statistical approach that varies according to both the  
     number of data points available, and the number of data points above the   
     ML.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2588.355     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.353.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2588.356
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the current proposal, EPA offers two options for deriving the PEQ    
     when at least ten effluent quality data points are available.  The first   
     approach involves multiplying the maximum effluent concentration by a      
     factor obtained from Table F6-1.  That factor is dependent on (1) the      
     number of samples, and (2) the coefficient of variation ("CV").  To        
     calculate a CV when some data points are below the ML, EPA needs to specify
     how those less-than values should be applied.  In the interst of           
     consistency, EPA should use the same approach UWAG proposes for making     
     background pollutant calculations.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2588.356     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2588.357
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second option involves calculating the PEQ as the 99th percentile of   
     the distribution of the daily, weekly, or monthly values, depending on     
     whether excursion of acute aquatic life criteria, human health or wildlife 
     criteria, or chronic aquatic life criteria, respectively, is being         
     evaluated.  In that situation, UWAG urges EPA to apply statistics based on 
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     an assumption of a log-normal distribution only where all the data points  
     are above the ML.  Where some data also are below the ML, EPA should allow 
     permit writers to use other valid statistical approaches (e.g., Cohen's    
     method).                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.357     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.353.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2588.358
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When fewer than ten data points are available, EPA propose only one option 
     for calculating the PEQ.  That option involves multiplying the maximum     
     effluent concentration by an extremely concervative factor obtained from   
     Table F5-1.  UWAG finds that approach unnecessarily restrictive.  The      
     situatin involving fewer than ten data points probably will be commonplace,
     and permittees should have the flexibility to pursue an alternative to     
     Table F5-1.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2588.358     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2588.359
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     UWAG suggests that EPA adopt the approach used by the Virginia DEQ for     
     cases involving fewer than ten data points above the ML.  In thoses cases, 
     the DEQ considers the ML to be that percentage of the data below the ML    
     (e.g., if 95 percent of the data are below the ML, then the ML is set equal
     to the 95th percentile of the distribution).  The upper percentile is then 
     calculated assuming a CV equal to 0.6.  The details are provided in the    
     DEQ's recently issued guidance document.  Appendix 12.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2588.359     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.353.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2588.360
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To minimize the effect of "random errors," UWAG urges EPA to impose permit 
     limitations only where justified on the basis of conclusive data.          
     
     
     Response to: P2588.360     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.361
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In making antidegradation decisions, the states will need to address how   
     less-than values should be applied.  The issue may arise in two contexts.  
     First, to the extent EPA believes it can justify using existing effluent   
     quality ("EEQ") procedures, a statistical procedure must be used that will 
     accurately project the highest effluent concentration that might be        
     discharged when the facility is operating in accordance with the operation 
     and maintenance practices it has historically followed.  If that           
     statistical procedure applies less-than values in a manner that produces an
     unrepresentative projection (i.e., a better effluent quality than that     
     actually discharged) the discharger will be forced to install additional   
     treatment, or to otherwise reduce pollutant levels.  That result would be  
     entirely inconsistent with the EEQ goal, which is to maintain the status   
     quo, not to produce additional pollutant reductions.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.361     
     
     This comment is addressed in the antidegradation portion of today's        
     Guidance, SID and response to comments document.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.362
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second antidegradation context in which policies for less-than values  
     are needed is where states are evaluating the existing quality of receiving
     waters.  The issue is likely to come up when evaluating pollutants with    
     extremely small water quality criteria values.  There, the appropriate use 
     of less-than values will depend on the statistical techiques used to       
     determine the level of protection appropriate for a waterbody under a      
     state's antidegradation provisions.  In general, less-than values should   
     not be applied in a manner that would overestimate the existing quality of 
     ambient waters.  The water quality criteria already include a number of    
     safety factors, and additional conservative assumptions are unnecessary.   
     
     
     Response to: P2588.362     
     
     See response to comment P2588.361.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.363
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In performing chemical analyses for the purpose of making decisions        
     regarding the bioconcentration or bioaccumulation characteristics of a     
     pollutant, EPA must ensure that (1) the test methods have been adequately  
     validated and promulgated in 40 C.F.R. Part 136, and (2) the test results  
     must be equal to or greater than the appropriate quantitation level.       
     
     
     Response to: P2588.363     
     
     EPA agrees that scientifically sound protocols should be used in assessing 
     bioaccumulation and bioconcentration.  Please see the Supplemental         
     Information Document chapter on BAFs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.364
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP/OTHER
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, for deriving bioconcentration and bioaccumulation factors, the
     concentration of the pollutant present in fish tissue and in ambient water 
     must be determined and compared.  Unless both measurements are at or above 
     the appropriate quantitation level, neither will be reliable.  Any         
     comparison of such values would be meaningless and unsuitable for use in   
     the regulatory process.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2588.364     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
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     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2588.365
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA should bear in mind that, even when measurements are      
     greater than the appropriate quantitation level, they are merely "measured"
     values.  As such, they are not necessarily equal to the actual pollutant   
     concentration (i.e., the "true value").  Rather, the measured value lies   
     somewhere within the error band around the true value.  EPA needs to       
     consider that inherent variability in its regulatory decisions.            
     
     
     Response to: P2588.365     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2590.001
     Cross Ref 1: intro letter
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     The disallowance of the use of mixing zones in determining compliance with 
     any chronic WQC has no basis in science.  The proposal to eliminate mixing 
     zones should be withdrawn.                                                 
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     Response to: P2590.001     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that the proposal to eliminate mixing zones 
     should be withdrawn.  The final Guidance authorizes the use of mixing zones
     for non-BCCs and does provide an opportunity for dischargers to retain a   
     limited mixing zone for BCCs under certain limited circumstances.  This is 
     discussed further in section VIII.C.4.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2590.002
     Cross Ref 1: intro letter
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury levels in the Great Lakes continue to decline and are approaching  
     background.  The behavior of mercury in surface water is waterbody-specific
     and is affected by numerous site-related physicochemical and biological    
     factors.  This fact renders the proposed basin-wide WQC for mercury        
     invalid.  It should be withdrawn and replaced with waterbody-specific      
     criteria where needed.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2590.002     
     
     Decreases in the concentration of mercury in the Great Lakes System are    
     desirable where the concentrations in fish, water, and/or sediment are so  
     high that they are causing unacceptable effects.  EPA does not agree that a
     basin-wide criterion for mercury is invalid.  It is impractical for EPA to 
     establish criteria for individual bodies of water.  In the final guidance, 
     site-specific criteria and BAFs may be derived if adequately justified by  
     acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately protected.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2590.003
     Cross Ref 1: intro letter
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQC proposed for the protection of wildlife is flawed and would result 
     in overly stringent and unachievable water quality standards.              
     Waterbody-specific and species-specific factors must be incorporated into  
     the wildlife WQC.  Proper application of these factors would yield a WQC   
     that is both technically feasible and fully protective of wildlife         
     populations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2590.003     
     
     EPA believes that the appendix D methodology (including the representative 
     species approach), and the resulting criteria, are appropriate for         
     protecting wildlife species from the effects of bioaccumulative            
     contaminants.  The EPA Science Advisory Board supports the use of this     
     methodology (please see the response to comments P2590.028 and P2593.035). 
                                                                                
     Appendix F, procedure 1 provides the methodologies for deriving            
     site-specific modifications for wildlife.  Please note that the appendix F,
     procedure 1 methodology now allows for less-stringent, site-specific       
     wildlife criteria, based on a site-specific bioaccumulation factor.  EPA   
     does not believe that, in general, wildlife criteria can be derived only on
     a site-specific basis because wildlife species mobility (especially for the
     higher trophic level piscivores) and prey mobility.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2590.004
     Cross Ref 1: intro letter
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The freshwater fish consumption rate of 15 g/day used in the proposed rule 
     is a conservative estimate of human sport fish consumption for the Great   
     Lakes area.  This is supported by an ongoing ATSDR-sponsored research      
     project being conducted at the State University of New York at Buffalo.  At
     these rates, mercury residue levels in fish tissues as high as 2 ppm would 
     not pose a hazard to human health.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2590.004     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2590.005
     Cross Ref 1: CDR technical comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The elimination of MZs for BCC (or any chemical) would be an arbitrary     
     action without scientific merit.  It would violate and discard what is     
     probably the single most important principle of the science of aquatic     
     hazard evaluation -- namely, that the toxicological effects and            
     bioaccumulation potential of any chemical is a function of the             
     concentration of the chemical in water and the length of time that aquatic 
     organisms are exposed to that chemical concentration.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2590.005     
     
     EPA recognizes and uses the principle that toxicological effect is a       
     function of dose.  It is for this reason that EPA is concerned with mixing 
     zones for BCCs.  Were there only a few such mixing zones in the Great      
     Lakes, it could reasonably be argued that fish would spend very little of  
     their time in these areas and thus their exposure would be very small.     
     However, mixing zones and other areas with contaminated sediments are      
     widespread in the Great Lakes; therefore the potential for much longer     
     exposure times exists.  Thus, EPA disagrees that the mixing zone           
     prohibitions applicable to BCCs in the final Guidance are without          
     scientific merit.  For a more thorough discussion of EPA's reasons, see the
     SID at VIII.C.4.  For a more thorough discussion of ambient concentrations 
     of BCCs, see sections I and II.C.8 of the SID.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2590.006
     Cross Ref 1: CDR technical comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     An appropriate, scientifically sound mechanism for addressing concerns     
     regarding BCC in the Great Lakes System (or any aquatic system) is to      
     regulate discharges of BCC, not arbitrarily at "the-end-of-pipe" (which    
     would be the case if MZs were banned), but, rather at that point in the MZ 
     where aquatic organisms first have the potential to be exposed to BCC.  If 
     uptake of BCC by these organisms (which, conservatively, are assumed to be 
     continuously exposed to high near-field concentrations of BCC) does not    
     indicate the potential for aquatic hazard, it is inconceivable that        
     potential hazard could exist at distant far-field locations, where         
     concentrations of BCC are progressively diminished by dilution.            
     
     
     Response to: P2590.006     
     
     The empirical evidence from the Great Lakes supports the concern of        
     widespread exposure to BCCs.   For a more thorough discussion of the       
     specidal environmental problems associated with BCCs in the Great Lakes,   
     see the SID at I, II.C.8, and VIII.C.4.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2590.007
     Cross Ref 1: CDR technical comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed alternative of addressing concerns pertaining to BCC by       
     elimination of MZs is based upon scientific fancy.  First, it is assumed   
     that accumulation of BCC in aquatic organisms is a predictable function of 
     TMDLs of BCCs.  However, environmental concentrations of chemicals, not    
     mass loadings of chemicals, are the direct cause of bioaccumulation in     
     aquatic organisms and, consequently, constitute the scientific basis for   
     evaluating bioaccumulation.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2590.007     
     
     EPA agrees that environmental concentrations of chemicals are the direct   
     cause of bioaccumulation in aquatic organisms.  EPA uses TMDLs to implement
     the water quality standards to ensure that environmental concentrations do 
     not exceed levels that would result in bioaccumulation.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2590.008
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     Cross Ref 1: CDR technical comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the proposed approach also assumes that progressively diminishing  
     concentrations (i.e., dilution) of BCC in the environment are somehow not  
     an important determinant of bioaccumulation in aquatic organisms.  To the  
     contrary, dilution is a "real" environmental phenomenon that is as         
     applicable to BCC as to other chemicals and, additionally, is the indirect 
     technical basis for calculating bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) and         
     bioconcentration factors (BCFs) for BCC.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2590.008     
     
     EPA fully recognizes the relationships between dilution, environmental     
     concentrations, and bioaccumulation of BCCs.  This comment seems to imply  
     that there is sufficient dilution in the Great Lakes to make               
     bioaccumulation a "non-issue".  The evidence indicates otherwise.  For a   
     more thorough discussion of the specidal environmental problems associated 
     with BCCs in the Great Lakes, see the SID at I, II.C.8, and VIII.C.4.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2590.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, -- and perhaps most troublesome -- the proposed approach appears  
     to envision a scenario in which BCC that do not represent a potential for  
     aquatic hazard near their points of discharge (i.e., somewhere in the MZ)  
     will, after substantial near- and far-field dilution (as well as being     
     subjected to environmental phenomena that render the BCC less biologically 
     available), somehow "reconcentrate" to pose a hazard to aquatic organisms  
     at some distant location.  This hypothetical accumulation scenario, which  
     is the foundation of the proposal to distinguish BCC from other chemicals, 
     has no basis in science or common sense.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2590.009     
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     This comment posits a scenario that it describes as EPA's position.        
     However, the comment does not describe EPA's position accurately. For a    
     discussion of EPA's position concerning BCC mixing zones, see the SID at   
     VIII.C.4.  For a discussion of BCCs generally, see the SID at I and II.C.8.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2590.010
     Cross Ref 1: PTI technical comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the preamble does not make a strong scientific case to support the  
     contention that the recovery of the Great Lakes has plateaued for those    
     chemicals that EPA desires to regulate under this guidance.                
     
     
     Response to: P2590.010     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2590.011
     Cross Ref 1: PTI technical comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the argument that adverse impacts on piscivorous wildlife          
     populations are still significant following order of magnitude declines in 
     fish tissue residue levels does not correspond to the available evidence.  
     
     
     Response to: P2590.011     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2590.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, insufficient effort has been made to develop wildlife water quality 
     criteria (WQC) that are based on credible science.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2590.012     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2590.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the approach taken in the proposed rules to develop basin-wide WQC   
     may have merit for certain chemicals, it is inappropriate for the          
     regulation of mercury (Hg) in surface waters.  The WQC proposed for Hg     
     clearly lack a solid scientific foundation and, if implemented, would      
     result in unwarranted and unachievable WQS.                                
                                                                                
     This report documents flaws in the logic and science associated with the   
     basin-wide approach and recommends that the proposed WQC for Hg be         
     withdrawn and replaced by a scientifically defensible criterion that       
     adequately addresses the site specific behavior of Hg in the aquatic       
     environment.                                                               
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     Response to: P2590.013     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, and P2576.128,
     and Sections VIII.A and IX of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2590.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recovery of the Great Lakes has not plateaued with regard to Hg levels in  
     fish tissue.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2590.014     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2590.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The behavior of Hg in surface water is affected by site-related            
     physico-chemical and biological factors.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2590.015     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.  EPA realizes that there are site- specific 
     factors which affect the toxicity of mercury.  In the final Guidance, EPA  

Page 7927



$T044618.TXT
     has provided States and Tribes flexibility to derive and adopt             
     scientifically appropriate site-specific criteria which may be more or less
     stringent than Tier I criteria or Tier II values for aquatic life,         
     wildlife, and human health criteria as well as BAFs.  Although EPA is      
     allowing less stringent site-specific criteria for all criteria types and  
     BAFs, the site-specific criteria must provide the same level of protection 
     as or provide greater level of protection than a Tier I criterion or Tier  
     II value.  A State or Tribe may adopt more or less stringent site-specific 
     criteria and BAFs for the tributaries as well as the open waters of the    
     Great Lakes System provided that they are scientifically appropriate.      
     Site-specific criteria may be derived for mercury to account for           
     site-related physico-chemical and biological factors.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2590.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQC for Hg should be derived using site-specific approaches.               
     
     
     Response to: P2590.016     
     
     EPA encourages States and Tribes to develop site-specific criteria for     
     mercury.  At the time EPA derived the aquatic life criteria for mercury,   
     there were no acceptable field studies from which data could be used for   
     derivation of a field-based mercury criterion.  For more information       
     regarding EPA's aquatic life mercury criteria see "Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria for Protection of Aquatic Life in  
     Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/Hg
     Comment ID: P2590.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to address the question of whether more stringent regulation of Hg
     in surface water is warranted in the Great Lakes watershed, one must first 
     evaluate whether current standards provide adequate controls for discharges
     to surface water and prevent the degredation of water quality.  One,       
     however, cannot draw conclusions regarding trends in Hg contamination in   
     the surface waters of the Great Lakes region based on water column data.   
     The few measurements of Hg in water that were generated during the 1980s   
     are suspect due to contamination problems associated with sampling and     
     analytical methodology.  Gill and Bruland (1990) have concluded that a     
     significant portion of the progressive decline in concentrations of Hg     
     measured in surface waters may be attributable to improvements in sample   
     handling and analytical procedures rather than reduced discharges.         
     
     
     Response to: P2590.017     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.  EPA recogizes that as  
     analytical techniques improve the costs of compliance with the mercury     
     criteria may increase.  However, the existing mercury criteria also are    
     below current detection levels so future compliance costs would be         
     increased for these criteria as well.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2590.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCC such as Hg, fishes are effective indicators of aquatic             
     contamination, as BCC tend to bioaccumulate in their tissues.  If an       
     examination of the historical record demonstrates that Hg levels are       
     increasing or have stabilized at some concentration in fish that poses     
     unacceptable risks to humans or wildlife, then the current WQS should be   
     judged inadequate and a more stringent standard imposed.  However, if      
     ambient conditions demonstrate continued improvement and pose no           
     significant threat to biota, then existing regulations should be deemed    
     adequate and no revision would be warranted.                               
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     Response to: P2590.018     
     
     EPA agress that the best way to monitor bioaccumulative chemicals is to    
     measure the concentration in the consumed tissues of aquatic biota that are
     eaten by humans and iwldife.  If the concentrations in a sufficiently wide 
     variety of pertinent tissues of relevant aquatic biota are below the       
     tissues concentrations that are derived as an intermediate step in the     
     derivation of the human health and wildife criteria and is not increasing, 
     current discharge levels are probably acceptable.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2590.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: ref: Borgmann & Whittle '91,92
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Canada's Department of Fisheries and Oceans recently published a           
     comprehensive analysis of its fish contaminant database for Lake Ontario   
     (Borgmann and Whittle 1991, 1992).  A review of residue data collected from
     1977 through 1988 demonstrated that whole-body Hg concentrations in        
     age-matched Lake Ontario lake trout have declined steadily with a half-life
     of approximately 11 years (Figure 1, Borgmann and Whittle 1991).  Hg levels
     also have declined in two important prey species: the rainbow smelt and the
     slimy sculpin (Borgmann and Whittle 1992).  The decline of whole-body Hg   
     levels in these species paralleled that of the lake trout with half-life   
     rates of approximately 10 years.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2590.019     
     
     See response to comment P2590.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2590.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: ref:  Envirnoment Canada 1991
     Cross Ref 3: ref: Whittle 1993
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  OMOE 1991                                               
            
          ref:  Environment Canada 1991                                             
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In 1988, the geometric mean tissue Hg levels in 4-year-old lake trout,     
     rainbow smelt and slimy sculpin in Lake Ontario dropped to 0.12, 0.037, and
     0.032 ppm (wet weight), respectively-well below the Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Agreement Objective for Hg of 0.5 ppm (Figure 1; Environment Canada
     1991).  Hg residue levels in Lake Ontario fishes have declined further     
     since 1988.  In 1992, whole-body Hg levels in 4-year-old lake trout, slimy 
     sculpin, and rainbow smelt averaged 0.09, 0.03, and 0.02 ppm, respectively 
     (Whittle 1993, pers. comm.).  The Hg concentrations in the two species of  
     bait fishes approach the analytical limit of detection for total Hg used in
     the Canadian monitoring program.  Whittle (1993, pers. comm.) further      
     commented that the Canadian Department of Fisheries and Oceans no longer   
     monitors Lake Ontario fish tissues for Hg on an annual basis because       
     residue levels are so low.  Similar declines in Hg residues in fishes have 
     also been described in other Great Lakes and connecting waters (OMOE 1991, 
     Environment Canada 1991).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2590.020     
     
     See response to comment P2590.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2590.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: ref Bertram 1993
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The trend toward lower residue concentrations of Hg in fish tissues        
     indicates that current point-source discharges are not preventing the      
     recovery of the Great Lakes.  On the contrary, Hg residue levels in fishes 
     are approaching concentrations consistent with background.  Bertram (1993, 
     pers. comm.) of the Great Lakes National Program Office indicates that     
     concern regarding Hg in surface water is not focussed on the Great Lakes,  
     but rather on the smaller inland waters of the region.  Currently, there is
     no reason for concern about mercury levels in the open waters of the Great 
     Lakes.  One can only conclude that current regulatory requirements are     
     succeeding and that there is no basis for developing more stringent Hg WQC 
     for the protection of the Great Lakes.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2590.021     
     
     See response to comment P2590.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2590.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: cc:WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The recent scientific literature indicates that a truly useful             
     bioaccumulation factor (BAF) for Hg can only be developed using            
     site-specific information.  The biogeochemical cycling that Hg undergoes in
     aquatic environments is too complex and is affected by too many factors to 
     allow one to presume that any single estimate of bioaccumulative potential 
     would be adequate for a region as vast as the Great Lakes drainage basin.  
     Given what is known about the behavior of Hg in the water column, the      
     derivation of a single BAF for Hg applicable to all surface waters in the  
     Great Lakes basin is inappropriate regardless of the method used.          
                                                                                
     BAFs for Hg are valid only for the waterbody where the data have been      
     generated.  Because the potential for Hg to bioaccumulate in fishes is     
     waterbody-specific, the potential risks from Hg exposure also are          
     waterbody-specific.  Clearly, the water column concentration of            
     methylmercury that might pose a hazard to public health or wildlife might  
     differ greatly for Lake Ontario and some small pond or stream in New York  
     or Michigan.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2590.022     
     
     The final Guidance allows for derivation of site-specific BAFs if          
     acceptable data are available and if downstream uses are adequately        
     protected.  See discussion of the mercury BAF in the SID and TSD>          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2590.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc: AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Consequently, it would be appropriate to adjust both the human health and  
     wildlife WQC to reflect the local conditions that dictate the potential for
     Hg to bioaccumulate in fish tissues of a given waterbody.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2590.023     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2590.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This conclusion is consistent with the recommendations made at an EPA      
     workshop held in 1992 to consider the revision of methodologies used to    
     derive WQC (U.S.EPA 1993b).  In the document submitted to the EPA Science  
     Advisory Board, the Health and Ecological Criteria Division of the Office  
     of Water stated that: "Our priority is to use measured site-specific       
     BAFs...We encourage specific localities to develop site-specific BAFs."    
     
     
     Response to: P2590.024     
     
     See response to comment P2590.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: P2590.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Wildlife WQC have not been proposed by EPA previously.  EPA bases its      
     proposed criteria on the model used to develop human health-based WQC based
     on fish and water consumption.  The nomenclature differs somewhat from that
     used in the human health equation, but the equation is essentially the     
     same.  The screening-level equation for a Tier I wildlife calculation is as
     follows:                                                                   
                                                                                
                  (NOAEL x SSF)xWtA                                             
             WV = ------------------                                            
                    WA + (FA xBAF)                                              
          where:                                                                
                                                                                
            WV =Wildlife value (mg/L)                                           
         NOAEL =No Observed Adverse Effect Level (mg/kg-day)                    
           SSF =Species sensitivity factor (dimensionless)                      
           WtA =Body weight (kg)                                                
            WA =average water consumption (L/day)                               
            FA =average freshwater fish consumption (kg/day)                    
           BAF =bioaccumulation factor (L/kg)                                   
                                                                                
     In the proposed criterion methodology, wildlife values (WV) are determined 
     for selected indicator species and geometric mean WVs are calculated for   
     mammalian and avian species separately.  The more sensitive of the two     
     resulting mean WVs is proposed as the wildlife WQC for the chemical in     
     question.  In the case of Hg, EPA proposes to base its wildlife criterion  
     on the WV for avian species.  The proposed WQC for Hg is 180 pg/L (180     
     parts per quadrillion).  This approach to deriving a wildlife WQC has some 
     merit, and should not be discarded entirely.  However, it is seriously     
     flawed in that important scientific issues have been ignored for the sake  
     of simplicity and ease of implementation.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2590.025     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/Hg
     Comment ID: P2590.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc: AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scientific evidence overwhelmingly demonstrates that local conditions  
     greatly affect the ability of fishes to accumulate methylmercury in their  
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     tissues.  Consequently, one can only conclude that Hg bioaccumulation is   
     waterbody-specific.  Any attempt to establish WQC based on potentially     
     adverse impacts on wildlife must address this issue.  The WQC for Hg in the
     proposed rule does not.  Therefore, it is invalid and should be withdrawn. 
     
     
     Response to: P2590.026     
     
     EPA does not agree that a basin-wide criterion for mercury is invalid.  It 
     is impractical for EPA to establish criteria for individual bodies of      
     water.  In the final guidance, site-specific criteria and BAFs may be      
     derived if adequately protected.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/Hg
     Comment ID: P2590.027
     Cross Ref 1: cc: AL/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to be scientifically valid, the Hg criterion model must           
     incorporate a mechanism whereby the waterbody-specific factors that have a 
     major impact on wildlife exposure and potential risks are addressed.       
     Clearly, the basic approach must allow for the application of              
     waterbody-specific BAFs.  Additional waterbody- and species-specific       
     factors also require attention.  These include:                            
                                                                                
         Selection of indicator species                                         
                                                                                
         Selection of toxicological endpoints                                   
                                                                                
         Identification of dose-response relationships                          
                                                                                
         Selection of exposure factors.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2590.027     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, and P2576.128,
     and Section VIII.A.4 of the SID.                                           
                                                                                
     In addition, the final wildlife methodology, as discussed in the Technical 
     Support Document, contains revised estimates of exposure parameters for the
     representative species based on additional analyses of existing data and in
     response to public comments.  Finally, U.S. EPA continues to support the   
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     approach that piscivorous species are of primary concern with regard to    
     bioaccumulative chemicals.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2590.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA seeks to develop region-wide WQC for wildlife based on a predetermined 
     set of indicator species.  The proposed rule identifies the bald eagle,    
     osprey, belted kingfisher, river otter, and mink as "representatives of    
     regional wildlife species likely to experience significant exposure from   
     the aquatic food web" and bases its wildlife criteria on these species.    
     Given what is known about the life histories of these species and about the
     diversity in wildlife habitats throughout the Great Lakes region, it is    
     inappropriate to conclude that these animals are representative of wildlife
     in the entire region.  While these species do inhabit portions of the Great
     Lakes region, they are far from ubiquitous and certainly are not           
     representative species for a great many waters in the drainage basin.      
     Basing a WQS on a species that does not and will not inhabit or frequent   
     the waterbody being regulated cannot be justified scientifically.          
     
     
     Response to: P2590.028     
     
     EPA agrees that the species selected may not be ecologically representative
     of all the possible wildlife species in the Great Lakes System, but this   
     was not the intent of the methodology or the selection of representative   
     species. The representative species were selected to act as model species  
     exemplifying those wildlife species that are the most highly exposed to    
     bioaccumulative contaminants through the oral route of exposure. Further,  
     the representative species are not necessarily the most toxicologically    
     sensitive species, nor do they represent species most likely to be exposed 
     to bioaccumulative environmental contaminants from terrestrial ecosystems, 
     or through other routes of exposure.  Please see the discussion in the     
     final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for  
     Wildlife Criteria for additional explanation of the use of the five        
     representative species.                                                    
                                                                                
     It was not EPA's intent to select species to account for every available   
     niche or every geographic location.  The criteria derived, based on the    
     representative species, are not intended to provide specific protection for
     only the representative species; rather, they are intended to provide      
     protection for all wildlife species (including species that are not one of 
     the representative species), which are highly exposed to water-borne       
     contaminants through dietary uptake.                                       
                                                                                
     After reviewing comments which suggested the use of different              
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     representative species, EPA decided to replace the osprey with the herring 
     gull (Larus argentatus) based on a re-evaluation of the exposure parameters
     of Great Lakes wildlife species, including species identified by commenters
     for inclusion on the list (e.g., raccoons, herring gulls, common terns, and
     double- crested cormorants).  EPA first re-evaluated all five of the       
     proposed species to determine if they are truly representative of the      
     species that are the most likely to be exposed to environmental            
     contamination through the aquatic ecosystem.  It showed that, although  the
     osprey is one of the more highly exposed piscivorous birds, it is not one  
     of the most exposed and that the gull is potentially more exposed.  In     
     addition, the osprey's foraging behavior is similar to the bald eagle's and
     a bird with foraging behaviors different from the kingfisher and eagle     
     would be preferred.  The herring gull was selected because its body weight 
     is intermediate to that of the eagle and the kingfisher, its food ingestion
     rate is greater than the osprey, and the trophic levels at which it feeds  
     are higher (72 percent at trophic level three, 18 percent at trophic level 
     four and 10 percent terrestrial prey, compared to 100 percent at trophic   
     level three for the osprey).  No changes were made to the mammalian        
     representative species because all other appropriate species in the Great  
     Lakes System have much lower rates of consumption of aquatic organisms     
     (e.g., raccoon) than either the mink or otter.  (See the final Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria  
     and U.S. EPA, 1995a.)                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2590.029
     Cross Ref 1: ref: Buffington 1993
     Cross Ref 2: ref: Proud 1993
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A case in point is Onondaga Lake in New York State.  This 4.5-mile-long    
     hypereutrophic lake is located in the most populous area in central New    
     York.  The lake is dominated by metropolitan Syracuse with urban/suburban/ 
     industrial develoment over roughly 75 percent of its shoreline.  Of the    
     species selected by EPA for criteria development, only the osprey, belted  
     kingfisher, and mink are considered native to the area.  Neither the river 
     otter not the bald eagle are common to the area (Buffington 1993, pers.    
     comm.; Proud 1993, pers. comm.).  River otters generally are rare          
     throughout central New York, and bald eagles are unlikely to inhabit the   
     Onondaga Lake area due to the relatively dense local human population.     
     Because these species are not found in the vicinity of Onondaga Lake, their
     use is not relevant in deriving a water quality standard for that          
     waterbody.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2590.029     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2590.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since Hg in the aquatic environment behaves site-specifically, it would be 
     far more appropriate to base the wildlife WQS for any given waterbody on   
     wildlife species native to that particular area.  Examples of piscivorous  
     species that are relatively abundant on Onondaga Lake include the          
     double-crested cormorant, common loon, common merganser, and ringed-bill   
     gull.  EPA indicates in the appendix to the preamble that it has reviewed  
     the database for the cormorant, loon, and merganser and concluded that     
     there is sufficient information on the natural history of these species    
     upon which one might make reasonable exposure estimates.  Identification of
     one or more of these animals as indicator species for the development of a 
     WQC for Onondaga Lake would be consistent with good ecological risk        
     assessment practice.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2590.030     
     
     In terms of the concern regarding the use of the representative species    
     approach, please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this       
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2590.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to base its WVs on chronic or subchronic toxicological        
     endpoints that affect wildlife populations, rather than individual         
     organisms.  The proposed rules identify mortality, growth, and reproductive
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     success as the assessment endpoints.  While it is agreed that these are    
     appropriate toxicological endpoints upon which an assessment might be      
     based, EPA applies them at the level of the individual organism and fails  
     to consider critical factors that influence population dynamics.           
     
     
     Response to: P2590.031     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2590.032
     Cross Ref 1: ref: Barnthouse 1993
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Barnthouse (1993) comments on the shortcomings of the use of individual    
     toxicological endpoints to assess population-level effects,                
                                                                                
     "From a population viewpoint, the death or impariment of an individual     
     organism is meaningless, because organisms die after brief lives (on a     
     human scale) and few organisms achieve their full reproductive             
     potential or maximum growth.  The questions of interest in risk            
     assessment relate to effects on the abundance, production, and             
     persistence of populations and ecosystems.  Responses of these 'higher'    
     levels of organization cannot be predicted from toxicity tests alone."     
     
     
     Response to: P2590.032     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2590.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A population response to chemical exposure is dependent upon a number of   
     factors including spatial and temporal distributions of populations        
     relative to chemical exposure and the ability of populations to compensate 
     for the environmental stress (viz., reproductive reserve capacity).        
     Therefore, the use of a No-Observed-Adverse-Effect-Level (NOAEL) for       
     mortality, growth, or reproduction in the WQC equation is overly simplistic
     and does not properly address potential wildlife population responses.  In 
     order to properly address this issue, one would need to apply a            
     substantially more sophisticated approach that links toxicity data to      
     predictive population models.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2590.033     
     
     Please see comments P2590.035, P2742.707, and P2574.042 for the response to
     this comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2590.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of sophisticated population modeling is beyond the scope of WQC    
     development.  However, in the context of deriving WQC, one could address   
     the population issues through the application of more realistic estimates  
     of mercury exposure for resident wildlife species as described below.      
     Adoption of worst-case assumptions clearly overpredicts the potential for  
     injury to animal populations.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2590.034     
     
     See response to P2769.035, D2860.028, and D2860.029.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2590.035
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A classic approach used to evaluate the toxicity of a chemical to animals  
     is to determine the NOAEL.  A NOAEL is the highest level or administered   
     dose of a chemical that caused no statistically or biologically significant
     increase in adverse response by test organisms.  In the proposed rules,    
     adjustments are made to the NOAEL in order to derive the maximum acceptable
     daily exposure (ADE) for a chemical by an individual organism.  The        
     adjustments are in the form of safety or adjustment factors.  Provision is 
     made in the proposed rules for the application of up to a 100X adjustment  
     to the NOAEL, depending on the quality of the animal toxicity database.    
     
     
     Response to: P2590.035     
     
     Please refer to comment P2656.167 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2590.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of the avian wildlife value for Hg, the avian NOAEL proposed by
     EPA is based on a multigenerational study of the effect of dietary         
     methylmercury on reproductive success of mallard ducks (Heinz 1979).  In   
     that study, the lowest dietary dose was determined not to be the NOAEL, but
     rather the lowest-observed-adverse-effect-level (LOAEL).  An uncertainty   
     factor of 2x was applied because the LOAEL appeared to be at or near the   
     response threshold.  A species sensitivity factor (SSF) of 10X also was    
     applied to yield the adjusted NOAEL used to calculate the WVs for the bald 
     eagle, osprey, and belted kingfisher.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2590.036     
     
     See response to P2769.035 and D2860.028.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2590.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: ref:  Table 1
     Cross Ref 3: ref:  Fimreibe 1974
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Vermeer et. al 1973                                     
            
          ref:  Heinz 1979                                                          

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA uses the SSF to adjust the ADE to reflect perceived differences in     
     species sensitivity to an environmental contaminant.  In the case of the   
     avian WV for Hg, no SSF is warranted.  The basis for this contention lies  
     in an evaluation of a common assessment endpoint for reproduction of       
     numerous avian species: residue levels of methylmercury in healthy vs.     
     failed eggs (Table 1).  Normal reproduction has been observed at egg       
     concentrations as high as 0.93 ppm in common terns (Fimreite 1974) and at  
     greater than 2 ppm in herring gulls (Vermeer et al 1973).  Alternatively,  
     adverse reproductive effects appear at egg residue concentrations of 0.5   
     ppm or higher (Table 1).  The LOAEL for methylmercury in the eggs of the   
     Heinz (1979) study average 0.79 ppm.  Adjusting this with the 2X           
     uncertainty factor as described earlier yields a threshold concentration of
     approximately 0.4 ppm, a value below any previously cited threshold limits.
     In fact, normal reproduction has been observed in the osprey and bald      
     eagle-two of the selected indicator species-at that residue level.  Given  
     these findings, it would be appropriate to use an SSF of 1.0 when          
     developing avian WVs as the mallard appears to be among the avian species  
     most sensitive to methylmercury.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2590.037     
     
     See response to D2790.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2590.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed rules make a number of assumptions regarding the exposure of  
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     its indicator species to Hg in surface waters.  These assumptions are      
     unnecessarily conservative and clearly represent the worst-case exposure.  
     EPA purports that its intent is to develop WQC that are protective of      
     wildlife populations in the Great Lakes region.  However, in selecting the 
     "maximum-exposed-individual" as the basis for criterion development, EPA   
     focuses on the individual animal.  Use of such conservative exposure       
     factors will result in a criterion that is substantially lower than needed 
     to protect wildlife populations adequately.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2590.038     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042 and P2656.167 for the responses to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2590.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the derivation of the proposed wildlife criteria, the two exposure      
     assumptions that impart the greatest degree of conservatism are:           
                                                                                
         The diet of each indicator species is 100 percent freshwater fish      
                                                                                
        All indicator species forage year-round exclusively in Hg-contaminated  
       waterbodies.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2590.039     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.044 and P2590.040 for the response to the   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/REPR
     Comment ID: P2590.040
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: ref:  Peterson 1986
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     Cross Ref 3: ref:  Arnold & Fritzell 1987
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Sargeant et al. 1973                                    
            
          ref:  Gilbert and Nancekivell 1981                                        

          ref:  Harper and Hopkins 1988                                             

          ref:  Peterson 1986                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is true that the animals identified by EPA as representative species in 
     the proposed rules are piscivores.  However, the assumption that fishes    
     comprise 100 percent of the diet of each of these species is erroneous.    
     This assumption disregards the dynamic nature of feeding habits and prey   
     selection.  Most predatory species are opportunistic and will modify their 
     prey selection depending on climatic, environmental, or habitat conditions 
     or to take advantage of prey vulnerability during periods of reproduction  
     or molting.  Bald eagle prey selection depends to a large extent on prey   
     species abundance/availability and differences in habitat (Peterson 1986). 
     For example, eagles inhabiting the Greater Yellowstone Ecosystem feed      
     predominantly on birds, while eagles along the Snake River consume fish.   
     Mink are known to modify their food habits during the waterfowl breeding   
     season and shift from mammalian (99 percent) to avian prey (55-75          
     percent)(Arnold and Fritzell 1987; Sargeant et al. 1973).  Likewise, otter 
     also take advantage of breeding and molting waterfowl (Gilbert and         
     Nancekivell 1981).                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2590.040     
     
     EPA does not agree that the exposure assumptions used may be conservative  
     in nature because in its analysis of the diets of the candidate            
     representative species, typical values were selected for the trophic levels
     at which the species feed, the composition of the diet, and the body       
     weight.  While some professional judgement was used in deriving the various
     exposure values, the selected values were largely based on the arithmetic  
     average of values obtained from the published literature.  A full          
     description of the analysis used may be found at U.S. EPA, 1995a.          
                                                                                
     In its final analysis, EPA has determined and accounted for typical diets  
     for each of the representative species, including trophic levels at which  
     they feed, the portion of the diets that are forage fish, piscivorous fish,
     piscivorous bird, and terrestrial.  Actual values are presented in Table   
     D-2 of Part 132, appendix D.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2590.041
     Cross Ref 1: ref comment P2590.040
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, they are not exposed to Hg for extended periods of time.        
     
     
     Response to: P2590.041     
     
     See final Wildlife Criteria documents and the Technical Support Document   
     for Deriving Wildlife Criteria as well as responses to comments D2860.028  
     and D2860.026.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2590.042
     Cross Ref 1: ref:  Vana-Miller 1987
     Cross Ref 2: ref:  Bent
     Cross Ref 3: ref:  Salzer & Lagler 1949
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Delbeke et al 1984                                      
            
          ref:  Newell et al 1987                                                   

                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of field studies evaluated feeding habits of the indicator species
     selected by EPA for the proposed rules.  It is clear from these            
     investigations, that, while fishes are an important component of the diets 
     of these predators, they are by no means obligate piscivores.  Even osprey,
     whose primary dietary component is fish, have been observed carrying       
     various aquatic and terrestrial birds, small mammals, reptiles, amphibians 
     and inverterates (Vana-Miller 1987).  Studies of the bald eagle show the   
     diet fraction represented by freshwater fish has a wide range (9.3 -70.3   
     percent, Table 2), with the balance of the diet predominantly avian        
     species.  The diet of belted kingfishers is also varied including crayfish,
     crabs, mussels, lizards, frogs, toads, small snakes, turtles, insects,     
     salamanders, newts, young birds, mice, and berries (Bent 1940, as cited in 
     Prose 1985).  In two separate studies, Salyer and Lagler (1949) calculated 
     the diet fraction for fish at 39 and 88 percent.  Because belted           
     kingfishers have a varied diet, they have been found to have lower mercury 
     tissue levels than exclusively piscivorous birds.  Delbeke et. al. (1984)  
     compared Hg levels in tissue of kingfishers with various species of birds  
     that fed on fish alone and on fishes, zooplankton, and garbage.  The       
     authors concluded that the lower tissue levels detected in the kingfishers 
     were a direct result of their consumption of a mixed diet of fish and      
     invertebrates.  The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
     (NYSDEC), in its fish flesh criteria document for piscivorous wildlife     
     (Newell et al., 1987), estimates the diet fractions of fishes for the      
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     osprey, belted kingfisher, and bald eagle at 100, 95, and 65, respectively.
     
     
     Response to: P2590.042     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2590.043
     Cross Ref 1: ref: Linscome et al 1982
     Cross Ref 2: ref:  DeGraaf & Rudis 1983
     Cross Ref 3: ref:  Table 3
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Gilbert and Nancekivell 1981                            
            
          ref:  Newell et al 1987                                                   

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mink are a poor choice as an indicator species if the assumption is made   
     that fish comprise 100 percent of the diet.  Mink are opportunistic and    
     have a diverse diet feeding on anything they can locate (Linscome et al.   
     1982).  Small mammals, primarily muskrat, frogs, crayfish, and             
     invertebrates are common prey items in the mink diet (DeGraaf and Rudis    
     1983).  Fish account for only a small portion of the mink diet (31.4       
     percent and 6.6 percent in lakes and stream habitats, respectively) (Table 
     3; Gilbert and Nancekivell 1981).  While fishes are a major component in   
     the diet of river otter, they also feed on a variety of other prey,        
     including crustaceans, amphibians, birds, and mammals (Table 3).  Fish     
     remains were found most frequently in scat samples, followed by remains of 
     invertebrates.  NYSDEC estimates that river otter and mink have fish diet  
     fractions of 90 and 31 percent, respectively (Newell et al. 1987).         
     
     
     Response to: P2590.043     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2590.044
     Cross Ref 1: ref:  Salzer & Lagler 1949
     Cross Ref 2: ref:  Vana-Miller 1987
     Cross Ref 3: ref:  Prose 1985
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  Roberts 1969                                            
            
          ref:  Van Daele et al 1980                                                
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          ref:  Swenson 1981                                                        

          ref:  Flook and Forbes 1983                                               

          ref:  Henny 1983;                                                         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The assumption that the indicator species forage only in contaminated      
     watebodies disregards the likelihood that an animal's home range will      
     include uncontaminated areas, such as small tributaries.  This concept is  
     especially important for broad-ranging raptors like the osprey and bald    
     eagle, whose feeding territories may extend over many miles.  The belted   
     kingfisher, being a smaller predator, has a somewhat smaller range.        
                                                                                
     Much of the kingfishers' hunting success depends on water quality.         
     Kingfishers avoid muddy waters and rarely nest in areas were water is      
     turbid (Salyer and Lagler 1949, as cited in Prose 1985), selecting clear   
     backwater areas instead.  In order to increase fishing success, this       
     species rarely establishes territories along the shores of large           
     wind-driven lakes, preferring instead protected areas of shallow water with
     slow-to-moderate current (Prose 1985).                                     
                                                                                
     As with the kingfisher, osprey prefer clear, smooth water for optimum      
     fishing success.  Because of their shallow open water, reservoirs are      
     chosen over rivers or oligotrophic lakes (Roberts 1969; Van Daele et al.   
     1980; Swenson 1981; Flook and Forbes 1983; Henny 1983, all as cited in     
     Vana-Miller 1987).  Osprey have been known to travel 2 to 12 km from       
     nesting sites to reach optimum foraging areas (Vana-Miller 1987).  Hence,  
     they may also use areas other than a potentially contaminated lake,        
     reducing their exposure to contaminants.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2590.044     
     
     The purpose of the wildlife criteria derived from appendix D is to         
     establish the maximum concentration of a contaminant in a waterbody which  
     will not adversely affect the health and maintenance of wildlife           
     populations throughout the Great Lakes System.  These criteria are a       
     function of two important parameters:  sensitivity and exposure.  The      
     representative species were selected to provide a reasonable, but          
     conservative estimate of the maximum dose that wildlife species are        
     expected to receive through their diets.                                   
                                                                                
     It is true that individuals of various species may travel throughout the   
     Great Lakes basin and beyond, feeding in both contaminated and             
     uncontaminated areas.  This would lessen the overall exposure of wildlife  
     species to adverse concentrations of the contaminants.  However,           
     individuals within any wildlife species vary in ranging and migratory      
     behaviors, so it can be expected that exposures would also vary within a   
     species.  EPA believes that it would be difficult to accurately assess the 
     magnitude of this variation, given that compounding factors (e.g., seasonal
     variations in diet, abundance and availability of various food types, and  
     habitat quality) would need to be evaluated.  Further, even given the      
     effect of foraging behavior on overall exposure, it is reasonable to expect
     that many individuals within a wildlife species would experience short-    
     term, near-maximum exposures for that species, which could lead to adverse 
     impacts to the population as a whole (see below).                          
                                                                                
     A fundamental assumption in comments stating that wildlife species migrate 
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     outside the Great Lakes basin is that areas outside the basin may have     
     water quality better than that found in the basin.  This may not be true,  
     particularly in regards to pollutants like mercury that are widely         
     distributed from anthropogenic sources through air deposition.             
                                                                                
     It is also important to recognize that prey species also are mobile, and   
     while a specific wildlife species may not reside in a given geographic     
     area, any prey residing in that area could accumulate a contaminant in its 
     tissues and transport that contaminant to areas where which wildlife       
     species may forage, exposing them to adverse levels of the contaminant.    
                                                                                
     Finally, the data requirements state that, generally, the minimum test     
     duration for an appendix D criterion is 90 days for mammals and 70 days for
     birds.  These test lengths are typically much shorter than the life-span of
     higher trophic level wildlife species.  Therefore, even short term         
     exposures could produce reproductive or developmental impairments.         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA substituted the herring gull for the osprey as a          
     representative species. Please also see the response to comment P2590.028. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2590.045
     Cross Ref 1: ref: Gilbert & Nancekevill '81
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both mink and river otter exploit different food items according to the    
     type of waterbody.  In their study of mink and otter in Alberta, Gilbert   
     and Nancekivell (1981) demonstrate a shift in the diet of otter from 91.1  
     percent fish in streams to 78.9 percent fish in lakes.  If otter are       
     fishing primarily in lakes, they may be taking less fish than while feeding
     in the tributaries.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2590.045     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2590.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL/CRIT
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQC for Hg in the proposed rules for the protection of wildlife lacks  
     scientific justification, is overly stringent and, if implemented, would   
     result in an unwarranted and unachievable water quality standard.          
     Examination of the bases of the criterion reveals that the criterion would 
     be strengthened scientifically by the incorporation of waterbody-specific  
     and species-specific factors.  Proper application of these factors would   
     yield a criterion that is both technically feasible and fully protective of
     wildlife populations.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2590.046     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, P2576.128.    
     The final GLWQI does permit site-specific modifications as, described in   
     Section VIII.A of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2590.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc. TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL/METH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of a BAF, which is an important element on the derivation of human     
     health and wildlife of WQC, assumes that an equilibrium or steady state    
     condition exists between the exposed aquatic animal (i.e., fish) and the   
     concentration of chemical in the water column.  [Consequently, the proposed
     disallowance of mixing zones when determining compliance with chronic human
     health or wildlife water quality standards has no scientific merit.  By    
     denying the use of a mixing zone, two implicit assumptions are made: 1)    
     that no dilution in effluent occurs following discharge; and 2) that fish  
     are assumed to be exposed to the undiluted effluent for a period of time   
     sufficient for them to reach steady state.  In reality, only a small       
     fraction of the fish population in any waterbody might be exposed to the   
     undiluted effluent of an outfall or discharge from some other point source 
     at any given point in time.  It is very unlikely that a fraction of the    
     fish population might remain in the vicinity of the outfall long enough to 
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     approach equilibrium.]  Assuming that humans and wildlife would feed only  
     on these few animals is illogical.                                         
                                                                                
         Recommendation                                                         
                                                                                
     Since the disallowance of mixing zones in determining compliance with any  
     chronic WQC has no basis in science, eliminating its use amounts to the    
     application of an arbitrary standard.  No other conclusion can be drawn.   
     The proposal to disallow mixing zones should be withdrawn.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2590.047     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2590.048
     Cross Ref 1: Kostyniak -tech. coms
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         The primary form in which mercury has historically been deposited in   
     the Great Lakes System is as metallic mercury.  Metallic mercury can be    
     oxidized to a variety of oxidation states through chemical and biological  
     processes.  These forms of mercury are not particularly mobile and do not  
     demonstrate a particularly high potential to bioaccumulate.  Aquatic       
     microorganisms can biotransform inorganic mercury into organic forms of    
     which methylmercury is the primary chemical form of concern.  Methylmercury
     can bioaccumulate in aquatic systems, but unlike the lipophilic BCCs,      
     mercurials do not accumulate in fat, but rather bind to proteins,          
     prinicipally to thiol groups for which mercurials have an extremely high   
     chemical affinity.  The Human Health Criteria has focused on this form of  
     mercury when considering potential health outcomes.                        
                                                                                
         This is indeed appropriate since methylmercury is the primary form of  
     mercury present in fish, and fish consumption is essentially the only      
     vector for methylmercury exposure in the general human population.         
     
     
     Response to: P2590.048     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT

Page 7950



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: P2590.049
     Cross Ref 1: W.H.O. 1990
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         As indicated above, methylmercury is the primary chemical form of      
     mercury to which humans may be exposed through consumption of Great Lakes  
     fish.  The Great Lakes Initiative Tier 1 Human Health Criteria for Mercury 
     (October 23, 1991) focuses on methylmercury toxicity endpoints in assessing
     the Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level (LOAEL) for mercury exposure.     
     This is appropriate.                                                       
                                                                                
         There is a very large database available on the toxicity of            
     methylmercury in experimental animals, and in man.  Much of the primary    
     literature has been summarized in "Environmental Health Criteria 101:      
     Methylmercury" (World Health Organization, Geneva, 1990).  Several         
     extensive episodes of methylmercury poisoning in human populations have    
     fortunately been studied in detail, and data on dose-effect relationships  
     in humans are available for both adult populations, as well as for prenatal
     exposures.                                                                 
                                                                                
         The Criteria utilizes the LOAEL for adult neurological effects of 200  
     ng/ml blood or 50 ug/g hair.  These levels of mercury in blood after       
     inadvertent exposure of human populations to methylmercury resulted in a 5%
     increased risk of paresthesia, the first and least devastating symptom of  
     methylmercury intoxication.  It is also recognized in the development of   
     the Criteria that the most sensitive population for methylmercury effects  
     is not the adult but rather the developing fetus.  The Criteria uses an    
     uncertainty factor of 5 in order to apply the adult paresthesia LOAEL to   
     prenatal developmental effects.                                            
                                                                                
         There are indeed data from human populations which support this        
     adjustment factor, as seen in figure 1 below.                              
                                                                                
                 RISK FROM PRENATAL METHYLMERCURY                               
               COMPARISON WITH HG EXPOSURE FROM FISH                            
         [bar chart depicting the following Peak Maternal Hair [Hg] ug/g        
                                                                                
         CNS LOAEL- 399                                                         
         PSYCHOMOTOR- 180                                                       
         30% RISK PSY.-70                                                       
         5% RISK PSY.-20                                                        
         5% RISK PSY-10                                                         
         FISH 2 PPM-7.5                                                         
         FISH 1 PPM-3.75                                                        
         FISH 0.5 PPM- 1.9                                                      
         FISH 0.28 PPM- 1.05                                                    
                                                                                
     This figure is a compilation of effects occuring in offspring of mothers   
     exposed to methylmercury during pregnancy.  The maternal exposure is       
     indicated as a peak maternal hair mercury concentration during pregnancy.  
     For illustrative purposes these levels are plotted on a logarithmic scale. 
     The NOAEL for severe developmental central nervous system effects is 300 ug
     Hg/g hair.  This is comparable to a blood mercury concentration of 1,596 ug
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     Hg/l.  At 180 ug Hg/g hair or 720 ug Hg/l blood, there was clear evidence  
     of psychomotor effects, which decreased in frequency in the population with
     decreasing dose.  At between 10 and 20 ug Hg/g hair (40-80 ug Hg/g blood)  
     there was a 5% risk, of developing psychomotor signs.  This is the         
     effective LOAEL for prenatal exposure to methylmercury.  Thus the five fold
     uncertainty factor in extrapolating from the adult LOAEL to the prenatal   
     LOAEL appears to be reasonable and in line with available human data.      
                                                                                
     Also included on the figure are the calculated steady state hair           
     concentrations of mercury which would result from the continuous ingestion 
     of fish at the mercury concentrations specified in the figure, and using   
     the daily consumption rate specified in the Guidance of 15 g/da.  Data from
     the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, and the       
     Ontario Ministry of the Environment for 9 species of fishes taken from Lake
     Ontario between 1988 and 1990 indicate a mean mercury concentration of 0.28
     PPM, well below the FDA Action and Guideline levels of 1 and 0.5 PPM       
     respectively.  Continuous ingestion of fish at 0.28 PPM would result in a  
     steady state hair concentration of 1.05 ug Hg/g and a steady state blood   
     level of 4.2 ug Hg/l.  This is approximately 10 to 20 times lower than the 
     human LOAEL for 5% risk of development of psychomotor effects after        
     prenatal exposure.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2590.049     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2590.050
     Cross Ref 1: ref. Table 1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fish Consumption Estimates in the Guidance                                 
                                                                                
         The proposed fish consumption value suggested for use in the Guidance  
     is 15 g/day.  We at the University at Buffalo, are currently studying fish 
     consumption patterns in licensed sport fishermen in 16 New York State      
     Counties which border Lake Ontario.  The ultimate goal of the project is to
     determine whether fish consumption from Lake Ontario, which is the most    
     polluted of the Great Lakes, has any adverse effects on reproduction and   
     birth outcome in human populations.  We have analyzed responses to         
     questions designed to quantitate species specific fish consumption patterns
     in the study population.  Two independent data sets have been generated,   
     one for the entire study population of 11,717 respondents (consumption data
     for June 1990 - June 1991), and a second from a subset of that population  
     of 362 people (consumption data for June 1991 - June 1992) from whom       
     biological samples have been taken and are currently being analyzed for    
     pollutants such as PCB congeners and methylmercury.  Table 1 gives the     
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     daily consumption rates reported in the entire population (Original) and   
     the subset sampled for biomarkers of exposure (Validation).                
                                                                                
                     TABLE 1                                                    
                                                                                
         LAKE ONTARIO FISH CONSUMPTION (g/day)*                                 
                                                                                
                         ORIGINAL                VALIDATION                     
     M + F  N=11,717     12.75       N=362       10.64                          
     MALES  N=10,220     12.66       N=215       9.46                           
     FEMALES  N=873      13.85       N=147       12.36                          
     -----------------------                                                    
     *From Vena, J. et al., Risk Preception, Reproductive Health Risk and       
     Consumption of Contaminated Fish in a Cohort of NY State Anglers, final    
     reeport to Great Lakes Protection Fund, August 30, 1993.                   
                                                                                
         In general, female fishermen report higher intakes than males in both  
     the entire population and the biomarker sampling subset.  In all cases, the
     mean consumption rates reported are below the level of 15 g/day used in the
     Guidance.  These very recent data on sport fish consumption support the use
     of 15 g/day as a conservative estimate of human sport fish consumption rate
     for use in the Guidance.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2590.050     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2590.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  It is indeed appropriate to focus on methylmercury effects when        
     assessing the toxic effects of mercury for the Human Health Criteria since 
     methylmercury is the chemical form of mercury which bioaccumulates in fish,
     and fish is essentially the only vector for methylmercury exposure in the  
     general human population.  The Human Water Quality Criteria is, however,   
     measured as total mercury.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2590.051     
     
     EPA has set the mercury criterion based on studies on methyl mercury.  The 
     criterion is for total mercury, including methyl mercury, with the         
     awareness that methyl mercury is the compound of concern.  However, other  
     forms of mercury released to or found in the aquatic environment, such as  
     elemental mercury or mercury (I), may be reasonably anticipated to be      
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     transformed predominantly to methyl mercury in the aquatic environment via 
     oxidation to mercury (II) and biomethylation.  Therefore, the HNC is       
     expressed as the total recoverable mercury concentration.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2590.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site specific differences in methylation rates and bioaccumulation may     
     impact heavily on the ultimate concentrations of methylmercury in fish.    
     Thus, different Great Lakes Basin water bodies, having similar total       
     mercury concentrations in the water, may present very different site       
     specific risks for fish consumption by human populations.  Site specific   
     assessment of human risk should have a greater emphasis in the Guidance.   
     
     
     Response to: P2590.052     
     
     In regard to the comment that local factors influencing the environmental  
     chemistry, bioavailability, and biotransformation rates should  be         
     considered when predicting risk for wildlife and humans, see the responses 
     to site-specific issues discussed under BAF.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2590.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         2.  As discussed above, the comprehensive review of the literature and 
     risk analysis provided in the WHO Environmental Health Criteria for        
     Methylmercury indicates that the LOAEL for prenatal effects has been       
     estimated from human exposure data.  This prenatal LOAEL is in fact a      
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     factor of 5 lower than the adult LOAEL for effects.  Thus, the Guidance    
     would be justified in using the prenatal LOAEL of 10 ug Hg/g maternal hair 
     rather than relying on the current adult LOAEL of 50 with the five fold    
     adjustment factor for increased fetal sensitivity.  This use of the        
     prenatal LOAEL and elimination of the 5 fold adjustment factor would be    
     simpler and would more accurately focus attention on the actual data for   
     the human health effect LOAEL used in calculating the Human Health         
     Criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2590.053     
     
     EPA continues to believe the adult LOAEL of 3 ug/kg/d should be used in the
     derivation of criterion instead of the 10 ug/g maternal hair concentrations
     suggested by the commenter.  EPA believes the adult effects are more       
     clearly delineated from the available data than the fetal effects and thus 
     the use of a LOAEL of 3 ug/kg/d (50 ug/g adult hair concentrations) is     
     appropriate.  The LOAEL of 10 ug/g maternal hair concentrations is         
     predicted and therefore can be viewed as a somewhat less reliable endpoint 
     upon which to base a criterion than the adult endpoints.  EPA continues to 
     believe the 5-fold uncertainty factor is justified to protect central      
     nervous systems development during the sensitive fetal life stages.  In    
     addition, as discussed in section 5.a. above, EPA has assumed a body weight
     of 65 kg (as opposed to 70 kg) for mercury.  The resulting Tier I mercury  
     criterion is therefore 1.9 ng/L, which is slightly less than the proposed  
     criterion of 2 ng/L.                                                       
                                                                                
     Since the proposal, EPA's RfD workgroup has recently revised the RfD, using
     an effect level of 1 ug/kg/d and using an uncertainty factor of 10 to      
     account for within-human variability and for an insufficient database.  The
     resulting RfD is 0.1 ug/kg/d which is higher than the proposed RfD (ADE) of
     0.06 ug/kg/d.  However, because the new RfD of 0.1 ug/kg/d was not verified
     until early February 1995, it was not possible to publish the data, request
     comment, and revise the final Guidance, if needed, prior to promulgation of
     the final Guidance. Consequently, EPA plans to publish a Notice of Data    
     Availability after the publication of the final Guidance with the new      
     mercury assessment for human health and will change the final mercury      
     criteria for human health if appropriate.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2590.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         3.  The average fish consumption rate of 15 g/day used in the Guidance 
     is a reasonably conservative estimate according to our recent data.  This  
     value should be retained in the final guidance.                            
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     Response to: P2590.054     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2590.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As indicated above, mercury is unique among the BCCs owing to its multiple 
     chemical forms, biotransformation, and differences in bioaccumulation and  
     toxicological effects.  The local factors influencing the environmental    
     chemistry, bioavailability and biotransformation rates should be considered
     when predicting the ultimate risk for both wildlife and humans.  Site      
     specific considerations which may influence these processes are ignored in 
     the current document, in favor of Basin wide Criteria.  The Guidance should
     have some degree of flexibility to adddress site specificity.              
     
     
     Response to: P2590.055     
     
     See response to comment P2590.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2590.no #
     Cross Ref 1: imbedded in comment P2590.047
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [Use of a BAF, which is an important element on the derivation of human    
     health and wildlife of WQC, assumes that an equilibrium or steady state    
     condition exists between the exposed aquatic animal (i.e., fish) and the   
     concentration of chemical in the water column.]  Consequently, the proposed
     disallowance of mixing zones when determining compliance with chronic human
     health or wildlife water quality standards has no scientific merit.  By    
     denying the use of a mixing zone, two implicit assumptions are made:  1)   
     that no dilution in effluent occurs following discharge; and 2) that fish  
     are assumed to be exposed to the undiluted effluent for a period of time   
     sufficient for them to reach steady state.  In reality, only a small       
     fraction of the fish population in any waterbody might be exposed to the   
     undiluted effluent of an outfall or discharge from some other point source 
     at any given point in time.  It is very unlikely that a fraction of the    
     fish population might remain in the vicinity of the outfall long enough to 
     approach equilibrium.  [Assuming that humans and wildlife would feed only  
     on these few animals is illogical.                                         
                                                                                
         Recommendation                                                         
                                                                                
     Since the disallowance of mixing zones in determining compliance with any  
     chronic WQC has no basis in science, eliminating its use amounts to the    
     application of an arbitrary standard.  No other conclusion can be drawn.   
     The proposal to disallow mixing zones should be withdrawn.]                
     
     
     Response to: P2590.no #    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The traditional approach of using water quality standards to reduce or     
     eliminate inputs of BCCs to the Great Lakes does not appear to be an       
     effective one for many of the BCCs.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2593.001     
     
     EPA and the Great Lakes States have achieved dramatic improvements in the  
     Great Lakes basin over the last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of the
     SID.  EPA believes that additional measures and programs are appropriate in
     the Great lakes System, however, and has included provisions to address    
     pollution from all sources, point and nonpoint, in the final Guidance.  For
     a discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.    
     EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort to achieve  
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     further reductions in the use and release of toxic substances to the Great 
     Lakes basin, with an emphasis on nonpoint sources and wet weather point    
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements    
     this and other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to       
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section I.D of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance is focused only on point sources.  Although          
     atmospheric and non-point sources may represent the overwhelming majority  
     of the mass loadings of certain BCCs to the Great Lakes, these sources are 
     not addressed.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2593.002     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  The final Guidance includes         
     provisions to address pollution from all sources, point and nonpoint.  For 
     a discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.    
     EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort to achieve  
     further reductions in the use and release of toxic substances to the Great 
     Lakes basin, with an emphasis on nonpoint sources and wet weather point    
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements    
     this and other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to       
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section I.D of the  
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2593.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no similar program for Canadian point sources, and there is no    
     assurance that a similar program will be adopted by the federal government 
     in Canada or by the Provence of Ontario.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2593.003     
     
     See response to comment D2587.014.                                         
                                                                                
     While EPA cannot ensure that the Federal of Provincial governments of      
     Canada will adopt a program similar to the one contained in the final      
     Guidance, EPA is currently working with the Federal and Provincial         
     governments of Canada on a number of Great Lakes protection efforts.  See  
     responses to comment numbers D2596.013 on the U.S/Canadian efforts to      
     develop Lakewide Management Plans for the Great Lakes, and D2867.087 on the
     current status of negotiations with Canada on addressing current and future
     environmental problems in the Great Lakes basin.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2593.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the above issues, several implementation procedures, including those 
     that require development and adoption of wildlife criteria and applying all
     numerical criteria as end of pipe effluent limitations within ten years,   
     are inappropriate and overly restrictive.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2593.004     
     
     For a discussion of EPA's decision to retain the mixing zone prohibitions  
     for BCCs in the final Guidance, including its decision to authorize a      
     limited exception for certain existing discharges of BCCs based on economic
     and technical considerations, see the SID at VIII.C.4.                     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2593.005
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The traditional approach of using water quality standards to limit inputs  
     of BCCs to the Great Lakes ecosystem is not likely to be effective.  The   
     proposed guidance seeks to limit introduction of each BCC by establishing  
     uniform aquatic life, human health and wildlife criteria, and requiring    
     that NPDES permit effluent limitations for each BCC be developed for each  
     point source known to discharge the BCC.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2593.005     
     
     Please see response to comment G2650.002.  See Section II, Ch. 4 of the    
     Supplementary Information Document.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Atmospheric deposition and non-point source runoff contribute the majority 
     of the loadings of many of the BCCs to the Great Lakes, (see 2.2 below).   
     
     
     Response to: P2593.006     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  The final Guidance includes provisions to   
     address pollution from all sources, point and nonpoint.  For a discussion  
     of these provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.  EPA has also   
     undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort to achieve further       
     reductions in the use and release of toxic substances to the Great Lakes   
     basin, with an emphasis on nonpoint sources and wet weather point sources  
     of pollution.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements this and   
     other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including atmospheric           
     deposition, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and      
     D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2593.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of analytical method detection limitations, it is difficult to     
     quantify mass loadings of BCCs from most point sources, or event to confirm
     the presence or absence of BCCs.  [Accordingly, the proposed strategies to 
     regulate BCCs through the NPDES permit program will be difficult to        
     implement; it will not be possible to determine compliance with proposed   
     effluent limitations with any degree of certainty;] and, [it will not be   
     possible to determine progress toward attaining GLI objectives;]           
     
     
     Response to: P2593.007     
     
     The difficulties posed by analytical detection limits being higher than    
     pollutant levels of concern is not unique to this Guidance. EPA disagrees  
     that the provisions in the final Guidance to regulate BCCs will be         
     difficult to implement through the NPDES permit program.  In cases when the
     WQBEL for the BCC of concern is calculated below the level of detection,   
     thus making such limits infeasible or impractical to monitor at the point  
     of discharge, compliance with that limit can be evaluated in the internal  
     waste stream prior to mixing with other wastestreams or cooling waters. See
     40 CFR 122.45(h) & 122.44(i).  EPA believes that such in-plant limits,     
     where appropriate, also can help to determine progress toward attaining the
     objectives of the final Guidance.  Progress should also become evident,    
     over time, in reductions of levels of pollutants in fish tissue.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2593.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.008 is imbedded in comment #.007.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [Because of analytical method detection limitations, it is difficult to    
     quantify mass loadings of BCCs from most point sources, or even to confirm 
     the presence or absence of BCCs.]  Accordingly, the proposed strategies to 
     regulate BCCs through the NPDES permit program will be difficult to        
     implement; it will not be possible to determine compliance with proposed   
     effluent limitations with any degree of certainty; [and, it will not be    
     possible to determine progress toward attaining GLI objectives;]           
     
     
     Response to: P2593.008     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  The final Guidance includes special 
     provisions to address BCCs from all sources of pollution, point and        
     nonpoint, and implementation procedures designed to translate these        
     provisions into enforcable permit limits.  For a discussion of these       
     provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2593.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.009 is imbedded in comment #.007.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Because of analytical method detection limitations, it is difficult to    
     quantify mass loadings of BCCs from most point sources, or even to confirm 
     the presence or absence of BCCs.]  [Accordingly, the proposed strategies to
     regulate BCCs through the NPDES permit program will be difficult to        
     implement; it will not be possible to determine compliance with proposed   
     effluent limitations with any degree of certainty; and,] it will not be    
     possible to determine progress toward attaining GLI objectives;            
     
     
     Response to: P2593.009     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  The final Guidance includes special 
     provisions to address BCCs from all sources of pollution, point and        
     nonpoint.  For a discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C 
     of the SID.  EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort
     to achieve further reductions in the use and release of toxic substances to
     the Great Lakes basin, with an emphasis on nonpoint sources and wet weather
     point sources of pollution.  For a discussion of how the Guidance          
     complements this and other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see        
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section
     I.D of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2593.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are no reasonably available wastewater treatment technologies to     
     treat BCCs to levels contemplated by the proposed guidance (i.e., the      
     numerical criteria which would be applied as end-of-pipe effluent          
     limitations);                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2593.010     
     
     EPA does not agree that there are no reasonable available wastewater       
     treatment technologies to treat BCCs to the levels in cluded in the final  
     Guidance for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance and  
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2593.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discharge of certain BCCs from POTWs is intermittent and, for the most 
     part, beyond the control of the treatment works operators, (e.g.,          
     intermittent discharges of mercury from unknown sources within the sewerage
     system).                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2593.011     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the discharge of certain BCCs from POTWs is          
     intermittent.  For a full discussion of this issue,  see Section II of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed guidance should seek to limit introduction of BCCs to the     
     Great Lakes by methods in addition to, or in some cases in lieu of, point  
     source controls.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2593.012     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and and believes that the final        
     Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a    
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those addressing air deposition, see Section I.D
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  See also response to comment number D2867.087 regarding the    
     steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control pollution sources in the
     Great Lakes basin.                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with this comment and has included special provisions within the
     final Guidance to address BCCs from all sources, point and nonpoint.  For a
     discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.  EPA 
     has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, which includes 
     a component that addresses the virtual elimination of bioaccumulative,     
     persistent toxic substances from the Great Lakes basin.  For a discussion  
     of how the Guidance complements this and other ongoing Great Lakes program 
     efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and         
     D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For BCCs that are manufactured and used in commerce, their use within the  
     Great Lakes basin should be phased out over time, if possible, as          
     substitutes are developed.  In the interim, or if substitutes cannot be    
     developed, their use should be restricted and special safeguards should be 
     implemented to minimize the potential for losses to the environment.  A    
     prime example is the use of mercury in numerous industrial, commercial,    
     medical and public applications.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2593.013     
     
     EPA has included special provisions within the final Guidance to address   
     BCCs.  For a discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of  
     the SID.  EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort,  
     which includes a component that addresses the virtual elimination of       
     bioaccumulative, persistent toxic substances from the Great Lakes basin.   
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements this and other ongoing    
     Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003,   
     G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID.  See also response to  
     comment number G2386.003.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comment #.013.                                      
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similar programs can be implemented for BCCs that are no longer            
     manufactured, but are still in use.  The prime example is continued use of 
     PCBs as heat transfer fluids in electrical transformers and capacitors.    
     Many responsible industrial facilities and utilities have been phasing out 
     PCB transformers and capacitors.  The proposed guidance could be expanded  
     to include a mandatory phase out of all PCB usage in the Great Lakes basin 
     over the next ten years.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2593.014     
     
     EPA has included special provisions within the final Guidance to address   
     BCCs.  For a discussion of these provisions, see Sections I.C and II.C of  
     the SID.  EPA is also working with utility companies in the Great Lakes    
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     basin on a PCB phase-out program to phase out the use of PCB transformers  
     and capacitors.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements other    
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see responses to comment numbers      
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026 and Section I.D of the SID. See also    
     response to comment number G2386.003.  As to the reasonable potential      
     comments, see Section VIII.E.1-2 of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For those BCCs that are no longer manufactured and their use is banned     
     (e.g., certain pesticides) the proposed guidance could include a           
     requirement that the Great Lakes States conduct public education programs, 
     particularly in the farming areas, and establish mechanisms for the public 
     to dispose of any unused supplies at centralized collection facilities;    
     
     
     Response to: P2593.015     
     
     EPA and the Great Lakes States have conducted a number of "clean sweeps" in
     the Great Lakes basin which are designed to provide the public with a      
     mechanism for the proper collection and disposal of any unused supplies of 
     chemicals.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great 
     Lakes program efforts, including "clean sweeps", see Section I.D of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     For 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the proposed guidance should identify possible sources   
     (e.g., certain chemical manufacturing facilities, waste incinerators,      
     bleached chemical pulp mills, catalytic reforming at petroleum refineries),
     and require adoption and implementation of dioxin minimization and control 
     plans directed at airborne emissions as well as wastewater discharges.  Any
     new sources that have the potential for formation of CDDs and CDFs         
     (chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and chlorinated dibenzofurans) should be    
     required to use the most advanced process technologies and air and water   
     pollution control technologies to eliminate, or minimize to the maximum    
     extent, the potential for formation and discharge and emission of CDDs and 
     CDFs.  The same approach can be used for other BCCs that may be formed at  
     new sources.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2593.016     
     
     EPA has included special provisions that address BCCs in the Guidance      
     provisions.  See Sections I.C and II of the SID.  For further discussion of
     how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including
     the identification of possible sources of contaminants such as             
     2,3,7,8-TCDD, see Section I.D of the SID.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2593.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adoption and implementation of some of these approaches may require        
     additional legislation at the federal and state levels beyond the Great    
     Lakes Critical Programs Act and revisions to existing regulations.         
     However, in my view they are more likely to result in significant          
     reductions of BCC inputs to the Great Lakes ecosystem than the water       
     quality-based approach outlined in the proposed guidance.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2593.017     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Historically, water quality improvement programs have been directed        
     principally at point sources.  This was appropriate because in most of the 
     developed areas of the Great Lakes point sources were nearly always the    
     most significant sources of water pollution.  Some of the most visible and 
     notable examples were municipal and industrial wastewater discharges to the
     Cuyahoga River at Cleveland, the Rouge River in Michigan, the Grand Calumet
     River in northern Indiana, and the Fox River in Wisconsin.  Since the      
     1960's, major progress has been made toward restoring these Great Lakes    
     tributaries and the Lakes in general through implementation of industrial  
     categorical effluent limitations guidelines and standards, municipal       
     wastewater collection and treatment system improvements, municipal         
     pretreatment programs and water quality-based efluent limitations developed
     by the States.  We are at the point where point source discharges of BCCs  
     and other pollutants, while still significant in some cases, are no longer 
     the most significant sources of BCCs to the Great Lakes and tributaries.   
     
     
     Response to: P2593.018     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are inconsistencies between the proposed guidance and existing       
     federal regulations.  For example, the proposed guidance seeks to control  
     Mercury to 180 pg/l (picograms per liter, 0.000000180 mg/l (milligrams per 
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     liter) in municipal and industrial effluents that discharge or have the    
     potential to discharge Mercury.  This concentration of Mercury would result
     in a mass loading of about 25 kg/year in a hypothetical combined           
     industrial/municipal wastewater flow of 100 billion gallons per day for the
     Great Lakes system.  Federal National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air 
     Pollutants (NESHAPs) for Mercury allow up to 2.3 kg/day, or more than 800  
     kg/year of Mercury air emissions from one mercury-cell chlor-alkali plant. 
     Mercury emissions from coal-fired electric power generating facilities are 
     also significant in terms of mass, but are not currently regulated.  In my 
     opinion, it is not reasonable to apply such stringent water quality        
     standards to point source discharges when significant air emission sources 
     are either unregulated or are regulated at levels which could result in    
     Mercury inputs to the Lakes that are orders of magnitude higher.           
     
     
     Response to: P2593.019     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses  
     to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2593.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Reference comments #.018 and #.019.                           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given these circumstances, I do not believe that imposition of point source
     effluent limitations equivalent to the ambient water quality criteria as   
     proposed in the guidance is a sensible policy.  For many BCCs including    
     Mercury, PCBs and 2,3,7,8-TCDD, the criteria are well below method         
     detection levels of the best current analytical methods.  Until lake-wide  
     area management plans (LaMPs) are developed that assess the feasibility of 
     controls on atmospheric emissions, non-point sources and sediment          
     remediation, it is premature to attempt to control point sources at the    
     levels proposed.  I believe it would be prudent to seek all reasonably     
     attainable point source load reductions of BCCs as an interim policy using 
     the methods described in Section 2.1.  I do not support imposition of      
     impractical effluent limitations that have the potential to result in      
     extremely high costs with no measurable benefits.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2593.020     

Page 7969



$T044618.TXT
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017, D2587.014, and D2584.015.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2593.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most industrial and municipal point sources discharging to the Great Lakes 
     and tributaries in Canada do not have treatment equivalent to their        
     counterparts in the U.S.  Based upon first hand observations of Ontario    
     manufacturing facilities in the Iron and Steel, Organic Chemical, Petroleum
     Refining and Pulp and Paper sectors, I can attest that, on balance, only   
     the Ontario Petroleum Refining sector has treatment equivalent to U.S. Best
     Available Technology effluent limitations guidelines.  Most facilities in  
     other sectors are not at the U.S. BAT level, and many are not at the BPT   
     level.  I estimate that many Ontario industrial point sources are ten to   
     fifteen years behind their U.S. counterparts in controlling point source   
     discharges.  I also understand that secondary treatment for municipal      
     discharges is not universal in Ontario, as it is in the U.S.               
     
     
     Response to: P2593.021     
     
     See response to comment number P2593.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2593.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact that our Canadian neighbors are well behind in controlling point  
     sources should not be an excuse for inaction in the U.S.  [Although the    
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     great disparity in point source controls must be addressed before          
     additional highly restrictive approaches to developing effluent limitations
     for U.S. sources are considered, I believe it would be prudent to seek     
     reasonably attainable reductions from U.S. sources over the near term      
     (e.g., five or more years), while efforts are directed at further defining 
     and controlling airborne sources, non-point sources, sediment contamination
     and Canadian sources.]                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2593.022     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and and believes that the final        
     Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a    
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those addressing air deposition, see Section I.D
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  See also response to comment number D2867.087 regarding the    
     steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control pollution sources in the
     Great Lakes basin.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.023 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The fact that our Canadian neighbors are well behind in controlling point 
     sources should not be an excuse for inaction in the U.S.]  Although the    
     great disparity in point source controls must be addressed before          
     additional highly restrictive approaches to developing effluent limitations
     for U.S. sources are considered, I believe it would be prudent to seek     
     reasonably attainable reductions from U.S. sources over the near term      
     (e.g., five or more years), while efforts are directed at further defining 
     and controlling airborne sources, non-point sources, sediment contamination
     and Canadian sources.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2593.023     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and and believes that the final        
     Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a    
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
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     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those addressing air deposition, see Section I.D
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.  See also response to comment number D2867.087 regarding the    
     steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control pollution sources in the
     Great Lakes basin.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2593.024
     Cross Ref 1: Table 1 is on page 8.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Ohio EPA undertook an analysis of the implemetation procedures and     
     numerical criteria contained in the proposed guidance as applied to a      
     number of municipal and industrial point source dischargers in the Lake    
     Erie basin.  The resulting draft NPDES permit effluent limitations were    
     compared with NPDES permit effluent limitations derived from Ohio's current
     water quality standards and Ohio's current NPDES permit drafting procedure 
     and policies.  A report of the comparisons were made available to the      
     respective dischargers and public on June 18, 1993.                        
                                                                                
     The results of the Ohio EPA comparisons for 36 municipal and industrial    
     dischargers encompassing 49 outfalls indicate that, for the most part,     
     effluent limitations for most pollutants developed using Ohio's current    
     water quality standards and procedures are more stringent that those using 
     the proposed GLI numerical criteria and implementation procedures.         
     Instances where the proposed guidance results in more stringent effluent   
     limitations are summarized in Table 1.  For all other pollutants, the Ohio 
     WQS and procedures always resulted in more stringent limitations that the  
     proposed GLI numerical criteria and implementation procedures.             
                                                                                
     The results in Table 1 indicate the proposed guidance would result in more 
     stringent effluent limitations more than 80 per cent of the time for       
     Mercury, about 50 percent of the time for Copper and lesser percentages for
     the more commonly limited metals.  Based upon this analysis, it appears    
     that few major Ohio Lake Erie dischargers would be limited for PCBs,       
     hexachlorobenzene and most of the other BCCs.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2593.024     
     
     EPA reviewed the information submitted by this commenter.  For a discussion
     of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final       
     Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards and implementation  
     procedures and allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see  
     Section I.C of the SID. For further discussion of this issue, see Section  
     II of the SID and the preamble to the final Guidance.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: P2593.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many cases the reported differences between the limitations derived from
     the proposed GLI guidance and the respective state WQS and procedures were 
     small.  Based upon these results and the more comprehensive Ohio EPA       
     assessment described above, the propose GLI guidance would not result in   
     major reductions in allowable effluent discharges.  Possible exceptions are
     PCBs and Mercury, where the proposed GLI guidance would result in more     
     stringent effluent limitations, but may not result in any actual reductions
     in the mass loadings discharged because the proposed limitations are well  
     below analytical detection levels, in which case measurable Compliance     
     Evaluation Levels (CELs) would be established.  Under the proposed         
     guidance, as long as the discharger determined that the effluent           
     concentration was below the CEL, compliance with the effluent limitation   
     would be assumed.  As discussed further below, because the proposed        
     effluent limitations are so far below analytical detection levels for PCBs,
     Mercury, 2,3,7,8-TCDD and other BCCs, this approach to limiting the        
     discharge of BCCs becomes meaningless.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2593.025     
     
     EPA has included the requirement for conducting a Pollution Minimization   
     Program when a WQBEL is below the level of quantification.  This additional
     requirement should lead to further reductions in the discharge of BCCs.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2593.026
     Cross Ref 1: Assessment on pages 7-10.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In summary, the comprehensive assessment conducted by Ohio EPA and the more
     limited, region-wide assessment conducted by U.S. EPA with assistance from 
     the states do not show that the proposed GLI guidance will result in what I
     would term significant mass loading reductions of BCCs and other persistent
     pollutants that are not considered BCCs.  These comparisons show that      
     claims about the possible benefits of the proposed GLI guidance made by    
     public interest groups are overstated.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2593.026     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045 and D2587.017.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2593.027
     Cross Ref 1: Assessment on pages 7-10.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the results suggest that cost estimates to comply with the proposed  
     GLI guidance made by municipal and industrial trade associations may be    
     overstated in certain cases.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2593.027     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2593.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Ohio EPA's current policies and procedures on Antidegradation are more     
     stringent than those contained in the proposed GLI guidance, particularly  
     with respect to use of existing effluent quality (EEQ) to establish        
     effluent limitations and the level of demonstration required to document   
     important social and economic impacts (Part 2 procedure).  The proposed GLI
     guidance is focused on limiting increased mass loadings of BCCs to the     
     Great Lakes, while providing that "de minimus" increases in mass loadings  
     of non-BCCs would not constitute a significant lowering of water quality.  
     If adopted, this approach would simplify antidegradation reviews in Ohio   
     and, coupled with a more reasonable Ohio policy on use of EEQ, would       
     eliminate much of the controversy and litigation surrounding Ohio EPA's    
     current antidegradation procedures.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2593.028     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2593.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should discharges of BCCs from new sources be allowed?  I agree that new   
     discharges from BCCs should be allowed, but only under the following       
     circumstances:                                                             
                                                                                
     -  The State and EPA determine that the applicant will use the most        
     advanced process technologies and air and water pollution control          
     technologies, and that there are no other technically feasible             
     alternatives;                                                              
                                                                                
     -  That an analysis of the product or products be conducted to determine   
     whether a particular grade or type of product can be manufactured without  
     formation of BCCs (e.g., lower brightness bleached kraft pulp vs. high     
     brightness market bleached kraft pulp).  If that is the case, the product  
     mix of the facility should be restricted by permit; and,                   
                                                                                
     -  That the social and economic benefits to be provided by the new source  
     are so overwhelming, and the additional mass loading of BCCs so slight,    
     that a reasonable person would approve the project (i.e., the "reasonable  
     man" test).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2593.029     
     
     The final Guidance allows an increase in the discharge of BCCs only after a
     satisfactory demonstration of need has been provided.  The final Guidance  
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     specifies generally, the types of analyses which must be included in such  
     demonstrations,  however, leaves to the discretion of the State or Tribe,  
     the authority to establish specific requirements.  Thus, the State or Tribe
     retains the aability to incorporate those suggestions provided by the      
     commenter.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.030
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is missing from the proposed guidance is an explicit review of        
     potential atmospheric emissions of BCCs from the new source.  Examples     
     include Mercury emissions from coal-fired power stations and emissions of  
     2,3,7,8-TCDD from certain types of catalytic reformers at petroleum        
     refineries.  This also raises the issue of medium to long range transport  
     of airborne BCCs from new sources located nearby, but not in the Great     
     Lakes basin.  Should the Great Lakes States and Tribes, and EPA have the   
     right to comment and object to such projects on the basis that atmospheric 
     deposition of BCCs from the new sources could increase the loadings of BCCs
     to the Great Lakes, using the antidegradation provisions?                  
     
     
     Response to: P2593.030     
     
     For a full discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see Sections   
     I.D.2 and VII of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2593.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comment #.029.                                      
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Should an increase in mass loadings be allowed from an expanded existing   
     source?  The comments provided for new sources above apply to expansions at
     existing sources as well.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2593.031     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2593.029.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2593.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation for non-BCCs.  As noted above, I support many aspects of   
     the proposed guidance regarding non-BCCs.  I believe the guidance should   
     provide for a two-tiered social and economic demonstration, based upon the 
     characteristics of the receiving stream.  For the ""typical" warm water    
     fishery, the level of demonstration should be much less rigorous than for a
     high quality or ecologically sensitive water body.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2593.032     
     
     It is unclear from the comment why the commenter believes that a "typical  
     warmwater fishery" merits less protection under antidegradation than other 
     high quality waters.  Many such water bodies are extremely important, both 
     ecologically and recreationally.  Although the final Guidance does allow   
     States and Tribes some flexibility to consider the overall quality of a    
     water body in determining whether or not it should be considered high      
     quality, in general, consistent with the CWA, Federal regulations and EPA  
     policy, where water quality is better than the minimum level need to       
     support aquatic life and recreation in and on the water, that water quality
     should be maintained and protected.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2593.033
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I do not agree with the provision in the proposed guidance whereby a source
     requesting a lowering of water quality for a non-BCC must incur an increase
     in cost of 10 per cent to qualify the increased loading.  This provision   
     was not well thought out, will add a level of complexity and additional    
     analyses to an already complex subject, will not result in significant     
     polutant loading reductions and will add delay to decision making in an    
     area where the ability to secure requlatory approval on a timely basis is  
     often highly important from the new source's perspective.  I believe this  
     provision will be viewed as an additional impediment to development, with  
     no significant offsetting environmental benefit.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2593.033     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2593.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I agree with the provision in the proposed guidance that the same human    
     health and wildlife criteria should generally apply basin-wide.  There     
     should be a provision allowing for site-specific modifications of at least 
     wildlife criteria in unique circumstances.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2593.034     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2593.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At this point in time, I have serious reservations about the proposed      
     requirements to adopt wildlife criteria for four BCCs and the proposed     
     requirements that specific methodologies and protocols be used to establish
     additional wildlife criteria.  It appears that wildlife criteria will be   
     more restrictive than human health and aquatic life criteria for many BCCs,
     thus they will becoming the limiting factor for establishing point source  
     controls.  Given that (1) there are no established nationally recognized   
     protocols for developing wildlife criteria; (2) EPA's Science Advisory     
     Board (SAB) has commented that many aspects of the methodology and         
     protocols for developing wildlife criteria are uncertain and questionable  
     from a scientific basis; and (3) the potential impacts and economic        
     consequences of adopting the wildlife criteria are so great, I cannot      
     recommend that the proposed guidance be adopted.  It is obvious that much  
     more scientific work needs to be done in this important area.  In the      
     interim, until national protocols have been developed are adopted by EPA, I
     recommend that the guidance be amended to require the States and Tribes use
     the wildlife criteria on a provisional basis for five to ten years to      
     develop non-enforceable effluent limitations for a selected number of      
     representative dischargers in each state.  The States and Tribes, with     
     assistance from the selected dischargers, would develop estimates of       
     additional load reductions of BCCs and the additional costs that would be  
     incurred to comply with the criteria.  This program would provide a useful 
     data base as appropriate criteria are being developed.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2593.035     
     
     EPA believes that the methodology for deriving wildlife criteria and values
     is sound.  EPA agrees, however, with commenters that the data for deriving 
     wildlife values is currently limited.  In addition, EPA agrees with those  
     commenters who cautioned against advancing too rapidly with a new          
     methodology before additional field validation can be made.  Therefore,    
     during review of comments received on the proposal, EPA reconsidered the   
     scope of application of the wildlife methodology.  EPA decided to limit the
     methodology to bioaccumulative chemicals for which the determining route of
     exposure is through the diet.  In turn, these modifications to the wildlife
     approach were supported by the EPA SAB during the April 1994 commentary    
     (U.S. EPA, 1994a). EPA still agrees, however, that the methodology can be  
     modified to derive reasonable wildlife values where other exposures become 
     significant.  For non-bioaccumulative chemicals, it may be more appropriate
     to select different representative species which are better examples of    
     wildlife species with the greater exposure for a given chemical.           
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA decided to limit the methodology to require developing    
     only Tier I criteria for several reasons, including concerns that a Tier II
     value, which is based on toxicity data from only one taxonomic class, could
     not be protective of wildlife species when there is evidence of wide       
     differences in sensitivities across classes.  Further, a Tier II value is  
     based on a less extensive data set than a Tier I criterion making the      
     uncertainty inherent in the value potentially unreasonable.                
                                                                                
     In response to the concern on the potential impact of wildlife criteria on 
     costs, the PCB cancer-based human health water quality criterion is more   

Page 7979



$T044618.TXT
     stringent than the wildlife PCB criterion, the mercury and TCDD criteria   
     are within an order of magnitude of each other, and the DDT cancer-based   
     human health criterion is only slightly greater than one order of          
     magnitude. Further, please see the response to P2574.042.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2593.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI guidance should include mechanisms to allow for updating procedures
     and criteria on a periodic basis, (e.g., every five years).  This would    
     require modification of the underlying regulation and would provide a      
     proper forum for public review and comment.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2593.036     
     
     The Guidance does include mechanisms for updating procedures and criteria  
     on a periodic basis.  For a full discussion of these mechanisms, see       
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA believes the Guidance includes mechanisms for updating procedures and  
     criteria on a periodic basis.  For further discussion of this issue, see   
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2593.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I agree that the proposed guidance should include provisions to allow for  
     site-specific variances to the water quality standards.  I do not agree    
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     that the maximum term of the variance should be three years because in most
     circumstances for which a variance would be granted (e.g., sediment        
     contamination, habitat limitations, naturally occurring pollutant levels), 
     there will be limited opportunity to rectify the problem within the time   
     frame of a three year variance.  The variance should be for the term of the
     NPDES permit and renewal under circumstances beyond the control of the     
     discharger.  This approach is also reasonable from the standpoint of State 
     agency resources, which are always limited.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2593.037     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2593.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures to obtain a variance should be straightforward, with the    
     burden placed on the discharger to prove the case for the variance.        
     
     
     Response to: P2593.038     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2593.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     I also believe it is important for the guidance on variances to address and
     allow for backsliding under appropriate circumstances (e.g., changed       
     circumstances, mistakes in deriving prior limits, changed water quality    
     standards).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2593.039     
     
     See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of the anti- backsliding  
     provisions of the CWA.                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2593.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the final guidance should establish mandatory limitations on the  
     time allowed for state and federal review and processing of the variance   
     requests.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2593.040     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2593.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     My most serious objection to the proposed guidance is that the numerical   
     criteria for BCCs will be applied as effluent limitations tens years after 
     promulgation of the GLI guidance.  As stated in my general comments, I     
     believe it is premature to adopt such a rigorous provision without proper  
     consideration of contributions and the feasibility of controls of BCCs from
     atmospheric deposition and non-point sources.  It simply is not reasonable 
     to limit point sources in this manner until such considerations are made.  
     I recommend that all reasonably attainable mass loading reductions for BCCs
     be required of point sources using the procedures recommended in my general
     comments, but that further requirements for point sources be deferred until
     other sources are fully understood and addressed in a comprehensive manner.
     
     
     Response to: P2593.041     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including those addressing air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     Additionally, EPA has provided a limited exception to the phase-out of     
     mixing zones for BCCs.  See Section VIII.C of the SID for a discussion of  
     tis issue.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the final Guidance   
     addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion  
     of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,    
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including those addressing air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2593.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of 25 per cent to 75 per cent of the stream flow for wasteload     
     allocations vs. Ohio's current approach to using up to 100 per cent of the 
     stream design flow would appear to be a significant issue; however, most   
     Ohio dischargers in the Lake Erie basin are located on effluent dominated  
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     streams.  For these dischargers, the allowable percentage of upstream flow 
     used for wasteload allocations is not a major determining factor in the    
     development of effluent limitations.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2593.042     
     
     EPA acknowledges the comment.  For a discussion of the use of a dilution   
     fraction of not greater than 25% (except where a mixing zone demonstration 
     is conducted and approved), see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.c.   
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2593.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The New York approach (Option A) to conducting wasteload allocations should
     be deleted as an option in the guidance.  This approach, while simplified  
     and not resource intensive, is not fully protective of aquatic life in all 
     cases, and overly restrictive in others.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2593.043     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2593.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The provisions for dealing with pollutants in point source intake waters   
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     need to be revised to account for situations common to many large users of 
     once through cooling water that discharge small treated process wastewater 
     streams through the non-contact cooling water outfalls (e.g., a steel mill 
     blast furnace process treated wastewater discharge of 0.5 mgd discharged   
     with a non-contact cooling water discharge of 80 mgd).  Under the proposed 
     guidance, the discharger would have to provide treatment for all of the    
     non-contact cooling water simply because small mass loadings of a pollutant
     contained in the cooling water are added from the treated process          
     wastewater.  This is a serious shortcoming that must be corrected.         
     
     
     Response to: P2593.044     
     
     In response to this and other comments, the final Guidance does not        
     preclude entirely special consideration for intake pollutants when mass is 
     added, as reflected in the availability of "no net addition" limits when   
     the intake water is the same body of water as the discharge and "partial"  
     consideration of intake pollutants when the discharger has multiple sources
     of the intake pollutants from the same and different bodies of water.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2593.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I do not believe there is sufficient scientific consensus to apply the     
     concept of additivity across many pollutants.  Accordingly, I recommend    
     that the use of additivity be limited to single pollutants or related      
     pollutants (e.g., CDDs and CDFs) where toxicity equivalence factors are    
     generally well established and recognized, for single point sources and for
     single end points.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2593.045     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA believes the use of TEFs is based on sound science and believes they   
     should be used.  EPA understands that some POTWs may have difficulty in    
     meeting the dioxin criteria, but does not believe this is a sound reason   
     for not including TEFs in the final Guidance.  There are several mechanisms
     in the final Guidance and in the Clean Water Act, such as variances, that  
     can be used to provide temporary relief if the POTW is unable to meet the  
     dioxin criteria.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2593.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI guidance establishes some fairly reasonable assessments to
     use to determine whether there is a reasonable potential to exceed water   
     quality standards, and thus to set effluent limitations; however, the      
     guidance for dealing with small data bases (<10 data points) is            
     unrealistic.  The guidance set out in Table F5-1 would require use of a    
     multiplying factor of 6.2 for one observed measurement to establish        
     reasonable potential.  The guidance should require development of          
     sufficient data to restrict the multiplying factor to no more than 2.0     
     (seven data points).  Given the consequences of establishing effluent      
     limitations based upon limited data, the guidance should be amended to     
     require collection of more data so that a reasonable assessment can be made
     rather than to require limits based upon essentially no data.              
     
     
     Response to: P2593.046     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2593.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, I recommend that Option 4 as described in the preamble be      
     adopted.  It would provide the States and Tribes with more flexibility to  
     deal with real world situations than do the other options.  The            
     stipulations contained in Paragraph E must be amended to include allowances
     for small mass loadings added from treated process wastewaters discharged  
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     with non-contact cooling water streams.  Also, the provision in Paragraph  
     E.1.a. must be amended to change the "100 per cent" to "substantially all",
     or some other term that is not absolute.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2593.047     
     
     The commenter's recommendation that Option 4 be adopted over the proposal  
     is addressed in the response to comment P2607.081.  The final Guidance does
     provide for mass additions from treated process waters through "no net     
     addition" limits.  See, SID at Sections VIII.E.4.b. and 7.b.i.  Although   
     the final Guidance retains the requirement that, to qualify for intake     
     pollutant consideration, 100% of the intake water pollutant must come from 
     the same body of water as the discharge in procedure 5.D. of appendix F,   
     procedure 5.E.5 allows "partial" consideration of intake pollutants in     
     setting WQBELs when the facility has intake water with the pollutant of    
     concern from both the same and different bodies of water.  See SID at      
     Sections VIII.E.4.d. and 7.a.v.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2593.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe the approach to developing Tier II values needs to be reexamined 
     in light of EPA's SAB comments regarding Tier II "values".  Although Tier  
     II criteria are called "values", once implemented they will have the same  
     weight as promulgated criteria for purpose of developing and enforcing     
     effluent limitations.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2593.048     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2593.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I support use of the phased TMDL approach to deal with unachievable        
     effluent limitations due to non-point sources or other factors beyond the  
     control of the discharger.  This provision should somehow be linked to the 
     variance procedures such that a discharger will not be held accountable for
     factors beyond his control.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2593.049     
     
     EPA agrees that a phased approach to TMDL development often will be        
     appropriate when addressing complex water quality situations characterized 
     by persistent, ubiquitous pollutants and water quality impacts resulting   
     from nonpoint sources of pollution. Accordingly, EPA provides guidance on  
     the phased approach to TMDL development in the SID at VIII.C.1, and has    
     incorporated language reflecting this concept into general condition 1 of  
     procedure 3.B in the final guidance.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2593.050
     Cross Ref 1: Comment #.046.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     My comments regarding establishing reasonable potential for small data     
     bases for chemical pollutants made above are also applicable to development
     of WET effluent limitations.  Limited data should not be used to establish 
     WET effluent limitations.  A minimum of five WET tests should be required  
     prior to establishing a WET effluent limit where effluent toxicity is      
     indicated from limited data.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2593.050     
     
     See comment G2575.190 for a discussion of the number of WET tests needed   
     for                                                                        
     reasonable potential.  EPA recognizes that the level of uncertainty        
     increases as the number of samples decreases and, therefore, supports the  
     use of several samples in determining reasonable potential.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2593.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance for establishing loading limits is inadequate and    
     should be expanded to allow for disconnecting mass loading and             
     concentrations limitations in certain circumstances (e.g., allowing for no 
     loading limitations at POTWs during wet weather conditions to encourage    
     processing higher flows through the POTw without a loading restriction).   
     Concentration limitations should be used to protect against acute toxicity 
     and loading limitations used to protect against chronic toxicity.  The use 
     of long term average flows to set both average and maximum loading         
     limitations from average and maximum concentrations could lead to          
     circumstances where water conservation, reuse and recycling are            
     discouraged.  The States and Tribes should be provided with the flexibility
     to disconnect concentration and loading limitations as long as the         
     designated water uses are adequately protected.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2593.051     
     
     EPA intends to defer to States and Tribes for addressing wet weather flows 
     to POTWs as discussed in comment G2764.010.  Also see comment P2629.126 for
     the rationale for using both mass-based and concentration-based limits.    
     This comment also addresses the flexibility for accounting for water       
     conservation measures.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2593.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.053 is imbedded in comment #.052.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I generally support the concept of using Compliance Evaluation Levels      
     (CELs) for dealing with situations where the derived effluent limitations  
     are below analytical method detection levels.  However, the proposed       

Page 7989



$T044618.TXT
     guidance fails to properly address the concepts of Method Detection Level  
     (MDL) and defined in 40 CFR Part 136 and Standard Methods (17th Edition),  
     Limit of Quantitation (LOQ) and Practical limit of Quantitation (PQL).     
     [The guidance establishes a term called Minimum Level (ML) which is loosely
     defined as a level that can be measured by the most sensitive approved 40  
     CFR 136 analytical procedure on an inter-laboratory basis.  This term      
     should be abandoned and replaced with the MDL as defined in 40 CFR 136 and 
     Standard Methods.]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2593.052     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2593.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.053 is imbedded in comment #.052.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [I generally support the concept of using Compliance Evaluation Levels     
     (CELs) for dealing with situations where the derived effluent limitations  
     are below analytical method detection levels.  However, the proposed       
     guidance fails to properly address the concepts of Method Detection Level  
     (MDL) and defined in 40 CFR Part 136 and Standard Methods (17th Edition),  
     Limit of Quantitation (LOQ) and Practical limit of Quantitation (PQL).]    
     The guidance establishes a term called Minimum Level (ML) which is loosely 
     defined as a level that can be measured by the most sensitive approved 40  
     CFR 136 analytical procedure on an inter-laboratory basis.  This term      
     should be abandoned and replaced with the MDL as defined in 40 CFR 136 and 
     Standard Methods.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2593.053     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: P2593.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance is not specific as to what the CELs should be based upon, but 
     one can easily conclude that the CELs should be based upon the MLs.  This  
     is not appropriate because the ML could be interpreted to be the Instrument
     Detection Limit (IDL) as defined in Standard Methods, and not the MDL as   
     defined in 40 CFR 136 and Standard Methods.  In order to provide clear     
     guidance for developing CELs that has a sound scientific basis, the        
     guidance should require that the CELs be based upon Practical Quantitation 
     Levels (PQLs), which are defined in Standard Methods to represent a        
     reproducible level of detection routinely obtainable by good laboratories  
     on an inter-lab basis.  LOQ (Level of Quantitation), is a single-lab       
     quantitation level which is referenced in the title of Procedure 8, but no 
     where else.  For the reasons set out above, CELs should also not be based  
     upon LOQs.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2593.054     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: P2593.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I believe the requirements for native fish monitoring are burdensome and   
     not very useful for direct dischargers to the Lakes.  Reference is made to 
     my general comments regarding alternative methods to regulate and limit the
     introduction of BCCs to the Great Lakes, which are somewhat similar to the 
     pollution minimization requirements contained in the guidance.             
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     Response to: P2593.055     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/NCS
     Comment ID: P2593.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance on compliance schedules should provide for a short period of  
     discharge for new sources where enforcement will be assessed only for      
     significant violations to allow for shakedown of manufacturing processes   
     and wastewater treatment facilities (e.g., 90 days).  This approach is     
     consistent with that contained in existing NPDES permit regulations at 40  
     CFR 122.29(d)(4).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2593.056     
     
     The final Guidance does not prohibit the use of a short-term "shake-down   
     period" for new Great Lakes dischargers as is provided for new sources or  
     new dischargers in 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4).  These regulations require that the
     owner or operator of a (1) new source; (2) a new discharger (as defined in 
     40 CFR 122.2) which commenced discharge after August 13, 1979; or (3) a    
     recommencing discharger shall install and implement all pollution control  
     equipment to meet the conditions of the permit before discharging.  The    
     facility must also meet all permit conditions in the shortest feasible time
     (not to exceed 90 days). This shake-down period is not a compliance        
     schedule.  This approach may be used to address violations which may occur 
     during a new facility's start-up, especially where permit limits are water 
     quality-based and biological treatment is involved.                        
                                                                                
     Another approach is to use prosecutorial discretion as an unofficial       
     shake-down period.  That is, the permitting authority may elect not to take
     enforcement action against a new source which has installed the necessary  
     treatment prior to discharging and is making a good faith effort to come   
     into compliance as soon as possible.  Alternatively, the permitting        
     authority may issue a compliance order (under section 309(a) or equivalent 
     State authority) requiring compliance by a specified date, where           
     circumstances warrant.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO CS/NCS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2606.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Initiative does not have clear, measurable goals or        
     milestones by which to evaluate progress attributable to the GLI.          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It focuses on a single management strategy, control of point sources, which
     will fail to achieve significant reductions in pollutants of concern.      
     Because of the GLI's narrow focus on point sources, it is unlikely to      
     result in measurable improvement in the water quality of the Great Lakes or
     the lifting of fish advisories.  EPA's own benefit analysis found that 45  
     percent of the pollutants reduced will be copper and cadmium, neither of   
     which triggers fish consumption advisories.                                
                                                                                
     A study of Lake Superior by Don MacKay (1992) puts in perspective the      
     difference in loadings between point and nonpoint sources.  The study found
     that over 60 percent of the PCBs, mercury and lead entering Lake Superior  
     come from air deposition, while point sources account for 7 percent or     
     less.  Even if the GLI results in an 80 percent reduction in industrial and
     municipal loadings of bioaccumulative chemicals as EPA has stated, it will 
     be less than 7 percent of what is entering Lake Superior, an insignificant 
     amount.  CMA's cost/benefit analysis supported McKay's findings:  point    
     sources account for less than 2 percent of the total loadings into the     
     Great Lakes of PCBs and lead.  Mercury point source loadings account for   
     7.4 percent of the total loadings into Lake Erie and Lake Ontario,         
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     respectively.                                                              
                                                                                
     Loadings from point sources have decreased and will continue to decrease   
     with or without the GLI as new water quality regulations, new aquatic life 
     and human health criteria, and whole effluent toxicity requirements are    
     incorporated into permits.  EPA Region 5's Air Office also estimates that  
     air toxics will be reduced approximately 75 percent as the 1990 Clean Air  
     Act Amendments are implemented.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance does not address nonpoint sources of  
     pollution for the reasons stated in Section I.C and II of the SID.  See    
     also Section I.D of the SID for a discussion of how the final Guidance     
     complements other ongoing Great lakes Program efforts, including provisions
     of the Clean Air Act Amendments.  See also Sections I.C and II of the SID  
     for a discussion of the flexibility included in the final Guidance in      
     adopting and implementing provisions consistent with the Guidance,         
     including provisions that recognize the significant pollutant loadings from
     nonpoint sources.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI, as proposed, relies on scientifically unproven methodologies such 
     as the method for deriving Bioaccumulation Factors, which in turn          
     identifies pollutants to be subject to stringent controls.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the BAF methodology is          
     scientifically unproven.  EPA has revised the BAF methodology based on SAB 
     and public comments, and believes that the methodology in the final        
     Guidance uses the best available science for regulatory application.  For a
     more detailed discussion on the scientific defensibility of the            
     methodology, see Section IV.B.2 of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2606.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values are not derived according to acceptable scientific standards
     and should not be used as enforceable criteria.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.004     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: P2606.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA has not incorporated several of its own Science Advisory Board's   
     recommendations in developing Tier II criteria, BAFs and human health and  
     aquatic life criteria.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and I.E of the SID as well as the applicable sections of the preamble to   
     the final Guidance, SID and technical support documents.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Furthermore, EPA has been revising the national criteria development       
     procedures for aquatic life and human health based on chemical             
     bioavailability.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.006     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2606.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments .003-.006.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is unclear how EPA plans to incorporate these new procedures in the GLI.
      Since the GLI will set precedents for new regulations in other regions or 
     across the country, adoption of the rule as proposed will constitute       
     general acceptance of the policies and methodologies, making modifications 
     prior to final promulation all the more imperative.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.007     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Environmental expenditures have become an increasingly greater percentage  
     of industry's capital and operating budgets.  EPA expects the cost of      
     environmental regulation to increase from $99 billion in 1990 to nearly    
     $200 billion a year by the year 2000.  This estimate does not include the  
     cost of the Clean Air Act Amendments, which could add another $30 to $50   
     billion annually.  For the petroleum industry alone, environmental         
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     expenditures will be more than $20 billion per year during the 1990s.  In  
     the next five years, Amoco Oil Company plans to spend over 50 percent of   
     its capital budget on environmental expenditures.  These dollars should be 
     allocated where they will achieve the greatest environmental benefit and   
     where they will target emissions posing the greatest threat to human health
     or the environment.  Due to its limited focus on point source control,     
     water quality problems will remain even after the GLI is implemented.  The 
     region will then have to incur additional cost to address these remaining  
     problems.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.008     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II of the SID.  For further discussion of how the Guidance addresses   
     nonpoint sources of pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, 
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We suggest that the Great Lakes Initiative will be more effective if EPA   
     first completes a mass balance of contaminants entering the Great Lakes (as
     the DRI/McGraw Hill draft study suggests).  We support a comprehensive     
     approach to addressing Great Lakes toxic pollution similar to the one taken
     by the Lakewide Management Plans (LaMPs) and Remedial Action Plans (RAPs). 
     A comprehensive approach should address all sources of pollutants of       
     concern and prioritize control measures based on their environmental       
     benefits and cost-effectiveness.  Several studies show that as much as 90  
     percent of the pollutants of concern entering the Great Lakes come from    
     sources not addressed by the proposed Guidance, which currently focuses on 
     industrial and municipal wastewater dischargers.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.009     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II of the SID.  For further discussion of how the Guidance complements 
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts and addresses nonpoint sources of      
     pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
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     Comment ID: P2606.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Postpone implementation until a mass balance of pollutants of concern      
     entering the Great Lakes is completed.  This apporach will address the     
     majority of the water quality problems in the Great Lakes today; the       
     proposed GLI will not.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.010     
     
     See response to comment P2582.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2606.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Develop environmentally measurable goals and milestones, and focus the     
     GLI's effort to achieve these goals.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.011     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2606.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits for background pollutants should be allowed.  We recommend  
     Option 3C or the original Option 4 approved by the Steering Committee.  It 
     is neither feasible nor effective to remove substances present in intake   
     water, particularly when the discharger does not add such substance through
     its process.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.012     
     
     See response to comment D2620.023.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2606.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should exempt non-contact, once-through cooling water from the
     reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards and should allow de 
     minimis amounts of substances, such as metals from corrosion.              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.013     
     
     See responses to comments D2592.031 and P2588.075.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2606.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend an approach to Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) that         
     recognizes option 3A's focus on multiple sources, the need to gather data  
     on all sources, allowance for mixing and consideration of environmental    
     fate.                                                                      
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     Response to: P2606.014     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2606.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a default, until information to develop a TMDL is available, the        
     equation for a waste load allocation (WLA) as outlined in Option 3B should 
     be used.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.015     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2606.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones are scientifically valid and consistent with EPA's policy as  
     outlined in the Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics  
     Control, March 1991 (TSD).  In keeping with this policy, Water             
     Quality-Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs) should be met not at end-of-pipe but
     at the edge of the mixing zone.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.016     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA construes this comment to refer to   
     the mixing zone provisions for BCCs (because of the reference to meeting   
     WQBELs at the end of the pipe).  EPA disagrees that current mixing zone    
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     policies are sufficiently protective of water quality for these            
     bioaccumulative pollutants.  For a discussion of the reasons EPA believes  
     BCCs warrant special consideration in the Great Lakes System, see the SID  
     at I, II.C.8 and IIII.C.4.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2606.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing should recognize mixing.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.017     
     
     EPA has included provisions to allow States and Tribes to use both acute   
     and chronic mixing zones in establishing WET limits in permits.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA retains the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs, it is imperative  
     that the methodology used to determine BCCs and resulting water quality    
     criteria be modified to reflect actual exposure and bioaccumulation.       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.018     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BCC list should be defined to reflect a substance's fate, toxicity,    
     persistence, loadings and the bioaccumulation factor.  Amoco recommends    
     using a scoring system that takes these factors into account to identify a 
     BCC.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.019     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Potential BCC" category was added after the Steering Committee        
     approved the working draft and has not been defined.  It is not            
     scientifically justified, and should be eliminated.  It contains substances
     such as phenol and toluene, which biodegrade and therefore are not         
     bioavailable.  Another EPA rule setting effluent guidelines for the Organic
     Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF) industry recently         
     acknowledged that phenol is highly degradable (58 Fed. Reg. 36872; July 9, 
     1993).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.020     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For limits below quantification, compliance levels should be set at the    
     Practical Quantification Level (PQL), not the Minimum Level (ML).  The ML  
     is inconsistently defined and has not been developed for all chemicals.    
     The PQL is the lowest value that can be quantified in multiple laboratories
     and multiple matrices.  The Compliance Evaluation Level (the level at which
     compliance with a WQBEL is determined) must be a single value that is      
     scientifically valid, quantifiable and legally defensible.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.021     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution Minimization Programs should not be mandated.  Upstream source   
     reduction opportunities will be identified by the discharger in the course 
     of evaluating the costs and benefits of various treatment technologies.    
     Additional upstream controls will be duplicative of existing wastewater    
     treatment technology, highly cost-ineffective and unattainable for some    
     dischargers due to the nature of their operations.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.022     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2606.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA issues a Tier II list, it should have no regulatory effect.  Tier II
     values should not be used to set numerical permit limits.  Protection      
     against unknown impacts is available through whole effluent toxicity (WET) 
     testing and bioiconcentration tests.  We believe that further research     
     efforts are needed to identify which substances are Tier I "candidates."   
     We concur with CMA's suggestion that Tier II values be used as an initial  
     "screening" mechanism while additional testing is conducted.               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.023     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2606.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be flexible enough to allow for site-specificity in the       
     derivation of criteria of permit limits.  As proposed, the GLI does not    
     allow for human health and wildlife criteria to be less restrictive based  
     on site-specific considerations; only aquatic life criteria can be made    
     less restrictive.  The states should have the flexibility to make all      
     criteria (including BAFs) more or less restrictive based on site-specific  
     conditions).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.024     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In setting the BCC list, field BAFs should be used and allow for           
     site-specific modifications.  Consideration of field BAFs, along with the  
     other factors cited above, will ensure that the BCC list will contain      
     substances that pose a threat to human health or wildlife.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance should focus on chemicals in effluents whose reduction will   
     make a difference in toxic loadings to the Great Lakes. In EPA's benefit   
     analysis, 45 percent of the loadings reduced will be from copper and       
     cadmium, neither of which triggers fish consumption advisories.            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.026     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2606.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI was designed for the Great Lakes, which are unique bodies of water.
     The rationale for the regulation was based on the long hydraulic residence 
     time in the Lakes.  The proposed Guidance, which targets this unique       
     ecosystem, is therefore not applicable nationally.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.027     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2606.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI IMPACT ON AMOCO                                                        
                                                                                
     The Amoco Oil Company petroleum refinery is located on the southern shore  
     of Lake Michigan in Whiting, Indiana.  The refinery provides approximately 
     20 percent of the area's gasoline and distillate fuel supply.  It employs  
     1,600 people. The Whiting refinery has a state-of-the-art wastewater       
     treatment plant, which operated for over four years without an exceedance  
     under its NPDES permit.                                                    
                                                                                
     Technology.                                                                
     Tertiary treatment would be required to meet Indiana water quality         
     standards and Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance standards at the refinery.
      The refinery would choose to recycle and reuse water rather than discharge
     at these standards.  To achieve total water reuse/recycle, the refinery    
     would treat its 15-20 million gallons a day (mgd) of process wastewater    
     through the following technologies:                                        
                                                                                
     cartridge filtration, followed by                                          
     ultrafiltration,                                                           
     reverse osmosis, and                                                       
     evaporation/crystallization.                                               
                                                                                
     The above technologies have not been proven on refinery wastewater systems,
     and such a system could be one of the largest in the world.  The cartridge 
     filtration and ultrafiltration steps prevent fouling of the reverse osmosis
     membranes.  Reverse osmosis (RO) is used to remove salts and extract water.
      The remaining water in the brine concentrate is recovered by evaporation. 
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     The crystallizer removes the last fraction of water from the concentrated  
     liquor by steam stripping and centrifugation to produce the relatively dry 
     but hydrated salt cake.                                                    
                                                                                
     We would choose to recycle and reuse the wastewater because the treated    
     water would be equal to intake water quality, and by recycling the water,  
     the refinery will meet any future regulations without incurring additional 
     treatment costs.  Since reverse osmosis has never been applied to refinery 
     wastewater treatment (it has for drinking water treatment), it is difficult
     to estimate equipment fouling rates and associated costs.                  
                                                                                
     Costs.                                                                     
     The system would require approximately eight acres of land and cost $100   
     million to $150 million in capital costs and $17 million in annual         
     operating costs of $6-7 million.  In addition, equipment fouling may be    
     greater than estimated, which could increase capital costs an additional   
     $40-$60 million.                                                           
                                                                                
     Cross-media Impacts                                                        
     The water quality benefits of a water reuse/recycling system would be      
     minimal, while cross-media impacts would increase.  The majority of        
     pollutants removed would be salts; about 40 tons per day of salt removed   
     from the wastewater would require disposal.  These salts contain trace     
     metals, which would be removed through technology such as filters and      
     membranes.  These filters and membranes must be disposed of, as well,      
     probably as hazardous waste.  The magnitude of the treatment system would  
     impact another media, air, since energy requirements from a predominantly  
     coal-fired utility would increase significantly.                           
                                                                                
     GLI IMPACT ON AMOCO (continued)                                            
                                                                                
     OTCW                                                                       
     The costs above do not include treatment for once-through non-contact      
     cooling water (OTCW).  Whiting uses 100-120 million gallons per day of     
     water for OTCW.  If intake credits are not allowed, the OTCW system would  
     have to be replaced by cooling towers at a cost of more than $120 million, 
     doubling the GLI's costs.  Process penalties of an additional  $20-$40     
     million will result because higher summer temperatures will not allow      
     product streams to be cooled below ambient air temperatures without        
     refrigeration.  Installation of refrigeration units would be much more     
     expensive.  Lower cooling water temperatures are required to optimize      
     product recovery from the process.                                         
                                                                                
     Summary Table                                                              
                                                                                
     Process Water:  15-20 million gallons/day (mgd)                            
     Treatment:  Cartridge filtration, ultrafiltration, reverse osmosis, and    
     evaporation/crystallization                                                
     Treatment costs:  $100-$150 million capital, $17 million annual operating  
     costs                                                                      
     Cross-media impacts:  40 tons/day of solids to landfill, Increased air     
     emissions from coal-fires energy utilities                                 
                                                                                
     OTCW:  100-120 mgd                                                         
     Treatment:  Addition of cooling towers                                     
     Treatment costs:  Over $120 million, $20-$40 million process penalties     
     Cross-media impacts:  60 tons/day of solids to landfill, Increased air     
     emissions from coal-fired energy utilities                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.028     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         

Page 8007



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2606.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Implementation Procedures presented in the draft GLI are an attempt to 
     standardize the major steps in the process of deriving water quality-based 
     effluent limitations (WQBELs) from aquatic, wildlife, or human health      
     criteria.  In attempting to standardize these procedures, EPA has          
     simplified certain steps in the process without recognizing the importance 
     of site-specific conditions or validating the simplifying assumptions and  
     methods.  As a result, the procedures are extremely rigid and focus on     
     deriving the identical numeric values as opposed to uniform protection.    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.029     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance procedures are rigid or that they     
     focus on deriving identical numeric values.  For a discussion of the       
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance,    
     including promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures 
     while allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section   
     I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the various components of the 
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.  For a full discussion of           
     site-specific modifications, see Section VIII.A of the SID.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As currently written, the Implementation Procedures only address point     
     source discharges.  There are many published documents/literature          
     references stating that current contributions into the Great Lakes of the  
     Tale 6 constituents are not from point sources but from non-point sources  
     such as atmospheric deposition, run-off, and sediments.  As currently      
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     drafted, the Implementation Procedures do not address non-point sources.   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.030     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Sections I.C
     and II of the SID.  For further discussion of how the Guidance complements 
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts and addresses nonpoint sources of      
     pollution, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2606.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific conditions will influence bioavailability and a chemical's   
     potential to undergo transformation, immobilization, or degradation.  These
     site-specific conditions will influence the amount of a chemical in the    
     water column that may impact humans or wildlife.  In addition, local       
     exposure conditions to the receiving water should be considered since      
     exposure assumptions, such as fish consumption rates, may vary among       
     locales.  Further, bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) which are used in        
     deriving the human health and wildlife criteria are themselves very        
     conservative as is the Thomann model used to derive them.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.031     
     
     EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved concentration of organic       
     chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and the total concentration of
     the chemical for derivation of Tier I human health and wildlife criteria.  
     The fraction of the chemical in the ambient water that is freely dissolved 
     will be calculated using the Kow for the chemical and the concentration of 
     DOC and POC in the ambient water.  For further details on derivation of    
     this equation, see the final BAF TSD which is available in the public      
     docket for this rulemaking.                                                
                                                                                
     Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration of the freely  
     dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic BAFs devoid  
     of site-specific influences POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and    
     derivation of the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                            
                                                                                
     If scientifically justified, EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF  
     based on site-specific characteristics based on the procedure set forth in 
     Appendix F, Procedure 1.                                                   
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
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     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.032
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no incentive to determine more accurate BAFs based on field       
     measurements if the value can only be changed to be more restrictive.      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.032     
     
     See Section IV.B.2.a of the SID for a discussion on the incentives for     
     generating additional data.  In addition, EPA is allowing for more and less
     stringent modifications to the BAF based on site-specific characteristics  
     based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1 if             
     scientifically defensible.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2606.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The process of developing a site-specific criteria and of establishing the 
     TMDL will account for the potential migration and fate of the chemical,    
     which are the main concerns in modifying site-specific criteria.           
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     Response to: P2606.033     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2606.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that modifications of any criteria/value for site-specific
     exposure, ecological, and environmental conditions be an option regardless 
     of whether the change in the criteria/value results in a less or more      
     stringent criteria/value.  There is no basis for only allowing             
     modifications that result in more restrictive criteria/values.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.034     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2606.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific procedures should not be limited to non-BCCs and to          
     tributaries.  They should apply to all chemicals and the entire basin.     
     The proposal restricts the use of site-specific procedures to non-BCC      
     chemicals and to tributaries.  This restriction is unjustified as long as  
     local conditions support the development of site-specific criteria.  The   
     exposure route protected by water quality criteria for BCCs is the         
     consumption of fish tissue.  Site-specific considerations such as the      
     presence or absence of contaminated sediments could very easily result in  
     different BAF values which in turn would result in different fish tissue   
     levels.  Not allowing the use of appropriate BAF values would either over  
     or underestimate actual fish tissue levels.  Hence as long as the          
     concentration of BCCs in fish tissue is acceptable/protective,,            
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     site-specific procedures should be allowed to modify criteria. Treating    
     BCCs as a separate category for site-specific modifications has no         
     scientific basis.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.035     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2606.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco supports the second alternative proposed by the EPA that would allow 
     site-specific modifications for human health and wildlife criteria/values  
     that are either more or less stringent.  Further, this alternative should  
     also be applicable to BCCs.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.036     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2606.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All species are adequately protected by current procedures.  Additional    
     modifications to the standards to protect rare and endangered species are  
     unnecessary.                                                               
     EPA requests comments on whether modification of criteria/values on a      
     site-specific basis for protection of threatened or endangered species     
     should be required.  Water quality standards are presently established to  
     protect all uses; protection of rare and endangered species is therefore   
     automatically covered.  The proposal to allow for an additional            
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     uncertainnty factor to adjust wildlife criteria to protect endangered      
     species is also unnecessary.  All it does is to allow for the selection of 
     an arbitrary number over and above the ones already built into the         
     development of the criteria.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.037     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2606.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the time period for a variance from a water quality  
     standard be equivalent to the life of the NPDES Permit.                    
     The GLI proposes a maximum time frame for a variance for a water quality   
     standard of three years.  This timing is based on coordination with the    
     triennial review of the state water quality standards.  Unfortunately, it  
     is not assured that a triennial review of state water quality standards    
     will occur on schedule.  NPDES permits are normally issued for a five-year 
     time frame and do not coincide with the triennial review process.  Since a 
     variance from a water quality standard directly impacts NPDES permit       
     limits, it would be more manageable to have a variance for a water quality 
     standard used to derive a WQBEL continue for the length of the permit.     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.038     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2606.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The burden on both the regulated community and the regulators to repeat the
     variance process, which can take up to a year to complete every three      
     years, is excessive and unnecesary.  For example, the regulatory process to
     receive a variance from a water quality standard based on administrative   
     procedures in Indiana could take over 300 days, as illustrated below:      
                                                                                
     Day 1 -     Submit variance request                                        
                 State has 30 days to review and request additional information 
     Day 31-     State requests additional information                          
                 Applicant has 45 days to respond                               
     Day 76 -    Applicant responds                                             
                 State has 90 days to review                                    
     Day 166 -   State reaches decision                                         
                 30 day public comment period                                   
     Day 196 -   Comment period expires                                         
                 State has 30 days to review and decide to call public hearing  
     Day 226 -   Public hearing held                                            
                 30 days for State to compile comments                          
     Day 256 -   30 days for review, response preparation, decision draft,      
           variance language, signatures                                        
     Day 286 -   Issue draft, begin 15 day AAA period                           
     Day 301 -   End of 15 day AAA period                                       
                 Variance effective, if no comment; if comment received, add 15 
                more days                                                       
     Day 316 -   Variance effective                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.039     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2606.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should allow for a water body-wide variance for all dischargers to     
     address the presence of ubiquitous pollutants.                             
     Some pollutants such as mercury, DDT and its metabolites, dioxin and PCBs  
     are ubiquitous in certain tributaries and waters of the Great Lakes since  
     they result from non-point sources such as precipitation, runoff and       
     contaminated sediments.  Compliance with water quality standards for such  
     chemicals, particularly those with numeric criteria at or below analytical 
     detection limits, will be extremely difficult since, in most cases, the    
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     non-point sources cannot be controlled by the point source discharger.     
     Further, in some cases, natural conditions such as the presence of         
     naturally occurring metals in certain segments, could prevent the          
     attainment of water quality standards.  To handle all these situations, EPA
     should provide a water body-wide variance procedure that can be applied to 
     most or all discharges in that particular water body segment rather than   
     have each discharger apply for an individual variance.  This will also     
     reduce the resource burden on EPA and the state permitting agencies.       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.040     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2606.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A variance should also be renewable if conditions that resulted in the     
     issuance of a variance have not changed.  This renewal is particularly     
     important when non-point sources or naturally occurring conditions result  
     in the exceedance of a water quality criteria, in which case duplicating   
     previous work is unproductive, resource intensive and unnecessary.         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.041     
     
     EPA agrees.  If conditions have not changed, EPA expects that the          
     discharger will document this fact and resubmit the information submitted  
     for the prior variance. See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of  
     varaince renewals.  States and Tribes, however, may limit variance renewal 
     where appropriate such as where a TMDL has been completed and appropriate  
     load reductions assigned.                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2606.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends Procedure 3A when calculating TMDLs and point source waste
     load allocations.                                                          
     The GLI presents two options for states to use in calculating TMDLs and    
     WLAs for point source discharges.  Option A requires a basin-wide TMDL     
     analysis to determine point source and non-point source loading            
     contributions.  This approach provides a more complete analysis of the     
     watershed system and allows flexibility for calculating point source       
     wasteload allocations.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.042     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2606.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option A provides appropriate mixing zone requirements consistent with the 
     technical basis of the TSD and in accordance with most state guidelines.   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.043     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For a response to this comment, see the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2 regarding EPA's decision to combine      
     aspects of proposed options A and B into a single TMDL procedure.  Also,   
     see the discussion of the final Guidance's mixing zone provisions for      
     tributaries in the SID at VIII.C.6.  Response to P2606.043                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2606.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whereas in Option B, the arbitrary limitations of mixing zones sizes and   
     dispersion for lakes are scientifically unjustified and contrary to the    
     TSD:                                                                       
     1.  Limiting the acute WLA to the final acute value (FAV) would discourage 
     the use of high rate outfall structures that promote efficient and rapid   
     mixing, and reduce organism exposure time.  By proposing this              
     restriction, the regulation basically ignores the concentrarion versus     
     exposure time relationship of acute toxicity.                              
                                                                                
     2.  Restricting the dispersion used for meeting the criterion continuous   
      concentration (CCC) values to the area of discharge-induced mixing        
     ignores the additional dispersion achieved by natural ambient     diffusion
     in the receiving waters.  This "far-field" mixing zone     applicable for  
     meeting chronic criteria can be determined by computer     simulations or  
     direct field measurements.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.044     
     
     EPA agrees that the discharger should be allowed to demonstrate, by means  
     of a mixing zone study, that a zone of initial dilution exists that        
     physically prevents concentrations in excess of FAV from occurring.        
     Accordingly, the final Guidance provides that the FAV may be exceeded if   
     justified by a mixing zone demonstration that is conducted and approved    
     consistent with procedure 3.F of appendix F.  See the discussion in the SID
     at VIII.C.5.c and VIII.C.6.c.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In both options, there is no justification for prohibiting demostration of 
     alternative mixing zones for BCCs greater than 10:1 for lakes during the 10
     year period for existing discharges.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.045     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2606.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Amoco supports use of the TMDL/OPTA (see comment 042) with the
changes     
          discussed here.                                                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since Option A requires a basin-wide TMDL analysis, there is a concern that
     states may not have adequate resources necesssary to perform a complete and
     timely TMDL study for every permit.  For this reason, Amoco recommends that
     Option A contain a contingency to perform discharger-specific WLAs given a 
     lack of complete TMDL information. In such cases, the state would use the  
     direct WLA formulas established in Option B (Fed. Reg. 21039).  This       
     approach will enable the states to implement Procedure 3A in a timely      
     fashion.  (These WLA equations can also provide the preliminary WLA values 
     required in the reasonable potential procedures (Appendix F, Procedure 5). 
     This would circumvent the circular argument in the present definition of   
     reasonable potential: a TMDL is not needed if there is no "reasonable      
     potential" to exceed a water quality standard, but a TMDL analysis is      
     needed to determine if there is a "reasonable potential" to exceed such a  
     standard.)  Use of the discharger-specific TMDL procedures in Option B (WLA
     equations) should be allowed to determine the preliminary wasteload        
     allocation as opposed to requiring a complex basin-wide multi-source TMDL. 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.046     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2606.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in comment 046. "These WLA equations" refers to 
proposed option B.
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These WLA equations can also provide the preliminary WLA values required in
     the reasonable potential procedures (Appendix F, Procedure 5).  This would 
     circumvent the circular argument in the present definition of reasonable   
     potential: a TMDL is not needed if there is no "reasonable potential" to   
     exceed a water quality standard, but a TMDL analysis is needed to determine
     if there is a "reasonable potential" to exceed such a standard.            
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     Response to: P2606.047     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.a, Developing      
     Preliminary Wasteload Allocations.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2606.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option A be used to calculate TMDLs and point source WLAs.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.048     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2606.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Direct WLA equations described in Option B be incorporated within Option A 
     to provide alternative methods to states with limited resources.  These    
     equations should also be allowed to efficiently calculate the preliminary  
     TMDLS required to determine reasonable potential.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.049     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDLs only be required when there is a reasonable potential to exceed a    
     water quality standard.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.050     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing a TMDL in an area where background concentrations exceed the 
     water quality standards, effluent limitations must not be established at   
     levels to be more stringent than the background concentrations.            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.051     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2606.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones should not be limited as proposed in Option B.                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.052     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of mixing zones for implementing WQBELs for BCCs is technically    
     valid.                                                                     
     The elimination of allowed dispersion for BCCs is a conservative policy    
     decision without a sound scientific rationale.  This policy is particularly
     conservative because criteria developed for BCCs already account for food  
     chain magnification through the use of BAFs.  Mixing zones are implemented 
     to define the point of application of acute and chronic criteria.  Acute   
     and chronic criteria are derived from time and exposure studies of a       
     constituent and species.  Mixing zones are delineated based on the energy  
     of the discharge and the characteristics of the receiving water as         
     discussed in the TSD.  The delineation of the mixing zone allows the       
     determination of concentration gradients over both the area of mixing and  
     the time of mixing, hence defining the point of application for chronic and
     acute criteria.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.053     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA retains the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs, it is imperative  
     that the methodology used to determine BCCs be modified to reflect the     
     substance's fate, toxicity, persistence and loadings.  The criteria values 
     developed should also be adjusted to account for this.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.054     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For situations where background concentrations exceed the water quality    
     standard, the TMDL should not be set to zero.                              
     When background concentrations exceed the water quality criteria, the TMDL 
     process automatically sets the WLA to zero.  All point source discharges   
     will be automatically required to achieve zero discharge of the chemical in
     question.  Multi-source TMDLs and attainment of the water quality standard 
     over a longer time frame, as suggested by EPA, will not address this       
     problem when natural or non-point sources are causes of the exceedance.    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.055     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: cc IN
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Methodologies to address situations where background concentrations exceed 
     water quality standards should be discussed in the TMDL section rather than
     to require the WLA to be set to zero.  The applicability and use of        
     site-specific criteria, water body variances and intake credits should be  
     discussed in this context.  The specified procedures should allow a point  
     source discharger to discharge at background concentrations.  The TMDL     
     developed should include these provisions and the procedure should discuss 
     how to accomplish this.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.056     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The simple substitution of one-half detection limit for calculating TMDL   
     background concentrations is inappropriate.                                
     For large databases where most background concentrations are less than     
     detection, the use of one-half detection limit substituted for non-detect  
     values can bias the geometric mean.  A more acceptable statistical         
     methodology that properly incorporates non-detect values should be         
     implemented and referenced in the GLI.  Furthermore, background            
     concentrations are set at zero when all of the data points are reported as 
     non-detect.  This could result in the situation where that one outlier data
     point (out of several) above MDL could require that the background         
     concentrarion be greater than zero.  A statistical cutoff (e.g., 99 percent
     of the data are non-detect) would be more appropriate for determining      
     whether the constituent is present in the receiving water.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.057     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of site-specific criteria modified to reflect local conditions     
     should be used to establish the TMDL for the waterbody.                    
     TMDLs are established to meet the water quality criteria and designated    
     uses that apply to a given water body.  Hence, if it has been determined   
     that a site-specific criteria is more appropriate for a given water body,  
     then the loading capacity to the water body should be allocated to assure  
     that the site-specific criteria is not exceeded.  One example of a         
     modification to a water quality criteria is the adjustment of a metals     
     criteria to reflect the bioavailable form of the metal based on the        
     chemistry or "water effects ratio" of the effluent and receiving water.    
     The criterion for the waste load allocation should reflect this adjustment 
     for the bioavailable metal.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.058     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dynamic flow models should be allowed in the development of TMDLs.         
     EPA requests comments on whether complex models should be allowed for      
     calculating waste load allocations and TMDLs.  Dynamic flow modelling, as  
     discussed in the TSD, is the most scientifically-sound method for          
     establishing TMDLs when sufficient data is available.  TMDLs should be     
     developed using the best, not easiest, method.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.059     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.a of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The environmental fate of pollutants should be taken into account while    
     developing a TMDL.  Physical, chemical and biological processes such as    
     degradation, absorption, precipitation and volatilization alter the        
     concentration and bioavailablity of pollutants and directly impact a waste 
     load allocation.  The TSD presents a number of models that can be used to  
     account for the fate and transport of pollutants and also recommends their 
     use when there is sufficient data. Allowing the use of these models will   
     result in accurate permit levels that are still protective of water        
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.060     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.061
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "These methodologies" refers to dynamic modeling.             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of these methodologies should not be restricted only to situations 
     where a more stringent waste load allocation results.  This is totally     
     unscientific, as it basically advocates use of better/more accurate methods
     only when the result is more stringent.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.061     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2606.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should describe or at least reference the procedures and           
     methodologies to translate WLA values to water quality based effluent      
     limits (WQBEL).                                                            
     EPA should discuss possible methods to convert the WLA to a WQBEL.  The    
     Guidance presently stops at calculating a WLA for the discharge.           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.062     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2606.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The reasonable potential determination should only apply to treated        
     wastewater. A special provision to allow automatic determination of "no    
     reasonable potential" for once-through non-contact waters should be        
     included.                                                                  
     Once-through non-contact cooling water, by virtue of its source and use, is
     not a contributor of persistent toxic pollutants to the Great Lakes.       
     Intake water is essentially circulated through heat exchangers and         
     discharged with no addition of pollutants other than heat, possibly some   
     corrosion products and in certain cases certain cooling water treatment    
     chemicals.  The Guidance should allow use of existing state procedures such
     as state restrictions on cooling water treatment chemical usage and        
     technology-based restrictions (e.g., net limits on total organic carbon,   
     oil and grease, temperature and pH).  There is no need to require the rigid
     application of the proposed reasonable potential determination which does  
     not consider the true "reasonable potential" of once-through non-contact   
     cooling water; it just places a tremendous burden on both the permit writer
     and the permittee.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.063     
     
     See response to comment number D2592.031.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2606.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco's refinery at Whiting, Indiana, uses 100 to 120 million gallons per  
     day of Lake Michigan water as once-through non-contact cooling water.  The 
     proposed "reasonable potential" procedure is likely to require that        
     once-through non-contact cooling water meet water quality based-effluent   
     limits (WQBELs) because the discharge cannot contribute "any" additional   
     mass of pollutant and also because the intake Lake Michigan water could    
     exceed water quality standards, especially for those pollutants at or below
     analytical detection limits.  This would require that the entire           
     once-through non-contact cooling water volume be treated to WQBELs before  
     discharge even though no contaminants other than trace corrosion products  
     and heat are added to the water.  The amount of trace corrosion products   
     that may be added to the water is also minimal since the residence time of 
     water in the system is less than one hour.                                 
                                                                                
     Amoco will have no choice but to replace the entire once-through           
     non-contact cooling water system with a recirculating cooling tower system 
     since treating this volume before discharge is impractical and will not    
     guarantee that concentrations in the treated water will comply with the low
     criteria values.  Switching to a cooling tower system will cost over $120  
     million in capital investment, not including all the process penalties     
     incurred by this change and the cost of treating the increased volume of   
     cooling tower blowdown water to GLI discharge standards.  Process penalties
     result from the fact that high ambient air temperatures in summer prevent  
     cooling the water to lake water temperatures.  The alternative of using    
     refrigeration to lower cooling water temperatures is extremely expensive   
     and impractical.  The impact of not allowing the discharge of once-through 
     non-contact cooling water an exemption from the reasonable potential       
     determination and WQBELs is extremely onerous, particularly because water  
     quality will remain essentially unchanged.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.064     
     
     See responses to comments D2592.031, P2588.075, and D2657.006.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2606.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2606.065     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2606.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should clarify statistical procedures used for determining         
     reasonable potential to promote uniformity throughout the basin.           
     The GLI should specify how much data constitutes "enough" data necessary to
     compute reasonable potential. Current Guidance states that if all data     
     values are non-detect, then no data exists to establish reasonable         
     potential.  However, one measured concentration of a pollutant above the   
     detection limit could result in a WQBEL even if it is a sampling error or  
     analytical artifact.  A statistical cutoff (e.g. 99th percentile) should be
     used for outliers to determine if an appropriate database exists.          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.066     
     
     The final Guidance contains modified provisions on the statistical         
     procedures to be used in calculating PEQ.  For example the final Guidance  
     specifies that the PEQ must be specified as no less than the 95th          
     percentile of the of the distribution of the daily, weekly or monthly      
     values of the facility-specific effluent monitoring data, projected using a
     scientifically defensible satistical method that accounts for and captures 
     the long-term variability of the effluent quality,  accounts for           
     limitations associated with sparse data sets, and, unless otherwise shown  
     by the effluent data set, assumes a lognormal distribution of the          
     facility-specific effluent data; or the maximum observed effluent value,   
     whichever is greater. Permitting authorities are required, under the final 
     Guidance to adopt PEQ procedures consistent with these final provisions.   
     In addition the procedure proposed at 5.B.1.d of appendix F is maintained  
     in the final Guidance as an alternative procedure that States and Tribes   
     may adopt and as the procedure EPA would promulgate in a State or Tribal   
     program should it become necessary to do so.  For discussions on valid and 
     representative data, see responses to comments numbered G3201L.041,        
     P2746.224, and P2588.323.  For a discussion regarding use of small data    
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     sets and single data points, see response to comment number D2722.117.  See
     also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining    
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2606.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should clarify how non-detect values are averaged into the database
     for calculating the preliminary effluent quality (PEQ).  The method        
     selected should be similar to the one used to calculate background         
     concentrations for the WLA.  Using one-half the MDL is not appropriate.    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.067     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data for discussion of managing "non-detect" and   
     "non-quantified" data. See response to: P2574.037                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2606.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should also specify or reference how 99th percentiles are to be    
     calculated (i.e. option or ranked values from data base or normal          
     distribution formulas).  If less than ten effluent data samples are        
     available, Procedure 5 prescribes very conservative multipliers; EPA should
     justify the bases of these factors.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.068     
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     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2606.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the intake credit section (Procedure 5.E., Appendix F), the GLI should  
     define "adequate" data necessary to determine whether the discharger       
     contributes no additional mass to the system (effluent mass equals intake  
     mass).  Intake and effluent data bases should be concurrent and contain    
     about the same amount of data.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.069     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i., the final Guidance leaves
     to the permitting authority's discretion the decision on what data is      
     needed to make the  "no additional mass" demonstration under the intake    
     pollutant reasonable potential procedure. This provides flexbility to deal 
     with a variety of situations.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2606.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI guidance states that a discharger must not contribute any          
     additional amount of mass of the intake pollutant, but does not specify how
     this amount is quantified or how variabilities in the databases are        
     incorporated.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.070     
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     See response to comment P2606.069.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2606.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions for handling non-detects must be detailed, especially           
     considering that detection limits may differ between intake and effluent   
     databases.  Amoco supports the use of the statistical method developed by  
     CMA to determine when there is no significant addition of pollutant to an  
     intake water.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.071     
     
     This issue is addressed in the discussion about the "no additional mass    
     requirement" at Section VIII.E.7.b.i. of the SID.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2606.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current Guidance states that 100 percent of the withdrawals from the   
     intake source must be of the same water as the receiving source in order to
     apply Procedure 5.E.  Some allowance should be made for minimal intake     
     source variability as allowed in Option 4.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.072     
     
     Although the final Guidance does not adopt the Option 4 approach, EPA      
     recognizes that "partial" consideration of intake pollutant is appropriate 
     where the discharger has multiple sources of intake water from the same and
     different bodies of water.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: P2606.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5 should allow the use of best professional judgment in          
     determining if "reasonable potential" truly exists.                        
     The GLI defaults to existing state and federal guidance which require the  
     use of best professional judgment if there is no available data.  Amoco    
     supports this and recommends that additional factors also be considered in 
     determining if a reasonable potential to exceed a standard exists.  These  
     factors are particularly important since one measured concentration of a   
     pollutant with water quality criteria below analytical detection limits    
     could result in a WQBEL being placed in a discharger's permit.  This       
     possibility serves as a disincentive for dischargers to perform a          
     comprehensive evaluation of their effluents.  In determining reasonable    
     potential, the Guidance should permit states to consider whether:          
                                                                                
     1.  the discharger actually adds the pollutant in question based on the    
     knowledge of the discharger's operations;                                  
     2.  the pollutant is ubiquitous;                                           
     3.  the result is an outlier resulting from sampling or analytical         
     artifacts and,                                                             
     4.  the weight of evidence indicates that environmental or human health    
     impairment is a realistic concern.                                         
                                                                                
     Statistical methods should not be applied in a rigid manner without making 
     use of the professional judgment of the permitting authority.              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.073     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.322.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2606.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The evaluation of intake water quality should include recognition that the 
     water conveyance system could contribute small quantities of certain       
     constituents.                                                              
     Certain metals (e.g., lead and copper) could be present in water after     
     being conveyed to and through a facility due to the actions of corrosion   
     and scale build-up and release from a facility conveyance system.  These   
     constituents could be detected even though the metals may not be used by   
     the facility or present in the source of the intake water.  The strict GLI 
     definition of a facility not contributing "any" amount of a pollutant      
     should be clarified to exclude the incidental presence of a pollutant.  The
     permit writer should be given the authority to determine on a case-by-case 
     basis if the presence of certain constituents is due to corrosion or       
     materials of construction that is not reasonably avoidable.  If so, the    
     process of evaluating the reasonable potential for the intake water to     
     cause an excursion of a preliminary effluent limitation (PEL) should       
     continue.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.074     
     
     See response to comment P2588.075 and SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTS
     Comment ID: P2606.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the recent final rule amending effluent limitation guidelines for the   
     Organic Chemicals, Plastics and Synthetic Fibers category (57 Fed. Reg.    
     41836; Sept. 11, 1992), EPA allows permit writers to "establish alternative
     metals limitations and standards to accommodate low background levels of   
     metals in non-metal bearing wastestreams that result from corrosion of     
     construction materials, contamination of raw materials or other incidental 
     metal sources deemed appropriate by the regulatory authority."  The GLI    
     should adopt the same policy.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.075     
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     EPA disagrees that the mechanism for adjusting technology-based limits is  
     appropriate in the water quality-based limit context, as explained in the  
     SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2606.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco supports EPA efforts to allow for intake credits but is concerned    
     about its narrow interpretation.                                           
     Amoco commends EPA for recognizing the problem of intake water pollutants  
     and its efforts to address this issue.  The extremely low criteria values  
     for many pollutants in the GLI and the fact that many of these may be      
     ubiquitous in the Great Lakes basin because of natural and non-point       
     sources makes it imperative that EPA consider the contribution of          
     pollutants in intake water.  However, the restrictions placed on intake    
     water pollutants in Procedure 5.E. are too restrictive and do not          
     completely address the issue.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.076     
     
     See response to comment P2588.275.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2606.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.E.1.b. requires that "the facility does not contribute any     
     additional mass of the identified intake pollutant to its wastewater."  If 
     strictly interpreted, ,the determination of no reasonable potential to     
     exceed the water quality standard would not be allowed even if trace       
     corrosion products are the onlyu addition to the water.  Demostration of   
     "any" additional mass loading is extremely difficult if there is no        
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     allowance for some de minimis level.  The impact of this on once-through   
     non-contact cooling water as discussed previously is extremely onerous.    
     EPA should consider undetectabnle and other small amounts of pollutants    
     that are not deliberately added to wastewater by the discharger to be de   
     minimis additions that do not trigger reasonable potential.                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.077     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in comment P2588.075  
     and is addressed in the response to that comment.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2606.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is very difficult if not impossible to prove that the form of the       
     pollutant has not been altered between intake and effluent as is presently 
     required by the proposal because of the concern about bioavailability.     
     This sudden concern about bioavailablity is surprising (although justified)
     given that EPA has ignored it in the criteria development and TMDL         
     determination.  It will be extremely difficult if not impossible to        
     chemically speciate all forms of the pollutant especially at the trace     
     concentrations involved.  Bioavailablity could be addressed by applying the
     water- effects ratio procedure and whole effluent toxicity tests.          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.078     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vii.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2606.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     When background concentrations exceed water quality criteria. Option 4 as  
     originally proposed or Option 3c should be implemented to directly         
     determine allowable effluent discharge concentration limits.               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.079     
     
     See response to comment D2620.023.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2606.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current GLI guidance does not allow a discharge into a receiving water 
     that exceeds water quality criteria concentrations and defaults to current 
     federal procedures for reallocating loads, redesignating uses, applying    
     site specific criteria, or applying variances.  These procedures do not    
     permit direct calculation of WQBELs and are extremely burdensome to the    
     discharger and regulatory agency.  Further, these procedures are unworkable
     because of restrictions placed in other sections of the GLI.  As an        
     example, the GLI does not clarify what is the result of a "multiple source 
     TMDL" when background concentrations are greater than water quality        
     criteria as in the case of mercury, or to what degree of effluent          
     concentration the permittee will be allowed to discharge under this        
     condition.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.080     
     
     The concerns raised in this comment are similar to those in comments       
     P2588.270 and D2721.069 and are addressed in the responses to those        
     comments.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2606.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Option 4, as originally proposed by the Steering Committee, provides a     
     clear and enforceable method for direct determination of the effluent WLA  
     equal to (and protective of) representative background concentrations in   
     the receiving water.  The geometric mean of background water quality can   
     provide the basis for establishing daily maximum and monthly average permit
     limits.  Option 4 should be reinstated into the GLI to provide a direct    
     mechanism for determining specific WLAs when background concentrations are 
     greater than water quality standards.  This option maintains the current   
     level of water quality and reduces the infeasibility of decreasing         
     uncontrollable nonpoint sources from a redistributed TMDL.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.081     
     
     With regard to the commenter's stated preference for Option 4 over the     
     proposal, see responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.  The final    
     Guidance does not specify how "no net addition" limits are to be           
     established to provide flexibility to permitting authorities.  See SID at  
     Section VIII.E.7.c.iii.(B).                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2606.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 3c would also allow a facility to discharge an effluent containing, 
     at a maximum, the same concentration of the pollutant measured in the      
     receiving water.  This option does not restrict applicability to situations
     where all water containing the pollutant is taken from and returned to the 
     same body of water.  Further, if the discharger's treatment system is      
     capable of removing some of the pollutant from intake water, the allowable 
     concentration is reduced accordingly.  This option is also acceptable to   
     Amoco.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.082     
     
     This comment makes the same basic point as that in D2959.010 and is        
     addressed in the response to that comment. The "partial credit" variation  
     to Option 3c does not in all cases negate EPA's conclusion that special    
     consideration for intake pollutants from a different body of water is not  
     consistent with the requirements of the CWA (see SID Sections VIII.E.4.c.  
     and 5). A partial credit which results in the discharge that meets the     
     applicable WQS criteria at the end of the discharge pipe could be          
     acceptable as would be a partial credit that results in levels of          
     pollutants in the discharge that do no pose "reasonable potential" using   
     the procedures in 5.A.-C of appendix F.  Because these acceptable results  
     will depend on site- and facility-specific factors, EPA does not believe   
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     that a general partial credit provision would suffice to make Option 3c    
     acceptable.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2606.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has disregarded the impact of intake credits on once-through cooling   
     water discharges in its cost impact analysis.                              
     If a fair intake credit option (Option 4 as originally proposed or Option  
     3c) is not adopted, the GLI could require treatment of once-through        
     non-contact cooling water (OTCW).  These costs are very high given the     
     large volumes of OTCW used.  As discussed, the costs for Amoco to comply   
     with the GLI will more than double, to around $250-$300 million.  These    
     costs for treating OTCW have not been included in the cost impact analysis 
     presented in the Guidance.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.083     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: P2606.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due Process Requires the Granting of Intake Credits                        
     In the preamble, EPA provides a list of cases upon which it asserts that it
     has the legal authority to strictly regulate any issuance of intake        
     credits. (p. 20956).  EPA asserts that "the return of intake water         
     pollutants to the waters of the United States after removal and use of the 
     water is an addition of pollutants subject to regulation under section 402 
     of the CWA," and then goes on to list several cases for support.  However, 
     some of these cases were decided against EPA on the relevant issues, most  
     important of these American Iron and Steel Institute v. EPA, 526 F.2d 1027 
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     (3rd Cir/ 1975).  This case is the only existing case that directly        
     addresses EPA's legal authority to disallow intake credits in NPDES        
     permits.  There, the Third Circuit held:                                   
                                                                                
     [W]e believe that any individual point source should be entitled to an     
     adjustment in an effluent limitation applicable to it if it can show that  
     its inability to meet the limitations is attributable to significant       
     amounts of pollutants in the intake waters.  Such an adjustment would seem 
     required by due process, since without it a plant would be subject to heavy
     penalties because of circumtances beyond its control.  Id. at 1056         
     (emphasis added).                                                          
                                                                                
     The basis of this holding is that to impose on one party liability for a   
     harm created by a wholly different party violates the constitutional       
     principle of fundamental fairness.  If, for example, a refinery were       
     required to treat once-through non-contact cooling water, to which it had  
     contributed negligible amounts of pollutants, to a level cleaner than the  
     intake water body, EPA would be exposing the refinery to two severe        
     liabilities: 1) The refinery would be remediating pollution it had no part 
     in creating; and 2) permits levels would be unattainable, subjecting the   
     refinery to fines and penalties for conditions completely beyond its       
     control.  The holding of American Iron has never been successfully         
     challenged or reversed.                                                    
                                                                                
     As a result of American Iron, NPDES permit regulations employ the mandatory
     language "shall," which requires the permitting authority to compensate for
     levels of pollutants in intake water. 40 CFR 122.45 (g).  The permitting   
     authority does not have discretion to disallow intake credits.  Amoco      
     believes that the same mandatory language should be incorporated into the  
     Initiative based on the preceding arguments.  In the event that a facility 
     meets the stringent requirements of 5.E., the facility may request, and    
     must be granted, credit for the levels of pollutants in its intake water.  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.084     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: P2606.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other cases cited by EPA fail to directly address the same issue.  These   
     cases most often discuss the liability of persons who materially disturb   
     and disrupt the environment and create an adverse condition therein.       
     (Association of Pacific Fisheries v. EPA, 615 F.2d 794 (9th Cir. 1980);    
     Rybachek v. EPA, 904 F.2d 1276 (9th Cir. 1990); U.S. v. M.C.C. of Florida, 
     Inc., 772 F.2d 1501 (11th Cir. 1985); and Avoyelles Sportsmen's League v.  
     Marsh, 715 F.2d 897 (5th Cir. 1983)).                                      
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     In stark contrast, waters which pass through a facility without material   
     differences in pollutant levels do not materially alter the water between  
     intake and discharge.  Causing an adverse condition in the environment as a
     direct result of certain uses was the issue in these cases, whereas        
     pollutant levels in intake waters do not present the same detrimental      
     cause-and-effect.  The discharge of pre-existing pollutants does not "cause
     or contribute to" an exceedance of the water quality standards and         
     therefore should not be prohibited by EPA.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.085     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5. and E.7.b.i.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/NETG
     Comment ID: P2606.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any pollutants a facility does add to the waters, either in non-contact    
     cooling waters or in process water streams, should be regulated at a "net" 
     level which compensates for the level of pollutants that already exist in  
     the water body.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.086     
     
     The final Guidance does allow "no net addition" limits in certain          
     situations, as explained in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/NETG          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: P2606.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the Great Lakes Critical       
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     Programs Act do not grant EPA the authority to deny legitimate intake      
     credits.                                                                   
     EPA has not been given any greater legal authority by virtue of the Great  
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) or the Great Lakes Critical Programs 
     Act (GLCPA) than that given under the Clean Water Act with regard to intake
     credits.  The specific objectives of the GLWQA provide certain acceptable  
     levels of discharges of pollutants, including copper, iron and lead, based 
     on available information on cause/effect (Annex 1 (A)(2)(a)).  The GLCPA   
     does not further restrict any specific levels or change the specific       
     objectives EPA and the states must meet.  As discussed earlier, EPA's NPDES
     regulations require the permit authority to grant intake credits upon the  
     permit applicant's request. 40 CFR 122.45(g).  Because EPA's specific      
     authority has not been expanded by the acts that authorized the Initiative,
     EPA is still without any legal authority to deny intake credits or grant   
     discretionary powers to local permit authorities.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.087     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: P2606.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, EPA has been granted authority under the Clean Water Act to   
     regulate the discharges of pollutants into the waters of the U.S.  The     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition, the CMA and other commenters have     
     described their concerns about how this language does not allow EPA to     
     prohibit intake credits.  Amoco agrees with and supports these arguments   
     and urges EPA to carefully consider the issues raised by these commenters. 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.088     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: P2606.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, concerning non-contact cooling waters, Amoco urges EPA to     
     consider the analogy to CERCLA-regulated releases.  Under CERCLA, EPA has  
     argued unsuccessfully that mere exposure to the environment consitutes a   
     "release."  Fertilizer Institute v. EPA, 935 F.2d 1303 (D.C. Cir. 1991).   
     The courts have denied this interpretation and held that such a reading is 
     a clear contradiction of the plain meaning of the Act.  Without a release  
     into the environment, liability simply cannot attach.  Similarly here,     
     pre-existing pollutants in a water body which only pass through a          
     facility's cooling system and are not initially released by the facility,  
     cannot be a discharge into the environment from the facility.  Section 502 
     of the Clean Water Act defines the term "Discharge of pollutant" as "the   
     addition of any pollutant to navigable waters from any point source."  33  
     U.S.C.A. 1362(12).  Unless the facility caused the discharge into the      
     environment, the facility simply cannot be held responsible for such       
     pollutants.  Besides being outside the authority of EPA on due process     
     grounds, denying credit for pollutants in intake waters is not authorized  
     by the language of any applicable act.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.089     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2606.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Concerning process waters containing existing levels of pollutants at the  
     intake point, Amoco urges EPA to carefully consider the feasibility and the
     consequences of not allowing intake credits for such pollutants.  These    
     issues are described in detailed comments submitted by the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Coalition and CMA.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.090     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7, EPA has considered comments 
     on all aspects of the intake credit issue and has made changes in the final
     rule to expand the uses of permit-based mechanisms to consider intake      
     pollutants.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2606.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A standard of 1.0 acute toxic units at the point of discharge should not be
     required. Mixing should be recognized and a zone of initial dilution should
     be allowed.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.091     
     
     EPA agrees that acute mixing zones should be allowed under appropriate     
     conditions and has included provisions to allow States and Tribes to use   
     acute mixing zones for WET.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2606.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing requirements in         
     Procedure 6.A.1. require an effluent to exceed 1.0 acute toxic units (TUa.)
     at the point of discharge.  Even though EPA recognizes that effluent will  
     mix with the receiving waters and that existing TSD guidance allows meeting
     acute criteria at the edge of the zone of initial dilution (ZID), the      
     proposal does not allow this.  There is no scientific basis to maintain    
     this stringent requirement.  As discussed previously in these comments,    
     high rate outfall structures that promote efficient and rapid mixing       
     prevent acute toxicity by limiting the concentration and time of exposure  
     of an organism.  This approach is widely used and has a sound technical    
     basis.  In fact, EPA supports this approach in the TSD.                    
                                                                                
     The proposed regulation should therefore specify that high rate outfall    
     structures and other methods to enhance mixing can be used to achieve acute
     and chronic criteria within the mixing zone.  The proposal should allow    
     dischargers to conduct mixing zone demonstrations to define their          
     site-specific mixing zone.  The results of the mixing zone demonstrations  
     should be used to adjust the allowable WET limit or alternatively, the     
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     acute toxicity test should be applied only at the edge of the zone of      
     initial dilution.  This approach is scientifically sound and correctly     
     addresses the exposure time-concentration relationship of toxicity.        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.092     
     
     EPA agrees.  Please see comment P2606.091.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2606.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of loading limits for a WQBEL should be a function of the
     use of the waterbody and the type of water quality criteria used to derive 
     the WQBEL; a loading limit should not be mandatory.  The mandatory use of  
     both concentration and mass limits for WQBELs would have negative          
     implications on on-going efforts to conserve and recycle water.            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.093     
     
     EPA supports water conservation efforts and has included a provision in the
     TMDL procedure to allow States and Tribes to modify concentration limits   
     for BCC pollutants to accommodate water conservation measures.  However,   
     for non-BCC pollutants, the procedures for determining the appropriate     
     concentration-based permit limits are used regardless of whether           
     conservation measures are employed, because their imacts on the environment
     are concentration dependant.  See comment P2629.126 for a discussion of the
     rationale for requiring both concentration-based and massed-based permit   
     limits.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2606.094
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: cc IN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The loading limits for a WQBEL should be based on a flow appropriate to the
     wastewater treatment plant operations, regardless of the effluent flows    
     used in calculating reasonable potential or the TMDL.                      
     The effluent flow rates used to calculate loading limits for WQBEL         
     concentrations should reflect the variability in flow treated by the       
     wastewater treatment plant, particularly for plants that treat both process
     and storm water.  Otherwise, mass loading limits will be exceeded during   
     large high flow (rain) events, particularly since concentration limits are 
     extremely stringent.  Amoco recommends that at a minimum the average flow  
     plus two standard deviations from average be used for calculating mass     
     limitations for WQBELs. The GLI should specify separately the definition   
     and method of calculation for the effluent flow used for determining WLA   
     and TMDL loadings.  This flow rate should be consistent with the flow rate 
     used for comparing intake and effluent loadings in Procedure 5.E           
     (reasonable potential).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.094     
     
     EPA has determined that the States and Tribes have sufficient flexibility  
     to account for intermittant wet weather impacts on NPDES mass-based limits 
     of continuous discharges as described in the scenario in the comment.  EPA 
     agrees that the effluent flows used for reasonable potential, WLAs and     
     TMDLs should be consisitent.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition of the ML is very vague in terms of defining criteria for:  
     "recognizable spectra", "acceptable calibration points", and development pf
     "inter-laboratory data".  Furthermore, EPA has never published a protocol  
     for developing MLs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.095     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CEL, which is the level at which compliance with a WQBEL is determined,
     must be a single value that is scientifically valid, quantifiable, and     
     defensible.  It cannot be concluded that ML meets this criteria, since EPA 
     has never published a protocol for developing MLs, nor has EPA ever stated 
     how MLs were derived for those analytical methods which include MLs in     
     their descriptions.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.096     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has developed MLs for only three analytical methods (1624, 1625, and   
     1613) as stated in Fed. Reg. 20977.  MLs have not been defined for metals, 
     cyanide, PCBs and most pesticides, all pollutants of concern under the GLI.
     
     
     Response to: P2606.097     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MDL is a detection limit, not a quantification limit, and its use to   
     determine compliance is unacceptable.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.098     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowing the use of the MDL as the CEL is inappropriate and unacceptable.  
     The preamble clearly states that the CEL is intended to be a quantification
     level, not a detection level.  Fed. Reg. 20978 states "... the CEL defines 
     the lower bound of quantification of a chemical analytical method."  Yet,  
     the MDL is clearly a detection level, defined as "the minimum concentration
     of a substance that can be measured and reported with a 99 percent         
     confidence that the analyte concentration is greater than zero and is      
     determined from the analysis of a sample in a given matrix containing the  
     analyte" (Fed. Reg. 20978).                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.099     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    

Page 8047



$T044618.TXT
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the MDL does not take into consideration inter-laboratory         
     variability and matrix interferences.  At 50 Fed. Reg. 46906 (Nov. 13,     
     1985), EPA acknowledges MDL values will vary in a given laboratory "even   
     when the same analytical procedures, instruments and sample matrix are     
     used."  Given this variability and the fact that a MDL is a detection      
     level, not a quantification level, the MDL is inappropriate to use as an   
     enforceable compliance limit.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.100     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See New Jersey PQL study, attachment to Amoco.                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should use the Practical Quantification Level (PQL) developed by   
     EPA as the CEL.  No permit limit lower than the PQL is scientifically      
     justified or appropriately enforceable.                                    
     The PQL is the lowest value that can be quantified in multiple laboratories
     and multiple matrices.  It is defined by EPA as "the lowest concentration  
     that can be reliably achieved by well-operated laboratories within         
     specified limits of precision and accuracy during routine laboratory       
     operating conditions" (56 Fed. Reg. 26460, 26511; June 7, 1991).           
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     The PQL has been widely accepted by EPA in a variety of regulations,       
     including drinking water standards, hazardous waste definition listings and
     groundwater rules in order to avoid the necessity of multi-lab round robin 
     detection limit determination of each sample.  At 52 Fed. Reg. 25699 (July 
     8, 1987), EPA states: "The Agency developed the PQL concept to define a    
     measurement concentration that is time and laboratory independent for      
     regulatory purposes.  The...MDL, although useful to laboratories...does not
     provide a uniform measurement concentration that could be used to set      
     standards."                                                                
                                                                                
     In addition, the state of New York uses PQLs as the compliance limit for   
     WQBELs less than detection.  And, in a recent study of water quality-based 
     regulatory control limits, the New Jersey Department of Environmental      
     Protection and Energy concluded the use of PQLs is the most appropriate    
     technique to control the occurence of false positives when determining the 
     regulatory compliance of surface water discharges.  A copy of this study is
     attached.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.101     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases, EPA has noted that even PQLs may be too conservative for use
     as quantification levels.  In summarizing analytical methods suitable for  
     groundwater analyses, EPA stated:                                          
     Some of the PQLs may be unattainable because they are based on general     
     estimates for a specific substance.  Furthermore, due to site-specific     
     factors, these limits may not be reached.  For these reasons, the Agency   
     feels that the PQLs listed in Appendix IX are appropriate for establishing 
     a national baseline value for each constituent for determining whether a   
     release to groundwater has occurred.  Instead, the PQLs are viewed as      
     target levels that chemical laboratories should try to achieve in their    
     analyses of ground water (53 Fed. Reg. 39721).                             
                                                                                
     This detection level issue clearly has critical public policy connotations 
     as desired compliance levels go beyond analytical capabilities.  The public
     policy issues deal with both resources expended and the degree of          
     incremental improvement or impairment of the environment based on level of 
     detection.  In Amoco Oil Company v. EPA, 501 F. 2d 772, 743 (D.C. Cir.     
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     1974), the United States Court of Appeals for the District of Columbia     
     stated:                                                                    
                                                                                
     The possibility of statistical measurement error, which is often           
     unavoidable where regulations set quantitative standards, does not detract 
     from the agency's power to set such standards.  It merely deprives the     
     agency of the power to find a violation of the standards, in enforcement   
     proceedings, where the measured departure from them is within the          
     boundaries of probable measurement error.                                  
                                                                                
     Having a permit limit within the boundaries of probable measurement error  
     is critical to the finding of a violation of the limit.  The GLI should    
     adopt the PQL as a valid compliance measure. Using a compliance level less 
     than the PQL will be subject to false exceedances due to analytical        
     variability.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.102     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The requirement of a Pollutant Minimization Program is scientifically      
     unjustified and impractical.                                               
     Procedure 8D of the GLI Implementation Procedures requires the discharger  
     to establish a program for eliminating all quantifiable levels of the      
     subject pollutant upstream of the wastewater treatment system.  This       
     program applies to pollutants for which the WQBEL is below the ML.         
                                                                                
     There is no scientific justification for requiring detection level control 
     upstream of treatment. This upstream control would be impractical and      
     redundant.  In many instances,the only possible means of removing          
     pollutants from wastewater streams is by running these streams through the 
     various wastewater treatment processes.  This is particularly true in a    
     refinery, because most process units discharge the same pollutants; having 
     one treatment plant at end-of-pipe makes sense when compared to several    
     identical treatment plants at each process unit.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.103     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
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     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an example, the removal of phenol from wastewater is achieved by        
     treating the water in a biosystem (e.g., activated sludge plant) which is  
     an integral part of a refinery's wastewater treatment system. Requiring a  
     pollutant minimization program (PMP) for phenol will mean the installation 
     of a redundant biological treatment plant to reduce the upstream phenol    
     concentration to undetectable levels.  For degradable chemicals such as    
     phthalates, anthracene, phenol, and naphthalenes, this would be a          
     particularly inefficient use of resources, since there is no scientific    
     basis for assuming that such chemicals are passing through the wastewater  
     treatment system.  EPA acknowledged this fact in the recent final rule     
     setting effluent limitations for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and      
     Synthetic Fibers industry (58 Fed. Reg. 36872; July 9, 1993); EPA did not  
     set pretreatment standards for phenol because it is highly biodegradable   
     and its removal by POTWs is essentially equivalent to removal by direct    
     dischargers.                                                               
                                                                                
     As another example, in the refining industry, metals are present in crude  
     oil.  Any process modification will have no impact in controlling the level
     of metals in a refinery wastewater.  Further, available treatment          
     technologies dictate that metals must be removed after most other          
     pollutants have been treated; therefore, the wastewater must undergo       
     several primary and secondary treatment steps in the process.  In this     
     case, requiring treatment upstream of the wastewater treatment plant is    
     infeasible and would not contribute to the control of the pollutants.      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.104     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2606.104A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PMP also presumes that the detection level in the untreated wastewater 
     will be the same as in the treated effluent.  In reality, due to matrix    
     interferences, the detection levels in untreated wastewater will be 100 to 
     10,000 times higher than the detection levels achievable in the treated    
     effluent.  In these cases, the permittee will be unable to identify the    
     sources of the pollutant, and as a result, it will be impossible to        
     implement the requirements of the PMP.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.104A    
     
     See the SID for a response to this and related issues.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of a PMP should be determined on a site-specific and        
     pollutant-specific basis and should not be mandatory.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.105     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 1, Expressing a     
     WQBEL Below the Minimum Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance    
     Issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition of "Significant Lowering of Water Quality" should be        
     consistent for both BCCs and non-BCCs, triggered by requested increases in 
     permit limits.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.106     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco supports a consistent definition of "significant lowering of water   
     quality" for both non-BCC and BCCs, based on whether there would be an     
     increase in permit limits.  As CMA suggests, as long as existing permit    
     limits for BCCs are derived from a TMDL/WLA that is protective of the water
     quality standard, there is no scientific justification for differentiating 
     between BCCs and non-BCCs.  Further, this would avoid the potential        
     disincentive, inherent in the EEQ provisions, for dischargers to not       
     maximize environmental performance.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.107     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2606.108
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to EPA's discussion in the preamble, the EEQ provisions can punish
     "good performers."  Dischargers operating efficient waste water treatment  
     plants can have discharges which are significantly below permit limits.    
     The only way a discharger can maintain compliance with permit limits is to 
     operate at around 25-50 percent of the limit.  The remaining 50 percent is 
     typically used to maintain compliance during process/equipment upsets.  Any
     EEQ set for these dischargers will therefore be more stringent.  Other     
     dischargers with less efficient operations could have discharges of poorer 
     effluent quality, which would result in EEQs less stringent than those set 
     for good performers and create an inequitable situation.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.108     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2606.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ provisions also provide a level of protection which is unnecessary,
     since WQBELS based on TMDLs/WLAs are, by design, adequately protective of  
     water quality.  Requiring an antidegradation demonstration when a          
     discharger requests an increase in mass loading above the EEQ, yet below   
     the WQBEL, is scientifically unjustifiable.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.109     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2606.110
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 5 pollutants should not be subject to an arbitrary margin of safety  
     when determining de minimis lowering of water quality.                     
     For Table 5 pollutants which are not otherwise regulated under the GLI, a  
     de minimis lowering of water quality applies only if at least 10 percent of
     the total assimilative capacity remains unused after the lowering of water 
     quality.  In other words, an arbitrary 10 percent margin of safety (MOS) is
     imposed for these pollutants.                                              
                                                                                
     There is no technical justification for requiring this arbitrary 10 percent
     MOS.  At Fed. Reg. 20903-4, EPA notes that the assimilative capacity       
     calculation for determining de minimis lowering of water quality for Table 
     5 pollutants is functionally the same as the TMDL or WLA procedures        
     described in Appendix F of the GLI.  Such procedures already set aside a   
     MOS, the magnitude of which is determined by either the uncertainty in the 
     assimilative capacity equations or site-specific conditions (Fed.Reg.      
     20138).  As long as the assimilative capacity calculations for Table 5     
     pollutants are done in a manner consistent with the GLI TMDL/WLA           
     procedures, the MOS should also be determined based on the uncertainty of  
     the calculations or site-specific conditions.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.110     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2606.111
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monitoring for BCCs should only be required of those dischargers with a    
     reasonable potential to discharge BCCs.                                    
     In Fed. Reg. 20900, EPA suggests requiring all dischargers to periodically 
     monitor for BCCs because of the lack of data available to establish EEQ for
     individual dischargers.  Amoco disagrees with this proposal.  Monitoring   
     for BCCs should only be required where there is a reasonable potential to  
     discharge specific BCCs.  Reasonable potential should be based on          
     information obtained from the discharger regarding raw materials,          
     processes, internal wastestreams and effluent data.  Requiring all         
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     dischargers to monitor for BCCs, whether or not the potential for a BCC to 
     be discharged exists, is not a cost-effective means of obtaining data, and 
     allocates already scarce resources inefficiently.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.111     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2606.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the data obtained from individual dischargers will be invalid and 
     too variable to use in lieu of an appropriate field monitoring program for 
     BCCs.  Detection limits in matrices such as effluents will vary from       
     discharger to discharger, making any comparisons invalid.  Sampling times  
     may vary.  Such haphazard collection of highly variable data provides no   
     reasonable substitute for a program designed to monitor field              
     concentrations of BCCs, providing data which can then be used in the EEQ   
     evalution.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.112     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to deny mixing zones for BCCs.  Amoco objects that this   
     proposal has no technical merit and is contrary to EPA's stated rationales 
     for denying mixing zones.  Amoco therefore recommends that mixing zones be 
     permitted for BCCs unless specific criteria establish that a mixing zone   
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     cannot be delineated consistent with maintaning the overall biological     
     integrity of the waterbody.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.113     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.114
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Denial of a mixing zone for BCC ignores the technical use of a mixing zone 
     and makes the BAF estimation process inaccurate.                           
     The human health bioaccumulation factor (HHBAF) and wildlife               
     bioaccumulation factor (WLBAF) are computed assuming a constant exposure.  
     The mixing zone delineation process provides a (conservative) mechanism for
     estimating what that constant exposure may be.  Consequently, mixing zone  
     are a tool to estimate the results of a natural physical process.  If an   
     effluent does contain an elevated concentration of a BCC, the aqueous      
     concentration will decrease as the effluent mixes with receiving water     
     containing background levels of the BCC.  Organisms in the aquatic food    
     chain (and humans and wildlife consuming those organisms) do not spend     
     their entire lifetime exposed to concentrations found in the unmixed       
     effluent.  As shown in tests measuring bioconcentration factors (BCFs),    
     depuration of many BCCs occurs when exposure is reduced.  Consequently, the
     actual bioaccumulation will reflect the actual exposures of the organisms  
     in the food chain.                                                         
                                                                                
     If EPA chooses not to permit the use of mixing zones in calculation of WQC 
     for BCCs, then the HHBAF and the WLBAF should be adjusted downward.  Mixing
     zones have been defined by  regulators to describe the maximum area in a   
     receiving water where elevated concentrations of a BCC might be expected.  
     Mixing zones frequently achieve effective reductions of 10 to 100-fold in  
     effluent concentrations; consequently a 10-fold adjustment of the HHBAF or 
     WLBAF should be incorporated if mixing zones are not allowed for BCCs.     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.114     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.See section   
     VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC

Page 8057



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: P2606.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal is inconsistent with EPA's previously stated rationale for
     delineating mixing zone.                                                   
     EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxcis Control,   
     March 1991 (TSD) states that mixing zones can be compatible with           
     maintaining the overall biological integrity of the waterbody (p.34).      
     Amoco believes that the use of mixing zone for BCCs is, in general,        
     compatible with the criteria EPA setforth in that document.                
                                                                                
     EPA identifed a number of issues needing consideration in establishing a   
     mixing zone:                                                               
                                                                                
     1.  the relative area of the mixing zone should be small relative to the   
      total water body.                                                         
     2.  the mixing zone must not impinge on unique or critical habitats.       
     3.  the mixing zone must not encroach on drinking water intakes.           
     4.  the mixing zone should not encroach on areas often used for fish       
     harvesting particularly of stationary species such as shellfish.           
                                                                                
     None of these issues automatically apply to the entire list of BCCs in     
     Table 6A of the GLI.  For NPDES permittees who have existing mixing zones, 
     issues such as relative size of the mixing zone, impingement on habitats,  
     encroachment on water intakes, and harvesting have already been considered 
     and resolved.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.115     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also noted that "the mixing zone should not be projected to result in  
     significant health risks to average consumers of fish and shellfish, after 
     considering exposure duration of the affected aquatic organisms in the     
     mixing zone, and the patterns of fisheries use in the area."  The GLI      

Page 8058



$T044618.TXT
     proposes no consideration of exposure duration or fisheries use, so this   
     issue provides no justification for universal denial of mixing zones.      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.116     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA (TSD, p. 34) also suggests that a mixing zone might be denied as a     
     device to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water  
     quality criteria (WQC) or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the
     waterbody.  Under the GLI, EPA seeks to increase the protectiveness of the 
     WQC.  Consequently, there should be less uncertainty about the             
     protectiveness of the WQC and less need to deny a mixing zone as a         
     compensation.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.117     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not identified the assimilative capacity of the Great Lakes        
     waterbodies and therefore, has not justified denial of the mixing zone on  
     this basis.  In fact, EPA proposes specific procedures to calculate TMDLs  
     for the Great Lakes (Appendix F, procedures C and D). These procedures     
     should reduce uncertainty about assimilative capacity.  Consequently, the  
     GLI proposal contradicts EPA's previously stated rationale for denying     
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     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.118     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In conclusion, EPA's proposal to deny mixing zones for BCCs is unjustified,
     using EPA's own criteria for mixing zones.  In addition, ignoring the real 
     effect of mixing will lead to systematic inaccuracy in EPA's human health  
     and wildlife bioaccumulation factor calculations.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.119     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency's recent recognition of bioavailability is not reflected in the 
     criteria development procedures.  The Technical Support Document (TSD,     
     March 1991) state that permit limits for metals should be calculated to    
     account for the bioavailable fraction.  Subsequently, EPA's Interim        
     Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for 
     Metals (June 1992) recommends using approaches (such as the water-effects  
     ratio or a translator to convert dissolved metals to total metals) that    
     account for the bioavailability of metals to set permit limits.            
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     Response to: P2606.120     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2606.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The approach in Tier I and Tier II is at odds with EPA's avowed intent to  
     use risk-assessment methodology.  The objective of the methods are to      
     establish two values, a criterion maximum concentration (CMC) and criterion
     continuous concentration (CCC).  The CMC is one-half the final acute value 
     (FAV), intended to be the 95th percentile genus mean acute value (GMAV).   
     Note that the procedure to calculate the FAV may be biased to produce low  
     values (overly protective) (1).                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed criterion states that the four-day average concentration does 
     not exceed the CCC and the one-hour average concentration does not exceed  
     the CMC, more than once every three years.  This statement of a criterion  
     is a hazard-based criterion, consistent with hazard assessment methodology 
     developed in the '70s but not reflective of newer approaches to allow      
     better characterization of exposure and effects.                           
                                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (1)Green, J.W. 1990. "Statistical Approaches for Calculating the FAV from  
     Small Data Sets." Report prepared for presentation on December 13, 1990 to 
     EPA Workshop on Recommendations for Revising the National Water Quality    
     Criteria Guidelines. Du Pont Engineering Services, Quality Management &    
     Technology Center.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.121     
     
     See responses to comments D3382.096, D2719.067, and P2606.123.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2606.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA permit use of saltwater species in derivation of 
     Tier I criteria.                                                           
     The exclusion of saltwater species means that no Tier I WQC may be         
     calculable for the Great Lakes due to lack of toxicity data, even where    
     national WQC may exist.  There is no sound reason to expect that           
     toxicological responses of species differ more substantially due to habitat
     than due to taxonomy.  For example, salmonids include freshwater-only and  
     anadromous species.  Does the toxicity change as a salmon migrates? Other  
     species tolerate euryhaline conditions:  would testing under more saline   
     regimes invalidate use of the data to estimate acute toxicity under less   
     saline conditons?  The impact of this provision is to force use of Tier II 
     methodology.  The use of multiple species in a Tier I approach is to       
     describe the range of sensities of different species.  This use is still   
     valid, except where obvious water quality differences affect the chemistry 
     of the chemical.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.122     
     
     See response to comment P2720.037.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has not historically allowed use of data for saltwater species to      
     generate freshwater acute criteria (or CMCs), or to use freshwater data to 
     calculate saltwater CMCs.  EPA believes it is acceptable to use data for   
     anadromous species which are tested in freshwater.  EPA is not aware of a  
     comprehensive comparison between sensitivities of freshwater and saltwater 
     species.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2606.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of a four-day average concentration criterion is not     
     appropriate for BCCs.                                                      
     For bioaccumulative chemicals, the critical source of exposure leading to  
     fish tissue residues is from the food items in the fish's diet. EPA        
     proposes to use a food-chain model developed by R. V. Thomann(2) that      
     considers that fish tissue residue to reflect concentrations in the fish's 
     food (smaller fish), in the food of the smaller fish (zooplankton), and in 
     the food of the zooplankton (algae).  One of the features of a food-chain  
     model is that it requires time for the bioaccumulative chemical to         
     accumulate in the tissue at each trophic level.  Little work has been done 
     to estimate the time that might be required, although Swackhammer and      
     Skoglund(3) found that time limitations may significantly reduce the actual
     food chain multiplication.  The point, however, is that, when the          
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     ecological hazard is via the food-chain, a four-day criterion is too short 
     a time-frame to infer significant ecological hazards.  This perspective is 
     shared by Thomann(4) who noted concern about "the duration and exceedance  
     frequency of water quality criteria for wildlife.  Clearly, a 4-day average
     criterion concentration does not seem appropriate for bioaccumulation-based
     criteria" (p. 15).  Amoco recommends that an annual average criterion be   
     used for WQC based on bioaccumulation.                                     
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     (2)Thomann, R.V., 1989.  "Bioaccumulation Model of Organic Chemical        
     Distribution in Aquatic Food Chains." Environ. Sci. Technol. 23(6):        
     699-707.                                                                   
                                                                                
     (3)Swackhammer, D.L. and R.S. Skoglund, 1993.  "Bioaccumulation of PBCs by 
     algae: Kinetics versus equilibrium." Environ. Tox. Chem. 12: 831-838.      
                                                                                
     (4)Thomann, R.V. and T.F. Parkerton, 1991. "Preliminary Development and    
     Testing of a Methodology for Developing Water Quality Criteria Intended to 
     Protect Wildlife." Progress Report for the period 6/1/91 to 9/30/91,       
     Contract No. 68-CO-0093. Project Officer: Cynthia Nolt, U.S. Environmental 
     Protection Agency, Office of Science and Technology, Health and Ecological 
     Criteria Division, Washington DC.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.123     
     
     EPA agrees that more appropriate averaging periods could be developed, and 
     allows states to use scientifically defensible alternative averaging       
     periods.  For residue-based criteria, EPA agrees that the response time in 
     the food chain is most important in establishing the appropriate averaging 
     period.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2606.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should clarify and demostrate with a case study how a site-specific    
     criterion can be developed under Tier I.                                   
     The Appendix refers to development of a site-specific criterion under Tier 
     I but it is unclear how such a criterion can be developed within the       
     context of the GLI (p. 21016, Appendix A, I.A.3., second column).          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.124     
     
     In this instance EPA is referring to the Resident Species procedure        
     described in Chapter 3 of the U.S. EPA Water Quality Standards Handbook,   
     Second Edition - Revised (1994).  This procedure allows the testing of     
     organisms present at the site in receiving water from the site.  See       
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     Chapter 3 of the U.S. EPA Water Quality Standards Handbook, Second Edition 
     - Revised (1994) for more information on this procedure.  An example of    
     this procedure may be found in Spehar and Carlson (1984).                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2606.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria for "current acceptable toxicity testing procedures" should be    
     published for review and comment.                                          
     The GLI documents indicate that numerous data were dropped from            
     consideration in calculating values reported in the GLI's "Water Quality   
     Criteria for Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water" criteria         
     documents.  The rationale presented was that the "test protocol did not    
     meet current acceptable toxicity testing procedures."  It appears that data
     were discarded in developing criteria for endrin (7 studies), aldrin (3    
     studies), chlordane (1 study), DDT (5 studies), heptachlor (5 studies), and
     toxaphene (12 studies).                                                    
                                                                                
     Specific information about what criteria were used for "current acceptable"
     procedures was not provided.  Without this information, it is not possible 
     to comment on whether the GLI criteria were appropriately derived.  Without
     public scrutiny of such criteria, the public, including the regulated      
     community, is unable to judge what data are suitable for generating        
     regulatory permit numbers, nor what data are insufficient and might be     
     developed.                                                                 
                                                                                
     "Acceptable" protocols may indeed be difficult to describe in detail and   
     professional judgement about acceptability standards is likely to vary.    
     There are, however, published standards which either represent professional
     consensus, such as ASTM standards, or represent requirements of regulatory 
     programs, such as EPA's methods for testing to meet TSCA program needs     
     (e.g., 40 CFR Part 797), Environment Canada Biological Test Methods, and   
     OECD protocols.  The GLI does not appear to identify how it judges         
     acceptability.  This is especially important since the GLI is discarding   
     data that EPA previously judged acceptable.  The GLI should clarify what   
     changes were made to establish new criteria for "current acceptable"       
     protocols.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The proposed Appendix A to Section 132 is at best vague in describing the  
     acceptability criteria.  Section II lists several criteria, but varies in  
     the specificity of criteria required.  For example, II.B states that data  
     shuld be typed, dated and signed (very explicit criteria), but then        
     generalizes that there be "enough supporting information to indicate that  
     acceptable test procedures were used and that the results are probably     
     reliable."  The criterion "acceptable test procedures" is not further      
     detailed here.                                                             
                                                                                
     Section IV similarly varies in the extent of detail, with "acceptable      
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     procedures" used again as a very general term (IV.B).  Section C specifies 
     feeding requirements for species.  Section D specifies that total organic  
     carbon or particulate matter should not exceed 5 mg/l in dilution water.   
     Section E specifies acceptable ages of invertebrates and the endpoints to  
     be used.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.125     
     
     EPA recognizes that there is ambiguity about what is considered acceptable.
      The final package gives some examples of acceptable procedures.  However, 
     a full description of what is or is not acceptable has not been prepared.  
     EPA does not believe that all ASTM procedures are acceptable for use in    
     deriving criteria.  Nor are all EPA procedures that have not been developed
     for criteria purposes.  EPA is addressing this problem in its currently    
     ongoing revision of the national criteria procedures.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2606.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The criteria documents identified which data were not used only by author  
     name and date.  Without complete citation of the references, it is neither 
     possible to determine the studies so identified nor the acceptability      
     criteria used to cull these data.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.126     
     
     See response to comment P2976.090.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2606.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA should continue its historic approach to publishing water quality      
     criteria for public notice and comment in the Federal Register.            
     When EPA previously updated and revised its Water Quality Criteria, it did 
     so thorough a separate Federal Register notice (50 FR 30784, July 29, 1985)
     and had made the draft criteria documents available for public comment.  In
     the GLI, EPA has simply incorporated criteria values into tables;          
     discussion of changes from the national criteria is made only in separate  
     "support documents." This procedure may effectively minimize public        
     scrutiny of EPA's revisions to water quality criteria, depriving the public
     of a reasonable opportunity to evaluate these revisions.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.127     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Residues in aquatic organisms are due to a matrix of complex interactions. 
     Amoco is concerned that the proposed regulations make simplifying          
     assumptions that, taken together, lead to a misleading analysis of the     
     problem.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.128     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that residues in aquatic organisms are due to
     a matrix of complex interactions.  For a discussion on field-measured BAFs,
     BAFs based on the BSAF methodology and predicted BAFsb based on a          
     laboratory-measured BCF times FCM, see Section IV.B.2.a,b,c,d and B.4 of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation is the net result of several physical, chemical, and       
     biological processes.  Amoco believes that the functional definition of    
     bioaccumulation must recognize all the processes that are involved.        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.129     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the functional definition of            
     bioaccumulation must recognize all the processes that are involved in      
     bioaccumulation.  For a discussion on the data preference for BAFs, see    
     Section IV.B.2a of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation involves more than water and biota.  Amoco is concerned    
     that the BAF proposal does not look beyond these.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.130     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that bioaccumulation involves more than water
     and biota and has made revisions to the final Guidance to address these    
     parameters.  See Section IV.B.2a,c and B.6 for a discussion of these       
     parameters.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The chemicals identified as being bioaccumulative, and for which the       
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     methods proposed have been evaluated, are already subject to special       
     regulatory attention.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.131     
     
     See response to: P2606.200                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The Problem" refers to Amoco's concerns with the BAF 
proposal.            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The problem is multidisciplinary.  Amoco is concerned that the limits of   
     the science in these disciplines are not recognized nor appropriate        
     allowances made.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.132     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the problem is multidisciplinary.  For a
     discussion on the parameters affecting the bioaccumulation of a chemical,  
     see Section IV.B.2. of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2606.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The motivation for the GLI is described as a need for regional- or         
     ecosystem-based regulation, but the proposed mechanisms incorporate very   
     little information about the Great Lakes and ignore significant difference 
     between the Lakes. ............................................Page 7      
     Amoco recommends that EPA consider whether the data are truly              
     representative of fish tissue residues, when corrected for size and age.   
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     Response to: P2606.133     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance incorporated very little information  
     about the Great Lakes and ignore significant differences between the Lakes 
     for the reasons stated in Sections I.A and I.B of the SID.  EPA believes   
     that provisions of the final Guidance promote consistency in standards and 
     implemntation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States  
     and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.  For a discussion of    
     fish tissue residues, see Section V of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Predicting residue levels in aquatic organisms is a difficult problem.     
     Amoco is concerned that the proposal does not recognize that the proposed  
     methods ae largely unproven nor the complex and developmental nature of the
     estimation process.  Consequently, Amoco is concerned that the proposed    
     regulations do not permit sufficient flexibility to recognize alternative  
     approaches or refinements in the proposed approach. .... Page 9            
     Amoco recommends that EPA recognize the preliminary nature of the proposed 
     methodology and provide suitable flexibility in methods and resulting      
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.134     
     
     EPA does not agree that the methods are unproven or that the final Guidance
     does not permit flexibility to recognize refinements in the proposed       
     approach.  See Section IV.B and Section VIII.A of the SID for a discussion 
     on the validity of the BAF methodology and the flexibility in the final    
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The bioaccumulation model used in the GLI has numerous flaws and           
     limitations that should be corrected before it is used to set regulatory   
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.135     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  For a further discussion of the 
     Gobas model, see Section IV.B.2.a and B.4 of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2606.136
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Criteria (WQC) based on bioaccumulation are different than   
     those based on acute or chronic data, and require different approaches to  
     implementation and enforcement.                                            
     Amoco recommends that EPA not use a 4-day criterion when the WQC is based  
     on a HHBAF or wildlife BAF (WLBAF), but use an annual average.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.136     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the GLI be modified to provide for use of technical  
     improvements, such as semi-permeable membrane devices, in monitoring       
     compliance.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.137     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2606.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is inconsistent with a risk-based approach to toxics control and   
     with other EPA programs.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.138     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is inconsistent with a risk- based    
     approach to toxics control and with other EPA programs for the reasons     
     discussed in Sections I.C and I.D of the SID and responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's procedure to select "pollutants that warrant additional controls" is 
     poorly defined and appears to be technically inappropriate.  We recommend  
     that the GLI establish clear criteria that identify pollutants of initial  
     concern in the Great Lakes watershed. ............................. Page 13
     Amoco recommends that the GLI use lakewide management plans and other      
     information on the Great Lakes to identify pollutants that warrant         
     additional controls.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.139     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the GLI improve the criteria for identification of a     
     chemical as a Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) to reflect fate,   
     toxicity, and loadings, as well as bioaccumulation.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.140     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA invited comment on its definition of BAF as a criterion for identifying
     BCCs.   ......................................................... Page 14  
     Amoco suggests that criteria for BCC should reflect BAF, fate, toxicity,,  
     and loadings.  Amoco recommends that GLI explicity incorporate persistence,
     toxicity, and loading data as criteria in identification of BCCs that      
     require action via effluent controls.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.141     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA invited comments on the use of BAF's exceeding 1000 as a criterion for 
     inclusion of a chemical as a BCC. ................................. Page 16
     Amoco recommends that BCCs not be defined on the basis of BAF alone.  If   
     EPA determines to use BAF alone, Amoco recommends that HHBAF of 1000 be    
     used.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.142     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI approach to identification of BCCs in one-dimensional, in sharp    
     contrast to other regulatory approaches that are multidimensional.         
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     ..................................................................Page 17  
     Amoco recommends that EPA consider using a scoring system to define the    
     list of BCCs subject to regulation under the GLI.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.143     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.144
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has made no clear provision to maintain its list of BCCs nor to modify 
     the list as additional data become available. ............... Page 20      
     Amoco recommends that EPA identify how the BCC list can be modified to     
     reflect new data.  Amoco also recommends that EPA revise its implementation
     and antidegradation procedures to permit changes driven by new data that   
     result in either more or less stringent criteria.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.144     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI lacks procedures to revise BCC list or HHBAF estimates. ... Page 20
     Amoco suggests that EPA identify how BAF data will be maintained and       
     modified to reflect new data.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.145     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2606.146
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New information and methods are likely because EPA has selected a novel and
     incomplete approach; improvements may suggest more or less stringent       
     criteria. ........................................................ Page 21 
     Amoco recommends that EPA modify the implementation and antidegradation    
     policies in the GLI to accommodate and encourage improvements in the       
     underlying science.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.146     
     
     EPA does not agree that the implementation and antidegradation policies in 
     the GLI need to be modified in order to accommodate and encourage the      
     underlying science.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA     
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including using the best     
     available science to protect the wildlife, aquatic life and humans residing
     in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general       
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section  
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Bioaccumulation model proposed in the GLI is conceptually limited and  
     may be inappropriate for the Great Lakes ecosystem.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.147     
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     See response to comment P2606.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI uses extrapolations without clear regard for the limited data that 
     generated the extrapolation tools.  In addition, the models employed       
     assumed steady-state and equilibrium conditions that probably do not apply 
     to dynamic systems.                                                        
     Amoco recommends that EPA evaluate the limts of the component models       
     proposed in the GLI and modify its predictive equations appropriately.     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.148     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that in the final Guidance EPA has used   
     extrapolations without regard for the limited data.  For a discussion on   
     the data selection and review, see Appendix B of part 132.                 
                                                                                
     EPA also disagrees that the assumption that the model is at steady-state   
     and equilibrium conditions makes it inapplicable to other systems.  See    
     Section IV.B.4 for a discussion on the applicability of the model to       
     non-steady state conditions.                                               
                                                                                
     For a discussion of the modifications to the final Guidance, see Section   
     IV.A and B of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal uses a straight-line food chain model, a simplification   
     that can demonstrably result in inaccurate BAF estimates. ........ Page 24 
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     Amoco concurs with the SAB and recommends that EPA specifically discuss the
     uncertainty associated with variations in diet and water concentrations,   
     and their impact on the estimated BAF values proposed in the GLI.          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.149     
     
     For a discussion on the food chain model used in the final Guidance and its
     applicability to the Great Lakes System, see Section IV.B.2 and 4 of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.150
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal ignores everything but water and biota; sediments and         
     receiving water parameters are critical when considering BCCs because they 
     tend to partition to sediments as strongly as to lipid/biota...Page 25     
     Amoco believes the proposal should emphasize use of local values and adopt 
     an approach or other simplified summary statistics.  Amoco encourages EPA  
     to develop approaches and data that permit accurately taking into account  
     how site-specific factors will modify bioaccumulation.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.150     
     
     EPA agrees that sediment should be considered as a route of exposure in the
     model, especially for chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5.  EPA       
     considers the model by Gobas (1993) an improvement on the 1989 Thomann     
     model because it incorporates the exposure of organisms to chemicals from  
     the sediment by including a benthic food-chain component.                  
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA has incorporated the BSAF methodology as the second       
     preference for data.  The BSAF provides a method by which the concentration
     of a chemical in the sediment is related to the concentration in fish      
     tissue. The concentration of chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5 in   
     the sediment is greater than in the water column and more readily measured;
     therefore use of the BSAF reduces the uncertainty associated with relating 
     concentration in fish tissue to the concentration in the water column.     
     This is particularly true for chemicals with higher Kows since these       
     generally show a greater affinity for sediments.  For further details on   
     deriving BAFs from the BSAF methodology, and the data supporting the       
     approach, see the final BAF TSD which is available in the public docket for
     this rulemaking.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that it is important to use Great Lakes-specific parameters     
     whenever possible and that there should be an attempt to account for the   
     most sensitive input parameters to the model. In light of these concerns,  
     EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas model that 
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     is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.  In addition, EPA selected  
     the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part because this model        
     required fewer input parameters and had input parameters which could be    
     more easily specified.                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site- specific       
     characteristics based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure  
     1.                                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Derivation of the Food-chain multiplier (FCM) is questionable...Page 25    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.151     
     
     See Section IV.B.2a and B.4 of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.151A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA explain how the FCM values were derived and that 
     the sensitivity of the model should be made available before the FCM       
     estimates are mandated as regulatory numbers.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.151A    
     
     See the SID, especially Section IV, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.151B.
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco also recommends that any water quality criteria promulgated should   
     also allow the use of appropriate modifications to the  FCM values based on
     data to model parameters at the site of discharge, not on basin-wide Great 
     Lakes averages.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.151B.   
     
     See the SID, especially Section VIII, for a response to this and related   
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures to estimate BAF from octanol/water partitioning or          
     bioconcentration factors appear to be very inaccurate                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.152     
     
     EPA does not agree that estimating BAFs from Kow or bioconcentration       
     factors is very inaccurate.  EPA acknowledges that field-measured BAFs and 
     BAFs based on the BSAF methodology present a more comprehensive measurement
     of the bioaccumulation potential of a chemical.  For more detailed         
     discussion, see Section IV.B.2.a and d of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs obtained from field studies appear variable and highly dependent on   
     specific conditions at the study site...Page 29  Amoco recommends that the 
     GLI be revised to permit use of BAF values developed to reflect properties 
     of the water receiving a discharge, preferentially including BAF values    
     derived from measurements from the receiving water.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.153     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.154
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that WQC for bioaccumulative chemicals be adjustable to   
     reflect whether analytical values reflect bioavailable (dissolved) values  
     or total values.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.154     
     
     See response to comment P2606.306.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.155
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's field  validation studies show problems with the BAF estimation      
     procedure...Page 38  Amoco recommends that the GLI acknowledge the         
     equivocal nature of validation studies of the proposed BAF method and      
     change the proposal to permit consideration of site-specific and           
     alternative approaches to deriving a BAF value.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.155     
     
     EPA does not agree that the field validation of the model used in the final
     Guidance is problematic.  See Zipf (1995) analysis described in Section    
     IV.B.2a of the SID.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's creation of a list of "potential BCCs" was done without any perceived
     criteria...Page 40   Amoco recommends that the list of potential BCCs be   
     deleted by assigning those chemicals as either BCCs or non-BCCs, using the 
     criteria of BAF, fate, toxicity and loadings.  Amoco recommends that the   
     potential BCC list be dropped from the Executive Summary/Index:  Amoco     
     comments on bioaccumulation Factors proposal and that the Table 6B         
     chemicals be dropped from Table 6 or identified as non-BCC pollutants of   
     concern in the Great Lakes because of evidence of their presence in the    
     Great Lakes and adverse impacts on the system.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.156     
     
     EPA has deleted the "potential BCC" list from the final Guidance. The      
     chemicals on the "potential BCC" list have been identified as non-BCC      
     pollutants because the data is not available at the present time to        
     comprehensively assess their bioacccumulation potential.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol is incorrectly included as a potential BCC...Page 41   Amoco        
     recommends that phenol be dropped from consideration as a BCC or potential 
     BCC.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.157     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toluene is incorrectly included as a potential BCC...Page 42   Amoco       
     recommends that toluene be dropped from consideration as a BCC or potential
     BCC.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.158     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Several polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons are listed as "potential" BCCs    
     despite EPA's acknowledgement that they probably do not                    
     bioaccumulate...Page 43  Amoco concurs with EPA's suggestion that the      
     actual BAFs for 5-ring PAHs are substantially lower than obtained from     
     EPA's predictive approach.  Amoco also concurs that the BAFs for these     
     5-ring PAHs are probably below 1000.  Amoco recommends that EPA conclude   
     that the procedure to determine potential BCCs is unsatisfactory and       
     undefined and so should be abandoned.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.159     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI use of generic values for lipid concentration in fish forces use of
     inaccurate values...page 44  Amoco recommends that the GLI should permit   
     evaluating factors that are likely to affect lipid content in impacted     
     communities when calculating BAF used to set numerical effluent standards. 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.160     
     
     See response to comment P2606.341 and P2606.337.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uncertainty is not addressed in a clear or appropriate manner...Page 46    
     Amoco concurs with the SAB review and recommends that EPA clarify and      
     present a straight-forward procedure with associated estimates of          
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     confidence levels, limits and sources of uncertainty.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.161     
     
     EPA has addressed the sources of uncertainty in Section IV.B.2a of the SID.
      The Gobas model incorporates a program which characterizes the uncertainty
     of a given set of parameters and therefore EPA did not incorporate         
     additional confidence levels and limits in the final Guidance.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The denial of a mixing zone for BCCs is technically unfounded              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.162     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal to universally deny mixing zones for BCCs ignores the     
     technical use of a mixing zone and makes the BAF estimation process        
     inaccurate...Page 47  Amoco recommends that mixing zones be permitted for  
     BCCs unless specific criteria establish that a mixing zone cannot be       
     delineated consistent with maintaining the overall biological integrity of 
     the waterbody.  Mixing zones frequently achieve effective reductions of 10 
     to 100-fold in effluent concentrations; consequently Amoco recommends that 
     a 10-fold  adjustment of the HHBAF or WLBAF should be incorporated into the
     GLI if mixing zones are not allowed for BCCs.                              
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     Response to: P2606.163     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal is inconsistent with EPA's previously stated rationale for
     delineating mixing zones                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.164     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2606.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is unable to suggest that any improvements in fish consumption         
     advisories or other significant  improvements would result from            
     implementation fo the GLI...Page 48  Amoco recommends that EPA delay final 
     implementation of regulations under the GLI until it is able to document   
     that the regulations will achieve some specific environmental objectives,  
     especially in affecting fish consumption advisories.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.165     
     
     See response to comment D2723.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2606.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA evaluate how the GLI will mesh or conflict with  
     other programs in the Great Lakes.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.166     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance complements other EPA programs for the      
     reasons discussed in Sections I.C and I.D of the SID and responses to      
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.167
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF model incorrectly assumes constant water concentrations throughout 
     the range of a predator fish, indeed, throughout an entire watershed...Page
     49  Amoco recommends that procedures to set effluent limits should permit  
     inclusion of appropriate mixing zones and dilution.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.167     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a conspicuous absence of a risk-based approach in the GLI, in     
     conflict with EPA's endorsement of this tool and with past successes in    
     managing large regions using risk-based approaches...Page 51  Amoco        
     recommends that EPA revise the GLI to prioritize the threats and present an
     integrated risk-based agenda, using information about loading, fate and    
     effects.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.168     
     
     See response to: P2606.371                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not considered alternative approaches to indentify BCCs or derive  
     effluent limits...Page 52  Amoco recommends that EPA consider alternative  
     approaches and discuss them relative to the approach that EPA proposes to  
     adopt.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.169     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 8087



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCCs not be defined on the basis of BAF alone; however, if EPA determines  
     to use BAF alone, Amoco recommends that HHBAF of 1000 be used.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.170     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the GLI use widely accepted approaches to indentifying chemicals of concern
     as well as to anticipate potential bioaccumulation issues.  Lakewide       
     management plans (LaMPs) and National Estuaries Programs provide examples. 
     Scoring systems for chemicals are a tool used internationally and in other 
     EPA programs that may be considered.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.171     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the GLI provide explicit methods to incorporate      
     environmental persistence, metabolic fate, environmental loadings,         
     toxicity, and differences in the local biota when indentifying BCCs and    
     when developing numerical water quality criteria for bioaccumulative       
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     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.172     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2606.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI incorporate methods to focus on the Great Lakes ecosystems, rather 
     than generic bioaccumulation estimators.  Amoco recommends that the GLI    
     provide appropriate "translator" procedures to make a generic methodology  
     appropriate for specific sites of effluent discharge.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.173     
     
     EPA believes that that the provisions of the final Guidance pertaining to  
     implementation procedures address this issue.  For a discussion of         
     site-specific modifications to standards and criteria, see Section VIII.A  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2606.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI be revised to avoid wasteful duplicative approaches by limiting    
     effluent regulations to bioaccumulative pollutants that are increased in   
     mass by the discharger, excluding those bioaccumulative pollutants that are
     present simply because they are being passed on from sources other than the
     discharger.                                                                
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     Response to: P2606.174     
     
     This comment raises the same issue as comment #P2606.384 and is addressed  
     in response to that comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2606.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI not abandon EPA's accepted process for setting numerical criteria  
     by deriving "Tier II" criteria from a reduced set of ecotoxicity data.     
     Amoco recommends the use of whole effluent testing (WET) to address concern
     from additional pollutants.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.175     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI not implement regulations for BCCs derived from methods (such as   
     the Food Chain Multiplier model) that are largely unproven without         
     providing a means to supplant the methods with better data.                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.176     
     
     See response to comment G2571.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.177
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the GLI be revised to incorporate procedures to      
     routinely review data such as BAF values and the FCM multipliers,          
     permitting the resulting criteria  are increased or decreased over the     
     FCM/BAF values.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.177     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has incorporated provisions for new data 
     to be incorporated when it becomes available.  See Section IV.B.2a and     
     Section VIII.A of the SID, as well as, Appendix B of part 132.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2606.178
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI use an annual average concentration to gauge compliance with WQC   
     derived from bioaccumulation factors.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.178     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 8091



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure to determine BAFs be revised to incorporate information on   
     fate, toxicity, loadings, and the receiving water in order to reduce the   
     sources of error in estimating BAFs, especially where few or no field BAF  
     values are available.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.179     
     
     EPA has not incorporated in the final BAF methodology information on the   
     loadings or toxicity when estimating BAFs.  These factors do not correspond
     to the parameters evaluated when predicting BAFs.  EPA has incorporated    
     information on DOC and POC from the Great Lakes in the BAF methodology.    
     All relevant parameters are accounted for in field-measured BAFs.  For a   
     more complete discussion, see Section IV.B.2 and 6 of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.180
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed list of "potential" BCCS be dropped from the proposal and that
     phenol and toluene in particular be dropped because of their demonstrated  
     biodegradability.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.180     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2606.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 8092



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI document what environmental improvements will result from          
     regulating effluents and the limitations and uncertainties of that         
     analysis.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.181     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2721.040, D2669.089, D2723.004 
     and D2587.144.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2606.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco further recommends that the need for the GLI proposal be revised to  
     avoid conflict or duplication with existing EPA, State, and industry       
     programs.  Amoco recommends that the GLI implement effluent regulatory     
     controls only in those cases where significant environmental improvements  
     will result and where other approaches will not provide a faster or more   
     efficient result.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.182     
     
     EPA does not believe that the Guidance duplicates or conflicts with        
     existing regulations.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including accurately         
     assessing the costs and benefits of implementing the final Guidance, see   
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the Guidance        
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those to address
     nonpoint sources of pollution and pollution prevention, see Section I.D of 
     the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and          
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     That mixing zones be permitted for BCCs unless a mixing zone cannot be     
     delineated consistent with maintaining the overall biological integrity of 
     the waterbody.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.183     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2606.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  general statement; see subsequent comments for 
particular objectives.
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco's perspective, based on the technical analysis below, is that        
     bioaccumulation is improperly considered in the GLI.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.184     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     See section IV of the SID for a discussion of BAFs.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI, as proposed, is inaccurate in how it attempts to estimate the     
     extent to which existing chemicals will bioaccumulate.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.185     
     
     EPA has significantly modified the final BAF methodology, and believes that
     the modifications will result in significantly more accurate BAFs.         
     Nevertheless, EPA acknowledges that predicted BAFs do not account for all  
     parameters that influence the potential of a chemical to bioaccumulate.    
     See Section IV.B.2.a of the SID for a discussion of data requirements for  
     Tier I criteria and Tier II values.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI, as proposed, relies on novel and largely unvalidated methods to   
     set effluent criteria without acknowledging the uncertainties of the       
     approach and preventing the use of improved or alternative methods.        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.186     
     
     EPA does not agree that the model is unvalidated and that EPA has not      
     recognized the uncertainties of the approach.  For a discussion on the     
     model and the uncertainties associated with its use, see Section IV.B.4 of 
     the SID.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Also see response to comment P2606.161.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2606.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI, as proposed, is incapable of achieving its goal of reducing fish  
     tissue residues of chemicals known or generally suspected to bioaccumulate,
     e.g., PCBs, DDT, or mercury.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.187     
     
     See response to comment D2723.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2606.188
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI, as proposed, is counterproductive to the identification of        
     chemicals that might cause further problems as residues, i.e., the PCBs of 
     the future, because of its inflexibility and disincentives to obtaining or 
     using new data.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.188     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Residues in aquatic organisms are due to a matrix of complex interactions. 
     Amoco is concerned that the proposed regulations make simplifying          
     assumptions that, taken together, lead to a misleading analysis of the     
     problem.   Amoco commends the Agency for recognizing the need to protect   
     human health and the environment from the effects of residues of persistent
     chemicals in aquatic organisms.  Amoco agrees that simplifying assumptions 

Page 8096



$T044618.TXT
     are a useful tool in analysis.  However, Amoco notes that several          
     significant factors have apparently been overlooked or undervalued.        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.189     
     
     See response to comment P2606.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation is the net result of several physical, chemical, and       
     biological  processes.  Amoco believes that the functional definition of   
     bioaccumulation must recognize all the processes that are involved.1,2     
     Bioaccumulation is the net dynamic result of passive and active uptake from
     the water, uptake from the diet and sediment, active and passive depuration
     to the water, excretion with ingested materials, metabolism, growth and    
     reproduction.  The definition presented in the TSD1 and preamble ignores   
     some of these factors explicitly and makes simplistic assumptions about    
     others.  For example, the TSD acknowledges that "bioaccumulation is a very 
     dynamic process, affected by the physical and chemical properties of the   
     chemical, the physiology and biology of the organism, environmental        
     conditions, and the amount and source of the chemical" (TSD, p. 1).  Amoco 
     would certainly agree with this assessment.  However, the assessment       
     procedure in Appendix B of the proposal, when using  minimal data, permits 
     use of a single value,  octanol/water partitioning, as the basis of        
     determining a regulatory limit.  A single measured value, obtained under   
     laboratory conditions with reagent-grade chemicals, seems a poor method for
     evaluating a "dynamic process" subject to multiple influences. And Stephen 
     1993 2 has used estimates of that single value (the octanol/water          
     partitioning coefficient), making the method even more questionable.       
     -------------------------                                                  
     1  EPA, 1993. "Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative:  Technical Support    
     Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors."  U.S. EPA
     Region V, Chicago, IL.                                                     
                                                                                
     2 Stephan, C.E., 1993. "Derivation of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife   
     Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative."  U.S. EPA,        
     Environmental Research Laboratory, Office of Research and Development,     
     Duluth, Minnesota.  Draft dated 3-3-93.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.190     
     
     See response to comment P2606.129.                                         
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, EPA has differentiated which BAF data can be used to
     derive Tier I criteria and which data can be used to derive Tier II values.
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      The commenter's concern with regard to Kow is addressed in Section        
     IV.B.2.a and d of the SID.  For the data used to derive Kow, see the final 
     TSD for BAFs.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's definition of bioaccumulation and Bioaccumulative Chemicals of       
     Concern (BCCs) contradicts the method actually used to identify BCCs and   
     "potential" BCCs, indentified on Table 6 of the GLI (p.21015).             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.191     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: "this definition" refers to EPAs definition of BCC       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco notes that consideration of "metabolism and other physicochemical    
     properties" is included in this definition.  When determining the Table 6  
     list of BCCs and "potential" BCCs, EPA, however universally ignored fate   
     information when quantifying human health and wildlife bioaccumulation     
     factors (Stephen 1993).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.192     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.193
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA fails to provide guidance on how to quantitatively modify BAFs to      
     reflect factors that modify the bioaccumulation.  Appendix B of the        
     proposal (pp. 21022-21025) provides several equations and procedures to    
     calculate BAFs.  Only one brief paragraph suggests that, in a              
     non-quantitative fashion, the BAF can be modified: "VI.D.5 Both human      
     health and wildlife BAFs should be reviewed for consistency with all       
     available data concerning the bioaccumulation of the chemical.  In         
     particular, information on metabolism, molecular size, or other            
     physicochemical properties which might enhance or inhibit bioaccumulation  
     should be considered.  The BAFs may be modified if changes can be justified
     by the data." (p. 21024).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.193     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has provided guidance on how to make both more  
     and less stringent site-specific modifications to the BAF.  See Appendix F 
     to part 132.  However, EPA has not provided guidance on how to modify BAFs 
     based on specific physio-chemical properties or metabolism.   If the       
     modifications are scientifically defensible, EPA will consider the data    
     presented for modifying the BAF.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's TSD for BAF identified several specific factors that are important   
     modifiers of actual bioaccumulation:  poor absorption efficiency, rapid    
     metabolism, low water solubility, large molecular size, rapid depuration   
     rate, and reduced bioavailability.  However, the TSD provides no           
     quantitative guidance on how such factors might be used to numerically     
     modify a calculated HHBAF or WLBAF.  Further, EPA prevents making a BAF    
     less stringent.                                                            
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     Response to: P2606.194     
     
     See response to comment P2606.193.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco concurs with EPA that BAFs may need to be modified to reflect all    
     available data and will suggest specific types of data that can be used in 
     Section III.  However, Amoco is concerned that EPA's presentation of the   
     information concerning bioaccumulative chemicals in the Great Lakes and its
     derivation of the list of BCCs and potential BCCs ignores the need to      
     include these additional factors.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.195     
     
     EPA has modified the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide    
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a 
     BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF          
     methodology.  BSAFs are developed using field data.  Field data inherently 
     account for the factors which may be modified for a predicted BAF, and     
     therefore, the final Guidance does not address specific modifications to   
     the BCCs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.196
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation involves more than water and biota.  Amoco is concerned    
     that the BAF proposal does not look beyond these.3,4,5  Implicit in the BAF
     proposal is a two-part universe:  water and biota.  As applied to effluent 
     limitations, the proposal also assumes that the point source discharges are
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     the sole determinant of water concentrations, and that essentially all     
     water contains materials at the concentrations present in the point source 
     discharge.  Ignored in the proposal are the roles of other sources and     
     sinks of materials, e.g., sediment, air, and surface runoff.3  Even the    
     Sierra Club has pointed to contaminated sediments, stating that they       
     "easily eclipse point sources as a cause of contamination."  Dilution of   
     point source concentrations by receiving waters is also ignored.           
     --------------------------3  The Government Accounting Office (GAO) has    
     also urged EPA to focus efforts on reducing nonpoint source pollution      
     (Testimony of P.F. Guerrero before the U.S. House of Representatives       
     Subcommittee on Natural Resources, Agriculture Research and Environment,   
     June 5, 1991). GAO noted that EPA has inappropriately emphasized point     
     surce pollution control programs at the expense of its nonpoint source     
     programs.  GAO noted EPA's own findings which suggest that risks posed by  
     nonpoint source pollution are generally more serious than those from point 
     source pollution (p.2)                                                     
                                                                                
     4  Sierra Club, 1993.  "Clean Lakes, Clean Jobs." Washington D.C. 20002.   
     p.7                                                                        
                                                                                
     5  See EPA's 1991 "Draft Sediment Quality Criteria for the Protection of   
     Benthic Organisms" for endrin, Acenapththene and Fluoranthene (Office of   
     Science and Technology, Health and Ecological Criteria Div., Office of     
     Water & Office of Research and Development, Washington, DC.)               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.196     
     
     See response to comment P2606.129.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.197
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Extensive information about the role of sediment as both a sink and a      
     source of bioaccumulative chemicals is available.  Indeed, EPA is in the   
     process of developing national sediment quality criteria.5  These national 
     criteria are likely to consider the nature of the local sediment (e.g.,    
     carbon content) and so might seem more reflective of regional variations   
     than the nominally regional GLI proposal.  Suspended sediments are often   
     present in effluents and may reduce the availability of hydrophobic        
     materials to biota.  When such sediments form deposits, subsequent chemical
     or microbial activity may make hydrophobic materials more or less available
     to the food chain.                                                         
     ------------------------- 5  See EPA's 1991 "Draft Sediment Quality        
     Criteria for the Protection of Benthic Organisms"  for Endrin, Acenaphthene
     and Fluoranthene (Office of Science and Technology, Health and Ecological  
     Criteria Div., Office of Water & Office of Research and Development,       
     Washington, DC.)                                                           
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     Response to: P2606.197     
     
     EPA agrees that the role of sediment in the Great Lakes System is one that 
     should be considered in any Great Lakes protection effort. For further     
     discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes protection  
     efforts, including addressing the problems associated with contaminated    
     sediments, see Section I.D of the SID. See also Section IV of the SID for a
     discussion of sediments in terms of biota-sediment accumulation factors.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Air deposition and surface run-off are other acknowledged components of the
     universe that can affect residues of persistent materials in aquatic       
     organisms.  But the GLI proposal virtually exclusively emphasizes point    
     sources reductions as the means to manage residue levels.  Point source    
     control is ineffectual as a management option if the source is elsewhere.  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.198     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses point sources of       
     pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements other   
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint   
     sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.199
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Characteristics of the receiving water can also modify bioaccumulation.    
     Organic carbon, measured as either dissolved organic carbon (DOC) or       
     particulate organic carbon (POC) is a significant factor in modifying      
     availability of organic compounds.  EPA has acknowledged this, recommending
     to the EPA Science Advisory Board that bioaccumulation factors "be adjusted
     for the concentration of organic carbon in the water."6  Hardness and pH   
     are already recognized as factors modifying the bioavailability of metals  
     and their resultant toxicity.                                              
     _________________________                                                  
     6  U.S. EPA, Human Risk Assessment Branch, Health and Ecological Criteria  
     Division, Office of Science and Technology, Office of Water. 1993          
     "Revision of Methodology for Deriving National Ambient Water Quality       
     Criteria for the Protection of Human Health:  Report of Workshop and EPA's 
     Preliminary Recommendations for Revision"  Submitted to EPA Science        
     Advisory Board Drinking Water Committee, January 8, 1993. p. 58.           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.199     
     
     See response to comment D3053.020 and P2588.051.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The chemicals identified as being bioaccumulative, and for which the       
     methods proposed have been evaluated, are already subject to special       
     regulatory attention.  These proposals will be an additional round of      
     regulatory action on chemicals that are historically of concern, e.g.,     
     chlorinated hydrocarbons.6  Most of the BCCs are banned or specifically    
     regulated already.  This duplicative approach wastes resources, both in the
     Agency and in the regulated community.                                     
     --------------------------                                                 
     6  U.S. EPA, Human Risk Assessment Branch, Health and Ecological Criteria  
     Division, Office of Science and Technology, Office of Water, 1993.         
     "Revision of Methodology for Deriving National Ambient Water Quality       
     Criteria for the Protection of Human Health:  Report of Workshop and EPA's 
     Preliminary Recommendations for Revision"  Submitted to EPA Science        
     Advisory Board Drinking Water Committee, January 8, 1992. p.58.            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.200     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

Page 8103



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the concern is, in fact, limited to those chemicals already recognized  
     as problems in the Great Lakes, such as DDT and PCBs, then these proposals 
     are duplicative and EPA's regulatory efforts would be better focused on    
     sediment and atmospheric inputs, the major sources of these chemicals. In  
     such a case, there is no need to develop screening methods and models      
     (octanol-water partitioning criteria, food-chain multipliers) to identify  
     the chemicals of concern.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.201     
     
     See response to: P2656.015                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.202
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's focus on point sources may also be an historical bias, a case of 
     EPA's past emphasis on controlling NPDES discharges as its priority        
     approach to implementing the Clean Water Act.  It is not clear why a       
     discharger should be regulated on the basis of substances that are not     
     formed or altered by the discharger's processes.  For example, DDT is not  
     used in the Great Lakes, so dischargers are not adding it to their         
     wastestreams.  While bioaccumulation of DDT and its metabolites may be a   
     legitimate concern in the Great Lakes, its impact is not due to current    
     point source discharges.  Such persistent, historical chemicals should now 
     be of concern in non-point source discharges and in re-release from        
     "hot-spot" sediments.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.202     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance addresses only addresses point sources
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     of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in   
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements other   
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing nonpoint   
     sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment  
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Presumably, the intent of new discharge regulations should be to control   
     release of persistent pesticides and industrial chemicals that have not    
     already been identified as problem chemicals and where bioaccumulation may 
     lead to adverse human health or environmental effects.  As a management    
     strategy, the GLI seems to focus on the past and not on the future.        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.203     
     
     See response to: P2606.205                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry has incorporated the concepts of pollution prevention into product
     formulations and process development.  For example, environmental          
     persistence is explicity considered in considering market development of   
     new products and processes.8  Widespread use of environmental introduction 
     of novel chemicals with unrecognized problems is thus less likely than 20  
     years ago.  This regulatory initiative, however, seems unaware of this     
     fundamental change.                                                        
     --------------------------                                                 
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     8  See, for example, CMA's "Responsible Care" program or API's "STEP"      
     program, which identifies issues that manufacturers include among their    
     concerns in product or process development.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.204     
     
     EPA is aware of, and has provided extensive support and encouragement to,  
     pollution prevention efforts in the private sector.  Furthermore, EPA is   
     aware that releases of new and existing toxic chemicals are generally      
     declining.  Nevertheless, the Critical Programs Act requires EPA to develop
     minimum water quality provisions to ensure more consistency in the controls
     imposed on discharges to the Great Lakes System of such chemicals.  The    
     final Guidance is designed to improve such consistency.  EPA believes the  
     implementation of the final Guidance will not be excessively costly, and   
     will result in environmental benefits that justify the costs.  See section 
     IX of the SID, and the Regulatory Impact Analysis, for EPA's analysis of   
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More than ever, to be protective means to anticipate and avoid problematic 
     situations in a timely and innovative manner.  Amoco is concerned that the 
     GLI regulations focus excessively on past problems and existing            
     technologies, limiting flexibility and options in achieving environmental  
     goals.  With limited flexibility and options, the regulated community will 
     seek to meet the letter of the regulations rather than to best achieve the 
     environmental goals.9                                                      
     -------------------------9  The lack of flexibility and options which      
     characterize the GLI contradicts the recommendations in the just-released  
     Report of the National Performance Review, "Creating a Government that     
     Works Better and Costs Less."  Recommendation EPA05 is to "Increase private
     sector partnerships to accelerate development of innovative technologies." 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.205     
     
     EPA agrees that pollution prevention is the preferable approach. One of the
     primary reasons for including special provisions for BCCs in the final     
     Guidance is to prevent new BCCs from increasing to the level of criteria   
     concentrations in the Great Lakes System.  Therefore, EPA does not agree   
     that the final Guidance focuses exclusively on past problems.  Furthermore,
     the final Guidance does not specify any control technologies, nor does it  
     limit options of dischargers in selecting technologies.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even more regrettably, if the proposed regulations do not consider the     
     broad spectrum of sources and sinks of persistent chemicals, action        
     targeting one sector will not have any real impact on the problem.         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.206     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does consider the broad spectrum of   
     sources and sinks of persistent chemicals.  For a discussion of the        
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts,      
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The problem is multidisciplinary.  Amoco is concerned that the limits of   
     the science in these disciplines are not recognized nor appropriate        
     allowances made.  By nature of the issues involved, estimates of residue   
     levels require complex work in the fields of analytical chemistry,         
     physiology, toxicology, ecology and environmental modeling.  Ignoring      
     limitations in any of these fields may lead to erroneous estimates and     
     ineffective management.  The proposal does not recognize accepted limits of
     the methods in the several disciplines and how these must limit management 
     strategies.  Existing EPA programs, such as those under the Clean Water    
     Act, recognize that multidisciplinary approaches are useful.10   The       
     proposed solution relies on analytical chemistry and ecological modeling,  
     skipping over the physiology, toxicology and ecology of the problem.       
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     Flexibility in seeking the best way to describe the problem and to resolve 
     it is needed to accomodate the multidisiplinary nature of the problem.     
     -------------------------                                                  
     10  Effluent management strategies involve analytical chemistry to monitor 
     numerical criteria, but are implementing toxicology via biomonitoring and  
     considering how to use ecological data, via biocriteria (field data on     
     structure and function of the potentially impacted environment).           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.207     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the problem is multidisciplinary.  In   
     the final Guidance, EPA has included ecological and physiological          
     considerations in the revised BAF methdodology.  EPA has included          
     considerations such as bioavailability, sediments, and the health of the   
     organism in the final methdology.  For a complete discussion, see Section  
     IV.B.2a and c, and B.6, as well as, Appendix B of part 132.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2606.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The motivation for the GLI is described as a need for regional- or         
     ecosystem-based regulation, but the proposed mechanisms incorporate very   
     little information about the Great Lakes and ignore significant differences
     between the Lakes.  Amoco agrees that regional actions may have merit where
     an ecosystem extends across jurisdictions or is impacted from broad        
     sources.  Amoco also agrees that the Great Lakes may encompass ecosystems  
     impacted by broad sources.  However,  Amoco does not see in the GLI        
     appropriate consideration of the specific properties of the Great Lakes,   
     nor recognition that the Great Lakes are distinct ecosystems that, although
     linked, have different hydraulic properties and different biological       
     systems.  The proper objective is uniform protection of the environment,   
     not uniform numbers in regulation.10,11                                    
     ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
     10  Effluent management strategies involve analytical chemistry to monitor 
     numerical criteria, but are implementing toxicology via biomonitoring and  
     considering how to use ecological data, via biocriteria (field data on     
     structure and function of the potentially impacted environment).           
                                                                                
     11 About 42 of the 130 chemicals evaluated by Stephan 1993 had HHBAF       
     derived from Log P values alone (see Table 1).                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.208     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance incorporated very little information  
     about the Great Lakes and ignore significant differences between the Lakes 
     for the reasons stated in Sections I.A and I.B of the SID.  EPA believes   
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     that provisions of the final Guidance promote consistency in standards and 
     implemntation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to States  
     and Tribes as discussed in Section I.C of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Great Lakes require special consideration, two characteristics      
     should be true of a responsive regulatory proposal:  first, it should use  
     data or properties specific to the Great Lakes, and second, the benefits of
     the proposal should be readily identified.  As noted above, the BCCs       
     identified for special regulatory action in the GLI were identified by a   
     single criterion, the Human Health Bioaccumulation Factor, HHBAF.  For     
     about one-third of the chemicals evaluated for the GLI, this HHBAF was     
     estimated from a single property, the octanol/water partition coefficient, 
     termed Log P or Log Kow.11  In some cases, even this single property was   
     estimated using computer programs that model the property based on chemical
     structure.  There is nothing in this sequence of estimates and evaluation  
     that reflects any property of any of the Great Lakes.  In Section II Amoco 
     will discuss several factors that must be included in evaluating           
     bioaccumulative potential and that can reflect the properties specific to  
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     _________________________                                                  
     11  About 42 of the 130 chemicals evaluated by Stephan 1993 had HHBAF      
     directed from Log P values alone (see Table 1).                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.209     
     
     EPA has modified the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide    
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a 
     BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF          
     methodology.  BSAFs are developed using field data.  Field data inherently 
     account for the factors which may be modified for a predicted BAF, and     
     therefore, the final Guidance does not address specific modifications to   
     the BCCs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed actions should clearly lead to resolution of the special      
     problems of the Great Lakes.  Fish advisories, which are State-determined  
     recommendations that fish of a certain species and size not be eaten, are  
     one major concern that EPA has identified as a reason for special          
     consideration of the Great Lakes.  However, EPA acknowledges that this     
     extensive proposal will not predictably change any single fish advisory.   
     Independent reviews, such as that commissioned by the Governors of the     
     Great Lakes States, conclude that the GLI proposal will not result in      
     removal of  any fish advisory.12  Amoco believes that the GLI proposal will
     produce no significant  environmental or human benefits because EPA's      
     approach is technically flawed and ignores EPA's own recommendations on use
     of risk assessment and pollution prevention.                               
     -------------------------                                                  
     12  DRI-McGraw-Hill, 1993.  Draft Report on the Great Lakes Initiative,    
     prepared for the Council of Great Lakes Governors.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.210     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does lead to resolution of the special
     problems of the Great Lakes for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the   
     SID.  However, the Guidance alone will not address all of the problems in  
     the Great Lakes.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance         
     complements other ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those     
     addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and   
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
     Section II.G of the SID for a discussion of necessary actions to protect   
     threatened and endangered species.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2606.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A recurrent theme in the GLI preamble is that the current Clean Water Act  
     (CWA) has not been sufficient to remedy problems in the Great Lakes that   
     are ascribed to inconsistencies in the States' numerical criteria.         
     Numerical criteria (maximum chemical concentrations set for effluents) are 
     only one of three components of EPA's implementation of the CWA.  The      
     second component, whole effluent testing (WET) is now being required of    
     most NPDES permit-holders. WET requires actual testing of the toxicity of  
     the discharged effluent and addresses concerns about chemicals for which   
     there are no numeric criteria and concerns about the effects of mixtures of
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     chemicals.  The third component, biocriteria, has not yet become           
     technically feasible so EPA has not developed implementation procedures.   
     Amoco believes that, if EPA follows its own program described for          
     implementing the CWA, improvements in the Great Lakes will follow, without 
     attempting to redefine each procedure as is proposed in the GLI.           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.211     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in the preamble
     to the final Guidance, Sections I and II of the SID, and suppoting         
     documents.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2606.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes to abandon its own process for setting numerical criteria by  
     defining Tier II criteria.  Tier II criteria are chemical concentrations   
     derived from a reduced set of ecotoxicity data, but multiplied by a factor 
     presumed to correct for the data limitations. These Tier II criteria would 
     be imposed as additional numerical criteria.  The major fallacy of the     
     proposed Tier II approach is its assumption that an analytical value means 
     protection.  Alternative approaches, now in place or coming in place, will 
     provide better protection than Tier II criteria.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.212     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2606.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The WET program was implemented with the limitations of analytical         
     chemistry and numerical criteria in mind, as described in EPA's own        
     manual.13  WET provides an integrated approach to the issue of indentifying
     "toxic chemicals in toxic amounts" (the language of the CWA).  GLI abandons
     this logic in favor of lab data and application factors.  EPA requested    
     comments on "any less costly approaches to regulate polllutants for which  
     inadequate data exist to derive Tier I criteria" (p. 20837).  Amoco        
     responds that use of WET procedures, as currently being required, will     
     provide a better way to regulate pollutants without Tier I criteria.       
     ------------------------------------------------------------------------   
     13  U.S. EPA, 1991.  Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based    
     Toxics Control."  Office of Water, Washington, D.C. EPA/505/2-90-001.      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.213     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2606.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco believes that EPA has not fully appreciated the improvements in the  
     Great Lakes due to the existing implementation of the CWA.  In the         
     preamble, EPA displays graphs of DDT and PCB tissue residues in fish.      
     These show significant  declines in the last 20 years.  However, EPA       
     suggests these declines may have leveled off.  Dow Chemical14 has evaluated
     EPA's analysis of PCB and DDT residues in fish (Figures I-1 to I-5 in the  
     GLI preamble) and noted that the recent data may actually be showing       
     continued declines, contrary to EPA's assertion.  The cited studies do not 
     reveal the size/age structure of the fish, a critical14 factor as older and
     larger fish routinely have greater body burdens of bioaccumulative         
     chemicals.  Amoco recommends that EPA consider whether the data are truly  
     representative of fish tissue residues, when corrected for size and age.   
     -------------------------                                                  
     14 Comments submitted by Dow Chemical, Midland, MI in response to the GLI  
     proposal.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.214     
     
     EPA appreciates the improvements in the water quality of the Great Lakes   
     System over the last 20 years as discussed in Section I.B of the SID.      
     Based upon recent information regarding the trends in contaminant levels in
     Great Lakes fish, EPA has presented new information in Section I.B of the  
     SID that addresses the issues raised in this comment.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Predicting residue levels in aquatic organisms is a difficult problem.     
     Amoco is concerned that the proposal does not recognize that the proposed  
     methods are largely unproven nor the complex and developmental nature of   
     the estimation process.  Consequently, Amoco is concerned that the proposed
     regulations do not permit sufficient flexibility to recognize alternative  
     approaches or refinements in the proposed approach.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.215     
     
     EPA does not agree that predicting residue levels in aquatic organisms is  
     difficult.  The methodologies used in the final Guidance show a good       
     correlation with field-measured data.  See Zipf analysis (1995) in Section 
     IV.B.2a of the SID.  EPA has provided flexibility in the approach by       
     allowing for more and less stringent site-specific modifications based on  
     the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1 is scientifically       
     justified.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Estimating residue levels of persistent materials in acquatic organisms is 
     a problem of historical concern and is an area of active research and      
     scientific investigation.  Enforceable regulations must be based on valid  
     methods and adequate data.  Amoco is concerned that the proposed scheme    
     lacks the background necessary for establishing a science-based policy.    
     The data supporting the BAF scheme are, according to the TSD and proposal, 
     "limited" and the methods are under revision.  Yet the BAF proposal seeks  
     to establish compliance levels despite the lack of validated methods,      
     suggesting that  implementation of the scheme is premature.                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.216     
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     yEPA agrees with the commenter that enforceable regulations must be based  
     on valid methods and adequate data.  EPA believes that the data used in    
     derivation of BAFs is scientifically defensible. For a discussion on the   
     data used in derivation of BAFs and the validity of the models, see Section
     IV.B.2a of the SID.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TSD for Water Quality Criteria discusses extensively the validation    
     efforts for the methodology implemented there.  The absence of a similar   
     discussion in the GLI materials thus reveals a serious flaw in the         
     scientific background:  the absence of validated methods and adequate data 
     on the proposed BAF sequence.  Amoco discusses the evident flaws in the BAF
     model and data in Section II, parts 4-8.  It almost appears that the       
     operative strategy is to put a scheme in place first, then validate it     
     later.  This is not a good science-based policy.                           
     --------------------------14  Comments submitted by Dow Chemical, Midland, 
     MI in response to the GLI proposal.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.217     
     
     EPA believes that the methodology used in the final Guidance has been      
     scientifically validated and can be used in a regulatory framework.  For a 
     more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B.2 of the SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.218
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA recognize the preliminary nature of its proposed 
     methodology and provide suitable flexibility in methods and resulting      
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     standards.  Amoco believes that implementation and antidegradation policies
     that "lock in" standards derived from preliminary methods explicitly       
     discourage new data and improved methods.15                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     15  The lack of flexibility and innovation contradicts the recommendations 
     in the just-released Report of the National Performance Review, "Creating a
     Government that Works Better and Costs Less."  Recommendation EPA01 is to  
     "Improve environmental protection through increased flexibility for local  
     government."  Recommendation EPA05 is to "Increase private sector          
     partnerships to accelerate development of innovative technologies."  Yet   
     the GLI seeks to impose the guidance verbatim on State and Tribal          
     governments, despite the unproven nature of many critical underlying       
     assumptions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.218     
     
     EPA disagrees that BAF procedures are preliminary or that improved methods 
     could not be used.  To the extent the commenter is suggesting that         
     antibacksliding requirements will "lock in" permit limits, EPA's response  
     is that backsliding is allowed under the conditions specified in Clean     
     Water Act Section 303(d)(4).  See IV.B.2 of the SID.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The bioaccumulation model used in the GLI has numerous flaws and           
     limitations that should be corrected before it is used to set regulatory   
     requirements.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.219     
     
     See response to comment P2606.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The underlying conceptual model is ecologically simplistic and chemically  
     inaccurate when applied to varying concentrations.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.220     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the model used in the final     
     Guidance is ecologically simplistic and chemically inaccurate when applied 
     to varying conditions.  For a detailed discussion of the model and the     
     parameters used, see Section IV.B.2a and 4 and the final TSD for BAFs.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Derivation of the food chain multipliers (FCM) is problematic.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.221     
     
     See Section IV.B.2a and B.4 of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of octanol/water partitioning and bioconcentration factors to      
     estimate HHBAF leads to more inaccurate estimates than accurate estimates. 
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     Response to: P2606.222     
     
     See Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2a and discussion of the data used to    
     derive Tier I criteria and Tier II values.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2606.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Field values of BAF are highly dependent on the exact ecosystem under      
     consideration and are so sensitive to site-specific conditions that        
     characterizing a chemical with a single BAF is inappropriate.              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.223     
     
     EPA does not agree.  Procedures in the final Guidance, including lipid     
     normalization and deriving baseline BAFs on the freely dissolved           
     concentration, are designed to correct for important site-specific         
     variables.  To the extent the system wide BAFs appear to be inappropriate  
     for a given waterbody, EPA is allowing for site-specific modifications to  
     the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure l, if    
     scientifically defensible.  Also see IV.B.2 of the SID.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Attempted field validation of the EPA approach has demonstrated the        
     shortcomings of the procedure and emphasized the need to  modify the       
     bioaccumulation model.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.224     
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     EPA agrees with the comment.  See IV.B.2 and IV.B.4 of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2606.225
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Criteria (WQC) based on bioaccumulation are different than   
     those based on acute or chronic data, and require different approaches to  
     implementation and enforcement.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.225     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2606.226
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The establishment of a four-day average concentration criterion is not     
     appropriate for a bioaccumulative chemical.  For  bioaccumulative          
     chemicals, the critical source of exposure leading to fish tissue residues 
     is from the food items in the fish's diet.  EPA proposes to use a          
     food-chain model developed by R.V. Thomann16 that considers the fish tissue
     residue to reflect concentrations in the fish's food (smaller fish), in the
     food of the smaller fish (zooplankton), and in the food of the zooplankton 
     (algae).  One of the features of a food-chain model is that it requires    
     time for the bioaccumulative chemical to accumulate in the tissue at each  
     trophic level.  Little work has been done to estimate the time that might  
     be required, although Swackhammer and Skoglund17 found that time           
     limitations significantly reduce the actual food chain multiplication.     
     When the ecological hazard is via the food-chain, a four-day criterion is  
     simply too short a time-frame to infer significant ecological hazards.     
     This perspective is shared by Thomann18 who noted concern about "the       
     duration and exceedance frequency of water quality criteria for wildlife.  
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     Clearly, a 4-day average criterion concentration does not seem appropriate 
     for bioaccumulation-based criteria" (p. 15).                               
     --------------------------                                                 
     16 Thomann, R.V., 1989. "Bioaccumulation Model of Organic Chemical         
     Distribution in Aquatic Food Chains."  Environ. Sci. Technol. 23(6):       
     699-707.                                                                   
                                                                                
     17  Swackhammer, D.L. and R.S. Skoglund, 1993.  "Bioaccumulation of PCBs by
     algae:  Kinetics versus equilibrium."  Environ. Tox. Chem. 12: 831-838.    
                                                                                
     18  Thomann, R.V. and T. F. Parkerton, 1991. "Preliminary Development and  
     Testing of a Methodology for Developing Water Quality Criteria Intended to 
     Protect Wildlife." Progress Report for the period 6/1/91 to 9/30/91,       
     Contract No. 68-CO-0093.  Project Officer:  Cnythia Nolt, U.S.             
     Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Science and Technology, Health  
     and Ecological Criteria Division, Washington DC.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.226     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2606.227
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA not use a 4-day criterion when the WQC is based  
     on a HHBAF or wildlife BAF (WLBAF), but use 16 17 18 19 an annual average  
     or 3-month average would be more appropriate and just as protective but    
     cause fewer analytical problems.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.227     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2606.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WQC proposed for several BCCs are below limits of analytical detection.
     EPA has not apparently considered any alternatives to resolve this problem 
     beyond wanting to require dischargers to develop more sensitive analytical 
     methods.  Amoco recommends that EPA revise the GLI to permit development of
     alternative approaches to monitoring effluents or ambient waters.  The     
     Semi-permeable Membrane Device (SPMD) is one such alternative that seems   
     particularly amenable to use as a monitor for specific hydrophobic         
     chemicals.  Amoco, in conjunction with Chevron and the Fish and Wildlife   
     Foundation, is currently sponsoring research into the feasibility of this  
     tool in monitoring polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs),  The research  
     is being conducted by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service.19  Amoco         
     recommends that the GLI be modified to provide for use of potential        
     technical improvements such as semi-permeable membrane devices.            
     _________________________                                                  
     19  Some publications on this research are:                                
     Lebo, J.A., J.L. Zajicek, J.N. Huckins, J.D. Petty and P.H. Peterman.      
     1992.  "Use of semipermeable devices for in situ monitoring of polycyclic  
     aromatic hydrocarbons in aquatic environments."  Chemosphere 25(5):        
     697-718.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.228     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2606.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: ref:  see comments 138  & 230 for a complete discussion of 
this issue.     
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is inconsistent with a risk-based approach to toxics control and   
     with other EPA programs.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.229     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is inconsistent with a risk- based    
     approach to toxics control and with other EPA programs for the reasons     
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     discussed in Sections I.C and I.D of the SID and responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2606.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A key component of risk is exposure, which is the characterization of      
     concentrations encountered by an organism or population in the environment.
     The GLI ignores any attempt to correctly describe exposure by avoiding     
     consideration of loadings and sources and by ignoring persistence.  Without
     evaluation of exposure, no risk-based analysis can be made.  This clearly  
     conflicts with stated EPA policy:  "EPA decisions are based in part on risk
     assessment, a technical analysis of scientific information on existing and 
     projected risks to human health and the environment.  As practiced at EPA, 
     the risk assessment process depends on many different kinds of scientific  
     data (e.g., exposure, toxicity, epidemiology), all of which are used to    
     'characterize' the expected risk to human health or the environment."20    
     Other programs in EPA use multi-dimensional approaches to evaluating20,21  
     bioaccumulation potential, considering persistence, fate, loadings, and    
     sources.  EPA's reviews of new pesticides and other chemicals under the    
     FIFRA and TSCA programs explicitly evaluate factors associated with the    
     potential to bioaccumulate (see Section I-1-d, above).  The National       
     Estuaries Programs evaluates the entire watershed as part of the planning  
     stage. Lakewide management plans (LaMPs) similarly indentify problems in   
     the Great Lakes.  Programs under the EPA Office of Water are approaching   
     the issues of holistic watershed protection using an integrated approach of
     risk-based geographic targeting, stakeholder involvement, and integrated   
     solutions.21  Amoco recommends that EPA revise the GLI to be consistent    
     with these other approaches to watershed issues and potential              
     bioaccumulative pollutants.                                                
     ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
     20  Habicht, F. Henry (Deputy Administrator), Memorandum dated Feb. 26,    
     1992 on "Guidance on Risk Characterization for Risk Managers and Risk      
     Assessors."  U.S. EPA, Office of the Administrator, Washington, DC.        
                                                                                
     21  U.S. EPA, 1991. "The Watershed Protection Approach:  An Overview."     
     Office of Water, Washington, DC. EPA/503/9-92-002.                         
                                                                                
     This overview makes several statements notable in their difference from the
     GLI.  EPA's Office of Water states:  "Uniform Federal regulation of these  
     problems would be vastly expensive and would imping on traditional State   
     and local prerogatives, such as land use and economic development.         
     Governments at all levels, therefore, are broadening their outlook on water
     quality protection, seeking nonconventional, cost-effective ways to address
     the remaining problems.  Experience and common sense both point toward     
     approaches that get 'the biggest bang for the buck' by singling out the    
     most threatened locales for coordinated action by all interested parties"  
     (p. 1).  Later, the Office of Water describes characteristics of Watershed 
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     Protection Projects, including "They identify the most significant threats 
     to water quality, based on comparative risk analysis of the human health,  
     ecological, and economic impacts, and they target resources toward these   
     high-risk problems" (p. 3). These statements contrast with the GLI proposal
     to madate verbatim adoption of the guidance by State and tribal            
     authorities, the lack of any demonstration of any "bang for the buck" and  
     the avoidance of using comparative risk analysis or targeting resources    
     toward specific problems.                                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.230     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is consistent with other approaches to      
     watershed issues and potential bioaccumulative pollutants for the reasons  
     discussed in Sections I.C and I.D of the SID and responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's procedure to select "pollutants that warrant additional controls" is 
     poorly defined and appears to be technically  inappropriate.  We recommend 
     that the GLI establish clear criteria that identify pollutants of initial  
     concern in the Great Lakes watershed.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.231     
     
     EPA assumes that "pollutants that warrant additional controls" refers to   
     BCCs.  EPA does not agree that BCCs are poorly defined or technically      
     inappropriate.  See discussion in section II.C.8 of the SID.  Furthermore, 
     EPA believes that section II.C.10 of the SID and the preamble to the       
     proposed Guidance (58 FR 20843- 44) has described clearly how the          
     pollutants of initial focus were selected by the Initiative Committees and 
     EPA.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: comment addresses how EPA selected pollutants of concern      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's use of national lists such as the priority pollutant list contradicts
     the motivation of the GLI, specifically, its focus on the Great Lakes      
     system.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.232     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment addresses how EPA selected pollutants of concern      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, inclusion of chemicals because of a "suspected presence" means
     that a list may be established based on conjecture alone.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.233     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Abundant data exist on the presence of many chemicals in the Great Lakes so
     it is not necessary to use national lists or suspect lists.  Lakewide      
     management plans, such as those noted by EPA for Lake Ontario and Niagara  
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     River, provide useful lists of chemicals of concern.  Additional lake      
     management plans, such as for Lake Michigan, should be used to identify    
     chemicals possibly requiring additional controls in the Great Lakes.  The  
     use of national lists or suspect lists simply means that the scope of the  
     GLI proposal is unnecessarily broad, wasting resources both of the Agency  
     and the regulated community.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.234     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the GLI use lakewide management plans and other      
     information on the Great Lakes to identify pollutants that warrant         
     additional controls.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.235     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chemicals that are not of regional concern in the Great Lakes should not be
     the initial focus of the GLI.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.236     
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     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA believes chemicals may have a potential impact, but has no          
     information on presence or loadings into Great Lakes, it may be appropriate
     to gather data on loadings, toxicity, fate, etc.  It is not appropriate to 
     place additional controls, particularly effluent-related mandates, on      
     chemicals not present in the Great Lakes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.237     
     
     See response to: P2656.015                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the GLI improve the criteria for indentification of a    
     chemical as a Bioaccumulative Chemical of Concern (BCC) to reflect fate,   
     toxicity, and loadings, as well as bioaccumulation.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.238     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco suggests that criteria for BCC should reflect BAF, fate, toxicity,   
     and loadings.  These multiple criteria reflect commonly accepted factors in
     evaluating the hazard from chemicals where tissue residues are of concern. 
     Use of BAF value alone is poor science.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.239     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA asserted that it cannot use fate data to evaluate persistence in the   
     Great Lakes (p. 20821) and so chose to ignore the issue, in spite of the   
     requirement of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement which calls for a   
     focus on persistent toxic pollutants. Amoco recommends that GLI explicity  
     incorporate persistence as  a criterion in identification of BCCs.         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.240     
     
     Please see response to Supplementary Information Document at section IV.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxicity is another fundamental component of ecological risk assessment    
     that EPA does not consider explicitly in the proposed GLI scheme.  This    
     also conflicts with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement call for a     
     focus on persistent toxic pollutants. Amoco recommends that the GLI        
     explicity incorporate toxicity as a criterion in identification of BCCs.   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.241     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Loadings require consideration of the sources of the toxic pollutants, and 
     their magnitude.  Loadings are a critical factor in determining the need   
     for, and appropriateness of, regulatory controls.  Evaluating loadings is  
     consistent with the principles of (a) "polluter pays" and (b) de minimis.  
     If a discharger is not contributing to the loading, it should not be       
     responsible for controlling the loading.  If there is no significant amount
     of loading, it need not be subject to regulatory controls.  EPA has not    
     considered the issue of loadings in the GLI, despite its apparent          
     recognition that, for many BCCs, point source discharges are a minor or    
     zero contributor.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.242     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2606.243
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This lack of focus on loadings leads to regulations that, even by EPA's    
     analysis, are unlikely to have any environmental benefit.  EPA estimated   
     reductions in 34 pollutants that it believed would follow from the proposed
     GLI.  Even when using EPA's most optimistic scenario, the analysis shows   
     that there will be no effect on loadings of 19 of the 34 pollutants.22  A  
     major rationale for the GLI is its focus on bioaccumulated chemicls, but   
     EPA's own analysis shows that the major reductions of pollutant loadings   
     will come from substances that are not bioaccumulated.  Reductions of BCCs 
     are only 44% of the total claimed benefits.  In contrast, 45% of the       
     claimed benefits will be copper and cadmium, neither of which triggers fish
     consumption advisories.                                                    
     ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
     22  See Table IX-4, p. 20994.  The accuracy of the analysis is not         
     presented, so a +/- 5% accuracy was assumed, meaning that changes of less  
     than 5% were considered negligible and within the accuracy of the data used
     to generate Table IX-4.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.243     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045 and D2723.004.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The  greatest flaw in this entire benefits analysis is that it only        
     attempts to quantify effluent contributions.  Loadings from non-effluents  
     (atmospheric depositions, in-place sediments, non-point source water       
     discharges) have been evaluated elsewhere.  These  evaluations suggest that
     effluent loadings are generally less than 10% of total loadings.  If the   
     estimated benefits of the GLI were to be stated in terms of change of total
     loadings, the percent reductions would be trivial.  EPA is going after     
     minor sources before looking at major sources, a policy that seems         
     illogical.  This reflects one criticism of EPA, presented by the Expert    
     Panel on the Role of Science at EPA.23  "FINDING: EPA often does not       
     evaluate the impact of its regulations.  Implementation of an environmental
     policy or regulation provides a unique opportunity to study the            
     environmental response to changes brought about by regulations, such as    
     changes in the type and amount of pollutants.  "RECOMMENDATION:  The Agency
     should scientifically evaluate the environmental improvements brought about
     by the major regulations it promulgates.  This will help EPA better        
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     understand the effectiveness of its regulatory strategies and how those    
     strategies affect environmental processes."  By targeting minor sources in 
     the Great Lakes, EPA is minimizing its opportunity to evaluate the impact  
     of its regulation.                                                         
     ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
     23  Expert Panel on the Role of Science at EPA, 1992.  "Safeguarding the   
     Future:  Credible Science, Credible Decisions."  U.S. EPA, Washington DC.  
     EPA/600/9-91/050.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.244     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance does contain an evaluation of the     
     environmental costs and benefits associated with its implementation.  For a
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including use of the best available science and an accurate
     assessment of the costs and benefits of implementing the Guidance, see     
     Section I.C of the SID.  EPA recognizes, however, that implementation of   
     the Guidance above will not remedy the long-standing environmental problems
     in the Great Lakes.  See Sections I and II of the SID for discussion of    
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see also AMOCO comments, appendix 2                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA use loading data to identify BCCs that require   
     action via effluent controls.  Examples of how loading information on large
     watersheds has been obtained and used in making environmental management   
     decisions is attached (Menzie-Cura & Associates, Appendix 2, Section 5.2). 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.245     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Pg 16 of Amoco comments details the use of BAFs by other Reg. 
agencies     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that BCCs not be defined on the basis of BAF alone.  If   
     EPA determines to use BAF alone, Amoco recommends that HHBAF of 1000 be    
     used.  BAF values exceeding 1000 are commonly used to delineate            
     bioaccumulative chemicals, although BAF is not commonly used as a single,  
     stand-alone criterion.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.246     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI approach to identification of BCCs is one-dimensional, in sharp    
     contrast to other regulatory approaches that are multidimensional.         
                                                                                
     Amoco recommends that EPA consider using a scoring system to define the    
     list of BCCs subject to regulation under the GLI 28 29.                    
     ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
     28  Walker, J.D., and R.H. Brink. 1989.  "New cost-effective, computerized 
     approaches to selecting chemicals for priority testing consideration."     
     Aquatic Toxicology and environmental Fate:  Eleventh Volume, ASTM STP 1007.
      G.W. Suter II and M.A. Lewis, Eds. American Society for Testing and       
     Materials, Philadelphia. pp. 507-536.                                      
                                                                                
     29 O'Bryan, T. and R. Ross. 1986. "Chemical Scoring System for Hazard and  
     Exposure Assessment. Draft Report."  Office of Toxic Substances, U.S.      
     Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.247     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI uses a single criterion, the HHBAF, to act both as a screen to     
     identify chemicals of concern (BCCs) and to act as the basis for a         
     numerical water criterion. There is no reason why EPA could not decouple   
     identification of BCCs from the establishment of numerical criteria values.
     If the screening procedure idetified reason for concern, EPA could then    
     implement a procedure to determine a HHBAF, preferably reflecting site     
     conditions in the receiving water.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.248     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.249
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: sample scores are provided on Pgs 18-19, Amoco comments       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco suggests the following components be part of a scoring system to     
     identify BCCs: (1) a bioaccumulation score (BAS), preferably derived from  
     field studies of BAFs, or derived from an estimation procedure using       
     laboratory studies such as bioconcentration factors and octanol/water      
     partioning or other suitable method; (2) a Depuration time (DT), such as   
     the half-life obtained in a standard bioconcentration study30; (3) a       
     Biodegradation time (BT), such as the half-life obtained in a standard     
     aerobic biodegradation test; (4) a Bioavailability Factor (BF), reflecting 
     for example, any limitations in the uptake of a chemical by biota; (5) a   
     Residue Toxicity Criterion for Wildlife (RTCW); (6) a Residue Toxicity     
     Criterion for Human Health (RTCH); and (7) a Loading Factor, reflecting the
     annual production volume or point-source loadings in the Great Lakes       
     watershed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.249     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: caveats to Amoco's proposed scoring system for IDing BCCs     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This type of approach is suitable for screening compounds in an objective  
     fashion.  It would not be suitable, however, for establishing numerical    
     criteria for water quality--although the same information could be used.   
     When a discharger contributes to the loading of a BCC so identified, then a
     BAF should be quantified to characterize the receiving water and used to   
     set an effluent criterion.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.250     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2606.251
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has made no clear provision to maintain its list of BCCs nor to modify 
     the list as additional data become available.                              
                                                                                
     EPA's definition of BCC (p.21010, proposed Section 132.2) suggests that the
     list of BCCs in Table 6 is incomplete.  EPA has not identified how it will 
     add to the list or remove chemicals from the list as additional data become
     available.  Amoco also recommends that EPA revise its implementation and   
     antidegradation procedures to permit changes driven by new data that result
     in either more or less stringent criteria.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.251     
     
     Please see response to comment P2720.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI lacks procedures to revise BCC list or HHBAF estimates.            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.252     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2606.253
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     None of the EPA documents discuss procedures to revisit the BCC procedure  
     or to recalculate BAF values based on new data.  Thus it is unclear how EPA
     will use new information to revise its list of BCCs or modify BAF values.  
     This suggests that there is no plan to revisit the list of BCCs and hence  
     no motivation to improve the technical data upon which the GLI proposal is 
     based.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.253     
     
     Please see response to comment P2720.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.254
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, there appear substantial disincentives to provision of additional 
     data:  wording throughout the GLI suggests that changes will only be more  
     stringent (even if data suggest less stringent values are more accurate)   
     and implementation procedures are so cumbersome as to make changes         
     impractical, even if data support less stringent values.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.254     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196. See response to comment P2588.051.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2606.255
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA states that Region V will maintain information,updated annually, on    
     Aquatic Life Criteria values derived using the Tier II procedure (Appendix 
     A, Part XVIII, p. 21022).  Does EPA also intend to maintain information,   
     updated annually, on the derivation of BAF values (i.e., updating Stephan, 
     1993)?  These values are at least as critical to the GLI program as Tier II
     criteria.  Unless there is some certainty that new data will be used to    
     appropriately modify values that drive regulatory criteria, stake-holders  
     have little reason to develop such new data.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.255     
     
     Please see response to comment P2720.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2606.256
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At present, of the 28 BCCs identified in Table 6A, only 15 BAF values are  
     based on field BAF studies (54%). In light of the strict regulations       
     proposed for BCCs, it seems likely that field BAf studies on the other 13  
     BCCs would be important.  Provisions should be made to incorporate such    
     data into the BCC criteria.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.256     
     
     See II.C.8 of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Expansion of the Table 6 list should be dependent upon specific information
     that a chemical has significant system-wide introductions or exposures into
     the Great Lakes.  Chemicals for which no significant loadings (external or 
     internal) can be established should be removed from Table 6.               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.257     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2606.258
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco suggests that EPA identify how BAF data will be maintained and       
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     modified to reflect new data.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.258     
     
     Please see response to comment P2720.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.259
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New information and methods are likely because EPA has selected a novel and
     incomplete approach; improvements may suggest more or less stringent       
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Amoco believes that, with some reasonable incentive and prioritization,    
     many significant improvements in deriving field BAF values and in          
     predicting BAF values from chemical structure and site-specific properties 
     will be forthcoming.  Improving science may demonstrate that more or less  
     stringent methods are  appropriate and the regulatory procedures should be 
     able to reflect either situation.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.259     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new    
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field- measured BAF.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2606.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: refers to the lack of BAF field studies                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This suggests that the expertise for deriving field BAF values is not      
     widely available and that the procedure to measure field BAFs is not well  
     developed or standardized.  This in turn suggests that it is probably      
     premature to develop major regulatory programs around a relatively immature
     technique.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.260     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See IV.B.2 of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2606.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco believes that additional field BAF determinations would substantially
     strengthen attempts to regulate bioaccumulative chemicals.  The GLI        
     proposes that BAF values can only be made more stringent, no matter  what  
     additional data are available.  This mandates a "lose-lose" situation:  no 
     rational party is going to volunteer to develop data that they perceive can
     only make matters worse.  Additionally, the use of quasi-national, fixed   
     BAF values that cannot reflect actual ecosystem conditions provides no     
     incentive for evaluating other factors that might reduce the uncertainities
     or data gaps in the proposed approach.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.261     
     
     EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site- specific       
     characteristics, based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 
     l, if scientifically defensible.  See IV.B.2.b of the SID for discussion of
     field measured BAFs, and IV.B.3.a of the SID for a discussion of site      
     specific lipid values.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.262
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco also believes that significant improvements to methods for predicting
     BAF values can be made, but not under the proposed GLI approach.  Under    
     TSCA, EPA reviews premanufacture notice (PMN) submissions for new chemicals
     for their ecotoxicity and bioaccumulation potential, among other factors.  
     An important tool developed to identify potential ecotoxicity is the use of
     structure-activity relationships (SAR); EPA has developed several of these 
     for predicting aquatic toxcity.32  The Veith-Kosian model proposed in the  
     GLI is actually a SAR, but the crucial difference is that the GLI model    
     lumps all organic chemicals together by considering only one property:  Log
     P.  Significant improvement in predicting bioaccumulative chemicals is     
     likely if the predictive model considers other factors.  For example, EPA's
     TSCA group separates chemicals by families before constructing SARs.       
     Strategies such as grouping by chemical families likely reduce variability 
     and improve the accuracy of the resulting models.  EPA's regulatory        
     approach under the GLI freezes the science underlying control of           
     bioaccumulative chemicals in its present infancy and provides disincentives
     to improvements.  Amoco recommends that EPA modify the implementation and  
     antidegradation policies in the GLI to accomodate and encourage            
     improvements in the underlying science.                                    
     --------------------------32  U.S. EPA, 1988.  Estimating Toxicity of      
     Industrial Chemicals to Aquatic Organisms using Structure Activity         
     Relationships.  Office of Toxic Substances, Washington DC. EPA             
     560/6-88-001.    Clements, R.G., J.V. Nabholz, D.W. Johnson and M. Zeeman. 
     1993  "The use and applications of QSARs in the Office of Toxic Substances 
     for ecological hazard assessment of new chemicals."  Environmental         
     Toxicology and Risk Assessment, ASTM STP 1179. W.G. Landis, J.S. Hughes and
     M.A. Lewis, Eds.  American Society for Testing and Materials, Philadelphia 
     pp.65-79                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.262     
     
     EPA has made revisions to the BAF data an explicit section in Appendix B   
     and in Section IV.B.2 of the SID.  EPA has made modifications to the BAF   
     methodology including the equation with which to predict BCFs from Kow.    
     For a discussion of the revisions, see Section IV.A and B.2.a and d of the 
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In light of the novelty of much of what GLI is proposing, it is unrealistic
     to anticipate that technical developments won't suggest improvements in the
     area of impacts and controls of BCCs.  A regulatory proposal that ignores  
     the likelihood of technical change imposes high costs on all stakeholders: 
     lack of flexibility and potential for innovation forces all involved to use
     a limited repertoire that is frozen in time and technology plus ultimately 
     imposing additional costs when regulations are finally updated.            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.263     
     
     See response to: D2724.584                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Bioaccumulation model proposed in the GLI is conceptually limited and  
     may be inappropriate for the Great Lakes ecosystem.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.264     
     
     See response to comment P2606.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI uses extrapolations without clear regard for the limited data that 
     generated the extrapolation tools.  In addition, the models employed       
     assumed steady-state and equilibrium conditions that probably do not apply 
     to dynamic systems.                                                        
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     Response to: P2606.265     
     
     See response to comment P2606.148.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The universe of Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs) exceeds the    
     scope of the basic information from which it was developed.  Amoco is      
     concerned because this approach does not lead to sound and appropriate     
     environmental management.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.266     
     
     EPA does not agree.  The definition of BCC in the final Guidance is based  
     on use of sound data and scientific principles.  For example, the          
     definition was modified to require use of field- measured BAFs and BSAFs.  
     See section II.C.9 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the proposal includes chemicals outside the scope of the    
     method, e.g., those with log Kow <4 or >=6.5, as BCCs without adequate     
     justification.  In fact, other research suggests that superhydrophobic     
     chemicals (log Kow>6) do not bioconcentrate as much as predicted           
     from33,34,35,36 simple log Kow/ BCF regressions.33  The proposal should not
     extrapolate beyond the data from which its models were derived.            
     -------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
     33 Chessells, M., D.W. Hawker and D.W. Connell, 1992. "Influence of        
     Solubility in Lipid on Bioconcentration of Hydrophobic Compounds. "Ecotox. 
     and Environ. Safety 23: 260-273.  Hinman, M.L. and S.J. Klaine, 1992.      
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     "Uptake and Translocation of Selected Organic Pesticides by the rooted     
     Aquatic Plant, Hydrilla verticillata Royle,"  Environ. Sci. technol. 26(3):
     609-613.                                                                   
                                                                                
     34 Landrum, P.F. and W.R. Faust, 1991.  "Effect of variation in sediment   
     composition on the uptake rate coefficient for selected PCB and PAH        
     congeners by the amphipod Diporeia sp."  AQUATIC TOXICOLOGY AND RISK       
     ASSESSMENT:  FOURTEENTH VOLUME, ASTM STP 1124, M.A. Mayes and M.G. Barron, 
     Eds. American society for Testing and Materials, Philadelphia. pp. 263-279.
                                                                                
     35 Niimi, A.J. and G.P. Dookhran, 1989.  "Dietary absorption efficiencies  
     and elimination rates of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in Rainbow
     Trout (Salmo gairdneri)," Environ. Tox. Chem. 8:719-722.                   
                                                                                
     36 Niimi, A.J., H.B. Lee and G.P. Kissoon, 1989.  "Octanol/water partition 
     coefficients and bioconcentration factors of chloronitrobenzenes in Rainbow
     Trout (Salmo gairdneri)," Environ. Toxic. Chem. 8:817-823.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.267     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the model is needed.    
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the
     model has been adequately peer reviewed and continues to use it in the     
     final Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that laboratory-measured BCFs are based on inadequate data.  
     For laboratory measured BCFs, EPA continues to strongly recommend the use  
     of the procedural and quality assurance requirements specified in the      
     American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM) (1990) "Standard Practice for
     Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve        
     Molluscs",  and in the EPA guidance contained in Stephan et al. (1985),    
     "Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality Criteria for the 
     Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses". These methodologies are   
     accepted in the scientific community and would result in scientifically    
     defensible BCFs.  For further information, see Appendix B Section III.B.   
                                                                                
     See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii for a discussion of the comments of EPA's SAB. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, not all chemicals necessarily behave as do the chlorinated        
     hydrocarbons that are the basis for the proposed rules.  Landrum and Faust 
     noted that PCB and PAH cogeners were accumulated at different rates,       
     reflecting the chemicals' different affinities for sediment fractions.34   
     Niimi and Dookhran35 reported that the polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons    
     that they evaluated were not readily accumulated through the diet and did  
     not fit the standard Kow/BCF patterns, being present in fish at much less  
     than levels anticipated by BCF models.  They suggested that absorption     
     efficiency and elimination rates were critical parameters.  However, many  
     PAHs have log Kow values above 3 and they appear on the universe of BCCs   
     proposed by EPA.  Niimi et al36 studied water-and dietary exposures of     
     chloronitrobenzenes to trout and concluded that the Kow was not            
     significantly correlated with BCF for this group. (The log Kow of these    
     compounds ranged from 2.39 to 4.77, so most of these would be in the       
     universe of BCCs proposed by EPA.                                          
     -------------------------                                                  
     34 Landrum, P.F., and W.R. Faust, 1991  "Effect of variation in sediment   
     composition on the uptake rate coefficient for selected PCB and PAH        
     congeners by the amphipod Diporeia sp. "AQUATIC TOXICOLOGY AND RISK        
     ASSESSMENT:  FOURTEENTH VOLUME, ASTM STP 1124, M.A. Mayes and M.G. Barron, 
     Eds. American Society for Testing and Materials, Philadelphia. pp. 263-279.
                                                                                
     35 Niimi, A.J. and G.P. Dookhran, 1989. "Dietary absorption efficiencies   
     and elimination rates of  polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in       
     Rainbow Trout (Salmo gairdneri), "Environ. Tox. Chem.                      
                                                                                
     36 Niimi, A.J., H.B. Lee and G.P. Kissoon, 1989.  "Octanol/water partition 
     coefficients and bioconcentration factors of chloronitrobenzenes in Rainbow
     Trout (Salmo gairdneri), "Environ. Toxic. Chem. 8:817-823.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.268     
     
     EPA acknowledges that PAHs do not fit the standard Kow/BCF model,          
     recognizing that metabolism plays a significant role for these chemicals.  
     EPA is allowing for modification of the BAF if there is data which suggests
     that the value is not accurate.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Thomann model assumed equilibrium conditions, i.e., that organisms at  
     each troophic level were in chemical equilibrium, so tissue concentrations 
     were constant over time.  This simplifying assumption, perhaps necessary   
     for the model, is clearly inaccurate under real conditions where pollutant 
     concentrations vary due to storm events resuspending sediment or washing   
     atmoshpheric loads into the water, temperature changes affecting water     
     solubility, and algal and animal populations changing dramatically in      
     abundance, age, lipid content and other significant ways.  Further, if     
     equilibrium conditions are slow to be established through the food chain,  
     then the reduced external loadings (from decreased use and disposal of     
     bioaccumulated pollutants such as DDT and PCB) would greatly change the    
     dynamics of the system, suggesting that no real "equilibrium" is likely to 
     occur.  An appropriate approach would be to conduct a sensitivity analysis 
     of the Thomann model, identifying how much is altered by lack of           
     equilibrium conditions.  EPA has not attempted this, or at best, has not   
     reported any such attempt.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.269     
     
     For a discussion on disequilibrium and the Gobas model, see Section IV.B.4 
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA evaluate the limits of the component models      
     proposed in the GLI and modify its predictive equations appropriately.     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.270     
     
     EPA has made revisions to the BAF methodology, including the model and the 
     predictive equations.  See Section IV.A and B of the SID for a complete    
     discussion of the modifications and revisions.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.271
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal uses a straight-line food chain model, a simplification   
     that can demonstrably result in inaccurate BAF estimates.37,38             
     ---------------------------------------------------------------------------
     37  Zaret, T.M., 1980. Predation in Fish Communities.  Yale University     
     Press, New Haven, Connecticut.                                             
                                                                                
     38  CMA (Chemical Manufacturer's Association), 1993.  Comments on the Great
     Lakes Initiative, Washington, DC (Submitted to the EPA Docket for the GLI).
     
     
     Response to: P2606.271     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The simple food chain model adopted in the GLI is too simplistic to avoid  
     inaccuracies in BAF estimates by ignoring ecology.  Studies of fish diet   
     reveal that most species are opportunistic predators with prey preferences 
     that shift with season, habitat and prey abundance.37  Diets of large      
     predators, such as lake trout, are likely to vary substantially over time  
     and location.  Ingestion of sediment or benthic organisms from a           
     contaminated area could contribute a high load of bioacculmulative,        
     non-metabolized contaminants in a very short time.  If the subsequent      
     analysis of such lake trout assumed that their predominant prey was        
     open-water species, and computed a BAF using open-water contaminant        
     concentrations, an unrealistic BAF could be obtained.  Amoco notes that    
     CMA's38 comments on Wildlife BAF point out that data on Lake trout from L. 
     Ontario might have been  affected by such a scenario.  Comments on BAF from
     the EPA SAB39 also noted that variations in diet and water concentrations  
     can contribute significantly to uncertainty in deriving field BAF values.  
     --------------------------                                                 
     37 Zaret, T.M., 1980. Predation in Fish Communities. Yale University Press,
     New Haven, Connecticut.                                                    
                                                                                
     38 CMA (Chemical Manufacturer's Association), 1993.  Comments on the Great 
     Lakes Initiative, Washington, DC (Submitted to the EPA Docket for the GLI.)
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     30Science Advisory Board, 1992. Comments on the draft GLI.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.272     
     
     In the final Guidance, the food chain model of Gobas (1993)is used in      
     derivation of FCMs.  Gobas incorporates specific information on fish diet, 
     and ingestion of benthic organisms. See Section IV.B.2a and 4 of the SID   
     for a more detailed discussion on the model and its applicability to the   
     Great Lakes System.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.273
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal ignores everything but water and biota; sediments and         
     receiving water parameters are critical when considering BCCs because they 
     tend to partition to sediments as strongly as to lipid/biota.39,40         
     _________________________                                                  
     39 Science Advisory Board, 1992. Comments on the draft GLI.                
                                                                                
     40 Larsson, P., L. Collvin, L. Okla and G. Meyer, 1992.  "Lake Productivity
     and Water Chemistry as Governors of the Uptake of Persistent Pollutants in 
     Fish.: Environ. Sci. Technol. 26(2): 346-352.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.273     
     
     The final Guidance includes BAF methodologies that consider sediments.  See
     section IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The regulatory approach relies on non-site specific information as its     
     default values. Site-specific properties such as water chemistry and       
     productivity have been shown to affect residue levels in the field but     
     these concepts are ignored in the  GLI proposal.  For example, Larsson et  
     al. (1992)40 found that levels of PCBs and DDE in northern pike appeared to
     be controlled by lake trophic status and humic substance content.  Such    
     site-specific differences are logical and are scientifically valid ways to 
     improve the  predictive value of schemes concerning residues, but are not  
     discussed in the GLI proposals.                                            
     _________________________                                                  
     40  Larsson, P., L. Collvin, L. Okla and G. Meyer, 1992. "Lake Productivity
     and Water Chemistry as Governors of the Uptake of Persistent Pollutants in 
     Fish." Environ. Sci. Technol. 26(2): 346-352.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.274     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco believes the proposal should emphasize use of local values and adopt 
     an approach that uses available information on Great Lakes sites, rather   
     than average or other simplified summary statistics.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.275     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA states that using data from the Great Lakes is preferable 
     over information from other bodies of water because it better represents   
     the physical, chemical, and hydrological conditions present within the     
     Great Lakes.  EPA has also used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in   
     the Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.276
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The national sediment criteria under development by EPA are likely to      
     consider the nature of local sediment (e.g., carbon content) and so might  
     seem more reflective of regional variations than the nominally regional GLI
     proposal.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.276     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that water and sediment criteria for bioaccumulative        
     chemicals would often be mutually based upon concentrations of the         
     chemicals in fish tissues that are chosen to provide protection of human   
     health, wildlife and aquatic life. The bioaccumulation factors used for    
     water criteria development incorporate the influence of sediments on       
     concentrations of chemicals in water and bioaccumulation through food      
     chains.  In response to commenters who wanted EPA  to develop sediment     
     criteria instead of water criteria, EPA asserts that water quality criteria
     should be the primary criteria for evaluating sources of bioaccumulative   
     chemicals which impact pelagic organisms or their consumers.  Sediment     
     criteria may be the primary criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals when the
     greatest risks are known to be associated with toxic effects to benthic    
     organisms which are exposed to the chemicals via the sediment.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.277
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco encourages EPA to develop approaches and data that permit accurately 
     taking into account how site-specific factors will modify bioaccumulation. 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.277     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
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     Comment ID: P2606.278
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     II-5. Derivation of the Food-chain multiplier (FCM) is questionable.       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.278     
     
     See Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2a of the SID.  For information on the   
     Gobas model (1993) see Section IV.B.2 and B.4.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.279
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not provided sufficient information on how they calculated the FCM 
     table B-1 (p. 21025), or as previously presented in the draft guidance (EPA
     1991).  The table of FCM values computed by the staff at the EPA lab in    
     Duluth reportedly used Thomann's model and default values.  There is,      
     however, no specific indication of what they did, so the values presented  
     cannot be evaluated.  This is needed, particularly because the values      
     tabled in the GLI proposal differ from the values presented in Thomann     
     (1989).  Thomann presented data on a number of models with different       
     assumptions; it's not clear which set of assumptions EPA used.  Further,   
     Thomann's values for BAF are all based on lipid content, but EPA's values  
     are apparently lipid-normalized, preventing simple comparison.41           
     -------------------------------------------------------------------------  
     41 For example, Fig. 9 of Thomann (Environ, Sci. Technol. 23: 699-707,     
     1989) shows the calculated behavior of BAF of several different trophic    
     levels as a function of Kow.  From inspection of this figure (admittedly   
     difficult), the estimated log BAF is 7.6 at log Kow of 6.5, or BAF =       
     39,8000,000 L/kg-(lip). Using Eqn 2 of the GLI preamble (p.5), the BCF of a
     chemical with log Kow FCM of 6.5 is 54,325.  The apparent FCM here (the    
     ratio of BAF to BCF) is 733.  However, EPA's tabled FCM is 100.  Some      
     conversion of Thomann's BAF was apparently needed.                         
                                                                                
     From inspection of Fig. 9, an estimated maximum FCM appears to be much less
     than the value of 100 presented by EPA.  At log Kow of 6.5, EPA (Table 3 of
     TSD) states that the FCM is 100 for trophic level 4.  Inspection of Fig. 9 
     shows that, for trophic level 1, log Kow is directly proportional to log   
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     BAF, i.e., for log Kow =6.5, log BAF (L/kg(lip))= 6.5, or BAF=1.  For      
     trophic level 4, the log BAF appears to be 1.5 log units larger than       
     trophic level 1.  Because both BAF values are in the same unit, the        
     difference in log BAF units between trophic levels 1 and 4 should estimate 
     the FCM, i.e., the BAF for trophic level 4 is about 33 times (antilog of   
     1.5) the BAF for trophic level 1, an FCM of 33.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.279     
     
     For a complete discussion of the Gobas model (1993) and how the FCMs were  
     calculated, see final TSD for BAFs.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.280
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not identified which model parameters they chose to accept, nor the
     basis for the choices.  Thomann's model used single parameters obtained    
     from the literature and applied these to a steady-state food chain.  These 
     assume, for example, that the fraction of lipid is constant for all fish   
     and zooplankton (0.10 kg-lipid/kg-weight), and that the food assimilation  
     efficiency is also constant for these organisms (0.80) (Table II, p. 703). 
     Zooplankton are assumed to weigh 0.10 g, small fish 10 g and large fish,   
     1000 g.  Growth and respiration are assumed to be constant  functions of   
     organism weight.  When Thomann changed assumptions about chemical          
     assimilation and phytoplankton BCF, the behavior of the calculated BAF     
     changed dramatically (see Thomann's Fig. 6):  for one combination of       
     assumptions, BAF increased throughout the plotted range of log Kow, but for
     another combination, BAF peaked at log Kow of about 6, then steadily       
     declined with increasing log Kow.  EPA has not explained how it determined 
     which of Thomann's parameters to accept.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.280     
     
     For a complete discussion on the Gobas model and the input parameters used,
     see final TSD for BAFs.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.281
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not factored significant factors into the FCM.  Thomann concluded  
     that "Simple lipid partitioning of a chemical into an organism must        
     recognize the growth of the organism under field conditions" (Thomann,     
     1989, p. 706).  However, organism growth is not part of any of EPA's three 
     methods to estimate BAF.  The preferred method, field measurement of BAF,  
     suggests no provision for using anything other than measured tissue        
     concentrations of fish at the top of the food chain.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.281     
     
     Growth dilution is incorporated in the field-measured BAF and FCMs.  By    
     definition, growth dilution is not incorporated in a laboratory BCF or     
     predicted BCF.  In the final Guidance, provisions are made for measurement 
     of a BAF for a trophic level at or near the top of the food chain.  For a  
     more detailed discussion, see Appendix B of part 132.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.282
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not evaluated the sensitivity of the FCM model to critical         
     parameters.  Both Thomann and the EPA noted that the model was very        
     sensitive to certain parameters, particularly food assimilation efficiency,
     assumed bioconcentration in phytoplankton and the impact of growth for top 
     predators.  Clark and Mackay confirmed the sensitivity of bioaccumulation  
     efficiency that varied with food intake rates and differed substantially   
     from the 0.80 factor assumed by Thomann(42).  The GLI proposal should      
     examine the sensitivity of the model and report how sensitive the model is 
     and where new data might augment the use of the model.                     
                                                                                
     -----------------------------------                                        
     (42) Clark, K.E. and D. Mackay, 1991.  "Dietary uptake and biomagnification
     of four chlorinated hydrocarbons by guppies."  Environ. Toxicol. Chem.     
     10(9): 1205-1217.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.282     
     
     For a discussion on the sensitivity of the Gobas model (1993) to input     
     parameters, see Section IV.B.4 of the SID.                                 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.283
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not evaluated the FCM in the field.  The effort at validation of   
     the FCM model with data calculated from Evans et al (1991)(43) suggests    
     possibly systematic overestimations of FCM.  Table 4 of the TSD compares   
     "measured" FCMs derived from Evans et al. with estimated FCMs from the     
     Thomann/EPA model.  For FCMs comparing trophic levels 3 and 2, the         
     estimated FCMs appear to under-estimate the "measured" FCMs.  However, for 
     trophic levels 3 and 1, the estimated FCMs for DDT and toxaphene average   
     186% of the "measured" FCMs.  This trend suggests that FCMs for trophic    
     levels 4 and 1 might be even more overestimated.                           
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     (43) Evans, M.S., G.E. Noguchi and C.P. Rice, 1991.  "The biomagnification 
     of polychlorinated biphenyls, toxaphene and DDT compounds in a Lake        
     Michigan offshore food web."  Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 20: 87-93.   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.283     
     
     See Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2a for a discussion of the comparison of 
     predicted BAFs and field-measured BAFs.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.284
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has relied totally on a model derived from data with chlorinated       
     hydrocarbons and applied it to all chemicals, chlorinated or not.  The     
     field data used appear to be exclusively for chlorinated hydrocarbons.     
     There is no way to ascertain whether the model obtained by Thomann can be  
     broadly applied to all non-polar organics.                                 
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     Response to: P2606.284     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the model has been field validated primarily with    
     non-polar, chlorinated hydrocarbons.  EPA believes that the model is       
     applicable to other non-polar organics, recognizing that metabolism is not 
     accounted for.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.285
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA explain how the FCM values were derived and that 
     the sensitivity of the model should be made available before the FCM       
     estimates are mandated as regulatory numbers.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.285     
     
     EPA has made all the information available in the final TSD for BAFs.  The 
     model incorporates a sensitivity analysis, and therfeore EPA has not made a
     separate analysis available.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.286
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco also recommends that any water quality critieria promulgated should  
     also allow the use of appropriate modifications to the FCM values based on 
     data to model parameters at the site of discharge, not on basin-wide Great 
     Lakes averages.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.286     
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     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has also used Great Lakes-specific input parameters in the Gobas model 
     that is used to derive FCMs for the final Guidance.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.287
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures to estimate BAF from octanol/water partitioning or          
     bioconcentration factors appear to be very inaccurate.(44)                 
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     (44) Burkhard, L.P., B.R. Sheedy, and N.A. Thomas, 1991.  "Field Evaluation
     of Residue Prediction Procedures used in EPA's Guidance: 'Assessment and   
     Control of Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface Waters.'" National    
     Effluent Toxicity Assessment Center Report Number 10-91.  U.S. EPA,        
     Environmental Research Laboratory, Duluth, Minnesota.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.287     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.288
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes using three procedures to derive HHBAFs: Log P (or log        
     K(subow)), Log P plus a laboratory bioconcentration factor (BCF) and       
     field-derived BAF.  Stephan (1993) calculated HHBAFs and WLBAFs for the    
     chemicals identified for initial focus in the GLI.  Amoco's analysis of the
     predictive procedures suggest that they are inaccurate more often than they
     are accurate.                                                              
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     Response to: P2606.288     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See IV.B.2 of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.289
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco commends EPA for presenting the detailed information about how it    
     derived the BAF values.  This is a significant improvement over previous   
     tables available from EPA which simply listed BAF values.  It is unclear   
     why this document was published as a "Draft" rather than a final document, 
     since the GLI lists of BCCs depends so heavily upon it.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.289     
     
     The final TSD for BAFs will provide the modified and revised information   
     about the derivation of BAF values that was previously only available in   
     draft form.  The original document was published in draft form because it  
     was used to provide data for the proposed BAFs.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.290
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Amoco comments, Table 1, Figure 1, Table 2           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Log P- and BCF-derived HHBAFs were inaccurate in about 60% of the cases.   
     In other words, the predicted HHBAF was not within a factor of 3 of the    
     field BAF in most cases.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.290     
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     See Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2a and discussion of the data used to    
     derive Tier I criteria and Tier II values.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.291
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In about 40% of the cases, the predicted HHBAF was not within a factor of  
     10 of the field BAF.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.291     
     
     See Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2a.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.292
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: comment refers to discrepancies between predicted BAFs 
and            
          field-derived BAFs.                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The errors were about evenly split between overpredictions and             
     underpredictions.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.292     
     
     See Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2a.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
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     Comment ID: P2606.293
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco believes that a procedure that is so demonstrably inaccurate is a    
     poor basis for regulation.  Since the efforts are both over- and           
     under-protective, there is no rationale for retaining the Log P- and       
     BCF-derived procedures as proposed in the GLI.  The predictive value of    
     EPA's two procedures is so low that it is inappropriate as a basis for     
     setting regulatory standards.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.293     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See IV.B.2 of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2606.294
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     .                                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.294     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2606.295
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     .                                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.295     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2606.296
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that only field-derived BAFs be used as the basis to set  
     standards for BCCs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.296     
     
     EPA partially agrees.  See II.C.8 of the SID.                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.297
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 8157



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA consider using the Log P- and BCF-derived        
     estimates as screening tools, appropriate for prioritizing collection of   
     field data (where estimated BAFs are high) and for determining no further  
     action is necessary (where estimated BAFs are low).                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.297     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See IV.B.2 of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.298
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs obatined from field studies appear variable and highly dependent on   
     specific conditions at the study site.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.298     
     
     See response to comment D3503.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.299
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where several field BAF values were available, Stephan (1993) transformed  
     them by obtaining a geometric mean.  This assumes that the multiple values 
     were all independent measures of a single, "true" BAF.  This approach      
     ignores the possibility that BAFs actually reflect specifics of the various
     sites, and that there actually are a range of BAFs.  If the BAF really     
     reflects conditions at the field site, then a generic, average BAF is      
     technically a poor value to use for regulatory criteria.                   
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     Response to: P2606.299     
     
     EPA assumes that there is a range of BAFs between various sites and feels  
     that the best BAF to use in the derivation of system- wide criteria is a   
     value derived from the set of values.  Use of the geometric mean does not  
     imply that the BAF is the same at all sites and that variation is only due 
     to measurement variance. Because BAFs can vary from site to site, EPA      
     allows the derivation of site-specific BAFs if adequately justified by     
     acceptable data.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.300
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the food chain model and resulting bioaccumulation factors are accurate,
     then one would expect good fit between the predicted HHBAF for PCBs of     
     355372 (Stephan, 1993) and field data.  In fact, the GLI procedure appears 
     highly inaccurate even for PCBs that are highly persistent and poorly      
     metabolized.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.300     
     
     See Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2a of the SID for a comparison of the    
     field data of Oliver and Niimi (1988) and the predicted BAF.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.301
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: figure 2 Amoco comments; ref: see figure 2, pg 36             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using data obtained by Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources on PCB    
     content of fish in the Sheboygan River and Harbor area, and data collected 
     on PCB water concentrations as part of a National Priorities List site,    
     Hohreiter(45) compared water concentrations with fish tissue concentrations
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     collected at the same site and the same time. (This contrasts to some of   
     the studies in Lake Ontario where fish and water samples were collected at 
     different site and different times.)  Figure 2 summarizes the comparisons  
     found.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The results of Hohreiter's review show that the GLI procedure and HHBAF for
     PCBs routinely overestimate actual BAFs for all species (smallmouth bass,  
     rock bass, carp, and rainbow trout).  For most species, there is about a   
     5-fold error, but, for species that may move out of the contaminated site  
     (rainbow trout), the error is about 10-fold.                               
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     (45) Hohreiter, D.W., 1993.  "Analysis of Sheboygan River Fish Data to     
     Calculate Empirical, Site-specific Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs)."        
     Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc., Syracuse, New York.  Report prepared for Amoco
     Corporation, attached as Appendix 1.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.301     
     
     The commenter brings forth data from the Sheboygan River to argue that     
     EPA's methodology for predicting BAFs for PCBs overestimates the actual    
     BAFs from the Sheboygan River.  The commenter is using EPA's BAF           
     methodology in the original proposal.  Since the original proposal, EPA has
     greatly improved the BAF methodology to reduce uncertainty (see comment    
     P2606.405). A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)   
     against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the      
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold     
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). With the observed     
     excellent agreement between measured and predicted BAFs, EPA has concluded 
     that the procedure for determining BAFs in the final guidance is scientific
     valid and defensible.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.302
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Menzie Cura Assoc Report, Appendix 2, Amoco comments;
note:       
          include footnote 46                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In another review of the GLI proposal, Menzie-Cura & Associates concluded  
     that "The GLI does not account for the large uncertainty associated with   
     measured bioaccumulation factors (BAFs)." (46)  Their review of the GLI and
     related information found that "there is significant variability among     
     trophic levels, individuals of the same species, and PCB homologs in the   
     measurement of BAFs" (Section 2.1 of report, enclosed as Appendix 2). In   
     particular, they reviewed the original research done to determine field BAF
     values for PCBs, done primarily by Oliver and Niimi.  They found that      
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     Oliver and Niimi noted that the PCB congener BAFs for salmonids ranged by a
     factor of about 20 within each isomeric group.  This variability is not    
     considered in Stephan (1993), who reported single BAF values from the work 
     by Oliver and Niimi.                                                       
                                                                                
     -----------------------                                                    
     (46) Menzie-Cura & Associates, 1993.  "GLI Comments prepared by Menzie-Cura
     & Associates, Inc." Chelmsford, Massachusetts 01824.  Report prepared for  
     Amoco Corporation, attached as Appendix 2.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.302     
     
     EPA agrees that some uncertainty exists with any field or laboratory       
     measurement.  EPA has attempted to use the best data available for deriving
     BAFs used in the GLWQI.  If the uncertainties were as large as implied by  
     the commenter, the plots of the measured BAFs derived from the data set of 
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) against log Kow should be a scattergram. Figures 2 
     through 7 of the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to     
     Determine Bioaccumulation Factors demonstrate a well defined relationship  
     between the field measured BAFs and log Kow.  In addition, these measured  
     BAFs are in excellent agreement with BAFs predicted using the model of     
     Gobas (1993).   A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model      
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.303
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These data and those developed by EPA both demonstrate that the single     
     HHBAF value developed under the GLI is not especially accurate when applied
     to a specific site.  In light of this variability, Amoco believes that EPA 
     should mandate an approach that does not rely on a single HHBAF or WLBAF to
     set enforceable numerical water quality criteria.  Because the data suggest
     field BAFs vary significantly, an improved approach would be to allow      
     development of criteria BAF values using field data from the site of a     
     discharge or otherwise modified to reflect characteristics of the site.    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.303     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.304
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the GLI be revised to permit use of BAF values       
     developed to reflect properties of the water receiving a discharge,        
     preferably including BAF values derived from measurements from the         
     receiving water.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.304     
     
     The final Guidance does permit BAFs to be modified based on the water      
     quality characteristics at the site such as the POC and DOC.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.305
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Hohreiter's review also shows the need to distinguish between total and    
     dissolved contaminant.  When dissolved PCB levels were compared to the GLI 
     HHBAF, the error decreased to about a 3-fold over-estimate (again, with the
     exception of the rainbow trout).  While Amoco does not consider a 3-fold   
     error to be acceptable, this data do show the need for considering         
     bioavailability of a contaminant, as shown in the difference between       
     dissolved and total PCB.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.305     
     
     For a discussion on bioavailability, see Section IV.B.6 of the SID. See    
     response to comment D2620.020.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
Page 8162



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.306
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that WQC for bioaccumulative chemicals be adjustable to   
     reflect whether analytical values reflect bioavailable (dissolved) values  
     or total values.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.306     
     
     EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved concentration of organic       
     chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and the total concentration of
     the chemical for derivation of Tier I human health and wildlife criteria.  
     The fraction of the chemical in the ambient water that is freely dissolved 
     will be calculated using the Kow for the chemical and the concentration of 
     DOC and POC in the ambient water.  For further details on derivation of    
     this equation, see the final BAF TSD which is available in the public      
     docket for this rulemaking.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.307
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .                                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's field validation studies show problems with the BAF estimation       
     procedure.                                                                 
                                                                                
     ----------------------                                                     
     (49) Burkhard, L.P., B.R. Sheedy and N.A. Thomas, 1991.  "Field Evaluation 
     of Residue Prediction Procedures used in EPA's Guidance: 'Assessment and   
     Control of Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface Waters.'"  National   
     Effluent Toxicity Assessment Center Report Number 10-91.  U.S. EPA         
     Environmental Research Laboratory-Duluth, Minnesota.                       
                                                                                
     (50) U.S. EPA, 1991.  "Assessment and Control of Bioconcentratable         
     Contaminants in Surface Waters."  DRAFT.  Office of Research and           
     Development, Office of Water.  Washington, DC  20460                       
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     Response to: P2606.307     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See IV.B.2.a of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.308
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA conducted studies in order to validate the BAF estimation procedure.   
     Although EPA claimed that the studies validated the procedure, there are   
     problems with the study that Amoco reviewed.  In addition, a later         
     manuscript by the same study authors reported that the field procedures did
     not validate the procedure as well as initially claimed.  In addition, the 
     authors identified some potential contributors to the poor accuracy they   
     found - factors Amoco has noted should be considered to derive a BAF       
     specific to a receiving water.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.308     
     
     See IV.B.2 and VIII.A of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.309
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .                                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One study by EPA was reported by Burkhard at al. (1991).(49)  This field   
     evaluation appears to miscalculate residue prediction values, so that      
     comparison of predicted vs. observed is erroneous.  Table 4-5 lists log P  
     and FM (food chain multipliers) values at odds with EPA 1991 (50) and the  
     GLI.  All FM were 1 in Burkhard et al (1991), whereas FM values in EPA 1991
     and GLI are: biphenyl FM=1, phenanthrene and anthracene FM=1.2, and        
     fluranthene and pyrene FM=2.5 (trophic level 3) or FM=3.2 (trophic level   
     4).  This leads to significant changes in the predicted BAFs and increases 
     in the predicted tissue concentrations.  Consequently the conclusions      
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     reached concerning the success of the EPA 1991 and GLI procedure to predict
     BAFs are invalid.  That conclusion was: "This investigation demonstrated   
     that tissue residues in field discharge situations can be predicted within 
     a factor of 3 for 'non-metabolized' chemicals using the guidance residue   
     prediction procedure" (Burkhard et al., 1991, p. 12).                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------                                                 
     (49) Burkhard, L.P., B.R. Sheedy, and N.A. Thomas, 1991.  "Field Evaluation
     of Residue Prediction Procedures used in EPA's Guidance: 'Assessment and   
     Control of Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface Waters.'"  National   
     Effluent Toxicity Assessment Center Report Number 10-91.  U.S. EPA         
     Environmental Research Laboratory-Duluth, Minnesota.                       
                                                                                
     (50) U.S. EPA, 1991.  "Assessment and Control of Bioconcentratable         
     Contaminants in Surface Waters."  DRAFT.  Office of Research and           
     Development, Office of Water.  Washington, DC  20460.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.309     
     
     The inconsistency in FCMs pointed out by the commenter is reflective of    
     EPA's developmental process on FCMs occuring in the late 1980's and early  
     1990's.  The reported by Burkhard et al. (1991) was written using a much   
     older version of the FCMs.  The original proposal for GLWQI and EPA's draft
     assessment and control document contained an later version of the FCMs     
     which EPA believed to be more scientifically defensible.  The commenter    
     conclusions based on this inconsistency is unfounded.  Since the original  
     proposal, EPA has developed a new set of FCMs for the GLWQI using the model
     of Gobas (1993).  In developing these FCMs, EPA has responsed to the       
     criticism that FCMs developed using the model of Thomann (1989) did not    
     include the effects of the benthic food web pathway.  The model of Gobas   
     (1993) contains both the benthic and pelagic food web pathways.  A         
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two        
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold difference
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). With the observed excellent agreement   
     between measured and predicted BAFs, EPA has concluded that the procedure  
     for determining BAFs in the final guidance is scientific valid and         
     defensible.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.310
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: "in contrast" refers to Burkhard et al., 1991, Amoco 
footnote 49      
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast, Burkhard et al (1993)(51) appear to have re-evaluated the same
     data and conclude instead that the prediction procedure was less           
     successful.  Burkhard et al. (1993) stated that 31% of the measured BAFs   
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     were within a factor of 5 of the predicted BAF for the fish (bluegill,     
     Lepomis macrochirus) and that 67% were within a factor of 5 of the         
     predicted BAF for the crayfish (Decapoda).  However, if the accuracy is    
     determined using the 3-fold criteria as originally proposed in Burkhard et 
     al 1991, then the prediction success was only 27% for the fish and 47% for 
     the crayfish.(52)  Burkhard et al. (1993) also noted that "Agreement       
     between the measured BAFs and BCFs was poor in that measured BCFs tended to
     be much larger than the measured BAFs" (p. 23).  In sum, then, the         
     procedures proposed in the GLI are of poor accuracy either when based on   
     log Kow methods of extrapolations of laboratory-derived BCFs.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------                                           
                                                                                
     (49) Burkhard, L.P., B.R. Sheedy and N.A. Thomas, 1991.  "Field Evaluation 
     of Residue Prediction Procedures used in EPA's Guidance: 'Assessment and   
     Control of Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface Waters.'" National    
     Effluent Toxicity Assessment Center Report Number 10-91. U.S. EPA          
     Environmental Research Laboratory-Duluth, Minnesota.                       
     (51) Burkhard, L.P., B.R. Sheedy, and D.J. McCauley, 1993. "A Comparison of
     Measured and Predicted Bioaccumulation Factors for Biphenyl, Phenanthrene, 
     Anthracene, Fluoranthene, and Pyrene."  Unpublished MS.  U.S. EPA,         
     Environmental Research Laboratory, Duluth, Minnesota.  (This document was  
     provided by EPA in lieu of a document cited in Stephan, 1993, as "Burkhard,
     L.P. Unpublished data.  U.S. EPA, Environmental Research Laboratory,       
     Duluth, MN.")                                                              
                                                                                
     (52) The value for success in predicting bluegill BAFs used two cases where
     Burkhard et al. (1993) did not determine a numerical value for the BAF.  In
     these two cases, the tissue residues in the bluegill were less than at a   
     reference station.  However, the two values do indicate that the BAFs were 
     less than 1/3 of the predicted values of 320 and 1153 for biphenyl and     
     phenanthrene, and so that the prediction procedure was not successful      
     within a factor of 3.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.310     
     
     The commenter ignores a very important point discussed in the reports by   
     Burkhard et al. (1991 & 1993).  PAHs are metabolized by fishes.  Thus, BAFs
     predicted assuming no metabolism will be larger than field measured BAFs.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.311
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other observations of concentrations of chemicals in the Great Lakes       
     suggest that the BAF procedure highly overestimates the impact of some BCCS
     on wildlife, despite EPA's claim that the methods "have been field         
     correlated and verified" (p. 20821).  Data reported by the International   
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     Joint Commission showed western Lake Erie ambient water concentrations 10- 
     to 100- times the proposed GLI criteria for DDT, mercury, PCB and TCDD,    
     which are based on wildlife criteria.  If the BAF method is accurate, then 
     wildlife living in the area should be seriously impaired.  However, reports
     show eagle, osprey and mink populations to be apparently unimpaired in this
     region.(53)  These field data show that the BAF method, as applied to      
     wildlife, is far from being validated by field data.                       
                                                                                
     ------------------------------                                             
     (53) Chemical Manufacturers Association, 1993.  Comments on Wildlife       
     Criterion of the Great Lakes Initiative.  Washington, DC.  Submitted to the
     EPA Docket for the GLI.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.311     
     
     EPA has revised the BAF methodology, including the derivation of BAFs for  
     wildlife criteria.  EPA believes that the revised BAFs are a more accurate 
     reflection of the exposure wildlife is getting from the aquatic food chain.
      For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B. of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.312
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the GLI acknowledge the equivocal nature of          
     validation studies of the proposed BAF method and change the proposal to   
     permit consideration of site-specific and alternative approaches to        
     deriving a BAF value.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.312     
     
     EPA partially agrees with the comment.  EPA  is allowing for modifications 
     to the BAF based on site-specific characteristics, based on the procedure  
     set forth in Appendix F, Procedure  1, if scientifically defensible.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.313
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's creation of a list of "potential BCCs" was done without any perceived
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     We believe that this resulted from avoidable problems caused by the        
     simplistic single criterion used for identifying BCCs.  Amoco recommends   
     that the list of potential BCCs be deleted by assigning those chemicals as 
     either BCCs or non-BCCs, using the criteria of BAF, fate, toxicity, and    
     loadings.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.313     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.314
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on EPA's own evaluation of the data, a number of chemicals were      
     identified for which the HHBAF needed to be modified, leading to judgements
     that the HHBAF was less than 1000.  Rather than removing these chemicals   
     from the BCC list, however, EPA assigned them to a new list, "potential    
     BCCs."  We believe this is a result of problems with using BAF alone to    
     define BCCs: there is no way to reflect obviously important and relevant   
     data.                                                                      
                                                                                
     There is no basis for such a "potential BCC" list: if the method to        
     identify BCCs is sufficiently valid to identify bioaccumulative chemicals, 
     then it should be used.  If the method is insufficiently developed, then a 
     regulatory proposal is premature because it lacks good scientific support. 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.314     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.315
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the potential BCC list be dropped from the proposal  
     and that the Table 6B chemicals be dropped from Table 6 or identified as   
     non-BCC pollutants of concern in the Great Lakes because of evidence of    
     their presence in the Great Lakes and adverse impacts on the system.       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.315     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.316
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Phenol is incorrectly included as a potential BCC.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.316     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: P2606.317
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: addresses calculated BAF for phenol                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stephan (1993) cites a BCF test as the basis for the predicted HHBAF of    
     1728, but notes that the predicted HHBAF based on the Log Kow is 3.4.  The 
     GLI preamble notes that "it is doubtful that the BAF for this chemical is  
     above 1000" (p. 20845).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.317     
     
     Phenol continues to based on a BCF based on a log Kow.  See Section IV.B.2a
     of the SID for a discussion on Tier II values. In addition, the potential  
     BCC list has been removed from the final Guidance.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.318
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This appears to be one case where EPA's choice to ignore persistence has   
     made a simple case difficult.  Clearly stated, phenol is not a persistent  
     chemical and is readily biodegraded.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.318     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.319
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see appendix 2, Amoco comments                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Additional data on phenol is appended, showing reported physiochemical     
     parameters related to the persistence of phenol (Menzie-Cura & Associates  
     report, Section 3.2, Table 5).                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.319     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.320
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus phenol cannot be considered as a persistent toxic and has no          
     significant potential to bioaccumulate.  There is no justification for     
     identifying it as a BCC or potential BCC.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.320     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.321
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that phenol be dropped from consideration as a BCC or     
     potential BCC.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.321     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

Page 8171



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.322
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toluene is incorrectly included as a potential BCC.(54)                    
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     (54) These values are not normalized for lipid.  Values cited in P.H.      
     Howard, 1990, Handbook of Environmental Fate and Exposure Data for Organic 
     Chemicals, Volume II. Solvents.  Lewis Publishers, Chelsea Michigan, p.    
     438.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.322     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TOLUENE
     Comment ID: P2606.323
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stephan (1993) cites a BCF test as the basis for the predicted HHBAF of    
     1547, but notes that the predicted HHBAF based on the Log Kow is 40.  The  
     GLI preamble notes that "it is doubtful that the BAF for this chemical is  
     above 1000" (p. 20845).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.323     
     
     EPA has modified the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide    
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a 
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     BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF          
     methodology.  BSAFs are developed using field data.  EPA has deleted the   
     "potential BCC" category in the final Guidance.                            
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes the limitations of the methodology for chemicals which      
     readily metabolize and for which no field-measured BAF is available.  The  
     BAF for toluene should be modified to account for metabolism and other     
     processes if there is scientific justification.  Because the BAF for       
     toluene is based on a predicted BCF, it can only be used in the derivation 
     of Tier II values.  For a discussion on the data needed to derive Tier I   
     criteria or Tier II values, see Section IV.B.2a of the SID.                
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on         
     site-specific characteristics based on the procedure set forth in Appendix 
     F, Procedure 1 if there is scientific justification.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.324
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This appears to be another case where EPA's choice to ignore persistence   
     has made a simple case difficult.  As with phenol, toluene is not a        
     persistent chemical and is readily biodegraded.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.324     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TOLUENE
     Comment ID: P2606.325
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stephan (1993) cited a single BCF value of 1547 from an unpublished        
     manuscript by Brooke and Call.  The derivation of HHBAF ignored other      
     published BCF studies where BCF values ranged from 1.67 to 380.(54)        
     Stephan acknowledged preference for some BCF tests over others; however,   
     the scientific justification for doing so is extremely limited.            
     Consideration of such studies is appropriate, however, when considering the
     "consistency with all available data concerning the bioaccumulation of the 
     chemical" as suggested in Appendix B, VI.D.5. (p. 21024).                  
                                                                                
     Additional data on toluene is appended, showing reported physiochemical    
     parameters related to the persistence of toluene (Menzie-Cura & Associates 
     report, section 3.2, Table 6).                                             
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     (54) These values are not normalized for lipid.  Values cited in P.H.      
     Howard, 1990, Handbook of Environmental Fate and Exposure Data for Organic 
     Chemicals, Volume II. Solvents.  Lewis Publishers, Chelsea Michigan, p.    
     438.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.325     
     
     See response to comment P2606.323.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.326
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toluene cannot be considered as a persistent toxic chemical and has no     
     significant potential to bioaccumulate.  There is no justification for     
     identifying it as a BCC or a potential BCC.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.326     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.327
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that toluene be dropped from consideration as a BCC or    
     potential BCC.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.327     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.328
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons are listed as "potential" BCCs    
     despite EPA's acknowledgement that they probably do not bioaccumulate.     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.328     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PAH
     Comment ID: P2606.329
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are included on Table 6B as
     potential BCCs. These included benzo[a]pyrene, benzo[b]fluoranthene,       
     benzo[k]fluroanthene, benzo[ghi]perylene, dibenz[ah]anthracene, and        
     indeno[1,2,3-cd]pyrene.  These are five-ring compounds with log Kow ranging
     from 6.02 to 6.84.  Estimated BAFs, calculated using the log Kow values,   
     range from 41,340 to 1,342,877, suggesting significant bioaccumulation     
     potential.                                                                 
                                                                                
     However, abundant evidance suggests that these estimated BAFs are grossly  
     exaggerated.  Stephan (1993), in calculating HHBAFs for these, noted that  
     field data results in BAFs from 17 to 228 for four PAHs with three and four
     rings for fish with 5.0% lipids, and stated that "It seems unlikely that   
     PAHs with five rings will have BAFs greater than 1000" (see entry for each 
     PAH).  Presumably, this is why the preamble to the GLI noted the PAHs and  
     requested comment on the methodology used to derive the BCC list (p.       
     20844).                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA's TSD also noted that "dietary uptake is not a major pathway of        
     bioaccumulation for many PAHs in most fish species tested" (p. 16, Section 
     III.E).  The TSD went on to conclude "Predicted BAFs and BCFs for chemicals
     with these characteristics will probably substantially overestimate true   
     bioaccumulation in nature."                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.329     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.330
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco concurs with Stephan's interpretation and EPA's suggestion that the  
     actual BAFs for 5-ring PAHs are substantically lower than obtained from    
     EPA's predictive approach.  Amoco also concurs that the BAFs for these     
     5-ring PAH's are probably below 1000.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.330     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.331
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not understand why EPA does not follow its own evaluation and exclude
     these 5-ring PAHs from listing as BCCs.  EPA, following its own procedures 
     for identifying BCCs, concluded that the BAFs for these chemicals does not 
     exceed the criterion BAF of 1000.  Creating a new list, "potential BCCs",  
     suggests that EPA believes its BAF procedure is unsatisfactory as a tool to
     identify BCCs.  If, in fact, EPA believes that its BAF procedure is        
     unsatisfactory, then EPA should change it procedure, not create an         
     additional list of "things that didn't quite fit the way we think they     
     should have."                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.331     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.332
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA conclude that the procedure to determine         
     potential BCCs is unsatisfactory and undefined and so should be abandoned. 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.332     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.333
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco urges modification of the BAF procedure to accomodate fate, toxicity,
     and loading, essentially the issues that caused problems with phenol,      
     toluene and PAHs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.333     
     
     EPA has made modifications to the final Guidance which addresses the       
     commenter's concern.  For a detailed discussion, see Section IV.B.2a of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.334
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI use of generic values for lipid concentration in fish forces use of
     inaccurate values.(55)                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------                                                 
     (55) These cases were selected because values were reported for four lakes.
      Canadian values ("CDF&O") were not included because these were averaged   
     data from unspecified lakes.  Average values are from the same EPA table.  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.334     
     
     See response to comment P2606.337.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.335
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fish lipid values, reported in Tables A1, A2 and B1 of the TSD show how    
     different the values in the various Great Lakes really are.  Below is an   
     excerpt from Table B1(55):                                                 
                                                                                
     If the overall average lipid content must be used in a calculation, then an
     automatic error or bias is built into the BAF criteria for any one site.   
     Note that these data represent different fish populations, i.e., they are  
     not one large migratory population, and so should be considered as distinct
     groups.  Failure to recognize population differences negates efforts to    
     best address regional issues.  Lake trout from L. Ontario have only 88% of 
     the "official" amount of lipid (15.3% vs. 17.3%) and carp from L. Ontario  
     have only 64% of the "official" amount (5.8% vs. 9.1%).  Calculations for  
     Lake Ontario would thus have a 12% error or bias for Lake Trout and a 36%  
     error or bias for carp.  This illustrates how the approach in the proposal 
     obscures real differences in the region and refuses to deal with the real  
     differences between the Great Lakes.                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------                                                 
     (55) These cases were selected because values were reported for four lakes.
      Canadian values ("CDF&O") were not included because these were averaged   
     data from unspecified lakes.  Average values are from the same EPA table.  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.335     
     
     See response to comment P2606.341 and P2606.337.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.336
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: addresses concerns regarding lipid analysis methods      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methods were not standardized with respect to solvents or extraction   
     method.  Since there is likely to be substantial variability between       
     commonly used methods, this incorporates an unnecessary source of          
     variability and uncertainty in the results.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.336     
     
     For a discussion on s extraction methods and solvents, see Section IV.B.3  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.337
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal appears to rely on a very limited selection of data on lipid  
     content.  It is unclear whether these data were obtained just from the     
     Great Lakes States.  In light of the large amount of data on lipid analyses
     in fish, it is necessary to know how and why these values were selected.   
     There is no way to evaluate the proposal without such details.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.337     
     
     EPA has revised the lipid analysis used in the final Guidance to address   
     commenters' concerns.  See Section IV.B.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of 
     the issue.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.338
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: refers to fish lipid content values                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The data seem to be means of means, e.g., means of several lakes, each lake
     value itself a mean of values.  This way to obtain a value is invalid if   
     one wishes to evaluate uncertainty or make statistical conclusions about   
     the results.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.338     
     
     See response to comment P2606.337.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.339
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: refers to fish lipid data                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Averaging of data across lakes, species, and families unnecessarily wastes 
     information.  Tables A1, A2 clearly show differences between lakes - these 
     are real and shouldn't be ignored.  Similarly, there are real differences  
     in lipid content between species and families.  The prime intent of        
     averaging is to obtain a better value.  Unfortunately, this is an invalid  
     approach where real differences are present.  In such a case, averaging    
     simply masks real differences and leads to biased numbers, and, possibly,  
     to erroneous management decisions.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.339     
     
     See response to comment P2606.337.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.340
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lipids are not all the same in their tendency to be a sink for             
     bioaccumulated materials.  This factor, reported in published literature,  
     is ignored in the analysis.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.340     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that lipids are not all the same in their    
     tendency to be a sink for bioaccumulated materials.  EPA acknowledges that 
     this information is not incorporated in the final Guidance, but believes   
     that the paritioning information in the final Guidance is adequate and     
     scientifically defensible.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.341
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provision should be made in the regulations to use better lipid data.      
     Where needed in estimating BAF or in estimating subsequently derived values
     (e.g., for human or wildlife consumption factors), the procedure should    
     permit use of alternate lipid values.  This would improve estimates by     
     focusing the attention of particular fish species in specific locations.   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.341     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that provisions should be made in the        
     regulation to use better lipid data.  For a discussion on use of different 
     lipid values, see Section IV.B.3 and Section VIII.A.4 of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.342
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Standard lipid values presented in the preamble double and triple the      
     standard lipid values developed in the TSD for human and wildlife          
     calculations.  The lipid values were recalculated purportedly to give equal
     species representation (p. 12).  However, no details were provided about   
     what values were used.  The results have very large standard deviations, as
     would be expected from a widely varying data set.  No information was      
     presented in the preamble about how well these values fit the data.  Then  
     the preamble notes that the new values "were not different statistically"  
     from previous calculations.  Such statements cannot be critically examined 
     without fuller revelation of what data were used.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.342     
     
     See response to comment P2606.337 and the final TSD for BAFs. See also     
     Section IV.B.3 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.343
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no driving need to produce standard values for the entire Great   
     Lakes Basin.  The limited lipid data in the TSD clearly show major         
     differences between Great Lakes for the same species.  Accurate evaluation 
     of BAF should use the most locally accurate data, not an arbitrary         
     collection of offsite averages.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.343     
     
     EPA believes that the use of the West et al. (1993) survey to estimate the 
     percent lipid used for deriving BAFs is an improvement on the methods      
     utilized in the proposal because the West survey allows a determination of 
     the actual fish species consumed and the rate of consumption.  When this   
     information is coupled with the information on percent lipid values for    
     these fish, it is possible to derive a more accurate reflection of the     
     grams of lipid from fish that are consumed by humans.  EPA acknowledges    
     that the West study only covered anglers in the State of Michigan, but     
     concludes it represents the best study to use for deriving                 
     consumption-weighted mean percent lipid values. States and Tribes can      
     derive alternative percent lipid values to be used in the derivation of    
     BAFs if they have the information needed to redo the derivation.           
                                                                                
     EPA has required use of a consumption-weighted mean percent lipid value for
     trophic level four fish of 3.12 and 1.84 for trophic level three in edible 
     tissue for use in determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: P2606.344
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The preamble asserts that "wildlife typically are nondiscriminatory        
     consumers of fish" as the reason to use the mean of lipid values for all   
     fish, game and nongame (p. 13). This assertion needs documentation -       
     wildlife may not discriminate about which tissues are consumed or about    
     which species that is available is consumed, but not all species are       
     equally available to wildlife.  For example, a shore mammal such as a mink 
     does not have pelagic fish species available on a continuous basis.        
     Ignoring this aspect of wildlife ecology flaws the analysis severely and   
     significantly increases the likely error in the final wildlife values.     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.344     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.345
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Information on lipid content should be presented in as fine-grained detail 
     as is possible, i.e., differentiating between different lipid types        
     (physiologically), analytical methods and tissues sampled.  In addition,   
     some method should be proposed to permit evaluation of differences in      
     life-stages of fish population.  For example, field samples collected      
     immediately after spawning are likely to show less residue than would      
     samples collected before spawning.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.345     
     
     See reponse to comment P2606.337.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the data is inconclusive as to which extraction method   
     and solvent to use and therefore has not made a recommendation on which    
     method and solvent to use in the measurement of percent lipids.  EPA will  
     be providing additional guidance on which extraction method(s) and         
     solvent(s) to use in the guidance on the determination and interpretation  
     of field- measured BAFs.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.346
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 8184



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that the GLI should permit evaluating factors that are    
     likely to affect lipid content in impacted communities when calculating BAF
     used to set numerical effluent standards.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.346     
     
     See response to comment P2606.341.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.347
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Uncertainty is not addressed in a clear or appropriate manner. (56)(57)    
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     (56) Veith, G.D., and P. Kosian, 1983.  "Estimating bioconcentration       
     potential from octanol/water partition coefficients." Chapter 15 in PCBs in
     the Great Lakes, Mackay, D., R. Patterson, S. Eisenrich and M. Simmons     
     (Eds) Ann Arbor Science.                                                   
                                                                                
     (57) Thomann, R.V., 1989.  "Bioaccumulation Model of Organic Chemical      
     Distribution in Aquatic Food Chains," Environ. Sci. Technol. 23(6):        
     699-707.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.347     
     
     See response to comment P2606.161.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.348
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limits and uncertainties should be handled correctly.  Amoco is concerned  
     that limits and uncertainties in the procedures have not been carefully or 
     systematically scrutinized, but simplified into broad numerical            
     multipliers.  Uncertainty is an inherent part of any estimation.           
     Techniques are available to deal with uncertainty in measurements and      
     calculations.  Correctly handled, the uncertainty can be incorporated into 
     management decisions.  Incorrectly handled, uncertainty may lead to        
     speculative values applied wholesale "just to be sure".                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.348     
     
     See reponse to comment P2606.161.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.349
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, the basoc log K(subow)/BCF relationship was described by Veith
     and Kosian(56) from a regression process.  Such a method has an inherent   
     unncertainty in the output, but no analysis of this type of estimation     
     error is discussed in the proposal.                                        
                                                                                
     -----------------------                                                    
     (56) Veith G.D. and P. Kosian, 1983. "Estimating bioconcentration potential
     from octanol/water partition coefficients." Chapter 15 in PCBs in the Great
     Lakes, Mackay, D., R. Patterson, S. Eisenrich and M. Simmons (Eds) Ann     
     Arbor Science.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.349     
     
     See reponse to comment P2606.161.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.350
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Measurement of lipid in fish is subject to sampling errors and analytical  
     errors, but these are not discussed in the proposal.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.350     
     
     All measurements are subject to sampling and analytical errors. EPA        
     acknowledges that these errors in measurement of lipid in fish are not     
     discussed in the final Guidance.  EPA believes that the data used to derive
     percent lipid had negligible sampling and analytical errors, and therefore 
     believes that it is valid to use in the final Guidance.  EPA will be       
     providing additional guidance on which extraction method(s) and solvent(s) 
     to use in the guidance on the determination and interpretation of field-   
     measured BAFs.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.351
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The model proposed by Thomann(57) is subject to uncertainty due to         
     parameter estimation and to selection of specific parameters, but these are
     not discussed.                                                             
                                                                                
     -----------------------                                                    
     (57) Thomann, R.V., 1989. "Bioaccumulation Model of Organic Chemical       
     Distribution in Aquatic Food Chains," Environ. Sci. Technol. 23(6):699-707.
     
     
     Response to: P2606.351     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document. The model
     of Gobas relies on measured parameters. See Section IV.B.2a and B.4 for    
     discussion on the Gobas model.  For the specific parameters used, see final
     TSD for BAFs.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.352
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco concurs with the SAB review and recommends that EPA clarify and      
     present a straight-forward procedure with associated estimates of          
     confidence levels, limits and sources of uncertainty.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.352     
     
     See response to comment P2606.161.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.353
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The denial of a mixing zone for BCCs is technically unfounded.             
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes to deny mixing zones for BCCs.  Amoco objects that this   
     proposal has no technical merit and is contrary to EPA's stated rationales 
     for denying mixing zones.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.353     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.354
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal to universally deny mixing zones for BCCs ignores the     
     technical use of a mixing zone and makes the BAF estimation process        
     inaccurate.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.354     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.355
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The HHBAF and WLBAF are computed assuming a constant exposure.  The mixing 
     zone delination process provides a (conservative) mechanism for estimating 
     what that constant exposure may be.  Consequently, mixing zone are a tool  
     to estimate the results of a natural physical process.  If an effluent does
     contain an elevated concentration of a BCC, the aqueous concentration will 
     decrease as the effluent mixes with receiving water containing background  
     levels of the BCC.  Organisms in the aquatic food chain (and humans and    
     wildlife consuming those organisms) do not spend their entire lifetime     
     exposed to concentrations found in the unmixed effluent.  As shown in tests
     measuring bioconcentration factors (BCFs) depuration of many BCCs occurs   
     when exposure is reduced.  Consequently, the actual bioaccumulation will   
     reflect the actual exposures of the organisms in the food chain.           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.355     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.356
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that mixing zones be permitted for BCCs unless specific   
     criteria establish that a mixing zone cannot be delineated consistent with 
     maintaining the overall biological integrity of the waterbody.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.356     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.357
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA chooses not to permit the use of mixing zones in calculation of WQC 
     for BCCs, then the HHBAF and WLBAF should be adjusted downward.  Mixing    
     zones have been defined by regulators to describe the maximum area in a    
     receiving water where elevated concentrations of a BCC might be expected.  
     Mixing zones frequently achieve effective reductions of 10 to 100-fold in  
     effluent concentrations; consequently Amoco recommends that a 10-fold      
     adjustment of the HHBAF or WLBAF should be incorporated into the GLI if    
     mixing zones are not allowed for BCCs.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.357     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.358
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal is inconsistent with EPA's previously stated rationale for
     delineating mixing zones.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.358     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.359
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control    
     (EPA/505/2-90-001, 1991) stated that mixing zones can be compatible with   
     maintaining the overall biological integrity of the waterbody (p.34).      
     Amoco believes that the use of mixing zone for BCCs is, in general,        
     compatible with the criteria EPA set forth in that document.  EPA          
     identified a number of issues needing consideration in establishing a      
     mixing zone:  - the relative area of the mixing zone should be small       
     relative to the total water body.  - the mixing zone must not impinge on   
     unique or critical habitats.  - the mixing zone must not encroach on       
     drinking water intakes.  - the mixing zone should not encroach on areas    
     often used for fish harvesting particularly of stationary species such as  
     shellfish.                                                                 
                                                                                
     These issues reflect factors specific to the receiving water and do not    
     automatically apply to any chemical, including BCCs.  For NPDES permittees 
     who have existing mixing zone, issues such as relative size of mixing zone,
     inpingement on habitats, encroachment on water intakes, and harvesting have
     already been considered and resolved.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.359     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.360
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also noted that "the mixing zone should not be projected to result in  
     significant health risks to average consumers of fish and shellfish, after 
     considering exposure duration of the affected aquatic organisms in the     
     mixing zone, and the patterns of fisheries use in the area."  The GLI      
     proposes no consideration of exposure duration or fisheries use, so this   
     issue provides no justification for universal denial of mixing zone.       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.360     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.361
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: EPA 1991 refers to the TSD                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA (1991, p. 34) also suggests that mixing zone might be denied as a      
     device to compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the WQC or 
     uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the waterbody.  Under the    
     GLI, EPA seeks to increase the protectiveness of the WQC.  Consequently,   
     there should be less uncertainty about the protectiveness of the WQC and   
     less need to deny a mixing zone as a compensation.                         
                                                                                
     EPA has not identified uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the   
     Great Lakes waterbodies, so has not justified denial of the mixing zone on 
     this basis.  In fact, EPA proposes specific procedures to calculate TMDLs  
     for the Great Lakes (Appendix F, procedures C and D).  These procedures    
     should reduce uncertainty about assimilative capacity.  Consequently, the  
     GLI proposal contradicts EPA's previously stated rationale for denying     
     mixing zone.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.361     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.362
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, then, EPA's proposal to deny mixing zone for BCCs is unjustified,  
     using EPA's own criteria for mixing zone.  In addition, ignoring the real  
     effect of mixing will lead to systematic inaccuracy in EPA's human health  
     and wildlife bioaccumulation factor calculations.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.362     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2606.363
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is unable to suggest that any improvements in fish consumption         
     advisories or other significant improvements would result from             
     implementation of the GLI.(58)                                             
                                                                                
     -----------------------                                                    
     (58) U.S. EPA, (March 31, 1993 "Environmental News: EPA Issues Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance."  Communications, Education and Public Affairs,    
     Washington, DC) presented the following quote attributed to Ms. Browner:   
     "The 164 fish consumption advisories issued by the Great Lake states are   
     evidence that we are not yet meeting the goals of the Clean Water Act or   
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  Today's guidance proposed        
     stringent regulation of persistent, bioaccumulative chemicals to help      
     prevent additional long-term environmental damage."                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.363     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143 and D2723.004.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2606.364
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Administrator Browner has suggested that the GLI is intended to reduce the 
     number of fish consumption advisories and impacts of persistent            
     bioaccumulative chemicals(58).  However, the GLI proposal never mentions   
     when or if any fish consumption advisory will be changed because of the    
     proposed control on point source discharges.                               
                                                                                
     Nor does the GLI appear able to document that most bioaccumulative         
     chemicals will be reduced by the proposal.  EPA estimated loading          
     reductions (Table IX-4, p. 20994) and, even using its most optimistic      
     scenario, could identify reductions in only 9 of the 28 BCCs listed in     
     Table 6a.  Most of the claimed reductions in toxics came from reduction in 
     copper (30% of total reduction) and cadmium (24%).                         
                                                                                
     Amoco is skeptical that the GLI, as proposed, will make any significant    
     progress toward meeting the goals that Adminstrator Browner identified.    
     This results from the lack of loading considerations, alternative sources  
     and sinks.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.364     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143, D2587.014, D2723.004 and        
     D2721.040.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2606.365
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA delay final implementation of regulations under  
     the GLI until it is able to document that the regulations will achieve some
     specific environmental objectives, especially in affecting fish consumption
     advisories.  This will require better estimates of loadings and better     
     targeting of specific chemicals.  However, EPA is already gathering such   
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     data: the National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish provides some        
     relevant information, the Lake Michigan Pilot study is providing data on   
     ambient water quality trends.(59)                                          
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     (59) U.S. EPA, 1993, "The Water Monitor", May and June issues, Region 5    
     news.  EPA 841-N-93-007 and 841-N-93-008.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.365     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143, D2721.040 and D2723.004.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2606.366
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA identified a number of other programs to "prevent pollutants from being
     introduced, reduce pollutant loadings currently being discharged, and      
     remediate the adverse effects associated with past pollutant discharges to 
     the Great Lakes System" (p. 20826).  EPA lists about 13 major programs that
     target the Great Lakes.  Many of these programs are much more focused than 
     the GLI, such as those targeting sediments in a specific harbor.  Amoco    
     recommends that EPA evaluate how the GLI will mesh or conflict with these  
     other programs in the Great Lakes.  Amoco believes that these other        
     programs are likely to be more successful than the GLI approach to regulate
     point source discharges.  Amoco also believes that the GLI may conflict    
     with some of these other programs and urges EPA to determine whether the   
     GLI approach is needed at all, especially given EPA's failure to identify  
     what improvements will follow GLI implementation.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.366     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is consistent with other approaches to      
     reducing toxic substances in the Great Lakes basin and complements other   
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts as discussed in Sections I.C and I.D of
     the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and          
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.367
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF model incorrectly assumes constant water concentrations throughout 
     the range of a predator fish, indeed, throughout an entire watershed.      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.367     
     
     See section IV of the SID for a discussion on the use of BAFs and see the  
     TSD for BAFs.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.368
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of bioaccumulation is based upon a comparison of residue levels
     with concentrations in the ambient water.  The GLI proposal intimates that 
     no mixing zone or dilution will be permitted as part of setting effluent   
     limits for BCCs.  There is no scientific basis for failure to consider     
     dilution effects.  A policy that prohibits mixing zones actually is        
     modeling an ecosystem that exists entirely in 100% effluent.  Dilution of  
     an effluent in receiving water should be recognized and should, where      
     demonstrated, be considered in estimating exposures.  EPA's TSD for NPDES  
     describes criteria where mixing zones are protective of aquatic life.  The 
     GLI proposal suggests that the EPA made an arbitrary decision to disallow  
     mixing zones as an additional way to reduce loadings.  No indication is    
     presented that EPA considered whether this would significantly reduce      
     loadings.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.368     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.369
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculations used in obtaining a BAF assume a constant water           
     concentration, usually to permit assumptions about equilibrium partitioning
     and exposure.  For large bodies of water like the Great Lakes, assumptions 
     about homogenous concentrations may not be appropriate.  Data on patterns  
     of tissue residues reflects changes in bioaccumulation.  For example,      
     studies of bluefish tissue residues along the East Coast showed that       
     residues decreased as fish moved into less polluted waters, then increased 
     as they moved into more polluted areas on a seasonal basis.                
                                                                                
     Data obtained on field BAF values in the Sheboygan River and Harbor (on    
     Lake Michigan) show how variable water concentration can be.  An           
     investigation there found 2-fold ranges in total and dissolved PCB         
     concentrations within a 1.5 month period.(60)  The same study found        
     bioaccumulation in rainbow trout much reduced, relative to other resident  
     species, probably due to the trout's normal movement patterns.  The        
     observed BAF for rainbow trout was 3212 (normalized to 1% lipid), vs. BAFs 
     of 66690 to 76080 observed for smallmouth bass, rock bass and carp, and the
     predicted GLI BAF for PCBs of 355372.                                      
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     (60) Hohreiter, D.W., 1993.  "Analysis of Sheboygan River Fish Data to     
     Calculate Empirical, Site-specific Bioaccumulation Factors (BAFs)."        
     Blasland, Bouck & Lee, Inc., Syracuse, New York.  Report prepared for Amoco
     Corporation, attached as Appendix 1.  See Table 2, water samples collected 
     on 5/11/87 and 6/23/87 at site "B.Sheb.Falls" showed 2-fold change in total
     PCB and dissolved PCB.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.369     
     
     See section IV of the SID for a discussion on the use of BAFs and see the  
     TSD for BAFs.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.370
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that procedures to set effluent limits should permit      
     inclusion of appropriate mixing zones and dilution.  Information and models
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     of non-homogenous distribution of substances should be usable to modify    
     limits.  Such flexibility would properly reflect site-specificity and      
     permit appropriate protection for the local ecological communities.        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.370     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.371
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a conspicuous absence of a risk-based approach in the GLI, in     
     conflict with EPA's endorsement of this tool and with past successes in    
     managing large regions using risk-based approaches.(61)(62)                
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     (61) Habicht, II, F.H. (Deputy Administrator), Feb. 26, 1992 Memorandum to 
     Assistant Administrators and Regional Administrators, on Guidance on Risk  
     Characterization for Risk Managers and Risk Assessors.  Regarding          
     implementation, Habicht stated, "Effective immediately, it will be Agency  
     policy for each EPA office to provide several kinds of risk assessment     
     information in connection with new Agency reports, presentations, and      
     decision packages."                                                        
                                                                                
     (62) U.S. EPA, 1991.  "The Watershed Protection Approach: An Overview."    
     Office of Water, Washington, D.C. EPA/503/9-92/002.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.371     
     
     EPA does not agree that environmental risk was not considered in developing
     the final Guidance.  On the contrary, the Initiative Committees and EPA    
     believe, based on scientific and technical information, including available
     loadings, fate, and effects information, as described in section I of the  
     SID, that accumulation of toxic pollutants poses significant environmental 
     risk to human health and wildlife in the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem and   
     deserves priority attention in the final Guidance. Furthermore, hazard     
     characteristics, exposure patterns, endpoints of concern, and risk         
     management choices were considered in the methodologies for development of 
     water quality criteria and values, as described in sections V and VI of the
     SID.  The methodologies and procedures in the final Guidance, including the
     special provisions for BCCs and the methodology for defining these         
     pollutants, were developed by the senior water program managers in the     
     eight Great Lakes States and three EPA Regional Offices.  These managers   
     selected this approach based on their many years of regulating pollutants, 
     including direct experience in the Great Lakes basin, and their knowledge  
     of the environmental risks involved.  Furthermore, EPA's analysis of       
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     environmental benefits expected to result from the implementation of the   
     final Guidance, discussed in section IX of the SID, shows that publication 
     and implementation of the final Guidance is reasonable and appropriate.    
                                                                                
     Risk assessment and risk management decisions were also a major factor in  
     modifications made to the final Guidance.  For example, in the proposal,   
     EPA requested comment on issues concerning the details of the proposed     
     special provisions for BCCs.  After analyzing those issues and the comments
     received, EPA has modified several of the provisions in ways that may in   
     some cases reduce costs for the regulated community without significantly  
     increasing the risk from BCCs.  EPA believes that with these modifications 
     the provisions for BCCs will continue to address the concerns of the       
     Initiative Committees for controlling the discharges of BCCs. These        
     modifications include changes to the methodology for deriving non-cancer   
     human health criteria, the antidegradation provisions, and the procedures  
     for elimination of mixing zone for BCCs, and procedures for pollutant      
     minimization programs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.372
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has advocated routinely using the tools of risk assessment.  Amoco     
     agrees that human health and ecological risk assessment are useful tools   
     that, while complex, allow clear evaluation of the hazard characteristics, 
     exposure patterns, endpoints of concern, and risk management decisions.    
     EPA has, in many places and at many times, endorsed the risk assessment    
     process, but seems to have abandoned it in the GLI.(61)                    
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     (61) Habicht, II, F.H. (Deputy Administrator), Feb. 26, 1992 Memorandum to 
     Assistant Administrators and Regional Administrators, on Guidance on Risk  
     Characterization for Risk Managers and Risk Assessors.  Regarding          
     implementation, Habicht stated, "Effective immediately, it will be Agency  
     policy for each EPA office to provide several kinds of risk assessment     
     information in connection with new Agency reports, presentations, and      
     decision packages."                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.372     
     
     See response to: P2606.371                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.373
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's recommendations for watershed protection(62) are commendable in many 
     respects.  Amoco notes a significant distinction between this watershed    
     protection approach and the GLI: EPA characterizes watershed protection    
     projects as identifying "the most significant threats to water quality,    
     based on a comparative risk analysis of the human health, ecological, and  
     economic impacts, and they target resources toward these high-risk         
     problems."  Further, "they devise and implement an integrated action agenda
     for achieving the objectives, incorporating all appropriate authorities and
     techniques" (p.3).  Amoco believes that EPA has not attempted any          
     prioritization to identify "the most significant threats" nor has EPA      
     developed "an integrated action agenda."                                   
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     (62) U.S. EPA, 1991.  "The Watershed Protection Approach: An Overview."    
     Office of Water, Washington, DC.  EPA/503/9-92/002.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.373     
     
     EPA believes that the implementation of the final Guidance is a necessary  
     step in achieving a consistent level of protection of the Great Lakes Basin
     Ecosystem.  It is an important component of a watershed protection approach
     for the area, and will help establish equitable strategies to control      
     pollution sources.  See sections I.C and I.D of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that environmental risk was not considered in developing
     the final Guidance.  On the contrary, the Initiative Committees and EPA    
     believe, based on scientific and technical information, including available
     loadings, fate, and effects information, as described in section I of the  
     SID, that accumulation of toxic pollutants poses significant environmental 
     risk to human health and wildlife in the Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem and   
     deserves priority attention in the final Guidance. Furthermore, hazard     
     characteristics, exposure patterns, endpoints of concern, and risk         
     management choices were considered in the methodologies for development of 
     water quality criteria and values, as described in sections V and VI of the
     SID.  The methodologies and procedures in the final Guidance, including the
     special provisions for BCCs and the methodology for defining these         
     pollutants, were developed by the senior water program managers in the     
     eight Great Lakes States and three EPA Regional Offices.  These managers   
     selected this approach based on their many years of regulating pollutants, 
     including direct experience in the Great Lakes basin, and their knowledge  
     of the environmental risks involved.  Furthermore, EPA's analysis of       
     environmental benefits expected to result from the implementation of the   
     final Guidance, discussed in section IX of the SID, shows that publication 
     and implementation of the final Guidance is reasonable and appropriate.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.374
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Amoco recommends that EPA revise the GLI to prioritize the threats and     
     present an integrated risk-based agenda, using information about loading,  
     fate and effects.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.374     
     
     See response to: P2656.015                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.375
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI blends risk characterization and risk management actions           
     throughout, thus making unclear what management decisions were made and    
     making difficult evaluation of alternative management options or remaining 
     uncertainties.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.375     
     
     EPA does not agree that information on management decisions in the proposed
     and final Guidance has not been provided.  The preamble to the proposed    
     Guidance (58 FR 20802) identified a large number of specific risk          
     characterization issues and risk management issues considered by the       
     Initiative Committees and EPA in developing the proposed Guidance.  The SID
     provides detailed discussion of each risk characterization and risk        
     management issue that affected the final Guidance, including description of
     management and policy choices made.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.376
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are several examples of how the GLI was developed without using risk 
     assessment procedures or equivalent quantitative procedures.  These        
     include:  - denial of a mixing zone for BCCs with no technical basis  -    
     collapsing lipid values into overall means  - collapsing BAF values into   
     geometric means (done at log Kow stage, BCF stage and field BAF stage)  -  
     presentation if a single table of FCM values  - use of a single linear     
     regression for BCF estimation  - summarizing all toxicity data into CMC and
     CCC values, some of which use default ACR and which vary in the number of  
     values used  - use of tier II multipliers to "correct" limited data sets   
     - dilution factors for instream flow, use of 1/4 of estimated WLA.         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.376     
     
     EPA disagrees that the GLI was developed without using risk assessment     
     procedures or equivalent quantitative procedures.  For a discussion of the 
     procedures used to derive BAF, see Appendix B of part 132 and Section IV.B.
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.377
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The absence of a risk assessment approach was noted by Menzie-Cura &       
     Associates (Appendix 2, Section 4), who noted that use of single values    
     does not allow for the substantial differences in chemical stressors and   
     receptors among and within the Great Lakes.  They recommended that the "GLI
     should be flexible enough to allow a region or site specific assessment to 
     be made where conditions warrant.  Such assessments should focus on        
     reducing the variability associated with the generalized data developed for
     the purpose of listing BCCs."  They also noted that EPA has used           
     region-specific or site-specific risk assessments.                         
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     Response to: P2606.377     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.378
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not considered alternative approaches to identify BCCs or derive   
     effluent limits. (63)                                                      
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     (63) Sherman, W.R., R.E., Keenan and D.G. Gunster.  1992.  "Reevaluation of
     dioxin bioconcentration and bioaccumulation factors for regulatory         
     purposes."  J. Toxicol. Environ. Health 37:211-229.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.378     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.379
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Section II-2.C, Amoco recommended that EPA consider use of a scoring    
     system to define a list of BCCs subject to regulation under the GLI.  EPA  
     could then implement a procedure to determine a HHBAF, preferably          
     reflecting site conditions in the receiving water.                         
                                                                                
     Alternative approaches to setting criteria have been proposed in technical 
     publications.  For example, Sherman et al. (63) propose use of a regulatory
     bioaccumulation multiplier (RBM).  The proposed criterion avoids the       
     problem with recommended WQC below limits of detection and the need to     
     distinguish "dissolved" water concentration from other forms.  The approach
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     uses site-specific mass loadings as a critical component, and so can       
     address some of the components missing from the one-dimensional GLI        
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     -------------------                                                        
     (63) Sherman, W.R., R.E. Keenan and D.G. Gunster.  1992.  "Reevaluation of 
     dioxin bioconcentration and bioaccumulation factors for regulatory         
     purposes."  J. Toxicol. Environ. Health 37:211-229.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.379     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.381
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The method actually used to identify a list of bioaccumulative chemicals of
     concern (BCCs) relied only on a HHBAF, despite provisions in the proposed  
     definition and methodology that recognizes the significant role of         
     persistence and metabolism, among other factors.  Amoco recommends that    
     BCCs not be defined on the basis of BAF alone; however, if EPA determines  
     to use BAF alone, Amoco recommends that HHBAF of 1000 be used.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.381     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.382
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI ignores technically sound and widely accepted approaches to        
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     identifying chemicals of concern in large watersheds as well as generalized
     schemes to anticipate potential bioaccumulation issues.  Lakewide          
     management plans (LaMPs), for example, are being developed for the Great   
     Lakes, focusing on identifiable problems and reasonable solutions.  EPA's  
     National Estuaries Program has demonstrated experience in evaluating and   
     improving large, multi-use watersheds.  Scoring systems for chemicals are a
     tool used internationally and in other EPA programs; these typically       
     consider potential for exposure, persistence, metabolism, and              
     bioaccumulation.  Amoco recommends that the GLI provide explicit methods to
     incorporate environmental loadings, toxicity, and differences in the local 
     biota when identifying BCCs and when developing numerical water quality    
     criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.382     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2606.383
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI seeks to provide protection to the Great Lakes ecosystems, but the 
     methods to determine BAF, human and wildlife BAFs, and other ambient       
     criteria, and to implement such criteria, effectively ignore any relevant  
     properties of the Great Lakes.  There is nothing to permit use of Great    
     Lakes properties in the methodology, even when there are evident           
     differences between the Lakes, such as in "average" lipid content of the   
     fish.  Amoco recommends that the GLI provide appropriate "translator"      
     procedures to make a generic methodology appropriate for specific sites of 
     effluent discharge.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.383     
     
     EPA does not agree that the methodologies and implementation procedures    
     included in the final Guidance ignore relevant properties of the Great     
     Lakes for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the    
     SID, and supporting documents.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For further discussion of the various provisions of the final    
     Guidance, see the appropriate sections of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.384
     Cross Ref 1: cc: Reg/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BCC list is dominated by chemicals not presently in U.S. commerce,     
     present as contaminants, or already the subject of special regulatory      
     attention, e.g., chlorinated hydrocarbon pesticides.  Amoco recommends that
     the GLI be revised to avoid such wasteful, duplicative approaches by       
     limiting effluent regulations to bioaccumulative pollutants that are       
     increased in mass by the discharger, excluding those bioaccumulative       
     pollutants that are present simply because they are being passed on from   
     sources other than the discharger.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.384     
     
     This comment raises the question of to what extent dischargers should be   
     responsible for pollutants they discharge but do not necessarily originate.
      This issue is addressed in Procedures 5.D & E of appendix F of the final  
     Guidance and discussed at length in the Supplementary Information Document 
     (SID) at Section VIII.E.  Generally, those procedures recognize that       
     pollutants in a facility's intake water can and should be regulated        
     differently than other pollutants in the discharge in certain situations.  
     However, as explained in Section VIII.E.5. of the SID, EPA has not adopted 
     a blanket approach of excluding from regulation any pollutant (whether a   
     BCC or non-BCC) that does not originate with the discharger.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2606.385
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to abandon EPA's accepted process for setting numerical   
     criteria by deriving "Tier II" criteria from a reduced set of ecotoxicity  
     data, when multiplied by an additional correction factor.  Amoco recommends
     that the GLI not establish regulatory criteria from such limited data and  
     that the use of whole effluent testing (WET) be used, as currently being   
     implemented, to address concern from additional pollutants.                
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     Response to: P2606.385     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.386
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT, SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to implement regulations for BCCs derived from methods    
     (such as the Food Chain Multiplier model) that are largely unproven and are
     subject to revision due to on-going scientific investigation.  The GLI     
     fails to provide a suitable procedure to reflect changes in the methods or 
     to reflect better data.  Amoco recommends that the GLI be revised to       
     incorporate procedures to review data such as BAF values and the FCM       
     multipliers in a routine manner, and that resulting criteria be modified to
     reflect improved information, without regard to whether the resulting      
     changed criteria are increased or decreased.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.386     
     
     EPA has modified the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide    
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a 
     BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF          
     methodology.  BSAFs are developed using field data. Therefore, with regard 
     to BCCs, this commenter concerns are no longer relevant.                   
                                                                                
     EPA has made provisions in the final Guidance to review and incorporate new
     data.  See Section IV.B.2a and Section VIII.A of the SID.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2606.387
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to use Water Quality Criteria (WQC) derived from          
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     bioaccumulation in the same way as WQC derived from acute or chronic data, 
     ignoring the fact that, for bioaccumulation, long-term mass loading is the 
     critical parameter, rather than hourly or daily concentrations.  Amoco     
     recommends that the GLI use an annual average concentration to gauge       
     compliance with WQC derived from bioaccumulation factors.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.387     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.388
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methods used to predict BAF (octanol/water partitioning and fish       
     bioconcentration) are inaccurate predictors of field BAFs, as shown using  
     the data presented in the GLI.  The inaccuracies are significant: 60% of   
     predictions are not within a 3-fold range, 40% are not within a 10-fold    
     range.  Further, the field BAFs are over-estimated as often as they are    
     under-estimated, suggesting that the procedure is not overly-conservative  
     or liberal, it is just inaccurate and therefore inappropriate as a         
     procedure to determine regulatory standards.  Amoco recommends that the    
     procedure to determine BAFs be revised to incorporate information on fate, 
     toxicity, loadings, and the receiving water in order to reduce the sources 
     of error in estimating BAFs, especially where few or no field BAF values   
     are available.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.388     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA does not agree that the       
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a chemical do not correlate     
     well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much
     of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured
     BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas  
     model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least  
     three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a    
     two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.389
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposed a list of "potential" BCCs with no perceived criteria for 
     such a categorization.  The list includes chemicals which are recognized by
     EPA as subject to biodegradation (e.g., phenol, toluene), and others which 
     are recognized as not being bioaccumulated through the diet (e.g., larger  
     polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons).  Amoco recommends that the list of      
     potential BCCs be dropped from the proposal.  Amoco recommends that phenol 
     and toluene in particular be dropped from consideration as bioaccumulative 
     chemicals because of their demonstrated biodegradability.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.389     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2606.390
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposal to control BCCs via effluent limitations fails to suggest 
     that any significant improvement will result, and it fails to consider the 
     limits and uncertainties of its analysis of the problem.  The SAB comments 
     also noted the failure to conduct such analyses.  Amoco recommends that the
     GLI document what environmental improvements will result from regulating   
     effluents and what the limitations and uncertainties are in that analysis. 
     Amoco further recommends that the need for the GLI proposal be evaluated in
     light of other existing EPA, State, and industry programs and that the GLI 
     be revised to avoid conflict with existing programs.  Amoco recommends that
     the GLI implement effluent regulatory controls only in those cases where   
     significant environmental improvements will result in where other          
     approaches will not provide a faster or more efficient result.             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.390     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.017, D2587.144, D2723.004,
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     D2669.089 and D2721.040.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.391
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to deny mixing zones for BCCs.  Amoco objects that this   
     proposal has no technical merit and is contrary to EPA's stated rationales 
     for denying mixing zones.  Amoco recommends that mixing zones be permitted 
     for BCCs unless specific criteria establish that a mixing zone cannot be   
     delineated consistent with maintaining the overall biological integrity of 
     the waterbody.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.391     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.392
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: comments 392-396 are drawn from Amoco Appendix 1; note: 
include       
          comments ref for 392-396                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This report represents comments on the proposed methodology for calculating
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) that is presented in the Great Lakes        
     Initiative (GLI) (USEPA, 1993).  The BAF methods are designed to predict   
     bioaccumulation of so-called bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs).  
     However, the proposed methods fail to account for potential significant    
     processes, including a chemical's persistence in the environment and its   
     ability to be metabolized by organisms.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.392     
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     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the proposed methods do not     
     account for persistence and metabolism.  See Section IV.B.2a for a         
     discussion on Tier I and Tier II data.                                     
                                                                                
     EPA has modified the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide    
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a 
     BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF          
     methodology.  BSAFs are developed using field data.  For similar reasons,  
     the final Guidance provides that the minimum BAF data needed to define an  
     inorganic chemical, including an organometal, as a BCC ia either a         
     field-measured BAF or a laboratory-measured BCF.  See Section II.C.8 of the
     SID for EPA's analysis of the issue.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.393
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Appendix 1, tables 1-4                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Results of the preceding analysis for smallmouth bass, rock bass, carp, and
     rainbow trout are presented in Tables 1-4, respectively.  As shown in      
     Tables 1-3, standardized (to 1% lipid) BAFs for smallmouth bass, rock bass,
     and carp are relatively consistent and range from 118,700 (carp) to 129,186
     (bass) for BAFs based on dissolved PCB concentrations.  These BAFs are     
     about 3-fold less than USEPA's proposed PCB BAF standardized to 1% lipid   
     (355,372).  BAFs based on total recoverable PCB concentrations ranged from 
     66,690 (carp) to 76,080 (rock bass) and are about 5-fold less than USEPAs  
     proposed PCB BAF.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.393     
     
     The BAFs listed by the commenter fail to take into account the portion of  
     the chemical that is associated with dissolved organic carbon in the       
     ambient water.  Assuming typical DOC concentrations, greater than 50% of   
     the chemical will be associated with DOC.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.394
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Amoco Appendix I                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These data indicate that USEPA's theoretical BAF model is more appropriate 
     for PCBs when dissolved PCB concentrations (i.e. bioavailable forms) are   
     addressed.  Obviously, in deriving BAFs and using BAFs to establish water  
     quality criteria and standards, USEPA should consider bioavailability.     
     
     
     Response to: P2606.394     
     
     EPA agrees with commenters that using the bioavailable fraction of the     
     chemical in the ambient water would more accurately reflect the fraction of
     the total chemical available to bioaccumulate in the biota.  In the final  
     Guidance, EPA set forth the equation from which the fraction of the        
     chemical that is freely dissolved in the water can be calculated using the 
     Kow for the chemical and the DOC and POC in the water.  EPA acknowledges   
     that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is difficult to      
     measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or estimated and    
     used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.395
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Appendix I                                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs for rainbow trout (Table 4) are substantially less than BAFs for the  
     other fish species.  This is probably due to the fact that rainbow trout   
     are not year-round residents of the river, but rather only enter the river 
     for a few weeks or months during their spawning run.  In addition, the run 
     usually occurs in late fall through the spring, depending on the specific  
     strain of rainbow trout, when water temperatures and the fishes metabolism 
     and feeding are minimal, thus reducing the potential for chemical uptake.  
     These results suggest that USEPA's proposed BAF model may not be           
     appropriate for all species and all locations.  [USEPA should incorporate  
     mechanisms to address species-specific, site-specific and chemical-specific
     factors in their BAF model when appropriate.]                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.395     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the proposed BAF model may not be       
     appropriate for all species and all locations, and therefore, if           
     scientifically justified, is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on
     site-specific characteristics based on the procedure set forth in Appendix 
     F, Procedure 1.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.396
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: imbedded in comment .395, Appendix I                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA should incorporate mechanisms to address species-specific,           
     site-specific and chemical-specific factors in their BAF model when        
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.396     
     
     See response to comment P2653.080.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.397
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: comments 397-443 are drawn from Appendix 2, Amoco 
comments; note:     
          include preceding ref: for comments 397-443                               

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our general comment is that the GLI's reliance solely on measured or       
     calculated BAFs to identify compounds of concern is inappropriate, given   
     the limitations and variability in the data set, and that the GLI would be 
     better served if it integrated other environmental factors.  In particular:
     [the proposed methodology, based solely on BAFs, relies to a large degree, 
     on a geographically and ecologically constrained data set which may not    
     address the variability associated with this parameter;] [these constraints
     require the use of calculated or estimated BAFs, which in turn depend on   
     BCFs and FCMs which introduce other sources of variability;] [the proposed 
     methodology does not incorporate environmental fate, persistence, toxicity,
     and other data which is readily available for a wide variety of compounds, 
     and does not sufficiently account for the complex interactions which       
     compounds of concern will be subject to in aquatic ecosystems;] [the GLI's 
     methodology for development of compounds of concern is inconsistent with   
     EPA's development of compounds of concern in other large watershed         
     programs.]                                                                 
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     Response to: P2606.397     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.398
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: imbedded in comment .397, refers to EPA's method of 
identifying       
          pollutants of concern                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed methodology, based solely on BAFs, relies to a large degree,  
     on a geographically and ecologically constrained data set which may not    
     address the variability associated with this parameter;                    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.398     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.399
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: imbedded in comment .397                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     these constraints require the use of calculated or estimated BAFs, which in
     turn depend on BCFs and FCMs which introduce other sources of variability; 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.399     
     
     For a discussion on the variability introduced by BCFs and FCMs, see       
     comparison of field BAFs with predicted BAFs in Zipf analysis (1995) in    
     Section IV.B.2a of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.400
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: imbedded in comment .397                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the proposed methodology does not incorporate environmental fate,          
     persistence, toxicity, and other data which is readily available for a wide
     variety of compounds, and does not sufficiently account for the complex    
     interactions which compounds of concern will be subject to in aquatic      
     ecosystems;                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.400     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2606.401
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: imbedded in comment .397                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the GLI's methodology for development of compounds of concern is           
     inconsistent with EPA's development of compounds of concern in other large 
     watershed programs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.401     
     
     EPA does not agree that the emthodology for the determination of           
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern is inconsistent with EPA's development
     of chemicals of concern in other watershed programs for the reasons        
     discussed in Sections I.C and I.D of the SID and responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.402
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the GLI's emphasis on bioaccumulative compounds of concern 
     does not sufficiently address other, often well-used, criteria and methods 
     for the development of compounds of concern in large watersheds.  Also the 
     development of GLI Table 6A, based only on bioaccumulation, leaves the     
     rationale for inclusion of compounds on Table 6B unclear.  We believe that 
     an expansion of the criteria may lead to a more explicit rationale for     
     development of a list of compounds of concern which the States and Regional
     watershed managers can apply to local conditions in a consistent and       
     effective manner.  In addition, a broader set of criteria will make the    
     selection of contaminants of concern flexible enough to accomodate data    
     gaps, and expansions or contractions in the list of potential compounds of 
     concern.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.402     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.403
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not account for the large uncertainty associated with measured
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs).  As a result, chemicals may have been      
     inappropriately selected from the compounds of initial concern. (In        
     addition, target levels for wildlife and human health do not reflect the   
     large variability in observed and calculated BAFs.)                        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.403     
     
     The correspondence between field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs supports 
     the conclusion that the amount of uncertainty in field- measured BAFs is   
     not excessively large.  Most of the chemicals that are designated as BCCs  
     have such large field-measured BAFs that there is little chance that the   
     uncertainty would affect the designation.  (In addition, uncertainty would 
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     affect the confidence limits on criteria, but would not affect the criteria
     themselves.)                                                               
                                                                                
     See section IV.B.2 of the SID for a discussion on the uncertainty of the   
     BAF methodology.  See section II.C.10 of the SID for a discussion on the   
     selection of compounds of initial concern.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2606.404
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: imbedded in comment .403                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, target levels for wildlife and human health do not reflect the
     large variability in observed and calculated BAFs.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.404     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.405
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ef: see Amoco, Appendix 2 for a detailed discussion of the 
data upon which 
          this conclusion is based                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This subsection addresses the variability associated with the measured BAFs
     in the GLI, as well as other literature.  It provides an example of        
     analysis of the statistical variance on PCB homolog data used to develop   
     HHBAF.  This analysis demonstrates that there is significant variability   
     among trophic levels, individuals of the same species, and PCB homologs in 
     the measurement of BAFs.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.405     
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     The commenter implies that very large uncertainties exist in BAFs used by  
     EPA in the GLWQI.  EPA agrees that some uncertainty exists with any field  
     or laboratory measurement.  EPA has attempted to use the best data         
     available for deriving BAFs used in the GLWQI.  Since the original         
     proposal, EPA has made major improvements in its BAF methodology to reduce 
     uncertainties associated with its BAF methodology.  First, EPA added a     
     fourth method for determining BAFs using BSAFs.  Second, EPA is now using  
     Great Lake data with a food web model containing both benthic and pelagic  
     pathways for deriving FCMs.  Third, an adjustment for bioavailability has  
     been added to the BAF methodology.  Fifth, the method for predicting BCFs  
     has been made consistent with food web model approaches.  Sixth, Tier 1    
     human health criteria have been limited to chemicals with measured BAFs or 
     BAFs derived from measured BSAFs if Kow less than 125.  These improvements 
     to the BAF methodology have greatly improved the predictive ability of the 
     methodology and significantly reduced uncertainties associated with the    
     BAFs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     If the uncertainties were as large as implied by the commenter, the plots  
     of the measured BAFs derived from the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     against log Kow should be a scattergram. Figures 2 through 7 of the GLWQI  
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors demonstrate a well defined relationship between the field measured 
     BAFs and log Kow.  In addition, these measured BAFs are in excellent       
     agreement with BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas (1993).  A          
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.406
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Tables 1,2; Amoco comments, Appendix 2; note: include
tables 1,2  
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 2 provides the ranges of possible mean BAFs for PCB homologs,        
     determined by using the confidence intervals in Table 1.  Values for Table 
     2 were calculated as:                                                      
                                                                                
     low range of possible mean BAF=lower 95% confidence interval for           
     biota/upper 95% confidence interval for water                              
     and,                                                                       
     high range of possible mean BAF=upper 95% confidence interval for          
     biota/lower 95% confidence interval for water                              
                                                                                
     Table 2 demonstrates considerable variation in measured BAFs for different 
     PCB homologs, among trophic levels, and a large number of possible BAFs for
     each homolog within a trophic level based on the upper and lower 95%       
     confidence limits on the mean.  For example, the possible mean BAFs (those 
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     within a 95% confidence limits) for amphipods and oligochaetes ranges over 
     a factor of ten.  For smelts and salmonids there is a factor of three over 
     this range.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.406     
     
     This comment is a continuation of comment P2606.405 by the commenter.  See 
     the repsonse for P2606.405                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.407
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Table 1,2 Amoco comments, complete reference for 
Oliver and Niimi 
          not provided; note: include tables 1,2                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The measured range of BAFs for salmonids, however, is much wider.  Although
     Oliver and Niimi do not provide ranges for their data sets, they note that 
     the PCB congener BAFs for Salmonids range by a factor of about 20 within   
     each isomeric group.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.407     
     
     This comment is a continuation of comment P2606.405 by the commenter.  See 
     the response for P2606.405.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.408
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: Complete reference for Stephan 1993 not provided         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The limited data used by Stephan (1993) demonstrates that the BAF for a    
     given PCB homolog (e.g. tetrachlorbiphenyl) may vary by at least a factor  
     of ten for the same species (rainbow trout).  In addition, BAFs for a given
     species may vary widely within the Great Lakes watershed.  For example,    
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     Blasland and Bouck (1990) measured a field BAF for total PCBs in rainbow   
     trout in the Sheboygan River, a tributary to Lake Michigan.  This 1% lipid 
     normalized BAF (average = 4,014; n = 7) was 10 to 1000 times less than the 
     measured BAF for any PCB homolog in rainbow trout in Lake Ontario as       
     reported in Stephan (1993).                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.408     
     
     EPA knowledges that uncertainty exist with any field measurement. Since the
     original proposal, EPA has greatly improved the BAF methodology to reduce  
     uncertainty (see comment P2606.405).  The commenter brings forth data from 
     the Sheboygan River to argue that field measured BAFs vary widely.         
     Unfortunately, commenters have not corrected for the effects for dissolved 
     and particulate organic carbon.  EPA has shown in the GLWQI Technical      
     Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors    
     that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the freely dissolved       
     concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in good agreement   
     between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller, and more         
     eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.409
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Table 3, Amoco comments, Appendix 2                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the face of the limited empirical data set for BAFs (described in       
     section 2.3), the GLI depends upon calculated BAFs which derive from BCFs  
     and FCMs.  However, the GLI does not address the variability associated    
     with these parameters or their use in calculating BAFs.  The major sources 
     include: inherent variability associated with BCF regressions, variability 
     between different BCF regressions, variability in the BCF regression used  
     in GLI, and variability in estimating FCM values.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.409     
     
     See response to comment P2606.399.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.410
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes to use a linear regression to predict BCF values from     
     octanol-water partition coefficients (Veith and Kosian, 1983).  Veith and  
     Kosian fit their data to equation 1 in Table 3.  Saltwater and freshwater  
     species and a wide variety of chemicals including chlorinated pesticides,  
     chlorinated and non-chlorinated aromatics, polycyclic aromatic             
     hydrocarbons, and polychlorinated biphenyls were used to develop this      
     regression.  According to Veith and Kosian, their regression has 95%       
     confidence intervals of about one order of magnitude.  Therefore, a        
     predicted BCF of 1,000 has lower and upper 95% confidence intervals of 100 
     and 10,000, respectively.  This potential range in the prediction          
     undermines the statistical validity of using a single HHBAF benchmark value
     of 1.000 to assign chemicals to a list of compounds of concern, in this    
     case, the BCCs.  The GLI does not address the implications that this       
     significant source of variability has upon the development of a list of    
     compounds of concern.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.410     
     
     See response to comment G2571.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.411
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another source of variation in the Veith and Kosian methodolodgy is their  
     use of both whole body data and tissue data to develop their regression.   
     this regression does not account for significant lipid differences between 
     the tissue types.  The GLI does not accommodate for this source of         
     variability.  A suggested improvement is to modify the Veith and Kosian    
     regression such that the tissue data are lipid normalized.                 
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     Veith, G.D., P. Kosian. 1983.  Estimating bioconcentration potential from  
     octanol/water partition coefficients.  In: Physical behavior of PCBs in the
     Great Lakes.  Ann Arbor Science Publishers.  Ann Arbor, Michigan.          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.411     
     
     See Section IV.B.2d of the SID for a discussion on the equation used to    
     estimate BCFs from Kows.                                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.412
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This subsection addresses the variability and sensitivity associated with  
     the calculation of FCMs.  A comparison between the GLI FCM and FCMs        
     calculated from field and laboratory data indicate that the GLI            
     significantly overestimates FCMs for PCBs in food chain level 4.  The GLI  
     FCM is based on the Thomann model which uses log K(subow) (at 6.5),        
     chemical assimilation, phytoplankton BCF, and assumed growth rates at all  
     food chain levels, and many other physical/chemical parameters.  Under     
     these assumptions, the GLI estimate for the FCM is 100.  Oliver and Niimi  
     (1985) using field BAFs and laboratory BCFs estimated an FCM of 5 for PCBs 
     at the same trophic level.  Following this analysis, we substituted the BCF
     regression reported by Veith and Kosian (as used in GLI) for the regression
     used by Oliver and Niimi.  This substitution results in a FCM of 70 under  
     the same assumptions.  For at least PCBs, this analysis demonstrates that  
     the variability in the BCF translates directly to the variability in the   
     FCM.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.412     
     
     See discussion on Gobas model and Zipf analysis in Section IV.B.2a and B.4 
     of the SID.  EPA has also set forth parameters for evaluation of Kows which
     should reduce the variability associated with this estimation.  See        
     Appendix B of part 132, Section IV.B.d, and the final TSD for BAFs.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.413
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Thomann model, on which the FCMs are based, predicts the largest FCM   
     would be equal to approximately 30, not 100, as presented in GLI (Thomann, 
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     1989, Figure 9).  It is not clear why this discrepancy exists.  However,   
     the Thomann model is sensitive to model parameters such as the chemical    
     assimilation efficiency, phytoplankton BCF, and top predator growth rate.  
     Small changes in these parameters result in large changes in predicted BAFs
     and BCFs.  Therefore, these small changes ultimately affect the calculation
     of an FCM.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.413     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used instead of Thomann
     (1989).  For a detailed discussion of the Gobas model, see Section IV.B.2a 
     and B.4 of the SID and the final TSD for BAFs.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.414
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Table 4, Amoco comments, Appendix 2                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This subsection provides a comparison of field-measured BAFs, with         
     predicted BAFs using GLI methods for PCB homologs.  Depending upon homolog,
     the agreement between the two may range from a factor of approximately one 
     for some of the lower chlorinated compounds to approximately 100 for high  
     chlorinated compounds.                                                     
                                                                                
     Table 4 presents a comparison of measured and estimated BAFs.  Measured    
     BAFs for PCBs do not appear to agree with BAFs predicted by the GLI        
     methods.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2606.414     
     
     EPA disagrees.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model      
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three    
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold 
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  With the observed    
     excellent agreement between measured and predicted BAFs, EPA has concluded 
     that the procedure for determining BAFs in the final guidance is scientific
     valid and defensible.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.415
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subsections 2.1 and 2.2 demonstrate that there is significant variability  
     in measured and calculated BAFs, and that the potential sources of this    
     variability include differences: between measured and predicted BAFs; among
     trophic levels; difference among individuals of the same species; and for  
     at least PCBs, differences among homologs.                                 
                                                                                
     Despite these potential sources of variation in observed BAFs for organic  
     compounds, the GLI relies upon a subset of a geographically constrained    
     data set for its source of measured BAFs.  These data derived mostly from  
     the work of Oliver and Niimi on only salmonids (generally trout and        
     salmon), in one lake, Lake Ontario.  In addition, the measurements in      
     various media and biota, in these studies, were not obtained synoptically. 
     For example, surface water measurements were made in April, 1984 and       
     Salmonid tissue concentrations in 1981 and 1982.  We believe that the use  
     of such a limited data set, which cannot address temporal variation, cannot
     adequately describe the variability in field-measured BAFs.                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.415     
     
     EPA disagrees.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model      
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three    
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold 
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).   In addition, EPA has
     shown in the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to         
     Determine Bioaccumulation Factors that lipid normalized BAFs which are     
     based upon the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the       
     ambient water are in good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a  
     shallower, smaller, and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.    
     With the observed excellent agreement between measured and predicted BAFs, 
     and measured BAFs in differing ecosystems, EPA has concluded that the      
     procedure for determining BAFs in the final guidance is scientific valid   
     and defensible.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.416
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A review of Stephan (1993) demonstrates that among the compounds on the    
     initial focus list, 102 have no measured BAFs.  Among the 28 compounds in  
     Table 6a, 14 have no measured BAFs.  In addition, for those 14 compounds   
     where a measured BAF is provided:                                          
                                                                                
     For 12 of the compounds (chlordane, DDD, DDE, DDT, lindane, mirex,         
     octachlorostyrene, PCBs, pentachlorobenzene, photomirex,                   
     1,2,3,4-tetrachlorobenzene, and 1,2,4,5-tetrachlorobenzene) the selected   
     BAFs are from one general study and only for trout and salmon presented in 
     a series of publications (Oliver and Niimi, 1983; 1985; 1988).             
                                                                                
     For 1 compound (hexachlorobenzene) the selected BAF is from one study only 
     for lake trout from Oliver and Nichol (1982);                              
                                                                                
     For 1 compound (toxaphene) from one study only for lake trout from Swain   
     (1986).                                                                    
                                                                                
     It appears that the GLI's decision to include an organic compound with a   
     measured BAF on Table 6A is based to a great degree, on the measurement of 
     that BAF in the Oliver and Niimi work.  The compounds addressed in this    
     work are essentially chlorinated biocides.  GLI's Table 6B is a separate   
     group of compounds (mostly non-chlorinated semi-volatile compounds) with no
     relationship to Table 6A compounds.  The constraints on the primary data   
     set, for measured BAFs, make a consistent application of the selection     
     criteria difficult to achieve.                                             
     _______________________                                                    
     Oliver, B.G. and A.J. Niimi. 1983. Bioconcentration of chlorobenzenes from 
     water by rainbow trout: correlations with partition coefficients and       
     environmental residues. Environ. Sci. Technol. 17:287-291.                 
                                                                                
     Oliver, B.G. and A.J. Niimi. 1985. Bioconcentration factors of some        
     halogenated organics for rainbow trout: limitations in their uses for      
     prediction of environmental residues. Environ. Sci. Technol. 19:842-849.   
                                                                                
     Oliver, B.G. and A.J. Niimi. 1988. Trophodynamic analysis of               
     polychlorinated biphenyl congeners and other chlorinated hydrocarbons in   
     the Lake Ontarion ecosystem. Environ. Sci. Technol. 22:388-397.            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.416     
     
     In the final guidance, the selection criteria for BCCs take into account   
     whether a field-measured BAF is available.  There is no problem with       
     consistent application of the selection criteria.                          
                                                                                
     Although the Gobas model used to calculate FCMs and the BSAF methodology   
     and the equations used to calculate BCFs and BAFs for the GLI certainly do 
     not apply to all fishes at all times and in all places within the Great    
     Lakes, the approaches seem to work very well for a sufficient variety of   
     fishes to justify their use in the GLI.  The models, methodologies, and    
     equations appropriately take into account the bulk of the data concerning  
     the relation between lipids, BCFs, and BAFs.                               
                                                                                
     See section IV.B.2 of the SID for a discussion on the use of the Oliver and
     Niimi data base.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
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     Comment ID: P2606.417
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The scientific literature describes various processes which affect exposure
     and bioavailability of organic chemicals.  In addition, there are various  
     other well documented environmental properties of the compounds on the     
     initial focus list.  These processes and other properties help define the  
     compounds' fate, transport, and toxicities.  We believe that it is         
     inappropriate to develop a list of copmounds of concern without reference  
     to this robust and well documented data base.                              
                                                                                
     We believe that the Technical Work Group's decision to ignore persistence  
     as a factor in the ranking and selection of compounds of concern, excludes 
     a large body of relevant fate and persistence data which is valuable in    
     developing a list of compounds of concern and formulating/prioritizing a   
     watershed's problems.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2606.417     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2606.418
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of water-to-biota accumulation factors in the GLI methodology      
     ignores the significant role sediments play in the determination of        
     contaminant concentrations.  The importance of sediments to act as a source
     or sink for contaminants is well known.  This holds especially true for    
     moderate to highly hydrophobic compounds (i.e. log K(subow) > 4) which are 
     the focus of the GLI compounds of concern.  These compounds adsorb to      
     sediments and organic matter, such as detritus, and are present in the     
     water column in extremely low concentrations, relative to the sediment.    
                                                                                
     Sediments act as a contaminant source if water concentrations are reduced  
     below their equilibrium level.  Such may be the case for a chemical which  
     is no longer produced and is not released by dischargers into the water    
     column.  For example, Oliver and Niimi (1988) note that "..it is likely    
     that the major current source of mirex in the biota in the lake [Lake      
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     Ontario] is the bottom sediments."                                         
                                                                                
     Several models are currently available which incorporate                   
     sediment-biota-water column relationships.  Such models acknowledge the    
     complex relationship between biota, water, sediment and other compartments 
     such as suspended sediments.  For example, several "fugacity" models have  
     been developed to estimate concentrations of chemicals based on their      
     tendency to partition into different biotic and abiotic media.  Mackay     
     (1984) and others have developed such models to incorporate sediment,      
     water, biota, suspended sediment, soil and air as sinks and sources of     
     compounds.                                                                 
                                                                                
     __________________________                                                 
     Mackay, D. and Hughes, A.I. 1984.  Three-parameter equation describing the 
     uptake of organic compounds by fish.  Environ. Sci. Technol. 18(6).        
     
     
     Response to: P2606.418     
     
     EPA recognizes the role that sediments play in the determination of        
     contaminants concentrations in the Great Lakes basin.  See Section IV of   
     the SID for a full discussion of the biota-sediment accumulation factors   
     included in the final Guidance.  For a discussion of how the Guidance      
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     contaminated sediments, see Section I.D of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2606.419
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Fig. 1, Amoco comments, Appendix 2;                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Thomann et al. (1992) has developed a food chain model similar
     to the one used to estimate the FCMs in the GLI, with the exception that   
     this more recent model also incorporates sediments and suspended solids.   
     Figure 1 shows the food chain-water-sediment-suspended solids relationships
     in this model.                                                             
     ____________________                                                       
     Thoman, R.V., J.P. Connolly, T.F. Parkerton. 1992.  An equilibrium model of
     organic chemical accumulation in aquatic foodwebs with sediment            
     interaction. Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 11(5):615-629                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.419     
     
     For a discussion of why EPA is using the Gobas model (1993) instead of the 
     Thomann model, see Section IV.B.4 of the SID.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.420
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Within the GLI, the selection of compounds of concern may be better served 
     using more robust model(s).                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.420     
     
     See response to comment G2571.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2606.421
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The partitioning to dissolved organic matter may also seriously affect     
     partitioning and BAFs.  For example, Brownawell, (1986) noted that PCB     
     partitioning is affected by sorption to dissolved organic matter. EPA      
     (1993a), in a recent review of assessment methods for dioxin risks, noted  
     that BAFs, for very hydrophobic compounds, can be underestimated or        
     over-estimated, depending upon the concentrations of dissolved organic     
     carbon and total suspended solids.  For example, Figure 2 (from EPA, 1993a)
     shows the relationship between the fraction of organic chemical freely     
     dissolved in water and the particulate organic carbon concentration (in    
     suspended sediments) for compounds of various K(subow).                    
     __________________________                                                 
     Blasland & Bouck Engineers, P.C. 1990.  Remedial investigation/enhanced    
     screening report - Sheboygan River and Harbor.  Prepared for Foley &       
     Lardner/Tecumseh Products Company. Syracuse, N.Y. May 1990.                
                                                                                
     USEPA. 1993a. Interim report on data and methods for assessment of         
     2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin risks to aquatic life and associated   
     wildlife.  Office of Research and Development.  Washington, D.C.           
     EPA/600/R-93/055.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.421     
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     See response to comment P2606.394.                                         
                                                                                
     For more information on the partitioning of organic chemicals to dissolved 
     organic matter, see section on bioavailability in the final TSD for BAFs.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.422
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A potential weakness of the use of BAFs is the assumption that the water   
     column and food-chain have attained equilibrium, with respect to the       
     compound of interest.  This assumption is not always valid and can         
     dramatically affect the resulting BAF value.  For example, Elskus and      
     Stegeman (1989) observed a large difference in uptake of PCBs by mummichogs
     in a New England sale marsh relative to those in the adjoining river.  They
     concluded that one of the areas had likely attained equilibrium (between   
     biota, sediment and water) whereas the other area had not).                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.422     
     
     For a discussion on incorporation of the diequilibrium, see Section        
     IV.B.2a,c and B.4 of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2606.423
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although metabolism can significantly reduce the bioaccumulation of some   
     compounds, it is not evaluated as part of proposed GLI methodology for     
     listing compounds of concern.  Some of the proposed Table 6B compounds are 
     readily and rapidly metabolized by fish, including the PAH compounds.      
                                                                                
     As noted by McElroy et al. (1989), "metabolism and active excretion        
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     processes can drastically reduce the bioaccumulation of compounds such as  
     PAH."  Southworth et al. (1981) observed that the measured BCFs for PAH    
     compounds that are readily metabolized by fish were much lower than        
     predicted from their K(subow).  Southworth et al. estimated that metabolism
     of PAH compounds reduced accumulation by 50 to 90 percent.  Oliver and     
     Niimi (1985) note that the correlations for BCF and K(subow) were not      
     accurate for compounds which were readily metabolized such as              
     pentachloronitrobenzene and 3,5-dichlorobiphenyl.                          
                                                                                
     These results indicate the important of considering a compound's potential 
     for metabolism.  We suggest that the GLI incorporate a criterion for fish  
     metabolism as part of the selection process for compounds of concern.      
     _______________________________                                            
     McElroy, A.E., J.W. Farrington, and J.M. Teal. 1989.  Bioavailability of   
     PAH in the aquatic environment.  In: Metabolism of polycyclic aromatic     
     hydrocarbons in the aquatic environment.  Edited by U. Varanasi.  CRC      
     Press.  Boca Raton, Florida.                                               
                                                                                
     Oliver, B.G. and A.J. Niimi. 1985. Bioconcentration factors of some        
     halogenated organics for rainbow trout: limitations in their uses for      
     prediction of environmental residues.  Environ. Sci. Technol. 22:388-397.  
                                                                                
     Southworth, G.R., C.C. Keffer, and J.J. Beauchamp. 1981.  The accumulation 
     and disposition of benz(a)acridine in the fathead minnow, Pimephales       
     promelas.  Arch Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 10:561.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2606.423     
     
     EPA has modified the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide    
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a 
     BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF          
     methodology.  BSAFs are developed using field data.  For similar reasons,  
     the final Guidance provides that the minimum BAF data needed to define an  
     inorganic chemical, including an organometal, as a BCC ia either a         
     field-measured BAF or a laboratory-measured BCF.  See Section II.C.8 of the
     SID for EPA's analysis of the issue.  Metabolism is inherently accounted   
     for in field-measurements and therefore the commenter's concern is no      
     longer valid.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.424
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There appears to be some inconsistency with which the Technical Work Group 
     approaches persistence as opposed to bioaccumulation.  Persistence is      
     dismissed as a factor in the listing process because "...systematic data   
     were not generally available for these individual processes as they        
     function in the Great Lakes system.  In addition, the Technical Work Group 
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     believed that data are not systematically available concerning the         
     cumulative effect of individual fate and effect processes on specific      
     pollutants in the Great Lakes ecosystem under field conditions, or under   
     laboratory conditions which have been field verified."                     
                                                                                
     We disagree with the GLI's implication that the physical/chemical          
     properties of a compound are site-specififc.  As long as one can specify   
     the field of such "master" variables as pH, Eh, light intensity,           
     temperature, etc. (which will vary in the Great Lakes seasonally or with   
     depth, as they do in other water bodies), properties such as hydrolysis,   
     photolysis, microbial degradation, and various partitioning coefficients   
     will be specific to a compound, regardless of water body.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.424     
     
     EPA agrees that half-lives can be developed for some fate-and- effect      
     processes for some pollutants.  For this reason, EPA has included a        
     consideration of persistence in the definition of BCCs, by providing that  
     chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column,    
     sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's 
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.425
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This subsection provides numerous general references which document a large
     body of knowledge addressing environmental fate, persistence, toxicity, and
     other chemical specific properties.  Although the GLI suggests a paucity of
     fate and persistence data, there are several volumes which have compiled   
     such data.  Examples of these references include:                          
                                                                                
     Howard, P.H., 1989.  Handbook of Environmental Fate and Exposure Data for  
     Organic Chemicals, Volume I, Large Production and Priority Pollutants,     
     Lewis Publishers, Chelsea, Michigan.                                       
                                                                                
     Howard, P.H., 1990.  Handbook of Environmental Fate and Exposure Data for  
     Organic Chemicals, Volume II, Solvents, Part 1, Lewis Publishers, Chelsea, 
     Michigan.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Howard, P.H., 1989.  Handbook of Environmental Fate and Exposure Data for  
     Organic Chemicals, Volume III, Pesticides, Lewis Publishers, Chelsea,      
     Michigan.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Howard, P.H., 1989.  Handbook of Environmental Fate and Exposure Data for  
     Organic Chemicals, Volume I, Solvents, Part 2, Lewis Publishers, Chelsea,  
     Michigan.                                                                  
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     EPRI, 1989. Chemical Data for Predicting the Fate of Organic Compounds in  
     Water.  EPRI EA-5818 Electric Power Research Institute, Palo Alto,         
     California;                                                                
                                                                                
     Mabey, W.R. et al. 1981.  Aquatic Fate Process Data for Organic Priority   
     Pollutants.  EPA-440/4-81-014, Washington, D.C.                            
                                                                                
     Mackay, D., Shiu, E.Y., and MA, K.C., 1992.  Illustrated Handbook of       
     Physical-Chemical Properties and Environmental Fate for Organic Chemicals  
     Volume I Monoaromatic Hydrocarbons, Chlorobenzenes, and PCBs.  Lewis       
     Publishers, Inc.  Chelsea, Michigan.                                       
                                                                                
     Mackay, D., Shiu, E.Y. and MA, K.C., 1992.  Illustrated Handbook of        
     Physical-Chemical Properties and Environmental Fate for Organic Chemicals  
     Volume II Polynuclear Aromatic Hydrocarbons, Polychlorniated Dioxins, and  
     Dibenzofurans.  Lewis Publishers, Inc.  Chelsea, Michigan.                 
                                                                                
     Syracuse Research Corporation, Environmental Fate Data Bases, Syracuse, NY 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.425     
     
     EPA acknowledges the information provided referenced by the comment, and   
     agrees that data and models are available to estimate half-lives for some  
     fate-and-effect processes for some pollutants.  For this reason, EPA has   
     included a consideration of persistence in the definition of BCCs, by      
     providing that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the   
     water column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.426
     Cross Ref 1: cc: Reg/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This subsection uses two examples from the Table 6A to demonstrate the     
     availability of chemical specific fate and persistence data.  According to 
     the proposed regulations these factors include: volatility, anaerobic      
     degradation, hydrolysis, and photolysis.  For some compounds, there are    
     significant field and laboratory data regarding the fate and effect        
     processes which the proposed regulations consider important in determining 
     persistence.  Tables 5 and 6 provide such data for phenol and toluene, two 
     compounds on the list of potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern    
     that will not likely persist long enough in the environment to be          
     bioaccumulated.                                                            
                                                                                
     The data in Tables 5 and 6 are based on reviews of readily available       
     compilations of chemical properties and environmental persistence data     
     (Howard, 1980; Howard, 1989, Tetra Tech, 1989) and the primary literature. 
     This information indicates that both toluene and phenol have short         
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     half-lives (on the order of hours to weeks) under typical environmental    
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.426     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PHEN
     Comment ID: P2606.427
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aerobic biodegradation is the primary process that removes phenol from     
     environmental media.  Reported half-lives range from less than one to 16   
     days.  Phenol is also subject to photolysis.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.427     
     
     See response to comment D2724.128.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/TOLUENE
     Comment ID: P2606.428
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Toluene is subject the volatilization (half-life of 4 days) and aerobic    
     biodegradation with half-lives ranging from less than 10 hours to 90 days. 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.428     
     
     See response to comment P2606.323.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2606.429
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see Appendix A to Amoco comments Appendix 2              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This section briefly describes EPA's use of various selection criteria,    
     loading, and source identification analyses in some of their National      
     Estuaries Programs to develop a list of contaminants of concern.  These    
     programs, applied to large watersheds, have resulted in focused management 
     plans providing a clear direction for implementation of the most effective 
     remedial efforts.  We suggest that the GLI could be enhanced by            
     incorporated the experience of these programs into the management and      
     conservation of aquatic resources in the Great Lakes watershed.            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.429     
     
     See response to: P2606.373                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.430
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI currently relies solely on the measured or estimated BAF as a basis
     for listing bioaccumulative compounds of concern.  We recognize that this  
     is an important criterion, but believe that it should not be the only      
     criterion for identifying compounds.                                       
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     Response to: P2606.430     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.431
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI presents two lists of compounds, Table 6A, the BCCs,  
     and Table 6B, the potential BCCs.  It appears that the reasons for         
     including compounds on a tentative list, Table 6B, are not explicit and    
     could lead to confusion regarding the regulatory disposition of these      
     compounds.  The creation of both an Table 6A and 6B implies recognition,   
     within the GLI, that Table 6B compounds are not adequately described by the
     single defining criteria, BAF.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2606.431     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.432
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection process would be more technically sound, better focused, and 
     more dynamic if additional criteria were included as part of a protocol for
     developing a single list of compounds of concern.  The use of other        
     criteria to support BAF would also provide a basis for evaluating chemicals
     which may pose environmental concerns, but have significant variabilities  
     in the measurement or calculation of a BAF.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2606.432     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.433
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We suggest that chemicals under evaluation should not be included on a list
     until a technically sound decision has been made concerning the basis for  
     their inclusion.  This requires a more "evolving" approach to listing, and 
     is consistent with approaches in other EPA watershed programs.  We believe 
     that Table 6B should be eliminated from the GLI and supplanted with an     
     evaluation protocol that integrates a wider variety of criteria.           
     
     
     Response to: P2606.433     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.434
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to a chemical's potential for bioaccumulation, as indicated by 
     its octanol water partition coefficient, several other criteria should be  
     incorporated into the protocol.  Each of these should be assessed in a     
     collective fashion to provide a weight-of-evidence to use in selecting a   
     compound.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2606.434     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.435
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The persistence of a compound within the water or sediments of the Great   
     Lakes will determine the extent of exposure, and the opportunity for       
     accumulated in aquatic biota.  As indicated in subsection 3.2, there is    
     significant information available on the persistence of many organic       
     compounds in aquatic systems.  Where this information is available, it     
     should be taken into account in evaluating a chemical's potential for      
     remaining in the aquatic environment long enough to achieve the            
     bioaccumulation levels implied by BAFs.                                    
                                                                                
     Chemical/physical properties affecting persistence in the water column,    
     that should be considered in a weight-of-evidence decision, include        
     volatilization, hydrolysis, and biodegradation.  For compounds with high   
     Henry's Law Constants, volatilization will probably be a significant fate  
     mechanism in discharges to nearshore environments.                         
                                                                                
     Within the listing protocol, we suggest a simple fugacity-based approach,  
     for exploring the ranges of Henry's Law coefficients, that would indicate  
     atmospheric loss as the primary fate mechnisms for contaminants discharged 
     to nearshore areas of the Great Lakes.  We expect that compounds with      
     Henry's Law Constants greater than 100 Pa m(sup3)/mol would likely be of   
     low persistence, when discharged to well0mixed, nearshore environments.    
     
     
     Response to: P2606.435     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.436
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A similar analysis could be conducted to assess the rate of biodegradation 
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     relative to uptake potential.  For example, a number of compounds are      
     degraded rapidly by bacteria in aquatic systems.  Phenol is a good example 
     of a chemical that has low persistence in surface waters, due to its rapid 
     biodegradation.  EPA has recognized this as a major fate mechanism in its  
     recent decision to lift lifted requirements for pretreatment of phenol for 
     systems discharging to POTWs, based on its high biodegradation rate.       
     
     
     Response to: P2606.436     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.437
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some compounds are metabolized by certain animals after bio-uptake from the
     environment.  This limits the degree to which they are accumulated, and    
     passed to higher trophic levels, whether wildlife or human.  The GLI       
     recognizes that this is the case for PAH compounds and, it appears that    
     this is the reason these compounds are suggested for Table 6B.  There is   
     ample data available for certain compounds to judge if metabolism will     
     limit their potential for bioaccumulation.  Thus, this criterion should be 
     included in a protocol to evaluate compounds for the list of               
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern.  The GLI has already implicitly used 
     this criteria in its assessment of PAH.  We believe that a clear, explicit,
     use of this property in developing a single list of compounds of concern   
     would be valuable.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2606.437     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.438
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compounds vary considerably in their toxicity to wildlife and humans.  Such
     information could be considered as part of the listing procedure.  For     
     example, unusually high concentrations of some compounds would have to be  
     achieved before they pose a risk to human health or the environment.  For  
     other chemicals, very small concentrations could result in risk.  A        
     consideration of the toxicity of the chemicals to humans, fish, and        
     wildlife would serve to focus the list of compounds on those that pose a   
     potential risk, at concentrations achievable, or present, in the Great     
     Lakes system.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.438     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2606.439
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For a chemical to pose a risk as a result of point and non-point           
     discharges, it must be introduced into the system in sufficient quantities 
     to yield exposure concentrations of concern.  There are a number of        
     compounds where this is acknowledged to have occurred.  However, there are 
     others that are introduced in quantities that are of little consequence for
     the Great Lakes.  Lake-wide management plans can provide sound bases for   
     identifying such compounds and should be relied upon to refine the list of 
     BCCs for specific lake systems.  The GLI should incorporate a procedure    
     that enables it to be flexible enough to respond to such lake-wide concerns
     either by adding or deleting compounds from the list of BCCs for that lake.
     
     
     Response to: P2606.439     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.440
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not include any provision for a regional or site-specific risk
     assessment related to BCC compounds.  However, there are substantial       
     differences in chemical stressors and receptors among and within the Great 
     Lakes.  Wildlife and fish species are not uniformly distributed throughout 
     the Great Lakes or along their shorelines.  Differences in the productivity
     or morphometry of the lakes will affect the disposition as well as         
     bioavailability of compounds.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2606.440     
     
     The final Guidance allows for site-specific modifications to criteria      
     including BCCs.  The specific area of the modification will depend on the  
     many factors mentioned by the commenter.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.441
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A single set of health and wildlife criteria might be useful as screening  
     levels, but the GLI should be flexible enough to allow a region or site    
     specific assessment to be made where conditions warrant.  Such assessments 
     should focus on reducing the variability associated with the generalized   
     data developed for the purpose of listing BCCs.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2606.441     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.442
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Region-specific or site specific risk assessments have been relied upon by 
     EPA in numerous cases and provide a framework for evaluating information at
     an appropriate spatial scale.  Examples mentioned previously include       
     Massachusetts Bay, Puget Sound, and Buzzards Bay programs.  Similar        
     assessments for the Great Lakes would have to consider risks to the        
     receptors near the site or within the region as well as receptors elsewhere
     in the system which might be exposed to contaminants moving from the region
     into the lakes as a whole.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2606.442     
     
     The final Guidance allows for site-specific modifications to criteria      
     including BCCs.  EPA agrees that the assessement will need to consider     
     risks to receptors near the site or within the region and has indicated for
     wildlife that these must be considered in the evaluation of whether a      
     site-specific modification is justified.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2606.443
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Providing the GLI with this flexibility is analogous to the EPA's procedure
     for calculating site-specific Water Quality Criteria (WQC).  EPA recognizes
     that the national WQC are based on a set of assumptions and are intended to
     be applicable for most of the nation's waters.  The procedure for          
     site-specific criteria provides a mechanism for fine-tuning the information
     and for developing information that is appropriate for the aquatic system  
     of interest.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2606.443     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2607.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake Credits.  The MPCA supports adoption of option 4, the version       
     adopted by the GLI Steering Committee.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2607.001     
     
     See response to comment P2607.081.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2607.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation.  The proposed existing effluent quality (EEQ) approach    
     could be a disincentive for good wastewater treatment.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2607.002     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2607.002a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA suggests taking a look at using loading trading credits among     
     dischargers in place of EEQ.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2607.002a    
     
     See response to comment D2589.010.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, given that the final Guidance does not include EEQ- based     
     effluent limits to implement antidegradation for BCCs, there is therefore, 
     less impetus to develop an offets-based alternative to EEQ.  Although it is
     unclear that offsets have a meaningful role to play in the implemenation of
     antidegradation, offsets and pollutant trading may play a more important   
     role as means of reducing loadings through LaMPs and RAPs.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2607.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulation vs. Guidance.  The MPCA supports the GLI as regulation for the  
     sake of consistency among the states, provided the states are given an     
     active role in framing the final rule.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2607.003     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2607.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistency vs. State Discretion.  The GLI must find a balance between     
     state discretion and basin wide consistency.  We support "tightening up"   
     the guidance in the areas of monitoring, socio-economic studies for        
     antidegradation, and the process of setting effluent limitations to foster 
     greater consistency while still affording states flexibility.              
     
     
     Response to: P2607.004     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance represents a reasonable and           
     appropriate balance between the need for increased consistency to attain   
     the minimum level of protection for human health, wildlife, and aquatic    
     life in the Great Lakes System, and the need for State and Tribal          
     flexibility.  See section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance should be expanded to address   
     the monitoring, socio-economic studies, and permit limits issues identified
     in the comment.  First, these areas were not identified by the Initiative  
     Committees for priority attention in the development of the Guidance.      
     Second, EPA believes that these issues are adequately addressed by the     
     existing national program, including regulations, guidance, and technical  
     assistance currently available.  Finally, even if EPA agreed that such     
     expansion of the final Guidance were needed, it would have been impossible 
     to develop, obtain public comment on, and revise such expanded materials   
     within the statutory and judicial deadlines imposed for issuing the final  
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2607.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI Study.  The MPCA agrees with the methods used in the Council of Great  
     Lakes Governors DRI study to determine the economic impact of the GLI.  We 
     support careful consideration of the DRI recommendations to change the     
     guidance to make the GLI more cost effective.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2607.005     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2607.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Factors (BAF).  The MPCA supports the proposed procedures  
     to develop BAFs.  The MPCA was the lead state for the BAF procedure.       
     
     
     Response to: P2607.006     
     
     EPA also supports the methodology to develop BAFs.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2607.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury Wildlife Criterion.  The MPCA supports making the mercury criterion
     less stringent consistent with the toxicological data.  We provide some    
     background data to show that the proposed criterion of 0.18 mg/l is well   
     below background concentrations in Minnesota, as we know them.             
     
     
     Response to: P2607.007     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2607.008
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     Cross Ref 1: cc. ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc. RP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation and Implementation.  Monitoring of effluents is the key to 
     entry into the GLI program and ascertaining compliance with permit         
     limitations.  The MPCA is suggesting a variable approach to monitoring     
     keyed to the size and loading potential of the discharger, based on the EPA
     approved methods in 40 CFR Part 136.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2607.008     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, including    
     antidegradation and implementation, see Section II.C of the SID.           
                                                                                
     The Guidance addresses monitoring for antidegradation and implementation   
     procedures in Sections VII and VIII of the SID.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2607.009
     Cross Ref 1: cc. IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc. ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCC).  The MPCA presents data to show
     that current background concentrations of several BCCs are well above the  
     proposed GLI criteria in Lake Superior.  This is consistent with the fact  
     that Lake Superior fish have consumption advisories.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2607.009     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance takes into consideration background   
     concentrations of BCCs in its implementation as discussed in Section II of 
     the SID.  EPA also believes that implementation of the Guidance will result
     in the benefits to the Great Lakes System discussed in Section IX of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2607.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A portion of the reasonable potential section addresses the issue of       
     pollutants contained in the intake waters of facilities.  Unless a         
     discharger can demonstrate for the pollutant of concern that all intake    
     water is returned unaltered to its source water body, reasonable potential 
     to exceed that pollutant's water quality criterion may exist and needs to  
     proceed through the determination process.  Our review of the five criteria
     for determining that no reasonable potential exists places an unrealistic  
     burden on point sources as a result of using water contaminated with       
     pollutants not of the discharger's origin.  This is particularly acute for 
     pollutants that exceed background, which is the case for several of the    
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs).  Many of the BCCs are banned  
     or highly controlled chlorinated organics because of their historical      
     record of environmental damage.  We continue to live with the legacy of    
     that damage to this day.  Because of their ubiquitous nature, we find that 
     large inputs are carried to the great lakes by air from geographic areas   
     outside the control of this guidance.  Present intake credit guidance      
     focuses on sources least likely to alleviate the impaired uses that exist  
     on the Great Lakes.  [For this reason the adoption of Option 4, discussed  
     in the GLI preamble, is appropriate for point sources of these pollutants  
     until such time a strategy can be developed to address the other sources of
     this pollution loading to the Great Lakes.]                                
     
     
     Response to: P2607.010     
     
     See responses to comments P2588.275 and P2607.081.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2607.010a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.010.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For this reason the adoption of Option 4, discussed in the GLI Preamble, is
     appropriate for point sources of these pollutants until such time a        
     strategy can be developed to address the other sources of this pollution   
     loading to the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2607.010a    
     
     See response to comment P2607.081.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2607.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The concept of existing effluent quality (EEQ) at first seems an inviting  
     way to apply downward pressure on loadings of bioaccumulative pollutants.  
     There are, however, substantial concerns about the efficacy of using EEQ.  
     First, there is the potential for creating disincentives for good          
     performance for dischargers operating well below Water Quality-based       
     Effluent limits (WQBEL) or technology-based requirements.  Those           
     dischargers are concerned that their efforts will only be rewarded with    
     more stringent effluent limitations, while those who make no such efforts  
     do not get their limitations ratcheted down.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2607.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2607.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it is also apparent that EEQ is applicable only to BCCs whose levels are   
     detectable in the effluent.  There is no way to determine EEQ for BCCs with
     WQBELs below the level of detection (Implementation Procedure 8).  Once    
     mixing zones are estimated, many and perhaps most effluent limitations for 
     BCCs will be below current detection levels.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2607.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2607.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     several of the BCCs have criteria below current background concentrations. 
     EEQ would not be used for those pollutants unless in an unlikely event a   
     Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) determination gave a discharger an         
     allocation that was above detection levels.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2607.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2607.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "these concerns and potential drawbacks" refer to comments 
011-013 ref     
          comments II.C and IV.B are on pgs 5 and 13 respectively of commentor ____.
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given these concerns and potential drawbacks of EEQ, the MPCA believes it  
     might be more beneficial to allow market forces to determine how reductions
     in loadings of BCCs may be achieved.  This could be done through a system  
     of pollution trading credits accomplished under an overall ceiling of      
     loading allowances for a specific pollutant.  The loading allowances could 
     be gradually reduced in time, but the regulated entities would determine   
     amongst themselves how to distribute the loading in a manner that balances 
     costs and benefits to their satisfaction.  This proposal is similar to that
     which the EPA has invited comment as it applies to TMDLs.  Trading credits 
     comes with its own set of issues, but it would seem to be worthwhile       
     exploring this alternative if it eliminates the potential disincentives for
     good treatment associated with EEQ (see comments at II.C., Economic Issues 
     and IV.B., Technical Issues).                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2607.014     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2607.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Critical Programs Act refers to the GLI as guidance, not regulation.   
     The presumption is that guidance is less binding than regulation.          
     
     
     Response to: P2607.015     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2607.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This has surfaced as an issue for the states, including Minnesota, since   
     the GLI is being proposed in the form of a regulation.  The MPCA is        
     concerned that the role of the states will come to an end at the close of  
     the comment period, and that EPA alone will deliberate over the comments   
     and issue the final product.  We prefer to be involved with the EPA in     
     shaping the final regulation.  If this is not the intent of the EPA, then  
     the MPCA prefers guidance over regulation.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2607.016     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2607.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA believes a regulation will enhance consistency among the Great    
     Lakes States, a primary goal of the GLI, whereas guidance may not.         
     
     
     Response to: P2607.017     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2607.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the MPCA views the GLI guidance as specific to the Great Lakes 
     Basin.  The MPCA is not planning to adopt the entire GLI guidance          
     statewide, in its current or final form.  However, there are some parts of 
     the guidance, particularly some improvements to the criteria development   
     procedures, that reflect new or updated information and thinking and could 
     be part of future MPCA rulemaking efforts.  These same updated elements    
     very likely would have nationwide applicability also and would enhance     
     consistency of water quality regulations nationally.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2607.018     
     
     See response to: P2582.010                                                 
                                                                                
     See reponse to: P2629.023                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2607.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposed GLI guidance contains some new elements, much of the    
     guidance is consistent with existing nationwide EPA guidance and policy.   
     Greater pressure from the EPA on states outside the basin to adopt these   
     nationwide policies might alleviate some of the concern that the GLI will  
     cause a competitive disadvantage for the states in the Great Lakes Basin.  
     
     
     Response to: P2607.019     
     
     EPA does not agree that there will be significant detrimental effects to   
     the economy of the Great Lakes region that would place the region at a     
     competitive disadvantage to other parts of the country.  Please see section
     IX of the SID.                                                             
                                                                                
     See also response to comment P2582.010.                                    
                                                                                
     See response to: P2629.023.                                                
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that there will be significant detrimental effects
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     to the economy of the Great Lakes region that would place the region at a  
     competitive disadvantage to other parts of the country.  A study conducted 
     for the Council of Great Lakes Governors which showed that such effects    
     from implementation of the proposed Guidance were expected to be minimal is
     available in the public docket for this rulemaking.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2607.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment 021-023                                           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI guidance affords a fair amount of discretion to the regulatory     
     entities, and that is as it should be given the complexity of issues that  
     arise on a permit by permit basis.  Along with this discretion comes       
     greater opportunity for inconsistency.  Given the primacy of the GLI goal  
     of basinwide consistency, the MPCA believes that the elusive balance that  
     must be struck between discretion and consistency should be tipped toward  
     consistency.  Greater relative consistency can be achieved by focusing on  
     those area of widest discretion.  We see several areas of wide discretion  
     that we believe remain to be resolved in the GLI guidance.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2607.020     
     
     EPA agrees that the final Guidance should require State and Tribal         
     submissions to be no less protective than the final Guidance in order to   
     achieve the increased consistency and minimum threshold levels of control  
     intended by the Congress. For this reason, EPA has retained the proposed   
     section 132.5(e), now redesignated as section 132.5(g), under which        
     submitted criteria, methodologies, policies and procedures will be         
     considered consistent with part 132 if they are "as protective as" the     
     provisions in the final Guidance.  EPA believes that specifying "as        
     protective as" is a reasonable and appropriate mechanism for implementing  
     EPA's duty to define the minimum requirements for water programs in the    
     basin.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the final Guidance should require State and Tribal         
     submissions to be no less protective than the final Guidance in order to   
     achieve the increased consistency and minimum threshold levels of control  
     intended by the Congress. For this reason, EPA has retained the proposed   
     section 132.5(e), now redesignated as section 132.5(g), under which        
     submitted criteria, methodologies, policies and procedures will be         
     considered consistent with part 132 if they are "equivalent to or more     
     protective than" the provisions in the final Guidance.  EPA believes that  
     specifying "equivalent to or more protective than" is a reasonable         
     mechanism for implementing EPA's duty to define the "minimum" requirements 
     for water programs in the basin.                                           
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     EPA agrees that the final Guidance should require State and Tribal         
     submissions to be no less protective than the final Guidance in order to   
     achieve the increased consistency and minimum threshold levels of control  

�     intended by the Congress. For this reason, EPA has retained the proposed  
�     132.5(e), now redesignated as  132.5(g), under which submitted criteria,  

     methodologies, policies and procedures will be considered consistent with  
     part 132 if they are "equivalent to or more protective than" the provisions
     in the final Guidance.  EPA believes that specifying "equivalent to or more
     protective than" is a reasonable mechanism for implementing EPA's duty to  
     define the "minimum" requirements for water programs in the basin.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2607.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monitoring - The extent and sensitivity of the monitoring specified for    
     pollutant sources plays an important role in who gets regulated under the  
     GLI guidance.  The MPCA believes a framework needs to be added to the      
     guidance that apportions the monitoring more heavily to the largest        
     potential sources of pollutant loadings in a manner that provides some     
     consistency throughout the basin (see further discussion of monitoring     
     under Technical Issues, IV.A and Attachment D).                            
     
     
     Response to: P2607.021     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of   
     the provisions, including those related to monitoring, included in the     
     final Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2607.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation and Socio-economic Justifications - In the antidegradation 
     provisions the final decision on a socio-economic justification is left to 
     the state regulatory agency director.  To have reached this point in the   
     process a discharger carrying out an antidegradation demonstration would   
     already have shown that pollution prevention and alternative or enhanced   
     treatment was still insufficient to prevent lowering of water quality.  The
     benchmarks for proceeding with a decision are lacking and no boundaries for
     discretion are provided.  This can only lead to inconsistent decision      
     making.  Further guidance in this area is needed.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2607.022     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2607.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From Waste Load Allocations to Effluent Limitations - The GLI              
     implementation section includes guidance on how to develop waste load      
     allocations without specifying how those loadings will be transformed into 
     permit limitations.  This lack of guidance can lead to some rather large   
     differences in permitted concentrations.  The MPCA recommends that the EPA 
     revisit Implementation Procedure 3 and provide these additions.            
     
     
     Response to: P2607.023     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the various components of the Guidance, including the        
     provisions related to TMDL Options A and B in the proposed Guidance, see   
     Section II.C of the SID.  For a full discussion of the final Guidance      
     provisions pertaining to TMDLs, see Section VIII.C of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
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     Comment ID: P2607.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once the GLI is in place, there still remains an impediment to consistent  
     protection of Great Lakes water quality.  True uniformity can not be       
     attained unless Canada and Ontario commit to similar regulation of their   
     point source dischargers.  Otherwise a competitive advantage may be        
     conferred to Canada, and water quality goals will not be achieved.         
     
     
     Response to: P2607.024     
     
     EPA believes that the U.S must take action to control the sources of       
     pollution to the Great Lakes System.  See response to comment number       
     D2867.087 regarding the steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control 
     both Canadian and U.S pollution sources in the Great Lakes basin.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2607.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is well known that the atmosphere is a major source of critical         
     pollutants to Lake Superior.  For example, it is estimated that 70 to over 
     95 percent of the total loading of mercury and PCBs to Lake Superior is    
     from the atmosphere.  We mentioned this not to denigrate the GLI guidance  
     and the need to control point sources for these pollutants, but because it 
     is an important fact regulatory agencies must keep in mind when regulating 
     extremely small sources, and when allocating the scarce dollars available  
     for pollution control.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2607.025     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
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     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2607.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA analysis of benefits to be derived in the GLI guidance is          
     implemented is comprised wholly of library research.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2607.026     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the benefits analysis contains no original research. 
     However, the use of benefits transfer and other uses of existing research  
     findings are often the only viable approaches available to EPA for         
     estimating benefits within the time and budget constraints it faces.       
     Furthermore, the use of existing research (e.g., in a benefits transfer    
     context) has been shown to yield information that is reliable and          
     consistent with more costly and time-consuming primary research (e.g., see 
     Desvousges et al., 1983).  Desvousges, W.H., V.K. Smith, and M.P. McGivney.
     1983. A Comparison of Alternative Approaches for Estimating Recreation and 
     Related Benefits of Water Quality Improvements. Washington D.C.: U.S.      
     Environmental Protection Agency, Environmental Benefits Analysis Series.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2607.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also comment 029, to discern meaning of term 
"commensurate"            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     It relies on dated evaluations that are not adequately commensurate.  By   
     the time the GLI could take effect, some data from this study will be over 
     ten years old.  Given the structural changes already occurring in the      
     regional and the national economies, it is likely that policies developed  
     using data gathered in the middle of the last decade will not have their   
     intended effects.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2607.027     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045 and D2823.019.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2607.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study adds benefits that are evaluated through the use of incompatible 
     methods.  Values attributed to uses (e.g., fishing) are added to contingent
     valuations of non-use benefits (e.g., the value of having a clean Lake     
     Superior to someone living in Maine) to reach a total benefit estimate.    
     The conceptual bases for these different methodologies vary to an extent   
     that they should not be considered commensurate.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2607.028     
     
     It is standard, accepted practice in economics to calculate benefits for   
     different categories using different methods.  For example, CVM is         
     currently the only method accepted by the U.S. Department of the Interior  
     (DOI) to estimate nonuse values.  The 1993 Blue Ribbon Panel convened by   
     NOAA evaluated CVM and found it to be an appropriate methodology for       
     measuring nonuse values, and the method has withstood Federal Court review 
     for its use in litigation contexts.  Hence, its use in a policy evaluation 
     is clearly justified.  The DOI also accepts the travel cost method as a    
     best-available procedure to estimate recreation-related use values.        
     Economic values for different categories can be summed to calculate total  
     value, regardless of the extent to which the conceptual bases for the      
     different methodologies used to calculate the values, or the values        
     themselves, may vary. In fact, the DOI regulations for natural resource    
     damage assessment clearly state that "nothing in this section precludes the
     use of a combination of methodologies so long as the authorized official   
     does not double count . . ." [43 CFR 11.83 (c)(2)].  In the RIA, care was  
     taken not to double count benefits for any category.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2607.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Discussion concerns benefit assessments                       
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is also no indication that analysts conducting separate studies used 
     consistent values for critical variables (e.g., discount rates) or applied 
     methods (e.g., survey designs and administration).                         
     
     
     Response to: P2607.029     
     
     Please see response to comments P2607.026 and P2607.028.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2607.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA study of costs attributed to the GLI limits its scope strictly to  
     the states in the Great Lakes Region.  Trade relations are ignored.  This  
     limit in scope is conceptually unsound and practically indefensible.       
     Governments and businesses in the region interact with other states and    
     with the rest of the world.  The proposed GLI's impact will extend well    
     beyond the Great Lakes Region.  And its largest effects may well be based  
     on extra-regional suppliers, customers and competitors.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2607.030     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2607.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA believes that, compared to the EPA study, the DRI study is more   
     sound both in terms of its methodology and its data.  The DRI model        
     explicitly takes intra- and inter-regional trade into account.  DRI's      
     economic data for both the region and the nation are as current as         
     possible.  The MPCA agrees with the methods DRI used to evaluate the       
     economic impacts of GLI.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2607.031     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2607.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The central point of DRI's analysis is that the goals of the GLI could be  
     met much more efficiently if some changes were made to the GLI guidance in 
     critical areas, such as intake credits, mixing zones, antidegradation, and 
     mercury wildlife criterion.  In the context of economic impacts, the MPCA  
     recommends careful reconsideration of the GLI's position on these issues   
     (see specific comments on these issues elsewhere in this document).        
     
     
     Response to: P2607.032     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2098.038, D2584.004, and   
     D2589.014.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2607.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Efficiency in the implementation of the GLI is important because regulated 
     firms do not limit their business to the Great Lakes Region.  They have    
     suppliers, customers and competitors outside the region who would be       
     affected by the costs and benefits attributable to the GLI.  The DRI report
     goes into some detail on the matter of inter-regional competitiveness and  
     the MPCA concurs with DRI's findings.  The MPCA recommends further         
     consideration of affected market structures and inter-regional trade       
     relationships.  Added study will be needed to estimate the effects of the  
     GLI on the sectors that are to be regulated.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2607.033     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2607.034
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA is concerned about the implications of the antidegradation policy 
     as it relates to existing effluent quality (see comments at II., General   
     Issues).  This concern is raised in the DRI study and a potential solution 
     is suggested.  This is the use of emission reduction credits for TMDLs.    
     The MPCA believes this suggestion merits consideration.                    
                                                                                
     The MPCA believes emission or trading credits may be an efficient          
     alternative to fixed effluent limitations.  For correctly defined markets, 
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     trading in emission reduction credits would allow high-cost sources to pay 
     low-cost sources to control emissions within specified limits.  The Western
     Lake Superior Sanitary District (WLSSD) uses an approach of this sort in   
     its system-wide loading allocations.  The MPCA recommends a review of      
     WLSSD's system for consideration of its wider applicability within the     
     Great Lakes Region.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2607.034     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2607.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2607.035     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2607.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc. AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc. WL
     Cross Ref 3: cc. HH
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lack of Both Aquatic Life and Human Health Criteria for the Same Chemical. 
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     - The GLI is proposing 15 Tier I aquatic life chronic criteria and 20 Tier 
     I human health criteria.  Just four chemicals have both a GLI aquatic life 
     (AL) and human health (HH) criterion (dieldrin, mercury, pentachlorophenol 
     and cyanide, although the AL cyanide criterion is free cyanide and the HH  
     criterion is total cyanide).  Preferably, both an AL and HH criterion      
     should be determined for all chemicals and the lower of the two adopted as 
     the applicable GLI criterion.  It is not as critical that wildlife criteria
     (WL) be developed for all GLI chemicals (data limitations preclude this    
     anyway) because it has been shown that the wildlife criteria are likely to 
     be lower than AL or HH criteria only for very highly bioaccumulative       
     pollutants.  Arsenic provides and example of this concern.  The proposed   
     GLI AL chronic criterion is 150 ug/l.  A GLI HH criterion, if one was to   
     calculated, would likely be considerably lower.  For example, the proposed 
     MPCA HH chronic standards for arsenic are 2.0 ug/l for waters including    
     drinking and 53 ug/l for water not protected for drinking.  The Minnesota  
     procedures for determining HH standards are nearly the same as the GLI     
     procedures.  This could be a significant issue if the individual states do 
     not have counterpart standards or criteria to "fill in the blanks" for     
     missing GLI criteria, and it is assumed that the GLI criteria are          
     protective of both humans and aquatic life.  At best, assuming the states  
     have or provide the missing criteria, the GLI criteria may give a false    
     impression to outside parties that they are protective of aquatic life and 
     the users of aquatic life.  The MPCA recommends that the EPA caution users 
     of the GLI in this regard.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2607.036     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment, and has included a discussion of the issue in 
     section II.C.1 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2607.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI guidance does not specify whether the metals criteria are total    
     metal or some fraction of total such as dissolved.  A recent metals        
     workshop recommended that total recoverable metals be used for load        
     allocations and permit limitations, and dissolved metals be used for       
     criteria and ambient concentrations (Federal Register, June 8, 1993).  The 
     EPA plans to issue new guidance on this question soon.  The MPCA suggests  
     the GLI adopt the new EPA guidance on this issue if it is available before 
     the GLI rule is finalized; otherwise the workshop recommendations should be
     followed.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2607.037     
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     See response to comment  D2620.020 and Section III.B.6. of the Supplemental
     Information Document.                                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2607.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States will need to expand the list of GLI criteria when the GLI is adopted
     by the states.  To assure that subsequent criteria are consistent          
     throughout the basin and technically sound, EPA will need to act as a      
     clearing house for all new criteria.  EPA Region V is the logical office to
     be the clearing house, but they will need technical help from the EPA      
     Environmental Research Labs.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2607.038     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
     See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2607.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2607.039     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2607.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed BAF procedure (page 21024) states: "For superlipophilic       
     chemicals, i.e., log Kow greater than 6.5, chemical-specific information   
     should be used to determine the appropriate FCM to use because the FCM may 
     range from 0.1 to 100."  "In the absence of chemical-specific data, a FCM  
     of one should be used."  While the MPCA accepted this "default" FCM at the 
     time it was adopted by the Steering Committee, MPCA staff now feel that its
     application is not justified.  The MPCA suggests that if chemical-specific 
     data for a superlipophilic chemical is lacking, no BAF should be           
     determined.  The numerous factors and variables that make the prediction of
     BAFs for superlipophilic chemicals very difficult are widely discussed in  
     the bioaccumulation literature.  The discussion in the GLI Preamble on page
     20861 of using a FCM of one for polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons and      
     octachlorostyrene provide examples of the potential errors of using a FCM  
     of one.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The MPCA believes at this time there is no acceptable means to predict the 
     bioaccumulation of a broad range of superlipophilic chemicals, and         
     chemical-specific data must be used.  If chemical-specific data are totally
     lacking and a BAF must be developed, professional judgement can be used to 
     select a FCM within the range of 0.1 to 100 for the chemical.              
     
     
     Response to: P2607.040     
     
     See reponse to comment G2630.028.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2607.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble (page 20861) contains a suggested approach for adjusting BAFs 
     to account for, or at least partially account for, metabolism of chemicals 
     in organisms.  The suggested approach is called the "Effective FCM" method.
     Metabolism can reduce true bioaccumulation well below levels predicted     
     using the Thomann model-based FCMs.  It is useful to examine this approach 
     using the GLI BAF information.  Unfortunately, BCF and BAF information     
     suitable for testing the concept is very limited.  Metabolizable chemicals 
     with log Kow values large enough to have FCMs greater than one, and that   
     have both measured BCF and BAF data, are needed.  Polynuclear aromatic     
     hydrocarbons (PAH) are good candidates to "test" the concept.  Data are    
     available for only three PAHs.  These are shown below: for fluorene,       
     phenanthrene and pyrene, respectively, the parameters are: Log Kow 4.24,   
     4.5, and 5.1; FCM 1.1, 1.2, and 3.2; Predicted BCF 1% lipid 117, 188, and  
     560; Measured BCF 1% lipid 292, 667, and 556; Effective Log Kow 4.74, 5.19,
     and 5.09 (last two values are very close and would be rounded up, to 5.20  
     and 5.10, which would increase the "Effective FCMs" to 4.3 and 3.2,        
     respectively; Effective FCM 1.4, 3.2, and 2.6; "Effective BAF" measured    
     BCFxFCMe 5% lipid 2044, 10,672, and 7228; Predicted BAF measrued BCFxFCM 5%
     lipid 1607, 4004, and 8891; Measured BAF 5% lipid 89 (typical BAF based on 
     BAFs for similar chemicals), 35 and 17.  FCMe = "Effective FCM"  Two of the
     three "Effective BAFs" for the PAHs shown above are larger than the BAFs   
     determined from the measured BCFs times the normal FCM.  Thus, for two of  
     the PAHs, the "Effective log Kow/FCM" method is taking the BAFs in the     
     wrong direction, i.e. increasing the BAF instead of reducing it.  Also, for
     all three PAHs, the predicted BAFs and the "Effective BAFs" are            
     substantially larger than the field measured BAFs.  The "Effective FCM"    
     approach does not adequately address the impact of metabolism on the BAFs  
     for these three PAHs.  Certainly, this approach needs to be evaluated with 
     many more measured values before one could assess how well it works for a  
     variety of chemicals.  The MPCA has no alternative to the "Effective FCM"  
     approach that it can offer as an improvement, except the use of            
     chemical-specific data.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2607.041     
     
     See response to comment D3382.042.                                         
                                                                                
     If the "effective FCM" is used it is important that the parameters set out 
     in the April 16, 1993 proposed Guidance be adhered to.  See Section IV.B.  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2607.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI Preamble raises the question of using the bioavailable fraction of 
     the chemical concentration in water to determine bioaccumulation factors   
     (page 20861).  Doing so would more accurately reflect the fraction of the  
     total chemical concentration available to be bioaccumulated by biota.      
     However, due to the almost total lack of measured bioavailable (dissolved) 
     concentrations of bioaccumulative chemicals in the water column, the MPCA  
     feels that the only practical option open to the GLI at this time is to    
     continue using total measurements.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2607.042     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that using the freely dissolved fraction of  
     the chemical concentration in water would more accurately reflect the      
     fraction of the total chemical concentration available to be bioaccumulated
     by biota.                                                                  
                                                                                
     In the Notice of Data Availability dated August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678), EPA
     requested comment on an equation which defines the relationship of a BAF   
     reported on the basis of the total concentration of the chemical in the    
     water to a BAF reported on the basis of the freely dissolved concentration 
     of the chemical in the water.  The fraction of the chemical in the ambient 
     water that is freely dissolved can be calculated using the Kow for the     
     chemical and the concentration of dissolved organic carbon (DOC) and       
     particulate organic carbon (POC) in the ambient water.                     
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that using the total concentration of
     the chemical in the ambient water is the only practical option open to the 
     GLI.  Based on the information in the Notice of Data Availability (59 FR   
     44678), EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved concentration of       
     organic chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and the total         
     concentration of the chemical for derivation of Tier I human health and    
     wildlife BAFs.  Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration
     of the freely dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic
     BAFs devoid of site-specific influences and considerations, such as varying
     concentrations of POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and derivation of
     the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is  
     difficult to measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or     
     estimated and used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2607.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of bioavailable concentrations of highly hydrophobic chemicals in the  
     denominator of the BAF equation (i.e., concentration in fish tissue divided
     by concentration in water = BAF) will increase some BAFs substantially.    
     The potential for this discrepancy to under protect human or wildlife      
     consumers of fish is mitigated by the use of total measurements of the     
     chemical to determine compliance with the effluent limitations.  If        
     bioaccumulation factors are determined using dissolved measurements then   
     only the bioavailable fraction should be considered in the implementation  
     of the criterion as well.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2607.043     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that if BAFs are determined using    
     dissolved measurements then only the bioavailable fraction should be       
     considered in the implementation of criterion as well. In the final        
     Guidance, the baseline BAF is based on the freely dissolved concentration  
     of a chemical, while the BAF used in the derivation of the human health and
     wildlife Tier I criteria will reflect the total concentration of the       
     chemical.  In order to implement the criteria, the BAFs need to be based on
     a total concentration of the chemical in the water column because CFR      
     analytical methods for compliance monitoring determine the total amount of 
     chemical in the water.  Use of the total concentration in the denominator  
     of the BAF equations will result in a less stringent BAF and therefore in a
     less stringent criteria or value.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2607.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAB Report, page 31. section 5.2.  The MPCA agrees with the SAB in         
     cautioning users of the procedures to assess field measured BAFs very      
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     carefully.  The points listed in the report on page 31 could be            
     incorporated into the BAF procedures.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2607.044     
     
     EPA agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concerned about the 
     difficulty of collecting and interpreting field- measured BAFs.  EPA,      
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2607.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2607.045     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2607.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Attachments A and B are found immediately after pg 19 of 
commentor P2607.  
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we agree with the SAB in the need for an assessment of the variability of  
     available field measured BAFs, although the paucity of data will hinder    
     such an analysis.  The GLI has compared predicted BAFs to measured BAFs    
     (see Attachments A and B) but more work is needed to identify chemicals or 
     chemical groups for which the Thomann model does not work.  In the         
     meantime, the MPCA strongly encourages the EPA to undertake a program to   
     determine measured BAFs for a variety of chemicals.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2607.046     
     
     EPA acknowledges that there can be errors in determining field- measured   
     BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to minimize these  
     potential errors when deriving BAFs for the final Guidance by carefully    
     screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.   EPA continues to contend  
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.                               
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concerned about
     the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA,   
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
                                                                                
     For the reasons cited above, EPA decided to use the 1993 Gobas model in the
     development of FCMs to be used in the final Guidance.                      
                                                                                
     For chemicals with KOWs greater than 6.5, the proposed Guidance recommended
     that a FCM of one should be used when no chemical- specific data was       
     available.  In the final Guidance, this is no longer necessary because the 
     Gobas model allows the derivation of FCMs for the entire range of KOWs.    
                                                                                
     The resulting FCMs for trophic levels 2, 3, and 4 along with the input     
     parameters for the model, are included in the final BAF TSD, and in        
     Appendix B of part 132.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2607.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Field measured BAFs are usually based on total measurements of the chemical
     in the water column, as the SAB states.  The GLI does not ignore the issue 
     of bioavailability but is faced with an almost total lack of data on       
     ambient measurements of dissolved concentrations, or other measurements of 
     bioavailable forms.  Also there is disagreement among scientists on what   
     represents the "bioavailable" form for the wide range of chemicals for     
     which criteria are needed (see comments at II.C. above).                   
     
     
     Response to: P2607.047     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that using the bioavailable fraction of the    
     chemical in the ambient water would more accurately reflect the fraction of
     the total chemical available to bioaccumulate in the biota.  In the final  
     Guidance, EPA set forth the equation from which the fraction of the        
     chemical that is freely dissolved in the water can be calculated using the 
     Kow for the chemical and the DOC and POC in the water.  EPA acknowledges   
     that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is difficult to      
     measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or estimated and    
     used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.                      
                                                                                
     The baseline BAF is based on the freely dissolved concentration of a       
     chemical, while the BAF used in the derivation of the human health and     
     wildlife Tier I criteria will reflect the total concentration of the       
     chemical.  In order to implement the criteria, the BAFs need to be based on
     a total concentration of the chemical in the water column because CFR      
     analytical methods for compliance monitoring determine the total amount of 
     chemical in the water.  When the log Kow is less than four, the percent of 
     the chemical dissolved is greater than 97% for reasonable values of POC and
     DOC, so no adjustment will be made.  When log Kow is greater than four,    
     results of bioconcentration tests will not be used unless total organic    
     carbon (TOC) or POC and DOC were measured because fish are fed.  When log  
     Kow is greater than four, the concentration of POC and DOC estimated from  
     Lake Superior from Eadie et al. (1990) will be used to calculate plausible 
     worst case BAFs based on total concentration foe derivation of human health
     criteria and values and wildlife criteria.  Other values for POC and DOC   
     may be used to derive site-specific criteria if justified.                 
                                                                                
     Default concentrations of POC and DOC are those discussed in the August 30,
     1994 Notice (59 FR 44678) and are specified and are accounted for in the   
     criteria.  The BAFs based on the concentration of the freely dissolved     
     chemical in the water when used properly will provide the same predicted   
     residue in aquatic organisms as the BAFs based on the concentration of the 
     total chemical in water.                                                   
                                                                                
     The calculation of the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical in the 
     water column assumes equilibrium conditions, and therefore variations over 
     time and throughout a waterbody are negligible.  In EPA's judgement the    
     errors associated with the conversion equations are minimal in comparison  
     to the benefits derived from normalizing the site-specific parameters of   
     POC and DOC in calculation of the BAF.                                     
                                                                                
     Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration of the freely  
     dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic BAFs devoid  
     of site-specific influences of POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and 
     derivation of the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2607.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAB report, Section 5.3., page 32.  The SAB states that the Thomann model  
     "has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of regional   
     water quality criteria at this time."  Unfortunately SAB, while endorsing  
     the concept of BAFs over BCFs and the need for some type of food chain     
     multiplier to apply to BCFs, appears to reject the Thomann model with this 
     statement without offering any alternative.  The MPCA feels that the       
     Thomann model has been shown to accurately predict bioaccumulation factors 
     (within an order of magnitude) for a number of chemicals.  In the absence  
     of a better alternative, the Thomann based FCMs should be used in the GLI  
     BAF procedures to predict BAFs.                                            
                                                                                
     The predictive accuracy of the Thomann model can be evaluated using the    
     measured GLI BAFs.  Twenty three chemicals in the GLI universe of          
     pollutants have measured BAFs; 20 of these have log Kow values greater than
     4.2 and FCMs greater than 1.  The measured BAFs are compared to the        
     predicted BAF in Attachments A and B.  Attachment A is a graph showing     
     predicted BAFs (log Kow predicted BCFs times a FCM) plotted against        
     measured BAFs for the 23 chemicals.  Attachment B shows similar information
     in tabular form.  Several conclusions can be made from these data.         
                                                                                
     Attachment A shows that for many chemicals the predicted and measured BAFs 
     are reasonably close to the one to one or perfect fit line; i.e. predicted 
     and measured BAFs agree within an order of magnitude.  Most of the         
     chemicals close to the perfect fit line are non-metabolizing, chlorinated  
     hydrocarbons.  Two clusters of chemicals well off the line are apparent.   
     The cluster close to the y axis, for which the predicted BAFs are          
     substantially greater than the measured BAFs, are mostly PAHs.  The        
     metabolism of some PAHs is known to reduced the bioaccumulation of these   
     chemicals in fish.  Thus, their position well to the left of the perfect   
     fit line is not unexpected.                                                
                                                                                
     The cluster of four chemicals on the right, for which the predicted BAF is 
     substantially lower than the measured BAF, includes octachlorostyrene,     
     mirex, toxaphene and photomirex.  Three of these chemicals are pesticides  
     or pesticide breakdown products with complex molecules and specific modes  
     of toxic action.  Perhaps something in their mode of action or fate in     
     tissues causes them to bioaccumulate far more than the log Kow models      
     predict.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Attachment B lists the chemicals shown in Attachment A.  As can be seen    
     under the "Factor" column on the right, agreement between measured and     
     either of the two predicted BAFs is either reasonably good (14 of the 23   
     are within +- 5.2) or relatively poor.  This agrees with the clusters of   
     squares well off the prefect fit line visible in Attachment A.             
                                                                                
     About half (11 of 23) of the measured BAFs are larger than either of the   
     predicted BAFs.  Thus, it is not true to say that the Thomann model will   

Page 8272



$T044618.TXT
     most often over predict bioaccumulation factors.                           
                                                                                
     In conclusion, these data show that the Thomann model works well for an    
     identifiable group of chemicals, the non-metabolizing, non-polar,          
     chlorinated hydrocarbons, as the SAB states, and it its use with these     
     chemicals is supported by the data.  However, the users of the GLI BAF     
     procedures can and should anticipate that the model will not work well for 
     other groups of chemicals, some of which are known (e.g., PAHs).  Also,    
     when the Thomann model errors, it is as likely to under predict as it is to
     over predict bioaccumulation.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2607.048     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2607.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2607.049     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
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     Comment ID: P2607.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF procedures should state that the Thomann model can be used only for
     non-metabolizing, non-polar, chlorinated hydrocarbons.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2607.050     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. EPA has decided to
     differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health and  
     Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and quality of both the 
     toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for
     human health is discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI of   
     the SID.  See also SID Section IV.2.a. for a further discussion of EPA's   
     consideration of the issue of metabolism. EPA agrees that the model is best
     validated for non-metabolizing, non-polar chlorinated hydrocarbons.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2607.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF procedures should state that the model can not be used with groups 
     of chemicals which are known or suspected of not fitting the model, such as
     PAHs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2607.051     
     
     See response to comment P2607.050.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2607.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA feels it is much preferable to include the Thomann model with     
     these caveats than to reject the Thomann model altogether and use no food  
     chain multiplier in determining the GLI BAFs.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2607.052     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is much preferable to include a food 
     chain model than to reject it altogether and use no FCM in determining the 
     GLI BAFs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2607.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAB report, Section 5.3., page 33.  The use of general expressions for     
     respiration rate, feeding rate, and growth rate in the Thomann model is    
     probably appropriate and preferred over species-specific rates as suggested
     by the SAB since the BAFs are used to calculate criteria that will be      
     applied over the entire Great Lakes Basin.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2607.053     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2607.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAB report, Section 5.4., page 34.  The MPCA agrees with the SAB comments  
     on the use of a FCM of 1.0 for chemicals with a log Kow greater than 6.5   
     and the proposed solutions listed on page 34.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2607.054     
     
     See reponse to comment G2630.028.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2607.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SAB report, Section 5.4., page 35.  The MPCA agrees with the SAB on the    
     need for a coordinated effort to produce a better bioaccumulation model.   
     This was precisely the purpose a conference held in June of 1992 called the
     Bioaccumulation of Hydrophobic Organic Chemicals By Aquatic Organisms.     
     This conference was sponsored by the Institute for Evaluating Health Risks 
     and several other institutes and agencies, including the EPA.  The         
     conference participants set out the framework, and identified the          
     information and data needed, to develop a better bioaccumulation model.    
     The work begun by this conference and its recommendations should be acted  
     upon.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2607.055     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2607.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Models are needed because all chemicals can't be individually tested, but  
     the scientific community and EPA should not ignore the need for more high  
     quality field measured BAFs.   Also, models can never address all aspects  
     of chemical fate and transport in a variety of ecosystems and biological   
     systems.  The MPCA urges the EPA and others to obtain the field data needed
     to determine measured BAFs, especially for chemicals for which the models  
     do not work well.  Also such high quality data sets are needed to calibrate
     and verify the new models.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2607.056     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that more high quality field measured BAF data 
     are desirable, and that models can never address all aspects of chemical   
     fate and transport in a complex system.  EPA believes that the field data  
     and the models which are being recommended in the Final Guidance are the   
     best presently available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2607.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI mercury (Hg) criterion for the protection of wildlife is  
     0.180 ng/l.  The MPCA feeds this criterion is too low and should be        
     changed.  The MPCA is unable to suggest a specific alternative criterion   
     based on an evaluation of the Hg toxicity data, but we ask that the        
     Wisconsin DNR and EPA staffs review their interpretation of the data,      
     particularly the use of the species sensitivity factor of 0.1 in the       
     calculation of the avian criterion.                                        
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     Response to: P2607.057     
     
     See response to D2709.016 and D2860.028.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2607.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed Criterion Below Background Hg Concentrations - The MPCA has       
     monitored the Hg concentration in fish and in the water column (total Hg)  
     in Northeastern Minnesota.  Hg analyses were performed using ultraclean    
     methods.  Reporting limits were in the range of 0.9 to 2 ng/l.  Lakes in   
     this part of Minnesota are generally pristine, with low concentrations of  
     nutrients, dissolved minerals, and alkalinity; and free from point sources 
     of pollutants.  Data from 77 lakes are shown below.  (Table lists parameter
     and value, respectively): arithmetic mean 2.47 ng/l, standard deviation    
     1.10 ng/l, range <0.9 to 7.0 ng/l, log mean 2.26 ng/l, number of values 77,
     number below detection 31 (unaltered less than values included in the      
     calculation of means), range in detection limits <0.9 ng/l to <2.8 ng/l.   
                                                                                
     These background levels presumably reflect post-industrialization          
     elevations in Hg water concentrations, but these lakes are subjected to Hg 
     loading only from the atmosphere and runoff from their watersheds.  Still, 
     the log mean Hg concentration of 2.26 ng/l in these lakes is over 12 times 
     the proposed GLI Hg criterion.                                             
                                                                                
     The estimated concentration of Hg in Lake Superior ranges from about 0.6 to
     1.2 ng/l (Mackay et al., 1992.  Mass balancing and virtual elimination, A  
     peer review workshop at University of Toronto, Dec. 7-8, 1992).  This is   
     about three to six times greater than the proposed Hg criterion.  The      
     proposed Hg criterion needs to reflect the reality of background           
     concentrations for the waters in the Great Lakes Basin.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2607.058     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009 and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section  
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
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     Comment ID: P2607.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is our understanding that the Hg criterion is as total Hg.  If this is  
     true, it should be clearly stated in the criterion.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2607.059     
     
     EPA agrees that the wildlife and human health criteria for mercury are for 
     total recoverable mercury.  This is clearly stated in the final guidance.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2607.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc. IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "Attachment D" is last page of comment P2607.                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monitoring - Appendix E.I.  The MPCA has a concern about the overall impact
     monitoring has in the guidance for both antidegradation and implementation.
     It may be that the potential for creating the greatest inequities between  
     states lies in the discretion states have to require monitoring.  Nowhere  
     in the guidance is there any mention of the necessity for specific         
     monitoring requirements, sensitivity levels, or frequency, particularly for
     BCCs.  It could be assumed that all point and nonpoint sources subject to  
     "independent regulatory authority requirements for compliance with water   
     quality standards" would be required to monitor for all BCCs as was assumed
     in EPA's economic analysis.  However, we believe that the states must be   
     afforded some discretion regarding the degree of monitoring that is applied
     to the various potential sources of pollutants.  Asking a 0.045 million    
     gallon per day (mgd) POTW to monitor for the same number of BCCs at the    
     same frequencies and sensitivity levels as a 45 mgd POTW is clearly not    
     going to be accepted.  The two POTWs do not represent the same level of    
     pollution potential.  Some prioritization process needs to be instituted in
     the guidance that generally recognizes the degree of environmental impact  
     likely to exist from sources and then allow the states flexibility in      
     implementing the final product.  The MPCA recommends the GLI adopt the     
     monitoring requirements outlined in Attachment D.                          
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     Response to: P2607.060     
     
     Except where BCCs are known or believed to be present in a discharge, the  
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance do not place any          
     additional monitoring burden on Great Lakes dischargers.  Further, although
     the final Guidance does call for monitoring of BCCs where they are known or
     believed to be present, the final Guidance does not prescribe either       
     monitoring frequencies or sensitivies.  Other elements of the final        
     Guidance, such as the reasonable potential procedures and the procedures   
     pertaining to limits below the level of quantification may provide         
     additional Guidance to States and Tribes.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2607.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BSICs - Appendix E.II.A. - It is our understanding that the list of BSICs  
     for Lake Superior should also contain dieldrin which was inadvertently left
     off at the time of the Binational Agreement.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2607.061     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2607.062
     Cross Ref 1: cc. IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The intent for developing the list of BSICs was to apply the more stringent
     antidegradation concept of best technology available for the listed        
     pollutants on Lake Superior waters carrying the Outstanding International  
     Waters (OIRW) designation.  The presumption is that the listed pollutants  
     demonstrate a water quality that is better than its corresponding standard 
     and that the antidegradation procedures could be pursued.  However, a      
     strong case can be made that several of the listed pollutants or pollutant 
     categories already exceed their respective water quality criteria and no   
     additional degradation would be allowable for those pollutants.  The basis 
     for this comes from literature derived analytical data for Lake Superior   
     and from background calculations using ambient caught fish tissue levels   
     and GLI BAFs.  Preliminary indications are that PCBs, dieldrin, DDT and    
     metabolites, toxaphene, and mercury fall into the group for which          
     background concentrations exceed their criteria.  This has implications not
     only for antidegradation, but for implementation procedures as well.       
     
     
     Response to: P2607.062     
     
     See response to comment D2724.405.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2607.062a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.063.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA also has reservations about the concept of existing effluent      
     quality (EEQ) as applied in the guidance and the disincentives that it may 
     create. [An alternative may be to use an approach that allows for loading  
     trading credits where their is a total loading ceiling that is reduced in  
     increments with time.  Traded credits would allow point sources to work out
     among themselves a total loading that balances the costs and benefits of   
     scheduled reductions.  Given adequate notice of pending reductions, point  
     sources should have both the time and the incentive to plan capital,       
     process and/or rate changes that will minimize total cost.  This           
     alternative approach would make regulated loading reductions sensitive to  
     local variability in cost and opportunity.                                 
                                                                                
     [The MPCA understands that administrative cost is a critical factor in     
     consideration of traded credit systems.  The costs of monitoring and       
     enforcement should be taken into account when any regulatory system is     
     evaluated.  When considering the suggested alternative, the administration 
     costs of all proposals should be compared carefully to see which is most   
     efficient.]                                                                
                                                                                
     [Another issue to consider is the scope, structure and depth of potential  
     credit markets.  Efficient markets in traded credits require active and    
     competitive commerce.  Markets that have too few traders or markets        
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     dominated by a single trader are unlikely to live up to the promise of     
     ideal traded credit markets.  The suggested alternative should be          
     considered, but it should be considered carefully in light of local        
     conditions, experience and opportunities (see comments at II, General      
     Issues and II.C., Economic Issues).]]                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2607.062a    
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2607.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The MPCA also has reservations about the concept of existing effluent     
     quality (EEQ) as applied in the guidance and the disincentives that it may 
     create].  An alternative may be to use an approach that allows for loading 
     trading credits where their is a total loading ceiling that is reduced in  
     increments with time.  Traded credits would allow point sources to work out
     among themselves a total loading that balances the costs and benefits of   
     scheduled reductions.  Given adequate notice of pending reductions, point  
     sources should have both the time and the incentive to plan capital,       
     process and/or rate changes that will minimize total cost.  This           
     alternative approach would make regulated loading reductions sensitive to  
     local variability in cost and opportunity.                                 
                                                                                
     [The MPCA understands that administrative cost is a critical factor in     
     consideration of traded credit systems.  The costs of monitoring and       
     enforcement should be taken into account when any regulatory system is     
     evaluated.  When considering the suggested alternative, the administration 
     costs of all proposals should be compared carefully to see which is most   
     efficient.]                                                                
                                                                                
     [Another issue to consider is the scope, structure and depth of potential  
     credit markets.  Efficient markets in traded credits require active and    
     competitive commerce.  Markets that have too few traders or markets        
     dominated by a single trader are unlikely to live up to the promise of     
     ideal traded credit markets.  The suggested alternative should be          
     considered, but it should be considered carefully in light of local        
     conditions, experience and opportunities (see comments at II, General      
     Issues and II.C., Economic Issues.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2607.063     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2607.064
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 064 imbedded in 063.                                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA understands that administrative cost is a critical factor in      
     consideration of traded credit systems.  The costs of monitoring and       
     enforcement should be taken into account when any regulatory system is     
     evaluated.  When considering the suggested alternative, the administration 
     costs of all proposals should be compared carefully to see which is most   
     efficient.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2607.064     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2607.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.065 is imbedded in comment #.063.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another issue to consider is the scope, structure and depth of potential   
     credit markets.  Efficient markets in traded credits require active and    
     competitive commerce.  Markets that have too few traders or markets        
     dominated by a single trader are unlikely to live up to the promise of     
     ideal traded credit markets.  The suggested alternative should be          
     considered, but it should be considered carefully in light of local        
     conditions, experience and opportunities (see comments at II, General      
     Issues and II.C., Economic Issues).                                        
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     Response to: P2607.065     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2607.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A. Site Specific Modifications - Procedure 1:A.2,3 and 4.                  
                                                                                
     The guidance restricts site specific modifications for wildlife, BAFs, and 
     human health to more stringent applications for both the open waters of the
     Great Lakes (OWGL) and tributaries.  The application to tributaries is     
     based, at least in part, on the presumption that all of a pollutant loading
     in a tributary will eventually find its way to the OWGL.  This is an       
     extremely conservative assumption.  We believe it is more appropriate to   
     allow for site specific modifications on tributaries which can be either   
     more or less stringent.  These modifications could only be made where all  
     exposure inputs to the criteria calculation have been documented so that   
     the criteria reflects actual exposure conditions for individuals or        
     populations.  For example, a site specific human health criterion for DDT  
     should not be modified only to reflect a fish consumption rate of 30 gm/day
     (vs. GLI 15 gm/day), if the fish being consumed were known to have a 1     
     percent lipid content in the fillet (vs. GLI 5% lipid).  Both inputs to    
     criteria modification would have to be made.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2607.066     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2607.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance in Procedure 2:B restricts the time frame for variance        
     requests to three years.  This coincides with triennial standards          
     revisions.  However, permits are written for five year cycles and          
     regulatory agency management of these permits is geared toward the five    
     year cycle.  Since variances are pollutant and discharger specific, it     
     would make more sense to have the variance duration set at five years to   
     reduce administrative burden.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2607.067     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2607.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also our preference to deal with variances at the time of permit     
     renewal as opposed to the mid term of a permit.  Dischargers will be       
     sufficiently aware of potential effluent limitations that they can make    
     their judgments about pursuing a variance.                                 
                                                                                
     Requests for variances should be allowed to occur at any point in the      
     permit process to retain flexibility (Procedure 2:D).  As stated above, we 
     prefer to handle variance requests at the time of permit reissuance.  This 
     may become particularly important administratively if the present guidance 
     for intake credits is retained and we see a dramatic increase in variance  
     requests.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2607.068     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: P2607.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It can be demonstrated that the background concentrations of several BCCs  
     are well above their respective criteria in the OWGL and that they exist at
     relatively uniform concentrations, particularly in Lake Superior.  Their   
     sources include large, if not dominant air components which do not respect 
     the boundaries of the Great Lakes region.  It is unlikely that any         
     lake-wide TMDL can be accomplished that will realistically control these   
     pollutants so that water quality standards are met within a reasonable time
     frame (the Guidance suggests 8 years is reasonable).  In order to forestall
     a series of individual variance requests for these pollutants, a process   
     allowing variances on a regional basis is appropriate.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2607.069     
     
     See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2607.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDL Option A - Procedure 3A:                                              
     The MPCA has some specific concerns about the Option A approach to TMDLs   
     because of its general wording and the potential for the two TMDL options  
     to give divergent results.  Wording in Option B requires use of tributary  
     basin WLA methods, presumably similar to or the same as Option A, when     
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     multi-source situations may not lead to attainment of water quality        
     standards.  However, the wording in Option A for site specific crosschecks 
     is general.  In situations where there is only one discharger on a water   
     body segment, it is anticipated that the mixing zone criteria in Option B  
     will be more restrictive than those employed by Option A.  This does not   
     promote consistency in development of waste load allocations. [Option A    
     site specific crosschecks should use the procedures and default conditions 
     expressed in Option B.  This effectively means that there is really only   
     one TMDL method, because Options A and B will be virtually the same.]      
     
     
     Response to: P2607.070     
     
     EPA recognizes that the presentation in the proposal of two alternative    
     TMDL procedures created some confusion and therefore has adopted only one  
     TMDL procedure in the final Guidance.  The final procedure 3 combines      
     aspects of both Options A and B.  For a more thorough discussion of this   
     combined procedure and EPA's reasons for adopting it, see the SID at       
     VIII.C.2.                                                                  
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2607.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.071 imbedded in #.070.                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option A site specific crosschecks should use the procedures and default   
     conditions expressed in Option B.  This effectively means that there is    
     really only one TMDL method, because Options A and B will be virtually the 
     same.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2607.071     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2607.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc. TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Dependent Criteria - Procedure 3A:A                          
                                                                                
     Certain aquatic life criteria or values are dependent on such              
     characteristics as hardness and pH.  The GLI contains no guidance to       
     implement these characteristics.  It is our preference that criteria used  
     to calculate WQBELs be based on the receiving water characteristics.  For  
     example, a mass balance approach could be used to calculate downstream     
     hardness based on geometric mean (or appropriate central tendency) values  
     for the discharge and receiving water.  End of pipe acute criteria or      
     values should be based on the discharge water characteristics.             
     
     
     Response to: P2607.072     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a full   
     discussion of the final Guidance provisions pertaining to development of   
     aquatic life criteria and values, see Section III of the SID.              
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the Guidance provides for the consideration of discharge 
     water characteristics.  For a full discussion of this issue, see the       
     preamble to the final Guidance and the applicable provisions of the SID,   
     specifically Section VIII.C.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2607.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc. TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     From Waste Load Allocations to Effluent Limitations - Procedure 3A:A.3     
                                                                                
     Neither TMDL Option A or B specifies how permit limitations are derived    
     from their respective waste load allocations, potentially leading to widely
     varying limitations among state permits.  Consistency would be enhanced if 
     the guidance contained these provisions.  While the MPCA uses the permit   
     limit derivation process in guidance provided by EPA's Technical Support   
     Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control, any permit limitation     
     process that is technically consistent with the elements of magnitude,     
     duration, and frequency for toxicant exposures is welcome.                 
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     Response to: P2607.073     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the various components of the Guidance, including the        
     provisions related to TMDL Options A and B in the proposed Guidance, see   
     Section II.C of the SID.  For a full discussion of the final Guidance      
     provisions pertaining to TMDLs, see Section VIII.C of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2607.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of caged fish tissue in inappropriate to establish background      
     concentrations of pollutants, particularly BCCs.  Caged fish studies do not
     provide a BAF because no realistic food chain exposure occurs.  They       
     provide BCFs.  In addition, the BCF that is obtained is probably not a     
     steady state value because of the relatively short duration of exposure    
     typical of caged fish studies.  BAFs using ambient caught fish tissue as   
     the basis for deriving background concentration can be realistic,          
     particularly for several of the BCCs (see Attachment C).  These BCCs can be
     shown to have relatively uniform background concentrations in any given    
     lake.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2607.074     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that caged fish tissue measurements should  
     not be used to establish quantitative background values. EPA has determined
     that caged fish tissue can be an accurate, reliable indicator of background
     concentrations and therefore retains this approach as one method for       
     caluculating background. However, EPA also recognizes that resident fish   
     tissue data may be more appropriate in other cases.  Accordingly, EPA has  
     revised general condition 9 (proposed as general condition 8) to authorize 
     the use of resident fish tissue data.  In addition, States and Tribes      
     retain the flexibility to use best professional judgment and statistical   
     techniques to eliminate unrepresentative data. Therefore, if a State or    
     Tribe determines that caged fish tissue data is inaccurate, it can use     
     other data to calculate background concentrations.  See the discussion in  
     the SID at VIII.C.3.i(i). With respect to the comment supporting the use of
     one-half the detection level when calculating means or averages from data  
     bases that include non-detect values, EPA agrees that this can be a useful 
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     However, in order to afford States and Tribes the flexibility to use       
     commonly accepted statistical techniques to evaluate such data sets, EPA is
     not specifying in the final Guidance that data reported below the detection
     level (in such data sets) be assumed to be one-half of the detection level.
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      Rather, the final Guidance specifies only that commonly accepted          
     statistical techniques shall be used.  However, States and Tribes are free 
     to assign levels equivalent to one-half of the detection level in these    
     situations if they wish.  Similarly in deference to the use of commonly    
     accepted statistical techniques, EPA has also removed from the final       
     Guidance the statement that data reported as above the quantification level
     retain the reported value.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.i(iii).  
     That discussion also provides guidance to States and Tribes for situations 
     when no background data are available.  See response to comment P2771.049. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2607.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the air input component for several of the BCCs, there is no         
     realistic way to carry out a basin-wide TMDL within a reasonable time frame
     of 8 years.  Therefore one ends up with zero waste load allocations for    
     point sources and little foreseeable improvement in water quality.  Option 
     4 of the intake credit preamble section is appropriate.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2607.075     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by omitting from the final Guidance those   
     provisions in the proposal that would have required WLAs to be set equal to
     zero in the absence of a multi-source TMDL.  See the SID at Section        
     VIII.C.7.  In addition, EPA refers the commenter to the discussion of the  
     phased approach to TMDL development, which, in appropriae circumstances,   
     authorizes the attainment of water quality standards in a reasonable time. 
     See the SID at Section VIII.C.1.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2607.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
Page 8290



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The site-specific cross check is generally worded and could lead to        
     inconsistent waste load allocations when compared to Option B.  It is      
     recommended that this part reflect Option B procedures (see comments at    
     V.D.).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2607.076     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2607.077
     Cross Ref 1: see 070, 071, 075
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For comments on procedures 3B:, 3B:A.8 and 3B:C.3, see previous comments at
     V.D., V.G. and V.H, respectively.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2607.077     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the responses corresponding to the     
     comments designated by the commenter as V.D, V.G and V.H.  For a discussion
     on proposed Option 3B generally, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.
      For a discussion on proposed general condition 8 (now general condition   
     9), see the SID at VIII.C.3.i. For a discussion on the proposed TMDL       
     procedures for discharges to lakes, see the SID at VIII.C.5.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2607.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA requests comments on the use of dynamic models in the Preamble     
     (page 20938).  The EPA proposes to allow their use only when the results   
     provide a more stringent result compared to the results of the static, mass
     balance models proposed in the guidance.  Dynamic models will most likely  
     be used where there exists an extensive data base that allows for a higher 
     degree of manipulation, description of confidence levels, and ultimately   
     validation.  They are not as conservative as static models, which rely on  
     critical situation inputs and are likely to produce more restrictive       
     results.  Given the effort needed to develop a dynamic model, it is        
     unlikely that anyone would prefer pursuing an option that allows only more 
     restrictive results.  The guidance needs to provide for their use whether  
     more restrictive or not, or deny their use altogether as a means of        
     maintaining uniformity.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2607.078     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  The final Guidance retains provisions for   
     using a steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of    
     dynamic modelling regardless whether the results are more or less          
     restrictive than would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See   
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2607.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MPCA would support an effluent oriented additivity approach for aquatic
     life acute toxicity and for human health carcinogens.  Given the current   
     guidance for intake credits, additivity assessed for ambient waters would  
     be an administrative quagmire.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2607.079     
     
     The effects from multiple pollutants for aquatic life are addressed by the 
     WET requirements discussed in section VIII.G of the final Guidance.   See  
     section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects and the 
     implementation of the additivity provisions.                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 8292



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2607.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While MPCA is generally in agreement with the reasonable potential         
     procedures, it is important to re-emphasize comments made at the beginning 
     of our responses to the antidegradation guidance regarding monitoring.  The
     degree of required monitoring can lead to large regulatory inequities.  It 
     is here in reasonable potential that these inequities are most likely to be
     realized.  The key to entry into the regulatory system for point sources is
     the monitoring requirements.  The screening tool that requires regulation  
     is reasonable potential.  Requiring monitoring more frequency for more     
     pollutants with more sensitive methods will create more opportunity for    
     effluent limitations.  Maintaining discretion is important to states, but  
     narrowing that discretion is important to consistency.  A balance needs to 
     be achieved.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2607.080     
     
     See response to comments number P2588.322.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2607.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance at Procedure 5:E (page 21042) is unacceptable where  
     background for pollutants exceeds criteria.  Option 4 is acceptable (see   
     comments at V.H.).                                                         
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     Response to: P2607.081     
     
     The many issues surrounding intake pollutants are addressed in the SID at  
     Section VIII.E.3-7.  The final Guidance changed several important aspects  
     of the proposal to make consideration of intake pollutants in the water    
     quality permitting process more widely available.  Some of these changes   
     incorporate some aspects of Option 4, but not all, as explained in the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/OT
     Comment ID: P2607.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5:F.3 (page 21042) is deceivingly vague.  The language is not    
     clear that caged fish tissue is meant to be used here.  One can only find  
     that reference at Procedures 3A:A.8 and 3B:A.8 which specify that          
     background fish tissue data is characterized from caged fish studies.      
     However, the preamble language regarding Procedure 5:F.3 (page 20967)      
     refers to ambient fish data, never using the term "caged" fish, and        
     suggests that fish tissue data be representative of ambient conditions.    
     Further, these "fish must be expected to have lived within the geographic  
     area of concern sufficiently long enough" to reach steady state.  The      
     language suggests the use of ambiently collected fish, not caged fish      
     tested in ambient waters.  Caged fish studies usually can not be conducted 
     for a long enough time period for many of the BCCs to reach steady state in
     the fish.  Procedure 8:F.1 refers to resident fish and caged fish          
     monitoring.  This calls for either clarification or removal altogether.    
     
     
     Response to: P2607.082     
     
     The fish tissue provision at 5.F.3 of the proposal and 5.F.4 of the final  
     Guidance did not in the proposal nor does it in the final express a        
     requirement for caged fish over ambient fish.  In addition, the fish tissue
     provision at 3A:A.8 and 3B:B.8, which did express a requirement to use     
     caged fish data, has been modified in the final Guidance at 3.B.9.c of     
     appendix F to include either caged or resident fish data as possible       
     sources of data to be used in calculating ambient background               
     concentrations. See Supplementary Information Document section VIII.E.2.g, 
     Determining Reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.  This discussion  
     explains that permitting authorities should use careful judgement in       
     determining whether tissue data is representative of ambient conditions and
     relevant to the discharger in question.  EPA believes there will be cases  
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     where available fish tissue data may not be relevant to a discharger       
     because the the data are, for example determined by the permitting         
     authority to be too old, or from waters too distant from the discharger to 
     be judged to be relevant to that discharger.  In addition, current Federal 
     Regulations require permitting authorities to develop a fact sheet or      
     statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and to make the draft permit,
     including the fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, available    
     through public notice.  (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The fact sheet or
     statement of basis of the permit, and the findings characterized in it,    
     including any determinations that WQBELs are needed and the basis for such 
     findings, are reviewable by the public prior to issuance of the final NPDES
     permit.   Where a discharger is concerned that the permitting authority may
     be about to regulate a compound that does not legitimately present         
     unacceptable risks based on current scientific understanding, the          
     discharger can challenge such proposed action during the permit development
     and issuance process.                                                      
                                                                                
     See also Supplementary Information Documentand Section VIII.C.3.h, General 
     Condition 9 - Background Concentrations of Pollutants.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2607.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second part of Procedure 5:F.3 contains a requirement that the         
     pollutant of concern be "detectable" in the effluent.  No guidance is      
     provided as to how "detectablility" is determined.  If use of 40 CFR, Part 
     136 is intended, there are three basic "approvable" analytical approaches  
     for organics, creating a wide range of regulatory discretion in the        
     selection of detection levels.  More innovative procedures are allowed     
     under Procedure 8 for more sensitive analytical methods.  The EPA should   
     clarify their intent as to whether innovative methods should be employed in
     a reasonable potential circumstance.  How one monitors has a lot to do with
     how consistent permitting requirements will be throughout the Great Lakes  
     basin, particularly for BCCs with background concentrations greater than   
     their criteria.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2607.083     
     
     EPA recognizes that there can be wide differences in the detection level of
     different chemical analytical methods and analysts, and that different     
     methods and analyses for detecting and measuring the same chemical will    
     have different detection levels.  EPA notes that the reasonable potential  
     procedures in the final Guidance do not require the generation of effluent 
     data, only that existing effluent data be used when determining reasonable 
     potential.  In using existing effluent data, EPA recommends that the       
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     detection level of the analytical method employed be recorded in the record
     of the reasonable potential decision by the permitting authority. In       
     addition, when requiring collection of effluent data for purposes of       
     determining reasonable potential, EPA recommends that the permitting       
     authority specify the use of analytical methods that are sensitive enough  
     to detect in the range of the tissue basis of the criteria or value, or    
     where commonly used analytical methods are not sensitive enough to detect  
     at such level, specify the most sensitive commonly used method.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.2.g, Determining Reasonable
     Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2607.084
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPT A
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The language in Procedure 6:C.1.b. is not consistent with the language in  
     Procedure 3A (TMDL Option A).  The recommendations in comments under       
     Procedure 3A (at V.D.) apply in this context.  The site specific cross     
     check procedures and whole effluent toxicity (WET) procedures must be      
     consistent in their application.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2607.084     
     
     EPA agrees that the TMDL procedures and the appropriate components of the  
     WET reasonable potential procedure should be consistent.  In the final     
     Guidance, the TMDL procedures for defining the receiving water flow        
     available for dilution from lakes or tributaries have been modified and are
     cross referenced in the WET procedure.  In addition, the effluent flows    
     used for TMDLs and WLAs should be consistent with the effluent flows used  
     in the reasonable potential determinations.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2607.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wet weather flow fluctuations relevant to Procedure 7:B have been          
     identified as a point of sensitivity, particularly for POTWs and daily     
     flows that exceed design conditions used in the permit.  Specifying monthly
     average mass limits only, or providing an exception for daily mass limits  
     above daily design conditions could alleviate the concern.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2607.085     
     
     EPA agrees that the permitting authority should have some discretion as to 
     how to address wet weather flow conditions.  See comment G2764.010.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2607.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 8:C (page 21044) is indicative of the need for a mechanism in the
     guidance tht translates waste load allocations into permit limitations (see
     comments at V.F.).  Because limitations are below detection, averaging     
     techniques are extremely artificial, particularly when limitations are     
     orders of magnitude below the detection levels and averages are very       
     sensitive to the frequency of monitoring.  [It would be preferable to set a
     daily maximum limitation only, using effluent variability (TSD statistical 
     approach) and the appropriate waste load allocation.  This may mean that   
     changes will have to be addressed at 40 CFR Part 122.45 (d).  Present      
     guidance is certainly impractical.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2607.086     
     
     EPA does not believe that the fact that a WQBEL is below the level of      
     detection or quantification should mean that the WQBEL should be expressed 
     any differently than any other WQBEL.  Consequently, so long as the        
     requirements of the TMDL and Reasonable Potential procedures in today's    
     Guidance and 40 CFR Part 122.45(d) are complied with, WQBELs may be        
     expressed as daily maximum, seven or thirty-day averages, or any other     
     appropriate time period, so long as the WQBEL as expressed will ensure     
     achievement of water quality standards as required by 40 CFR Part          
     122.44(d)(1).  EPA does not intend for today's Guidance to change in any   
     way the requirements of 40 CFR 122.45(d).                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2607.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.087 is imbedded in comment #.086.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would be preferable to set a daily maximum limitation only, using       
     effluent variability (TSD statistical approach) and the appropriate waste  
     load allocation.  This may mean that changes will have to be addressed at  
     40 CFR Part 122.45 (d).  Present guidance is certainly impractical.        
     
     
     Response to: P2607.087     
     
     See response to comment P2607.086.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: P2607.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since fish bioconcentration studies, discussed in Procedure 8:F.2, measure 
     BCFs and not BAFs, effluent fish concentration studies are generally       
     inappropriate for comparison with fish tissue levels based on tier I and II
     criteria/values after credit is allowed for dilution.  They are best       
     employed as a trend indicator for bioaccumulative pollutant levels.  The   
     only place that such studies take on absolute compliance status is when the
     WLA is zero, which is most likely an intake credit issue (see comments at  
     V.H.).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2607.088     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
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     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2607.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 8:G suggests the use of innovative monitoring as a permit        
     requirement, presumably as a result of inclusion of a permit limitation for
     a specific pollutant.  It is not specified if these methods must conform to
     40 CFR Part 136.  If such methods are acceptable for permits, they should  
     also be acceptable as a means for determining reasonable potential.  For   
     example, the guidance at Procedure 5:F.3 only mentions "detectable" levels 
     without being specific about methodology.  "Detectable" should be clarified
     in this instance.  It seems inconsistent that more sensitive methods are   
     used in a permit only after less sensitive methods have shown that a permit
     limitation is needed.  Our experience has been that innovative techniques  
     are more likely to discover problems where conventional techniques will    
     miss them.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2607.089     
     
     The issue of what analytical methods are acceptable for making reasonable  
     potential determinations is addressed by the Reasonable Potential portion  
     of today's Guidance.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/FTRS
     Comment ID: P2607.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
Page 8299



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Interim compliance schedules of one year as specified in Procedure 9:B.2   
     are acceptable as long as the states can exercise their own discretion     
     regarding use of interim effluent limitations.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2607.090     
     
     See response to comment P2576.232.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/FTRS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2622.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2622.001     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     EPA believes the additivity provisions in the final Guidance are           
     scientifically defensible and appropriate. However, under part 132.4 of the
     final Guidance, if a State or Tribe can demonstrate that the additivity    
     procedures are not scientifically defensible, they can apply any           
     alternative additivity procedure consistent with Federal, State, and/or    
     Tribal requirements.                                                       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2624.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In seeking to clarify this matter through discussions with the Wisconsin   
     DNR (WDNR), we were informed that stormwater, dredging activities, and     
     wetlands were exempt under the GLI.  To eliminate any confusion, the       
     guidance should be modified to explicitly exempt stormwater, dredging,     
     dredge disposal, confined disposal facilities, and wetland fill activities 
     which are clearly regulated under existing state and federal law.          
     
     
     Response to: P2624.002     
     
     The guidance has been prepared in its final form to specifically exempt wet
     weather activities except to the extent that they must be accounted for in 
     a TMDL or water quality assessment.  Dredging and wetlands impacting       
     activities will continue to be subject to State 401 certification, and ,   
     consequently, requirements established by State water quality standards.   
     Confined disposal facilities will be subject to state requirements in their
     managment and operation, including any requirements that may apply         
     resulting from operations of State water quality standards. In effect, EPA 
     expects these activities to be governed by state adopted requirements      
     necessary to implement the GLI just as is currently the case for any water 
     quality standard related requirements.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2624.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WisDOT commends the U.S. EPA for leaving development of an implementation  
     plan to the states.  The Initiative's approach is appropriate.  It will set
     uniform goals for the Great Lakes states but leaves the states free to     
     develop the best method of achieving the water quality standards.  WisDOT  
     will work with the WDNR to ensure that state-level discretion yields a     
     program that is both cost-effective and environmentally sound.             
     
     
     Response to: P2624.003     
     
     EPA agrees that it is appropriate to provide flexibility to States and     
     Tribes to the extent possible while still meeting the requirements of the  
     CWA.  Based on its experience overseeing States' implementation of the CWA,
     EPA has found that reasonable flexibility is not only necessary to         
     accommodate unforeseen circumstances, but is also appropriate to enable    
     innovation and progress as new approaches and information become available.
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      In addition, to the extent that there may be unique local situations not  
     amenable to strict application of basinwide criteria, the final Guidance   
     contains several areas of flexibility, the scientific defensibility        

�     exclusion in  132.4(h), site-specific criteria modifications available    
     through procedure 1 of appendix F, and variances available through         
     procedure 2 of appendix F.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that it is appropriate to provide flexibility to States and     
     Tribes, to the extent that this can be done and still meet the requirements
     and purpose of the CWA.  In overseeing States' implementation of the CWA,  
     EPA has found that reasonable flexibility is not only necessary to         
     accommodate unforeseen circumstances, but is also appropriate to enable    
     innovation and progress as new approaches and information become available.
      To address the need for flexibility, EPA reviewed all sections of the     
     proposed Guidance and all comments to determine the appropriate level of   
     flexibility.  Based on this review, the final Guidance provides increased  
     flexibility for State and Tribal adoption and implementation of these      
     provisions in many areas, including antidegradation, TMDLs, intake credits,
     site-specific modifications, variances, compliance schedules, elimination  
     of mixing zones for BCCs, and the scientific defensibility exclusion. The  
     final Guidance also provides reduced detail of provisions in many areas,   
     and provisions for the exercise of best professional judgment by the Great 
     Lakes States and Tribes when implementing many individual provisions.  This
     increased flexibility is discussed further in sections I and II.D.2 of the 
     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA shares the concern of the commenter that current programs should not   
     necessarily be "scrapped" just because they are not identical to the final 
     Guidance.  EPA believes that the flexibility provided will enable States to
     build upon current programs rather than scrapping them.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2624.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Clean Water Act directed that the GLI be promulgated as guidance, not  
     regulation, and EPA should clarify that the Initiative is guidance as it   
     redrafts the package.  As guidance, the Initiative can provide even greater
     flexibility.  Guidance affords the states and U.S. EPA some flexibility in 
     the development and application of the requirements.  Guidance will also   
     not constrain the direct state involvement in the development of a final   
     directive.  Since states will be responsible for implementation, it is     
     appropriate that they play a prominent role in developing the final        
     guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2624.004     

Page 8302



$T044618.TXT
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2585.015 and P2769.085.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2629.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned, however, that the proposed GLWQI has not fully           
     characterized the problems, the sources of those problems, and the         
     mechanisms that will actually work to solve those problems.                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.001     
     
     EPA believes that the problems in the Great Lakes System that are disussed 
     in Section I.B of the SID justify the need for the Guidance.  EPA also     
     recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem in 
     the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point  
     and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying     
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2629.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     We are also concerned that the proposed Guidance will impose substantial   
     cost on the regulated community while accomplishing little toward meeting  
     its goals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.002     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: P2629.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has not addressed many issues raised by the Science Advisory Board     
     (SAB) that are critical to the scientific integrity and effectiveness of   
     the final rule;                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.003     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2629.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not require conformance with the rule outside of the Great Lakes
     basin;                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2629.004     
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     See response to: P2582.010 and see response to: P2629.023.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2629.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must address sources other than NPDES regulated point sources;         
     
     
     Response to: P2629.005     
     
     EPA believes that the problems in the Great Lakes System that are disussed 
     in Section I.B of the SID justify the need for the Guidance.  EPA also     
     recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem in 
     the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point  
     and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying     
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2629.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must re-evaluate the bases for determining the pollutants of intial    
     focus and restrict the final list to bioaccumulative chemicals that        
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     actually pose a threat in the watershed and that can be effectively        
     controlled by the final Guidance;                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.006     
     
     EPA does not agree that Table 6 should be limited to BCCs.  BCCs are not   
     the only types of pollutants currently or potentially affecting the Great  
     Lakes ecosystem.  See section II.C.10 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2629.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States need to maintain the ability to address site-specific issues;       
     
     
     Response to: P2629.007     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2629.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not change approaches to developing criteria in this context;   
     and,                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2629.008     
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     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2629.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA needs to promulgate fair, practical, scientifically valid              
     antidegradation and implementation procedures.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.009     
     
     EPA believes it has promulgated fair, practical and sceintifically valid   
     antidegradation and implemenation procedures as part of the final Guidance.
      For a general discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in  
     developing the final Guidance, including using the best science available  
     to provide protection to human health, wildlife and aquatic life, see      
     Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions        
     contained in the final Guidance, including antidegradation and             
     implementation procedures, see Section II.C of the SID.                    
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the antidegradation and implementation procedures        
     contained in the final Guidance are fair, practical and scientifically     
     valid for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2629.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. individual points treated as inbedded comments           
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Monsanto's specific concerns include (EPA's inappropriate application of   
     Tier II values in the NPDES permitting process), (the need for intake      
     credits in water quality based effluent limitations), (the treatment of    
     mixing zones), (the wet weather exclusion from the scope of the GLWQI), and
     the scientific questions pertaining to the development and application of  
     aquatic life, human health, and wildlife criteria.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2629.010     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  For an      
     overview of the Guidance provisions which address these concerns, see      
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 010.                                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's inappropriate application of Tier II values in the NPDES permitting  
     process,                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.011     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2629.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in 010.                                         
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     the need for intake credits in water quality based effluent limitations,   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.012     
     
     This is not a complete comment.  The final Guidance, unlike the proposal,  
     does allow for consideration of intake water pollutants in establishing    
     WQBELs under certain circumstances.  See, generally, SID at Section        
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2629.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 010.                                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the treatment of mixing zones,                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.013     
     
     For a discussion of the treatment of mixing zones for BCCs in the final    
     Guidance, see the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a discussion of other mixing zones 
     provisions in the final Guidance, see the SID at VIII.C.5 through 9.       
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2629.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 010                                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the wet weather exclusion from the scope of the GLWQI,                     
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     Response to: P2629.014     
     
     See response to ocmment number P2629.010.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: P2629.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should honor the SAB's request to review the final draft GLWQI and     
     should respond appropriately in SAB's recommendations in the final GLWQI   
     regulation.                                                                
                                                                                
     The SAB comprised of numerous recognized experts has: (1) reviewed many    
     GLWQI documents, (2) heard testimony from a cross section of those involved
     and affected, and (3) prepared their written evaluation.  Some of their    
     points have been referred to in the proposed rule, but all need to be      
     seriously considered and addressed in future deliberations by the GLWQI    
     committees.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.015     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/SAB
     Comment ID: P2629.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All the agencies involved in the GLWQI should carefully review and consider
     the points brought up by the SAB review subcommittee.  Issues needing to be
     addressed include the following:                                           
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     (what is really unique about the Great Lakes that it needs this special    
     program;)                                                                  
                                                                                
     (consideration of a broader based ecosystem approach that includes not only
     the easy to get at point source discharges, but also includes the non-point
     discharges, atmospheric fall-out, sediment sources, and ground water;)     
                                                                                
     (separation of total analyzed chemical compared to the biologically        
     available fraction (see Monsanto comment VI.1.b);)                         
                                                                                
     (chemical standards way below the detection limit (see Monsanto comment    
     VIII.3.a. and VIII.8.a.);                                                  
                                                                                
     (no inclusion of fate processes such as degradation, hydrolysis,           
     volatilization, sorption, and all the transport and fate pathways in       
     determining bioaccumulative potential; and,)                               
                                                                                
     (new methods of assessing ecosystems.)                                     
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should carefully review the SAB's recommendations and 
     integrate applicable comments into the Guidance.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2629.016     
     
     See response to comment number D2904.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/SAB         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 016.                                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     what is really unique about the Great Lakes that it needs this special     
     program;                                                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.017     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2629.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 016.                                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     consideration of a broader based ecosystem approach that includes not only 
     the easy to get at point source discharges, but also includes the non-point
     discharges, atmospheric fall-out, sediment sources, and ground water;      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.018     
     
     EPA believes that the problems in the Great Lakes System that are disussed 
     in Section I.B of the SID justify the need for the Guidance.  EPA also     
     recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem in 
     the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point  
     and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying     
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2629.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 016, see also comment 2629.          
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     separation  of total analyzed chemical compared to the biologically        
     available fraction (see Monsanto comment VI.1.b.);                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.019     

Page 8312



$T044618.TXT
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 016; see also 2629                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     chemical standards way below the detection limit (see Monsanto comment     
     VIII.3.A and VIII.8.a.);                                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.020     
     
     EPA considered this scenario when developing the final Guidance.  Clearly, 
     if the WQBEL is orders of magnitude below the minimum level of             
     quantification, then a single sample with a concentration of the pollutant 
     above the minimum level would result in an exceedance of a monthly average 
     permit limit, the WQBEL.  To ensure everything practicable is being        
     performed to minimize the discharge of such a pollutant, the final Guidance
     includes a provision for facilities to conduct a pollution minimization    
     program, which should include biouptake monitoring if applicable, to assess
     the success of the measures taken to reduce the discharge of the pollutant 
     to levels below the WQBEL.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2629.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 016.                                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     no inclusion of fate processes such as degradation, hydrolysis,            
     volatilization, sorption, and all the transport and fate pathways in       
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     determining bioaccumulative potential; and                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.021     
     
     In the final guidance, field measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using field  
     measured BSAFs are preferred for deriving water quality criteria.  These   
     BAFs include the effects of all environmental processes.  Predicted BAFs   
     using the FCMs do account for some of the effects of environmental         
     processes.  These effects include sorption to DOC and POC and              
     disequilibrium between the water column and sediment.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2629.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. imbedded in comment 016                                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     new methods of assessing ecosystems.                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.022     
     
     This is not a comment requiring a response.EPA is unable to respond to this
     comment without additional information.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2629.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     States should adopt GLWQI standards for the Great Lakes watershed, not     
     state wide or nation wide.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA states at 58 FR 20820 that a primary impetus for initiating the GLWQI  
     was "to provide a forum for State and EPA development of uniform water     
     quality criteria and implementing procedures for the Great Lakes basin."   
     At 58 FR 20848, EPA requests comment on whether or not to issue National   
     guidance or propose modifications to 40 CFR Parts 122, 123, 124, 130 or 131
     to reflect the proposed guidance regulation.  EPA states at 58 FR 20887    
     that the "Great Lakes priorities should not be interpreted as EPA's        
     priorities for water bodies nation wide."  EPA's belief "that the Great    
     Lakes are an integrated ecosystem requiring a consistent approach to       
     pollution control across the entire basin" (58 FR 20838) has led the Agency
     to propose regulations that are intended to apply to a single integrated   
     ecosystem, not to diverse ecostems throughout the nation.  EPA also states 
     at 58 FR 20918 that the Great Lakes criteria and values "were derived using
     data and assumptions relevant to the Great Lakes System. ...[such as]      
     commercially available or recreationally important species within the Great
     Lakes system..."  Thus, EPA has answered its own question.                 
                                                                                
     Because the requirements of the proposed GLWQI Guidance are intended to    
     bring uniformity to water quality protection within the watershed, they    
     should not be applied across the board to portions of Great Lakes states   
     that do not lie within the watershed or to States that are wholly outside  
     of the watershed.  To the extent that elements of the final rule are       
     relevant in other watersheds, they should be considered by other States and
     by the Great Lakes States in determining Water Quality Standards (WQS) for 
     other watersheds.  However, EPA absolutely should not mandate this rule for
     other parts of the country or encourage other states to apply this guidance
     in as much as this rule was designed specifically to address one watershed 
     in particular.                                                             
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should make it clear that the Guidance is specifically
     issued to address issues in the Great Lakes Basin.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2629.023     
     
     EPA would like to clarify that the final Guidance contains no mandatory    
     requirements for discharges outside the Great Lakes System.  EPA has       
     initiated no rulemaking action to extend any Guidance provisions beyond the
     Great Lakes System.  EPA's request for comments in the proposal was        
     soliciting views only on whether any future national guidance or rulemaking
     affecting water programs beyond the Great Lakes System should include any  
     concepts contained in the final Guidance.                                  
                                                                                
     At the same time, EPA believes there may be other locations in the country 
     where some of the provisions of the final Guidance may be beneficially     
     applied.  States or Tribes with waters outside the Great Lakes System, in  
     whole or in part, are encouraged to implement any of the Guidance          
     methodologies or procedures that are scientifically and technically        
     appropriate for their situations, provided they meet the requirements of   
     the CWA and EPA's regulations.                                             
                                                                                
     See section II.F of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2629.024
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     Cross Ref 1: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  see also comment 2629                                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance should apply to all           
     significant sources of pollutants to the Great Lakes, not just to point    
     source discharges.                                                         
                                                                                
     "According to the states' biennial water quality reports to Congress and   
     other sources, GLWQI toxins are not responsible for any impairments in     
     drinking water or swimming in the Lakes.  (DRI/McGraw-Hill, p.ES-5) Because
     the GLWQI focusses only on this list of toxics, actual causes of           
     impairments to drinking water and swimming uses can not be addressed by    
     this guidance.  Only seven of the listed bioaccumulative chemicals of      
     concern (BCCs) are responsible for fish consumption advisories in the Great
     Lakes: chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxins, mercury, mirex, and PCBs         
     (DRI/McGraw-Hill, p. ES-6).  (See Monsanto comment IV.2 for more discussion
     of these chemicals.)  Thus, reductions in fish tissue concentrations of    
     these chemicals are essential to meeting designated uses for fish          
     consumption.  Because the significant sources of these pollutants (except  
     for dioxins) are not regulated point sources, the GLWQI is not likely to   
     substantially reduce contamination from these pollutants.                  
                                                                                
     A comparison of EPA data on point source discharges of priority pollutants 
     currently identified in the GLWQI with data used in EPA's cost study       
     reveals that EPA's estimated pollutant reductions are higher than current  
     levels of discharges for every chemical that EPA estimates will be reduced 
     by any more than 1 pound (in several cases, by orders of magnitudes).      
     (DRI/McGraw-Hill, p.V-13)  For example, EPA estimates that the point source
     reduction of copper will be between 75,664.12 and 76,292.93 pounds (see 58 
     FR 20993) when EPA's own Permit Compliance System data indicate that only  
     601.36 pounds per year are dischared by point sources.                     
                                                                                
     EPA has assumed that the GLWQI will result in an 80% reduction in point    
     source discharges of the chemicals identified by the proposed GLWQI.       
     However, the benefit assumed to be achieved by this reduction has been     
     greatly over-estimated by exaggerating the current contributions from point
     sources.  Even if the regulation accomplishes an 80% reduction in actual   
     point source loadings, that reduction will be only a small percentage of   
     the total loadings because of the small percentage of current loadings     
     attributable to point sources.                                             
                                                                                
     Atmospheric deposition of these chemicals accounts for the vast majority   
     currently entering the Great Lakes.  For example, the total point source   
     loading of mercury represents only 11% of the total atmospheric deposition 
     loading and PCBs total point source loading represents only 34% of the     
     atmospheric deposition loading.  The GLWQI does not address atmospheric    
     deposition.                                                                
                                                                                
     The most significant source of PCBs in the Great Lakes is from in-place    
     sediments that were contaminated by past discharges, not by current        
     discharges.  For example, close to 85% of the PCB loading to Lake Michigan 
     is from tributaries transporting sediments contaminated in the past.       
     (DRI/McGraw-Hill, p.V-19)  The GLWQI does not address in-place sediments.  
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     The GLWQI also does not address non-point sources of metals and aromatic   
     hydrocarbons.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA has provided no information on the relative loadings of GLWQI initial  
     focus chemicals from various sources, leaving the public somewhat in the   
     dark in terms of the actual potential for the GLWQI to restore impacted    
     designated uses in the Great Lakes watershed.  EPA has also provided no    
     information on the contribution from point and non-point sources in Canada.
     Relative importance of different sources is essential to evaluating the    
     cost effectiveness of the rule.                                            
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should address other significant sources of pollutants
     to the Great Lakes in the final rule and should not single out point       
     sources for control without demonstrating that doing so is a cost-effective
     method of achieving Clean Water Act goals in the Great Lakes.              
     
     
     Response to: P2629.024     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2629.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recordkeeping and reporting provisions must be subject to public notice and
     comment.                                                                   
                                                                                
     At proposed Section 132.1(c), EPA states,                                  
                                                                                
     "(c) [Reserved]                                                            
     "[Note:  The reporting or recordkeeping information provisions in this rule
     have been submitted to the Office of Management and Budget under section   
     3504(b) of the Paperwork Reduction Act of 1980, 44 U.S.C. 3501 et seq.     
     (ICRnumber 1639.01) When the reporting requirements have been approved by  
     OMB, the rest of this paragraph will be added in the final rule.]"         
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     Because EPA does not provide a discussion of the contents of the           
     recordkeeping and reporting requirements, the public is unable to comment  
     at this time.  Therefore, Monsanto retains the right to comment on these   
     requirements prior to promulgation.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2629.025     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2629.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. see also comment 2629, and Monsanto comments, Appendix A 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCC - A bioaccumulation factor (BAF) of 1000 is an appropriate starting    
     point for identifying chemicals of concern.                                
                                                                                
     At 58 FR 20845 of the proposed Guidance, EPA invites comments on the choice
     of a BAF of 1000 at 5.0% percent lipids as the level which defines a BBC.  
     The definition of BCC appears in Section 132.2 at 58 FR 21010.  EPA has    
     proposed a factor of 1000 as an appropriate cutoff for determining when    
     there is a likelihood of relatively high exposure to humans as a result of 
     fish consumption.                                                          
                                                                                
     Monsanto supports the concept of using a BAF of 1000 as an initial cutoff  
     point for identifying chemicals of potential concern to humans because     
     above this level magnification beyond simple bioconcentration may be       
     expected in the absence of other factors.  However, we also believe that   
     the metabolic rate of a chemical needs to be considered before a chemical  
     with a BAF greater than 1000 receives regulatory action.  For example,     
     Monsanto has developed information on Butyl Benzyl Phthalate (BBP) which   
     shows that estimating a BCF/BAF from Kow and/or using data that does not   
     adequately consider the metabolic rate can result in greatly overestimated 
     BCF/BAF values.  This information has led the GLWQI to change BBP's status 
     from a BCC to a chemical which is neither bioaccumulative nor persistent.  
                                                                                
     Modification of the existing methodology is needed and should include      
     recognition of the potential for parent chemical metabolism.  This is      
     particularly important for certain classes of chemicals (e.g., esters,     
     phenolics, and polyaromatics).  EPA should apply appropriate scientific    
     judgment and expend additional effort in literature review when dealing    
     with compounds with calculated BAFs greater than 1000.  A more complete    
     scientific evaluation including field measurements of the compounds        
     estimated by EPA as having BAFs greater than 1000 is needed in order to    
     prevent technically unjustified regulatory action.  The GLWQI should focus 
     on those substances determined to be of bioaccumulative concern based on   
     actual data concerning environmental impacts.  If additional chemicals are 
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     identified as BCCs in the future, they should be addressed at that time,   
     but should not be labelled as BCCs (or potential BCCs) until EPA has       
     completed the necessary scientific evaluations to make that determination. 
     (See also Monsanto comment VI.2.a regarding use of BAFs in developing human
     health critiea.)                                                           
                                                                                
     In the absence of field measured BAFs, EPA applies an additional layer of  
     uncertainty to calculated BAFs by applying a theoretical food chain        
     multiplier (FCM).  EPA should not label a chemical a BCC based only on an  
     assumed BAF and a theoretical FCM.  The concern with FCMs and EPA's        
     approach to controlling BCCs are discussed further by Smith and Carr in the
     June 1993 issue of Water Environment and Technolgy (Appendix A).           
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should use a BAF of 1000 as a screening criteria for  
     potential BCCs and conduct a thorough evaluation with field measurements of
     screened chemicals before identifying them as BCCs.                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.026     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the use of a cutoff of a human health BAF of 1000 in the   
     definition of a BCC, and has retained the proposed use of that cutoff in   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the definition of BCC should take into account metabolism. 
     For this reason, EPA has modified the definition of BCC in the final       
     Guidance to provide that the minimum BAF information needed to define an   
     organic chemical as a BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived  
     from the BSAF methodology, and that the minimum BAF information needed to  
     define an inorganic chemical, including an organometal, as a BCC is either 
     a field-measured BAF or a laboratory-measured BCF. Each of these methods of
     deriving a BAF takes metabolism into account.  See sections II.C.8 and IV. 
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2629.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  tables IV-1, IV-2 on pg. 21 & 22 Monsanto comments      
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 6 should contain only bioaccumulative chemicals that warrant concern 
     specifically in the Great Lakes watershed.                                 
                                                                                
     EPA invites comments on the listing of pollutants in Table 6 (see 58 FR    
     21015-6), on the basis for including pollutants in Table 6, and on whether 
     pollutants should be deleted from or added to Table 6 (58 FR 20844).       

Page 8319



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     Table 6 of the proposed Guidance lists pollutants of initial focus in the  
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative and is divided into three sections.   
     In the preamble, EPA explains that the list was created based on several   
     other lists of chemicals plus three commonly used pesticides.  The lists   
     are: 1) EPA's priority pollutant list, 2) pollutants listed in the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1978, and 3) the 1A and 1B lists in the   
     July 1988 Lake Ontario Toxics Management Plan and the comparable list in   
     the June 1990 Niagara River Toxics Management Plan.                        
                                                                                
     The priority pollutant list was developed independently of potential to    
     impact the Great Lakes in particular and presence on this list does not    
     indicate that the pollutnat should be of concern in the Great Lakes.  The  
     preamble does not provide any support for the conclusion that pollutants   
     identified in 1978 and listed in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement   
     (the Agreement) are actually known to be present or should still be of     
     concern.  EPA has eliminated eight convetional pollutants listed in the    
     Agreement because changing conditions in the watershed have obviated the   
     concern with these chemicals.  EPA should also evaluate the remaining      
     non-conventional pollutants to determine whether or not focussing initial  
     attention on them is warranted.  EPA has provided no support for the       
     conclusion that because three commonly used pesticides are known to be used
     throughout the United States, that their use in the Great Lakes is of      
     sufficient volume and of such a nature that they result in potential water 
     quality concerns.                                                          
                                                                                
     We assume that pollutants identified in documents specific to Lake Ontario 
     and the Niagara River are actually present in those water bodies, but EPA  
     has not explained how those lists were derived and has not explicitly      
     stated that those pollutants are present in those or other Great Lakes     
     water bodies.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA should not identify chemicals of intial focus unless those chemicals   
     are actually present in the Great Lakes and are known or can reasonably be 
     expected to be contributing to water quality problems.                     
                                                                                
     In the interest of establishing reasonable priorities for the Great Lakes  
     States, EPA should only list bioaccumulative chemicals in the final table  
     6.  EPA should include only those chemicals on the proposed 6B list which  
     meet the criteria of BCC. In the final rule, table 6 should contain the    
     proposed table 6A plus whichever chemicals on proposed table 6B are BCCs;  
     however, the table should not include any chemicals - even BCCs -- which   
     are not discharged by point sources to waters of the Great Lakes System    
     unless the final regulation adresses the other sources of these chemicals. 
     Monsanto believes that no further regulation of point sources should be    
     promulgated until EPA and the States have developed a comprehensive program
     to address all sources of pollutants of concern.                           
                                                                                
     Monsanto has evaluated the 1990 Toxic Release Inventory (TRI) data from the
     National Library of Medicine data tapes for several chemicals on the       
     proposed 6A and 6C lists to determine the extent to which these pollutants 
     are discharged to surface waters and to other environmental media in the   
     Great Lakes states.  Of the 12 chemicals evaluated, six had no reportable  
     TRI releases to water in the Great Lakes states.  All of the remaining six 
     had very small releases to water.  See Tables IV-1 (p.21) and IV-2 (p.22)  
     for complete data on these 12 chemicals.                                   
                                                                                
     DRI/McGraw-Hill indicates that of the 28 proposed BCCs, only 7 --          
     chlordane, DDT, dieldrin, dioxins, mercury, mirex, and PCBs -- are         
     responsible for fish consumption advisories in the Great Lakes             
     (DRI/McGraw-Hill, p. ES-6).  If this is the case, EPA should evaluate      
     whether or not the remaining listed BCCs actually pose a threat in the     
     Great Lakes watershed.  For those that EPA determines to keep in the final 
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     GLWQI, the Agency should justify its position in the preamble to the final 
     rule.  DRI/McGraw-Hill, in its assessment of the benefits of the GLWQI,    
     determined that dioxin is the only BCC that would experience a significant 
     reduction in loading as a result of the GLWQI (DRI/McGraw-Hill, p. ES-6).  
     PCBs will not be effectively addressed nor will the reductions achieved to 
     date in the discharge of PCBs from point sources.  The remaining chemicals 
     are discharged in such small amounts (0 to 681 pounds per year)            
     (DRI/McGraw-Hill, p. V-9) that even total elimination of the contributions 
     from point sources would have minimal environmental effect.                
                                                                                
     Mercury is an important example of the ineffectiveness of EPA's proposal to
     address only point source discharges.  Only 9 pounds of mercury releases to
     water were reported under the TRI for 1990.  DRI/McGraw-Hill indicates that
     the total point source loading was 745 pounds in 1991 (this number includes
     POTWs and industrial facilities that did not meet TRI reporting            
     thresholds).  Even at 681 pounds, the direct point source contribution of  
     mercury is at most 10% of the total loading.  If the most optimistic       
     reduction of 80% of the point source contribition of mercury were achieved,
     this would result in less than 1% reduction in total loading.  (Achieving  
     this level of reduction is unlikely because of the flawed assumptions made 
     in determining this hopeful projection.)                                   
                                                                                
     Without determining that certain chemicals are present in the Great Lakes  
     above acceptable levels and discharged by point sources to surface waters  
     of the Great Lakes watershed and that the GLWQI will accomplish benefits   
     commensurate with costs of regulating the pollutants, EPA should not       
     identify such chemicals as "pollutants of initial focus" in a final rule   
     that focusses only on point sources.  If EPA identifies additionl chemicals
     in the future that warrant particular focus, EPA should provide public     
     notice and opportunity to comment on a proposal to add those chemicals to  
     the scope of the GLWQI.                                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should eliminate table 6C from the GLWQI, evaluate    
     table 6B to determine which chemicals are BCCs and which should be         
     eliminated from the GLWQI, eliminating those that are not discharged from  
     point sources in sufficient quantities to warrant concern, and combine     
     those that are BCCs with those chemicals in proposed table 6A which are    
     confirmed BCCs.  EPA should also justify the contents of the final Table 6 
     in the preamble to the final regulation.  The new Table 6 would appear as  
     follows:                                                                   
                                                                                
     "Table 6.  Pollutants of initial focus in the Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Initiative:  Pollutants that are bioaccumulative chemicals of concern      
     (BCCs):                                                                    
     Aldrin, 4-Bromophenyl phenyl ether, Chlordane, 4,4'-DDD; P,P'-DDD;         
     4,4'-TDE; p,P'-TDE, 4,4'-DDE; p.P DD 4,4'-DDT; p,P'-DDT, Dieldrin, Endrin, 
     Heptachlor, Heptachlor epoxide, Hexachlorobenzene, Hexachlorobutadiene;    
     hexachloro-1,3-butadiene, Hexachlorocyclohexane; BHC,                      
     alpha-Hexachlorocyclohexane; alpha-BHC, beta-Hexachlorocyclohexane;        
     beta-BHC, delta-Hexachlorocyclohexane; delta-BHC, Lindane; gamma-BHC, gamma
     hexachlorocyclohexane, Mercury, Methoxychlor, Mirex; dechlorane,           
     Octachlorostyrene, PCBs; polychlorinated biphenyls, Pentachlorobenzene,    
     Photomirex, 2,3,7,8-TCDD; dioxin, 1,2,3,4-Tetrachlorobenzene,              
     1,2,4,5-Tetrachlorobenzene, Toxaphene                                      
                                                                                
     [Note:  If the final Guidance does not address pollutant sources other than
     point sources, chemicals on the 6A list that are not released from point   
     sources in significant quantities should be deleted from Table 6, including
     hexachlorobenzene, lindane, mercury, and methoxychlor.]                    
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     Response to: P2629.027     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.  Also note that EPA does not     
     agree that Table 6 should be reduced to only those pollutants already known
     to be present, or known to be present at levels which exceed criteria      
     because EPA is not only concerned about current "problem" pollutants, but  
     also about preventing concentrations of pollutants at levels which cause   
     problems.  An approach that would not trigger preventative action until    
     some measurable concentration representing adverse conditions is reached in
     the environment would not be effective in addressing this concern.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2629.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Butyl Benzyl Phthalate (BBP) should be deleted from the list of chemicals  
     of initial focus in the Great Lakes.                                       
                                                                                
     BBP is an excellent example of a chemical that should not be on table 6 at 
     all.                                                                       
                                                                                
     The 138 pollutants of initial focus in the GLWQI Guidance were collected   
     from several lists and the final list was modified for inclusion and       
     exclusion of some specific materials (58 FR 20843).  Under proposed GLWQI  
     guidance BBP is on list 6C and would be regulated as a pollutant of initial
     focus.  Because BBP is not released to surface waters in large quantitites 
     (see Table IV, p.22), is not bioaccumulative, and is NOT on any of Tables  
     1-4, it should not be an initial focus of the GLWQI.                       
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  Delete BBP from list 6C.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.028     
     
     EPA does not agree that butyl benzyl phthalate should be removed from Table
     6.  All pollutants contained in Table 6 have been identified as either     
     priority pollutants under the CWA or as pollutants of special concern in   
     the Great Lakes basin.  Butyl benzyl phthalate is a priority pollutant     
     listed in appendix A of 40 CFR 423.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.029
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria in tables 1 through 4 should be applied based on the designated   
     uses of the water body.                                                    
                                                                                
     At Section 132.3, EPA proposed to require Great Lakes States and Tribes to 
     "adopt numeric water quality criteria for the purposes of section 303(c) of
     the Clean Water Act applicable to waters of the Great Lakes System in      
     accordance with Section 132.4(d) that are equal to or more restrictive     
     than" criteria listed in tables 1, 2, 3, AND 4 or site specific            
     modifications thereof.  This proposal effectively requires the adoption of 
     the most stringent of any of these tables regardless of the designated or  
     actual uses of this water body.                                            
                                                                                
     (The wildlife criteria should only apply to those waters that are populated
     with aquatic life expected to be consumed by the sensitive species that    
     were used to develop these criteria; they should not be applied to all     
     water bodies.)(Human health criteria should only be applied to those water 
     bodies that by virtue of the natural habitat are capable of supporting fish
     that will be eaten by humans.)  (Drinking water human health criteria      
     should only be applied to waters that are actually designated as public    
     drinking water supplies.)                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.029     
     
     For a full discussion of theis issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.030
     Cross Ref 1: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  imbedded in comment 029.                                
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (Criteria in tables 1 through 4 should be applied based on the designated  
     uses of the water body.                                                    
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     (At Section 132.3, EPA proposes to require Great Lakes States and Tribes to
     "adopt numeric water quality criteria for the purposes of Section 303(c) of
     the Clean Water Act applicable to waters of the Great Lakes System in      
     accordance with Section 132.4(d) that are equal to or more restrictive     
     than" criteria listed in tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 or site specific            
     modifications thereof.  This proposal effectively requires the adoption of 
     the most stringent of any of these tables regardless of the designated or  
     actual uses of the water body.                                             
                                                                                
     The wildlife criteria should only apply to those waters that are populated 
     with aquatic life expected to be consumed by the sensitive species that    
     were used to develop these criteria; they should not be applied to all     
     water bodies.  (Human health criteria should only be applied to those water
     bodies that by virtue of the natural habitat are capable of supporting fish
     that will be eaten by humans.) (Drinkng water human health criteria should 
     only be applied to waters that are actually designated as public drinking  
     water supplies).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2629.030     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.031
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: imbedded in comment 029.                                 
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human health criteria should only be applied to those water bodies that by 
     virtue of the natural habitat are capable of supporting fish that will be  
     eaten by humans.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2629.031     
     
     For a full discussion of the human health provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, see Section V of the SID.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.032
     Cross Ref 1: HH

Page 8324



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  imbedded in comment 029.                                
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Drinking water human health criteria should only be applied to waters that 
     are actually designated as public drinking water supplies.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.032     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2629.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  Section 132.3 should be modified slightly, as follows:    
                                                                                
     "The Great Lakes States and Tribes shall adopt numeric water quality       
     criteria for the purposes of section 303(c) of the Clean Water Act         
     applicable to waters of the Great Lakes System in accordance with Section  
     132.4(d) that are equal to the more restrictive than one or more of the    
     following criteria as appropriate for the water's designated uses:  (a)    
     The acute water quality criteria for protection of aquatic life in Table 1 
     of this part, or a site-specific modification thereof in accordance with   
     procedure 1 of appendix F of this part; (b)  The chronic water quality     
     criteria for protection of aquatic life in Table 2 of this part, or a      
     site-specific modification thereof in accordance with procedure 1 of       
     appendix F of this part;  (c)  The water quality criteria for protection of
     human health in Table 3 of this part, or a site-specific modification      
     thereof in accordance with procedure 1 of appendix F of this part; (d)  The
     water quality criteria for protection of wildlife in Table 4 of this part, 
     or a site-specific modifications thereof in accordance with procedure 1 of 
     appendix F of this part."                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.033     
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     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2629.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Experimentally derived acute to chronic rations should be used when        
     available.                                                                 
                                                                                
     At 58 FR 20851 of the proposed rule, EPA invites comments on the preference
     for freshwater acute-chronic ratios (ACRs) in calculating a Final Chronic  
     Value to protect species within the Great Lakes System.  Additional        
     comments are requested at 58 FR 20856 regarding the use of assumed ACRs in 
     place of experimentally derived ACRs, and particularly on the use of 18 as 
     the deault ACR.                                                            
                                                                                
     Monsanto supports EPA's intent to use freshwater acute to chronic ratios to
     derive a final chronic value for freshwater animals.  Whenever             
     experimentally derived acute to chronic ratios are available, these values 
     Should be used in the final chronic value derivation procedure.  However,  
     in the absence of experimentally derived values, EPA should use an assumed 
     ACR of 18, as proposed.  Such a value provides appropriate balance between 
     under and overprotection of aquatic species.                               
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should promulgate the final GLWQI consistent with the 
     proposal to use freshwater acute to chronic ratios.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2629.034     
     
     See response to comment P2720.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2629.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Site-specific modification procedures and water effect ratios are          
     appropriate approaches for addressing the bioavailability of contaminants. 
     At 58 FR 20852 of the proposed rule, EPA invites comment on whether the    
     bioavailability of contaminants is adequately addressed using site-specific
     modification approaches as well as alternatives to address the issue of    
     expressing toxicity of both bioavailable and total contaminant             
     concentrations.                                                            
                                                                                
     Monsanto believes that the bioavailability of contaminants can be          
     adequately addressed using site-specific modification procedures.  We agree
     with EPA that "the water-effect ratio approach as described in the 1983    
     Standards Handbook, Chapter 4 and as modified by the 1992 Interim Guidance 
     On Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals is
     [an] appropriate [and scientifically defensible] mechanism to address      
     bioavailable versus total concentration of contaminants." (58 FR 20852)    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.035     
     
     EPA disagrees that the regulatory authorities developing TMDL must in all  
     cases take into account degradation of the pollutant, as this comment      
     implies.  Rather, the final Guidance states that TMDLs and related analyses
     shall be based on the assumption that a pollutant does not degrade.        
     However, consistent with this comment, the final Guidance does authorize   
     the regulatory authority to take degradation into account if scientifically
     valid field data or other relevant scientifically valid information        
     demonstrates that such degradation is expected to occur under the full     
     range of environmental conditions expected to be encountered, and if it    
     addresses other factors affecting the level of pollutants in the water     
     column.  For a discussion of this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8..         
                                                                                
     EPA believes that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely   
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
     organism.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The water-effects ratio, while addressing concerns about bioavailability,  
     is a costly and time consuming method.  EPA chose to use criteria expressed
     as dissolved concentrations to address bioavailability and alleviate the   
     need for site-specific modifications.  In the event that the implementation
     of dissolved metals criteria does not adequately address bioavailability in
     a particular discharge, the water-effect ratio can be used to address this 
     situation.  EPA believes that use of dissolved criteria will reduce the    
     need for using a water-effects ratio.                                      
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
                                                                                
     Also see response to D2620.020.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2629.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto also believes it is important for EPA to recognize that its       
     ambient water quality metal criteria are presented as "acid-soluble" metal 
     to reflect only that portion of the metal that is bioavailable (i.e.,      
     toxic) to aquatic organisms.  The acid-soluble fraction may be defined as  
     that portion which passes through  a 0.45 micron membrane filter after the 
     sample is acidified to pH 1.5 to 2.0 with nitric acid.  The rationale for  
     using this method is presented in EPA's  criteria documents.  A significant
     amount of research on acid-soluble methodology and the relationship between
     various measurements of metal concentrations has been conducted at EPA's   
     Environmental Monitoring and Support Laboratory in Cincinnati, Ohio.       
     Existing data indicate that the use of a total metal measurement           
     substantially overestimates the concentration that is biologically         
     available to aquatic organisms.  It could also, for certain metals, cause  
     permit limit violations where no adverse effect would be expected.         
                                                                                
     Because of the appropriateness of the acid-soluble measurement and the     
     expected publication of approved methodologies, it is important that the   
     final rule adopt language which specifies that metal standards are         
     acid-soluble, not total cncentrations.                                     
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should specify in the final GLWQI regulation that     
     metals criteria in tables 1 through 4 are for acid-soluble metals and      
     should provide instructions in the final GLWQI that State Water Quality    
     Standards and permit limits are to be based on acid-soluble (i.e, the      
     bioavailable portion) metals, not total metals.  EPA should also continue  
     to allow site specific modifications.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2629.036     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  Most of the ambient data available   
     indicate that the acid soluble and total recoverable methods yield similar 
     results when applied to ambient samples. Although the acid soluble method  
     was developed with the intent of more closely approximating the            
     bioavailable fraction (when compared to the total recoverable method), EPA 
     does not now believe that it is ordinarily significantly different than or 
     better than the total recoverable method.  Rather, EPA now believes that it
     is more appropriate to express the criteria as dissolved metal, as         
     discussed in Section III.B.6 of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
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     Comment ID: P2629.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Only  proven methods should be used to identify bioaccumulative chemicals  
     of concern.                                                                
                                                                                
     Monsanto believes that the GLWQI has identified a very fundamentally       
     important issue to protecting the water quality of the Great Lakes and the 
     Nation.  Chemicals that bioaccumulate to unacceptable concentrations in    
     aquatic life, causing health problems in wildlife and humans, must be      
     identified and their exposures reduced.  The SAB has identified many very  
     important technical issues, provided some cautions, and presented          
     alternative considerations which need to be incorporated into the GLWQI in 
     order for the desired result to be achieved.  For instance, tremendous     
     reliance has been placed upon the Thomann model to estimate BAFs and the   
     model has not be adequately proven.  The SAB recommends, and Monsanto      
     agrees, that the Reinert and Bergman data of the 1970s be considered.      
     
     
     Response to: P2629.037     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that methods with the most certainty should  
     be used to identify BCCs.  In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs 
     and BAFs based on the BSAF methodology can be used to designate an organic 
     chemical a BCC.                                                            
                                                                                
     For a response to the use of the Thomann model see comment P2607.048.      
                                                                                
     Using the Gobas model (1993) instead of the Thomann model (1989) generates 
     FCMs in the final Guidance that are in better agreement with the values    
     that would be expected from the Reinert and Bergman data                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2629.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA needs greater emphasis in identifying the problems and deficiencies    
     with many of the methods used to estimate Kows, BCFs, and BAFs, and in the 
     direct measurement of BAFs in the field.  Overall, the quality of the data 
     used must be known before it is incorporated into the GLWQI program.  The  
     role that data play in the final regulation must be consistent with the    
     level of uncertainty associated with that data.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.038     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or KOW. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has carefully reviewed the data used to derive BAFs from the field,    
     from laboratory-measured BCFs and from Kows.  As noted above, EPA has      
     attempted to minimize the uncertainty associated with the derivation of the
     BAF and has not used data if the level of uncertainty was not acceptable.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2629.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should rely upon proven methods to identify BCCs.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2629.039     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2629.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not specify a species scaling factor for this proposal while    
     debate on this is pending within the Agency.                               
                                                                                
     EPA proposes that use of a scaling factor to account for differences       
     between species using a factor of 2/3 power of the dosage.  This issue has 
     been hotly debated.  EPA cites several publications on this subject in the 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for Human  
     Health Criteria and Values (TSD).  As EPA is aware, the Agency published on
     June 5, 1992, a draft report "A Cross-Species Scaling Factor for           
     Carcinogenic Risk Assessment Based on Equivalence of  mg/kg (exp 3/4)/Day."
      The Agency requested comment on this report.  Obviously, the debate over  
     the proper approach to scaling factors continues.  The Great Lakes standard
     should not dictate a procedure which may be replaced by the Agency.        
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The requirement for scaling using the 2/3 power should be 
     removed from the standard and replaced by a more flexible approach which   
     responds to current research considerations and allows adjustment on a     
     case-by-case basis.                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.040     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2629.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must expand the data sources used to develop criteria.                 
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     At 58 FR 20869, EPA recommends reference to the EPA IRIS database for      
     cancer slope factors and RfD values in deriving human health criteria.     
     This approach fosters consistency with other EPA guidance developed using  
     this database.  We agree, however, that deviation from these values may    
     often be appropriate.  In many cases, IRIS is incomplete and has not       
     considered all available data on a chemical.  EPA states in the preamble   
     and the Technical Support Document Methodologies for Human Health Criteria 
     and Values for the Great Lakes Initiative that the final values reported in
     the IRIS database may not have been arrived at consistently within EPA and 
     that additional new data or new interpretations of older data may have     
     occurred since development of the values in IRIS.  These variations must be
     considered in development of criteria in this standard.  Industry is       
     currently working with EPA to develop a program to improve both the        
     information included in IRIS and the evaluations of the toxicity and cancer
     information in the database.                                               
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should not require use of current IRIS values and     
     should allow the flexibility to develop criteria based on the best and most
     current information.  EPA should continue to work with industry to improve 
     the IRIS database with the intent that it be the best source of current    
     information.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.041     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  Also see response to D2611.007.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2629.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Body Weight:                                                               
                                                                                
     The discussion of body weight (58 FR 20869) supports the use of 70 kg as   
     the conventional value for human body weight.  Use of 70 kg should be      
     continued.  This value should not be replaced with a smaller weight to     
     account for the smaller size of children.  Use of this smaller weight would
     force reconsideration of all other related parameters such as time at this 
     weight and proper upward adjustment to account for growth, relative food   
     and water consumption during this period, metabolism of chemicals, etc.    
     EPA should continue use of the 70 kg value while fostering general         
     discussion on this area.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.042     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2629.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Life Span:                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA requests comment on the increase of the lifetime exposure value from 70
     to 75 years.  Again, this should be debated and resolved publicly outside  
     of this rule.  EPA should continue the standard default values of 70 years.
     Due to the conservative nature of this assumption, it should inherently    
     allow for special populations.  EPA also has considered using a shorter    
     exposure time to consider population mobility, supporting the conservative 
     nature of the 70 year value.  We agree that consideration should be given  
     to mobility of potentially exposed individuals.  This should be an issue   
     brought forward for public debate rather than locked into this rule.       
     
     
     Response to: P2629.043     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2629.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Food and Water Consumption:                                                
                                                                                
     EPA assumes 2 liters of water and 15 grams of fish are consumed each day.  
     Both of these values are high end estimates of the general population and  
     assume maximum contamination of both sources.  EPA states in the preamble  
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     that the average adult intake is 1.4 liters.  It is unlikely that untreated
     water will be consumed or that fish from all areas of the Great Lakes will 
     have maximum contamination to all listed chemicals.  Thus EPA should       
     consider inclusion of values more representative of true population        
     consumption.  EPA should foster public discussion of these default values. 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.044     
     
     See response to comments D2724.599, P2771.197, and P2771.192.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2629.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: "default value" refers to exposure assumptions.          
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not attempt to break new ground in this rule by altering        
     commonly applied default values.  To do so would not allow proper          
     scientific discussion of the various modifications to long standing        
     procedures and could make criteria derived for the Great Lakes vary from   
     other similarly developed values without reason.  We encourage discussion  
     on each of these default assumptions in an open forum where their          
     applicability to general risk assessment can be debated scientifically     
     before their incorporation in any specific standard.  EPA must allow       
     flexibility to change technical evaluations as new information and         
     approaches develop.                                                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should use some default values in the final GLWQI     
     regulation as is other regulations published pursuant to the Clean Water   
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2629.045     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2629.046
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  "These" refers to human health exposure values          
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should be allowed flexibility to adjust these on a site-specific    
     basis to determine site-specific WQS when necessary to reflect localized   
     conditions that differ significantly from the standard defaults.           
     
     
     Response to: P2629.046     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2629.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must support flexibility in evaluation of cancer data to allow for     
     latest scientific and regulatory evaluations.                              
                                                                                
     EPA proposes the use of a "weight of evidence" scheme consistent with the  
     current EPA "Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment."  These guidelines 
     were published in 1986 and reflect procedures in place prior to this       
     publication.  EPA has recently proposed revision of these Guidelines and   
     drafts of this revision are circulating within the Agency.  This revision  
     may have significant impact on evaluation of chemicals for the Great Lakes 
     standard.  Of special note is the difficulty in separation of chemicals    
     which have data which place them in Category C of the current scheme.  For 
     some materials, extrapolation models may be applied to determine criteria  
     while for others uncertainty factors may be applied.  Any new              
     categorization of these materials by EPA in any new scheme could           
     significantly impact the extrapolation procedure applied.                  
                                                                                
     As a default, EPA specifies the use of a linearized multistage (LMS)       
     computer model for extrapolation of carcinogen data.  While the Agency's   
     position has been to support this model, EPA internally has questioned the 
     routine application of this model to cancer data.  However, EPA does allow 
     some flexibility.  There is discussion within the proposal that use of     
     other appropriate models, such as time-to-tumor or survival models for     
     longitudinal data on timor development, would be defensible under the      
     Guidance.  The Guidance must allow the flexibility to choose a model which 
     allows the best correlation between the mathematical model and the         
     chemical's mechanism of action.                                            
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     EPA also proposes additional flexibility by allowing use of threshold      
     assumptions where the data supports such an evaluation.  This option       
     provides greater freedom to properly account for mechanisms of toxicity in 
     development of water quality criteria.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2629.047     
     
     In response to choice of LMS as a default, see response to D2619.026.      
                                                                                
     In response to weight of evidence and Group C chemicals, EPA agrees that   
     Group C chemicals should be dealt with on a case-by-case basis and has     
     changed the final Guidance to reflect this.  As the final Guidance is      
     written, States and Tribes have the discretion to develop criteria or      
     values for Group C chemicals based on the overall toxicological database.  
     The final Guidance directs that this case-by-case determination be made    
     taking into account information including data on mutagenicity,            
     genotoxicity, structure activity, and mode of action.   EPA believes that  
     those Group C chemicals which act via a genotoxic mechanism (that is       
     through direct interaction with DNA), may be most appropriately dealt with 
     through use of a linearized multistage model (LMS) or other models which   
     appropriately reflect this type of mechanism of action (nonthreshold).  If 
     the chemicals does not interact with DNA, it may be best dealt with as a   
     noncarcinogen and an RfD should be developed.  (See the updated Human      
     Health TSD, section II - Tier designations - for guidance on determining   
     whether an agent interacts with DNA directly.  Several assays which are key
     to making such a determination are listed.)      With regard to the use of 
     uncertainty factors to account for potential carcinogenesis,  EPA believes 
     the use of an extra uncertainty factor of up to 10 can be justified if     
     there is concern of potential carcinogenesis (i.e., equivocal bioassay and 
     genotoxicity results) and that the State or Tribe should make this         
     determination on a case-by-case basis.  However, as stated above, a clear  
     determination should be made whether the chemical interacts directly with  
     DNA.  If this is a clear cut decision (i.e., the genotoxicity data is not  
     equivocal), then the use of an extra uncertainty factor may not be         
     necessary: either the chemical can be addressed as a carcinogen and        
     quantified using an LMS or other appropriate model or it can be addressed  
     as a noncancer agent and an ADE is set.  The determination whether to use  
     an extra uncertainty factor can also be based on which data set is more    
     reliable or convincing.  If the cancer data is marginal in terms of testing
     protocol and statistics, but the noncancer data is well- conducted and     
     unambiguous, it may be preferable to use the noncancer data in setting a   
     criterion with an extra uncertainty factor of up to 10 to account for      
     possible carcinogenicity.  EPA stresses that the entire database should be 
     used in developing an overall weight of evidence for human carcinogenicity 
     before choosing a course of action with regard to selecting a Tier or a    
     risk assessment approach (cancer or noncancer).                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2629.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

Page 8336



$T044618.TXT

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, cancer extrapolation methods should be applied only to Tier I     
     materials where the decision has been made that the material presents a    
     probable (or higher) carcinogenic hazard.  If this decision cannot be made,
     the data available can still be used to calculate RfD type values which    
     take into account the presence of adverse effects in the study.            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.048     
     
     See response to P2718.103                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2629.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance must allow the flexibility to incorporate new approaches
     or new evaluation procedures developed by EPA with public input.           
     Flexibility must also exist in the standard to use the most appropriate    
     model for cancer risk assessment of individual chemicals.  Acceptance of   
     threshold responses for chemicals with appropriate mechanistic data is one 
     example of flexibility which should be retained.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2629.049     
     
     See responses to D3382.054 and G3207.003                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/NCR/TI
     Comment ID: P2629.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Organoleptic criteria should not be included in the final GLWQI.           
                                                                                
     At 59 FR 20864, "EPA invites comment on whether EPA should require the     
     Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt Tier I criteria identical to the    
     existing National guidance for organoleptic substances developed under     
     section 304(a) of the Clean Water Act."                                    
                                                                                
     Monsanto supports EPA's proposed Guidance which addresses carcinogenicity  
     and toxicity, but not organoleptic effects.  At 58 FR 20864, EPA explains  
     that the "Committees of the Initiative felt that organoleptic effects,     
     while significant from an aesthetic standpoint, were not a significant     
     health concern and, given competing priorities, did not warrant inclusion  
     in the propsoed Guidance at this time."                                    
                                                                                
     Because organoleptic effects have not been demonstrated to result in direct
     human health effects such as cancer or other toxicity, they should not be  
     included in the final GLWQI regulation.  EPA should not require States and 
     Tribes to adopt criteria for organoleptic effects.                         
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should maintain its proposed approach in the final    
     GLWQI by addressing carcinogenicity and toxicity, but not organoleptic     
     effects.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.050     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2629.051
     Cross Ref 1: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should be allowed to adjust site-specific criteria for wildlife up  
     as well as down.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA requests comments at 58 FR 20879 regarding site-specific wildlife      
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     criteria and the use of an additional uncertainty factor in its estimation.
     As proposed, the procedure can result in lower or higher site-specific     
     criteria for aquatic life criteria, but for wildlife and human health      
     criteria the procedure can only result in lower criteria (i.e., more       
     protective).  (See also Monsanto comment VIII.1.b.)  EPA cites species     
     mobility as a major reason for the distinction between aquatic and         
     wildlife/human criteria.                                                   
                                                                                
     The Agency is using a double standard in adjusting site-specific criteria. 
     Site-specific aquatic life criteria can be adjusted up or down when local  
     water quality parameters alter the biological availability or toxicity of a
     pollutant or the sensitivity of local aquatic organisms differ             
     significantly from the species actually tested in developing criteria.     
     These factors apply equally well to terrestrial wildlife, dependent on the 
     water systems.  The Agency also indicates (58 FR 20919) that the           
     site-specific aquatic life criteria can reflect situations where the       
     aquatic organisms may not reside more than 96 hours in a contaminated area.
     This contradicts the major reason that the Agency will not allow           
     site-specific criteria for wildlife/humans: mobility.  Large ranging       
     predators, such as the bald eagle, may have a contaminated area in only a  
     small portion of their home range.  Therefore, only a small percentage of  
     the bird's foraging activity is in the contaminated area.  Thus, showing an
     increase in the site-specific wildlife criteria would be appropriate.      
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should modify the regulation to allow for             
     site-specific wildlife criteria to be adjusted up as well as down.         
     
     
     Response to: P2629.051     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2629.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The technical support document should not be a binding regulation.         
                                                                                
     EPA requests comments regarding publishing of the Great Lakes Water Quality
     Initiative Methodology for the Development of Wildlife Criteria and Values 
     (Method).  The Method is found in Appendix D to Part 132 at 58 FR 21028.   
     Specifically, the Agency would like to know whether to publish the Method  
     and the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for
     Wildlife Criteria (TSD) separately or together and if there any parts of   
     the TSD that should not become binding.  The TSD was made public for the   
     first time in an Appendix to the Preamble at 58 FR 21002.                  
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     The TSD is a compiltion of information regarding comparative sensitivities 
     of wildlife, exposure parameters, and other data that is constantly        
     changing in the scientific literature.  The data review was fairly         
     extensive, but certain literature toxicity values were not included.  The  
     TSD will almost certainly need to be revised as new information becomes    
     available.  As pointed out in the SAB report (Ecological Processes and     
     Effects Committee), it is extremly important that this regulatory process  
     remain flexible to allow additional scientific information to be added as  
     appropriate.  Incorporating the TSD in the Guidance would stifle this      
     effort because incorporation of new information would require republishing 
     the rule.  Also, other technical support documents such as the "Technical  
     Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control" have been         
     published separately.                                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The TSD should be a separate document that is not part of 
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2629.052     
     
     EPA considered making the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical   
     Support Document for Wildlife Criteria (WLTSD) a part of the final         
     Guidance.  Because, however, the WLTSD contains clarifying discussion,     
     examples, and recommendations for specific components of the appendix D    
     methodology, EPA decided that the WLTSD will remain separate from the final
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2629.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Extrapolations to estimate NOAEL are acceptable, provided the right        
     uncertainty criteria are used.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA requests comments at 58 FR 20879 and 20880 regarding the uncertainty   
     associated with extrapolation of NOAELs from LOAELs in chronic studies and 
     extrapolation of chronic NOAELs from subchronic NOAELs.                    
                                                                                
     Uncertainty is present whenever toxicity values are extrapolated.  When    
     limited data bases are available, there are no other options.  Recognizing 
     that uncertainty is inevitable in this process, it is more important to    
     examine the process by which uncertainty is estimated.  The Agency's       
     approach is based on the assumptions and goals of extrapolations used in   
     human health criteria.  As discussed in the SAB report (Ecological         
     Processes and Effects Subcommittee), there are major differences between   
     approaches for human health and wildlife extrapolatins.  One difference    
     pointed out in the report is regarding protection  of individuals versus   
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     populations.  Protection of individuals in human populations is paramount; 
     protection of individuals in wildlife populations is desirable.  In some   
     cases, it may not be possible to protect all individuals of a wildlife     
     population.  This is reflected in EPA's Water Quality Criteria which are   
     set to protect 95% of the wildlife population.  It is laudable and         
     desirable to protect all individuals in natural populations, however this  
     must be tempered with practical social and ecological goals.  Perhaps these
     types of issues are better dealt with in risk management forum.            
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should remain flexible regarding wildlife criteria to 
     allow for deviations from the human health paradigms.  Specifically, the   
     agency should not commit to protection of individuals rather than          
     populations, since this may compromise risk management decisions.          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.053     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2629.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Method of determining the species sensitivity factor is not clear.         
                                                                                
     EPA requests comments at 58 FR 20880 regarding the guidance provided for   
     determining the species sensitivity factor (SSF).  This was difficult to   
     evaluate because there is not easy way to calculate a SSF.  The limited    
     review of data in Table I at 58 FR 21007 did not clarify the method for    
     developing the SSF.  The table contains only selected values from the      
     literature and no information on how to interpret the data that is         
     provided.  Some detail is provided in the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Initiative Criteria Documents for the Protection of Wildlife (Proposed).   
     At least the sections in this document demonstrate the high degree of      
     uncertainty associated with the estimation.                                
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The Agency should state that derivation of the SSF is     
     subjective and contains uncertainty.  The Agency should consider including 
     in the Technical Support Document the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative 
     Criteria Documents for the Protection of Wildlife for DDT, Mercury, TCDD,  
     and PCBs (Proposed) (PB93-154722) in order to provide examples of how to   
     calculate wildlife criteria for these four chemicals.                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.054     
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     The interspecies uncertainty factor, formerly called the species           
     sensitivity factor, is used to adjust the effective dose to account for    
     more sensitive wildlife species.  Support for the range given may be found 
     in U.S. EPA (1995b).  The range of the factor must be no less than one, but
     may be greater than 100.  In the derivation of the four wildlife criteria  
     contained in Table 4 of the final Guidance, the interspecies uncertainty   
     factor was never greater than 10, and was typically 1.                     
                                                                                
     EPA believes that there is sufficient guidance provided for the selection  
     of an appropriate interspecies uncertainty factor, particularly in the     
     preambles to both the proposed and final Guidance, the final Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria, 
     in the proposed and final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Criteria    
     Documents for Wildlife, and at 58 FR 21002.  EPA agrees that the selection 
     of a interspecies uncertainty factor will largely depend on best           
     professional judgement.  The Clearinghouse discussed in the final Guidance 
     is intended to facilitate such discussion among the States and Tribes.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2629.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  see Smith and Carr, June 1993, Appendix A of Monsanto 
comments.      
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency should retain flexibility in dealing with ecological risk       
     management.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA requests comments at 58 FR 20882 regarding the Agency's response to    
     concerns regarding the use of the human health paradigm as a model for     
     wildlife.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Ecological risk assessment is a rapidly evolving science.  The SAB report  
     indicated the Agency is leaning too heavily on the human health paradigm.  
     In the past this was appropriate because the human health risk assessment  
     paradigms were the best available for ecological risk.  However, much      
     effort has been expended to increase our understanding of the important    
     factors necessary for successful ecological risk assessments and how these 
     are different for human health.  The Agency's own Risk Assessment Forum is 
     working to finalize an Ecological Risk Assessment paradigm by 1996.        
     Important factors are coming out of this process that will allow better    
     risk management decisions.  For example, habitat loss may be the major     
     factor determining the size of a wildlife population and changing wildlife 
     toxic criteria will have no impact on the population.                      
                                                                                
     By using the human health paradigm, order of magnitude safety factors have 
     been applied to account for uncertainties leading to criteria that are 10  
     to 100 times lower than the lowest current criteria.  Wildlife criteria are
     intended to protect populations, not the most sensitive individuals;       
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     therefore, ecological methods should be used to develop the criteria, not  
     human health methods.  Smith and Carr elaborate on this concern in Water   
     and Environment Technology, June 1993 (see Appendix A).                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The Agency should retain maximum flexibility in           
     establishing and implementing wildlife criteria, since we are only in the  
     initial stages of identifying the important factors in determining         
     ecological risk.  States should be given the opportunity to determine how  
     and where to apply the wildlife criteria in light of their uncertainty.    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.055     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2629.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is premature to eliminate the use of acute to chronic ratios in         
     estimating chronic wildlife toxicity.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA requests comments at 58 FR 20883 regarding the elimination of acute to 
     chronic ratios in the development of Tier I or Tier II criteria.  The      
     Agency is recommending that subchronic (Tier II) and chronic (Tier I or II)
     studies be conducted if the data are not available.                        
                                                                                
     The Agency maintains that insufficient data are available to make          
     scientifically defensible estimates of chronic toxicity.  The Agency's     
     principal concern is overly conservative estimations.  While this concern  
     may be valid, the elimination of this tool is premature for at least two   
     reasons.  First, an analysis of the actual data on which the Agency is     
     basing its decision was not given and may have been only a subjective      
     conclusion.  Second the data bases are rapidly expanding, especially in    
     FIFRA testing, and the data base will surely be large enough at some future
     date.                                                                      
                                                                                
     It is premature to disallow acute to chronic ratios to estimate chronic    
     toxicity values and require subchronic data for all compounds at Tier II   
     criteria.  EPA should allow ACRs for wildlife values as the Agency does for
     aquatic values (see Monsanto comment VI.1.a.)  The appropriateness of using
     these rations should be made on a case-by-case basis.                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation:   EPA should allow the use of acute to chronic ratios when 
     chronic data is insufficient to establish chronic toxicity values.         
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     Response to: P2629.056     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035 and D2741.132 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2629.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should grant de minimis increases in pollution loadings until the      
     assimilative capacity of the receivign water is reached.                   
                                                                                
     EPA asks, at 58 FR 20906, whether it would be appropriate to limit the     
     number of de minimis actions allowed any individual source toone (or some  
     other number) and whether alternative approaches to addressing multiple    
     lowering of water quality exist, such as an approach that would address    
     multiple lowering of water quality by different sources where the net      
     effect is greater than 10 percent of the unused assimilative capacity.     
     Monsanto believes that restricting the number of de minimis actions of any 
     one source is unnecessary and that the antidegradation policy does not need
     a specific method for addressing multiple lowering of water quality.       
     Monsanto concurs with CMA's comments that the 10% margin of safety is      
     arbitrary, that the current total maximum daily load/waste load allocation 
     (TMDL/WLA) method builds in an acceptable margin of safety, that de minimis
     increases should be allowed up to the assimilative capacity of the         
     receiving water, and that any increases above the assimilative capacity -- 
     even if they would otherwise be de minimis -- would be subject to          
     antidegradation procedures.                                                
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  In Appendix E, section II.A. modify the definition of de  
     minimis as follows:                                                        
                                                                                
     "De minimis.  The lowering of water quality by a pollutant may be          
     considered de minimis if the lowering of water quality uses less than 10   
     percent of the unused assimilative capacity where unless impracticable, the
     total assimilative capacity is determined as the product of the applicable 
     water quality criterion times the critical low flow, or designated mixing  
     volume in the case of lakes, for the water body in the area where the water
     quality is proposed to be lowered, expressed as a mass loading rate. ..."  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.057     
     
     See responses to comments D2634.022 and D2741.155.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2629.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     De minimis changes in BCC loading should be allowed as they are for other  
     regulated pollutants.                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA seeks comment on whether the definition of significant lowering of     
     water quality should distinguish between BCCs and other chemicals, whether 
     BCCs would be adequately controlled if the same definition of significant  
     lowering of water quality as is applied to other chemicals were to be used 
     for BCCs at 58 FR 20888, and seeks suggestions regarding any changes or    
     specific requirements that should be made or added to the de minimis test  
     and the demonstration of no ambient change to address BCCs (58 FR 20896).  
                                                                                
     The current distinction between BCCs and all other chemicals virtually     
     eliminates operational flexibility by subjecting BCCs to a requirement for 
     an antidegradation demonstration for the slightest increase in discharge.  
     Facilities should be allowed to have de minimis increases in BCCs just as  
     they are for other pollutants.  The same definition of "significant        
     lowering of water quality" should apply to BCCs as to other pollutants.    
     The same reasoning that EPA applies to allowing de minimis increases of    
     other pollutants applies to BCCs.  Potential impacts of BCCs have been     
     factored into the development of water quality criteria and standards for  
     these chemicals thereby obviating the need to address them differently when
     the WQS are bring implemented.                                             
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The definition of "significant lowering of water quality" 
     should be re-worded as follows:                                            
                                                                                
     "Significant lowering of water quality.  A significant lowering of water   
     quality occurs when any of the following conditions exist: - there is an   
     increase in the rate of mass loadings, in excess of that defined by the    
     existing effluent quality controls established pursuant to seciton II. D.  
     1. of this appendix, of any pollutant to the surface water from an action  
     by the regulated entity at an existing, expanding or new nonpoint source,  
     where  existing independent regulatory authority requires compliance with  
     Water Quality Standards, unless the ambient concentration of the pollutant 
     in the affected water body, outside of a designated mixing zone, where     
     applicable, will not increase.  The Director may also take into            
     consideration potential impacts on sediments and biota; - there is an      
     increase, other than a de minimis increase, in the permit limitations      
     governing the rate of mass loading of any pollutant to the surface water at
     an existing, expanding or new point source, unless the ambient             
     concentration of the pollutant in the affected water body, outside of a    
     designated point source mixing zone, where applicable, will not increase.  
     The Director may also take into consideration potential impacts on         
     sediments and biota; - for any action, where such action is determined by  
     the Director, on a case-by-case basis, to be significant."                 
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     Response to: P2629.058     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2798.046.   In addition, though EPA     
     agrees that the criteria for BCCs developed under the Great Lakes Guidance 
     account for bioaccumulation, this fact is unrelated to an assessment of    
     whether increased loadings of BCCs will result in a significant lowering of
     water quality.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2629.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed EEQ approach for BCCs is totally inappropriate.  Monsanto     
     strongly believes that dishargers should continue to be permitted at the   
     current limits unless a new TMDL/WLA indicates that discharge allocations  
     exceed the assimilative capacity of the receiving water.  There is no      
     scientific basis for applying the antidegradation evaluation differently   
     for BCC than for other regulated pollutants, provided that the existing    
     permit limits are based on a TMDL/WLA that is protective of the WQS.       
     Without a finding that the specific receiving water is violating WQS and   
     that the specific discharger is contributing to that violation, the        
     regulatory agency has no reason to further restrict the discharge.         
     Monsanto concurs with CMA's comments in this regard.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2629.059     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2721.087                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2629.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto also agrees with the concerns EPA expressed in the preamble that  
     reducing BCC permit limits to EEQ levels effectively punishes "good        
     performers" and rewards "bad performers" without addressing the "real risks
     of being what would be considered a "bad performer.'" without addressing   
     the "real risks of being what would be considered a 'bad performer.'" (58  
     FR 20899) The focus on EEQ would create a significant disincentive for     
     "good performers."  Monsanto agrees with EPA's discussion of the           
     disincentive for "good performers," but finds the discussion regarding "bad
     performers" totally invalid.  The "bad performers" would continue to be    
     limited at higher pollutant loadings than the "good performers" and would, 
     therefore, not have to operate as efficiently (i.e., expensively) as the   
     "good performers"  The "bad performers" would be rewarded for having higher
     mass loadings by being allowed to continue discharging at higher mass      
     loadings.  Plus, limits for neither the "good" nor the "bad performers"    
     would be based on the Clean Water Act requirements to set limits necessary 
     to meet WQS.                                                               
                                                                                
     If limits are based on the lower of current NPDES permit limits or limits  
     based on new TMDLs/WLAs, "good performers" would benefit and "bad          
     performers" would need to take the effort to achieve permit limits "Good   
     performers" would be rewarded for current performance beyond what is       
     ncessary to met WQS because they would have room for increasing capacity   
     and/or fluctuations in production and effluent quality without exceeding   
     permit limits.  However, "bad performers" would have to increase efficiency
     in order to continue operating at current production levels and might have 
     to install additional treatment in the event of increased production.      
     Application of existing NPDES permit limits or new TMDLs/WLAs is not only  
     consistent with the Clean Water Act and the NPDES regulations, but also    
     would require "good performers" to maintain high levels of performance and 
     "bad performers" to improve performance.  In the event that new TMDL/WLA   
     reduced permit limits, "good performers" would be able to meet the more    
     stringent limits more readily than would "bad performers".                 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.060     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2629.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:

Page 8347



$T044618.TXT
     Monsanto also believes that the proposed approach would significantly      
     hinder facilities from returning to an increased production level that had 
     historically been achieved or from increasing production above historic    
     levels.  Hindering facility operations should be restricted to those       
     occasions when it is necessary to protect water quality.  Unnecessarily    
     restricting discharge levels below water quality-based limits also         
     unnecessarily restricts the flexibilty of industrial operations without    
     providing a compensating protection of water quality.  (See also Monsanto  
     comment VII.4.)                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.061     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2629.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This hindrance results not only from antidegradation provisions, but also  
     from the statutory restrictions against loosening permit limits (known as  
     anti-backsliding).  In the 1987 amendments to the CWA, Congress amended CWA
     Section 402 by adding a provision dealing with "anti-backsliding" at CWA   
     Section 402(o).  In addition, the amendments added a new CWA Section       
     303(d)(4) provision which allows less stringent water quality-based        
     effluent limits under certain circumstances.  At 58 FR 20837, the Agency   
     has correctly identified these new provisions and has drawn the conclusion 
     that it "believes that in most cases the anti-backsliding provisions of the
     Clean Water Act will not prevent adjustments to either Tier II values or   
     Tier I criteria."  Monsanto sincerely hopes that the EPA is correct in this
     analysis, since it is highly likely that if several of the provisions in   
     this current proposal are finalized, unwarranted restrictive, overly       
     conservative effluent limits will be established.  As a matter of fact, EPA
     recognizes this at 58 FR 20837 stating that "the Tier II methodologies     
     generally yield more conservative numbers than Tier I, to reflect the      
     greater uncertainty related to the absence of complete data sets."         
                                                                                
     The Agency must provide clear, unambiguous regulatory direction in the     
     final promulgation of this Guidance which addresses the needed flexibility 
     in the anti-backsliding provisions of the 1987 amendments in the CWA.  It  
     is difficult to envision that Congress would have enacted such restrictive 
     anti-backsliding legislative had they been aware that the Agency might     
     promulgate a regulation which establishes effluent limits based upon little
     or no valid scientific data.  The use of a Tier II methodology to establish
     such effluent limits would appear to exceed any rational interpretation of 
     Congressional intent.  Therefore, if the Agency truly contends that the    
     additions to CWA Sections 402(o) and 303 (d)(4) provide the needed         

Page 8348



$T044618.TXT
     flexibility, Monsanto contends that the Agency should modify the           
     appropriate regulatory language to recognize this fact.  At a minimum, the 
     Agency should provide such clarifying regulatory language to 40 CFR        
     122.44(l).                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.062     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA is not issuing a regulation defining national anti- backsliding policy 
     in this rule, since such a regulation would have much broader applicability
     than the Great Lakes basin.  EPA describes its interpretation of the       
     anti-backsliding requirements of sections 402(o) and 303(d)(4) in section  
     II.C.3 of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2629.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 1 is designed to result in a discharger exceeding the maximum limit 
     1% of the time and exceeding the average limit 5% of the time without ever 
     deviating from the normal fluctuations in wastewater quality that would be 
     accommodated with the current permit limits.  To enact option 1, EPA would 
     be guaranteeing non-compliance.  A discharger that exceeds the average     
     limit less than 5% of the time or the maximum limit less than 1% of the    
     time would still be liable for administrative and civil penalties and      
     vulnerable to citizen suits.  As indicated by EPA, "Any exceedance of such 
     limits would be a violation of the permit and subject to enforcement." (58 
     FR 20898) Current NPDES regulations require the imposition of the more     
     stringent of water-quality based effluent limits and technology based      
     effluents.  To restrict the discharge even further -- to current levels -- 
     exceeds the authority of the NPDES regulations.                            
                                                                                
     Under option 1, a discharger would have to complete an antidegradation     
     demonstration to justify an increase in its effluent loading (such as might
     occur due to a production increase) even if that increase would be within  
     the limits of its current discharge permit.  Such a requirement is totally 
     beyond the scope of current antidegradation regulations (40 CFR 131.12)    
     which require that existing uses be "maintained and protected" and where   
     waters are of a quality that exceeds "levels necessary to support          
     propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the  
     water [i.e., "high quality" waters], that quality shall be maintained and  
     protected..." (48 FR 51407).  A discharger's permit limits should not be   
     reduced unless current limits would prevent the receiving water from       
     meeting WQS.  An antidegradation demonstration should not be required      
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     unless a discharger is discharging to a "high quality" water and seeks     
     permit limits higher than the current permit and the increase could reduce 
     the quality of the water more than a de minimis amount.                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.063     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/EEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2629.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 2 does not add anything to option 1.  It simply reiterates          
     restrictions on dischargers that are already required under current NPDES  
     regulations.  Monsanto opposes option 2 for the same reasons we oppose     
     option 1.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.064     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2629.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The supplement to options 1 and 2 described at 58 FR 20899 should be used  
     independent of which option EPA promulgates.  This supplement would protect
     water quality by prohibiting discharge of BCCs that are not regulated in   
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     the permit while eliminating unnecessary monitoring of BCCs not expected to
     be present.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.065     
     
     The final Guidance does not contain a provision relating to this           
     supplement, nor did EPA intend to suggest in the paragraph cited,          
     that EPA was considering incorporating such a provision in the             
     final Guidance.  EPA merely wishes to point out some options               
     currently available to the States.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2629.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to our concern about the practical considerations of EPA's     
     proposed EEQ approach, Monsanto believes that no statutory basis exists for
     tightening limits beyond the most stringent of water quality-based and     
     technology-based limits.  CWA Section 301(a) prohibits the discharge of    
     pollutants except as allowed in an NPDES permit.  CWA Section 301(b)(2)    
     requires EPA to limit discharges to technology-based levels.  CWA Section  
     302(a) allows further restriction on discharges if technology-based limits 
     would interfere with attaining or maintaining water quality if the stricter
     effluent limitations "can reasonably be expected to contribute to the      
     attainment or maintenance of such water quality."  CWA Sections 303 and 304
     require development of WQS and designations of waters that cannot achieve  
     WQS with the implementation of technology-based controls as well as        
     development of TMDLs and WLAs for such waters.  CWA Section 306 establishes
     definitions and a list of industrial categories for which best available   
     demonstrated control technology must be establishied.  CWA Section 307 sets
     time lines for developing and implementing technology-based standards.     
     NPDES permits issued pursuant to CWA Section 402 must contain limits that  
     meet all of the requirements of CWA Sections 301, 302, 306, and 307.       
                                                                                
     Throughout CWA Sections 301, 302 and 303, Congress established the means by
     which these requirements can be made less stringent on a case by case      
     basis, but provided no means or authority for EPA (or a state) to restrict 
     the discharge beyond both technology-based limits and water quality-based  
     limits.  CWA Sections 303(d)(1)(A) and (C) require that a TMDL be developed
     for waters for which technology-based limits are not stringent enough to   
     implement applicable WQS and that the load be "established at a level      
     necessary to implement the applicable WQS with seasonal variations and a   
     margin of safety which takes into account any lack of knowledge concerning 
     the relationship between effluent limitations and water quality."  The     
     margin of safety is achieved through the application of water quality      
     criteria that has built in safety actors and the use of infrequent low     
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     flows.  Additional margins of safety can be developed as needed.  However, 
     use of EEQ levels cannot be justified as margins of safety because their is
     no scientific indication that simply because a discharger is currently     
     achieving a certain level that such level is necessary to protect water    
     quality or that such level is adequate to protect water quality.           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.066     
     
     See responses to comment D2098.021 and D2589.041.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2629.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Appendix E, re-word section II.D.1 as follows:                          
                                                                                
     "To prevent the significant lowering of water quality that would result    
     from any increased rate of mass loading of a bioaccumulative chemical of   
     concern from any source, the Director shall establish conditions in the    
     control document applicable to the pollutant source that restricts, unless 
     prior approval for an increase is received from the Director, the rate of  
     mass loading of such bioaccumulative chemical of concern to the level      
     established in the current National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
     (NPDES) permit.                                                            
                                                                                
     For point source dischargers, such control requirements shall be specified 
     in the discharger's NPDES permit upon reissuance and may include, but are  
     not limited to, effluent limitations, notification requirements, or        
     discharge prohibitions, provided that the control requirements utilized    
     prevent any increase above de minimis in the rate of bioaccumulative       
     chemical of concern mass loading. ..."                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2629.067     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2629.068
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed antidegradation strategy unnecessarily inhibits economic      
     flexibility and should be modified to limit discharges to current NPDES    
     permit limits and to require antidegradation demonstrations only for       
     increases above de minimis.                                                
                                                                                
     Monsanto shares EPA's concern, at 58 FR 20901, that the proposed guidance  
     provides insufficient flexibility to accommodate economic recovery in the  
     Lakes region.  Facilities need economic flexibility.  As written, the      
     proposed GLWQI does not provide sufficient flexibility to return to        
     previous production levels or increase production above previous levels    
     because of the restriction of mass loadings to EEQ, instead of to levels   
     currently in NPDES permits or justified by new TMDL/WLA.  The ability of   
     states to update TMDLs/WLAs and a requirement that facilities that         
     discharge to high quality water meet antidegradation demonstration         
     requirements prior to increasing discharges more than a de minimis amount  
     will preserve the intent of antidegradation policy to protect and maintain 
     water quality in the high quality waters of the Lakes without inordinately 
     inhibiting economic recovery.                                              
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  Appendix E, section II.D.1 should be modified as follows: 
                                                                                
     "... A subsequent increase in the rate of mass loading may be authorized by
     the Director provided such increase - if more than de minimis - has been   
     supported by a satisfactory antidegradation demonstration pursuant to      
     section III of this appendix, and provided the control document is modified
     to specify the newly approved rate of mass loading.  Control documents     
     shall also contain a condition which prohibits the entity responsible for  
     the pollutant loading from undertaking any deliberate action the result of 
     which would be an increase in the rate of mass loading of any              
     bioaccumulative chemical of concern - above a de minimis amount, unless an 
     antidegradation demonstration is provided to the Director and prior        
     approval is obtained from the Director."                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.068     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2629.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of EEQs unfairly restricts "good performers" while inappropriately     
     benefitting "bad performers."                                              
                                                                                
     EPA asks whether the definition of significant lowering of water quality   
     should be changed to focus on permit limit increases for all pollutants and
     thereby eliminate the focus on EEQ for BCCs and if this change remedies the
     perceived disincentive for good performance" at 58 FR 20899.  The focus on 
     EEQ would create a significant disincentive for "good performers."         
     Monsanto agrees with EPA's discussion of the disincentive for "good        
     performers," but finds the discussion regarding "bad performers" totally   
     invalid.  The "bad performers" would, therefore, not have to operate as    
     efficiently (i.e., expensively) as the "good performers"  The "bad         
     performers" would be rewarded for having higher mass loadings by being     
     allowed to continue discharging at higher mass loadings.  Plus, limits for 
     neither the "good" nor the "bad performers" would be based on the Clean    
     Water Act requirements to set limits necessary to meet Water Quality       
     Standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     If limits are based on the lower of current NPDES permit limits or limits  
     based on new TMDLs/WLAs, "good performers" would benefit and "bad          
     performers" would need to take the effort to achieve permit limits.  "Good 
     performers" would be rewarded for current performance beyond what is       
     necessary to meet WQS because they would have room for increasing capacity 
     and/or fluctuations in production and effluent quality without exceeding   
     permit limits.  However, "bad performers" would have to increase efficiency
     in order to continue operating at current production levels and might have 
     to install additional treatment in the event of increased production.      
     Application of existing NPDES permit limits or new TMDLs/WLAs is not only  
     consistent with the Clean Water Act and the NPDES regulations, but also    
     would require "good performers" to maintain high levels of performance and 
     "bad performers" to improve performance.  In the event that new TMDL/WLA   
     reduced permit limits, "good performers" would be able to meet the more    
     stringent limits more readily than would "bad performers."                 
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  Re-word section II.D.1 of Appendix E as described in      
     Monsanto comments VII.3. and VII.4.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2629.069     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2629.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should modify its proposed chemical specific approach in determining if
     Water Quality Standards are met.                                           
                                                                                
     At 58 20893 and 94, EPA seeks input on alternative approaches to assessing 
     water quality that would look at water quality as an "all or nothing"      
     proposition based on whether or not all applicable numeric water quality   
     that would allow the evaluation of mixtures rather than individual         
     pollutants in order to determine the level of protection provided by       
     antidegradation.  EPA also expresses concern as to how technical issues    
     could be addressed.                                                        
                                                                                
     When a state assesses a waterbody to determine whether or not it meets WQS 
     or if it exceeds WQS, the state should make the determination on a chemical
     specific basis as EPA has proposed.  However, prior to designating a water 
     body as a high quality water, the state should also look at the overall    
     impact on the waterbody.                                                   
                                                                                
     Biological criteria can and, where States have the resources, should be    
     used to determine if a waterbody is supporting designated uses overall;    
     however, these criteria are not adequate for determining if a water body is
     high quality.  Chemical criteria can be used to determine if a water body  
     is supporting designated uses and are better than biological criteria for  
     determining if a water body is high quality.  If a waterbody is supporting 
     designated uses and maintaining existing uses and high quality with respect
     to a particular paramter(s), then an antidegradation demonstration should  
     be required for more than de minimis increases in that parameter(s) only.  
     If a particular paramter(s) is present at concentrations below criteria,   
     the water body may or may not be "high quality" depending on whether or not
     the water body is at lease meeting WQS for other parameters and is         
     supporting designated and existing uses.                                   
                                                                                
     As proposed, the Great Lakes Guidance would strictly prohibit the addition 
     of any pollutant that exceeds its criteria and would virtually prohibit the
     addition of any pollutant that achieves water quality criteria by requiring
     a discharger to accomplish an extremely difficult, burdensome, foreboding  
     antidegradation demonstration, thus effectively precluding any increased   
     loading of any pollutants to any of the waters of the Great Lakes.  As EPA 
     states, "Where such criteria are achieved, the water is, for those         
     pollutants, of a quality sufficient to support fishing and swimming, and is
     high quality (i.e., increases of those pollutants would require            
     antidegradation demonstrations).  There is no opportunity to lower water   
     quality for the pollutants in waters where the criteria for those          
     pollutants are not achieved." (58 FR 20893, emphasis added)                
                                                                                
     Monsanto agrees that increases in discharges of pollutants that already    
     exceed criteria is prohibited by the Clean Water Act Section 303(d)(4)(A)  
     unless the TMDL is re-allocated.  We believe, however, that operational    
     flexibility and opportunities for increased production would be severely   
     restricted, if not eliminated, if EPA regards as "high quality" those      
     waters that achieve specific water quality criteria, but are not truly     
     "high quality."  We believe that an option, similar (but not identical) to 
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     EPA's suggested "tier 1 1/2 level" (58 FR 20893) should be implemented.    
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  In Appendix E, re-word 1.B. as follows:                   
                                                                                
     "Where the water quality fully supports the propagation of fish, shellfish,
     and wildlife and recreation in and on the waters and, for any parameter,   
     the water quality exceeds that level necessary to support the propagation  
     of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and recreation in and on the waters, that 
     water shall be considered high quality for that parameter and that quality 
     shall be maintained and protected unless the State finds, after full       
     satisfaction of intergovernmental coordination and public participation    
     provisions of the State's continuing planning process, that allowing lower 
     water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or social     
     development in the area in which the waters are located. ..."              
     
     
     Response to: P2629.070     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: P2629.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not mandate expenditures irrespective of their effect on        
     lowering water quality.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA requests comment at 58 FR 20913 on whether it is appropriate to require
     facilities to make expenditures of a threshold amount even if the          
     expenditure does not fully eliminate the lowering of water quality and at  
     58 FR 20915 if it is appropriate to require the mandatory expenditures set 
     forth in section III.B of appendix E at all.                               
                                                                                
     The question of whether or not to mandate expenditures is fundamentally    
     flawed.  The Clean Water Act is not a mandatory money-spending law nor     
     should the GLWQI be.  Monsanto opposes mandatory expenditures because they 
     are inappropriate.  When EPA or a State receives a request to increase a   
     discharge and determines that an antidegradation demonstration is          
     necessary, the regulator should work with the facility to determine what   
     level of treatment will maintain WQS, meets all statutory and regulatory   
     requirements, and is prudent, feasible and cost-effective.  The regulator  
     should then write permit limits consistent with the determination, not     
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     specify a minimum amount of money that the facility should spend.          
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  In Appendix E. re-word III.B. as follows:                 
                                                                                
     "Alternative or Enhanced Treatment.  Identify alternative or enhanced      
     treatment techniques that are available to the entity that would eliminate 
     the significant lowering of water quality.  The evaluation shall define the
     total new capital and operation costs associated with such alternative or  
     enhanced treatment techniques as well as the total new capital and         
     operation costs associated with pollution control faclilites necessary to  
     achieve Federal effluent guidelines-based, water quality-based effleunt    
     limitations and other applicable State or Federal standards, and calculate 
     the ratio of the former costs to the latter costs.  If the ratio is less   
     than or equal to 1.1, the entity shall not be required to provide          
     information specified in section III.D of this appendix."                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.071     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2629.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Scientifically valid literature information or field data from similar     
     sites should be considered in determining degradation for purposes of      
     TMDLs.                                                                     
                                                                                
     In the proposed GLWQI, TMDL calculations are allowed to account for        
     pollutant degradation if the regulatory authority has information regarding
     the rate of degradation of the pollutant in the form of "field studies" or 
     "other relevant information."  At 58 FR 20937, EPA invites specific comment
     on what type of information is sufficient to demonstrate degradation in    
     ambient waters and, in particular, whether literature information or field 
     data from similar sites can be used to quantify degradation.               
                                                                                
     As currently proposed, field studies, if used, must document that          
     degradation of the pollutant will occur under the full ragne of critical   
     conditions expected to be encountered, and should quantify the degradation.
     Critical conditions should include the design conditions that are          
     established for the implementation of criteria in ambient waters as well as
     other conditions such as periods of stratification of the water body and   
     variability of the facility effluent flow rate.  In reality, very few field
     studies will meet all of these criteria.  Therefore, any available field   
     data, including data from similar sites and literature data, should be     
     considered by the regulatory authority.  EPA allows, in both TSCA and      
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     FIFRA, numerous laboratory based studies of biodegradation to adequately   
     represent biodegradation potential in the enviornment.  Laboratory based   
     studies typically produce conservative (i.e., predict lower degree of      
     biodegradation than is actually observed in the field) degradation rates so
     they can provide information which is both useful and protective of the    
     environment.  In addition, numerous electronic databases available provide 
     biodegradation data.  There are also hard copy compilations of             
     environmental fate information which include biodegradation data.  Similar 
     laboratory data are often available to describe hydrolysis, photolysis, and
     other physical chemicals degradation pathways.  These sources provide a    
     valuable resource, especially when the studies were performed to an        
     acceptable level of scientific defensibility.                              
                                                                                
     The preamble implies that only if field study information is not available,
     then the regulatory authority can use other relevant information such as   
     literature references from similar sites.  Although field studies are the  
     preferred source of information, scientifically valid literature           
     information or field data from similar sites should be considered in       
     determining degradation whether or not field studies are also used.        
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  Field studies under the range of expected conditions are  
     the preferred source of degradation information, but they should be        
     supplemented with field data from similar sites or scientifically valid    
     literature information whether or not field are also used.  Appropriate    
     additional information to consider in determining degradation should       
     include: laboratory and pilot unit studies, continuous and semi-continuous 
     degradation studies, biological and physical/chemical degradation          
     mechanisms.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.072     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the regulatory authority developing a   
     TMDL should consult field studies as the preferred source of degradation   
     information, supplemented with other relevant information, including the   
     results of properly calibrated water quality modelling.  For a more        
     thorough discussion of this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8.  EPA also      
     thanks the commenter for identifying several sources of information        
     regarding degradation.                                                     
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary InformationDocument for a          
     discussion on pollutant degradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2629.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Tentative antidegradation decisions should propose granting antidegradation
     variances.                                                                 
                                                                                
     When a permitting authority has insufficient information to make an        
     antidegradation decision, it should solicit public comment either without  
     proposing a tentative decision or with a proposal to grant the             
     antidegradation decision.  EPA argues that creating a new public comment   
     step prior to making a tentative decision would increase the burden on the 
     regulatory agencies.  However, if the regulator issued a tentative denial  
     and then received sufficient comment that the social or economic impact was
     important, the agency would need to either publish a proposed approval or  
     publish a final approval.  In such instances, the burden associated with   
     issuing a tentative denial would be comparable to simply issuing an        
     opportunity for public comment without a tentative decision.  EPA's        
     presumption against lowering water quality is also flawed.  The agency     
     presumes that lowering water quality is not necessary; however, a facility 
     would not be soliciting the agency's approval to do so if it was not       
     necessary.  Therefore, there should be a presumption that lowering of water
     quality is necessary to prevent negative social or economic impact.        
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  In Appendix E, re-word IV.B.2. as follows:                
                                                                                
     "If the Director chooses to defer the review as provided in section IV.A.5 
     of this appendix, then the Director shall tentatively determine that the   
     significant lowering of water quality is allowable.  The public notice     
     shall state that a decision that is based on a review of the social or     
     economic development and environmental effects associated with the action  
     has been deferred, pending review of the comments received from the public,
     and that the tentative decision may subsequently be revised."              
     
     
     Response to: P2629.073     
     
     See response to comment D2783.008.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA disagrees strongly that it is appropriate for a State or  
     Tribe to public notice a tentative decision to allow a significant lowering
     of water quality in the absence of information demonstrating that a        
     lowering of water quality is necessary to accommodate important social and 
     economic development.  Federal regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 clearly        
     establish a presumption for maintaining water quality unless there is a    
     demonstration that lower water quality is necessary to accommodate         
     important social and economic development.  Without such information, there
     can be no basis for lowering water quality, and any decision to do so would
     conflict with the CWA and Federal regulations.  States and Tribes wishing  
     to public notice a tentative decision for purposes of soliciting public    
     comment must notice a decision to deny the request to lower water quality  
     where an antidegradation demonstration is lacking.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2629.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CERCLA exemption should be expanded to include corrective action.      
                                                                                
     At 58 FR 20897, EPA requests comment on whether the special provisions for 
     the proposed exemptions are adequate or whether the exemptions should be   
     expanded to cover CERCLA remedial actions.  The proposed exemption is found
     at 58 FR 21033 in Appendix E.II.F.3.  Because CERCLA corrective action     
     activities conducted under approved RCRA corrective action plans and       
     Underground Storage Tank (UST) remediation conducted pursuant to 40 CFR 280
     are all approved by EPA and/or an appropriate state or local authority     
     prior to initiating these activities, each of them should be included in   
     the proposed CERCLA reponse action exemption.  Projects under each of these
     authorities are conducted in order to improve environmental quality and    
     reduce risks to wildlife and human health.  Prior to being approved, each  
     of these activities would be reviewed for their short and long term impact 
     on the environment and would only be approved if they meet appropriate     
     environmental criteria.  Because of the rigor of approval processes these  
     activities are already subjected to, they should not also have to follow   
     antidegradation procedures.                                                
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The antidgradation exemption found in Appendix E in       
     section II.F.3 should be modified as follows:                              
                                                                                
     "3. Response actions and corrective actions pursuant to the Comprehensive  
     Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act, as amended, the    
     Resource Conservation and Recovery Act, Underground Storage Tank           
     Regulations at 40 CFR Part 280, or similar Federal or State authorities,   
     undertaken to alleviate a release into the environment of hazardous        
     substances, pollutants or contaminants.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.074     
     
     EPA believes that the provision exempting CERLA activities in the final    
     Guidance are adequate.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2629.075
     Cross Ref 1: SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States and Tribes should be able to adopt site-specific modifications to   
     aquatic life criteria.                                                     

Page 8360



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     At 58 FR 20849 of the proposed rule, EPA requests comments on the option to
     require States and Tribes to modify aquatic life criteria/values on a      
     site-specific basis to provide protection appropriate for endangered and   
     threatened species.                                                        
                                                                                
     Monsanto supports EPA's recognition that site-specific procedures can and  
     should be used to assure that aquatic life and wildlife are adequately     
     protected.  However, we also believe that EPA should recognize in the      
     proposed rule that site-specific procedures can also be used to assure that
     criteria are not overly protective, especially when the types of biota     
     inhabiting the receiving stream were not overly protective, especially when
     the types of biota inhabiting the receiving stream were not used in the    
     criteria derivation procedure.  For example, a criteria could be overly    
     protective if some of the toxic effects data used to derive the criteria   
     are for salmonids and the water body of concern only supports warm water   
     species.  States such as Texas, Ohio, and Louisiana have recognized that   
     EPA'S criteria are not appropriate for all waters in the State and thus    
     have adopted separate aquatic life criteria for warm water and cold water  
     species or warm water species alone.                                       
                                                                                
     CMA and GLWQC also comment on this issue.  Monsanto shares their concerns  
     and supports their comments.                                               
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  To address the above concerns, EPA should support States  
     and Tribes ability to modify water quality criteria and wildlife criteria  
     in order to provide flexibility in applying the criteria.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.075     
     
     For more information on protection of threatened or endangered species see 
     Sections VIII.A.2., III.B.3., and II.G. of the SID.                        
                                                                                
     Also see response to comment D2724.351 and Section III.B.1. of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2629.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto supports EPA's proposal to allow the development of aquatic life  
     criteria that are reflective of the site-specific characteristics of the   
     receiving water.  However, we are concerned that EPA does not allow the    
     development of site specific criteria for human health and wildlife.       
     Wildlife criteria, like aquatic life criteria, are derived using species   
     believed to be reprsentative of the watershed.  (See also Monsanto comment 
     VI.4.a.)  If a particular species used in the development of a wildlife    
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     criteria is not likely to be present in the area or is not representative  
     of species in the area, the resulting criteria could be overprotective or  
     underprotective of wildlife.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.076     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2629.077
     Cross Ref 1: SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto believes that site-specific adjustments to consumption rates and  
     lipid content should be allowed to reflect the unique characteristics of   
     the watershed being protected.  There is no sound technical basis for      
     excluding human health and wildlife criteria from site-specific            
     modifications.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.077     
     
     See response to comment P2585.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2629.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, Procedure F.2.A would only allow application of a WQS variance
     to an individual permittee requesting the variance.  However, the          
     Conditions to Grant a Variance, specified in Procedure F.2.C.1-5, would    
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     generally apply to an entire water body segment and would not be unique to 
     an individual permittee.  In cases where a number of dischargers on the    
     same water body require a variance, the proposed procedure would require   
     performance of redundant demonstrations by each permittee.  Similarly, the 
     State or Tribe would be faced with the additional burden of review and     
     approval of multiple variance requests for a single water body.  Allowing  
     States or Tribes to establish water body variances would provide a more    
     practical approach for these situations and is recommended.                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.078     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2629.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure F.2.B proposes a maximum period of three years for a water       
     quality variance.  In the Preamble discussion (58 FR 20923), EPA indicates 
     this limit is intended to ensure triennial reviews by States and Tribes.   
     However, if the variance conditions do not change within the three-year    
     period, this restriction would impose an additional burden on the          
     permittees, as well as the permitting authority, of variance renewal prior 
     to NPDES permit expiration.  For this reason, the maximum period for a     
     water quality variance should not be restricted to a schedule which is     
     coincident with the triennial review process.  Michigan Department of      
     Natural Resources (an agency charged with implementing these procedures)   
     agrees that, "the term of the variance should correspond to the length of  
     an NPDES permit term of 5 years." (MI DNR, July 2, 1993, p. 11.            
                                                                                
     EPA invites comments (58 FR 20926) on a suggestion that the maximum        
     variance period be extended from three years to five years to coincide with
     the typical NPDES cycle.  Allowing a maximum period of five years for      
     variances would be consistent with the provisions of Section 302(b)(2)(B)  
     of the Act, and would enable application of a more efficient option of     
     processing a variance renewal at the time of NPDES permit renewal.  The    
     duration of water quality variances are most appropriately determined by   
     the States or Tribes, based on site-specific conditions.  To ensure        
     adequate flexibilty and latitutde in application of this provision, a      
     maximum variance period of five years should be allowed.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.079     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.B.  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2629.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Guidance specifies a permittee shall submit an application for
     a variance no late than 60 days after a permit is issued.  Comment is      
     requested on whether it would be more appropriate to initiate this process 
     within 60 days of a proposed permit (58 FR 20923).  Consideration of a     
     variance request after a permit has been issued could force a permittee    
     into a non-compliance situation during the review period, even if the      
     conditions of Procedure F.2.C are later determined to be met.  Granting a  
     variance after a permit is issued would also be administratively cumbersome
     for the permitting authority.  This type of unnecesary burden could be     
     avoided by addressing variance requests while the permit is in a proposed  
     form.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2629.080     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2629.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States and Tribes should be allowed to establish variances for entire water
     bodies.                                                                    
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     Response to: P2629.081     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2629.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The maximum period for a water quality variance should not be restricted to
     a schedule which is coincident with the triennial review process, but      
     rather a maximum variance period of five years should be allowed.          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.082     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2629.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variance requests should be reviewed and responded to while the permit is  
     in a proposed form, not after a final permit has been issued.  Procedure   
     2.D should be revised to reflect these changes.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.083     
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     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2629.084
     Cross Ref 1: LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Averaging data points below level of detection should follow a             
     statistically acceptable approach.                                         
                                                                                
     At 58 FR 20939, EPA invites comments on "setting data points below the     
     detection level to one-half of the reported detection level for purposes of
     calculating a geometric mean; setting data points between the detection    
     level and the quantification level at the mid-point between the two        
     reported levels; and setting the background level as zero when all data are
     below the level of detection."                                             
                                                                                
     While setting data points below the detection level to one-half of the     
     reported detection level is often used for calculating a geometric mean,   
     Monsanto is concerned that such an approach can result in a biased         
     geometric mean for data sets with a large number of values below the       
     detection limit.  As CMA has pointed out in its comments, this practice    
     could result in an unrealistically high background concentration in data   
     sets with a large number of non-detect measurements.  CMA refers to NCASI  
     Technical Bulletin No. 621 (Estimating the Mean of Data Sets That Include  
     Measurements Below the Limit of Detection, December 1991, New York)        
     discussion of the bias associated with different methods to support its    
     concerns.  Monsanto supports CMA's and GLWQC's comments on this issue and  
     CMA's recommendation that EPA should change the language in Procedures     
     3A.A.8.b. and 3B.A.8.b. to allow the use of appropriate statistical methods
     for censored data when computing background concentrations.                
                                                                                
     It is unclear to Monsanto why setting data points between the detection    
     level and the quantification level at the mid-point between the two        
     reported levels should be considered as a potential option for selecting   
     data points.  Such an approach assumes the actual measured value would fall
     mid-way between these values when in reality the actual measured value     
     falls either above or below the mid-point.  Monsanto believes that the     
     actual measured value, not a mid-point estimate, should be used in         
     computing data.                                                            
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should address data points below the level of         
     detection using statistical methods presented in "NCASI Technical Bulletin 
     No. 621" or a similar statistically acceptable approach, and not           
     arbitrarily use one half the detection limit.                              
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     Response to: P2629.084     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has revised the background calculation    
     provisions in the final Guidance to provide simply that commonly accepted  
     statistical techniques shall be used to evaluate data sets consisting of   
     values both above and below the detection level.  For a discussion of EPA's
     reasoning as well as guidance from EPA concerning the use of one-half the  
     detection level when calculating means or averages from data bases that    
     include non- detect values, see the SID at VIII.C.3.i(iii).                
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2629.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDLs should account for all physical transport processes affecting the    
     fate of the pollutant in the water body.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA invites comment on whether some or all physical transport processes    
     should be precluded from consideration in the development of TMDLs and WLAs
     at 58 FR 20937.  Monsanto agrees with EPA's proposal to include the        
     environmental fate of the pollutant when determining the total maximum     
     daily load of that pollutant for a water body.  Instead of presuming that  
     pollutants do not degrade, the TMDL procedure should simply include        
     structions to account for environmental fate.  EPA should not automatically
     exclude any loss mechanisms, rather all loss mechanisms should be taken    
     into account.                                                              
                                                                                
     Recommendations: In Appendix F, re-word Procedure 3A.D.3. and Procedure    
     3B.E.4 as follows:                                                         
                                                                                
     "3. Environmental Fate.  The inventory of baseline loadings conducted in   
     sections D.2 and D.7 of this procedure and the site-specific cross checks  
     in sections D.8 and D.9 of this procedure shall take into account          
     degradation of a pollutant if:                                             
     a. Scientifically valid field studies or other relevant information        
     demonstrate that degradation of the pollutant is expected to occur under   
     the full range of environmental conditions expected to be encountered; and 
     b. The field studies and other relevant information address other factors  
     that affect the level of pollutants in the water column including, but not 
     limited to, resuspension of sediments, chemical speciation, and biological 
     and chemical transformation.                                               
     "4. The mixing zone demonstration shall take into account degradation of a 
     pollutant provided each of the following conditions are met:               
     a. Scientifically valid field studies or other relevant information        
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     demonstrate that degradation of the pollutant is expected to occur under   
     the full range of environmental conditions expected to be encountered; and 
     b. The field studies and other relevant information include other factors  
     that affect the level of pollutants in the water column, including, but not
     limited to, resuspension of sediments, chemical speciation, and biological 
     and chemical transformation."                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2629.085     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2629.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not include specific procedures for calculating additivity for  
     toxicity or carcinogenicity of mixtures.                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.086     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2629.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Since many environmental exposures consist of exposures to multiple        
     chemicals, we understand EPA's concern for determination of environmental  
     criteria which protect against potential interactions of chemicals in such 
     exposures.  However, determination of criteria which afford proper         
     protection from effects of chemical mixtures can only be accomplished when 
     the interactions between the chemicals are know or can be reasonably       
     predicted based on available data.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2629.087     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2629.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to the position stated at 58 FR 20940, EPA's guidelines (51 FR    
     34021, Sept. 24, 1986) state that additivity should be applied only where  
     it is shown or can reasonably expected, on a clear scientific basis, to    
     apply.  These guidelines do not "recommend the use of the additivity       
     assumption under most cases ..[except where it] ...can be demonstrated"    
     that carcinogenic risks are not additive.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA's 1986 guidelines state that:                                          
                                                                                
     "Dose additivity is based on the assumption that the components in the     
     mixture have the same mode of action and elicit the same effect.  This     
     assumption will not hold true in most cases, at least for mixtures of      
     systemic toxicants." (Emphasis added.)                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.088     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that dose additivity is based on the         
     assumption that the components in the mixture have the same mode of action 
     and elicit the same effect.  The use of dose addition (dose additivity) is 
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     used for noncarcinogens (systemic toxicants) and for the toxicity          
     equivalence factor approach discussed in Section VIII.D.7 of the SID.      
     However, for carcinogens EPA recommends using the concept of response      
     addition which refers to situations where pollutants in a mixture each     
     independently cause adverse effects to an organism without significant     
     interaction.  Response addition is generally considered to be a valid      
     assumption in the absence of contrary data when the response rate from a   
     pollutant is low (e.g., number of animals showing an adverse effect from a 
     pollutant is small).  In these circumstances, the expected toxicity of the 
     mixture can be estimated by adding the predicted response (risk) from each 
     individual pollutant.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2629.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For cancer evaluation, the values used in the calculation of carcinogenic  
     risk are derived from the LMS model which determines a 95th percentile     
     upper bound risk for each individual material.  There is no scientifically 
     accepted procedure for addition of the upper risk boundaries for multiple  
     chemicals which will determine a true upper bound of 10(exp-5) (58 FR      
     20943) has no meaning in this context, especially when calculations are    
     based on relative percent concentrations in the effluent.                  
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes in the Guidance that the procedures discussed may be useful 
     for relative risk comparison "but should not be regarded as measures of    
     absolute risk."  Applying an upper bound numerical limit incorrectly implys
     that the variability for each chemical is the same and that the effects of 
     each chemicals are truly additive.  If clear additivity of chemical effects
     is known, a 10(exp-5) risk limit may be appropriate for the mixture.       
     Otherwise, risk limits for mixtures should be determined based on the      
     nature of the mixture and the knowledge of the interactions of the         
     components.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.089     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that the summing of the upper bound risk estimates for      
     individual chemicals can introduce a certain level of uncertainty and      
     potential conservatism.  EPA does not agree, however, that the summing of  
     the upper bound carcinogenic risks has no meaning.  Several programs within
     EPA, within the States, and within other Federal Agencies use this         
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     assumption.  While EPA believes this is a sound assumption for carcinogens,
     the final Guidance does not require States or Tribes to use this assumption
     for the reasons discussed in Section VIII.D.6.a of the SID.                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2629.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are many other conservative approaches used to derive the initial    
     values of toxicity of chemicals.  The SAB also recognized that             
     determination of exposure is part of the criteria setting.  Interactions   
     which take place within fish tissue must be taken into account rather than 
     assuming a simple projection of concentration from the effluent.           
     
     
     Response to: P2629.090     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that an assumption of additivity is a conservative      
     assumption.  An additivity assumption could result in overestimates or     
     underestimates of the actual risks from multiple pollutants if synergistic 
     or antagonistic interactions occur. Thus, EPA maintains that the assumption
     of additivity is not overly conservative or a "worst-case" assumption, but 
     a reasonable assumption when specific information on pollutant interaction 
     is not available.                                                          
                                                                                
     As discussed in response to comment D2098.040, the final Guidance does not 
     include provisions for accounting for the interactions of chemicals.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/ALT
     Comment ID: P2629.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Development of Hazard Index (HI) values for chemicals assumes similar modes
     of action producing the toxic effects for the chemicals.  EPA recognized   
     (58 FR 20941) that no strong support exists for using HI values with       
     dissimilar effects.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2629.091     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity       
     provisions for noncarcinogens.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/ALT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2629.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we agree with EPA's desires for a consistent approach to additivity, 
     we cannot support its use without adequate data to scientifically apply    
     additivity.  Little comparable work has been done on toxicity of mixtures  
     in mammalian or wildlife systems, especially on the complex mixtures of low
     levels of chemicals seen in environmental releases.  Additivitiy can only  
     be used for criteria development when the limits of additivity are         
     understood and can be applied to the calculation.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.092     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
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     Comment ID: P2629.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB states that it is "unwise to project potential errors of an        
     interaction on top of errors in risk assessment and projections of         
     bioaccumulation."  We agree with the position of the SAB.  EPA should not  
     consider application of assumptions on additivity for carcinogenicity or   
     toxicity without adequate data on their mechanisms of action necessary to  
     determine a combined risk.  As a result, EPA should not include in Appendix
     F either the approach proposed in Section 3 (58 FR 20943) or the alternate 
     proposal in section 4 (58 FR 20943-20944).                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.093     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on the reasons why an additivity provision is   
     warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the 
     additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer      
     effects.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2629.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the substantial scientific consensus against the validity of
     additivity, practical concerns of implementing any addivitiy procedure have
     been raised by regulators.  The MI DNR staff state that "application of    
     numerical criteria on a single pollutant basis, for discharge permit       
     development is much easier to implement than the addivity approaches       
     suggested in the Guidance." (MI DNR, p. 10)                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.094     
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     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the validity of the    
     assumption of additivity.  EPA recognizes the difficulties with            
     implementing an additivity procedure and has attempted to balance the need 
     to have an implementable procedure with the need to provide adequate       
     protection from the potential effects of multiple contaminants.  See       
     section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2629.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  EPA should not include a specific procedure on additivity 
     in the final GLWQI Guidance.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.095     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the validity of the    
     assumption of additivity. See Section VIII.D of the SID and response to    
     comment P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on the rationale for the  
     additivity provisons in the final Guidance.                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2629.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA should not recommend broad application of TEF values to determine      
     additive effects of mixtures.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2629.096     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the use of a default   
     assumption of additivity for carcinogens.  See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID 
     for a discussion on the use of TEFs for dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for 
     human health and wildlife.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA believes the TEFs for the CDDs and CDFs for humans are well established
     and are requiring States and Tribes to adopt provisions consistent with    
     Procedure 4.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2629.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes (58 FR 20942-20944) the use of toxicity equivalency factors   
     (TEF) for determining additivity of effects of PCBs, PCDDs and PCDFs.  EPA 
     provides its own argument against such use in the discussion in this       
     section of the preamble.  The final full paragraph at 58 FR 20942 cites    
     information from the studies of Walker and Paterson and from DeVito et al. 
     which clearly shows that the TEF values for PCB proposed by Safe do not    
     hold up under further evaluation.  They cannot be supported for use in this
     GLWQI proposal.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.097     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2629.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the use of TEFs for PCDDs/PCDFs carries strong scientific evidence,  
     the determination of values for this class still makes the incorrect       
     assumption that all congeners utilize the same biochemical pathways and    
     that the carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic effects of the individual       
     chemicals of the family will occur in relation to their structural         
     comparison to TCDD.  The data is not sufficient to substantiate this       
     assumption.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.098     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See response 
     to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific support for the TEF
     approach.  See response to comment P2771.073 for a discussion on using the 
     TEF approach for both cancer and noncancer effects.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2629.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA clearly indicated that, among other conditions, application of TEFs    
     requires a broad base of toxicological data, consistency in relative       
     toxicity across toxicological endpoints and a demonstrated additivitiy     
     between toxicities of group members and a mechanistic rational.  The       
     conditons for application of TEFs has not been met in this case.           
     Similarly, TEF values were developed from toxicity data, not cancer data.  
     However, the procedure (58 FR 20944) recommends the use of TEFs for        
     evaluation of the additivity of cancer effects.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.099     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See response 
     to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific support for the TEF
     approach.  EPA believes the data presented in the 1989 Risk Assessement    
     Forum document were derived from a board base of toxicological data and    
     that the data does indicate a consistency in relative toxicity across      
     toxicological endpoints.  See response to comment P2771.072 for a          
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     discussion on the additive effects of the different dioxin congeners. See  
     response to comment P2771.073 for a discussion on using the TEF approach   
     for both cancer and noncancer effects.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2629.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also recognizes another deficiency inherent in the use of TEF for      
     determining effluent criteria.  TEF values, how ever well derived, do not  
     account for the potential to bioaccumulate, a factor which must be         
     considered in evaluation of environmental accumulation.  If adequate data  
     is is available to support the use of TEF, the degree of bioaccumulation   
     must be taken into account, especially where potential concentration in    
     edible tissue is part of the overall criteria calculation.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.100     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the bioaccumulation of the different congeners must be     
     taken into account.  The final Guidance includes bioaccumulation           
     equivalency factors which account for the differences in the               
     bioaccumulation potential of the different congeners.                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2629.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     We continue to support EPA's approach to the use of bioaccumulation        
     equivalency factors (BEFs), or other appropriate measures of               
     bioaccumulation, in situations where the use of TEF values can be          
     scientifically supported.  In no case should TEF values be applied without 
     concurrent use of BEFs for determination of effluent levels, especially    
     where such levels include bioaccumulation factors in their calculation.    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.101     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the bioaccumulation of the different congeners must be     
     taken into account.  The final Guidance includes bioaccumulation           
     equivalency factors which account for the differences in the               
     bioaccumulation potential of the different congeners.                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2629.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: see Appendix B, Monsanto comments, #2629                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional comments regarding use of TEFs are included in Appendix B -     
     Concerns of the Dibenzofurans and Dibenzodioxins Panel and the             
     Polychlorinated Biphenyls Panel Relative to Toxicity Equivalency Factors   
     (August 1, 1991).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.102     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the bioaccumulation of the different congeners must be     
     taken into account.  The final Guidance includes bioaccumulation           
     equivalency factors which account for the differences in the               
     bioaccumulation potential of the different congeners.                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2629.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  EPA should not use TEF values to calculate additivity of  
     mixtures to determine exposures for wildlife or humans.  Additional work on
     TEFs is necessary before the TEF procedure can be applied in both avian and
     multiple diverse mammalian systems.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2629.103     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2629.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto supports the use of existing regulations and guidance for         
     determining the need for WQBELs.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA solicits comments on whether existing guidance is sufficient for       
     determining the need for water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs) in   
     the absence of facility-specific effluent monitoring data, whether minimum 
     requirements should be specified in final guidance, and if alternative     
     procedures to make the determination in the absence of facility-specific   
     data are necessary at 58 FR 20949.  As described by EPA in the preamble,   
     permit writers have instructions for determining the need to limit specific
     pollutants in a permit and for establishing appropriate monitoring         
     requirements and discharge limitations.  These instructions are found at 40
     CFR 122.44 and in technical support documents published by the EPA.  The   
     instructions basically call for making the determinations on the basis of  
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     monitoring data when it is available and on best professional judgement    
     when sufficient data are not available.  They also provide guidance on     
     obtaining data when it is needed.                                          
                                                                                
     Past experience using existing requirements clearly indicates that existing
     guidance is adequate to determine the need for WQBELs in the absence of    
     specific monitoring data.                                                  
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  No additional instructions are needed to address          
     situations in which facility-specific monitoring data are not available.   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.104     
     
     Like the proposal, procedure 5 of the final Guidance does not include      
     procedures for determining the need for WQBELs in the absence of           
     facility-specific monitoring data.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2629.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When calculating WQBELs, permit writers should integrate information from  
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments.     
     
     
     Response to: P2629.105     
     
     EPA believes that the provision at F.2 of proposed procedure 5 and F.3 of  
     the final procedure 5 requiring independent consideration of               
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments is   
     grounded in the requirements of 40 C.F.R. section 122.44(d)(1), which      
     requires, among other things, that the permitting authority (1) establish  
     chemical-specific permit limits where a discharge has the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to a violation of a numeric water quality 
     criterion, and (2) establish a whole effluent toxicity limit where a       
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an        
     exceedance of a numeric WET criterion.  Under these provisions, if         
     "reasonable potential" is found with regard either of these aspects of     
     standards, then a corresponding permit limit is required.  There is no     
     indication in the language of this provision that one type of information  
     (e.g., biological assessment or WET testing) can be used to "negate" a     
     reasonable potential finding based on another type of information (e.g.,   
     chemical specific analysis).  One principle behind the policy on           
     independent application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs  
     is that WET testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in      
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     complex mixtures and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure  
     toxicity from single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to
     do both kinds of analysis on effluents and consider the results            
     independently.  The regulations do permit, however, the use of             
     chemical-specific limits in lieu of WET limits in cases where there a      
     discharge has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a         
     violation of a narrative water quality criterion, provided it is           
     demonstrated that chemical-specific limits are sufficient to attain and    
     maintain applicable narrative and numeric water quality standards.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2629.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At 58 FR 20966, EPA seeks comment on whether the policy of independent     
     applicability should apply to determinations of appropriate effluent       
     limitations based on either Tier I criteria or Tier II values.  Monsanto's 
     comments on Tier II values can be found elsewhere in this package.  The    
     present discussion will focus only on the use of "independent              
     applicability" in general.  Underlying the policy of independent           
     applicability appears to be a false assumption that chemical-specific      
     criteria, whole effluent toxicity results, and biological assessments are  
     not interdependent.  In reality, chemical-specific criteria are developed  
     as a result of numerous tests that are conducted exactly the same way that 
     whole effluent toxicity tests are conducted.  Often these tests are        
     supplemented by biological assessments.  If the policy of independent      
     applicability were applied during criteria development, no criteria could  
     possibly exist.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.106     
     
     See response to comment number P2629.105.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2629.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxicity tests and biological assessments are also used to calculate       
     site-specific water quality criteria.  Site-specific criteria are normally 
     established when a state (or discharger) believes that the criteria are not
     stringent enough to protect indigenous species or are more stringent than  
     is necessary to protect the local biota.  These tests form the basis of    
     site-specific criteria because of the recognition that criteria are        
     national, not local, values designed to protect aquatic species, wildlife, 
     and human health and are important as indicators of biotic integrity.      
     Clearly site-specific water quality criteria could not exist if the policy 
     of independent applicability were applied in the procedure for             
     site-specific modifications.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.107     
     
     The commenter correctly points out that toxicity tests are a key tool in   
     conducting site-specific aquatic life criteria modifications.  However, EPA
     disagrees that using such tests for that purpose runs counter to the policy
     on independent application.                                                
                                                                                
     Under EPA guidance, site-specific criteria, like the national criteria, are
     developed based on the results of toxicity tests using clean water spiked  
     with known amounts of single compounds, not, like with WET testing, on     
     complex effluents.  One principle behind the policy on independent         
     application as it pertains to determining the need for WQBELs is that WET  
     testing does not always measure all potential toxicity in complex mixtures 
     and, likewise, chemical analysis does not always measure toxicity from     
     single components of the effluent.  Hence, it is necessary to do both kinds
     of analysis on effluents and consider the results independently.  See      
     response to comment number P2629.105.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2629.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ignoring the interdependent nature of chemical-specific criteria, whole    
     effleunt toxicty tests and biological assesments are not scientifically    
     valid.                                                                     
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     Response to: P2629.108     
     
     See response to comment number P2629.105 and P2629.107.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2629.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Applying the invalid policy of independent applicability during the        
     permitting process would also make the program inconsistent with the       
     process for establishing WQS.  Because the permitting process exists in    
     order to maintain WQS, policies applied to permit writing should not be    
     diametrically opposed to policies inherent in the development of the WQS.  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.109     
     
     See response to comment number P2629.105 and P2629.107.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2629.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  In Appendix F, re-word Procedure 5.F.2 as follows:        
                                                                                
     "When determining whether water quality-based effluent limitations are     
     necessary, permitting authorities must integrate the results of            
     chemical-specific, whole effluent toxicity and biological assessments."    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.110     
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     See response to comment number P2629.105 and P2629.107.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2629.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed intake credits procedure is too restrictive and should be   
     replaced with option 4.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.111     
     
     This is the same as comment #P2607.081 and is addressed in response to that
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2629.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consideration of intake pollutants in determining WQBELs is an important   
     aspect of the proposed Guidance.  However, the procedure proposed is far   
     too limited in applicability to derive reasonable and appropriate WQBELs.  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.112     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 for a detailed discussion of how the final   
     Guidance has changed from the proposal, including adoption of new          
     procedures for considering intake pollutants in developing WQBELs.         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2629.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the proposed Procedure 5.E requires a demonstration that 100% of the
     intake water is drawn from the same body of water into which the discharge 
     is made.  This allows no consideration of intake pollutants from other     
     sources, even if the other provisions of the procedure are met.  For       
     example, storm water may be present in a facility's treated wastewater or  
     non-contact cooling water discharge.  For the same reasons that wet weather
     discharges are excluded from the Implementation Procedures, consideration  
     should be given to their contribution of intake pollutants.  Some          
     dischargers use uncontaminated ground water that has naturally occurring   
     levels of regulated pollutants that could not be granted intake credits    
     under the proposed procedure.  Credit should be available for intake       
     contributions from all of the sources - surface waters, storm water and    
     groundwater.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.113     
     
     Unlike the proposal, the final comment does allow some consideration for   
     intake pollutants even where mass is added from the facility's process or  
     operations or from a different body of water.  See generally, SID at       
     Section VIII.E.4. With regard to stormwater and the concept of "atmospheric
     deposition credits,"  see response to P2744.201.  As discussed in the      
     Section VIII.E.7.a.iv of the SID, EPA does allow for consideration of      
     intake pollutants from groundwater in certain circumstances.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2629.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A facility is also required to demonstrate that the intake water pollutant 
     has not been chemically or physically altered in a way that would cause    
     adverse water quality impacts before the intake provision may be applied.  
     The most common application of the intake provision is expected to be      
     non-contact cooling water discharges.  In virtually all cases, the cooling 
     water will be physically altered with an increased temperature.  In many   
     cases, slight concentration increases will occur as a result of            
     evaporation.  It is unclear how the determination would be made that these 
     physical changes would or would not "cause adverse water quality impacts   
     that would not occur if the pollutants were left in-stream."               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.114     
     
     This comment raises the similar concerns to those in P2588.076 and are     
     addressed in response to that comment. Also see the SID for discussion of  
     the "no increased concentration" requirement (Section VIII.E.7.a.vi).      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2629.115
     Cross Ref 1: IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto has estimated the potential cost impact for our facility at       
     Trenton, Michigan.  As proposed, additional treatment of all facility      
     wastewaters would be required, due primarily to contribution of GLWQI      
     chemicals in incoming river water or storm water.  Additional treatment of 
     the facility's process wastewaters is expected to result in an increased   
     annual cost of $409,000.  If the intake credit demonstration cannot be met 
     for the facility's non-contact cooling water system, an additional $868,000
     in annual cost is estimated.  The additional treatment would be required to
     remove 11.2 pounds per year of GLWQI (non-bioaccumulative) compounds at a  
     cost of $1,277,000 annually.  This averages $114,000 per pound of chemical 
     removed.                                                                   
                                                                                
     To place these additional costs in perspective, we compared them to removal
     costs under Monsanto's voluntary air emission reduction program.  Monsanto 
     voluntarly committed to reduce its worldwide air emissions of toxic        
     chemicals by 90% by the end of 1992.  This program resulted in a reduction 
     of 56 million pounds of air emissions and cost the company more than $100  
     million.  After eliminating the reductions that resulted from phasing out  
     inefficient operations, the average cost was between $4 and $5 per pound of
     chemical removed.  In other words, the per pound cost of a program that    
     reduced 56 million pounds of chemicals was 0.004% of the per pound cost to 
     reduce 11 pounds of chemicals released to the environment.                 
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     These additional costs could place the facility at a competitive           
     disadvantage, both to other Monsanto facilities producing the same products
     and to our competitors.  If these increased costs were offset through      
     facility staffing, this would represent a reduction of approximately 5% of 
     the facility's work force.                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.115     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2629.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A legal precedent exists for granting intake credits and supports          
     Monsanto's conclusion that the final GLWQI should include provisions       
     protecting dischargers from substantial expenditures to remove pollutants  
     that entered the intake water without the discharger's control.  In        
     American Iron and Steel Institute v. EPA, the Third Circuit Court held     
     that, "[W]e believe that any individual point source would be entitled to  
     an adjustment in an effluent limiation applicable to it if it can show that
     its inability to meet the limitation is attributable to significant amounts
     of pollutants in the intake waters.  Such an adjustment would seem required
     by due process, since without it a plant would be subjected to heavy       
     penalties because of circumstances beyond its control."  (526 F.2d 1027,   
     1056, Third Circuit, 1975)                                                 
                                                                                
     In another court decision, Appalachian Power Co. v. Train, the Fourth      
     Circuit Court determined that EPA's attempt to require the discharger "to  
     treat and reduce pollutants other than those added by the plant process ...
     is beyond the scope of EPA's authority." (545 F.2d 1377, Fourth Circuit,   
     1976)                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2629.116     
     
     See SID at Section VIII.E.5.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2629.117
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on our review, the alternative approach described in Option 4 would  
     be more appropriate.  This alternative would seem to provide adequate      
     flexibility to address this complex issue and still be consistent with the 
     intent of the Guidance.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.117     
     
     See response to comment P2607.081.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2629.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  see Appendix C, Monsanto comments, #2629                
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should also give serious consideration to the issues raised and        
     recommendations made by CMA in their CMA Position Paper:  Accounting for   
     Background Concentrations in Water Quality-based NPDES Permits (attached as
     Appendix C).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.118     
     
     EPA has carefully considered all comments in developing the final rule,    
     including those submitted by CMA.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2629.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  EPA should implement option 4 in the final Great Lakes    
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.119     
     
     See the response to comment P2607.081.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2629.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit writers need to retain discretion to determine if WET testing and   
     toxicity limits are necessary.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.120     
     
     EPA agrees that States and Tribes should be allowed to exercise some       
     flexibility in determining which facilities require WET testing and        
     monitoring.  EPA acknowledges that some discharges, such as non-contact    
     cooling water will not likely require WET testing or WET limits in permits.
      However, EPA expects States and Tribes to include WET limits in permits   
     where reasonable potential exists to cause or contribute to an exceedance  
     of the water quality criteria.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2629.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto believes it would be inappropriate and contrary to guidance set   
     forth in EPA's Technical Support Document For Water Quality-Based Toxics   
     Control (EPA/505/2-90-001) (TSD) to mandate that States and Tribes adopt   
     numeric criteria for whole effluent toxicity.  As stated at 58 FR 20968 of 
     the proposed rule, the permitting authority does not have to derive an     
     appropriate WQBEL for WET if it "demonstrates that chemical-specific       
     WQBEL's are sufficient to attain and maintain applicable numeric and       
     narrative water quality criteria.  It is also important to recognize that  
     on page 49 of EPA's TSD, the Agency states that, "In determining the need  
     for a permit limit for whole effluent toxicity or for an individual        
     toxicant, the regulatory authority is required to consider, at a minimum,  
     existing controls on point and nonpoint sources of pollution, the          
     variability of the pollutant or pollutant parameter in the effluent, the   
     sensitivity of the involved species to toxicity testing (for whole         
     effluent), and, where appropriate, the dilution of the effluent in the     
     receiving water (40 CFR 122.44(d)(ii)).  Such provisions do not mandate    
     that toxicity limits be included in all permits.  Rather, the need for     
     limtis are based on site-specific issues as described above.               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.121     
     
     See comment P2585.128 for the discussion regarding the option of choosing  
     numeric or narritive WET criteria, and the consequences in terms of NPDES  
     permitting requirements of selecting one form of criterion versus the      
     other.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2629.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto believes that the need for WET limits should be at the discretion 
     of the permit writer and not mandated in the proposed rule.  The need for  
     such limits should be based on site-specific considerations and the        
     likelihood that numeric or narrative limits will be exceeded in the        
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     receiving stream.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.122     
     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2629.120 and P2629.121.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2629.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  The final Great Lakes Guidance should not require Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes to adopt numeric criteria for whole effluent       
     toxicity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.123     
     
     See response to comment P2585.128 for the discussion regarding the option  
     of choosing numeric or narritive WET criteria.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2629.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A default acute to chronic ratio of 10 is appropriate for evaluating       
     wastewater discharges.                                                     
                                                                                
     At 58 FR 20973, EPA states that effluent specific acute to chronic ratio   
     (ACRs) shall be used where available, but recognizes that obtaining enough 
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     data to develop such a ratio can be costly and unnecessary to characterize 
     an effluent.  The proposed Great Lakes Guidance allows for, in the absence 
     of the effluent-specific ACRs, the use of a default ACR of 10.  EPA        
     requests comments on whether other values above or below 10 would be more  
     suitable for default ACRs.                                                 
                                                                                
     Monsanto supports EPA's current recommendation that a default acute to     
     chronic ratio of 10 is appropriate for evaluating wastewater discharges.   
     On page 10 of EPA's Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based     
     Toxics Control, the Agency discusses the basis for concluding that 10 is an
     appropriate default acute to chronic ratio.  Monsanto's acute and chronic  
     effluent toxicity data was part of the data base used by EPA to conclude   
     that 10 is an appropriate default value.  We believe that the conclusions  
     drawn by the agency accurately reflect the relationship that can often be  
     seen between acute and chronic end points.                                 
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The final guidance should contain the proposed            
     recommendation that an acute to chronic ratio of 10 should be used as a    
     default when insufficient data is available to determine a chemical speciic
     ratio.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2629.124     
     
     Like the proposal, procedure 6 of appendix F of the final Guidance         
     specifies a default acute to chronic ration of 10 for purposes of          
     determining when WET limits are needed for a particular discharger.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2629.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto opposes the requirement to establish WQBELs as both concentration 
     values and mass loading rates.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.125     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
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     Comment ID: P2629.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At 58 FR 20975, EPA requests comments on all aspects of Procedure 7 of     
     appendix F of part 132, including whether the requirement to establish     
     WQBELs as both concentration values and mass loading rates should be       
     limited to an identified class of pollutants and identification of any     
     alternative provision that should be included in Procedure 7.  The         
     procedure is simply a requirement that WQBELs be expressed as consistent   
     concentration values and mass loading rate values.  Monsanto opposes this  
     requirement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.126     
     
        Water quality criteria for acute and chronic aquatic life, human health 
     and wildlife are expressed as water column concentrations.  For aquatic    
     life, the toxic effects of pollutants are dependent, in part, on pollutant 
     concentrations.  Similarly, the level of protection for humans and wildlife
     from direct ingestion of pollutants is dependant, in part, upon pollutant  
     concentrations.  Finally, the degree of bioaccumulation which will occur in
     a waterbody is dependent, in part, upon pollutant concentrations.  For     
     these reasons, water quality criteria for aquatic life (both acute and     
     chronic), human health and wildlife are expressed as water column          
     concentrations.                                                            
                                                                                
        A mass limitation for a particular pollutant that is calculated to      
     ensure that the discharge of the pollutant does not cause or contribute to 
     an excursion above a water quality criterion, whether aquatic life,        
     wildlife or human health, must incorporate assumptions concerning the      
     effluent flow rate and the receiving water flow rate.  These assumptions   
     are used to calculate the amount of dilution of the effluent that will     
     occur in the receiving water and, therefore, the concentration of          
     pollutants that will result in the receiving water from a discharge.  These
     calculations are then used to determine the mass of a particular pollutant 
     that may be discharged while still maintaining compliance with the water   
     column concentration water quality criteria.                               
                                                                                
        The loading limit alone, however, cannot ensure that the effluent flow  
     rate assumptions used in deriving the WQBEL will hold true in all          
     situations.  For example, a discharger with a mass limitation based upon an
     assumed flow rate of 100 million gallons per day may discharge             
     significantly less flow over a given period of time in compliance with its 
     mass limit.  However, because the amount of flow being discharged is       
     significantly lower than the flow rate assumed in deriving the mass limit, 
     the discharge may cause an exceedance of the criteria even though the      
     discharge is in compliance with the mass limitation.  Consequently,        
     concentration-based effluent limitations must also be imposed to ensure    
     that the criteria will be attained.                                        
                                                                                
        EPA acknowledges commenters' concerns that there may be site-specific   
     situations in which the effluent flow rate is extremely small relative to  
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     the receiving water flow rate and that, in such situations, it is unlikely 
     that the mass limitation will be insufficient to ensure attainment of      
     criteria.  These commenters suggested that, in these situations, there     
     would be no need for a concentration-based effluent limitation.            
                                                                                
        Although EPA agrees with these commenters, EPA believes that, due to the
     highly site-specific nature of such situations, it would be extremely      
     difficult to craft and exception in procedure 7 applicable throughout the  
     Great Lakes System that would be sufficiently narrow to ensure that        
     mass-based limitations are adequately protective of the water column all   
     concentration-based criteria applicable to the Great Lakes                 
     System.  EPA believes, however, that, due to their greater familiarity with
     site-specific conditions, States and Tribes, in their submissions to EPA   
     pertaining to adoption of procedures consistent with procedure 7, may be   
     able to include narrowly crafted exceptions to the requirement to impose   
     concentration-based effluent limitations.  Any such exceptions would have  
     to be narrowly crafted to apply only to the situation described above in   
     which the effluent flow rate is extremely small relative to the receiving  
     water flow rate and would have to ensure that, regardless of effluent flow 
     variability, discharges in compliance with the mass-based limits in the    
     permit will not cause an exceedance of applicable criteria.  Moreover, any 
     such exception could not be used as a basis for avoiding imposition of     
     concentration-based limitations where otherwise required under this        
     Guidance or other federal or state requirements.                           
                                                                                
        In sum, EPA believes that a State or Tribal submission containing       
     procedures consistent with procedure 7 that included a carefully crafted,  
     narrow exception as described above, would be equivalent to or more        
     protective than procedure 7.  Consequently, assuming that other aspects of 
     the submission are consistent with the remainder of the procedure 7        
     requirements (e.g., the submission provides that all WQBELs will be        
     expressed as mass-based limitations), EPA believes that such procedures    
     would be consistent with procedure 7.                                      
                                                                                
        EPA believes that WQBELs must always be expressed as mass-based limits  
     for the reasons set forth in the Supplemental Information Document.  EPA   

�     does not agree with commenters who suggested that 40 CFR  125.3(f) would  
     prohibit facilities from complying with concentration-based WQBELs via     

�     dilution rather than treatment.  This is because 40 CFR  125.3(f) only    
     applies to technology-based effluent limitations.  EPA also does not agree 
     that imposition of both mass and concentration-based limits will           

�     significantly increase paperwork for facilities.  This is because 40 CFR  
     122.44(i) already requires that dischargers report the effluent flow and   
     either the mass or concentration of the pollutants limited by the permit.  
     In order to determine and report the mass of a pollutant, the discharger   
     will have to know the concentration of the pollutant and the effluent flow 
     and then perform a simple calculation to determine mass.  Consequently, the
     "paperwork" involved prior to reporting both mass and concentration is     
     minimal, and simply reporting an additional figure (either concentration or
     mass) in discharge monitoring reports will pose little additional burden.  
     EPA is including a provision in this Guidance that both concentration-based
     and mass-based WQBELs be included in NPDES permits.  This provision is     
     based                                                                      
     on several factors which are discussed below.                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2629.127
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA makes several unjustified claims as to why the requirement for redundnt
     permit limitations is appropriate.  While the "unique character of the     
     Great Lakes System" may be relevant when setting site-specific water       
     quality criteria, it has absolutely nothing to do with how WQBELs are      
     expressed in permits.  As long as permits are written consistently with    
     TMDLs/WLAs that result in meeting WQS in the receiving water, the manner in
     which they are expressed in the permit is totally irrelevant.  EPA also    
     claims that "mass loading rate limitations are especially important for the
     control of bioconcentratable pollutants or those pollutants with effluent  
     concentrations that are below detection levels." (58 FR 20975)  Controlling
     the mass flow rate of bioconcentratable pollutants is as important as      
     controlling the mass flow rate of other pollutants, but does not           
     necessitate redundnant permit requirements.                                
                                                                                
     If a permit contains limits on the mass loading rate, there is no need or  
     concentration limits.  If a permit contains concentration limits and       
     limitations on total flow, the permit has effectively controlled the mass  
     flow rate of the pollutants and no mass loading rate limit is needed. This 
     concept applies to all pollutants - bioaccumulative chemical of concern or 
     not.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2629.127     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2629.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Redundancy of permit limits causes two significant problems.  One is the   
     potential to violate two permit conditions when a single violation occurs. 
     The second is the unnecessary paperwork burden associated with a useless   
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     requirement.  To protect dischargers from double jeapardy in instances     
     where permit limits are exceeded, the permitting authority should express  
     permit limits as either concentrations or mass limits and also limit the   
     average and maximum flow rates (as permits are currently written).  The    
     choice of concentration or mass limits should depend on the characteristics
     of each parameter.  Thus, one permit may limit concentrations of certain   
     pollutants and mass loading rates of others.  Redundant permit limitations 
     increase burden on the regulated facilities and the regulatory agencies by 
     requiring agencies to calculate superfluous limits, requiring facilities to
     convert measured values to calculated values for every discharge monitoring
     report, and requiring agencies to track compliance with twice as many      
     parameters and to enter twice as many data points into computerized        
     compliance tracking systems.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.128     
     
     EPA agrees that a permittee who violates both mass and concentration based 
     limits can be liable for both types of violations.  However, as explained  
     in response to comment P2629.126, EPA believes that imposition of both     
     types of limits is necessary, despite this possibility.  See response to   
     comment P2629.126 with regard to increased burdens to facilities from      
     "redundant" permit limitations.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2629.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to practical consideration, requirements for redundant         
     paperwork are inconsistent with the Clean Water Act policy that "to the    
     maximum extent possible the procedures utilized for implementing this Act  
     shall encourage the drastic minimization of paperwork ..., and the best use
     of available manpower and funds, so as to prevent needless duplication and 
     unnecessary delays at all levels of government." (CWQ Section 101(f))      
     
     
     Response to: P2629.129     
     
     See response to comment P2629.126.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2629.130
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  EPA should eliminate Procedure 7 altogether or re-word it 
     as follows:                                                                
                                                                                
     "Procedure 7:  Loading Limits                                              
                                                                                
     Whenever a water quality-based effluent limit is developed based upon the  
     provisions of procedures 3,5, of this appendix, or other State procedures  
     except for pollutants which cannot be appropriately expressed in terms of  
     mass, the WQBEL shall be established such that both the concentration and  
     mass loading rate are controlled.  The mass loading values shall be        
     calculated using the effluent flow rate values that are consistent with    
     those used in the development of WQBEL concentration values pursuant to    
     procedures 3, 5, or other State procedures."                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.130     
     
     EPA agrees with the concepts in the recommended rewrite and has modified   
     the Guidance language to clarify the intent of the loading limit provision.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Compliance Evaluation Level should be the Practical Quantification     
     Level.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2629.131     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed regulation contains a definition of minimum level (ML) which  
     seems consistent with the practical quantitation level (PQL), but is not as
     explicit as the PQL as defined by some EPA Regions.  The proposed          
     regulation then establishes the compliance evaluation level (CEL) as the   
     higher of the ML and the water quality based effluent limit. CMA has       
     discussed concerns with the wording of ML as proposed.  Monsanto shares    
     CMA's concerns and agrees with their recommendations.  An alternative      
     approach to clarifying the CEL and ensuring that these definitions are     
     applied consistently  would be to include a definition of POL consistent   
     with the Drinking Water Office protocol and to define CEL as the higher of 
     the PQL or the water-quality based effluent limit.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2629.132     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  CELs should be set at least equal to the PQL.             
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     Response to: P2629.133     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto opposes the requirement that a discharger conduct a pollutant     
     minimization program for pollutants below detection limits.                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.134     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto is opposed to requiring a PMP unless a discharger is causing or   
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     contributing to a violation of WQS or is not meeting its permit limits.  In
     either case, a requirement for a PMP should be included in an              
     Administrative Order issued to bring a discharger into compliance with its 
     permit, but not be a requirement of the permit itself.  When PMPs are      
     required, they need to be designed differently than outlined in Procedure  
     8.                                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2629.135     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed requirement presumes that the pollutant of concern will be    
     present at a level sufficient to pose threats to human health or the       
     environment, yet there is no basis provided for that presumption.  Instead 
     of making this presumption, permit authorities should seek information from
     dischargers prior to issuing a permit to determine the likelihood of levels
     below detection but above levels of concern.  For example, the discharger  
     could used mass balances to calculate approximate mass of the pollution    
     that would be expected in the discharge, or the discharger could calculate 
     expected concentration in the discharge based on theoretical treatment     
     efficiencies.  If, based on such information, the levels in the discharge  
     can reasonably be anticipated to be below levels of concern, no PMP would  
     be necessary for the chemical.  Arguably, no monitoring should be required 
     either.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.136     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, if, based on chemicals used on-site and process knowledge, the       
     discharger believes the chemical is not present in the wastewater, the     
     discharger should not be required to monitor for that chemical or to do a  
     PMP for that chemical.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2629.137     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If sufficient information does not exist to approximate the concentration  
     in the discharge, the permit should contain a statement that exceedance(s) 
     of the permit limit will subject the discharger to an administrative order 
     requiring a PMP for the pollutant(s) violated.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.138     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PMP subsequently required would have to be technically feasible.       
     Certain technical limitations have not been addressed in the proposed PMP  
     description.  The procedure presumes that discharged levels are the result 
     of end of the pipe treatment of a specific wastewater stream, rather than  
     the entire site's wastewater, may have been implemented to achieve the     
     permitted limit.  In the latter case, measurement of the concentration at  
     the process which generates the pollutant would be appropriate because the 
     wastewater would likely be more concentrated and clean enough to achieve   
     the same detection limit as the wastewater at the permitted outfall.       
     However, further treatment at point of discharge may not be feasible or    
     appropriate.  For cases where end of pipe treatment is used, wastewater    
     monitored prior to treatment will likely have detection limits orders of   
     magnitude higher than at the outfall because of interferences caused by    
     highly contaminated wastewater.  In these cases, upstream monitoring will  
     probably be useless.  Even if the pollutant of concern could be detected,  
     that would not indicate that the treatment system was not treating         
     adequately or that other means for controlling the pollutant prior to the  
     treatment system are necessary or would be fruitful.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2629.139     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2629.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  In Appendix F, re-word Procedure 8.D. and E. as follows:  
     The goal of the pollutant minimization program shall be to reduce all      
     potential sources of the pollutant to maintain the effluent at or below the
     WQBEL.  The minimization program shall, as a minimum, include the          
     following:                                                                 
                                                                                
     1.  An annual review and annual monitoring of potential sources of the     
     pollutant;                                                                 
                                                                                
     2.  Submittal of a control strategy designed to proceed toward reduction of
     the amount of the pollutant in the discharge to below the WQBEL;           
                                                                                
     3.  When the sources of the pollutant are discovered, appropriate control  
     measures shall be implemented, consistent with the control strategy; and   
                                                                                
     4.  An annual status report shall be sent to the permitting authority      
     including:                                                                 
                                                                                
     a.  All minimization program monitoring results for the previous year;     
                                                                                
     b..  A list of potential sources of the pollutant; and                     
                                                                                
     c.  All action taken to determine and eliminate the pollutant.             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.140     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: P2629.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed an appropriate procedure for compliance schedules.        
                                                                                
     Procedure 9 of Appendix F (58 FR 21044) contains provisions for compliance 
     schedules that are consistent with current EPA policy.  Monsanto agrees    
     with the approach presented in the proposed rule, except for the provisions
     regarding Tier II.  (Monsanto opposes the use of Tier II criteria to derive
     enforceable permit limits for reasons set out in our comments in section   
     X.)                                                                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The final compliance schedule procedure should be         
     consistent with the proposed procedure except that discussion of Tier II   
     limits should be eliminated.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.141     
     
     See Section II ("Regulatory Requirements") of the Supporting Information   
     Document (SID) for discussions regarding limits based on Tier II values.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2629.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  142 imbedded in Monsanto comment 141.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     Monsanto opposes the use of Tier II criteria to derive enforceable permit  
     limits for reasons set out in our comments in section X.                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.142     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
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     Comment ID: P2629.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elimination of mixig zones for BCCs is only appropriate under certain      
     circumstances.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.143     
     
     For a discussion of EPA's decision to retain the mixing zone prohibitions  
     for BCCs in the final Guidance, including its decision to authorize a      
     limited exception for certain existing discharges of BCCs based on economic
     and technical considerations, see the SID at VIII.C.4.                     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2629.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, EPA states that the concept of eliminating mixing    
     zones is consistent with current National regulations, guidance, and the   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  EPA refers to EPA's TSD to help      
     support this concept.  While EPA states in the TSD that restricting or     
     eliminating mixing zones for BCCs may be appropriate under certain         
     circumstances, the TSD does not recommend the automatic elimination of     
     mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals.  Rather, page 34 of the TSD    
     states that,                                                               
                                                                                
     "eliminating mixing zones for bioaccumulative pollutants may be appropriate
     under conditions such as the following:                                    
                                                                                
     -  Mixing zones should be restricted such that they do not encroach on     
     areas often used for fish harvesting particularly of stationary species    
     such as shellfish.                                                         
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     -  Mixing zones might be denied where such denial is used as a device to   
     compensate for uncertainties in the protectiveness of the water quality    
     criteria or uncertainties in the assimilative capacity of the waterbody.   
                                                                                
     According to page 4 of EPA's Permit Writer's Guide to Water Quality-Based  
     Permitting for Toxic Pollutants (EPA 440-4-87-005), since all water        
     quality-based controls are by definition meant to protect ambient          
     conditions, effects after discharge are the effects of concern.  This means
     that regulatory agencies should consider effluent mixing."                 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.144     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2629.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Eliminating mixing zones to protect human health or wildlife (as opposed to
     aquatic life) has little scientific merit.  To be relevant to human health 
     or wildlife, a mixing zone would have to be inhabited by fish that reside  
     in that small area adjacent to the discharge pipe their entire lives and   
     would have to have a diet made up entirely of organisms living their entire
     lives in this mixing zone and these fish would have to be the sole source  
     of fish consumption by the human and/or wildlife being protected by the    
     human health or wildlife criteria.  Clearly, such a scenario is virtually  
     impossible and the elimintion of mixing zones to protect human health and  
     wildlife is unnecessary.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.145     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4. 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
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     Comment ID: P2629.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, most States require that WQS be met at the edge of the mixing   
     zone.  Within the mixing zone, WQS may be exceeded, as long as acutely     
     toxic conditions are avoided.  Decisions to prohibit mixing zones for BCCs 
     should be based only on each individual chemcial's likely distribution and 
     environmental concentrations within the receiving water body.  A blanket   
     prohibition on mixing zones for BCCs fails to recognize that exposure      
     concentrations may be so low that chemicals will not accumulate to harmful 
     levels in fish or animal tissues.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.146     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2629.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to limited residence time in the mixing zone, permittees should not be 
     required to submit documentation on the rate of degradation inside the     
     mixing zone.                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA invites comment, at 58 FR 20937, on the procedures to account for the  
     environmental fate of pollutants, including the requirement for the        
     permittee to submit documentation on the rate of degradation inside the    
     mixing zone.                                                               
                                                                                
     Many different measurements and estimation methods are available to gain   
     information on the environmental fate of pollutants inside the mixing zone.
     Preferred information sources, in order of priority, are:  field studies in
     the same stream (or similar streams) on biological degradation,            
     physical/chemical degradation or metabolism; field measurements of exposure
     concentrations in the stream (or similar streams); continuous and          
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     semi-continuous pilot unit studies on biological or physical/chemical      
     degradation or metabolism; estimates based on predictions from laboratory  
     data.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  Due to limited residence time in the mixing zone,         
     permittees should not be required to submit documenttion on the rate of    
     degradation inside the mixing zone.  Regulatory authorities should consider
     all scientifically valid information about the degradation and             
     environmental fate of pollutants.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.147     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Criteria based on a limited data set should not be used as   
     the basis for permit limits.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2629.148     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2629.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to EPA's Tier I criteria                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     While Monsanto supports the use of EPA's 1985 Guidelines for deriving      
     ambient water quality criteria, we are concerned that EPA has proposed to  
     use a procedure that has not undergone extensive peer review.              
     
     
     Response to: P2629.149     
     
     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also has not defined the guidelines for assessing the quality of data  
     used in the Tier II approach.  Monsanto believes that quality guidelines   
     should be established by EPA prior to implementing the Tier II approach to 
     assure that the quality of Tier II data is based on the same scientiic     
     rigor used for Tier I data quality guidelines.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.150     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  see Appendix D, Monsanto comments, #2629                
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto also believes that while water quality criteria based on the Tier 
     II approach can be useful as a preliminary screening tool for establishing 
     regulatory priorities, such criteria should not provide the basis for      
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     enforceable permit limits.  Tier II procedures were never intended to be   
     used to establish NPDES permit limits as discussed by Whitake in Water     
     Environment and Technology, June 1993 (Appendix D).                        
     
     
     Response to: P2629.151     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2629.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Problems may arise in modifying such criteria when additional information  
     becomes available due to antibacksliding provisions as discussed in        
     Monsanto comments VII.3.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.152     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2629.153
     Cross Ref 1: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal and the TSD provide considerable discussion of data           
     requirements for Tier I criteria and Tier II values.  EPA selected 90-day  
     studies as the minimum for Tier I.  This is reasonable for evaluation of   
     non-cancer effects and supported by references in the TSD.  EPA suggests   
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     that, ideally, studies used should have an FEL, a LOAEL and a NOAEL.  Too  
     often nature, through biological variation, does not allow achievement of  
     this ideal.  Accurate prediction of doses in a study which will cause these
     desired levels of effect is difficult, especially in previously untested   
     materials.  However, failure to obtain these ideal levels does not prevent 
     the study from being "well conducted", both in quality of conduct (GLPs,   
     etc.) and in quality of information provided.  In many cases, absence of a 
     NOEL should not preculde use of a study.  EPA has been investing and       
     advocating the use of bench mark dose mathematical procedures to use such  
     data through development of a substitute value (BMP) for a NOAEL.  Absence 
     of a LOAEL or FEL does not negate the presence of a NOAEL which can be used
     in risk assessment.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2629.153     
     
     EPA suggested in the Proposal preamble that ideally, studies used should   
     have an FEL, LOAEL and NOAEL, however, the Agency realizes that this may   
     not be possible in all cases.  Therefore, EPA allows the use of a 90-day   
     NOAEL or one year minimal LOAEL with the understanding that an FEL may not 
     exist in the specific study chosen for criterion development.  Together,   
     the FEL, LOAEL and NOAEL serve to increase the confidence in the endpoint  
     upon which a criterion or value is derived.                                
                                                                                
     Absence of a LOAEL does negate the presence of a NOAEL, since by definition
     a NOAEL cannot exist without a LOAEL, either in the critical study or      
     another study of similar design.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2629.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, based on the criteria documents for GLWQI, selection of studies   
     for Tier I criteria appears more related to the availability of idealized  
     study conditions rather than selection for specific effects or full        
     utilization of the available data base for a chemical.  Of the materials in
     Table 3 at 58 FR 21014-15, nine had HNV developed on subchronic data.      
     Eight of these materials had chronic data cited, and, for five of the      
     eight, chronic data was adequate to develop HCV.  In only two cases was the
     chronic data, which was cited as supporting the subchronic studies,        
     considered adequate to remove the extra ten-fold safety factor for         
     extrapolation from subchronic to chronic.  Additionally, safety factors    
     applied varied from 50 to 3000 for data considered to be Tier I quality.   
     Thus the potential separation of data into Tier I or Tier II categories    
     could be an arbitrary decision of EPA related in perceived data quality    
     rather than the quantity or scope of the available data.  Given the        
     overconservative in inconsistent approach of the Agency in developing Tier 
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     II values.  Development of Tier II values for a weak and incomplete        
     database can not be supported scientifically.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2629.154     
     
     See response to D3382.053                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2629.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also of concern, the use of a defined "Tier II" approach locks in the value
     developed as part of the rule.  In spite of EPA's assurance that the value 
     can be changed, EPA's position is anchored on phrases such as "EPA         
     believes", "even if anti-backsliding requirements do apply, they may not   
     bar such adjustmenst...", and "...will, in most cases, provide the         
     flexibility needed...."(58 FR 20837)  These statements in the preamble make
     it unclear whether "Procedure 9: Compliance Schedules" (Appendix F) will   
     prevail.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2629.155     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.P2629.155                                 
                                                                                
     The commenter raised the question of whether revised permit limits based on
     new information resulting from the completion of additional studies by a   
     permittee would present an anti- backsliding issue.  The anti-backsliding  
     requirements of section 402(o) of the CWA do not apply to revisions to     
     effluent limitations made before the scheduled date of compliance for those
     limitations as discussed in the supporting documentation for               
     antibacksliding.  Therefore, a revised limit were incorporated prior to the
     compliance date of the original Tier II limitation, any such revised limit 
     will not be considered less- stringent for purposes of the antibacksliding 
     provisions of section 402(o) of the Clean Water Act.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2629.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, the Agency proposes to allow two years to develop additional    
     information.  This may be inadequate time to develop satisfactory data.  A 
     requirement for rapid development of information by a permit holder, while 
     possibly placing an unfair burden on a single company, may not allow       
     adequate time to develop protocols and doses which meet EPA's ideal        
     criteria.  If EPA shows little willingness to work with data tht impart    
     useful information but does not meet this ideal, there is not assurance    
     that EPA will accept studies conducted by a permit holder.  If the data    
     base is still considered "inadequate" for whatever reason following the    
     additional testing, the Tier II value may be used for criteria development 
     at no gain to the permittee or to the Agency.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2629.156     
     
     EPA believes the time period of up to two years is a reasonable amount of  
     time in which to provide additional studies necessary to develop a Tier I  
     criterion or to modify the Tier II value.  If the specified studies have   
     been completed and do not demonstrate that a revised limit is appropriate, 
     the permitting authority may provide a reasonable additional period of     
     time, not to exceed three years, or the term of the permit, whichever is   
     less, with which to achieve compliance with the original effluent          
     limitation.  Where a permit is modified to include new, more stringent     
     limitations, on a date within three years of the permit expiration date,   
     such compliance schedules may extend beyond the term of a permit consistent
     with the Procedures in 9.B.2 of the final rule.  For further information on
     Tier I/II and the studies conducted by a permittee see the Section II      
     ,"Regulatory Requirements" and Section IX of the Supplementary Information 
     Document.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values should not be developed for use in preparation of water     
     quality criteria under this standard.  EPA should support case-by-case     
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     evaluation of available data with public participation in the evaluation   
     process.  This approach to public involvement in data evaluation is also   
     proposed for improvement of the information and utility of the IRIS        
     database which is often cited to support criteria development.             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.157     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2629.158
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of the criteria established in this standard, the Agency must   
     also maintain flexibility to change these criteria based on new data.  As  
     an example, the ongoing Agency reevaluation of dioxin may cause            
     reconsideration of Agency developed criteria for these materials.  The     
     GLWQI guidance proposed here must be able to accommodate such              
     reevaluations.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2629.158     
     
     See response to comment D2621.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2629.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, EPA should conduct these reevaluations of criteria, or       
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     additions of new criteria, in a forum which allows public comment.  If such
     flexibility is maintained, submission of new information will always be    
     encouraged and limits can be kept current.  If public discussion is allowed
     before settng any limit, the opportunity will exist to propose new testing 
     or present data not otherwise available for Agency consideration.          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.159     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  EPA should:                                               
                                                                                
     (not require the use of Tier II values in preparation of water quality     
     criteria under this standard.)                                             
                                                                                
     (support case-by-case evaluation of available data, with public            
     participation in the evaluation process.)                                  
                                                                                
     (maintain flexibility to change these criteria based on new data,          
     regardless of the criteria established in this standard.)                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.160     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.161
     Cross Ref 1: HH
     Cross Ref 2: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in comment 160; recommended action for EPA           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     not require the use of the Tier II values in preparation of water quality  
     criteria under this standard.                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.161     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.162
     Cross Ref 1: WL/HH
     Cross Ref 2: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  imbedded in comment 160, recommended action for EPA     
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     support case-by-case evaluation of available data, with public             
     participation in the evaluation process.                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.162     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2629.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: imbedded in comment 160; recommended action for EPA           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     maintain flexibility to change these criteria based on new data, regardless
     of the criteia established in this standard.                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.163     
     
     See response to comment D2621.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.164
     Cross Ref 1: WL/METH/T2, HH/T2, ALIT2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  imbedded in comment 160; recommended action for EPA     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When no impact can be documented, requiring Tier II data can not be        
     justified.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Chemical, biological, and ecological methods exist and are being developed 
     to determine when an aquatic ecosystem is being adversely impacted.  The   
     Rapid Bioassessment and biological criteria program of EPA provide the     
     tools to begin to answer the questions about real world impact.            
     
     
     Response to: P2629.164     
     
     Also, EPA does not agree that in-stream "impact" needs to be demonstrated  
     before data should be developed.  Rather, data generation should be        
     triggered when reasonable potential for a pollutant to exceed water quality
     standards exists for a pollutant of initial focus (Table 6 of part 132).   
     If regulatory agencies were to wait until in-stream impacts are            
     demonstrated to impose controls, then it would be too late to prevent      
     problems before they occur, and often much costlier to remedy.  See        
     sections II.C.2, II.C.10, and VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of these
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2629.165
     Cross Ref 1: HH/T2, AL/T2, WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 8417



$T044618.TXT
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto supports the proposed Guidance point that Tier II data are not    
     required if it is demonstrated that no acute or chronic effects occur on   
     aquatic life in receiving waters nor in the whole effluent toxicity tests. 
     However, we do not agree that an exception can be justified for those      
     pollutants which are considered BCCs.  This is in light of the fact that   
     methods exist to chemically identify (HPLC) and biologically evaluate      
     (Rapid Bioassessment and Biocriteria) whether or not there are any adverse 
     impacts in the receiving water.  Provisions in the NPDES whole effluent    
     testing program are already in place for toxicity testing acute and chronic
     effects and identifying with the use of HPLC those chemicals with potential
     to bioaccumulate.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2629.165     
     
     EPA agrees that whole effluent toxicity testing should be considered as one
     factor in determining whether Tier II data generation should be required   
     for aquatic life.  See sections II.C.10 and VIII.E of the SID for EPA's    
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the Tier II exception for data generation should   
     not be limited to non-BCCs.  Whole effluent toxicity tests that would be   
     used to qualify for the exception are not designed to measure important    
     impacts from BCCs resulting from elevated tissue concentrations over time. 
     See section VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.166
     Cross Ref 1: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Criteria should be applied consistent with designated uses of the water    
     bodies, not irrespective of the designated uses.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2629.166     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.167
     Cross Ref 1: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current WQS regulations, as well as Section 303(c) of the Clean Water Act, 
     call for the classification of water bodies according to the uses          
     designated for those water bodies.  Once designated uses are established   
     for a water body, the State is to determine what criteria are necessary to 
     support those uses.  CWA 303(c)(2)(A) states that WQS shall "consist of the
     designated uses of the navigable waters involved and the water quality     
     criteria for such waters based upon such uses."  (emphasis added)          
     Designated uses coupled with criteria to meet those uses are the two basic 
     elements of States' WQS.  Without first determining designated uses, there 
     is no basis for determining what criteria should apply.  Criteria cannot be
     applied in a vacuum because the State needs to know what uses are to be    
     protected before it can determine what criteria are necessary to protect   
     them.  Thus, in order for states to have a sound, logical, scientific basis
     for setting proper criteria, use designations should play the same role in 
     GLWQI as in the existing WQS program.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2629.167     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.168
     Cross Ref 1: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA justifies its approach by claiming that because the Great Lakes are an 
     integrated ecosystem, a consistent approach across the entire basin is     
     necessary.  Monsanto disagrees that identical criteria, regardless of use  
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     designation needs to be applied to every segment of every water body in the
     Great Lakes basin in order to address EPA's concern.                       
                                                                                
     While establishment of designated uses and determination of appropriate    
     criteria needs to be done in a manner that takes into account the          
     integrated nature of the Great Lakes ecosystm, Monsanto believes that an   
     appropriate approach would be to require States that share a given water   
     body to establish the same designated uses and the same criteria only to   
     each shared water body.  All water body segments should be assigned        
     criteria consistent with their uses.  Also segments would only be allowed  
     to have less stingent criteria than downstream segments if it can be       
     established the less stringent criteria would not lead to violation of the 
     more stringent down stream criteria.  More stringent up stream criteria    
     should not mandate more stringent down stream criteria if the down stream  
     segment does not lend itself to uses that necessitate more stringent       
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2629.168     
     
     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2629.169
     Cross Ref 1: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto further believes that the minimum designated uses of water bodies 
     within the Great Lakes States should be consistent with the national goal  
     of the Clean Water Act as that level of "water quality which provides for  
     the protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, and wildlife and        
     provides for recreation in and on the water ..." (CWA Section 101(a)(2)).  
     States should be allowed to establish criteria for each water body that are
     higher, equal to, or lower than any of the criteria listed in the GLWQI as 
     long as those criteria meet the purposes of protecting the designated uses 
     of the water body.  The Clean Water Act sets goals for the uses of this    
     Country's waters and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement sets goals for
     the uses of the waters of the Great Lakes ecosystem, but individual States 
     should set the criteria for the States' water consistent with local        
     wildlife needs and human uses of the waters.  Criteria should be set to    
     maintain existing or designated uses which ever results in more stringent  
     criteria because existing users should not be impaired and waters that do  
     not yet achieve designated uses should be afforded the protection necessary
     to achieve such uses.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2629.169     
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     See response to comment number G5405L.011.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2629.170
     Cross Ref 1: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation, Part A: 40 CFR Section 132.5(e)(1) and (2) should be       
     modified as follows:                                                       
                                                                                
     "(1)  For pollutants listed in Tables 1,2,3, and 4 of this part.  The Great
     Lakes State or Tribe has adopted numeric water quality criteria equal to   
     each of the numeric criteria in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 of this part except  
     where the State or Tribe has developed site-specific criteria.  Any        
     site-specific criteria modifications shall be performed in accodance with  
     procedure 1 of appendix F of this part;                                    
     (2)  For pollutants other than those listed in Tables 1, 2, 3, and 4 of    
     this part.  The Great Lakes State or Tribe demonstrates that either:       
                                                                                
     (i)  It has adopted numeric criteria in its Water Quality Standards that   
     were derived using the methodologies in Appendixes A, B, C, and D of this  
     part, and the site-specific criteria modification procedurs of appendix F  
     of this part; or                                                           
                                                                                
     (ii)  It has adopted a procedure by which water quality-based effluent     
     limits and total maximum daily loads are developed using the more          
     restrictive of:                                                            
                                                                                
     (A)  Numeric criteria adopted by the State into State Water Quality        
     Standards prior to the date of final publication of this part; or          
                                                                                
     (B)  Water quality criteria and values derived pursuant to Section         
     132.4(c)..."                                                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2629.170     
     
     EPA does not agree with the changes suggested.  The suggested change would 
     delete "or are as protective as could be derived" from section             
     132.5(g)(2)(i) of the final Guidance.  EPA believes it is necessary to     
     retain this language to ensure a consistent level of protection in the     
     Great Lakes System.  Deleting the text would leave ambiguity, and would    
     arguably allow States to retain current criteria in their standards that   
     are not as protective as the final Guidance.  It would also create a       
     possible "loophole" wherein a State could circumvent the Guidance by       
     quickly adopting criteria within the next two years.                       
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     EPA also decided to retain language in section 132.5(g)(1) concerning      
     site-specific criteria.  It is possible that the commenter's suggested     
     revision would clarify the provision somewhat, but EPA has retained the    
     somewhat simpler text of the final Guidance.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2629.171
     Cross Ref 1: BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation, Part B.  Sections A and B of Procedure 1 of Appendix F     
     should be modified as follows:                                             
                                                                                
     "A.  Requirements for Site specific Modifications to Criteria/Values.      
     Criteria may be modified on a site-specific basis to reflect local         
     environmental conditions as restricted by the following provisions.  Any   
     such modifications must be: protective of designated uses and aquatic life,
     wildlife and human health; and submitted to EPA for approval/disapproval.  
     In addition, any site-specific modifications must be based on sound        
     scientific rationale.                                                      
                                                                                
     1.  Aquatic Life.  Aquatic life criteria may be modified on a site-specific
     basis to provide an additional level of protection, pursuant to authority  
     reserved to the States and Tribes under Clean Water Act section 510.       
                                                                                
     a.  Less stringent site-specific modifications to chronic or acute aquatic 
     life criteria may be developed when;                                       
     1.  The local water quality parameters such as pH, hardness, temperature,  
     color, etc., alter the biological availability and/or toxicity of a        
     pollutant; and/or                                                          
     II.  The sensitivity of the local aquatic organisms (i.e., those that would
     live in the water absent man-induced pollution) differs significantly from 
     the species actually tested in developing the criteria.                    
                                                                                
     Guidance on developing site-specific criteria in these instances is        
     provided in Chapter 4 of the U.S. EPA Water Quality Standards Handbook,    
     which is available in the administrative record for this rulemaking.       
                                                                                
     b.  Less stingent modifications also may be developed to the chronic       
     aquatic life criteria to reflect local physical and hydrological           
     conditions.                                                                
                                                                                
     2.  Wildlife.  Wildlife criteria may be modified on a site-specific basis  
     to provide an additional level of protection, pursuant to authority        
     reserved to the States and Tribes under Clean Water Act Section 510.   This
     may be accomplished through the use of a different uncertainty or other    
     documented factor in the equation for the Wildlife Value.                  
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     a.  Less stringent site-specific modifications to wildlife criteria may be 
     developed when the sensitivity of the local wildlife (i.e., those that     
     would live in the watershed absent man-induced pollution) differs          
     significantly from the species actually tested in developing the criteria. 
                                                                                
     b.  Less stingent modifications also may be developed to the wildlife      
     criteria to reflect local physical, hydrological, or other natural         
     conditions.                                                                
                                                                                
     3.  Bioaccumulation.  Bioaccumulation factors may be modified on a         
     site-specific basis pursuant to authority reserved to the States and Tribes
     under Clean Water Act section 510.  Bioaccumulation factors may be modified
     on a site-specific basis where reliable data shows that local              
     bioaccumulation is different than the system-wide value.                   
                                                                                
     4.  Human Health.  Human health criteria may be modified on a site-specific
     basis to provide an additional level of protection, pursuant to authority  
     reserved to the States and Tribes under Clean Water Act section 510.  Human
     health criteria may be modified on a site-specific basis to provide        
     additional protection appropriate for highly exposed subpopulations.  Human
     health criteria may also be modified on a site-specific basis for          
     subpopulations with substantially less exposure than that used in deriving 
     the criteria.                                                              
                                                                                
     B.  Notification Requirements.  When a State proposes a site-specific      
     modification to a criterion as allowed in section A above, the State shall 
     notify the other Great Lakes States of such a proposal and, supply         
     appropriate justification.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2629.171     
     
     See Appendix F, Procedure 1 for modifications to the regulatory language,  
     and Section VIII.A. of the SID for a discussion of the issues.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2629.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref:  see Appendix B, Monsanto comments, #2629                
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monsanto supports the proposed wet-weather exclusion from the              
     implementation procedures.                                                 
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance would not require application of the Implementation  
     Procedures for control of wet weather point sources.  EPA requests comments
     on the appropriateness of this exclusion at 58 FR 20941.  The exclusion at 
     Section 132.4(e)(1) (58 FR 21013) is necessary and appropriate, due to the 
     intermittent and highly variable conditions of wet weather dischargers.    
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     The complex and diverse nature of pollutant sources and levels associated  
     with wet weather events precludes application of uniform implementation    
     procedures to these discharges.                                            
                                                                                
     Sources of pollutants associated with wet weather dischargers vary with    
     site specific conditions.  These sources may include atmospheric           
     deposition, non-point source runoff, and naturally occurring surface soil  
     runoff.  Remote and indigenous sources, such as these, may not be          
     controlled with the same conventional source reduction or treatment methods
     that are applied to dry weather point source discharges.                   
                                                                                
     The pollutant levels and flows in receiving streams could vary widely      
     during wet weather events depending on a number of factors.  The storm     
     duration and magnitude, as well as the receiving stream flow, would impact 
     the pollutant level variability associated with wet weather events.  The   
     influence of wet weather discharges on the receiving stream water quality  
     is far too complex to be appropriately addressed by general assumption     
     applied to dry weather conditions.                                         
                                                                                
     Due to the highly variable and site-specific nature of wet weather point   
     source discharges, consideration of any local controls should be let to the
     permitting authorities' best professional judgement.  Correspondingly, the 
     wet weather provisions of Section 132.4(e)(1) are adequate and appropriate 
     as proposed.                                                               
                                                                                
     CMA also raises relevant concerns regarding potential storm water pollution
     in the Great Lakes in its September 5, 1992, position paper (Appendix B).  
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  EPA should promulgate the final Section 132.4(e)(1)       
     provisions as proposed.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2629.172     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a general
     discussion of the provisions contained in the final Guidance, including the
     wet weather exclusion from the implementation procedures, see Section      
     II.C.7 of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2653.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No specific comments are provided on the Antidegradation section of the    
     proposed Guidance.  The Antidegradation section is a significant portion of
     the proposed Guidance that did result in much discussion by the Work Group.
     The antidegradation standard, based on a parameter by parameter approach,  
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     and existing effluent quality as a basis for setting discharge standards,  
     could become the standard that would regulate all discharges.  WEF's Great 
     Lakes Work Group is concerned that it may result in more stringent         
     regulation of discharges without corresponding benefit to the designated   
     uses.  However, WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes that the application 
     of the antidegradation concept is a policy decision by EPA which is not    
     based on the scientific concepts of the water quality standards program to 
     control toxicity.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2653.001     
     
     EPA agrees that antidegradation is primarily a policy decision. This       
     complicates discussion regarding antidegradation.  However, antidegradation
     is consistent with the objective of the CWA and ensures that gains in water
     quality achieved under the CWA are protected.  Therefore, EPA remains      
     committed to ensuring that all States and Tribes adopt and implement       
     antidegradation in a manner consistent with Federal regulations at 40 CFR  
     131.12.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance will result in controls on      
     discharges that are significantly more stringent than current controls.    
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ. As a result of the many comments received on 
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.  As a result, there will be no changes in effluent limits as a     
     result of antidegradation under the final Guidance.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2653.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group suggests that antidegradation considerations  
     are more appropriately implemented on a subwatershed basis.  The specific  
     antidegradation requirements or programs should be determined at the       
     watershed level in conformance with a more general antidegradation policy  
     than proposed in the Guidance.  Watershed planning efforts should be able  
     to approach antidegradation in different ways depending on watershed       
     characteristics, existing conditions, future land use and development plans
     and puclic input.  Some watersheds may contain highly valued, pristine     
     waters.  Stringent antidegradation requirements for new development may be 
     desired to preserve such high quality waters.  Other watersheds may wish to
     provide for future growth by reserving a portion of the loading allocation 
     for new sources.  In other watersheds, an offset program may be            
     appropriate.  We encourage EPA to allow various antidegradation concepts to
     be considered as appropriate.                                              
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     Response to: P2653.002     
     
     It is not clear what the commenter intends by suggesting that              
     antidegradation should be implemented on a subwatershed basis. However, the
     final Guidance does afford States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2653.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of particular concern to WEF's Great Lakes Work Group is the total absence 
     of implementation procedures for control of nonpoint sources of pollution. 
     Many reports, including the recently released Lake Michigan Lakewide       
     Management Plan, have indicated that nonpoint sources are a significant    
     pathway for contaminants to reach the Great Lakes.  The Work Group believes
     the proposed Guidance must address nonpoint pollution abatement measures   
     together with point source controls.  The Work Group believes that the     
     Great Lakes water quality goals, as articulated in the Great Lakes Water   
     Quality Agreement and the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act, will not be   
     met with a program that lacks an integrated, ecosystem approach which      
     addresses nonpoint sources of pollution.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2653.003     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2653.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Work Group welcomes EPA's call for comment on a multitude of issues    
     throughout the proposal.  However, the implications of many of these       
     substantive scientific issues are not clearly set forth or developed in the
     proposed Guidance.  Given the number of options proposed under the         
     Antidegradation and Implementation sections of the Guidance, there may be  
     significant changes once EPA reviews the comments received and issues      
     "Final" Guidance.  Thus, the WEF Great Lakes Work Group urges EPA to       
     resubmit the Guidance after receipt and review of the comments for a second
     round of public comment before the Guidance is issued in final form.       
     
     
     Response to: P2653.004     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2653.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the WEF Great Lakes Work Group recommends that, to ensure         
     peer-review and uniformity, EPA publish any criteria developed pursuant to 
     the Guidance for public comment in the Federal Register before final       
     promulgation.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2653.005     
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     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Addiitonal  Tier I numeric aquatic life criteria should be developed       
     through a directed, intensive, and cooperative effort.                     
                                                                                
     The WEF Great Lakes Group generally supports the proposed methodology for  
     deriving Tier I aquatic life criteria for the Great Lakes System.  However,
     the methodology should be utilized to develop additional numeric Tier I    
     criteria based on freshwater data.  The WEF Great Lakes Work Group         
     recommends a directed, intensive and cooperative effort to derive and      
     promulgate numeric criteria as necessary to assure protection of the       
     aquatic life in the Great Lakes System.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2653.006     
     
     See response to P2653.013.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2653.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "Such scientifically defensible ... criteria" refers to Tier I
criteria.   
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indeed, it is the absence of such scientifically defensible and peer       
     reviewed criteria that results in the polarizing debate surrounding the    
     proposal to develop and use Tier II values to derive enforceable water     
     quality based effluent limits in permits.                                  
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     Response to: P2653.007     
     
     The Tier II methodology is based on the "Aquatic Life Advisory"            
     methodology, which was reviewed by the SAB in the late 1980s.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2653.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lack of Tier I numeric criteria and the reliance on shortcut           
     methodologies for Tier II "value" determination makes it impossible to     
     accurately predict the regulatory requirements and associated costs and    
     benefits of the proposed Guidance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2653.008     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prompt development and promulgation of more Tier I aquatic numeric criteria
     will result in an accelerated and more effective pollution control program 
     for the Great Lakes System.  Dischargers can better determine what will be 
     required and begin work to meet such requirements before they are actually 
     incorporated into their individual NPDES (National Pollutant Discharge     
     Elimination System) permits (which may not occur for seven or more years   
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     after the Guidance is finalized).  For example, publicly owned treatment   
     plants (POTWs) could use such Tier I numeric criteria to calculate their   
     water quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) to be used in developing and  
     updating local limits under their industrial pretreatment programs well    
     before their NPDES permit is due for reissuance.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2653.009     
     
     See response to P2653.013.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II approach only delays, it does not remove, the need to develop  
     Tier I criteria.  Tier II methodologies, as proposed, are not intended to  
     be ambient criteria, merely to serve as an interim translator mechanism for
     implementing narrative toxicity requirements as applied to dischargers.    
     Tier I numeric criteria are necessary to provide a solid foundation and    
     direction for nonpoint source controls and watershed management.           
     
     
     Response to: P2653.010     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The WEF Great Lakes Work Group is concerned the proposed Tier II approach  
     will actually discourage the generation of additional toxicological data   
     and Tier I criteria at the federal and state levels.  The availability of  
     Tier II regulatory controls will reduce the apparent regulatory need for   
     research and criteria development which tend to be on the budget cutting   
     block in times of scarce resources.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2653.011     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "discussed below" refers to comment 013.                      
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Encouraging" discharges to develop a Tier I database by threatening the   
     imposition of more restrictive Tier II based limits in permits throughout  
     the eight Great Lakes states will lead to an uncoordinated and ineffective 
     research effort.  It will be much more difficult to assure the suitability 
     and quality of studies undertaken by dischargers, than if the research     
     effort was directed and coordinated as discussed below.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2653.012     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2653.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "attached draft proposal ... " is an un-numbered page 
following page 7 of  
          the aquatic life comments in commentor ID 2653.  It is hard to find!      

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The WEF Great Lakes Work Group recommends the recall of the Technical Work 
     Group and Public Participation Group to develop a working list and research
     needs assessment of priority Great Lakes aquatic life pollutants.          
     Initially, the focus should be on those pollutants of existing concern     
     relative to aquatic life protection in the Great Lakes System for which    
     Tier I criteria have not been developed.  Pollutants with existing national
     aquatic criteria but without proposed Tier I Great Lakes aquatic criteria  
     should be considered.  Certainly, lead would be a high priority.  Other    
     pollutants with high bioaccumulation factors, such as PCBs and DDT, may be 
     of lower priority or not even listed since the human health or wildlife    
     criteria would control the regulatory process for those pollutants.        
                                                                                
     The aquatic criteria database for each pollutant on the list should be     
     updated and study needs for meeting the Tier I database requirements should
     be identified.  A detailed research needs assessment, complete with        
     priorities and cost estimates, should be developed.  The Tier II           
     methodology would be a useful tool in helping to assess and set priorities 
     among the listed pollutants for Tier I criteria development.               
                                                                                
     The research needs assessment could be translated into a directed research 
     effort through the Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF) or other   
     similar organization.  The Foundation is already embarking on such a       
     program (see attached draft proposal for a Water Quality Criteria Data     
     Collection Clearing House).  WERF's proposed approach is to leverage       
     subscriber contributions with grants or other available funding so as to   
     independently commission the necessary studies for Tier I criteria         
     development (or update) from qualified researchers.  Such research efforts 
     would be required to meet standard procedures and Quality Assurance/Quality
     Control requirements and would be subject to a peer review process.  With  
     collaboration, input and review by the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative
     Steering Committee and work groups, the research effort could be           
     accelerated to accomplish the timely derivation of priority Tier I aquatic 
     life criteria for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     Once the Tier I database needs are met for a particular pollutant, the     
     proposed aquatic life criteria should be developed, either by EPA or a     
     delegated State or other contract agent, utilizing the Tier I Methodology. 
     The proposed numeric criteria, together with its development document,     
     should be published for notice and comment in the Federal Register.        
     Following response to public review, the final criteria should also be     
     published in an update to the proposed Guidance and used by the Great Lakes
     States and Tribes in updating their state water quality standards.  Under  
     this approach, it would not be necessary for the Great Lakes States and    
     Tries to promulgate the Tier I Methodology (i.e., Appendix A to Part 132)  
     in the State rules.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2653.013     
     
     EPA recognizes the importance of future data collection and analysis for   
     criteria revision and development.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WEF Great Lakes Work Group believes it is neither necessary nor        
     beneficial to require state promulgation of Tier II aquatic life           
     methodologies for routine determination of WQBELs in NPDES (National       
     Pollutant Discharge Elimination System) permits.  The Work Group supports  
     the proposed aquatic life Tier II methodology as EPA guidance to the States
     for pollutant screening and limited case-by-case use in NPDES permitting   
     when whole effluent toxicity testing  is not appropriate.  However, such   
     EPA guidance should be guidance in the true sense with allowance for state 
     flexibility in use.  Promulgation of such guidance in state water quality  
     regulations is not appropriate and should not be required.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2653.014     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollutants of general concern for aquatic life protection are those    
     priority pollutants for which EPA has already issued section 304(a) aquatic
     life water quality criteria.  EPA has determined the Great Lakes states    
     currently have water quality criteria consistent with the national criteria
     for these priority pollutants, through the National Toxics Rule.  The      
     states already have numeric criteria for regulation of pollutants such as  
     lead for which the proposed Great Lakes Guidance fails to propose a Tier I 
     aquatic life criteria.                                                     
                                                                                
     In those cases where a discharge may contain substances for which numeric  
     water quality criteria (Tier I and existing state criteria) are not        
     available, then whole effluent toxicity testing can provide an adequate and
     scientifically based procedure for protection of aquatic life.  WEF's Great
     Lakes Work Group believes it is not necessary to overlap Tier II values    
     with whole effluent toxicity test requirements.                            
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     Response to: P2653.015     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, in certain cases, it may be acceptable to both the regulatory     
     agency and the permittee to have a chemical specific effluent limit derived
     from a Tier II aquatic life value.  For example, a discharge may           
     intermittently contain levels of a substance which the screening process   
     indicates may be at a level of concern.  The whole effluent toxicity test  
     data, however, may indicate the effluent is nontoxic and there is not a    
     "Reasonable Potential" basis (as defined in the proposed Guidance) to      
     require whole effluent toxicity limits or monitoring based on the whole    
     effluent toxicity database.  A Tier II derived value for the substance may 
     be preferred in lieu of requiring ongoing whole effluent toxicity testing. 
     However, existing regulations provide adequate authority for such          
     applications without requiring state promulgation of a Tier II methodology 
     for aquatic life criteria.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2653.016     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes the Tier II methodology and values   
     are best used for screening purposes.  Tier II values can be useful in     
     evaluating whether a chemical is present or proposed to be discharged at a 
     level of concern when there is not a numeric criterion.  [Comparing the    
     Tier II value to the proposed discharge concentration may assist in        
     determining whether additional whole effluent toxicity monitoring should be
     undertaken.]  It is reasonable and helpful for EPA to provide guidance to  
     the States and Tribes for such limited purposes.  Existing regulation under
     40 CFR 122(d) provides adequate authority for such use in the NPDES permit 
     development process.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2653.017     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.018 is imbedded in comment #.017.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comparing the Tier II value to the proposed discharge concentration may    
     assist in determining whether additional whole effluent toxicity monitoring
     should be undertaken.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2653.018     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Use of the Tier II aquatic life values to derive WQBELs will not result in 
     consistent requirements for dischargers in the Great Lakes System as       
     intended by the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.                         
                                                                                
     Differences in the database selected for use by each individual state will 
     result in the derivation of different Tier II values.  Additions to the    
     database over time will result in derivation of significantly different    
     Tier II values.  The permit limits derived from these Tier II values will  
     vary from state to state and will vary significantly over time.            
                                                                                
     The proposed Tier II aquatic life methodology will not "level the playing  
     field", a stated goal of the proposed Guidance, as would numeric Tier I    
     criteria.  In the case of the discharge of a substance of potential concern
     for which a Tier I numeric criteria is not available, whole effluent       
     toxicity testing provides a more consistent regulatory approach than does  
     the Tier II approach.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2653.019     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
                                                                                
     Section 304(a) of the Clean Water Act mandates that criteria be developed  
     reflecting the latest scientific knowledge.  EPA believes that the Tier II 
     methodology is consistent with this concept.  The Tier II methodology      
     allows new data to be used as it becomes available.  Dischargers have the  
     opportunity to generate additional data and may pool resources to assure   
     derivation of a Tier II criterion.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2653.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.020 is imbedded in comment #.019.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of the discharge of a substance of potential concern for which 
     a Tier I numeric criteria is not available, whole effluent toxicity testing
     provides a more consistent regulatory approach than does the Tier II       
     approach.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2653.020     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
                                                                                
     The Initiative committees desired a consistent mechanism to translate      
     narrative standards.  The Tier II methodology supplies that consistent     
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     mechanism.  Depending on the test species used WET may provide differing   
     results based on the sensitivity of the species.  WET is insufficient for  
     use in TMDLs and wasteload allocations, where Tier II values can be used.  
     EPA discusses other advantages to Tier II in Section III.C. of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WEF Great Lakes Work Group supports the proposal not to provide for    
     lowering the Final Acute Value for additional protection for a species of  
     "ecological importance".   The methodology already provides aquatic        
     ecosystem protection.  Species diversity is a key component of healthy     
     Great Lakes aquatic ecosystems.  As such, there is no single species of    
     overriding "ecological importance".                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2653.021     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance, however, should be clarified with respect to lowering a      
     calculated Final Acute (or Chronic) Value to the Species Mean Acute (or    
     Chronic) Value for a species of commercial or recreational importance in   
     the Great Lakes System.  [First, the Species Mean Acute (or Chronic) Value 
     should be based on more than one peer reviewed, flow-through test in which 
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     the concentration of the test material was measured.  No single test result
     should be used to establish a Tier I criterion.] [Second, if the species of
     commercial or recreational importance is a cold water species, then the    
     Final Acute (or Chronic) Value based on that species should only be applied
     to streams and lakes designated for cold water species.]                   
                                                                                
     [Third, if an acute-chronic ratio is used to calculate a Final Chronic     
     Value, then the ratio should be applied to the calculated Final Acute      
     Value, not the Species Mean Acute Value, for the species of commercial or  
     recreational importance.  The resulting calculated Final Chronic Value     
     should be compared to the Species Mean Chronic Values(s) for commercially  
     or recreationally important species to determine if the Final Chronic Value
     provides adequate protection for such species.]                            
     
     
     Response to: P2653.022     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.023 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the Species Mean Acute (or Chronic) Value should be based on more   
     than one peer reviewed, flow-through test in which the concentration of the
     test material was measured.  No single test result should be used to       
     establish a Tier I criterion.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2653.023     
     
     See response to comment P2653.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.024 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, if the species of commercial or recreational importance is a cold  
     water species, then the Final Acute (or Chronic) Value based on that       
     species should only be applied to streams and lakes designated for cold    
     water species.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2653.024     
     
     See response to comment P2653.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.025 is imbedded in comment #.022.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, if an acute-chronic ratio is used to calculate a Final Chronic      
     Value, then the ratio should be applied to the calculated Final Acute      
     Value, not the Species Mean Acute Value, for the species of commercial or  
     recreational importance.  The resulting calculated Final Chronic Value     
     should be compared to the Species Mean Chronic Values(s) for commercially  
     or recreationally important species to determine if the Final Chronic Value
     provides adequate protection for such species.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2653.025     
     
     See response to comment P2653.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the proposal for separate wildlife criteria and the use of           
     bioaccumulation factors in both the wildlife and human health              
     methodologies, the WEF Great Lakes Work Group supports the proposed        
     approach to delete the use of the final residue value and FDA action levels
     from the aquatic life methodology.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2653.026     
     
     EPA agrees.  See the discussion in Section III.B.4. of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2653.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The WEF Great Lakes Work Group supports the use of the water effects ratio 
     for addressing site specific aquatic criteria modifications.  However, the 
     Guidance should also allow a criterion to be based on the bioavailable     
     fraction of the contaminant if that is reflective of the database used for 
     development of the criterion.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2653.027     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2653.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed aquatic life methodology is not specific as to the form in    
     which an aquatic criterion should be expressed (i.e., total, dissolved,    
     etc.).  However, the majority of the numeric metals criteria as proposed in
     the Guidance are expressed as total recoverable metal (re:  Aquatic Life   
     Technical Support Document).  EPA then states in the preamble (II.B.1.)    
     "The State or Tribe has the flexibility to choose the most appropriate     
     analytical method."  The proposed Guidance should be clarified to indicate 
     whether it allows states the flexibility to adopt numeric metals criteria  
     expressed as "total recoverable" or "dissolved" or "bioavailable".         
     
     
     Response to: P2653.028     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2653.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recognizes this is an ongoing issue partly    
     addressed in the development and publication of "Interim Guidance on       
     Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals", May
     1992 and the January, 1993 Annapolis Workshop.  We recommend the           
     bioavailability issue be revisited by EPA's Technical Work Group to assure 
     the proposed approach is consistent with the most recent scientific        
     developments and the Science Advisory Board recommendation to consider the 
     biologically available form of the contaminant when establishing water     
     quality criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2653.029     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.030
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes States and Tribes should not be required under the Guidance
     to adopt current national criteria for pollutants for which numeric Tier I 
     aquatic life criteria are not proposed.                                    
                                                                                
     As indicated above, the WEF Great Lakes Work Group supports a more         
     concerted effort to derive additional numeric aquatic life criteria in line
     with the proposed Tier I methodology and subsequent state adoption         
     following peer review and public comment.  The Great Lakes States and      
     Tribes already have state water quality standards consistent with the      
     existing national criteria where necessary to control toxic discharges.    
     
     
     Response to: P2653.030     
     
     Additional criteria adoption is needed where there is a reasonable         
     potential for water quality problems due to the pollutant.  Where such     
     potential exists, EPA agrees that the Tier I criteria being set forth      
     provide the necessary protection.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The minimum database requirements for calculation of a Final Chronic Value 
     using acute-chronic ratios should be made more rigorous.                   
                                                                                
     The Tier I methodology provides for the direct calculation of a Final      
     Chronic Value from a chronic toxicity database.  However, of the proposed  
     Tier I Final Chronic Values, only cadmium is determined in this manner.    
     Even the cadmium chronic database fails to meet the eight family, Tier I   
     requirement.  The remaining chronic criteria are derived using             
     acute-chronic ratios.  In some cases, where the ratios for three species   
     diverge by over an order of magnitude, the Final Chronic Value is estimated
     based on a single species acute-chronic ratio (e.g., parathion, phenol).   
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     In other cases (e.g., chromium, copper, mercury), the "final" acute-chronic
     ratio was the geometric mean of only two species acute-chronic ratios,     
     rather than the three called for in the methodology.  Such reliance on one 
     or two acute-chronic ratios to determine the Final Chronic Value reduces   
     the confidence that such a value is correct.  The criterion is likely to   
     change significantly with the generation of new data.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2653.031     
     
     EPA believes that the data requirements for deriving criteria are already  
     quite rigorous.  Because chronic tests are expensive, it is natural that   
     limitations in the number of tests would be felt most severely in the      
     chronic data set.                                                          
                                                                                
     The Final Chronic Value is intended to correspond to the chronic           
     sensitivity of a genus more sensitive than 95 percent of all other genera. 
     Where measured acute-chronic ratios vary significantly, certain            
     acute-chronic ratios may be judged to be inappropriate for making this     
     estimation.  EPA agrees that uncertainty increases as the number of tests  
     decreases, but believes that its decisions on which acute-ratios to use is 
     justified.  Nevertheless, through its efforts to revise the 1985           
     Guidelines, EPA is investigating whether there are more effective ways to  
     use all available data in arriving at chronic criteria.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes additional effort and resources      
     should be expended to improve the chronic toxicity database for the direct 
     calculation of Final Chronic Values, using the eight family approach, for  
     certain materials of widespread regulatory concern (e.g., copper).  The    
     minimum database requirements for use of acute-chronic ratios for Tier I   
     numeric criteria derivation should be more strenuous.   We support the use 
     of acceptable short term tests such as the 7-day Fathead minnow chronic    
     test, to provide additional chronic or acute-chronic data for determination
     of more definitive chronic criterion.  However, such short term tests need 
     to  meet all the same quality requirements for studies under the Tier I    
     methodology.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2653.032     
     
     EPA believes that the data requirements for deriving criteria are already  
     quite rigorous.  EPA does not disagree with the concept that it is         
     desirable for materials of most widespread regulatory concern to have      
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     criteria founded in the most complete toxicity data sets.  EPA, however,   
     does not consider it now feasible for the criteria derivation procedure to 
     set forth an unambiguous relationship between a quantified measure of      
     "regulatory concern" and the minimum data requirements.  EPA also notes    
     that without any formal requirement, it often (but not always) happens that
     the pollutants of greatest regulatory concern end up having the best       
     toxicity data bases.                                                       
                                                                                
     With regard to the 7-day Fathead test, see the response to comment         
     P2576.082.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed aquatic life numeric criteria development documents must be   
     peer reviewed.                                                             
                                                                                
     The derivation of the numeric acute and chronic aquatic life criteria is   
     discussed in a technical support document.  This document is referenced in 
     the Preamble with an indication that it was available in administrative    
     record.  However, EPA did not specifically solicit comments on this        
     Technical Support Document or on the detail of the individual criterion    
     development.  Given the magnitude of the total proposed Guidance for       
     comment, and the regional focus of the Guidance, we are concerned the      
     derivation of the individual aquatic acute and chronic criteria are        
     receiving very limited peer review.  This is an important element of the   
     Guidance our Work Group was not able to review in the limited public       
     comment period.                                                            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2653.033     
     
     See response to comment D2579.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2653.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The selection of candidate representative species for development of the   
     wildlife criteria should include ecologically representative species       
     selected through the use of evaluation criteria.                           
                                                                                
     The process for selection of species for which to develop wildlife criteria
     should include the evaluation of ecologically representative species in    
     addition to the mammalian and avian species evaluated.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2653.034     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2653.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria (TSD), which documents
     the selection of candidate representative species for development of the   
     wildlife criteria, should include the evaluation criteria and databases    
     reviewed.                                                                  
                                                                                
     While the TSD states that an analysis was undertaken of size, foraging     
     style and food consumption rates for mammalian and avian species in the    
     Great Lakes System, no criteria are provided and no screening data are     
     provided to document species selection.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2653.035     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.  In    
     addition, please refer to U.S. EPA, 1995 for further documentation on the  
     selection of the representative species.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2653.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends development of selection criteria, 
     followed by development of a reasonable number of alternatives and then    
     utilization of the criteria to evaluate the alternatives.  In this way,    
     arbitrary selections can be avoided.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2653.036     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.  In    
     addition, please refer to U.S. EPA, 1995 for further documentation on the  
     selection of the representative species.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2653.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TSD presents alternative piscivorous avian species for each of the     
     identified foraging styles but does not present the exposure data obtained 
     for the six avian species evaluated to select the avian representative     
     species.  The TSD does not present any alternative mammalian species for   
     consideration, such as the raccoon, and does not indicate if alternatives  
     were considered.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2653.037     
     
     Please see comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.             
                                                                                
     In addition, please refer to the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative
     Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria and U.S. EPA (1995a) for  
     further documentation on the selection of the representative species, and  
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     their exposure parameters.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2653.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, with the exception of the belted kingfisher, all the species  
     selected are terrestial with relatively large home ranges.  Thus, they are 
     naturally relatively rare.  These species are especially intolerant of     
     human activities, and this likely affects their distribution.              
     
     
     Response to: P2653.038     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2653.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The three avian species are migratory throughout all (or almost all) of the
     Great Lakes Basin, but this factor has not been considered in setting      
     criteria values.  For the proposed approach to be valid, the entire food   
     source of the piscivores would have to have lived in the waters of the     
     Great Lakes System.  This assumption is not valid.  The species that are   
     used to set the criteria have wide home ranges and it is not realistic to  
     assume that the entire food source of these organisms lived in the waters  
     of the Great Lakes System.  Rather than assuming that their entire diet    
     consists of fish from the Great Lakes System, the WEF Great Lakes Work     
     Group recommends that a dietary fraction should be incorporated into the   
     chronic daily intake equations, a method used in human health risk         
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     assessment.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2653.039     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.044 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2653.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the TSD states that the wildlife species of primary concern are   
     the avian and mammalian piscivorous species, based on the potential for    
     highest exposure to contaminants in aquatic ecosystems through the food    
     chain, at least some wildlife species should be selected at lower trophic  
     levels that represent the full range of ecologically representative species
     and full range of size, diet and foraging zone characteristics used in the 
     analysis for selection of representative species.  Criteria based on       
     top-of-food-chain species only may not adequately reflect environmental    
     effects and also are more difficult to assess and replicate in the         
     laboratory.  Consideration of lower trophic level species may be more      
     indicative of environmental effects and more amenable to scientific study. 
     Increased ability to replicate studies on lower trophic level species would
     increase confidence in the data obtained.  WEF's Great Lakes Work Group    
     recommends that data be compiled for these lower trophic level species,    
     appropriate selection criteria established, and representative species     
     selected for use in developing more fully ecologically representative      
     wildlife criteria that defines the wildlife to be protected in broader     
     terms inclusive of all the various trophic level species and not limited to
     the avian and mammalian species.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2653.040     
     
     Please refer to the second paragraph of comment P2746.159 for the response 
     to this comment.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2653.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without a large database on the sensitivity of different life stages of    
     wildlife species, development of meaningful input parameters as required in
     the "Equation for Wildlife Values" will be very difficult.                 
                                                                                
     Without these data, WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes development of   
     wildlife values will be difficult.  Because different life stages of the   
     same species will consume different amounts of water, it wll be impossible 
     to develop a meaningful number that could be used in the equation for      
     wildlife values.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2653.041     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.135 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2653.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of drinking and feeding rates from "domestic laboratory animals" to    
     establish rates for wildlife species is inappropriate.  Data developed for 
     rats and mice are not likely to be usable surrogates for feeding rates of  
     river otter and mink.  Further, derivation of drinking rates should be     
     based on actual species-specific studies and not on the allometric         
     equations found in Appendix D to part 132.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2653.042     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.135 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
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     Comment ID: P2653.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, data developed on river otter in Alabama may not be directly  
     transferrable to the more temperate Great Lakes region.  Consequently, real
     data must be developed upon which the criteria can be constructed.         
     
     
     Response to: P2653.043     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.135 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2653.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of species sensitivity factors (up to a factor of 1,000) to        
     accommodate toxicity differences among different species must be based on  
     scientifically accepted, data-based methods of extrapolation.              
     
     
     Response to: P2653.044     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2653.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unless a species is threatened, endangered, or is of special concern,      
     protection of populations, not individuals, is appropriate.                
                                                                                
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes a better use of the intra-species    
     uncertainty factor would be to take into account  the differing            
     sensitivities of the various life stages of each species and the two sexes 
     of a particular species.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2653.045     
     
     Please refer to comments P2574.042, P2718.144, and P2756.170 for responses 
     to this comment.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2653.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, there is no quantitative basis for the species-to-species     
     extrapolation factors.  The rationale given is that it is being done for   
     human health and aquatic life criteria.  However, the database available   
     for making this extrapolation is much greater than the database available  
     for the wildlife criteria.                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2653.046     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2653.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the sensitivity analysis used in human health risk assessment 
     is very conservative to protect sensitive sub-groups in the population.    
     There is no parallel that necessitates the protection of the individual to 
     maintain a wildlife population and the wildlife criteria sensitivity       
     analysis does not demand the same conservative approach.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2653.047     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2653.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the quality of the wildlife toxicity database should undergo      
     extensive peer review, as was conducted for the AQUIRE database, prior to  
     its use in any sensitivity analysis.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2653.048     
     
     Please refer to comments D2860.079 and P2653.050 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reproducible results cannot be achieved nor should water quality criteria  
     be based on "one well conducted" 90 day exposure mammal study nor one 28   
     day subchronic avian study.                                                
                                                                                
     Extensive replication of multiple tests (90 days for mammals and 28 days   
     for birds) are an absolute necessity using reference toxicants, different  
     laboratories, and known sensitive life stages to provide realistic         
     estimates of toxic effects.  Long duration field studies are necessary to  
     verify and validate results used to develop the criteria.  Laboratory      
     studies (based on drinking and feeding rates of domesticated laboratory    
     animals) provide very limited supplemental data (e.g. on chemical effects  
     during gestation); field data are a necessity to develop a useful and      
     defensible criteria value.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2653.049     
     
     Please refer to comments P2860.079, P2653.050, and P2576.011 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: P2653.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the recommended Tier I approach states that field studies should take
     precedence over laboratory studies, WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes  
     that field studies are absolutely necessary to validate laboratory studies 
     when developing Tier I criteria.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2653.050     
     
     EPA disagrees that field studies are necessary to support laboratory       
     studies in all cases.  The scientific community has historically supported 
     the use of laboratory studies to establish the relationship between a      
     contaminant stressor and observed effects on test organisms.  The use of   
     uncertainty factors to account for interspecies differences, including     
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     between domestically-raised and wildlife species, has long been accepted by
     a large segment of the scientific community for human health research.  In 
     addition, the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical Support 
     Document for Wildlife Criteria contains further discussion and rationale   
     for the selection of the interspecies uncertainty factor, such as the      
     recommendation to consider allometry between test and representative       
     species. Finally, EPA notes that field studies do not necessarily produce  
     better quality data over laboratory because it is often difficult to       
     identify and account for additional or unknown chemical, physical, and     
     biological stressors which may contribute to the observed effect.  In      
     response to comments P2576.011 and G2630.060, EPA recommends the           
     consideration of all available information during the development of       
     appendix D criteria.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2653.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxicity data should be species-specific to remove uncertainty and thus    
     limit the use of some uncertainty factors, many of which have little or no 
     empirical basis.                                                           
                                                                                
     With a limited number of representative species, species-specific studies  
     could be integrated to acquire the necessary data (except for the Bald     
     Eagle, which is a listed species with more restrictions for study).  In    
     addition, the bioavailability of contaminants in surface water can vary    
     according to various physical factors (e.g., temperature, pH, hardness,    
     etc.).  If empirical field data from the region in question is not used,   
     upward or downward adjustments may be needed in criteria values to         
     calibrate them to site-specific conditions.  The same applies to life      
     history data (e.g. body weight, dietary habits, etc.) of these             
     representative species, which may also vary geographically.                
     
     
     Response to: P2653.051     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2653.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Determination of compliance with the Tier I Great Lakes Wildlife Criteria  
     will be difficult, with the current analytical capability.                 
                                                                                
     The Tier I wildlife criteria presented in the proposed Guidance are in pg/L
     (parts per quadrillion), or 1 x 10 exp-12 g/L.  Currently, analytical      
     limits for a laboratory are, at best, in ng/L (parts per trillion), or 1 x 
     10 exp-9 g/L for surface water sample analysis for CERCLA (CLP procedures),
     RCRA (SW846), or CWA (priority pollutant - EPA 600 series) projects.  Even 
     if an analytical laboratory could devise a method to measure a sample with 
     a minimum detection level in the pg/L range, the cost of such analysis     
     likely would be prohibitive, especially if frequent compliance monitoring  
     is desired.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2653.052     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2653.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact of using wildlife criteria as Applicable or Relevant and        
     Appropriate Requirements (ARARs) in RCRA/CERCLA projects in the Great Lakes
     System should be evaluated by EPA in a manner similar to the impact on     
     point sources dischargers.                                                 
                                                                                
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group is concerned that wildlife criteria could be  
     applied as standards in other regulatory assessments, without having been  
     evaluated by EPA for such use.                                             
                                                                                
     Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation and Liability Act       
     (CERCLA) programs:  A recent EPA publication entitled "Risk Assessment     
     Guidance for Superfund:  Volume 1 - Human Health Evaluation Manual (Part B,
     Development of Risk-based Preliminary Remediation Goals) Interim discusses 
     the use of ARARs as Remediation Goals (RGs) in the remedial                
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     investigation/feasibility study (RI/FS) process for CERCLA projects.  RGs  
     are clean-up goals that are protective of human health and the environment 
     and that comply with ARARs, and they are used during the analyses of       
     remedial alternatives in the RI/FS.  The agency likely would consider any  
     type of wildlife criteria as valid ARARs for surface water and possibly    
     sediments.  Therefore, the Great Lakes wildlife criteria very likely will  
     be considered ARARs for RGs at CERCLA sites if they are the most stringent 
     of the ARARs examined.  Finally, the RGs can be considered the remediation 
     levels (clean-up levels) established in the Record of Decision.            
                                                                                
     In the revised Hazard Ranking System (HRS), 55 Federal Register 51532,     
     which is the principal mechanism for placing sites on the National         
     Priorities List (NPL) as revised in compliance with the Superfund          
     Amendments and Reauthorization Act of 1986, ambient water quality criteria 
     are used to assign an ecosystem toxicity factor value in evaluation of the 
     surface water migration pathway.  EPA likely would consider any type of    
     wildlife criteria as a valid water quality criteria to assign an ecosystem 
     toxicity factor.                                                           
                                                                                
     Resource Conservation and Recovery Act (RCRA) programs:  56 Federal        
     Register 30798 proposes requirements for corrective action for solid waste 
     management units at hazardous waste management facilities under RCRA's     
     Corrective Action Program (CAP).  The proposed regulation, 40 CFR Part     
     264.521(c), specifies that water quality standards will be used as action  
     levels.  EPA likely would consider any type of wildlife criteria as a valid
     water quality standard to establish water quality goals to serve as a basis
     for establishing treatment controls.  Exceeding these action levels may    
     result in the need for a Corrective Measure Study.  After review of the    
     Corrective Measure Study, EPA will set media protection (cleanup) standards
     that must be achieved.  Again, by precedent, the Great Lakes wildlife      
     criteria very likely will be considered as media protection standards under
     the CAP.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Both CERCLA and RCRA remediation and corrective actions can be driven by an
     observed and/or potential risk to ecological receptors, as measured by     
     ecological endpoints, from site hazardous waste releases.  However, the    
     development of ecological risk evaluation protocols are considered to be in
     their infancy.  Ecological risk evaluation protocols cannot always         
     distinguish between the presence of observed effects in the ecosystem that 
     are unrelated to the toxic effects of the contaminants of concern, such as 
     habitat alterations and natural variability in the temporal and spatial    
     components of the ecosystem (from human activities or natural phenomena).  
     Few, if any, ecological risk evaluation protocols include the process of   
     assigning magnitudes and probabilities that future ecological effects or   
     future changes in ongoing ecological effects, will result from a specific  
     action, and also the extent, duration, and degree of damages likely to     
     occur.                                                                     
                                                                                
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends that EPA examine the impact of     
     using the Great Lakes wildlife criteria in the development of cleanup      
     standards and HRS scores in a manner similar to the economic impact that is
     being examined for point source dischargers.  For example, the use of No   
     Observed Adverse Effect Levels (NOAELs) and Lowest Observed Adverse Effect 
     Levels (LOAELs) may be overly stringent due to the protection of individual
     organisms rather than populations, and the use of bioaccumulation factors  
     and species sensitivity factors that both may be very conservative, may    
     result in establishing cleanup standards that may have a significant impact
     on both the economic and technical feasibility of achieving the cleanup    
     standards in the CERCLA and RCRA programs.  Likewise, the use of a wildlife
     criteria in the HRS process may result in many more sites being added to   
     the list of NPL sites.  This is especially important for both cases due to 
     the extremely low Tier I criteria that have been established to date.      
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     Response to: P2653.053     
     
     See Section I.D.3 of the SID for a discussion of the relationship betweeen 
     ARARs for CERCLA sites and provisions consistent witht he Guidance that are
     subsequently adopted by the Great Lakes States and Tribes, or promulgated, 
     if necessary by EPA.  Additionally, in evaluating compliance costs related 
     to implementation of the Final Guidance, EPA selected a sample of          
     facilities to represent all point source dischargers in the Great Lakes    
     Basin, including facilities that discharge as a result of the remediation  
     of sites contaminated with hazardous/toxic wastes.  Based on information   
     obtained by EPA from the National Priorities List (59 FR 8729; February 23,
     1994) and the EPA Industrial Facilities Database, EPA believes that the    
     impact may not be significant.  CERCLA sites within the Great Lakes Basin  
     account for just under 20 percent of the total number (or 84 of the 434    
     sites) within the Great Lakes States; over half of the sites are located in
     Michigan.  Assuming that not all of these sites involve discharges to      
     surface waters, then the relative number of facilities that could be       
     impacted is expected to be relatively small.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2653.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should consider a cancer risk level of 10 exp-4.                       
                                                                                
     EPA has recommended 10 exp-5 (one in 100,000) as the target risk level for 
     the numeric criteria.  This is within the traditional range of 10 exp-4 to 
     10 exp-6.  However, the most recent Office of Solid Waste and Emergency    
     Response guidance for Superfund sites indicates that remediation will not  
     be required for sites with excess lifetime cancer risks at or below 10     
     exp-4.  Similarly, the recent Part 503 regulations for use and disposal of 
     sewage sludge are based on a cancer risk level of 10 exp-4.  These programs
     affect all states, including the Great Lakes states, and there could be    
     some benefit to establishing a level of consistency between the programs.  
     Therefore, WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends that EPA consider a     
     cancer risk level of 10 exp-4.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2653.054     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2653.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of the most sensitive animal species, as the default for most      
     biologically relevant species, should be tempered by the recognition that  
     the assumption that humans are as sensitive as or more sensitive than the  
     most sensitive test species is not necessarily appropriate.                
                                                                                
     Animal studies are typically used to derive acceptable exposure levels for 
     humans for several reasons, including a) we cannot experiment with humans  
     intentionally; and b) available human data typically represent occupational
     or accidental exposure events in which historically exposure levels are not
     known, exposure to more than one chemical occurs simultaneously, and other 
     lifestyle exposures cannot be controlled.  It is imperative that the       
     species most biologically relevant to humans be used for extrapolation.    
     Unfortunately, significant information that is not typically available is  
     necessary for determining which species is most biologically relevant to   
     humans.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Although, as indicated in the proposed Guidance, EPA has standard          
     recommendations for test species for different toxicologic endpoints, these
     recommendations are not necessarily biologically-based.  Rather, they are  
     based on feasibility (an important consideration), standardization (so that
     comparisons across the chemicals are easier), and ease of evaluation.  The 
     determination of biological relevance should not be based on these         
     criteria, as confirmed in the proposed Guidance, but rather on             
     pharmacology, physiology, etc., which are affected by the specific chemical
     and the specific endpoint.                                                 
                                                                                
     For instance, different chemicals cause cancer by different mechanisms,    
     some of which vary across species.  Therefore, in selecting EPA's standard 
     test animal species for extrapolation of cancer potency, the most          
     biologically relevant species (the one that reacts the way humans do) may  
     be overlooked.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2653.055     
     
     See response D2579.011                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2653.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the proposed Guidance is based on good science in its apparent       
     attempt to use the most biologically relevant species, the mechanism for   
     selecting that species is unclear, and muddled by reference to EPA's       
     traditional test species recommendations.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2653.056     
     
     See response to D2741.104                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2653.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ideally, however, the biologically relevant species should be used.  When  
     that is not an option, the traditional default to the most sensitive test  
     animal species is the conservative approach.  However, this default also is
     limited by EPA's traditional guidance about test species.                  
                                                                                
     Most chemicals are tested in EPA's preferred test species, with little     
     regard for biological relevance, so the database of available test species 
     for a specific chemical will be limited by that artifact.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2653.057     
     
     See response to D2741.104                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2653.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA will be limited to selecting either the most relevant or the most      
     sensitive of the species that have been tested.  WEF's Great Lakes Work    
     Group recommends that use of the most sensitive tested species be tempered 
     by the recognition of the inherent assumption that humans are as sensitive 
     as or more sensitive than the most sensitive test species; this is         
     biologically not likely to be true in most cases.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2653.058     
     
     See response to D2579.011                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2653.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of noncancer deleterious effects is not required.                 
                                                                                
     EPA has included in the proposal a list of noncancer adverse effects       
     against which numeric criteria should protect.  WEF's Great Lakes Work     
     Group believes inclusion of a list of such adverse effects is not needed   
     for several reasons.  First, the list provided is clearly a limited list   
     and meant to be comprehensive.  This is indicated in the language of the   
     sentence ("Such effects INCLUDE...etc.").  Thus it should be clear to the  
     reader that other adverse effects may also be considered.  Second, the     
     proposal refers the reader to IRIS for a more detailed discussion of what  
     constitutes a health risk.  Third, it would be impractical to list all     
     adverse effects that may be considered meaningful in laboratory animal     
     studies as applied for extrapolation to humans.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2653.059     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment, but has retained the list for guidance        
     purposes.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2653.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of toxicity values not derived from IRIS is precedent setting and  
     requires careful review.                                                   
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance offers scientifically superior (and more current)    
     options for determining toxicity values that may differ from those on IRIS.
     However, all involved should be aware of the precedent involved.           
                                                                                
     Historically, federal and state agencies (and many other countries) have   
     relied on IRIS as a source of toxicity values that provides for consistency
     and a level of confidence.  Automatic use of IRIS as the source also lets  
     agencies at all levels avoid the significant investment of resources that  
     is required to evaluate the toxicologic literature, derive a toxicity      
     value, and confirm that value.                                             
                                                                                
     Although WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes the options in the proposed 
     Guidance are preferable from a technical perspective, if the Great Lake    
     Water Quality Guidance sets the precedent for moving beyond IRIS to derive 
     toxicity values, the overall value of and confidence in IRIS will likely be
     undermined.  In addition, we will likely see a nationwide move toward      
     deriving site-specific toxicity values, based on the interpretations of    
     risk managers for a specific site.  This would represent a significant     
     burden on the Superfund and RCRA programs and others.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2653.060     
     
     See response to D2611.007.  EPA does not believe deviations from IRIS will 
     be precedent setting.  States can presently establish their water quality  
     standards on data other than IRIS which is deemed scientifically justified 
     by EPA.                                                                    
                                                                                
     With regard to deriving site-specific criteria, States and Tribes already  
     have the legal ability to follow such a course of action. See section      
     VIII.5.a. for details on site-specific criterion derivation.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2653.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonpoint Sources of Pollution                                              
                                                                                
     Lack of implementation procedures for nonpoint sources of pollution in the 
     Great Lakes System is a significant shortcoming in the proposed Guidance.  
                                                                                
     A significant contribution of many of the pollutants to be regulated in the
     proposed Great Lakes Guidance come from nonpoint sources including air     
     deposition and stormwater runoff.                                          
                                                                                
     For example, according to Table IX-3 in the proposed Guidance (58 Federal  
     Register 20993), implementation of the propsed Guidance will reduce PCB    
     loadings from point sources to the Great Lakes System by 7 percent under   
     Scenario 1 and by 13 percent under Scenario 2.  The Regulatory Impact      
     Analysis of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance prepared for   
     U.S. EPA by RCG/Hagler, Bailly, Inc. assumes the point source contribution 
     to PCB loadings to be 1 percent as a lower estimate and 10 percent as an   
     upper estimate.  Therefore, according to the information presented,        
     implementation of the proposed Guidance will result in a total reduction in
     PCB loadings to the Great Lakes System between 0.07 percent (7% x 1%) and  
     1.3 percent (13% x 10%).  Since PCBs have been identified as the chemical  
     contaminants posing the greatest risks to wildlife and human health in the 
     Great Lakes System, the proposed approach targerting point sources will be 
     inadequate to address the actual source of the problem.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2653.061     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see the preamble to the final Guidance and Section I.C of the   
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including efforts designed to identify sources
     of pollutant problems and mechanisms to address those problems, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2653.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No procedures are included in the proposed Guidance for the control of     
     toxics picked up from land surface sources by stormwater run-off from all  
     types of areas.  Once contaminated, control technology is impractical for  
     toxics removals from stormwater run-off down to the levels of the proposed 
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2653.062     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems (such as        
     stormwater run-off) and mechanisms to address those problems, see Section  
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2653.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group feels strongly that lack of implementation    
     procedures for nonpoint sources is a major deficiency of the proposed      
     Guidance.  Nonpoint sources are the dominant contributors of a number of   
     pollutants to the Great Lakes basin.  Without nonpoint implementation      
     procedures, water quality improvement and protection in the Great Lakes    
     will not be effectively realized.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2653.063     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
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     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2653.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Analytical Detection                                                       
                                                                                
     The proposed definition of compliance evaluation level at the minimum level
     (ML) has not been widely accepted as scientifically valid.                 
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Guidance proposes using the ML as the compliance evaluation
     level.  The ML has not been widely accepted in the scientific community,   
     nor has it been adequately peer-reviewed for its relevance to both organic 
     and inorganic analytical techniques.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2653.064     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2653.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA is currently evaluating issues relevant to detection level and         
     quantitation level related to other program areas, such as drinking water, 
     and has formed an intra-agency task force to establish a consistent        
     approach.  WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends that the proposed Great 
     Lakes Guidance not adopt a specific approach to the determination and use  
     of detection levels before the EPA task force has completed its review and 
     provided its recommendations.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2653.065     
     
     EPA finalized procedure 8 such that it is consistent with existing National
     policy regarding WQBELs below the level of quantification.  EPA considers  
     the provisions in procedure 8 technically sound with respect to the use of 
     the minimum level of quantification in compliance monitoring.   The final  
     Guidance is based on the use of quantifiable monitoring data to determine  
     compliance with the WQBEL rather than an unquantifiable detection level    
     based data.  If future developments differ or conflict with Procedure 8,   
     EPA will consider at that time whether Procedure * will need to be amanded.
      EPA, at present, does not anticipate any such developments in the near    
     future.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2653.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The approach outlined to determine compliance with water quality-based     
     permit limits set below the analytical level of detection should be        
     revised.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The national guidance on this issue, outlined in the "Technical Support    
     Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control" (March 1991), states that 
     "Exceeding a permit limitation is a violation subject to enforcement"      
     (page 125). Since any detection of a parameter that is limited in a permit 
     at levels below the analytical detection level is an exceedance of the     
     limit, every detection is a violation of a permit limit.                   
                                                                                
     However, the probability of a false assessment of a violation can be       
     statistically significant when determining concentrations in the range of  
     the analytical detection limit.  Therefore, effluent limits established at 
     or below the analytical levels of detection and levels of quantitation can 
     result in a discharger being found "guilty" when in fact no violation of an
     effluent limit actually occurred.  Even a series of analyses on "blank," or
     uncontaminated samples will yield a few measurements that exceed the limit 
     of detection for a chemical.                                               
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     Response to: P2653.066     
     
     See response to comment P2588.324.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2653.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Great Lakes guidance needs to be strengthened so that         
     detections below the quantitation level are not interpreted as permit      
     violations.  A model for how to accomplish this is provided by the language
     found in Wisconsin's Natural Resources Code (NR106):                       
                                                                                
     NR106.07(5)  When the water quality based effluent limitation for a        
     substance is less than the limit of detection or the limit of quantitation 
     normally achievable and determined to be appropriate for that substance in 
     the effluent, an acceptable analytical methodology for that substance in   
     the effluent shall be used to produce the lowest limit of detection and    
     limit of quantitation.                                                     
                                                                                
     (a)  When the water quality based effluent limitation is less than the     
     limit of detection, the permit may include conditions which provide that   
     effluent concentrations less than the limit of detection or reported as    
     "not detected" are in compliance with the effluent limitation.             
                                                                                
     (b)  When the water quality based effluent limitation is less than the     
     limit of detection, the permit may include conditions which provide that   
     effluent concentrations greater than the limit of detection, but less than 
     the limit of quantitation determined to be appropriate for that substance  
     in the effluent, are in compliance with the effluent limitation except when
     confirmed by a sufficient number of analyses of multiple samples and use of
     appropriate statistical techniques.                                        
                                                                                
     (c)  When the water quality based effluent limitation is greater than the  
     limit of detection, but less than the limit of quantitation determined to  
     be appropriate for that substance in the effluent, the permit may include  
     conditions which provide that effluent concentrations reported as "not     
     detected" or "not quantified" are in compliance with the effluent          
     limitation.                                                                
                                                                                
     Note that this type of approach is allowed by EPA:  "The permitting        
     authority may choose to specify another level at which compliance          
     determinations are made.  Where the permitting authority so chooses, the   
     authority must be assured that the level is quantifiable, defensible, and  
     as close as possible to the permit level."  (page 112, "Technical Support  
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     Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control") (emphasis added).        
                                                                                
     Ohio is another state in the process of implementing practical quantitation
     limit as the compliance level.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2653.067     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2653.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollutant Minimization Program                                             
                                                                                
     The Pollutant Minimization Program for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern
     (BCCs) may be ineffective in eliminating all sources of the pollutants of  
     concern.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The program does not address the technological difficulties with analyzing 
     and regulating substances at or below the analytical levels of detection   
     within a complex wastewater collection system.  It is not possible, nor    
     necessary, to reduce and maintain all sources of a chemical below detection
     levels in order to ensure that the chemical is below detection levels in   
     the effluent.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2653.068     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document for WQBELs Below the Level og Quantification.  Please 
     see section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2653.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Basing compliance determinations upon the implementation of a pollutant    
     minimization program for substances with permit limits established below   
     the analytical detection level is inappropriate.  The programmatic         
     requirements for pollutant minimization are too broad and long-term to     
     integrate with the more specific numeric limitations upon which permit     
     compliance is based.  The result will be confusion over compliance status, 
     and an inability to properly direct and focus remedial activities if they  
     are necessary.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2653.069     
     
     EPA has addressed the above comments and concerns in the Supplemental      
     Information Document for WQBELs Below the Level og Quantification.  Please 
     see section 4, Pollution Minimization Program.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2653.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fish monitoring for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) should not 
     be required in all permits.                                                
                                                                                
     The proposed implementation procedures would require a special permit      
     condition to determine if a BCC, limited in the permit below analytical    
     levels of detection, is bioconcentrating or bioaccumulating in fish exposed
     to the effluent.  This requirement should be based upon site-specific      
     considerations, and not implemented as a program-wide mandate.  The        
     interpretation of results from field testing the uptake of a chemical is   
     not a simple standardized assessment.  This field of science is still      
     evolving, as demonstrated by the fact that the EPA guidance for such an    
     evaluation is still in draft form.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2653.070     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
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     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2653.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDL Procedures                                                            
                                                                                
     The determination of a Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL) is very complex and 
     resource intensive, and the states currently do not have the technical     
     resources to complete the mandate that is proposed.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2653.071     
     
     EPA recognizes that States' and Tribes' technical resources may be         
     insufficient to develop TMDLs for all waters listed on their section 303(d)
     lists in a short period of time, or for all waters and for each pollutant  
     for which reasonable potential is found (as set forth in proposed general  
     condition 1).  Accordingly, with respect to the latter point, EPA has      
     revised general condition 1 in the final Guidance to provide simply that   
     TMDLs shall be established in accordance with the listing and priority     
     setting process established in section 303(d) of the Clean Water Act and at
     40 CFR 130.7.  For a more thorough discussion of this issue, see the SID at
     VIII.C.3.a.  More generally, however, EPA disagrees with the suggestion in 
     the comment that a TMDL inevitably requires a very complex and             
     resource-intensive analysis; rather, EPA believes that TMDLs can range in  
     complexity depending on the situation and elsewhere offers national        
     technical guidance on how comparatively simple modeling can be used in TMDL
     development.  Nevertheless, EPA also wishes to afford States and Tribes    
     flexibility in meeting the provisions in the final Guidance that call for  
     the use of TMDLs for a regulatory purpose.  Consequently, EPA has included 
     in the final Guidance a provision (procedure 3.A) that authorizes the use  
     of certain assessment and remediation plans in lieu of TMDLs for purposes  
     of appendix F to Part 132 if they meet certain conditions. See the         
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2653.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Determination of TMDLs is currently required under federal law for all     
     listed water quality-limited waterbodies.  The proposed Guidance would     
     extend this requirement to each tributary to the Great Lakes System, as    
     well as the open waters of the lakes themselves.  WEF's Great Lakes Work   
     Group is concerned that this work will further strain state resources, and 
     result in TMDLs that are poorly calculated based upon insufficient         
     information.  As a result, they will be inadequate for the puposes of      
     developing an effective water quality regulatory program.  Effluent        
     limitations based upon TMDLs may only be revised under certain very limited
     conditions (303(d)(4)(A) of the Clean Water Act), so TMDLs must be as      
     accurate and scientifically defensible as possible.  Further, the TMDLs    
     must comply with public review and comment requirements.                   
                                                                                
     If the mandate is to be fulfilled, the states need to increase staff and   
     funding available to conduct TMDLs.  Models of pollutant fate and transfer 
     must be improved.  Monitoring must be increased to provide sufficient      
     empirical data for the process.  [States should complete the waterbody     
     identification and priority listing process to efficiently direct their    
     activities at developing the TMDLs for those waterbodies most in need.  The
     approach in the proposed Guidance, whereby states would define TMDLs for   
     waterbodies on the basis of a single discharger's "reasonable potential" to
     exceed water quality standards, would not be efficient.]                   
     
     
     Response to: P2653.072     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by revising general condition 1 to provide  
     that TMDLs, at a minimum, shall be established in accordance with the      
     listing and priority setting process established in section 303(d) of the  
     Clean Water Act and at 40 CFR 130.7.  See the discussion in the SID at     
     VIII.C.3.a.                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2653.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.073 is imbedded in comment #.072.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States should complete the waterbody identification and priority listing   
     process to efficiently direct their activities at developing the TMDLs for 
     those waterbodies most in need.  The approach in the proposed Guidance,    
     whereby states would define TMDLs for waterbodies on the basis of a single 
     discharger's "reasonable potential" to exceed water quality standards,     
     would not be efficient.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2653.073     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by revising general condition 1 to provide  
     that at a minimum TMDLs shall be established in accordance with the listing
     and priority setting process established in section 303(d) of the Clean    
     Water Act and at 40 CFR 130.7.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.a.   
     EPA notes, however, that TMDLs need not be complex, multisource analyses to
     satisfy the requirements of section 303(d) and that the analyses that the  
     State has historically performed as part of its NPDES permit program may   
     very well qualify as TMDLs.  See response to comment P2771.393.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2653.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Reasonable Potential" Assessment                                          
                                                                                
     The statistical procedures that are proposed for making a determination of 
     "Reasonable Potential" should not be used as a substitute for best         
     professional judgement.                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA has developed a complex and prescriptive procedure using statistical   
     evaluations of data sets to determine if a "Reasonable Potential" for      
     exceeding numeric water quality standards exists requiring imposition of a 
     water quality-based effluent limit (WQBEL) for individual pollutants in    
     discharge permits.  As the Preamble states, "use of all relevant available 
     data, including facility-specific effluent monitoring data where           
     available", is necessary for this determination.                           
                                                                                
     However, WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes the professional judgement  
     of the permitting authority in utilizing this information should be        
     paramount in this determination.  The permit writer should have the        
     flexibility of choosing the statistical and other procedures deemed        
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     appropriate in support of any decision on a WQBEL within the constraints of
     existing state procedures and should not be restricted to the proposed     
     prescriptive EPA procedure.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2653.074     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.123.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2653.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "As stated previously" refers to comment #.017.               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II values should not be used as the basis for establishing WQBELs in  
     the "Reasonable Potential" procedure.                                      
                                                                                
     As stated previously, Tier II values should not be used as the basis for   
     setting enforceable permit limits because these values are not             
     scientifically based and are unnecessary in light of existing regulatory   
     authorities and controls.  WQBELs should be based on criteria contained in 
     state water quality standards.  The Tier II approach should only be used   
     for screening purposes, in conjunction with whole effluent toxicity        
     testing, or in establishing action levels.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2653.075     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, Adoption and        
     Application of Tier II Methodologies; and, Section III, Aquatic Life,      
     section C, Final Tier II Methodology.  See also Supplementary Information  
     Document Section IX.D, Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to      
     Estimated Costs, section 4, Tier II Criteria.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2653.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Greater flexibility should be included in the proposed demonstration to    
     support a determination that intake water pollutants do not cause          
     "Reasonable Potential."                                                    
                                                                                
     The Guidance proposes five conditions that must be rigorously met to the   
     satisfaction of the permit authority to demonstrate that intake pollutants 
     do not cause "Reasonable Potential" to exceed water quality standards.     
     These requirements, if strictly interpreted, would likely make it          
     impossible to conduct a successful demonstration.  For instance, it would  
     be impossible to show that the facility does not contribute any additional 
     mass for metals that could be corrosion products from cooling system piping
     and equipment.  Also, the facility may not withdraw water totally (100     
     percent) from the same water body into which it discharges.  Yet, the      
     discharge may not cause any demonstrated significant increase in pollutant 
     loading to the water body.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2653.076     
     
     The final Guidance makes several changes to the proposed intake pollutant  
     procedure, which has resulted in greater flexibility in considering intake 
     water pollutants in water-quality based permitting that addresses many of  
     the concerns raised in the comment.  See SID at VIII.E.3-7.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2653.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal should allow flexibility for determination of "Reasonable     
     Potential" on a site-specific basis, rather than imposing rigid conditions 
     that may not be appropriate.                                               
                                                                                
     In particular, once-through non-contact cooling water applications should  
     be largely exempted from a requirement for the "Reasonable Potential"      
     demonstration with a showing that a discharged water has been used for this
     purpose, is not a source of pollutant load to the waterbody, and does not  
     receive any treatment that will cause additional pollutant loading.  Where 
     cooling water is discharged along with other water, the facility should be 
     allowed to document the portion of the discharge that is non-contact       
     cooling water which should be exempted from "Reasonable Potential"         
     considerations.                                                            
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     Response to: P2653.077     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that "reasonable potential" determinations   
     need to be made on a case- by-case basis (see response to comment          
     G2784.009), and therefore disagrees with the commenter that a categorical  
     exemption for cooling water is appropriate.  See response to comment       
     D2592.031. For the reasons stated in response to comment P2588.312, EPA    
     does not believe that is appropriate to consider different components of an
     effluent separately.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2653.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, dischargers should be allowed intake credits so that they are 
     not held accountable for pollutants they did not add.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2653.078     
     
     The general concern raised in the comment is the same as that in D2798.058 
     and is addressed in response to that comment.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2653.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monitoring requirements for a pollutant to show that a facility is not     
     causing "Reasonable Potential" should be based on a statistically valid    
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     comparison of intake and effluent concentrations or loadings.              
                                                                                
     The proposal requires continued influent, effluent and ambient monitoring  
     during the permit period to demonstrate continued compliance with a        
     determination of not causing a "Reasonable Potential."  Because sampling   
     and analytical variability will occur, single samples do not provide a     
     valid basis for this demonstration.  Sufficient concurrent sets of influent
     and effluent samples, taking into account retention time in the facility,  
     should be taken to enable a statistically valid comparison of the          
     concentrations or loadings in order to determine whether there has been any
     increase in the effluent that could be attributed to the facility.         
     
     
     Response to: P2653.079     
     
     The discretion left to permitting authorities in establishing              
     appropropriate monitoring requirements is addressed in the response to     
     comment #P2588.079.  Also, see SID at Section VIII.E.7 which discusses     
     similar concerns regarding the demonstration to establish that conditions  
     for special consideration of intake pollutants are met.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation factors for the Great Lakes should allow for               
     chemical-specific and site-specific modifications using field data.        
     
     
     Response to: P2653.080     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
                                                                                
     Modifications based on chemical-specific characteristics are not specific  
     to a particular site, and therefore not appropriate for Appendix F,        
     Procedure 1.  Chemical-specific considerations are addressed in the        
     derivation of the system-wide BAF for the chemical.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Great Lakes guidance defines Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF) as  
     the ratio of a substance's concentration in tissue to its concentration in 
     ambient water, in situations where the organism and the food chain are     
     exposed.  The BAF calculated and/or measured is then used in the relevant  
     equations to derive human health and wildlife water quality criteria.  In  
     these equations, the BAF is multiplied directly by the quantity of fish    
     consumed.  Thus, the calculated BAF is directly proportional to the        
     calculated exposure concentration.                                         
                                                                                
     According to the proposed Guidance, "bioaccumulation factors are derived in
     three ways listed below from most preferred to least preferred:            
                                                                                
     A.  A measured BAF, based on a field study, especially if the field study  
     was conducted on the Great Lakes with fish at or near the top of the       
     aquatic food chain.                                                        
                                                                                
     B.  A predicted BAF that is the product of a measured bioconcentration     
     factor (BCF(1) from a laboratory study and a food chain multiplier (FCM).  
                                                                                
     C.  A predicted BAF for organic chemicals which is the product of a BCF    
     estimated from a log K(ow subscript)(2) and a FCM, where log means         
     logarithm to the base 10."                                                 
                                                                                
     Since data available from field studies is limited, most BAFs will be      
     calculated in the laboratory by one of the latter two methodologies, B or  
     C.  However, the potential of a substance to bioaccumulate in laboratory   
     studies does not necessarily represent actual bioaccumulation in the       
     environment.                                                               
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation is one of several fate processes that can affect the       
     concentration, location, and ultimately, the bioavailability of a given    
     chemical in the aquatic environment.  Since other fate processes also      
     affect the concentration of a chemical in the aquatic environment, a       
     chemical may actually be less available for uptake by biota than its       
     concentration in effluent would indicate.  Other fate processes which may  
     affect the concentration of a chemical include transport processes         
     (sorption to sediments, volatilization to air, and downstream transport)   
     and degradation processes (biodegradation, photolysis, oxidation and       
     hydrolysis).                                                               
                                                                                
     The rates of most of these processes will vary depending on specific field 
     conditions.  For example, a high rate of volatilization in a fast-flowing  
     stream may significantly reduce the concentration of a volatile or         
     semi-volatile organic compound available for uptake by stream biota.  Thus,
     the potential to bioaccumulate, which is primarily a function of chemical  
     structure, is not necessarily an accurate representation of actual         
     bioaccumulation that will occur in the specific aquatic environment.       
                                                                                
     Derivation of a BAF from laboratory data requires knowledge of a chemical's
     BCF and/or log K(ow subscript).  Both the BCF and the log K(ow subscript)  
     can be measured in the laboratory and are highly dependent on chemical     
     structure.  Both laboratory methods (B and C above) require measurement of 
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     the K(ow subscript).  Method B requires the estimation of a FCM from the   
     K(ow subscript).  Method C requires the estimation of both the BCF and FCM 
     from the K(ow subscript).  Thus, laboratory methods for estimation of a BAF
     are highly dependent on one specific physical property of a chemical,      
     namely, the tendency to be hydrophobic, expressed as K(ow subscript).      
                                                                                
     Derivation of a BAF without consideration of other physical properties     
     which may affect the chemical, and without consideration for the           
     site-specific factors which may influence the relative importance of the   
     various fate processes, is not ecologically realistic.  Information        
     concerning other physical/chemical properties and fate processes which     
     affect the bioavailability of a chemical should be considered if available.
     Further, a substance's ability to bioaccumulate in the environment should  
     be validated through selective environmental monitoring and use of fate    
     modeling studies.                                                          
                                                                                
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends that a process be established      
     whereby the relative importance of bioaccumulation is estimated based on   
     known or measured physical/chemical properties and the BAF, multiplied by a
     modification factor between zero and one to account for effects of other   
     physical/chemical properties.  A similar system could be used to modify the
     BAF for site-specific factors.  Environmental fate models could be used to 
     help determine the relative importance of various fate processes at a      
     specific site or for any particular type of ecosystem (i.e., stream vs.    
     lake).                                                                     
                                                                                
     ____________                                                               
                                                                                
     (1) Bioconcentration factor is defined in the Great Lakes guidance as the  
     ratio of a substance's concentration in tissue to its concentration in the 
     surrounding water, in situations where the organism is exposed to the      
     chemical from the water only and not from the food chain.                  
                                                                                
     (2)  log base 10 of the octanol water partition coefficent.                
     
     
     Response to: P2653.081     
     
     The BAF methodology in the final guidance is changed substantially from the
     methodology in the original proposal.  One of the major changes in the BAF 
     methodology was to include a procedure to account for the effects of DOC   
     and POC on the freely dissolved chemical in the water column.  Another     
     change was the addition of the procedure to determine BAFs from field      
     measured BSAFs. Another change was to used the model of Gobas (1993) which 
     contains both benthic and pelagic food web pathways to derived FCMs.  Tier 
     I human health water criteria can only be determined when BAFs have been   
     measured in the field or have been determined using the BSAF procedure.    
     Both of these BAFs include the effects of all environmental processes on   
     the BAFs.  The final Guidance allows for derivation of site-specific BAFs  
     where appropriate.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs derived from field data should be considered ecosystem-specific and   
     various parameters which define the ecosystem should be established as     
     minimum database requirements for accepting field-measured BAFs.           
                                                                                
     Another important point concerning the derivation of BAFs is that BAFs     
     derived from field studies should be considered to be site-specific or     
     ecosystem-specific.  For example, a BAF derived from a field study on one  
     of the Great Lakes may not be applicable to a fast-flowing stream          
     tributary.  Ecosystem parameters which affect the relative importance of   
     the various fate processes should be defined and used by EPA to establish  
     minimum database requirements for accepting field-measured BAFs due to the 
     significant variability associated with site-specific conditions.  Examples
     of ecosystem parameters which help to define the ecosystem and also affect 
     the importance of various fate processes include, but are not limited to,  
     flow rate, percent organic carbon, retention time and depth of water       
     column.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2653.082     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that BAFs derived from field data    
     should be considered ecosystem-specific.  EPA acknowledges that the        
     majority of data used to calculate the field-measured BAFs in the final    
     Guidance came from the data of Oliver and Niimi (1988).  This data set is  
     generally recognized as being the most complete set of data available in   
     the Great Lakes for estimating field-measured BAFs.  EPA also acknowledges 
     that the data from Oliver and Niimi come from Lake Ontario, but believes   
     that the data can be used to predict BAFs in other Great Lakes and         
     tributaries because the values are lipid normalized and based on the freely
     dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water column.  Normalizing  
     for lipid content allows the data to be applied to other fish species.     
     Derivation of the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field data         
     eliminates the site- specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts of  
     dissolved and particulate organic carbon present at the field site and     
     therefore, allows the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes and 
     tributaries.                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA plans to provide guidance concerning the determination and             
     interpretation of field-measured BAFs before the States and Tribes are     
     required to adopt water quality standards consistent with this Guidance.   
     This will provide interested parties with a consistent set of procedures   
     that will assist them in collecting and interpreting the field-measured    
     BAFs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

Page 8478



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed mechanism to determine the bioaccumulation of a substance is  
     predicated on the relationship of laboratory studies to ecological         
     realities.  WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends that the method of     
     determining a substance's ability to bioaccumulate in the environment be   
     validated through selected in-stream monitoring combined with fate modeling
     studies.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2653.083     
     
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA does not agree that the       
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a chemical do not correlate     
     well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much
     of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured
     BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas  
     model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least  
     three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a    
     two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     This approach is similar to the one proposed by WEF using a field-study and
     a modelling approach.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Further, WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends that EPA should establish 
     minimum database requirements for accepting field-measured BAFs due to the 
     significant variability associated with site-specific conditions.  An      
     aquatic organism's potential to uptake and retain a substance from its     
     surrounding medium and food source is hinged upon the variability of its   
     environment.  Since the ambient concentration of a substance may vary      
     significantly by location in the Great Lakes System and throughout the     
     life-span of the aquatic organism, the only effective means of validating  
     the bioaccumulation of a substance is through actual long-term field       
     monitoring of individual species within the actual body of water to which  
     they are exposed.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2653.084     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and will include minimum database            
     requirements in the guidance concerning the determination and              
     interpretation of field-measured BAFs.  This will provide interested       
     parties with a consistent set of procedures that will assist them in       
     collecting and interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                       
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees that the best measure of bioaccumulation is field data.    
     EPA has clearly stated this preference both in the proposal and in the     
     final Guidance.  In the final Guidance, EPA has included the BSAF          
     methodology which also relies on field data.                               
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA acknowledges that there may be variability associated with
     site-specific conditions and therefore is allowing site-specific           
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the bioaccumulaton of a substance through ingestion is extremely           
     site-specific and dynamic, and should not be determined through limited    
     laboratory data without substance-specific validation.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2653.085     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to the  
     BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.  EPA      
     agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs should  
     be allowed on a site- specific basis if there is scientific justification. 
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The process of bioaccumulation of substances in aquatic organisms and fish 
     has not been sufficiently studied in the Great Lakes.                      
                                                                                
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes that bioaccumulation of substances in
     aquatic organisms and fish has not been sufficiently studied in the Great  
     Lakes.  Thus, further validation of methodologies, and an allowance for    
     modifications to values calculated, should be allowed.                     
                                                                                
     EPA's March 1991, draft document entitled "Assessment and Control of       
     Bioconcentratable Contaminants in Surface Waters" (March Draft), notes the 
     lack of usable BAF data:                                                   
                                                                                
             "....Relatively few BAFs have been measured accurately             
             and reported, and their application to sites other than            
             the specific ecosystem where they were developed is                
             problematic and subject to uncertainty."                           
     (We are not aware that this document has been finalized.)                  
                                                                                
     Existing data lacks consistency and has not received peer-review and       
     validation.  Accurate field determination of the BAF for a particular      
     substance in a particular aquatic organism residing in a specific body of  
     water requires measurement of tissue concentration, exposed water          
     concentration, organism's age and food chain, and the metabolic or         
     biotransformation processes throughout the organism's life-cycle.          
     
     
     Response to: P2653.086     
     
     EPA disagrees that bioaccumulation of substances in aquatic biota has not  
     been sufficiently studied in the Great Lakes.  EPA acknowledges that the   
     majority of data used to calculate the field-measured BAFs in the final    
     Guidance came from the data of Oliver and Niimi (1988).  This data set is  
     generally recognized by the scientific community as being the most complete
     set of data available in the Great Lakes for estimating field-measured     
     BAFs.  EPA also acknowledges that the data from Oliver and Niimi come from 
     Lake Ontario, but believes that the data can be used to predict BAFs in    
     other Great Lakes because the values are lipid normalized and based on the 
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water column.        
     Normalizing for lipid content allows the data to be applied to other fish  
     species.  Derivation of the BAFs on a freely dissolved basis from field    
     data eliminates the site-specific nature of the BAFs caused by the amounts 
     of dissolved and particulate organic carbon present at the field site and  
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     therefore, allows the use of the derived BAFs in the other Great Lakes.    
                                                                                
     If scientifically justified, EPA is allowing site-specific modifications to
     the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.       
                                                                                
     The methodology and data used therein have been adequately validated and   
     peer reviewed.  For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B. of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2653.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Before EPA considers calculated BAF values based on bioconcentration       
     laboratory studies, the formulas used for the calculation should be further
     validated by data obtained from field studies.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2653.087     
     
     See response to comment P2607.048.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Measuring consumption of various food items by a large predator in the     
     field can be problematic.  One approach is to use a bioenergetic modeling  
     approach (see Hewett and Johnson, 1992, UW-Madison Sea Grant Tech. Report  
     No. WIS-SG-92-250).                                                        
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     Response to: P2653.088     
     
     EPA agrees that determining the diet of large predator fishes can be       
     difficult.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2653.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lastly, WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends that, as new data become   
     available, a mechanism for revising field derived and/or calculated BAFs   
     and their resulting criteria be incorporated into the Great Lakes Guidance.
     
     
     Response to: P2653.089     
     
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new    
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field- measured BAF.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2653.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A thorough evaluation of ecological benefits to the entire aquatic system  
     should be the basis for applying "more" stringent point source controls    
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     strategies on a specific substance, so the the impact of non-point sources 
     can be considered.                                                         
                                                                                
     The proposed Great Lakes Guidance establishes a select group of substances,
     "Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern" (BCC), believed to have the greatest
     impact on the water quality of the Great Lakes.  The proposed definition   
     for a BCC is any chemical which, upon entering the surface waters, by      
     itself or as its toxic transformation product, bioaccumulates in aquatic   
     organisms by a factor greater than 1000.  This effort to identify BCCs     
     would provide State agencies a basis to apply a "greater" degree of        
     control, as compared to other pollutants.                                  
                                                                                
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group believes that any chemical substance          
     introduced into a body of water, which has been scientifically demonstrated
     to impact the water quality, should be controlled and regulated properly to
     prevent pollution.  The concept of applying "more" stringent controls on a 
     substance must be scientifically-based through careful evaluation of       
     multiple factors.  Regulatory policies which prioritize specific substances
     for more stringent control, should also be based upon factors such as risk,
     ecological benefits, human health effects, technological capability, and   
     economic and social impacts.  These policies must address and evaluate the 
     benefits and effectiveness of the regulatory requirement on both point and 
     nonpoint source discharges.                                                
                                                                                
     [Moreover, the use of calculated BAFs will not assess effectively the      
     ambient conditions which could include multiple sources of a particular    
     chemical to the receiving water, e.g., loadings from multiple point source 
     discharges, nonpoint sources and sediments.  Field-measured BAFs may be    
     greatly exaggerated when the actual source of exposure to bioaccumulative  
     contaminants is sediments or sources other than ambient waters.  Upward    
     modifications of BAFs based upon field measurements at sites of sediment   
     contamination are allowed by the proposed Guidance.  Such an attempt to    
     compensate for historical sediment contamination through the implementation
     of more stringent ambient water quality criteria for point sources of      
     discharge would be ineffective.  Thus, nonpoint source controls would be   
     necessary to effectively reduce tissue concentrations over time.]          
     
     
     Response to: P2653.090     
     
     After careful consideration of this and other related comments, EPA        
     continues to believe that the special provisions for BCCs are warranted.   
     EPA's continued support of the special emphasis on BCCs parallels the      
     position of the Great Lakes States as initially expressed by State         
     representatives on the Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that these     
     special provisions for BCCs are a reasonable approach to address the issue 
     of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  See   
     section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of appendix F of part 132.  
     Although there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does   
     not invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to    
     humans and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than    
     BCFs in predicting that exposure.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
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     Comment ID: P2653.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.091 is imbedded in comment #.090.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the use of calculated BAFs will not assess effectively the       
     ambient conditions which could include multiple sources of a particular    
     chemical to the receiving water, e.g., loadings from multiple point source 
     discharges, nonpoint sources and sediments.  Field-measured BAFs may be    
     gretly exaggerated when the actual source of exposure to bioaccumulative   
     contaminants is sediments or sources other than ambient waters.  Upward    
     modifications of BAFs based upon field measurements at sites of sediment   
     contamination are allowed by the proposed Guidance.  Such an attempt to    
     compensate for historical sediment contamination through the implementation
     of more stringent ambient water quality criteria for point sources of      
     discharge would be ineffective.  Thus, nonpoint source controls would be   
     necessary to effectively reduce tissue concentrations over time.           
     
     
     Response to: P2653.091     
     
     See section I.C.4 of the SID for a discussion on how the final Guidance    
     deals with nonpoint and point sources.  See section VIII.E.3 of the SID for
     a discussion on the intake credit provisions.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2653.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Calculated" BAFs used for derivation of criteria to protect wildlife and  
     human health need to consider bioavailability or they will be inaccurate   
     due to uncertainty associated with the variables and procedures used.      
                                                                                
     It is proposed that BAFs be calculated using the Bioconcentration Factor   
     (BCF) derived from octanol water partition coefficient (log P), the Food   
     Chain Multiplier and the percent lipid content of the whole fish.  The     
     procedures for estimating BAFs do not take into account factors such as    
     metabolism or molecular weight/bioavailability of compounds.  Evaluaton of 

Page 8485



$T044618.TXT
     bioavailability, regardless of chemical form, is crucial.                  
                                                                                
     EPA's  March Draft notes the uncertainty of calculated BCFs:               
                                                                                
             "....However, since the methods for calculating BCF                
             values do not include metabolism (which will reduce the            
             BCF), these values will be conservative and measured               
             values may be necessary to get more precise values for             
             chemicals that metabolize."                                        
                                                                                
     Furthermore, the potential for a chemical to bioaccumulate in aquatic      
     organisms is determined from experimental measures by dividing the total   
     uptake (through water and food) by the elimination rate of the chemical.   
     This potential is dependent upon the structure of the food chain for the   
     organism of concern and the uptake of the chemical.  Both the molecular    
     size and the bioavailability of substances are not effectively addressed by
     the proposed process for calculating BAFs.  Molecular size, which can      
     inhibit the movement of large molecules across biological membranes, is not
     accounted for in the (log P) procedure.  The bioavailable (dissolved/ionic)
     fraction of metallic substances must also be reflected in the proposed     
     procedures.  The failure to account for molecular size and bioavailability 
     will result in further over-estimation of BAFs.  The use of                
     structure-activity relationships based upon the (log P) can only be used if
     correlation between actual and laboratory data is verified, and the        
     potential uptake is constant (steady-state) over a wide range of exposure  
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2653.092     
     
     EPA also recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF 
     methodology and has addressed these to the extent possible in the final    
     Guidance.  For example, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved       
     concentration of a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the  
     derivation of BAFs for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved     
     concentration will eliminate much of the variability associated with       
     specific waterbodies because most of the site-specific differences in      
     bioaccumulation arises from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and
     DOC of the water column.  However, professional judgement is still required
     throughout the derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still     
     associated with the determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow.  Despite   
     this uncertainty,  EPA maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of  
     the exposure of an aquatic organism to all chemicals.                      
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.  See SID Section IV.B.2.a. for a further
     discussion of EPA's consideration of metabolism.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2653.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of Food Chain Multipliers (FCM) may be inappropriate due to        
     site-specific variables and associated high level of uncertainty.  EPA's   
     March Draft acknowledges that the Food Chain Multipliers used to convert   
     BCFs to BAFs may be over-estimated by as much as two orders of magnitude   
     for chemicals with high log P values:                                      
                                                                                
             "....recommended FCMs are conservative estimates, FCMs             
             for log P values greater than 6.5 may range from the               
             values given to as low as 0.1 for contaminants with                
             very low bioavailability."                                         
                                                                                
     WEF's Great Lakes Work Group recommends that EPA further research and      
     validate the prediction procedures prior to incorporating FCMs, or allow   
     for chemical-specific and site-specific modifications as needed.           
     
     
     Response to: P2653.093     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     Use of a FCM of one for chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5 is no     
     longer necessary because the Gobas model allows the derivation of FCMs for 
     the entire range of Kows.  The FCMs start to decrease for chemicals with a 
     log Kow of 7.0 which is expected considering molecular size and            
     bioavailability.                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA allows the derivation of site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1
     of Appendix F.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2653.094
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Growth patterns and feeding habits of aquatic organisms and those of their 
     prey, and the prey's prey, etc., will greatly impact the actual BAF.  The  
     proposed FCM procedures assume the highest trophic level and therefore the 
     worst-case biomagnification through the food chain.  However, downward     
     site-specific modifications of BAFs, which may be appropriate where local  
     food chain characteristics or fish lipid content differ, have been         
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     prohibited.  Likewise, the proposed correction factor for lipid content    
     (9.0%, 7.6%, 6.0%) is different for different species and vary within      
     ecological system.  In certain waterbodies, one species of fish may be of  
     predominant concern, and therefore, the lipid content should be adjusted   
     accordingly.  Through the direct measurement of ambient conditions, the    
     concentration of substances in the oils and fats or animals, can be        
     properly determined.  Upward and downward modifications based on direct    
     measurements should be allowed.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2653.094     
     
     See response to comment D2719.085.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA, USWAG, and NEMA have been active participants in all of EPA's         
     rulemakings concerning PCBs over the past fifteen years.  The attached     
     reports focus on our concern that the Agency is not relying on the most    
     current, best scientific evidence in its proposed PCB guidance.            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.001     
     
     See response to comments P2654.261, P2654.263, P2654.105, P2654.249 and    
     P2771.170.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/PCB
     Comment ID: P2654.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes proposals would represent a substantial imposition of      
     extensive, expensive new controls on municipalities, industry and other    
     persons.  Such expenses cannot be justified if they address non-existent or
     de minimis risks.  Accordingly, the evidence on PCB risk must be carefully 
     evaluated in this rulemaking.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.002     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017, D2587.045 and                   
     P2718.345.  Also, see response to comment D2827.090.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As TERRA outlines in its Executive Summary and details in its comprehensive
     report, EPA's assessment of PCBs is flawed in two major ways:              
                                                                                
     [(1)  The guidelines employ a single, unvalidated model based on dissolved 
     water concentrations to determine a bioaccumulation factor -- despite the  
     fact such models have been found inappropriate for determining water       
     quality criteria by the Agency's Science Advisory Board, especially for    
     lipophilic compounds like PCBs.]                                           
                                                                                
     [(2)  The guidelines are premised on a PCB carcinogenicity potency factor  
     that both epidemiology and toxicology data indicates is 100's, if not      
     1,000's, of times too high -- thus resulting in an unjustifiably low human 
     water quality criteria standard.]                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.003     
     
     In the proposal, EPA used predicted BAFs by determining the product of a   
     BCF found using the equation of Veith and Kosian (1979) and FCMs derived   
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     using the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA's SAB (December 1992) criticized   
     this methodology because of inconsistencies in the underlying assumptions  
     about the BCF in the respective parts of the procedure.  Furthermore, EPA's
     SAB (December 1992) stated that "the GWLQI use either the entire Thomann   
     (1989) approach, which has been tested or test the validity of the GLWQI   
     combination of approaches."                                                
                                                                                
     In the final guidance, EPA has eliminated the inconsistencies in the       
     underlying assumptions about the BCF.  EPA now predicts BCF by assuming    
     that the BCF expressed on a lipid normalized basis and a freely dissolved  
     concentration in the water is equal to the chemical's Kow.  This assumption
     is well supported in the scientific literature, see the GLWQI Technical    
     Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors,   
     and is consistent with the model of Gobas (1993) now used to derive the    
     FCMs.  The model of Thomann (1989) was replaced by the model Gobas (1993)  
     in the final guidance because this model has both benthic and pelagic food 
     web components.  This model has been evaluated using the data set of Oliver
     and Niimi (1988) and has been shown to have excellent predictive ability,  
     see the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine    
     Bioaccumulation Factors for further information.                           
                                                                                
     Regarding PCBs, see response to comments on PCB slope factors in the       
     portion of the SID relating to the methodology for deriving human health   
     criteria and values.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.004 is imbedded in comment #.003.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1)  The guidelines employ a single, unvalidated model based on dissolved  
     water concentrations to determine a bioaccumulation factor -- despite the  
     fact such models have been found inappropriate for determining water       
     quality criteria by the Agency's Science Advisory Board, especially for    
     lipophilic compounds like PCBs.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.004     
     
     In the proposal, EPA used predicted BAFs by determing the product of a BCF 
     found using the equation of Veith and Kosian (1979) and FCMs derived using 
     the model of Thomann (1989).  EPA's SAB (December 1992) criticized this    
     methodology because of inconsistencies in the underlying assumptions about 
     the BCF in the respective parts of the procedure.  Furthermore, EPA's SAB  
     (December 1992) stated that "the GWLQI use either the entire Thomann (1989)
     approach, which has been tested or test the validity of the GLWQI          
     combination of approaches."                                                
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     In the final guidance, EPA has eliminated the inconsistencies in the       
     underlying assumptions about the BCF.  EPA now predicts BCF by assuming    
     that the BCF expressed on a lipid normalized basis and a freely dissolved  
     concentration in the water is equal to the chemical's Kow.  This assumption
     is well supported in the scientific literature, see the GLWQI Technical    
     Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors,   
     and is consistent with the model of Gobas (1993) now used to derive the    
     FCMs.  The model of Thomann (1989) was replaced by the model Gobas (1993)  
     in the final guidance because this model has both benthic and pelagic food 
     web components.  This model has been evaluated using the data set of Oliver
     and Niimi (1988) and has been shown to have excellent predictive ability,  
     see the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine    
     Bioaccumulation Factors for further information.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.005 is imbedded in comment #.003.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2)  The guidelines are premised on a PCB carcinogenicity potency factor   
     that both epidemiology and toxicology data indicates is 100's, if not      
     1,000's, of times too high -- thus resulting in an unjustifiably low human 
     water quality criteria standard.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.005     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Regulatory Network report (soon to be published) documents the         
     continuing declines in PCB human tissue and environmental levels across the
     country.  The many monitoring studies show that PCB levels are not         
     plateauing.  Terra, also, in its Appendix, discusses the flaws in EPA's    
     claim that fish PCB levels have plateaued in the Great Lakes.              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.006     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In short, the available scientific data indicate the proposal seeks PCB    
     concentrations lower than the risk evidence justifies.  We urge EPA's      
     attention to these data.  If you have any questions, please call Dr. Gary  
     Mappes at 314/694-3344.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.007     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the fifteen years since the regulation of polychlorinated biphenyls     
     (PCBs) in the United States, numerous studies have been undertaken to      
     assess PCB levels in the environment.  Rarely, however, have these studies 
     been reviewed as a whole to determine whether there have been environmental
     benefits from one of the most extensive controls ever imposed on a category
     of chemicals.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.008     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite their noted chemical stability, PCBs have been shown to degrade at 
     perceptible rates.  The data reviewed in this study show a consistent,     
     continuous decline in PCB levels in several major environmental            
     compartments.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.009     
     
     EPA considered this comment in Section I of the final Guidance.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adequate data were available to discuss PCB trends in the following        
     environmental compartments:  foods for human consumption, human adipose    
     tissue, human blood sera, various fish species, and shellfish.  PCB levels 
     in the human diet today are less than 1% of the levels detected in the     
     early 1970s as measured by the nationwide Total Diet Study of the FDA.     
     Similarly, EPA data show a decrease of the percentage of persons with over 
     1 ppm of PCBs in adipose tissue from 62% in 1972 to 2% in 1984 when the    
     study was terminated.  Studies by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric     
     Administration (NOAA) and other groups have shown a steady decline in PCB  
     contamination in fish and shellfish from the early 1970s to the late 1980s 
     by factors ranging from 2 to 10.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.010     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing Section I of the final Guidance. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most dramatic declines appear in the late 1970s to the mid 1980s time  
     frame which corresponds to the regulatory controls imposed by the Toxic    
     Substances Control Act (TSCA).  These declines are expected to continue but
     at slower rates.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.011     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the fifteen years since the regulation of polychlorinated biphenyls     
     (PCBs) in the United States, numerous studies have been undertaken to      
     assess PCB levels in the environment.  Rarely, however, have these studies 
     been reviewed as a whole to determine whether there have been environmental
     benefits from one of the most drastic controls ever imposed on a category  
     of chemicals.  The purpose of this report is to review the available       
     literature for temporal trends of PCB levels in the United States.  The    
     report emphasizes the trends reported in the major studies and monitoring  
     programs conducted for various environmental compartments such as human    
     adipose tissue and foods.  Not unexpected, the data show a consistent,     
     continuous decline in PCB levels.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.012     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry's (ATSDR)
     Toxicological Profile for PCBs(1), the concentration of PCBs in air, water,
     soil, and food have generally decreased since PCB production stopped in    
     1977.                                                                      
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (1) Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, Draft Toxicological  
     Profile for Polychlorinated Biphenyls.  October, 1991. p. 3.               
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     Response to: P2654.013     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite their noted stability, PCBs have been shown to degrade at          
     perceptible rates.  In surface water, photolysis is the dominant mode of   
     degradation.  The photolysis half-lives of mono- through                   
     tetrachlorobiphenyls with summer sunlight at shallow water depth (<0.5     
     meters) is estimated to range from 17 to 210 days, with slower rates during
     the winter.  As the number of chlorine substitutions increase, the         
     photolysis rate for hepta- through decachlorobiphenyls increases because   
     these congeners better absorb longer-wavelength light relative to less     
     chlorinated congeners.  For example, the estimated photolysis half-life for
     Aroclor 1264 with summer sunlight is 0.1 days, compared to 23 days for the 
     less chlorinated Aroclor 1232.(2)                                          
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (2) Leifer et al., 1983, "Environmental Transport and Transformation of    
     Polychlorinated Biphenyls"  (Washington, DC, U.S. EPA, Office of Pesticides
     and Toxic Substances).  Note:  the solvent used was 75 percent             
     acetonitrile, which is not representative of environmental conditions.     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.014     
     
     EPA thanks the commenter for providing references to data concerning       
     degradation rates for PCBs.  EPA acknowledges that under the final Guidance
     such data would be relevant in applying the persistence test of the revised
     definition of BCCs.  Given the data, however, EPA believes that PCBs should
     continue to be listed as a BCC, since the data do not show that PCBs have  
     half- lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and    
     biota.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.015
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast to surface water, biodegradation is more important than        
     photolysis in subsurface water and sediment.  Although rates are slow,     
     biodegradation of PCBs can occur under both aerobic and anaerobic          
     conditions.  Studies conducted have indicated that microorganisms "appear  
     to degrade and metabolize PCBs readily."(3)  Biodegradation rates vary     
     depending on a number of factors, including the degree of chlorination,    
     concentration, type of microbial population, available nutrients, and      
     temperature.  The position of the chlorine atoms on the biphenyl ring also 
     significantly determines the biodegradation rate.  For example, PCBs       
     containing all its chlorines on one ring biodegrade faster than PCBs with  
     chlorines distributed over both rings.  Under aerobic conditions, the      
     mono-, di-, and trichlorinated biphenyls degrade relatively fast,          
     tetrachlorinated biphenyls degrade slowly, and higher chlorinated species  
     generally resist aerobic degradation. (4).                                 
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (3) Sawhney, B.L., and Hankin, L., "Polychlorinated Biphenyls in Food:  A  
     Review", Journal of Food Protection:  48, May 1985.p. 444.                 
                                                                                
     (4) Agency for Toxic Substances and Disease Registry, Draft Toxicological  
     Profile for Polychlorinated Biphenyls. October, 1991. p. 125.              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.015     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The rate of sub-surface anaerobic degradation of PCBs in aquatic sediments 
     shows that this process is primarily determined by two factors:  reduction 
     potential of the anaerobic process and the molecular structure of the PCBs.
     PCBs with chlorine atoms at the para positions are preferentially          
     biodegraded before PCBs containing chlorines in other ring positions.  More
     highly chlorinated congeners are reductively dechlorinated by              
     microorganisms to less chlorinated PCBs, which in turn are more susceptible
     to biodegradation by aerobic processes.(5)                                 
                                                                                
     ________________                                                           
                                                                                
     (5) Ibid. p. 125.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.016     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2654.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since PCBs are relatively insoluble in water and extremely soluble in oils 
     and fats, they tend to partition out of the water column in aquatic        
     ecosystems and into biologic tissue.  Because PCBs are persistent and are  
     poorly metabolized, they bioaccumulate through the aquatic food chain,     
     often increasing several orders of magnitude in concentration at each      
     succeeding trophic level.  High bioconcentration factors in aquatic species
     have been reported in the range of 26,000 to 660,000 for various commercial
     PCB products. (6)                                                          
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (6) Ibid. p. 117.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.017     
     
     EPA agrees with comment that PCBs bioaccumulate and that with increasing   
     trophic level, higher concentrations of the PCBs will occur.  For the      
     mixture of PCBs existing in Great Lakes fish, the recommended baseline BAFs
     for trophic levels 3 and 4 are 55,280,000 and 116,600,000, respectively.   
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     The baseline BAFs which are expressed on a 100% lipid basis and a freely   
     dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water column when converted 
     to a BAF based upon appropriate lipid content and on the total             
     concentration of the chemical in are similar to those expressed in the     
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PCBs can be found in air as airborne solid and liquid particles or as a    
     vapor.  According to the ATSDR, PCBs may remain in the air for over ten    
     days depending on the type of PCB, and return to the land and water via    
     precipitation. (7)                                                         
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (7) Ibid., p. 2.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.018     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While in the atmosphere, PCBs are believed to degrade via reaction with    
     hydroxyl radicals.  There is an apparent preference for the degradation of 
     lesser chlorinated PCBs in the atmosphere, as indicated by the following   
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     estimated tropospheric half-lives: (8)                                     
                                                                                
     Monochlorobiphenyl  3.5 - 7.6 days                                         
     Dichlorobiphenyl    5.5 - 11.8 days                                        
     Trichlorobiphenyl   9.7 - 20.8 days                                        
     Tetrachlorobiphenyl 17.3 - 41.6 days                                       
     Pentachlorobiphenyl 41.6 - 83.2 days                                       
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (8) Atkinson, R. "Estimation of OH Radical Reaction Constants and          
     Atmospheric Lifetimes for Polychlorobiphenyls, Dibenzo-p-dioxins, and      
     Dibenzofurans."  Environ. Sci. Technol.  21:305-307, 1987.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.019     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to hydroxyl radical reactions, photochemical studies using     
     natural and simulated sunlight have suggested the possibility that         
     photolysis contributes to the overall degradation of atmospheric PCBs. (9) 
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (9) Hutzinger, O, Safe, S, Zitko, V, eds.  The Chemistry of PCBs.  CRC     
     Press, Cleveland, OH, 1972.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.020     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 8500



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Review of the available information for these compartments reveals that    
     there is essentially no pattern of studies that suggests an increase in the
     concentration of PCBs.  On the contrary, a considerable number of studies  
     document a significant decrease in PCB levels.  Higher confidence levels in
     a trend assessment is typically reserved for studies, or groups of studies,
     where consistency in sampling and analysis can be reasonably expected.     
     While not all studies examined are of such quality, evidence presented in  
     this report clearly points to an overall decrease in PCB levels throughout 
     the environment.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.021     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B.2 of the SID.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Overall the studies show that through 1985, there were sharp drops in PCB  
     concentrations in the environment as its uses were phased out.  Since the  
     mid-1980s, the rate of decline has slowed as PCB contamination levels      
     approach trace levels in most environmental compartments and declines occur
     only due to degradation.  This observation is in keeping with our          
     understanding of the environmental fate of PCBs, which indicates that      
     natural degradation processes will slowly, but perceptibly, reduce PCB     
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.022     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sawhney and Hankin in 1985 (13) attempted a comprehensive review of studies
     on PCBs in foods.  Sawhney and Hankin identified a major source of PCBs in 
     food as accidental contamination of cattle feed by PCB-contaminated        
     transformer oil, and paints and sealants used in silos housing cattle feed.
     They described studies which established a correlation between ingestion of
     PCB-contaminated feed by cows, and PCB levels in milk.  Sawhney and Hankin 
     note that a small portion of PCBs fed orally enters the milk.  They cite   
     Gardner et al., who "observed less than 0.06% of the initial doses of two  
     PCBs, Aroclors 1242 and 1254, in milk over a 10 day period." (14)          
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (13) Sawhney, B.L., and Hankin, L., "Polychlorinated Biphenyls in Food: A  
     Review", Journal of Food Protection: 48, May 1985.                         
                                                                                
     (14) Gardner, A.M., Richter, H.F., and Roach, J.A.G., "Excretion of        
     Hydroxylated Polychlorinated Biphenyl Metabolites in Cows' Milk," J. Assoc.
     Off. Anal. Chem. 59:273-277, in Sawhney and Hankin, 1985.p. 444.           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.023     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     High levels of PCB contamination of food during the 1970s and early 1980s  
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     frequently occurred because of contamination in food packaging.  The use of
     PCBs in carbonless copy paper was cited by NAS 1979 as leading to          
     contamination of paper products and foods by recycling practices.  Sawhney 
     and Hankin note that these sources of contamination have been "essentially 
     eliminated" since the federal government regulated the use of PCBs.(15)    
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (15) Sawhney and Hankin, 1985, p. 446.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.024     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.EPA considered this comment in    
     developing Section I of the final Guidance.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The main dietary route of human exposure to PCBs is now through consumption
     of PCB-contaminated fish, thus the majority of studies identified          
     addressing PCB contamination in food measure PCB levels in fish.  Some of  
     these studies are discussed in the Hydrosphere section of this report.     
     Fish are also analyzed as part of the Food and Drug Administration's Total 
     Diet Study, the principal source of information for documenting trends of  
     PCBs in the U.S. food supply.  The results of this program indicate a      
     substantial decline in PCB residues to near zero in recent years.          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.025     
     
     EPA agress that the main dietary route of human exposue to PCBs is through 
     the consumption of PCB-contaminated fish.  EPA considered this comment in  
     developing the final Guidance as discussed in response to comment number   
     P2654.022.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 8503



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Figure I, page 9 (first attachment)                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Results on PCB contamination from the Total Diet Study are periodically    
     reported in published articles (17) by FDA researchers; the last report    
     presenting data on PCBs was published in 1988 (18), and includes data for  
     the years 1982 to 1984.  A more current profile of PCB trends documented in
     the Total Diet Study was obtained through a Freedom of Information Act     
     request.  These data (shown on Figure I) show a significant decrease in PCB
     intakes from 6.9 ug/day in 1971 to 0.05 ug/day for the years 1987 to 1990. 
     From 1977 ot 1980, PCB intakes rose slightly to 1.9 ug/day before dropping 
     in 1981 to 0.2 ug/day.                                                     
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (17) FDA's main publication presenting the results of the Total Diet Study 
     is the annual report Residues in Foods, which describes the results for    
     pesticides, but does not include information about detected levels of PCBs.
                                                                                
     (18) Gunderson, E., "FDA Total Diet Study, April 1982-April-1984, Dietary  
     Intakes of Pesticides, Selected Elements, and Other Chemicals, "J. Assoc.  
     Off. Anal. Chem. 71:6, 1988, p. 1200.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.026     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Figure I, page 9 (first attachment)                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In 1985, 1986 and 1988 articles, FDA summarized data of PCBs found in foods
     for infants (six months old) and toddlers (two years old) for the years    
     1977 to 1984.  The results of this analysis indicate that in 1978, PCB     
     residues were detected in foods for infants at 0.011 ug/kg and for toddlers
     at 0.099 ug/kg (19).  PCBs were not detected during the years 1979, 1980,  
     and 1981/82, but were detected in 1982/84 at an average 0.001 ug/kg        
     concentration for both infants and toddlers.(20)                           
                                                                                

Page 8504



$T044618.TXT
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (19) Gartrell, M et al. "Pesticides, Selected Elements, and Other Chemicals
     in Infant and Toddler Total Diet Samples, October 1980-March 1982" J.      
     Assoc. Off. Anal. Chem. 69:1, 1986, p.138.                                 
                                                                                
     (20) Gunderson, 1988.p. 1206.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.027     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Figure I, page 9 (first attachment)                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, PCB levels in the diet today are significantly less than 1/1000th  
     the levels detected in the mid-1970s.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.028     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The lipophilic properties of PCBs results in their accumulation means that 
     they will tend to collect in adipose tissue, making adipose tissue useful  
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     for monitoring human exposure.  Adipose tissue is especially preferred in  
     detecting low level or chronic exposures. (21)  Adipose tissue studies are,
     however, more difficult to undertake than other environmental surveys      
     because of the intrusive nature of collecting adipose samples,             
     necessitating collection from mainly autopsied cadavers and surgical       
     patients.  As the number of autopsies being performed in the U.S. has      
     declined in recent years, there has been a corresponding decrease in       
     adipose tissue surveys.                                                    
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (21) Robinson, P.E., Mack, G.E., Remmers, J., Levy, R., and Mohadjer, L.,  
     "Trends of PCB, Hexachlorobenzene, and -Benzene Hexachloride Levels in the 
     Adipose Tissue of the U.S. Population," Environmental Research 53, 175-192 
     (1990).                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.029     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The NAS in 1979 identified a mean concentration of 1.2 mg/kg PCBs in the   
     adipose tissue of the U.S. population.(22)  Robinson et al., in 1990       
     reviewed available data documenting trends of PCBs, hexachlorobenzene, and 
     benzene hexachloride (BHC) in adipose tissue in the U.S., concluding that  
     "while nearly the entire population has detectable levels of these         
     chemicals, the actual concentration levels of b-BHC and PCBs are steadily  
     decreasing."(23)                                                           
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (22) National Research Council, 1979, p. 59.                               
                                                                                
     (23) Robinson, P.E., et al., 1990, p. 175.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.030     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Table I, page 13 (first attachment)                  
            
          Refer to Figure II, page 15 (first attachment)                            

          Refer to Figure III, page 16 (first attachment)                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another significant finding from the NHATS program is that PCB levels in   
     adipose tissue over time evince a downward trend in the percent of the     
     population with PCB levels greater than 1 ppm, and greater than 3 ppm.  The
     percentage of persons having greater than 1 ppm of PCBs in adipose tissue  
     showed a "significant decreasing trend" from a high of 62 percent in 1972  
     to 2 percent in 1984, as shown in Figure II.(38)  The percentage of persons
     having greater than 3 ppm of PCBs also declined, from a high of near 10    
     percent in 1972 to zero in 1983 and 1984.  Graphic presentation of this    
     trend is presented in Figure III.(39)                                      
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (38) Baseline Estimates and Time Trends, p. 54.                            
                                                                                
     (39) The baseline estimate, averaging data from the years 1972-1983, is    
     reported as 28.9 percent of the U.S. population having a level greater than
     1 ppm, with 5.1 percent of the population having a level exceeding 3 ppm.  
     In contrast, 95.3 percent of the population is reported to have a          
     detectable level of PCBs.  For samples analyzed in 1982 and 1984, using the
     more sensitive HRGC/MS method, the reported estimate of the average        
     concentration level for PCBs was 0.33 and 0.36 ug/g, respectively.         
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The NHATS analysis of PCB levels in sub-populations found no significant   
     differences in trends between race group, sex, or geographical region.     
     However, there were absolute differences noted with males having higher    
     levels than females, whites having lower levels than non-whites, and       
     persons in the northeast U.S. having higher levels than in other areas on  
     the U.S.(40)                                                               
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (40) Baseline Estimates and Time Trends, p. 58.                            
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NHATS found trend differences among age groups.  A significant difference  
     was reported for levels of PCBs in persons 14 years or younger.  For PCBs  
     levels greater than 3 ppm, the "0-14" years group did not increase during  
     the mid-seventies, as did the other age groups.  Figure IV represents time 
     trends among the different age groups for PCBs levels greater then 3 ppm.  
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Available data on the occurrence of PCBs in blood sera from local and      
     regional studies in populations with and without occupational exposure are 
     summarized in ATSDR's Toxicological Profile on PCBs.  For those studies    
     where multiple years of sampling were conducted, downward trends were seen,
     suggesting that PCBs are not stored in blood as they are in adipose tissue,
     but tend to readily dissipate from blood sera after elimination of         
     exposure.                                                                  
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     Comment:
     A study of Michigan residents found a decrease in serum PCB levels in      
     persons consuming greater than 10 kg of fish per year, from 56 ng/ml in    
     1974 to 21 ng/ml in 1980.  The study authors note that this decline        
     followed a reduction in the amount of PCB-contaminated fish consumed per   
     year.                                                                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non-fish eaters, PCB levels declined from a median of 15 ng/ml in 1973 
     to 6.6 ng/ml in 1983.(44)  PCB declines in blood sera of Michigan residents
     is graphically presented in Figure V.                                      
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (44) Humphrey, H.E.B., "Population Studies of PCBs in Michigan Residents," 
     cited in D'Itri, F.M., Kamrin, M., eds., PCBs:  Human and Environmental    
     Hazards (Boston, Ma., Butterworth).                                        
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     Comment:
     In Japan, a study of persons accidentally exposed to PCBs concluded that   
     within five years after exposure, PCB levels in the blood was recorded at  
     almost the same levels as those of unexposed individuals.  This decrease in
     blood sera PCB levels was also found in occupationally exposed Japanese    
     workers.                                                                   
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     Cross Ref 3: 
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     Comment:
     Phillips et al. (1989) found that a median PCB half-life of approximately  
     four years exists for individuals with 30-100 ppb Aroclor 1254 in blood    
     sera.(45)                                                                  
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (45) Phillips, D.L., et al., "Half-life of Polychlorinated Biphenyls in    
     Occupationally Exposed Workers, "Arch. Environ. Health 44:351-354, (1989), 
     cited in Miller, D.T., et al., "Human Exposure to Polychlorinated Biphenyls
     in Greater New Bedford, Massachusetts: A Prevalence Study," Arch. Environ. 
     Contam. Toxicol. 20:410-416 (1991)                                         
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     Comment:
     These results are consistent with results obtained in the Greater New      
     Bedford PCB Health Effects Study.(46)  This study was prompted by the      
     discovery of high levels of PCBs in seafood taken from New Bedford Harbor, 
     Massachusetts.  The study was originally proposed in two phases.  The first
     phase was expected to identify a large population of persons with elevated 
     PCB levels in blood; these persons were to be monitored in the second phase
     of the project.  Contrary to expectations, the study found that while the  
     environment around New Bedford was highly contaminated, the general        
     prevalence of elevated blood serum PCB levels was low.  Researchers        
     conducting the investigation noted that even residents consuming high      
     levels of seafood had PCB levels "within the typical range of the U.S.     
     population."(47)  As a result, too few subjects were identified with high  
     PCB levels to continue with the second phase of the study.  Unpublished    
     data from follow-up annual monitoring of the six to eight persons with high
     levels of blood sera PCB concentrations, found significant decreases in PCB
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     levels over time.(48)                                                      
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (46) This study was a collaborative effort of three public agencies, the   
     Massachusetts Department of Public Health, the Massachusetts Health        
     Research Institute, and the U.S. Centers for Disease Control.              
                                                                                
     (47) Miller,D.T., et al. "Human Exposure to Polychlorinated Biphenyls in   
     Greater New Bedford, Massachusetts:  A Prevalence Study" Arch. Environ.    
     Contam. Toxicol. Vol. 20, p. 410.                                          
                                                                                
     (48) S. Condon, Massachusetts Department of Public Health, personal        
     communication, March 1992.                                                 
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     Comment:
     PCB contamination in the aquatic environment may be quantified through     
     analysis of water, sediments, or biota.  However, analysis of water samples
     to determine trends in PCB contamination is problematic.  Factors such as  
     depth of sample, method of filtration, and contamination of samples by     
     extraneous sources of PCBs or collection equipment complicate the          
     comparison between samples of water collected at different times.          
     Researchers have found variations of "greater than an order of magnitude   
     between samples taken sequentially at the same site."(49)                  
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (49) Phillips, D.J. "Use of Organisms to Quantify PCBs in Marine and       
     Estuarine Environments", in Waid, PCBs and the Environment, Vol II, 1986.  
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     Comment:
     A number of studies have analyzed PCB concentrations in sediment samples,  
     including a national survey by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric        
     Administration's (NOAA) National Status & Trends (NS&T) Program, which     
     collected sediment data from 1984 to 1988.(50)  While the NS&T Program     
     showed that PCBs are ubiquitous, data from this program do not describe a  
     clear temporal trend for PCBs in sediment.  Temporal trends from sediment  
     data are obscured because they are strongly influenced by rates of         
     sedimentation and bioturbation, sample particle size, and the organic      
     matter content of the sediment sample.  Nevertheless, NOAA was able to     
     conclude that contaminant concentrations at NS&T sites are "usually below  
     those expected to be of biological significance."(51)                      
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
     (50) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1991, Second Summary 
     Report of Data on Chemical Contaminants in Sediments from the National     
     Status & Trends Program, Rockville, MD.                                    
                                                                                
     (51) Ibid., p. 27.                                                         
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     NOAA's 1988 study, (hereafter referred to as NOAA '88), examined available 
     data from studies on fish and shellfish conducted in the U.S. in an attempt
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     to identify long-term trends in PCB contamination.  The survey was based on
     a synthesis of approximately 35,000 pieces of historical data from many    
     different studies, covering over 540 species collected between 1940 and    
     1985.  Data on PCB levels in fish and shellfish were contained in over     
     11,000 records.  The study found that PCBs have been detected in all       
     estuaries sampled, including remote, non-industrial areas.  The highest    
     concentrations were found to occur in fish samples near urban areas.(54)   
                                                                                
     _________________                                                          
     (54) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1988, p. 32.         
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     Comment:
     The results of data compiled for NOAA'88 did not allow the study authors to
     make specific conclusions regarding a national trend in PCB contamination  
     in the U.S. among fish and shellfish as a whole.  However, for specific    
     species such as the striped bass and menhaden, NOAA-88 was able to develop 
     15- to 20-year histories of PCB contamination.  Within geographical areas  
     such as the Chesapeake Bay and San Francisco Bay, long-term declines in PCB
     contamination were documented.  In fact, site-specific sampling cited by   
     NOAA has yielded very few instances where PCB levels increased in the short
     or long term.                                                              
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to NOAA '88, more recent data from NOAA's Mussel Watch Program,
     as well as data from the New York Department of Environmental Conservation 
     (NYDEC), documents significant decreases in PCB contamination.  The        
     following discussion highlights data from these three sources.             
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     Comment:
     Monitoring for PCBs in bivalves began in several areas between 1969 and    
     1972.  Early monitoring identified three sites with high PCB concentrations
     (Elizabeth River, Virginia; Pensacola, Florida; and, Palos Verdes,         
     California).  Nationwide sampling of bivalves began in 1976 with the       
     inception of the EPA-sponsored U.S. Mussel Watch Project (1976-1978).  The 
     three "hot" sites previously identified all showed substantial decreases in
     PCB concentration by the time of the 1976 Mussel Watch Project.  Local     
     sampling at these three sites have documented continued declines or        
     unchanging, but seasonally variable, concentrations through the early      
     1980s.                                                                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whites Point and the Palos Verdes Peninsula, California.  PCBs declined at 
     least 20-fold in mussels from approximately 0.4 ppm wet weight (ww) in 1971
     to less than 0.02 ppm ww in 1982.  The decline is commensurate with source 
     controls that reduced PCBs from nearby outfalls for treated sewage. (See   
     Figure VI).(55)                                                            
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (55) Unpublished data from the Southern California Coastal Water Research  
     Project, as cited in National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1988.
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     Comment:
     Oceanside, California.  Although interannual fluctuations were evident,    
     there was an overall decline of PCB levels in mussels from 1971 to 1983    
     from approximately 0.3 ppm to less 0.1 ppm.  Also, there were no annual    
     levels greater than the level recorded for the first year of sampling.(56) 
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (56) Unpublished data from the Southern California Coastal Water Research  
     Project, and Hayes and Phillips, California State Mussel Watch (1987); as  
     cited in National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1988.            
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     Comment:
     East Bay and Escambia Bay, Florida.  Average annual concentrations of      
     Aroclor 1254 in oysters steadily declined six-fold from 12 ppm ww in 1969  
     to about 2 ppm ww in 1976. (See Figure VI) (57).                           
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (57) Wilson and Forester, "Persistence of Aroclor 1254 in a contaminated   
     estuary," Bull. Environ. Cont. & Toxicol., 19:637-40, 1978, cited in       
     National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1988.                     
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     Comment:
     Upper Chesapeake Bay, Maryland-Virginia.  NOAA 1988 merged several data    
     sets from various bay segments to develop a composite long term trend      
     during 1971, 1972, and 1976 to 1986 which showed that PCB levels in        
     bivalves declined from several-fold to over 10-fold depending on the bay   
     segment.(58)                                                               
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
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     (58) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, PCB and Chlorinated  
     Pesticide Contamination in US Fish and Shellfish: A Historical Assessment  
     Report, (Washington, DC., 1988.)                                           
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     Comment:
     Beaufort, North Carolina.  Samples were taken at this location from 1976 to
     1982 for the U.S. Mussel Watch program.  PCB concentrations increased from 
     0.15 ppm dry weight (dw) in 1981 from 0.05 ppm dw in 1976-77.  The         
     subsequent 1986 Mussel Watch recorded concentrations at two other sites in 
     North Carolina in the range of 0.02 to 0.103 ppm dw.(59)                   
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (59) Farrington, J.W. et al., "Hydrocarbons, polychlorinated biphenyls, and
     DDE in mussels and oysters from the U.S. coast, 1976-78.  The Mussel       
     Watch", and NOAA, "National Status and Trends Program for Marine           
     Environmental Quality:  Progress Report--A summary of selected data on     
     chemical contaminants in tissues collected during 1984, 1985, and 1986,"   
     Rockville, MD, 1987.                                                       
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     Comment:
     Atlantic Coast.  NOAA also merged several data sets to document long-term  
     trends of PCB contamination in bivalves on the Atlantic Coast.  NOAA       
     concluded that "concentrations declined several-fold to over 10-fold during
     this period" (1971 to 1986).                                               
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     Comment:
     In a 1989 report(60), NOAA summarized the data collected in the first three
     years of the Mussel Watch Program.  NOAA's 1989 report identified Mussel   
     Watch sites that had significant and monotonic changes in mollusk tissue   
     for PCBs, as well as for various other compounds.  It is significant to    
     note that all of the chemical sites evaluated revealed at least one        
     monotonic increase in chemical contaminants levels for the period 1986 to  
     1988, except for PCBs.  In the case of PCBs, not one site showed a         
     monotonic increase, and 13 sampling sites (identified on Table II) showed  
     significant decreasing trends (i.e., two-fold decreases) of PCBs (see list 
     below and Figures VIIa, VIIb, and VIIc):                                   
                                                                                
     Table II    NOAA Mussel Watch Sampling Sites Showing Decrease in PCB       
          Contamination                                                         
                                                                                
     Boston Harbor, MA              Pt. Loma, CA              Pt. Delgada, CA   
     Delaware Bay, DE               S. Catalina Island, CA    Grays Harbor, WA  
     Hudson River/Raritan Bay       Santa Cruz Island, CA     Elliot Bay, WA    
     Estuary, NY                    Pt. S. Barbara, CA        Sinclair Inlet, WA
                                    Pt. Conception, CA        Pt. Roberts, WA   
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (60) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, A Summary of Data on 
     Tissue Contamination from the First Three Years (1986-1988) of the Mussel  
     Watch Project, August, 1989, Rockville, MD.                                
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     Comment:
     The 1989 report notes that although the three years of data do not provide 
     rigorous evidence of annual trends, they indicate a decided tendency       
     towards significant decreases of PCBs in mollusks.  This tendency is       
     further documented by more recent unpublished data.  NOAA has completed    
     statistical analysis of the Mussel Watch sites for the years 1989 and 1990,
     and found a statistically significant (0.05 level) decrease in PCB         
     concentrations in mollusks for the years 1986-1990(61).  NOAA reports that 
     the geometric mean concentrations dropped from approximately 190 ng/g-dry  
     in 1986 to approximately 120 ng/g-dry in 1990.                             
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (61) Unpublished data, National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration,    
     June 1992.                                                                 
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     Comment:
     NOAA '88 compiled studies on flatfish from a number of independent         
     monitoring programs which measured PCB concentrations in flatfish during   
     the 1980s.  Similar to bivalves, NOAA did not identify any instances where 
     there was an increase in PCB contamination, and further concluded that PCB 
     trends in flatfish have declined since the mid-1970s to mid-1980s by       
     factors ranging from two to 10.                                            
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     Comment:
     NOAA '88 reports regional trend data in flatfish in the northeast U.S. (New
     York Bight and New Bedford Harbor), the Southern California Coast (Southern
     California Bight), and Elliot Bay, Washington.  These regional trends are  
     graphically presented in Figure VIII, and summarized below.                
                                                                                
     [New Bedford Harbor.  PCB levels in flatfish showed a four-fold decrease   
     between 1976 and 1980 from about 8.0 ppm ww to 2.1 ppm ww. (66)]           
                                                                                
     [Elliot Bay; Puget Sound. Total PCB declined from 0.3 ppm ww in 1977 to 0.1
     ppm ww in 1983, with a peak of 0.6 ppm ww in 1980. (67)]                   
                                                                                
     [Santa Monica Bay -- PCBs declined from about 2.0 ppm ww in 1974 to 0.9 ppm
     ww in 1979.]                                                               
                                                                                
     [San Pedro Bay -- Data show a dramatic decline from 3.8 ppm ww in 1974 to  
     about 0.2 ppm in 1980.]                                                    
                                                                                
     [Palos Verdes -- Though the data were found to fluctuate, NOAA reported    
     that "an overall trend in the last decade is downward by at least an order 
     of magnitude".  For one species, Dover sole, the interannual variation is  
     less and the long-term decline is clearer.]                                
                                                                                
     [Catalina Island -- Although PCB levels in flatfish from this area were    
     generally low (below 0.05 ppm ww), a decline from 1974 to 1980 was seen.]  
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     [Orange County (offshore) -- Levels declined from 1.4 ppm ww in 1974 to    
     about 0.1 ppm in 1982.)]                                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (66) Kolek, A., and Cuervals, R., "Polychlorinated Biphenyl Analyses of    
     marine organisms in the New Bedford area, 1976-1980."  Massachusetts Div.  
     of Marine Fisheries, 1981, in National Oceanic and Atmospheric             
     Administration, 1988, p. 97.                                               
                                                                                
     (67) Young, D.R., U.S. EPA, Newport, Oregon, personal communication, in    
     National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1988, p. 97.              
                                                                                
     (68) Southern California Coastal Water Research Project, 1986, cited in    
     National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1988, p. 97.              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.055     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.056 is imbedded in comment #.055.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New Bedford Harbor.  PCB levels in flatfish showed a four-fold decrease    
     between 1976 and 1980 from about 8.0 ppm ww to 2.1 ppm ww. (66)            
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (66) Kolek, A., and Cuervals, R., "Polychlorinated Biphenyl Analyses of    
     marine organisms in the New Bedford area, 1976-1980."  Massachusetts Div.  
     of Marine Fisheries, 1981, in National Oceanic and Atmospheric             
     Administration, 1988, p. 97.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.056     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.057 is imbedded in comment #.055.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Elliot Bay; Puget Sound.  Total PCB declined from 0.3 ppm ww in 1977 to 0.1
     ppm ww in 1983, with a peak of 0.6 ppm ww in 1980.(67)                     
                                                                                
     _________________                                                          
                                                                                
     (67) Young, D.R., U.S. EPA, Newport, Oregon, personal communication, in    
     National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1988, p. 97.              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.057     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.058 is imbedded in comment #.055.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Santa Monica Bay -- PCBs declined from about 2.0 ppm ww in 1974 to 0.9 ppm 
     ww in 1979.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.058     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
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     Comment ID: P2654.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.059 is imbedded in comment #.055.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     San Pedro Bay -- Data show a dramatic decline from 3.8 ppm ww in 1974 to   
     about 0.2 ppm in 1980.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.059     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.060 is imbedded in comment #.055.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Palos Verdes -- Though the data were found to fluctuate, NOAA reported that
     "an overall trend in the last decade is downward by at least an order of   
     magnitude". For one species, Dover sole, the interannual variation is less 
     and the long-term decline is clearer.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.060     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment #.061 is imbedded in comment #.055.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Catalina Island -- Although PCB levels in flatfish from this area were     
     generally low (below 0.05 ppm ww), a decline from 1974 to 1980 was seen.   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.061     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.062 is imbedded in comment #.055.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Orange County (offshore) -- Levels declined from 1.4 ppm ww in 1974 to     
     about 0.1 ppm in 1982.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.062     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     NOAA '88 reports PCBs were highest in menhaden from the Northeast, and that
     PCB levels from 1969 to 1979 generally declined in all four menhaden       
     substrates that were analyzed: whole fish, oil, fish meal, and muscle.  For
     whole fish in Long Island Sound, and fillets from the New York Bight, PCB  
     levels were reported to have increased in the late 1970s.  These increases 
     are attributed to relatively high average PCB concentrations for 1978 and  
     1981. (72)                                                                 
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (72) National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration, 1988, p. 101.        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.063     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NOAA '88 found the most dramatic change in PCB levels in striped bass from 
     the Hudson River, where a six-fold decline was seen, from 24 ppm ww in 1975
     to 4.6 ppm ww in 1985.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.064     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Less dramatic declines occurred in Long Island Sound and New York Harbor.  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.065     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast, striped bass from Rhode Island showed an increase in PCB      
     levels from 1979 to 1985.  NOAA concluded that among these four areas along
     the Northeast Coast, PCB levels "were converging at a level of about 3.0   
     ppm ww." (73)                                                              
                                                                                
     __________________                                                         
                                                                                
     (73) Ibid., p. 110.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.066     
     
     See response to comment number P2654.022.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A December 1991 report by NYDEC discusses more recent data on striped bass 
     from the Hudson River, and temporal trends observed since 1978.  The       
     availability of new data allows NYDEC to conclude that a "general,         
     significant decline" in PCB contamination of striped bass has occurred,    
     from 11.63 ppm in 1978 to 2.18 ppm in 1990.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.067     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Figue IX, page 37 (first attachment)                 
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast to previous estimates that PCB levels in the Hudson River area 
     might level off subsequent to 1977 (74), NYDEC further notes a "slow but   
     steady" reduction in PCB levels since 1980.(75)  PCB concentrations in     
     Hudson River striped bass from 1978 to 1990 are graphically presented as   
     Figure IX.                                                                 
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (74) Sloan, R.J., Simpson, K.W., Schroeder, R.A., and Barnes, C.R.,        
     "Temporal Trends Toward Stability of Hudson River PCB Contamination", Bull.
     Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 31, p. 384.                                      
                                                                                
     (75) Sloan, R. and Hattala, K.A., Temporal and Spatial Aspects of PCB      
     contamination in Hudson River Striped Bass (New York, New York Department  
     of Environmental Conservation, Division of Fish and Wildlife, December     
     1991), p. 24.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.068     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The majority of fish samples analyzed by NYDEC from 1970 to 1980 were found
     to have detectable levels of PCBs, with elevated concentrations seen in    
     samples taken from waterways with "prior and/or ongoing discharges."  Data 
     on fish taken from several New York lakes led the researchers to conclude  
     that "PCB concentrations in fish from New York lakes have been declining   
     since the mid-1970s."  NYDEC found that in fish from several industrialized
     rivers, PCB concentrations have declined significantly since 1975, and that
     an average decline of about 50% was seen in New York riverine fish between 
     1975 and 1978.(76)                                                         
                                                                                
     __________________                                                         
                                                                                
     (76) Armstrong, R.W., and Sloan, R.J., Trends in Levels of Several Known   
     Chemical Contaminants in Fish From New York State Waters (Albany, New York,
     New York State Department of Environmental Conservation, June 1980), pp.   
     25-26.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.069     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A review of available temporal trend information on PCBs in the environment
     documents a significant decline in PCB concentration over the past 15      
     years.  The most dramatic declines appear to occur in the late 1970s and   
     mid-1980s timeframe, which corresponds to the period following the         
     regulatory controls imposed by the Toxic Substances Control Act.           
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     Response to: P2654.070     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Declines in PCB levels were documented in environmental compartments of    
     public health significance, most notably foods for human consumption, human
     adipose tissue, shellfish and various fish species.  These declines are    
     expected to continue through natural degradation processes, although a     
     slower rates than what was observed in the 1970s and 1980s.                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.071     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Bioaccumulation Factor                                                 
                                                                                
     Our first concern deals with the process by which the USEPA identifies     
     "Bioconcentratable Chemicals of Concern," in particular polychlorinated    
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     biphenyls (PCBs).  It is incumbent upon the Agency to use the most         
     scientifically valid approach currently available, and, as yet, there is no
     consensus among the scientific community as to which approach that might   
     be.                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.072     
     
     See response to: P2654.014.  Furthermore, EPA believes that the BAF        
     methodology and the definition of BCC are scientifically and technically   
     appropriate.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     these issues.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA's Science Advisory Board (1992) has recently cautioned against   
     the use of the Thomann model:                                              
                                                                                
               The [Thomann] model has not been adequately tested to            
               use for the establishment of regional water quality              
               criteria at this time. The potential exists for errors           
               on both over-protection and under-protection of aquatic          
               organisms, wildlife and humans.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.073     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the models is needed.   
     EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of what is   
     occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison to the 
     field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas model    
     acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF, as defined in the GLWQI, is a measure of the concentration of a   
     chemical in the fish tissue relative to the concentration of chemical      
     freely dissolved in the surrounding water.  It is this basic aspect of the 
     Thomann model, that tissue concentrations are related to a chemical freely 
     dissolved in water, which we question.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.074     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all routes of       
     exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in the aquatic 
     ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do not assume   
     simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall expression of the 
     total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the chemical in water     
     column as a reference point.  This use of the BAF in GLWQI is fundamentally
     different than that implied by commenter.  The model of Gobas (1993) used  
     in the final guidance for deriving FCMs includes chemical exposure from    
     contaminanted sediments and the freely dissolved chemical in the water     
     column.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We question the Agency's selection of a BAF using the Thomann model        
     because:  [(1) for superlipophilic chemicals, freely dissolved chemical    
     concentrations are difficult to accurately measure;]  [(2) these chemicals 
     are rarely freely dissolved in the water column;] and [(3) the BAF ignores 
     the importance of sediments in the aquatic environment.]                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.075     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that using the bioavailable fraction of the  
     chemical in the ambient water would more accurately reflect the fraction of
     the total chemical available to bioaccumulate in the biota.  In the Notice 
     dated August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678), EPA set forth the equation from which 
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     the fraction of the chemical that is freely dissolved in the water can be  
     calculated using the Kow for the chemical and the DOC and POC in the water.
      EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is 
     difficult to measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or     
     estimated and used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.        
                                                                                
     EPA has modified the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs to    
     include a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology as the second preferred    
     method after field-measured BAFs.  The BSAF provides a method by which the 
     concentration of a chemical in the sediment is related to the concentration
     in fish tissue.  The concentration of chemicals with log Kows greater than 
     6.5 in the sediment is greater than in the water column and more readily   
     measured; therefore use of the BSAF reduces the uncertainty associated with
     relating concentration in fish tissue to the concentration in the water    
     column.  This is particularly true for chemicals with higher Kows since    
     these generally show a greater affinity for sediments.  For further details
     on deriving BAFs from the BSAF methodology, and the data supporting the    
     approach, see the final BAF TSD.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that sediment should be considered as a route of exposure in the
     model, especially for chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5.  In the    
     final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas (1993) is 
     used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  EPA considers the  
     model by Gobas (1993) an improvement on the 1989 Thomann model because it  
     incorporates the exposure of organisms to chemicals from the sediment by   
     including a benthic food-chain component.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.076 is imbedded in comment #.075.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1) for superlipophilic chemicals, freely dissolved chemical concentrations
     are difficult to accurately measure;                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.076     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that using the bioavailable fraction of the  
     chemical in the ambient water would more accurately reflect the fraction of
     the total chemical available to bioaccumulate in the biota.  In the final  
     Guidance, EPA set forth the equation from which the fraction of the        
     chemical that is freely dissolved in the water can be calculated using the 
     Kow for the chemical and the DOC and POC in the water.  EPA acknowledges   
     that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is difficult to      
     measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or estimated and    
     used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.  For further         
     information, see the discussion on bioavailability in the final TSD for    
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     BAFs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.077 is imbedded in comment #.075.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) these chemicals are rarely freely dissolved in the water column;       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.077     
     
     Based on the information in the Notice of Data Availability (59 FR 44678), 
     EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved concentration of organic       
     chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and the total concentration of
     the chemical for derivation of Tier I human health and wildlife BAFs.      
     Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration of the freely  
     dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic BAFs devoid  
     of site-specific influences and considerations, such as varying            
     concentrations of POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and derivation of
     the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is  
     difficult to measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or     
     estimated and used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.078 is imbedded in comment #.075.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) the BAF ignores the importance of sediments in the aquatic environment.
     

Page 8534



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: P2654.078     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the impact from sediments on the aquatic
     environment was not incorporated in the proposal. EPA has revised the      
     methodology to include a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology as the      
     second preferred method after field- measured BAFs.  The BSAF provides a   
     method by which the concentration of a chemical in the sediment is related 
     to the concentration in fish tissue.  The concentration of chemicals with  
     log Kows greater than 6.5 in the sediment is greater than in the water     
     column and more readily measured; therefore use of the BSAF reduces the    
     uncertainty associated with relating concentration in fish tissue to the   
     concentration in the water column.  This is particularly true for chemicals
     with higher Kows since these generally show a greater affinity for         
     sediments.  For further details on deriving BAFs from the BSAF methodology,
     and the data supporting the approach, see the final BAF TSD which is       
     available in the public docket for this rulemaking.                        
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA considers the model by Gobas (1993) an improvement on the 
     1989 Thomann model because it incorporates the exposure of organisms to    
     chemicals from the sediment by including a benthic food-chain component.   
                                                                                
     See also response to comment D2854L.014.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The difficulty of accurately determining freely dissolved chemicals and the
     relevance of this value to accumulation are valid concerns regarding the   
     concept of BAFs.  This is particularly true for superlipophilic chemicals  
     like PCBs.  It has been proposed that chemicals with log K(ow subscript)   
     above 6.5 (like many PCB congeners) do not exist in a truly dissolved state
     in the aqueous environment for any appreciable time.  Rather, these        
     hydrophobic chemicals are found sorbed to organic material in both the     
     sediment and the water column (Rifkin and LaKind, 1991).  In fact, research
     with 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (K(ow subscript) > 6.5 has shown  
     that the contribution to fish uptake from the water (dissolved chemical)   
     under natural conditions is negligible (Batterman et al., 1989; Kuehl et   
     al., 1987; Muir et al., 1985).  Therefore, these results suggest that a BAF
     becomes, in essence, an inaccurate measure of the bioconcentratable        
     characteristics of these compounds as the actual freely dissolved          
     concentration of the compound approaches zero.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.079     
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     See the response to comment P2654.076.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.080
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not considered in the USEPA proposed methodology for determining the       
     accumulation potential of lipophilic chemicals, particularly PCBs, is the  
     fact that the sediments of the Great Lakes are currently a significant     
     source of the chemical.  A more accurate predictor of the accumulation of  
     PCBs must have a component in the calculation which addresses this concept.
     
     
     Response to: P2654.080     
     
     In the original proposal, EPA did not consider sediments in the development
     of the FCMs.  In the final proposal, EPA has included sediments in the     
     development of the FCMs.  This was done by using the model of Gobas (1993) 
     to derive the FCMs and this model includes both benthic and pelagic food   
     web pathways.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thomann, the author of the bioaccumulation model being used by the USEPA in
     the GLWQI, has recently proposed a modified bioaccumulation model.  The    
     revised model not only includes a component reflecting biota-sediment      
     interactions, but it also suggests that the 1989 model may be inadequate:  
                                                                                
               Normalization of organic chemical concentration to lipid content 
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     and sediment chemical concentration to organic carbon content simplifies   
     the calculation of chemical transfer in aquatic food webs with a sediment  
     interaction.  The inclusion of a benthic compartment in an equilibrium     
     food-web chemical transfer model, in general, introduces a degree of site  
     specificity and lessens the applicability of a global generic modeling     
     framework.  (emphasis added) (Thomann et al., 1992)                        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.081     
     
     EPA agrees that sediment should be considered as a route of exposure in the
     model, especially for chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5.  In the    
     final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas (1993) to 
     derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  EPA considers the model by 
     Gobas (1993) an improvement on the 1989 Thomann model because it           
     incorporates the exposure of organisms to chemicals from the sediment by   
     including a benthic food-chain component.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA in selecting a model to use in developing FCMs did consider alternative
     models, ie., Thomann et al. (1992), before selecting the model of Gobas    
     (1993).  The model of Gobas (1993) required the specification of fewer     
     input parameters for benthic food web components in comparison to the model
     of Thomann et al. (1992). The parameters required by the model of Thomann  
     et al. (1992) for the benthic food web are not readily available and would 
     have required assumptions or guesses for the appropriate values.  In       
     contrast, the model of Gobas required no assumptions or guesses for the    
     input parameters used with the benthic food web components of the model.   
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that inclusion of a benthic component in an equilibrium      
     food-web chemical transfer model lessens the applicability of a generic    
     modeling framework.  EPA contends that numerous similarities exist among   
     the food webs in the five Great Lakes.  First, all of the Great Lakes have 
     both benthic and pelagic food web components.  Second, all of the Great    
     Lakes except for Lake Erie have lake trout as their piscivorous fish.      
     Third, all of the Great Lakes have their piscivorous fish occupying the    
     fourth trophic level.  Fourth, all of the Great Lakes have forage fishes   
     occupying the third trophic level.  The food web used in the development of
     the FCMs was based upon a four trophic level food web with both benthic and
     pelagic food web components taken from Lake Ontario.  EPA has determined   
     that enough similarities exist among the five Great Lakes to derive FCMs   
     using one set of modelling conditions taken from Lake Ontario.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a mathematical model to determine a BAF ignores an environmental
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     matrix which is important in determining the extent of bioaccumulation by  
     feral fish populations.  Rather, the BAF is based on a component of the    
     ecosystem (i.e., freely dissolved in the water), which for PCBs may not    
     truly exist.  As a result, it will not be an accurate reflection of        
     bioaccumulation in aquatic organisms.  Thus, the BAF calculated in this    
     manner will be of little use in estimating or predicting the environmental 
     fate of PCBs.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.082     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has not ignored any important environmental     
     matrices.  EPA now considers sediments, the ambient water, freely dissolved
     versus that bound to dissolved and particulate organic carbon for the      
     chemical, food web interactions, and the disequilibrium between the        
     sediments and the ambient water in the ecosystem.  The FCMs derived using  
     the model of Gobas (1993) includes both pelagic and benthic food web       
     pathways.  In addition, EPA has included within the BAFs methodology a     
     procedure for accounting for the effects associated with dissolved and     
     particulate organic carbon on the amount of freely dissolved chemical in   
     the water column.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model   
     (1993) against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for   
     the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three 
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Until such time as a scientific consensus concerning the most appropriate  
     method for predicting bioaccumulation is developed, the Agency should not, 
     as the Science Advisory Board said, employ the single Thomann model to     
     establish water quality criteria.  [Instead, as part of the GLWQI, the     
     Agency should encourage the consideration of other factors, including      
     sediment-based bioaccumulation factors.]                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.083     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that sediment-based bioaccumulation factor   
     (BSAFs) should be considered in the development of BAFs. In the final      
     Guidance, a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology is added as the second   
     most preferred method in the hierarchy for derivation of BAFs for organic  
     chemicals.                                                                 
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     EPA does not solely rely on a food chain model to establish water quality  
     criteria.  The final Guidance lists four methods for deriving BAFs for     
     organic chemicals, listed below in order of decreasing preference: a BAF   
     measured in the field, in fish collected from the Great Lakes which are at 
     the top of the food chain; a BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a BAF 
     predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably on a 
     fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF predicted
     by multiplying a BCF calculated from the Kow by the FCM.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead, as part of the GLWQI, the Agency should encourage the             
     consideration of other factors, including sediment-based bioaccumulation   
     factors.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.084     
     
     EPA has included the use of BSAFs in the final guidance.  In the GLWQI     
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors, the relationships between BAFs and BSAFs have been derived.  EPA  
     included a BSAF approach for deriving BAFs, in part, to permit the         
     derivation of BAFs for chemicals with concentrations in the water column   
     which are below method detection limits.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2654.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Our second issue of concern relates to the Agency's assessment of the      
     cancer potency of PCBs.  The Agency overestimates the potency by a factor  
     of at least 100 times, and perhaps more than 1,000 times, based on both the
     available epidemiology and animal data.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.085     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2654.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PCB mortality studies have been assessed using six basic causation     
     criteria, which are discussed in Section 2.0.  The four major cohorts      
     (Brown, 1987; Nicholson et al., 1987; Taylor et al., 1988; and Sinks et    
     al., 1992) have been identified and evaluated with respect to the human    
     carcinogenicity of PCBs.  When this analysis was performed, no causally    
     related association between cancers of any kind and PCBs was found.        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.086     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2654.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The human cancer potency factors for lifetime exposures based on these     
     data, assuming the risk is both linear and proportional to dose (even at   
     the much lower doses found in the environment), ranges from 0.77 x 10 exp-3
     to 1.9 x 10 exp-2 mg/kg/day exp-1.  Therefore, the cancer potency estimates
     for PCBs derived from the available epidemiologic studies are some 1,000 to
     10,000 fold lower than the number the USEPA is currently projecting from   
     the animal data.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.087     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2654.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current PCB slope factor of 7.7 per mg/kg/day (IRIS, 1993) used by     
     USEPA is too conservative and grossly overestimates any possible risk to   
     humans from environmental PCB exposure.  The conservative nature of their  
     assessment is driven by [(1) choice of a single dataset;]  [(2) use of a   
     surface area dose scaling factor;] and [(3) use of combined tumor          
     incidences.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.088     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: P2654.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.089 is imbedded in comment #.088.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     (1) choice of a single dataset;                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.089     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.090 is imbedded in comment #.088.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) use of a surface area dose scaling factor;                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.090     
     
     Cannot respond to this comment.  Not in the form of a comment.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.091 is imbedded in comment #.088.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) use of combined tumor incidences.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.091     
     
     Comment is out of context.  Cannot be responded to.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All PCB mixtures are not equipotent in terms of carcinogenicity,           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.092     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     there are other, more biologically plausible means of scaling doses between
     animals and humans.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.093     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.094
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/FC
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     in the particular case of the Great Lakes Initiative, where the expected   
     route of PCB exposure is through the consumption of fish, a proper dose    
     scaling factor could be ppm in food, since all of the bioassay data is     
     based upon dietary exposure of animals to PCBs.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.094     
     
     See response to comment P2654.249.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2654.095
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the body weight scaling factor should be considered since Allen et al.     
     (1987) have clearly demonstrated that its use does not severely            
     overestimate risk to humans.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.095     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using a geometric mean slope factor for 60% chlorine PCB mixtures lowers   
     the USEPA slope factor by nearly 50%;                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.096     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using the IEHR reanalysis data lowers the slope factor to 2.0 per          
     mg/kg/day;                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.097     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Rank ordering slope factors for 60%, 54%, and 42% PCB mixtures follows the 
     order for systemic effects fo these mixtures (i.e., risk decreases with    
     decreasiing degree of chlorination);                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.098     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Considering choice of scaling factor (ppm in food or body weight) and tumor
     endpoint (combined tumors or only malignant), and including the IEHR       
     reanalyzed data, the slope factor across all PCB mixtures should be in the 
     range 2.9 x 10 exp-2 to 2.9 x 10 exp-1.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.099     
     
     See response to comments P2654.263 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In its acceptance of the Norback and Weltman (1985) study, the USEPA has   
     ignored the fact that partial hepatectomy (as performed in this study)     
     exerts a strong promotional effect.  Male rats exposed under the same      
     conditions gave a vastly different (much smaller) response, and 35% of the 
     animals at the outset of the experiment were not examined at the terminus. 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.100     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two other factors (surface area dose scaling factor and [use of a single   
     data point) add to the conservatism apparent in USEPA's approach.]         
     
     
     Response to: P2654.101     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: P2654.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.102 is imbedded in comment #.101.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     use of a single data point) add to the conservatism apparent in USEPA's    
     approach.                                                                  

Page 8547



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: P2654.102     
     
     EPA does not entirely agree with comment.  Use of a single data point does 
     not always add conservatism to the criterion development process.  The use 
     of ranges may increase conservatism depending on what choice is made within
     a range.  If a State or Tribe is presented with ranges (of toxicity and    
     exposure values) but consistently chooses the lowest point in any range,   
     then the EPA approach of a single point estimate would be viewed as less   
     conservative.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA slope factor ignores the fact that there are quality studies that
     indicate no significant potential for PCBs as animal carcinogens (NCI,     
     1978; males from Norback and Weltman, 1985; Clophen A30 exposed rats in    
     Schaeffer et al., 1984).  In each of the studies mentioned, benign and/or  
     malignant lesions were observed, although incidence did not achieve        
     statistical significance.  Data reported for carcinomas in female rats     
     exposed to Aroclor 1254 (NCI, 1978) and female mice exposed to Kanechlor   
     500 (Nagasaki et al., 1974) indicated no responses for any dose tested.    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.103     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.104
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a slope factor is to be applied globally to PCB contamination in food,  
     soil, or water, then credence must be given to decreased potency estimates 
     for other PCB mixtures and cases where there is a decided discrepancy      
     between responses in different sexes.  Thus, these data, negative findings 
     and all, should be added to the 60% chlorine mixture data for the          
     determination of PCB carcinogenic potency.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.104     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where multiple datasets are available for analysis (as is the case with    
     studies on chlorinated PCB mixtures), it is most reasonable to calculate a 
     geometric mean of cancer potency factors from appropriate datasets (Allen  
     et al., 1987).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.105     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commentors requesting that the cancer potency or    
     slope                                                                      
     factor calculation should consider geometric means of several studies      
     resulting in a lower value of 1.9 (mg/kg/day)-1. Application of a          
     methodology                                                                
     (Allen et al. 1987) to determine slope factors/potency estimates for       
     chemicals with multiple bioassay data sets to  calculate potency estimates,
     using the multistage model, is not reasonable at this juncture. The reason 
     for this objection is because different animal strains (i.e., Sherman,     
     Wistar, Sprague-Dawley, or Fischer 344 rats), ages, PCB mixtures, dosing   
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     regimen, experimental group sizes, "same" biological response, actual      
     exposure, study durations (less-than-lifetime versus lifetime exposures)   
     were                                                                       
     used in these studies. Furthermore, EPA will pool or combine study data,   
     including calculation of geometric means, only if available studies are    
     considered of marginal quality.  The following discussion supports EPA's   
     position:                                                                  
                                                                                
     In a long-term animal bioassay, Kimbrough et al. (1975) fed 200 female     
     Sherman rats a diet containing 100 ppm Aroclor 1260 for approximately 21   
     months or 630 days (not a lifetime exposure study). No overt signs of      
     toxicity were observed in treated animals, although the mean final body    
     weight was significantly reduced in treated animals relative to controls.  
     At                                                                         
     the 23-month sacrifice, hepatocellular carcinomas were observed in 26/184  
     rats and in 1/173 controls; neoplastic nodules were reported in 146/184    
     treated rats but not in the controls. The length of this study didn't      
     enable                                                                     
     the authors to observe whether the neoplastic nodules progressed into      
     hepatocellular carcinomas. A slope factor of 3.9 (mg/kg/day)-1 could be    
     derived from this study.                                                   
                                                                                
     The NCI (1978) bioassay used 24 male and 24 female Fischer 344 rats treated
     with Aroclor 1254 at 25, 50, or 100 ppm for 104 to 105 weeks.  Although    
     carcinomas of the gastrointestinal tract were observed among the treated   
     animals only, the incidence was not statistically significant.  An apparent
     dose-related incidence of hepatonodular hyperplasia in both sexes as well  
     as                                                                         
     hepatocellular carcinomas among mid- to high-dose treated males was also   
     reported (4-12% in treated animals compared with 0% in controls).          
                                                                                
     Schaeffer et al. (1984) administered the PCB mixtures Clophen A30 and      
     Clophen                                                                    
     A60 (German-manufactured PCB mixtures) to male Wistar rats (152 and 141    
     rats/group, respectively) at 100 ppm in the diet for approximately 801-832 
     days. Of animals that survived for at least 500 days, hepatocellular       
     carcinoma was reported in 61/125 (49%) Clophen A60-treated rats, 4/130 (3%)
     Clophen A30-treated rats and 2/131 (1.5%) controls. Neoplastic nodules were
     reported in 62/125, 38/130 and 5/131 of these groups, respectively.        
                                                                                
     Norback and Weltman (1985) fed 70 male and 70 female Sprague-Dawley rats a 
     diet containing Aroclor 1260 in corn oil at 100 ppm for 16 months, followed
     by a 50 ppm diet for an additional 8 months, then a basal diet for 5       
     months.                                                                    
     Control animals (63 rats/sex) received a diet containing corn oil for 18   
     months, then a basal diet alone for 5 months.  Among animals that survived 
     for at least 18 months, females exhibited a 91% incidence (43/47) of       
     hepatocellular carcinoma.  An additional 4% (2/47) had neoplastic nodules. 
     In males corresponding incidence were 4% (2/46) for carcinomas and 11%     
     (5/46)                                                                     
     for neoplastic nodules.  While it is apparent that some differences in     
     response to the same PCB mixture exist among the sexes, this is likely due 
     to                                                                         
     a difference in the degree of response rather than a fundamentally         
     different                                                                  
     mechanism. Also, the observed disparities in sensitivity are not consistent
     across the sexes or strains: while male Sprague-Dawley rats are relatively 
     resistant to PCB-induced hepatocarcinogenicity, both female Sprague-Dawley 
     rats and male Wistar rats are highly sensitive. This differential          
     (sex/strain                                                                
     differences) responses to neoplastic effect of a contaminant has been      
     previously been reported.  Concurrent liver morphological examinations were
     carried out on tissue samples obtained by partial hepatectomies of three   
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     animals/group at eight time points.  These studies showed the sequential   
     progression of liver lesions (neoplastic nodules) to hepatocellular        
     carcinomas.                                                                
                                                                                
     It is recognized that chemicals that induce benign tumors "frequently"     
     induce                                                                     
     malignant tumors, and that benign tumors often progress to malignant       
     tumors.                                                                    
     EPA, in general, considers the combination of benign and malignant tumors  
     to                                                                         
     be scientifically defensible unless the benign tumors are not considered to
     have the potential to progress to the associated malignancies of the same  
     histogenic origin. Results from each of the experimental bioassays suggest 
     a                                                                          
     progression of the response to PCB exposure from foci to adenomas to       
     carcinoma in the liver.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reanalysis of the histological data from Kimbrough et al. (1975), NCI      
     (1978), Schaffer et al. (1984), and Norback and Weltman (1985), conducted  
     in a blind fashion, reported decreased incidences of hepatocellular lesions
     (IEHR, 1991).                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.106     
     
     See response to comment P2654.263.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
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     Comment ID: P2654.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When data from the IEHR reanalysis are substituted for the studies on 60%  
     chlorine mixtures and for the NCI bioassay of Aroclor 1254, slope factors  
     for the PCB mixtures are smaller.  Use of the IEHR data lowers PCB slope   
     factors by nearly 40%.  The use of the IEHR data, where current            
     pathological criteria were consistently applied across these studies,      
     considerably strengthens confidence in the resulting slope factor.         
     
     
     Response to: P2654.107     
     
     See response to comment P2654.263.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2654.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current USEPA approach to the carcinogenicity of PCBs predicts that    
     lifetime consumption of 6.5 grams per day of Great Lakes fish at 0.014 ppm 
     PCB would result in an upper bound of risk at 1 x 10 exp-5.  Consideration 
     of the consumption rate as suggested in the GLWQI (i.e., 15 grams per day),
     would lower the acceptable fish concentration to 0.006 ppm.  Using a       
     geometric mean slope factor that represents risk from any PCB mixture, and 
     use of the body weight dose scaling factor, results in predicted fish      
     concentrations of 0.6 (combined tumors) to 1.6 ppm (carcinomas only),      
     assuming a consumption rate of 15 grams per day.  Based on the animal data,
     this latter value of 1.6 ppm represents the most reasonable allowable      
     concentration of PCBs in fish and, in fact, is equivalent to the current   
     FDA action level for PCBs in fish in interstate commerce.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.108     
     
     See comment responses on choice of slope factor for PCBs (P2654.105).  It  
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     is important to note that EPA is setting Ambient Water Quality Criteria in 
     the final Guidance, not fish tissue residues that must be met.  With regard
     to FDA action levels (in this case a FDA tolerance for PCBs exists, not an 
     Action Level) and how they relate to the GLWQI criteria for PCBs.  The two 
     numbers are developed differently and used differently.  The GLWQI criteria
     are set as water column goals, which if met by reducing point and nonpoint 
     source loading of a pollutant, will protect human health and aquatic life. 
      Costs, technology and analytical limitations are not considered in        
     developing water quality criteria.   An FDA tolerance is a level used to   
     evaluate the safety of food shipped in interstate commerce.  Tolerances    
     represent levels at or above which the FDA may take legal action to remove 
     adulterated products from the market.   An FDA tolerance is established by 
     assessing several factors, including the risk associated with a            
     contaminant, capability to analyze and sample a contaminant, treatment     
     technologies which can prevent, reduce or otherwise control the level of   
     the contaminant.  For details on how FDA establishes tolerances, see I.J.  
     Bover, C.J. Kokoski, and P.M. Bolger. 1990. "Role of FDA in Establishing   
     Tolerable Levels for Dioxin and PCBs in Aquatic Organisms," Journal of     
     Toxicology and Envrinomental Health, 33:91-100.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These more appropriate values should be employed in establishing PCB human 
     water quality criteria.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.109     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the USEPA (Fed. Reg., 1993) has determined that the use of chemical        
     specific bioaccumulation factors will be the "sole quantitative factor to  
     evaluate pollutants for special attention."  Thus, the BAF is perhaps the  
     single most important tool used by the Agency in selecting the pollutants  
     to receive special regulatory action.  Given the emphasis USEPA has placed 
     on the use of BAFs in the GLWQI, it is critical that they be developed     
     based on credible data and sound scientific assumptions.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.110     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BAFs be developed based on credible data
     and sound scientific assumptions.  However, in the final Guidance, BAFs are
     not the sole criterion for identifying BCCs.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF approach to determining bioaccumulation may have been arguably     
     state-of-the-art four or five years ago, but knowledge regarding uptake and
     accumulation of contaminants in aquatic environments has advanced          
     considerabley since that time.  Understanding gained from new studies      
     indicates that results obtained using the BAF approach are likely to be    
     erroneous on both conceptual and practical grounds.  This is particularly  
     true for highly lipophilic compounds such as PCBs.  While there is yet to  
     be agreement on a single approach to estimating bioaccumulation that       
     provides global utility, it is clear that models better than the BAF are   
     currently available.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.111     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that improvements in the science on            
     bioaccumulation have been made in the last four or five years. In the final
     guidance, EPA has revised and substantially improved the procedures for    
     determining BAFs in the GLWQI.  EPA changed from the pelagic food web model
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     of Thomann (1989) to the model of Gobas (1993) which contains both benthic 
     and pelagic food web components for deriving FCMs.  With the model of Gobas
     (1993), EPA is using Great Lakes food web parameters.  In addition, EPA has
     included within the procedure for determining BAFs a methodology using     
     BSAFs to predict BAFs, a methodology for accounting for freely dissolved   
     fraction of the chemical in the ambient water, and has developed internal  
     consistency about the BCF used within the GLWQI. A comparison of the BAFs  
     predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from   
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have            
     field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between 
     the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52         
     pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 of the 52        
     pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQI (Fed. Reg., 1993) states that the BAF for a particular chemical  
     should be derived in one of three ways in the following order of           
     preference:                                                                
                                                                                
     1.  A BAF measured in the field, preferably in fish at the top of the food 
     chain in the Great Lakes.                                                  
                                                                                
     2.  A BAF predicted by multiplying a laboratory-derived BCF                
     (bioconcentration factor) times a food chain multiplier (FCM) derived using
     the model of Thomann (1989).  The BCF should preferably be measured using a
     fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes.                                
                                                                                
     3.  A BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF calculated from the log K(ow      
     subscript) times the FCM.                                                  
                                                                                
     Each of these methods incorporates the assumption that the concentration of
     the chemical freely dissolved in water can be accurately measured.  This   
     may not always be the case, due in large part to the complexities in       
     determining dissolved chemical concentrations in water or estimating these 
     concentrations based on dissolved organic matter levels.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.112     
     
     In the proposal, EPA did not provide methodologies for calculating or      
     determining the freely dissolved fraction of the chemical in the water.  In
     the final guidance, EPA provides a methodology for determining the freely  
     dissolved fraction of the chemical in the water.  This methodology is based
     upon the measurement of the total chemical in the water and the dissolved  
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     and particulate organic carbon concentrations in the water.  The           
     concentration of the freely dissolved chemical is derived from the above   
     measured values, see GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to 
     Determine Bioaccumulation Factors for the methodology.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the context of discussing field BAFs, the EPA's Science Advisory Board  
     (SAB) noted in its 1992 report on the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative 
     that:                                                                      
                                                                                
               Field BAFs must be interpreted very carefully, and it            
               should be recognized that they may contain substanial            
               errors and variability due to the following reasons:             
               a) Analytical methodologies generally determine total            
               concentrations all of which may not be biologically              
               available;...c) Incomplete extractions may occur,                
               especially if there is a high organic carbon content in          
               the water....                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.113     
     
     EPA agrees with the EPA's SAB comments about the interpretation of field   
     measured BAFs.  EPA has carefully reviewed the data reported in the        
     scientific literature and has used only field data of high quality.        
     Numerous reports were not used because of deficiencies in the experimental 
     design and measurements.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This problem is particularly acute for superhydrophobic chemicals like     
     PCBs.  It has been proposed that chemicals with log K(ow subscript) above  
     6.5 (like many PCB congeners) do not exist for any appreciable time in the 
     aqueous environment in a truly dissolved state.  Rather, these hydrophobic 
     chemicals are found sorbed to organic material in both the sediment and in 
     the water column (Rifkin and LaKind, 1991).  In fact, research with        
     2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin has shown that the contribution to fish
     uptake from the water (dissolved chemical) under natural conditions is     
     negligible (Battermman et al. 1989, Kuehl et al., 1987; Muir et al., 1985).
     Therefore, these results strongly suggest that a BAF, in essence, becomes a
     less meaningful measure of the bioconcentratable characteristics of these  
     compounds as the actual freely dissolved concentration of the compound     
     approaches zero.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.114     
     
     See the response to comment P2654.076.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At a recent scientific working conference on the Bioaccumulation of        
     Hydrophobic Organic Chemicals (BHOC) convened by the Institute for         
     Evaluating Health Risks (IEHR) in June, 1992, the use of field-derived BAFs
     was supported with caveats (Judy LaKind, personal communication).          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.115     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issues that need to be resolved in order to produce more scientifically    
     defensible field-derived BAFs include:                                     
                                                                                
     a.  Techniques for determining temporal average water column concentrations
     in order to establish representativeness;                                  
                                                                                
     b.  Improved lipid extraction method(s) in order to reduce variability of  
     results;                                                                   
                                                                                
     c.  Methods for assessing influence of non-steady state conditions;        
                                                                                
     d.  Methods for assessing how individual and species variability affect BAF
     determinations (including age, weight, sex, reproductive strategies,       
     metabolic rates, strategies for lipid utilization and storage, and         
     temperature dependent uptake and depuration rates.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2654.116     
     
     EPA agrees that improvements in these four (and other) areas would improve 
     the precision, accuracy and defensibility of field- measured BAFs and/or   
     BAF models.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAF values derived using a bioconcentration factor (BCF) and food chain    
     multiplier (FCM) have addtional limitations.  [The use of a BCF is         
     logically less accurate than a field-derived BAF in that it considers only 
     uptake of freely dissolved chemical across the gill epithelium (McKim et   
     al., 1985), and therefore, it does not accurately reflect how lipophilic   
     chemicals are accumulated by organisms in aquatic ecosystems.  When BCF    
     measurements are unavailable, estimates of BCF must be made based upon the 
     log K (ow subscript) of the compound, introducing an additional potential  
     error in BAF estimation.]                                                  
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     Response to: P2654.117     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that use of a BCF is less accurate than a    
     field-measured BAF.  EPA states in the hierarchy of methods that           
     field-measured BAFs are the preferred data.  If field-measured BAFs or BAFs
     based on the BSAF methodology are not available, a laboratory-measured BCF 
     times a FCM can be used. The FCM accounts for the uptake and               
     biomagnification of a chemical through the food web, and therefore in      
     conjunction with the BCF, represents a more accurate measure of the        
     potential of a chemical to bioaccumulate.  Use of a BCF derived from a Kow 
     does introduce an additional potential error.  However, a comparison of the
     BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs   
     from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty- two pollutants which have      
     field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between 
     the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52         
     pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52         
     pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA concludes that when field-measured BAFs are   
     not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably predicts    
     BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.118 is imbedded in comment #.117.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a BCF is logically less accurate than a field-derived BAF in    
     that it considers only uptake of freely dissolved chemical across the gill 
     epithelium (McKim et al., 1985), and therefore, it does not accurately     
     reflect how lipophilic chemicals are accumulated by organisms in aquatic   
     ecosystems.  When BCF measurements are unavailable, estimates of BCF must  
     be made based upon the log K(ow subscript) of the compound, introducing an 
     additional potential error in BAF estimation.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.118     
     
     See response to comment P2654.117.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are also difficulties in estimation of the FCM.  The USEPA has       
     proposed using the model of Thomann (1989) to incorporate food chain       
     effects in estimating bioaccumulation.  Several practical considerations   
     limit its effectiveness, however, as illustrated by studies related to     
     PCBs.  One limitation of the model is its inability to consider seasonal or
     other temporal changes in bioaccumulation.  An example is PCB accumulation 
     by phytoplankton.  Phytoplankton are an important food source for          
     zooplankton (Swackhamer and Skoglund, 1993) and are part of the food chain 
     in Lake Ontario (Oliver and Niimi, 1988); thus, phytoplankton play a       
     significant role in bioaccumulation.  Phytoplankton are at the base of the 
     food chain in Thomann's model, and the model "requires specification of a  
     phytoplankton BCF" (Thomann, 1989).  The phytoplankton BCF is assumed to   
     equal the K(ow subscript) of the chemical (Fed.Reg., 1993).  However,      
     phytoplankton uptake of contaminants appears to be influenced by seasonal  
     changes and the use of an equilibrium model such as Thomann's model may be 
     inappropriate for predicting phytoplankton bioaccumulation in waters with  
     variable temperatures (Swackhamer and Skoglund, 1993).  As Swackhamer and  
     Skoglund note, their laboratory and field data                             
                                                                                
               ...provide strong support for abandoning an equilibrium          
               modeling approach to predicting PCB concentrations in            
               phytoplankton.  Modeling frameworks for food-chain               
               bioaccumulation and contamination transport to sediments         
               need to be modified to correct the erroneous assumption          
               that K(ow subscript) can be used to predict BAFs during          
               [phytoplankton] productive periods.  (Swackhamer and Skoglund,   
               1993)                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.119     
     
     EPA is now using the model of Gobas (1993) and this model uses average     
     conditions for deriving the FCMs.  Because of the persistence of           
     bioaccumulative chemicals in the environment, short term fluctuations      
     caused by algal blooms and other events when considered on an annual cycle 
     are relatively small.  Furthermore, the chemical residues in the fishes are
     the result of the integrated exposure from all sources over time.          
     Sediments behave similarly  as well.  The model of Gobas (1993) assumes    
     equilibrium between zooplankton and the freely dissolved concentration of  
     the chemical in the water column and the phytoplankton compartment is not  
     used.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another limitation is that in order for a food chain model to be useful, it
     must accurately describe the food web in the ecosystem of interest.        
     According to Oliver and Niimi (1988), the trophic relationships among      
     organisms such as salmonids, sculpins, smelt, alewives, and mysids, as well
     as organisms from lower trophic levels in Lake Ontario, have not been      
     well-defined.  Before adopting the FCM concept, it would be necessrary to  
     evaluate the usefulness of the EPA's choice of the specific food chain for 
     the Great Lakes system and its applicability to all areas of the Lakes.    
     For example, Madenjian et al. (1993) reported that lake trout populations  
     within Lake Michigan may have different feeding preferences.  Eck and Wells
     (1983) found that smelt constitute a higher proportion of lake trout diet  
     during ages 2 through 5 on the Wisconsin side of Lake Michigan than on the 
     Michigan side.  Madenjian et al. (1993) stated: "[u]ndoubtedly, differences
     in lake trout diet composition between individual fish were responsible for
     some variation in lake trout PCB concentration ...."  While prey PCB       
     concentrations are an important consideration in explaining the spatial    
     variation found in fish species, the proposed FCM does not adequately      
     address this important component.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.120     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is important to use Great            
     Lakes-specific parameters whenever possible and that there should be an    
     attempt to account for the most sensitive input parameters to the model.   
     In light of these concerns, EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input        
     parameters in the Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final    
     Guidance.  In addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive   
     FCMs in part because this model required fewer input parameters and had    
     input parameters which could be more easily specified.  For further        
     information, see the discussion on the food-chain multiplier model in the  
     final TSD for BAFs.  Site-specific modifications are allowed. See Section  
     VIII.A of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A serious point of contention with the food-chain model is that it assumes 
     that the PCB concentrations in food sources are related to and correlated  
     with the freely dissolved water concentration.  The prey concentrations are
     reflective of sediment PCB levels (Madenjian et al., 1993) and not, as     
     depicted by Thomann (1989), dependent upon "dissolved water concentration."
     Connolly (1991) reported differences in whole body PCBs between two species
     of aquatic organisms occupying the same trophic level (flounder and        
     lobster; trophic level 3).  The differences were partially attributed to   
     the fact that the flounder had a higher benthic component to its particular
     food chain and that these organisms had more sediment associated PCBs.     
                                                                                
               The sediment contributes about twice as much to the body         
               burden of flounder than it does to lobster.  This                
               difference results from differences in the structure of          
               the food chain of these animals.                                 
                                                                                
     Therefore, even in the same environment, and among species from the same   
     trophic level, differences in PCB body burdens were observed, and these    
     were due to differences in the relative contribution of the sediments and  
     not a result of either trophic position or PCBs freely dissolved in the    
     water.  The Thomann model proposed for use by the USEPA for the GLWQI is   
     incapable of predicting these differences, illustrating the potential for  
     error.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.121     
     
     See response to comment P2654.081.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given these uncertainties in estimating food chain effects, it is important
     that any food chain model selected for use be field validated.  While food 
     chain models have been studied for PCBs (Thomann and Connolly, 1984;       
     Connolly, 1991), there is a paucity of data on field-derived BAFs for other
     chemicals which can be used for model validation.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.122     
     
     See response to comment P2607.048.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Thomann's 1989 paper, field BAF data from a variety of studies were     
     compared to modeled BAFs.  However, for at least one of the datasets       
     (Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the measured chemical concentrations in water do 
     not represent freely dissolved concentrations.   The water samples were    
     centrifuged merely to "remove the particulate."  In fact, the authors state
     that:                                                                      
                                                                                
               ...as much as 50% of the chemicals measured ...as                
               dissolved could be bound to colloidal matter....                 
                                                                                
     The extent of error in Oliver and Niimi's BAF calculations is unknown, and 
     this example serves to demonstrate the difficulty with determining a BAF.  
     It would appear from the authors' comments that it is inappropriate to use 
     these inaccurate data for model validation.  Uncertainty as to the extent  
     to which analytical measurements of strongly lipophilic compounds in other 
     studies actually represent dissolved (rather than adsorbed) concentrations 
     undermines confidence in the field validation of their BAFs.               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.123     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has included a methodology to correct for the   
     effects of dissolved and particulate organic carbon on the freely dissolved
     portion of the chemical in the ambient water.  In the final guidance,      
     corrections for DOC and POC on the BAFs used in deriving the final criteria
     were performed.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aside from the technical problems in developing accurate BAFs, there is a  
     fundamental conceptual problem in their use in evaluating bioaccumulation. 
     Lost in the methodology for determining the accumulation potential of      
     lipophilic chemicals as proposed by the GLWQI, particularly in the case of 
     PCBs, is the fact that the sediments of the Great Lakes are an important   
     source of the chemical.  An accurate predictor of the accumulation of PCBs 
     must have a component in the calculation which addresses this concept.     
     Ignoring the contribution of the sediment-associated chemical in any       
     equation is akin to disregarding PCB soil concentrations when determining  
     exposure levels at waste sites or spill areas.  As such, the basic premise 
     of the BAF (i.e., the water concentration dictates bioaccumulation) is not 
     applicable to this situation.  [The fact that the denominator in the ratio 
     (the concentration of chemical freely dissolved in water) is not only      
     highly variable, but may be essentially irrelevant in regard to predicting 
     chemical behavior, highlights the inappropriateness of its use.)           
     Therefore, calculations which do not take sediment contamination into      
     consideration are not an accurate reflection of the conditions which exists
     in the environment.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.124     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that sediments are an important source of    
     chemical in the Great Lakes for bioaccumulative chemicals such as PCBs.  In
     the final guidance, sediments have been included in the development of the 
     FCMs.  This was accomplished by using the model of Gobas (1993) which      
     includes both benthic and pelagic food web pathways.  A comparison of      
     measured and predicted BAFs demonstrates excellent agreement, see the GLWQI
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with comment that "the basic premise of the BAF (i.e.,  
     the water concentration dictates bioaccumulation) is not applicable to this
     situation".  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all    
     routes of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in   
     the aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do  
     not assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall        
     expression of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the     
     chemical in water column as a reference point.                             
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that sediments are an important source of    
     chemical in the Great Lakes for bioaccumulative chemicals such as PCBs.  In
     the final guidance, sediments have been included in the development of the 
     FCMs.  This was accomplished by using the model of Gobas (1993) which      
     includes both benthic and pelagic food web pathways.  A comparison of      
     measured and predicted BAFs demonstrates excellent agreement, see the GLWQI
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with comment that "the basic premise of the BAF (i.e.,  
     the water concentration dictates bioaccumulation) is not applicable to this
     situation".  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all    
     routes of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in   
     the aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do  
     not assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall        
     expression of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the     
     chemical in water column as a reference point.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.125 is imbedded in comment #.124.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact that the denominator in the ratio (the concentration of chemical  
     freely dissolved in water) is not only highly variable, but may be         
     essentially irrelevant in regard to predicting chemical behavior,          
     highlights the inappropriateness of its use.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.125     
     
     EPA does not agree with comment as expressed in the greater context of     
     comment P2654.124.  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine 
     all routes of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food,  
     in the aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure  
     do not assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall     
     expression of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the     
     chemical in water column as a reference point.  This use of the BAF in     
     GLWQI is fundamentally different than that implied by commenter.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.126
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of PCBs and some of the other Great Lakes contaminants,        
     sediment contamination can vary in different regions by several orders of  
     magnitude, and exposure levels are dictated in effect by regional "hot     
     spots" of sediment contamination (Swackhamer and Armstrong, 1988).  To some
     extent, movement of fish results in an integration of their exposure       
     concentrations.  Nonetheless, significant variations in exposure levels    
     exist among fish populations.  These variations may be due to the sediments
     directly or to differences in the PCB concentrations of prey species       
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     resulting from the sediments (Madenjian et al., 1993).  These variations in
     exposure conditions can never be accurately expressed by concentrations    
     detected in water samples, which is the only exposure input source for the 
     BAF approach.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.126     
     
     EPA does agree with the commenter that some variability in sediment        
     concentrations exists within the Great Lakes.  However, EPA disagrees with 
     the statement by the commenter that concentration of PCBs vary "by several 
     orders of magnitude" based upon the publication of Swackhamer and Armstrong
     (1988).  What the commenter did not state or ignored was that they were    
     basing their conclusion on a wet weight basis. The commenter should have   
     been basing their conclusions on an organic carbon basis, i.e., ng of      
     chemical/g of organic carbon in the sediment.  The relationship between    
     residues in sediments and organic carbon content is well established, see  
     Karickhoff et al. (1979).  Variability in sediment concentrations is       
     substantially less than what the commenter imply when residues in the      
     sediment are expressed on an organic carbon basis.  EPA is using organic   
     carbon normalization in the GLWQI with the BSAF methodology, see the GLWQI 
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine BAFs.            
                                                                                
     EPA also disagrees the comment that the water is the only exposure input   
     source.  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all routes 
     of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in the      
     aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do not  
     assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall expression 
     of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the chemical in    
     water column as a reference point.  This use of the BAF in GLWQI is        
     fundamentally different than that implied by commenter.                    
                                                                                
     Karickhoff, S.W., Brown, D.S., and Scott, T.A.  1979.  Sorption of         
     Hydrophobic pollutants on natural sediments.  Water Res.  13:241-248.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The inadequacy of dissolved water concentrations as the sole exposure      
     source for bioaccumulation of PCBs is evident empirically.  If the PCBs    
     dissolved in water were dictating bioaccumulation, the tissue              
     concentrations from fish, rather than reflecting regional differences,     
     would be equal throughout the lake.  Theoretically, if we assume, as stated
     in the GLWQI, that a "new equilibrium" has been established in the Great   
     Lakes, an almost homogeneous PCB water concentration should exist in the   
     expansive areas of the Lakes.  Contributing to the homogeneity would be the

Page 8566



$T044618.TXT
     long residence time of the Lake water as described in the GLWQI.  In turn, 
     if the dissolved PCBs were reflective of the bioaccumulation, concentration
     in the fish should reflect this homogeneity.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.127     
     
     EPA also disagrees the comment that the water is the only exposure input   
     source.  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all routes 
     of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in the      
     aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do not  
     assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall expression 
     of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the chemical in    
     water column as a reference point.  This use of the BAF in GLWQI is        
     fundamentally different than that implied by commenter.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [as demonstrated in various site-specific reports on the Great Lakes,      
     including those by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (1992) and 
     the USEPA (1992c), the concentration of PCBs in identical species is not   
     homogeneous, but can vary by several orders of magnitude.  Less migratory  
     species, such as carp, show wide variability in their tissue level (MDNR,  
     1992).  Whereas, as suggested by Madenjian et al. (1993), those species in 
     which the range of PCB levels in tissue are the least variable Lake-wide,  
     are the highly migratory species (i.e., coho salmon), which do not confine 
     themselves to local environments.]  These data from the State of Michigan  
     and other areas of the country (USEPA, 1992c), suggest that fish PCB tissue
     levels are region specific and are correlated with the levels in sediment  
     and only indirectly with dissolved water concentrations.  That is, the fish
     with the highest tissue levels are collected from areas with high sediment 
     levels.  For example, in areas with high PCB sediment contamination, such  
     as the Menominee River and Saginaw Bay in Michigan, and the Fox River,     
     Sheboygan River, and Waukegan Harbor in Wisconsin, resident fish collected 
     from these sites had significantly higher PCB tissue levels (USEPA, 1992c) 
     than less contaminated areas (MDNR, 1992).  Considering the effects of     
     currents, flow patterns, mixing, etc., the water concentrations of freely  
     dissolved PCBs cannot adequately explain this spatial variation reported in
     the Great Lakes.  Thus, it is scientifically unsound to use only one       
     field-derived BAF for PCBs that is applied across the board in setting     
     water quality-based effluent limits for discharges in the Great Lakes      
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.128     
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     The commenter cites the report of MDNR and US-EPA to support the argument  
     that fish residues vary from site to site.  These reports provided no      
     information on the chemical exposure concentrations (i.e., concentrations  
     of the chemicals in the water where the organisms live and the             
     concentrations in the food eaten by the sampled fishes).  Chemical residues
     in fishes and other aquatic organisms are directly related to the chemical 
     exposure concentrations for the organisms.  Using the ambient water as your
     reference point for the BAF, the product of the BAF and concentration in   
     the water is the residue in the organism.  Therefore, with different       
     exposure concentrations, different residues will be observed.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that sediments are an important source of pollutants that       
     bioaccumulate in fish.  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which     
     combine all routes of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated
     food, in the aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of     
     exposure do not assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an    
     overall expression of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of 
     the chemical in water column as a reference point.                         
                                                                                
     EPA has demonstrated in the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the       
     Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors that lipid normalized BAFs  
     which are based upon the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in 
     the ambient water are in good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay,
     a shallower, smaller, and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.129 is imbedded in comment #.128.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     as demonstrated in various site-specific reports on the Great Lakes,       
     including those by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (1992) and 
     the USEPA (1992c), the concentration of PCBs in identical species is not   
     homogeneous, but can vary be several orders of magnitude.  Less migratory  
     species, such as carp, show wide variability in their tissue level (MDNR,  
     1992).  Whereas, as suggested by Madenjian et al. (1993), those species in 
     which the range of PCB levels in tissue are the least variable Lake-wide,  
     are the highly migratory species (i.e., coho salmon), which do not confine 
     themselves to local environments.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.129     
     
     The commenter cites the report of MDNR and US-EPA to support the argument  
     that fish residues vary from site to site.  These reports provided no      
     information on the chemical exposure concentrations (i.e., concentrations  
     of the chemicals in the water where the organisms live and the             
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     concentrations in the food eaten by the sampled fishes).  Chemical residues
     in fishes and other aquatic organisms are directly related to the chemical 
     exposure concentrations for the organisms.  Using the ambient water as your
     reference point for the BAF, the product of the BAF and concentration in   
     the water is the residue in the organism.  Therefore, with different       
     exposure concentrations, different residues will be observed.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Generic models may be useful as screening tools, for well-mixed systems    
     that lack dominant point sources, and where the consequences of inaccuracy 
     are minimal.  However, if the results of a generic model indicate that     
     human health or ecological risk is significant, then site-specific         
     information should be used to improve model predictions.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.130     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is important to use Great            
     Lakes-specific parameters whenever possible and that there should be an    
     attempt to account for the most sensitive input parameters to the model.   
     In light of these concerns, EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input        
     parameters in the Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final    
     Guidance.  In addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive   
     FCMs in part because this model required fewer input parameters and had    
     input parameters which could be more easily specified.                     
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria may be derived if warranted.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As previously discussed, fish residing in large-scale aquatic environments 
     may be exposed to highly varying concentrations of pollutants, especially  
     if sediment hot spots are present.  A more complicated time-variable model 
     may be necessary to accurately predict fish contaminant levels in areas    
     like these.  No time function is included in the Thomann (1989) model used 
     for deriving BAFs, which raises additional concerns as to the accuracy of  
     the equation to determine fish tissue levels over time.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.131     
     
     The commenters suggests that time-dependent bioaccumulation models might be
     necessary and unfortunately, the comment does not suggest any models.  In  
     the final guidance, EPA is using the model of Gobas (1993) with Great Lakes
     food web parameters to derive FCMs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by 
     the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and     
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs  
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). With the 
     observed excellent agreement between measured and predicted BAFs and the   
     use of the entire Gobas (1993) approach, which has been tested, throughout 
     the GLWQI, EPA has concluded that the procedure for determining BAFs in the
     final guidance is scientific valid and defensible.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Information of this type further supports the conclusion that until such   
     time as more data for field validation of this model are available, it     
     would be highly inappropriate to use BAFs derived using the Thomann model  
     as the "sole quantitative factor to evaluate pollutants for special        
     attention" (Fed Reg., 1993).                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.132     
     
     See response to comment P2629.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rather than place a high level of importance on factors that will be       
     developed from a mathematical model that is still, to a large degree,      
     considered theoretical, the Agency should provide an opportunity for the   
     discussion of alternate models.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.133     
     
     EPA continues to exam the scientific literature on the subject of          
     bioaccumulation published in peer-reviewed scientific journals and         
     presented at scientific meetings and symposia.  New and alternative models 
     and findings on bioaccumulation are of great interest and EPA endeavors to 
     use the best possible science whenever new guidance is being developed.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other factors which make these attractive as alternatives to the Thomann   
     model include:                                                             
                                                                                
     [1.  Sediment PCB content is more easily measured.  Since in the field, the
     level of freely dissolved PCBs are difficult to isolate and approach the   
     analytical level of detection, the accuracy of the laboratory results will 
     depend a great deal on the sophistication of the laboratory.]              
                                                                                
     [2.  The theoretical basis for the development of sediment based           
     bioaccumulation factors, in particular the Biota-Sediment Accumulation     
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     Factor (BSAF) is scientifically sound.                                     
                                                                                
     BSAF = expC lipid                                                          
            ___________                                                         
            expC oc                                                             
                                                                                
     where expC lipid is the mass of chemical per mass of tissue lipid and expC 
     oc is the mass of chemical per the percentage of organic carbon in the     
     sediment.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The carbon normalization of the two components in the model, i.e., sediment
     and fish tissue, considers the fugacity-based partitioning of PCBs.  At a  
     true equilibrium, the magnitude of bioaccumulation of PCBs (or other       
     hydophobic chemical) will be a function of the organic carbon of the       
     sediments and the lipid content of the tissue.]                            
                                                                                
     [3.  Since the BSAF are based on organic carbon content of sediments, the  
     site-specific sediment characteristics which differ depending on the       
     physical characteristic of the particular water body and the source of the 
     sediments must be considered.  This supports the use of site-specific      
     rather than Lake-wide bioaccumulation factors.]                            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.134     
     
     This comment is divided into comments 135-138.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.135 is imbedded in comment #.134.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Sediment PCB content is more easily measured.  Since in the field, the 
     level of freely dissolved PCBs are difficult to isolate and approach the   
     analytical level of detection, the accuracy of the laboratory results will 
     depend a great deal on the sophistication of the laboratory.               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.135     
     
     EPA agrees that PCB concentrations can often be more easily measured in    
     sediments than water.  Water, however, is the principal medium through     
     which PCBs are transported and bioaccumulated.  Sampling and analyzing     
     sediments to obtain BSAFs that are quantitative predictors of              
     bioaccumulation in fish can be difficult and, in some cases, inappropriate 
     due to hydrodynamic conditions.  EPA uses BSAFs for sediment quality       
     criteria and the BSAF method for determination of BAFs (see GLWQI TSD for  
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     bioaccumulation).                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.136 is imbedded in comment #.134.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  The theoretical basis for the development of sediment based            
     bioaccumulation factors, in particular the Biota-Sediment Accumulation     
     Factor (BSAF) is scientifically sound.                                     
                                                                                
     BSAF = expC lipid                                                          
            __________                                                          
            expC oc                                                             
                                                                                
     where expC lipid is the mass of chemical per mass of tissue lipid and expC 
     oc is the mass of chemical per the percentage of organic carbon in the     
     sediment.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The carbon normalization of the two components in the model, i.e., sediment
     and fish tissue, considers the fugacity-based partitioning of PCBs.  At a  
     true equilibrium, the magnitude of bioaccumulation of PCBs (or other       
     hydrophobic chemical) will be a function of the organic carbon of the      
     sediments and the lipid content of the tissue.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.136     
     
     EPA agrees with this definition of BSAF.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.137 is imbedded in comment #.134.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     3.  Since the BSAF are based on organic carbon content of sediments, the   
     site-specific sediment characteristics which differ depending on the       
     physical characteristic of the particular water body and the source of the 
     sediments must be considered.  This supports the use of site-specific      
     rather than Lake-wide bioaccumulation factors.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.137     
     
     BSAFs are useful on a site-specific basis when the species, exposure       
     conditions and sediment relationship to water are unique to a location.    
     BSAFs based on surface sediment at sites of sediment deposition that       
     represent the average concentrations of chemicals in the water associated  
     with a particular species are similar in different ecosystems.  In the open
     waters of the Great Lakes the long flushing times coupled with movement of 
     water, sediment and biota create favorable conditions for use of lake wide 
     BSAFs and BAFs for persistent, bioaccumulative chemicals.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps the most significant advantage realized in the use of a            
     sediment-based bioaccumulation factor like the BSAF is that it addresses   
     the principle that the sediments are a significant source of PCBs and that 
     this source dictates the concentrations in the other environmental         
     compartments.  There are currently only a limited number of studies which  
     have provided BSAF values that quantitatively measure the degree to which  
     fish approach equilibrium with surface sediments.  This presumption of     
     equilibrium is required for the accuracy of the fugacity model.  In those  
     studies which attempted to calculate this accumulation factor from field   
     data, the BSAFs appear to vary within the 0.03 to 0.3 range (USEPA, 1993). 
     For example, in perhaps the most extensive and thorough laboratory         
     investigation on the bioaccumulation of a lipophilic compound by aquatic   
     organisms, Cook et al. (1990) demonstrated that the BSAF for               
     2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD) determined with lake trout under
     laboratory conditions (0.07) was in excellent agreement with the BSAF      
     calculated for lake trout from Lake Ontario (0.07).  This level of         
     agreement between field and laboratory results was not established using   
     either the BAF or the sediment bioaccumulation factor.  The latter         
     accumulation factor, unlike the BSAF, is not carbon normalized (i.e., does 
     not consider lipid or total organic content), and as such, it is less      
     accurate.                                                                  
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     Response to: P2654.138     
     
     The degree to which sediments are a significant source of PCBs to fish,    
     which are exposed via water and food, will affect the BSAF. BSAFs for fish 
     most often incorporate disequilibrium conditions and thus do not presume   
     equilibrium.  These BSAFs, nevertheless, still incorporate a fugacity      
     model.  The bottom line for prediction of bioaccumulation in fish is that  
     all methods involve accurately accounting for the activity of the chemical 
     in water associated with fish over a time period > the half life of the    
     chemical in the fish.  Properly defined and applied BAFs can do this for   
     Great Lakes fish.  The most predictive BSAFs for fish accurately reflect   
     the present time-averaged concentrations of organic chemicals associated   
     with the organic carbon in the water (see BSAF and BEF method descriptions 
     in the TSD).  Fish BAFs based on the concentration of freely dissolved     
     chemical in water are most applicable to predicted increases in chemical   
     concentrations because the BAFs, unlike BSAFs under these conditions, are  
     more constant.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Results of a magnitude similar to the Cook et al. study have been reported 
     for TCDD by other authors (Schell et al., 1993; Kuehl et al., 1987) and for
     PCBs (Ankley et al., 1992).  This level of accuracy may be limited to those
     chemicals like PCBs and dioxin which share important physical and chemical 
     properties, such as lipophilic, and are not metabolized to any significant 
     degree by the aquatic organism.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.139     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that dioxin and PCBs share important physical
     and chemical properties, such as lipophilicity and very slow rate of       
     metabolism in aquatic organisms.  For chemicals with properties that are   
     very different from dioxin and PCBs. i.e., chemicals which are easily      
     metabolized, agreement between measured and predicted BAFs using the Gobas 
     model (1993) will be poorer than that observed with the dioxins and PCBs.  
     The model of Gobas (1993) can account for metabolism when rates of         
     metabolism are known.  Unfortunately, rates of metabolism for highly       
     persistent chemicals are, in most cases, unknown and thus BAFs predicted   
     using the model of Gobas (1993) are done using a rate of metabolism set    
     equal to zero, i.e., no metabolism.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA (1993) has recently commented on the applicability of the BSAFs  
     for predicting the bioaccumulation of lipophilic chemicals:                
                                                                                
     The best data for calculating a bioaccumulation factor for TCDD are        
     provided by EPA studies of TCDD bioaccumulation in fish in Lake Ontario    
     coupled with estimates of sediment and water concentrations of TCDD. . . . 
     Since water concentrations of TCDD were expected to be nondetectable, the  
     bioavailability index (BI = BSAF) approach was attempted for a direct      
     measure of bioaccumulation.                                                
                                                                                
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     BSAFs carefully determined from a wide range of bioaccumulative organic    
     chemicals found in lake trout from Lake Ontario correlate well with BSAFs  
     measured for brown bullheads (Ictalurus nebulosus) in the Fox River near   
     Green Bay, WI.  BSAFs for PCBs in both oilgochaetes and bullheads in the   
     Fox River demonstrate that these organic chemicals in the sediments are    
     bioaccumulating to levels expected for equilibrium partitioning. . . .     
     Thus, despite the large differences in ecosystem characteristics and fish  
     species, the BSAFs consistently predict each chemicals (sic)               
     bioaccumulation potential.  (emphasis added)                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.140     
     
     This comment is a quote from an earlier EPA report.  Nothing in the GLWQI  
     contradicts this comment.  EPA regards the BSAFs for bullheads in the Fox  
     River to be indicative of equilibrium partitioning for PCBs only because of
     counteracting effects of sediment-water disequilibrium and                 
     biomagnification.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, Connolly (1991) reported that in New Bedford Harbor "whole body 
     PCB concentrations in flounder exceed those in lobster.  The model         
     indicates that these differences occur because of the flounder's higher    
     whole body lipid content..."  Numerous field studies have reported that the
     PCB concentration in various species is correlated to the age and length of
     the individual fish (Madanjian et al., 1993).  Generally, the percent      
     lipids of the fish tissue increases at higher trophic levels and with the  
     age of the fish (Reinert and Bergman, 1974).  Thus, the BSAF, since it     
     contains a lipid normalized component, indirectly incorporates the         
     variables of trophic level and age without the use of a generic (and       
     potentially incaccurate) FMC.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.141     
     
     All BAFs and BSAFs used in the GLWQI are lipid normalized.  BSAFs are not  
     unique in this regard.  In some fish species bioaccumulation of hydrophobic
     organic chemicals can increase slightly with age despite lipid             
     normalization.  The use of FMCs does not involve disregard for lipid       
     normalization.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thomann, the author of the bioaccumulation model being used by the USEPA in
     the GLWQI, has recently stated:                                            
                                                                                
     Normalization of organic chemical concentration to lipid content and       
     sediment chemical concentration to organic carbon content simplifies the   
     calculation of chemical transfer in aquatic food webs with a sediment      
     interaction.  The inclusion of a benthic compartment in an equilibrium     
     food-web chemical transfer model, in general, introduces a degree of site  
     specificity and lessens the applicability of a global generic modeling     
     framework.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.142     
     
     See the SID, especially Section IV, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA's own Science Advisory Board for the GLWQI (USEPA, 1992b) has    
     also stated:                                                               
                                                                                
     Reinert (1970) and Reinert and Bergman (1974) found that the concentration 
     of DDT and Dieldren in relation to fish lipids ("oils") were nearly        
     constant across all aquatic trophic levels.  Generally, the percent lipid  
     increased at higher trophic levels and with the length of the fish.  For   
     these lipophilic pesticides, reporting residues based on lipid minimizes   
     the effect of the food chain.  EPA should update its model in relation to  
     these data. (emphasis added)                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.143     
     
     Although the Gobas model used to calculate FCMs and the BSAF methodology   
     and the equations used to calculate BCFs and BAFs for the GLI certainly do 
     not apply to all fishes at all times and in all places within the Great    
     Lakes, the approaches seem to work very well for a sufficient variety of   
     fishes to justify their use in the GLI.  The models, methodologies, and    
     equations appropriately take into account the bulk of the data concerning  
     the relation between lipids, BCFs, and BAFs.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The BSAF may provide a method which is only accurate enough to predict     
     bioaccumulation of lipophilic chemicals within approximately an order of   
     magnitude.  However, given our current state of knowledge, this level of   
     predictability may be the extent of our ability to describe an extremely   
     complex environmental situation.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.144     
     
     Bioaccumulation predictions with BAFs or BSAFs may achieve greater accuracy
     when used with good quality data in a manner that accommodates an          
     understanding of site-specific exposure relationships.  BSAFs can provide  
     very good accuracy for measurement and prediction of relative              
     bioaccumulation differences between chemicals.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the difficulties with accurately describing the physical and
     chemical aspects of the microenvironment of sediments, weather, species    
     migration, seasonal trophic changes, and many other variables affect the   
     likelihood of the Great Lakes, or any ecosystem, reaching true equilibrium.
     It is important to note that Thomann has recently proposed a modified      
     bioaccumulation model that includes sediment interactions (Thomann et al., 
     1992).  Taking these various issues into consideration, it would seem      
     prudent for the Agency to continue the evaluation of other methods of      
     predicting bioaccumulation, rather than proposing a single, unvalidated    
     model as the "sole basis" for chemical evaluation.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2654.145     
     
     The bioaccumulation factors developed for the GLWQI are applicable to      
     ecosystems with different sediment interactions and are not dependent on   
     the presence of equilibrium conditions. Fundamentally, if the BAFs are     
     applied to properly measured or predicted concentrations of the chemicals  
     in water, bioaccumulation can be predicted.  The GLWQI does not rely on a  
     single, unvalidated model except to the extent that all bioaccumulation    
     models must consider chemical exposure, uptake, metabolism, elimination and
     growth dilution factors.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs are proposed by the USEPA  in the GLWQI to provide the basis for      
     critical decisions regarding selection of compounds for special regulatory 
     attention and for deriving quantitative criteria for protection of human   
     health and wildlife.  Endorsement of this approach is so complete that it  
     will comprise, in many cases, the sole basis for chemical evaluation.  This
     is unsound for a variety of reasons.                                       
                                                                                
     [The development of accurate BAFs is problematic on technical grounds.     
     Field-measured BAFs, while perhaps the most desirable, are extremely       
     difficult to derive accurately for highly lipophilic compounds such as     
     PCBs.  Concern for use of these BAFs for regulatory purposes under these   
     circumstances has been expressed by the SAB (1992b):                       
                                                                                
     At present the BAF confidence intervals for chemicals with log Kow < 5     
     appear to be quite tight while those in the range of 5 to 6.5 have         
     confidence intervals which may be more than an order of magnitude wide.  In
     the range beyond 6.5, the confidence is not known within reasonable limits.
      This situation is less than satisfactory for a regulatory program.        
     (emphasis added)]                                                          
                                                                                
     [When field-derived BAFs are unavailable, the proposed approach would be to
     develop estimates based upon a bioconcentration factor and food chain      
     multiplier using the model Thomann published in 1989.  This model has not  
     been effectively evaluated, and there are several, well-recognized inherent
     weaknesses in this approach.  In particular, there is the difficulty (or   
     impossibility) of deriving a meaningful food chain multiplier value when   
     the factors contributing to this can vary by compound, species, and        
     location within the Great Lakes.  Concerns about use of the Thomann model  
     are shared by the SAB (1992b), who have stated:                            
                                                                                
     The (Thomann) model has not been adequately tested to use for the          
     establishment of regional water quality criteria at this time.  The        
     potential exists for errors on both over-protection and under-protection of
     aquatic organisms, wildlife and humans.]                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.146     
     
     In the final Guidance, only field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the       
     field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine BCCs because field-measured  
     data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a       
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the actual impacts
     of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting 
     them through use of a model.  BAFs are not the sole basis for chemical     
     evaluation.  For a more detailed discussion of the parameters used to      
     define BCCs, see Section II.G of the SID.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA has modified the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs to    
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     include a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology as the second preferred    
     method after field-measured BAFs.  The BSAF provides a method by which the 
     concentration of a chemical in the sediment is related to the concentration
     in fish tissue.  The concentration of chemicals with log Kows greater than 
     6.5 in the sediment is greater than in the water column and more readily   
     measured; therefore use of the BSAF reduces the uncertainty associated with
     relating concentration in fish tissue to the concentration in the water    
     column.  This is particularly true for chemicals with higher Kows since    
     these generally show a greater affinity for sediments.  For further details
     on deriving BAFs from the BSAF methodology, and the data supporting the    
     approach, see the final BAF TSD which is available in the public docket for
     this rulemaking.                                                           
                                                                                
     In the final Guidance, the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs  
     instead of the model of Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model 
     for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability      
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .147 imbedded in comment .146.                        
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The development of accurate BAFs is problematic on technical grounds.      
     Field-measured BAFs, while perhaps the most desirable, are extremely       
     difficult to derive accurately for highly lipophilic compounds such as     
     PCBs.  Concern for use of these BAFs for regulatory purposes under these   
     circumstances has been expressed by the SAB (1992b):                       
                                                                                
     At present the BAF confidence intervals for chemicals with log Kow < 5     
     appear to be quite tight while those in the range of 5 to 6.5 have         
     confidence intervals which may be more than an order of magnitude wide.  In
     the range beyond 6.5, the confidence is not known within reasonable limits.
     This situation is less than satisfactory for a regulatory program.         
     (emphasis added)                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.147     
     
     EPA has modified the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs to    
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     include a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology as the second preferred    
     method after field-measured BAFs.  The BSAF provides a method by which the 
     concentration of a chemical in the sediment is related to the concentration
     in fish tissue.  The concentration of chemicals with log Kows greater than 
     6.5 in the sediment is greater than in the water column and more readily   
     measured; therefore use of the BSAF reduces the uncertainty associated with
     relating concentration in fish tissue to the concentration in the water    
     column.  This is particularly true for chemicals with higher Kows since    
     these generally show a greater affinity for sediments.  For further details
     on deriving BAFs from the BSAF methodology, and the data supporting the    
     approach, see the final BAF TSD.                                           
                                                                                
     See reponse to comment G2630.028.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .147 imbedded in comment .146.                        
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When field-derived BAFs are unavailable, the proposed approach would be to 
     develop estimates based upon a bioconcentration factor and food chain      
     multiplier using the model Thomann published in 1989.  This model has not  
     been effectively evaluated, and there are several, well-recognized inherent
     weaknesses in this approach.  In particular, there is the difficulty (or   
     impossibility) of deriving a meaningful food chain multiplier value when   
     the factors contributing to this can vary by compound, species, and        
     location within the Great Lakes.  Concerns about use of the Thomann model  
     are shared by the SAB (1992b), who have stated:                            
                                                                                
     The (Thomann) model has not been adequately tested to use for the          
     establishment of regional water quality criteria at this time.  The        
     potential exists for errors on both over-protection and under-protection of
     aquatic organisms, wildlife and humans.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.148     
     
     See response to comment G4921L.014.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps the most basic criticism of the USEPA wholesale adoption of the BAF
     approach is that it ignores a significant source of exposure for many of   
     the Great Lakes contaminants - the sediments.  Intuitively, an approach    
     which ignores an important exposure source sill not be predictive, and, in 
     the case of PCBs, there are empirical obervations which support this.      
     Thomann (1992) has recently modified the model currently advocated by USEPA
     (i.e., Thomann 1989) and develped a more complex compartmental structure of
     the food web which includes a sediment component.  Also, there are other   
     approaches, such as the BSAF method, which avoid many of the weaknesses of 
     the BAF approach and appear to have good predictive value for lipophilic   
     compounds.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.149     
     
     Nothing in the EPA BAF approach ignores sediments as a source of exposure, 
     either through benthic food chains or through mixing with water.  Sediments
     are connected to pelagic organisms through water interactions and benthic  
     food chains and BAFs measure the effect of these factors.  Thomann's model 
     is a mechanistic model which attempts to predict bioaccumulation through an
     accurate accounting of all factors, including sediment-water interaction.  
     The Gobas model is similar but allows specification of chemical            
     concentrations in sediment and water.  Measured BAFs reflect the net result
     of all factors and are indexed to the activity of the chemical in water.   
     The GLWQI TSD demonstrated that agreement between BSAF and BAF predictions 
     can be very good.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2654.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential for bioaccumulation is clearly an important consideration    
     when evaluating chemical contaminants in the Great Lakes.  The necessary   
     and appropriate consideration of bioaccumulation will have a significant   
     impact in derivation of water quality criteria for lipophilic compounds.   
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     Response to: P2654.150     
     
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation is an important consideration when         
     evaluating chemical contaminants in the Great Lakes and has continued to   
     use BAFs in the final Guidance.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2654.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is imperative that the approaches used to assess bioaccumulation of     
     these compounds use the best available technology to insure accuracy.      
     Unfortunately, the approach proposed by the USEPA in the GLWQI is outdated 
     and arguably unsuitable for lipophilic compounds on both technical and     
     conceptual grounds.  The USEPA must explore alternative approaches to      
     assessing bioaccumulation if they are to derive meaningful and             
     scientifically defensible water quality criteria.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.151     
     
     EPA has explored alternative approaches for predicting bioaccumulation.    
     The GLWQI approach can hardly be considered "outdated" or "unsuitable ...  
     on both technical and conceptual grounds" when the second method of choice 
     introduces the BSAF approach and demonstrates its agreement with measured  
     BAFs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PCBs are among the most extensively studied class of chemicals in terms of 
     epidemiological investigations.  Since the mid-1970's, these compounds have
     been the focus of intensive study, and numerous morbidity and mortality    
     studies have been performed in relatively well defined and heavily exposed 
     worker populations.  The following paragraphs of Section 2.0 discuss the   
     findings of the epidemiologic research that has focused on these worker    
     populations and demonstrate that a sufficient database exists upon which   
     PCB criteria guidance can be developed from human exposure studies.        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.152     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: P2654.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Epidemiology is the study of the distribution of diseases in human         
     populations and those factors influencing disease occurrence.  Therefore,  
     human studies should provide the most reliable data in determining disease 
     causation and predicting the actual human risk associated with a particular
     chemical exposure.  Human studies provide direct information about human   
     dose-response relationships, and they avoid the necessity of making several
     assumptions inherent in the extrapolation from animal toxicity data.  Three
     assumptions that can be avoided when human data is available and is the    
     basis for extrapolating human risk are:                                    
                                                                                
     1.  Effects in laboratory animals (usually rats and mice) accurately       
     predict the type of toxic effects that will occur in humans (this is the   
     qualitative assumption - i.e., that identical types of toxicity occur      
     across species);                                                           
                                                                                
     2.  Effects in laboratory animals accurately predict the doses at which the
     expected toxicities will occur in humans (this is the quantitative         
     assumption - i.e., that there are similar or identical dose-response curves
     across species); and                                                       
                                                                                
     3.  The third assumption, which is related to the first two:  High dose    
     effects in laboratory animals predict qualitatively and quantitatively low 
     dose effects in humans in essentially a linear dose-related fashion (the   
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     linear low-dose assumption - i.e., responses seen at high-doses [changes in
     biochemistry, metabolism, etc.] have no thresholds at lower doses;         
     decreases in dose only diminish the effect in a linear, probabilistic and  
     dose-related manner).                                                      
                                                                                
     Although human data are inherently better than animal data for predicting  
     health effects in humans, it must be recognized that lifestyle, and other  
     factors associated with the study of genetically heterogenous populations  
     like humans, can either obscure or affect a purported association.  Thus,  
     even though studies that control for these factors can be highly           
     predictive, epidemiologists agree that the results of any study must be    
     validated by subsequent investigations to ensure that the reported         
     association is not a spurious or chance finding unrelated to the exposure  
     of interst.  In fact, given the limitations inherent in epidemiology       
     studies and the difficulty of controlling for all possible confounding     
     factors, a methodology has evolved to provide an objective basis for       
     interpreting the results of epidemiological studies.  This methodology has 
     become known as "causation analysis," and the use of causation analysis is 
     well recognized within the USEPA.  Not only is it a component of the newly 
     proposed cancer risk assessment guidelines (USEPA, 1992a), but the Agency's
     own Great Lakes Initiative Science Advisory Board recommended the use of   
     this methodology in the development of wildlife and aquatic criteria       
     (USEPA, 1992b).                                                            
                                                                                
     The refinement of the objective methodology used in causation analysis is a
     continuing process.  At the current time, at least ten criteria have been  
     proposed as the basis of the scientific method for establishing            
     cause-and-effect relationships (Hill, 1965; Evans, 1976; Hackney and Linn, 
     1979; Doll, 1984; Guidotti and Goldsmith, 1986; Mausner and Kramer, 1985;  
     Rothman, 1988; Monson, 1988; Hernberg, 1992).  While not all of these      
     criteria are applicable to all situations, six criteria are most often     
     cited as being those critical to satisfy a cause-and-effect relationship is
     to be established (Mausner and Kramer, 1985; Rothman, 1988; Monson, 1988;  
     Hernberg, 1992; USEPA, 1992a; USEPA, 1992b).  These six fundamental        
     criteria are:                                                              
                                                                                
     1. Strength of Association - It is assumed that the association has already
     been established as a statistically significant association. This criterion
     merely indicates that the suggested causal relationship is more credible   
     when the relative risk of the proposed association is large and precise.   
                                                                                
     2.  Consistency of Association - Consistent findings of the same           
     association in several if not all available studies provide assurance that 
     the association exists and is not an artifact of the conditions inherent to
     one particular study.                                                      
                                                                                
     3.  Temporal Relationship - This criterion requires that exposure to the   
     suspected causative substance appropriately precedes the observed effect   
     and that the time interval between the exposure and the observation of the 
     effect is credible.                                                        
                                                                                
     4.  Dose-Response Relationship - The incidence or severity of disease      
     should be related to the duration or magnitude of the exposure.  Changes   
     that reduce or increase the exposure should reduce or increase the severity
     or incidence of the disease in a corresponding manner.                     
                                                                                
     5.  Specificity of the Association - The likelihood of a causal            
     interpretation is increased if the exposure produces a unique or very rare 
     effect.                                                                    
                                                                                
     6.  Coherence with the Existing Information - The coherence of the evidence
     essentially deals with the logical consistency and believability of all of 
     the information.  The cause-and-effect interpretation of the chemically    

Page 8586



$T044618.TXT
     induced disease should not seriously conflict with generally known facts of
     the natural history and biology of the disease.  The evidence from various 
     sources (histopathology, epidemiology, clinical studies, etc.)  should be  
     both convincing and consistent with the chemical exposure for reaching the 
     conclusion of causation.  Additionally, the preceding criteria should yield
     and internally consistent and logical conclusion.  No serious contradiction
     in the composite evidence should exist.                                    
                                                                                
     None of the criteria, with the exception of temporality, should be         
     considered as necessary or sufficient in itself to establish causation.    
     Each of these criteria is important, and causation is established by the   
     weight of evidence and the degree to which all six criteria are satisfied  
     by the available data.  However, it is important to note that the rejection
     of the association under consideration may be made with a high degree of   
     confidence when three of the cirteria are not met; these are temporality,  
     consistency, and coherence (Rothman, 1988; USEPA, 1992a).                  
                                                                                
     In addition to considering the weight of evidence represented by satisfying
     all six criteria, it is important to understand that studies with larger   
     cohorts and numbers of cancer deaths are inherently more important when    
     considering the weight of the evidence than are studies with smaller       
     cohorts and fewer cancer deaths.  Additionaly weight may also be assigned  
     to human studies which adequately exclued the influences of confounding    
     factors (smoking, diet, race, alcohol consumption, etc.),                  
     misclassifications, and unintentional bias in the experimental design of   
     the study.                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.153     
     
     Please see response to comment P2771.133.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following is a brief summary and review of the salient cancer mortality
     studies performed on the most heavily PCB exposed populations studied to   
     date, i.e., electrical capacitor/transformer manufacturing workers.  The   
     summary of these studies has been divided into two parts, since several of 
     the studies are rather small or were poorly conceived.  These studies      
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     contribute very little in the overall weight of the evaluation, and        
     therefore, they should be given less consideration than the larger studies.
                                                                                
     [Bahn et al. (1976;1977):                                                  
                                                                                
     The first attempt to evaluate the mortality experience of PCB-exposed      
     workers was nothing more than a brief letter to the editor of the New      
     England Journal of Medicine (Bahn et al., 1976;1977) reporting the         
     mortality experience of 31 research and development employees and 41       
     refinery plant employees who, based on the recollections of two company    
     employees, were thought to have been exposed to Aroclor 1254 for various   
     periods between 1949 and 1957.  This study suggested that although no      
     significant change in overall cancer incidence existed (8 cases), an       
     increased incidence of malignant melanoma (3 cases) and pancreatic cancer  
     (2 cases) was observed in this small group of workers.  Although the       
     authors speculated that PCBs may have caused the observed melanomas, any   
     conclusions drawn from this data are severely limited by the small size of 
     the cohort, the small number of deaths, and the poor experimental design.  
     Two concurrent, independent reviews of the reported findings (Lawrence     
     1977;NIOSH, 1977) called attention to the inadequacy of the data, citing   
     failure to consider other occupational exposures as additional propable    
     etiologies, failure to adequately analyze or ascertain the degree of PCB   
     exposure or the temporal relationships between exposure and cancer         
     occurrence, and failure to compare the cancer rates in the cohort to that  
     of a local population.  In fact, pertinent descriptions of the basic study 
     design of this investigation were never provided in the letter description 
     of the preliminary results.                                                
                                                                                
     In response to these criticisms, the authors admitted that "further        
     information is essential" (Bahn et al., 1977), and although it was noted at
     the time that a more detailed report of this small cohort was in progress  
     (NIOSH, 1977), no follow-up was ever completed.  Because of the serious    
     limitations of the Bahn report, this study is not reliable enough to       
     warrant consideration in any evaluation of the human carcinogenic potential
     of PCBs.]                                                                  
                                                                                
     [Zack and Musch (1979):                                                    
                                                                                
     Another PCB worker mortality study never published in the peer-reviewed    
     literature is the study by Zack and Musch (1979).  In this study, mortality
     rates were reported for 89 workers involved in the manufacture of PCBs at a
     plant in Illinois.  These workers were also exposed to other chemicals,    
     including hydrochloric acid, tri- and tetrachlorobenzene, biphenyl, and    
     chlorine gas.  Among the 30 deaths in this cohort, no statistically        
     significant excess mortality from all cancers or any site-specific cancer  
     was noted.  In comparing their results with the published letters of Bahn  
     et al. and the rodent cancer bioassay results for 60% chlorine PCB         
     mixtures, Zack and Musch concluded:                                        
                                                                                
     The results of this study do not corroborate an excess risk of pancreatic  
     cancer or malignant melanoma among workers expsed to PCBs as reported in   
     the study of Mobil workers (Bahn et al., 1977).  Nor do the results uphold 
     translating to man the outcome of animal tests, in which hepatomas have    
     been associated with long-term exposure.  In this study, no deaths were    
     observed from pancreatic or liver cancer or malignant melanoma.]           
                                                                                
     [Bertazzi et al. (9182; 1987):                                             
                                                                                
     In 1982, Bertazzi and coworkers reported the results of a retrospective    
     mortality study of workers in a capacitor manufacturing plant (Bertazzi et 
     al., 1982).  The cohort was selected based on a minimum of six months of   
     employment in PCB production between 1946 and 1970.  Between 1946 and 1964,
     54% chlorine PCB mixtures (Aroclor 1254 and Pyralene 1476) were used.      
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     Starting in 1965, these mixtures were progressively replaced with 42%      
     chlorine PCB mixtures (Pyralene 3010 and 3011), until by 1970 only 42%     
     chlorine PCBs were in use.  The authors analyzed the 27 deaths that        
     occurred between 1954 and 1978.  They reported a statistically significant 
     increase in total cancers among males and in all causes among females when 
     compared to local population mortality rates.  Statistical significance was
     not reached for any cause-specific cancer, although the increases in all   
     lymphatic and hematopoietic cancers combined (for males and females) and in
     all gastrointestinal tract cancers combined (for males only) accounted for 
     the statistical findings.]                                                 
                                                                                
     [In a follow-up study, Bertazzi et al. (1987) changed the cohort selection 
     criteria from six months to only one week of employment and included       
     non-production as well as production workers.  In this new cohort of 2,100 
     workers, the authors followed the mortality experience from 1946 to 1982.  
     Sixty-four deaths, only 3% of the total cohort, were reported.  Compared to
     national mortality rates, the only statistically significant findings were 
     excesses in total cancers and all gastrointestinal cancers combined among  
     males.  In contrast, local mortality rate comparisons resulted in          
     significant increases in all cancers for both males and females, in        
     gastrointestinal cancers combined among males, and in "all causes" and all 
     hematologic cancers combined among females.                                
                                                                                
     Due to flaws in study design, the statistical excess in cancers reported by
     Bertazzi et al. (1987) represent an association that should not be given   
     any serious consideration.  For example, analysis based on the limited     
     deaths (i.e., only 3% of the population) could be easily skewed by only a  
     single additional cancer death.  Also, two of the six gastrointestinal     
     cancer deaths were in workers who had no reported direct PCB exposure,     
     while a third case was in a worker who began employment (and consequently  
     exposure) at an advanced age.  The sex specificity reported in this study  
     (i.e., gastrointestinal cancer in males and hematological cancer in        
     females) suggests the influence of confounding causes, and Bertazzi        
     concluded that the leukemias seen in female workers may have been          
     attributable to exposures to electromagnetic radiation, thereby discounting
     PCBs as the causative agent.  If this information is taken into            
     consideration, and all cancers not likely to be related to the men's work  
     history are subtracted (i.e., those with no known PCB exposure, such as    
     guards or those of one year or less of exposure), the mortality rate from  
     all cancers observed in these men is no different than the national or     
     local mortality rate.  Similarly, the number of observed cancers of the    
     gastrointestinal tract in men is reduced from 6 to 1, resulting in a       
     mortality rate less than the national and local rates.  The statistical    
     excess of hematologic cancer in women is lost if those with short latencies
     are excluded.  Therefore, it does not appear that the excesses reported by 
     Bertazzi are truly significant or associated with PCB exposure.  In fact,  
     subsequent studies with far greater mortality and reliability have         
     consistently failed to confirm any of the suggestive findings posed by this
     small and preliminary study.  With regards to the findings and significance
     of their study, Bertazzi et al. (1987) concluded that their study "did not 
     permit a causal association to be either proved or dismissed."]            
                                                                                
     [Gustavsson et al. (1986):                                                 
                                                                                
     Gustavsson et al. (1986) reported on a cohort of 142 male Swedish workers  
     engaged in the manufacture of electrical capacitors.  In this plant, 42%   
     chlorine PCBs supplied by Monsanto and Prodelac were used from 1960 to     
     1978.  The cohort consisted of those persons employed for at least six     
     months between 1965 and 1978.  The expected number of deaths was calculated
     from national statistics and was standardized for sex, age, and calendar   
     year.  The mean exposure duration was 6.5 years, and the average exposure  
     measured in 1973 was 0.1 mg/m3, although exposures in the 1960's may have  
     been higher.                                                               
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     No statistically significant excess for all cancers or any site-specific   
     cancer was observed in this cohort, and overall mortality was slightly     
     below the expected rate.  A subgroup of 19 individuals with higher         
     exposures than the rest of the cohort (capacitor fillers and capacitor     
     repairmen) was analyzed seperately.  There was no increase in mortality or 
     cancer incidence in this high-exposure subgroup.  While the authors note   
     that the results of their study must be tempered by its small size, they   
     stated: "(T)he results do not indicate any excess mortality or cancer      
     incidence in this factory."]                                               
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     Comment:
     Bahn et al. (1976;1977):                                                   
                                                                                
     The first attempt to evaluate the mortality experience of PCB-exposed      
     workers was nothing more than a brief letter to the editor of the New      
     England Journal of Medicine (Bahn et al., 1976; 1977) reporting the        
     mortality experience of 31 research and development employees and 41       
     refinery plant employees who, based on the recollections of two company    
     employees, were thought to have been exposed to Aroclor 1254 for various   
     periods between 1949 and 1957.  This study suggested that although no      
     significant change in overall cancer incidence existed (8 cases), an       
     increased incidence of malignant melanoma (3 cases) and pancreatic cancer  
     (2 cases) was observed in this small group of workers.  Although the       
     authors speculated that PCBs may have caused the observed melanomas, any   
     conclusions drawn from this data are severely limited by the small size of 
     the cohort, the small number of deaths, and the poor experimental design.  
     Two concurrent, independent reviews of the reported findings (Lawrence     
     1977; NIOSH, 1977) called attention to the inadequacy of the data, citing  
     failure to consider other occupational exposures as additional probable    
     etiologies, failure to adequately analyze or ascertain the degree of PCB   
     exposure or the temporal relationships between exposure and cancer         
     occurence, and failure to compare the cancer rates in the cohort to that of
     a local population.  In fact, pertinent descriptions of the basic study    
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     design of this investigation were never provided in the letter description 
     of the preliminary results.                                                
                                                                                
     In response to those criticisms, the authors admitted that "further        
     information is essential" (Bahn et al., 1977), and although it was noted at
     the time that a more detailed report of this small cohort was in progress  
     (NIOSH, 1977), no follow-up was ever completed.  Because of the serious    
     limitations of the Bahn report, this study is not reliable enough to       
     warrant consideration in any evaluation of the human carcinogenic potential
     of PCBs.                                                                   
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     Comment:
     Zack and Musch (1979):                                                     
                                                                                
     Another PCB worker mortality study never published in the peer-reviewed    
     literature is the study by Zack and Musch (1979).  In this study, mortality
     rates were reported for 89 workers involved in the manufacture of PCBs at a
     plant in Illinois.  These workers were also exposed to other chemicals,    
     including hydrochloric acid, tri- and tetrachlorobenzene, biphenyl, and    
     chlorine gas.  Among the 30 deaths in this cohort, no statistically        
     significant excess mortality from all cancers or any site-specific cancer  
     was noted.  In comparing their results with the published letters of Bahn  
     et al. and the rodent cancer bioassay results for 60% chlorine PCB         
     mixtures, Zack and Musch concluded:                                        
                                                                                
     The results of this study do not corroborate an excess risk of pancreatic  
     cancer or malignant malanoma among workers exposed to PCBs as reported in  
     the study of Mobil workers (Bahn et al., 1977).  Nor do the results uphold 
     translating to man the outcome of animal tests, in which hepatomas have    
     been associated with long-term exposure.  In this study, no deaths were    
     observed from pancreatic or liver cancer or malignant melanoma.            
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     Comment:
     Bertazzi et al (1982; 1987):                                               
                                                                                
     In 1982, Bertazzi and coworkers reported the results of a retrospective    
     mortality study of workers in a capacitor manufacturing plant (Bertazzi et 
     al., 1982).  The cohort was selected based on a minimum of six months of   
     employment in PCB production between 1946 and 1970.  Between 1946 and 1964,
     54% chlorine PCB mixtures (Aroclor 1254 and Pyralene 1476) were used.      
     Starting in 1965, these mixtures were progressively replaced with 42%      
     chlorine PCB mixtures (Pyralene 3010 and 3011), until by 1970 only 42%     
     chlorine PCBs were in use.  The authors analyzed the 27 deaths that        
     occurred between 1954 and 1978.  They reported a statistically significant 
     increase in total cancers among males and in all causes among females when 
     compared to local population mortality rates.  Statistical significance was
     not reached for any cause-specific cancer, although the increases in all   
     lymphatic and hematopoietic cancers combined (for males and females) and in
     all gastrointestinal tract cancers combined (for males only) accounted for 
     the statistical findings.                                                  
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     Comment:
     In a follow-up study, Bertazzi et al. (1987) changed the cohort selection  
     criteria from six months to only one week of employment and included       
     non-production ad well as production workers.  In this new cohort of 2,100 
     workers, the authors followed the mortality experience from 1946 to 1982.  
     Sixty-four deaths, only 3% of the total cohort, were reported.  Compared to
     national mortality rates, the only statistically significant findings were 
     excesses in total cancers and all gastrointestinal cancers combined among  
     males.  In contrast, local mortality rate comparisons resulted in          
     significant increases in all cancers for both males and females, in        
     gastrointestinal cancers combined among males, and in "all causes" and all 
     hematologic cancers combined among females.                                
                                                                                
     Due to flaws in study design, the statistical excess in cancers reported by
     Bertazzi et al. (1987) represent an association that should not be given   
     any serious consideration.  For example, analysis based on the limited     
     deaths (i.e., only 3% of the population) could be easily skewed by only a  
     single additional cancer death.  Also, two of the six gastrointestinal     
     cancer deaths were in workers who had no reported direct PCB exposure,     
     while a third case was in a worker who began employment (and consequently  
     exposure) at an advanced age.  The sex specificity reported in this study  
     (i.e., gastrointestinal cancer in males and hematological cancer in        
     females) suggests the influence of confounding causes, and Bertazzi        
     concluded that the leukemias seen in female workers may have been          
     attributable to exposures to electromagnetic radiation, thereby discounting
     PCBs as the causitive agent.  If this information is taken into            
     consideration, and all cancers not likely to be related to the men's work  
     history are subtracted (i.e., those with no known PCB exposure, such as    
     guards or those of one year or less of exposure), the mortality rate from  
     all cancers observed in these men is no different than the national or     
     local mortality rate.  Similarly, the number of observed cancers of the    
     gastrointestinal tract in men is reduced from 6 to 1, resulting in a       
     mortality rate less than the national and local rates.  The statistical    
     excess of hematologic cancer in women is lost if those with short latencies
     are excluded.  Therefore, it does not appear that the excesses reported by 
     Bertazzi are truly significant or associated with PCB exposure.  In fact,  
     subsequent studies with far greater mortality and reliability have         
     consistently failed to confirm any of the suggestive findings posed by this
     small and preliminary study.  With regards to the findings and significance
     of their study, Bertazzi et al. (1987) concluded that their study "did not 
     permit a causal association to be either proved or dismissed.              
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     Gustavsson et al. (1986) reported on a cohort of 142 male Swedish workers  
     engaged in the manufacture of electrical capacitors.  In this plant, 42%   
     chlorine PCBs supplied by Monsanto and Prodelec were used from 1960 to     
     1978.  The cohort consisted of those persons employed for at least six     
     months between 1965 and 1978.  The expected number of deaths was calculated
     from national statistics and was standardized for sex, age, and calendar   
     year.  The mean exposure duration was 6.5 years, and the average exposure  
     measured in 1973 was 0.1 mg/m3, although exposures in the 1960's may have  
     been higher.                                                               
                                                                                
     No statistically significant excess for all cancers or any site-specific   
     cancer was observed in this cohort, and overall mortality was slightly     
     below the expected rate.  A subgroup of 19 individuals with higher         
     exposures than the rest of the cohort (capacitor fillers and capacitor     
     repairmen) was analyzed separately.  There was no increase in mortality or 
     cancer incidence in this high-exposure subgroup.  While the authors note   
     that the results of their study must be tempered by its small size, they   
     stated: "(T)he results do not indicate any excess mortality or cancer      
     incidence in this factory."                                                
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     Comment:
     A major shortcoming of all four studies is the small number of cancer      
     deaths available in each study.  For example, Bahn et al. (1976; 1977)     
     report on only eight cancer deaths; thus, any cancer type observed in this 
     study could have been considered elevated by the authors.  Elevated cancer 
     SMRs, possibly even to the extent of significance, is to be expected any   
     time the total cancer mortality is so low that the expected number of      
     deaths in any category is far less than one (as a result of the small total
     numbers).  In this situation, all observed cancers result by default in    
     elevated SMRs, and a cluster of deaths in one specific category early in   
     the analysis can easily cause a spuriously significant finding to be       
     reported.  Thus, a major shortcoming of all four studies is the limited    
     number of deaths observed in each study.  The likelihood that any of the   
     four will yield spurious observations as the result of the deaths in one   
     disease category occurring early in the analysis is to great.  For this    
     reason also, they cannot be added into a weight of evidence scheme with    
     larger studies, for to do so only dilutes consideration given to cohorts   
     providing a better assessment of the true exposure-related mortality       
     experience.  In short, the reliability of any weight-of-evidence evaluation
     is not increased by adding small numbers with large uncertainties inherent 
     to them to the assessment provided by considering the more robust studies  
     alone.                                                                     
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     Comment:
     In considering the findings provided by each fo the small studies, we note 
     that none of the other small mortality studies confirmed the observations  
     made in the Bahn studies.  As stated earlier, there are many problems with 
     this poorly reported study, and we concur with the assessment of this study
     that was made by the authors of one of the major cohort studies (Sinks et  
     al., 1989):  "Details regarding study methods, workplace exposures,        
     latency, and duration of exposure were not reported and it is not possible 
     to adequately assess this report."                                         
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     Comment:
     Neither Zack and Musch (1979) nor the Gustavsson study found a significant 
     elevation in total cancer mortality, or cancer of any kind.  Thus,         
     eliminating these studies from further consideration should not have a     
     negative impact on any attempt to confirm associations reported in the     
     larger cohort studies.                                                     
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     Comment:
     The Bartazzi study is also too small to be given serious consideration.    
     However, as it has been mentioned in other reviews, and as it has been     
     relied upon to some extent in the most recent IARC evaluation (IARC, 1987),
     the limitations of this study are perhaps worth emphasizing here in greater
     detail.  This study purports to provide some idea as to what cancer risks  
     might be elevated after long-term PCB exposure based on an analysis of any 
     26 total cancer deaths.  Adding to the serious limitation of such small    
     numbers is the fact that the cohort definition was so inclusive as to      
     contain administrative personnel and other individuals with limited        
     exposures, or individuals who, because of advanced age when hired, are not 
     likely to have died from PCB related causes.  For example, Bertazzi et al. 
     (1987) suggests that among male workers, cancers of the gastrointestinal   
     tract were significantly elevated.  While one might argue that too many    
     different cancers are being combined, evidence for an exposure-related     
     cause actually does not exist for even this inclusive category.  In the    
     following table, all deaths for members who were hired at the age of 59 or 
     older, or who by their job were not likely to have ever received           
     significant PCB exposure (e.g., guards, administrative personnel), are     
     highlighted in bold italics.                                               
                                                                                
     Characteristics of the Gastrointestinal Cancer Deaths Among Male Workers   
     Reported in Bertazzi et al. (1987)                                         
                                                                                
     Cancer type/site (ICD 8th revision), Age at hire(yr), Year of hire, Length 
     of exposure(yr), Latency(yr), Age at death(yr)                             
     Stomach (151), 59, 1948, .4, 7, 66                                         
     Stomach (151), 49, 1951, 17.2*, 23, 72                                     
     Liver (155), 33, 1957, .3, 17, 50                                          
     Biliary tract (156), 41, 1959, 1.0, 14, 55                                 
     Pancreas (157), 53, 1969, 5.8*, 5, 58                                      
     Pancreas (157), 35, 1960, 21.7, 22, 57                                     
     * Worked as a plant guard                                                  
     (Note:  All cancers reported in persons hired at advance age {age 59 or    
     older} or in persons with a length of PCB exposure<= 6 months, or persons  
     believed to have had little known exposure to PCBs {e.g. a plant guard}    
     have been highlighted in bold as potentially spurious findings).           
                                                                                
     As can be seen from this table, 5 of the 6 deaths in this category are not 
     likely to have been PCB exposure-related deaths.  If one subtracts from the
     reported mortality those persons either not exposed (two guards) or        
     minimally-exposed (i.e. <= 4 months), the ratio for the number of observed 
     cancer deaths of the GI tract in males versus the expected number of deaths
     drops to 2/2.2, for an SMR of only 45.  Similarly, the reported significant
     increase in hematologic cancers in women disappears if one removes the two 
     persons minimally exposed, i.e., those with 0.2 and 0.7 years of exposure. 
     This change seems particularly justified as the two women with minimal     
     exposure also are two persons for whom the latency period was reported to  
     be 0.2-2 years, and therefore, the cancers are not likely to have resulted 
     from their PCB exposure.  Removing these cases reduces the SMR to either   
     182 or 133 (2/1.1 or 2/1.5), depending upon which reference mortality is   
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     used, and neither comparison would be statistically significant.  In       
     addition to those cancers which were reported to be significantly elevated 
     in either sex, it is apparent that of the three lung cancers observed, one 
     occurred in a person first employed at age 60, and the other two represent 
     persons with exposures of very short duration, i.e., 1-6 months.           
                                                                                
     If the above information is taken into consideration, and all cancers not  
     likely to be related to the men's history are subtracted, the total number 
     of cancers observed in men is reduced to six.  The SMR then becomes 109 or 
     79, depending upon which reference cohort the data are compared to.  Thus, 
     it does not appear that any of the "significant" associations reported by  
     Bertazzi et al. (1987) are likely to be the result of PCB exposure.  The   
     authors themselves recognize this limitation and state the following:      
                                                                                
     However, interpretation of such a result is limited by an examination of   
     individual cancer cases; of the two workers dying from stomach cancer, one 
     had been hired at an advanced age and had experienced a very short         
     exposure, and the other one was a plant guard not involved in production   
     processes; both workers who died from cancer of the liver and biliary tract
     had been employed in the production area, albeit for rather short periods. 
     The cases of pancreatic cancer occurred in another plant guard (no direct  
     exposure reported) and in a worker who had been exposed directly in the    
     process area for over 20 years.  Given this information, no clear cut and  
     definite conclusion regarding the association between cancer of the GI     
     tract and exposure to PCBs can be drawn from the results of the study.     
     (Bertazzi et al., 1987)                                                    
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     Comment:
     Several other problems further limit giving this study any serious         
     consideration.  First, there was no association between duration of        
     exposure, latency, or year of first exposure for any of the causes of      
     mortalilty.  This is in direct contrast to what one would expect to find if
     a chemical were actually carcinogenic.  Second, all purported associations 
     are sex-specific.  In males, only cancers of the GI tract are said to be   
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     significantly elevated.  This category, which is actually a combination of 
     several different types of cancer, was not elevated in women.  Conversely, 
     the types of hematological cancers that were reported as significantly     
     elevated in women (Hodgkin's disease and lymphosarcoma) were not observed  
     at all in the male population.  Third, other confounding contributors to   
     mortality have not been identified and controlled for in this study.  For  
     example, in the female population, both "all causes of death" and "death by
     accidents" are significantly elevated.  The latter elevation affects the   
     overall death rate, but it cannot be attributed to PCBs.  Additionally, the
     excess of hematopoietic neoplasm was reported in women, but the authors    
     note that leukemia is common to jobs with exposures to electromagnetic     
     fields and that this phenomenon may have contributed to the excess cancers 
     observed in women.  Fourth, nowhere is it explained why local mortality    
     rates from cancer are 45% lower than the national rates in females and 38% 
     higher in males.  One must question both the magnitude of the disparity and
     the inconsistency between the sexes concerning the local and national rates
     which makes interpretation of the data most difficult.                     
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     Comment:
     Given the above limitations of the Bertazzi studies, it would appear that  
     the associations put forth in these studies are tenuous at best.  The      
     authors themselves questioned the basis of the cause of cancer mortality,  
     stating:  "The elevated cancer mortality (in women) might be interpreted,  
     in our view, in the light of some peculiar occupational factor in addition 
     to the already named social factors."  As the authors themselves           
     recognized, the substantial number of problems inherent in the Bertazzi    
     studies preclude a conclusion that there is a causal association between   
     PCBs and cancer of any kind; in fact, they conclude that their results "did
     not permit a causal association to be either proved or dismissed."  That   
     none of the associations reported in this study has ever been observed in  
     any of the four major cohorts further underscores the unreliability of this
     study.                                                                     
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     Comment:
     In summary, we find no reasonable basis for including the results of any of
     the four small studies in a weight-of-the-evidence evaluation.  The numbers
     of each study are too few to be considered reasonably reliable indications 
     of the final mortality incidence that will be observed in each cohort, and 
     the inclusive cohort definition of the largest of the four study cohorts   
     appears to be such that the criteria of dose-response and latency will     
     never be satisfied for any association that it might ultimately attempt to 
     put forth.  Therefore, these four studies were eliminated in the final     
     evaluation of the possible carcinogenic effects of PCBs that is performed  
     at the end of this section.                                                
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Brown and Jones (1981) conducted a retrospective mortality study of 2,567  
     employees from two plants where PCBs were used in the manufacture of       
     electrical capacitors.  These plants were selected for study because:  1)  
     each had a large work force; 2) PCBs had been used for more than 30 years; 
     3) there was considerable exposure to PCBs; and 4) the workers' health     
     records were readily available.  Plant No. 1, located in New York, was     
     actually two facilities, one having made small industrial capacitors since 
     1946, and a second facility having made large power capacitors since 1951. 
     At Plant No. 1, the type of PCB mixture that was used varied.  Initially   
     Aroclor 1254 was used, but it was eventually replaced by Aroclor 1242, and 
     later Aroclor 1016 was used.  Plant No. 2 was located in Massachusetts and 
     had manufactured PCB-containing capacitors since 1938.  At Plant No. 2, the
     PCB mixtures were also changed from Aroclor 1254 to Aroclor 1242 and then  
     to Aroclor 1016.  Both plants used similar manufacturing procedures,       
     including a trichloroethylene wash.  All workers included in the study were
     employed for at least three months in areas known to result in PCB         
     exposure.  However, if the work history indicated an employee had potential
     exposure to trichloroethylene, that employee was excluded from the cohort. 
                                                                                
     During the study interval, the cohort experienced 163 deaths.  The total   
     mortality and mortality from each of the major causes of death were less   
     than expected.  No statistically significant excesses were observed for    
     cancer of any kind for the total cohort.  Although the rectal cancer rate  
     in the female population of Plant No. 2 was higher than expected, no rectal
     cancers were observed in females at Plant No. 1, and only one was observed 
     in the total male population of both plants.  Mortality from liver cancer  
     was also elevated for the total cohort, but like rectal cancer this        
     increase was not statistically significant.  In fact, the authors noted:   
     "There is no relationship between increasing durations of employment in    
     jobs involving PCB exposure and the risk of mortality due to cancer or     
     cirrhosis of the liver."  When the total cohort was considered, there was  
     no statistically significant relationship for any cause of death, including
     cancer.                                                                    
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Brown (1987):                                                              
                                                                                
     This is a follow-up to the Brown and Jones (1981) study.  Mortality        
     analysis was updated from 163 to 295 deaths in a cohort of 2,567.  As in   
     the initial study, mortality from all causes (and from all cancers) was    
     lower than expected.  Importantly, no additional deaths from cancer of the 
     rectum has occurred.  Another finding of interest was that two additional  
     deaths were attributed to cancer of the liver, biliary passages, or gall   
     bladder in females from Plant No. 2.  When taken alone, the five           
     liver/biliary/gall bladder cancers represented a statistically significant 
     increase in this site specific cancer.  Brown (1987) concluded that the    
     update provided only "limited information" associating PCBs with           
     liver/biliary/gall bladder cancer because: 1) misclassification of the     
     cause of death is quite possible for cancers in this category; 2) none of  
     the cancers reported were confirmed to be the type observed in chronic     
     animal bioassays (primary hepatocellular carcinoma/adenocarcinoma) and; 3) 
     the study failed to demonstrate reasonably expected patterns of            
     dose-response and temporal (latency) relationships for these cancers.      
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nicholson et al. (1987) studied cancer mortality in 788 employees (459     
     males and 329 females) at two capacitor manufacturing facilities in upstate
     New York.  (One of these plants was studied by Brown et al. in 1981 and    
     1987.)  This report is not yet published in the peer-reviewed literature.  
     In this study, cohort selection criteria were devised in order to enhance  
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     the possibility of detecting latent cancers among workers with PCB         
     exposures of long duration.  Workers were selected for the cohort if they  
     had at least five years of PCB exposure and their employment began prior to
     1954.  Only those deaths occurring at least ten years after the onset of   
     their PCB exposure (i.e., ten year latency) were considered.  At each      
     facility, Aroclors 1254 and 1242 were used prior to 1970, while Aroclor    
     1016 and occasionally Aroclor 1221 were used after that time.  Although one
     facility made smaller electrical capacitors while the other primarily made 
     large industrial capacitors, the authors felt that the magnitude of the PCB
     exposures for the workers at each plant were similar.  Industrial hygiene  
     surveys were conducted at each plant in 1977.  These surveys indicated that
     certain job locations involved PCB exposures ranging from 300 to 1,000     
     ug/cubic meter.  These exposure measurements were used to compare groups of
     workers with respect to PCB exposure and cause of death.                   
                                                                                
     The observed numbers of deaths attributed to all causes, all cancer, and   
     all cardiovascular diseases were less than expected for both males and     
     females.  Further, there was no excess mortality from rectal or liver      
     cancers.  When the cohort was divided into three equally sized groups with 
     different levels of PCB exposure, no dose-related trends were identified.  
     Nicholson et al. concluded:  "The overall results of this analysis do not  
     indicate any association of PCB exposure with excess mortality for any     
     cause."                                                                    
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     Comment:
     Taylor et al. (1988):                                                      
                                                                                
     Taylor and coworkers (1988) studied the incidence of mortality in 6,292    
     workers employed at two capacitor manufacturing facilities in New York     
     State.  This report is not yet published in the peer-reviewed literature.  
     The PCB exposure history of these workers is described in three previous   
     reports (Brown and Jones, 1981; Brown, 1987; Nicholson et al., 1987).      
     While the populations studied by these authors were from the same two      
     plants, Taylor included all plant employees who had worked between 1946 and
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     1975 for a minimum of three months.  This selection criterion resulted in a
     cohort of 6,292 workers, including 3,601 males and 2,691 females.  The     
     authors characterized exposure in the cohort as either direct or indirect. 
     The direct exposure group was further categorized into three subgroups:    
     Low, air contact only; Medium, air contact plus occasional dermal contact; 
     and High, air contact plus frequent dermal contact.  The indirect exposure 
     group included employees who worked in offices and manufacturing areas     
     where PCBs were not used.  Employee exposure monitoring indicated that the 
     air concentrations of PCBs in the work areas of both the direct and        
     indirect exposure groups exceeded concentrations external to the plant.  In
     addition, geometric mean serum PCB levels in the direct exposure group     
     exceeded levels in the indirect exposure group by four-fold and were almost
     20-fold higher than in non-exposed reference subjects.  The authors        
     reported that the "total mortality was less than expected for both males   
     and females.  No effect of PCB exposure on overall cancer rates was        
     observed."  In addition, none of the estimates of PCB exposure was         
     associated with an increased risk of total cancers, lung cancer, or        
     colorectal cancer.                                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sinks et al. (1989; 1992) conducted the most recent PCB capacitor worker   
     mortality study.  This cohort was comprised of workers from a plant located
     in Indiana that began producing PCB capacitors in 1959.  Aroclor 1242 was  
     used between 1959 and 1971, and Aroclor 1016 was used between 1971 and     
     1977.  Other chemical exposures at the plant included isopropyl biphenyl,  
     toluene, xylene, methyl ethyl ketone, trichloroethylene, and               
     methylchloroform.  Included in this analysis were 3,575 white male and     
     female workers.  Death certificates were obtained and analyzed for 191     
     workers.  The only statistically significant findings were an increase in  
     mortality from malignant melanoma in men and decreases in mortality from   
     heart diseases as well as causes of death.  The recent update (Sinks et    
     al., 1992) included one additional death (i.e., now 192) among a total     
     cohort of 3,588 electrical manufacturing workers.  "All-cause mortality and
     total cancer mortality were lower than expected" (Sinks et al., 1992).     
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     There were however, significantly more deaths observed than expected for   
     malignant melanoma.  The authors concluded that the results of this study  
     should not be interpreted as demonstrating a causal relationship between   
     PCBs and malignant melanoma.  The fact that malignant melanoma was not     
     elevated in four other reports of nearly equivalent or greater mortality   
     (Brown and Jones, 1981; Brown, 1987; Nicholson et al., 1987; Taylor et al.,
     1988) further indicates that this finding is not related to PCB exposure.  
     The authors noted that "the risk of malignant melanoma did not vary by     
     duration of employment, time since first employment, or estimated          
     cumulative PCB exposure" and cautioned that "the possibility that the      
     results are due to chance, bias, or confounding cannot be excluded."       
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     Comment:
     As discussed in the preceding paragraphs, four major cohorts have been     
     identified and evaluated with respect to the human carcinogenicity of PCBs.
     For the ease of discussion, the following tables have summarized the major 
     findings of each cohort, focusing on the two issues raised by these        
     studies; i.e., does PCB exposure increase the incidence of either          
     liver/biliary cancer or malignant melanoma?  As shown in the following two 
     tables, collectively the results from these four cohorts do not provide    
     sufficient evidence for a causal relationship between occupational PCB     
     exposures and cancer of any kind.  For example, as shown in Table 2.1, none
     of these studies found cancer mortality to be significantly elevated;      
     neither of the two statistically significant associations reported,        
     liver/biliary cancer and malignant melanoma, was confirmed by any other    
     study report to date.  In this respect, it is important to note that the   
     Taylor (1988) study was negative, for this study assessed 2-3 times the    
     number of deaths observed in either the Brown (1987) or the Sinks et al.   
     (1992) study, and therefore had a decidedly greater power to detect an     
     increased cancer incidence of any kind, if it were present.                
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     Comment:
     Six criteria should be met before causation can be assumed; however, as    
     shown in Table 2.2, an evaluation of the PCB epidemiology studies using    
     these six criteria demonstrates that causation is not met for either       
     liver/biliary cancer or malignant melanoma.                                
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     [While a statistically significant increase in the combined cancer category
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     of liver/biliary/gall bladder cancer deaths was reported by Brown (1987),  
     as noted in Table 2.1, this increase was limited to the female population  
     of only one of the plants.  Not only does this unusual population          
     specificity raise the suspicion that this observed excess may be due to    
     factors other than PCB exposure, but Brown has noted that two-thirds of the
     women in this plant have ethnic backgrounds from Portugal and Cape Verde.  
     When it is also recognized that liver cancer rates in women from these     
     regions are 10-15 fold greater than those of women living in the United    
     States (Schottenfeld and Fraumeni, 1982; Roush et al., 1987), possibly     
     caused by lifestyle factors such as diet, concern for this unconfirmed     
     observation is further reduced.]  [In addition, Brown (1987) points out    
     that the biliary and gall bladder tumors in humans differ from the type of 
     cancer induced in animals (hepatocellular), and that the study did not     
     control for alcohol consumption with regards to the liver/biliary/gall     
     bladder cancer incidence.]  [Brown also noted the lack of expected         
     dose-response and latency trends in the pattern of worker mortality from   
     these cancer types.]  Given this evidence, and given the failure of three  
     other major studies of comparable or greater size to arrive at similar     
     conclusions, it is not possible to conclude that an association between PCB
     exposure and liver cancer exists.                                          
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     Comment:
     While a statistically significant increase in the combined cancer category 
     of liver/biliary/gall bladder cancer deaths was reported by Brown (1987),  
     as noted in Table 2.1, this increase was limited to the female population  
     of only one of the plants.  Not only does this unusual population          
     specificity raise the suspicion that this observed excess may be due to    
     factors other than PCB exposure, but Brown has noted that two-thirds of the
     women in this plant have ethnic backgrounds from Portugal and Cape Verde.  
     When it is also recognized that liver cancer rates in women from these     
     regions are 10-15 fold greater than those of women living in the United    
     States (Schottenfeld and Fraumeni, 1982; Roush et al., 1987), possibly     
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     caused by lifestyle factors such as diet, concern for this unconfirmed     
     observation is further reduced.                                            
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     Comment:
     In addition, Brown (1987) points out that the biliary and gall bladder     
     tumors in humans differ from the type of cancer induced in animals         
     (hepatocellular), and that the study did not control for alcohol           
     consumption with regards to the liver/biliary/gall bladder cancer          
     incidence.                                                                 
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     Comment:
     Brown also noted the lack of expected dose-response and latency trends in  
     the pattern of worker mortality from these cancer types.                   
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     Comment:
     Even though no study has ever reported a causal relationship between       
     exposure to PCBs and cancer, two statistically significant increases in    
     site specific tumors have been reported.  However, as outlined in Table    
     2.2, none of the six causation criteria has been adequately satisfied in   
     either the Brown (1987) or the Sinks et al. (1992) report.  Is should also 
     be noted that the largest study to date (Taylor et al., 1988) and the study
     designed to maximize exposure duration and latency (Nicholson et al., 1987)
     found no significant excesses of cancer of any kind.  Therefore, the       
     available sicientific data do not support the contention that PCBs are     
     carcinogenic in humans.                                                    
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     Comment:
     The conclusion that current epidemiologic studies involving PCBs are       
     negative with respect to cancer is shared by scientists such as Dr. Renate 
     Kimbrough, a PCB expert and health official formerly with the Centers for  
     Disease Control and the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency.  Dr.         
     Kimbrough concluded in a 1987 review of health effects of PCBs and PBBs    
     (polybrominated biphenyls):  "So far, no significant chronic health effects
     have been causally associated with exposure to PCBs or PBBs" (Kimbrough,   
     1987).  In a more recent review (Kimbrough, 1988), Dr. Kimbrough again     
     stated:  Thus far, no conclusive adverse effects have been demonstrated in 
     people who carry body burdens of PCBs from environmental exposure to trace 
     amounts of PCBs...Even workers with exposures two orders of magnitude      
     greater than environmental exposures show no convincing chronic health     
     effects...Thus, despite positive laboratory animal data and except for     
     chloracne, exposure to PCBs has led to no convincing, clinically           
     demonstrable, chronic health effects in humans.  There has been no new     
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     scientific information generated subsequent to these statements which would
     challenge this conclusion.                                                 
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     Comment:
     Based on the information provided in the primary literature, an estimation 
     of the daily doses received by capacitor manufacturing workers can be      
     developed.  This daily dose calculation can then be used to generate       
     various estimates of the safe daily exposure level based on human, rather  
     than animal, toxicity data.  Two different procedures were used in this    
     document.  One approach was to estimate the daily dose capacitor workers   
     received using reported workplace exposure estimates and known or estimated
     absorption constants to generate the daily doses associated with these     
     exposure levels.  The second approach was to estimate the daily dose       
     received by capacitor workers using basic pharmacokinetic principles and   
     reported estimates of PCB body burdens and tissue half-lives.  In the      
     following discussion, where necessary, both approaches intentionally       
     underestimated the likely exposure, since this tended to overestimate the  
     cancer potency of the PCBs.  This deliberate use of conservative exposure  
     estimates provided an additional level of safety in our cancer potency     
     calculations.                                                              
                                                                                
     2.4.1  Dose Estimates Based on Workplace Exposure Measurements             
                                                                                
     A list of reported occupational air exposure levels is provided in table   
     2.3, below, along with a description of the PCB usage and related work     
     activities.  Table 2.3 is comprised of studies reporting air measurements  
     generally taken in the mid-to late 1970's as PCB fluids were being phased  
     out of use.                                                                
                                                                                
     Table 2.3 Occupational PCB Exposures                                       
                                                                                
     Study\ PCB Mixures Used at the Faciliity\ Comments and Measured Air Conc.  
                                                                                
     Ouw et al., 1976\Aroclor 1242\The initial 1974 air concentrations of the   
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     capacitor impregnation room were measured in 4 different areas.  The       
     reported levels were: 320, 1080, 1440, and 2220 ug/cubic meter.            
                                                                                
     Fischbein et al., 1979\Aroclors 1254, 1242, 1221 & 1016\The air            
     concentrations of the capacitor manufacturing workers were divided into    
     four categories:  none (0-70 ug/cubic meter), low (71-410 ug/cubic meter), 
     medium (411-600 ug/cubic meter), and high (600-11,000 ug/cubic meter).     
                                                                                
     Maroni et al., 1981a\French and Italian PCB mixtures of 54% and 42%        
     chlorine content\Plant A workroom air concentrations were measured as: an  
     average of 154 ug/cubic meter) (with a range of 80-255) in areas where high
     power capacitors were made; an average of 193 ug/cubic meters (with a range
     of 149-275) for areas of low-power capacitor assembly; and an average of 59
     ug/cubic meters (with a range of 49-70) in the filter department.          
                                                                                
     Smith et al., 1982\Aroclors 1242 & 1016\The air concentrations at a        
     capacitor manufacturing plant were measured in the capacitor processing and
     maintenance areas and were found to average 81 ug/cubic meter (with a range
     of 0-264)                                                                  
                                                                                
     Lawton et al., 1985\Aroclors  1254, 1242 & 1016\The authors reported that  
     earlier workroom air concentrations were at least the 690 ug/cubic meter   
     measured in 1976 at these two capacitor plants.                            
                                                                                
     Fischbein, 1985\Aroclors 1254, 1242, 1016 & 1221\This apparent second      
     reporting of the population previously discussed in 1979 lists the mean air
     concentration as 7 ug/cubic meter in the lowest exposure area and 410      
     ug/cubic meter in the equipment and quality control areas, while levels of 
     900 and 11,000 ug/cubic meters were measured in the areas where the        
     capacitors were filled and washed.                                         
                                                                                
     Smith and Brown, 1986\PCB mixtures not specified\The mean air              
     concentrations taken from personal monitoring samples were 154 ug/cubic    
     meter for capacitor repairmen, 147 ug/cubic meter for the solderer/hanger, 
     and 127 ug/cubic meter in the miscellaneous assembly areas.                
                                                                                
     Smith and Brown, 1986\Primarily Aroclors 1254, 1242 & 1016\Air measurements
     taken in the mid to late 1970's ranged from 161-1260 ug/cubic meters in the
     capacitor impregnation rooms of two small capacitor plants, while the      
     maintenance area was reported to be 150 ug/cubic meters.  In a larger      
     capacitor plant, the impregnation rooms ranged from 50-299 ug/cubic meter. 
                                                                                
     Based on older literature, declines in exposure measurements seen in the   
     more recent studies (as PCB usage was being phased out), and statements    
     made in at least one study (Lawton et al., 1985a), air concentrations in   
     these plants were clearly higher during the 1950's through early 1970's.   
     For example, in discussing PCBs in The Chemistry of Industrial Toxicology, 
     Elkins (1959) reported on the PCB air levels measured in a capacitor plant 
     located in Massachusetts.  As shown below, these ranged between 300 and    
     10,500 ug/cubic meters, depending upon the work area.                      
                                                                                
     Chlorodiphenyl Fume Concentration (mg/meters)                              
                                                                                
     Process\ Max.\ Avg.                                                        
     Condenser impregnating\ {10.5 {5.5\ 5.8 4.5                                
     Condensor impregnating\ 0.3\ 0.2                                           
     Condensor soldering\ 0.9\ 0.8                                              
     Oil mixing\ 1.1\ 0.6                                                       
     Regulator filling\ 0.2\ 0.1                                                
                                                                                
     Therefore, the exposure estimates generated from Table 2.3 are considered  
     to be relatively conservative, as they primarily reflect those measurements
     taken some two decades later than those reported by Elkins, and they       
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     reflect a period of time when efforts were being made to reduce worker     
     exposure to PCBs.  Still, the studies listed in Table 2.3 indicate that the
     typical air exposure for a capacitor worker was several hundred micrograms 
     of PCBs per cubic meter of air, or greater, even in recent times.          
     Additionally, it is also clear from the capacitor manufacturer studies that
     these facilities had greater exposures than did the typical transformer    
     repairmen, (Elkins, 1959; Smith et al., 1982; Smith and Brown, 1986).      
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     Comment:
     Utilizing data from the studies listed in Table 2.3, estimates of the daily
     dose of PCBs absorbed via inhalation can be made.  Assuming that the amount
     of air inhaled per eight hour work shift is 10 cubic meters (Paustenback,  
     1991) and that pulmonary absorption is complete, the daily PCB doses listed
     in Table 2.4, below, are derived for the workplace air concentrations      
     reported for capacitor manufacturing plants.  These dose estimates suggest 
     that occupational exposure to PCB fluids resulted in workers receiving one 
     to twelve milligram dose of PCBs each work shift.  The allowable workplace 
     air concentrations, i.e., the Threshold Limit Values (TLVs) set by the     
     American Conference of Governmental Industrial Hygienists and the          
     Permissible Exposure Limits (PELs) set by the Occupational Safety and      
     Health Administration, during this period were 1.0 mg/cubic meter for 42%  
     chlorine mixtures and 0.5 mg/cubic meters for 54% chlorine mixtures,       
     implying an allowable daily dose of 5-10 mg/day.  While the average        
     exposure during the 1970's appears to have been well below both guidelines,
     some of the reported measurements (Ouw et al., 1976; Fischbein, 1985)      
     suggest that occasional excursions above these guidelines were not uncommon
     in capacitor impregnation rooms where heated PCB fluids were typically     
     used.  Due to variability in any particular work place, we assumed that the
     concentration of PCBs in these environments were log normally distributed. 
     Thus, it is reasonable to also assume that an average or common daily PCB  
     dose in capacitor manufacturing plants during the 1950's through mid- to   
     late 1970's is reasonably approximated by the geometric mean of the doses  
     listed in Table 2.4, or 2,705 ug/workday.                                  
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     Table 2.4 Inhalation PCB Dosages for Capacitor Workers                     
                                                                                
     Study\Mean Air Level (ug/cubic meter, Site\Estimated Daily Dose (ug/day)   
                                                                                
     Ouw et al., 1976\1265, impregnation room\12,650                            
     Maroni et al., 1981a\154, high power capacitors\1,540                      
     Maroni et al., 1981a\193, low power capacitors\1,930                       
     Smith et al., 1982\81, capacitor processing and maintenance\810            
     Fischbein, 1985\410, equipment/quality control areas\4,100                 
     Fischbein, 1985\>=900, impregnation room\9,000                             
     Lawton et al., 1985\690, (area not specified)\6,900                        
     Smith & Brown, 1986\154, capacitor repairmen\1,540                         
     Smith & Brown, 1986\147, solderers\1,470                                   
     Smith & Brown, 1986\127, misc. assembly\1,270                              
     Smith & Brown, 1986\710, mid-range capacitor plant\7,100                   
     Smith & Brown, 1986\150, maintenance area\1,500                            
     Smith & Brown, 1986\175, impregnation room of large capacitor plant\1,750  
                                                                                
     Arithmetic mean of daily doses (ug/day)    3,966                           
     Geometric mean of daily doses (ug/day)     2,705                           
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     Comment:
     Interestingly, it is now obvious that too little attention was paid to the 
     dermal route of worker exposure.  For example, Ouw et al. (1976) neglected 
     to take surface and skin measurements, suggesting that the failure of the  
     instituted engineering controls to lower worker PCB blood levels was a     
     result of the high dermal exposures occurring in the capacitor plant which 
     they studied.  Recently, Lees et at. (1987) have suggested that both the   
     oral and dermal routes of exposure may have been more important than the   
     respiratory route, particularly when PCBs were used at room temperature.   
     These authors calculated that the dermal exposure from a single drop (0.05 
     ml) of PCBs spread over the hand would result in an exposure of 54,000     
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     ug/day.  Clearly, then, even limited dermal contact with PCB fluids might  
     easily surpass the inhalation exposure in a capacitor plant or other       
     facility using PCBs.                                                       
                                                                                
     [While the extent of PCB absorption through human skin (dermal             
     bioavailability) is unknown, animal studies in both the guinea pig and     
     monkey have shown that about 34% of the dermally applied PCBs (testing both
     42% and 54% chlorine PCB mixtures) was absorbed within 24 hours.  Assuming 
     that a conservative figure of 10% would be absorbed in the first eight     
     hours, the dermal dosage resulting from a single drop of technical grade   
     PCB mixtures spread on one's hands would be some 5,400 ug/day.]            
                                                                                
     [Some skin measurements have been reported, and these can be used to       
     estimate the magnitude of the dermal dose associated with capacitor        
     manufacture work.  In the study of Maroni et al. (1981a), the typical      
     surface contamination in the capacitor plants studied ranged from about    
     0.4-6.2 ug/square cm (eliminating the one spuriously high measurement of   
     159 ug/square cm), and the corresponding dermal levels ranged from 4-27    
     ug/square cm in the high-power capacitor department with a mean of 19      
     ug/square cm, and from 2-28 ug/square cm in the low-power capacitor        
     department with a mean level of 10 ug/square cm.  In the study by Smith et 
     al. (1982), skin smear wipes revealed levels of 0.1-6.7 ug/square cm in the
     small capacitor facility and 0.05-4.87 ug/square cm at the private utility 
     company.  Table and floor surfaces in the latter facility yielded 8        
     ug/square cm of PCBs.  Both of these studies involved facilities with air  
     concentrations at the lower end of those reported in Table 2.4, probably   
     because these measurements were taken in the early 1980's.  Therefore, it  
     seems reasonable to assume that the dermal exposure typical of capacitor   
     plants from the 1950's through the 1970's was probably higher.             
     Nevertheless, taking a geometric mean of the two mean values in the Maroni 
     et al. (1981a) study and the comparable, higher levels reported in Smith et
     al. (1982), one can assume that the dermal exposure was probably 8.9       
     ug/square cm or greater when working around PCB fluids, especially for     
     those individuals working in the capacitor impregnation area where PCB     
     fluids where often heated.  Given this mean PCB surface concentration, and 
     assuming that only face and the hands of these individuals (about 1,000    
     square cm) were exposed (a probable underestimate as clothing no doubt     
     became contaminated), the daily thermal absorbed dose becomes 890 ug/day   
     (1,000 square cm) x 8.9 ug/square cm) x 10%/day = 890 ug/day).]  [When this
     dose is added to the mean inhalationdose previously calculated, the        
     estimated average workday dose experienced by a capacitor worker becomes   
     some 3,600 ug/day.  The average daily dose, recognizing that most workers  
     will only work about 250 days per year, becomes 2,452 ug-PCBs/day.]        
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     Comment:
     While the extent of PCB absorption through human skin (dermal              
     bioavailability) is unknown, animal studies in both the guinea pig and     
     monkey have shown that about 34% of the dermally applied PCBs (testing both
     42% and 54% chlorine PCB mixtures) was absorbed within 24 hours.  Assuming 
     that a conservative figure of 10% would be absorbed within 24 hours.       
     Assuming that a conservative figure of 10% would be absorbed in the first  
     eight hours, the dermal dosage resulting from a single drop of technical   
     grade PCB mixtures spread on one's hands would be some 5,400 ug/day.       
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     Comment:
     Some skin measurements have been reported, and these can be used to        
     estimate the magnitude of the dermal dose associated with capacitor        
     manufacture work.  In the study of Maroni et al. (1981a), the typical      
     surface contamination in the capacitor plants studied ranged from about    
     0.4-6.2 ug/square cm (eliminating the one spuriously high measurement of   
     159 ug/square cm), and the corresponding dermal levels ranged from 4-27    
     ug/square cm in the high-power capacitor department with a mean of 19      
     ug/square cm, and from 2-28 ug/square cm in the low-power capacitor        
     department with a mean level of 10 ug/square cm.  In the study by Smith et 
     al. (1982), skin smear wipes revealed levels of 0.1-6.7 ug/square cm in the
     small capacitor facility and 0.05-4.87 ug/square cm at the private utility 
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     company.  Table and floor surfaces in the latter facility yielded 8        
     ug/cm(exp2) of PCBs.  Both of these studies involved facilities with air   
     concentrations at the lower end of those reported in Table 2.4, probably   
     because these measurements were taken in the early 1980's.  Therefore, it  
     seems reasonable to assume that the dermal exposure typical of capacitor   
     plants from the 1950's through the 1970's was probably higher.             
     Nevertheless, taking a geometric mean of the two mean values in the Maroni 
     et al. (1981a) study and the comparable, higher levels reported in Smith et
     al. (1982), one can assume that the dermal exposure was probably 8.9       
     ug/square cm or greater when working around PCB fluids, especially for     
     those individuals working in the capacitor impregnation area where PCB     
     fluids where often heated.  Given this mean PCB surface concentration, and 
     assuming that only the face and the hands of these individuals (about 1,000
     square cm) were exposed (a probable underestimate as clothing no doubt     
     became contaminated), the daily dermal absorbed dose becomes 890 ug/day    
     (1,000 square cm x 8.9 ug/square cm) x 10%/day = 890 ug/day).              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.185     
     
     Dermal exposure studies, with regard to PCBs exposures, are not considered 
     adequate for Tier I criterion or Tier II value development due to the      
     uncertainty in quantifying the dermal absorption of PCBs.                  
                                                                                
     In general, the human carcinogenicity database on PCBSs is considered      
     inadequate by EPA.  Although there are many studies with regard to         
     occupational exposures, as cited in the comment, the data are judged       
     inadequate due to confounding exposures or lack of exposure quantification.
      Also see response to epidemiological comments.                            
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     Comment:
     When this dose is added to the mean inhalation dose previously calculated, 
     the estimated average workday dose experienced by a capacitor worker       
     becomes some 3,600 ug/day.  The average daily dose, recognizing that most  
     workers will only work about 250 days per year, becomes 2,452 ug-PCBs/day. 
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     Response to: P2654.186     
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     Comment:
     Wolff et al. (1982a) and Lawton et al. (1985a) have reported that capacitor
     workers in the mid 1970's had fat PCB levels ranging above the 400 ppm     
     level with mean falt levels of slightly more than 100 ppm.  Although fat   
     levels were not reported in the studies of Maroni et al. (1981b) or Ouw et 
     al. (1976), based on their reported mean serum levels and the reported     
     190:1 fat to serum partitioning ratio for PCBs (Wolff et al., 1982b), the  
     estimated mean fat tissue concentrations in these studies for capacitor    
     workers were probably also greater than 100 ppm.   In the Lawton et al.    
     (1985b) study, the authors reported that the mean body weight of the       
     capacitor workers was 77 kg, of which 22 kg was fat tissue.  Thus, these   
     authors estimated the mean PCB body burden to be 2.2 grams.  Taking the    
     body burden of the Lawton et al. study (the body burdens for the studies   
     listed above are not likely to have been dramatically different), one can  
     easily derive the daily dose absorbed by these workers, knowing the        
     clearance of half-life of PCBs in humans.                                  
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     Comment:
     Estimates of the PCB half-life in humans have been reported in at least six
     studies.  Four studies suggest that the half-life for PCBs lies between 6  
     months and a year.  For example, Chen et al. (1982) reported the half-lives
     for two pentachlorobiphenyl congeners to be 6.7 and 9.8 months; Steele et  
     al. (1986 reported that the overall half-life of PCBs more closely         
     resembled the results obtained for the lesser chlorinated PCBs, which had  
     half-lives of approximately 6-7 months; Lawton et al. (1985b) estimated the
     half-life of the lower chlorinated PCBs (approximately 42% chlorine) to be 
     on the order of one year, and Jan and Tranik (1988) reported the           
     elimination half-life of PCBs to lie between 6 and 8 months.  In contrast, 
     two studies suggest a considerably longer half-life.  Phillips et al.      
     (1989) reported that in occupationally exposed individuals, the half-lives 
     for Aroclor 1242 and Aroclor 1254 approached 2.6 year and 4.8 years,       
     respectively.  Taylor and Lawrence (1992) report slightly longer half-lives
     for both, with Aroclor 1242 having a half-life of 1.8 years and Aroclor    
     1254 having one of 3.3 years.  For Aroclor 1260, these authors suggest that
     the half-life is as long as 4.1 years.  The geometric mean of the values   
     listed in the preceding studies that evaluated either total PCBs or PCBs as
     commercial mixtures is 1.8 years.  This value was selected for the         
     subsequent dose calculations, and it is felt to be conservative as it is   
     greater than or equal to half-lives calculated in all studies except the   
     longest two estimates provided by Taylor and Lawrence (1992).              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.188     
     
     EPA appreciates the information on half-lives of PCBs, however it is not   
     clear how this information would be used in the development of a cancer    
     potency factor for PCBs.                                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given that these capacitor workers had no doubt achieved steady-state with 
     their long term exposure to PCBs, their daily absorbed dose of PCBs for all
     routes of exposure can be estimated using the following equation:          
                                                                                
     (1) Body Burden steady-state =                                             
        [PCB intake (average daily dose)]/elimination rate constant             
                                                                                
     This equation merely states that at steady-state, the amount of PCBs being 
     absorbed each day is equivalent to the amount of PCBs being eliminated each
     day.  The elimination rate can be derived directly from the known half-life
     of PCBs by the following equation:                                         
                                                                                
     (2) elimination rate constant = 0.693/half-life                            
                                                                                
     Using a half-life of 1.8 years (see above), the elimination rate constant  
     for PCBs would be approximately 0.001 days(exp-1).  Using these estimates  
     of the elimination rate constant, and the total body burden of 2.2 grams   
     reported by Lawton et al. (1985b), the estimated daily dose absorbed by    
     capacitor workers during the mid 1970's appears to have been approximately 
     2,200 ug/day.                                                              
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     Comment:
     Based on measurements of the PCB air concentrations of capacitor plants    
     taken in the mid- to late 1970's (when use of PCBs was being phased out),  
     the typical inhalation dose for a capacitor worker, particularly those     
     working in the impregnation areas, was on the order of 2,700 ug/day and    
     occasionally may have been as high as 12,000 ug/day or greater.  Limiting  
     the exposed surface area of these workers to that of the face and hands,   
     the estimated dermal dose was found to approximate 900 ug/day.  Therefore, 
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     based on measured dermal and air levels, the average total daily dose      
     appears to have been on the order of 2,450 ug/day.  This seems to represent
     a reasonable estimate, as the number derived from pharmacokinetic-based    
     calculations of the average daily dose received by these workers was 2,200 
     ug/day.  Therefore, it seems reasonable to conclude that the typical daily 
     dose of PCBs absorbed by a capacitor worker was in the neighborhood of 2.5 
     mg/day.  Taking the average of both dose estimates, and converting this    
     average dose into a human dosage rate by assuming the typical male weighs  
     70 kg, the average daily doseage for capacitor workers was 33 ug/kg/day.   
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     Comment:
     In a situation where the available scientific data do not support the      
     contention that the chemical is carcinogenic in humans, negative or even   
     equivocal data can be used just like positive evidence to place an "upper  
     bound" on the possible risks associated with exposure to that chemical.    
     For the case at hand, i.e., PCB, this could be accomplished in a number of 
     ways.  One method would be to take each statistically significant          
     association, assume it to be a real measure of the cancer potency (i.e.,   
     assume that PCBs had caused the increase observed), and use the observed   
     increase in cancer incidence to generate a human cancer potency factor.  A 
     second method might be to combine the SMRs for the cancer type of interest 
     (e.g., liver cancer or malignant melanoma) and use the average SMR from all
     studies in a manner much like "meta analysis" to generate an "average      
     estimate" of the human risk.  Last, even if no statistical associations are
     found, one could place an upper confidence limit on the measured zero risk,
     and thereby place an upper bound on the risk even in studies where the risk
     either does not exist or is too small to measure.                          
                                                                                
     [Since statistically significant associations have been reported for PCBs, 
     it makes the msot sense at present to generate an estimate of the human    
     risk from one or both of the associations reported.  Because the most      
     recent findings of Sinks et al. (1987) were not confirmed in two slightly  
     larger cohorts or in a cohort maximizing exposure and latency, it was      
     decided that this type of cancer is a far less likely candidate than the   
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     liver biliary cancers observed in Brown (1987).  While the results of Brown
     were also unconfirmed by a larger cohort, or in a cohort maximizing        
     exposure and latency, it is at least more consistent with the findings of  
     chronic animal bioassays.  Therefore, two approaches were taken here to    
     make a conservative estimate of the potential human cancer risk associated 
     with PCB exposure.  The first approach was to assume that the results of   
     the Brown (1987) study represent the upper limit of the human cancer, even 
     though three other studies of comparable or greater size have failed to    
     find a liver cancer risk as high as that reported in Brown.  As a second   
     approach, it was decided that the negative results of the largest study    
     completed to date, those of Taylor (1988), provide the best measure of the 
     liver cancer risk associated with PCB exposure because the SMRs reported in
     it were based on considerably higher numbers.]                             
                                                                                
     [To calculate the "human cancer risk" from these two approaches, one       
     derives an estimate of the incremental risk of cancer based on the SMRs    
     reported for the cancer type of interest (Price, 1993).  For example, if we
     define certain features of a cohort mortality analysis in the following    
     manner:                                                                    
                                                                                
     SMR = Standardized mortality Ratio                                         
     ni = worker person years in the i(exp th) age category as determined from  
     the cohort                                                                 
     ri = Background risk rate in i(exp th) age category (determined from       
     national cancer statistics)                                                
     EXPNO = Number of deaths expected for the cohort based on national         
     background rates [Summation(ni)(ri)]                                       
     Delta = Incremental number of worker deaths due to exposure                
     OBS = Observed number of worker deaths                                     
     Summation ni = Total person years for worker cohort                        
     rA = Age adjusted background risk rate [Summation(ni)(ri)]/Summation(ni)   
     rDelta = The incremental risk rate resulting from the chemical exposure    
                                                                                
     By recognizing that the SMR is calculated as shown in equation (1):        
                                                                                
     (1) SMR = OBS/EXP                                                          
                                                                                
     By further recognizing that the observed number of deaths (OBS) equals the 
     expected number of deaths (EXP) plus the incremental (Delta) number of     
     worker deaths due to exposure, i.e., that OBS = EXP + Delta, then equation 
     (1) becomes:                                                               
                                                                                
     (1) SMR = OBS/EXP = (EXP + Delta)/EXP = 1+ (Delta/EXP)                     
                                                                                
     Rearranging and solving for the incremental number of cancer deaths        
     observed (Delta) we get equation (2):                                      
                                                                                
     (2) Delta = (SMR - 1) x EXP                                                
                                                                                
     Then, by dividing both sides of the equation by the total person-years of  
     the cohort to convert the total incremental number of cancer deaths        
     observed (Delta) into the incremental risk rate for the exposure, we get   
     equation (3):                                                              
                                                                                
     (3) Delta/Summation(ni) = (SMR - 1) x EXP/Summation(ni)                    
                                                                                
     Noting that dividing the expected number of cancer deaths (EXP) by the     
     total person-years experienced by the cohort (Summation(ni)) yields the age
     adjusted risk rate for the cancer type of interest, equation (3) becomes   
     equation (4), and we find that the incremental risk rate for the exposure  
     is equal to the change in the SMR above expected times the age adjusted    
     risk rate for the cancer type of interest.                                 
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     (4) rDelta = (SMR - 1) x rA]                                               
                                                                                
     [Using tables 3 and 1 from Brown (1987), we find that the age adjusted risk
     rate for this cohort is:                                                   
                                                                                
     rA = 1.9/55545 = 3.42 x 0.00001                                            
                                                                                
     As the SMR = 2.63 for the liver/biliary cancers observed in the study by   
     Brown (1987), the incremental risk rate caused by exposure to PCBs is      
     obtained from equation (4) as:                                             
                                                                                
     rDelta = (2.63 - 1) x (3.42 x .00001) = 5.58 x 0.00001                     
                                                                                
     Because cancer risk, as typically defined by USEPA, is equal to the        
     lifetime daily dosage times the cancer potency factor                      
     (i.e., R = Delta x CPF), and as the average lifetime daily worker exposure 
     associated with this age adjusted lifetime cancer risk is 9.4 ug/kg/day,   
     the PCB-human lifetime cancer potency factor in terms of mg/kg/day(exp-1), 
     where it is assumed that the risk is both linear and proportional to dose  
     even at low doses, is 5.9 x 10(exp-3) mg/kg/day(exp-1).  Thus, the cancer  
     potency factor derived by assuming that the liver cancer risk observed in  
     Brown et al. (1987) was real is some 1,238 times lower than that currently 
     predicted by the USEPA from the animal studies.  We believe that this risk 
     estimate places an upper bound of the true human risk because the liver    
     cancer mortality in the other three cohorts was never found to be as high  
     or significantly elevated.  This contradiction of the SMR reported in Brown
     (1987) occurs even though one of these studies was considerably larger, and
     one used a cohort definition that selected and analyzed those workers with 
     greater average exposures and latency periods.]                            
                                                                                
     [Applying the preceding approach and assuptions to the mortality study of  
     Taylor (1987), one finds that rDelta is 7.23 x 10(exp-6) for the liver     
     cancer incidence observed in the male population of the Taylor (1987)      
     study.  (The female SMR was less than 100, and therefore, not considered). 
     The human cancer potency factor for lifetime exposures, assuming the risk  
     is both linear and proportional to dose (even at the much lower doses found
     in the environment), is 0.77 x 10(exp-3) mg/kg/day(exp-1).  Therefore, the 
     study with the best power to detect or measure the true human cancer risk  
     posed by PCBs suggests that the assumed risk of liver cancer is about ten  
     fold lower than that projected for the Brown (1987) study, and some 10,000 
     fold lower than that currently projected from the animal data.]            
                                                                                
     [As an additional measure of conservatism, and recognizing there is some   
     degree of uncertainty in the incremental risk rates that have been         
     calculated, we can also estimate the 95% upper confidence limit on both    
     measures of the incremental risk rate and then derive cancer potency       
     factors for these values instead of using the measured value.  The         
     following table lists both the measured incremental risk rate and the upper
     95% confidence limit on the incremental risk rate for the liver reported in
     both the Brown (1987) and Taylor (1988) studies.  Cancer potency factors   
     were then calculated for all four values by assuming that the daily dose   
     rate calculated in Section 2.4 was the dose responsible for these assumed  
     cancer risks.                                                              
                                                                                
     Table 2.5 PCB Cancer Potency Factors Derived From Human Data               
                                                                                
     The columns indicate Value Used, Incremental Risk Rate (rDelta), Cancer    
     Potency Factor (mg/kd/day(exp-1) as follows:                               
                                                                                
     Measured-Brown (1987), 5.58x10(exp-5), 5.9x10(exp-3)                       
     95% UCL-Brown (1987), 1.76X10(exp-4), 1.9x10(exp-2)                        
     Measured-Taylor (1988), 7.23x10(exp-6), 7.7x10(exp-4)                      
     95% UCL-Taylor (1988), 8.33x10(exp-5), 8.9x10(exp-3)                       
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     Response to: P2654.191     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .192 is imbedded in comment .191.                     
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since statistically significant associations have been reported for PCBs,  
     it makes the most sense at present to generate an estimate of the human    
     risk for one or both of the associations reported.  Because the most recent
     findings of Sinks et al. (1987) were not confirmed in two slightly larger  
     cohorts or in a cohort maximizing exposure and latency, it was decided that
     this type of cancer is a far less likely candidate than the liver biliary  
     cancers observed in Brown (1987).  While the results of Brown were also    
     unconfirmed by a larger cohort, or in a cohort maximizing exposure and     
     latency, it is at least more consistent with the findings of chronic animal
     bioassays.  Therefore, two approaches were taken here to make a            
     conservative estimate of the potential human cancer risk associated with   
     PCB exposure.  The first approach was to assume that the result of the     
     Brown (1987) study represent the upper limit of the human cancer, even     
     though three other studies of comparable or greater size have failed to    
     find a liver cancer risk as high as that reported in Brown.  As a second   
     approach, it was decided that the negative results of the largest study    
     completed to date, those of Taylor (1988), provide the best measure of the 
     liver cancer risk associated with PCB exposure because the SMRs reported in
     it were based on considerably larger volumes.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.192     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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RESPONSE TO                  
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .193 is imbedded in comment .191.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To calculate the "human cancer risk" from these two approaches, one derives
     on estimate of hte incremental risk of cancer based on the SMRs reported   
     for the cancer type of interest (Price, 1993).  For example, if we define  
     certain features of a cohort mortality analysis in the following manner:   
                                                                                
     SMR = Standardized mortality Ratio                                         
                                                                                
     ni = worker person years in the i(exp th) age category as determined from  
     the    cohort                                                              
                                                                                
     ri = Background risk rate in i(exp th) age category (determined from       
     national    cancer statistics)                                             
                                                                                
     EXPNO = Number of deaths expected for the cohort based on national         
     background rates [Summation (ni)(ri)]                                      
                                                                                
     Delta = Incremental number of worker deaths due to exposure                
                                                                                
     OBS = Observed number of worker deaths                                     
                                                                                
     Summation ni = Total person years for worker cohort.                       
                                                                                
     rA = Age adjusted background risk rate [Summation (ni)(ri)/Summation (ni)] 
                                                                                
     rDelta = The incremental risk rate resulting from the chemical exposure    
                                                                                
     By recognizing that the SMR is calculated as shown in equation (1):        
                                                                                
     (1) SMR = OBS/EXP                                                          
                                                                                
     By further recognizing that the observed number of deaths (OBS) equals the 
     expected number of deaths (EXP) plus the incremental (Delta) number of     
     workers deaths due to exposure, i.e., that OBS = EXP + Delta, then equation
     (1) becomes:                                                               
                                                                                
     (1) SMR = OBS/EXP = (EXP + Delta)/EXP = 1 + (Delta/EXP)                    
                                                                                
     Rearranging and solving for the incremental number of cancer deaths        
     observed (Delta) we get equation (2):                                      
                                                                                
     (2) Delta = (SMR - 1) x EXP                                                
                                                                                

Page 8625



$T044618.TXT
     Then, by dividing both sides of the equation by the total person-years of  
     the cohort to convert the total incremental number of cancer deaths        
     observed (Delta) int othe incremental risk rate for the exposure, we get   
     equation (3):                                                              
                                                                                
     (3) Delta/Summation(ni) = (SMR - 1) x EXP/Summation(ni)                    
                                                                                
     Noting that dividing the expected number of cancer deaths (EXP) by the     
     total person-years experienced by the cohort [Summation(ni)] yields the age
     adjusted risk rate for the cancer type of interest, equation (3) becomes   
     equation (4), and we find that the incremental risk rate for the exposure  
     is equal to the change in the SMR above expected times the age adjusted    
     risk rate for the cancer type of interest.                                 
                                                                                
     (4) rDelta = (SMR - 1) x rA                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.193     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using tables 3 and 1 from Brown (1987), we find that the age adjusted risk 
     rate for this cohort is:                                                   
                                                                                
     rA = 1.9/55545 = 3.42 x .00001                                             
                                                                                
     As the SMR = 2.63 for the liver/biliary cancers observed in the study by   
     Brown (1987), the incremental risk rate caused by exposure to PCBs is      
     obtained from equation (4) as:                                             
                                                                                
     rDelta = (2.63 - 1) x (3.42 x .00001) = 5.58 x .00001                      
                                                                                
     Because cancer risk, as typically defined by the USEPA, is equal to the    
     lifetime daily dosage times the cancer potency factor                      
     (i.e., R = Delta x CPF), and as the average lifetime daily worker exposure 
     associated with this age adjusted lifetime cancer risk is 9.4 ug/kg/day,   
     the PCB-human lifetime potency factor in terms of mg/kg/day(exp-1), where  
     it is assumed that the risk is both lenear and proportional to dose evan at
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     low doses, is 5.9 x 10(exp-3) mg/kg/day(exp-1).  This, the cancer potency  
     factor derived by assuming that the liver cancer risk observed in Brown et 
     al. (1987) was real is some 1,283 timesl lower than that currently         
     predicted by the USEPA from the animal studies.  We believe that this risk 
     estimate places an upper bound on the true human risk because the liver    
     cancer mortality in the other three cohorts was never found to be as high  
     or significantly elevated.  This contradiction of the SMR reported in Brown
     (1987) occurs even though one of these studies was considerably larger, and
     one used a cohort definition that selected and analyzed those workers with 
     greater average exposures and latency periods.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.194     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Supporting Info: Comment .195 is imbedded in comment .191.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Applying the preceding approach and assumptions to the mortality study of  
     Taylor (1987), one finds that rDelta is 7.23 x 10(exp-6) for the liver     
     cancer incidence observed in the male population of the Taylor (1987)      
     study.  (The female SMR was less than 100, and therefore, not considered). 
     The human cancer potency factor for lifetime exposures, assuming the risk  
     is both linear and proportional to dose (even at the much lower doses found
     in the environment), is 0.77 x 10(exp-3) mg/kg/day(exp-1).  Therefore, the 
     study with the best power to detect or measure the true human cancer risk  
     posed by PCBs suggests that the assumed risk of liver cancer is about ten  
     fold lower than that projected for the Brown (1987) study, and some 10,000 
     fold lower than that currently projected for the animal data.              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.195     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an additional measure of conservatism, and recognizing there is some    
     degree of uncertainty in the incremental risk rates that have been         
     calculated, we can also estimate the 95% upper confidence limit on both    
     measures of the incremental risk rate and then derive cancer potency       
     factors for these values instead of using the measured value.  The         
     following table lists both the measured incremental risk rate and the upper
     95% confidence limit on the incremental risk rate for the liver as reported
     in both Brown (1987) and Taylor (1988) studies.  Cancer potency factors    
     were then calculated for all four values by assuming that the daily dose   
     rate calculated in Section 2.4 was the dose responsible for these assumed  
     cancer risks.                                                              
                                                                                
     Table 2.5 PCB Cancer Potency Factors Derived From Human Data               
     The columns indicate Value Used, Incremental Risk Rate (rDelta), Cancer    
     Potency Factor (mg/kg/day(exp-1)) as follows:                              
                                                                                
     Measured - Brown (1987), 5.58 x 10(exp-5), 5.9 x 10(exp-3)                 
     95% UCL - Brown (1987), 1,76 x 10(exp-4), 1.9 x 10(exp-2)                  
     Measured - Taylor (1988), 7.23 x 10(exp-6), 7.7 x 10(exp-4)                
     95% UCL - Taylor (1988), 8.33 x 10(exp-5), 8.9 x 10(exp-3)                 
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     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using the cancer potency factors listed in Table 2.5, basing the acceptable
     daily dose on the daily dosage rate for a 70 kg man exposed to a lifetime  
     cancer risk of 10(exp-5), and assuming that 15g of fish are consumed each  
     day (ignoring losses to cooking, etc.), the acceptable PCB fish levels are 
     shown in Table 2.6 below.                                                  
                                                                                
     Table 2.6:  Acceptable PCB Fish Levels Derived From Human Cancer Potency   
     Factors (CPFs)                                                             
                                                                                
     The columns of the table represent the basis of CPF, CPF (mg/kg/day(exp-1) 
     and Allowable Average PCB Fish Level (ppm) as follows:                     
                                                                                
     Measured - Brown (1987), 5.9 x 10(exp-3), 7.9                              
     95% UCL - Brown (1987), 1.9 x 10(exp-2), 2.5                               
     Measured - Taylor (1988), 7.7 x 10(exp-4), 60.6                            
     95% UCL - Taylor (1988), 8.9 x 10(exp-3), 5.2                              
     Current USEPA, 7.7, 0.006*                                                 
     _________________________                                                  
     * Assumes consumption rate of 15 grams per day                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.197     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA has consistently relied upon results from individual bioassay studies
     to predict carcinogenicity slope factors (SF) for determination of possible
     risks which might result from long-term exposure to PCBs.  The SF is a     
     measure of the potency for PCBs to cause cancer based on linearized        
     multistage analysis (USEPA, 1986) of PCB experimental data.  It is the     
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     multiplier for lifetime average daily doses in humans to predict risk under
     the assumption that the dose-response curve for PCBs and cancer is linear  
     to the level of no exposure ("for every incremental increase in dose there 
     is a commensurate increase in risk").  If such is true, the compound is    
     generally thought to be capable of interacting with cellular DNA to produce
     heritable changes in the structure and function of a cell, the initiating  
     or genotoxic effect, that lead to the development of neoplastic tissue.    
     [The fact that PCBs are generally considered to be non-mutagenic (IRIS,    
     1993)] and, [as discussed above, have a singularly unimpressive            
     epidemiology literature for the induction of carcinogenic human effects,   
     have been overlooked in USEPA's zeal to provide a means whereby PCBs can be
     toxicologically evaluated from the standpoint of carcinogenic risk.]       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.198     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact that PCBs are generally considered to be non-mutagenic (IRIS,     
     1993) and [as discussed above have a singularly unimpressive epidemiology  
     literature for the induction of carcinogenic human effects, have been      
     overlooked in USEPA's zeal to provide a means whereby PCBs can be          
     toxicologically evaluated from the standpoint of carcinogenic risk.]       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.199     
     
     See response to comments P2654.261 and P2654.105.                          
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     as discussed above, have a singularly unimpressive epidemiology literature 
     for the induction of carcinogenic effects, have been overlooked in USEPA's 
     zeal to provide a means whereby PCBs can be toxicologically evaluated from 
     the standpoint of carcinogenic risk.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.200     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the foregoing discussion, it has been pointed out that there are        
     sufficient data from the PCB epidemiology studies to predict that the      
     potency estimate in humans for liver cancer among occupationally exposed   
     individuals is 1,200 to 10,000 times lower than that predicted from        
     lifetime animal experiments.  Such an overestimate of possible cancer      
     potency for PCBs should lead to a gross inflation of the incidence of      
     cnacer among exposed human populations.  As mentioned previously, lifetime 
     cancer risks form the Brown et al. (1987) and Taylor et al. (1988) studies 
     are 5.6 x 10(exp-5) and 3.3 x 10(exp-6), respectively.  If it is assumed   
     that the cancer slope factor used by USEPA is applicable to humans and that
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     the lifetime average daily dose for humans in the epidemiology studies is  
     9.4 x 10(exp-3) mg/kg/day, then the cancer risk among the capacitor workers
     can be predicted by:                                                       
                                                                                
     Risk = Dose x Slope Factor =                                               
     9.7 x 10(exp-3) mg/kg/day x 7.7(mg/kg/day)(exp-1) = 7.2 x 10(exp-2)        
                                                                                
     Thus, for the studies of Brown et al. (1987) and Taylor et al. (1988), 187 
     and 455 liver cancer deaths, respectively, should occur in the cohorts.    
     However, lifetime rates for the two cohorts, based on liver cancer deaths  
     in the cohorts as they currently exist, are predicted to be between 0.4 and
     3 cancers, assuming a 20 year work history.  Thus, the cancer potency fctor
     developed by USEPA over predicts what is expected from the PCB cohorts in  
     terms of liver cancer by 30 to 1,100 fold.  It is obvious that USEPA's     
     conservative approach seriously overstates concern for the carcinogenic    
     effects of PCBs. In this section, we will show how much of the data on the 
     carcinogenic effects of PCBs in animals, when considered as a whole, leads 
     to a more realistic estimate of carcinogenicity, if any really exists.     
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     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data available from animal feeding studies demonstrate a graded series of  
     responses in experimental animals with regard to ability of PCB mixtures to
     induce hepatopriliferative lesions.  As the degree of chlorination in the  
     PCB mixtures to induce hepatoproliferative lesions.  As the degree of      
     chlorination in the PCB mixture increases, so does the degree of risk for  
     hepatic tumorigenicity.  The least chlorinated mixture, 42% has repeatedly 
     been shown in short-term mouse experiments and lifetime experiments to not 
     significantly increase either benign or malignant lesions.  In the case of 
     54% chlorine PCB mixtures, only benign liver lesions are enhanced and, with
     a reanalysis of the histopathologic data, even this may be only slightly   
     above background.  Lifetime exposure to PCB mixtures which are 60%         
     chlorinated consistently produce malignant tumors in the livers of rats.   
     These tumors appear to have a late onset in the life of the experimental   
     animal; they do not metastasize, and they do not significantly alter the   
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     lifespan of the animals.  Thus, the reliance of USEPA on a single study    
     with but one dose level and one of the sexes tested is an artificial       
     restraint of a much more robust dataset that demonstrates diversity in     
     response to PCB mixtures.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.202     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105 and P2771.170.                          
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     Comment:
     The current USEPA slope factor for PCB mixtures is 7.7 per mg/kg/day (IRIS,
     1993) and is used in the Great Lakes Initiative to calculate an acceptable 
     concentration of 0.014 ppm PCBs in edible fish flesh.  The tumor incidence 
     for benign and malignant liver lesions in female rats from the Norback and 
     Weltman (1985) study served as the basis for incidence data in the         
     linearized multistage analysis performed to identify an upper bound of     
     potency for PCBs to induce liver cancer.  [A further conservative          
     assumption for USEPA's PCB slope factor is that doses in animals will be   
     scaled to humans on the basis of surface area (approximated by the         
     relationship [BWanimal(exp2/3)]/BWhuman.]                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.203     
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     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Comment:
     A further conservative assumption for USEPA's PCB slope factor is that     
     doses in animals will be scaled to humans on the basis of surface area     
     (approximated by the relationship [BWanimal(exp2/3]/BWhuman.               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.204     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Comment:
     USEPA has selected the Norback and Weltman (1985) data on female rat liver 
     lesions for a number of reasons.  It gave a high rate of tumor response    
     (45/47), was a sufficient duration (119 weeks), and showed progression of  
     tumor from non neoplastic lesions.  [Ignored in such an evaluation are the 
     facts that partial hepatectomy exerts a strong promotional effect;] [ male 
     rates exposed under the same conditions gave a vastly different (much      
     smaller) response,] and [35% of the animals at the outset of the experiment
     were not examined at the terminus.]  [Two other factors (suface area dose  
     scaling factor and use of a single data point) add to the conservatism     
     apparent in USEPA's approach.]                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.205     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Ignored in such an evaluation are the facts that partial hepatectomy exerts
     a strong promotional effect;                                               
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     Comment:
     male rats exposed under the same conditions gave a vastly different (much  
     smaller) response,                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2654.207     
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     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .208 is imbedded in comment .205.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     35% of the animals at the outset of the experiment were not examined at the
     terminus.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.208     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .209 is imbedded in comment .205.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two other factors (surface area dose scaling factor and use of a single    
     data point) add to the conservatism apparent in USEPA's approach.          
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     Response to: P2654.209     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The USEPA has adopted body surface dose conversions as a matter of policy. 
     Although there is some support for the use of body surface scaling in      
     shortterm experiments examining noncarcinogenic endpoints, there are no    
     studies which support the use of body surface scaling for extrapolating    
     doses of animal carcinogens to man.  In fact, recent evidence lends        
     empirical support to scaling on the basis of body weight for animal        
     carcinogens.  In a rigorous analysis of risk assessment methods using data 
     on 44 chemicals which allowed prediction of risk-related doses (RRD) from  
     animal and human data, Crump and co-workers (Allen et al., 1987) determined
     that if the appropriate analysis method was used, surface area conversion  
     overestimates the RRD by a factor of 8 to 12, while a body weight          
     conversion overestimates by a factor of only 1.1 to 1.7.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.210     
     
     EPA disagrees with comment that there are no studies which support the use 
     of body surface scaling for extrapolating doses of animal carcinogens to   
     man.  Freireich et al. (1966) concluded that , when doses were expressed   
     as mg/m2 body surface area/day, good predictions of human MTDs were        
     obtained from all animal species, but that body weight scaling of doses    
     overpredicted human MTDs by a margin that increased as one extrapolates    
     from smaller and smaller species.  Collins et al. (1986, 1990) have found  
     that the human MTD for 16 antineoplastic drugs is well predicted on average
     by the mouse LD10 when doses are expressed as mg/m2 of body surface area.  
                                                                                
     See also response to comment P2654.210.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA, in the specific case of PCB mixtures, ignores other data available  
     with which to calculate an appropriate slope factor.  Where multiple       
     datasets are available for analysis (as is the cases with studies on       
     chlorinated PCB mixtures), it is most reasonable to calculate a geometric  
     mean of cancer potency factors from appropriate datasets (Allen et al.,    
     1987).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.211     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current USEPA  guidance on the selection of data to use for determination  
     of carcinogenic potency from studies in animals states that positive       
     long-term studies with dosages at or near the maximally tolerated dose     
     (MTD) constitute the best dataset (USEPA, 1986).  With these constraints,  
     data from the bioassays of 60% chlorine mixtures (Kimbrough et al., 1975;  
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     Schaeffer et al., 1984; females from Norback and Weltman, 1985) certainly  
     qualify (Table 3.3).                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.212     
     
     See section B.2.b of the SID, on the Agency's policy for selecting positive
     studies over negative studies in developing ADEs and RADs. Otherwise, EPA  
     agrees with the comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use of the current USEPA slope factor to determine risk of exposure to any 
     PCB mixture ignores the fact that there are quality studies that indicate  
     no significant potential for PCBs as animal carcinogens (NCI, 1978; males  
     from Norback and Weltman (1985); Clophen A30 exposed rates in Schaeffer et 
     al. (1984)).  In each of the studies mentioned, benign and/or malignant    
     lesions were observed, although incidence did not achieve statistical      
     significance (Tables 3.1 - 3.3).  [If a slope factor is to be applied      
     globally to PCB contamination in food, soil or water, then credence must be
     given to decreased potency estimates for other PCB mixtures and cases where
     there is a decided discrepancy between responses in different sexes.  Thus,
     these data, negative findings and all, should be added to the 60% chlorine 
     mixture data for the determination of PCB carcinogen potency.]             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.213     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .214 is imbedded in comment .213.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a slope factor is to be applied globally to PCB contamination in food,  
     soil or water, then credence must be given to decreased potency estimates  
     for other PCB mixtures and cases where there is a decided discrepancy      
     between responses in different sexes.  Thuse, these data, negative findings
     and all, should be added to the 60% chlorine mixture data for the          
     determination of PCB carcinogenic potency.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.214     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, early studies on the effects of 54% chlorine PCBs in mice (Ito et 
     al., 1973; Kimbrough and Linder, 1974; Nagasaki et al., 1974) have not     
     historically been included in the analysis of PCB cancer potency.  The most
     significant fault with these studies is their duration of 32 to 47 weeks   
     (1/3 to 1/2 the length of time for which bioassays are normally conducted) 
     (see Table 3.2).  Also, in the case of the two Japanese studies, no        
     statistical evaluation of the data is provided, even though tumor response 
     was nearly complete in some groups.  These data have been selected for     
     inclusion in the PCB carcinogenicity dataset by correcting for the length  
     of the experiment according to USEPA procedure ([weeks of                  
     study/lifespan](exp3)) (Crump Div., 1993).  Data from the Ito and Nagasaki 
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     studies on tumors in mice exposed to Kanechlor 300 or Kanechlor 400 (42% or
     48% chlorine PCB mixtures, respectively) were ignored since neither benign 
     nor malignant lesions were reported.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.215     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be noted that data reported for carcinomas in female rats exposed
     to Aroclor 1254 (NCI, 1978) and female mice exposed to Kanechlor 500       
     (Nagasaki et al., 1974) indicated no responses for any dose tested.  These 
     data were included in the analysis of a PCB slope factor since the         
     linearized multistage procedure allows data with a zero incidence and      
     predicts the upper bound on potency for no responses.  The magnitude of    
     such a slope factor is dependent upon the number of animals tested rather  
     than the actual incidence data.  The data provide limited usefulness and   
     are only considered in the case where incidence data in carcinomas alone   
     are used to calculate a PCB slope factor.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.216     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For each of the datasets described above, segregated on the basis of       
     malignant or combined malignant and benign liver lesions, sex, and species,
     individual slope factors were calculated using TOX_RISK Version 3.5        
     computer software (Crump Div., 1993).  Furthermore, four methods for       
     extrapolating animal doses to man were employed: surface area, body weight,
     allometric (BW(exp3/4)), and ppm in food.  The allometric scaling factor is
     currently under consideration as a compromise with other federal agencies  
     (FDA and OSHA) and as a means to recognize a more biologically plausible   
     extrapolation method (USEPA, 1992).  The ppm in food scaling factor was    
     chosen for the simple reason that the route employed in the animal studies 
     (PCBs dissolved in the animal's food) is identical to that anticipated for 
     human exposure (PCBs in the diet as edible portions of fish).  Finally,    
     incidence data from the IEHR (1991)  study was used separately to estimate 
     PCB carciongenic potency.  The resulting 140 slope factors (35 per dose    
     scaling method) are summarized in Table 3.4.  These values were then       
     combined according to endpoint lesion (malignant tumors or benign +        
     malignant tumors) and geometric mean values for a PCB slope factor         
     determined.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.217     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249, P2654.263 and P2654.105.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 3.5 p. 76.                                          
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 3.5 shows slope factos calculated from studies considered to be      
     adequate for the individual PCB mixtures.  Choice of scaling factor for the
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     animal to human dose extrapolation influences the slope factor over a      
     6-fold range.  Compared to a slope factor for a body weight dose scaling   
     factor, other dose scaling factors resulted in larger values for the PCB   
     slope factor (surface area, 5.9-fold; allometric, 3.7-fold; ppm in food,   
     2.6 fold).  Combining tumor incidences (benign + malignant) also biases the
     slope factor upwards.  For the PCB data analyzed, slope factors derived    
     from the combination of tumor incidence data were approximately 4-fold     
     higher than slope factors derived from the combination of tumor incidence  
     data were approximately 4-fold higher than slope factors derived from the  
     incidence of malignant liver lesions alone.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.218     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If data from the IEHR reanalysis are substituted for the studies on 60%    
     chlorine mixtures and for the NCI bioassay of Aroclor 1254, the lower tumor
     incidences reported by IEHR yield smaller slope factors for the PCB        
     mixtures.  Use of the IEHR data lowers PCB slope factors by nearly 40%.    
     [As stated previously, use of the IEHR data where current pathological     
     criteria were consistently applied across these studies considerably       
     strengthens confidence in the resulting slope factor.]                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.219     
     
     See response to comment P2654.263.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .220 is imbedded in comment .219.                     
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated previously, use of the IEHR data where current pathological      
     criteria were consistently applied across these studies considerably       
     strengthens confidence in the resulting slope factor.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.220     
     
     See response to comment P2654.263.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, Table 3.5 clearly demonstrates differences in PCB slope factor    
     values when data for 60%, 54%, and 42% chlorine PCB mixtures are compared. 
     [When all data for 60% chlorine mixtures are combined as a geometric mean, 
     the slope factor for combined incidences and surface area scaling is       
     slightly more than 50% lower than USEPA's current value of 7.7 per         
     mg/kg/day.] [If the IEHR reanalysis data are considered for the 60%        
     chlorine mixture experiments, the resulting geometric mean slope factor is 
     2.0 per mg/kg/day or 3.9-fold lower than USEPA's current value.]           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.221     
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     See response to comments P2654.105, P2654.249, P2654.263 and P2771.170.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .222 is imbedded in comment .221.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When all data for 60% chlorine mixtures are combined as a geometric mean,  
     the slope factor for combined incidences and surface area scaling is       
     slightly more than 50% lower than USEPA's current value of 7.7 per         
     mg/kg/day.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.222     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .223 is imbedded in comment .221.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     If the IEHR reanalysis data are considered for the 60% chlorine mixutre    
     experiments, the resulting geometric mean slope factor is 2.0 per mg/kg/day
     or 3.9-fold lower than USEPA's current value.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.223     
     
     See response to comment P2654.263.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comparing across PCB mixtures, slope factor values are rank ordered in the 
     same fashion as the systemic toxicity data for PCB mixtures, i.e.,         
     60%>54%>42%.[However, caution must be used in a comparison such as this.   
     It should be concluded that PCB mixtures less chlorinated than the 60%     
     chlorine mixture are not carcinogenic in animals or humans]and [that the   
     particular comparison made above is simply for the purpose of demonstrating
     that in fact there are quantitative differences between PCB mixtures as to 
     their abilities to induce liver tumors in experimental animals.]           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.224     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .225 is imbedded in comment .224                      
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, caution must be used in a comparison such as this.  It should be  
     concluded that PCB mixtures less chlorinated than the 60%                  
     chlorine mixture are not carcinogenic in animals or humans                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.225     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .226 is imbedded in comment .224.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     that the particular comparison made above is simply for the purpose of     
     demonstrating that in fact there are quantitative differences between PCB  
     mixtures as to their abilities to induce liver tumors in experimental      
     animals.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.226     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA has assumed that carcinogenic risk from any PCB exposure is reflected
     in a slope factor for the only cargenogenic PCB mixture in animals.  [The  
     foregoing discussion clearly demonstrates quantitative and qualitative     
     differences among PCB mixtures in terms of carcenogenic potency][Table 3.6 
     treats data from bioassays of any PCB mixture as a group and shows         
     geometric mean values for PCB slope factors as a function of endpoint tumor
     and dose scaling factor.]                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.227     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105, P2654.249 and P2771.170.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .228 is imbedded in comment .227.                     
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The foregoing discussion clearly demonstrates quantitative and qualitative 
     differences amnong PCB mixtures in terms of carcenogenic potency.          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.228     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Table 3.6 on p. 78; comment .229 is imbedded in comment 
.227.          
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 3.6 treats data from bioassays of any PCB mixture as a group and     
     shows geometric mean values for PCB slope factors as a function of endpoint
     tumor and dose scaling factor.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.229     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .230 is imbedded in comment .227.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rather than the too simple assumptions that negative or equivocal data     
     should be ignored and all PCBs are equipotent to the 60% mixture, use of   
     the data in Table 3.6 acknowledges that differences between PCB mixtures   
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     exist and provide a more rational potency estimate for PCB risk            
     asssessments if the assumption is made that PCB (regardless of the degree  
     of chlorination) in the exposure medium are of concern for human exposure. 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.230     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .231 is imbedded in comment .227.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The geometric mean cancer potency factor for PCBs using combined tumors and
     surface area as the dose scaling factor results in a value of 1.2 per      
     mg/kg/day, approximately 1/7 of the value currently used by USEPA.         
     
     
     Response to: P2654.231     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .232 is imbedded in comment .227.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, substitution of the IEHR reanalysis data lowers the geometric mean  
     slope factor for PCBs further, to 0.64 per mg/kg/day, less than 1/10 of    
     USEPA's current value.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.232     
     
     See response to comment P2654.263.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .233 is imbedded in comment .227.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As with the data on slope factors from individual PCB mixtures, other dose 
     scaling factors, e.g., body weight and ppm in food, provide slope factor   
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.233     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
                                                                                
     See responses to PCB comments on slope factors and scaling factors.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current PCB slope factor used by USEPA is too conservative and grossly 
     overestimates any possible risk to humans from environmental PCB exposure. 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.234     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conservative nature of their assessment is driven by (1)[choice of a   
     single dataset] (2) [use of a surface area dose scaling factor] and (3)    
     [use of combined tumor incidences.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.235     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .236 is imbedded in comment .235.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     choice of a single dataset                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.236     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .237 is imbedded in comment .235.                     
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     use of a surface area dose scaling factor                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.237     
     
     See response to comment P2654.249.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .238 is imbedded in comment .235.                     
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     use of combined tumor incidences.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.238     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All PCB mixtures are not equipotent in terms of carcinogenicity,           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.239     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     other means of scaling doses between animals and humans are more           
     biologically plausible.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.240     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have shown that inclusion of data on all PCB mixtures provides a more   
     reasonable and toxicologically appropriate estimation of risk from exposure
     to PCB mixtures.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.241     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, in the particular case of the Great Lakes Initiative, where the      
     expected route of PCB exposure is through consumption of fish, the         
     appropriate dose scaling factor is ppm in food, since all of the bioassay  
     data is based upon dietary exposure of animals to PCBs.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.242     
     
     See response to comment P2654.249.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the body weight scaling factor should be considered, since    
     Allen et al. (1987) have clearly demonstrated that its used does not       
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     severely overestimate risk to humans.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.243     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, it is recommended that an appropriate slope factor for PCBs     
     (Table 3.6) should be in the range of 2.9 x 10(exp-2) to 2.9 x 10(exp-1)   
     depending upon scaling factor (body weight or ppm in food), tumor endpoints
     (carcinomas or combined tumors), and use of the IEHR data.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.244     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249, P2654.263 and P2654.105.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
Page 8657



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Application of the recommended slope factors significantly alters target   
     PCB concentrations in Great Lakes fish (Table 3.7).  The PCB levels for    
     fish shown in this table were calculated as follows (assuming a lifetime   
     exposure):                                                                 
                                                                                
     PCBfish=[Risk*70kg/SF(per mg/kg/day)]-[IR gm/day*0.001 kg/gm].             
                                                                                
     Where:                                                                     
     Risk = 1 x 10(exp-5)                                                       
     SF = Assumed PCB slope factor                                              
     IR = Fish ingestion rate (15 gm/day)                                       
     70 kg = Adult human bodyweight                                             
     0.001 kg/mg = Unit conversion factor                                       
                                                                                
     Table 3.7:  PCB Concentrations in Great Lakes Fish                         
                                                                                
     The columns in Table 3.7 include:                                          
     Approach and Scaling Factor, Combined Tumors (1) and  Carcinomas (2)       
     Current USEPA Surface Area/ 7.7, 0.006/ - , -                              
     Recommended Surface Area/ 0.64, 0.074/ 0.22, 0.212                         
     ppm in Food/ 0.29, 0.161/ 0.096, 0.486                                     
     Body Weight/ 0.082, 0.569/ 0.029, 1.609                                    
     _________________________                                                  
     (1) = Slope Factor (mg/kg/day)(exp-1),                                     
     (2) PCBfish (ppm)                                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.245     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current USEPA approach to the carcinogenicity of PCBs predicts that    
     lifetime consumption of Great Lakes fish at 0.006 ppm PCB would result in  
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     an upper bound of risk at 1x10(exp-5) (Table 3.7).  [Using a geometric mean
     slope factor as described above that represents risk from any PCB mixture, 
     safe concentrations in Great Lakes fish are predicted to be in the range of
     0.074 to 0.212 ppm, using USEPA's choice of dose scaling factor and a risk 
     level of 1x10(exp-5).]  [However, ppm in food is probably the choice of    
     scaling factor for the Great Lakes situation, and its use increases        
     allowable fish concentrations to between 0.161 and 0.486 ppm.]  [Finally,  
     for a best estimate of risk to humans, one should use the body weight dose 
     scaling factor, which results in predicted fish concentrations of 0.569 to 
     1.609 ppm.]  [It is the latter value, 1.609 ppm, which represents the most 
     reasonable allowable concentration of PCB in fish and, in fact, is         
     equivalent to the current FDA action level for PCBs in fish in interstate  
     commerce.]                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.246     
     
     See response to comment P2654.249.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .247 is imbedded in comment .246.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using a geometric mean slope factor as described above that represents risk
     from any PCB mixture, safe concentrations in Great Lakes fish are predicted
     to be in the range of 0.074 to 0.212 ppm, using USEPA's choice of dose     
     scaling factor and a risk level of 1x10(exp-5).                            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.247     
     
     See response to comment P2654.249.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .248 is imbedded in comment .246.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, ppm in food is probably the choice of scaling factor for the Great
     Lakes situation, and its use increases allowable fish concentrations to    
     between 0.161 and 0.486 ppm.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2654.248     
     
     See response to comment P2654.249.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.249
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .249 is imbedded in comment .246.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, for a best estimate of risk to humans, one should use the body    
     weight dose scalings factor, which results in predicted fish concentrations
     of 0.569 to 1.609 ppm.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.249     
     
     When the objective is to use the animal data to predict the degree or      
     probability of response in humans (i.e., quanitative extrapolation), the   
     dose levels for humans and animals that are expected to produce the same   
     degree of effect should be defined. Thus, it is necessary to take into     
     account the pronounced difference in "scale" between the tested model      
     organisms and humans. That is, even if fundamental similarity is presumed, 
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     it should be assumed that humans are much larger than experimental rodents 
     and will experience chronic exposure to a toxicant for a longer lifetime.  
     Defining such "toxicologically equivalent" doses has been problematic.     
     Available alternative approaches use scaling daily administered amounts by 
     body weight or body surface area; scaling cumulative lifetime intake by    
     body weight; equating exposures to contaminated air, food, or water        
     according to concentration of toxic agent, etc.  While a few commentors    
     suggested equating exposure to food according to concentration of toxic    
     agents, the Agency has never utilized such an approach, and despite        
     considerable study and debate, none of the above alternatives has emerged  
     as clearly preferable, either on empirical or theoretical grounds. The     
     various Federal agencies conducting chemical risk assessments have         
     developed their own preferences and precedents for cross-species scaling   
     methodology. This variation stands among the chief causes of variation     
     among estimates of a chemical's potential risk, even when assessments are  
     based on the same data. In view of the above considerations, the Federal   
     agencies (i.e., EPA, FDA, and CPSC) with primary responsibility for        
     conducting chemical risk assessments have endeavored to define a uniform   
     cross-species scaling methodology and rationale for use when extrapolating 
     results of rodent carcinogen bioassays to humans. Discussions and debate on
     the issues have been held under the auspices of the Interagency            
     Pharmacokinetcs Group. The Group's "Draft Report on A Cross-Species Scaling
     Factor for Carcinogen Risk Assessment based on Equivalence of mg/kg body   
     weight raised to the 3/4 power/Day" was published on June 5, 1992 (FR      
     Notice, 57 (109):24152-24173) and hasn't been finalized to date.  The      
     consensus of this draft report was that, in the absence of adequate        
     information on pharmacokinetc and sensitivity differences among species,   
     doses of carcinogens should be expressed in terms of daily amount          
     administered per unit of body mass raised to the 3/4 power. This proposed  
     scaling method has the advantage of being intermediate between the two     
     currently used methods (scaling daily amount by body mass or by body       
     surface area). It is also clearly stated the consensus does not pretend to 
     have solved the underlying scientific issues. Former methodologies (i.e.,  
     body weight raised to the 2/3 power) have not been shown to be in error and
     the consensus should not be construed as overturning previous assumptions  
     and replacing them with one of superior scientific validity. Rather, the   
     consensus achieves the benefits of having all Federal risk assessments     
     adhere to a single, consistent methodology that is in accord with current  
     scientific knowledge on the scaling question. Also, since the scaling      
     methodologies in current use by the agencies, including EPA, participating 
     in this effort are within the span of scientific uncertainty surrounding   
     the cross- species scaling question, it is not proposed to retroactively   
     change or adjust any risk assessments completed under current policies.    
                                                                                
     Presently, EPA is in the midst of examining the present application of an  
     animal to human scaling factor of 2/3 (body/skin surface area) versus the  
     proposed 3/4 (body weight). The change in this scaling factor will         
     ultimately generate a lower slope factor/human risk.  If such a policy is  
     adopted, it would replace the current practices in carcinogenic risk       
     assessment of scaling daily administered amounts by body mass (as at FDA)  
     or by body surface area (as at EPA and CPSC). However, in response to      
     commentors' arguments, this undertaking has not been finalized by the      
     Agency to date and must necessarily take into account all public comments  
     submitted on the 1992 Federal Register  notice.  EPA does not believe it   
     would be appropriate to apply the results of this assessment to the PCBs   
     quantitative risk assessments.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .250 is imbedded in comment .246.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is the latter value, 1.609 ppm, which represents the most reasonable    
     allowable concentration of PCB in fish and, in fact, is equivalent to the  
     current FDA action level for PCBs in fish in interstate commerce.          
     
     
     Response to: P2654.250     
     
     See response to P2654.108                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2654.251
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of a mathematical model to determine a BAF ignores an              
     environmentlal matrix which is important in determining the extent of      
     bioaccumulation by feral fish populations.  Rather, the BAF is based on a  
     componenet of the exosystem (i.e., freely dissolved in the water), which   
     for PCBs may not turly exist.  As a result, it will not be an accurate     
     reflection of bioaccumulation in aquatic organisms.  Until such a time as a
     consesus concerning the most appropriate method for predicting             
     bioaccumulation is developed, the Agency should encourage, as part of the  
     GLWQI, the consideration of other factors, including sediment-based        
     bioaccumulation factors such as the BSAF.                                  
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     Response to: P2654.251     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has not ignored any important environmental     
     matrices. EPA now considers sediments, the ambient water, freely dissolved 
     versus that bound to dissolved and particulate organic carbon for the      
     chemical, food web interactions, and the disequilibrium between the        
     sediments and the ambient water in the ecosystem.  The FCMs derived using  
     the model of Gobas (1993) includes both pelagic and benthic food web       
     pathways.  In addition, EPA has included within the BAFs methodology a     
     procedure for accounting for the effects associated with dissolved and     
     particulate organic carbon on the amount of freely dissolved chemical in   
     the water column.                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA is in agreement with the commenter that BSAFs should be used within the
     GLWQI.  In the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to       
     Determine Bioaccumulation Factors, the relationships between BAFs and BSAFs
     have been derived.  In the final guidance, EPA has included a BSAF approach
     for deriving BAFs, in part, to permit the derivation of BAFs for chemicals 
     with concentrations in the water column which are below method detection   
     limits.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The information currently available on the health effects, including       
     cancer, of PCBs in humans can be found in an extensive epidemiological data
     base.  [Employing a number of conservative assumptions, the data of Brown  
     (1987) indicated that based on the 95% upper confidence limits, an         
     appropriate cancer potency factor for PCBs is 1.9 x 10(exp-2)              
     (mg/kg/day(exp-1)).]  [Based on a consumption rate of 15 grams of fish per 
     day, the allowable average PCB fish level for a cancer risk of one in      
     100,000 would be 2.5 ppm.]  [Similarly, an upper bound cancer potency      
     factor calculated for a negative response as determined from the data on   
     the largest study population (Taylor et al., 1988) was 8.9 x 10(exp-3).    
     This corresponds to an allowable average PCB fish level of 5.2 ppm.]       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.252     
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     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .253 is imbedded in comment .252.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Employing a number of conservative assumptions, the data of Brown (1987)   
     indicated that based on the 95% upper confidence limits, an appropriate    
     cancer potency factor for PCBs is 1.9 x 10 (exp-2) (mg/kg/day(exp-1)).     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.253     
     
     See response to comments P2654.261 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .254 is imbedded in comment .252.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on a consumption rate of 15 grams of fish per day, the allowable     
     average PCB fish level for a cancer risk of one in 100,000 would be 2.5    
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     ppm.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2654.254     
     
     Comment out of context.  See responses to PCB comments on slope factor     
     (P2654.105), scaling factor (P2654.249) and FDA tolerances (P2654.108).    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .255 is imbedded in comment .252.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, an upper bound potency factor calculated for a negative response
     as determined from the data on the largest study population (Taylor et al.,
     1988) was 8.9 x 10(exp-3).  This corresponds to an allowable average PCB   
     fish level of 5.2 ppm.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.255     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The animal data used by USEPA to develop the cancer potency factor for PCBs
     has a number of serious flaws and is based on what must be considered      
     faulty data.  Based on a re-evaluation of the cancer bioassays, an         
     inclusion of all of the animal data available for PCBs and the use of      
     appropriate animal-to-human scaling factors, a more accurate animal cancer 
     potency factor of 2.9 x 10(exp-2) was developed.  The use of his cancer    
     potency factor in the USEPA fish screening level equation results in an    
     acceptable fish tissue concentration of 1.6 ppm.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.256     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249, P2654.263 and P2654.105.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The acceptable fish tissue levels determined from a conservative analysis  
     of both epidemiological data and the complete animal data are similar.     
     [This suggests that the analysis has removed interspecies differences.]    
     [These values proposed here are also in close agreement with the FDA       
     "action limit" for PCBs of 2.0 ppm.]  [The acceptable tissue levels do not 
     suggest that the recent PCB concentration found in the fish of the Great   
     Lakes exceeds levels portective of human health by "several orders of      
     magnitude," as it suggested in the GLWQI.]                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.257     
     
     See response to P2654.108                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .258 is imbedded in comment .257.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This suggests that the analysis has removed interspecies differences.      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.258     
     
     Comment out of context.  See response to comment on Tier II value          
     derivation (D3382.053) and choice of uncertainty factors (P2771.180).      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.259
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .259 is imbedded in comment .257.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These values proposed here are also in close agreement with the FDA "action
     limit" for PCBs of 2.0 ppm.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.259     
     
     See response to P2654.108                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .260 is imbedded in comment .257.                     
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The acceptable tissue levels do not suggest that the recent PCB            
     concentration found in the fish of the Great Lakes exceeds levels          
     protective of human health by "several orders of magnitude," as is         
     suggested in the GLWQI.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.260     
     
     See response to P2654.108                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the GLWQI, the USEPA has advocated the use of epidemiological data where
     available to develop human numerical criteria, which would include cancer  
     potency factors.  A thorough review of the epidemiological data for PCBs   
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     suggests that the current animal based cancer potency factor is overly     
     conservative and overestimates cancer risk by as much as three to four     
     orders of magnitude.  It is unlikely that such a difference will be        
     resolved by complete mortality in the various cohorts.  As such, the Agency
     should consider the human data as an accurate reflection of the true cancer
     potency of PCBs.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2654.261     
     
     EPA does not believe that the epidemiological data, showing that humans are
     less sensitive than test species to PCBs, are as conclusive as the animal  
     results from Norback and Weltman (1985) study. As discussed in IRIS (1992),
     the human noncarcinogenicity and carcinogenicity data are useful only in a 
     qualitative manner and are considered inadequate to perform quantitative   
     risk assessment due to several confounding factors and lack of exposure    
     quantification such as population differences in alcohol                   
     consumption/smoking; dietary habits; diagnostic procedures by health       
     professionals; ethnic composition; lack of job histories: contamination of 
     PCBs by polychlorinated dibenzofurans and polychlorinated quinones; and    
     exposure  to other known carcinogens such as trichloroethylene,            
     alkylbenzene, and epoxy resins.  It is EPA's longstanding practice, as     
     stated in the 1986 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment  (i.e., In the
     absence of appropriate human studies, data from a species that responds    
     most like humans should be used) and it has been a well established Agency 
     science policy to rely upon experimental studies to predict human health   
     risk in the absence of adequate human clinical/epidemiological             
     (case-control or cohort) data.                                             
                                                                                
     In the case of cancer risk, the weight-of-evidence for classification as to
     human carcinogenicity for PCBs is B2 (probable human carcinogen) based on  
     "sufficient evidence" of carcinogenicity in experimental animals.          
     Sufficient evidence indicates that there is an increased incidence of      
     malignant tumors or combined malignant and benign tumors in multiple       
     species or strains. Also, this classification refers only to the weight of 
     the experimental evidence that PCBs are carcinogenic and not to the potency
     of their carcinogenic action. In 1986, the National Institute for          
     Occupational Safety and Health concluded that, despite the conflicting     
     results from epidemiological studies, PCBs are considered potentially      
     carcinogenic to man. In 1987, the International Agency for Research on     
     Cancer (IARC) placed  PCBs in Category Group 2A (Probable Human            
     Carcinogen). This category is used when there is limited evidence of       
     carcinogenicity in humans (numbers were small, poor dose-relationships, and
     presence of other contaminants) and sufficient evidence of carcinogenicity 
     in experimental animals.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment:  The use of USEPA fish tissue PCB concentration of 0.014 ppm as   
     representing 10(exp-5) risk should be considered as inappropriate.  The    
     development of this advisory level does not take into consideration a      
     number of recent developments concerning the assessment of risk from PCBs  
     specifically, or the determination of risk form carcinogens in general.    
     For example, the USEPA continues to use a cancer potency factor of 7.7     
     mg/kg/d(exp-1), which is based on a single study, despit: [(1) a           
     re-evaluation of the tumor incidence in the PCB cancer bioassays (IEHR,    
     1991);] [(2) suggestions from the developer of the linearized multistage   
     model on how to determine slope factors for chemicals with multiple        
     bioassay datasets (Allen et al., 1987)]; and [(3) proposed changes in the  
     animal to human scaling factor (Fed. Reg. 57(109), 1992).]                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.262     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comments P2654.263, P2654.249 and P2771.170.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .263 is imbedded in comment .262.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1) a re-evaluation of the tumor incidence in the PCB cancer bioassays     
     (IEHR, 1991);                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2654.263     
     
     The liver pathology reevaluation by a pathology working group (specialists 
     in rodent liver histopathology) reviewed coded liver slides without        
     information on treatment of the animal and provided consensus opinions     
     (IEHR, 1991) as to observed lesions in Kimbrough et al. (1975), Schaeffer  
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     et al. (1984), Norback and Weltman (1985) and NCI (1978) animal bioassays. 
     In general, reevaluation of liver pathology using more recent criteria for 
     hepatocellular lesions tends to decrease the number of total tumors        
     reported because some lesions previously classified as neoplastic nodules  
     are now considered to be foci of cellular alteration, rather than          
     neoplastic per se. The criteria for diagnosis of liver carcinoma has not   
     changed substantially; therefore, the carcinoma incidence is likely to be  
     very similar. The incidence data reported by IEHR (1991) are somewhat lower
     than those reported by the original authors, although not dramatically,    
     probably because many of the tumors were carcinomas. The greatest change   
     from the earlier report is seen in the reevaluation of the Kimbrough et al.
     (1975) data, since 92% of the animals had originally been diagnosed as     
     having neoplastic nodules. The incidence of hepatocellular neoplasms in    
     female Sherman rats (treated with Aroclor 1260), female Sprague-dawley rats
     (treated with Aroclor 1260), and male Wistar rats (treated with Clophen    
     A-60) were statistically significant by pairwise comparison with controls. 
     In Fischer rats (treated with Aroclor 1254), none of the pairwise          
     comparisons between treated groups and controls were significant, however, 
     the combined incidence of adenoma and carcinoma in males exhibited a       
     positive trend approaching significance (p=0.05). The reexamination of     
     pathological slides from the Norback and Weltman study (1985) on Aroclor   
     1260 by IEHR (1991) revealed that several lesions, which were originally   
     interpreted as malignant lesions, were actually nonmalignant. The use of   
     the revised data allegedly yields a cancer potency factor of 5.1           
     (mg/kg/day)-1.                                                             
                                                                                
     The Agency is in the midst of reviewing the IEHR observations.  The Agency 
     believes that it is vitally important to achieve appropriate technical and 
     scientific review of this reevalution before adopting its conclusions.  In 
     order to ensure that appropriate scientific reivew occurs, the reevaluation
     will be reviewed by the Agency's internal workgroup with special expertise 
     for reviewing cancer risk assessments on behalf of the Agency (the Cancer  
     Risk Assessment and Verification Endeavor -- CRAVE).  Once internal Agency 
     consensus is achieved, it will be necessary to ensure that the scientific  
     community at large concurs in EPA's conclusion, and the results will       
     therefore be subject to external peer review and review by EPA's Science   
     Advisory Board.  It is anticipated that these reviews will be completed in 
     1995, with the Agency completing its final assessment on PCBs in late 1995 
     or early 1996.  Thus, it will be premature to make any suggested changes in
     the criterion until the Agency can fully assess the validity of the        
     conclusions drawn in the IEHR reevaluation.  Also, it is noteworthy that   
     the slope factor of 5.1 (mg/kg/day)-1 is not very different from that      
     calculated by the Agency, 7.7 (mg/kg/day)-1.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .264 is imbedded in comment .262.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) sugestions form the developer of the linearized multistage model on how
     to determine slope factors for chemicals with multiple bioassay datasets   
     (Allen et al., 1987);                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2654.264     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .265 is imbedded in comment .262.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) proposed changes in the animal to human scaling factor (Fed. Reg.      
     57(109), 1992)                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2654.265     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2654.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 8672



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Agency has stated in the GLWQI that total PCBs in fish    
     tissue will be viewed as Alaclor 1260 equivalents.  Since this is the only 
     PCB mixture with conclusive carcinogenicity animal data, this assumption   
     greatly overestimates the cancer risk in consuming Great Lakes fish current
     PCB levels.  A more appropriate determination of current risk would be to  
     address recent advances in the methodology and data on PCB cancer potency  
     factors and, based on currently available data on the congener profile of  
     bioaccumulated PCBs, determine the inherent error of assuming that these   
     PCBs are 100% Aroclor 1260.  Therefore, the concern that the slowing rate  
     of decline "resulting in concentrations continuing well above water quality
     criteria," which is expressed in numerous places in the document, is       
     unfounded.  This concept may be the most critical issue addressed in the   
     GLWQI.  It suggests that, due to the slowing of the rate of decline of PCB 
     levels in fish, action to reduce the PCB load must be taken since the      
     current levels of fish are unsafe.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2654.266     
     
     See response to comments on PCB mixtures (P2771.170).                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment: Considering the mobility of the species in the Great Lakes and the
     extreme regional variability in the levels of PCB contamination (i.e.,     
     Green Bay, Waukegan Harbor, etc., versus less industrialized areas),       
     representing the fish tissue concentrations as "Lake Michigan means", as   
     presented in Figures I-1, I-2, and I-3, may be inappropriate.  This is     
     supported by the recent finding that elevated tissue levels are            
     region-specific and reflective of sediment levels near point and non-point 
     sources, i.e., the extreme variability of PCB levels in fish collectred    
     from areas in close proximity to one another as detailed inthe newest      
     Michigan Department of Natural Resources fish contamination report (MDNR,  
     1992).  However, it appears that in the GLWQI the Agency is attempting to  
     generalize conditions with a broad stroke, the result of which is an       
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     overestimation of the extent of the problem.  [In addition, it appears that
     the data presented in Figures I-1 through I-3 is meant to be reflective of 
     the lakes as a whole.  However, a review of the primary literature (DeVault
     et al., 1988; Devault et al., 1986) suggests that this is an               
     over-interpretation of the data.  For example, relatively few animals are  
     included in the analysis of Lake Michigan coho salmon (N of 12 in 1980; 8  
     in 1981; 5 in 1982; 10 in 1983, etc.), and samples are often collected from
     waters adjacent to industrialized areas or regions with known elevated PCB 
     levels (for example, the Sheboygan River).  In the case of the lake trout  
     data (DeVault et al., 1986), the samples analyzed from 1970 through 1982,  
     are based on 10 or less fish samples (in some cases only 3).  Therefore,   
     while these data are important as potentially indicative of regional       
     conditions, it is inappropriate to present these values as representative  
     of fish PCB levels in all of Lake Michigan.  This is presumably true for   
     the other Great Lakes.]                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.267     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Commment .268 is imbedded in comment .267.                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, it appears that the data presented in Figures I-1 through I-3 
     is meant to be reflective of the lakes as a whole.  However, a review of   
     the primary literature (DeVault et al., 1988; DeVault et al., 1986)        
     suggests that this is an over-interpretation of the data.  For example,    
     relatively few animals are included in the analysis of Lake Michigan coho  
     salmon (N of 12 in 1980; 8 in 1981; 5 in 1982; 10 in 1983, etc.), and      
     samples are often collected from waters adjacent to industrialized areas or
     regions with known elevated PCB levels (for example, the Sheboygan River). 
     In the case of the lake trout data (DeVault et al., 1986), the samples     
     analyzed from 1970 through 1982, were collected from a single location     
     (Saugatuck, MI).  Similar to the data for coho salmon, the values presented
     for lake trout, particularly for the years 1977 through 1982, are based on 
     10 or less fish samples (in some cases only 3).  Therefore, while these    
     data are important as potentially indicative of regional conditions, it is 
     inappropriate to present these values as representative of fish PCB levels 
     in all of Lake Michigan.  This is presumably true for the other Great      
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2654.268     
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     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue 2:  Because coho salmon are stocked, and are in the lake for only 18 
     months, they respond much faster to changes in water column concentrations 
     than lake trout.  (p. 20811)                                               
                                                                                
     Comment:  Data on coho salmon as presented in Figure I-2 is irrelevant to  
     the discussion of the rate of decline of fish tissue levels.  These fish   
     are stocked, i.e., not a feral population.  Concentrations at the time of  
     capture are much more reflective of time spent in the Lake (i.e., they may 
     not have reached steady-state at capture), age and size at time of release 
     and time of capture and the area of release, and not reflective of         
     steady-state conditions in the Lakes as a whole.  The fact that the data   
     show dramatic fluctuations in tissue levels over the last 10 years (Figure 
     I-2) is indicative of an organism which does not reflect steady-state      
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2654.269     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2654.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Issue 3:  EPA recently released a national study on chemical residues in   
     fish (EPA, 1992).  Many of the fish samples evaluated in the study were    
     from sites in the Great Lakes basin known to be influenced by various point
     and non-point sources.  EPA invites comments on the applicability of data  
     from the study to the analysis of toxic pollutants in the Great Lakes      
     ecosystem. (p. 21046)                                                      
                                                                                
     Comment:  The introduction to this document (EPA, 1992) states:  "This     
     study, previously referred to as the National Bioaccumulation Study (NBS), 
     is a one-time screening investigation to determine the prevalence of       
     selected bioaccumulative pollutants in fish and to identify correlations   
     with sources of these pollutants" (emphasis added).  As such, these results
     should not be viewed as reflective of current ambient conditions, but      
     rather as a type of worst-case assessment.  Therefore, inclusion of these  
     data in the apparent attempt to establish the level of a "new equilibrium" 
     would be inappropriate and would lead to an overestimation of the extent of
     PCBs in feral fish populations of the Great Lakes.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2654.270     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.271
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue 4:  EPA invites comments on the approach described above for         
     selecting pollutants for special attention in the Great Lakes System.  In  
     particular, EPA would like comments on the use of bioaccumulation factors  
     as the sole quantitative factor to evaluate pollutants for special         
     attention.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Comment:  The use of recently developed mathematical models, which will be 
     used to derive bioaccumulation factors including "Aquatic Food Chain       
     Multipliers" (FCM), incorporate concepts (Thomann 1989) which have only    
     limited field validation.  While theoretically these models appear to have 
     some merit, it is unclear at this time how accurate the mathematical       
     equations are in predicting highly variable conditions encountered in the  
     "real world".  In order for the models to be applicable over a wide range  
     of conditions, certain general assumptions must be made.  This would       
     decrease the accuracy of these models in areas as diverse as the Great     
     Lakes.  For example, the FCM assumes that a generic food chain and trophic 
     organization exist.  This may not be the case in all instances,            
     particularly with a history of industrial or dredging activities.  It does 
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     not appear from the description contained in the GLWQI that FCMs are       
     designed to address these differences.  This is of particular concern,     
     since these models will be used as the "sole quantitative factor" in       
     identifying which chemicals present in the environment are of special      
     concern (read: "present special risk").                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2654.271     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is important to use Great            
     Lakes-specific parameters whenever possible and that there should be an    
     attempt to account for the most sensitive input parameters to the model.   
     In light of these concerns, EPA has used Great Lakes-specific input        
     parameters in the Gobas model that is used to derive FCMs for the final    
     Guidance.  In addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive   
     FCMs in part because this model required fewer input parameters and had    
     input parameters which could be more easily specified.                     
                                                                                
     For response to comment on the use of food-chain models for designated a   
     chemical a BCC see comment P2629.037.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA is allowing for site-specific modifications to the FCM as prescribed in
     Appendix F, Procedure 1.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2654.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Related Issue:  EPA invites comment on:  the basic premise that a BCF may  
     overestimate or underestimate a BAF; the appropriateness of FCMs based on  
     the Thomann model; the appropriateness of using a FCM of one when the      
     chemical-specific values for superlipophilic chemicals are not available;  
     and possible alternatives to the Thomann model for predicting BAFs from    
     BCFs. (p. 20861)                                                           
                                                                                
     Alternate, less complex models should be investigated before a single      
     methodology is incorporated into a document as important as the GLWQI.  For
     example, there are a number of field studies which suggest that viewing the
     movement of PCBs in an aquatic environment in terms of its fugacity may be 
     adequate to provide a general predictive approach to fish levels.          
     Historical data has shown that PCB tissue levels in fish (DeVault et al.,  
     1988) mimic the levels in sediments (Eisenreich et al., 1989).  Carbon     
     normalizing the sediment (i.e., total organic carbon) and the fish tissue  
     concentration (percent lipids) may be a simple and accurate way of         
     predicting the extent to which aquatic organisms will take up and sequester
     hydrophobic chemicals like PCBs.  This has been proposed as an alternative 
     to BAFs, and is known as a bioavailability index (BI) (Cook et al., 1991). 
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     Response to: P2654.272     
     
     See response to comment P2654.081.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has modified the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs to    
     include a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology as the second preferred    
     method after field-measured BAFs.  The BSAF provides a method by which the 
     concentration of a chemical in the sediment is related to the concentration
     in fish tissue.  The concentration of chemicals with log Kows greater than 
     6.5 in the sediment is greater than in the water column and more readily   
     measured; therefore use of the BSAF reduces the uncertainty associated with
     relating concentration in fish tissue to the concentration in the water    
     column.  This is particularly true for chemicals with higher Kows since    
     these generally show a greater affinity for sediments.  For further details
     on deriving BAFs from the BSAF methodology, and the data supporting the    
     approach, see the final BAF TSD.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Issue 5:  Studies on biodegradation indicate that the most highly          
     chlorinated (least toxic) forms of PCBs are degraded first, leaving the    
     most toxic forms behind.  Lab experiments designed to provide optimal      
     conditions for microbial activity have not been able to achieve complete   
     PCB dechlorination, suggesting that the remaining forms of PCB may persist 
     indefinitely. (p. 20809)                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2654.273     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .274 is imbedded in comment .273.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment:  Brown et al. (1987), reporting in situ reductive dechlorination  
     of PCBs, stated:  The dechlorination step alone, however, has significant  
     toxicological significance.  The PCB residues in subsurface sediments for  
     the upper Hudson River, Silver Lake, and Waukegan Harbor all show          
     preferential loss of 3,4,3',4'-,2,3,4,3',4'- and 2,4,5,3',4'-CBs, and other
     higher PCB congeners that have chlorine atoms in positions 4 and 4'...This 
     group of PCB congeners includes all those that are either persistent in    
     man, inducers of P-448-type cytochromes, or thymotoxic in rats.  Thus,     
     although anaerobic dechorination does not immediately reduce the total mass
     of chlorinated biphenyls in an environmental deposit, it can accomplish    
     detoxification.  It is interesting to note that these specific congeners   
     are identified in Table VIII.D-1 of the GLWQI as the most toxic of the PCB 
     congeners.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2654.274     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .275 is imbedded in comment .273.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, Quensen et al. (1988) reported on the reductive dechlorination  
     occurring in the Hudson River:  The removal of meta and para chlorines,    
     although not decreasing the molar concentration of PCBs, can be expected to
     decrease the mammalian toxicity of the PCB residues and make them more     
     readily degradable by aerobic bacteria...Removal of the meta and para      
     chlorines from these congeners should eliminate their toxicity.            
     
     
     Response to: P2654.275     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.276
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .276 is imbedded in comment .273.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recently, Lake et al. (1991) reported that in the sediments of New Bedford 
     Harbor:  The potentially toxic mono-ortho congeners appear to be among     
     those congeners most readily dechlorinated in the upper harbor.  Therefore,
     these dechlorination processes may have decreased the potential toxicity   
     (as measured by mixed-function oxidase enzyme induction) of the PCB        
     residues.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2654.276     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2654.277
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .277 is imbedded in comment .273.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conclusions of these investigators suggest that "complete PCB          
     dechlorination" need not occur to significantly reduce the toxicity of     
     these chemicals.  Therefore, the above issue is not scientifically         
     defensible; it is apparently an attempt to present current conditions as   
     more critical than they really are.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2654.277     
     
     See response to: P2654.014                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2656.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that the Guidance as proposed will not achieve its ultimate   
     goal -- to enhance protection of human health and the environment in the   
     Great Lakes Basin.  We fully support this goal, yet we are concerned that  
     the Guidance will not result in any significant benefit because it is      
     misdirected, improperly focused, and technically unsound.  By focusing on  
     already heavily regulated point sources, the Guidance ignores other more   
     significant sources of pollutants which may pose risks to the Great Lakes  
     System.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.001     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources
     of pollution are a significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that
     the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. 
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and use of the best science         
     available to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great  
     Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: see attachment A, CMA comment #2656                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA commissioned a study to assess the probable benefits to the Great Lakes
     System from the implementation of the Guidance.  The results of this study 
     indicate that the Guidance as proposed will not result in any significant  
     environmental benefit to the Great Lakes System (See Attachment A).        
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     Response to: P2656.002     
     
     See response to comment D2587.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2656.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends that EPA reconvene the Steering Committee and the Technical 
     Work Groups to review the pubic comments on the Guidance and resolve the   
     various issues raised in this process.  In addition, we suggest that the   
     Science Advisory Board (SAB) assist the EPA in reviewing the public        
     comments to ensure that the final rule is scientifically sound.            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.003     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2656.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA urges EPA not to consider any elements of the Guidance for inclusion in
     the national water quality standards program.  CMA believes that none of   
     the elements of the proposed Guidance are appropriate for the basis of     
     water quality programs outside of the Great Lakes Basin.  We maintain that 
     the national water quality standards program should not be modified without
     input from all states representing the full range of hydrologic and        
     hydraulic conditions in U.S. waters.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.004     
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     See response to: P2582.010 and P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Two-Tiered Approach                                                    
                                                                                
     CMA strongly opposes the proposed two-tiered approach for setting water    
     quality standards.  In particular, we are concerned about the use of Tier  
     II values to derive enforceable permit limits.  We believe that the        
     proposed Tier II approach is not scientifically valid for use in a         
     regulatory framework such as this Guidance.                                
                                                                                
     CMA's major concerns with the proposed Tier II approach include:  [the     
     development of Tier II values on the basis of inadequate scientific data;] 
     [the impracticality and inequity of requiring individual dischargers to    
     develop Tier I criteria;] [the lawfulness of EPA's proposal to require     
     states to ignore lawfully adopted and EPA-approved standards in favor of   
     Tier II values;] [the inability for permit limits based on Tier II values  
     to be revised due to the antibacksliding policy; and] [the inconsistencies 
     among state criteria that this approach will foster.]                      
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that there are existing proven alternatives to the proposed  
     Tier II approach which are as protective or more protective of surface     
     water uses than this approach.  CMA urges the EPA to abandon the proposed  
     Tier II approach in the final rule and instead adopt whole effluent        
     toxicity (WET) testing and bioconcentration testing for those pollutants   
     for which Tier I criteria do not exist.  This testing should only be       
     initiated in situations where there is a reasonable potential for these    
     pollutants to be present in an effluent due to the activities of the       
     discharger.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.005     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .006 is embedded in comment .005.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the development of Tier II values on the basis of inadequate scientific    
     data;                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.006     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196 and D2741.076.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .007 is embedded in comment .005.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the impracticality and inequity of requiring individual dischargers to     
     develop Tier I criteria;                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.007     
     
     See response to: P2656.074.                                                
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that the final Guidance requires dischargers to   
     develop Tier I criteria.  On the contrary, the only provisions for data    
     generation in the final Guidance  apply to development of minimum data for 
     Tier II values, not Tier I criteria (see procedure 5.C of appendix F).  See
     section VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .008 is embedded in comment .005.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the lawfulness of EPA's propasal to require states to ignore lawfully      
     adopted and EPA-approved standards in favor of Tier II values;             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.008     
     
     See response to: D2741.076 and P2656.095.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .009 is embedded in comment .005.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the inability for permit limits based on Tier II values to be revised due  
     to the antibacksliding policy; and                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.009     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .010 is embedded in comment .005.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the inconsistencies among state criteria that this approach will foster.   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.010     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends that bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC) be limited  
     to those chemicals that have been shown to cause widespread bioaccumulation
     in to fish tissue resulting in concentrations that exceed the appropriate  
     allowable human exposure rate.  The same approach should be used to        
     identify BCCs based on properly calculated wildlife exposure rates.  We    
     maintain that measured fish tissue concentrations are more appropriate to  
     identify BCCs because these concentrations include the effects of          
     persistence, trophic level multiplication, and metabolism of chemicals in  
     the aquatic environment.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.011     
     
     EPA does not accept the concept that pollutants should not be regulated as 
     BCCs until they are shown to be present at concentrations of concern in the
     Great Lakes System.  As discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA is     
     concerned about preventing concentrations of BCCs from increasing to the   
     level of criteria concentrations in Great Lakes waters.  The regulatory    
     approach suggested by commenters that would not trigger preventive action  
     until some measurable concentration resulting in adverse conditions is     
     reached in the environment would not be effective in addressing this       
     concern, particularly because of the difficulties of measuring these       
     pollutants at levels of concern in the environment.  As discussed further  
     in sections VII.B and VIII.C.4 of the SID, the special provisions for BCCs 
     in the final Guidance will take full effect over the next twelve years (two
     years for State/Tribal adoption or promulgation, plus ten year phase-in    
     period).  A program requiring systematic environmental monitoring followed 
     by a regulatory process to designate BCCs could significantly delay        
     implementation of these provisions and allow build-up of new persistent,   
     bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System. The risks to the     
     Great Lakes ecosystem of such a delay are too great to warrant such an     
     approach.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2656.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed methodology for estimating the bioaccumulation factor (BAF) 
     from chemical structure and measured or calculated bioconcentration factors
     (BCFs) does not consider the persistence of a substance in the aquatic     
     environment.  When a chemical has a short half-life in the aqueous         
     environment, its potential for bioaccumulation is reduced or eliminated.   
     CMA recommends that field measured BAFs, which implicitly include          
     persistence, should be used instead of estimated BAFs.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.012     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that only field measured BAFs should be
     used because only they account for metabolism.  EPA continues to contend   
     that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of what is occurring in 
     nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the 
     actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather  
     than predicting them through use of a model.                               
                                                                                
     EPA revised the proposed hierarchy of methods for deriving BAFs based on   
     public comments.  The final Guidance lists four methods for deriving BAFs  
     for organic chemicals, listed below in order of decreasing preference: a   
     BAF measured in the field, in fish collected from the Great Lakes which are
     at the top of the food chain; a BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a  
     BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably  
     on a fish species indigenous to the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF     
     predicted by multiplying a BCF calculated from the KOW by the FCM.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A considerable amount of fish tissue data has been compiled for the Great  
     Lakes and its tributaries.  For example, EPA's recently issued National    
     Study of Chemical Residues in Fish (EPA 823-R-92-008a and b) included over 
     40 sampling sites in the Great Lakes and their tributaries.  CMA suggests  
     that such data be used as the basis for identifying BCCs, instead of the   
     proposed approach which uses a single BAF of 1000 alone to select a BCC.   
     By using measured fish tissue concentrations, the limitations and          
     uncertainty in the proposed BAF estimation methods will be avoided in the  
     identification of BCCs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.013     
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     See response to: P2656.011                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA strongly believes that a single BAF value should not be used as the    
     basis to designate BCCs, because there is no scientific basis for selecting
     one BAF value over another as a cutoff.  Also, the toxicity of a pollutant 
     is as important as its potential to bioaccumulate, and thus must be        
     considered in designating BCCs.  In addition, the BAF does not properly    
     consider the bioavailability of a chemical, unless it has been derived from
     field data.  Thus, reliance on a BAF of 1000 is not an adequate basis on   
     which to list pollutants as BCCs.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.014     
     
     See response to: P2656.141                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2656.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA urges the EPA to limit the application of the Guidance, especially the 
     requirements which apply to BCCs, only to those substances that have been  
     shown to present an unreasonable risk in the Great Lakes System.  This     
     would include those chemicals that have been shown to be present in edible 
     fish tissues at concentrations exceeding the Food and Drug Administration  
     (FDA) action levels and have thus resulted in consumption advisories.      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.015     
     

Page 8688



$T044618.TXT
     EPA does not agree that the definition of BCCs should be reduced to only   
     those pollutants already present in the Great Lakes basin. EPA is not only 
     concerned about BCCs currently present and causing environmental problems  
     in the Great Lakes System, but also about preventing concentrations of     
     persistent, bioaccumulative chemicals from increasing to the level of water
     quality criteria or values. An approach that would not trigger preventive  
     action until some measurable concentration resulting in adverse conditions 
     is reached in the environment would not be effective in addressing this    
     concern.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA is concerned that the proposed Guidance allows both Tier I criteria and
     Tier II values for the protection of wildlife to be calculated using a very
     meager data base.  In particular, the Tier I criteria can be calculated    
     with chronic and subchronic data from only one species of mammal and one   
     species of bird, in contrast to eight species used to calculate Tier I for 
     national criteria.  In addition, the Tier II values can be calculated with 
     even less data.                                                            
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the data requirements for both Tier I criteria and Tier  
     II values are simply inadequate.  Accordingly, we urge the EPA not to use  
     these numeric values to develop enforceable permit limits and control      
     mechanisms.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.016     
     
     Please refer to comments D2860.079 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2656.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     CMA recommends that the Guidance be modified to explicitly provide for     
     separate categories of numerical aquatic life criteria.  At a minimum, CMA 
     suggests including warm and cold water tributary categories and an open    
     waters of the Great Lakes (OWGL) category.  We further recommend that the  
     numeric criteria for each such category should be calculated based upon the
     aquatic species that are resident in each type of habitat.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.017     
     
     See Section III.B.1. and 2. of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that total recoverable metals is not an appropriate method to 
     regulate metals to prevent aquatic toxicity, as EPA is now recognizing on a
     national scale.  We recommend that the final Guidance adopt an approach    
     based on the dissolved or bioavailable form of a metal in place of the     
     proposed total recoverable metals approach.  Specifically, CMA urges the   
     EPA to modify the Guidance to base numeric water quality criteria on the   
     dissolved metal fraction instead of the total recoverable metals approach  
     used in the proposed Guidance.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.018     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2656.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     CMA recommends that the final Guidance not adopt the National Toxics Rule  
     criteria when such criteria are more stringent than the criteria proposed  
     in the Guidance.  The approach followed by the Guidance, which calculates  
     criteria using the most recent applicable toxicity data, is the only       
     scientifically-supported approach to the establishment of aquatic life     
     criteria for the Great Lakes System.  The national criteria, which may be  
     based on species not found in the Great Lakes and tributaries, are not as  
     scientifically-supported as the Tier I criteria proposed in the Guidance.  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.019     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends that the final Guidance not include the proposed methodology
     to calculate Tier II values for aquatic life since it suffers from several 
     critical deficiencies and is of questionable scientific validity.  Rather, 
     CMA recommends that the EPA wait to develop Tier II values until the       
     Aquatic Life Criteria Guidelines Committee (ALC) recommendations are       
     published before short term chronic tests are adopted as a methodology for 
     the development of Tier II values.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.020     
     
     See response to comment P2576.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2656.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Because of the numerous conservative exposure assumptions used in the      
     Guidance, CMA supports EPA's decision to use a 10(exp-5) risk level to     
     develop human health water quality criteria for potential carcinogens and  
     recommends the use of this risk level in the final Guidance.               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.021     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, CMA believes that the proposed methodology for developing the Tier
     II values is scientifically insupportable.  As proposed, the methodology to
     derive Tier II values will result in arbitrary numeric values which will   
     provide little, if any, environmental benefit.  As noted elsewhere, CMA    
     strongly opposes the Tier II approach in the Guidance and recommends that  
     it be eliminated from the final rule.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.022     
     
     See Response to D3382.053                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2656.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In CMA's opinion, antidegradation policy is to protect existing water uses 
     and quality, not to prohibit or restrict pollutant discharges that do not  
     represent a threat to such uses or quality.  The proposed antidegradation  
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     policy reflects a contrary purpose by incorrectly focusing more on         
     increases in point source loadings for specific pollutants instead of      
     potential degradation of water quality and resulting interference with     
     designated water uses.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.023     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2656.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends that the antidegradation review should focus upon whether   
     designated water uses are being achieved and whether a discharge has the   
     potential to alter water quality such that the use is impaired or          
     threatened.  CMA recommends that the adoption of EPA's proposed "generic"  
     approach would accomplish this goal by using integrated scientific         
     information to assess water quality and to determine the potential impact  
     of proposed discharges.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.024     
     
     Please see response to comments P2656.235 and D2859.147.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2656.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the proposed antidegradation review policy for BCCs, which relies
     upon the existing effluent quality (EEQ) approach, is particularly         
     burdensome, and provides a disincentive for enhanced performance.  Although
     EPA recognizes these problems and consequently proposes alternatives for   
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     the EEQ requirement, CMA believes that these alternatives do not adequately
     address the fundamental flaws with the process.  Therefore, as an          
     alternative, CMA recommends that antidegradation review should be initiated
     only when a discharger proposes to increase its loading above a water      
     quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs) that is calculated from a waste load
     allocation (WLA) or total maximum daily load (TMDL).  We maintain that this
     approach would provide an adequate control mechanism for antidegradation   
     policy, while avoiding the good performance disincentive inherent in the   
     EEQ approach.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.025     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2656.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that in the interest of consitency, EPA has eliminated from   
     the implementation procedures much of the flexibility provided by the      
     guidance in the Technical Support Document (TSD).  This flexibility is     
     needed to appropriately address site-specific conditions, which are always 
     important in developing WQBELS for individual dischargers.  CMA suggests   
     that eliminating current flexibility in the implementation procedures and  
     replacing it with the proposed prescriptive implementation procedures in   
     the Guidance is unwise.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.026     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Section I.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2656.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     CMA supports the provision of the proposed rule that allows states the     
     flexibility to use alternate criteria development and implementation       
     procedures for any pollutant for which the state determines the Guidance   
     procedures are not scientifically defensible.  CMA believes that this is an
     essential provision of the Guidance which must be included in the final    
     rule.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.027     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2769.085 and P2746.43.  See also Section 
     I.C of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2656.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that it is simply impossible to develop uniform approaches and
     procedures that apply to all pollutants and surface waters in a system as  
     large and complex as the Great Lakes System.  Therefore, we recommend that 
     EPA allow the states to have the flexibility to use alternate              
     implementation procedures.  This flexibility is needed both in the         
     development of numeric criteria and narrative standards.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.028     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Sections I.C and II.C  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2656.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Guidance allows relaxation of basin-wide aquatic life criteria on a    
     site-specific basis because EPA recognizes that the assumptions used to    
     develop the basin-wide criteria (aquatic populations to be protected by the
     criteria) may be too conservative for many surface waters (58 Fed. Reg.    
     20918-9).  CMA agrees with EPA and supports the adoption of provisions that
     allow either more or less restrictive aquatic life water quality criteria  
     to account for differences among aquatic populations in various Great Lakes
     waters.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Furthermore, CMA urges the EPA to modify the Guidance to allow             
     site-specific adjustments to be made to all water quality criteria as well 
     as BAFs.  We believe that all criteria, not only aquatic life criteria,    
     should be allowed to be adjusted either upward or downward to reflect      
     site-specific conditions.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.029     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2656.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that the variance factors for the Guidance should be more     
     flexible than the national regulations because the Guidance criteria are so
     stringent, especially for BCCs.  We recommend that the final Guidance      
     include water body-wide variances for all qualifying dischargers, 5-year   
     variance periods, renewable variances, and flexible interpretation of all  
     variance provisions in Procedure 2.C.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.030     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these issues.            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2656.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that the best all-around approach to waste load allocations   
     and TMDLs is Procedure 3B (Option B).  Nevertheless, some changes are      
     needed in its specific provisions, particularly those that relate to zones 
     of initial dilution and mixing zones.  Procedure 3B allows a state to      
     perform discharger-specific waste load allocations, but also requires a    
     water body-wide TMDL analysis if the state determines it is necessary to   
     assure that a water quality criterion is achieved.  CMA believes that TMDLs
     should only be required when there is a reasonable potential for an        
     exceedance of a water quality standard.  Option B provides for this while  
     Option A does not.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.031     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends that the EPA should not include a specific procedure or text
     on the additivity of toxic effects in the final Guidance.  The scientific  
     understanding of additivity of toxic effects from multiple pollutants is   
     insufficiently developed to serve as the basis for a water quality         
     standards policy.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.032     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that there should be no additivity provisions in the    
     final Guidance.  EPA believes it is important to consider the potential    
     adverse effects from exposure to multiple carcinogens in mixtures because  
     most instances of contamination in surface waters involve mixtures of two  
     or more pollutants.  The additivity provisions in the final Guidance have  
     attempted to address the concerns of SAB and of commenters, especially     
     those concerned with the proposed provisions for carcinogens.  EPA believes
     the changes in the requirements for carcinogens allows States and Tribes   
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     the flexibility needed to address the potential effects of chemical        
     mixtures, while not requiring an assumption of additivity for carcinogens. 
     EPA acknowledges that there is some scientific uncertainty regarding the   
     toxic effects of chemical mixtures and has limited the final Guidance to   
     those areas where EPA believes the scientific understanding is sufficiently
     developed to serve as a basis for a water quality standards policy.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2656.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA strongly supports EPA's attempts to address the problem of intake water
     pollutants in the proposed rule (Procedure 5.E., Appendix F).  However, we 
     maintain that some of the restrictions on the consideration of intake water
     pollutants in Procedure 5.E. are so restrictive that the procedures will be
     of little use.                                                             
                                                                                
     We urge the EPA to modify the procedures used to evaluate intake waters so 
     that they focus on the definition of Procedure 5 -- no reasonable potential
     to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.       
     WQBELs should not be established for effluents that are simply passing     
     pollutants from intake water to discharge.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.033     
     
     EPA believes that the proposed and final intake pollutant reasonable       
     potential procedure does focus on the reasonable potential to cause or     
     contribute to an exceedance of a WQS, i.e., whether imposition of a WQBEL  
     is appropriate.  This procedure (5.D.) is designed as an alternative to the
     "baseline" reasonable potential procedures in 5.A.-C of appendix F to      
     specifically consider the special situation created by the simple transfer 
     of pollutants from one part of a water body to another after removal and   
     subsequent discharge by a facility.  As explained in the preamble to the   
     proposal and in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.a, the removal and subsequent  
     discharge of a pollutant in this situation can create adverse effects in   
     the receiving water that would not occur if the pollutant were left        
     in-stream and these possibilities need to be evaluated when determining the
     need for WQBELs.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2656.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see also Attachment B, CMA comments # 2656.             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA has developed a statistical approach, which has been previously        
     submitted to EPA's Office of Science and Technology, for determining when  
     there is no significant addition of a pollutant to an intake water.  This  
     approach is included as Attachment B to these comments, and is submitted in
     response to EPA's request for statistical methods to make this             
     determination (58 Fed. Reg. 20959).  We urge the EPA to adopt this approach
     in the final Guidance.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.034     
     
     EPA notes that the final Guidance requires a finding that the facility does
     not add additional mass (among other requirements) to qualify for a        
     determination that WQBELs are not needed.  See response to comment         
     P2588.075.  As explained in the SID at VIII.E.7.b.i, EPA believes that     
     determining whether a facility has added mass of a pollutant to that       
     already in the intake water is the type of determination best left to the  
     discretion of the permitting authority because flexibility is needed to use
     different approaches for different situations.   EPA also believes that    
     permitting authority discretion is appropriate for developing compliance   
     monitoring provisions for determining whether limits based on "no net      
     addition" limits are met. Therefore, EPA declines to adopt one approach for
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2656.035
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For once-through non-contact cooling water, CMA recommends that EPA allow  
     the use of existing state procedures (e.g., state restrictions on cooling  
     water treatment chemicals usage, and technology-based restrictions such as 
     net limits on total organic carbon) to evaluate whether or not a reasonable
     potential to exceed water quality standards exists.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.035     
     
     See response to comment number D2592.031.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2656.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, CMA supports the use of best professional judgment that uses  
     existing national rules and guidance for determining reasonable potential  
     when data are not available, or all available effluent data for pollutants 
     that are below the applicable analytical detection level.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.036     
     
     Like the proposal, procedure 5 of the final Guidance does not include      
     procedures for determining the need for WQBELs in the absence of           
     facility-specific monitoring data.  See also, response to comment number   
     P2588.353.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2656.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because a Tier II value is not a water quality standard and is not based on
     adequate scientific data, CMA opposesthe general context of Procedure 5.A.1
     which treats the Tier I standards and Tier II values as equivalent.  CMA   
     recommends that the Tier II concept be used only as a trigger to require   
     the use of procedures such as the WET, bioconcentrations tests, and        
     biological assessments to evaluate whether additional controls on the Tier 
     II pollutant is required.  CMA notes that this is consistent with the      
     position taken by EPA's SAB in its review of the proposed Tier II approach.
     
     
     Response to: P2656.037     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, Adoption and        
     Application of Tier II Methodologies; and, Section III, Aquatic Life,      
     section C, Final Tier II Methodology.  See also Supplementary Information  
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     Document Section IX.D, Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to      
     Estimated Costs, section 4, Tier II Criteria.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA connot lawfully require dischargers to comply with limits that are     
     below the analytical limits of detection.  To address this issue, CMA      
     recommends that the Guidance be modified to ensure that permit limits will 
     be set no lower than practical quantitation level (PQL) for the analytical 
     method used to measure compliance.  We believe that this will enable       
     dischargers to determine whether they are in compliance with their permits,
     and, if they are not, to take necessary steps to come into compliance.     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.038     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: P2656.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA supports the compliance schedule provisions of the proposed rule.      
     Procedure 9 allows permitting authorities to grant dischargers a period of 
     up to 3 years to come into compliance with more restrictive WQBELs.  This  
     proposal is consistent with current EPA policy, and CMA supports it.       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.039     
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     In most situations, EPA agrees that up to three years should be a          
     reasonable amount of time to come into compliance.  For more details on    
     compliance schedules in the context of the Great Lakes' final Guidance see 
     the SID, Section VIII.I, ("Compliance Schedules").                         
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges and appreciates the commenter's support of the proposed   
     rule.  The final rule will allow for a maximum compliance schedule of up to
     3 years.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the proposed rule, EPA estimated capital and annual costs point souce   
     dischargers will incur to comply with the Guidance.  EPA considers the most
     likely estimated cost to be $192.3 million for municipal and industrial    
     direct dischargers and industrial indirect dischargers.  Although this cost
     is not insubstantial, simplified assumptions in its analysis make the      
     Agency's estimated compliance costs grossly understated.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.040     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2656.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the basis of CMA's survey of its member company plants in the Great     
     Lakes Basin (Attachment F), as well as individual cost studies conducted at
     two CMA member company facilities in the Basin, CMA believes EPA has       
     greatly underestimated the potential costs associated with the proposed    
     Guidance.  The results of the study on the E.I. du Pont de Nemours &       
     Company, Inc. (DuPont) plant in Niagara Falls, New York, indicate the      
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     capital costs for complying with the Guidance may be as great as $115      
     million.  A similar cost study on the Eastman Kodak Company plant at Kodak 
     Park in Rochester, New York, estimates capital costs at $67 million.       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.041     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The principal assumptions underlying EPA's underestimation of compliance   
     costs include, but are not limited to:                                     
                                                                                
     [The failure to adequately consider the compliance costs associated with   
     Tier II values or the costs of developing Tier I criteria for Tier II      
     chemicals.]  [The assumption that non-contact, once-through cooling waters 
     would be excluded from regulation as a result of the proposed provisions   
     for accounting for background concentrations.]  [The assumption that       
     relatively inexpensive pollution prevention measures can be used by all    
     indirect and direct industrial dischargers to acheive compliance with      
     standards for ubiquitous pollutants, such as mercury and PCBs, which are   
     found in precipitation and receiving waters at concentrations above the    
     proposed criteria.]  [The assumption that when an effluent achieves the    
     existing analytical detection limits, a discharger has complied with the   
     Guidance, when in fact, the regulations require that a discharger          
     ultimately remove the subject pollutant to below detection levels in all   
     internal waste streams.]                                                   
                                                                                
     CMA believes these assumptions contribute to EPA's underestimation of the  
     costs of complying with the Guidance.  Accordingly, CMA recommends that EPA
     reassess the implementation and compliance costs of the Guidance.          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.042     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2684.008, D2584.015, and D2613.004.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  imbedded in comment .042; refers to faulty assumptions 
in EPA's cost 
          estimate                                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The failure to adequately consider the compliance costs associated with    
     Tier II values or the costs of developing Tier I criteria for Tier II      
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.043     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: ref:  imbedded in comment .042; refers to faulty assumptions 
in EPA's cost 
          estimate.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The asssumption that non-contact, once-through cooling waters would be     
     excluded from regulation as a result of the proposed provisions for        
     accounting for background concentrations.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.044     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  imbedded in comment .042; refers to faulty assumptions 
in EPA's cost 
          estimate.                                                                 

Page 8704



$T044618.TXT

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The assumption that relatevely inexpensive pollution prevention measures   
     can be used by all indirect and direct industrial dischargers to achieve   
     compliance with standards for ubiquitous pollutants, such as mercury and   
     PCBs, which are found in precipitation and receiving waters at             
     concentrations above the proposed criteria.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.045     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045 and D2684.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  imbedded in comment .042; refers to faulty assumptions 
in EPA's cost 
          estimate.                                                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The assumption that when an effluent achieves the existing analytical      
     detection limits, a discharger has complied with the Guidance, when in     
     fact, the regulations require that a discharger ultimately remove the      
     subject pollutant to below detection levels in all internal waste streams. 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.046     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     CMA maintains that the Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) is not generally   
     representative of the Great Lakes and their tributaries since it determines
     the probable benefits of the proposed Guidance using only three case       
     histories of "hot spots" of contamination caused by past practices, not    
     necessarily ongoing point source discharges.                               
                                                                                
     Nevertheless, despite the focus on these "hot spots," which should         
     represent a best case in terms of benefits accrued, the RIA demonstrates   
     that the benefits of implementing the Guidance are minimal to nonexistent. 
     Even using EPA's grossly understated cost estimates, the benefit:cost      
     ratio, at best, was slightly greater than one.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.047     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.017, and D2587.144.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2656.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Is Improperly Focused On Point Sources And, As Such, Will Fail
     To Significantly Improve The Environmental Quality Of The Great Lakes      
     System                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.048     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources
     of pollution are a significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that
     the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. 
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and use of the best science         
     available to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great  
     Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
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     Comment ID: P2656.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data Indicate That Point Sources Are An Insignificant Source Of Critical   
     Pollutants To The Great Lakes System                                       
                                                                                
     In the preamble to the proposed rule, EPA admits that nonpoint sources are 
     a "significant" remaining cause of environmental risk in the Great Lakes   
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20830).  EPA also admits that the rule does not address the  
     control of nonpoint sources but simply requires that an allocation of      
     available assimilative capacity be set aside to account for them (58 Fed   
     Reg. 20830).  Indeed, the focus of the proposed regulation is entirely --  
     and we submit inappropriately -- on additional, substantially more         
     restrictive, controls on point sources.                                    
                                                                                
     Just how significant nonpoint sources are as contributors of principal     
     pollutants of concern is shown by the following table of percentage load   
     contributions to Lake Superior.  This table, which was published in the    
     report on a recent symposium (Mackay, D., et.al., Mass Balancing and       
     Virtual Elimination, A Peer Review Workshop at University of Toronto,      
     December 7-8, 1992), shows that nonpoint sources account for over 90% of   
     the loadings of three pollutants of concern(1):                            
                                                                                
     Monitored tributary, 10% of PCBs, 19% of mercury, 10% of lead.             
     Unmonitored area, 7% of PCBs, 11% of mercury, 6% of lead.                  
     Industry, 2% of PCBs, 3% of mercury, 5% of lead.                           
     Municipal, 3% of PCBs, 3% of mercury, 2% of lead.                          
     Combined sewer overflows, 1% of PCBs, 0% of mercury, 1% of lead.           
     Runoff, 8% of PCBs, 4% of mercury, 7% of lead.                             
     Spills, 0% of PCBs, 0% of mercury, 0.1% of lead.                           
     Atmospheric, 69% of PCBs, 60% of mercury, 69% of lead.                     
                                                                                
     As a result, even if the Guidance achieves 90% additional control of the   
     municipal and industrial loadings of these three substances, the reduction 
     in the total loadings to Lake Superior would be 4.5 percent for PCBs, 5.6  
     percent for mercury, and 6.3 percent for lead.  These reductions will not  
     have any measurable effect on the concentrations of these pollutants in    
     Lake Superior.                                                             
                                                                                
     -----------------------------                                              
     (1)This figure includes contributions form monitored and unmonitored       
     tributaries and runoff, because these contributions are also primarilty due
     to atmospheric deposition, although naturally-occurring concentrations fo  
     the metals will constitute part of this background.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.049     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources
     of pollution are a significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that
     the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. 
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and use of the best science         
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     available to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great  
     Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a discussion of   
     the reductions in pollutant loadings expected to be achieved by            
     implementation of the final Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2656.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, EPA's cost-benefits evaluation of the lower Fox River and Green 
     Bay demonstrates that point sources are insignificant contributors to the  
     current PCB concentrations in the river and lake waters and in aquatic life
     tissues (see Raucher, R., Dixon, A., Trabka, E., 1993, Regulatory Impact   
     Analysis of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, Contract      
     #68-WI-0009, WA# 116, RCG/Hagler, Bailly, Inc., Boulder, Colorado).  The   
     preliminary results from the Green Bay Mass Balance Study show that the    
     existing PCB loadings to Green Bay at the mouth of the Fox River are as    
     follows: point sources -- 1%; atmospheric deposition -- 3%; and sediments  
     -- >90% (p. 8-16, Raucher, et. al.).  As a result, the report concludes    
     that the proposed Guidance will have very little impact on the             
     concentration of PCBs in Green Bay:  "The preliminary results of the draft 
     Green Bay Mass Balance Study suggest that, for PCBs, in Green Bay,         
     Guidance-related impacts on point source discharges will have very little  
     overall impact on the Bay's PCB-related water quality problems (e.g., on   
     the order of a 1% reduction in water column concentrations)."  (p. 8-16,   
     Raucher, et.al.)                                                           
                                                                                
     The participants in the mass balance symposium thus concluded that:        
     "Perhaps most significant was the consensus that any efforts to 'virtually 
     eliminate' chemicals from the Great Lakes must be based on an understanding
     of the sources and fate of the chemicals in question.  Misconceptions about
     these sources or fate could result in ill-advised action, for example by   
     allocating substantial resources to control an insignificant source."      
     (p.41, Mackay, et. al., 1992)                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.050     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources
     of pollution are a significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that
     the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. 
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and use of the best science         
     available to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great  
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     Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a discussion of   
     the reductions in pollutant loadings expected to be achieved by            
     implementation of the final Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2656.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the Guidance does not address the major sources of important  
     pollutants -- namely nonpoint sources -- and allocating substantial        
     resources to control insignificant sources.  By EPA's own cost estimates   
     for the proposed rule, which CMA believes are grossly understated, the cost
     to industries and cities in the Great Lakes states are high and the        
     benefits will be negligible because point sources are insignificant        
     contributors to the existing water quality problems.  Indeed, controls     
     which are being implemented by EPA under the Clean Water Act., which also  
     require substantial expenditures by industry and municipalities, will in   
     all likelihood be substantially more effective in reducing the loads of    
     toxic pollutants on the Great Lakes than the Guidance's proposed point     
     source controls.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.051     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources
     of pollution are a significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that
     the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. 
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and use of the best science         
     available to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife in the Great  
     Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts designed to identify sources of pollutant problems and mechanisms  
     to address those problems, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to     
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a discussion of   
     the costs and benefits, as well as the reductions in pollutant loadings,   
     expected to accrue as a result of implementation of the final Guidance, see
     Section IX of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  see attachment A, CMA comments #2656                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes the Guidance, as proposed, will not have a significant        
     benefical impact upon the environment of the Great Lakes.  (See Attachment 
     A for an assessment of the probable benefits to the Great Lakes System from
     the implementation of the Guidance.)  We maintain that EPA must assess the 
     risks to the Great Lakes System and, in turn, tailor its efforts to        
     effectively address significant risks.  To the extent, if any, that        
     additional controls on point sources are needed. the Guidance should be    
     more carefully tailored to address site-specific concerns.  CMA believes   
     additional resk assessments and analyses of the actual benefits of the     
     proposed rule are necessary for the implementation of a program that will  
     effectively and efficiently address environmental concerns in the Great    
     Lakes System.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.052     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.014, P2718.345, D2723.004 
     and G1751.001.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2656.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulation Is A "Hot Spot" Problem Caused By Past Discharges And      
     Practices, Not Current Point Source Discharges.                            
                                                                                
     Although EPA's designation of a large number of chemicals as               
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) and potential BCCs suggests    
     that bioaccumulation to concentrations of concern to human health and      
     wildlife is a common occurrence, available data indicate otherwise.        
                                                                                
     EPA's National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish (EPA 823-R-92-008a and b,
     September 1992), in which most of the sampling sites were targeted based on
     known point and nonpoint source discharges, demonstrates that only a       
     handful of substances bioaccumulate to potentially hazardous               
     concentrations.  In the case of most of these substances, aquatic life     
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     tissue concentrations represent a risk to human health at only a small     
     number of individual sites.  Further, this study and others demonstrate    
     that the bioaccumulation which may result in fish advisories is not a      
     lake-wide problem.  Rather, bioaccumulation is related to "hot spots" where
     past practices, and not current, ongoing, point source discharges, are the 
     principal contributors to water quality criteria exceedances.              
                                                                                
     The EPA study sampled fish tissue at 314 targeted sites and 34 background  
     sites for 60 pollutants.  These pollutants were selected based on their    
     toxicity and demonstrated or calculated potential to bioaccumulate in fish 
     tissue.  Of the sixty pollutants, only eight pollutants were found in fish 
     tissues at concentrations that exceeded EPA's conservative human health    
     risk level of 10(exp-6) for suspected carcinogens(2).                      
                                                                                
     PCBs, hexachlorobenzene, and banned pesticides (dieldrin, chlordane, DDE,  
     heptachlor expoxide, alpha-BHC, mirex) are the eight suspected carcinongens
     that were found to bioaccumulate to potentially hazardous concentrations,  
     notwithstanding the statements made in the preamble to the proposed rule.  
     Of these eight pollutants found at concentrations above EPA's human health 
     risk level of 10(exp-6) for suspected carcinogens, only four, PCBs,        
     dieldrin, combined chlordane, and DDE, were found at more than 40% of the  
     targeted sites with fish fillet data.  (It is notable that total PCB and   
     DDE concentrations exceeded EPA's 10(exp-6) risk level at one of four      
     "uncontaminated" background sites sampled during the study.)  Even fewer   
     sites with high risk levels would have been identified if Food and Drug    
     Administration (FDA) action levels, rather than EPA's more conservative    
     criteria, had been used to assess potential carcinogenic risk.             
                                                                                
     The EPA study also found that for noncarcinogenic human health effects     
     potential hazards to human health existed at only a few targeted sites for 
     PCBs, mirex, and combined chlordane.                                       
                                                                                
     The study also revealed interesting information regarding mercury.  The    
     maximum measured mercury level in fish tissue at a targeted site was about 
     one-half of the concentration that EPA considered to represent a health    
     risk.  Further, mercury criteria existing for wildlife is 10x lower than   
     natural background.  The study demonstrated that even at natural background
     levels higher than proposed criterion, mercury is not accumulating to toxic
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     This study and others demonstrate that the fish advisories on the Great    
     Lakes are related to "hot spots" where past practices and not current,     
     ongoing, point source discharges, are the principal contributors to water  
     quality criteria exceedances.  For example, the 1992 draft Lake Michigan   
     Lakewide Management Plan (LaMP)(EPA, Region V) identifies mercury as a     
     critical pollutant because there are 2 locations where fish tissue         
     concentrations of mercury exceed the FDA action level.  Further, using a   
     1977 EPA guideline on sediment as the basis for defining elevated levels,  
     the LaMP identifies 6 Lake Michigan tributaries with elevated sediment     
     concentrations, (Table 1.4, Lake Michigan LaMP, 1992).  Overall, the Lake  
     Michigan Basin contains 10 areas of concern (AOC) for mercury, all of which
     are believed to contain contaminated sediments that are responsible for the
     continued presence of the pollutant.                                       
                                                                                
     Similarly, the Green Bay mass balance study clearly identifies sediments in
     the Fox River and Green Bay, an identified "hot spot," as the principal    
     source of PCBs found in fish tissue.  These sediments are contaminated from
     past discharges, both point source and nonpoint source, and current PCB    
     contributions from point sources are neglible contributors.                
                                                                                
     In light of this scientific data, CMA recommends that the Agency and states
     should direct their resources toward further identification,               
     characterization, and remediation of the "toxic hot spots" rather than     
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     adopting new, complex, and more restrictive water quality criteria and     
     implementation procedures for point sources.  We believe that generalized  
     efforts to stringently restrict point sources on a widespread basis will   
     not accurately address the problems associated with "toxic hot spots."     
                                                                                
     ---------------------------------                                          
     (2)It should be noted that health risks for polychlorinated                
     dibenzo-p-dioxins and polychlorinated dibenzofurans were not estimated     
     because ther toxicity is currently being reevaluated by EPA.               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.053     
     
     See section I.C and D of the SID for a discussion on the rationale behind  
     the final Guidance and how the final Guidance is just one piece in a bigger
     effort for remediating the problems in the Great Lakes.  See section IX of 
     the SID and the RIA for a discussion of the costs/benefits of the final    
     Guidance.  See section VIII.E.3 of the SID for a discussion on the         
     consideration of intake water pollutants in establishing WQBELs.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2656.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, in order to bring about significant and real environmental        
     benefits, these "hot spots" must be addressed in cooperation with Canada,  
     since contaminated sediments from Canadian waters also are significant     
     contributors to the open waters of the Great Lakes.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.054     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control the sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and and believes that the final        
     Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a    
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those addressing contaminated sediments, see    
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also response to comment number D2867.087    
     regarding the steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control pollution 
     sources in the Great Lakes basin.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2656.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Cannot Lawfully Require That The Great Lakes States Adopt Rules That   
     Are Equal To Or More Stringent Than The Proposed Guidance                  
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 (GLCPA) requires EPA to      
     publish "water quality guidance" for the Great Lakes that "conforms with   
     the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement". 
     33 U.S.C. section 1268(c)(2)(A).  The GLCPA, in turn, requires the Great   
     Lakes states to "adopt water quality standards ... consistent with such    
     guidance."  33 U.S.C. section 1268(c)(2)(C).  In its proposed Guidance, EPA
     has stated that it will consider state plans "consistent with" the Guidance
     if they are "equal to or more restrictive than' the provisions in the final
     Guidance."  58 Fed. Reg. 20,847 (1993).  Nevertheless, the adoption of     
     water quality standards and the imposition of water-quality-based limits   
     are fundamentally the responsibilty of the states under the Clean Water Act
     (the CWA), and nothing in the GLCPA expressly or impliedly modifies state  
     primacy in this area.  Thus, CMA asserts that EPA has no authority to      
     require that state plans be equal to or more stringent than the final      
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.055     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2656.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Text and Legislative History of the CWA Clearly Indicate that Congress 
     Intended "Consistent With" To Allow States the Flexibility to Adopt More Or
     Less Stringent Standards than the EPA Guidance                             
                                                                                
     The Supreme Court, discussing principles of statutory construction, has    
     noted that it is "the cardinal rule that a statute is to be read as a whole
     ... since the meaning of statutory language, plain or not depends on       
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     context."  King v. St. Vincent's Hosp., 112 S. Ct. 570, 574 (1991).        
     Because the GLCPA was an amendment to the Clean Water Act, its meaning must
     be gleaned in the context of the CWA as a whole.  In that context, it is   
     quite clear that Congress intended the phrase "consistent with" to allow   
     states at least some range for variation, in either direction, from the EPA
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     The CWA states as one of its fundamental principles that "it is the policy 
     of the Congress to recognize, preserve, and protect the primary            
     responsibilities and rights of States to prevent, reduce, and eliminate    
     pollution."  33 U.S.C. section 1251(b).  That policy goal is also          
     emphasized in the House of Representatives Committee Report that           
     accompanied the original Clean Water Act in 1972.  H. Rep. No. 911, 92nd   
     Cong., 2nd Sess. 78 (1972).  EPA has itself recognized that Congress       
     desired state primacy in setting water quality standards, noting that the  
     CWA "allows some flexibility and differences among States in their adopted 
     and approved water quality standards."  57 Fed. Reg. 60,849 (1992)(to be   
     codified at 40 C.F.R. section 131).                                        
                                                                                
     This flexibility is specifically illustrated by Sections 303 and 304 of the
     CWA, which govern the adoption and implementation of state water quality   
     standards.  Under these provisions, EPA is charged with developing and     
     publishing "criteria for water quality."  33 U.S.C. section 1314(a)(1).    
     States must then adopt water quality standards, which are submitted to EPA 
     for approval, and EPA must approve the state standards if they are         
     "consistent with" the Act.  See 33 U.S.C. section 1313(a)(3)(B), (c)(3),   
     and (c)(4)(A).  Only if a state fails to promulgate standards consistent   
     with the provisions of the CWA may EPA impose specific standards.  33      
     U.S.C. section 1313(c)(4).  As EPA has acknowledged in promulgating rules  
     pursuant to these sections, section 303(c) of the CWA "specifies that      
     adoption of water quality standards is primarily the responsibility of the 
     States."  57 Fed. Reg. 60857 (1992) (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. section   
     131).  See also Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., v. EPA, 35 E.R.C. 
     1947, 1950 (E.D. Va. 1992) ("Congress gave the states the leading role in  
     this [water quality standards] process by allowing them to set appropriate 
     standards, while leaving the EPA with approval and rejection powers only.")
                                                                                
     In implementing section 303 of the Act, EPA has not held that state water  
     quality standards have to be "equal to or more stringent than" EPA water   
     quality criteria in order to be considered "consistent" with the Act.      
     Rather states may rely on EPA's criteria, but they may also base their     
     standards on "other scientifically defensible methods."  40 C.F.R. section 
     131.11(b)(9iii).  Further, EPA has approved state standards issued pursuant
     to section 303 that are less stringent than the federal criteria issued    
     under section 304.  See, Natural Resources Defence Council, Inc v. EPA,    
     supra.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Congress should be presumed to have known when it approved the GLCPA that  
     the term "consistent with" had been interpreted by EPA under section 303 of
     the CWA to allow states the flexiblity of adopting more or less stringent  
     standards than federal guidelines.  Without a clear expression of contrary 
     intent, it must be presumed that Congress intended the phrase "consistent  
     with" to have the same meaning in the GLCPA as it does elsewhere in the    
     CWA.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.056     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2656.057
     Cross Ref 1: ÿ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref "above" refers to .056                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Interpretation of "Consistent With" Is Unsupported By the GLCPA and  
     Is Contrary to the Plain Meaning of the Statute                            
                                                                                
     As noted above, EPA's interpretation of the GLCPA to require states to     
     adopt water quality standards at least as stringent as the federal Guidance
     would, if allowed, mark a sharp departure from the policy of state         
     determination that is a cornerstone of the CWA.  While the sparse          
     legislative history for the GLCPA indicates that Congress wanted less      
     disparity among the Great Lakes states' water quality programs, it would be
     illogical to assume that Congress intended -- without significant          
     discussion or debate -- to dramatically shift the federal-state balance in 
     promulgation water quality standards that has been in force since the      
     adoption of the Act in 1972.  Indeed, there is language in the limited     
     legislative history of the GLCPA to indicate no such shift in policy was   
     intended.  In particular, the House Public Works Committee noted in its    
     report that "States will continue to have a reasonable degree of           
     flexibility in developing water quality standards, consistent with the     
     requirements of section 303 of the Federal Water Pollution Control Act."   
     H. Rep. No. 740, 101st Cong., 2nd Sess. 8 (1990).                          
                                                                                
     Moreover, EPA's interpretation of "consistent with" is an illogical        
     interpretation of the statutory language.  If Congress intended that states
     could only deviate from EPAs Guidance in the direction of more stringent   
     standards, it could have easily written that states must adopt standards   
     "at least as stringent as" the EPA Guidance, or "equal to or more stringent
     than" the EPA Guidance, rather than using the more indeterminate phrase,   
     "consistent with."                                                         
                                                                                
     Accordingly, CMA maintains that EPA's proposed requirement that state      
     programs be equal to or more stringent than EPA's final Guidance is an     
     unlawful usurpation of state prerogatives in the setting of water quality  
     standaards.  States should continue to be allowed to adopt such standards  
     as are necessary to protect the designated uses of water bodies within     
     their borders, "consistent with" the EPA Guidance.                         
                                                                                
     Thus, CMA urges EPA to eliminate the language in the final Guidance which  
     requires states to adopt standards "at least as stringent as" or "equal to 
     or more stringent than" the Guidance and replace it with the phrase        
     "consistent with" the Guidance.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.057     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2656.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional Tier I Criteria Should Only Be Adopted Through Formal Rulemaking
     By Each State, As Provided For In Section 303 Of The CWA                   
                                                                                
     EPA outlines several options for states to add additional Tier I criteria  
     to their water quality standards (50 Fed. Reg. 20836).  [First, EPA        
     proposes to require Great Lakes states to adopt the Tier I criteria into   
     their water quality standards.  States should only be required to adopt a  
     numeric criterion when a pollutant is reasonably expected to interfere with
     a designated use in the state's surface waters.]  [In addition, no         
     standards can be adopted by states without notice and an opportunity for   
     public comment.  Although all of the Great Lakes states agreed to publish  
     for public comment the proposed Tier I numeric criteria in Tables 1 through
     4 of these regulations, there might not be such consensus about future Tier
     I criteria.  Therefore, CMA recommends that states should only be required 
     to amend their regulations to adopt a new Tier I criterion for a pollutant 
     if that pollutant could reasonably be expected to interfere with a         
     designated use in its waters.]                                             
                                                                                
     [Second, EPA suggests that it may add additional Tier I critera and require
     the Great Lakes states to adopt such criteria.  CMA believes this should   
     only be done with proper notice and comment, and with the approval of all  
     the affected states.]                                                      
                                                                                
     [Finally, EPA proposes to require states to use the Tier I methodology to  
     calculate criteria for those pollutants for which Tier I criteria do not   
     exist.  These criteria would then be used for waste load allocations,      
     TMDLs, and water quality-based permit limits.  Requiring states to adopt   
     such criteria without going through formal rulemaking to adopt the criteria
     as water quality standards is both inappropriate and unlawful.             
     Accordingly, CMA recommends that the Guidance be modified to allow states  
     to conduct proper notice and comment on these Tier I criteria.]            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.058     
     
     Through review and approval of State water quality standards under section 
     303 of the CWA, EPA Regions 2, 3, and 5 will work with the States to ensure
     that all Great Lakes States and Tribes maintain a minimum consistent level 
     of protection for aquatic life, human health, and wildlife throughout the  
     Great Lakes System consistent with the methodologies in the final Guidance.
      EPA will also make a special effort to encourage Great Lakes States and   
     Tribes to adopt criteria based on any newly calculated GLI criteria        
     guidance documents in the next triennial review of water quality standards 
     under section 303.  If such efforts are not successful for all States, EPA 
     could evaluate use of section 303(c)(4), if appropriate, to determine that 
     a particular State or Tribe needed new or revised water quality standards  
     reflecting the new criteria, and promulgate Federal criteria if necessary  
     for that State or Tribe to ensure minimum consistent criteria are present  
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     in all States and Tribes.                                                  
                                                                                
     A plan is outlined in section II.C.1 of the SID which will result in an    
     efficient use of resources to develop additional criteria and values where 
     they are most needed.  Furthermore, this approach provides more flexibility
     than the alternative of EPA conducting a rulemaking every time any         
     additional data could support a modification to a criterion in Tables 1    
     through 4.  Finally, the final Guidance retains the existing State and     
     Tribal responsibility to adopt water quality standards as necessary under  
     the CWA without waiting for EPA to develop detailed criteria guidance.  At 
     the same time, however, the involvement of EPA in facilitating the review  
     of data, developing GLI criteria guidance documents as appropriate, in     
     conjunction with continued oversight of the section 303 water quality      
     standards programs will contribute to more consistent criteria in the      
     future throughout the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2656.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .059 is imbedded in comment .058.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, EPA proposes to require Great Lakes states to adopt the Tier I      
     criteria into their water quality standards.  States should only be        
     required to adopt a numeric criterion when a pollutant is reasonably       
     expected to interfere with a designated use in the state's surface waters. 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.059     
     
     EPA carefully considered this and other comments that would make adoption  
     of the Tier I criteria in Tables 1 through 4 optional, or only required    
     when a pollutant is reasonably expected to interfere with a designated use.
      EPA decided to retain the provision that States and Tribes must adopt     
     numeric criteria for those pollutants consistent with these criteria,      
     taking into account appropriate site-specific modifications, for the       
     reasons in section II.C.1 of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2656.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .060 is imbedded in comment .058                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, no standards can be adopted by states without notice and an   
     opportunity for public comment. Although all of the Great Lakes states     
     agreed to publish for public comment the proposed Tier I numeric criteria  
     in Tables 1 through 4 of these regulations, there might not be such        
     consensus about future Tier I criteria.  Therefore, CMA recommends that    
     states should only be required to amend their regulations to adopt a new   
     Tier I criterion for a pollutant if that pollutant could reasonably be     
     expected to interfere with a designated use in its waters.                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.060     
     
     See response to comment P2656.058.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2656.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .061 is imbedded in comment .058.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA suggests that it may add additional Tier I criteria and require
     the Great Lakes states to adopt such criteria.  CMA believes this should   
     only be done with proper notice and comment, and with the approval of all  
     the affected states.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.061     
     
     See response to comment P2585.058.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2656.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .062 is imbedded in comment .058.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, EPA proposes to require states to use the Tier I methodology to   
     calculate criteria for those pollutants for which Tier I criteria do not   
     exist.  These criteria would then be used for waste load allocations, TMDLs
     and water quality-based permit limits.  Requiring states to adopt such     
     criteria without going through formal rulemaking to adopt the criteria as  
     water quality standards is both inappropriate and unlawful.  Accordingly,  
     CMA recommends that the Guidance be modified to allow states to conduct    
     proper notice and comment on these Tier I criteria.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.062     
     
     See response to comment P2656.058.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2656.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To the Extent That the Proposed Guidance Is Not Based Upon Sound Scientific
     Data and Principles, It Is Arbitrary and Capricious, and Unlawful          
                                                                                
     [The Administrative Procedure Act requires agencies to engage in reasoned  
     decision-making.  See 5 U.S.C. Section 706; see also Motor Vehicle Mfrs.   
     Assn. v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29 (1983).  Courts
     have held that agency action that is based on bad science, or inadequate   
     data, is arbitrary and capricious, and unlawful. See, e.g., National       
     Resources Defense Council, Inc. v. NRC, 547 F.2d 633 (D.C. Cir. 1976),     
     rev'd on other grounds sub nom Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v.       
     Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 435 U.S. 519 (1978).  Judged      
     against these well-settled legal principles, the proposed Great Lakes      
     Guidance fails to pass muster in a number of respects.]                    
                                                                                
     [Numerous aspects of the Guidance are based upon bad science or inadequate 
     data.  Perhaps the prime example of the proposal's reliance on unsound     
     science is the requirement that states develop and rely upon Tier II       
     values.  The reason why these are "values" and not "criteria" is that EPA  
     admittedly lacks adequate data to establish lawful water quality criteria. 
     Yet, the EPA proposal would require states to use these values as if they  
     were criteria to determine whether permit limits are needed and to         
     calculate those limits.  Facilities will then be required to spend millions
     of dollars to comply with these limits.  If the available data are         
     inadequate to derive water quality criteria, then by definition they are   
     also inadequate to be used in a command-and-control program to develop     
     enforceable discharge limits.]                                             
                                                                                
     [EPA's proposed wildlife criteria are also flawed, for much the same       
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     reason.  In particular, the data that EPA proposes to use to derive thse   
     criteria is so scant that the resulting numbers are simply unreliable.     
     While CMA appreciates EPA's eagerness to develop criteria to protect       
     wildlife, the development of such criteria cannot get ahead of scientific  
     knowledge in the area.  Therefore we believe that EPA should refrain from  
     publishing Tier I wildlife criteria and a Tier II methodology for          
     developing such criteria until there are adequate data from which to derive
     scientifically-supported criteria.]                                        
                                                                                
     [The methodology that EPA has proposed for determining which pollutants are
     BCCs similarly lacks a sound scientific basis.  As discussed more fully    
     later in these comments, the proposed methodology, which depends heavily on
     laboratory and chemical structure data, contains so much uncertainty that  
     it cannot reliably be used to identify BCCs.  Also, EPA has not provided   
     adequate data to support its choice of food chain multipliers that are used
     to calculate bioaccumulation factors (BAFs).]                              
                                                                                
     [Finally, there is no scientific foundation whatsoever for EPA's list of   
     "potential" BCCs.  The apparent reason for the listing is that EPA lacks   
     confidence in the bioaccumulation factors it calculated for those          
     pollutants because they metabolize quickly or are not persistent.  We agree
     with EPA that the data do not support listing these pollutants as BCCs.    
     But the outcome of this analysis should be no listing of these pollutants, 
     not a listing which suggests a possibility that is unsupported by          
     scientific data.  Therefore, CMA recommends that the EPA eliminate the     
     potential BCC list from the final rule.]                                   
                                                                                
     Throughout these comments, CMA discusses in more detail these and other    
     areas where the Agency has relied on unsound or inadequate science.  In    
     order for the Guidance to be accepted by the scientific community and to be
     acceptable legally, EPA must ensure that the Guidance rests on sound       
     science.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.063     
     
     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2656.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .064 is imbedded in comment .063                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Administrative Procedure Act requires agencies to engage in reasoned   
     decision-making.  See 5 U.S.C. Section 706; see also Motor Vehicle Mfrs.   
     Assn. v. State Farm Mutual Automobile Ins. Co., 463 U.S. 29 (1983).  Courts
     have held that agency action that is based on bad science, or inadequate   
     data, is arbitrary and capricious, and unlawful.  See, e.g., National      
     Resources Defense Council, Inc., v. NRC, 547 F.2d 633 (D.C. Cir. 1976),    
     rev'd on other grounds sub nom Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v.       
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     Natural Resources Defense Council, Inc., 435 U.S. 519 (1978).  Judged      
     against these well-settled legal principles, the proposed Great Lakes      
     Guidance fails to pass muster in a number of respects.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.064     
     
     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .065 is imbedded in comment .063.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Numerous aspects of the Guidance are based upon bad science or inadequate  
     data.  Perhaps the prime example of the proposals's reliance on unsound    
     science is the requirement that states develop and rely upon Tier II       
     values.  The reason why these are "values" and not "criteria" is that EPA  
     admittedly lacks adequate data to establish lawful water quality criteria. 
     Yet, the EPA proposal would require states to use these values as if they  
     were criteria to determine whether permit limits are needed and to         
     calculate those limits.  Facilities will then be required to spend millions
     of dollars to comply with these limits.  If the available data are         
     inadequate to derive water quality criteria, then by definition they are   
     also inadequate to be used in a command-and-control program to develop     
     enforceable discharge limits.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.065     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2656.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .066 is imbedded in comment .063.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA's proposed wildlife criteria are also flawed, for much the same reason.
     In particular, the data that EPA proposes to use to derive these criteria  
     is so scant that the resulting numbers are simply unreliable.  While CMA   
     appreciates EPA's eagerness to develop criteria to protect wildlife, the   
     development of such criteria cannot get ahead of scientific knowledge in   
     the area.  Therefore we believe that EPA should refrain from publishing    
     Tier I wildlife criteria and a Tier II methodology for developing such     
     criteria until there are adequate data from which to derive                
     scientifically-supported criteria.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.066     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035, P2574.042, and D2860.079 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .067 is imbedded in comment .063.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The methodology that EPA has proposed for determining which pollutants are 
     BCCs similarly lacks a sound scientific basis.  As discussed more fully    
     later in these comments, the proposed methodology, which depends heavily on
     laboratory and chemical structure data, contains so much uncertainty that  
     it cannot reliably be used to identify BCCs.  Also, EPA has not provided   
     adequate data to support its choice of food chain multipliers that are used
     to calculate bioaccumulation factors (BAFs).                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.067     
     
     See response to: G1738.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .068 is imbedded in comment .063.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Finally, there is no scientific foundation whatsoever for EPA's list of    
     "potential" BCCs.  The apparent reason for the listing is that EPA lacks   
     confidence in the bioaccumulation factors it calculated for those          
     pollutants because they metabolize quickly or are not persistent.  We agree
     with EPA that the data do not support listing these pollutants as BCCs.    
     But the outcome of this analysis should be no listing of these pollutants, 
     not a listing which suggests a possibility that is unsupported by          
     scientific data.  Therefore, CMA recommends that EPA eliminate the         
     potential BCC list from the final rule.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.068     
     
     EPA agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants    
     proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate. EPA has deleted the   
     list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in  
     section II.C.9 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2656.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Guidance Is Not Appropriate For Nationally-Applicable Water   
     Quality Standards And Implementation Procedures                            
                                                                                
     EPA requests comments on whether any elements of the proposed regulations  
     should be incorporated in revisions to 40 CFR parts 122-124, 130, and 131, 
     or whether it should issue national guidance based on some of the Guidance 
     provisions (58 Fed. Reg. 20848).                                           
                                                                                
     CMA strongly believes that none of the elements of the proposed Guidance   
     should be the basis for water quality programs outside of the Great Lakes  
     basin and, thus, urges the Agency not to consider including any of the     
     provisions of the Guidance in the national program.                        
                                                                                
     Throughout the preamble, EPA justifies these regulations on the basis of   
     the "unique" characteristics of the Great Lakes.  Indeed, the Agency spends
     18 pages of the preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20806-23) discussing how the Great  
     Lakes are different from other water bodies.  The Agency focuses           
     significantly on the estimated hydraulic residence times in the lakes,     
     which range from 2.7 to 173 years (58 Fed. Reg. 20808).  The Agency states 
     that these long retention times make the Great Lakes pollutant traps.  The 
     Agency thus concludes that extremely restrictive regulations on persistent 
     toxic pollutants are required to prevent accumulation of such pollutants to
     concentrations that could effect human health and the environment.         
                                                                                
     While making no judgement on the validity of EPA's justification, it is    
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     apparent that the Great Lakes are significantly different from most other  
     U.S. waters.  CMA believes that regulations crafted to address these unique
     characteristics are not appropriate as National guidance or regulations.   
                                                                                
     Moreover, the proposed Guidance is unsuitable for use as a basis for       
     national guidance or rules because only the Great Lakes states and EPA     
     regions in the area provided input to the development of the draft         
     Guidance.  The Guidance was created in response to the 1972 Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Agreement, as amended in 1987, between the United States and 
     Canada and was authorized by Section 118(c)(7)(C) of the Clean Water Act.  
     Also, the Governors of the 8 Great Lakes states entered into an agreement  
     that committed the states to managing the Great Lakes as an integrated     
     ecosystem (58 Fed. Reg. 20839).  As a result, there has been no input to   
     this initiative by any non-Great Lakes state.  CMA maintains that changes  
     in the national water quality standards program should not be made without 
     input from all states representing the full range of hydrologic and        
     hydraulic conditions in U.S. waters.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.069     
     
     Response to: P2656.069                                                     
                                                                                
     See response to: P2582.010Response to: P2656.069                           
                                                                                
     See response to: P2629.023.                                                
                                                                                
     Also, EPA agrees that any extension of provisions in the Guidance          
     to other parts of the country should involve participation and             
     comment from States, Tribes, and other members of the public and           
     regulated community in the affected areas.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA is opposed to the proposed development of de facto numerical water     
     quality criteria in the absence of adequate scientific data, even if such  
     criteria are characterized as "Tier II values" rather than water quality   
     criteria. The following comments address CMA's major concerns with the     
     proposed Tier II approach.  These concerns include:  the scientific        
     soundness of the concept; the impracticality and inequity of requiring     
     individual dischargers to develop Tier I criteria; the inabilty to revise  
     permit limits based on Tier II values due to the antibacksliding policy;   
     and the inconsistencies among state criteria that this approach will       
     foster.                                                                    
                                                                                
     CMA strongly believes there are practical alternatives to the Tier II      
     numeric criteria that are as protective or more protective of surface water
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     uses than the proposed Tier II approach.  CMA recommends that whole        
     effluent toxicity (WET) testing and bioconcentration testing of individual 
     effluents be used instead of basing permit limits on Tier II values.       
     However, CMA only endorses the use of these tests when there is a          
     reasonable potential for toxic or bioaccumulative pollutants to be present 
     in the effluents, and these pollutants are attributable to the activities  
     of the discharger.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.070     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Tier II Approach Is Fundamentally Flawed, Values That Are Not 
     Based Upon Adequate Scientific Data Should Not Be Used To Establish        
     Enforceable Permit Requirements                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.071     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Originally coded as .073, this comment is entered as .072 to 
accommodate   
          the fact that there are two .075's and no .072.                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Science Advisory Board Has Expressed Numerous Reservations About The   
     Tier II Approach                                                           
                                                                                

Page 8725



$T044618.TXT
     As EPA acknowledges in the preamble to the proposed rule, the Science      
     Advisory Board (SAB) has expressed reservations about the use of minimal   
     data (as little as one aquatic toxicity test) to calculate Tier II values  
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20855).  Yet, EPA has not properly addressed the SAB's       
     concerns and recommendations and has proposed the Tier II methodology      
     exactly as it was developed by the GLWQI Steering Committee.  In           
     particular, the SAB states in its report that:                             
                                                                                
     "The Subcommittee is concerned that the minimal data base of one species   
     acute test is inadequate." (p.14, SAB)                                     
                                                                                
     "Another important consideration is the effect that the characteristics of 
     the water can have on toxicity.  In the case of metals, softer water makes 
     the chemical more toxic and turbidity mitigates the toxicity of lipophilic 
     organic chemicals.  These matters are not easy to include in a regulatory  
     program.  However, the Subcommittee challenges the Agency to make better   
     use of current science.  Defaulting to the statistical derived estimates   
     with limited consideration for the complexity of water quality factors may 
     not be serving the best interest of water quality." (p. 14, SAB).          
                                                                                
     The SAB also advised against using the Tier II values as permit limits,    
     stating in its report that:                                                
                                                                                
     "The Subcommittee endorses the original intent of using Tier II numbers to 
     identify those contaminants of concern which need additional toxicity data.
     However, the Subcommittee is concerned that the Tier II values might be    
     adopted as regulatory limits for point source dischargers.  The Tier II    
     numbers were designed to be overprotective in the arbitrary choices of     
     percentage distributions from the original data set.  These numbers should 
     only be used as interim narrative standards not as numeric limits." (p. 12,
     SAB).                                                                      
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the very clear advice of its own SAB, EPA has proposed the 
     Tier II methodology to derive numeric values which will then be used to set
     regulatory limits for point source discharges.  CMA maintains that the EPA 
     has not offered adequate scientific rationale to justify calculating water 
     quality-based permit limits using Tier II values which the Agency          
     recognizes are not based on sound data.                                    
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the use of Tier II values as proposed is wholly          
     unjustified and unlawful.  Values that are not based upon adequate         
     scientific data simply cannot be used to establish enforceable permit      
     requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.072     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2656.072a
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This comment number was skipped, but duplicate usage of 
comment # .075     
          requires using it after all.  This "place holding" record is not a 
comment,
          and its usefulness as a place holder is questionable, as well.            

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2656.072a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Originally coded as .074, this comment is entered as .073 to 
accommodate   
          the fact that there are two .075s and zero .072s on the original document.

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Stated Rationales Do Not Provide Adequate Justification For Tier II  
     Values                                                                     
                                                                                
     CMA notes that EPA offers the following rationale for Tier II methodology  
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20854):  the "desire" of the Steering Committee to have a    
     common mechanism for translating narrative toxicity criteria to numerical  
     limits to use to assure consistency among the Great Lakes states; and to   
     give dischargers an "incentive" to develop data that would permit EPA to   
     develop a Tier I criterion.                                                
                                                                                
     As noted above, EPA has offered several rationales for Tier II values.     
     These include a need for consistency among states and the difficulty of    
     developing Tier I criteria.  CMA believes that neither of the Agency's     
     rationales justify developing water quality "values" based on inadequate   
     data, and then using these values to set permit limits.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.073     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This comment was coded as .075 on the original document.  
However, since   
          .072 was skipped and .075 was duplicated, it falls out as .074 from the   

          summary sheet.                                                            

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Tier II Methodology Is A Prescription For Inconsistency Among 
     States                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA apparently believes that the Tier II values will ensure consistency    
     among the Great Lakes states (58 Fed. Reg. 20854).  In fact, however, the  
     Tier II approach may have precisely the opposite effect. [Section 132.4(c),
     58 Fed. Reg. 21013)].  For pollutants that are discharged by sources in    
     more than one state, there is no mechanism in the proposed rule to ensure  
     that each state will use the same data base to develop a Tier II value, or 
     interpret the data in the same way.  Furthermore, EPA's proposal to        
     annually publish Tier II values will not promote consistency among states, 
     because the publication will occur only after the fact, and several states 
     may be developing Tier II values simultaneously (Section XVIII, Appendix A,
     58 Fed. Reg. 21022).                                                       
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the only way EPA can ensure that Great Lakes states adopt
     consistent Tier II values is to specify the data base that they must use   
     for each and every potential Tier II pollutant.  This will require EPA and 
     the Great Lakes states to cooperate in developing the necessary data base  
     for each and every Tier II pollutant, as they did for the Tier I criteria  
     that are proposed in this rule.  This will add another layer of bureaucracy
     to the criteria development process and will slow the development of Tier  
     II values to a crawl.  If there is no such coordination, however, a lack of
     consistency among Tier II values in various states is guaranteed, and the  
     fundamental justification for the Tier II values will be lost.  Rather than
     promoting consistency among the states., the Tier II values concept ensures
     that inconsistency will continue into the future.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.074     
     
     See response to comments D2741.076 and D2827.062.                          
                                                                                
     Also, EPA does not agree that the Guidance will lead to inconsistency.  On 
     the contrary, adoption of Tier II provisions consistent with the Guidance  
     will ensure that all Great Lakes States and Tribes will use similar methods
     in a systematic way to implement narrative criteria.  Currently the States 
     are generally using different methods applied on a case-by-case basis.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Developing The Required Data To Establish Tier I Criteria For Chemicals    
     With Tier II Values May Be Impractical And Economically Prohibitive        
                                                                                
     The Tier II values appraoch is intended to encourage dischargers to develop
     a complete Tier I data base for pollutants which insufficient dat exit to  
     derive a Tier I criteria (58 Fed. Reg. 20837).  For small businesses, the  
     cost of obtaining such data may be prohibitive.  The estimated costs of    
     developing a complete data base to calculate Tier I aquatic life criteria  
     for a single chemical are as high as $100,000 (p. 13, SAB).  Even the use  
     of the short term chronic tests, as recommended by the SAB, would cost     
     $5,000 for two matrices and two aquatic organisms and these tests would not
     be sufficient to calculate a Tier I criterion.  Because the tests are much 
     longer and more expensive for a wildlife or human health criterion, the    
     cost would be substantially greater than $100,000 per pollutant.           
                                                                                
     Even for large companies, testing aquatic organisms in the 8 families      
     required to develop a Tier I aquatic life criterion and developing         
     scientifically-supported acute-chronic ratios may be difficult as well as  
     costly.  Culturing indigenous aquatic species in 8 families, in sufficient 
     number to conduct multiple toxicity tests, is difficult, indeed, most      
     commercial laboratories are not capable of performing these tests.  For    
     this reason, much of the aquatic toxicity data that are available have been
     developed in university and EPA research laboratories.  It will be         
     difficult for dischargers to develop the data for additional pollutants, at
     least in the amount of time that compliance schedules will typically       
     provide under the rule.                                                    
                                                                                
     The animal data that are needed to develop Tier I criteria for human health
     and/or wildlife protection require even longer duration, more expensive    
     studies.  Such studies, which must be conducted at experienced toxicology  
     laboratories operated by universities, government, or commercial           
     enterprises will be beyond the means of all but the largest dischargers.   
                                                                                
     Accordingly, while the Tier II approach might provide an incentive for     
     dischargers to develop the data needed for Tier I criteria, as a practical 
     matter such criteria will not be developed in many instances.  As a result,
     facilities will be required to comply with overly stringent limits based on
     extremely conservative Tier II values.                                     
                                                                                
     EPA's proposed Tier II approach which states will use to develop numeric   
     values and numeric permit limits for specific substances will result in the
     expenditure of large sums of money to comply with limits that may not be   
     necessary or may be overly stringent.  CMA maintains that there are other, 
     proven, scientifically-supported mechanisms to ensure the protection of    
     water quality when there are inadequate data to develop valid water quality
     criteria.  Accordingly, CMA recommends that the proposed Tier II approach  
     should not be adopted and that proven methods such as WET testing be       
     utilized instead.                                                          
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     Response to: P2656.075     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.076
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Urges The Agency To Rely Upon WET And Other Proven Analytical Methods, 
     As Opposed To Adopting The Flawed Tier II Approach                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.076     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment coded as .078 on original document                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA strongly supports the SAB's conclusions and recommendations and is     
     concerned that the proposed Tier II approach does not take into account the
     scientific reservations raised by the SAB.  We believe that the EPA has not
     adequately justified the Tier II methodology for calculating Tier II       
     values, which in practice will be used as numeric water quality criteria,  
     with data bases that do not meet even the most minimal requirements of     
     completeness.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.077     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2656.077a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2656.077a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment coded as .079 on original document                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no scientific justification for the Tier II value approach        
     proposed by EPA, since there are a number of proven analytical tools       
     available to EPA to address toxic pollutants that have no Tier I criteria. 
     These include WET testing, effluent and chemical-specific bioconcentration 
     testing, and fish tissue residue studies of receiving waters.              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.078     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment coded as .080 on original document                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As explained above, the Tier II approach will fail to ensure consistency   
     among states and to provide consistent protection of wildlife and human    
     health.  In contrast, the use of WET testing and permit limits, as         
     necessary, to control pollutants without Tier I criteria does not suffer   
     from this limitation.  Rather consistency among the states is guaranteed if
     the WET methodology proposed in the Guidance is used to acheive compliance 
     with narrative toxicity criteria.                                          
                                                                                
     CMA urges the EPA not to adopt the Tier II concept in the final rule, and  
     instead rely upon the WET testing methods to control those pollutants for  
     which there are inadequate scientific data to establish numeric criteria.  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.079     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2656.080
     Cross Ref 1: ÿ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WET Testing Alone Is Sufficient To Control Toxic Substances For Which      
     Inadequate Scientific Data Are Available                                   
                                                                                
     EPA requests comment on whether limits based upon both Tier II values and  
     WET testing are necessary, or whether WET testing alone is sufficient to   
     control toxic substances for which inadequate scientific data are available
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20854).  CMA strongly believes that WET testing alone is the 
     only scientifically-supportable method currently available to regulate     
     potentially toxic substances for which inadequate toxicity data are        
     available to establish scientifically sound numeric criteria to protect    
     aquatic life.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA and the states have a great deal of experience using WET testing of    
     effluents to identify and control effluent aquatic toxicity.  Indeed, EPA  
     has promoted the WET methods as a primary mechanism for ensuring national  
     consistency in permitting and enforcement of water quality-based controls  
     (1989 memorandum from R. Hamner, Office of Water, to EPA Regional          
     Administrators, Appendix B, TSD).  As a result, most major industrial and  
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     municipal dischargers throughout the nation have been required to test     
     their effluents for toxicity.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.080     
     
     EPA disagrees that the Tier II aquatic life values are not necessary to    
     inplement the free-from toxic narrative provisions in State and Tribal     
     water                                                                      
     quality standards.  Please see the Aquatic Life section of the Supplemental
     Information Document.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2656.081
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WET Testing Is At Least As Protective As A Tier II Value For The Protection
     Of Aquatic Life                                                            
                                                                                
     For aquatic life protection, the WET test is at least as protective as a   
     Tier II value calculated with the minimum required data, because the       
     typical application of the WET protocols requires chronic tests with two   
     species from different families, one of which is a daphnid.  This provides 
     twice as much data as the minimum data requirement for a Tier II value for 
     aquatic life (a Ceriodaphnid and a fish versus one daphnid species).  In   
     fact., the most widely requiered chronic toxicity test, which uses neonatal
     Ceriodaphnia dubia and evaluates both survival and reproduction, also uses 
     more sensitive toxicity endpoints (chronic survival, growth and            
     reproduction) than the tests required for Tier II values. (Weber, C.I.,    
     et.al., Short-term Methods for Estimating the Chronic Toxicity of Effluents
     and Receiving Waters to Freshwater Organisms, 2d edition.                  
     EPA/600/4-89-001).  As a result, this test is a much more sensitive measure
     of potential aquatic toxicity than is the acute toxicity test data that    
     EPA's methodology requires states to use to develop Tier II values.        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.081     
     
     See the Aquatic Life section of the Supplemental Information Document for a
     discussion of why WET testing alone is insufficient to protect aquatic life
     from the effects of individual pollutants when insufficient data exists to 
     develop Tier I criteria for those pollutants.  See also the response to    
     comment P2656.082.                                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2656.082
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since WET Testing Will Provide Ample Protection For Aquatic Life, There Is 
     No Need To Also Impose Tier II Based Permit Limits                         
                                                                                
     Procedure 6 of Appendix F of the Guidance requires Great Lakes states to   
     include WET testing in point source permits if there is reason to believe  
     that the potential for aquatic toxicity exists (58 Fed Reg. 21042).  Thus, 
     a mechanism to ensure that each state's narrative toxicity standard for    
     aquatic life is achieved, and to ensure that there is consistency among    
     states, is provided in the proposed rule.  The numeric Tier II values have 
     no added environmental benefit.                                            
                                                                                
     By requiring both WET testing and limits on based on Tier II values the    
     Agency seems to be rejecting its previous justification for the WET        
     methodology, namely that the methodology can accurately identify toxicity  
     due to pollutants that are not regulated by numeric water quality criteria 
     and can identify synergistic toxicity when multiple toxicants are present. 
     Yet, no data suggest that EPAs reliance on WET testing was ill-founded.    
     Accordingly, the WET methodology provided in Procedure 6 of Appendix F of  
     the proposed rule will provide ample protection to aquatic life, and there 
     is no need for the imposition of the Tier II-based permit limits as well.  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.082     
     
     See the Aquatic Life section of the Supplemental Information Document for a
     discussion of why WET testing alone is insufficient to protect aquatic life
     from the effects of individual pollutants when insufficient data exists to 
     develop Tier I criteria for those pollutants.  See also the response to    
     comment P2656.082.                                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Existing, Proven Methods Provide Greater Reliability And Consistency   
     Than Tier II Values                                                        
                                                                                
     CMA asserts that consistency is already achieved by (1) using whole        
     effluent toxicity (WET) tests in all permits, (2) requiring toxicity       
     reduction evaluations (TREs) when aquatic toxicity is demonstrated, and (3)
     implementing toxicity controls to eliminate any toxicity that is present.  
     All of the Great Lakes states, and in fact all states, have used these     
     methods for a number of years.  Whole effluent test methods are also       
     available to identify bioaccumulative substances and to identify and       
     control such substances in effluents (EPA, An SAB Report:  Evaluation of   
     the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, EPA-SAB-EPED/   
     DWC-93-005, December, 1992, page 17)(SAB).                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.083     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.084
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Can Insure Consistent Protection Of Wildlife And Human Health With     
     Existing Methodologies Without Relying On Unreliable Tier II Values        
                                                                                
     EPA has ample tools available to ensure consistent protection of human     
     health and wildlife.  Accordingly, CMA recommends that EPA utilize these   
     tools and not rely on Tier II values.                                      
                                                                                
     In particular, human health and wildlife populations can be protected by a 
     combination of whole effluent bioconcentration tests and testing of exposed
     aquatic life populations.  We suggest that these approaches should serve as
     the basis for determining when numeric standards are required for a        
     pollutant for which no Tier I criteria can be calculated.                  
                                                                                
     For example, an in situ fish or mussel bioaccumulation test (e.g., ASTM    
     Method E 1022-84) can be used to test effluents having the potential to    
     discharge bioaccumulative chemicals.  This method exposes aquatic organisms
     to a mixture of receiving water and effluents for 28 days.  The organisms  
     are then sacrificed and their tissues are chemically analyzed to measure   
     directly the residues of bioconcentrated substances.  This in situ effluent
     testing approach bypasses the need to estimate bioaccumulation factors from
     structure-activity relationships and/or octanol:water partitioning         
     coefficients, both of which are demonstrated to have uncertainties of one  
     to three orders of magnitude.  In addition, CMA suggests that an           
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     alternative approach for identifying the bioconcentration potential of     
     substances in an effluent is to suspend caged organisms in the receiving   
     water at the edge of the mixing zone.                                      
                                                                                
     When a bioaccumulative substance is found in an effluent, the discharger   
     should have an opportunity to determine if the discharge is resulting in   
     bioaccumulation in the resident species of the receiving water.  Although  
     EPA's designation of a large number of chemicals as bioaccumulative        
     chemicals of concern (BCCs) and potential BCCs suggests that the           
     bioaccumulation of chemicals to concentrations of concern is a common      
     occurrence, available data indicate otherwise.                             
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that existing methodologies be used to evaluate  
     bioaccumulation on a site-specific basis so that regulatory decisions can  
     be made with the appropriate environmental data.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.084     
     
     See section II.C.2 of the SID for a discussion of the use of whole effluent
     bioconcentration testing.  See section III.C of the SID for a discussion on
     using WET versus Tier II values.  See section IV.B of the SID for a        
     discussion on the bioaccumulation of chemicals.  The final Guidance allows 
     site-specific modifications to BAFs.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Available Methods Exist For The Evaluation Of New Discharges And Chemicals 
                                                                                
     EPA has already published a guidance manual describing field investigations
     for bioaccumulative chemicals (Fish and Shellfish Guidance Manual).  The   
     Agency has also issued National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System     
     (NPDES) permits requiring dischargers of bioaccumulative pollutants to     
     collect and analyze fish and shellfish samples to characterize the spatial 
     distribution and extent of bioaccumulation in resident species.  CMA       
     suggests that this information will provide a much sounder scientific basis
     for establishing a pollutant control strategy than a numeric Tier II value 
     based upon what is acknowledged to be inadequate data.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.085     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

Page 8736



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, available methods exist which are suitable for evaluating the 
     presence and potential toxicity and bioaccumulation potential of new       
     discharges and chemicals.  The WET test and whole effluent bioconcentration
     test procedures can be used to evaluate new chemicals and effluents for    
     possible adverse effects on the aquatic ecosystem, human health and        
     wildlife.  Chemical testing required under the Toxic Substances Control Act
     (TSCA) and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide, and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA) 
     can and should be used to identify newly manufactured chemicals that may   
     bioaccumulate in fish and shell fish so that these new chemicals can be    
     controlled to prevent their introduction into the aquatic ecosystem in     
     harmful quantities.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.086     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.087
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, WET-type testing can identify the toxicity of new or previously 
     untested chemicals to aquatic organisms.  In contrast, Tier II values can  
     only be developed if there are toxicity data already available for a       
     pollutant.  Thus, existing testing methodologies provide the mechanism to  
     identify toxic and/or bioaccumulative chemicals before they are released   
     and, in any event, would have to be performed to generate the data required
     to develop Tier II values for a new pollutant.                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.087     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.088
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Whole Effluent Toxicity Testing Is More Advantageous Than The Tier II      
     Approach                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA states that a chemical-specific Tier II numeric value is preferable to 
     a WET requirement because a Tier II value will enable a discharger to focus
     on a specific pollutant for control (58 Fed. Reg. 20854).  This is not an  
     advantage at all, however, since a discharger with a chemical-specific Tier
     II value-based permit limit will be attempting to reduce a pollutant that  
     may not even be toxic at the concentration discharged; with WET-based      
     controls, a discharger will only have to conduct studies if the effluent is
     demonstrably toxic.                                                        
                                                                                
     Furthermore, EPA has developed the TRE procedure so that dischargers can   
     identify the specific toxicant(s) that result in a WET test failure and can
     then address the specific pollutant by pollution prevention measures, which
     include treatment where necessary (Norberg-King, T.J., et.al., 1991,       
     Methods for Aquatic Toxicity Identification Evaluations:  Phase I Toxicity 
     Characterization Procedures, second edition, EPA/600/6-91/003, Office of   
     Research and Development, Washington, D.C.; Norberg-King, T.J., et.al.,    
     1992, Toxicity Identification Evaluation: Characterization of Chronically  
     Toxic Effluents, Phase I, EPA/600/6-91/005F, Office of Research and        
     Development, Washington, D.C.).  Thus the Tier II value procedure does not 
     provide any advantage over the WET approach, and in fact may require       
     completely unnecessary studies and controls.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.088     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WET And Site-Specific Bioconcentration Tests Are More Cost-Effective Than  
     The Proposed Tier II Approach, And Are Already Being Used Throughout The   
     United States                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA has requested recommendations for less costly approaches to regulate   
     pollutants for which inadequate data exist to derive Tier I criteria (58   
     Fed. Reg. 20837).  CMA recommends that WET testing for aquatic life        
     toxicity protection and effluent bioconcentration tests as well as         
     receiving water aquatic life tissue residue studies for potentially        
     bioaccumulative pollutants should be used.                                 
                                                                                
     As noted above, the WET tests are widely used throughout the U.S. and have 
     been effective in identifying and controlling potentially toxic effluents. 
     Although the implementation of effluent bioconcentration testing and fish  
     tissue residue testing is more recent, there are dischargers that now have 
     such requirements in their NPDES permits and such tests are more than      
     adequate to ensure that water quality and water uses are fully protected.  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.089     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2656.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Also Opposes The Use of Tier II Values Because Anti-backsliding Will   
     Prevent Adjustments To Permit Limits                                       
                                                                                
     EPA argues that "in most cases" the anti-backsliding provisions of the     
     Clean Water Act (CWA) "will not prevent adjustments in limits based on Tier
     II values when less stringent Tier I criteria are subsequently developed.  
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20837)."                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA bases its assertion on two factors:  (1) anti-backsliding does not     
     apply to changes made in an effluent limit prior to its compliance date;   
     and (2) relaxation of water quality-based limits is acceptable if the      
     requirements of CWA Section 303(d)(4) are met.                             
                                                                                
     Neither of these exceptions to the anti-backsliding rule is likely to      
     provide relief to Great Lakes dischargers, however.  [In the first         
     instance, the maximum allowable compliance period in the Guidance is only 3
     years.  As discussed above, conducting aquatic toxicity studies to provide 
     reliable data for the 8 families required to develop a Tier I criterion is 
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     not a routine exercise.  In addition, performing the tests necessary to    
     develop human health or wildlife criteria, is orders of magnitude more     
     difficult.  Thus, it may be difficult or impossible to complete the        
     required toxicity studies and modify the permit limits prior to the        
     effective date.]                                                           
                                                                                
     [Moreover, Sections 303(d)(4)(A) and (B) similarly do not inspire much     
     confidence that a Tier II value-based permit limit, once established, will 
     be rolled back when new data become available.  Section 303(d)(4)(a), which
     applies to water quality-based limits for discharge to waters that are not 
     attaining a water quality standard, allows less stringit permit limits only
     if the existing limit was based on a total maximum daily load (TMDL) or    
     other waste load allocation and attainment of the water quality standard is
     assured by the revised TMDL or waste load allocation.  This provision will 
     not apply to the Tier II-based permit limits unless there has been a       
     determination that the receiving water is not attaining its designated     
     use(s) because of the Tier II pollutant, and the revised limit will assure 
     attainment of the uses.  This situation will rarely, if ever, exist.       
                                                                                
     Specifically, Section 303(d)(4)(B) allows establishment of less restrictive
     water quality-based effluent limits, so long as the revised permit limits  
     are consistent with a state's antidegradation policy, and assures          
     compliance with applicable water quality standards.  The antidegradation   
     provisions of the proposed Guidance are so restrictive, however, that it   
     may be impossible for a discharger to satisfy the antidegradation          
     requirement of Section 303(d)(4)(B).]                                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.090     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2656.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .091 is imbedded in comment .090.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the first instance, the maximum allowable compliance period in the      
     Gouidance is only 3 years.  As discussed above, conduction aquitic toxicity
     studies to provide reliable data for the 8 families required to develop a  
     Tier I criterion is not a routine exercise.  In addition, performing the   
     tests necessary to develop human health or wildlife criteria, is orders of 
     magnitude more difficult.  Thus it may be difficult or impossible to       
     complete the required toxicity studies and modify the permit limits prior  
     to the effective date.                                                     
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     Response to: P2656.091     
     
     See response to D2710.016                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA's experience indicates that the necessary toxicity studies can likely  
     be accomplished in one year.  In addition, the final Guidance provides to  
     permitting authorities the flexibility of up to a five year compliance     
     schedule where warranted.  See also the response to ID P2629.156 and the   
     SID for sections V (Human Health), VI (Wildlife), VIIIF (Whole Effluent    
     Toxicity) and IX (Regulatory Requirements).                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that toxicity studies cannot be completed within the    
     time provided in the Guidance.  The final Guidance provides up to two years
     for completion of studies and calculation of a revised limit where         
     appropriate, and then up to three years additional time to come into       
     compliance with the applicable limit.  EPA's experience indicates that the 
     necessary toxicity studies to develop a Tier II value or to improve the    
     data base available to upgrade a Tier II value or Tier I criterion can     
     likely be accomplished in one year.  See section II.C.3 of the SID and     
     response to P2656.092 for EPA's analysis of anti-backsliding issues.       
                                                                                
     EPA's experience indicates that the necessary toxicity studies can likely  
     be accomplished in one year.  See also the response to ID P2629.156 and the
     SID for sections V (Human Health), VI (Wildlife), VIIIF (Whole Effluent    
     Toxicity) and IX (Regulatory Requirements).                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2656.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .092 is imbedded in comment .090.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, Sections 303(d)(4)(A) and (B) similarly do not inspire much      
     confidence that a Tier II value-based permit limit, once established, will 
     be rolled back when new data become available.  Section 303(d)(4)(A), which
     applies to water quality-based limits for discharge to waters that are not 
     attaining a water quality standard, allows less stringent permit limits    
     only if the existing limit was based on a total maximum daily load (TMDL)  
     or other waste load allocation and attainment of the water quality standard
     is assured by the revised TMDL or waste load allocation.  This provision   
     will not apply to the Tier II-based permit limits unless there has been a  
     determination that the receiving water is not attaining its designated     
     use(s) because of the Tier II pollutant, and the revised limit will assure 
     attainment of the uses.  This situation will rarely, if ever, exist.       
                                                                                
     Specifically, Section 303(d)(4)(B) allows establishment of less restrictive
     water quality-based effluent limits, so long as the revised permit limits  
     are consistent with a state's antidegradation policy, and assures          
     compliance with applicable water quality standards.  The antidegradation   
     provisions of the proposed Guidance are so restrictive, however, that it   
     may be impossible for a discharger to satisfy the antidegradation          
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     requirement of Section 303(d)(4)(B).                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.092     
     
     If future studies (other than those conducted under Procedure 9.C.1-3 of   
     the final Guidance) result in a Tier II value being changed to a less      
     stringent Tier II value or Tier I criterion, after the effective date of a 
     Tier II-based limit, the existing Tier II-based limit may be revised to be 
     less stringent if (a) it complies with sections 402(o)(2) and (3) of the   
     CWA or (b) in non-attainment waters where the existing Tier II limit was   
     based on Procedure 3, the cumulative effect of revised effluent limitation 
     based on Procedure 3 will assure compliance with water quality standards,  
     or (c) in attained waters, the revised effluent limitation complies with   
     the State or Tribes's antidegradation policy and procedures.               
                                                                                
     Also see the SID, Section VII, ("Antidegradation").                        
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that antibacksliding requirements present an            
     insurmountable obstacle to revising limits based on tier II values after   
     their effective date.  As explained in section II.C.3 of the SID, the      
     compliance schedule procedures specifically provide that anti-backsliding  
     requirements do not apply until the compliance date for a particular limit.
                                                                                
     The commenters' concern that section 303(d)(4)(B) would be difficult to    
     satisfy because the antidegradation provisions are so restrictive appears  
     to be based on a misunderstanding about the difficult of complying with    
     antidegradation.  The final Guidance is significantly simpler than the     
     proposal, both in terms of determining when an antidegradation             
     demonstration is required and in terms of what an antidegradation          
     demonstration involves.  See section VII of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     issues involving antidegradation.                                          
                                                                                
     See section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of anti- backsliding      
     issues.                                                                    
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.P2656.092                                
                                                                                
     See Section II ("Regulatory Requirements" of the SID and the corresponding 
     "Response to Comments" document for antidegradation.  EPA's experience,    
     when conducting toxicity tests, has indicated that the necessary toxicity  
     studies can likely be accomplished in one year.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2656.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another important consideration is the public outcry that would accompany  
     any permit limit increase.  The public is unlikely to consider any upward  
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     adjustment of a permit limit as acceptable, even if the scientific evidence
     supports such an adjustment.  Regulatory agencies in such circumstances may
     be more strongly influenced by adverse public reaction than by the         
     scientific merits of the permit change.  Thus, once a numerical water      
     quality-based permit limit is specified for a particular pollutant, it will
     be very difficult as a practical matter for a regulatory agency to revise  
     it upward.  Accordingly, EPA cannot rely on exceptions to the              
     anti-backsliding rules as a mechanism for correcting overly stringent      
     permit limits based on inadequate scientific data.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.093     
     
     EPA believes that, where a permittee presents appropriate scientific       
     justification to revise a Tier II value, the State or Tribe will be able to
     implement applicable exceptions to the antibacksliding requirements.       
     However, given section 510 of the Act, which preserves the State' and      
     Tribes' right to be more stringent under state law, EPA cannot require them
     to revise effluent limitations to be more lenient.  See responses to       
     P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis  
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Cannot Lawfully Require States To Use Tier II Values To Develop        
     Discharge Limits When Those Values Are More Stringent Than Lawfully Adopted
     State Water Quality Standards                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.094     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Guidance, EPA states (58 Fed. Reg. 20856) that the Great Lakes      
     states will be required to derive Tier II values for pollutants of concern 
     and that, whenever a Tier II value is more stringent than a State criterion
     for the same pollutant, then the Tier II value will supersede the criterion
     and will become the basis for deriving permit limits and other control     
     mechanisms. Ignoring lawfully-adopted state criteria in favor of Tier II   
     values, which by definition are based on inadequate data, is arbitrary and 
     capricious, and plainly unlawful. Where state criteria exist, they and they
     alone can be the basis for establishing permit limits and other controls.  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.095     
     
     Also, EPA does not agree that the Tier II approach in the final Guidance is
     arbitrary.  In order to achieve the goal of minimum water quality standards
     and implementation procedures providing a consistent level of protection,  
     EPA believes it is appropriate to provide that WQBELs be based on criteria 
     or values developed from methodologies at least as protective as those in  
     the final Guidance.  This could result in some situations with a WQBEL     
     being based on a methodology consistent with a Guidance Tier II            
     methodology, even where a less stringent State-adopted criterion is in     
     place.  EPA does not believe this will happen frequently. Nevertheless,    
     since EPA believes Tier II values developed under the Guidance             
     methodologies are necessary to protect aquatic life and human health, it   
     would be inconsistent with the CPA requirements to allow WQBELs to be based
     on less-stringent State criteria.                                          
                                                                                
     As additional data become available over time, the situation described in  
     the comment will be less likely to occur, since Tier II values tend to     
     become less stringent as more data are collected, and as enough data become
     available to calculate Tier I criteria. States may adopt those criteria    
     into their water quality standards.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         It is a fundamental legal principle that governmental authorities are  
     required to follow their own regulations. See, e.g., U.S. v. Nixon, 418    
     U.S. 683 (1974); U.S. Lines, Inc. v. Federal Maritime Comm'n, 584 F.2d 519 
     (D.C. Cir. 1978); Panhandle Eastern Pipeline Co, v. FERC, 613 F.2d 1120    
     (D.C. Cir. 1979), cert. denied, 449 U.S. 889 (1980). Thus, states cannot   
     lawfully ignore their own water quality standards, and use Tier II values  
     to develop permit limits and other control mechanisms. If a state believes 
     that a water quality standard is no longer appropriate, then it must follow
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     state notice-and-comment procedures to modify the standard. Moreover, any  
     such modification must be based on adequate scientific data in order to    
     withstand a challenge that it is arbitrary and capricious.                 
         Because EPA's attempt to require states to ignore lawfully adopted, and
     EPA-approved standards in favor of Tier II values is unlawful, CMA urges   
     the EPA abandon the Tier II concept. In its place, CMA strongly recommends 
     that EPA should instead rely on other regulatory tools, such as whole      
     effluent toxicity testing, to regulate the discharge of those pollutants   
     for which inadequate data exist to establish valid water quality standards.
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.096     
     
     Also, EPA does not agree that a State cannot develop WQBELs based on values
     generated by a Tier II methodology consistent with the final Guidance that 
     are more stringent than water quality criteria adopted previously by the   
     State.  The CPA requires EPA to publish Guidance defining minimum water    
     quality standards and implementation procedures for the Great Lakes System.
      It is reasonable to assume that the Congress envisioned at least some     
     situations where this would result in a State needing to issue more        
     stringent WQBELs to be as protective as the final Guidance. EPA believes   
     the Tier II methodologies are necessary and appropriate to protect the     
     Great Lakes System.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         The Guidance Should Identify BCCs By Using Measured Concentrations Of  
       Pollutants In The Tissues Of Aquatic Life From The Great Lakes System    
                                                                                
         CMA recommends that a BCC should be identified as a chemical that has  
     been shown to bioaccumulate to fish tissue concentrations that exceed the  
     appropriate allowable human exposure rate. The same approach should be used
     to identify BCCs based on properly calculated wildlife exposure rates.     
     Measured fish tissue concentrations are better indicators of BCCs because  
     they, by definition, include the effects of persistence, trophic level     
     multiplication, and metabolism of chemicals.                               
         For chemicals with measured fish tissue concentrations of concern, it  
     is also possible that field-measured bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) will be
     available. These BAFs can be used to estimate total maximum daily loads    
     (TMDLs) / waste load allocations (WLAs) for the BCCs. In the event that    
     field BAFs are not available, measured bioconcentration factors (BCFs)     
     should be used to calculate the necessary TMDLs/WLAs.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.097     
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     See response to: P2656.011                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         CMA Believes That A Scientifically Sound Approach To Identify Chemicals
         Of Concern Is to Use Measured Edible Fish Tissue Concentrations        
                                                                                
         Although it may seem contradictory to identify the BCCs with measured  
     edible tissue concentrations, and then regulate their discharge by using   
     BAFs, CMA believes that this is a much more scientifically sound approach  
     than that proposed by EPA. By using tissue concentrations to identify      
     substances that bioaccumulate to concentrations of concern, the uncertainty
     in the BAF estimation method is not a factor in the identification of BCCs.
     Use of the BAF to regulate the discharge of identified BCCs will then be   
     protective, since the BAFs are inherently conservative because of the      
     assumptions made in their estimation.                                      
         One concern with this approach could be that new substances which could
     cause a future problem will not be identified until a problem exists.      
     While, this is a valid concern, it can be addressed by requiring           
     bioconcentration tests of the new substance. Moreover, this concern does   
     not exist for the substances on the Guidance list of Pollutants of Initial 
     Focus (Table 6, 58 Fed. Reg. 21015), because all of these substances have  
     been discharged for a number of years. Thus, if bioaccumulation is a       
     problem, it will be reflected in the existing fish tissue data base. In    
     fact, many of the potential BCC candidates were discharged in much larger  
     quantities prior to adoption of the Clean Water Act than they are now; some
     are now banned. For these compounds, if problems do not exist today it is  
     unlikely that they will occur in the future.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.098     
     
     See response to: P2656.011.  In addition, EPA does not believe that testing
     for bioconcentration, as opposed to bioaccumulation, is the appropriate    
     measure for determining chemicals requiring special BCC provisions.  See   
     sections II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.        
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
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     Comment ID: P2656.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         CMA Notes That There Are Numerous Available Sources Of Data On Fish    
     Tissue Residue Concentrations                                              
                                                                                
         A considerable amount of fish tissue data for potentially toxic        
     pollutants has been accumulated for the Great Lakes and its tributaries.   
     For example, EPA's recently issued National Study of Chemical Residues in  
     Fish (EPA 823-R-92-008a and b) included over 40 sampling sites in the Great
     Lakes and their tributaries. This data base, which is the best recent      
     source of information which could be use in identifying BCCs, is a much    
     more valid basis to identify BCCs than using calculated BAFs. In addition  
     to this study, EPA, the states, and other governmental and private         
     organizations have collected aquatic life tissue data from the Great Lakes 
     and their tributaries. CMA suggests that these data should be used as the  
     basis for identifying BCCs, instead of the proposed approach which uses a  
     single a BAF alone to select a BCC.                                        
                                                                                
          These data show (see Table 6-6, EPA 823-R-92-008a and b) that even    
     using EPA's conservative Risk Assessment method, only 4 pollutants or      
     pollutant groups that are identified as potential carcinogens bioaccumulate
     to tissue concentrations that present a human health risk level of greater 
     than 10(exp-5) at fish consumption rates of 30 gm/day, which is twice the  
     consumption rate used by the Guidance. These four pollutants or pollutant  
     groups are: PCBs, DDE, combined chlordane, and dieldrin                    
     (2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin and other polychlorinated dioxins and 
     furans were not considered in EPA's analysis). In addition, EPA identified 
     only three pollutants/pollutant groups among the noncarcinogenic chemicals 
     that had a hazard index greater then 1.0 (representing a risk to human     
     health), and this occurred in fish collected only at a few sites. These    
     chemicals are PCBs, mirex, and combined chlordane (note that these         
     chemicals are also suspected carcinogens). The estimated human health risk 
     for other noncarcinogenic chemicals, based on fish tissue concentrations,  
     was low.                                                                   
         In the case of mercury, for example, at the highest measured fish      
     tissue concentration the hazard index was less that 0.2 at a fish          
     consuption rate of 30 g/day. This is in spite of the fact that the national
     study focused on sites that were expected to have high pollutant           
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.099     
     
     See response to: P2656.011.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2656.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Only Field Derived BAFs Are Acceptable For Regulatory Purposes. New    
     Substances Are Adequately Addressed Under The Toxic Substances Control     
     Act                                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.100     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that only field derived BAFs are       
     acceptable for regulatory purposes.  EPA revised the proposed hierarchy of 
     methods for deriving BAFs based on public comments. The final Guidance     
     lists four methods for deriving BAFs for organic chemicals, listed below in
     order of decreasing preference: a BAF measured in the field, in fish       
     collected from the Great Lakes which are at the top of the food chain; a   
     BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a BAF predicted by multiplying a   
     BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably on a fish species indigenous to 
     the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF      
     calculated from the KOW by the FCM.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA partially agrees with the comment advocating using only field-measured 
     BAFs when deriving criteria.  In the proposal, Tier I criteria and Tier II 
     values for human health were differentiated based on the quantity and      
     quality of toxicological data only.  After reconsideration, EPA has decided
     to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for human health   
     based on the quantity and quality of both the toxicological and            
     bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for human health is  
     discussed in section V and for wildlife in section VI.  The new minimum BAF
     data required to derive Tier I human health criteria for organic chemicals 
     include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF  
     methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than 125 regardless of how  
     the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals  
     such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to derive a Tier I human    
     health criteria include either: (a) a field-measured BAF or (b) a          
     laboratory- measured BCF.  For the majority of inorganic chemicals, the BAF
     is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because there is no apparent           
     biomagnification or metabolism.  The basis for these new requirements is   
     explained below.                                                           
                                                                                
     See SID for a discussion of why EPA is allowing non-measured BAFs to be    
     used in deriving Tier II values.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         CMA strongly urges that EPA limit the application of the Guidance,     
     especially the requirements which apply to BCCs, only to those substances  
     that have been shown to present an unreasonable risk in the Great Lakes    
     System. This would include those chemicals that have been shown to be      
     present in edible fish tissues at concentrations exceeding FDA action      
     levels and have thus resulted in consumption advisories.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.101     
     
     See response to: P2656.011.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.102
     Cross Ref 1: Cc: BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: This comment is embedded in comment number 103                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the Guidance identifies a chemical as a BCC if it has a BAF   
     equal to or greater than 1000. CMA asserts that only field derived BAFs are
     acceptable for the designation of a chemical as a BCC.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.102     
     
     See response to: G1752.006                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     [As proposed, the Guidance identifies a chemical as a BCC if it has a BAF  
     equal to or greater than 1000. CMA asserts that only field derived BAFs are
     acceptable for the designation of a chemical as a BCC.] We recognize that  
     this recommendation does not explicitly consider the potential ecological  
     risks presented by other chemicals, including newly manufactured           
     substances, which may adversely impact the Great Lakes ecosystem if they   
     are released into  the environment at unacceptable levels. However, we     
     maintain, that the existing authority of the Toxic Substances Control Act  
     (TSCA) and the Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide Act (FIFRA)  
     can adequately identify and control these risks.                           
         TSCA has given EPA broad authority to regulate the manufacture,        
     processing, distribution and disposal of chemical substances in the United 
     States. Of particular importance are Sections 5 and 6 of TSCA: Section 5   
     empowers EPA to assess new chemical substances and determine if they can be
     manufactured and used safely; Section 6 authorizes EPA to regulate existing
     chemicals.                                                                 
         Under Section 6 of TSCA,EPA is authorized to take a variety of actions 
     regarding a chemical substance -- including prohibiting the chemical's     
     manufacture and distribution, and restricting the applications for which a 
     chemical can be used -- when the Administrator concludes that the          
     manufacture, processing, distribution, use or disposal of the chemical     
     "presents or will present an unreasonable risk of injury to health or the  
     environment." These prohibitions may be imposed generally or in            
     specified geographic areas, such as the Great Lake Basin.                  
         FIFRA regulates the distribution, sale and use of substances that are  
     utilized as pesticide active ingredients (PAI). PAIs must be registered for
     their intended uses and must undergo extensive testing for efficacy, human 
     health effects (toxicological and epidemiological studies), environmental  
     impacts (including environmental fate) and effects on wildlife and aquatic 
     organisms. Failure by the manufacturer to provide appropriate test data, or
     a determination by EPA that the pesticide "significantly increases the risk
     of any unreasonable adverse effect on the environment" is grounds for      
     cancellation of registration. The PAI can also be restricted to specific   
     uses or applications.                                                      
         In fact, many of the chemicals designated as BCCs by the proposed      
     Guidance have been regulated, restricted or canceled under the authority of
     FIFRA and TSCA, including the following:                                   
     Substance               Type of Restriction             Year Effective     
                                                                                
     Aldrin                  most uses canceled              1975 (FIFRA)       
     Chlordane               most uses canceled              1980 (FIFRA)       
     4,4 - DDD.              registration canceled           1971 (FIFRA)       
     4,4 DDT                 most uses canceled              1972 (FIFRA)       
     Dieldrin                most uses canceled              1974 (FIFRA)       
     Endrin                  most uses canceled              1985 (FIFRA)       
     Heptachlor              most uses banned                1978 (FIFRA)       
                             (remaining termiticide uses canceled in 1988)      
     Heptachlor epoxide      most uses canceled              1978 (FIFRA)       
     Lindane                 uses restricted                 1985 (FIFRA)       
     Mirex                   all uses canceled               1977 (FIFRA)       
     PCBs                    U.S. manufacturing stopped      1977               
         all manufacture and importation prohibited as of January 1, 1979 (TSCA)
         (use in existing closed transformers and capacitors allowed)           
     Toxaphene               most uses canceled              1982 (FIFRA)       
                             registration canceled           1990 (FIFRA)       
                                                                                
         Amendments to FIFRA in 1988 required the re-registration of all        
     currently registered pesticides, which requires the generation and review  
     of significant new information on the environmental effect of all PAIs. If 
     other existing chemical substances that are not pesticide active           
     ingredients pose an unreasonable risk to the Great Lakes ecosystem, TSCA   
     testing and risk assessment procedures can be invoked.                     
         The authority of TSCA also extends to the manufacture or importataion  
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     of new chemicals and significant new uses of existing chemicals.           
     Pre-manufacturing notifications (PMNs) are required to be submitted to EPA 
     for new chemical substances so that they can be assessed for potential     
     health or environmental risk before they enter the marketplace. Existing   
     chemicals manufactured for "significant new uses" must also be assessed for
     unreasonable risks. EPA also has emergency powers to seize inventories and 
     to prevent the manufacture, distribution, use or disposal of a substance if
     it poses and imminent risk to health or the environment.                   
         Via this two pronged regulatory approach, EPA can effectively manage   
     risks associated with existing and new chemical  substances. Thus, CMA     
     maintains that the application of TSCA and FIFRA will adequately protect   
     against the potential introduction of existing and/or new pesticides or    
     other chemical substances to the Great lakes ecosystem if they would       
     present an unreasonable health or environmental risk. We believe that TSCA 
     is evolving into a highly effective pollution prevention tool, and that the
     existing authority of TSCA and FIFRA can adequately identify and control   
     these risks.                                                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.103     
     
     EPA agrees that the BAFs used to determine which organic chemicals are BCCs
     should be based on field-measured data.  For this reason, EPA has modified 
     the definition of BCC in the final Guidance to provide that the minimum BAF
     information needed to define an organic chemical as a BCC is either a      
     field-measured BAF or a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology.  BSAFs are  
     developed used field data.  The final Guidance further provides that the   
     minimum BAF information needed to define an inorganic chemical, including  
     an organometal, as a BCC is either a field- measured BAF or a              
     laboratory-measured BCF.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that TSCA and FIFRA have had and will continue to have a        
     positive effect in reducing the amounts of new and existing toxic chemicals
     in the environment.  Nevertheless, EPA also believes it is necessary to    
     ensure that the requirements of the Clean Water Act are attained, including
     instances where pollutants regulated under other statutes are present      
     and/or being discharged in the Great Lakes System.  For these and other    
     reasons described in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA has included special   
     provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Persistence In the Aquatic Environment Must Be Considered In the       
     Identification Of A Substance As A BCC                                     
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         EPA's proposed methodology for estimating the BAF from chemical        
     structure and measured or calculated BCFs does not consider the persistence
     of a substance in the aquatic environment. A number of chemicals on the    
     list of Pollutants of Initial Focus have short-half lives in the aquatic   
     environment since they are removed by chemical or biological degradation or
     volatilization. When a chemical has a short half-life in the aqueous       
     environment, its potential for bioaccumulation is reduced or eliminated.   
         In fact, the Science Advisory Board (SAB) has identified the failure to
     consider persistence of pollutants as a serious flaw in the proposed       
     methodology for calculating BAFs:                                          
                                                                                
         "The Subcommittee notes that the GLWQI appears to have no elements     
     which predict the persistence of chemicals. The proposed approaches        
     also do not consider rates of oxidation, hydrolysis, volatilization,       
     sorption and all of the environmental transport and fate pathways."        
                                                                                
                                     (p.4, SAB)                                 
         CMA recommends that field measured BAFs, which implicitly include      
     persistence, are a better indicator of BCCs and should be used instead of  
     estimated BAFs.                                                            
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.104     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         The BCC And Potential BCC Lists Improperly Include Certain Pollutants  
       Because Persistence Was Not Taken Into Account.                          
                                                                                
         Since the BCC list has been derived without consideration of           
     persistence, CMA asserts that it improperly includes certain pollutants as 
     BCCs and potential BCCs. For example, di-N-butyl phthalate, phenol, and    
     toluene, which are listed as potential BCCs in Table 6 of the proposed     
     rule, will not bioaccumulate because they are rapidly eliminated by        
     biodegradation (Pitter, P. and Chudoba, J., 1990, Biodegradability of      
     Organic Substances in the Aquatic Environment, CRC Press, Inc. Boca Raton) 
     and/or volatilization (Mackay, D., Shiu, W., and Ma, K., 1992, Illustrated 
     Handbook of Physical-Chemical Properties and Environmental Fate for Organic
     Chemicals, Volume I, Lewis Publishers, Inc., Chelsea, Mi.). The bulk of    
     EPA' data that were used to develop the BAFs for these chemicals supports  
     this fact.                                                                 
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         CMA urges the EPA to properly consider the persistence of such         
     compounds in the BAF methodology of the final rule.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.105     
     
     EPA agrees that persistence should be considered together with             
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to provide that chemicals with    
     half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and     
     biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of   
     this issue.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that persistence should be considered together with             
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to provide that chemicals with    
     half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and     
     biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of   
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         In addition, if EPA includes in the final rule a procedure for         
     calculating BCFs from laboratory data or structure relationships, CMA urges
     the Agency to explicitly include a method for taking persistence into      
     account. We believe that not accounting for the persistence of a substance 
     in determining either a BCF or BAF is scientifically incorrect.            
         The best available measure of perisistence is the half-life of a       
     chemical in a particular environmental media, in this case water.          
     (Half-life cannot be considered by itself, however, since the potential for
     a substance to bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms will also depend on the  
     rate of metabolism and depuration by the organisms. This is another        
     justification for using field-derived BAFs to identify BCCs. CMA asserts   
     that field BAFs include the effect of persistence, by definition and are   
     the most reliable method for taking persistence into account when BCCs are 
     identified.)                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.106     
     
     For a discussion of persistence and BCCs see Section II.C.8.  EPA has      
     decided to only allow field-derived BAFs to be used in the derivation of   
     human health Tier I criteria.  For a further discussion see IV.B.2.a.      
                                                                                
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2656.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment imbedded in comment number 106                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Half-life cannot be considered by itself, however, since the potential for 
     a substance to bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms will also depend on the  
     rate of metabolism and depuration by the organisms. This is another        
     justification for using field-derived BAFs to identify BCCs. CMA asserts   
     that field BAFs include the effect of persistence, by definition, and are  
     the most reliable method for taking persistence into account when BCCs are 
     identified.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.107     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that the potential for a substance to          
     bioaccumulate depends on the rate of metabolism and depuration. EPA        
     continues to contend that a field-measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of 
     what is occurring in nature than a laboratory- measured or predicted BCF   
     because it measures the actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability
     and metabolism rather than predicting them through use of a model.         
                                                                                
     See response to comment G2571.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Calculated BAFs Are Very Inaccurate And Contain so Much Uncertainty    
     That They Are Unusable For The Identification And Regulation Of BCCs       
                                                                                
         The proposed Guidance procedure specifies three separate approaches    
     that can be used to determine BAFs (58 Fed. Reg. 20859):  (1) use a        
     measured BAF from field studies; (2) calculate a BAF from a measured BCF   
     and food chain multiplier (FCM); and  (3) calculate a BAF for organic      
     chemicals using an estimated BCF and the FCM.                              
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         These approaches introduce progressively more uncertainty into the     
     estimation of the BAF. Specifically, the third method, which estimates the 
     BAF based on the chemical structure of an organic substance, may have      
     several orders of magnitude of uncertainty in the result. EPA's Duluth     
     Laboratory has provided the GLWQI with a list of BAFs for a number of toxic
     substances (Stephan, D., Derivation of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife  
     Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative, March 3, 1993).    
     These BAFs, which are derived from field studies and calculations, are     
     especially informative with regard to the uncertainty that is inherent in  
     the estimation of BAFs.                                                    
         We maintain that it is scientifically unjustified to establish criteria
     based upon calculations that have this much imbedded uncertainty. CMA      
     recommends that the first approach to derive a BAF (a field derived BAF),  
     which will have much less uncertainty associated with it than BAFs         
     calculated from the two other approaches proposed in the Guidance, is the  
     only BAF which is appropriate to establish criteria.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.108     
     
     EPA partially agrees with CMA that only field-measured BAFs should be used 
     when deriving criteria.  The new minimum BAF data required to derive Tier I
     human health criteria for organic chemicals include either: (a) a          
     field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a  
     chemical with a BAF less than 125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.   
     For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals such as mercury, the   
     minimum BAF data required to derive Tier I human health criteria include   
     either: (a) a field-measured BAF or (b) a laboratory- measured BCF.  For   
     the majority of inorganic chemicals, the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM
     = 1) because there is no apparent biomagnification or metabolism.  The     
     basis for these new requirements is explained below.                       
                                                                                
     See Zipf analysis in Section IV of the SID for a comparison of predicted   
     and field-measured BAFs.                                                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Estimated Or Calculated BAFs Do Not Take Into Account Metabolism       
                                                                                
         While the SAB supported the BAF concept, it was highly critical of a   
     number of specific aspects of the proposed methodology for estimating BAFs 
     (pp. 30-36, SAB). A principal problem that the SAB identified with the two 
     approaches, which rely on calculated rather than measured values, is that  
     they do not properly account for substances that are metabolized (p.33,    
     SAB). In particular, the SAB stated in its report that:                    
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         "The Subcommittee is particularly concerned that consideration of      
     metabolism is not included. Admittedly it is difficult to find rate        
     constant data for certain chemicals such as PAHs, however, metabolism is an
     important determinant of BAF."                                             
                                                                                
                                     (p.33, SAB)                                
                                                                                
         Failure to consider metabolic processes may result in substantial      
     overestimates of the BAF. For example, the BAF for phenol which is         
     calculated from a measured BCF using EPA's FCM, is 1,728. Phenol is readily
     metabolized, and is not considered as a chemical with a significant        
     bioaccumulation potential. In fact, measurements of fish tissue residues   
     virtually never show the presence of phenol. The calculated FCM, which does
     not account for the metabolism of phenol by aquatic organisms nor the      
     persistence of phenol in surface waters, results in a BAF that indicates   
     that this substance bioaccumulates in fish tissue when data demonstrate    
     that it does not.                                                          
         CMA asserts that the two proposed approaches to calculate BAFs do not  
     adequately account for metabolism and will therefore overestimate BAFs for 
     compounds which do not bioaccumulate in fish tissue. We recommend that the 
     Guidance not rely upon these two methods to calculate BAFs and that these  
     two methods should not be used in a regulatory framework.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.109     
     
     EPA acknowledges that metabolism is not incorporated in the FCMs or        
     predicted BCFs.  However, by including a BAF predicted from the BSAF       
     methodology as the second data preference, EPA is including an additional  
     method for calculating BAFs that accounts for metabolism.  In addition,    
     since only field-measured BAFs, BAFs derived from the BSAF methodology,    
     BAFs less than 125 can be used to derive Tier I criteria for human health  
     and wildlife, metabolism is either accounted for in these measurements or  
     cannot substantially reduce the criterion.                                 
                                                                                
     If the BAF is greater than 125 and no field-measured data is available, a  
     human health Tier II value can be derived for the chemical.  The adaptation
     of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty   
     and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted
     BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA concludes that when field-measured  
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.  Therefore, EPA believes that the
     BAF predicted from a BCF times a FCM is a valid method for deriving Tier II
     values.  States and Tribes can use the "effective FCM" if a                
     laboratory-measured BCF is available.  EPA has not required the use of the 
     an "effective FCM", but recognizes that it is a valid method that could be 
     used by States or Tribes to account for metabolism.                        
                                                                                
     The final human health BAF for trophic level four for phenol is 2 based on 
     a predicted BCF multiplied times a FCM.  Both the method and the numeric   
     value have removed phenol from being designated as a BCC.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2656.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Field Derived BAFs Account For Metabolic Processes Much Better Than    
     Adjusting Calculated BAFs With Laboratory Data                             
                                                                                
         CMA notes that the EPA has recognized the importance of metabolism for 
     some compounds, such as PAHs (58 Fed. Reg. 20861). It has suggested that   
     BAFs that are based on the FCM proposed in the Guidance could be adjusted  
     for metabolism effects by using a laboratory-measured BCF to back calculate
     the logarithm of the octanol:water partitioning coefficient (log K(sub     
     ow)), and that this effective log K(sub ow) could be used to estimate the  
     FCM. Although this is an improvement over using a calculated log K(sub ow) 
     to estimate the FCM, it does not adequately consider factors such as       
     persistence and metabolism that are not well represented by most laboratory
     BCF tests.                                                                 
         CMA does not believe that this change will compensate for the          
     inaccuracies of the proposed methods for calculating BAFs. Therefore, CMA  
     recommends that field derived BAFs be used instead of adjusting calculated 
     BAFs with laboratory data.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.110     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that field derived BAFs account for metabolic  
     processes much better than calculated BAFs.  See IV.B.2.a,b.  EPA believes 
     that the "effective FCM" approach or other approaches can be used to adjust
     predicted BAFs for metabolism.  EPA has not required that such methods be  
     used.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2656.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Comparison Of Field Measured BAFs To Calculated BAFs                   
                                                                                
         Comparison of measured BAFs to BAFs calculated using one of the two    
     methods proposed by EPA demonstrates the significant inaccuracies of the   
     proposed procedures. The following examples, which are taken from the      
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     technical support document (Stephan, C., Derivation of Proposed Human      
     Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative,
     March 3, 1993) are typical:                                                
                                                                                
     Chemical            Field BAF           Calculated BAF          Ratio      
                         (at 5% Lipids)      at 5% Lipids)           Calc./Field
                                                                                
     1,2-benzanthracene  40                  330,165                 8254.1     
     chlordane           43,875              514,470                 11.7       
     DDD                 405,670             1,294,875               3.2        
     fluoranthene        96                  9,125                   95.0       
     hexachlorobenzene   208,590             387,090                 1.9        
     octachlorostyrene   1,929,615           10,755                  0.0006     
     pentachlorobenzene  16,275              28,352                  1.74       
     phenanthrene        30                  4,004                   133.5      
                                                                                
         As this table demonstrates, the BAfs calculated using the FCM and      
     either laboratory-measured BCFs or BCFs calculated form the log K(sub ow)  
     of a chemical are very poor or completely unreliable estimates of the BAF. 
     The problem is especially acute for the polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons  
     (PAHs).                                                                    
                                                                                
         We believe that the two methods to calculate BAFs as proposed in the   
     Guidance are inappropriate and as shown by the data in the above table will
     grossly overestimate a compounds actual of field measured BAF.             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.111     
     
     EPA does not agree that the field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs for a   
     chemical do not correlate well.  The adaptation of the Gobas model for     
     estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability          
     associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three fish shows   
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
                                                                                
     The BSAF approach is particularly beneficial for developing water quality  
     criteria for chemicals such as polychlorinated dibenzo-p- dioxins (PCDDs)  
     and polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs) and certain biphenyl congeners   
     which are detectable in fish tissues and sediments but are difficult to    
     measure in the water column.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 8758



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Calculated BAFs Will Greatly Overestimate A Chemical's Actual BAF      
                                                                                
         CMA notes that there are footnotes to many of the BAFs in EPA's table  
     indicating that the BAFs are probably overestimated if the substance is    
     metabolized. For example, di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate (DEHP), a common       
     plasticizer, is estimated to have a BAF in the range of 119 to 65,790 (at  
     5% lipids)- three orders of magnitude of uncertainty. If the BAF is 65,790,
     then DEHP is a BCC as defined by the Guidance; if it is 119, it is not. The
     BAF of 119 is based on a measured BCF and calculated FCM, and EPA states   
     that the BCF may to too high and the true BAF may be lower than 119. Since 
     DEHP is known to be metabolized by aquatic organisms, it is probable that  
     the true BAF is much lower than 119. The fact that DEHP is rarely found in 
     fish tissue samples, and when it is found at low levels it is likely to be 
     a sampling and/or analytical artifact, supports the conclusion that it is  
     not a bioaccumulative chemical.                                            
                                                                                
         CMA maintains that these EPA data confirm that the proposed methods for
     calculating BAFs from laboratory or structurally-derived BCFs and FCM      
     values cannot be scientifically supported.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.112     
     
     See response to comment P2656.109                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         As described earlier in these comments, we recommend that tissue       
     concentrations should be used to identify substances that bioaccumulate to 
     concentrations of concern. By using this approach the uncertainty in the   
     BAF estimation method is not a factor in the identification of BCCs.       
     Therefore, we urge the EPA to modify the Guidance to allow the use of fish 
     tissue concentrations to identify those chemicals which may be             
     bioaccumulating to levels which are of concern and to eliminate the use of 
     calculated BAFs to identify BCCs.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.113     
     
     See response to: P2656.011.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Provide More Complete Guidance On Selecting Acceptable Field    
     Data For Estimating BAFs                                                   
                                                                                
     As EPA discusses in the preamble, the SAB identified a number of concerns, 
     which CMA believes must be addressed when calculating field-derived BAFs   
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20860).  We agree with the SAB that the various attributes of
     field data must be considered when BAFs are developed from such data.      
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that EPA expand Appendix B of the Guidance to require that  
     the factors delineated by the SAB be considered in the derivation of BAFs. 
     These factors include (58 Fed. Reg. 20860): (1) The bioavailability of the 
     measured concentrations of a chemical. For example, most measurements are  
     of total concentrations in the water column, of which only a portion may be
     bioavailable.  (2) The loss of the chemical of interest due to sorption or 
     evaporation during sampling.  (3) The incomplete extraction of the chemical
     from water samples, especially when the water has a high organic carbon    
     content.  (4) Temporal and spatial water quality variations.  (5)          
     Variability in fish tissue concentrations due to age, size, and sex.       
                                                                                
     To that end, CMA requests that EPA provide guidance in the applicable      
     technical support document on how each of these factors should be          
     considered in the development of BAFs from field data.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.114     
     
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with the commenter's concern   
     about the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.   
     EPA, however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and         
     interpret field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide
     guidance concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured 
     BAFs before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality      
     standards consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested     
     parties with a consistent set of procedures that will assist them in       
     collecting and interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                       
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with CMA and has expanded Appendix B to require some of the     
     factors delineated by the SAB be considered in the derivation of BAFs.  The
     factors in Appendix B includes bioavailability of the measured             
     concentration of chemical. Issues such as temporal and spatial water       
     quality variations and variability in fish tissue concentrations due to    
     age, size and sex will be addressed in detail in the guidance concerning   
     the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Questions The Use Of Thomann's Model To Develop The Food Chain         
     Multipliers Used To Calculate BAFs                                         
                                                                                
     The Guidance proposes the use of a factor, the food chain multiplier (FCM),
     to calculate a BAF from a BCF. The purpose of the FCM is to address the    
     assumption that higher concentrations of bioconcentratable chemicals occur 
     in organisms at higher trophic levels in the food chain. The FCM values    
     which are used in the proposed Guidance were derived from a model developed
     by Thomann (1989, "Bioaccumulation Model of Organic Chemical Distribution  
     in Food Chains," Environ, Sci. Technol.23:699-707) and are a function of   
     the logarithm of the octanol: water partitioning coefficient (log P) for   
     the chemical of interest and the trophic level.                            
                                                                                
     Thomann's model is purely theoretical, however, and has never been         
     validated with field data. Moreover, EPA's Duluth Laboratory apparently    
     made no effort to examine any of the model's coefficients, parameters, and 
     expresssions. Neither EPA Duluth nor the Great Lakes Water Quality         
     Initiative (GLWQI) technical work group has made any serious effort to     
     compare the BAFs predicted by this methodology to measured BAFs.           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.115     
     
     See response to comment P2607.048.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that the science of bioaccumulation is not sufficiently       
     understood to support the application of the trophic level-based FCM values
     proposed by the Guidance. Indeed, EPA stated in the Technical Support      
     Document (TSD)(P.38,TSD)that few BAFs have even been measured "accurately" 
     (EPA's emphasis). If accurate field-measured BAFs are not even available,  
     CMA recommends that EPA and the Guidance should not recommend the use of a 
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     theoretical FCM with measured or calculated BCFs to calculate BAFs. We     
     maintain that an unvalidated model of bioaccumulation is not an appropriate
     basis for scientifically sound regulations.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.116     
     
     See response to comment P2607.048.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2656.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For pollutants that are identified as BCCs, but for which no field-measured
     BAFs are available, CMA recommends that laboratory-measured BCFs should be 
     used to calculate numeric water quality criteria. This is the procedure    
     that was used in the National Toxics Rule to establish water quality       
     criteria for substances that bioconcentrate (57 Fed. Reg. 60863), and it is
     the only sound approach in the absence of data needed to calculate         
     scientifically supported BAFs.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.117     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that laboratory-measured BCFs be used
     to calculate numeric water quality criteria.  In the final Guidance, only  
     field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used  
     to determine BCCs and derive Tier I criteria.  Field-measured data are a   
     more accurate gauge of what is occurring in nature than a                  
     laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because it measures the actual impacts
     of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism rather than predicting 
     them through use of a model.  However, EPA believes it is important to     
     establish a procedure for deriving protective ambient values in the absent 
     of ideal data.  Further. EPA believes that the predictive BAFs correlate   
     sufficiently well with field-measured BAFs to allow use of predictive BAFs 
     in deriving Tier II human health values.  See SID for further discussion of
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The FCM Should Not Be Used In A Regulatory Framework Until It Is Adequately
     Validated                                                                  
                                                                                
     The SAB expressed numerous reservations about EPA's use of the Thomann     
     model. For example, in discussing the model, the SAB stated in its report  
     that:                                                                      
                                                                                
     "Theoretically derived bioaccumulation factors appear to be based upon     
     accepted concepts of how chemical exchange between water, food, and        
     fish[sic]; but they have not been applied to enough field conditions to    
     judge if the predictions are realistic."(p.32, SAB)                        
                                                                                
     "Biotransformation can be included, however rates of biotransformation     
     cannot be estimated adequately from physical/chemical properties such as   
     K(sub ow) and therefore must be determined experimentally for each         
     compound, or at least each functionally related group of compounds. There  
     is also considerable uncertainty about the factors controlling food uptake 
     efficiency."(pp.32-33,SAB)                                                 
                                                                                
     The most telling SAB comment concerning the Thomann model was as follows:  
                                                                                
     "The model has not been adequately tested to use for the establishment of  
     regional water quality criteria at this time. The potential exists for both
     overprotection and under-protection of aquatic organisms, wildlife and     
     humans. It is noteworthy that almost all bioaccumulation work has been     
     focused on non-metabolizing, non-polar, chorinated hydrocarbons. Relatively
     little has been done on metabolizable chemicals such as PAHs or phenols."  
     (p.33, SAB) (emphasis added)                                               
                                                                                
     CMA agrees completely with the SAB's comments and recommends that the FCM  
     not be used in a regulatory framework until it is adequately validated. CMA
     urges the EPA to address teh SAB's recommendation and not identify or      
     develop numerical standards for BCCs using the FCMs calculated with        
     Thomann's model. If, in the future, the model is properly validated for    
     certain types of chemicals, and the uncertainties in prediction are        
     properly quantified, then it may be acceptable to use it to calculate FCMs 
     that can then be used to estimate chemical-specific BAFs.                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.118     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with the commenter suggesting that additional validation
     of the models is needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a       
     perfect simulation of what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem.  However, 
     based on the comparison to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 
     1988), the 1993 Gobas model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with commenter not to use FCMs to determine which chemicals     
     should be designated as BCCs. In the final Guidance, only field-measured   
     BAFs or BAFs based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used to determine    
     BCCs.  Field-measured data are a more accurate gauge of what is occurring  
     in nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF because they measures
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     the actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability and metabolism     
     rather than predicting them through use of a model.                        
                                                                                
     EPA believes that predicted BAFs for PAHs and phenols should include an    
     adjustment for metabolism.  These chemicals are not considered BCCs in the 
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.119
     Cross Ref 1: see CMS comments attachment C
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAF Calculation Method In The Guidance Will Overestimate A Chemical's  
     BAF                                                                        
                                                                                
     The National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement, 
     Inc. (NCASI) evaluated the predictive capability  of the proposed BAF      
     calculation method and submitted its findings to the Minnesota Pollution   
     Control Agency, which has primary technical responsibility for this aspect 
     of the Guidance (Attachment C). NCASI's comparison of BAFs predicted by the
     Guidance methodology to measured BAFs for a group of toxic chemicals       
     demonstrated that almost every measured BAF was overestimated by the       
     Guidance equations.                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.119     
     
     Since the final Guidance provisions pertaining to the predictive capability
     of the proposed BAF calculation method has been revised to include use of  
     the model of Gobas (1993) instead of the model of Thomann (1989),  the     
     concerns about overestimation based on the Thomann model (1989) are no     
     longer relevant, and therefore will not be addressed in this context.      
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When the comparison was done for every measured BAF (multiple values for a 
     given chemical), the overprediction by the Guidance method was measured in 
     the thousands of percent. When the means of the measured BAFs were compared
     to the predicted BAFs, the overprediction decreased -- 7 of the 8 measured 
     BAFs were overpredicted by 170% to 840%; the other mean measured BAF was   
     underpredicted by about 40%. The GLWQI technical work group did not respond
     to these findings and EPA has not presented in the proposed rule or        
     supporting documentation any analyses that validate the BAF model. Indeed, 
     the comparisons of calculated and measured BAFs taken from EPA's technical 
     suppport document support NCASI's analysis.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.120     
     
     Since the final Guidance provisions pertaining to the predictive capability
     of the proposed BAF calculation method has been revised to include use of  
     the model of Gobas (1993) instead of the model of Thomann (1989),  the     
     concerns about overestimation based on the Thomann model (1989) are no     
     longer relevant, and therefore will not be addressed in this context.      
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NCASI also examined the sensitivity of Thomann's model to changes in the   
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     input parameters and coefficients. It found that a 10% change in one of the
     input parameters resulted in 50% change in the FCM. This is a high level of
     sensitivity, particularly in light of the fact that Thomann cites ranges   
     for 4 of the 9 input parameters of 20% to 70%.                             
                                                                                
     Given the demonstrated sensitivity of the model predictions to its input   
     parameters, CMA believes that this model is simply not scientifically      
     justified and should not be used in a regulatory framework.                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.121     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.013.  See SID Section IV.B.4 for a          
     discussion of input parameters and the Gobas model.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
          ref: overview of CMA argument, subsequent comments address individual     

          points                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Evaluation Of The Thomann/Guidance Model For Estimating BAFs               
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance uses a mechanistic model first proprosed by Thomann  
     (1989), hereafter called the Thomann model, to predict rates of            
     bioaccumulation in fish. CMA has several concerns with this method which   
     may result in an overestimation of the steady-state BAF by one to two      
     orders of magnitude.  1) Thomann's original paper contains errors that     
     prevent critical analysis of his paper and call into question the quality  
     of EPA's review  2) The Thomann/Guidance model tends to over-predict field 
     data by about an order of magnitude. The model's predictions deviate       
     significantly from observed data.  3) The field data are based on          
     non-equilibrium systems that will overestimate the steady-state BAF by as  
     much as an order of magnitude.  4) The Guidance applies the model with     
     parameter values that are not appropriate for the Great Lakes System. When 
     appropriate parameters are used, the Thomann model does not support the    
     Guidance's underlying hypothesis of food chain biomagnification.  5) Great 
     Lakes data, used by the EPA, likewise fails to show significant food chain 
     biomagnification.  6) Food chain biomagnification "observed" in field data 
     could instead be due to over simplistic models and assumptions as opposed  
     to an actual phenomenon.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.122     
     
     This comment is a overview of CMA comments.  The individual points raised  
     in this comment have been described in more detail in subsequent comments. 
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     In the original proposal, EPA used the model of Thomann (1989) to derive   
     FCMs in the GLWQI.  In the final guidance, EPA is using the model of Gobas 
     (1993) to derive FCMs.  The change from the pelagic food web model of      
     Thomann (1989) to the model Gobas (1993) in the GLWQI was done in part     
     because the model of Gobas (1993) has both benthic and pelagic food web    
     pathways.  Greater detail concerning the points raised by the commenter is 
     presented under the following comments.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: note: include CMA figure 1                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Errors In The Thomann Paper                                                
                                                                                
     CMA  suggests that Thomann's original paper (Thomann, R., 1989,            
     "Bioaccumulation model of organic chemical accumulation in aquatic food    
     chains," Environ. Sci. Tech. 23: 699-707), contains numerous erros that, in
     some cases effect the results and conclusions of the paper. CMA notes that 
     in Thomann's paper, points are misreferenced on graphs. For example, points
     5,6,9,10,11,12,13 are mislabeled on Figure 8 of the Thomann paper.         
     Important field data presented in Table III are not presented in Figures 6 
     and 7. In addition, sources of critical data are mislabeled: Table 4 gives 
     reference "4" as a source of data, but the listed reference contains no    
     such data.                                                                 
                                                                                
     While some of the errors are essentially clerical, and do not necessarily  
     effect the results, other errors, such as the exclusion of field data from 
     Thomann's Figures 6 and 7, affect the conclusions of the paper. CMA suggest
     that the exclusion of these data effects the fit of the model to the data  
     (compare CMA Figure 1, which contains all data from Table III of Thomann,  
     with Figures 6 and 7 of Thomann). In addition, EPA's assessment of the     
     model as being able to predict field data depends largely data from a      
     source misreferenced as "4".                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.123     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that some of figures and referenced data       
     sources used in paper by Thomann (1989) are not clear.                     
                                                                                
     In the final guidance, EPA is using the model of Gobas (1993).  The data   
     used with the model and data used to evaluate the model are clearly stated 
     in the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine     
     Bioaccumulation Factors.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note: include footnote 1, pg III 19                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Failure To Accurately Predict Field BAFs                                   
                                                                                
     Beside the errors in the original paper, it is also unclear, why this model
     was adopted in the proposed rule. CMA notes that no statistical analyses   
     were performed to show that the model accurately predicts observed BAFs    
     well or even better than other methods currently in use. Instead, Thomann  
     (1989) and EPA (EPA, 1991, Assessment and Control of Bioconcentratable     
     Contaminants in Surface Waters. Draft, March 1991. EPA Office of Water)    
     apparently rely on visual inspection(1).                                   
                                                                                
     ------------------------------------------                                 
     (1) EPA states that                                                        
                                                                                
         "Thomann compared predicted BAFs for trophic levels 4 with measured    
     BAFs from the Great Lakes and concluded that, within an order of magnitude,
     model predicted BAFs were a reasonable representation of the observed data 
     for chemicals with log K(sub ow) in the range of 3.5 to 6.5."              
                                                                                
     Although Thomann's model does fit field data presented in Table III better 
     than the Veith model (CMA Figure 1), almost all of the improvements in fit 
     depends on data from mis-referenced "4."  It is impossible, therefore, to  
     determine whether these data, and Thomann's model, are truly improvements  
     over the Veith model currently used by EPA.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.124     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has demonstrated the predictability of the model
     of Gobas (1993).   A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model   
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, it is possible to discern statistically whether the               
     Thomann/Guidance model accurately predicts field data using least squares  
     regression. We believe that the model does not accurately predict field    
     data. Even assuming that the data from the misreferenced "4" are valid,    
     Thomann's model significantly overestimates observed data. That is, the    
     Thomann/Guidance prediction for BAFs lies above the 95% confidence interval
     for the least squares regression of field data supplied by Thomann.        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.125     
     
     EPA has concluded that the model of Gobas (1993) has excellent predictive  
     ability.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)     
     against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the       
     fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three    
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold 
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In essence, the Thomann (1989) and the Guidance takes the Veith BCF model, 
     a method that tends to underestimate observed data by an order of          
     magnitude, and replaces this model with a very complex model that tends to 
     overestimate observed data by an order of magnitude. A simple, least       
     square's regression model fits the data significantly better than either   
     Veith BCF model or the Thomann/Guidance model.                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.126     
     
     EPA has concluded that the model of Gobas (1993) has excellent predictive  
     ability.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)     
     against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the       
     fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three    
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold 
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: note: include CMA figure 2, footnote 2                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The same significant overprediction can be found with specific segments of 
     the Thomann/Guidance model (CMA Figure 2). Compared to field data furnished
     by Thomann (Table IV of Thomann, 1989), the Thomann/Guidance model for food
     chain bioaccumulation significantly overpredicts food chain bioaccumulation
     from trophic level 3 to level 4. For chemicals with K(sub ow)s from 5.5 to 
     6.5, ratios of chemicals in Trophic Level 4 divided by Trophic Level 3     
     averaged about 1.6. The 99% confidence interval ranged from 1.22 to        
     1.94(2). In contrast, the Thomann/Guidance model predicts food chain       
     multipliers ranging from 2 to 3, significantly above the 99% confidence    
     interval. In addition, the model is even less reliable in predicting       
     laboratory data for biomagnification (CMA Figure 2).                       
                                                                                
     In summation, the Thomann/Guidance model for BAFs significantly            
     overpredicts observed BAFs and observed rates of biomagnification. CMA     
     believes that the Thomann/Guidance model does not represent a good method  
     to predict BAFs observed in the field.                                     
                                                                                
     ---------------------------------------                                    
     (2) For this analysis, the aberrant data point for hexachlorobenzene was   
     discarded.  Including this point expands the confidence interval to include
     the prediction of the Thomann/Guidance model, but it also expands the      
     confidence interval to include 1.0.  Thus, the data either show significant
     deviation from the Thomann/Guidance predictions for food chain             
     biomagnification, or these data show no significant deviation from a ratio 
     of 1.0, i.e., no biomagnification at all.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.127     
     
     EPA has concluded that the model of Gobas (1993) has excellent predictive  
     ability.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)     
     against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the       
     fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three    
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold 
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Thomann Model, A Steady-State Bioaccumulation Model, Is Tested Against 
     Data That Are Not Steady-State                                             
                                                                                
     The Thomann/Guidance model is applicable to steady-state situations in     
     which all system components -- sediments, water, biota -- are in           
     equilibrium. However, due to significant decreases in loadings over the    
     last 20 years, it is very unlikely that system components in the Great     
     Lakes are in equilibrium (IJC, Report on modeling the loading concentration
     relationships for critical pollutants in the Great Lakes, Report to the    
     Great Lakes Water Board by the Task Force on Chemical Loadings, October,   
     1988;EPA, Lake Ontario TCDD bioaccumulation study: Final Report, May 1990; 
     Endicott, D.D., W.L. Richardson, and D.M. DiToro, 1991, A steady state mass
     balance and bioaccumulation model for toxic chemicals in Lake Ontario, EPA 
     Environmental Research Laboratory; Mackay, D.,S. Sang, M.Diamond, P.       
     Vlahos, E.Voldner, and D. Dolan, 1992, Mass Balancing and Virtual          
     Elimination, Peer review workshop at the University of Toronto, December   
     7-8, 1992;EPA, Interim report on data and methods for assessment of        
     2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibezo-p-dioxin risks to aquatic life and associated    
     wildlife, EPA/600/R-93/055, March, 1993.) Most importantly, due to slower  
     rates of depuration, sediment concentrations should lag behind water       
     concentrations for several decades. After loadings have been reduced, the  
     sediments will have chemical concentrations, and pose exposure rates to    
     biota, higher than would be predicted from water concentrations and the    
     assumption of steady-state condition.                                      
                                                                                
     The level of predicted disequilibrium between total sediments and water    
     depends on the chemical, the model, and the rate of decrease in loading.   
     According to EPA (1990) and IJC (1988), however, the levels of             
     disequilibrium between sediments and water can be almost an order of       
     magnitude. For example, TCDD in Lake Ontario sediments coud be about 8     
     times higher (or water concentrations about 8 times lower) than would be   
     predicted from steady-state conditions (EPA 1990). The same model run for  
     PCBs in Lake Ontario suggests that water concentrations underwent a rapid  
     3-fold decrease in the early 1980s while sediment concentrations were      
     predicted to decline about less than 20% (see Figure 26 from Endicott at   
     al., 1991).                                                                
                                                                                
     Such disequilibrium between sediments and water will cause potentially     
     large measurement errors in the BAF for those organisms that derive some of
     their food from the sediments. These organisms' exposure will be tied to   
     sediment concentrations as well as the water.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.128     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA used the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs.  
     With the model of Gobas (1993), disequilibrium between the water column and
     the sediments is accounted for because this model requires the input of    
     concentrations of the chemical in the sediment and water column.  The model
     of Gobas (1993) includes both the benthic and pelagic food web pathways and
     thus, includes chemical exposure from contaminated sediments.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: note, include footnote 3, figures 3-5                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Depurating, non-steady-state conditions describe all of the aquatic biota  
     and aquatic systems providing BAFs for Thomann's paper and for the EPA's   
     field BAFs. Most BAFs are measured for compounds that were banned or       
     restricted in the last two decades, with consequent dramatic declines in   
     loadings and likely disequilibrium between water and sediments. Thus,      
     measured BAFs, which the Thomann model overestimates, are themselves       
     overestimates of steady-state BAFs necessary for criterion calculation. The
     degree of overestimation could be significant (almost up to an order of    
     magnitude) depending upon the level of disequilibrium and the importance of
     sediment to total exposure.                                                
                                                                                
     The Niagara River offers one of the best systems to illustrate the impacts 
     of disequilibrium on measurement of the BAF. This system provides numerous 
     concurrent measurements of chemical levels in water (Kuntz, K.W, 1984,     
     Toxic contaminants in the Niagara River, 1975-1982. Technical Bulletin No. 
     134. Inland Waters Directorate, Environment Canada, NYDEC, 1993, The       
     Niagara River RAP, Draft. New York Department of Environmental             
     Conservation) in fish (data on spttail shiner collected by Ontario Ministry
     of the Environment) These data can be used to estimate the existence and   
     degree of disequilibrium impacts on measurement of the BAF.                
                                                                                
     As can be seen from the ambient water data (CMA  Figure 3), Niagara water  
     concentrations of PCBs dropped dramatically over the decade (by about      
     tenfold). In contrast, spottail shiner concentrations of PCBs in the lower 
     Niagara River fell only 200% to 300% over the same period. Similarly, DDT  
     concentrations in the Niagara River fell by about a factor of 4 over the   
     period. In contrast, fish concentrations remained stable (CMA Figure 4).   
     The corresponding BAF values for both compounds are depicted in CMA Figure 
     5, which demonstrates how the measured BAF rises dramatically during       
     disequilibrium periods(3).                                                 
                                                                                
     If the minimal BAF measured in the late 1970's is assumed to be the true,  
     steady-state BAF, more recently measure BAFs would overestimate the true   
     BAF by about a factor of 6. This factor should be considered a minimal     
     estimate of the error of measurement due to non-steady state conditions.   
     PCB and DDT loadings to the Niagara River were reduced dramatically in the 
     early and mid-1970s (Endicott et al. 1991).  Hence, the low BAFs observed  
     in CMA Figure 5 are themselves non-steady-state BAFs that probably         
     overestimate the true steady-state BAF required for criterion calculation. 
                                                                                
     -----------------------------------------                                  
     (3) A similar effect can be found with spatial disequilibrium.  Water      
     concentrations are relatively unchanged from the beginning of the Niagara  
     River to its mouth, but spottail shiners are much more (3 to 4 times)      
     contaminated downstream, presumably due to more contaminated downstream    
     sediments.                                                                 
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     Response to: P2656.129     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA used the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs.  
     With the model of Gobas (1993), disequilibrium between the water column and
     the sediments is accounted for because this model requires the input of    
     concentrations of the chemical in the sediment and water column.  The model
     of Gobas (1993) includes both the benthic and pelagic food web pathways and
     thus, includes chemical exposure from contaminated sediments.              
                                                                                
     In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all routes of       
     exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in the aquatic 
     ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do not assume   
     simple water-fish partitioning nor assume steady-state conditions but      
     rather are an overall expression of the total bioaccumulation using the    
     concentration of the chemical in water column as a reference point.  Field 
     measured BAFs and BAFs derived using the BSAF methodology inherently       
     include the effects of disequilibrium, non-steady state conditions, and    
     metabolism which occur in aquatic ecosystems.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA notes that the two errors described above -- the Thomann model's       
     tendency to overpredict observed data by about an order of magnitide and   
     the observed data's tendency to overestimate the steady-state BAF by a     
     factor of 6 or more -- essentially close the gap between the Guidance's BAF
     calculation and the Veith model currently used by the EPA. The data,       
     suggests the EPA's current method -- the Veith BCF model -- is adequate to 
     predict bioaccumulation under steady-state conditions required for criteria
     calculation.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.130     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that "... -- Veith BCF model -- is adequate 
     to predict bioacummulation ...".  In the final guidance, EPA is using the  
     model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs.  This model has both benthic and     
     pelagic food web pathways and thus, accounts for biomagnification processes
     via both food web pathways.  Also, with this model, disequilibrium         
     conditions can be account for in the predicted BAFs.   EPA has demonstrated
     that the measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas (1993)  
     are in good agreement, see the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the    
     Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors for additional information. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Thomann/Guidance Model For BAFs Is Based On Parameter Values That Are  
     Not Found In Any Great Lakes Food Chain                                    
                                                                                
     The Thomann model is a mechanistic model, which permits the model to be    
     adapted to any particular site by adjusting parameter values to each site. 
     However, the Guidance makes no attempt to apply Thomann's model in a       
     site-specific manner (and the Guidance would prevent use of site-specific  
     BAFs unless they are more severe). Rather than base the model on a food    
     chain found in the Great lakes, Thomann (1989) and Guidance model a generic
     food chain whose trophic levels 2, 3, and 4 each has 10% lipid.  CMA       
     maintains that a food chain such as this, zooplankton (at 10% lipid) eaten 
     by forage fish (at 10% lipid) eaten by game fish (at 10% lipid) does not   
     exist in the Great Lakes System.                                           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.131     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  In the final guidance, EPA has used Great    
     Lakes food web parameters, e.g., weights, and lipid contents, taken from   
     the report of Oliver and Niimi (1988) and food web structure and feeding   
     preferences taken from the report of Flint (1986).  These values were used 
     in deriving the FCMs with the model of Gobas (1993).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to modeling results presented later by Thomann (Connolly, J.P.   
     and R. V. Thomann, R.V. Modeling the accumulation of organic chemicals in  
     aquatic food chains,. in J.L. Schnoor, Fate of Pesticides and Chemicals in 
     the Environment, pp. 385-406, John Wiley and Sons, Inc., 1992), use of the 
     generic food chain composed entirely of fatty biota seriously overestimates
     food chain biomagnification. When the Thomann model is recalculated with   
     lipid levels as those found in the most of the Great Lakes (e.g., 3% for   
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     mysids, 7% for alewife, and 11% for salmonids(4)), the Thomann model       
     predicts no food chain biomagnification at all for chemicals whose K(sub   
     ow)s range from 5 to about 6.5 (CMA Figure 6)(5). In fact, when run with   
     parameters representative of natural conditions in the Great Lakes System, 
     the Thomann model predicts significant depruration for chemicals with K(sub
     ow)s less than 6.5, as the trophic level increases.                        
                                                                                
     -----------------------------------------                                  
     (4) While Connoly and Thomann (1992) do rectify the unreality of Thomann   
     and EPA with respect to lipid levels, the authors continue to model a food 
     chain that does not include a trophic level 2.  Mysids eat zooplankton (IJC
     1992, Oliver and Miimi 1988).                                              
                                                                                
     (5) The lines were traced from Connolly and Thomann, rather than           
     regenerated with the Thomann model.  Thus, they may contain very slight    
     errors due to transcription.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.132     
     
     EPA has used Great Lakes food web parameters in deriving the FCMs with the 
     model of Gobas (1993).  The derived FCMs as compared to the FCMs in the    
     original proposal are much smaller.  (A table of FCMs is contained within  
     the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine        
     Bioaccumulation Factors.)  These FCMs demonstrate that biomagification     
     occurs with increasing trophic levels.  The biomagification factor between 
     trophic levels, i.e., the ratio of residues in the higher trophic level    
     organism to that in the lower trophic level organism, is equal to ratio of 
     the FCMs for those two trophic levels.  Comparison of the FCMs between     
     trophic level 2 and 3 reveals that the FCMs for trophic level 2 are always 
     less than those for trophic level 3.  The ratios of the trophic level 3 to 
     trophic level 2 FCMs range from 1 to 14.4.  Between trophic levels 3 and 4,
     the ratios of the trophic level 4 to trophic level 3 in the range of log   
     Kows from 5.5 to 7.9 are greater than 1.0.  These results demonstrate that 
     biomagification does occur.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: note: include footnotes 4,5                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be noted that the model does predict bioaccumulation for         
     chemicals with log K(sub ow)s greater than about 6.5. However, as noted by 
     the EPA, the Thomann model becomes highly unreliable for chemicals with log
     K(sub ow)s above 6.5. The Guidance does not recommend its use for very     
     hydrophobic chemicals. It should also be noted that the chemicals with     
     K(sub ow)s above 6.5 are almost entirely the higher chlorinated PCBs, which
     the Guidance describes as "least toxic."                                   
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     Response to: P2656.133     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that the model Thomann (1989) "becomes highly  
     unreliable for chemicals with log Kows above 6.5".  In the final guidance, 
     EPA is using the model of Gobas (1993) and as demonstrated in the GLWQI    
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors, excellent predictive ability is observed for chemicals with log   
     Kows ranging up to 8.2.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: note: include CMA figure 6                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According To Great Lakes Data And the Thomann Model, Significant Food Chain
     Biomagnification Does Not Occur For Chemicals With Kows Less Than 6.5      
                                                                                
     A major component of the Thomann/Guidance model is food chain              
     biomagnification, the increasing chemical concentration at higher levels of
     the food chain. However, as described in the section above, the Thomann    
     model predicts significant depruration for compounds with K(sub ow)s from 5
     to 6.5 (CMA Figure 6) when appropriate lipid levels are used in the model  
     (Connolly and Thomann 1992).                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.134     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is using the model of Gobas (1993) to derive    
     FCMs. These FCMs demonstrate that biomagification occurs with increasing   
     trophic levels, see the response to comment P2656.132.                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: note: include CAM figure 7, 8                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Likewise, Oliver and Niimi (Oliver, B.G. and A.J. Niimi, 1988,             
     "Trophodynamic analysis of polychlorinated biphenyl congeners and other    
     chlorinated hydrocarbons in Lake Ontario ecosystem," Environ. Sci. Tech.   
     22: 388-397) produce regression equations for observed bioaccumulation for 
     different biota. When viewed in the original format (see Figure 8 of Oliver
     and Niimi), biomagnification does appear to occur from trophic level to    
     trophic level. However, when the regression equations are normalized for   
     lipids, as suggested by EPA and Thomann (1989), the regresseions do not    
     produce strong evidence for biomagnification in the water-column food chain
     (CMA Figures 7 and 8).                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.135     
     
     EPA disagrees with the conclusion of the commenter.  The BAF equations     
     derived in the report of Oliver and Niimi (1988) were based upon water     
     samples which were obtained by centrifugation of the ambient water.  These 
     water samples contain both the freely dissolved chemical and the chemical  
     associated with the DOC in the ambient water.  The BAF equations should    
     have be based upon the freely dissolved fraction of the chemical in the    
     water column and the residues should have been lipid normalized.  In the   
     final guidance, BAFs are derived on freely dissolved concentration of the  
     chemical and on a lipid normalized basis using the model of Gobas (1993)   
     and these BAFs were then used to derive FCMs for the final guidance.  These
     FCMs demonstrate that biomagnification occurs with increasing trophic      
     levels in the Great Lakes ecosystem, see the response to comment P2656.132.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The hypothesis of food chain biomagnification can be tested by performing  
     an Analysis of Variance on the raw data from Oliver and Niimi (1988). For  
     chemicals with K(sub ow)s between 5 and 6.5, the range for which EPA       
     proposes Food Chain Multipliers, there is a significant effect of trophic  
     level (ANOVA, p<0.05). However, according to multiple range tests, only the
     mysids are significantly different from the other trophic levels (Table 1).
     Plankton, alewives, and salmonids comprise a single group. Moreover, based 
     on the difference in means, the degree of biomagnification from mysids to  
     lake trout was very minimal (about 220%).                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.136     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that biomagnification from mysids to           
     piscivorous fishes is small.  In the final guidance, the biomagnification  
     factors of 1.07, 2.61, 16.0, 26.2, and 7.8 were obtained for log Kows of 4,
     5, 6, 7, and 8, respectively.                                              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Biomagnification is an underlying assumption and primary component of the  
     Guidance's BAF calculation. However, CMA believes tht the data and models  
     used by the Guidance fail to support its hypothesis if significant         
     biomagnification in the Lake Ontario food chain.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.137     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  In the final guidance, EPA has used the 
     model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs.  The ratio of FCMs in the higher     
     trophic level organism to that in the lower trophic level organism is equal
     to ratio of the residues for those two trophic levels.  This ratio is the  
     biomagnification factor and when the ratio is greater than 1.0,            
     biomagnification has occurred.  Comparison of the FCMs between trophic     
     level 2 and 3 reveals that the FCMs for trophic level 2 are always less    
     than those for trophic level 3.  The ratios of the trophic level 3 to      
     trophic level 2 FCMs range from 1 to 14.4.  Between trophic levels 3 and 4,
     the ratios of the trophic level 4 to trophic level 3 in the range of log   
     Kows from 5.5 to 7.9 are greater than 1.0. These results demonstrate that  
     biomagification does occur.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: note: include CMA figure 7, 2                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data Does Not Indicate Significant Food Chain Biomagnification             
                                                                                
     On the basis of data from Oliver and Niimi, slight biomagnification can be 
     observed from mysids to alewives and from mysids to trout for chemicals    
     (ANOVA, p<0.05). According to the means for these data, the total          
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     biomagnification from trophic level 2 to trophic level 4 is about a factor 
     2.2. However, CMA suggest that three alternative hypotheses could account  
     for this discrepancy:  1) Use of non-synoptic data  2) Oversimplification  
     of the food chain  3) Relative response times of different trophic levels. 
                                                                                
     Each alone or in concert is sufficient to explain the low level of         
     biomagnification found in Oliver and Miimi and in data presented by the    
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     For example, the biota that were not statistically different (salmonids,   
     alewives, and plankton) were all collected in 1981 and 1982.  Mysids, on   
     the other hand, were collected in 1981 and 1984.  PCB concentrations were  
     falling in Lake Ontario over this period.  The low level of                
     "biomagnification" observed with Niimi and Oliver, therefore, could have   
     resulted from the lag time in sampling the mysids compared to other biota. 
                                                                                
     In addition, the slight biomagnification observed from mysids to forage    
     fish (smelt and alewives) to large predator (salmonids) is based on an     
     idealized food chain which does not represent natural conditions.  Lake    
     trout and the other salmonids also eat sculpins and other bottom feeding   
     fish as well as smelt and alewives (IJC 1992).  Since sculpins are more    
     contaminated than alewives (CMA Figure 7), their existence in the salmonid 
     diet can explain Oliver and Niimi's data without recourse to               
     biomagnification.  Similarly, the apparent biomagnification found from     
     amphipods to sculpins (see Figure 7, Evans, M.S.,m G.E. Noguchi, and C.P.  
     Rice, 1991, "The biomagnification of PCB, Toxaphene, and DDT compounds in a
     Lake Michigan offshore food web," Arch. Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 20:87-93)
     could also be explained by sculpins ingesting significant amounts of       
     sediment along with their prey.                                            
                                                                                
     Lastly, apparent biomagnification could also be due to relative response   
     times of different trophic levels during depuration.  The slight level of  
     biomagnification hound in Thomann's Table IV and Oliver and Niimi data are 
     all based on depurating systems for which upper food levels can be expected
     to lag behind lower trophic levels.  According to IJC modeling of Lake     
     Superior, different trophic levels respond at different rates to changes is
     contamination with "smelt being faster to respond" than lake trout (IJC    
     1992).  The Guidance itself also argues that response times of relatively  
     short-lived organisms (coho salmon) should be faster than that long-live   
     organisms (lake-trout).                                                    
                                                                                
     Therefore, a hypothesis of biomagnification is not necessary to explain    
     observed data.  Moreover, Thomann (1989) presents data from laboratory     
     experiments that support the hypothesis that food chain biomagnification   
     does not occur in aquatic species.  According to Figure 4 of Thomann, seven
     of nine experimental trials showed predator/prey contaminant concentrations
     equal to or less than 1.0.  (These data are depicted on CMA Figure 2).     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.138     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  In the final guidance, EPA has used the 
     model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs.  The ratio of FCMs in the higher     
     trophic level organism to that in the lower trophic level organism is equal
     to ratio of the chemical residues in those two trophic levels.  This ratio 
     is also the biomagnification factor and when the ratio is greater than 1.0,
     biomagnification has occurred.  Comparison of the FCMs between trophic     
     level 2 and 3 reveals that the FCMs for trophic level 2 are always less    
     than those for trophic level 3.  The ratios of the trophic level 3 to      
     trophic level 2 FCMs range from 1 to 14.4.  Between trophic levels 3 and 4,
     the ratios of the trophic level 4 to trophic level 3 in the range of log   
     Kows from 5.5 to 7.9 are greater than 1.0.  These results demonstrate that 
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     biomagification does occur.                                                
                                                                                
     In coming to the above conclusion, EPA used BAFs derived on a lipid        
     normalized basis using the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical  
     in the ambient water. In addition, inputs from both benthic and pelagic    
     food webs were considered.                                                 
                                                                                
     The commenter did not like the oversimplification of the food web structure
     used in the original proposal.  As discussed in the response to comment    
     P2656.131, FCMs were derived using food web structure and information from 
     the Great Lakes in the final guidance.                                     
                                                                                
     EPA does not disagree with the comment that depuration is a significant    
     process. However, other processes such as growth rates, bioavailability,   
     and feeding preferences can also cause lipid normalized residues in        
     predators to be less than those observed in their prey.  Lower chemical    
     residues in higher trophic level fishes does not prove that                
     biomagnification process does not occur.  In contrast, when higher residues
     are observed in higher trophic level fishes, one must conclude that the    
     biomagnification process does occur.                                       
                                                                                
     EPA was aware of the lag time in sampling of the mysids in the data Oliver 
     and Niimi (1988).  Based upon the excellent agreement between the measured 
     BAFs from the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988) and the BAFs predicted   
     using the model of Gobas (1993), EPA has concluded that the lag time in    
     sampling of the mysids was not substantial enough too invalidate the       
     conclusion that biomagnification does occur. This conclusion is further    
     supported by the fact that the sediments are a major source of chemical in 
     the Great Lakes food web.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the amount of biomagnification is small 
     as demonstrated by the small ratios of the FCMs in the final guidance.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2656.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on the discussion above, CMA believes it is inappropriate to apply   
     the Thomann/Guidance model to calculate BAFs for purposes of criterion     
     calculation. The original paper (Thomann 1989) contains numerous errors    
     which may effect its conclusions and results. The Guidance model does not  
     adequately describe data, and overestimates observed data by about an order
     of magnitude. When parameters that are appropriate for the Great Lakes     
     System are used, the Thomann model predicts no food chain biomagnification 
     for chemicals with log K(sub ow)s between 5 and about 6.5, contradicting a 
     basic assumption of the Guidance. Data from Lake Ontario suggest that the  
     observed food chain biomagnification is not significant. In addition, EPA  
     fails to consider alternative hypotheses, and it is likely that much       
     observed bioaccumulation and biomagnification is due to oversimplification 
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     of complex food webs and complex depuration processes.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.139     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the pelagic food web model of Thomann   
     (1989) is appropriate for the GLWQI.  In the final guidance, EPA is using  
     the model of Gobas (1993) which has both pelagic and benthic food web      
     pathways with Great Lakes food web parameters.  A comparison of the BAFs   
     predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from   
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-     
     measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between the   
     mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, 
     and less than a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf,   
     1995).  Based upon the FCMs derived using the model of Gobas (1993), EPA   
     has concluded that biomagnification does occur in the Great Lakes          
     ecosystem.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2656.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, as discussed elsewhere in these comments, CMA believes that          
     fieldderived BAFs are representative of natural conditions and inherently  
     take into account various factors such as metabolism and persistence of    
     pollutants in aquatic systems. Accordingly, CMA recommends that the final  
     Guidance rely upon field derived BAFs and not rely upon the proposed       
     methodology to estimate bioaccumulation.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.140     
     
     EPA partially agrees with this comment.  See discussion on Hierarchy of    
     BAFs, Section IV.B.2 of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An Arbitrary Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF) Of 1000 Should Not Be Used to    
     Identify BCCs                                                              
                                                                                
     The Guidance has defined a BCC as a toxic substance with a BAF greater than
     or equal to 1000 (58 Fed. Reg. 20931). Most potential BCCs are organic     
     chemicals; only a few metals are candidates for this designation. EPA has  
     requested comment on whether the proposed BAF  of 1000 is an appropriate   
     level for identifying a chemical as a BCC (58 Fed. Reg. 20845).            
                                                                                
     CMA strongly believes that no single BAF value should be used as the basis 
     to designate BCCs, because there is no scientific basis for selecting one  
     BAF value over another as a cutoff. Also, the toxicity of a pollutant is as
     important as its potential to bioaccumulate, and thus must be considered in
     designating BCCs. In addition, the BAF does not properly consider the      
     bioavailability of a chemical, unless it has been calculated from field    
     data.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Thus, reliance on a BAF of 1000 is not an adequate basis on which  to list 
     pollutants as BCCs. As stated earlier in these comments, CMA believes that 
     a scientifically supported approach to identify a chemical as a BCC is to  
     evaluate fish tissue residue concentration. Therefore, CMA recommends that 
     the Guidance be modified to identify BCCs on the basis of fish tissue      
     concentration and not on the basis of an arbitrary BAF value of 1000.      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.141     
     
     EPA believes that the commenter's concern about the basis for selecting a  
     BAF cutoff level may have resulted from a confusion about the nature of    
     risk management decisions.  As EPA explained in the preamble to the        
     proposal (58 FR 20844), the selection of a BAF cutoff level is a risk      
     management decision that involves weighing information and policy          
     considerations, rather than a risk assessment assumption that results      
     solely from a scientific analysis.  It is not possible, therefore, to      
     specify a mathematical formula or systematic algorithm employing           
     environmental data to select a cutoff level.  EPA weighed a wide range of  
     information and policy considerations in this decision. See section II.C.8 
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue, and its reasons for selecting 
     the cutoff human health BAF value of 1000 in the final Guidance.           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation should not be the only factor considered in
     defining BCCs.  Persistence (including environmental fate and metabolism)  
     and toxicity should also be considered together with bioaccumulation       
     (including bioavailability) in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a 
     result, EPA modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only       
     chemicals that have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide 
     that chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water       
     column, sediment, and biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue. Furthermore, the methodology for         
     development of BAFs has been revised to include methods that consider      
     bioavailability and emphasize field measurements.  See section IV of the   
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
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     Comment ID: P2656.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Potential BCC Category Should Be Removed From Table 6 Of The Guidance  
                                                                                
     Table 6.B. of the proposed Guidance (58 Fed. Reg. 21015) identifies 10     
     chemicals (6 polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons, dibutyl phthalate,         
     4-chlorophenyl phenyl ether, phenol, and toluene) as "potential            
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern." EPA created this list of potential  
     BCCs because it was not confident that the BAF values calculated for these 
     pollutants were reliable since these chemicals are likely to be metabolized
     quickly and/or are not persisitent. CMA agrees with the EPA that these     
     chemicals should not be identified as BCCs.                                
                                                                                
     However, CMA maintains that there is no reason to categorize these         
     pollutants any differently than the rest of the pollutants in Table 6.C.   
     (Stephan, C., 1993). Permit writers may use the BAFs to evaluate water     
     quality data, determine if a reasonable potential exists to exceed a water 
     quality criterion, and calculate water quality based effluent limits       
     (WQBELs) if necessary. Identifying these chemicals as potential BCCs thus  
     adds nothing. Indeed, the proposed regulation does not mention the term    
     "potential BCCs" anywhere except in Table 6, and EPA clearly states in the 
     preamble that the special provisions in the regulation that apply to BCCs  
     do not apply to these 10 chemicals (58 Fed. Reg. 20845).                   
                                                                                
     Therefore, there is no reason to place these 10 chemicals in a special     
     category. Accordingly, CMA recommends that  EPA modify the Guidance to     
     remove potential BCCs category from Table 6 and include these 10 chemicals 
     in the list of chemicals that are not BCCs (Table 6.C.).                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.142     
     
     EPA agrees that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants    
     proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate. EPA has deleted the   
     list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in  
     section II.C.9 of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2656.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Data Requirements In The Proposed Guidance Are Unacceptable, And Will  
     Result In Criteria That Have Great Uncertainty And Limited Applicability   
                                                                                
     As proposed, the Guidance allows both Tier I criteria and Tier II values   
     for the protection of wildlife to be calculated using a very meager data   
     base.  In particular, Tier I criteria can be calculated with chronic and   
     subchronic data from only one species of mammal and one species of bird.   
     In addition, Tier II values can be calculated with data that are not       
     sufficient to develop Tier I criteria resulting in uncertain and unreliable
     values since they will be based on insufficient data.                      
                                                                                
     CMA strongly believes that the data requirements for the derivation of Tier
     I criteria and Tier II values are simply inadequate and should not be used 
     to develop enforceable permit limits and control mechanisms.               
                                                                                
     The minimal data requirements used for the calculation of Tier I criteria  
     will result in great uncertainty in the criteria so that they could be     
     highly overprotective when the proposed uncertainty factors (safety        
     factors) are used to adjust the numbers.  Moreover, the resulting criteria 
     will be useful only to protect one mammalian and one avian species in most 
     cases, and they should only be used when the habitat conditions allow such 
     species to be present.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.143     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593.035, D2860.079, and P2574.042 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2656.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Wildlife Criterion For Mercury Is Not Justified Based On The  
     Measured Concentrations Of Mercury In Fish Of The Great Lakes And Their    
     Tributaries                                                                
                                                                                
     The Guidance proposes a Tier I wildlife criterion for mercury of 180 pg/L. 
     This limit is in order of magnitude lower than the proposed human health   
     criterion of 2 ng/L.  Both the wildlife and human health criteria are      
     intended to prevent the bioaccumulation of methyl mercury in the tissues of
     edible aquatic life (fishes, mussels).                                     
                                                                                
     CMA believes that EPA's analysis lacks an assessment to determine if the   
     existing concentrations of mercury in fish tissue in the Great Lakes and   
     their tributaries are above background concentrations on a widespread      
     basis.  Available data demonstrate that widespread mercury contamination is
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     not a problem in the Great Lakes basin.                                    
                                                                                
     In a recent study, EPA collected fish tissue at a number of locations      
     within the Great Lakes basin for its National Study of Chemical Residues in
     Fish (EPA 823/R-92-008, Office of Science and Technology, U.S.             
     Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C., September 1992)         
     (National Fish Tissue Study).  The study sites included locations selected 
     because of their proximity to point and nonpoint pollution sources,        
     background sites relatively free of pollutants sources, and sites from the 
     U.S. Geological Surveys National Stream Quality Accounting Network         
     (NASQAN)(pages 1 and 2, National Fish Tissue Study).  Some examples of     
     tissue concentrations measured in Great Lakes fish, and tissue             
     concentrations measured at background sites, are as follows:               
                                                                                
     (TABLE)                                                                    
                                                                                
     These tissue data, which were taken at Great Lakes basin sites that are in 
     close proximity to point and nonpoint sources, demonstrate that            
     bioaccumulation of mercury above typical background fish tissue            
     concentrations is not common.  Further, the data suggest that additional   
     point source controls will be of little value in lowering fish tissue      
     mercury concentrations, because background data from sites not a effected  
     by point sources is as high or higher than the concentrations measured in  
     fish collected near major point source discharges.                         
                                                                                
     CMA believes that these data call into question EPA's basic premise that   
     water quality criteria for mercury that are more restrictive than existing 
     criteria are needed to protect aquatic life, human health, and wildlife.   
     Furthermore, no hard data exist that suggest that current mercury          
     concentrations in fish tissue are having an adverse effect on the wildlife 
     of the Great Lakes basin (Mercury in Michigan's Environment: Environmental 
     and Human Health Concerns, Michigan Environmental Science Board, Lansing,  
     Michigan, 1993, page 37).  Although the 1992 draft Lake Michigan Lakewide  
     Management Plan (LaMP) (EPA, Region V) lists mercury as a critical         
     pollutant, it presents no data documenting any wildlife impairment due to  
     mercury.  Rather, it lists as reasons for the critical pollutant           
     designation the existence of 2 locations where fish tissue concentrations  
     of mercury exceed the Food and Drug Administration (FDA) action level and 6
     Lake Michigan tributaries with elevated sediment concentrations, using a   
     1977 EPA guideline on sediment as the basis for defining what is "elevated"
     (Table 1.4, Lake Michigan LaMP, 1992).  When "hot spots" of mercury may    
     exist in the region as a result of past human activities, the remediation  
     of "hot spots" should be addressed under laws such as CERCLA, and should   
     not be the basis for establishing unnecessary basinside regulations.       
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that the need for the proposed wildlife criterion for mercury
     is thus not supported by any of the available data on the Great Lakes and  
     their tributaries.  The current water quality criteria for mercury that are
     based on human health protection have resulted in mercury concentrations in
     fish that are at background levels.  Additional mercury reductions at point
     sources, which under the current proposal would require the elimination of 
     mercury from all in-plant streams, will require industry and POTWs to spend
     huge sums of money but will have no measurable effect of fish tissue       
     concentrations.                                                            
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that the EPA reexamine the applicability of the  
     mercury wildlife criterion and modify the final Guidance to require a more 
     extensive data base for the derivation of Tier I criteria and Tier II      
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.144     
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     See response to Comment #s G2650.002, F4030.003, G3457.004, D2587.014, and 
     D2584.004.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has revised the mercury criterion in the final GLWQI from 180 pg/L to  
     1300 pg/L.                                                                 
                                                                                
     See responses to comments: D2860.026, D2860.028, and P2574.042. Also see   
     the final GLWQI wildlife criteria documents and the Technical Support      
     Document for the Derivation of Wildlife Criteria.                          
                                                                                
     See comment response to D2829.009, and the Regulatory Impact Analysis of   
     the final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2656.145
     Cross Ref 1: note: include footnotes 1,2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Wildlife Criteria Do Not Predict The Health Of Sensitive      
     Wildlife Populations                                                       
                                                                                
     CMA asserts that if the proposed wildlife criteria and methodology are     
     sound, the distribution of piscivorous wildlife in the Great Lakes System  
     should be predictable by ambient chemical levels and the proposed criteria.
      Also, if the criteria are reasonable, one should see impaired wildlife or 
     no wildlife at all in those areas with chemical concentrations higher than 
     the proposed criteria.  Theoretically, good population growth should occur 
     only in places where all criteria are met.                                 
                                                                                
     For example, water from Lake Erie's western basin exceeds all of the       
     proposed wildlife criteria by considerable margins (IJC 1988.  Final Report
     of the Upper Great Lakes Connecting Channels Study, Volume II.  Edited by  
     R. Shimizu and C. Finch, IJC 1989.  "1987 Report on Great Lakes Water      
     Quality".  Appendix B. Great Lakes Surveillance.  Great Lakes Water Quality
     Board.  Report to the IJC)(1), except for TCDD, for which data are lacking.
      Dissolved TCDD concentrations can be estimated by dividing observed fish  
     concentrations for the Detroit River (between 10 ppt and non-detectable,   
     with an assumed average of 5 ppt) by 79,000 l/kg, the BAF proposed by the  
     Guidance.  Based on the high suspended sediments of western Lake Erie,     
     total TCDD concentrations were assumed to be four times the dissolved      
     concentration (see Table  ).                                               
                                                                                
     (TABLE)                                                                    
                                                                                
     CMA notes that despite the current mercury, DDT, PCB, and TCDD levels,     
     eagles have been breeding successfully on Lake Erie for the last decade.   
     Gilbertson et al. (Gilbertson, M., T. Kubiak, J. Ludwig, and G. Fox, 1991. 
     "Great Lakes embryo mortality, edema, and deformities syndrome (Glemeds) in
     colonial fish-easting birds: similarity to Chick-Edema Disease" J. Tox.    
     Environ. Health.  33:455-520) describe eagle reproduction on Lake Erie as  
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     "normal", and Colburn (Colburn, T. 1991. "Epidemiology of Great Lakes bald 
     eagles" J. Tox. Environ. Health 33:395-453) provides data that also show a 
     decade of high levels of reproduction for the Canadian side of Lake Erie.  
     Although problems with reproduction did occur during 1990 and 1991 on the  
     American side of Lake Erie, these problems were short-lived.  CMA notes    
     that reproduction in the Ohio colony was excellent in 1992 and 1993.       
                                                                                
     Mink are found along Lake Erie's shores (Environment Canada 1991 Toxic     
     Chemicals in the Great Lakes and Associated Effects, Volume II.  Effects.  
     Department of Fisheries and Oceans, Health and Welfare Canada) and have    
     recently been found on Grand Island in the midle of the Niagara River      
     (NYDEC 1993 The Niagara River Remedial Action Plan (RAP).  Final Draft.    
     New York Department Environmental Conservation), which has water quality   
     similar to Lake Erie.  Mink have also been trapped along Lake Ontario      
     (Foley, R.E.S.J. Jackling, R.J. Sloan, and M.K. Brown, 1988.               
     "Organichlorine and Mercury Residues in Wild Mink and Otter: Comparison    
     With Fish"  Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 7:363-364), which has higher levels of 
     PCBs, DDT and TCDD than Lake Erie.  Therefore, mink also are maintaining   
     populations along and downstream of Lake Erie despite water concentrations 
     hundreds of times what the Guidance considers necessary to protect mink.   
     While data are not available concerning their reproductive rates(2), it is 
     noteworthy that the mink data are based on trapping.  This indicates that  
     reproductive rates are grater than that necessary for stable populations   
     under natural mortality, since these populations of mink persist despite   
     unnatural additional mortality due to trapping.                            
                                                                                
     Furthermore, osprey have also recently been reported nesting, and breeding 
     successfully, on both Lake Ontario and Lake Huron.  On the basis of        
     proposed criteria, this should not be possible.                            
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the above example "field test" indicates that the        
     proposed criteria do not predict the health of sensitive wildlife          
     populations.  Despite ambient concentrations sometimes two orders of       
     magnitude higher than concentrations considered "safe" by the proposed     
     criteria, target wildlife populations along the Great Lakes are growing,   
     and with exceptions, doing quite well.                                     
                                                                                
     ----------------------------------------                                   
     (1) CMA recognizes that total water column concentrations are not a good   
     predictor of bioavailable chemicals.  However, the methods in the Guidance 
     do not discriminate between total and bioavailable chemicals, so the       
     discussion above is consistent with how the criterion will be applied -- to
     the total water column concentration.                                      
                                                                                
     (2) While data are lacking, a variety of sources suggest that mink         
     reproduction on the more contaminated lower Great Lakes should currently be
     unimpaired or close to unimpaired.  The Lake Ontario mink described in     
     Foley et al. were captured between 1982 and 1984 and contained 7 ppm of    
     PCBs in their adipose fat.  According to data from Hornshaw et al. (1983), 
     this level would have been associated with very slight suppression of      
     reproduction (less than 5%).  However, PCB levels in Lake Ontario continued
     to fall during the 1980s.  (See, for example, the discussion of PCB levels 
     in Lake Trout 58 Fed. Reg. 20809-20818).  Half-lives for PCBs in Lake      
     Ontario fish average about 10 years (Borgmann and Whittle 1991), suggesting
     that Lake Ontario mink would currently be at about 3 ppm in adipose tissue,
     the NOEL found by Horshaw et al.                                           
                                                                                
     Similarly, Aurelich and Ringer (1977) found no suppression of reproduction 
     when mink were fed 30% forage fish (perch) taken from Lake Erie in the     
     early 1970s, at the peak of PCB concentrations.  Assuming that PCBs levels 
     fell in Lake Erie as in other Great Lakes, with half-lives of 5 to 10      
     years, current forage fish in Lake Erie should be well below levels        
     problematic for mink.                                                      
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     Response to: P2656.145     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2656.146
     Cross Ref 1: The table mentioned is in .145
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, CMA notes that the conservatism of the proposed criteria is      
     actually greater than it appears in the previous Table.  The water quality 
     data discussed above are from depurating systems, due to the decreases in  
     loading over the last two decades.  Given the longer response time of the  
     sediments compared to water, sediments are currently at concentrations much
     higher than would be expected from the observed water column concentrations
     and a steady-state condition.  Since the sediments may be a significant    
     source of some contaminants, forage fish should also be signficantly more  
     contaminated than would be predicted from the water column concentrations  
     (this is especially true of the shallow western basin of Lake Erie, which  
     has an average depth of about 20 feet).  Data from other sites in the Great
     Lakes suggest that fish could be as much as 6 to 8 times more contaminated 
     than would be predicted from steady-state conditions.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.146     
     
     Please refer to comment P2656.167 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2656.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, CMA believes that the data above suggest that the proposed criteria  
     could be as much as three orders of magnitude too stringent.  We maintain  
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     that the proposed criteria are overly protective and will not accurately   
     predict appropriate levels of pollutants to protect wildlife in the Great  
     Lakes System.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.147     
     
     Please refer to comment P2656.167 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed in the proposed Guidance, the wildlife criteria methodology   
     correctly emphasizes the superiority of field studies over laboratory      
     studies.  Field studies encompass much of the uncertainty in the criteria  
     calculations, e.g., uncertainty about feeding rates, diet, species         
     sensitivity factors, and extrapolation from individual to population       
     effects.  However, the Guidance simultaneously places too much and too     
     little credence on field studies.  In those cases (or that case) in which  
     field studies are used, CMA believes that the field data were used         
     incorrectly.  Yet, at the same time, the Guidance does not consider field  
     data that is easily available in the grey literature (although this grey   
     literature is discussed at length in the Preamble).                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.148     
     
     Please refer to comment P2653.050 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: P2656.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to using field data incorrectly, CMA suggest that EPA did not 
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     consider the potential for multiple impacts and confounding factors in     
     their use of field studies (except when consideration would produce a      
     higher criterion value).  A prime example is the pelican data of Anderson  
     et al.(Anderson, D.W., J.R. Jehl, R.W. Risenbrough, L.A. Woods, L.R.       
     Deweese, and W.G. Edgecombe, 1975.  "Brown Pelicans: Improved Reproductions
     Off The Southern California Coast" Science: 190: 806-808), which forms the 
     basis for the DDT standard.  CMA notes that, Anderson did not consider     
     alternative hypotheses.  The Santa Barabara Channel was the site of oil    
     related accident just preceding the Anderson study.  Furthermore, the Los  
     Angeles area is also beset by a number of other contaminants, many of which
     are known to impact bird reproduction.  In short, the data presented in the
     Anderson study are confounded by numerous other toxic and potentially other
     anthropogenic impacts.                                                     
                                                                                
     Given this situation, CMA suggests that the other potential sources of     
     impacts must be considered.  In the absence of good statistical methods to 
     control for confounding variables, field data should be used as a baseline 
     which the criteria could not go below.  Other, less confounded studies when
     available should be considered and used in criteria calculation.           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.149     
     
     See responses to P2653.050 and P2742.716.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2656.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The case of DDT criterion generation contrasts markedly with the process   
     used to calculate the PCB criterion.  Laboratory data from Platonow and    
     Karstad (Platonow, J.S. and L.H. Karstad.  1973.  "Dietary Effects of PCBs 
     On Mink" Canadian J. Comp Med. 37:391-400) and Hornshaw et al.(Hornshaw,   
     T.C., R.J. Aulerich, H.E. Johnson, 1991.  "Feeding Great Lakes Fish To     
     Mink: Effects on Mink And Accumulation And Elimination of PCBs by Mink". J.
     Tox. Environ. Health. 11:933-946) were rejected, because the "possible     
     contamination of feed with other environmental contaminants was not        
     investigated."  However, these other contaminants are likely to have       
     increased toxicity, so these studies should have been considered in        
     criteria calculation.  That is, they should have be used to determine a    
     baseline, as suggested above.  This is especially tue of Hornshaw et al.   
     which fed the mink Great Lakes fish contaminated with PCBs.                
                                                                                
     Instead, the EPA based its criterion on a feeding study using Arochlor     
     1260, despite evidence that 1260 was much more toxic than other PCB        
     formulations.  Other studies, discussed in the Guidance, indicate that more
     chlorinated PCB formulations were more toxic to mink.  The end result was  
     an acceptable intake of 3 ug/kg/day, almost exactly one tenth of the no    
     observable effects level (NOEL) found in Hornshaw et al., the study        
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     directed applicable to PCBs in the Great Lakes.                            
                                                                                
     CMA suggest that applicable data in the unpublished literature was not     
     considered.  Eagles have been breeding successfully on Lake Erie for the   
     past decade, a fact acknowledged in the Preamble of the Guidance.  CMA     
     believes that a comparison of the proposed criteria to water quality data  
     from Lake Erie would have illustrated that the criteria are overprotective 
     and not representative of natural conditions.  Since the goal of the       
     wildlife criteria should be the protection of populations in the field, we 
     recommend that field data should be utilized whenever possible.            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.150     
     
     The papers cited were evaluated and used by U.S. EPA in the overall        
     assessment of PCB effects on mink.  They were not used in deriving the test
     dose because the it was felt that the lower LOAELs in these studies,       
     compared to the LOAEL from the Aulerich and Ringer (1977), could have been 
     due to contaminants other than PCBs.                                       
                                                                                
     Also, see response to P2771.256.                                           
                                                                                
     The use of unpublished eagle data is not appropriate for use in developing 
     criteria; please see the response to D3204.011 comment, which addresses    
     other public comments that suggest eagles are still being affected by PCBs 
     in the Great Lakes basin.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Use Of The Human Health Paradigm Is Not Appropriate For Wildlife       
     Criteria                                                                   
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that there are two fundamental reasons that the human health 
     paradigm is not applicable to the wildlife criteria.  (First, wildlife     
     criteria should protect "wildlife populations," not individuals.           
     Application of toxicological methods, which concern the health of          
     individuals, to manage population dynamics, a question of population       
     genetics and ecology, is not scientifically supportable.  Populations are  
     subject to a  number of forces that do not pertain to the individual       
     animal.  CMA notes that many populations produce an excess of young: thus, 
     small impacts on fecundity may be offset by greater survival at later      
     stages.)                                                                   
                                                                                
     (Second, methods used to protect human health contain a number of safety   
     factors which are inappropriate and unnecessary to sufficiently protect    
     wildlife populations.  Applications of the same methods and margins of     
     safety to protect wildlife is inappropriate and not scientifically sound.) 
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     CMA believes that the human health paradigm is inappropriate to protect    
     wildlife population, such as mink, and should not be adopted in the final  
     rule.                                                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.151     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.152
     Cross Ref 1: ref: imbedded in .151
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, wildlife criteria should protect "wildlife populations," not        
     individuals.  Application of toxicological methods, which concern the      
     health of individuals, to manage population dynamics, a question of        
     population genetics and ecology, is not scientifically supportable.        
     Populations are subject to a number of forces that do not pertain to the   
     individual animal.  CMA notes that many populations produce an excess of   
     young: thus, small impacts on fecundity may be offset by greater survival  
     at later stages.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.152     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.153
     Cross Ref 1: ref: imbedded in .151
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, methods used to protect human health contain a number of safety    
     factors which are inappropriate and unnecessary to sufficiently protect    

Page 8792



$T044618.TXT
     wildlife populations.  Applications of the same methods and margins of     
     safety to protect wildlife is inappropriate and not scientifically sound.  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.153     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: note: include figure, page IV-23 CMA comments                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA has identified twelve margins of safety related to wildlife protection 
     in the proposed Guidance (Figure 1): 1) No mixing allowed for BCCs  2) No  
     fate or adsorption permitted  3) Use of Thomann/Guidance methods to predict
     BAFs  4) Use of non-equilibrium data to predict BAFs  5) LOEL to NOEL      
     uncertainty factor  6) Intraspecies uncertainty factor  7) Interspecies    
     uncertainty factor (Species Sensitivity Factor)  8) Subchronic to chronic  
     uncertainty factor  9) Assumption of habitat sufficiency  10) Assumptions  
     about wildlife diet  11) Permit assumptions  12) Assumptions about         
     population response                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.154     
     
     Please see the response to cxomment P2656.167.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.155
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin of Safety No. 1: No Mixing Allowed For BCCs                         
                                                                                
     Since the proposed wildlife criteria are BCCs, the Guidance proposes to    
     disallow mixing zones to prevent "damage to the environment."  However,    
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     application of wildlife criteria to concentrations at the end of pipe      
     assumes four concurrent, unlikely events: 1) A population of fish resides  
     at the end of a pipe  2) This population of fish, and their prey, spend    
     their entire life cycle in the undiluted plume.  3) The population of fish 
     is sufficiently productive to supply the piscivore with its entire diet  4)
     The piscivore feeds only on fish from the plume.                           
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the above scenario is not possible and has estimated the 
     margin of safety conferred by the no mixing zone policy.  This margin of   
     safety can be estimated by estimating the amount of mixing that would occur
     in the area necessary to support one pair of wildlife.  The necessary area 
     can be estimated on the basis of fish production rates and food consumption
     of the wildlife.  Thus, for example, Lake Ontario has been estimated to    
     have a production of about 3.5 kg/yr of cold and warmwater game fish (Kerr,
     S.J. and B.C. LeTendre.  1991.  "The State Of The Lake Ontario Fish        
     Community in 1989." Great Lakes Fishery Commission, Special Pub. 91-3).  It
     also has a carrying capacity of about 120 kg/ha/yr of forage fish.         
     Assuming a production to biomass ratio of about 2 to 1, which is about     
     average for the aquatic systems listed by (Warren, C.E. 1971.  Biology and 
     Water Pollution Control.  W.B. Saunders, Co.Philadelphia, PA), forage fish 
     production should be about 240 kg/ha/yr.                                   
                                                                                
     In calculating the area necessary to support a piscivore, CMA assumed that 
     an area would have to support two adults.  Many critical wildlife species, 
     like the eagles and osprey, mate for life, so the effective foraging area  
     would need to support two adults.  For the other wildlife, the territories 
     of two animals on average would need to be contaminated, because control of
     many chemicals is based on impacts to reproduction and the very young, and,
     by chance, less than half of the sites would be occupied by reproductive   
     females.                                                                   
                                                                                
     (TABLE)                                                                    
                                                                                
     As can be seen from the above Table, the area necessary to support a pair  
     of these predators, especially the otter and eagle, can be quite large even
     for productive Lake Ontario.  Necessary foraging areas would be            
     considerably larger for the less productive, upper Great Lakes and for     
     those foraging areas in which other predators or fisherman reduced the     
     yield available to the pair of wildlife.  Also, the method above assumes   
     that the predators are 100% efficient at harvesting the available          
     production.                                                                
                                                                                
     The mixing that would occur in the required area will depend on the rate of
     dispersion and the rate of discharge of the effluent, both of which will   
     vary widely from discharge to discharge.  However, the amount of disperion 
     can be conservatively calculated from a simple model found in Thomann and  
     Mueller (Thomann, R.V. and J.A. Mueller. 1987.  Principals of Surface Water
     Quality Modeling and Control.  Harper and Row, Inc., New York, NY) for a   
     sidebank discharge to a stream                                             
                                                                                
     (EQUATION)                                                                 
                                                                                
     According to Thomann et al. (Thomann, R.V., D.M. DiToro, R.P. Winfield, and
     D.J. O'Connor. 1975. Mathematical Modeling of Phytoplankton in Lake        
     Ontario. I. Model Development And Verification.  NERC, ORD, USEPA,         
     Corvalis, OR.  EPA 660/3-75-0051975), nearshore velocities for Lake Ontario
     average about 5.6 cm/s (0.184 fps), and the depth of the nearshore was     
     assumed to average about 2.5 m (8.3 ft), since inspection of NOAA maps     
     suggests that nearshore areas are generally less than 5 meters deep.       
                                                                                
     The mixing plume can be approximated by a right triangle with an area equal
     to                                                                         
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     (EQUATION)                                                                 
                                                                                
     By setting the area of the plume equal to the area necessary to support a  
     pair of piscivorous wildlife, one can determine the dimensions of the      
     plume, the volume of water in the plume (Area * 8.3 ft), and the time it   
     takes for the discharge to reach the end of the requisite area             
     (L(subm)/0.184 fps).  Dilution also depends on the volume of water         
     discharged during the time to disperse over the required area.  The        
     following table presents the expected dilution for a discharger of 3.05    
     million gallons per day, which is the median for "representative" (assumes 
     that background concentration is zero) Ohio dischargers in the Lake Erie   
     basin (Ohio EPA.  1993.  Impact of the Proposed GLI Guidance on Wasteload  
     Allocations and Permits.  Ohio EPA, Division of Water Quality Planning and 
     Assessment, June 18, 1993).                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     The calculated dilution represents the margin of safety over no dilution,  
     since the likely concentration in the plume would actually be from 15.4 to 
     118 times lower than the concentration at the end of the pipe.  The most   
     likely diluation, as estimated by the geometric mean of the dilutions,     
     would be about 40 times.  CMA suggest that the no mixing zone policy,      
     therefore, makes the regulations about 40 times more stringent than        
     necessary to protect wildlife.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.155     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.156
     Cross Ref 1: AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No.2: No Fate Or Degradation                              
                                                                                
     The Guidance assumes no losses or fate processes for the four chemicals    
     with proposed wildlife criteria. However, all four chemicals are subject to
     a variety of fate processes (volatilization, sedimentation, photolysis,    
     adsorptions, biodegradation for the organics) that produce much lower      
     equilibrium levels of bioavailable chemicals than would be assumed with    
     EPA's assumption of no fate.                                               
                                                                                
     For example, the fate of three of the four compounds (PCBs, DDT, TCDD) were
     recently esimated for Lake Ontario (Endicott, D.D., W.L. Richardson, and   
     D.M. DiTiro. 1991. A Steady State Mass Balance And Bioaccumulation Model   
     For Toxic Chemicals In Lake Ontario EPA Environmental Research Laboratory. 
     and EPA 1992 Lake Ontario TCDD Bioaccumulation Study: Final Report. US     
     Environmental Protection Agency, May 1990). If Various fate processes are  
     estimated with WASP IV modeling (EPA, 1992; Endicott et al., 1991), the    
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     equilibrium dissolved values for TCDD, PCB's, and DDT are between 1/25 and 
     1/10 of that calculated from simple dilution and an assumption of total    
     bioavailability.(3)Thus, the assumption of no fate and total               
     bioavailability in the proposed Guidance represents a substantial,         
     additional margin of safety for protection of wildlife.                    
                                                                                
     Margins of Safety--Assumption of No Fate                                   
                                                                                
     Compound,(DDT, PCB, TCDD) Simple Dilution No fate.pg/1 (4,68, 468, 4.68)   
     WASP IV Concentration With fate, pg/1 (0.48, 0.25, 0.19) Margin of Safety  
     (9.8, 18.7, 24.6) Geometric mean (16.5)                                    
     ------------                                                               
     (3) According to Endicott et.al (1991), total flow into Lake Ontario is    
     6770 M 3/s. Assuming only dilution, a constant loading of 1kg/year would   
     produce a total water colum concentration of about 4.68 pg/1 for all of the
     compounds.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.156     
     
     EPA does not assume no losses or fate processes.  For example, in the final
     guidance, the derivation and use of BAFs takes into account the freely     
     dissolved fraction of organic chemicals.  EPA allows consideration of      
     pollutant degradation in the TMDL procedures where adequate field studies  
     are available.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2656.157
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin of Safety No.3.: Conservative BAf Calculation                       
                                                                                
     As discussed in CMA's review of the Thomann/Guidance model for BAFs, use of
     this model overestimates observed BAF values by about one order of         
     magnitude for the three organic chemicals. Observed data also suggest an   
     error in the fit of the proposed mercury BAF to observed data from the     
     Great Lakes. These errors represents another margin of safety equal to     
     about 10. (See CMA's discussion of the BAF.                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.157     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model. The adaptation of 
     the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty and  
     variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted    
     BAFS.   A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)       
     against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the      
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     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold     
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA concludes that    
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     EPA has revised the BAF for mercury to account for the partitioning of the 
     chemical and the amount of mercury found in the methylated form.  The final
     mercury BAF should be closer to observed data than the proposed BAF.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2656.158
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No. 4.: Use of Non-Equilibrium BAF Data                   
                                                                                
     Also as discussed in CMA's comment concerning the Thomann/Guidance model   
     for BAF's observed data used to calculate BAFs are based on sediment and   
     water that are likely to be in dis-equilibrium. No firm estimates can be   
     made of the magnitude of the error, but data from the Niagara River        
     suggests that the error could be as high as 600%. (See CMA's discussion of 
     the BAF.)                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.158     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA includes disequilibrium between the sediments   
     and water column when using the model of Gobas (1993). A comparison of the 
     BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs   
     from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have       
     field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between 
     the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52         
     pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52         
     pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin of Safety No.5.: LOEL To NOEL Modifiers                             
                                                                                
     As presented in CMA's discussion of safety (uncertainty) factors, use of a 
     factor of 10 to convert a LOEL to NOEL represents a maximum of safety of 10
     and a most likely margin of safety of 3.3                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.159     
     
     Please refer to comment P2656.167 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No. 6.: Sub-Chronic To Chronic Uncertainty Factor         
                                                                                
     Based on data presented in EPA's reference for this uncertainity factor    
     (Dourson, M.L. and J. F. Stara. 1983. "Regulatory history and experimental 
     support of uncertainty (safety) factors". Reg. Tox. Pharm. 3:224-238), the 
     most likely margin of safety for this factor is approximately 5. The       
     maximum margin of safety is actually greater than 10, because chronic      
     endpoints (NOAEL AND LOAELs) are ofter lower than subchronic results. See  
     CMA'S comments on Uncertainty Factors.                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.160     
     
     Please see the responses to comments P2656.176 and P2576.136.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No. 7: Interspecies Scaling Factor                        
                                                                                
     As discussed in CMA's discussion of EPA's reference Dourson and Stara      
     (1983), the likely margin of safety is from 5.6 to 56 depending upon       
     whether 10 or 100 is used as an uncertainty factor. The maximum margin of  
     safety is greater than 100 in those cases in which a uncertainity factor of
     100 was used and the wildlife species were less sensitive than the         
     experimental animal. See CMA's comments on Uncertainty Factors.            
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.161     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2629.054.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No.8.: Intraspecies Scaling Factors                       
                                                                                
     Again, based on CMA's discussion of EPA's data, the most likely margin of  
     safety is about 6.  The maximum margin of safety is 10.                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.162     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2718.144.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No.9: Assumption Of Habitat Suffiency                     
                                                                                
     By controlling every discharge irrespective of location, the Guidance      
     assumes that discharges are always co-incident with adequate habitat for   
     wildlife species. In fact, however, wildlife habitat has been greatly      
     reduced by degradation of the physicial integrity of the Great Lakes, so   
     many dischargers occur in areas incapable of supporting some wildlife. For 
     example, a recent survey of Lake Erie and Lake Ontario shoreline by the    
     Candadian Wildlife Service concluded that there was little habitat for     
     eagles on the lakes and habitat was generally not very good (Weseloh, D.V.,
     A. Bath, J. Robinson, and E Addison. 1992. "An Evaluation Of Potential     
     Nesting Habitat For Bald Eagles Along The Shoreline Of Lakes Ontario And   
     Erie" Unpublished report of the Canadian Wildlife Service)(4). Most of the 
     shorelines of the Great Lakes have been deforested, and good mink habitat  
     requires a swath of forest along the water course (USFWS 1986. Habitat     
     Suitability Index Models: Mink. Biological Report 82(10.127), US Fish and  
     Wildlife Service, Washington, D.C.).                                       
                                                                                
     EPA's assumption of habitat sufficiency represents another margin of       
     safety. This margin of safety can be assessed by estimating the percent of 
     good habitat remaining along the lake shores, assuming that habitat and    
     discharges were randomly located with respect to each other. Unfortunately,
     data on critial habitat on the Great Lakes are not extensive (Great Lakes  
     Science Advisory Board 1991, Report to the International Joint Commission).
     As a rough substitute for habitat surveys, it could be assumed that most   
     sensitive wildlife will not occur in close proximity to humans and         
     agriculture. Based on this assumption and data provided by the Michigan Sea
     Grant and the IJC (Michigan Sea Grant. 1990. Extension Bulletins E-1866,   
     E-1867, E-1868, E-1869, E-1870. In Cooperation With The IJC), only about   
     30% of Lake Erie's and 20% of Lake Ontario's US shoreline constitute good  
     habitat (Table 4). Depending on the Lake, the margin of safety conferred by
     the assumption of habitat sufficiency ranges from 5.3 for Lake Ontario to  
     about 1 for Lake Superior, which is only marginally developed.             
                                                                                
     Margins Of Safety Conferred By Assumption Of Good Habitat At Discharge     
     Point                                                                      
                                                                                
     Potential Habitat, Altered Habitat, Margin of Safety, Ontario, (19%, 93%,  
     5.3) Erie (29%, 71%, 3.4), Huron (81%, 19%, 1.2.) Michigan (41%, 59%, 2.4) 
     Superior (No information, No Information, 1.0).                            
                                                                                
     Altered Habitat is the sum of "Residential", "Agricultural", and           
     Commercial" Shoreline.                                                     
     Potential Habitat is the sum of "Other", "Forest", and "Recreational"      
     shoreline.                                                                 
     Margin of Safety is equal to 100% divided by the Potential Habitat.        
                                                                                
     Source: Michigan Sea Grant, 1990                                           
                                                                                
     The analysis above is likely to be conservative for two reasons. First,    
     most dischargers are associated with more urbanized areas on the more      
     urbanized Great Lakes.                                                     
                                                                                
     Dischargers and habitat are, therefore, not randomly located with respect  
     with each other, but should be somewhat mutually exclusive. Also, in Table 
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     4, the potential habitat was conservatively estimated to be all area not   
     significantly altered by humans. In fact, some or much of the unaltered    
     areas will naturally be poor habitat for some species. Therefore, CMA      
     believes that the margins of safety listed in Table 4 are somewhat         
     conservative.                                                              
                                                                                
     Based on this process, however, the maximum margin of safety, 5.3, will be 
     taken as the value for Lake Ontario. The miost likely margin of sfaety will
     be estimated by 2.2, the geometric mean of the margins of safety for the   
     five lakes.                                                                
                                                                                
     ---------------------                                                      
                                                                                
     (4)According to Wesleloh et al.,                                           
                                                                                
     "Most of the shoreline...was not suitable as Bald Eagle nesting habitat due
     to development and agricultural practices. We indentified 170 areas of     
     potential habitat on Lake Erie (including the Niagara River), 112 (65.9%)  
     of those areas rated poor, 21 (12.4%) of areas rated as good or excellent."
                                                                                
     Assuming conservatively that "most" means 51% of the total, only 6% of the 
     shoreline of Lake Erie would constitute good to excellent eagle habitat.   
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.163     
     
     EPA disagrees that the absence of acceptable habitat for wildlife species  
     represents an additional margin of safety.  Wildlife criteria are developed
     to protect all wildlife populations, and are based on exposure parameters  
     for the most highly exposed species inhabiting the Great Lakes.  While some
     species of wildlife may be excluded from some areas due to habitat         
     constraints on human land-use activities, other wildlife species would be  
     present which need to be protected by the appendix D methodology.  Please  
     see the discussion in the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative       
     Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria on the relationship       
     between exposure and sensitivity. In addition, the prey of various wildlife
     predators may range over large distances, and that movement needs to be    
     recognized to prevent the transport of toxic levels of contaminants to     
     areas where large wildlife populations do reside.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No.10: Conservative Diet Assumptions                      
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     The Guidance bases its wildlife criteria on diet assumptions that are very 
     conservative, EPA's own sources indicate that, mink are known to eat a     
     variety of aquatic and terrestrial prey, but EPA's assessments assume that 
     the diet is composed entirely of trophic level three fish. Likewise, while 
     eagle and otter eat mostly smaller, trophic level 3 fish (Hamilton, W.J.   
     1961. "Later Fall, Winter, And Early Spring Foods Of Otters From New York" 
     New York Fish and Game Journal 8: 106-109), EPA assumes that half of the   
     diet of these species is composed of large predatory fish with high lipid  
     levels and high rates of biomagnification.                                 
                                                                                
     CMA estimates that EPA's conservative assumptions about wildlife diet      
     confer a margin of safety of about 2. Contrary to EPA's assumptions fish   
     comprise only about 50% of the mink diet, and lower trophic levels supply  
     most of the food to eagles and otter.                                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.164     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.165
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No.11.: Permitting Assumptions                            
                                                                                
     CMA notes that several concervative assumptions are made during the        
     permitting process. For example, permits are often based on design effluent
     discharge, instead of the average discharge. The latter is the better      
     predictor of risk because the chemicals controlled by wildlife criteria    
     work over the long-term (Thomann, R.V. and T.F. Parkerton. 1991.           
     Preliminary Development And Testing Of A Methodology For Developing Water  
     Quality Criteria Intended To Protect Wildlife. Progress Report for the     
     period June 91 to September 91. EPA contract #68-CO-0093). The ratio of    
     design flow to average flow varies widely from discharge to discharge, but 
     older municipal systems with significant inflow and infiltration can have  
     design flows that are 4 or more times higher than the average discharge.   
                                                                                
     In addition, effluet discharges must average well below the actual waste   
     load allocation, or they will trigger frequent permit exceedances. The     
     ratio of the long-term average (LTA) to waste load allocation (WLA) will   
     vary depending on the permitting process. Assuming the states calculate    
     permit limits for wildlife criteria as Pennsylvania currently calculates   
     limits for threshold and non-threshold human health criteria, the LTA would
     need to be about half (58%) of the WLA. This calculation confers another   
     1.7 margin of safety.                                                      
                                                                                

Page 8802



$T044618.TXT
     Based on the above analysis, the maximum margin of safety for permit       
     calculation can be estimated to be about 7 (4*1.7), with a most likely     
     margin of safety of about 2.                                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.165     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2656.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety No.12.: Assumptions About Population Response             
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that the proposed wildlife criteria should protect           
     populations of wildlife not individuals. However, the Guidance uses        
     toxicological methods that address health of individual animals instead of 
     ecological methods that predict impacts on populations.                    
                                                                                
     The concept of compensatory survival and excess individuals forms the basis
     of much wildlife management.  Sustained yield models of harvested          
     populations (e.g.,mink, otter) predict what levels of mortality can be     
     sustained without reducing the population. Repopulation efforts in birds   
     (e.g., eagles) rely on stealing extra eggs from nests. Those extra eggs    
     have a very low chance of survival because birds lay more eggs than they   
     can normally feed.                                                         
                                                                                
     CMA has not attempted to quantify this safety factor. However, we believe  
     that proposed wildlife criteria should be based on ecological methods that 
     pertain to populations. Accordingly, CMA maintains that the toxicological  
     methods used by the Guidance are not appliable to the protection of        
     wildlife and recommends that the final Guidance not use this approach.     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.166     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
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     Comment ID: P2656.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since CMA believes that the safety margins are generally multiplicative,   
     both the maximum and most likely margins of safety are presented as well as
     the product of the columns. These successive conservative uncertainty      
     factors compound the net conservatism, and they multiply the margin of     
     safety implied by overestimation of the BAF and the restriction against    
     mixing. However, some other margins of safety are somewhat mutually        
     exclusive. For example, the fate calculations include some fate processes  
     that would not occur in the brief period of mixing the initial plume,      
     although this may be offset somewhat by the greater amount of adsorption   
     expected in nearshore effluent plumes.                                     
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the following Table illustrates two important points.    
     First and foremost, the total margin of safety in the process of the       
     proposed Guidance is potentially very large. CMA suggests that the proposed
     wildlife criteria could be as much as one trillion times more stringent    
     than necessary to protect wildlife. Since the uncertainty factors for Tier 
     II wildlife values are even larger than those listed in the Table, the     
     likely margin of safety for the Tier II process could exceed this measuere 
     by 8 to 10 orders of magnitude. Assuming a worst-case, the Tier II values  
     could be up to a quadrillion times too stringent.                          
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that such a high degree of conservatism is unnecessary and   
     inappropriate for the protection of wildlife in the Great Lakes System.    
     Given the above discussion of the margins of safety, CMA believes that the 
     proposed methodology will produce criteria which are highly uncertain and  
     unnecessarily overprotective. Consequently, CMA recommends that the EPA    
     modify the proposed method in order to limit its reliance upon             
     innapropriate marigins of safety.                                          
                                                                                
     Total Margins Of Safety In the Propose Guidance For The Protection of      
     Wildlife                                                                   
                                                                                
     Margin of Safety (MOS) (1 No mixing, 2 No fate, 3 BAF methods, 4           
     Non-equilibrium data, 5 LOEL to NOEL, 6 Intraspecific uncertainty, 7       
     Interspecific Uncertainty, 8 Subchronic to Chronic, 9 Assumption of        
     Habitat, 10 Diet assumptions, 11 Permit Assumptions, 12 Assumptions about  
     population response.) Most Likely MOS (39.5, 16.5, 10, 2.0, 3.3, 6.25, 5.6,
     5, 2.2, 2, 2, No estimate) Maximum MOS ( 118.2, 24.6, 10, 6.0, 10, 10, 100,
     10, 5.3, 2, 7) No estimate. Total Margin of Safety.(66,243,870,            
     1,294,516,944,000.)                                                        
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.167     
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     EPA agrees that there is a degree of conservatism contained in the wildlife
     methodology which includes any conservatism contained in the derivation of 
     bioaccumulation factors from appendix B of part 132.  In the wildlife      
     methodology itself, EPA recognizes that the conservatism may be found in   
     the use of the no observed adverse effect level and the highly exposed     
     species that are used for the representative species.  However, use of the 
     geometric mean in deriving class-specific wildlife values and using average
     adult body weight and ingestion rates for the five representative species  
     do not add to the conservatism, particularly since other life stages may be
     more sensitive.                                                            
                                                                                
     The uncertainty factors used to modified the effective dose or to          
     extrapolate sensitivities across species may also add a degree of          
     conservatism.  EPA recognizes that the total uncertainty based on the      
     factors may be 10,000.  EPA, therefore, has recommended that States and    
     Tribes may wish to limit the total combined uncertainty to 1,000.  In      
     practice the total uncertainty used to derive the Table 4, part 132        
     criteria was in all cases ten or less.                                     
                                                                                
     It is important to understand that the ranges presented in appendix D are  
     just that:  ranges.  For the LOAEL-to-NOAEL and the subchronic-to-chronic  
     uncertainty factors, the value selected must be no less than one, with a   
     recommended cap of ten. Intermediate values are acceptable; and, if so     
     indicated, values greater than ten may be appropriate.  The same holds true
     for the interspecies uncertainty factor, except that the recommended upward
     bound is 100.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that there are 12 "margins of safety"     
     contained in the appendix D methodology.  There are only three uncertainty 
     factors (as discussed above):  the LOAEL-to- NOAEL uncertainty factor; the 
     subchronic-to-chronic uncertainty factor; and the interspecies uncertainty 
     factor.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that there is some conservatism in the riskestimates, but   
     disagrees that the conservatism is as much as one trillion times more      
     stringent than necessary.  EPA believes concentrations of dioxin 1 trillion
     times the level established in the final Guidance would not be protective  
     of wildlife.  First, the largest uncertainty factor used in the derivation 
     of criteria for wildlife was 10 not 577 for the most likely MOS or 100,000 
     for maximum MOS.  Second, the diet assumptions used in deriving criteria   
     are average values and therefore EPA does not understand how the MOS of 2  
     was derived.  Third, regarding the MOS for assumption of habitat, EPA does 
     not understand how the commenter estimated these values.  Fourth, the      
     assumptions about population response are difficult to understand.  EPA    
     selects endpoints that represent population endpoints including            
     reproduction.  Fifth, mixing and fate are allowed in developing permit     
     limits for wildlife.  Finally, the MOS for BAFs and non-equilibrium data   
     are not justified.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, we note that conservative safety factors are added at several    
     points throughout the process, not just during calculation of the criteria.
     CMA suggests that a compliance method based on fish tissue residues, as    
     opposed to effluent concentrations, would confer ample protection while    
     eliminating the first four margins of safety, as well as the uncertainty   
     concerning actual, steady-state levels of bioaccumulation. The elimination 
     of the safety factors during criteria calculation (Numbers 3,4,5,6,7,8, and
     10) may produce criteria which could be useful in diagnosis of potential   
     toxicity for water quality evaluations (see Figure; Margins of Safety In   
     The GLWQG Protection of Wildlife). Yet, as currently proposed, criteria    
     calculated with repetitive safety factors make very misleading indicators  
     of environmental well being.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.168     
     
     Please see the response to cxomment P2656.167.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Applicability Of Uncertainty Factors Derived From Human Health To Wildlife 
     Criteria                                                                   
                                                                                
     In the proposed Guidance EPA quotes Dourson and Stara (1983) as a basis for
     the uncertainty factors used in the wildlife criteria. This reference      
     explicitly concerns estimations of Acceptable Daily Intakes (ADIs) for     
     humans, so its conclusions and assumptions are germane to policies adopted 
     to protect humans. For example, the ADI is a safe level that is "not       
     anticipated to result in any adverse effects to the general population of  
     humans, including sensitive subgroups." Moreover, each uncertainty factor  
     recommended in Dourson and Stara (1983) is chosen in a conservative manner 
     rather than the most likely uncertainty factor.                            
                                                                                
     Such conservatism represents a policy decision which may be applicable for 
     the protection of human health is not necessarily be transferable to       
     wildlife. For example, human health criteria are calculated to protect very
     sensitive sub-groups. Such stringency will not be necessary for the        
     wildlife criteria, which are supposed to protect populations of animals.   
     Very sensitive individual animals may be afflicted without any effect on   
     the population of wildlife. In addition, Dourson and Stara (1983) and the  
     Guidance recommend the use of conservative safety factors in succession.   
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     CMA believes that this very conservative approach is inappropriate for the 
     protection of wildlife in the Great Lakes System and recommends that the   
     human-heath based uncertainty factor approach to wildlife is not applied in
     the final Guidance.                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.169     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UNCERTAINTY FACTOR FOR INTRASPECIES SENSITIVITY                            
                                                                                
     The intraspecies uncertainty factor is a safety factor applied to          
     toxicological data to account for more sensitive members of the species.   
     The Guidance recommends an intraspecies uncertainty factor of 10, or higher
     if data are found to support a higher value.                               
                                                                                
     However, according to EPA's reference for this uncertainty factor (Dourson 
     and Stara 1983), an intraspecies uncertainty factor of 10 represents a very
     conservative estimate for two reasons.  First, reducing the LD(sub50) dose 
     by ten was sufficient to protect the most sensitive individual LD(subO.13) 
     in 92% of cases reviewed.  On average, dividing the LD(sub50) by 2.4 would 
     have been sufficiently conservative to protect all but one in one thousand 
     members of a species.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.170     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.144 for a response to this comment.          
                                                                                
     Please note that because the methodology presented in procedure 1.2 of     
     appendix F is only recommended for cases in which protection of endangered 
     or threatened species is required. Likewise, the use of the intraspecies   
     uncertainty factor is only recommended.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the target set by Dourson and Stara was protecting all but about   
     one in one thousand, a level that is unnecessarily stringent to protect    
     populations of animals.  If, for example, the goal was relaxed to          
     protecting all but 1% of the population (i.e., converting an LD(sub50) to  
     an LD(sub1), on average only a 1.6 uncertainty factor would be required    
     (OWRS 1985.  Technical Support Document for Water Quality Based Toxics     
     Control. U.S. Environment Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.). Dividing   
     the LD(sub50) by an uncertainty factor of 5 would be sufficient to reach an
     LD(sub1) in 97% of cases (OWRS, 1985)(5)                                   
     -----------------                                                          
     (5)The data from EPA's Office of Water Regulations and Standards pertain to
     Aquatic species, so their data are based on LC(sub50)s. It was assumed that
     LD(sub50)s would behave similarly.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.171     
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.144 and P2756.170 for responses to this     
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly, EPA's own data indicate that a factor of 10 for an intraspecific  
     uncertainty factor is unnecessarily conservative.  A most likely value of  
     1.6 would be sufficient in half the cases to protect 99% of the population.
     Thus, EPA's recommendation of 10 as an intraspecies uncertainty factor     
     represents a likely margin of safety of 6.25 (10/1.6). Application of a    
     uncertainty factor of 10 represents a maximum margin of safety of 10 in    
     those cases for which the LD(sub50) was the same as the LD(sub1).          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.172     
     
     Please refer to comments P2718.144 and P2756.170 for responses to this     
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UNCERTAINTY FACTOR FOR INTERSPECIES SENSITIVITY (SPECIES SENSITIVITY       
     FACTOR)                                                                    
                                                                                
     The interspecies uncertainty factor accounts for potential differences in  
     sensitivity of the wildlife species compared to the animal(s) supplying    
     toxicological data.  The Guidance recommends interspecies uncertainty      
     factors ranging from 1 to 100. However, review of EPA's reference for this 
     value (Dourson and Stara, 1983) suggests that higher values are very       
     conservative.                                                              
                                                                                
     According to Dourson and Stara, the interspecies uncertainty factor is a   
     function of variation in body weight and surface area between target animal
     and laboratory animal, calculated as                                       
                                                                                
     interspecies adjustment factor =(cube root) 70/W                           
                                                                                
     where w is the weight of the experimental animal and 70 kg is the mass of  
     the average human being.  Since much of the toxicological data are         
     generated with animals that are much smaller than humans (like mice), the  
     maximum adjustment factor tends to be as high as 10 or more (Dourson and   
     Stara, 1983).                                                              
                                                                                
     However, the equation above was developed for protection of humans.        
                                                                                
     Converting this equation to one relevant for wildlife would produce the    
     following modified equation:                                               
                                                                                
     interspecies adjustment factor = (cube root) W wildlife/W laboratory       
                                                                                
     where the numerator is the mass of the wildlife species and the denominator
     is the mass of the laboratory animal.                                      
                                                                                
     This wildlife-specific equation poses three significant changes to the     
     uncertainty factor based on human health. First, the maximum interspecies  
     uncertainty factor is greatly reduced, from about 13 to about 6.5, based on
     wildlife criteria for otters using toxicological data on mice (Figure 1).  
     Second, some uncertainty factors should actually be less than 1.0 in cases 
     in which the laboratory animal is larger than the wildlife animal.  Third, 
     the most likely interspecies scaling factor is much smaller than 6.5       
     because most freshwater piscivorous wildlife tend to be smaller than otters
     and much laboratory work is done on animals larger than mice.  For example,
     a criteria calculated based on a laboratory experiment with rats (average  
     weight about 0.25 kg) would require, on average, an interspecies scaling   
     factor less than 2 (see Table). If data from rabbits were used to calculate
     the criterion, the average uncertainty factor should be less than 1.       
                                                                                
     Interspecies Uncertainty Factors for Wildlife                              
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     Species (Kingfisher, Mink, Osprey, Eagle, Otter, Geometric mean) Weight    
     (kg) (0.2, 1.0, 1.5, 4.5, 8.0). Uncertainty Factor (rat)*(0.8, 1.6, 1.8,   
     2.6, 3.2, 1.8). Uncertainty Factor (rabbit)* (0.4, 0.8, 0.9, 1.3, 1.6,     
     0.9).                                                                      
                                                                                
     * Uncertainty factor based on data on rats or rabbits and interspecies     
     scaling factor proposed by Dourson and Stara (1983)                        
                                                                                
     Using the geometric mean of the rat data as an indicator, the most likely  
     interspecific uncertainty factor required would be about 1.8. Thus, use of 
     uncertainty factors of 10 and 100 represents margins of safety of 5.6 and  
     55.6, respectively over the most likely case.                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
5                                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.173     
     
     Please see comments P2629.054 and G2575.105 for the response to this       
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA also believes that a wide range of possible values may result in       
     uncertainty factors which are arbitrary and not scientifically based. For  
     example, we suggest that the selection of the choice of interspecies       
     uncertainty factor for DDT is inappropriate. EPA applied an uncertainty    
     factor of 10 on pelicans, because "piscivorous species appear to be more   
     sensitive to the toxicological effects of DDT and its metabolites."        
     However, the pelican itself is a piscivorous bird, so it is unclear why a  
     safety factor should be applied to account for the greater sensitivity of  
     fish eating birds onto data from a species of fish eating bird. Further, no
     evidence, other than the pelican data, is presented to indicate that       
     piscivorous birds are indeed more sensitive to DDT. It is likely that this 
     uncertainty factor was selected to account for exposure, since fish eating 
     species tend to have higher exposures. Yet, CMA notes that exposure was    
     already accounted for in the exposure part of the criterion.               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.174     
     
     See responses to D2724.194 and P2629.054.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UNCERTAINTY FACTORS FOR CONVERSION FROM LOEL TO NOEL                       
                                                                                
     EPA also uses Dourson and Stara as a basis for its choice of uncertainty   
     factor to convert a LOEL to NOEL. The Guidance recommends that this        
     uncertainty factor should be between 1 and 10. According to data collected 
     by Dourson and Stara, the ratio of LOEL to NOEL is less than 3 more than   
     50% of the time and is less than 5 in 96% of cases.                        
                                                                                
     Thus, EPA's reference again demonstrates than an uncertainty factor of 10  
     represents a policy decision to be very conservative on the basis of       
     concern for human life. While this policy may or may not be applicable to  
     protection of human heath, CMA believes it is too conservative to be       
     applied to wildlife. Based on the most likely LOEL/NOEL ratio (e.g., less  
     than 3), use of an uncertainty factor of 10 represents a factor of 3.3     
     margin of safety (10/3) or more in most cases. Many times, however, the    
     ratio of LOEL to NOEL is 1.0. In these cases, a tenfold margin of safety is
     incurred when a factor of ten uncertainty factor is applied for a LOEL to  
     NOEL conversion.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.175     
     
     Please see comments P2593.035, P2574.042, and P2742.707 for the response to
     this comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SUBCHRONIC TO CHRONIC UNCERTAINTY FACTOR                                   
                                                                                
     Conversion factors are also sometimes required to convert toxicological    
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     data based on moderately long-term (subchronic) studies to very long term  
     (chronic) studies. The Guidance recommends a factor of 10 to convert       
     subchronic to chronic toxicological data. Again, however, data presented in
     EPA's reference (Dourson and Stara 1983) also demonstrate that this is a   
     very conservative uncertainty factor. About 96% of cases had subchronic to 
     chronic ratios less than 10, and almost 60% had ratios less than 2. Use of 
     10 as an uncertainty factor will be over 5 times too conservative in about 
     60% of cases. The most likely margin of safety in this case would be about 
     5, with a maximum of 10.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.176     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.136 for the response to this comment.        
                                                                                
     In addition, the recommended range of the subchronic-to-chronic UF is      
     supported by previous reviews on the toxicity of chemicals to laboratory   
     mammals, and a new analysis of toxicity to birds. In two separate reviews  
     more than 95 percent of the ratios of the NOAELs for subchronic exposures  
     (approximately three months) to NOAELs for chronic exposures (approximately
     two years) were less than 10 (Weil and McCollister, 1963; McNamara, 1976). 
     More detailed information is provided in the final Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Initiative Technical Support Document for Wildlife Criteria and in 
     U.S. EPA (1995b).                                                          
                                                                                
     Please note that the range contained in the final Guidance is just that, a 
     range.  A subchronic-to-chronic uncertainty factor must not be less than,  
     and is recommended not to exceed 10.  EPA believes that a value of 10 or   
     more will not be routinely used. For example, for the four wildlife        
     criteria listed in 40 CFR Part 132 a value of 10 was used only in the      
     calculation of the mammalian mercury wildlife value and in the calculation 
     of the avian TCDD wildlife value.  In all other cases, a value of one was  
     used for the subchronic-to-chromic uncertainty factor.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USE OF SUCCESSIVE UNCERTAINTY FACTORS                                      
                                                                                
     The Guidance's choice of uncertainty factors are taken directly from the   
     human health paradigm. As such, these factors encompass the EPA's concern  
     for human health. The degree of conservatism, especially when successive   
     uncertainty factors are used, likely exceeds that necessary to protect     
     populations of wildlife.                                                   
                                                                                
     For example, sampling randomly from the distributions provided in Dourson  
     and Stara (1983) suggests that the chances of a toxic chemical requiring   
     successive factors of 10 for a subchronic to chronic conversion and NOEL to
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     LOEL conversion are less than about 2 in 1000. In over half of the cases, a
     total uncertainty factor of 3, one thirty-third the level recommended by   
     the Guidance, would be sufficiently protective. Adding third and fourth    
     conservative uncertainty factors (e.g., an intraspecific uncertainty factor
     of 10 and an interspecific uncertainty factor of 10 or 100) makes the final
     criteria even less realistic.                                              
                                                                                
     Successive application of conservative uncertainty factors is not          
     warranted, especially given the numerous other safety factors build into   
     water quality regulations. Uuncertainty factors should be based on the most
     likely uncertainty factor. The most likely uncertainty factor should be    
     based on reviews of the literature such as that found in Dourson and Stara 
     (1983).                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.177     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2656.167.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2656.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that limitation on the total margin of safety employed would  
     provide several important benefits.                                        
                                                                                
     First by limiting the uncertainty in the criteria, unnecessary expenditures
     to achieve excessively stringent criteria would be reduced while still     
     offering a high level of protection to wildlife.                           
                                                                                
     Second, such a limitation would make for better public policy. Unrestricted
     use of innapropriate uncertainty factors will lead to public policy        
     decisions which are based on unsound science. A high degree of conservatism
     in the face of uncertainty encourages transfers of limited resources away  
     from impacts that are known to be harmful (such as habitat destruction and 
     exotic species) to impacts that are thought to be (but are highly          
     uncertain) less harmful.                                                   
                                                                                
     Third, limiting the total safety factor reduces the potential for missuse. 
     A wide range of safety factors (i.e., 1 to 10,000) can result in selections
     that are arbitrary, innappropriate and scientifically unjustified. The     
     discussion above of EPA's choice of a Species Sensitivity Factor for DDT   
     illustrates the potential for missue.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.178     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2656.167.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2656.179
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adoption Of a Single Aquatic Life Criterion For Each Toxic Chemical That   
     Applies To All Tributaries Of The Great Lakes and Its Open Waters Is       
     Scientifically Insupportable                                               
                                                                                
     CMA strongly believes that a single numeric standard for a toxic substance 
     that applies to all of the lakes and their tributaries is scientifically   
     unsupportable. Warm water and the physical habitat in tributaries to the   
     lakes will control the types of species that can inhabit these waters, even
     in the absence of toxic chemicals. Moreover, these species will have       
     different sensitivities to toxic chemicals than cold water species.        
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that in order for the aquatic life standards in the Guidance
     to be consistent with national policy, the Guidance should be modified to  
     either have separate standards for tributaries or explicitly allow the     
     states to set standards for tributaries that are either more or less       
     restrictive than the standards for the lakes.                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.179     
     
     See Section III.B.1. and 2. of the SID.  Also, States and Tribes may modify
     the criteria for tributaries using the procedures for site-specific        
     modifications provided in Appendix F.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2656.180
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The EPA Methodology Will Produce Conservative Concentrations And As A      
     Result, The Guidance Tier I Criteria Are Likely To Be Substantially        
     Overprotective                                                             
                                                                                
     The EPA methodology for developing the national numerical water quality    
     criteria, as presented in the Gold Book, is designed to produce            
     conservative (protective) concentrations.  The EPA Guidelines for Deriving 
     Numerical Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Life and Its
     Uses (Stephan, C.E., Mount, E.I., Hansen, D.J., Gentile, J.H., Chapman,    
     G.A., and Brungs, W.A., U.S. EPA Environmental Research Laboratory, Duluth)
     states:                                                                    
                                                                                
     "In order to prevent the assumption of the 'worst case' nature of national 
     criteria from resulting in the underprotection of too many bodies of water,
     the national criteria must protect all or almost all bodies of water.      
     Thus,if bodies of water and the aquatic communities in them do differ      
     substantially in their sensitivities to a material, national criteria will 
     be at least somewhat overprotective for a majority of the bodies of        
     water."(pages 9,10)                                                        
                                                                                
     The Guidance has used the basic EPA methodology to develop its Tier I      
     criteria. In several cases however, the propsed criteia in the Guidance are
     more restrictive than the Gold Book criteria. This is because the most     
     sensitive species, which are typically found in the lakes, control the     
     criteria. The inherent conservatism in EPA's methodology, and hence the    
     Guidance water quality criteria, should be considered in judging whether   
     these numeric criteria are acceptable for all waters of the entire basin.  
     It is scientifically unsupportable to assume that all of the species used  
     to develop the Tier I criteria can grow and reproduce in all of the aquatic
     habitats found in the waters of the Great Lakes System. As a result, the   
     Tier I criteria are likely to be substantially overprotective in many      
     surface waters of the basin, and especially in the tributaries.            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.180     
     
     To compensate for such inherent environmental conservatism, the Rule       
     provides site-specific procedures for modifying criteria either for a      
     site's water quality characteristics or for a site's indigenous species.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2656.181
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some Great Lakes States Have Three Or More Separate Aquatic Life Criteria  
     Sets To Reflect Local Conditions                                           
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     CMA notes that several states within the baisin have adopted numerical     
     water quality standards to account for the resident aquatic species that   
     inhabit the varying aquatic environments.  Wisconsin, Ohio, and Minnesota  
     all have three or more separate aquatic life criteria sets to reflect the  
     principal aquatic habitat conditions and associated resident species.  We  
     are concerned that the Guidance as proposed would eliminate these          
     distinctions with no scientific basis for doing so.                        
                                                                                
     While the site-specific criteria provisions in the implementation          
     procedures offer some potential relief from overly protective criteria,    
     they are too administratively cumbersome to apply for entire classes of    
     aquatic life use within a state. Under the current proposal, each state    
     will be required to develop site-specific criteria for each individual     
     stream segment in order to recognize differences between warm water and    
     cold water species.                                                        
                                                                                
     One example of the impact of basing the criteria on the most sensitive     
     species potentially present in the Great Lakes Basin is the aquatic life   
     criteria for free cyanide. The proposed free cyanide aquatic life criteria 
     of 22 ug/l (acute) and 5.2 ug/l (chronic) are essentially set by the       
     sensitivity of three salmonid species (Rainbow Trout, Brook Trout, and     
     Atlantic Salmon) which are the most sensitive species for which data are   
     available. Although the proposed criteria are equal to "Gold Book"         
     criteria, many warm water streams in the Great Lakes Basin connot support  
     salmonids regardless of water quality; for these streams, salmonid         
     sensitivity should not be considered. If this were done, free cyanide      
     aquatic life criteria would be at least 46.3 ug/l (accute) and 11.5 ug/1   
     (chronic) which are nearly the same values as Ohio currently applies in    
     streams classified as "warm water habitat."                                
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA strongly recommends that the Guidance be modified to        
     explicitly provide for separate categories of numerical acquatic life      
     criteria. At a minimum, CMA suggests including warm and cold water         
     tributary categories and an open waters of the Great Lakes (OWGL) category.
     We further recommend that the numeric criteria for each such category      
     should be calculated based upon the aquatic species that are resident in   
     each type of habitat.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.181     
     
     See Section III.B.1. of the SID.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees that site-specific criteria must be developed for each       
     individual stream segment.  The guidance for aquatic life site-specific    
     criteria gives broad latitude in defining a site: the site must be within  
     one biogeographical zone, viable aquatic populations must exist, and       
     adequate dilution water must exist (if toxicity testing is required with   
     site water).  Thus, a site could be as large as the Maumee River (within   
     Henry, Wood, and Lucas Counties, Ohio) or as small as Long's Pond          
     (Wadsworth, Ohio).  EPA also disagrees that the procedures for             
     site-specific modifications are too cumbersome.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Aquatic Life Criteria For Metals Should Be Based On Dissolved          
     Concentrations, Not Total Recoverable Metals                               
                                                                                
     While the Guidance does not directly address the bioavailability of metals,
     it appears that the propsed aquatic life criteria for metals (Tables 1 and 
     2, Part 132.5) are based on total recoverable metals. CMA believes that    
     total recoverable metals is not an appropriate method to regulate metals to
     prevent aquatic toxicity, as EPA is now recognizing on a national scale.   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.182     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Total Recoverable Metals Approach Does Not Consider Bioavailability    
                                                                                
     In an aqueous environment, metal can exist in two physical forms --        
     dissolved (soluble) or solid (particulate). Metals in aqueous environments 
     are associated with aquatic organisms, non-living particulate organics,    
     particulate inorganics, dissolved organics, and dissolved inorganics       
     (O'Donnel, J.R., Kaplan, B.M, and Allen, H.E., 1985, "Bioavailability of   
     Trace Metals in Natural Waters," Aquatic Toxicology and Hazard Assesment:  
     Seventh Symposium, ASTM STP 854, R.C. Cardwell, R. Purdy, and R.C. Bahner, 
     eds., American Society for Testing and Materials, Philadelphia, pp.        
     458-501).                                                                  
                                                                                
     It is well documented that the toxic form of most metals, including all of 
     those that are the subject of the propsed rule, is the free metal ion and  
     possibly some very labile metal complexes. This is the form of metals that 
     is bioavailable, i.e., the form that induces the adverse (toxic) response  
     in aquatic organisms (O'Donnel, K.R., et.al, 1985; Engel, D.W., Sunda,     
     W.G., and Fowler, B.A., 1981, "Factors Affecting Trace Metal Uptake and    
     Toxicity to Estuarine Organisms. I. Environmental Parameters," Biological  
     Monitoring of Marine Pollutants, Vernberg, J.F., Calabrese, A., Thurberg,  
     F.P., and Vernberg, W.B., eds., Academic Press; Cross, F.A. and Sunda,     
     W.G., 1982, "The Relationship Between Chemical Speciation and              
     Bioavailability of Trace Metals to Marine Organisms -- A Review,"          
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     Proceedings of the International Symposium on Utilization of Coastal       
     Ecosystems: Planning, Pollution, and Productivity, Vol. 1, Chao, N.L. and  
     Kirby-Smith, W., eds., Nov. 21-27, Rio Grande, RS-Brasil).                 
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that the total recoverable metals approach does not account  
     for the differences in toxicity between bioavailable and nonbioavailable   
     metals in the aquatic environment. We believe that the Guidance should     
     recognize this difference and regulate dissolved or bioavailable metal, the
     form that induces the adverse (toxic) response in aquatic organisms,       
     instead of total recoverable metals.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.183     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Total Recoverable Metals Approach Is Not Representative Of Natural     
     Conditions                                                                 
                                                                                
     Another problem with using the total recoverable metals approach in the    
     Guidance is that the analytical method for total recoverable metals will   
     dissolve metals that are insoluable under natural conditions, and thus are 
     not biavailable. The test procedure is performed by digesting the water    
     sample in hot acid at a pH near zero. In contrast, the Great Lakes states' 
     water quality standards typically require a minimum pH of 6.5 in surface   
     waters. There is no relationship between the amount of metal that will     
     dissolve in a pH zero solution and the bioavailability of a metal in a     
     receiving water with a minimum pH of 6.5.                                  
                                                                                
     Thus, if water quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) are based on total   
     recoverable metals, without correction for metals partitioning, it is      
     equivalent to assuming that the receiving water is over one million times  
     more acidic than allowed by the the typical Great Lakes states' surface    
     water quality standards. CMA believes that this is an unreasonable         
     assumption and therefore recommends that the Guidance regulate the         
     dissolved or bioavailable form of metal and abandon the use of the total   
     recoverable metals approach in the final rule.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.184     
     
     EPA agrees in part with the comment.  Consequently, the final Rule sets    
     forth the metals criteria in terms of dissolved metal. However, considering
     the uncertainties regarding metal behavior and bioavailability, EPA        
     believes that it is fully appropriate for the Rule to allow the States the 
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     flexibility of optionally expressing their criteria as total recoverable   
     metal.  Refer to Section III.B.6 of the SID for a more detailed discussion.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Interim Metals Guidance Indicates That Bioavailability Should Be     
     Considered                                                                 
                                                                                
     On June 5, 1992, EPA'S Office of Science and Technology published its      
     Interim Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life      
     Criteria for Metals (57 Fed. Reg. 24041). In the Federal Register notice,  
     EPA states that the Interim Guidance supersedes all statements in the      
     metals criteria documents concerning analytical methods for measuring      
     metals concentrations. This notice formally disavows the applicability of  
     the acid soluble metals analysis for establishing water quality criteria   
     and water quality-based permit limits. The Interim Guidance makes it clear 
     that equating the EPA numeric criteria for metals to total recoverable     
     concentrations is overprotective, for the reasons documented earlier in    
     these comments. EPA suggests three approaches for establishing water       
     quality criteria for metals:                                               
                                                                                
     (1) The simplistic approach -- assuming that the water quality criteria are
     total recoverable metals concentrations -- which the Guidance is proposing,
     and which EPA characterizes as overprotective;                             
                                                                                
     (2) Obtaining a better focus on metals bioavailability by equating the     
     ambient water quality criteria for metals to dissolved concentrations, and 
     using a translator mechanism to convert dissolved concentrations to total  
     recoverable concentrations to calculate water quality-based permit limits  
     for metals; or                                                             
                                                                                
     (3) Using the "water-effects ratio," which is based on whole effluent      
     toxicity testing, to adjust the numeric water quality criteria on a        
     site-specific basis to account for metals bioavailability in surface       
     waters.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The Interim Metals Guidance shows a clear preference for the approaches    
     that account for the bioavailability of metals. According to EPA, the only 
     advantage of option 1, the approach proposed by the Guidance, is that it is
     simple to apply. However, it is clearly not scientifically-supported.      
                                                                                
     CMA believes that this preference is appropriate and recommends that the   
     Guidance include methods which account for the bioavailability of metals.  
                                                                                
     Moreover, EPA's numeric water quality criteria in the National Toxics Rule 
     adopt the water-effects ratio approach to account for the bioavailability  
     of metals in surface waters (40 CFR 131.36(b)(1)). In the preamble to the  
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     final rule, EPA discusses why it is scientifically justified to account for
     the bioavailability of metals in surface waters (57 Fed. Reg. 60865-866).  
     These justifications are essentially the same as the points made earlier in
     these comments. CMA asserts that EPA's adoption of numeric water quality   
     criteria for metals in the National Toxics Rule that explicitly account for
     bioavailability represents a rejection of the total recoverable metals     
     methodology that the Guidance has proposed.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.185     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Water Quality Criteria Documents Also Recognize The Importance of    
     Bioavailability                                                            
                                                                                
     CMA notes that EPA has recognized the importance of bioavailability in its 
     water quality criteria documents. For example, in the criteria document for
     copper EPA stated that:                                                    
                                                                                
     "The toxicity of copper to aquatic life has been shown to be related       
     primarily to the activity of the cupric (Cu2+) ion, and possibly to some of
     the hydroxy complexes... The cupric ion is highly reactive and forms       
     moderate to strong complexes and precipitates with many organic and        
     inorganic constituents of natural waters...The proportion of copper present
     as the free cupric ion is generally low and may be less than 1 percent in  
     eutrophic waters where complexation predominates. Most organic and         
     inorganic copper complexes and precipitates appear to be much less toxic   
     than free cupric ion and tend to reduce toxicity attributable to total     
     copper."                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA, 1985, Ambient Water Quality Criteria for Copper -- 1984, EPA          
     440/5-84-031, Office of Water Regulations and Standards, Washington, D.C.  
                                                                                
     It has also been documented that toxicity of cadmium, zinc, nickel, lead,  
     and silver to aquatic organisms is principally due to the free metal ion   
     forms of these metals (O'Donnel, J.R., et.al, 1985;Engel, D.W., et.al 1981;
     Cross, F.A. and Sunda, W.G., 1982; Cooley, A.C.,Dagon, T.J., Jenkins, P.W.,
     and Robillard, K.A., 1988, "Silver and the Environment," Journal of Imaging
     Technology, Volume 14, Number 6, pp. 183-189). Similarly, the accumulation 
     of metals in aquatic life tissue has also been shown to be due primarily to
     free metal ion concentrations (O'Donnel, J.R., et.al, 1985; Zamuda, C.D.   
     and Sunda, W.G., 1982,"Bioavailability of Dissolved Copper to the          
     AmericanOyster Crassotrea virginica. I.Importance of Chemical Speciation," 
     Marine Biology, Volume 66, pp 77-82).                                      
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     Response to: P2656.186     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Natural Aquatic Systems Favor The Formation Of Insoluble Particulates      
                                                                                
     Moreover, metals can be present in the dissolved phase, and still not be   
     bioavailable, because they are complexed with organic ligands. Scientists  
     have understood this for many years. Indeed, the dissolved metals fraction 
     in such waters is likely to consist of significant fractions of            
     biologically unavailable forms of metals. But analytical methods for free  
     metal ions are not widely available. As a result, it is necessary to       
     analyze for the dissolved form of metal to represent the bioavailable and  
     potentially toxic form of the metal. This is a conservative approach, since
     in most natural waters it will include the measurement of complexed metals 
     that are not bioavailable.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.187     
     
     EPA agrees that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely     
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
     organism.  Information on the fractioning of dissolved metals into         
     bioavailable and non-bioavailable forms, however, is not sufficient for    
     regulatory purposes at this time.  Therefore water-effect ratios, which can
     be used to address the concern about different forms and different         
     particulate levels in water, may be needed on a case-by-case basis.  The   
     final rule allows States and Tribes to establish site-specific aquatic life
     criteria based on a water-effect ratio.                                    
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In natural aqueous systems, and in treated effluents, the chemistry of most
     metals favors the formation of insoluble particulates, i.e., a large       
     fraction of the metals in the water column is associated with suspended    
     solids. The relationship between dissolved and particulate metals is termed
     partitioning. The ratio of the total water column concentration of a metal 
     to its dissolved concentration is correlated to the suspended solids       
     concentration by using a partitioning coefficient (also known as a         
     distribution coefficient). EPA has delveloped relationships between        
     suspended solids concentrations and metals partitioning coefficients for   
     streams and lakes, based on STORET data (Delos, et.al., 1984, Technical    
     Guidance Manual for Performing Waste Load Allocations. Book II. Streams and
     Rivers. Chapters 3. Toxic Substances, EPA-440/4-84-002, Office of Water    
     Regulations and Standards, EPA, Washington, D.C.). These partitioning      
     coefficients can be used to calculate the dissolved and particulate metals 
     concentrations in an effluent or receiving water for any specified         
     suspended solids concentration.                                            
                                                                                
     The fraction of the total metal concentration that is dissolved when the   
     suspended solids concentration is 10 mg/L, based on the equations for      
     streams presented by Delos, et al., is as follows:                         
                                                                                
     Metal, Percent Dissolved                                                   
     arsenic, 53                                                                
     cadmium, 25                                                                
     chromium, 20                                                               
     copper, 35                                                                 
     lead, 18                                                                   
     mercury, 32                                                                
     nickel, 43                                                                 
     zinc, 29                                                                   
                                                                                
     The partitioning equations from which these estimates were made were       
     developed for natural streams with suspended solids concentrations in the  
     range of 10 to 500 mg/L and pH values in the range of 5 to 9. In this pH   
     range, pH had no statistically significant effect on the partitioning      
     coefficient. Similar equations are available for lakes. Therefore, these   
     partitioning equations should be directly applicable to the Great Lakes and
     their tributaries.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.188     
     
     EPA considers the partition coefficients presented in the above mentioned  
     Book II, Chapter 3 of the Waste Load Allocation Guidance (Delos, et al.    
     1984) to be one acceptable way to estimate the percentage of effluent total
     recoverable metal that would be dissolved in ambient waters.  Nevertheless,
     EPA believes that site-specific measurements of dissolved and total metal  
     provide greater certainty than do the use of such default estimates.  EPA  
     also now recognizes that the metals data underlying the 1984 Guidance were 
     not reliable in terms of the absolute concentrations.  Because clean and   
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     ultra-clean techniques of sampling and analysis were seldom used at that   
     time, those measured concentrations are biased high.  The reliability of   
     the dissolved-total ratios are also uncertain. However, other lines of     
     evidence suggest that 1984 default ratios are environmentally conservative 
     (that is, biased toward higher percentages dissolved).  For this reason,   
     EPA considers the 1984 Guidance to provide acceptable default values for   
     use in implementing this Rule's metals criteria in the Great Lakes system. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Most Scientifically Supported Approach To Establish Water Quality For  
     Metal Is The Dissolved Approach                                            
                                                                                
     Based on currently available information on metals toxicity to aquatic     
     life, the most scientifically-supported approach for establishing numeric  
     surface water quality criteria for metals is to express them as the        
     dissolved or valent form of the metal, depending upon the toxicity data    
     from which they are derived, EPA's Interim Guidance fully supports this    
     approach as being protective and scientifically justified.                 
                                                                                
     a.  An EPA Panel Concluded That The Dissolved Metal Concentration          
     Represents The Bioavailable Fraction                                       
                                                                                
     In addition, the participants in EPA's recent workshop on aquatic life     
     criteria for metals concluded that:                                        
                                                                                
     "Based on the data presented at the conference, and the opinion of the     
     majority of the assembled scientists, the dissolved metal concentration    
     better approximates the bioavailable fraction of waterborne metals than the
     total recoverable concentration of metals."                                
                                                                                
     Attachment to April 1, 1993, Memorandum, Subject: Implementation of Metals 
     Criteria, M.G. Prothro, Acting Asst. Administrator for Water, to Regional  
     Water Management Division Directors                                        
                                                                                
     The recommendations developed by the EPA workshop have been included in a  
     request for public comment on changes to EPA's policy on metals criteria   
     for aquatic life protection (58 Fed. Reg. 32131, June 8, 1993).            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.189     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2656.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Urges The EPA To Base The Numeric Criteria In The Guidance On Dissolved
     Metals                                                                     
                                                                                
     When the numeric criteria are based on dissolved metals, the most          
     scientifically justified approach for establishing WQBELs is to base such  
     limits on the dissolved metals concentrations in the discharge. This       
     approach is consistent with 40 CFR 122.45(c)(2), which prvides for         
     case-by-case permit limits under Part 125.3 if it is necessary to express a
     permit limit in the dissolved or valent form to carry out the provisions of
     the Clean Water Act (CWA). Because the water quality criteria for metals   
     adopted pursuant to Section 303 of the CWA, are provisions of the Act, they
     are therefore subject to this exception. Therefore, CMA urges the EPA to   
     modify the Guidance to base numeric water quality criteria on the dissolved
     metal fraction and abandon the total recoverable metals approach used in   
     the proposed Guidance.                                                     
                                                                                
     However, in the event that the Guidance requires adoption of WQBELs based  
     on total or total recoverable metals, then CMA recommends that the         
     standards should provide for calculating the WQBELs using partioning       
     coefficients either developed by a site-specific study of the receiving    
     waters or developed by Delos, et.al. This approach is recommended in EPA's 
     TSD and Interim Metals Guidance.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.190     
     
     See response to comment  D2620.020, Section III.B.6. of the Supplemental   
     Information Document and response to comment P2771.027.                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2656.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     CMA Supports The Tier I Methodology For Calculating Aquatic Life Criteria  
                                                                                
     The Guidance methodology for calculating Tier I criteria for aquatic life  
     protection is a reasonable interpretation of the 1985 National Guidelines  
     (EPA, 1985, Guidelines for Deriving Numerical National Water Quality       
     Criteria for the Protection of Aquatic Organisms and Their Uses).          
                                                                                
     CMA supports the Guidance's use of this protocol to develop the proposed   
     Tier I criteria to protect aquatic life.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.191     
     
     EPA acknowledges the support.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2656.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is currently developing a new framework for the calculation of aquatic 
     life criteria (58 Fed. Reg. 20853). The Agency's Aquatic Life Criteria     
     Guidlines Committee (ALC) is planning to propose changes to the 1985       
     National Guidelines procedures in 1993. CMA believes the new framework the 
     ALC is developing for aquatic life criteria may have many improvements on  
     the 1985 National Guidlines that will correct some flaws in the current    
     methodologies. EPA has stated in the preamble that it may choose to        
     incorporate some or all of the changes recommended by the ALC into the     
     Guidance (58 Fed. Reg. 20853).                                             
                                                                                
     CMA suggests that the EPA not adopt the 1985 National Guidance procedures  
     as the required method for calculating Tier I aquatic life criteria when   
     the methodologies could substantially change as early as 1994. On the the  
     other hand, CMA does not belive that it would be appropriate to incorporate
     the ALC proposals into a final rule before public comment has been received
     on such changes in the 1985 National Guidance.                             
                                                                                
     If EPA publishes the final Guidance before the completion of the comment   
     period on the revisions to the 1985 National Guidance, and it does not wish
     to renotice the regulations, CMA recommends that the final Guidance        
     specifically require the states to adopt any revisions EPA makes to the    
     1985 National Guidelines. Thus, EPA's adoption of revised national         
     guidelines for calculating aquatic life criteria would automatically       
     supersede the Tier I methodology specified in the Guidance.                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.192     
     
     See response to comment P2720.043.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2656.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Appropriately Gives Preference To ACR For Freshwater Species When FCVs 
     Are Calculated                                                             
                                                                                
     The 1985 National Guidelines allow the use of salt water Acute-Chronic     
     Ratios (ACRs) to calculate Final Chronic Values (FCVs) from Final Acute    
     Values (FAVs). The Guidance expresses a preference for using fresh water   
     ACRs when calculating Tier I criteria, although salt water ACRs can be used
     in the absence of sufficient fresh water data (58 Fed. Reg. 20851).CMA     
     supports the Guidance's preference for using fresh water ACRs, since the   
     Great Lakes and their tributaries are all fresh water. However, CMA does   
     not support the use of ACRs for salt water species to calculate FCVs for   
     fresh water species.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.193     
     
     See response to comment P2720.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2656.193a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is Scientifically Unjustified To Require Great Lakes States to Adopt The
     National Water Criteria Where They Are More Restrictive Than The Proposed  
     Tier I Criteria                                                            
                                                                                
     The proposed Tier I aquatic life criteria in the Guidance are based on more
     recent data than the water quality criteria in the National Toxics Rule (58
     Fed.Reg. 20853). More importantly, the Tier I criteria are based on species
     that can be expected to be present in the Great Lakes and their            
     tributaries. Using the most recent data and species that are expected to be
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     present in water bodies to be protected is consistent with the 1985        
     National Guidance.                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comment on whether it should adopt the criteria from the 
     National Toxics Rule (57 Fed.Reg. 60863) when such criteria are more       
     stringent than the proposed Tier I criteria (58 Fed.Reg. 20853).           
                                                                                
     CMA strongly objects to adopting criteria from the National Toxics Rule and
     maintains that the approach followed by the Guidance, which calculates     
     criteria using the most recent and applicable toxicity data, is the only   
     scientifically-supported approach to the establishment of aquatic life     
     criteria. The National criteria, which may be based on species not found in
     the Great Lakes and tributaries, are not as scientifically-supported as the
     Tier I criteria proposed in the Guidance.                                  
                                                                                
     Accordingly, CMA recommends that the final Guidance not adopt the National 
     Toxics Rule criteria when such criteria are more stringent than the        
     criteria proposed in the Guidance.                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.193a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2656.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is Appropraite To Eliminate The Final Residue Value From The Aquatic    
     Life Criteria Calculations                                                 
                                                                                
     The propsed Tier I methodology for aquatic life criteria eliminates the use
     of the Final Residue Value (FRV) as provided for in the 1985 National      
     Guidance (58 Fed.Reg. 20851). This is because the Guidance is proposing to 
     adopt human health and wildlife criteria that are based largely on         
     accumulated residues of pollutants in aquatic life that is consumed by     
     humans and wildlife. Because this is also the objective of the FRV, there  
     is no scientific basis to continue to include the FRV in the calculation of
     criteria for aquatic life protection.                                      
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA agrees with the EPA and supports the elimination of the FRV 
     from the proposed methodology for aquatic life criteria.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.194     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2656.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2656.195     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section III.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2656.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Is Correct In Not "Singling Out" Particular Species Of "Ecological"    
     Significance For Additional Protection By The Aquatic Life Criteria        
                                                                                
     CMA supports EPA's decision not to incorporate language in the Tier I      
     procedure that would allow lowering of the FAV to protect "ecologically    
     important" species (58 Fed.Reg. 20850). Similarly, CMA agrees that the     
     final rule should not include a provision that allows the final chronic    
     values to be lowered to protect "ecologically important" species (58       
     Fed.Reg. 20851).                                                           
                                                                                
     As the Agency has correctly pointed out in the preamble, there is no       
     scientific consensus as to how to identify a particular species as         
     ecologically important. Moreover the proposed Tier I methodology already   
     uses the most sensitive species to derive very conservative numerical      
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     There is absolutely no scientific evidence that the Tier I water quality   
     criteria calculated following the methods described in the 1985 National   
     Guidance are not highly protective of essentially all aquatic species. In  
     fact, EPA has stated that the criteria calculated using the 1985 National  
     Guidance are likely to be overprotective in most cases (pages 9,10, 1985   
     National Guidance).                                                        
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     CMA supports the EPA's decision not to add a provision to the Tier I       
     procedure which would allow the lowering of the FAV to protect             
     "ecologically important" species.  Therefore, CMA recommends that the Tier 
     I methology for aquatic life criteria not be modified in the final rule to 
     specifically account for "ecologically important" species since the Tier I 
     method water quality criteria will be protective of these species.         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.196     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: CMA comments # 198, 199 for discussion of deficiences    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Questions The Appropriateness Of, and Need For, Tier II Aquatic Life   
     Crieria                                                                    
                                                                                
     In response to EPA's requests in the preamble, we are offering comment on  
     the proposed use of Tier II values. However, as discussed elsewhere in     
     these comments, CMA strongly objects to the use of Tier II values to       
     calculate numerical permit limits. We maintain that the Tier II methodology
     should only by used to determine when a permittee or regulatory agency must
     collect additional data on the toxicity and fate of a specific pollutant.  
     In addition, while the Tier II methodology proposed in the rule is an      
     improvement over earlier versions, it still suffers from several critical  
     deficiencies.                                                              
                                                                                
     The Guidance proposes a methodology for developing Tier II water quality   
     criteria that is based on a report by Host, et al. (Host, G.E., Regal R.,  
     and Stephen, C.E., 1991 Analyses of Acute and Chronic Data for Aquatic     
     Life, Office of Research and Development, U.S. Environmental Protection    
     Agency, Washington, D.C.). This revised method, while an improvement over  
     earlier Guidance proposals, is still of questionable scientific validity.  
                                                                                
     In particular, the currently proposed Tier II procedure allows calculation 
     of a criterion when only 1 of the 8 data requirements for Tier I criteria  
     development are met. As a result, an adjustment factor of 20 (the final    
     acute factor, FAVF) must be used to develop the species acute value. The   
     level of uncertainty that requires a safety factor of this magnitude is    
     simply not consistent with good science.                                   
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the final Guidance not include the proposed methodology
     to calculate Tier II values since it suffers from several critical         
     deficiencies and is of questionable scientific validity.                   
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     Response to: P2656.197     
     
     See response to comment D2791.103.                                         
                                                                                
     Also, see response to: D2741.076                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Not Recommend The Use Of Short Term Chronic Tests To Derive Tier
     II Values Until It Has Received Public Comment On The Recommendations Of   
     Its ALC                                                                    
                                                                                
     The SAB suggested to EPA that short term chronic toxicity tests might be   
     used to develop Tier II values (58 Fed.Reg. 20855). Presumably, the SAB was
     referring to the EPA's short term chronic test procedures that are used for
     WET testing. These procedures are available for invertebrates, fishes, and 
     plants.                                                                    
                                                                                
     CMA believes that there may be merit to this approach. As discussed        
     elsewhere in these comments, CMA believes that WET tests, which include    
     short term chronic toxicity tests as well as acute toxicity tests, should  
     be used to regulate pollutants for which there are insufficient data to    
     establish Tier I criteria. This does not necessarily mean, however, that   
     these short term chronic toxicity tests are suitable for deriving numeric  
     water quality criteria or values.                                          
                                                                                
     As noted earlier, EPA's ALC is expected to propose changes to the framework
     for developing aquatic life criteria in 1993. The ALC may recommend that   
     short term chronic tests can be used to develop scientifically-supported   
     numeric criteria. Clearly, chronic test data, even from short-term tests,  
     provide a more sound basis than acute test data for estimating             
     concentrations of pollutants that cause chronic toxicity.                  
                                                                                
     However, CMA recommends that the EPA wait until the ALC recommendations are
     published before short term chronic tests are adopted in the Guidance as a 
     methodology for the development of Tier II values.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.198     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.089 and D3382.097.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2656.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 50th Percentile (Median) Should Be Used To Establish The Tier II Value 
     Adjustment Factors                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed that the 80th percentile adjustment factors (Host,et.al,  
     1991, Analysis of Acute and Chronic Data for Aquatic Life) be used to      
     calculate Tier II values from limited aquatic life data bases (58 Fed.Reg. 
     20856). CMA believes that this recommendation is not statistically sound,  
     and that the median (50th percentile) adjustment factor is more            
     appropriate.                                                               
                                                                                
     It is apparent from reviewing the data and evaluations presented by Host,  
     et.al., that the aquatic toxicity data that were analyzed to develop the   
     adjustment factors are highly variable. This is evident in the fact that   
     the adjustment factors at the 80th and 95th percentiles are much greater   
     than the median (50th percentile) adjustment factors (Table III-3, 58 Fed. 
     Reg. 20856). In such a situation, the extreme values of the confidence     
     intervals, such as the 80th and 95th percentiles, are very poor indicators 
     of the true statistical relationship.                                      
                                                                                
     The median is an unbiased estimator of the relationship that EPA is trying 
     to predict. It is the best estimate of the most probable adjustment factor 
     to predict a FAV from a small number of acute toxicity data. Using the     
     extreme upper confidence intervals for this prediction introduces orders of
     magnitude of uncertainty into the result. This approach is not             
     statistically justified. Because the FAV is divided by 2 to arrive at the  
     Tier II value, the resulting value will be highly conservative in any      
     event.                                                                     
                                                                                
     CMA strongly believes that Tier II value concept is not scientically sound 
     and will produce values which are inappropriate to be used to develop      
     permit limits. However, if EPA elects, notwithstanding our comments, to    
     proceed with the Tier II value concept, CMA recommends that the median     
     (50th percentile) adjustment factor be used to calculate the aquatic life  
     Tier II values.                                                            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.199     
     
     When deriving Tier II values for chemicals for which limited data are      
     available for establishing permit limits, EPA desires to be highly certain 
     that adequate protection is afforded.  To ensure adequate protection of    
     aquatic species, EPA must be highly certain that Tier II values provide a  
     level of protection greater than or equal to a Tier I criterion.  Use of a 
     procedure that would result in less protection than use of the 80th        
     percentile would cause Tier II values to be significantly less protective  
     than Tier I criteria. Use of the median or 50th percentile would allow less
     protection than a Tier I criterion in 50 percent of the cases.  EPA does   
     not believe that 50th percentile factors would ensure adequate protection  
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     is afforded in most cases.  The State, Tribe, or discharger can generate   
     the data necessary to allow derivation of a different (usually higher) Tier
     II acute value or a Tier I FAV.                                            
           Possible factors were calculated in a number of ways in the draft    
     report on which the proposed adjustment factors were based. The proposed   
     factors were calculated as "overall 80th percentiles", i.e., the           
     percentiles were calculated as percent of the simulations rather than as   
     percent of the chemicals.  After further consideration, EPA has decided    
     that the most appropriate adjustment factors to use are those that were    
     calculated as "medians of the 95th percentiles" on page 62 of the draft    
     report because these percentiles were calculated as percent of the         
     chemicals (Host, et al., 1991).  These final adjustment factors (with      
     daphnid required) are given in Section III, Table III-5 of the SID.  In    
     addition, some minor anomalies occur in the overall 80th and 95th          
     percentiles, but no such anomaly occurs in the medians of the 95th         
     percentiles.  Further, the calculation of the assumed ACR is based on the  
     percent of the chemicals.                                                  
     It might seem that the adjustment factors and the assumed ACR should be    
     based on the same percentile.  Because the assumed ACR will often be used  
     with a Tier II acute value, it does not seem reasonable to increase the    
     level of protection by having both be at the 95th percentile; in this case 
     it might be appropriate to have the ACR at a lower percentile.  In some    
     cases, however, an assumed ACR will be used with a Tier I FAV; in these    
     cases it might be appropriate to have the assumed ACR be the 95th          
     percentile.  It does not seem prudent to use two different values for the  
     assumed ACR, and so EPA has retained the value of 18, which is based on the
     80th percentile (see the next section).The final Guidance also retains the 
     use of adjustment factors "with daphnid data".                             
                                                                                
     Therefore the final adjustment factors to calculate the Tier II SAVs are   
     based on the 95th percentile.  The default SACR of 18 (based on the 80th   
     percentile) has been retained.                                             
                                                                                
     The SAB expressed concerns over utilizing one data requirement. EPA would  
     like to clarify that the SAB's statement was somewhat misleading since the 
     Tier II method may be used for up to seven tests, not just one.  Although  
     EPA asked SAB in its comments to SAB on the Draft report to indicate how   
     many aquatic tests would be adequate, SAB did not address this request in  
     the final report. Since States and Tribes are required to translate the    
     narrative standard regardless of how much data is available, EPA believes  
     that utilizing the Tier II method will consistently provide this           
     translation consistently across States.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/AL
     Comment ID: P2656.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The EPA's Decision To Allow States To Establish Criteria For  
     Aluminum                                                                   
                                                                                
     The Guidance states that aquatic life criteria for aluminum are not        
     included in the rule because of time limitations (58 Fed. Reg. 20852). The 
     development of aluminum criteria for aquatic life protection is thus left  
     by the Guidance to the individual states.                                  
                                                                                
     CMA believes that this approach is appropriate and recommends that the     
     final Guidance allow the individual states to develop aquatic life criteria
     for aluminum.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.200     
     
     Sufficient aquatic data exist to derive aquatic life criteria for aluminum.
      However, due to time and resource constraints, EPA did not derive aquatic 
     life criteria for aluminum.  As proposed, this Guidance will leave the     
     derivation of aquatic life criteria for aluminum to the States.  Reviewed  
     data are available in the National criteria document. (Ambient Water       
     Quality Criteria for Aluminum - 1986, EPA 440/5-86-008).                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2656.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because The Guidance Uses A Number Of Conservative Assumptions, CMA        
     Strongly Supports The Use Of A 10-5 Risk Level To Calculate Human Health   
     Water Quality Criteria For Potential Carcinogens                           
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed the use of a 10(exp-5) risk level to calculate the numeric
     criteria for potential carcinogens (58 Fed.Reg. 20865). The rationale for  
     this selection is discussed in the technical support document for the human
     health criteria (Technical Support Document, Methodologies for Human Health
     Criteria and Values, Great Lakes Initiative, January 1993). This risk level
     is also used by all of the Great Lakes states in developing their water    
     quality criteria. CMA supports use of the 10(exp-5) risk level to calculate
     the potential risk due to carcinogens in ambient water and fish tissue.    
                                                                                
     We again point out, however, that while this risk level is used to         
     calculate the criteria, the actual risk to the typical exposed individual  
     is much lower than 10(exp-5) because of the multiple conservative          
     assumptions used to derive the criteria.                                   
                                                                                
     In particular, EPA used the following assumptions, all of which are very   
     conservative to calculate the human health criteria for carcinogens (EPA,  
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     1989;EPA, 1990): 2 liters per day of drinking water; 70-year exposure      
     period for most-exposed individuals; fish consumption rates of 15 grams per
     day; and average fish lipid content of 5 percent.                          
                                                                                
     Another key conservative assumption EPA used is that 100 percent of the    
     consumed fish and shelfish and drinking water are contaminated at the      
     maximum acceptable exposure level. This is a highly conservative           
     assumption, since the majority of aquatic life that humans consume is      
     likely to be uncontaminated, and the daily intake of liquid of most        
     individuals, on a lifetime basis consists to a large extent of processed   
     beverages such as soft drinks and juices. EPA has also assumed fish        
     consumption rates that represent a subset of the states' populations with a
     higher than average consumption rate of locally-caught fish.               
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA's linearized multistage model that has been used to       
     predict risk levels for potential carcinogens is widely recognized by the  
     scientific community as a model that overestimates cancer risks. Indeed,   
     EPA itself has stated that the linearized multistage model is likely to    
     overstate risk by one or two orders of magnitude (49 Federal Register      
     24348; Anderson, E.L. and the Carcinogen Assessment Group of the U.S.      
     Environmental Protection Agency, 1983, "Quantitive Approaches in Use to    
     Assess Cancer Risk, "Risk Anaysis, Vol. 3, No.4, pp.277-297.).             
                                                                                
     In light of all of these conservative assumptions that EPA used to derive  
     the human health criteria, CMA believes that it is scientifically justified
     to use a risk level of 10(exp-5). This risk level compensates to some      
     extent for the overprotectiveness of all of the other assumptions in EPA's 
     risk analysis approach.                                                    
                                                                                
     Thus, CMA supports EPA's decision to use a 10(exp-5) risk level to develop 
     human health water quality criteria for potential carcinogens and          
     recommends that this risk level be included in the final Guidance.         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.201     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2656.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref: sec CMA comment #203                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Exposure Assumptions EPA Used To Calculate Human Health Water Quality  
     Criteria Are Overly Conservative And Should Be Reexamined.                 
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     Response to: P2656.202     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A Body Weight Assumption of 70 Kg Is Appropriate                           
                                                                                
     The human health criteria are calculated assuming an average body weight of
     70 kg (58 Fed.Reg. 20869). EPA has requested comment on whether an         
     alternate body weight (for example, a lower body weight for a sensitive sub
     population, such as children) should be used.                              
                                                                                
     CMA believes that, in concert with the other exposure assumptions EPA used 
     to develop the human health criteria, the 70 kg body weight is appropriate 
     and should be adopted in the final rule.                                   
                                                                                
     Although children have a lower body weight than adults, and thus are       
     potentially more sensitive to toxicants, their exposure rates and the      
     duration of exposure are shorter than the assumptions used to calculate the
     criteria. For example, children are not going to consume 15 g/day of fish  
     and 2 liter/day of water throughout their childhood. Similarly childhood   
     does not last for the 70 years that is the assumed exposure duration.      
                                                                                
     Thus, the 70 kg is appropriate in light of the other assumptions EPA used  
     to calculate human health-based criteria for the Guidance. CMA believes    
     that the use of 70 kg body weight is appropriate and recommends that it not
     be changed unless all of the other exposure assumptions are also           
     reevaluated and changed as applicable.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.203     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 70-Year Duration Of Exposure Is Very Conservative, Given The Other     
     Assumptions EPA Used To Calculate The Criteria                             
                                                                                
     EPA's methodology assumes that humans are exposed for an entire 70-year    
     lifetime to both fish and drinking water that contain the maximum          
     acceptable amounts of potentially toxic pollutants. It also assumes that   
     this exposure occurs at the projected fish and drinking water consumption  
     rates for the entire 70-year period. CMA maintains that the probabilities  
     that these assumptions actually apply to any particular individual are     
     incredibly low.                                                            
                                                                                
     Contamination of fish in a water body, especially a lake, is not uniform.  
     The same is true of water used for a drinking supply. As shown in the Lake 
     Michigan Lake-wide Management Plan (LaMP) and other summaries of fish      
     consumption advisories for the Great Lakes and tributaries, contamination  
     is primarily a "hot spot" phenomenon. This means that unless an individual 
     consumes fish and drinks water only from such hot spots for a lifetime,    
     that individual will not receive a dose equivalent to that used to develop 
     the numeric criteria. Such continuous consumption is not a reasonable      
     assumptions for the individuals in the Great Lakes basin, which these      
     regulations are designed to protect.                                       
                                                                                
     CMA suggests that EPA consider reducing the exposure duration from 70 years
     to some shorter period to reflect the fact that individuals are unlikely to
     be exposed to maximally contaminated fish and drinking water for their     
     lifetimes. However, adjusting the exposure duration is not straightforward,
     because it requires estimation of mobility and recreational patterns for a 
     diverse population. Given this difficulty, CMA recommends that it is       
     probably preferable to use the 70-year exposure duration in the final      
     Guidance, but to adjust other exposure assumptions for which better data   
     are available.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.204     
     
     See response to comments D2859.118 and P2771.193.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Opposes An Exposure Period Greater Than 70-Year                        
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     While CMA supports the 70-year exposure period, we are opposed to any      
     increase in the exposure duration, such as the 75 years suggested in the   
     proposal (58 Fed.Reg. 20869). Increasing the duration of exposure will     
     unnecessarily and inappropriately increase the conservatism of the human   
     health criteria.                                                           
                                                                                
     However, if an increase in the exposure period is considered, then CMA     
     recommends that the Agency must also evaluate all of the other assumptions 
     used to calculate the criteria, including fish consumption rate, drinking  
     water consumption rate, and body weight.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.205     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Drinking Water Consumption Figure Of 2 Liters/Day Is A Gross           
     Overestimation And Should Be Changed To 1.4 Liters/Day                     
                                                                                
     The proposed method for calculating human health criteria assumes that an  
     individual drinks 2 liters/day of water contaminated to the maximum        
     acceptable level, for a 70-year lifetime (58 Fed.Reg. 20870). CMA believes 
     that the water consumption factor may be the single most overly            
     conservative exposure assumption used by EPA to calculate these criteria.  
                                                                                
     As EPA stated in the preamble, the 2 liters/day consumption rate was       
     originally adopted from the U.S. Army's recommendation for the amount of   
     water needed by a soldier in the field. However, EPA does not note the fact
     that this consumption rate represents the amount of water needed by adults 
     working out of doors. Many, if not most, people obtain the majority of     
     their necessary water through consumption of beverages. Individuals working
     out-of-doors may drink large amounts of water, but this consumption is not 
     continuous through the week, years, and especially over a lifetime.  In    
     addition, this consumption rate does not account for the lower drinking    
     water consumption by children. In fact, studies cited by EPA suggest that  
     the 2 liters/day consumption rate is a conservative assumption for at least
     90% of the population (58 Fed.Reg. 20870).                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has stated that the average adult drinking water consumption rate is   
     1.4 liters/day (58 Fed.Reg. 20870). This rate is a much more realistic     
     estimate of the Great Lakes basin population's exposure to contaminants    
     through drinking water than the proposed 2 liters/day rate.                
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the lower figure (1.4 liters/day) also accounts for the  
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     fact that children drink less water than adults and that most adults obtain
     a large fraction of their water from processed beverages, rather than from 
     drinking water. Therefore, CMA recommends that 1.4 liters/day be adopted in
     the final Guidance instead of 2 liters/day.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.206     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Incidental Ingestion Factor For Contaminated Water Should Be Eliminated
     From The Calculation                                                       
                                                                                
     The calculation of the human health criteria includes an incidental        
     exposure factor of 0.01 liters/day to account for ingestion of water during
     recreational activities (58 Fed.Reg. 20869-70). Although this ingestion    
     factor has little impact upon the calculated criteria, CMA believes that it
     is not scientifically justified in light of the fact that the drinking     
     water exposure assumption already grossly overestimates the human exposure 
     to aqueous contaminants by ingestion.                                      
                                                                                
     Thus, while the proposed incidental ingestion factor is based upon EPA and 
     state of Michigan data (58 Fed.Reg. 20870), it is wholly unnecessary. If   
     EPA nevertheless includes an incidental exposure route in the calculation  
     of human health criteria, CMA recommends that it should revise the drinking
     water consumption rate to reflect actual conditions more accurately.       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.207     
     
     See response to comment D3053.041.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The same recommendation holds true for the potential exposure to toxic     
     chemicals through dermal absorption during recreational activities (28     
     Fed.Reg. 20870). Dermal absorption should be considered as an exposure     
     route for those chemicals that have been identified as being absorbed      
     through the skin. Once a chemical is determined to be potentially toxic to 
     humans by this exposure route, then EPA must develop appropriate exposure  
     assumptions. Such assumptions should include consideration of body surface 
     area and contact time with the contaminated water.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.208     
     
     See response to comment P2718.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2656.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2656.209     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2656.20?
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 8839



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There Is No Basis To Assume That Untreated Surface Water Is Used For       
     Drinking                                                                   
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that there is no basis for EPA's assumption that untreated   
     surface water is used for drinking. The Safe Drinking Water Act requires   
     all community water systems to supply drinking water that meets the maximum
     contaminant levels (MCLs) adopted at 40 CFR 141. Drinking water from       
     surface water sources must also be treated extensively before it is        
     supplied to the consumer. It is completely unrealistic to assume that      
     individuals will consume all of their drinking water (at 2 liters/day), for
     a 70-year lifetime, from an untreated surface water supply.                
                                                                                
     CMA therefore recommends that the MCLs be used as the water quality        
     criteria to protect human health from contaminants in drinking water       
     supplies, and that untreated surface water not be considered as a realistic
     exposure route.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.20?     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2656.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Proposed Fish Consumption Rate Of 15 G/Day Calculated For 
     Residents Of The Great Lakes States                                        
                                                                                
     The Guidance's proposed methodology for calculating human exposure to      
     toxicants assumes that an individual residing in the Great Lakes states    
     consumes 15 g/day of fish. This consumption rate is derived from studies by
     several Great Lakes states (58 Fed. Reg. 20870) and reflects the greater   
     than average fish consumption that occurs in this region. CMA believes that
     this figure is well-documented and is a conservative consumption rate to   
     use in the human health calculations.                                      
                                                                                
     CMA also agrees with EPA that this consumption rate assumption is highly   
     protective of the entire Great Lakes population. As EPA states in the      
     preamble, and as stated earlier in these comments, the assumption that all 
     fish eaten by an exposed individual are contaminated to the maximum        
     permissible extent is highly protective (Indeed, CMA believes it is        
     overprotective.)                                                           
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     Thus, CMA recommends that the consumption rate of 15 g/day should not be   
     modified and should be maintained in the final rule.  Nevertheless, CMA    
     cautions against applying this very conservative and region-specific       
     consumption rate outside of the Great Lakes Region.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.210     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Use Body Weight, Rather Than Surface Area, To Extrapolate Animal
     Toxicity Data To Humans                                                    
                                                                                
     Both the U.S. Food and Drug Administration (FDA) and the Centers for       
     Disease Control (CDC) use body weight extrapolation to estimate the cancer 
     potency of a chemical from animal data. EPA's proposed methodology for     
     deriving human health criteria, however, uses surface area to scale        
     toxicity data from animals to humans (58 Fed.Reg. 20866-67). CMA recommends
     that body weight scaling be used instead because available scientific      
     studies support body weight scaling as the more appropriate methodology.   
                                                                                
     In particular, Crouch and Wilson (1979, "Interspecies Comparison of        
     Carcinogenic Potency," Journal of Environmental Toxicology and             
     Environmental Health, 5, 1095-1118) reported good agreement between animal 
     studies and human epidemiological studies for 13 chemicals when body weight
     ratios (mg/kg.day) were used for scaling the animal data. After analyzing  
     data on interspecies extrapolation, Crump, et al. (1980, Approaches to     
     Carcinogenic, Mutagenic and Teratogenic Risk Assesment, Task A, Subtask No.
     5, Summary Report, EPA Contract No. 68-01-5975), also recommended that body
     weight should be used as the scaling factor where the animal data are from 
     the most sensitive species of rats or mice.                                
                                                                                
     It has been reported that use of the surface area scaling factor rather    
     than the ratios of body weights increases estimates of risk by a factor of 
     6 to 7 for rats and 12 to 13 for mice (Nichols, A., Zeckhauser, R., 1985,  
     The Dangers of Caution: Conservatism in the Assessment and Mismangement of 
     Risk, Energy and Environmental Policy Center Discussion Paper E-85-11,     
     November; Hart, et al., 1986, "Final Report of the Color Additive          
     Scientific Review Panel", Risk Analysis, Volume 6, pp. 117-126). By using  
     the surface area scaling factor for animal data (which it estimates from   
     body weights), the EPA risk analysis procedure thus may overstate the true 
     risk by approximately one order of magnitude.                              
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the Guidance use body weight scaling rather than       
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     surface area to adjust animal toxicity data to humans.  We believe that    
     this approach is more scientifically supported than the use of surface area
     and will still provide a high degree of conservatism.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.211     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although CMA believes body weight, rather than surface area is the most    
     appropriate means for scaling doses between test species and humans, we    
     recognize that EPA has proposed to move the current scaling procedure to   
     one of mg/kg/3/4. The new scaling factor (Fed.Reg. 57 (109):24152-24173)   
     more closely reflects what CMA believes to be the most scientifically      
     justified method.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.212     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted by EPA, this new scaling factor does not solve many underlying    
     scientific issues. In fact, any surface area scaling factor does not solve 
     many underlying scientific issues. A surface area scaling factor less than 
     unity suggests that humans are physiologically, and metabolically more     
     sensitive than the test species, since the result of that scaling procedure
     is to reduce the effective dose in humans relative to that of the test     
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     species. Thus, EPA's position is that equipotent doses are always higher in
     test species than humans. This position offers no flexibility to respond to
     current science. EPA should examine the mounting data in the area of       
     metabolic activation, primarily cytochromes P-450, and metabolic           
     detoxification. These data are showing increasingly that metabolic         
     activation capacity of humans is lower than rats and mice, while the       
     activities of may detoxification enzymes are in many cases similar.        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.213     
     
     See response to P2771.135                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2656.214
     Cross Ref 1: cc.HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Revise The Risk Estimates For Chemicals Listed In IRIS And Those
     Listed In HEAST                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA should review the risk estimates presented in EPA's Integrated Risk    
     Information System (IRIS) and the Health Effects Summary Tables (HEAST) and
     revise these based on the proposed new scaling factor of mg/Kg3/4. To      
     adequately represent several possible approaches to scaling effective      
     doses, EPA should also revise their current listings to include mg/kg      
     scaling, i.e. body weight scaling, rather than surface area. By listing all
     three methods of scaling effective dose, EPA would have the opportunity to 
     recommend at any time one of three possible approaches to interspecies     
     scaling based on the best available science.                               
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the current approach to listing one value in IRIS leaves 
     no flexibility and places EPA in the undesirable position of having to     
     revise risk estimates when new interspecies scaling data becomes available.
     We further believe that it is appropriate to revise the existing risk      
     estimates in IRIS, that are based on mg/Kg2/3                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.214     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Use Of The Best Available Toxicity Data In The Derivation 
     Of Human Health Criteria Even If It Is Not Found In The IRIS Database      
                                                                                
     For the proposed Guidance, the Technical Work Group relied on toxicity data
     and evaluations that are not reflected in IRIS. The human health-based     
     criteria for mercury and 2,3,7,8-TCDD, for example, were calculated using a
     reference dose (RfD) and cancer slope factor, respectively, that are not in
     IRIS (58 Fed.Reg. 20869). CMA supports the use of the most relevant        
     toxicity data for calculating RfDs and cancer slope factors, regardless of 
     whether these data are in IRIS.                                            
                                                                                
     CMA believes that EPA relies too heavily on IRIS for risk assessment. The  
     data in IRIS have not been publicly peer reviewed, and reflect only the    
     judgements of EPA scientists; other reliable sources of data and analysis  
     on chemical toxicity are also available.                                   
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that EPA use all relevant and reliable toxicity data and    
     evaluations to calculate human health water quality criteria, even if the  
     data are not in IRIS.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.215     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.  See also response to D2611.007                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Use A Relative Source Contribution Of 100% For All Regulated    
     Pollutants, Including BCCs                                                 
                                                                                
     In the development of the proposed Guidance, EPA has assumed relative      
     source contributions (RSC) of 80% for BCCs and 100% for nonbioaccumulative 
     chemicals (58 Red.Reg. 20871). EPA admits, however, that the 80% assumption
     for Bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) is not more than a guess.  
     CMA the 80% assumption is inappropriate and believes that the assumption   
     that 100% of the RSC is from drinking water and fish consumption is        
     justified in light of the methodology that EPA has used to calculate the   

Page 8844



$T044618.TXT
     water quality criteria for BCCs.                                           
                                                                                
     CMA suggests that there are sufficient data on many of the currently-listed
     BCCs to calculate chemical-specific RSCs, if EPA chooses to do so. The     
     concentrations of chemicals such as DDT and its metabolites, mercury, and  
     2,3,7,8-TCDD in various foods and in air have been published by both       
     government agencies and researchers. EPA should be able to compile these   
     data and, with estimates of average consumption rates of various foods and 
     assumed atmospheric concentrations of each pollutant, estimate RSCs for    
     each BCC. This should be done rather than making a blanket assumption that 
     an 80% RSC applies to all BCCs.)                                           
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.216     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes, however, that it is unlikely that the RSCs for the water     
     quality criteria will be significantly below 100% for most BCCs. This is   
     because the bioaccumulation effect in the aquatic food chain increases the 
     potential exposure far above that likely to be associated with other food  
     sources, including other types of meats. To be identified as a BCC, a      
     chemical must have a BAF of 1000 or greater. Thus, for an alternate source 
     of such a BCC to be important in terms of an individual's total exposure,  
     that source must have either the same or greater BAF, or the ingestion     
     and/or inhalation rate or concentration must be sufficiently higher than   
     EPA used to calculate the water quality criterion to compensate. For       
     chemicals such as the PCBs, for which the Agency has estimated a BAF of    
     1,776,860, or for mercury with an estimated BAF of 130,440, it seems       
     unlikely that sources other than drinking water and fish will account for  
     20% of the exposure of individuals who meet the consumption assumptions    
     used in the human health procedures.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.217     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA supports the Guidance assumption of an RSC of 100% for                 
     non-bioaccumulative chemicals. Any alternative RSC for these chemicals     
     should be based on a chemical-specific examination of potential exposure   
     routes. Such a chemical-specific analysis should also account for the      
     bioavailability of the form of the chemical that is present in the various 
     sources.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Because of the many very conservative assumptions that EPA used in         
     developing the human health criteria for both BCCs and non-BCCs, there is  
     no scientific basis for selecting an RSC that is less than 100%. The SAB   
     has cautioned EPA in the past about piling more and more conservative      
     assumptions on top of one another. The method EPA used to calculate the    
     human health criteria for carcinogens already probably results in a true   
     risk of 10(exp-7) or less to the Great Lakes population; adding an RSC     
     lower than 100% to these criteria simply adds another layer of             
     conservation. If EPA wishes to include in the water quality criteria       
     calculations additional exposure assumption, such as the RSC and incidental
     ingestion, it should revise its existing exposure assumptions so that they 
     are more representative of potential exposures.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.218     
     
     See response to comments P2718.125 and P2771.199.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If sensitive populations need additional protection, then the site-specific
     provisions of the regulation should be used to provide that protection.    
     Such additional protection should not be provided by arbitrary             
     specification of RSCs or any of the other exposure assumptions EPA used to 
     calculate the criteria.                                                    
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     Response to: P2656.219     
     
     EPA agrees. The Final Guidance requires development of more stringent      
     site-specific criteria where needed to protect threatened or endangered    
     species or highly-exposed sub- populations of humans. It allows development
     of site-specific criteria where there are other sensitive populations      
     needing additional protection.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2656.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, CMA recommends that EPA should modify the Guidance to use a RSC 
     of 100% for all regulated pollutants, including BCCs. We believe that      
     because of the various conservative assumptions used to calculate the      
     proposed human health criteria, it is appropriate to use a RSC of 100% for 
     BCCs. Furthermore, the proposed RSC of 80% has not been scientifically     
     justified by EPA.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.220     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There Is No Need To Include A Longer List Of Deleterious Effects For       
     Consideration In Non Cancer Criteria Development                           
                                                                                
     The human health methodology proposed specifies that non cancer criteria   
     must assure protection of human health from adverse acute, subchronic, and 
     chronic effects, including reproductive and developmental effects (58      
     Fed.Reg. 21026). EPA requests comment on whether it should specify in the  
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     methodology a longer list of deleterious effects against which the criteria
     should be protective (58 Fed.Reg. 20867).                                  
                                                                                
     CMA belives that this proposed definition clearly covers all potential     
     adverse effects on human health, and does not need to be amended to include
     a more detailed list. Expanding the list in the final Guidance would serve 
     no useful regulatory purpose and therefore, CMA recommends that the list as
     currently proposed be included in the final rule.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.221     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Need Not Address Observed Biological Changes That Are Not     
     Demonstrably Linked To An Adverse Effect                                   
                                                                                
     CMA also opposes the suggestion that the methodology address observed      
     biological changes that are not demonstrably linked to an adverse effect   
     (58 Fed.Reg.20867). The relationship between demonstrated adverse effects  
     in animals and the risk of the same adverse effects in humans is often     
     difficult to demonstrate. It is known, for example, that test animals can  
     develop certain types of cancers that cannot occur in humans because of    
     fundamental metabolic differences between the animals and humans. Extending
     the criteria development process to "any observed effect," regardless of   
     whether it is adverse, is not scientifically-supportable.                  
                                                                                
     In the absence of data demonstrating that the test animals' metabolic      
     responses are identical to human responses, there is no basis for          
     extrapolating the observed effect to a human. CMA believes that there is   
     little scientific basis for the further extrapolation that the observed    
     effect is somehow related to an adverse effect. Thus, CMA recommends that  
     the final rule not include provisions to extend the criteria development   
     process to "any observed effect," regardless of whether it is adverse.     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.222     
     
     As to the predictability of cancer in humans from animal studies, EPA      
     agrees that there may not be 100% concordance between animals exhibiting   
     cancer in a bioassay and humans also developing cancer. However, as stated 
     by a commenter, most studies on this subject indicate that carcinogenicity 
     results in one species can accurately predict the same outcome in a second 
     test species about 70% of the time.  In the absence of adequate human data 
     or data indicating a test species is clearly pharmacokinetically different 
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     than humans or the type of cancer is inherent to the test species, EPA     
     takes the conservative position that animal studies are the best predictor 
     of potential cancer in humans.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2656.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Not Use Endpoints That May Be Precursors To Malignant Tumors As 
     A Basis For Establishing Criteria For Group C Carcinogens On The Basis Of  
     Quantification                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA requests comment on the use of hyperplastic nodules or peroxisome      
     proliferation as precursors to malignant tumors. To make the assumption    
     that either endpoint is, in general, a precursor to malignancy is          
     scientifically unsupported. In some cases, hyperplastic nodules of the     
     liver, and peroxisome proliferation in liver have been associated with     
     liver cancer. However, there are many examples of chemicals which cause    
     both of these effects but do not induce liver cancer.                      
                                                                                
     With regard to hyperplastic nodules, there is still considerable           
     controversy as to whether these nodules progress to malignancy and if so,  
     with what frequency. Furthermore, the relevance of humans of peroxisome    
     proliferation as an endpoint of toxicity is not at all established. EPA    
     should refrain from using these endpoints in quantitative calculations of  
     risk. Furthermore, use of peroxisome proliferation as a stand alone marker 
     of toxicity is scientifically unjustifiable. The relevance to humans of    
     this effect must be interpreted in the large context of relevance to       
     humans.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.223     
     
     With regard to the use of precursors in developing criteria or values, EPA 
     agrees that the use of precursors as an endpoint may be controversial and  
     difficult to defend unless a clear determination of mechanism of action is 
     made implicating a precursor to an eventual tumor incidence.  However, if a
     chemical is well studied and the mechanism of carcinogenesis is well       
     established indicating a clear procession from precursor to malignant      
     tumor, such endpoints can be used by States/Tribes in developing a Tier I  
     criterion or Tier II value.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.224
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: see attachment D, CMA comment                            
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Not Propose Human Health Criteria For Carcinogens Based On An   
     Outdated Risk Assessment Methodology                                       
                                                                                
     In the proposed Guidance, EPA has specifically provided that both          
     non-threshold and threshold assumptions can be used to develop numeric     
     criteria for potential human carcinogens (Appendix C.III.A.1., 58 Fed. Reg.
     21026). CMA supports the inclusion of the threshold concept in the         
     methodology for developing water quality criteria for potential            
     carcinogens. Human health criteria should not be considered immutable      
     because the risk assessment methodology used to determine the criteria is  
     constantly evolving.                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has assumed, however, that there were no safe (no-effect) levels for   
     carcinogens and has therefore applied a linear, non-threshold model to     
     calculate the criteria for these compounds. CMA does not believe that the  
     linear, non-threshold model can be applied to all carcinogens and has      
     commented on this issue previously. The linear, non threshold model EPA    
     used is not capable of representing biological mechanisms (Current Risk    
     Assesment Methods Overestimate Risk, CMA Position Paper, February 1, 1991, 
     Attachment D). As a result, non-linear or threshold models may be more     
     biologically realistic.                                                    
                                                                                
     Even now, EPA's Office of Research and Development (ORD) is conducting a   
     reassessment of the scientific models for 2,3,7,8-TCDD (58 Federal Register
     20874), including the continued use of its linear, non-threshold model. EPA
     will be evaluating a biologically based dose-response model for            
     2,3,7,8-TCDD including mechanisms of cell receptor-binding, nuclear        
     occupancy, gene expression, and enzyme induction (November 15, 1991, EPA   
     Background Document on Dioxin). The results of the EPA study may           
     significantly change EPA's methodologies that are used to calculate water  
     quality criteria both for carcinogens and potential carcinogens.           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.224     
     
     See responses to G3207.003 and P2771.129.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's proposed numeric criteria for carcinogens in Table 3 of 
     the rule are calculated using the 1986 EPA approach and do not reflect the 
     recent advances in risk assessment methodology. Moreover, the criteria that
     EPA is proposing are not consistent with the Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 
     304(a), which states that EPA "...shall develop and publish...criteria for 
     water quality accurately reflecting the latest scientific knowledge...."   
     CMA notes that EPA needs to update its methodology with more current       
     information, such as the effects on bioavailability (alkalinity, pH,       
     temperature, humic acid, soil, chemical form), environmental fate and      
     persistence, biochemical mechanisms, and the differences in toxicity among 
     structurally similar compounds (such as polylorinated biphenyls).          
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that the Agency should not adopt the proposed    
     human health water quality criteria for carcinogens in Table 3 until after 
     completion of the reassessment of the toxicity of 2,3,7,8-TCDD. If that    
     study results in changes in the methodology for calculating human health   
     criteria, EPA is then obliged to revise the water quality criteria for     
     those substances to which the methodology is applicable. Since all of the  
     Great Lakes states already have water quality criteria for each of the     
     chemicals proposed for regulation in Table 3, or the National Toxics Rule  
     provides the necessary standard, there is no compelling reason for adopting
     numeric criteria as part of the rule that will require change shortly after
     their adoption.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.225     
     
     See response to comments D2724.224 and D2741.115.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2656.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2656.226     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2656.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Methodology For Developing The Proposed Tier II Values Is              
     Scientifically Insupportable                                               
                                                                                
     The proposed rule Tier II values for potential human carcinogens to be     
     developed for chemicals that EPA has classified as Group C--possible human 
     carcinogens. EPA defines Group C chemicals as having limited evidence of   
     carcinogenicity in animals in the absence of human data. The Agency has    
     consistently avoided regulating Group C chemicals as human carcinogrns     
     because such an approach is not scientifically supported (see, for example,
     drinking water standard proposed at 55 Federal Register 30370). The        
     Guidance's proposal to develop Tier II Group C Chemicals for which there   
     are sufficient data to estimate risk is scientifically unsupported.        
                                                                                
     The purpose of the carcinogen classification scheme used by EPA is to      
     satisfy the first step of the risk assessment paradigm as formulated by the
     National Academy of Sciences, i.e. hazard identificiation. Classifying     
     chemicals according to degrees of confidence in the data that support      
     indentification of carcinogenic hazard (known human, limited animal, etc.,)
     has nothing to do with a separate step in the NAS paradigm, namely         
     dose-response assessment. It is first necessary to establish hazard.       
     Without adequate data supporting the A, B1 or B2 classification of         
     carcinogenic hazard it is inappropriate to propose quantification of risk. 
     Group C carcinogens are defined in the 1986 Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk 
     Assessment as having limited evidence for carcinogenicity in the absence of
     human data and therefore carcinogenic risk for Group C carcinogens should  
     not be quantified.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.227     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment.  EPA has consistently regulated Group C    
     chemicals either as carcinogens or noncarcinogens in all its program       
     activities.   See details in the Proposal preamble (58 FR 20872).  Also see
     response to G2575.093.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mathematical model known as the Linearized Multistage (LMS) model was  
     chosen as the default model for quantifying cancer risk. The model assumes 
     low dose 1 linearity and that at any exposure there is some incremental    
     cancer risk. Thus, the model assumes no threshold for cancer response and  
     that dose-response curves are linear at low doses. These assumptions are   
     based on outdated science and current thought is that many chemicals exert 
     carcinogenic effects without direct effect on DNA. These materials should  
     be regulated on a threshold basis.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.228     
     
     See response to D2619.026 with regard to use of the LMS.  It should be     
     noted that the final Guidance does allow the regulation of chemicals on a  
     threshold basis if it can be scientifically justified.  The final Guidance 
     states: A non-threshold mechanism of carcinogenesis shall be assumed unless
     biological data adequately demonstrate the existence of a threshold on a   
     chemical-specific basis.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The LMS model is one of several models available for extrapolating low-dose
     cancer risk. Choice of the LMS model as a default is purely EPA policy and 
     not a scientifically-based decision. To be objective, EPA should present a 
     range of risk values derived from a range of mathematical models. Such a   
     presentation would make clear to the public the conservative nature of     
     cancer risk evaluations conducted by EPA.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.229     
     
     EPA agrees that the choice of the LMS as a default model is a policy       
     decision.  EPA also defends this choice as a conservative measure.  See    
     response to D2619.026 for more details on EPA's choice of the LMS.  If     
     other models are considered more appropriate than the LMS,  EPA allows     
     their use as long as it is scientifically justified.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, although the choice of a 10-5 risk standard is commendable in 
     that it moves away from the default 10-6 risk standard, this is another    
     decision that is based on poor attention to the scientific data. Choice of 
     a standard, or bright line, risk level pays no attention to relative       
     severity of effect and results in poor risk management decisions. The      
     non-judicial application of bright lines as risk management tools can      
     produce misallocations of limited resources to trifling public health      
     problems while substantial health problems receive inadequate resources.   
                                                                                
     CMA believes that bright lines established may only be used when all       
     available facts, knowledge, and judgements are considered under flexible   
     guidance of statutes and rules.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.230     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: P2656.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Methodology To Derive Tier II Values Will Result In Numeric   
     Values Which Will Contain So Much Uncertainty That They Will Be Meaningless
                                                                                
     The methodology for developing Tier II values for noncarcinogens is so     
     inadequate that the resulting numbers cannot be used for regulatory        
     purposes. In particular, the Tier I data requirement for noncarcinogenic   
     chemicals is "at least one well conducted epidemiologic or animal study"   
     (Draft, Great Lakes Initiative Procedure for Deriving Human Health         
     Criteria, September 5, 1991).                                              
                                                                                
     For Tier II values, the procedure states that a more limited data base can 
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     be used. By inference, this suggests that at least one poorly conducted    
     epidemiologic or animal study is acceptable to develop a Tier II value for 
     a noncarcinogen. While the above characterization may be an exaggeration,  
     it makes a point. Essentially, the requirements for Tier II human health   
     values are so lax that almost any data base can be used to develop such    
     criteria. As a result, the numeric values will contain so much uncertainty 
     that they will be meaningless. Indeed, the Tier II procedure indicates that
     an additional uncertainty factor may have to be used to extend short term  
     data to predict long-term exposures. At some point, the uncertainty in the 
     criteria becomes so great that the result is no better than a guess. This  
     point is reached in the propsed Tier II values procedures.                 
                                                                                
     Accordingly, CMA recommends that the Tier II procedure for human health    
     criteria should be eliminated from the final rule since the resultant Tier 
     II values will contain so much uncertainty that they cannot be used for    
     regulatory purposes.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.231     
     
     See response to P2585.073                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2656.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Agrees That The Guidance Should Not Establish Human Health Criteria For
     Chemicals With Organoleptic Effects                                        
                                                                                
     EPA has not proposed human health numeric criteria for 13 chemicals with   
     possible organoleptic effects. CMA agrees with the basis for this EPA      
     decision (58 Fed.REG. 20864)                                               
                                                                                
     In particular, organoleptic effects do not relate to human health.         
     Furthermore, there is no evidence that organoleptic chemicals present a    
     significiant water quality problem in the Great Lakes system. In fact,     
     naturally-occurring tastes and odors caused by aquatic plant life are      
     reported more commonly as a problem than the same effects from the 13      
     chemicals. Moreover, existing effluent requirements have, for the most     
     part, controlled such problems to an acceptable extent.                    
                                                                                
     Additional types of criteria should not be added to the proposed Guidance  
     unless there has been a demonstration that such criteria are needed to     
     protect designated uses. Because there are no data in the propsed rule     
     which indicate that organoleptic pollutants are interfering with designated
     uses, there is no need to establish water quality criteria for organoleptic
     chemicals in the final rule.                                               
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     Response to: P2656.232     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2656.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use Of An Adjustment Factor For Studies Of Less Than A Lifetime Is Not     
     Always Appropriate And Should Be Evaluated On A Case-By-Case Basis         
                                                                                
     EPA proposes to adjust cancer potency factors by a lifetime/exposure ratio 
     ((L/Le)3 where L is the lifetime of the experimental animal and Le is the  
     duration of experimental exposure). As a default approach, such a ratio    
     does not take into account mechanism of action. For many chemicals,        
     specific phases of the lifetime are critical phases for chemical exposure. 
     For some chemicals, exposure during the animal's equivalent of childhood   
     and adolescence increases cancer risk, while for other chemicals, lifetime 
     exposure is required. For some agents, the tumor outcome is no different if
     animals are exposed for one year and held for a two year observstion       
     period, or if the animals are exposed continuously for two years. For these
     chemicals, use of the proposed scaling factor would raise the cancer       
     potency estimate without scientific reason.  CMA notes that EPA has neither
     presented data, nor provided reference to studies supporting such an       
     approach to mofifying cancer potency factors. We maintain EPA has not      
     adequately presented its rationale for proposing the power of three as the 
     proper means for scaling potency.                                          
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that this scaling factor be eliminated from the  
     final Guidance.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.233     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed adjustment factor may not account for the     
     mechanism of action for some chemicals and that the best way to evaluate   
     this adjustment factor is on a case-by-case basis since not all carcinogens
     behave mechanistically the same way.   EPA does not agree with eliminating 
     the adjustment factor from the final Guidance as an optional default factor
     when no mechanistic data is available.                                     
                                                                                
     For some carcinogens, exposure early on (during childhood or adolescence,  
     or the equivalent in test animals) may be critical to tumor expression.    
     For others, exposure of a test animal over a year may result in no more    
     tumors than over a lifetime (2 years).                                     
                                                                                
     Therefore, to allow flexibility in making these judgments, EPA has changed 
     the final Guidance to allow for less than lifetime adjustments on a        
     case-by-case basis.  Less than lifetime adjustments to the cancer slope    
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     factor are now optional, not required, and should be made on the basis of  
     existing mechanistic data.  However, in the absence of data on mechanisms  
     and time to tumor, States and Tribes may continue to use the adjustment    
     factor and the duration cutoffs prescribed in the proposal as a default    
     approach.  The rationale for the less than lifetime adjustment factor is   
     described in detail in the 1980 National Guidelines (45 F 79352).          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2656.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the Guidance, the Great Lakes States are required to implement a     
     detailed antidegradation program. While preventing degradation of the      
     waters in the Great Lakes Basin may be an admirable goal, there are many   
     serious problems associated with the proposed program.                     
                                                                                
     Antidegradation policy is supposed to protect existing water uses and      
     quality, but it is not supposed to prohibit or restrict pollutant          
     discharges that do not represent a threat to such uses or quality.         
     Contrary to that goal, the proposed antidegradation policy is extremely    
     prescriptive and focuses more on increases in point source loadings for    
     specific pollutants than it does on potential degradation of water quality 
     and resulting interference with designated water uses. Further, the        
     proposed review policy for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) is  
     particularly burdensome, and provides a disincentive for enhanced          
     performance.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.234     
     
     The final Guidance includes changes that address the concerns of this      
     commenter.  The final Guidance is much more general in nature than the     
     proposed Guidance.  Also, the provisions applicable to pollutants other    
     than BCCs are included as examples only; States and Tribes are not required
     to adopt Great Lakes- specific antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.  In
     addition, the final Guidance and the accompanying SID clarify that         
     antidegradation does apply to nonpoint as well as point sources.           
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2656.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Believes That The Antidegradation Policy Should Focus On Whether       
     Designated Water Uses Are Being Achieved                                   
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comment on alternative approaches to antidegradation     
     policy. CMA believes that the focus of antidegradation review should be    
     upon whether designated water uses are being achieved and whether a        
     proposed discharge has the potential to alter water quality such that the  
     use is impaired or threatened.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.235     
     
     Use attainment is a consideration in antidegradation, to the extent that   
     where a use is not attained, an increased load of the pollutant causing the
     nonattainment, is prohibited, and also to the extent that a proposed       
     lowering of water quality which would result in a use impairment is not    
     allowed.   However, where water quality is better than designated uses,    
     additional considerations, as laid out in the final Guidance, are          
     necessary.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2656.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA Should Adopt The "Generic" Approach And, Thus, Use Integrated      
     Scientific Information To Assess Water Quality And The Potential Impact Of 
     Proposed Discharges                                                        
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the approach which EPA terms a "generic" measure of water
     quality, found at 58 Fed.Reg. 20893, is clearly the best available approach
     and recommends that it be adopted in the final rule.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.236     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The final Guidance does not include a mechanism for        
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     assessing ambient water quality based on a generic measure of water quality
     because there is no feasible method of implementing such an approach at    
     this time.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2656.237
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Numeric Criteria Alone Are Not Sufficient                                  
                                                                                
     EPA's current antidegradation policy assumes that the numeric criteria are 
     the ultimate, and only, determinant of whether or not water quality is good
     and designated uses are being achieved. There is ample evidence that this  
     premise is not true. As the Science Advisory Board (SAB) has pointed out,  
     numeric criteria do not adequately account for site-specific factors that  
     affect pollutant biovailability (p.14, SAB). Even EPA has acknowledged that
     high quality water can exist when not all numeric criteria are achieved in 
     a water body (58 Fed. Reg. 20893). CMA recommends that consideration of    
     bioavailability, on a site-specific basis, should be adopted in the final  
     rule.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.237     
     
     Without agreeing with the assertion that "numeric criteria are the ultimate
     and only determinant of whether or not water quality is good and designated
     uses are being achieved"  EPA notes that bioavailability is considered in  
     the development of aquatic life criteria and BAFs.  The rationale for this 
     approach is provided in Sections II.B.6 and IV.B.6 of the SID.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2656.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All Available Scientific Information Should Be Evaluated                   
                                                                                
     In addition to numeric criteria, EPA should use other tools to assess water
     quality and the attainment of designated uses including whole effluent     
     toxicity (WET) tests (including use of these tests in receiving waters),   
     bioconcentration tests, testing of aquatic life tissues for chemical       
     residues, and biological assessments of receiving waters. The              
     antidegradation policy should take into account all available scientific   
     information to determine if water quality and use designations are being   
     attained and whether or not a proposed discharge will have a reasonable    
     potential to threaten the existing water quality and uses.                 
                                                                                
     EPA has always insisted that each of these approaches to evaluating water  
     quality must be viewed independently, i.e., even if WET testing and        
     biological assessments show that a receiving water is of good quality, the 
     water body must be viewed as not attaining the designated use if a numeric 
     criterion is exceeded (p.22, TSD). An even more vivid illustration of the  
     paradoxes inherent in the independent application of these approaches is a 
     situation where a numeric water quality criterion for a BCC is exceeded in 
     a water body, but all fish tissue residue measurements collected from that 
     water body demostrate that the acceptable residue concentration was never  
     threatened.                                                                
                                                                                
     Neither of these scenarios are conjectural; the failure of EPA to consider 
     bioavailability in the development of the numeric criteria assures that    
     these situations will occur. Moreover, the BCC Tier I calculation          
     procedures are so conservative that there are likely to be many situations 
     where the numeric criteria are highly overprotective. EPA's insistence on  
     independent application of evaluation methodologies and its reliance on    
     numeric criteria that are based on multiple conservative assumptions as the
     principal basis for implementing an antidegradation policy, are simply not 
     good science.                                                              
                                                                                
     CMA therefore recommends that EPA modify the antidegradation policy and    
     allow states to consider all available scientific data when determining if 
     an antidegradation review is necessary. The different approaches (numeric  
     criteria, whole effluent toxicity, bioconcentration tests, fish tissue     
     residues, biological assesments and riteria) should be evaluated on an     
     equal footing, with none given more weight in the antidegradation review   
     than the other.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.238     
     
     States currently have comprehensive programs in place, to determine whether
     or not uses are attained.  In particular, under Section 305(b) of the Clean
     Water Act, states are required to compile such assessments and submit them 
     to EPA in a biennial report. Assessments of use attainment have many       
     far-reaching effects, only one of which is the definition of Tier I or Tier
     II waters for antidegradation purposes.  EPA believes it inappropriate to  
     use the antidegradation provisions of the Great Lakes Guidance as the      
     vehicle for developing guidance on how these assessments are to be made,   
     given the multiple effects of such assessments.   With respect to the      
     commenters concerns that the Tier I criteria are overly-protective, EPA    
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     disagrees and refers the commenter to Sections II, III, IV, V and VI of the
     SID for a full discussion of the scientific defensibility of these         
     criteria.  With respect to the concern regarding the bioavailability of    
     pollutants, EPA refers the commenter to Sections III.B.6 and IV.B.6 of the 
     SID for a discussion of the changes made to the aquatic life and BAF       
     portions of the final Guidance, to address the issue of bioavailability.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2656.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "All Or Nothing" Approach Proposed For Antidegradation Review Should   
     Not Be Adopted By EPA                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed an alternative approach to the pollutant by pollutant     
     antidegradation review policy which it terms the "all or nothing" approach 
     58 Fed. Reg. 20893). Under this approach, if any numerical water quality   
     criterion is exceed in a receiving water body, no additional discharge of  
     that pollutant or any other pollutant would be allowed, even if the water  
     quality criteria for other pollutants were being achieved.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.239     
     
     The final Guidance does not adopt the "all or nothing" approach, but       
     rather, requires antidegradation evaluations to be made on a pollutant by  
     pollutant basis.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2656.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "All Or Nothing" Alterntive Is Scientifically Unsupported              
                                                                                
     The "all or nothing" approach assumes that designated uses of water body   
     cannot be achieved if any numeric water quality criterion is exceeded.     
     Thus, every numeric water quality criterion is assumed to be absolutely    
     accurate as a measure of use impairment for each and every water body and  
     portion of a water body. The numeric criteria are not sufficiently         
     site-specific to allow such a judgment to be used.                         
                                                                                
     This approach further assumes that a water body that exceeds any numeric   
     criterion does not meet its designated use. As EPA points out in the       
     preamble, however, this presumption is demostrably incorrect as there are  
     many water bodies that exceed certain of the numeric criteria and still can
     be deemed to achieve their designated uses (58 Fed. Reg. 20893).           
                                                                                
     The "all or nothing" approach also fails to take into account the fact that
     many numeric criteria are overprotective by design. Furthermore, as pointed
     out by the SAB in its report (p.14,SAB), EPA's proposed numeric criteria do
     not account for the bioavailability of any of the regulated pollutants.    
     Bioavailability of any of the regulated pollutants. Bioavailability is a   
     primary determinant of the toxicity of a pollutant to aquatic life and its 
     potential to bioaccumulate. The fact that the proposed rule provides for   
     the development of site-specific water quality criteria (Implementation    
     Procedure 1) demostrates that EPA recognizes that the individual numeric   
     criteria may be exceeded and designated uses can still be achieved.        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.240     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2656.239.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQ
     Comment ID: P2656.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "All Or Nothing" Approach Is Unworkable And Its Results Undesirable    
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     From a purely practical standpoint, the "all or nothing" approach is       
     unworkable in the context of the proposed Guidance. The proposed Tier I    
     numeric wildlife criteria for mercury, PCBs, and 2,3,7,8-TCDD are all      
     substantially lower than existing criteria, and EPA acknowledges that      
     virtually any of the waters of the Great Lakes and their tributaries may   
     exceed these numeric criteria. Furthermore, as pointed out earlier in these
     comments, these exceedances are not due to existing point source discharges
     but instead are caused by nonpoint sources.                                
                                                                                
     Consequently, under the "all or nothing" approach, it is likely that every 
     request for a permit limit increase in the Great Lakes Basin would require 
     a full antidegradation review. This is neither necessary nor               
     administratively practical. Moereover, it will be extremely costly for     
     every permit holder that must increase its permit limits to conduct the    
     antidegradation review. The impact of such a policy would fall especially  
     hard on growing municipalities.                                            
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that the EPA should abandon the "all or nothing" 
     approach and instead adopt the "generic approach in the final rule.        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.241     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2656.239.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2656.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Recommends That The Agency Adopt The Use Of WOBELs Based On WLA Or TMDL
     AS An Alternative To The EEO Approach                                      
                                                                                
     The proposed requirement that an antidegradation review must be performed  
     for any increase in the discharge level of a BCC above the existing        
     effluent quality (EEQ) (Provision II.D.1. of Appendix E) is a disincentive 
     to good performers that try to opeate such that they discharge only a small
     fraction of their allowable pollutant load.                                
                                                                                
     [Recognizing this problem, EPA (58 Fed. Reg. 20899) has proposed an        
     alternative for states to use in place of the stric EEQ requirement. This  
     alternative, identified as Option 2 in the preamble, consists of two parts 
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20899). First, a permit would prohibit any deliberate action 
     (plan expansion, for example) that would increase the mass discharge of a  
     BCC above the permited levels. Second, the permit would include monitoring 
     and a notification requirement based on the EEQ. In particular, dischargers
     exceeding a monthly average or daily maximum limit calculated from current 
     plant operations would be required to notify the state and identify the    
     suspected cause of the exceedance.                                         
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     While Option 2 is preferable to Option 1 (EEQ mass limits and automatic    
     antidegradation review), it still does not address the fundamental         
     disincentive for a facility to perform better than the permit limits. While
     EPA correctly asserts that all dischargers will have to operate their      
     treatment systems diligently to assure compliance with their permits limits
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20899), The EEQ policy will discourage discharges from       
     reducing pollutant discharges more than is necessary to achieve consistent 
     compliance.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.242     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2656.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Ref: imbedded in comment 242; "this problem" refers to the 
EEQ-disincentive
          issue.                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recognizing this problem, EPA  (58 Fed. Reg. 20899) has proposed an        
     alternative for states to use in place of the strict EEQ requirement. This 
     alternative, identified as Option 2 in the preamble, consists of two parts 
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20899). First, a permit would prohibit any deliberate action 
     (plan expansion, for example) that would increase the mass discharge of a  
     BBC above the permitted levels. Second, the permit would include monitoring
     and a notification requirement based on the EEQ. In particular, dischargers
     exceeding a monthly average or daily maximum limit calculated from current 
     plant operations would be required to notify the state and identify the    
     suspected cause of the exceedance.                                         
                                                                                
     While Option 2 is preferable to Option 1 (EEQ mass limits and automatic    
     antidegradation review), it still does not address the fundamental         
     disincentive for a facility to perform better than the permit limits. While
     EPA correctly asserts that all dischargers will have to operate their      
     treatment systems diligently to assure compliance with their permit limits 
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20899), the EEQ policy will discourage dischargers from      
     reducing pollutant discharges more than is necessary to achieve consistent 
     compliance.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.243     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2656.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative to the EEQ approach, CMA proposes the use of water       
     quality based effluent limits (WQBELs) based upon a waste load allocation  
     (WLA) or total maximum daily load (TMDL). These effluent limitations are   
     designed to ensure compliance with water quality standards and designated  
     uses. Accordingly, they are an adequate control mechanism to use in the    
     antidegradation policy. Further, this alternative would avoid the good     
     performance disincentive inherent in the EEQ approach.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.244     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For Purposes Of An Antidegradation Evaluation For Existing Or Expanding    
     Point Sources, BCCs Should Not Be Treated Differently Than Other Regulated 
     Pollutants If The Existing Permit Limits Are Based On A TMDL/WLA That Is   
     Protective Of Water Quality                                                
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance provides that, for existing or expanding point       
     sources, the EEQ for BCC will be determined by statistically analyzing the 
     discharger's effluent data to determine the mass loading (Provisions       
     II.D.1. of Appendix E). The calculated mass loading then becomes the       
     baseline loading from which the provisions of the antidegradation policy   
     are triggered. Existing permit limits for the BCC are not considered in the
     establishment of the EEQ, even if such existing limits are based on a TMDL 
     or WLA. Contrary to this approach, for pollutants other than BCCs, the     
     antidegradation decision is based on the existing permit limit.            
                                                                                
     CMA maintains there is no scientific or other basis for differentiating    
     between BCCs and other regulated pollutants when the antidegradation       
     evaluation is made if the existing permit limits are based on a TMDL/WLA   
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     that is protective of the water quality standard. Thus, CMA recommends that
     EPA modify Provision II.D.1. of Appendix E to allow the antidegradation    
     decision to be based on the existing permit limit for all pollutants,      
     including BCCs.                                                            
                                                                                
     Under the proposed antidegradation policy, if a discharger operates its    
     processes and waste management system so well that it discharges a BCC at a
     level that is lower than a WQBEL, the discarger would not be allowed to    
     change its operation and increase the mass discharge of that BCC without an
     antidegradation demostration, even if the increase presented no potential  
     for exceeding the existing WQBEL. CMA believes this policy lacks scientific
     rationale. Since the existing WQBEL was designed to be protective of water 
     quality, there is no justification for requiring an antidegradation        
     demostration if an action will not cause the existing WQBEL to be exceed.  
     CMA strongly urges EPA to remove this provision from the antidegradation   
     policy of the final Guidance.                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.245     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2721.087                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2656.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EEQ Must Be Defined On The Basis Of TMDLs/WLAs To Account For The          
     Variability In Effluent Quality                                            
                                                                                
     CMA asserts that it is appropriate, and indeed necessary, to determine the 
     existing effluent quality on the basis of TMDLs/WLAs because these methods 
     account for the fact that effluent quality, for BCCs as well as other types
     of pollutants, is variable (day to day, month to month, and year to year). 
     There are both long-term and short term changes in effluent quality due to 
     factors such as process variability (as a result of changes in raw material
     characteristics and process operating conditions), treatment variability,  
     and increases and decreases in manufacturing production. For               
     municipalities, economic conditions, population changes, and weather (as it
     affects storm water volumes) will affect the quantity and quality of       
     treated effluent. Defining existing effluent quality based upon some fixed 
     time frame is inappropriate because it does not take into account these    
     variations in effluent quality. Defining existing effluent quality for an  
     industrial point source by using a specific time frame when production is  
     low due to economic conditions would be particularly punitive and could    
     prevent such industries from recovering from economic downturns.           
                                                                                
     As defined in the Guidance, TMDLs/WLAs for BCCs are calculated to protect  
     all surface water uses. Furthermore, the TMDLs/WLAs result in a unique set 
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     of WQBELs for each point source and provide a constant basis for           
     establishing whether significant degradation will occur as the result of an
     action by a point source.                                                  
                                                                                
     The TMDLs/WLAs are thus the only scientifically sound and equitable basis  
     for defining existing effluent quality for purposes of the antidegradation 
     rules. Accordingly, CMA urges EPA to adopt the use of TMDLs and WLAs as    
     appropriate measures of existing effluent quality.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.246     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Agrees That Only A "Deliberate Action" Which Increases The Discharge Of
     A BCC Should Trigger The Antidegradation Procedures                        
                                                                                
     The Guidance indicates that an increase in the discharge o a BCC that is   
     not a result of a discernible action by the permittee is not a significant 
     lowering of water quality and will not trigger an antidegradation          
     demostration (58 Fed. Regu. 20894). EPA gives some examples of discernible 
     actions, such as creation of a new source, expansion of processing         
     capacity, modifications of waste handling or treatment processes, changes  
     in raw materials, and new industrial hookups to a municipal sewer system.  
     In addition, increasing the volume of a discharge with no addition of a BCC
     to the waste stream would not trigger antidegradation review. For example, 
     if a plant that uses once through cooling water with background levels of a
     BCC increases its use of cooling water, but adds no additional amount ofthe
     BCC to the cooling water, this action would not be subject to an           
     antidegradation emostration (58 Fed. Reg. 20895). CMA agrees that only a   
     deliberate action by a facility that increases the discharge of a BCC      
     should trigger an antidegradation review.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.247     
     
     Please see Section VII.C.2.e of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.248
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In this regard, Provision II.D.1. of Appendix E (58 Fed. Reg. 21032), which
     requires that permits include language prohibiting the discharger from     
     undertaking any deliberate action that increases the mass loading of a BCC 
     without completion of an antidegradation demostration, is unnecessary.     
     National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits already    
     require a discharger to notify the control agency of any increase in the   
     discharge of any pollutant if that discharge may exceed an existing permit 
     limit. Because a WQBEL expressed as an NPDES permit limit should be the    
     trigger point for BCCs as well as all other pollutants, the standard NPDES 
     permit condition already requires notice that should be sufficient for     
     purposes of the antidegradation review.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.248     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The final Guidance includes a variety of actions which     
     trigger antidegradation review, in addition to increases in permit limits. 
     This is necessary because not all pollutants for which an increased        
     discharge may be requested are limited in permits.   Thus, the provisions  
     of existing regulation which the commenter cites are not applicable.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.249
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Not Require Monitoring For BCCs By All Dischargers              
                                                                                
     In the preamble, EPA states that there is a paucity of BCC effluent data   
     for individual dischargers (58 Fed. Reg. 20900). This is because many      
     dischargers have been identified as not being significant sources of BCCs  
     and monitoring methods are not sufficiently sensitive to measure very low  
     discharges. EPA suggests that one method for developing a comprehensive    
     data base would be to require all dischargers periodically to monitor their
     effluents for the presence of BCCs. CMA strongly objects to this proposal. 
                                                                                
     EPA should not require monitoring for BCCs by all dischargers. This        
     suggestion is unnecessarily burdensome and is not cost-effective.          
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     Instead, CMA suggests that only those dischargers that have a reasonable   
     potential to discharge a specific BCC should be required to monitor for the
     BCC. These dischargers should be identified through effluent data, data on 
     internal wastewater streams, and/or process knowledge using data supplied  
     by the discharger.                                                         
                                                                                
     Most industrial and municipal dischargers will not have a reasonable       
     potential to add any BCCs to their wastewater discharges. Even those       
     dischargers that do have a reasonable potential to add BCCs will typically 
     add only one or at most, a few, BCCs to their wastewaters. Furthermore,    
     requiring all dischargers to monitor for BCCs does not address the problem 
     of insufficient analytical sensitivity to measure certain BCCs. In most    
     cases, data would in any event be reported as "not detected."              
                                                                                
     As a more viable alternative, CMA recommends that the permit application   
     process should be used to collect data on all BCCs from all dischargers. In
     particular, the permit application can require each discharger to analyze  
     its effluent at least once for any BCC that there is a reasonable potential
     for the discharger to add to the wastewater. Thus, the permit application  
     will expand the data base on BCCs and will identify dishcargers that sould 
     have monitorign requirementes for specific BCCs and will identify          
     dischargers that should have monitoring requirementes for specific BCCs    
     included in their permits. CMA strongly believes that routine effluent     
     monitoring, however, should always be restricted to those BCCs which there 
     is a reasonable potential for the discharger to add to the effluent.       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.249     
     
     Please see response to comment ID G3202.029                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2656.250
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There Is No Valid Technical Or Administrative Basis For Setting Aside An   
     Arbitrary 10% Of The Total Assimilative Capacity Of A Water Body For Table 
     5 Pollutants                                                               
                                                                                
     For Table 5 pollutants (Excluded Pollutants), the proposed Guidance        
     specifies that at least 10% of the total assimilative capacity of a water  
     body must be unused after a de minimis increase in a discharge is granted  
     (58 Fed. Reg. 21031). CMA believes that a policy consistent with the       
     implementation procedures of the Guidance provides a more scientific       
     approach to a margin of safety (MOS), and that the application of an       
     arbitraty safety factor to the assimilative capacity analysis is           
     inappropriate.                                                             
                                                                                
     As EPA has discussed in the preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20903-4), calculating   
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     the assimilative capacity of a water body for Table 5 pollutants is done in
     a manner that is essentially identical to the calculation of a TMDL or WLA 
     for a toxic pollutant regulated by the Guidance. For the TMDL and WLA      
     procedures, however, a margin of safety is established either by using     
     conservative assumptions in the calculations or by explicitly setting aside
     a portion of the assimilative capacity. The magnitude of the MOS is        
     dependent on the uncertainty in the assimilative capacity calculations and 
     site-specific conditions such as the sensitivity of the effected ecosystem 
     (Procedures 3A.D.4. and 3B.A.4., Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg. 21037-38). The   
     assimilative capacity analysis should be performed in a manner similar to  
     the TMDL/WLA analysis. CMA believes that there is simply no technical      
     justification for specifiying an arbitray MOS of 10% for the Table 5       
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.250     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2656.251
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends an alternative that will not require arbitrary MOS to be    
     included in the final Guidance. Under this approach, the antidegradation   
     procedures would allow de minimis increases in pollutants up to the point  
     where the total assimilative capacity has been used. Any increases above   
     the assimilative capacity, even de minimis increases, would encroach on the
     MOS and would clearly present the potential for water quality degradation. 
     Such increases beyond the assimilative capacity would then be subject to   
     the antidegradation procedures.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.251     
     
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, it appears that the commenter misunderstands the function of  
     antidegradation and water quality standards. Increases in loadings beyond  
     the assimilative capacity would result in violations of water quality      
     criteria and impairment of designated uses.  Such increases are not        
     permitted.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
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     Comment ID: P2656.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment proposes changes to EEQ needed if EPA persists in 
including EEQ in 
          final rule.                                                               

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy Should Specify The Statistical Procedures States
     Should Use To Define Existing Effluent Quality                             
                                                                                
     Provision II.A. of Appendix E (Antidegradation Policy) (58 Fed. Reg. 21032)
     define a significant lowering of water quality as an increase in mass      
     loading of a BCC above existing levels. Provisions II.D.1. of Appendix E   
     states that the EEQ level for bioaccumulative pollutants should be based on
     all data that have been collected over the previous term of the permit (58 
     Fed. Reg. 21032). The provision also allows some consideration of "recent" 
     temporaty changes in the discharge of a pollutant that are not generally   
     representative of typical mass loadings that are expected to resume in the 
     future.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The statistical procedures that states use to define a mass increase are   
     very important, especially since effluent data bases will often consist of 
     many measurements reported as "not detected." Yet, the antidegradation     
     policy does not specify the statistical procedures states should use to    
     define existing effluent quality. It does not, for example, explain whether
     an increase in mass should be determined using a measure of central        
     tendency (arithmetic or geometric mean) or a maximum value based on a      
     specified averaging period and probability. Based on the discussion in the 
     preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20898), it is apparent that EPA intends that        
     statistical procedures similar to those presented in the Implementation    
     Procedures and the TSD should be used to calculate EEQ. However, because   
     the Agency wishes to allow the states some latitude in the type of         
     statistical procedures they use, the antidegradation procedures are        
     intentionally vague.                                                       
                                                                                
     While CMA supports EPA's policy of allowing the individual state to apply  
     the most appropriate statistical procedure to each EEQ determination, we   
     recommend that the Guidance specify what statistical procedures should be  
     used by the states.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.252     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2656.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Proposes changes to EEQ needed if EPA persists in including 
EEQ in final   
          rule.                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In particular, CMA suggests that states should calculate EEQ levels using  
     statistical methods that produce unbiased estimates of the parameters of   
     the data set. Data sets with some measurements below the detection limit   
     should be analyzed using a statistical method that is designed for censored
     data sets. Measurements reported as below the quantitation limit but       
     greater than the detection limit should be used as reported. Cohens method,
     or the delta lognormal method described in Appendix E of the TSD, are      
     examples of statistical methods that are appropriate for estimating the    
     mean, standard deviation, and extreme values of censored data sets and     
     should be used when analyzing such data. Use of one-half of the detection  
     limit for sample values reported as less than the detection limit          
     introduces unnecessary bias into the statistical parameters of the         
     distribution. Likewise, using one-half of the difference between the       
     detection limit and the quantitation limit rather than the reported values 
     introduces bias into the parameter estimates. Mass increases should be     
     calculated using the arithmetic or geometric mean of an effluent data set. 
                                                                                
     CMA believes that it is important that statistical calculations be         
     performed with a consistent set of assumptions, and that the               
     antidegradation policy should specify these procedures as the ones that    
     states should use in calculating the existing effluent quality and mass    
     increases.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that the final Guidance reference the statistical
     methods specified in Procedures 3A and 3B of Appendix F, or include        
     specific language describing acceptable statistical methods and assumptions
     for data below the quantification limit to Provisions II.D.1. of Appendix  
     E.                                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.253     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2656.254
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Proposes changes to EEQ needed if EPA persists in including 
EEQ in final   
          rule.                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA Should Further Clarify That Procedure 8 Of The Implementation          
     Procedures Does Not Apply To The Calculation Of EEQ Levels And Provisions  
     Required By The Antidegradation Policy                                     
                                                                                
     EPA clearly states that the EEQ provisions of the antidegradation policy   
     and of Procedure 8 of Appendix F operate independently (58 Fed. Reg.       
     20902). Although the preamble makes clear that the antidegradation policy  
     EEQ provisions are not necessarily implemented as WQBEL (although they may 
     be if the regulatory agency determines that there is a reasonable potential
     for a water quality standard to be exceeded), the emphasis in the          
     discussion is on fish bio-uptake studies and other provisions of Procedure 
     8 are not discussed.                                                       
                                                                                
     CMA request that EPA clarify, in Appendix E of the regulation as well as in
     the preamble of the final rule, that the EEQ antidegradation provisions    
     operate independently from the WQBELs and that when an EEQ is not          
     implemented as a WQBEL, none of the provisions of Appendix F apply,        
     including the provisions of Procedure 8.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.254     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2656.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Proposes changes to EEQ needed if EPA persists in including 
EEQ in final   
          rule.                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limitations On The Discharge Of A BCC To The EEQ Should Only Apply When    
     There Is A Reasonable Potential For The Discharge Of The BBC               
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the antidegradation policy should state explicity that   
     the EEQ procedures for BBCs will only be applied to discharge where a      
     reasonable potential exists for the BCC to be presented as a result of the 
     discharger's operations. The reasonable potential to discharge a BCC should
     be based on effluent data and/or knowledge of the process generating the   
     waste, including raw materials, intermediates, and products.               
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that, in cases where there is no potential for a BCC to be  
     added as a result of a discharger's operations, then the antidegradation   
     policiy and the EEQ should not be implemented. For example, once-through   
     cooling water and recirculating cooling water to which no BCC is added     
     through the activities of the discharger, should be exempted from the      
     antidegradation provisions of the rule.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.255     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2656.256
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     General Comments On The Proposed Implementaton Procedures                  
                                                                                
     CMA believes that in the interest of consistency, EPA has eliminated from  
     the implementation procedures much of the flexibility provided by the      
     guidance in the Technical Support Document (TSD). This flexibility is      
     needed to deal with site-specific conditions, which are always important in
     developing water quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs) for individual     
     discharges. CMA suggests that the elimination of the current flexibility in
     the implementation procedures and its replacement with the proposed        
     prescriptive implementation procedures in the Guidance is unreasonable and 
     unjustified.                                                               
                                                                                
     The proposed implementation procedures in the Guidance establish a number  
     of policies that are materially different than existing national and state 
     practices, and guidance issued by EPA. CMA has particular concerns with the
     aspects of the implementation procedures for site-specific modifications to
     the numeric water quality criteria, the variance procedures, the potential 
     use of addivity of pollutants in establishing WQBELs, the definition of    
     reasonable potential to exceed a criterion, the whole effluent toxicity    
     testing requirements, the loading limits and the methodology for dealing   
     with WQBELs that are below detection limits. Our specific comments on these
     issues are set forth below.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.256     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  For a discussion of the underlying  
     principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, including     
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     allowing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes, see Section I.C of  
     the SID.  For a general discussion of the provisions contained in the final
     Guidance, including implementation procedures, see Section II.C of the SID.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2656.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Provisions That Allows States The Flexibility To Use      
     Alternate Criteria Development And Implementation Procedures               
                                                                                
     The proposed rule at 40 CFR 132.4(g) allows a state to use alternate,      
     scientifically-defensible, criteria development and implementation         
     procedures for Table 5 pollutants and any other pollutants when it can     
     demostrate that Guidance methodologies are not scientifically defensible   
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20843).                                                      
                                                                                
     CMA believes that this is an essential provision of the Guidance and urges 
     EPA to retain it in the final rule.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.257     
     
     See response to comment number D605.035.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that promoting consistency in standards and implementation      
     procedures while allowing flexibility to States and Tribes is an important 
     underlying principle of the Guidance and has retained the scientific       
     defensibility exclusion in the final Guidance.  For a discussion of the    
     underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the final Guidance, see
     Section I.C of the SID.  For a full discussion of thscientific             
     defensibility exclusion, see Section II.C.6 of the SID.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2656.258
     Cross Ref 1: cc IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States Must Have The Flexibility To Use Alternate Implementation Procedures
                                                                                
     Whenever a universal set of technical procedures are specified for         
     application to highly diverse situations, it is inevitable that there will 
     be pollutants and site-specific conditions for which the procedures are    
     scientifically inappropriate. It is simply impossible to develop uniform   
     approaches and procedures that apply to all pollutants and surface waters  
     in a water system that is as large and complex as the Great Lakes basin. We
     maintain that states must have the flexibility to use alternate            
     implementation procedures. This flexibility is needed for both the         
     development of numeric criteria and narrative standards.                   
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     Response to: P2656.258     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2656.259
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The conditions that EPA has proposed on the use of alternate criteria      
     development methodologies or implementation procedures are appropriate. In 
     particular, there is neither a need, nor a basis, for specifying minimum   
     requirements that a state must meet to use alternate procedures. Indeed,   
     because of the complexity of the Great Lakes system, it would be impossible
     to establish such minimum requirements because it would be impossible to   
     identify all of the situations and pollutants to which alternate procedures
     and methods should apply.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.259     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For further  
     discussion on the use of alternate criteria development methodologies or   
     implementation procedures, see Section II of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2656.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Has Correctly Excluded Table 5 Pollutants From The Implementation      
     Procedures Of Appendix F.                                                  
                                                                                
     CMA supports the EPA's proposal to exclude pollutants identified in Table  
     of the proposed rule (e.g., ammonia, alkalinity, dissolved oxygen) from the
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     implementation procedures required to be applied to toxic substances [40   
     CFR 132.4(e)(2)]58 Fed. Reg. 20842-43).                                    
                                                                                
     As EPA point out in the preamble, states have been implementing water      
     quality standards for these pollutants for a number of years. These        
     programs have been successful, and no need has been identified to change   
     the existing state implementation procedures for these water quality       
     standards, Moreover, most of the Table 5 pollutants are not persistent     
     and/or do not represent any significant threats of toxicity or other       
     adverse effects beyond the limited areas directly impacted by a discharge  
     of such pollutants. Accordingly, there is no scientific justification for  
     the imposition of the Appendix F implementation procedures.                
                                                                                
     Furthermore, as EPA states in the preamble, the Agency has not evaluated   
     the scientific defensibility of applying the Appendix F implementation     
     procedures to the pollutants in Table 5, and cannot support such           
     application in the absence of such an evaluation.                          
                                                                                
     Without thoroughly considering the fate and transport of the Table 5       
     pollutants and the methods currently used to control them, it would be     
     imprudent to apply the Appendix F implementation procedures to them. For   
     example, the effect oxygen demanding pollutants have on the dissolved      
     oxygen concentrations in a receiving body of water are a result of a       
     complex series of biochemical reactions. Most states use calibrated        
     computer simulation models to analyze these effects and to set waste load  
     allocations (WLAs) for biochemical oxygen demand (BOD) and ammonia. Because
     both BOD and ammonia are rapidly degraded by natural microorganism found in
     surface waters, these models take the fate of these pollutants into account
     when WLAs are set. EPA has also published a number of waste load allocation
     guidance manuals to address these pollutants. These state and EPA          
     procedures are incompatible with the simplified default dilution analyses  
     of Appendix F, which if applied to these pollutants, could result in over- 
     or underprotection.                                                        
                                                                                
     There, CMA recommends that the Table 5 pollutants should not be subject to 
     the Appendix F implementation procedures of the final rule.                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.260     
     
     EPA agrees that Table 5 should be retained in the final Guidance, because  
     for the affected pollutants it would be scientifically and technically     
     inappropriate to require use of some or all of the methodologies and       
     procedures put forth in the final Guidance. For reasons discussed in the   
     Supplemental Information Document, however, sulfide and hydrogen sulfide   
     have been removed from the list.  In addition, to provide a more           
     descriptive title, Table 5 has been renamed "Pollutants Subject to Federal,
     State, and Tribal Requirements."                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2656.261
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Agrees With EPA And Supports The Provisions That Allow Either More Or  
     Less Restrictive Aquatic Life Water Quality Criteria                       
                                                                                
     The Guidance allows relaxation of basin-wide aquatic life criteria on a    
     site-specific basis because EPA recognizes that the assumptions used to    
     develop the basin-wide criteria (aquatic populations to be protected by the
     criteria) may be too conservative for many surface waters (58 Fed. Reg.    
     20918-9). This is especially the case for tributary waters, as discussed   
     elsewhere in these comments. CMA agrees with EPA and supports the adoption 
     of provisions that allow either more or less restrictive aquatic life water
     quality criteria to account for differences among aquatic populations in   
     various Great Lakes waters.                                                
                                                                                
     Such modifications are also needed to account for differences in the       
     biovailability of pollutants as a functions of water quality.              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.261     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to aquatic life criteria may account for       
     differing species sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and 
     fate of chemicals with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in  
     ambient water.  However, site- specific criteria to account for adaptation 
     by species to resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.  EPA   
     has also expressed the Tier I aquatic life criteria as dissolved           
     concentrations.  For more information see Section III.B.6. of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2656.262
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/TI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA's Aquatic Life Criteria Guidelines Committee (ALC) is planning to  
     propose changes to the 1985 National Guidelines procedures in 1993. These  
     changes include consideration of such factors as the exposure time:        
     concentration relationship and bioavailabity.                              
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the EPA adopt the ALC's procedures for use in          
     site-specific standards modifications, as well as for use in the           
     development of the Tier I criteria themselves.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.262     
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     See Section III.B.7. of the SID for discussion regarding averaging periods 
     and frequencies of excursion.                                              
                                                                                
     See Section III.B.6. of the SID for discussion regarding bioavailability.  
                                                                                
     See Section III.B.10. of the SID for discussion regarding potential changes
     to the national guidelines.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2656.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Prohibiting Less Restrictive BAFs, As Well As Wildlife And Human Health    
     Criteria, When Justified By Site-Specific Conditions Is Scientifically     
     Unsupportable                                                              
                                                                                
     The proposed Guidance does not allow a relaxation in the basin-wide water  
     quality criteria for wildlife and human health protection (Procedures      
     1.A.2. and 1.A.4., Appendix F,58 Fed. Reg. 21034). 21034). CMA notes that  
     this restriction has not been justified technically, and indeed it cannot  
     be scientifically supported.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.263     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2656.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife criteria, just like aquatic life criteria, are based on specific  
     wildlife species and assumed exposures.  For example, the proposed         
     numerical wildlife criterion for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) is based 
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     on exposure of mink and otter to contaminated water and aquatic life.  If  
     there are no mink and otter in a particular tributary watershed, or the    
     exposure assumptions used to develop the basin-wide PCB criterion are      
     unjustifiable at a specific site, then there is no scientific reason for   
     prohibiting application of an alternate wildlife criterion, even if it is  
     more relaxed than the Guidance criterion.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.264     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends that the total maximum daily load (TMDL) procedure be used  
     to properly address the discharge of PCBs into a surface water that flows  
     into a surface water to which the Guidance criterion applies.  A properly  
     calculated TMDL will take into account the amount of the toxic substance   
     that reaches the downstream surface water, subject to losses to the        
     sediments, biodegradation, and volatilization, for example.                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.265     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment in its definition of background, which      
     includes loadings that flow from upstream waters into the specified        
     watershed, water body or water body segment for which a TMDL or related    
     analysis is being developed.  A TMDL for a particular pollutant, such as   
     PCBs, will need to take into account those contributions.  For additional  
     discussion of this point, see the SID at VIII.C.3.i.  See also the SID at  
     VIII.C.1 for a discussion of the phased approach to TMDL development and   
     the problem of ubiquitous pollutants.  For a discussion of losses from the 
     ambient water column to sediments or losses attributable to biodegradation 
     and volatilization, see the SID at VIII.C.8.                               
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2656.266
     Cross Ref 1: cc:SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Mobility Of Humans And Wildlife, As Well As The Existence Of Other     
     Routes Of Exposure, Are Not Scientifically Valid Reasons To Prohibit Less  
     Restrictive Criteria Based On Site-Specific Conditions                     
     EPA argues that because humans and wildlife are mobile and are capable of  
     visiting multiple areas, they are potentially more exposed to pollutants   
     than aqautic life (58 Fed. Reg. 20919).  The Agency also argues that since 
     other exposure routes are possible for regulated pollutants (e.g., food    
     consumption), a more conservative approach is required.  Neither of these  
     arguments is scientifically justified or compelling.                       
     CMA asserts that these arguments are not scientifically justified.  The    
     exposure route for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) that is     
     taken to account by the water quality criteria is the consumption of       
     aquatic life tissue.  Thus, it is the tissue concentration of the BCC in   
     aquatic life that is a potential measure of exposure, not the concentration
     in the water column.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.266     
     
     EPA agrees that the mobility of humans and wildlife, as well as the        
     existence of other routes of exposure, are not valid reasons to prohibit   
     less restrictive criteria based on site-specific conditions.  The Agency   
     recognizes that there may exist situations in which site-specific          
     modification, resulting in a less stringent value, may be appropriate.     
     Therefore, the Final Guidance allows for the development of site-specific  
     modifications to human health and wildlife criteria that may be more or    
     less stringent than system-wide water quality criteria.                    
                                                                                
     In addition, tissue concentration of a BCC, expressed as a bioaccumulation 
     factor (BAF), is a better measure of exposure that its concentration in the
     water column or bioconcentration factor (BCF), because it takes into       
     account exposure from other sources, as well as chemical and physical      
     interactions between the compound and the aquatic organism. Since BAF      
     accounts for uptake of a chemical by aquatic organisms from all sources    
     including diet, sediment and the water itself, it is clearly better than   
     BCF, which only considers exposure to water.  However EPA recognizes the   
     difficulties in deriving scientifically-valid BAFs.  BAFs are a scientific 
     area which is still evolving.  Very few BAFs have been measured acceptably,
     because it is neccessary to make enough measurements of the concentration  
     of the material in the water to show that it was reasonably constant over a
     long period of time, over the range of territory inhabited by the          
     organisms.  Because of the difficulty in deriving BAFs, most of the        
     existing human health and aquatic life National criteria are based on BCFs.
      BAFs reported in the scientific literature need to be carefully evaluated 
     to insure that they adhere to the criteria of acceptability outlined in    
     EPA's 1985 National Guidelines Methodology.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2656.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the bioaccumulation factor (BAF) for a BCC in a tributary watershed is  
     substantially lower than EPA assumed in calculating the Guidance criterion 
     for that BCC, then the exposure of human or wildlife consumers of aquatic  
     life taken from that watershed will be lower than EPA assumed in the       
     development of the numeric criteria.  The mobility of humans and wildlife  
     in such a case is not relevant -- what is relevant however, is the         
     concentration of the pollutant in the aquatic life tissue.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.267     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2656.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The same argument applies to the human health criteria, for both persistent
     and nonpersistent toxic substances.  The proposal allows the human health  
     criteria to be lowered to reflect site-specific conditions, but prohibits  
     them from being raised.  Higher consumption rates than used in the criteria
     development process (15 gm/day) can be used to compute site-specific human 
     health criteria, provided that a fish tissue lipid content of 6% or more is
     used.  Fish consumption rates, fish tissue lipid content, and fishing      
     activity are highly site-specific and for some surface waters in the Great 
     Lakes basin (especially tributaries), the assumptions used to develop the  
     Guidance criteria are overly conservative.  Thus, EPA should allow the     
     development of less stringent human health criteria if such adjustments    
     better represent site-specific conditions.  The availability of less       
     stringent human health criteria is especially important for the tributaries
     of the Great Lakes System.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.268     
     
     See response to comments P2590.052, D2604.057 and D2603.021.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2656.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In a similar vein, the proposal allows development of site-specific BAFs if
     it is shown that bioaccumulation at a particular site is greater than EPA  
     assumed in the regulations (Procedure 1.A.3., Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg.     
     21034).  The alternative, a lower site-specific BAF, is not allowed.       
     Again, this is scientifically indefensible.  Because the BAFs in the       
     regulation are computed with very conservative assumptions, there may be   
     many sites with lower BAFs than those used in the rule.  Given this, CMA   
     urges the EPA to allow such site-specific conditions to be reflected in the
     development of criteria.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.269     
     
     See response to comment P2588.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2656.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, CMA asserts that there is simply no scientific basis for       
     establishing the criteria as absolute maximum numerical criteria with no   
     provision for site-specific relaxation based on local conditions.  Rather, 
     CMA recommends that site-specific standards that are either higher or lower
     than the Guidance numeric criteria should be implemented through a properly
     developed TMDL for the surface waters that may be affected by discharges of
     a toxic substance.                                                         
     Therefore, CMA urges the EPA to revise the Guidance to include provisions  
     which will allow the adjustment of all criteria as well as BAFs, both      
     higher or lower, based on site-specific conditions.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.270     
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     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2656.271
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. The Two Alternatives In the Guidance For Site-Specific Standards Are Not
     Acceptable                                                                 
     As discussed above, the Guidance should allow the water quality criteria to
     be modified to reflect site specific conditions, regardless of whether this
     results in more or less restrictive criteria.  However, neither of the two 
     alternatives for site-specific standards proposed by EPA are acceptable (58
     Fed. Reg. 20920-21).                                                       
     The first alternative, which would limit site-specific modifications to    
     tributaries, has as its only rationale the overused objective of           
     consistency.  "Consistency" cannot be a basis for ignoring good science,   
     which is nowhere to be found in this policy.                               
     The second alternative, which would allow more or less stringent aquatic   
     life, human health, and wildlife criteria for non-BCCs to reflect          
     site-specific conditions, is an improvement over the proposed rule and the 
     first alternative.  It is still, however, neither sufficient nor           
     scientifically-supported.                                                  
     CMA strongly believes that the only scientifically justified approach is to
     allow all criteria to be adjusted either upward or downward to reflect     
     site-specific conditions.  Therefore, we urge the EPA to include provisions
     in the final rule which will allow the adjustment of all criteria based on 
     site-specific conditions.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.271     
     
     The Agency agrees with the comments which state that all criteria to       
     protect human health, aquatic life, or wildlife for all pollutents, whether
     BCCs or non-BCCs, should be allowed to be adjusted either upward or        
     downward to reflect site-specific conditions, as long as scientifically    
     justified and threatened or endangered species are protected.  These       
     site-specific modifications are permitted in the Final Guidance.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2656.272
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There Is No Need For An Explicit Statement In The Rule That Standards      
     Should Be Adjusted To Protect Rare And Endagered Species At Specific Sites 
     EPA has asked whether it should state explicitly in the rule that states   
     must develop site specific standards to protect rare and endangered species
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20920).  Such a statement is unnecessary, because the Clean  
     Water Act (CWA) clearly requires states to consider all uses when          
     establishing water quality standards; protection of rare and endangered    
     species is subsumed in that requirement.  Adding specific text to the rule 
     serves no useful purpose.                                                  
     Furthermore, the Guidance also allows the use of an additional uncertainty 
     factor or other factor to adjust wildlife criteria to protect an endangered
     species (Procedure 1.A.2., Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034).  While         
     protection of endangered species is obviously justified, the proposed      
     wording does not provide a scientifically acceptable approach for providing
     additional protection.                                                     
     Therefore, CMA recommends that additional language pertaining to site      
     specific standards to protect rare and endangered species is not needed and
     that the final rule should not explicitly require states to develop these  
     standards.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.272     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2656.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Urges The EPA To Adopt Variance Provisions For The Great Lakes System  
     Which Are More Flexible Than The National Regulations                      
     EPA requests comments on whether the factors for granting a variance should
     be different for the Great Lakes than for other water bodies (58 Fed. Reg. 
     20926).  CMA believes that the variance factors for the Guidance should be 
     more flexible than the national regulations because the Guidance criteria  
     are so stringent, especially for BCCs.                                     
     If analytical chemistry were able to measure pollutants at the proposed    
     water quality criteria levels, non-compliance with the criteria would      
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     probably be widespread throughout the basin for some pollutants.  For      
     example, precipitation concentrations for mercury and PCBs exceed the      
     Guidance criteria.  Thus, surface runoff from plant sites and urban and    
     suburban areas may exceed the Guidance criteria for these pollutants.  The 
     concentration of these pollutants in the runoff, however, will be well     
     below treatable levels using best available technology.  This alone is a   
     sufficient basis for the Guidance variance procedures to be more flexible  
     than those required by 40 CFR 131.                                         
     Accordingly, CMA recommends that the final Guidance be modified to include 
     water body-wide variances for all qualifying dichargers, 5-year variance   
     periods, renewable variances, and flexible interpretation of all variance  
     provisions in Procedure 2.C.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.273     
     
     EPA has made the provision more flexible procedurally but does not agree   
     that the criteria for granting variances can be less stringent than        
     national rule to "offset" the GLI water quality criteria.  See section     
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these issues.                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2656.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance Should Allow Water Body-Wide Variances For All Dischargers    
     "Where The Intake Water Contains An Ubiquitous Pollutant Which Is Found In 
     Almost All Water Bodies In A Watershed At About The Same Concentration"    
     There are some pollutants which are widely recognized as ubiquitous in     
     certain tributaries and waters of the Great Lakes, typically as the result 
     of nonpoint sources (e.g., atmospheric deposition and precipitation,       
     nonpoint source runoff, contaminated sediments).  These pollutants include 
     PCBs, DDT and its metabolites, and mercury.  Compliance with water quality 
     criteria for such chemicals, especially those that are BCCs and have       
     numeric criteria that are below analytical detection limits, will be highly
     problematic for dischargers.                                               
     For example, precipitation on a plant site or on the streets of a          
     municipality may introduce small, untreatable amounts of such pollutants to
     the site runoff.  The study by Kelly, T.J., et.al. (1991) cited earlier in 
     these comments documented that precipitation in the Lake Erie watershed    
     contains mercury, total PCBs, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, and DDD at concentrations that 
     are substantially higher than the proposed Tier I criteria for these       
     pollutants.  Although some fraction of these pollutants may be captured in 
     soils and other solid surfaces, all surface runoff will contain some of    
     these pollutants.  Indeed, based on the report by Kelly, it appears that   
     the concentrations of these pollutants in surface runoff will exceed the   
     Guidance criteria (although the concentrations may not be analytically     
     detectable).                                                               
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     Response to: P2656.274     
     
     See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2656.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Body-Wide Variances Must Be Included In The Final Guidance           
     CMA believes that when most or all dischargers to a water body may need a  
     variance, the proposed variance procedure will be very cumbersome and      
     difficult for the states and EPA to manage.                                
     Therefore, CMA strongly recommends that the final rule allow states to     
     issue, and EPA to approve, a water quality variance for ubiquitous         
     pollutants that applies to all dischargers in a watershed that can         
     demonstrate that they need such a variance to comply with the regulations. 
     [Variances based upon "substantial and widespread social and economic      
     impact" are not adequate to address the situation of ubiquitous pollutants.
      In addition, most industrial facilities will probably never qualify for a 
     variance on this basis because they do not present the same type of        
     regional impact as the utilities that EPA discusses in the preamble        
     (Procedure 2.C.6, Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034).]                        
     Accordingly, CMA urges the EPA to allow water body-wide water quality      
     variances for ubiquitous pollutants in the final rule.  We believe that    
     this would make the variance process equitable for all dischargers.        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.275     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2656.276
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .276 is imbedded in comment .275.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances based upon "substantial and widespread social and economic       
     impact" are not adequate to address the situation of ubiquitous pollutants.
      In addition, most industrial facilities will probably never qualify for a 
     variance on this basis because they do not present the same type of        
     regional impact as the utilities that EPA discusses in the preamble        
     (Procedure 2.C.6, Appendix F, 58 Fed. Reg. 21034).                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.276     
     
     Variances are not the primary method of addressing ubiquitous pollutants in
     the final Guidance.  Procedures 3 and 5 should also be considered.         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2656.277
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Formal TMDL Should Not Be Required In Order To Justify A Waterbody Variance
     EPA asks if a required component of the water body variance should be a    
     TMDL analysis based on pre-variance conditions (58 Fed. Reg. 20927).  CMA  
     believes that to justify the water body variance it will be necessary for  
     the regulatory agency to develop the information that would be required to 
     perform a TMDL in order to identify the cause(s) of the inability to       
     achieve a water qaulity standard; a formal TMDL should therefore not be    
     necessary.  Moreover, it is not clear how a state can prepare a formal TMDL
     that demonstrates compliance with a water quality criterion if the         
     principal cause of the exceedance of the criterion is precipitation, for   
     example.                                                                   
     Thus, requiring a TMDL at the time the water body variance is granted is   
     not technically sound and CMA recommends that it should not be made        
     mandatory.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.277     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
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     Comment ID: P2656.278
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There May Be Tributary Or Lake Areas Where Variances Should Be Granted On  
     The Basis Of Natural Conditions, As Provided In Procedure 2.C.1.           
     Although the Guidance implicitly assumes that in the absence of human      
     activities, the water quality standards for all Table 6 pollutants could be
     achieved, there is little or no scientific support for this assumption,    
     especially for metals.  Procedure 2.C.1 thus provides for a variance when  
     naturally occurring pollutant concentrations prevent the attainment of the 
     water quality standards.                                                   
     An EPA study suggests that the aquatic life criteria for metals may be     
     exceeded even in pristine waters that do not receive point source          
     discharges (Delos, C., 1990, Metals Criteria Excursions in Unspoiled       
     Watersheds, draft, Office of Water Regulations and Standards, U.S.         
     Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C.).  The study compared    
     total and dissolved metals data (copper, lead, zinc, iron, aluminum) from  
     53 water quality monitoring stations to the EPA's criterion continuous     
     concentration (CCC-the chronic aquatic life criterion) for each metal.  The
     53 stations, which are from the U.S. Geological survey's (USGS) hydrologic 
     bench-mark network, are on streams in pristine environments-national parks,
     wilderness areas, state parks and forests, and similar areas protected from
     development.  The data were collected by the USGS using the graphite       
     furnace atomic absorption spectrometric analytical method, which provides  
     high precision and low detection limits.  Although it is now believed that 
     a considerable portion of metals detected in this study may have resulted  
     from sample contamination during collection, preservation, and analysis,   
     the very high frequency of exceedances of the criteria suggests that       
     natural conditions contribute to such exceedances.                         
     Moreover, naturally-occurring amounts of metals in soils and sediments are 
     variable, and may be large enough to exceed the Guidance criteria.  For    
     example, the range of naturally-occurring mercury concentrations found in  
     sediment samples collected in the southeastern United States was 0-0.52    
     ug/g (Windom, H.L. et. al., 1989, "Natural Trace Metal Concentrations in   
     Estuarine and Coastal Marine Sediments in the Southeastern U.S., "Environ. 
     Sci. Technol., 23, 3, p.314).  At the highest reported naturally-occurring 
     mercury concentration in this data set, 0.52 ug/g. 1 mg/L of suspended     
     sediment would represent a water column concentration of 520 pg/L (Table 4,
     58 Fed. Reg. 21015).  This naturally-occurring mercury concentration would 
     exceed the proposed 180 pg/L Guidance wildlife criterion for mercury by    
     288%.                                                                      
     We strongly believe that the proposed water quality criteria for           
     naturally-occurring substances, such as metals (e.g. mercury) are so far   
     below naturally occurring levels that they are inappropriate and           
     unjustified.  It is entirely possible, and even probable in some           
     tributaries, that the proposed water qaulity standards are exceeded due to 
     naturally-occurring conditions.                                            
     Therefore, CMA recommends that Procedure 2.C.1 should also be considered as
     a basis for granting water quality standards variances in the Great Lakes  
     and their tributaries.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.278     
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     EPA agrees and has retained this provision.                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2656.279
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances For Ubiquitious Pollutants Should Be Available To All Dischargers
     That Qualify For Such A Variance                                           
                                                                                
     EPA should allow all dischargers to seek variances from water quality      
     standards.  The procedures for obtaining a variance provide ample          
     protection of water quality and ensure that no discharger gets a "free     
     ride" under the variance provisions.                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.279     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2656.280
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing Dischargers                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comment on whether dischargers that contributed to       
     existing human-caused conditions that justify a variance should be barred  
     from receiving a variance (58 Fed. Reg. 20922).  Assuming that such        
     contributions were lawful at the time that they occurred (i.e., the        
     discharger had a permit or the pollutants were discharged before a         
     permitting program existed), the discharger should not be barred from      
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     receiving a variance.                                                      
                                                                                
     In fact, many of the existing human-caused conditions that may justify a   
     variance (contaminated sediments, for example) were created by discharges  
     that were legal at the time they occurred.  Dischargers should not be      
     penalized for such past lawful acts.  If they have been identified as      
     contributors to the problem, they may have an obligation to contribute to  
     the remediation of the problem under programs such as the Comprehensive    
     Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (Superfund).       
     Preventing them from being granted a variance because they contributed to  
     an existing problem with a lawful discharge is punitive and will require   
     them to shift resources to unnecessary controls that could be expended on  
     remediation of the existing problem.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.280     
     
     See Response ID: NWF P2742.481                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2656.281
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New Dischargers                                                            
                                                                                
     New dischargers should also be granted variances for ubiquitous pollutants 
     that cause a water body to be out of compliance with a water quality       
     criterion.  Failure to grant such a variance to a new discharger will      
     stifle economic growth and will not contribute to correction of the water  
     quality problem.  Although EPA argues that new dischargers should be able  
     to design their plants and treatment systems to achieve the water quality  
     standards, this may not be possible in some instances.                     
                                                                                
     For example, a new discharger may be unable to achieve the water quality   
     standard for ubiquitous pollutants such as PCBs and mercury, which may be  
     entering its wastewaters by way of precipitation.  In this case,           
     withholding a variance is tantamount to prohibiting the discharge.  This   
     could effectively mean a ban on new discharges, including new industry and 
     new Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs), in much of the Great Lakes     
     Basin.  CMA urges the EPA to allow new dischargers to be granted variances 
     for unbiquitous pollutants.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.281     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2656.282
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Increase in Discharge                                                      
                                                                                
     Similarly, CMA believes that variances for ubiquitous pollutants should be 
     available to dischargers that seek to increase their discharge.  As with   
     new dischargers, withholding of a variance for ubiquitous pollutants will  
     be the effect of eliminating the potential for economic growth.            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.282     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2656.283
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation Procedure 2.C.3. Should Apply To Most Situations Where      
     Existing Background Concentrations Exceed A Water Quality Criterion        
                                                                                
     Procedure 2.C.3. of Appendix F (58 Fed. Reg. 21034) provides that a        
     variance may be granted if human-caused conditions or sources of pollution 
     prevent attainment of the water quality standards and these conditions and 
     sources cannot be remedied or would cause more environmental damage to     
     correct than to leave in place.  This provision specifically addresses what
     has been identified as a major issue with the proposed critieria for       
     certain BCCs such as mercury and PCBs.  In particular, the principal       
     sources of such pollutants in the Great Lakes and tributaries are nonpoint 
     sources, or which atmospheric deposition and sediments are the major       
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     contributors (see earlier document for data).                              
                                                                                
     Based on the current understanding of the original source of the pollutants
     found in sediments and atmospheric depositions, human activities are       
     responsible.  Thus, CMA suggests that a variance granted pursuant to       
     Procedure 2.C.3. is the most applicable in such situations.                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.283     
     
     EPA agrees and has retained this provision.                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2656.284
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It Is Inappropriate And Unnecessary To Require An Appendix E Antidegration 
     Review Before Granting A Water Quality Variance                            
                                                                                
     Proposed Procedure 2.C.6 requires a showing that any water quality variance
     conforms to the state's antidegradation procedures (58 Fed. Reg. 20923).   
     CMS believes that Procedure 2.C.6. is appropriate if this provision does   
     not require a full antidegradation review pursuant to Appendix E of the    
     Guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     CMA would strongly object, however, to any requirement that an             
     antidegradation review as specified by Appendix E of the rule be required  
     before a water quality variance could be granted.  Such a review is        
     unnecessary, because the technical data and evaluations that must be       
     assembled to justify a variance will provide all of the information        
     required to demonstrate that the variance conforms with the antidegradation
     requirement.                                                               
                                                                                
     CMA believes that a separate Appendix E antidegradation review will        
     therefore be redundant and costly and recommends that the final Guidance   
     not require such a review before a water quality variance can be granted.  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.284     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2656.285
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water Quality Variances Must Be Granted Before The Issuance Of A Final     
     NPDES Permit, To Avoid Antibacksliding Requirements                        
                                                                                
     As currently proposed in Procedure 2.D., a petition for a water quality    
     variance must be submitted to the regulatory agency not later than 60 days 
     from the date of issuance of a final National Pollutant Discharge          
     Elimination System (NPDES) permit incorporating the WQBELs for which the   
     variance is requesting relief.  This is an adminstratively inefficient     
     approach, and also exposes the discharger to the antibacksliding           
     requirements of section 402(o) of the CWA (58 Fed. Reg. 20923) and should  
     therefore be modified in the final Guidance.                               
                                                                                
     Accordingly, CMA recommends that the permittee be allowed to petition for a
     water quality variance within 60 days of receipt of a proposed NPDES       
     permit, as EPA has proposed as an alternative provision (58 Fed. Reg.      
     20923).                                                                    
                                                                                
     CMA believes that this is the appropriate alternative because the WQBELs   
     will have been developed by the time an NPDES permit is proposed.  As a    
     result, all of the background analyses such as the WLA and/or TMDL will    
     have been performed, and the discharger should be aware if it will have    
     difficulty complying with the proposed WQBELs.  If the proposed WQBEls     
     change in the final permit as a result of public comment, the petition for 
     a water quality variance can be withdrawn.  Thus, the WQBELs in a proposed 
     permit will be sufficiently sound basis for a discharger and the regulatory
     agency to identify the need for a water quality variance.                  
                                                                                
     If the permittee is able to initiate the variance process after receiving  
     the proposed permit but before the final permit is issued, the variance can
     be adopted at the same time as the final permit.  Also, any public hearings
     required for the permit and variance can be consolidated, increasing       
     administrative efficiency.  This approach will also eliminate the          
     application of the antibacksliding procedures to a discharge.  In addition,
     we maintain that it is inappropriate to apply the antibacksliding          
     precedures to a discharge that is granted a water quality variance, because
     a variance would not be necessary if the discharger were already attaining 
     the WQBEL.  Furthermore, the water quality variance procedures themselves  
     require sufficient documentation to satisfy any data requirements of an    
     antibacksliding demonstration.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.285     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2656.286
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Term For Water Quality Variances Should Be Extended To 5 Years In Order
     To Coincide With The Life Of NPDES Permits                                 
                                                                                
     EPA requests comment on whether the 3-year period that is typically granted
     for a water quality variance should be extended to 5 years to coincide with
     the life of an NPDES permit (58 Fed. Reg. 20926).  CMA recommends that EPA 
     make this change since the 3-year period is administratively cumbersome.   
                                                                                
     The 3-year variance period is intended to coincide with the triennial      
     review of water quality standards required by Section 303 of the CWA; it   
     presumes that a site-specific standard will be approved that will eliminate
     the need for the variance.                                                 
                                                                                
     This process is administratively cumbersome and not always practical.      
     Based on the experience of some CMA member companies, the studies required 
     to justify a site-specific standard, combined with the administrative      
     requirements to change a standard during the triennial review, often exceed
     three years.  Even more problematic is the fact that few states complete   
     the triennial review process in a 3-year period -- it often drags over into
     the fourth year.  In either event, the permittee is faced with the         
     expiration of the variance before a site-specific standard is approved,    
     thus exposing it to enforcement action and antibacksliding requirements.   
                                                                                
     The 3-year variance provision also places an administrative burden on the  
     regulatory agency.  Not only must the regulatory agency modify the water   
     quality standard or extend the variance, it must also reissue the NPDES    
     permit 2 years earlier than otherwise required.                            
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA supports extending the terms of water quality variances to  
     five years to coincide with the life of a NPDES permit and strongly        
     recommends that EPA adopt this proposal in the final Guidance.             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.286     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2656.287
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Variance Procedures Allow Adequate Public Participation In The
     Water Quality Variance Process                                             
                                                                                
     A public notice of a proposed variance is required by state and federal    
     laws and regulations.  The public is given an opportunity to comment on the
     proposed variance, and a public hearing or evidentiary hearing can         
     generally be requested.  CMA believes that these procedures provide ample  
     opportunity for public participation in the variance process.              
                                                                                
     There is no need for an additional public comment period early in the      
     variance process.  Also, such an early comment period on variance requests 
     would not serve any useful purpose because the specific justifications for 
     the variance, and the provisions of the variance, would not yet be         
     available.  Public review should be provided once the complete variance    
     package has been assembled by the regulatory agency, and the agency has    
     prepared a proposed recommendation either to grant or deny the variance    
     request.                                                                   
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the final Guidance not include additional public       
     comment early in the variance process, since existing procedures provide   
     ample opportunity for public participation in the variance process.        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.287     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.288
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Recommends That The Guidance Allow States To Adopt Either Option A Or  
     Option B                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.288     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by combining aspects of both Option A and   

Page 8896



$T044618.TXT
     Option B into a single TMDL procedure in the final Guidance. However, EPA  
     has also provided a greater degree of flexibility than afforded by either  
     proposed Option A or B by allowing States and Tribes to choose different   
     implementation procedures.  At the same time, EPA also ensures a level of  
     consistency by requiring implementation of specific components of the      
     procedure.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.                     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2656.289
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has presented two Options for states to use to implement the water     
     quality standards in the permitting process.  Option A (Procedure 3A)      
     requires states to perform a TMDL for every tributary in the state that    
     receives a Table 6 pollutant from a point source discharge.  For many      
     tributaries, Procedure 3A will require TMDLs to be prepared for multiple   
     pollutants.  This requires point source inventories, estimates of non-point
     source loadings, and calculations of background loadings for each pollutant
     that requires a TMDL analysis.  This is a very burdensome requirement most 
     Great Lakes states simply will be unable to implement in a timely fashion. 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.289     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2656.290
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA is concerned that if states are required to complete a TMDL for every  
     pollutant and water body, simplistic mass balance methods with assumed     
     loadings from the various pollutant sources will be used and that pollutant
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     fate and transport will not be adequately considered.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.290     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2656.291
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, CMA recommends that the final Guidance should be modified to allow
     a state to choose Procedure 3A.  CMA believes that if a state prefers to   
     use this approach (Procedure 3A), such as New York, it should be allowed to
     do so.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.291     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2656.292
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If A Single TMDL Option Is Adopted In The Final Guidance, CMA Recommends   
     Option B                                                                   
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that the best all-around approach to waste load allocations  
     and TMDLs is the proposed Procedure 3B (Option B), although as discussed   
     later in these comments, some changes are needed in its specific           
     provisions, particularly those that relate to zones of initial dilution and
     mixing zones.  Procedure 3B allows a state to perform discharger-specific  
     waste load allocations, but also requires a water body-wide TMDL analysis  
     if the state determines it is necessary to assure that a water quality     
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     critierion is achieved.  Thus, Procedure 3B is equivalent to Procedure 3A, 
     in terms of water quality protection, but provides the substantial added   
     benefit of allowing simplified waste load allocations to be performed when 
     they are adequate to protect water quality.                                
                                                                                
     CMA believes that TMDLs should only be required when there is a reasonable 
     potential for an exceedance of a water quality standard.  Option B provides
     for this while Option A does not.                                          
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that states be allowed to choose between Options A and B.   
     However, if only one option is included in the final rule, we urge the EPA 
     to adopt Option B (Procedure 3B), with the recommended changes described in
     the following comments.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.292     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.293
     Cross Ref 1: ref: "We" is the CMA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly believe that there is no scientific basis for requiring a TMDL 
     for every toxic pollutant discharged into every water body.                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.293     
     
     EPA interprets this comment to refer to proposed general condition 1.  EPA 
     has addressed this comment by revising general condition 1 to provide that,
     at a minimum, TMDLs shall be established in accordance with the listing and
     priority setting process established in section 303(d) of the Clean Water  
     Act and at 40 CFR 130.7.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.a.     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.  And, see response to comment P2771.393.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.294
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Mixing Zone Limitations Established For Lakes In Procedure 3B Should Be
     Changed                                                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B.C.1.a. (58 Fed. Reg. 21039) allows a discharger to demonstrate
     that site-specific dilution in a lake is greater than the defauly dilution 
     provided by this section.  The demonstration requirements are set forth in 
     Procedure 3B.E.  However, Procedure 3B.C.1.a. also states that the         
     permitting authority may not grant a mixing zone larger than the area where
     discharge-induced mixing occurs.  This prohibition is contrary to          
     long-established policy that allows states to establish mixing zone        
     boundaries which include ambient-induced mixing.                           
                                                                                
     Chapter 2 of the TSD describes the scientific basis for mixing zones.      
     Simply, a mixing zone is a small area in the vicinity of a discharge in    
     which the effluent mixes sufficiently quickly with the receiving water to  
     ensure that acute and chronic toxicity do not occur.  Since toxicity is    
     related to exposure time and concentration, a higher concentration is      
     nontoxic is the exposure time is short.  Mixing zone dimensions are thus   
     chosen to ensure that aquatic life toxicity does not occur because the     
     exposure time of an organism passing through the zone would be short.      
                                                                                
     Two types of mixing zones are commonly used -- the zone of initial dilution
     (ZID), which is used to protect against acute toxic effects and the        
     regulatory mixing zone, which is larger and protects against chronic       
     effects.  The ZID is typically restricted to the area of discharge-induced 
     mixing, because the allowable exposure time is short (pp. 33, 71-72, TSD). 
     In contrast, the regulatory mixing zone can be much larger since chronic   
     aquatic life criteria are based upon an exposure time of 4 days (which is  
     actually highly conservative, since the criteria themselves are based on   
     30-day toxicity tests).                                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 3B.C.1.a. thus proposes arbitrarily to restrict the mixing zone  
     size to the ZID definition even though the mixing zone in the proposed rule
     is for chronic aquatic life criteria.  There is no scientific justification
     for this arbitrary limitation on the size of the mixing zone.              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.294     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.295
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Procedures 3A.C.2. and 3., in contrast, provide that applicable state      
     mixing zone requirements shall apply to mixing zone demonstrations.  Mixing
     zones in lakes should similarly rely on state procedures.  CMA recommends  
     that the Procedure 3B in the final Guidance be modified to appropriately   
     allow each state to use its approved mixing zone definitions to implement  
     the Guidance.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.295     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.296
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3B.D.3.d. For New Sources Does Not Properly Recognize The        
     Relationship Between Toxicity, Concentration, And Exposure Time            
                                                                                
     For nonbioaccumulative substances, the proposed rule allows existing       
     sources (for discharges to open water of the Great Lakes (OWGLs) and       
     tributaries) to demonstrate more dilution than the default dilution        
     specified in the rule (Procedure 3B.D.3.iii., 58 Fed. Reg. 21040), if a    
     mixing demonstration is performed by the permittee in accordance with      
     Procedure 3B.E.  This provision is presumably included to allow use of     
     high-rate effluent diffusers and to recognize other site-specific          
     strategies that enhance effluent mixing with the receiving waters.  While  
     the proposed rule characterizes this adjustment as a larger mixing zone,   
     CMA notes that this is not always the case; high rate diffusers or other   
     forms of discharge-induced mixing may improve the efficiency of mixing     
     increasing the size of the mixing zone.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.296     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.297
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New dischargers, however, are inexplicably allowed only to use the default 
     dilution in Procedure 3B.D.3. (58 Fed. Reg. 21040).  This effectively      
     eliminates any benefit to the discharger and surface water quality from the
     use of diffusers and other discharge strategies to enhance mixing, is      
     scientifically unjustifiable, and is contrary to EPA policy as described in
     the TSD.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The use of enhanced mixing methods is a scientifically supported and       
     field-proven approach for preventing dischargers from causing toxicity in a
     surface water body.  The TSD and a number of technical references on       
     toxicity and mixing describe how enhanced mixing works and how it should be
     evaluated.  Since acute and chronic toxic effects are related to both      
     concentration and exposure time, high rate diffusers will provide assurance
     that aquatic life will be protected in the mixing zone.                    
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA believes that there is no scientific basis for EPA's        
     proposal to limit new source dilution to the default levels for existing   
     sources and recommends that this proposal be eliminated from the final     
     rule.  We maintain that new dischargers, like existing dischragers, should 
     be able to adjust the mixing zone based on a mixing zone demonstration.    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.297     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.298
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3B Should Allow a Zone Of Initial Dilution Since High-Rate       
     Diffusers Can Be Used To Prevent Acute Toxicity In Receiving Waters        
                                                                                
     Proposed Procedure 3B does not allow a ZID for meeting acute aquatic life  
     standards in OWGLs and tributaries.  Rather, it requires that the final    
     acute value (FAV) be achieved in the effluent at the discharge point       
     (Procedure 3B.D.3.e.).                                                     
                                                                                
     This restriction does not account for the increased mixing that can be     
     obtained by installation of a properly-designed diffuser or by other       
     methods.  Such increased mixing is designed to prevent exceedances of acute
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     aquatic life standards in the mixing zone (see discussion in Chapter 4 of  
     the TSD).  CMA believes that there is no scientific justification for not  
     taking into account the concentration-exposure time relationship of acute  
     toxicity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.298     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.299
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends that the final Guidance be modified to directly incorporate 
     the ZID concept for both existing and new dischargers, and allow use of    
     diffusers and other forms of enhanced mixing to increase discharge-induced 
     dilution, if appropriate on a site-specific basis.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.299     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.300
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3B.E.1.c. requires documentation of the substrate and            
     geomorphology of the mixing zone.  There is no scientific need to evaluate 
     the geomorphology in the mixing zone -- perhaps the bathymetry of the      
     mixing zone is what is intended.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.300     
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     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.301
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3B.E.2.b. requires as part of the mixing zone demonstration      
     analysis of attraction of organisms to the zone.  This is almost impossible
     to predict.  Moreover, if this were a relevant factor, it would apply      
     equally to the default mixing zones.  Similarly, subparts (d) and (e) of   
     this procedure are applicable to any discharge, regardless of whether a    
     mixing zone demonstration is being considered.  As a result, they are      
     already part of the water quality regulations of every state and are not   
     necessary in this Guidance.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.301     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.302
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Subpart (c), which requires a determination of whether the habitat supports
     endemic species (a better word from aquatic life is indigenous) or         
     naturally-occurring species, is essentially a useless exercise.  By        
     definition, the surface water into which the discharge occurs will support 
     whatever aquatic organisms inhabit the area, and whatever species is       
     protected by the criteria may be present and may pass through the mixing   
     zone.  This particular requirement is unnecessary and should be eliminated 
     from the Guidance.                                                         
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     Response to: P2656.302     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.See response to comment P2771.393.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2656.303
     Cross Ref 1: Refers to comments 300-302
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, CMA maintains that these four subparts, 3.B.E.2.b.,c.,d., and   
     e., are unnecessary and recommends that they be eliminated from the final  
     Guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.303     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.304
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposal To Require A TMDL When Pollutants Are Found To Be Present In A
     Discharge At Concentrations Above The Detection Level In One Or More       
     Samples Is Not Environmentally Necessary Nor Administratively Practical    
                                                                                
     The introductions to Procedures 3A and 3B (58 Fed. Reg. 21035, 37) state   
     that a TMDL is required only when there is "reasonable potential" for a    
     discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality       
     criterion, as determined by the methods in Procedure 5.  This is           
     misleading, however, since a preliminary waste load allocation is needed to
     complete the reasonable potential calculations in Procedure 5.A.1 (58 Fed. 
     Reg. 21040).  Because there is no mention of a "preliminary waste load     
     allocation" method in Procedure 3, it appears that a complete TMDL will be 
     required for every stream/lake segment for every Table 6 pollutant that is 
     discharged in the watershed.                                               
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     EPA's definition of "reasonable potential" is thus circular -- a TMDL is   
     not needed if there is no "reasonable potential" for exceeding a water     
     quality standard, but a TMDL analysis is needed to determin if there is a  
     "reasonable potential" to exceed such a standard.  EPA may intend that the 
     discharger-specific TMDL procedures provided in option B (Procedure 3B) be 
     used as the "preliminary waste load allocation."  There is no similar      
     approach in Procedure 3A, however, and a waterbody-wide TMDL would have to 
     be performed to complete the reasonable potential to exceed analysis if    
     this option is adopted in the final rule.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.304     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by revising general condition 1 to provide  
     that at a minimum TMDLs shall be established in accordance with the listing
     and priority setting process established in section 303(d) of the Clean    
     Water Act and at 40 CFR 130.7.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.a.   
     EPA notes, however, that TMDLs need not be complex, multisource analyses to
     satisfy the requirements of section 303(d) and that the analyses that the  
     State has historically performed as part of its NPDES permit program may   
     very well qualify as TMDLs.  See response to comment P2771.393.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2656.305
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It will be administratively impractical and technically infeasible for each
     state to perform a Procedure 3A TMDL analysis for every pollutant and water
     body in its jurisdiction the first time a discharger to a water body is    
     idnetified as a source of a Table 6 pollutant.  A TMDL under Procedure 3A  
     requires the state to identify and quantify every point source of the      
     subject pollutant, characterize all nonpoint sources of the pollutant, and 
     define background concentrations of the pollutant.  This will require a    
     significant amount of data collection and analysis.  Moreover, if the TMDL 
     is performed using a modeling approach to provide a scientifically sound   
     simulation of pollutant fate and transport, the TMDL will require          
     considerable time and effort.  For many of the non-BCC pollutants, such a  
     water body-wide TMDL will be completely unnecessary since fate and         
     transformation processes will reduce concentrations of the pollutants      
     outside of mixing zones to well below the water quality standards.         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.305     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

Page 8906



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2656.306
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA suggests that the only practical solution is for states to use the TMDL
     protocol presented in Procedure 3B to perform preliminary waste load       
     allocations.  If only Procedure 3A is adopted in the final rule, then the  
     procedure must be modified to include a method for a preliminary waste load
     allocation as required by Procedure 5.  Otherwise, every state will have to
     conduct a water body-wide TMDL for every Tier I and Tier II pollutant      
     (reported as being discharged from a point source) for every water body in 
     the state, regardless of whether there is any reasonable potential to      
     exceed a water quality standard.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.306     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2656.307
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures 3A and 3B Should Be Modified To Require The Use Of Existing     
     Water Quality And Fish Tissue Residue Data To Determine Whether A TMDL Is  
     Needed                                                                     
                                                                                
     As currently structured, the determination of whether a discharge may cause
     or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard is based only on
     effluent quality data (Procedure 5).  Surface water quality data and fish  
     tissue residue data are not used anywhere in this analysis.  CMA believes  
     that this is inappropriate, particularly in light of the significant       
     expenditures that states make to document that water bodies comply with    
     their water quality standards.                                             
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that existing water quality and fish tissue residue data    
     should be used to determine whether a TMDL is needed.  If water quality    
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     data that demonstrate that the concentration of a pollutant in a water body
     never even approaches the standard, then a TMDL should not be required.  If
     existing data demonstrate that the pollutant is never detected, this too   
     should be used to assist in the determination of whether a TMDL is needed. 
     And similarly, if fish tissue residue data demonstrate that pollutant      
     concentrations are far below levels that are hazardous to humans and       
     wildlife, then a TMDL for a BCC should not be necessary.                   
                                                                                
     For example, phenol is a common pollutant in industrial wastewaters.       
     Biological treatment removes this readily degradable chemical to near      
     detection levels in effluents, and any phenol that is discharged rapidly   
     degrades as a result of naturally-occurring microorganisms in the receiving
     water.  As a consequence, phenol is virtually never found in surface waters
     at concentrations significantly above detection limits.  In addition, the  
     water quality criteria proposed for phenol are relatively high (Table 1 and
     4, Part 132).  However, Procedure 3A would require a TMDL for phenol for   
     every water body receiving a discharge containing phenol in order to       
     determine if a reasonable potential exists to cause or contribute to an    
     exceedance of a standard.  The TMDL would be required even if all surface  
     water demonstrated that phenol was never present above detection levels.   
     We believe that requiring a TMDL in this case would be scientifically and  
     administratively inappropriate.                                            
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that Procedures 3A and 3B should include a       
     provision that requires an evaluation of existing water quality and fish   
     tissue residue data before a determination is made that a TMDL is required 
     for a water body.  If effluent data, water quality data, or fish tissue    
     residue data demonstrate that there is not a reasonable potential for a    
     discharge to cause or contribute to a water quality standard exceedance,   
     then no TMDL should be required.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.307     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.a, Developing      
     Preliminary Wasteload Allocations.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.308
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Establishment Of WLAs For Discharges Of BCCs Equal To The Most         
     Restrictive Applicable Water Quality Criterion Is Not Scientifically       
     Justified                                                                  
                                                                                
     The proposed Procedures 3A.B. and 3B.B. will require states to WLAs for    
     discharges of BCCs equal to the most restrictive water quality criterion as
     of 10 years from the effective date of the final rule (58 Fed. Reg. 21036, 
     38).  New sources (after the regulation is formally adopted) will be       
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     required to meet the most restrictive criterion when they begin            
     discharging.  This proposal is based on policy, and has no scientific      
     justification since it does not consider the transport and fate of the BCCs
     in the Great Lakes and tributaries.  While it is important to control      
     substances that bioaccumulate to levels that present a risk to human health
     and wildlife, CMA maintains that such controls must be based on sound      
     science.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.308     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.309
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TSD presents several approaches that can be used to predict the        
     transport and fate of pollutants, including BCCs.  CMA strongly recommends 
     that the Guidance be modified to allow the use of these approaches to      
     develop TMDLs for the BCCs, and these TMDLs should then be used to set WLAs
     and permit limits.  This is the only scientifically valid approach for     
     establishing permit limits.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.309     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.310
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports Procedures 3A.D.3. and 3B.D.2.e. Which Provide For The        
     Consideration Of The Environmental Fate Of A Pollutant In The Development  
     Of TMDLs                                                                   
                                                                                
     Procedures 3A.D.3. and 3B.D.2.e. provide that the environmental fate of a  
     pollutant can be considered in a TMDL provided that scientifically-valid   
     data are avaiable to demonstrate that the fate calculation is justified.   
     CMA supports these provisions, and believes that the fate and transport of 
     each toxic substance should be considered in the development of TMDLs      
     whenever suitable data are available.                                      
                                                                                
     Many organic substances, such as phenol, are rapidly biodegradable and will
     be completely degraded within a short distance from the point of discharge.
     Other organic substances will biodegrade, volatilize, or sorb to solids    
     (e.g., toluene, phathalate esters) which will reduce their bioavailability 
     and aquatic toxicity.  Metals will precipitate or chelate and become       
     biologically unavailable and less toxic to aquatic life.  These fate       
     processes have a significant influence on the acceptable TMDLs and should  
     be considered for each surface water segment, including both tributary     
     waters and open waters of the Great Lakes.  The TSD presents a number of   
     models that can be used to evaluate the fate and transport of pollutants in
     streams and lakes, and recommends their use whenever sufficient            
     site-specific data are available for their application.                    
                                                                                
     CMA believes that regulatory agencies should collect the necessary data to 
     use these sophisticated tools when a TMDL for a toxic is necessary for a   
     water body.  Properly accounting for pollutant fate assures that the TMDL  
     results in the most cost-effective treatment requirements that are         
     protective of water quality (p. 83, TSD).                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.310     
     
     EPA has retained the provision in the proposal that TMDLs may account for  
     degradation of a pollutant if scientifically valid field data or other     
     relevant scientifically valid information demonstrates that such           
     degradation is expected to occur under the full range of environmental     
     conditions expected to be encountered, and if it addresses other factors   
     affecting the level of pollutants in the water column.  For a discussion of
     this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8.                                       
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.311
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TMDL Process Should Allow For Use Of More Sophisticated Dynamic Models 
     (e.g. Monte Carlo Analysis) Than The Steady State Flow Models Currently    
     Assumed                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA asked whether the final rule should allow the use of more sophisticated
     dynamic flow models (in lieu of the steady-state assumptions used in the   
     proposed rule) for calculating waste load allocations and TMDLs (58 Fed.   
     Reg. 20933,4).  CMA believes that dynamic flow modeling, as discussed in   
     the TSD, is the most scientifically-sound method for establishing TMDLs    
     when sufficient data are available to validate such a model.               
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the Guidance be modified to encourage the development  
     to TMDLs using the best -- not the simplest -- available scientific tools. 
     Use of more sophisticated models will also allow for better application of 
     information on pollutant degradation.                                      
                                                                                
     As proposed, both Options A and B allow for consideration of pollutant     
     degradation, provided information on the rate of degradation is available  
     from field studies and the studies consider factors other than degradation 
     which affect water column concentration, such as, resuspension of          
     sediments, speciation and transformation.  The use of more sophisticated   
     modeling approaches also allows more precise estimation of the uncertainty 
     in the predictions of allowable loadings, which provides regulatory        
     agencies with better information to make policy decisions (p. 80, TSD).    
                                                                                
     CMA believes that using sophisticated modeling techniques where practical  
     provides the assurance that water quality standards will be achieved, while
     at the same time avoiding overly conservative assumptions which result in  
     unnecessary economic impacts.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.311     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
     Accordingly, the final Guidance retains provisions for using a             
     steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of dynamic    
     modeling regardless whether the results are more or less restrictive than  
     would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See the discussion in  
     the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                                     
     For a discussion of pollutant degradation issues, see the SID at VIII.C.8. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.312
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The Proposed Restrictions On the Use Of Dynamic Modeling Are Scientifically
     Unsound And Contradict EPA's Recommendations In The TSD                    
                                                                                
     EPA has stated that, "results of dynamic modeling may be used only where   
     the results can be shown to be more restrictive than the results due to the
     steady-state assumptions of both options in proposed Procedure 3." (58 Fed.
     Reg. 20939) CMA strongly believes that this needlessly conservative        
     requirement is inappropriate and scientifically unsound.  Therefore we     
     recommend that any restriction on the use of dynamic modeling should be    
     eliminated from the final rule.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.312     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
     Accordingly, the final Guidance retains provisions for using a             
     steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of dynamic    
     modeling regardless whether the results are more or less restrictive than  
     would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See the discussion in  
     the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                                     
     For a discussion of pollutant degradation issues, see the SID at VIII.C.8. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.313
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA notes that this proposal runs directly counter to EPA's recommendation 
     in the TSD:                                                                
                                                                                
     "If adequate receiving water flow and effluent concentration data are      
     available to estimate frequency distributions, one of the dynamic modeling 
     techniques should be used to develop more cost-effective treatment         
     requirements." (page 83, TSD)                                              
                                                                                
     CMA is concerned that this proposal, to restrict the use of dynamic        
     modeling, is in direct conflict with the scientifically-based              
     recommendations for TMDL analysis found in the TSD.  No explanation or     
     justification is given in the Guidance for this proposed limitation on     
     dynamic modeling.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.313     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
     Accordingly, the final Guidance retains provisions for using a             
     steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of dynamic    
     modeling regardless whether the results are more or less restrictive than  
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     would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See the discussion in  
     the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                                     
     For a discussion of pollutant degradation issues, see the SID at VIII.C.8. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.314
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize that the use of dynamic modeling techniques will often result 
     in less restrictive TMDLs, because so many ultra-conservative assumptions  
     are used in the steady-state approach, not the least of which is the       
     assumption that all dischargers are simultaneously discharging at the      
     highest permitted concentrations at the critical low flow.  However, this  
     assumption is so unlikely that its occurrence is virtually impossible.     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.314     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
     Accordingly, the final Guidance retains provisions for using a             
     steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of dynamic    
     modeling regardless whether the results are more or less restrictive than  
     would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See the discussion in  
     the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                                     
     For a discussion of pollutant degradation issues, see the SID at VIII.C.8. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.315
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A study using dynamic modeling to establish a waste load allocation for    
     zinc demonstrated that the permissable zinc loadings in three Texas rivers 
     calculated were from 183% to 700% greater than the loadings calculated     
     using the 7Q10 flow (Parkerton, T.F., Stewart, S.M., Dickson, K.L.,        
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     Rodgers, J.H.,Jr., and Saleh, F.Y., 1989, "Derivation of site-specific     
     water quality criteria for zinc: implications for waste load allocation,"  
     Res. Jour. WPCF, Vol. 61, Nos. 11/12, p. 1636).  As the TSD points out,    
     such differences are highly significant and must be considered when the    
     data are available to perform the analyses.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.315     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
     Accordingly, the final Guidance retains provisions for using a             
     steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of dynamic    
     modeling regardless whether the results are more or less restrictive than  
     would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See the discussion in  
     the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                                     
     For a discussion of pollutant degradation issues, see the SID at VIII.C.8. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.316
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is simply arbitrary for EPA to propose that a better, more scientific,  
     method for waste load allocation should only be used in the event that it  
     generates more restrictive limits than a simplistic, less accurate,        
     analysis.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Accordingly, CMA urges the EPA to eliminate the restrictions on the use of 
     dynamic modleling techniques from the final rule.  Instead, CMA recommends 
     that the final Guidance should be modified to encourage the use of the most
     sophisticated and reliable techniques available to perform TMDLs and waste 
     load allocations.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.316     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that more sophisticated techniques than      
     steady-state models will sometimes be necessary in developing TMDLs.       
     Accordingly, the final Guidance retains provisions for using a             
     steady-state, mass-balance approach, but also allows the use of dynamic    
     modeling regardless whether the results are more or less restrictive than  
     would be generated under steady-state assumptions.  See the discussion in  
     the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                                     
     For a discussion of pollutant degradation issues, see the SID at VIII.C.8. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.317
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR/SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because The TMDL Methodologies Cannot Effectively Deal With Situations     
     Where Background Concentrations Exceed A Water Quality Criterion, States   
     Will Be Forced To Use The Site-Specific Standards And Water Quality        
     Variance Procedures                                                        
                                                                                
     The TMDL process cannot deal with situations where background              
     concentrations exceed water quality criteria, since by definition, all     
     point sources would have to achieve zero discharge.  EPA suggests that use 
     of multi-source TMDLs or allowing attainment of the water quality standard 
     over a longer period of time are alternative approaches in this event.     
     Neither of these approaches will resolve this problem, however, if         
     atmospheric deposition, contaminated sediments, or natural sources are the 
     cause of the exceedance.  Because the frequency of these situations will   
     likely increase over time as improved analytical procedures are capable of 
     measuring lower and lower concentrations -- states will be forced          
     increasingly to use the variance and site-specific standards provisions in 
     the implementation procedures.  The "intake water credits" procedures      
     (Procedure 5.E., Appendix F) may also provide some relief if it is properly
     implemented.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.317     
     
     EPA disagrees with the statement that TMDL methodologies cannot effectively
     deal with situations where background concentrations exceed a water quality
     criterion.  TMDLs are specifically intended to address water quality       
     impairments, and the methodologies are designed to identify the significant
     sources of the pollutant in question, to establish load allocations or     
     wasteload allocations for those sources and to recommend controls necessary
     to achieve those allocations (and with them the water qulaity stnadard).   
     EPA also disagrees with the statement that point sources would be required 
     to achieve zero discharge pursuant to a TMDL developed for an impaired     
     water.  First, where appropriate, a TMDL consists of load allocations as   
     well as wasteload allocations, and general condition 3 in the final        
     Guidance describes the circumstances under which a point source WLA can    
     reflect anticipated decreases in loadings from nonpoint sources.  See the  
     SID at VIII.C.3.c.  In this way, a point source can obtain a WLA based on  
     the assumption, if reasonable, that water quality standards will be        
     attained by implementation of the TMDL; that WLA, in turn, can reflect a   
     mixing zone if authorized by State or Tribal water quality standards.      
     Second, EPA does not construe the CWA to require zero discharge for        
     pollutants for which background concentrations exceed the applicable water 
     quality criterion. Rather, EPA believes that States and Tribes can set such
     WQBELs at the level of the criteria even in the absence of a TMDL.  For    
     further discussion on this issue, see SID at VIII.E.2.h. and VIII.C.7.     
     With respect to the comment identifying problems associated with doing     
     TMDLs for waters impaired by atmospheric deposition, contaminated sediment 
     or natural sources, EPA refers the commenter to the discussions in the SID 
     pertaining to the phased approach to TMDL development.  See the SID at     
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     VIII.C.1.  EPA also refers the commenter to the SID at VIII.C.3.g for a    
     discussion of TMDL methodologies as they apply to sediments.  EPA believes 
     that the phased approach to TMDL development can be an alternative to the  
     use of variances and site- specific modifications in appropriate instances.
      See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.1 and VIII.C.7  For a discussion  
     of intake credit procedures and relief for point sources, see the SID at   
     VIII.E.3-7.                                                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.318
     Cross Ref 1: cc:VAR/SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA urges EPA to include in the TMDL methods (Procedures 3A and 3B) a      
     discussion of the role of water quality variances (Procedure 2),           
     site-specific criteria (Procedure 1), and intake water credits (Procedure  
     5) in the selection of waste load allocations for specific point sources   
     when background concentrations exceed a water quality standard.            
     Particularly, Procedures 3A and 3B should each have a discussion inserted  
     that describes where water quality variances, site-specific criteria, and  
     intake water credits should be considered in the TMDL process.             
                                                                                
     For example, when background pollutant concentrations exceed a numeric     
     criterion and the TMDL demonstrates that the criterion exceedance is       
     principally due to atmospheric depostion on the surface water and tributary
     watershed, a water body-wide variance and intake water credits are         
     appropriate for point source dischargers.  CMA recommends that the TMDL    
     developed for such water bodies should include these provisions and that   
     Procedures 3A and 3B should include a discussion on how this can be        
     accomplished.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.318     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.7. 
     See also the response to comment number P2656.317.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2656.319
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Definition Of Detection Level Proposed In Part 132.2.     
                                                                                
     EPA defines the detection level as the minimum concentration of an analyte 
     that can be measured and reported at a 99% confidence level that the       
     concentration is greater than zero (58 Fed. Reg. 21011).  This is the same 
     definition used for the method detection limit (MDL) at 40 CFR 136,        
     Appendix B.  In fact, the definition references the MDL methodology.       
                                                                                
     CMA supports the definition of the detection level using the MDL procedure.
     However, CMA questions why this is called the "detection level" rather than
     the method detection level.  The MDL is a widely-used regulatory definition
     that depends upon a specific set of procedures.  We are not aware of any   
     scientific or regulatory reason to redefine the MDL as a detection level in
     this regulation.  Indeed, doing so could cause confusion with other        
     reported detection levels, some of which refer only to an instrument       
     detection limit, and do not describe the sensitivity of the entire         
     analytical method.                                                         
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that EPA drop the term "detection level" from Part 132.2 and
     replace it with the term "method detection level".                         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.319     
     
     EPA agrees that the definition is more appropriate for the method detection
     level and has made the necessary modifications.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.320
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Design Flows Proposed For Application Of The Aquatic Life 
     Criteria And The Human Health Criteria                                     
                                                                                
     Procedures 3A.D.1. and 3B.D.1. (58 Fed. Reg. 21036,9) specify the following
     critical flows to be used for waste load allocations and TMDLs on          
     tributaries:                                                               
                                                                                
      a. human health criteria -- harmonic mean flow; and                       
      b. chronic aquatic life criteria -- 7-day 10-year low flow or 4-day 3-year
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         low flow.                                                              
                                                                                
     These critical stream flows are consistent with the flow bases recommended 
     in the TSD, and CMA believes that they are scientifically-supported.  Both 
     represent realistic exposure periods that are generally consistent with the
     assumptions used to develop the respective water quality criteria.         
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the proposed critical stream flows for human health and
     aquatic life criteria be retained in the final rule.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.320     
     
     EPA has retained these design flows in the final Guidance.  See the        
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v and vii.                             
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.321
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Critical Low Flow For The Wildlife Criteria Should Be Changed 
     To The Harmonic Mean Flow                                                  
                                                                                
     The proposed critical design flow for the application of wildlife criteria 
     to tributaries is the 30-day average flow with a 1 in 5 year return period 
     (30Q5) (Procedures 3A.D.1. and 3B.D.1., 58 Fed. Reg. 21036,9).  Unlike the 
     flows specified for the chronic aquatic life criteria and the human health 
     criteria, the 30Q5 bears little relationship to the assumptions used to    
     develop the wildlife criteria and is therefore not scientifically          
     supported.                                                                 
                                                                                
     All of the wildlife criteria EPA has proposed are based on bioaccumulation 
     of pollutants in aquatic life tissue and long-term exposure to sensitive   
     wildlife populations (58 Fed. Reg. 20877-885).  The equations that EPA used
     to develop the wildlife criteria are analogous to those used to develop the
     human health criteria and assume lifetime exposures.  In addition,         
     bioaccumulation is a long-term process and will not reach steady-state in a
     30-day period.  Therefore, there is absolutely no scientifica justification
     for using a short term low flow, the 30Q5, for implementing wildlife       
     criteria.  Indeed, even EPA recognizes the problems with the Steering      
     Committee's proposal, and discusses these problems in the preamble (58 Fed.
     Reg. 20933-4).                                                             
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the Guidance be modified to specify that the harmonic  
     mean stream flow, which is used for the human health criteria, be used to  
     implement the wildlife criteria.  CMA believes that the harmonic mean      
     stream flow is consistent with the long-term nature of bioaccumulation     
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     processes and with the exposure assumptions used to develop the wildlife   
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.321     
     
     EPA agrees that a 30-day averaging period is too short to represent        
     bioaccumulation of a pollutant in wildlife and is instead specifying the   
     use of a 90-day averaging perod when no data exist to suggest an           
     alternative.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.iv.              
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.322
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Use Of One-Half The Detection Limit For Measurements Reported As Not   
     Detected To Calculate Background Concentrations Is Statistically Unsound   
     For Many Data Sets                                                         
                                                                                
     For the determination of background concentrations of pollutants,          
     Procedures 3A.A.8.b. and 3B.A.8.b. specify that concentrations reported    
     below the detection limit will be used as one-half the detection limit for 
     calculation, unless all measurements are below the detection limit (58 Fed.
     Reg. 21035, 38).                                                           
                                                                                
     This approach is inappropriate because it results in unrealistically high  
     background concentrations for data sets with large number of values below  
     the detection limit and few values above the detection limit.  This problem
     is discussed in detail in NCASI Technical Bulletin No. 621 (Estimating the 
     Mean of Data Sets That Include Measurements Below the Limit of Detection,  
     December 1991, New York).                                                  
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that Procedures 3A.A.8.b. and 3B.A.8.b. be       
     modified to allow the use of appropriate statistical methods for censored  
     data sets when calculating background concentrations.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.322     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has revised the background calculation    
     provisions in the final Guidance to provide simply that commonly accepted  
     statistical techniques shall be used to evaluate data sets consisting of   
     values both above and below the detection level.  For a discussion of EPA's
     reasoning as well as guidance from EPA concerning the use of one-half the  
     detection level when calculating means or averages from data bases that    
     include non- detect values, see the SID at VIII.C.3.i(iii).                
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     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2656.323
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we suggest that the final Guidance cite examples of such      
     methods.  Among the methods are the ones found in Cohen, A.C., "On the     
     Solution of Estimating Equations for Truncated and Censored Samples from   
     Normal Populations," Biometrika, 44, 225, 1957).  These methods are        
     currently used for evaluating ground water monitoring data under the RCRA  
     hazardous waste regulations and are easily applied to water quality data.  
     Also, NCASI Technical Bulletin No. 621 presents several statistical methods
     that are appropriate for estimating the mean of data sets containing       
     measurements below the level of analytical detection.  Calculating averages
     using one-half of the detection limit for values reported as not detected  
     is simply unacceptable because it does not provide an unbiased estimate of 
     the mean.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.323     
     
     See response to comment number P2656.322.                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.324
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Recommends That A Specific Procedure Or Text On The Additivity Of Toxic
     Effects Should Not Be Included In The Final Rule                           
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comment on whether the Guidance should include a specific
     provision on how to evaluate and control the potential additivity of       
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     multiple toxic pollutants in a discharge or surface water (58 Fed. Reg.    
     20939).  The additivity concern relates primarily to toxic pollutants      
     regulated to protect human health and wildlife because, as EPA             
     acknowledges, the whole effluent toxicity (WET) test effectively protects  
     aquatic life from additive toxicity.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.324     
     
     EPA disagrees that a specific procedure on additivity should not be        
     included in the final Guidance.  The Critical Progams Act requires that EPA
     specify numerical limits on pollutants in ambient Great Lakes waters to    
     protect human health and provide guidance on minimum water quality         
     standards and implementation procedures.  EPA has interpreted this language
     as requiring a minimum level of protection for human health throughout the 
     entire Great Lakes System.  In light of the statutory requirements that the
     Great Lakes System be protective of human health, and the potential for    
     adverse effects from exposure to multiple carcinogens in mixtures, EPA     
     believes that measures must be taken to ensure that human health is        
     protected from the additive effects of carcinogens.                        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the WET provisions in appendix F, procedure 6 of the final 
     Guidance are a reasonable mechanism to account for additive effects to     
     aquatic life and, therefore, are retaining those provisions in appendix F. 
     Because the provisions for WET have been adequately incorporated in        
     Procedure 6, however, EPA has removed the references to WET testing from   
     the additivity provisions in Procedure 4 of the final Guidance.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.325
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Scientific Understanding Of Additivity Of Toxic Effects From Multiple  
     Pollutants Is Insufficiently Developed To Serve As The Basis For A Water   
     Quality Standards Policy                                                   
                                                                                
     CMA believes that there is too little scientific data to support any       
     general policy on additivity.  As discussed in the following comment, the  
     Science Advisory Board (SAB) has forcefully stated that additivity should  
     be considered only for pollutants that are demonstrated to have the same   
     toxicity mechanism of action and the same receptor organs.  As a result,   
     the SAB stated in its review of the Guidance procedures that additivity    
     should be considered only on a case-by-case basis:                         
                                                                                
     "Ideally multiple carcinogens should be considered on a case by case basis,
     because the assumption of additivity has both practical and scientific     
     shortcomings." (p.4, SAB)                                                  
                                                                                
     "The SAB recommends that the GLI consider the probability of interaction   
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     between carcinogens on a case by case basis.  These interactions must also 
     be taken into account within the context of their co-occurrence in fish    
     tissue rather than from simple projections of their concentrations based on
     occurrence in effluents.  The compounds might well take entirely separate  
     environmental pathways.  It would be unwise to project potential errors of 
     an interaction on top of errors in risk assessment and projections of      
     bioaccumulation." (p.40, SAB)                                              
                                                                                
     There are some pollutants for which such an analysis can be made.  However,
     for the majority of pollutants that will be regulated by this rule, there  
     is essentially no scientific basis for assuming that additivity of toxic   
     effects occurs.  In the absence of such data, any additivity policy would  
     be based on pure speculation.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.325     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects. See    
     response to comment D2656.032 for a discussion on the why there should be  
     an additivity provision.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.326
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA believes that concern over additivity must also consider the multiple  
     conservative assumptions that are used in developing the human health and  
     wildlife criteria and the effects of this conservatism on the actual       
     exposure to toxicants.  For example, although a 10(exp-5) risk level is    
     used to establish the human health criteria for suspected carcinogens, the 
     true risk to any specific individual may be several orders of magnitude    
     lower than 10(exp-5) because of other assumptions made in calculating the  
     criteria, such as the assumption that all fish consumed by that individual 
     are contaminated to the maximum acceptable tissue residue concentration,   
     and that the individual drinks 2 liters per day of water contaminated to   
     the maximum allowable concentration.                                       
                                                                                
     Furthermore, this consumption pattern is considered to continue for a      
     lifetime.  Assumptions such as this make the true risk to individuals from 
     exposure to a specific toxicant more on the order of 10(exp-7) to 10(exp-9)
     than 10(exp-5).  Thus the true risk of additivity of multiple pollutants,  
     if such a risk exists, is likely to be much lower than the 10(exp-5) risk  
     level used in the water quality criteria development.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.326     
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     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that there is some uncertainty in the risk estimates for  
     chemicals, but cannot concur with the statement that the true risk to      
     individuals from exposure to a specific toxicant is on the order of 10-7 to
     10-9 and that the true risk of additivity of multiple pollutants, if such a
     risk exists, is likely to be much lower that the 10-5 risk level used in   
     developing criteria.  This may be true for some individuals, but for many  
     individuals the risk could be higher than 10-5 depending on where they live
     and the type and quantity of fish consumed.  To ensure that the criteria   
     were not overly conservative EPA carefully evaluated each of the exposure  
     components used in the derivation of criteria and believe they are         
     reasonable.  In fact, several of the exposure parameters used in criteria  
     derivation are average values (mean fish consumption for sport anglers,    
     mean body weight, mean BAF values, mean lipid values).                     
                                                                                
     In regards to additivity, EPA believes an additivity assumption could      
     result in overestimates or underestimates of the actual risks from multiple
     pollutants if synergistic or antagonistic interactions occur.  Thus, EPA   
     maintains that the assumption of additivity is not overly conservative or a
     "worst-case" assumption, but a reasonable assumption when specific         
     information on pollutant interaction is not available.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.327
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance further assumes that for carcinogens with similar target      
     organs and mechanisms of action, risk becomes additive.  Thus, the risk    
     estimates derived from the cancer potency slopes, which are actually upper 
     bounds on the low dose risk slope, can be summed.  From a statistical point
     of view, adding upper bound cancer risks or cancer potency slopes is       
     incorrect.  CMA has commented in the past, that the only acceptable        
     combination of cancer potency units, assuming biological plausibility of   
     similar mechanisms, is to add the maximum likelihood estimates of the risk 
     and not the 95% upper confidence limits on risk.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.327     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
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     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.  See   
     response to comment P2629.089 for a discussion on using the upper bound    
     risk limits.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/ALT
     Comment ID: P2656.328
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There Is No Scientific Basis For Using The Hazard Index Approach           
                                                                                
     The scientific support for additivity of most noncarcinogenic chemicals is 
     nonexistent.  As a result, there are no useful additivity recommendations  
     that can be made for most such chemicals.  The hazard index (HI) approach  
     considered by EPA has no scientific support and cannot serve as the basis  
     for an additivity policy.                                                  
                                                                                
     Further support for the lack of scientific basis for additivity of non     
     carcinogens when using the Hazard Index comes from analysis of HIs lower   
     than one.  The HI is a basis for examining the increase in risk over a     
     threshold dose, the RfD, presented in a particular exposure scenario.  The 
     HI assumes the values less than one represent scenarios where the exposure 
     dose is below a threshold for toxic effect.  That is, risk is zero when the
     HI is less then one.  Thus it is inappropriate to sum HIs that are less    
     than one.  When calculating cumulative HIs, zero should be used for        
     chemicals that present an HI less than one.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.328     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity       
     provisions for noncarcinogens.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/ALT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPL
     Comment ID: P2656.329
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has proposed to use a safety factor approach for deriving HNVs for some
     class C carcinogens.  This approach would include an additionl 10x factor  
     to account for the carcinogenic activity of the chemical and is proposed to
     be protective of both carcinogenic activity of the chemical and is proposed
     to be protective of both carcinogenic and non carcinogenic effects.  CMA   
     believes that the application of an additional 10x factor is inappropriate 
     and would result in overly conservative Tier I and Tier II values.         
                                                                                
     We maintain that Group C carcinogens have only limited evidence for        
     carcinogenicity.  Since the data is limited, it cannot be assumed the      
     compound is in fact a human carcinogen and therefore, does not justify an  
     additional safety factor.  CMA recommends that this additional safety      
     factor of 10x be eliminated from the final rule.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.329     
     
     See responses to D3382.016 and P2718.130                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.330
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, CMA strongly recommends that the final rule not include a      
     provision which addresses the additivity of toxic pollutants unless such a 
     provision is based on sound science.  At this time, CMA suggests that such 
     a provision could only state that additivity should be considered if       
     pollutants are demonstrated, with scientific data, to have the same        
     mechanism of toxic action and attack the same receptor organs.             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.330     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.  See   
     response to comment P2656.032 for a discussion on why the final Guidance   
     includes an additivity provision.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.331
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Language On Additivity Should Not Be Added To The             
     Implementation Procedures                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA has suggested language on additivity of toxicity of multiple pollutants
     that could be added to implementation Procedure 4 of the rule (58 Fed. Reg.
     20943).  While certain aspects of the proposed text are acceptable because 
     they reflect current scientific knowledge, other portions have no          
     scientific foundation and are unacceptable.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.331     
     
     krg:ascii\P2656.331                                                        
     Please see the SID, especially Section VIII.D, for EPA's analysis of this  
     and related issues.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.332
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "The text" refers to proposed additivity language             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     The text accurately states that WET tests account for additive toxicity of 
     multiple chemicals to aquatic life.  As stated elsewhere in these comments,
     CMA supports the use of the WET test procedures to control both the        
     additivity of multiple substances and the toxicity of substances for which 
     there are no numeric aquatic life criteria.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.332     
     
     EPA agrees that the WET provisions in appendix F, procedure 6 of the final 
     Guidance are a reasonable mechanism to account for additive effects to     
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     aquatic life and, therefore, are retaining those provisions in appendix F. 
     Because the provisions for WET have been adequately incorporated in        
     Procedure 6, however, EPA has removed the references to WET testing from   
     the additivity provisions in Procedure 4 of the final Guidance.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2656.333
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposd rule states that, in assessing wildlife effects and human      
     health noncarcinogenic effects, the effects of individual pollutants shall 
     be considered additive for their pollutants for which toxicity equivalency 
     factors (TEF) exist.  CMA is not opposed to the use of TEFs to account for 
     additive toxicity of chemicals to wildlife and humans, provided that such  
     TEFs reliably reflect the additive toxicity of related chemicals.  This    
     means that the TEFs must reflect the relative toxicity of chemicals that   
     affect the same receptor organ and cause toxicity through the same         
     mechanisms.  TEFs must not be used for related chemicals that do not attack
     the same receptor organ and/or operate through a different toxic mechanism.
                                                                                
     At the present time, the only TEFs that have any scientific support are the
     TEFs for the noncancer effects on animals of PCDDs and PCDFs.  As stated   
     elsewhere in these comments, however, there are serious scientific         
     shortcomings even with these proposed TEFs.  CMA recommends that these     
     shortcomings be resolved before these TEFs can be used to establish        
     numberic water quality criteria and WQBELs.  Thus, the effects of          
     pollutants should not be considered additive when assessing wildlife and   
     noncancer human health effects.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.333     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See response 
     to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific support for the TEF
     approach.  See response to comment P2771.072 for a discussion on the       
     additive effects of the different dioxin congeners.  See response to       
     comment P2771.073 for a discussion on using the TEF approach for both      
     cancer and noncancer effects.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.334
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Additivity Procedures For Potential Carcinogens Are Not       
     Scientifically Sound                                                       
                                                                                
     The proposed additivity procedures for potential carcinogencs (58 Fed. Reg.
     20944) are even more troubling.  In particular, the proposed language      
     states that potential carcinogenic effects of multiple chemicals are       
     considered to be additive unless it is documented that they do not have    
     additive toxicity.  Indeed, it is the exact opposite of the SAB's          
     recommendation on additivity, which is that additivity should be considered
     only when it is demonstrated that the subject toxicants have the same      
     mechanisms of action and the same receptor organ.  EPA and the GLWQI       
     Steering Committee present no scientific data to support this proposed     
     requirement, because none exists.  CMA believes that this procedure alone  
     renders the proposed additivity language unacceptable.                     
                                                                                
     Therefore we strongly recommend that EPA revise the additivity language in 
     the Guidance and urge the EPA to properly address the recommendations of   
     the SAB.  Accordingly, CMA believes that this proposed additivity provision
     should not be included in the final rule.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.334     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.  See   
     response to comment P2656.032 for a discussion on why the final Guidance   
     includes an additivity provision.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.335
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Concept Of A Cap On The Total Aggregate Risk Level Associated With     
     Multiple Potential Carcinogens In Ambient Waters Is Of More Theoretical    
     Interest Than It Is Of Practical Value                                     
                                                                                
     EPA has requested comment on whether it should establish a ceiling on the  
     total aggregate risk level associated with mixtures of potentially         
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     carcinogenic chemicals in ambient waters (58 Fed. Reg. 20940).  Such a cap 
     on risk would have to account for the different pathways and receptor      
     organs for different chemicals, and could not assume simple additivity as  
     EPA has proposed in the preamble.  For example, the risk associated with a 
     chemical that may cause stomach cancer if ingested cannot be added to the  
     risk presented by another chemical that may cause liver cancer.  The risk  
     due to each compound is independent of the other.  Therefore, if both      
     compounds were present in the ambient water at concentrations representing 
     a 10(exp-5) risk level for each, an exposed individual would have a        
     10(exp-5) risk of contracting stomach cancer and a 10(exp-5) risk of       
     contracting liver cancer, but the aggregate risk of contracting cancer     
     would not be 2 x 10(exp-5).                                                
                                                                                
     Calculation of a risk ceiling would largely be an academic exercise in     
     almost every instance in any event.  This is because of the extremely low  
     Tier I criteria and Tier II values and because both the ambient            
     concentrations of the pollutants of concern and WQBELs will be far below   
     analytically detectable levels.  Accordingly, there is simply no way to    
     determine if multiple potential carcinogencs are present in ambient surface
     waters with present analytical capabilities, and no way to determine       
     whether pollutants being discharged are in fact below WQBELs, even if such 
     WQBELs are established using mixing zones and allowing dilution.           
                                                                                
     Thus, from a practical standpoint, CMA recommends that if the WQBELs for   
     two potential carcinogens are well below detection levels assuming they are
     not additive, then lowering these WQBELs further by assuming additivity has
     no practical value and should not be adopted in the final rule.            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.335     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.336
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, notwithstanding our comments an aggregate risk level ceiling for       
     potential carcinogencs is selected, there is a strong argument for choosing
     a risk level that is greater than 10(exp-5).  As discussed earlier in these
     comments, the multiple conservative assumptions EPA used to calculate human
     health criteria for carcinogens result in actual risk levels that are      
     likely to be 10 to 1000 times lower than the risk level actually used in   
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     the equations to calculate the criteria.                                   
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA strongly recommends that if an aggregate risk level ceiling 
     is established for multiple potential carcinogencs, then that ceiling      
     should be set at a risk level no greater than 10(exp-4).                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.336     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2656.337
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed TEFs for PCDDs and PCDFs To Protect Humans Against            
     Carcinogenicity Are Scientifically Unsupported Since They Are Based On     
     Noncancer Effects                                                          
                                                                                
     The procedure also proposes that TEFs for PCDDs and PCDFs be used to       
     protect humans against carcinogenicity of these compounds.  This is also   
     scientifically unsupported, because the TEFs proposed by EPA are based on  
     noncancer effects.  There is no scientific support for using TEFs based on 
     noncancer health effects to regulate all PCDD and PCDF congeners simply    
     because on congener, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, is a potential carcinogen.              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.337     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See response 
     to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific support for the TEF
     approach.  See response to comment P2771.072 for a discussion on the       
     additive effects of the different dioxin congeners.  See response to       
     comment P2771.073 for a discussion on using the TEF approach for both      
     cancer and noncancer effects.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2656.338
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed elsewhere in these comments, the multiple conservative        
     assumptions that EPA used to calculate human health criteria for           
     carcinogens result in actual risk levels that are far below the risk level 
     EPA used to derive the criteria.  This inherent conservatism in the        
     criteria is another reason why potential carcinogens should be regulated   
     independently and additivity should not be assumed.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.338     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2656.339
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Use Of TEFs To Determine Compliance With Wildlife Or Human Health      
     Criteria Is Not Scientifically Support And Should Not Be Adopted In The    
     Final Guidance                                                             
                                                                                
     The Guidance proposes the use of TEFs to determine compliance with wildlife
     critiera for polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs) and polychlorinated 
     dibenzofurans (PCDFs) (58 Fed. Reg. 20941,2).  EPA also requests comments  
     on whether TEFs should be used to regulate polychlorinated biphenyls       
     (PCBs)(58 Fed. Reg. 20942).  The TEF approach was developed for risk       
     assessment and is described in Interim Procedures for Estimating Risks     
     Associated with Exposures to Mixtures of Chlorinated Dibenzo-p-dioxins and 
     -Dibenzofurans (CDDs and CDFs) and 1989 Update (EPA/625/3-89/016, March    
     1989).                                                                     
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     A TEF approach is proposed in order to correlate the toxicity of           
     structurally-related PCDDs and PCDFs to the toxicity of                    
     2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD), and to base the wildlife water 
     quality standard for all of these substances on a risk-based analysis of   
     TCDD exposure.  This approach implicitly assumes that all PCDDs and PCDFs  
     have the same toxicological pathways, endpoints, and bioaccumulation       
     characteristics as TCDD.  No data support this assumption, however.        
                                                                                
     As a result, CMA maintains that the use of the 2,3,7,8-TCDD water quality  
     criterion to regulate structurally-related PCDDs and PCDFs that may have   
     reproductive or other noncarcinogenic effects is not scientifically        
     supported and is therefore inappropriate.                                  
                                                                                
     The principal scientific deficiencies in using a single-number water       
     quality standard for all 2,3,7,8-substituted PCDDs/PCDFs, using TEFs, are  
     as follows:                                                                
                                                                                
     reproductive and noncarcinogenic effects of PCDDs and PCDFs are assumed to 
     be additive, when in fact there is scientific evidence that the different  
     cogeners operate through different biochemical pathways and additive       
     effects would not occur in such cases; and                                 
                                                                                
     for all PCDDs and PCDFs except TCDD, the TEFs are based on limited in vivo 
     (animal tests) and in vitro tests (not animal tests) whose relationship to 
     the chronic effects of concern is assumed, based on chemical structure     
     similarities to TCDD.                                                      
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that this approach, the use of 2,3,7,8-TCDD water quality   
     criterion to regulate structurally-related PCDDs and PCDFs that may have   
     reproductive or other noncarcinogenic effects, should not be included in   
     the final Guidance since available scientific evidence does not strongly   
     support any of the assumptions underlying the use of TEFs to regulate the  
     PCDDs/PCDFs.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.339     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.072 for a discussion on the additive effects 
     of the different dioxin congeners.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that there is no scientific support for the assumptions 
     underlying the use of the TEF approach.  EPA agrees that there is debate in
     the scientific community regarding the validity of the use of TEFs for     
     dioxins and recognizes that the majority of tests used to determine the    
     TEFs were in vitro tests and that the relationship to the chronic effects  
     of concern is largely presumptive.  EPA welcomes the debate in the         
     scientific community and encourages discussion on other possible approaches
     to regulate the various dioxin congeners.  The 1989 Risk Assessment Forum  
     document states very clearly that there was some disagreement on the TEF   
     approach.  EPA believes this is a part of the scientific process and there 
     will always be some scientists or organizations that disagree on a         
     particular issue.  However, while there continues to be debate on the      
     validity of the approach, the fact remains that the TEFs concept has been  
     widely accepted and used by the scientific and regulatory communities in   
     many parts of the world.  As discussed in the 1989 Risk Assessment Forum   
     document, a consensus of the countries that form the North Atlantic Treaty 
     Organization on a set of TEFs was reached in the late 1980s.  All of the   
     members of the NATO group have endorsed the TEF approach as a feasible     
     procedure for addressing a difficult environmental health problem.  The    
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     international TEFS were adopted by EPA in 1989 and are used in various     
     regulatory programs throughout the country and in the final Guidance.  All 
     of the scientists from the respective countries were well aware of the     
     limitations of the TEF approach, including the fact that the majority of   
     tests used to determine the TEFs were in vitro tests.  It is also important
     to note that TEFs were developed for only 17 of the possible 210 dioxins   
     and furans.  Thus, EPA along with the various international organizations  
     who developed the TEF approach attempted to limit the TEF approach to those
     congeners that truly presented the most potential risk to humans.          
                                                                                
     Finally, as discussed in the 1989 Risk Assessment Forum document, a special
     Subcommittee of the SAB concurred with EPA's view that the TEF method is a 
     reasonable interim approach to assessing the health risks associated with  
     exposure to mixtures of CDDs and CDFs for risk management purposes.  SAB   
     also indicated that the TEF approach should be limited to those situations 
     where the components of the mixture are known, where the composition of the
     mixture is not expected to vary much with time, and where the              
     extrapolations are consistent with existing animal data.  EPA believes the 
     approach selected in the final Guidance is consistent with these           
     recommendations.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2656.340
     Cross Ref 1: see also CMA comment 340
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TEF Approach Should Not Be Used For PCB Criteria                       
                                                                                
     EPA has also suggestd that it might use the same approach (as above) for   
     PCB criteria.  However, the same concerns prevail, and the procedure should
     not be used.  The TEF procedure is intended for hazard and risk assessment,
     and it is valid for this purpose (Safe, S., 1990, "Polychlorinated         
     Biphenyls (PCBs), Dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs), Dibenzofurans (PCDFs), and    
     Related Compounds: Environmental and Mechanistic Considerations Which      
     Support the Development of of Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEF)," Critical   
     Reviews in Toxicology, 21, 1, 51-88).                                      
                                                                                
     In the risk assessment context, the uncertainty in the TEF values is       
     acceptable in relation to the other assumptions required in those          
     evaluations.  However, CMA maintains that this uncertainty makes the TEF   
     procedure unacceptable for establishing numerical water quality standards  
     and should not be utilized in the final rule.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.340     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs.                         
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     EPA believes the TEF procedure is scientifically sound.  While EPA         
     recognizes the uncertainties in the TEF approach, EPA believes the approach
     provides a useful and valid tool for accounting for the effects of the 17  
     2,3,7,8-substituted dioxin/furan congeners.  The TEF approach is limited to
     these 17 dioxin/furan congeners because as stated in the 1989 Risk         
     Assessment Forum document, it is the 2378-substituted congeners that seem  
     to pose the greatest long-term potential, since the non-2378-substituted   
     congeners appear to be either not absorbed or quickly eliminated by        
     biological systems. Therefore, in the interest of keeping the TEF system as
     simple as possible, attention is focused exclusively on 2378-substituted   
     congeners in the I-TEF/89 scheme.                                          
                                                                                
     The TEF procedure establishes a toxicity equivalency concentration that is 
     then used in establishing wasteload allocations.  The procedure to develop 
     a toxicity equivalent concentration using the TEFs estimates the hazard or 
     risk that is presented by a chemical mixture from these 17 dioxin/furan    
     congeners.  This toxicity equivalent concentration is then used to         
     determine whether there is reasonable potential to exceed the WQBEL for    
     2,3,7,8-TCDD and also in determining the wasteload allocation for          
     2,3,7,8-TCDD and finally in establishing permit limits.  Thus, the         
     assessment of the potential risk from the different dioxin/furan congeners 
     is an important and integral part of the process for establishing water    
     quality effluent limits, but is not the sole determinate in setting these  
     standards.  In EPAs judgement, the uncertainty associated with the TEFs    
     does not preclude their use as one component in the process for developing 
     limits to implement WQS.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2656.341
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instead Of The TEF Approach CMA Recommends That EPA Adopt A Reference      
     Dose/Safety Factor Approach                                                
                                                                                
     Rather than rely on the TEF approach, CMA recommends that EPA adopt        
     scientifically supported individual water quality standards, using a       
     reference dose/safety factor approach, for each PCDD and PCDF congener that
     it intends to regulate.  In cases where multiple congeners impact a single 
     endpoint, such as reproduction, the standards should consider whether the  
     congeners operate through the same biochemical mechanism.  If they do, an  
     additive standard is appropriate; if they do not, then the standards should
     not be applied as additive.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.341     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See response 
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     to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific support for the TEF
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that it would be appropriate to develop individual water quality
     WQBELs for each of the congeners.  However, the data to derive criteria for
     each of the individual congeners is limited. Because of the limited data   
     and growing concern with the potentially adverse effects from other dioxin 
     related compounds, EPA in collaboration with experts from throughout the   
     world developed TEFs for numerous dioxin congeners.  The purpose of this   
     effort was to enable assessment of these compounds without having to       
     conducted expensive and time-consuming tests to develop the data necessary 
     to derive individual criteria.  EPA believes the data supporting the TEFs  
     are sound. The data are summarized in a monograph of EPA's Risk Assessment 
     Forum entitled "Interim Procedures for Estimating Risks Associated with    
     Exposures to Mixtures of Chlorinated Dibenzo-p-Dioxins and -Dibenzofurans  
     and 1989 Update"(USEPA, 1989), which is available in the public docket for 
     this rulemaking.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2656.342
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Proposed Use Of Bioaccumulation Equivalency Factors To    
     Adjust The TEFs For The PCDD/PCDF Congeners And Recommends That It Be      
     Adopted If TEF-Based Criteria Are Adopted                                  
                                                                                
     A major deficiency in the use of TEFs for the PCDD/PCDF congeners (and the 
     PCB congeners) is the assumption that all congeners bioaccumulate to the   
     same extent.  CMA agrees with the proposed methodology to account for the  
     congener-specific BAFs of PCDD/PCDF congeners.                             
                                                                                
     It is well-documented that the BAFs of many of the highly chlorinated      
     congeners are very much lower than the BAFs of the tetra-chlorinated       
     PCDD/PCDF congeners.  The bioconcentration/bioaccumulation factors         
     (BCF/BAF) used to compute the water quality standards for individual       
     PCDD/PCDF congeners should therefore be separately calculated, based on the
     known properties of these substances.                                      
                                                                                
     For example, 2,3,7,8-tetrachloro dibenzofuran (TCDF) has only 22 percent of
     the bioavailability of TCDD, which means that the BCF/BAF for TCDF should  
     be 22 percent of that for TCDD (Chem Risk(supTM), 1991, Comments on the    
     Dioxin/Furan Water Quality Standard Proposed by the Texas Water Commission,
     prepared for the Texas Forestry Association, as adapted from Kuehl, D.W.,  
     P.M. Cook, A.R. Batterman, D. Lothenbach and Butterworth, B.C., 1987,      
     "Bioavailability of polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans    
     from contaminated Wisconsin River sediments to carp," Chemosphere, 16, 4,  
     667-678 and Goeden, H.M. and Smith A.H., 1989, "Estimation of human        
     exposure from fish contaminated with dioxins and furans emitted by a       
     resource-recovery facility, Risk Aanlysis, 9, 3, 377-383)).  The relative  
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     bioavailability of the hepta-and octachlorinated CDDs (OCDD) compared to   
     that of TCDD is only 2% and 0.2%, respectively.                            
                                                                                
     CMA believes that EPA's proposed bioaccumulation equivalency factors (BEFs)
     (Table VIII.D-3, 58 Fed. Reg. 20943) correctly reflect these difference, as
     discussed above.  Therefore, we support the use of BEFs to adjust the TEFs 
     for the PCDD/PCDF congeners                                                
                                                                                
     If TEF-based criteria are adopted in the final rule, CMA recommends that   
     this scientifically sound approach (BEFs) be used to adjust the TEFs.      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.342     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that variations exist in the BAFs for dioxin and related        
     congeners and has therefore included BEFs for these pollutants in the final
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2656.343
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Proposed Approach For Determining Reasonable Potential To Exceed A     
     Water Quality Standard Due To Intake Water Pollutants Is So Restrictive As 
     To Render It Useless                                                       
                                                                                
     CMA strongly supports EPA's attempts to address the problem of intake water
     pollutants in the proposed rule (Procedure 5.E., Appendix F).  Because of  
     the stringency of the standards for many pollutants, and the fact that many
     of these pollutants may be ubiquitous in the waters of the Great Lakes and 
     tributaries as a result of natural conditions or nonpoint sources, CMA     
     believes that it is mandatory that EPA consider the special situation where
     the intake water used by a municipality or industry contains significant   
     amounts of a pollutant.                                                    
                                                                                
     However, we maintain that some of the restrictions on the consideration of 
     intake water pollutants in Procedure 5.E. are so restrictive that the      
     procedures will be of little use.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.343     
     
     As discussed in the response to comment P2574.002, EPA carefully considered
     the situation faced by point source dischargers in the Great Lakes system, 
     as well as the numerous public comments, in developing the intake polluant 
     procedures for the final Guidance.  As explained in detail in the SID at   
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     Section VIII.E.4-7, EPA made a number of significant changes to the        
     proposal to make consideration of intake pollutants in water quality-based 
     permitting more available.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2656.344
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We Urge The EPA To Modify The Procedures Used To Evaluate Intake Waters So 
     That They Focus On No Reasonable Potential                                 
                                                                                
     We urge the EPA to modify the procedures used to evaluate intake waters so 
     that they focus on the definition of Procedure 5 -- no reasonable potential
     to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.       
     WQBELs should not be established for effluents that are simply passing     
     pollutants from intake water to discharge.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.344     
     
     This comment also appears in comment P2656.033 and is addressed in the     
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2656.345
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Strict Interpretation Of The Requirement That A Facility Not Contribute    
     "Any" Of A Pollutant To The Discharge is Inconsistent With The Definition  
     Of A "Reasonable" Potential To Cause Or Contribute To The Exceedance Of A  
     Standard                                                                   
                                                                                
     Procedure 5.E.1.b. requires that, in order for the regulatory agency to    
     consider the effect of intake water pollutants, "The facility does not     
     contribute any additional mass of the identified intake water pollutant to 
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     its wastewater (58 Fed. Reg. 21042)."                                      
                                                                                
     CMA notes that if this proposed provision is strictly interpreted, it would
     not allow a determination of no reasonable potential to exceed a standard  
     for corrosion products from the piping and pumps in the discharger's water 
     distribution system.  These corrosion products, which could include        
     regulated pollutants such as copper, chromium, nickel, lead, and zinc, will
     be essentially undetectable and should not be the basis for denying        
     consideration of intake water pollutants.  Yet, it appears from the        
     preamble discussion at 58 Fed. Reg. 20959 that such a strict interpretation
     is exactly what the Agency intends.                                        
                                                                                
     This restriction presents a major problem for manufacturing facilities and 
     utilities that use once-through non-contact cooling water and recirculating
     non-contact cooling water.  For example, chemical plants and steam electric
     generating stations often use large quantities of once-through cooling     
     water.  The only pollutants added to the once-through cooling water in     
     measurable amounts are heat and biocides such as chlorine, the latter on an
     intermittent basis.  However, a strict interpretation of Procedure 5.E.1.b.
     would require that if the intake water exceeds a water quality criterion   
     for a pollutant that is also a corrosion product, the chemical plant or    
     generating station, which adds no analytically measurable amount of the    
     substance, would have to achieve the water quality criterion in the        
     discharge.  This means that no mixing zone would be possible, since the    
     background water that provides dilution in the mixing zone would already   
     exceed the criterion.                                                      
                                                                                
     This scenario places a chemical plant or electric power generating station 
     in an untenable position, since the discharge flow rates of such cooling   
     water are in the tens to hundreds of millions of gallons per day (MGD) and 
     often the substance of concern will be present in the intake water at      
     concentrations well below the concentrations that can be achieved by       
     available treatment technologies.  Indeed, any industrial facility that    
     uses once-through cooling water is faced with this potential problem.      
     Furthermore, regulation of the once-through cooling water does not address 
     the root causes of the exceedance of the criterion -- the sources of the   
     substance.                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.345     
     
     This comment raises the same basic issue as that in P2588.075 and is       
     addressed in the response to that comment.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2656.346
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Strict Adherence To The "Any Addition" Requirement Has Potentially Enormous
     Economic Consequences                                                      
                                                                                
     Since there is no cost-effective treatment available for once-through      
     cooling waters containing very low concentrations (low ug/L amounts) of    
     corrosion products, for example, the only alternative available to such    
     dischargers would be to replace the once-through cooling water system with 
     an air cooling or recirculating cooling water system.  Such changes would  
     cost steam electric utilities hundreds of millions of dollars.             
                                                                                
     The Utility Water Act Group (UWAG) had a study performed to estimate the   
     cost of removing intake water pollutants from once-through cooling water to
     comply with Guidance criteria for metals (CH2M-Hill, 1992, Removal of      
     Intake Pollutants by Electric Utilities: An Economic and Technological     
     Feasibility Analysis, Reston, Virginia).  This study estimated that the    
     capital costs of compliance for a 600 MW steam electric generating station 
     currently using once-through cooling water would range from $195 million to
     $517 million.  Annual O&M costs were estimated to be between $13.6 million 
     and $31.2 million.  In addition, the least costly alternative would use    
     47.3 MW (about 8%) of the plants generating capacity.  Chemical plants,    
     which use somewhat smaller volumes of once-through cooling water, would be 
     faced with costs in the tens of millions of dollars.  Moreover, such       
     expenditures would be required even though the improvement in water quality
     would be immeasurable.  This approach simply makes no sense,               
     environmentally or economically.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.346     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2656.347
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accordingly, EPA should revise this provision to address the reasonable    
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a standard.  CMA      
     recommends that a determination of reasonable potential should allow for de
     minimis additions of pollutants that result in no significant increase in  
     the intake water concentration of the pollutants.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.347     
     
     The SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i explains why EPA declines to adopt a       
     deminimis exemption.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2656.348
     Cross Ref 1: see Attachment B, CMA comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Urges The Agency To Adopt The Statistical Approach CMA Has Developed   
     For Determining When There Is No Significant Addition Of A Pollutant To An 
     Intake Water                                                               
                                                                                
     EPA specifies a statistical approach to allow demonstration that there is  
     no reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water 
     quality standard.                                                          
                                                                                
     CMA has developed a statistical approach, which has been previously        
     submitted to EPA's Office of Science and Technology, for determining when  
     there is no significant addition of a pollutant to an intake water.  This  
     approach is included as Attachment B to these comments, and is submitted in
     response to EPA's request for statistical methods to make this             
     determination (58 Fed. Reg. 20959).  This statistical procedure is         
     applicable to all types of discharges where intake water is a potentially  
     significant source of the pollutants of concern in the discharge --        
     once-through cooling waters, recirculating cooling water system blowdowns, 
     process water, and municipal sewage for example.                           
                                                                                
     CMA urges the EPA to adopt CMA's statistical approach in the final rule.   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.348     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment #P2656.034 and is addressed
     in the response to that comment.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2656.349
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring A Facility To Demonstrate That It Does Not Alter An Intake Water 
     Pollutant In A Way That Would Cause Adverse Water Quality Impact May Be    
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     Difficult To Implement                                                     
                                                                                
     Procedure 5.E.1.c. (58 Fed. Reg. 21042) requires that the intake water used
     at a facility is not altered in manner that causes greater adverse impacts 
     on the receiving water than would occur had the intake water not been used.
     This provision indicates that EPA is concerned that the bioavailability of 
     certain pollutants may be altered by their use in a facility or community. 
     While CMA commends the agency for recognizing the importance of            
     bioavailability, CMA notes that the bioavailability of any pollutant is not
     considered elsewhere in the Guidance.  In fact, the SAB recommended that   
     EPA consider the biologically active form of pollutants in the development 
     of the criteria (p. 3, SAB).                                               
                                                                                
     Determining the effect of water use on the bioavailability of an intake    
     water pollutant will likely be difficult if not impossible at the trace    
     contaminant concentrations that will typically be involved. For metals, if 
     the aquatic life criteria were based on the dissolved phase, for example,  
     then demonstration of phase changes between the intake and the effluent    
     might be possible if the metals concentrations were not too close to the   
     detection limit.  For most pollutants, however, CMA is not aware of any    
     direct way to demonstrate bioavailability.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.349     
     
     With respect to the requirement concerning chemical or physical alterations
     of the pollutant, see response to comment #P2588.076.                      
                                                                                
     The final Guidance considers the bioavailability of a pollutant in three   
     areas.  First, the final Guidance expresses the metals criteria as         
     dissolved in recognition that the dissolved fraction of the metal is the   
     fraction that best approximates the bioavailable fraction of the metal in  
     the water column.  See discussion in the SID at Section III.B.6.   Second, 
     the BAFs for organic chemicals are derived based on the freely dissolved   
     fraction of the chemical. Finally, when estimating the dioxin toxicity     
     equivalency concentration pursuant to procedure 4.C of appendix F, the     
     relative bioaccumulation and bioavailability of the dioxin and furan       
     congeners are considered by use of the bioaccumulation equivalency factors.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2656.350
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The water-effects ratio approach, using whole effluent toxicity testing,   
     may be an indirect approach to assess changes in toxicity.  Comparison of  
     the water-effects ratio in the intake water and the effluent will give some
     measure of any changes in the bioavailability of all toxic pollutants      
     present in the surface water.  It will not, however, provide information on
     specific pollutants.                                                       
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     In order to properly address the situation where a facility will alter the 
     ratio of bioavailable and non-bioavailable forms of a pollutant, CMA       
     recommends the following: (1) the standards should be modified to base them
     on the bioavailable form for all substances where bioavailability is       
     important; or (2) the regulations should allow the discharger to evaluate  
     the reasonableness of the concern using a procedure such as WET testing.   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.350     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vii., the final Guidance     
     leaves the appropriate means for determining whether a chemical or physical
     alteration has occurred to the discretion of the permitting authority.     
     Flexibility is important because a single approach may not work for all    
     situations.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2656.351
     Cross Ref 1: see Attachment B, CMA comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On Balance, CMA Recommends Adoption Of Option 3c Since this Approach       
     Clearly Meets the "No Reasonable Potential To Cause Or Contribute"         
     Objective                                                                  
                                                                                
     The preamble presents four options, with suboptions, for dealing with the  
     intake pollutants issue (58 Fed. Reg. 20960-6).  Option 3c would allow a   
     facility to discharge an effluent containing, at a maximum, the same       
     concentration of the pollutant that would be measured in the receiving     
     water (58 Fed. Reg. 20964).  This Option is not restricted to situations   
     where 100% of the water containing the pollutant is taken from and returned
     to the same water body.  If the discharger's treatment system is capable of
     removing some of the pollutant in the intake water, then the allowable     
     concentration would be reduced accordingly.                                
                                                                                
     CMA supports the adoption of Option 3c to address the issue of elevated    
     background concentrations of regulated pollutants in intake water.  The CMA
     statistical methodology in Attachment B to these comments is specifically  
     designed to demonstrate compliance with this type of approach.             
     
     
     Response to: P2656.351     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment P2606.082 and is addressed 
     in response to that comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2656.352
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 4, As Originally Proposed By The Steering Committee, Is An          
     Acceptable Option For Dealing With Intake Water Pollutants                 
                                                                                
     In the Guidance, EPA presents the complete text of the Steering Committee's
     recommendation for addressing background concentrations and intake water   
     pollutants (58 Fed. Reg. 20965).  CMA notes that this provision is         
     identical to a similar provision in Wisconsin's approved water quality     
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA did not, however, propose the Steering Committee's recommended         
     language.  Instead, it modified the language to prohibit consideration of  
     any relief unless 100% of the intake water is withdrawn from the receiving 
     water.  In addition, EPA added the "any addition" language of Procedure    
     5.E.1.b. EPA offers no compelling scientific reasons for rejecting the     
     Steering Committee's approach.                                             
                                                                                
     CMA supports Option 4 as proposed by the Steering Committee, as an         
     acceptable basis for addressing high background concentrations in the      
     receiving water.  This Option will ensure that a discharge will not cause  
     or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.352     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment P2574.083 and is addressed 
     in the response to that comment. EPA believes that the intake pollutant    
     procedures in the final Guidance are scientifically and legally justified  
     for the reasons stated the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2656.353
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Alternatives To Procedure 5.E. To Deal With The Intake Water         
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     Pollutants Would Be Resource-Consuming For Both The Permittee And          
     Regulatory Agency, And Would Not Be Practical For Most Dischargers         
                                                                                
     Although the preamble asserts that alternatives to "intake credits"        
     currently exist, the examples cited in the Guidance are unconvincing and   
     appear to be presented in large part to provide justification for          
     eliminating the intake pollutants provisions from the rule.                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.353     
     
     This comment raises essentially the same concern as that in comment        
     P2588.072 and is addressed in the response to that comment.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2656.354
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Some Situations, A Phased TMDL Will Have No Value                       
                                                                                
     A phased TMDL is suggested as an existing altnerative for addressing       
     mercury as an intake water pollutant (58 Fed. Ref. 20954).  The EPA example
     is unrealistic, however.  It assmes that mercury concentrations are due to 
     sediment accumulations and ignores data indicating that mercury            
     concentrations in precipitation exceed criteria (see earlier comment),     
     which if true, means that the background would exceed allowable permit     
     limits for the foreseeable future.  Also, at the proposed wildlife         
     criterion for mercury, naturally-occurring mercury may cause exceedance of 
     the criterion.  Therefore, phasing a TMDL would have no value at all in    
     such situations.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.354     
     
     See response to comment P2576.145 for a discussion on the naturally        
     occurring background levels for mercury.  EPA disagrees that a phased      
     approach to TMDL development has no utility where atmospheric deposition is
     a significant source of the pollutant loadings.  See the SID at VIII.C.1   
     for a guidance on the use of a phased approach to TMDLs in these           
     circumstances.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/MODS
     Comment ID: P2656.355
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 8944



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modifications To Designated Uses Will Have Little Impact On Discharge      
     Requirements                                                               
                                                                                
     Another alternative, modifications to designated uses, will have little    
     impact on discharge requirements even if obtained, because as the preamble 
     states (58 Fed. Reg. 20955), "Modifications of designated uses for aquatic 
     life and wildlife protection would have little impact...because the        
     criteria set forth in Tables 1, 2, and 4, and the criteria and values      
     developed pursuant to methodologies referenced in Section 132.4 apply to   
     waters of the Great Lakes Basin regardless of designated use."             
                                                                                
     The preamble discusses changing a designated use from drinking water to    
     non-drinking water, as a way to provide relief from certain human health   
     criteria.  However, all open waters of the Great Lakes are designated by   
     the Guidance as drinking water sources and this cannot be changed by the   
     states.  Therefore, criteria could be changed by changing the use          
     designation only for tributaries and inland lakes.  The net change for     
     dischargers to these waters would, in most cases, be very modest and would 
     probably not solve the problem of intake water pollutants.  This is        
     especially true for BCCs, for which the drinking water component is        
     insignificant compared to the exposure assumed from fish consumption.      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.355     
     
     EPA agrees that modifications to designated uses may provide only limited  
     relief in the Great Lakes System, for reasons discussed in the preamble to 
     the proposal (58 FR 20955).  For example, use modifications for aquatic    
     life and wildlife protection would have no impact under the Guidance       
     because the criteria and values developed consistent with the Guidance     
     generally apply to waters of the Great Lakes System regardless of          
     designated uses.                                                           
                                                                                
     The intake credit and variance provisions of the final Guidance may provide
     relief in situations like those described in the comment.  See section     
     VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/MODS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/SS
     Comment ID: P2656.356
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Site-Specific Modification Of Water Quality Standards Will Be Of Limited   
     Value And Is Not A Practical Approach                                      
                                                                                
     Site specific modifications of water quality standards also are not a      
     practical approach to account for background concentrations of pollutants  
     (58 Fed. Reg. 20955).  The conditions for site-specific modifications to   
     aquatic life criteria in Procedure 1.A.1. of Appendix F (58 Fed. Reg.      
     21034) do not include elevated background concentrations of a regulated    
     pollutant.  Also, since the proposed site-specific standards provisions do 
     not allow any relaxation of wildlife or human health criteria, this        
     approach is of no value whatsoever when high background concentrations     
     affect implementation of these criteria.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.356     
     
     The issues raised by this comment are essentially the same as those in     
     P2588.272 and are addressed in the response to that comment.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/SS            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2656.357
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, CMA asserts that none of EPA's proposed alternatives to "intake
     credits" are acceptable.  There is no viable alternative to addressing     
     intake water pollutants with a no significant addition approach, other than
     granting a continuing water quality variance.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.357     
     
     EPA disagrees with the conclusion stated in this comment, as explained in  
     detail through the discussion of the intake polluant procedures in the     
     final Guidance in the SID at Section VIII.E.4-7.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/VARI
     Comment ID: P2656.358
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances From The Water Quality Criteria Could Be A Usable Alternative To 
     The "No Reasonable Potential" Approach                                     
                                                                                
     EPA cites as another alternative to the "no reasonable potential" approach 
     that a variance be allowed when compliance with a water quality standard   
     would cause a substantial and widespread adverse social and economic       
     impact.  The example EPA describes (58 Fed. Reg. 20955) of such a variance 
     is for a utility with high copper concentrations in its cooling water as a 
     result of high intake concentrations and system corrosion.                 
                                                                                
     While this variance has potential for addressing the problem of intake     
     pollutants, the availability of this variance should cover all other       
     dischargers with an analogous situation (i.e., addition of a small amount  
     of a pollutant to intake water which exceeds the Guidance criteria).       
     Demonstration of widespread social and economic impact should not be       
     dependent on being a regulated utility with a captive market.              
     Alternatively, these situations should be handled by a variance for an     
     entire watershed rather than for individual discharges.  Another, narrower 
     interpretation, could be a watershed variance for all discharges that add  
     copper to once-through cooling water as a result of corrosion.             
                                                                                
     In addition, the preamble (58 Fed. Reg. 20955) suggests that a regional    
     public water supply with an intake water that contains a ubiquitous        
     pollutant which is found in almost all water bodies in a watershed at about
     the same concentration due to non-point source contributions may be an     
     appropriate situation for a variance under existing procedures.  If such a 
     variance is available at all, it should be available to all similarly      
     affected dischargers.  While the variance discussion in the preamble       
     appears confused on who is receiving or needing the variance, the          
     discharger that needs the variance is not necessarily the same entity as   
     the facility that withdrew the water from the water body (i.e., the        
     regional drinking water system); but could be the users of that water      
     instead.  If this type of variance were available, it should allow users to
     municipal drinking water systems to discharge drinking water (e.g., city   
     water used as once through cooling water) to the Great Lakes Basin.  If    
     such a broad variance were granted, equity would require that the Guidance 
     discharge limits be set at a level which approximates drinking water       
     standards for all dischargers in the affected watershed.                   
                                                                                
     Furthermore, the preamble suggests (58 Fed. Reg. 20956) that a temporary   
     variance from a water quality standard (apparently under Procedure 2.C.3.) 
     could be obtained for high background concentrations caused by contaminated
     sediments.  While CMA believe that this concept is appropriate, it may not 
     be useful except in a few locations.  However in practice, most likely a   
     clear and accepted definition of the source of background concentrations in
     order to justify a variance on the basis of the source identification will 
     not exist.                                                                 
                                                                                
     While the variances may offer some relief, a significant problem with the  
     variance approach is that it is much more adminstratively cumbersome than a
     simple determination that a discharger presents no reasonable potential to 
     cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.358     
     
     The final Guidance includes permit-based mechanisms for considering intake 
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     pollutants in determining whether WQBELs are needed, and if so, the basis  
     for calculating those WQBELs.  See generally SID at VIII.E.3-7.  For a full
     discussion of the variance provisions of the final Guidance, see the SID at
     Section VIII.B.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/VARI          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2656.359
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA recommends that in situations where the discharger adds no significant 
     amount of a pollutant to the intake water, a permit-level decision that no 
     reasonable potential exists is both appropriate and administratively       
     simple.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.359     
     
     This comment suggests WQBELs should not be required for "insignificant"    
     additions of pollutants.  This general issue is addressed in the SID at    
     Section VIII.E.7.b.i.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2656.360
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monitoring Conditions To Demonstrate Continuing Compliance With the "No    
     Reasonable Potential" Determination Must Be Based On A Statistical         
     Comparison Of Intake And Effluent Concentrations                           
                                                                                
     Proposed Procedure 5.E.2.b. requires inclusion of monitoring provisions in 
     a discharger's permit to ensure that the basis for the determination that  
     there is no reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance is
     maintained (58 Fed. Reg. 20960).  CMA recommends that this type of         
     monitoring must allow a statistical comparison of intake and effluent      
     concentrations as shown in CMA's statistical approach (Attachment B).      
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     Comparison of individual influent/effluent samples is not an acceptable    
     approach because sampling and analytical error will mask a comparison      
     between two concentrations that will be essentially the same, and will     
     often be very close to detection limits.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.360     
     
     The final Guidance retains the requirement that the permit require         
     monitoring to demonstrate continuing compliance with the "no reasonable    
     potential" determinaton.  However, EPA has determined that the specifics of
     appropriate montoriting requirements are best left to the discretion of the
     permitting authority to determine on a case-by-case basis, as explained in 
     the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.ii.(B).                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2656.361
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Recommends A Special Provision For Once-through Non-Contact Cooling    
     Waters That Would Allow An Automatic Determination Of "No Reasonable       
     Potential" For All Pollutants Except Those Added By The Facility As Part Of
     Normal Operations                                                          
                                                                                
     For once-through non-contact cooling water, CMA recommends that the final  
     Guidance allow use of existing state procedures (e.g., state restrictions  
     on cooling water treatment chemicals usage, and technology-based           
     restrictions such as net limits on total organic carbon) to evaluate       
     whether or not a reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards    
     exists.  CMA maintains that once-through non-contact cooling water is not a
     significant source of persistent toxic pollutants to the Great Lakes and   
     their tributaries.  Therefore we suggest that there is no need for the     
     Guidance to require implementation of a rigid "by-the-numbers" procedure   
     which does not properly consider the true "reasonable potential" for       
     once-through non-contact cooling water.                                    
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the Guidance include a provision that would allow an   
     automatic determination of "no reasonable potential" for all pollutants but
     those added by the facility as part of normal operations.  Such an         
     automatic exclusion would be administratively more efficient than proposed 
     Procedure 5.E, but would address any regulated pollutant that is added by  
     the facility as a result of cooling water treatment or manufacturing       
     operations.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.361     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that "reasonable potential" determinations   
     need to be made on a case-by-case basis (see response to comment           

Page 8949



$T044618.TXT
     G2784.009), and therefore disagrees with the commenter that a categorical  
     exemption for cooling water is appropriate.  See response to comment       
     D2592.031.  EPA does not believe that using compliance with                
     technology-based requirements is an appropriate means for determining      
     whether a discharge causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or      
     contributes to an exceedance of water quality standards because            
     technology-based requirements are not designed to assess and protect       
     against exceedances of water quality standards.  See generally, SID at     
     Section VIII.E.4-5.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/LIMT
     Comment ID: P2656.362
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Should Not Restrict The Methodology For Addressing Intake Water        
     Pollutants To Those Substances That Are Present Throughout The Basin At    
     Concentrations That Exceed The Standards                                   
                                                                                
     The preamble suggests that the methodology for addressing intake water     
     pollutants could be restricted to pollutants that are present at about the 
     same concentrations, due to non-point source contributions, throughout the 
     Basin (58 Fed. Reg. 20966).  This restriction is not scientifically        
     justified.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Background concentrations will vary considerably in the Great Lakes Basin. 
     If the lowest background concentration was used as the basis for this      
     determination, Lake Superior concentration would probably control.         
     Moreover, this approach does not address the issue of sediment             
     concentration contributions to background concentrations, which is limited 
     to a few specific areas.                                                   
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the suggested restriction on the methodology for         
     addressing intake water pollutants is not scientifically justified and     
     recommends that it not be adopted in the final rule.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.362     
     
     EPA agrees that special consideration of intake pollutants can be applied  
     appropriately even if the pollutant is not pervasive or "ubiquitous"       
     throughout the Great Lakes system, as explained in more detail in the SID  
     at section VIII.E.7.a.ii.  EPA also agrees that consideration of intake    
     pollutants needs to be applied on a case-by-case basis considering         
     site-specific factors.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/LIMT          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2656.363
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Use Of Best Professional Judgement, In the Absence Of Any 
     Effluent Data, To Determine Whether A Reasonable Potential To Exceed A     
     Water Quality Standard Exists                                              
                                                                                
     In the preamble EPA clarifies that the Guidance procedures do not require a
     permit limit when the regulatory agency makes the determination that there 
     is no reasonable potential for a discharge to cause or contribute to an    
     exceedance of a water quality standard (58 Fed. Reg. 20944).  This includes
     situations in which all effluent analytical values are less than the       
     applicable analytical detection limit.                                     
                                                                                
     In making the "reasonable potential" determination, Procedure 5 uses all   
     analytical values on an essentially equal basis.  When a discharger has not
     collected any data, the Guidance defaults to use of existing state and     
     federal guidance (58 Fed. Reg. 20946).  This guidance, at 40 CFR 122.44(d),
     requires that the regulatory agency use best profressional judgement and   
     all available data to determine if the reasonable potential to exceed a    
     water quality standard exists.                                             
                                                                                
     CMA supports the use of best professional judgement (that uses existing    
     national rules and guidance for determining reasonable potential when data 
     are not available, or all available effluent data for a pollutant are below
     the applicable analytical detection level) to determine whether a          
     reasonable potential to exceed a water quality standard exists.            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.363     
     
     Like the proposal, procedure 5 of the final Guidance does not include      
     procedures for determining the need for WQBELs in the absence of           
     facility-specific monitoring data.  See also, response to comment number   
     P2588.353.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2656.363B
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Procedure 5 Should Be Modified To Allow The Use Of Best Professional       
     Judgement                                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 5 creates a disincentive for a discharger to perform a           
     comprehensive evaluation of its effluents for pollutants that have water   
     quality criteria lower than applicable analytical detection limits.   This 
     disincentive results from the fact that even one measured concentration of 
     a pollutant above the detection limit could result in a WQBEL being placed 
     in the discharger's permit, costs to develop data needed to develop Tier II
     values, pollutant minimization plans, etc.  This will occur even if the    
     single measurement is suspected to be a sampling or analytical artifact,   
     because the regulation gives no direction on how analytical data are to be 
     judged as reliable.  CMA recommends that states should have additional     
     flexibility to determine whether permit limits are required in these       
     circumstances.                                                             
                                                                                
     In particular, CMA maintains that one analytical value above the detection 
     limit is not an appropriate basis for automatically requiring a permit     
     limit.  Procedure 5 should also consider the following factors in          
     determining if a reasonable potential to exceed a standard exists:         
                                                                                
     the reasonableness of the assumption that the discharger added the         
     pollutant based on knowledge of the discharger's operations;               
                                                                                
     whether the pollutant is "ubiquitous";                                     
                                                                                
     whether the data point is an "outlier", analytical or sampling artifact,   
     etc.                                                                       
                                                                                
     whether the weight of evidence indicates that environmental or human health
     impairment is a realistic concern.                                         
                                                                                
     While the statistical methods from the TSD may be valid for use as         
     guidance, it is not appropriate to apply them in an inflexible command and 
     control manner.  Therefore, CMA recommends that Procedure 5 be modified to 
     allow for the regulatory agency to use best profressional judgment in its  
     decision on whether the numbers justify a permit limit.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.363B    
     
     For reasons explained in the Supplementary Information Document Section    
     VIII.E.2.c and in responses to comments numbered D2722.117, G3201L.041 and 
     P2588.322, EPA believes that the permitting authority should use all       
     available information in assessing whether a discharge of a pollutant has  
     the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a violation of water    
     quality standards.  Even when only a single datapoint is available, that   
     information must necessarily be used by the permitting authority in        
     carrying out its obligations under 40 C.F.R. 122.44(d)(1).  If a permittee 
     or the permitting authority believes that more information is needed, then 
     that information can be collected to reduce the uncertainty as to the      
     characteristics of the discharge.  In the absense of collecting such       
     information, however, EPA does not believe that it would be appropriate to 
     ignore existing data in making a reasonable potential determination.  As   
     explained elsewhere, the permitting authority retains the discretion to    
     evaluate available data to determine its representativeness of the effluent
     discharge (e.g., data would not be representative if it was collected prior
     to installation of treatment).  EPA does not agree with the commenter,     
     however, that certain of the factors cited by the commenter should         
     authorize the permitting authority to "throw out" certain data.  As        
     explained in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.3-7,    
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     Intake Credits, EPA does not believe that a discharger is absolved of      
     responsibility for pollutants in its dischargers merely because the        
     discharger did not itself "add" the pollutant to the wastestream.  Also,   
     simply because a pollutant may be "ubiquitous" does not mean that          
     particular point source's discharge of that pollutant is without any       
     environmental impact and therefore should not be subject to the reasonable 
     potential determination. As to whether a pollutant is an "outlier," EPA    
     believes that all effluent data should be considered in the reasonable     
     potential determination.  If a permittee believes that the available data  
     includes "outliers," then the appropriate course of action would be to     
     collect more information to help characterize the discharge more           
     accurately.  Effluent variability is inevitable, and higher values         
     therefore may be extremely important in characterizing the effluent and    
     making the reasonable potential determination.  Therefore, simply because  
     particular data may show high discharge levels of a pollutant does not mean
     that the data can, or should, be labeled and "outlier" and thereby ignored.
      As for the commenter's suggestion that the permitting authority determine 
     by the weight of the evidence that a discharge is of environmental concern,
     EPA believes that the reasonable potential determination is itself the     
     proper mechanism for making this evaluation.  Where application of the     
     Guidance shows that a particular discharge has the reasonable potential to 
     cause or contribute to a violation of water quality standards, then the    
     discharge is of environmental concern, and should be subject to appropriate
     limitations to protect water quality.  To clarify that EPA believes that   
     effluent data used for purposes of determining the need for a WQBEL under  
     procedure 5 of the final Guidance, EPA has added to word "repesentative" to
     the first sentence of paragraph B of procedure 5 and explained its         
     reasoning in more detail in the Supplementary Information Document Section 
     VIII.E.2.c.  See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c.    
     See also responses to comments numbered D2722.117, G3201L.041 and          
     P2588.322.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2656.364
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Opposes The General Context Of Procedure 5.A.1 Which Treats The Tier I 
     Criteria And Tier II Values Equivalently                                   
                                                                                
     Procedure 5.A.1. of Appendix F requires states to use tier II values to    
     determine if a point source has a reasonable potential to cause or         
     contribute to an exceedance of a water quality standard.  Because a Tier II
     value is not a water quality standard and is not based on good science, CMA
     opposes the general context of Procedure 5.A.1. which treats the Tier I    
     criteria and Tier II values equivalently.                                  
                                                                                
     CMA believes that the Tier II concept should be used only as a trigger to  
     require the use of procedures such as the WET, bioconcentration tests, and 
     biological assessments to evaluate whether additional controls on the Tier 

Page 8953



$T044618.TXT
     II pollutant is required.  This is consistent with the position taken by   
     EPA's SAB in its review of the proposed Tier II approach.                  
                                                                                
     Accordingly, CMA recommends that Procedure 5.A.1. of Appendix F be modified
     so that it does not require states to use Tier II values to determine if a 
     point source has a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an       
     exceedance of a water quality standard.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.364     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, Adoption and        
     Application of Tier II Methodologies; and, Section III, Aquatic Life,      
     section C, Final Tier II Methodology.  See also Supplementary Information  
     Document Section IX.D, Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to      
     Estimated Costs, section 4, Tier II Criteria.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2656.365
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Strongly Objects To Placing The Burden Of Developing Tier II Values On 
     Individual Dischargers, Based On Scientifically - Unsupported Screening    
     Values                                                                     
                                                                                
     Procedure 5.D.1.d. (58 Fed. Reg. 21041) allows regulatory agencies to      
     require a permittee to develop the data necessary to derive Tier II values 
     for noncancer human health, wildlife, acute aquatic life, and chronic      
     aquatic life protection.  This requirement is triggered by comparing a     
     projected effluent quality (PEQ) value derived from Procedure 5.D.1.d., an 
     ambient screening value generated from Quantitative Structure Activity     
     Relationship (QSAR) information, and other "relevant toxicity information" 
     (58 Fed. Reg. 21041).                                                      
                                                                                
     By definition, Procedure 5.D. only applies when there are insufficient     
     toxicity data to calculate a Tier II value.  Thus, the permit writer is    
     obligated to use a preliminary Tier II value, which is then used to require
     a discharger to conduct extensive studies to develop the data base required
     to generate a Tier II value if the discharger has identified this pollutant
     in its effluent by measurement or if it simply believes it is present based
     on process knowledge.  The discharger will then be required to conduct     
     studies to develop toxicity data on noncancer human health, wildlife, acute
     aquatic life, and chronic aquatic life.  Such studies, even to develop a   
     minimal Tier II value data base, will take years and will be very          
     expensive.  All this will be required based on a preliminary ambient       
     screening level derived from information which is a priori acknowledge as  
     insufficient to develop even a Tier II value.                              
                                                                                
     This approach will also require the first discharger that reports a Tier II
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     Table 6 pollutant to bear the entire burden of collecting toxicity data on 
     that chemical.  In fact, as the Guidance is structured, it is possible and 
     even likely that multiple dischargers will be forced to pursue independent,
     uncoordinated, studies on the same Tier II pollutant in the various Great  
     Lakes states.  There is no mechanism to coordinate such efforts which will 
     result in redundant data collection.  Even worse, it is likely that        
     different Tier II values will be generated by different dischargers because
     test procedures and species tested are not likely to be identical.         
                                                                                
     CMA maintains that the proposed Procedure 5.D.1.e. is completely without   
     scientific merit and should not be adopted in the final rule.  Rather, we  
     recommend that the ambient approach be used to identify when additional    
     effluent and surface water data are required to determine if a problem     
     exists with the subject pollutant.  This additional data collection may    
     include WET test data for multiple species, bioconcentration tests, fish   
     tissue measurements, and biological assessments of receiving waters.  if   
     such additional site-specific data collection indicates that the pollutant 
     may be having toxic effects, then that toxicity can be addressed through   
     WET limits or limits based on bioconcentration tests, for example.         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.365     
     
     EPA acknowledges that the establishment of ambient screening values        
     involves a considerable amount of judgment by the permitting authority in  
     the face of scientific uncertainty.  EPA believes, however, that the mere  
     absence of a Tier II value for a particular pollutant does not take away   
     from the permitting authority the obligation to ensure that a pollutant    
     discharge that has the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an   
     excursion above water quality standards is subject to appropriate          
     restrictions. See 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1).  It therefore behooves the          
     permitting authority to use the best available information to make this    
     judgment.  EPA also emphasizes that ambient screening values are just that 
     - "screening" values that do not in and of themselves result in the        
     establishment of any enforceable conditions on the permittee.  Rather, the 
     projected exceedance of the screening value is a trigger for the           
     development of more information (Tier II data collection and values) that  
     would enable the permitting authority to determine the need for a WQBEL and
     derive the WQBEL if necessary.  As for the concern about the burden        
     associated with generating Tier II values, as discussed in the             
     Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, Adoption and Application
     of Tier II Methodologies, EPA believes that there should not be a          
     significant number of pollutants for which additional Tier II data will    
     need to be collected, in light of the fact that most of the pollutants of  
     initial focus already have, in EPA's view, enough information available to 
     generate Tier I criteria or Tier II values.                                
                                                                                
     As for the commenter's concern about the potential for the                 
     generation of multiple and conflicting Tier II values, as discussed        
     in the Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, EPA plans        
     to establish a clearinghouse of Tier II data to assist the States          
     and Tribes.                                                                
                                                                                
     Finally, the commenter's concern that alternative measures besides         
     generation of Tier 2 values be used to allow a determination of            
     whether a discharge is adversely affecting the waterbody is                
     addressed in part by the availability under section C.2 of                 
     procedure 5, appendix F of the final Guidance of an exception to           
     the Tier II aquatic life data generation requirement where it is           
     demonstrated through a biological assessment that there are no             
     acute or chronic effects on aquatic life in the receiving water and        
     the effluent has been demonstrated not to exhibit whole effluent           
     toxicity.  See Supplementary Information Document Section II,              
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     Regulatory Requirements Section C.2, Adoption and Application of           
     Tier II Methodologies.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2656.366
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Requirement That A Point Source Meet A Standard Of 1.0 Acute Toxic     
     Units At The Point Of Discharge Does Not Recognize That Site-Specific      
     Conditions Control The Rate Of Mixing, And Is Scientifically Unsupported   
                                                                                
     The proposed WET requirements in Procedure 6.A.1 specify that an effluent  
     may not exceed 1.0 acute toxic unit (TUa) at the point of discharge (58    
     Fed. Reg. 21042).  This is because the proposed criteria fail to allow a   
     zone of initial dilution (ZID) for achieving numerical standards for toxic 
     substances.                                                                
                                                                                
     As discussed earlier in these comments, use of a high rate diffuser or     
     other methods of mixing enhancement to prevent aquatic toxicity is a widely
     used and scientifically supported approach for protection of aquatic life. 
     This approach is also specifically supported by EPA in the TSD.  In        
     addition, the proposed rules allow for mixing zone determinations that, in 
     some cases, may demonstrate that rapid initial mixing precludes acute      
     toxicity at the point of discharge.                                        
                                                                                
     Since toxicity is related to the toxicant concentration and exposure time  
     for sensitive organisms, a diffuser can be designed in such a manner so as 
     to prevent aquatic life from remaining in the plume long enough to be      
     adversely affected by any toxicant or mixture of toxicants (see Chapter 4, 
     TSD).                                                                      
                                                                                
     CMA believes that there is no scientific basis for prohibiting the use of  
     high rate diffusers to achieve WET requirements.  Accordingly, we recommend
     that the final Guidance should specify that diffusers and other methods of 
     enhanced mixing can be used to achieve both the acute and chronic criteria 
     within a designated mixing zone.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.366     
     
     EPA has decided to keep the WET provisions of the Guidance consistent with 
     the national policy.  Therefore, acute mixing zones are allowable under    
     this Guidance.  The acute criterion of 0.3 TUa shall be met in the         
     receiving water or at the edge of an acute mixing zone.  An acute mixing   
     zone is allowable only if it conforms to EPA approved State and Tribal     
     acute mixing zone policies and procedures.  The acute mixing zone is       
     intended to allow for a zone of initial dilution for high rate diffusers or
     other mechanisms that can effectively limit the exposure of any aquatic    
     life forms in the mixing zone.  EPA considers an exposure of one hour or   
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     less sufficient protection against the potential toxic effects of the water
     within the mixing zone.                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2656.367
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing Zone Evaluations Should Be Used On A Site-Specific Basis To Adjust  
     The Allowable WET Limit                                                    
                                                                                
     The proposed regulations also allow dischargers to conduct mixing zone     
     demonstrations (Procedure 3.B.E.).  CMA recommends that the results of     
     mixing zone evaluations should be used to adjust the allowable WET limit on
     a site-specific basis.  This approach is scientifically-based, and         
     correctly addresses the exposure time-concentration relationship of        
     toxicity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.367     
     
     See response to comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of  
     an                                                                         
     acute mixing zone in the WET procedure.  Site-specific considerations can  
     be                                                                         
     addressed for chronic WET criteria by selecting appropriate test species   
     for                                                                        
     the receiving water body.  In addition, site water may be used in the WET  
     tests.  In cases, especially for intermittant discharges, where it can be  
     demonstrated that no aquatic organisms reside immediately downstream of the
     discharge for at least four consecutive days, the chronic WET requirements 
     may be waived based on the general provision of scientific defensibility,  
     Part 132(g) of this Guidance.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2656.368
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It Is Technically Inappropriate To Specify Dual Concentration And Mass     
     Limits For WQBELs                                                          
                                                                                
     Imposing mass limits and concentration limits for the same pollutant does  
     not properly address the bases of each type of water quality standard, and 
     will often cause multiple permit violations for a single incident.  In     
     addition, concentration limits are a disincentive to water conservation    
     practices.  Water conservation methods will often increase the             
     concentration of a pollutant in a discharge, even when the total mass of   
     the pollutant is decreased.                                                
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that either concentration or mass limits be specified       
     inpermits, depending upon the particular water quality standard on which   
     the limit is based.                                                        
                                                                                
     For example, aquatic life criteria are concentration-based.  The           
     biologically important effects of these criteria are a function of the     
     concentration-exposure time relationship.  Mass limits for these pollutants
     have no meaning in the context of aquatic toxicity.  Therefore, it is      
     appropriate to use concentrations as WQBELs for pollutants that are        
     regulated to protect aquatic life.                                         
                                                                                
     In contrast, human health and wildlife criteria for bioaccumulative        
     pollutants are based on the total mass intake of a pollutant.  The         
     associated exposure times are long -- 30 days to a lifetime.  In addition, 
     bioaccumulation is a long-term phenomenon and is probably more dependent   
     upon the total mass of a pollutant in the receiving water than it is on the
     concentration, which will continually change with time.  Therefore, it is  
     appropriate to use mass limits to regulate these pollutants.               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.368     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2656.369
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Flow Rates Used To Establish Mass-Based WQBELs Must Reflect Effluent       
     Variability                                                                
                                                                                
     The use of effluent flow rates consistent with those used in the TMDL and  
     the "reasonable potential" evaluation required by Procedure 7.B. may result
     in situations where the mass limits will control in situations fo elevated 
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     flow (e.g., storm events), resulting in limits that are too restrictive for
     such events.  Many industrial and municipal discharges collect and treat   
     storm water runoff.  Calculation of mass-based WQBELs must consider the    
     variability of effluent flow in these cases and adjust the mass limits     
     accordingly.                                                               
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that a statement be included in Procedure 7.B. of the final 
     Guidance which states that storm water flow may be considered in developing
     mass limitations.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.369     
     
     EPA agrees that wet weather conditions should be given special             
     consideration.  See comment G2764.010.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.370
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Permit Limits Should Not Be Set Below The Levels That Can Be Quantified    
     Reliably Using Approved Analytical Methods                                 
                                                                                
     Procedure 8 of the proposed Guidance provides that, when a                 
     water-quality-based limit for a pollutant is less than the minimum level   
     (ML) of the most sensitive analytical techniques, then the permitting      
     authority must include that limit in the permit but specify a different,   
     higher level, referred to as the compliance evaluation level (CEL), which  
     will be used to measure compliance with the unmeasurable permit limit.     
     Procedure 8 also requires that, in these circumstances, the permit must    
     require the facility to adopt a pollutant minimization program that, among 
     other elements, includes a strategy to reduce the pollutant concentration  
     entering the wastewater treatment system to a level below the permit limit.
                                                                                
     While CMA appreciates EPA's recognition that dischargers cannot measure    
     compliance with permit limits below the analytical minimum level, the EPA  
     has not adequately addressed the problem created when water quality        
     standards and calculated discharge limits are below the levels that can be 
     measured using state-of-the-art analytical tools.  In particular, CMA      
     believes that permit limits should not be set below the levels than can be 
     quantified reliably using approved analytical methods.                     
                                                                                
     Under the Clean Water Act, dischargers are subject to administrative, civil
     and criminal penalties if they violate their permit limits.  Fundamental   
     notions of due process thus require that the standards of conduct to which 
     dischargers must conform be clear and ascertainable.  Establishing permit  
     limits that are below the minimum level of approved analytical methods     
     fails to satisfy this basic due process requirement.  In particular, since 
     dischargers cannot measure the concentration of the regulated pollutant in 
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     their effluent, they cannot determine whether they are in compliance with  
     the permit limit or, if they are not, how much they need to reduce their   
     discharges to come into compliance.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.370     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.371
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing a CEL does not adequately address this problem.  After all, it
     is the below-detection value that is the actual permit requirement, not the
     CEL.  And analytical methods are constantly improving.  Even though the    
     permit may specify an analytical method for the permittee to use, a        
     discharger might nonetheless be exposed to potential penalties if an       
     improved analytical method demonstrates the discharge level, while below   
     the CEL, is above the permit limit.  Also, permits are issued only for     
     maximum five-year terms.  During the five-year term, a new analytical      
     method may be developed that will be capable of demonstrating              
     non-compliance with the permit limit.  The new CEL will thus be the        
     compliance limit but, because the actual WQBEL will not have changed, it is
     unlikely that the facility will in these circumstances be able to come into
     compliance with the limit.  Thus, the discharger will find itself in       
     immediate noncompliance with its permit.                                   
                                                                                
     To address this issue, CMA recommends that the Guidance be modified to     
     ensure that permit limits will be set no lower than practical quantitation 
     level (PQL) for the analytical method used to measure compliance.  This    
     will enable dischargers to determine whether they are in compliance with   
     their permits, and, if they are not, to take necessary steps to come into  
     compliance.  If the PQL decreases as analytical methods improve, and as a  
     result the permit limit also decreases, then dischargers will be protected 
     because many states allow schedules to come into compliance with new, more 
     stringent water-quality-based permit limits.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.371     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.372
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Requirement That all Detectable Levels Of Pollutants Be Removed From   
     Internal Waste Streams In Industrial Plants Or From Sewer Systems For POTWs
     Ignores The Effectiveness Of Treatment Processes And Is Not Scientifically 
     Justified                                                                  
                                                                                
     Procedure 8.D. (pollutant minimization program) requires any discharger    
     that has a calculated WQBEL below the detection limit to proceed toward a  
     goal of achieving the WQBEL for such pollutant in waste streams upstream of
     treatment processes.  This provision applies to both BCCs and non-BCCs.  It
     is apparently based on the premise that effluent concentrations below the  
     detection level, which may be greater than zero, must be controlled to     
     protect the environment.                                                   
                                                                                
     For any treatable pollutants, there is absolutely no scientific            
     justification for requiring control upstream of treatment.  In effect, this
     provision renders all end-of-pipe treatment units redundant for the        
     pollutant in question.  With respect to chemically and biologically        
     degradable pollutants and those that are effectively removed by processes  
     such as precipitation, there is no basis for assuming that a pollutant is  
     passing through the treatment system.  Therefore, requireing a pollutant   
     minimization program for such pollutants and their elimination from        
     wastewaters before treatment is scientifically unsupportable and           
     economically unjustified.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.372     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.373
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This provision refers to GLWQG provision requiring pollutant 
minimization  
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The provision presumes that the detection limit in the untreated           
     wastewaters will be the same as it is in the treated effluent.  This will  
     not be the case.  It is well known that matrix interferences increase when 
     the amounts of non-target pollutants increase.  In untreated wastewaters,  
     the detection levels for many toxic pollutants will be 100 to 10,000 times 
     higher than the detection levels achievable in the treated effluent.  In   
     such cases, the permittee required to conduct the pollutant minimization   
     program will be unable to identify the sources of a pollutant, or even its 
     presence in the untreated wastewaters.  This will make it impossible to    
     measure the effectiveness of the pollutant minimization program.           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.373     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.374
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for control of a pollutant in wastewaters upstream of existing and
     planned treatment processes should be determined on a site-specific and    
     pollutant-specific basis.  Furthermore, it should be limited to BCCs.  The 
     proposed regulation already contains a methodology for determining whether 
     sufficient amounts of BCCs pass through treatment to represent a health    
     risk (Section 6 Part F.); this should be the trigger to determine if       
     controls upstream of treatment are needed.  Also, dischargers should be    
     allowed to use additional end-of-pipe treatment if it is appropriate to    
     reduce BCCs or non-BCCs to acceptable levels in the effluent -- i.e.,      
     levels that are demonstrated to be acceptable with effluent and receiving  
     water bioconcentration and fish tissue residue studies.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.374     
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     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.375
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "Minimum Level" As Currently Defined Is Not A Satisfactory Detection   
     Level For The Implementation Of The WQBELs                                 
                                                                                
     The Guidance uses the minimum level for the applicable EPA analytical      
     method in order to apply the requirements of Procedure 8 (58 Fed. Reg.     
     21044).  The Guidance defines the minimum level as "the level at which the 
     analytical system will give recognizable mass spectra and acceptable       
     calibration points." (Part 132.1, 58 Fed. Reg. 21011)                      
                                                                                
     In the TSD, the Agency states that the minimum level is developed based on 
     interlaboratory analyses of the analyte in the matrix of concern, i.e.,    
     wastewater effluents.  It also states that this "minimum level is not to be
     confused with the method detection limit which is based on a single        
     laboratory analysis of distilled water."                                   
                                                                                
     While CMA applauds the EPA for recognizing the importance of               
     interlaboratory uncertainty and matrix effects on the achievable           
     quantitation limits for specific chemicals and effluents, the "minimum     
     level" that the Guidance proposed in Procedure 8 is not the appropriate    
     vehicle for recognizing these two factors.  The Agency has never published 
     a protocol for developing minimum levels, and EPA's analytical methods are 
     silent on how the minimum levels were derived.                             
                                                                                
     In fact, the Office of Water has not been consistent in its definition of  
     the minimum level as set forth below:                                      
                                                                                
     "This is a minimum level at which the analytical system shall give         
     recognizable mass spectra (background corrected) and acceptable calibration
     points."                                                                   
                                                                                
     Table 2, Method 1624, 40 C.F.R. 136, Appendix A                            
                                                                                
     "The minimum level is defined as the minimum concentration that can be     
     mesured and reported with 99% confidence that the value is above zero."    
     page 29, Method 1620, Office of Water, September 1989                      
                                                                                
     "This is a minimum level at which the analytical system shall give         
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     recognizable mass spectra (background corrected) and acceptable calibration
     points when calibrated using reagent water."  Table 2, Method 1634, Office 
     of Water, September, 1987                                                  
                                                                                
     The only NPDES analytical methods that have published minimum levels (which
     sometimes are developed with reagent water, based on the statement in      
     Method 1634) are those that have been developed under the auspices of the  
     Industrial Technology Division (ITD) of the Office of Water.  These        
     formally-adopted ITD methods constitute only a small subset of the 40 CFR  
     136 analytical methods.                                                    
                                                                                
     Most of the analytical methods required for NPDES permit compliance testing
     were developed by the EPA's Environmental Monitoring Systems Laboratory    
     (EMSL) and have been adopted as regulation by EPA through the              
     administrative rulemaking process.  EMSL does not publish minimum levels   
     when it develops an analytical method.  Rather, it publishes MDLs which are
     based on reagent water and are considered to be reproducible by            
     well-operated laboratories in clean matrices.  As a result, there are no   
     minimum levels for any of the 600-series methods for organic chemicals, and
     none for any of the metals analytical methods.  The 600-series analytical  
     methods are the most sensitive (lowest detection limit) techniques for     
     almost all of the organic substances of concern.  Thus, there are no       
     minimum levels for the analytical methods that are sensitive enough to     
     determine compliance with the low-concentration water quality criteria.    
                                                                                
     However, the ITD has not performed quality assurance/quality control round 
     robin tests on its analytical methods, nor have the ITD methods undergone  
     the same level of public review as the EMSL methods.  As noted above, EPA  
     has never made public any of the studies and data on which these published 
     minimum levels are based.  Furthermore, it is not clear that all of the    
     published minimum levels are based on actual effluent matrices as specified
     in the TSD.                                                                
                                                                                
     CMA does not have a conceptual problem with the minimum level; it appears  
     to be consistent with the definition of the practical quantitation level   
     (PQL) used by many of the other EPA programs.  However, there is no        
     protocol for developing matrix-specific minimum levels and there are no    
     statistical confidence levels that are used in its estimation from         
     analytical data.  This is simply unacceptable in a regulatory program,     
     since regulators and permittees must have a consistent, well-defined       
     performance target.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.375     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.376
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see Attachment E, CMA comments                                
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conversely, the EPA Office of Drinking Water has developed the PQL using a 
     combination of the actual performance of multiple EPA laboratories and the 
     method detection limits (MDL) developed using the protocol published at 40 
     CFR 136, Appendix B.  The Office of Solid Waste is currently developing a  
     similar protocol for estimating the PQLs in solid waste samples.  In each  
     case, EPA has used a statistically-defined level of uncertainty and        
     well-defined laboratory protocols to establish the PQL for a specific      
     analyte.  By contrast, the minimum level, as currently described in the    
     revised TSD and other Office of Water reports, does not have any of these  
     attributes.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA Region VI has developed a minimum quantification level (MQL) procedure 
     that accounts for essentially the same analytical factors as the PQL.  This
     approach is described as 58 Fed. Reg. 20978.  A copy of EPA Region VI's    
     MQLs and matrix-specific MQL procedures is included as Attachment E.  An   
     important component of the Region VI approach is the methodology for       
     measuring a matrix-specific MQL.  This component, which is lacking in both 
     the ML and PQL approaches, is very important, because the specified MQLs,  
     MLs, and PQLs may not be achievable due to matrix interferences in some    
     effluents.                                                                 
                                                                                
     CMA recommends that the Guidance use the PQLs developed by EPA in the      
     Drinking Water program or the MQLs devised by Region VI to establish       
     WQBELs, or it should develop a more complete definition and protocol for   
     establishing the appropriate "minimum level."  If the Guidance proceeds    
     with recommending a minimum level (ML) for the criteria, then the Guidance 
     should formally propose the definition and methodology for such a method,  
     with appropriate documentation to establish its validity.  This is         
     necessary so that dischargers can develop matrix-specific minimum levels as
     recommended in the TSD.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.376     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.377
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA notes that a method for calculating statistically-based quantification 

Page 8965



$T044618.TXT
     levels has recently been proposed (Madalone, R.F., et al., "Defining       
     Detection and Quantification Levels," Water Environ. and Technol., Jan.    
     1993, pp. 4-44) and is being reviewed by ASTM Subcommittee D-19.02 as a    
     possible ASTM standard.  This proposal is similar to several other proposed
     approaches which use measured interlaboratory precision, from round-robin  
     tesing, to develop detection and quatification limits that have defined    
     statistical confidence levels.                                             
                                                                                
     CMA urges EPA to develop its final MLs using such a methodology, so that   
     both regulators and the regulated community will be able to interpret      
     monitoring data with confidence.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.377     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.378
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see also CMA comments P2656.375-377                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Use Of A CEL To Demonstrate Compliance With WQBELs That   
     Are Less Than The Quantification Limit For A Pollutant                     
                                                                                
     Procedure 8.A states that the CEL will be used to demonstrate compliance   
     with a WQBEL that is below the detection limit for a pollutant.  The       
     preamble makes clear that the CEL is intended to be a quantification level,
     not a detection level (58 Fed. Reg. 20978).  CMA strongly supports EPA's   
     proposed use of a CEL for demonstrating compliance in this situation.  In  
     fact, as stated previously, CMA recommends that the Guidance be modified to
     ensure that permit limits will be set no lower than PQL.                   
                                                                                
     The preamble recommends the use of MLs, where available, as the CEL (58    
     Fed. Reg. 20977-8).  While CMA is concerned with this use of the ML, for   
     the reasons stated in the preceding comment, we recognize that the ML is   
     intended by EPA to represent a level of quantification and we generally    
     support this concept.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.378     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.379
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The MDL Is Inappropriate As A CEL, Since The Probability Of False Positive 
     Results Is Too Great At This Level Of Measurement                          
                                                                                
     In the preamble, EPA states that one alternative for a CEL when an ML is   
     not available for a pollutant is to use the MDL (58 Fed. Reg. 20978).  This
     is inappropriate, because the published MDLs are all based on analyses in  
     ultra-clean reagent water and the potential for false positives in         
     effluents is too high.                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA's TSD specifically recommends against using the MDL as a permit        
     compliance evaluation level.  The TSD (p. 111) states: "EPA is not         
     recommending use of the method detection level because quantitation at the 
     method detection level is not as precise as at the ML."  If,               
     notwithstanding our comments, WQBELs are set below detection levels, then  
     compliance should be determined using the PQL, which provides an           
     unambiguous determination that the permit limit is exceeded.               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.379     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2656.380
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any Analytical Method That Is Considered As An Alternate To An Approved    
     NPDES Method Should Be Formally Approved In Accordance With 40 CFR Sections
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     136.4 and 136.5                                                            
                                                                                
     Procedure 8.G. states that permits may require development of alternate    
     analytical methods and equipment for pollutants with WQBELs below the      
     detection limit (58 Fed. Reg. 21044).  In order to be satisfactory for     
     determining compliance with NPDES permit limits, such alternate analytical 
     methods must have precisiion, accuracy, and reporducibility that is        
     equivalent to the approved analytical methods for NPDES testing, which are 
     published at 40 CFR 136.                                                   
                                                                                
     The procedures to apply for an alternate analytical method for NPDES       
     compliance testing are found at CFR 136.4, and the approval method for such
     alternate techniques is specified at 40 CFR 136.5.  Any analytical method  
     that is considered as an alternate to an approved NPDES method should be   
     formally approved in accordance with these regulatory provisions.  Thus,   
     section 7.G. should state that any more sensitive alternative test         
     procedure that is developed must be formally approved for NPDES testing in 
     accordance with the provisions of 40 CFR Sections 136.4 and 136.5          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.380     
     
     See section VIII.H of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2656.381
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Does Not Have The Authority To Require Pollutant Minimization Programs 
                                                                                
     CMA notes that the Clean Water Act authorizes EPA only to control the      
     pollutants that are discharged to U.S. waters.  EPA has no authority to    
     require that the influent to a facility's treatment system be below the    
     facility's discharge limit.  Indeed, while the Act authorizes EPA to       
     require, in certain circumstances, best management practices plans and     
     spill prevention plans, the Agency has no authority to require pollutant   
     minimization programs.                                                     
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA urges the EPA to eliminate this aspect of Procedure 8 from  
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.381     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2656.382
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Supports The Compliance Schedule Provisions In The Guidance And        
     Recommends That Extensions To The Time Period Be Allowed For Demonstrated  
     Cause                                                                      
                                                                                
     Procedure 9 allows permitting authorities to grant dischargers a period of 
     up to 3 years to come into compliance with more restrictive WQBELs.  This  
     proposal is consistent with current EPA policy, and CMA supports it.       
                                                                                
     Since the proposed standards for many pollutants are much more restrictive 
     than previous criteria established by some of the Great Lakes states.      
     Achieving compliance with WQBELs based on these criteria may require the   
     use of innovative technologies by some dischargers.  In these              
     circumstances, it is possible that 3 years may be insufficient for         
     compliance.                                                                
                                                                                
     Therefore, CMA recommends that the final Guidance allow for extensions of  
     the compliance period for demonstrated cause.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2656.382     
     
     EPA acknowledges that in limited situations it may be difficult to         
     accomplish the objectives listed above in three years; however, EPA        
     believes for the vast majority of facilities this amount of time will be   
     sufficient.  EPA's enforcement experiences have shown that the regulated   
     community usually has been able to find and implement new effective        
     technologies in a three-year period or less.                               
                                                                                
     Where a facility does encounter real difficulties changing its operation in
     order to comply with the new requirements, the permitting authority has    
     other mechanisms for providing relief beyond three years (e.g., "shake     
     down" grace periods and enforcement discretion).                           
                                                                                
     The use of a short-term "shake-down period" was identified in the final    
     rule as an alternative for new Great Lakes dischargers as is provided for  
     new sources or new dischargers in 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4).  This approach could
     be used at a permitting authorities' discretion for other facilities       
     encountering difficulties in changing their operations.  The regulations   
     under 40 CFR 122.29(d)(4) require that the owner or operator of a (1) new  
     source; (2) a new discharger (as defined in 40 CFR 122.2) which commenced  
     discharge after August 13, 1979; or (3) a recommencing discharger shall    
     install and implement all pollution control equipment to meet the          
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     conditions of the permit before discharging.  The facility must also meet  
     all permit conditions in the shortest feasible time (not to exceed 90      
     days).  This shake-down period is not a compliance schedule.  This approach
     may be used to address violations which may occur during a new facility's  
     start-up, especially where permit limits are water quality-based and       
     biological treatment is involved.                                          
                                                                                
     Another approach is to use prosecutorial discretion as an unofficial       
     shake-down period.  That is, the permitting authority may elect not to take
     enforcement action against a new source which has installed the necessary  
     treatment prior to discharging and is making a good faith effort to come   
     into compliance as soon as possible.  Alternatively, the permitting        
     authority may issue a compliance order (under section 309(a) or equivalent 
     State authority) requiring compliance by a specified date, where           
     circumstances warrant.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.383
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency's Cost Projection Grossly Underestimates The Costs Point Source 
     Dischargers Will Incur To Comply with The Guidance.                        
                                                                                
     In the proposed rule, EPA has estimated the capital and annual costs point 
     source dischargers will incur to comply with the Guidance (58 Fed. Reg.    
     20982-95).  The details of this compliance cost analysis are presented in a
     suppporting technical report (SAIC, 1993, Assessment of Compliance Costs   
     Resulting from Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality    
     Guidance, prepared for U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, EPA Contract  
     No.68-C8-0066, work Assignment No. C-4-59(R). Simplified assumptions in its
     analysis make the Agency's estimated compliance costs grossly              
     underestimated.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2656.383     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.384
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA calculated compliance costs for 4 different implementation scenarios.  
     These scenarios are intended to reflect both different approaches to       
     dealing with background concentrations of regulated pollutants and the     
     approaches that municipal and industrial dischargers will take to comply   
     with the resulting permit requirements.  The Agency's estimated annual     
     compliance cost for Scenario 2, which EPA considers to be the most likely  
     case, is $192.3 million for municipal and industrial direct dischargers and
     industrial indirect dischargers.  Although this cost is substantial, given 
     the relatively minor water quality improvements that it will enegender, it 
     greatly underestimates the true cost point sources will incur to comply    
     with the Guidance.                                                         
                                                                                
     The principal reasons underlying EPA's underestimation of compliance costs 
     include:                                                                   
                                                                                
     > The failure to consider compliance costs of achieving the proposed       
     elimination of mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)
                                                                                
     > The failure to adequately consider the compliance costs associated with  
     Tier II values or the cost of developing Tier I criteria to supplant these 
     values.                                                                    
                                                                                
     > The assumption that non-contact, once-through cooling waters would be    
     excluded from regulation as a result of the proposed provisions for        
     accounting for background concentrations.                                  
                                                                                
     > The assumption that relatively inexpensive pollution prevention measures 
     can be used by all indirect and direct industrial dischargers to achieve   
     compliance with standards for ubiquitous pollutants, such as mercury and   
     PCBs, which are found in precipitation and receiving waters at             
     concentrations above the proposed criteria.                                
                                                                                
     > The assumption that when an effluent achieves the existing analytical    
     detection limits, a discharger has complied with the Guidance, when in     
     fact, the regulations require that the discharger ultimately remove the    
     subject pollutant to below detection levels in all internal waste streams. 
                                                                                
     > The assumption that most minor discharges will not be affected by the    
     Guidance, when in fact the presence of such substances as mercury and PCBs 
     in precipitation means that virtually every point source discharge will be 
     affected.                                                                  
                                                                                
     > The assumption that analytical detection levels will not improve with    
     time, which underestimates compliance costs because it assumes that there  
     will be a constant compliance target for each pollutant.                   
                                                                                
     In the following comments, CMA discusses in more detail the                
     inappropriateness of these assumptions and their effect on compliance      
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2656.384     
     
     See response to comments D2669.082, D2584.015, D2594.019, and D2594.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.385
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA Has Performed No Technical Analyses Of The Achievability Of Its    
     Proposed Elimination Of Mixing Zones For BCCs, Nor Has It Conducted        
     Analyses Of The Costs And Socioeconomic Impacts Of The Guidance            
                                                                                
     The Guidance requires that 10 years after the effective date of the final  
     regualation, all dischargers of BCCs must comply with applicable water     
     quality criteria at the end of their discharge pipe, before the effluent is
     discharged to surface waters.  Because many of the 28 chemicals or chemical
     groups that are indentified as BCCs will have water quality criteria below 
     analytical detection levels, the prohibition on mixing  zones will be      
     equivalent to a zero discharge limitation.  The social and economic impacts
     of this approach are likely to be severe.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2656.385     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082, P2656.385, D2584.015.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.386
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It Will be Extremely Costly, And Probably Impossible, For POTWs To Comply  
     With The BCC Limits Arising From The Guidance                              
                                                                                
     As a practical matter, it may be impossible for discharges to comply with  
     such limits.  Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs) may have the most     
     difficulty achieving compliance, particularly for ubiquitous pollutants    
     that are found in their influents, sludges, and effluents.                 
                                                                                
     Foe example, mercury, alpha-, beta-, delta-and gamma-hexachlorocyclohexanes
     (BHC), heptachlor, heptachlor expoxide, PCB-1242,                          
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     4,4'-DDD,4,4'-DDT,4,4'-DDE, aldrin, and dieldrin were all found in the     
     influent sewage and effluents of the POTWs in EPA's 40-POTW study (Fate of 
     Priority Pollutants in Publically Owned Treatment Works, EPA 440/1-82/303, 
     Effluent Guidelines Division, September 1982).  Indeed, mercury was found  
     in 70% of the influent samples and 31% of the effluent samples, at a       
     detection limit of 200 ng/L, which is 1000 times higher than the proposed  
     wildlife criterion for mercury.                                            
                                                                                
     A POTW whose effluent contains any of these BCCs will not be able to       
     accomplish compliance with the water quality criterion simply by banning   
     the discharge of the chemical by industrial indirect dischargers.  In fact,
     most of the BCCs found in POTW wastewaters are already banned substances.  
     As a result, the sources of these BCCs to the POTW's sewer are likely to be
     extremely diverse; for example, they will be present in storm water washed 
     from city streets and in domestic sewage.  In fact, EPA has suggested for  
     local pretreatment regulations calculations that a typical concentration of
     mercury in domestic sewage (without any industrial wastewater) of 300 ng/L 
     be used when site-specific data are unavailable.  this figure is 1667 times
     higher than the proposed wildlife criterion (Table 3-13, EPA, 1987,        
     Guidance Manual on the Development and Implemenation of Local Discharge    
     Limitations Under the Pretreatment Program, Office of Water, Washington,   
     D.C.).                                                                     
                                                                                
     To meet the water criteria for these BCCs at the end of its pipe, a POTW   
     will have to install extremely expensive treatment technology (such as     
     chemical precipitation, multimedia filtration, and carbon adsorption),     
     which will result in substantial costs to its customers.  Meanwhile, the   
     majority of the loadings of the regulated BCCs to the surface water body   
     will typically originate from point and nonpoint sources such as urban and 
     rural runoff and atmospheric deposition, not from the POTW and industrial  
     point sources.  Thus, the high costs that the POTW's customers will bear in
     order for the POTW to seek to comply with the water quality criteria in its
     effluent may have little positive impact on surface water quality.         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.386     
     
     EPA recognizes that elimination of mixing zones for existing discharges of 
     BCCs, including POTWs, can be extremely expensive. Therefore, EPA has      
     included in the final Guidance a limited exception to that phase-out based 
     on economic and technical considerations.  For a discussion of the final   
     mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception  
     to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.387
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Same Problems Will Be Encountered By All Point Sources                 
                                                                                
     Point sources other than POTWs will also have difficulty complying with    
     limits on ubiquitous BCCs at the end of their discharge pipe.  For example,
     mercury is found in industrial effluents in trace concentrations, even when
     it is not used in the manufacturing process.  Mercury was detected in over 
     74% of untreated process wastewaters sampled to develop the effluent       
     limitations guidelines for the organic chemicals, plastics, and synthetic  
     fibers (OCPSF) point source category (Table VI-2, Forsht, E.H., 1987,      
     Development Document for Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for 
     the Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers Point Source         
     Category, EPA 440/1-87/009, Washington, D.C.).  Yet EPA determined that it 
     was unnecessary to establish an effluent limit for mercury because it was  
     not generally used in OCPSF processes.  The mercury that was found in OCPSF
     wastewaters came from diffuse sources such as precipitation, soils, and    
     possibly as a trace contaminant in raw materials.  These sources will make 
     it difficult for dischargers to comply with mercury limits at the end of   
     their pipes.                                                               
                                                                                
     Crude petroleum also contains trace amounts of mercury.  In fact, EPA      
     detected mercury in 74% of the effluent samples collected at petroleum     
     refineries for the development of effluent limitations guidelines (Table   
     V-27, Ruddy, D., 1982, Development Document for Effluent Limitations       
     Guidelines and Standards for the Petroleum Refining Point Source Category, 
     EPA 440/1-82/014, Washington, D.C.).  Because a petroleum refinery is      
     unlikely to be able to find an alternate feedstock with no mercury in it,  
     raw material substitution as a pollution prevention measure will not be    
     able to bring the refinery into compliance with end-of-pipe limits.        
                                                                                
     Coal also contains mercury.  Coal pile runoff has been shown to have mean  
     mercury concentrations that are up to 22,000 times higher than the proposed
     wildlife criterion (56 Fed. Reg. 400967).  Although this runoff can be     
     captured and treated, the technology does not exist to reduce the mercury  
     to the levels required by the proposed implementation procedures.  And     
     there is not likely to be a replacement for coal as an energy source within
     10 years of the effective date of these regulations.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2656.387     
     
     EPA recognizes that elimination of mixing zones for existing discharges of 
     BCCs can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA has included in the final 
     Guidance a limited exception to that phase- out based on economic and      
     technical considerations.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone       
     provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to the       
     phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.            
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.388
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A number of the BCCs are also found in urban runoff (56 Fed. Reg. 40965).  
     For example, the Nationwide Urban Runoff Program (NURP) found alpha-BHC,   
     gamma-BHC (lindane), and chlordane in 20%, 15%, and 17% of the urban runoff
     samples collected in 28 different sites across the country.  This urban    
     runoff will be present in municipal separate storm sewers, but will also be
     collected and treated in POTWs.  It represents another source of BCCs that 
     a POTW will not realistically be able to control.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2656.388     
     
     EPA recognizes that influent to POTWs contains BCCs that it will have      
     difficulty in controlling.  EPA further recognizes that elimination of     
     mixing zones for existing discharges of BCCs, including POTWs, can be      
     extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA has included in the final Guidance a  
     limited exception to that phase- out based on economic and technical       
     considerations.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions and  
     EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to the phase-out for        
     existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2656.389
     Cross Ref 1: CC RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Future Designation Of BCCs Will Compound These Compliance Difficulties     
                                                                                
     The same situation exists for numerous other substances that could be      
     designated as BCCs in the future--for example, PAHs that are found in      
     petroleum and related hydrocarbon feedstocks and are generated by          
     combustion of hydrocarbon fuels, and phthalate esters, which are used as   
     plasticizers and are found in many wastewaters.  Phthalate esters are often
     introduced into water samples as extraneous contaminants during collection 
     and analysis.  Di-n-butyl phthalate, which is identified as a potential BCC
     on Table 6, was found in 57% of these samples of treated effluents in EPA's
     national POTW study (Fate of Priority Pollutants in Publicily Owned        
     Treatment Works, EPA 440/1-82/303, Effluent Guidelines Division, September 
     1982).  Elimination of such compounds from industrial and municipal        
     wastewaters could require eliminating the use of many common products.  For
     an industry, this raises the issue of finding a suitable substitute        
     chemical, which is easier said than done.  In the case of a municipality,  
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     banning the sale and use of products might be the only approach for        
     minimizing the discharge of substances identified as BCCs.  However,       
     implementing and enforcing product bans will be beyond the capabilities of 
     most municipalities.                                                       
                                                                                
     None of these questions or issues have been addressed by the Guidance.  The
     proposed regulations simply assume, with no technical support, that the    
     water quality criteria can be applied to all effluents 10 years after the  
     effective date of the regulation.  Available data clearly demonstrate that 
     this is not feasible.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.389     
     
     With respect to the commenter's concern regarding the applicability of the 
     BCC mixing zone provisions to pollutants that are not currently designated 
     as BCCs, see the discussion in  the SID at II.C.8.  EPA also acknowledges  
     the commenter's concern that POTWs have limited ability to implement and   
     enforce household use of BCC- causing products and that the mixing zone    
     prohibitions can be extremetly expensive for a POTW to achieve.            
     Accordingly, EPA has included in the final Guidance a limited exception to 
     that phase- out based on economic and technical considerations.  For a     
     discussion of the final mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for       
     adopting a limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, 
     see the SID at VIII.C.4.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.390
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Failure To Consider The Costs For Compliance With The Tier II Values 
     Is A Major Deficiency In Its Estimate                                      
                                                                                
     EPA has calculated permit limits and compliance costs only for the 32      
     pollutants that have been proposed numeric Tier I criteria (SAIC, 1993).   
     Not all of these pollutants, however, have Tier I criteria to protect all  
     of the designated uses (aquatic life protection, wildlife protection, human
     health).  Permit writers will thus have to develop Tier II values for these
     other designated uses in order to calculate permit limits.                 
                                                                                
     In addition, there are 106 Tier II pollutants with no Tier I criteria,  the
     Guidance requires permit writers to develop Tier II values for every point 
     source that has a reasonable potential to discharge such pollutants, and to
     use those Tier II values to calculate permit limits if the regulatory      
     agency determines that there is a reasonable potential for the discharge to
     cause or contribute to an exceedance of the Tier II value.                 
                                                                                
     While EPA did seek to determine the prevalence of Tier II BCCs and         
     potential BCCs from the permit files of 59 direct discharge facilities when
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     compiling its costs estimates (Section 5.5, SAIC, 1993), its analysis had  
     two major shortcomings: (1) only effluent were evaluated; and (2) it failed
     to account for the fact that analytical detection limits were often much   
     higher than the potential Tier II values.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA itself recognized the limitations in its evaluation due to the higher  
     detection limits.  In particular, the Agency's contractor stated:  "More   
     rigorous monitoring (or other data) for the entire set of Tier II BCCs on a
     consistent basis may reveal that perhaps Tier II BCCs and potential BCCs on
     a consistent basis may reveal that perhaps some Tier II BCCs and potential 
     BCCs are present in appreciable quantities." (page 5-26, SAIC, 1993) CMA   
     agrees with this conclusion.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2656.390     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.391
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More important, however, is the fact that the EPA evaluation used only     
     effluent data.  Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) are very          
     effectively removed to below analytical detection limits by conventional   
     biological treatment processes.  It is therefore not surprising that very  
     few of these pollutants have been found in treated discharges.             
     Unfortunately, however, proposed implementation Provision 8D does not      
     provide any credit for this treatment when the WQBEL is below the          
     analytical quantification level.  Instead, the rule will require discharge 
     to "reduce all potential sources of the pollutant to maintain the effluent 
     at or below the WQBEL."  (58 Fed. Reg. 21044)  To meet this requirement,   
     organic chemicals plants with wastewaters containing thes PAHs will have to
     install in-plant treatment and/or controls to achieve water quality-based  
     effluent limits (WQBEKs) before discharge to their end-of-pipe treatment   
     systems (assuming that the end-of-pipe WQBEL is below the analytical       
     detection limit).  This requirement will mean that many organic chemicals  
     plants may incur significant compliance costs for Tier II pollutants.      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.391     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.392
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, many of the Tier II pollutants will be present at low         
     concentrations in municipal and industrial effluents.  There are, for      
     example, 15 polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) that are listed as    
     Tier II pollutants that would be regulated with Tier II values.  Some of   
     these PAHs are frequently found in organic chemical industry wastewaters.  
     For example, influent data collected during the EPA's effluent limitations 
     guidelines development for the organic chemicals industry (Table VI-2,     
     Forsht, E.H., 1987, Development Document for Effluent Limitations          
     Guidelines and Standards for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic
     Fibers Point source Category, EPA  440/1-87/009, Washington, D.C.), show   
     that some of the commonly occurring PAHs were found in OCPSF wastewaters   
     with the following frequencies:  napthalene 33.6% acenapthene 19.7%,       
     phenanthrene 19.7%, anethracene 17.9%, fluorene 17.8%, acenapthylene 16.1%,
     pyrene 15.0%, fluoranthene 14.5%, benzo(a)anthracene 10.7%, chrysene 10.5%.
                                                                                
     The significance of the Tier II pollutants is not confined to the organic  
     chemicals, plastics, and synthetic fibers industry.  Both petroleum        
     refineries and iron and steel mills discharge wastewaters containing PAHS. 
     POTWs also receive and treat sewage containing PAHs.  EPA's 50-POTW survey 
     indicated that the following PAHs were frequently (more than 30% of the    
     samples) found in raw sludges (Table 5, Burns and Roe Industrial Services  
     Corp., 1982, Fate of Priority Pollutants in Publicly Owned Treatment Works,
     Final Report, Volume I(EPA 440/1-82/303, Washington, D.C.): pyrene 53%,    
     phenanthrene 53%, anthracene 48%, fluoranthene 44%, naphthalene 34%,       
     chrysene 31%.                                                              
                                                                                
     Because the Guidance requires a preliminary waste load allocation to be    
     made whenever a permit writer believes that there is a reasonable potential
     for a discharge of a pollutant, many point sources will have a Tier II     
     value calculated for one or more of these pollutants.                      
                                                                                
     The Guidance is designed to produce overly conservative permit limits and  
     in the absence of the toxicity data required to develop a Tier I criterion,
     these Tier II values are likely to be quite low.  The costs of complying   
     with such permit limits, including the virtual elimination of these        
     pollutants in in-plant streams, will be very high.                         
                                                                                
     Neither OCPSF plants, petroleum refineries, steel mills, or POTWs are      
     likely to find relatively simple and inexpensive pollution preventivon     
     methods that will achieve the requirements of implementation procedure 7.  
     this is in part because PAHs are generated by combustion processes and are 
     found in coal, petroleum and many petroleum derivatives.  In the OCPSF     
     Development Document, EPA indentified the following OCPSF process          
     feedstocks as generating process wastewaters containing PAHS (Table VI-41, 
     Forsht, E.H., 1987):                                                       
                                                                                
     toluene; allyl chloride; liquified petroleum gas (LPG); gas oil; coal tar  
     light oil; C4 and C5 pyrolysates; benzene; xylenes; cyclohexane; ethylene; 
     butylenes; acetone; ethylene flycol still bottoms; ethylene dichloride;    
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     t-butanol; naphtha; catalytic reformate; pyrolysis gas oil; BTX extracts;  
     toluene; cyclopentadiene; cumene; propylene; ethylbenzene; phenol; C11, C12
     linear alcohols.                                                           
                                                                                
     This list includes the major organic chemical industry feedstocks.  There  
     are no substitute feedstocks available for ethylene, propylene, benzene,   
     toluene, etc., to manufacture the hundreds of commercial chemical products 
     that are based on these raw materials.  Thus, in order to achieve a        
     standard of not detected on internal wastewater streams at OCPSF plants    
     that use these and other feedstocks which contribute PAHs to the           
     wastewater, it would be necessary to install treatment at the source.      
     In-plant biological treatment and/or carbon adsorption would be the most   
     likely option.  But both technologies would be quite expensive, especially 
     if several waste streams have to be treated.  These same technology options
     would also have to be used at petroleum refineries and steel mills, neither
     of which can eliminate the PAH generation by feedstock substitution or     
     process changes.                                                           
                                                                                
                                                                                
     The                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2656.392     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.393
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     POTWs will find it no easier to comply with Tier II values for PAHs than   
     will industrial dischargers.  Contrary to EPA's assumptions, it is not     
     necessarily the case that imposing more stringent limits on indirect       
     dischargers will assure compliance with a POTW's permit limits for PAHs.   
     PAHs are not just generated by industrial operations.  For example, EPA's  
     Nationwide Urban Runoff Program (NURP) reported the presence of 4          
     PAHs--chrysene, fluoranthene, phenanthrene, and pyrene--in at least 10% of 
     all runoff samples (56 Fed. reg. 40965).  Urban runoff that enters sewer   
     systems represents a non-industrial source of PAHs that cannot be          
     controlled by pretreatment standards.  The same situation occurs for PCBs  
     and mercury, both of which are found in Great Lakes area precipitation at  
     concentrations that are higher than their respective Tier I criteria.      
     
     
     Response to: P2656.393     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.394
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See also CMA comment #390.                                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, it is apparent that SAICs's conclusion that few facilities would be  
     impacted by Tier II values is seriously off the mark.  Compliance with Tier
     II values may, in fact, be more costly than compliance with the Tier I     
     criteria because (1) there are over three times more Tier II pollutants    
     than there are Tier I pollutants, (2) Tier II values will have to be       
     developed for some uses even for pollutants for which there are Tier I     
     criteria, and (3) and, by design, the Tier II values are overly            
     conservative as compared to the Tier I cirteria.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.394     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: P2656.395
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Has Underestimated The Compliance Costs For Non-Contact, Once-Through  
     Cooling Water                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA's cost estimates assumed that WQBELs would not be applied to           
     non-contact cooling water that met the following criteria (page 5-28, SAIC,
     1993):                                                                     
                                                                                
     > The source of the cooling water is the same water body to which it was   
     discharged;                                                                
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     > No chemicals are added to the discharge; and                             
                                                                                
     > No other waste streams are added to the cooling water.                   
                                                                                
     Although this is a reasonable approach for excluding a discharge from      
     regulation, it is not the language that EPA has proposed in implementation 
     Procedure 5E.  rather, Procedure 5E.1.b. requires that a facility not      
     contribute "any" additional mass of the identified intake water pollutant  
     in order for noncontact cooling water to qualify as having no reasonable   
     potential for causing or contributing to an exceedance of a criterion (58  
     Fed.Reg. 21042).                                                           
                                                                                
     Strict interpretation of this provision would not allow a finding of "no   
     reasonable potential" for any cooling water system that contains any       
     pollutant added as a result of corrosion of the cooling system components. 
     Thus, for metals such as copper, nickel, cadium, and zinc, EPA's proposed  
     provision would not exclude a discharge from regulation when intake water  
     concentrations of these metals exceed the applicable water quality         
     criterion, even if the amounts of such metals added to the cooling water   
     due to corrosion are so small that they cannot be detected.                
                                                                                
     Therefore, under the language actually proposed in the Guidance, the       
     compliance costs for users of once-through non-contact cooling water       
     systems that use intake waters with pollutants that exceed the water       
     quality criteria would be enormous.  The concentrations of metals that     
     would be involved (low micrograms per liter) are below the levels that are 
     achievable with available treatment technologies.  Thus, the only          
     compliance option that is truly available is to convert the once-through   
     cooling system to an air cooling system or a recycle cooling system.  Both 
     of these options are extremely expensive.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA  has therefore not accurately assessed the compliance cost of the      
     proposed rule with respect to non-contact once-through cooling water.  The 
     costs of conversion of once-through water cooling systems for steam        
     electric power stations would typically be in the hundreds of millions of  
     dollars per station; the costs for chemical plants would be lower, but     
     would likely be in the $10-$100 million range per plant.  EPA cannot ignore
     these costs in assessing the economic impact of the proposed rule.         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.395     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.396
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA's Assumption That Relatively Inexpensive Pollution Prevention Measures 
     can Be Used By All Indirect And Direct Industrial Dischargers To Comply    
     with The Guidance Is Unrealistic                                           
                                                                                
     EPA's four cost scenarios assumed that dischargers could use relatively    
     inexpensive pollution prevention methods to comply with the criteria when  
     the existing effluent quality was close to the Guidance-based effluent     
     limitations (no more than twice the limit) or where information was lacking
     to select alternate treatment methods (page 2-36, SAIC, 1993).  This is not
     an acceptable method for estimating compliance costs for those pollutants  
     that have projected WQBELs below analytical detection limits, especially if
     those pollutants are inherent to the process and/or originate from         
     non-process sources such as precipitation.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.396     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2584.015, and D2684.008.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.397
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution Prevention Measures Will Be Complex and Costly For Many Pollutant
     Classes                                                                    
                                                                                
     The PAHs discussed elsewhere in these comments are one example of a        
     pollutant class that is widespread in chemical processes and is not        
     amenable to control by pollution prevention.  The PAHs are present in      
     hydrocarbon feedstocks and are also generated whenever hydrocarbons are    
     processed at elevated temperatures, such as in cracking processes.  The    
     cracking processes are the fundamental first step in the organic chemicals 
     industry and cannot be replaced by alternate processes and/or feedstocks.  
     Therefore, treatment at the source is the only method that will achieve    
     compliance with water quality criteria or values on internal wastewater    
     streams.  In-plant biological and/or carbon adsorption tretment that will  
     be necessary to meet the detection limit objective will be substantially   
     more expensive than EPA's estimated cost of pollution prevention for such  
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2656.397     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: P2656.398
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury and PCBs also present a special problem, not only for industrial   
     dischargers but also for POTWs.  Data presented earlier in these comments  
     document that the vast majority of these pollutants enter the Great Lakes  
     system through atmospheric deposition and precipitation.  For example,     
     precipation on the Lake Erie Watershed was reported to contain mercury and 
     PCBs at concentrations that are 111 and 667 times higher than the proposed 
     Tier I wildlife criteria (Kelly, T.J., et.al.,1991, "Atmospheric and       
     Tributary Inputs of Toxic pollutants to Lake Erie," J. Great Lakes Res,    
     17(4),pp. 504-516).                                                        
                                                                                
     The significance of this is that surface runoff from roofs, parking lots,  
     plant process areas, etc. will contain mercury and PCBs at concentrations  
     that are substantially higher than the most restrictive criteria for       
     mercury and PCBs.  Some of this runoff is collected and treated by         
     industrial facilities and POTWs.  The Guidance would require industrial    
     plants and POTWs to reduce the mercury and PCBs in these streams to the    
     compliance level, which would be the quantitation limit for mercury and    
     PCBs.  While this may be achievable with current analytical detection      
     capabilities, as analytical capablilities improve it will ultimately be    
     impossible to meet a requirement of no measurable concentration of these   
     pollutants in streams containing surface runoff.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2656.398     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015, D2827.090, and D2584.004.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.399
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Pollution Prevention Measures Are Practically Impossible For Discharges Of 
     Surface Water Runoff                                                       
                                                                                
     The Agency's assumption that pollution prevention will be adequate to bring
     dischargers of surface runoff into compliance with applicable limits is not
     realistic.  Realistically, the only practical control would be to remove   
     the mercury and PCBs from precipitation and atmospheric deposition.        
     However, individual dischargers have no influence on these sources of      
     mercury and PCBs.  As a result, they will have to install additional       
     in-plant treatment to lower the concentrations of these pollutants in      
     internal waste streams.  The costs for such additional treatment, which    
     have not been considered by EPA in its cost study, would be extremely high.
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.399     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.400
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Compliance Costs Do Not Adequately Address The Guidance Requirement  
     That A Discharger Reduce All Potential Sources Of A Pollutant To Below The 
     WOBEL                                                                      
                                                                                
     Implementation Procedure 8D requires discharges to reduce the concentration
     of a pollutant in internal wastewater streams to the WQBEL when the WQBEL  
     for that pollutant is below the quantification limit.  EPA has not         
     adequately evaluated the cost of compliance with this requirement.         
     Instead, as discussed above, the Agency has assumed that pollution         
     prevention and waste minimization can achieve this objective.              
                                                                                
     For Tier I pollutants that have the potential to bioaccumulate, such as    
     mercury and PCBs, and for many Tier II pollutants with the same potential, 
     the WQBELs will be less than the analytical quantification limit.  Thus,   
     dischargers of these pollutants will be obliged to meet this objective for 
     all internal wastewater streams containing these pollutants.               
                                                                                
     Because of the ubiquitous nature of mercury and PCBs, a large number of    
     industrial facilities will have to achieve compliance with analytical      
     quantification levels in  their internal streams.  In the case of most of  
     the Tier I and Tier II BCCs and potential BCCs, only in-plant treatment    
     will suffice to achieve the analytical quantification levels on a          
     consistent basis.  As a result, the costs of compliance may be more than   
     double the costs estimated by EPA in its study.                            
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     Response to: P2656.400     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2656.401
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Erroneously Assumes That Analytical Detection Levels Will Remain       
     Constant For The Foreseeable Future And, Thus, The Required Compliance     
     Levels Will Be A Constant Target                                           
                                                                                
     The Agency's compliance cost study assumes that existing analytical        
     quantification levels are the compliance levels that must be achieved for  
     pollutants with detection limits higher than their WQBELs (page 6-6, SAIC, 
     1993).  While it is difficult to project future analytical detection limits
     and their effect on dischargers, it is likely that such detection limits   
     will get progressively lower, and that facilities will be required as a    
     result to meet lower and lower limits.  This is a major issure particularly
     with respect to BCCs and potential BCCs.                                   
                                                                                
     As a result, rather than designing, implementing, and operating treatment  
     units and pollution prevention procedures to achieve a well-defined target,
     dischargers will have to assume that they must strive to achieve virtual   
     zero discharge.  When a ubiquitous pollutant such as mercury or PCBs is    
     involved, dischargers will have to put in the most effective treatment     
     technology that is available in order to reduce the chance that the        
     technology will have to be replaced when analytical quantification limits  
     decrease.  The emphasis will have to be on treatment rather than on        
     pollution prevention, since the discharger has no real control over the    
     source of the ubiquitous pollutant.                                        
                                                                                
     Although it is impossible to quantify the cost that significantly lower    
     quantification levels represent for point sources, such costs are          
     inevitable and will be significant under the current proposal.  This       
     reality is another reason EPA's estimated compliance costs are seriously   
     understated.                                                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.401     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.402
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA Has Grossly Overestimated Pollutant Loading Reductions And The         
     Resulting Cost-Effectiveness Of The Proposed Rule                          
                                                                                
     EPA estimated the pollutant loading reductions that it believes will occur 
     as a result of the proposed rule by calculating the difference between     
     existing daily maximum permit limitations and the Guidance-based effluent  
     limitations (page 4-1, SAIC, 1993).  When no permit limit was available,   
     the highest reported effluent concentration was used to calculate the      
     pollutant loading reduction.  Estimating pollutant reductions using daily  
     maximum permit limits grossly inflates the true pollutant reductions that  
     occurr, and makes the rule appear to be much more cost-effective than it   
     really is.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2656.402     
     
     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2587.135.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.403
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA Recommends That EPA Use the Effluent Variability Statistical Method To 
     More Accurately Measure The Expected Pollution Loading Reductions          
                                                                                
     There is a very easy statistical approach that could have been used to     
     assess more accurately the expected pollutant loading reductions.  This is 
     the effluent variability statistical method described in the EPS's TSD     
     (Chapter 5, TSD, 1991).  Coincidentally, this same approach is used in the 
     Guidance to develop the reasonable potential multiplying factors in Tables 
     F5-1 and F6-1.                                                             
                                                                                
     This methodology assumes, based on extensive empirical evidence, that      
     effluent concentration data follow a lognormal distribution.  The 99th     
     percentile of the daily concentration data for a discharger is typically   
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     used to set a daily maximum permit limit (page 110, TSD, 1991).  To achieve
     this daily maximum limit, a discharger must operate its wastewater         
     management system to achieve a long term average concentration that is only
     a fraction of the limit.  In addition, dischargers must achieve an effluent
     concentration well below the daily maximum permit limit in order to comply 
     with their monthly average limits.                                         
                                                                                
     Thus, all dischargers actually discharge far less of a pollutant than the  
     amount that is represented by the daily maximum permit limit.  By using the
     daily maximum permit limit, EPA essentially assumed that dischargers were  
     out of compliance with their permit limits at least 50% of the time, which 
     is clearly incorrect.  This is a very unreasonable assumption.  The only   
     correct way to calculate the expected pollutant loading reductions is to   
     use the long term average effluent concentrations for both the existing and
     future.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.403     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.404
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This Method Shows How EPA's Estimates Overstate The Cost-Effectiveness Of  
     The Guidance                                                               
                                                                                
     The long term averge concentration and mass loading of a pollutant that    
     corresponds to a daily maximum permit limit can be calculated if the       
     coefficient of variation (CV) of the effluent concentration data is known  
     or assumed. In the TSD EPA recommends a default CV of 0.6 (page 107, TSD,  
     1993). Using this CV, Table 5-2 of the TSD shows that the long term average
     (LTA) multiplier to obtain a daily maximum permit limit based on the 99th  
     percentile is 3.11. This means that the LTA is 0.321 times the daily       
     maximum permit limit (or highest recorded daily value). Thus, EPA's        
     estimates of the pollutant reductions that will be achieved by the Guidance
     are at least 3.11 times higher than the true reductions that could be      
     obtained. The following tabulation shows how this correction affects some  
     of the reductions EPA predicted for Scenario 2 (Table XI-3, 58 Fed. Reg.   
     20993):                                                                    
                                                                                
     Pollutant / EPA Est. Reduction (lb/day) / Actual Est. Reduction (lb/day)   
     cadmium / 5,622.53 / 1,807.88                                              
     copper / 76,292.93 / 24,531.49                                             
     mercury / 45.89 / 15.30                                                    
     PCBs / 0.41 / 0.13                                                         
     selenium, total / 903.77 / 290.60                                          
     2,3,7,8-TCDD / 0.00056 / 0.00018                                           
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     Response to: P2656.404     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.405
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As shown by EPA's calculations, a considerable amount of "benefit" is      
     assumed to result from copper removal from point sources. This "benefit,"  
     however, is grossly overstated. First, by failing to account for the       
     bioavailable fraction of copper, EPA is assuming that substantial amounts  
     of copper must be removed to achieve the aquatic life criteria. If         
     bioavailability were properly accounted for, the number of permits         
     requiring copper limits would be drastically reduced.  In addition, there  
     is no evidence that copper represents a widespread water quality problem in
     the Great Lakes and their tributaries. Background concentrations are       
     generally low. Thus, it is doubtful that many permittees would have to     
     comply with stringent copper limits, and much of EPA's estimated "benefit" 
     of the proposed rule would be illusory.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.405     
     
     See response to comment D2759.022                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.406
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These substantial decreases in the estimated pollutant reductions occur for
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     all of the pollutants EPA identified in its pollutant loading tabulation.  
     In fact, for some dischargers it is likely, and even probable, that the    
     actual long term average concentration of a pollutant is even lower than   
     that calculated using EPA's statistical method. Most dischargers will      
     design and operate their treatment systems, if possible, to achieve much   
     lower long term average concentrations for a pollutant than EPA assumes in 
     its statistical method in order to allow a margin of safety with respect to
     the permit limits. Thus, the corrected pollutant loading reductions shown  
     above are still probably overestimated.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2656.406     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.407
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This decrease directly affects the toxic pollutant pound-equivalent loading
     reductions presented in Table IX-4 of the proposed rule (58 Fed. Reg.      
     20994). The toxic pounds-equivalents removed per year by each EPA scenario 
     are as follows:                                                            
                                                                                
     ScenarioReduction / EPA Est Reduction (M lb/yr) / Actual Est (M lb/yr)     
     1 / 40.6 / 13.0                                                            
     2 / 43.5 / 14.0                                                            
     3 / 43.5 / 14.0                                                            
     4 / 43.5 / 14.0                                                            
                                                                                
     When these decreased pollutant loading reductions are used with EPA's      
     underestimated annual compliance costs for each scenario, the              
     cost-effectiveness of the proposed rule ranges from $4.07/lb-eq to         
     $32.31/1b-eq. The cost-effectiveness for Scenario 2 using EPA's compliance 
     cost estimate is $8.06/1b-eq.                                              
                                                                                
     In fact, however, the actual cost-effectiveness of the proposed rule is    
     much lower than implied by these figures, because, as discussed above, EPA 
     has grossly underestimated the compliance costs. The correct figures show  
     that the proposed Guidance is not cost-effective.                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.407     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2656.408
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: (REF:  see attachment F, CMA comments)                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     CMA's Survey Of Its Member Companies With Plants In The Great Lakes Area   
     Demonstrates that EPA's Estimates for Total Annual Compliance Cost For All 
     Industry And Municipalities Are Grossly Understated                        
                                                                                
     In February 1993 CMA published a report on a survey of its member company  
     plants that would be potentially affected by the Guidance (Attachment F).  
     This study estimated that 97 of 123 CMA member company plants in the Great 
     Lakes region would be impacted by the regulations. Mercury was identified  
     as the pollutant that was the most problematic.                            
                                                                                
     The study showed that these 97 plants would spend from $191 to $403 million
     in total capital costs alone in order to comply with the Guidance. Annual  
     operating costs ranged from $31 to $103 million. Converting these figures  
     to an annual costs using a 7% interest rate and 10 years of amortization,  
     as assumed by EPA, these CMA member company  plants expect to spend from   
     $58 to $164 million annually to comply with the proposed rule. These costs 
     do not consider the cost of treating once-through cooling water, if        
     required, or the costs for monitoring, special studies, pollution          
     prevention studies, and similar items included in EPA's estimate.          
                                                                                
     In contrast, EPA's estimated annual compliance cost for Scenario 2 for all 
     industrial and municipal dischargers, including indirect dischargers, is   
     $192.3 million (58 Fed. Reg. 20987). Thus, CMA's annual compliance cost    
     estimate for its member company plants is 30 to 85% of the annual cost that
     EPA has suggested is the most realistic compliance cost for all dischargers
     affected by the proposed rule.                                             
                                                                                
     The tremendous costs estimated for CMA members alone demonstrates the gross
     underestimation of EPA's own analysis. The difference for these estimated  
     costs is primarily attributable to the simplified assumptions that EPA made
     in deriving its costs estimates.                                           
                                                                                
     It apparent from the CMA study that EPA has grossly underestimated the     
     industrial compliance cost associated with the proposed regulations. Since 
     it follows that EPA's compliance cost estimates for municipalities and     
     other industries are equally understated, the overall annual compliance    
     cost for this rule will easily reach into the billions of dollars.         
     
     
     Response to: P2656.408     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2656.409
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: (ref:  see pages 1X-20 - 1X-27, CMA comments)                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Examination Of Potential Compliance Costs At Two CMA Member Company        
     Facilities Demonstrates That EPA Has Grossly Underestimated The Cost       
     Impacts Of The Guidance                                                    
                                                                                
     Two CMA member company plants that would be affected by the proposed       
     Guidance have estimated their compliance costs, based on their assessments 
     of the impacts of the Guidance on their current operations. Their estimates
     of compliance costs are substantially higher than EPA's estimates. CMA     
     believes that the cost estimates for these two member company plants are   
     much more realistic than EPA's optimistic assessment and that many, if not 
     most, of the chemical industry plants on the Great Lakes and their         
     tributaries would be affected similarly.                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.409     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2656.410
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's RIA Analyzes The Benefits And Costs Of The Proposed Rule Using Only  
     Three Case Histories Of "Hot Spots" Which Are Not Generally Applicable To  
     The Great Lakes And Their Tributaries As A Whole                           
                                                                                
     EPA's analysis of the benefits of the proposed Guidance is based on a      
     narrow case study approach (Raucher, R., Dixon, A., Trabka, E., 1993,      
     Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Guidance, EPA Contract # 68-WI-0009, WA# 116, RCG/Hagler, Bailly, Inc.,    
     Boulder, Colorado). The three case histories examined are: (1) Lower Fox   
     River and Green Bay, Wisconsin; (2) Saginaw River and Saginaw Bay,         
     Michigan; and (3) the Black River in Ohio. EPA's report states that an     
     inherent limitation of the case study approach is the inability to         
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     extrapolate from a limited set of river-based sites to the Great Lakes     
     basin as a whole. CMA concurs with this conclusion. Even more significant, 
     these three case studies all represent known "hot spots" of contamination  
     caused by past practices, not necessarily ongoing point source discharges. 
     Consequently, the results of the RIA are not generally applicable to the   
     Great Lakes and their tributaries as whole.                                
                                                                                
     Any benefits of the Guidance that are realized in "hot spots" of pollution 
     are not representative of the overall benefits to the Great Lakes system.  
     Clearly, in "hot spots," where past and current practices have caused water
     quality and associated ecologic problems, ongoing and future waste         
     management and control efforts should have significant measurable benefits.
     However, benefits are not likely to be realized to the same extent in those
     areas of the Great Lakes and their tributaries that are uncontaminated or  
     only slightly contaminated. It is also very difficult to separate the      
     benefits that will accrue from ongoing programs, such as the CWA Section   
     304(1) process, from the benefits of the proposed regulations. Indeed, it  
     makes little sense to move forward with the additional point source        
     controls required by the Guidance when the controls mandated by Section    
     304(1) are just now beginning to be effective.                             
                                                                                
     The RIA is not a realistic estimate of the benefits that can be expected to
     be achieved by the proposed rule. Rather, the benefits in areas of the     
     lakes and tributaries that are already acheiving water quality standards   
     under existing rules are likely to be so low as to be unquantifiable.      
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.410     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045 and D2587.144.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2656.411
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The RIA Shows That The Benefits Of Implementing The Guidance Are Minimal To
     Nonexistent Even For The Three Case Histories Studied                      
                                                                                
     The highest benefits estimated in the RIA were for the Lower Fox           
     River-Green Bay case history. In that case, the pollutants that are        
     responsible for essentially all of the benefits and costs are PCBs. On a   
     direct, annualized cost basis, and assuming that the Guidance is           
     responsible for 50% of the projected benefits, the benifit:cost ratio is   
     1.43:1 (page 8-28, Raucher, R., et.al., 1993). Using discounted benefits   
     and costs the ratio ranges from 1.95:1 to 2.58:1. Thus, even though the    
     implementation and compliance costs used in this analysis are EPA's grossly
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     understated cost estimates, the benefit:cost ratio is not much greater than
     1.                                                                         
     In addition, as discussed in the RIA, the Green Bay Mass Balance Study has 
     estimated that less than 1% of the current PCB loading to Green Bay is from
     point sources (page 8-28, Raucher, R., et.al., 1993). The vast majority of 
     the contamination is from sediments. Thus, the Guidance will not be        
     responsible for 50% of the benefits that would occur if the PCB            
     contamination of Green Bay is mitigated; indeed less than 1% of the        
     benefits of a PCB-free system would result from the Guidance. EPA's        
     estimated benefit:cost ratio for the Guidance at the 1% contribution level 
     is 0.06:1 to 0.11:1, using EPA's underestimated compliance costs (Table    
     8-9, Raucher, R., et.al., 1993). Therefore, even in this hot spot for one  
     of the pollutants that is the focus of the Guidance, the proposed          
     regulations have estimated benefits that are but a tiny fraction of the    
     projected compliance costs.                                                
                                                                                
     The situation is the same for the Black River case history, where PAHs are 
     the toxic pollutant of primary concern. Because of existing water quality  
     management initiatives by the state of Ohio, the Guidance is expected to   
     contribute only 1% to 5% to the benefits of a fishable Black River. Under  
     all the scenarios evaluated by EPA (direct annual comparison, discounted   
     for 10 and 20 years) the benefits of the Guidance were always less than the
     compliance costs, again using EPA's understated cost estimates.            
                                                                                
     In the Saginaw River/Saginaw Bay case study the results were much the same.
     PCBs, mercury, toxaphene, and 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD)   
     are the principal toxic pollutant of concern based on estimated toxic mass 
     equivalents in the baseline loadings (Table 9-4, Raucher, R., et.al.,      
     1993). There are no estimated reductions in the baseline loadings of PCBs  
     and toxaphene due to the Guidance, because these loadings are all due to   
     nonpoint sources. The benefits of the Guidance were estimated to be        
     equivalent to, or slightly greater than the compliance costs, once again   
     using EPA's underestimated compliance costs.                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2656.411     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.017, and D2587.037.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comments 002, 003, 004, and 005 are embedded in 001.          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, we believe that the proposed Guidance is overly broad and           
     excessively stringent at this stage in the development of a coordinated    
     program of measures to protect and improve the Great Lakes system.         
     [Second, because planning and coordinating of nonpoint source and          
     multi-media efforts have not been completed up to this time, there is no   
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     basis in science or public policy to support a point source guidance of    
     this stringency.]  [Third, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement         
     (Agreement) and the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act (CPA) contemplated   
     moving ahead with the Great Lakes effort using well-founded scientific     
     principles and doing the job as cost-effectively as possible.  Rather than 
     demonstrating cost-effective elements in the program, the proposed Guidance
     appears not to heed cost and cost-effectiveness.]  [Fourth, Canada is not  
     subject to the Guidance and is far behind current U.S. standards even      
     before the Guidance is imposed.]  [Finally, the Agreement and the Critical 
     Programs Act called for consistency among the Great Lakes states.  This is 
     not found in identical treatment of all Great Lakes' waters throughout the 
     region; rather, it would be found in similar treatment of similar areas    
     taking into account the ecological diversity of this large system.]        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.001     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance is scientifically defensible, and provides 
     the requisite level of consistency envisioned by the CPA. Issues of cost   
     are discussed in section IX of the SID.  Activities with our Canadian      
     counterparts are addressed in section I of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2718.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in 001                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, because planning and coordinating of nonpoint source and           
     multi-media efforts have not been completed up to this time, there is no   
     basis in science or public policy to support a point source guidance of    
     this stringency.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.002     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and use of the
     best available science to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife  
     in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further         
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including efforts designed to identify sources of         
     pollutant problems and mechanisms to address those problems, see Section   
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in 001                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (Agreement) and the Great   
     Lakes Critical Programs Act (CPA) contemplated moving ahead with the Great 
     Lakes effort using well-founded scientific principles and doing the job as 
     cost-effectively as possible.  Rather than demonstrating cost-effective    
     elements in the program, the proposed Guidance appears not to heed cost and
     cost-effectiveness.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.003     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2718.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in 001                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, Canada is not subjcet to the Guidance and is far behind current    
     U.S. standards even before the Guidance is imposed.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.004     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control all sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System.  See also response to comment number  
     D2867.087 regarding the steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control 
     pollution sources from the Canadian side of the border to the Great Lakes  
     basin.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI

Page 8995



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: P2718.005
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in 001                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the agreement and the Critical Programs Act called for consistency
     among the Great Lakes states.  This is not found in identical treatment of 
     all Great Lakes' waters throughout the region; rather, it would be found in
     similar treatment of similar areas taking into account the ecological      
     diversity of this larg system.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.005     
     
     For a full discussion on this issue, see Sections I.C and II.C of the SID. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A measure of the excessive nature of the regulation is the continuing      
     addition to the bulk of the supporting materials.  In the August 9, 1993   
     Federal Register, U.S. EPA published a notice of availability of two key   
     documents in the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance rulemaking.  It appears
     that these publications were available as early as February, 1993, at least
     a month before publication of the proposed Guidance and five months before 
     the notice of availability.  We immediately requested these documents      
     through counsel, and we received them during the first week of September.  
     Unfortunately, this delay in the initial availability and in our receipt of
     the materials has made it impossible for us to assess them in as careful   
     and thoughtful a fashion as we would prefer and to comment on the impact to
     this extensive and highly technical proposed Guidance.  Under separate     
     cover, our counsel requested a 90 day extension to the Guidance comment    
     period to review and evaluate these new materials.  On September 9, 1992,  
     we received an answer from the Agency not responding to our request for an 
     extension of the Guidance comment period and further stating that the      
     Agency will soon make available a document on the Human Health criteria.   
     Accordingly, we are restating our request for the extension to the Guidance
     comment period.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.006     
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     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By proposing a virtually complete water quality program in this rulemaking 
     and asking hundreds of questions that explore many other avenues of        
     regulation, the proposed Guidance is not now in the form of a proposed rule
     but rather has taken the form of an Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking. 
     There are few limits placed on the Agency's options in promulgating a final
     rule and we do not believe that we have had fair notice of the Agency's    
     intended action or an opportunity to comment on that intended action to    
     assist in crafting a better rule.  Accordingly, we reserve the right to    
     raise further issues at a later date, and to react to concerns raised by   
     other commentors.  We additionally request that, after the comment period  
     closes on September 13, the Agency consider these comments and redraft the 
     Guidance.  In this process we urge the Agency to use the Steering          
     Committee, Technical Work Group and Public Participation Group in a        
     continuation of the development and review process that were used          
     effectively in the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  The Agency should
     then republish for notice and comment the revised proposed Guidance in the 
     form that is actually being considered for promulgation as a final rule.   
     In that manner, the public will be commenting on the actual proposed       
     provisions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.007     
     
     See response to comment G3201L.003.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.008
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Instead, the Acency's effort subjects regulated entities to what we regard 
     as unnecessarily stringent uniform (identical) criteria and controls, in   
     many instances without proper scientific foundation.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.008     
     
     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that as part of a flexible, from the bottom-up, process, local  
     governments and publicly-owned treatment works (POTWs) must have an active 
     role in establishing water quality objectives for the watersheds in which  
     they are located.  The proposed approach diminishes this type of local     
     decisionmaking with no apparent scientific or other rationale.  We believe 
     that sound science must be the primary basis for public policy decisions,  
     and in our view the scientific shortcomings underlying the proposal are so 
     significant that the defensibility of the Guidance is undermined.          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.009     
     
     Please see response to comments D2698.008 and G1738.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal further poses severe economic consequences for the Great Lakes
     region with little environmental and social benefits, contrary to          
     applicable provisions of the Clean Water Act.                              
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     Response to: P2718.010     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2718.011
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance instead would over-regulate point sources.  To illustrate, the
     proposed Guidance begins with what amounts to the most stringent features  
     of each state's water quality program.  It then adds new and unproven      
     concepts such as Tier II values despite the fact that they are overly      
     stringent, potentially costly, not supported by scientific evidence, and   
     not suggested by the Agreement.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.011     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is overly stringent, potentially      
     costly, not supported by scientific evidence, and not suggested by the     
     Agreement.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in      
     developing the final Guidance, including the use of the best available     
     science to protect human health, aquatic life and wildlife and providing an
     accurate assesment of costs and benefits of implementing the final         
     Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the   
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those suggested by the Agreement such as Remedial Action Plans and Lakewide
     Management Plans, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment      
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a discussion of Tier II   
     values, see Section II of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2718.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 8999



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     Further, the proposed rule would prohibit intake credits in many situations
     where high surface water background levels exists.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.012     
     
     The proposed guidance, which would establish a "reasonable potential" test 
     specifically for intake water pollutants, would apply regardless of the    
     levels of pollutants in the background waters.  This feature has been      
     retained in the final Guidance.  The final Guidance, unlike the proposal,  
     also includes procedures for considering intake water pollutants in        
     establishing WQBELS when for discharges to receiving waters that exceed an 
     applicable water quality standard.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.013
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These two examples illustrate that U.S. EPA has exceeded its statutory     
     authority by proposing requirements that fall beyond the Agreement's       
     objectives and programs, in contravention of Section 118 of the Clean Water
     Act.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.013     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2722.012.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact that the Guidance is overly broad is further illustrated by the   

Page 9000



$T044618.TXT
     June 30, 1991 deadline that Congress established for promulgating the      
     proposed Guidance.  The fact that U.S. EPA did not even propose the        
     Guidance until nearly two years after the deadline for final promulgation, 
     even though the participants worked at a very fast pace, indicates that the
     Guidance goes well beyond the scope and level of detail that Congress      
     anticipated when it enacted Section 118 of the Clean Water Act.  If the    
     Agency had limited the scope of the Guidance as intended by Congress, the  
     Guidance may have been properly integrated within the Agreement's framework
     and promulgated on schedule.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.014     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As further evidence that the Guidance is too expansive, the proposed rule  
     regulates many substances not regulated in the Agreement.  Even though     
     either country can be more stringent, the Agreement does provide a         
     bi-national focus on certin pollutants.  See Annex 1 and Annex 3           
     (Agreement's limited list of pollutants which require regulation and       
     control).  Indeed, the proposed Guidance regulates more substances than the
     Agreement addresses and, as such, the Guidance is inconsistent with the    
     Agreement's focus.  Although the United States and Canada can amend the    
     Agreement's list, they have not done so.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.015     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment number D2722.012.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2718.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance mandates a total water quality program, characterized by the  
     most stringent features from each of the various state's programs, plus new
     and untried controls that go far beyond scientific credibility.  In        
     addition, the Guidance attempts to disregard and circumvent the type of    
     planning prescribed by the Agreement and Critical Programs Act.  As such,  
     the Guidance is inconsistent with the Agreement, and the Great Lakes       
     Critical Programs Act.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.016     
     
     See Section I of the SID.  See also response to comment numbers D2722.012, 
     P2585.015 and P2769.085.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2718.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a final point, most industrial and municipal point sources discharging  
     to the Great Lakes and tributaries in Canada generally do not have         
     treatment equivalent to their counterparts in the United States.  Most     
     manufacturing facilities are not at U.S. BAT levels, and many are not even 
     at the BPT level.  Ontario industrial point sources have been estimated to 
     be fifteen yuears behind their U.S. counterparts in controlling their      
     disctharges.  Furthermore, secondary treatment for municipal discharges is 
     not universal in Ontario, as it is in this country.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.017     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control all sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System.  See response to comment number       
     D2867.087 regarding the steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control 
     pollution sources from the Canadian side of the border to the Great Lakes  
     basin.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2718.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It makes little sense to proceed with such a vigorous program on the       
     southern shores of the Great Lakes, while leaving pollutant loads from the 
     northern shores unaddressed.  Taking the proposed Guidance, once final, to 
     the "negotiating table" with Canada, as indicated in the Preamble, suggests
     that any resulting Canadian requirements would be less stringent than the  
     U.S. requirements.  The process of negotiating could result in some middle 
     ground agreement as Canada is not likely to adopt the stringent Guidance   
     requirements without modifications.  Negotiations with Canada should       
     include the results of the LaMPs and the RAPs, and should be concluded     
     before a Guidance of this stringency is promulgated.  This is necessary for
     it to be effective in addressing all sources of pollutants to the Great    
     Lakes system and to prevent the Guidance from placing this country at an   
     unjustified disadvantavge with respect to international economic           
     competitiveness.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.018     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control all sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System and believes that the Guidance is an   
     integral mechanism needed to achieve that goal. EPA does not, however,     
     agree that negotiations with Canada should be concluded prior to           
     implementation of the final Guidance.  See response to comment number      
     D2867.087 regarding the steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control 
     pollution sources from the Canadian side of the border to the Great Lakes  
     basin.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2718.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agreement sets forth an integral program which focuses on all sources  
     of pollution, not just point sources.  See, e.g., Annex 12 (parties shall  
     establish "close coordination between air, water, and solid waste programs,
     in order to assess the total input of toxic substances to the Great Lakes  
     System and to define comprehensive, integrated controls"); Article IV      
     (parties shall identify and work toward the elimination of areas of        
     concern, critical pollutants and point source impact zones).  By focussing 
     on sources such as runoff, contaminated sediment, air deposition, and the  
     like, the drafters of the Agreement have acknowledged that point source    
     regulation and control alone will provide little progress toward the       
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     Agreement's overall objectives. Indeed, enormous expenditures have already 
     been devoted to controlling point source discharges, and pollution still   
     exists in the Great Lakes.  Equally important, by failing to address the   
     solution for nonpoint source contamination, the Guidance ignores the focus 
     and mandates of the Agreement, and thereby violates the conformity         
     requirements of Section 118 of the Clean Water Act.  In summary, U.S. EPA  
     has proposed rules which are beyond the scope of the Act, and has exceeded 
     its rule-making authority.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.019     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C, I.D and II.C of the SID                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2718.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To illustrate that Great Lakes problems are multi-media problems and not   
     water point source problems alone, consider the following points.  First,  
     in remote Michigan Lakes, which receive no point source inputs,            
     approximately 15 percent of the fish sampled exceeded the state advisory   
     level of 0.5 ppm mercury, which far exceeds acceptable levels assumed by   
     the Guidance human health and wildlife criteria (Travis and Hester 1991).  
     Second, rainwater in Minnesota has been measured to contain up to 18.5 ng/l
     mercury, approximately 100 times higher than the proposed wildlife         
     criterion (Sorenson et al. 1990).  Third, source waters from Lake Superior 
     are a major source of the loading in the Western Lake Superior Sanitary    
     District wastewaters, and direct discharge of the source waters would      
     represent a violation of a permit limit estimated from the proposed        
     Guidance criteria.  Fourth, the draft Lakewide Management Plan for Lake    
     Michigan establishes that merely 2.8 percent of the total PCB loadings to  
     Lake Michigan can be attributed to point source dischargers -- a ratio     
     which may be extrapolated to the entire basin (Thomann and DiToro 1993).   
     These examples dramatically illustrate that the problems facing the Great  
     Lakes basin can be addressed only through a multi-media strategy based on  
     data and conclusions derived through Remedial Action Plans, Lakewide       
     Management Plans, and similar scientific exercises.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.020     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
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     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, inclduing  
     RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2718.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 3: cc BACK/UNI
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without a multi-media approach, the Guidance ensures that costs will be    
     artificially escalated.  Congress required a Guidance that brings increased
     consistency among the state programs, makes progress towards the           
     Agreement's goals, and includes specified components.  By contrast,        
     Congress did not require a Guidance that imposes new and untried           
     requirements and futile attempts to obtain meaningless point source        
     reductions.  This latter point is underscored by Congress' Critical        
     Programs Act, which wisely requires the completion of multi-media Lakewide 
     Management Plans and Remedial Action Plans prior to pursuing pervasive     
     regulatory controls (see above).  Thus, under the proposed Guidance, very  
     little progress toward the Agreement's goals will be made, and the regional
     costs will be extremely high.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.021     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is a futile attempt to obtain         
     meaningless point source reductions.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources 
     of pollution are a significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that
     the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution. 
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint) and accurately assessing the costs  
     and benefits associated with implementation of the final Guidance, see     
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance  
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, inclduing RAPs and LaMPs, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2718.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistent with the Agreement and the Critical Programs Act, therefore, we 
     recommend that the Guidance be compatible and integrated fully with        
     comprehensive watershed management planning.  See the Comprehensive        
     Watershed Management Act of 1993, a federal legislative initiative proposed
     by AMSA.  The Guidance should require permitting agencies who are          
     responsible for National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System ("NPDES")  
     permits to take into account those sources within a watershed that cause   
     water quality impairment, and to exercise thereby flexibility and          
     discretion in exerting their regulatory authority in setting effluent      
     limits and compliance schedules, and in conducting enforcement activities. 
     Indeed, one expected outcome of an approved watershed management plan is   
     that NPDES permit terms, conditions, and limits will be modified as        
     appropriate to achieve the water quality objectives of the plan in a       
     cost-effective manner.  In this manner, the Guidance could allow agencies  
     to account economically for all sources of concern to the Great Lakes      
     through a methodical, multi-media approach to regulation.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.022     
     
     For a full discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes  
     program efforts, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2718.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congress has expressly mandated that U.S. EPA consider the cost of         
     achieving the Clean Water Act's goals.  See, e.g., 33 U.S.C. Sections      
     1311(m), 1312(b)(2), 1314, 1324(d).  In addition, Executive Order 12291    
     explicitly requires U.S. EPA to balance the benefits with the cost of any  
     major rule.  However, the Agency's cost-benefit analysis is inadequate.    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.023     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2718.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 025 embedded in 024                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA's cost estimate for the proposed rulemaking did not include       
     certain major costs.  For example, U.S. EPA completely ignored costs       
     associated with Tier II values, which may dwarf the costs associated with  
     Tier I criteria.  In addition, only a fraction of the potential water      
     quality criteria under the Guidance have been proposed, and U.S. EPA has   
     not accounted for the costs associated with meeting limits derived from any
     future criteria.  Further, the Agency did not account for the inevitable   
     advances in analytical technologies that will force dischargers to meet    
     essentially zero discharge requirements for any parameters in the future,  
     due solely to better analytical capabilities.  In addition, the Agency's   
     Regulator Impact Analysis uses case histories that do not apply to the     
     Great Lakes and their tributaries.  As discussed in more detail in our     
     comments on Economics, other deficiencies damage the cost analysis.  Thus, 
     because the analysis is oversimplified, inaccurate, and incomplete, the    
     Agency has severely underestimated the cost that point source dischargers  
     will incur in complying with the proposed regulations.  [Indeed, a recent  
     evaluation of the Guidance performed by DRI-McGraw-Hill for the Council of 
     Great Lakes Governors indicates that, if promulgated, the proposal could   
     cost regulated entities $2.3 billion per year, in contrast to the Agency's 
     estimate of $80 million to $505 million.]                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.024     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003, D2579.003, and D2613.004.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2718.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in 024                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indeed, a recent evaluation of the Guidance performed by DRI-McGraw-Hill   
     for the Council of Great Lakes Governors indicates that, if promulgated,   
     the proposal could cost regulated entities $2.3 billion per year, in       
     contrast to the Agency's estimate of $80 million to $505 million.          
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     Response to: P2718.025     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2718.026
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In a related matter, we oppose the Agency's proposal that the onus of      
     upgrading Tier II values be placed upon permittees.  The data required to  
     establish such values may be impractical and economically prohibitive for  
     dischargers to obtain.  Indeed, it has been estimated that the cost to     
     develop a single wildlife or human health criterion can approach           
     $1,000,000.  Further, the first discharger to receive a Tier II-based limit
     may unfairly bear the entire cost burden of criterion development for that 
     pollutant, despite the fact that the whole regulated community will benefit
     from the additional database.  Thus, we recommend that the Agency explore  
     implementing funding mechanisms (for example, through permitting fees)     
     whereby the Agency would develop Tier I criteria and Tier II values through
     the shared expenditures of the regulated community.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.026     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 028 embedded in 027                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the foregoing cost considerations, the Agency's cost-benefit
     analysis demonstrates that little benefit can be expected under the        
     Guidance.  [For example, U.S. EPA does not establish that point source     
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     pollutants are significant relative to nonpoint source runoff, contaminated
     sediment, air deposition, and the like.]  In addition, the Agency refers   
     exclusively to bioaccumulative substances in its identification of         
     environmental problems in the Great Lakes, but then estimates that 99.95%  
     of the pollutant loadings reductions under the Guidance would be for       
     non-bioaccumulative substances.  Indeed, PCBs, which cause most fish       
     advisories, comprise only 0.0005 percent of the estimated pollutant        
     reductions and, further, U.S. EPA estimates that PCBs from point sources   
     will be reduced by no more that 13 percent.  By contrast, 99.7 percent of  
     the estimated pollutant reductions are for four ubiquitous metals that have
     never been identified as having bioaccumulation-related problems in the    
     Great Lakes:  copper, cadmium, zinc, and selenium.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.027     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.014, and D2723.004.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2718.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in 027                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, U.S. EPA does not establish that point source pollutants are  
     significant relative to nonpoint source runoff, contaminated sediment, air 
     deposition, and the like.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.028     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, inclduing  
     efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the   
     SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, the cost-benefit analysis performed by the Agency is deficient.  It
     does not properly assess costs or benefits and it illustrates the          
     Guidance's futility in imposing additional regulatory controls on point    
     source dischargers.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.029     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.014, and D2587.037.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed below, we  object to the Agency's designation of any substance
     as a BCC because the only identifying characteristic is bioaccumulation and
     that factor is fully accounted for in criteria development.  If the agency 
     continues to use the term BCC, we believe the methodology must be changed  
     in large part because the proposed BAFs are technically flawed and         
     otherwise scientifically invalid.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.030     
     
     See response to: P2718.053.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A. Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern ("BCC's") are, in large part, the  
     focus of the proposed regulations governing selection of pollutants for    
     special attention.  As an initial matter, however, the concept of BCCs is  
     invalid because BAFs are already taken into account in developing criteria 
     fully protective of the Great Lakes basin.  Since the criteria are, by     
     definition, fully protective, there is no need for an additional category  
     of pollutants requiring special attention.                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.031     
     
     See response to: P2718.053.                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.032
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Alternatively, if U.S. EPA tries to implement a BCC approach despite these 
     discrepancies, we further question the particular method proposed by the   
     Agency.  U.S. EPA has defined BCC as a toxic substance with a              
     Bioaccumulation Factor ("BAF") of 1000 or higher.  This definition is      
     arbitrary and, moreover, contains many flaws.  First, many various         
     technical problems plague the BAF procedures.  See "Part IV,               
     Bioaccumulation Factors," below.  Second. the proposed definition focuses  
     exclusively on bioaccumulation potential, and offers no consideration for a
     compound's toxicity, persistence, or other crucial aspects of environmental
     fate.  No single BAF value should serve as the basis for designating BCC's 
     since the persistence and toxicity of the pollutant are equal in importance
     to its potential to bioaccumulate.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.032     
     
     EPA believes that the scientific approach used for the development of BAFs 
     and the definition of BCCs in the final Guidance are reasonable and        
     appropriate.  See sections II.C.8 and IV of the SID for EPA's analysis of  
     these issues.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the selection of a BAF cutoff level of 1000 for    
     defining BCCs is arbitrary.  EPA believes that this comment may have       
     resulted from a confusion about the nature of risk management decisions.   
     As EPA explained in the preamble to the proposal (58 FR 20844), the        
     selection of a BAF cutoff level is a risk management decision that involves
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     weighing information and policy considerations, rather than a risk         
     assessment assumption that results solely from a scientific analysis.  It  
     is not possible, therefore, to specify a mathematical formula or systematic
     algorithm employing environmental data to select a cutoff level.  EPA      
     weighed a wide range of information and policy considerations in this      
     decision.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue, 
     and its reasons for selecting the cutoff human health BAF value of 1000 in 
     the final Guidance.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that persistence and toxicity should be considered together with
     bioaccumulation in determining which chemicals are BCCs.  As a result, EPA 
     modified the proposed definition of BCCs to include only chemicals that    
     have the potential to cause adverse effects, and to provide that chemicals 
     with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column, sediment, and
     biota are not BCCs.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of   
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.033
     Cross Ref 1: CC RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The vast uncertainties surrounding the propsoed definition are illustrated 
     by the December 1991 Steering Committee-approved draft guidance.  In that  
     document, U.S. EPA provided the following caveat for 23 of the 44 chemicals
     with BAF values greater than 1000:  "if the chemical is metabolizable, the 
     BAF is probably too high."  Importantly, this critical deficiency cannot be
     easily addressed, because many regulated chemicals have insufficient       
     metabolism data.  Thus, although many chemicals may be recategorized to    
     non-BCCs as metabolism data becomes available, regulated entities may be   
     forced to install expensive and permanent -- though needless -- control    
     measures in the interim.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.033     
     
     See response to D2634.014.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We suggest that U.S. EPA abandon the proposed BCC definition, and refrain  
     from implementing the antidegradation and implementation procedures which  
     are exculusive to BCCs until each proposed BCC is studied and, if          
     necessary, removed from the list of BCCs.  Similar to the Chesapeake Bay's 
     "toxics of concern" list, U.S. EPA should prepare fact sheets for proposed 
     BCCs that describe the available data on bioaccumulation, ambient water and
     tissue concentrations, toxicity, environmental fate and transport, sources,
     analytical methods, and other characteristics of the chemical.  This       
     information and, if warranted, data from additional studies, could then be 
     used to make a well-informed decision regarding a potential BCC. For each  
     chemical, moreover, this proposed decision should be public noticed for    
     review and comment.                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.034     
     
     See response to: D2634.015                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2718.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .035 is imbedded in comment .034.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similar to the Chesapeak Bay's "toxics of concern" list, U.S. EPA should   
     prepare fact sheets for proposed BCCs that describe the available data on  
     bioaccumulation, ambient water and tissue concentrations, toxicity,        
     environmental fate and transport, sources, analytical methods, and other   
     characteristics of the chemical.  This information and, if warranted, data 
     from additional studies, could then be used to make a well-informed        
     decision regarding a potential BCC. For each chemical, moreover, this      
     proposed decision should be public noticed for review and comment.         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.035     
     
     Such fact sheets are being prepared under the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction  
     Effort.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As part of the proposed approach to parallel the Chesapeake Bay program,   
     therefore, we recommend that a chemical should not be considered a BCC     
     unless it has been demonstrated to bioaccumulate in fish tissue at         
     concentrations that exceed allowable human exposure levels.                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.036     
     
     See response to: P2656.011.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We oppose the two-tiered approach to the extent that Tier II levels will be
     used to develop NPDES permit limitations.  As discussed in detail, below,  
     the Agency's planned implementation of Tier II levels is unsound for       
     numerous policy and technical reasons.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.037     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2718.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the Great Lakes system be defined to include reservations       
     belonging to Indian tribes?                                                
                                                                                
     A.  If U.S. EPA intends to consider the Great Lakes system as an           
     interrelated ecosystem, then all land that is part of that ecosystem should
     be subject to the Guidance.  The ecosystem should not be dissected on a    
     political basis.                                                           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.038     
     
     EPA agrees that Great Lakes Tribes should be subject to the final Guidance.
      See section II.D.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the two tier methodology proposed by U.S. EPA.              
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA's proposed two-tiered approach is scientifically unsound and  
     otherwise unsuitable for regulation of water quality.  The Agency developed
     the two-tiered approach in response to concerns that relaible toxicity data
     did not exist for many substances.  The numeric levels that are derived    
     when insufficient data are available to calculate scientifically           
     supportable numeric criteria are referred to as Tier II values.  U.S. EPA  
     proposes to use Tier II values to establish enforceable permit limits for  
     essentially every potentially toxic subsance for which any data exists,    
     irrespective of whether the ultimate limits are scientifically justified.  
     The Agency has thus ignored its own concerns regarding reliability; indeed,
     the developers of the Tier II concept recommended against the use of Tier  
     II values to develop permit limits.  Accordingly, we wholly oppose this    
     aproach, particularly since the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative may   
     serve as a model for nationwide applications.                              
                                                                                
     As support for its approach, the agency notes that the Tier II methodolgy  
     will ensure consistency among the Great Lake states, and will give         
     dischargers an incentive to develop reliable data supporting Tier I        
     criteria.  Obviously, these rationales provide no legitimate scientific    
     basis to support the calculation of permit limits from Tier II values.     
     Consistency is already acheieved in addressing pollutants lacking          
     chemical-specific criteria through whole effluent toxicity testing,        
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     toxicity reduction evaluations, and toxicity controls, all of which have   
     been used by all Great Lake states for a number of years.                  
                                                                                
     The Agency's second rationale -- incentive -- is similarly inappropriate.  
     The Clean Water Act simply does not authorize U.S. EPA to force dischargers
     to create water quality criteria; yet, this "incentive" effectively        
     relieves U.S. EPA and the states of their Section 304 responsibility to    
     develop ambient water quality criteria and, as a practical matter, places  
     the responsibility on dischargers.  While the proposed rule does not       
     explicitly require a discharger to provide data sufficient to establish    
     Tier I criteria, the conservatism of Tier II values will coerce the        
     regulated community into developing the necessary data.                    
                                                                                
     An additional policy concern focuses on the burdens associated with        
     gathering the requisite data.  We are concerned that the data required to  
     establish Tier I criteria and Tier II values may be impractical and        
     economically prohibitive for the regulated community to obtain.  The       
     Science Advisory Board estimates that a complete database to calculate Tier
     I aquatic life criteria for a single chemical can approach $100,000.       
     Indeed, the cost may approach $1,000,000 for wildlife or human health      
     criteria, because the tests are much longer and more complex and involved  
     and, accordingly, more expensive.  These studies are beyond the means of   
     most, if not all, dischargers.  Further, without a vehicle for cost        
     sharing, the first discharger who receives a Tier II-based limit may       
     inequitably bear the entire cost burden of criterion development for that  
     parameter, despite the fact that the entire regulated community will wholly
     and freely benefit from the additonal database.  Thus, U.S. EPA should     
     develop adequate toxicological data for all chemicals worthy of regulation.
     Nothing unusual about the Great Lakes region warrants cost shifting.       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.039     
     
     EPA agrees that it is important to maintain the two-tier approach. Use of  
     the two-tiered methodologies in the final Guidance in these situations will
     enable regulatory authorities to translate narrative criteria to derive    
     total maximum daily loads and individual NPDES permit limits on a more     
     uniform basis.  EPA and the States believe there is a need to regulate     
     pollutants more consistently in the Great Lakes System when faced with     
     limited numbers or criteria.  Many of the Great Lakes States are already   
     employing procedures similar to the approach in the Guidance to implement  
     narrative criteria.  EPA concludes this approach improves upon existing    
     mechanisms by utilizing a statistical analysis of all available data.  See 
     also responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.040
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .040 is imbedded in comment .039.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     As support for its approach, the Agency notes that the Tier II methodology 
     will ensure consistency among the Great Lakes states, and will give        
     dischargers an incentive to develop reliable data supporting Tier I        
     criteria.  Obviously, these rationales provide no legitimate scientific    
     basis to support the calculations of permit limits from Tier II values.    
     Consistency is already achieved in addressing pollutants lacking           
     chemical-specific criteria through whole effluent toxicity testing,        
     toxicity reduction evaluations, and toxicity controls, all of which have   
     been used by all Great Lake states for a number of years.                  
                                                                                
     The Agency's second rationale -- incentive -- is similarly inappropriate.  
     The Clean Water Act simply does not authorize U.S. EPA to force dischargers
     to create water quality criteria; yet, this "incentive" effectively        
     relieves U.S. EPA and the states of their Secton 304 responsibility to     
     develop ambient water quality criteria and, as a practical matter, places  
     the responsibility on dischargers.  While the proposed rule does not       
     explicitly require a discharger to provide data sufficient to establish    
     Tier I criteria, the conservatism of Tier II values will coerce the        
     regulated community into developing the necessary data.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.040     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.041
     Cross Ref 1: RIA/REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .041 is imbedded in comment .039.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An additional policy concern focuses on the burdens associated with        
     gathering the requisite data.  We are concerned that the data requried to  
     establish Tier I criteria and Tier II values may be impractical and        
     economically prohibitive for the regulated community to obtain.  The       
     Science Advisory Board estimates that a complete database to calculate Tier
     I aquatic life criteria for a single chemical can approach $100,000.       
     Indeed, the cost may approach $1,000,000 for wildlife or human health      
     criteria, because the tests are much longer and more complex and involved  
     and, accordingly, more expensive.  These studies are beyond the means of   
     most, if not all, dischargers.  Further, without a vehicle for cost        
     sharing, the first discharger who receives a Tier II-based limit may       
     inequitably bear the entire cost burden of criterion development for that  
     parameter, depsite the fact that the entire regulated community will wolly 
     and freely benefit from the additonal database.  Thus, U.S. EPA should     
     develop adequate toxicological data for all chemicals worthy of regulation.
     Nothing unusual about the Great Lakes region warrants cost shifting.       
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     Response to: P2718.041     
     
     Please see response to comments D2741.076, P2585.058, and P2656.058.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2718.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to cost considerations, the burden of revising criteria should 
     not fall on dischargers because the lack of process control may result in  
     scientifically unsound criteria.  Even if the results are sound, they will 
     be subject to attack by the public as "biased" due to the vested interest  
     of the dischargers.  Indeed, there is no guarantee that either U.S. EPA or 
     the public will accept the results of any study conducted by the regulated 
     community.  In addition, these studies must be conducted at experienced    
     university-and government-operated toxicological laboratories, which may   
     not be available or readily accessible to the average discharger.  Further,
     resources may be wasted due to simultaneous studies by different           
     dischargers each acting without knowledge of the other.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.042     
     
     See response to: P2718.052                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the foregoing policy concerns, the use of vaguely defined   
     Tier II numbers in such a rigorous manner is not grounded on sound         
     technical bases.  Tier II levels are derived when insufficient data are    
     available to calculate scientifically supportable numeric criteria and, as 
     such, cannot serve as a legitimate basis for permit limits.  Further,      
     TierII-based limits focus a discharger on specific pollutants in lieu of a 
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     methodical approach to identiying and controlling substances in the        
     discharge that are actually causing a problem (i.e., whole effluent        
     toxicity testing and toxicity reduction evaluations).  Indeed, U.S. EPA's  
     Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control correctly
     states that "an advantage of the whole effluent approach is that the       
     aggregate toxicity of all constituents in a complex effluent is measured." 
     Thus, U.S. EPA's premise that numeric values and numeric permit limits are 
     necessary for any substance that may present a risk of toxicity ignores    
     other proven scientifically sound methodologies that protect water quality 
     from toxic impacts.  If whole effluent toxicity tests or other             
     biomonitoring indicate no aquatic life impact, no Tier II permit limits    
     should be requred.  (Note, however, that we oppose any requirements for a  
     biological assessment of a discharge's effects on a receiving water body,  
     unless these effects can be exclusively attributed to the regulated        
     discharger.)                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.043     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.044
     Cross Ref 1: WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the foregoing general considerations, the proposed procedure
     for deriving Tier II aquatic life values contains specific technical       
     problems.  The Agency suggests that as little as one acute toxicity data   
     point may be used to calculate legitimate Tier II values.  The Agency's    
     position on this mater is completely unjustified.  Indeed, the Science     
     Advisory Board expressed legitimate concerns that the "minimal database of 
     one species acute test is inadequate."  The Sciency Advisory Board further 
     noted that the proposed 80th percentile protection level is arbitrary and  
     more conservative than necessary.  In addition, the Science Advisory Board 
     expressed concerns regarding the procedure's insensitivity to matrix       
     effects such as relationship between hardness and metal toxicity. We join  
     the Science Advisory Board in each of these legitimate concerns.           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.044     
     
     See responses to comments P2656.199 and D2917.088.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, revision of all criteria and associated permit limits should be   
     allowed whenever warranted by scientific information.  No regulatory       
     approach should artificially constrain attempts to better approximate      
     actual conditions, whether they fall in the time allowed for upgading Tier 
     II or later.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.045     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the conservative assumptions for non-drinking criteria      
     developed using human health methodology.                                  
                                                                                
     A.  States should not be required to apply human health non-drinking       
     criteria to waters where full body contact and habitability by consumable  
     fish species is considered either impossible or highly unlikely.           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.046     
     
     In many cases, recreational activities may exist in a waterbody, but the   
     designated use is actually impaired due to high levels of pollutants.  For 
     example, people may be fishing in a highly polluted area and eating fish   
     with high levels of bioaccumulated pollutants.  Applying GLWQI criteria to 
     such an area will result in the reduction of point source pollutant loads  
     into the area and will, with additional non-point source controls,         
     ultimately improve the water quality and regain the beneficial uses of the 
     stream.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2718.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on all aspects of the proposed exclusion for wet weather       
     discharges.                                                                
                                                                                
     A.  The proposed rules should not apply to wet weather discharges.  The    
     variability associated with wet weather events across the region require   
     site specific controls.  Application of Guidance Tier I criteria and Tier  
     II values and the proposed implementation procedures to wet weather        
     discharges would in essence prohibit all combined sewer overflows ("CSOs").
      The resultant cost of collection system and treatment plant upgrades would
     be beyond the capability of any POTW and would not provide cost-effective  
     environmental improvement. CSOs were appropriately addressed by the        
     National Combined Sewer Overflow Strategy and the developing CSO Policy.   
     However, consideration of wet weather impacts on dry weather discharges is 
     needed (e.g., intake credits for pollutants washed by rainfall to POTWs    
     should be accommodated in the Procedures for Reasonable Potential).  See   
     also "Part VIII.G, Loading Limits," discussed below.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.047     
     
     EPA agrees that the wet-weather exclusion should be retained, for the      
     reasons given in the preamble to the proposal (58 FR 20840- 42).  See      
     section II.C.7 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2718.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: cc IMP GEN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should states be afforded the flexibility to select implementation     
     procedures?                                                                
                                                                                
     A.  States should have the flexibility to determine the implementation     
     procedures appropriate for any excluded pollutants.  In that regard, teh   
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     Guidance's implementation procedures should not be applied to any pollutant
     whose physical/chemichal properties are inconsistent with the intent of the
     procedures, including all the pollutants excluded in Table 5 and any others
     demonstrated to outweigh any deleterious impacts should also be excluded.  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.048     
     
     g:ascii\P2718.048                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the Table 5 exclusion in section 132.4 (g) and the         
     scientific defensibility exclusion in section 132.4(g) (redesignated as    
     section 132.4(h) in the final Guidance) should be maintained.  The final   
     Guidance provides that the Great Lakes States and Tribes have flexibility  
     to apply certain alternative methodologies or procedures if they           
     demonstrate that a methodology or procedure in the final Guidance is not   
     scientifically defensible.  See section II.C.6 of the SID for EPA's        
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2718.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should U.S. EPA expand the criteria development methodology and        
     implementation procedures to include alkinity, ammonia, and other          
     pollutants?                                                                
                                                                                
     A.  The methodologies and procedures should not be expanded to incorporate 
     the excluded pollutants.  All of the Great Lake states have adopted U.S.   
     EPA's approved numeric water quality criteria for these pollutants.  These 
     criteria are adequate to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife in
     the Great Lakes system.  In addition, the excluded pollutants have been the
     subject of full regulation for many years and, accordingly, the resources  
     of the regulators and the regulated community should be applied to other   
     areas.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.049     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2718.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should U.S. EPA specify minimum criteria for utilizing the exclusion   
     found at 40 C.F.R. Section 132.4(g) (relief from Guidance for Table 5      
     pollutants?)                                                               
                                                                                
     A.  No minimum requirement should be specified for an exclusion            
     demonstration.  U.S. EPA should strive to maintain the utmost flexibility  
     needed for consideration of all site-specific possibilities.  The decision 
     for exclusion should be based upon best professional judgment.             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.050     
     
     See response to: P2746.061                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2718.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the listing of pollutants contained in Table 6 and on the   
     basis for including pollutants in Table 6.                                 
                                                                                
     A.  The list of pollutants of initial focus should be limited to the       
     pollutants which pose water quality concerns unique to the Great Lake      
     system.  A starting point may be the list of critical pollutants being     
     developed by the Lakewide Management Plans.  Other pollutants are          
     adequately addressed by other regulatory programs.  In addition, the       
     category of "potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" should be     
     removed from Table 6.  Except in Table 6, the proposed regulation does not 
     mention the "potential bioaccumulative chemicals of concern."  Indeed, the 
     preamble clearly indicates that these chemicals are not to be regulated    
     like bioaccumulative chemicals of concern ("BCCs") and, accordingly, U.S.  
     EPA should not flag these chemicals by creating a meaningless category of  
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.051     
     
     Please see response to comment D2597.011.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2718.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on Procedure 5.D's requirement theat permitting authorities    
     generate the data necessary to calculate Tier II values for pollutants.    
                                                                                
     A.  The onus of developing a Tier I criterion or Tier II value should not  
     rest upon a single discharging entity.  Although developing these data is  
     appropriately a governmental function, how the states and U.S. EPA divide  
     the responsibility among themselves is not generally of concern to         
     dischargers.  Se the detailed comments on this issue, above.               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.052     
     
     EPA does not agree that it is inappropriate for dischargers to share the   
     cost of developing data on pollutants for which there are no Tier I        
     criteria or Tier II values.  EPA recognizes that the ultimate statutory    
     responsibility for developing, adopting, and approving water quality       
     standards rests with States, Tribes, and EPA.  The Clean Water Act,        
     however, also makes dischargers ultimately responsible for the content of  
     their discharges, and gives broad authority to the Administrator and the   
     States for data gathering and reporting concerning such discharges.  At the
     same time, EPA does not want to impose an undue burden on dischargers, and 
     has reviewed carefully the comments of those concerned about the cost and  
     time required to generate Tier II data.  EPA has concluded that because of 
     the amount of existing data already available for the GLI Clearinghouse,   
     the potential burden to generate required Tier II data in specified        
     circumstances will be relatively insignificant.  See sections II.C.2 and   
     VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on all aspects of the issues related to BCC's.                 
                                                                                
     A.  BCCs should not receive special regulation.  Since all cridteria are   
     calculated to provide an adequate level of protection, any additional      
     requirements are, by definition, needless over-protection.  While special  
     considerations might be appropriate for criteria developed from            
     bioconcentration factors ("BCCs") (i.e., because BCFs do not account for   
     foodchain effects), no added protection is needed for criteria developed   
     from BAFs, because all foodchain effects are presumably considered in the  
     determination of BAFs.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.053     
     
     After careful consideration of this and other related comments, EPA        
     continues to believe that the special provisions for BCCs are warranted.   
     EPA's continued support of the special emphasis on BCCs parallels the      
     position of the Great Lakes States as initially expressed by State         
     representatives on the Initiative Committees.  EPA believes that these     
     special provisions for BCCs are a reasonable approach to address the issue 
     of persistent bioaccumulative pollutants in the Great Lakes System, for the
     following reasons.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of    
     this issue.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on alternative BAF levels to the proposed BAF level of 1,000.  
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA proposes alternative BAF cut-off levels equal to 308 and 100  
     for identifying BCCs.  The alternative proposal of setting the cut-off at  
     308 assumes greater exposure from consuming fish than from consuming water.
      Under this rationale, however, a reduced cut-off level would only be      
     necessary if fish consumption were not adequately considered in the        
     criteria calculations.  Since fish consumption is adequately considered in 
     the criteria calculations, the lower BCC level is unnecessary.  The other  
     alternative of defining BCCs as substances with BAFs exceeding 100 should  
     not be adopted because it is arbitrary and totally without scientific      
     basis.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.054     
     
     EPA agrees that cutoffs lower than a human health BAF of 1000 should not be
     used to define BCCs.  EPA's reasons for retaining the cutoff of 1000 are   
     described in section II.C.8 of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2718.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the proposed submission and review procedures that will     
     govern U.S. EPA review and approval of water quality standards and NPDES   
     program revision for Great Lakes states and tribes.                        
                                                                                
     A.  See "Variances From Water Quality Standards for Point Sources," below. 
     Further we challenge the scientific basis and, therefore, the              
     environmentally protective value of uniformity.  See "uniform Criteria,"   
     below.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.055     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Sections I.C and II.C  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2718.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should U.S. EPA require states and tribes to adopt the final Guidance  
     verbatim?                                                                  
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA does not have the statutory authority to require verbatim     
     adoption.  Under the Clean Water Act, states are vested with the authority 
     and responsibility for adopting water quality standards.  U.S. EPA merely  
     has oversite authority over the states.  The Clean Water Act authorizes    
     U.S. EPA to adopt standards for a state only if that state's water quality 
     standards are not sufficiently protective.  Thus, verbatim adoption of the 
     rule would circumvent the structure and protocol created by the Clean Water
     Act.  We have requested throughout these comments that the states be       
     allowed the flexibility to make site-specific modifications (either more or
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     less stringent) to the Guidance where warranted by the evidence.  We       
     continue to believe that is appropriate.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.056     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Guidance also provides procedures for calculating Tier II values which 
     substitute for Tier I criteria for regulatory purposes but are based on an 
     inadequate database and result in increased stringency over well founded   
     criteria because additional conservatism is used to account for the        
     additional uncertainty.  In fact, the procedures are designed to produce   
     Tier II values which are more stringent than Tier I criteria 80% of the    
     time.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.057     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc: AL/BH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic life metals criteria documents, in many instances, state that      
     criteria should be expressed as total recoverable contrary to current      
     developments within U..S. EPA and the scientific community which strongly  
     urge use of the dissolved form.  The dissolved form is appropriate because 
     of the purity required of the water used in the toxicological tests.  This 
     is also the form which is bioavailable.                                    
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     Response to: P2718.058     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc: AL/TI
     Cross Ref 2: cc: AL/BA
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We generally support the procedures for calculation of Tier I criteria and 
     strongly oppose the use of Tier II values for regulatory and enforcement   
     purposes and the failure to use metals criteria expressed as the dissolved 
     form.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.059     
     
     EPA believes that the Tier II aquatic life methodology offers some         
     significant practical benefits for both the regulated community and the    
     States and Tribes.  For the regulated community, the chemical- specific    
     Tier II approach offers the advantage of allowing the permittee to focus   
     immediately on a single contaminant for the purposes of designing effluent 
     treatment.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA continues to believe that (in the absence of Tier I criteria) the use  
     of the Tier II methodology is important for deriving Tier II values to     
     determine whether a pollutant has the reasonable potential to exceed a     
     Water Quality-Based Effluent Limit (WQBEL) and to set permit limits when   
     necessary.                                                                 
                                                                                
     See section III.B.6 of the SID for a full discussion on dissolved metals   
     criteria.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     Q. Should ecologically important species be defined for additional         
     protection?                                                                
                                                                                
     A. We support not defining "ecological importance".  Either the definition 
     of ecologically important would be totally subjective and not based on any 
     scientific evidence or it would necessitate the establishment of a new type
     of biocriteria throughout the Great Lakes system.  Then an ecologically    
     important species might be one whose loss would result in failure to       
     achieve predetermined biocriteria.  Such an undertaking would dwarf the    
     efforts of the Great Lakes Initiative.  As biocriteria would be ecoregion  
     specific, the approach would be inconsistent with the goal of uniformity   
     that the Great Lakes Initiative and U.S. EPA has wrongly chosen for the    
     Great Lakes region.  This entire endeavor is not required by the Critical  
     Programs Act or by the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.060     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the Guidance include a preference for freshwater acute-chronic   
     ratios (ACRs) and calculating a final chronic value to protect species     
     within the Great Lakes system?                                             
                                                                                
     A. National Guidelines use ACRs based on saltwater species.  To the extent 
     that ACRs for freshwater species are developed, they would undoubtedly be  
     more appropriate than using the related saltwater ACR.  Accordingly, we    
     support the use of freshwater ACRs.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.061     
     
     See response to comment P2720.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
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     Comment ID: P2718.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the aquatic life criteria under the Guidance include provisions  
     to ensure protection of wildlife rather than having a separate methodology 
     for protection of wildlife?  Should the Final Residual Value (FRV) used in 
     the 1985 National Guidelines be included in aquatic life methodology to    
     prevent concentrations of pollutants in commercial or recreational aquatic 
     species from affecting marketability or affecting wildlife?                
                                                                                
     A. We support the deletion of FRVs since concerns addressed by FRVs will be
     fully and sufficiently addressed in human health and wildlife criteria     
     methodologies under the Guidance.  If such considerations are locked into  
     aquatic life criteria, then the relationship to those humans or wildlife   
     actually consuming the aquatic life will be more attenuated.  Appropriate  
     changes in human health and wildlife criteria may not result in            
     corresponding changes to considerations of bioaccumulation in aquatic life 
     criteria.  All the considerations for protecting human health or wildlife  
     should be in those methodologies.  FDA action levels should not be included
     in aquatic life criteria.  Their use here would be inconsistent with the   
     risk-based methodologies used in human health and wildlife criteria.       
     Furthermore, marketability of aquatic life as a use distinct from human    
     health protection is outside of the scope of the Guidance.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.062     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2718.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SA/AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc: REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Is bioavailability of contaminants adequately addressed using           
     site-specific modification approaches?  Should toxicity of contaminants be 
     expressed as bioavailable or total contaminant concentrations?             
                                                                                
     A. The limited opportunities in the Guidance to adjust aquatic life        
     criteria on a site-specific basis are insufficient to address              
     bioavailability issues.  States should be provided the flexibility to set  
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     generalized Water Effect Ratio-based criteria for water bodies and/or      
     ecoregions and base criteria upon protection of aquatic life inhabiting a  
     given water body and/or ecoregion.  As mentioned elsewhere in this comment 
     letter, it is highly inappropriate to assign essentially one water quality 
     standard for the entire Great Lakes Region.  Each of the states have       
     accumulated considerble evidence of the diversity in types of waters and   
     localized native species.  See, e.g., Ohio EPA, The Use of Biocriteria in  
     the Ohio EPA Surface Water Monitoring and Assessment Program (1990).       
     Wasting public and private resources by protecting the entire region for a 
     species that lives in only one small part of the region is not appropriate.
     Providing an opportunity for expensive and questionable studies to support 
     site-specific criteria, instead of applying realistic use designations in  
     the first place is discussed elsewhere in this comment letter.             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.063     
     
     See response to comment P2629.035 and D2620.020                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A metal criterion that is developed using the dissolved form in the        
     toxicological test (which is typically the case with tests run using       
     laboratory water as required by this procedure) should result in compliance
     measurement using the dissolved form or using an appropriate adjustment by 
     using a partitioning coefficient.  This approach is strongly supported     
     within U.S. EPA's Office of Water based on the Workshop on Aquatic Life    
     Criteria for Metals held on January 25-27, 1993, and the recommendations   
     from the workshop published for comment in the June 8, 1993 Federal        
     Register.  While the Guidance inappropriately includes many leaps of faith 
     unsupported by science due to policy considerations, where the science does
     exist, as for dissolved metals criteria, the agency should use it.         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.064     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the Guidance adopt national criteria for nine pollutants included
     in the national criteria which do not meet the Guidance requirements for   
     Tier I criteria?                                                           
                                                                                
     A. The guidance should not accept national criteria that are not           
     appropriate under Guidance rules for Tier I criteria.  If such criteria are
     needed, the government should generate the data to properly calculate them.
      It would be of questionable value to carry forward those improper criteria
     into the Guidance which is making an effort to use up-to-date and correct  
     toxicological information.  Presumably, the states already have criteria   
     for these pollutants where they have been found necessary in carrying out  
     the state water quality programs.  If they have not been found necessary,  
     then they are not needed and may be left out.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.065     
     
     The Rule does not adopt the national criteria.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.066
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WET
     Cross Ref 2: cc: REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should permit limits be based on Tier II values?  Should whole effluent 
     (WET) toxicity be used in place of a Tier II value?  Are there other       
     options?                                                                   
                                                                                
     A. Tier II values and concepts are discussed elsewhere in this comment     
     letter.  We strongly object to the use of Tier II values for regulatory and
     enforcement purposes.  Even assuming that Tier II is not a flawed concept, 
     states should still have the flexibility to disregard Tier II aquatic life 
     values where whole effluent toxicity or instream biocriteria are being met.
     
     
     Response to: P2718.066     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA recognizes that Tier II and WET are overlapping concepts.  They both   
     address the same concerns, pollutants not measured or regulated in an      
     effluent under Tier I criteria-based permit limits.  The agency's          
     independent applicability requirement should not apply to Tier II values.  
     Even though the agency believes that Whole Effluent Toxicity, instream     
     biocriteria and chemical specific or Tier I criteria should each be        
     applied, Tier II values are so speculative as to be useless for this       
     purpose.  Tier II is only intended to be a fill-in mechanism to make       
     permitting and control decisions necessary to control toxic discharges when
     Tier I data or other regulatory criteria are not available.  Where Whole   
     Effluent Toxicity is being satisfied and especially where instream         
     biocriteria are also met, a weight of the evidence approach would overwhelm
     the need for Tier II requirements.  While we do not give up our strong     
     objection to the entire Tier II value issue, if Tier II is to be used, we  
     strongly recommend that it be retained not as a requirement but as an      
     option for the states where Whole Effluent Toxicity and/or instream        
     biocriteria are not being met.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.067     
     
     See response to comment D3382.097.                                         
                                                                                
     With respect to biological criteria or biological monitoring, WET and Tier 
     II, see section VIII of the SID on determining reasonable potential.       
     Essentially, if there is no reasonable potential for WET and biological    
     monitoring indicates that there is no impairment to biological communities 
     then data to calculate a Tier II value does not have to be generated.  In  
     this instance, only when sufficient data exists does a Tier II value have  
     to be derived for determining reasonable potential.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Is the minimum database required for Tier II aquatic life criteria      
     adequate?  Is it appropriate to use short-term chronic tests to derive Tier
     II values?                                                                 
                                                                                
     A. If Tier II values are used only as a screening device as intended by the
     developers of the concept at U.S. EPA's Environmental Research Laboratory  
     in Duluth and not for regulatory purposes, then the minimum database       
     requirements for Tier II are acceptable.  Such a database is not adequate  
     to develop numeric permit limits.  As noted by the Science Advisory Board, 
     the Tier II methodology was originally designed to raise an alarm at a     
     level that would be over-protective.  This would signal the need for       
     development of additional toxicity data and not as an indicator that       
     penalties are appropriate.  Dischargers should not be required to spend    
     money for additional effluent controls where, in most cases, the agency    
     knows that the permit limits are wrong because the Tier II values on which 
     they are based are, in most cases, wrong.  The same line of thinking       
     applies to the use of short-term chronic toxicity tests to develop Tier II 
     values.  The government, however, may wish to use such known               
     overly-conservative values as triggers for government development of       
     additional toxicity data.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.068     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II.C.2, Adoption and        
     Application of Tier II Methodologies; and, Section III, Aquatic Life,      
     section C, Final Tier II Methodology.  See also Supplementary Information  
     Document Section IX.D, Major Issues/Comments and Responses Related to      
     Estimated Costs, section 4, Tier II Criteria.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should shortcut toxicity test methods be used to derive  Tier II values?
                                                                                
     A. Shortcut toxicity methods would provide some relief for entities trying 
     to revise inadequate Tier II value.  However, the preceding comments apply.
     
     
     Response to: P2718.069     
     
     Please see section III.B.3 of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.070
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RP/NEED
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the 80th percentile be used in establishing adjustment factors   
     for values developed using minimum data?  Should the agency use assumed    
     Acute-Chronic Ratios (ACRs) in place of experimentally derived ACRs?       
     Should the default ACR be 18?                                              
                                                                                
     A. The 80th percentile is unacceptable for Tier II when Tier II values are 
     used to generate enforceable permit limits.  If Tier II is used as a       
     trigger for more government research, then the 80th percentile appears     
     reasonable.  As fewer and fewer data points are used, the Tier II value    
     becomes increasingly speculative and the specific numbers derived appear   
     meaningless.  Default ACRs should only be used to develop Tier II values   
     and then only where they are used as screening values, not regulatory      
     tools.  In that case, 80th percentile is acceptable but the preceding      
     comments apply.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.070     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
                                                                                
     Also, see section III of the SID for EPA's analysis of the choice of       
     percentile used in developing the Secondary Acute Factors, and the choice  
     of the ACR default values used in the final Guidance.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is inconceivable that the government would identify pollutants truly of 
     concern in the Great Lakes and then be unwilling to use its resources to   
     derive sound Tier I criteria.  Either these pollutants are of concern to   
     the Agency or they are not.  The Clean Water Act reauthorization process is
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     currently considering discharger funding of the cost involved in generating
     the regulatory tools.  (S. 1114. The Water Pollution Prevention and Control
     Act of 1993, Section 201.)  Even if one assumes that EPA is correct that   
     the Great Lakes warrant special treatment based on their unusual nature,   
     there is absolutely no reason to establish a special cost-shifting         
     mechamism for this region alone.  (See Part II, Regulatory Requirements)   
     That clearly should be done, if it is done at all, on a national basis.    
     The government should take responsibility for its rightful role and if     
     cost-shifting is to be involved, it should be done through changes to the  
     Clean Water Act for nationwide application and not through an already      
     controversial regional regulatory mechanism.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.071     
     
     Please see response to comments D2741.076, P2585.058, and P2656.058.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA promulgate the national criteria in the guidance where  
     more stringent than that resulting from Tier I criteria calculations?      
                                                                                
     A. Since the Tier I criteria are based on the National Guidelines and rely 
     on more recent toxicity data, the criteria generated under Tier I should   
     control.  In fact, the National Guidelines should be revised for substances
     where the Tier I criteria based on more recent data are less stringent than
     the National Guidelines because it is senseless for the agency to use known
     flawed information in an array of regulatory programs.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.072     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support research into and consideration of bioaccumulation in principle,
     but strongly oppose the implementation of BAFs in the Guidance due to the  
     pervasive scientific uncertainties that plagues their development and use. 
     We are further concerned by the current inability to reliably include      
     crucial environmental considerations into the derivation of BAFs.  Thus, we
     firmly encourage the Agency to use BCFs in a manner consistent with        
     scientific evidence.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.073     
     
     EPA recognizes there are some uncertainties in application of the BAF      
     methodology and has addressed these in the final Guidance. For example, to 
     reduce the uncertainty in predicting the biomagnification of chemicals, EPA
     is using a model in the final Guidance that uses Great Lakes specific      
     parameters and includes a benthic food chain component to estimate FCMs.   
     In addition, the final Guidance uses the freely dissolved concentration of 
     a chemical instead of total aqueous concentration in the derivation of BAFs
     for organic chemicals.  Use of the freely dissolved concentration will     
     eliminate much of the variability associated with specific waterbodies     
     because most of the site-specific differences in bioaccumulation arises    
     from the partitioning of the chemical to the POC and DOC of the water      
     column.  However, professional judgement is still required throughout the  
     derivation of BAFs and a degree of uncertainty is still associated with the
     determination of any BAF, BSAF, BCF or Kow. Despite this uncertainty,  EPA 
     maintains that BAFs are the most useful measure of the exposure of an      
     aquatic organism to all chemicals.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has made revisions to the methodology to include such environmental    
     considerations as bioavailability.  For a more detailed discussion, see    
     Section IV.B.6 of the SID.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2718.074
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/WL/PER
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we support a constant lipid value of 4.7 percent, with a provision for     
     site-specific adjustments as necessary.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.074     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, pollutants of concern should be identified through a protocol     
     which accounts for persistence, bioavailability, environmental fate,       
     bioaccumulation, and other relevant factors.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.075     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on U.S. EPA's proposed use of bioaccumulation factors and the   
     Agency's methodologies for developing BAFs.                                
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     A. We generally support the use of BCFs as opposed to BAFs, as discussed in
     detail below.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.076     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BCFs Should be Implemented                                                 
                                                                                
     The Agency should use more proven and scientifically sound BCFs until      
     meaningful field validations and data quality measures are established for 
     BAFs.  However, we have several concerns with respect to BCFs.  First, BCFs
     should be subjected to rigorous quality control standards and specific     
     minimum quality requirements that account for the concerns of the Science  
     Advisory Board.  In addition, BCFs predicted using radio-labeled organic   
     compounds should not be used for Tier I criteria, because they typically   
     exaggerate BCFs.  Similarly, log P frequently overestimates predicted BCFs 
     and, accordingly, should not be considered adequate to meet Tier I database
     requirements.  Further, (opportunities must be provided for taking into    
     account bioavailability and partitioning for site-specific adjustments, as 
     a means to best reflect actual instream conditions at a particular         
     location.)  Finally, U.S. EPA should also provide a mechamism for future   
     revision of BCFs and the criteria derived from the BCFs, as warranted by   
     new information.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.077     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
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     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA believes that data quality measures have been established and field    
     validations have been completed to use the BAF methodology in the final    
     Guidance.  For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B of the SID.    
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that BCFs predicted using radio- labelled    
     organic compounds or BCFs predicted from Kow should not be used for Tier I 
     criteria.  EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II
     values for human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the      
     quantity and quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.   
     The minimum toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V  
     and for wildlife in section VI of the SID.  The new minimum BAF data       
     required to derive Tier I human health criteria for organic chemicals      
     include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF derived from the BSAF  
     methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than 125 regardless of how  
     the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals, including organometals  
     such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to derive a Tier I human    
     health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a field-measured BAF or   
     (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of inorganic chemicals,   
     the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because there is no apparent   
     biomagnification or metabolism.  The basis for these new requirements is   
     explained below.                                                           
                                                                                
     Requiring the use of field-measured BAFs or field-measured BSAFs when      
     deriving Tier I criteria for organic chemicals eliminates for these        
     criteria concerns about the effect of metabolism on the BAF.  This is the  
     case because field studies measure chemical concentrations in the tissues  
     of the fish that are exposed to the chemical from food, ambient water and  
     sediment.  The measured concentrations in the fish inherently account for  
     the effect of metabolism from all sources of exposure. BCFs are subjected  
     to rigorous quality control standards and specific minimum quality         
     requirements.  For a more detailed discussion, see Appendix B, Section     
     III.D.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is important to revise BAFs when new 
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field- measured BAF.           
                                                                                
     The final Guidance allows for derivation of site-specific BAFs.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2718.078
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     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: cc: SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .078 imbedded in comment .077                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     opportunities must be provided for taking into account bioavailability and 
     partitioning for site-specific adjustments, as a means to best reflect     
     actual instream conditions at a particular location.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.078     
     
     See responses to comments  D2620.020 and P2771.027.                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs Should Not be Implemented                                             
                                                                                
     Although the rationale for implementing BAFs is understandable, scientific 
     evidence does not yet support a transition from BCFs to BAFs.  A transition
     at this time would be particularly unfortunate and ill-advised, as the BAFs
     would be the sole determining factor in classifying chemicals as BCCs and, 
     moreover, BAFs would primarily drive the human health and wildlife         
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.079     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the science is not adequate at this  
     time to support the transition from BCFs to BAFs. Bioaccumulation is what  
     occurs in nature, and is what determines the total concentration of        
     chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans and wildlife.   
     For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical through the food     
     chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from
     the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the potential exposure
     to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and result in criteria  
     or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for   
     uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these
     chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and
     wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically
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     valid approach. BAFs have been used in criteria development since 1985.    
                                                                                
     In addition,  EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, 
     report on the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Initiative stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and              
     scientifically credible than existing BCF procedures and that the use of   
     the BCF, FCM, and BAF approach appears to be fundamentally sound           
     (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See SID Section IV.B.2.a.ii. for further       
     discussion of SAB comments.                                                
                                                                                
     BAFs are not the sole determining factor for classifying chemicals as BCCs.
      In the final Guidance, persistence is also taken into account.  Also, only
     field-measured BAFs or BAFs based on the field-measured BSAFs can be used  
     to determine BCCs.                                                         
                                                                                
     See also the last paragraph in response to comment G5521L.002.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2718.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA recommends that states implement field measured BAFs where that   
     data is available.  As an initial matter, the Agency should recognize that 
     BAFs are extremely site-specific and, accordingly, inappropriate for       
     establishing basin-wide criteria.  More importantly, the Agency's Science  
     Advisory Board has explicitly recognized that many critical BAF field data 
     problems exist, including considerable error due to temporal changes in    
     contaminant levels, analytical problems, variable uptake rates in fish,    
     mortality of target species, fish mobility, and considerations regarding   
     dissolved versus suspended pollutant concentrations.  Thus, the Science    
     Advisory Board has concluded that data quality guidelines are needed,      
     requiring significant research.  We agree that until these guidelines have 
     been proposed, subjected to extensive peer review, and finally established,
     field-measured BAFs are inappropriate for regulatory purposes.             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.080     
     
     EPA recognizes that field-measured BAFs will have some variability from    
     site to site.  In recognition of this, EPA allows the derivation of        
     site-specific BAFs as discussed in procedure 1 of Appendix F.  Although    
     there might be some variability in field-measured BAFs, it does not        
     invalidate their usefulness in estimating the potential exposure to humans 
     and wildlife, nor does it imply that BAFs are less accurate than BCFs in   
     predicting that exposure.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees with the SAB's comments and with commenters concerned about
     the difficulty of collecting and interpreting field-measured BAFs.  EPA,   
     however, thinks that States and Tribes can adequately use and interpret    
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     field studies.  To assist them in this task, EPA plans to provide guidance 
     concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured BAFs     
     before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality standards 
     consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested parties with a
     consistent set of procedures that will assist them in collecting and       
     interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2718.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When field measured BAFs are unavailable, the Agency proposes to predict   
     BAFs using BCFs and a food chain multiplier ("FCM").  U.S. EPA is relying  
     on a single technical paper (Thomann 1989) to support this approach, and   
     the paper has not been field validated.  To the contrary, an impressive    
     array of data indicates that the model significantly overestimates         
     field-measured BAFs.  Consider, for example, a study performed by the      
     National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and Stream Improvement, Inc.
     which found overestimation by an order of magnitude.  The Science Advisory 
     Board has similarly recognized that the model has not been properly tested 
     as a tool to establish regional water quality criteria at the current time.
     
     
     Response to: P2718.081     
     
     See response to comment P2607.048.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2718.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The potential of a substance to bioaccumulate in the laboratory gives      
     little indication of its potential toxicity in the environment, where      
     toxicity, fate, and persistence combine to characterize the true,          
     site-specific toxic response of a particular substance.  An aquatic        
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     organism's potential to assimilate and metabolize a substance from its     
     surroundings depends on the site-specific aspects of its environment.      
     Since ambient concentrations of various substances vary with time and      
     location, the only effective means of validating bioaccumulation is through
     long-term field monitoring of individual species at a particular location. 
     Bioaccumulation is too site-specific and dynamic to be determined solely   
     through limited, sterile laboratory data.  Simply stated, the proposed     
     mechamism to determine the bioaccumulation of a substance cannot           
     legitimately be based on an estimated, generic relationship between the lab
     and instream conditions.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.082     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has a tiered approach to selecting BAFs.        
     Highest priority is given to field measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using  
     field measured BSAFs. These BAFs include all fate, persistence, and        
     metabolism processes.  Tier I human health water quality criteria can only 
     be derived using BAFs obtained using the above methods.  See SID Section IV
     for discussion of metabolism and derivation of the BAFs.  The final        
     Guidance allows for derivation of site-specific BAFs where warranted.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional major flaws in the protocol for calculating BAFs from BCFs and  
     FCMs include the lack of adjustment for persistence in the aquatic         
     environment and metabolism effects--serious shortcomings previously        
     identified by the Science Advisory Board.  With regard to persistence,     
     several chemicals on the list of Pollutants of Initial Focus (e.g., phenol 
     and toluene), have short half-lives in the aquatic environment due to      
     degradation, volatilization, or other factors.  Accordingly, these         
     substances have little or no potential for bioaccumulation in the receiving
     stream.  With regard to metabolism effects, U.S. EPA staff recognized this 
     deficiency at several Technical Work Group meetings, and admitted that     
     inadequate field data precluded any meaningful solution to the problem.    
     Thus, as a psuedo-solution, the Agency merely indicates that many of the   
     BAFs will probably be overestimated because metabolism effects are ignored.
      See. e.g., Stephan, Derivation of Proposed Human Health and Wildlife      
     Bioaccumulation Factors for the Great Lakes Initiative (March 3, 1993).    
     For example, BAFS for PAHs and phenols may be overestimated because they   
     are susceptible to metabolism effects.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.083     
     
     EPA acknowledges that predicted BAFs do not account for persistence of a   
     chemical in the aquatic environment.  If BAFs are measured at steady-state,
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     persistence should be accounted for and persistence has been incorporated  
     in the definition of BCCs.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the 1989 Thomann model does not account for several  
     important process such as metabolism.  Similarly, although the 1993 Gobas  
     model includes a metabolic rate constant, it was set equal to zero due to a
     scarcity of data.  The final Guidance has differentiated which BAF data are
     required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for organic   
     chemicals based on whether metabolism is accounted for or not.             
                                                                                
     The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that   
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     EPA believes that predicted BAFs for PAHs and phenols should include an    
     adjustment for metabolism.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2718.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative, U.S. EPA suggests that BAFs calculated from FCMs could  
     be adjusted for metabolism effects with a laboratory-measured BCF to       
     backcalculate the logarithm of the octanol:water partitioning coefficient  
     (log P). and that this value could be used to estimate FCM.  While this is 
     an improvement, it still does not adequately address persitence and        
     metabolism due to limitations in laboratory BCF tests.  In addition, it    
     still assumes the validity of the log P approach in predicitng             
     bioaccumulation and will usually result in overestimation of foodchain     
     effects.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.084     
     
     EPA has not required the use of the an "effective FCM", but recognizes that
     it is a valid method that could be used by States or Tribes to account for 
     metabolism in appropriate circumstances. EPA has not incorporated an       
     adjustment for metabolism in the derivation of the FCM because the         
     available information is not amenable to a general prediction of the effect
     of metabolism on the magnitude of the FCM.                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to differentiate the Tier I criteria and Tier II values for
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     human health and Tier I criteria for wildlife based on the quantity and    
     quality of both the toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum   
     toxicological data for human health is discussed in section V and for      
     wildlife in section VI of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2718.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the foregoing shortcomings, FCMs are not supported by       
     sufficient scientific documentation.  U.S. EPA merely relied upon Thomann's
     theoretical model, which has not been field-validated or subjected to      
     regulatory public review, to derive the FCM values,  In addition, the      
     Agency apparently made no examiniation of any of the model coefficients,   
     parameters, or equations, made no reported effort to establish whether the 
     input parameters used by Thomann are applicable to the Great Lakes, and    
     expressed no concerns regarding the model's demonstrated, disconcerting    
     level of sensitivity to input parameters.  By contrast, the Science        
     Advisory Board expressed great reservations regarding the use of Thomann's 
     model, and we concur with the SAB's recommendation to forgo utilization of 
     the model.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.085     
     
     See response to comment D2854L.013.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, BAFs should be adjusted where data on foodchain characterisitics    
     indicate that adjustments are necessary, and where downstream uses are     
     adequately protected.                                                      
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     Response to: P2718.086     
     
     In the final Guidance, derivation of FCMs based upon the model of Gobas    
     (1993) is used because the input parameters are easily defined and         
     measured, the calculated BAFs are in better agreement with measured BAFs   
     for chemicals with very high Kows than the Thomann model (1989) used in the
     proposal, and the model uses equilibrium partitioning theory to predict    
     chemical residues in benthic organisms.  The model of Gobas (1993) can also
     be adjusted for site-specific considerations.  The FCMs in Table 1 of      
     Appendix B were calculated using Great Lakes-specific data. If it can be   
     demonstrated that the values for input parameters used by EPA are not      
     appropriate for a given site, use of other values is permitted.  In        
     particular, States and Tribes can use site-specific data for the food web  
     and accompanying lipid content of the aquatic species, and concentrations  
     of the dissolved organic carbon and particulate organic carbon.  If one    
     input parameter is modified, site-specific values must be used for all     
     input parameters.  Selective modification of the FCM is not allowed because
     it will not accurately represent the characteristics of a specific site.   
                                                                                
     EPA is allowing other site-specific modifications to the BAF based on the  
     procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 1.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, BAFs should not account for historical sediment contamination, as  
     the failure to implement sediment remediation cannot be addressed by       
     implementing more stringent water quality criteria.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.087     
     
     EPA believes that fish are exposed to organic chemicals through contact    
     with water, food and, and to some extent, sediment.  At steady-state, the  
     concentrations of these chemicals in water or surface sediment, although   
     numerically quite different, are equally useful for prediction of          
     bioaccumulation in fish.  When concentrations of some chemicals are        
     temporally variable and/or nondetectable in water, BSAFs can provide the   
     only reliable measurements of bioaccumulation.  BAFs are needed, however,  
     to calculate water quality criteria.  Fortunately, BSAFs inherently include
     a measure of the disequilibrium that invariably occurs between the         
     sediment-water distribution of the chemicals.  The relative concentrations 
     of the chemical in the sediment and water is therefore accounted for in the
     BSAF.  The BSAF method translates the bioaccumulation and disequilibrium   
     information presented by the BSAF into a BAF through comparison to         
     reference chemicals with similar sediment-water disequilibrium.  In this   
     method the reference chemicals provide key relationships between measured  

Page 9047



$T044618.TXT
     BSAFs and BAFs for the ecosystem.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, BAF (and BCF) determinations should meet rigorous quality control   
     standards.  As long as BAFs are required in criteria development, U.S. EPA 
     Guidance should specify minimum quality requirements that take into account
     concerns expressed by the Science Advisory Board and the March 1991 EPA    
     draft manual on the subject.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.088     
     
     Minimum data requirements have been set forth in Appendix B of the final   
     Guidance for Kows, BCFs, BSAFs, and BAFs.  Concerns of the SAB and         
     commenters have been considered.  In addition, EPA plans to provide        
     guidance concerning the determination and interpretation of field-measured 
     BAFs before the States and Tribes are required to adopt water quality      
     standards consistent with this Guidance.  This will provide interested     
     parties with a consistent set of procedures that will assist them in       
     collecting and interpreting the field-measured BAFs.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2718.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, opportunites must be provided for taking into account              
     bioavailability and partitioning in site-specific adjustments, as a means  
     to better reflect actual instream conditions at a particular location.     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.089     
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     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     Site-specific modifications to criteria may account for differing species  
     sensitivity, differing bioavailability of pollutants and fate of chemicals 
     with respect to chemical speciation and partitioning in ambient water.     
     However, site-specific criteria to account for adaptation by species to    
     resist the effects of pollutants are not appropriate.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fifth, U.S. EPA should provide a mechanism for future revision of BAFs and 
     the criteria derived from the BCFs, as warranted by new information.       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.090     
     
     EPA agrees with commenters that it is important to revise BAFs when new    
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 will provide the mechanism through which new data is         
     disseminated.  In addition, the final hierarchy of data preference allows  
     for the incorporation of new data.  For example, if a field-measured BAF is
     calculated for a chemical for which only a predicted BAF was previously    
     available, preference would be given to the field- measured BAF.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sixth, log P frequently overestimates predicted BAFs and FCMs and,         
     accordingly, should not be considered adequate to meet Tier I database     
     requirements.                                                              
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     Response to: P2718.091     
     
     The final Guidance differentiates the Tier I criteria and Tier II values   
     for human health based on the quantity and quality of both the             
     toxicological and bioaccumulation data.  The minimum toxicological data for
     human health is discussed in section V of the SID.  The new minimum BAF    
     data required to derive Tier I human health and wildlife criteria for      
     organic chemicals include either: (a) a field-measured BAF; (b) a BAF      
     derived from the BSAF methodology, or (c) a chemical with a BAF less than  
     125 regardless of how the BAF was derived.  For all inorganic chemicals,   
     including organometals such as mercury, the minimum BAF data required to   
     derive a Tier I human health and wildlife criteria include either: (a) a   
     field-measured BAF or (b) a laboratory-measured BCF.  For the majority of  
     inorganic chemicals, the BAF is equal to the BCF (i.e., FCM = 1) because   
     there is no apparent biomagnification or metabolism.  The basis for these  
     new requirements is explained in section IV.B.2 of the SID.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, persistence and metabolism effects must be reliably included in   
     any determination of BAFs.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.092     
     
     See response to comment P2718.083.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In short, current scientific evidence simply does not support              
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     implementation of BAFs in this critical regulatory procedure.  This fact is
     underscored by the Agency's proposed theoretical approach, which does not  
     consider extremely relevant environmental factors, and which therefore     
     results in overly conservative criteria.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.093     
     
     See response to comment G2784.005                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, the more established BCFs should be used until data quality measures 
     are established and meaningful field validation is completed.  In addition,
     only those BCFs subjected to rigorous quality control standards and        
     conventional GC or HPLC methods should be considered valid.                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.094     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     EPA believes that data quality measures have been established and field    
     validations have been completed to use the BAF methodology in the final    
     Guidance.  For a more detailed discussion, see Section IV.B of the SID.    
                                                                                
     If BCFs are used, they are subjected to rigorous quality control standards 
     and specific minimum quality requirements.  For a more detailed discussion,
     see Appendix B, Section III.D.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Agency wants to move toward BAFs in the future, we suggest that     
     state agencies presently be required to undertake extensive instream       
     monitoring in a meaningful effort to validate a substance's ability to     
     bioaccumulate in particular settings.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.095     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, due to the enormous variability associated with site-specific     
     conditions, U.S. EPA should establish minimum database requirements for    
     creating acceptable field-measured BAFs.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.096     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section IV.B.2.b, Field Measured    
     BAFs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2718.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the Proposed Standard Percent Lipid Values, the Solvent Used 
     to Measure Lipids, and Margin of Safety.                                   
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA proposed a constant lipid value of 5.0 percent.  To the extent 
     that 5.0 percent lipid values provide an additional margin of safety, we   
     support a default lipid value of 4.7 percent, which U.S. EPA proposed in   
     the alternative.  Margins of safety are repeatedly built into the program  
     throughout the modelling process, which piles conservative assumption upon 
     conservative assumption, such that an additional margin of safety is       
     unwarranted at this level.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.097     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2718.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To better parallel actual conditions, moreover, consideration of lipid     
     values in locally consumed fish, whether they are lower or higher than the 
     default value, must be allowed for site-specific modifications to BAFs.    
     For example, the most consumed fish in Lake Erie is the walleye, which has 
     a very low lipid value.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.098     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2718.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the solvent used in the determination of the lipid values must be 
     consistent throughout all applicable measurements; otherwise, the mean     
     lipid content value will be meaningless.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.099     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it would be preferable if a consistent  
     solvent was used throughout all applicable measurements, however EPA is not
     specifying a standardized extraction method or a consistent system to      
     measure lipid content in the final Guidance.  If different solvents are    
     used, it will increased the uncertainty in the data but not render the mean
     lipid content value meaningless.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2718.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Suggest Approaches Which Might be Used to Identify Pollutants of        
     Greatest Concern to the Great Lakes.                                       
                                                                                
     A. Toxicity, persistence, bioavailability, and environmental fate must all 
     be considered in combination with bioaccumulation potential to determine   
     pollutants of greatest concern.  If criteria are calcaulated and           
     implemented properly in this fashion, the regulatory bodies may properly   
     determine which pollutants should be addressed, and create a legitimate    
     level of regulation.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.100     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, we maintain that the proposed human health criteria, values,   
     and methodologies are too conservative.  (We thus support site-specific    
     derivations and adjustments to human health criteria and values whenever   
     feasible.)  (We further request more restrictions on Tier I criteria       
     development and oppose implementation of Tier II Group C levels.)  Given   
     the uncertainties inherent in the development of these criteria and values,
     moreover, we generally support the use of more reliable and demonstrated   
     options in lieu of unproven new or innovative approaches that would result 
     in even more uncertain regulatory limitations.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.101     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the human health criteria, values,   
     and methodologies are too conservative.  EPA has chosen risk assessment    
     processes and exposure assumptions which have been used and accepted by the
     risk assessment community for years.                                       
                                                                                
     With regard to site-specific criterion derivation see Section VIII.5. of   
     the SID for a more detailed discussion.                                    
                                                                                
     With regard to developing Tier II values for carcinogenic contaminants with
     a lesser database,  EPA believes this must be done on a case-by-case basis 
     in which all the data is evaluated.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .102 is imbedded in comment .101                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We thus support site-specific derivations and adjustments to human health  
     criteria and values whenever feasible.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.102     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.103
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc: HH/GRPC
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .103 is imbedded in comment .101                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We further request more restrictions on Tier I criteria development and    
     oppose implementation of Tier II Group C levels.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.103     
     
     Comment not specific with regard to Tier I criteria.                       
                                                                                
     With regard to Tier II and Group C chemicals, EPA established Tier II in   
     order to develop as many permit limits on chemicals of concern as possible 
     given the available data.  Since Group C chemicals are possible human      
     carcinogens, it was determined that these chemicals should be examined on a
     case-by-case basis and regulated either as Tier I criteria or Tier II      
     values, based on the quality and quantity of the database.                 
                                                                                
     The final Guidance allows for greater flexibility with regard to how group 
     C chemicals are evaluated, and requires that all possible data be used in  
     making the assessment for Tier designation and criterion/value development.
      The final Guidance also allows for development of a noncancer criterion or
     value for Group C chemicals (with or without an extra uncertainty factor of
     10), if the data indicate this is the best approach to take(i.e., the      
     chemical does not interact with DNA and result in genotoxicity or          
     mutagenicity).                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.104
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also object to any approaches for presently revising human health       
     criteria based on changes to the 1980 National Guidelines.  Notice of      
     availability of documents proposing such changes was not given until August
     9, 1993, which provided insufficient time for meaningful review and        
     consideration of the documents.  U.S. EPA's belated notification further   
     expressed plans to incorporate information contained in these documents -- 
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     as well as information contained in an as-yet unpublished and unavailable  
     final SAB report--in the final rulemaking.  This aspect of the rulemaking  
     violates the administrative rulemaking procedures to which the Agency is   
     bound and, unless corrected, will invalidate any final human health        
     criteria that result from the rulemaking.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.104     
     
     See response to P2788.010                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA is not including any changes in the 1980 National Guidelines into the  
     GLWQI until they have been reviewed by the Agency, the public and          
     ultimately reach final publication in the Federal Register.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA require the Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt Tier 
     I criteria indentical to the existing National guidance for organoleptic   
     substances, and should additonal information on these substances be        
     generated.                                                                 
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA should not require States and Tribes to adopt National         
     guidelines for protection from organoleptic effects, because the effects   
     are not a priority health concern for the Great Lakes region.  Organoleptic
     properites are merely sensory, i.e. taste, and simply do not cause adverse 
     human health effects such as cancer or other toxicity.  In addition,       
     organoleptic criteria would be inconsistent with U.S. EPA's implementation 
     procedures for human health criteria, because application of organoleptic  
     criteria everywhere in the open waters of the Great Lakes, irrespective of 
     the presence of drinking water supply intakes, is wholly unnecessary.      
     Given these considerations, therefore, organoleptic criteria should not    
     presently be applied, and no further data generation on organoleptic       
     substances is warranted at this time.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.105     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2718.106
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. What risk level should U.S. EPA impose?                                 
                                                                                
     A. The high degree of cumulative conservatism in the development and       
     application of human health criteria results in actual risks much lower    
     than the stated "acceptable risk" of 10(exp-5).  Since this is a policy    
     decision, and given a public understanding of what this conservatism means,
     a risk level of 10(exp-4) should be adopted by the Agency.  Indeed, the    
     Agency has already adopted the 10(exp-4) risk level in its most recent     
     guidance for Superfund site remediations.  Thus, consistent with U.S. EPA's
     Superfund policy, which affects all Great Lakes states, the Agency should  
     implement a cancer risk level of 10(exp-4) for the development of human    
     health criteria.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.106     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/C
     Comment ID: P2718.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA use a slope factor adjustment for cancer studies with   
     less than lifetime duration?                                               
                                                                                
     A. Use of cancer studies with less than lifetime duration should be        
     restricted to Tier II values and only used for screening purposes.  Since  
     extrapolations from high doses in animals to low doses in humans typically 
     exaggerate the actual carcinogenic risk, adequate protection is already    
     provided without the use of the slope factor adjustment if                 
     less-than-lifetime duration studies are used to develop permit limits.     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.107     
     
     See response to P2656.233                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/C          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA use a 2/3 exponent or a 3/4 exponent for performing     
     scaling factor calculations?                                               
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA should use a 2/3 exponent for the species scaling factors.  Use
     of 3/4 exponent has merely been hypothesized as appropriate and, until the 
     broader scientific community has firmly established its merit, only the    
     standard 2/3 exponent should be required when a surface area scaling factor
     is appropriate.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.108     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: P2718.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should body weight, surface area, or other scaling factors be used?     
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA should not prescribe a species scaling factor.  Rather, the    
     scaling factors should be chemical specific.  However, where there is      
     evidence that body weight scaling is more appropriate it should be used.   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.109     
     
     See response to P2771.135 and G2575.075 et al.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2718.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA specify a longer list of deleterious effects against    
     which non-cancer criteria should protect?                                  
                                                                                
     A. Obvserved biological changes not demonstrably linked to an adverse      
     effect should not serve as bases for developing Tier I non-cancer criteria 
     and, therefore, these changes should definitely not be listed as           
     deleterious effects against which criteria should protect.  Although best  
     professional judgment may be used in considering these biological changes  
     using a weight-of-evidence-type evaluation, U.S. EPA should not require    
     protection against these effects as a matter of course.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.110     
     
     See response to D2741.103                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2718.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA use the most sensitive animal species as a default      
     species when the most biologically relevant species is not identified?     
                                                                                
     A. Only those species identified as most biologically relevant to humans   
     should be used for determining Tier I criteria.  If a most sensitive animal
     species must be used as a default to develop a criterion without           
     determining the most biologically relevant species, only Tier II values    
     should be developed, and discharge permit limits should not be required by 
     the Guidance.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.111     
     
     See response to D2741.104                                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2718.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on uncertainty factors.                                         
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA should allow the use of uncertainty factors less than ten where
     warranted by a scientifically sound rationale.  For example, an uncertainty
     factor less than ten may be appropriate to account for interspecies        
     variability when extrapolating from primate studies.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.112     
     
     EPA does allow for use of uncertainty factors of less than 10 as long as   
     data exists to justify a lower uncertainty factor.  See discussion under   
     Uncertainty Factors in the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.113
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA further proposes maximum composite uncertainty factors of 3,000   
     when deriving Tier I criteria and 30,000 when deriving Tier II values.     
     However, an uncertainty factor that exceeds three orders of magnitude is   
     completely inappropriate for Tier I criteria, which are supposedly limited 
     to those substances for which a sufficient database exists to develop      
     reliable criteria.  Consistent with the notion that Tier I criteria should 
     be scientifically defensible, therefore, a maximum composite uncertainty   
     factor of less that 1000 should be established for developing Tier I       
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.113     
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     EPA states in the final Guidance that an uncertainty factor of 10,000 is   
     the maximum allowable uncertainty factor for a Tier I criterion.  This is  
     consistent with Agency practices in developing RfDs.  While very rare, an  
     uncertainty factor of 10,000 is the upper limit the Agency believes is     
     scientifically defensible in developing an RfD.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2718.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the foregoing concerns, U.S. EPA should authorize the use of
     models which take into account the decreased probability of joint          
     occurrences of conservative assumptions (i.e., Monte Carlo simulations).   
     Indeed, these models should be applied wherever possible, as they more     
     accurately depict real world conditions.  Finally, U.S. EPA should provide 
     opportunities to revise uncertainty factors as more scientific information 
     becomes available to the agencies and the regulated entities.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.114     
     
     See response to D2578.012                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA deviate from Integrated Risk Information System ("IRIS")
     values in deriving Great Lakes criteria and values?                        
                                                                                
     A. Deviation in either direction from IRIS values must be allowed where    
     warranted by sound scientific information.  A policy that ensures that     
     criteria are not derived from best available information is unsuitable.    
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     Response to: P2718.115     
     
     EPA has retained the proposal language in the final Guidance which allows  
     deviation from IRIS values in deriving Great Lakes criteria and values.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2718.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA use the 70kg body weight exposure assumption?           
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA should use the 70kg body weight assumption.  This value is     
     consistent with the best available current information, as well as the     
     agency's current recommendations.  In addition, this value should not be   
     modified to accommodate subpopulations unless the consumption rate and     
     exposure duration assumptions are similarly modified.  In most situations, 
     the proposed methodologies' conservatism adequately protects sensitive     
     subpopulations such as children.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.116     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document and response 
     to comment P2576.009.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2718.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA use exposure periods less than 70 years to account for  
     the mobility of individuals in and out of the Great Lakes Basin?           
                                                                                
     A. While a 70 year life time duration is a reasonable default assumption,  
     U.S. EPA should provide the opportunity for site-specific modifications for
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     locales where substantial percentages of the population are highly mobile, 
     or where the life expectancy differs from this default value.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.117     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2718.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should an incidental dermal exposure factor which occurs through        
     recreational activities be included in U.S. EPA's exposure assumptions?    
                                                                                
     (A. Incidental dermal exposure is insignificant relative to other exposure 
     routes which are considered in the Agency's exposrue assumptions.  It is   
     highly improbable that any human health criteria would be changed by this  
     consideration.  Thus, incorporating a factor to account for incidental     
     dermal exposure would be a wasted effort, particularly since the Guidance  
     reuires many higher-impact scientific studies and data gathering exercises 
     before it can be reasonably and properly implemented.)                     
                                                                                
     (In addition to these concerns, oral slope factors and reference doses     
     cannot be used with incidental dermal exposure factors, unlike other       
     aspects of human health criteria development.  Thus, the criteria process  
     would be further and needlessly complicated, another argument against      
     implementation of this concept.  Finally, this factor has not been included
     in the derivation of existing national critieria, and, similarly, should   
     not be included here.)                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.118     
     
     EPA agrees that the information is not currently available to accurately   
     assess dermal absorption contributions to overall exposure and will not use
     an additional factor at this time.  The Agency will continue to research   
     the exposure potential from dermal contact recreational activities and, in 
     fact, is currently undertaking a joint project with the International Life 
     Sciences Institute to develop guidance to more accurately evaluate dermal  
     exposures.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2718.119
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .119 is embedded in comment .118                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Incidental dermal exposure is insignificant relative to other exposure     
     routes which are considered in the Agency's exposure assumptions.  It is   
     highly improbable that any human health criteria would be changed by this  
     consideration.  Thus, incorporating a factor to account for incidental     
     dermal exposure would be a wasted effort, particularly since the Guidance  
     requires many higher-impact scientific studies and data gathering exercises
     before it can be reasonably and properly implemented.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.119     
     
     See response to comment P2718.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2718.120
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .120 is imbedded in comment .118                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to these concerns, oral slope factors and reference doses      
     cannot be used with incidental dermal exposure factors, unlike other       
     aspects of human health criteria development.  Thus, the criteria process  
     would be further and needlessly complicated, another argument against      
     implementation of this concept.  Finally, this factor has not been included
     in the derivation of existing national criteria, and, similarly, should not
     be included here.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.120     
     
     See response to comment P2718.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2718.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA assume that two liters per day drinking water           
     consumption is protective of both drinking water and incidental ingestion  
     exposure for waters which may be a drinking water source and used for      
     recreation?                                                                
                                                                                
     A. The drinking water 90th percentile ingestion value of two liters per day
     is reasonably conservative if drinking water criteria apply only at public 
     water supply intakes, and consumption of treated water is assumed.         
     However, drinking water criteria should not be applied to the entire open  
     waters of the lakes.  If consumption of untreated water is assumed, an     
     average consumption rate of 1.4 liters or less would be more reasonable,   
     though still conservative.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.121     
     
     See response to comments P2771.197 and D2724.599.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2718.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. When criteria for waters designated for drinking water uses are         
     established, should U.S. EPA assume consumption of untreated water?        
                                                                                
     A. This assumption is overly conservative in light of the criteria's other 
     conservatism.  Drinking water criteria should take into account the extent 
     to which a pollutant is likely to be in solid phase and removed by         
     filtration or neutralized by chemical treatment following intake.          
     Recreational untreated water consumption is already adequately accounted   
     for in the 0.01 liters per day incidental exposure assumption.             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.122     
     
     See response to comments D2724.599 and D3053.041.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2718.123
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA assume a fish consumption rate of 15 grams per day?     
                                                                                
     A. The 90th percentile fish consumption rate of 15 grams per day would be  
     appropriate if U.S. EPA provided the opportunity for site-specific upward  
     or downward modification.  However, if downward modification of the assumed
     consumption rate is prohibitied, as proposed, all other conservatism in the
     human health criteria calculations (including the assumption of uncooked,  
     raw fish consumption), makes the 15 grams per day consumption per day      
     overly conservative.  U.S. EPA's proposal to disallow downward             
     modifications, moreover, is completely arbitrary, and underscores U.S.     
     EPA's tendency to unfairly disallow less conservative site-specific        
     modifications even if those modifications result in a more accurate        
     depiction of actual conditions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.123     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2718.124
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/EXP/AO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the derivation of non-cancer criteria and values.            
                                                                                
     A. In order to best approximate field conditions, U.S. EPA should use      
     actual data to derive non-cancer criteria and values if the data is        
     scientifically valid and defensible.  When actual data is used, moreover,  
     no ceilings or floors should be imposed; rather, the agencies and regulated
     community should ascertain the scientific merit of the particular study    
     and, if sound, the results should be used.  Finally, if the Agency decides 
     to use default values, a 100 percent Relative Source Contribution ("RSC")  
     from surface water for all pollutants should be used, as other significant 
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     exposure routes should be addressed through other programs.                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.124     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2718.125
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/T1/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should any of the options presented in the proposal for use of RSCs in  
     deriving non-cancer criteria and values be considered in calculating Great 
     Lakes criteria and values ("HCVs")?                                        
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA should provide the opportunity to include RSCs when accurate   
     data on other exposure pathways are available, and these other pathways    
     cannot be addressed by other programs.  However, the proposed RSC of 0.8   
     for BCCs is arbitrary and without scientific basis.  Point source water    
     quality regulations simply should not be expected to compensate for the    
     failure to address other pollutant sources.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.125     
     
     EPA believes that exposure information from all relevant sources should be 
     used to determine the actual relative source contribution (RSC) when such  
     information is available.  In this way, an appropriate allocation can be   
     made among the exposure sources (i.e., water, food, air, etc.).  Regarding 
     the 80 percent default value, EPA disagrees that its use is arbitrary or   
     without scientific basis.  EPA believes that the assumption provides some  
     measure of protection against other sources that may contribute to overall 
     exposure.  Given that many chemicals are of multi-media concern, allowing a
     20 percent margin of safety for those sources is not unreasonably          
     conservative.  In the absence of adequate data, EPA believes it is prudent 
     to not allow all of the RfD to be assigned to one source.  The 80 percent  
     default was chosen because it represents the approximate contribution from 
     surface water pathways (fish consumption) to the overall exposure to       
     bioaccumulative non-carcinogenic chemicals such as PCBs in the Great Lakes 
     Basin (see Section III., Relative Source Contribution in the Human Health  
     Technical Support Document).  Available information from FDA has indicated 
     the presence of bioaccumulative chemicals (e.g., several dioxins) in       
     various food categories, especially meat and dairy products.               
                                                                                
     For non-bioaccumulative non-carcinogenic chemicals, 80 percent was also    
     chosen, not on the basis of actual data, but (as with bioaccumulatives) to 
     account for the other possible non-water sources which may contribute to   
     the overall exposure of the chemical.  EPA recognizes that the choice of a 
     default value of 80% in these cases is, fundamentally, a policy judgment   
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     that criteria development should reflect the fact that exposures to a      
     pollutant occur through other media, rather than an empirically-based      
     calculation of the precise proportion of exposure via water vs. non-water  
     sources, since such a value will vary on a case-by-case basis.  However, if
     other significant exposures are not accounted for, the criteria could      
     underestimate overall exposure to the chemical and, thus, could            
     underestimate the risk of adverse health effects.  EPA will maintain its   
     policy of not using an RSC approach for carcinogenic compounds.  The       
     important fact, EPA believes, is to take some accounting of other possible 
     exposure pathways.                                                         
                                                                                
     Establishment of water quality criteria is clearly a step toward pollution 
     prevention in the Great Lakes Basin.  Control of other sources of exposure 
     will further reduce overall risk for those living in the Basin.  However,  
     given the continued presence of contamination due to these other sources,  
     it would be inappropriate not to account for these exposures in the        
     development of water quality criteria.                                     
                                                                                
     With regard to the concern raised by some commenters that point sources    
     should not be expected to compensate for the failure to address other      
     pollutant sources, EPA does not believe that the relative source           
     contribution factor in the final methodology unduly burdens point source   
     dischargers.  It is common practice in EPA programs (e.g., in establishing 
     maximum contaminant level goals under the SDWA) to take into account other 
     routes of exposure to a chemical when establishing health-based standards  
     for a particular route of exposure.  If this step is not taken, and EPA    
     were always to assume that no exposures occurred through other media (in   
     spite of evidence to the contrary), then the totality of exposures would   
     obviously result in adverse health effects, contrary to EPA's goal of      
     establishing standards that insure that such effects do not occur.  EPA    
     agrees, however, that it is important to take steps to address all routes  
     of exposure to pollutants in order to achieve the greatest overall public  
     health protection at the least cost.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2718.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA's final methodology specify a different set of exposure 
     assumptions for use in deriving criteria protective of acute and subchornic
     effects?                                                                   
                                                                                
     A. In most circumstances, the conservatism found in chronic toxicity-based 
     criteria is more than adequate to protect against acute/subchronic effects.
      Consideration of acute/subchronic effects for human health criteria may be
     appropriate under certain circumstances, but are not necessarily           
     appropriate for extrapolation across the Basin, and are not appropriate    
     under all circumstances.  Any such consideration must be based on          
     acute/subchronic toxicity studies and, moreover, the exposure assumptions  
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     used to derive criteria protective of acute/subchronic toxicity must be    
     appropriately adjusted.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.126     
     
     See response to comment G3207.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2718.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA change all exposure levels to lower numbers in order to 
     develop a criterion exclusively for a child?                               
                                                                                
     A. The conservatism in the proposed methodology adequately protects        
     children.  However, any criteria developed to specifically protect children
     should assume lower exposure rates and durations, and should be based upon 
     likely exposures for the ages to be protected.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.127     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: P2718.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the proosed procedures for derivation of Tier I criteria and 
     Tier II values for carcinogens.                                            
                                                                                
     A. As long as U.S. EPA's classifications scheme indicates that insufficient
     evidence exists to list a chemical under Group A or Group B, no Tier I     
     human cancer criterion should be developed for that chemical.  Tier I human

Page 9070



$T044618.TXT
     health criteria and procedures have been developed over many long years    
     using extensive review.  Indeed, U.S. EPA recently initiated an extensive  
     scientific review of these procedures, and will incorporate technical      
     developments which have occured since the original publication.  This      
     review will ascertain whether various assumptions, safety factors, and     
     levels of conservatism are appropriate.  Since Tier I procedures are very  
     conservative, it is appropriate thay they contain rigorous data quality and
     quantity requirements, and the Agency should not relax these requirements  
     here.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.128     
     
     EPA disagrees with comment.  EPA believes there are Group C chemicals which
     do fall under Tier I.  These are chemicals which may be produce cancer in  
     only one animal species but also indicate some potential for interaction   
     with DNA (some mutagenicity/genotoxicity).  However, EPA believes the Tier 
     designation for Group C chemicals must be made on the on a case-by- case   
     basis considering of the quality of the data (how well conducted the study 
     is,  the statistical strength and dose-response relationship determined    
     from the study) and information related to the mode of action of the       
     chemical such as mutagenicity/genotoxicity, structure activity, and        
     metabolism.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2718.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to Group C, only Tier II values should be developed, and only  
     if Tier II levels are not used to develop NPDES permit limits.  U.S. EPA   
     defines Group C substances as having limited evidence of carcinogenicity in
     animals and the absence of human data.  The Agency has, in the past,       
     consistently avoided regulation of Group C chemicals as human carcinogens  
     because this approach is scientifically unsupportable.  U.S. EPA currently 
     proposes to develop Tier II values for a Group C chemical if some amount of
     data is available to estimate a risk level.  Thus, the requirements for    
     Tier II human health values accomodate almost any database and,            
     accordingly, will generate a level of uncertainty that renders the numeric 
     values meaningless guesswork.  As such, the current proposal is            
     scientifically unsound.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.129     
     
     EPA disagrees with comment.  EPA believes there are Group C chemicals which
     do fall under Tier I.  However, EPA believes the Tier designation for Group
     C chemicals must be made on the on a case-by-case basis considering of the 
     quality of the data (how well conducted the study is,  the statistical     
     strength and dose-response relationship determined from the study) and     
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     information related to the mode of action of the chemical such as          
     mutagenicity/genotoxicity, structure activity, and metabolism.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2718.130
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/T1/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA derive Group C criteria and values only through         
     noncancer assessments without an uncertainty factor for possible           
     carcinogenicity?                                                           
                                                                                
     A. We oppose this approach as scientifically invalid.  The non-cancer      
     methodology is incompatible with the cancer methodology in that the former 
     assumes a threshold, while the latter is a non-threshold method.  In       
     addition, U.S. EPA should not try to address possible carcinogenic effects 
     through insertion of yet another uncertainty factor into a human non-cancer
     value ("HNV") calculation.  Uncertainty factors in HNV calculations for    
     this purpose are arbitrary, and provide no scientifically-based protection 
     against cancer.                                                            
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.130     
     
     The Agency has been using the extra uncertainty factor approach for years  
     in setting National Drinking Water Standards and this approach has been    
     judged as acceptable by expert peer reviewers and the EPA Science Advisory 
     Board.                                                                     
                                                                                
     While EPA considers this a valid procedure for addressing possible         
     carcinogenicity of a chemical, it is also noted that EPA views Group C     
     chemicals as widely variable in database quality and quantity and is       
     allowing states and tribes to deal with these chemicals on a case-by-case  
     basis.  This means, the decision to use an extra uncertainty factor is     
     optional and must be based on the reviewer's best judgement.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2718.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on methods of conducting structure activity relationships       
     ("SARs"), as well as the appropriateness of using surrogate chemicals to   
     develop Tier II values.                                                    
                                                                                
     A. SARs should be used to screen a chemical prior to developing a Tier II  
     value.  However, surrogate chemicals should only be used to develop Tier II
     values where there is substantial evidence of similarity.  U.S. EPA should 
     provide minimum standards for making this determination.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.131     
     
     EPA agrees with comment and the final Guidance is in agreement with        
     comment. See response to P2742.267                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2718.132
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the proposed HCVs and HNCs in table 3 of proposed 40 CFR part
     132.                                                                       
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA assumes a maximum acceptable level of mercury in fish that is  
     either approached or exceeded in fish samples nationally.  However, there  
     is a lack of epidemiological evidence of environmental mercury related     
     human health problems anywhere in the nation.  This indicates that the     
     proposed mercury criterion is overly conservative, and also leads to       
     questions regarding the defensibility of a Great Lakes-specific criterion. 
     Furthermore, the attainability of the criterion is doubtful given the      
     national dtabase.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.132     
     
     See response to P2590.053.  A lack of epidemiological data confirming the  
     results used in the developing the mercury ADE in this country can         
     explained in a number of ways:  Epidemiological studies of sufficient power
     and size have not yet been performed; confounding factors such as lifestyle
     habits may obscure potential associations.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.133
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HH/TI/C
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. What approach should U.S. EPA take to establish dioxin criteria pending 
     completion of the agnecy's ongoing dioxin studies?                         
                                                                                
     A. Revision of U.S. EPA's proposed criteria for dioxin should occur        
     whenever warranted by scientific information.  However, notice of          
     availability of the "Interim Dioxin Report" was not given until August 9,  
     1993; therefore, there has not been sufficient opportunity for peer review,
     consideration, and meaningful comment.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.133     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2718.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA use the approach set forth in the 1980 National         
     Guidelines with respect to each individual component of the proposal that  
     differs from the current National Guidelines?                              
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA should use the 1980 National Guidelines.  Once the guidelines  
     are finally revised, the Agency can propose to implement parallel changes  
     to the Great Lakes rules.  While the Guidance is obviously a regional      
     program, the program should strive to maintain consistency with national   
     initiative wherever possible.  To that end, since U.S. EPA envisions       
     imminent publication of proposed revisions to the National Guidelines, the 
     Agency should impose the 1980 guidelines until the revisions are subject to
     peer reveiw and public comment, and finalized.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.134     
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     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2718.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should U.S. EPA promulgate the drinking water national criterion for    
     cyanide?                                                                   
                                                                                
     A. U.S. EPA should not promulgate the drinking water national criterion for
     cyanide.  To the extent that the proposed procedures and assumptions are   
     defensible, no justifiable reason exists to discard a criterion using the  
     proposed procedures.  The mere fact than an alternative approach produces a
     more stringent value clearly is not, of itself, sufficient justification to
     use the approach.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.135     
     
     See response to P2746.141                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2718.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We firmly oppose the methodology proposed to develop wildlife criteria, as 
     it unjustifiably focuses on protecting individual species members as       
     opposed to whole populations. [We are also concerned by the U.S. EPA's     
     proposed use of species sensitivity factors and intra-species uncertainty  
     factors, as well as the representative species approach.] In addition, we  
     object to the limited database requirements envisioned by the Agency.      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.136     
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     Please see comments P2629.054, P2718.144, P2574.042, P2593.035, P2590.028, 
     and D2860.079 for the response to this comment.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2718.137
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/METH/REPR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Embedded in .136                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are also concerned by the U.S. EPA's proposed use of species sensitivity
     factors and intra-species uncertainty factors, as well as the              
     representative species approach.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.137     
     
     Please see comments P2590.028, P2718.144, and P2629.054 for the response to
     this comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2718.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question:How should U.S. EPA publish the TSD? Answer:U.S. EPA should       
     publish the TSD separately from the rulemaking in order to eliminate any   
     mistaken belief that the TSD sets out binding reuirements.  None of the    
     components of the TSD should become binding requirements unless the TSD is 
     separately subjected to full administrative rulemaking procedures.         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.138     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.052 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2718.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question:Comment on the proposed methodology. Answer: U.S. EPA's attempt to
     protect wildlife using one No Observed Adverse Effect Level ("NOAEL") with 
     uncertainty factors produces criteria which are unnecessarily restrictive, 
     because NOAELs protect individuals rather than populations.  While         
     protection of a single human is worth a large expenditure, protection of   
     single animal or bird is not.  It is the whole population that should be   
     the focus. Wildlife individuals already run a high risk from other         
     predators, and we cannot and should not protect the individuals from such  
     predators.  In nature an individual animal or bird is never the focus of   
     attention, only the population as a whole, with the possible exception of  
     endangered species on a site-specific basis.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.139     
     
     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the responses to this comment.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2718.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency's rationale for modeling the wildlife criteria methodology after
     the human heatlh methodology, as opposed to the aquatic life methodology,  
     is that insufficient data exists.  However, lack of reliable data is       
     certainly not a legitimate reason to proceed with an unnecessarily         
     restrictive methodology.  Rather, U.S. EPA should pursue the logical and   
     scientifically sound response to an insufficient database: conduct the     
     research necessary to collect sufficient data and implement scientifically 
     supportable and meaningful criteria.  Indeed, it is particularly crucial   
     that U.S. EPA correctly develop these criteria the first time, as the      
     criteria will probably serve as the definitive model for national wildlife 
     criteria.                                                                  
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     Response to: P2718.140     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2718.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Should U.S. EPA allow the use of an uncertainty factor that would
     permit an NOAEL to be estimated from a Lowest Observed Adverse Effect Level
     ("LOAEL")? Answer: As briefly discussed above, the NOAEL approach is over  
     protective.  For similar reasons, U.S. EPA's proposal to estimate a NOAEL  
     by applying an uncertainty factor to a LOAEL is also overprotective.       
     LOAELs address protection of individuals, not populations.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.141     
     
     Please see comments P2593.035, P2574.042, and P2742.707 for the response to
     this comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2718.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Should U.S. EPA estimate a chronic NOAEL by adjusting the NOAEL  
     from a subchronic study? Answer:  Again, this methodology is invalid       
     because it focuses on individuals.  In addition, subchronic effects are not
     necessarily less, and in some cases are actually greater, than chronic     
     effects.  Therefore, a subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor is overly  
     conservative for wildlife criteria.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.142     
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     Please refer to comment P2576.136 for the responses to this comment.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2718.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Comment on the proposed species sensitivity factor ("SSF").      
     Answer: The foregoing deficiencies in the proposed methodology apply to    
     SSFs.  In addition, a species-to-species extrapolation factor should not be
     used even though it is used for human health criteria.  The database for   
     wildlife criteria is insufficient to support this type of extrapolation.   
     Further, if Tier II values may be used to derive numeric permit limits,    
     SSFs should be limited to a specified range.  Finally, it is unreasonable  
     to require a discharger to provide data to justfiy a lower SSF.  The cost  
     of one wildlife toxicity study is prohibitive for most entities, and the   
     number required to estimate a SSF would be much more burdensome.           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.143     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2718.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Comment on the proposed use of intra-species uncertainty factors 
     ("ISF"). Answer:  An ISF should not be used.  Protection of individual     
     animals is only justified when endangered species are threatened.  If      
     criteria to protect individuals are needed everywhere across the basin, it 
     is highly unlikely that the species may be considered endangered. Finally, 
     if U.S. EPA utilizes ISFs, the Agency should not artifically preclude the  
     use of ICFs less than ten, especially since the Agency is proposing to     
     allow factors greater than ten. If a sound scientific bases exists for     
     adjusting an ICF, U.S. EPA should allow the adjustment to be made.         
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     Response to: P2718.144     
     
     The application of an intraspecies uncertainty factor and the derivation of
     site-specific modifications to wildlife criteria have been moved from      
     appendix D to procedure 1 of appendix F.                                   
                                                                                
     Pursuant to section 510 of the Clean Water Act, the final Guidance was     
     modified to make the use of the intraspecies uncertainty factor and        
     associated methodology for site-specific modifications optional.  The only 
     requirement still contained in procedure 1.2 of appendix F is that States  
     or Tribes must derive site-specific modifications to any criteria derived  
     under appendix D in cases where such criteria will not be protective of    
     species listed pursuant to section 4 of the Endangered Species Act.  Even  
     in such cases, the use of the proposed intraspecies uncertainty factor is  
     recommended, rather than required.                                         
                                                                                
     An equation is presented in the preamble to procedure 1.2 of appendix F    
     illustrating the application of the method recommended for use with        
     endangered or threatened species.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/FOR
     Comment ID: P2718.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Comment on the adoption of the alternative formula for the hazard
     component.  Answer: The alternative formula is non-substantive improvement 
     that more clearly presents the conservatism in the calculation.  However,  
     the formula remains unacceptable because it does not change the basis      
     underlying the calculation of the wildlife criteria values.                
                                                                                
     In addition to the concerns expressed elsewhere, the revised formula's     
     format highlights a further problem with the Agency's proposed approach.   
     Without a suitable database on the sensitivity of various life stages of   
     wildlife species, it will be very difficult to develop meaningful input    
     parameters for the formula. Different life states consume different amounts
     of food and water, moreover, making it impossible to calculate a single,   
     meaningful input value for each parameter.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.145     
     
     Please refer to comments P2746.158 and P2590.040 for responses to this     
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/FOR      
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2718.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Comment on the species selection process and the results employed
     in the derivation of wildlife criteria.  Answer: The assumption that       
     species with typically different environmental exposure dosages exhibit the
     same level of sensitivity is entirely without foundation.  For exmple, a   
     species which has evolved while being exposed to a higher dose of a        
     naturally ocurring toxic substance has probably also evolved a higher      
     tolerance of that substance.  Specifically, the Agency cannot legitimately 
     suggest that the mallard duck (which evolved eating vegetable matter)      
     evolved the same tolerance to mercury contamination as the kingfisher,     
     osprey, and eagle (which evolved eating upper trophic-level fish).  Yet,   
     the wildlife criterion for mercury uses mallard duck toxicity study results
     in combination with kingfisher, osprey, and eagle exposure assumption.     
     This error must be corrected. Furthermore, a species which may have evolved
     a tolerance for a naturally occuring toxic substance may also have a       
     similar tolerance for certin anthropogenic substances.  Therefore, we      
     oppose the use of the most highly exposed species for exposure assumptions 
     in calculating criteria when the toxicity tests used in the criteria were  
     performed on other species -- especially when likely doses in the          
     environment differ greatly between the species.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.146     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response concerning the          
     interspecies uncertainty factor, and comment P2590.028 for the response    
     concerning the representative species.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2718.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Comment on U.S. EPA's choice of representative species identified
     for protection. Answer: U.S. EPA should revise its selection of three bird 
     and two mammal species for development of wildfile criteria. The Agency    
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     should first develop selection criteria followed by the development of a   
     reasonable number of alternatives. The selection criteria should then be   
     used to evalute the alternatives.  In this fashion, arbitrary selections   
     can be more readily avoided.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.147     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.  In    
     addition, please refer to U.S. EPA (1995) for further documentation on the 
     selection of the representative species.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2718.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency's initial selections were arbitrarily derived. Except for the   
     belted kingfisher, only terrestrial species with large home ranges were    
     selected.  In addition to the fact that regional concerns should focus on  
     colonial-nesting birds such as herons, relatively few species offer the    
     characteristics embodied by the Agency's selections. As important, the     
     species selected by the Agency are particularly intolerant of human        
     activities, which further affects their distribution.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.148     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.  In    
     addition, please refer to U.S. EPA, 1995 for further documentation on the  
     selection of the representative species.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2718.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In addition to these concerns, the Agency apparently did not consider the  
     fact that the three proposed bird species are migratory throughout most or 
     all of the Basin.  Contaminants from winter feeding areas may continue to  
     affect the species once they return to the Great Lakes region, and thus    
     skew the apparent impact of Guidance wildlife criteria.  A dietary fraction
     similar to the one used in human health risk assessment should help account
     for this serious oversight.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.149     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.044 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2718.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA should also consider the lower trophic level species as more      
     indicative of environmental effects and more amenable to study. Use of     
     lower trophic level species shold also minimize uncertainties created by   
     migration and broad geographical feeding ranges.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.150     
     
     Please refer to the second paragraph of comment P2746.159 for the response 
     to this comment.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2718.151
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: How should U.S. EPA select ecologically representative species   
     given the current state of knowledge? Answer: U.S. EPA should adopt a      
     methodology modeled after the aquatic life approach. This is the only      
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     scientifically sound methodology for ascertaining wildlife criteria, and   
     eliminates the critical problems associated with selecting an ecologically 
     representative species.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.151     
     
     EPA agrees that other methods are worthy of further exploration. During the
     development of the proposed and final guidances, EPA hosted two public     
     meetings held in December 1989 and April 1992, (U.S. EPA, 1989, 1994b) as  
     part of a national effort to develop methodologies to protect wildlife.    
     During both of these meetings, there was general consensus that the        
     methodology proposed under the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance was      
     fundamentally sound.  In addition, other concepts developed for the        
     national program were extensively used in the development of the wildlife  
     portion of the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                         
                                                                                
     EPA considered not including the methodology in the final Guidance until a 
     more comprehensive multi-stressor risk assessment approach could be        
     designed.  However, this option was rejected because such a program will   
     take numerous years to develop and a sound wildlife methodology was        
     available at this time to provide protection to those species at greatest  
     risk from persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants.  EPA selected a          
     reasonable approach to address the adverse ecological effects from toxic   
     contaminants in the Great Lakes System.  In addition, based on the results 
     from the two National meetings and the April 1994 EPA Science Advisory     
     Board (SAB) (U.S. EPA, 1994a) commentary (discussed below), EPA concludes  
     that the paradigm is a scientifically reasonable approach to address       
     impacts from bioaccumulative compounds on avian and mammalian species in   
     the Great Lakes at this time.                                              
                                                                                
     In addition, please see the response to comment P290.028.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2718.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Should U.S. EPA  consider oral ingestion the most significant    
     route of exposure for bioaccumulative pollutants and non-bioaccumulative   
     chemicals?  Answer: If U.S. EPA considers species other than top-level     
     predators in the criteria derivation (e.g., amphibians), exposure routes   
     other than oral ingestion could be more significant.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.152     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.164 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2718.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Comment on the use of the human health paradigm. Answer: U.S.    
     EPA's attempt to protect wildlife using the human health paradigm is       
     inappropriate and scientifically invalid because it focuses on individuals 
     rather than populations.  The Agency's rationale for modeling the wildlife 
     criteria methodology after the human health methodology, as opposed to the 
     aquatic life methodology, is that insufficient data exists. However, lack  
     of reliable data is certainly not a legitimate reason to proceed with an   
     unnecessarily restrictive methodology.  Rather, U.S. EPA should pursue the 
     logical and scientifically sound response to an insufficient database:     
     conduct the research necessary to collect sufficient data and implement    
     scientifically supportable and meaningful criteria.  Indeed, it is         
     particularly crucial that U.S. EPA correctly develop these criteria the    
     first time, as the criteria will probably serve as the definitive model for
     national wildlife criteria.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.153     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.154
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/METH/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Answer: U.S. EPA proposes that Tier I and Tier II wildlife criteria be     
     calculated using a minimal database. Tier I criteria may be calculated with
     chronic and subchronic data from one species of mammal and one species of  
     bird.  Tier II values, moreover, may be calculated with even less data.  As
     a result, the criteria will only be useful to protect one mammalian and    
     avain species in most cases and, accordingly, should only be used when the 
     habitat conditions allow the species to be present, i.e., site-specific    
     only.                                                                      
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     In addition, the criteria will be overprotective because the Agency        
     utilizes exposure assumptions for the most exposed species.  The over      
     protective standards, when coupled with the proposed uncertainty factors,  
     will yield unnecessarily oppressive criteria.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.154     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response concerning the Tier II  
     values.  Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to the database
     requirements issue.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2718.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Long duration field studies may be expensive, but they are certainly       
     necessary to develop dependable, meaningful criteria. Laboratory studies   
     should merely be used to provide supplemental data. Reproducible lab       
     results, moreover, cannot be achieved through one 90 day or one 28 day     
     study.  In order to establish realistic estimates of toxic impacts,        
     extensive replication of multiple tests are necessary to attain credible   
     criteria, and the tests should be conducted over a range of laboratories   
     and life stages.  U.S. EPA is considering development of wildlife criteria 
     for nationwide application.  The Great Lakes region should not be saddled  
     with bargin-basement criteria when, presumably, the Agency will develop    
     more justifiable criteria for use nationwide.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.155     
     
     Please refer to comment P2653.050 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2718.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Comment on U.S. EPA's proposed end points for toxicity studies.  
     Answer: Although EPA selected end points from parameters most likely to    
     influence population dynamics, the proposed NOAEL approach is based on the 
     protection of individual health.  This is incorrect for use in the wild    
     where only populations count. As recommended by the Science Advisory Board,
     therefore, populaton models must be developed to provide acceptable end    
     points.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.156     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: P2718.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question:  Should U.S. EPA use an acute/chronic conversion ratio ("ACR")?  
     Answer: We support U.S. EPA's decision to forego the use of ACRs.  At the  
     November 8, 1990 Madison Workshop, wildlife experts characterized ACRs as  
     totally indefensible, and suggested that the use of ACRs would result in   
     "much ridiculous overprotection." We agree that U.S. EPA should only use   
     ACRs as research triggers.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.157     
     
     Please refer to comment D2741.132 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.158
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The entire Antidegredation Policy needs to be revisited to determine       
     consistency with Congress' original intent.  Was their intent to restrict  
     societal and economic growth in situations where increased loadings do not 
     jeopardize existing water uses?                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.158     
     
     Such a review is beyond the scope of this Guidance.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: U.S. EPA requests comment on the following approaches to         
     assessing lowering of water quality: 1) Rely on sampling and analysis of   
     the water body to determine whether any measurable change occurred in the  
     concentration of a pollutant as a result of actions taken by the           
     discharger. Answer: Although a possibility, this is not considered the best
     alternative. Antidegradation should be considered from projections of      
     results rather than from the results themselves.  This policy, if adopted  
     would encourage the taking of actions which might have an impact on water  
     quality and would require their elimination if they did so and could not   
     then satisfy the antidegradation policy.  It is also unlikely that the     
     actions of an individual discharger could be identified in the ambient     
     water concentrations.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.159     
     
     EPA agrees.  An approach that relies on the detection of water quality     
     impacts after the fact is unworkable and inconsistent with the intent of   
     antidegradation which is to minimize degradation befor it occurs.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 9088



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA requests comment of the following approaches to assessing lowering
     of water quality (2) Rely on a projection of changes in water quality from 
     the amount of pollutant added using several alternative methods. The first 
     alternative would rely on mass balance or dynamic models through the use of
     changes in effluent limitations and wasteload allocations.  As it has been 
     widely used, this is considered the best alternative.  It is straight      
     forward and accurately reflects natural processes; it should take into     
     account of the fact that under the Guidance, BCCs will have criteria that  
     account for bioaccumulation, etc., and will use familiar instream          
     processess in arriving at appropriate results.  It will prevent the Great  
     Lakes from being treated any more differently from the rest of the country 
     than is necessary.  It also pays attention to the fact that not all changes
     in loading result in changes in ambient concentrations, which is the true  
     measure of water quality.  The second alternative EPA considered, which    
     would look to any increase in the rate of mass loading is overly stringent 
     because it does not take advantage of any scientific knowledge available.  
     It makes the assumption that any change is bad.  This undermines the entire
     basis of the Water Quality program.  Any water system is capable of        
     assimilating certain amounts of pollutants without adverse changes. To say 
     that this alternative is justified because the lakes act as a sink for many
     pollutants, is an over-generalization. There are natural sources for many  
     pollutants.  Point source discharger actions which sustain this level are  
     clearly appropriate.  Beyond this level, judgment must be used in allowing 
     increased loadings.  The third alternative is a hybrid of the first two.   
     It is somewhat more rational than the previous two alternatives, however it
     would treat BCCs differently from non-BCCs. Given the arbitrary nature of  
     the definition of BCCs (BAF equal to or greater than 1000), this           
     alternative results in unnecessary stringency.  Since human health and     
     wildlife criteria already inclue bioaccumulation potential, there is no    
     scientific basis for treating BCCs differently from non-BCCs. The goal of  
     water quality regulation is to support and maintain beneficial uses of the 
     water.  The waters both before and after the degradation will be           
     high-quality water meeting all water quality standards with numerous levels
     of safety factors.  This overly stringent antidegradation policy has the   
     effect of restraining growth.  Given the high cost of applying for and     
     complying with permits issued under the antidegradation policy there will  
     be a chilling effect which will prevent applications for consideration     
     under the policy.  The Agency must be very cautious that the benefits of   
     the policy at least balance the cost, including the reluctance to even make
     application.  Furthermore, for POTWs, the sizing of the plant and treatment
     processes already reflect much study through facilities planning process,  
     including projections for growth.  Application of the antidegradation      
     policy to undermine previous planning and approvals obtained from the      
     regulatory agencies is a misallocation of public resources.  Any method    
     used to slow down the ability of a POTW and, therefore, a municipality to  
     accommodte new industrial growth within existing permit limits ensures that
     industry will not locate within the Great Lakes basin. A company simply    
     does not allow sufficient time for the city to go through the extensive    
     proposed antidegradation procedures before being able to assure an industry
     that its needs can be accommodated.  There are many cities in the U.S.     
     willing to do what it takes to obtain new industry. The location near the  
     Great Lakes will change from being a benefit to a detriment, and industry  
     will respond accordingly.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.160     
     
     See response to comment D2583.005.                                         
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     History demonstrates the inaccuracy of the commenter's assertion that there
     is no scientific basis for distinguishing between BCCs and non-BCCs in the 
     antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance.  Many of the water bodies
     in the Great Lakes System, including the Great Lakes themselves, still     
     suffer from the affects of past when highly bioaccumulative and persistent 
     toxic pollutants were discharged to the Great Lakes System without regard  
     to the long-term impacts on environmental and human health.  Today's legacy
     of fish consumption advisories and contaminated sediments are the result of
     the kind of short- sightedness advocated by the commenter.                 
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not ban increased loadings of BCCs. However, the   
     final Guidance does require that where an increase of such pollutants is   
     contemplated, every reasonable effort be made to identify alternatives that
     would avoid the increased loading.  If no alternatives can be identified,  
     the final Guidance requires that there be some public benefit that will    
     result from the lowering of water quality.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: The permitting Agency may take public comment on the action and  
     associated social and economic developments before it renders a decision   
     based on its review of the merits of the antidegradation demonstration.    
     Answer: The Agency should not take public comment prior to rendering a     
     tenative decision on the merits of the antidegradation demonstration. the  
     Agency will, in effect, be passing to the public its duty to make          
     environmental decisions.  The Agency will thereby potentially waste the    
     time of large numbers of people who would be commenting on a given set of  
     facts not knowing what the agency intended to do. The agency should review 
     antidegradation applications under the applicable rules before being       
     subject to the pressures of public comment.  It can generally be expected  
     that the comments from the industrial sector would support industrial      
     growth and environmental advocacy groups would characteristically be       
     expected to oppose such growth.  There is unlikely to be much information  
     from premature public notice.  The agency should not require a public show 
     of hands before discharging its duty.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.161     
     
     See response to comment D2783.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2718.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the following alternative approaches to assessing water quality:
     look at water quality as an "all or nothing" proposition, based on whether 
     or not all applicable numeric quality criteria are met. EPA has correctly  
     chosen the pollutant by pollutant alternative for assessing whether or not 
     the water body is a "high quality" water.  Even this test is overprotective
     given the many levels of conservatism in the Guidance.  Because of the wide
     variety of individaul situations that may be present, any policy which goes
     beyond minimum needs, runs the risk of causing harm where harm was not     
     intended. To require an all-or-nothing determination of whether a water is 
     a high quality water (i.e., if one criterion fails then the entire body of 
     water for all pollutants fails) would be inappropriate.  The focus         
     necessarily must be on improving those parameters where improvement is     
     necessary and this will be done through the TMDL procedures.               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.162     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     look at whether all criteria were being met in a water body in order to    
     determine the level of protection to be provided by antidegradation and    
     whether such an approach would be adequately protective of the Great Lakes 
     System. A. The mid-position (also not selected as the preferred            
     alternative) would allow degradation using a more stringent antidegradation
     process than the preferred option where one or more parameters does not    
     meet criteria.  This would add a punitive element and is subject to the    
     same failings as the all-or-nothing test.  Furthermore, a discharger may be
     pushed into a stricter test by a pollutant it does not even contribute.    
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     This discharger, in effect, is punished without the ability to redeem the  
     waterway.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.163     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -rely on a generic measure of water quality as opposed to water quality    
     criteria for individual pollutants and the applicability of such an        
     approach in the context of antidegradation, one that would allow the       
     evaluation of mixtures, rather than individual pollutants for defining     
     water quality. (The mixture element is not being proposed by EPA in this   
     Guidance but is included for public comment.) A. The present state of      
     knowledge of whole effluent toxicity and like generic measures is not      
     sufficient to allow for prediction of instream effects which is the essence
     of the antidegradation policy, i.e., what is the predicted instream effect 
     of an increased discharge.  In fact, it seems that whole effluent toxicity 
     and other generic measures were created to cover those situations where    
     prediction of effects was not possible.  It should be made clear that the  
     Guidance is not frozen in the state of knowledge of 1993.  If such a       
     generic measure becomes suitable for use, then its use may be provided for 
     in the Guidance subject to reasonable protections and limitations.         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.164     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2741.138.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Comment on how interactions of pollutants could be assessed and considered 
     within the context of the Antidegradation Policy to address mixtures of    
     pollutants, and on how to establish guidelines on the pollutants to include
     in a mixture analysis.  Any informationon current practices that could be  
     used to set such guidelines would be helpful. A. U.S. EPA should begin     
     research on such a mixture approach as it may enable the Agency to by-pass 
     the objection that the antidegradation procedure has a chilling effect on  
     the substitution of a less toxic substance for one that is more toxic      
     because of the need to satisfy the antidegradation policy before increasing
     the contribution of the less toxic substance.  In developing a mixture     
     approach, the Agency should move toward using it as an exemption from the  
     antidegradation policy and not merely another antidegredation step or      
     another test for the regulated entity to meet under antidegradation.       
     Currently it would seem that the mixture approach is too complicated and   
     insufficiently researched for application in a regulatory program.         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.165     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter's assessment.  The final Guidance does not   
     include a mixture approach to assessing lowering of water quality.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2718.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under "significant lowering of water quality" as a trigger for the         
     antidegradation demonstration, the definition for non-BCCs of de minimis is
     limited to ten percent of the remaining assimilative capacity.  This is an 
     arbitrarily chosen number and is more stringent than necessary.  There is  
     no need to be so reluctant with this exemption because the waters will     
     remain high quality and will continue to be subject to the TMDL process.   
     If this limitation is a means to allow for other dischargers to have de    
     minimis increases, it seems an unnecessary intrusion into state policy and 
     is not clearly related to actual water use and protection.  If the existing
     discharger which is seeking an increase is the only, and likely to be the  
     only, discharger on the water body, it should be able to take a larger     
     share without the antidegradation demonstration.  Use of the de minimis    
     provision should be limited only be state policy on allocating assimilative
     capacity among dischargers.  The preferred option appears to be a          
     determination of what growth in a state is appropriate and not a           
     consideration related to water quality which would be a proper subject of  
     this rulemaking.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.166     
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     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Treating BCCs more stringently than non-BCCs does not make sense for the   
     reasons stated previously.  The most important point is that the criteria, 
     on which the permit limits are based, already take full account of         
     bioaccumulation under the Guidance criteria methodologies.  Since the      
     Guidance criteria are fully protective, BCCs and non-BCCs should be treated
     the same and a less stringent version of the proposed non-BCC              
     antidegradation policy would be appropriate for all substances.  In        
     particular, the discharger should be allowed the opportunity to demonstrate
     that the ambient concentration of the BCC would not measurably increase.   
     For virtually any pollutant, fate and transport play a role in providing a 
     level of protection. This scientific fact should not break down solely     
     because of BAF level, but rather should continue to apply.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.167     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2798.046.   In addition, though EPA     
     agrees that the criteria for BCCs developed under the Great Lakes Guidance 
     account for bioaccumulation, this fact is unrelated to an assessment of    
     whether increased loadings of BCCs will result in a significant lowering of
     water quality.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2718.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on alternative approaches to clarify within the proposed        
     Guidance that the Lakewide Management Plan (LaMP) is applicable to both    
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     point and nonpoint sources of pollutants to the Great Lakes System.        
     A. The Agency's question about other means to clarify the Guidance's       
     application to point and nonpoint sources makes it clear that the Agency   
     recognizes the Guidance's major underlying flaw.  Going forward with       
     extreme point-source controls without having completed the Lakewide        
     Management Plans on a multi-media basis to identify the most cost-effective
     solutions to Great Lakes pollution is poor policy. As mentioned elsewhere, 
     the Agency should reduce the proposed Guidance to a minimum set of         
     generally agreed upon scienfitic and regulatory principles, which satisfy  
     the Critical Programs Act, and save the extreme provisions of this proposed
     Guidance for application, if necessary, after the Lakewide Management Plans
     recommend them as proper course of action.  With this proposed Guidance,   
     the Agency is proposing to do too much with too little statutory authority 
     and scientific backing.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.168     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment of whether the exemptions should be expanded to cover CERCLA       
     remedial actions. A. The regulatory agencies have already established      
     enough impediments to cost-effective completing CERCLA remedial actions.   
     Agencies are fully involved in the CERCLA planning processes and an        
     additional regulatory overlay would be unnecessary and detrimental to the  
     program.  Accordingly CERCLA remedial actions, along with other short-term 
     or temporary changes, should be exempted from the antidegradation policy.  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.169     
     
     The exemptions granted to CERCLA actions and short-term and temporary      
     changes in water quality in the proposed Guidance are retained by the final
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2718.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should the Great Lakes antidegradation policy be interpreted in a similar  
     way as Section 404 of the Clean Water Act (CWA). A. Under Section 404, the 
     regulations of 40 CFR 230.10(c) set forth a number of adverse effects which
     would contribute to "significant degradation," which is generally not      
     allowed.  Such effects include "significantly adverse effects of the       
     discharge of pollutants on human health and welfare, including but not     
     limited to, effects on municipal water supplies, plankton, fish, shellfish,
     and special aquatic sites" and others of similar vagueness. Generally      
     speaking, such recitations do not sufficiently limit the agencies          
     determination and would seem to promote disagreements between regulators   
     and regulated.  Further, the definition is directed at wetland fill and not
     discharge of wastewater and therefore is not easily imported into this     
     Guidance.  We recommend development of such definitions through the normal 
     regulatory process of notice and comment.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.170     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2718.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 1: EEQ as a numeric mass loading rate limitation.  A. Such a use of 
     the EEQ provision would modify the properly determined and approved        
     existing permit limit.  There is no reason to determine a limit on this    
     basis when the Tier I criteria already are fully protective and designated 
     uses are being met as to the parameters.  Substituting EEQ as the permit   
     limit would unreasonably ratchet down the discharge through fear of        
     enforcement of EEQ. It also punishes good performance and rewards those    
     that have not installed state of the art treatment.  This would render the 
     permit process for BCCs non-sensical.  Furthermore, EEQ inhibits the       
     economic recovery of existing industry, making it impossible to call back a
     second or third shift from layoff.  The use of EEQ should be prohibited by 
     the Guidance.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.171     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2718.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 2: Narrative prohibition coupled with EEQ notification requirement. 
     A. This option is better than option 1, although it must include safeguards
     before it would be fully acceptable.  To begin, we do not agree that BCCs  
     should be treated differently from non BCCs since the Guidance criteria    
     fully account for bioaccumulation.  Separately adding stringency to those  
     criteria through the antidegradation procedure is scientifically           
     unjustified and not likely to be cost-effective.  However, if the Agency   
     persists, the EEQ notification requirement should be revised to insure that
     the notification requirement should be revised to insure that the          
     notification/investigation/reporting requirement does not become an        
     unreasonable burden on a discharger.  The requirement must be set so that  
     normal variations in effluent quality do no trigger costly investigation   
     and reporting requirements but rather only snares those events worthy of   
     inquiry.  Persumably this may be done with appropriate discharger-specific 
     statistical review and analyses and should be left in the hands of the     
     permit writer, not set as a firm rule in the Guidance.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.172     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the following issues: alternative approaches that should be     
     considered to accomplish the objectives of dischargers operating and       
     maintaining their existing capacity so that the rate of mass loading of    
     BCCs does not increase. A.  Any approach must recognize that processes,    

Page 9097



$T044618.TXT
     through no fault of the discharger, change over time.  To be fair, the     
     requirement must take account of the normal aging of control and process   
     equipment.  The levels selected must take account of normal changes so long
     as replacement/maintenance/repair is not unreasonably delayed by the       
     discharger.  This would seem to imply that either the Agency must put      
     considerble flexibility in the hands of the permit authority or must go    
     through the development document process to fully understand the various   
     system performance factors over time.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.173     
     
     EPA beleives that the revised definition of "significant lowering of water 
     quality" included in the final Guidance will ensure that day-to-day        
     variations which are experienced by well-run and properly maintained       
     facilities will not trigger an antidegradation review, and yet will        
     properly capture those instances when lack of proper operations and        
     maintenance leads to increased discharges of BCCs.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2718.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should the definition of "significant lowering of water quality" be changed
     to focus on permit limit increases for all pollutants and thereby eliminate
     the focus on EEQ for BCCs? A. This change to the preferred option is       
     appropriate as noted above.  Guidance criteria for human health and        
     wildlife fully account for bioaccumulation and therefore permit limits are 
     fully protective.  Thus, the waters before and after the antidegradation   
     process will support designated uses.  Since the criteria developed under  
     the Guidance already have multiple layers of safety factors, BCCs already  
     will have unreasonably low permit limits. All the Agency is doing by adding
     all the various conservative elements into this Guidance is to ensure that 
     it will be impossible to meet permit limits in the Great Lake's basin for  
     decades to come and that relief mechanisms including litigation will be    
     tested to their fullest.  It is unreasonable to attempt such a large       
     regulatory movement in one step especially when that step will be out of   
     phase with control of the most important sources of pollutants to the      
     basin -- nonpoint source and air deposition.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.174     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2721.087.   Also observe that the final 
     Guidance does not require the use of EEQ-based permit limits, as had been  
     offered as an option in the proposed Guidance. Finally, the commenter      
     misinterprets the scope of antidegradation, in that its terms apply to all 
     sources of BCCs, including nonpoint sources.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What other approaches might be useful in place of or in addition to the    
     statistical procedures discussed in establishing EEQ. A. The Agency must   
     rely on "best professional judgment" of the permit writer to make any sense
     of this.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.175     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should the periodic monitoring of all discharges for the presence of BCCs  
     be required? A. Give suggestions on the appropriate monitoring requirements
     for BCCs.  Periodic monitoring for BCCs is costly. A single scan during a  
     permit term should be sufficeint for regulatory purposes.  This frequency  
     would catch the rare unknown BCC in the effluent without being a           
     significant cost burden in the region.  Furthermore, since the sources     
     other than point sources are the cause of most BCC pollution of the Great  
     Lakes, identifying additional point sources for control will have virtually
     no effect on the quality of the Great Lakes waters.  the resurces that     
     would be used for more frequent screening of point sources hould be devoted
     to more useful programs.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.176     
     
     Please see response to comment ID G3202.029                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.177
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Question: Does the proposed Guidance provide sufficient flexibility to     
     accommodate economic recovery in the Great Lakes region, while still       
     preserving the intent of the antidegradation policy? Answer: The Great     
     Lakes Guidance and the preamble to the Guidance make much of the fact that 
     the Great Lakes region has been determined to be sufficiently different    
     from the rest of the nation to require its own set of water quality        
     standards.  While we disagree that the Agency has made that determination, 
     it should be consistent.  It should recognize that the economic foundation 
     of teh Great Lakes region differs from most of the country.  Many of the   
     largest and oldest basic industires are located in this region.  They have 
     been especially hard hit by international competition over the past twenty 
     years.  For the Agency to consider that it has fully addressedailing       
     industry through using a five year permit term to establish EEQ is not in  
     keeping with the site-specific economic condition in the Great Lakes       
     region.  If EEQ is not dropped from the antidegradation policy, then EEQ   
     should be established over a period of time that means something to the    
     industries of this region.  Furthermore, imposing the antidegradation      
     policy and its costly and time consuming analysis and decision process     
     could well prevent ailing industries in the region from ever responding to 
     short term market fluctuations which would enable them to recover. Simply  
     adding a second or third shift may be delayed or prevented by the          
     requirement of a burdesome antidegradation analysis.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.177     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2718.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Q: Does the Proposed Guidance adequately addresses the issue of anticipated
     growth by POTWs and give suggestions on how the Proposed Guidance might be 
     improved in this regard.  A: As noted in the preamble, POTWs have been     
     designed, approved, publicly funded and constructed with a built-in growth 
     assumption. POTW growth within the confines of the Facilities Plan should  
     be exempt from antidegradation policy since POTWs have essentially been    
     through an antidegradation analysis prior to construction.  In addition,   
     increased volume at a POTW means more treatment and environmental benefit  
     -- not detriment.  For example, antidegradation discourages picking up more
     CSO flow or treating stormwater.  Increases for these programs should also 
     be exempt from antidegradation.  Use of the TMDL process is sufficient to  
     control POTW increases.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.177     
     
     Please see response to comment ID G2843L.002 and D2098.021.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2718.178
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/EEQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Does the proposed Guidance provide sufficient flexibility to accommodate
     economic recovery in the Great Lakes region, while still preserving the    
     intent of the antidegradation policy. A. The Great Lakes Guidance and the  
     preamble to the Guidance make much of the fact that the Great Lakes region 
     has been determine to be sufficiently different from the rest of the nation
     to require its own set of water quality standards.  While we disagree that 
     the Great Lakes region requires special provisions, once the Agency has    
     made that determination, it should be consistent.  It should recognize that
     the economic foundation of the Great Lakes region differs from most of the 
     country.  Many of the largest and oldest basic industries are located in   
     this region. They have been especially hard hit by international           
     competition over the past twenty years. For the Agency to consider that is 
     has fully addressed ailing industry through using a five year permit term  
     to establish EEQ is not in keeping with the site-specific economic         
     condition in the Great Lakes region.  If EEQ is not dropped from the       
     antidegradation policy, then EEQ should be established over a period of    
     time that means something to the industries of this region.  That may be an
     industry or plant-specific period.  Furthermore, imposing the              
     antidegradation policy and its costly and time consuming analysis and      
     decision process could well prevent ailing industries in the region from   
     ever responding to short term market fluctuations which would enable them  
     to recover.  Simply adding a second or third shift may be delayed or       
     prevented by the requirement of a burdensome antidegradation analysis.     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.178     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2718.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should the Proposed Guidance be changed to require fish bio-uptake studies 
     in conjunction with EEQ requirements for non-detectable BCCs. A: The       
     bioaccumulation of chemicals in fish is not understood well enough to be a 
     part of an enforceable regulatory program.  However, such studies might be 
     worthwhile to use as a release from the more stringent aspects of the      
     antidegradation policy as they could indicate lack of impact.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.179     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2718.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the proposed approach and considerations in the use of the      
     assimilative capacity and de minimis decision.  A: The de minimis decision 
     applies only to non BCCs. Non BCCs have been determined not to be critical 
     to the condition of the lakes.  By definition the assimilative capacity of 
     the receiving stream will prevent instream impacts from a certain level of 
     increased discharge.  To limit the non BCC increase to 10% of that amount, 
     considering all the safety factors built in, is overly conservative.  It   
     would seem that since there is by definition no impact on the lakes from   
     using the full assimilative capacity, the allocation among dischargers and 
     potential dischargers within the bounds of assimilative capacity is a      
     decision which should be left to state policy.  It is not the type of      
     decision that will have an impact on surrounding states or on the          
     downstream states.                                                         
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     Response to: P2718.180     
     
     The commenter misunderstood the proposed Guidance.  First, the differences 
     between the treatment of BCCs and non-BCCs does not imply that non-BCCs are
     not a water quality problem for the Great Lakes System.  The proposed      
     Guidance distinguished between the two classes of pollutants because BCCs  
     were deemed to be a more significant problem than non-BCCs.  Also, the     
     Great Lakes are particulary sensitive to hydrophobic, bioaccumulative,     
     persistent pollutants such as BCCs so more stringent requirements were     
     developed for such pollutants.  The final Guidance does not impose any new 
     requirements on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  However,      
     States and Tribes must comply with all existing regulations, most notably, 
     40 CFR 131.12 and 40 CFR 131.6.                                            
                                                                                
     In addition, the proposed Guidance does not limit increases of non-BCCs to 
     ten percent of the available assimilative capacity. Increases that do not  
     result in a need for new permit limits are allowed without scrutiny under  
     antidegradation.  Similarly, increases that may require increased permit   
     limits, but use less than ten percent of the remaining assimilative        
     capacity are also not subjected to antidegradation review.  Increases that 
     use more than ten percent of the remaining assimilative capacity may also  
     be permitted following antidegradation review.                             
                                                                                
     As stated above, no new antidegradation requirements for non-BCCs are      
     imposed upon States and Tribes as a result of the final Guidance.  However,
     this does not absolve States and Tribes from complying with existing       
     regulatory requirements.  In no case will EPA permit States and Tribes to  
     allow degradation of high quality waters to criteria levels without        
     antidegradation review.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2718.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on allowing the unused assimilative capacity to be established on  
     the date of the first request to lower water quality on the segment of the 
     water body affected. A: This again is an issue that should only be of      
     interest to the state involved as long as the assimilative capacity of the 
     receiving stream will effectively neutralize the discharge.  How the state 
     divides up the potential to discharge within the state is a matter for the 
     state to determine.  It would also seem that there is no need to fix the   
     assimilative capacity of the stream on a particular date if later better   
     calculations establish a more realistic assimilative capacity.             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.181     
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     See response to comment P2576.159.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2718.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the proposed provision to allow a demonstration for a non-BCC   
     that no ambient change will occur as a result of increased loading. A: We  
     support this provision.  The reasonable goal of regulation should be       
     results. If there is no predicted instream impact, money spent on controls 
     may well be wasted.  It is appropriate to exempt such increases from       
     antidegradation review.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.182     
     
     Comment ID:  P2718.182                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees, however States and Tribes are not required to adopt a          
     comparable provision.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q: Comment on suggestions regarding any changes that should be made to the 
     demonstration of no ambient change to address BCCs if such a change were   
     made to the proposed Guidance. A. The only distinguishing factor for BCCs  
     is bioaccumulation and it is fully accounted for in the criteria.          
     Therefore, BCCs should not be treated differently from non BCCs under the  
     Guidance. Since by far the largest contribution of BCCs is from other than 
     point sources, it is not necessary to strangle point sources of BCCs       
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     through the antidegradation policy.  Significant changes to the waters     
     (i.e, resulting in an impact) should be addressed, but insignificant       
     changes (i.e., not resulting in an impact) should not be.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.183     
     
     Comment ID  P2718.183                                                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Response                                                                   
                                                                                
     Please see response to comment ID P2629.058                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2718.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on whether a margin of safety established a cap at a level         
     appropriate for a de minimis test.  There is no reason to impose additional
     measures of conservatism through the Guidance which is already overly      
     conservative by orders of magnitude.  Reasonable load allocations for other
     than point sources provide the appropriate measure of safety.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.184     
     
     Comment ID:  P2718.184                                                     
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2741.154.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2718.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on piecemeal approval of large projects from dischargers submitting
     multiple requests to lower water quality.  A. It would seem to be difficult
     to draft a reasonable protection against abuse of this type, whereas such  
     abuses should be readily apparent to the permit writer.  There will be both
     times when there will be a series of small projects truly warranting       
     repeated use of the de minimis provision and those where the discharger is 
     dividing up one large project into numerous small projects to avoid the    
     anitdegradation policy.  The permit writer and the state should be able to 
     identify and deal with such abuses without additional regulatory direction 
     from U.S. EPA.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.185     
     
     See responses to comments D2741.155.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2718.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     How should the Agency address multiple lowering of water quality by        
     different sources where the net effect is use of greater than 10% of the   
     usused assimilative capacity.  Again, setting of de minimis at 10% of the  
     unused assimilative capacity appears a provision to ensure that more than  
     one discharger would have an opportunity to use the provision. If the      
     request for comment is addressed at use of 10% of assimilative capacity set
     after each 10% was used so that the 10% increments will become smaller and 
     smaller and asymptotically approach use of the full assimilative capacity, 
     then the rule is punitive. How the state will allocate the oportunity to   
     avoid the antidegradation policy for non BCCs should be left to state      
     discretion. If it is a way to discourage growth, it is improper. If the    
     request for comment means that only the request for the first 10% would be 
     de minimis, then the safety margin would be 90% of assimilative capacity.  
     This is far too great.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.186     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the cost-effectiveness approach using a comparison of the       
     control costs (per pound toxic equivalent of the enhanced treatment with   
     baseline costs, control costs (per pound toxic equivalent). A. Anywhere    
     that the Guidance can be put on the basis of cost-effectiveness instead of 
     mere stringency for its own sake is a step in the right direction. We would
     support a cost-effectiveness approach provided that the Agency uses        
     reasonable cost measures and includes a measure of profitability for       
     industry and economic health and current tax burden and economic condition 
     for municipalities.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.187     
     
     See response to comment D2741.157.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2718.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment of the merits of comparing control costs implicit to the pollution 
     prevention alternative with benchmark control costs. A. This is a          
     possibility that could be explored, provided that the Agency placed the    
     entire antidegradation policy on a cost-effectiveness basis and used       
     reasonable cost benchmarks in doing so.  Presumably this would include a   
     cost per pound toxic equivalent removal measure.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.188     
     
     See response to comment D2741.157.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on establishing more specific criteria in order for the Director to
     determine what is prudent and feasible. A. Again cost per pound toxic      
     equivalent removal may make sense in this area, but issues of industry     
     profitability and municipal economic condition and tax burden should be    
     considered.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.189     
     
     The final Guidance is flexible enough to allow States and Tribes to address
     the concerns raised by the commenter, where appropriate.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the use of "prudent and feasible" as the criterion upon which   
     pollution prevention alternatives are evaluated and chosen by the Director.
     Does the Guidance provide the correct level of detail to assist in the     
     decision and if not, what additional detail should be incorporated? A.     
     Pollution prevention is a new regulatory concept that has caused great     
     concern among regulated entities.  The Agency should allow states to work  
     under the "prudent and feasible" standard, as long as cost-effectiveness is
     a requirement.  After experience is gained, further review might indicate a
     need for more uniform control and presumably there will be experience with 
     state alternatives to work from.                                           
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     Response to: P2718.190     
     
     See response to comment P2718.189.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should a formal cost-benefit analysis with defined decision criteria be a  
     part of the prudent and feasible decision. A. If the Agency were able to   
     determine a cost per pound toxic equivalent for removal, this may be an    
     acceptable decision criterion. However, the application of this concept to 
     pollution prevention and alternatives may be somewhat difficult.  It may be
     appropriate for the Agency to allow states to develop a body of informaton 
     in making their individual determinations on prudent and feasible and at a 
     later date, if deemed necessary, attempt to make these considerations more 
     consistent.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.191     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on benchmark costs used in the proposed analysis and whether it is 
     more appropriate to use only a portion of the total capital costs of a     
     treatment system.  A. Benchmark costs not tied to cost per pound toxic     
     equivalent removal and to profit in a particular industry or plant and     
     municipal economic health and tax burden is not sufficiently sensitive to  
     the economics of pollution control. To require 10% more expenditure than   
     the particular benchmark may cause a capital intensive industry to spend a 
     great deal more money for very limited additional pollution control        
     benefit.  On the other hand, it may allow a highly profitable, growing     
     industry to escape with little or no pollution control expenditures under  
     the antidegradation policy.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.192     
     
     See response to comment D2741.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the proposed ratio to establish minimal cost requirements and   
     whether it is set at the appropriate level and whether a single ratio      
     should be identified or various ratios depending on the entity (public or  
     private).  A. While using a ratio may have some significance for an        
     industrial entity, it is further removed from reality for a POTW.  An      
     industry could be adding treatment capacity for a new, money making        
     process.  On the other hand a municipality may be adding to its flow to    
     serve a newly developed low income housing area.  In that case, perhaps it 
     should get a credit rather than paying an additional amount for pollution  
     control.  However, the municipality may also be adding to its flow for a   
     newly developed industrial park.  Here the question would be, is it        
     building the industrial park on speculation in hopes of turning around     
     existing economic misfortune, or is it building an industrial park to      
     accommodate already strong and increasing demand for space at such         
     facilities.  Another possibility is that the POTW is adding flows to reduce
     combined sewer overflow (CSO). The action may be all gain as far as the    
     environmental is concerned but degrade a particular stream segment.  TMDL  
     considerations should rule, not antidegradation.  In other words, the      
     municipality adds flow for many different reasons, some of which may       
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     generate the ability to pay more for control and others which may be a     
     drain on already scarce resources.  Strict reliance on cost ratio, no      
     matter what level is set, makes little sense.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.193     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should the proposed Guidance rely on a cost-benefit analysis to establish  
     the appropriate ratio, or on a case by case analysis to determine mandatory
     expenditures on alternative or enhanced treatment to prevent the           
     significant lowering of water quality. A.The Guidance should rely on case  
     by case analysis with some consideraton of costs per pound toxic equivalent
     removal.  However, as noted in the previous answer, there must be judgment 
     applied in determining the appropriate levels of required expenditure.     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.194     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.D.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.195
     Cross Ref 1: ref to .194
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is the cost-effectiveness of those enhanced treatment alternatives.   
     A. They are indeterminent; see above.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.195     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the use of a benchmark control cost based on unit cost estimates
     developed for source categories as part of this rulemaking.  This approach 
     may have some potential for removing the most egregious demands of the     
     antidegradation policy. However, it would seem that going through the      
     process of developing source category costs as part of this rulemaking will
     delay the rulemaking for a long period of time. Simplifying the entire     
     antidegradation policy to meet the demands of the Critical Programs Act and
     yet not developing such a comprehensive and detailed policy as contained in
     the proposed Guidance would be appropriate.  The goal is to make the       
     existing antidegradation procedure of the Great Lakes States more          
     consistent not to make them identical and the Guidance should not make them
     overbroad and unnecessarily complicated.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.196     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.197
     Cross Ref 1: ref. to .196
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the appropriate ratio to use in comparing the cost of enhanced  
     treatment technique with baseline control costs. A. This is an impossible  
     task; see above.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.197     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.198
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should the alternative or enhanced treatment analysis include consideration
     of relative energy consumption, air emissions and other non water quality  
     impacts. A. To the extent that it can do so without making the burden on   
     the discharger unreasonable, the Agency should seek to avoid improvements  
     to the Great Lakes at the cost of detriment elsewhere in the system.  We   
     already see detriment from the Clean Air Act pressure to use western coal. 
     Even though it has lower sulfur content, it is higher in metals, including 
     mercury, which will become air deposition to the Great Lakes.  This will be
     an added loading that should not be resolved by point source dischargers to
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.198     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on how broadly the area in which the waters are located should be  
     defined and should the decision depend on the type of pollutant involved.  
     A. The area of consideration should be as broad as the measurable impact of
     the degredation, but as a balance to this, the policy should also require  
     the consideration of the impact on the individual discharger.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.199     
     
     See response to comment D2741.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.200
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the requirements of remedial action provisions.  A. As noted    
     above, the Agency is already heavily involved in remedial actions.  It does
     not seem that there is any need to add another layer of regulation to that 
     which already attends remedial actions.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.200     
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     In general, the exemption for short-term and temporary lowering of water   
     quality should cover most remedial actions.  Given the nature of remedial  
     activities, they should not result in permanent or long-term degradation of
     water quality.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/TECH
     Comment ID: P2718.201
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/COV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is is appropriate to require facilities to make expenditures at the        
     threshold amount even if the expenditure does not fully eliminate the      
     lowering of water quality. A. This would appear to be related to the cost  
     per pound toxic equivalent removal. If there is sufficient cost-benefit    
     then perhaps the expenditure should be required.  If there is not a certain
     level of cost-benefit, then it should not be required.  The Guidance should
     use great care in using the region's resources for pointless control       
     measures.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.201     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.D.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             

Page 9115



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is the application of affordability measures and how might they be    
     most effectively and efficiently utilized.  A. Given the severe economic   
     problems the region has experienced in the past 20 years, affordability    
     should be an element of any decision under the antidegradation policy.     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.202     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     What is the potential use of a strict cost-benefit analysis for making     
     antidegradation decisions. A. The antidegradation decisions should be      
     heavily based on a cost-benefit analysis.  However, other factors such as  
     profitability of industry and tax burden and economic health of            
     municipalities are important issues to be addressed. In that consideration,
     it must be recognized that loss of industry will have a domino effect.  The
     part of overall costs paid by the lost industry must be spread among fewer 
     users.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.203     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.204

Page 9116



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Is the flexibility inherent in the proposed Guidance sufficient to make it 
     sensitive to the needs of the recovering firm or company and should special
     provisions be made for recovering firms. A. Since both before and after    
     degradation allowable under the policy, the waters must be high quality    
     waters, there must be some type of override available for recovering       
     municipalities and companies.  Of all the regions in the country, the Great
     Lakes region clearly has some municipalities and companies that must be    
     allowed every opportunity to advance their interests in development as a   
     matter of survival.  Furthermore, taking advantage of this override should 
     not require an application so involved and expensive that a city or company
     requiring relief is effectively prevented from even making the application.
     
     
     Response to: P2718.204     
     
     See response to comment D2741.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2718.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on the policy position established by the proposed mandatory       
     expenditure requirements. A. Mandatory expenditures under the              
     antidegradation policy, where the resulting water quality after degradation
     will be better than water quality standards require, should not be         
     absolutely required with no hope of relief.  This makes no sense especially
     if cost per pound toxic equivalent removal is not considered.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.205     
     
     See response to comment D2741.200.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2718.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on a provision in the proposal that allows the Director to         
     tentatively determine that lowering the water quality is not allowable and 
     the position established by it. A. The Director should be required to take 
     a position or use a default position that would tentatively allow the      
     lowering of water quality.  The Great Lakes region has suffered            
     economically over the past twenty years such that, the default position    
     should be geared toward further recovery not less development.  This will  
     still protect the waters because the waters are required to be high quality
     waters even after the proposed degradation.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.206     
     
     See response to comment P2629.073.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2718.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Should an offset approach be used for the Great Lakes antidegradation      
     policy? Include any information that regulatory agencies may have on actual
     experience using an offset approach to control pollution sources.          
     Offsets are an accepted means of meeting environmental protection goals.   
     They have the advantage that the free market can be used to make even      
     onerous provisions more cost-effective. The dischargers should have the    
     option of pursuing increased discharge through the antidegradation policy  
     or failing that, an opportunity to purchase offsets. The offset approach   
     allows dischargers which need to increase their discharge an opportunity to
     find the lowest cost location in the system for removal of the pollutant.  
     This serves both the environmental and the economic interest of the region.
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     Furthermore, the offset should be available anywhere in the region, since  
     even after degradation is allowed under the antidegradation policy, the    
     receiving waters must continue to be better than water quality standards   
     require.  The protection afforded is of the mass loading to the entire     
     Great Lakes basin.  The Agency has made much of the fact that pollutants   
     remain in the system for long periods of time, therefore removal at any    
     point in the system should be sufficient to serve the interest of this     
     policy.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.207     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2718.208
     Cross Ref 1: CC. SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: CC. SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We oppose U.S. EPA'a arbitrary limitations on implementation of            
     site-specific adjustments for human health and wildlife criteria/values and
     BAF's, as no scientific evidence supports an approach that artificially    
     constrains attempts to better approximate actual conditions.               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.208     
     
     See response to comment P2656.271.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2718.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, site-specific modifications for threatened or endangered species
     should not be required.                                                    
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     Response to: P2718.209     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2718.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rather, the Agency should merely allow site-specific adjustments as        
     warranted by scientific evidence.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.210     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2718.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on U.S. EPA's proposal for site-specific modifications of      
     chronic aquatic life criteria.                                             
                                                                                
     A.  We support U.S. EPA's proposal to allow less stringent site-specific   
     aquatic life criteria where warranted by local water quality parameters,   
     sensitivity of local aquatic organisms, or local physical or hydrological  
     conditions.  Indeed, we generally favor any scientifically sound approach  
     which more effectively accommodates, models, or replicates actual          
     conditions.                                                                
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     Response to: P2718.211     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2718.212
     Cross Ref 1: cc. SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc. SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on U.S. EPA's proposed policy regarding site-specific          
     modifications for wildlife and human health criteria/values and BAFs.      
                                                                                
     A.  The proposed rules artificially and improperly disallow the development
     of site-specific human health and wildlife criteria that are less          
     restrictive than the proposed criteria.  Similarly, the proposed rules     
     arbitrarily allow site-specific BAFs only if bioaccumulation at the        
     particular location in question is greater than the regulatory default     
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     These restrictions are not supported by technical analyses, because the    
     Agency's proposal is not scientifically supportable.  U.S. EPA argues, for 
     example, that humans and wildlife are mobile and thus more exposed to      
     pollutants than aquatic life.  However, there is no more justification for 
     the assumptions that, due to mobility, humans and wildlife feed from and   
     recreate in all portions of the Great Lakes system, than there is for      
     making these same assumptions nationally and internationally.  The Agency  
     further reasons that a more conservative approach is required because      
     additional, unaddressed exposure routes are possible.  This argument is    
     similarly unsupported by scientific evidence and, moreover, other exposure 
     routes (such as air) should be addressed through other regulatory programs.
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA has no justifiable basis for establishing the proposed criteria as
     the absolute maximums.  Human health criteria, for example, should be      
     adjusted to reflect lower consumption rates and lipid contents, if those   
     adjustments better represent the actual conditions at a particular         
     location.  Further, wildlife criteria should be adjusted for site-specific 
     exposure assumptions as reasonably justified.  Similarly, site-specific    
     relaxation of BAFs should be allowed where steady-state bioaccumulation is 
     not possible.                                                              
                                                                                
     Scientific evidence, including site-specific adjustments as necessary,     
     should serve as the foundation for all numeric criteria, values, and       
     factors, irrespective of whether the adjustment is more or less            
     restrictive.  If site-specific modifications are warranted based upon local
     consumption patterns, foodchain characteristics, habitability of species,  
     etc., and downstream uses would be protected, prohibiting them is not      
     scientifically defensible.  Indeed, given the Agency's overly conservative 
     failure to take into account persistence, bioavailability, and             
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     environmental fate and transport considerations, less restrictive          
     adjustments are particularly appropriate here.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.212     
     
     See response to comments P2656.266, P2585.049, P2656.271 and D2604.057.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2718.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should U.S. EPA allow less stringent site-specific modifications to the
     aquatic life criteria/values.                                              
                                                                                
     A.  As discussed immediately above, we support site-specific modifications 
     that result in less or more stringent criteria, because site-specific      
     modifications lead to more representative, scientifically valid criteria.  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.213     
     
     The commenter supports the proposal.  For more information regarding       
     aquatic life site-specific modifications to criteria in the final Guidance 
     see Section VIII.A.2. of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2718.214
     Cross Ref 1: cc. SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should procedure 1 in Appendix F to Part 132 contain specific text     
     requiring modification of aquatic life and wildlife criteria/values on a   
     site-specific basis to provide appropriate protection for threatened or    
     endangered species?                                                        
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     A.  Site-specific mofification should be allowed for protection of         
     endangered species, but not required.  Consideration of exposure           
     probabilities necessitates flexibility and, accordingly, U.S. EPA should   
     not mandate site-specific protection of endangered species.  For example,  
     general procedures for determining potential ranges of habitability might  
     not be appropriate in all circumstances.  In addition to these             
     considerations, the Act already requires states to protect aquatic life and
     wildlife on a site-specific basis through use designations and water       
     quality criteria, such that the proposed language is otherwise unnecessary.
     
     
     Response to: P2718.214     
     
     For more information on protection of threatened or endangered species see 
     Sections VIII.A.2., III.B.3., and II.G. of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2718.215
     Cross Ref 1: cc. SS/AL
     Cross Ref 2: cc. SS/HH
     Cross Ref 3: cc. SS/WL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the two possible alternatives to the proposed Procedure 1 to
     Appendix F.                                                                
                                                                                
     A.  We do not support either approach.  The first alternative arbitrarily  
     limits site-specific modifications to tributaries, based on the well-worn  
     objective of consistency (as opposed to scientific evidence).  Vast        
     physical, hydrological and ecological differences exist among and within   
     the Great Lakes.  For example, while the retention time of Lake Superior is
     173 years, the retention time of Lake Erie is only 2.7 years.  Therefore,  
     opportunities for upward and downward site-specific modifications must not 
     be limited to tributaries and connecting channels.  Rather, such           
     modifications must be allowed for "open waters" as well.                   
                                                                                
     The second alternative only allows aquatic life, human health, and wildlife
     criteria for non-bioaccumulative chemicals of concern ("non-BCCs") to be   
     adjusted upward or downward on a site-specific basis.  While this certainly
     improves on the proposed rule and, for that matter, on the first           
     alternative discussed above, it arbitrarily precludes necessary            
     site-specific modifications for BCCs.  We firmly maintain that scientific  
     evidence requires all criteria to be adjusted as dictated by actual        
     conditions.  As long as water criteria are assumed to be properly          
     calculated, site-specific modification opportunities for all pollutants,   
     BCCs or non-BCCs, should be allowed, regardless of whether the criteria are
     protecting aquatic life, wildlife, or human health.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.215     
     
     In response to the comments that opportunities for upward and downward     
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     site-specific modifications should not be limited to tributaries and       
     connecting channels, but should include "open waters" as well, the Final   
     Guidance provides that opportunity, but emphasizes that any modification   
     downward must be scientifically justified. EPA was not persuaded there was 
     a reasonable basis for distinguishing between tributaries and open waters  
     in this context.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We generally support the concept of the variances if they are made truly   
     available, but request greater flexibility regarding their scope,          
     demonstration requirements, duration, and other factors.  In addition, we  
     recommend a more streamlined procedural approach.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.216     
     
     As discussed in the preamble to the final Great Lakes Water Qaulity        
     Guidance, EPA has provided greater flexibility regarding their scope,      
     demonstration requirements and duration than was provided in the proposal. 
     Because the administrative procedures of each State are different, States  
     are encouraged to establish a streamlined procedure in their water quality 
     standards consistent with the final guidance and the required State        
     administrative procedures.                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should Procedure 2.C.3 of Appendix F be clarified to prevent any       
     bootstrapping by parties who have contributed to the human-caused          
     conditions or sources of pollution?                                        
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     A.  Procedure 2.C.3 of Appendix F authorizes a variance where a water      
     quality standard cannot be met due to human-caused conditions or sources of
     pollution which would cause greater environmental damage to correct than to
     leave in place, or which cannot be remedied.  Many of the human-caused     
     conditions in the Great Lakes system have been created by discharges that  
     were lawful at the time they occurred and, accordingly, U.S. EPA should not
     preclude such dischargers from obtaining a variance.  To the extent a      
     discharger's past acts contributed to a present problem, the discharger is 
     or has been subject to enforcement.  There should thus be no impact on     
     availability of a variance.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.217     
     
     See Response ID: NWF P2742.481                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on whether variances addressing ubiquitous pollutants should be
     available to new as well as existing dischargers.                          
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA should make available to new dischargers variances for        
     ubiquitous pollutants that cause a receiving stream to be out of compliance
     with a water quality criterion.  From a policy standpoint, a contrary      
     approach will artificially stagnate economic growth without contributing to
     the attainment of water quality standards.  By definition, ubiquitous      
     pollutants are essentially everywhere, and generally enter the receiving   
     stream through nonpoint sources.  Despite the Agency's contention that     
     point source dischargers can install controls necessary to achieve water   
     quality standards, it is extreme to expect new dischargers to fulfill this 
     goal for ubiquitous pollutants.  Indeed, withholding a variance in this    
     scenario is the equivalent of banning new dischargers in much of the Great 
     Lakes basin.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.218     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on whether the appropriate amount of latitude is given to the  
     States and Tribes.                                                         
                                                                                
     A.  Great Lakes States and Tribes should not be bound to incorporate the   
     substantive aspects of this part of the proposed Guidance.  Any policy     
     considerations regarding consistency among the States can be largely       
     addressed through U.S. EPA's review of individual variance determinations. 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.219     
     
     EPA disagrees.  Without substantive aspects of this guidance incorporated  
     into State standards, none of the parties involved in the variance         
     application process would have any indication of whether a specific        
     varaiance request is appropriate or approvable until it was submitted to   
     EPA for review.                                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Has U.S. EPA provided sufficient guidance for the States and Tribes to 
     make appropriate decisions on variance applications?                       
                                                                                
     A.  We would amend the Guidance as discussed throughout this section.      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.220     
     
     No response necessary.  Specific comments addressed elsewhere.             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should variances be available for new and increasing dischargers?      
                                                                                
     A.  We maintain that variances should be equally available for all         
     dischargers.  Otherwise, new and expanding industries and POTWs will be at 
     a marked disadvantage as compared with existing facilities.  This concern  
     is particularly salient where, as here, the proposed criteria are overly   
     conservative.  If a variance is legitimately required to relieve           
     dischargers from an unnecessary burden (e.g., presence of ubiquitous       
     pollutants that cannot be controlled through point source controls), then  
     the variance should be equally available to all dischargers.  The process  
     for obtaining a variance affords full protection of water quality, and     
     ensures that inappropriate requests will be denied.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.221     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should an antidegradation demonstration be required before a variance  
     is granted?                                                                
                                                                                
     A.  We maintain that no antidegradation review should be required before a 
     water quality variance is granted.  The technical data and analyses that a 
     discharger must submit to justify issuance of a variance will provide more 
     than enough information for the Agency to determine whether the variance   
     will conform with antidegradation requirements.  A separate Appendix E     
     antidegradation review would needlessly mire the variance proceedings in an
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     additional, costly layer of redundant bureaucratic review and              
     administrative delay.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.222     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should a variance be processed only after an NPDES permit is issued?   
                                                                                
     A.  Whenever requested by a prospective permittee or a permittee seeking   
     permit reissuance, a variance should be processed in conjunction with the  
     new or reissued NPDES permit.  We thus support U.S. EPA's alternative      
     proposal that a permittee be allowed to petition for a water quality       
     variance within 60 days of receipt of a proposed NPDES permit, but only if 
     the Agency is then required to adopt or deny the variance at the same time 
     the final permit is issued.                                                
                                                                                
     This approach holds several advantages.  First, public hearings can be     
     consolidated, streamlining the administrative process.  In addition,       
     redundant anti-backsliding proceedings, triggered only because of          
     procedural timing constraints as opposed to substantive concerns, will not 
     need to be unnecessarily accommodated.  (Note that the variance procedure  
     will independently address all substantive concerns.)  Further, water      
     quality-based effluent limitations for a proposed permit will have been    
     established and, along with supportive facts sheets, rationales, wasteload 
     allocations and/or TMDLs, will provide a sufficient basis for identifying  
     the need for a water quality variance.  Finally, unnecessary permit appeals
     will be avoided where the problems are resolved by a variance.             
     Unfortunately the cost of litigation surrounding NPDES permits has become a
     budget line item for many municipalities.  Whenever the process can be     
     streamlined, public costs will be reduced.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.223     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Are the public notice requirements adequate to allow the public to be  
     fully involved in the variance process?                                    
                                                                                
     A.  The public notice requirements are sufficient.  The public may comment 
     on the proposed variance and request a hearing, and the public may also    
     comment and request a hearing on the associated proposed permit.  An early 
     comment period focussing on variance requests serves no useful purpose, as 
     the specific justifications for the variance, as well as the variance      
     provisions, would not yet be available.  The variance package is not       
     complete until the Agency has made a proposed recommendation to grant or   
     deny the variance request and, as such, public review is not warranted     
     until that time.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.224     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.225
     Cross Ref 1: cc. VAR/LEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the proposed renewal requirements.                          
                                                                                
     A.  Variance renewals should be woven into the permit renewal process for  
     the reasons stated above regarding initial issuance of a variance.  This   
     also counsels that variances should be for up to five years so that the    
     POTW is not constantly involved in permit or variance proceedings.         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.225     
     
     EPA has provided this flexibility in the final Guidance.  See section      
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2718.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the proposed information requirements and timeframes for    
     U.S. EPA approval of variances.                                            
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA should have 30 days to make its determination and, if no      
     formal determination is forthcoming in that timeframe, the variance should 
     be considered approved.  The variance process should not needlessly linger.
     Permittees should be afforded certainty as to the variance decision in a   
     more reasonable amount of time than proposed.  In limiting the agency's    
     time for action, there should be some protection against denial of the     
     request as a means of expediting decisions.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.226     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on whether the proposed Guidance adequately meets the intent   
     and substantive requirements for State and Tribal adoption of variances as 
     changes to water quality standards.                                        
                                                                                
     A.  We support the proposed approach to append variances to water quality  
     standards, as opposed to requiring States and Tribes to implement variances
     through water quality standards adoption processes.  The Agency's approach 
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     streamlines an otherwise oppressive and cumbersome process that is         
     completely unnecessary and unworkable in a permit/variance issuance        
     contest.  The approach further has little substantive impact, as the public
     will have ample opportunity for comment, and the Agency will retain its    
     powers of review over State decisions.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.227     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2718.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on whether a mandatory timeframe is necessary within which     
     variances must be appended to State and Tribal to water quality standards. 
                                                                                
     A.  Since the public will be made aware of the changes to the standards    
     through the public participation protocol, and since the variances will not
     impact the standards as to other dischargers, no mandatory timeframe is    
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.228     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2718.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Does the proposed Guidance require Great Lakes States or Tribes to act 
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     in a sufficiently timely manner on variance applications?                  
                                                                                
     A.  As discussed in detail above, we firmly maintain that the variance     
     issuance process should be combined with the permit issuance/modification  
     process.  To the extent that a permittee requests a permit modification in 
     order to include the terms of a variance in that permit, the State or Tribe
     should be required to request additional information, if necessary, within 
     30 days, and should further be required to make a preliminary decision     
     within 60 days of receipt of all information necessary to make a final     
     determination.  There should be protection against denials issued as a way 
     to expedite decisions.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.229     
     
     EPA has changed the provision to allow better integration of variances into
     the permit issuance process, which should help address the commenters      
     concerns.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these issues. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2718.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Does the proposed Guidance require Great Lakes States or Tribes to act 
     in a sufficiently timely manner in initiating a permit modification in     
     response to approved water quality variance?                               
                                                                                
     A.  As discussed in detail above, we firmly maintain that the variance     
     issuance process should be combined with the permit issuance/modification  
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.230     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on whether the factors for granting variances to water bodies  
     in the Great Lakes system should be different than those for granting      
     variances in other waters of the United States.                            
                                                                                
     A.  The factors for granting variances for the Great Lakes system should be
     more flexible than national requirements.  The proposed program contains   
     new criteria methodologies that are overly restrictive to account for poor 
     scientific evidence and databases.  Indeed, some proposed levels           
     effectively require zero discharge, which will become impossible to meet   
     once analytical capabilities inevitably improve.  In addition the Guidance 
     serves, in large part, as a prototype for future initiatives throughout the
     country and, as such, more flexibility should be allowed until the program 
     is more fully established.  Thus, increased flexibility in variance        
     requirements is necessary to accommodate the untried criteria and          
     approaches embodied by the Guidance.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.231     
     
     See Response ID: P2718.216                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should Best Management Practices ("BMPs") for nonpoint source controls 
     be limited to BMPs the permittee can implement?                            
                                                                                
     A.  Required BMPs should be limited to those that may be implemented by a  
     particular discharger on a reasonable and cost-effective basis.  If        
     variances are not available unless all BMPs have been installed throughout 
     an area in question, conscientious permittees will be unfairly and         
     arbitrarily placed at the mercy of other persons who have ignored their    
     duty to implement BMPs.  Each discharger should be held acocuntable only   
     for those BMPs over which the discharger has direct and primary            
     responsibility.  It would be completely unfair to withhold a necessary     
     variance from a discharger who acted quickly and responsibly merely because
     another discharger is recalcitrant.  The Agency simply should not punish   
     those who act in an environmentally conscientious manner.  Further,        
     individual dischargers should not be expected to install any BMP           
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     irrespective of reasonableness, which includes cost considerations.  The   
     Agency would be acting beyond its legitimate authority by attempting to    
     require such controls.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.232     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Is there a need for public comment early in the variance process?      
                                                                                
     A.  The public notice requirements are sufficient.  The public may comment 
     on the proposed variance and request a hearing, and the public may also    
     comment and request a hearing on the proposed permit.  An early comment    
     period focussing on variance requests serves no useful purpose, as the     
     specific justifications for the variance, as well as the variance          
     provisions, would not yet be available.  The variance package is not       
     complete until the Agency has made a proposed recommendation to grant or   
     deny the variance request and, as such, public review is not warranted     
     until that time.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.233     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 9134



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     Q.  Should public notices for variances be issued throughout all eight     
     Great Lakes States for each proposed variance?                             
                                                                                
     A.  Public notice requirements should be limited to the states where the   
     variance was requested.  Wider public notice is unnecessary and will pose  
     undue administrative burdens that will unreasonably delay the variance     
     process.  U.S. EPA can ensure consistency among the States through its     
     review procedure.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.234     
     
     EPA agrees that a formal public notice in all Great Lakes States is        
     unnecessary but has retained the requirement that the State or Tribe shall 
     notify the other Great Lakes States and Tribes of the preliminary decision.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2718.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should variances be granted for up to five years, as opposed to three  
     years?                                                                     
                                                                                
     A.  Variances should be granted for up to five years because the           
     alternative is administgratively cumbersome and often impractical.  U.S.   
     EPA proposed a three year variance limit as a means to ensure that the     
     variance period would coincide with the three-year review of water quality 
     standards.  The three year limit also presumes that a change to applicable 
     standards will be made to remove the need for the variance.  Yet, the      
     studies and administrative procedures necessary to justify and implement a 
     revision to a standard often exceed three years.  Indeed, many States fall 
     short of the triennial timeframe, and thereby drag the review process into 
     a fourth year.  In these circumstances, the permittee's variance may expire
     before a site-specific standard is approved, which would subject the       
     permittee to enforcement action.                                           
                                                                                
     In addition, under the three-year alternative, the permittee holding the   
     variance must effectively request modification or revocation and reissuance
     of its permit simultaneously with the water quality standards review.  This
     increases the administrative burden on the agencies, because the water     
     quality standard must be revised (or the variance extended) at the same    
     time the permit must be reissued.  Given the foregoing considerations,     
     therefore, the maximum water quality variance duration should be extended  
     to five years, variance proceedings should be tied to permit actions, and  
     where the permit is extended by operation of law, the variance should be   
     extended as well.                                                          
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     Response to: P2718.235     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should U.S. EPA allow regional variances and, if so, should a TMDL be  
     required prior to issuing a decision on the variance?                      
                                                                                
     A.  Regional variances are necessary to avoid cumbersome and ineffective   
     implementation of the variance program, and to deal with situations where  
     most or all dischargers on a water body may need a variance.  However, an  
     initial TMDL is not necessary because, as part of the variance procedure,  
     agencies will develop the same type of information in order to ascertain   
     whether water quality standards are being achieved.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.236     
     
     EPA agrees in part.  The final Guidance does not require a TMDL before     
     granting a variance. See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of     
     waterbody variances.                                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Are additional safeguards needed to protect threatened or endangered   
     species?                                                                   
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     A.  The variance procedures sufficiently protect threatened or endangered  
     species through requiring dischargers to maintain the level of treatment   
     achieved under the previous permit, State agency review and issuance       
     procedures, U.S. EPA reviews, and consultations with the U.S. Fish and     
     Wildlife Service regarding water quality standards approvals.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.237     
     
     To make clear EPA's intent to protect threatened and endangered species,   
     EPA has added language to the final Guidance that prohibits variances that 
     would likely jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered or       
     threatened species listed under Section 4 of the Endangered Species Act or 
     result in the destruction or adverse modification of such species' critical
     habitat.  EPA also intends to consult with the Fish and Wildlife Service   
     whenever EPA's approval of a variance may effect endangered or threatened  
     species.                                                                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2718.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Is further guidance necessary for determining social or economic       
     impact, and/or the meaning of "widespread?"                                
                                                                                
     A.  In assessing "substantial and widespread social and economic impact,"  
     U.S. EPA should allow for more flexibility than provided in antidegradation
     demonstrations.  Otherwise, the type of regional impact required by the    
     demonstration will disqualify most dischargers from obtaining a variance   
     under this demonstration and, accordingly, this variance will become       
     meaningless.  The procedure should specifically require consideration of   
     the impact on the variance applicant.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.238     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The impact on the applicant may be considered as part of   
     widespread social and economic impact but is not necessarily the same      
     thing.  Also see response 2719.102 and section VIII.B of the SID.          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
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     Comment ID: P2718.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the proposed Guidance provide for consideration of pollutant    
     degradation and transport outside the mixing zone when background          
     concentrations are calculated using actual loadings to the system of       
     interest?                                                                  
                                                                                
     A.  We wholly support full consideration of degradation and transport      
     outside the mixing zone.  Many organics quickly biodegrade and, indeed, may
     completely degrade either within or shortly beyond the mixing zone.        
     Similarly, a significant portion of metals generally become biologically   
     unavailable through precipitation or chelation.  See, e.g., U.S. EPA,      
     "Interim Guidance on Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life     
     Criteria for Metals" (May 1992).  These and other mechanisms may           
     significantly impact acceptable TMDLs and, accordingly, must be factored   
     into TMDL calculations in any scientifically sound effort to approximate   
     instream conditions.  U.S. EPA should thus continue its historical support 
     of this approach as the most cost-effective, environmentally sound         
     methodology.  See, U.S. EPA, "Technical Support Document for Water         
     Quality-Based Toxics Control" (March 1991) ("TSD") which recommends fate   
     and transport adjustments in streams and lakes whenever possible.          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.239     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.240
     Cross Ref 1: cc. LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  U.S. EPA solicits comment on whether the definition of quantification  
     level should be made more precise and, if so, how it should be changed.    
     U.S. EPA is particularly interested in whether a particular degree of      
     confidence should be specified.                                            
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA recognizes, in Procedure 8 of Appendix F, that sampling data  
     below the level of quantification is not reliable, and therefore recommends
     the use of a higher "compliance evaluation level" ("CEL") for monitoring   
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     and enforcement purposes.  Procedures for averaging results below the CEL  
     are to be established by the permitting authority.  Procedure 3A and 3B,   
     however, would require the use of sampling data below the level of         
     quantification in deriving background concentrations for TMDLs, by         
     assigning an arbitrary value to samples below the level of quantification  
     and including that value in the database.                                  
                                                                                
     This approach is inconsistent with the treatment of below-quantification   
     data in Procedure 8, and it is even more inappropriate here, where         
     historical sampling data may not be accompanied by details of the          
     analytical procedures that were used or the degree of confidence that      
     should be assigned to the results.  While individual dischargers can       
     exercise some degree of quality control over their own monitoring programs 
     and laboratory procedures, they cannot control or verify the field data    
     used by the Agency to calculate background concentrations in the receiving 
     stream.  Yet, the value assigned to such background concentrations has a   
     direct impact on the water quality-based effluent limits in the            
     discharger's permit and on the discharger's ability to achieve compliance  
     with such limits.                                                          
                                                                                
     At U.S. EPA's recent workshop on Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals, held in 
     Annapolis, Maryland on January 25-27, 1993, many experts (including those  
     from the Agency itself) agreed that much of the historical monitoring data 
     for substances found at or near the level of detection is seriously flawed.
     See June 8, 1993 Federal Register "Notice of Availability with Request for 
     Comments" on the Recommendations from the Annapolis workshop.  The failure 
     to use ultra-clean laboratory techniques in past sampling and analysis     
     means that a large part of this data set is unreliable, if not entirely    
     spurious.  The requirement to assign an arbitrary numerical value to such  
     data in deriving TMDLs would only compound an already serious problem.     
                                                                                
     Where new data is collected at levels below the ability of the laboratory  
     to reliably quantify the results, the use of a fixed number (one-half the  
     MDL, or one-half the difference between the MDL and the ML) is             
     statistically unsound and legally flawed. A similar "split the baby"       
     approach has already been the subject of an administrative appeal in the   
     State of Wisconsin, and was held to be without any legal justification.    
                                                                                
     We recommend that results below the level of quantification should be      
     assigned a value of zero in compliance determinations.  With regard to the 
     definition of "quantification level," there is no reason to use a different
     term and definition here from that used in setting the CELs in Procedure 8.
     The use of the PQL, defined as 5 times the relevant MDL (or in terms of a  
     confidence interval of +-20%) is recommended.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.240     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by not adopting into the final Guidance the 
     proposal that the geometric mean of a data set with values both above and  
     below detection would be calculated as follows:  data reported as below the
     detection level shall be assumed to be one-half of the detection level,    
     data reported as above the detection level but below the quantification    
     level shall be assumed to be the detection level plus one-half of the      
     difference bewteen the detection level and the quantification level; and   
     data reported as above the quantification level shall retain the reported  
     value.  Rather, the final guidance, Guidance specifies only that commonly  
     accepted statistical techniques shall be used.  For a discussion of EPA's  
     reasons for this decision, as well as guidance from EPA concerning the use 
     of one-half the detection level when calculating means or averages from    
     data bases that include non-detect values, see the SID at VIII.C.3.i(iii). 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

Page 9139



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Is the elimination of mixing zones over a 10-year period an appropriate
     mechanism for addressing concerns with bioaccumulative chemicals of concern
     ("BCCs") in the Great Lakes System?                                        
                                                                                
     A.  We strongly oppose elimination of mixing zones for BCCs.  U.S. EPA has,
     in the past, recommended against a blanket mixing zone prohibition for     
     bioaccumulative substances and, accordingly, should not eliminate mixing   
     zones for BCCs.  See TSD.  The evaluation of actual instream exposure is   
     particularly critical for BCCs due to the dramatic impact of metabolism and
     other fate processes -- processes which may significantly reduce exposure  
     as compared to a strict mass-balance approach.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.241     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the SID at VIII.C.4.                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to these concerns, the proposed policy is technically invalid  
     because it presumes a toxicological mechanism for BCCs which is different  
     from non-BCCs.  U.S. EPA's objective in managing toxic chemical ambient    
     safe concentrations necessitates equivalent treatment of BCCs and non-BCCs,
     because toxicological response is a function of duration as well as        
     exposure.  In addition, bioaccumulation already controls human health and  
     wildlife criteria through bioaccumulation factors ("BAFs") or              
     bioconcentration factors ("BCFs").  Thus, BCCs will already have           
     appropriately stringent criteria and permit limits without elimination of  
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     mixing zones, and should be treated similar to non-BCCs in this regard.    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.242     
     
     The toxicological concerns for BCCs are indeed different from the          
     toxicological concern for non-BCCs.  Non-BCCs are of concern for their     
     toxicity to aquatic organisms.  BCCs are primarily of concern for their    
     accumulation in aquatic organisms and movement up to food chain, with      
     exposure ultimately becoming lethal to organisms in the upper trophic      
     levels (e.g., eagles, mink, humans).  A further reason for not treating    
     BCCs and non-BCCs similarly is that BCCs tend to be very persistent in the 
     environment.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, prohibiting BCC mixing zones as an indirect means to control mass 
     pollutant loadings is extremely inappropriate and inefficient.  As an      
     initial matter, point source contributions comprise only a small fraction  
     of total loadings.  Accordingly, the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs  
     is simply unjustified from a cost-benefit standpoint.  Moreover, the       
     proposed approach translates into zero discharge for many of the 28 BCCs.  
     Zero discharge is effectively unattainable, however, because some of the   
     proposed BCCs are ubiquitous, and are thus found in the influents, sludges,
     and effluents at POTWs and other dischargers.  In one study, mercury was   
     found in 70% of POTW influent samples at a detection limit of 200 ng/l --  
     1000 times greater than the proposed wildlife criterion for mercury.  U.S. 
     EPA, Fate of Priority Pollutants in Publicly Owned Treatment Works (1982). 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.243     
     
     EPA acknowledges that nonpoint sources, including atmospheric deposition,  
     are signficant contributors of BCCs to the Great Lakes System.             
     Nevertheless, in view of the Steering Committee's objective that all       
     contributions of BCCs should be reduced to the maximum extent possible, EPA
     retains the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs (and     
     mixing zone ban for new discharges).  EPA also provides a limited exception
     to the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges based on economic and 
     technical considerations.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA 
     has also modified the final Guidance to allay the commenter's concern that 
     the proposal translates into a zero discharge requirement for many of the  
     BCCs.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.7.                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A POTW whose effluent contains BCCs cannot simply ban industrial users from
     discharging a particular BCC.  Mercury, for example, is found in industrial
     effluents in trace concentrations even if it is not used in the            
     manufacturing process.  Even U.S. EPA has determined that is not           
     appropriate to promulgate categorical effluent limitations for mercury on  
     dischargers in the Organic Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers Point 
     Source Category, despite the fact that mercury was detected in over 74% of 
     the sampled, untreated process wastewaters.  See U.S. EPA, "Development    
     Document for Effluent Limitations Guidelines and Standards for the Organic 
     Chemicals, Plastics, and Synthetic Fibers Point Source Category" (1987).   
     The Agency apparently reasoned that mercury was present because it came    
     from diffuse sources such as precipitation and soils.  Similarly,          
     therefore, BCCs should not be prohibited in mixing zones, because point    
     source dischargers cannot reasonably or effectively control the source of  
     these parameters to achieve zero discharge levels.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.244     
     
     EPA acknowledges that nonpoint sources, including atmospheric deposition   
     sources of mercury, are signficant contributors of BCCs to the Great Lakes 
     System.  Nevertheless, in view of the Steering Committee's objective that  
     all contributions of BCCs should be reduced to the maximum extent possible,
     EPA retains the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs (and 
     mixing zone ban for new discharges).  However, EPA also EPA that           
     elimination of mixing zones for existing discharges of BCCs, including     
     POTWs, can be extremely expensive.  Therefore, EPA has included in the     
     final Guidance a limited exception to that phase-out based on economic and 
     technical considerations.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone       
     provisions and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to the       
     phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.            
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These concerns and issues have not been properly studied or addressed in   
     the Guidance.  Instead, the proposed regulation is based on invalid policy 
     assumptions and an arbitrary deadline, with no thoughtful consideration of 
     its implications, and no technical analysis demonstrating its feasibility. 
     As such, the proposal to eliminate mixing zones for BCCs is arbitrary and  
     unworkable, and should not be implemented.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.245     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4. 
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the stream design flow for implementing chronic aquatic life
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA should use a 30Q10 stream design flow to implement chronic    
     aquatic life criteria because these criteria are usually translated into   
     monthly average permit limitations.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.246     
     
     The final Guidance authorizes the use of either the 4B3 biologically based 
     design flow or the 7Q10 hydrologically based design flow as the stream     
     design flow for aquatic life criteria. However, EPA acknowledges this      
     comment and thus provides additional flexibility by allowing the use of an 
     alternative stream design flow where data exist to demonstrate that the    
     alternative is appropriate for stream-specific and pollutant-specific      
     conditions. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.                 
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the final rule specify a design flow for the purposes of        
     implementing acute aquatic life criteria.                                  
                                                                                
     A.  The final rule should specify a stream design flow of 7Q10 -- which is 
     exceeded roughly 99% of the time -- as fully protective for determining    
     acute aquatic life criteria.  Use of a 1Q10 in addition to the margin of   
     safety, the reserve capacity, and the conservative assumptions used to     
     determine applicable criteria (e.g., all point sources will discharge at   
     100% percent design flow at the same time that critical low flow occurs),  
     is grossly overprotective and, therefore, unwarranted.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.247     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.6.b.vi, in which EPA sets out its reasons for specifying a design   
     flow for the purpose of implementing acute aquatic life criteria and the   
     limited circumstances in which it applies.                                 
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the 30Q5 flow, the 90Q10 flow, the long-term harmonic mean flow,
     or the lowest annual harmonic mean flow expected to occur on the average   
     within a 5 or 10 year period be used for the implementation of wildlife    
     criteria?                                                                  
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA proposed the 30Q5 as the critical design flow for wildlife    
     criteria application to tributaries.  However, the assumptions used to     
     develop the wildlife criteria are not reflected in the 30Q5 and,           
     accordingly, the 30Q5 is not a scientifically sound choice.                
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA has proposed wildlife criteria based on bioaccumulation of        
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     pollutants in aquatic life tissue and long-term exposures.  See 58 Fed.    
     Reg. 20877-885.  Bioaccumulation is a lengthy process that may not achieve 
     steady-state within 30 days.  This premise, coupled with the Agency's      
     assumption of life-time exposures, provides no scientific justification for
     applying wildlife criteria to short term low flows (i.e., 30Q5s).          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.248     
     
     EPA agrees that a 30-day averaging period is too short to represent        
     bioaccumulation of a pollutant in wildlife and is instead specifying the   
     use of a 90-day averaging perod when no data exist to suggest an           
     alternative.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.iv.              
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.249
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative, we recommend that U.S. EPA adopt the harmonic mean      
     stream flow to implement the wildlife criteria.  In relevant part, this    
     flow is more consistent with the long-term nature of bioaccumulation and   
     life-time exposures and is fully protective.  The equations used to develop
     the criteria, moreover, are analagous to those used to develop human health
     criteria, and the Agency has recommended the harmonic mean stream flow for 
     those criteria.  Thus, harmonic mean stream flow will better maintain      
     consistency among the criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.249     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment for the reasons set forth in the SID at    
     VIII.C.6.b.iv.                                                             
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on the proposed method of calculating a default dilution       
     fraction, and suggest alternatives to the proposed method.                 
                                                                                
     A.  When used with conservative stream design flows, dilution fractions    
     create unreasonably stringent requirements, and should be deleted unless   
     they can be justified on a site-by-site basis.                             
                                                                                
     Stream design flows are conservatively chosen to maintain water quality    
     standards during worst-case (drought) conditions.  The aquatic life, human 
     health, and wildlife criteria procedures utilize conservative assumptions  
     that result in stringent criteria fully protective of target populations.  
     For example, 7Q10 flow, which is the proposed design flow for several types
     of criteria, is exceeded approximately 99% of the time.  This stringent    
     approach to stream design flow fully protects the receiving stream, and    
     thereby renders the dilution fraction completely unnecessary.  Indeed, the 
     use of small fractions of such rare flow events dramatically reduces point 
     source permit limitations far below levels that, by definition, completely 
     protect these populations.  States which have studied this issue have      
     concluded that full stream design flow affords sufficient protection.      
     Thus, these findings should stand, unless contradicted on a case-specific  
     basis.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.250     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that dilution fractions should be deleted   
     from the guidance unless they can be justified on a site- by-site basis.   
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.c, EPA has selected a     
     maximum dilution fraction of 25 percent of the appropriate stream design   
     flow for chronic aquatic, wildlife and human health criteria.  However, the
     final Guidance also allows a larger mixing zone (with no cap) if justified 
     by a mixing zone demonstration that is conducted and approved pursuant to  
     procedure 3.F.  Similarly, the 10:1 dilution ratio for chronic criteria and
     values in open waters can be exceeded up to the dilution available in the  
     area where discharger-induced mixing occurs, if justified by a mixing zone 
     demonstration that is conducted and approved pursuant to procedure 3.F.    
     See the discussion in the SID at VIII.5.a and VIII.C.6.c.                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.251
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Finally, the severe proposed dilution flow restriction further underscores 
     the Agency's inappropriate emphasis on point source discharges.  Since     
     point source discharges constitute a small percentage of overall loadings, 
     point source load reductions which may be achieved at considerable expense 
     will yield virtually no environmental benefits.  As such, the proposed     
     dilution fraction approach satisfies no reasonable cost-benefit criteria.  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.251     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by lifting the proposed 75% cap on the      
     maximum dilution fraction for chronic aquatic, wildlife and human health   
     criteria.  However, the final Guidance authorizes a dilution fraction in   
     excess of the 25 percent dilution fraction only if justified by a mixing   
     zone demonstration that is conducted and approved pursuant to procedure    
     3.F.  For acute aquatic life criteria, see the response to comment number  
     P2718.250.  For a discussion of the dilution fractions, see the SID at     
     VIII.C.6.c.                                                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  What type of information is sufficient to demonstrate pollutant        
     degradation in ambient waters?                                             
                                                                                
     A.  U.S. EPA must incorporate degradation into any methodology that        
     purports to properly model the actual assimilative capacity of a receiving 
     water.  To that end, the Agency should direct states to gather             
     site-specific information in scientifically sound studies aimed at         
     providing this type of information.  This effort can be conducted in       
     parallel with data-gathering efforts that are essential to proper          
     implementation of bioaccumulation factors.  See "Bioaccumulation Factors," 
     above.  Since degradation must be recognized as having a significant impact
     on pollutant levels, we maintain that literature information or field data 
     from similar sites may be used to quantify degradation in ambient waters   
     until such time as reliable, site-specific data is available.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.252     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.Because of the signficant burden such a
     requirement would impose, EPA disagrees with the comment that States and   
     Tribes should be required to gather site-specific information regarding    
     pollutant degradation when determining the assimilative capacity of a      
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     receiving water.  Rather, EPA retains in the final Guidance the provision  
     that TMDLs and related analyses shall be based on the assumption that a    
     pollutant does not degrade.  However, the final Guidance also authorizes   
     consideration of degradation if scientifically valid field data or other   
     relevant scientifically valid information demonstrates that such           
     degradation is expected to occur under the full range of environmental     
     conditions expected to be encountered, and if it addresses other factors   
     affecting the level of pollutants in the water column.  For a discussion of
     this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should some or all physical transport processes be precluded from      
     consideration in the development of TMDLs and WLAs?                        
                                                                                
     A.  No transport processes should be precluded from consideration in the   
     development of TMDLs and WLAs.  U.S. EPA should strive to develop TMDLs and
     WLAs that depict actual conditions as closely as possible and, in that     
     vein, transport processes are integral to an accurate model of instream    
     impacts.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.253     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.Because of the signficant burden such a
     requirement would impose, EPA disagrees with the comment that States and   
     Tribes should be required to gather site-specific information regarding    
     pollutant degradation when determining the assimilative capacity of a      
     receiving water.  Rather, EPA retains in the final Guidance the provision  
     that TMDLs and related analyses shall be based on the assumption that a    
     pollutant does not degrade.  However, the final Guidance also authorizes   
     consideration of degradation if scientifically valid field data or other   
     relevant scientifically valid information demonstrates that such           
     degradation is expected to occur under the full range of environmental     
     conditions expected to be encountered, and if it addresses other factors   
     affecting the level of pollutants in the water column.  For a discussion of
     this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2718.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should mixing zones under Option B be allowed to extend from a         
     tributary into a lake or connecting channel?                               
                                                                                
     A.  Mixings zones should be allowed to extend into a lake or connecting    
     channel if existing information demonstrates that the mixing zone does, in 
     actuality, extend into a lake or channel.  Any attempt to foreclose this   
     type of calculation merely because some mixing zones do not legitimately   
     extend into a lake or connecting channel is completely arbitrary and       
     without scientific justification, and unfairly penalizes certain point     
     sources located at the mouths of tributaries.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.254     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Need for a TMDL                                                        
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA states that a TMDL is required only when a reasonable potential to
     cause or contribute to an exceedance of a water quality criterion is       
     determined to exist.  However, the procedure to determine whether a        
     reasonable potential exists actually includes a preliminary wasteload      
     allocation.  Since no provision is made for preliminary wasteload          
     allocations, the regulations apparently anticipate that a complete TMDL    
     will be calculated for every pollutant discharged to each watershed.  Thus,
     U.S. EPA has created a Catch-22:  no TMDL is required if no reasonable     
     potential to exceed a water quality standard exists, but a TMDL is needed  
     to ascertain whether a reasonable potential exists.  It is impractical and 
     unworkable to perform a TMDL analysis for every pollutant and water body   
     every time a discharger is identified as a source of a criteria pollutant, 
     irrespective of loading and fate mechanisms.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.255     
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     EPA has addressed this comment by revising general condition 1 to provide  
     that TMDLs, at a minimum, shall be established in accordance with the      
     listing and priority setting process established in section 303(d) of the  
     Clean Water Act and at 40 CFR 130.7.  See the discussion in the SID at     
     VIII.C.3.a.                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regulatory agency should have the authority to determine that a TMDL is
     not required based on a combination of effluent data and instream data.    
     Determining whether a discharge may cause or contribute to an exceedance of
     a water quality standard is currently based only on effluent               
     considerations.  However, actual instream water quality and fish tissue    
     data routinely generated at the state level, at significant expense,       
     provide great insight into actual stream conditions and, accordingly,      
     should be used to help determine whether a TMDL is needed.  If water       
     quality data demonstrate that a pollutant is never detected or a standard  
     is never approached, or if fish tissue data establish that concentrations  
     are well below human health and wildlife criteria, a TMDL should not be    
     required.  This approach takes advantage of existing databases, and better 
     reflects actual conditions.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.256     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by revising general condition 1 to provide  
     that TMDLs, at a minimum, shall be established in accordance with the      
     listing and priority setting process established in section 303(d) of the  
     Clean Water Act and at 40 CFR 130.7.  See the discussion in the SID at     
     VIII.C.3.a.                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2718.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establishing WLAs for BCCs                                                 
                                                                                
     The proposed Options require the WLAs for all point source discharges of   
     BCCs to be derived from the most restrictive water quality criterion either
     immediately (new sources) or within ten years (current dischargers).       
     However, this requirement improperly ignores the transport and fate of BCCs
     and, as such, is not based on sound science.  These mechanisms dramatically
     decrease the bioavailability of -- and often eliminate -- certain BCCs.    
     Approaches presented in the TSD should be used to predict the transport and
     fate of BCCs and other constituents, and to develop sound TMDLs.           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.257     
     
     EPA agrees with using all environmental fate and transport information that
     is available when establishing WLAs (etc.) for BCCs.  With BCCs, as with   
     non-BCCs, EPA requires that WLAs be established to meet the most           
     restrictive criteria.  If there is evidence that BCCs are being reduced or 
     eliminated, then this certainly will be used.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2718.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     High Background Levels                                                     
                                                                                
     The TMDL process breaks down where background concentrations exceed water  
     quality criteria because, in those circumstances, all point sources would  
     be required to achieve zero discharge.  Unfortunately, where point source  
     discharges are not the primary cause of the  background problems, U.S.     
     EPA's proposed multi-source TMDLs or compliance schedules are unworkable   
     solutions to this problem.  U.S. EPA should thus underscore (and truly make
     available) that water quality variances, site-specific criteria, and intake
     credits apply to the development of WLAs for specific point sources when   
     background concentrations exceed a water quality criterion.  This approach 
     is particularly appropriate given that improved analytical procedures and  
     lower numeric standards can be expected to exacerbate this problem in the  
     future.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.258     
     
     For a response to the statement in the comment pertaining to zero          
     discharge, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.7.  EPA disagrees with  
     the commenter's statement that TMDLs are an unsatisfactory mechanism to    
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     address water quality problems associated with nonpoint sources.  Rather,  
     for the reasons discussed in the SID at VIII.C.1 and elsewhere, EPA        
     believes that TMDLs can help to prevent a disproportionate clean-up burden 
     from being placed on point sources by focusing on the other significant    
     contributors and recommending controls to obtain the necessary load        
     reductions from them.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.259
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sediment Quality                                                           
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA required TMDLs to prevent harmful pollutant accumulation in       
     sediments.  Yet, the Agency will not be able to determine sedimentation    
     rates without environmental transport and fate modeling.  Equally          
     important, no Agency guidance is available to determine harmful levels, and
     no Agency strategy has been established to implement sediment requirements.
     Even U.S. EPA's Contaminated Sediment Management Strategy is still in a    
     developmental stage, and has yet to undergo extensive peer review.  Given  
     the complexities inherent in addressing sediments, the Agency should await 
     the national strategy in lieu of prematurely attempting to regulate        
     sediments through the Guidance.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.259     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.For the reasons set forth in the SID at  
     VIII.C.3.g, EPA disagrees that the Agency should defer addressing sediments
     in the TMDL context until after publication of the National Sediments      
     Strategy. See also the SID at VIII.C.8 for a discussion of sedminentation  
     and transport and fate modeling.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2718.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Margin of Safety                                                           
                                                                                
     Margins of safety are unnecessary in light of the conservatism found       
     throughout the modeling process.  For example, stream design flows are     
     conservatively chosen to maintain water quality standards during worst-case
     (drought) conditions.  In addition, the aquatic life, human health, and    
     wildlife criteria procedures utilize conservative assumptions that result  
     in extremely stringent criteria.  We have included specific comments       
     regarding conservatism throughout our comments, and refer the Agency to    
     those comments for a more detailed discussion.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.260     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Caged Fish Tissue Data                                                     
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA proposes to calculate background concentrations as a function of  
     caged fish tissue data and bioaccumulation factors ("BAFs").  This approach
     is unsound because BAFs are unreliable due to variability,                 
     site-specificity, species-specificity, and other issues.  See Part IV,     
     "Bioaccumulation Factors," above.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.261     
     
     For the reasons set forth in Section IV of the SID, EPA disagrees with the 
     comment that BAFs are unreliable due to variability, site- specificity,    
     specie-specificity, and other issues.  For a discussion of the use of caged
     fish tissue in calculating background concentrations, see the SID at       
     VIII.C.3.i(i).                                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2718.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Problems Specific to Option A                                              
                                                                                
     Option A requires the permitting agency to determine a pollutant-specific  
     TMDL for an entire basin once it is established that one point source      
     discharges the pollutant, irrespective of the loading.  A separate TMDL,   
     moreover, must be conducted for each discharged pollutant.  This approach  
     does not accommodate a situation where no reasonable potential exists for  
     exceeding a water quality standard, or where fate and transport processes  
     reduce concentrations to well below applicable standards.  In addition,    
     Option A is not more protective than Option B, which requires a basin-wide 
     TMDL analysis, as necessary, to assure that water quality criteria are     
     achieved.  Thus, Option A creates an unnecessarily onerous and wasteful    
     administrative burden.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.262     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2718.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Problems Specific to Option B                                              
                                                                                
     Option B suffers from several serious problems that, if corrected, may     
     create an acceptable approach.  First, mixing zone limitations are         
     inconsistent with state policies.  Contrary to long established policy     
     allowing states to establish mixing zone boundaries which include ambient  
     induced mixing, Option B (for deriving TMDLs for discharges to lakes)      
     precludes the permitting authority from granting a mixing zone larger than 
     the area where discharge induced mixing occurs.  This prohibition          
     arbitrarily restricts mixing zone size for chronic effects to the zone of  
     initial dilution.  Further, the mixing zone requirement applies to chronic 
     aquatic life criteria despite the fact that the zones of initial dilution  
     are typically used to protect against acute toxic affects.  In sum, no     
     scientific justification exists for this arbitrary constraint on mixing    
     zone dimensions.  This provision should thus be changed to provide that    
     applicable state mixing zone requirements apply to mixing zone             
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     demonstrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.263     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2718.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, Option B improperly precludes correct calculation of dilution when 
     enhanced dilution techniques are used for new dischargers.  Under the      
     proposed approach, existing sources may obtain additional dilution provided
     that a mixing demonstration is performed.  For new dischargers, however,   
     the proposal limits the allowable dilution to the default dilution in      
     Option B.  This requirement effectively eliminates the use of discharge    
     strategies that enhance mixing.  Such enhanced mixing methods are          
     scientifically supported, proven techniques for preventing toxicity in     
     receiving waters.  Since toxic impacts are a function of both concentration
     and exposure time, high rate diffusers ensure that stream biota are        
     protected in the mixing zones.  Many technical references on mixing and    
     toxicity, including the TSD, describe how enhanced mixing works and how is 
     should be evaluated.  However, the proposed regulations for new dischargers
     ignore these proven technologies, and establish unnecessarily restrictive  
     limits with no legitimate scientific basis.  In sum, the provision in the  
     proposed regulation for existing dischargers should be applicable to new   
     dischargers as well.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.264     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2718.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, Option B does not provide for a zone of initial dilution; rather,   
     Option B requires that the final acute value be achieved at the point of   
     discharge.  This restriction ignores the fact that increased dilution can  
     be obtained through installation of diffusers or other enhanced mixing     
     techniques.  Indeed, the TSD explains that effluent diffusers may prevent  
     exceedances of acute aquatic life standards in a mixing zone.  In          
     contravention of this demonstrated science, and with no alternative        
     scientific justification, the Agency has now proposed to ignore the        
     concentration-exposure time relationship of acute toxicity, and disallow   
     zones of initial dilution.  We request that the regulations directly       
     incorporate the zone of initial dilution concept, and allow enhanced mixing
     technologies to increase discharge induced dilution.  This alternative     
     should be applicable to existing and new sources.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.265     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2718.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, Option B contains many superfluous requirements for mixing zones   
     demonstrations:  (a) there is no scientific basis for evaluating           
     geomorphology; (b) Procedure 3B.E.2(b) is too difficult to predict; (c)    
     Procedure 3B.E.2(c) provides no useful information, because the surface    
     water, by definition, supports indigenous aquatic life; and (d) Procedure  
     3B.E.2(d) and (e) are unnecessary, as they are applicable to any discharge 
     irrespective of whether a mixing zone demonstration needs to be considered.
     
     
     Response to: P2718.266     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2718.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fifth, the wasteload allocation calculations are improperly adjusted for   
     the fraction of source flow that is withdrawn from the receiving water,    
     which may cause problems where the discharger withdraws most or all water  
     from the receiving stream.  The source flow adjustment may generate        
     wasteload allocations more stringent than the ambient criteria, in         
     contradiction of existing state procedures which do not set water quality  
     based permit limitations below ambient criteria.  We maintain that limits  
     below criteria should never be applied, regardless of whether maximum      
     nonpoint source controls have been implemented and water quality criteria  
     continue to be exceeded.  Dischargers not responsible for excursions above 
     water quality criteria should not be forced to compensate for the failure  
     to address the causes of those excursions.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.267     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2718.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sixth, the waste load allocation adjustment for source flow can generate   
     negative wasteload allocations when background concentrations exceed       
     criteria.  U.S. EPA's proposed solution to this problem is unacceptable.   
     The Agency proposes that if a wasteload allocation has been calculated and 
     the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to criteria excursions     
     exist, then the discharge must be terminated unless a TMDL will ensure     
     attainment.  Since the "reasonable potential" procedures are very          
     conservative, and relief through intake credits is generally unavailable,  
     many dischargers will be faced with imminent discharge cessation or plant  
     shutdown unless the particular state agency develops an approvable,        
     detailed TMDL.  Surely U.S. EPA must recognize that it is impossible for   
     POTWs to simply cease discharging.  Indeed, the regulated community as a   
     whole should not be subjected to such draconian consequences where         
     overworked state agencies do not have sufficient resources to develop the  
     TMDLs necessary to properly implement the Guidance.  Thus, interim,        
     reasonably achievable limitations should be made available while TMDLs are 
     developed.                                                                 
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     Response to: P2718.268     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should one-half the detection limit be used for measurements reported  
     as not detected in order to calculate background concentrations?           
                                                                                
     A.  Although U.S. EPA's proposal is a common approach, the Agency should   
     change the protocol to allow the use of appropriate statistical methods for
     data sets that include a large number of values below that detection limit.
     Otherwise, the Agency's approach will result in an unrealistically high    
     background concentration for data sets with a large proportion of          
     measurements below the detection limit.  Since specific statistical methods
     are available for estimating an arithmetic or geometric mean concentration 
     for such data sets, our proposed alternative may be readily implemented.   
     Indeed, these statistical methods are currently used in the RCA program for
     evaluating groundwater monitoring data.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.269     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has revised the background calculation    
     provisions in the final Guidance to provide simply that commonly accepted  
     statistical techniques shall be used to evaluate data sets consisting of   
     values both above and below the detection level.  For a discussion of EPA's
     reasoning as well as guidance from EPA concerning the use of one-half the  
     detection level when calculating means or averages from data bases that    
     include non- detect values, see the SID at VIII.C.3.i(iii).                
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2718.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref. TSD, page 83                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q.  Should the states be allowed to use the results of dynamic modeling    
     irrespective of whether the results are less stringent as compared to      
     steady state approaches?                                                   
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA's unnecessarily conservative requirement has no basis in science, 
     and runs directly counter to EPA's position in the TSD.  See TSD at p. 83. 
     Consistent with the TSD, the Agency should encourage dynamic modeling, and 
     the results should be used whether they produce more or less stringent     
     results than the typical mass balance procedures.                          
                                                                                
     Dynamic modeling may result in less restrictive TMDLs, but only because the
     steady state approach utilizes a variety of over-conservative assumptions, 
     including the assumption that all dischargers simultaneously discharge at  
     the highest permitted concentrations and flows while the receiving stream  
     is at a critical low flow.  We cannot understand any legitimate rationale  
     for implementing a more sound and scientific method of wasteload allocation
     (dynamic modeling) only if that method generates more restrictive limits   
     than a simplistic, less accurate methodology (steady state modeling).      
     Indeed, U.S. EPA provides no explanation or justification for this proposed
     limitation on dynamic modeling.  Since there is no legitimate scientific   
     justification for this proposal, the Agency should delete the proposed     
     requirement from the final rule.                                           
                                                                                
     Instead, the regulations should encourage the use of the most sophisticated
     and reliable techniques available to perform TMDLs and wasteload           
     allocations.  Use of more sophisticated models will foster better          
     application of information on pollutant degradation.  These approaches also
     allow for more precise estimation of allowable loadings.  In sum, use of   
     sophisticated modeling techniques, such as the Monte Carlo analysis,       
     assures that water quality standards will be met, yet avoids overly        
     conservative assumptions which lead to onerous economic impacts.           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.270     
     
     EPA agrees that dynamic modeling should be available as an alternative to  
     the steady-state approach in the proposal.  The final Guidance retains     
     provisions for using a steady-state, mass- balance approach, but also      
     allows the use of dynamic modelling regardless whether the results are more
     or less restrictive than would be generated under steady-state assumptions.
      See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.a.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2718.271
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Q.  Comment on particular means for controlling nonpoint sources.          
                                                                                
     A.  nonpoint sources are unquestionably the largest contributor of         
     pollutants to waters in the Great Lake region.  U.S. EPA has attempted to  
     curtail a portion of this problem by requiring Best Management Practices   
     ("BMPs") to control stormwater runoff from municipalities and areas        
     associated with industrial activity.  These BMPs will be implemented in the
     coming years, and represent a comprehensive effort on behalf of            
     municipalities and industry to improve the quality of stormwater runoff.   
     Given these efforts, any additional attempt to control nonpoint source     
     contributions to water pollution should focus initially on agricultural    
     runoff, landfill leachate, air borne pollutants, and sediment releases.    
     These sources directly impact waters addressed and regulated through the   
     Guidance.  For example, agricultural runoff is widely recognized as an     
     unmanaged problem that, if addressed, should dramatically improve the      
     quality of receiving waters.  In addition, agricultural runoff contains    
     many pollutants that are derived from agricultural chemicals, fertilizers, 
     pesticides, and herbicides, as well as from substances that naturally occur
     in regional soils, such as various metals.  The fact that many of these    
     source categories remain virtually unregulated and ignored by environmental
     agencies underscores the significant impact that any initial controls may  
     engender.  As such, the Agency should focus nonpoint source controls ont   
     these sources as a means to complement the efforts currently being         
     undertaken by the regulated municipal and industrial communities.          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.271     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and strongly encourages States and Tribes to  
     use the TMDL process as one way of obtaining necessary load reductions     
     through control of agricultural runoff, landfill leachate and other        
     nonpoint sources.  For a more thorough discussion of the significance of   
     nonpoint sources in the Great Lakes System, see, e.g., the SID at VIII.C.1 
     and VIII.C.3.c.                                                            
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2718.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on whether the narrative criteria of the States and Tribes      
     providing that waters be free from substances that injure or are toxic to  
     humans, animals or plants should be interpreted to account for the additive
     effects of chemicals.                                                      
                                                                                
     A. We do not support the adoption of a specific procedure on additivity of 
     multiple toxic pollutants.  EPA's Science Advisory Board ("SAB") has stated
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     that multiple carcinogens should be considered on a case-by-case basis     
     rather than relying on an additivity assumption since carcinogens are known
     to act by a wide variety of mechanisms and to target different organs.  See
     SAB, "Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality         
     Initiative", December 16, 1992, pp. 4, 40.  In the absence of a scientific 
     basis for assuming that additivity of toxic effects actually occurs, any   
     additivity policy would be based on speculation.  The possible combined    
     effects of multiple chemicals on human health (in order of severity) are:  
     (1) synergism; (2) additivity; (3) no interactions; and (4) antagonism.    
     The most likely combined effect is "no interaction," but States must have  
     the flexibility to apply the assumptions of additivity, synergism, no      
     interaction or antagonism on a situation-specific basis.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.272     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HHC
     Comment ID: P2718.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the use of 10(exp-5) as a cap on the cancer risk associated  
     with mixtures and on alternative risk levels.                              
                                                                                
     A. We believe the 10(exp-5) cap on the cancer risk associated with mixtures
     is overly protective.  Numerous conservative assumptions were used in      
     developing the human health criteria which tend to over-estimate exposure  
     to and carcinogenicity of toxicants.  For example, the human health        
     criteria assumes that the subject individual will, during his/her entire   
     life, consume fish which are contaminated to the same, maximum acceptable  
     tissue residue concentration and drink two liters/day of water contaminated
     to the maximum allowable concentration.  These assumptions are overly      
     conservative and tend to overstate the cancer risk.  Furthermore, when     
     additivity is assumed, the risk assessment is even more conservative.      
     Therefore, a cumulative cancer risk level cap for mixtures should be higher
     than the acceptable risks for individual chemicals.  In addition, a cap    
     should be set for the number of carcinogens included in the assumption to  
     limit the cumulative conservatism.                                         
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     Response to: P2718.273     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2656.326 for a discussion on the use of           
     conservative assumptions.                                                  
                                                                                
     When assessing the potential cancer risks from mixtures, EPA believes that 
     all carcinogens need to be included in the assessment and not simply the   
     "risk drivers".  EPA acknowledges that in many cases one or two of the     
     carcinogens in the mixture will be the "risk drivers", but does not believe
     this is a reason to limit the number of carcinogens in the assessment.     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HHC
     Comment ID: P2718.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should a separate water quality criteria be established for             
     carcinogenicity for implementing narrative criteria?                       
                                                                                
     A. We do not support a separate water quality criterion for carcinogenicity
     because, for the reasons stated above, compliance could not be reasonably  
     determined.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.274     
     
     The final Guidance does not establish a separate water quality criterion   
     for carcinogenicity. See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on  
     the assumption of additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level;    
     D2718.273 for a discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when      
     assessing the additive risks in a mixture to the "risk drivers"; D2098.040 
     for a discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an 
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2718.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the additivity assumption be applied only to facilities requiring
     WQBELs for individual carcinogens and only as to those carcinogens         
     requiring WQBELs?                                                          
                                                                                
     A. We oppose the GLI's original proposal which would require the assumption
     of additivity for carcinogens in discharges only when WQBELs are needed.   
     This proposal inequitably focuses on a limited number of sources of        
     carcinogens.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.275     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HNC
     Comment ID: P2718.276
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the hazard index ("HI") approach for applying additivity to  
     non-carcinogenic effects as described in the 1986 U.S. EPA guidelines on   
     chemical mixtures.                                                         
                                                                                
     A. We do not support adoption of the HI approach as described in the 1986  
     guidelines where the scientific basis for additivity of noncarcinogenic    
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     chemicals has not been adequately established.  Furthermore, the HI        
     approach is inappropriate unless the chemicals have similar toxicological  
     modes of action and target the same organs.  Finally, the assumption of    
     additivity compounds the policy-based overprotection provided when         
     chemicals are regulated individually.  Any assumption of additivity for    
     regulatory purposes requires extraction of conservatism prior to the       
     addition of effects.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.276     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity       
     provisions for noncarcinogens.  See response to comment P2656.326 for a    
     discussion on the conservatism in the risk assessment process.             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2718.277
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on possible approaches to addressing additivity for             
     non-carcinogens.                                                           
                                                                                
     A. The Toxic Equivalency Factor ("TEF") approach lacks sound scientific    
     basis and is generally not an adequate substitute for performing research  
     on individual compounds.  The principal scientific deficiencies of the     
     proposed Guidance and the TEF approach are as follows:                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.277     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife. See response 
     to comment P2656.341 for a discussion on using individual criteria for the 
     congeners instead of the TEF approach.                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2718.278
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     reproductive and noncarcinogenic effects of dibenzo-p-dioxins ("PCDDS") and
     polychlorinated dibenzofurans ("PCDFs") are assumed to be additive, when in
     fact there is scientific evidence that the different congeners operate     
     through different biochemical pathways and additive effects would not occur
     in such cases; and                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.278     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.072 for a discussion on the additive effects 
     of the different dioxin congeners.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2718.279
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For all PCDDs and PCDFs except 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin         
     ("TCDD"), the TEFs are based on limited in vivo (animal tests) and in vitro
     tests (not animal tests) whose relationship to the chronic effects of      
     concern is assumed, based on chemical structure similarities to TCDD.      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.279     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific       
     support for the TEF approach.  See response to comment P2771.072 for a     
     discussion on the additive effects of the different dioxin congeners.  See 
     response to comment P2771.073 for a discussion on using the TEF approach   
     for both cancer and noncancer effects.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
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     Comment ID: P2718.280
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Available scientific evidence does not strongly support any of these       
     assumptions, which are the foundation of the TEF approach that the Agency  
     has used to develop its proposed wildlife criteria for the PCDDs/PCDFs.    
     The TEF procedure is intended for hazard and risk assessment and is valid  
     for this purpose.  See Safe, S., 1990, "Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs),  
     Dibenzo-p-dioxins (PCDDs), Dibenzofurans (PCDFs), and Related Compounds:   
     Environmental and Mechanistic Considerations Which Support the Development 
     of Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEF)," Critical Reviews in Toxicology, 21, 1,
     51-88.  In the risk assessment context, the uncertainty in the TEF values  
     is acceptable in relation to the other assumptions required in those       
     evaluations.  However, it is inappropriate to use the TEF methodology to   
     establish numerical water quality standards for those PCDD/PCDF congeners  
     that cannot be conclusively shown to have the same toxicity endpoints and  
     pathways as TCDD.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.280     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific       
     support for the TEF approach.  See response to comment P2771.072 for a     
     discussion on the additive effects of the different dioxin congeners.  See 
     response to comment P2771.073 for a discussion on using the TEF approach   
     for both cancer and noncancer effects.  See response to comment P2656.340  
     for a discussion on using the TEF approach as one component in establishing
     water quality standards.                                                   
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2718.281
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the Agency abandon the TEF approach for regulating TCDD  
     and other PCDDs and PCDFs, and adopt scientifically supported individual   
     water quality standards for each PCDD and PCDF congener that it intends to 
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     regulate.  These congeners should be regulated with separate numerical     
     standards, and the standards should be calculated using a reference        
     dose/safety factor approach.  In cases where multiple congeners impact a   
     single endpoint, such as reproduction, the standards should consider       
     whether or not the congeners operate through the same biochemical          
     mechanism.  If they do, an additive standard is appropriate -- if they do  
     not, then the standards should not be applied as additive.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.281     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2656.341 for a discussion on deriving individual  
     criteria for the congeners instead of using the TEF approach.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: P2718.282
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should additivity with respect to wildlife be treated in a manner       
     consistent with the options for non-cancer human health effects and for    
     mixtures of CDDs and CDFs?                                                 
                                                                                
     A. See our comments made above concerning approaches to adressing          
     additivity for non-carcinogens.  Furthermore, we oppose using human health 
     methodology, which protects individuals, for protection of wildlife where  
     species populations are appropriate for protection.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.282     
     
     The final Guidance does not include TEFs for wildlife for the reasons cited
     in see section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID.                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
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     Comment ID: P2718.283
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on whether TEFs for PCBs should be included together with those 
     for CDDs and CDFs in the use of the additivity concept for wildlife        
     effects.                                                                   
                                                                                
     A. See our comments on the use of the TEF approach to correlate the        
     toxicity of structurally-related PCDDs and PCDFs to the toxicity of TCDD.  
     Also, the Guidance has already assumed essentially a single TEF for PCBs   
     since it proposed one water quality criterion for an entire class of       
     chemicals.  The validy of this assumption is questionable.  Many PCB       
     congeners (of the more than 200) exhibit various levels of toxicity.       
     Furthermore, the water quality criteria for total PCBs assume a single BAF 
     for all PCBs, although the Guidance determination of the BAF for total PCBs
     involved a wide range of congener-specific predicted and measured values.  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.283     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2718.284
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on alternative approaches to additivity presented in sections 3 
     and 4.                                                                     
                                                                                
     A. See our previous comments on additivity.  A major deficiency in the use 
     of TEFs for the PCDD/PCDF congeners (and the PCB congeners) is the         
     assumption that all congeners bioaccumulate to the same extent.  To the    
     extent TEF-based criteria are adopted, we support a methodology for        
     accounting for the congener-specific BAFs of PCDD/PCDF congeners.          
                                                                                
     It is well-documented that the BAFs of many of the highly chlorinated      
     congeners are significantly lower than the BAFs of the tetra-chlorinated   
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     PCDD/PCDF congeners.  The bioconcentration/bioaccumulation factors         
     (BCF/BAF) used to compute the water quality standards for individual       
     PCDD/PCDF congeners should be separetly calculated, based on the known     
     properties of these substances.                                            
                                                                                
     Finally, we object to the alternative proposal of placing the onus on the  
     permittee to demonstrate that the carcinogenic risk for a mixture is not   
     additive.  Dischargers generaly do not have the resources to provide such  
     evidence.  Our above comments regarding the unreasonable burden borne by   
     permittees forced to upgrade Tier II values also apply here.  See "Part II,
     Regulatory Requirements."                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.284     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance contains bioaccumulation equivalency factors which      
     account for the congener-specific BAFs of PCDD/PCDF congeners.             
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not require States and Tribes to adopt an          
     assumption of additivity.  Accordingly, the permittee is not required to   
     demonstrate that the carcinogenic risk for a mixture is not additive under 
     this provision.                                                            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.285
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that the reasonable potential provision is overly conservative. 
     We strongly recommend less stringent conditions for the intake credit      
     provisions.  A part of this provision must recognize a distinction between 
     voluntarily assumed pollutants in the intake and those that are            
     involuntarily assumed.  The purpose is to ensure that POTWs obtain credit  
     for air deposition in the service area and for intake pollutants in the    
     service area water supply.  Without such relief, POTWs will be unable to   
     meet Guidance requirements.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.285     
     
     See response to comment number P2744.201.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.286
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, mercury has been measured in Minnesota rainwater using        
     "ultra-clean" analytical methods at up to 18.5 ng/L (Sorenson et al. 1990).
     Given an optimistic POTW removal rate of 85 percent, mercury would be      
     present due to atmospheric sources alone in the POTW effluent at a         
     concentration of 2.8 ng/L, which is still over an order of magnitude higher
     than the Guidance's proposed Basin-wide end-of-pipe mercury limitation of  
     0.18 ng/L.  Without credit for these uncontrollable pollutant levels       
     influent to a POTW, when they are measurable, compliance with such         
     limitations will be unachievable.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.286     
     
     See response to comment number P2744.201.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.287
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on calculating a preliminary effluent limitation incuding the   
     appropriateness of specifying a methodology and any suggested alternative  
     methodologies.                                                             
                                                                                
     A. The methodology proposed by U.S. EPA is overly conservative as it takes 
     two unusual events -- the 7Q10 flow and the maximum effluent concentration 
     -- and supposes that they will occur simultaneously.  That is highly       
     unlikely.  The agency should use dynamic or probabilistic modelling (such  
     as Monte Carlo) to understand the true likelihood and impact of these      
     interactions.  Furthermore, it is not clear that there is any basis for    
     comparing the PEQ with 50 percent of the preliminary effluent limitation   
     where discharge flow is greater than the 7Q10 i.e., an effluent dominated  
     stream.  There are already many safety factors built into every aspect of  
     the Guidance.  To add another here does not make any sense and should be   
     fully justified if it is to continue as part of the procedure.             
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     Response to: P2718.287     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: P2718.288
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Comment on whether the level of at lest 50% of the potential limitation in 
     an effluent dominated stream is a reasonable comparison for projected      
     effluent quality to assure that the WQBELs are required where necessary.   
                                                                                
     A. Any safety factor is unnecessary because this procedure, as noted above,
     already bases its calculation on the simultaneous occurrence of 7Q10 (which
     flows are exceeded about 99% of the time) and the 99% percentile of the    
     discharger's effluent quality (which is exceeded only 1% of the time).     
     Probabilistic modelling would bring a greater level of reason to this      
     calculation.  Furthermore, the Guidance already includes many additional   
     layers of conservatism over the national requirements in the calculation of
     criteria, mixing zones (or their absence for BCCs) and the elimination of  
     zones of initial dilution for all pollutants.  Upon all of these protective
     layers, the addition of the 50 percent reduction in the preliminary        
     effluent limitation is superfluous as protection.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.288     
     
     EPA received numerous comments on the use of only one-half of the PEL for  
     comparison to PEQ in low dilution waters (low dilution provision).  None of
     the comments EPA received on the low dilution provision expressed support  
     for it.  EPA was persuaded by the numerous comments opposing the low       
     dilution provision.  Commenters pointed out that EPA had not shown this    
     extra conservative assumption to be warranted, especially because the      
     available dilution, or lack thereof, is expressly accounted for when       
     calculating the preliminary wasteload allocation.  Commenters pointed out, 
     EPA believes correctly, that the actual amount of dilution available in any
     particular receiving water is specified in the dilution calculations       
     required by procedure 5.A.1-2 of the final Guidance.  Where little dilution
     is available due to the small size of the receiving water, this fact is    
     accounted for in the dilution calculation.  Furthermore, the PEQ           
     statistical procedure is, by design, conservative.  As noted above, the PEQ
     will in the vast majority of cases be greater than the observed maximum    
     effluent concentration.  Because the PEL calculation includes a dilution   
     factor and because PEL is compared to an intentionally conservative PEQ,   
     EPA is persuaded that the low dilution provision is not warranted as a     
     general practice.  EPA believes it is  more appropriate to leave to the    
     permitting authority the discretion to adopt a more conservative approach  
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     to address, on a case-by-case basis, those rare instances additional       
     caution is warranted, for example when PEQ is less than the actual effluent
     concentration and dilution is very low.  Therefore, the final Guidance does
     not require States to adopt the proposed low dilution provision that would 
     require the permitting authority to compare the PEQ to 50% of the PEL when 
     the effluent flow is equal to or greater than the stream seven-day, 10-year
     flow.  EPA notes, however, that States have the flexibility to exercise    
     caution on a site-specific basis where, for example, due to lack of        
     available dilution, there is a possibility that a discharge could result in
     environmental harm.  Where such circumstances exist, State procedures can  
     include the flexibility to make a finding of reasonable potential, where   
     such a finding would not be made using the procedures specified in the     
     final Guidance.  See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.d,
     Determining Reasonable Potential Using Pollutant Concentration Data Where  
     the Effluent Flow Rate is Equal to or Greater Than the 7Q10.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2718.289
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should a distinction be made on the number of representative effluent   
     data samples and are 10 or less such samples an appropriate basis for      
     making a distinction and should an establishment of a coefficient of       
     variation of 0.6 be used when there are fewer than 10 representative       
     effluent data points?                                                      
                                                                                
     A. We oppose the use of such small databases in the Guidance which then    
     require unreasonably large safety factors.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.289     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.290
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the sufficiency of existing guidance for determining the need
     for WQBELS in the absence of facility specific effluent monitoring data or 
     whether the minimum requirements should be specified in the final Guidance.
                                                                                
     A. Existing guidance relies heavily on the use of best professional        
     judgment in making the reasonable potential determination.  In fact, the   
     very term "reasonable" potential suggests that mere formulas will not give 
     appropriate results, but that human intervention in the form of judgment is
     necessary to supply the reasonableness factor.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.290     
     
     Like the proposal, procedure 5 of the final Guidance does not include      
     procedures for determining the need for WQBELs in the absence of           
     facility-specific monitoring data.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2718.291
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the permitting authority be required to generate ambient         
     screening values and, if necessary, generate or have generated data        
     sufficient to develop a Tier II value based on the protection of human     
     health from carcinogenic effects of pollutants.                            
                                                                                
     A. A. Using the Guidance procedures already results in use of very         
     questionable data to develop Tier II values and reasonable potential.  To  
     use the completely unbounded screening values reduces the scientific basis 
     to virtually nothing.  This is highly inappropriate where it will shift the
     burden to the discharger to develop Tier II values and from there may      
     effectively force the discharger to develop Tier I criteria as a protection
     against unreasonably low permit limits.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.291     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     response to comment number P2656.365.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

Page 9173



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2718.292
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the exception from the requirement to generate Tier II values
     for the protection of aquatic life if the permittee demonstrates that      
     biological assessments have shown that there are no acute or chronic       
     effects on aquatic life and the whole effluent toxicity testing does not   
     exhibit any acute or chronic toxicity.                                     
                                                                                
     A. We support this exception.  The whole basis of this regulatory program  
     should be the reasonable protection of humans and valued resources.  Even  
     though U.S. EPA sometimes refers to independent applicability of the       
     various measures of protection, the real measure of the protection is      
     whether there is any instream impact.  When considering aquatic life       
     criteria, impact is demonstrated not to exist where whole effluent toxicity
     testing and biological assessment shows no acute or chronic toxicity.  At  
     that point, the goal has been reached.  Any additional protection based on 
     statistical procedures and/or aberrations is a waste of resources.         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.292     
     
     The exception to tier II value generation for aquatic life protection has  
     been retained in the final Guidance.  EPA notes that this exception is for 
     aquatic life tier II values only and notes that in addition to the WET and 
     biological assessment conditions described in the comment, the third       
     condition that must be met in order to exercise the exception is that there
     must be insufficient data to calculate a tier I criterion or a tier II     
     value for aquatic life.  Where such data are available, the exception to   
     tier II value generation would not be relevant and may not be exercised    
     because the data necessary to generate the Tier II value are already       
     available.  See also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2,
     Reasonable Potential,  Section f, determining Reasonable Potential for     
     Pollutants When Tier II Values are Not Available.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2718.293
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Q. Should the exception apply to pollutants that have been identified as   
     BCCs?                                                                      
                                                                                
     A. As is mentioned elsewhere in this comment letter, there is no scientific
     basis for treating BCCs differently from non-BCCs.  The wildlife and human 
     health criteria fully account for bioaccummulation which is the only       
     distinguishing feature of BCCs.  Given that protection, it is unnecessary, 
     even without all the conservatism built into the Guidance, to treat BCCs   
     differently from non-BCCs.  Accordingly, the exception above should apply  
     to BCCs.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.293     
     
     See discussion on limitation of tier II aquatic life exception to non-bccs 
     in Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable       
     Potential,  Section f, determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When
     Tier II Values are Not Available.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2718.294
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. For intake credit conditions, should the Guidance define the phrase     
     "same body of water" or allow permitting authorities discretion to         
     interpret this phrase on a case-by-case basis.                             
                                                                                
     A. By applying virtually identical water quality standards across the      
     entire basin, this question has already been answered.  The waters subject 
     to the Guidance are interconnected and required to meet the same quality   
     levels.  Therefore, the same body of water question should not be asked if 
     the water is withdrawn from and returned to surface waters in the basin.   
     If the source is not one of those waters, then the permit writer should    
     have the authority to exercise discretion in making the same body of water 
     determination.  This would be consistent with the application of that      
     limitation in technology-based effluent limit intake credits.              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.294     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2718.295
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the interpretation of "contribution of no additional amount,"
     the use of statistical methods to make this determination and whether      
     minimum data requirements should be specified in the final regulation.     
                                                                                
     A. This condition on the use of intake credits must accommodate the fact   
     that there are incidental additions of pollutants in any process, even in  
     the passage of non-contact cooling water through pipes where corrosion     
     occurs (as is does everywhere).  The condition must be drafted so that the 
     dischargers are not perpetually engaged in conflict with the agencies      
     and/or third party citizen suits over insignificant natural processes such 
     as the corrosion mentioned.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.295     
     
     See response to comment number P2588.075.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.296
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on whether the final regulation should specify a maximum        
     distance between the intake and outfall or a maximum time interval between 
     intake and discharge to be eligible for proposed procedure 5E (intake      
     credit).                                                                   
                                                                                
     A. These conditions on the use of the intake credit provision are not for  
     protection of the stream from plant processes.  Rather they are purely for 
     protection of the stream from ill effects from the withdrawal, retention,  
     and discharge.  It is likely to be very site-specific phenomena that will  
     violate these provisions.  They do not appear to be the type of            
     considerations that are easily generalized and made subject to a firm rule 
     such as maximum distance or maximum time.  Whether there is an adverse     
     change should be the sole consideration.  It should not be reduced to a    
     regulatory rule of thumb.                                                  
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     Response to: P2718.296     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.297
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the final Guidance specify minimum monitoring requirements for   
     all facilities?  Should permitting authorities be required to consider     
     specified factors in making this determination, and would permit conditions
     be adequate in lieu of the proposed monitoring provisions?                 
                                                                                
     A. We support maximum flexibility for states to set appropriate levels of  
     monitoring for the wide array of different situations.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.297     
     
     The final Guidance does not contain a general minimum monitoring provision 
     for all facilities for purposes of characterizing discharges and their     
     potential impacts on the environment.  Hence, States and Tribes have       
     considerable flexibility in establishing such requirements.  As discussed  
     in the Supplementary Information Document, the final Guidance does specify 
     monitoring requirements under certain case-specific circumstances such as  
     when a permitting authority determines that the discharge of a pollutant   
     exhibits the reasonable potential to exceed an ambient screening value.    
     Under this circumstance, the permitting authority and/or discharger may be 
     required to generate toxicity data sufficient to calculate a Tier II value 
     for the pollutant.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2718.298
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Q. Comment on Procedure 5E for determining whether a discharge has the     
     reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an excursion of water       
     quality standards.                                                         
                                                                                
     A. This procedure would prevent a POTW from receiving a credit for intake  
     pollutants delivered to the POTW because of (1) air deposition in the      
     service area which will increase loading to POTWs as CSOs are increasingly 
     made subject to treatment and (2) impurities in drinking water in the      
     service area from intake pollutants or for required purification.  As NPDES
     permit limits are driven lower by the Guidance, such measures of reasonable
     relief will become more important to POTWs.  They should be provided to    
     prevent unreasonable requirements for POTWs.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.298     
     
     See generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  With respect to POTWs generally, 
     see response to comment D2670.011.  With respect to Option 4, see responses
     to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.  With respect to atmospheric          
     deposition, see response to comment P2744.201.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2718.299
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on Option 4 as requested for Option 2 and 3.                    
                                                                                
     A. Option 4 is the Steering Committee approved intake credit provision.    
     Because of the very low permit limits that are likely to result from the   
     Guidance, the Steering Committee deemed it essential to provide relief     
     where needed due to existing background concentrations.  Under Option 4,   
     POTWs which discharge to the same surface water from which the water supply
     is withdrawn qualify for relief.  The concentration value of the wasteload 
     allocation would be the background level of the pollutant in the receiving 
     water or the mass loading limit could be set for "no net addition."        
                                                                                
     It is appropriate to recognize the need for an intake credit for POTWs.    
     However, this provision must be expanded to include pollutant loads        
     received by a POTW which can be traced to air deposition, run off and other
     involuntarily assumed loadings over which the POTW has little or no        
     control.  Furthermore, chemical additives for corrosion control required to
     meet drinking water mandates should be considered for intake credits.      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.299     
     
     See generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  With respect to POTWs generally, 
     see response to comment D2670.011.  With respect to Option 4, see responses
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     to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083.  With respect to atmospheric          
     deposition, see response to comment P2744.201.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.300
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We oppose the prohibition of ZIDs since such protection is unnecessary for 
     aquatic organisms which cannot physically inhabit the ZID (because of, for 
     example, turbulence) and it discourages the use of high rate diffusers.    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.300     
     
     See response to comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of  
     an                                                                         
     acute mixing zone in the WET procedure.  Site-specific considerations can  
     be                                                                         
     addressed for chronic WET criteria by selecting appropriate test species   
     for                                                                        
     the receiving water body.  In addition, site water may be used in the WET  
     tests.  In cases, especially for intermittant discharges, where it can be  
     demonstrated that no aquatic organisms reside immediately downstream of the
     discharge for at least four consecutive days, the chronic WET requirements 
     may be waived based on the general provision of scientific defensibility,  
     Part 132(g) of this Guidance.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.301
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, failure of a single effluent toxicity test should not be considered a
     violation of a WET-based water quality standard because of the limitations 
     of such tests.  The variability of effluent quality, site-specific         
     conditions, the health of test organisms, and many other factors could     
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     cause test results to show apparent toxicity.  Only if there is a          
     persistent or recurrent toxicity in an effluent should steps be taken to   
     identify and reduce the sources of such toxicity.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.301     
     
     EPA does not intend to impose permit compliance protocols on State and     
     Tribal authorities; rather EPA acknowledges that the permitting authorities
     have enforcement discretion regarding the choice of appropriate actions to 
     take when a facility fails a WET test.  Actions such as confirmation       
     sampling, quality assurance evaluations of the data and toxicity reduction 
     analyses should be considered when a failure of a WET test occurs.  Failure
     of a simple WET test will not necessarily indicate a reasonable potential  
     to exceed WET water quality standards.  This Guidance specifies when data  
     should be averaged for use in reasonable potential determinations.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.302
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the Guidance require the Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt  
     numeric critria for WET, and if so, what would be appropriate numeric      
     criteria for WET?                                                          
                                                                                
     A. We oppose uniform WET criteria for the entire Great Lakes Basin because 
     of the failure of the proposed guidance to take into account the           
     site-specific uses to be protected by such criteria.  Currently, U.S. EPA  
     provides states the flexibility to set different WET criteria for          
     waterbodies where aquatic life use designations are different.  For        
     example, in Ohio, limited resource waters have acute WET criteria of 1.0   
     TUa outside the mixing zone, while other use designations have acute WET   
     criteria of 0.3 TUa outside the mixing zone.  Also, in Ohio use            
     designations have differently defined chronic WET criteria for warmwater   
     habitat (Tuc=100(NOEC x LOEC) exp1/2) than for coldwater and exceptional   
     warmwater (TUc=100/NOEC).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.302     
     
     EPA has decided that there is no need for special site-specific provisions 
     in                                                                         
     the WET procedure because there is sufficient flexibility for addressing   
     site-specific concerns in the Guidance as discussed below.                 
                                                                                
     EPA allows flexibility in selecting the WET test species and the use of    
     site water for evaluating the impacts of dilution on the effluent toxicity.
     For example, the selection of the WET test species allows a permittee to   
     account for the fact that some species of aquatic organisms may not be     
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     present at any time for more than 96 hours downstream of their continuous  
     discharge, thereby avoiding significant exposure to chronically toxic      
     conditions.  The other aquatic organisms must be fully protected from      
     chronic WET toxicity as provided in this Guidance.  Even in limited use    
     waters, there are aquatic organisms that must be fully protected to ensure 
     existing and designated uses are being attained.  Using site water to      
     evaluate the effects of the discharge on the receiving waterbody can be    
     useful to take into account site-specific receiving water chemistry.       
                                                                                
     If WET tests are not appropriate for the types of aquatic organisms        
     present or in the extremely rare situation where no aquatic organisms are  
     present, then the permitting authority can envoke the general scientific   
     defensibility provision of this Guidance to waive the need for a WET test. 
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.303
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should the Guidance require the Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt  
     numeric criteria for WET, and if so, what would be appropriate numeric     
     criteria for WET?                                                          
                                                                                
     A. There is doubt among the scientific community about the strength,       
     reliability, and general applicability of laboratory effluent toxicity     
     tests with regard to a correlation with instream conditions.  For this     
     reason, we recommend flexibility to consider the various charateristics and
     the complex interactions occurring in a receiving water to ensure that the 
     designated uses and classifications are being maintained.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.303     
     
     See response to comment P2718.306.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.304
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 9181



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the proposed method for preventing acute WET effects in high 
     and low dilution receiving water situations.                               
                                                                                
     A. Unusual situations where discharge plumes overlap such that toxic       
     effects are compounded in the ambient water should be addressed on a       
     site-specific basis, not through a 1.0 TUa cap.  Any state willing to      
     assume the administrative burden of collecting or considering the necessary
     dispersion information should be given the option of doing so.             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.304     
     
     See response to comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of  
     an                                                                         
     acute mixing zone in the WET procedure.  Site-specific considerations can  
     be                                                                         
     addressed for chronic WET criteria by selecting appropriate test species   
     for                                                                        
     the receiving water body.  In addition, site water may be used in the WET  
     tests.  In cases, especially for intermittant discharges, where it can be  
     demonstrated that no aquatic organisms reside immediately downstream of the
     discharge for at least four consecutive days, the chronic WET requirements 
     may be waived based on the general provision of scientific defensibility,  
     Part 132(g) of this Guidance.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.305
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on whether it would be appropriate to allow discharges with     
     toxicity in excess of 1.0 TUa where site-specific information is available 
     to demonstrate that such discharges will not cause, contribute or have the 
     reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a State or 
     Tribal water quality standard.                                             
                                                                                
     A. We support the allowance of discharges with toxicity in excess of 1.0   
     TUa where site-specific information demonstrates that such discharges will 
     not cause, contribute or have the reasonable potential to cause or         
     contribute to an exceedance of a state or Tribal water quality standard.   
     Permitted loading for the individual pollutants will remain, preventing any
     increase in loading.                                                       
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     Response to: P2718.305     
     
     See response to comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of  
     an                                                                         
     acute mixing zone in the WET procedure.  Site-specific considerations can  
     be                                                                         
     addressed for chronic WET criteria by selecting appropriate test species   
     for                                                                        
     the receiving water body.  In addition, site water may be used in the WET  
     tests.  In cases, especially for intermittant discharges, where it can be  
     demonstrated that no aquatic organisms reside immediately downstream of the
     discharge for at least four consecutive days, the chronic WET requirements 
     may be waived based on the general provision of scientific defensibility,  
     Part 132(g) of this Guidance.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.306
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the ability of 1.0 TUc applied at the edge of a chronic      
     mixing zone to sufficiently achieve a state's or Tribe's narrative water   
     quality criterion.                                                         
                                                                                
     A. Chronic toxicity limits are not appropriate because the protocols for   
     identifying and controlling chronic WET have not been fully developed or   
     field tested.  Furthermore, there is no clear professional consensus for   
     the conclusion reached in the Complex Effluent Toxicity Testing Program    
     (CETTP) studies that effluent toxicity can be correlated directly to impact
     in receiving waters.  For example, the CETTP studies have not clearly      
     established any direct universal relationship between low levels of        
     effluent toxicity and adverse impacts on the receiving water ecosystem.    
     Therefore the studies call into question the use of chronic toxicity tests 
     as a predictor of the real environmental effects that could be expected    
     from a particular effluent.                                                
                                                                                
     Several additional factors complicate the relationship between laboratory  
     evaluations of effluent toxicity and the prediction of instream effects.   
     The complex mix of natural conditions in the receiving water can only be   
     approximated in the laboratory.  Suspended solids, biological              
     transformations, bioavailability, and chemical transformations can all     
     affect the toxicity of an effluent.  Other attributes of the natural       
     environment, such as storm events, ambient fluctuations in water quality,  
     and habitat characteristics may mask or counteract the effects of an       
     effluent discharge.  In addition, test species may not appropriately       
     represent the sensitivity of the indigenous species, or the indigenous     
     population may have acclimated or adapted to a particular toxicant and not 
     show adverse response.  Finally, instream effets will be overemphasized if 
     the critical low-flow is used to predict exposure of aquatic organisms to a
     toxic discharge instead of the actual flow in the receiving water at the   
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     time of discharge.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.306     
     
     EPA conducted the Complex Effluent Toxicity Testing Program (CETTP) which  
     examined sites in both freshwater and saltwater systems to investigate     
     whether or not an evaluation of effluent toxicity, when adequately related 
     to receiving water conditions (i.e., temperature, pH, salinity), can give a
     valid assessment of receiving system impacts on waters which support       
     aquatic biota.  In addition, three other studies known to EPA were         
     conducted by independent investigators to address this same issue:  a      
     comparative investigation, conducted by the University of Kentucky, a study
     of the Trinity River in Texas conducted by the University of North Texas,  
     and a third study conducted by the North Carolina Division of Environmental
     Management.  Summaries of all of these site studies are provided in the    
     Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control          
     (EPA/505/2-90-001, March 1991 which is incluked as part of the             
     administrative record to this decision).                                   
                                                                                
     It is important to note that in these studies, different objectives were   
     addressed.  The CETTP freshwater studies attempted to correlate receiving  
     water chronic toxicity measured by EPA toxicity tests to instream observed 
     biological impacts.  In effluent dominated waters, the river is mostly     
     effluent and the ambient and effluent toxicity will be the same.  The North
     Carolina study compared effluent toxicity to receiving water impact using  
     ceriodaphnia chronic toxicity tests and receiving stream benthic           
     macroinvertebrates.  The Kentucky study examined the relationship between  
     effluent toxicity tests and instream ecological parameters.  The Trinity   
     River study attempted to spatially compare the biological, physical, and   
     chemical water quality and sediment quality of Trinity River reaches above 
     and below the Dallas/Fort Worth area.                                      
                                                                                
     Together, these studies comprise a large data base specifically collected  
     to determine the validity of toxicity tests to predict receiving water     
     community impact.  In order to address the correlation of effluent and     
     ambient toxicity tests to receiving water impacts, the University of North 
     Texas statistically evaluated the results of the studies discussed above.  
     The results of this study were presented in the Technical Support Document 
     for Water Quality-based Toxics Control and clearly show that all the field 
     studies demonstrate that if toxicity is present after considering dilution,
     biological impacts will also be present.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.307
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the use of a 96-hour exposure period to define waters        
     excepted from chronic WET WQBEL requirements and whether an alternative    
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     definition should be used.                                                 
                                                                                
     A. WET chronic limits should not be required for waters where a full       
     aquatic use is unattainable due to physical or hydrological conditions. For
     example, in Ohio, Limited Resource Waters are not required to meet         
     chemical-specific or WET chronic criteria.  Amounts are not toxic where    
     organisms are not present long enough for them to be toxic.  The 96-hour   
     exposure period is an acceptable default definition of chronic exposure.   
     Another exposure period should be allowed, however, if scientific          
     information supports such a period.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.307     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in establishing WET permit limits.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.308
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the need for the requirement that no discharge shall cause or
     contribute to causing an excursion above any numeric WET criteria or       
     narrative criteria for water quality within a State or Tribal water quality
     standard.                                                                  
                                                                                
     A. To the extent Procedure 6.A.3 requires compliance with more stringent   
     State standards, it is unnecessary.  States should retain the flexibility  
     concerning application of state standards which are more stringent than    
     those required in this Guidance.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.308     
     
     EPA agrees that this provision is not necessary and did not include it in  
     the final Guidance.  In light of this change, EPA response to the reasoning
     set forth in this comment is not necessary.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.309
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the WET test methods that should be identified in the final  
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance and what factors a permitting authority 
     should consider in approving any particular test, and whether consideration
     of such factors should be required in the final Guidance.                  
                                                                                
     A. No WET test methods other than any approved under 40 C.F.R. Part 136    
     should be required in the final Guidance.                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.309     
     
     EPA agrees that it is preferable to use only WET tests that have been      
     approved under 40 CFR Part 136.  EPA expects that the WET test procedures  
     that EPA has been referencing in national guidance will be formally adopted
     under 40 CFR Part 136 soon after this Guidance is published.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.310
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on whether WQBELs for WET should be compared for compliance     
     purposes to all species tested or whether it is necessary to provide       
     specific requirements to meet the most sensitive species.                  
                                                                                
     A. We oppose this proposal because it discourages experimentation with     
     other species.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.310     
     
     EPA does not discourage experimentation with other test species.  However, 
     to                                                                         
     ensure that the aquatic life community downstream of a discharge is fully  
     protected from toxic impacts, EPA policy recommends that the species used  
     in the WET tests be representative of the species of the receiving water   
     community.  Experimentation with site-specific species is allowable        
     under the provisions of this Guidance.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.311
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the proposed approach of collecting WET effluent monitoring  
     data as a permit condition, whether specific monitoring conditions should  
     also be included as a permit condition, whether a TRE should be required as
     a permit condition if the effluent monitoring demonstrates actual toxicity,
     and whether permits should contain a specific reopener clause for WET as   
     opposed to or in addition to the TRE requirement.                          
                                                                                
     A. Since sources of WET are usually even more difficult to identify than   
     sources of specific chemicals, especialy for POTWs, more flexible          
     compliance schedules should apply.  Furthermore, states should be provided 
     maximum flexibility in determining permit monitoring conditions to         
     accommodate the wide array of possible situations.  Uniform monitoring or  
     TRE requirements would be wasteful and inefficient.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.311     
     
     See response to comment P2718.301 for a discussion of compliance with WET  
     limits in permits.  The Compliance Schedule provisions of this Guidance    
     provides adequate flexibility, since a State or Tribe can require a TRE be 
     performed to determine the sources of toxicity before any decisions are    
     made regarding contruction of new treatment facilities or modification of  
     process changes.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2718.312
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment of whether other values above or below 10 would be more suitable
     for default acute-to-chronic ratios (ACRs).                                
                                                                                
     A. We do not believe there is sufficient scientific support for using on   
     ACR of 10 for purposes of enforcement.  However, we believe an ACR of 10 is
     a reasonable default for purposes of determining whether a discharge has a 
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     reasonable potential to violate a WQS.  Our previous comments on chronic   
     WET also apply.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.312     
     
     See comment G2575.186 for a discussion of the acute-chronic ratio          
     application in this Guidance.  EPA is not requiring the use of the         
     acute-chronic ratio for enforcement purposes.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2718.313
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not support establishing WQBELs as both concentration values and mass
     loading rate values for the same pollutant.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.313     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2718.314
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQBELs should be expressed in terms which are consistent with the water    
     quality criteria used to establish the limit.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.314     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  EPA will defer to existing State and Tribal 
     procedures for establishing averaging periods for permit limits that are   
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     consistent with the water quality criteria they are intended to protect.   
     For example, a daily maximum limit is appropriate for protecting the       
     receiving waterbody from acute toxicity.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2718.315
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also believe the flow variability associated with wet-weather events    
     should be considered in determining mass loading limits.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.315     
     
     See response to comment P2764.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2718.316
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should requirements to establish WQBELs as both concentration values and
     mass loading rates be limited to an identified class of pollutants?        
                                                                                
     A. We do not support establishing WQBELs as both concentration values and  
     mass loading rate values for the same pollutant.  We recommend establishing
     WQBELSs in terms of either concentration or mass loading rates, but not    
     both, depending on the water quality criteria used to establish the limit. 
     For example, aquatic life criteria are established based on the            
     relationship between concentration and exposure.  Therefore, mass limits   
     are inappropriate for limits based on aquatic life criteria.  Conversely,  
     human health and wildlife criteria for bioaccumulative pollutants are      
     derived using long-term exposure assumptions.  Since concentrations of a   
     given pollutant in the receiving water fluctuate over time, mass limits    
     should be used to regulate bioaccumulative pollutants.  Using concentration
     limits developed from concentration-based criteria to calculate loading    
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     limits does not appropriately address environmental transport and fate; it 
     does not prevent the lakes from becoming a "sink" for pollutants.          
                                                                                
     Simple calculation of permit loading limits from concentration limits and  
     design flows should not be required for all permitted pollutants.  Using   
     dilution as a means of treatment is already prohibited explicitly by 40    
     C.F.R. Section 125.3(f), and numeric loading limits to prevent deliberate  
     dilution are unnecessary to comply with narrative prohibitions.            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.316     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2718.317
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should mass loading limitations be expressed as monthly averages in     
     combination with the appropriate concentration limits?                     
                                                                                
     A. We do not support establishing WQBELs as both concentration values and  
     mass loading rate values for the same pollutant.  However, to the extent   
     dual values are adopted, we believe mass loading limits expressed as       
     monthly averages are a means of considering flow variations associated     
     with, for example, wet-weather events.  There should also be an intake     
     credit for involuntarily received pollutants such as air deposition and    
     runoffs.  See VIII.E., intake credit section of "Reasonable Potential,"    
     above.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.317     
     
     EPA has included in the Guidance provisions for intake credits that account
     for pollutants introduced from the receiving waterbody.  Intake credits are
     not allowed for nonpoint sources involuntarily introduced into a POTW.  See
     the Supplemental Information Document discussion on intake credits.  The   
     rationale for including both types of limits is referenced in comment      
     P2718.316 and the wet weather issue is addressed in comment P2764.010.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2718.318
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Should mass loading values be calculated using the effluent flow rate   
     values used in the development of WQBEL concentration values?              
                                                                                
     A. To the extent flow variability causes design flow rates to be exceeded, 
     the higher rates must be considered, especially with respect to POTWs,     
     where capture and treatment of wet weather flow is environmentally         
     beneficial.  Provisions are needed to allow for maximizing flow to the     
     wastewater treatment plant per the National CSO Strategy and developing    
     national policy without the impediments of loading limitations and         
     antidegradation requirements.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.318     
     
     EPA agrees that the mass based limits should not interfere with CSO control
     efforts and therfore, the permitting authority will be given flexibility to
     address wet weather flows impacting POTWs.  See response to comment        
     P2764.010.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2718.319
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. How should the development of mass loading rate limits account for      
     wet-weather effluent variability?                                          
                                                                                
     A. We are concerned that the proposed procedure for calculating mass       
     loading values which does not take into consideration the increased flows  
     during and after wet-weather events will result in overly restrictive      
     limits.  Procedure 7 of Appendix F of Part 132 should require permitting   
     authorities to consider the effect of increased flows during wet-weather   
     events when developing mass loading values.  Any discharge which           
     experiences variable flow must have that variability factored into any mass
     loading limits.  Loading limits for POTWs must be related to actual flow,  
     as a high degree of variability in flow is attributable to rainfall or     
     snowmelt, and any resulting pollutant dilution can be offset by increased  
     atmospheric input or surface run-off.  States must retain the flexibility  
     to account for this loading variability in permitting.                     
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     As an alternative, we believe the use of monthly average mass loading      
     WQBELs as a mechanism to address wet-weather effluent variability is an    
     improvement, but it is not a solution to the problem since even monthly    
     average flows can vary greatly.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.319     
     
     EPA agrees that the permitting authority should have some flexibility in   
     setting mass based permit limits for POTWs.  See comment G2764.010.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2718.320
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. EPA would like to receive comments on the use of MDLs, MQLs or any other
     measure of the threshold of quantification as an alternative CEL in the    
     absence of MLs.                                                            
                                                                                
     A. We support the concept of using a CEL where WQBELs would otherwise be   
     below the level of quantification.  However, the Minimum Level ("ML") has  
     never been satisfactorily defined by U.S. EPA.  Its use here only adds to  
     the confusion that already exists among the various possible approaches to 
     defining a level at which the quantification of the amount of analyte      
     present can be ascertained with a sufficient degree of precision to ensure 
     that permit limits are legally enforceable.  The scientific community      
     already uses a number of widely-recognized definitions, such as the level  
     of quantification ("LOQ") and practical quantification level ("PQL"), and  
     the creation of a new concept to be used exclusively in the Great Lakes    
     region makes little sense.                                                 
                                                                                
     An agency-wide task force within U.S. EPA, led by the Environmental        
     Monitoring Management Council ("EMMC") with input from Regions 1-10,       
     regional labs, ORD, EMSL, OGWDW, and various state agencies, is currently  
     working to eliminate inconsistencies among the Agency's regulatory programs
     and to establish a uniform, national strategy for dealing with sampling    
     results that are below the level of quantification.  A draft "National     
     Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring and Enforcement of Water           
     Quality-Based effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection Levels"  
     (December 22, 1992) was circulated to regional Water Management Division   
     Directors, Branch Chiefs and workgroup members on December 23, 1992.  It   
     would be premature for the Guidance to adopt any new procedure for dealing 
     with this issue before the EMMC has been publicly commented upon and       
     publicly noticed as a finalized national strategy.                         
                                                                                
     Until the EMMC has completed is work, the Guidance should use the PQL, a   
     standard which is already recognized by the scientific community, as the   
     CEL.  If the ML approach is eventually refined and adopted by the EMMC,    
     then the PQL should be used in the absence of established MLs.             
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     Response to: P2718.320     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2718.321
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Brackets appear in original comment and do not represent an 
imbedded       
          comment.                                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA created the PQL concept as part of its drinking water regulation  
     program.  See 50 Fed. Reg. at 46906.  The PQL is defined as: ...the lowest 
     level achievable by good laboratories (EPA and State laboratories) within  
     specified limits [of precision and accuracy] during routine laboratory     
     operating conditions.                                                      
                                                                                
     Id. PQL is "the lowest level of quantitation that the Agency believes a    
     competent laboratory can reliably achieve," 55 Fed Reg. 22520, 22535 &     
     22540 (June 1, 1990) and is used "for the purpose of integrating analytical
     chemistry data into regulation development" in recognition of the          
     analytical problems associated with determining compliance with extremely  
     low limits. 56 Fed. Reg. 3526, 3549 (Jan. 30, 1991)                        
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA itself already uses the PQL in several other regulatory programs, 
     including hazardous waste listings and de-listings, land disposal          
     restrictions, groundwater monitoring requirements for RCRA "TSD"           
     (treatment, storage or disposal) and municipal solid waste disposal        
     facilities and drinking water standards. See, e.g., 56 Fed. Reg. 60949     
     (Nov. 29, 1991) (drinking water, synthetic organics and inorganics); 56    
     Fed. Reg. 33050, 33080 & 33096-97 (July 18, 1991) (drinking water,         
     radionuclides); 56 Fed. Reg. 26460, 26478-79 & 26509-13 (June 6, 1991)     
     (drinking water, lead and copper); 55 Fed. Reg. 22520, 22535 & 22540-42    
     (June 1, 1990)(land disposal restrictions); 55 Fed. Reg. 46354, 46365 (Nov.
     2, 1990) (hazardous waste listing); 55 Fed. Reg. 38090, 38098 (Sept. 17,   
     1990) & 40 C.F.R. Part 261, App. IX (hazardous waste de-listing); 52 Fed.  
     Reg. 25942 (July 9, 1987) & 40 C.F.R. Sections 264.97-99 & 40 C.F.R. Part  
     264, App. I (TSD facility groundwater monitoring regulation); 56 Fed. Reg. 
     50978 51021-23 & 51033-39 (Oct. 9, 1991) & 40 C.F.R. Part 258 (municipal   
     solid waste disposal groundwater monitoring regulation.)  Most notably,    
     since 1985, U.S. EPA's Office of Drinking Water has used the PQL when      
     setting maximum contaminant levels ("MCLs"), recognizing that PQL takes    
     into account matrix interference and interlaboratory variability.  See 50  
     Fed. Reg. at 46906-07.  The PQL is used to determine "the level of a       
     contaminant which is 'as close to the maximum contaminant level goal       
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     ["MCLG"] as is feasible.'". 56 Fed. Reg. at 60952 (quoting Section 1412    
     (b)(4) of the Public Health Service Act (amended by the Safe Drinking Water
     Act Amendments of 1986), 42 U.S.C. Section 300g-1(b)(4)-(5)).  Specifically
     recognizing that an MCLG of zero (the MCLG for carcinogens) cannot be      
     measured, U.S. EPA explained that it "evaluates the performance of         
     available analytical techniques to ascertain the level, greater than zero, 
     which can be measured within acceptable limits of precision and accuracy." 
     Id. As a result, for carcinogens, enforceable MCLs are generally set at the
     PQL. Id. Because the PQL for a noncarcinogen may also exceed a non-zero    
     MCLG, the PQL may also be used to set MCLs for noncarcinogens. Id. U.S. EPA
     makes clear that the PQL is the lowest level that can be feasibly          
     implemented, and that PQL represents the level that should be used for     
     enforceable standards.                                                     
                                                                                
     The State of Ohio, by statue, requires the use of PQLs for NPDES compliance
     determinations.  Ohio Revised Code Section 6111.13. In the absence of      
     further regulatory definition by the state agency, PQL is statutorily      
     defined as 5 times the relevant method detection limit.  Id. Typically, PQL
     is estimated at five to ten times the MDL when there are no interlaboratory
     studies to determine the precise PQL. 50 Fed. Reg. at 46906.  For a PQL set
     at 5 times the MDL, one can state with reasonable confidence that the true 
     value is within -+20% of the measured value; for a PQL set at 10 times the 
     MDL, one can state with reasonable confidence that the true value is within
     -+10% of the measured value.                                               
                                                                                
     The minimum quantification level ("MQL") is a concept invented by Region 6 
     in Texas, and it has not been adopted elsewhere.  Its only documentation is
     a pair of internal Region 6 memoranda: "The Use of MQLs in Water           
     Quality-Based Permits..." (July 1, 1991), and "Correction to the Jack      
     Ferguson Memorandum to the Permits Staff Dated July 1, 1991..." (July 23,  
     1992).  It was explicitly designed to be only an interim approach until the
     agency-wide workgroup had completed its task of standardizing detection and
     quantitation levels.  The suggestion that it should now be used to regulate
     all dischargers in the Great Lakes region is yet another example of the    
     Guidance's hasty rush to create an elaborate regulatory structure that is  
     not based upon established or generally accepted scientific procedures.    
                                                                                
     Use of the Method Detection Level ("MDL") as a CEL where MLs have not been 
     established would be totally unacceptable (and subject to legal challenge).
     The level of uncertainty associated with the measured value for results at 
     the MDL is -+100%.  U.S. EPA's MDLs were established through multiple      
     analyses "by one or several of the most experienced laboratories under     
     non-routine and controlled ideal research-type conditions." 56 Fed. Reg. at
     60952.  Thus, MDLs are established under optimum conditions, without matrix
     interference, sample contamination, sampling error, or other factors       
     contributing to analytical variability.  In virtually all cases, the actual
     limit of detection for a substance contained in a complicated matrix (such 
     as the effluent from a POTW) will be higher than U.S. EPA's MDLs.          
     Accordingly, U.S. EPA has acknowledged that "MDLs, although useful to      
     individual laboratories, do not provide a uniform measurement concentration
     that could be used to set standards." Id.                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.321     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2718.322
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Brackets appear in original comment and do not represent an 
imbedded       
          comment                                                                   

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. EPA invites comment on whether the proposed Guidance should require     
     Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt uniform methods for averaging       
     quantifiable and non-quantifiable values in this situation [when the WQBEL 
     is below the CEL and the effluent data set includes both quantifiable and  
     non-quantifiable samples] and, if so, what such methods should be.         
                                                                                
     A. We believe that the Guidance should specify that results below the      
     quantification level are treated as zero for averaging purposes in         
     compliance determinations, in conformity with U.S. EPA's Draft "National   
     Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of Water          
     Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection Levels"  
     (December 22, 1992).  We also note that the Region 6 MQL policy determines 
     compliance with average concentrations and loadings by equating all        
     measurements reported as non-detect (i.e., below the MQL) to zero          
     concentration.  U.S. EPA, Region 6, "The Use of MQLs in Water Quality-Based
     Permits (July 1, 1991: corrected July 22, 1992), at 1.                     
                                                                                
     If a value of zero is not explicitly adopted for averaging non-quantifiable
     values, the Guidance should leave the method to the discretion of the      
     implementing agency.  As discussed below (under Calculation Procedures for 
     TMDLs), assigning any arbitrary percentage or fraction of the ML or MDL as 
     a hypothetical value for non-quantifiable sampling results would be legally
     indefensible and cannot be used for enforcement purposes.                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.322     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2718.323
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. EPA invites specific comments regarding whether the conditions of the   
     Pollutant Minimization Program ("PMP") are appropriate, including whether  
     the frequency for monitoring of the source of the pollutant (procedure     
     8.D.1) and the influent (procedure 8.D.2) are appropriate.                 
                                                                                
     A. We strongly oppose the requirement to conduct a PMP simply because      
     permit limits are set below the quantification level, with no indication   
     that such measures would be effective.  This approach would impose a       
     substantial and costly regulatory burden in the absence of any evidence    
     that the PMP is necessary.  Before any kind of PMP is imposed, the         
     implementing agency must have some reasonable basis to conclude, from      
     sampling results in sufficient numbers or at levels high enough to guard   
     against "false detects" or "false positives," that the relevant substance  
     is present and reduction through control of sources is possible.           
                                                                                
     Furthermore, the current draft of Procedure 8 states (in Section E) that if
     a required PMP is not being fully performed during any given time period,  
     the discharger would be in non-compliance even if the relevant substance   
     was not detected at any level and was not present in the discharge.  There 
     is no legal authority for such a requirement, and it should be deleted from
     the Guidance.                                                              
                                                                                
     Similarly, the requirement to monitor the "source" of the pollutant and the
     influent cannot be required unless the implementing agency has, in fact,   
     established that there is a source or that the relevant substance is       
     present in the influent.  Where the implementing agency does have a        
     reasonable basis to believe that a source of the pollutant exists, we      
     believe that the implementing agency is in the best position, and should   
     have the discretion, to set an appropriate monitoring frequency based upon 
     the specific circumstances involved.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.323     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2718.324
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Q. EPA solicits comments on whether the final Guidance should allow a      
     facility to consider cost-effectiveness in developing a PMP, and, if so,   
     what data the facility should consider in developing the program.          
                                                                                
     A. We strongly support the consideration of cost-effectiveness in          
     developing any PMP that is to be required as a condition of the permit.    
     Furthermore, the suggestion in "Correction 6" to the proposed Guidance that
     "EPA believes the Director will likely weigh the cost...against the        
     benefits" is entirely unsatisfactory.  Consideration of the                
     cost-effectiveness of the PMP or any pollution prevention alternative must 
     be provided for explicitly in the text of the Guidance.                    
                                                                                
     Even where a given pollutant is reasonably likely to be present at levels  
     below the detection limit, a PMP may be futile if there is no feasible     
     method of treatment, or if the substance is known to be present throughout 
     the collection system or naturally occurring in the influent.  Many of the 
     standards proposed to be adopted by the Guidance go far beyond the Clean   
     Water Act's goal of restoring and maintaining the nation's waterways, and  
     actually require that nature itself be improved.  The cost of such an      
     impossible enterprise cannot be justified on any grounds.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.324     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2718.325
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. EPA welcomes comments on these and differing approaches to defining     
     unacceptable tissue levels and the extent to which "unacceptable tissue    
     levels" should be defined in the text of the procedure.                    
                                                                                
     A. We oppose the requirement to perform fish tissue studies for BCCs unless
     a causal connection is first established with a given discharge.  As with  
     the PMP concept, the implementing agency must have a reasonable basis for  
     imposing a costly additional burden on the permittee.                      
                                                                                
     Furthermore, the inclusion of resident fish studies as part of the         
     monitoring program ignores the fact that elevated levels of various BCCs   
     will be found for a variety of reasons that are not directly related to any
     particular discharge, such as atmospheric deposition.  U.S. EPA's own      
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     "National Study of Chemical Residues in Fish" (1992) shows that            
     "unacceptable" levels may be encountered in different parts of the Great   
     Lakes region even in the absence of an identifiable point-source discharge.
                                                                                
     Finally, we strongly object to the notion that water concentrations of BCCs
     can be back-calculated from measured tissue concentrations.  The host of   
     technical and statistical uncertainties associated with this process make  
     it legally indefensible as a basis for permit enforcement or the imposition
     of additional regulatory requirements.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.325     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/NCS
     Comment ID: P2718.326
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We oppose the Agency's proposal to preclude compliance schedules for new   
     and increasing dischargers.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.326     
     
     The final Guidance retains the prohibition against compliance schedules for
     new Great Lakes dischargers because, as defined in Part 132.2, these       
     permittees are the facilities whose construction commences more than two   
     years after the final Guidance is published in the Federal Register.       
     Therefore, these permittees will have had ample notice of the Guidance's   
     new                                                                        
     requirements and should have included the requirements in the planning of  
     the                                                                        
     new facility.  Continuing this prohibition is also consistent with the     
     national regulations.                                                      
                                                                                
     However, concerning increasing dischargers, EPA amended the proposed rule  
     to                                                                         
     reflect increased eligibility for compliance schedules with respect to     
     these                                                                      
     dischargers.  Specifically, EPA revised the Guidance to eliminate the      
     definition of "increasing discharger" and redefined the term "existing     
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     discharger" to include any discharger which is not a "new Great Lakes      
     discharger".  The definition of a "new Great Lakes discharger" (in Part    
     132.2                                                                      
     of the final Guidance) includes "any building, structure, facility, or     
     installation from which there is, or may be, a 'discharge of a pollutants',
     the construction of which commenced after [insert date two years after     
     publication of this final Guidance]."  The final Guidance's revised        
     definitions were modeled after the existing 40 CFR 122.2 definitions for   
     parallel terms, but with the cut-off date modified to reflect the date by  
     which States or Tribes must adopt provisions consistent with the final     
     Guidance.  Only "new Great Lakes dischargers" are required to comply       
     immediately upon commencement of discharge with effluent limitations       
     derived                                                                    
     from a Tier I criterion, Tier II value, whole effluent toxicity criterion, 
     or                                                                         
     narrative criterion. Therefore, existing dischargers, including those      
     previously defined as increasing dischargers, are eligible for schedules of
     compliance to meet more stringent limitations derived from specified       
     criteria                                                                   
     and values.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA has included increasing dischargers within the category of existing    
     dischargers since they are factually closer to existing dischargers than to
     new dischargers.  EPA recognizes that increasing dischargers may be        
     existing                                                                   
     facilities which have a change (an increase) in their discharge.  Such     
     facilities would already have treatment systems in place for their current 
     discharge.  Thus, they would have less opportunity than a new discharger   
     does                                                                       
     to design and build a new treatment system which will meet new water       
     quality-based requirements for their changed discharge.  Allowing existing 
     facilities with a changed discharge (increasing discharger) a compliance   
     schedule will avoid placing them at a competitive disadvantage vis-a-vis   
     other existing dischargers, who are eligible for compliance schedules.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/NCS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2718.327
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We further oppose the arbitrary maximum duration of compliance schedules,  
     as well as the proposal to derive permit limits from Tier II values.       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.327     
     
     The final Guidance has been revised to provide that compliance schedules   
     may provide for up to five years to meet new or more stringent effluent    
     limitations in those limited circumstances where the permittee can         
     demonstrate to the permit authority that such an extended schedule is      
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     warranted.  However, as matter of emphasis, the Agency retains its belief  
     that in most situations less than three years will be required.  EPA       
     recommends that permit authorities should consider shorter compliance      
     schedules wherever possible, or alternatively, not allow compliance        
     schedules where necessary.  For further details see the response to        
     P2576.231 and the SID, Section VIII.I ("Compliance Schedules").            
                                                                                
     For information regarding the proposal to derive permit limits from Tier II
     values, see Section II of the SID ("Regulatory Requirements").P2718.327    
                                                                                
     EPA has decided to maintain a three year maximum duration for compliance   
     schedules to meet post 1977 Tier I criterion, Tier II values, whole        
     effluent criteria, or narrative criteria.  The general provision for       
     compliance schedules of up to, but no longer than, three years reflects    
     EPA's judgement of a reasonable time frame based on analogous provisions in
     the CWA, and on EPA's experience.  For example, section 301(b)(2) (C) - (F)
     of the Act provided that various technology-based effluent limitations     
     shall be complied with as expeditiously as possible but no later than three
     years after effluent limitation guidelines are promulgated and in no case  
     later than 1989.  Similarly, section 304(l) provides that sources shall    
     comply with individual control strategies (water-quality based             
     requirements) within three years. Accordingly, EPA believes that the three 
     year duration selected for the final Guidance is consistent with what is   
     typically allowed under the CWA.                                           
                                                                                
     For information regarding the proposal to derive permit limits from Tier II
     values, see Section II of the SID ("Regulatory Requirements").             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2718.328
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, we support the notion of relaxing of antibacksliding          
     requirements, but question the Agency's approach and rationale in this     
     regard.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.328     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2718.329
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     Cross Ref 1: cc CS/NCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Q. Comment on the approaches outlined concerning compliance with Tier I    
     criteria and Tier II values.                                               
                                                                                
     A. We generally support the antibacksliding relaxation.  However, the      
     proposed text should not arbitrarily preclude compliance schedules for new 
     or increasing dischargers.  New and increasing dischargers should be       
     afforded an equivalent opportunity to conduct additional studies that may  
     provide the basis for developing a Tier I criteria or modifying a Tier II  
     value.  Otherwise, new and increasing dischargers will be unfairly placed  
     at a competitive disavantage as compared with existing dischargers.        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.329     
     
     See response to D2741.238. See also section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's    
     analysis of this issue.P2718.329                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2718.330
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, Procedure 9.B should allow compliance schedules of at least   
     three years, irrespective of permit duration.  Otherwise, for example,     
     certain permittees may be afforded only six months to come into compliance 
     not because compliance can be achieved on that schedule, but merely because
     their permit expires in six months.  Compliance schedules should not be    
     arbitrarily based on permit duration, but rather on need.  If three years  
     or more are necessary, then three or more years should be given.  If a     
     permit expires before this time, the compliance schedule should carry over 
     to the next permit.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.330     
     
     EPA recognizes that permittees in the third or fourth year of a permit may 
     receive modified or revised permits reflecting the final Guidance's new    
     requirements.  EPA also acknowledges in the final Guidance that if a       
     permitting authority had no discretion to extend the compliance schedule   
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     beyond the permit's expiration date, but immediate compliance was          
     infeasible, then these permittees might be out of compliance and           
     potentially subject to enforcement actions.  EPA recognizes that such      
     violations for these permittees might be avoided with the discovery and    
     implementation of new technologies or revised limits due to completed      
     additional studies by industry.  EPA therefore, addressed this expressed   
     concern by revising the final Guidance to allow compliance schedules up to 
     a maximum of five years.                                                   
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA recognized in the final Guidance that where a permit is   
     modified near the end of a five year term, the permittee may still need    
     additional time to comply and found no persuasive reason for distinguishing
     between these permittees and permittees who are in the earlier part of a   
     permit cycle. Therefore, the final Guidance provided that the compliance   
     schedule can go beyond the term of the permit.  When this occurs, an       
     interim permit limit effective upon the permit expiration date shall be    
     included in the permit, in effect giving the permittee up to the same five 
     years.  The fact sheet and administrative record shall address the final   
     limit and its compliance date.                                             
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that permittees in the third or fourth year of a permit may 
     receive modified or revised permits reflecting the final Guidance's new    
     requirements.  EPA also acknowledges in the final guidance that if a       
     permitting authority had no discretion to extend the compliance schedule   
     beyond the permit's expiration date, but immediate compliance was          
     infeasible, then these permittees might be out of compliance and           
     potentially subject to enforcement actions.  EPA recognizes that such      
     violations for these permittees might be avoided with the discovery and    
     implementation of new technologies or revised limits due to completed      
     additional studies by industry.  EPA therefore, addressed this expressed   
     concern by further clarifying the maximum three-year compliance schedule   
     approach in the final guidance and rule.                                   
                                                                                
     While the final Guidance retained the basic three year maximum duration,   
     EPA recognized that where a permit is modified near the end of a five year 
     term, the permittee may still need a full three years to comply.  The      
     Agency found no persuasive reason for distinguishing between these         
     permittees and permittees who are in the earlier part of a permit cycle.   
     Therefore, the final Guidance provided that the compliance schedule can go 
     beyond the term of the permit.  When this occurs, an interim permit limit  
     effective upon the permit expiration date shall be included in the permit, 
     in effect giving the permittee up to the same three years.  The fact sheet 
     and administrative record shall address the final limit and its compliance 
     date.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2718.331
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In addition to the foregoing comments regarding specific aspects of the    
     proposed compliance schedules, we have several concerns regarding the      
     Agency's antibacksliding position.  U.S. EPA states that antibacksliding   
     provisions will not preclude adjustments to Tier I criteria or Tier II     
     values in most cases.  The Agency cites two factors in its rationale.      
     First, antibacksliding does not apply to modifications to a permit         
     limitation prior to its compliance date.  We are concerned, however, that  
     the required toxicity studies may make it impossible to achieve a          
     modification within the maximum three year compliance schedule deadline.   
     This is especially troublesome given the usual administrative delays       
     associated with processing a permit modification.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2718.331     
     
     See response to P2656.091 and section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2718.332
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the Agency indicates that relaxation of water quality-based        
     effluent limits is allowed if Section 303(d)(4) of the Act is met.         
     However, Section 303(d)(4)(A) only allows less stringent limits if the     
     receiving stream is not meeting a water quality standard and a revised TMDL
     assures the applicable water quality standard will be met.  Alternatively, 
     Section 303(d)(4)(A) requires a revised designated use, which is a         
     similarly questionable prospect for the discharger to expect or pursue     
     given the almost nonexistent range of use designations for the basin.      
     Section 303(d)(4)(B) allows less restrictive limits as long as state       
     antidegradation requirements are met.  Since the proposed Guidance         
     antidegradation requirements are so restrictive, however, Section          
     303(d)(4)(B) provides little opportunity to revise permit requirements     
     based on new Tier II values or Tier I criteria.  Thus, the relaxation of   
     antibacksliding requirements for Tier II may be almost nonexistent.        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.332     
     
     See responses to P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID, for EPA's       
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2718.333
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to our concern regarding the Agency's basis for relaxing       
     antibacksliding provisions, we further reommend that U.S. EPA afford       
     dischargers the opportunity to obtain revised permit limits when Tier II   
     values are revised, irrespective of timing.  A discharger who expects to   
     remain in compliance may choose to forego studies during the allowable two 
     year period, but later find the discharge out of compliance with Tier      
     II-based limits due to changes that are beyond its control such as a       
     lowering of detection limits.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.333     
     
     See response to: P2576.077                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2718.334
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, we wholly oppose the use of Tier II values for calculating permit 
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2718.334     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2718.335
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the Agency conducted a cost-benefit analysis here, we find the    
     Agency's approach and considerations severely lacking.  Indeed, the        
     deficiencies and misguided assumptions found in the analysis render it     
     invalid.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.335     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.336
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA has failed to make a realistic cost-benefit comparison as part of 
     the proposed rulemaking.  Although some cost-benefit analysis is attempted,
     the analysis is oversimplified, inaccurate and incomplete.  Accordingly,   
     the Agency has significantly underestimated the cost that point source     
     dischargers will incur in order to comply with the proposed regulations.   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.336     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045 and P2607.026.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.337
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, U.S. EPA only addressed the compliance costs for proposed Tier I    
     pollutants, despite the fact that permit writers must calculate permit     
     limits using Tier 2 values in many instances.  Indeed, the proposed        
     regulations require permit writers to perform preliminary wasteload        
     allocations if a reasonable potential for the discharge of a pollutant     
     exists.  Many of these calculations will be based on Tier 2 values and,    
     since Tier 2 values are particularly conservative, the cost of compliance  
     with Tier 2 limits will be extremely high.  From our standpoint, moreover, 
     POTWs will be simply unable to comply with limits derived from Tier 2      
     values, because indirect dischargers will be unable to achieve compliance  
     with a POTW's permit limits for Tier 2 parameters.  Thus, the compliance   
     costs and economic impacts associated with Tier 2 values will certainly    
     exceed the costs associated with Tier I criteria -- especially since there 
     are potentialy over three times more Tier 2 pollutants than Tier I         
     pollutants.  Thus, the Agency's decision to exclude the impact of Tier 2   
     levels from the cost-benefit analysis was arbitrary and wholly             
     inappropriate, and it dramatically reduced the actual economic impact the  
     proposed regulations will have (if promulgated).                           
     
     
     Response to: P2718.337     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.338
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, only a fraction of the potential water quality criteria under the  
     Guidance have been proposed in the April 16, 1993 Federal Register         
     publication.  The proposed Guidance identifies 138 Pollutants of Initial   
     Focus.  For each of these substances, an acute aquatic life criterion, a   
     chronic aquatic life criterion, human health noncancer criteria (drinking  
     and non-drinking), human health cancer criteria (drinking and              
     non-drinking), and a wildlife criterion can eventually be developed using  
     the Guidance Tier I or Tier 2 procedures.  Yet, U.S. EPA does not account  
     for any of these potential future criteria in its economic analysis.       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.338     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.339
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, when the water quality-based effluent limitation for a particular   
     pollutant is below the quantification limit, Implementation Procedure 8D   
     requires dischargers to reduce pollutant concentrations in internal        
     wastewater streams to the analytical quantification limit.  The cost of    
     installing the required in-plant treatment may approach or exceed costs    
     associated with end-of-pipe controls used by the Agency in their cost      
     analysis.  Yet, the Agency did not account for these costs in its analysis.
     
     
     Response to: P2718.339     
     
     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.340
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, the Agency has underestimated the compliance costs associated with 
     once-through, non-contact cooling water.  U.S. EPA assumed that water      
     quality-based effluent limitations would not be applied to non-contact     
     cooling water unless chemicals were added to the discharge, or other waste 
     streams were added to the cooling water, or the source of the cooling water
     was different from the receiving stream.  However, U.S. EPA has proposed   
     different requirements: in order to qualify as having no reasonable        
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of a criterion, a        
     facility may not contribute any additional mass.  Thus, any additional     
     pollutants due to corrosion, for example, would disqualify a source from   
     exclusion under the rule.  Accordingly, the compliance costs for           
     once-through non-contact water systems could be excessive.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.340     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.341
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fifth, the Agency improperly asumed that direct and indirect industrial    
     dischargers would be able to achieve compliance by installing relatively   
     inexpensive pollution prevention measures.  This approach is unacceptable  
     for estimating the costs associated with projected water quality-based     
     effluent limitations that are below detection limits.  The Agency's        
     assumption is unrealistic.  Several industries have studied these costs and
     found them to be as high as $100 million per plant.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.341     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D2684.008.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.342
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency improperly assumed that analytical detection levels would not   
     change in the foreseeable future, and thereby assumed that required        
     compliance levels would similarly remain the same.  Given the historical   
     and regular improvements in analytical detection levels, however, these    
     assumptions are clearly invalid.  Thus, these limits will have a dramatic  
     impact on treatment costs when analytical technology improves, particularly
     since dischargers will be forced to achieve virtual zero discharge for many
     chemicals.  Accordingly, the costs ignored by the Agency in its analysis   
     will be significant.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.342     
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     See response to comment D2584.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.343
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the forgoing, U.S. EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis utilizes
     case histories that are not applicable to the Great Lakes and their        
     tributaries.  Indeed, U.S. EPA's Regulatory Impact Analysis notes that the 
     case studies cannot be legitimately extrapolated to the Great Lakes basin. 
     As important, the case studies used by U.S. EPA represent known areas of   
     high level contamination caused, in large part, by past practices as       
     opposed to ongoing point source discharges.  Because of this discrepancy,  
     the benefits in the Great Lakes area are likely to be less than the        
     benefits one could expect at the sites used in the three case histories.   
     Thus, the Regulatory Impact Analysis clearly estimates the maximum benefits
     that the Agency can expect to achieve under the proposed rule.  The        
     benefits in areas that already achieve water quality standards will be much
     lower, and perhaps, unquantifiable.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.343     
     
     See response to comment D2587.144.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.344
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To illustrate, consider the Agency's overestimation of the proposed        
     program's reduction of lifetime cancer cases.  In the Regulatory Impact    
     Analysis of the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance (Section 5.3), 
     RCG/Hagler, Bailly, Inc. estimates that implementation of the Guidance will
     result in 21 to 210 fewer lifetime cancer cases.  The chemical contaminants
     upon which the estimates were based are PCBs and dieldrin.  (DDT and       
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     mercury were also evaluated, but the effects of their projected reductions 
     on potential excess cancer cases were negligible and non-existent,         
     respectively).                                                             
                                                                                
     [First the Great Lakes fish tissue concentrations of 1.32 mg/kg for PCBs   
     and 0.09 mg/kg for dieldrin are too high to be averages, at least for Lake 
     Erie.  Ohio Department of Natural Resources sampling of Lake Erie fish in  
     the late 1980's showed that the most highly contaminated species, catfish  
     and carp, had average PCB concentrations of 1.06 mg/kg and 1.01 mg/kg,     
     respectively, while walleye, a much more consumed species, had an average  
     PCB concentration of only 0.14 mg/kg in 1990.  In addition, dieldrin in    
     1989-1990 Cuyahoga River Remedial Action Plan fish samples from Lake Erie  
     and tributaries averaged only 0.002 mg/kg.  Apparently, the data attributed
     to the IJC Great Lakes Water Quality Board in the report do not accuratey  
     reflect present fish tissue contaminant levels basinwide.]                 
                                                                                
     [Second, the slope factors of 7.7 (mg/kg-d)exp-1 and 16 (mg/kg-d)exp-1 for 
     PCBs and dieldrin, respectively, are upper 95 percent confidence limits of 
     carcinogenic potency.  Using an upper-bound estimate of carcinogenic       
     potency to predict numbers of excess cancer cases, however, is             
     inappropriate -- especially for a "lower-bound" estimate of potential      
     cancer cases.  Furthermore, extrapolations from high doses in rodents to   
     low doses in humans, such as those used to develop the slope factors,      
     typically exaggerate risks even without the added conservatism of          
     upper-bound confidence limits.]                                            
                                                                                
     [Third, no basis is provided for the upper-bound assumption that ten       
     percent of current PCB loadings is from point sources.  In addition, the   
     report uses a lower-bound assumption that 1 percent of current PCB loadings
     is from point sources.  This assumption is attributed to the draft Green   
     Bay Mass Balance Study, which indicated that approximately 1 percent of PCB
     loadings at the Fox River mouth was from point sources.  However, the      
     appropriateness of extrapolating relative contributions of PCBs in the Fox 
     River to dieldrin and to the entire Great Lakes Basin is highly            
     questionable.  The atmospheric contribution alone is likely to be much     
     higher basinwide in the Great Lakes than on the Fox River.  Point source   
     contributions of PCBs and dieldrin across the Basin could be lower than 1  
     percent.]                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.344     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.037 and P2718.345.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.345
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .345 is imbedded in comment .344.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the Great Lakes fish tissue concentrations of 1.32 mg/kg for PCBs   
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     and 0.09 mg/kg for dieldrin are too high to be averages, at least for Lake 
     Erie.  Ohio Department of Natural Resources sampling of Lake Erie fish in  
     the late 1980's showed that the most highly contaminated species, catfish  
     and carp, had average PCB concentrations of 1.06 mg/kg and 1.01 mg/kg,     
     respectively, while walleye, a much more consumed species, had an average  
     PCB concentration of only 0.14 mg/kg in 1990.  In addition, dieldrin in    
     1989-1990 Cuyahoga River Remedial Action Plan fish samples from Lake Erie  
     and tributaries averaged only 0.002 mg/kg.  Apparently, the data attributed
     to the IJC Great Lakes Water Quality Board in the report do not accuratey  
     reflect present fish tissue contaminant levels basinwide.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.345     
     
     The scope of the risk assessment did not enable sampling of fish throughout
     the basin to calculate average PCB and dieldrin concentrations.  EPA       
     acknowledges that there may be several orders of magnitude of difference   
     between species and across lakes, and EPA revised the analysis for the RIA 
     of the final Guidance by using lake-specific fish tissue contaminant       
     concentrations.  Although contaminant concentrations in fish may vary      
     within individual lakes, this approach is more representative of the       
     potential exposure faced by sport fishermen.  EPA used standard cancer     
     slope factors for PCBs and dieldrin.  Epidemiological evidence of          
     carcinogenicity is not available for dieldrin exposure.  For PCBs, there   
     are data that suggest PCBs may cause cancer in humans. Although it would be
     highly informative to have data regarding the carcinogenic effects of      
     toxics in humans, it is impossible to perform studies of carcinogenic      
     potency in humans.  Therefore, it is standard practice to have the         
     carcinogenic potency of compounds determined using experimental animals,   
     and compounds causing cancer in animals are generally considered to be     
     carcinogenic in humans unless the mechanism of carcinogenicity is not      
     likely to occur in humans.  It also is standard EPA policy to use available
     data to generate a dose-response curve from which the 95th percent         
     confidence limit of the slope is calculated as the slope factor (the slope 
     factor represents an upper 95th percent confidence limit on the probability
     of a carcinogenic response per unit intake of a chemical over a lifetime). 
     This slope factor is used to determine cancer risks in accordance with EPA 
     risk assessment guidelines.                                                
                                                                                
     EPA also updated the sport angler risk assessment to incorporate new data  
     and information, including data on sport-fishing licenses sold in the Great
     Lakes Basin, minority and income-adjusted fish consumption levels, and fish
     tissue concentrations for additional pollutants.  In addition to the       
     chemicals listed above, risks were addressed for chlordane,                
     hexachlorobenzene, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, and toxaphene.  EPA also conducted a      
     separate risk assessment for Native Americans engaged in subsistence       
     fishing in the basin, but who would not be included in the exposed         
     population of sport anglers (Native Americans are not required to purchase 
     fishing licenses to exercise treaty fishing rights).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.346
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .346 is imbedded in comment .344                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the slope factors of 7.7 (mg/kg-d)exp-1 and 16 (mg/kg-d)exp-1 for  
     PCBs and dieldrin, respectively, are upper 95 percent confidence limits of 
     carcinogenic potency.  Using an upper-bound estimate of carcinogenic       
     potency to predict numbers of excess cancer cases, however, is             
     inappropriate -- especialy for a "lower-bound" estimate of potential cancer
     cases.  Furthermore, extrapolations from high doses in rodents to low doses
     in humans, such as those used to develop the slope factors, typically      
     exaggerate risks even without the added conservatism of upper-bound        
     confidence limits.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.346     
     
     See response to comment P2718.345.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.347
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .347 is imbedded in comment .344                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, no basis is provided for the upper-bound assumption that ten percent
     of current PCB loadings is from point sources.  In addition, the report    
     uses a lower-bound assumption that 1 percent of current PCB loadings is    
     from point sources.  This assumption is attributed to the draft Green Bay  
     Mass Balance Study, which indicated that approximately 1 percent of PCB    
     loadings at the Fox River mouth was from point sources.  However, the      
     appropriateness of extrapolating relative contributions of PCBs in the Fox 
     River to dieldrin and to the entire Great Lakes Basin is highly            
     questionable.  The atmospheric contribution alone is likely to be much     
     higher basinwide in the Great Lakes than on the Fox River.  Point source   
     contributions of PCBs and dieldrin across the Basin could be lower than 1  
     percent.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2718.347     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2718.348
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA has not established that point sources are significant relative to
     the numerous internal and external sources identified.  Nowhere in the     
     Guidance does U.S. EPA provide evidence that current loadings from point   
     sources are inhibiting further declines in environmental levels of         
     bioaccumulative contaminants.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2718.348     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2718.349
     Cross Ref 1: NONE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the National Wildlife Federation notes that the Guidance will have a       
     minimal positive impact on wildlife that eat Great Lakes fish, unless      
     additional controls on nonpoint sources are required.  Thus, Guidance's    
     concentration on point source discharges contradicts the focus and mandates
     of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, and thereby ignores the actual 
     sources of the pollution in the basin.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.349     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2718.350
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A further inconsistency concerns the Agency's handling of bioaccumulative  
     substances.  U.S. EPA refers exclusively to bioaccumulative substances in  
     its identification of environmental problems in the Great Lakes.  Although 
     the only significantly bioaccumulative metal is mercury, U.S. EPA points   
     out in its estimation of the program's costs and benefits that the majority
     of the pollutants of concern for POTWs are metals (p. 20985) and that, "in 
     general, metals are reduced by a much higher percent than the organic      
     pollutants" (p. 20993).  In fact, according to the figures presented in    
     Table IX-3, 99.95% of the pollutant loadings reductions required by the    
     Guidance would be for non-bioaccumulative substances.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2718.350     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045 and D2587.135.                          
                                                                                
     EPA revised the cost/benefit analysis to address many of the issues raised 
     in public comments.  In addition, the analysis was also modified to account
     for revisions to criteria calculation methodologies and modifications to   
     many of the implementation procedures in the final Guidance.  The revised  
     load reduction calculations indicate that approximately 80 percent of the  
     toxic weighted load reductions are due to bioaccumulative chemicals of     
     concern (BCC).                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.351
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ironically, the reductions in bioaccumulative pollutants required by the   
     Guidance may be negligible -- even among point source inputs alone.        
     According to Table IX-3, point source loadings for PCBs, the pollutants on 
     which EPA focussed in presenting its case for the program, would be reduced
     by only 7 to 13%.  Point source loadings of DDT, the only other pollutant  
     for which EPA presented environmental trends data, would be reduced by only
     1.6%.  Placed into perspective with inputs from the nonpoint sources, these
     loadings reductions would be even more negligible.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2718.351     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045 and D2587.037.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2718.352
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The information presented implies that the Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Guidance may be seriously mistargeted.  Given that the total annualized    
     costs to direct and indirect dischargers is estimated by U.S. EPA to be    
     between $80 million and $505 million (p. 20987), and that the actual       
     economic and social impact of the program is probably underestimated (since
     it does not consider any regional economic competitiveness disadvantage),  
     this program could be an expensive mistake.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2718.352     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2718.353
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a recent economic evaluation of the Guidance performed by DRI-McGraw-Hill  
     for the Council of Great Lakes Governors indicated that the Guidance could 
     cost up to 33,000 jobs in the region, and burden regulated entities with   
     annual costs approaching $2.3 billion.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2718.353     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2718.354
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Gary (Indiana) Urban Enterprise Association estimates that the Guidance
     will adversely affect 85 percent of the jobs potentially available in the  
     Gary urban enterprise zone.  Businesses in the steel and steel-related     
     industries that would otherwise be attracted to the zone are simply        
     unwilling to incur the additional costs imposed by the Guidance.  At a time
     when Great Lakes cities struggle to recover from the decline of the steel, 
     auto, paper and petroleum industries, the Guidance poses a significant, and
     perhaps fatal, additional obstacle for the region to overcome.             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.354     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.355
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, environmental advocacy groups have taken U.S. EPA's data to       
     support the argument that the implementation of the Guidance would result  
     in a reduction in the toxic pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes of 81    
     percent.   The source of this estimate is Table IX-3 in the Guidance       
     Preamble (p. 20993 of the April 16, 1993 Federal Register publication).    
     However, presenting this estimate in the manner used by the groups is      
     misleading for the following reasons.  First, the 81 percent reduction only
     considers regulated point source discharges for its baseline loadings,     
     ignoring nonpoint sources and, therefore, significantly underestimates the 
     current total loadings to the environment from all sources.  Second, the   
     estimate assumes that facilities are discharging at the level of the       
     existing permit limitation or at one-half the analytical detection level   
     (if below detection) which, in nearly all cases, significantly             
     overestimates the current loadings from point source discharges.  Finally, 
     Table IX-3 shows that 90.7 percent of the estimated reduction is copper,   
     6.7 percent is cadmium, 1.2 percent is zinc, and 1.1 percent is selenium.  
     None of these substances has been identified as causing                    

Page 9216



$T044618.TXT
     bioaccumulation-related problems in the Great Lakes.  (The primary reason  
     for the reductions in these substances is not more stringent water quality 
     criteria, moreover, but more restrictive implementation procedures.)       
     Conversely, PCBs, which are the reason for most of the Great Lakes' fish   
     advisories, comprise only 0.0005 percent of the estimated pollutant        
     reductions.  Table IX-3 estimates that PCBs from point sources would be    
     reduced by no more than 13 percent.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2718.355     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045 and D2587.037.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2718.356
     Cross Ref 1: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, the Agency's cost-benefit analysis sorely lacks credibility in both
     the cost analysis and the benefit analysis.  The Agency's minimal and      
     simplified overall effort regarding economic impact essentially resulted in
     arbitrary conclusions that hold little or no merit or validity.            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.356     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.158, and P2607.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2718.357
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA proposes to apply the aquatic life, human health non-drinking, and
     wildlife criteria and values to all waters of the Great Lakes system, which
     includes "all the streams, rivers, lakes and other bodies of water within  
     the drainage basin of the Great Lakes."  Further, the human health drinking
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     criteria apply to the "open waters" of the Great Lakes, including all      
     connecting channels, irrespective of whether the channels are near a public
     water supply withdrawl.  We maintain that this basin wide uniformity is    
     overly stringent and without scientific merit.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2718.357     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Sections I.C and II.C  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2718.358
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an initial matter, the Agency's proposal to abandon use designations    
     ignores the diversity of habitats found throughout the Great Lakes system. 
     Implementation of one use designation across a wide variety of aquatic,    
     terrestrial, and human habitats contradicts the ecoregional approach       
     developed by U.S. EPA and state agencies.  U.S. EPA has, in the past,      
     recognized that ecoregions are based on patterns of land use, vegetation,  
     land surface form, and soils, and that ecoregions thus comprise areas of   
     relatively homogeneous ecological systems.  U.S. EPA further recognizes, in
     its Technical Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control      
     (1991) ("TSD"), that a variety of use designations is often appropriate.   
     Indeed, several Great Lakes states have used their knowledge of the waters 
     and biota within their states to develop, at great cost, a variety of      
     appropriate designated uses.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2718.358     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2769.085 and G5405L.011.  See also       
     Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2718.359
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to the foregoing concerns, basin-wide criteria, inappropriately
     and without scientific basis, protect the most sensitive species found in  
     the basin, despite the fact that most sensitive species are limited to     
     specific areas of the basin.  Human health drinking criteria, moreover,    
     should not be applied to all open waters and connecting waters.  Instead,  
     criteria for drinking water protection should only be applied where water  
     is withdrawn, in accordance with most state requirements.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.359     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2769.085 and G5405L.011.  See also       
     Sections I.C and II.C of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2718.360
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, as discussed elsewhere in these comments, U.S. EPA's provisions   
     for developing site-specific criteria are completey inadequate, and do not 
     compensate for the general, uniform basin-wide approach.  For example, U.S.
     EPA proposes to ban upward adjustments to human health and wildlife        
     criteria/values and bioaccumulation factors.  We oppose such arbitrary     
     limitations on site-specific adjustments, as no scientific evidence        
     supports an approach that artificially constrains attempts to better       
     approximate actual conditions.  Indeed, the need for site-specific         
     modifications are particularly appropriate where, as here, the criteria are
     based on unrealistic, worst case assumptions, and are intended to protect  
     continuously exposed organisms.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2718.360     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Sections I.C and II.C  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2718.361
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS
     Cross Ref 2: cc CS
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     U.S. EPA also places the burden on dischargers to develop data for         
     site-specific criteria and modification, despite the fact that regulatory  
     agencies are responsible for developing scientifically based criteria.     
     Instead of carrying out its responsibility, therefore, U.S. EPA proposes to
     promulgate an oversimplified approach which effectively -- and improperly  
     -- shifts the data gathering costs to the regulated community.  In addition
     to the onerous costs and other impracticalities associated with this       
     approach, the public may unfairly perceive a discharger as working against 
     the government and environment if that discharger seeks a site-specific    
     criterion.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2718.361     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2718.362
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, U.S. EPA's uniform approach severely limits the amount of     
     flexibility retained by the individual states.  We maintain that states    
     should have more flexibility to recognize local conditions, concerns, and  
     policies when implementation procedures are applied.  For example, the     
     proposed implementation procedures prohibit the use of discharge induced   
     mixing, and would thus supersede carefully considered state programs that  
     have incorporated zones of initial dilution and areas of initial mixing    
     into state water quality standards.  This type of consequence should be    
     avoided.  Indeed, U.S. EPA has historically supported the type of          
     flexibility we advocate, as reflected in its water quality standards       
     regulations, as well as the TSD. See, e.g., 40 C.F.R. Section 131.13,; TSD 
     at p.69).                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2718.362     
     
     See response to: P2624.003                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2718.363
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the goal of uniform environmental protection is inconsistent with 
     a goal of uniform criteria.  Requirements for uniform criteria unavoidably 
     result in criteria that are overprotective for many situations.  "Leveling 
     the economic playing field" can never be completely realized as long as    
     water quality standards are science based.  Nature simply is not fair in   
     providing opportunities for economic development.  Thus, policy makers must
     choose between scientifically determined standards for protecting the      
     environment and an intra-regional level economic "playing field."  This    
     issue merits much further public debate regarding the goals of the Great   
     Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2718.363     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See also Sections I.C and II.C  
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2720.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To date, we have enjoyed a very pro-active participation in the various    
     steps leading to the proposed GLI.  We very much look forward to continuing
     this important relationship with your agency as the proposal evolves toward
     final publication and implementation.  The effectiveness and efficiency of 
     this guidance package will be enhanced as the states are involved in its   
     development and implementation.  The State of Wisconsin supports the ideas 
     and concepts contained in the guidance. However, the Department has        
     significant concerns regarding some of the mechanisms in place to implement
     the guidance, in addition to the roles and responsibilities of the various 
     state agencies.                                                            
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     Response to: P2720.001     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2720.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Guidance or Regulation?                                                    
                                                                                
     The GLI is being proposed in a format, which appears as a federal          
     regulation.  The Clean Water Act, however, specifies that the GLI must be  
     "guidance," and this provision was specifically established at the request 
     of the states at the time the legislation was drafted.  Guidance affords   
     the states and USEPA some flexibility in the development and application of
     rules and regulations.  The development of a guidance format can be done   
     without sacrificing the uniformity that the GLI was intended to achieve.   
     Such flexibility is especially important if proposed changes to the Clean  
     Water  Act being considered by Congress are enacted simultaneously with the
     GLWQI.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.002     
     
     EPA acknowledges that there can be variability in determining              
     field-measured BAFs, as with any field-measurements, and has attempted to  
     minimize these potential variability when deriving BAFs for the final      
     Guidance by carefully screening the data used to calculate the BAFs.   EPA 
     continues to contend that a field- measured BAF is a more accurate gauge of
     what is occurring in nature than a laboratory-measured or predicted BCF    
     because it measures the actual impacts of biomagnification, bioavailability
     and metabolism rather than predicting them through use of a model.         
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the model used is flawed.  In the final Guidance,  
     the model of Gobas (1993) is used to estimate FCMs instead of the model of 
     Thomann (1989).  The adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs     
     minimizes much of the uncertainty and variability associated with comparing
     field-measured BAFs and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted
     by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and  
     Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs   
     for at least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are   
     less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than 
     a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA     

Page 9222



$T044618.TXT
     concludes that when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used  
     in the final Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System. 
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that BCFs should be used instead of BAFs. 
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.  As mentioned in the      
     proposal (58 FR 20858), BAFs have been used in criteria development since  
     1985.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The revised defintion for BCCs does include persistence which is a measured
     of environmental risk.  For a more detailed discussion on BCCs, see Section
     II.G of the SID.                                                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2720.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Guidance or Regulation?                                                    
                                                                                
     Other concerns we have with publishing a regulation and discussed further  
     in the more detailed comments relate to problems in updating the GLWQI,    
     assuring a continuing process is in place to maintain consistency as       
     programs evolve and change, and accomodating other national guidance which 
     may be developed in the coming years.  In each instance, a flexible        
     guidance document will allow us to implement the GLWQI without having to   
     resort to changes in the Federal Regulations.  Therefore, the GLI should   
     conform with the provisions of the Critical Programs Act of 1990 and be    
     published as guidance and not regulation as is being characterized in this 
     proposal.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.003     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2720.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Process                                                                    
                                                                                
     Whether the GLI is published as guidance or regulation makes a significant 
     difference in the further involvement of the states in the process of      
     finalizing the GLI.  Direct state involvement in the development of  a     
     final regulation is limited by federal rule-making procedures.  Such       
     restrictions are not the case for the development of guidance.             
                                                                                
     The states played significant roles in developing portions of the GLI prior
     to sending the proposal to EPA for publication.  This process was extremely
     useful in assuring an understanding by all the parties involved of the     
     rationale for various elements of the guidance and ensuring that the       
     proposal represented reasonable efforts to advance the control of toxic    
     substances from point sources.  Because the states will be responsible for 
     the development of their own regulations for implementing these            
     requirements, and because the states have considerable experience in       
     implementing the programs to which these provisions apply, the states must 
     have a prominent role in developing the final guidance.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.004     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2720.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     The first comment here is this portion of the guidance must reflect the    
     primary issue of concern.  That is, what is the process we use to develop  
     limitations on point source dischargers when the background water quality  
     exceeds the criteria for a substance irrespective of the inputs from this  
     point source.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.005     
     
     In response to this and similar comments, the final Guidance includes      
     provisions for considering intake pollutants in setting WQBELs when the    
     background receiving water quality exceeds an applicable water quality     
     standard.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2720.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     The proposal for determining the application and provision for "intake     
     credits"  for waters already exceeding water quality standards is          
     unacceptably complicated and onerous.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.006     
     
     This comment raises the same general concern as that in comment P2588.275  
     and is addressed in the response to that comment.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2720.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     One of the options discussed, however, is identical to the provisions      
     contained in current Wisconsin rules and is the option favored by the GLI  
     Steering Committee.  Our favored option will not necessarily require       
     dischargers to remove pollutants from the water which they bring into their
     plants for process or cooling purposes nor will it totally exempt a        
     discharger from controlling discharges of substances which may be present  
     in receiving waters.  This option will allow the permitting authority to   
     efficiently and reasonably issue discharge permits for point sources       
     without compromising the water quality of the Great Lakes system.          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.007     
     
     See responses to comments P2607.081 and P2574.083 regarding the differences
     and similarities between Option 4 and the final Guidance.  As explained in 
     the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7, EPA believes that the final intake pollutant
     procedures appropriately balance what can be reasonably expected of        
     individual dischargers that use intake water with elevated levels of       
     pollutants and the need to restore impaired waters.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/INCR
     Comment ID: P2720.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
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     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     We believe the literal reading of these intake credit provisions may be    
     responsible for the large estimates for the cost of compliance for         
     implementation of the GLI.  A more flexible, realistic approach will lead  
     to reductions in estimated costs because the point source dischargers may  
     not be held responsible for the discharge of pollutants which they draw in 
     through intake waters.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.008     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2720.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Intake Credits                                                             
                                                                                
     The guidance should be modified to contain the option which closely        
     resembles the provisions of Wisconsin's current rules, as directed by the  
     GLI steering committee.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.009     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as P2720.007 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Antidegradation - Application of Existing Effluent Qualtiy (EEQ)           
                                                                                
     One of the provisions of the antidegradation policy requires that          
     limitations on the amount of discharge of bioaccumulative chemicals of     
     concern (BCCs) be based on the amount currently being discharged.  Because 
     permittees want to assure continuing compliance with the conditons of their
     permit, they usually operate systems (or employ pollution prevention or    
     process changes) such that effluent quality is significantly better than   
     their permitted levels.  Under the proposed provisions of EEQ, if a        
     permittee achieves a lower level of discharge than their limits require,   
     the lower limits are placed in the permit and the facility, in order to    
     assure continued compliance, must apply additional technology to again     
     provide some "cushion" against enforcement.  Over time, the limits in the  
     permit become more and more stringent without a scientifically based water 
     quality benefit.                                                           
                                                                                
     The proposal as currently written results in two foreseen problems:  1)  it
     acts as a disincentive for those permittees who choose to do more than is  
     required in their permit,                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.010     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Antidegradation - Application of Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ)           
                                                                                
     2)  it creates a significant additional requirement on the part of         
     regulatory agencies to evaluate and make decisions on permit reissuance.   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.011     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ provisions of the antidegradation policy should be modified to     
     assure there is no disincentive for the permittee who is environmentally   
     responsible.  This can reasonably be accomplished by establishing          
     limitations based on the standard procedures for determining reasonable    
     potential and calculating effluent limitations.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     The primary concern with these provisions is with respect to the           
     "elimination" of mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern     
     (BCCs) within a specified time period.  This requirement will, in many     
     instances force permittees to eliminate such substances from use or require
     substitution of raw materials which might contain traces of BCCs.          
     Chemicals which bioaccumulate in the environment are a national and global 
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     problem and it is important to assure that such substances are controlled  
     through restrictions on their manufacture or use.  [Under proposed         
     revisions to the Clean Water Act, Congress is considering a requirement for
     EPA to develop a National Mixing Zone policy and, also, to prohibit the    
     discharge of certain substances.  Because the GLI proposed provisions on   
     the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will likely not become effective  
     for another decade, it would appear that the development of these policies 
     from a national perspective would establish a greater equitability across  
     the nation than to have such a requirement in place for the Great Lakes    
     region only.].                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.013     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions 
     of the GLI.  EPA also acknowledges the commenter's suggestion that the     
     provisions should be national in scope, rather than just specific to the   
     Great Lakes System.  However, because a reauthorized Clean Water Act not   
     require EPA to develop a national mixing zone policy (as the commenter     
     appears to advocate) and because BCCs are presently of great concern in the
     Great Lakes, EPA has decided not to delay imposing these provisions on the 
     Great Lakes.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions, see the
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a more thorough discussion of      
     ambient concentrations of BCCs, see sections I and II.C.8 of the SID.      
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2720.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 imbedded in comment #.013.                      
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     SIGNIFICANT ISSUES OF CONCERN TO THE DEPARTMENT                            
                                                                                
     Mixing Zones                                                               
                                                                                
     Under proposed revisions to the Clean Water Act, Congress is considering a 
     requirement for EPA to develop a National Mixing Zone policy and, also, to 
     prohibit the discharge of certain substances.  Because the GLI proposed    
     provisions on the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs will likely not     
     become effective for another decade, it would appear that the development  
     of these policies from a national perspective would establish a greater    
     equitability across the nation than to have such a requirement in place for
     the Great Lakes region only.                                               
     
     

Page 9230



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: P2720.014     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     MIXING ZONES FOR BCCs                                                      
                                                                                
     The Department supports the concept of reducing and, to the extent         
     possible, eliminating the discharge of bioaccumulating chemicals of concern
     to the Great Lakes.  This is in compliance with the letter and intent of   
     the several laws and agreements regarding the management and protection of 
     the system.  In accordance with this goal, the Technical Work Group and the
     Steering Committee agreed that at a time approximately 10 years after the  
     development of the GLWQI, discharges of BCCs should not exceed the most    
     stringent BCC water quality criteria values applicable at a particular     
     discharge site.  We believe this objective has become lost in the verbiage 
     of the current proposal and has resulted in the conclusion by some that the
     GLWQI requires that effluent limits applicable at this future date will be 
     effectively zero.  This interpretation may be the result for the extreme   
     cost estimates being cited for implementation of the Initiative.           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.015     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions 
     of the GLI.  EPA also acknowledges the commenter's suggestion that the     
     provisions should be national in scope, rather than just specific to the   
     Great Lakes System.  However, because a reauthorized Clean Water Act not   
     require EPA to develop a national mixing zone policy (as the commenter     
     appears to advocate) and because BCCs are presently of great concern in the
     Great Lakes, EPA has decided not to delay imposing these provisions on the 
     Great Lakes.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions, see the
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a more thorough discussion of      
     ambient concentrations of BCCs, see sections I and II.C.8 of the SID.      
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: cc IN
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     MIXING ZONES FOR BCCs                                                      
                                                                                
     The Department believes the Initiative must be changed in this respect to  
     clearly indicate what is intended for the control of the BCCs.  It should  
     be clearly stated that:                                                    
                                                                                
             By the year (10 years after publication of the GLWQI) concentration
             limits applicable to permittees which discharge BCCs shall not     
             exceed the criteria applicable for the receiving water to which the
             discharge occurs.                                                  
                                                                                
             If the discharger of BCCs withdraws water from a surface water     
             containing the BCC in excess of the criterion for the BCC, then the
             effluent limit may exceed the criterion, but shall not exceed the  
             level which is in the intake water for the discharger.  (See       
             comment on intake credits item.)                                   
                                                                                
     This approach and explicit statement of intent must be incorporated into   
     the GLWQI to avoid any misunderstanding in future actions which are        
     required under the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.  In addition,        
     regardless of these requirements, variances and site specific requirements 
     should also be noted as applying to this provision.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.016     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the effect of the BCC mixing zone       
     prohibitions should be that WLAs (etc.) shall not exceed the most stringent
     water quality criteria or values for the BCC in question applicable to the 
     receiving water.  EPA has modified these provisions slightly to clarify    
     this principle.  For a response to the comment pertaining to intake        
     credits, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.E.3-7.  With respect to the 
     comment that variances and site-specific requirements should also apply to 
     this provision, EPA directs the commenter to the SID at VIII.A             
     (site-specific modifications) and VIII.B (variances).  EPA believes that   
     the use of variances and site-specific modifications, if consistent with   
     the applicable provisions of the final Guidance, could obviate the need for
     mixing zones for BCCs and hence make the prohibitions inapplicable.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.017
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TIER II VALUES                                                             
                                                                                
     The Department supports the concept of allowing the development and use of 
     Tier II values in the implementation of the GLWQI.  We are also in basic   
     agreement with the methods which have been proposed for the development of 
     such values based on the scientific literature which is available.         
     Included in our detailed comments are some suggestions and/or questions to 
     assure that indeed the Tier II procedures are valid given the science.     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.017     
     
     EPA agrees and has included the Tier II methodologies for aquatic life and 
     human health in the final Guidance.  See section II.C.2 of the SID for     
     EPA's analysis of this issue.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2720.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TIER II VALUES                                                             
                                                                                
     The proposal requests comments on the possibility of adopting Tier I       
     aquatic criteria for certain pollutants even though the minimum data       
     requirements are not met as was done in the development of the current     
     "National Criteria".  It is in no way appropriate to compromise the Tier I 
     procedure by adopting criteria outside of that procedure.  If the procedure
     it technically correct for one set of parameters, then it is correct for   
     all parameters.  This is a major problem with the current national criteria
     which we must not let be perpetuated in the GLWQI.  [If there is           
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     insufficient data to develop criteria for the substance under the          
     guidelines which have been developed for Tier I, then either Tier II values
     should be developed as needed by the states, or the states may adopt a     
     state standard under their authorities to enact standards.]                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.018     
     
     EPA agrees.  See the discussion in Section III.B. of the SID.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.019 imbedded in #.018.                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TIER II VALUES                                                             
                                                                                
     If there is insufficient data to develop criteria for the substance under  
     the guidelines which have been developed for Tier I, then either Tier II   
     values should be developed as needed by the states, or the states may adopt
     a state standard under their authorities to enact standards.               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.019     
     
     EPA generally agrees and has included the Tier II methodologies for aquatic
     life and human health in the final Guidance.  See section II.C.2 of the SID
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that pursuant to section 510 of the CWA States and Tribes may   
     use the Tier II methodologies to develop values for adoption as water      
     quality criteria in their water quality standards.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TIER II VALUES                                                             
                                                                                
     The Department is also concerned with the method which is being proposed   
     for the implementation of the Tier II values under the GLWQI.  It is       
     currently not clear what will happen when and if one state adopts a Tier II
     values applicable to a specific discharge in that state.  [It is our       
     assumption that Tier II value would be shared with the other states through
     a Region V clearinghouse.  This clearinghouse would have available the     
     nature and origin of the value and the technical data used to derive the   
     value.].  [The application of this Tier II value must not be mandatory for 
     other discharges in that state, and must not be mandatory for discharges in
     other states.].  [The determination of reasonable potential for a discharge
     is made on a discharger specific basis and the states must not be held to  
     the application of a Tier II value in other similar or like situation.     
     This should be clearly stated in the GLWQI documents.]                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.020     
     
     EPA agrees.  The process will operate very similarly to that described in  
     the comment.  See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this     
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.021 is imbeded in comment #.020.                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TIER II VALUES                                                             
                                                                                
     It is our assumption that Tier II value would be shared with the other     
     states through a Region V clearinghouse.  This clearinghouse would have    
     available the nature and origin of the value and the technical data used to
     derive the value.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.021     
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     EPA agrees.  The GLI Clearinghouse will include the information described  
     by the comment.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this  
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.022 is imbedded in comment #.020.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TIER II VALUES                                                             
                                                                                
     The application of this Tier II value must not be mandatory for other      
     discharges in that state, and must not be mandatory for discharges in other
     states.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.022     
     
     Please see response to comment D2724.150.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2720.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.023 is imbedded in comment #.020.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TIER II VALUES                                                             
                                                                                
     The determination of reasonable potential for a discharge is made on a     
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     discharger specific basis and the states must not be held to the           
     application of a Tier II value in other similar or like situation.  This   
     should be clearly stated in the GLWQI documents.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.023     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.126.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2720.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     MERCURY CRITERION                                                          
                                                                                
     There has been significant discussion generated by the proposed mercury    
     criterion for wildlife protection.  We have provided detailed comments     
     concerning the various assumptions which are part of the criterion         
     determination, and we feel that conservatism is warranted for mercury.     
     Even at extremely low concentrations, mercury may cause significant impacts
     in wildlife communities.  There simply is very little tolerance in the     
     environment for mercury.  [Significant scientific information concerning   
     bioavailability for mercury is not available at this point for inclusion   
     into the criteria development process.]  [Because this substance will      
     likely draw significant attention due to the low value of the wildlife     
     criterion, EPA must make an extra effort to assure the basis for the       
     criterion is precisely documented.]                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.024     
     
     U.S. EPA agrees that careful consideration of the uncertainty factors are  
     required in deriving the wildlife values for mercury. Although two         
     commenters felt that the proposed values, and associated uncertainty       
     factors were appropriate, the derivation of the final avian value          
     incorporated the use of a 3-fold, rather than 10-fold, interspecies        
     uncertainty factor.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA refers commenter to the final GLWQI wildlife criteria document for     
     mercury for an expanded description of the scientific decisions and        
     interpretations which the criterion is based upon.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2720.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.025 is imbedded in comment #.024.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     MERCURY CRITERION                                                          
                                                                                
     Significant scientific information concerning bioavailability for mercury  
     is not available at this point for inclusion into the criteria development 
     process.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.025     
     
     EPA, States, Tribes, and/or dischargers would like to have more data       
     concerning every chemical (including mercury) for which criteria have been 
     derived or proposed.  Sufficient data are available to justify the criteria
     have been derived for mercury. In addition, site-specific criteria and BAFs
     may be derived for mercury for mercury if adequately justified by          
     acceptable data and if downstream uses are adequately protected.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2720.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.026 is imbedded in comment #.024.                   
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     MERCURY CRITERION                                                          
                                                                                
     Because this substance will likely draw significant attention due to the   
     low value of the wildlife criterion, EPA must make an extra effort to      
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     assure the basis for the criterion is precisely documented.                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.026     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, and P2576.128.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2720.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD DETERMINATIONS                                    
                                                                                
     Although there has been considerable discussion on the applicability of the
     TMDL methodology to the implementation of the GLWQI, the utility of this   
     approach in the context of the limited application of the GLWQI is         
     questionable.  Regardless of the existence of the GLWQI, EPA has published 
     guidance on the implementation of the TMDL procedures, and it is not       
     necessary to repeat that guidance in another place.  The goal of this      
     procedure is to establish a consistent method for the determination of     
     requirements as they apply to point source discharges.  By bringing in all 
     the possible non-point scenarios, it substantially dilutes the purpose of  
     the objective of the guidance.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.027     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that EPA should not publish TMDL procedures 
     in the final Guidance because its national TMDL guidance is adequate.      
     Unlike EPA's mational program guidance, which States can choose to follow  
     at their discretion, States and Tribes in the Great Lakes System must adopt
     provisions consistent with the TMDL procedures in the final Guidance.  In  
     this way, the TMDL procedures in the final Guidance will produce a level of
     consistency in TMDL development in the Great Lakes System that cannot be   
     assured through national programmatic guidance.  EPA also disagrees with   
     the comment that introducing nonpoint source considerations "dilutes" the  
     objective of the final Guidance.  Nonpoint sources are significant sources 
     of pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes System and should be acknowledged 
     as such.  Indeed, TMDL procedures are excellent mechanisms for considering 
     both point and nonpoint sources and developing appropriate control         
     mechanisms for each that assures attainment of water quality standards. See
     response to comment P2771.393.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD DETERMINATIONS                                    
                                                                                
     In the context of the objectives for this guidance, neither Option A nor   
     Option B is fully complete in assuring protection for the Great Lakes.     
     While Option A establishes a technique for the determination of total      
     maximum daily loads for large basin or watershed areas, the determination  
     of limits needed to meet water quality standards for those locations at    
     points of effluent discharge are not specified.  The use of the term       
     "cross-checks" suggests the determination of the limits necessary to meet  
     water quality standards in the near-field areas adjacent to discharge      
     locations is of less concern and not as complete and precise as the        
     determination of the far-field impacts.  Furthermore, without specification
     on the size of "mixing" or "dilution" zones, the opportunity to establish  
     uniformity for this critical component of the Initiative is lost.  The     
     requirements contained in Option B which describe the manner in which      
     limits at specific sites are calculated is needed to make this option      
     complete.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.028     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2720.029
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD DETERMINATIONS                                    
                                                                                
     On the other hand, little specificity is established for the determination 
     of maximum loadings from the large basin or watershed areas under the      
     Option B scenario.  The Option B approach specifically establishes the     
     methods for the determination of WLAs (or, more precisely, point source    
     effluent limitations), but does not establish a procedure for the          
     determination of limits based on the far-field impacts of a group of       
     discharges.  However, it might arguably be stated that this determination  
     is the purpose of the Lake-wide Management Planning effort which was       
     established as a parallel requirement of the Critical Programs Act.  If    
     this is the case, then the GLWQI should state this fact and establish some 
     guidance on the methods for the development of these plans.                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.029     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     TOTAL MAXIMUM DAILY LOAD DETERMINATIONS                                    
                                                                                
     In summary, neither Option A nor Option B contain all the elements which   
     are needed to determine effluent limitations for point source discharges.  
     It is apparent that a blend of the requirements contained in the Options   
     will be needed to assure attainment of the uniformity and consistency      
     objectives we all desire.  Because the options describe the differences    
     which currently exist between the states, EPA must mediate an acceptable   
     resolution to this difference if that is necessary to achieve the          
     uniformity objective.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.030     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by combining aspects of both Option A and   
     Option B into a single TMDL procedure in the final Guidance. However, EPA  
     has also provided a greater degree of flexibility than afforded by either  
     proposed Option A or B by allowing States and Tribes to choose different   
     implementation procedures.  At the same time, EPA also ensures a level of  
     consistency by requiring implementation of specific components of the      
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     procedure.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.                     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2720.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     ALLOWABLE DILUTION FLOW FOR CALCULATING WLA's                              
                                                                                
     The proposed guidance establishes a method for calcuating the amount of    
     dilution flow to be used in the determination of the WLA for aquatic life, 
     wildlife and human health protection under the Option B methodology.  The  
     default fraction of flow to be used in the absence of a specific mixing    
     zone study is 25% (or another fraction between 10% and 25%) of the stream  
     design flow for each of the categories of criteria.  Based on the type and 
     level of wildlife and human health exposure which are likely to occur, the 
     use of these fractions appear to be overly conservative.  We believe that  
     the GLWQI would better reflect the true exposure which might be experienced
     by allowing the use of a larger fraction of the design flow for dilution of
     effluents in determining protection for wildlife and human health.  Use of 
     at least 75% of the stream design flow will provide an adequate level of   
     protection for the protection of the noted uses.  The remainder of the flow
     should be established as the margin of safety to use in the calculation.   
     [Alternatively, the equation for calculating the dilution fraction should  
     be specific to each of the design flows rather than basing it always using 
     the 7Q10.].                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.031     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2720.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.032 is imbedded in comment #.031.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     ALLOWABLE DILUTION FLOW FOR CALCULATING WLA's                              
                                                                                
     Alternatively, the equation for calculating the dilution fraction should be
     specific to each of the design flows rather than basing it always using the
     7Q10.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.032     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2720.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI CONFLICT WITH NATIONAL GUIDANCE                                      
                                                                                
     In the original notice of this guidance and the additional Federal Register
     notice of August 9, 1993, EPA states that there are proposals being        
     developed which would change the "National Guidance" for the derivation of 
     criteria for aquatic life and human health.  There are two points of       
     concern about these statements.  First, it is disconcerting for the        
     participants in the GLWQI effort to know that EPA is choosing to conduct an
     independent review of the national protocols simultaneously with the       
     publication of the GLWQI.  The GLWQI was developed after considerable      
     discussion about the merits and consequences which might be associated with
     the use of existing guidance.  When the current portocols were deemed      
     appropriate, they were included in the GLWQI.  If improvements were        
     apparent, they were made part of the criteria derivation procedures of the 
     GLWQI.  EPA has been an active participant in the process.  If it was      
     apparent that there would be desirable changes to the national guidance, we
     trust these were incorporated into the guidance for the Great Lakes to the 
     extent they were applicable. If not, then EPA's proposal to consider       
     changes to the National Guidance compromises efforts to move forward with  
     the GLWQI in an expedient manner.                                          
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     Response to: P2720.033     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance comports with the National guidance for the
     derivation of water quality criteria for aquatic life and human health for 
     the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance.  For further     
     discussion on this issue, see Sections III and V of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2720.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL ISSUES OF CONCERN                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI CONFLICT WITH NATIONAL GUIDANCE                                      
                                                                                
     Second, these suggestions further point out the need for the GLWQI to be   
     published as guidance.  Recognizing the effort associated with development 
     of regulation, if EPA is at all considering the publication of             
     modifications to the national guidelines which may impact this or          
     subsequent state actions to implement the GLWQI, then a GLWQI regulation   
     may be at conflict with more appropriate national guidance two or more     
     years from now.  With an inflexible regulation in place, when the states   
     develop requirements to implement the GLWQI, they will be forced into      
     adopting standards and implementing rules which are at conflict with other,
     more current, EPA guidance in effect at the time.  EPA must not force the  
     states into adopting 1995 regulations which reflect 1993 processes which   
     even EPA agrees are outdated.  If the GLWQI is published as a regulation,  
     this may very well happen.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.034     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2720.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20850, Section III.B.1. - Methodology (FAV Adjustment)                
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  To determine the CMC and FAV for a given chemical, the 1985        
     National Guidelines are referenced.  These guidelines allow adjustment of  
     the FAV for commercially or recreationally important species.  The GLWQI   
     limits the use of that type of an adjustment to species that are           
     commercially or recreationally important species to the Great Lakes system.
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  To ensure consistency between the states and/or tribes, a list of
     commercially or recreationally important species should be generated       
     periodically.  Perhaps this determination should be assigned to the Great  
     Lake Fisheries Commission.                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with proposed guidance.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.035     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2720.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20850, Section III.B.1. - Methodology (Ecologically Important Species)
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on the issue of adjusting CMCs or FAVs for     
     species of "ecological importance."  The Technical Work-group could not    
     reach consensus on the definition of an ecologically important species and 
     therefore did not include provisions for lowering an FAV for such species. 
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  While WDNR has not formally defined "ecologically important",    
     this provision of NR 105 most recently was used to adjust criteria to      
     ensure protection of three endangered species located downstream of the    
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     Flambeau Mine.  In this case, the endangered species status did not        
     necessarily equate to a higher sensitivity to toxic pollutants, but it did 
     prompt the agency to conduct a more thorough evaluation of the potential   
     for impacts to the fish and aquatic life community.  We believe this       
     approach is in conformance with the EPA/FWS memorandum of understanding on 
     endangered resources.                                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  THE GLWQI should allow for adjustment of a CMC or FAV     
     based on "ecological importance" as well as commercial or recreational     
     importance.  The definition of this term should be left to the State or    
     Tribe with jurisdiction to be applied where needed.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.036     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2720.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20851, Section III.B.1 - Methodology (Acute/Chronic Ratios)           
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The proposal states that Acute-Chronic Ratios (ACR) from saltwater 
     species are allowed, but preference is given to those developed for        
     freshwater species.                                                        
                                                                                
     COMMENT: Due to significant differences in the osmoregulatory behavior of  
     some freshwater vs. saltwater species, preference should be given to ACRs  
     derived for species from freshwater environments.                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We recommend that saltwater ACRs not be employed under any
     circumstances.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.037     
     
     EPA believes that in general there is relatively little difference between 
     ACRs in freshwater and saltwater species. Consequently, the Rule provides  
     for use of saltwater ACRs only where insufficient freshwater values are    
     available to satisfy the minimum data requirements.  Nevertheless, to avoid
     unnecessary extrapolation, saltwater ACRs are not to be used where         
     sufficient freshwater values are available.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2720.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20851, Section III.B.1. - Methodology (Final Plant Value)             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Proposes that the CCC will be derived using the lower of either the
     Final Chronic Value (based on Fish and other Aquatic Life) or the Final    
     Plant Value (FPV) as allowed by the 1985 National Guidelines.              
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Ch. NR 105 is not based on FPV data because of the limited amount
     of data available during rule development. By providing a general caveat to
     consider other information in determining the adverse effects of a         
     substance in development of acute and chronic criteria, Ch. NR 105 did     
     acknowledge that future consideration may be given to the use of           
     information such as the FPVs.  We concur with the language as contained in 
     the guidance.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.038     
     
     EPA acknowledges the comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2720.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
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     Page 20851, Section III.B.1. - Methodology (Data used for development of   
     Endrin, Dieldrin, and Mercury criteria.)                                   
                                                                                
     National Criteria for dieldrin, endrin, and mercury deviate from those     
     proposed for GLWQI because FRV data were not used.  Rationale for dropping 
     FRV data was that concerns related to tissue residue and bioaccumulation   
     would be better addressed by the more stringent of either wildlife or human
     health criteria.  We concur with proposed language contained in the        
     guidance.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.039     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2720.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20851, Section III.B.1. - Methodology (Biologically Available Forms)  
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Use of the Water Effects Ratio (WER) procedure is recommended to   
     differentiate between total contaminant concentration and the bioavailable 
     fraction of a given contaminant.  Specific reference is made to Chapter 4  
     of the Water Quality Standards Handbook (1983) and Interim Guidance on     
     Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Criteria for Metals (May 
     1992).                                                                     
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  WDNR has expressed concerns regarding the use of WER to adjust   
     fish and aquatic life criteria for metals.  WDNR comments are contained in 
     two documents;  1) Webb & Masnado to Dave Hansen [14 May 1993], and 2)     
     Schuettpelz to Kent Ballentine [17 May 93]).  The documents containing     
     these comments are available from the WDNR upon request from David Webb at 
     608-264-6260.  Futhermore, the use of WERs is undergoing extensive review  
     as evidenced by an EPA-sponsored meeting on the subject in January 1993    
     (Annapolis, Maryland).  The proceedings of the Annapolis meeting have not  
     yet been finalized, but they will provide detailed requirements not        
     included in Chapter 4 of the Water Quality Standards Handbook.  Lastly,    
     EPA's proposed WER procedures have not yet been published in the Federal   
     Register, and thus, have not yet undergone formal review by the public.    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  GLWQI should be revised to limit the derivation of        
     criteria on the basis of total (or total recoverable for metals)           
     contaminant concentration until another procedure is formally adopted.     
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     Response to: P2720.040     
     
     See response to comment  D2620.020.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA has formally stated a preference for expressing metals criteria as     
     dissolved. EPA has also issued detailed guidance on water-effect ratios in 
     Interim Guidance on Determination and Use of Water-Effect Ratios for Metals
     (EPA, February 1994), which is also Appendix L of the U.S. EPA Water       
     Quality Standards Handbook, Second Edition - Revised (U.S. EPA, 1994).     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2720.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20852, Section III.B.2. - Selection of Pollutants for Application of  
     Tier I Criteria Methodology                                                
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Proposal includes Tier I criteria for 16 of the 26 compounds that  
     currently have National Criteria.  One additional criterion is proposed for
     Phenol which did not have a National Criterion prior to GLWQI.             
                                                                                
     Nine (9) compounds were not reviewed under Tier I.  Althouth the 1980      
     minimum database requirements were met for aldrin, chlordane, DDT,         
     endosulfan, heptachlor, lindane, and PCBs, Tier I criteria were not derived
     because the 1985 minimum requirements were not met.  Even though National  
     Criteria exist for lead, toxaphene, and chlorpyrifos, there are data from  
     only seven of the eight families required in the 1985 National Guidelines  
     (criteria were derived using 1985 guidelines, but only had 7 of 8 families 
     represented.)                                                              
                                                                                
     Even though the proposal defers these 9 pollutants to Tier II status, EPA  
     invites comment on whether or not Tier I criteria should adopted, or       
     whether the States or Tribes should decide on the Tier I status of these   
     pollutants on a case-by-case basis?                                        
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  While it is likely that data representing additional taxonomic   
     families may only slightly change a criterion, the minimum database        
     requirements should be met to establish all Tier I criteria.               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with proposal to leave the 9 listed pollutants on  
     the list of Tier II candidates.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.041     
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     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/AL
     Comment ID: P2720.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20852, Section III.B.2. - Selection of Pollutants for Application of  
     Tier I Criteria Methodology (Aluminum)                                     
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Data are available to calculate criteria for Aluminum, but EPA     
     could not derive criteria because of time and resource constraints.  EPA   
     invites comment on whether EPA should derive criteria or leave that job up 
     to the states.                                                             
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  EPA has already derived a National Criterion for Aluminum (See   
     EPA/5-86/008, August 1988).                                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  EPA should derive the Tier I criteria for aluminum using  
     the GLI procedure.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.042     
     
     See response for comment P2656.200.                                        
                                                                                
     EPA did not have the time to do a literature search for new data as        
     performed for other pollutants.  EPA also did not perform a quality check  
     on existing data as was done for the other chemicals for which Tier I      
     criteria have been derived.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2720.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20853, Section III.B.4 - Potential Changes to National Guidelines     
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA may propose possible changes to 1985 National Guidelines in    
     1993.  EPA advises all persons with an interest in the Tier I criteria to  
     watch for the proposal on revisions to the 1985 National Guidelines.       
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Do the currently proposed Tier I criteria reflect EPA's possible 
     changes to the 1985 National Guidelines?  Some clarification is needed     
     regarding the relationship of the proposed Tier I criteria to the possible 
     revisions to the changes in the 1985 guidelines.  For example, if the      
     proposed changes are finalized prior to promulgation of the GLWQI, will the
     Tier I criteria need to be adjusted?  The possible scenarios need to be    
     adressed in the proposed GLWQI.  It would be unacceptable to propose       
     changes to the 1985 guidelines which would result in two sets of criteria. 
     Not only would this jeopardize the validity of the guidance, but would     
     cause large amounts of effort to expended unnecessarily.  Duplication of   
     effort should be avoided at all cost.  Any Tier I calculations and         
     toxicological research should be performed before GLI receives final       
     promulgation.   After GLI is finalized, the Tier I criteria should not be  
     re-written because of revisions to National Guidance.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.043     
     
     The Rule is based primarily on the 1985 Guidelines, not on the ongoing     
     efforts to revise those Guidelines.  Revisions to the 1985 Guidelines are  
     not sufficiently developed to produce criteria.  Nevertheless, the         
     allowance for states to use alternative averaging periods and return       
     intervals was based on initial analyses done by the Guidelines revision    
     effort.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The Rule does not have any explicit provision for using the revised        
     Guidelines when available.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.044
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20854, Section III.C. - Tier II Values                                
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA requests comments on the need for requiring limitations based  
     upon Tier II values as well as using Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) in place
     of a Tier II value, and other options for harmonizing the two requirements.
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  One advantage of utilizing numeric chemical-specific limitations 
     is that compliance monitoring can be conducted more frequently than WET    
     tests.  This primarily is due to the high costs associated with performing 
     WET tests.  If effluent variability is not an issue, it may be acceptable  
     to use routine WET monitoring in lieu of Tier II limitations.  However, as 
     noted in the 1991 Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics
     Control, effluent quality should be considered variable unless the ratios  
     of toxicants in an effluent remain the same.  Since this is an unlikely    
     scenario, the infrequent use of WET tests in lieu of Tier II limits may not
     identify possible exceedences of water quality criteria.                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Tier II limits and WET conditions should be applied       
     independently.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.044     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For further discussion see response to      
     comment D3382.097.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20855, Section III.C. - Tier II Values (Minimum Database)             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether the minimum database required for   
     Tier II aquatic life values is adequate.                                   
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  EPA notes that States or Tribes must utilize all acceptable      
     information to generate Tier II values.  This will prevent indiscriminate  
     calculation of Tier II values that are overly restrictive based on one     
     species.  Furthermore, if the requirement is maintained that at least one  
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     of the genera must be from Ceriodaphnia sp., Daphnia sp., or Simocephalus  
     sp., it is likely that the derived values will represent highly sensitive  
     species and will ensure protection of the freshwater fish and aquatic life 
     communities until a Tier I criterion can be derived.                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with proposal if restriction is maintained that at 
     least one of the following genera are represented:  Ceriodaphnia sp.,      
     Daphnia sp., or Simocephalus sp.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.045     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has maintained the requirement to use a   
     daphnia species.  For further explanation of EPA's position see response to
     comment D2791.103.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2720.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20855, Section III.C. - Tier II Values (Short-Term Chronic Tests)     
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether it is appropriate to utilize        
     short-term chronic tests to derive Tier II values as suggested by the      
     Science Advisory Board (SAB).                                              
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  No specific methods were referenced by the SAB.                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  A specific list of which short-term toxicity tests are    
     acceptable should be published prior to their use in the development of    
     Tier I criteria or Tier II values.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.046     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20856, Section III.C. - Tier II Values (Adjustment Factors with       
     Daphnid Data)                                                              
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comments on the use of factors "with daphnid data" as  
     opposed to the higher adjustment factors that would be necessary if data   
     for the specified daphnids are not required.                               
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Daphnid species typically are among the most sensitive species to
     environmental toxicants.  Because of this sensitivity, resulting toxicity  
     criteria or values from Daphnid species ensure adequate protection of fish 
     and other aquatic life in freshwater communities.  In general, other taxa  
     may be much less sensitive to most environmental contaminants than daphnid 
     species.  Therefore, if criteria or values are derived based upon the      
     resulting toxicity to less sensitive organisms, the resulting criteria or  
     values may be underprotective.                                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with proposal.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.047     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter.  The final Guidance has retained use of the 
     adjustment factors "with daphnid data".                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20856, Section III.D.1.a. - Conformance to Clean Water Act (Tier I    
     Aquatic Life Criteria)                                                     
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     GLWQI:  The proposal would require States and Tribes to calculate Tier II  
     values for aldrin, aluminum, chlordane, chlorpyrifos, DDT, endosulfan,     
     heptachlor, lead, PCBs, silver, and toxaphene.  Those calculated values    
     would then need to be compared to existing state criteria.  If the state   
     number is more stringent, the state would have a choice between using that 
     number or using the Tier II number.  If the Tier II number is more         
     stringent, the state must use the Tier II number.                          
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Until an updated database is reviewed, it is impossible to       
     determine the effect of this requirement on Ch. NR 105 criteria.           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  None until current Tier II database is reviewed.          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.048     
     
     See response to: D2741.076 and P2656.095                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2720.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20857, Section III.D.1.a. - Conformance to Clean Water Act (Tier I    
     Aquatic Life Criteria for Cadmium, Chromium (III), and Zinc)               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:   All but 4 of the Tier I criteria are equal to or more stringent   
     than previously published national criteria.  Cadmium, chromium (III), and 
     zinc are slightly different, but these differences are not statistically   
     significant.                                                               
                                                                                
     This is based on the fact that recent data are more representative.  EPA   
     invites comment on if the more stringent national criteria should be used  
     or if the Tier I criteria should be used as derived with the proposed      
     method.                                                                    
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  It is in the best interest of both the regulatory authorities as 
     well as the permittees to use current information for criteria development.
     We concur with proposal to use the GLWQI Tier I method even if its use     
     results in slightly different criteria when compared to the National       
     Criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.049     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2720.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20857, Section III.D.1.a. - Conformance to Clean Water Act (Tier I    
     Aquatic Life Criteria for Mercury)                                         
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Column 1. Para. 3. EPA is proposing a wildlife criterion for       
     mercury of 180 ug/L (or 0.00018 ug/L) .....                                
                                                                                
     TYPO:  180 ug/L should be changed to 180 pg/L.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.050     
     
     EPA acknowledges the typographical error.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2720.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 21016, Appendix A to Part 132 Methodology for Deriving Aquatic Life   
     Criteria:  Tier I:  Section IV.A. Final Acute Value (Genus vs. Species Mean
     Acute Values)                                                              
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Derivation of the FAV is based on a genus mean acute value (GMAV)  
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     unless a commerically or recreationally important species has a species    
     mean acute value (SMAV) which is lower than the GMAV-based FAV.  In such   
     cases, the SMAV for that species replaces the FAV.                         
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  EPA reasons that the GMAV-based approach would avoid a criterion 
     that is overly stringent in a situation where the most sensitive species   
     all belong to the same genus (e.g., Daphnia sp.).  WDNR believes that in   
     some situations, use of the SMAV can provide greater protection than the   
     GMAV approach proposed in the GLWQI.  This is especially true when there is
     a large disparity in the GMAVs between the uppermost ranked genera.        
                                                                                
     Cadmium is an example of this problem.  The uppermost GMAVs listed in the  
     1984 criterion document are 2.425 ug/L, 5.007 ug/L, 26.06 ug/L, and 30.50  
     ug/L for Salmo sp., Oncorhynchus sp, Daphnia sp., and Pimephales sp.,      
     respectively.  However , the uppermost SMAVs are 1.638 ug/L, 3.589 ug/L,   
     4.254 ug/L, and 5.894 ug/L for Salmo trutta, Salmo gairdneri, Oncorhynchus 
     tshawytscha, and Oncorhynchus kisutch, respectively.                       
                                                                                
     Using the GMAV approach, the fourth most sensitive GMAV is more than 5     
     times higher than the fourth most sensitive SMAV.  All of the species are  
     found in the Great Lakes and/or tributaries, but the protection afforded by
     the GMAV is significantly less stringent.                                  
                                                                                
     [The GLWQI proposal also limits the use of SMAV to those species that are  
     commercially or recreationally important.  This restriction does not       
     account for ecologically important species as noted in earlier comments.]  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The GLWQI should be revised to allow flexibility to use   
     the SMAV approach where the States and Tribes feel it is important.        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.051     
     
     EPA acknowledges the issue regarding species aggregation versus genus      
     aggregation.  EPA recognizes that either approach comes with certain       
     advantages and disadvantages.  The Rule follows the 1985 Guidelines        
     approach and thus uses the genus aggregation, but the issue may be further 
     considered as part of the national guidelines revision.  EPA nevertheless  
     cautions that experimental variability and artifacts can suggest larger    
     species differences than actually exist.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2720.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.052 is imbedded in comment #.051.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
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     Page 21016, Appendix A to Part 132 Methodology for Deriving Aquatic Life   
     Criteria:  Tier I:  Section IV.A. Final Acute Value (Genus vs. Species Mean
     Acute Values)                                                              
                                                                                
     The GLWQI proposal also limits the use of SMAV to those species that are   
     commercially or recreationally important.  This restriction does not       
     account for ecologically important species as noted in earlier comments.   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.052     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2720.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     AQUATIC LIFE                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 21022, Appendix A to Part 132 Methodology for Deriving Aquatic Life   
     Criteria:  Tier II:  Section XII - Secondary Acute Value                   
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The proposal allows for adjustment of a Secondary Acute Value (SAV)
     for species which are commercially or recreationally important.  This is   
     similar to the method used to adjust the FAV described earlier.  There is  
     no allowance for an adjustment to the SAV based on "ecological importance."
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  While WDNR has not formally defined "ecologically important,"    
     this provision of NR 105 was most recently used to adjust criteria to      
     ensure protection of three endangered species located downstream of a      
     Flambeau River area Mine.  In this case, the endangered species status did 
     not necessarily equate to a higher sensitivity to toxic pollutants, but it 
     did prompt the agency to conduct a more thorough evaluation of the         
     potential for impacts to the fish and aquatic life community.              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The GLWQI should allow for adjustment of a SAV based on   
     "ecological importance" as well as commercial or recreational importance.  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.053     
     
     See response to comment P2976.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2720.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Page 20860, Section IV.B.3.b.iii.                                          
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Whether 4.7 percent lipid should be used in lieu of proposed 5.0   
     percent.                                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The 5.02 value (5.0) should be used since it represents   
     the mean value derived for all game fish.  A weighted value assures that   
     the consumer eats an average cross-section of species, which may not be    
     true.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.054     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2720.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Page 20861, Section IV.B.2.c.                                              
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Whether the basic premise that a BCF may overestimate or           
     underestimate a BAF.                                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  In general, BCFs should not overestimate BAFs.  Due to    
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     multiple pathways to the organism, the proposed approach to estimating BAFs
     is warranted.                                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.055     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that in general BCFs should not overestimate 
     BAFs.  Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the
     total concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by 
     humans and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2720.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Page 20861, Section IV.B.2.d.                                              
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Suggested methods for adjusting predicted BAFs due to possible     
     metabolism of the contaminants.                                            
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The only basis for altering a BAF should be specific      
     studies done by the regulated facility in an approved manner.  There are   
     many unknowns to consider when adjusting a parameter which may result in a 
     less stringent limit.  Sufficient data to consider metabolism is generally 
     not available, thus assurances must be made to fully protect against       
     underestimating bioaccumulation.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.056     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that site-specific modifications should be   
     performed in an approved manner and that sufficient data to consider       
     metabolism is generally not available.  EPA will review all site-specific  
     criteria to ensure that they are scientifically defensible.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2720.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Page 20861. Section IV.B.2.e.                                              
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Refining BAFs and FCMs to account for bioavailability and          
     partitioning.                                                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The issue of availability to organisms is very difficult  
     to characterize.  If a pollutant is partially available to an aquatic      
     organism, the other portion of the pollutant may be available to a         
     different organism.  For example, if a hypothetical 60 percent of a        
     pollutant was available to fish, then some portion of the remaining 40     
     percent may be available to benthic filter or deposit feeders.  In terms of
     ecosystem protection, accounting for bioavailability may in fact           
     underestimate the effects of a pollutant to the ecosytem.  The information 
     is not available to allow the bioavailability to be predicted.             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.057     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the information is not available
     to predict bioavailability.  In the Notice of Data Availability dated      
     August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678), EPA requested comment on an equation which  
     defines the relationship of a BAF reported on the basis of the total       
     concentration of the chemical in the water to a BAF reported on the basis  
     of the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the water.  The   
     fraction of the chemical in the ambient water that is freely dissolved can 
     be calculated using the Kow for the chemical and the concentration of      
     dissolved organic carbon (DOC) and particulate organic carbon (POC) in the 
     ambient water.                                                             
                                                                                
     Based on the information in the Notice of Data Availability (59 FR 44678)  
     and comments received, EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved         
     concentration of organic chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and  
     the total concentration of the chemical for derivation of Tier I human     
     health and wildlife BAFs. Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the    
     concentration of the freely dissolved chemical in water permits the        
     derivation of generic BAFs devoid of site-specific influences and          
     considerations, such as varying concentrations of POC and DOC and allows   
     consistent usage and derivation of the BAFs throughout the Guidance.       
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is  
     difficult to measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or     
     estimated and used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.        
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     EPA believes that accounting for bioavailability will produce more         
     defensible and accurate BAFs and criteria.                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2720.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     General Bioaccumulation Factor Comments                                    
                                                                                
     [States and EPA must share bioaccumulation factors as they are developed.  
     If diffferent states derive bioaccumulation factors for the same substance,
     it is possible that the final number could be slightly different.]         
     Differences could arise in which studies were found, or how many Log Kows  
     were used in the Veith and Kosian equation.  We support the use of the     
     Veith and Kosian model when there is no other alternative.]                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.058     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is important to revise BAFs when new 
     data become available and anticipates that the Clearinghouse discussed in  
     Section II.C1 of the SID will provide the mechanism through which new data 
     is disseminated.                                                           
                                                                                
     Subsequent to the proposed Guidance, EPA requested comment in the August   
     30, 1994 Notice of Data Availability (59 FR 44678) on the use of an        
     alternative equation from the proposal to predict BCFs. The equation was   
     BCF = Kow.  EPA agrees with the commenter that BCFs can be predicted from  
     Kows but has decided to use the equation, BCF = Kow, in place of the Veith 
     and Kosian model (1983).  The BCF based on this equation provides a more   
     consistent and scientifically defensible basis for establishing BAFs than  
     the equation used in the proposal (Veith and Kosian, 1983).                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2720.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.059 is imbedded in #.058.                           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     General Bioaccumulation Factor Comments                                    
                                                                                
     States and EPA must share bioaccumulation factors as they are developed. If
     different states derive bioaccumulation factors for the same substance, it 
     is possible that the final number could be slightly different.             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.059     
     
     Please see response to comment P2720.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2720.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     General Bioaccumulation Factor Comments                                    
                                                                                
     Obviously predicting the BAF using a mathematical model contains greater   
     uncertainty than deriving field data representing appropriate species.     
     However, predicting a BAF provides a more accurate risk assessment than not
     having any bioaccumulation information.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.060     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that using a mathematical model contains     
     greater uncertainty than deriving a field-measured BAFs. However, the      
     adaptation of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the    
     uncertainty and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs  
     and predicted BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model 
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty- two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three    
     fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold 
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     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). EPA concludes that    
     when field-measured BAFs are not available, the model used in the final    
     Guidance acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.              
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees that it is far preferable to use the methodology in the    
     final Guidance, acknowledging that it is not perfect, rather than rely on a
     BCF or an assumption of no bioaccumulation in deriving criteria and values.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2720.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     General Bioaccumulation Factor Comments                                    
                                                                                
     The scientific rational for including the present form of the              
     bioaccumulation factor methodology is sound.  The amount of new data and   
     the preference given to the field derived, then laboratory derived         
     bioaccumulation factors is a sound policy for deriving bioaccumualation    
     factors for use in criteria development.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.061     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that preference be given to field derived    
     BAFs and then laboratory derived BAFs.  EPA revised the proposed hierarchy 
     of methods for deriving BAFs based on public comments.  The final Guidance 
     lists four methods for deriving BAFs for organic chemicals, listed below in
     order of decreasing preference: a BAF measured in the field, in fish       
     collected from the Great Lakes which are at the top of the food chain; a   
     BAF derived using the BSAF methodology; a BAF predicted by multiplying a   
     BCF measured in the laboratory, preferably on a fish species indigenous to 
     the Great Lakes, by the FCM; and a BAF predicted by multiplying a BCF      
     calculated from the Kow by the FCM.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2720.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding the Proposed Mercury Bioaccumulation Method             
                                                                                
     The assessment of mercury (Hg) bioaccumulation may be overly conservative, 
     leading to a overprotective criteria.  The reason for the change is the    
     lowering of the bioaccumulation factor.  The assumptions which were made   
     with respect to the behavior of mercury in the aquatic environment were not
     founded on any scientific judgement.  The various factors which went into  
     deriving the bioaccumulation factor carried many assumptions, some of which
     are not founded on reasonable interpretations of the data presented.  By   
     more accurately representing the data in the determination of the          
     bioaccumulation factor for mercury, the resulting criteria is modified.    
     The bioaccumulation factor for mercury has a significant effect on the     
     resulting criteria.  A reassessment of the bioaccumulation factor has      
     raised the criteria by a small amount.  The following is a listing of the  
     assumptions and our assessment of what they should be:                     
                                                                                
     Ratio of methyl Hg in water:  The assigned 25% methyl Hg in the water      
     column is arbitrarily chosen.  The mean value of the data presented (10%,  
     33%, and 17%) is 20%.  Usage of 25% is overly conservative and should be   
     changed to 20%.  The 33% (derived in an area where the total Hg levels are 
     high) value in driving the percentage is unnecessarily high.               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.062     
     
     In the final guidance, it is assumed that 17 percent of the mercury in the 
     water column is methylmercury.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2720.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding the Proposed Mercury Bioaccumulation Method             
                                                                                
     BCFs for org. Hg and inorg. Hg:  It is a safe assumption that the BCF for  
     whole body should be relatively close to that for muscle.  The values of   
     52,175 for methyl Hg and 2,998 for inorganic Hg should remain unchanged.   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.063     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2720.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding the Proposed Mercury Bioaccumulation Method             
                                                                                
     Fraction of Hg which is Methyl Hg in fish flesh:  There is some evidence in
     the scientific literature that the fraction of methyl mercury in fish is in
     the mid 90% range.  However,the 85% value assigned for the amount of Hg    
     which is methylated in the fish flesh is scientifically sound and should   
     remain unchanged.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.064     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2720.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding the Proposed Mercury Bioaccumulation Method             
                                                                                
     Food Chain Multiplier:  The value of 10 to represent the food chain effects
     and to be multiplied by the BCF is slightly over-conservative.  Given the  
     data from which this number was chosen, there does not seem to be a sound  
     rationale given for the selection of 10.  If, for those studies which      
     report a range of FCMs, a mean is taken; and then a mean of all of the     
     reported FCMs (8.45, 11.5, 8.4, 9.5, 2.9, 6.4) is taken, then the value is 
     7.9.  This value of 7.9 should be adopted to account for food chain        
     multiplication.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.065     
     
     In the final guidance a food-chain multiplier of 5 (not 10) is used between
     trophic levels 3 and 4, based on the data presented.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2720.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     BIOACCUMULATION FACTORS                                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding the Proposed Mercury Bioaccumulation Method             
                                                                                
     Using a similar approach to calculating a BAF that is contained in the     
     bioaccumulation factor technical support document, a more accurate         
     bioaccumulation factor can be derived.  Shown below is the derivation of   
     the more accurate bioaccumulation factors:                                 
                                                                                
     Applicable data:                                                           
         Fraction of non-methyl Hg in water = .8                                
         Fraction of methyl Hg in water = .2                                    
         Fraction of Hg in fish assumed to be methyl Hg = .85                   
         BCF for inorganic Hg = 2,298                                           
         BCF for organic Hg = 52,715                                            
                                                                                
     Given the above data, bioaccumulation factors are derived for trophic      
     levels 3 and 4:                                                            
                                                                                
         (.8)*(2,998) + (.2)*(52,715) = 12,833                                  
                                                                                
         12,833 * .85 (methyl percentage) = 10,908                              
                                                                                
         10,908 * 7.9 (FCM, Trophic level 4) = 86,173                           
                                                                                
         10,908 * 4.6 (FCM, Trophic level 3) = 50, 613                          
                                                                                
     These numbers reflect an appropriate blend of warranted conservatism       
     (BCF's), and sound scientific assumptions such as the percent methyl Hg in 
     water, and the value of the food chain multiplier.  To assume a similar    
     bioaccumulation factor for Human Health and Wildlife is warranted since    
     mercury accumulates in the muscle tissue of organisms.  Since the majority 
     of the mercury is contained in the muscle tissue, humans and wildlife are  
     consuming  similar amounts because they are eating the same tissue.  This  
     of course is not true for lipophilic chemicals where human would trim some 
     of the fat before consumption while the animal will consume the whole fish 
     or organism.  Use of one value to represent the bioaccumulation potential  
     for organisms at trophic level four, should remain in the GLI.  The more   
     accurate bioaccumulation factor would effect the criteria in the following 
     manner (assuming avian toxicity would drive the criteria):                 
                                                                                
         Kingfisher criteria:    126 pg/L                                       
                                                                                
         Osprey criteria:        316 pg/L                                       
                                                                                
         Eagle criteria:         334 pg/L                                       
                     Geometric mean = 237 pg/L                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.066     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2720.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20867, Section V.B.4.b.                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether a longer list of deleterious effects
     should be specified.                                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We feel that anything to reduce confusion with respect to 
     interpreting the proposed guidance would be useful.  However, restrictive  
     language should be avoided.  If a list were included, professional         
     judgement should be allowed in cases where a toxic response is observe but 
     is not included in the list of deleterious effects.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.067     
     
     EPA agrees that the determination of an adverse effect requires            
     professional judgment and many changes in biochemistry or enzyme activity, 
     while not adverse in and of themselves, may be indicators of systemic      
     toxicity or organ damage.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA believes the list of deleterious effects listed in the proposed        
     preamble encompasses any effect which can be deemed adverse.  Thus EPA is  
     retaining the proposed list in the final Guidance.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2720.068
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH/T2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20869, Section V.B.4.c. (deviation from IRIS data)                    
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether deviating from IRIS (Integrated Risk
     Information System) values in deriving Great Lakes criteria and values     
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     would be acceptable.                                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Since consistency is an important (if not the main) issue 
     in the context of the GLI, deviation from IRIS is not acceptable.  A       
     majority of risk assessment is done using IRIS data, deviating from this   
     for the GLI would compromise the GLI's place in a risk assessment spectrum.
     
     
     Response to: P2720.068     
     
     See response to D2611.007                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2720.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20869, Section V.B.5.a. (body weight assumptions)                     
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether body weights of sensitive           
     populations should be used as an exposure assumption.                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Changing an exposure assessment to account for a          
     subpopulation obviously provides a more accurate risk assessment for an    
     affected group.  Much guidance would need to be included in the proposal   
     for data requirements, range of applicability, and specific circumstances  
     where this may apply.  The application of a different body weight to       
     account for sensitive populations (infants for example) would be useful be 
     difficult to implement.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.069     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2720.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 9270



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20870, Section V.B.5.c. (incidental exposure)                         
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether a factor should be included for     
     incidental dermal exposure which occurs through recreational activities.   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Dermal exposure is an insignificant pathway for the       
     chemicals of concern in the guidance.  If the exposure assessment is done  
     appropriately conservative, the dermal route will not affect the total     
     exposure.  If there are reliable data to indicate that dermal contact      
     contributes to a humans exposure to a certain chemical, it should be       
     included in the risk assessment.  However, it is doubtful that dermal      
     exposure to the chemicals included in the Great Lake Initiative is         
     significant enough to warrant inclusion in the exposure equations.         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.070     
     
     See response to comment P2718.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2720.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20870, Section V.B.5.d. (drinking water rate assumption)              
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether the drinking water value of 2.0     
     L/day should be changed to 1.4 L/day.                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  2.0 L/day water consumption represents an appropriate     
     asssumption for protection against unnecessarily high exposure to chemicals
     through drinking water.  We recommend that the 2.0 L/day remain in the     
     exposure equation.  For most chemicals, the effect of lowering the drinking
     water rate would have little effect on the criteria - especially the BCCs. 
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     Response to: P2720.071     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2720.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20871, Section V.B.5.h.                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether the use of 448 grams as a worst case
     - one day consumption, and 2240 grams as a worst case - 10 day consumption 
     estimates are good ideas.                                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  This is an interesting idea but would lead to even more   
     criteria to interpret and implement without a concomitant improvement in   
     risk assessment.  This may be important if acute exposure protection was   
     important for any of the included chemicals.  Even if a population was     
     consuming a large amount of fish on a periodic basis, the current rate     
     should be accurate as the rate is averaged over time.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.072     
     
     See response to comment P2576.119.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2720.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20872, Section V.B.6.a.                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on consideration of group C carcinogens.       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The proposed guidance gives two options for group C       
     carcinogen consideration.  One option allows a group C carcinogen to be    
     treated as a carcinogen similar to a group A or B carcinogen.  The other   
     option provides guidance for derivation of a non-cancer criteria or value  
     with the application of an additional uncertainty factor of 10 which would 
     theoretically account for cancer and non-cancer endpoints.  Unless there is
     significant scientific evidence of carcinogenicity, treatment of a group C 
     carcinogens as non-cancerous with additional uncertainty applied seems to  
     be less controversial and should still be adequately protective.           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.073     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  The use of the extra uncertainty factor to   
     account for possible carcinogenicity is an established Agency process,     
     specifically used in setting National Drinking Water Standards.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: P2720.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20873, Section V.B.6.b.                                               
                                                                                
     GLQWI:  EPA invites comment on whether to propose a Tier II methodology for
     Human Health Protection, especially when extrapolating from a 28 day or    
     other sub-acute toxicity tests for the protection of Human Health.         
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Conceptually it is a good idea to provide protection from 
     excessive exposure to substances which may be lacking in toxicity data.    
     The Tier II approach should give regulatory agencies the ability to act    
     proactively with respect to chemicals of potential concern.  Regulatory    
     agencies are constantly challenged to avoid retroactive regulation.  Having
     a mechanism in place to pro-actively regulate the release of chemicals to  
     the environment would improve our ability to provide an improved level of  
     protection.  However, the practice of extrapolating over a large range of  
     toxicological study lengths is questionable for the protection of Human    
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     Health.  The only way to ensure against under-protection from these types  
     of substances is to include sufficient uncertainty factors into the        
     equations.  This will most likely lead to conservative numbers which in    
     many cases may be significantly lower than Tier I criterion.  [In addition 
     to the validity concerns regarding Tier II values, there are considerable  
     questions regarding the extent to which we can generate significant and    
     meaningful values based on a limited data base.  In order to provide some  
     guidance to the regulated community regarding when we will generate values 
     for use in limits calculation, there should be some language pertaining to 
     when values would be generated.  Perhaps some degree of toxicological      
     significance or prevalence could be incorporated.].                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.074     
     
     See response to D3382.053 which discusses when Tier II values will be      
     developed for the 138 chemicals of initial focus.  Reader is also referred 
     to sections on Reasonable Potential (See Section VIII. E.)  of the SID to  
     determine when Tier II values will be developed and for which chemicals.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: P2720.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.075 is imbedded in comment #.074.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20873, Section V.B.6.b.                                               
                                                                                
     In addition to the validity concerns regarding Tier II values, there are   
     considerable questions regarding the extent to which we can generate       
     significant and meaningful values based on a limited data base.  In order  
     to provide some guidance to the regulated community regarding when we will 
     generate values for use in limits calculation, there should be some        
     language pertaining to when values would be generated.  Perhaps some degree
     of toxicological significance or prevalence could be incorporated.         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.075     
     
     See response to P2720.074                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
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     Comment ID: P2720.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     Page 20873, Section V.B.6.b.                                               
                                                                                
     Tier II methodology should be included in the final guidance.  Concerns    
     about restricted data availability and protection against misuse of Tier II
     values should be explicitly stated.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.076     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2720.077
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     General Human Health Comments                                              
                                                                                
     The Veith and Kosian equation for deriving BCFs from Log Kows needs to     
     specify a percent lipid content (i.e. 6%).  This would reduce confusion    
     when normalizing percent lipids for the exposure calculations.  We concur  
     with the proposed methods of deriving bioaccumulation factors.             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.077     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2720.078
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     General Human Health Comments                                              
                                                                                
     Make available any Tier II information the EPA has so duplication of effort
     is minimized.  Explicitly state that the published criteria in Part 132 are
     Tier I so there is no confusion.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.078     
     
     EPA Region 5, in cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices,
     and the Great Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Clearinghouse which
     will promote consistency and reduce the potential for duplication of       
     effort.  The Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) Clearinghouse will assist States 
     and Tribes in developing numeric Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II 
     water quality values.  Development and adoption of criteria is a shared    
     responsibility and EPA asserts that through promulgation of the Tier II    
     methodologies, and establishment of the Clearinghouse, EPA has considerably
     enhanced States' ability to translate their narrative criteria.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.  In
     addition, for pollutants of especially high interest or concer, EPA intends
     from time-to-time to use the Clearinghouse information to develop GLI      
     criteria guidance documents similar to those supporting the proposed       
     Guidance.  EPA will publish a notice in the Federal Register announcing the
     availability of documents containing new toxicological and exposure data   
     and inviting public comment on them.  After reviewing the comments, EPA    
     will finalize the GLI criteria guidance documents and make them available  
     as guidance to the Great Lakes States and Tribes.  The GLI criteria        
     guidance document would represent EPA's best current information about     
     effects of the pollutants in the Great Lakes System.  The GLI criteria     
     guidance documents could address either or both Tier I criteria or Tier II 
     values.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2720.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     General Human Health Comments                                              
                                                                                
     The table of "excluded pollutants" only creates confusion, it should be    
     deleted.  If a facility sees that a particular substance is not on the     
     exluded pollutants list, they could assume that the substance is included  
     as a substance of concern in the initiative.  The table creates unnecessary
     confusion.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.079     
     
     The Guidance, as proposed and as finalized, generally addresses all        
     pollutants, but provides for exceptions from certain procedures for        
     pollutants listed in Table 5.  Pollutants not listed in Table 6 are not    
     exempted from regulation or data generation requirements.  They are only   
     exempted from the requirement to generate data necessary to support        
     derivation of a Tier II value.  Under these circumstances, States and      
     Tribes maintain the obligation to ensure implementation of narrative       
     standards, and as such, maintain authority to compel data generation deemed
     necessary to ensure implementation of those standards.  See sections II.C.5
     and II.C.10 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2720.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     General Human Health Comments                                              
                                                                                
     The "addendum" Federal Register which was published August 9, 1993 contains
     recommendations for relative source contribution (RSC) factors.  As stated 
     in the Federal Register, one of the options includes using 20% as a default
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     value when more specific data are lacking. [Comment is also solicited for  
     RSC employment for BCCs, carcinogens, non-carcinogens, etc.  As noted in   
     the General Implementation Procedures comment section, we recommend use of 
     a default RSC of 0.8 for all non-carcinogens where source contribution data
     is lacking.  Source contribution should be assumed to be 100% for          
     carcinogens.].                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.080     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2720.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.081 is imbedded in comment #.080.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HUMAN HEALTH                                                               
                                                                                
     General Human Health Comments                                              
                                                                                
     Comment is also solicited for RSC employment for BCCs, carcinogens,        
     non-carcinogens, etc.  As noted in the General Implementation Procedures   
     comment section, we recommend use of a default RSC of 0.8 for all          
     non-carcinogens where source contribution data is lacking.  Source         
     contribution should be assumed to be 100% for carcinogens.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.081     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2720.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Page 20879 Section VI.B.2.                                                 
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether or not to combine the Wildlife      
     Technical Support Document with the Procedure Document for final           
     publication of the proposal.                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We have no specific preference on this issue.  Perhaps    
     they should be separated simply to provide consistency with the other      
     elements of the proposal such as Human Health and Aquatic Life elements.   
     They should either all be included or all comprising separate documents.   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.082     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.052 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2720.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Page 20880 Section VI.B.3.a.ii.                                            
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on the provisions to allow sub-chronic to      
     chronic adjustments to the NOAEL.                                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We agree with these provisions if their use is tied to    
     strict guidelines.  The application of chronic NOAELs in risk assessments  
     is the most accurate method to provide protection for wildlife.  If we must
     adjust a sub-chronic NOAEL to allow more accurate chronic protection,      
     better protection should result.  Care must be taken to avoid introducing  
     unnecessarily high levels of uncertainty into the risk assessment.  The    
     four wildlife criteria derived from the procedure demonstrate that such a  
     provision is useful, but not necessary for every criteria.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.083     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.136 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2720.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Page 20880 Section VI.B.3.a.iii.                                           
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA requests comment on the guidance in determining the value of a 
     species sensitivity factor (SSF).                                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We believe that the guidance provided for deriving a SSF  
     is adequate.  The method of deriving a SSF is sufficient to allow          
     derivation of water quality criterion using the appropriate SSF.           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.084     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2720.085
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Page 20880-20881 Section VI.B.3.a.iv.                                      
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA requests comment on the creation of an intraspecies uncertainty
     factor or (ISF).                                                           
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     RECOMMENDATION:  We believe that EPA's proposed ISF is not necessary.      
     Protection of endangered or threatened species (site-specific              
     modifications) is adequately addressed by language in the Implementation   
     section of the GLWQI (i.e. Appendix F:  Procedure 1 A, part 2 on page      
     21034.)                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.085     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.144 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/FOR
     Comment ID: P2720.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Page 20881 Section VI.B.3.a.v.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA requests comment on the adoption of an alternative formula for 
     wildlife criteria in the final Guidance.                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The alternative formula creates an illusion of great      
     uncertainty.  It does not, however, change the actual process.  The final  
     decision should be consistent with other exposure equations EPA uses in all
     criteria derivation processes.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.086     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.158 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/FOR      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: P2720.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Page 20882-20883 Section VI.C.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA requests comments on "additional issues listed."               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  1)  We support the minimum database requirements as       
     proposed in the Procedure or Appendix D to part 132 of the GLWQI.  [2)  EPA
     invites comments on the decisions not to incorporate the use of an         
     acute-to-chronic conversion factor in the Tier I methodology, and that Tier
     II values not be based solely on acute toxicity data.  Although Wisconsin  
     currently allows the use of acute data to determine a wildlife criterion in
     the absence of chronic data, we do not disagree with EPA's decisions.]     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.087     
     
     Please refer to comments D2860.079, P2593.035, and D2741.132 for the       
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2720.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.088 is imbedded in comment #.087.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Page 20882-20883 Section VI.C.                                             
                                                                                
     2)  EPA invites comments on the decisions not to incorporate the use of an 
     acute-to-chronic conversion factor in the Tier I methodology, and that Tier
     II values not be based solely on acute toxicity data.  Although Wisconsin  
     currently allows the use of acute data to determine a wildlife criterion in
     the absence of chronic data, we do not disagree with EPA's decisions.      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.088     
     
     Please refer to comments P2593,.035 and D2741.132 for the response to this 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2720.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Appendix D. (Part 132)  In general, we support the adoption of Appendix D  
     to Part 132 GLWQI Methodology for the Development of Wildlife Criteria and 
     Values.  We believe this document to be scientifically defensible and in   
     need of no changes at the present time.  We believe that the four wildlife 
     criteria and their support documents (DDT, PCB, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, and Mercury) 
     were developed in accordance with this procedure and represent the best    
     scientific evidence to date.                                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.089     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2720.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WILDLIFE                                                                   
                                                                                
     Page 20882 Section VI.C.2.                                                 
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA requests comment on the choice of representative species       
     identified for use in determining wildlife criteria/values.                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We believe that the proposed species are the best         
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     representatives of the kinds of birds and mammals likely to be impacted by 
     toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes basin.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.090     
     
     The comment showed general support for the selection of the representative 
     species.  EPA has retained the concept of using representative species, as 
     well as four of the original five species.  In the response to comment     
     P2590.028 it was noted that the osprey was replaced with the herring gull. 
     This is the only change made.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Pages 20887 & 20888, Section VII.A.1.d.                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding Approach #1:                                            
     GLWQI:  EPA recommends reliance on sampling and analysis of the water body 
     to determine if any measureable change occurred in the concentration of a  
     pollutant or pollutants.                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  It is difficult to measure ambient changes in pollutants  
     which cannot be analytically measured.   It is not practical to expect     
     reliable ambient measurements to occur.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.091     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  P2720.094.                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Pages 20887 & 20888, Section VII.A.1.d.                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding Approach #1:                                            
     Approach #1 is not practical and could be difficult to "remove" a          
     particular discharge (or an increased discharge) if a particular facility  
     caused the lowering of water quality.  This approach would require the     
     demonstration of important social and economic development to allow the    
     lowering of water quality, after the lowering of water quality has already 
     occurred, which is not the proper sequence of events to allow the lowering 
     of water quality.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.092     
     
     The commenter is correct.  Antidegradation review is intended to be        
     prospective, not after the fact.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Pages 20887 & 20888, Section VII.A.1.d.                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding Approach #2:                                            
     Alternative #1:  The ability of models to project effects of persistent    
     pollutants in the Great Lakes is not reliable in all cases and should be   
     used sparingly.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.093     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  P2720.094.                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.094
     Cross Ref 1: cc LL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Pages 20887 & 20888, Section VII.A.1.d.                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding Approach #2:                                            
     Alternative #2:  We agree with the idea that an increase in the rate of    
     mass loading of a pollutant can lower water quality.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.094     
     
     EPA agrees, for the reasons set out in the preamble to the proposed        
     guidance, that assessments of the lowering of water quality based upon     
     ambient measurements, or models are difficult, if not impossible, or are   
     technically questionable.  Thus, the final Guidance continues to address   
     the issue of significant lowering of water quality for non-BCCs, in terms  
     of increased loads.  EPA notes, however, that these provisions are not     
     mandatory, and that the States and Tribes are free to adopt alternative    
     provisions, so long as those provisions are consistent with the            
     requirements of 40CFR 131.6 and 131.12.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20887 & 20888, Section VII.A.1.d.                                     
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     Comments Regarding Approach #2:                                            
     Alternative #3:  This alternative seems to be a hybrid of Alternatives #1 &
     #2 and appears to be best approach which focuses on BCCs and increases in  
     non-BCCs in an existing permit limitation beyond a de minimis change.  This
     would be considered an action that would lower water quality sufficiently  
     to require an antidegradation review.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.095     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  P2720.094.                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Pages 20887 & 20888, Section VII.A.1.d.                                    
                                                                                
     Comments Regarding Approach #2                                             
     COMMENT:  Any hardships incurred by requiring prior approval before        
     granting an increase in loading would be offset by the possible requirement
     that an increased discharge which did not receive approval before plant    
     expansion or increased production, would have to be eliminated.  The       
     definition of significant lowering of water quality should distinguish     
     between BCCs and other chemicals.  This distinction will help to ensure    
     that any lowering of water quality as a result of BCCs will be addressed   
     with an antidegradation review.                                            
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We concur with Approach #2, Alternative #3.               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.096     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter, that the requirement for prior approval can 
     prevent later problems.  With respect to distinguishing between BCCs and   
     non-BCCs, EPA notes that the scope of the final Guidance has been limited  
     to BCCs, and thus, the distinction has een maintained.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2720.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20889, Section VII.B.1.                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Five categories of pollution prevention activities must be         
     evaluated as part of an antidegradation demonstration.                     
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  A sixth should be added for municipal systems; namely "clear     
     water removal".  To document this test, a municipality should be required  
     to have some kind of approved ongoing clearwater minimization program.     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Use six categories of pollution prevention with required  
     ongoing clearwater minimization programs.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.097     
     
     The commenter's suggestion is already addressed in the Guidance. In the    
     final Guidance, parties requesting an increased loading are required to    
     consider pollution prevention including optimizing treatment plant         
     efficiency and water conservation. For a municipal facility, these two     
     considerations address the commenter's concern about infiltration.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20891, Section VII.B.3.b.i.                                           
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     GLWQI:  The guidance states that "ONRWS cannot be lowered in water quality 
     except for lowering of water quality related to short term, temporary      
     (i.e., weeks or months) activities."                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The guidance should include site specific examples of     
     activities which would justify a temporary lowering of water quality.      
     [Also, the guidance should include the extent to which the lowering of     
     water quality be permitted, and specify the demonstration work necessary to
     allow the temporary lowering of water quality.]  [We agree that there      
     should be an exemption for "short term clean-ups", but an exemption for    
     temporary lowering of water quality should not be allowed for "longer term 
     clean-ups".]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.098     
     
     See response to comment D2847.034.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.099 is imbedded in comment #.098.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20891, Section VII.B.3.b.i.                                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Also, the guidance should include the extent to which the 
     lowering of water quality be permitted, and specify the demonstration work 
     necessary to allow the temporary lowering of water quality.                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.099     
     
     See response to comment D2847.034.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.100 is imbedded in comment #.098.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20891, Section VII.B.3.b.i.                                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We agree that there should be an exemption for "short term
     clean-ups", but an exemption for temporary lowering of water quality should
     not be allowed for "longer term clean-ups".                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.100     
     
     See response to comment D2847.034.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20893, Section VII.C.1.b.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA requests comment on an alternative approach to assessing water 
     quality that would look at water quality as an "all or nothing             
     proposition."                                                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We do not concur with the "all or nothing" approach.  It  
     would prevent the lowering of water quality for any pollutant.  The concept
     of all or nothing for assessing water quality is simply not founded on good
     environmental protection principles.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.101     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20893, Section VII.C.1.b.                                             
                                                                                
     We agree, however, with EPA's interpretation that antidegradation          
     procedures would prohibit any additional lowering of water quality from    
     loading, that do not support the designated use, but would recognize that  
     for other pollutants unused assimilative capacity exists such that the     
     loadings for such substances could be increased and criteria for those     
     pollutants still achieved.                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.102     
     
     The commenter is correct.  Antidegradation provides a mechanism for        
     ensuring that the increased loadings are both necessary and will support   
     important social and economic development.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2720.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20893, Section VII.C.1.b.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Second Alternative - "If any pollutant was exceeding an applicable 
     criteria, water quality could still be lowered with respect to other       
     pollutants after an antidegradation demonstration review.  The             

Page 9291



$T044618.TXT
     antidegradation demonstration would, however, be less rigorous than if all 
     the pollutants in the water body were achieving applicable criteria."      
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  This proposed requirement of a less rigorous antidegradation     
     demonstration in these instances seems inconsistent with both the goals of 
     antidegradation and the ultimate goal of protecting the waters of the Great
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.103     
     
     The final Guidance does not contain such an alternative.  However, a State 
     or Tribe has the discretion to fashion such an alternative for non-BCCs,   
     provided the alternative remains within the bounds of the requirements     
     specified in 40 CFR 131.12.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20893, Section VII.C.1.b.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Third Alternative - This procedure would rely on a generic measure 
     of water quality as opposed to water quality criteria for individual       
     pollutants."                                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  This alternative, if the methodology existed, could prove 
     to be worth investigating.  With the limited database available, and the   
     necessary proven science to substantiate, this appears to not be a viable  
     option at this time.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.104     
     
     EPA agrees.  The final Guidance does not include a mechanism for assessing 
     ambient water quality based on a generic measure of water quality.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20893, Section VII.C.1.b.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Fourth Alternative - That would allow the evaluation of mixtures,  
     rather than individual pollutants.                                         
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Not acceptable, difficult to show (demonstrate) that the  
     net toxicity or adverse effect on water quality of the proposed discharge  
     would not be greater than the current discharge.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.105     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20894, Section VII.C.2.                                               
                                                                                
     Distinguishing between BCC and other pollutants in determining significant 
     lowering could create excessive regulatory burdens in municipal situations 
     if applied to any actions, including "...new sanitary or industrial hookups
     to a municipal sewer system".  This provision appears to require an        
     antidegradation evaluation each time sewers are extended.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.106     
     
     The final Guidance has been revised to clarify the actions which would lead
     to a determination that a proposed action would result in a significant    
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     lowering of water quality.  In particular, the act of extending a sewer    
     would not, per se, result in a finding of a significant lowering of water  
     quality.  However, if such an extension were to result in the addition of a
     source of BCCs to the POTW, then an antidegradation evaluation would be    
     required.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20894, Section VII.C.2.                                               
                                                                                
     Since, in municipal systems, discharge concentration levels generally are a
     function of treatment technology, higher flows almost always will mean a   
     correspondingly higher discharge of pollutants.  Generally, municipal      
     effluents won't contain detectable quantities of organic BCCs.  However,   
     for a substance like mercury, which we know to be present at low levels in 
     municipal effluent, any additional connection which is not offset by flow  
     reduction elsewhere, will automatically increase pollutant discharge.      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.107     
     
     If the scenario described by the commenter is correct, an antidegradation  
     review is appropriate.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.108
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20894, Section VII.C.2.                                               
                                                                                
     It would be better to trigger antidegradation evaluations with permit limit
     increases.  Since it may be appropriate to distinguish BCCs from other     
     pollutants for purposes of antidegradation, any increase in limits for BCCs
     should require a full demonstration under antidegradation.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.108     
     
     Please see response to commen ID D2798.046.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20895, Section VII.C.3.                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The guidance proposes to tie an increased discharge to an "action".
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Increased discharges due to aging of treatment plants (and
     loss of treatment efficiency or capacity) would not be considered an       
     "action", and would therefore be exempt from antidegradation requirements. 
     This is counter to pollution prevention and compliance maintenance         
     initiatives.  The GLWQI discourages treatment plant upkeep, and actually   
     would provide an incentive to NOT reduce clearwater entry into municipal   
     sewer systems, etc.  "Increased discharge" should be tied to a permitted   
     discharge level, and there should be no distinction made over the cause of 
     the increased discharge.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.109     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.110

Page 9295



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20895, Section VII.C.2.                                               
                                                                                
     We agree with the Significant Lowering of Water Quality Definition:  Any   
     increase in the rate of mass loading of any BCC is considered to result in 
     a significant lowering of water quality.  For pollutants other than BCCs,  
     significant lowering of water quality is considered to occur whenever a    
     source seeks a change in its permit limits (or a change above a de minimis 
     increase in the rate of mass loading).                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.110     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2742.405.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Existing Effluent Quality (EEQ)                                            
                                                                                
     The following six comments represent various issues and concerns Wisconsin 
     has regarding EEQ.  While we recommend that EEQ be stricken from the       
     guidance, if it is to be included, significant modification is recommended.
     
     
     Response to: P2720.111     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20897, Section VII.D.                                                 
                                                                                
     The concept of EEQ is unacceptable in the context it is written and for the
     purposes intended, it clearly "rewards" the bad performers and "punishes"  
     the good performers.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.112     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.113
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20898, Section VII.D.2.b.                                             
                                                                                
     The EEQ concept for BCCs should not be implemented.  EEQ should exist as a 
     numeric mass loading rate limitation vs. narrative prohibition coupled with
     a EEQ notification requirement.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.113     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.114
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL & LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 3: cc RP
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20898 - Section VII.D.2.                                              
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Procedure 3B (page 21037) should be used to develop existing       
     effluent quality (EEQ) values for sample results below the level of        
     quantitation (LOQ).  Language contained in the preamble states that        
     analytical results below the level of quantitation should be factored into 
     the development of existing effluent quality (EEQ) as non-zero results     
     using the method set forth in Procedures 3A and 3B, Appendix F to Part 132.
     According to Procedures 3A and 3B, when all of the available data for a    
     pollutant are below the level of detection, all the data for the pollutant 
     shall be assumed to be zero.                                               
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  This appears to be a typographical error.  Procedure 3B is used  
     for calculating effluent limitations, not for reasonable potential or      
     compliance determinations which would be the appropriate places to address 
     effluent concentrations below LOQ.  A separate comment was made as part of 
     the implementation section of the GLWQI which pointed out that the GLWQI   
     was vague on how values below LOQ are addressed in the effluent database.  
     BCC's are not usually detected in Wisconsin wastewater discharges.         
     Therefore, it is more likely that data sets for BCCs will consist of all   
     non-detects.  In these cases EPA's guidance appears to be that the EEQ     
     should be set equal to zero.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.114     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20898 - Section VII.D.2.                                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Either the reference to Procedure 3B should be stricken   
     from this section of the GLWQI, or Procedure 3B (or some other procedure)  
     should be re-written to specify how values below LOQ are used, whether for 
     antidegradation, reasonable potential, or compliance determinations.  EPA  
     should also provide further guidance on whether it intends to have EEQs set
     to equal to zero and whether or not compliance evaluation levels (CELs)    
     should be employed for EEQs equal to zero.                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.115     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.116
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20899 - Section VII.D.3.a.                                            
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Discharges of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) should be
     limited to the current level of discharge (page 20898), even if that       
     current level of discharge is below the calculated water quality-based     
     limit.  The issues is presented to illustrate concerns that have been      
     raised that this approach would punish "good" performers and reward "bad"  
     performers.  There would be no incentive for a facility to reduce current  
     discharges because the facility would then be required to maintain those   
     reduced loadings, whereas a facility that fails to reduce its loading would
     be held to the existing (higher) loading as its permit limitation.  The EPA
     response shares this concern, stating that the guidance be written to allow
     flexibility in utilizing alternatives.  GLWQI offers "Option 2" on page    
     20898 as an alternative which would include the EEQ-based limit, narrative 
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     permit language prohibiting actions that would result in increased loadings
     of BCCs, and a monitoring and notification requirement justifying increased
     loadings.  Lacking such justification, the increase would be handled as a  
     permit violation.                                                          
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  By keeping the EEQ-based limit in the permit, the so-called      
     "Option 2" does not appear to be an alternative action.  It contains no    
     realistic alternative to the EEQ-based limit approach for BCCs and does not
     offer the flexibility mentioned in the issue discussion.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.116     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.117
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20899 - Section VII.D.3.a.                                            
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Ten years following the effective date of the GLWQI, no mixing   
     zones will be allowed for these BCCs, therefore the limits eventually will 
     be below available levels of quantitation (LOQ) or detection (LOD).  Any   
     "option" proposed here only would be applicable for ten years or less,     
     because after that time the main issue will be determining compliance with 
     limits below LOQ.  Since that is already addressed in the GLWQI, there     
     appears to be no substantial purpose to be achieved by setting EEQ-based   
     limits for BCCs.                                                           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.117     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20899 - Section VII.D.3.a.                                            
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     The remainder of the antidegradation proposal is sufficient in achieving   
     the intended goal of restricting increases in the discharge of BCCs to the 
     Great Lakes Basin, thereby giving rise to the term "antidegradation."      
     EEQ-based limits achieve a different goal altogether, namely to maintain or
     reduce current loadings instead of restricting increases.  Such a goal     
     should be addressed either via revisions to the water quality criteria or  
     via the implementation procedure.  Antidegradation guidance is not the     
     proper place to implement what appears to be GLWQI's attempt at recognizing
     a "zero discharge" goal.                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The EEQ-based limit concept for BCCs should be stricken   
     from the GLWQI, relying instead on compliance determinations for limits    
     below LOQ and the proposed elimination of mixing zones for calculating     
     limits for BCCs ten years following the effective date of the GLWQI.       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.118     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20900, Section VII.D.3.c.                                             
                                                                                
     Regarding the frequency of BCC monitoring; we concur with the 2x/year      
     proposed monitoring frequency.  Monitoring for BCCs two times per year     
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     should account for variability and provide accurate measurements from which
     to characterize the levels in the aquatic environment.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.119     
     
     Please see response to comment ID G3202.029                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20902 - Section VII.E., De Minimis Lowering of Water Quality          
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  A lowering of water quality for non-BCCs is considered to be de    
     minimis (not significant) if less than 10% of the available assimilative   
     capacity is used, except that for substances listed in Table 5 on page     
     21015 the lowering of water quality is de minimis if less than 90% of the  
     available assimilative capacity is used (greater than 10% of the capacity  
     remains).  The parameters in Table 5 include, but are not limited to,      
     ammonia, BOD5, chlorine, pH, hydrogen sulfide, phosphorus, temperature,    
     total suspended solids, and alkalinity.                                    
                                                                                
     [COMMENT:  The decision to choose the percentage threshold for defining de 
     minimis lowering of water quality is purely a political one, there are no  
     apparent environmental or water quality-based grounds for supporting 10,33,
     or 90 over any other specified percentage.].                               
                                                                                
     With respect to the Table 5 parameters, it is only practical to assess     
     significant lowering of water quality where water quality standards exist. 
     Where no such standards exist, any lowering of water quality must be       
     considered de minimis because there is no assimilative capacity calculation
     possible.  Where such standards do exist, there appears to be no reason to 
     consider de minimis lowering of water quality based on use of 90% of the   
     remaining assimilative capacity.  Antidegradation applications should be   
     consistent where water quality standards exist.                            
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The 90% reference used to distinguish the parameters in   
     Table 5 should be eliminated from the GLWQI.  Wisconsin has no practical   
     objection to the 10% threshold for determining de minimis lower of water   
     quality, but that threshold should include the following parameters from   
     Table 5 on page 21015:                                                     
                                                                                
     Ammonia                                                                    
     Chlorine                                                                   
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     Dissolved Oxygen (intended to address BOD5 since D.O. is the basis for     
     water quality-based BOD5 limits                                            
                                                                                
     Other substances, such as hydrogen sulfide and phosphorus, may be added to 
     this list when water quality standards are developed, but at this time it  
     does not appear practical to consider significant lowering of water quality
     for those as well as alkalinity, bacteria, color, dissolved solids, pH,    
     salinity, sulfide, temperature, total and suspended solids, and turbidity  
     at this time.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.120     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, with respect to the Table 5 pollutants, the final Guidance    
     does not recommend distinguishing between Table 5 pollutants and other     
     BCCs.  The final Guidance recommends a cap on de minimis lowering of water 
     quality to protect high quality waters for all pollutants.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.121 is imbedded in comment #.120.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20902 - Section VII.E., De Minimis Lowering of Water Quality          
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The decision to choose the percentage threshold for defining de  
     minimis lowering of water quality is purely a political one, there are no  
     apparent environmental or water quality-based grounds for supporting 10,   
     33, or 90 over any other specified percentage.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.121     
     
     See response to comment D2634.022.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.122
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20902-20903 - Section VII.E., De Minimis Lowering of Water Quality    
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The 10% usage of assimilative capacity that determines whether or  
     not de minimis lowering of water quality takes place is applied each time  
     there is an increase.  The amount of unused assimilative capacity is       
     re-defined and the increased discharge cannot use more than 10% of that    
     remaining capacity without the resulting lowering of water quality being   
     considered significant.                                                    
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Section VII.E.3.b. (page 20904) contains the GLWQI discussion of 
     why the "fixed capacity" approach used by Wisconsin was not recommended.   
     The GLWQI rationale was that it would be logistically impossible for States
     or Tribe to determine the unused assimilative capacity numbers for all     
     pollutants in all Great Lakes system waterbodies on a particular date.     
     However, that is exactly what must be done in order for a TMDL to be       
     developed in a particular basin.  It isn't necessary to determine          
     assimilative capacity for all water bodies to perform a TMDL, so it appears
     that EPA is overstating the difficulty since TMDLs are authorized in the   
     GLWQI.                                                                     
                                                                                
     [A more logical concern expressed by EPA is that the "fixed capacity"      
     estimate on a certain date would not account for changes in the waterbody  
     that have occurred since that date, especially if reductions that have     
     taken place in other point or non-point source dischargers served to       
     improve water quality in the affected waterbody.  A proposed increase in   
     discharge from one source may actually be part of an overall improvement in
     water quality if taken into account with other basin activities.           
                                                                                
     Although the second concern is a valid support for rejection of the "fixed 
     capacity" approach, there is also a concern regarding the "variable        
     capacity" approach recommended in the GLWQI.]  [The approach does not      
     prevent a discharger from repeatedly requesting permit modifications to    
     allow for increased discharges until it ends up using almost all of the    
     originally available assimilative capacity.  If the requested increase is  
     just enough to be considered de minimis, there appears to be no way to     
     prevent a discharger from requesting another modification, again "barely"  
     avoiding the significant lowering of water quality, and then going through 
     the process again once that is done.  Theoretically, a facility could use  
     up 0.901 * 0.901 * 0.901 * 0.901, etc., of the assimilative capacity       
     without ever triggering the significant lowering of water quality threshold
     (0.900 would be significant lowering of water quality).  After seven such  
     requests, over 50% of the assimilative capacity could be used under the    
     GLWQI approach and every one would be judged de minimis (0.901(7exp) =     
     0.482, or 51.8% usage of assimilative capacity).  This was a scenario that 
     was raised when Wisconsin was developing its antidegradation rule,         
     resulting in a preference for the "fixed capacity" approach.]              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:   The "fixed capacity" approach used by Wisconsin is       
     recommended, based on the effective date of the GLWQI.                     
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     Response to: P2720.122     
     
     The final Guidance recommends determining the unused assimilative capacity 
     each time a request for a significant lowering of water quality is         
     received.  This accounts for changes in the loadings to the water body that
     may occur between requests, including de minimis increases in loading.  The
     final Guidance also recommends that States and Tribes that choose to allow 
     for de minimis lowering of water quality also impose a cap on such         
     lowerings based on a percentage of the total assimilative capacity so that 
     increases that will result in a greater percentage of the total            
     assimilative capacity being used than the cap are subject to               
     antidegradation review.  If States and Tribes adopt the recommended        
     approach, as the loading of a pollutant to a water body approaches the     
     total assimlative capacity, any increase would be subject to               
     antidegradation review.                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.123 is imbedded in comment #.122.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20902-20903 - Section VII.E., De Minimis Lowering of Water Quality    
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  A more logical concern expressed by EPA is that the "fixed       
     capacity" estimate on a certain date would not account for changes in the  
     waterbody that have occurred since that date, especially if reductions that
     have taken place in other point or non-point source dischargers served to  
     improve water quality in the affected waterbody.  A proposed increase in   
     discharge from one source may actually be part of an overall improvement in
     water quality if taken into account with other basin activities.           
                                                                                
     Although the second concern is a valid support for rejection of the "fixed 
     capacity" approach, there is also a concern regarding the "variable        
     capacity" approach recommended in the GLWQI.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.123     
     
     See response to comment P2720.122.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.124 is imbedded in comment #.122.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20902-20903 - Section VII.E., De Minimis Lowering of Water Quality    
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The approach does not prevent a discharger from repeatedly       
     requesting permit modifications to allow for increased discharges until it 
     ends up using almost all of the originally available assimilative capacity.
     If the requested increase is just enough to be considered de minimis, there
     appears to be no way to prevent a discharger from requesting another       
     modification, again "barely" avoiding the significant lowering of water    
     quality, and then going through the process again once that is done.       
     Theoretically, a facility could use up 0.901 * 0.901 * 0.901 * 0.901, etc.,
     of the assimilative capacity without ever triggering the significant       
     lowering of water quality threshold (0.900 would be significant lowering of
     water quality).  After seven such requests, over 50% of the assimilative   
     capacity could be used under the GLWQI approach and every one would be     
     judged de minimis (0.901(7exp) = 0.482, or 51.8% usage of assimilative     
     capacity).  This was a scenario that was raised when Wisconsin was         
     developing its antidegradation rule, resulting in a preference for the     
     "fixed capacity" approach.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.124     
     
     See response to comment P2720.122.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20902, Section VII.2.a.                                               
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  We disagree with the statement "the unused assimilative capacity 
     is that amount of the total assimilative capacity not utilized by point    
     source and non-point source discharges, including background."             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.125     
     
     It is unclear what specific element of the proposed Guidance the commenter 
     was criticizing.  The unused assimilative capacity is equal to the total   
     assimilative capacity minus the sum of the assimilative capacity used by   
     point sources plus the assimilative capacity used by nonpoint sources plus 
     the assimilative capacity used by background.  The calculation describes   
     accounts for all sources of a pollutant, including sediment contribution,  
     natural background and atmospheric deposition.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20903, Section VII.E.2.b.iii.                                         
                                                                                
     The example given involves Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD).  This parameter 
     as discussed in this section as BOD5 should be biochemical oxygen demand,  
     not biological oxygen demand.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.126     
     
     So noted.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20904, Section VII.E.3.b.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Fixing assimilative capacity at a date certain and choice of date. 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We agree with the proposal that requires that the total   
     assimilative capacity and the unused assimilative capacity be determined at
     the time the request to lower water quality is considered.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.127     
     
     The final Guidance recommends determining the unused assimilative capacity 
     each time a request for a significant lowering of water quality is         
     received.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.128
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20905, Section VII.E.3.d.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invited comments on whether a "de minimus" test should be      
     available for BCC's.                                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The concern with these chemicals is that even small       
     quantities of these substances can bioaccumulate.  The concept that a small
     increase in discharge of such chemicals will not have an impact runs       
     counter to the basis for the concern over these chemicals.  A de minimus   
     test should not be available for BCCs.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.128     
     
     EPA agrees that it would be inappropriate to allow de minimis increases for
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     BCCs.  A conservative approach to allowing increased loadings of such      
     pollutants to be introduced into the Great Lakes is warranted because of   
     the extreme sensitivity of the the lakes to contamination by BCCs and      
     because of the considerable cost and effort expended in repairing the      
     damage wrought by past abuses.  As a practical matter, given the criteria  
     for most BCCs, any de minimis increase would be so small as to be          
     functionally equivalent to zero.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20905, Section VII.E.3.d.                                             
                                                                                
     The margin of safety concept being implemented for water quality appears to
     be of some value.  The incorporation of a cap into the de minimus test     
     would seem to be of more substance because of the lack of completed TMDLs. 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.129     
     
     See responses to comment D2741.155.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
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     Page 20905, Section VII.E.3.e.                                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA expresses concern over "multiple de minimus lowering of water  
     quality by a single source".                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  This concern could be addressed by requiring demonstration
     of committed growth for industries (the quantity of increased discharge    
     would need to be related to a particular, proposed production increase, and
     quantified accordingly).  For example, the increased discharge related to  
     and addressed in one "chunk", not broken down into smaller pieces to meet  
     the de minimus criteria.  For municipalities, existing planning            
     requirements (administrative codes and federal guidelines, dealing with    
     facilities planning and 208 plans) necessitate looking at growth over 20   
     year planning periods; this effectively prohibits looking at increased     
     discharges due to community growth in small pieces.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.130     
     
     See respons to comment D2763.013.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20905, Section VII.E.3.e.                                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  In addition, EPA is interested in whether reviewers       
     believe that it would be appropriate to limit the number of de minimis     
     actions allowed and individual source to one (or some other number).       
     Limiting the number of de minimus actions would be appropriate, specifying 
     a limit to the number of times this test will be allowed within a certain  
     timeframe would appear to be approriate (i.e., one de minimis action/5     
     years).  Providing the Director with discretionary authority could result  
     in varying decisions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.131     
     
     See response to comment D2763.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2720.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20906, Section VII.F.1.                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Regarding antidegradation demonstration components:                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The proposed guidance does not address Demonstration of   
     Need. Wis. Adm. Code NR 207 requires an assessment of existing treatment   
     capability which demonstrates:                                             
                                                                                
         1.  Any of the following  a.  The permittee's monthly average discharge
     equals or exceeds 85% of a monthly average effluent limitation established 
     in a permit for 3 consecutive months;  b.  The permittee's daily discharge 
     equals or exceeds 85% of a daily maximum effluent limitation established in
     a permit 5 or more times during a calendar year;  c.  There are exceedences
     of any daily maximum, weekly, average or monthly average effluent          
     limitation for a parameter in a permit;  or d.  A municipal permittee's    
     compliance maintenance annual report point total, as required in Chapter NR
     208, is 70 or greater.  2.  The treatment facilities were maintained in    
     good working order; 3.  The treatment facilities were operated and         
     maintained as efficiently as possible; and 4.  The condition, documented in
     Sub.  1 were not due to temporary upsets.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.132     
     
     An assessment of need is inherent in evaluation of pollution prevention    
     options and alternative and enhanced treatment in the final Guidance.  If a
     facility were poorly operated or maintained or had additional treatment    
     capacity, that would be apparent in the antidegradation demonstration      
     submitted by the facility. Further, the time and effort required to prepare
     an antidegradation demonstration should act as a deterrent to prevent      
     facilities from requesting a lowering of water quality when one is not     
     needed.                                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2720.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20907 - Section VII.F.2., Hierarchy of Antidegradation Demonstrations 
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The antidegradation evaluation includes an assessment of pollution 
     prevention alternatives, alternative or enhanced treatment techniques      
     (costs necessary to prevent significant lowering of water quality), and    
     whether or not the significant lowering of water quality is critical to    
     social/economic development.                                               
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  GLWQI is vague on the "need" assessment.  It typically refers to 
     exceedence of existing effluent limitations, but does not specifically deal
     with the situation where there is a proposed increase in discharge,        
     however, the facility  is far enough below its current limits that those   
     limits would still be met even with the proposed increase in discharge.  It
     may be implied that if no increase in limits is necessary, then no increase
     is allowed.  A clear reference to a "need" determination would indicate    
     that the "need" for increased limits must be demonstrated before they can  
     be considered in a permit.  This enables the regulatory authority to       
     require a reasonable estimate of the proposed increase in discharge, and a 
     documentation of the source and amount of the increase, before an          
     assessment of the effect on the existing limits and the appropriate new    
     limits can be made.  Without such language, a discharger could propose an  
     unsubstantiated increase in its discharge and be allowed higher limits     
     under the GLWQI antidegradation rules.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.133     
     
     See response to comment P2720.132.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2720.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
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     Page 20907 - Section VII.F.2., Hierarchy of Antidegradation Demonstrations 
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Given the concern regarding loadings of toxic substances to the  
     Great Lakes basin, it appears appropriate to require optimum documentation 
     of proposed increases before allowing these increases to take place.       
     Without specific language regarding demonstration of need, lowering of     
     water quality via increased effluent limits could be unnecessarily allowed.
     
     
     Response to: P2720.134     
     
     See response to comment P2720.132.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2720.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20907 - Section VII.F.2., Hierarchy of Antidegradation Demonstrations 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The GLWQI should include language to require documentation
     of the source and amount of proposed increases in discharge and the        
     discharger's assessment of the ability of its existing treatment system to 
     handle the proposed increase under current limits.  If an increase in      
     limits is not necessary because the existing treatment system has the      
     capacity to treat the proposed discharge, no change in effluent limits     
     should be allowed.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.135     
     
     See response to comment P2720.132.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/TECH
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     Comment ID: P2720.136
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20909 Section VII.F.4.                                                
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Regarding alternative or enhanced treatment alternatives that      
     eliminate the significant lowering of water quality:                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The capital costs analysis does not include a comparison  
     value for present worth vs. related total present worth value. (NR 207     
     value = 115%)                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.136     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2720.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     Page 20911 Section VII.5.                                                  
                                                                                
     With respect to social or economic development demonstration; we propose   
     the following additions:                                                   
                                                                                
         Additions to proposed guidance:  1)  The discharger will be increasing 
     its prodution level.  2)  The discharger will be increasing its efficiency.
     3)  The discharger will be providing economic or social benefit to the     
     community.  4)  The discharger will be correcting an environmental or      
     public health problem.                                                     
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     Response to: P2720.137     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, the measures suggested by the commenter only address the      
     benefits of the development on the discharger, not on the community.  As a 
     result, they are not consistent with the regulations.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     Wisconsin opposes the concept of existing effluent quality for the         
     following reasons:                                                         
                                                                                
     1)  It provides a disincentive for good operation or production process    
     control,                                                                   
                                                                                
     [2)  In some cases, EEQ is a duplication of effort.  Other processes are in
     place to achieve load reductions such as the Binational Program, Lakewide  
     Management Plans, Virtual Elimination Initiative, and Pollution prevention 
     strategies,]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.138     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.139 is imbedded in comment #.138.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     Wisconsin opposes the concept of existing effluent quality for the         
     following reasons:                                                         
                                                                                
     2)  In some cases, EEQ is a duplication of effort.  Other processes are in 
     place to achieve load reductions such as the Binational Program, Lakewide  
     Management Plans, Virtual Elimination Initiative, and Pollution prevention 
     strategies,                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.139     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     Wisconsin opposes the concept of existing effuent quality for the following
     reasons:                                                                   
                                                                                
     3)  EEQ is an administrative burden for no environmental gain,             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.140     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2720.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     Wisconsin opposes the concept of existing effluent quality for the         
     following reasons:                                                         
                                                                                
     4)  Alternative methods to achieve similar goals include incentives for    
     good performers such as decreased regulatory costs, reporting requirements,
     or monitoring requirements.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.141     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2720.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     More specific criteria are needed, otherwise, too many waters could        
     arguably qualify for Outstanding Resource Water status.  Outstanding       
     Resource Water designation criteria should be based on exceptional water   
     quality including chemical and biological parameters.  Uniqueness as a     
     water resource ecosystem should be included in the criteria as well.  The  
     language contained in Section IV.A.5. is too vague and ambiguous and should
     heavily modified.                                                          
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     Response to: P2720.142     
     
     See responses to comments P2742.470, D2621.019 and D2709.044.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     The definition for increased discharge should be tied to proposed increase 
     of effluent limitations, or, the addition of a new substance which would   
     require an effluent limitation.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.143     
     
     Please see response to Comment ID  D2798.046                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2720.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     The public review process outlined in the guidance should consist of the   
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     permit public notice process of determining to issue a permit. A separate  
     public review process should not be mandated.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.144     
     
     The final Guidance contains no specific requirements pertaining to public  
     participation in the antidegradation review other than that there must be  
     an opportunity for public participation and public input must be factored  
     into any final decision.  How public participation is provided for is left 
     to States and Tribes to determine.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2720.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     More work neeeds to be performed to define Great Lakes mixing zones or     
     assimilative capacity.  Because Great Lakes mixing zones increase in       
     proportion to effluent volume, less restrictive assimilative capacities may
     result than for river discharges.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.145     
     
     EPA believes that the recommendations made in the final Guidance are       
     appropriate and protective.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     With respect to TMDLs, we suggest deferral of the final TMDL guidance      
     pending Clean Water Act revisions.  More study is needed on non-point      
     source stormwater program impacts and methods of interrelating point and   
     non-point sources.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.146     
     
     EPA disagrees that publication of TMDL procedures for the Great Lakes      
     System should be deferred until Clean Water Act reauthorization.  While EPA
     recognizes the significance of nonpoint source contributions to many water 
     quality impairments, the final Guidance establishes a procedure by which   
     these contributions can and should be taken into account in order to ensure
     that the receiving water attains water quality standards for the pollutants
     for which TMDLs are developed.  See, for example, the discussion of TMDL   
     allocations in the SID at VIII.C.3.c.  In addition, the SID discusses how  
     States and Tribes may develop TMDLs for nonpoint source-impaired waters    
     using a phased approach.  See the SID at VIII.C.1.                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.147
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     Again, Lakewide Management processes will also be creating TMDL protocols  
     so the possibility for duplication of effort exists.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.147     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by authorizing the use of certain assessment
     and remediation plans in lieu of TMDLs for purposes of appendix F of Part  
     132.  LaMPs may qualify for this.  See the SID at VIII.C.2 for a detailed  
     discussion of these assessment and remediation plans.                      
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     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     The language pertaining to significant lowering of water quality needs     
     clarification and simplification.  We agree with the concept of significant
     lowering as it pertains to BCCs.  However, for non-BCCs, a simple          
     percentage for judging impact on assimilative capacity would minimize      
     administration of antidegradation reviews.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.148     
     
     The scope of the final Guidance is limited to BCCs.  While the final       
     Guidance does contain provisions relating to the definition of "significant
     lowering of water quality" as that definition pertains to non-BCCs, these  
     provisions are non-mandatory.  Thus, a State or Tribe is free to develop an
     alternate definition which they believe to be more administratively        
     workable in their jurisdiction, so long as that definition is consistent   
     with the requirements of 40 CFR 131.12.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     We agree that an exemption for "short term clean-ups" should exist in the  
     guidance, but no such exemption should exist for "long term clean-ups".    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.149     
     
     See response to comment D2847.034.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2720.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     Antidegradation reviews should be performed on a parameter-by-parameter    
     basis or representative parameters rather than all pollutants.             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.150     
     
     The final Guidance requires implementation of antidegradation on a         
     parameter-by-parameter basis for BCCs and recommends a                     
     parameter-by-parameter approach for non-BCCs.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2720.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     The cost ratio of 1.1 for cost-benefit analysis reflects a similar ratio to
     Wisconsin's antidegradation procedure; we concur.  We support the preserve 
     a simplistic approach to justifying and evaluating social costs and        
     benefits to support our current list of benefits listed in Wis. Adm. Code  
     Chapter NR 207.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.151     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the proposed Guidance.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2720.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     For determination of socio-economic effects, future or projected increases 
     should be the benchmark for assessing impact, not any form of historical   
     discharges or increases.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.152     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2720.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ANTIDEGRADATION                                                            
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF ANTIDEGRADATION COMMENTS                                        
                                                                                
     When determining whether a permits' limits are being met, the water quality
     criteria should be used for that determination as opposed to the designated
     use.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.153     
     
     EPA agrees.  Water quality criteria are the measure of whether or not a use
     is attained.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2720.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20919 Section VIII.A (less stringent site specific criteria)          
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on whether the proposed Guidance for Human     
     Health and Wildlife protection are reasonable or whether less stringent    
     site-specific modifications should be allowed.                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We do not automatically assume a less stringent criteria  
     will be detrimental to the aquatic environment and its users.  We place    
     great emphasis on two areas:  1)  use of sound, reliable, and defensible   
     science, and 2)  protection of every possible downstream consumer or       
     resource and long term effect.  [If less stringent criteria are allowed on 
     a site specific basis, there must be concomitant strong and clear language 
     contained in the final version of the guidance ensuring the protection of  
     all other potential downstream uses and the emphasis on sound science.  In 
     order to preserve the consistency of the guidance, less stringent          
     modifications should be allowed for Wildlife, Human Health, and            
     Bioaccumulation Factor determination.].  There is no sound scientific      
     reason that Aquatic Life be the only area to allow less stringent          
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     modifications.  These decisions should be left for the states or tribes to 
     decide.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.154     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2720.155
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.155 imbedded in #.154.                              
            
                                                                                    

          cc AL                                                                     

          cc HH                                                                     

          cc BAF                                                                    

          cc WL                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20919 Section VIII.A (less stringent site specific criteria)          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  If less stringent criteria are allowed on a site specific 
     basis, there must be concomitant strong and clear language contained in the
     final version of the guidance ensuring the protection of all other         
     potential downstream uses and the emphasis on sound science.  In order to  
     preserve the consistency of the guidance, less stringent modifications     
     should be allowed for Wildlife, Human Health, and Bioaccumulation Factor   
     determination.                                                             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.155     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2720.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20926, Section VIII.B.15.a. (Site-specific variances)                 
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA solicits comments on the suggestion that site-specific         
     variances to water quality standards be allowed to dischargers for up to 5 
     years with a reassessment after 3 years (out of that 5), the reason being  
     that discharge permits are generally issued for 5-year periods.            
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Since our current approach to variances is similar to the        
     proposed guidance, (variance not to exceed 3 years) this is not a          
     significant difference.  Given Wisconsin's track record on triennial       
     standards reviews, a 5 year period isn't out of the ordinary anyway.  The  
     reassessment provision still allows for any new issues to be raised during 
     the variance period, leaving the opportunity for any additional monitoring 
     necessary to address those issues to be incorporated in the reissuance     
     application for the affected discharge permit (noting that the reassessment
     will take place two years prior to permit expiration if a 5 year permit is 
     issued).                                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with proposed change.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.156     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenters recommendations.  See section VIII.B of the 
     SID for a discussion of this issue.                                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2720.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     General Variance Comments                                                  
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     1)  The proposed guidance for determining variances is too detailed and    
     could lead to problems in implementing variance procedures.                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.157     
     
     See Response ID: P2576.035                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2720.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     General Variance Comments                                                  
                                                                                
     2)  We concur with the five year term of the variance in the permit.       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.158     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2720.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
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     General Variance Comments                                                  
                                                                                
     3)  The reference to non-point sources with respect to variances should be 
     eliminated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.159     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2720.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     General Variance Comments                                                  
                                                                                
     4)  All variances should be discharger specific.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.160     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2720.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     General Variance Comments                                                  
                                                                                
     5)  The economic determination procedure with respect to variance          
     determinations should be general in context.  The guidance should not      
     mandate any economic determinations, these shoud be performed on a         
     case-by-case basis as deemed necessary by the state or tribe.              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.161     
     
     See Response ID: P2769.061 and section VIII.B of the SID.                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2720.162
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     General Variance Comments                                                  
                                                                                
     6)  A TMDL should not be required as a condition of a granting a variance. 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.162     
     
     EPA agrees.  Completion and implementation of a TMDL often takes           
     considerable time.  EPA anticipates that variances will be a primary relief
     mechanism for dischargers during this process.                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2720.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     General Variance Comments                                                  
                                                                                
     7)  Variances should be included in the permit process in the form of an   
     appendix and not fall under state rule making procedures.   This would     
     result in unnecessary regulatory and legal burden on all parties involved. 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.163     
     
     EPA agrees that it is sufficient that variances be appended to State or    
     Tribal WQS.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20928, Section VIII.C.3. (TMDL procedure)                             
                                                                                
     Wisconsin believes that the TMDL process is evolving scientifically to such
     a great extent that to require TMDLs to be done a certain way seems to be  
     "jumping the gun" on the evolution of the process.  There will certainly be
     new science in the near future to add to the scientific validity of the    
     TMDL process, and to restrict them to a mandated framework would not be    
     prudent.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.164     
     
     EPA agrees that TMDLs are continually evolving, but the Agency disagrees   
     that this does or should preclude EPA from specifying the basic framework  
     for TMDLs.  This framework, in the form of such minima as WLAs and (where  
     appropriate) load allocations, margins of safety, consideration of         
     background, and attainment of water quality standards, was established in  
     Clean Water Act section 303(d) and the implementing regulations at 40 CFR  
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     130.7.  The general conditions of this final Guidance merely supplement    
     that framework by addressing some of these aspects in more detail or by    
     alluding to other related topics, like sediments.  EPA believes that the   
     general conditions and other aspects of procedure 3 afford States and      
     Tribes considerable flexibility as their TMDL processes evolve.  See, e.g.,
     the SID at VIII.C.1 and 2.                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20930 - Section VIII.C.4.h., General Condition 8 re:  Background Data 
        for TMDL Calculations                                                   
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  If at least one background concentration in a database is above the
     level of detection (LOD), average background concentrations should be      
     calculated using results below LOD as 1/2 LOD and results between LOD and  
     the level of quantitation (LOQ) as [LOD + (LOQ - LOD)/2].  Results above   
     LOQ are included in the averaging process at face value.  The GLWQI is not 
     clear whether the average (representative) background concentration, using 
     these values, is calculated as a geometric or arithmetic mean.  If all     
     results are below LOD, use zero as the background concentration.           
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  The acceptability of the GLWQI approach must be considered in   
     light of the procedure used by GLWQI to calculate limits when background   
     values exceed the applicable water quality criterion.  That approach, which
     is similar to the WDNR procedure, causes a concern if data show a criterion
     is exceeded using the GLWQI procedure when there is a lack of quantifiable 
     data showing actual exceedences.  The following example may be used to     
     demonstrate this point by comparing how a representative background        
     concentration is calculated using GLWQI and the existing WDNR approaches:  
             Example:  Assume LOD = 10 ug/L and LOQ = 30 ug/L                   
                         5 reported results in ambient database.                
             Reported        Averaged Values Using:                             
             Results         GLWQI           WDNR                               
             < LOD             5              0                                 
             < LOD             5              0                                 
             < LOD             5              0                                 
             < LOD             5              0                                 
             15 ug/L          20             15                                 
                           (not 15)                                             
                           ________          ________                           
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             RBC               8              3                                 
                           (= 40/5)          (=15/5)                            
                                                                                
     If the water quality criterion is less than the LOD (5, for instance),     
     there is a difference in how the two approaches are used to generate limits
     because the GLWQI background value is above the criterion and the WDNR     
     value is below it (see pages 20965 and 20977).  The concern in this case   
     would be that the GLWQI representative background concentration says the   
     criterion is being exceeded (8 > 5) even though none of the reported values
     in the database is quantifiable (all are below LOQ).  It would be difficult
     in an example like this to justify the need for conservative protection    
     through low effluent limits under GLWQI when one cannot go back to the     
     ambient database and find a quantifiable exceedence of the criterion.  This
     says the GLWQI approach must be considered not only with respect to how    
     LODs and LOQs are handled, but how situations where water quality criteria 
     that are less than LOQs are handled.                                       
                                                                                
     [Although there is a concern over the application and justification of the 
     GLWQI approach when criteria are less than LOQ, one advantage of the GLWQI 
     approach is that it will drive the development of analytical technology to 
     reduce LODs and LOQs for affected compounds.  Generating lower LODs in the 
     future would make it more likely that dilution will be used to generate    
     higher effluent limitations for non-BCC's because the applicable background
     concentration would be reduced.]                                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We concur with the proposed change.  However, we have some
     significant reservations in cases when the GLWQI approach concludes that   
     background values exceed a water quality criterion.  Since one of the      
     indirect goals of the GLWQI is to justify technology associated with       
     reduced LODs and LOQs, whether in effluents or in ambient waters, the GLWQI
     approach appears to provide an incentive towards achieving this goal.      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.165     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(iii) regarding detection considerations when calculating        
     background concentrations.                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2720.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.166 is imbedded in comment #.165.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
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     Page 20930 - Section VIII.C.4.h., General Condition 8 re:  Background Data 
        for TMDL Calculations)                                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  Although there is a concern over the application and            
     justification of the GLWQI approach when criteria are less than LOQ, one   
     advantage of the GLWQI approach is that it will drive the development of   
     analytical technology to reduce LODs and LOQs for affected compounds.      
     Generating lower LODs in the future would make it more likely that dilution
     will be used to generate higher effluent limitations for non-BCC's because 
     the applicable background concentration would be reduced.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.166     
     
     EPA has addressed the interpretation of background data that is below the  
     quantification level in the TMDL procedures.  Based upon the comments      
     received EPA has modified the Guidance from the proposal.  Please see the  
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on TMDLs for a thorough          
     discussion of the available options for interpreting non-quantifiable      
     background sample data.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.167
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20931, section VIII.C.5. - Effluent Limitations for Bioaccumulative   
     Chemicals of Concern                                                       
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Mixing zones will be considered for discharges of bioaccumulative  
     chemicals of concern (BCC's) only for the first ten years following the    
     effective date of the GLWQI.   After that 10 year period ends, effluent    
     limits for BCC's would not incorporate receiving water dilution.           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The GLWQI approach appears to be a sincere effort to limit       
     increases in BCC loadings to the Great Lakes.  The question is how much of 
     a practical impact this will have given the current LODs available for the 
     substances listed as BCC's in the GLWQI.  These substances typically have  
     water quality criteria below 1/2 of currently acceptable LOD's and are     
     rarely detected in Wisconsin effluents using those LODs (with the exception
     of mercury, which has its own analytical-related issues).  This "effort"   
     may look good, but it's probably more of a formality until significant     
     reductions are made in LODs.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.167     
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     For a response to this comment, see the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a            
     discussion of the effects of BCCs generally, see the discussion in         
     the SID at I and II.C.8.  For a discussion of EPA's consideration          
     of the costs and benefits associated with its policy decision to           
     phase out mixing zones for BCCs, see the discussion of the                 
     Regulatory Impact Analysis in the SID at IX.D.6.                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.168
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20931, section VIII.C.5. - Effluent Limitations for Bioaccumulative   
     Chemicals of Concern                                                       
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Of the dischargers reviewed under WDNR rules between March, 1989 
     and July, 1993, only mercury was detected in more than 5% of the industrial
     or municipal effluents using currently acceptable analytical procedures.   
     Given that the lowest water quality criteria for BCC'c are below LOD, if   
     Tier I GLWQI criteria are available at all, it is not expected that the    
     GLWQI approach will have a significant impact on the regulatory program.   
     The GLWQI approach (and WDNR's as well) has language dealing with          
     compliance determinations for limits below LOD (or LOQ), reducing limits by
     eliminating mixing zones won't change that phase of the implementation     
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with proposed approach, but recognize that its     
     impact will be minimal until LODs and LOQs are reduced.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.168     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a            
     discussion of the effects of BCCs generally, see the discussion in         
     the SID at I and II.C.8.  For a discussion of EPA's consideration          
     of the costs and benefits associated with its policy decision to           
     phase out mixing zones for BCCs, see the discussion of the                 
     Regulatory Impact Analysis in the SID at IX.D.6.                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

Page 9334



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.169
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20933 - Section VIII.C.7.b., (Design Flows)                           
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA proposes that effluent limitations based on human health       
     criteria (non-BCC's), use the harmonic mean flow for the receiving water.  
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  It's not clear from the discussion what the scientific           
     justification of using harmonic instead arithmetic mean is, except that it 
     will result in lower effluent limitations.  The EPA Technical Support      
     Document gives some discussion of the merits of the harmonic mean flow     
     (section 5.4.4, page 105 of March, 1991 TSD).  The exposure period is      
     greater than one month, but can be up to 70 years.  The average exposure is
     the one of concern.  Harmonic mean is considered necessary to meet the WLA 
     for every month.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.169     
     
     For an explanation of EPA's reasoning for using the long-term harmonic mean
     flow to implement human health criteria, see the discussion in the SID at  
     VIII.C.6.b.vii.                                                            
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20933 - Section VIII.C.7.b., (Design Flows)                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The problem is that this justifies basing limits on some form of 
     monthly low stream-flow, not a harmonic mean for the entire year.  If      
     long-term protection is desired based on the lifetime exposure of an       
     average human, then a very long-term streamflow should be used to calculate
     limits.  The amount of flow passing a single point over a year is          
     represented by the arithmetic mean (total sum of flows divided by the      
     number of days in a year), not a statistic such as the harmonic mean       
     (square of geometric mean divided by arithmetic mean). If while looking at 
     a shorter exposure to derive limits, it appears that the dilution flow will
     be less in order to protect humans during the driest months, it may also be
     necessary to adjust the water quality criteria themselves to account for   
     exposure periods shorter than a human lifetime (70 years).  If humans      
     tolerate greater amounts over shorter periods, there may be a concern over 
     consistency in applying criteria vs. exposure periods when it comes to     
     implementation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.170     
     
     EPA disagrees that the harmonic mean flow is inappropriate here. For an    
     explanation of EPA's reasoning for using the long-term harmonic mean flow  
     to implement human health criteria, see the discussion in the SID at       
     VIII.C.6.b.vii.                                                            
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.171
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20933 - Section VIII.C.7.b., (Design Flows)                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Regarding harmonic mean flows, there is a concern about the      
     ability or cost of generating this statistic for the 1000+ surface water   
     discharges in Wisconsin.  USGS has estimated a cost of calculating harmonic
     mean at $60 to $70 per site, which seems to be a small amount until it is  
     magnified over many sites.  Certainly, some of those sites would use the   
     same flow information, but it may be a major cost outlay, as well as a     
     timely one for USGS to generate a flow at a site, to estimate harmonic mean
     flows over the entire state.  Given the limited budget available by WDNR to
     the local USGS office, it is preferred that an alternative be made         
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     available using a statistic that USGS has generated before or can generate 
     in much less time and for much less money.  [USGS has also admitted that   
     the harmonic mean flow estimate is much more error-prone at sites lacking  
     continuous-flow gaging stations, therefore there is concern over the       
     accuracy, as well as the cost and time-related efforts associated with the 
     harmonic mean flow estimations.]  Chronic toxicity-based limits have the   
     option under GLWQI of using 7Q10 or 4Q3.  It was also determined as part of
     Wisconsin's rule-making procedure that the 30Q5 streamflow used in         
     implementing wildlife criteria is similar to an estimated 85% of the 7Q2   
     (the latter comparison may also be needed as part of GLWQI).  Given that   
     7Q10 and 7Q2 are commonly-estimated flow statistics, it is advisable that  
     EPA provide an alternative using multiples of these numbers to estimate    
     mean flows, where possible.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.171     
     
     The portion of this comment pertaining to harmonic mean flows is addressed 
     in the SID at VII.C.6.b.vii, which explains EPA's reasons for selecting    
     this flow rather than a statistic generated by the U.S. Geological Service.
      Neverthelss, the final Guidance also recognizes that a different design   
     flow may sometimes be more appropriate and therefore allows the use of an  
     alternative design flow for human health criteria where data exist to      
     demonstrate that an alternative stream design flow is appropriate for      
     stream- specific and pollutant-specific conditions.  With respect to design
     flows for chronic aquatic life, EPA has specified 7Q10 (as suggested by the
     commenter) and 4B3, but has also authorized the use of other design flows  
     where data exist to demonstrate that an alternative stream design flow is  
     appropriate for stream-specific and pollutant-specific conditions.  See    
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v.                                     
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.172 is imbedded in comment #.171.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20933 - Section VIII.C.7.b., (Design Flows)                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  USGS has also admitted that the harmonic mean flow estimate is   
     much more error-prone at sites lacking continuous-flow gaging stations,    
     therefore there is concern over the accuracy, as well as the cost and      
     time-related efforts associated with the harmonic mean flow estimations.   
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     Response to: P2720.172     
     
     See response to comment number P2720.171.  For a discussion of EPA's       
     reasons for specifying the harmonic mean design flow for human health      
     criteria, see the SID at VIII.C.6.b.vii.                                   
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20933 - Section VIII.C.7.b., (Design Flows)                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     If is not possible to estimate harmonic mean by using 7Q10 or 7Q2,         
     Wisconsin questions if it is possible to estimate harmonic mean flow as a  
     function of arithmetic mean flow.  For streams in Wisconsin, it is possible
     to generate a reasonably accurate estimate of the arithmetic mean          
     streamflow using the drainage area which serves the purpose of protecting  
     human health concerns giving rounding of water quality criteria and        
     effluent limits based on those criteria as well as the relatively small    
     number of facilities detecting substances with human health criteria at    
     levels where implementation of those criteria would produce the most       
     restrictive effluent limitations.  It is not expected that streams in other
     states behave similar to Wisconsin when it comes to drainage area/discharge
     relationships, but the opportunity to explore such relationships should be 
     granted through the GLWQI by the ability to explore such alternative       
     relationships as a default streamflow factor that is much less expensive   
     and time-consuming to generate.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.173     
     
     EPA's response to this comment can be found in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.vii.  
     See also the response to comment number P2720.171.                         
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20933 - Section VIII.C.7.b., (Design Flows)                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Given the issues surrounding limits below LODs or LOQs, the presence of    
     substances with human health criteria in effluents, the rounding typically 
     done to generate limits for discharge permits, and the percentage of       
     streamflow used to calculate limits (addressed elsewhere in the comments), 
     the need for statistics such as harmonic mean flow is unclear except in    
     those cases where streamflow is highly variable, such as at dams operated  
     in a "peaking" mode.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.174     
     
     For a discussion of EPA's reasons for specifying the harmonic mean design  
     flow for human health criteria, see the SID at VIII.C.6.b.vii.             
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20933 - Section VIII.C.7.b., (Design Flows)                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Wisconsin does not concur with the proposed use of        
     harmonic mean flows without some effort undertaken by EPA to research      
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     alternative estimates, including functions of more commonly evaluated and  
     available flows, that are less costly and less time-consuming to generate. 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.175     
     
     EPA has retained the use of the harmonic mean as the stream design flow for
     human health criteria or values, but also authorizes the use of other      
     design flows where data exist to demonstrate that an alternative stream    
     design flow is appropriate for stream-specific and pollutant-specific      
     conditions.  See discussion in SID at VIII.C.6.b.vii.                      
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20933 - Section VIII.C.7.b., (Design Flows)                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Wisconsin supports the use of the 30Q5 or 90Q10.  The     
     argument for 30Q5 or 90Q10 is strengthened by the mink and otter's         
     reproductive cycles and life history data.  There is a very small "window  
     of opportunity" for these animals to reproduce due to short lifespans and  
     in the otter's case, delayed sexual maturity.  Mink live for less than 7   
     years and otters for 10-15 years.  Furthermore, male otters are not        
     reproductively mature (fertile) until 5-7 years of age.  Therefore, several
     generations could feasibly be eliminated if a period of low flow and high  
     toxicity occurred during the animals time of reproductive viability.  For a
     detailed account of the justification, refer to the following discussion:  
                                                                                
     REASONS FOR USING 30Q5 FLOW FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF WILDLIFE CRITERIA AS PART
     OF THE GREAT LAKES INITIATIVE                                              
                                                                                
     The 30Q5 flow chosen for implementation of wildlife criteria through the   
     GLWQI came largely through adoption of implementation procedures           
     established in Wisconsin.  In Wisconsin the 30Q5 flow was established      
     through the recommendation of a technical advisory committee which         
     consisted of scientists from the University of Wisconsin at Madison, the   
     U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service, Fort Howard Paper Corporation, and the       
     Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources.                                 
                                                                                
     When considering what flow to use the committee considered several factors 
     including:  substances of concern and their physiochemical and             
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     toxicokinetic properties, toxicological endpoints most likely to drive     
     criteria derivation, exposure periods and life spans and current policy on 
     aquatic and human health exposure/duration periods.                        
                                                                                
     After consideration of all factors the most important seemed to be the     
     exposure period and life span.  The committee concluded that the life span 
     of wildlife is highly variable and may be very short (i.e. 2 years) or much
     longer (i.e. 25 years).  When considering that the goal of establishing    
     wildlife criteria was population protection and that reproductive          
     impairment often is an important endpoint in ensuring population protection
     a subset of that life span range became important.  A five-year period was 
     chosen by the committee as a reasonable approximation of average life span 
     and reproductive viability.  The following two mammalian species were used 
     as indicators of the assumptions to be made for wildlife attributes:       
                                                                                
     MINK*       -  Female 1st litter age 1 year                                
                 -  Litter size decreases steadily after 2 years                
                 -  LIFESPAN:  7 years (Mitchell, Journal of Wildlife Mgmt. 25: 
                 48-54 1961; and Askius & Chapman 1984, Z. Saugetierk  49:      
                 182-189).                                                      
                                                                                
     OTTER*      -  Pregnancy 20-50% in 2 yr olds                               
                 -  Pregnancy 61-99% in 3 yr olds                               
                 -  Males not fertile until 5-7 years old                       
                    (Liers,1951 Journal of Mammalian Toxicology 32: 1-9)        
                 -  LIFESPAN:  10-15 years  (Grinnell 1937, Far-bearing mammals 
                    of CA Vol. 1 Univ. CA Press, Berkeley 375 pp).              
                                                                                
     *  Both have delayed implantation                                          
                                                                                
     Additional Source:  Wild Furbearer Mgmt and Conservation in North America, 
     1987, Ontario Canada, 1150 pp., Ministry of Natural Resources.             
                                                                                
     When considering the flow duration, a 30-day period was chosen over a      
     weekly or annual duration.  Weekly, which equates to a four-day            
     biologically based flow, is considered adequate for aquatic life           
     protection.  Since aquatic populations turn over more quickly than wildlife
     populations, it was thought that this flow duration would be               
     overprotective.  When considering some form of mean annual flow, which is  
     used for human health protection, the committee thought this would be      
     underprotective.  They reasoned that the exposure to humans occurred over  
     many more years, and on an annual basis exposure, therefore would average  
     out.  Wildlife seemed to fit somewhere in between these two durations,     
     therefore a monthly averaging period was chosen.  Also, a 30-day averaging 
     period seemed appropriate since recent data indicated that certain avian   
     species, if exposed, reached steady state in a short (i.e. 30 day) exposure
     period.                                                                    
                                                                                
     With all factors considered from a biological standpoint it appeared that a
     flow somewhere between the 7Q10 and the harmonic mean was appropriate.  The
     flow chosen by the committee was based upon previously mentioned factors   
     was the 30Q5.  See table below for examples and comparisons of the various 
     flows:                                                                     
                                                                                
     STATISTIC       OCONTO RIVER @      MILWAUKEE RIVER @       OAK CREEK @ S. 
     (flows are      GILLETT (stable)    GLENDALE (variable)     MILWAUKEE in   
     cfs)                                                     (event)           
                                                                                
     drainage area         705                  696                   25.0      
     (square miles)                                                             
     7Q10                  185                   24                   0.19      
                                                                                
     7Q2                   247                   55                    1.6      
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     30Q5                  223                   44                   0.92      
                                                                                
     30Q10                 201                   33                   0.29      
                                                                                
     90Q10                 233                   50                    1.3      
                                                                                
     HARMONIC MEAN         423                  145                    2.7      
                                                                                
     ARITHMETIC MEAN       579                  427                   22.8      
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.176     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6.b.v., the final Guidance  
     uses a 90-day, 10 year flow (90Q10) for wildlife criteria or values rather 
     than the 30Q5 also supported by the commenter.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2720.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20935 - Section VIII.C.7.d., Mass Balance Formula for Calculating     
     Effluent Limitations                                                       
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comment on mass-balance formula for calculating        
     effluent limits.                                                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The formula proposed in the GLWQI is the same as that used in    
     Wisconsin.  However, we have encountered some problems with applying the   
     formula in certain cases.  One of those was already recognized in the      
     GLWQI, namely the possibility that negative limits would be generated where
     a facility withdraws a greater percentage of the streamflow than is used to
     calculate background streamflow, a situation that would merely require a   
     reevaluation of the mixing assumptions at the outfall.  The main concern   
     with the formula as written is in the clarification that it represents the 
     "additional point source loading" allowed to the receiving water.  This    
     phrase is hidden in the text, but it should be represented in the formula  
     itself by including a term which adds in the background concentration of   
     the surface water.                                                         
                                                                                
     In reality, the formula calculates the amount of a pollutant that can be   
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     added to the concentrations already in the water, but at those facilities  
     that withdraw flow from the water to which it discharges, there already is 
     a quantity of the regulated substance in the water before it is used by the
     discharger (unless all background concentrations are below LOD, in which   
     case zero is used in the GLWQI).                                           
                                                                                
     The following example illustrates this situation:                          
                                                                                
         Receiving water flow (incorporates the appropriate flow statistic and  
         the percentage of streamflow used for mixing) = 15 cfs                 
                                                                                
         Effluent flow rate = 2 cfs, all of which is withdrawn from the         
         receiving water (f = 1).  Streamflow above intake and below outfall is 
         15 cfs.                                                                
                                                                                
         Background pollutant concentration = 5 ug/L                            
                                                                                
         Water quality criterion = 15 ug/L                                      
                                                                                
         Using the GLWQI (and WDNR) formula, the calculated limit is as follows:
                                                                                
         Limit = [(15 cfs + ((1-1) X 2 cfs)) X 15 ug/L) - (15 cfs X 5 ug/L)] / 2
         cfs = 75 ug/L                                                          
                                                                                
     However, performing a mass balance on this "limit" with the flow and       
     concentration not withdrawn from the river results in a value less than the
     water quality criterion:                                                   
                                                                                
     [(2 cfs X 75 ug/L) + ({15 - 2 cfs} X 5 ug/L)] / 15 cfs = 14.333 ug/L, which
     is less than the 15 ug/L criterion used to calculate the limit.  This      
     difference is because the concentration withdrawn from the receiving water 
     is not factored into the allowable discharge.  Actually, the allowable     
     effluent concentration is 75 + 5 (from background) = 80 ug/L, therefore [(2
     cfs X {75 + 5 ug/L}) + ({15 - 2 cfs} X 5 ug/L)] / 15 cfs = 15.0 ug/L, which
     is the water quality criterion.                                            
                                                                                
     75 ug/L from the GLWQI formula is the allowable addition in the effluent,  
     but the actual allowable discharge is the 75 ug/L addition to the 5 ug/L   
     ambient water, for an effluent limitation of 80 ug/L.                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The "addition of background" to the limit is only         
     necessary where water is withdrawn from the receiving water, therefore the 
     GLWQI formula should be modified to read as follows:                       
                                                                                
     WLA <= [ (criterion) [Qad + (1-f) (effluent flow) ] - (background) Qad] +  
     [ (f) (background) ] (X)                                                   
     __________________________________________________________________________ 
                                 effluent flow                                  
                                                                                
     This modification to the formula adds in backgound values for the portion  
     of water withdrawn from the surface water and returned to that surface     
     water as effluent.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.177     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2720.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20935 - Section VIII.C.7.d.ii., (Mixing Zone Capacity)                
                                                                                
     General Flow Related Comments:                                             
                                                                                
     1)  It does not make sense to base a dilution fraction (percentage) on 7Q10
     when calculating limits that don't incorporate 7Q10, namely wildlife and   
     human health criteria as well as chronic toxicity criteria when            
     biologically-based design flow (4Q3) is used.  Since relative dilution     
     varies based on exposures, it would make more sense to do the calculation  
     with respect to the reference streamflow used in the generation of limits  
     based on each criterion.  The Federal Register states, in the third colummn
     of page 20936, that "use of the formula will promote consistency in        
     developing TMDLs in the Great Lakes system."  Unfortunately, this          
     consistency is lost by applying the same dilution fraction to all criteria 
     because the streamflow used in generating the dilution fraction is not     
     always consistent with the streamflow used in calculating the limit that   
     incorporates the dilution fraction.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.178     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2720.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20935 - Section VIII.C.7.d.ii., (Mixing Zone Capacity)                
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     General Flow Related Comments:                                             
                                                                                
     2)  At the bottom of the second column of page 20936, the Federal Register 
     states that the constant dilution fraction for varying stream design flows 
     is specified in order to ease administrative burden.  If ease of burden is 
     the goal in this section of the GLWQI, the "desire to promote consistency" 
     would have dictated use of less burdensome considerations in the           
     Implementation Section of GLWQI, such as regarding harmonic mean flow,     
     background concentrations, reasonable potential determinations, etc.  This 
     is not what we would consider to be a very constructive comment, but       
     developing selected GLWQI procedures for the purpose of easing             
     "administrative burden" are equally as unconstructive.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.179     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2720.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20935 - Section VIII.C.7.d.ii., (Mixing Zone Capacity)                
                                                                                
     General Flow Related Comments:                                             
                                                                                
     3)  To be consistent with the application of other formulas in the GLWQI,  
     the formula on page 21040 which calculates the dilution fraction should    
     refer to "effluent flow" rather than "source flow" to avoid possible       
     confusion with background flows where the surface water is the "source" of 
     the permittee's water.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.180     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2720.181
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20935 - Section VIII.C.7.d.ii., (Mixing Zone Capacity)                
                                                                                
     General Flow Related Comments:                                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Wisconsin agrees with the concept of making adjustments to
     background flow in order to allow for a zone of passage (bottom of first   
     column on page 20936), but the dilution fraction concept should be applied 
     on a criterion-by-criterion basis rather than implementing all criteria    
     based on a relationship between effluent flow and 7Q10.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.181     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2720.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20940 - Section VIII.D., (Additivity)                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  A 10-4 cumulative cancer risk factor probably will be ineffective
     after 10 years because:                                                    
                                                                                
     1)  No Wisconsin dischargers evaluated since 1989 have demonstrated the    
     (detected) presence of as many as ten carcinogens in one effluent.  With   
     less than ten carcinogens in an effluent, regulating each at 10-5 risk     
     individually would prevent the possibility of 10-4 risk in the total       
     discharge.                                                                 
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     [2)  Since only 13 substances have Tier I human health criteria for        
     caracinogens in the GLWQI, and 7 of those are BCC's, the 10-4 cumulative   
     risk criteria could never be applied because the highest cumulative cancer 
     risk associated with the six non-BCC's is 0.6 X 10-4.]                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.182     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2656.326 for a discussion on the use of           
     conservative assumptions.                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2718.273 for a discussion on using the "risk      
     drivers" in an assessment of the additive risks from carcinogens.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2720.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.183 is imbedded in comment #.182.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20940 - Section VIII.D., (Additivity)                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     2) Since only 13 substances have Tier I human health criteria for          
     carcinogens in the GLWQI, and 7 of those are BCC's, the 10-4 cumulative    
     risk criteria could never be applied because the highest cumulative cancer 
     risk associated with the six non-BCC's is 0.6 X 10-4.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.183     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the cancer risk level.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2720.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20940 - Section VIII.D., (Additivity)                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  To be consistent with the goals associated with human     
     health protection, Wisconsin recommends that the detected carcinogens in an
     effluent pose a cumulative cancer risk not to exceed 10-5, the risk        
     associated with regulation on an individual basis.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.184     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the cancer risk level.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2720.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20940 - Section VIII.D., (Additivity)                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     Due to the toxicity of the coplanar PCBs and the scientific knowledge      
     currently available to characterize their presence and toxicological       
     mechanisms, EPA must give States the flexibility to use the TEF approach   
     for coplanar PCBs.  It currently is the most scientifically correct        
     approach for protection of consumers of the aquatic environment against PCB
     exposure. This is extremely important since the coplanar PCBs are of most  
     concern to wildlife health and welfare in the Great Lakes Basin.  See      
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     comments below for detailed comments associated with these concepts.       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.185     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that States should have the flexibility to use TEFs for PCBs if 
     they desire, but has not required their use in the final Guidance for the  
     reasons stated in the SID and in response to comment G2572.048.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2720.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20939 Section VIII.D. (additional additivity comments)                
                                                                                
     1)  Additivity for carcinogens should be assumed in the absence of actual  
     data indicating otherwise.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.186     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2720.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
Page 9349



$T044618.TXT
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20939 Section VIII.D. (additional additivity comments)                
                                                                                
     2)  Wisconsin favors the adoption of a maximum cancer risk of 10-5.  This  
     risk level should apply to effluent only and not to ambient waters.  The   
     committees approach did consider carcinogens where WQBELS were not needed. 
     The Committee's approach applies to any detected carcinogens in an         
     effluent.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.187     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the maximum risk level.   
     See response to comment D2710.059 for a discussion on the implementation of
     the additivity provisions.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2720.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20939 Section VIII.D. (additional additivity comments)                
                                                                                
     3)  Wisconsin supports the use of TEFs and BEFs for dioxins and furans for 
     humans and wildlife.  In addition, TEFs and BEFs for non-cancer effects of 
     coplanar PCBs should be adopted.  If BEFs for coplanar PCBs cannot be      
     developed at this time a default BEF based on total PCBs should be applied 
     across the board.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.188     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain BEFs for coplanar PCBs because as      
     discussed in the SID and in response to comment G2572.048 the final        
     Guidance does not contain TEFs for coplanar PCBs.  However, this does not  
     preclude States or Tribes from developing TEFs and BEFs for protection of  
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     wildlife and humans for the coplanar PCBs based on any available supporting
     scientific data.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2720.189
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/UF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20939 Section VIII.D. (addtitional additivity comments)               
                                                                                
     4)  Wisconsin strongly recommends use of TEFs for PCBs for wildlife        
     protection.  The comparison by EPA of Walker and Peterson aquatic TEFs to  
     Safe 1990 TEFs is like comparing apples to oranges.  This comparison is    
     scientifically invalid.  In fact, different TEFs are expected between      
     mammalian and aquatic systems.  This is why separate criteria procedures   
     have been developed by EPA.  The TEFs for PCBs derived by Safe and Walker  
     are within two orders of magnitude of each other.  The fact that these two 
     studies indicated this range of TEFs tells us two things, 1)  species      
     differ in their sensitivity to coplanar PCBs (is justification for use of  
     species sensitivity factors); and 2) the concept of TEFs for coplanar PCBs 
     is scientifically valid, and within the range of Safe and Walker TEFs lies 
     a reasonable choice for TEFs for coplanar PCBs.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.189     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain BEFs for coplanar PCBs because as      
     discussed in the SID and in response to comment G2572.048 the final        
     Guidance does not contain TEFs for coplanar PCBs.  However, this does not  
     preclude States or Tribes from developing TEFs and BEFs for protection of  
     wildlife and humans for the coplanar PCBs based on any available supporting
     scientific data.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2720.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20941 Section VIII.2.d. (Toxic Equivalency Factor Values)             
                                                                                
     DISCUSSION:  The toxicity of some chemical mixtures may be additive in     
     their effects on organisms.  The application of this concept, at present,  
     has been limited generally to chemicals of similar classes and modes of    
     action.  An example of this approach is the EPA current proposed treatment 
     of complex mixtures of polychlorinated dioxins (CDD) and furans (CDF).  A  
     similar approach has been proposed for polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs)    
     (Safe, 1990).  The hazard and risk assessment of these compounds is        
     complicated by their presence in diverse analytes as highly complex        
     mixtures of isomers and congeners.  However, the common receptor-mediated  
     mechanisms of action of these aromatics has resulted in the development of 
     structure activity relationships, which can be used in the regulatory      
     community as a means for describing toxicity by a toxic equivalents basis. 
     To account for toxicity differences, a relative potency scale (see table 1 
     and table 2), entitled Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEFs) has been           
     established to relate the toxicity differences of individual congeners to  
     the most toxic congener, 2, 3, 7, 8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD).    
     The qualitative assumption is that the other CDDs, CDFs and PCBs will      
     demonstrate the same chronic effects as 2,3,7,8-TCDD.                      
                                                                                
     The Dioxin Equivalency Subcommittee of the EPA Science Advisory Board (SAB)
     has reviewed this approach and determined that the TEF method is a         
     reasonable interim approach to assessing the health risks associated with  
     exposure to mixtures of CDDs and CDFs for risk management purposes.  The   
     technical Panel of EPA's Risk Assessment Forum that developed the approach 
     acknowledges that the procedure is new and not based on a thoroughly       
     established scientific foundation; however, the procedure has been adapted 
     for international use by the North Atlantic Treaty Organization.  The      
     approach represents a consensus recommendation for interim science policy, 
     subject to change as additional data are available.  The agency plans to   
     update the TEFs on a regular basis, as it has already done once in 1989 by 
     incorporating additional information as it becomes available.  Furthermore,
     the intent is to replace this procedure with a more rigorous scientific    
     approach as research results allow.                                        
                                                                                
     This initiative will utilize the interim Toxic Equivalency Factor (TEF)    
     approach for establishing discharge limits when congener specific          
     analytical information exists for evaluating the hazards of mixtures of    
     CDDs and CDFs (see Table 1) for the protection of human health and         
     wildlife.  In addition, the TEF approach for congener specific data on PCBs
     (see table 2) will be used for the protection of wildlife.  For the ambient
     environment, only individual congener criteria will be developed, and      
     applied where possible.  Sufficient data exist to generate specific        
     criteria for 2,3,7, 8-TCDD for both carcinogenic and non-carcinogenic      
     effects;  for 2,3,7,8-TCDF for non-carcinogenic effects; and, for two      
     2,3,7,8-isomers of hexachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (HxCDDs), either individually
     or combined, for carcinogenic effects.  There may be the ability to        
     generate individual criteria for other congeners as research information   
     increases.                                                                 
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     RECOMMENDATION:  For discharges, individual criteria should be used when   
     these above mentioned specific congeners exist alone.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.190     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that individual criteria for the congeners should be used when  
     available instead of relying on the TEF approach.                          
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2720.191
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20941 Section VIII.2.d. (Toxic Equivalency Factor Values)             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     1.      For protection of human health, all congeners of CDD and CDF should
             be assumed to have the potential for causing carcinogenic effects  
             and be related in potency by TEFs to the carcinogenic effects of   
             TCDD unless credible scientific evidence supports an alterative    
             opinion.  The cancer risks of these mixtures are assumed to be     
             additive and therefore, the exposure level for such mixtures should
             not exceed the level established by the human cancer criteria for  
             TCDD based on TCDD equivalents.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.191     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that all congeners of CDD and CDF should be assumed to  
     have the potential for causing cancer and be related in potency by TEFs to 
     2,3,7,8-TCDD.  The final Guidance limits the TEFs to those 17 congeners    
     that EPA has established TEFs.  States and Tribes are free to use TEFs for 
     other CDDs/CDFs if supported by sound scientific data.                     
                                                                                
     As discussed in response to comment D605.26, the final Guidance does not   
     require States or Tribes to assume that the carcinogenic effects of        
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     mixtures are additive.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2720.192
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20941 Section VIII.2.d. (Toxic Equivalency Factor Values)             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     2.      For protection of wildlife, the effects of all congeners of CDD,   
             CDF and PCBs are assumed to be additive and related in toxicity    
             by TEFs to the non-cancer effects of TCDD (reproductive toxicity)  
             unless credible scientific evidence supports an alternative        
             opinion.  The total exposure level for mixtures of these congeners 
             should not exceed the level established by the wildlife criteria   
             for TCDD based on TCDD equivalents.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.192     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2720.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20941 Section VIII.2.d. (Toxic Equivalency Factor Values)             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     For most other chemicals, the scientific data is inconclusive and does not 
     directly support a broad application of chemical additivity assumptions for
     aquatic life and wildlife and human health effects at low environmental    
     levels.  Individual chemical criteria will be used to evaluate acceptable  
     ambient exposure unless there is sufficient interaction information        
     available for a mixture of chemicals to support treating them via a        
     different methodology.  Such an approach should be taken on a case-by-case 
     basis.  From an effluent discharge policy perspective, the combined cancer 
     risk of individual carcinogens in a mixture and the use of TEFs for        
     reproductive effects in wildlife for PCBs will be considered scientifically
     acceptable.  In this case, cancer risk additivity is assumed when a linear 
     dose-response relationship has been established and the data available is  
     consistent with U.S. EPA health effects guidelines for chemical mixtures.  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.193     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2720.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20941-20943 Section VII.D.2.d. APPLICATION OF TOXIC EQUIVALENCY       
     FACTORS:  HYPOTHETICAL TEF CALCULATION FOR A MIXTURE OF DIOXINS, FURANS AND
     POLYCHLORINATED BIPHENYLS                                                  
                                                                                
     In general, an assessment of the risk to wildlife from a discharge, using  
     the TEF, approach, involves the following steps.                           
                                                                                
     1.  Analytical determination of suspected chlorinated dibenzodioxins,      
         dibenzofurans, and polychlorinated biphenyls.                          
                                                                                
     2.  Multiplication of congener concentrations in the sample by the TEFs for
         wildlife protection (Table 1) to express the concentrations in terms of
         2,3,7,8-TCDD equivalents.                                              
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     3.  Summation of the products in Step 2 above to obtain the total          
         2,3,7,8-TCDD equivalents in the sample.                                
                                                                                
     4.  Total 2,3,7,8-TCDD equivalents are now treated as a single substance   
         using the 2,3,7,8-TCDD criterion of 0.002 ng/L.                        
                                                                                
     Industry Type:  Paper Industry Recycling Mill                              
                                                                                
     Step 1                                                                     
                                                                                
     Monitoring Requirements:    2,3,7,8-TCDD                                   
                                 2,3,7,8-TCDF                                   
                                 PCB - Total                                    
                                                                                
     Monitoring Results:         2,3,7,8-TCDD - 15 pg/L                         
                                 2,3,7,8-TCDF - 45 pg/L                         
                                 Total - PCB - 200 ng/L                         
                                                                                
     Additional Monitoring:      Repeat Total PCB                               
                                 Congener Specific PCB                          
                                 Congener IUPAC#                                
                                                                                
                                 126             118                            
                                 169             156                            
                                  77             157                            
                                 105             167                            
                                 114             189                            
                                 123                                            
                                                                                
     Additional Monitoring Results:                                             
                                                                                
                                 IUPAC#          Conc. ng/L                     
                                                                                
                                 126             0.2 ng/L                       
                                 169             ND @ .1/ng/L                   
                                  77             20.0 ng/L                      
                                                                                
                                 Other Congeners Not Detected                   
                                 Total PCB Result    20.2 ng/L                  
                                                                                
     Step 2 and 3                                                               
                                                                                
         Calculate Total TEFs                                                   
                                                                                
     2,3,7,8-TCDD        1 x 15 pg/L = 15 pg/L                                  
     2,3,7,8-TCDF        0.1 x 45 pg/L = 4.5 pg/L                               
     PCB-126             0.1 x 0.2 ng/L = 20.0 pg/L                             
     PCB-77              0.01 x 20 ng/L = 200 pg/L                              
                                                                                
                         Total TEFs = 239.5 pg/L                                
                                                                                
     Step 4                                                                     
                                                                                
     In this instance 240 pg/L total dioxin equivalents would be used as the    
     equivalents concentration of 2,3,7,8-TCDD.                                 
                                                                                
     These concentrations would be used with the appropriate implementation     
     procedures to determine the necessity for water quality based effluent     
     limitations.                                                               
                                                                                
     Step 5                                                                     
                                                                                
     A separate assessment for human health protection from PCBs for            
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     carcinogenic effects based on a total PCB concentration of 200 ng/L also is
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.194     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2720.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20965, Section VII.E.2. (background concentrations greater than the   
     water quality criteria, and 21035, representative background concentration 
     calculation requirements)                                                  
                                                                                
     For point sources withdrawing their water from a surface water body where  
     the representative background concentration exceeds the water quality      
     criterion and the discharge is back to that surface water (no net hydraulic
     loading), the effluent limitation for that discharge is different under the
     two approaches.  In both cases, the "representative background             
     concentration" would be the limit, but this concentration is calculated    
     differently under the two approaches.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.195     
     
     Although it is not clear to which two procedures the commenter refers, EPA 
     agrees that it would be appropriate to calculate background differently for
     the purposes of the determining whether pollutants in the waterbody exceed 
     the applicable criteria and for calculating a WQBEL to implement "no net   
     addition" limits.  Under the intake pollutant procedures, the              
     non-attainment status of the background water is determined using the      
     provision in procedure 3 of appendix F (TMDL procedure), while permitting  
     authorities have more flexibiity in determining how to implement "no net   
     addition" limits.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.c.iii.  In addition, the    
     final Guidance offers permitting authorities more latitude in determining  
     the background concentrations for the purposes of TDLs and wasteload       
     allocations. Therefore, EPA does not believe that the Guidance has         
     different approaches for the purpose of assessing background               
     concentrations.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2720.196
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20965, Section VII.E.2. (background concentrations greater than the   
     water quality criteria, and 21035, representative background concentration 
     calculation requirements)                                                  
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The representative background concentration is the mean using LOD/2
     for results reported below LOD and [LOD + (LOQ - LOD)/2] for values        
     reported between LOD and LOQ.  The GLWQI is flexible with respect to the   
     averaging period for this limit depending, apparently, on the periods in   
     which the background data was collected.                                   
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  The WDNR approach recognizes the variability of the background  
     data by generating a limit that "envelops" the background database, while  
     the GLWQI approach recognizes the intent of limits preventing no net       
     increases in loading to receiving waters under these circumstances.        
     Actually, both approaches attempt to meet the "no net loading goal," but   
     the GLWQI approach accomplishes the goal over a longer-time period (meeting
     the mean on a long-term basis instead of the 99th percentile on a          
     shorter-term basis).                                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with the proposed approach because implementing    
     either procedure would require the discharger to monitor both background   
     and effluent data as a means of demonstrating compliance, whether on a     
     short-term or a long-term basis.  As a result, there does not appear to be 
     a significant difference between the two approaches.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.196     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance offers permitting authorities, most of
     which are States, the latitutde to determine the most appropriate means for
     determining the background pollutant concentrations for both the TMDL and  
     intake credits applicability sections.  In addition, the final Guidance    
     also allows States flexibility in determining the method by which the      
     background will be assessed for the purposes of issuing TMDLs.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2720.197
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20967, Section VIII.F.1. - Whole Effluent Toxicity (Background)       
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Definitions are provided for acute toxic units TUas and chronic    
     toxic units TUcs.                                                          
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Toxic units are used by several other State regulatory           
     authorities and are easier for most people to understand than other terms  
     commonly used to express toxicity (e.g., EC50, LC50, IC25, or NOEC).  The  
     recommendations are consistent with the current Wisconsin rules.           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with the use of toxic units to express WET         
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2720.197     
     
     EPA agrees that toxic units are appropriate to use in this procedure.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2720.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20968, Section VIII.F.2.b. - Whole Effluent Toxicity (Existing        
     Technical Guidance)                                                        
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  When WET in a facility's discharge is present at a level which     
     causes, has the reasonable potential to cause, or contributes to an        
     excursion above a numeric water quality criterion, the permitting authority
     must establish a WQBEL for WET.  The WQBEL must be for WET, unless the     
     permitting authority can demonstrate that chemical-specific limits are     
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     sufficient to attain and maintain applicable standards.                    
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  WET testing offers a significant advantage over chemical-specific
     monitoring in that the toxicity of all compounds, both known and unknown,  
     is evaluated.  Furthermore, the interactions of toxic and non-toxic        
     compounds in the effluent are accounted for.  If the permitting authority  
     is allowed to regulate WET with chemical-specific limits, two assumptions  
     must be met according to the 1991 Technical Support Document for Water     
     Quality-based Toxics Control:  (1)  the pollutants causing the toxicity    
     must remain the same, and (2) the ratios of toxicants in a effluent must   
     remain the same.  Unless these assumptions clearly are met,                
     chemical-specific limits should not be used in lieu of WET limits.         
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Chemical-specific water quality-based limits and WET      
     limits should be applied independently.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.198     
     
     EPA considers both chemical-specific limits and WET limits valuable for    
     protecting water quality and advocates that these types of permit controls 
     be                                                                         
     applied independently.  The exception is when documentation is provided    
     that                                                                       
     clearly demonstrates that the narrative WET criterion can be achieved by   
     controlling whole effluent toxicity with chemical-specific limits alone.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2720.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20969, Section VIII.F.3.a. Whole Effluent Toxicity (Basic             
     Requirements)                                                              
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comments as to whether the proposed Guidance should    
     require Great Lakes States and Tribes to adopt numeric criteria for WET.   
     Furthermore, if numeric criteria should be adopted, EPA invites comment on 
     what the appropriate numeric criteria would be.                            
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The methods for derivation of WET criteria have progressed to the
     point where all States or Tribes should use numeric criteria.              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The GLWQI should require numeric WET criteria for all     
     States and Tribes and those criteria should be equal to 1.0 TUa and  X TUcs
     where X = (100/Receiving Water Concentration).                             
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     Response to: P2720.199     
     
     EPA has determined that the States and Tribes should have the option of    
     adopting numeric criteria or numeric interpretations of narrative WET      
     criteria, provided that they are at least as stringent as 0.3 TUa and 1.0  
     TUc.  The final Guidance provides the States and Tribes flexibility in the 
     format of WET criteria, while requiring consistency in the ultimate        
     protection afforded.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2720.200
     Cross Ref 1: cc RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20970, Section VIII.F.3.a.i. - Whole Effluent Toxicity (Basic         
     Requirements - Acute Toxicity Control)                                     
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comments on whether it would be appropriate to allow   
     discharges with toxicity in excess of 1.0 TUa where site-specific          
     information is available to demonstrate that such discharges will not      
     cause, contribute to, or have the reasonable potential to cause or         
     contribute to an exceedence of a State or Tribal water quality standard.   
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Zones of Initial Dilution (ZID) may be phased out of the GLWQI   
     over a ten-year period.                                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  An adjustment to the proposed acute WET criterion of 1.0  
     TUa should only be allowed if an accurate ZID has been approved by the     
     regulatory agency.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.200     
     
     See response to comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of  
     an                                                                         
     acute mixing zone in the WET procedure.  Site-specific considerations can  
     be                                                                         
     addressed for chronic WET criteria by selecting appropriate test species   
     for                                                                        
     the receiving water body.  In addition, site water may be used in the WET  
     tests.  In cases, especially for intermittant discharges, where it can be  
     demonstrated that no aquatic organisms reside immediately downstream of the
     discharge for at least four consecutive days, the chronic WET requirements 
     may be waived based on the general provision of scientific defensibility,  
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     Part 132(g) of this Guidance.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2720.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20970, Section VIII.F.3.a.ii. - Whole Effluent Toxicity (Basic        
     Requirements - Chronic Toxicity Control)                                   
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comments on alternative definitions of 1.0 TUc based on
     the use of a different chronic toxicity endpoint (e.g., IC25).             
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  WDNR adopted the use of the IC25 method for chronic toxicity     
     endpoint derivation in April 1991.  WDNR believes that the IC25 method     
     provides a much better estimate of chronic toxicity because it provides a  
     point-estimate of the toxicity and ultimately would provide for a more     
     robust determination of the number of TUcs present in any given effluent   
     sample.  Using alternative hypothesis-based methods (i.e., Dunnett's,      
     Steel's Many-One, etc.), the estimated TUcs are dependent upon an NOEC     
     which is dependent upon the treatments used in a test.                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Because of the weakness associated with hypothesis-based  
     statistical methods, the definition of TUc in the proposed GLWQI should be 
     revised to read:  TUc = 100/IC25.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.201     
     
     See response to comment D2847.028 for the discussion of the use of the IC25
     in calculating toxicity units.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2720.202
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20970, Section VIII.F.3.a.ii. - Whole Effluent Toxicity (Basic        
     Requirements - Chronic Toxicity Control)                                   
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comments on whether or not the 1.0 TUc should apply    
     when physical or hydrologic conditions of a receiving water are such that  
     aquatic life will not remain in that area for more than 96 hours.          
                                                                                
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Many of Wisconsin's receiving waters are not classified as full  
     fish and aquatic life because of their non-continuous or intermittent      
     nature.  In these cases, the dilution provided where stream conditions     
     support full fish and aquatic life is used for derivation of chronic WET   
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The GLWQI should allow an alternative to the 1.0 TUc at   
     the edge of the chronic mixing zone where physical or hydrologic conditions
     of a receiving water are such that aquatic life will not remain in that    
     area for more than 96 hours.  This provision should only be used if this   
     alternative criterion does not result in exceedences of water quality      
     criteria in downstream waters.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.202     
     
     See comment P2718.302 for a discussion of the available site-specific      
     considerations in conducting WET testing.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2720.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 20970, Section VIII.F.3.a.iii.b. - Whole Effluent Toxicity (Basic     
     Requirements - Test Methods)                                               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  EPA invites comments on the WET methods that should be identified  
     in the final Guidance.                                                     
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     COMMENT:  Promulgation of the referenced EPA manuals as methods manuals has
     been in the works for nearly two years.  However, these methods have not   
     yet been published in the Federal Register for public comment.  Even when  
     the methods are formally promulgated, there are many details that are      
     executed in a lab-specific manner.                                         
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The final Guidance should refer to the EPA methods as the 
     basic structure for all toxicity test protocols.  However, States and      
     Tribes should be allowed to use professional judgement in determining which
     modifications to the specified protocols are acceptable.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.203     
     
     See comment P2718.309 for a discussion of the selection of WET test        
     procedures.  The WET methods to be adopted under Part 136 will specify what
     portions of the protocols are mandatory and which allow for lab-specific   
     modifications.  The WET test protocols are intended to ensure consistency  
     and adequate quality control among all users of these methods.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2720.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Pages 20974 - 20977 Section VIII.G.                                        
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Regarding the necessity of loading limits in some circumstances.   
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Wisconsin agrees that mass loading limits are necessary in some  
     circumstances for the protection of water quality.  For the last 2 years,  
     Wisconsin has been imposing some form of mass limits for virtually all     
     limits.  For each mass limit, one of two reasons for its imposition can be 
     cited:                                                                     
                                                                                
     a.)  Water quality concerns - A good example of the need for mass limits to
     protect water quality is a weekly average limit for chronic toxicity       
     protection.  Since the concentration limit is calculated based on available
     dilution and some designated effluent flow rate, the mass limit would      
     protect the receiving water if effluent flow rates increased to above the  
     level used in the calculation.                                             
                                                                                
     [In high dilution situations (or situations where intake from the receiving
     water equals discharge to the same water body), we may actually eliminate  
     the concentration limit (except where categorical concentration limits     
     apply), since, in those cases, only the total discharge loading is         
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     relevant.  Thus, we are not in agreement that limits should, in all cases  
     be expressed as both concentration and mass.]                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.204     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2720.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.205 is imbedded in comment #.204.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Pages 20974 - 20977 Section VIII.G.                                        
                                                                                
     [GLWQI:  Regarding the necessity of loading limits in some circumstances.  
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Wisconsin agrees that mass loading limits are necessary in some  
     circumstances for the protection of water quality.  For the last 2 years   
     Wisconsin has been imposing some form of mass limits for virtually all     
     limits.  For each mass limit, one of two reasons for its imposition can be 
     cited:                                                                     
                                                                                
     a.)  Water quality concerns - A good example of the need for mass limits to
     protect water quality is a weekly average limit for chronic toxicity       
     protection.  Since the concentration limit is calculated based on available
     dilution and some designated effluent flow rate, the mass limit would      
     protect the receiving water if effluent flow rates increased to above the  
     level used in the calculation.]                                            
                                                                                
     In high dilution situations (or situations where intake from the receiving 
     water equals discharge to the same water body), we may actually eliminate  
     the concentration limit (except where categorical concentration limits     
     apply), since, in those cases, only the total discharge loading is         
     relevant.  Thus, we are not in agreement that limits should, in all cases  
     be expressed as both concentration and mass.                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.205     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2720.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Pages 20974 - 20977 Section VIII.G.                                        
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     b.)  Antidegradation - Our administrative rule (NR 207) defines "increased 
     discharge" as a change which would exceed an effluent limitation in a      
     current permit (paraphrase).  Thus, if water quality concerns do not       
     dictate the need for a mass limit, we apply one for purposes of            
     antidegradation.   An example here is the case of a daily maximum limit for
     acute toxicity protection.  Assuming dilution is high enough to eliminate  
     concern for chronic toxicity, and since we are protecting for pollutant    
     concentration at the end of the pipe (we allow for no dilution so flow     
     volume is irrelevant), there is no water quality reason for a mass limit.  
     Therefore, we calculate one, based on the design flow, to be used as a     
     placeholder for antidegradation purposes.   In these cases where the sole  
     basis for the mass limit is antidegradation, we impose the loading limit as
     a total annual mass to avoid artificial violations due to flow variability.
     There would be no water quality reason to impose the associated mass limit 
     as a daily maximum, as the proposed procedure 7 would require.             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.206     
     
     EPA agrees that mass-based limits are necessary to ensure compliance with  
     State or Tribal water quality standards for antidegradation.  However,     
     Procedure 7 requires that the mass-based limits must be based on the TMDL  
     allocation or wasteload allocation using the same receiving water base     
     flows and effluent flows as the concentration-based limits.  See comment   
     P2629.126.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2720.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Pages 20974 - 20977 Section VIII.G.                                        
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     b.)                                                                        
                                                                                
     The explanation on page 20976 implies that there is a possibility that, for
     a given permit, at least three different flows may need to be used to      
     calculate mass limits for daily maximum, weekly average and monthly average
     limits and perhaps a fourth (annual average) for human health criteria.    
     Indeed, it seems this approach would be needed under proposed GLWQI to     
     prevent over or under protection which may result from wet-weather flow    
     variability.                                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  While we agree mass loading limits are necessary in       
     certain instances, we believe that better definition of how to determine   
     what flow value(s) to use would eliminate confusion, thereby improving     
     consistency.  We also question the rationale of adding a level of          
     complexity beyond what we see in Wisconsin, where we use a single (design) 
     flow for all types of criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.207     
     
     The States and Tribes have some discretion in selecting the appropriate    
     facility flow rate to use in an NPDES permit to establish the mass-based   
     loading limits.  At a minimum, however, the facility flow rates should be  
     consistent with the facility data used to develop the WLAs and TMDLs.  For 
     example, if the design flow for a POTW is used in the NPDES permit, then   
     the                                                                        
     WLA and TMDL evaluations also should use the design flow rate for all      
     pollutants to ensure water quality standards will be met with discharges at
     the design flow rate.                                                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2720.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Pages 20974 - 20977 Section VIII.G.                                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     Only use mass limits for water quality protection for criteria for chronic 
     aquatic life weekly average limits and perhaps wildlife monthly average    
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.208     
     
     EPA does not agree that mass-based loading limits are appropriate only for 
     chronic criteria with weekly or monthly average NPDES permit limits.  See  
     comment P2629.126 for a discussion of the need to have mass-based limits   
     for                                                                        
     all WQBELs.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2720.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments #.204 & #.205.                                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Pages 20974 - 20977 Section VIII.G.                                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     Also, for the reasons identified above in the discussion of daily maximum  
     limits for the protection of acute toxicity, do not deviate from the third 
     exception at 40 CFR 122.45 (f).                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.209     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2720.210
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21011, (Definitions)                                                  
                                                                                
     If the minimum level (ML) concept is to be fully implemented and adopted,  
     much work which went into LOD/LOQ language clarifications will have been   
     wasted.  It is not clear exactly how the ML concept will effect compliance,
     monitoring results, etc.  A more thorough evaluation of the ML procedures  
     should be performed prior to final publication.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.210     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2720.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21014, Tables 1 and 2.                                                
                                                                                
     It should be clearly stated that the CMCs for the various metals are       
     expressed as the total recoverable form.  The words "Total Recoverable"    
     should be placed directly on Tables 1 and 2.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.211     
     
     The criteria for metals in Tables 1 and 2 of the proposed rule were        
     expressed as total recoverable concentrations.  Subsequent to the proposal,

Page 9369



$T044618.TXT
     EPA issued a memorandum to all EPA Regional Water Management Division      
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).  The     
     memorandum covered a number of areas including the expression of aquatic   
     life criteria.  For the expression of aquatic life metals criteria, the    
     memorandum recommended that State water quality standards be based on      
     dissolved metals because dissolved metal concentrations more closely       
     approximate the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than    
     does total recoverable metal concentrations.                               
                                                                                
     In response to the comment, EPA believes that, in general, the dissolved   
     metal fraction more closely approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal
     in the water column than does total recoverable metal.  Therefore, in the  
     final rule, aquatic life criteria for metals is expressed as a dissolved   
     concentration.  Although EPA expresses criteria as dissolved metal         
     concentrations in the final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be risk  
     management considerations not covered by evaluation of water column        
     toxicity, such as concern about potential impacts of contaminated sediments
     or about food chain effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression
     of metals criteria as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will still     
     allow States and Tribes the flexibility to adopt total recoverable criteria
     for metals as stated in the memorandum issued to all EPA Regional Water    
     Management Division Directors providing policy and guidance on the         
     interpretation and implementation of aquatic life criteria for the         
     management of metals (The Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on 
     Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 
     1, 1993).                                                                  
                                                                                
     For more discussion of total recoverable and dissolved metal criteria see  
     the response to comment D2620.020.                                         
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
     Conversion factors for the proposed total recoverable metals criteria were 
     derived and publicly noticed on August 30, 1994 (59FR44678).  EPA adjusted 
     these conversion factors and used them to convert the proposed criteria    
     from total recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations for the  
     final Guidance. EPA will promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1  
     and 2 of part 132 for States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2720.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21015, Table 6,C.                                                     
                                                                                
     Asbestos and Fluoride should be removed from list C. of Table 6.  There is 
     not sufficient evidence of deleterious effects resulting from ingestion of 
     asbestos to warrant derivation of a water quality standard.  Fluoride      
     levels in drinking water would always pose a problem for discharges        
     containing drinking water.  This policy does not seem to have scientific   
     merit.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.212     
     
     EPA does not agree that fluoride and asbestos should be removed from Table 
     6.  All pollutants contained in Table 6 have been identified as either     
     priority pollutants under the CWA or as pollutants of specific concern in  
     the Great Lakes basin.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2720.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21027, HNV equation                                                   
                                                                                
     The Human Non-cancer Value (HNV) includes a Relative source contribution   
     (RSC) factor for criteria development of HNVs for Bioaccumulative chemicals
     of concern (BCCs).  The RSC of 0.8 should be applied to all non-cancer     
     causing chemicals, not just the BCCs.  If the RSC is not to applied to non 
     BCCs, provide justification for not doing so.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.213     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2720.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21031, Section I.D.                                                   
                                                                                
     This section states that if a significant lowering of water quality is     
     associated with a thermal discharge, the degradation shall be consistent   
     with section 316 of the Clean Water Act.  Temperature is listed in Table 5 
     as an excluded pollutant.  Some clarification is needed to reduce confusion
     over thermal discharges with respect to the inclusion of temperature in    
     Table 5.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.214     
     
     The final Guidance does not require adoption of Great Lakes- specific      
     antidegradation requirements for non-BCCs. Consequently, thermal discharges
     are covered by existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2720.215
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21031, Section I.D.                                                   
                                                                                
     In addition to potential confusion over temperature vs. thermal discharges,
     clarification is warranted for antidegradation procedures for temperature. 
     If an increased discharge occurs for temperature, the "concentration", or  
     magnitude of the temperature remains constant, but the total amount of heat
     entering the aquatic system has increased.  Perhaps some sort of Btu limit 
     should be considered for temperature dischargers as antidegradation is     
     considered.                                                                
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     Response to: P2720.215     
     
     The final Guidance does not require adoption of Great Lakes- specific      
     antidegradation requirements for non-BCCs. Consequently, thermal discharges
     are covered by existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21031, Section II.A.                                                  
                                                                                
     Regarding Bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs):  The relationship   
     between the Table 6 BCCs and any chemical with a Bioaccumulation factor of 
     greater than 1000 should be made very clear.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.216     
     
     EPA explains in section II.C.8 of the SID that the final Guidance lists 22 
     BCCs in Table 6A to part 132.  They represent EPA's best scientific        
     judgment at this time concerning which pollutants on Table 6 meet the final
     definition of BCCs.  States and Tribes may determine, however, that        
     additional pollutants meet the definition or should be subject to the      
     special provisions for BCCs.  If so, they should take appropriate          
     regulatory action as discussed above to treat the chemicals as BCCs in     
     their water quality standards and NPDES permit programs, including the     
     special provisions for BCCs contained in the final Guidance.  The SID also 
     describes how States and Tribes may take new information into account in   
     determining to which pollutants the special BCC provisions should apply.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2720.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21031, Section II.A.                                                  
                                                                                
     If a chemical has a bioaccumulation factor of >1000, is it automatically a 
     BCC?, and is it treated as a Table 6 compound?  If this is the case, Table 
     6 would need to be updated quite frequently to reflect the potential       
     additions of new BCCs.  Perhaps a toxicological component should be        
     included in the criteria for inclusion into Table 6.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.217     
     
     A State or Tribe needs to apply the special provisions for BCCs when       
     developing water quality-based effluent limits for any pollutant that meets
     the definition of BCC.  Therefore, the State or Tribe will need to consider
     whether a pollutant is listed in Table 6A of the final Guidance, or whether
     data are available to show that the pollutant meets the other conditions of
     the definition, such as having a human health field-measured BAF greater   
     than 1000.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA will operate the GLI Clearinghouse as a means to share pollutant       
     information, including BAFs, as quickly as possible.  If new information   
     becomes available showing an organic chemical to have a field-measured BAF 
     of over 1000, for example, this information would be reviewed by EPA and   
     other Clearinghouse participants and placed in the Clearinghouse, where    
     States and Tribes would be alerted.  States and Tribes would be able to    
     apply the special BCC provisions to the pollutant after following their    
     applicable State or Tribal public review procedures for revisions to water 
     quality standards or for permit development.  For example, the State or    
     Tribe could include a description of the special BCC provisions in the     
     public notice for a NPDES permit.                                          
                                                                                
     See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
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     Page 21035, Procedure 3A.  (TMDL)                                          
                                                                                
     Although Wisconsin has concerns regarding the use and implementation of the
     TMDL process, the procedure is workable in its present form if it is       
     supplemented through the "cross-check" approach contained in Option B.     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.218     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21035, Procedure 3A.3.                                                
                                                                                
     The language contained in this paragraph is confusing.  We especially      
     suggest that the reference to "EPA approved or EPA established TMDL" be    
     deleted.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.219     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     

Page 9375



$T044618.TXT
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21035, Procedure 3A.A.6.                                              
                                                                                
     The language contained in procedure number 6 states that "TMDLs shall be   
     sufficiently stringent so as to prevent accumulation of the pollutant of   
     concern in sediments..."  Some clarification is warranted for this section.
     Specifically, spelling out of the process by which we take a TMDL which    
     considers sediment protection (which we fully support) and work towards    
     effluent limit concentrations for point sources is needed.  Otherwise, we  
     are stuck with the TMDL without the "science" to move toward effluent      
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.220     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21035, Procedure 3A.A.8.b. (calculation requirements)                 
                                                                                
     In determining background water quality, eliminate reference to caged fish 
     data.  Such information may over or underestimate actual values and would  
     likely lead to unacceptably high variability.  We agree, however, that     
     values below the limit of detection should be assumed to be zero.          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.221     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21036, Procedure 3A.B. (mixing zones for BCCs)                        
                                                                                
     The language as written is not clear and thus has caused great confusion.  
     This language has likely been the cause for great overestimates in costs   
     for compliance.  We suggest that (ten years post-promulgation) WLA's for   
     BCCs be required to equal the criterion value or background which ever is  
     greater, rather than discussing this concept in the context of mixing      
     zones.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2720.222     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment to the extent that it advocates setting     
     water quality-based effluent limitations for BCCs at background levels     
     where background exceeds criteria for those pollutants.  Because of the    
     environmental significance of BCCs, EPA believes that WLAs (etc.) set at   
     criteria levels is most environmentally sound approach.  EPA has also      
     decided to retain this prohibition in the context of mixing zones because  
     State and Tribal rules consistent with the final Guidance will result in   
     the phase-out (for existing BCC discharges) of current mixing zone         
     practices; the imposition of limits based on criteria at the point of      
     discharge inevitably follows from that.  For a discussion of the mixing    
     zone provisions in the final Guidance pertaining to BCCs, see the SID at   
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2720.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21036, Procedure 3A.B.1. (Mixing Zones for Bioaccumulative Chemicals  
     of Concern) and C. (TMDLs for Discharges to Lakes) - referenced from page  

Page 9377



$T044618.TXT
     20929)                                                                     
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The maximum dilution rate for calculating chemical-specific        
     limitations on discharges to lakes is 10 parts receiving water to 1 part   
     effluent.  GLWQI allows mixing zone studies to be performed in order to    
     justify other dilution factors based upon on-site conditions, but 10:1 is  
     the maximum allowable dilution.  In addition, for bioaccumulative chemicals
     of concern, mixing zones shall be phased out completely 10 years after the 
     effective date of the GLWQI, but that issue is addressed separately.  This 
     comment deals only with the "10:1 maximum" proposal.                       
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The GLWQI cites studies performed at Green Bay and Milwaukee, WI 
     in justifying the 10:1 factor as default and maximum values, but no        
     scientific basis is given for establishing 10:1 as a maximum.  Green Bay   
     and Milwaukee happened to be two of the first mixing zone studies reviewed 
     by WDNR following passage of the "toxic substance" rules in 1989, but other
     facilities evaluated since then have supported mixing zones with dilution  
     factors greater than and less than 10:1.  The use of Green Bay and         
     Milwaukee as precedent-setting cases is the only support for the 10:1      
     factor.  No other basis is apparent for the 10:1 maximum using scientific, 
     water quality-based, hydraulic, or designated use considerations.          
                                                                                
     This issue may be compared to that used to justify the GLWQI recommendation
     of no mixing zone for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC's), where  
     water quality-based and designated uses are offered in support of the      
     proposal.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Additionally, Wisconsin's concern is that imposing a 10:1 maximum dilution 
     factor will eliminate the incentive for dischargers to perform mixing zone 
     studies, thereby losing a source of information for actual mixing zone     
     characteristics in lakes.  Although Wisconsin does not want to encourage   
     relaxation of effluent limitations, putting a "cap" on the dilution factor 
     doesn't encourage studies to be performed if they would only result in     
     reduced dilution factors.  That is why it would be more practical to use a 
     conservative default value and allow for higher dilution factors for       
     non-BCC's where regulators or the regulated community can demonstrate,     
     using actual data, that the waterbody will be protected using an           
     alternative basis for limits.                                              
                                                                                
     [RECOMMENDATION:  The "no mixing zone" proposal for BCC's is sufficient as 
     a means of limiting mixing zones for discharges of particular substances to
     lakes.]  For non-BCC's, there is not sufficient justification for a maximum
     dilution factor, therefore, non-concurrence is recommended with the 10:1   
     maximum.  Alternatively, it is suggested that a more conservative dilution 
     factor be proposed as a default value, but allowance should be given for   
     studies to be done to allow higher (or lower) dilution factors for         
     non-BCC's.                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.223     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2720.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.224 is imbedded in comment #.223.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21036, Procedure 3A.B.1. (Mixing Zones for Bioaccumulative Chemicals  
     fo Concern) and C. (TMDLs for Discharges to Lakes) - referenced from page  
     20929                                                                      
                                                                                
     [GLWQI:  The maximum dilution rate for calculating chemical-specific       
     limitations on discharges to lakes is 10 parts receiving water to 1 part   
     effluent.  GLWQI allows mixing zone studies to be performed in order to    
     justify other dilution factors based upon on-site conditions, but 10:1 is  
     the maximum allowable dilution.  In addition, for bioaccumulative chemicals
     of concern, mixing zones shall be phased out completely 10 years after the 
     effective date of the GLWQI, but that issue is addressed separately.  This 
     comment deals only with the "10:1 maximum" proposal.                       
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The GLWQI cites studies performed at Green Bay and Milwaukee, WI 
     in justifying the 10:1 factor as default and maximum values, but no        
     scientific basis is given for establishing 10:1 as a maximum.  Green Bay   
     and Milwaukee happened to be two of the first mixing zone studies reviewed 
     by WDNR following passage of the "toxic substance" rules in 1989, but other
     facilities evaluated since then have supported mixing zones with dilution  
     factors greater than and less than 10:1.  The use of Green Bay and         
     Milwaukee as precedent-setting cases is the only support for the 10:1      
     factor.  No other basis is apparent for the 10:1 maximum using scientific, 
     water quality-based, hydraulic, or designated use considerations.          
                                                                                
     This issue may be compared to that used to justify the GLWQI recommendation
     of no mixing zone for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC's), where  
     water quality-based and designated uses are offered in support of the      
     proposal.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Additionally, Wisconsin's concern is that imposing a 10:1 maximum dilution 
     factor will eliminate the incentive for dischargers to perform mixing zone 
     studies, thereby losing a source of information for actual mixing zone     
     characteristics in lakes.  Although Wisconsin does not want to encourage   
     relaxation of effluent limitations, putting a "cap" on the dilution factor 
     doesn't encourage studies to be performed if they would only result in     
     reduced dilution factors.  That is why it would be more practical to use a 
     conservative default value and allow for higher dilution factors for       
     non-BCC's where regulators or the regulated community can demonstrate,     
     using actual data, that the waterbody will be protected using an           
     alternative basis for limits.]                                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The "no mixing zone" proposal for BCC's is sufficient as a
     means of limiting mixing zones for discharges of particular substances to  
     lakes.  [For non-BCC's, there is not sufficient justification for a maximum
     dilution factor, therefore, non-concurrence is recommended with the 10:1   
     maximum.  Alternatively, it is suggested that a more conservative dilution 
     factor be proposed as a default value, but allowance should be given for   
     studies to be done to allow higher (or lower) dilution factors for         
     non-BCC's.]                                                                
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     Response to: P2720.224     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions 
     in the GLI.  See the SID at VIII.C.4 for a discussion of the provisions in 
     the final Guidance regarding this issue.  With respect to mixing zones for 
     non-BCCs, EPA has retained the 10:1 dilution factor for non-BCCs in open   
     lake waters for reasons described in the SID at VIII.C.5.a.  However, EPA  
     also authorizes a different dilution factor if justified by a mixing zone  
     demonstration.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.5.a.               
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2720.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21036, Procedure 3A.B.1.  (Mixing Zones for Bioaccumulative Chemicals 
     of Concern) and C. (TMDLs for Discharges to Lakes) - referenced from page  
     20929)                                                                     
                                                                                
     NOTE:  The GLWQI language is very inconsistent about the use of a 10:1     
     maximum dilution factor.  Although the above mentioned sections of         
     Procedure 3A clearly refer to denying allowance of dilution factors in     
     excess of 10:1 in discharges to lakes, other sections of the Federal       
     Register may be construed to allow for exceedences.                        
                                                                                
     On page 20932 (first column), it is stated that "for non-BCC's, when a     
     party believes that the 10:1 assumption does not reflect the actual area of
     discharge-induced mixing, a different (emphasis added) mixing zone may be  
     provided."  No reference is made there to the 10:1 maximum.                
                                                                                
     On page 21039 (second column), it is stated that "individual point source  
     WLAs shall assume no greater dilution than one part effluent to 10 parts   
     receiving water" which is a clear reference to the 10:1 maximum.           
                                                                                
     Finally, page 20932 (third column, regarding TMDLs) requires that a TMDL   
     include an explanation of how a margin of safety is provided "in situations
     where a larger mixing zone is allowed (emphasis added) based on a mixing   
     zone study."  This reference is part of section VIII.C.6. of the GLWQI     
     which is titled "TMDLs for Open Waters of the Great Lakes" (emphasis       
     added).  If mixing zones greater than 10:1 are not allowed, it is not clear
     why the page 20932 language exists.                                        
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     Therefore, it is also recommended that the GLWQI language be clarified, one
     way or another, to specify the actual policy on mixing zones and dilution  
     factors for discharges of non-BCC's to lakes in order to eliminate these   
     contradictions.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.225     
     
     EPA acknowledges the commenter's concern over the inconsistencies between  
     proposed Options A and B on the use of a 10:1 dilution fraction.  EPA      
     believes it has resolved any inconsistency by specifying a 10:1 maximum    
     dilution fraction for discharges into Open Waters of the Great Lakes and   
     other waters, unless an alternative mixing zone is justified by a mixing   
     zone demonstration.  The final Guidance further provides that in no case   
     shall a mixing zone exceed the area where discharge-induced mixing incurs. 
     For the reasons supporting this decision, see the discussion in the SID at 
     VIII.C.5.a.                                                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21036, Procedure 3A.C.2.                                              
                                                                                
     The language contained here states that one needs to "assume mixing zones  
     for non-point sources".  This is a new concept and should not be inserted  
     into the GLI.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.226     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21036, Procedure 3A.C.4.                                              
                                                                                
     The language in this section states that "If background > criteria, then   
     the WLA equals zero.  This provision is not acceptable.  When this         
     situation occurs, we need to apply option 4 in the preamble or a variation 
     thereto.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.227     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21036, Procedure 3A.C.5.                                              
                                                                                
     Reference is made in this section to a State Law mixing zones check.  This 
     requirement is too vague and we should no allow "acute mixing zones".  The 
     entire concept of acute mixing zones has a bad connotation and does not    
     provide environmental protection.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.228     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21037, Procedure 3A.D.10 ("determine the WLA")                        
                                                                                
     This section on WLA determination is poorly worded, not logical, and not   
     understandable.  The section should be deleted or seriously modified.      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.229     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2720.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21037, Procedure 3A.D.11. (TMDL validation)                           
                                                                                
     The purpose of this section is not clear.  This guidance should not        
     establish a requirement which mandates monitoring or modelling.            
     
     
     Response to: P2720.230     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2720.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21038, Procedure 3B.A.8 (Background concentrations of pollutants)     
                                                                                
     As discussed previously, we suggest removing the reference to using caged  
     fish data for determination of background conditions.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.231     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2720.232
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21038, Procedure 3B.A.8.b. (calculation requirements)                 
                                                                                
     We disagree with the method for calculating background concentrations when 
     the values are less than the limit of detection (LOD) or limit of          
     quantitation (LOQ).  We recommend assuming zero, or a predescribed         
     percentage of criteria when the criteria is also less than the LOD.        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.232     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2720.233
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN/OPT4
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21039, Procedure 3B.C.a.3. (source specific TMDLs)                    
                                                                                
     In cases where background exceeds the criteria, refer to option 4 in the   
     preamble or a variation to it.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2720.233     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2720.234
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21040, Procedure 3B.D.3.d. (new sources)                              
                                                                                
     EPA proposes that new sources effluent limits should equal the criteria    
     unless a mixing zone study is performed.  We disagree with this concept.   
     This should not be a necessary requirement since antidegradation covers new
     source requirements.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2720.234     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2720.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21040, Procedure 5.A. (developing primary effluent limits)            
                                                                                
     There needs to be some specific language in the procedure outlining how    
     effluent values below the limit of detection or limit of quantitation are  
     to be considered.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.235     
     
     See responses to comments numbered P2588334, P2588.337 and P2588.338.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: P2720.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041, Procedures 5.A.2.a.                                            
                                                                                
     We disagree with the use of 50% of the preliminary effluent limit as a     
     means of comparing the PEQ or other effluent measurements for determining  
     reasonable potential for an effluent limit to be exceeded.  This procedure 
     is unnecessarily conservative and not needed for determining "reasonable   
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     potential".                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.236     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2720.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.c., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are Less Than 10 Effluent Data Samples
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The PEQ (Potential Effluent Quality) is calculated as the factor   
     from Table F5-1 (page 21042) times the maximum reported effluent           
     concentration.  If the PEQ exceeds the calculated effluent limitation, that
     limitation shall be included in the permit.                                
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The GLWQI approach likely will result in limits for more         
     substances included in permits since the Table F5-1 multiplying factor is  
     applied to the maximum effluent concentration and the factor for one sample
     (6.2) is greater than WDNR's 5.0 factor.  The GLWQI approach encourages the
     discharger's collection of more effluent data.  Typically, one effluent    
     sample will be taken when applying for a discharge permit.  Since the      
     multiplication factors change from 6.2 for one sample to 1.8 for nine      
     samples, there is an incentive for the generation of additional data       
     besides, as a means of verifying the initially collected result(s).  There 
     still is a concern over the discharger's collection of data over a short   
     period of time (see issue 3 regarding situations where there are 10 or more
     effluent data values), but if the multiplication factor is applied to the  
     maximum value rather than the arithmetic mean, the concept of the variable 
     multiplication factors is acceptable.                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Concur with this section of the GLWQI approach.  Although 
     it is more conservative than the existing WDNR approach for smaller        
     database sizes, the proposed procedure is considered to be an improvement. 
     
     
     Response to: P2720.237     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     1)  Projected Effluent Quality Calculation                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  The main concern over the GLWQI approach is that it is silent   
     regarding how values below the levels of detection or quantitation are     
     handled in effluents.  The approach used for estimating background values  
     (LOD/2 or half the difference between LOD and LOQ) is invalid in 99th upper
     percentile and coefficient of variation calculations because these         
     "assumed" values would result in an accurate estimation of effluent        
     variability.  The GLWQI does not clearly specify how the upper percentile  
     value calculations incorporate the values below LOD or LOQ.  The GLWQI only
     specifies how compliance with limits below LOD or LOQ are evaluated.  WDNR 
     avoids this problem somewhat by calculating variability based on the mean  
     and standard deviation of the detected values and adjusting the percentile 
     used in the calculation to something other than 99 to account for the      
     existence of values below LOD (values between LOD and LOQ are taken at face
     value) and using the 99th percentile approach only if 11 or more detected  
     values (not 11 or more total values) are available.  This approach         
     increases the chance of the standard deviation being influenced more by    
     sample result variability than by small sample size.                       
                                                                                
     [There is no "alternative" approach used by WDNR that is similar to the    
     second option proposed in the GLWQI, but it also is not clear how the two  
     GLWQI options are to be used with respect to each other.  Specifically, it 
     is not clear whether the intent is for the PEQ to be the greater of the    
     values calculated using each option, or if there is a case where a PEQ is  
     calculated solely using one option or the other.].                         
                                                                                
     [In addition, it is not clear what values are to be used in Table F6-1 if  
     there are 21 or more samples in an effluent.  It also is not clear if      
     option 2 should be used if that happens to occur.  Table F6-1 only goes up 
     to 20 samples, therefore it is not clear whether the "20 sample row" is    
     used for 20 or more samples, if another calculation of factors is          
     necessary, or if the table (and option 2) should not be used if there are  
     21 or more effluent samples.].                                             
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     Response to: P2720.238     
     
     Regarding the issue of managing "non-detect" and "non-quantified" effluent 
     data when determining reasonable potential, see response to comment number 
     P2588.353.  In addition, the alternative approaches to determining         
     reasonable potential using pollutant concentration data have been clarified
     in the final procedure 5 as alternatives.  In other words, States and      
     Tribes have the flexibility to adopt procedures consistent with 5.B.2 of   
     the final Guidance or to adopt the procedure at 5.B.1 of the final         
     Guidance. Regarding the fact that Table 6-1 of appendix F of the proposal  
     only goes up to a sample size of 20, Table 6-1 of appendix F of the final  
     Guidance has been extended up to a sample size of 100.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.239 is imbedded in comment #.238.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     1)  Projected Effluent Quality Calculation                                 
                                                                                
     [COMMENTS:  The main concern over the GLWQI approach is that it is silent  
     regarding how values below the levels of detection or quantitation are     
     handled in effluents.  The approach used for estimating background values  
     (LOD/2 or half the difference between LOD and LOQ) is invalid in 99th upper
     percentile and coefficient of variation calculations because these         
     "assumed" values would result in an accurate estimation of effluent        
     variability.  The GLWQI does not clearly specify how the upper percentile  
     value calculations incorporate the values below LOD or LOQ.  The GLWQI only
     specifies how compliance with limits below LOD or LOQ are evaluated.  WDNR 
     avoids this problem somewhat by calculating variability based on the mean  
     and standard deviation of the detected values and adjusting the percentile 
     used in the calculation to something other than 99 to account for the      
     existence of values below LOD (values between LOD and LOQ are taken at face
     value) and using the 99th percentile approach only if 11 or more detected  
     values (not 11 or more total values) are available.  This approach         
     increases the chance of the standard deviation being influenced more by    
     sample result variability than by small sample size.].                     
                                                                                
     There is no "alternative" approach used by WDNR that is similar to the     
     second option proposed in the GLWQI, but it also is not clear how the two  
     GLWQI options are to be used with respect to each other.  Specifically, it 
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     is not clear whether the intent is for the PEQ to be the greater of the    
     values calculated using each option, or if there is a case where a PEQ is  
     calculated solely using one option or the other.                           
                                                                                
     [In addition, it is not clear what values are to be used in Table F6-1 if  
     there are 21 or more samples in an effluent.  It also is not clear if      
     option 2 should be used if that happens to occur.  Table F6-1 only goes up 
     to 20 samples, therefore it is not clear whether the "20 sample row" is    
     used for 20 or more samples, if another calculation of factors is          
     necessary, or if the table (and option 2) should not be used if there are  
     21 or more effluent samples.]                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.239     
     
     See response to comment number P2720.238.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.240 is imbedded in comment #.238.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     1)  Projected Effluent Quality Calculation                                 
                                                                                
     [COMMENTS:  The main concern over the GLWQI approach is that it is silent  
     regarding how values below the levels of detection or quantitation are     
     handled in effluents.  The approach used for estimating background values  
     (LOD/2 or half the difference between LOD and LOQ) is invalid in 99th upper
     percentile and coefficient of variation calculations because these         
     "assumed" values would result in an accurate estimation of effluent        
     variability.  The GLWQI does not clearly specify how the upper percentile  
     value calculations incorporate the values below LOD or LOQ.  The GLWQI only
     specifies how compliance with limits below LOD or LOQ are evaluated.  WDNR 
     avoids this problem somewhat by calculating variability based on the mean  
     and standard deviation of the detected values and adjusting the percentile 
     used in the calculation to something other than 99 to account for the      
     existence of values below LOD (values between LOD and LOQ are taken at face
     value) and using the 99th percentile approach only if 11 or more detected  
     values (not 11 or more total values) are available.  This approach         
     increases the chance of the standard deviation being influenced more by    
     sample result variability than by small sample size.]                      
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     [There is no "alternative" approach used by WDNR that is similar to the    
     second option proposed in the GLWQI, but it also is not clear how the two  
     GLWQI options are to be used with respect to each other.  Specifically, it 
     is not clear whether the intent is for the PEQ to be the greater of the    
     values calculated using each option, or if there is a case where a PEQ is  
     calculated solely using one option or the other.]                          
                                                                                
     In addition, it is not clear what values are to be used in Table F6-1 if   
     there are 21 or more samples in an effluent.  It also is not clear if      
     option 2 should be used if that happens to occur.  Table F6-1 only goes up 
     to 20 samples, therefore it is not clear whether the "20 sample row" is    
     used for 20 or more samples, if another calculation of factors is          
     necessary, or if the table (and option 2) should not be used if there are  
     21 or more effluent samples.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2720.240     
     
     See response to comment number P2720.238.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     1)  Projected Effluent Quality Calculation                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:                                                                  
                                                                                
     As a side note, the heading to Table F6-1 on page 21043 refers only to     
     Procedure 6, where in reality it is applied to both Procedures 5 and 6.    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.241     
     
     Thank you.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     1)  Projected Effluent Quality Calculation                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:                                                                  
                                                                                
     Finally, it is not clear how coefficients of variation in between those    
     listed in the column headings of Table F6-1 are to be applied.  For        
     example, if the calculated coefficient of variation is 0.75, it is not     
     clear whether the multiplication factor is read from the 0.7 column, the   
     0.8 column, or if it is necessary to calculate the factor (in which case   
     the GLWQI is silent on how the factors are to be calculated).              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.242     
     
     The final Guidance and the Supplementary Information Document do not       
     provide additional information beyond the proposal on the use of table 6-1.
     However, EPA offers that there are at least three ways to select a         
     multiplier from the table when the calculated coefficient of variation (CV)
     falls in between two of the CVs presented in the table.  The State or Tribe
     could round up to the next highest CV in the table, the State or Tribe     
     could interpolate a CV value from the table selecting a CV that falls in   
     between the two CVs from the table, or the State or Tribe could calculate  
     the multiplier using the calculated CV.  Like the preamble to the proposal,
     the Supplmentary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, contains the     
     equations for calculating the multiplier.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2720.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     2)  Number of Effluent Samples Used in Separating Approaches               
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  There is a difference in how PEQs are calculated and compared to   
     effluent limits to develop permit recommendations if there are 10 or more  
     effluent samples.                                                          
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  The "10 vs. 11" difference is not considered significant.  The   
     issue of total values vs. detected values is discussed in greater detail in
     the previous comment because this has a greater bearing on the concerns    
     regarding calculation of standard deviations and 99th percentile values.   
     No recommendations are necessary regarding the distinctive approaches based
     on ten, instead of eleven, samples.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2720.243     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     3)  Data Collection over Short Periods of Time                             
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  The PEQs used to compare to weekly or monthly average limits are   
     only based on either the 99th percentile value (weekly or monthly average  
     basis) or the multiplication factor applied to the arithmetic mean effluent
     concentration.                                                             
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     COMMENT:  Several instances have been recorded where permittees support the
     ability to remove an effluent limitation from a permit by generating data  
     over several consecutive days and calculating a PEQ based on 99th          
     percentile values which is under the effluent limit from that data.  These 
     results may be considered "independent," thereby avoiding a serial         
     correlation determination if the in-plant retention times (in-plant        
     hydraulic capacity divided by plant flow-through rate) are less than the   
     length of time between samples.  However, if the results are still fairly  
     close to each other just because they were collected on consecutive days,  
     then, the calculated effluent variability may be lower than what would be  
     encountered over a long time period, such as a year.  The GLWQI must       
     recognize the possibility of high values over consecutive days in a manner 
     similar to the ability to represent the PEQ as the maximum daily effluent  
     concentration, if greater than a 1-day 99th percentile value.              
     
     
     Response to: P2720.244     
     
     States and Tribes should make every effort to acquire all effluent data    
     that is available for a particular discharger.  States and Tribes should   
     encourage dischargers to provide effluent data that are representative of  
     the monitored activity and remind them that 40 CFR 122.48(b) requires      
     monitoring specified in NPDES permits to be of  "type, intervals, and      
     frequency sufficient to yield data which are representative of the         
     monitored activity..."                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: P2720.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     4)  Conditions on Including a Limit in a Permit If There Are 10 or More    
     Effluent Samples                                                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Given that the GLWQI's two options for calculating PEQs are fairly         
     conservative (99th percentile values or a multiple of the mean effluent    
     concentration), it is not clear why the extra margin of safety of comparing
     PEQ to 50% of the limit is necessary.  By introducing the 50% factor in the
     final comparison, the GLWQI approach actually demonstrates the "Reasonable 
     Potential to Exceed 50% of the Water Quality Standard," in reference to the
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     title of Procedure 5 on page 21040.  There is no correlation discussed in  
     the GLWQI between potential for exceedence of 50% of a standard and        
     potential for exceedence of the standard itself.  Given the margins of     
     safety associated with calculation of water quality criteria, calculation  
     of the effluent limits, TMDL allocations between point and non-point source
     as well as reserve capacity, and PEQ calculations, this extra safety factor
     appears to be overprotective.  Without an explanation of why this 50%      
     factor is needed to protect water quality in addition to the other         
     circumstances described above, Wisconsin sees no justification for this    
     factor to be used to make permit recommendations.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.245     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: P2720.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     4)  Conditions on Including a Limit in a Permit If There Are 10 or More    
     Effluent Samples                                                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     As additional support for this concern, it does not appear appropriate to  
     base the PEQ vs. limit comparison on 7Q10-to-effluent flow ratios in the   
     cases where the limit itself is not based on 7Q10, namely if limits are    
     based on acute toxicity, wildlife, or human health as well as chronic      
     toxicity-based limitations related to biologically-based design flows.  The
     intent of this comparison appears to be related to special considerations  
     regarding effluent-dominated streams, but streams do not necessarily have  
     to be considered "effluent-dominated" with respect to every individual     
     criterion and exposure period.  If a stream is effluent-dominated with     
     respect to the 7Q10 (also note that GLWQI does not relate this to the      
     percentage of receiving water flow used to calculate limits on page 21040),
     it does not automatically follow that it is effluent-dominated with respect
     to the harmonic mean flow, for example.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.246     
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     See response to comment number P2718.288.  In addition, note that procedure
     5 of the final Guidance specifies that preliminary effluent limits are to  
     be determined using specific provisions from procedure 3, the TMDL         
     procedure.  These specific provisions are identified and explained in the  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.a, Developing          
     Preliminary Wasteload Allocations.  These cross-referenced provisions,     
     specifically those at 3.D.1-3, 3.E, and 3.C of appendix F of the final     
     Guidance (explained in more detail in the Supplementary Information        
     Documentin sections VIII.C. 4-6) specify the different flow and dilution   
     provisions applicable when developing preliminary wasteload allocations for
     the protection of aquatic life from acute and chronic effects, human health
     and wildlife, for both open waters of the Great Lakes System and Great     
     Lakes tributaries and connecting channels.  In short, in the final         
     Guidance, the 7Q10 flow is only specified as the stream design flow for    
     steady state calculations based on the protection of aquatic life from     
     chronic effects.  Other design flow specifications are applicable for      
     alternative levels of protection, for dynamic calculations and for open    
     waters of the Great Lakes System.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: P2720.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21041 (cross-referenced to page 20945) - Procedure 5.B., Reasonable   
     Potential to Exceed Water Quality Standards, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants Where There Are 10 or More Effluent Data Samples  
                                                                                
     4)  Conditions on Including a Limit in a Permit If There Are 10 or More    
     Effluent Samples                                                           
                                                                                
     COMMENT:                                                                   
                                                                                
     Although the 50% consideration is admittedly likely to result in more      
     situations where limits are included in permits, a situation that Wisconsin
     concedes is a reasonable means of tracking concerns over loadings of toxic 
     substances, the justification for the proposed approach appears flawed.    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.247     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2720.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21043, Procedure 2.B, Appendix F to Part 132                          
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Three year variances would require permits containing variances  
     to be modified or reissued every three years.  This is an unacceptable     
     administrative burden.                                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The maximum timeframe for a variance from water quality   
     standards should be five years or the term of the permit containing the    
     variance, whichever is less. Such an approach would allow the permit to    
     reach a full five year term before being modified or reissued, and is      
     flexible enough to allow a three-year review of variances simply by setting
     the permit term equal to three years.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2720.248     
     
     EPA agrees that a five year variance term, subject to a review at the three
     year point, is appropriate.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion
     of this issue.                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2720.249
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
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     Page 21044, Procedure 8.A., Appendix F to Part 132                         
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  When a water quality-based effluent limitation is less than the    
     minimum level, a compliance evaluation level (CEL) must be included in the 
     permit.                                                                    
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  Wisconsin already has an administrative rule that addresses this.
     In the five years that this rule has been in effect, the regulated         
     community has become quite familiar with the procedures for reporting      
     effluent test results and determining compliance with limitations.  EPA's  
     use of CELs differs greatly from Wisconsin's method for determining        
     compliance.  Implementation of EPA's procedure will cause confusion within 
     Wisconsin's regulated community, especially if EPA's procedure is not      
     adopted state wide.                                                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  EPA must provide more flexibility on the determination of 
     compliance with water quality-based effluent limitations that fall below   
     the level of quantitation.  States that have already promulgated procedures
     for making such determinations should not be required to adopt EPA's CEL   
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.249     
     
     See response to comment P2653.067.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2720.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     Page 21044, Procedure 7, Appendix F to Part 132                            
                                                                                
     GLWQI:  Water quality-based effluent limitations shall be established as   
     both a concentration value and an equivalent mass loading rate value.      
                                                                                
     COMMENT:  With two exceptions, the expression of water quality-based       
     effluent limitations as a concentration is inappropriate.  Such limitations
     are more restrictive than necessary to protect water quality when effleunt 
     flows fall below those upon which the limitation was derived.  The         
     exceptions include discharges to effluent dominated streams and those water
     quality based effluent limitations necessary to prevent acute toxicity.    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The expression of water quality-based effluent limitations
     as a concentration should be required only if the discharge is to an       
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     effluent dominated stream or if the limitation is based on acute water     
     quality criteria.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.250     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2720.251
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     General Implementation Comment:                                            
                                                                                
     Do the procedures outlined in the guidance have any effect on projects such
     as maintenance dredging in harbors and ports?  If the guidance does not    
     effect these projects, we recommend that there by language specifically    
     addressing these issues.  Perhaps some form of the Intake Credit procedure 
     would apply to situations where contaminants were removed from the aquatic 
     system and returned at a later date (via de-watering).  If it is the intent
     to address this in the next phase of Great Lakes Protection (Toxics        
     Reduction Initiative), this Initiative should at least explicitly exclude  
     these types of projects from the auspices of the current proposal.         
     
     
     Response to: P2720.251     
     
     For a full discussion of the intake credit provisions included in the final
     Guidance, see Section VIII.C of the SID.                                   
                                                                                
     For a full discussion of these issues, see Section VIII.E.3-7 of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 9399



$T044618.TXT
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS:                                 
                                                                                
     1)  GLWQI needs to specify how effluent values below LOQ or LOD are used in
     calculating 99th upper percentile values, arithmetic means, and standard   
     deviations.                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.252     
     
     Regarding the issue of managing "non-detect" and "non-quantified" effluent 
     data when determining reasonable potential, see response to comment number 
     P2588.353.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS;                                 
                                                                                
     2)  GLWQI needs to specify how the two options are to be used, namely if   
     the PEQ is intended to be the greater of the values obtained using each    
     option or if there are cases where one value or the other should, or must, 
     be used.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2720.253     
     
     The alternative approaches to determining reasonable potential using       
     pollutant concentration data have been clarified in the final procedure 5  
     as alternatives.  In other words, States and Tribes have the flexibility to
     adopt procedures consistent with 5.B.2 of the final Guidance or to adopt   
     the procedure at 5.B.1 of the final Guidance.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS:                                 
                                                                                
     3)  It is not clear how (or if) Table F6-1 is used when there are 21 or    
     more effluent samples.  In addition, Table F6-1 should refer to Procedure 5
     as well as Procedure 6.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2720.254     
     
     Regarding the fact that Table 6-1 of appendix F of the proposal only goes  
     up to a sample size of 20, Table 6-1 of appendix F of the final Guidance   
     has been extended up to a sample size of 100.  The heading on table 6-1 has
     been corrected to show that it is for use with both procedure 5 and        
     procedure 6.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS:                                 
                                                                                
     4)  It is not clear how coefficients of variation between those listed in  
     the column headings of Table F6-1 are to be applied.  Either the headings  
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     should be listed as ranges, or a formula should be included in the GLWQI to
     calculate multiplication factors based on varying coefficients of variation
     and sample size.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.255     
     
     See response to comment number P2720.242.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2720.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS:                                 
                                                                                
     5)  It is recommended that the GLWQI offer the ability to base a PEQ on the
     highest mean of 4 or 30 consecutive days of data if that mean is greater   
     than the results of the two options discussed above.  This would address   
     the possibility of a discharger generating a significant amount of effluent
     data over a short period of time to influence (reduce) the 99th percentile 
     values or the standard deviation of the samples.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2720.256     
     
     The final guidance provides flexibility to States to adopt a reasonable    
     potential statistical procedure that among other attributes, accounts for  
     and captures long term effluent variability and accounts for limitations   
     associated with sparse data sets.  Where a State fails to adopt such a     
     procedure, the final Guidance specifies the statistical procedure EPA would
     promulgate for a State should it become necessary (EPA procedure). It is   
     essentially the same procedure that was proposed for data sets of ten or   
     less data points.  The final guidance leaves room for State procedures to  
     differ from EPA's as long as the basic characteristics outlined in section 
     5.B of Appendix F are adhered to.  The EPA procedure is offered as one     
     alternative, and would only be required, where a State failed to adopt a   
     PEQ procedure consistent with the characteristics outlined in 5.B.  For a  
     more complete discussion, see Supplementary Information Document Section   
     VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary     
     Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: P2720.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS:                                 
                                                                                
     6)  It is recommended that limits be included in permits if the PEQ exceeds
     the calculated limit, rather than 50% of that limit because adequate       
     margins of safety have already been incorporated into calculation of the   
     water quality standards, the effluent limits, and the PEQs.                
     
     
     Response to: P2720.257     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: P2720.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GENERAL IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                          
                                                                                
     SUMMARY OF IMPLEMENTATION RECOMMENDATIONS:                                 
                                                                                
     6)                                                                         
                                                                                
     Also, the relationship of effluent flow to 7Q10, which is used to          
     distinguish cases where the 50% factor is imposed, is not an appropriate   
     comparison in situations where limits are not based on 7Q10 flows          
     (including limits not based on 100% of the 7Q10).                          
     
     
     Response to: P2720.258     
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     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2736.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the Federal Register Publication is identified as "guidance" in   
     the title and preamble, when final, it will have the same force as         
     regulations that mandate program requirements for the Great Lakes states.  
     The Great Lakes Critical Program Act of 1990 calls for the development of  
     "guidance" to assure uniformity between the water pollution control        
     programs of the Great Lakes States.  Since the proposal will have the same 
     effect as regulations, it should be subject to formal rule-making          
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2736.001     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2744.029 and D2596.037.  Because States  
     and Tribes are subject to EPA promulgation of the final Guidance if they   
     fail to adopt provisions consistent with those presented in the final      
     Guidance, the GLWQI process was conducted in conformity with EPA rulemaking
     procedures.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2736.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance establishes a framework for the     
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     uniform control of bioaccumulative contaminants to protect the unique Great
     Lakes ecosystem.  One of the key characteristics that make this system     
     unique is the long hydraulic retention time, ranging from 178 years for    
     Lake Superior to 2.7 years for Lake Erie.  Because GLWQG criteria were     
     developed specifically to protect this unique ecosystem, the application of
     the guidance should be limited only to those portions of each Great Lakes  
     state that are in the Great Lakes drainage basin.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2736.002     
     
     See response to: P2582.010                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to: P2629.023                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2736.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The pollutants targeted in the GLWQG were selected only on the basis of    
     bioaccumulative properties without regard to their persistence.            
     Persistence originally was one of the factors considered to list           
     contaminants of concern but is not a selection criterion for a contaminant 
     under the pending proposal.  Because the limits proposed in the GLWQG are  
     aimed at protecting a unique ecosystem with long hydraulic retention times,
     persistence factors should be included in the criteria for the listing of  
     contaminants for development of water quality guidance limits.             
     
     
     Response to: P2736.003     
     
     See response to: P2574.037                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2736.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the bioaccumulative contaminants addressed in the Guidance are no  
     longer manufactured or used commercially.  Use impairments from some       
     contaminants such as Chlordane, Dieldrin, PCB's and DDT are primarily from 
     in-place contamination sources (sediment), (house foundations in the case  
     of chlordane), or from air deposition of pollutants including mercury and  
     DDT (DDT from other parts of the world).  There are limited opportunities  
     to regulate these materials from point source discharges under the GLWQG.  
     These nonpoint sources must be addressed through remedial action plans for 
     areas of concern, Lakewide Area Management Plans, or through program       
     priorities developed as part of the 5-year strategy for the Great Lakes.   
     Further implementation of point source controls required as a result of the
     GLWQG should be integrated into the established planning processes         
     discussed above to insure that cost-effective and equitable pollutant      
     reduction strategies are developed.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2736.004     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the   
     SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2736.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The December 1992 SAB report on the proposed Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)  
     recommended that USEPA consider all sources of toxic contributions to the  
     Great Lakes, air deposition and non-point as well as point sources.  We    
     support placing high priority on all existing media program elements for   
     the control of non-point sources of bioaccumulative contaminants.  These   
     sources are several orders of magnitude greater than the contributions from
     point sources.                                                             
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     Response to: P2736.005     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts to address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the   
     SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2736.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost estimates for implementing the GLWQG presented in various reports and 
     in testimony at the August 4 and 5, 1993 hearing at Chicago cover a wide   
     range, depending on the assumptions made by the estimator.  Costs range    
     from $80 million per year to as high as $7 to $10 billion per year.  This  
     range reflects the uncertainties in estimating the costs of fully          
     implementing the GLWQG and raises serious questions on the relative        
     priorities of focusing on the remaining pollutants in point source         
     discharges before addressing the larger contributions from non-point       
     sources.  The uncertainty further reinforces the need for utilizing the    
     established planning processes to develop implementation strategies for    
     both point and nonpoint source controls.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2736.006     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2736.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA cost estimates are based on a sampling of 50 major dischargers out of
     the 588 major dischargers and only 9 of the 3,207 minor dischargers on the 
     Great Lakes Basin.  The major facilities are characterized as having a     
     greater potential to impact receiving waters than minor facilities.  Many  
     minor facilities have potential to have a bioaccumulative contaminant of   
     concern in their waste stream.  They will be required to provide the same  
     level of control as major dischargers in many cases.  We do not feel that 9
     facilities is a fair representation of the costs to the 3,207 minor        
     facilities in the basin.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2736.007     
     
     See response to comment D2594.019.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2736.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, many POTW's will face control requirements as a result of     
     pollutants in their influent waste stream.  [Mercury is expected to be a   
     compliance problem due to very low wildlife criteria limits and the        
     ubiquitous nature of mercury.]  [Chlordane was used extensively for many   
     years as a termite control chemical and may also be present in influent    
     wastes.]  We do not believe that these control costs to municipalities have
     been adequately addressed in the EPA cost/benefit analysis.                
     
     
     Response to: P2736.008     
     
     See response to comment P2576.145 for a discussion on the naturally        
     occurring background levels for mercury.  EPA recognizes that chlordane may
     be present in influents due to its use for controlling termites.           
     Pollutants that are in the discharge solely because they are in the intake 
     water from the same body of water as the discharge may be eligible for     
     intake pollutant procedures, which are discussed in detail in the SID at   
     Section VIII.E.3-7.  Issues related to the cost of the final GLI Guidance  
     are discussed in the SID at Section IX.  Also see responses to comments    
     D2657.006, D2755.002, D2584.004, and D2098.038.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2736.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.009 is imbedded in comment #.008.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury is expected to be a compliance problem due to very low wildlife    
     criteria limits and the ubiquitous nature of mercury.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2736.009     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003 and D2584.004.                          
                                                                                
     Please see the response to comment P2656.144.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2736.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.010 is imbedded in comment #.008.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chlordane was used extensively for many years as a termite control chemical
     and may also be present in influent wastes.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2736.010     
     
     See response to P2736.008                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2736.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned about the scientific validity of calculated               
     bioaccumulation factors as opposed to insitu bioaccumulation data and      
     site-specific considerations.  These issues were discussed in the SAB      
     report and comments made at the Chicago hearing.  These concerns should be 
     resolved before the states are required to go through formal adoption      
     procedures to incorporate this provision into their regulations.           
     
     
     Response to: P2736.011     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2736.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned about the very stringent limits proposed for Tier I levels
     for wildlife criteria, particularly Mercury.  The limits for these Tier I  
     parameters are below detection limits.                                     
                                                                                
     [Mercury will be one of the parameters that is likely to be a significant  
     problem for many dischargers and will cause problems in implementation.    
     The National Wildlife Federation's report titled "Cutting the Poisons"     
     dated May 11, 1993, reports that there are 900 pounds of mercury per year  
     discharged from all point sources on the Great Lakes Basin.  Elimination of
     one year's mass contribution of mercury from point sources would only      
     account for 1/10,000th of the wildlife criteria limit based on uniform     
     distribution in the volume of water in the Great Lakes.  The criteria      
     itself appears to reflect water quality requirements that are far more     
     stringent than water quality conditions that preceded industrial or other  
     man-induced influences on the Great Lakes system.]  [The wildlife criteria 
     protocols need to be reexamined to insure that they reflect real water     
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     quality needs.]  [In particular, the mercury limit needs to be adjusted to 
     reflect realistic attainable goals.]                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2736.012     
     
     Please see the resonse to comment P2656.144.P2736.012                      
                                                                                
     See response to comments F4030.003 and D2584.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2736.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.013 is imbedded in #.012.                           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury will be one of the parameters that is likely to be a significant   
     problem for many dischargers and will cause problems in implementation.    
     The National Wildlife Federation's report titled "Cutting the Poisons"     
     dated May 11, 1993, reports that there are 900 pounds of mercury per year  
     discharged from all point sources on the Great Lakes Basin.  Elimination of
     one year's mass contribution of mercury from point sources would only      
     account for 1/10,000th of the wildlife criteria limit based on uniform     
     distribution in the volume of water in the Great Lakes.  The criteria itelf
     appears to reflect water quality requirements that are far more stringent  
     than water quality conditions that preceded industrial or other man-induced
     influences on the Great Lakes system.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2736.013     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003 and D2584.004.                          
                                                                                
     Please see the response to comment P2656.144.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2736.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 is imbedded in comment #.012.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria protocols need to be reexamined to insure that they  
     reflect real water quality needs.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2736.014     
     
     The final wildlife methodology is not designed to be a comprehensive model 
     for assessing all ecological risk to the entire Great Lakes ecosystem.     
     Instead, the intent of the methodology is to initially focus attention on  
     those avian and mammalian species in the System which are likely to        
     experience significant exposure to contaminants through aquatic food       
     chains. While it would be better to provide a comprehensive ecological risk
     assessment approach for chemical and non-chemical stressors to the System, 
     it is currently not possible given the many data gaps and enormous         
     resources required to develop such an approach.                            
                                                                                
     Please, also refer to comment P2576.011.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2736.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.015 is imbedded in comment #.012.                   
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In particular, the mercury limit needs to be adjusted to reflect realistic,
     attainable goals.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2736.015     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
                                                                                
     Please see the resonse to comment P2656.144.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2736.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "social/economic justification (SEJ)" provisions of the antidegradation
     procedures are highly subjective.  The cost estimates for conducting this  
     evaluation are likely to be "all over the map" depending on who does the   
     analysis and what assumptions are made.  This will be comparable to the    
     economic impact analysis done on the GLWQG itself.  We are not sure how    
     "social justification" will be calculated.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2736.016     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2736.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The existing effluent quality (EEQ) provisions have the potential to       
     provide disincentives to the efficient operation of pollution control      
     facilities.  Where the EEQ is higher than proposed water quality criteria, 
     there will be no future allowance for the effluent quality to increase up  
     to the permissible contaminant concentration.  Dischargers with effluents  
     better that the proposed criteria will be driven in the direction of       
     allowing their effluent quality to "deteriorate" up to the criteria limit  
     prior to full implementation of the GLWQG in order to reserve capacity for 
     future production load increases.  While we recognize the need to insure   
     that facilities are operated at their maximum capabilities, the EEQ        
     provisions should not be so rigid that they discourage dischargers from    
     fully utilizing treatment capacity.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2736.017     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2736.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the final GLWQG, all tributaries must meet the most stringent water  
     quality criteria.  There are no fate/persistence considerations allowed.   
     [We understand that this provision is not intended to limit state          
     flexibility in applying state mixing zone procedures to non-BCC's.]        
     However, the language is ambiguous and clarification is needed.            
     
     
     Response to: P2736.018     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2736.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment #.019 is imbedded in comment #.018.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We understand that this provision is not intended to limit state           
     flexibility in applying state mixing zone procedures to non-BCC's.         
     
     
     Response to: P2736.019     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2736.020
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Commenter includes this comment under the general category of 
            
          implementation however it has been revised as an adeg. issue.             

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If an industry stops operation of a department and then restarts, it is    
     unclear what effluent limits are to be imposed.  Provisions are needed to  
     allow consideration of limits that were used prior to shut-down rather than
     automatically continuing control requirements applied during the shut down 
     period.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2736.020     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of   
     the provisions, including those related to implementation and              
     antidegradation, included in the final Guidance, see Section II.C of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2736.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DMIN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Intake credits must be flexible and realistic.  Dischargers should not be  
     responsible for contaminants in the intake water if they do not add the    
     contaminant in question.  Even if a discharger does add a BCC in small     
     concentrations relative to the water quality criteria, but the effluent    
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     exceeds the criteria due predominantly to intake water background          
     concentration, we do not feel that the discharger should be resposnible for
     removal of the contaminant.  Some type of deminimus addition exemption     
     needs to be included in any background credit procedures.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2736.021     
     
     EPA disagrees that a "deminimis" exemption is appropriate, as explained in 
     the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2736.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG/T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If a discharger receives limits based on tier II criteria and later data   
     becomes available to support tier I limits, there must be flexibility to   
     allow adjustments of effluent limits under anti backsliding and            
     antidegradation provisions of the Guidance.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2736.022     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2736.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We appreciate the opportunity to have been involved in the Steering        
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     Committee and technical staff efforts to develop the GLWQG.  We trust that 
     states will continue to play a key role in finalizing the GLWQG.           
     
     
     Response to: P2736.023     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The next step must be to proceed with a comprehensive "Round 2" of the GLI,
     which EPA has dubbed the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative (GLTxRI). 
     The most widespread criticism of the current proposed GLI is its failure to
     address all sources of pollution, especially non-point sources of pollution
     such as polluted runoff and atmospheric deposition.  EPA must commence     
     Round 2 to fulfill the Congessional mandate to implement the U.S.-Canada   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and to restore the health of the Great 
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.001     
     
     See response to comment number P2736.005.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2742.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     >The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 percent the    
     dumping of toxic pollution by cities and industries into the Great Lakes.  
                                                                                
     Dioxin, mercury, PCBs, lead -and other chemicals with overwhelming evidence
     of causing cancer, birth defects and development problems in people and    
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     wildlife-still are legally dumpled with the wastewater of many cities and  
     industries.                                                                
                                                                                
     The GLI will require all eight Great Lakes States for the first time to    
     adopt consistent standards and manate the Great Lakes as an ecosystem.     
     Overall, the GLI will reduce by about 80 percent the dumping of toxic      
     pollution into the Great Lakes and tributary rivers from waste pipes from  
     industries and cities.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.002     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I and IX of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     >The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency should immediately undertake     
     "Round 2" of the GLI to develop measures for:                              
                                                                                
     . setting timetables to ban uses of persistent and bioaccumulative toxic   
     substances released into the Great Lakes Ecosystem;                        
                                                                                
     . ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and do not violate 
      GLI water quality standards; and                                          
                                                                                
     . requiring comprehensive pollution prevention programs for the Great      
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.003     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses nonpoint sources of         
     pollution for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID. For further    
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, see     
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No provision is included in the GLI to require sunsetting (phasing out) the
     uses of persistent toxic pollutants, consistent with the philosophy of zero
     discharge mandated by the U.S.-Canada Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. 
     Even after the GLI's most stringent controls are imposed, substantial      
     amounts of these pollutant will be allowed to be discharged from industry  
     and city wastewater pipes.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.004     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New water quality standards set by the GLI will apply to all sources of    
     pollution of waters in the Great Lakes Basin. But procedures are not yet   
     proposed to ensure that pollution from diffuse ("non-point") sources of    
     pollution meet the GLI standards. Such sources include air pollution that  
     falls into waterways, urban and farm runoff, city sewer overflows during   
     storms, pollution from contaminated sediments, seepage from landfills, and 
     spills.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.005     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses nonpoint sources of         
     pollution for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID. For further    
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, see     
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     >Special restrictions in the GLI on toxic pollutants that build up in Great
     Lakes fish must be adopted. The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to      
     protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes fish contaminants, particularly    
     those most sensitive to toxic injury and those, especially including Native
     Americans, who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural       
     preservation.                                                              
                                                                                
     The health of people who eat Great Lakes fish is jeopardized by toxic      
     chemical pollution. Especially at stake is the health of children of sport 
     anglers, Native Americans and other families that eat large amounts of     
     Great Lakes fish.                                                          
                                                                                
     With the GLI, for the first time the introduction of additional toxic      
     pollutants will be controlled based on their potential to accumulate in the
     food chain. This is important because contaminated Great Lakes fish are the
     main way most people are exposed to toxic pollution.                       
                                                                                
     People should be able to eat as much Great Lakes fish as their tastes,     
     culture of subsistence needs dictate, and consume those fish without having
     to worry about what harm that diet may do to themselves or their offspring.
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.006     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     > Pollution dilution zones for persistent, bioaccumulative toxic substances
     must be phased out, as proposed by the GLI. The pollutants affected by this
     ban, however, must include all persistent toxic substances and the         
     phase-out must be accelerated.                                             
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     Today, standard operating procedure is to allow Great Lakes polluters to   
     dilute their wastes before meeting water quality standards. But many of    
     these toxic pollutants are persistent in the environment and build up in   
     the food chain. Also, dilution ignores the unusually slow flushing time of 
     the Great Lakes.                                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes to phase out some uses of dilution as a "solution" to     
     pollution for the most dangerous and persistent toxic chemicals. Within ten
     years of final approval of the GLI, nearly all mixing zones for such       
     pollutants will be banned.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.007     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     > The GLI properly shifts the burden of proof to discharges and requires   
     they demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the health of people
     and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic life.                      
                                                                                
     Regulators frequently do not use the data that is available to set permit  
     limits for toxic pollutants. As a result, dangerous pollutants go          
     unregulated. Dischargers have no incentive under this system to provide    
     more data about their pollution.                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI begins to shift the burden of proof regarding a pollutant's safety 
     onto the polluter. Whatever information available on a pollutant will be   
     used to set discharge limits, with conservative safety factors used. More  
     studies demostrating environmental safety could be used to relax discharge 
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.008     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  For a       
     general discussion of the issues raised in this comment, see Section II of 
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     >The GLI must designate the U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an            
     "Outstanding National Resource Water" in order to protect its high quality 
     waters through pollution prevention.                                       
                                                                                
     Lake Superior is the crown jewel of the Great Lakes because it contains the
     highest water quality of all the Lakes.  Therefore, protecting it from     
     toxic pollution is a special challenge that will require putting measures  
     into place to prevent pollution in the future.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.009     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     >  The GLI antidegradation procedures must be adopted to prevent new or    
     increased dumping of pollutants that persist and build up in the food      
     chain.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Current policies in the Great Lakes allow new or expanding facilities to   
     dump increased levels of toxic pollution. Even though the federal          
     "antidegradation policy" limits such increases to where there is a         
     significant economic or social benefit, the Great Lakes States have not    
     fully implemented this policy.                                             
                                                                                
     The GLI specifies detailed antidegradation review procedures for the Great 
     Lakes, with special emphasis on preventing new or increased dumping of     
     toxic pollutants that build up in the food chain. The GLI requires that    
     dischargers use pollution prevention techniques to reduce or prevent       
     pollution in such cases.                                                   
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     Response to: P2742.010     
     
     See response to comment D605.012.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted as soon as possible because it is a giant step     
     forward in efforts to protect the Great Lakes and fulfill promises of the  
     U.S.-Canada GLWQA and the Great Lakes Governors' Toxic Substances Control  
     Agreement.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.011     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment fo the reasons included in the preamble to the
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly recognizes the Great Lakes Ecosystem as a uniquely fragile
     international treasure, meriting special regional regulations that may be  
     more stringent than national regulations. The GLI properly recognizes the  
     particular sensitivity of the Great Lakes Ecosystem to adverse effects from
     persistent and bioaccumulative pollutants.  These fundamental premises of  
     the GLI must be retained, despite challenges from critics of the GLI who   
     would prefer to have the Great Lakes treated as just another group of      
     lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.012     
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     EPA agrees with this comment for the reasons included in the preamble to   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2742.013
     Cross Ref 1: page S-2
     Cross Ref 2: Page S-3
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 percent the     
     dumping of toxic pollutants by cities and industries into the Great Lakes. 
     The GLI should retain proposed criteria and procedures at least as         
     stringent as the published draft, to ensure needed reductions in toxic     
     pollution from industry and city watewater pipes.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.013     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I and IX of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly shifts the burden of proof to dischargers and requires    
     that they demostrate that their discharges will not damage the health of   
     people and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic life. The GLI should
     retain the proposed two-tiered system to set water quality standards and   
     limit pollution from all toxic chemicals.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.014     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2742.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must set Tier I criteria for as many pollutants as possible, as    
     soon as the procedures are approved.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.015     
     
     EPA agrees that States and Tribes need to adopt criteria consistent with   
     the final Guidance as soon as possible, but not later than the deadlines   
     established in the Critical Programs Act and section 132.5.  States and    
     Tribes should adopt the number of criteria necessary to protect human      
     health, wildlife, and aquatic life in waters within their jurisdictions in 
     the Great Lakes System.  See sections II.C and II.D of the SID for EPA's   
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must set up a clearing house and periodically update Tier I and Tier II
     criteria lists.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.016     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort. EPA Region 5, in           
     cooperation with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great   
     Lakes States and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI)     
     Clearinghouse which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric    
     Tier I water quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is    
     prepared to participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse        
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     described above, and is committed to working with States and Tribes to     
     develop, review, analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria
     guidance documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.    
     See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A city or industry usually discharges a mixture of toxic pollutants. And   
     the receiving water may already be carrying other toxic pollutants dumped  
     upstream. The combined effects of these chemicals are difficult to predict,
     so often permit limits are set based on the erroneous assumption of no     
     interactions or combined effects. Regulators often issue permits to control
     toxic pollutants as if each pollutant was the only one in the discharge or 
     the receiving water.                                                       
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI includes two options to deal with this issue, with neither
     specified as EPA's preferred approach.  Neither proposed option is entirely
     adequate in treatment of pollutants that occur concurrently in surface     
     waters; however, the option titled "Section 3" is preferable.              
                                                                                
     Criteria should be based on the assumption of additivity. Where many       
     carcinogens occur in a surface or in a discharge, the impetus should be on 
     reducing and ultimately eliminating discharges of those substances. Thus,  
     more stringent regulations that may be required through the additivity     
     assumptions should drive source identification and source reduction and    
     ultimately, elimination of those compounds.                                
                                                                                
     Provisions must be included in the GLI Regulation that are based on        
     assumptions of addivitivy both for permitted discharges and for ambient    
     water quality assessments.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.017     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comment D2710.059 for a discussion on the implementation of the
     additivity provisions.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, the GLI's first option ("Section 3") is preferable because it  
     will require regulators to quickly develop new additivity procedures as new
     scientific information emerges, without waiting for formal revision of GLI 
     regulations.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.018     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comment G2927.003 on using new scientific information as it    
     becomes available.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/NC
     Comment ID: P2742.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When more than one pollutant is in effluent or in a surface water body,    
     human health criteria for those pollutants should be developed based on an 
     assumption of dose or concentration additon (with a total risk of l x      
     10(exp-6) for carcinogens and a hazard index < 1 for non-carcinogens),     
     unless some other model is scientifically justified.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.019     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the cancer risk level.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/NC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADD/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additivity of planar congeners of PCBs and their dioxin-like modes of  
     action should receive special attention, due to their adverse impact on    
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.020     
     
     See section VIII.D.7 and 8 of the SID for a discussion in the additivity   
     provisions for coplanar PCBs.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.021
     Cross Ref 1: List is on page S-5
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes two key tables of chemicals: Table 5 - Excluded  
     pollutants and Table 6 - Pollutants of initial focus. Table 5 includes 16  
     pollutants. Table 6 includes 138 pollutants, including 28 "bioaccumulative 
     chemicals of concern" (BCCs) and 10 "potential BCCs."                      
                                                                                
     The proposed list in Table 6 of "pollutants of initial focus" is           
     incomplete, omitting toxic pollutants that may have serious impact on the  
     Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                                     
                                                                                
     The following list of chemicals should be considered for addition to the   
     GLI Regulation as "pollutants of initial focus" (Table 6).                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.021     
     
     EPA does not agree that additional pollutants should be added to Table 6   
     "Pollutants of Initial Focus."  Table 6 has already been used successfully 
     during the development of the proposed and final Guidance to focus         
     development of data needed to implement the final Guidance.  As a result of
     EPA and State efforts, many of the data gaps that existed for these        
     pollutants at the start of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative have   
     now been filled. While EPA recognizes that the final Guidance does not     
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     include procedures for adding additional pollutants to Table 6, EPA        
     believes that the GLI Clearinghouse can be used as a forum for determining 
     additional priorities for data development.                                
                                                                                
     See section II.C.10 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.           
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that additional pollutants should be added to Table 6   
     "Pollutants of Initial Focus."  Table 6 has already been used successfully 
     during the development of the proposed and final Guidance to focus         
     development of data needed to implement the final Guidance.  As a result of
     EPA and State efforts, many of the data gaps that existed for these        
     pollutants at the start of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative have   
     now been filled. Applying limited EPA, State, Tribal, and discharger       
     resources at this time to address a broader list of pollutants in the ways 
     described under the Proposal section above would divert resources away from
     other important actions, such as developing a richer data base concerning  
     effects of pollutants in the proposed Table 6 on endangered or threatened  
     species.                                                                   
                                                                                
     While EPA recognizes that the final Guidance does not include procedures   
     for adding additional pollutants to Table 6, EPA believes that the GLI     
     Clearinghouse can be used as a forum for determining additional priorities 
     for data development.  If it should become apparent in the future that     
     adding pollutants to Table 6 would assist in reducing disparities between  
     data generation approaches of the States and Tribes under procedure 5.C of 
     appendix F, EPA would consider recommending that States and Tribes expand  
     the Table 6 lists that they have adopted into their programs to be         
     consistent with the final Guidance.  This could be done during the         
     triennial review of water quality standards programs under section 303 of  
     the CWA.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA would like to clarify that the methodologies and procedures in the     
     final Guidance generally apply to all pollutants, except for the pollutants
     in Table 5.  The Table 6 list of pollutants is one factor used in          
     determining when States, Tribes, and/or permittees need to generate data   
     necessary to calculate Tier II values used in developing water             
     quality-based effluent limits.                                             
                                                                                
     See section II.C.10 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the following six chemicals (marked by an asterisk below)
     be added to Table 6 now because of theirwidespread use and/or risks to the 
     Great Lakes System: ammonia, atrazine, chlorine, polybrominated biphenyls, 
     polychlorinated dibenzofurans and tributyl tin.                            
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     Response to: P2742.022     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to this list of toxic substances for which we have specific    
     concerns, all chemicals identified in the GLWQA as "hazardous polluting    
     substances" should be added to Table 6.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.023     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the GLI does not include clear procedures on how additional toxic
     pollutants that are introduced or discovered in the Great Lakes Ecosystem  
     will be added to Table 6, or be regulated prior to formal revision of the  
     GLI. The GLI is unclear about whether States/Tribes can require polluters  
     to provide data on new or untested chemicals in their effluent (that are   
     not listed on Table 6).                                                    
                                                                                
     The GLI Regulations should mandate routine, periodic review by EPA of Table
     6 for pollutants that should be added, changed or deleted.  Structure      
     activity relationship information, estrogenicity screens and               
     multi-generational testing must be part of this review by EPA.             
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     Response to: P2742.024     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should provide that States/Tribes are expected to regulate and     
     require discharge and toxicity data from dischargers of any toxic pollutant
     reasonably expected to be in a wastewater effluent, whether or not it is   
     listed as a "pollutant of initial focus."                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.025     
     
     After careful consideration of comments, EPA believes that it is reasonable
     and appropriate to exempt the Table 5 pollutants from application of most  
     of the Guidance provisions for the reasons discussed in section II.C.5 of  
     the SID.  EPA also believes that it is appropriate to restrict the         
     requirements to generate Tier II data in specified circumstances to the    
     pollutants in Table 6 for the reasons discussed in sections II.C.10 and    
     VIII.E of the SID.  These pollutants remain, however, fully subject to all 
     applicable requirements under the CWA and corresponding State or Tribal    
     activities, including adoption and implementation of all necessary numeric 
     and narrative water quality criteria and data generation provisions.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2742.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: Page S-18
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each of the eight Great Lakes States has its own rules and procedures for  
     setting permit limits for water pollution discharges. Because these rules  
     and procedures differ, the amount of toxic pollution that can be dumped    
     legally into waterways varies greatly from State to State.                 
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     For example, the same-sized industry or city in Ohio could dump up to 25   
     times more mercury into Lake Erie than the amount that would be allowed in 
     Michigan, according to estimates prepared for the International Joint      
     Commission (Foran 1991).                                                   
                                                                                
     The setting of water pollution permit limits by States is extremely        
     complex.  State regulators use various interpretations of their rules and  
     are subject to political and economic pressures, resulting in permits to   
     industries and cities that may be more or less stringent than their        
     regulations would suggest. In the past, some polluters have played one     
     State off the other, seeking the "best deal" to allow maximum pollution.   
                                                                                
     The GLI will bring consistency and greater simplicity to this hodgepodge of
     State anti-pollution standards and regulations.  All Great Lakes           
     States/Tribes will have to apply consistent minimum standards and the same 
     procedures when granting permits to industries and cities that dump        
     pollution into lakes or rivers in the Great Lakes watershed.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.026     
     
     EPA agrees that the final Guidance will bring more consistency to water    
     quality programs in the Great Lakes System.  For a full discussion of the  
     issues raised by this comment, see Sections I.C and II. of the SID.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI does not yet, however, specify how diffuse pollution sources should
     be consistently controlled to meet GLI standards.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.027     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance addresses nonpoint sources of         
     pollution for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the SID. For further    
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, see     
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
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     Comment ID: P2742.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to require States to adopt GLI Regulations into their       
     programs as a condition of administering the Clean Water Act is essential  
     for the GLI to meet the spirit and plain language of the Great Lakes       
     Critical Programs Act (CPA), which mandates that States adopt the GLI      
     within two years after final approval by EPA of the GLI.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.028     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is considering various options in the proposed GLI regarding the degree
     of flexibility that should be granted States and Tribes. Some of these     
     options would encourage inconsistent procedures among the Great Lakes      
     States/Tribes, resulting in a continuation of variations in the amount of  
     legal pollution allowed in different States.                               
                                                                                
     EPA should strictly interpret the "consistent with" requirements of the CPA
     so that the burden is on the State/Tribes to justify and deviations from   
     the GLI language and such justification must be subject to public review   
     and comment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.029     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
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     Comment ID: P2742.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include clear direction that States must retain existing    
     numeric water quality criteria and procedures where they are more stringent
     than final GLI numeric criteria and procedures.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.030     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2742.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculation by States/Tribes of water quality criteria not specified in
     the GLI may result in differing values and continuing inconsistencies among
     the States/Tribes.                                                         
                                                                                
     The GLI should include a formal process for EPA to review criteria         
     triennially, so that new science can be inserted into criteria and the GLI 
     revised expeditiously.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.031     
     
     For a discussion of the process EPA will use to review criteria, see       
     Section II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2742.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be amended to require that new Tier I criteria calculated or
     approved by EPA must be periodically added to Tables 1 through 4, and must 
     be incoporporated into State/Tribal water quality standards upon regular   
     triennial reviews.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.032     
     
     If new data become available that would result in any significant changes  
     to criteria in Tables 1 through 4, EPA may use the process outlined in the 
     Supplemental Information Document to develop one or more revised GLI       
     criteria guidance documents.  EPA would then work with the States and      
     Tribes in their adoption of the revised criteria.  If the revised criteria 
     are more stringent than the corresponding criteria in Tables 1 through 4 of
     part 132, States and Tribes would be able to adopt them without further EPA
     rulemaking.  If the revised criteria are less stringent than the           
     corresponding criteria in Tables 1 through 4 of part 132, EPA would        
     consider initiating a rulemaking action to delete or revise criteria in the
     Tables if necessary to allow or facilitate State and Tribal adoption of the
     less stringent criteria.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many proposed GLI standards are more stringent than existing national      
     standards.  A few GLI procedures would result in standards less stringent  
     than existing national standards.  Use of the less stringent standards     
     would be illegal under the CPA.                                            
                                                                                
     EPA should revise proposed GLI criteria to include national criteria in all
     cases where the national criteria are more stringent than GLI-derived      
     criteria or values.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.033     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance is no less restrictive than the       
     provisions of the Act and national water quality criteria and guidance, for
     the reasons discussed in sections III, V, and VI of the SID.               
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must revise proposed GLI criteria to include GLWQA Annex 1 values in   
     all cases where they are more stringent than GLI-derived criteria or       
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.034     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance satisfies the requirements of section 
     118(c) of the Clean Water Act and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the  
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the applicable support         
     documents.  See also response to comment number D605.042 for a discussion  
     of how the Guidance fulfills the requirements of the GLWQA.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes numerous opportunities for regulators to depart  
     from fixed assumptions and standard data to utilize emerging research and  
     site- or species-specific data. This is essential for the GLI to be a      
     dynamic and flexible document, to quickly accommodate accelerating         
     environmental knowledge, field-derived data and toxicological science.     
                                                                                
     The GLI should retain and expand, wherever possible, opportunities to      
     incorporate new scientific findings, especially including field-derived    
     data, into development of water quality criteria and values, and subsequent
     development of permit limits by regulators.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.035     
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     Also, EPA agrees with the desirability of using field-derived data, and has
     expanded the use of field-measured BAFs and BSAFs in the development of    
     criteria to protect human health and wildlife.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2742.036
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Special concern should be expressed in the GLI for protection of humans and
     wildlife against transgenerational effects of environmental pollutants.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.036     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New water quality criteria established by the GLI will apply to all sources
     of pollution of waters in the Great Lakes Basin.  But new procedures to    
     implement anti-pollution controls are specified only for "point sources,"  
     which include discharge pipes of industries and city wastewater treatment  
     plants.  Specific procedures are not proposed to ensure that pollution from
     diffuse ("nonpoint") sources of pollution meet the same GLI standards.     
     Such sources include air pollution that falls into waterways, urban and    
     farm runofff, pollution from contaminated sediments, seepage from landfills
     and spills.                                                                
                                                                                
     This omission of control procedures for diffuse pollution sources may be   
     the biggest shortcoming of the proposed GLI, and a problem that cannot be  
     remedied in the current proposal. It does not mean, however, that adoption 
     of the GLI should be delayed. Because of the complexity of the task of     
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     setting control procedures for diffuse pollution, this issue was deferred  
     by EPA and other drafters of the GLI to a second round of work. The future 
     of that effort today remains unclear.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.037     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     other nonpoint source program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID and      
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Persistent toxic substances with large bioaccumulation factors, identified 
     by the GLI as "BCCs" (BCCs), will be subject to special control measures.  
     The GLI's philosophy of control of BCCs, however, is not based on zero     
     discharge and will not lead to virtual elimination of BCCs from the Great  
     Lakes.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Even after the GLI's most stringent controls are fully imposed, including  
     the phase-out of mixing zones for BCCs, substantial amounts of these       
     persistent toxic chemicals will be allowed to be discharged from industry  
     and city wastewater pipes. No provision is included in the GLI to require  
     sunsetting from use of these BCCs, consistent with the philosophy of zero  
     discharge.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The GLI is required by the CPA to "conform with the objectives and         
     provisions of the GLWQA..." The GLI fails to satisfy fully this            
     Congressionally-mandated standard.  Major additional guidance will be      
     required to ensure full compliance with the GLWQA and the CPA, including   
     implementation measures for diffuse sources of pollution and pollution     
     prevention. This GLI "Round 2" should be launched by EPA immediately.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.038     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance satisifies the requirements of the    
     Clean Water Act, Critical Programs Act and GLWQA for the reasons stated in 
     the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the technical support      
     documents.  EPA also believes the Guidance addresses both point and        
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
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     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses nonpoint sources of 
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI narrative should explicity acknowledge that it does not fully      
     satisfy requirements of the CPA because it does not fully implement the    
     GLWQA, and that EPA intends to move expeditiously to launch GLI "Round 2"  
     to fulfill these obligations, including:                                   
                                                                                
     . setting timetables to ban the use of all persistent and bioaccumulative  
     toxic substances released into the Great Lakes Ecosystem;                  
                                                                                
     . ensuring that all sources of pollution are controlled and do not violate 
      GLI water quality standards; and                                          
                                                                                
     . requiring comprehensive pollution prevention programs for the Great      
     Lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.039     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance satisifies the requirements of the    
     Clean Water Act, Critical Programs Act and GLWQA for the reasons stated in 
     the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the technical support      
     documents.  EPA also believes the Guidance addresses both point and        
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses nonpoint sources of 
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.040
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discussion in the Preamble regarding the GLWQA should be revised to    
     reflect that the water quality standards proposed in the GLI for persistent
     toxic substances are to be adopted as interim standards only. The ultimate 
     strategy for these compounds is virtual elimination, which must be         
     addressed by EPA as part of the Round 2.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.040     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance satisifies the requirements of the    
     Clean Water Act, Critical Programs Act and GLWQA for the reasons stated in 
     the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the technical support      
     documents.  EPA also believes the Guidance addresses both point and        
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses nonpoint sources of 
     pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should explicity acknowledge that the phase-out of mixing zones for
     persistent toxic pollutants is only an interim step towards the objective  
     of zero discharge of these pollutants pursuant to the GLWQA. A specific    
     timetable for sunsetting and zero discharge should be included in permits. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.041     
     
     EPA agrees that a general principal of the Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Agreement supports the elimination of point source impact zones (i.e.,     
     mixing zones) for toxic substances, consistent with the overall policy of  
     the virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances.  According to the  
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     Agreement, pending the achievement of the virtual elimination of persistent
     toxic substances, the size of such zones shall be reduced to the maximum   
     extent possible by the best available technology as as to limit the effects
     of toxic substances in the vicinity of these discharges.  EPA believes that
     the final Guidance is consistent with the Steering Committee's policy that 
     every reasonable effort be made to reduce all loadings of BCCs to the Great
     Lakes System. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA does not     
     agree with the commenter that the final Guidance should specify a timetable
     for "sunsetting" these point source discharges (except as established for  
     BCC mixing zones) or that it should specify that point source permits      
     require zero discharge of these pollutants.  EPA believes that the         
     elimination of mixing zones for discharges of BCCs (with limited           
     exceptions) will attain significant environmental results without imposing 
     excessive, burdensome costs.  EPA further believes that even greater       
     reductions in loadings of persistent toxic pollutants in the Great Lakes   
     System can be accomplished through development of TMDLs and implementation 
     of appropriate nonpoint source controls, and that reducing point sources to
     zero discharge will not attain significant environmental results.  Finally,
     for the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.E.2.h and VIII.E.5.b,         
     pertaining to water quality-based effluent limitations and no net addition 
     limitations, EPA asserts that zero discharge is not required and that      
     continued discharges may be authorized into nonattained waters.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not use as a fundamental assumption an imminent revision of the 
     GLWQA. The draft GLI must be revised, as necessary, so that its numeric    
     criteria and provisions are at least as stringent as the current plain     
     language of the GLWQA.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.042     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance satisifies the requirements of the    
     Clean Water Act, Critical Programs Act and GLWQA for the reasons stated in 
     the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the technical support      
     documents.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2742.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed GLI, for the first time toxic pollutants will be        
     controlled based on their potential to accumulate in the food chain. This  
     is important because contaminated Great Lakes fish are a significant route 
     of exposure by many people to urban and industry toxic pollution.          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.043     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter and has in the final Guidance required use of
     the BAF to account for exposure to aquatic life from the water column, food
     chain and sediment.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain its innovative approach to identifying BCCs through  
     calculation of bioaccumulation factors, and retain special restrictions    
     against the discharge of such pollutants. Such restrictions are essential  
     due to the long retention time of pollution in the Great Lakes.            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.044     
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained the special provisions for BCCs in the final  
     Guidance.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to protect everyone exposed to Great
     Lakes fish contaminants, particularly those most sensitive to toxic injury,
     especially including sport anglers, as well as Native Americans and others 
     who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural preservation.    
                                                                                
     A BAF of 1,000 is too high, given the preventative mandate of the GLWQA. A 
     lower value would bring more dangerous chemicals under stringent controls  
     and provide greater protection for the food chain.                         
                                                                                
     The GLI should define BCCs as those with a bioaccumulation factor of 250   
     (not 1,000) or greater.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.045     
     
     In response to this and other comments on the BAF cutoff level for defining
     a BCC, EPA has reviewed all of the information and policy considerations in
     selecting the cutoff level.  As a result, EPA has made the risk management 
     decision to retain the proposed BAF cutoff level of 1000 for defining BCCs.
                                                                                
     EPA weighed a wide range of information and policy considerations in this  
     decision.  These are described in section II.C.8 of the SID.  These        
     considerations included a view that the cutoff level should be sufficiently
     low to provide adequate assurance that chemicals that could potentially    
     contaminate the food web of the Great Lakes ecosystem in the future are    
     subject to the special provisions for BCCs.  Other considerations          
     suggesting keeping the 1000 level or setting the level higher were also    
     evaluated.  Based on its evaluation, EPA has determined that the cutoff    
     level of 1000 initially selected by the GLI Steering Committee meets all of
     the identified considerations.  As explained in the preamble to the        
     proposal, a pollutant with a BAF greater than 1000 was believed by the     
     Steering Committee to have a high potential to be found in aquatic         
     organisms of the Great Lakes System and therefore to have the potential to 
     cause a significant risk to the health of the aquatic life and consumers of
     the aquatic life such as wildlife and humans inhabiting the Great Lakes    
     basin.  The Steering Committee made its recommendation on the basis of     
     information available to them as managers of water quality programs.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is designed to protect average, adult white males, based  
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     on the assumptions used to calculate water quality criteria.  This premise 
     raises the issue of environmental equity and who the GLI should protect.   
                                                                                
     Women, at special risk because of the exposure they give their unborn      
     children and nursing infants, reveive no special consideration. Native     
     Americans and other minorities, at special risk because they may consume   
     large amounts of Great Lakes fish for cultural or economic reasons, receive
     no special consideration. Sport anglers, at special risk because they may  
     consume large amounts of Great Lakes fish because of their recreational    
     availability, receive no special consideration.                            
                                                                                
     EPA should base the proposed GLI on this simple premise: "People should be 
     able to eat as much fish from the Great Lakes System as their tastes,      
     recreation, culture or subsistence needs dictate and be able to consume    
     these fish without having to worry about what risks that diet may bring to 
     themselves or their offspring."                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.046     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2714.032 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to use a 15 gm/d fish consumption rate is under-protective  
     of public health. It must be revised upwards significantly, as outlined    
     below. However, numerous studies suggest that even the assumption of 15    
     gm/d is inadequate to protect high risk populations of fish consumers. For 
     example, one study in Michigan found that lower income minorities average  
     43 gm/d sport fish consumption. EPA's proposal is inconsistent with its    
     objective to protect sensitive subgroups.                                  
                                                                                
     The GLI should use 50 gm/d (not 15 gm/d) of fish consumed as reasonably    
     representative of the 90th percentile of fish consumption among sport      
     anglers and other special populations at risk, including subsistence       
     anglers, ethnic communities, Native American groups and commercial anglers 
     and their families.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.047     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The underlying assumption in EPA's analysis of the lipid data is that      
     average human fish consumption is the desired basis for deriving a         
     standard.  We strongly reject that tenet.  The objective is not protection 
     of the human population (or even the large subpopulation of sport anglers) 
     from adverse effects; it is protection of individuals from adverse effects.
     Under EPA's proposal, only the hypothetical sport angler who consumes the  
     appropriate mix of fish species, or the person who eats less-fatty fish,   
     would receive the intended minimum level of protection.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.048     
     
     See response to comments P2742.051 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed use of a five percent lipid level inadequately protects the   
     fish consuming public that the GLI purports to protect. Neither sport      
     anglers consuming lake trout (which average 10-15 percent lipid);          
     disadvantaged, subsistence anglers consuming bottom-feeding catfish and    
     carp (which average well above five percent and have great variation among 
     individual fish); nor other families that eat large amounts of fish are    
     properly represented.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.049     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain a consistent Great Lakes System-wide lipid value for 
     development of criteria.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.050     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should develop and adequate data set for lipid levels in species of    
     fish consumed by special populations of fish consumers at risk in the Great
     Lakes Basin; a lipid level at the 90th percentile of these data should be  
     adopted to protect these populations. Absent such data, to be protective of
     these groups a standard lipid value of 6.9 percent should be used for      
     derivation of BAFs for use in developing human health criteria--based on   
     salmonids, which are the primary management targets for the Great Lakes    
     sport fishery.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.051     
     
     EPA disagrees that 6.9 percent (based on Salmonids) or 11 percent should be
     used as a default lipid level for derivation of BAFs. The study used (West 
     et al. 1993) presents adequate data to indicate that 6.9 percent would be  
     high for the species of fish actually consumed most often.  For example,   
     the West et al. study shows that the fish consumers of the area eat much   
     more yellow perch and walleye than they do salmonids.  EPA studied the     
     information available on the species consumed and their trophic levels, and
     determined that 3.10 percent for trophic level 4 and 1.82 percent for      
     trophic level 3 are more accurate values.  EPA does agree that other levels
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     may be more appropriate for certain species consumed by special populations
     and states shall modify this value on a site-specific basis in order to be 
     protective of populations consuming those species.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Children are at special risk because of their relatively greater activity  
     and higher metabolic rates, their smaller body weight and body mass, and   
     the fact that protective mechanisms such as specific liver enzymes do not  
     develop until later in early childhood.                                    
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI uses a mean adult weight of the human body of 70 kg (154  
     lb) for calculation of water quality criteria to protect human health. This
     is based on surveys of the weights of people between ages of 18 and 75.    
                                                                                
     However, it fails to consider the primary population at special risk--human
     infants. An increasing body of evidence describing the effects of          
     low-level, chronic exposure to contemporary chemicals has demostrated the  
     passage of contaminants from mother to offspring both during pregnancy and 
     in nursing. The health impacts resulting from the secondary exposure of the
     child to pollution from its mother are called "transgenerational effects." 
                                                                                
     Therefore, protection of women who may bear children in the future is      
     critical for any pollutants with potential to cause transgerational        
     effects. An estimate of average weight of this population (ages 12 to 35)  
     is 58 kg, rounded to 55 kg (121 lb). Adoption of this lesser weight would  
     reduce water quality criteria by 20 - 30 percent (based on analysis of     
     PCBs, dioxin, DDT and mercury).                                            
                                                                                
     The GLI should use a human body weight approximating women of 55 kg (121   
     lb), not an average weight for all adults of 70 kg (154 lb), for the       
     development of human health criteria for pollutants with potential to cause
     transgenerational effects or that elicit estrogenicity.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.052     
     
     See response to comment P2771.200.                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comments P2746.130 and D605.055.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
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     Comment ID: P2742.053
     Cross Ref 1: .052
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To further protect children, an additional uncertainty factor should be    
     used in calculation of criteria for these chemicals to adjust for chldhood 
     sensitivity.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.053     
     
     See response to D2717.012                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must retain stringent criteria in a two-tiered system designed to  
     protect wildlife.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.054     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA should retain the GLI's emphasis on developmental and reproductive     
     endpoints used to establish wildlife criteria.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.055     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should develop wildlife criteria on additional chemicals as soon as    
     possible.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.056     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2742.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .058 embedded in .057                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on studies of the continuing impacts of PCBs and dioxin (TCDD)       
     contamination on Great Lakes wildlife, it is clear that proposed criteria  
     for protection of wildlife are inadequate for PCBs and dioxin.             
                                                                                
     We recommend a wildlife value for TCDD of 7.0 x 10 (exp-5) pg/l (not 9.6 x 
     10 (exp-3) pg/l), and [for total PCBs of 0.1 pg/l (not 17 pg/l) to ensure  
     protection of embryonic life stages.]                                      
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     Response to: P2742.057     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2742.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .058 embedded in .057                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [for total PCBs of 0.1 pg/l (not 17 pg/l) to ensure protection of embryonic
     life stages.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.058     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Today, standard operating procedure is to allow polluters to dilute their  
     wastes before meeting water quality standards. This allows greater loads of
     toxic pollutants to enter the environment. But many of these toxic         
     pollutants are persistent in the environment and build up in the food      
     chain. Also, dilution ignores the unusually slow flushing time of the Great
     Lakes.                                                                     
                                                                                
     STOPPING DILUTION AS THE "SOLUTION" TO POLLUTION                           
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes to phase out some uses of dilution as a solution to       
     pollution for the most dangerous and persistent toxic chemicals (2).       
     Within ten years of final approval of the GLI, all mixing zones for some   
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     pollutants will be banned.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA's proposal to phase out mixing zones for BCCs must be retained; it is  
     key to the importance of the GLI.                                          
                                                                                
     _________________________________                                          
     (2) The Clean Water Act does not authorize the use of mixing zones of      
     dilution for any pollutants. We have recommended that Congress amend the   
     Clean Water Act to close this loophole nation-wide for all toxic           
     pollutants, not just persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.059     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions 
     in the proposal and has retained them in the final Guidance, with the      
     addition of a limited exception based on technical and economic            
     considerations.  See the SID at VIII.C.4 for a discussion of the provisions
     in the final Guidance regarding the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs,  
     including EPA's determination that these provisions are consistent with the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2742.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should mandate that NPDES permits for BCCs must also include a     
     timetable to further reduce to zero any discharges of BCCs, after the      
     mixing zone phase-out is fully implemented.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.060     
     
     EPA agrees that a fundamental purpose of the GLWQA, CPA and GLI is to      
     advance the virtual elimination of BCCs.  EPA believes that it has adopted 
     a carefully crafted intake pollutant provision that equitably allocates    
     responsibility for discharges of pollutants, including BCCs, among point   
     sources and nonpoint sources.  When it can be demonstrated on a            
     case-by-case basis that a discharger's release of intake pollutants has no 
     different impact than would have occurred in the absense of the activity,  
     EPA believes that it is reasonable and environmentally protective to allow 
     the discharge to occur.  Recognizing that this allowance only maintains the
     status quo and does not improve water quality, EPA included a time         
     limitation of 12 years on the no net addition provision, to provide        
     incentives for States and Tribes to comprehensively assess the point and   
     nonpoint source causes of nonattainment in a waterbody.  EPA believes that 
     the GLI therefore advances the goals of the CPA and the GLWQA, without     
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     unduly burdening point source dischargers for problems that may be due     
     largely to nonpoint sources of pollution.                                  
                                                                                
     For a general discussion on BCCs and mixing zone phase-outs, see Section II
     of the SID.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA has included special provisions for BCCs as part of the final Gidance. 
     For a full discussion of these provisions, see Section II.C.8 of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, no provision is included for eliminating dilution of pollution for
     other persistent toxic pollutants that are not defined as BCCs, such as    
     lead and cadmium. This is a recommendation of the International Joint      
     Commission in its Sixth Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water Quality       
     (1992), which concluded that pollution control strategies "should recognize
     that all persistent toxic substances are dangerous to the environment,     
     deleterious to the human condition, and can no longer be tolerated in the  
     ecosystem, whether or not unassailable scientific proof of acute or chronic
     damage is universally accepted."                                           
                                                                                
     The GLI's procedures to phase out dilution zones for BCCs should be        
     expanded to include all persistent toxic pollutant with half-lives greater 
     than eight weeks in any medium--water, air, sediment, soil or biota.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.061     
     
     See section II.C.8 of the SID for a discussion on BCCs and the inclusion of
     persistent toxic pollutants as BCCs.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed ten-year phase-out for mixing zones for BCCs is unnecessarily 
     long, and should be modified to require incremental reductions in loadings 
     to the Great Lakes during this period.                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI should require at the first NPDES permit reissuance, and no later  
     than five years after GLI adoption, partial reductions of mixing zones by  
     discharges. At the second NPDES permit reissuance, and no later than ten   
     years after GLI adoption, the mixing zone ban should be effective.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.062     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2742.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total maximum daily loads (TMDLs) are used by regulators to allocate       
     acceptable water pollution into a water body. TMDLs are also the tool that 
     can be used to control runoff and other non-point sources of pollution. Two
     options are offered in the GLI for setting TMDLs. Both have merit. To      
     prevent differences among the States/Tribes in the use of mixing zones,    
     dilution policies and similar permitting decisions, only one must be       
     chosen.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Too often, discharges of harmful chemicals continue, even after waters have
     been fouled. Advisories against consumption of fish should trigger a       
     crackdown on sources of pollution.                                         
                                                                                
     The GLI should require use of "Option B" for determination of total maximum
     daily loads of pollutants (TMDL's).                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.063     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.064
     Cross Ref 1: cc MH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDL's should be required in water bodies for pollutants that have caused  
     fish consumption advisories.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.064     
     
     The final Guidance does not specify when a TMDL would need to be developed,
     but rather provides that TMDLs shall be established in accordance with the 
     waterbody listing and priority setting process outlined in CWA section     
     303(d), 40 CFR 130.7 and existing EPA guidance.  This is discussed in the  
     SID at VIII.C.3.a., which also addresses EPA's approach regarding fish     
     advisories.  EPA believes that, absent information to the contrary, it     
     should be presumed that fish consumption advisories demonstrate use        
     impairments for waters designated for the uses specified in section 101(a) 
     of the Clean Water Act, when defined by a State or Tribe to include        
     fishing.  The listing of such waterbodies on section 303(d) lists is       
     consistent with the purpose and intent of the Clean Water Act.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulators have arbitrarily chosen to restrict their water pollution       
     monitoring techniques to those that measure pollution concentrations in the
     waste stream at the point of fischarge to public waters. Many chemicals are
     so dangerous, however, that they will cause serious effects to the Great   
     Lakes Ecosystem at levels lower than can easily be measured by these       
     techniques.                                                                
                                                                                
     Other monitoring techniques are available, shich are better measures of    
     actual bioaccumulation in the food chain. These include use of caged fish  
     downstream from the pollution outfall, "lipid bags" that serve as          
     surrogates for live fish and monitoring internal waste streams within a    
     facility.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Enforcement of water pollution permits at effluent limits, rather than at  
     the "level of quantification" using typical monitoring techniques is       
     essential if needed reductions of pollutants by the GLI are to be realized.
     The GLI anticipates this dilemma and includes options for alternative      
     monitoring techniques and mandates pollutant minimization programs for     
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     those situations. Pollution prevention will be necessary, as there often is
     no feasible treatment for minute levels of many toxic chemicals.           
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes that violations above permit limits, but below the "level 
     of quantification," should not result in enforcement against polluters.    
     Instead, it would trigger closer monitoring.                               
                                                                                
     The GLI should retain the proposed requirements for toxic pollutants to be 
     regulated at the water quality-based effluent limit, even if that is below 
     the "level of quantification."                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.065     
     
     EPA agrees that the WQBEL must be used as the enforceable permit limit and 
     that pollution minimization programs should be required.  In addition, the 
     permitting authorities have the discretion to use biomonitoring and        
     biouptake methods to assess a facility's discharge when deemed necessary.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.066
     Cross Ref 1: Comment P2742.065
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, mandatory pollutant minimization programs for such pollutants 
     are essential, and alternative techniques for monitoring of bioaccumulative
     toxic pollutants must be required.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.066     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Pollution discharges above permit limits (not just above the "level of     
     quantification") should be enforceable violations.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.067     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lake Superior, the crown jewel of the Great Lakes, still has high water    
     quality. Protecting it from toxic pollution is a special challenge that    
     will require putting measures into place to prevent pollution in the       
     future.                                                                    
                                                                                
     In 1990 the International Joint Commission recommended that the governments
     manage Lake Superior as a "zero discharge demonstration zone" for          
     persistent toxic pollutants. The EPA and the States of Minnesota, Wisconsin
     and Michigan responded with A Binational Program to Restore and Protect the
     Lake Supeior Basin. The governments pledged that parts of the Binational   
     Program would be implemented through the GLI.                              
                                                                                
     The GLI represents an important opportunity by the United States to make   
     certain parts of this Binational Program legally enforceable. However, the 
     GLI leaves it up to each State to designate its waters of Lake Superior for
     special protection, making it likely that the Binational Program will be   
     implemented in an inconsistent manner.                                     
                                                                                
     The GLI gives the States the opportunity to designate the waters of Lake   
     Superior as "Outstanding National Resource Waters," the highest level of   
     protection available under the Clean Water Act. However, the GLI also      
     creates new designations of "Lake Superior Basin-Outstanding National      
     Resource Waters" (LSB-ONRW), which prohibits only point source discharges  
     in small areas of the Lake, and "Outstanding International Resource Waters"
     which allows discharges but requires treatment with the best technology    
     available.                                                                 
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     The GLI must designate the entire U.S. portion of Lake Superior as an      
     "Outstanding National Resource Water" in order to protect its quality      
     waters through pollution prevention. Then the "Lake Superior               
     Basin-Outstanding National Resource  Waters" and "Outstanding International
     Resource Waters" designations can be deleted from the GLI as no longer     
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.068     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If Lake Superior is not designated as ONRW, as we recommend, then we have  
     recommendations on how these specials designations should be applied. Only 
     nine chemicals are listed in the GLI as the Lake Superior "Bioaccumulative 
     Substances of Immediate Concern."                                          
                                                                                
     To truly protect Lake Superior, the GLI's list of "Bioaccumulative         
     Substances of Immediate Concern" for Lake Superior should be expanded to   
     include all substances that have a bioaccumulation factor of 250 or        
     greater, and six additional substances that have been identified in the    
     Ontario Ministry of the Environment's "Candidate Substances List for Bans  
     or Phase-Outs." In addition, chlorine should be added as a substance of    
     concern because its use produces many of the compounds on the GLI and      
     Ontario lists.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.069     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Outside of small areas to be designated LSB-ONRW, the GLI proposes that the
     rest of the Lake be designated "Outstanding International Resource Waters."
     New facilities can still dump persistent toxic pollutants, but any facility
     must go through a special antidegradation review that requires that "best  
     technology in process and treatment" be used.                              
                                                                                
     The GLI should be revised to describe how best technology and treatment    
     will be defined and citizens should be involved in determining best        
     technologies.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.070     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Binational Program requires toxic reduction plans in new or reissued   
     permits to dischargers in the Lake Superior Basin.                         
                                                                                
     Toxic reduction plans for all dischargers in the Lake Superior Watershed   
     should be made an enforceable requirement in the GLI.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.071     
     
     See response to comment D605.076.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Antidegradation policy provides one of the Clean Water Act's strongest     
     water quality management tools. Antidegradation policy is designed, in     
     general, to prevent water quality from deteriorating. Antidegradation      
     policy will be much more effective and consistent manner if the proposed   
     GLI is adopted.                                                            
                                                                                
     Under the GLI's antidegradation program, any proposed increase in mass     
     loading of a bioaccumulative chemical of concern (BCC) from a point source 
     will trigger antidegradation analysis. Setting this threshold for          
     antidegradation application is a significant step toward protecting the    
     Great Lakes and its tributaries, and thus fish, wildlife and human health. 
                                                                                
     The GLI's antidegradation policy applies to diffuse sources of pollution.  
     However, the GLI qualifies diffuse source coverage by stating that it      
     applies only to the extent "independent regulatory authority" requires that
     nonpoint sources comply with water quality standards. Independent          
     regulatory authority could be applied through Section 319 of the Clean     
     Water Act, or through the Coastal Zone Amendment and Reauthorization Act.  
     Requiring "independent regulatory authority" could be the exception that   
     overwhelms the GLI's otherwise strong rule on diffuse source controls.     
                                                                                
     EPA should clarify what is meant by requiring "independent regulatroy      
     authority." The GLI's antidegradation policy must apply to diffuse sources 
     of pollution, as well as discharges from cities and industries.            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.072     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
                                                                                
     The commenter presented information concerning the 1989 Thomann model.  In 
     the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas (1993)
     is used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model, therefore, the   
     concerns of the commenter are not relevant in this context.  The adaptation
     of the Gobas model for estimating FCMs minimizes much of the uncertainty   
     and variability associated with comparing field-measured BAFs and predicted
     BAFs. A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against 
     the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two     
     pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows    
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  EPA concludes that when field-measured 
     BAFs are not available, the model used in the final Guidance acceptably    
     predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI also tightens what has traditionally been a wide loophole.         
     Antidegradation policy is uspposed to prohibit lowering of water quality   
     except where it is necessary to accommodate important economic and social  
     developments. To prove that a proposed lowering of water quality is        
     necessary, the GLI will require dischargers to demostrate that they have   
     attemped to implement pollution prevention measures before resource        
     agencies issue permits.                                                    
                                                                                
     The integration of pollution prevention requirements into the GLI's        
     antidegradation rules is a step forward and must be strengthened by        
     clarifiyin that lowering of water quality will be denied where pollution   
     prevention is feasible.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.073     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the pollution prevention        
     elements of the proposed Guidance.  The final Guidance also includes these 
     elements.  The commenter's suggestion that the final Guidance should state 
     that requests to lower water quality will be denied where pollution        
     prevention is feasible was already included in the proposed Guidance and   
     retained in the final Guidance.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should set up a clearinghouse to help States/Tribes share information  
     on pollution prevention technologies.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.074     
     
     See response to: D2621.028                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should clearly define what constitutes "important economic and     
     social developments." An entire Great Lake must not be allowed to be       
     polluted simple because one person may stand to profit.                    
                                                                                
     Dischargers should be required to demostrate a direct linkage --a          
     cause-and-effect relationship--between an economic nd social development   
     and a lowering of water quality.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.075     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Discharges should demonstrate that the economic and social benefit is      
     appropriate in geographic scope and size compared to the impact on water   
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.076     
     
     See response to comment D2741.166.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.077
     Cross Ref 1: Comment P2742.075, P2742.076
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These demonstrations must be subject to public review and comment.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.077     
     
     See response to comment D2783.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/SE     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI must be adopted as soon as possible because it is a
     giant step forward in efforts to protect the Great Lakes and fulfill       
     promises of the U.S.-Canda Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the     
     Great Lakes Governor's Toxic Substances Control Agreement.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.078     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment for the reasons included in the preamble to   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI properly recognizes the Great Lakes Ecosystem as a 
     uniquely fragile international treasure, meriting special regional         
     regulations that may be more stringent than national regulations. The GLI  
     properly recognizes the particular sensitivity of the Great Lakes Ecosystem
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     to aderse effects from persistent and bioaccumulative pollutants. These    
     fundamental premises of the GLI must be retained, despite challenges from  
     ritics of the GLI who would prefer to have the Great Lakes treated as just 
     another group of lakes.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.079     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment for the reasons included in the preamble to   
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 
     percent the dumping of toxic pollutants by cities and industries into the  
     Great Lakes.(1)  The GLI should retain proposed criteria and procedures at 
     least as stringent as the published draft, to ensure needed reductions in  
     toxic pollution from industry and city wastewater pipes.                   
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (1) NWF (1993a), attached as Supporting Document:  Cutting the Poisons:    
     Estimated Reductions in Point Source Loadings of Great Lakes Toxic         
     Pollution from the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.080     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  For a       
     general discussion  of the final criteria and procedures, see Section II of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Sweeney, R.A. 1993. "Dead" sea of North America?--Lake Erie in
the 1960s   
          and '70s. J. Great Lakes Res.19(2):198-199.                               

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1) Historic role of Great Lakes. The Great Lakes historically have        
     provided international leadership in the identification and control of     
     environmental problems. Appropriate U.S.-Canada examples should be cited,  
     such as the Boundary Waters Treaty of 1909 and the Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Agreement (GLWQA).                                                 
                                                                                
     The "ecosystem approach" of the GLWQA is viewed worldwide as a model for   
     inter-jurisdictional approaches to protecting and restoring environmental  
     resources. This region's programs, including the proposed GLI, continue to 
     set standards emulated throughout the world. For example, in 1993 a        
     delegation from the Russian Ministry for Protection of Environment and     
     Natural Resources travelled extensively throughout the Great Lakes area to 
     asses programs that could serve as models to help restore the Ladoga Lake  
     Basin and Neva River Watershed in the St. Petersburg region.               
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes often have served as a predictor for trends in             
     environmental degradation for the world. Research endeavors in the Great   
     Lakes historically have advanced scientific understanding of the effects of
     pollution. Regulatory efforts in response often have been first in the     
     Great Lakes area. Research into the effects of DDT on wildlife and         
     subsequent states bans were first accomplished here. Great Lakes States    
     were among the first to recognize the insidious effects and ubiquitous     
     contamination by PCBs and responded with precedent-setting regulations.    
                                                                                
     Stringent restrictions on phosphorus from various sources were pioneered in
     the Great Lakes region, as noted in EPA's comments. What needs to be added,
     however, is that these measures were remarkable at the time because        
     cause-effect models were rudimentary and there was not consensus that the  
     costs of phosphorus controls were justified. This was especially true      
     regarding regulations that banned phosphates in home laundry detergents, a 
     measure bitterly contested by the soap and detergent industry (see Sweeney 
     1993). Soap makers predicted an epidemic of dingy clothes and broken       
     washing machines if phosphates were banned. That did not happen and today  
     few dispute the obvious benefits of the once-controversial control         
     measures. Once-"dead" Lake Erie, for example, has regained eminence as the 
     world's finest walleye fishery- producing perhaps $700 million annually in 
     economic activity to surrounding communities(2).                           
                                                                                
     The tradition of pioneering environmental understanding and response in the
     Great Lakes continues today, with emerging research on the sublethal       
     effects of environmental contaminants on wildlife and humans. Much of this 
     is due to field research being conducted on Great Lakes fish and wildlife. 
     Some is noted by EPA. The body of research synthesized by Dr. Theodora     
     Colborn at the World Wildlife Fund regarding endocrine effects, largely    
     centering on Great Lakes-related research, should be highlighted by EPA in 
     the Preamble.                                                              
                                                                                
     The GLI follows this historic tradition. Once again, the Great Lakes are   
     appropriately in the forefront of efforts to restore and protect our       
     Nations's waters and related resources. As such, the GLI is appropriately  
     identified as a model that will significantly influence agendas for future 
     regional, national and international environmental programs.               
                                                                                
     ____________________________                                               
     (2)This historic resistance to new programs to restore the Great Lakes     
     System has direct relevance to current opposition to the GLI. Our comments 
     are directed to this issue in IX. Economics. See also NWF (1993c), attached
     as Supporting Document: Our Priceless Great Lakes: Benefits of the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative.                                            
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     Response to: P2742.081     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human health implications. The cancer and non-cancer risks of human        
     exposure to Great Lakes environmental contaminants is a major omission from
     EPA's introductory comments. The seminal research of Drs. Sandra and Joseph
     Jacobson (1985 & 1990) should be acknowledged.                             
                                                                                
     The Colborn work noted above should be cited, including the conclusions of 
     the "Wingspread Consensus Statement," which stated in part:                
                                                                                
     We estimate with confidence that...unless the environmental load of        
     synthetic hormone disruptors is abated and controlled, large scale         
     dysfunction at the population level is possible. The scope and potential   
     hazard to wildlife and humans are great because of the probability of      
     repeated and/or constant exposure to numerous synthetic chemicals that are 
     known to be endocrine disruptors(3).                                       
                                                                                
     Our summary of this emerging field of research is attached as a Supporting 
     Document: Hormone Copycats: New Pollution Threat to the Great Lakes        
     Environment (NWF 1993b).                                                   
                                                                                
     _____________________________                                              
     (3)In Colborn & Clement (1992), "Wingspread Consensus Statement" attached  
     as Supporting Document.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.082     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should expand the Preamble discussion as we have noted 
     to include (1) the historic and international role of the Great Lakes in   
     the forefront of efforts to restore and protect our Nation's waters and    
     related resources and (2) the emerging understanding of cancer and         
     non-cancer risks of human exposure to Great Lakes environmental            
     contaminants.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.083     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment .084 embedded in comment .083                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Recommendation: EPA should expand the Preamble discussion as we have noted
     to include (1) the historic and international role of the Great Lakes in   
     the forefront of efforts to restore and protect our Nation's waters and    
     related resources] [and (2) the emerging understanding of cancer and       
     non-cancer risks of human exposure to Great Lakes environmental            
     contaminants.]                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.084     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.1 (General Statistics). The Great Lakes Basin Ecosystem has         
     hundreds, not "dozens," of State parks, forests and sanctuaries.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.085     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.1 (General Statistics). Economic benefit also should note forestry  
     and commercial fishing, particularly the potential of the commercial       
     fishery if it was cleansed of toxic chemicals. Recreational activities of  
     economic importance in the Great Lakes also include hunting and trapping.  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.086     
     
     For a full discussion of the economic benefits associated with             
     implementation of the final Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Part A.1 (General Statistics). The importance of the Great Lakes to Native 
     Americans for economic, subsistence, cultural and spiritual uses should be 
     noted, as well as indications of the numbers of Tribes within the Great    
     Lakes Basin.                                                               
                                                                                
     Today there are currently twenty-one distinct, federally recognized Tribal 
     groups in the U.S. portion of the Great Lakes System, with a total         
     poulation greater than 25,000. In addition there are other Tribal groups   
     near the Great Lakes System in the States of Minnesota, Wisconsin and New  
     York. Despite the effects of colonization and modernization, most of these 
     Tribal groups maintain their culture and sovereignty.                      
                                                                                
     The Tribal relationship with the Great Lakes has been well known since     
     being noted by the earliest Europeans to come into contact with the        
     indigenous people of the area. The Great Lakes play an integral role in the
     Tribal sustenance, stories, culture and spirituality to an extent unmatched
     by any other group.                                                        
                                                                                
     Despite the magnitude of the overall social and economic changes, wild rice
     harvesting, hunting and fishing have continued to be viable economic       
     pursuits for modern Great Lakes Indian communities. There are currently    
     more than one hundred Tribal commercial fishermen operating on the Great   
     Lakes. The commercial fishery also provides additional income to employees 
     of individual and Tribal-owned commercial enterpirses.  In 1992 the Tribal 
     commercial fish harvest on U.S. waters of Lake Superior was in excess of   
     600 tons. Most Tribes maintain their own fish hatchery programs.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.087     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.A of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.1 (General Statistics). The importance of the Great Lakes System    
     fishery as a source of food for many people should be noted.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.088     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.2 (Physical Characteristics). "Lake Ontario...receives virtually all
     of the outflows from the other lakes." Minor amounts exit the system       
     upstream via diversions.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.089     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment for the reasons stated in Section I of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.2 (Physical Characteristics). "Pollutants...are not as readily      
     flushed from the Great Lakes System as in a riverine system." Riverine     
     systems do not necessarily readily flush their pollutants, as evidenced by 
     river sediments within the Great Lakes System that are grossly polluted    
     (e.g., Kalamazoo, Fox, Grand Calumet, Ashtabula Rivers).                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.090     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.091
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.2 (Physical Characteristics).  Although outflows from the Great     
     Lakes are relatively small, this outflow is critical to sustain the        
     ecosystem of the Gulf of St. Lawrence. Further, Great Lakes System toxic   
     substances directly exported in water, and indirectly exported in migratory
     fish )e.g., eels) have significant adverse effects on biota of the St.     
     Lawrence River and the Gulf of St. Lawrence, such as beluga whales. Primary
     studies have been conducted by Dr. Pierre Beland, scientific director of   
     the St. Lawrence National Institute of Ecotoxicology. Because of           
     theincidence of tumors, diseases, fertility suppresion, ulcers, enteritis, 
     cysts and organ damage in the St. Lawrence population of belugas, they have
     been called "the sickest whales in the world" by Dr. Beland. This          
     reinforces the national and international importance of the GLI beyond the 
     immediate Great Lakes System. It highlights the importance of vigorously   
     pursuing virtual elimination of any discharge of persistent toxic          
     substances into the Great Lakes System.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.091     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.3 (History of Environmental Degradation).  This discussion should   
     explicity acknowledge the lack of human-caused environmental degradation of
     the Great Lakes System prior to European settlement. This is important     
     because of the possibility of Gribal regulatory roles under the GLI.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.092     
     
     See Section I.A of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "First Paragraph" refers to Part A.3                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the first paragraph should be revised to read:  "Today, forest       
     management that will yield sustainable economic development throughout the 
     Great Lakes System is a critical ecosystem issue." The issue is much       
     broader than simple "reforestation."                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.093     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  See Section I of the SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4 (Nutrients). Correct "one ug/L" to read "one mg/L"(4).            
                                                                                
     ___________________________                                                
     (4)The Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement of 1972 required all municipal  
     discharges with flows in excess of 3,800 m(exp3)/day to limit their        
     effluent to 1 mg/L of total phosphorus on an annual average basis" (Dolan  
     1993).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.094     
     
     EPA noted this comment.  See Section I.B of the SID.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4 (Nutrients). Regarding limitations of phosphates in household     
     detergents, we believe that all jurisdictions within the Great Lakes Basin 
     took such steps, including the Province of Ontario, not just "some States."
     
     
     Response to: P2742.095     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4.a(Nutrients). The discussion should note that despite the notable 
     progress cited, numerous Great Lakes bays and harbors, tributary rivers and
     inland lakes remain adversely impaired due to excess phosphorus pollution  
     (e.g., Green Bay and the Fox River).                                       
                                                                                
     Lake Erie has met GLWQA phosphorus targets only three of five years        
     recently (1986-1990), with high loadings due to increased nonpoint         
     contributions during relatively wet years (Dolan 1993).                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.096     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.097
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Colborn, T. and C. Clement, eds. 1992. Chemically-Induced 
Alterations in   
          Sexual and Functional Development: The Wildlife/Human Connection. 
Princeton
          Scientific Publishing Co., Inc., Princeton, NJ.                           

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4.b (Toxic Substances). "Chronic exposure" and "long-term exposure" 
     are terms too limiting to describe potential impacts of toxic contamination
     of the Great Lakes. End effects cited can be caused by short-term,         
     non-acute exposure at critical periods of development of wildlife or human 
     embryos, fetuses and newborns (Colborn & Clement 1992).                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.097     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and considered chronic and acute exposures    
     during critical periods of development in developing the final Guidance.   
     See the appropriate section of the SID for further discussion.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4.b (Toxic Substances). Although the discussion's focus on PCBs is  
     appropriate, a note should be made that extrapolation cannot necessarily be
     made from PCBs to other pollutants regarding fate and transport in the     
     Great Lakes System. Because of this and other reasons already cited,       
     prevention of pollution is prudent. Wording similar to that from an earlier
     draft of the Preamble would be helpful to add:                             
                                                                                
     There remains much uncertainty regarding potential effects caused by these 
     pollutants either singly or synergistically. Although criteria are based on
     the best information we have today and incorporate a number of conservative
     assumptions, the persistent nature of BCCs [bioaccumulative chemicals of   
     concern] warrant[s] even further caution where thery are introduced to     
     waters with a long pollutant retention time.                               
                                                                                
     Once BCCs enter the Great Lakes System they will remain there for a very   
     long time indeed. It is possible that information regarding BCC toxicity or
     interactive effects that may be developed in the future will show that     
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     current criteria are insufficiently stringent to fully protect human health
     and the environment. Today's proposal would take the prudent step of       
     reducing the introduction and accumulation of BCCs to the Great Lakes      
     System, so as to mitigate the consequences of such a possibility(5).       
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (5)GLI Draft, August 23, 1992, TMDL.PRE, pp. 38-39.                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.098     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I and II of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4.b (Toxic Substances). Although the hydraulic transport system in  
     the Great Lakes is unusual, it is not accurate to suggest that other       
     systems routinely and quickly rid themselves of persistent pollutants ("the
     pollutant is removed within one life-cycle of the top predators"). There is
     ample justififcation for moving forward now with these proposed regional   
     water quality criteria for the Great Lakes System, even though such        
     criteria may also be appropriate for application to other regional or      
     national programs. This language of the Preamble should be modified.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.099     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I and II of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4.b (Toxic Substances). The discussion of the "classic example" of  
     lake trout should reference the work of Dr. Philip Cook (EPA-Duluth). We   
     believe his discoveries of high levels of pollutants in sediment cores     
     demostrates that the demise of lake trout in the Great Lakes System was in 
     part caused by persistent toxic substances, not simply over-harvesting and 
     sea lamprey predation.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.100     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4.b (Toxic Substances). The discussion of toxic substances impacts  
     on Great Lakes bald eagles should specifically reference data collected by 
     the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service(6) that compared eagle food sources     
     above and below dams on tributaries to Lakes Michigan and Huron. Their     
     findings clearly explain the depressed reproductive rates of eagles nesting
     and feeding near the Great Lakes, which have much higher levels of food    
     chain contamination. The discussion also should cite recent erratic        
     reproductive success of bald eagles on the U.S. shore of Lake Erie. It also
     should discuss the four coastal Great Lakes eagle nests, two on western    
     Lake Erie and two in northern Michigan near the Great Lakes, that fledged  
     four eaglets with cross-bills and clubbed feet in 1993. These recent       
     discoveries are discussed in mor detail in our comments below (VI.         
     Wildlife).                                                                 
                                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     (6)Biologists with FWS's East Lansing, MI field office have demonstrated   
     that mean residues of organochlorine contaminants in the bald eagle fish   
     prey are above estimated bald eagle egg LOAEL and NOAEL.                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.101     
     
     EPA considered the referenced information in developing the final Guidance.
      See Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4.b (Toxic Substances). The discussion of toxic substances impacts  
     on Great Lakes System biota should include effects on mammals, particularly
     mink and river otter, especially since these mammals are used to develop   
     wildlife criteria in the GLI.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.102     
     
     EPA considered the adverse effects attributable to chemical contaminants   
     that have been documented for eleven wildlife species in the Great Lakes   
     basin, including the mink and otter, in developing the final Guidance.  See
     Section I of the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Part A.4.b (Toxic Substances). The discussion notes "709 fish consumption  
     advisories" but the Preamble later notes "164 fish consumption advisories" 
     (section I.G.11). The inconsistency should be resolved.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.103     
     
     As stated in the preamble to the proposed Guidance, 709 fish consumption   
     advisories are present in Great Lakes States, with 164 of these applying to
     waters located within the Great Lakes basin.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.104
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA notes that the GLWQA provides that the Parties have committed to adopt 
     Specific Objectives for specific pollutants and that consistent with the   
     policy of virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances required by   
     the GLWQA, these Specific Objectives (for persistent compounds) should be  
     recognized only as "interim measures."  EPA also recognizes that Article V 
     of the GLWQA sets forth provisions for water quality standards             
     --specifically that water quality standards and other regulatory measures  
     of the two governments are to be consistent with the General and Specific  
     Objectives.                                                                
                                                                                
     Therefore, to be consistent with the requirement of the GLWQA, EPA should  
     recognize that the water quality standards proposed in the GLI for         
     persistent toxic substances are proposed as "interim measures" only,       
     pending the achievement of virtual elimination.                            
                                                                                
     If the water quality standards in the GLI are interim levels, it is        
     important for EPA to specifiy the strategy that is ultimately contemplated 
     for persistent toxic substances. To be consistent with the GLWQA's policy  
     of virtual elimination, EPA must devise programs that will result in       
     "sunsetting" or phase-outs of any discharge of the worst persistent        
     compounds. Round 2 of the GLI, EPA's Great Lakes Toxics Reduction          
     Initiative (GLTxRI), offers an excellent opportunity to begin such a       
     comprehensive program of sunsetting.                                       
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The discussion in the Preamble regarding the Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Agreement should be revised to reflect that the water quality
     standars proposed in the GLI for persistent toxic substances are to be     
     adopted as interim standards only. The ultimate strategy for these         
     compounds is virtual elimination, which will be addressed by EPA as part of
     the Great Lake Toxics Reduction Initiative.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.104     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance satisfies the requirements of the     
     Clean Water Act, Critical Programs Act and GLWQA for the reasons stated in 
     the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the technical support      
     documents.  See also response to comment number D605.042.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and    
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA notes that it "intends to submit the numeric criteria, methodologies,  
     and implementation procedures contained in the proposed GLI as the basis   
     for the United States' proposal to modify the GLWQA pursuant to Article X."
                                                                                
     At this time, we oppose reopening the GLWQA for modification during its    
     next review.  We support, however, the updating of Specific Objectives by  
     the governments, as required in the Supplement to Annex 1 of the GLWQA.    
                                                                                
     In this context, we support EPS's approach for consultarion to the extent  
     that the new provisions of the GLI advance the purpose and policies of the 
     GLWQA (Article II) and result in numeric criteria and other provisions more
     stringent that are in the GLWQA and its Annexes.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.105     
     
     EPA does not intend to reopen the GLWQA for modification during its next   
     review.  EPA is, however, working with Canada to address all sources of    
     pollution on both the U.S. and Canadian sides of the System.  For a        
     discussion of the current status of negotiations between the U.S. and      
     Canada on these issues, see response to comment number D605.042.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we oppose EPA's proposal to incorporate into the GLI certain      
     numeric criteria less stringent than mandated by the GLWQA and its Annexes,
     in anticipation of modifications to the GLWQA being accepted by the two    
     governments. If EPA believes certain criteria in the GLWQA are overly      
     stringent, modification of Specific Objectives under Annex 1 must be       
     secured prior to the U.S. adopting such criteria.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.106     
     
     EPA does not intend to reopen the GLWQA for modification during its next   
     review.  EPA is, however, working with Canada to address all sources of    
     pollution on both the U.S. and Canadian sides of the System.  For a        
     discussion of the current status of negotiations between the U.S. and      
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     Canada on these issues, see response to comment number D605.042.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI provisions that are less stringent than the GLWQA are contrary to      
     Congressional intent in enacting the Great Lakes Criticial Programs Act    
     (CPA). The legislative history of the CPA makes it clear that Congress     
     envisioned that the opposite would happen, that U.S. standards and criteria
     would be made more stringent, if necessary, to conform to the GLWQA: "The  
     Great Lakes numerical limits must be at least as stringent as the national 
     criteria, and must be tougher if called for by the Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Agreement" (Congressional Record, S. 15620, October 17, 1990).     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.107     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance satisfies the requirements of the     
     Clean Water Act, Critical Programs Act and GLWQA for the reasons stated in 
     the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the technical support      
     documents.  See also response to comment number D605.042.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and    
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should not use as a fundamental assumption an imminent 
     revision of the U.S.-Candada Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA).  
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     Response to: P2742.108     
     
     EPA did not rely upon an imminent revision of the GLWQA as a fundamental   
     assumption in developing the final Guidance.  EPA is, however, working with
     Canada to address all sources of pollution on both the U.S. and Canadian   
     sides of the System.  For a discussion of the current status of            
     negotiations between the U.S. and Canada on these issues, see response to  
     comment number D605.042.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The draft GLI must be revised, as necessary, so that its numeric criteria  
     and provisions are at least as stringent as the current plain language of  
     the GLWQA.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.109     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance satisfies the requirements of the     
     GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID
     and the technical support documents.  See also response to comment number  
     D605.042 for a discussion of the current status of negotiations with       
     Canada.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After final approval of the GLI, EPA should proceed with consultation      
     pursuant to the Supplement to Annex 1 of the GLWQA to seek appropriate     
     modifications to Specifiic Objectives of the GLWQA.                        
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     Response to: P2742.110     
     
     EPA is working with Canada to address all sources of pollution on both the 
     U.S. and Canadian sides of the System.  For a discussion of the current    
     status of negotiations between the U.S. and Canada on these issues, see    
     response to comment number D605.042.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note elsewhere in these comments (VII. Antidegradation) that EPA states 
     that the GLI must conform with the "objectives" of the GLWQA. The Clean    
     Water Act in fact requires the GLI to "conform with the objectives and     
     provisions" of the GLWQA (33 USC Section 118(c)(2)(A); emphasis added).    
     Therefore, the GLI must reflect this broader mandate.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.111     
     
     EPA agrees.  The final Guidance conforms with the GLWQA for the reasons    
     included in the preamble to the final Guidance.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Formation of GLI. The discussion generally reflects an accurate history 
     of the development of the GLI. In particular, the focus of the Steering    
     Committee on pollutants that bioaccumulate and persist in the Great Lakes  
     System is important to note.                                               
                                                                                
     The GLI and the CPA were a response by EPA and the Congress, respectively, 
     to repeated complaints heard from citizens that the U.S. was ignoring the  
     obligations of the GLWQA. These complaints arose from specific instances   
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     where EPA and the States adopted or approved water quality standards that  
     were, in some cases, directly contradictory to the GLWQA (see Promises in  
     Jeopardy, a report submitted to the International Joint Commission, Sept.  
     1988 by Great Lakes United, National Wildlife Federation, et. al.)         
                                                                                
     The CPA is designated to correct that deficiency by requiring EPA to       
     translate into domestic law the requirementes of the GLWQA. The legislative
     history notes that:                                                        
                                                                                
     in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement...the two countries pledged to  
     undertake specific actions aimed at cleaning up the toxics already in the  
     Great Lakes, and stopping the continued flow of toxics into the lakes. In  
     the treaty, we established goals aimed at restoring and protecting all     
     beneficial uses of Great Lakes Waters, making the waters safe for swimming,
     fishing and drinking. We agreed that'the discharge of any of all persistent
     toxic substances (shall) be virtually eliminated' ...Those goals exist on  
     paper only. The Clean Water Act directs the Environmental Protection Agency
     to implement the U.S. commitments under the agreement, but the agency has  
     made very little headway toward meeting those commitments...The bill sets  
     statutory deadlines to insure that the goals of the Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Agreement will be met in a timely manner. (Remarks of Senator Kohl,
     Congressional Record, S. 15623, Oct. 17, 1990.)                            
                                                                                
     The CPA requires more than simply writing water quality standards and      
     guidance for implementation and anti-degradation. The CPA was designed to  
     correct a fundamental shortcoming in the U.S. government's attempts to live
     up to its obligations. The legislative history of the CPA makes it clear   
     that Congress enacted this law because "EPA had dropped the ball on major  
     Great Lakes programs, including commitments to encourage water quality     
     standards for the Great Lakes in conformance with the GLWQA" (Congressional
     Record, S. 15620, Oct. 17, 1990).                                          
                                                                                
     EPA's proposal is a giant step forward towards implementing the GLWQA.     
     However, the GLI falls far short of meeting all of the requirementes of the
     GLWQA. EPA must acknowledge that the proposed GLI is but one component of  
     programs and actions that are underway or contemplated to implement fully  
     the GLWQA.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.112     
     
     EPA agrees that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes
     strategy to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.    
     For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the   
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including those nonpoint sources of pollution, see  
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also response to comment number D2867.087    
     regarding the steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control pollution 
     sources in the Great Lakes basin.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, the GLWQA requires that the discharges of persistent toxic    
     substances be virtually eliminated. EPA does not propose to eliminate the  
     discharge of even one persistent toxic substance in the proposed GLI. EPA  
     must address this deficiency by prescribing a program to sunset or         
     phase-out the discharge of the most dangerous compounds.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.113     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great    
     Lakes strategy to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes      
     System.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in         
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction     
     Effort which addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous
     pollutants, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers    
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.114
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQA requires specific program to control pollution from a number of  
     sources, including the atmosphere (Annex 15), contaminated sediments (Annex
     14), contaminated groundwater (Annex 16) and urban and rural nonpoint      
     runoff (Annex 13). EPA must address these sources by prescribing specific  
     programs to ensure that pollution from these sources is controlled so that 
     the water quality standards in the GLI are met. The proposed GLI describes 
     how the standards will be implemented to control pollution from point      
     sources only. EPA must now determine how other, nonpoint sources will also 
     be consistently controlled in the U.S. portion of the Great Lakes System.  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.114     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment .115 is embedded in .116                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In other reports, citizens' groups have spelled out a detailed agenda of   
     specific items that must be included in the GLI in order to implement fully
     the requirements of the GLWQA(7). The proposed GLI achieves some of the    
     milestones but falls short of others. Specifically, the proposed GLI fails 
     to implement the zero discharge requirements of the GLWQA [and fails to    
     provide for consistent application of the water quality standards to       
     nonpoint pollution sources(8).]                                            
                                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (7)For example, NWF & CIELP 1991, attached as Supporting Document: A       
     Prescription for Healthy Great Lakes.                                      
                                                                                
     (8)For example, NWF et al. 1989, attached as Supporting Document: Promises 
     to Keep: Making the Great Lakes Water Wuality Agreement Work through the   
     Development of Uniform Water Quality Standards and U.S. Regulations.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.115     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the    
     GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID
     and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however, that the 
     Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy to control
     all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a discussion of   
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses the       
     phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, see Section   
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In other reports, citizens' groups have spelled out a detailed agenda of  
     specific items that must be included in the GLI in order to implement fully
     the requirements of the GLWQA(7). The proposed GLI achieves some of the    
     milestones but falls short of others. Specifically, the proposed GLI fails 
     to implement the zero discharge requirements of the GLWQA] and fails to    
     provide for consistent application of the water quality standards to       
     nonpoint pollution sources(8).                                             
                                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (7)For example, NWF &CIELP 1991, attached as Supporting Document: A        
     Prescription for Healthy Great Lakes.                                      
                                                                                
     (8)For example, NWF et al. 1989, attached as Supporting Document: Promises 
     to Keep: Making the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement Work through the   
     Development of Uniform Water Quality Standards and U.S. Regulations.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.116     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the    
     GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID
     and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however, that the 
     Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy to control
     all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a discussion of   
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses the       
     phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, see Section   
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble discussion notes several on-going programs of EPA, including  
     the Pollution Prevention Action Plan, the Assessment and Remediation of    
     Contaminated Sediments (ARCS) program and the implementation of the Clean  
     Air Act. While the Preamble briefly describes these activities, there is no
     commitment on the part of EPA to ensuring that these programs are adequeate
     to meet the terms of the GLWQA and its Annexes.                            
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     Response to: P2742.117     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the    
     GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID
     and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however, that the 
     Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy to control
     all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a discussion of   
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses the       
     phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, see Section   
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We certainly concur that EPA should go forward immediately with this       
     proposed GLI. However, EPA has not done an adequate job of describing the  
     next step, including explaining how it intends to conform fully with all of
     the GLWQA's requirementes. EPA has the framework for fully translating the 
     promises of the GLWQA into domestic law, as Congress originally intended.  
     This framework is the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative (GLTxRI) or  
     Round 2 of the GLI.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.118     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the    
     GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID
     and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however, that the 
     Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy to control
     all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a discussion of   
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which addresses the       
     phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, see Section   
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.119
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should expand the Preamble discussion to describe those
     requirements of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement that are not being 
     implemented in the proposed GLI, including virtual elimination and         
     implementation procedures for nonpoint sources of pollution. EPA should    
     describe its plans for addressing these deficiencies in future             
     rule-makings, guidance or other programs that may result from the Great    
     Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.119     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on the proposed approach for selecting pollutants
     for special attention. The discussion notes that the Technical Work Group  
     was unable to recommend a system for implementing the mandate of the GLWQA 
     (Annex 12) that special restrictions be placed on "persistent toxic        
     substances," defined as any pollutant with a half-life of greater than     
     eight weeks. The International Joint Commission (IJC) recommended that the 
     U.S. and Canada:                                                           
                                                                                
     expand the definition of a persistent toxic substance to encompass all     
     toxic substances with a half-life in any medium--water, air, sediment, soil
     or biota of greater than eight weeks, as well as those toxic substances    
     that bioaccumulate in the tissue of living organisms (IJC 1992).           
                                                                                
     The IJC concluded that pollution control strategies (which would include   
     the GLI) "should recognize that all persistent toxic substances are        
     dangerous to the environment, deleterious to the human condition and can no
     longer be tolerated in the ecosystem, whether or not unassailable          
     scientific proof of acute or chronic damage is universally accepted."      
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     We believe EPA is wrong in its assertion that "using bioaccumulation alone 
     as a ranking and selection factor is more conservative than considering    
     both persistence and bioaccumulation together..." This approach does not   
     protect the Great Lakes from chemicals that are not highly bioaccumulative 
     but are toxic and persistent.                                              
                                                                                
     Later in these comments we recommend that the Table 6 list of              
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) be expanded by definition to   
     include all persistent substances with a half-life greater than eight weeks
     in any medium--water, air, sediment, soil or biota. The GLI's special focus
     on BCCs should be re-focussed on persistent toxic substances, which        
     includes BCCs, consistent with the GLWQA.  (Details of this recommendation 
     are included below in II. Regulatory Requirements. Related recommendations 
     are also there, such as use of a BAF of less than 250 to define BCCs.)     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.120     
     
     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI final rule must include regulatory text to address 
     additivity of the toxic effects of pollutants.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.121     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI final rule must include a variety of specific procedures that      
     assume dose additivity in the absence of information on specifific         
     mixtures.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.122     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity should be assumed for a variety of toxic effects in addition to 
     cancer.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.123     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990. Our discussion above         
     describes our rationale for conclusion that the proposed GLI is a giant    
     step forward in implementing the CPA, but that more must be done to satisfy
     fully the requirement in the CPA that EPA must translate the GLWQA into    
     domestic law.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.124     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the CPA
     and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,
     the SID and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however,  
     that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy  
     to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REP/APP
     Comment ID: P2742.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. Process after the CPA. Regarding processes for Tribal adoption of GLI   
     regulations, EPA must clarify timelines for Tribal adoption of the GLI     
     subsequent to the date any Tribe becomes eligible to administer the program
     (see our further comments in II. Regulatory Requiremente -- H. Adoption    
     Procedures).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.125     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "2. Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Human Health" should be   
     modified to more accurately reflect the GLI proposal. The Proposed human   
     health criteria will protect "many" or "most" individuals (not "all," as   
     implied) from adverse health impacts. The proposal does use fish           
     consumption rates higher than national guidance, but this still targets    
     only the average individual, not those consuming higher amounts of Great   
     Lakes system fish. Our specific recommendations on this and related issues 
     are noted in the respective sections below.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.126     
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discussion omits any mention of EPA's Congressionally mandated         
     responsibilities under the CPA. The CPA includes provisions and specific   
     timetables dealing with Remedial Action Plans, Lakewide Management Plans,  
     spills of oil and hazardous materials, contaminated sediments (including   
     "specific numerical limits"), confined disposal facilities and health      
     research. The status of EPA's compliance with these programs must be       
     included in the discussion.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.127     
     
     For a discussion of other Great Lakes program efforts and their status, see
     Section I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with EPA's conclusions ("10. Nonpoint Sources of Pollution from   
     Land-use Activities") that the GLI is consistent with and furthers an      
     ecosystem approach, for the reasons noted. The Steering Committee          
     recognized the importance of implementation procedures for applying        
     criteria to nonpoint sources, but deferred that issue to "Round 2" of the  
     GLI. We applaud EPA's steps to move forward quickly on this issue through  
     its Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative. However, as noted above, EPA  
     must expand this discussion to describe how and when it intends to complete
     this effort.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.128     
     
     EPA also believes that the Guidance is but one component in an overall     
     Great Lakes strategy to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes
     System.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in         
     developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies 
     to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the  
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction     
     Effort which addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous
     pollutants, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers    
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree with EPA's contention that the proposed GLI satisfies Section 2
     of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act (CPA; Section 118(c)(2) of the    
     Clean Water Act).  The proposed GLI is a giant step forward in translating 
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     the promises of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) into       
     domestic law.  However, the proposed GLI is deficient in several key areas 
     that are detailed in the previous section of these comments (I.            
     Background).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.129     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the CPA
     and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,
     the SID and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however,  
     that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy  
     to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA is required by the CPA to publish guidance that conforms with the      
     objectives and provisions of the GLWQA.  As we noted above, Congress is    
     aware of and criticized EPA in the legislative discussion of the CPA for   
     EPA's failure to implement the GLWQA, including the policy of virtual      
     elimination of persistent toxic substances.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.130     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the CPA
     and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,
     the SID and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however,  
     that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy  
     to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI is a step toward implementation of the GLWQA.  However,   
     much more needs to be done.  EPA has recognized the shortcomings and has   
     commenced the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative (GLTxRI).  This      
     program is not referenced in the GLI and should be.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.131     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the CPA
     and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,
     the SID and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however,  
     that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy  
     to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The International Joint Commission (IJC), which oversees and monitors      
     government progress to implement the GLWQA, has applauded EPA's efforts    
     under the GLI (IJC 1992).  The IJC has been harshly critical of the U.S.   
     and Canada for its failure to implement the GLWQA, particularly the policy 
     of zero discharge.  In its Sixth Biennial Report on Great Lakes Water      
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     Quality, the IJC noted:                                                    
                                                                                
     After much discussion and reflection, the commission concludes that the    
     concepts of virtual elimination and zero discharge are consistent and are a
     clear statement or direction to take to achieve the Agreement's purpose.   
     The overall strategy or aim regarding persistent toxic substances is       
     virtual elimination, and the tactic or method to be used to achieve that   
     aim is through zero input or discharge of those substances created as a    
     result of human activity...                                                
                                                                                
     Zero discharge means just that: halting all inputs from all human sources  
     and pathways to prevent any opportunity for persistent toxic substances to 
     enter the environment as a result of human activity.  To prevent such      
     releases completely, their manufacture, use, transport and disposal must   
     stop; they simply must not be available.  Thus, zero discharge does not    
     mean less than detectable.  It also does not mean the use of controls based
     on best available technology, best management practices, or similar means  
     of treatment that continue to allow the release of some residual chemicals.
                                                                                
     By proposing water quality standards for persistent toxic substances, EPA's
     proposed GLI allows continued release of some pollutants.  Even though the 
     new standards coupled with the implementation procedures will result in    
     vastly reduced discharges, they fail to meet the zero discharge challenge. 
                                                                                
     The IJC has recommended that the specific strategy to achieve zero         
     discharge is through sunsetting, which it defines as "a comprehensive      
     process to restrict, phase out and eventually ban the manufacture,         
     generation, use, transport, storage, discharge and disposal of a persistent
     toxic substance" (IJC 1992).                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.132     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the CPA
     and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,
     the SID and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however,  
     that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy  
     to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA must revise the GLI to recognize that the challenge of 
     fully implementing the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement is not complete.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.133     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the CPA
     and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,
     the SID and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however,  
     that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy  
     to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2742.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should spell out its plans for implementing a program to sunset the    
     most dangerous persistent toxic chemicals and to development implementation
     procedures for controls on nonpoint sources of toxic pollutants as part of 
     the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.134     
     
     EPA discusses  this issue of how the final Guidance complements ongoing    
     Great Lakes program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction     
     Effort which addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous
     pollutants, in Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers     
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2742.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also disagree with EPA's contention that the proposed GLI satisfies     
     Section 7 of the CPA (Section 118(c)(7)(C) of the Clean Water Act).  This  
     section deals with contaminants in Great Lakes sediments.  The clear       
     Congressional intent is promulgation of specific numerical limits for      
     sediment, that is, sediment criteria for the Great Lakes.  The GLI does not
     include such criteria.                                                     
                                                                                
     Water quality criteria established by the GLI certainly will help prevent  
     future sediment contamination.  But the criteria will do nothing to        
     establish minimally acceptable pollutant levels in the sediment.  EPA      
     should clarify its intentions regarding compliance with this provision of  
     the CPA.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.135     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2742.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Adverse effect." The definition of "adverse effect" must be expanded and  
     carefully revised; it is fundamental to application of GLI's criteria,     
     values and procedures.  It is essential that this definition include all   
     effects of concern, as we believe EPA has intended to do.  Therefore,      
     transgenerational, reproductive and developmental effects must be          
     explicitly included.  As written,(1) the definition appears on its face to 
     be limited to application to "the organism," thereby neglecting effects on 
     offspring.                                                                 
                                                                                
     It is not our intent to disrupt promising applications of current          
     procedures, such as use of Daphnia and other indicator species for effects 
     on offspring.  We do believe, however, that a more expansive definition    
     would be appropriate and request EPA's attention to this issue in revising 
     the draft GLI.                                                             
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     EPA cites Reference Dose: Description and Use in Health Risk Assessments   
     for explanation of "what constitutes an adverse effect" (see Preamble      
     Section V.B.4.b).  It suggests that this includes "reproductive impairment,
     developmental toxicity, impaired organ function, reduced body and organ    
     weights, imnunotoxicity, etc."  This referenced citation is not enough; the
     issue to too important to leave to misinterpretation by legal nit-pickers. 
     The Regulation itself must be unambiguous regarding EPA's intent to include
     the widest range of adverse effects in the definition.                     
                                                                                
     We are especially concerned that some environmental pollutants are capable 
     of mimicking the critical functions of human hormones--with dire and often 
     unpredictable consequences to people and their offspring.  These "hormone  
     copycats" threaten all living things in the Great Lakes environment,       
     including people.(2)                                                       
                                                                                
     The increased risks of cancer from exposure to these environmental         
     contaminants are generally recognized.  But there is increasing evidence   
     and scientific concern that people face other insidious threates from      
     exposure to these pollutants.  Moreover, the risks may be greatest to those
     most cherished among us--our children.  These risks are not widely         
     recognized or appreciated by the public.                                   
                                                                                
     Researchers have suggested that hormone-like substances may result in      
     numerous detrimental effects in humans including immune system suppression,
     thyroid dysfunction, decreased fertility, developmental and behavioral     
     abnormalities and learning deficiencies.  Furthermore, two of the most     
     prevalent and costly diseases in older adults, prostate enlargement in men 
     and breast cancer in women, are thought to be linked to hormone exposure   
     and, therefore, influenced by exposure to hormone-like environmental       
     contaminants.                                                              
                                                                                
     Due to the role hormones play in human development and the ubiquitous      
     presence of pollution, everyone is at risk from these effects.  The most   
     significant route of exposure, however, probably is from eating            
     contaminated food, especially fish.  The ability of many contaminants to be
     stored in the tissues of women and then be passed on to children during    
     pregnancy and breastfeeding poses a particularly disturbing scenario, and  
     one that is essentially impossible to prevent once the mother has been     
     exposed.  There is evidence that individuals exposed in the womb to        
     contaminants stored in their mothers' tissues could have adverse effects   
     for their entire lives.  Further research indicates significant unfavorable
     consequences to learning potential and behavior is likely for children born
     to women living in polluted regions or who have eaten contaminated food    
     (see further comments below--V. Human Health).                             
                                                                                
     Exposure to chemicals from environmental contamination may be contributing 
     to or promoting many common adult diseases and may also be reducing        
     fertility.  Beyond the enormous toll from individual suffering and medical 
     expenses, the implications of these effects are population-wide.  There    
     also are serious questions about the role of exposure to hormone-like      
     pollutants in development of sexual orientation, although definitive links 
     have not been proven (Newbold 1993).                                       
                                                                                
     Scientists and doctors do not have all the answers, and probably never     
     will, to all the human health effects attributable to pollution.  Yet even 
     without concrete answers, it is important that the risks to all segments of
     the population be acknowledged and considered in environmental policy and  
     regulations, including the GLI.                                            
                                                                                
     At this time, the weight of evidence indicates that current pollution      
     levels are capable of disrupting the hormonal system of exposed            
     individuals, and that disruption of this system results in negative health 
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     consequences.  All segments of the human population and wildlife are at    
     risk, particularly those that consume large amounts of fish from           
     toxic-contaminated waters.  Unfortunately, such waters today include all of
     the Great Lakes, and many rivers and inland lakes in the region.           
                                                                                
     The U.S. General Accounting Office (1991) concluded that pollutants capable
     of causing reproductive effects are virtually unregulated with respect to  
     these adverse effects.  Two years ago a group of experts met in Racine,    
     Wisconsin to assess the seriousness of the situation.  This conference     
     brought together scientists from many disciplines, allowing them to share  
     relevant research with one another and to assess the interrelationships    
     between their individual studies.                                          
                                                                                
     From their discussions at the conference the scientists issued the         
     "Wingspread Statement."(3)  The conclusions reached at this conference have
     given new impetus for research on the potential negative health effects of 
     hormone system disruption caused by pollution:                             
                                                                                
     Many compounds introduced into the environment by human activity are       
     capable of disrupting the endocrine system of animals, including fish,     
     wildlife, and humans.  The consequences of such disruption can be profound 
     because of the crucial role hormones play in controlling development...    
                                                                                
     We are certain [that]...many wildlife populations are already affected by  
     these compounds...[H]umans may be at risk to the same environmental hazards
     as wildlife.                                                               
                                                                                
     We estimate with confidence that...unless the environmental load of        
     synthetic hormone disruptors is abated and controlled, large scale         
     dysfunction at the population level is possible.  The scope and potential  
     hazard to wildlife and humans are great because of the probability of      
     repeated and/or constant exposure to numerous synthetic chemicals that are 
     known to be endocrine disruptors.                                          
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The Regulation's definition of "adverse effects" must be  
     revised to explicitly include transgenerational, reproductive and          
     developmental effects.                                                     
                                                                                
     ------------------------                                                   
     (1) "Adverse effect is any deleterious effect to organisms due to exposure 
     to a substance.  This includes effects which are or may become             
     debilitating, harmful or toxic to the normal funtions of the organism, but 
     does not include non-harmful effects such as tissue discoloration alone or 
     the induction of enzymes involved in the metabolism of the substance."     
                                                                                
     (2) See NWF 1993b, attached as Supporting Document: Hormone Copycats: New  
     Pollution Threat to the Great Lakes Environment.                           
                                                                                
     (3) From Colborn & Clement 1992, attached as Supporting Document.          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.136     
     
     See response to P2742.236 and P2720.067                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2742.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, EPA's proposed definition of "adverse effects" excludes       
     "tissue discoloration alone."  EPA should reassess this exclusion, in light
     of potential harmful effects, including blotchy skin coloration, from human
     exposure to silver.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.137     
     
     EPA disagrees with comment.  Skin discoloration is not considered an       
     adverse effect by EPA in and of itself.  EPA agrees that there may be      
     indirect psychological effects due to skin coloration, but unless there are
     associated impairments to the normal functions of the organism, it is not  
     considered an adverse effect.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2742.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Great Lakes States and Tribes."  As part of the definitions, EPA has      
     requested comments on the inclusion of Indian Tribes as equal participants 
     with the Great Lakes States.  We fully concur with EPA's inclusion of Great
     Lakes Indian Tribes under the GLI.  The Tribes retain a unique status as   
     governments potentially implementing the GLI and as populations especially 
     at risk due to cultural and subsistence uses of Great Lakes System fish and
     wildlife (discussed more in V. Human Health).                              
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Tribes are facing unique circumstances that must be        
     addressed.  While Tribes have sought at least the level of independent     
     environmental authority accorded States, it must be recognized that they   
     are sovereign governments whose aspirations go far beyond goals of the GLI 
     and encompass preserving and nurturing their unique cultures, heritages and
     permanent homelands (Water Resources Management Workshop 1992).            
                                                                                
     EPA's outreach program with the Great Lakes Tribes to inform them on the   
     elements of the GLI relevant to them was wholly inadequate; especially in  
     EPA Region II.  EPA's overtures to the Great Lakes Indian Fish & Wildlife  
     Commission was important; nevertheless, the agency represents fewer than   
     half the Tribes in the region.                                             
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     The Great Lakes Tribes are not a homogeneous entity, anymore than are the  
     Great Lakes States.  To the contrary, individual Tribes have unique        
     sovereignty status requiring individual "government-to-government"         
     relationships and negotiations by EPA (U.S. EPA 1984).                     
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Great Lakes Tribes should be given all rights afforded     
     States in the GLI.  Tribal viewpoints must be sought and considered on all 
     major EPA initiatives in the Great Lakes System.  EPA should exercise even 
     greater sensitivity in revising the draft GLI to ensure that Tribes are not
     included as an after-thought in references to the "States," where the      
     Tribes' uinique legal status may require recognition in GLI language.      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.138     
     
     EPA recognizes the sovereign interests of Indian Tribes, including those in
     the Great Lakes basin.  EPA will continue to invite Indian Tribes to       
     participate in all water quality programs, and strongly encourages Tribes  
     to take part in subsequent actions to implement the final Guidance.  EPA   
     looks forward to the contributions of Indian Tribes to these programs.     
                                                                                
     Upon request, EPA will provide technical guidance and assistance concerning
     both basic water quality provisions, and provisions consistent with the    
     Guidance, to Tribes that have applied or wish to apply for approval to     
     implement water quality standards or NPDES permit programs.  See section   
     II.D.3 of the SID for EPA's discussion of issues involving Indian Tribes.  
                                                                                
     EPA has reviewed the final Guidance to ensure that all references to Tribes
     recognize the unique status of Indian Tribes in the Great Lakes basin.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2742.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We commend EPA for being the first federal agency to adopt a formal policy 
     recognizing the government-to-government relationship required between the 
     U.S. and the Tribes (EPA 1984, U.S. Senate 1989).  Unfortunately,          
     cooperative efforts to establish environmental regulation programs on      
     Indian lands are not going well.  The following points need to be noted    
     with regards to the problems faced by Tribes in their attempts to regulate 
     environmental affairs:  Lack of funding and a corresponding lack of staff. 
     No clear direction for Tribes concerning jurisdiction over non-Indians     
     creating environmental problems within Indian Lands.  General lack of      
     meaningful government-to-government relationship between the Tribes and    
     EPA.                                                                       
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should make a priority the funding of technical        
     assistance to the Tribes for administration of Clean Water Act programs.   
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     Funding agreements should provide latitude to accommodate Tribal approaches
     to protecting Great Lakes resources under their jurisdiction.  EPA should  
     cooperate with individual Tribes on a true government-to-government basis. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.139     
     
     EPA has worked with Great Lakes Tribes on a true government-to- government 
     basis on a number of environmental protection efforts throughout the Great 
     Lakes basin.  EPA fully intends to continue the working relationship that  
     has been established and to expand upon it in those areas where further    
     cooperation and coordination are needed in order to achieve additional     
     environmental protection results.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Preamble citation for the Dec. 12, 1991 Federal Register should be     
     Volume 56, not Volume 54.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.140     
     
     EPA noted this comment.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2742.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fully concur with EPA's assessment of the need for the GLI to minimize  
     inconsistencies in regulatory approaches among the Great Lakes States.  In 
     addition to the examples noted for criteria inconsistencies, application of
     widely varying dilution flows also contributes to wide variations among the
     States in allowable pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes System.          
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     Appended to our comments is a report prepared by the National Wildlife     
     Federation(4) that assesses the impact of the GLI on the hodgepodge of     
     state programs.  It builds upon a report prepared by Dr. Jeffery A. Foran  
     (1991) for the IJC that assessed the variations in current Great Lakes     
     State programs (also attached as a Supporting Document).  For example,     
     Foran found that identical facilities currently can discharge more than 25 
     times greater quantities of mercury into Lake Erie in Ohio than in         
     Michigan.                                                                  
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (4) NWF 1993a, attached as Supporting Document: Cutting the Poisons:       
     Estimated Reductions in Point Source Loadings of Great Lakes Toxic         
     Pollution from the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.141     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.See response  
     to comment number P2742.026.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2742.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. The Two-Tiered Approach.  The two-tiered approach is the only way to    
     move forward with water quality programs.  It is based on common sense and 
     state-of-the-art science; its fundamental premises are beyond debate.      
                                                                                
     We fully support the proposed two-tiered approach and agree with EPA's     
     assessment that this will advance the goals of the CPA and is consistent   
     with objectives of the GLWQA.  It will be an essential improvement;        
     rigorous data requirements currently mean many chemicals now go            
     unregulated.  As EPA correctly notes in its Preamble discussion of the     
     proposed Tier II wildlife criteria:  "...Tier II values are intended to be 
     conservative to encourage data generation..."                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.142     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed database clearinghouse in EPA Region V will be an essential   
     component to maintain long-term consistency among State/Tribal regulatory  
     programs.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.143     
     
     EPA agrees that operation of a Clearinghouse will promote consistency and  
     reduce the potential for duplication of effort and Region 5, in cooperation
     with Regions 2 and 3 and Headquarters offices, and the Great Lakes States  
     and Tribes, will establish a Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) Clearinghouse    
     which will assist States and Tribes in developing numeric Tier I water     
     quality criteria and Tier II water quality values.  EPA is prepared to     
     participate actively in operating the GLI Clearinghouse described above,   
     and is committed to working with States and Tribes to develop, review,     
     analyze, and disseminate data, and to develop GLI criteria guidance        
     documents as necessary in accordance with available resources.  See section
     II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2742.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must ensure that State/Tribal-derived criteria and values are          
     appropriate and are periodically endorsed by EPA.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.144     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2742.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 145 is embedded in comment 146                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: GLI Regulation should be amended to require that new Tier I
     criteria calculated or approved by EPA must be periodically added to Tables
     1 through 4,                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.145     
     
     It is important for States and Tribes to have the flexibility to modify    
     criteria, including those in Tables 1 through 4, in appropriate            
     circumstances when new scientific findings and data become available.  EPA 
     would then use the process outlined in the Supplemental Information        
     Document to develop one or more revised GLI criteria guidance documents and
     then work with the States and Tribes in their adoption of the revised      
     criteria.  If the revised criteria are more stringent than the             
     corresponding criteria in Tables 1 through 4 of part 132, States and Tribes
     would be able to adopt them without further EPA rulemaking.  If the revised
     criteria are less stringent than the corresponding criteria in Tables 1    
     through 4 of part 132, EPA would consider initiating a rulemaking action to
     delete or revise criteria in the Tables if necessary to allow or facilitate
     State and Tribal adoption of the less stringent criteria.  See section     
     II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 145 is embedded in comment 146                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Recommendation:  GLI Regulation chould be amended to require that new Tier
     I criterial calculated or approved by EPA must be periodically added to    
     Tables 1 through 4,] and must be incorporated into State/Tribal water      
     quality standards upon regular triennial reivews.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.146     
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     If new data become available that would result in any significant changes  
     to criteria in Tables 1 through 4, EPA may use the process outlined in the 
     Supplemental Information Document to develop one or more revised GLI       
     criteria guidance documents.  EPA would then work with the States and      
     Tribes in their adoption of the revised criteria.  If the revised criteria 
     are more stringent than the corresponding criteria in Tables 1 through 4 of
     part 132, States and Tribes would be able to adopt them without further EPA
     rulemaking.  If the revised criteria are less stringent than the           
     corresponding criteria in Tables 1 through 4 of part 132, EPA would        
     consider initiating a rulemaking action to delete or revise criteria in the
     Tables if necessary to allow or facilitate State and Tribal adoption of the
     less stringent criteria.  See section II.C.1 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In particular, additional wildlife criteria should be developed (Table 4)  
     by EPA as soon as possible.  However, formal adoption into State/Tribal    
     standards should not delay interim use of derived criteria.                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.147     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2742.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendations: The GLI should include a formal process for EPA to review 
     criteria triennially, so that new science can be inserted into criteria and
     the GLI revised expeditiously.                                             
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     Response to: P2742.148     
     
     See response to: P2742.036                                                 
                                                                                
     Also, EPA understands that the science of risk assessment is rapidly       
     improving.  Therefore, in order to ensure that the scientific basis for the
     criteria methodologies is always current and peer reviewed, EPA will review
     the methodologies in the final Guidance and revise them as appropriate     
     every three years.Comment ID:  P2742.148                                   
                                                                                
     EPA has included a triennial process for review of the criteria.           
     For a discussion of this process, see Section II.C.10 of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on the required use of Tier I methodologies to   
     satisfy narrative criteria for a pollutant.  Tier I and Tier II values must
     be used to implement narrative criteria.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.149     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2742.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Application of Tier II Methodologies. EPA has requested comment on     
     alternative approaches to the Tier II approach.  The only alternative      
     option we would support is a "no data--no discharge" requirement for       
     pollutants.  (This means including explicit NPDES permit language barring  
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     any discharge of such pollutants, not merely leaving them unregulated.)    
                                                                                
     The two-tiered approach--or any alternative approach considered by         
     EPA--must be consistent with the "reverse onus" recommendation of the IJC  
     for implementing the GLWQA:                                                
                                                                                
     The commission endorses the principle of reverse onus...; that is, when    
     approval is sought for the manufacture, use or discharge of any substance  
     which will or may enter the environment, the applicant must prove, as a    
     general rule, that the substance is not harmful to the environment or human
     health.  International Joint Commission 1990.  Fifth Biennial Report on    
     Great Lakes Water Quality.                                                 
                                                                                
     Regulators frequently have available used to set permit limits for toxic   
     pollutants.  As a result, dangerous pollutants may go unregulated.  We do  
     not believe this is legal, but it is what happens in practice.  Dischargers
     have no incentive to provide more data under this system.                  
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes an excellent approach to setting standards for such       
     pollutants.  Whatever information is available on a pollutant will be used 
     to set limits, using conservative safety factors.  The greater the         
     uncertainty of safety, the larger the safety factor.  If the polluters     
     believe limits are too strict, the burden of proof will be on them to prove
     a toxic chemical can safely be dumped in greater amounts.                  
                                                                                
     Pollutants for which water quality criteria can be set using a large number
     of studies are defined as "Tier I" pollutants.  Those less studied are     
     defined as "Tier II" pollutants.  This is a fundamental change in the      
     current philosophy of regulating water pollutants.  As EPA correctly notes,
     it creates an incentive on the part of dischargers to generate additional  
     toxicological data.  This shifts the burden of proof regarding a           
     pollutant's safety onto the polluter.  Today, in many cases the burden of  
     proof is on the public to prove a pollutant is harmful before it can be    
     limited.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should retain the two-tiered approach, which is a  
     fundamental improvement to water quality management of the Great Lakes     
     system.  It is based on common sense and state-of-the-art science; its     
     basic premises are beyond debate.  It properly shifts the burden of proof  
     to dischargers and requires they demonstrate that their discharges will not
     damage the health of people and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic
     life.  It is an important step towards implementing the "reverse onus"     
     recommendations of the International Joint Commission, pursuant to the     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.150     
     
     EPA agrees with the recommendation and has retained the two- tiered        
     approach.  See section II.C.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2742.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on potential obstacles to adjusting water quality
     criteria and values when additional data become available.  We agree with  
     EPA'S assessment regarding provitions that would allow changes in          
     appropriate circumstances.  EPA cites proposed Procedure 9 (Compliance     
     Schedules, in Appendix F to Section 132), which offers dischargers up to   
     three years to comply with revised or original permit limits, whether or   
     not their data demonstrate justification for change.  Later in these       
     comments (VIII. General Implementation Procedures) we recommend that       
     Procedure 9 be revised to define a "reasonable period of time" as one year 
     (not three years) for complying with Tier I criteria or Tier II values.    
                                                                                
     As proposed, the GLI includes no threshold determination for when a        
     proposed implementation of a Tier II value may be delayed, based on claims 
     of dischargers that more studies are warranted.                            
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Implementation of a Tier II value should not be delayed for
     additional studies by a discharger except when a State/Tribe is convinved  
     that there is reasonable basis to believe that additional studies would    
     result in significantly less stringent permit requirements for a           
     discharger.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.151     
     
     Same as response as for ID P2742.626.P2742.151                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2742.626.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2742.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We object to the excessive time proposed for compliance after completion of
     studies.  As proposed, the GLI would virtually ensure that no controls on  
     Tier II pollutants would be implemented until five years after a permit    
     proposal (i.e., two years for studies and an additional three years to     
     comply with an agency's determination).  Therefore, we recommend proposed  
     compliance shedules be revised to define a "reasonable period of time" as  
     one year (not "three years") for complying with Tier I criteria or Tier II 
     values (see VIII. General Implementation Procedures).                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.152     
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     Same as response as for ID P2742.626.P2742.152                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2742.626.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2742.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA must specify an incentive in the GLI to prompt timely     
     completion of studies by dischargers that are deemed necessary to generate 
     data for calculation of a Tier II value for a pollutant on Table 6.  This  
     also should apply to newly identified polltants even if they are not on    
     Table 6.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The GLI should specify a two-year limit for agencies or   
     dischargers to develop data necessary to calculate a Tier II value for any 
     toxic pollutant where sufficient data are not available.  Where a          
     State/Tribe for EPA has reason to believe that adverse effects may be      
     occurring from any on-going discharge, discharge of the pollutant should be
     prohibited.  In any event, absent such data after two years, discharge of  
     the polutant should be prohibited.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.153     
     
     EPA does specify a time period of up to two years during which permittees  
     may do additional studies/research for the purpose of developing a Tier I  
     criterion or to modify the Tier II value.  In such cases, the permit shall 
     require compliance with the Tier II limitation within a reasonable period  
     of time, no later than five years after permit issuance, and contain a     
     reopener clause.  The incentive for dischargers to complete their studies  
     in a prompt and timely fashion is that a reopener clause in the permit     
     shall authorize permit modifications if specified studies have been        
     completed by the permittee or provided by a third-party during the time    
     allowed to conduct the specified studies, and the permittee or a           
     third-party demonstrates, through such studies, that a revised limit is    
     appropriate.                                                               
                                                                                
     If the specified studies have been completed and do not demonstrate that a 
     revised limit is appropriate, the permitting authority may provide a       
     reasonable additional period of time, not to exceed five years with which  
     to achieve compliance with the original effluent limitation.               
                                                                                
     If the specified studies are not completed in a timely fashion, this       
     additional period of time would not be allowed.                            
                                                                                
     EPA does specify a time period of up to two years during which permittees  
     may do additional studies/research for the purpose of developing a Tier I  
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     criterion or to modify the Tier II value.  In such cases, the permit shall 
     require compliance with the Tier II limitation within a reasonable period  
     of time, no later than three years after permit issuance, and contain a    
     reopener clause. The incentive for dischargers to complete their studies in
     a prompt and timely fashion is that a reopener clause in the permit shall  
     authorize permit modifications if specified studies have been completed by 
     the permittee or provided by a third-party during the time allowed to      
     conduct the specified studies, and the permittee or a third-party          
     demonstrates, through such studies, that a revised limit is appropriate.   
                                                                                
     If the specified studies have been completed and do not demonstrate that a 
     revised limit is appropriate, the permitting authority may provide a       
     reasonable additional period of time, not to exceed three years, or the    
     term of the permit, whichever is less, with which to achieve compliance    
     with the original effluent limitation.                                     
                                                                                
     If the specified studies are not completed in a timely fashion, this       
     additional period of time would not be allowed.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2742.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Criteria and Values. EPA has requested comment on basin-wide            
     appllication of Tier I criteria and Tier II values regardless of existing  
     use designations.                                                          
                                                                                
     Under c. Justification for the Proposed Approach, EPA outlines the         
     legislative and political history of the GLI's mandate for the             
     establishment of more uniform pollution controls throughout the Great Lakes
     System.  This is the raison d'etre for this initiative.  As such, EPA's    
     proposed approach that States must incorporate the new GLI Regulation into 
     their programs, pursuant to administration of Clean Water Act programs, is 
     essential and is required by the CPA.                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA's proposal to require States to adopt GLI Regulations  
     into their programs as a condition of administering the Clean Water Act is 
     essential for the GLI to meet the spirit and plain language of the Great   
     Lakes Critical Programs Act mandating that States adopt the GLI within two 
     years after final approval by EPA of the GLI.  We support EPA's proposal.  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.154     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2742.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fully agree with EPA's proposal that the GLI must apply to all waters of
     the Great Lakes System regardless of existing use designations, and with   
     EPA's interpretation that the GLI will apply to regulatory decisions under 
     other statutes that require compliance with the Clean Water Act.  In fact, 
     the GLI must apply to all decisions under current law that affect water    
     quality (see our further comments in VII. Antidegradation).  No other      
     approach is consistent with integrated ecosystem management.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.155     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.156
     Cross Ref 1: SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment refers to discussion in Preamble.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on "conservative assumptions" regarding human    
     uses of all waters of the Great Lakes System for recreation and food       
     consumption.  There is nothing "conservative" about these assumptions.     
     Even the most polluted waters in the Great Lakes, including designated     
     "Areas of Concern," are used intensively for recreational and subsistence  
     fishing despite public health advisories (and they are used by wildlife).  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.156     
     
     See response to comment P2576.009.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Critics of the GLI have suggested that not all waters in the Great Lakes   
     System may be suitable for all human uses or protection of all fish and    
     wildlife.  We disagree.  Wildlife at the top of the food chain, including  
     mink and bald eagles, can survive in surprising proximity to intense human 
     development if their food sources are healthy and safe.  Moreover,         
     migratory or wide-ranging wildlife frequently use contaminiated areas for  
     feeding, exposing them to potentially dangerious levels of toxic           
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.157     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on the alternative approach to address           
     site-specific conditions through use attainability analyses.  Use          
     attainability analyses should not be allowed as an option to EPA's         
     proposal.  The Great Lakes System is interconnected; nothing other than    
     achievement of protection of all beneficial uses recognized by the Clean   
     Water Act is acceptable.                                                   
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Use attainability analyses and State/Tribal use            
     designations should not be allowed to be used to change discharge          
     requirements, based on site-specific conditions.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.158     
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained the general basin-wide applicability          
     provisions in the final Guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2742.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Implementation Procedures.  EPA has requested comment on the proposed   
     exclusion for wet-weather discharges.  As a practical matter, we do not    
     oppose this exclusion on a temporary basis.  We expect this to be a major  
     issue for consideration during GLI "Round 2" (the Great Lakes Toxics       
     Reduction Initiative).  Nevertheless, we view this exclusion as a major    
     weakness of the GLI and cause for considerable concern.  We believe that   
     wet-weather discharges contribute significant loadings of toxic pollutants 
     to the Great Lakes System and must be stemmed if the objectives of the GLI 
     and GLWQA objectives are to be met.  EPA will not be in full compliance    
     with the CPA until this issue is addressed.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.159     
     
     EPA has decided to retain the proposed exclusion for wet-weather point     
     sources, for the reasons given in the preamble to the proposal (58 FR      
     20840-42).  EPA also agrees that mechanisms are needed for addressing      
     pollution during wet-weather events. Accordingly, procedure 3.B.8 of       
     appendix F has been clarified to provide that States and Tribes must       
     consider pollution resulting from wet weather events, where appropriate,   
     when developing TMDLs.  States and Tribes retain flexibility, however, in  
     determining how to account for such discharges and are free to choose the  
     specific procedures they deem most appropriate.  See section II.C.7 of the 
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.  See also section I.D of the SID for 
     EPA's discussin of the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Effort.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on all aspects of the proposal for excluded      
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     pollutants (Table 5).  Two of the substances included in Table 5, chlorine 
     and ammonia, are highly toxic to aquatic biota and should not be listed as 
     "excluded pollutants."  More than 20 states, including Michigan, have      
     developed risk-based criteria or guideline levels for these pollutants.    
     EPA has also developed water quality criteria documents for these          
     pollutants.  However, EPA's statement that "all of the Great Lakes States  
     have adopted, and EPA has approved numeric water quality criteria for these
     pollutants" may not be accurate.  At the very least, there may be          
     substantial disparity between State criteria for chlorine and ammonia.     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.160     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has established a chronic freshwater criterion for total residual      
     chlorine (TRC) of 11 ug/l.  TRC toxicity includes not only mortality but   
     avoidance behavior, growth inhibition, reproductive impairment, behavioral 
     changes and anesthetic reactions in aquatic biota.  Chlorinated carbon     
     compounds, some of which pose hazards to human health, also result from the
     addition of chlorine to surface waters.                                    
                                                                                
     The IJC (1992) has given chlorine (and synthetic chlorinated organic       
     substances) special consideration with a recommendation that the U.S. and  
     Canada find ways to reduce or eliminate all uses of chlorine.  The IJC     
     noted "there is evidence that chlorinated organics are created in water    
     treatment processes..."  In light of the growing international concern     
     about uses of chlorine, especially in the Great Lakes System, defining     
     chlorine as an "excluded pollutant"  makes no sense.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.161     
     
     After careful consideration of comments, EPA has retained chlorine in Table
     5 of the final Guidance.  EPA believes key portions of the Guidance        
     implementation procedures are not scientifically and technically           
     appropriate for applying water quality criteria for chlorine.  EPA's       
     evaluation of this issue is discussed in section II.C.5 of the SID.  As    
     further discussed in the SID, EPA is concerned about the possibility of    
     inconsistencies among State programs in the Great Lakes basin addressing   
     chlorine.  For the next two triennial review cycles, EPA will give special 
     attention to working with the States to ensure that any inconsistencies are
     addressed.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has also developed numeric criteria for ammonia.  These criteria are   
     dependent upon pH and temperature of individual surface water systems.     
     Ammonia, primarily in its un-ionized form, is one of the leading causes of 
     fish kills in the U.S.  It is responsible for two majors problems in       
     aquatic ecosystems--acute and chronic toxicity and oxygen demand.  Ammonia 
     may cause loss of equilibrium, hyperactivity, increased respiration and    
     cardiac output, convulsions, coma and death in aquatic biota (Melzian and  
     Jaworski 1990).                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA may be concerned about costs of promulgating criteria for the "excluded
     pollutants."  But this is not a compelling reason why ammonia and chlorine,
     and perhaps other listed compounds, should be excluded from Table 6.       
                                                                                
     Because of the toxicity of these compounds, their widespread use or        
     generation, and their occurrence in surface water systems, chlorine and    
     ammonia should be included in Table 6 of the GLI.  One important purpose of
     the GLI is to ensure uniformity in the regulation of toxic compounds in the
     Great Lakes and their tributaries.  These substances, although regulated by
     some states in the basin, should be controlled consistently and stringently
     because of their potential effects on aquatic biota and human health.      
                                                                                
     References                                                                 
                                                                                
     Melzian, B.D. & N. Jaworski. 1990. Toxicity of chlorine and ammonia to     
     aquatic life: water quality criteria, chemistry, recent research, and      
     recommended future research.  Proceedings of: Water Quality Standards for  
     the 21st Century.  U.S. EPA Office of Water. Pp. 127-138.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.162     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should delete chlorine and ammonia from the Table 5    
     list of "excluded pollutants" and add these chemical to Table 6 (Pollutants
     of initial focus in the GLS).(5)                                           
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (5) We also recommend elsewhere (see V. Human Health) that "EPA should     
     acknowledge increased risks from potential interactions between chlorine   
     added to public water systems and pollutants in the raw waters, even if at 
     ambient criteria levels.  EPA must find a way to account for this increased
     human health risk and reduce public exposure in human health criteria      
     methodologies."                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.163     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fully concur with EPA and the Steering Committee's intent that the GLI  
     should prevent all pollutants from reaching levels that would adversely    
     impact the Great Lakes System.  The GLI procedures should apply to all     
     pollutants that may reasonably be expected to occur in a discharge, whether
     or not they are listed on Table 6.  This is particularly important because 
     EPA has chosen to omit from Table 6 many of the "hazardous polluting       
     substances" and "potential hazardous polluting substances" identified in   
     the GLWQA (Appendices 1 and 2 to Annex 10).  Note that below we recommend  
     that all substances listed on Appendix 1 of the GLWQA be added to Table 6. 
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Procedure 5.D (Section 132) must explicitly require        
     States/Tribes to regulate and obtain discharge and toxicity data from      
     dischargers of any toxic pollutant reasonably expected to be in a          
     wastewater effluent, whether or not it is listed in Table 6 as a "pollutant
     of initial focus."                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.164     
     
     See response to: P2742.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the listing of "pollutants of initial focus" in Table 6 is      
     reasonably complete, with some notable exceptions.  Based on our discussion
     below, we recommend that a small number of chemicals be added to Table 6   
     and that a longer list of identified chemicals be review by EPA for        
     possible addition to Table 6 prior to issuance of the final GLI.           
                                                                                
     One of the specifications for inclusion of pollutants in Table 6 is the    
     "extent of their known or suspected presence or use in the Great Lakes     
     System."  We agree this must be a basis for consideration; therefore, there
     are a series of contaminating substances that should also be considered for
     inclusion in Table 6.  These compounds are described below.                
                                                                                
     In particular, high-use pesticides, as recently confirmed by the U.S.      
     General Accounting Office (1993), must be included.  More than 41 million  
     pounds annually are applied in the U.S. portion of the Great Lakes         
     watershed, according to the GAO.(6)  Herbicides applied to row crops       
     constitute the greatest volumes, with five pesticides applied at rates     
     greater than one million pounds per year in the U.S. portion of the Great  
     Lakes watershed.  In addition, captan is applied at rates greater than one 
     million pounds per year to fruit crops.                                    
                                                                                
     Estimated amounts of organo-chlorine pesticides used on U.S. agricultural  
     crops in the Great Lakes watershed in 1991.  Source: U.S. GAO 1993         
                                                                                
     Pesticide        Millions of pounds per year                               
                                                                                
     Atrizine         6.0                                                       
     Netolachlor      5.2                                                       
     Alachlor         4.5                                                       
     Cyanazine        2.3                                                       
     Pendimethalin    1.0                                                       
     Captan           1.0                                                       
                                                                                
     Of these six pesticides, we are convinced that at least atrazine must be   
     added to Table 6 due to its high use and identification in the Great Lakes 
     System (e.g., Richards & Baker 1993).(7)  We are not aware of evidence yet 
     to justify addition of the other listed pesticides to Table 6 but that may 
     be due to haphazard monitoring effords (Richards & baker 1993).  All       
     high-use pesticides should be review by EPA for possible addition to Table 
     6.                                                                         
                                                                                
     Other pesticides that also should be review by EPA because they are        
     associated with health concerns include:  Triazines.  Dicofol. Synthetic   
     pyrethroids.  Benomyl.  EBDC fungicides.                                   
                                                                                
     These examples of pesticides are not intended to constitute an exhaustive  
     or definitive list.  Such a list ought to be based on well-defined criteria
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     developed by EPA.  Expanding the list of chemicals of concern will help    
     drive agricultural pollution prevention efforts in the Great Lakes region, 
     as farmers and other agricultural professional develop farming systems that
     reduce reliance on these pesticides.                                       
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (6) An additional 15 million pounds of pesticides are applied annually in  
     the Canadian portion of the Great Lakes watershed, for a total application 
     of more than 56 million pounds of pesticides per year.  This is estimated  
     to be 85 to 90 percent of the total applied, according to the GAO.         
                                                                                
     (7) Excerpts from richards & Baker (1993), based on 4,000 tributary        
     monitoring samples since 1983 for 13 of the most common pesticides:        
     "...Some herbicide concentrations do reach levels that can adversely affect
     aquatic plants, as least temporarily and insecticide concentrations reach  
     levels that might adversely affect aquatic fish and invertebrates...  More 
     subtle effects of herbicides on aquatic plants, as a result of chronic     
     exposures at lower concentrations, have been demonstrated in some studies  
     but not in others...                                                       
                                                                                
     "Although the actual extent of biotic effects is poorly known, scale       
     effects of watershed size on concentration distributions have implications 
     for the kinds of effects that might be expected as a result of typical     
     runoff-related pesticide concentrations...  Direct toxic effects due to    
     short exposures at high concentrations would be more likely to occur in    
     small tributaries.  These effects could include fish and aquatic insect    
     kills due to insecticides, and aquatic macrophyte and algal kills due to   
     herbicides.  On the other hand, more subtle biotic and ecosystem effects   
     that result from intermediate to long-term exposures to moderate           
     concentrations would be more likely in larger rivers and associated        
     wetlands."                                                                 
                                                                                
     Drinking water concerns: "...During storm events in the pesticide runoff   
     season, individual samples commonly exceed four times the MCL [maximum     
     contaminant levels] for alachlor and atrazine.  In the Sandusky River      
     during May and June, atrazine concentrations exceed 12 ug/L (four times the
     MCL)d about 13 % of the time" [although long-term average concentrations   
     are well below MCL's].                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.165     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 6 lists generic chlordane as a compound of concern, but a variety of 
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     its related forms are not considered.  Technical chlordane is a mixture of 
     some 50 compounds including a-, b-, y-, cis- and trans-chlordane; cis- and 
     trans-nonachlor; heptachlor; and a variety of hydrated indenes.  Of this   
     assemblage, a- and y-chlordane, and cis- and trans-nonachlor are routinely 
     seen in Great Lakes fish flesh.  These compounds should be considered for  
     addition to Table 6.  Metabolic by-products of chlordane are also routinely
     found in Great Lakes fish.  Heptachlor and heptachlor epoxide have been    
     identified in Table 6 as compounds of concern.  However, oxychlordane,     
     another metabolite routinely found in Great Lakes fish, is not included in 
     Table 6, and should be considered.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.166     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other compounds of concern known to have been observed in the waters,      
     sediments or biota of the Great Lakes, but not listed in Table 6, include  
     the following and should be considered for addition to Table 6.  Of these, 
     we are convinced that at least PBBs, PCDFs and tributyl tin must be added  
     to Table 6 due to their presence and risks to the Great Lakes System:      
                                                                                
     m,p-xylene.                                                                
     o-xylene.                                                                  
     Polybrominated biphenyls (PBBs).                                           
     Dioxin homologues other than 2,3,7,8-TCDD; these should be listed as       
     polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins PCDDs).                                  
     Polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs).                                     
     A number of alkylated metals (organo-metalic compounds), e.g., tetraethyl  
     lead, butyltin (tri-n-butyltin and its degradation products--di-n-butyltin 
     and mono-n-butyltin; see Yonezawa et.al. 1993) and the like.               
     o,p-DDT.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.167     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.168
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, a variety of toxic chemicals are either manufactured, used, stored
     or disposed of in large quantities in the Great Lakes Basin.  These include
     the following and should be considered for addition to Table 6:            
                                                                                
     Diethylnenzene.  Methyl ethyl ketone.  Methyl isobutyl ketone.  Phosgene.  
     Cresidine.  Dibromomethname.  y-terpineol.                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.168     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to these specific substances, representatives of several       
     classes of compounds have either occurred in, or have the potential to     
     enter, the Great Lakes Ecosystem.  Several of the substances are presently 
     known to be used as PCB substitutes, even though they possess the same     
     potential for environmental effects as PCBs.  because of their potential   
     for serious environmental impact, particularly biological and human health 
     impacts, we believe the following classes of compounds should be considered
     by EPA for addition to Table 6:                                            
                                                                                
     Polychlorinated naphthalenes (PCNs).  Polychlorinated biphenyl ethers      
     (PCBEs).  Polychlorinated biphenyl toluenes (PCBTs).  Polychlorinated      
     anthracenes (PCAs).  Polychlorinated biphenylenes (CBPs).  Polychlorinated 
     azoxybenzenes (PCABs).                                                     
                                                                                
     PCNs are among industrial pollutants being found at nearly ubiquitous      
     levels in several trophic levels of biota in Sweden (Jansson et al. 1993), 
     and warrant special attention by EPA regarding potential for new           
     contamination of the Great Lakes System.  Other pollutants of concern      
     include chlorinated paraffins (CPs) and polybrominated diphenyl ethers     
     (PBDEs).  CPs are complex mixtures found in concentrations greater than    
     PCBs in some biota.  Production of PBDEs reportedly is rising for use as   
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     flame retardants in polymer and textile materials.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.169     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One listing in Table 6 appears to be in error and should be corrected.     
     Table 6 lists 1,2-dichloroethane as synonymous with vinylidene chloride.   
     In fact, vinylidene chloride is a synonym for the compound                 
     1,1-dichloroethylene.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.170     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has corrected Table 6 in the final         
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  The following list of chemicals should be considered for  
     addition to the GLI Regulation as "pollutants of initial focus" (Table 6). 
     Of these, we recommend that the following six chemicals (marked by an      
     asterisk below) be added to Table 6 now because of their widespread use    
     and/or risks to the Great Lakes System:  ammonia, chlorine, polybrominated 
     biphenyls, polychlorinated dibenbzofurans and tributyl tin.                
                                                                                
     Alachlor, Diethylbenzene, Polychlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins,               
     *Ammonia, EBDC fungicides, *Polychlorinated dibenzofurans,                 
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     *Atrazine, Methyl ethyl ketone, Polychlorinated naphthalenes,              
     Benomyl, Methyl isobutyl ketone, Phyrethroids (synthetic),                 
     Captan, metolachlor, Simazine,                                             
     a-chlordane, Oxychlordane, a-terpineol,,                                   
     y-chlordane, Pendimethalin, y-terpineol,                                   
     Chlorinated paraffins, Phosgene, Tetraethyl lead,                          
     *Chlorine, *Polybrominated biphenyls, Trans-nonachlor,                     
     Cis-nonachlor, Polybrominated diphenyl ethers, Triazines,                  
     Cresidine, Polychlorinated anthracenes, *Tribityl tin,                     
     Cynazine, Polychlorinated azoxybenzenes, Xylene,                           
     o,p-DDT, Polychlorinated biphenyl ethers, m,p,-xylene                      
     Dibromomethane, Polychlorinated biphenyl toluenes, o-xylenem,              
     Dicofol, Polychlorinated biphenylenes                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.171     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 172 is embedded in 173                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to this list of toxic substances for which we have specific    
     concerns, we believe that all chemicals identified in the GLWQA as         
     "hazardous polluting substances" (Appendix 1 on Annex 10) should be added  
     to Table 6.  If EPA believes some of these substances do not warrant       
     special attention, it later should seek to delete the substances from      
     Appendix 1; in the meantime, however, the U.S. has an obligation pursuant  
     to Annex 10 (1.d) to fulfill its commitment to "develop and implement      
     programs and measures to minimize or eliminate the risk of release of      
     hazardous pollution substances [defined as the Appendix 1 list] to the     
     Great Lakes System."  It is inconsistent with the GLWQA to omit these      
     substances from the key U.S. program targeting such pollutants and it is   
     contrary to the CPA.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.172     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.173
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 172 embedded in 173                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In addition to this list of toxic substances for which we have specific   
     concerns, we believe that all chemicals identified in the GLWQA as         
     "hazardous polluting substances" (Appendix 1 of Annex 10) should be added  
     to Table 6.  If EPA believes some of these substances do not warrant       
     special attention, it later should seek to delete the substances from      
     Appendix 1; in the meantime, however, the U.S. has an obligation pursuant  
     to Annex 10 (1.d) to fulfill its commitment to "develop and implement      
     programs and measures to minimize or eliminate the risk of release of      
     hazardous pollution substances [defined as the Appendix 1 list] to the     
     Great Lakes System."  It is inconsistent with the GLWQA to omit these      
     substances from the key U.S. program targeting such pollutants and it is   
     contrary to the CPA.]                                                      
                                                                                
     One of our fundamental recommendations (see I. Background) is that all     
     provisions of the GLI must be at least as stringent as the plain language  
     of the GLWQA.  This is a key example of such provisions proposed by EPA    
     that must be revised.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.173     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also should explicitly acknowledge in the GLI its obligation and       
     commitment pursuant to Annex 10 (1.b) of the GLWQA to "give prioirity to   
     the examination of these substances [defined as "potential hazardous       
     polluting substances" in Appendix 2 of Annex 10] for possible transfer to  
     Appendix 1" and additon to Table 6.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.174     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 175 embedded in 176                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  All chemicals identified in the Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Agreement (GLWQA) as "hazardous polluting substances" (GLWQA Appendix 1 of 
     Annex 10) should be added to the GLI Regulation Table 6 as "pollutants of  
     initial focus."                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.175     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 175 embedded in 176                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Recommendation: All chemicals identified in the Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Agreement (GLWQA) as "hazardous polluting substances" (GLWQA Appendix 1 of 
     Annex 10) should be added to the GLI Regulation Table 6 as "pollutants of  
     initial focus."]  The Regulation also should mandate periodic review of    
     "potential hazardous polluting substances" (pursuant to the GLWQA Appendix 
     2 of Annex 10) for possible transfer to GLWQA Appendix 1 and addition to   
     GLI Table 6.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.176     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that BAF--in addition to other factors such as use patterns,    
     known toxicity, prodution or release information and the like--is the best 
     way currently known to identify pollutants of concern to the Great Lakes   
     System.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.177     
     
     EPA agrees, and has retained special provisions for BCCs in the final      
     Guidance, including a modified definition of BCCs based on bioaccumulation,
     persistence, and toxicity.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's        
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Suitable application of BAF values also will identify the PCNs, PCBEs,     
     PCBTs, PCAs, PCBPs and PCABs as potential pollutants in the Great Lakes,   
     and will result in their addition to the list in Table 6, as we have       
     suggested above.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.178     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.179
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, it is clear that BAF alone is insufficient to identify other      
     non-bioaccumulating compounds of concern that should be included in Table  
     6.  For example, as discussed earlier the GLWQA requires special attention 
     to persistent toxic substances (see II. Background).                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.179     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The proposed Table 6 list of bioaccumulative chemicals of  
     concern (BCCs) should be expanded by definition to include all persistent  
     substances with half-lives greater that eight weeks in any medium--water,  
     air, sediment, soil, or biota.  The GLI's special focus on BCCs should be  
     re-focussed on all persistent toxic substances (which include BCCs)        
     consistent with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.180     
     
     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, we believe the definitions of BCCs and persistent pollutants  
     likely still will fall short.  Some so-called non-persistent and           
     biodegradable pollutants appear to be lasting longer than they should and  
     building up in the environment, despite predicted chemistry from laboratory
     tests.  Examples include dichlorophenols and toluene (listed on Table 6 as 
     a "potential BCCs").  We believe an even more expansive definition will be 
     needed in the future.                                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should consider including dichlorophenols and toluene  
     as bioaccumulative chemicals of concern in Table 6.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.181     
     
     EPA has evaluated bioaccumulation, persistence, and toxicity information   
     for toluene and dichlorophenols, and concludes that these pollutants should
     not be BCCs, since they do not meet the definition of BCC in the final     
     Guidance.  See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue. 
     EPA also believes that use of the special BCC provisions for the 10        
     pollutants proposed as "potential BCCs" may not be appropriate.  EPA has   
     deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the reasons
     stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2742.182
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The question of additions, alterations, or deletions to Table 6 pollutants 
     of initial focus raises the larger question of the procedures for and      
     frequency of revision of the list.  The GLI does not include clear         
     procedures for how additional toxic pollutants that are introducted or     
     discovered in the Great Lakes System will be added to Table 6.  A procedure
     that identifies characteristics with specific "trigger" values should be   
     employed to derive crieteria for inclusion of chemicals in Table 6.        
     Detailed protocols for inclusion must be specified, as must the frequency  
     of revision by EPA.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.182     
     
     EPA recognizes that the final Guidance does not include procedures for     
     adding additional pollutants to Table 6.  EPA believes that the GLI        
     Clearinghouse can be used as a forum for determining additional needs for  
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     BAF calculations, and for sharing of BAF results.  If it should become     
     apparent in the future that adding pollutants to Table 6 would assist in   
     reducing disparities between data generation approaches of the States and  
     Tribes under procedure 5.C of appendix F, EPA would consider recommending  
     that States and Tribes expand the Table 6 lists that they have adopted into
     their programs to be consistent with the final Guidance.  This could be    
     done during the triennial review of water quality standards programs under 
     section 303 of the CWA. See section II.C.10 of the SID for EPA's analysis  
     of this issue. Comment ID:  P2742.182                                      
                                                                                
     For a discussion of the Table 6 list of pollutants of initial focus and the
     question of procedures for and frequency of revisions to the list, see     
     Section II of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Assessment of end effects will become ever more complex in the future.     
     Indeed, we argue throughout our comments for greater consideration of      
     transgenerational effects of pollutants.  But we caution against using that
     concern to turn the GLI into a ponderous regulatory morass, where arguments
     about physiology and endocrinology endlessly delay control on pollutants.  
                                                                                
     Simple screening measures must be used to initially identify pollutants    
     warranting special attention before they are allowed to be discharged into 
     the Great Lakes System.  We recommend below a multi-step screening process 
     for such chemicals, including careful, discriminating use of structure     
     activity relationships (SARs), estrogenicity screens and multi-generational
     testing.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Because chemicals typically express their toxic effects through specific   
     biochemical pathways that utilize common modes of action, potential        
     pollutants should be reviewed based on their SARs, as EPA recommends.  This
     is particularly important where dischargers are tempted to place newly     
     synthesized compounds into general use, which fall outside regulatory      
     scrutiny, but may have similar deleterious impacts as the chemical classes 
     under regulation.                                                          
                                                                                
     An excellent example of this is the move in European nations to substitute 
     the polychlorinated diphenyl toluenes (PCDTs) for PCBs as fire retardants  
     and hydraulic fluid additives in heavy machines.  PCDTs readily bind to the
     Ah+ receptor and are as potent P450-1A1 enzyme inducers as are the planar  
     PCBs they have replaced.  PCDTs are expected to produce the same adverse   
     effects as do the planar PCBs, when their environmental concentrations     
     increase.  By careful use of SAR screening techniques, such chemicals      
     sharing a common mode of toxic action would be restricted.                 
                                                                                
     While SAR is useful as a screening tool, confirmatory tests are necessary  
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     to minimize the likelihood of false negatives (not predicting certain      
     adverse effects).(8)  EPA and the States/Tribes should not rely exclusively
     on SAR analysis.                                                           
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should highlight particular concern about the      
     discharge to the Great Lakes system of any Ah+ receptor-active compounds.  
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (8) EPA and the Commission of the European communities reported on the     
     results of their three-year study, which included EPA assessments of 144   
     chemicals based on SAR, at a special session of the OECD Joint Meeting of  
     the Chemicals Group and Management Committee on May 25, 1993 in Paris.  As 
     reported by participants from the World Wildlife Fund: regarding health    
     effects a high percentage of EPA's predictions based on SAR were consistent
     with actual test results.  For most of the end points, however, (including 
     mutagenicity) SAR analysis interpreted 5 percent to 20 percent of the      
     chemicals as negative while actual test data showed them to be positive    
     (false negatives).  In the case of sub-chronic toxicity, only 57 percent of
     EPA's predictions matched the results of a 28-day study.  An EPA presenter 
     concluded that SAR methods tended to underestimate systemic toxicity and   
     severity of effects, but that identification of many end points identifies 
     chemicals of concern for regulatory action.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.183     
     
     EPA agrees that Ah+ receptor-active compounds should receive careful       
     attention.  EPA has included water quality criteria in the final Guidance  
     to protect human health and wildlife from 2,3,7,8-TCDD, and has included a 
     provision for the use of toxicity equivalency factors and bioaccumulation  
     equivalency factors for CDDs and CDFs.  See sections II.C.8, V, VI, and    
     VIII.D of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                      
                                                                                
     EPA also agrees that the use of SAR may be useful in assessing the         
     potential effects of a chemical.  The final Guidance recommends the use of 
     SAR as one approach to assist in estimating ambient screening values for   
     pollutants that do not have minimum data tyo derive Tier II values.  See   
     section VIII.E of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment 184 is embedded in 185                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of chlorinated substitutes cannot remain unregulated until a new   
     ecological disaster is visited on the lakes.  It is reasonable to require  
     chemical manufacturers or dischargers to identify the mode(s) of action and
     the SARs that support the particular mode of action for each compound made 
     purposely or as a by-product and discharged to any environmental medium.   
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     "Copycat" substitutes must not slip through regulatory cracks to become    
     unanticipated ecological disasters.  A SAR screening technique would be    
     similar to the drug interaction studies used for new drug approval by the  
     U.S. Food and Drug Administration, and occasionally applied during new     
     pesticide formulation licensing activities in the EPA.  We recognize that  
     the GLI will require Great Lakes States/Tribes to use SAR information in   
     calculating Tier II values (Procedure 5.D.a in Section 132).               
                                                                                
     While SAR information is valuable, structure has not been an accurate      
     predictor of some of the most worrisome characteristics of pollutants,     
     particularly estrogenicity.  Therefore:                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation: All pollutants of concern should be screened for           
     estrogenicity by testing for cell proliferative effects of chemicals.  For 
     those that are biologically active, no discharge to the environment should 
     be permitted.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.184     
     
     Although the screening tests for estrogenicity referred to by the commenter
     may be a useful method to screen potentially harmful chemicals, EPA does   
     not believe requiring the use of such tests is warranted at this time.  The
     referenced tests are being carefully evaluated by EPA to determine their   
     reliability and reproducibility.  Until these evaluations are completed,   
     EPA does not believe it is appropriate to require such tests.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 184 is embedded in 185.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The use of chlorinated substitutes cannot remain unregulated until a new  
     ecological disaster is visited on the lakes.  It is reasonable to require  
     chemical manufacturers or dischargers to identify the mode(s) of action and
     the SARs that support the particular mode of action for each compound made 
     purposely or as a by-product and discharged to any environmental medium.   
                                                                                
     "Copycat" substitutes must not slip through regulatory cracks to become    
     unanticipated ecological disasters.  A SAR screening technique would be    
     similar to the drug interaction studies used for new drug approval by the  
     U.S. Food and Drug Administration, and occasionally applied during new     
     pesticide formulation licensing activities in the EPA.  We recognize that  
     the GLI will require Great Lakes States/Tribes to use SAR information in   
     calculating Tier II values (Procedure 5.D.a in Section 132).               
                                                                                
     While SAR information is valuable, structure has not been an accurate      
     predictor of some of the most worrisome characteristics of pollutants,     
     particularly estrogenicity.  Therefore:                                    
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     Recommendation: All pollutants of concern should be screened for           
     estrogenicity by testing for cell proliferative effects of chemicals.  For 
     those that are biologically active, no discharge to the environment should 
     be permitted.]  Further, lack of estrogenicity does not ensure             
     transgenerational effects will not occur.  Therefore, testing for          
     transgenerational effects (of at least three generations) also should be   
     required.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.185     
     
     See response to: P2742.184                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI Regulation should mandate routine, periodic review 
     by EPA of Table 6 for pollutants that should be added, changed or deleted. 
     Structure activity relationship information, estrogenicity screens and     
     multi-generational testing must be part of this review by EPA.             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.186     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2742.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The complexities of the GLI make it difficult to follow timetables for     
     implementation.  A diagram showing anticipated timelines for implementation
     of the GLI and incorporation of GLI standards into NPDES permits would be  
     very helpful.  This should include phase-in periods and options for delays 
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     by dischargers for variances, demonstrations, studies, etc.                
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should prepare a simple diagram showing timelines for  
     implementation of the proposed GLI, including variable schedules for       
     dischargers to comply with GLI standards.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.187     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  The timetables involved in          
     implementing the provisions of the Guidance will depend upon a number of   
     factors to the extent that an accurate projection of actual implementation 
     dates would not be possible.  The States and Tribes do, however, have two  
     years following publication of the final Guidance to adopt provisions      
     consistent with the Guidance into their standards.  For a general          
     discussion of the provisions pertaining to implementation of the individual
     provisions contained in the final Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.   
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that a timeline for implementation of the provisions of 
     the Guidance should be prepared.  For the reasons stated in Sections I.C   
     and II.C, States and Tribes have two years in which to adopt provisions    
     consistent the final Guidance. However, due to the variables that may      
     affect the implementation of the Guidance provisions in the Great Lakes    
     basin, the development of a comprehensive implementation timeline is not   
     possible.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are numerous opportunities within the GLI for delay of pollution     
     reductions.  Some we support and some we don't.  But all progress sought   
     under the GLI will be stalled until the State/Tribal adoptions occur.      
                                                                                
     Therefore, it is particularly important that the two-year timeframe for    
     State/Tribal adoption of the GLI be strictly adhered to, and that EPA be   
     prepared to implement the guidance where any State/Tribal program is not   
     consistent with the GLI by that deadline.                                  
                                                                                
     Wherever practicable, timetables for implementation should be measured from
     the date of final adoption of the federal guidance, not when States        
     incorporate the new Regulation into State programs.  There will be         
     tremendous political pressure from GLI opponents to stall State adoptions  
     and delay litigation by opponents, unless there are major disincentives    
     built into the GLI by EPA that discourage dischargers from mounting such   
     delaying tactics.                                                          
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA must make it clear that proposed phase-in periods for  
     implementing certain GLI standards (e.g., the ban on mixing zones for      
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     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern) are dated from the time of final     
     federal approval of the GLI, not the date of State/Tribal final adoptions. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.188     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding adoption of the GLI by Great Lakes Tribes, there will not likely 
     be any Tribes authorized to administer the GLI program at the time it is   
     finalized.  Therefore:                                                     
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI must clarify that the 18-month deadline for        
     adoption of the GLI by the Great Lakes Tribes in no way limits any Tribes' 
     rights or time limits to seek qualification for "treatment as a State"     
     under 40 CFR 131, nor subsequently administer provisions of the GLI.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.189     
     
     Please see response to comment D3160L.003.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Current EPA funding to the Tribes is not adequate to guarantee they can    
     maintain environmental standards on reservations.  Financial requirements  
     for applying for authorization to administer Clean Water Act programs is a 
     major concern of most Tribes in the Great Lakes System.                    
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     Recommendation: An expanded initiative to empower Great Lakes Tribes in    
     pursuing and carrying out their own environmental protection aims must be  
     undertaken.  A more meaningful approach to providing needed funding to     
     Tribes must be developed, so administration of the GLI by the Great Lakes  
     Tribes becomes feasible.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.190     
     
     rg:ascii\P2742.190                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on all aspects of interpretation of "consistent  
     with" in Secion 132.5.  While the final GLI need not require verbatim      
     adoption of all elements, EPA must provide for careful scrutiny of         
     deviations from GLI language.  The burden should be on a State/Tribe to    
     demonstrate that deviations are at least as protective as the GLI          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.191     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States/Tribes should not be required to adopt GLI criteria verbatim where  
     more stringent existing numeric criteria exist.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.192     
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     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases the new GLI effluent limits appear to be more lenient than   
     some current State limits.  In this situation, "anti-backsliding" policies 
     and regulations should prohibit any relaxation of existing permit limits at
     existing facilities.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.193     
     
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should strictly interpret the "consistent with"        
     requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act so that the burden is
     on the State/Tribes to justify any deviations from the GLI language and    
     such justification must be subject to public review and comment.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.194     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include clear direction that States must retain existing    
     numeric water quality criteria and procedures where they are more stringent
     than final GLI numeric criteria and procedures.  This is mandated by the   
     U.S.-Canada objective of continual progress toward zero discharge, as      
     outlined in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the U.S. Clean     
     Water Act.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.195     
     
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2742.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many proposed GLI standards are more stringent than existing national      
     standards.  A few GLI procedures would result in standards less stringent  
     than existing national standards.  Use of the less stringent standards     
     would be illegal under the CPA, which provides that the guidance "shall be 
     no less restrictive than...national water quality criteria and guidance"   
     (Section 101(2)(A)).                                                       
                                                                                
     The GLI must require States/Tribes to incorporate standards more stringent 
     than national standards as necessary to protect the Great Lakes: this is a 
     fundamental reason for the GLI.  Further, States/Tribes should not be      
     allowed to use GLI-derived standards that are less stringent than existing 
     national standards, as noted above.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.196     
     
     Please see responses to comments D2717.047, G1726.001, and G1715.005.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI includes numerous opportunities for States/Tribes to      
     depart from fixed assumptions and standard data to utilize emerging        
     research and site- or species-specific data.  This is essential for the GLI
     to be a dynamic and flexible document, able to quickly accommodate         
     accelerating environmental knowledge, field-derived data and toxicological 
     science.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.197     
     
     See response to: D2579.031                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI should retain and expand, wherever possible,       
     opportunities to incorporate new scientific findings, especially including 
     field-derived data, into development of water quality criteria and values  
     and subsequent development of permit limits by regulators.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.198     
     
     See response to comment D2621.010.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
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     Comment ID: P2742.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on whether proposed GLI elements should be       
     included in future national guidance or regulations.  Where specific GLI   
     elements can be justified in terms of conditions similar to the Great      
     Lakes, incorporation into future national guidance or regulations is       
     encouraged.  In particular, we support early adoption of national wildlife 
     criteria based on the GLI model.  As we have stated elsewhere in our       
     comments, we expect the GLI to be a regional, national and international   
     model.  Nevertheless, such determinations must not delay finalization of   
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.199     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: P2742.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on all aspects of provisions in the GLI that     
     would be appropriate to protect threatened and endangered species.         
                                                                                
     We have grave concerns that the proposed GLI will be inadequate to fully   
     protect threatened and endangered species.  Full consultation by EPA with  
     the FWS on administration of all elements of the final GLI is necessary.   
     Current consultation procedures are poorly defined, and should be clarified
     in the final GLI.                                                          
                                                                                
     Germane arguments to this point were raised by the National Wildlife       
     Federation (NWF) in its amicus curiae brief filed in Mudd et al. v. Reilly 
     (No. CV-91-P-1392-S[N.D. Alabama]).  While addressing issues in the State  
     of Alabama, the points raised are equally true for implementation by       
     State/Tribes of the GLI.  The following is a summary of NWF's argument:    
                                                                                
     The Endangered Species Act (ESA) requires each federal agency to use its   
     authorities to conserve endangered and threatened species along with their 
     critical habitats.  If, in addition, activities of a federal agency may    
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     impact such species or habitat, the 'action agency' must consult with the  
     U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS) and the National Marine Fisheries     
     Service (NMFS), by delegation from the Departments of Interior and         
     Commerce, to insure such activities are not likely to jeopardize such      
     species and habitat (16 U.S.C. 1536).                                      
                                                                                
     Review and approval of state water quality standards regulations by EPA    
     pursuant to the CWA, 33 U.S.C. 1313(c), as well as disapproval of such     
     regulations followed by promulgation of superseding federal regulations,   
     qualify as federal activities requiring consulation pursuant to section 7  
     of the ESA, 15 U.S.C. 1536.  The consultation regulations, 50 C.F.R. Part  
     402, require at the least, that EPA do a biological assessment of the state
     regulations at issue to determine their affect on endangered species and   
     that EPA provide the results, along with the regulations themselves and    
     other pertinent information, to the Services (FWS and NMFS) which must then
     prepare a biological opinion, concluding whether EPA's actions under the   
     CWA are likely to jeopardize endangered species and suggesting alternatives
     to the regulations when concluding in the affirmative.                     
                                                                                
     Alabama's water quality standards regulations consist of an interactive    
     scheme of elements including, among others, definition of terms, designated
     uses of waterbodies, various kinds of criteria that have been established  
     to protect the designated uses, policies on mixing zones and zones of      
     initial dilution, policies on design flow method, and an antidegradation   
     policy and implementation plan.  EPA's biological assessment, and the      
     Services' biological opinion, must consider and take into account all of   
     these interactive elements in order to ascertain whether the state         
     regulations, if approved, would jeopardize endangered species or critical  
     habitat, and in order to discern alternatives to any part of the           
     regulations that contribute to jeopardy.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA's...Memorandum of Agreement is fundamentally flawed in that it provides
     for consultation on only one element of the state regulations, aquatic life
     criteria, and, in so doing, categorically eliminates an unknown number of  
     endangered aquatic species in Alabama waters from the protection of Section
     7 consultation...                                                          
                                                                                
     Moreover, we understand that EPA and the Department of the Interior are    
     renegotiating the Memorandum of Understanding on EPA's ESA consultation    
     requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Procedures for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
     Service on all aspects of the GLI should be clarified by EPA after response
     by the Service to the draft GLI.  EPA should consult pursuant to the       
     endangered Species Act concerning approval of State/Tribal regulations an  
     policies on implementing the GLI as provided for in the renegotiated       
     Memorandum of Understanding with the Department of the Interior.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.200     
     

�     EPA initiated informal consultation with Fish & Wildlife Service under  7 
     of the ESA in January, 1993, and entered formal consultation in September, 
     1994, which resulted in a Biological Opinion.  EPA has added discussion in 
     the Supplemental Information Document which clarifies how consultation on  
     State and Tribal adoption of the final Guidance will precede.  EPA has also
     added language to clarify that no site-specific modification or variance   
     will be authorized which results in jeopardy to a listed species.          
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the recommendation.  EPA initiated informal consultation   
     with Fish & Wildlife Service under section 7 of the ESA in January, 1993,  
     and entered formal consultation in September, 1994, which resulted in a    
     Biological Opinion.  EPA has added discussion in section II.G of the SID   
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     which clarifies how consultation on State and Tribal adoption of the final 
     Guidance will take place.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2742.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Methodology. EPA has requested comment on various aspects of the        
     proposed Tier I criteria methodology.                                      
                                                                                
     We agree with EPA's proposal to delete the option of using final residue   
     values (FRVs), for reasons stated by the agency.  We agree that specific   
     wildlife criteria are a more appropriate method for protection of wildlife 
     than using FRVs as surrogates.  Table III-2 demonstrates for mercury that  
     national criteria derived using a FRV is unprotective of wildlife, as noted
     by EPA.                                                                    
                                                                                
     In general, we do not believe that models are sufficiently accurate to     
     allow use of biologically available forms of pollutants in setting         
     criteria, versus total forms of those pollutants.  We do not believe that  
     long-term fate, transport and potential transformation into available forms
     of so-called "unavailable" forms of pollutants is well understood.         
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Aquatic criteria development should be based on total forms
     of pollutants, such as metals, not the so-called "bioavailable" component  
     of the pollutants.  In general, we support EPA's proposed water effects    
     ratio approach.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.201     
     
     EPA agrees that the FRV should not be used to derive aquatic life criteria.
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the criteria should apply to the total forms of    
     pollutants.  EPA believes that the scientific evidence indicates that      
     particulate-bound metals do not contribute toxicity, and that it is        
     consequently often an ineffective use state agency resources to attempt to 
     implement criteria as total metal.  In expressing the metals criteria as   
     dissolved metal, EPA is not suggesting that all dissolved forms of a metal 
     are equally toxic, and consequently, the Rule provides allowance for the   
     Water-Effect Ratio.  Individual states, however, may promulgate their      
     standards as total metal.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
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     Comment ID: P2742.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Selection of Pollutants for Application of Tier I Criteria Methodology. 
     EPA has requested comment on whether States/Tribes should be required to   
     adopt current national criteria of eleven pollutants for which Tier I      
     aquatic life criteria were not derived.  We agree with EPA's proposal not  
     to require adoption of these outdated national criteria, in lieu of use of 
     the Tier II process.                                                       
                                                                                
     Recommendation: States/Tribes must be required to apply Tier II values     
     where "outdated" national criteria exist but have not been adopted as Tier 
     I criteria in the GLI.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.202     
     
     EPA agrees.  A Tier II value is required when needed for use in issuing a  
     permit.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2742.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has requested comment on various aspects of the proposed Tier II       
     methodology and alternative options.  We support the proposed methodology  
     and see no merit to the alternatives suggested.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.203     
     
     EPA believes that the Tier II aquatic life methodology offers some         
     significant practical benefits for both the regulated community and the    
     States and Tribes.  For the regulated community, the chemical- specific    
     Tier II approach offers the advantage of allowing the permittee to focus   
     immediately on a single contaminant for the purposes of designing effluent 
     treatment.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA continues to believe that (in the absence of Tier I criteria) the use  
     of the Tier II methodology is important for deriving Tier II values to     

Page 9542



$T044618.TXT
     determine whether a pollutant has the reasonable potential to exceed a     
     Water Quality-Based Effluent Limit (WQBEL) and to set permit limits when   
     necessary.                                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA has retained the proposed Tier II methodology with minor changes.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2742.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Critical Programs Act (CPA). EPA correctly notes that the CPA requires GLI 
     provisions to be "no less restrictive than...national water quality        
     criteria and guidance..." (Section 101.2.A).                               
                                                                                
     Where national water quality criteria exist that are more stringent than   
     Tier I-derived criteria or Tier II-derived values, we believe State/Tribes 
     are mandated by the CPA to use the more stringent national criteria.  Among
     the 16 proposed Tier I aquatic life criteria, the differences for cadmium, 
     chromium III and zinc may not be significant.  However, the principle is   
     significant; until national criteria are revised, they must govern where   
     they are more stringent, pursuant to the CPA.                              
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should revise proposed GLI criteria to include national
     criteria in all cases where the national criteria are more stringent than  
     GLI-derived criteria or values.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.204     
     
     Please see responses to comments D2717.047, G1726.001, and G1715.005.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2742.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Clarification of Preamble language is necessary concerning EPA's statement 
     regarding application of Tier II values versus more stringent national     
     criteria.  As stated above, we believe this language is an incorrect       
     interpretation of the CPA that would place EPA and the State/Tribes in     
     violation of the CPA.  However, even in the alternative as proposed by EPA,
     it is not correct that a State/Tribe could apply the least stringent       
     approach in all cases.  In cases of existing dischargers, anti-backsliding 
     provisions would be invoked and limit application of EPA's interpretation. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.205     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section II.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.206
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA). Whether or not the GLWQA "in  
     EPA's opinion needs revision" is irrelevant to a determination of          
     consistency between the GLWQA and the GLI.  "Conformance" with the GLWQA   
     does require the GLI's numeric criteria to be no less restrictive than     
     individual GLWQA Annex 1 values.  The GLI may, indeed, serve as a basis for
     future negotiations with Canada for revisions to the GLWQA, or preferably  
     to modification of Specific Objectives.  It is, however, presumptuous for  
     EPA to assume that contemplated revisions to GLWQA Annex 1 values will be  
     acceptable to both Parties.                                                
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA must revise proposed GLI criteria to include Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement Annex 1 values in all cases where they are   
     more stringent than GLI-derived criteria or values.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.206     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the CPA
     and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,
     the SID and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however,  
     that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy  
     to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with EPA's conclusion that the Tier II methodology is consistent  
     with the GLWQA's objectives, as an interim step towards the virtual        
     elimination of persistent toxic substances.  Nevertheless, the Preamble    
     should acknowledge that the GLI will not fully accomplish one of the key   
     purposes of the GLWQA; that is: the discharge of any or all persistent     
     toxic substances be virtually eliminated (Article II).  We have recommended
     previously (I. Background) that the GLWQA requires the adoption of Specific
     Objectives and thus, numeric criteria to be adopted as interim values only 
     for persistent toxic substances, pending the achievement of virtual        
     elimination.                                                               
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should note that the proposed criteria for Tier 1      
     persistent chemicals are proposed as interim values only, in conformance   
     with the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement's goal of virtual elimination.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.207     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the CPA
     and the GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance,
     the SID and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however,  
     that the Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy  
     to control all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a      
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort which    
     addresses the phase-out of the discharge of the most dangerous pollutants, 
     see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,     
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2742.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recent scientific studies document previously unsuspected risks from       
     exposure to Great Lakes pollution--altering sexual development, fertility, 
     behavior and other hormone-controlled functions.  Recent research shows a  
     clear link between exposure to pesticides--specifically DDT, which remains 
     ubiquitous in the Great Lakes Ecosystem--and breast cancer in women (Wolff 
     et al. 1993(1)).  Appended to our comments is a report prepared by the     
     National Wildlife Federation (1993) summarizing this problem area.(2)      
                                                                                
     Under the proposed GLI, for the first time toxic pollutants will be        
     controlled based on their potential to accumulate in the food chain.  This 
     is important because contaminated Great Lakes fish are a significant route 
     of exposure by many people to urban and industry toxic pollution.  We      
     strongly endorse TPA's overall approach to the use of bioaccumulation      
     factors (BAFs).                                                            
                                                                                
     Procedures that use BAFs are among the most significant features of the    
     proposed GLI.  The GLI would require that a safety factor be used for each 
     step up the food chain in the calculation of acceptable water quality      
     criteria.  Through this unique system, the top of the food chain (e.g.,    
     eagles and people) receives improved protection against bioaccumulation.   
                                                                                
     We are aware of shortcomings in the use of BAFs (e.g., Swackhamer &        
     Skoglund 1993).  Nevertheless, this approach represents the best applied   
     science available and should be used for improving protection of the Great 
     Lakes food chain.  Not to act in the face of imperfect science would doom  
     the Great Lakes to eternal befouling by toxic pollutants.                  
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should retain its innovative approach to           
     identifying bioaccumulative chemicals of concern through calculation of    
     bioaccumulation factors, and retain special restrictions against the       
     discharge of such pollutants.  Such restrictions are essential due to the  
     long retention time of pollution in the Great Lakes;  current restrictions 
     only deal with pollutants' abilities to bioconcentrate from direct exposure
     and not their capabilities to bioaccumulate in the food chain of the Great 
     Lakes Ecosystem.                                                           
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (1) "Our observations provide important new evidence relating low-level    
     environmental contamination with organo-chlorine residues to the risk of   
     breast cancer in women."                                                   
                                                                                
     (2) Hormone Copycats: New Pollution Threat to the Great Lakes Ecosystem.   
     See also Colborn & Clement (1992).                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     References                                                                 
                                                                                
     Colborn, T. and C. Clement, eds.  1992.  Chemically-Induced Alterations in 
     Sexual and functional Development:  The Wildlife/Human Connection.         
     Princeton Scientific Publishing Co.,, Inc., Princeton, NJ.                 
                                                                                
     *National Wildlife Federation.  1993.  Hormone Copycats: New Pollution     
     Threat to the Great Lakes Environment.  Ann Arbor, MI.                     
                                                                                
     Swackhamer, D.L. and R.S. Skoglund.  1993.  Bioaccumulation of PCBs by     
     algae: kinetics versus equilibrium.  Environ. Tox. & Chemistry             
     12(5):831-838.                                                             
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     Wolff, M.S. et al.  1993.  Blood levels of organochlorine residues and risk
     of breast cancer.  J. of the Nat. Cancer Inst.  85(8):648-652.             
                                                                                
     *Attached as Supporting Document.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.208     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that for chemicals with a log Kow greater    
     than four, fish are a significant route of exposure to humans.  All of     
     EPA's method for deriving BAFs take into account a chemical's potential to 
     accumulate in the food chain.                                              
                                                                                
     EPA has continued to use BAFs in the designation of BCCs and retained      
     special restrictions against the discharge of such pollutants.             
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what      
     determines the total concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that  
     are consumed by humans and wildlife.  For some chemicals the               
     biomagnification of a chemical through the food chain can be significant.  
     Using BCFs, which only account for exposure from the ambient water, could  
     substantially underestimate the potential exposure to humans and wildlife  
     for some of these chemicals and result in criteria or values which are     
     underprotective.  The use of BAFs, which account for uptake from all       
     sources, will ensure that the potential exposure from these chemicals is   
     adequately accounted for in the derivation of human health and wildlife    
     criteria.  Using BAFs is the most comprehensive and scientifically valid   
     approach.                                                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI needs stricter rules, however, to protect everyone exposed to Great
     Lakes fish contaminants, including children, sport anglers and Native      
     Americans who rely on fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural        
     preservation.                                                              
                                                                                
     A BAF of 1,000 as a cutoff in designating bioaccumulative chemicals of     
     concern is too high, given the preventative mandate of the Great Lakes     
     Water Quality Agreement.  A lower value of 250 would bring approximately a 
     dozen additional dangerous toxic pollutants (from Table 6) under stringent 
     controls and provide greater protection for the food chain.                
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should define bioaccumulative chemicals of concern 
     as those with a bioaccumulative factor of 250 (not 1,000) or greater.      
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     Response to: P2742.209     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2742.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. Measured and Predicted BAFs. EPA has requested comment on various       
     aspects of the proposed BAF methodology.  We agree with the hierarchy of   
     BAF calculations that EPA has proposed.  For non-polar organic compounds,  
     the preference order is: (1) BAF calculated from field date, (2) BAF       
     derived from a measured bioconcentration factor (BCF) and (3) BAF derived  
     from and estimated BCF (from the log K(ow)(3)).  However, inorganic        
     substances are required to have a measured BAF or BCF, because the         
     available data indicate great variation among invertebrates, fish species  
     and tissues within species.                                                
                                                                                
     We accept the role of "professional judgment" needed in the process.       
     However, we recommend that EPA provide more specific guidance to define a  
     "valid reason" for a BAF selection not in accordance with the above stated 
     hierarchy (Section 132.5, Appendix B, IIIC).                               
                                                                                
     Without further clarification by EPA, this ambiguity will encourage debate 
     focused on the bottom line for the concerned parties--"Which number is     
     higher or lower?"--rather than the underlying science.  More importantly,  
     the impetus for research on field-based BAFs will be diminished by adopting
     BAFs based on the more readily available measured or estimated BCFs.       
     Without making explicit allowances for the complexities of field research  
     and the narrower circumstances of BCF derivations in the selection process,
     the development of field-derived BAFs will be impaired.                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation: We strongly endorse the use of predicted bioconcentration  
     factors (BCFs) in the definition of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern,  
     including future additions to the list, in the absence of valid field data.
      However, we recommend that EPA provide more specific guidance in defining 
     appropriate situations in which a field-derived bioaccumulation factor or  
     one based on a measured BCF should be used.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.210     
     
     EPA has decided not to rely on predicted BAFs in identifying BCCs.  See SID
     Section IV for EPA's rationale.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

Page 9548



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Birds of prey such as bald eagles and their offspring that feed, at least  
     partially, on fish-eating birds will not be protected through criteria     
     derived solely from BAFs based on Trophic Level 4.                         
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should include Trophic Level 5, and an additional  
     uncertainty factor, for protection of wildlife, such as bald eagles and    
     other birds of prey, that feed at least partially on fish-eating birds.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.211     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that wildlife criteria be calculated from species-specific    
     BAFs and BCFs wherever possible.  The GLI should be written to encourage   
     State/Tribes and regulated dischargers to provide as much species-specific,
     locally gathered data as possible.                                         
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The following language should be included: "Field-measured 
     bioaccumulation factors (BAFs) should be based on the species being        
     evaluated or its closest relative in the Great Lakes System for which there
     are field-verified data.  Alternatively, the concentration of the substance
     calculated that a wildlife species will accumulate may be estimated from   
     the concentrations found in the fish consumed by that wild species         
     multiplied by the BAF corrected for selective bioaccumulation (if any) from
     its aquatic-source food to another predator among the closest relatives to 
     the species under consideration."  (For example, one may calculate an      
     expected final contaminant concentration in Forsters tern tissue based on  
     common tern data, provided that one knows the contaminant concentrations in
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     the Forsters terns' forage and the concentrations found in the common      
     terns' forage and tissues.)                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.212     
     
     Species-specific BAFs and BCFs are not appropriate for use in deriving     
     wildlife criteria because the representative species are not the only      
     species the wildlife criteria are intended to protect.                     
                                                                                
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2742.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have review the extensive database EPA used to derive proposed standard 
     lipid values, which are used in calculation of BAFs for derivation of human
     health and wildlife criteria.  We also have reviewed the raw data on lipid 
     values from several state agencies.  We have disagreements with EPA's      
     application of these data, and there are serious limitations to aspects of 
     the data, as noted below.  Otherwise, however, EPA's analysis and data     
     appear defensible.  EPA, with assistance from the States, has done a good  
     job compiling this assessment.                                             
                                                                                
     We suggest, however, that the level of precision of these data suggested in
     EPA's commentary is misleading.  These data are averages of averages of    
     averages from numerous agencies' data.  The statistics used to derive      
     consumption-weighted percent lipid values presumably are based on surveys  
     of anglers--a dubious source of information, at best.  We are far more     
     concerned about EPA's underlying policy regarding application of these data
     and statistics than the rounding of decimal places in the proposed values. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.213     
     
     EPA has reviewed and revised the analysis of the lipid values both for     
     human health and wildlife.  EPA believes that the data and statistics used 
     in the final analysis are scientifically defensible.  For a more detailed  
     discussion, see Section IV.B.3 of the SID.  Regarding application of the   
     data and statistics, EPA notes that to the extent that it is scientifically
     justified to do so, EPA procedures allow for derivation of site-specific   
     BAFs.  Accordingly the models and assumptions used by EPA in its general   
     BAF methodology may be modified on a site-specific basis.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2742.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize wide variation among and within lakes and rivers in the Great 
     Lakes System.  We believe, however, that the use of System-wide standard   
     lipid values as EPA has proposed is appropriate.  There may be some        
     advantages to use of a range of standard lipid values in different         
     watersheds.  Nevertheless, we believe these factors are far outweighed by  
     the advantages of consistency from use of standard values among all the    
     Great Lakes jurisdictions.  This consistency is one of the chief objectives
     and strengths of the GLI.                                                  
                                                                                
     i. Standard Lipid Value for Human Health BAFs. The underlying assumption in
     EPA's analysis of the lipid data is that average human fish consumption is 
     the desired basis for deriving a standard.  We strongly reject that tenet. 
     The objective is not protection of the human population (or even the large 
     subpopulation of sport anglers) from adverse effects; it is the protection 
     of individuals from adverse affects.  Under EPA's proposal, only the       
     hypothetical sport angler who consumes the appropriate mix of fish species 
     or the person who eats larger dietary proportions, but of lower lipid      
     species, would receive the intended minimum level of protection.           
                                                                                
     As recommended below in V. Human Health, we believe the GLI generally      
     should be based on the premise of protecting the 90th percentile of fish   
     consumption among sport anglers, Native Americans and other special        
     populations at risk.                                                       
                                                                                
     A large portion of fish consumers target only a few species, based on where
     they live, their economic conditions and cultural base.  Anglers and their 
     families that target higher lipid species, such as lake trout, herring,    
     whitefish, catfish and white bass or certain so-called "nongame fish,"     
     including carp, drum and white perch, are not receiving adequate protection
     under EPA's proposal.                                                      
                                                                                
     The study population for the creel survey of human fish consumption habits 
     is not defined in the proposed GLI.  Most fish consumption surveys study   
     licensed sport anglers and do not include Native Americans, who are not    
     required to obtain state fishing licenses; other ethnic groups or          
     communities in which the regulation of a culturally imporant food source   
     may not be recognized; subsistence anglers who fish out of economic need;  
     or subgroups comprised of any combination of the previous categories.  The 
     EPA does not have the necessary information to accurately conclude what are
     "typical" fish consumption rates and habits for the Great Lakes region.    
                                                                                
     EPA does not discuss fish consumption habits by subgroups.  In other words,
     one subgroup may eat mostly one or two species of fish, which are at the   
     upper end of the lipid content range.  For example, to what extent to      
     Native Americans in northern Wisconsin, Michigan and Minnesota consume     
     Siscowet lake trout from Lake Superior?  Whitefish livers, a likely        
     concentrated source of contaminants, are considered a delicacy by some     
     Great Lakes Native Americans (also discussed in V. Human Health).  To what 
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     extent to the urban poor of Chicago or Detriot consume carp or other bottom
     feeders?  How are the fish prepared for consumption?  Without this         
     information, EPA cannot determine an appropriate standard lipid value that 
     protects individuals in all the Great Lakes communities.                   
                                                                                
     And even assuming EPA had established an appropriate method to determine   
     human consumption patterns, the data used for the calculation of the       
     standard lipid value favor open water species, and thus, non-urban         
     settings.  The nongame fish species likely to be caught by those groups who
     either choose not to use or are unable to use boats to get out to open     
     water have sparse representation in the GLI database.  There are only five 
     non-game fish samples from near the Chicago area in Lake Michigan.  These  
     were provided by Indiana, as indicated by the IDEM identifier, while the   
     Illinois EPA did not submit any samples.  One of the Indiana data points   
     was an arithmetic mean of the lipid content in two carp fillets of 20.43   
     percent.  Similarly, there are limited data points for Lake Erie that      
     represent nearshore species.  Examination of the MDNR's fish contaminant   
     monitoring program indicates that fish samples near or in industrialized   
     Great Lakes tributaries, e.g., the Rouge River, are few and far between in 
     comparison to the availability of samples from the open waters or less     
     industrialized tributaries.  However, despite the shortage of fish, it is  
     also documented that urban residents will cross a PCB- and                 
     asbestos-contaminated site to gain fishing access to the Detroit River     
     (MDNR Revere Copper Site Act 307 File).  Consequently, it is clear that    
     people are consuming fish that are poorly represented, if included at all, 
     in the CLI database used for derivation of a standard lipid value for human
     health criteria development.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA did not use appropriate subgroups for analysis of fish consumption     
     rates and patterns.  Even if it had, EPA would have had difficulty         
     weighting these groups appropriately because of the limited data available.
     Therefore, EPA cannot conclude that the average lipid content of the       
     unweighted data is not significantly different from values determined by   
     human fish consumption rates and patterns.  EPA is potentially assigning   
     these groups a disproportionate burden of environmental contaminants       
     because of their cultural preferences, place of residence and economic     
     necessities.  As a result, EPA has not developed a standard lipid value    
     which is protective of human health.  (We further discuss environmental    
     equity below--V. Human Health).                                            
                                                                                
     The lipid selection process also is weighted to adult fish consumers.  In  
     adult vertebrates, the partitioning of lipophilic organic chemicals in the 
     organism may follow lipid concentrations.  This tendency plus the presence 
     of blood/brain barriers and a slower turnover rate of cells allows the     
     practical use of this assumption.  However, there are powerful reasons to  
     suspect that this is not true for target tissues during vertebrate         
     embryogenesis when the effects of many powerful natural hormone            
     developmental signals are buffered and regulated by alpha-fetoprotein      
     (AFP).  But, AFP does not necessarily bind any free chlorinated            
     contaminant, leaving hormone-like substances, such as DDE, free to enter   
     target tissues and do severe damage during rapid tissue differentiation    
     (see NWF 1993).                                                            
                                                                                
     These differences in the life stages of vertebrates may well account for   
     the vast difference in susceptibility of various life stages to damage from
     toxic pollutants.  Adult vetebrates vary by three to four orders of        
     magnitude in susceptibility to TCDD and other Ah+ receptor binding         
     chemicals; embryos of the same species show only about one order of        
     magnitude variability in their sensitivity.  The GLI is not intended to    
     apply only to adults.  As we argue throughout our comments, the GLI must   
     apply to sperm, eggs, embryos and fetuses.  The GLI must recognize the     
     extreme vulnerability of the early life stages.  This is further reason to 
     revise the proposed five percent lipid to a higher, more protective value. 
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     Finally, we are not convinced that data measurements using skin-on fillets 
     provide a significant "extra margin of safety," as EPA suggests.  For one  
     thing, lipid values for certain high-lipid species typically are from      
     skinless fillets (e.g., catfish and carp).  For another, unless the skin   
     and associated fat is removed prior to cooking, the fat may be consumed    
     whether or not the skin is discarded.  Practices of "many anglers," as     
     cited by EPA, is not the point.  The GLI should be designed to protect     
     everyone, including high risk subpopulations.                              
                                                                                
     Therefore, we believe the proposed use of a five percent lipid level       
     inadequately protects the fish-consuming public that the GLI purports to   
     protect.  Neither sport anglers consuming lake trout (which average 10-15  
     percent lipid) nor disadvantaged, subsistence anglers consuming            
     bottom-feeding catfish and carp (which average well above five percent and 
     have great variation among individual fish) or other families that eat     
     large amounts of fish are properly represented.  An adequate data set      
     should be produced for lipid levels in species of fish consumed by special 
     population at risk and a lipid level at the 90th percentile of this data   
     should be used to protect these populations.                               
                                                                                
     Absent such data, the GLI should use consistent Great Lakes System-wide    
     standards for a lipid value for human health criteria that are based on    
     salmonids.  We believe this would provide an interim level of reasonable   
     protection for nearly all special populations at risk.  Salmonids are the  
     fish species that are the primary management targets of state and federal  
     agencies for four of the Great Lakes.  If government creates, promotes and 
     supports a salmonid fishery, then pollution control requirements should be 
     built around protecting it for unlimited consumption by people and         
     wildlife.  Based on EPA's summary data for edible portion lipid values for 
     salmonids, this value should be 6.9 percent.                               
                                                                                
     Although Lake Erie fishery management targets walleye, the more stringent  
     salmonid-based lipid value should be applied to all waters of the Great    
     Lakes System, including Lake Erie for reasons of consistency noted above.  
     Also, there is a modest salmonid (steelhead trout) fishery in Lake Erie and
     immediately downstream in the Niagara River.  Compared to the other Great  
     Lakes, water entering the shallower Lake Erie has a rapid turnover.        
     Pollutants dumped into Lake Erie flush downstream into the Niagara River   
     and Lake Ontario and contribute to contamination of the salmonid fishery in
     those waters.                                                              
                                                                                
     Recommendations: The GLI should retain a consistent Great Lakes System-wide
     lipid value for development of criteria.  EPA should develop an adequate   
     data set for lipid levels in species of fish consumed by special           
     populations of fish consumers at risk in the Great Lakes Basin; a lipid    
     level at the 90th percentile of these data should be adopted to protect    
     these populations.  Absent such data, to be protective of these groups a   
     standard lipid value of 6.9 percent should be used for derivation of BAFs  
     for use in developing human health criteria based on salmonids, which are  
     the primary management targets for the Great Lakes sport fishery.          
                                                                                
     References                                                                 
                                                                                
     *National Wildlife Federation.  1993.  Hormone Copycats:  New Pollution    
     threat to the Great Lakes Environment.  Ann Arbor, MI.                     
                                                                                
     *Attached as Supporting Document.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.214     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL/PER
     Comment ID: P2742.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ii. Standard Lipid Value for Wildlife BAFs. In contrast to the human health
     objective to protect individuals, the standard lipid value for derivation  
     of wildlife criteria generally is intended to protect populations of       
     wildlife that consume whole fish.  EPA's proposal of 7.9 percent average   
     lipid value is based on a reasonable analysis and assumptions.             
                                                                                
     Nevertheless, a given fish species taken from some areas of the Great Lakes
     may have three to four times the lipid content of the same species in a    
     very oligotrophic lake (e.g., chubs from Lake Superior may have five to    
     seven percent lipid while chubs from the southern basin of Lake Michigan   
     may average up to nearly 30 percent lipid).  Unless lipid numbers for fish 
     from particular waters are to be used (which we do not recommend or        
     support) and further corrected when the local diet of a wildlife species is
     considered, average lipid values likely will be underprotective of certain 
     wildlife populations.  This argues for use of a high standard lipid value. 
                                                                                
     We would prefer to have greater information available of prey preferences  
     and knowledge about whether high-lipid organs are preferentially targeted  
     by wildlife.  Absent that information, however, we believe EPA's proposal  
     is acceptable.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.215     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is more accurate to have greater     
     information available of prey preferences on wildlife so that a greater    
     percentage of wildlife populations may be protected.  In the final         
     Guidance, the percent lipid for the actual prey species consumed by the    
     representative wildlife species is used to estimate the BAF for the trophic
     levels three and four.  The percent lipid is based on the consumption      
     patterns of wildlife and cross-referenced with fish weight, size and       
     appropriate percent lipid.  This approach is a more accurate reflection of 
     the lipid content of the fish consumed by wildlife species than the        
     approach used in the proposal.  EPA has required use of a percent lipid    
     value for trophic level four fish of 10.31 and 6.46 for trophic level three
     in whole fish for use in determining wildlife BAFs for organic chemicals in
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
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     Comment ID: P2742.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We accept the use of the food chain multipliers (FCMs) developed from      
     Thomann's work, even though there will be both over- and under-estimated   
     BAFs.  The model is both comprehensive and of high scientific quality and  
     has the added advantage of being developed in and for the Great Lakes.     
     Other options are likely to lead to patchwork methodologies, which can have
     hidden imcompatibilities in the methods and data.  Moreover, valuable time 
     and resources would be spent on the identification of other models or      
     submodels of the same quality and specificity, as well as on the inevitable
     debates regarding the range of respective applications for each submodel or
     option.  Thus, given the quality of Thomann's work and the unlikely outcome
     that other models of similar quality could be located and agreed upon, the 
     current BAF development methodology utilizing FCMs is the best choice      
     available at this time.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.216     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the Thomann model (1989) is of high     
     scientific quality. However, the Thomann model (1989) does not account for 
     exposure from sediment.  In the final Guidance, EPA has decided to use the 
     food-chain model of Gobas (1993) which, unlike the Thomann 1989 model,     
     includes both benthic and pelagic food chains, thereby estimating exposure 
     of organisms to chemicals from both the sediment and the water column.  In 
     addition, EPA selected the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs in part    
     because this model required fewer input parameters and had input parameters
     which could be more easily specified.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There certainly are shortcomings in the FCM methodology.  For example, FCMs
     for chemical classes are rendered inaccurate toxicologically when an       
     organism selectively bioaccumulates or metabolically depurates substances  
     acquired in its food.  Often individual congeners (e.g., PCBs) span a wide 
     range of K(ow) values.  Further, wildlife species in the food web have     
     varying metabolic capacities to deal with congeners (Yamashita et al. 1993)
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     that further vary in their toxicity in ways that may bear no relationship  
     to K(ow) values.  Also, there are processes in the physical environment    
     into which the class of compounds will be discharged that sort and modify  
     the toxicity of the class under consideration (Burkhard et al. 1985, Niimi 
     & Oliver 1989).  Therefore, these BAF calculations from K(ow)'s should be  
     checked wherever possible by actual measurements of the toxicity of the    
     compound class found in each trophic level under consideration in order to 
     ensure protection of biota.                                                
                                                                                
     References                                                                 
                                                                                
     Burkhard, L.P. et al.  1985.  Partitioning behavior of polychlorinated     
     biphenyls.  Chemosphere 14:1703-1716.                                      
                                                                                
     Niimi, A.J. and B.G. oliver.  1989.  Distribution of polychlorinated       
     biphenyl (PCB) congeners and other halocarbons in fish and muscle among    
     Lake Ontario salmonids.  Environ. Sci. Technol.  23: 83-88.                
                                                                                
     Yamashita, N. et al.  1993.  Embryonic abnormalities and organochlorine    
     contamination in double-crested cormorants (Phalacrocorax auritus) and     
     Caspian terns (Hydroprogne caspia) from the upper Great Lakes in 1988.     
     Environ. Poll.  79:163-173.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.217     
     
     See SID for a discussion on metabolism.  Field-Measured BAFs take into     
     account all processes in the aquatic environment that sort and modify a    
     pollutant.  There is excellent correlation between predicted BAFs derived  
     using the methodology in the final Guidance and field-measured BAFs.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Examining the possible BAFs for the Table 6 "Pollutants of initial Focus"  
     according to the established BAF hierarchy, it appears that only about two 
     dozen of the 138 listed compounds have field-derived BAFs.  Consequently,  
     the FCM must be used in all but these few compounds.  Therefore, having    
     accepted the model, the critical issue is the application of the FCM when  
     the compounds do not fit the model.                                        
                                                                                
     It is doubtful that the toxicity of compound classes is ever going to      
     produce a FCM value of exactly 1, given the pharmacokinetics of congener   
     sorting during passage through food webs.  Further, selective              
     bioaccumulation guarantees that even if a class's FCM = 1, it cannot be    
     assumed that toxicity is equivalent to that predicted from concentration of
     the class alone.  In light of the limited number of superlipophilic        
     compounds (log P > 6.5), we recommend that the FCM default value be set    
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     much higher than a value of 1 as proposed, to actively encourage           
     development of new data for these compounds.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.218     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA has used an adaptation of the model of Gobas    
     (1993) is used to derive FCMs instead of the Thomann 1989 model.  The Gobas
     model allows the derivation of FCMs for the entire range of Kows and       
     therefore, there will no longer be a need to set a default FCM value.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is unclear when "the absence of chemical-specific information" would    
     require use of the default FCM.  Does this mean specific information about 
     a chemical's mode of action or the FCM of a chemical (or class of          
     chemicals) in a species of wildlife?  Further, for three of the four       
     chemicals given wildlife criteria, the log K(ow) of the toxicologically    
     most important congeners in each class considered are 5.8 to > 6.5.  For   
     example, in the literature, FCM values for four wild birds are given to    
     range from 21 to 41 for total PCBs (Ludwig et al. 1993a).  Williams et al. 
     (1992) reported the 6x and 22x selective bioaccumulation of the two most   
     toxic planar PCB congeners (#77 and #126) in Lake Michigan coho salmon     
     fillets.  We recommend that the FCM for birds and mammals from their       
     aquatic forage species be set in the 30 to 40 range in the absence of a    
     speices-specific estimates.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.219     
     
     See IV.B.3.a and IV.B.4 of the SID.  No FCMs are used in deriving Tier I   
     wildlife criteria.  The BAFs are based on field-measured data.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, when only a total PCB, total of DDT homologues, total PCDF,   
     PCDT, PCN or PCDD value is known for these chemical classes in the species 
     being evaluated for a wildlife value, we recommend that the FCM be         
     multiplied by four to account (at least partially) for selective           
     bioaccumulation of the most toxic congeners from the chemical classes.  A  
     recent review of these phenomena for PCBs in five Great lakes wild bird and
     mammal species and one domestic test avian species concluded that mean     
     selective bioaccumulation at these trophic levels was about four (Ludwig et
     al. 1993b), with a range from about 2.7 to 15.  Data on coho fillets       
     (Williams et al. 1992) suggest a mean 14-fold enrichment of the most toxic 
     PCB congeners from the parent Aroclors.  Therefore, in the absence of other
     data, when calculating the FCM for the animal under review, a FCM of 120 to
     160 (i.e., the class total value x 4) would be appropriate.                
                                                                                
     References                                                                 
                                                                                
     Ludwig, J.P. et al.  1993a.  Caspian tern reproduction in the Saginaw Bay  
     ecosystem following a 100-year flood event.  J. Great Lakes Res.           
     19:96-108.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Williams, L.L. et al.  1992.  Prediction of concentrations of 2,3,7,8-TCDD 
     equivalents (TCDD-EQ) in trimmed Chinook salmon filets from Lake Michigan  
     from total concentrations of PCBs and fish size.  Environ. Sci. Technol.   
     26:1151-1159.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.220     
     
     In the final Guidance, calculation of BAFs for PCBs and BAFs for the DDT   
     group (DDT, DDD, DDE) take into account the BAFs of individual chemicals   
     within the group as appropriate.  Similarly, the Bioaccumulation           
     Equivalency Factor calculated for dioxins and furans takes into account the
     BAFs for individual chemicals.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: We strongly support the use of food chain multipliers in   
     the GLI.  The FCMs developed from Thomann's work are the product of a      
     comprehensive, Great Lakes-specific model.  It is the best procedure       
     available and should be utilized by the GLI.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.221     
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     See response to comment P2742.216                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 222 embedded in 223                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: For superlipophilic compounds, the proposed default FCM    
     value of 1 will not always be appropriate and should be set much higher.   
     Generally, the default FCM for birds and mammals from their aquatic forage 
     species should be set in the 30 to 40 range in the absence of a            
     species-specifc estimates.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.222     
     
     See IV.B.3 and IV.B.4 of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 222 embedded in 223                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [For superlipophilic compounds, the proposed default FCM value of 1 will   
     not always be appropriate and should be set much higher.  Generally, the   
     default FCM for birds and mammals from their aquatic forage species should 
     be set in the 30 to 40 range in the absence of a species-specific          
     estimates.]  Furthermore, when only a total PCB, total of DDT homologues,  
     total PCDF, PCDT, PCN, or PCDD value is known for these chemical classes in
     the species being evaluated for a wildlife value, we recommend that the FCM
     be increased further to account for selective bioaccumulation of the most  
     toxic congeners from the chemical classes.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.223     
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     EPA agrees with the commenter that the default FCM of 1 is not appropriate 
     for chemicals with log Kows greater than 6.5.  In the final guidance, FCMs 
     have been derived using the model of Gobas (1993) for log Kows ranging from
     2.0 to 9.0 for trophic levels 2, 3, and 4.  FCMs become as large as 14 and 
     26 for trophic levels 3 and 4 fishes, see the TSD for a table of the FCMs. 
     In addition, biomagnification factors are used in the derivation of        
     wildlife values for the bald eagle for the portion of their diet which     
     consists of gulls.  The biomagnification factors were taken from Braune and
     Norstrom (1989).                                                           
                                                                                
     For mixtures of chemicals, EPA determines the BAF for the mixture by       
     calculating a weighted mean BAF from the BAFs for the individual chemicals 
     composing the mixture, e.g., for the DDT mixture used in the wildlife      
     criteria, BAFs of DDD, DDE, and DDT were averaged.  The weights in         
     calculating the averages were based upon the composition of the mixture in 
     the diet of the organism.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     d. Effect of Metabolism of BAFs. EPA has requested comment on various      
     implications of metbolism of pollutants.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA correctly notes that a number of organic compounds are metabolized into
     other chemical forms by biota in the Great Lakes.  We agree that metabolism
     frequently increases the depuration rate and may reduce the BAF and that   
     predicted BAFs make no allowance for metabolism.  The concept of metabolism
     of organic compounds is poorly considered by all of the methodologies      
     suggested by the GLI.  This is not a criticism of the GLI but rather       
     reflects our present low level of understanding of the science associated  
     with the problem.                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA notes that metabolism of organic compounds has the potential to lower  
     apparent BAFs, resulting in over-prediction of BAFs based on multiplying a 
     BCF by a FCM.  As noted briefly by EPA in the Technical Support Document,  
     metabolism often may produce persistent toxic metabolites.  While the BAF  
     of the parent compound may be reduced, daughter products produced may be   
     more toxic or may manifest toxic endpoints quite different from the        
     original parent compound.                                                  
                                                                                
     At the present time, our knowledge of this phenomenon is poor.  Howard     
     (1993) comments: "It is my opinion and the opinion of many colleagues that 
     predicting biodegradation rates is not yet a reality."                     
                                                                                
     EPA discusses the apparent effects of metabolism of representatives of the 
     PAH group and correctly concludes that metabolish will not accurately be   
     predicted from the product of BCF time FCM.  Several other examples are    
     also available: The metabolic conversion of aldrin to dieldrin is now      

Page 9560



$T044618.TXT
     reasonably well understood.  Most protocols require the measurement of both
     compounds, some criteria even mandating that the target conventration be   
     expressed as the sum of both materials.  Chlordane is also known to be     
     metabolically transformed by biodegradations.  Chlordane has been shown to 
     metabolize to dichlorochlordene, chlordene, chlorohydrin,                  
     3-hydroxy-trans-chlordene, oxychlordane, heptachlor and heptachlor epoxide.
                                                                                
     Under the proposed GLI protocol, only chlordane, heptachlor and heptachlor 
     epoxide would be measured and potentially related to the original parent   
     compound.  New research concerned with the relationships between dioxins,  
     furans and coplanar PCBs has suggested that metabolism of these compounds  
     involves sequential hydroxylation of the chlorine radicals at the 2,3,7,8  
     and 3,4,3',4' positions.  The resulting hydroxy products have chemical     
     structures consistent with estrogenic materials, and have been implicated  
     in effects associated with hormone disruption (Colborn & Clement 1992).    
                                                                                
     None of these effects, or the potentially broad spectrum of other impacts  
     of metabolic products, have been addressed by the GLI.  This is not for    
     lack of thought but from lack of data.  We feel that this will be a major  
     area of research needed in the coming decade.                              
                                                                                
     Recommendation: No adjustment of BAFs for metabolism should be included in 
     the GLI because no reliable methods are available to predict potential     
     decreases and increases in toxicity due to metabolism of pollutants.       
                                                                                
     References                                                                 
                                                                                
     Colborn, T. and C. Clement, eds.  1992.  Chemiclly-Induced Alterations in  
     Sexual and Functional Development: The Wildlife/Human Connection.          
     Princeton Scientific Publishing Co., Inc., Princeton, NJ.                  
                                                                                
     Howard, P.H.  1993.  Progress report: determining "real world"             
     biodegradation rates (editorial).  Soc. of Environ. Tox. & Chem.           
     12:1135-1137.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.224     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the current understanding of metabolism 
     does not allow for a reliable prediction of the potential decreases and    
     increases of the chemical in the tissue of aquatic organism or the         
     potential toxicity of the daughter products.                               
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that metabolism is not incorporated in the FCMs or        
     predicted BCFs.  However, by including a BAF predicted from the BSAF       
     methodology as the second data preference, EPA is including an additional  
     method for calculating BAFs that accounts for metabolism.  In addition,    
     since only field-measured BAFs, BAFs derived from the BSAF methodology,    
     BAFs less than 125 can be used to derive Tier I criteria for human health  
     and wildlife, metabolism is either accounted for in these measurements or  
     cannot substantially reduce the criterion.                                 
                                                                                
     No specific methodology for adjusting predicted BAFs for metabolism has    
     been included in the final Guidance.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2742.225
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 9561



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     e. Bioavailability. EPA has requested comment on various aspects of dealing
     with bioavailability of pollutants.  EPA correctly notes that a substantial
     percentage of the concentration of highly lipophilic compounds may be      
     associated with particulate matter.  We believe EPA correctly assumes that 
     this association "might be measurable in some cases."                      
                                                                                
     Efforts have already been undertaken to measure the relationship between   
     lipophlic organic substances and particulate matter in the Great Lakes.    
     Not surprisingly, the largest concentrations of contaminants were          
     associated with the smallest particulate fractions (<0.7 um).  This work   
     was just completed when Canadian scientists announced the discovery of     
     ultra-microscopic, gelatinous exudates from algal cells in Great Lakes     
     water, which were described as "ideal binding sites for toxic substances." 
     Because large quantities of these materials exist in Great Lakes water, and
     because they are extractable only by ultra-filtration, it seems likely that
     the terms "dissolved contaminant" and "freely dissolved chemical" have no  
     practical application with current understandings of the Great Lakes       
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Beyond the questions of dissolution, the partitioning of materials from    
     areas of  higher concentration to areas of lower concentration (fugacity)  
     is ignored by EPA.  Because net particle settling occurs at a relatively   
     uniform rate in the Great Lakes, the availability of particle-sorbed       
     materials in the water column is a function of the average depth of the    
     lake in question.  Thus, if the average net downward movement of a particle
     in Great Lakes water is 0.1 m/day, and the average depth and the maximum   
     depth of Lake Superior are 145 m and 207 m, respectively, then it will     
     require four years for a particle to settle to the average depth and more  
     than five years for a particle to reach the bottom at the maximum depth.   
     These extended periods are more than sufficient to allow partitioning in   
     either direction.  Further, if these particiles are assumed to be          
     sub-micron in size, the particulate fraction bearing the largest           
     contaminant burden will behave as water with respect to passage across gill
     tissues and mucous membranes, providing as great a potential for           
     accumulations as "freely dissolved" materials.                             
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA's proposed approaches for relaxing the predicted BAFs  
     based on bioavailability are not appropriate.  We believe that there       
     presently is an insufficient amount of information to accurately assess the
     question of bioavailibility of toxic organic compounds and recommend that  
     addition of this potential adjustment to the calculation of BAFs be dropped
     from current consideration.  The question of bioavailability of toxic      
     organic compounds requires extensive additional research before meaningful 
     use can be made of this concept for all categories of materials.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.225     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that there is presently an insufficient   
     amount of information to accurately assess the question of bioavailability.
                                                                                
     In the Notice of Data Availability dated August 30, 1994 (59 FR 44678), EPA
     requested comment on an equation which defines the relationship of a BAF   
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     reported on the basis of the total concentration of the chemical in the    
     water to a BAF reported on the basis of the freely dissolved concentration 
     of the chemical in the water.  The fraction of the chemical in the ambient 
     water that is freely dissolved can be calculated using the Kow for the     
     chemical and the concentration of dissolved organic carbon (DOC) and       
     particulate organic carbon (POC) in the ambient water.                     
                                                                                
     Based on the information in the Notice of Data Availability (59 FR 44678)  
     and comments received, EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved         
     concentration of organic chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and  
     the total concentration of the chemical for derivation of Tier I human     
     health and wildlife BAFs. Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the    
     concentration of the freely dissolved chemical in water permits the        
     derivation of generic BAFs devoid of site-specific influences and          
     considerations, such as varying concentrations of POC and DOC and allows   
     consistent usage and derivation of the BAFs throughout the Guidance.       
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is  
     difficult to measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or     
     estimated and used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6. Adoption of Water Quality Standards Consistent with the Proposed        
     Guidance.  We strongly support EPA's policy statement that a more stringent
     BAF methodology cannot be offset by less stringent adjustment in other     
     criteria or procedures.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.226     
     
     We agree with the comment that a more stringent BAF methodology cannot be  
     offset by less stringent adjustment in other criteria or procedures.  For a
     more detailed discussion to this comment see Section II.D.2.               
                                                                                
     EPA agrees.  An approach that would allow "offsets" between various        
     provisions would be technically and administratively unworkable for reasons
     stated in section II.D.2 of the SID.  For the reasons discussed in the SID,
     EPA clarified the general prohibition in section 132.5(g)(3) against       
     offsets between provisions to state that adoption of a more protective     
     element in one provision may be used to offset a less protective element in
     the same provision as long as the adopted provision is as protective as the
     corresponding provision in part 132.  Adoption of a more protective element
     in one provision, however, is not justification for adoption of a less     
     protective element in another provision of this part.                      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees.  An approach that would allow "offsets" between various        
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     provisions would be technically and administratively unworkable for reasons
     stated in section II.D.2 of the SID.  For the reasons discussed in the SID,

�     EPA clarified the general prohibition in  132.5(g)(3) against offsets     
     between provisions to read that "adoption of a more protective element in  
     one provision is not justification for adoption of a less protective       
     element in another provision of this part."                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The health of people who eat Great Lakes fish is jeopardized by toxic      
     chemical pollution.  Especially at stake is the health of children of sport
     anglers, Native Americans and other families that eat large amounts of     
     Great Lakes-area fish.  Children born to women who age lots of contaminated
     Great Lakes fish are known to be more prone to have learning problems.     
     Health damage, behavioral abnormalities and birth defects in fish-eating   
     wildlife underscore the risks to people from exposure to environmental     
     contaminants in the Great Lakes System.                                    
                                                                                
     As a direct result of the continuing pollution of the Great Lakes from     
     human activities, public health advisories to limit or aviod eating certain
     fish are in place in the eight Great Lakes States and the Province of      
     Ontario for all the Great Lakes and connecting waters, and thousands of    
     inland lakes and rivers.                                                   
                                                                                
     The GLI needs stricter rules to protect everyone exposed to Great Lakes    
     fish contaminants, particularly those most sensitive to toxic injury and   
     those, especially including sport anglers and Native Americans, who rely on
     fish and wildlife for sustenance and cultural preservation.                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.227     
     
     See response to comments D2859.120 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Children are at special risk because of their higher metabolic rates,      
     smaller body weight and body mass, higher rate of cellular division and the
     fact that protective mechanisms, such as specific liver enzymes, do not    
     develop until later in early childhood.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.228     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Women, at special risk because of the exposure they give their unborn      
     children and nursing infants, receive no special consideration in the      
     proposed GLI.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.229     
     
     See response to comments P2746.130 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Native Americans and other ethnic groups, at special risk because they may 
     consume large amounts of Great Lakes fish for cultural or economic reasons,
     recieve no special consideration.                                          
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     Response to: P2742.230     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some sport anglers, at special risk because they may consume particularly  
     large amounts of Great Lakes fish because of recreational availability,    
     receive no special consideration.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.231     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA proposes that "sensitive subgroups" are to be protected in development 
     of Acceptable Daily Exposure values (Preamble Section V.B.2.b).  Despite   
     that narrative, the GLI appears generlly designed, based on the assumptions
     used to calculate water quality criteria, to protect average adult white   
     males.  This premise raises the issue of environmental equity and the      
     question of who the GLI should be designed to protect.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.232     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should base the proposed GLI on this simple premise:                   
                                                                                
     People should be able to eat as much fish from the Great Lakes System as   
     their tastes, recreation, culture, or subsistence needs dictate and be able
     to consume these fish without having to worry about what risks that diet   
     may bring to themselves or their offspring.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.233     
     
     See response to comment D2714.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI generally should be based on the premise of        
     protecting the 90th percentile of fish consumption among sport anglers,    
     Native Americans and other special populations at risk.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.234     
     
     The use of uncertainty factors requires professional judgment.  In both    
     cases, with regard to intraspecies variability and exposure duration, EPA  
     disagrees with the comments with regard to choice of uncertainty factors.  
     In any event, the Human Cancer Criterion is lower than the Human Noncancer 
     Criterion.                                                                 
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2742.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA notes that human health criteria included in Table 3 of the Regulation 
     are intended as "samples" to test the methodology and that the agency "may"
     in the future propose additional criteria and values.  We agree with this  
     practical approach to the proposal.  However, EPA should clarify that it   
     "will" develop additional criteria in the future.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.235     
     
     EPA plans to develop National AWQC for only a few chemicals (such as PCBs, 
     TCDD, arsenic, lead and mercury) in the future.  EPA anticipates, that all 
     other criteria development will be conducted by States and Tribes using the
     revised National AWQC methodology.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2742.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support EPA's broad definition of "adverse effects," for reasons        
     outlined above, and have urged more explicit recognition of adverse        
     transgenerational effects in this definition (see II. Regulatory           
     Requriements).                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.236     
     
     See response to P2742.244.  In addition,  when EPA refers to reproductive  
     or developmental effects, transgenerational effects are included.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2742.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding organoleptic effects, the 1980 National Guidelines identify three
     biological effects or endpoints in water quality criteria.  These include  
     (1) carcinogenicity, (2) toxicity (all other toxic effects) and (3)        
     organoleptic effects (those resulting from taste and odor).  The current   
     proposed GLI considers only the first two endpoints and does not address   
     organoleptic effects.  Organoleptic effects should be included in the GLI. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.237     
     
     The final Guidance will continue to focus on noncancer and cancer effects  
     and will not require the adoption of Tier I organoleptic criteria.  While  
     it is conceivable that some people may seek alternative water and food     
     sources due to organoleptic properties of chemicals and such choices may   
     themselves entail a risk of incurring adverse health effects, EPA believes 
     that the human health protection goals reflected in the CWA are best served
     by focusing on actual, health-related effects (cancer and noncancer        
     effects) due to the exposure to the aquatic resource itself. Moreover, the 
     current National criteria guidance developed for organoleptic effects are  
     available for use by Great Lakes States and Tribes in developing criteria. 
     If States or Tribes want to set criteria based on more stringent           
     organoleptic criteria, as set forth in the 1980 Federal Register Notice of 
     Water Quality Criteria Documents (U.S. EPA,1980), they are free to do so.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2742.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA claims that organoleptic properties "have not been demonstrated to     
     result in direct human health effects such as cancer or other toxicity."   
     Protection from organoleptic properties, however, can reduce human exposure
     to toxic substances, such as with octochlorostyrene.  In some cases        
     regulation based on organoleptic properties can reduce human exposure to   
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     toxic substances that do increase risks of cancer or other toxicity.  This 
     is not solely an issue of the esthetics of taste and ordor.                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.238     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA acknowledges that there may be indirect effects from these compounds   
     because people may drink less water or consume less fish due to            
     objectionable taste and odor.  We concur that less fish will be consumed if
     the taste and odor associated with the fish flesh is objectionable.  In    
     such a situation, considerable economic impact can be expected to occur as 
     a result of diminished interest on the part of consumers of both commercial
     and sport fisheries.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.239     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of direct concern to the question of human health, however, is the issue of
     drinking water.  We disagree that residents of the Great Lakes Basin are   
     likely to consume less drinking water if the taste and odor are            
     objectionable.  In such a situation, rather than reducing consumption, the 
     consuming public can be expected to turn to alternative sources of drinking
     water.  The principle concern from a human health standpoint is that       
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     although the alternative water supply chosen may be free of tastes and     
     odors, it may not be adequately protected or free from disease-producing   
     agents.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.240     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2742.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Organoleptic criteria specific for the Great Lakes should be included in   
     the GLI and should reflect the minimum values outlined in the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Agreement and the best scientific judgment for each of the   
     compounds of concern.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.241     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We object to EPA's proposed risk level.  In accordance with the Clean Water
     Act, EPA has developed the so called "National Toxics Rule," which mandates
     a 1 x 10(-6) risk level (1 in 1,000,000) for individual chemicals in those 
     States which have not adopted numeric criteria for toxic pollutants.       
     Pesticide policy also uses the 1 x 10(-6) risk level.  Many of EPA's       
     proposed GLI procedures are underprotective as proposed, including the     
     definition of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, standard lipid values  
     and fish consumption rates; they generally provide inadequate protection   
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     for women and infants.  These weaknesses argue for a more stringent risk   
     level.  EPA is proposing not to require an assumption of additivity in     
     assessing risks from multiple carcinogens.  While a 1 x 10(-5) risk level  
     might be appropriate when applied to total risk from all toxic substances  
     present, it is inadequate when applied in a chemical-by-chemical context.  
     In this latter situation, a 1 x 10(-6) risk level provides some protection 
     fromt he cumulative risk.                                                  
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI's cancer risk level should be changed to 1 in      
     1,000,000 (1 x 10(-6)).                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.242     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.242A
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RAD (Risk Associated Dose). EPA has requested comment on use of adjustment 
     factors and whether scaling factors are appropriate.  The procedures       
     provided by EPA in the Technical Support Document are insufficient to      
     evaluate the suggested scaling factors.  Either the q(1) * (human) equation
     or the explanation accompanying it is incomplete.  Further, the 1986 EPA   
     reference cited provided no enlightenment.  It did, however, note a number 
     of criticisms suggesting that body weight rather than surface area should  
     be considered for interspecies comparisons.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.242A    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.243
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA's commitment in the Preamble to reopen the public comment period in the
     event that an inter-agency work group completes its task prior to          
     publication of the final GLI guidance is inappropriate.  Such a decision to
     delay final implementation of the GLI on such a narrow issue would not be  
     in the public interest and would exacerbate EPA's violation of Great Lakes 
     Critical Programs Act timetables.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.243     
     
     EPA didn't re-open the public comment period.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2742.244
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must give clearer recognition and more explicit regulatory direction   
     regarding transgenerational effects from exposure to Great Lakes toxic     
     pollutants.  This may be manifested in non-cancer or cancer effects in     
     future generations indirectly exposed to the contaminants.                 
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should specify in the methodology a longer list of     
     deleterious effects that non-cancer criteria should prodect against.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.244     
     
     The proposed Guidance presented a list of adverse effects which the        
     noncancer criteria are protective of, including adverse acute, subchronic  
     and chronic effects, and reproductive and developmental effects.           
                                                                                
     EPA believes the list of deleterious effects listed in the proposed        
     preamble encompasses any effect which can be deemed adverse.  Thus EPA is  
     retaining the proposed list in the final Guidance.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2742.245
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T2/NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               

Page 9573



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As we note elsewhere, the proposed definition(1) of ADE which includes     
     "sensitive subgroups" is welcome.  However, the GLI does not apply the     
     definition in developing criteria.  One apparent example is in EPA's       
     direction on development of ADE'S: "...The final step in deriving the ADE  
     is to reduce the NOAEL ["no observed adverse effect level"] or LOAEL       
     ["lowest observed adverse effect level"] to account for uncertainties in   
     predicting acceptable exposure levels for the general human population"    
     (emphasis added).  We do not belive that regulators or dischargers will    
     read this plain language to include "sensitive subgroups," regardless of   
     EPA's intent to do so.                                                     
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should explicitly require an uncertainty adjustment    
     factor in developing acceptable daily exposure values to protect sensitive 
     subpopulations.                                                            
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (1) "Acceptable daily exposure (ADE) is an estimate of the maximum daily   
     dose of a substance which is not expected to result in adverse effects to  
     the general human population, including sensitive subgroups."              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.245     
     
     The final Guidance does include an uncertainty factor to protect sensitive 
     members of the human population.  See section III.B.4.a of the final       
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2742.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is obviously a situation involving several groups of chemicals        
     (dioxins, furans and byphenyls) that have suddenly shifted from a cancer to
     a non-cancer paradigm for assessment of risk.  The GLI must be capable of  
     adapting to such a change as new knowledge is acquired, just as it must be 
     capable of adding new compounds of increasing concern for either cancer or 
     non-cancer endpoints.  Examples of future potential contaminants of concern
     for addition to the GLI include polychlorinated diphenyl toluenes and      
     diphenyl ethers, some of which may be mediated by the same receptor site of
     concern with dioxins, furans and coplanar PCBs.  Our recommendations       
     elsewhere address these concerns.                                          
                                                                                
     Recommendation: IRIS (Integrated Risk Information System) data should be   
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     used only as a starting point for the GLI's intent to protect "sensitive   
     subgroups" against health risks from exposure to environmental pollutants  
     in the Great Lakes System.  Additional data, especially concerning exposure
     risks to children, women and other sensitive subgroups, must be utilized as
     soon as it becomes available to States/Tribes in setting criteria and      
     values and NPDES permit limits.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.246     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA recommends the use of a mean adult weight of the human body of 70 kg   
     (154 lb), stating that this is a "conservative approach" because mean adult
     weight is at least 71.8 kg (158 lb).  This assumption by EPA is a major    
     flaw in the underpinnings of assumptions about who the GLI is designed to  
     protect--average adult white males or al individuals at risk from direct or
     parental exposure to environmental contaminants.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.247     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal fails to consider the primary population at special         
     risk--human infants (including embryos and fetuses).  An increasing body of
     evidence describing the effects of low-level, chronic exposure to          
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     contemporary chemicals has demonstrated the passage of contaminants from   
     mother to offspring both in utero prior to parturition and postpartum via  
     breast milk.  The health impacts resulting from the secondary exposure of  
     progeny to the original-parentally-acquired contaminants are referred to as
     transgererational effects, which we have repeatedly emphasized throughout  
     our comments.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.248     
     
     See response to  D605.055                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.249
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 250 embedded in 249                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nearly all of the transgenerational effects observed to date involve the   
     transmission of contaminant from mother to child.  Given this fact, it is  
     essential to protect these special populations at risk.  EPA has recognized
     this fact in its consideration of mercury and has added a special 5x       
     uncertainty factor for protection against fetal CNS (central nervous       
     system) development.  EPA is to be lauded for this foresighted approach.   
     [However, to make the rest of the calculation meaningful, the population at
     risk must be considered.  Rather than basing the subsequent HNV calculation
     of the average body weight of the entire human population, the body weight 
     for the population at risk should be approximated.  The closest            
     approximation to this population are the women of childbearing years,      
     approximately ages 12 to 40.  Considering the reported body weight of this 
     group yields:                                                              
                                                                                
     Mean body weight by age for women of child bearing years.                  
                                                                                
     Age Range  Mean Weight (kg)                                                
                                                                                
     12 < 15    50.7                                                            
     15 < 18    57.4                                                            
     18 < 25    60.6                                                            
     25 < 35    64.2                                                            
     35 < 40    65.7                                                            
     Mean       59.7                                                            
                                                                                
     The mean value observed, about 60 kg (132 lb), is likely skewed toward the 
     heavy end because fewer women beyond age 35 bear children.  If age 35 is   
     used as a cutoff, a mean weight of 58.22 is calculated.  In keeping with   
     EPA's conservative approach of rounding downward, an average female body   
     weight of 55 kg (121 lb) is recommended for use.  At a minimum, this factor
     should be applied to the HCV and the HNV for every pollutant suspected to  
     cause transgenerational effects for that exhibits estrogenicity.  The      
     effect of the application of varying body weight scenarios is provided     
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     below for four contaminants with transgenerational effects for which Tier I
     human health criteria are proposed: 2,3,7,8-TCDD, PCBs, mercury and DDT.]  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.249     
     
     See response to D605.055.                                                  
                                                                                
     In addition, see section VIII.5.a.of the SID for details on site-specific  
     criteria derivation for highly exposed subpopulations.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .250 is embedded in .249                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, to make the rest of the calculation meaningful, the population at 
     risk must be considered.  Rather than basing the subsequent HNV calculation
     of the average body weight of the entire human population, the body weight 
     for the population at risk should be approximated.  The closest            
     approximation to this population are the women of childbearing years,      
     approximately ages 12 to 40.  Considering the reported body weight of this 
     group yields:                                                              
                                                                                
     Mean body weight by age for women of child bearing years.                  
                                                                                
     Age Range  Mean Weight (kg)                                                
                                                                                
     12 < 15    50.7                                                            
     15 < 18    57.4                                                            
     18 < 25    60.6                                                            
     25 < 35    64.2                                                            
     35 < 40    65.7                                                            
     Mean       59.7                                                            
                                                                                
     The mean value observed, about 60 kg (132 lb), is like skewed toward the   
     heavy end because fewer women beyond age 35 bear children.  If age 35 is   
     used as a cutoff, a mean weight of 58.22 kg is calculated.  In keeping with
     EPA's conservative approach of rounding downward, an average female body   
     weight of 55 kg (121 lb) is recommended for use.  At minimum, this factor  
     should be applied to the HCV and the HNV for every pollutant suspected to  
     cause transgenerational effects or that exhibits estrogenicity.  The effect
     of the application of varying body weight scenarios is provided below for  
     four contaminants with transgenerational effects for which Tier I human    
     health criteria are proposed: 2,3,7,8-TCDD, PCBs, mercury and DDT.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.250     
     
     See response to D605.055 and G1727.004.                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.251
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The body weight we recommend based on this approach is approximately 1.2x -
     1.3x less (aprox. 22 percent reduction) than the maximum value for the     
     average 70 kg adult.  By using our approach and incorporating the          
     uncertainty values for CNS effects, EPA can provide a minimum level of     
     protection for women of childbearing years and their progeny.              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.251     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another population at special risk in the Great Lakes region, as elsewhere,
     includes children.  As noted above, children are at special risk because of
     their higher metabolic rates, smaller body weight and body mass, higher    
     rate of cellular division and the fact that protective mechanisms, such as 
     specific liver enzymes, do not develop until later in early childhood.  The
     present GLI contains no specific provisions for protecting this portion of 
     the population.  In this regard, specific consideration should be given to 
     incorporating such protection for children of HCVs and HNVs.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.252     
     
     See response to comment P2746.130.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One such approach is to use the minimum body mass appropriate to a child of
     < 3 years of age.  This value is 11.2 kg, rounded downward to 10 kg (22    
     lb).  The net effect of the application of this reduced body weight is a   
     downward adjustment of the recommended values by approximately an order of 
     magnitude.  Such an adjustment is consistent with our knowledge of the     
     potential for impacts of many of those compounds on children's health, e.g.
     mercury, lead, 2,3,7,8-TCDD, PCBs and the like.                            
                                                                                
     However, a more logical approach may be to include this specific adjustment
     for childhood sensitivity as an additional uncertainty factor, as is done  
     for mercury in the adjustment for protection against fetal CNS development.
     This approach has the added advantage that if the factor selected for      
     uncertainty was sufficiently large, it will protect not only children, but 
     also several other populations at special risk, including subsistence      
     anglers, commercial fishermen and their families who consume incidental    
     catch, various ethnic and Native Americal groups whose customs dictate     
     consumption of their catch, and the like.  The addition of an appropriately
     large safety or uncertainty factor to the calculated ADE would provide     
     protection for these groups and eliminate the necessity of adjusting the   
     body weight criteria to accommodate children.                              
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should use a human body weight approximating women 
     of 55 kg (121 lb), not an average weight for all adults of 70 kg (154 lb), 
     for the development of human health criteria and values for pollutants with
     potential to cause transgenerational effects or that elicit estrogenicity. 
     To further protect children, an additional uncertainty factor should be    
     used in calculation of HCVs and HNVs for these chemicals to adjust for     
     childhood sensitivity.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.253     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI includes no factor to account for human exposure to chlorine used  
     to treat drinking water, as part of the 2 l/d noted above.  This includes  
     potential for interactions in public water systems with organic pollutants 
     in the ambient water and for interactions in the human body after          
     ingestion.  This omission leads to underestimates of risks from exposure to
     many pollutants.                                                           
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should acknowledge increased risks from potential      
     interctions between chlorine added to public water systems and pollutants  
     in the raw waters, even if at ambient criteria levels.  EPA must find a way
     to account for this increased human health risk and reduce public exposure 
     in human health criteria methodologies.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.254     
     
     EPA has not developed Tier I criteria or Tier II values for chlorine       
     (chlorine is one of the excluded pollutants; see Table 5 of the proposed   
     GLWQI).  However, EPA is aware that chlorine reacts with a number of       
     organic compounds to form potentially toxic chlorinated compounds.         
     Therefore, many chlorinated compounds, such as chlorobenzene,              
     hexachlorobenzene, hexachloroethane, pentachlorophenol and                 
     trichloroethylene are placed in Tier I. Several other chlorinated chemicals
     are also placed on the list  of Pollutants of Initial Focus.  This will    
     result in the future development of Tier I criteria and Tier II values for 
     several prominent chlorinated compounds.                                   
                                                                                
     EPA agrees there is the potential for interactions between pollutants in   
     ambient water and public drinking water.  However, these are best handled  
     by controls at the public drinking water facility.   EPA has proposed      
     National Primary Drinking Water Standards (MCLGs and MCLs) for             
     disinfectants and disinfection by- products (59 FR 38668, July 29, 1994)   
     which addresses many pollutants which are the result of combining chlorine 
     and natural organic substances such as ammonia (chloramine), humic acids   
     (chloroacetic acids and aldehydes).                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to use a 15 gm/d fish consumption rate is under-protective  
     of public health.  It must be revised upwards significantly, as outlined   
     below.                                                                     
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     EPA has properly rejected the fish consumption value now used widely to set
     water quality criteria to protect human health of 6.5 gm/d, or 1.6 ounces  
     per week (oz/wk).(2)  Instead, the GLI proposes a value of 15 gm/d (3.7    
     oz/wk).  However, numerous studies suggest that even the assumption of 15  
     gm/d is inadequate to protect high risk populations of fish consumers.     
     EPA's proposal is inconsistent with its objective to protect sensitive     
     subgroups, as we discussed above relative to the ADE definition.           
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (2) The 6.5 gm/d value is thoroughly discredited by West (1993).           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.255     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This ADE definition is not what EPA has used to define the fish consumption
     rate.  EPA has used the 90th percentile of "regionally caught" fish        
     consumption rates "of the entire regional population."  Therefore, EPA     
     cannot properly claim that the GLI is protective of "sensitive subgroups"  
     under its proposal.  This parameter compounds other underprotcetive        
     assumptions in the GLI, starting with the basic calculations used by IRIS, 
     as noted above.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.256     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A fundamental issue we raise here and throughout the GLI is: "Who is the   
     GLI intended to protect?"  Despite EPA's ADE definition above, most aspects
     of the GLI are predicated on protection of average adult white males.  Fish
     consumption rates are a case-in-point, and our reasons for this conclusion 
     are outlined below.                                                        
                                                                                
     The broader issue that EPA must confront is one of environmental equity.   
     The National Wildlife Federation recently addressed this issue in          
     correspondence to the Clinton Administration, and provided to EPA.(3)      
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (3) Letter of April 22, 1993 from Jay D. Hair, NWF President, to Vice      
     President Albert Gore, Jr., with copy to EPA Administrator Carol Browner.  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.257     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     West (1993)(4) provides the most recent data on this point regarding sport 
     anglers, including subpopulations, in Michigan.  He found that the total   
     average fish consumption for licensed anglers is 24.4 gm/d, while sport    
     caught fish consumption alone is 14.5 gm/d.  This suggests that EPA's      
     proposed figure of 15 gm/d is appropriate only if the objective is         
     protection of average sport anglers, while ignoring contaminants in their  
     diet from commercial fish.                                                 
                                                                                
     West further concluded that among sport anglers, "the 80th percentile for  
     sport caught fish in Michigan is 30 gm/d, and for total fish consumption is
     40.8 gm/d."  The 90th percentile for sport fish consumption by all sport   
     anglers is about 60 gm/d.  However, he points out that "lower income       
     minorities are a key sub-group that eat more fish on average than other    
     sub-groups in the population, more even than the 80th percentiles for the  
     respective categories of sport and total fish consumption" (emphasis       
     added).                                                                    
                                                                                
     Lower income minorities (licensed Michigan anglers) average 43.1 gm/d sport
     fish consumption and 57.9 gm/d total fish consumption, according to West.  
                                                                                
     EPA cites West et al. 1989 as a source for its recommendation.  This study,
     however, reached conclusions based on consumption in the off-season alone. 
     West (1993) has subsequently updated this research, as noted above.        
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     The TSD correctly notes that extreme differences exist in this region's    
     fish consumption behavior.  These differences represent not only wide      
     variations from the national averages, but also represent a large disparity
     within the population of the Great Lakes region itself.  EPA's own studies 
     (1989)(5) indicate that average consumption rates for certain U.S.         
     subpopulations vary from 6 to 100 gm/d.                                    
                                                                                
     In the original application of the HNV, the Wisconsin Human Threshold      
     Criterion (HTC), the term for fish consumption (F(H)) specified:           
                                                                                
     An average per capita daily consumption of sport-caught fish by Wisconsin  
     anglers equal to 0.02 kilograms per day (20 gm/d).                         
                                                                                
     Thus, the original application of the HNV/HCV equations specified 20 gm/d  
     (4.9 oz/wk) as the quantity of sport fish consumed per day by Wisconsin    
     anglers.  This value agrees fairly well with the unadjusted mean annual    
     total fish consumption in Michigan of 17 gms/day (4.2 oz/wk), as reported  
     by EPA.  However, surveys of sport anglers in Michigan have revealed much  
     higher consumption rates among these persons and their families.  Humphrey 
     (1076) interviewed anglers randomly selected at dockside and inquired of   
     their consumption behavior.  He reports that the Michigan sport anglers he 
     interviewed in the 18 counties which border Lake Michigan consumed 16.6    
     kg/capita/annum (36.6 pounds/person/year).  This value translated into 45.5
     gm/d per person (11.2 oz/wk).  In a subsequent study, Humphrey (1988 &     
     1989a) reported that a cohort of sport anglers who regularly consumed their
     catch was identified.  He states that this group consumed an average of 32 
     pounds (14.5 kg) per year, with some individuals consuming as much as 262  
     pounds (118.8 kg) per year.  Humphrey (1989a) then notes that this average 
     (14.5 kg/capita/year) was nearly five times the national per capita fish   
     consumption average commonly used in risk estimates.  The mean value, 14.5 
     kg/capita/year, translated into 39.7 gm/d (9.8 oz/wk) and the maximum value
     reported, 118.8 kg is equivalent to 325.5 gm/d (80.4 oz/wk).               
                                                                                
     Jacobson et al. (1983), studying women and their infants from this same    
     area, reported that at a consumption rate of 26 pounds (11.8 kg) of fish   
     per person per year, approximately 100,000 women in the eighteen Michigan  
     county areas adjacent to Lake Michigan met this requirement.  This         
     consumption level is equivalent to 32.3 gm/d.  Jacobson et al. (1983)      
     further noted that even this rate of consumption and estimate of the number
     of women exposed do not include women from nearby Wisconsin, a major salmon
     fishing state, or those from the Chicago area.  It is also interesting to  
     note that these authors reported an upper value of 54.5 kg of fish consumed
     annually by one woman.  This value is equivalent to 149.3 gm/d (36.9       
     oz/wk).                                                                    
                                                                                
     It is also important to note the significance of the fish consumption rates
     reported by Jacobson et al. (1983 & 1992).  This consumption was related to
     dose-dependent adverse effects on the women's children, as we discussed    
     earlier--I. Background.  Despite the natural variability and potential     
     confounding factors in such a complex assessment of human health effects,  
     the damages to infants are real and appear to be persisting into later     
     childhood.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In comparison with actual data from surveys of Great Lakes sport anglers,  
     the EPA estimate of 15 gm/d seriously underestimates the measured          
     consumption mean values.  As suggested by Humphrey (1989b), the measured   
     consumption rates in a range of 39.7-45.5 gm/d is in excess of five times  
     the claimed national average fish consumption value of 6.5 gm/d.  His most 
     recently measured value (1989b) is 6.1 times this national average         
     consumption rate.                                                          
                                                                                
     West (1993) concluded that the preferred recommendation for use of the     
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     average fish consumption of lower income minorities (43.1 gm/d) was        
     unrealistic: "It would simply be politically unfeasible to ever hope that  
     the State [of Michigan] would adopt levels this high in its water quality  
     standards."  So West argued instead for use of the 80th percentile for     
     sport fish consumption (30 gm/d).  West's 90th percentile for sport fish   
     consumption by all sport anglers is about 60 gm/d.                         
                                                                                
     We reiterate our basic premise that should serve as the basis for the GLI  
     and for EPA's proposed methodologies: People should be able to eat as much 
     fish from the Great Lakes System as their tastes, recreation, culture, or  
     subsistence needs dictate and be able to consume these fish without having 
     to worry about what risks that diet may bring to themselves or their       
     offspring.                                                                 
                                                                                
     From a practical standpoint, many people continue to be frequent consumers 
     of Great Lakes System fish.  For example, the salmon fishery on Lake       
     Michigan has rebounded; limit catches of walleye from Lake Erie are the    
     norm.                                                                      
                                                                                
     Our judgement, taking into account the various available studies, is that  
     50 gm/d (12.3 oz/wk) would appear to reasonable reflect the 90 % level of  
     the upper boundary of this group.  This value should provide a reasonable  
     level of protection for nearly all sport fish consumers, but would not     
     account for the exceptionally heavy fish consumers identified by Jacobson  
     et al. (1983), Humphrey (1989a), West (1993)(6) and others.(7)  Even this  
     higher value will not fully protect heavy fish consumers among certain     
     populations, including sport anglers, Hmong communities, Native Americans  
     and commercial anglers and their families.                                 
                                                                                
     The effect of the alteration of the consumption rate upon the calculated   
     HNVs and HCVs is substantial.  The effects of altered fish consumption     
     rates on the HNV and the HCV are presented in the table below.  In this    
     calculation all other factors have remained constant, i.e., ADE, Wh, RSC,  
     etc.; only the consumption rate has been varied.  A rate of 15 gm/d has    
     been used to represent the EPA position, 20 gm/d to indicate a similar     
     value calculated by the State of Wisconsin, a rounded value of 40 gm/d to  
     represent the 1989 consumption observed by Humphrey, a rounded value of 45 
     gm/d to represent the 1976 data of Humphrey and a rate of 50 gm/d          
     recommended by us to represent protection of 90 % of sport anglers and     
     their families.                                                            
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (4) Executive Summary attached as Supporting Document.                     
                                                                                
     (5) Cited in Parkerton et al. (1993).                                      
                                                                                
     (6) West found that the 100th percentile for sport fish consumption was 489
     gm/d.                                                                      
                                                                                
     (7) Parkerton et al. (1992) suggests that 165 gm/d could be used for       
     assessing health risks to a hypothetical maximum exposed individual.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.258     
     
     See response to comments D2714.032, P2771.194 and P2771.192.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
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     Comment ID: P2742.259
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA suggests that fish consumers above the 15 gm/d would be adequately     
     protected for two reasons: First, EPA suggests that the fish consumed will 
     not all be at maximum pollutant levels.  Second, EPA notes that the GLI    
     offers site-specific criteria that may be used by the States/Tribes to     
     protect particular waters used by subpopulations.                          
                                                                                
     Neither argument is valid.  First, whatever assumptions and standards are  
     set for the "average" fish consumer is also appropriate for sensitive      
     subgroups, i.e., above-average fish consumers.  To suggest otherwise is    
     illogical and is inconsistent with EPA's emerging emphasis on              
     "environmental equity."                                                    
                                                                                
     Given the data presented on measured fish consumption among sport          
     anglers--the group EPA has chosen to protect--it is clear that EPA's 15    
     gm/d estimate of consumption seriously underestimates the rate of fish     
     consumption by Great Lakes System Anglers.  The assumption that it is      
     highly unlikely that anglers will eat more that 15 gm/d of the maximum     
     pollutant-bearing fish demonstrates a lack of understanding of the use     
     patterns in the Great Lakes.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.259     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are two general categories of fish which tend to accumulate the      
     largest quantities of bioaccumulative contaminants: (1) salmonid fishes,   
     e.g., lake trout, chinook salmon and coho salmon and (2) bottom-feeding    
     fish with high lipid reserves, e.g., carp, catfish and the like.  The first
     category of fishes are the principle target of the Great Lakes region's    
     more affluent sport anglers and, in some cases, Native Americans.  Catches 
     of these fish are predominant in Lakes Superior, Michigan and Huron and    
     significant numbers are also taken in Lake Ontario.  Whitefish livers,     
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     likely a concentrated source of contaminants, are considered a delicacy by 
     some Great Lakes Native Americans (Dellinger 1993).                        
                                                                                
     The second category of bottom-feeding fish is often the principle target of
     urban subsistence anglers.  In either case, it is likely that most, if not 
     all, of the daily quota of fish consumed for both of these categories will 
     come from the so-called "maximum pollutant-bearing fish."                  
                                                                                
     In short, a freezer full of Great Lakes chinook salmon or drum could easily
     shatter EPA's assumption about unlikely exposure to "maximum               
     pollutant-bearing fish" for families that choose to ignore public health   
     advisories.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.260     
     
     See response to comment P2742.051.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.261
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, site-specific criteria may or may not be adopted by the            
     States/Tribes; we think it is unlikely.  Site-specific criteria generally  
     make little sense in a program designed to treat the Great Lakes for what  
     it it--an integrated ecosystem.  If, for example, additional protection for
     high consumers of Lake Erie walleye or Lake Superior lake trout was        
     desired, what "site-specific" changes would work on these wide-ranging     
     species?                                                                   
                                                                                
     Site-specific criteria are inconsistent with the usage patterns in the     
     Great Lakes System.  Since consumption by many sport anglers occurs at     
     levels far above EPA's estimate and since subsistence fishing and uses by  
     other special groups of individuals at risk occur in all of the Great      
     Lakes, then in order to satisfy its own requirements, EPA would be forced  
     to set separate site-specific criteria in each of the five Great Lakes if  
     the 15 gm/d consumption value is continued.  This situation is intolerable 
     and contradicts the GLI's original purpose of interstate consistency.      
     Further, the argument for site-specific criteria is specious as it fails to
     recognize either the mobility of the biota or the circulatory patterns     
     within and among the Great Lakes.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.261     
     
     The Agency disagrees with the commenters' statement that site- specific    
     criteria are inconsistent with the usage patterns in the Great Lakes System
     and would result in each of the five Great Lakes having separate           
     site-specific criteria, especially in regard to fish consumption rates.    
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     The value of 15 grams/day chosen by the Agency is representative of the    
     types of fish consumed in the Great Lakes region. On the other hand, EPA   
     believes that it is possible that there might be isolated tribes and       
     populations of people who do not consume as much fish as the rate presented
     in the proposal.  Such a demonstration would likely be difficult to make   
     due to the transience of people in the Great Lake area, but if a State or  
     Tribe can demonstrate, by providing appropriate data, that a group of      
     people who are the exclusive users of a waterbody has a significantly lower
     fish consumption rate than the rest of the Great Lakes population, they may
     apply that lower rate in developing their human health criteria for that   
     waterbody. The States and Tribes must ensure that fish migration from the  
     waterbody in question will not lead to increased exposure to other human   
     populations. The State or Tribe must also demonstrate that the specified   
     waterbody is not associated with a known or anticipated group of           
     individuals who may consume more fish, such as a sport or subsistence      
     angler population. To ascertain such information, the State or Tribe must  
     conduct a site-specific fish consumption survey.  When determining a       
     site-specific fish consumption rate, a site- specific fish lipid percentage
     must also be determined.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge EPA to re-examine its position in this regard and select a fish    
     consumption rate reflective of Great Lakes sport anglers and other highly  
     exposed subgroups, preferably at the level of protection of the 90th       
     percentile of this population.                                             
                                                                                
     The "grams per day" figures used throughout debate on this issue must be   
     kept in real-world perspective.  Our recommendation of the use of 50 gm/d  
     still only amounts to 1.5 meals per week, assuming half-pound servings of  
     fish, or only one meal per week, assuming three-quarter pound servings of  
     fish.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.262     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should use 50 gm/d (not 15 gm/d) of fish consumed as reasonably    
     representative of the 90th percentile of fish consumption among sport      
     anglers and other special populations at risk, including subsistence       
     anglers, ethnic communities, Native American groups and commercial anglers 
     and their families.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.263     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: P2742.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For those chemicals for which data exists on exposures via pathways other  
     than water or aquatic organisms, such data should be used to derive a      
     relative source contribution for both bioaccumulative chemicals of concern 
     (BCCs) and non-BCCs.                                                       
                                                                                
     h. General Considerations. EPA has requested comment on various assumptions
     proposed for setting human health criteria, whether criteria addressing    
     short-term, high level exposures should be derived and whether criteria    
     should be developed exclusively for a child.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.264     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
                                                                                
     See section V.C.5.g of the SID for a discussion on the relative source     
     contribution.  See section V.C of the SID for a discussion on addressing   
     short-term, high level exposures and establishing criteria for children.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
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     Comment ID: P2742.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The suggestion of the need to consider measures to protect against acute   
     and subchronic effects from seasonal exposure from fish consumption may be 
     appropriate for certain pollutants, such as mercury.  However, its emphasis
     misses the central issue of fish consumption and human health in the Great 
     Lakes Basin; this is the potential for deleterious transgenerational       
     effects from long-term exposure to bioaccumulative and persistent          
     environmental pollutants.  Regarding criteria development to protect       
     children, our comments throughout incorporate that concern; we certainly   
     support this concept.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.265     
     
     See response to comments P2746.130 and D605.055.  Also see response to     
     comments on fish consumption rate (G5988.007) and acute exposures          
     (P2576.119).                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: P2742.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We concur with EPA's proposal that a 28-day study is the minimally         
     acceptable test for most organisms that can yield information of sufficient
     quantity and quality from which to derive a level of protection.  However, 
     the level of contaminants defined this way cannot account for chronic or   
     subchronic level effects without the application of additional uncertainty 
     factors.  Longer-term exposure values are needed.                          
                                                                                
     Recognizing that the intention of EPA in establishing a Tier II level is   
     that this will be an interim value, while encouraging the permittee to     
     obtain or conduct long-term studies:                                       
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Studies as short as 28 days should be permitted, but the   
     "acceptable daily exposure" resulting from such foreshortened testing      
     should be modified with a mandatory uncertainty factor of at least 100 if  
     based on short test periods.  Further, the minimum acceptable value for    
     such short-term testing should be the "no observed adverse effect level."  
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     The use of studies of shorter duration than the 28-day minimum is not      
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.266     
     
     The comment with regard to uncertainty factors is unclear to EPA. However, 
     with regard to uncertainty factors, EPA is limiting the size of the        
     uncertainty factor that can be applied to a 28 day study to 30,000.  EPA   
     anticipates that an uncertainty factor of 3000 will be applied to a 28 day 
     NOAEL, however, an additional uncertainty factor of between 1 and 10 may be
     applied when there is an incomplete database (e.g., lack of reproductive/  
     developmental data).                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that only a NOAEL from a short term study 
     can be used in deriving a Tier II value.  EPA believes there may be many   
     well conducted short term studies (29 to 89 days in duration) which result 
     in minimal LOAELs which can also be to develop Tier II values.  These must 
     be used with caution and a determination must be made that the minimal     
     LOAEL effects are relatively mild and reversible.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: P2742.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also strongly support careful, discriminating use of SARs by            
     States/Tribes to set Tier II values, as cited elsewhere (II. Regulatory    
     Requirements).  As stated there, the use of chlorinated substitutes cannot 
     remain unregulated until a new ecological disaster is visited on the lakes.
     It is reasonable to require chemical manufacturers or dischargers to       
     identify the mode(s) of action and the SARs that support the particular    
     mode of action for each compound made purposely, or as a by-product and    
     discharged to any environmental medium.  "Copycat" substitutes must not    
     slip through regulatory cracks to become unanticipated ecological          
     disasters.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The use of "structure activity relationships" to set Tier  
     II values through use of surrogate chemicals, if done by regulators in a   
     careful, discriminating manner, is appropriate and should be a routinely   
     performed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.267     
     
     With regard to the use of SAR, EPA agrees that SAR may be useful in        
     assessing the potential effects of a chemical and may be valuable in       
     selecting the uncertainty factor for a Tier II value.  However, it is a    
     process which requires a great deal of scientific judgement and can be open
     to differing interpretations.  Because of these concerns, EPA has decided  
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     to not require the use of SAR as the basis for II values.  EPA believes the
     expertise or the resources may not exist in many States to use SAR for     
     routine regulatory purposes.  In addition, the interpretation of SAR data  
     may lead to inconsistent values among the Great Lake States.  With further 
     research and a greater confidence in the process, SAR may be used in the   
     future to derive surrogate chemical Tier II values.                        
                                                                                
     However, the use of SAR for the selection of uncertainty factors for Tier  
     II values may still be employed.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: P2742.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While SAR information is valuable, structure has not been an accurate      
     predictor of some of the most worrisome characteristics of pollutants,     
     particularly estrogenicity.  Therefore, we recommend elsewhere (II.        
     Regulatory Requirements) that pollutants also be screened for estrogenicity
     by testing for cell proliferative effects of chemicals.  For those that are
     biologically active, no discharge to the environment should be permitted.  
     Further, estrogenicity does not ensure transgenerational effects will not  
     occur.  Therefore, testing for transgenerational effects also should be    
     required.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.268     
     
     EPA requires that all data be evaluated in developing Tier I criteria or   
     Tier II values, including reproductive and developmental effects.  This    
     would also include demonstrations of estrogenicity as the commenter points 
     out.  However, EPA has not required screening for estrogenicity by testing 
     for cell proliferative effects of a chemical.   EPA believes this is an    
     uncertain area, and rather recommends that a chemical be examined for      
     estrogenicity through the use of SAR.  In addition, an extra uncertainty   
     factor may be used in the development of a Tier II value, to account for a 
     lack of overall database, including a lack of data in the area of          
     reproductive/developmental effects, and especially estrogenicity.          
                                                                                
     See also response to comment D2854L.048.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2742.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that the derived human health criterion for total PCBs (3 
     x 10(-3) ng/l) may be too high and insufficient to protect human health.   
     Swain (1991) has recommended a value one order of magnitude lower (1.0     
     pg/l) to protect maternal and infant health.                               
                                                                                
     Discharges of PCBs likely will be limited by the more stringent proposed   
     wildlife criterion for PCBs (17 pg/l).  We recommend elsewhere (V.         
     Wildlife) that the wildlife criterion for total PCBs should be 0.1 pg/l to 
     ensure protection of embryonic life stages.  This would also provide       
     adequate protection for human health.                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should thoroughly review its proposed human health     
     criterion for total PCBs, which appears insufficiently protective of       
     maternal and infant health.  PCBs are ubiquitous in the Great Lakes System,
     pose great risks of causing various health effects to humans and should be 
     totally eliminated from the Great Lakes System in the fastest possible     
     manner.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.269     
     
     EPA has reviewed all noncancer data, including reproductive and            
     developmental data, in developing a Tier II value.  The Tier I criterion,  
     which is based on a cancer bioassay, is 3 pg/L or 3 x 10-3 ng/l, which is  
     essentially the same (factor of 3) as the value recommended by Swain 1991. 
     It is not an order of magnitude lower as suggested by the comment.  Comment
     is also mistaken in stating that the wildlife criterion is the most        
     stringent. The human health criterion is still the more stringent of the   
     two criteria in the final Guidance.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2742.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding establishment of dioxin criteria, in the general spirit of the   
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     proposed CLI that uses the best scientific data available at the time, EPA 
     should move forward with final human health criteria for dioxin and modify 
     them as appropriate when the studies are completed.                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should under no circumstances delay publication in the 
     GLI of a final dioxin criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.270     
     
     See response to comment D2741.115.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/CN
     Comment ID: P2742.271
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An example of the discrepancy between the GLI and the national criteria is 
     noted for cyanide.  The national criterion for cyanide is 700 ug/l while   
     the GLI proposes 800 ug/l.  Whether or not the difference of 0.1 ppm is    
     significant, we believe the more conservative (protective) of the two      
     requirements should take precedence.  Therefore, the national criterion of 
     700 ug/l for cyanide should be used, to comply with the CPA and conform    
     with the GLWQA's goal of virtual elmination.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.271     
     
     See response to P2746.141                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We regard this statement as presumptuous, particularly in view of the fact 
     that for at least three of the compounds of concern--lindane, dieldrin and 
     heptachlor--the GLWQA criteria are substantially lower than those proposed 
     by EPA for the GLI.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.272     
     
     GLWQI criteria are derived using the most current toxicological data and   
     exposure assumptions (regarding fish consumption and BAFs).                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the proposed GLI represents a significant step toward the       
     objective of the GLWQA; that is, "to eliminate or reduce to the maximum    
     extent practicable the discharge of toxic substances in toxic amounts."    
     Nevertheless, this discrepancy between the proposed GLI criteria and       
     existing GLWQA criteria (objectives) suggests that contrary to EPA's       
     conclusion, the GLI fails to conform with at least three Specific          
     Objectives contained in Annex 1 of the GLWQA.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.273     
     
     See response to G1346.008                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Human health criteria for lindane, dieldrin and heptachlor should be made  
     more restrictive to conform with Specific Objectives of the Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Agreement.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.274     
     
     See response to comment P2742.272.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with EPA that the GLI's proposed Tier II methodology conforms with
     the GLWQA, even though it falls short of fulfilling all General and        
     Specific Objectives.  In particular, the Tier I/Tier II methodology        
     utilizes "weight of evidence," as EPA notes (Section V.B.6.a) and "reverse 
     onus."                                                                     
                                                                                
     This is consistent with recommendation for implementation of the GLWQA by  
     the Internation Joint Commission:                                          
                                                                                
     That "the Parties adopt and apply a weight-of-evidence approach to the     
     identification and virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances" (IJC
     1992); and                                                                 
                                                                                
     That "when approval is sought for the manufacture, use or discharge of any 
     substance which will or may enter the environment, the applicant must      
     prove, as a general rule, that the substance is not harmful to the         
     environment or human health" (IJC 1990).                                   
                                                                                
     We  have recommended previously (I. Background) that the GLWQA requires the
     adoption of Specific Objectives and thus, numeric criteria, to be adopted  
     as interim values only for persistent toxic substances, pending the        
     achievement of virtual elimination.                                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should note that the criteria for Tier 1 persistent    
     chemicals are proposed as interim values only, in conformance with the     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement's goal of virtual elimination.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.275     
     
     Tier I criteria are not considered interim values, Tier II values are.     
     Also see new Tier designations for Bioaccumulation factors based on quality
     of database (section 5.f. of the Human Health SID).                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2742.276
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/EXP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support EPA's statements about the need to control chlorine disinfection
     by-products where necessary to maintain designated uses and meet water     
     quality goals.  As noted previously, we have recommended that chlorine be  
     added to the Regulation Table 6 "Pollutants of Initial Focus."  We also    
     recommend above that EPA find a way to account for the increased human     
     health risks from potential interactions between chlorine added to public  
     water systems and pollutants in the raw waters and reduce public exposure  
     in human health criteria methodologies.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.276     
     
     See response to comment P2742.254.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.277
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the proposed GLI, for the first time federally mandated standards    
     would require that protection of wildlife  be a factor in settting         
     anti-pollution limits.  Included would be protection for some of the Great 
     Lakes region's most prized resources-bald eagles and other birds of prey,  
     terns and other water birds, and otters and other fish-eating mammals.     
                                                                                
     For the first time, adverse impacts to offspring of wildlife parents       
     exposed to toxic pollutants in their food would be part of setting         
     anti-pollution limits.  EPA's proposal for wildlife criteria is one of the 
     most innovative and important components of the GLI.  We applaud EPA's     
     effort and support the proposal.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.277     
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     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2742.278
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This protocol is a major step forward in the Nation's efforts to conserve  
     its wildlife heritage.  Wildlife protection has been a mandate of the Clean
     Water Act (CWA), but EPA never has issued national water quality criteria  
     to meet this requirement.  We expect the GLI to be a prelude to eventual   
     adoption by EPA of national wildlife criteria.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.278     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.279
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference pg. 99.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe wildlife criteria have direct relevance to protection of human  
     health.  Wildlife populations have served as sentinels of potential adverse
     effects to humans exposed to similar environmental pollutants.  We agree   
     with the conclusions of Ludwig et al. (1993b) that if the most sensitive   
     wildlife species are protected for the most sensitive endpoints, especially
     transgenerational, reproductive and developmental effects, then human      
     health also should be adequately protected from exposure to the same       
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     References                                                                 
                                                                                
     Ludwig, J.P., J.P. Giesy, C.L. Summer, W.W. Bowerman, S. Heaton, R.        
     Auerlich, S. Bursian, H.J. Auman, P.D. Jones, L.L. Williams, D.E. Tillitt, 
     and M. Gilbertson.  1993b.  A comparison of water quality criteria in the  
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     Great Lakes Basin based on human or wildlife health.  J. Great Lakes Res.: 
     in press.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.279     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VI.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.280
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not believe, however, that all the criteria proposed are sufficiently
     protective of wildlife.                                                    
                                                                                
     Initially, the GLI sets Tier I water quality criteria based on wildlife    
     protection for only four pollutants--PCBs, mercury, dioxin and DDT.  EPA   
     notes that these are pollutants having the most severe effects on Great    
     Lakes wildlife.  This is correct, based on current knowledge.  Other poorly
     studied pollutants capable of disrupting endocrine systems of wildlife also
     have been in the environment for decades; no one can be sure of the full   
     extent of their adverse effects.  Included are many pesticides, such as    
     atrazine, that are in broad use in the region (see our comments in II.     
     Regulatory Requirements).  The GLI, if properly implemented to restrict    
     these and other pollutants, will dreduce risks of now-undetected effects.  
     The GLI, if properly implemented to restrict these and other pollutants,   
     will reduce risks of now-undetected effects.  The GLI is intended to to be 
     proscriptive, not merely prescriptive, in heading off exposure to          
     environmental contaminants of potential future threat to wildlife.  We     
     strongly endorse this preventative element of the GLI.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.280     
     
     In cases where it is determined that a criterion or the methodology,       
     provides insufficient protection of wildlife species, States and Tribes    
     can, under section 510 of the Clean Water Act, develop more stringent      
     wildlife criteria.   In addition, States and Tribes may also use the       
     section 510 authorities to develop Tier I wildlife criteria or Tier II     
     values for pollutants not covered by the appendix D methodology. Finally,  
     as data becomes available, States and Tribes are required to use the       
     appendix D methodology to derive wildlife criteria for additional          
     contaminants provided in Table 6.A of 40 CFR Part 132.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.281
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     We previously recommended (II. Regulatory Requirements) that additional    
      Tier I wildlife criteria beyond these four pollutants should be developed 
     (Table 4) by EPA as soon as possible.  However, formal adoption into       
     State/Tribal standards should not delay interim use of derived criteria.   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.281     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.282
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA outlines special risks to predators at the top of the food chain from  
     contaminants in Great Lakes waters in the Preamble sections on Wildlife and
     Background.  EPA does not, however, adequately stress the transgenerational
     adverse effects on wildlife from exposure to certain water pollutants,     
     known from decades of field research in this region.  End effects, such as 
     eggshell thinning and fledgling success in water birds do not account for  
     all potential adverse effects.  Continuing problems identified this year in
     Great Lakes bald eagle populations highlight our concern.                  
                                                                                
     Four young bald eaglets with deformities in their bills and feet were      
     discovered in 1993 at nest sites in Michigan near the Great Lakes by the   
     U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (U.S. FWS 1993).  Two of the eaglets were in
     nests along Lake Erie.  The other two were from northern Michigan near the 
     Great Lakes.  Three had cross-bills.  The fourth had club feet.  Both      
     conditions made survival in the wild impossible.                           
                                                                                
     The like cause of the deformities, according to the FWS, was environmental 
     contaminants present in prey items consumed by the parent birds.  The      
     contaminants are transferred from the mothers to eggs and are suspected to 
     interfere with normal development of embryos.  The eaglets' deformities are
     consistent with the types of deformities found in double-crested cormorants
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     and other colonial fish-eating birds in the Great Lakes.  We believe that  
     these insults to our Nation's symbol are graphic evidence of the need for  
     the wildlife criteria in the GLI.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.282     
     
     Please refer to comments P2742.280 and P2742.326 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.283
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are improvements to the propsed wildlife criteria protocol that we   
     recommend below.  EPA should act to develop real-world methods to monitor  
     effectiveness of the wildlife criteria and be responsive to the direction  
     of emerging scientific evaluation and monitoring techniques.  In order to  
     develop adequate wildlife criteria, the following concepts should be       
     accepted for wildlife.  These principles have guided the development of our
     comments on the GLI.                                                       
                                                                                
     (1) The classification wildlife includes organisms that do not necessarily 
     live in the water per se; these species feed on aquatic organisms that have
     bioconcentrated chemicals from the water and then bioaccumulate far higher 
     levels than do obligate aquatic species such as zooplankton and fish.  In  
     the past, regulatory programs often assumed that predaceous fish are the   
     terminal wildlife predators, ignoring birds and mammals.  Furthermore, the 
     classification wildlife includes far more species than just those hunted,  
     fished or harvested for human use.  The GLI's consideration of the effects 
     of chemicals that bioaccumulate in a broadly defined wildlife resource is  
     one of the GLI's strongest features.                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.283     
     
     Few comments were received on this issue.  EPA believes that while the term
     "wildlife" may carry several different definitions, depending on the       
     audience, the methodology contained in appendix D clearly indicates that   
     wildlife in terms of the final Guidance is comprised of all taxa of the    
     taxonomic Classes Aves and Mammalia.  In terms of other definitions        
     contained in the final Guidance, EPA believes that there are sufficient    
     definitions contained in both the proposed and final Guidances, the        
     proposed and final preambles to those Guidances, and in support            
     documentation, such as the Great Lakes Technical Support Document for      
     Wildlife Criteria.                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that criteria developed specifically for     
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     non-aquatic wildlife species, such as mammals and birds, are necessary for 
     bioaccumulative chemicals.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.284
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.280                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chemicals known to disrupt the endocrine system include:  DDT and its      
     degradation products, DEHP(di(2-ethylhexyl)phthalate), dicofol, HCB        
     (hexachlorobenzene), kelthane, kepone, lindane and other                   
     hexachlorocyclohexane congeners, methoxychlor, octachlorostyrene, synthetic
     pyrethroids, triazine herbicides, EBDC fungicides, certain PCB congeners,  
     2,3,7,8-TCDD and other dioxins, 2,3,7,8-TCDF and other furans, cadmium,    
     lead, mercury, tributyltin and other organo-tin compounds, alkyl phenols   
     (non-biodegradable detergents and anti-oxidants present in modified        
     polystyrene and PVCs), styrene dimers and trimers, soy products, and       
     laboratory animal and pet food products"(Wingspread Statement, attached as 
     Supporting Document, in Colborn & Clement 1992).                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.284     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.280 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.285
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) The food chain is the primary exposure pathway of wildlife to toxic    
     pollutants.  But, exposure is not necessarily an accurate measure of impact
     or toxic effects.  The GLI must be based both on exposure and the mode of  
     action in order to account for additivity of different chemicals that share
     common modes of action.  EPA recognizes this distinction in its discussion 
     of "hazard and exposure."                                                  
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     Response to: P2742.285     
     
     EPA agrees that additivity is an important consideration for the derivation
     of protective criteria for wildlife.  The concern, however, is that there  
     is no scientific consensus on the values to be used.  In accordance to the 
     U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's (FWS) Biological Opinion on the final     
     Guidance, EPA will be jointly hosting with FWS one or more workshops,      
     starting in two years, on Toxic Equivalency Factors specific for wildlife. 
     Depending on the outcome of those workshops, EPA will consider modifying   
     the final Guidance to incorporate additivity considerations.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.286
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) Endpoints and effects that are measured to develop wildlife criteria   
     must emphasize reproductive, endocrine and teratogenic impacts on wildlife 
     rather than cancer induced in domesticated animal species fed massive doses
     of chemicals.  Cancer per se is rarely recognized in wildlife species, but 
     chemically caused developmental problems are well understood               
     mechanistically and toxicologically. The GLI's Technical Support Document  
     for Wildlife Criteria specifies that criteria are to be based on           
     concentrations of pollutants that cause "no significant reduction in the   
     viability or usefulness...of a population of exposed animals over several  
     generations" (emphasis added).  This is excellent.  Unfortunately, the     
     approach taken in the GLI does not always use developmental or             
     transgenerational endpoints  ( especially field studies), but tends to fall
     back upon the acute toxicity databases for chemicals and laboratory test   
     species.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.286     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.287
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (4) Wildlife criteria will be incomplete if they do not include the means  
     to monitor success or failure of the regulatory programs put in place based
     on the real-world responses of wildlife species to the presence of the     
     regulated chemicals.  It will not be adequate to model impacts based on the
     expected exposures in the absence of actual monitoring of the effectiveness
     of the regulatory initiatives.  EPA must recognize that wildlife live in   
     the real world; the agency must adjust its regulatory focus to monitoring  
     animals in that world rather than modeling or simulations.  Modeling and   
     simulations of expected impacts are insufficient to predict potential      
     adverse effects.  Monitoring of wildlife must include assessment of species
     populations and individual responses in their natural habitat.  This should
     be encouraged in the GLI.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.287     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.288
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (5) Wildlife criteria development should allow for the periodic insertion  
     of the latest peer-reviewed science into the rgulatory process.  For       
     example, the decade of work on Toxic Equivalency* Factors (TEFs) has led to
     TCDD-Equivalents (TCDD-EQs) for each planar halogenated hydrocarbon        
     congener, based on the common Ah+ receptor-mediated mode of action         
     expressed as P450-1A1 enzyme induction capability (and many other endpoints
     of individual congeners in environmental mixtures.  We expect similar      
     innovative ecotoxicology will occur with such diverse endpoints as dopamine
     in nervous tissues, teratogenic equivalency factors and vitamin deficiency 
     equivalency factors.  Wildlife criteria should include a formal means for  
     EPA to reassess the criteria routinely so that such new science can be     
     inserted into wildlife criteria and regulations revised expeditiously.  We 
     recommend below a triennial review  of wildlife and other criteria and     
     methodologies, with focus on the emergence of new data and methods that    
     address developmental processes, mechanisms and multi-generational studeis.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.288     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.289
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (6) EPA correctly notes that extensive replication of multiple tests on    
     wildlife species is not available.  We believe the GLI will provide        
     incentives to further the development of field science of wildlife,        
     particularly studies of developmental processes and multi-generational     
     effects.  Such studies should become equal partners to the traditional     
     carcinogenesis and modeling-dominated risk assessment approaches to        
     wildlife toxicology.  [The failure of the carcinogenesis paradigm to       
     account for widespread toxic chemical damage in wildlife, and its current  
     deep entrenchment into the risk assessmeent process should stand as a      
     warning against relying on any one risk assessment process with its many   
     inherent assumptions, or any single endpoint as the only acceptable basis  
     for wildlife criteria development.]  Nevertheless, laboratory studies will 
     remain the only realistic predictor of potential adverse effects to        
     wildlife in many circumstances; we cannot use the environment as an        
     experimental pen for testing possible adverse effects from exposure of     
     wildlife to pollutants.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.289     
     
     Please refer to comments P2653.050 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.290
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: comment .290 is imbedded in commment .289                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The failure of the carinogenesis paradigm to account for widespread toxic  
     chemical damage in wildlife, and its current deep entrenchment into the    
     risk assessment process should stand as a warning against relying on any   
     one risk assessment process with its many inherent assumptions, or any     
     single endpoint as the only acceptable basis for wildlife criteria         
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     development.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.290     
     
     Please refer to comments P2742.326 and P2576.011 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.291
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (7) In the absence of extensive field studies or multiple tests on wildlife
     species, default procedures must be used, as proposed, to set wildlife     
     criteria and values.  In general, we fully support this approach.  The     
     adverse impacts on Great Lakes System wildlife today are real.  Commitments
     by the U.S. to eliminate those impacts on are clear (e.g. Great Lakes Water
     Quality Agreement).  The GLI constitutes significant progress to protect   
     wildlife from adverse effects of toxic pollutants.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.291     
     
     Please refer to comment F387.004 for the response to this comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.292
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fully support the GLI's proposed two-tiered system designed to protect  
     wildlife.  The GLI constitutes significant progress to protect wildlife    
     from adverse effects of toxic pollutant.  [Proposed wildlife criteria      
     should be adopted.]                                                        
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     Response to: P2742.292     
     
     Please refer to comments F387.004, P2746.176, and P2593.035 for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.293
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .293 is imbedded in comment .292                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed wildlife criteria should be adopted.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.293     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.176 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.294
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should retain the GLI's emphasis on developmental and reproductive     
     endpoints used to establish wildlife criteria.  It should retain its       
     objective of protecting wildlife from concentrations of pollutants that can
     cause transgenerational adverse effects.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.294     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.295
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As recommended elsewhere (II.Regulatory Requirements), the GLI should      
     include a formal process to review criteria triennially, with the next     
     iteration of wildlife criteria developed on the basis of common modes of   
     action as well as exposures to individual chemicals.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.295     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.296
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As we recommeend elsewhere (II.Regulatory Requirements), EPA should develop
     wildlife criteria on additional chemicals as soon as possible.             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.296     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2742.297
     Cross Ref 1: references pag 99
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are indications that existing programs of the EPA and State agencies 
     have encouraged use of models to replace monitoring, due to                
     cost-effectiveness and ease of regulation.(3)  Regulatory agencies in the  
     past sometimes have dismissed results of wildlife monitoring field studies 
     because these did not match the predictions from models used by the        
     agencies.  Nowhere are limitations of this practice better illustrated than
     the modeling of toxicity due to PCBs based on the careful toxicological    
     testing of parent unweathered Aroclor mixtures and the documented pattern  
     of selective bioaccumulation of the most toxic planar congeners (Tanabe et 
     al. 1987, Kubiak et al. 1989, Williams et al. 1992, Yamashita et al. 1993, 
     Jones et al. 1993a & 1993b, Ludwig et al. 1993a & 1993b, and Jarnberg et   
     al. 1993).  These authors all report examples of upper predatory           
     fish-eating wildlife accumulating the  most toxic congeners of PCBs and    
     PCDDs selectively from environmental mixtures, leading to in vivo mixtures 
     from 22.7-fold to over 15-fold more toxic than models predicted.  Various  
     field studies show the severe effects on Great Lakes wildlife of food chain
     contamination from exposures of mixtures of planar toxic chemicals (e.g.,  
     Kubiak et al. 1989, Hoffman et al. 1987 & 1992, Tillitt et al. 1993,       
     Yamashita et al. 1993, and Ludwig et al. 1993a).                           
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (3) For example, see correspondence in "Another Perspective on Field       
     Testing" in SETAC News (Society of Environ. Tox. & Themistry), July 1993,  
     pp. 14-15.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.297     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2742.298
     Cross Ref 1: references pg 99
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recently, Jones et al. (1993b) reported that the phenomenon of selective   
     bioaccumulation occurs in all living compartments of the Thunder Bay, Lake 
     Huron Ecosystem (Alpena, MI area), but that sediments were contaminated    
     with a much less potent PCB mixture than predicted from the potency of     
     parent Aroclors.  Because of the phenomenon of selective weathering and the
     bioaccumulaltion of the most toxic planar congeners of PCBs, the models of 
     toxicity based on the toxic potency of parent mixtures at the time of      
     historic discharges wil underestimate mixture toxicity in wildlife (e.g.   
     homeothermic predators), sometimes by more than an order of magnitude.  But
     the models will overestimate mixture toxicity in other compartments, such  
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     as sediments.  There is no adequate model to substitute for real field     
     monitoring data.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.298     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See response
     to comment number P2654.067.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2742.299
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are not suggesting that EPA or States/Tribes be required to bear full   
     responsbility and costs for an expanded monitoring program.  That          
     responsibility and expenses must be placed primarily on dischargers to     
     monitor impacts to wildlife living in the ecosystems that receive their    
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.299     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance. For a        
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the  
     final Guidance, including using the best available science to protect human
     health, wildlife and aquatice life, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a     
     general discussion of the various components of the Guidance, including    
     monitoring the impacts of pollutant discharges on wildlife that live within
     the Great Lakes basin, see Section II.C of the SID.  For a full discussion 
     on the wildlife provisions of the Guidance, see Section VI of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2742.300
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI should requuire dischargers of the bioaccumulative chemicals of    
     concern that are limited by wildlife criteria to monitor the real-world    
     effects of their discharges on the Great Lakes System's biota.             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.300     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance does require dischargers to monitor the     
     real-world effects of their discharges for the reasons stated in Sections  
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2742.301
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require dischargers to measure the levels of specific       
     congeners of high toxicological significance to wildlife (e.g., TCDD among 
     the PCDDs, IUPAC 77-PCB and 126-PCB congeners among the PCBs) whenever a   
     discharge exceeds the wildlife criterion value for that class of chemicals.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.301     
     
     EPA believes the provisions of the Guidance require dischargers to measure 
     the levels of specific congeners of high toxicological significance to     
     wildlife.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in
     developing the final Guidance, including using the best available science  
     for the protection of human health, aquatic life and wildlife, see Section 
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion of the various components of the   
     Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.  For a full discussion of the       
     Guidance provisions pertaining to wildlife, see Section VI of the SID.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.302
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA should provide State/Tribal guidance on how to require field monitoring
     of wildlife responses to toxic chemicals.  This could be in the form of    
     handbooks, guidelines and videos for use by agencies and dischargers.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.302     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.303
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI's proposed use of uncertainty factors to permit a  
     NOAEL ("no observed adverse effect level") from a LOAEL ("lowest observed  
     adverse effect level") is reasonable and should be retained in the GLI.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.303     
     
     Please see comments P2593.035, P2574.042, and P2742.707 for the response to
     this comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.304
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI's propsed use of uncertainty factors to adjust a   
     NOAEL from a subchronic study to estimate a chronic NOAEL is reasonable for
     wildlife criteria derivation and should be rettained in the GLI.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.304     
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     Please refer to comment P2576.136 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2742.305
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI's proposed use of species sensitivity factors,     
     based on best professional judgment by regulators, is reasonable and should
     be retained in the GLI.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.305     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2742.306
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree that in special cases the use of intraspecies uncertainty factors 
     will be apppropriate.  EPA apparently proposes intraspecies uncertainty    
     factors be used only for site specific modifications to the criteria.      
     However, there may be situations with threatened or endangered species when
     Great Lakes System-wide populations may require this special protection.   
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  The GLI's proposed use of intraspecies uncertainty factors
     should be retained and expanded to explicitly permit use on a Great Lakes  
     System-wide basis, where appropriate to protect threatened or endangered   
     species.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.306     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.144 for the response to this comment.  In    
     addition, please note that the preamble to procedure 1.2 of appendix F does
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     not restrict the size of a site.  It is expected that there may be cases   
     where an endangered or threatened species may range throughout most of the 
     Great Lakes basin.  In such cases, procedure 1 of appendix F may require   
     States or Tribes to designate a significant geographic area, up to the     
     entire Great Lakes System as a site.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2742.307
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's selection of the five species for derivation of wildlife criteria is 
     reasonable.  In particiular, use of mink and bald eagles is appropriate    
     because these species are distributed widely in the Great Lakes System and 
     they have been relatively well-studied.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.307     
     
     Please refer to comment P2720.090 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2742.308
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Some critics of the selection have claimed that most of the five species   
     are intolerant of human activities and cannot be supported throughout the  
     Great Lakes System.  This criticism implies that these are poor choices as 
     surrogates for the "real" wildlife that is more common.  This simply is not
     accurate.  Bald eagles, for example, have proven remarkably resilient and  
     tolerant of human activites, once the toxic contamination in their food is 
     reduced sufficiently to permit near-normal reproductive success.  Even the 
     most polluted waterways in the Great Lakes System, such as the Rouge River 
     in Michigan and the Grand Calumet in Indiana, support adequate habitat for 
     healthy wildlife populations, including all the species selected for       
     criteria derivation.                                                       
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     Response to: P2742.308     
     
     Please refer to comment P2720.090 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.309
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife populations have been subjected to toxic polllution for so many   
     decades that many people have come to see the loss of diversity and numbers
     as "normal."  A promise of the GLI is restoration of wildlife components of
     healthy ecosystems.  Full restoration of bald eagle populations will       
     require extraordinary controls on discharges of toxic contaminants,        
     especially on those four toxic substances for which EPA has derived Tier I 
     wildlife criteria.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.309     
     
     Please refer to comment F387.004 for the response to this comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.310
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is true that "toxicological and exposure data for individual wildlife   
     species is limited" (Section 132.5, Appendix D.I).  We believe, however,   
     that the data are less limited than suggested by EPA. Wildlife criteria    
     have been developed directly from actual field data documenting effects in 
     at least five wildlife species and one domesticated test species using     
     direct and simple methods that have very few assumptions (Ludwig et al.    
     1993b).                                                                    
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     Response to: P2742.310     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.151 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.311
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's choice of the five species to be modeled for wildlife criteria       
     excluded several species for which there are many published field and      
     analytical data sets and included several species that few monitor         
     intensively because of the physical difficulties involved (i.e., osprey,   
     otter and kingfisher ) and the small size of the populations that could be 
     sampled.  EPA's decision not to use herring gull, Forsters tern, Caspian   
     tern, common tern and black-crowned night heron (the nationwide sentinel   
     species selected by the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service's "BEST" program) is
     not explained (see, for example, Fox et al. 1991, and Hoffman et al. 1993).
      If the GLI used better-studied species instead of the rarer or unstudied  
     wildlife species, there would be more opportunities to use field studies to
     validate GLI wildlife criteria.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.311     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.312
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: We endorse the stated GLI policy of basing wildlife        
     criteria and values on data from a range of species, with the important    
     caveat that where deemed appropriate by regulators, the final wildlife     
     criteria or value must protect against adverse developmental effects in the
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     most sensitive wild species, rather than strictly be based on the median   
     value for all species.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.312     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.173 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.313
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ii. Bioaccumulation Factors [BSAFs]. We recommend elsewhere that the GLI   
     include Trophic Level 5 for use in derivation of BAFs for protection of    
     wildlife, such as bald eagles and other birds of prey, that feed at least  
     partially on fish-eating birds (IV. Bioaccumulation Factors).              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.313     
     
     Please refer to comment D1996.015 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.314
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Use of Human Health Paradigm.  EPA has requested comment on             
     modifications to the proposed model for wildlife criteria methodology that 
     could improve its scientific defensibility.  We applaud EPA for recognizing
     the need for such modifications to the basic human health paradigm in      
     application to wildlife methodologies.  We believe our recommendations     
     regarding wildlife criteria respond to EPA's request.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.314     
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     Please refer to comment P2574.042 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.315
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Minimum Database for Wildlife Criteria Derivation.  We support EPA's    
     emphasis on the priority use of Field studies of wildlife in criteria      
     derivation.  Our staunch, general support for the Tier I/Tier II           
     methodology, including development of Tier II wildlife values, is stated in
     detail elsewhere in these comments.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.315     
     
     Please refer to comments P2653.050 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.316
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see references pg. 99 in original comment                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The minimum toxicity data base requirements for Tier I, however, are not   
     clear.  Presumable, Tier I criteria would require the number of studies    
     spread among taxa defined in the Preamble (eight species of five vertebrate
     classes).  For laboratory studies of mammals, the Tier I criteria would    
     seem to eliminate all consideration of single-dose studies.  Examples      
     include the significant findings of Peterson et al. (1992), who studied    
     TCDD effects on offspring in rats given one oral dose at day-15 of         
     pregnancy,(4) and Brunstrom's many elegant egg injection studies (e.g.,    
     Brunstrom & Anderson 1988).  We suggest that a properly designed single    
     oral or egg injection dose study may be an outstanding screening device for
     certain types of chemically induced terata since embryos are very sensitive
     to many low level structural and functional teratogens in the very brief   
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     periods of rapid differentiation and organogenesis when adult capabilites  
     are programmed into differentiated tissues.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.316     
     
     The data set requirement is for at least one avian and mammalian study for 
     which a dose response curve may be derived.  The object is to determine the
     threshold at which the toxic effect is manifested.  Single dose studies    
     typically do not allow for this determination and could easily             
     over-estimate or under-estimate the hazard of persistent bioaccumulative   
     chemicals.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In terms of egg injection studies, EPA rejects such studies as the sole    
     basis for deriving the test dose.  In part, this restriction reflects the  
     uncertainty in extrapolating bird-to-egg tissue concentrations to fish     
     tissue concentrations and the concern that potential effects to the adult  
     female reproductive system are not addressed.  Consistent with these       
     issues, the SAB has also documented major concerns (U.S. EPA, 1992, 1994a) 
     over the use of these studies to derive the toxic dose.                    
                                                                                
     Although EPA will not allow single dose studies to be used in deriving the 
     toxic dose, EPA does endorse that all available toxicity studies, including
     single dose studies, be used in assessing the reasonableness of wildlife   
     valuer derivations, with special reference to the selection of uncertainty 
     factor values.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.317
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see references pg. 99 in original comment                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, for homeotherms and probably all vertebrates, it is the       
     developmental dose received in ovo or in utero that often determines       
     reproductive competency in wildlife offspring, especially when effects are 
     delayed until the damaged offspring matures sexually (see Mora et al.  1993
     for an example from a great Lakes fish-eating wildlife species).  These    
     proposed wildlife data and research design requirements can only have the  
     effect of eliminating large amounts of extremely valuable cause-effects    
     linkages data.  [In addition, the requirements suggest that experiments    
     that dose the eggs of test species (e.g., Brunstrom & Anderson 1988, and   
     Brunstrom 1990) will be discredited in favor of feeding experiments.  As   
     the Tier I requirements are currently written in the GLI, many valuable    
     wildlife and laboratory-produced data sets will be ignored by rule.]       
     [Further, on a practical basis, most wildlife can only be included in      
     feeding experiments if the tested individuals are confined and adversely   
     manipulated, under conditions that would probably invalidate results owing 
     to the stresses associated with confining wild subjects.]                  
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     Response to: P2742.317     
     
     Please refer to comments P2742.316 and P2653.050 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.318
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .318 is imbedded in comment .317                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the requirements suggest that experiments that dose the eggs  
     of test species (e.g., Brunstrom & Anderson 1988, and Brunstrom 1990) will 
     be discredited in favor of feeding experiments.  As the Tier I requirements
     are currently written in the GLI, many valuable wildlife and               
     laboratory-produced data sets will be ignored by rule.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.318     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.316 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.319
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
          Comment .319 is imbedded in comment .317                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, on a practical basis, most wildlife can only be included in       
     feeding experiments if the tested individuals are confined and adversely   
     manipulated, under conditions that would probably invalidate results owing 
     to the stresses associated with confining wild subjects.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.319     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.133 and P2653.050 for the response to this  
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     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.320
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We concur with EPA's proposal that a 90-day mammalian or 28-day avian      
     minimum study is the minimally acceptable test that can yield information  
     of sufficient quantity and quality from which to derive a level of         
     protection. However, the level of contaminants thus defined, in the absence
     of longer-term exposure values, cannot fully protect against chronic or    
     subchronic level (developmental) effect without the application of         
     additonal uncertainty factors beyond the usual range of uncertainty.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.320     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.321
     Cross Ref 1: See 316
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.316                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (4) Abstract:  "In utero and lactational exposure of male rates to [TCDD]  
     profoundly affects ontogeny of the reproductive system.  Anogenital        
     distance is reduced, testis descent is delayed, and testis, epididymis, and
     accessory sex organ weights are reduced throughout sexual development.  In 
     addition, spermatogenesis is inhibited, sexual behavior is both            
     demasculinized and feminized, and the regulation of luteinizing hormone    
     secretion is feminized.  The ED50 for these effects is approximately 0.16  
     ug/kg when TCDD is given as a single maternal dose on Day 15 of            
     pregnancy... TCDD and structurally related compounds may similarly affect  
     ontogeny of the male reproductive system in a variety of other species"    
     (emphasis added).                                                          
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     Response to: P2742.321     
     
     U.S. EPA agrees that there are increasing reports that TCDD, and related   
     chemicals, can alter the sexual development of male rats, consistent with  
     the example provided.  In that the Murray, et al. study used in the        
     derivation of the mammalian wildlife value consisted of a three-generation 
     exposure, U.S. EPA feels that the endpoints associated with reproductive   
     success from that study adequately capture and integrate the complex       
     toxicological effects of TCDD in a manner consistent with an ecological    
     risk perspective at the population level.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.322
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.320                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the preferred feeding study, these time periods are barely, if at all, 
     able to accommodate uptake to a point of equilibrium of the four chemicals 
     considered in the GLI, particiularly when chronic or sub-chronic dosing    
     regimes are used.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.322     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.323
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.322                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, most mammals in feeding studies could only have a small part of   
     their reproductive cycles evaluated in such a time frame, and most         
     certainly no transgenerational studies are possible.  Even single-dose or  
     egg injection studies stand a small chance of completion in these time     
     frames.                                                                    
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     Response to: P2742.323     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.324
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI's priority use of field studies of wildlife in     
     criteria derivation should be retained.  Minimum database requirements     
     should be clarified by EPA and exceptions should be permitted for certain  
     single-dose and egg injection studies.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.324     
     
     Please refer to comments P2742.316 and P2653.050 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.325
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. Acceptable Endpoints for Toxicity Studies.  EPA has recommended that    
     "preference be given to studies which assesxs endpoints which best reflect 
     potential impacts to wildlife populations."  We agree.  Further, EPA should
     state that the most sensitive endpoint of concern is potential reproductive
     and developmental effects of exposure to pollutants.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.325     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.326
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition of acceptable endpoints for wildlife (Section 132.5,        
     Appendix D, Section III.A) is good in its intent.  Acceptable endpoints    
     should include at least the following: carcinogenesis, the immune status   
     and general health of adults and young, adult and pre-adult mortality      
     rates, fertility, sperm counts, capability (of mammals) to carry their     
     fetuses to term, incubation behavior, teratogenicity, embryotoxicity,      
     embryonic growth rates, time to term or hatch, adult reproductive behavior,
     delayed maturational effects on sexual behavior and development of         
     secondary sexual characters in offspring from contaminated adults and other
     serial generational effects, immune parameters during development,         
     reproductive success as fledgling rates or their equivalent, wasting       
     syndromes, alterations to enzyme levels (e.g., P450s), alterations to      
     neurotransmitters such as dopamine, altered steroid hormone levels, altered
     cellular and organ anatomy after embryonic differentiation, etc.  (Colborn 
     & Clement 1992, Birnbaum 1993). The distinction between the chronic and    
     subchronic effects definitions are arbitrary differences in what is a      
     continuum of severity of effects and seems of limited usefulness.          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.326     
     
     Several comments were received concerning the selection of endpoints for   
     deriving wildlife criteria.  Some commenters believed that the endpoints   
     proposed suggested that the wildlife criteria were actually protective of  
     individuals, rather than populations.  Other commenters suggested that the 
     types of endpoints that should be considered include carcinogenesis, immune
     parameters, and alterations in enzyme, hormone, and neurotransmitter       
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The intent of the appendix D methodology is to derive criteria which will  
     be protective of wildlife populations within the Great Lakes   For that    
     reason, the endpoints on which the effective dose is determined are to be  
     clearly linked to potential population impairments.  Examples of these     
     endpoints include reproductive success (birds:  hatching, egg production,  
     egg shell effects, etc.; mammals:  offspring survival, birth weight, litter
     size, etc.), or growth or developmental effects.  Although little data     
     exist, estrogenicity may also be another endpoint of concern.  Other       
     endpoints are typically not acceptable (e.g., liver pathology,             
     carcinogenesis, enzyme induction) because of uncertainty that the effect   
     observed will result in lowered success of wildlife populations.           
                                                                                
     The select of endpoints must not be construed to imply that the goal of    
     wildlife criteria are to protect individual members of a wildlife          
     population. (Species listed pursuant to section 4 of the Endangered Species
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     Act, which are addressed separately in appendix F, procedure 1.)  EPA      
     continues to asserts that the endpoint requirements in appendix D do not   
     focus too extensively on individuals.  The methodology focuses on          
     population impacts by restricting the toxicological measurement endpoints  
     on which a criterion is based to those that adversely affect populations.  
     If these toxic responses were observed in wildlife populations in the Great
     Lakes System, the breeding populations of the wildlife species would be    
     jeopardized, with the subsequent decline of the species in the System.  The
     Science Advisory Board (SAB) (U.S. EPA, 1994a) endorsed the basis of the   
     wildlife criteria on the protection of wildlife populations from the direct
     effects of chemical stressors on individual test organisms.  While         
     endpoints more typically associated with individual-based effects are not  
     acceptable for criteria development, toxicological studies addressing these
     endpoints should be considered.  An analysis of these studies can increase 
     the understanding of the mechanistic- bases underlying the toxicological   
     effects used to derive the criteria and can also provide important insights
     in the determination of interspecies, LOAEL-to-NOAEL, and subchronic-to-   
     chronic uncertainty factors.                                               
                                                                                
     The final Guidance provides further direction on the determination of an   
     effective dose.  If more than one acceptable endpoint is available for a   
     taxonomic class, appendix D provides that the most stringent value shall be
     used, considering potential impacts to wildlife populations and species    
     sensitivities (if more than one value exist for the same endpoint and      
     species, the effective dose is to be based on the geometric mean of the    
     values).  Where an effective dose is not in the form usable by the appendix
     D methodology, the final Guidance provides procedures to perform the proper
     translation.                                                               
                                                                                
     In conclusion, it is important to note that there are two distinctions     
     between the noncancer human health paradigm and the wildlife approach used 
     in the proposal.  Because the wildlife approach is designed to protect     
     populations and not individuals the wildlife paradigm does not include an  
     intraspecies UF (although exceptions can be made in cases where            
     toxicological or exposure data suggest that species listed pursuant to     
     section 4 of the Endangered Species Act will not be protected by           
     system-wide criteria) to ensure better protection of toxicologically       
     sensitive members of a given population. Further, the selection of         
     toxicological endpoints in the wildlife methodology is restricted to gross 
     endpoints likely to adversely affect population dynamics (e.g.,            
     reproductive or developmental effects).  This approach is consistent with  
     the recommendation from the SAB (U.S. EPA, 1994a), but is different from   
     the human health methodology which focuses on the effects on individuals.  
                                                                                
     Additional guidance on the selection of endpoints may be found as examples 
     in the proposed and final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Criteria    
     Documents for Wildlife.  Also, the Clearinghouse described in part 132 is  
     available as a forum for further discussion on acceptable effective doses  
     for criteria derivation.                                                   
                                                                                
     Also, please refer to U.S. EPA (1995b), which provides additional          
     clarification of subchronic and chronic exposures.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.327
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should develop protocols for field research on wildlife
     using various endpoints that utilize wildlife species in the field.        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.327     
     
     Please refer to comment P2653.050 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.328
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should identify the most senssitive endpoint of concern as         
     potential reproductive and developmental effects of exposure to pollutants.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.328     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.329
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definition of acceptable endpoints for derivation of wildlife criteria 
     should be expanded to include numerous specific examples.                  
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     Response to: P2742.329     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.330
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with EPA's proposed priorities for establishing additional        
     wildlife criteria and values.  These include chemicals with BAFs greater   
     than 250, other persistent chemicals that may affect wildlife (e.g., lead) 
     and high-use biocides (e.g., atrazine).                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.330     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.176 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.331
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For two of the species for which the GLI calculates wildlife criteria (mink
     and bald eagle) there is an abundance of cause-effects linkages data that  
     could be used to validate derivation of wildlife criteria directly.        
     Examples of these types of data are given in Gilbertson et al.  1991,      
     Kubiak et al. 1989, Yamashita et al. 1993, and Ludwig et al. 1993a & 1993b.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.331     
     
     Please refer to comment P2653.050 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2742.332
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see references page 99 of original comment                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     PCBs criteria: How these data may be utilized for the setting of water     
     quality criteria is illustrated for PCBs in Ludwig et al. 1993b.  In this  
     study, which used actual measurements of water PCB concentrations, LOAELs  
     measured in wild species' populations and the reproductive endpoints of    
     embryonic death and terata, the calculated NOAELs for water concentrations 
     varied from 1-31 pg/l of total PCBs for the five wildlife and one          
     domesticated species.  The water concentration that produced the reference 
     value for the most sensitive species (bald eagle) was calculated to be 0.1 
     pg/l.                                                                      
                                                                                
               Comparisons of recommended criteria for total PCBs               
                                                                                
     Calculated total PCBs      Species   Source      Method        Endpoint(s) 
            (pg/l)                                                              
             15         5 GL wildlife spp   GLI        Acute:      Cancer Model 
                                                Chronic Ratio Model             
                                                                                
         0.1 - 31       5 GL wildlife spp Ludwig  Direct from field Reproductive
       (ref = 0.1)                        1993b         data                    
                                                                                
         0.6 - 6.0         Humans         Swain   Direct measure   Infant Visual
     (median = 1.0)                       1991                      Cognition   
                                                                                
     We are pleased that very different ways of calculating wildlife criteria   
     have produced numbers with only a two-order-of-magnitude spread for        
     wildlife.  However, it should be noted that the wildlife calculations are  
     based on relatively crude reproductive endpoints (embryonic death and gross
     terata); further research (and the analysis that follows) is certain to    
     support even lower levels of recommended wildlife values for inclusion in  
     wildlife criteria than those in the GLI.  If EPA had used the published    
     field BAF values of Clark et al. (1988) for herring gulls or bald eagles   
     (100 x 10), the calculated wildlife PCB values would have been 1.7 and 0.43
     pg/l, respectively.  These are virtually identical to Swain's human        
     noncancer value or the Ludwig et al. (1993b) reference values (0.1-1.0     
     pg/l).                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.332     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2742.333
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The spread for total PCBs wildlife criteria between the GLI's 17 pg/l and  
     the Ludwig et al. (1993b) 0.1 pg/l value is between two and three orders of
     magnitude, and the spread between adult and embryonic sensitivities for    
     TCDD, a chemical with the same mode of action to the active planar PCB     
     congeners, is also three orders of magnitude (Birnbaum 1993). This suggests
     that if EPA had sufficient data applicable to the most sensitive life stage
     (embryos), then their method (however cumbersome and full of assumptions)  
     would have produced identical results to the Swain (1991b) or Ludwig et al.
     (1993b) calculations.  Therefore, a 100x reduction (two orders of          
     magnitude) in levels calculated by the GLI's methods as a safety factor    
     would be well justified, provided the intent of this proposal is to protect
     the most sensitive vertebrate life stage.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.333     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2742.334
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  The wildlife criteria for total PCBs should be 0.1 pg/l   
     (not 17 pg/l), to ensure protection of embryonic life stages.              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.334     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
                                                                                

Page 9628



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2742.335
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TCDD criteria: Because the field wildlife data base is by far most complete
     for PCBs, which have the same mode of action to TCDD, and since there is a 
     general paucity of data on the occurrence of TCDD and effects in embryonic 
     wildlife, we propose to calculate a wildlife criteria for TCDD from the    
     acute toxicity data given for PCBs and TCDD in Table l (Wildlife TSD) by   
     comparing the LD50s for PCBs with TCDD.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.335     
     
     Because of the cumulative effects of PCBs and TCDD, U.S. EPA continues to  
     believe it is more scientifically-defensible to use subchronic/chronic     
     studies addressing reproductive and developmental endpoints, rather than   
     single dose LD50 studies. Consistent with the final methodology, and       
     associated SAB reviews (U.S. EPA, 1992; 1994), the final TCDD and PCB      
     criteria are based on subchronic/chronic studies.                          
                                                                                
     Currently we feel there is adequate TCDD data available (U.S. EPA, 1993    
     Interim Report, and U.S. EPA, 1994, Proceedings from the National Wildlife 
     Criteria Methodologies Workshop).  U.S. EPA continues to feel it would be  
     scientifically inappropriate to derive a TCDD criterion from PCB data.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2742.336
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the six species tested for PCBs, the mean LD50 was 702 ppm wet weight, 
     but just 525 ppb for TCDD, meaning that on average TCDD was 702/525 x 1,000
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     = 1,337-fold more potent than parent PCB Aroclor 1242.  The TCDD wildlife  
     criteria calculated by EPA for wildlife using the proposed GLI methodology 
     is 0.0096 pg/l, or 1,771-fold more restrictive than the GLI's PCB wildlife 
     criteria.  However, using our recommended PCB wildlife criteria of 0.1 pg/l
     based on reproductive endpoints, then the TCDD reproductive-safe wildlife  
     criteria should be 1,337-fold less, or 0.000072 pg/l. Once again, the two  
     to three orders of magnitude difference between an estimate derived from   
     embryonic and adult endpoints occurs comparing the two methods.            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.336     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2742.337
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see references page 99 of original comment                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Three egg injection studies on white leghorn chickens with TCDD (Verrett   
     1976, Brunstrom and Aderson 1988, and Henschel 1992) produced LD50s for    
     TCDD at 140, 147 and 153 ng/kg (ppt w/w).  Cheung et al. (1981) found      
     cardiovascular malformations at 6.7 ng/kg, and Henschel ((1992) found      
     skeletal changes at 10 ng/kg in embryos.  Thus, using an acute embryonic   
     toxicity LD50 value of 150 ng/kg (ppt) from the three egg injection        
     studies, and a BAF of 15 x 10 (there are data that suggest a slightly lower
     BAF for TCDD in homeotherms than for total PCBS) gives a necessary water   
     concentration of 1 x 10-18 or 0.0001 pg/l, and 15-fold lower (based on     
     Henschel 1992, and Cheung et al. 1981) or 0.000067 pg/l for an embryonic   
     NOAEL.  This is virtually identical to the level projected above (0.000072 
     pg/l) from a comparison of the acute LD50 data for adults presented in the 
     GLI and corrected for embryonic life stages.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.337     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2742.338
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: We recommend a wildlife value of 7.0 x 10-5 pg/l for TCDD  
     (not 9.6 x 10-3 pg/l), to ensure protection of embryonic life stages.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.338     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: P2742.339
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DDT criteria: The DDT value seems to be in the appropriate range since it  
     is very near the value we recommend for PCBs, which have similar BAFs.     
                                                                                
     However, we note that unlike the basic acute toxicity data used by the GLI 
     to calculate wildlife criteria for PCBs and TCDD, the DDT + metabolites    
     calculations are oriented toward embryonic and reproductive endpoints      
     through use of eggshell thinning data from birds.  Perhaps predictable, the
     wildlife criteria calculated in the GLI for DDt is 20-fold less than that  
     for PCBs because this is a reproductive/embryonic endpoint rather than an  
     adult health endpoint.  If the serious questions about estrogenicity of the
     DDT class compounds are resolved by determination that this compound class 
     exerts very strong influences on the sexual differentiation of embryos,    
     especially males, then this value may yet be found to be too high.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.339     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2742.340
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury criteria: The Great Lakes System can tolerate no more anthropogenic
     inputs of mercury.  Numerous fish-eating advisories are based on excess    
     mercury levels; this is of particular public health concern because mercury
     does not selectively concentrate in fish fat, but is distributed throughout
     fish tissue.  Wildlife exposure to mercury is also at harmful levels in the
     Great Lakes System.  These problems argue for an extremely stringent       
     criteria, as EPA proposes at 180 pg/l.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.340     
     
     See response to P2720.024.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2742.341
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes System sediments should not be allowed to become a sink for    
     mercury or other metals.  As we stated elsewhere (III. Aquatic Life). we do
     not believe that long-term fate, transport and pootential transformation   
     into available forms of so-called "unavailable" forms of metals is         
     sufficiently understood so that discharge limits should be based on such   
     models.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.341     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2742.342
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, mercury has unusual characterisitcs in the environment, 
     with sequestration mechanisms in sediments and mechanisms in animals       
     allowing relatively rapid excretion of this pollutant.  We have not        
     reviewed in detail the derivation of the proposed BAFs for mercury.  It is 
     possible, however, that calculations do not adequately account for these   
     two mechanisms acting to mediate impacts on wildlife from mercury          
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.342     
     
     EPA agrees that mercury has some environmental properties that complicate  
     the derivation of BAFs and criteria, but most of these properties are not  
     unique to mercury.  the excretion rate is automatically taken into account 
     in toxicity tests; it is also automatically taken into account in the      
     derivation of BAFs for mercury because they are based on                   
     laboratory-measured BCFs, not predicted BCFs.  In addition, the            
     biomagnification factors are based on either field data or on              
     predatory-prey studies. Sequestration of mercury in sediments is a fate    
     issue, but much of the methylation of mercury apparently occurs in         
     sediment. Site-specific modifications to the BAF are available to address  
     this phenomenon.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2742.343
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/UF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have reviewed recommendations to EPA on this issue from the Michigan    
     Department of Natural Resources (MDNR).  We believe MDNR's proposal for    
     adjustment of the species sensitivity factor, resulting in a wildlife      
     criteria for mercury of 600 pg/l, is reasonable.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.343     
     
     See response to D2709.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.344
     Cross Ref 1: .
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.343                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative, modification to the BAF derivation for mercury that     
     includes a factor to account for sequestration in the environment and      
     depuration by animals, which would reduce the BAF (and                     
     subsequent-calculated wildlife criteria), may be appropriate.              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.344     
     
     Sequestration that removes mercury from the ambient water affects loadings 
     and TMDLs, but does not affect the BAF because it is based on the          
     concentration that exists in the ambient water. Sequestration that affects 
     the bioavailability of the mercury that is in the water column does not    
     seem to reduce the bioavailability of mercury.  Conversion of inorganic    
     mercury to methylmercury increases the BAF and the toxicity of mercury.    
     Depuration of mercury is automatically taken into account in the           
     determination of laboratory-measured BCFs and Biomagnification Factors     
     (BMFs) and field-measured BMFs.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.345
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under no circumstances, however, should mercury be deleted from the GLI's  
     list of "bioaccumulative chemicals of concern" (BCCs) based on this        
     modified derivation procedure and criteria.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.345     
     
     EPA agrees that mercury should be listed as a BCC, based on information    
     available concerning its ability to accumulate in the aquatic food chain.  
     Mercury is included in Table 6A of the final Guidance as a BCC, since it   
     meets the provision that to be a BCC an inorganic chemical (including      
     organometal) must have a human health BAF greater than 1000 derived from a 
     field-measured BAF or a laboratory-measured BCF.  Mercury is an            
     organometal.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OTHER
     Comment ID: P2742.346
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The problem of mercury discharges to the environment is perhaps the best   
     example of the need for multi-media controls on toxic pollutants, as       
     contemplated in "Round 2" of the GLI.  It will require source reduction of 
     mercury, with cooperation from companies using coal-fired boilers,         
     municipalities, battery makers, dentists, manufacturing industries and the 
     general public.  We recognize the particular contribution of mercury from  
     atmospheric deposition, with rate some four-fold above natural atmospheric 
     concentration (Swain et al. 1992). EPA needs to make a clear commitment to 
     proceed immediately with multi-media control programs that specifically    
     target mercury via GLI Round 2.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.346     
     
     EPA has initiated the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, which includes a 
     virtual elimination project as one of its components that is initially     
     focusing on PCBs and mercury for the purpose of finding opportunities to   
     achieve virtual elimination of discharges through voluntary source         
     reductions.  For further discussion on this effort, as well as other Great 
     Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment 
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.347
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Zero discharge of persistent toxic substances must be EPA's objective      
     within a finite time frame.  Our further recommendations on this issue are 
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     included elsewhere in these comments (II. Regulatory Requirements).        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.347     
     
     See the SID, especially Section II, for a response to this and related     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.348
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the omission of a proposed GLI protocol to consider adverse   
     effects on reptiles and amphibians is significant.  Widespread decline in  
     populations of reptiles and amphibians is report in the Great Lakes System,
     as elsewhere.  We encourage EPA to monitor this problem, as well as develop
     additional methodologies that can provide protection for this key component
     of the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.348     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NDTL
     Comment ID: P2742.349
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Relationship to Current Efforts to Provide National Guidance for the    
     Development of Wildlife Criteria. EPA has requested comment on modification
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     of the GLI approach for national wildlife criteria.  EPA's major investment
     in development of wildlife criteria methodology for the GLI will be        
     valuable for adapting this experience to national wildlife criteria.  Such 
     procedures are mandated by the Clean Water Act (Section 304a), and are long
     overdue.  We support EPA's intentions to use the GLI wildlife criteria (and
     other components of the GLI)as a model for other regional initiatives and  
     for development of national wildlife guidance as soon as possible.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.349     
     
     Please see response to comment P2629.023.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.350
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Proposed Appendix E, the antidegradation policy for the Great Lakes System,
     is one of the most significant elements of the GLI and, in general, we     
     strongly endorse it.  It will improve the implementation of the pertinent  
     provisions of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act (CPA).  It will provide
     for a degree of consistency in decision making among the Great Lakes       
     States/Tribes that has been greatly lacking over the past two decades.     
                                                                                
     It also clarifies several key aspects of the national antidegradation      
     policy, e.g., that it applies for all applicable purposes under the Clean  
     Water Act (CWA) for all pollutants.  Notably, EPA's proposal appropriately 
     targets bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) for the most rigorous  
     antidegradation review and incorporates pollution prevention into the      
     antidegradation demonstration process.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.350     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.351
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly endorse EPA's proposal to incorporate into the GLI specific    
     antidegradation provisions applicable to Lake Superior.  As a party to the 
     Bi-National Program to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin, EPA has
     recognized the special challenges of protecting Lake Superior and the      
     proposed GLI represents an initial step forward in this regard.  However,  
     as set forth below, we believe that EPA's approach is too limited and      
     inappropriately leaves too much discretion concerning important            
     determinations to the States and Tribes, in derogation of EPA's independent
     responsibilites under the Bi-National Program.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.351     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.352
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a general point regarding antidegradation porcedures, Appendix E omits  
     the role of Great Lakes Tribes.  Despite discussion in the Preamble        
     suggesting EPA's intention to include the Tribes as equal participants with
     the States, the Regulation must be revised to reflect this.                
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Appendix E of the Regulation must be revised throughout to 
     explicitly acknowledge the role of Great Lakes Tribes in antidegradation   
     processes and procedures                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.352     
     
     EPA agrees.  The final Guidance acknowleges Tribal authority to develop and
     adopt water quality standards for water bodies within the reservation.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.353
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c. Great Lakes States' Experience.  We strongly support "the special       
     emphasis...made in the proposed Guidance to restrict increases in the rate 
     of loading of highly bioaccumulative chemicals." These are the chemicals   
     that are associated with the most pernicious effects seen in the people and
     wildlife that inhabit the basin.  These are the substances that have been  
     singled out in the GLWQA and by the International Joint Commission (IJC)   
     for special attention by the Governments.  It is, therefore, appropriate   
     and necessary that the antidegradation provisions of the GLI, as well as   
     other provisions, focus attention on these substances.(1)                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.353     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.354
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Because federal antidegradation policy does not apply      
     merely to BCCs and because some Great Lakes ecosystems, such as many       
     portions of Lake Erie, are extremely sensitive to chemicals aside from     
     BCCs, this section should clearly state-as is clearly stated in other      
     sections of the GLI-that BCCs are not the only pollutants covered by the   
     GLI's antidegradation language.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.354     
     
     The final Guidance requires States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes-specific
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs only.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.355
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We favor, in theory, the second alternative described by EPA for           
     determining whether a lowering of water quality is likely to occur.  Under 
     this approach, agencies would operate under the premise that a change in   
     the amount of any pollutant added to a water body will result in a change  
     in the concentration of the pollutant in the water body.  In other words, a
     lowering of water quality is presumed where an increase in any pollutant   
     discharge is likely.  This approach is effective because it evaluates the  
     prospect of lowered water quality before a discharge has occurred, not     
     after the discharge has mixed in the receiving water.  Further, it puts the
     burden on the discharger, not the agency, of rebutting the presumption that
     water quality is likely to be lowered.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.355     
     
     See responses to comments D2583.005 and D605.079.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.356
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the implementation of this approach might cause agencies with     
     limited resources to devote inadequate attention to reviewing the most     
     problematic proposals for degradation, i.e., those to increase the mass    
     loadings of BCCs.  Therefore, as an initial step in implementation of the  
     new antidegradation policy of the GLI, we support EPA's "hybrid" proposal, 
     which distinguishes between BCCs and other pollutants and provides that any
     increase in mass loadings of a BCC constitutes a lowering of water quality 
     that requires an antidegradation demonstration.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.356     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2742.405                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.357
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.353                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1) In II. Regulatory Requirements, we advocate expansion of the list of   
     BCCs and a process for adding additonal pollutants to the list in a        
     preventative context.  Antidegradation, with its preventative focus, is an 
     area in which this expansion will have the most salutary effects.  Here, as
     where else it is relevant, we incorporate by reference our comments on     
     expansion of the list of BCCs.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.357     
     
     EPA does not agree that the list of BCCs should be expanded.  The comment  
     does not suggest how the list should be expanded, but EPA considered and   
     rejected approaches that would expand the list of BCCs, such as lowering   
     the cutoff human health BAF level below 1000.  See section II.C.8 of the   
     SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.358
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendations: Recycling and reuse are not true pollution prevention     
     techniques, but are instead polllution delaying techniques.                
     Recycling/reuse can be effective in minimizing discharges, but not         
     necessarily in eliminating them. Therefore, the recycling/reuse alternative
     is best listed as an "alternative or enhanced treatment alternative" in the
     antidegradation's demonstration section.  "Pollution prevention" should    
     conform here with definition of the Pollution Prevention Act of 1990.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.358     
     
     See response to comment D2861.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.359
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's economic and social development analysis helps to clarify one of 
     traditional antidegradation policy's most elusive area.  We offer the      
     following modifications to further clarify the proposal.  First, detail is 
     needed on the listed "developments" that must be shown before permission is
     granted to lower water quality.  The current proposal lists five           
     developments: (1) increase in the number of jobs, (2) increase in personal 
     income or wages, (3) reduction in the unemployment rate or other social    
     service expenses, (4) increase in tax revenues or (5) provision of         
     necessary social service.                                                  
                                                                                
     The crucial element of the GLI's social and economic development           
     requirement is not that one of the five developments merely occur, but that
     there is a demonstration of direct linkage-or cause and effect             
     relationship-between the lowering of water quality and the development.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.359     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.360
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The "direct linkage test" should include factors such as   
     the duration of the development, the extent of the development and whether 
     the development itself may have some environmentally benefical effect.     
     Direct linkage is vital because the lowering of water quality will have    
     long-term ecological ramifications (as evidenced by the short-term or      
     temporary impact exclusions in other sections of the antidegradation       
     proposal).                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.360     
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     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.361
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comments P2742.359 and .360                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, under the current proposal, an increase in the discharge of a 
     persistent contaminant that contributes to health risks from fish          
     consumption for a period of years or decades could be permitted if the     
     discharger is able to demonstrate that the savings from not installing     
     additional pollution control equipment will go toward funding part-time,   
     temporary clerical help.  While under the current package "the regulatory  
     agency is provided the flexibility to fit the analysis to the condition of 
     the community and area involved" (this scenario would not likely be        
     permitted), the direct linkage factors examples provided above will help   
     ensure that agencies have some guidance and that sacrificing ecological    
     health for development is not a superficial exercise.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.361     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.362
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Preconditions for Implementation of Antidegradation Procedures.  EPA    
     articulates in the Preamble several important preconditions to proper      
     implementation of the antidegradation procedure, but fails to include these
     preconditions in Appendix E.  As EPA recognizes, the failure of a          
     State/Tribe to complete these preconditions may result in inappropriate and
     incorrect decisions on a proposal to degrade part of the Great Lakes       
     System.  To assure these preconditions are satisfied, EPA must add new     
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     subsection IV.C to proposed Appendix E, as set forth in the following      
     section of our comments.(2)                                                
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (2) The suggested new subsection also includes our suggestions for         
     incorporating ONRW review in the preconditions; for ease of understanding, 
     it is set forth below and incorporates all of our relevant suggestions.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.362     
     
     See response to comment P2742.722.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.363
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 365 embedded in 364                                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. Steps Preceding an Antidegradation Review.  EPA identifies two critical 
     steps that must be completed prior to an antidegradation review: (1)       
     determining that the proposed action may significantly lower water quality 
     and (2) characterizing the receiving water.  We agree with EPA's           
     characterization of these steps as a necessary precondition to any         
     authorization of degradation.  However, we disagree with EPA's reasoning   
     with regard to a critical feature of each step.                            
                                                                                
     [First, we oppose EPA's limitation of the nonpoint source actions subject  
     to antigradation review to those "where independent regulatory authority   
     requiring compliance with water quality standards already exists" (emphasis
     added).  EPA concedes that nonpoint sources are covered by the nationwide  
     antidegradation policy to situations where existing authority makes a      
     direct connection between the activity and compliance with water quality   
     standards.  Under this crabbed interpretation, the proposed antidegradation
     analysis would not apply in many situations where control of nonpoint      
     source pollution is legally authorized and administratively feasible.]     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.363     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.364
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 9644



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.362                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) The suggested new subsection also includes our suggestions for         
     incorporating ONRW review in the preconditions; for ease of understanding, 
     it is set forth below and incorporates all of our relevant suggestions.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.364     
     
     See response to comment P2742.470.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.365
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .365 is imbedded in comment .363                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, we oppose EPA's limitation of the nonpoint source actions subject to
     antidegradation review to those "where independent regulatory authority    
     requiring compliance with water quality standards already exists" (emphasis
     added).  EPA concedes that nonpoint sources are covered by the nationwide  
     antidegradation policy.  Yet, EPA artificially restricts the coverage of   
     the antidegradation policy to situations where existing authority makes a  
     direct connection between the activity and compliance with water quality   
     standards.  Under this crabbed interpretation, the proposed antidegradation
     analysis would not apply in many situations where control of nonpoint      
     source pollutiion is legally authorized and administratively feasible.     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.365     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.366
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, under EPA's proposal antidegradation review would not apply to
     new nonpoint pollution sources authorized pursuant to state subdivision    
     control statues that require consideration of water quality as part of the 
     plat review unless the statute specifically and explicitly required        
     compliance with water quality standards.  Similarly, antidegradation       
     analysis would not be incorporated into decision making under local zoning 
     ordinances that reference water quality considerations unless specific     
     reference is made to water quality standards.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.366     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.367
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: To remedy a very significant loophole, EPA must re-phrase  
     its interpretation of the proposed policy to provide that the              
     antidegradation provisions apply where any independent regulatory authority
     exists to require consideration of potential water quality impacts.        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.367     
     
     Antidegradation applies to any activity that may affect water quality.     
     Antidegradation may only be implemented where independent regulatory       
     authority exists requiring compliance with water quality standards.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.368
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA naively and incorrectly asserts that "ONRWs are identified at  
     this point in the process [of characterizing receiving water quality]."  In
     fact, few States have implemented any systematic process for identifying   
     waters eligible for ONRW designation or for making determinations on such  
     designations (NWF 1992).  Given the factual data previously presented to   
     EPA (NWF 1992), EPA cannot indulge this patently untrue assumption.        
                                                                                
     In light of the documented failure of States, including the Great Lakes    
     States, to determine systematically the eligibility of specific waters for 
     ONRW designation, EPA must require ONRW review as a precondition to        
     completion of the antidegradation review porcess for any water body.       
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should add new subsection IV.C to proposed  Appendix E:
     "C.  The Director shall not make a final decision regarding any proposal to
     lower water quality unless the Director has first determined that the water
     quality standards, applicable to the pollutant and receiving water are     
     correct and appropriate; that the eligibility of the receiving water for   
     ONRW designation has been reviewed and any appropriate ONRW designation has
     been made; that any water quality standards violations for the pollutant   
     and receiving water are corrected; and that, if water quality standards for
     the pollutant and receiving water body are not achieved, a revised TMDL is 
     developed and all measure necessary are taken to achieve the standards."   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.368     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenters assertion that EPA is obliged to require 
     States and Tribes to consider designation of a water body as an ONRW as a  
     precondition to considering a request to lower water quality under         
     antidegradation.  Designation of ONRWs is under the purview of States and  
     Tribes, not EPA.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.369
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support EPA's propposal to make explicit the prohibition of lowering    
     water quality in situations where either an existing or a designated use is
     impaired.  We also support EPA's making explicit that a water body is      
     determined to be impaired where the water quality criterion necessary to   
     maintain the existing or designated use is exceeded.  Presumably, the same 
     is true of numerical and narrative criteria and EPA should say so          
     explicitly.                                                                
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     Response to: P2742.369     
     
     EPA appreciates the comenter's support of the proposed Guidance.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.370
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, EPA fails to address the issue of existing fish consumption       
     advisories in the open waters of the Great Lakes.  For those pollutants    
     that have triggered the issuance of fish consumption advisories, the       
     subject waters have not achieved the "fishable" goal of the CWA and,       
     presumably, the applicable narrative or numeric water quality criterion is 
     exceeded.  These waters should be designated Tier One, meaning that no     
     increased loading of the subject pollutant is allowable and appropriate    
     NPDES permits must so state.  We disagree with EPA, in this regard, that it
     would be "redundant" to include an explicit prohibition against lowering   
     water quality in thos waters of the Great Lakes System that do not neet the
     goal uses of the CWA Section 101(A).                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.370     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2742.371.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.371
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should include in Appendix E an explicit prohibition of
     any lowering of water quality in those waters of the Great Lakes System    
     that do not meet the goal uses of the Clean Water Act Section 101(a) for   
     the pollutant or pollutants that contribute to the impairment of these     
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     uses.  EPA should specifically prohibit any increased loading of any       
     pollutant that contributes to the issuance of a fish consumption advisory. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.371     
     
     EPA believes that it is technically very difficult to assert that in every 
     instance where a fish advisory exists,  the waters are non-attained.  This 
     is due to a variety of factors, such as the mobility of fish, or the basis 
     of the advisory (e.g., a State may chose to retain an advisory to control  
     harvest, and restore populations of fish).  However, nothing in the final  
     guidance would preclude a State from prohibiting increased loads of        
     pollutants which the State believes are contributing to fish advisories.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.372
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI should be revised to explicitly cover any activity 
     that may cause increased nonpoint source pollution, regardless of whether  
     or not it is subject to "independent regulatory authority" that explicitly 
     requires compliance with water quality standards.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.372     
     
     The commenter recommends that EPA require antidegradation review of any    
     activity by a nonpoint source of pollution that may lower water.  EPA does 
     not agree.  Water quality standards, including antidegradation, specify    
     conditions that must be met in a water body.  Water quality standards, in  
     and of themselves, are not self-implementing.  That is, the water quality  
     standards are dependent upon some other authority such as a permit for     
     implementation and enforcement.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.373
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA states that the GLI must "conform with the objectives of the GLWQA."   
     The CWA in fact requires the GLI to "conform with the objectives and       
     provisions" of the GLWQA (33 USC Section 118(c)(2)(A); emphasis added).    
     While this omission may be unintentional, it may have grave consequence.   
     Requiring compliance with only the GLWQA;s "objectives" limits compliance  
     to a few of the GLWQA's requirements.                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI must require compliance with the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Agreement's (GLWQA) "provisions" as well "objectives to ensure     
     compliance with the entire GLWQA.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.373     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance meets all the requirements of the CPA.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.374
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Significant Lowering of Water Quality.  EPA has requested comment on    
     various aspects of this issue.  The GLI proposes that any increase in the  
     rate of mass loading of any BCC constitutes a significant lowering of water
     quality.  However, one exception exists: where an increase in the rate of  
     mass loading is not associated with a discernable action at the source of  
     the BCC.  The GLI then lists examples of discernable actions that may be   
     considered to constitute a significant lowering of water quality.  We think
     this is a reasonable accommodation between the need for a mechanism to     
     "freeze the loadings of BCCs into the Great Lakes System, except in the    
     unusual circumstances where an increase can be justified.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.374     
     
     EPA appreciates this perspective.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.375
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. Covers All Pollutant Sources (Point and Nonpoint). EPA has requested    
     comment on application of the GLI to nonpoint sources.  We commend the     
     GLI's application to nonpoint sources of contamination to the Great Lakes. 
     However, one major potential limitation to the effectiveness of the GLI in 
     addressing nonpoint sources of pollution stems from GLI's condition that it
     applies only to nonpoint sources insofar as "independent regulatory        
     authority" exists to address nonpoint sources.  This ambiguous caveat to   
     the GLI's application to nonpoint sources must be clarified, as recommended
     in our comments above.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.375     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.376
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. Exemptions. EPA has requested comment on various aspects of proposed    
     exemptions.  EPA lists three exemptions to the requirement that            
     antidegradation analysis apply whenever a lowering of water quality will   
     occur: (1)short-term or temporary lowering of water quality, (2)where water
     quality lowering is reversible and (3) emergency situations.               
                                                                                
     The temptation to abuse exemption (1) will exist. Some ecological injury is
     likely from increased loadings of BCCs, even if that increase is for "weeks
     or months in duration" at the outside.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.376     
     
     EPA resigns itself to the fact that portions of its regulation may provide 
     temptation for abuse, and believes that this potential abuse is more than  
     offset by the need to ensure that the antidegradation provision does not   
     thwart emergency actions, or those actions whose goal is environmental     
     remediation.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.377
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Dischargers should be granted short-term exemptions only if
     they make efforts to mitigate those discharges.  Limitations on allowable  
     increases under exemption (1) are necessary.  Moreover, we unequivocally   
     oppose an exemption, even in rare instances, for actions that "lower water 
     quality for a year or more," as EPA suggests.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.377     
     
     Please see responses to comment ID  P2742.379 and D2724.399.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.378
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not oppose exemption (3). However, exemption (3) should apply mostly 
     where long-term plans to avoid emergency bypasses are being actively       
     developed and implemented.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.378     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2742.379.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.379
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mere application of an exemption does not excuse the discharger from   
     taking some action to prevent or remedy contamination for which it is      
     responsible.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.379     
     
     EPA believes commenter's concerns regarding liability for damages which    
     result from a short-term lowering of water quality are misplaced.  The     
     exemption found in Appendix E is clearly only an exemption from the        
     Procedures in Appendix E;  it is not an exemption from any other           
     requirements, liabilities or restrictions the discharger may otherwise     
     face.   Similarly, EPA believes that most, if not all of the actions which 
     could fall under these exemptions are subject to separate regulatory       
     authority which result in the minimization of environmental impact, and    
     inclusion of additional restrictions here could confuse, or undercut those 
     provisions established under separate authority.  Where separate           
     restrictions do not exist, EPA believes that the initial clause in Appendix
     E, Section F allows the Director to impose any necessary restrictions on a 
     case-by-case basis.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.380
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Regardless of the exemption for which dischargers apply,   
     the GLI should explicitly state that the discharger will remain liable for 
     any damages resulting to natural resources, human health or property from  
     its increased loadings or lowering of water quality.  In addition,         
     dischargers should still be required to implement the most feasible control
     methods possible under the  circumstances to limit  the effect of increased
     loadings on aquatic ecosystems.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.380     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2742.379.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.381
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Appendix E, Section II.F should be amended to require      
     dischargers to mitigate their short-term discharges to the extent possible.
      Moreover, exemptions granted under category (3) for emergency situations  
     should be looked  upon more favorably where dischargers have in place a    
     contingency plan to handle such chemical-related emergencies.              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.381     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2742.379.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.382
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The application of wetland fills to antidegradation programs represents a  
     complex policy question.  On one hand, we agree that Congress contemplated 
     wetland filling and that analysis for "significant degradation" resulting  
     from wetland fills may be properly conducted pursuant to 40 CFR Section    
     230.10(c).  However, we also believe that wetland fills in waterways       
     subject to antidegradation policy present a unique question.               
                                                                                
     Because wetlands often act as filters for toxic substances, the elimination
     of wetlands in HQWs or ONRWs may lead HQWs' and ONRWs' inability to        
     maintain their high level of water quality.  In addition, because wetland  
     mitigation is usually not effective in replacing original wetland values,  
     wetland fills, unlike discharges of pollutants, can be rarely offset.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.382     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's analysis of the situation regarding        
     wetlands. Wetlands are covered by States' and Tribes' antidegradation      
     policies.                                                                  

Page 9654



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.383
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.382                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, while the discharge of fill material rarely will be considered  
     to constitute an increase in the mass loadings of BCCs so as to lower water
     quality, the elimination of wetlands can impair substantially a watershed's
     ability to filter BCCs from other discharges.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.383     
     
     EPA thanks the commenter for this perspective, but notes that the ability  
     of a wetland to substantially filter BCCs has not been abundantly          
     documented.  EPA further questions whther or not it is advisable to use a  
     wetland as a sink for BCCs.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.384
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Wetland fill applications should conform to 40 CFR Section 
     230.10(c) guidelines in waterways in which no discharges of bioaccumulative
     chemicals of concern (BCCs) exist.  In waterways where BCC discharges do   
     exist, however, antidegradation analysis should apply.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.384     
     
     See response to comment P2742.367.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.385
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Background.  We strongly concur with EPA's emphasis of the need to      
     control the rate of mass loadings of BCCs at levels representative of      
     typical operations, unless justified through the antidegradation           
     demonstration process. As the IJC has frequently stated (1992), the Great  
     Lakes Ecosystem is adversely affected by current loadings of these         
     pollutants, which preclude the achievement of designated uses in the open  
     waters of the Lakes.  For example, the Great Lakes States and Province of  
     Ontario have issued fish consumption advisories for all of the Lakes       
     because of contamination of fish flesh with at least some pollutants.      
     Future actions to restore the health of the ecosystem in this regard will  
     be undermined if, in the meantime, additional loadings of these pollutants 
     are allowed,  Therefore, effective application of the GLI antidegradation  
     policy to "freeze" existing loadings of these pollutants, unless the       
     antidegradation demonstration is made, is necessary to achieve the goals of
     the GLWQA and the CWA.(3)                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.385     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OTHER
     Comment ID: P2742.386
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.385                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) Environmentalists in the Great Lakes region have long called for a     
     "toxics freeze" to limit loadings of persistent, bioaccumulative toxic     
     pollutants as a first step twoard achieving the GLWQA requirement that they
     be "virtually eliminated."                                                 

Page 9656



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: P2742.386     
     
     EPA has initiated the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort, which includes a 
     virtual elimination project as one of its components that is initially     
     focusing on PCBs and mercury for the purpose of finding opportunities to   
     achieve virtual elimination of discharges through voluntary source         
     reductions.  For further discussion on this effort, as well as other Great 
     Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment 
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.387
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Options for EEQ Controls.  EPA describes two options for implementing   
     the EEQ ("existing effluent quality") provisions of the proposed           
     antidegradation policy and a "Supplement" to the policy that can be applied
     to either option.                                                          
                                                                                
     EPA's discussion of the two options in the Preamble implies that they are  
     mutually exclusive when they are not.  Rather, both options can be applied 
     in a phased approach that will yield pertinent information, provide        
     agencies and regulated entities a reasonable period of adujstment and      
     (assuming the Supplement is applied to both options) contributes to the    
     protection and restoration of the Great Lakes Ecosystem as required by the 
     GLWQA.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Recommendation:  We recommend that EPA adopt Option 2 for immediate        
     implementation and provide for the phasing in of Option 1 within a         
     reasonable, specified timeframe.  The proposed Supplement should be        
     implemented for both options.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.387     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.388
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 1 provides the greatest certainty that representative loadings of   
     BCCs will not increase without an antidegradation demonstration.  However, 
     it is also more data intensive than Option 2 and will require greater      
     commitments of time and resources by administrative agencies and regulated 
     entities to implement.  While Option 2 relies on a narrative prohibition   
     and notification requirement, at least it requires the calculation of an   
     EEQ level to provide some certainty to regulated entities and citizens     
     concerned with water quality.  Therefore, EPA can encourage the generation 
     of necessary data and acclimate the regulated entities and agencies to a   
     new EEQ procedure by treating the two options as consistent, reinforcing   
     steps toward the goal of limitng mass loadings of BCCs, except where       
     justified through an antidegradation demonstration.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.388     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.389
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we are concerned that during the period when Option 2 is in force,
     citizens' enforcement rights under CWA Section 505 might be hindered.  EPA 
     speaks of governmental enforcement under Option 2 based on "the review of  
     any information available to the Director," but does not address citizen   
     enforcement.  Given EPA's proposal to require "deliberate action: of the   
     source to increase loadings as an element of liability, citizens must have 
     access to relevant information equivalent to that of a Director to         
     vindicate citizen enforcement under CWA Section 505. EPA should clarify    
     this point in Appendix E.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.389     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.390
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should add the following sentence to the end of        
     proposed Appendix E, Section II.D.1: "Any information submitted to or      
     otherwise available to the Director relevant to determining whether or not 
     an action increasing the mass loading of any BCC is or was deliberate shall
     be deemed to be 'effluent data' for purposes of CWA Section 308(b)(2) and  
     must be made available to the public."                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.390     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.391
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has also described a Supplement to Options 1 and 2, which EPA indicates
     States/Tribes "may" wish to use to specify that a control document shall   
     not be interpreted to authorize a discharge of BCCs about which the        
     document is silent.  While we endorse this concept, we believe that EPA    
     must make use of the Supplement mandatory in that it implements the        
     fundamental principle stated in CWA Section 301(a), the CWA prohibits, in  
     effect, the addition of any pollutant by any person to the waters of the   
     U.S., except, inter alia, to the extent it is authorized in an NPDES       
     permit.  EPA and the courts have interpreted this prohibition to be        
     pollutant-specific (see, e.g., Legal Environmental Assistance Foundation v.
     Hodel, 586 F.Supp. 1163 (E.D. Tenn. 1984).  Therefore, the failure of a    
     control document to specifically authorize a discharge of a pollutant must 
     be interpreted as leaving any such discharge to the prohibition of Section 
     302(a).                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.391     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.392
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given misunderstanding of this fundamental principle by States, regulated  
     entities and many EPA staff, EPA must articulate clearly this principle in 
     the GLI as it applies to BCCs. And, contrary to the EPA's discussion in the
     Preamble, this prohibition  is not applicable only to a discharge of       
     "listed BCCs: in the document, but to all BCCS identified in the GLI.(4)   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.392     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.393
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, this principle is relevant not only to the BCC issue, but to all  
     actions by a State Tribe that purports to authnorize any addition of       
     pollutants to water of the U.S., thereby insulating the responsible source 
     from liability under Section 301(a).  Therefore, EPA should require in the 
     GLI Implementation Procedures the inclusion of the statement recommended   
     below.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should add a sentence to propsed Appendix E, Section   
     II.D.l and a statement in Appendix F, providing: "States/Tribes must       
     specify in all control documents that the discharge of any bioaccumulative 
     chemical of concern not specifically limited or restricted in the control  
     document is not authorized by the document and is, therefore, prohibited by
     Clean Water Act Section 301(a)."                                           
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     Response to: P2742.393     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.394
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. Punishment of Good Performers.                                          
                                                                                
     Like EPA, we reject the criticism of EEQ limitations based on the argument 
     that it penalizes good performers.  First, as a practical reality, the     
     disincentives for "bad performers," including civil and criminal liability,
     are adequate to ensure that EEQ limitations do not undermine effective use 
     of existing pollution treatment, prevention and minimizatiion means.       
                                                                                
     Moreover, the use of EEQ limitations for BCCs is required to achieve the   
     GLWQA's purpose "that the discharge of any or all persistent toxic         
     substances be virtually eliminated: (GLWQA Art.II., Section(a)).  To the   
     extent a discharger of BCCs has demonstrated that a given level of BCC     
     discharge is achievable in practice, no increase should be allowed without 
     an antidegradation demonstration.  This is a form of "technology forcing," 
     which is appropriate in the GLI becuase of the CPA's requirement that the  
     GLI implement the GLWQA.  The "virtual elimination" mandate of the GLWQA   
     goes beyond achieving a given level of water quality and requires such a   
     technology forcing element.(5)                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.394     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.395
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.392                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     (4) Indeed, this principle applies to all "pollutants" as this term is     
     defined in the CWA.  However, it is appropriate in the context of the GLI  
     that EPA reqiure that States/Tribes specifically articulate this principle 
     in control documents as a means of emphasizing it, although notice is not a
     prerequisite for the application of Section 301(a) to a discharge.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.395     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.396
     Cross Ref 1: See 392
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should include in the final GLI a phased approach to   
     the existing effluent quality issue.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.396     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.397
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA correctly identifies the lack of information about specific discharges 
     of BCCs as a significant problem.  This problem must be addressed not only 
     to implement the GLI, but also to support the development of meaningful    
     Lakewide Management Plans and other programs to protect and restore the    
     Great Lakes.  To this end, the GLWQA Annex ll requires the U.S. and Canada 
     to undertake surveillance and monitoring programs, including the collection
     of data on "inputs from...point source dischargers: (GLWQA Annex ll,       
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     Section 3(a)).  Therefore, the GLI must include basic monitoring           
     requirements for all potential discharges of BCCS.                         
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should require all dischargers to monitor          
     periodically for the presence of BCCs in intake water, production processes
     and discharges unless the discharger demonstrates that the nature of the   
     operation is such that BCCs cannot reasonably be expected to be present in 
     intake water, production processes or discharges.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.397     
     
     Please see response to comment ID G3202.029                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.398
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the reasons discussed in the Preamble, we concur in EPA's application  
     of the EEQ provisions to POTWs. In terms of BCC discharges, the GLWQA does 
     not limit its "virtual elimination" mandate to industrial point sources.   
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The EEQ provisions are essential to implementing           
     requirements of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and should be      
     applied to POTWs as well.  The phased approach we suggest above will       
     further ease the burden of transition for POTWs, as well as for industrial 
     point sources and State/Tribal agencies.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.398     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OTHER
     Comment ID: P2742.399
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 9663



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info: see comment P2742.394                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQA "virtual elimination" mandate has been interpreted by the IJC as 
     technology forcing in nature as demonstrated by its creation of the        
     "Virtual Elimination Task Force" and by the work of the Task Force (IJC    
     1991 & 1993).                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.399     
     
     In addition to the work that the Virtual Elimination Task Force has done,  
     EPA has initiated the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort (GLTRE).  The     
     GLTRE includes a virtual elimination project as one of its components that 
     is initially focusing on PCBs and mercury for the purpose of finding       
     opportunities to achieve virtual elimination of discharges through         
     voluntary source reductions.  For further discussion on this effort, as    
     well as other Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID and  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.400
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Restrictions on Actions Versus Limitations on Pollutants.  EPA's           
     justification for using narrative conditions in Option 2 is further        
     buttressed by the fact that the single most important CWA limitation on    
     point source discharges is narrative: "Except as in compliance with        
     [various CWA provisions] the discharge of any pollutant by any person shall
     be unlawful" (CWA Section 301(a)).                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.400     
     
     See response to comment D2098.024.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.401
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     f. Statutory authority for EEQ.  EPA has requested comment on the          
     statuatory authority for EEQ.  In addition to the authorities cited by EPA 
     in the Preamble, the "virtual elimination" mandate of the GLWQA requires   
     EEQ provisions to be effective.  Since the CPA requires that the GLI       
     conform to the objectives and provisions of the GLWQA, EPA should add this 
     reference to its citations of authority for the EEQ requirements.          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.401     
     
     See responses to comment D2098.021 and D2589.041.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.402
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     g. Ability to Accommodate a Return to Increased Production Levels Under    
     Antidegration.  The phased approach recommended above will also ameliorate 
     concerns among regulated entities about the ability to accommodate a return
     to increased production levels.  It is also important that EPA frequently  
     reiterate that the antidegradation provision does not forbid degradation.  
     In this sense the term "antidegradation" is a misnomer. EPA should         
     emphasize that the new antidegradation provisions more specifically        
     describe a process by which proposals for antidegradation are evaluated and
     the criteria to be used in this evalaution; the antidegradation provisions 
     do not, for the most part (e.g., ONRW is an exception), predetermine a     
     result.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.402     
     
     The final Guidance accomplishes what was suggested by the commenter.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
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     Comment ID: P2742.403
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: It is appropriate in the context of implementing the       
     periodic monitoring recommendation (above) to require fish bio-uptake      
     studies.  For example, fish bio-uptake studies should be required in       
     instances where a pollutant is likely to be present in intake water,       
     production processes or discharges, but are not currently measurable in the
     discharge at analytical levels of detection and where the State has issued 
     fish consumption advisories downstream of the source due, in part, to the  
     pollutant.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.403     
     
     Fish uptake studies have no place with respect to                          
     antidegradation.  Such studies are concerned with identifying              
     violations of water quality criteria and are not useful in                 
     determining whether or a not a proposed activity will result in a          
     significant lowering of water quality.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.404
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: We strongly support EPA's proposal to view as significant  
     any increase in the mass loadings of BCCs.  therefore, we support the      
     criteria in the de minimis procedure to ensure that the lowering of water  
     quality does not result from a BCC.  We oppose any changes that would      
     extend to BCCs the use of the de minimis test or the demonstration of no   
     ambient change.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.404     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2742.405                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.405
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Detailed Description of De Minimis Test.  As stated above, we support   
     the requirement in Appendix E, Section II.A, defining "de minimis" to      
     require a demonstration that "the lowering of water quality does not       
     involve a BCC."  As EPA recognizes, special provisions in the GLI to       
     restrict and reduce BCCs are appropriate in view of the long retention time
     of the Great Lakes, the potential for bioaccumulation of toxic pollutants  
     in the food chain and the fact that the lakes are already contaminated with
     many BCCs to levels of concern.  Consistent with this view, proposals to   
     increase loadings of a BCC from an existing source or to add a new source  
     of BCCs must be carefully scrutinized.  Assuring antidegradation review of 
     these proposals by denying any of them a de minimis exception is an        
     appropriate means to achieve this end.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.405     
     
     Although the definition of "significant lowering of water quality"         
     contained in the final Guidance has changed somewhat from that which was   
     proposed, a diminimus test remains unavailble for BCCs.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2742.406
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA makes much of the fact that the Director retains the authority to      
     override the de minimis test and to require an antidegradation             
     demonstration.  Yet there is no provision for public involvement in        
     decisions concerning whether or not to invoke this authority.  EPA should  
     require that the use of the de minimis test to relieve a source of the     
     antidegradation demonstration requirement should be identified in any      
     public notices required and be subjected to public comment.                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.406     
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     See response to comment P2742.407                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2742.407
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendations: EPA should add an additional sentence to the last         
     criterion of the definition of "significant lowering of water quality," as 
     follows: "An NPDES permit fact sheet or other public notice shall describe 
     the use of the de minimis test as a reason not to require an               
     antidegradation demonstration and shall state the means by which the       
     Director can be requested to invoke the Director's authority to determine  
     on a case-by-case basis the discharge to be significant."                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.407     
     
     Under the final Guidance, all antidegradation provisions pertaining to     
     non-BCCs are provided as guidance only.  States and Tribes are not required
     to adopt Great Lakes specific- antidegradation provisions for non-BCCs.    
     Although the final Guidance does not impose any requirements for States and
     Tribes to do so, States and Tribes may also choose to issue public notice  
     of a decision to allow a de minimis lowering of water quality.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.408
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. Issues.  As stated above, we oppose extension of the de minimis test to 
     discharges of BCCs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.408     
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     Please see response to comment ID  P2742.405                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2742.409
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has also invited comment on a number of issues involving the use of    
     assimilative capacity in making a de minimis determination for non-BCCs.   
     Many of the issues raised by EPA, especially the timing and means of       
     determining assimilative capacity, are similar to issues faced for many    
     years by EPA's Air Program in implementing the prevention of significant   
     deterioration (PSD) program under the Clean Air Act.  For example, under   
     the PSD program the baseline for determining degradation is determined at  
     the time of the first application for a PSD permit.  This is an issue that 
     has been considered at length by EPA.  Therefore, we suggest that EPA staff
     involved in the GLI consult with the PSD experts in the air program in     
     addressing these issues.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.409     
     
     EPA appreciates the suggestion made by the commenter.  EPA staff are       
     available to assist States and Tribes in the implementation of             
     antidegradation.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2742.410
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support the requirement that a margin of safety (MOS) be set   
     aside as part of the TMDL process and urge the extension of this concept to
     the de minimis exemption from the antidegradation demonstration            
     requirement.  As EPA recognizes, it is not enough to incorporate by        
     reference the MOS from the TMDL for the waters in question.  By definition,
     TMDLs are calculated for water quality-limited waters, whereas degradation 
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     can only be considered for high quality waters, i.e., those where WQS are  
     achieved for the pollutant in question.                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should include specific procedures in the de minimis   
     provisions of the antidegradation procedure to provide for the calculation 
     and application of an equivalent margin of safety.  EPA should require its 
     use as a cap on the use of assimilative capacity in applying the de minimis
     test.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.410     
     
     See responses to comment D2741.155.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.411
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conceptually, it is important that EPA does not assume that water quality  
     protection goals are inherently inconsistent with economic development.  In
     fact, Francis Cairncross, Environmental Editor of the Economist, argues    
     effectively in Costing the Earth, that environmental protection rewards    
     creative and flexible corporate management, creates new market             
     opportunities and can otherwise improve the competitive position of        
     regulated entities.  Moreover, a recent U.S. study found that the          
     hypothesis that strict environmental protection hampered economic          
     development was unsubstantiated (Meyer 1992 & 1993).                       
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should recognize explicitly in the Preamble describing 
     the antidegradation demonstration components that economic growth and      
     environmental protection are not mutually exclusive.  To that end, EPA     
     should eliminate the Preamble sentence (in "Antidegradation Demonstration  
     Components, 1. Background and Rationale") stating that the proposed GLI    
     "tries to strike a balance between the need to protect and maintain high   
     quality water and the need to accommodate growth."  Instead, EPA should    
     reference studies indicating that environmental protection does not impair 
     economic growth.  EPA should also describe the economic benefits of the    
     pollution prevention analysis required by the antidegradation              
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.411     
     
     EPA recognizes that economic development and environmental protection are  
     not always mutually exclusive.  The final Guidance provides a mechanism for
     identifying ways in which growth can occur without degradation of the      
     environment.  However, there are circumstances where economic growth and   
     environmental protection are in juxtaposition.  The final Guidance         
     addresses this situation as well be ensuring that environmental degradation
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     will result in benefits to the communities affected by the degradation.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.412
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also important that EPA be absolutely clear about the relationships  
     between the various elements of the antidegradation demonstration.  [For   
     example, EPA should repeatedly and explicitly state that "necessary"       
     demonstration must be successful before a degradation proponent proceeds to
     the "importance" demonstration.] [Similarly, within the "necessary"        
     demonstration, it must be made explicit that the "pollution prevention"    
     demonstration must be successfully completed before proceeding to the      
     "alternative treatment" demonstration, only if and to the extent that the  
     proponent demonstrates that the cumulative effect of these two, distinct   
     approaches will result in increased pollution is the "importance" test     
     relevant.]  There is great potential for confusion on this score.  EPA may 
     wish to consider including a decision tree in the final GLI to illustrate  
     the appropriate relationship between the components of the antidegradation 
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.412     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of the hierarchical structure of   
     the antidegradation demonstration.  The wording of the final Guidance and  
     SID conveys this concept with sufficient clarity.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.413
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .413 is embedded in comment .412.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For example, EPA should repeatedly and explicitly state that "necessary"   
     demonstration must be successful before a degradation proponent proceeds to
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     the "importance" demonstration.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.413     
     
     See response to comment P2742.412.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.414
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .414 is imbedded in comment .412.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, within the "necessary" demonstration,it must be made explicit   
     that the "pollution prevention" deomonstration must be successfully        
     completed before proceeding to the "alternative treatment" demonstration,  
     only if and to the extent that the proponent demonstrates that the         
     cumulative effect of these two, distinct approaches will result in         
     increased pollution is the "importance" test relevant.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.414     
     
     See response to comment P2742.412.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.415
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/TECH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Hierarchy of Antidegradation Demonstrations. This section of the GLI    
     serves to provide an overview of the antidegradation demonstration.  Our   
     comments on the details of the demonstration section, therefore, are       
     reserved mostly for the appropriate demonstration subsections.  However,   
     three concerns arise here.                                                 
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     First, this subsection should make clear that in many situations successful
     implementation of pollution prevention or alternative techniques eliminates
     the need for lowering water quality.  Therefore, in these situations, the  
     entity's application for lowering of water quality must be denied.  as     
     explained above, EPA must also be explicit in stating that successful      
     demonstration by the proponent that pollution prevention alternatives are  
     not avaliable to eliminate the discharge is a necessary precondition to    
     proceeding to the next step in the analysis.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.415     
     
     See response to comment P2742.073.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.416
     Cross Ref 1: cc:P2742.415
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, antidegradation analysis contemplates a lowering of water quality  
     if it "is necessary to accommodate important social and economic           
     development..." (emphasis added).  However, this subsection presents an    
     unclear picture as to what "necessary" means.  This subsection defines     
     "necessary" as a lowering of water quality that "cannot be prevented while 
     still accommodating the [social and economic development]."  Subsequent    
     language in the subsection states that a lowering of water quality must be 
     "critical" to a development for this phase of antidegradation analysis to  
     be applicable.                                                             
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Within the context of antidegradation, "necessary" should  
     mean that a development cannot occur without a lowering of water quality   
     that cannot be eliminated by means of prevention or control.  Likewise, use
     of the word "critical" instead of the proper term, "necessary," should be  
     eliminated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.416     
     
     See response to comment P2720.132.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.417
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, EPA states that it "anticipates" that a discharger will evaluate the
     benefits of pollution prevention.                                          
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should require that benefits be considered and set     
     forth in the demonstration required under Section III.A of Appendix E.     
     Moreover, EPA should require that this consideration of pollution          
     prevention benefits include the economic benefits to the user in the form  
     of reduced materials costs, reduced energy costs, improved employee health 
     and employer-employee relations (employees are most frequently and directly
     affected by unnecessary work place exposure to toxic pollutants resulting  
     from poor housekeeping practices), improved competitive positions, reduced 
     liability, reduced waste handling costs, etc.                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.417     
     
     See response to comment P2742.420.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.418
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/TECH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize the pollution prevention analysis as one of the most          
     innovative components of the antidegradation section, as well as of the    
     entire GLI.  We strongly support-with minor changes-requiring pollution    
     preventative alternatives, such as substitution of BCCs with non-BCCs or   
     non-toxic substances, before any lowering of water quality is permitted.   
                                                                                
     First, as we discussed above, we do not consider alternative (d)           
     ("Recycle/Reuse of waste Byproducts") to be a pollution prevention         
     methodology.  Recycling/reusing does not actually prevent pollution; it    
     merely minimizes the need for and delays the ultimate disposal of the      
     relevant materials.  Therefore, alternative (d) may be more appropriately  
     classified as an "alternative or enhanced treatment alternative" that must 
     be employed after pollution prevention measures are implemented, but before
     a lowering of water quality may be permitted.                              
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     Response to: P2742.418     
     
     See response to comment D2861.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.419
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, this subsection properly recognizes that pollution prevention      
     alternatives should be evaluated "according to the source."  Commendably,  
     GLI recognizes, by way of the mercury thermometer example, that "(a) ban on
     the introduction of (a substance)...coupled with a strong public education 
     program...might be a particularly viable alternative."  we support the use 
     of bans and phaseouts as strong tools for preventing the lowering of water 
     quality in a variety of different water quality programs, including        
     antidegradation.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.419     
     
     Bans and phase-outs are intended to reduce loadings beyond the minimum     
     levels required to support designated uses.  For this reason, consideration
     of bans and phase-outs is not a water quality standards issue and is not   
     appropriate within the context of the final Guidance.  Bans and phase-outs 
     are most appropriately addressed in relation to ther technology-based      
     requirements mandated by the CWA.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.420
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has also requested comment on the use of "prudent and feasible" as a   
     criterion upon which pollution prevention alternatives are evaluated.      
     specifically, EPA is asking how a Director determines whether a pollution  
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     prevention or other methodology is prudent or feasible.  In many instances,
     the streshold question for an entity considering the implementation of     
     pollution prevention measures is not whether pollution prevention will be  
     more or less costly than complying with current (or proposed) regulations, 
     but rather how long it will take for pollution prevention measures to pay  
     for themselves and whether financing is available to implement the         
     necessary pollution prevention changes.                                    
                                                                                
     Similarly, because implementing pollution prevention measures is more often
     a function of how long it will take for such measures to pay for themselves
     and whether an entity can obtain financing, rather than whether pollution  
     prevention is more or less costly than maintaining the status quo, we      
     oppose the use of cost/benefit or cost effectiveness analysis as part of a 
     Director's prudent and feasible determination.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.420     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the test of whether or not the pollution
     prevention options identified through the antidegradation demonstration are
     prudent and feasible should be conducted in a manner appropriate for       
     pollution prevention.  This should consider not just initial implementation
     costs and potential improvements in effluent quality, but also lon-term    
     savings and reductions in costs of raw materials, waste disposal and waste 
     treatment.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: P2742.421
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Alternative (d) of Section III.A.1 of Appendix E should be 
     evaluated in the context of Section III.B as part of alternative or        
     enhanced treatment alternative analysis.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.421     
     
     See response to comment D2724.418.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
Page 9676



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.422
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, bans or phaseouts should be included as a specific pollution     
     prevention alternative.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.422     
     
     See response to comment P2742.419.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.423
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, a more appropriate means for the Director to evaluate whether
     one of the above, or other pollution prevention alternatives are prudent   
     and feasible would be to set a temporal baseline for when the implemention 
     of pollution prevention would pay for itself.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.423     
     
     See response to comment P2742.420.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.424
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Likewise, an entity would have to demonstrate that it is financially       
     impossible to implement pollution prevention alternatives for such         
     alternatives to be considered not prudent or feasible.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.424     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.425
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize the difficulties inherent in providing detailed guidance on   
     applying the "prudent and feasible" test.  Incorporating pollution         
     prevention into existing regulatory programs is a relatively new endeavor  
     for many agencies.  Staff trained in the engineering of pollution control  
     are required to acquire new skills and assimilate new information about    
     pollution prevention.  Just as EPA has an important role in facilitating   
     information sharing among the States/Tribes on the development of tier II  
     criteria, EPA should provide for information sharing on making pollution   
     prevention determinations.  This could be accomplished through the         
     establishment of a clearinghouse similar to the existing Pollution         
     Prevention Information Clearinghouse.                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should set up a Great Lakes Pollution Prevention       
     Clearinghouse as a means of sharing information among the Directors that   
     will be making decisions on "feasible and prudent" pollution prevention    
     through antidegradation determinations.  There may be opportunity to link  
     this regional effort to the national Pollution Prevention Information      
     Clearinghouse.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.425     
     
     The National Pollution Prevention Clearinghouse Committee is currently     
     investigating the feasibility of establishing Pollution Prevention         
     Clearinghouses at a regional level.                                        
                                                                                
     Also, see section VII of the SID for EPA's analysis of antidegradation     
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.426
     Cross Ref 1: See 425
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Comment P2742.425.                                        
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also note that effective pollution prevention programs will take more   
     than information exchange.  Technical training and financial assistance    
     programs also may be necessary, at least on a pilot basis.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.426     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.427
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. Alternative or Enhanced Treatment Alternatives that Eliminate the       
     Significant Lowering of Water Quality.  Although the alternative or        
     enhanced treatment analysis is described in Section F.2 of the Preamble    
     (outlining the hierarchy of the prudent and feasible pollution prevention  
     analysis) as "(t)he second tier in the hierarchy," the exact place that the
     alternative or enhanced treatment analysis takes in the antidegradation    
     scheme is not clear.                                                       
                                                                                
     Recommendation: We strongly support an alternative or enhanced treatment   
     alternative analysis in addition to the pollution prevention alternatives  
     analysis required.  In other words, the Director may not allow a lowering  
     of water quality if prudent and feasible pollution prevention measures may 
     be implemented to eliminate the need for such lowering of water quality.   
     If, however, pollution prevention measures may be implemented with the net 
     effect being a reduction, not elimination, of the rate of loadings of      
     contaminants, the entity must be required to implement alternative or      
     enhanced treatment alternatives to try to fully eliminate loadings (i.e.,  
     fully eliminate the need to lower water quality.  Alternative or enhanced  
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     treatment alternatives should not be considered in lieu of pollution       
     prevention measures.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.427     
     
     See response to comment P2742.412.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: P2742.428
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  We oppose the all-or-nothing approach of EPA's proposal   
     requiring that the alternative treatment must be "completely effective at  
     eliminating the increased loadings of pollutants (i.e., 100 percent        
     effective."  Instead, alternative treatment measures must be required, as  
     with pollution prevention measures, if they result in incremental          
     reductions in the proposed new or increased pollution.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.428     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.429
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     First, a lowering of water quality may be considered only if it will       
     support an important economic and social development.  Therefore, some     
     benefit falling under one of the listed categories-i.e., some increase in  
     personal income or wages to one person or a limited number of people-is not
     enough.  That this part of the analysis requires an "important social or   
     economic" gain suggests that the gain must have positive ramifications on a
     community or even larger socioeconomic scale.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.429     
     
     See response to comment D2741.166.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.430
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the geographic scope of the economic and social benefit must be    
     correlated with the area of potential impact from the proposed pollutant   
     increase.  For example, an increased discharge of BCCs will have a greater 
     area of impact than will an increase in BOD (biological oxygen demand)     
     loadings.  Increased BCC loadings can, for example, cause or perpetuate the
     existence of fish consumption advisories for an entire Great Lake.  this,  
     in turn, has substantial adverse economic impacts throughout the region,   
     including the diminution in revenue from sport fishing charters and the    
     attendant tourism revenues.  Yet, EPA's proposal does not distinguish      
     between such situations.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.430     
     
     See response to comment D2741.166.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.431
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should add the following sentences after the first     
     sentence of proposed Appendix E, Section 3.D: "The area considered in      
     identifying beneficial social and economic should include the entire area  
     that may be affected by any adverse impacts from the additional pollution  
     resulting from the proposed activity.  for any bioaccumulative chemical of 
     concern responsible for causing a State to issue a fish consumption        
     advisory in the open waters of any of the Great Lakes, the area of economic
     and social benefit shall include the entire watershed of the Great Lake    
     into which the proposed source would directly or indirectly discharge."    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.431     
     
     See response to comment D2741.166.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.432
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, while EPA describes categories of social and economic benefits, it   
     does not provide States/Tribes with much guidance on the degree of gain    
     that is necessary to warrant a lowering of water quality.  In other words, 
     the determination of whether an economic or social benefit is important is 
     not addressed.  The GLI can provide some guidance by requiring that the    
     social or economic gain contemplated must be a direct result of the        
     lowering of water quality.  This "direct linkage test" should include      
     factors such as the duration of the development, the extent of the         
     development and whether the development itself may have some               
     environmentally-beneficial effect (i.e., whether financial gains from the  
     lowering of water quality would go, at least in part, to pollution         
     prevention efforts to offset the lowering of water quality.  Direct linkage
     is vital because the lowering of water quality could have long-term        
     ecological ramifications that sould not be permitted for short-term or     
     nominal economic or social gain.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.432     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.433
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     Cross Ref 1: See 432
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Comment P2742.432.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Requiring a demonstration of this direct nexus is beneficial in a number of
     ways.  First it puts the burden on the discharger to ensure that not just  
     any gain will be permissible.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.433     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.434
     Cross Ref 1: See 432
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Comment P2742.432.                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, it prevents States/Tribes from being drawn into counterproductive  
     or tangential economic debates in which their staffs-as resource experts,  
     not economists-may be ill-equipped to participate.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.434     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2742.435
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In addition, it is impossible for the GLI to present a formula for         
     determining all social/economic development decisions.  Rather, an         
     overwhelming majority of economic/social development determinations will   
     depend greatly on local environmental and economic conditions. Therefore,  
     the guidance demonstration section should require States/Tribes to make a  
     determination based on the GLI's direct linkage considerations, then       
     subject the determination to public review and comment.                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should allow a lowering of water quality to be     
     considered only if an important social or economic gain, pursuant to       
     Section III.D of Appendix E, will be a direct result of such lowering.     
     Moreover, dischargers should bear the burden of demonstrating this direct  
     nexus, which would result in a determination by the Director for public    
     review and comment.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.435     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.436
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The implementation of Remedial Action Plans developed      
     pursuant to the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement Annex 2 should be      
     included among the remedial actions exempted from antidegradation analysis.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.436     
     
     Antidegradation only applies if an action is proposed that would lower     
     water quality.  Thus, if water quality is improved, antidegradation should 
     not apply.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.437
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7. Issues: We agree with EPA that the prudent and feasible alternatives    
     approach, as described above with the relevant changes, is the most        
     appropriate alternative for determining whether a lowering of water quality
     is necessary.  Basing such determination on "affordability" is not an      
     adequate guage of whether or not a possible increase in discharges may be  
     eliminated.  Likewise, economic recovery and best available technology do  
     not necessarily require that dischargers take steps beyond current water   
     quality requirements to receive authorization to lower water quality.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.437     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.438
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, we disagree vigorously with EPA's proposal to leave the special   
     Lake Superior designations entirely up to the States (and presumably the   
     Tribes).  EPA proposes that the Lake Superior special provisions in the    
     antidegradation guidance are operative only when States designate portions 
     of the Lake Superior basin as Lake Superior Basin - Outstanding National   
     Resource Waters or Outstanding International Resource Waters.  EPA states: 
     "Guidance does not direct or require the Lake Superior States to make such 
     designations." EPA's approach would allow the Lake Superior States to make 
     inconsistent decisions concerning the waters of the basin deserving of     
     special protection and apply inconsistent definitions of the meaning of    
     that protection, even if protection is provided.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.438     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.439
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an initial matter, EPA should require that each of the States/Tribes    
     evaluate their waters of Lake Superior for federal Outstanding National    
     Resource Water (ONRW) designation and EPA should review each State/Tribes' 
     determination. [As previously discussed in our comments on the             
     antidegradation demonstration, we believe that ONRW review and designation,
     where appropriate, is a necessary precondition to the antidegradation      
     demonstration.  We believe EPA must review States/Tribes' decisions to     
     designate or not designate Lake superior as an ONRW.  EPA may then         
     determine whether such State/Tribe determinations conform with applicable  
     CWA and GLI requirements.][EPA played a major role in creating the         
     Bi-National Program to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin;        
     commitments contained within the Bi-National Program are not just those of 
     the Lake Superior States, but of the EPA as well.]  EPA should explicitly  
     state that it will exercise its full authority to ensure the designation of
     the waters of Lake Superior as ONRW where appropriate.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.439     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.440
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .440 is imbedded in comment .439.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As previously discussed in our comments on the antidegradation             
     demonstration, we believe that ONRW review and designation, where          
     appropriate, is a necessary  precondition to the entidegradation           
     demonstration.  We believe EPA must review States/Tribes' decisions to     
     designate or not designate Lake Superior as an ONRW.  EPA may then         
     determine whether such State/Tribe determinations conform with applicable  
     CWA and GLI requirements.                                                  
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     Response to: P2742.440     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.441
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .441 is imbedded in comment .439                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA played a major role in creating the Bi-National Program to Restore and 
     Protect the Lake Superior Basin; commitments contained within the          
     Bi-National Program are not just those of the Lake Superior States, but of 
     the EPA as well.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.441     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.442
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As we noted earlier, EPA (perhaps inadvertently) has omitted Tribal roles  
     in Appendix E of the Regulation.  We believe this is especially important  
     regarding Tribal roles to make ONRW designations in Lake Superior.  The    
     Tribes have good reasons to protect quality waters in and adjoining their  
     lands, for cultural and subsistence reasons.                               
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI Regulation should be revised to explicitly         
     acknowledge that the Great Lakes Tribes have the same roles as States to   
     make all antidegradation designations, including Outstanding National      
     Resource Waters and High Quality Waters for Lake Superior.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.442     
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     See response to comment D2714.064.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.443
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: All U.S. waters of Lake Superior should be designated as   
     Outstanding National resource waters, a necessary action to provide        
     adequate protection to the high quality waters of Lake superior.  Special  
     designations for Lake Superior proposed in Section II.E of Appendix E of   
     the GLI are inadequate.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.443     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.444
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are significant problems with the two special designations proposed  
     for Lake Superior in the GLI: Outstanding International Resource Waters    
     (OIRW) and Lake Superior Basin - Outstanding National Resources Waters     
     (LSB-ONRW).  Neither of these two designations achieve the goal for Lake   
     Superior set by the EPA and states of Minnesota, Wisconsin, and Michigan in
     the Bi-National Program.  These two designations will not achieve the goal 
     of zero discharge of designated persistent toxic substances.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.444     
     
     See response to comment D1996.010                                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.445
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, Appendix E, Section II's Lake Superior provisions concerning     
     these two special designations is so vague that consistent application of  
     the GLI by the States/Tribes is not assured.  This is in direct            
     contravention of the Bi-National Program, which states that "(e)ach state  
     has an existing process for antidegradation evaluation.  These processes   
     will be standardized through the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative"     
     (emphasis added).  The governments also committed to "ensure that their    
     respective regulatory programs are compatible..."                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.445     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.446
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Outstanding National Resource Waters Designation for Lake Superior.  We    
     believe that EPA must require as a precondition to any antidegradation     
     demonstration that, among other things, the eligibility of the receiving   
     water for ONRW designation has been reviewed and any appropriate ONRW      
     designation has been made.  Only the proper application of the ONRW        
     designation to the waters of Lake Superior will ensure that the governments
     meet the goals of the Bi-National Program.  Unlike the nebulous special    
     designations included in the EPA proposal, implementation of the ONRW      
     designation is subject to federal definition and oversight.  EPA would be  
     responsible for defining the level of protection required and assuring that
     permits and control actions taken subsequently by any State/Tribe comply   
     with ONRW requirements.  ONRW designation, rather than the special         
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     designations proposed in the GLI, is necessary for the adequate protection 
     of Lake Superior.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.446     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.447
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A special designation for only certain areas of the lake is inappropriate  
     because pollutants do not respect lines arbitrarily drawn on maps.         
     Increased dumping of toxic pollutants anywhere in the Lake Superior basin  
     may have deleterious effects on the waters of the entire lake and will     
     certainly have effects on waters inside special designation boundaries.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.447     
     
     See response to comment D1996.010                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.448
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While ONRW designation by the Lake Superior States/Tribes would result in a
     consistent level of protection in all U.S. waters of the Lake,             
     implementation of the GLI's proposed special designations may not.  Any    
     implementation of special designations that do not meet, at minimum, the   
     requirements for ONRW must be implemented through an inter-jurisdictional  
     mechanism designed to ensure consistent application among the Lake Superior
     States/Tribes.                                                             
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     Response to: P2742.448     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.449
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, ONRW designation can be implemented on a pollutant-specific basis.   
     EPA guidance clearly specifies that the antidegradation policy applies on a
     pollutant-by-pollutant basis.  Since the ONRW designation is part of EPA's 
     overall antidegradation rule, the same approach should apply to ONRWs as   
     well.  Thus, the ONRW sould be designated with respect to specified,       
     persistent toxic pollutants.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.449     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.450
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Last, the ONRW designation is reserved for those waters in the U.S. that   
     constitute "waters of exceptional recreational or ecological significance" 
     40 CFR Section 131.12(a)(3).  Obviously, Lake Superior, the largest        
     freshwater lake in the world by surface area and a unique oligotrophic lake
     with exceptionally high water quality, qualifies for ONRW designation (see 
     Stewart 1993).(6)                                                          
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     --------------------------------                                           
     (6)Attached as Supporting Document: Will this lake stay superior?          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.450     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.451
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should include a definition of "Outstanding            
     International Resource waters."                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.451     
     
     See response to comment P2576.160.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.452
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The OIRW special designation requires that installation of "best technology
     in process and treatment" be used as part of the antidegradation           
     demonstration.  However, the GLI does not provide guidance in this area and
     leaves it to each Lake Superior State to determine how this provision will 
     be applied.  EPA has an affirmative obligation to provide guidance on how  
     the best technology requirement will be implemented consistently among the 
     Great Lake States/Tribes.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.452     
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     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.453
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Best technology in process and treatment" should be defined to achieve the
     stated goal of the Bi-National Program to prevent the degradation of water 
     quality in Lake Superior and to promote the goal of zero discharge in the  
     basin.  The GLI should make clear that the technologies are not limited to 
     those in use, but may include experimental technologies that have been     
     identified worldwide.  Moreover, "best technology in process and treatment"
     should be defined to provide more protection than application of the Best  
     Available Technology" standard.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.453     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.454
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would be helpful if EPA would elucidate its definition of this term by  
     reference to examples, including pulp and paper mills, a significant source
     of toxic pollutants discharged into Lake Superior.  For example, EPA should
     define totally chlorine-free paper-making technologies to be the "best     
     technology in process and treatment."                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.454     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.455
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should include in the GLI guidance on 1) how consistent definitions of 
     "best technology in process and treatment" will be developed among the     
     States/Tribes based on the minimum goal of preventing degradation of water 
     quality in Lake superior, 2) how to determine what the "best" technology is
     for a specific facility, and 3) how antidegradation reviews by the         
     States/tribes will be administered consistently.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.455     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.456
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include an inter-jurisdictional mechanism for review of     
     proposed process and treatment technologies.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.456     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
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     Comment ID: P2742.457
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should add a section to Appendix E providing for the   
     establishment of a committee comprised of representatives of the Lake      
     Superior States and Tribes, the Province of Ontario, industry and citizen  
     groups, and U.S. and Canadian federal agencies for the purpose of reviewing
     proposed technologies.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.457     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.458
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lake Superior Basin - Outstanding National Resource Waters.  The           
     designation "Lake Superior Basin - Outstanding National Resources  Waters" 
     (LSB-ONRW) is a new special designation proposed in the GLI.  It is        
     intended to be applied only to certain portions of the Lake Superior basin.
      This special designation does not appear in the Bi-National Program.      
     Rather, the term perpetuates the inaccurate definition of an ONRW contained
     in the Bi-National Program.  The Bi-National Program states that the       
     purpose of an Outstanding National Resource Waters designation "is to      
     prohibit the new or increased discharges of certain designated persistent  
     bioaccumulative toxic substances by point sources..."                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.458     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 9695



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.459
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the GLI lacks the guidance that would ensure consistent              
     implementation of the LSB-ONRW designation.  The GLI states that a LSB-ONRW
     designation is intended to prohibit point source discharges in designated  
     areas, "including respective buffer zones and transition areas as defined  
     by the States."  This language abrogates the responsibility of the EPA to  
     give guidance on how to define buffer zones and transition areas and how   
     these zones and areas will be created and administered consistently by     
     States/Tribes.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.459     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.460
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI states that State governments will initiate procedures
     to designate "certain special areas" of the Lake Superior Basin as         
     Outstanding National Resource Waters.  The term "certain special areas" is 
     not defined anywhere in the GLI.  The examples given in the Bi-National    
     Program include "National Parks, Lakeshores and Refuges and State Parks,   
     Recreational Areas and Refuges."  This is an inadequate list of the areas  
     in the Lake Superior that deserve special protection.  In order to ensure  
     additional protection for Lake Superior beyond the status quo, the EPA     
     should develop guidance outlining criteria to establish what types of areas
     should be designated LSB-ONRW.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.460     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.461
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As described above, EPA must require as a precondition to any              
     antidegradation demonstration that, among other things, the eligibility of 
     the receiving water for ONRW designation has been reviewed by the          
     State/Tribe, that any appropriate ONRW designation has been made and that  
     EPA has reviewed and approved the State/Tribal ONRW determination.  If Lake
     Superior is designated as an ONRW, the antidegradation demonstration will  
     examine whether prediction processes use, create or discharge any of the   
     lake superior Bioaccumulative Substances of Immediate Concern (BSICs).  If 
     this happens, the entity will be denied the discharge.  The Director or the
     entity will identify alternatives and techniques that will not discharge   
     the prohibited substances.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.461     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.462
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of BCICs is inadequate and should be expanded to reflect the      
     intention of the Bi-National Program to protect the basin from toxic       
     substances that may degrade the ecosystem of the basin.  The current list  
     of nine chemicals in the Bi-National Program was chosen based on analyses  
     of toxic pollutants currently found in fish tissue in the basin.  This     
     approach ignores one essential component of protecting Lake Superior, which
     is to develop measures to prevent persistent toxic substances from entering
     or accumulating in the biota of the lake.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.462     
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     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.463
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of BSICs should include all BCCs defined in the GLI (as expanded  
     per our previous recommendations).  It should also include the Ontario     
     Ministry of the Environment's "Candidate Substances List for Bans or       
     Phase-outs."  This list includes six chemicals: arsenic,                   
     1,4-dichlorobenzene, 3,3'-dichlorobenzidine, pentachlorophenol, perylene,  
     and tributyl tin.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.463     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.464
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, chlorine as an industrial feedstock should be included in the Lake
     Superior BCICs.  In the International Joint Commission's Sixth Biennial    
     Report, the Commission stated:                                             
                                                                                
     In 1986, the Water Quality Board developed a working list of 362 chemicals 
     confirmed to be present in the water, sediment and/or biota of the Great   
     Lakes Basin Ecosystem.  Approximately half of these substances are         
     synthetic chlorinated organic substances.  In addition, there are other    
     chlorinated organic substances entering the environment that have not yet  
     been separately identified.  Even though many of these substances have not 
     been proven to be individually toxic, it is likely that many of these      
     chemicals-because of their chemical characteristics-will be identified as  
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     persistent toxics and hence substances to be virtually eliminated and      
     subject to zero discharge.                                                 
                                                                                
     This approach raises the question as to whether the use of chlorine, the   
     common precursor for the production of chlorinated organic substances,     
     should be sunset.  We know that when chlorine is used as a feedstock in a  
     manufacturing process, one cannot necessarily predict or control which     
     chlorinated organics will result and in what quantity.  Accordingly, the   
     Commission concludes that the use of chlorine and its compounds should be  
     avoided in the manufacturing process.                                      
                                                                                
     The addition of chlorine as an industrial feedstock to the list of Lake    
     superior BSICs is certainly consistent with the Bi-National Program goal of
     zero discharge and zero emission of substances that may degrade the Lake   
     Superior Basin Ecosystem.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.464     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.465
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The list of Lake Superior Bioaccumulative Substances of Immediated Concern 
     in Appendix E to Section 132 of the Great Lakes antidegradation policy     
     should be expanded to reflect those toxic pollutants that should be        
     prevented from entering the basin.  The list should include all GLI        
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, as well as arsenic,                  
     1,4-dichlorobenzene, 3,3'-dichlorobenzidine, pentachlorophenol, perylene,  
     tributyl tin and chlorine as an industrial feedstock.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.465     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.466
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, there must be a process for adding new chemical substances in 
     the future.  The Bi-National Program states that additional substances may 
     be added by a State in the future after the opportunity for review and     
     comment.  EPA has an obligation in the GLI to give guidance to describe the
     process for adding additional substances to ensure that it will be         
     implemented consistently by the States/Tribes.  A consistent review process
     must be adopted as part of the GLI.                                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should include in Appendix E a mechanism or appropriate
     reference to the mechanism elsewhere in the GLI for the addition of        
     appropriate substances to the Lake Superior Bioaccumulative Substances of  
     Immediate Concern list.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.466     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.467
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All of the commitments made in the Bi-National Program that have a         
     regulatory component should be included in the GLI.  Therefore, a          
     requirement for a toxic pollutants reduction plan in NPDES permits should  
     be included.  In the Bi-National Program, the States commit to "require    
     toxic reduction plans in each new or reissued NPDES permit for point       
     sources discharging to Lake Superior or its tributaries which have effluent
     limitations for toxic pollutants that are below levels reliably measured by
     present analytical methods."                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.467     
     
     See response to comment D605.076.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.468
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because each State has committed to add these requirements to its water    
     quality standards, this commitment should be included in the GLI.  EPA has 
     an obligation to ensure that the contents of the toxic pollutants reduction
     plans are consistent and that they are implemented in a consistent manner. 
     The GLI should describe the minimum elements of an approvable toxic        
     pollutants reduction plan, the public review procedures for the plan and a 
     requirement that the plans be implemented and enforced through the NPDES   
     permit.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should include in Appendix E a description of the      
     minimum elements of an approvable toxic pollutants reduction plan.  EPA    
     should also indicate that the toxic pollutants reduction plan will be      
     implemented through the NPDES process, including the public review process.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.468     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2742.469
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, EPA could not legally allow offsets in the GLI when it does not do
     so elsewhere since it would result in an antidegradation policy for the    
     Great Lakes less stringent than national antidegradation guidance.  This   
     would violate the CPA.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.469     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.470
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we have no specific comment on the process for incorporation of      
     antidegradation policies into State water quality standards, we reiterate  
     EPA's affirmative obligation to ensure incorporation into State/Tribal     
     standards all necessary preconditions to the application of the            
     antidegradation procedures, including review and designation of waters as  
     ONRW, where appropriate.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.470     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that it is EPA's responsibility in reviewing 
     State and Tribal water quality standards, to ensure that all required      
     elements consistent with 40 CFR 131.6 are present.  Where a State's or     
     Tribe's water quality standards lack certain of the required elements, EPA 
     must disapprove of the water quality standards.  If a State or Tribe fails 
     to make corrections to the water quality standards to address EPA's        
     disapproval, EPA must promulgate acceptable water quality standards for the
     State or Tribe.                                                            
                                                                                
     With respect to antidegradation, 40 CFR 131.6 specifies that a State's or  
     Tribe's water quality standards must include an antidegradation policy     
     consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  The major elements of 40 CFR 131.12 are    
     protection of existing uses, protection of high quality waters, and        
     protection of ONRWs. Regarding ONRWs, State and Tribal antidegradation     
     policies must contain a provision analogous to that found at 40 CFR 131.12.
                                                                                
     EPA's review and approval of State and Tribal water quality standards      
     consists of ensuring that States and Tribes meet the minimum requirements  
     of the CWA and Federal regulations.  These minimum requirements are:       
     designated uses consistent section 101(a)(2) of the CWA, criteria necessary
     to protect designated uses and an antidegradation policy consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12. As stated above, where a State or Tribe fails to meet the      
     minimum requirements, EPA is required to promulgate water quality standards
     that do meet the minimum requirements of the CWA and Federal regulations.  
     Although EPA encourages States and Tribes to make use of ONRW protection   
     where warranted, neither the CWA nor Federal regulations require States and
     Tribes to designate waters as ONRWs; designation of water bodies as ONRWs  
     is at the discretion of States and Tribes.  Consequently, EPA can neither  
     compel States and Tribes to designate water bodies as ONRWs, nor promulgate
     such a designation where a State or Tribe fails to do so.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.471
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is critical that the GLI regulation retain authorities of the           
     States/Tribes to adopt more stringent site-specific modifications to       
     criteria/values for whatever reasons deemed appropriate by the             
     States/Tribes.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.471     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does specifically allow the States and Tribes to adopt  
     more stringent site-specific modifications to criteria and values under    
     Section 510 of the Clean Water Act.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.472
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly concur with EPA's fundamental assumption that less stringent   
     site-specific modifications to human health and wildlife criteria are not  
     appropriate.  In particular, it is essential to retain the proposed        
     prohibition on less stringent site-specific modifications for              
     bioaccumulative substances.  The damege caused by these compounds and their
     persistent nature ensures that local conditions are no measure of potential
     adverse effects of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs) on the Great
     Lakes System.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.472     
     
     Since the proposal EPA has reevaluated its position on allowance of less   
     stringent site-specific modifications for wildlife and human health        
     criteria as well as BAFs.  EPA believes that where there is adequate       
     scientific justification that the Tier I criterion is overprotective, a    
     less stringent site-specific criterion can be derived without providing a  
     lower level of protection to the organisms at the site.  In the final      
     Guidance, EPA has provided States and Tribes flexibility to derive and     
     adopt scientifically appropriate site-specific criteria which may be more  
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     or less stringent than Tier I criteria or Tier II values for aquatic life, 
     wildlife, and human health criteria as well as BAFs.  Although EPA is      
     allowing less stringent site-specific criteria for all criteria types and  
     BAFs, the site-specific criteria must provide the same level of protection 
     as or provide greater level of protection than a Tier I criterion or Tier  
     II value.  A State or Tribe may adopt more or less stringent site- specific
     criteria and BAFs for the tributaries as well as the open waters of the    
     Great Lakes System provided that they are scientifically appropriate.  In  
     the final Guidance more or less stringent site-specific criteria and BAFs  
     may also be adopted for BCCs and non-BCCs.  EPA believes that if adequate  
     scientific justification exists, site - specific criteria for non-BCCs and 
     BCCs should be allowed.  EPA did not want to preclude site - specific      
     criteria which are warranted by science.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.473
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife cannot tolerate lowered standards for BCCs, especially where the  
     species to be protected are migratory and may congregate at sites where    
     relaxed standards would be comtemplated.  For example, in the upper Great  
     Lakes dischargers would be very likely to demand variances for their       
     discharges of BCCs into Saginaw Bay and Green Bay.  Sediments in these     
     areas are already so contaminated that storms liberate BCCs into the food  
     web causing much direct damage to wildlife (Ludwig 1993). Adding more of   
     the Ah+ active substances or other stressful toxicants to such             
     industrialized watersheds can only make bad situations much worse.  For    
     these two areas (and similar embayments), it is especially critical to get 
     discharges to the absolute minimum because these places are among the most 
     naturally diverse and productive in the Great Lakes System.                
     Further, even in relatively clean areas of the Great Lakes, such as Lake   
     Superior, wildlife species still are experiencing significant damage from  
     toxicants, especially Ah+ active BCCs.  Bald eagles, peregrine falcons and 
     double-crested cormorants (Tillitt et al. 1989 & 1991; Yamashita et al.    
     1993) and, probably, mink and otter continue to suffer from exposures even 
     in these areas.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.473     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.474
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: No less-stringent site-specific modifications to human     
     health or wildlife criteria, or to bioaccumulation factors should be       
     allowed in the GLI for any reason (including the scenarios described by EPA
     in the proposal).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.474     
     
     The Agency disagrees with the comment that no less stringent site-specific 
     modifications to human health or wildlife criteria or to any               
     bioaccumulation factors should be allowed in the GLI for any reason. The   
     Final GLI Guidance provides for less stringent criteria for human health,  
     wildlife and bioaccumulation factors based on site-specific modifications  
     to reflect local environmental conditions as restricted by the following   
     provisions:                                                                
                                                                                
     (1) Any such modificatons must be protective of designated uses and aquatic
     life, wildlife or human health and be submitted to EPA for approval or     
     disapproval and (2) Any site-specific modifications that result in less    
     stringent criteria must be based on a sound scientific rationale and shall 
     not be likely to jeopardize the continued existence of endangered or       
     threatened species listed or proposed under section 4 of the Endangered    
     Species Act or result in the destruction or adverse modification of such   
     species' critical habitat.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.475
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA should prohibit less-stringent, site-specific criteria in 
     situations of human-caused alterations to the physical, chemical or        
     biological characteristics of the receiving water body.  EPA has previously
     prohibited flow augmentation of a receiving water and should similarly     
     prohibit other human-caused modifications (e.g., modification of ph) as a  
     basis for developing less-stringent site-specific criteria.                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.475     
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     EPA agrees with the commenter.  Water chemistry and physical conditions    
     which are not naturally occurring or anthropogenic biological conditions   
     are not appropriate scientific justification for less stringent            
     site-specific modifications. Site-specific criteria to account for         
     man-caused degradation is not in accordance with the CWA.  Historic        
     conditions should be accounted for in the derivation of site-specific      
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.476
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support EPA's proposal to replace the text of proposed Procedure 1.A.2  
     of Appendix F with language providing for the use of an additional         
     uncertainty factor to protect individuals within a population of wildlife  
     species requiring greater protection.  However, EPA should be more explicit
     in specifying illustrative circumstances in which greater protection is    
     required, such as the need to protect species designated as endangered or  
     threatened under federal or state laws.  As for federally designated       
     species, this additional specificity is necessary to comply with the       
     Endangered Species Act.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.476     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.170 and P2718.144 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.477
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Recommendation: the GLI must include specific text to require site-specific
     criteria necessary to protect endangered or threatened species in order to 
     be consistent with the Endangered Species Act.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.477     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.478
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding the two possible alternatives suggested in the Preamble, we      
     oppose both for reasons outlined by EPA.  The first would prohibit         
     site-specific modifications to open waters of the Great Lakes, thereby     
     barring more stringent criteria/values for such waters.  As EPA has noted, 
     that is clearly contrary to the intent of the Clean Water Act (CWA), as    
     well as the goal of the GLWQA to foster zero discharge of persistent toxic 
     substances, and would be illegal.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.478     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.479
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second would allow less stringent site-specific modifications to human 
     health and wildlife criteria for non-BCCs.  As EPA has noted, the mobility 
     of humans, fish and wildlife is reason to reject that alternative.         
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     Response to: P2742.479     
     
     See response to comment D2724.351 for information on changes made to allow 
     greater use of site-specific modifications.                                
                                                                                
     For information regarding the mobility of wildlife see response to comment 
     P2590.044.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2742.480
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. GLI Proposal (Procedure 2). EPA has requested comment on whether        
     Procedure 2.C.3 should be clarified to prevent any "bootstrapping" by      
     parties who have contributed to the "human-caused conditions or sources of 
     pollution." (That is, should parties that have contributed to conditions   
     that prevent water quality standards from being attained be explicitly     
     prohibited from being granted a water quality standards variance based on  
     that non-attainment?) EPA also has requested comment on whether variances  
     addressing "ubiquitous" pollutants should be available for new as well as  
     existing dischargers.  EPA also has requested comment on whether the       
     variance language for the six conditions requires clarification to ensure  
     consistency within and between State/Tribal programs.                      
                                                                                
     Granting water-body variances instead of discharger-specific variances     
     (except for social and economic disruption) makes it easier to continue    
     pollution and reduce pollution control/elimination activities.  We do not  
     support provisions that allow granting of water-body variances.            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.480     
     
     See response P2742.481.                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2742.481
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, we support EPA's proposed variance language; however,          
     additional restrictions on granting of variances by States/Tribes is       
     appropriate.  The proposed rule suggests that variances may be granted if a
     permittee demonstrates (among other things) that attaining standards or    
     criteria is not feasible because naturally-occurring pollutant             
     concentrations or human-caused conditions or sources of pollution prevent  
     attainment of criteria and cannot be remedied.  Variances generally result 
     in further contribution of pollutants to an already polluted system.       
     Therefore, reasons to contribute pollutants to an already polluted system  
     should be drastically limited (e.g., only for widespread social and        
     economic disruption and then only in limited circumstances).               
     We strongly support EPA's proposal that dischargers not be allowed to      
     "bootstrap."  A discharger that has caused conditions that prevent         
     attainment of water quality criteria or standards should not be granted a  
     variance for those pollutants or conditions.  Rather, other innovative     
     techniques to reduce loads of pollutants to the system should be employed. 
     For example, a discharger requesting a variance due to human-caused        
     conditions, particularly its own, should be granted such only if the       
     discharger contributes to a reduction in other pollutant sources, for      
     example by contributing to clean-up of contaminated sediments, clean-up of 
     hazardous waste sites, etc.                                                
                                                                                
     Recommendations: GLI Regulation Procedure 2 should be clarified to ensure  
     that "bootstrapping" is not allowed by States/Tribes under any             
     circumstances in granting variances.  Parties that have contributed to     
     conditions that prevent water quality standards from being attained should 
     be explicitly prohibited from being granted a water quality standards      
     variance based on that non-attainment.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.481     
     
     EPA agrees that "bootstrapping" is inappropriate is some circumstances but,
     as pointed out by several commenters, in certain instances parties that    
     have contributed to conditions that prevent water quality standards from   
     being attained may have done so while in full compliance with the          
     applicable laws at the time.  For example, criteria and permit limitations 
     for the pollutant of concern were not available at the time of the         
     discharge.  In these such instances, it could be unfair to the dischrger to
     prohibit variances.  States will, when calculating TMDLs to meet WQS, look 
     at all sources of pollution loads.  EPA has, therfore, not prohibited all  
     "bootstrapping" in the final Guidance but encourages States and Tribes to  
     consider this issue when adopting variance provisions and when granting    
     particular variances pursuant to those provisions.                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2742.482
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3. Applicability.  EPA has requested comment on whether variance           
     requirements should be different for increasing dischargers than for       
     existing dischargers, and whether the definition for "new discharge" is    
     appropriate.                                                               
                                                                                
     Recommendation: No variance should be allowed for a new or increased       
     discharge.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.482     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2742.483
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. Maximum timeframe.                                                      
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Variances must be limited to three years, as per EPA's     
     proposal.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.483     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2742.484
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5. Conditions to Grant a Variance.                                         
                                                                                
     Recommendations: Variances should be granted only after demonstration that 
     all feasible pollution prevention/toxic use reduction activities and       
     clean-up of sources causing problems have been implemented for those       
     substances for which variances are sought.  Completion and implementation  
     of a TMDL for the water body in question must be a precondition to the     
     granting of any variance by a State/Tribe.                                 
                                                                                
     It is important that the variance provisions be integrated with the GLI's  
     antidegradation procedures.  Therefore, we support EPA's proposal to       
     require a deomonstration that a requested variance is consistent with      
     State/Tribal antidegradation procedures.  This demonstration requirement is
     especially important for waters designated as Outstanding National Resource
     Waters and to ensure that granting a variance does not have a downstream   
     impact on high quality waters.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.484     
     
     EPA disagrees.  Completion and implementation of a TMDL often takes        
     considerable time.  EPA anticipates that variances will be a primary relief
     mechanism for dischargers during this process.                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2742.485
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6. Timeframe to Submit Application.  EPA has requested comment on whether  
     variance requests should be required within 60 days of the proposed permit,
     rather than after a final permit is issued.                                
                                                                                
     Recommendation: Variance requests should be required within 60 days of the 
     proposed permit, per EPA's proposal.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.485     
     
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2742.486
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA suggests in the Preamble that for variances requested after the        
     compliance date for the effluent limitations, the applicant would be       
     required to also make an anti-backsliding demonstration.  while we agree   
     with this statement, we disagree with EPA's assertion that the             
     "demonstration may be based on either section 402(o) or section            
     303(D)(4)(A)."  EPA proposed in draft guidance to implement the            
     anti-backsliding provisions of the 1987 amendments to the CWA to interpret 
     these provisions as being in the alternative and not cumulative.  However, 
     the National Wildlife federation disagreed in comments filed with EPA(1).  
     EPA has yet to finalize this draft guidance and it is inappropriate for EPA
     to presume the outcome of this contested issue until the final guidance is 
     issued.                                                                    
                                                                                
     ----------------------------------                                         
     (1)  Letter from Mark Van Putten to Cynthia Dougherty, Dec. 8, 1989.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.486     
     
     See response G2811.020                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2742.487
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7. Public Notice of Preliminary Decision. EPA has requested comment on     
     whether proposed public notice requirements are adequate.  We believe the  
     proposed notice requirements are adequate.  However, it is important that  
     the maximum effort be made to notify the public of the preliminary decision
     because it means that water quality standards will not be achieved.        
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     Response to: P2742.487     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2742.488
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     15. Request for Comments.  EPA has specifically requested comment on       
     various issues and questions.  In partial response, as we recommend above, 
     variances must be limited to three year terms.  We oppose water-body       
     variances, as noted above.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.488     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of these issues.            
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2742.489
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two approaches are offered (Options A and B) for the development of TMDLs  
     and waste load allocations (WLAs) for pollutant discharges.  The first is a
     basin-wide approach that does not prescribe specific formulas for          
     development of WLAs.  The second, although endorsing basin-wide TMDL       
     development, offers formulas for site-specific WLA development.            
                                                                                
     We recommend that a single, Great Lakes specific TMDL development option be
     adopted.  Both proposed options, however, have merit.  On the one hand, the
     language of Option B is more clearly written than Option A.  On the other  
     hand, Option B relies heavily on existing national guidance for TMDLs.     
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     Option B does not invoke the GLI source specific TMDL unless the background
     concentrations do not exceed applicable criteria or values, prior to the   
     addition of discharge pollutants.  Thus, the GLI allocation methodology is 
     used only if the addition of the point and nonpoint source loadings "cause"
     the waterbody to exceed applicable criteria, i.e., to be water             
     quality-limited; and existing national guidance is utilized where the      
     background concentrations exceed applicable criteria.  We recommend that   
     the source specific methodology of Option B be adopted, provided that it is
     applicable for any water quality limited body.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.489     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2742.490
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option B, however, is very limited in its overview and possibly its        
     application.  In contrast, Option A embodies a comprehensive overview and  
     potential implementation, but relies on the diverse existing State policies
     for dilution flows and mixing zones.  The many and varied "dilution        
     solutions" which have evolved in State water quality standards programs    
     constitute a primary reason that a uniform, Great Lakes-specific policy has
     been sought.  Moreover, the continued reliance on tradeoffs between loads, 
     concentrations and dilution factors forestalls the achievement of zero     
     discharge for point sources, as mandated under the CWA.  Lastly, Option A  
     fails to account for the limited human, financial and scientific resources 
     State/Tribal authorities have at their disposal, thereby making Option A   
     impactical.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.490     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.491
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Allowing States/Tribes to choose on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis   
     will perpetuate the critical inconsistencies in current State water quality
     standards implementation that provided the impetus for the GLI and have    
     helped prevent the attainment of the zero discharge and virtual elimination
     goals.  In particular, the applicable dilution factors and mixing zone     
     policies must not be determined on a jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction basis.   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.491     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the TMDL procedure should promote       
     consistency throughout the Great Lakes System and accordingly has adopted a
     single TMDL procedure in the final Guidance.  For example, in order to     
     promote consistency among the Great Lakes States and Tribes, EPA is        
     retaining, with some modifications, certain mixing zone provisions from    
     Option B.  At the same time, however, EPA also allows States and Tribes to 
     employ different dilution factors and mixing zone policies if justified by 
     a site-specific mixing zone demonstration (subject so certain constraints).
      The reasons for this are set forth in the SID.  See, e.g., VIII.C.2;      
     VIII.C.5; VIII.C.6; and VIII.C.9.                                          
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2742.492
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: We support the selection of the TMDL Option B (as amended  
     by these comments) as the sole TMDL policy for the GLI because it          
     eliminates the interstate disparity in WLA calculations brought about by   
     the current inconsistent mixing zone and dilution policies of the Great    
     Lakes States.  EPA must adopt a policy on dilution factors and mixing zones
     in the final GLI that is applied basin-wide and not left up to the         
     States/Tribes.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.492     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.493
     Cross Ref 1: cc:BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4. General Conditions of Application.  We strongly support EPA's proposal  
     to include a general set of conditions that are applicable regardless of   
     whether Option A or Option B is used.  These General Conditions address a  
     number of important issues concerning which consistency across the Great   
     Lakes Basin is necessary.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.493     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for EPA's decision to specify a    
     single set of general conditions that are applicable to all States and     
     Tribes in the Great Lakes System.  For a more thorough discussion regarding
     consistency among States and Tribes, see the SID at VIII.C.2.  For detail  
     about the general conditions themselves, see the SID at VIII.C.3.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.494
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. General Condition 1.                                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI should include a provision in General Condition 1  
     requiring the development of a TMDL for the discharge of any pollutant that
     has caused or contributed to the issuance of a fish consumption advisory   
     downstream in the waterbody or in the open waters of the Great Lakes.  By  
     definition, waters subject to fish consumption advisories are violating    
     narrative water quality criteria, if not numeric criteria.  Therefore, no  
     discharges of any such pollutants may be authorized from a point source    
     unless and until a TMDL has been developed for the pollutant.              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.494     
     
     The final Guidance does not specify when a TMDL would need to be developed,
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     but rather provides that TMDLs shall be established in accordance with the 
     waterbody listing and priority setting process outlined in CWA section     
     303(d), 40 CFR 130.7 and existing EPA guidance.  This is discussed in the  
     SID at VIII.C.3.a., which also addresses EPA's approach regarding fish     
     advisories.  EPA believes that, absent information to the contrary, it     
     should be presumed that fish consumption advisories demonstrate use        
     impairments for waters designated for the uses specified in section 101(a) 
     of the Clean Water Act, when defined by a State or Tribe to include        
     fishing.  The listing of such waterbodies on section 303(d) lists is       
     consistent with the purpose and intent of the Clean Water Act.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.495
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c. General Condition 3.  This general condition recognizes that the        
     development of TMDLs can serve to protect against site-specific exceedances
     of water quality standards as well as against water quality standards      
     exceedances "downstream," e.g., in the open waters of the Great Lakes.     
     Therefore, the most restrictive TMDL developed by either of these          
     approaches must be used in developing WLAs (and WLA-based permit           
     limitations) and LAs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.495     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has retained language in the final        
     Guidance (now general condition 4) reflecting this approach.  See          
     discussion in SID at VIII.C.3.d.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.496
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     d. General Condition 4. We support requiring the incorporation of margins  
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     of safety into TMDL calculations.  It is equally important that the GLI    
     provide for the development of "reserve allocations" in instances where new
     growth is contemplated.  Otherwise, the margin of safety may be later used 
     as a basis for accommodating additional pollution sources.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.496     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for including general conditions   
     pertaining to margins of safety and reservations for future growth.  Each  
     general condition has been incorporated into the final Guidance essentially
     as proposed.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.e & VIII.C.3.k.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.497
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     f. General Condition 6. We support requiring the consideration of          
     contributions from sediments in the development of TMDLs.  Sediments are a 
     substantial source of toxic pollution of the Great Lakes, with many of the 
     "Areas of Concern" designated by the IJC determined to have significant    
     sediment contamination.  Failure to account for the release of toxics from 
     contaminated sediments would result in many instances in the development of
     TMDLs that fail to achieve water quality standards.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.497     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for including a general condition  
     pertaining to contributions from sediments.  This general condition has    
     been incorporated into the final Guidance essentially as proposed.  See    
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.g.                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.498
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     g. General Condition 7. wet weather conditions may result in the "scouring"
     of sediments deposited in depressions or in pipes carrying combined sewer  
     overflows.  These sediments frequently are contaminated with toxic         
     pollutants, which contribute slugs of pollution during combined sewer      
     overflow scouring.                                                         
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should state unequivocally what is implied by General  
     Condition 7.  While the methodologies of Options A and B may not always be 
     appropriate for wet weather conditions, all TMDLs must include             
     consideration and necessary waste load allocations/load allocations for    
     wet-weather pollutant situations.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.498     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that the general condition pertaining to wet   
     weather events should be clarified to state specifically that TMDLs must   
     consider pollutant loadings resulting from wet weather events, where       
     appropriate (e.g., where such events contribute the pollutant(s) for which 
     the TMDL is being developed) and where sufficient data are available.      
     General Condition 8 (the renumbered wet weather general condition) has been
     modified accordingly.  For more discussion of this issue and EPA's         
     reasoning, see the SID at VIII.C.3.h.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.499
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     h. General Condition 8.                                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The final GLI must be explicit in stating that absent an   
     adequate demonstration by the discharger(s) that pollutant degradation     
     processes reduce background concentrations of a pollutant, conservation of 
     mass will be assumed for the pollutant.                                    
                                                                                
     This allocation of the burden of proof is required by the IJC's "reverse   
     onus" principle, discussed earlier (II. Regulatory Requirements).          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.499     
     
     EPA has retained language in the final Guidance that states that mixing    
     zones shall be based on an assumption that the pollutant of concern does   
     not degrade, absent an adequate demonstration to the contrary.  See        
     discussion in SID at VIII.C.8.  With respect to considerations of          
     degradation in calculating background concentrations, the final Guidance   
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     allows the consideration of pollutant degradation and transport because    
     background calculations are intended to measure the objective presence of  
     the pollutant in the water; if it has been degraded, it need not be        
     considered as part of background.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.500
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .500 is imbedded in comment .501.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Where the pollutant at issue has caused or contributed to  
     issuance of a fish consumption advisory downstream in the waterbody or in  
     the open waters of the Great Lakes, the GLI should require that data points
     indicating that the pollutant is below the analytical limit of detection be
     included at the detection level in determining the geometric mean.         
      [Similarly, where pollutants are reported as being present at levels      
     between the analytical limit of detection and the quantification level, the
     GLI should require that the quantification level be used in determining the
     mean.]                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.500     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that data points indicating that the        
     pollutant is below the analytical limit of detection should be included at 
     the detection level in determining the geometric mean for the purposes of  
     calculating background.  Rather, for the reasons discussed in the SID at   
     VIII.C.3.i.(iii), EPA has retained the approach of assigning a zero value  
     to such data points.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at              
     VIII.C.3.i.(iii), EPA also disagrees with the comment that the             
     quantification level should be used in determining the mean of data points 
     between the levels of detection and quantification.                        
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.501
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Where the pollutant at issue has caused or contributed to  
     issuance of a fish consumption advisory downstream in the waterbody or in  
     the open waters of the Great Lakes, the GLI should require that data points
     indicating that the pollutant is below the analytical limit of detection be
     included at the detection level in determining the geometric mean.         
     Similarly, where pollutants are reported as being present at levels between
     the analytical limit of detection and the quantification level, the GLI    
     should require that the quantification level be used in determining the    
     mean.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.501     
     
     See response to comment number P2742.500 and P2771.049.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2742.502
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     i. General Condition 9.                                                    
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The GLI must be explicit in only allowing the incorporation
     of nonpoint sources into TMDLs (through load allocations) where such       
     reductions are required by legally enforceable control documents or other  
     legally enforceable requirements.  Moreover, the legally-required nonpoint 
     source reductions must, as EPA acknowledges, occur within eight years in   
     order to be used in a waste load allocation that includes point sources.   
     Otherwise, reductions from nonpoint sources are not "reasonably expected to
     occur" within relevant time frames.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.502     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.c
     and at VIII.C.1.  See response to comment P2771.393.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.503
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     j. General Condition 10.                                                   
                                                                                
     Recommendation: We support EPA's proposal to require that the effluent flow
     be specified as part of a TMDL when waste load allocations are expressed as
     concentrations of pollutants.  However, EPA must be more specific in the   
     final GLI in stating not only that flows must be "specified" in these      
     instances, but also that the effluent flows must be included as enforceable
     parts of the TMDL and must be incorporated as enforceable conditions of any
     control documents based on the TMDL.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.503     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for general condition 10. For a    
     discussion of this general condition, see the discussion in the SID at     
     VIII.C.3.j.  With respect to the recommendation that the effluent flows be 
     included as enforceable parts of a TMDL, EPA notes that the TMDL itself has
     no enforceable parts; rather, it is the NPDES permit limits derived from   
     the TMDL that are enforceable. Therefore, EPA does not adopt this portion  
     of the suggestion.  EPA also does not adopt the suggestion that effluent   
     flows be made enforceable conditions of NPDES permits because such a       
     condition would be unnecessary; the WQBEL is based on the effluent flow and
     that limitation is enforceable.  In EPA's view, that is sufficient to      
     ensure the implementation of water quality standards, as the CWA requires. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.504
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     k. General Condition II.                                                   
     Recommendation: We support this proposed condition.  However, the final GLI
     should require the use of "reserve allocations" in TMDLs where additional  
     pollutant sources can reasonably be expected.  Otherwise, notwithstanding  
     this General Condition, the margin of safety will be viewed as an          
     opportunity to increase pollutant discharges.                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.504     
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     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of general condition 11, which has 
     been retained largely as proposed.  For a further response to this comment,
     see discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.k.                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.505
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Note: Include footnotes                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5. Special Provisions for BCCs. EPA has requested comment on whether the   
     proposed elimination of mixing zones for BCCs is appropriate and if the    
     10-year implementation period is reasonable.                               
                                                                                
     EPA's proposal to phase out use of mixing zones for BCCs is key to the     
     GLI(2). This provision a litmus test of whether or not the U.S. is serious 
     about its commitment to move towards virtual elimination of persistent     
     toxic substances in the Great Lakes System.  This provision will           
     demonstrate if the U.S. is willing to move from rhetoric to regulation that
     advances the objective of virtual elimination.  Discarding this proposal   
     means buying that rotten chestnut: "The solution to pollution is dilution."
                                                                                
     As EPA notes, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) commits the  
     U.S. to the following:                                                     
                                                                                
     Pending the achievement of the virtual elimination of persistent toxic     
     substances, the size of [mixing] zones shall be reduced to the maximum     
     extent possible by the best available technology so as to limit the effects
     of toxic substances in the vicinity of these discharges.                   
                                                 GLWQA, Annex 2, Section 2d     
                                                                                
     We concur in the following statement of the GLI Steering Committ regarding 
     phasing out mixing zones for BCCs:                                         
                                                                                
     The proposed restriction reflects the Steering Committee's belief that     
     every reasonable effort should be made to reduce all loadings of BCCs.  In 
     particular, the Steering Committee believed mixing zones should be         
     eliminated for BCCs as a way to reduce mass loadings to the Great Lakes.   
                                                 GLI Preamble Section VIII.C.5.a
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI would eliminate mixing zones for BCCs ten years after the 
     effective date of the GLI. That is, in most cases the water quality        
     criteria for BCCs will apply at the end-of-pipe for point source           
     dischargers.  This proposal is progressive and will result in reductions of
     pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes.(3)  As such, we strongly support the
     proposal.                                                                  
                                                                                
     -----------------------------                                              
     (2) We also support a broader policy to eliminate mixing zones under the   
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     CWA for all toxic pollutants, not just BCCs.                               
                                                                                
     (3) Michigan has already eliminated in its water quality regulatory        
     programs the use of mixing zones and dilution for pollutants in limited    
     circumstances, such as PCBs being discharged to the open waters of the     
     Great Lakes; thus this proposal will bring less-substantial changes to the 
     Michigan program.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.505     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions 
     in the proposal and has retained them in the final Guidance, with the      
     addition of a limited exception based on technical and economic            
     considerations.  See the SID at VIII.C.4 for a discussion of the provisions
     in the final Guidance regarding the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs,  
     including EPA's determination that these provisions are consistent with the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.506
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nevertheless, elimination of mixing and dilution of BCCs will not achieve  
     the GLWQA goal of virtual elimination of these pollutants.  In fact,       
     substantial loads of BCCs will still be discharged to the Great Lakes and  
     their tributaries even when water quality criteria are met at the point of 
     discharge.  The next steps of the GLI must mandate the elimination of BCC  
     discharges to the Great Lakes and their tributaries, going beyond meeting  
     water quality criteria at the point of discharge.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.506     
     
     EPA agrees that a general principal of the Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Agreement supports the elimination of point source impact zones (i.e.,     
     mixing zones) for toxic substances, consistent with the overall policy of  
     the virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances.  According to the  
     Agreement, pending the achievement of the virtual elimination of persistent
     toxic substances, the size of such zones shall be reduced to the maximum   
     extent possible by the best available technology as as to limit the effects
     of toxic substances in the vicinity of these discharges.  EPA believes that
     the final Guidance is consistent with the Steering Committee's policy that 
     every reasonable effort be made to reduce all loadings of BCCs to the Great
     Lakes System. See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA does not     
     agree with the commenter that the final Guidance should specify a timetable
     for "sunsetting" these point source discharges (except as established for  
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     BCC mixing zones) or that it should specify that point source permits      
     require zero discharge of these pollutants.  EPA believes that the         
     elimination of mixing zones for discharges of BCCs (with limited           
     exceptions) will attain significant environmental results without imposing 
     excessive, burdensome costs.  EPA further believes that even greater       
     reductions in loadings of persistent toxic pollutants in the Great Lakes   
     System can be accomplished through development of TMDLs and implementation 
     of appropriate nonpoint source controls, and that reducing point sources to
     zero discharge will not attain significant environmental results.  Finally,
     for the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.E.2.h and VIII.E.5.b,         
     pertaining to water quality-based effluent limitations and no net addition 
     limitations, EPA asserts that zero discharge is not required and that      
     continued discharges may be authorized into nonattained waters.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.507
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  EPS's proposal to phase out mixing zones for              
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concerns (BCCs) must be retained; it is key to
     the importance of the GLI.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.507     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions 
     in the proposal and has retained them in the final Guidance, with the      
     addition of a limited exception based on technical and economic            
     considerations.  See the SID at VIII.C.4 for a discussion of the provisions
     in the final Guidance regarding the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs,  
     including EPA's determination that these provisions are consistent with the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.508
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should mandate that NPDES permits for BCCs must also include a     
     timetable to further reduce to zero any discharges of BCCs, after the      
     mixing zone phase-out is fully implemented.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.508     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the response to comment number         
     P2742.041                                                                  
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.509
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the nature of persistent bioaccumulative chemicals, selective        
     bioconcentration and common modes of action for many chemicals, we see no  
     justification for mixing zones.  The load limit for each chemical or class 
     of chemicals now is predicated on the assumption that different chemicals  
     do not share common modes of action.  Mixing zone and load limit concepts  
     for persistent bioaccumulative chemicals are incongruous, in light of      
     actual field data and recent knowledge about common modes of action of some
     common pollutants.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.509     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.510
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     We are opposed to the mixing zone concept for any persistent               
     bioaccumulative substance: mixing only spreads the impacts away from the   
     point source.  Mixing cannot be deemed treatment of substances that persist
     and bioaccumulate.  Further, the burden of proof of safety must lie with   
     the discharger.  There is no justification for the public and the          
     publicly-owned resources of the Great Lakes, which include wildlife, being 
     used to test a discharger's belief that their effluent will have no adverse
     effects.  Once discharged, it is virtually impossible to recall or         
     recapture a persistent bioaccumulative substance from the Great Lakes      
     environment.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.510     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions 
     in the proposal and has retained them in the final Guidance, with the      
     addition of a limited exception based on technical and economic            
     considerations.  See the SID at VIII.C.4 for a discussion of the provisions
     in the final Guidance regarding the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs,  
     including EPA's determination that these provisions are consistent with the
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.511
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the proposal for implementation of a ban on mixing and dilution   
     for BCCs after ten years (for existing dischargers) is too long.  Allowance
     of dilution of BCCs for ten years after adoption of the GLI will result in 
     the discharge of substantial loads of pollutants to the Great Lakes and    
     their tributaries.                                                         
                                                                                
     We propose that the ban on mixing and dilution for BCCs be implemented at  
     the second reissuance of a discharge permit, and no later than ten years   
     from adoption of the GLI, for existing point source dischargers.  At the   
     first permit reissuance, and no later than five years from the date of GLI 
     adoption, WLAs and permit limits for all BCCs, including human health      
     toxicants, for existing discharges should be developed using a dilution    
     factor of no greater than 25 percent of the 7Q10.  This approach would     
     provide incremental reductions in the loadings of these compounds to the   
     Great Lakes and still allow adequate time for point sources to meet        
     discharge requirements established from WLAs that do not rely on mixing or 
     dilution for BCCs.                                                         
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     Response to: P2742.511     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4. 
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.512
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As recommended earlier in our comments (II. Regulatory Requirements), the  
     proposed mixing zone ban should be expanded to include all persistent toxic
     pollutants with half-lives greater than eight weeks in any medium-water,   
     air, sediment, soil or biota.  We also recommended there that the phase-in 
     timetable be measured from final adoption of the federal guidance, not from
     the date of State/Tribal adoption of the GLI.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.512     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.513
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendations:  Mixing zones for persistent and bioaccumulative toxic    
     substances must be phased out for existing dischargers, and banned         
     immediately for new dischargers, generally as proposed by EPA.             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.513     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the proposal to phasing out of 
     mixing zones for BCCs and, with some modifications, has retained this      
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     phase-out provision and the ban on mixing zones for new BCC discharges.    
     For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions and EPA's reasons for 
     adopting a limited exception to the phase-out of mixing zones for existing 
     BCC discharges based on economic and technical considerations, see the SID 
     at VIII.C.4.                                                               
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.514
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI, however, should require at the first NPDES permit reissuance, and 
     no later than five years after GLI adoption, partial reductions of mixing  
     zones by dischargers.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.514     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.515
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Waste load allocations and permit limits for all BCCs, including human     
     health toxicants, for existing discharges should be developed using a      
     dilution factor of no greater than 25 percent of the 7Q10.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.515     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment, which it construes as an objection to the 
     provisions banning BCC mixing zone.  For the reasons discussed in the SID  
     at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4, EPA has determined as a matter of policy that   
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     mixing zones for BCCs are inappropriate; use of a dilution factor of no    
     greater than 25% of the 7Q10 stream design flow is inconsistent with this. 
     However, EPA has also established a limited exception for existing         
     discharges of BCCs based on technical and economic considerations.  If this
     exception is granted, the resulting wasteload allocations would be subject 
     to the provisions of procedures 3.D and 3.E, including the dilution        
     fraction and the stream design flow provisions.  See the discussion in the 
     SID at VIII.C.4, VIII.C.5 and VIII.C.6.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.516
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At the second NPDES permit reissuance, and no later than ten years after   
     GLI adoption, the mixing zone ban should be effective.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.516     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.517
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the proposed mixing zone ban to be implemented in a timely fashion, it 
     is essential that compliance be anticipated in NPDES permits prior to that 
     date.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.517     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has specified in the final Guidance that  
     NPDES permits shall not authorize mixing zones for discharges BCCs after   
     the relevant date.  In this way, EPA intends that NPDES permits shall      
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     require limitations equal to the most stringent applicable water quality   
     criteria or values for the BCC(s) in question on the day on which the      
     mixing zone prohibition becomes effective.  See also the discussion in the 
     SID at VIII.C.4.                                                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.518
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:  The GLI should require State/Tribes to include schedules  
     in NPDES permits for phasing out mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals
     of concern (BCCs), prior to deadlines for implementation.  Procedure 2     
     (TMDLs) and Procedure 9 (Compliance Schedules) should explicitly require   
     that compliance schedules shall be required in anticipation of deadlines,  
     to be fully implemented by discharges upon those final dates.  In other    
     words, "a reasonable period of time" for compliance by existing dischargers
     beyond ten years must not be permitted for elimination of mixing zones for 
     BCCs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.518     
     
     For a response to this comment, see response to comment number P2742.517.  
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.519
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both of the TMDL options provide an exemption to the elimination of mixing 
     zones for facilities that undertake water conservation measure.  The       
     rationale is that by reducing the flow the total load would be reduced.    
     Some elevation of concentration levels is likely to occur, thereby creating
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     the need for use of the receiving stream to dilute effluent.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.519     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.520
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:EPA must establish a load-based limit for the proposed water
     conservation exemption by placing a cap on the increased concentration     
     allowed in exchange for water conservation measures.  The increased        
     concentration should result in no greater loads than that allowed by a WLA 
     using 25 percent of the 7Q10 flow for discharges to a Great Lakes          
     tributary.Mixing zones for direct discharges to the Lakes must be subject  
     to similar constraints, and as recommended above, must have a timetable for
     elimination.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.520     
     
     EPA agrees with commenter's concerns regarding allowable increases in mass 
     and has retained the provision that restricts mixing zones under the water 
     conservation provision to those allowed for non- BCCs (i.e., a 10:1        
     dilution ratio for lakes and a 25 percent maximum dilution fraction for    
     tributaries).  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA further agrees  
     that mixing zones for existing discharges of BCCs must be subject to       
     similar constraints and has incorporated this limitation into the provision
     of the Guidance authorizing a limited exception from the mixing zone       
     phase-out for technical and economic considerations.  EPA disagrees that   
     mixing zones authorized under the water conservation exception should be   
     phased out.                                                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.522
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMLSs for Open Waters of the Great Lakes. The intent of the GLI is to      
     eliminate mixing/dilution for lake discharges; specific language should be 
     incorporated into the text to reflect this fact. The current language is   
     unclear and could be interpreted to allow 10x dilution factors for         
     dischargers of BCCs to open waters of the Great Lakes. This was not he     
     intent of the GLI Steering Committee and must be clarified.                
     Recommendation: The GLI should contain explicit language for a phased      
     elimination of mixing zones and the use of dilution for bioaccumulative    
     chemicals of concern associated with direct discharges to the Great Lakes. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.522     
     
     EPA agrees that the mixing zone elimination provisions apply to lake       
     discharges and has retained language in the final Guidance specifying that 
     the mixing zone provisions for BCCs apply notwithstanding any other        
     provisions of the Guidance (including, e.g., the 10:1 dilution factor      
     established for non-BCC discharges to open waters of the Great Lakes).  EPA
     has also stated explicitly in the mixing zone exception established for    
     technical and economic considerations that any mixing zone authorized under
     that section must also be consistent with Sections D and E of procedure 3. 
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2742.523
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     7. TMDLs for Discharges to Tributaries.                                    
     a. Steady State Mass Balance Approach Common to Both Options. EPA has      
     requested comment on whether use of dynamic flow models should be allowed. 
     Both proposed TMDL options rely on steady state modelling for determining  
     the loading and allocations. Steady state modeling will provide an         
     available, efficient method to develop the TMDL, WLAs and LAs for a        
     waterbody or segment. State and regulated facility personnel are more      
     likely to be familiar with these models and their limitations.             
     Consequently, efficiency is gained at the wxpense of a more comprehensive  
     and, presumaly, realistic view that a dynamic model would provide. A       
     kinetic model requires greater expertise, more data and more specialized   
     information.                                                               
     Option A addresses these ofsetting criteria better than Option B. option A 
     established inital allocations based on steady state modelling, then leaves
     open the possibility for dynamic modelling either in a mixing zone         
     demonstration or in the event that the first level of implementation has   
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     not resulted in the expected reductions in the tributary.  In general,     
     however, we support EPA's reliance on steady state models                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.523     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.524
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Design Flows Common to Both Options. EPA has requested comment on       
     proposed dilution flows.                                                   
     The TMDL procedures propose use of the harmonic mean flow to calculate     
     TMDLs and WLAs for human health criteria. all other criteria-based WLAs    
     incorporate more stringent dilution flows. WPA suggests that the harmonic  
     mean flow was chosen to calculate human health WLAs to closely relate to   
     exposure assumptions associated with human health ciriteria.  Since human  
     health criteria represent ambient pollutant concentrations that are        
     acceptable based on lifetime (70-ear) exposure, EPA suggest that discharges
     should be regulated such that criteria will not be exceeded under stream   
     conditions that represent long-term average conditions.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.524     
     
     EPA acknowledges this comment, which is a restatement of the proposal.  See
     section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.525
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We suggest that the critical exposure period for human health protection   
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     should be based on bioaccumulation in fish and other aquatic biota, not on 
     human exposure over a lifetime. Thus, use of a shorter term dilution flow  
     in calculation of the human health-based WLA, such as a fraction of the    
     7Q10 or fraction of the 30Q10, is more appropriate than the harmonic mean  
     flow. We urge EPA to reject use of the harmonic mean flow in WLA           
     calculations and adopt a more stringent dilution flow to address           
     bioaccumulation in fish tissue.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.525     
     
     EPA disagrees that a fraction of 7Q10 or a fraction of 30Q10 is more       
     appropriate than the harmonic mean flow applicable to human health         
     criteria.  See the SID at VIII.C.6.b.vii for a discussion of EPA's reasons.
      However, the final Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative     
     design flow, such as the 30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is        
     appropriate for stream-specific and pollutant-specific conditions.  For a  
     discussion of EPA's reasons for not specifying a design flow based on a    
     fraction of 7Q10 or 30Q10, see the response to comment number D2838.079.   
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.526
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: For calculation of human health-based WLAs, dilution flows 
     based on 7Q10 or 30Q10 should be required, rather than use of the harmonic 
     mean flows.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.526     
     
     EPA disagrees that a fraction of 7Q10 or a fraction of 30Q10 is more       
     appropriate than the harmonic mean flow applicable to human health         
     criteria.  See the SID at VIII.C.6.b.vii for a discussion of EPA's reasons.
      However, the final Guidance also authorizes the use of an alternative     
     design flow, such as the 30Q10 flow, if data demonstrate that it is        
     appropriate for stream-specific and pollutant-specific conditions.  For a  
     discussion of EPA's reasons for not specifying a design flow based on a    
     fraction of 7Q10 or 30Q10, see the response to comment number D2838.079.   
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2742.527
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     e. Pollutant Degradation. EPA has requested comment on whether some or all 
     physical transport processes should be precluded from consideration in the 
     development of TMDLs and WLAs.                                             
                                                                                
     We support the conservative but rebuttable assuption that pollutant        
     degradation in the environment does not occur. EPA must explicitly state in
     the GLI THAT THE burden is on dischargers to rebut htis presumption. In    
     addition, in order to utilize any scientifically valid field study         
     indicating that degradation does occur under the "full range of            
     environmental conditions expected to be encountered," there must be        
     accompanying data describing, among other factors, sediment resuspension of
     pollutants, chemical speciation, and biological and chemical               
     transformation. Option B utilized this condition only in hte requirements  
     for mixing zone studies, while Option A incorporates it into bothe the     
     tributary TMDL evaluation and site-specific cross checks. We recommend that
     this assumption also be made explicit for the tributary-wide TMDL analysis 
     in Option B.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.527     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2742.528
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation:EPA should retain the conservative but rebuttable assumption
     that pollutant degradation in the environment does not occur for use in    
     TMDL development in Option A and in mixing zone studies in Option B. This  
     assuption should be adopted for the tributary-wide TMDL analysis in Option 
     B.                                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.528     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.529
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI Steering Committee in its proceedings recommended that the GLI     
     specify that losses from the water column due to physical transfer to other
     media (i.e., volatilization, bioaccumulation, sorption to sediments0 is not
     an acceptable fate process for increasing TMDL allocations. However, EPA in
     development of the draft GLI has not proposed these restrictions. We       
     believe that these concepts should be incorporated into the GLI following  
     the advice of the Steering committee.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.529     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.Because of the signficant burden such a
     requirement would impose, EPA disagrees with the comment that States and   
     Tribes should be required to gather site-specific information regarding    
     pollutant degradation when determining the assimilative capacity of a      
     receiving water.  Rather, EPA retains in the final Guidance the provision  
     that TMDLs and related analyses shall be based on the assumption that a    
     pollutant does not degrade.  However, the final Guidance also authorizes   
     consideration of degradation if scientifically valid field data or other   
     relevant scientifically valid information demonstrates that such           
     degradation is expected to occur under the full range of environmental     
     conditions expected to be encountered, and if it addresses other factors   
     affecting the level of pollutants in the water column.  For a discussion of
     this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.530
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA suggests that fate and transport phenomena are addressed via narrative 
     criteria and through the expectation that regulatory authorities will use  
     reasonable judgment and appropriate models to ensure that pollutant levels 
     in sediments will not adversely affect humans, wildlife or aquatic life.   
     This has not worked in the past and EPA offers no explanation as to why it 
     will work in the future, especially when sediment criteria still have not  
     been adopted.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.530     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.Because of the signficant burden such a
     requirement would impose, EPA disagrees with the comment that States and   
     Tribes should be required to gather site-specific information regarding    
     pollutant degradation when determining the assimilative capacity of a      
     receiving water.  Rather, EPA retains in the final Guidance the provision  
     that TMDLs and related analyses shall be based on the assumption that a    
     pollutant does not degrade.  However, the final Guidance also authorizes   
     consideration of degradation if scientifically valid field data or other   
     relevant scientifically valid information demonstrates that such           
     degradation is expected to occur under the full range of environmental     
     conditions expected to be encountered, and if it addresses other factors   
     affecting the level of pollutants in the water column.  For a discussion of
     this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.531
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, EPA suggests that volatilization is an "irreversible loss of      
     pollutants from the water column" and that released to air are better      
     controlled using other statutory authorities such as the Clean Air Act.    
     Again, this has not worked in the past and EPA offers no explanation as to 
     why it will work in the future. EPA is not using the Clean Air Act to      
     control volatilization from water bodies. EPA offers no basis for          
     concluding that volatilization of pollutants (such as PCBs) from the water 
     column is "irreversible." We believe EPA's own models indicate that        
     recycling of pollutants from water-air-water may be common.                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.531     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document for a         
     discussion on pollutant degradation.Because of the signficant burden such a
     requirement would impose, EPA disagrees with the comment that States and   
     Tribes should be required to gather site-specific information regarding    
     pollutant degradation when determining the assimilative capacity of a      
     receiving water.  Rather, EPA retains in the final Guidance the provision  
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     that TMDLs and related analyses shall be based on the assumption that a    
     pollutant does not degrade.  However, the final Guidance also authorizes   
     consideration of degradation if scientifically valid field data or other   
     relevant scientifically valid information demonstrates that such           
     degradation is expected to occur under the full range of environmental     
     conditions expected to be encountered, and if it addresses other factors   
     affecting the level of pollutants in the water column.  For a discussion of
     this issue, see the SID at VIII.C.8.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.532
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI was developed specifically because existing regulatory authorities 
     are not implementing programs adequate to meet the mandate of the GLWQA.   
     That is, guidance such as "no settleable pollutants to form objectionalbe  
     deposits" and assumptions that regulatory authorities will use reasonable  
     judgment have not been adequate to control and achieve virtual elimination 
     of BCCs and other pollutants. Further, inter-media transport of toxicants  
     has been specifically recognized by EPA as well as by the IJC as an        
     important environmental pollution problem. Rejection of control of         
     volatilization and other inter-media transport phenomena (or the suggestion
     that they can be controlled by other statutes) also violates the mandate   
     for an ecosystem approach to water quality protection called for by the    
     GLWQA. Therefore, we strongly urge that the recommendations of the Steering
     Committee-to reject the use of losses from the water column due to physical
     transfer to other media as acceptable fate processes for increasing TMDL   
     allocations-be incorporated into the GLI.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.532     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.8. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.533
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: The GLI should not allow use of losses from the water      
     column due to physical transfer to other media as an acceptable fate       
     process for increasing TMDL allocations.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.533     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.8. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.534
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     8. Pollution Trading Opportunities. EPA suggests that pollutant trading can
     be utilized, so long as CWA goals and requirements are met and it is       
     cost-efficient. Unfortunately, the implications of point/nonpoint source   
     trading are largely unexplored. Obviously, short term trades will produce  
     an improvement, but by allowing such trades EPA risks losing the ability to
     "ratchet down" point source toxic discharges to zero. The legal            
     implications and the authority of trading some portion of a legal exception
     to a pollution prohibition (NPDES limit) for the unassigned obligation of  
     nonpoint pollution are uncertain. In addition, the ability to bring citizen
     suits for enforcement may be restricted unless any agreement the point     
     source discharger makes with regard to nonpoint source remediation is      
     incorporated into its NPDES permit.                                        
                                                                                
     Recommendation: We oppose any pollutant trading mechanism in the GLI, but  
     are willing to explore the use of trading and other economic instruments in
     Round 2.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.534     
     
     EPA has retained a brief discussion in the SID of the pollutant trading    
     opportunities presented by TMDLs.  See the SID at VIII.C.10.  However, EPA 
     also acknowledges the concerns raised by the commenter regarding assurances
     of nonpoint source loading reductions and has incorporated them into its   
     discussion of this topic.  For additional discussion of the need for       
     assurances regarding anticipated nonpoint source loading reductions, see   
     the SID at VIII.C.1 and VIII.C.3.c.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2742.535
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     9. State[/Tribal]Adoption. We strongly support the selection of TMDL-B Rule
     as the sole TMDL policy for the GLI, as amended by these comments. To date,
     the greatest source of disparity in the Great Lakes States water quality   
     standards programs has been the use of dilution and mixing zone policies   
     (Foran 1991). Option A would leave those differences virtually untouched by
     dederring to State/Tribal authority on those issues. Option B delineates a 
     calculation method that will allow for uniformity across the Great Lakes,  
     thus partially achieving the goals of the GLI, CWA nd GLWQA.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.535     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.536
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Margin Of Safety (MOS). A TMDL is required to identify the margin of safety
     (MOS) as an independent term in the TMDL equation or state explicitly that 
     the TMDL model has incorporated conservative assumptions. We do not believe
     that conservative assumptions on some matters obviate the need for an      
     explicit MOS. A MOS should be required of all TMDLs, regardless of other   
     assumptions. We also recommend that an explicit factor be set aside for    
     future growth in order to prevent the constant reopening and recalculation 
     of the WLAs. It is conceivalbe that certain rivers (e.g., the Rouge River  
     and Grand Calumet River) may have an explicit growth factor of zero until  
     such time as an older facility is replaced with a cleaner, more efficent   
     facility or until greater progress has been made on the reduction of       
     nonpoint source loadings. Thus, the GLI's TMDL equation should include a   
     separate term for growth, in addition to the existing requirement of an    
     explicit MOS term.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.536     
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     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.537
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: A margin of safety should be required in all TMDLS.        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.537     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.538
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An explicit growth factor should be utilized in determination of the WLA   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.538     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.539
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed policy for a margin of safety term should be retained.        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.539     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.540
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have also recommended earlier in VII. Antidegradation that EPA should   
     include specific procedures in the de minimis provisions of the            
     antidegradation procedure to provide for the calculation and application of
     an equivalent MOS and that EPA should require its use as a cap on the use  
     of assimilative capacity in applying the de minimis test.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.540     
     
     See section VII of the Supplementary Information Document.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.541
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Background Concentration of Pollutants. EPA proposes that the              
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     "representative background concentration" of pollutants be established for 
     the waterbody under considertion. The background is intended to include    
     loadings entering the system via drainage, atmospheric deposition, sediment
     release or resuspension and groundwater-transported leachate. Although EPA 
     does not propose a specific monitoring program to establish background,    
     three possible data sources are listed:i) ambient water concentration data,
     ii) fish tissue data for estimation of water column levels and iii) mass   
     loading data to develop water column concentration estimates.              
                                                                                
     EPA should offer more specific guidance than the use of best professional  
     judgment "to select the one data set most likely to accurately estimate    
     background concentrations" when there are two or three background          
     calculations. For example, if the ambient measurements indicate a higher   
     background concentration than mass loading data be used? EPA must also     
     clarify its intent with regard to those  BCCs which are at or below the    
     analytical levels of quantification available or water, but which occur in 
     fish tissue at levels of concern due to bioaccumulation (e.g.,             
     2,3,7,8-TCDD). TMDLs must be developed that will result in elimination of  
     the need for any fish consumption advisories. Thus, the proposed data      
     sources for establishment of the "representative background concentration" 
     are generally acceptable, including the fish tissue data, but EPA must     
     provide further guidance in the application of these data beyond advising  
     the use of "best professional judgment."                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.541     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for its the proposed data sources  
     for calculating representative background concentrations. However, EPA also
     retains the statement in the final Guidance that best professional judgment
     should be used to select the one data set that most accurately reflects or 
     estimates background concentrations in order to afford States and Tribes   
     necessary flexibility to, e.g., eliminate unrepresentative data or to give 
     greater weight to more recent data.  EPA provides additional guidance to   
     States and Tribes for this purpose in the SID.  See discussion at          
     VIII.C.3.i(i).                                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.542
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: EPA should provide more specific guidance for the selection
     of one data set when several are available for calculation of the          
     background concentration for TMDLs.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.542     
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     See response to comment number P2742.541.                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.543
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wet Weather Events. EPA states that when adequate information exists, wet  
     weather events are applicable to TMDL development, except for calculation  
     of tributary basin loading calculations. However, EPA is also requiring    
     that combined sewer overflows, storm sewers and other urban runoff be      
     accounted for in the TMDL calculation. These discharges are closely        
     associated with precipitation patterns. As a result, EPA's intent is       
     unclear. Despite EPA's concern that a constant loading, high water scenario
     would dilute the "representative background concentration," there is also  
     the concern that the first flushing of the sewer system during a storm may 
     have an elevated concentration or release a significant load into the      
     receiving water. If wet weather events are not adequately accounted for    
     either in terms of concentration or temporal nonpoint source loadings in   
     the WLA, then the TMDL process will not account for that portion of the    
     combined sewer overflow load that does not settle out, but rushes down the 
     tributary and into the receiving Great Lake during a storm.                
                                                                                
     Recommendation: EPA should clarify its intent regarding the incorporation  
     of wet weather vis-a-vis the inconsistency between lake and tributary TMDL 
     development.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.543     
     
     For a discussion of wet weather events in the context of TMDL development, 
     see the SID at VIII.C.3.h.  For a discussion of the procedures for TMDL    
     development as they pertain to lakes and tributaries, see the SID at       
     VIII.C.5 (lakes) and VIII.C.6 (tributaries).                               
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.544
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Introduction. A city or industry usually discharges a mixture of toxic  
     pollutants.  And, the receiving water may already be carrying other toxic  
     pollutants dumped upstream. The combined effects of these chemicals are    
     difficult to predict, so often permit limits are set based on the erroneous
     assumption of no interactions or combined effects. Regulators often issue  
     permits to control toxic pollutants as if each pollutant was the only one  
     in the discharge or in the receiving water.                                
                                                                                
     GLI criteria should be based on the assumption of additivity in the        
     development of WLAs and effluent limits for combinations of all carcinogens
     and all non-carcinogens that cause effects by similar mechanisms or target 
     similar organs.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.544     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.545
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Combinations of "pollutants of initial concern" identified in Table 6      
     commonly are discharged simultaneously, build up in the same food chain and
     can be highly interactive. Additivity must be assumed both for permitted   
     discharges and for ambient water quality assessments.                      
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI includes two options to deal with this issue, with neither
     specified as EPA's preferred approach. Neither proposed option is entirely 
     adequate in treatment of pollutants that occur concurrently in surface     
     waters. In general, however, the GLI'S first option ("Section 3") is       
     preferable, in part because it will require regulators to quickly develop  
     new additivity procedures as new scientific information emerges, without   
     waiting for formal revision of GLI regulations.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.545     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
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     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted. See response to comment D2710.059 on    
     implementation of the additivity provisions. See response to comment       
     G2927.003 on incorporating new information when it becomes available.      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.546
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Approaches Considered. EPA has requested comment on whether a specific  
     additivity procedure should be either required or set forth as guidance in 
     the final GLI.                                                             
                                                                                
     Clearly, narrative criteria that provide for waters free from substances   
     that injure or are toxic to humans, non-human animals or plants should be  
     interpreted to include consideration of concurrent exposure to multiple    
     contaminants. However, to ensure that all states make the correct          
     interpretation of narrative or "free from" criteria, a separate numeric    
     criterion should be developed for carcinogens and for similarly-acting     
     non-carcinogens.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.546     
     
     EPA believes the additivity provisions in the final Guidance will provide  
     adequate protection from the potential effects from multiple chemicals     
     without requiring States and Tribes to adopt a separate "additivity"       
     criteria.  EPA is concerned that a separate additivity criteria will       
     distract resources from the already difficult task of implementing the     
     final additivity provisions.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.547
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Existing EPA national guidance requires, "in characterizing the risk due to
     concurrent exposure to several carcinogens, the risks are combined on the  
     basis of additivity" unless there is specific information to the contrary  
     (51 Fed. Reg. 33,999 (Sept. 24, 1986)). EPA would be violating the Critical
     Programs Act by issuing a final GLI that was less protective in this       
     regard.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.547     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance fully satisfies the requirements of   
     section 118(c) and is no less restrictive than national water quality      
     criteria guidance.  See response to comment D605.26 and Section VIII.D.6 of
     the SID for a discussion on the assumption of additivity for carcinogens   
     and including a discussion of EPA's rational for recommending to not       
     require an assumption of additivity; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB 
     comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is     
     warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the 
     additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer      
     effects.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.548
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Provisions must be included in the GLI Regulation that are 
     based on assumptions of additivity both for permitted discharges and for   
     ambient water quality assessments. In general, we support the additivity   
     option in Preamble VIII.D.3 as far superior to the option suggested by the 
     Committees of the Initiative (VIII.D.4).                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.548     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted. See response to comment D2710.059 on    
     implementation of the additivity provisions. See response to comment       
     G2927.003 on incorporating new information when it becomes available.      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.549
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support, and urge adoption of mechanisms to address additivity as they  
     are presented in Preamble VIII.D.2.b and c, where these sections follow EPA
     guidance to address additivity of carcinogens and non-carcinogens. For     
     carcinogens, we urge the use of the assumption that, where evidence to the 
     contrary is not available, the total cancer risk posed by a mixture of     
     chemicals is the sum of risks posed by exposure to individual chemicals. We
     agree that this approach is consistent with provisions of the GLWQA calling
     for the consideration of interactive effects of toxic substances and that  
     it will further the GLWQA's goal of "virtual elimination."                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.549     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P2742.550
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed cumulative human cancer risk level of one in 100,000 (1 x 10  
     -6). Especially if the final GLI does not assume additivity, it is         
     important that a more protective risk level be used than that proposed.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.550     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2098.040 for a      
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
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     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P2742.551
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity must be assumed in receiving waters, as well as effluent, where 
     multiple pollutants exist. There is no compelling reason to suggest that   
     the additivity concept should be applied to a limited number of carcinogens
     rather than to all carcinogens detected in a water body or a discharge. We 
     suggest that whenever a cancer potency factor is available for a chemical, 
     that chemical should be included in the calculations, based on additivity, 
     of criteria and WLAs. We do not believe that reducing paper work (i.e.,    
     administrative burden) is an adequate rationale for reducing protection    
     from the health hazards posed by the presence of carcinogens in surface    
     waters. Rather, where numerous carcinogens occur in a surface water or in a
     discharge, the impetus should be on reducing and ultimately eliminating    
     discharges of those substances. Thus, more stringent regulations that may  
     be required through the additivity assumptions should drive source         
     identification and source reduction and ultimately elimination of those    
     compounds.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.551     
     
     See response to comment D605.026 for a discussion on the assumption of     
     additivity for carcinogens and the cancer risk level; D2718.273 for a      
     discussion on limiting the number of carcinogens when assessing the        
     additive risks in a mixture to the "risk drivers"; D2098.040 for a         
     discussion on the SAB comments; P2656.032 for a discussion on why an       
     additivity provision is warranted; and Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID 
     for a discussion of the additivity provisions in the final Guidance for    
     cancer and non-cancer effects.                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.552
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include a variety of specific procedures that assume dose   
     additivity in the absence of information on specific mixtures.             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.552     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.553
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity should be assumed for a variety of toxic effects in addition to 
     cancer.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.553     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2742.554
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TEFs should be used wherever possible, but their development should not be 
     a prerequisite to the assumption of additivity for non-carcinogens.        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.554     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/ALT
     Comment ID: P2742.555
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For non-carcinogens, we urge the use of the additivity assumption where    
     chemicals in a mixture elicit the same type of effect by similar mechanisms
     of action or target similar organs. We agree with, and urge adoption of the
     use of the hazard index (HI) approach to address additivity for            
     non-carcinogens.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.555     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.b of the SID for a discussion on the additivity       
     provisions for noncarcinogens.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/ALT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2742.556
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not believe that it is necessary to require and reject the proposal  
     for the development of TEFs prior to assuming additivity for               
     non-carcinogens, as proposed in the "Alternative Approach" (Preamble       
     VIII.D.4.c).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.556     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response comment D605.025 for a discussion on assuming additivity for  
     non-carcinogens.                                                           
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.557
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: When more than one pollutant is in an effluent or in a     
     surface water body, human health criteria for those pollutants should be   
     developed based on an assumption of dose or concentration addition (with a 
     total risk of 10-6 for carcinogens and a hazard index < 1 for              
     non-carcinogens), unless some other model is scientifically justified.     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.557     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
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     Comment ID: P2742.558
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chemicals sharing a common mode of action must always be assumed to be     
     additive. It is well lknown that particular modes of action characterize   
     exposures to chemicals of certain types; this fact has been used to develop
     TEFs for calculating TCDD-EQs by many researchers (Safe 1990, Kannan et a. 
     1988, Brunstrom 1990). However, current regulations have invariably assumed
     that chemicals with similar modes of action do not interact in target      
     organisms.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Dioxin and furan congeners are usually less important sources of TCDD-EQs  
     in Great Lakes wildlife than are planar PCBs. It is almost always the case 
     that PCBs contribute far more to TCDD-EQs in wildlife than either PCDDs or 
     PCDFs (Tanabe et al. 1987, Kubiak et al. 1989, Ludwig et al. 1993 and      
     Jarnberg et al. 1993). There are many other chemical classes, such as the  
     PCDTs, the polychlorinated diphenyl ethers (PCDEs) and the polychlorinated 
     napthalenes (PCNs), that also bind the Ah + receptor and produce the same  
     effects as the PCDDs, PCDFs and PCBs, but they are not yet abundant enough 
     to attract regulatory attention. Some of these Ah + active chemicals have a
     more limited distribution in contrast to the planar PCBs and dioxins       
     (Jarnberg et a. 1993). There is no justification for limiting the TCDD-EQ  
     approach only to dioxin and furan congeners.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.558     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response comment to G2572.048 for a discussion on applying the TEFs to 
     coplanar PCBs.  EPA is currently investigating the possibility of expanding
     the TEF approach to cover the type of chemicals referenced by the commenter
     (PCDTs, PCDEs and PCNs). However, this research is in the early stages and 
     there is of yet no recognized set of TEFs for these chemicals similar to   
     those for the dioxins and furans that could be used for establishing water 
     quality criteria.                                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2742.559
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Calculations of TCDD-EQs for humans and wildlife must      
     include the planar congeners of PCBs, PCDDs and PCDFs as a means to        
     evaluate the effects of complex environmental mixtures.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.559     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response comment to G2572.048 for a discussion on applying the TEFs to 
     coplanar PCBs.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.560
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recommendation: Chemicals sharing a common mode of action must be regulated
     as though they were additive.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.560     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2742.561
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The additivity of planar congeners of PCBs and their dioxin-like modes of  
     action should receive special attention due to their adverse impact on     
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                     
                                                                                
     Recommendation: The final GLI should include a protocol for using toxic    
     equivalency factors (TEFs) for PCB congeners for adverse effects, as       
     indicated on Preamble Table VIII.D-1. Additivity of PCBs should be         
     explicitly required, similar to PCDDs and PCDFs, in reference to wildlife  
     and human health non-cancer effects.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.561     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response comment to G2572.048 for a discussion on applying the TEFs to 
     coplanar PCBs.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.562
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Both Sections 3 and 4 on additivity are inadequate in their treatment of   
     pollutants that occur concurrently in surface waters. Rather, EPA should   
     adopt language drawn from the material presented herein for a revision. As 
     noted above, however, we recommend that Preamble VIII.D.3 be the bais for  
     the final GLI guidance in Regulation Appendix F, Procedure 4.              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.562     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted. See response to comment D2710.059 and   
     .060 on implementation of the additivity provisions. See response to       
     comment G2927.003 on incorporating new information when it becomes         
     available.                                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD

Page 9756



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: P2742.563
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of the GLI, as well as the GLWQA and the CWA, is intended to
     address point as well as nonpoint sources of pollutants to surface waters. 
     To this end, adoption of the Steering Committees's recommendation for      
     additivity only on carcinogens in effluent (VIII.D.4.D.1) will ignore those
     combinations of pollutants that are derived from other, nonpoint sources,  
     as well as multiple point sources. These sources and effects must be       
     addressed by the GLI and, therefore, we urge the use of the additivity     
     concept in the development and adoption of criteria for all combinations   
     and sources of pollutants. See our addtitional comments and recommendations
     above.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.563     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects. See   
     sections I.C and I.D of the SID for discussion of point and nonpoint source
     contributions in the Great Lakes System and their on-going programs to     
     address pollutants in the Great Lakes System.                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.564
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support EPA's proposal of detailed procedures by which Great   
     Lakes States/Tribes will make a "reasonable potential" determination as    
     necessary to conform to the requirements of the Great Lakes Critical       
     Programs Act. Determining when to include WQBELs in an NPDES permit is an  
     important matter for which consistency is highly desirable. Therefore, we  
     support EPA's proposal of specific statistical procedures by which this    
     determination will be made. We also strongly endorse EPA's proposed use of 
     both Tier I and Tier II criteria as the basis for making a deter           
     mination of "reasonalbe potential."                                        
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     Response to: P2742.564     
     
     EPA notes the strong support from this commenter for the specific          
     statistical procedures for characterizing effluents in the proposaed       
     guidance.  EPA also received many comments requesting additional           
     flexibility and simplicity in the procedures, noting that other equally    
     valid statistical procedures could be used to estimate the upper bound or  
     projected maximum effluent concentration of a particular facility.  EPA has
     concluded that these comments can all be satisfied.  The final procedure 5 
     of appendix F specifies that States and Tribes adopt statistical procedures
     for specifiying PEQ consistent with the essential characteristics of the   
     procedures for PEQ that EPA proposed.  The final Guidance provides         
     flexibility to the States and Tribes to specify procdures that adhere to   
     these essential characteristics. In this way, the final procedure 5        
     provides necessary flexibility without sacrificing the equally necessary   
     consistency.  See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2,   
     Reasonable Potential.  See Supplementary Information Document Section      
     VIII.E.2, General Requirements of Procedure 5.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.565
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, EPA's proposed approach is not adequate to achieve virtual        
     elimination or zero discharge.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.565     
     
     EPA believes the approach for determining the need for WQBELS contained in 
     final procedure 5 of appendix F is adequate to ensure that WQBELs that     
     protect water quality standards will be  included in permits where the     
     facility's effluent causes, has the reasonable potential to cause or       
     contributes to excursions above applicable water quality standards.  See   
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable          
     Potential.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.566
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .566 is imbedded in comment .565.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Rather, it may only assure compliance with water quality criteria. This   
     approach for control of BCCs has been criticized by the International Joint
     Commission  (1992) as inadequate to achieve virtual elimination and to     
     protect the Great Lakes Ecosystem.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.566     
     
     The final Guidance focuses mainly on the point source discharge of toxic   
     pollutants.  It is clear that virtual elimination of many pollutants may   
     not be achieved until equal regulatory focus is placed on nonpoint sources 
     of toxic pollutants to the Great Lakes System.  However, the establishement
     of the criteria and implementation procedures will, upon implementation,   
     help move towards achievement of the goals of the Clean Water Act, Critical
     Programs Act and the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  See             
     Supplementary Implementation Document Section I, Background, in particular,
     Section I.D.1.b, Virtual Elimination Project.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2742.567
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A mechanism should be developed by EPA and incorporated into this section  
     of the GLI to identify discharges of BCCs at any level (regardless of      
     whether the discharge has potential to cause an excursion above water      
     quality criteria). These discharges should be classified into two          
     categories: 1) discharges that have potential to cause or contribute to    
     water quality criteria/WQS excursions, and 2) discharges that likely will  
     not cause water quality criteria/WQS excursions.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.567     
     
     EPA believes that the proposed and final procedure 5 is essentially the    
     mechanism the commenter describes.  However, one aspect of the mechanism   
     described by the commenter that is not included as a general requirement of
     procedure 5 is a requirement for all dischargers to monitor for BCCs.      
     Instead, procedure 5 is intended to utlize all available effluent          
     concentration data for purposes of determining when WQBELs are required.   
     Also, EPA notes that considerable monitoring information is required to be 
     submitted by dischargers under the current National NPDES Program.  For    
     example, NPDES permit applications require  submittal of effluent          
     monitoring for toxics prior to permit issuance; NPDES permits are required 
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     to contain compliance monitoring provisions for any limitations in the     
     permit that essentially require the discharger to submit effluent          
     monitoring data to the State or Tribe.  In addition, NPDES permits often   
     contain effluent monitoring requirements designed to establish a data base 
     of effluent monitoring results for purposes of improving future decision   
     making regarding the effluent.  In addition, see Supplementary Information 
     document Section I.D.4, RAPS and LaMPS for a discussion on Great Lakes     
     System monitoring activities.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2742.568
     Cross Ref 1: cc/ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Category 1 discharges, identified as in the proposal, should be subject to 
     WQBELs as well as to the requirements for Category 2 discharges. Category 2
     dischargers should be required to develop an implement toxic use reduction 
     plans; identify, assess and uitlize (safer) chemical substitutes; develop  
     recycling and reuse plans; and identify, develop and implement other       
     appropriate pollution prevention activities, which would result in the     
     elimination of discharge of the BCC from that facility.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.568     
     
     For the dischargers described by the commenter as category 1 dischargers   
     (those found to exhibit reasonable potential for one or more BCCs), EPA    
     believes that the WQBEL itself is sufficient incentive for the discharger  
     to seek process or product substitutions or other pollutant minimization   
     approaches.  EPA notes that where such WQBELs are calculated to be below   
     the level of quantitation, such pollutant minimization analyses are        
     required under procedure 8.  For dischargers described by the commenter as 
     category 2 dischargers (those which have note been found to exhibit        
     reasonable potential for any BCC), the final Guidance does not require the 
     discharger to seek process or product substitutions or other pollutant     
     minimization approaches.  EPA believes, however, that the possibility of a 
     discharger being found to exhibit reasonable potential for one or more BCC,
     which EPA notes can be triggered by very low concentrations in an effluent,
     is sufficient incentive for the discharger to seek process or product      
     substitutions or other pollutant minimization approaches.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2742.569
     Cross Ref 1: cc/ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of pollution prevention measures should be required to      
     eliminate discharges of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern that do not   
     present a reasonable potential to cause or contribute to violations of Tier
     I or Tier II criteria.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.569     
     
     See response to comment number 2742.568.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.570
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA's proposed procedure 5 fails to address explicitly a      
     fundamental principle that underlies the "reasonalbe potential"            
     determination: the legal status of a discharge of a pollutant for which no 
     effluent limitation has been developed. Both the CWA and the GLWQA dictate 
     that such a pollutant discharge is prohibited unless and until it is       
     specifically authorized in an NPDES permit.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.570     
     
     Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of any       
     pollutant, except in compliance with section 301 and other enumerated      
     sections of the statute, including section 402.  Section 402 establishes   
     the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.       
     Section 402(a) provides that EPA may issue a permit for the discharge of   
     any pollutant on the condition that the permit assure that the discharge   
     meets other applicable requirements of the Act.  Further, approved States  
     may administer their own permit program.  Section 402(k) provides that     
     compliance with such a permit is deemed compliance for purposes of sections
     309 and 505 with sections 301, 302, 306, 307, and 403 of the Act.          
                                                                                
     The Agency does not interpret section 301's prohibition on the discharge of
     any pollutant except in compliance with section 402 and other statutory    
     provisions as requiring a separate and specific authorization in the permit
     for each pollutant which may lawfully be discharged from a point source.   
     Recently, in a July, 1994 "Policy Statement on Scope of Permit             
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     Authorization and Shield Associated with NPDES Permits," EPA has explained 
     the scope of the "shield" provided by section 402(k) for discharges in     
     compliance with the permit.  That policy states:                           
                                                                                
     A permit provides authorization and therefore a shield for the following   
     pollutants resulting from facility processes, waste streams and operations 
     that have been clearly identified in the permit application process when   
     discharged from specified outfalls:                                        
                                                                                
     1) Pollutants specifically limited in the permit or pollutants which the   
     permit, fact sheet, or administrative record explicitly identify as        
     controlled through indicator parameters;                                   
                                                                                
     2) Pollutants for which the permit authority has not established limits or 
     other permit conditions, but which are specifically identified in writing  
     as present in facility discharges during the permit application process and
     contained in the administrative record which is available to the public;   
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     3) Pollutants not identified as present but which are constituents of      
     wastestreams, operations or processes that were clearly identified in      
     writing during the permit application process and contained in the         
     administrative record which is available to the public.                    
                                                                                
     This policy is consistent with the decision in Atlantic States Legal       
     Foundation v. Eastman Kodak, 12 F.3d 353 (2d Cir. 1993).                   
                                                                                
     In addition, the CWA requires limits more stringent than technology-based  
     limits (i.e., WQBELs) when necessary to meet water quality standards.  EPA 
     has interpreted this requirement as requiring WQBELs only when the level of
     the pollutant in the discharge causes, or has the reasonable potential to  
     cause or contributes to an excursion above an applicable water quality     
     standard, or when necessary to be consistent with a WLA for that discharger
     in a TMDL approved or prepared under 40 CFR 130.7.  See generally, 40 CFR  
     122.44(d) and 54 FR 23868 (June 2, 1989).                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.571
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5 should state explicitly that the discharge of any pollutant not
     specifically authorized by an NPDES permit is subject to the general       
     prohibition of Clean Water Act 301(a).                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.571     
     
     See response to comment number P2742.570.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.572
     Cross Ref 1: cc/HH/EXP/R
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should also amend proposed Procedure 5 to require the development of   
     numerical permit limits to implement narrative criteria for any discharge  
     of a pollutant that has resulted in or contributed to the issuance of a    
     fish consumption advisory downstream of the discharge (including in the    
     open waters of the Great Lakes).                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.572     
     
     The provision on use of fish tissue data proposed at 5.F.3 of appendix F   
     remains essentially unchanged from the proposal and is located in the      
     "Other Applicable Conditions" section at 5.F.4 of appendix F of the final  
     Guidance.  This provision does not exclusively link the need for WQBELs for
     a discharge to the existence of a fish advisory on the receiving water, but
     it does require a WQBEL for pollutants found in the discharge that are also
     found in tissue of fish from the receiving water at levels that exceed the 
     tissue basis of the criteria or values.  EPA expects there to be a         
     correlation between fish advisories and tissue levels that exceed the      
     tissue bases for the criteria or values.  However, it is possible that a   
     fish advisory could be in place, where tissue data from the receiving water
     shows the mean tissue value for a particular pollutant to be below the     
     tissue bases for the applicable criterion or value for that chemical, where
     for example the water quality and current fish tissue residues have        
     improved since issuance of the advisory, or the advisory could be based on 
     some benchmark environmental value other than the Tier I or Tier II tissue 
     basis, such as State or Tribal health agency action level. Therefore, the  
     provision at F.4 does not automatically require WQBELs for discharges      
     containing the chemical for which a fish advisory has been issued.  The    
     approach taken by EPA is nonetheless consistent with the concerns expressed
     by this commenter.  See Supplementary Information Document Section         
     VIII.E.2.g, Determining reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue Data.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.573
     Cross Ref 1: cc/HH/EXP/R
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The issuance of fish consumption advisories by a State, Tribal or federal  
     agency represents, in effect, a determination that the subject waters have 
     not achieved the "fishable waters" goal of the Clean Water Act, i.e. that  
     narrative criteria prohibiting toxic pollutants in toxic amounts are being 
     violated. Therefore, any discharge of such a pollutant is, by definition,  
     contributing to a criteria violation and requires a WQBEL.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.573     
     
     See response to comment number P2742.572.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.574
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5 should state that WQBELs must be developed to implement        
     narrative criteria for any discharge of a pollutant that caused or         
     contributed to the issuance of a fish consumption advisory downstream      
     (including in the open waters of the Great Lakes).                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.574     
     
     See response to comment number P2742.572.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.575
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     We have serious reservations about EPA's proposed Procedure 5.E. concerning
     "intake credits" for the following reasons, which are explained in more    
     detail below. EPS's proposal: 1) unnecessarily provides dischargers with a 
     mechanism (in addition to those already in existence) to avoid compliance  
     with water quality-based effluent limits.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.575     
     
     EPA agrees with the many commenters who advocated development of procedures
     to consider intake water pollutants in the permitting process to address   
     widespread problems of elevated background levels of pollutants.  EPA has  
     carefully limited special consideration of intake pollutants to situations 
     where the discharge of intake pollutants does not result in increased      
     adverse effects on the receiving water.  At the same time, EPA has limited 
     the time period for which "no net addition" limits are available to        
     encourage development of comprehensive plans for addressing impaired       
     waters.  See generally the SID at Section VIII.E.4.                        
                                                                                
     The intake pollutant procedures are designed to determine when WQBELs are  
     needed, and if so, how such limits should be developed. They are not       
     defenses to enforcement actions for WQBELs contained in an NPDES permit, as
     suggested by the commenter.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.576
     Cross Ref 1: cc/ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .576 is imbedded in comment .575.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have serious reservations about EPA's proposed Procedure 5.E. concerning
     "intake credits" for the following reasons, which are explained in more    
     detail below. EPA's proposal: [provides a disincentive to the development  
     of "pollution prevention" programs                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.576     
     
     This comment raises essentially the same concern as that raised in comments
     #P2742.584-586 and is addressed in the responses to those comments.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.577
     Cross Ref 1: cc/ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .577 is imbedded in comment .575.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have serious reservations about EPA's proposed Procedure 5.E. concerning
     "intake credits" for the following reasons, which are explained in more    
     detail below. EPA's proposal: [denies the public an opportunity to review  
     and comment on decisions that would relieve dischargers of pollution       
     control obligations                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.577     
     
     This comment raises the same concern as that in P2742.587 and is addressed 
     in response to that comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.578
     Cross Ref 1: cc/TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment  .578  is imbedded in comment .575                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have serious reservations about EPA's proposed Procedure 5.E. concerning
     "intake credits" for the following reasons, which are explained in more    
     detail below. EPA's proposal: [delays the development and implementation of
     controls on nonpoint sources of toxic pollutants through the TMDL process  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.578     
     
     This is essentially the same as comment #P2742.588 and is addressed in     
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.579
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .579 is imbedded in comment .575.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have serious reservations about EPA's proposed Precedure 5.E. concerning
     "intake credits" for the following reasons, which are explained in more    
     detail below. EPA's proposal: [violated the Great Lakes Critical Programs  
     Act                                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.579     
     
     This raises the same concerns as those in comments P2742.589, P2742.592,   
     P2742.602, and are addressed in responses to those comments.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.580
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .580 is imbedded in comment .575.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have serious reservations about EPA's proposed Precedure 5.E. concerning
     "intake credits" for the following reasons, which are explained in more    
     detail below. EPA's proposal: [undermines the "restoration" goals of the   
     GLWQA and the CWA                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.580     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See SID, section VIII.E.3-7.  Also see response to comment 
     P2742.592.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.581
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: COMMENT .581 IS IMBEDDED IN COMMENT .575.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We have serious reservations about EPA's proposed Pocedure 5.E. concerning 
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     "intake credits" for the following reasons, which are explained in more    
     detail below. EPA's proposal: [may allow dischargers responsible for       
     sources of intake water pollutants to avoid treatment or remediation of the
     source.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.581     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.  Also, nothing in the intake  
     pollutant procedures relieves dischargers of any legal obligations for     
     remediation of contamination due to past activity they may have under      
     relevant federal and State or Tribal laws.  EPA believes it would be       
     cumbersome to attempt to address remediation for a discharger's past       
     activity through a permitting process aimed at present activities,         
     particularly where other mechanisms are available for dealing with         
     remediation and other activities necessary to achieve the water quality    
     goals of the CWA, e.g., TMDLs and comparable remediation and assessment    
     plans, Supplemental Environmental Projects in enforcement actions.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: P2742.582
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should adopt Option 1 and apply the current national approach to       
     "intake credits" to discharges to the Great Lakes system.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.582     
     
     EPA agrees with the many commenters who advocated development of procedures
     to consider intake water pollutants in the permitting process to address   
     widespread problems of elevated background levels of pollutants.  EPA has  
     carefully limited special consideration of intake pollutants to situations 
     where the discharge of intake pollutants does not result in increased      
     adverse effects on the receiving water.  At the same time, EPA has limited 
     the time period for which "no net addition" limits are available to        
     encourage development of comprehensive plans for addressing impaired       
     waters.  See generally the SID at Section VIII.E.4.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.583
     Cross Ref 1: cc/REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Yet, EPA gives no rationale in the Preamble for expanding the means by     
     which the presence of pollutants in intake water is considered in          
     developing WQBELs applicable to Great Lakes dischargers (4). There is no   
     mention by EPA of any information generated or legal arguments presented   
     during the development of the GLI that were not considered in promulgating 
     the existing national policy found at 40 CFR Section 122.45(g). In fact,   
     EPA reiterates many of the arguments used to reject the suggestions of     
     industrial representatives for adding mechanisms beyond these four to      
     address intake water pollutants. Given the history of EPA's thorough       
     consideration of this matter and the lack of any justification for allowing
     an additional procedure for discharges into the Great Lakes System, EPA has
     not established a compelling record to support this proposal.              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.583     
     
     Although EPA previously considered the question of intake "credits" for    
     WQBELs when promulgating regulations to govern intake credits for          
     technology-based limits, the proposed GLI Guidance represents a            
     significantly more far- reaching effort to consider this question.  As     
     noted by many commenters, the problem of potentially widespread            
     non-attainment of water quality standards in the Great Lakes has elevated  
     intake credits for WQBELs as a significant issue for that part of the      
     country.  The history of EPA's consideration of this issue and its         
     rationale for adopting the intake pollutant procedures in the final        
     Guidance is discussed in more detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3.-7.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.584
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA appropriately has made much in recent years of the environmental       
     benefits and cost effectiveness of pollution prevention programs.          
     Moreover, in the Preamble EPA specifically describes how different         
     pollution prevention techniques can be used to reduce intake water         
     pollutants.                                                                
                                                                                
     Yet, EPA's proposal does not require or encourage consideration of any     
     pollution prevention approaches to intake water pollutants, not even in the
     specific circumstances described in the Preamble.                          
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     Response to: P2742.584     
     
     EPA has, and continues to, encourage facilities to consider pollution      
     prevention as a possible strategy for meeting environmental requirements.  
     As described in the SID at Section I.D., EPA has also undertaken efforts to
     promote pollution prevention activities among various sources to reduce the
     amount of pollutants of particular concern in the Great Lakes water system 
     from entering the environment or being transferred to the water.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.585
     Cross Ref 1: cc/ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Rather, EPA proposes to give Great Lakes dischargers an automatic exemption
     to avoid the calculation of WQBELs by permit authorities. But, it is       
     necessary to quantify the end-of-pipe pollutant reductions desired as a    
     baseline for evaluating the efficacy of pollution prevention options. EPA  
     cannot realistically expect dischargers to apply pollution prevention      
     measures voluntarily to achieve pollutant reductions to attain an          
     unquantified objective.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.585     
     
     EPA disagrees with the characterization of its proposed intake pollutant   
     procedures as an "automatic exemption" to avoid the calculation of WQBELs  
     (as would numerous commenters who argued that the proposal was to          
     restrictive or even impossible to meet).  The rationale for the intake     
     pollutant procedures in the final Guidance are explained in detail in the  
     SID at Section VIII.E.4-7.  EPA is not convinced, based on the commenter's 
     assertions, that dischargers will undertake pollution prevention only if a 
     regulatory authority provides enforceable, numeric targets.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.586
     Cross Ref 1: cc/ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal creates a disencentive for the use of feasible pollution    
     prevention measures to reduce intake water pollutants. In contrast, the    
     four measures to address this issue already in existence all provide for   
     calculation of WQBEL by permit authorities, allowing for evaluation of     
     pollution prevention measures as a cost-effective solution.                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.586     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.Response to: P2742.586: This comment is  
     essentially the same as comment P2742.585 and is not addressed separately  
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.587
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3)  EPA's proposal restricts public participation in permitting decisions  
     about WQBELs for intake water pollutants.                                  
                                                                                
         The four mechanisms currently in place on a nationwide basis for       
     addressing this issue all provide for extensive public involvement. In     
     fact, EPA notes in the Preamble that the concern of some States for these  
     mechanisms is precisely that this public participation takes time and      
     "extends the duration of the permit issuance process." In effect, EPA      
     concedes that the new procedure will expedite the process by circumventing 
     the public participation requirements applicable to existing mechanisms.   
                                                                                
         The new procedure does not require an opportunity for public comment on
     any of the demonstrations required by proposed Procedure 5.E.1.a - e, does 
     it require public participation in the determination by the permitting     
     agency to grant an exemption under proposed Procedure 5.E.1. Rather, the   
     proposed Procedure merely requires in Section E.2.a after-the-fact notice  
     to the public of the agency's determination and its basis. EPA does not    
     explain how this post hoc public notice will be provided in instances when 
     the only pollutants discharged are those covered by Procedure 5.E.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.587     
     
     EPA's willingness to address the concerns expressed by States and          
     dischargers concerning the administration burdens associated with existing 
     mechanisms is not motivated by a desire to circumvent the public           
     participation requirements applicable to existing mechanisms.  Moreover,   
     EPA disagrees with the commenter's assertion that the intake pollutant     
     reasonable potential procudures does not provide for public comment on that
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     determination, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.ii.(A).  NPDES
     permits are subject to mandatory public participation requirements. See 40 
     CFR Part 124.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.588
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4)  EPA's proposal will delay the development of controls and remedial     
     measures on the nonpoint sources of pollutants present in intake water.    
                                                                                
         The waters at issue in this Procedure are, by definition, water        
     quality-limited within the meaning of CWA Section 303. Therefore, they are 
     subject to the wasteload allocation (WLA) and total maximum daily load     
     (TMDL) requirements of CWA Section 303(d) and 40 CFR Part 130. Yet, EPA's  
     proposed Procedure 5.E does not require that WLAs and TMDLs necessary to   
     comply with these provisions be developed as a precondition to granting the
     proposed "intake credits" exemption.                                       
                                                                                
         EPA acknowledges the effectiveness of TMDLs in solving the root source 
     of the intake water pollutant problem: "Phased TMDLs can be effectively    
     used to address the presence of intake water pollutants and to remedy      
     violations of existing water quality standards by fairly allocating the    
     burden of reducing undesirable discharges among all sources." As EPA points
     out, TMDLs are the means by which the sources of the intake water          
     pollutants can be addressed. For example, TMDLs can reflect sediment       
     remediation measures and control measures for nonpoint sources of the      
     intake water pollutants.                                                   
                                                                                
         Proposed Procedure 5.E.4 provides that effluent limitations must be    
     developed consistent with any WLA in existence for the discharge of intake 
     water pollutants. However, it does not address the more likely situation   
     where a WLA has not been developed for the discharger of intake water      
     pollutants based on a TMDL for the water body. In this instance, assuming  
     the discharger satisfies the provisions of Procedure 5.E.1, no inquiry into
     the nature of the sources of intake water pollutants will be triggered.    
                                                                                
         Fundamentally, the intake water pollutants issue raises the question of
     fairly apportioning the clean up responsibility among the pollution sources
     in a given watershed. The CWA mechanism for doing so is the Section 303(d) 
     TMDL process (5). Yet, precisely in the circumstances where a point source 
     discharge identifies the need for such an inquiry (by seeking relief for   
     intake water pollutants), EPA fails to require its use. A better approach  
     would be if EPA adopted an additional subparagraph to Procedure 5.E.1 to   
     assure that the TMDLs process has been used as a precondition to granting  
     the proposed "intake credits" exemption.                                   
                                                                                
         Recommendation: While we do not support EPA's proposed Procedure 5.E.1,
     if it is finally adopted, EPA should add the following new subparagraph    
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     5.E.1.f:                                                                   
                                                                                
             "f. The permitting authority has developed TMDLs for the water body
     and a wasteload allocation for the discharge of intake water, which have   
     been approved be EPA."                                                     
                                                                                
         This new subparagraph 5.E.1.f, in conjunction with subparagraph 5.E.4, 
     would assure that a permitting authority has completed the TMDL/WLA process
     and developed the effluent limitations required for the discharge of intake
     water pollutants. It would guarantee that where such discharges are        
     exempted from WQBELs, the WLA/LA/TMDL process has been used to identify and
     address those sources of the intake water pollutants that are fairly       
     responsible for the clean up. Without such a provision, EPA's proposal     
     suffers from the same defect EPA identifies concerning Option 4: "There is 
     no guarantee that a TMDL will be developed for any particular water body   
     that accounts for all significant point and nonpoint sources...."          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.588     
     
     As explained in the SID at section VIII.E.4.b., EPA shares the commenter's 
     concern that the availability of a permit-based mechanism to account for   
     pollutants in the intake water when establishing WQBELs could create       
     disincentives for the development of TMDLs that comprehensively assess     
     sources of pollutants in non-attainment waters and identify how necessary  
     reductions will be achieved to attain water quality standards.  EPA        
     continues to believe that TMDLs or comparable plans ultimately will be     
     needed to address the problem of elevated levels of pollutants in          
     background water supply.  However, EPA has determined, based on numerous   
     public comments, that it would be reasonable to provide an interim         
     permit-based mechanism for directly adjusting permit limits to account for 
     intake pollutants in certain circumstances to allow States and Tribes a    
     reasonable period of time to develop TMDLs or comparable assessment or     
     remediation plans.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.589
     Cross Ref 1: cc/TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA's proposal would result in Great Lakes dischargers escaping the    
     development and implementation of WQBELs in circumstances in which other   
     dischargers would have to comply. As a result, the proposed GLI is, in this
     respect, less restrictive than the national guidance and criteria and would
     be in violation of the CPA.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.589     
     
     See SID at VIII.E.5.                                                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.590
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA concedes, and we agree, that the discharge of intake water         
     pollutants is the "addition of a pollutant" within the meaning of Clean    
     Water Act Section 502(12), 33 U.S.C. Section 1362(12), which is prohibited 
     by Section 301(a) unless the discharger has obtained an NPDES permit       
     pursuant to Section 402(6). The prohibition of Section 301 (a) is          
     pollutant-specific, meaning the addition of each pollutant must be         
     separately and explicitly authorized in an NPDES permit. (See Legal        
     Environmental Assistance Foundation v. Hodel, 586 F.Supp. 1163 (E.D. Tenn. 
     1984).) Any such permit must require compliance with water quality         
     standards, CWA Section 301(b)(1)(C), meaning that it must include WQBELs.  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.590     
     
     Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of any       
     pollutant, except in compliance with section 301 and other enumerated      
     sections of the statute, including section 402.  Section 402 establishes   
     the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.       
     Section 402(a) provides that EPA may issue a permit for the discharge of   
     any pollutant on the condition that the permit assures that the discharge  
     meets other applicable requirements of the Act. Further, approved States   
     may administer their own permit program. Section 402(k) provides that      
     compliance with such a permit is deemed compliance for purposes of sections
     309 and 505 with sections 301, 302, 306, 307, and 403 of the Act.          
                                                                                
     The Agency does not interpret section 301's prohibition on the discharge of
     any pollutant except in compliance with section 402 and other statutory    
     provisions as requiring a separate and specific authorization in the permit
     for each pollutant which may lawfully be discharged from a point source.   
     Recently, in a July, 1994 "Policy Statement on Scope of Permit             
     Authorization and Shield Associated with NPDES Permits," EPA has explained 
     the scope of the "shield" provided by section 402(k) for discharges in     
     compliance with the permit.  That policy states:                           
                                                                                
     A permit provides authorization and therefore a shield for the following   
     pollutants resulting from facility processes, waste streams and operations 
     that have been clearly identified in the permit application process when   
     discharged from specified outfalls:                                        
                                                                                
     1)   Pollutants specifically limited in the permit or pollutants which the 
     permit, fact sheet, or administrative record explicitly identify as        
     controlled through indicator parameters;                                   
                                                                                
     2)   Pollutants for which the permit authority has not established limits  
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     or other permit conditions, but which are specifically identified in       
     writing as present in facility discharges during the permit application    
     process and contained in the administrative record which is available to   
     the public; and                                                            
                                                                                
     3)   Pollutants not identified as present but which are constituents of    
     wastestreams, operations or processes that were clearly identified in      
     writing during the permit application process and contained in the         
     administrative record which is available to the public.                    
                                                                                
     This policy is consistent with the decision in Atlantic States Legal       
     Foundation v. Eastman Kodak, 12 F.3d 353 (2d Cir. 1993).                   
                                                                                
     In addition, the CWA requires limits more stringent than technology-based  
     limits (i.e., WQBELs) when necessary to meet water quality standards.  EPA 
     has interpreted this requirement as requiring WQBELs only when the level of
     the pollutant in the discharge causes, or has the reasonable potential to  
     cause or contributes to an excursion above an applicable water quality     
     standard, or when necessary to be consistent with a WLA for that discharger
     in a TMDL approved or prepared under 40 CFR 130.7. See generally, 40 CFR   
     122.44(d) and 54 FR 23868 (June 2,1989).                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.591
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         In proposing Precedure 5.E, EPA purports to exempt a class of pollutant
     discharges-those discharges of intake water pollutants specified in        
     subparagraph 5.E.1-from the CWA Section 301(a) prohibition even though the 
     discharge of these pollutants has not been authorized pursuant to WQBELS in
     an NPDES permit. This EPA cannot legally do. NRDC v. Costle, 568 F.2d. 1369
     (D.C. Cir. 1977).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.591     
     
     Section 301(a) of the Clean Water Act prohibits the discharge of any       
     pollutant, except in compliance with section 301 and other enumerated      
     sections of the statute, including section 402.  Section 402 establishes   
     the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program.       
     Section 402(a) provides that EPA may issue a permit for the discharge of   
     any pollutant on the condition that the permit assure that the discharge   
     meets other applicable requirements of the Act.  Further, approved States  
     may administer their own permit program.  Section 402(k) provides that     
     compliance with such a permit is deemed compliance for purposes of sections
     309 and 505 with sections 301, 302, 306, 307, and 403 of the Act.          
                                                                                
     The Agency does not interpret section 301's prohibition on the discharge of
     any pollutant except in compliance with section 402 and other statutory    
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     provisions as requiring a separate and specific authorization in the permit
     for each pollutant which may lawfully be discharged from a point source.   
     Recently, in a July, 1994 "Policy Statement on Scope of Permit             
     Authorization and Shield Associated with NPDES Permits," explained the     
     scope of the "shield" provided by section 402(k) for discharges in         
     compliance with the permit.  That policy states:                           
                                                                                
     A permit provides authorization and therefore a shield for the following   
     pollutants resulting from facility processes, waste streams and operations 
     that have been clearly identified in the permit application process when   
     discharged from specified outfalls:                                        
                                                                                
     1)   Pollutants specifically limited in the permit or pollutants which the 
     permit, fact sheet, or administrative record explicitly identify as        
     controlled through indicator parameters;                                   
                                                                                
     2)   Pollutants for which the permit authority has not established limits  
     or other permit conditions, but which are specifically identified in       
     writing as present in facility discharges during the permit application    
     process and contained in the administrative record which is available to   
     the public; and                                                            
                                                                                
     3)   Pollutants not identified as present but which are constituents of    
     wastestreams, operations or processes that were clearly identified in      
     writing during the permit application process and contained in the         
     administrative record which is available to the public.                    
                                                                                
     In addition, the CWA requires limits more stringent than technology-based  
     limits (i.e., WQBELs) when necessary to meet water quality standards.  EPA 
     has interpreted this requirement as requiring WQBELs only when the level of
     the pollutant in the discharge causes, or has the reasonable potential to  
     cause or contributes to an excursion above an applicable water quality     
     standard, or when necessary to be consistent with a WLA for that discharger
     in a TMDL approved or prepared under 40 CFR 130.7.  See generally, 40 CFR  
     122.44(d) and 54 FR 23868 (June 2,1989).                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2742.592
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA acknowledges that both the CWA and the GLWQA adopt as goals for the
     Great Lakes the restoration of degraded water quality. As EPA also         
     recognizes, this requires removal or natural degradation of past pollution,
     as well as controls on future pollution. Yet, as explained above, EPA's    
     proposal does not trigger the TMDL process, which is the only means        
     available under the CWA for coordinating clean up of past pollution with   
     controls on future sources to achieve the Act's restoration goals, i.e.,   
     achieving water quality standards. Therefore, EPA's proposal will make     
     achieving these goals less likely.                                         
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     Response to: P2742.592     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.3-7.  The final Guidance maintains incentives for  
     comprehensive analyses of the non-attainment problem by limiting the       
     effectiveness of the no net addition provisions to 12 years, in the absence
     of a TMDL comprehensive assessment or comparable plan by the State.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.593
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
             EPA's proposal does not address the situation where a discharger   
     seeking relief under proposed Procedure 5.E from the "reasonable potential"
     inquiry of Procedure 5 is, in fact, responsible for the presence of the    
     pollutant in intake waters. For example, while contaminated sediments      
     upstream of the water intake may contribute pollutants, the owner/operator 
     of the facility or a predecessor in interest may have been responsible,    
     entirely or in significant part, for the historic sediment contamination.  
     This is especially likely in areas that are or were heavily industrialized,
     such as the Fox River, northwest Indiana and the Saginaw River/Saginaw Bay.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.593     
     
     For reasons explained elsewhere in response to other comments in this      
     document (e.g., responses to comments P2742.581 and G3485.008), EPA does   
     not believe that it would be practical or appropriate to tie the           
     availability of the intake pollutant provisions based upon a discharger's  
     past performance.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.594
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
         Similarly, a discharger relying on groundwater for its intake water may
     have contributed to the groundwater contamination for which it seeks relief
     under proposed Procedure 5.E. Or, a subsidiary of the discharger or some   
     entity over which the discharger exercised substantial control may have    
     contributed to the groundwater pollution, the sediment contamination or    
     nonpoint source pollution that results in the presence of pollutants in the
     intake water. In these circumstances a discharger should not be allowed the
     benefit of proposed Procedure 5.E.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.594     
     
      The suggestion that consideration of intake pollutants should be denied   
     where the discharger may have contributed to the background water quality  
     problems in the past is addressed in the response to P2742.581.  EPA notes 
     that under the final Guidance, intake pollutants from contaminated         
     groundwater is not eligible for special consideration of intake pollutants 
     without reference to who may have ultimately originated the contamination. 
     See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.595
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         To avoid allowing dischargers to benefit from past or present polluting
     activities, EPA should, if it finally adopts Procedure 5.E, add an         
     additional requirement that the discharger demonstrate it bears no         
     responsibility for the source of the intake water contamination.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.595     
     
       This comment raises the same issue as P2742.581 and is addressed in the  
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.596
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         While we do not support proposed Procedure 5.E, if it is finally       
     adopted, EPA should add the following subparagraph 5.E.1.g:(7)             
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
         (7)We have previously recommended adding a new subparagraph 5.E.1.f to 
     this proposed Procedure.                                                   
                                                                                
             "The permittee and any predecessors in interest, subsidiaries or   
     others over whom the permittee has substantial control did not cause, or   
     significantly contribute to, the conditions that resulted in the presence  
     of the pollutant in the intake water."                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.596     
     
      This comment raises the same issue as P2742.581 and is addressed in the   
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.597
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         As EPA recognized in the Preamble, the extent to which the discharge of
     intake water pollutants harms the environment is, in significant part, a   
     function of whether or not the intake water source is the same water body  
     as the receiving water body. From the perspective of receiving water       
     impacts, it does not matter whether the pollutants were in the discharger's
     intake water if they are new (i.e., added) to the receiving water.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.597     
     
     It is unclear whether the commenter is saying that it agrees or disagrees  
     with EPA's premise for distinguishing between same and different bodies of 
     water so it is not possible to provide a more precise response.  Briefly,  
     EPA's rationale for distinguishing between the two situations is that in   
     the situation of pollutants from a different body of water, the additional 
     pollutants are only present because of the discharge. For pollutants being 
     returned to the same body of water, the intake pollutant procedures        
     acknowledge that the pollutant would be there whether or not the discharge 
     was allowed.  The SID at Section VIII.E.3-7 discusses in details EPA's     
     rationale for the final intake pollutant procedures.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.598
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA has previously considered and rejected the arguments of industrial 
     representatives in ipposition to the "same water body" restriction; EPA has
     articulated no rationale for changing its position in this context. For    
     this restriction to be meaningful and in order to serve the purposes of the
     GLI to provide for consistency throughout the Great Lakes System, EPA      
     should include a definition of "same body of water" in Procedure 5.E.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.598     
     
     The final Guidance limits special consideration of intake pollutants to    
     discharges of intake pollutants from the same body of water as the         
     discharge.  EPA also agrees that a definition of same body of water will   
     help promote consistency.  At the same time, EPA believes that flexibility 
     is important in making the "same body of water" determination.  The final  
     Guidance includes a definition of "same body of water" which provides a    
     framework for making case-by-case decisions.  See the SID at Section       
     VIII.E.7.a.iv.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.599
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         In developing this definition, EPA should not rely exclusively on      
     existing water segment designations by State/Tribal authorities. These     
     designations were not made with this purpose in mind and do not necessarily
     represent the appropriate area of concern. However, they do represent an   
     administratively convenient means of screening out requests for relief     
     under proposed Procedure 5.E.1.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.599     
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      As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv., EPA agrees that        
     existing water segment designations are not sufficient in themselves to    
     define "same body of water" for purposes of intake pollutant relief, but   
     can be useful factors.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.600
     Cross Ref 1: cc/REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Finally, this procedure should be limited to classic river situations  
     and not applied to lakes and rivers subject to seiches (e.g., lower Fox    
     River and St. Louis River) or other areas with complex, changing           
     hydrological directional flows (the Great Lakes themselves).               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.600     
     
      The definition of "same body of water" in the final Guidance provides     
     flexibility to consider factors related to local hydrology such as those   
     mentioned in this comment, but does not attempt to address every possible  
     combination of factors. See generally SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.601
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA should define "same body of water" to preclude any requests under  
     Procedure 5.E.1 where the discharge is not to the same designated segment  
     from which the intake water is drawn. Where the source of the intake water 
     and the receiving water are in the same designated segment, the discharger 
     should be required to demonstrate environmental equivalence of the source  
     water and the receiving water. EPA should define this term to preclude any 
     exemptions in complex hydrological situations, such as discharges directly 
     into the open Great Lakes or to rivers that experience seiche events, where
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     there is not consistently a unidirectional flow.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.601     
     
      As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv., EPA believes that the  
     "same body of water" determination should be made on a case-by-case basis  
     and can include consideration of factors such as those mentioned in this   
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2742.602
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA has requested comment on various permutations of Option 3. We      
     reject this option for all the reasons expressed by EPA in the Preamble,   
     but we believe that it (or any other) option, if finally adopted, should   
     not be applicable to any discharge of BCCs. A fundamental purpose of the   
     GLWQA, the CPA and the GLI is to advance "virtual elimination" of such     
     pollutants from the Great Lakes Ecosystem. This objective will not be      
     achieved if EPA routinely allows intake credits for the discharges of these
     pollutants.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.602     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2742.603
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         The only circumstance in which such relief should be granted for BCCs  
     is where, because of atmospheric deposition, the pollutant is present      
     throughout the Great Lakes at similar levels.                              
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     Response to: P2742.603     
     
     This comment is duplicated in P2742.604 and is not addressed separately    
     here.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2742.604
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA should restrict the application of its final "intake credits"      
     procedure to bioaccumulative chemicals of concern to those circumstances   
     where it is demonstrated that due to atmospheric deposition the background 
     level of the pollutant in the intake water is equivalent to the levels at  
     which the pollutant is present throughout the Great Lakes System.          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.604     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ii., EPA has determined that 
     the rationale supporting special consideration of intake pollutant is      
     appropriate regardless of pollutant type.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2742.605
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         If WET is to be limited through NPDES permits as proposed by GLI, then 
     we believe that States/Tribes must adopt numeric WET requirements rather   
     than narrative requirements to comply with CWA Section 303(c)(2)(B). As EPA
     indicates, this approach would ensure the greatest consistency between     
     States/Tribes when controlling WET.                                        
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     Response to: P2742.605     
     
     See comment P2585.128 for the discussion regarding the option of choosing  
     numeric or narritive WET criteria, and the consequences in terms of NPDES  
     permitting requirements of selecting one form of criterion versus the      
     other.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2742.606
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         We support the GLI proposal that States/Tribes may impose WET          
     monitoring at any time when effluent WET data are absent. However, we      
     believe that testing WET quarterly will generally not be adequate to       
     characterize an effluent for WET.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.606     
     
     The final Guidance allows the States and Tribes to determine appropriate   
     WET monitoring frequency.  EPA considers quarterly monitoring to be the    
     minimum necessary to characterize an effluent for compliance purposes.  EPA
     expects that some facilities will require more frequent monitoring to fully
     characterize the effluent toxicity.  EPA feels that the States and Tribes  
     are in the best position to evaluate the specific facility monitoring      
     needs.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2742.607
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Testing of whole effluent toxicity (WET) twice quarterly is necessary  
     and should be required in the GLI. However, if quarterly testing is adopted
     and utilized with proposed Section 6.C, the GLI must be modified to require
     the following:                                                             

Page 9784



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
             "If any of the quarterly tests exceed WET acute or chronic limits, 
     but analysis of all tests under Section 6.C do not meet designated triggers
     for WET inclusion in the NPDES permit, then States/Tribes must either      
     impose WET limits in the permit or, at the very least, require testing     
     twice quarterly during the following year."                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.607     
     
     See comment P2742.606 for a discussion of the flexibility in establishing  
     the frequency of WET monitoring.  Since EPA is deferring to the permitting 
     authority to determine the appropriate monitoring frequency for a given    
     discharge, EPA has decided not to require your recommended modification to 
     6.C.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2742.608
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data from follow-up testing would then be assessed through section 6C to   
     determine whether WET must be regulated in NPDES permits.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.608     
     
     EPA agrees that supplemental WET data should be used in assessing          
     reasonable potential using procedure 6.D in the final Guidance.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2742.609
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Although the guidance suggests that the intent of the GLI is to protect
     the most sensitive species, these species are not identified apart from    
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     existing guidelines for WET testing (TSD). The TSD and other documents give
     some indication that WET testing should be conducted with Ceriodaphnia,    
     Daphnia magna, fathead minnow (Pimephales), bluegill (Lepomis) and the     
     algal species Selenastrum. These species may be the most sensitive in a    
     fresh water system, but are not necessarily so. Other species such as      
     rainbow trout may be more sensitive in some situations. [The GLI should    
     identify by name the above species for inclusion in WET testing. It should 
     also indicate that rainbow trout are to be included in WET testing.        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.609     
     
     EPA is deferring to the States and Tribes to determine which test species  
     are most appropriate to use to assess the toxic impacts on a given         
     waterbody. Because of the wide variety of toxic chemicals and means of     
     inducing their toxic effects, EPA cannot select one most sensitive species.
      What EPA does require is that the data from the most sensitive species    
     tested be used in determining reasonable potential and compliance with the 
     WET permit limits, since reasonable potential and compliance must be       
     assessed using all species tested.  Also, a State or Tribe may select test 
     species to reflect the local aquatic community to more accurately reflect  
     the sensitivity of the most sensitive species in that waterbody.  Some     
     commenters recommended the use of rainbow trout in the WET tests.  EPA     
     defers to the States and Tribes to determine if the rainbow trout is an    
     appropriate species to use in conducting WET tests for a given waterbody.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2742.610
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .610 is imbedded in comment .609.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The GLI should identify by name the above species for inclusion in WET    
     testing. It should also indicate that rainbow trout are to be included in  
     WET testing.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.610     
     
     See comment P2742.609 for a discussion of the use of the most sensitive    
     species.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2742.611
     Cross Ref 1: cc/TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Although we support the inclusion of load limits in NPDES permits, we  
     urge EPA to improve mechanisms to further limit and ultimately eliminate   
     the discharge of BCCs to the Great Lakes System.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.611     
     
     EPA agrees that additional measures need to be undertaken to further reduce
     BCCs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2742.612
     Cross Ref 1: cc/ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These mechanisms should include immediate reductions in the use of dilution
     to calculate WLAs for BCCs, particularly for WLAs for human health         
     toxicants that presently rely on a large dilution flow-the harmonic mean-to
     derive the WLA and associated effluent limits.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.612     
     
     Mechanisms for reducing the use of dilution to calculate WLAs for BCCs are 
     addressed in the TMDL and Reasonable Potential portions of the Guidance.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2742.613
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other approaches, such as more stringent technology-based limits and       
     requirements for source reduction/pollution prevention will also be        
     necessary to ultimately achieve load reductions and elimination for BCCs.  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.613     
     
     EPA agrees that control of BCCs will likely require pollution prevention   
     and other means to achieve the necessary load reductions necessary to meet 
     the WQBELs.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2742.614
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         The proposed requirement for including mass-based WQBELs in permits    
     should be retained and should not be restricted to persistent or           
     bioaccumulative pollutants.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.614     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2742.615
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the GLI does not directly address wet weather events, this        
     omission must be dealt with immediately through "Round 2" of the GLI.      
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     Response to: P2742.615     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.616
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         We strongly support the general concept included in this section that  
     innovative and aggressive approaches must be utilized to ensure that a     
     discharger is in compliance with the WQBEL, when the WQBEL is not          
     detectable by standardized test methods based on the ML or associated      
     parameters.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.616     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.617
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         We also support many of the other requirements in Procedure 8.         
     Specifically, we support the requirement for WQBEL inclusion in the permit 
     when it is less than the detection limit.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.617     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
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     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.618
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although we do not oppose the use of the compliance evaluation level (CEL) 
     in permits as indicators of analytical technique reliability, we           
     unequivocally oppose the use of CEL for the purpose for which they are     
     proposed in the GLI. Procedure 8's language that "any discharge of a       
     pollutant in amounts greater than or equal to the daily CEL for that       
     pollutant is an exceedance" begs the question: are discharges below the    
     CEL, yet above the WQBEL also considered to be enforceable exceedances? By 
     omitting any discussion on this scenario, EPA makes the CEL the de facto   
     effluent limitation.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.618     
     
     See responses to comments P2574.115 and P2576.029, as wellas the SID on    
     WQBELs Below the Level of Quantification, sections 1 and 2.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.619
     Cross Ref 1: cc/REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Any proposal that treats analytical limits of detection (or            
     quantification) as de facto effluent limitations violated CWA Section      
     301(b)(1)(C). Moreover, any such proposal that purports to protect         
     dischargers from citizen-enforcement actions for discharges above WQBELs,  
     albeit below the LOD/LOQ, violates CWA Section 505, which authorizes such  
     actions.                                                                   
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     Response to: P2742.619     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.620
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         We endorse inclusion of WQBELs (water quality based effluent limits) in
     permits even though they may be below specified analytical levels of       
     detection. We oppose the use of CEL (compliance evaluation levels) as de   
     facto effluent limitations. The final GLI should explicitly provide that   
     notwithstanding the CEL, a discharge of a pollutant above the WQBEL is     
     subject to governmental or citizen-initiated enforcement actions.          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.620     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.621
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         In addition, there are other means for assessing compliance with WQBELs
     when they are below analytical limits of detection. Recent developments on 
     semi-permeable membrane devices (SPMDs) are an example. In this technology,
     semi-permeable membrane devices filled with triolein (a natural fish lipid)
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     are suspended in effluent or receiving waters and are allowed to take up   
     lipophilic contaminants. Prest et al. (1992) demonstrated their SPMDs were 
     as efficient as bivalves in the uptake of these substances and that the    
     SPMDs did not degrade residues metabolically.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.621     
     
     See response to comment P2742.622.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.622
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         These and other new technologies offer a surrogate means to monitor    
     trace quantities of BCCs and to measure the parent compounds in effluent   
     before metabolic and environmental alterations by resident wildlife. These 
     devices also offer a means to test influent waters.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.622     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.623
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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         Because alternative monitoring techniques exist that are more sensitive
     than instrumental analyses, we believe that when a pollutant is determined 
     to be accumulating in fish tissue or tissues of other aquatic biota, the   
     discharger should be considered out of compliance with the permit, even    
     though detections of the pollutant above the CEL may not have occurred.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.623     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.624
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         WQBEL violations detected via biomonioring or other reliable, indirect 
     techniques must be subject to governmental or citizen-initiated            
     enforcement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.624     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.625
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA should work cooperatively with dischargers and the U.S. Fish and   
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     Wildlife Service to develop the semi-permeable membrane device (SPMD)      
     technologies more thoroughly and to develop a standardized SPMD-based      
     monitoring protocol to assist dischargers in estimating the impacts of     
     their effluent on wildlife and obligate aquatic species, pursuant to       
     proposed Procedure 8.G.3.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.625     
     
     EPA agrees that work should continue on developing SPMD technologies.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.626
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         Procedure 9 must be revised to define a "reasonable period of time" as 
     one year (not "three years") for complying with Tier I criteria or Tier II 
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.626     
     
     EPA has revised the final Guidance to allow a maximum of five year         
     compliance schedules in limited circumstances.  However, the Agency has    
     emphasized that permitting authorities, based on their discretion, should  
     consider shorter periods of time, or alternatively, not allow compliance   
     schedules.  If a permit grants a schedule of compliance where the need for 
     a schedule has not been substantiated, the permit would be objectionable.  
     EPA has review authority to ensure that the additional time period is      
     "reasonable" and not based upon a standard practice of granting additional 
     time which equates to the remaining term of the permit.  The burden is on  
     the permit applicant to justify a compliance schedule.  See the SID,       
     Section VIII.I ("Compliance Schedules").P2742.626                          
                                                                                
     EPA emphasized in the final guidance that the three-year is a "maximum" and
     that permitting authorities, based on their discretion, should consider    
     shorter periods of time, or alternatively, not allow compliance schedules. 
     If a permit grants a schedule of compliance where the need for a schedule  
     has not been substantiated, the permit would be objectionable.  EPA has    
     review authority to ensure that the additional time period is "reasonable" 
     and not based upon a standard practice of granting additional time which   
     equates to the remaining term of the permit.  The burden is on the permit  
     applicant to justify a compliance schedule.                                
                                                                                
     EPA's decision to maintain a three year maximum duration for compliance    
     schedules for limitations based on post 1977 Tier I criterion, Tier II     
     values, whole effluent criteria, or narrative criteria requirements is     
     reasonable.  The general provision for compliance schedules of up to, but  
     no longer than, three years reflects EPA's judgment of a reasonable time   

Page 9794



$T044618.TXT
     frame based on analogous provisions in the CWA, and on EPA's experience.   
     For example, section 301(b)(2) (C) - (F) of the Act provided that various  
     technology-based effluent limitations shall be complied with as            
     expeditiously as possible but no later than three years after effluent     
     limitation guidelines are promulgated and in no case later than 1989.      
     Similarly, section 304(l) provides that sources shall comply with          
     individual control strategies (water- quality based requirements) within   
     three years.  Accordingly, EPA believes that the three year duration       
     selected for the final Guidance is consistent with what is typically       
     allowed under the CWA.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2742.627
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA conducted a detailed analysis of anticipated costs of the GLI to       
     industries and cities in the Great Lakes Basin.  It selected 59 facilities 
     and reviewed how the GLI would alter their operations.                     
                                                                                
     This study, conducted by EPA contractors, has been criticized by some who  
     claim it overestimates pollution prevention opportunities and              
     underestimates compliance costs (e.g., DRI/McGraw-Hill 1993).  Yet a       
     thorough analysis by the Michigan Department of Natural Resources (MDNR    
     1993)(1) found the opposite.                                               
     -------------------                                                        
     (1) This study is attached as a supporting document.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.627     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2742.628
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA's study(1) like any economic analysis of environmental costs and       
     benefits, is flawed and subject to legitimate criticism.  We are           
     particularly dispappointed that the benefits of the GLI received such short
     shrift in EPA's analysis.                                                  
     ------------------------                                                   
     (1) EPA conducted a detailed analysis of anticipated costs of the GLI to   
     industries and cities in the Great Lakes Basin.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.628     
     
     See response to comment P2607.026.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2742.629
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are aware of the intractable problems in attempting to accurately       
     quantify benefits of environmental improvements, such as will result from  
     the GLI.  Nevertheless, the myriad benefits that will accrue from the GLI  
     must at the least be subjectively acknowledged.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.629     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017, D2721.040 and P2607.026.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2742.630
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no convincing evidence that environmental regulations have harmed 
     the Great Lakes region's economy or that cost estimates from GLI opponents 
     are accurate.  There is no evidence to suggest that the GLI-the next giant 
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     step toward restoring and protecting the Great Lakes-will have dire        
     economic consequences.  The evidence demonstrates that environmental       
     regulations have no discernable impact on a state's economic condition.    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.630     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2742.631
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Neither costs nor benefits of the GLI can be accurately or fully predicted.
     Costs, however, are easier to estimate in dollar terms.  Based on the range
     of estimates that have beenpredicted, including EPA's analysis, it is      
     apparent that the GLI will not be an onerous burden on this region's       
     economy.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.631     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2742.632
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Benefits of the GLI are far more difficult to measure, and the value of    
     many benefits is virtually impossible to translate into dollar terms.      
     Nevertheless, the value of improving the quality of the Great Lakes        
     Ecosystem is as real as the value of our own health and happiness.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.632     
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     See response to comment G2571.024a.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.633
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted as soon as possible because it is a giant step     
     forward in efforts to protect the Great Lakes and fulfill promises of the  
     U.S.-Canada Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement and the Great Lakes        
     Governors' Toxic Substances Control Agreement.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.633     
     
     EPA agrees that States and Tribes should adopt provisions consistent with  
     the Guidance as soon as possible.  EPA has reviewed the steps States,      
     Tribes, and EPA must take to develop, adopt, approve, and if necessary     
     disapprove and promulgate the Guidance, however, and has concluded that it 
     would not be possible nor practical to complete these steps in less time   
     than the two years specified in section 118(c)(2)(C) of the CWA.  EPA has  

�     therefore not shortened the deadline in the final  132.5(a). EPA          
     encourages States and Tribes to accelerate their adoption and submission   
     processes as much as possible, and as discussed further in section II.D of 
     the SID, EPA Regional Offices will work with States and Tribes to          
     facilitate early adoption and approval where possible.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.634
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI properly recognizes the Great Lakes Ecosystem as a uniquely fragile
     international treasure, meriting special regional regulations that may be  
     more stringent than national regulations.  The GLI properly recognizes the 
     particular sensitivity of the Great Lakes Ecosystem to adverse effects from
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     persistent and bioaccumulative pollutants.  These fundamental premises of  
     the GLI must be retained, despite challenges from critics of the GLI who   
     would prefer to have the Great Lakes treated as just another group of      
     lakes.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.634     
     
     EPA agrees that the Great Lakes are unique.  For detailed information,     
     please refer to section I.A of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.635
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must be adopted because it will reduce by about 80 percent the     
     dumping of toxic pollutants by cities and industries into the Great Lakes. 
     The GLI should retain proposed critieria and procedures at least as        
     stringent as the published draft, to ensure needed reductions in toxic     
     pollution from industry and city wastewater pipes.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.635     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.636
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should expand the Preamble discussions as we have noted to include (1) 
     the historic and international role of the Great Lakes in the forefront of 
     efforts to restore and protect our Nation's waters and related resources   
     and (2) the emerging understanding of cancer and non-cancer risks of human 
     exposure to Great Lakes environmental contaminants.                        
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     Response to: P2742.636     
     
     See Section I of the SID.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.637
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The discussion in the Preamble regarding the Great Lakes Water Quality     
     Agreement should be revised to reflect that the water quality standards    
     proposed in the GLI for persistent toxic substances are to be adopted as   
     interim standards only.  The ultimate strategy for these compounds is      
     virtual elimination, which will be addressed by EPA as part of the Great   
     Lakes Toxics Reductions Initiative.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.637     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.D and II of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2742.638
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not use as a fundamental assumption an imminent revision of the 
     US-Canada Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA).  The draft GLI must 
     be revised, as necessary, so that its numeric criteria and provisions are  
     at least as stringent as the current plain language of the  GLWQA.  After  
     final approval of the GLI, EPA should proceed with consulatation pursuant  
     to the Supplement to Annex 1 of the GLWQA to seek appropriate modifications
     to Specific Objectives of the GLWQA.                                       
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     Response to: P2742.638     
     
     EPA did not rely upon an imminent revision of the GLWQA as a fundamental   
     assumption in developing the final Guidance.  EPA is, however, working with
     Canada to address all sources of pollution on both the U.S. and Canadian   
     sides of the System.  For a discussion of the current status of            
     negotiations between the U.S. and Canada on these issues, see response to  
     comment number D605.042.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2742.639
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should expand the Preamble discussion to describe those requirements of
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement that are not being implemented in  
     the proposed GLI, including virtual elimination and implementation         
     procesures for nonpoint sources of pollution.  EPA should describe its     
     plans for addressing these deficiencies in future rule-makings, guidance or
     other programs that may result from the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction       
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.639     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.640
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI final rule must include regulatory text to address additivity of   
     the toxic effects of pollutants.  The GLI must include a variety of        
     specific procedures that assume dose additivity in the absence of          
     information on specific mixtures.  Additivity should be assumed for a      
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     variety of toxic effects in addition to cancer.  Our specific              
     recommendations on these issues are noted below in the respective sections.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.640     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2742.641
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must revise the GLI to recognize that the challenge of fully           
     implementing the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement is not complete. EPA  
     should spell out its plans for implementing a program to sunset the most   
     dangerous persistent toxic cyhemicals and to development implementation    
     procedures for controls on nonpoint sources of toxic pollutants as part of 
     the Great Lakes Toxics Reductions Initiative.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.641     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance satisfies the requirements of the Clean Water    
     Act, Great Lakes Critical Programs Act and Great Lakes Water Quality       
     Agreement for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the
     SID and supporting documents.  EPA has also undertaken the Great Lakes     
     Toxic Reduction Effort (GLTRE) which includes a virtual elimination        
     project.  For a discussion on how the Gidance complements ongoing Great    
     Lakes program efforts, including the GLTRE, see Sections I.C and I.D of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2742.642
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Regulation's definition of "adverse effects" must be revised to        
     explicitly include transgenerational, reproductive and developmental       
     effects.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.642     
     
     See response to P2742.236                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2742.643
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes Tribes should be given all rights afforded States in the GLI.  
     Tribal viewpoints must be sought and considered on all major EPA           
     initiatives in the Great Lakes System.  EPA should exercise even greater   
     sensitivity in revising the draft GLI to ensure that Tribes are not        
     included as an after-thought in references to the "States," where the      
     Tribes' unique legal status may require recognition in GLI language.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.643     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance gives the same rights to both States and    
     Tribes.  For a full discussion on the Guidance provisions and their        
     adoption by Great Lakes States and Tribes, see Section II.D of the SID.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2742.644
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA should make a priority the funding of technical assistance to the      
     Tribes for administration of Clean Water Act programs. Funding agreements  
     should provide latitude to accommodate Tribal approaches to protecting     
     Great Lakes resources under their jurisdiction.  EPA should be respectful  
     of the reality of Tribal governments.  EPA should cooperate with individual
     Tribes on a true government-to-government basis.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.644     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance gives the same rights to both States and    
     Tribes.  See responses to comment numbers P2742.643 and P2742.139.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2742.645
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI Regulation should be amended to require that new Tier I criteria       
     calculated or approved by EPA must be periodically added to Tables 1       
     through 4, and must be incorporated into State/Tribal water quality        
     standards upon regular triennial reviews.  In paraticular, additional      
     wildlife criteria should be developed (Table 4) by EPA as soon as possible.
     However, formal adoption into State/Tribal standards should not delay      
     interim use of derived criteria.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.645     
     
     Please see response to comment G1740.003.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.646
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include a formal process for EPA to review critieria        
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     triennially, so that new science can be inserted into criteria and the GLI 
     revised expeditiously.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.646     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.647
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain the two-tiered approach, which is a fundamental      
     improvement to water quality management of the Great Lakes System.  It is  
     based on common sense and state-of-the-art science; its basic premises are 
     beyond debate.  It properly shifts the burden of proof to dischargers and  
     requires they demonstrate that their discharges will not damage the health 
     of people and wildlife, as well as fish and other aquatic life.  It is an  
     important step towards implementing the "reverse onus" recommendations of  
     the International Joint Commission, pursuant to the Great Lakes Water      
     Quality Agreement.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.647     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2742.648
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of a Tier II value whould not be delayed for additional     
     studies by a discharger except when a State/Tribe is convinced that there  
     is reasonable basis to believe that additional studies would result in     
     significantly less stringent permit requirements for a discharger.         
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     Response to: P2742.648     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2742.649
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should specify a two-year limit for agencies or dischargers to     
     develop data necessary to calculate a Tier II value for any toxic pollutant
     where sufficient data are not available. Where a State/Tribe or EPA has    
     reason to believe that adverse effects may be occurring from any on-going  
     discharge, discharge of teh pollutant should be prohibited.  In any event, 
     absent such data after two years, discharge of teh pollutant should be     
     prohibited.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.649     
     
     Please see response to comment D2823.106.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.650
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to require States to adopt GLI Regulations into their       
     progreams as a condition of administering the Clean Water Act is essential 
     for the GLI to meet the spirit and plain language of the Great Lakes       
     Critical Programs Act mandating that States adopt the GLI within two years 
     after final approval by EPA of the GLI. We support EPA's proposal.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.650     
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     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.651
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Use attainability analyses and State/Tribal use designations should not be 
     allowed to be used to change discharge requirements, based on site-specific
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.651     
     
     See response to: P2742.158                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.652
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should delete chlorine and ammonia from the Table 5 list of "excluded  
     pollutants" and add these chemicals to Table 6 (Pollutants of initial focus
     in the GLI).                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.652     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
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     Comment ID: P2742.653
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5.D (section 132) must explicitly require States/Tribes to       
     regulate and obtain discharge and toxicity data from dischargers of any    
     toxic pollutant reasonably expected to be in a wastewater effluent, whether
     or not it is listed in Table 6 as a "pollutant of initial focus."          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.653     
     
     EPA believes that it is appropriate to restrict the requirements to        
     generate Tier II toxicity data in specified circumstances to the pollutants
     in Table 6 for the reasons discussed in sections II.C.10 and VIII.E of the 
     SID.  Pollutants not listed in Table 6 remain, however, fully subject to   
     all applicable requirements under the CWA and corresponding State or Tribal
     activities, including adoption and implementation of all necessary numeric 
     and narrative water quality criteria and data generation provisions.  See  
     Supplementary Information Document, Section II Regulatory Requirements,    
     Section C.10 Pollutants of Initial Focus.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.654
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following list of chemicals should be considered for addition to the   
     GLI Regulation as "pollutants of initial focus" (Table 6). Of these, we    
     recommend that the following six chemicals (marked by an asterisk below) be
     added to Table 6 now because of their widespread use and/or risks to the   
     Great Lakes System: ammonia, atrazine, chlorine, polybrominated biphenyls, 
     polychlorinated dibenzofurans and tributyl tin.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.654     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.655
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All chemicals identified in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA)
     as "hazardous polluting substances" (GLWQA Appendix 1 OF Annex 10) should  
     be added to the GLI Regulation Table 6 as "pollutants of initial focus."   
     The Regulation also would mandate periodic review of "potential hazardous  
     polluting substances" (pursuant to the GLWQA Appendix 2 of Annex 10) for   
     possible transfer to GLWQA Appendix 1 and addition to GLI Table 6.         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.655     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.656
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed Table 6 list of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCCs)   
     should be expanded by definition to include all persistent substances with 
     half-lives greater than eight weeks in any medium-water, air, sediment,    
     soil or biota.  The GLI's special focus on BCCs should be re-focussed on   
     all persistent toxic substances (which include BCCs) consistent with the   
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.656     
     
     See response to: P2976.025                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
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     Comment ID: P2742.657
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should consider including dichlorophenols and tolvene as               
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern in Table 6.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.657     
     
     See response to: P2742.181                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.658
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should highlight particular concern about the discharge to the     
     Great Lakes System of any Ah+ receptor-active compounds.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.658     
     
     See response to: P2742.183                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.659
     Cross Ref 1: cc: OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     All pollutants of concern should be screened for estrogenicity by testing  
     for cell proliferative effects of chemicals.  For those that are           
     biologically active, no discharge to the environment should be permitted.  
     Further, lack of estrogenicity does not ensure transgenerational effects   
     will not occur.  Therefore, testing for transgenerational effects (of at   
     least three generations) also should be required.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.659     
     
     See response to: P2742.184                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2742.660
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI Regulation should mandate routine, periodic review by EPA of Table 
     6 for pollutants that should be added, changed or deleted. Structure       
     activity relationship information, estrogenicity screens and               
     multi-generational testing must be part of this review by EPA.             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.660     
     
     See response to comment P2742.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.661
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should prepare a simple diagram showing timelines for implementation of
     teh proposed GLI, including variable schedules for dischargers to comply   
     with GLI standards.                                                        
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     Response to: P2742.661     
     
     EPA has not prepared such a diagram, since the exact implementation steps  
     and time sequencing may vary significantly from State to State to reflect  
     differences in what each State will need to do to adopt provisions         
     consistent with the final Guidance.  Nevertheless, EPA recognizes the      
     importance of coordinating the implementation of the Guidance, and will be 
     working through EPA Regional Offices with States to develop joint schedules
     for specific steps to meet the requirements of section 132.5 in adopting   
     provisions consistent with the final Guidance. In addition, EPA will work  
     with dischargers and other members of the public to facilitate clear       
     understanding of steps needed to implement the final Guidance.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.662
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must make it clear that proposed phase-in periods for implementing     
     certain GLI standards (e.g., the ban on mixing zones for bioaccumulative   
     chemicals of concern) are dated from the time of final federal approval of 
     the GLI, not the date of State/Tribal final adoptions.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.662     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  Section 118(c)(2)(C) requires States
     to adopt provisions consistent with the final Guidance by no later than two
     years from date of publication, or be subject to EPA promulgation within   
     that two-year period. Because the provisions will not be effective until   
     they are promulgated by a State, Tribe, or Federal agency, EPA believes    
     that it is reasonable to delay the computation of any phase-in period until
     the statutory deadline for such promulgation. Accordingly, all phase-in    
     periods and similar provisions that distinguish between activities         
     occurring before or after a specified date (e.g., the definition of "new   
     Great Lakes discharger") are calculated from the date two years after      
     publication of this final Guidance.                                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.663
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must clarify that the 18 month deadline for adoption of the GLI by 
     the Great Lakes Tribes in no way limits any Tribes' rights or time limits  
     to seek qualification for "treatment as a State" under 40 CFR 131, nor     
     subsequently administer provisions of the GLI.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.663     
     
     EPA agrees that the provisions of part 132, including the submission       

�     deadlines in  132.5, in no way limit any Tribe's rights or time limits to 
     seek qualification to administer water quality standards or NPDES programs.
      EPA has modified the definition of "Great Lakes States and Great Lakes    
     Tribes" to clarify that an Indian Tribe in the Great Lakes basin would be a
     "Great Lakes Tribe" subject to the provisions of the final Guidance only if
     EPA has approved water quality standards for the Tribe, or if EPA has      
     authorized the Tribe to administer an NPDES program.  See section II.D.3 of
     the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2742.664
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An expanded initiative to empower Great Lakes Tribes in pursuing and       
     carrying out their own environmental protection aims must be undertaken. A 
     more meaningful approach to providing needed funding to Tribes must be     
     developed, so administration of teh GLI by the Great Lakes Tribes Becomes  
     feasible.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.664     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance gives the same rights to both States and    
     Tribes.  See responses to comment numbers P2742.643 and P2742.139.  Section
     518 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes how Tribes may be treated in  
     the same manner as States for CWA programs.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2742.665
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should strictly interpret the "consistent with" requirements of the    
     Great Lakes Critical Programs Act so that the burden is on the State/Tribes
     to justify any deviations from the GLI language and such justification must
     be subject to public review and comment. The GLI should include clear      
     direction that States must retain existing numeric water quality criteria  
     and procedures where they are more stringent than final GLI numeric        
     criteria and procedures. This is mandated by the U.S.-Canada objective of  
     continual progress toward zero discharge, as outlined in the Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Agreement and the U.S. Clean Water Act.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.665     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2742.666
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain and expand, wherever possible, opportunities to      
     incorporate new scientific findings, especially including field-derived    
     data, into development of water quality criteria and values and subsequent 
     development of permit limits by regulators.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.666     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: P2742.667
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service on all 
     aspects of the GLI should be clarified by EPA after response by the Service
     to the draft GLI. EPA should consult pursuant to the Endangered Species Act
     concerning approval of State/Tribal regulations and policies on            
     implementing the GLI as provided for in the renegotiated Memorandum of     
     Understanding with the Department of the Interior.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.667     
     
     See response to: P2742.200                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2742.668
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aquatic criteria development should be based on total forms of pollutants, 
     such as metals, not the so-called "bioavailable" component of teh          
     pollutants.  In general, we support EPA's proposed water effects ratio     
     approach.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.668     
     
     The criteria for metals in Tables 1 and 2 of the proposed rule were        
     expressed as total recoverable concentrations.  Subsequent to the proposal,
     EPA issued a memorandum to all EPA Regional Water Management Division      
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).  The     
     memorandum covered a number of areas including the expression of aquatic   
     life criteria.  For the expression of aquatic life metals criteria, the    
     memorandum recommended that State water quality standards be based on      
     dissolved metals because dissolved metal concentrations more closely       
     approximate the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than    
     does total recoverable metal concentrations.  However, because the present 
     National aquatic life criteria were expressed as total recoverable         
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     measurements, it is necessary to use a conversion factor to convert the    
     total recoverable metal concentrations to equivalent dissolved metal       
     concentrations.  Conversion factors are based on information contained in  
     the document Results of Simulation Tests Concerning the Percent Dissolved  
     Metal in Freshwater Toxicity Tests (Stephan, 1995).                        
                                                                                
     In response to the comment, EPA disagrees that there is insufficient       
     analytical data available on free dissolved concentrations of contaminants,
     where the contaminant is a metal.  In general, the dissolved metal fraction
     more closely approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water  
     column than does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are        
     designed to protect aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The     
     primary mechanism for water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill      
     surface which requires metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the  
     dissolved form of the metal will, therefore, better approximate the        
     toxicity to the aquatic organism.                                          
                                                                                
     This does not suggest, however, that the expression of metals criteria as  
     total recoverable is not scientifically defensible, nor does this imply    
     that State and Tribes are required to adopt the dissolved metals criteria. 
     Although EPA expresses criteria as dissolved metal concentrations in the   
     final Guidance, EPA realizes that there may be situations, such as concern 
     about potential impacts of contaminated sediments or about food chain      
     effects, where a State or Tribe believes the expression of metals criteria 
     as total recoverable is preferable.  EPA will still allow States and Tribes
     the flexibility to adopt total recoverable criteria for metals as stated in
     the memorandum issued to all EPA Regional Water Management Division        
     Directors providing policy and guidance on the interpretation and          
     implementation of aquatic life criteria for the management of metals (The  
     Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on Interpretation and        
     Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 1, 1993).          
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
     Conversion factors for the proposed total recoverable metals criteria were 
     derived and publicly noticed on August 30, 1994 (59FR44678).  EPA adjusted 
     these conversion factors and used them to convert the proposed criteria    
     from total recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations for the  
     final Guidance. EPA will promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1  
     and 2 of part 132 for States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals
     criteria.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2742.669
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States/Tribes must be required to apply Tier II values where "outdated"    
     national criteria exist but have not been adopted as Tier I criteria in the
     GLI.                                                                       
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     Response to: P2742.669     
     
     EPA agrees that States and Tribes must use the Tier II methodology where   
     EPA has not promulgated a Tier I criteria for the Great Lakes.  EPA has    
     decided not to promulgate Tier I criteria for several chemicals for which  
     it previously promulgated national criteria.  EPA believes that the Tier II
     aquatic life methodology offers some significant practical benefits for    
     both the regulated community and the States and Tribes.  For the regulated 
     community, the chemical-specific Tier II approach offers the advantage of  
     allowing the permittee to focus immediately on a single contaminant for the
     purposes of designing effluent treatment.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA continues to believe that (in the absence of Tier I criteria) the use  
     of the Tier II methodology is important for deriving Tier II values to     
     determine whether a pollutant has the reasonable potential to exceed a     
     Water Quality-Based Effluent Limit (WQBEL) and to set permit limits when   
     necessary.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.670
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should revise proposed GLI criteria to include national criteria in all
     cases where the national criteria are more stringent than GLI-derived      
     criteria or values.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.670     
     
     EPA continues to believe that the differences in Great Lakes Tier I        
     criteria for cadmium, chromium(III) and zinc that are less stringent than  
     national criteria for the same pollutants are minor. EPA believes that the 
     Great Lakes criteria are more appropriate because they are based on more   
     recent data.                                                               
                                                                                
     Although the difference between the GLI chronic mercury criterion and      
     current national criterion is larger, EPA continues to believe that overall
     protection to the Great Lakes will not be reduced. Human Health and        
     wildlife criteria for mercury are more stringent than the final aquatic    
     life mercury criteria.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
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     Comment ID: P2742.671
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must revise proposed GLI criteria to include Great Lakes Water Quality 
     Agreement Annex 1 values in all cases where they are more stringent than   
     GLI-derived criteria or values.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.671     
     
     See the discussion of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement in Section   
     III.E. of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2742.672
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should note that the proposed criteria for Tier I persistent chemicals 
     are proposed as interim values only, in conformance with the Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Agreement's goals of virtual elimination.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.672     
     
     The water quality criteria are not interim values.  Criteria can affect WLA
     related decisions (such as a goal of virtual elimination), but WLA         
     decisions do not affect criteria.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2742.673
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain its innovative approach to dentifying bioaccumulative
     chemicals of concern through calculation of bioaccumulation factors, and   
     retain special restrictions agains the discharge of such pollutants. Such  
     restrictions are essential due to the long retention time of pollution in  
     the Great Lakes; current restrictions only deal with pollutants' abilities 
     to bioconcentrate from direct exposure and not their capabilities to       
     bioaccumulate in the food chain of the Great Lakes Ecosystem.              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.673     
     
     Although EPA has made some modifications to the proposed methodology, it   
     has continued to use BAFs in the designation of BCCs and retained special  
     restrictions against the discharge of such pollutants.                     
                                                                                
     Bioaccumulation is what occurs in nature, and is what determines the total 
     concentration of chemicals in aquatic organisms that are consumed by humans
     and wildlife.  For some chemicals the biomagnification of a chemical       
     through the food chain can be significant.  Using BCFs, which only account 
     for exposure from the ambient water, could substantially underestimate the 
     potential exposure to humans and wildlife for some of these chemicals and  
     result in criteria or values which are underprotective.  The use of BAFs,  
     which account for uptake from all sources, will ensure that the potential  
     exposure from these chemicals is adequately accounted for in the derivation
     of human health and wildlife criteria.  Using BAFs is the most             
     comprehensive and scientifically valid approach.                           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.674
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should define bioaccumulative chemicals of concern as those with a 
     bioaccumulation factor of 250(not 1,000) or greater.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.674     
     
     See response to: P2742.045                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2742.675
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly endorse the use of predicted bioconcentration factors (BCFs) in
     the definition of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, including future   
     additions to the list, in the absence of valid field data.  However, we    
     recommend that EPA provide more specific guidance in defining appropriate  
     situations in which a field-derived bioaccumulation factor or one based on 
     a measured BCF should be used.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.675     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter.  EPA has modified the definition of 
     BCC in the final Guidance to provide that the minimum BAF information      
     needed to define an organic chemical as a BCC is either a field-measured   
     BAF or a BAF derived form the BSAF methodology.  BSAFs are developed using 
     field data.  For similar reasons, the final Guidance provides that the     
     minimum BAF data needed to define an inorganic chemical, including an      
     organometal, as a BCC ia either a field-measured BAF or a                  
     laboratory-measured BCF.  See Section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of the issue.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.676
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include Trophic Level 5, and an additional uncertainty      
     factor, for protection of wildlife, such as bald eagles and other birds of 
     prey, that feed at least partially on fish-eating birds.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.676     
     
     Please refer to comment D1996.015 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/WL
     Comment ID: P2742.677
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following language should be included: "Field-measured bioaccumulation 
     factors (BAFs) should be based on the species being evaluated or its       
     closest relative in the Great Lakes System for which there are             
     field-verified data.  Alternatively, the concentration of the substance    
     calculated that a wildlife species will accumulate may be estimated from   
     the concentrations found in the fish consumed by that wild species         
     multiplied by the BAF corrected for selective bioaccumulation (if any) from
     its aquatic-source food to another predatior among the closest relatives to
     the species under consideration." (For example, one may calculate an       
     expected final contaminant concentration in Forsters tern tissue based on  
     common tern data, provided that one knows the contaminant concentrations in
     teh Forsters terns' forage and the concentrations found in the common      
     terns' forage and tissues.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.677     
     
     Please refer to comments P2576.135 and D1996.015 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/WL           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2742.678
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should retain a consistent Great Lakes System-wide lipid value for 
     development of criteria.  EPA should develop an adequate data set for lipid
     levels in species of fish consumed by special populations of fish consumers
     at risk in the Great Lakes Basin; a lipid level at the 90th percentile of  
     these data should be adopted to protect these populations.  Absent such    
     data, to be protective of these groups a standard lipid value of 6.9       
     percent should be used for derivation of BAFs for use in devloping human   
     health criteria based on salmonids, which are the primary management       
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     targets for the Great Lakes sport fishery.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.678     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.679
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support the use of food chain multipliers in the GLI.  The FCMs
     developed from Thomann's work are the product of a comprehensive, Great    
     Lakes-specific model.  It is the best procedure available and should be    
     utilized by the GLI.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.679     
     
     See response to comment P2742.216                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.680
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For superlipophilic compounds, the proposed default FCM value of 1 will not
     always be appropriate and should be set much higher.  Generally, the       
     default FCM for birds and mammals from their aquatic forage species should 
     be set in the 30 to 40 range in the absence of a species-specific          
     estimates.  Furthermore, when only a total PCB, total of DDT Homologues,   
     total PCDF, PCDT, PCN OR PCDD value is known for these chemical classes in 
     the species being evaluated for a wildlife value, we recommend that the FCM
     be increased further to account for selective bioaccumulation of the most  
     toxic congeners from the chemical classes.                                 
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     Response to: P2742.680     
     
     See reponse to comment G2630.028.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2742.681
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No adjustment of BAFs for metabolism should be included in the GLI because 
     no reliable methods are available to predict potential decreases and       
     increases in toxicity due to metabolism of pollutants.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.681     
     
     See IV.B.5 of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2742.682
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposed approaches for relaxing the predicted BAFs based on         
     bioavailability are not appropriate.  We believe that there presently is an
     insufficient amount of information to accurately assess the question of    
     bioavailability of toxic organic compounds and recommend that addition of  
     this potential adjustment to the calculation of BAFs be dropped from       
     current consideration.  The question of bioavailability of toxic organic   
     compounds requires extensive additional research before meaningful use can 
     be made of this concept for all categories of materials.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.682     
     
     EPA does not believe that predicted BAFs based on bioavailability are not  
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     appropriate.  EPA believes that using the bioavailable fraction of the     
     chemical in the ambient water would more accurately reflect the fraction of
     the total chemical available to bioaccumulate in the biota.  In the final  
     Guidance, EPA set forth the equation from which the fraction of the        
     chemical that is freely dissolved in the water can be calculated using the 
     Kow for the chemical and the DOC and POC in the water.  EPA acknowledges   
     that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is difficult to      
     measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or estimated and    
     used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2742.683
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should base the proposed GLI on this simple premise: "People should be 
     able to eat as much fish from the Great Lakes System as their tastes,      
     recreation, culture or subsistence needs dictate and be able to consume    
     these fish without having to worry about what risks that diet may bring to 
     themselves or their offspring."                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.683     
     
     See response to comment D2714.032.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.684
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI generally should be based on the premise of protecting the 90th    
     percentile of fish consumption among sport anglers, Native Americans and   
     other special populations at risk.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.684     
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     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.685
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Organoleptic criteria specific for the Great Lakes should be included in   
     the GLI and should reflect the minimum values outlined in the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Agreement and the best scientific judgement for each of the  
     compounds of concern.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.685     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2742.686
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's cancer risk level should be changed to 1 in 1,000,000 (1 x       
     10(exp-6).                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.686     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR

Page 9825



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: P2742.687
     Cross Ref 1: cc: HHT2 NCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should specify in the methodology a longer list of deleterious effects 
     that non-cancer criteria should protect against.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.687     
     
     See response to P2742.244                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.688
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should explicitly require an uncertainty adjustment factor in          
     developing acceptable daily exposure values to protect sensitive           
     subpopulations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.688     
     
     See response to D2717.012.  Sensitive individuals will be protected by the 
     use of the intraspecies uncertainty factor.                                
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA requires the derivation of site-specific criteria to      
     provide additional protection appropriate for highly exposed subpopulations
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.689
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IRIS (Integrated Risk Information System) data should be used only as a    
     starting point for the GLI's intent to protect "sensitive subgroups"       
     against health risks from exposure to environmental pollutants in the Great
     Lakes System.  Additional data, especially concerning exposure risks to    
     children, women and other sensitive subgroups, must be utilized as soon as 
     it becomes available to States/Tribes in setting criteria and values and   
     NPDES permit limits.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.689     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.  Also note that EPA defines a reference dose  
     (RfD) as an estimate (with uncertainty spanning perhaps an order of        
     magnitude) of a daily exposure to the human population (including sensitive
     subgroups) that is likely to be without appreciable risk of deleterious    
     effects during a lifetime. Thus, criteria or values based on EPA RfDs are  
     considered protective of sensitive individuals.  EPA also agrees that if   
     new data becomes available regarding risks to sensitive subgroups, it      
     should be evaluated in developing or reassessing and RfD.                  
                                                                                
     Where sensitivity is due to higher fish consumption rate, see Section      
     VIII.5.a for details on site-specific criterion derivation. The final      
     Guidance states that: Human health criteria or values shall be modified on 
     a site-specific basis to provide additional protection appropriate for     
     highly exposed subpopulations.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.690
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should use a human body weight approximating women of 55 kg (121   
     lb), not an average weight for all adults of 70 kg (154 lb), for the       
     development of human health criteria and values for pollutants with        
     potential to cause transgenerational effects or that elicit estrogenicity. 
     To further protect children, an additional uncertainty factor should be    
     used in calculation of HCVs and HNVs for these chemicals to adjust for     
     childhood sensitivity.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.690     
     
     See response to D605.055                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.691
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should acknowledge increased risks from potential interactions between 
     chlorine added to public water systems and pollutants in the raw waters,   
     even if at ambient criteria levels.  EPA must find a way to account for    
     this increased human health risk and reduce public exposure in human health
     criteria methodologies.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.691     
     
     Chlorine is excluded from the list of pollutants of concern in GLWQI.      
     However, chlorinated compounds, such as chlorobenzene, hexachlorobenzene,  
     hexachloroethane, methylene chloride, pentachlorophenol and 2,3,7,8-TCDD,  
     which may result from the interaction of chlorine and other hydrocarbon    
     compounds are listed under Tier I.  Several other chlorinated compounds are
     listed as pollutants of initial focus (there are 138 total chemicals of    
     initial focus) and as such, will require the eventual development of Tier I
     criteria and Tier II values.  Thus, the GLWQI adequately addresses risks   
     associated with potential interactions of chlorine with other compounds.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2742.692
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should use 50 gm/d (not 15 gm/d) of fish consumed as reasonably    
     representative of teh 90th percentile of fish consumption among sport      
     anglers and other special populations at risk, including subsistence       
     anglers, ethnic communities, Native American groups and commercial anglers 
     and their families.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.692     
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     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2742.693
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For those chemicals for which data exists on exposures via pathways other  
     than water or aquatic organisms, such data should be sued to derive a      
     relative source contribution for both bioaccumulative chemicals of concern 
     (BCCs) and non-BCCs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.693     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
     Comment ID: P2742.694
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Studies as short as 28 days should be permitted, but the "acceptable daily 
     exposure" resulting from such foreshortened testing should be modified with
     a mandatory undertainty factor of at least 100 if based on short test      
     periods.  Further, the minimum acdeptable value for such short-term testing
     should be the "no observed adverse effect level."  The use of studies of   
     shorter duration than the 28-day minimum is not appropirate.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.694     
     
     See response to P2742.266                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: P2742.695
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of "structure activity relationships" to set Tier II values through
     use of surrogate chemicals, if done by regulators in a careful,            
     discriminating manner, is appropriate and should be a routinely performed. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.695     
     
     see response to P2742.267                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2742.696
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should thoroughly review its proposed human health criterion for total 
     PCBs, which appears insufficiently protective of maternal and infant       
     health.  PCBs are ubiquitous in the Great Lakes System, pose great risks of
     causing various adverse health effects to humans and should be totally     
     eliminated from the Great Lakes System in the fastest possible manner.     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.696     
     
     See response to P2742.269                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2742.697
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should under no circumstances delay publication in the GLI of a final  
     dioxin criteria.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.697     
     
     See response to comment D2741.115.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.698
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Human health criteria for lindane, dieldrin and heptachlor should be made  
     more restrictive to conform with Specific Objectives of the Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Agreement.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.698     
     
     See response to comment P2742.272.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2742.699
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should note that the criteria for Tier 1 persistent chemicals are      
     proposed as interim values only, in conformance with the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Agreement's goals of virtual elimination.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.699     
     
     EPA disagrees with comment.  Tier I criteria are not considered interim    
     values, but the basis for State Water Quality Standards which are reviewed 
     every few years to maintain the scientific basis for the standard.  Tier II
     values are considered interim values and can only be used in setting permit
     limits, not State Water Quality Standards.  EPA believes that the number   
     derived under Tier II will be protective of human health and will serve as 
     motivation to obtain better data in order to develop a Tier I criterion.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.700
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fully support the GLI's proposed two-tiered system designed to protect  
     wildlife.  The GLI constitutes significant progress to protect wildlife    
     from adverse effects of toxic pollutants.  Proposed wildlife criteria      
     should be adopted.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.700     
     
     Please refer to comments F387.004, P2746.176, and P2593.035 for the        
     response to this comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.701
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should retain the GLI's emphasis on developmental and reproductive     
     endpoints used to establish wildlife criteria.  It whould retain its       
     objective of protecting wildlife from concentrations of pollutants that can
     cause transgenerational adverse effects.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.701     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.702
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As recommended elsewhere (II. Regulatory Reguirements), the GLI should     
     include a formal process to review criteria triennially, with the next     
     iteration of wildlife criteria developed on the basis of common modes of   
     action as well as exposures to individual chemicals.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.702     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT
     Comment ID: P2742.703
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As we recommend elsewhere (II. Regulatory Requirements), EPA should develop
     wildlife criteria on additional chemicals as soon as possible.             
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     Response to: P2742.703     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.176 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.704
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require dischargers of the bioaccumulative chemicals of     
     concern that are limited by wildlife criteria to monitor the real-world    
     effects of their discharges on the Great Lakes System's biota.             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.704     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.011 for the response to this comment.        
                                                                                
     Also, the wildlife criteria that are derived from the appendix D           
     methodology are ambient water column criteria, which, if exceeded, may     
     cause population-level effects in wildlife species feeding from the aquatic
     food web.  States and Tribes are expected to monitor the water column for  
     these pollutants, consistent with current monitoring programs.  Ongoing    
     research by Federal, State, Tribal, and other institutions are expected to 
     continue to provide information on the effects of contaminants on wildlife.
      It is not EPA's general intent to require dischargers to conduct field    
     studies on wildlife species.  If additional data are generated which show  
     that wildlife are not being protected from bioaccumulative chemicals, then 
     the existing criteria would be revised or additional criteria generated    
     from the appendix D methodology.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.705
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require dischargers to measure the levels of specific       

Page 9834



$T044618.TXT
     congeners of high toxicological significance to wildlife (e.g., TCDD among 
     the PCDDs, IUPAC 77-PCB and 126-PCB congeners among the PCBs) whenever a   
     discharge exceeds the wildlife criterion value for that class of chemicals.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.705     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID, and response to comment P2771.250.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.706
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should provide State/Tribal guidance on how to require field monitoring
     of wildlife responses to toxic chemicals.  This could be in the form of    
     handbooks, guidelines and videos for use by agencies and dischargers.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.706     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.011 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2742.707
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's proposed use of uncertainty factors to permit a NOAEL ("no       
     observed adverse effect level") from a LOAEL ("lowest observed adverse     
     effect level") is reasonable and should be retained in the GLI.            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.707     
     
     EPA believes that the use of the LOAEL-to-NOAEL uncertainty factor is an   
     acceptable method for determining the threshold level on which to base     
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     wildlife criteria.  The Science Advisory Board was concerned with the use  
     of this uncertainty factor and recommended that additional guidance be     
     developed to assist in the selection of an appropriate factor.  EPA has    
     conducted an analysis of each of the uncertainty factors (U.S. EPA, 1992), 
     and the results may be found at (1995b).  In addition, the Clearinghouse   
     described in the SID is to be used to promote discussion among all         
     regulatory agencies in the derivation of aquatic life, human health, and   
     wildlife criteria, including the selection of the uncertainty factors used 
     in the appendix D methodology.                                             
                                                                                
     In addition, the range of the LOAEL-to-NOAEL uncertainty factor            
     in the final Guidance cannot be less than one and may be more              
     than 10.  The value 10 is not a default; values less than 10 are           
     perfectly acceptable.  In the derivation of the four wildlife              
     criteria in Table 4 of part 132, EPA used the following values             
     for the LOAEL-to-NOAEL uncertainty factor:                                 
                                                                                
             mammals      birds                                                 
                                                                                
     PCB          10          3                                                 
     DDT           1          3                                                 
     Hg            1          2                                                 
     TCDD          1          1                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2742.708
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's proposed use of uncertainty factors to adjust a NOAEL from a     
     subchronic study to estimate a chronic NOAEL is reasonable for wildlife    
     criteria derivation and should be retained in the GLI.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.708     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.136 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2742.709
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's proposed use of species sensitivity factors, based on best       
     professional judgment by regulators, is reasonable and should be retained  
     in the GLI.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.709     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2742.710
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's proposed use of intraspecies uncertainty factors should be       
     retained and expanded to explicitly permit use on a Great Lakes System-wide
     basis, where appropriate to protect threatened or endangered species.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.710     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.144 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2742.711
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We endorse the stated GLI policy of basing wildlife criteria and values on 
     data from a range of species, with the important caveat that where deemed  
     appropriate by regulators, the final wildlife criteria or value must       
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     protect against adverse developmental effects in the most sensitive wild   
     species, rather than strictly be based on the median value for all species.
     
     
     Response to: P2742.711     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.173 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2742.712
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's priority use of field studies of wildlife in criteria derivation 
     should be retained.  Minimum database requirements should be clarified by  
     EPA and exceptions ahould be permitted for certain single-dose and egg     
     injection studies.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.712     
     
     Please refer to comments P2653.050 and P2742.316 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2742.713
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should develop protocols for field research on wildlife using various  
     endpoints that utilize wildlife species in the field.  The GLI should      
     identify the most sensistive endpoint of concern as potential reproductive 
     and developmental effects of exposure to pollutants.  The definition of    
     acceptable endpoints for derivation of wildlife criteria should be expanded
     to include numerous specific examples.                                     
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     Response to: P2742.713     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2742.714
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The wildlife criteria for total PCBs should be 0.1 pg/l (not 17 pg/l), to  
     ensure protection of embryonic life stages.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.714     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2742.715
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend a wildlife value of 7.0 x 10 (exp-5) pg/l for TCDD (not 9.6 x 
     10 (exp-3) pg/l), to ensure protection of embryonic life stages.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.715     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/DDT
     Comment ID: P2742.716
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on currently available data, we support EPA's proposed wildlife      
     criteria of 0.87 pg/l for DDT + metabolites.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.716     
     
     U.S. EPA received comments stating the interpretation and use of the       
     available DDT literature (both laboratory and field studies) was           
     appropriate in the analysis of the proposed avian value, while other       
     comments were received that U.S. EPA had not properly interpreted the      
     literature, with particular reference to the use of the Anderson et        
     al.(1977) field study.                                                     
                                                                                
     In the revised document additional discussion is provided for the issues   
     outlined below.                                                            
                                                                                
     One concern raised in the use of the Anderson et al. (1977) study is that a
     dose-response curve could not be discerned.  U.S. EPA disagrees (see also  
     response to comment D2632.044).  Consistent with other comments received,  
     the reduced reproductive success, coupled with associated eggshell         
     thinning, is consistent with the effects of total DDT and supports the     
     determination of a DDT- related effect.                                    
                                                                                
     U.S. EPA also contends that the effects observed, including egg- shell     
     thinning, are primarily due to the effects of total DDT and not other      
     stressors.  It is unlikely that increased prey supply would lead to        
     increased egg shell thickness, as suggested by one commenter.  In addition,
     while other contaminants were present, they have not been associated with  
     egg-shell thinning, the response of which was consistent with reproductive 
     success.  In addition, these additional contaminants remained relatively   
     stable over the course of the study.                                       
                                                                                
     One comment also suggested that although the effects observed in the       
     Anderson et al. study could likely be attributed to total DDT, the use of a
     LOAEL to NOAEL uncertainty factor of 10 was unduly conservative. In        
     re-evaluating the study, U.S. EPA agreed with this comment and has now used
     an intermediate uncertainty factor of 3.0.                                 
                                                                                
     Concerns were also raised that because of a possible lag in pelican        
     reproductive response to the drop in total DDT residues in their prey,     
     dietary concentrations of one to two years prior to the improvement in     
     reproductive success would be most appropriate in the derivation of a test 
     dose.  In the revised document, the sensitivity analysis evaluates the     
     impact of this issue on the calculation of the avian value.  The results of
     this analysis indicate that using dietary concentrations of one or two     
     years prior to the improvement of reproductive success would increase the  
     avian value by a factor of approximately 2 and 8, respectively.  However,  
     because some reproductive effects were likely caused by total DDT exposure 
     during the last year of the study and because a comparison of the Anderson 
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     et al. with analyses from controlled laboratory experiments (see the GLWQI 
     Wildlife Criteria Document for DDT) are similar, the prey concentration    
     used in the derivation of the final avian value was not changed. Response  
     to P2742.716 p.2                                                           
                                                                                
     In the sensitivity analysis in the final criterion, U.S. EPA compares the  
     avian value based on the Anderson et al. study to a reproductive studies in
     the chicken (Sauter and Steele, 1972) for DDT and the mallard (Heath,et    
     al., 1969) for DDE.  As discussed in the final GLWQI DDT wildlife criteria 
     document, alternative WVs derived from these studies are similar to the WV 
     derived from the pelican field study.  This suggests that the value of 11  
     pg/L derived from the Anderson et al. study based on total DDT, is         
     reasonable.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/DDT      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.717
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E of the Regulation must be revised throughout to explicitly      
     acknowledge the role of Great Lakes Tribes in antidegradation processes and
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.717     
     
     EPA agrees.  The final Guidance acknowleges Tribal authority to develop and
     adopt water quality standards for water bodies within the reservation.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2742.718
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because federal antidegradation policy does not apply merely to BCCs and   
     because some Great Lakes ecosystems, such as many portions of Lake Erie,   
     are extremely sensitive to chemicals aside from BCCs, this section should  
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     clearly state-as is clearly stated in other sections of the GLI-that BCCs  
     are not the only pollutants covered by the GLI's antidegradation language. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.718     
     
     EPA does not consider specific requirements for non-BCCs to be a necessary 
     requirement of the final Guidance.  Non-BCCs are best addressed through    
     existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.6 and 40 CFR 131.12.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.719
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Recycling and reuse are not true pollution prevention techniques, but are  
     instead pollution delaying techniques.  Recycling/reuse can be effective in
     minimizing discharges, but not necessarily in eliminating them.  Therefore,
     the recycling/resue alternative is best listed as an "alternative or       
     enhanced treatment alternative" in the antidegradation's demonstration     
     section. "Pollution prevention" should conform here with definition of the 
     Pollution Prevention Act of 1990.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.719     
     
     For purposes of the final Guidance, recycling and reuse are characterized  
     as pollution prevention techniques.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.720
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "direct linkage test" should include factors such as the duration of   
     the development, the extent of the development and whether the development 
     itself may have some environmentally beneficial effect.  Direct linkage is 
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     vital because the lowering of water quality will have long-term ecological 
     ramifications ( as evidenced by the short-term or temporary impact         
     exclusions in other sections of the antidegradation proposal).             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.720     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.721
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To remedy a very significant loophole, EPA must re-phrase its              
     interpretation of the proposed policy to provide that the antidegradation  
     provisions apply where any independent regulatory authority exists to      
     require consideration of potential water quality impacts.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.721     
     
     See response to comment P2742.367.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.722
     Cross Ref 1: cc: THDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should add new subsection IV. C to proposed Appendix E: "C.  The       
     Director shall not make a final decision regarding any proposal to lower   
     water quality unless the Director has first determined that the water      
     quality standards applicable to the pollutant and receiving water are      
     correct and appropriate; that the eligibility of the receiving water for   
     ONRW designation has been reviewed and any appropiate ONRW designation has 
     been made; that any water quality standards violations for the pollutant   
     and receiving water are corrected; and that, if water quality standards for
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     the pollutant and receiving water body are not achieved, a revised TMDL is 
     developed and all measures necessary are taken to achieve the standards."  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.722     
     
     EPA does not agree that requirements such as those described in the comment
     are necessary to include as required elements of the final Guidance.  The  
     first two requirements suggested by the commenter are elements of a State's
     or Tribe's regular review of water quality standards and are addressed most
     appropriately through that process.  The latter two deal with the situation
     where water quality standards are not met.  Existing regulations at 40 CFR 
     131.12 prohibit any lowering of water quality that would impair an existing
     use.  EPA recommends that States and Tribes make the determination of      
     whether or not a proposed increase would impair existing uses on a         
     parameter-by-parameter basis.  Using EPA's recommended approach, water     
     quality could only be lowered if ambient water quality were better than the
     criteria that protect the most senstive uses.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.723
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should include in Appendix E an explicit prohibition of any lowering of
     water quality in those waters of the Great Lakes System that do not meet   
     the goal uses of the Clean Water Act section 101(a) for the pollutant or   
     pollutants that contribute to the impairment of these uses.  EPA should    
     specifically prohibit any increased loading of any pollutant that          
     contributes to the issuance of a fish consumption advisory.                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.723     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2742.371.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.724
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should be revised to explicitly cover any activity that may cause  
     incrased nonpoint source pollution, regardless of whether or not it is     
     subject to "independent regulatory authority" that explicitly requires     
     compliance with water quality standards.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.724     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.725
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must require compliance with the Great Lakes Water Quality         
     Agreement's (GLWQA) "provisions" as well "objectives" to ensure compliance 
     with the entire GLWQA.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.725     
     
     See response to comment P2742.373.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.726
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support a pollutant-by-pollutant approach to antidegradation.  Such an  
     approach is consistent with the framework of Clean Water Act section 301   
     (a), which prohibits any addition of "any pollutant" to the waters of the  
     U.S., creating a self-executing, pollutant-specific prohibition.           
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     Response to: P2742.726     
     
     The final Guidance requires implementation of antidegradation on a         
     parameter-by-parameter basis for BCCs and recommends a                     
     parameter-by-parameter approach for non-BCCs.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.727
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers should be granted short-term exemptions only if they make      
     efforts to mitigate whose discharges.  Limitations on allowable increases  
     under exemption (1) are necessary.  Moreover, we unequivocally oppose an   
     exemption, even in reare instances, for actions that "lower water quality  
     for a year or more," as EPA suggests.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.727     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2742.379.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.728
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regardless of the exemption for which dischargers apply, the GLI should    
     explicitly state that the discharger will remain liable for any damages    
     resulting to natural resources, human health or property from its increased
     loadings or lowering of water quality.  In addition, dischargers would     
     still be required to implement the most feasible control methods possible  
     under the circumstances to limit the effect of increased loadings on       
     aquatic ecosystems.                                                        
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     Response to: P2742.728     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  P2742.379.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.729
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E, section II.F should be amended to require dischargers to       
     mitigate their short-term discharges to the extent possible.  Moreover,    
     exemptions granted under category (3) for emergency situations should be   
     looked upon more favorably where dischargers have in place a contingency   
     plan to handle such chemical-related emergencies.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.729     
     
     EPA does not agree that the changes recommended by the commenter are       
     necessary.  States and Tribes are capable of ensuring the short-term       
     impacts are mitigated to the greatest extent possible.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.730
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wetland fill applications should conform to 40 CFR section 230.10 (c)      
     guidelines in waterways in which no discharges of bioaccumulative chemicals
     of concerns (BCCs) exist.  In waterways where BCC discharges do exist,     
     however, antidegradation analysis should apply.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.730     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
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     See response to comment P2742.384.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.731
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that EPA adopt Option 2 for immediate implementation and      
     provide for the phasing in of Option 1 within a reasonable, specified      
     timeframe.  The proposed Supplement should be implemented for both options.
                                                                                
     EPA should add the following sentence to the end of proposed Appendix E,   
     section II.D.1: "Any information submitted to or otherwise available to the
     Director relevant to determining whether or not an action increasing the   
     mass loading of any BCC is or was deliberate whall be deemed to be         
     'effluent data' for purposes of CWA section 308(b)(2) and must be made     
     available to the public."                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.731     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.732
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should add a sentence to proposed Appendix E, section II.D.1 and a     
     statement in Appendix F, providing: "States/Tribes must specify in all     
     control documents that the discharge of any bioaccumulative chemical of    
     concern not specifically limited or restricted in the control document is  
     not authorized by the document and is, therefore, prohibited by Clean Water
     Act section 301 (a)."                                                      
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     Response to: P2742.732     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.733
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should include in the final GLI a phased approach to the existing      
     effluent quality issue.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.733     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.734
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require all dischargers to monitor periodically for the     
     presence of BCCs in intake water, production processes and discharges      
     unless the discharger demonstrates that the nature of the operation in such
     that BCCs cannot reasonably be expected to be present in intake water,     
     production processes or discharges.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.734     
     
     See response to comment D2669.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/EEQ          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.735
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEQ provisions are essential to implementing requirements of the Great 
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement and should be applied to POTWs as well.  The 
     phased approach we suggest above will further ease the burden of transition
     for POTWs, as well as for industrial point sources and State/Tribal        
     agencies.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.735     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.736
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is appropriate in the context of implementing the periodic monitoring   
     recommendation (above) to require fish bio-uptake studies.  For example,   
     fish bio-uptake studies should be required in instances where a pollutant  
     is likely to be present in intake water, production processes or           
     discharges, but are not currently measurable in the discharge at analytical
     levels of detection anad where the State has issued fish consumption       
     advisories downstream of the source due, in part, to the pollutant.        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.736     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.737
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support EPA's proposal to view as significant any increase in  
     the mass loadings of BCCs.  Therefore, we support the criteria in the de   
     minimis procedure to ensure that the lowering of water quality does not    
     result from a BCC.  We oppose any changes that would extend to BCCs the use
     of the de minimis test or the demonstration of no ambient change.          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.737     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2742.738
     Cross Ref 1: cc. ADEG/Q
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should add an additional sentence to the last criterion of the         
     definition of "significant lowering of water quality," as follows: "An     
     NPDES permit fact sheet or other public notice shall describe the use of   
     the de minimis test as a reason not to require an antidegradation          
     demonstration and shall state the means by which the Director can be       
     requested to invoke the Director's authority to determine on a case-by-case
     basis the discharge to be significant."                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.738     
     
     See response to comment P2742.407                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2742.739
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADEG C
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2742.739     
     
     See responses to comment D2741.155.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2742.740
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should recognize explicitly in the Preamble describing the             
     antidegradation demonstration components that economic growth and          
     environmental protection are not mutually exclusive.  To that end, EPA     
     should eliminate the Preamble sentence (in "Antidegradation Demonstration  
     Components, 1. Background and Rationale") stating that the proposed GLI    
     "tries to strike a balance between the need to protect and maintain high   
     quality water and the need to accomodate growth."  Instead, EPA should     
     reference studies indicating that environmental protection does not impair 
     economic growth.  EPA should also describe the economic benefits of the    
     pollution prevention analysis required by the antidegradation              
     demonstration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.740     
     
     EPA agrees that economic growth and development and environmental          
     protection need not be mutually exclusive.  However, there are             
     circumstances when growth and development does have the affect of lowering 
     water quality.  The antidegradation provisions in the final Guidance       
     provide a mechanism for minimizing the impacts on the environment when     
     lower water quality is an unavoidable consequence of important social and  
     economic development.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.741
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Within the context of antidegradation, "necesasry" should mean that a      
     development cannot occur without a lowering of water quality that cannot be
     eliminated by means of prevention or control.  Likewise, use of the word   
     "critical" instead of the proper term, "necessary," should be eliminated.  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.741     
     
     See response to comment P2720.132.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2742.742
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should require that benefits be considered and set forth in the        
     demonstration required under section III.A of Appendix E.  Moreover, EPA   
     should require that this consideration of pollution prevention benefits    
     include the economic benefits to the user in the form of reduced materials 
     costs, reduced energy costs, improved employee health and employer-employee
     relations (employees are most frequently and directly affected by          
     unnecessary work place exposure to toxic pollutants resulting from poor    
     housekeeping practices), improved competitive positions, reduced liability,
     reduced waste handling costs, etc.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.742     
     
     See response to comment D2741.157.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO/P2
     Comment ID: P2742.743
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Alternative (d) of section III.A.1 of Appendix E should be evaluated in the
     context of section III.B as part of alternative or enhanced treatment      
     alternative analysis.  Moreover, bans or phaseouts should be included as a 
     specific pollution prevention alternative.  Additionally, a more           
     appropriate means for the Director to evaluate whether one of the above, or
     other pollution prevention alternatives are prudent and feasible would be  
     to set a temporal baseline for when the implementation of pollution        
     prevention would pay for itself.  Likewise, an entity would have to        
     demonstrate that it is financially impossible to implement pollution       
     prevention alternatives for such alternatives to be considered not prudent 
     or feasible.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.743     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO/P2     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG\DEMO\TECH
     Comment ID: P2742.744
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should set up a Great Lakes Pollution Prevention Clearinghouse as a    
     means of sharing information among the Directors that will be making       
     decisions on "feasible and prudent" pollution prevention through           
     antidegradation determinations.  There may be opportunity to link this     
     regional effort to the national Pollution Prevention Information           
     Clearinghouse.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.744     
     
     EPA does not have the resources to establish such a clearinghouse.         
     Further, the proposed clearinghouse would be redundant with standards and  
     permits files and is therefore unnecessary.                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG\DEMO\TECH
     Comment ID: P2742.745
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly support an alternative or enhanced treatment alternatives      
     analysis in addition to the pollution prevention alternatives analysis     
     required.  In other words, the Director may not allow a lowering of water  
     quality if prudent and feasible pollution prevention measures may be       
     implemented to eliminate the need for such lowering of water quality.  If, 
     however, pollution prevention measures may be implemented with the net     
     effect being a reduction, not elimination, of the rate of loadings of      
     contaminants, the entity must be required to implement alternative or      
     enhanced treatment alternatives to try to fully eliminate loadings. (i.e., 
     fully eliminate the need to lower water quality).  Alternative or enhanced 
     treatment alternatives should not be considered in lieu of pollution       
     prevention measures.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.745     
     
     See response to comment D2724.418.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG\DEMO\TECH
     Comment ID: P2742.746
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We oppose the all-or-nothing approach of EPA's proposal requiring that the 
     alternative treatment must be "completely effective at eliminating the     
     increased loadings of pollutants (i.e., 100 percent effective)." Instead,  
     alternative treatment measurs must be required, as with pollution          
     prevention measures, if they result in incremental reductions in the       
     proposed new or increased pollution.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.746     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG\DEMO\TECH
     Comment ID: P2742.747
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should add the following sentences after the first sentence of proposed
     Appendix E, section 3.D: "The area considered in identifying beneficial    
     social and economic developments should include the entire area that may be
     affected by any adverse impacts from the additional pollution resulting    
     from the proposed activity.  For any bioaccumulative chemical of concern   
     responsible for causing a State to issue a fish consumption advisory in the
     open waters of any of the Great Lakes, the area of economic and social     
     benefit shall include the entire watershed of the Great Lake into which the
     proposed souces would directly or indirectly discharge.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.747     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG\DEMO\SE
     Comment ID: P2742.748
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should allow a lowering of water quality to be considered only if  
     an important social or economic gain, pursuant to section III.D of Appendix
     E, will be a direct result of such lowering.  Moreover, discharges should  
     bear the burden of demonstrating this direct nexus, which would result in a
     determination by the Director for public review and comment.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.748     
     
     See response to comment D605.082.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG\DEMO\SE
     Comment ID: P2742.749
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The implementation of Remedial Action Plans developed pursuant to the Great
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement Annex 2 should be included among the remedial
     actions exempted from antidegradation analysis.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.749     
     
     EPA does not agree that a blanket exemption for remedial action plans from 
     antidegradation is appropriate.  However, activities that occur under a    
     remedial action plan are focused on the clean- up of a contaminated site   
     and so are unlikely to result in a long-term increased loading to the Great
     Lakes System. Therefore, is is also unlikely that such activities will     
     require antidegradation review.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.750
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI Regulation should be revised to explicitly acknowledge that the    
     Great Lakes Tribes have the same roles as States to make all               
     antidegradation designations, including Outstanding National Resource      
     Waters and High Quality Waters for Lake Superior.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.750     
     
     EPA agrees.  The final Guidance acknowleges Tribal authority to develop and
     adopt water quality standards for water bodies within the reservation.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.751
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All U.S. waters of Lake Superior should be designated as Outstanding       
     National Resource Waters, a necessary action to provide adequate protection
     to the high quality waters of Lake Superior.  Special designations for Lake
     Superior proposed in section II.E of Appendix E of the GLI are inadequate. 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.751     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
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     Comment ID: P2742.752
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should include a definition of "Outstanding International Resource     
     Waters."                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.752     
     
     See response to comment P2576.160.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2742.753
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should include in the GLI guidance on 1)how consistent definitions of  
     "best technology in process and treatment" will be developed among the     
     States/Tribes based on the minimum goal of preventing degradation of water 
     quality in Lake Superior, 2) how to determine what the "best" technology is
     for a specific facility, and 3) how antidegradation reviews by the         
     States/Tribes will be administered consistently.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.753     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.754
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should add a section to Appendix E providing for the establishment of a
     committee comprised of representatives of the Lake Superior States and     
     Tribes, the Province of Ontario, industry and citizen groups, and U.S. and 
     Canadian federal agencies for the purpose of reviewing proposed            
     technologies.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.754     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.755
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should include as part of Appendix E guidance on the definition of     
     certain special areas, including providing that areas for protection should
     include, at minimum, coastal wetland areas, public shoreline zones, units  
     proposed for protection under the Coastal Zone Management Act, critical    
     habitat areas, important fish spawning areas and areas with significant    
     cultural value.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.755     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.756
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The list of Lake Superior Bioaccumulative Substances of Immediate Concern  
     in Appendix E to section 132 of the Great Lakes antidegradation policy     
     should be expanded to reflect those toxic pollutants that should be        
     prevented from entering the basin.  The list should include all GLI        
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, as well as arsenic,                  
     1,4-dichlorobenzene, 3,3'-dichlorobenzidine, pentachlorophenol, perylene,  
     tributyl tin and chlorine as an industrial feedstock.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.756     
     
     Placing new materials on the list of Lake Superior bioaccumulative         
     substances of immediate concern (BSIC) is beyond the scope of the final    
     Guidance.  The concepts of special antidegradation designations for the    
     protection of Lake Superior derive from a program developed by the Lake    
     Superior States and Provinces, "A Bi-national Program to Restore and       
     Protect the Lake Superior Basin."  This program concerns the various States
     and Provinces and is over and beyond the minimum requirements necessary for
     an acceptable water quality standards program as define in the Federal     
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.6.  The final Guidance contains elements to make 
     it compatible with the Lake Superior program, but implementation of the    
     program is at the discretion of the Lake Superior States and Tribes.       
     Similarly, modifications to the program agreed to by the Lake Superior     
     States and Provinces, including changes or additions to list of BSICs, is  
     at the discretion of the Lake Superior States, Tribes and Provinces.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.757
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should include in Appendix E a mechanism or appropriate reference to   
     the mechanism elsewhere in the GLI for the addition of appropriate         
     substances to the Lake Superior Bioaccumulative Substances of Immediate    
     Concern list.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.757     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2742.758
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should include in Appendix E a description of the minimum elements of  
     an approvable toxic pollutants reduction plan.  EPA should also indicate   
     that the toxic pollutants reduction plan will be implemented through the   
     NPDES process, including the public review process.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.758     
     
     See response to comment D605.076.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2742.759
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No less-stringent site-specific modifications to human health or wildlife  
     criteria, or to bioaccumulation factors whould be allowed in the GLI for   
     any reason (including the scenarios described by EPA in the proposal).     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.759     
     
     EPA disagrees that site-specific modifications of human health or wildlife 
     criteria or bioaccumulation factors should be ruled-out as a matter of     
     policy.  Where there are sufficient data that a site-specific criterion or 
     bioaccumulation factor may be developed that is scientifically defensible, 
     development of the site-specific criterion should be allowed.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2742.760
     Cross Ref 1: cc. SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc. SS/BAF
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI must include specific text to require site-specific criteria       
     necessary to protect endangered or threatened species in order to be       
     consistent with the Endangered Species Act.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.760     
     
     EPA agrees that GLI should require that, where needed, site- specific      
     criteria be established to protect endangered or threatened species.  The  
     Final Guidance provides the State or Tribe with some options for achieving 
     the requirement to protect endangered or  threatened species, such as ( i )
     if the species mean acute value ( SMAV ) for a listed species or for a     
     surrogate of a listed species is lower than the calculated final acute     
     value ( FAV ), such lower SMAV is used instead of the calculated FAV in    
     developing site-specific modified criteria; or ( II ) the site-specific    
     criteria may be calculated using the recalculation procedure described in  
     Chapter 3 of the U.S. EPA Water Quality Standards Handbook, Second Edition 
     - Revised (1994).  In option ( ii ), acceptable toxicity data ( as defined 
     in Appendix A for the aquatic life Tier I criteria methodology ) for the   
     listed species or a surrogate for the listed species must be included in   
     the data set in which the criterion  is recalculated.                      
                                                                                
     In defining a site, the State or Tribe should consider the known range of  
     the threatened or endangered species. Either option will ensure protection 
     for species listed under the Federal Endangered Species Act when adequate  
     data are available.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2742.761
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/ESA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI Regulation Procedure 2 should be clarified to ensure that              
     "bootstrapping" is not allowed by States/Tribes under any circumstances in 
     granting variances.  Parties that have contributed to conditions that      
     prevent water quality standards from being attained should be explicitly   
     prohibited from being granted a water quality standards variance based on  
     that non-attainment.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.761     
     
     See response to comment P2742.481.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2742.762
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     No variance should be allowed for a new or increased discharge.            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.762     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2742.763
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances must be limited to three years, as per EPA's proposal.           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.763     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2742.764
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variances should be granted only after demonstration that all feasible     
     pollution prevention/toxic use reduction activities and clean-up of sources
     causing problems have been implemented for those substances for which      
     variances are sought.  Completion and implementation of a TMDL for the     
     water body in question must be a precondition to the granting of any       
     variance by a State/Tribe.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.764     
     
     EPA disagrees.  Completion and implementation of a TMDL often takes        
     considerable time.  EPA anticipates that variances will be a primary relief
     mechanism for dischargers during this process.                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2742.765
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Variance requests should be required within 60 days of the proposed permit,
     per EPA's proposal.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2742.765     
     
     EPA disagrees.  See Section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2742.766
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the selection of the TMDL Option B (as amended by these         
     comments) as the sole TMDL policy for the GLI because it eliminates the    
     interstate disparity in WLA calculations brought about by the current      
     inconsistent mixing zone and dilution policies of the Great Lakes States.  
     EPA must adopt a policy on dilution factors and mixing zones in the final  
     GLI that is applied basin-wide and not left up to the States/Tribes.       
     
     
     Response to: P2742.766     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.B.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2742.767
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should include a provision in General Condition 1 requiring the    
     development of a TMDL for the discharge of any pollutant that has caused or
     contributed to the issuance of a fish consumption advisory downstream in   
     the waterbody or in the open waters of the Great Lakes.  By definition,    
     waters subject to fish consumption advisories are violating narrative water
     quality criteria, if not numeric criteria.  Therefore, no discharges of any
     such pollutants may be authorized from a point source unless and until a   
     TMDL has been developed for the pollutant.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.767     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.768
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should state unequivocally what is implied by General Condition 7.     
     While the methodologies of Options A and B may not always be appropriate   
     for wet weather conditions, all TMDLs must include consideration and       
     necessary waste load allocations/load allocations for wet-weather pollutant
     situations.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.768     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that the general condition pertaining to wet   
     weather events should be clarified to state specifically that TMDLs must   
     consider pollutant loadings resulting from wet weather events, where       
     appropriate (e.g., where such events contribute the pollutant(s) for which 
     the TMDL is being developed) and where sufficient data are available.      
     General Condition 8 (the renumbered wet weather general condition) has been
     modified accordingly.  For more discussion of this issue and EPA's         
     reasoning, see the SID at VIII.C.3.h.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.769
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL/LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final GLI must be explicit in stating that absent an adequate          
     demonstration by the discharger(s) that pollutant degradation processes    
     reduce background concentrations of a pollutant, conservation of mass will 
     be assumed for the pollutant.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.769     
     
     EPA agrees, in the context of mixing zones, that TMDLs, WLAs and           
     preliminary WLAs shall be based on the assumption that a pollutant does not
     degrade, absent a demonstration supported by scientifically valid field    
     studies or other valid relevant information that degradation of the        
     pollutant is expected under the full range of environmental conditions     
     expected to be encountered, and if it addresses other factors affecting the
     level of pollutants in the water column.  EPA not specify, however, that   
     that demonstration must be performed by the discharger.  See discussion in 
     the SID at VIII.C.8.  With respect to considerations of degradation in     
     calculating background concentrations, the final Guidance allows the       
     consideration of pollutant degradation and transport because background    
     calculations are intended to measure the objective presence of the         
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     pollutant in the water; if it has been degraded, it need not be considered 
     as part of background.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.770
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where the pollutant at issue has caused or contributed to issuance of a    
     fish consumption advisory downstream in the waterbody or in the open waters
     of the Great Lakes, the GLI should require that data points indicating that
     the pollutant is below the analytical limit of detection be included at the
     detection level in determining the geometric mean.  Similarly, where       
     pollutants are reported as being present at levels between the analytical  
     limit of detection and the quantification level, the GLI should require    
     that the quantification level be used in determining the mean.             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.770     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment that data points indicating that the        
     pollutant is below the analytical limit of detection should be included at 
     the detection level in determining the geometric mean for the purposes of  
     calculating background.  Rather, for the reasons discussed in the SID at   
     VIII.C.3.i.(iii), EPA has retained the approach of assigning a zero value  
     to such data points.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at              
     VIII.C.3.i.(iii), EPA also disagrees with the comment that the             
     quantification level should be used in determining the mean of data points 
     between the levels of detection and quantification.                        
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.771
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The GLI must be explicit in only allowing the incorporation of nonpoint    
     sources into TMDLs (through load allocations) where such reductions are    
     required by legally enforceable control documents or other legally         
     enforceable requirements.  Moreover, the legally-required nonpoint source  
     reductions must, as EPA acknowledges, occur within eight years in order to 
     be used in a waste load allocation that includes point sources.  Otherwise,
     reductions from nonpoint sources are not "reasonably expected to occur"    
     within relevant time frames.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.771     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion at the SID at           
     VIII.C.1 and VIII.C.3.c.                                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2742.772
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support EPA's proposal to require that the effluent flow be specified as
     part of a TMDL when waste load allocations are expressed as concentrations 
     of pollutants.  However, EPA must be more specific in the final GLI in     
     stating not only that flows must be "specified" in these instances, but    
     also that the effluent flows must be included as enforecable parts of the  
     TMDL and must be incorporated as enforceable conditions of any control     
     documents based on the TMDL.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.772     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the response to comment number         
     P2741.503.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.773
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support this proposed condition.  However, the final GLI should require 
     the use of "reserve allocations" in TMDLs where additional pollutant       
     sources can reasonably be expected.  Otherwise, notwithstanding this       
     General Condition, the margin of safety will be viewed as an opportunity to
     increase pollutant discharges.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.773     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of general condition 11, which has 
     been retained largely as proposed.  For a further response to this comment,
     see discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.k.                                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.774
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's proposal to phasee out mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of 
     concerns (BCCs) must be retained; it is key to the importance of the GLI.  
     The GLI should mandate that NPDES permits for BCCs must also include a     
     timetable to further reduce to zero any discharges of BCCs, after the      
     mixing zone phase-out is fully implemented.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2742.774     
     
     See the response to comment number P2742.041.                              
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.775
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones for persistent and bioaccumulative toxic substances must be   
     phased out for existing dischargers, and banned immediately for new        
     dischargers, generally as proposed by EPA.  The GLI, however, should       
     require at the first NPDES permit reissuance, and no later than fiver years
     after GLI adoption, partial reductions of mixing zones by dischargers.     
     Waste load allocations and permit limits for all BCCs, including human     
     health toxicants, for existing discharges should be developed using a      
     dilution factor of no greater than 25 percent of the 7Q10.  At the second  
     NPDES permit reissuance, and no later than ten years after GLI adoption,   
     the mixing zone ban should be effective.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.775     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.776
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should require State/Tribes to include schedules in NPDES permits  
     for phasing out mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern      
     (BCCs), prior to deadlines for implementation.  Procedure 2 (TMDLs) and    
     Procedure 9 (Compliance Schedules) should explicitly require that          
     compliance schedules shall be required in anticipation of deadlines, to be 
     fully implemented by dischargers upon those final dates.  In other words,  
     "a reasonable period of time" for compliance by existing dischargers beyond
     ten years must not be permitted for elimination of mixing zones for BCCs.  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.776     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.777
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA must establish a load-based limit for the proposed water conservation  
     exemption by placing a cap on the increased concentration allowed in       
     exchange for water conservation measures.  The increased concentration     
     should result in no greater loads than that allowed by a WLA using 25      
     percent of the 7Q10 flow for discharges to a Great Lakes tributary.  Mixing
     zones for direct discharges to the Lakes must be subject to similar        
     constraints, and as recommended above, must have a timetable for           
     elimination.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.777     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.778
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should contain explicit language for a phased elimination of mixing
     zones and the use of dilution for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern     
     associated with direct discharges to the Great Lakes.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.778     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.779
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A cap on the waste load allocation defined by the final acute value should 
     be used for both Options A and B.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.779     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2742.780
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For calculation of human health-based WLAs, dilution flows based on 7Q10 or
     30Q10 should be required, rather than use of the harmonic mean flows.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.780     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.781
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should retain the conservative but rebuttable assumption that pollutant
     degradation in the environment does not occur for use in TMDL development  
     in Option A and in mixing zone studies in Option B.  This assumption should
     be adopted for the tributary-wide TMDL analysis in Option B.               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.781     

Page 9873



$T044618.TXT
     
     EPA agrees with this comment and has retained the conservative but         
     rebuttable presumption that pollutant degradation in the environment does  
     not occur for use in TMDL development in tributaries and mixing zone       
     studies.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.8.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2742.782
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL/OPTB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should not allow use of losses from the water column due to        
     physical transfer to other media as an acceptable fate process for         
     increasing TMDL allocations.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.782     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.783
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We oppose any pollutant trading mechanism in the GLI, but are willing to   
     explore the use of trading and other economic instruments in Round 2.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.783     
     
     EPA has retained a brief discussion in the SID of the pollutant trading    
     opportunities presented by TMDLs.  See the SID at VIII.C.10.  However, EPA 
     also acknowledges the concerns raised by the commenter regarding assurances
     of nonpoint source loading reductions and has incorporated them into its   
     discussion of this topic.  For additional discussion of the need for       
     assurances regarding anticipated nonpoint source loading reductions, see   
     the SID at VIII.C.1 and VIII.C.3.c.                                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2742.784
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A margin of safety should be required in all TMDLS.   An explicit growth   
     factor should be utilized in determination of the WLA.  The proposed policy
     for a margin of safety term should be retained.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.784     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2742.785
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should provide more specific guidance for the selection of one data set
     when several are available for calculation of the background concentration 
     for TMDLs.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2742.785     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.786
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should clarify its intent regarding the incorporation of wet weather   
     vis-a-vis the inconsistency between lake and tributary TMDL development.   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.786     
     
     For a discussion of wet weather events in the context of TMDL development, 
     see the SID at VIII.C.3.h.  For a discussion of the procedures for TMDL    
     development as they pertain to lakes and tributaries, see the SID at       
     VIII.C.5 (lakes) and VIII.C.6 (tributaries).                               
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2742.787
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provisions must be included in the GLI Regulation that are based on        
     assumptions of additivity both for permitted discharges and for ambient    
     water quality assessments.  In general, we support the additivity option in
     Preamble section VIII.D.3 as far superior to the option suggested by the   
     Committees of the Initiaitive (Section VIII, D.4).                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.787     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2742.788
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When more than one pollutant is in an effluent or in a surface water body, 
     human health criteria for those pollutants should be developed based on an 
     assumption of dose or concentration addition (with a total risk of 10 (exp 
     -6) for carcinogens and a hazard index < 1 for non-carcinogens), unless    
     some other model is scientifically justified.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2742.788     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P2742.789
     Cross Ref 1: cc. ADD/HH/NC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Calculations of TCDD-EQs for humans and wildlife must include the planar   
     congeners of PCBs, PCDDs and PCDFs as a means to evaluate the effects of   
     complex environmental mixtures.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.789     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response comment to G2572.048 for a discussion on applying the TEFs to 
     coplanar PCBs.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2742.790
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chemicals sharing a common mode of action must be regulated as though they 
     were additive.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2742.790     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that an assumption of additivity is appropriate for chemicals   
     sharing a common mode of action.  EPA is not requiring an assumption of    
     additivity in the final Guidance, however, for the reasons set forth in    
     section VIII.D.6 of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2742.791
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADD/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final GLI should include a protocol for using toxic equivalency factors
     (TEFs) for PCB congeners for adverse effects, as indicated on Preamble     
     Table VIII.D-1.  Additivity of PCBs should be explicitly required, similar 
     to PCDDs and PCDFs, in reference to wildlife and human health non-cancer   
     effects.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2742.791     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment G2572.048 for a discussion of TEFs for PCBs.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2742.792
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     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADD/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Implementation of pollution prevention measures should be required to      
     eliminate discharges of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern that do not   
     present a reasonable potential to cause or contibute to violations of Tier 
     I or Tier II criteria.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.792     
     
     See Section VIII.E of the SID for a discussion on reasonable potential and 
     section VIII.H for a discussion on pollution minimization.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.793
     Cross Ref 1: cc: OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5 should state explicitly that the discharge of any pollutant not
     specifically authorized by an NPDES permit is subject to the general       
     prohibition of Clean Water Act section 301 (a).                            
     
     
     Response to: P2742.793     
     
     See response to comment number P2742.572.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.794
     Cross Ref 1: cc: OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 5 should state that WQBELs must be developed to implement        
     narrative criteria for any discharge of a pollutant that caused or         
     contributed to the issuance of a fish consumption advisory downstream      
     (including in the open waters of the Great Lakes).                         
     
     
     Response to: P2742.794     
     
     See Response to: P2742.572                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2742.795
     Cross Ref 1: cc. R
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should adopt Option 1 and apply the current national approach to       
     "intake credits" to discharges to the Great Lakes system.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2742.795     
     
     This is the same as comment number P2742.582 and is not addressed          
     separately here.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT1
     Comment ID: P2742.796
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we do not support EPA's proposed Procedure 5.E.1, if it is finally   
     adopted, EPA should add the following new subparagraph 5.E.1.f:            
                                                                                
     "f. The permitting authority has developed TMDLs for the water body and a  
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     wasteload allocation for the discharge of intake water, which have been    
     approved by EPA."                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2742.796     
     
     This comment raises the same issue as that in comment P2742.588 and is     
     addressed in response to that comment.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT1          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.797
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we do not support proposed Procedure 5.E, if it is finally adopted,  
     EPA should add the following subparagraph 5.E.1.g:                         
                                                                                
     "The permittee and any predecessors in interest, subsidiaries or others    
     over whom the permittee has substantial control did not cause, or          
     significantly contribute to, the conditions that resulted in the presence  
     of the pollutant in the intake water."                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2742.797     
     
     This comment raises the same issue as that in P2742.581 and is addressed in
     the response to that comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.798
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should define "same body of water" to preclude any requests under      
     Procedure 5.E.1 where the discharge is not to the same designated segment  
     from which the intake water is drawn.  Where the source of the intake water
     and the receiving water are in the same designated segment, the discharger 
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     should be required to demonstrate environmental equivalence of the source  
     water and the receiving water.  EPA should define this term to preclude any
     exemptions in complex hydrological situations, such as discharges directly 
     into the open Great Lakes or to rivers that experience seiche events, where
     there is not consistently a unidirectional flow.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2742.798     
     
     This comment is the same as comment #P2742.601 and is addressed in response
     to that comment.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2742.799
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should restrict the application of its final "intake credits" procedure
     to bioaccumulative chemicals of concern to those circumstances where it is 
     demonstrated that due to atmospheric deposition the background level of the
     pollutant in the intake water is equivalent to the levels at which the     
     pollutant is present throughout the Great Lakes System.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.799     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ii., EPA believes that the   
     legal and technical bases for the intake pollutant procedures apply        
     regardless of the type of pollutant.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2742.800
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2742.800     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2742.801
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Testing of whole effluent toxicity (WET) twice quarterly is necessary and  
     should be required in the GLI.  However, if quarterly testing is adopted   
     and utilized with proposed section 6.C, the GLI must be modified to require
     the following:                                                             
                                                                                
     "If any of the quarterly tests exceed WET acute or chronic limits, but     
     anlysis of all tests under section 6.C do not meet designated triggers for 
     WET inclusion in the NPDES permit, then States/Tribes must either impose   
     WET limits in the permit or, at the very least, require testing twice      
     quarterly during the following year."                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.801     
     
     See response to comment P2742.607.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2742.802
     Cross Ref 1: NONE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed requirement for including mass-based WQBELs in permits should 
     be retained and should not be restricted to persistent or bioaccumulative  
     pollutants.                                                                
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     Response to: P2742.802     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2742.803
     Cross Ref 1: CC: Reg OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the GLI does not directly address wet weather events, this        
     omission must be dealt with immediately through "Round 2" of the GLI.      
     
     
     Response to: P2742.803     
     
     EPA agrees that wet weather flows and related sources of pollution need to 
     be addressed.  Currently, EPA is working with the States and Tribes to     
     identify sources of pollution not covered by this Guidance which require   
     additional controls or at least identify those sources that should be given
     priority consideration under National policies such as the Combined Sewer  
     Overflow Strategy.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.804
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We endorse inclusion of WQBELs (water quality based effluent limits) in    
     permits even though they may be below specified analytical levels of       
     detection.  We oppose the use of CEL (compliance evaluation levels) as de  
     facto effluent limitations.  The final GLI should explicitly provide that  
     notwithstanding the CEL, a discharge of a pollutant above the WQBEL is     
     subject to governmental or citizen-initiated enforcement actions.          
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     Response to: P2742.804     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.805
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQBEL violations detected via biomonitoring or other reliable, indirect    
     techniques must be subject to governmental or citizen-initiated            
     enforcement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2742.805     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2742.806
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should work cooperatively with dischargers and the US Fish and Wildlife
     Service to develop the semi-permeable membrane device (SPMD) technologies  
     more thoroughly and to develop a standardized SPMD-based monitoring        
     protocol to assist dischargers in estimating the impacts of their effluent 
     on wildlife and obligate aquatic species, pursuant to proposed Procedure   
     8.G.3.                                                                     
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     Response to: P2742.806     
     
     See response to comment P2742.625.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/ADEQ
     Comment ID: P2742.807
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 9 must be revised to define a "reasonable period of time" as one 
     year (not "three years") for complying with Tier I criteria or Tier II     
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2742.807     
     
     Response same as ID P2742.626.P2742.807                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/ADEQ          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This statement represents our consensus recommendations for refinements    
     designed to improve the cost-effectiveness of the final Guidance.  We      
     believe these measures will significantly reduce the costs associated with 
     the Guidance, without impairing ecological improvement or the fundamental  
     commitment to a basin-wide system.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/UNI
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This statement also expresses deeply felt views concerning the need to     
     preserve the partnership between the states and U.S. EPA--a partnership    
     which is reflected in the Steering Committee structure and the consistent  
     view that the Guidance is just that - a Guidance designed to ensure        
     equivalence not regulation designed to impose uniformity for no ecological 
     gain.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.002     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, this statement reflects a recognition that the Guidance is another
     step towards ecological restoration of the Great Lakes, not an end in and  
     of itself.  In recognition of this key point, the statement outlines the   
     Governors' vision of a comprehensive toxic reduction effort.  It is our    
     intent that this statement provide a new collaborative partnership between 
     the states and U.S. EPA focused on clear toxic reduction priorities.       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.003     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          

Page 9887



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2744.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following statement reflects the consensus views of the Governors of   
     the Great Lakes states on the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance (GLWQG)   
     published by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency in the Federal       
     Register on April 16, 1993.                                                
                                                                                
     This statement has been crafted to reflect three fundamental beliefs.      
     [First, the comments outlined below recognize the critical need to create a
     basinwide framework for environmental regulation.  The Governors of the    
     Great Lakes states initiated the effort to create a basinwide regulatory   
     system in keeping with the commitment to an ecosystem approach to Great    
     Lakes protection and the prohibition of competition among the states based 
     on environmental standards.  The consensus recommendations outlined below  
     seek to ensure regulatory equivalence in the region while recognizing that 
     the complexity and diversity of the Great Lakes ecosystem dictate that a   
     capacity for flexibility be an integral part of that system.]              
                                                                                
     [Second, this statement reflects a fundamental commitment to cost-effective
     toxic reduction.  The recommendations outlined below reflect the belief    
     that the GLWQG must incorporate significant steps toward toxic reduction   
     and the virtual elimination of the discharge of bioaccumulative toxins     
     (BCC's) which threaten public health and the ecosystem.  But such reduction
     efforts must also reflect the essential feature that guided successful     
     efforts aimed at reducing phosphorous and other excessive nutrients which  
     posed such an ominous threat to the Great Lakes less than two decades ago: 
     obtaining loadings reductions from multiple sources in the most            
     cost-effective means possible.]                                            
                                                                                
     The GLWQG is not in and of itself a toxic reduction strategy for the Great 
     Lakes region.  As a guideline for the regulation of industrial and         
     municipal dischargers it can not be judged by its capacity to fully protect
     the Great Lakes.  But by the same measure, its approach to regulation must 
     reflect a balanced perception of the role of point source dischargers in   
     contributing toxic loadings and thus, in the comprehensive reduction       
     strategy yet to be fully crafted.                                          
                                                                                
     [Finally, the focus on cost-effectiveness embodied in this statement seeks 
     to begin a departure from the historic context of the debate over          
     environmental policy.  The pursuit of cost-effectiveness reflects not the  
     desire to find some elusive balance between environmental protection and   
     economic harm that has dominated policy discussions of recent years, but   
     rather to craft strategies which obtain substantive environmental gains    
     while also leveraging investment in improved economic competitiveness.     
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     The Great Lakes Region is the most economically interdependent in the      
     nation.  Like the ecosystem itself, there can be no complete economic      
     vitality in any one state without vitality in the others.  Similarly, it is
     unlikely that full restoration of the Great Lakes ecosystem could ever be  
     realized, without Great Lakes industries completing their reemergence as   
     world leaders.  The development and deployment of clean technologies and   
     vigorous public/private partnerships for clean-up and restoration all      
     depend on competitive industries.]                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.004     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I and IX of the SID.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2744.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.005 is imbedded in comment #.004.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the comments outlined below recognize the critical need to create a 
     basinwide framework for environmental regulation.  The Governors of the    
     Great Lakes states initiated the effort to create a basinwide regulatory   
     system in keeping with the commitment to an ecosystem approach to Great    
     Lakes protection and the prohibition of competition among the states based 
     on environmental standards.  The consensus recommendations outlined below  
     seek to ensure regulatory equivalence in the region while recognizing that 
     the complexity and diversity of the Great Lakes ecosystem dictate that a   
     capacity for flexibility be an integral part of that system.               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.005     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See Sections I.C and II.C of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment #.006 is imbedded in comment #.004.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, this statement reflects a fundamental commitment to cost-effective 
     toxic reduction.  The recommendations outlined below reflect the belief    
     that the GLWQG must incorporate significant steps towards toxic reduction  
     and the virtual elimination of the discharge of bioaccumulative toxins     
     (BCC's) which threaten public health and the ecosystem.  But such reduction
     efforts must also reflect the essential feature that guided successful     
     efforts aimed at reducing phosphorus and other excessive nutrients which   
     posed such an ominous threat to the Great Lakes less than two decades ago: 
     obtaining loadings reductions from multiple sources in the most            
     cost-effective means possible.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.006     
     
     See response to comments D2707.027 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.007 is imbedded in comment #.004.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the focus on cost-effectiveness embodied in this statement seeks  
     to begin a departure from the historic context of the debate over          
     environmental policy.  The pursuit of cost-effectiveness reflects not the  
     desire to find some elusive balance between environmental protection and   
     economic harm that has dominated policy discussions of recent years, but   
     rather to craft strategies which obtain substantive environmental gains    
     while also leveraging investment in improved economic competitiveness.     
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Region is the most economically interdependent in the      
     nation.  Like the ecosystem itself, there can be no complete economic      
     vitality in any one state without vitality in the others.  Similarly, it is
     unlikely that full restoration of the Great Lakes ecosystem could ever be  
     realized, without Great Lakes industries completing their reemergence as   
     world leaders.  The development and deployment of clean technologies and   
     vigorous public/private partnerships for clean-up and restoration all      
     depend on competitive industries.                                          
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     Response to: P2744.007     
     
     See response to comment D1711.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI study concluded that the GLWQG will have the limited though        
     important ecological benefit of generating a significant reduction in      
     dioxin loadings without, in and of itself, significantly weakening Great   
     Lakes competitiveness.  However, the DRI study also found that the proposed
     guidance contains provisions which have the potential to create significant
     cost "spikes" without contributing to meaningful toxin reduction.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.008     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2744.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     THE FINAL GUIDANCE SHOULD MAINTAIN A WORKABLE SYSTEM FOR INTAKE CREDITS    
                                                                                
     The proposed guidance states that if a facility withdraws all its intake   
     water from the receiving stream and does not add any mass of the pollutant 
     of concern, it will be determined that there is no reasonable potential for
     the facility to violate standards due to their discharge and no limits are 
     necessary.  If these criteria are not met, a routine reasonable potential  
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     analysis must be conducted.  Where background levels of the pollutant      
     exceed standards, the limits must be set to zero or a multiple source Total
     Maximum Daily Loading (TMDL) developed that assures attainment of          
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The goal of this provision is clear; it seeks to create a disciplined      
     procedure for ensuring that dischargers are not required to treat waters   
     utilized for cooling or other procedures when they contribute nothing to   
     the level of contamination.  However, the Guidance requires dischargers to 
     demonstrate that they "do not add any additional mass" or "increase the    
     pollutant concentration" (Procedure 5 E.1b and E1.d).                      
                                                                                
     A strict interpretation of this requirement for showing reasonable         
     potential could result in state agencies facing third party legal action or
     dischargers adding costly treatment in cases where an evaporation effect   
     raises the mass or concentration levels of pollutants.  In addition, under 
     the proposed guidance, a discharger would not be eligible for an intake    
     credit for the level of a pollutant already present in the intake water if 
     the discharger adds even a deminimus amount of that pollutant to the waste 
     stream.  This would be true even where the facility's ultimate discharge of
     that pollutant contains no more of the pollutant than the level of the     
     pollutant in the intake water.  An intake credit should be allowed in such 
     circumstances.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.009     
     
     The commenter advocates a "no net addition" approach for setting WQBELs.   
     This final Guidance would allow this approach in certain circumstances as  
     explained in the SID in Section VIII.E.4.b.  Additional discussion about   
     the "no addition of mass" requirement for the reasonable potential         
     procedure 5.D. of Appendix F is discussed in the SID at Section            
     VIII.E.7.b.i.  The "no increased concentration" requirement is discussed at
     SID Section VIII.E.7.a.vi.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2744.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final guidance should unambiguously provide that dischargers are not   
     responsible for pollutants they do not add to the water body.              
                                                                                
     According to the DRI study this action would reduce roughly 40 percent of  
     the difference between the accepted best and worst case estimates of $500  
     million and $2.3 billion in annual costs to the region without jeopardizing
     important environmental improvements.                                      
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     Response to: P2744.010     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A MORE REASONABLE MERCURY CRITERION SHOULD BE ADOPTED                      
                                                                                
     Recent research on mercury levels conducted over the last year raises      
     serious concerns over the level set in the Guidance.  The level set, .18   
     ng\l, is below levels found in settings unaffected by man.  This suggests  
     that the 0.18ng\l limit is unnecessarily stringent.  While the Governors   
     will not specify a reformulated level, it is clear that action to determine
     a new level is needed and some of the considerations that should be        
     integrated into setting a new level are also clear.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.011     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final guidance should contain a recalculated mercury criterion.        
     Additional research, focusing on the toxic form of mercury (methyl mercury)
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     and more science on the relationship between forms of mercury in the       
     environment are needed.  According to the DRI study, development of a more 
     reasonable mercury criterion would reduce the difference between the best  
     and worst case cost estimates by 10 percent, without jeopardizing important
     environmental improvements.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.012     
     
     The mercury criterion has been recalculated.  In particular, new BAFs have 
     been derived for mercury, which take into account the relative amounts of  
     inorganic or organic mercury in the water column, as well as data          
     concerning the biomagnification factors between the trophic levels.  EPA   
     agrees that more data are desirable concerning the toxicity and            
     bioaccumulation of mercury, but EPA, States, Tribes, and/or dischargers    
     would like to have more data concerning every chemical for which criteria  
     have been derived or proposed.  However, sufficient data exist to support  
     the mercury criteria EPA has derived.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2744.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation provisions of the Clean Water Act are an important    
     tool maintaining sustained commitment to improved protection.  Unlike other
     elements of the GLWQG, which reflect conditions specific to The Great Lakes
     ecosystem, anti-degradation is an issue of national scope.  The Governors  
     have concerns over two specific elements of the anti-degradation provisions
     in the GLWQG and their ability to meet the objectives for rigorous         
     protection and investment in prevention and clean technologies.  In        
     particular, the Governors wish to minimize any potential that the          
     anti-degradation provisions create a bias against investment in new and    
     expanded facilities, which hold the best hope for increased use of         
     pollution prevention and clean technologies.                               
                                                                                
     [The first issue concerns the definition of High Quality Waters.  The      
     Guidance requires any discharger proposing to significantly lower water    
     quality in "High Quality Water" must submit an anti-degradation            
     demonstration for consideration by the permitting authority.  The current  
     definition of High Quality Waters is so broad as to require implementation 
     of anti-degradation procedures for drainage ditches, since HQW is defined  
     as any body of water where water quality exceeds standards on a pollutant  
     by pollutant basis.  Such rigor is warranted in all waters for BCC's --    
     which will not dilute or lose persistence.  But for other Non-BCC          
     pollutants, such approaches could be costly and provide little             
     environmental return.]                                                     
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     [Second, the Guidance requires Existing Effluent Quality procedures for    
     biaccumulative toxins be placed in permits unless and until an             
     anti-degradation review is conducted by the permitting authority.  This is 
     an important step towards reducing loadings of BCC's and could be a        
     stimulus for innovation.  Care must be taken, however, to ensure that the  
     EEQ approach does not produce a disincentive to investment.  As currently  
     outlined, EEQ limits would be set based on past performance.  Thus, a      
     facility which had made an extensive investment in loadings reductions     
     would have a lower limit than firms making no effort to increase loadings  
     reductions beyond permit levels.  Such a system could, if not carefully    
     crafted, create an unintended disincentive to investment in clean          
     technology.]                                                               
                                                                                
     The Governors strongly recommend the following to help create an approach  
     to anti-degradation which is environmentally and economically effective:   
                                                                                
     [The final Guidance must contain a more focused definition of High Quality 
     Waters.  The definition should clearly distinguish between water body      
     subsets.  Clear Anti-degradation provisions should be applied in cases     
     involving BCC's in all bodies of waters and any pollutants in waters which 
     clearly meet intent of the HQW definition.]                                
                                                                                
     [Further dialogue between the states and U.S. EPA is required in order to  
     craft the final EEQ provision which fosters rigorous protection without in 
     any way discouraging reductions.]                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.013     
     
     As suggested, the final Guidance does retain the pollutant by pollutant    
     approach for BCC's, but also allows for other approaches, such as a        
     designational apaproach for ditches or other marginal waterbodies, for     
     non-BCC's.  Please refer to Section VII.C.2.b of the SID for additional    
     discussion of this issue.                                                  
                                                                                
     The final Guidance has been revised to eliminate the EEQ-based approach.   
     Consequently, EPA believes that the potential disincentive noted by the    
     commenter no longer exists.  Please see Section VII.C.2.e of the SID for   
     additional discussion of this issue.Comment ID:  P2744.013                 
                                                                                
     The final Guidance allows States and Tribes to identify specific waters    
     that are not ecologically, recreationally, or aesthetically significant and
     do not have the potential to become so, and exclude such waters from the   
     protection afforded high quality waters.  Also, EEQ-based effluent limits  
     are not required by the final Guidance to implement antidegradation for    
     BCCs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2744.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first issue concerns the definition of High Quality Waters.  The       
     Guidance requires any discharger proposing to significantly lower water    
     quality in "High Quality Water" must submit an anti-degradation            
     demonstration for consideration by the permitting authority.  The current  
     definition of High Quality Waters is so broad as to require implementation 
     of anti-degradation procedures for drainage ditches, since HQW is defined  
     as any body of water where water quality exceeds standards on a pollutant  
     by pollutant basis.  Such rigor is warranted in all waters for BCC's --    
     which will not dilute or lose persistence.  But for other Non-BCC          
     pollutants, such approaches could be costly and provide little             
     environmental return.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.014     
     
     Please see response to comment ID D2825.037.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2744.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.015 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the Guidance requires Existing Effluent Quality procedures for     
     biaccumulative toxins be placed in permits unless and until an             
     anti-degradation review is conducted by the permitting authority.  This is 
     an important step towards reducing loadings of BCC's and could be a        
     stimulus for innovation.  Care must be taken, however, to ensure that the  
     EEQ approach does not produce a disincentive to investment.  As currently  
     outlined, EEQ limits would be set based on past performance.  Thus, a      
     facility which had made an extensive investment in loadings reductions     
     would have a lower limit than firms making no effort to increase loadings  
     reductions beyond permit levels.  Such a system could, if not carefully    
     crafted, create an unintended disincentive to investment in clean          
     technology.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.015     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/HQW
     Comment ID: P2744.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.016 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance must contain a more focused definition of High Quality  
     Waters.  The definition should clearly distinguish between water body      
     subsets.  Clear Anti-degradation provisions should be applied in cases     
     involving BCC's in all bodies of waters and any pollutants in waters which 
     clearly meet intent of the HQW definition.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.016     
     
     Please see response to comment ID P2744.013.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2744.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.017 is imbedded in comment #.013.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further diagogue between the states and U.S. EPA is required in order to   
     craft the final EEQ provision which fosters rigorous protection without in 
     any way discouraging reductions.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.017     
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     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to comments .010 through .017                           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The focus of the preceding recommendations is to reduce costs without      
     lessening the ecological gains of the GLWQG.  As indicated, these actions  
     will reduce potential costs by 50% while lowering the economic impact in a 
     worst case scenario to slightly over $1 billion annually.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.018     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2744.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance should maintain provisions for variances.               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.019     
     
     EPA agrees and has retained provisions for variances in the Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Guidance.                                                    
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2744.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where possible, certifiable prevention efforts could result in fee, permit 
     length, and other forms of flexibility.  The Council has worked closely    
     with members of the Great Lakes House and Senate delegations to frame such 
     a model--"the Great Lakes Pollution Prevention Demonstration Program"      
     contained in S.1183.  This program could provide insights on incorporating 
     responsible flexibility into the GLWQG.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.020     
     
     See responses to comments D2613.023 and D2724.411.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2744.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG contains a description of the potential to develop trading       
     schemes and other market mechanisms (p.160) in cases not involving the     
     elimination of mixing zones for BCC's.                                     
                                                                                
     The application of trading schemes or other approaches raised by DRI--such 
     as atmospheric deposition credits--requires extensive examination.  The    
     task of applying such approaches to water without jeopardizing the virtual 
     elimination of the discharge of BCC's will not be easy.  [Not every Great  
     Lakes state is prepared to endorse this effort.]  [Where state interest    
     exists, such efforts should be incorporated into the development of        
     Lakewide Management Plans or in other lake specific approaches.]           
                                                                                

Page 9899



$T044618.TXT
     [In the debate over the re-authorization of the Clean Water Act, strong    
     consideration should be given to extending permit lengths to provide       
     greater stability and more favorable investment and financing conditions   
     for dischargers.]                                                          
                                                                                
     [Such actions would establish cost-mitigating options without lessening    
     ecological protection or regulatory equivalence.  More directly, the       
     Governors believe such actions would mitigate costs without retreating from
     the critical contribution the elimination of mixing zones for BCC's holds  
     for the region.]                                                           
                                                                                
     [With timely and vigorous pursuit of these types of approaches, costs of   
     the GLWQG could be lowered significantly further-nearing $500 million      
     dollars annually in a worst case scenario.]                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.021     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2744.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.022 is imbedded in comment #.021.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not every Great Lakes state is prepared to endorse this effort.            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.022     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2744.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment #.023 is imbedded in comment #.021.                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where state interest exists, such efforts should be incorporated into the  
     development of Lakewide Management Plans or in other lake specific         
     approaches.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.023     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.024 is imbedded in comment #.021.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the debate over the re-authorization of the Clean Water Act, strong     
     consideration should be given to extending permit lengths to provide       
     greater stability and more favorable investment and financing conditions   
     for dischargers.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.024     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.025 is imbedded in comment #.021.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Such actions would establish cost-mitigating options without lessening     
     ecological protection or regulatory equivalence.  More directly, the       
     Governors believe such actions would mitigate costs without retreating from
     the critical contribution the elimination of mixing zones for BCC's holds  
     for the region.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.025     
     
     See response to comments D2669.082 and  D1711.014.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.026 is imbedded in comment #.021.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With timely and vigorous pursuit of these types of approaches, costs of the
     GLWQG could be lowered significantly further--nearing $500 million dollars 
     annually in a worst case scenario.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.026     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2744.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Governors believe that the effectiveness of the Guidance in creating a 
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     basin-wide regulatory framework and providing a point of departure for a   
     comprehensive toxic reduction strategy depends upon maintaining the        
     structure and context for collaboration and partnership.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.027     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2744.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first step towards ensuring that the implementation of the final       
     Guidance reflects the spirit of collaboration which marked the initiation  
     of this effort is to maintain the operation of the Steering Committee.  The
     Steering Committee structure is the fundamental mechanism for the states   
     and U.S. EPA to work collaboratively.  The failure to maintain the Steering
     Committee would inhibit both successful implementation of the Guidance and 
     progress on subsequent phases of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative. 
     Following completion of the public comment period, U.S. EPA should         
     reconvene the Steering Committee and maintain its operation on an ongoing  
     basis during finalization of the Guidance.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.028     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Critical Programs Act of 1990 which created a legislative mandate for  
     the voluntary effort to create a basin-wide regulatory framework is very   
     clear about its intent for implementation of the Guidance.  The Act calls  
     on the states to develop regulations which are "consistent" with the final 
     Guidance.  The preamble to the Guidance contains U.S. EPA's interpretation 
     that consistency mandates verbatim adoption of the final Guidance.  [Such  
     an interpretation does violence to the legislative intent and spirit of the
     Critical Programs Act.]                                                    
                                                                                
     [The Critical Programs Act recognizes the need for creating a basin-wide   
     regulatory framework--sufficient consistency in pollutant criterion, and   
     key regulatory issues such as anti-degradation, intake credits, and mixing 
     zones to make ecosystem strategies possible and preclude any potential for 
     environmentally destructive competition among the states in the region. In 
     certain cases consistency may require a rules approach, but there is no    
     basis in either the language or the spirit of the Critical Programs Act for
     U.S. EPA's interpretation that verbatim adoption is necessary to obtain    
     regional harmony.]                                                         
                                                                                
     [Verbatim adoption shifts the focus of regional environmental policy from  
     outcomes to procedures.]  [To require verbatim adoption is to deny the very
     essence of the Great Lakes ecosystem and its unique characteristics of     
     interconnectedness amid diversity.]  [Moreover, verbatim adoption would    
     stifle the LaMP process and the wealth of innovative activities underway in
     areas such as Green Bay in which U.S. EPA has been vital partner.]         
     [Finally, a requirement for verbatim adoption is likely to ensure that the 
     final Guidance produces far more litigation than real progress towards     
     harmony and toxic reduction.  The region has no time or resources for the  
     future U.S. EPA is inviting with this interpretation.]                     
                                                                                
     [The final Guidance should recognize that consistency requires harmonious  
     adoption of key provisions which establishes regulatory equivalence, not   
     verbatim adoption which stifles innovation, creativity and due process.]   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.029     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2769.085 and D2596.037.  Also, the Great 
     Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 requires Great Lakes States and Tribes 
     to adopt water quality standards, antidegradation policies and             
     implementation procedures consistent with the final Guidance within two    
     years of EPA's publication of the final Guidance.  Only when such States   
     and Tribes fail to do so do they become subject to EPA promulgation of the 
     provisions of the final Guidance as they appear in the Federal Register.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.030 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Such an interpretation does violence to the legislative intent and spirit  
     of the Critical Programs Act.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.030     
     
     See response to comment number P2744.029.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.031 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Critical Programs Act recognizes the need for creating a basin-wide    
     regulatory framework--sufficient consistency in pollutant criterion, and   
     key regulatory issues such as anti-degradation, intake credits, and mixing 
     zones to make ecosystem strategies possible and preclude any potential for 
     environmentally destructive competition among the states in the region.  In
     certain cases consistency may require a rules approach, but there is no    
     basis in either the language or the spirit of the Critical Programs Act for
     U.S. EPA's interpretation that verbatim adoption is necessary to obtain    
     regional harmony.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.031     
     
     See response to comment number P2744.029.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.032 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Verbatim adoption shifts the focus of regional environmental policy from   
     outcomes to procedures.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.032     
     
     See Sections I.C.4 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.033 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To require verbatim adoption is to deny the very essence of the Great Lakes
     ecosystem and its unique characteristics of interconnectedness amid        
     diversity.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.033     
     
     See Sections I.C.4 of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment #.034 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, verbatim adoption would stifle the LaMP process and the wealth of
     innovative activities underway in areas such as Green Bay in which U.S. EPA
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     has been a vital partner.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.034     
     
     See Sections I.C.4 and I.D of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.035 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, a requirement for verbatim adoption is likely to ensure that the  
     final Guidance produces far more litigation than real progress towards     
     harmony and toxic reduction.  The region has no time or resources for the  
     future U.S. EPA is inviting with this interpretation.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.035     
     
     See Section I.C.4 of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2744.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.036 is imbedded in comment #.029.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The final Guidance should recognize that consistency requires harmonious   
     adoption of key provisions which establishes regulatory equivalence, not   
     verbatim adoption which stifles innovation, creativity and due process.    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.036     
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     See Section I.C.4 of the SID.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG is only a first step towards restoring the Great Lakes ecosystem 
     and protecting human health.  With modifications, it holds the potential to
     provide a cost-effective framework for basin-wide regulation and make an   
     important contribution to reducing loadings of dioxin--one of several major
     threats the Great Lakes ecosystem.                                         
                                                                                
     [Timely, but focused efforts must now begin to address non-point toxic     
     discharges.  The great danger is that subsequent actions which seek to     
     tackle non-point problems--the greatest source of toxic loadings--may lack 
     comprehensiveness, choosing only those non-point sources associated with   
     current legislative action.]                                               
                                                                                
     The debate over the GLWQG has been useful and productive.  One result of   
     the discussion has been to re-awaken public recognition of the true state  
     of the Great Lakes and the complete actions needed to restore the          
     ecosystem.  Therefore, the Governors believe that subsequent phases of the 
     Great Lakes Initiative should be crafted along the following lines:        
                                                                                
     [Move expeditiously to target specific BCC's which are major contaminants  
     to the Lakes and for which specific cost-effective reduction strategies are
     currently available and actionable.]                                       
                                                                                
     [Engage in synthesizing data and information and completing assessments of 
     the specific sources of critical contaminants.]                            
                                                                                
     [Maintain and expand a multi-stakeholder effort to identify options for    
     comprehensive, multi-source strategies for obtaining loadings reductions.] 
                                                                                
     [Form linkages between RAP, LaMP, and other regulatory acts such as        
     implementation of the Clean Air Act, and the Great Lakes Initiative.]      
                                                                                
     [A regional "toxic reduction summit" on either a basin or lake-by-lake     
     basis could well provide the starting point for the type of timely, but    
     prioritized and comprehensive effort that will be required.  Moreover, such
     a summit would capitalize and enhance public recognition of the challenges 
     facing the basin.]                                                         
                                                                                
     The vision of subsequent phases of the Initiative outlined above largely   
     reflects the strategy which the region applied to win its battle against   
     nutrient pollution--set clear objectives for loadings reductions and target
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     the full range of sources for the most cost-effective reduction strategies.
     [Any effort which fails to combine timely action on priority BCC's with a  
     comprehensive focus on all sources will fail to fulfill the commitment to  
     truly restore the Great Lakes ecosystem.]                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.037     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.038 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Timely, but focused efforts must now begin to address non-point toxic      
     discharges.  The great danger is that subsequent actions which seek to     
     tackle non-point problems--the greatest source of toxic loadings--may lack 
     comprehensiveness, choosing only those non-point sources associated with   
     current legislative action.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.038     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.039 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Move expeditiously to target specific BCC's which are major contaminants to
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     the Lakes and for which specific cost-effective reduction strategies are   
     currently available and actionable.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.039     
     
     EPA has provided special emphasis on BCCs in the final Guidance. See       
     especially the antidegradation discussions at section VII of the SID, and  
     the TMDL discussions at section VIII.C of the SID.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.040 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Engage in synthesizing data and information and completing assessments of  
     the specific sources of critical contaminants.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.040     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.041 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Maintain and expand a multi-stakeholder effort to identify options for     
     comprehensive, multi-source strategies for obtaining loadings reductions.  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.041     

Page 9910



$T044618.TXT
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment #.042 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Form linkages between RAP, LaMP, and other regulatory acts such as         
     implementation of the Clean Air Act, and the Great Lakes Initiative.       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.042     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.043 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A regional "toxic reduction summit" on either a basin or lake-by-lake basis
     could well provide the starting point for the type of timely, but          
     prioritized and comprehensive effort that will be required.  Moreover, such
     a summit would capitalize and enhance public recognition of the challenges 
     facing the basin.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.043     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.044 is imbedded in comment #.037.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any effort which fails to combine timely action on priority BCC's with a   
     comprehensive focus on all sources will fail to fulfill the commitment to  
     truly restore the Great Lakes ecosystem.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.044     
     
     Please see response to comment P2744.039.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2744.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The citizens, governments, and industries of the Great Lakes region have   
     consistently demonstrated a willingness to make the commitments and        
     investments of energy and resources necessary to protect the treasure we   
     share.  [With the modifications suggested in this statement, the Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance can make an effective contribution to this    
     effort, by establishing regulatory harmony and significantly lowering      
     loadings of dioxin.]                                                       
                                                                                
     [The recommendations outlined above will lower the costs of the GLWQG      
     without jepordizing significant environmental improvement or the           
     realization of a basin-wide regulatory framework.]  [By expanding the      
     flexibility open to industry to meet environmental objectives, the         
     recommendations will help ensure that prevention and innovation are the    
     hallmark of industry and municipal compliance strategies and open the door 
     to creative multi-source reduction efforts.]  [Finally, the recommendations
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     outlined in this statement will help ensure that the Guidance can be       
     effectively implemented.]                                                  
                                                                                
     Perhaps the most important outcome stemming from the formulation of the    
     Guidance, is a reawakened appreciation for the extent to which this        
     region's economic and environmental futures are entwined.  [As important as
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is, it will not restore the Great   
     Lakes ecosystem.]  All parties to this Initiative must return to the public
     and articulate the critical need for a comprehensive toxic reduction       
     effort.  The starting point for such an effort must be recognition that the
     competiveness of Great Lakes industries can and must be reflected in all   
     environmental strategies.  With such a recognition in mind, the Governors  
     of the Great Lakes states submit these recommendations for finalization of 
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.045     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance addresses the issues raised in this comment.
      For a discussion of the underlying principles the EPA relied upon in      
     developing the final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards
     and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to    
     States and Tribes and providing an accurate assessment of the costs and    
     benefits associated with implementation of the final Guidance, see Section 
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the Guidance complements    
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID and        
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2744.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.046 is imbedded in comment #.045.                   
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With the modifications suggested in this statement, the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Guidance can make an effective contribution to this effort, by     
     establishing regulatory harmony and significantly lowering loadings of     
     dioxin.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.046     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See response
     to comment number P2744.004.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.047 is imbedded in comment #.045.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The recommendations outlined above will lower the costs of the GWLWQG      
     without jepordizing significant environmental improvement or the           
     realization of a basin-wide regulatory framework.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.047     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2744.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.048 is imbedded in comment #.045.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     By expanding the flexibility open to industry to meet environmental        
     objectives, the recommendations will help ensure that prevention and       
     innovation are the hallmark of industry and municipal compliance strategies
     and open the door to creative multi-source reduction efforts.              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.048     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance addresses the issues raised in this comment.
      For a discussion of the underlying principles the EPA relied upon in      
     developing the final Guidance, including promoting consistency in standards
     and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate flexibility to    
     States and Tribes and promoting pollution prevention practices, see Section
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the Guidance complements    
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, see Section I.D of the SID and        
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.049 is imbedded in comment #.045.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the recommendations outlined in this statement will help ensure   
     that the Guidance can be effectively implemented.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.049     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment # .050 is imbedded in comment #.045.                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As important as the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance is, it will not     
     restore the Great Lakes ecosystem.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.050     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
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     Comment ID: P2744.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [DRI's estimate of the direct incremental compliance costs attributed to   
     the GLI will range between $710 million and $2.3 billion per year.]  [This 
     range reflects two types of uncertainty, technological and regulatory.     
     Technological uncertainty includes the difficulty of predicting how        
     successful dischargers will be in meeting the stricter limits by using     
     inexpensive pollution prevention techniques and changes to cleaner         
     manufacturing processes, versus costly end-of-pipe treatment technologies.]
     [Regulatory uncertainty refers to the lack of consensus among state and    
     federal officials, let alone permit holders and outside experts, regarding 
     the precise impact of GLI on existing permits.]                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.051     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.052 is imbedded in comment #.051.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's estimate of the direct incremental compliance costs attributed to the
     GLI will range between $710 million and $2.3 billion per year.             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.052     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.053 is imbedded in comment #.051.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This range reflects two types of uncertainty, technological and regulatory.
     Technological uncertainty includes the difficulty of predicting how        
     successful dischargers will be in meeting the stricter limits by using     
     inexpensive pollution prevention techniques and changes to cleaner         
     manufacturing processes, versus costly end-of-pipe treatment technologies. 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.053     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's cost estimate is in sharp contrast to the cost range of $80 to $510  
     million annually put forth in the EPA cost study.(1)  The key differences  
     are (i) that [DRI is less optimistic than the EPA about the ability of     
     "waste minimization studies" to resolve the techonological issues,]  and   
     (ii) [our estimates take into account the potential cost consequences of   
     the GLI implementation procedures--the elements of the package that        
     distinguish it most from exisiting state regulations.]                     
                                                                                
     ________________                                                           
                                                                                
     (1) Science Applications International Corporation, April 16, 1993,        
     Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the        
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.054     
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     See response to comments D2684.008 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.055 is imbedded in comment #.054.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI is less optimistic than the EPA about the ability of "waste            
     minimization studies" to resolve the technological issues,                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.055     
     
     See response to comment D2684.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.056 is imbedded in comment #.054.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     our estimates take into account the potential cost consequences of the GLI 
     implementation procedures--the elements of the package that distinguish it 
     most from existing state regulations.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.056     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
Page 9918



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Four specific provisions in EPA's Draft Guidance contain elements that     
     drive up the costs of GLI without delivering commensurate benefits.  These 
     include:                                                                   
                                                                                
     [lack of a clear, sensible approach to intake credits;]                    
     [a rigid anti-degradation policy that leaves little room for new plants    
     with cleaner processes;]                                                   
     [the phasing out of mixing zones for Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern  
     (BCCs), and]                                                               
     [the wildlife criterion for mercury, which aims at reducing concentrations 
     of this naturally occurring element to below levels found in pristine      
     conditions.]                                                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.057     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2584.004, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.058 is imbedded in comment #.057.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     lack of a clear, sensible approach to intake credits;                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.058     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment # .059 is imbedded in comment #.057.                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a rigid anti-degradation policy that leaves little room for new plants with
     cleaner processes;                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.059     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2744.05?
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .05? is imbedded in comment #.051.                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulatory uncertainty refers to the lack of consensus among state and     
     federal officials, let alone permit holders and outside experts, regarding 
     the precise impact of GLI on existing permits.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.05?     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.060
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.060 is imbedded in comment #.057.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the phasing out of mixing zones for Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern   
     (BCCs), and                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.060     
     
     See response to comment D2669.082.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.061
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.061 is imbedded in comment #.057.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the wildlife criterion for mercury, which aims at reducing concentrations  
     of this naturally occurring element to below levels found in pristine      
     conditions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.061     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 

Page 9921



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     "Worst case" cost estimates provided by the trade association studies,     
     combined with unsupported statements from other sectors total in excess of 
     $10 billion per year.  In our assessment, however, the chances are remote  
     that direct costs will rise above the cost range we report.                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.062     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, the prospects are excellent for reducing costs below the
     DRI Policy Set "A" projection.  As shown in Exhibit ES-1, if certain GLI   
     provisions can be modified, direct compliance costs for Policy Set "B"     
     correspond closely to the cost range set forth by EPA.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.063     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to exhibit ES-2, page ES-4                              
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To assess the impact of GLI on the region's competitiveness, we built the  
     DRI Regional Model of the Great Lakes Economy, which captures              
     inter-industry linkage effects.  This allowed us to track the transmission 
     of economic impacts not only from sector to sector, but from state to state
     as well.  One of the important messages of this research is that no state  
     will escape the cost impacts of GLI.  States such as Illinois, Pennsylvania
     and Wisconsin, each of which have fewer than 2% of the dischargers in the  
     Basin, will experience losses in manufacturing output on the order of ten  
     times the direct compliance costs of facilities located in their states    
     (see Exhibit ES-2).                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.064     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York and Michigan, however, will together account for 55% of the $4.7  
     billion of industrial output that will be lost each year if DRI's worst    
     case scenario prevails.  Not only do these two states contain the majority 
     of the Basin's 588 major dischargers, but their economies are extremely    
     dependent on demand from industries in other states.(2)  For example, when 
     compliance costs cause firms in the other states to contract, demand for   
     auto parts from Michigan and business services from New York fall.         
     Therefore it is clear that the eight states need a joint solution that     
     ensures cost-effectiveness, because economic impacts cross state boundaries
     just as easily as air and water pollution.                                 
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (2) In the scenarios where cost-effective features are added to GLI,       
     Michigan's relative share of the economic impact is far lower, because that
     version of GLI closely resembles Michigan's already strict regulations.    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.065     
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     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The three sectors that will be hit the hardest are primary metals,         
     transportation equipment, and non-electrical machinery.  The iron and steel
     industry is hardest hit due to its high projected direct compliance costs  
     ($480 million per year), while the other two are affected primarily through
     higher costs for their key inputs, and charges (or stricter pre-treatment  
     requirements) from their local municipal sewer districts.  [The paper and  
     pulp industry has compliance costs nearly as high as the steel industry,   
     but it should be more successful in passing on costs to its customers, so  
     output will not fall nearly as much in this sector.]                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.066     
     
     See response to comments D2589.014 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.067 is imbedded in comment #.066.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The paper and pulp industry has compliance costs nearly as high as the     
     steel industry, but it should be more successful in passing on costs to its
     customers, so output will not fall nearly as much in this sector.          
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     Response to: P2744.067     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Will GLI significantly reduce the region's competitiveness?  The short     
     answer is no, since the absolute magnitude of the effect is small  The fall
     in manufacturing output is at most only one-third of one percent, and the  
     loss in employment is less than 0.1%, these impacts will be nearly         
     imperceptible in all but a few sectors.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.068     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The drop in personal income will average from $6 to $23 per person per     
     year, surely a small price to pay if the GLI could, for example, return the
     Lakes to a near-pristine condition.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.069     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, GLI falls well short of that environmental goal, and the economic 
     impacts will represent just one more nick in the region's competitiveness. 
     Good policy demands that not very many regulations with price tags of this 
     magnitude be adopted, because a series of small cuts in efficiency, each   
     one affordable on its own, will collectively spell economic stagnation.    
     [On the other hand, making cost-effective modifications to GLI will        
     preserve economic resources and public willingness to tackle other urgent  
     problems in the Great Lakes ecosystem, such as atmospheric deposition,     
     contaminated sediments, and loss of habitat.]                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.070     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003, G3457.004 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.071 is imbedded in comment #.070.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, making cost-effective modifications to GLI will preserve
     economic resources and public willingness to tackle other urgent problems  
     in the Great Lakes ecosystem, such as atmospheric deposition, contaminated 
     sediments, and loss of habitat.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.071     
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     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to exhibit ES-3, page ES-6                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The DRI Great Lakes Regional Model reveals that the loss in personal income
     will be less than half the foregone manufacturing output for residents of  
     the Great Lakes states (see Exhibit ES-3).  This large difference is       
     explained by the fact that building treatment facilities is a fixed cost,  
     hitting industries that are already capital-intensive.  Compared with other
     policies with a similar direct cost, this kind of intervention threatens   
     fewer jobs, and the cycle of income and expenditure losses that normally   
     result from layoffs is suppressed.                                         
                                                                                
     Thus, rather than workers, business profits are exposed to greater         
     losses,(3) and except in rare cases where establishments are shut down     
     because of GLI, economic distortions will be relatively minor.  For        
     example, costs of abatement of mercury emissions from coal-fired power     
     plants (a "non-point" source) would have a far higher "multiplier effect"  
     via electricity rate hikes.  Because different pollution reduction methods 
     can have such widely varying indirect impacts, the total economic cost     
     should always be compared when making policy choices.                      
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (3) Since many of these firms are national or international in ownership,  
     GLI actually shifts some of the burden outside of the Region.              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.072     
     
     See response to comments D2595.029 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the goals of the GLI process are not all matters of tangible      
     benefits and costs,(4) it is nevertheless crucial that policy makers       
     recognize just how limited the impact of GLI will be on actual water       
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     [According to the states' biennial water quality reports to Congress and   
     other sources, GLI toxins are not responsible for any impairments to       
     drinking water or swimming in the Lakes.]  [However, almost none of the    
     shoreline miles along the Lakes meet their designated uses for fish        
     consumption.  Moreover, current concentrations of toxic substances         
     seriously impair aquatic life, as well as many wildlife species such as    
     cormorants and eagles that depend on fish for food.]                       
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (4) For example, showing progress under the Great Lakes Water Quality      
     Agreement may give the US a valuable bargaining tool in on-going           
     negotiations with Canada, which is responsible for a significant portion of
     the contaminants in the Lakes.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.073     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.014, D2587.143, D2723.004 and        
     D2587.045.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.074 is imbedded in comment #.073.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to the states' biennial water quality reports to Congress and    
     other sources, GLI toxins are not responsible for any impairments to       
     drinking water or swimming in the Lakes.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.074     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.143.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.075 is imbedded in comment #.073.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, almost none of the shoreline miles along the Lakes meet their     
     designated uses for fish consumption.  Moreover, current concentrations of 
     toxic substances seriously impair aquatic life, as well as many wildlife   
     species such as cormorants and eagles that depend on fish for food.        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.075     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.143.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to exhibit ES-4, page ES-7                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Twenty-eight substances have been labeled as bioaccumulative chemicals of  
     concern (BCCs) because they tend to accumulate to increasing concentrations
     along the food chain, and for this reason GLI procedures are more strict   
     with these substances.  Exhibit ES-4 shows the seven GLI contaminants that 
     are responsible for fish consumption advisories.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.076     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See response
     to comment number P264.067.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If GLI could make significant progress toward eliminating the fish         
     advisories, a whole host of environmental benefits could be estimated in   
     dollar terms, and constrasted with the costs.  Making the fish safely      
     edible for humans and wildlife would lead to increased commercial fishing  
     income, recreational fishing with all its tourism spin-off effects,        
     enhanced enjoyment of the wildlife by residents and park visitors, and     
     possible improvements in health among a small human population that        
     regularly ignores the fish consumption advisories.  These benefits are     
     difficult to calculate accurately, but if GLI could achieve them, it would 
     be worthwhile computing them, so that we could compare the benefits with   
     their associated costs.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.077     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017, G2571.024a and D2723.004.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Unfortunately, of the toxins causing fish advisories, only dioxin will    
     experience a significant reduction in total loadings as a result of GLI.]  
     [Under the most optimistic assumptions, mercury loadings from municipal and
     industrial point sources--the only sources addressed by GLI--will be cut by
     80%.(5)  However, known sources of mercury deposition from the atmosphere  
     are estimated at ten times the point source contributions, as shown in     
     Exhibit ES-5, and other sources of this naturally occurring substance may  
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     also be significant.]                                                      
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (5) And reductions of that magnitude for mercury is a "cost trigger" on the
     compliance side.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.078     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.014, and F4030.003.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.079
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.079 is imbedded in comment #.078.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, of the toxins causing fish advisories, only dioxin will     
     experience a significant reduction in total loadings as a result of GLI.   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.079     
     
     See response to comment D2587.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.080
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.080 is imbedded in comment #.078.  Refer to exhibit 
ES-5, page   
          ES-8                                                                      

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the most optimistic assumptions, mercury loadings from municipal and 
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     industrial point sources--the only sources addressed by GLI--will be cut by
     80%.(5)  However, known sources of mercury deposition from the atmosphere  
     are estimated at ten times the point source contributions, as shown in     
     Exhibit ES-5, and other sources of this naturally occurring substance may  
     also be significant.                                                       
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (5) And reductions of that magnitude for mercury is a "cost trigger" on the
     compliance side.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.080     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045 and D2587.014.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.081
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, GLI's impact on levels of mercury, PCBs and other chemicals of       
     concern will be completely ineffective in isolation.  [Because of the large
     quantities of PCBs already in the ecosystem, levels of that pollutant are  
     not expected to fall below the determined thresholds for fish advisories   
     for decades,] after which GLI's point source limits will have been fully   
     responsible for the elimination of only one chemical causing fish          
     consumption advisories, dioxin.(6)                                         
                                                                                
     ________________                                                           
                                                                                
     (6) Due to stringent existing regulations of dioxin, and process changes   
     already under way in the paper industry, it can be argued that GLI itself  
     would not be necessary to achieve this goal.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.081     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.014 and D2587.045.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.082 is imbedded in comment #.081.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the large quantities of PCBs already in the ecosystem, levels of
     that pollutant are not expected to fall below the determined thresholds for
     fish advisories for decades,                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.082     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     response to comment number G2688.002.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a wider debate about the correct strategy to achieve improved     
     water quality, but even there, all observers agree that the non-point      
     sources, including contaminated sediments, atmospheric deposition, and     
     leaking waste sites, contribute a far greater share of these toxins than   
     point sources contribute.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.083     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control all sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the final Guidance 
     is a further step in that direction because it addresses both point and    
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID 
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

Page 9933



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.084
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Partly because Executive Order 12291 required EPA to conduct a full        
     Regulatory Impact Analysis (RIA) of GLI, EPA has estimated monetary values 
     of both costs and benefits.  The technical uncertainties involved in       
     putting these dollar values on benefits are an order of magnitude greater  
     than for costs, and [the RIA is profoundly ambiguous about whether GLI will
     account for as much as 50% or as little as 1% of the benefits of a         
     contaminant free fishery.(7)]  [Even using relatively optimistic           
     assumptions about cost and benefits,(8) the RIA concludes that costs have a
     better than even chance of exceeding monetizable benefits.]                
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (7) RCG/Hagler, Bailly, Inc., April 15, 1992, Regulatory Impact Analysis of
     the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, Final Report.  Prepared   
     for the US EPA.                                                            
                                                                                
     (8) EPA loadings reductions for evaluating benefits assume that current    
     discharges are at the permit limits, while all cost scenarios assume that  
     many facilities discharge at well below their permit limits.  In addition, 
     the  use of EPA toxic-weighted loadings reductions blurs the distinction   
     between chemicals discharged and chemicals impairing beneficial uses.      
     These discrepancies bias any direct comparisons.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.084     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.085
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.085 is imbedded in comment #.084.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the RIA is profoundly ambiguous about whether GLI will account for as much 
     as 50% or as little as 1% of the benefits of a contaminant free fishery.(7)
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (7) RCG/Hagler,Bailly, Inc., April 15, 1992, Regulatory Impact Analysis of 
     the Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance, Final Report.  Prepared   
     for the US EPA.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.085     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.037.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.086
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/BEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.086 is imbedded in comment #.084.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even using relatively optimistic assumptions about cost and benefits,(8)   
     the RIA concludes that costs have a better than even chance of exceeding   
     monetizable benefits.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.086     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI follows many state and federal environmental officials in supporting   
     the application of a true ecosystem approach to developing environmental   
     standards.  Such an approach would fully consider all sources and fates of 
     contaminants in the Great Lakes basins, as well as their biological and    
     physical characteristics.  [This is much closer to the approach taken in   
     Lakewide Area Management Plans (LAMPs), which concentrate on achieving     
     solutions to lake-specific problems no matter what their source.]          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.087     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control all sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the final Guidance 
     is a further step in that direction because it addresses both point and    
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment #.088 is imbedded in comment #.087.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This is much closer to the approach taken in Lakewide Area Management Plans
     (LAMPs), which concentrate on achieving solutions to lake-specific problems
     no matter what their source.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.088     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control all sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the final Guidance 
     is a further step in that direction because it addresses both point and    
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     RAPs and LaMPs, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc RP
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedures governing waste load allocations(9) and reasonable potential to 
     exceed water quality standards must be revised to allow for a sensible     
     system of intake credits.  Dischargers who use and return waters to the    
     same water body should be allowed to discharge at the background           
     concentration or between background and criteria.  [The use of tiny amounts
     of metal-based algaecides, and slight increases in concentrations due to   
     evaporation should be explicitly addressed.]                               
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (9) In this section, italics indicate terms already defined under GLI;     
     those in bold are DRI proposals.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.089     
     
     The intake pollutant procedures in the final Guidance, as well as          
     implications for WQBELs and the relationship between intake "credits" and  
     TMDLs, are discussed in detail in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  The      
     wasteload allocation procedures for TMDLs are discussed in the SID at      
     Section VIII.C.                                                            
                                                                                
     The use of "tiny" amounts of metal-based algaecides is addressed in the SID
     at section VIII.E.7.b.i.  "Slight" increases in concentration due to       
     evaporation is addressed in the SID at VIII.E.7.a.vi.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.090 is imbedded in comment #.089.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of tiny amounts of metal-based algaecides, and slight increases in 
     concentrations due to evaporation should be explicitly addressed.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.090     
     
     This comment is included in P2744.089 and is not addressed separately here.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2744.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phased elimination of mixing zones for BCCs strives for loadings       
     reductions as much as ten times beyond the already conservative wildlife   
     criteria.  For BCCs such as mercury and PCBs, whose loadings are           
     predominantly from non-point sources, the benefits of these additional     
     reductions are minute, while removal costs begin to rise exponentially at  
     these concentrations.  [Granting municipal sewer districts "intake credits 
     for atmospheric deposition" may mitigate the problem, since a good case    
     could be made that cities should not be responsible for treating pollutants
     that literally rain on them from the sky.]  [Instituting multiple source   
     total maximum daily loads (10) would provide that dischargers of chemicals 
     with high non-point source contributions are not required to bear a        
     disproportionate share of the burden.]                                     
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (10) The phrase "multiple source TMDLs" is mentioned in the Draft Guidance 
     twice in Appendix E under Procedure 3 (3A. C. 4 on page 295 and 3B. C.3 on 
     page 299) but is not defined.  DRI has assumed a definition supported by   
     discussions with state level permitting officials.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.091     
     
     EPA acknowledges the commenter's concern that the costs associated with the
     mixing zone prohibitions can be substantial and, accordingly, has          
     incorporated into the final Guidance a limited exception to the mixing zone
     phase-out for existing discharges of BCCs based on economic and technical  
     considerations.  For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions      
     pertaining to BCCs and EPA's reasons for adopting a limited exception to   
     the phase-out for existing BCC discharges, see the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA   
     also acknowledges the commenter's concern that nonpoint sources, including 
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     atmospheric deposition, are significant sources of BCC loadings in the     
     Great Lakes System and agrees that TMDLs are important mechanisms by which 
     water quality standards can be attained without disproportionately         
     burdening point sources.  For this reason, EPA has modified general        
     condition 1 of procedure 3.B. to refer specifically to situations when     
     water quality standards cannot be attained immediately and has included a  
     more extensive discussion of the phased approach to TMDLs in the SID.  See 
     SID at VIII.C.1.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2744.092
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.092 is imbedded in comment #.091.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Granting municipal sewer districts "intake credits for atmospheric         
     deposition" may mitigate the problem, since a good case could be made that 
     cities should not be responsible for treating pollutants that literally    
     rain on them from the sky.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.092     
     
     The response for this comment can be found in the response to comment ID   
     P2744.201.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2744.093
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.093 is imbedded in comment #.091.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Instituting multiple source total maximum daily loads (10) would provide   
     that dischargers of chemicals with high non-point source contributions are 
     not required to bear a disproportionate share of the burden.               

Page 9939



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (10) The phrase "multiple source TMDLs" is mentioned in the Draft Guidance 
     twice in Appendix E under Procedure 3 (3A. C. 4 on page 295 and 3B. C.3 on 
     page 299) but is not defined.  DRI has assumed a definition supported by   
     discussions with state level permitting officials.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.093     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by removing the term "multiple source TMDL" 
     from the final Guidance.  See generally discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.a
     regarding modifications to general condition 1.  See response to comment   
     P2771.393.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2744.094
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation policy preserves existing water qualty when it is     
     better than the standard, by limiting new discharges from new and existing 
     plants.  However, in doing so, it freezes the status quo, so that a        
     proposed plant using a cleaner process may be blocked while older plants   
     jealously guard their right to discharge at historical levels.  [Devising a
     scheme for trading of loadings reduction credits with an offset factor     
     would allow environmental improvements to take place alongside economic    
     growth, changing a zero-sum game to a positive-sum game.]  [Clearer        
     handling of the allowance for higher loadings when there is an important   
     social or economic benefit will also mitigate this problem.]               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.094     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2744.095
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment #.095 is imbedded in comment #.094.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Devising a scheme for trading of loadings reduction credits with an offset 
     factor would allow environmental improvements to take place alongside      
     economic growth, changing a zero-sum game to a positive-sum game.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.095     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2744.096
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.096 is imbedded in comment #.094.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearer handling of the allowance for higher loadings when there is an     
     important social or economic benefit will also mitigate this problem.      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.096     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More than any other substance in the GLI, the criterion set for mercury    
     acts as a cost trigger.  It appears in nearly 50% of the existing permits  
     sampled and is forecast to account for over 30% of the attributable costs  
     of GLI in 1997, but this will only represent the tip of the iceberg in     
     terms of projected costs of compliance.  [With mercury criteria set at     
     concentrations 1,000 times more sensitive than EPA's current approved      
     detection limits, the detection limits dictate how stringent individual    
     permits will be.  However, detection limits will inevitably improve with   
     scientific progress, and coupled with mixing zone elimination, eventual    
     loadings reductions will be literally impossible to achieve with any known 
     treatment technology, especially for municipal sewer systems with their    
     enormous flow volumes.]                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.097     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.098 is imbedded in comment #.097.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With mercury criteria set at concentrations 1,000 times more sensitive than
     EPA's current approved detection limits, the detection limits dictate how  
     stringent individual permits will be.  However, detection limits will      
     inevitably improve with scientific progress, and coupled with mixing zone  
     elimination, eventual loadings reductions will be literally impossible to  
     achieve with any known treatment technology, especially for municipal sewer
     systems with their enormous flow volumes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.098     
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     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.099
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many of the recommendations made above can mitigate the mercury problem,   
     but there is also scientific grounds to question the criterion itself.  To 
     prevent a cost spike where incremental benefits of point source mercury    
     reductions are minimal, DRI recommends that the EPA either revise the      
     mercury criterion upward.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.099     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A final measure that would reduce regulatory uncertainty without           
     significant environmental impact would be to extend the life of permits    
     from five to ten years once GLI limits are reflected in permits.           
     
     

Page 9943



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: P2744.100     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In this analysis, DRI assumes in its cost projections for DRI Policy Set B 
     that the factors causing potential cost spikes will be addressed.  Since   
     the EPA cost study did not incorporate these factors, it should not be     
     surprising that DRI's range of cost estimates for Policy Set B corresponds 
     closely to the EPA's range of $80 to $510 million annually.  The main      
     difference between the two estimates is that direct costs for Michigan are 
     roughly half their magnitude in the EPA estimates, because DRI took into   
     account the relatively strict nature of Michigan's existing regulations.   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.101     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the broad public support for improved water quality in the Lakes, and
     the tangible and intangible benefits that implies, clearly the GLI process 
     will go forward.  The costs per person, ranging from $0.50 to $4 each year 
     if the cost spikes are remedied, do not appear onerous,                    
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     Response to: P2744.102     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI has identified several implementation procedures that have the         
     potential to create cost "spikes" without reducing loadings and improving  
     beneficial uses significantly.  [In some cases, these problems can be      
     remedied by making the language and intent of the Guidance more clear;] in 
     other cases, [existing procedures need to be altered, or new ones created, 
     to resolve the problem.]                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.103     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.104 is imbedded in comment #.103.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases, these problems can be remedied by making the language and   
     intent of the Guidance more clear;                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.104     
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     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.105 is imbedded in comment #.103.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     existing procedures need to be altered, or new ones created, to resolve the
     problem.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.105     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The agreement includes numerical and narrative water quality standards as  
     minimums for the two countries.  The agreement calls for the identification
     and elimination of Areas of Concern in the Great Lakes basin.  (Forty-two  
     have since been identified.)  Remedial Action Plans (RAPs) are to be       
     developed and implemented to address the Areas of Concern, and Lakewide    
     Area Management Plans (LAMPS) developed to address impairments in the uses 
     of open and nearshore waters.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.106     
     
     See responses to comment numbers D605.042 and G3457.004.  See also Sections
     I.C and I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [DRI has identified the key industries and states that will be affected by 
     the GLI.  The economies of the Great Lakes states have strong              
     inter-industry linkages, that do not respect state lines, and the economic 
     system will spread these costs significantly.]  [Certain states with few   
     dischargers will nevertheless experience economic impacts ten times higher 
     than the direct compliance costs incurred in that state.]  [If the extreme 
     scenario comes to pass, no state will escape the cost impact.]             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.107     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .108 imbedded in .107                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI has identified the key industries and states that will be affected by  
     the GLI.  The economies of the Great Lakes states have strong              
     inter-industry linkages, that do not respect state lines, and the economic 
     system will spread these costs significantly.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.108     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .109 imbedded in .107                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Certain states with few dischargers will nevertheless experience economic  
     impacts ten times higher than the direct compliance costs incurred in that 
     state.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.109     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .110 imbedded in .107                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the extreme scenario comes to pass, no state will escape the cost       
     impact.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.110     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The effects of GLI implementation on employment, income, and industrial    
     output are presented from variety of angles, to provide policy-relevant    
     insights.  To the extent that states have been perceived as "competing for 
     jobs by offering more lenient environmental regulations," the GLI ensures  
     that such differences will no longer exist and cannot be exploited to the  
     detriment of the Lakes.  [However, unless the Guidance is modified to      
     reduce regulatory uncertainty, it has the potential to erode the           
     competitiveness of the region's economy.]                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.111     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .112 is imbedded in .111                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, unless the Guidance is modified to reduce regulatory uncertainty, 
     it has the potential to erode the competitiveness of the region's economy. 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.112     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to exhibit I-1, page I-4                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, to put the discussion into perspective, it is useful to review the
     Cost-Benefit framework that underlies all conceptual work in this area.    
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     Central to this perspective is the concept of diminishing marginal returns.
      (See Exhibit I-1.)                                                        
                                                                                
     The earliest stages of environmental clean-up are generally easy to        
     justify, since costs of simple remedial measures are low, and initial      
     benefits are high.  As greater and greater reductions are achieved, it is  
     generally at a higher cost, and at a lower marginal benefit.  At some      
     point, the marginal benefits will equal the costs, after which, incremental
     clean-up will actually yield lower benefits below the value of their cost. 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.113     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI is not suggesting that the level of toxic chemicals in the Great Lakes 
     Basin is currently near the "optimal toxic reduction" point shown in the   
     figure.  Rather, the message is that certain elements of the GLI appear to 
     violate assumptions behind the upward sloping cost curve.  The assumptions 
     that are violated include:                                                 
                                                                                
     [o  the cheapest pollution reduction measures will be tried first,] and    
                                                                                
     [o  successive clean-up efforts will be sequenced according to the         
     least-cost, or cost-effectiveness, principle.]                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.114     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .115 is imbedded in .114                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     o  the cheapest pollution reduction measures will be tried first           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.115     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .116 is imbedded in .114                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     o  successive clean-up efforts will be sequenced according to the          
     least-cost, or cost-effectiveness, principle.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.116     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since GLI actually ignores the costs inherent in its implementation, it is 
     represented by a radically sloped cost curve that intersects the benefits  
     curve much sooner than necessary (see Exhibit I-1).  [An extreme example of
     such inefficiencies is that of ignoring the air pollution of coal-fired    
     power plants, which contribute literally tons of mercury into the          
     atmosphere each year, most of which finds its way into the Lakes.  At the  
     same time, the Draft Guidance requires expensive treatment technologies to 
     be applied to the process waters, which contain amounts of mercury measured
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     in micrograms.]                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.117     
     
     See response to comments D2595.029, F4030.003, and D1711.015.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .118 imbedded in .117                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An extreme example of such inefficiencies is that of ignoring the air      
     pollution of coal-fired power plants, which contribute literally tons of   
     mercury into the atmosphere each year, most of which finds its way into the
     Lakes.  At the same time, the Draft Guidance requires expensive treatment  
     technologies to be applied to the process waters, which contain amounts of 
     mercury measured in micrograms.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.118     
     
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Three specific GLI policies have emerged from the analysis as having the   
     greatest potential to generate costs without commensurate benefits:        
                                                                                
     [o  Lack of well-defined Intake Credits,]                                  
                                                                                
     [o  Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCCs] and                              
                                                                                
     [o  Adoption of an Anti-Degradation Policy.]                               
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     [In the case of intake credits, DRI has concluded that the EPA does not    
     intend to force facilities using noncontact cooling water to treat these   
     waters prior to discharging; however, the language in the Draft Guidance   
     does not ensure this outcome.  The costs associated with such treatment    
     would be exorbitant, and yield no perceptible benefit to the environment.  
     Slight alterations in the wording of the Guidance can remedy this          
     deficiency.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.119     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2098.038, and D2589.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.120
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .120 imbedded in .119                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Three specific GLI policies have emerged from the analysis as having the  
     greatest potential to generate costs without commensurate benefits:]       
                                                                                
     o  Lack of well-defined Intake Credits                                     
     [o  Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCCs and                               
     o  Adoption of Anti-Degradation Policy                                     
                                                                                
     In the case of intake credits, DRI has concluded that the EPA does not     
     intend to force facilities using noncontact cooling water to treat these   
     waters prior to discharging; however, the language in the Draft-Guidance   
     does not ensure this outcome.  The costs associated with such treatment    
     would be exorbitant, and yield no perceptible benefit to the environment.  
     Slight alterations in the wording of the Guidance can remedy this          
     deficiency.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.120     
     
     See responses to comments D2587.009, D2657,006, and D2098.038.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2744.121
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: .121 imbedded in .119                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Three specific GLI policies have emerged from the analysis as having the  
     greatest potential to generate costs without commensurate benefits:        
     o  Lack of well-defined Intake Credits,]                                   
     o  Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCCs, [and                              
     o  Adoption of an Anti-Degradation Policy.                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     In the case of intake credits, DRI has concluded that the EPA does not     
     intend to force facilities using noncontact cooling water to treat these   
     waters prior to discharging; however, the language in the Draft Guidance   
     does not ensure this outcome.  The costs associated with such treatment    
     would be exorbitant, and yield no perceptible benefit to the environment.  
     Slight alterations in the wording of the Guidance can remedy this          
     deficiency.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.121     
     
     For a discussion of the mixing zone provisions in the final Guidance       
     pertaining to BCCs, see the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a discussion on intake   
     credits, see the SID at VIII.E.3-7.  For a discussion on antidegradation   
     policies, see the SID at VII.C.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2744.122
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .122 imbedded in .119                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Three specific GLI policies have emerged from the analysis as having the  
     greatest potential to generate costs without commensurate benefits:        
                                                                                
     o  Lack of well-defined Intake Credits,                                    
     o  Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCCs and]                               
     o Adoption of an Anti-Degradation Policy.                                  
                                                                                
     In the case of intake credits, DRI has concluded that the EPA does not     
     intend to force facilities using noncontact cooling water to treat these   
     waters prior to discharging; however, the language in the Draft Guidance   
     does not ensure this outcome.  The costs associated with such treatment    
     would be exorbitant, and yield no perceptible benefit to the environment.  
     Slight alterations in the wording of the Guidance can remedy this          
     deficiency.                                                                
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     Response to: P2744.122     
     
     Antidegradation is a not a new requirement having existed sinnce 1965.  The
     final Guidance incorporates a number of changes from the proposal that     
     should make antidegradation more workable. Most notably, EEQ was dropped   
     from the final Guidance.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.123
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .123 imbedded in .119                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of intake credits, DRI has concluded that the EPA does not     
     intend to force facilities using noncontact cooling water to treat these   
     waters prior to discharging; however, the language in the Draft Guidance   
     does not ensure this outcome.  The costs associated with such treatment    
     would be exorbitant, and yield no perceptible benefit to the environment.  
     Slight alterations in the wording of the Guidance can remedy this          
     deficiency.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.123     
     
     The procedures in the final Guidance for considering intake water          
     pollutants in determining whether WQBELs are needed and in developing      
     WQBELS where needed apply on a case-by-case basis considering facility- and
     site-specific factors that may differ from discharger to discharger.  As   
     explained in the SID at section VIII.E.7, EPA declines to adopt a blanket  
     exemption for non-contact cooling water from these procedures.  See        
     response to comment D2657.006 with respect to cost issues.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2744.124
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The mixing zone and antidegradation policies do yield some environmental   
     benefits, but they can also lead to "cost spikes" that are out of          
     proportion with potential benefits.  [These spikes can be avoided by       
     applying intake credits for atmospheric deposition] or a variety of        
     market-oriented mechanisms, such as [loadings reduction credit trading],   
     [multiple source total maximum daily loads (TMDLs)], [a better definition  
     of "economic and social development], and ["atmospheric deposition         
     credits."]                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.124     
     
     EPA acknowledges the possible "cost spikes" associated with its mixing zone
     elimination provisions for existing BCC discharges and therefore has       
     included a limited exception to that phase-out based on economic and       
     technical considerations.  See SID at VIII.C.4. EPA also agrees with the   
     commenter that TMDLs can be used to achieve water quality goals in a cost  
     effective way by focusing on the true sources of concern.  EPA refers the  
     commenter to the discussion in the SID on the phased approach to TMDL      
     development as it relates to loading contributions from nonpoint sources,  
     including atmospheric deposition.  See VIII.C.1.  See also the discussion  
     in the SID on load reductions from nonpoint sources at VIII.C.3.c.  EPA    
     also agrees that the development of TMDLs presents opportunities for       
     pollutant trading.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.10.  With      
     regard to "atmospheric deposition credits," the basic rationale for intake 
     water pollutant "credits" -- that special consideration is appropriate     
     where intake pollutants in the facility's discharge would reach the outfall
     point in the receiving water without increased adverse effects despite the 
     removal from and subsequent discharge of those pollutant to the same water 
     body by a facility -- does not always apply to pollutants in a facility's  
     discharge from atmospheric deposition.  (To the extent that pollutants     
     introduced into a waterbody via atmospheric deposition are part of the     
     background water supply used for intake water, they would be covered by the
     intake pollutant procedures, however.)  It is important to note that wet   
     weather point sources (e.g., separate storm sewers and CSOs) are not       
     covered by the final Guidance and therefore States are not constrained by  
     these procedures in addressing those discharges.                           
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that combined sewage that includes stormwater and goes to   
     the POTW for treatment, and stormwater discharges associated with          
     industrial activity that are mixed with process wastewater, are not exempt 
     from this Guidance and may be affected by the lack of an "atmospheric      
     deposition credit" comparable to an intake credit.  The question of an     
     atmospheric deposition credit raises complex legal, policy, and technical  
     issues that are beyond the scope of this rulemaking. EPA is committed to   
     examining the issue of stormwater contaminated by atmospheric deposition   
     and the viability of an atmospheric deposition credit within the next few  
     years as part of its stormwater program.  In the meantime, other mechanisms
     such as temporary variances from water quality standards may be used where 
     intake credits are not available.  Also, where atmospheric deposition      
     contributes to background water quality, TMDLs may be used to address air  
     sources of pollutants that impact surface water quality so as to provide   
     present relief to point source discharges where future reductions from air 
     sources are reasonably anticipated within a reasonable period of time.  The
     phased approach to TMDL development is explained in the SID at Section     
     VIII.C.1.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.125
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .125 imbedded in .124                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The mixing zone and anti-degradation policies do yield some environmental 
     benefits, but they can also lead to "cost spikes" that are out of          
     proportion with potential benefits.]  These spikes can be avoided by       
     applying intake credits for atmospheric deposition [or a variety of        
     market-oriented mechanisms, such as loadings reduction credit trading      
     multiple source total maximum daily loads (TMDLs), a better definition of  
     "economic and social development," and "atmospheric deposition credits".]  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.125     
     
     EPA interprets this comment to raise a general concern about potential     
     burdens on point sources where other sources also are significant          
     contributors of pollutants to the waterbody.  EPA believes that the most   
     appropriate mechanism for allocating load reductions necessary to attain   
     water quality standards among various sources is a TMDL or comparable      
     assessment and remediation plan, but also has provided interim "relief"    
     mechanisms for point sources through the intake pollutant procedures, as   
     explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.4-6.  As discussed in the SID at   
     Section III.C., "trading" among sources via a TMDL or comparable plan is   
     not only possible, but encouraged.  See SID at Section VIII.C.10.          
                                                                                
     EPA has not adopted an "atmospheric deposition credit" in the intake       
     pollutant procedures as suggested by this and other commenters.  The basic 
     rationale for intake water pollutant "credits"--that special consideration 
     is appropriate where intake pollutants in the facility's discharge would   
     reach the outfall point in the receiving water without increased adverse   
     effects despite the removal and subsequent discharge of those pollutant by 
     a facility--does not always apply to pollutants in a facility's discharge  
     from atmospheric deposition.  (To the extent that pollutants introduced    
     into a waterbody via atmospheric deposition are part of the background     
     water supply used for intake water, they would be covered by the intake    
     pollutant procedures, however.)  EPA notes, however, that other mechanisms 
     such as temporary variances from WQS may be used where intake credits are  
     not available.  Also, and perhaps more significantly, the use of phased    
     TMDLs may be used to address air sources of pollutants that impact surface 
     water quality so as to provide present relief to point sources discharges  
     where future reductions from air sources are reasonably anticipated within 
     a reasonable period of time.  Phased TMDLs are explained in the SID at     
     Section VIII.C.                                                            
                                                                                
     With respect to cost issues, see responses to comments D2669.082,          
     D2098.038, F4030.003, and G3457.004.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2744.126
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .126 imbedded in .124                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The mixing zone and anti-degradation policies do yield some environmental 
     benefits, but they can also lead to "cost spikes" that are out of          
     proportion with potential benefits.  These spikes can be avoided by        
     applying intake credits for atmospheric deposition or a variety of         
     market-oriented mechanisms, such as] loadings reduction credit trading     
     [multiple source total maximum daily loads (TMDLs), a better definition of 
     "economic and social development," and "atmospheric deposition credits."]  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.126     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2744.127
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA COST STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .127 imbedded in .124                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The mixing zone and anti-degradation policies do yield some environmental 
     benefits, but they can also lead to "cost spikes" that are out of          
     proportion with potential benefits.  These spikes can be avoided by        
     applying intake credits for atmospheric deposition or a variety of         
     market-oriented mechanisms, such as loadings reduction credit trading and] 
     multiple source total maximum daily loads (TMDLs), [a better definition of 
     "economic and social development," and "atmospheric deposition credits."]  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.127     
     
     EPA acknowledges the possible "cost spikes" associated with its mixing zone
     elimination provisions for existing BCC discharges and therefore has       
     included a limited exception to that phase-out based on economic and       
     technical considerations.  See SID at VIII.C.4. EPA also agrees with the   
     commenter that TMDLs can be used to achieve water quality goals in a cost  
     effective way by focusing on the true sources of concern.  EPA refers the  
     commenter to the discussion in the SID on the phased approach to TMDL      
     development as it relates to loading contributions from nonpoint sources,  
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     including atmospheric deposition.  See VIII.C.1.  See also the discussion  
     in the SID on load reductions from nonpoint sources at VIII.C.3.c.  EPA    
     also agrees that the development of TMDLs presents opportunities for       
     pollutant trading.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.10.  With      
     regard to "atmospheric deposition credits," the basic rationale for intake 
     water pollutant "credits" -- that special consideration is appropriate     
     where intake pollutants in the facility's discharge would reach the outfall
     point in the receiving water without increased adverse effects despite the 
     removal from and subsequent discharge of those pollutant to the same water 
     body by a facility -- does not always apply to pollutants in a facility's  
     discharge from atmospheric deposition.  (To the extent that pollutants     
     introduced into a waterbody via atmospheric deposition are part of the     
     background water supply used for intake water, they would be covered by the
     intake pollutant procedures, however.)  It is important to note that wet   
     weather point sources (e.g., separate storm sewers and CSOs) are not       
     covered by the final Guidance and therefore States are not constrained by  
     these procedures in addressing those discharges.                           
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that combined sewage that includes stormwater and goes to   
     the POTW for treatment, and stormwater discharges associated with          
     industrial activity that are mixed with process wastewater, are not exempt 
     from this Guidance and may be affected by the lack of an "atmospheric      
     deposition credit" comparable to an intake credit.  The question of an     
     atmospheric deposition credit raises complex legal, policy, and technical  
     issues that are beyond the scope of this rulemaking. EPA is committed to   
     examining the issue of stormwater contaminated by atmospheric deposition   
     and the viability of an atmospheric deposition credit within the next few  
     years as part of its stormwater program.  In the meantime, other mechanisms
     such as temporary variances from water quality standards may be used where 
     intake credits are not available.  Also, where atmospheric deposition      
     contributes to background water quality, TMDLs may be used to address air  
     sources of pollutants that impact surface water quality so as to provide   
     present relief to point source discharges where future reductions from air 
     sources are reasonably anticipated within a reasonable period of time.  The
     phased approach to TMDL development is explained in the SID at Section     
     VIII.C.1.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2744.128
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .128 imbedded in .124                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The mixing zone and anti-degradation policies do yield some environmental 
     benefits, but they can also lead to "cost spikes" that are out of          
     proportion with potential benefits.  These spikes can be avoided by        
     applying intake credits for atmospheric deposition or a variety of         
     market-oriented mechanisms, such as loadings reduction credit trading,     
     multiple source total maximum daily loads (TMDLs),] a better definition of 
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     "economic and social development, " [and "atmospheric deposition credits.] 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.128     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.129
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .129 imbedded in .124                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [The mixing zone and anti-degradation policies do yield some environmental 
     benefits, but they can also lead to "cost spikes" that are out of          
     proportion with potential benefits.  These spikes can be avoided by        
     applying intake credits for atmospheric deposition, or a variety of        
     market-oriented mechanisms, such as loadings reduction credit trading,     
     multiple souce total maximum daily loads (TMDLs), a better definition of   
     "economic and social development, " and] "atmospheric deposition credits." 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.129     
     
     This is the same comment as comment #P2744.125 and is addressed in the     
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If GLI is implemented in its current form, the "worst case" scenario       
     suggests that up to 33,000 jobs could be lost, and Great Lakes residents   
     would forego $1.9 billion in personal income.  [This cost impact would fall
     mainly in Michigan, New York, and Wisconsin.]  [This distribution results  
     from the economic structure of the Great Lakes Region:  affected           
     dischargers in Ohio, Michigan and Indiana will reduce their purchases of   
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     industrial materials from the main industrial states.  For this reason,    
     states such as Illinois and Pennsylvania, despite the small number of      
     affected dischargers, are significantly impacted by the GLI.]              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.130     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .131 imbedded in .130                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This cost impact would fall mainly in Michigan, New York, and Wisconsin.   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.131     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .132 imbedded in .130                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This distribution results from the economic structure of the Great Lakes   
     Region:  affected dischargers in Ohio, Michigan and Indiana will reduce    
     their purchases of industrial materials from the main industrial states.   
     For this reason, states such as Illinois and Pennsylvania, despite the     
     small number of affected dischargers, are significantly impacted by the    
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.132     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In its current form, the GLI will be mandated only for dischargers in the  
     Great Lakes Basin, which covers all of Michigan and only parts of the other
     seven states.  However, many of these states are considering applying the  
     GLI provisions state-wide, in which case the overall costs and benefits    
     will be larger.  [While analyzing that possibility is not in the scope of  
     this study, industry and state-specific multipliers provided in this report
     can be used by state officials and other interested parties to convert the 
     compliance cost estimates from adjacent regions into total economic impacts
     with reasonable accuracy.]                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.133     
     
     See response to comments D2759.004, G2650.002, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.134
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG/NATL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .134 imbedded in .133                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While analyzing that possibility is not in the scope of this study,        
     industry and state-specific multipliers provided in this report can be used
     by state officials and other interested parties to convert the compliance  
     cost estimates from adjacent regions into total economic impacts with      
     reasonable accuracy.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.134     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     All direct industrial and municipal dischargers into the Great Lakes Basin 
     are required to obtain an NPDES permit (1), which is generated by state    
     environmental administrators (2) and subsequently reviewed by the U.S. EPA.
      Experts from state and federal agencies have disagreed on the impact of   
     the GLI provisions on permits, largely due to the complexity of the process
     itself, and due to unresolved ambiguities in the text.                     
                                                                                
     ________________________________________                                   
     (1)  National Pollution Discharge Elimination System.                      
                                                                                
     (2)  Referred to as DNRs, short for Departments of Environmental Resources,
     throughout this report.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.135     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAIC study reviewed 25 Michigan permits in their survey of Great Lakes 
     dischargers, and in their "most likely" scenario estimated that immediate  
     compliance costs, not including longer-term procedures (3), would total    
     $10.2 million.  When the Michigan Department of Natural Resources reviewed 
     these same permits, they concluded that none of the costs identified by    
     SAIC would in fact be justified, since none of the permit limits would be  
     affected.  The main difference appears to have been caused by the treatment
     of hardness of the receiving waters, which affects the toxicity and thus   
     the water quality criteria for certain metals.                             
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     _______________________________________                                    
                                                                                
     (3) Such as future elimination of mixing zones, lowering of detection      
     limits or costs of anti-degradation restrictions.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.136     
     
     See response to comments D2719.017 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of Michigan's water quality criteria are already generally as      
     strict or stricter than the proposed GLI criteria, the initial impact on   
     dischargers in this state should indeed be relatively minor.  But this     
     example merely underscores the point that environmental professionals can  
     genuinely take significantly different interpretations of the language in  
     the Guidance.  Since EPA officials must review and approve each NPDES      
     permit, even the state permit-writers' interpretation is not final, so     
     regulatory uncertainty clearly makes it difficult to project changes in    
     permits.  If environmental watchdog organizations or dischargers believe   
     that the final permit is to lenient or too strict, the potential for legal 
     action adds yet another layer of uncertainty.  (4)                         
                                                                                
     ___________________________________                                        
     (4)  While this section has focused mainly on the 3,000 direct dischargers 
     in the region, the 7,000 facilities that discharge into municipal sewer    
     systems (POTWs) also face an added layer of regulatory uncertainty:  based 
     on changes in the POTWs permit, through pre-treatment programs they may    
     face reductions in their permitted loadings, or monetary charges for the   
     POTWs treatment costs -- a fourth layer of regulatory uncertainty.         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.137     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017, D2613.036, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, even dischargers with dedicated pollution control offices staffed by 
     knowledgeable environmental engineers face huge hurdles in forecasting the 
     effects of the GLI for their corporate management.  Any prudent,           
     risk-averse corporation will take this uncertainty into account when       
     deciding on new investments, expansions, reductions, or shutdowns.         
                                                                                
     [In light of this, any measure that makes the permit process more          
     predictable, even if the outcome is slightly stricter, will on balance     
     reduce the cost of doing business, and therefore make the region more      
     competitive.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.138     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .139 imbedded in .138                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of this, any measure that makes the permit process more           
     predictable, even if the outcome is slightly stricter, will on balance     
     reduce the cost of doing business, and therefore make the region more      
     competitive.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.139     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If costs end up in the lower end of a forecast range because permits do not
     turn out to be strongly affected by GLI, benefits will also be in low end  
     of their range--and vice versa.  The preceding example of the wide range of
     differences in predicting the costs of Michigan's compliance with GLI has  
     an important corollary:  where there are no compliance costs, because      
     permits will not change, there will also be no loadings reductions, and    
     therefore no benefits.                                                     
                                                                                
     [As a general rule, where we hope to realize the greatest loadings         
     reductions, we must also expect to pay a significant cost.]                
     [Interestingly, the GLI offers may instances of high costs with no "real"  
     loadings reductions (for example, no intake credits for once-through       
     cooling water) and low costs for significant loadings reductions (for      
     example, direct-source pollution minimization programs, such as weekly     
     mercury collection from dental offices rather than letting them pour it    
     down the drains.)]                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.140     
     
     See response to comments D2801.003 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .141 imbedded in .140                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a general rule, where we hope to realize the greatest loadings          
     reductions, we must also expect to pay a significant cost.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.141     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.142
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     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc. ADEG/P2
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .142 imbedded in .140                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Interestingly, the GLI offers many instances of high costs with no "real"  
     loadings reductions (for example, no intake credits for once-through       
     cooling water) and low costs for significant loadings reductions (for      
     example, direct-source pollution minimization programs, such as weekly     
     mercury collection from dental offices rather than letting them pour it    
     down the drains).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.142     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2744.143
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the original rationales for the GLI was the perception among state  
     officials that potential investors were engaged in "standards shopping"-   
     searching among the states and building facilities where environmental     
     standards were most lenient, thus rendering ineffective the stricter       
     regulations of neighboring states.  While the GLI will reduce this         
     practice, states are still left with wide discretionary powers.  DRI does  
     not intend to suggest that, after GLI, some states will be effectively more
     stringent than others.  But potential investors attempting to chose sites  
     for industrial activities will still face a thicket of individual, highly  
     idiosyncratic procedures for implementing these regulations.               
                                                                                
     GLI will have narrowed the environmental outcomes across states, but it    
     will not appreciably reduce the regulatory uncertainty faced by U.S. firms 
     attempting to adapt to a dynamically changing economic landscape.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.143     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I.C and II.C of the SID.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.144
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc. TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This DRI/McGraw-Hill study reports two distinct sets of cost estimates:    
                                                                                
     a.  Policy Set A:  Stringent Policies (no mixing zones, strict intake      
     credits, etc.)                                                             
                                                                                
     i.  Scenario A-Low:  Uncertain costs end up in low end of range            
                                                                                
     ii. Scenario A-High:  Uncertain costs end up in high end of range          
                                                                                
     b.  Policy Set B:  Lenient Policies (mixing zones, easier intake credits,  
     etc.)                                                                      
                                                                                
     i.  Scenario B-Low:  Uncertain costs end up in low end of range            
                                                                                
     ii. Scenario B-High:  Uncertain costs end up in high end of range          
                                                                                
     [Policy Set A represents our best estimate of the range of costs if GLI is 
     implemented today; the stricter options are chosen where EPA has provided  
     options in the Draft Guidance.  Under this scenario, direct compliance     
     costs range from $710 million to $2.3 billion annually.(5)  The total      
     economic impact, including indirect effects, will be to reduce personal    
     income by between $480 million and $1.9 billion per year, and to eliminate 
     from 8,600 to 33,000 potential jobs.(6)]                                   
                                                                                
     [Policy set B presents the cost consequences of adjusting the GLI to       
     clarify intent and/or eliminate cost-ineffective provisions.  These steps  
     include:                                                                   
                                                                                
     o  Lenient interpretation of Intake Credits,                               
                                                                                
     o  Allow Mixing Zones for Mercury (or equivalent), and                     
                                                                                
     o  Soften or re-define Anti-Degradation Policy.                            
                                                                                
     These policy changes, or their equivalent, will reduce the compliance costs
     of GLI to a range between $60 million and $380 million per year.  Between  
     750 and 5,400 jobs would be eliminated, and the total economic impact in   
     terms of lost manufacturing output ranges from $110 million to $800 million
     per year (see Exhibit I-2).]                                               
                                                                                
     ------------------------------                                             
     (5) These costs are based primarily on an analysis of the EPA cost study   
     and reports received from trade association studies, all of which are      
     detailed in the first half of Chapter IV.                                  
                                                                                
     (6) Note that, over this period, the region is expected to gain over       
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     3,780,000 jobs.  In this context, the loss from Scenario A-High is only    
     slightly less than one percent of the projected employment growth in the   
     region.  While some portion of this loss represents jobs that will be      
     eliminated, most of the effect will be expressed as a slower rate of       
     creation of new jobs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.144     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.145
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc. TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .145 imbedded in .144                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Policy Set A represents our best estimate of the range of costs if GLI is  
     implemented today; the stricter options are chosen where EPA has provided  
     options in the Draft Guidance.  Under this scenario, direct compliance     
     costs range from $710 million to $2.3 billion annually.(5)  The total      
     economic impact, including indirect effects, will be to reduce personal    
     income by between $480 million and $1.9 billion per year, and to eliminate 
     from 8,600 to 33,000 potential jobs.(6)                                    
                                                                                
     ----------------------------------                                         
     (5) These costs are based primarily on an analysis of the EPA cost study   
     and reports received from trade association studies, all of which are      
     detailed in the first half of Chapter IV.                                  
                                                                                
     (6) Note that, over this period, the region is expected to gain over       
     3,780,000 jobs.  In this context, the loss from Scenario A-High is only    
     slightly less than one percnet of the projected employment growth in the   
     region.  While some portion of this loss represents jobs that will be      
     eliminated, most of the effect will be expressed as a slower rate of       
     creation of new jobs.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.145     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.146
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: cc. TMDL/BCC
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     Cross Ref 3: cc ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .146 imbedded in .144                                         
            
                                                                                    

          Refer to exhibit I-2, page I-9                                            

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Policy Set B presents the cost consequences of adjusting the GLI to clarify
     intent and/or eliminate cost-ineffective provisions.  These steps include: 
                                                                                
     o  Lenient interpretation of Intake Credits,                               
                                                                                
     o  Allow Mixing Zones for Mercury (or equivalent), and                     
                                                                                
     o  Soften or re-define Anti-Degradation Policy.                            
                                                                                
     These policy changes, or their equivalent, will reduce the compliance costs
     of GLI to a range between $60 million and $380 million per year.  Between  
     750 and 5,400 jobs would be eliminated, and the total economic impact in   
     terms of lost manufacturing output ranges from $110 million to $800 million
     per year (see Exhibit I-2).                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.146     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2098.038 and D1711.014.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While DRI believes EPA's cost findings are optimistic, the assumption      
     behind their Scenario #3 -- that POTWs may not be able to pass all         
     treatment limits onto their indirect dischargers, necessitating a more     
     aggressive treatment POTW treatment program -- is plausible.               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.147     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI believes that a focus on achieving balanced implementation, especially 
     in the three policy areas noted above, will reduce the range of            
     uncertainty.  [We also believe that achieving this balance represents one  
     of the most important goals for policy makers.]                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.148     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .149 imbedded in .148                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also believe that achieving this balance represents one of the most     
     important goals for policy makers.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.149     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2744.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     o  The public may easily be oversold on the GLI.  The initiative will not  
     solve even half "the problem" in the Great Lakes because toxic substances  
     covered by the Guidance account for only one-half of the pollution and the 
     Guidance addresses only point-source contributions.  Point-source pollution
     itself represents far less than half of total loadings. Certainly, if the  
     public is oversold on the potential of GLI and it does not deliver, the    
     result could be a public backlash on environmental policies in general.    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.150     
     
     See the SID, especially Section I, for a response to this comment and      
     related issues.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     o  In its present form, GLI will negatively impact the industrial          
     competitiveness of the Great Lakes Region.  This is not a simple case of   
     "business never likes regulation," but, again, one of cost-effectiveness:  
     are losses of this magnitude in terms of industrial output, jobs, and      
     income necessary for the region to get the benefits of improved water      
     quality?  DRI's believes that they are not.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.151     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Three GLI measures ahve the greatest potential to generate costs without   
     commensurate benefits:                                                     
                                                                                
     [o  lack of well-defined intake credits,]                                  
                                                                                
     [o  elimination of mixing zones for contaminants, and]                     
                                                                                
     [o  adoption of an anti-degradation policy.]                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.152     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2098.038 and D1711.014.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.153
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .153 imbedded in .152                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [These risks can be managed through changes to the GLI implementation      
     procedures.  Three GLI measures have the greatest potential to generate    
     costs without commensurate  benefits:]                                     
                                                                                
     o  lack of well-defined intake credits,                                    
     [o  elimination of mixing zones for contaminants, and                      
     o  adoption of an anti-degradation policy.]                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.153     
     
     See responses to comments D2657.006, D2669.082, and D2098.038.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2744.154
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .154 imbedded in .152                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Three GLI measures have the greatest potential to generate costs without  
     commensurate benefits:                                                     
                                                                                
     o  lack of well-defined intake credits.]                                   
     o  elimination of mixing zones for contaminants, and                       
     [o  adoption of an anti-degradation policy.]                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.154     
     
     For a discussion of the treatment of intake credits and antidegradation in 
     the final Guidance, and the reasons underlying those provisions, see the   
     SID at VIII.E.3-7. (intake credits) and VII.C (antidegradtion).  For a     
     discussion of the final mixing zone provisions pertaining to BCCs,         
     including the limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC          
     discharges based on economic and technical considerations, see the SID at  
     VIII.C.4.  (EPA notes that the mixing zone elimination provisions cited by 
     the commenter apply only to BCCs and not to all "contaminants.")           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2744.155
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA COST STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .155 imbedded in .152                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Three GLI measures have the greatest potential to generate costs without  
     commensurate benefits:                                                     
                                                                                
     o  lack of well-defined intake credits,                                    
     o  elimination of mixing zones for contaminants, and]                      
     o  adoption of an anti-degradation policy.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.155     
     
     See response to comment P2744.122.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.156
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Despite these new studies..." refers to cost studies conducted
by other    
          entities                                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite these new studies and DRI's efforts to associate costs with various
     policy mixes, considerable uncertainty remains.  This uncertainty stems    
     from the very nature of the GLI process.  The uncertainty surrounding the  
     GLI can be usefully divided into regulatory uncertainty and technological  
     uncertainty.                                                               
                                                                                
     [The term regulatory uncertainty describes the inability of permitted      
     dischargers, legislators, state permitting authorities and even the U.S.   
     EPA to predict the impact of GLI on permit limits.  For example, the EPA   
     cost study's detailed review of 25 Michigan facilities was completely      
     reversed by an equally detailed review conducted by the Michigan Department
     of Natural Resources.  Similarly, widely differing interpretations of the  
     impact of GLI emerged when the U.S. EPA and the eight state Departments of 
     Natural Resources (DNRs) were requested to submit estimates of changes in  
     permits for three hypothetical facilities.                                 
                                                                                
     This uncertainty is driven by the complexities and built-in ambiguities of 
     the permit process.  Given these characteristics, it should come as no     
     surprise that managers of private and public facilities have great         
     difficulty forecasting the impact of GLI on their permit limits.]          
                                                                                
     Technological uncertainty compounds the regulatory uncertainty.  It is     
     nearly impossible to predict the degrees to which industry will be able to 
     meet GLI limits through cost-effective means (such as waste minimization   
     studies and earlier investment in process changes that were inevitable) or 
     through expensive end-of-pipe treatment technologies.]  [The EPA cost study
     was quite optimistic on this score, predicting that nearly all loadings    
     reductions could be achieved by small adjustments in materials or          
     procedures used, and that dischargers would seldom resort to expensive     
     treatment.  However, given the steep reductions in loadings that will be   
     required once analytic detection methods have improved and mixing zones    
     have been eliminated, the plausibility of the EPA's treatment assumptions  
     breaks down.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.156     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .157 imbedded in .156                                         
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The term regulatory uncertainty describes the inability of permitted       
     dischargers, legislators, state permitting authorities and even the U.S.   
     EPA to predict the impact of GLI on permit limits.  For example, the EPA   
     cost study's detailed review of 25 Michigan facilities was completely      
     reversed by an equally detailed review conducted by the Michigan Department
     of Natural Resources.  Similarly, widely differing interpretations of the  
     impact of GLI emerged when the U.S. EPA and the eight state Departments of 
     Natural Resources (DNRs) were requested to submit estimates of changes in  
     permit for three hypothetical facilities.                                  
                                                                                
     This uncertainty is driven by the complexities and built-in ambiguities of 
     the permit process.  Given these characteristics, it should come as no     
     surprise that managers of private and public facilities have great         
     difficulty forecasting the impact of GLI on their permit limits.           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.157     
     
     See response to comments P2744.377 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .158 imbedded in .156                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Technological uncertainty compounds the regulatory uncertainty.  It is     
     nearly impossible to predict the degrees to which industry will be able to 
     meet GLI limits through cost-effective means (such as waste minimization   
     studies and earlier investment in process changes that were inevitable) or 
     through expensive end-of-pipe treatment technologies.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.158     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .159 imbedded in .156                                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA cost study was quite optimistic on this score, predicting that     
     nearly all loadings reductions could be achieved by small adjustments in   
     materials or procedures used, and that dischargers would seldom resort to  
     expensive treatment.  However, given the steep reductions in loadings that 
     will be required once analytic detection methods have improved and mixing  
     zones have been eliminated, the plausibility of the EPA's treatment        
     assumptions breaks down.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.159     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Such uncertainties can be frustrating and may even prompt questioning of   
     the benefit of economic analysis in this context.  However, DRI believes   
     that genuine uncertainties should be acknowledged so that strategies can be
     developed to deal with them:                                               
                                                                                
     [o  First, the regulatory uncertainty is a problem in its own right, and   
     should be addressed by eliminating ambiguities and streamlining procedures 
     in the Guidance itself; DRI has recommended specific changes along these   
     lines.]                                                                    
                                                                                
     [o  Second, policy makers should proceed with caution when outcomes are    
     this uncertain.  The projected benefits of GLI are modest, yet the costs   
     are potentially significant.  Adopting a more flexible policy that         
     immediately implements the known cost-effective solutions, while           
     aggressively investigating areas of uncertainty, is preferable and places  
     no unnecessary burdens on the economy.  For example, establishing          
     market-based incentives for loadings reductions, such as credit trading    
     schemes and cost-based regulations, ensures progress without risking "cost 
     spikes."]                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.160     
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     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .161 imbedded in comment .160                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     o  First, the regulatory uncertainty is a problem in its own right, and    
     should be addressed by eliminating ambiguities and streamlining procedures 
     in the Guidance itself; DRI has recommended specific changes along these   
     lines.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.161     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .162 imbedded in comment .160                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     o  Second, policy makers should proceed with caution when outcomes are this
     uncertain.  The projected benefits of GLI are modest, yet the costs are    
     potentially significant.  Adopting a more flexible policy that immediately 
     implements the known cost-effective solutions, while aggressively          
     investigating areas of uncertainty, is preferable and places no unnecessary
     burdens on the economy.  For example, establishing market-based incentives 
     for loadings reductions, such as credit trading schemes and cost-based     
     regulations, ensures progress without risking "cost spikes."               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.162     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "command and control" regulatory style employed by the U.S. EPA for GLI
     is better suited to situations where costs and benefits are more precisely 
     quantifiable and there is consensus on goals and on the means of obtaining 
     them.                                                                      
                                                                                
     [The federal government and the public want concrete action now to improve 
     the Great Lakes, and they will surely be pleased with effective action in  
     the form of market-based, site-specific, risk-prioritized approaches.]     
     [Genuine ecosystem approaches, such as the Lakewide Area Management Plans  
     (LAMPS),(1) represent the latest thinking in environmental                 
     regulation---inside and outside U.S. EPA---and constitute genuine          
     improvement over the water quality based approach embedded in the GLI.]    
     While water quality criteria are a vital defense against environmental     
     degradation, such criteria are already in force in existing federal        
     standards.  The issues here are how much beyond federal standards the Great
     Lakes states go to improve the lakes, and what methods should be used to   
     achieve this higher standard.                                              
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     (1) Discussed in Chapter 5 Section E.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.163     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .164 imbedded in comment .163                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The federal government and the public want concrete action now to improve  
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     the Great Lakes, and they will surely be pleased with effective action in  
     the form of market-based, site-specific, risk-prioritized approaches.      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.164     
     
     See response to comments G2620.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment .165 imbedded in comment .163                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Genuine ecosystem approaches, such as the Lakewide Area Management Plans   
     (LAMPs),(1) represent the latest thinking in environmental                 
     regulation---inside and outside U.S. EPA--- and constitute genuine         
     improvement over the water quality based aproach embedded in the GLI.      
                                                                                
     ----------------------------                                               
     (1) Discussed in Chapter 5 Section E.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.165     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another reason to proceed with caution is that much remains to be done in  
     the water quality arena, and expectations must be managed accordingly.  If 
     the public and their non-technical policy makers believe that by supporting
     GLI they will solve "half the problem" in the Great Lakes, they will be    
     deceived.  [Toxic substances covered in the GLI are only one of many       
     classes of problems facing the lakes], and [point-source contributions of  
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     even those substances represent far less than half of the total loadings.] 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.166     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID for further discussion of EPA's Great Lakes      
     programs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .167 imbedded in comment .166                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxic substances covered in the GLI are only one of many classes of        
     problems facing the lakes                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.167     
     
     For a discussion of how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .168 imbedded in comment .166                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     point-source contributions of even those substances represent far less than
     half of the total loadings.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.168     
     
     See Section I of the SID for a response to this comment and related issues.
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is considerable risk of backlash after the public accepts the        
     economic costs and elected officials accept the political costs involved   
     and later hear of additional sacrifices to pay for items such as reducing  
     mercury emissions from coal-fired power plants, or latering agricultural   
     practices to reduce pesticide run-off.  Ironically, because these          
     strategies have not been pursued with vigor to date, the first round of    
     elimination of these pollutants would likely be far more cost-effective    
     than most of the GLI provisions selected by DRI for reconsideration.(2)    
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     (2) See Figure I-1, which illustrates the principle that the first rounds  
     of pollutant reductions are generally easily considered worthwhile - only  
     when the incremental value of benefits begins to approach costs do the     
     truly difficult choices need to be made.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.169     
     
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2744.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exhibit II-1 illustrates the impact of the GLI on the main beneficial uses 
     associated with the Great Lakes and their tributaries.  DRI has used the   
     chart below to justify the treatment of loadings reductions as a benefit in
     and of themselves, even where no clear change in uses is directly caused by
     the adoption of the Guidance.  The rationale is that, in a dynamically     
     changing policy environment, [it is impossible to predict how successful   
     the states and the EPA will be in reducing non-point source pollutants,    
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     which are the main contributors to impaired use of water bodies in the     
     Great lakes Basin today.]  However, assuming that significant progress can 
     be made, it is possible that the point-source reductions will contribute   
     just enough to the total reduction to "push us over the edge," and achieve 
     an improved level of beneficial uses.                                      
                                                                                
     [This argument is valid, but the fact remains that if point sources are    
     responsible for only 10% of the loadings reductions, but constitute 40% of 
     the total cost, and if that same level of clean-up could have been achieved
     at significantly lower cost by another means, the public will have been    
     ill-served.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.170     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is but one component in the overall strategy
     to protect and restore the Great Lakes.  For further discussion on this    
     effort, as well as other Great Lakes program efforts, including those      
     addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and   
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  For a    
     discussion of the benefits associated with implementation of the final     
     Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.171
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .171 imbedded in comment .170                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     it is impossible to predict how successful the states and the EPA will be  
     in reducing non-point source pollutants, which are the main contributors to
     impaired use of water bodies in the Great lakes Basin today.               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.171     
     
     EPA agrees that the U.S must take action to control all sources of         
     pollution to the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes that the final Guidance 
     is a further step in that direction because it addresses both point and    
     nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying         
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those that address nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the   
     SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
Page 9983



$T044618.TXT
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .172 imbedded in comment .170                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This argument is valid, but the fact remains that if point sources are     
     responsible for only 10% of the loadings reductions, but constitute 40% of 
     the total cost, and if that same level of clean-up could have been achieved
     at significantly lower cost by another means, the public will have been    
     ill-served.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.172     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2744.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most states in the Great Lakes region can claim that their water quality   
     criteria are nearly as stringent as the GLI criteria.  If this were the    
     whole story, then incremental benefits and costs of GLI would be nominal,  
     and the main accomplishment would be a common standard, which is a worthy  
     goal in its own right.                                                     
                                                                                
     However, as Exhibit II-2 illustrates, water quality criteria establish     
     maximum pollutant concentrations, while implementation procedures must be  
     used to derive individual permit limits.  Implementation procedures vary   
     considerably from state to state, and by adopting procedures that are      
     generally as strict or stricter than the strictest states, the GLI         
     represents a quantum jump in regulatory severity for most states.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.173     
     
     EPA does not agree that by adopting procedures that as strict as or        
     stricter than the strictest States, the GLI represents a quantum jump in   
     regulatory severity for most States.  One of the underlying principles EPA 
     relied upon in developing the final Guidance addresses the current         
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     disparities in State implementation procedures.  For a discussion of these 
     disparities and the principles EPA relied upon to address them, including  
     promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     providing appropriate flexibility to States and Tribes and providing an    
     accurate assessment of the costs and benefits associated with              
     implementation of the final Guidance, as discussed in Section I.C of the   
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's most conservative (that is, highest) estimate of annualized          
     compliance costs under Scenario B is $2.3 billion, while the highest       
     estimate for Scenario B is $380 million.  The difference underlying these  
     two estimates is the treatment of three key implementation procedures      
     embodied in GLI:                                                           
                                                                                
     [o  Intake Credits,]                                                       
                                                                                
     [o  Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCCs, and]                             
                                                                                
     [o  Anti-Degradation Policy.]                                              
                                                                                
     Materials provided to DRI, primarily by industry-sponsored trade           
     associations, have enabled us to distinguish, to some degree, the cost     
     implications of these three policies.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.174     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2098.038 and D1711.014.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .175 imbedded in comment .174                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [DRI's most conservative (that is, highest) estimate of annualized         
     compliance costs under Scenario B is $2.3 billion, while the highest       
     estimate for Scenario B is $380 million.  The difference underlying these  
     two estimates is the treatment of three key implementaion procedures       
     embodied in GLI:]                                                          
                                                                                
     o  Intake Credits,                                                         
     [o  Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCCs, and                              
     o  Anti-Degradation Policy.]                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.175     
     
     See responses to comments D2657.006, D2669.082, and D2098.038.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2744.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .176 imbedded in comment .174                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's most conservative (that is, highest) estimate of annualized          
     compliance costs under Scenario B is $2.3 billion, while the highest       
     estimate for Scenario B is $380 million.  The difference underlying these  
     two estimates is the treatment of three key implementation procedures      
     embodied in GLI:                                                           
                                                                                
     o  Intake Credits,]                                                        
     o  Elimination of Mixing Zones for BCCs, and                               
     [o  Anti-Degradation Policy]                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.176     
     
     For a discussion of the treatment of intake credits and antidegradation in 
     the final Guidance, and the reasons underlying those provisions, see the   
     SID at VIII.E.3-7. (intake credits) and VII.C (antidegradtion).  For a     
     discussion of the final mixing zone provisions pertaining to BCCs,         
     including the limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC          
     discharges based on economic and technical considerations, see the SID at  
     VIII.C.4.  (EPA notes that the mixing zone elimination provisions cited by 
     the commenter apply only to BCCs and not to all "contaminants.")           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
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     Comment ID: P2744.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .177 imbedded in comment .174                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     o  Anti-Degradation Policy.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.177     
     
     See response to comment P2744.122.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2744.178
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Guidance, the procedures covering "waste load allocations" and      
     "reasonable potential to exceed water quality stnadards"(3) are the        
     sections that are most relevant to the question of intake credits.  After  
     examining these sections in light of submissions by trade associations, DRI
     has concluded that industry has justifiable fears:  strict interpretation  
     of the Guidance could force them to apply end-of-pipe treatment            
     technologies to their cooling waters.  [Officials of state Departments of  
     Natural Resources (DNRs) have indicated that, in such a situation, they    
     would not impose a total maximum daily limit (TMDL) because they could not 
     demonstrate a "reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards."]   
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     (3) Procedures 3 and 5 of Appendix F in the Draft Guidance.                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.178     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter's conclusion that an effluent limitation  
     based on a TMDL could not be imposed in the absence of a separate          
     reasonable potential determination.  EPA believes that the TMDL procedure  
     itself can establish reasonable potential.  In other words, when a TMDL,   
     approved by EPA under 40 CFR 130.7, contains a wasteload allocation(s) for 
     a pollutant for a discharger, EPA believes that reasonable potential has   
     been established through the TMDL analysis, calculations and approval;     
     therefore, EPA believes that a WQBEL would be required for the pollutant   
     for the discharger to ensure that the discharger's wasteload allocation(s) 
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     will not be exceeded.  (EPA's permitting regulations require WQBELs to be  
     consistent with the assumptions and requirements of any available wasteload
     allocation for the discharge prepared by the State and approved by EPA, see
     40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B), or with a water quality management plan       
     approved by EPA under CWA section 208(b), see 40 CFR 122.44(d)(6).) Where a
     TMDL for the receiving water does not establish a wasteload allocation for 
     the pollutant and discharge, and the permitting authority has not found the
     discharge of the pollutant to the water to exhibit reasonable potential    
     under procedure 5 or more generally under the regulations at 40 CFR        
     122.44(d), no WQBEL for the pollutant for the discharger is required.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .179 imbedded in comment .178                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In the Guidance, the procedures covering "waste load allocations" and     
     "reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards" (3) are the       
     sections that are most relevant to the question of intake credits.  After  
     examining these sections in light of submissions by trade associations, DRI
     has concluded that industry has justifiable fears:  strict interpretation  
     of the Guidance could force them to apply end-of-pipe treatment            
     technologies to their cooling waters.]  Officials of state Departments of  
     Natural Resources (DNRs) have indicated that, in such a situation, they    
     would not impose a total maximum daily limit (TMDL) because they could not 
     demonstrate a "reasonable potential to exceed water quality standards."    
     _________________                                                          
     (3) Procedures 3 and 5 of Appendix F in the Draft Guidance.                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.179     
     
     Where a TMDL has been prepared and approved by EPA for a water into which a
     facility discharges and the TMDL contains a wasteload allocation(s) for the
     discharger, regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(B) and (B)(6) require  
     that the permitting authority ensure consistency with the wasteload        
     allocation(s) within the TMDL which is required to be included in a water  
     quality management plan under section 208(b) of the Act.  EPA believes that
     the TMDL procedure itself can establish reasonable potential and that when 
     a TMDL, approved by EPA under 40 CFR 130.7 contains a wasteload            
     allocation(s) for a pollutant for a discharger that reasonable potential   
     has been established through the TMDL analysis, calculations and approval, 
     and that a WQBEL for the pollutant for the discharger that ensures the     
     discharger's wasteload allocation(s) will not be exceeded is therefore     
     required.  Where a TMDL for the receiving water does not establish a       
     wasteload allocation for the pollutant for the discharger and the          
     permitting authority has not found the discharge of the pollutant to the   
     water to exhibit reasonable potential under procedure 5 or more generally  
     under the regulations at 40 CFR 122.44(d), no WQBEL for the pollutant for  
     the discharger is required.                                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, Procedure 5 [Reasonable Potential] states that a facility must    
     demonstrate that it:                                                       
                                                                                
     o  E.1.b. does not contribute any additional mass of the identified intake 
     water pollutant to its wastewater; and                                     
                                                                                
     o  E.1.d does not increase the identified intake water pollutant           
     concentration at the edge of the mixing zone, or at the point of discharge 
     if a mixing zone is not allowed, as compared to the pollutant concentration
     in the intake water.(4)                                                    
                                                                                
     [Specifically, since many facilities use a copper-based algaecide in their 
     cooling waters, permit holders are concerned that, given a strict reading  
     of the Guidance, state agencies could face third-party legal action if they
     find "no reasonable potential" under these circumstances.]  [Similarly,    
     since cooling waters are subject to evaporation, concentrations of         
     pollutants in water re-entering the lake waters will be higher than those  
     in the lake waters; a strict reading of the Guidance suggests that this    
     would constitute a violation.]                                             
                                                                                
     ---------------------------                                                
     (4) GLWQG Unofficial Prepublication Copy/March 31, 1993, Page 303 [Appendix
     F, Procedure 5.E.1.].                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.180     
     
     The use of metal-based algaecides is addressed in the SID at section       
     VIII.E.7.b.i.  Increases in concentration due to evaporation is addressed  
     in the SID at VIII.E.7.a.vi.                                               
                                                                                
     EPA notes that permitting authorities have discretion to use best          
     professional judgment in determining whether a discharger has added mass of
     a pollutant (in addition to that already in the intake water) and, if so,  
     how to determine compliance with a "no net addition" of mass requirement in
     the permit.  Similarly, the permitting authority has discretion to use its 
     best professional judgment in determining whether a prohibited increase in 
     concentration has occurred, including use of statistical approaches for    
     comparing concentrations in the influent with those in the effluent.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .181 imbedded in comment .180                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, since many facilities use a copper-based algaecide in their  
     cooling waters, permit holders are concerned that, given a strict reading  
     of the Guidance, state agencies could face third-party legal action if they
     find "no reasonable potential" under these circumstances.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.181     
     
     This comment is included in comment # P2744.180 and is addressed in the    
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .182 imbedded in comment .180                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, since cooling waters are subject to evaporation, concentrations 
     of pollutants in water re-entering the lake waters will be higher than     
     those in the lake waters; a strict reading of the Guidance suggests that   
     this would constitute a violation.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.182     
     
     This comment is included in comment #P2744.180 and is addressed in the     
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.183
     Cross Ref 1: cc IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several of the reports that DRI received, notably from the Utilities Water 
     Act Group, cited costs due to clean-up of cooling waters that, in the      
     aggregate, would bring the annual compliance costs into the tens of        
     billions of dollars.  These costs were not included in any of the scenarios
     because DRI is confident that the EPA would not knowingly launch a         
     regulation that could force this outcome.  A small portion of those costs, 
     representing the "borderline" cases, have been incorporated in Scenario    
     B-High.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.183     
     
     See response to comment D2604.045.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulators could considerably reduce the level of uncertainty experienced  
     by industrial dischargers by clarifying the language of Procedure 5.  The  
     clarification should unambiguously provide that discharges should not be   
     responsible for pollutants that they did not add to the water body.        
     Roughly 40% of the difference between DRI's Scenarios A and B could be     
     eliminated by modifying the language in the GLI accordingly.(5)            
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
     (5) In fact, there is some danger that, without some modifications in the  
     language of the Draft Guidelines, the cost of GLI could far exceed the $2.3
     billion estimate in Scenario A-High (some utilities have estimated this    
     could raise electricity costs by 30%).  This would take place if electric  
     utilities and other major users of non-contact cooling water were forced to
     install cooling towers or recycle these waters in order to comply with     
     interpretations of the GLI that do not accept the need for intake credits. 
     DRI did not include these figures in the four scenarios, because of our    
     belief that EPA would not promulgate guidelines whose clear intent was to  
     force costly actions with such environmentally low payoffs.  However, for  
     the record, it is important that we state here the consequences of such an 
     outcome.                                                                   
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     Response to: P2744.184     
     
     EPA has not clarified the final Guidance as suggested by the commenter,    
     because it does not agree that dischargers are not responsible for         
     pollutants in their discharge which they do not originate, as explained in 
     the SID at Section VIII.E.5.  However,  the final Guidance does allow      
     special consideration for intake pollutants in certain circumstances and   
     has expanded the availability of intake "credits" by changes to the        
     proposal, which are explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.4-7.           
                                                                                
     With respect to cost issues, see response to comment D2657.006.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.185
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A more subtle issue regarding intake credits is raised by the language of  
     the Draft Guidance.  When the background concentration of a particular     
     pollutant exceeds the water quality criterion, and the facility uses that  
     pollutant in its process, should the discharger be required to clean up the
     pollutants that were already present in the lake water?                    
                                                                                
     A numerical example, as shown in Exhibit II-3, will illustrate this point. 
     Suppose the background concentration of a toxin x is 75 ug/l, and the water
     quality criterion is 50 ug/l.  The facility uses x in its process, and if  
     it discharged its waters untreated, the concentration x would exceed 75    
     ug/l.  If the facility is assigned a negative waste load allocation (WLA), 
     then it will be forced to remove not only the toxins it introduces, but    
     also some of the toxins that were already in the intake waters.            
                                                                                
     A sensible approach to intake credits suggests that dischargers should only
     be responsible for toxins they themselves are potentially introducing into 
     the ecosystem.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.185     
     
     Response to: P2744.185: This comment advocates the use of "no net          
     addition" limits.  The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, does           
     allow for "no net addition" limits in circumstances as explained           
     in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.b.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2744.186
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bioaccumulative Contaminants of Concern (BCCs) are recognized as a special 
     hazard to the Great Lakes ecosystem.  Given this, the Draft Guidance       
     presents arguments that loadings for BCCs should be reduced by whatever    
     means possible, even where this means becoming more stringent than the     
     water quality criteria.  The effect of eliminating mixing zones will be a  
     reduction in loadings of BCCs of up to 75%, depending on the dilution      
     factor previously allowed for each facility.                               
                                                                                
     This raises a question as to whether the GLI is aimed at "virtual          
     elimination" of BCCs or at reaching the water quality criteria.  The       
     Guidance is currently ambiguous on this issue, and there are associated    
     cost implications.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.186     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.,
     where EPA acknowledges that the BCC mixing zone provisions in the final    
     Guidance are intended to be consistent with the overall policy in the Great
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement in favor of the virtual elimination of       
     persistent toxic substances.                                               
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2744.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: While this policy.." refers to elimination of mixing zones for
BCCs        
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While this policy will undoubtedly reduce loadings for BCCs, it is not     
     clear that the additional loadings reduction could not be obtained much    
     more cost-effectively from other sources.  It represents a rather crude    
     tool for achieving the reductions, without taking into account whether     
     site-specific health or wildlife considerations are involved, nor whether  
     benefits will be commensurate with compliance costs.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.187     
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     For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions pertaining to BCCs,   
     including the limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC          
     discharges based on economic and technical considerations, see the SID at  
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.188
     Cross Ref 1: cc. TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI estimates that this provision accounts for some 25% of the cost        
     difference between Scenarios A and B.  Possible remedies include allowing  
     mixing zones for BCCs, implementing multiple source TMDLs (so that mixing  
     zones are only eliminated in cases where point sources are the predominant 
     source of the BCC), credit trading, or atmospheric deposition credits.     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.188     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004 and D2669.082.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2744.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the great strengths of the GLI anti-degradation policy is the       
     introduction of the de minimus provision.  Essentially, if a discharger can
     show that the additional lowering of water quality represents 10% or less  
     of the available assimilative capacity, the additional discharge will be   
     allowed.  This is an example of the kind of flexibility that lowers        
     administrative costs for both regulators and dischargers, and, by making   
     the actions of regulators more predictable, lowers the costs of regulatory 
     uncertainty.                                                               
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     Response to: P2744.189     
     
     See response to comment D2743.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2744.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, one major source of regulatory uncertainty is not addressed by the
     Draft Guidance:  the demonstration of important social or economic         
     development.(7)  This provision empowers the head of the state             
     environmental agency to consider degradation of water quality due to       
     "employment, financial or social services contributions."  State           
     environmental administrators have stated that local input in such          
     determinations tends to view the loss of a single job or even minimal loss 
     of income as grounds for suspending the anti-degradation policy.           
                                                                                
     This creates a situation in which the final decision will be reached by an 
     arbitrary method, and communities will employ increasing ingenuity in      
     pleading their cases.  Far more preferable would be an economic            
     cost/benefit-based criterion, incorporating site-specific risk-based       
     analysis, thereby allowing dischargers and permit-writers to predict with  
     greater certainty under what conditions a waiver would be granted.         
     Nevertheless, the Social or Economic Development Demonstration is one of   
     the few examples of building flexibility into the GLI using economic cost  
     as a criterion.  Thus, the intent here is not to criticize this effort, but
     to suggest that it be made more detailed and specific.                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------                                                 
     (7) Defined in Appendix E, Section IIID of GLI Draft Guidance              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.190     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2744.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit II-4, page II-11                             
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation policy, as written, will tend to inhibit the dynamic  
     process of facility shut-down and start-up that naturally characterizes    
     efficient economic systems.  For the industries most directly affected by  
     GLI, Exhibit II-4 shows projected annual growth rates through 2015.        
     Roughly half of this growth can generally be met through expansion of      
     existing facilities; the other half will most likely come from             
     establishment of new facilities.  To the extent that the anti-degradation  
     policy inhibits this process, it represents a foregone economic opportunity
     -a very real cost.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.191     
     
     The final Guidance does not implement antidegradation for BCCs through     
     effluent limits based on EEQ.  As a result of the many comments received on
     EEQ, EPA believes that EEQ had the potential to cause the antidegradation  
     provisions in the final Guidance to function in a manner contrary to EPA's 
     intent.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.192
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI estimates that growth-inhibiting aspects of the anti-degradation policy
     are responsible for 35% of the cost gap between Policy Sets A and B.  [The 
     anti-degradation policy itself should not be eliminated, but there is a    
     clear need for a better defined economic development exception.]  [In      
     addition, this is an ideal opportunity to permit an evolution from dirtier 
     to cleaner processes by introducing a credit trading scheme.]              
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     Response to: P2744.192     
     
     See response to comment D2098.038.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2744.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .193 imbedded in comment .192                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The anti-degradation policy itself should not be eliminated, but there is a
     clear need for a better defined economic development exception.            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.193     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2744.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .194 imbedded in comment .192                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI estimates that growth-inhibiting aspects of the anti-degradation policy
     are responsible for 35% of the cost gap between Policy Sets A and B.  The  
     anti-degradation policy itself should not be eliminated, but there is a    
     clear need for a better defined economic development exception.] In        
     addition, this is an ideal opportunity to permit an evolution from dirtier 
     to cleaner processes by introducing a credit trading scheme.               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.194     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Meeting the mercury criteria appears to be the single most difficult task  
     imposed by the GLI. Aside from dioxin, which is a by-product of some paper 
     mill and certain combustion processes, none of the other BCCs responsible  
     for impaired use of the Lakes is commonly used in industrial processes.    
     Mercury, however, is a prevalent substance in industrial, commercial, and  
     residential use, and has significant natural sources as well(8).           
                                                                                
     ----------                                                                 
     (8) The mercury criterion has been set so low, at 180 picograms per liter, 
     that it is possible that this level is actually below the levels found in  
     nature before humans came to America.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.195     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An examination of the EPA Technical Background Document(9) to the cost     
     study reveals that mercury limits were assumed to be stricter under GLI for
     21 of the 50 facilities in the EPA sample, including five of the eight     
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     POTWs(10). All but two of these facilities are expected to require some    
     form of treatment, which suggests that current loadings are at or above the
     allowable loadings under GLI given current analytical detection methods.   
     Over 30% of the attributable compliance costs are attributed to mercury,   
     making it the single highest cost pollutant in the sample.                 
                                                                                
     ________                                                                   
                                                                                
     (9)SAIC, Technical Background Document for the Great Lakes Water Quality   
     Guidance Implementation Procedures Compliance Cost Study, April 16, 1993.  
                                                                                
     (10)Also, in a sample of 36 permits reviewed by the Ohio EPA, 22 were found
     to contain mercury in the permits, 13 of which were POTWs.                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.196     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two factors will inevitably drive the costs attributable to mercury even   
     higher. [First, mercury is the only BCC currently in widespread use, and   
     therefore it is virtually certain that the elimination of mixing zones for 
     BCCs within ten years will drive up the costs for mercury controls the     
     most.]  [Second, mercury is one of four GLI chemicals that must meet the   
     wildlife criteria, which are currently five orders of magnitude lower than 
     current EPA-designated detection limits.  When GLI becomes effective,      
     facilities will only be required to bring effluent concentrations in line  
     with current detection limits, and already they are the largest single     
     attributable cost of GLI.  Once detection methods improve, permit limits   
     will inexorably decline, driving up costs exponentially.]                  
                                                                                
     [Without a doubt, regulators should provide dischargers, particularly      
     POTWs, strong incentives to remove mercury. Because its use is so          
     widespread, a number of inexpensive pollution prevention options for       
     achieving initial loadings reductions exist and should be exploited.       
     However, reducing mercury loadings to 1/10,000 of their already regulated  
     levels will certainly be expensive and may in fact be technically          
     impossible.]                                                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.197     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2744.198
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .198 is imbedded in comment .197.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, mercury is the only BCC currently in widespread use, and therefore  
     it is virtually certain that the elimination of mixing zones for BCCs      
     within ten years will drive up the costs for mercury controls the most.    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.198     
     
     For a discussion of the final mixing zone provisions pertaining to BCCs,   
     including the limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC          
     discharges based on economic and technical considerations, see the SID at  
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2744.199
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .199 is embedded in comment .197.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, mercury is one of four GLI chemicals that must meet the wildlife   
     criteria, which are currently five orders of magnitude lower than current  
     EPA-designated detection limits.  When GLI becomes effective, facilities   
     will only be required to bring effluent concentrations in line with current
     detection limits, and already they are the largest single attributable cost
     of GLI.  Once detection methods improve, permits limits will inexorably    
     decline, driving up costs exponentially.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.199     
     
     The mercury criteria has been modified based upon additional information   
     gathered and the comments received.  Please see the Supplemental           
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     Information Document chapter on Wildlife Criteria.  EPA recogizes that as  
     analytical techniques improve the costs of compliance with the mercury     
     criteria may increase.  However, the existing mercury criteria also are    
     below current detection levels so future compliance costs would be         
     increased for these criteria as well.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .200 is imbedded in comment .197.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Without a doubt, regulators should provide dischargers, particularly POTWs,
     strong incentives to remove mercury. Because its use is so widespread, a   
     number of inexpensive pollution prevention options for achieving initial   
     loadings reductions exist and should be exploited.  However, reducing      
     mercury loadings to 1/10,000 of their already regulated levels will        
     certainly be expensive and may in fact be technically impossible.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.200     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2744.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are several measures that could mitigate the mercury "cost trigger"  
     problem.  While most of these measures involve adjustments to existing GLI 
     procedures, DRI is recommending a novel approach as well: "intake credits  
     for atmospheric deposition."                                               
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     Municipal sewer districts face a unique problem in that much of the        
     mercury, PCBs and banned pesticides (such as DDT) present in their         
     discharge are due to atmospheric deposition that washes these substances   
     into the sewer system.  These substances are essentially "background"      
     pollutants over which the POTW has no control, in the sense that, even if  
     the cities of Milwaukee, Detroit, or Erie had never been inhabited, the    
     same amounts of mercury and other deposited substances would have made     
     their way into the Great Lakes.  In keeping with the principle that        
     municipalities should not be required to treat wastes they did not         
     generate, especially when it may trigger an inappropriately expensive      
     treatment program, they should be granted credits for these substances     
     similar to the intake credit policies discussed above.                     
                                                                                
     [Great Lakes officials should review whether basing permits on the wildlife
     criterion is a reasonable goal in view of its high cost and the fact that  
     point sources account for at most 10% of the total mercury loadings.  While
     setting a less stringent criterion would delay the drive towards virtual   
     elimination, loadings data suggest that raising the mercury criterion by a 
     factor of ten would not jeopardize our ability to remove mercury from the  
     list of substances causing fish advisories(11).]                           
                                                                                
     [Finally, allowing for multiple source TMDLs, as discussed in Chapter I,   
     also raises the permissible loadings by a factor of ten, until such time as
     non-point source contributions have been successfully reduced, and the     
     relative source contribution of point sources begins to climb.]            
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     [(11)A less crude approach to protecting the environment while ensuring    
     that costs are not unnecessarily high would be to target what scientists   
     suspect is the only biologically active form of mercury: methyl mercury.   
     Because there is still some debate about the fate of other forms of mercury
     that enter the ecosystem, at present it is premature to recommend that the 
     mercury criterion be replaced with a methyl mercury standard - however, the
     Guidelines should be flexible enough to allow conversion to this form of   
     mercury if and when scientific evidence supports this change.]             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.201     
     
     With regard to "atmospheric deposition credits," the basic rationale for   
     intake water pollutant "credits"--that special consideration is appropriate
     where intake pollutants in the facility's discharge would reach the outfall
     point in the receiving water without increased adverse effects despite the 
     removal from and subsequent discharge of those pollutant to the same water 
     body by a facility--does not always apply to pollutants in a facility's    
     discharge from atmospheric deposition.  (To the extent that pollutants     
     introduced into a waterbody via atmospheric deposition are part of the     
     background water supply used for intake water, they would be covered by the
     intake pollutant procedures, however.)  It is important to note that wet   
     weather point sources (e.g., separate storm sewers and CSOs) are not       
     covered by the final Guidance and therefore States are not constrained by  
     these procedures in addressing those discharges.                           
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that combined sewage which includes stormwater and goes to  
     the POTW for treatment and a stormwater discharge associated with          
     industrial activity which is mixed with process wastewater are not exempt  
     from this Guidance and may be affected by the lack of an "atmospheric      
     deposition credit" comparable to an intake credit.  The question of an     
     atmospheric deposition credit raises complex legal, policy, and technical  
     issues that are beyond the scope of this rulemaking. EPA is committed to   
     examining the issue of stormwater contaminated by atmospheric deposition   
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     and the viability of an atmospheric deposition credit in the future as part
     of its stormwater program.  In the meantime, other mechanisms such as      
     temporary variances from WQS may be used where intake credits are not      
     available.  Also, where atmospheric deposition contributes to background   
     water quality, TMDLs may be used to address air sources of pollutants that 
     impact surface water quality so as to provide present relief to point      
     sources discharges where future reductions from air sources are reasonably 
     anticipated within a reasonable period of time.  The phased approach to    
     TMDL development is explained in the SID at Section VIII.C.1.              
                                                                                
     With respect to the mercury criterion, the final mercury criterion for     
     wildlife has been increased from 180pg/L to 1300 pg/L.  EPA believes the   
     final Guidance does provide sufficient flexibility to modify the criteria  
     as new scientific information becomes available.  For example, States do   
     not have to apply the criteria methodologies to pollutants for which it is 
     not scientifically defensible (see 132.4(h)) and criteria or values derived
     from the adopted methodologies may be modified to be more or less stringent
     on a site-specific basis to reflect local environmental conditions         
     (Appendix F, Procedure 1).                                                 
                                                                                
     With respect to cost issues, see responses to D2584.004 and F4030.003.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.202
     Cross Ref 1: cc. TMDL/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .202 is imbedded in comment .201.  Note:  Footnote 11 
is found as  
          comment 203.                                                              

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Great Lakes officials should review whether basing permits on the wildlife 
     criterion is a reasonable goal in view of its high cost and the fact that  
     point sources account for at most 10% of the total mercury loadings.  While
     setting a less stringent criterion would delay the drive towards virtual   
     elimination, loadings data suggest that raising the mercury criterion by a 
     factor of ten would not jeopardize our ability to remove mercury from the  
     list of substances causing fish advisories(11).                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.202     
     
     See response to comments F4030.003, D2584.004 and P2656.144.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.203
     Cross Ref 1: cc. HH/CRIT/Hg
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     Cross Ref 2: cc. AL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .203 is imbedded in comment .201.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     (11)A less crude approach to protecting the environment while ensuring that
     costs are not unnecessarily high would be to target what scientists suspect
     is the only biologically active form of mercury: methyl mercury. Because   
     there is still some debate about the fate of other forms of mercury that   
     enter the ecosystem, at present it is premature to recommend that the      
     mercury criterion be replaced with a methyl mercury standard - however, the
     Guidelines should be flexible enough to allow conversion to this form of   
     mercury if and when scientific evidence supports this change.              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.203     
     
     See Section IV, and VIII.C and E of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2744.204
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/4g
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .204 is imbedded in comment .201.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, allowing for multiple source TMDLs, as discussed in Chapter I,    
     also raises the permissible loadings by a factor of ten, until such time as
     non-point source contributions have been successfully reduced, and the     
     relative source contribution of point sources begins to climb.             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.204     
     
     EPA did not understand this comment and therefore is unable to provide a   
     response.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2744.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit II-5, page II-13                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Detection Limits Will Improve Over Time                                 
                                                                                
     One of the leading discrepancies between the EPA's cost estimates and those
     of industry arises from the treatment of detection levels.  Assuming that  
     dischargers will not be required to reduce their discharges below current  
     detection limits suggests that, indeed, the burden on dischargers would not
     be severe.  However, detection limits have in fact improved over time, and 
     if recent trends continue, the extremely low concentrations for wildlife   
     criteria will be measurable and therefore mandated by the year 2015, well  
     within the time frame of this study.  (See Exhibit II-5)                   
                                                                                
     Thus, one of the major premises behind the argument that GLWQI will not    
     significantly change permit limits appears to be valid only over the       
     near-term.  Over the medium term, dischargers will have to meet a moving   
     target, and within a decade or two, the actual criteria will be the driving
     force behind costs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.205     
     
     These issues are addressed in the RIA cost /benefits analysis.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2744.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c. Potential BCCs                                                          
                                                                                
     There are 10 compounds included in the Draft Guidance as potential BCCs.   
     They would be classified as BCCs if the Bio-Accumulation Factor (BAF) is   
     revised upward, and all 10 are considered to be close to this borderline at
     this time.  Several of these compounds, such as phenol, toluene, and the   
     polycyclical aromatic hydrocarbons (of which benzo[a]pyrene is one), are   
     present in the petroleum refining  process.  If these compounds are        
     classified as BCCs, with the attendant elimination of mixing zones and     
     other consequences, additional compliance costs not estimated in this      
     report would be borne by dischargers                                       
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     Response to: P2744.206     
     
     EPA agrees that the pollutants listed in the comment do not meet the       
     definition of BCC in the final Guidance.  EPA also agrees that use of the  
     special BCC provisions for the 10 pollutants proposed as "potential BCCs"  
     may not be appropriate.  EPA has deleted the list of potential BCCs from   
     the final Guidance, for the reasons stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI establishes tier I criteria for 37 substances(12) whose potential  
     to cause harm to humans or wildlife is relatively well-understood.  An     
     additional 101 substances may eventually qualify as Tier I substances, but 
     at present the environmental data on these chemicals is insufficient to    
     allow the Tier I procedures to be applied.  The EPA proposes that          
     conservative criteria, to be known as Tier II values, be imposed until such
     times as Tier I criteria can be developed(13).  Under the proposal,  permit
     holders wishing to increase their permit limits would bear the cost burden 
     of developing the Tier I criteria, and EPA estimates that this development 
     process will cost at least $120,000 per substance.                         
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     [(12)GLI covers 138 substances in total (28 BCCs, 10 potential BCCs, and   
     100 non-BCCs), but only a subset have criteria to date.                    
                                                                                
     (13)EPA expects that in most cases the eventual tier I criteria will be    
     more lenient.]                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.207     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2744.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .208 is imbedded in comment .207.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     --------                                                                   
     (12)GLI covers 138 substances in total (28 BCCs, 10 potential BCCs, and 100
     non-BCCs), but only a subset have criteria to date.                        
                                                                                
     (13)EPA expects that in most cases the eventual tier I criteria will be    
     more lenient.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.208     
     
     No response necessary.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the potential Tier II values have not been finalized, and because for
     many of these substances very little information is available about the    
     possible presence of these substances in discharges, this report does not  
     evaluate the potential costs.  However, allowing industry to initiate the  
     scientific research to establish more lenient values is an innovative      
     solution to the problem that dischargers should not bear the cost of       
     bureaucratic delays on the part of EPA as it decides how much money to     
     allocate to the criteria development process, and which substances are     
     worth analyzing first.  The approach is conservative, and EPA expects that 
     industry trade associations will pool their resources to ensure that no    
     individual discharger bears an unreasonable burden.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.209     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Among the key conclusions of this report is that, for those GLI pollutants 
     that are most responsible for impairing the lakes, point sources generally 
     account for far less than half of the total loadings.                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.210     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID 
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Other important sources include contaminated sediments, atmospheric        
     deposition, and leaking waste sites.                                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.211     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution such as contaminated     
     sediments and air deposition are a significant problem in the Great Lakes  
     and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     contaminated sediments and air deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and  
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

Page 10008



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.212
     Cross Ref 1: cc. OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, loadings from Canada are unaffected by this legislation.      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.212     
     
     EPA agrees that both the U.S and Canada must take action to control all    
     sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System. While Canada is not subject
     to U.S. legislation, see also response to comment number D2867.087         
     regarding the steps EPA is taking to work with Canada to control pollution 
     sources in the Great Lakes basin.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.213
     Cross Ref 1: cc. OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI is officially "source-blind," in that it applies to any U.S.-based     
     pollution source but currently is only binding on regulated water pollution
     sources.  Thus, most sources of atmospheric deposition, sediments, and many
     leaking waste sites will remain unaffected until GLI II, while point       
     sources will be affected, in some cases dramatically.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.213     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is "source-blind" in that it is only  
     binding on regulated water pollution sources.  EPA recognizes that nonpoint
     sources of pollution such as contaminated sediments and air deposition are 
     a significant problem in the Great Lakes and believes that the final       
     Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a    
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
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     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including those addressing contaminated sediments and air 
     deposition, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers    
     F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [EPA officials have stated that there is no harm in allowing point sources 
     to absorb the brunt of the burden initially, because they are confident    
     that other sources will be addressed in relatively short order.  However,  
     this strategy gives rise to two dangers:                                   
                                                                                
     [The first danger is that with a water quality based regulation such as    
     GLI, if one class of permit-holders is reviewed before another class, they 
     will always bear a disproportionate share of the clean-up burden.  Stricter
     water quality criteria will reduce or eliminate the available loadings, so 
     the point-source discharger will find his permit sharply reduced or        
     eliminated.]  [In contrast, an approach that requires facilities           
     contributing 20% of the pollution to be responsible for 20% of the         
     reductions would be viewed as more fair.][Also, from an economic viewpoint,
     it would be more efficient to target reductions where they are most        
     cost-effective, and work up the "cost curve" to the point where the desired
     level of loadings reduction is achieved.  Since NPDES permit holders have  
     already been regulated for more than a decade, and have already adopted the
     "easier" methods of loadings reductions, it is likely that initial         
     reductions in non-point sources will turn out to be more                   
     cost-effective.][The water quality based regulatory approach embodied in   
     the GLI provides neither the fairness nor efficiency in the sense discussed
     above.]                                                                    
                                                                                
     [The Second danger is that, unless the public has an accurate impression of
     the role of point-source dischargers, the GLI runs the risk of being       
     "oversold." When the public discovers that those expenditures only address 
     a small part of the problem, there may be a backlash against strict        
     environmental standards.  Such a backlash would hamper the difficult steps 
     necessary for a truly comprehensive solution.]                             
                                                                                
     [These dangers could be averted by drafting GLI provisions that explicitly 
     address the potential balance between point source and non-point source    
     loadings.  One such provision, hinted at but not explained in the draft    
     Guidance(15), would incorporate a "multiple source" TMDL.  While the       
     Guidance do not spell out the meaning of this term, the implication that   
     each source would be allotted loadings proportional to its contribution is 
     encouraging.]                                                              
                                                                                
     [A more challenging but ultimately more rewarding path would be to alter   
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     the fundamental approach embodied in the GLI to adhere more closely with   
     the Lake-wide Area Management Plans (LAMPs).  These plans develop solutions
     customized to individual lakes, whose characteristics differ widely.  These
     plans also provide the flexibility to determine the source of each         
     pollutant and target the reduction strategy to the most cost-effective     
     reduction methods.  While LAMPs may lack the  dramatic sweep of the GLI,   
     they do offer a greater likelihood of addressing the most serious problems 
     first, while avoiding the costly and ineffective anomalies in the GLI.]    
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     (15)Appendix F, Procedure 3A.C.4. and 3B, C.3 states:                      
     "In cases where background concentrations exceed criteria or values, WLAs  
     shall be set equal to zero or a multiple source TMDL shall be established  
     that ensures attainment of criteria or values and control of BCCs pursuant 
     to section B of this procedure."                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.214     
     
     See response to comments G3457.004, D2597.026, and D2579.002.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .215 is imbedded in comment .214.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first danger is that with a water quality based regulation such as GLI,
     if one class  of permit-holders is reviewed before another class, they will
     always bear a disproportionate share of the clean-up burden.  Stricter     
     water quality criteria will reduce or eliminate the available loadings, so 
     the point-source discharger will find his permit sharply reduced or        
     eliminated.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.215     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .216 is imbedded in comment .214.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast, an approach that requires facilities contributing 20% of the  
     pollution to be responsible for 20% of the reductions would be viewed as   
     more fair.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.216     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .217 is imbedded in comment .214.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, from an economic viewpoint, it would be more efficient to target     
     reductions where they are most cost-effective, and work up the "cost curve"
     to the point where the desired level of loadings reduction is achieved.    
     Since NPDES permit holders have already been regulated for more than a     
     decade, and have already adopted the "easier" methods of loadings          
     reductions, it is likely that the initial reductions in non-point sources  
     will turn out to be more cost-effective.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.217     
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .218 is imbedded in comment .214.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The water quality based regulatory approach embodied in the GLI provides   
     neither the fairness nor efficiency in the sense discussed above.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.218     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .219 is imbedded in comment .214.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second danger is that, unless the public has an accurate impression of 
     the role of point-source discharges, the GLI runs the risk of being        
     "oversold."  When the public discovers that those expenditures only address
     a small part of the problem, there may be a backlash against strict        
     environmental standards.  Such a backlash would hamper the difficult steps 
     necessary for a truly comprehensive solution.                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.219     
     
     See response to comments D2597.026 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2744.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .220 is imbedded in comment .214.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These dangers could be averted by drafting GLI provisions that explicitly  
     address the potential balance between point source and non-point source    
     loadings.  One such provision, hiinted at but not explained in the Draft   
     Guidance(15), would incorporate a "multiple source" TMDL.  While the       
     Guidance do not spell out the meaning of this term, the implication that   
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     each source would be allotted loadings proportional to its contribuiton is 
     encouraging.                                                               
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     (15)Appendix F, Procedure 3A.C.4. and 3B, C. 3 states:                     
     "In cases where background concentrations exceed criteria or values, WLAs  
     shall be set equal to zero or a multiple source TMDL shall be established  
     that ensures attainment of criteria or values and control of BCCs pursuant 
     to section B of this procedure."                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.220     
     
     EPA has deleted the phrase in general condition 1 that alluded to multiple 
     source TMDLs.  However, EPA agrees with the comment to the extent that it  
     regards TMDLs as a mechanism for allocating loadings proportional to each  
     source's contributions.  States and Tribes developing TMDLs have           
     considerable flexibility in allocating pollutant loadings among            
     contributing point and nonpoint sources and may, if they wish, assign loads
     based on proportional contributions.  EPA notes, however, that load        
     allocations for nonpoint sources must be based on existing pollutant       
     loadings, reasonably anticipated increases in loadings, or, in certain     
     cases, anticipated decreases in pollutant loadings, and that the remainder 
     of the load not assigned to a margin of safety or a reservation for future 
     growth is allocated to the point sources.  See discussion in the SID at    
     VIII.C.3.c.                                                                
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2744.221L
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment .221L is imbedded in comment .214.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A more challenging but ultimately more rewarding path would be to alter the
     fundamental approach embodied in the GLI to adhere more closely with the   
     Lake-wide Area Management Plans (LAMPs).  These plans develop solutions    
     customized to individual lakes, whose characteristics differ widely.  These
     plans also provide the flexibility to determine the source of each         
     pollutant and target teh reduction strategy to the most cost effective     
     reductin methods.  While LAMPs may lack the dramatic sweep of the GLI, they
     do offer a greater likelihood of addressing the most serious problems      
     first, while avoiding the costly and ineffective anomalies in the GLI.     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.221L    
     
     See Section I.D of the SID for a response to this comment and related      
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 10014



$T044618.TXT
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2744.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Anti-Degradation Policy as described in the Draft Guidance is vague on 
     the criteria to be used in deciding the elements of a successful Social or 
     Economic Development Demonstration, which can be used to relax the         
     anti-degradation constraints.  Since a dynamic economy requires some       
     existing plants to expand and some to be replaced by newer plants, maximum 
     clarity and predicitability on this point is vital.  This is expecially    
     true given that newer processes are generally designed with stringent      
     environmental restrictions in mind. [As written, the anti-degradation      
     policy is not a mechanism that encourages the replacement of older, dirtier
     processes with more modern, clean ones.]                                   
                                                                                
     [A more explicit set of criteria for determining the precise nature of the 
     trade-off between social or economic needs, on the one hand, and           
     environmenttal concern on the other, would alleviate this problem to some  
     degree (16).  A site-specific, analysis of costs versus benefits using a   
     sample methodology provided by U.S. EPA would be the ideal criterion.      
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     (16)Point 3 in this list, "trading of loadings reduction credits,"         
     addresses this problem even more directly.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.222     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2744.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .223 is imbedded in comment .222.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As written, the anti-degradation policy is not a mechanism that encourages 
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     the replacement of older, dirtier processes with more modern, clean ones.  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.223     
     
     Presumably, the focus of this comment is the EEQ provisions that were      
     included in the proposed Guidance.  EEQ-based limits to implement          
     antidegradation for BCCs are not a part of the final Guidance.             
     Consequently, the issues raised by this commenter are no longer a concern. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2744.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .224 is imbedded in comment .222.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A more explicit set of criteria for determining the precise nature of the  
     trade-off between social or economic needs, on the one hand, and           
     environmental concern on the other, would alleviate this problem to some   
     degree(16).  A site-specific, analysis of costs versus benefits using a    
     sample methodology provided by U.S. EPA would be the ideal criterion.      
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     (16)Point 3 in this list, "trading of loadings reduction credits,"         
     addresses this problem even more directly.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.224     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2744.225
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Allow Trading of Loadings Reductions Credits.                          
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     Air pollution emissions reduction credits have been advocated by economists
     for several decades as a means of employing a market-based approach to     
     reducing pollution.  Over the past several years, such schemes have been   
     implemented nationally and in several states.  These schemes promote       
     efficiency by allowing plants with high emissions-reduction costs to       
     "under-comply" with pollution reduction goals, as long as other plants,    
     with lower marginal costs, make up the difference.  The result is that     
     overall emissions abatement goals are met(17) at a lower overall cost to   
     the economy.                                                               
                                                                                
     Water pollution has generally been considered a less viable candidate for  
     trading credits, since most conventional water pollutants, such as         
     nutrients, are generally highly site-specific, and trading even between    
     facilities that are as little as 10 miles apart would be counterproductive.
     However, in the case of GLI there is an opportunity, explained immediately 
     below, that has not been widely recognized.                                
                                                                                
     There are two typoes of problems associated with toxic pollutants:         
     Situation "A" Site-specific "hot-spots where local exceedances pose risks  
     to humans, wildlife, or aquatic life, and Situation "B" Lake-wide or even  
     basin-wide accumulation of loadings tht find their way into fish tissue and
     bioaccumulate up the food chain.                                           
                                                                                
     In Situation A, the trading of credits among facilities that use the same  
     outfall pipe will be effective, and this is exactly the case in municipal  
     sewer districts.  POTWs can use credit schemes to encourage their indirect 
     dischargers to reduce their joint costs by meeting an aggregate loadings   
     reduction goal; this is possible and practical because indirect dischargers
     have widely divergent cost-effectiveness(18).                              
                                                                                
     Since much of the empahsis in the GLI is on Situation B, the scope for     
     trading credits is actually quite large.  In general, the risks associated 
     with pollutants such as mercury are lake-wide; therefore, the basic remedy 
     is to control total loadings.                                              
                                                                                
     [Using a credit trading scheme to reduce total loadings would help minimize
     the economic impact of the criteria themselves.  Also, using an offset     
     ratio of 2:1 would generate benefits similar to those anticipated from the 
     anti-degradation policy and the elimiantion of mixing zones.  The potential
     cost reduction could range from 20% to 50% of the total economic impact of 
     GLI.]                                                                      
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     (17)In fact, some  programs include a x:1 offset (where x>1) such that     
     facilities must buy up x units of emissions reduction from other plants for
     every additonal unit they emit - thus the environment benefits each time a 
     transaction takes place.                                                   
                                                                                
     (18)The EPA cost study reports incremental cost-effectiveness (in          
     $/lb.-equivalent removed of toxic and nonconventional  pollutants) ranging 
     from $1.39 for pharmaceuticals to $559.94 in the electronics industry.  See
     page 4-9, Table 4-5 of SAIC, 1993.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.225     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2744.226
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc RIA/COST/STAT
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .226 is imbedded in comment .225.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using a credit trading scheme to reduce total loadings would help minimize 
     the economic impact of the criteria themselves.  Also, using an offset     
     ratio of 2:1 would generate benefits similar to those anticipated from the 
     anti-degradation policy and the elimination of mixing zones.  The potential
     cost reduction could range from 20% to 50% of the total economic impact of 
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.226     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2744.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The possibility of doubling the period during which NPDES permits remain   
     valid has already been discussed informally.  This would reduce regulatory 
     uncertainty for the regulated community and reduce the administrative      
     burden on state agencies.  Assuming that the 10-year permit life did not   
     take effect until the first round of permit renewals incorporating GLI     
     restrictions took effect (we are assumning 1997-2003), the only            
     environmental benefits at risk would be the changes in detection limits.   
     Although DRI has not analyzed the costs and benefits of this proposal in   
     detail, the trade-off between reduced regulatory uncertainty and slower    
     reductions in pollutant loadings appears reasonable.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.227     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.228
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the course of conducting this study, the data-gathering implications of 
     the 1960's-style environmental regulations were made apparent.  For        
     example, the team utilized the EPA Permit Compliance System, a             
     "comprehensive" data base containing hundreds of variables covering each   
     NPDES facility in the region.  Despite millions of pieces of data,         
     regulators have no way to link the establishments' environmental           
     characteristics, such as effluent flow and loadings, to economic           
     characteristics, such as number of employees, plant capacity, or value of  
     output.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Until regulators can readily access and analyze this kind of data, they    
     will be unable to anticipate the economic impact of new policies on the    
     regulated community.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.228     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the strict sense of the term, the Great Lakes Region can afford the     
     Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  The goals of standardizing across   
     the states, strengthening our negotiating position with Canada, and nearly 
     eliminating dioxin and a few other toxic chemicals are worthy goals, and   
     area residents and their progeny will benefit.                             
                                                                                
     [If the annual costs can be brought as low as $100 million, it is clearly  
     worth doing.  Even if the costs run as high as $2 billion, despite some    
     localized displacement effects and lost jobs, the impact on the average    
     pocket book would be only $23 per year, (see Exhibit II-6 and, by  most    
     criteria that is affordable.]                                              
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     Exhibit II-6                                                               
     Putting the Economic Impact into Perspective                               
     Costs of GLI Relative to Great Lakes Economy For the Year 2005 /           
     Scenarios /                                                                
      / B-Low / B-High / A-Low / A-High                                         
     Percentage Loss in Manufacturing Output (Relative to Base)                 
     / 0.008% / 0.057% / 0.088% / 0.337%                                        
     Percentage Loss in Personal Income (Relative to Base)                      
     / 0.002% / 0.016% / 0.024% / 0.094%                                        
     Loss in Personal Income per Resident (1992 dollars)                        
     / $0.55 / $3.90 / $5.91 / $22.95                                           
                                                                                
     [However, good policies are not just affordable, they are also             
     cost-effective, and they should nudge society closer to its stated goal    
     without the loss of significant resources.  As currently written, the GLI  
     is not cost-effective, and there are strong indications that a newer       
     generation of regulations, reflecting market-based mechanisms, featuring   
     genuine ecosystem approaches, and building on the Lakewide Area Management 
     Plans would be more effective solutions in the long run.]                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.229     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040, G3457.004 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .230 is imbedded in comment .229.  Refer to Exhibit 
II-6, page     
          II-18                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the annual cost can be brought as low as $100 million, it is clearly    
     worth doing.  Even if the costs run as high as $2 billion, despite some    
     localized displacement effects and lost jobs, the impact on the averge     
     pocket book would be only $23 per year, (see Exhibit II-6 and, by most     
     criteria that is affordable.)                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.230     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.231L
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment .231L is imbedded in comment .229.                    
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, good policies are not just affordable, they are also              
     cost-effective, and they should nudge society closer to its stated goal    
     without the loss of significant resources.  As currently written, the GLI  
     is not cost-effective, and there are strong indications that a newer       
     generation of regulations, reflecting market-based mechanisms, featuring   
     genuine ecosystem approaches, and building on the Lakewide Area Management 
     Plans would be more effective solutions in the long run.                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.231L    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit II-7, page II-19                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Alone, the Initiative will not cripple the Region's ability to compete in  
     the global economy.  Rather, it will represent one more nick in the        
     Region's competitveness, and in the context of the dozens of similarly     
     inefficient policy packages that are considered in these states each year, 
     adopting one will not impact competitiveness, but adopting three or four   
     each year will make itself felt.                                           
                                                                                
     The DRI Great Lakes Regional Model reveals that even states with low       
     compliance costs will not escape the impact of GLI if other states are hit 
     with high costs.  Exhibit II-7 shows this to be especially relevant to     
     Minnesota, Illinois and Pennsylvania.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.232     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Stephen Meyer recently set out to determine the cost in terms of economic  
     growth and competitiveness of strict environmental standards across the US,
     and was surprised to discover that those states with the highest           
     environmental quality were generally the fastest growing ones.  He found   
     that "if environmentalism does have negative economic effects they are so  
     marginal and transient that they are completely lost in the background     
     noise of much more powerful domestic and international economic            
     influences"(19).                                                           
                                                                                
     This finding is consistent with the framework embodied in Exhibit I-1, in  
     which the first efforts toward pollution reduction (perhaps corresponding  
     to the period from 1968-1981 in the US) have low costs and high benefits.  
     This framework suggests that, as society approaches the "optimal" toxics   
     reduction point, choices become harder, and the potential to hamper        
     economic growth rises unnecessarily.  [A researcher working at the macro   
     level in the year 2020 will be unable to isolate the impact of GLI even if 
     the "worst case" cost scenario prevails.]  But states with well-designed,  
     cost-effective regulations will find themselves at the top of Professor    
     Meyer's leist of states with enhanced environmental quality and economic   
     prosperity.                                                                
                                                                                
     --------                                                                   
     (19)Meyer, Stephen, M., "Environmentalism and Economic Prosperity: Testing 
     the Environmental Impact HJypothesis," October, 1992, Dept. of Political   
     Science, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, page 42.  A second paper   
     released in February 1993 determined that the positive correlation was due 
     to a third, confounding variable (the degree to which individual states are
     concentrated in extractive industries), and concluded that economic growth 
     and environmental effort were essentially causally unrelated.  Another     
     potential explanation, consistent with DRI's findings, is that states that 
     first embrace higher compliance costs are best able to "export" them to    
     other states.  However, as the region over which the regulation apply      
     grows, it becomes more difficult to shift the burden of environmental      
     regulation.                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.233     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .234 is imbedded in comment .233.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A researcher working at the macro level in the year 2020 will be unable to 
     isolate the impact of GLI even if the "worst case" cost scenario prevails. 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.234     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The main policy conclusion of this analysis is that the lack of            
     transparency in the permit process is itself a cost - although it is       
     difficult to measure directly, it does impact economic behavior.  Measures 
     designed to reduce the uncertainty and improve predictability for permit   
     holders will reduce the regulatory burden on regional competitiveness.     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.235     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLI works in two directions in this regard: [on the one hand, by       
     standardizing procedures across states, it reduces the complexity of the   
     process;][however, since many of the provisons detailed below enhance      
     uncertainty, the GLI has reduced the ability of industrial and municipal   
     permit-holders to predict their costs of compliance, and this is a serious 
     drawback in itself.] [If living with this type of regulatory uncertainty   
     were necessary to achieve tangible, significant improvements in beneficial 
     uses of the Lakes, the cost would be worthwhile, but as will be argued in  
     Chapter V, the benefits are surprisingly modest.]                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.236     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .237 is imbedded in comment .236.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     III.  The Permitting Process is Complex and Unpredictable                  
                                                                                
     on the one hand, by standardizing procedures across states, it reduces the 
     complexity of the process;                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.237     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IX.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .238 is imbedded in comment .236.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     III.  The Permitting Process is Complex and Unpredictable                  
                                                                                
     however, since many of the provisions detailed below enhance uncertainty,  
     the GLI has reduced the ability of industrial and municipal permit-holders 
     to predict their costs of compliance, and this is a serious drawback in    
     itself.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.238     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .239 is imbedded in comment .236.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If living with this type of regulatory uncertainty were necessary to       
     achieve tangible, significant improvements in beneficial uses of the Lakes,
     the cost would be worthwhile, but as will be argued in Chapter V, the      
     benefits are surprisingly modest.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.239     
     
     See response to comments D2587.045, D2587.017, and D1711.014.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2744.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The calculated WLA and corresponding limits on the concentration of a      
     pollutant in an effluent may also not apply as a permit because the        
     calculated limit is less than standard analytical detection limits can     
     achieve.  In this situation, two states may calculate different permit     
     limits, but if both are below the analytical detection limit, the permit   
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     limit would be designated as non-detectable in both cases.  In effect, the 
     enforceable permit limits are the same.  However, it is likely that in the 
     future, as analytical methods become ever more sensitive, the detection    
     limits will approach many of the water quality criteria that are now below 
     detection.  (See section B.4., following.) Permit limits that today are    
     effectively equal because they are given as non-detectable may not be in   
     the future.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.240     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2744.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given their complexity, state permitting policies and procedures are rarely
     transparent to those outside office writing the permits for the state.  For
     this reason, the exercise requested by Senator Levin, in which each of the 
     Great Lakes states would calculate permit limits using their existing      
     procedures represents the best comparison of how facilities are currently  
     regulated.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.241     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2744.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The ambient water quality standards for many of the pollutants addressed by
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance (GLWQG) are below the corresponding 
     analytical detection limits.  This is especially true for the chemicals for
     which water quality standards intended to  protect wildlife have been      
     established; it is also true for many other bioaccumulative chemicals of   
     concern (BCCs) considered to be carcinogens.                               
                                                                                
     [In situations where calculated permit limits are lower than analytical    
     detection limits, the permit limit is typically designated as              
     "non-detectable" based on a specified analytical method.  As analytical    
     methods improve, we expect their use to be required in new permits or when 
     existing permits are renewed.  Thus, while the permit limits may remain as 
     "non-detectable," the definition of non-detectable becomes more stringent  
     over time.]                                                                
                                                                                
     [Exhibit III-1 illustrates the trend in detection limits for three of the  
     four chemicals for which the GLWQG establishes criteria to protect         
     wildlife.  The 1991 values are the limits given in the Pennsylvania Code   
     for accepted EPA analytical methods, and the earlier detection limits are  
     taken from studies of water quality in the great Lakes.                    
                                                                                
     Exhibit III-1                                                              
     Reported Detection Limits, ug/l                                            
     Year / Compound                                                            
      / Unspecified p,p'-DDE / p,p'-DDT / PCBs / Mercury                        
     late 1950's / 50,000 /  /  /  /  /                                         
     1970-71 /  /  /  /  / 50/                                                  
     1979 /  /  / 1 /  /  /                                                     
     1981 /  / 0.5 /  / 5 /  /                                                  
     1986 /  /  /  / 0.24 /  /                                                  
     1991 /  / 0.004 / 0.012 / 0.068-0.8 / 0.2 /                                
     GLWQG                                                                      
     Wildlife Criteria/                                                         
       / 8.7 x 10(-7)/ 8.7 x 10(-7)/ 1.7 x 10(-5)/1.8 x10(-4)/                  
     Source:  The Conservation Foundation of Washington, DC; Environment        
     Canada/Department of Fisheries and Ocians/Health and Welfare Canada;       
     Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Code                                          
                                                                                
     In the late 1950's, 50 parts per million (ppm) (50,000 ug/l) was considered
     to be effectively zero given the analytical techniques of the time.  Today,
     standard analytical techniques yield detection limits six orders of        
     magnitude lower.  Furthermore, with more sophisticated analytical methods, 
     larger sample sizes, or an absence of interfering substances in the sample,
     detection limits can be much lower than those of standard methods.         
                                                                                
     Given the foregoing, we expect detection limits - and thus permit limits - 
     to decrease significantly in the future, possibly to the extent that the   
     detection limit wil be below the calculated permit limit.                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.242     
     
     EPA is encouraging the development of more sensitive analytical techniques 
     and is expexcting improvements of one to two orders of magnitude within the
     next ten years.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2744.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .243 is imbedded in comment .242.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In situations where calculated permit limits are lower than analytical     
     detection limits, the permit limit is typically designated as              
     "non-detectable" based on a specified analytical method. As analytical     
     methods improve, we expect their use to be required in new permits or when 
     existing permits are renewed.  Thus, while the permit limits may remain as 
     "non-detectable," the definition of non-detectable becomes mroe stringent  
     over time.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.243     
     
     Procedure 8 does not allow such limits to be designated as                 
     "non-detectable," unless "non-detectable" can be considered as being more  
     stringent than the actual WQBEL.  Instead, procedure 8 requires that the   
     WQBEL be specified in the permit.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2744.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .244 is imbedded in comment .242.  Refer to Exhibit 
III-1, page    
          III-4                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exhibit III-1 illustrates the trend in detection limits for three of the   
     four chemicals for which the GLWQG establishes criteria to protect         
     wildlife.  The 1991 values are the limits given in the Pennsylvania Code   
     for accepted EPA analytical methods, and the earlier detection limits are  
     taken from studies of water quality in the Great Lakes.                    
                                                                                
     Exhibit III-1                                                              
     Reported Detection Limits, ug/l /                                          
     Compound                                                                   
     Year / Unspecified / p,p'-DDE / p,p'-DDT / PCBs / Mercury/                 
     late 1950's/ 50,000 /  /  /  /  /                                          
     1970-1971 /  /  /  /  / 50/                                                
     1979 /  /  / 1 /  /  /                                                     
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     1981 /  / 0.5 /  / 5 /  /                                                  
     1986 /  /  /  / 0.24 /  /                                                  
     1991 /  / 0.004 / 0.012 / 0.068-0.8 / 0.2 /                                
     GLWQG                                                                      
     Wildlife Criteria/                                                         
         / 8.7 x 10(-7) / 8.7 x 10(-7) / 1.7 x 10(-5) / 1.8 x 10(-4)            
     Source:  The Conservation Foundation of Washington, DC; Environment        
     Canada/Department of Fisheries and Oceans/Health and Welfare Canada;       
     Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Code                                          
                                                                                
     In the late 1950's, 50 parts per million (ppm) (50,000 ug/l) was considered
     to be effectively zero given the analytical techniques of the time.  Today,
     standard analytical techniques yield detection limits six orders of        
     magnitude lower.  Furthermore, with more sophisticated analytical methods, 
     larger sample sizes, or an absence of interfering substances in the sample,
     detection limits can be much lower than those of standard methods.         
                                                                                
     Given the foregoing, we expect detection limits - and thus permit limits - 
     to decrease significantly in the future, possibly to the extent that the   
     detection limit will be below the calculated permit limit.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.244     
     
     EPA agrees that the detection levels will become more sensitive in the     
     future.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's estimate of the direct compliance costs attributed to the GLI will   
     range between $710 million and $2.3 billion per year.[This range reflects  
     two types of uncertainty, technological and regulatory, both of which are  
     addressed in this chapter.] [Three specific GLI Implementation Procedures  
     are identified as cost drivers, along with the wildlike criterion for      
     mercury.  If these provisions are modified, the study finds that the annual
     compliance cost range could fall to between $60 million and $380 million.] 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.245     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .246 is imbedded in .245.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This range reflects tow types of undertainty, technological and regulatory,
     both of which are addressed in this chapter.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.246     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .247 is imbedded in .245.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Three specific GLI Implementation Procedures are identified as cost        
     drivers, along with the wildlife criterion for mercury.  If these          
     provisions are modified, the study finds that the annual compliance cost   
     range would fall to between $60 million and $380 million.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.247     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study assumes that GLI will begin to affect permits starting in 1997,  
     and that by the year 2003, more than 90% of permits will reflect GLI       
     limits.  If so, by the yer 2005, the "worst case scenario" (A-High) will   
     lead to the los of $1.9 billion in personal income, 33,000 jobs, and $4.7  
     billion in manufacturing output compared to the DRI model's base case.     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.248     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.249
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economic system works to spread such costs, through inter-industry and 
     inter-state linkages, so no single industry or state is forecast to        
     register a severe shock.  However, to the extent that much of that cost can
     be avoided without meaningfully changing its environmental impact, the GLI 
     currently does not meet the criterion of cost-effectiveness.               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.249     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit IV-1, page IV-2                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's estimates on annual compliance costs for GLI range from $64 million  
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     to $2.3 billion. [These estimates are based on an analysis of the EPA cost 
     study(1) and several studies released by industry trade associations.      
     While the sum of the hig-end estimates of the industry studies runs into   
     the tens of billions of dollars, DRI has incorporated only those estimates 
     that appear to be well-supported with engineering analysis and plausible in
     view of the language and intent of the Draft Guidance.  The economic       
     consequences of the four DRI scenarios are summarized in Exhibit IV-1.]    
                                                                                
     -------------------------------                                            
     (1) "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the   
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," SAIC, April 16, 1993.        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.250     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.251
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 251 is imbedded in comment 250.                       
            
          Refer to Exhibit IV-1, page IV-2                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These estimates are based on an analysis of the EPA cost study(1) and      
     several studies released by industry trade associations.  While the sum of 
     the high-end estimates of the industry studies runs into the tens of       
     billions of dollars, DRI has incorporated only those estimates that appear 
     to be well-supported with engineering analysis and plausible in view of the
     language and intent of the Draft Guidance.  The economic consequences of   
     the four DRI scenarious are summarized in Exhibit IV-1.                    
     ---------------------------                                                
                                                                                
     (1) "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the   
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance," SAIC, April 16, 1993.        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.251     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. Direct costs for GLI compliance could run as high as $2.3 billion per   
     year. This would occur if high-cost implementation procedures are left in  
     the Guidance, and if dischargers are not successful in finding innovative, 
     low-cost solutions to loadings reduction requirements.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.252     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.253
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMDL BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc:IN
     Cross Ref 3: cc:ADEG
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Policy makers could cut costs by as much as 80% by providing clear, lenient
     langauge on intake credits, and either eliminating the mixing zone and     
     antidegradation policies, or adopting flexible, market-based provisions    
     that mitigate the most costly potential effects of those policies.         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.253     
     
     See response to comments D2604.045, D2669.082, D2098.038 and D1711.014.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     By the year 2005 the "worst-case" scenario (A-High) could lead to the loss 
     of $1.9 billion in personal income, 33,000 jobs, and $4,700 billion in     
     manufacturing output in the eight Great Lakes States.[New York and Michigan
     together would absorb over half of the loss in income, followed by         
     Wisconsin and Indiana.]                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.254     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 255 is imbedded in comment 254.                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York and Michigan together would absorb over half of the loss in       
     income, followed by Wisconsin and Indiana.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.255     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Despite the low number of affected dischargers in Pennsylvania and         
     Minnesota, these states will lose $8 in personal income for every $1 in    
     direct compliance costs, due to their economic interdependence on the other
     Great Lake states. This effect is slightly less powerful in Illinois, which
     faces a 3:1 ratio.The overall lesson is that no state will escape the costs
     of GLI because of the strong linkages inherent in modern manufacturing.    
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     Response to: P2744.256     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although these figures appear high, they represent a tiny fraction of the  
     Great Lakes Economy, and would be imperceptible in the aggregate even if   
     the "worst case" scenario came to pass.  In the worst case, the employment 
     and personal income losses amount to less than 0.1% of their base          
     values,and manufacturing output losses are no more than 0.34% of total     
     industrial output.  Because the sectors affected are capital intensive, and
     compliance costs are lump sum costs, most industries will "take the hit"   
     without generating the large layoffs that would be associated with a tax of
     similar magnitude.  The loss in personal income will average $23 per       
     resident in the worst case, or as low as .52 per resident if the Guidance  
     is made more lenient and technological factors work in our favor.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.257     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly, the residents of the Great Lakes States can afford to pay the     
     price of point-source reductions.  However, efficiency and fairness suggest
     that the bulk of that $2.3 billion can and should be saved; the impact on  
     reductions in toxic chemical loadings into the Lakes would be imperceptible
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     and could be compensated for through aggressive regulation of non-point    
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.258     
     
     See response to comments D2597.026 and D2579.002.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.259
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMDL BCC
     Cross Ref 2: cc:ADEG
     Cross Ref 3: cc:\LOQ
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 260 is imbedded in comment 259.                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This study goes beyond the EPA cost study in explicitly accounting for     
     indirect economic impacts and for implementation procedures such as        
     anti-degradation, mixing zone elimination and detection limits; [however,  
     other GLI provisions have received less scrutiny by DRI and other          
     researchers, these gaps in our knowledge include the addivity restrictions,
     and treatment of Tier II values and potential BCCs.]                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.259     
     
     See response to comments P2585.119, D2613.004 and D1711.014.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.260
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADD
     Cross Ref 2: cc:REG T2
     Cross Ref 3: cc:REG EXP
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment 260 is imbedded in comment 259.                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     however, other GLI provisions have received less scrutiny by DRI and other 
     researchers.  These gaps in our knowledge include the addivity             
     restrictions, and treatment of Tier II value and potential BCCs.           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.260     
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     See response to comments P2585.119 and D2613.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref. to exhibit IV-2, page IV-4.                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cost estimates produced by the SAIC and industry trade association     
     studies vary widely.  The SAIC study puts the annual cost of industry      
     compliance with the GLI in the $50 to $500 million range--a range that     
     clearly reflects the above-mentioned uncertainties surrounding the GLI     
     standards.  Taken collectively, the trade association estimates reviewed   
     for study put the annual compliance cost in the $1 to $2 billion dollar    
     range (see Exhibit IV-2).                                                  
                                                                                
     With estimates varying by a factor of four to 20 times, one may well ask   
     why the variation is so wide.  The study by SAIC and those by the trade    
     associations assume similar technologies and costs for treating effluents. 
     Therefore, the wide disparity in estimates reflects differences in         
     assumptions regarding the number of plants, the amount of effluent needing 
     waste removal, and the cleanup technologies themselves.                    
                                                                                
     [the pulp and paper industry contends that nearly all mills will need      
     sophisticated cleanup facilities.]                                         
                                                                                
     [In addition, some of the trade association studies we reviewed infer costs
     for all universe of plants on the basis of very small samples of           
     respondents. This makes the results vulnerable to self-selection bias. For 
     instance, the Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) developed           
     industry-wide estimates by scaling up the results of a sample of only eight
     out of 95 plants in the Great Lakes basin.  In developing the industry-wide
     costs, they assumed that non-respondents have compliance costs similar to  
     those of respondents.  However, it could be that the CMA received responses
     only from plants facing high costs and that the non-respondents anticipated
     minimal costs and thus did not bother to respond to the survey due to lack 
     of interest.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.261     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .262 is imbedded in comment .261.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the pulp and paper industry study contends that nearly all mills will need 
     sophisticated cleanup facilities.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.262     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .263 is imbedded in comment .261.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, some of the trade association studies we reviewed infer costs 
     for a full universe of plants on the basis of very small samples of        
     respondents. Thismakes the results vulnerable to self-selection bias. For  
     instance, the Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA) developed           
     industry-wide estimates by scaling up the results of a sample of only eight
     of 95 plants in the Great Lakes basin.  In developing the industry-wide    
     costs, they assumed that non-respondents have compliance costs similar to  
     those of respondents.  However, it could be that the CMA received responses
     only from plants facing high costs and that the non-respondents anticipated
     minimal costs and thus did not bother to respond to the survey due to lack 
     of interest.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.263     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2744.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments .265 and .266 are imbedded in comment .264.          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAIC estimates assume compliance with the initial set of GLI Guidance, 
     which allow mixing zones for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern          
     (BCCs).[Also, SAIC estimates costs by considering compliance only for the  
     34 chemicals that have explicit Tier I limits.] On the basis of the        
     available documentation, it appears that the lower values (the expected or 
     optimistic values) reported in the various trade association studies       
     usually reflect similar assumptions regarding compliance (that is,         
     compliance with the initital GLI Guidance for the 34 chemicals that have   
     explicit Tier I limits). The more pessimistic values presented in each     
     trade association study typically assume more restrictive standards; these 
     in some cases include no mixing zones, and the mandated use of end-of-pipe 
     treatment for even samll deviations from standards. [Furthermore, the      
     cost-estimation procedures sometimes incorporate Tier II standards for some
     compounds.]                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.264     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2744.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .265 is imbedded in comment .264.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, SAIC estimates costs by considering compliance only for the 34       
     chemicals that have explicit Tier I limits.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.265     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2744.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .266 is imbedded in comment .265.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the cost-estimation procedures sometimes incorporate Tier II  
     standards for some compounds.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.266     
     
     See response to comment D2613.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .268 is imbedded in comment .267.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Neither the SAIC nor industry studies consider future industrial           
     developments in detail, and therefore do not explore the effects on new or 
     expanding plants.  The estimates from these sources consider only present  
     facilities and effluent flows.However, new facilities will be built and    
     many existing facilities will be expanded, giving rise to new and larger   
     wastewater flows.  These new sources of pollution will need to comply      
     immediately with the GLI limits without mixing zones for BCC's. They also  
     will need to comply immediatley with anti-degradation standards. These     
     factors will raise compliance costs for new plants relative to those of    
     existing plants. [On the other hand, new plants will benefit from older    
     plants going through the experience of learning to remove pollutants       
     economically.  Also, the new plants should be able to structuraly          
     incorporate the cleanup processes in a convenient and economical manner,   
     whereas older plants must make do with retrofitting. Thus, one can make a  
     case for either higher or lower costs for new plants.  Our estimates of    
     overall regional costs assume that new and expanding facilities will face  
     the same costs as current facilities.]                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.267     
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .268 is imbedded in comment .267.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, new plants will benefit from older plants going through 
     the experience of learning to remove pollutants economically.  Also, the   
     new plants should be able to structurally incorporate the cleanup processes
     in a convenient and economical manner, whereas older plants must make do   
     with retrofitting. Thus, one can make a case for either higher or lower    
     costs for new plants.  Our estimates of overall regional costs assume that 
     new and expanding facilities will face the same costs as current           
     facilities.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.268     
     
     See response to comment D2587.107.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments .270 and .271 are imbedded in comment .269.          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A study sponsored by the National Council of the Paper Industry for Air and
     Stream Improvement (NCASI) estimates that the GLI would cost the pulp and  
     paper industry about $450 million (1992 dollars) annually (See Exhibit     
     IV-3) (3). [About $150 million of this total, however, represents costs    
     that publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) would incur and charge back to 
     the pulp and paper mills.  To avoid double counting, we treat these cots as
     part of the POTW total estimated below rather than as a separate charge to 
     the pulp and paper industry.] [Excluding these POTW expenses, the NCASI    
     study suggests that the GLI would cost the pulp and paper industry about   
     $300 million annually.  Note, however, that many states are considering the
     application of GLI standards state-wide, not just in the Great Lakes basin.
     If the estimate includes pulp and paper mills outside the basin for all    
     eight states, the annual cost swells to about $1 billion, including        
     associated POTW charges, and to about $750 million annually excluding those
     costs.]                                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
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     (3) See Preliminary Estimated Costs to the Pulp and Paper Industry Due to  
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  National Council of the paper   
     Industry for Air and Stream Improvement, Inc., December 8, 1992.  This     
     study also draws on Projected Impact of the Great Lakes Water Quaity       
     Initiative on Four Paper Mills and Potential Treatability Options and      
     Associated Costs for Low Levels of mercury, EA Engineering, Science and    
     Technology, September 1992 and October 1990.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.269     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .270 is imbedded in comment .269.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     About $150 million of this total, however, represents costs that publicly  
     owned treatment works (POTWs) would incur and charge back to the pulp and  
     paper mills. To avoid double counting, we treat these costs as part of the 
     POTW total estimated below rather than as a separate charge to the pulp and
     paper industry.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.270     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.271
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .271 is imbedded in comment .269.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Excluding these POTW expenses, the NCASI study suggests that the GLI would 
     cost the pulp and paper industry about $300 million annually.  Note,       
     however, that many states are considering the application of GLI standards 
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     state-wide, not just in the Great Lakes basin. If the estimate includes    
     pulp and paper mills outside the basin for all eight states, the annual    
     costs swells to about $1 billion, including associated POTW charges, and to
     about $750 million annually excluding those costs.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.271     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit IV-3, page IV-6.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As indicated in the chart above, the NCASI estimates include costs for:    
     controlling mercury and other effluents at end of pipe, closing process    
     water systems at recycling mills, converting processing at bleached        
     chemical pulp mills, and monitoring effluents. While the first category    
     above refers to end-of-pipe treatment, the second and third represent      
     process changes that recycling mills and bleached chemical pulp mills would
     typically implement in preference to end-of-pipe treatment.  The final     
     category refers to monitoring for compliance with the standards.  The      
     estimates consider process water only, and the study assumes that          
     non-contact streams, such as cooling water, would not contribute to costs. 
     Each of these four measures warrants more detailed examination.            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.272     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Controlling Mercury and Other Effluents. About 80 per cent of the paper and
     pulp industry's cost arise from the assumed joint use of granulated        
     activated carbon (GAC) and ion exchange (IE) processes applied to the      
     effluent stream either at the mills themselves or at associated POTWs. For 
     most directly discharging mills, the severe limits placed on mercury       
     dictate the need for this end-of-pipe treatment. Background mercury levels 
     typically exceed the GLI limits. However, the furnish (raw materials) used 
     in the pulp and paper manufacturing process typically contributes some     
     mercury to the effluent stream.  Thus, even with intake credits, the study 
     assumes that most mills would need to treat their effluent.  The assumed   
     treatment technology reflects a study by EA Engineering, Science and       
     Technology (EA) on removing low level mercury contamination. In this study,
     EA concluded that only the joint use of the GAC and IE processes currently 
     holds much promise for reducing mercury to the GLI limits. Nonetheless, the
     NCASI report describes the assumed cleanup technologies as illustrating    
     feasible, but not necessrily the best or cheapest, methods for each mill.  
     The cost estimates for GAC and IE derive from EPA cost curves approximated 
     by the following formulas: CGAC=.27xQ(exp.48) CIE=1.0xQ(exp.84) in which C 
     denotes annual costs in millions of dollars and Q the treated effluent flow
     in millions of gallons per day.  For the direct dischargers, the cost      
     numbers derive from applying the formulas above to effluent volume.  For   
     indirect dischargers, the estimtes assume that POTWs will install the      
     tretment facilities and charge the costs to customers based on effluent    
     flow. NCASI estimates that pulp and paper indirect dischargers contribute  
     about 20 percent of the toal flow to their POTWs and thus will be          
     responsible for about 20 per cent of their POTWs cleanup costs.            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.273     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015, D2584.004, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Closing Water Systems at Recycling Mills. The NCASI study assumes that most
     paper recycling mills will eliminat effluent discharges by recycling the   
     process water rather than treating an effluent at the end of the discharge 
     pipe.  In particular, the study assumes that all direct-discharging        
     de-inking mills and all other recycling mills, both direct and indirect    
     dischargers, would invest in water system closure.  The study assumes that 
     indirect-discharing de-inking mills will find it cheaper to pay their share
     of POTW costs.  The treatment technology involves treating the internal    
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     process water with biological and physical-chemical methods to make it     
     usable back in the paper manufacturing process.  At the end of the water   
     purification process, one obtains a small concentrated stream that is      
     allowed to evaporate, leaving behind a solid that is disposed of by        
     landfill. The study assumes that the costs of processing internal recycled 
     water in de-inking mills would be four times that of other mills. This     
     reflects the greater processing required to make water recyclable in       
     de-inking mills.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.274     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     NCASI assumes that bleached kraft mills will change their manufacturing    
     processes to use chemical bleaches and other materials that will permit    
     levels of BCCs to fall within the GLI limits. In particular, NCASI assumes 
     that bleached kraft mills will incorporate oxygen delignification and      
     complete substitution of chlorine dioxide for chlorine in the first bleach 
     stage and the hypochlorite stages will be eliminated.  The kraft mill      
     estimates include costs for upgrading chemical recovery capacity.  Sulfite 
     mill modifications assume changes only in the bleaching area.              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.275     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.276
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     These estimates reflect assumptions concerning the compounds that would    
     have to be monitored, the analytical or biological methods that would be   
     used in each case, and the laboratory costs for each method. The laboratory
     cost estimates come from a survey conducted by NCASI.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.276     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.277
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A study commissioned by the Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA)       
     estimates that the GLI would cost chemical manufacturers about $45 million 
     annually (1992 dollars).(4) This estimate includes only plants that        
     discharge wastewater within the Great Lakes basin; it does not include     
     costs that would result from applying the GLI Guidance to plants outside   
     the basin within a state. However, the estimate combines costs of direct   
     and indirect dischargers, each computed on the basis of the same treatment 
     and cost assumptions.  The SAIC study suggests that about half of all      
     chemical plants in the basin are indirect dischargers.  Thus, as much as 50
     per cent of the CMA figure might also be included in estimates for POTWs.  
                                                                                
     ----------------------------                                               
     (4) Compliance Cost Survey for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative,   
     report prepared by Tischler/Kocurek for the CMA, September 1992.           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.277     
     
     See response to comments D2613.004 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.278
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit IV-4, page IV-10.                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using a 10 per cent fixed charge rate to annualize capital costs obtained  
     by these formulas, the survey suggests that the chemical industry's annual 
     cost of compliance would probably be about $45 million, with an upper limit
     of $133 million (see Exhibit IV-4).                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.278     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.279
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with GLI would cost petroleum refiners in the Great Lakes basin 
     between $44 and $112 million (1992 dollars) annually, according to the     
     results of a survey sponsored by the Ohio Petroleum council (OPC) (5). The 
     low-end estimate assumes limitations only for the EPA's current list of    
     BCCs with explicit standards and that the facility could increase the      
     concentration by the amount of the limitation ("net limits" with intake    
     credits). A variety of middle-range estimates assume, alternatively, net   
     and end-of-pipe limits (no credits or mixing zones) and progressively      
     larger numbers of compounds subject to limitations.  The upper-bound       
     estimate assumes treatment of all facility effluents, including non-contact
     cooling water.                                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------                                           
     (5) Summary of the Ohio Petroleum Council Survey on the Impact of the Great
     Lakes Water Wuality Initiative on the Petroleum Industry, prepared for the 
     Ohio Petroleum Council by ERM-Midwest Inc., January 193.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.279     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.280
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments .281, .282, .283 are imbedded in comment .280.       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with the GLI would cost a new 400,00 ton per month integrated   
     steel mill between zero and $26 million (1992 dollars) annually, according 
     to a study sponsored by the American Iron and Steel Institute (AISI).(6)   
     Expanding these estimates to all major dischargers in the steel industry,  
     the AISI results suggest that the industry faces annual costs of $30 to    
     $400 million dollars annually. [The low estimate assumes intake credits and
     compliance with the limits established just for those 34 compounds with    
     explicit Tier I criteria.] [The high estimate assumes no intake credits,   
     not even for the blowdown from non-contact cooling water,] and [compliance 
     with Tier II criteria for Benzo(a)pyrene (BaP).]                           
                                                                                
                                                                                
     ----------------------                                                     
     (6) American Iron and Steel Institute Great lakes Water Quality Initiative 
     Study, The Chester Engineers, September 1992.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.280     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.281
     Cross Ref 1: cc:IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .281 is imbedded in comment .280.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The low estimate assumes intake credits and compliance with the limits     
     established just for those 34 compounds with explicit Tier I criteria.     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.281     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
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     Comment ID: P2744.282
     Cross Ref 1: cc:IN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .282 is imbedded in comment .280.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The high estimate assumes no intake credits, not even form the blowdown    
     from non-contact cooling water.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.282     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.283
     Cross Ref 1: cc:REG T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     compliance with Tier II criteria for Benzo(a)pyrene (BaP).                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.283     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.284
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "the study" refers to the AISI study on the steel industry.   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     For Ohio, the study suggests that complying with the exisitng standards    
     would cost about $10.6 million annually. Under the most optimistic scenario
     for GLI (current Tier I limits and intake credits), the cost expands to    
     $13.1 million annually, which represents a $2.5 million increment.  For    
     Indiana, the study finds that complying with the existing standards would  
     cost about $17.2 million annually.  Under the most optimistic scenario for 
     GLI, the costs do not change.  However, under less optimistic assumptions, 
     they rise substantially.  In the most pessimistic case, costs reach $43    
     million annually, or an increment of $26 million over the costs of         
     complying with existing state standards.  The estimates reflect conceptual 
     plans for new integrated mills at particular sites in Ohio and Indiana.    
     The cost estimates differ for those two locations, because of differences  
     not only in state standards regulating effluents but also in background    
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.284     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.285
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG T1
     Cross Ref 2: cc:IN
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The cots for the utility industry in the Great Lakes basin to comply with  
     the GLI would range from just under $500 million (1992 dollars) annually,  
     asuming intake credits make it unnecessary to treat non-contact cooling    
     water, to as much as $3.4 billion annually, in the almost inconceivable    
     case that the non-contact cooling water would need to be treated.  These   
     two estimates are based, respectively upon a 1992 study by the Utilities   
     Water Act Group and a 1993 study by ENSR Consulting and Engineering (ENSR).
     
     
     Response to: P2744.285     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.286
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Bringing process water into compliance with the GLI would cost electric    
     utilities almost $500 million dollars annually (see Exhibit IV-5),         
     according to estimates prepared for the Ad Hoc utility Group by ENSR.(7)   
     The estimates reflect an assessment of the compounds needing to be removed 
     from the wastewater streams and the required cleanup technologies for      
     generic coal, oil, and nuclear plants specified so as to be representative 
     of the average generation facility of each type in the Great Lakes Basin.  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     ----------------------                                                     
     (7) Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Draft Great lakes Water Quality      
     Initiative for the Electric Utility Industry, study prepared for the Ad Hoc
     Utility Grup by ENSR Engineering and Consulting, June 1993.                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.286     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.287
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In some cases, ENSR finds that process and cooling waters are commingled in
     the effluent streams. ENSR assumes that the two streams can be separated,  
     thereby avoiding the expense of treating cooling water.  This separation   
     could be expensive, according to industry engineers, but this cost has not 
     been included in the ENSR estimates.  The study, moreover, recommends that 
     the GLI standards be implemented in such a way that this separation would  
     be unnecessary.  The study asserts that the dilution of toxins that occurs 
     in the facility when process waters commingle with cooling waters allows   
     for better environmental protection than when such dilution and mixing     
     occurs in the aquatic enviromental outside the facility.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.287     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.288
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The requirement that utilities bring cooling water discharges into         
     compliance with the GLI limits would raise the costs of electric generation
     between 30 and 70 per cent, according to a study sponsored by the Utility  
     Water Act Group (UWAG).(8) We haven't included these costs in our          
     compilation of trade association estimates; given the enormity of these    
     costs, full intake credits, which otherwise seem probable, become almost a 
     certainty.                                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------                                           
     (8) Removal of Intake Pollutants by Electric Utilities: An Economic and    
     Technical Feasibility Analysis, submitted to the Utility Water Act Group by
     CHMHill, November 1992.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.288     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.289
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments .290, .291, .292, and .293 are imbedded in comment 
289.           
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The American Automobile Manufacturer's Association (AAMA) made public a    
     study they commissioned, which was undertaken by Chester Engineers, which  
     analyzed potential changes in POTW permit limits as a result of GLI. While 
     useful in and of itself, this study does not speculate on what restrictions
     will be borne by specific indirect dischargers, such as automobile         
     manufacturers, not on their potential costs of compliance. [Separately, the
     AAMA has announced that it expects incremental capital costs in response to
     GLI for Chrysler, Ford and General Motors alone to lie in the $2 billion   
     range (along with $200 million per year in operating costs, this results in
     an annualized expense of roughly $400 million per year using the           
     methodology laid out in Section IV.E.1. of this report.] While the analysis
     supporting these figures was not made available to DRI (9), some comments  
     and comparisons are provided here. [The method used by DRI to generate its 
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     own compliance cost estimates, in the absence of verifiable engineering    
     data, was to allocate to SIC 37 (transporation equipment) that share of    
     total POTW costs that this industry represents in each state's             
     manufacturing sector.  The total POTW costs were derived from the Hinshon  
     report.  Using this method, DRI estimated that for the entire SIC 37,      
     compliance costs would total $316 million per year.(10) Taking into account
     that this estimate includes many parts manufacturers and some foreign auto 
     manufacturers, the magnitude of DRI's highest cost estimate (Policy Set    
     A-High) appears to be roughly half that of the AAMA estimate.  DRI found   
     many instances of costs that, for methodological consistency, had to be    
     removed from other trade association studies (studies that DRI did have an 
     opportunity to review), and for this reason we believe that our existing   
     figure may be close to the conclusion we would have reached even if we had 
     access to the AAMA confidential report.(11)] Again, due to the timing of   
     the AAMA information and the lack of supporting material, their estimate is
     reported here but not reflected in the four DRI scenarios.[The AAMA pointed
     out that because of the complexity of the automobile manufacturing process,
     and the large number of input suppliers, the cost of process changes may be
     high relative to other industries.] [Also, as compared with industries     
     using primarily organic compounds for which substitutes exist, automobile  
     assembly is a heavy user of elemental metals, most of which have unique    
     properities for which there are no close substitutes.] Perhaps the most    
     serious concerns raised by the auto industry regard the ability and        
     willingness of POTWs to pass on treatment costs proportional to each       
     discharger's contribution.  If auto makers eliminate most of their zinc,   
     for example, from their discharges, while other zinc users discharge large 
     amounts into the public sewer system, the POTW may be forced to adopt      
     expensive treatment technologies. If such double treatment is truly        
     redundant, in an ideal world this information will be available and POTWs  
     would encourage auto makers not to bother installing technologies to       
     eliminate zinc.  Even if that investment were already made on the part of  
     auto makers, it would seem unreasonable for POTWs to "double-charge" auto  
     makers for the elimination of the toxin.  At the extreme, if auto makers   
     are truly meeting water quality standards at end of pipe, they always have 
     the option of re-cycling their process waters, thus eliminating the POTW's 
     opportunity to charge them. The issues raised in this discussion suggest   
     the need for regulators to create well-defined property rights and         
     predictable permit limits, so that indirect dischargers and POTWs can      
     arrive at efficient solutions.                                             
                                                                                
     -------------------------------------                                      
     (9) The AAMA postulates that individual memebers of the Association cannot 
     reveal estimates of treatment costs to their competitors (and, by          
     extension, to the public) for fear of sparking anit-trust action by the    
     U.S. Justice Department. In similar situations, third party analysts with  
     established safequards for dealing with confidential information have      
     gained access to such figures; however in this case the timing of AAMA's   
     and DRI's release schedules did not allow for such a procedure.            
                                                                                
     (10) See Appendix B.                                                       
                                                                                
     (11) For instance, AAMA officials indicated that a substantial portion of  
     those costs were based on the assumption that the GLI would apply to storm 
     water treatment -- our methodology was to exclude such costs, even though  
     we cannot entirely rule out the possibility that storm water flows will    
     eventually be included.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.289     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.290
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .290 is imbedded in comment .289.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Separately, the AAMA has announced that it expects incremental capital     
     costs in response to GLI for Chrysler, Ford and General Motors alone to lie
     in the $2 billion range (along with $200 million per year in operating     
     costs, this results in an annualized expense of roughly $400 million per   
     year using the methodology laid out in Section IV.E.1. of this report.     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.290     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.291
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .291 is imbedded in comment .289.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The method used by DRI to generate its own compliance cost estimates, in   
     the absence of verifable engineering data, was to allocate to SIC 37       
     (transportation equipment) that share of total POTW costs that this        
     industry represents in each state's manufacturing sector.  The total POTW  
     costs were derived from the Hinshon report. Using this method, DRI         
     estimated that for the entire SIC 37, compliance costs would total $316    
     million per year.(10) Taking into account that this estimate includes many 
     parts manufacturers and some foreign auto manufacturers, the magnitude     
     DRI's highest cost estimate (Policy Set A-High) appears to be roughly half 
     that of the AAMA estimate.  DRI found many instances of costs that, for    
     methodological consistency, had to be removed from other trade association 
     studies (studies that DRI did have an opportunity to review), and for this 
     reason we believe that our existing figure may be close to the conclusion  
     we would have reached even if we had access to the AAMA confidential       
     report.(10)]                                                               
                                                                                
     -------------------------                                                  
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     (10) See Appendix B.                                                       
     (11) For instance, AAMA officials indicated that a substantial portion of  
     those costs were based on the assumption that the GLI would apply to storm 
     water treatment--our methodology was to exclude such costs, even though we 
     cannot entirely rule out the possibility that storm water flows will       
     eventually be included.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.291     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.292
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .292 is imbedded in comment .289.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The AAMA pointed out that because of the complexity of the automobile      
     manufacturing process, and the large number of input suppliers, the cost of
     process changes may be high relative to other industries.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.292     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.293
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .293 is imbedded in comment .289.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, as compared with industries using primarily organic compounds for    
     which substitutes exist, automobile assembly is a heavy user of elemental  
     metals, most of which have unique properties for which there are no close  
     substitutes.                                                               
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     Response to: P2744.293     
     
     See response to comments D2827.068 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.294
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comments .295, .296, .297., and .298 are imbedded in comment 
.294.         
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Compliance with the GLI would cost POTWs from $252 to $756 million (1992   
     dollars) annually, with an expected value of $376 million, according to    
     estimates developed by Hinshon Environmental Consulting (HEC) (12). The    
     estimates arise from a questionnaire completed by 170 POTWs representing   
     more than 50 per cent of the municipal wastewater discharges throughout the
     Great Lakes basin. HEC also developed another, much higher cost estimate   
     (not presented here) that assumed treatment of combined sewer overflows.   
     The HEC low-cost scenario assumes that POTWs: will not need to construct   
     new treatment facilities beyond tertiary filtration; will focus on         
     rigorously monitoring the discharges of industrial users to minimize       
     pollution through source controls rather than new treatment facilities at  
     the municipal plant; and willnot need anti-degradation studies for         
     incremental loading increases caused by new residential customers.  The    
     high-cost scenario assumes that POTWs: will need to install advanced waste 
     treatment to control trace pollutants, such as mercury, that aren't        
     attributable to discrete point sources and will still rigorously oversee   
     industrial sources and institutions, including hospitals, in controlling   
     pollution at the major sources. Compliance costs for new and expanding     
     facilities could be higher or lower than for existing facilities. The      
     standards themselves contribute to higher costs.[New facilities and        
     effluent sources must comply immediately with anti-degradation and the     
     numerical limits for BCCs without mixing zones.] [Technological advances,  
     however, will lower costs. New plants will benefit from older plants going 
     through the costly experience of learning to remove pollutants             
     economicaly.] [Also new plants will be built with cleanup processes        
     included in a convenient and economical manner within the faciity, whereas 
     older plants must make do with retrofitting.] [Thus, one can make a case   
     for either higher or lower costs for new plants.  Our estimates of overall 
     regional costs assume that new and expanding facilities will face the same 
     costs as current ones.]                                                    
                                                                                
     ----------------------------                                               
     (12) Economic Assessment of the Cost of Compliance for Publicly Owned      
     Treatment works Under the Great Lakes Initiative, Hinshon Environmental    
     Consulting, December 4, 1991.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.294     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.295
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: cc:TMDL BCC
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .295 is imbedded in comment .294.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New facilities and effluent sources must comply immediately with           
     anti-degradation and the numerical limits for BCCs without mixing zones.   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.295     
     
     See response to comments D2098.038, D2669.082, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.296
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .296 is imbedded in comment .294.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Technological advances, however, will lower costs. New plants will benefit 
     from older plants going through the costly experience of learning to remove
     pollutants economically.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.296     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.297
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .297 is imbedded in comment .294.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also new plants will be built with cleanup processes included in a         
     convenient and economical manner within the facility, whereas older plants 
     must make do with retrofitting.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.297     
     
     P2744.297                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comments D2587.107 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA COST OCS
     Comment ID: P2744.298
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .298 is imbedded in comment .294                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, one can make a case for either higher or lower costs for new plants. 
     Our estimates of overall regional cots assume that new and expanding       
     facilities will face the same costs as current ones.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.298     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA COST OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.299
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The benefit of an environmental program is not measured by counting the    
     amount of pollution removed, but by analyzing the impact of that program on
     human health, wildlife, and the enhanced value of the improved resource.   
     By the same token, measuring the cost of compliance with environmental     
     regulations does not provide a complete nor an accurate portrait of their  
     impact on the workings of the economic system.  Compliance costs must be   
     either absorbed in the form of lower profits, or passed on to other firms  
     and consumers as price increases. Lower profits affect the regional economy
     by reducing the incentive to invest, while higher prices merely spread the 
     costs so that the pattern is repeated in other industries and states.      
     ultimately, as reduced competitiveness causes layoffs, a cycle of income   
     and expenditure reductions spreads the impact beyond the manufacturing     
     sector. A minor offsetting stimulus to the local economy is provided during
     the period when new treatment facilities are under construction. [It       
     matters to the economy as a whole which sectors incur the initial          
     compliance costs.  For example, cement producers can generally recoup their
     higher costs through price increases, without worrying that European and   
     Asian competitors will grab a share of their market; the same is not true  
     for the automotive industry.]                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.299     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.300
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .300 is imbedded in comment .299.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It matters to the economy as a whole which sectors incur the initial       
     compliance costs. For example, cement producers can generally recoup their 
     higher costs through price increases, without worrying that European and   
     Asian competitors will grab a share of their market; the same is not true  
     of the automotive industy.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.300     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.301
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cost estimates based on that permit review process were then extrapolated  
     to the remaining facilities using effluent flow strata.  While this        
     procedure is methodologically unsatisfying, not least because the costs and
     effluent flows in the EPA  sample show a very low correlation, in the face 
     of limited information on the economic characteristics of the dischargers  
     it represents an understandable compromise.  The number of dischargers for 
     each industry sector in each state is known through the Permit Compliance  
     System, an EPA-maintained database of NPDES dischargers, providing a useful
     base for the calculation. [However, this methodology ignores the variance  
     in permitting stringency across states.  Thus Michigan, which has water    
     quality criteria generally comparable with GLI, will under this methodology
     appear to incur high initial compliance costs, while in reality Michigan   
     permit writers may not need to adjust many permits as a result of GLI.]    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.301     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.302
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .302 is imbedded in .301.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, this methodolgy ignores the variance in permitting stringency     
     across states.  Thus Michigan, which has water quality criteria generally  
     comparable with GLI, will under this methodology  appear to incur high     
     initial compliance costs, while in reality Michigan permit writers may not 
     need to adjust many permits as a result of GLI.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.302     
     
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.303
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibits IV-6 and IV-7, pages IV-18 and IV-19.       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the two scenarios that are derived directly from the EPA cost study,   
     their implicit distribution of costs across states is maintained (14), as  
     depicted in Exhibits IV-6 and IV-7.  In DRIs Policy Set B, which assumes a 
     relatively lenient implementation of the GLI, adjustments factors were used
     to re-distribute costs, reducing the bias from ignoring variance in        
     permitting standards across states.  Policy Set A, which assuems that GLI  
     goes far beyond the "reasonable potential" standards in most states,       
     maintains the EPA distribution of compliance costs for direct dischargers. 
     ________________________________                                           
     (14) The EPA did not release any state distribution, stating with          
     justification that the distributions are not statistically significant     
     given the small sample size (though it should be noted that a larger sample
     size would not have corrected for the bias from omitting state-specific    
     permitting procedures).  However, using the Technical Background Document  
     that contained the replicate their methodology and generate the implicit   
     distribution across states.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.303     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.304
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Across the scenarios, indirect dischargers incur from 1/3 to 2/3 of all    
     compliance costs (see Exhibit IV-2).  These facilities, whose effluent     
     flows through municipal sewer systems (POTWs), could be affected in two    
     ways: POTWs could use their pre-treatment programs to pass on their        
     stricter permit limits directly to their dischargers, or treat the effluent
     themselves and pass on the costs in the form of higher fees.  [For both    
     cases, DRI treated the higher costs as falling entirely on the             
     manufacturing sector (ignoring the possibility that higher fees could be   
     shared with residential and commercial dischargers as well), and used the  
     distribution of manufacturing output in each state a proxy for the         
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     incidence of compliance costs.]                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.304     
     
     See response to comments D2613.036 and D2589.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.305
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .305 is imbedded in comment .304.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For both cases, DRI treated the higher costs as falling entirely on the    
     manufacturing sector (ignoring the possibility that higher fees could be   
     shared with residential and commercial dischargers as well), and used the  
     distribution of manufacturing output in each state a proxy for the         
     incidence of compliance costs.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.305     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.306
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Annualization of Capita Costs                                           
                                                                                
     The trade association studies generally develop estimates of the recurring 
     annual O&M costs and the up front capital investment needed to comply with 
     GLI.  DRI has applied a 10 per cent factor to the (1992-dollar) one-time   
     investment in obtaining an annual payment that covers financing costs (debt
     and equity) and depreciation, net of tax beneftis.  This 10 per cent factor
     assumes one-third debt, two-thirds equity financing, annual capital costs  
     of 9 per cent for debt and 10 per cent for equity, an economic depreciation
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     rate of 8 per cent annually (reflecting construction-intensive investment),
     present value of tax depreciation deductions worth 50 per cent of the      
     initial investment, expected long-run annual inflation rate of 4 per cent  
     and marginal tax rate of 40 per cent.                                      
                                                                                
     Using the formular for the fixed charge rate for a non-profit investment,  
     we obtain a value of about 10 per cent FCR = (r(subd)(1-r)w(subd) +        
     r(sube)(1-w(subd) + eta - pi).(1-rZ) = (.90(1-.4).33 +.1(.67) + .08 - .04) 
     . (1-.4(.5)) (1) where r(subd) denotes the cost of debt, r(sube) the cost  
     of equity, r the marginal tax rate, w(subd) the debt share of total        
     financing, eta the economic depreciation rate, pi the expected inflation   
     rate, and Z the present value of tax depreciation deductions.              
                                                                                
     [This procedure differs from the technique used by the EPA cost study to   
     annualize capital costs and results in estimates that are 20% lower on     
     average.]                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.306     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.307
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .307 imbedded in .306.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This procedure differs from the technique used by the EPA cost study to    
     annualize capital costs and results in estimates that are 20% lower on     
     average.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.307     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.308
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The added costs of achieving the water quality standards under the GLI will
     adversely affect the competitiveness of Great Lakes firms, resulting in a  
     loss of market share for industries absorbing compliance costs, and for    
     their suppliers within the region.  [Losses in production, employment, and 
     incomes in affected industries will be transmitted throughout the economy, 
     reducing employment in services, trade, finance, utilities, and government.
     [With fewer job opportunities, out-migration of population will crease,    
     reducing demand for new housing.]  Investments in pollution abatement      
     structures and equipment will provide some modest offsetting stimulus,     
     concentrated in the 1997-2003 phase-in period.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.308     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.309
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .309 imbedded in .308.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Losses in production, employemnt, an incomes in affected industries will be
     transmitted throughout the economy, reducing employment in services, trade,
     finance, utilities, and government.  with fewer job opportunities,         
     out-migration of population will increase, reducing demand for new housing.
     
     
     Response to: P2744.309     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.310
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This comment simply refers to the methodology that DRI used.  
Refer to     
          Exhibits IV-8 and IV-9, pages IV-22 and IV-23.                            
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Economic Impacts of Compliance Costs: Methodology                      
                                                                                
     DRI developed estimates of the economic impacts of the costs of compliance 
     with the GLI through simulations of the DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
     Lakes Economy.  Developed specifically for this project, the model is a    
     dynamic system of over 1,400 equations describing the economic structures  
     and linkages of the eight Great Lakes states.  This econometric model of   
     regional competition and growth captures the interactions between industry 
     costs, production, employment, incomes, population movements, and          
     construction markets in each of the eight states.  The modeling structure  
     provides a comprehensive and consistent framework for evaluating the       
     economic impacts of the policy choices of the Council of Great Lakes       
     Governors.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The industrial structure of the Great Lakes model embodies several         
     innovations in regional modeling, including explicit input cost measures   
     and inter-industry purchasing relationships.  For 20 manufacturing         
     industries and eight states, the model determines real shipments,          
     employment, wage rates, wage and salary income and an input cost index that
     includes capital, labor, electricity, and material costs.  The model's     
     eight non-manufacturing sectors include employment, wage rates, and wage   
     salary income.                                                             
                                                                                
     The Great Lakes Regional Model is linked to the DRI/McGraw-Hill Quarterly  
     Model of the U.S. Economy.  The influence of national economic forces is   
     shaped by state-specific conditions of relative costs, industrial          
     structures, demographics, and income and spending patterns.  Therefore,    
     each state's changing competitive strengths and weaknesses determine its   
     success in capturing a share of the national market.  In addition,         
     assumptions regarding the impact of major economic policy initiatives, such
     as the North American Free Trade Agreement (NAFTA) are built in to the     
     "base case" for the GLI simulations.                                       
                                                                                
     Capital costs are the primary channel through which compliance costs affect
     industrial competitiveness.  Secondary price effects are captured through  
     the materials price index.  As Great Lakes region manufacturers pass along 
     higher capital costs in the prices of their goods, the relative cost of    
     materials in the region increases.  While adjustments to capital costs are 
     specific to each industry and state, a common adjustment was made to the   
     mateirals price index.                                                     
                                                                                
     The direct impact of compliance costs on industry shipments depends on the 
     percentage increase in total input costs, as well as on the prive          
     sensitivity of industry sales.  To accurately capture the competitive      
     effects of higher input costs on industrial shipments, DRI has constructed 
     a set of input cost indexes for each manufacturing industry by state.  The 
     cost indexes are weighted averages of four component indexes for wage      
     rates, electricity costs, material prices, and a rental price of capital.  
     Variable weights for each cost component are derived from DRI/McGraw-Hill's
     Factor Input Margin model, which uses input-output analysis to determine   
     the contribution of different factors of production to total input costs by
     industry at the national level.  Over time, the factor proportions of total
     input costs vary with shifts in technology and evolving inter-industry     
     relationships.  The price elasticity of industry shipments is determined in
     the estimation of the econometric model.                                   
                                                                                
     b.  Inter-industry Purchasing Will Also Be Affected                        
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     Another channel through which environmental policies affect regional       
     economic activity is inter-industry purchasing relationships.  The Great   
     Lakes have clusters of interdependent firms in related industries.         
     Examples of clusters include motor vehicles, forest products, industrial   
     machinery, and chemicals.  Some firms will sell their products outside the 
     region, while supporting firms provide raw materials, components, and      
     support services.  For example, demand for steel will be affected by       
     changes in sales of automobiles or machinery by firms in the region.  The  
     Great Lakes Regional Model incorporates a unique set of inter-industry     
     generated demand variables that capture a supplying industry's potential   
     sales to other industries within the state or region.  Purchase            
     coefficients, expressed as a fraction of the purchasing industry's output, 
     are derived from DRI/McGraw-Hill's Inter-industry Model and vary over time 
     as technologies and industry structures change.                            
                                                                                
     In summary, regional industrial output is influenced by a variety of       
     competitive and structural forces.  In the Great Lakes Regional Model, a   
     state's share of the national market in a given industry depends on input  
     costs, inter-industry demand, final market demand, and business tax        
     rates--all expressed relative to the national standard.  An increase in the
     costs of compliance with water quality regulations adversely affects       
     industry cost competitiveness, directly reducing its sales.  When one      
     industry in a given state loses sales, all of its suppliers throughout the 
     region suffer.  Thus, the model simulates how compliance costs imposed in  
     Ohio will reduce economic activity in Wisconsin, Michigan, and the other   
     Great Lakes states.                                                        
                                                                                
     c.  Introduction of Compliance Costs Raises Capital Costs                  
                                                                                
     A wide range of environmental policy options with varying compliance costs 
     was considered.  For both the lenient and stringent policy sets developed  
     by DRI, we ran alternative simulations using high and low cost estimates.  
     In each scenario, DRI developed estimates of compliance costs by industry  
     and state.  Compliance costs include the costs of investing in new         
     facilities and technologies, together with increases in operating and      
     monitoring costs.  Costs incurred by manufacturing firms were grouped      
     according to their two-digit Standard Industrial Classification (SIC)      
     codes.                                                                     
                                                                                
     The following industries are affected in one or more states: food          
     processing, tobacco; textiles; lumber and wood products; paper; printing   
     adn publishing; chemicals; petroleum refining; rubber and plastics;        
     leather; stone, clay, and glass; primary metals; fabricated metals;        
     non-electrical machinery; electrical equipment; transportation equipment;  
     instruments; and miscellaneous manufacturing.                              
                                                                                
     In each model simulation, compliance costs by state are introduced by      
     raising an industry's capital cost index by a multipliative factor to      
     reflect the annual costs of financing and operating pollution abatement    
     structures and equipment.  Investments are assumed to be financed and      
     depreciated over a 10-year period.  Regulations are phased in over a       
     seven-year period from 1997 through 2003.  Thus, the proportionate increase
     in capital costs rises steadily through 2003 and then stabilizes.          
                                                                                
     Investments in new facilities will provide some offsetting stimulus to     
     construction markets.  The Great Lakes Regional Model includes real        
     investment in nonresidential (and residential) structures by state.  Real  
     investment in structures, along with population changes and relative wage  
     rates, determines construction employment.  In each simulation, we assumed 
     that investments in plant and equipment equal 50% of total compliance costs
     and would be divided equally between structures and equipment.  For each   
     state, the sum of capital expenditures on structures for all affected      
     industries was added to real investment in nonresidential structures.  The 
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     stimulus to construction activity is concentrated in the 1997-2003 period, 
     as regulations are phased in.  After 2003, the impact is diminished because
     only replacement investments are undertaken.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.310     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.311
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: This comment simply refers to the methodology that DRI used.  
Refer to     
          Exhibits IV-8 and IV-9, pages IV-22 and IV-23.                            

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     State officials have estimated that under the most optimistic timetable for
     the implementation of GLI, the first permits to be reviewed subject to the 
     Guidance would be in  1997.  Each year, roughly one-fifth of the           
     outstanding permits are up for renewal, but due to variances and other     
     delays, the bulk of the permits will probably not reflect the new          
     procedures until seven years have passed.  Therefore, in these simulations,
     the compliance costs were phased-in in equal increments between 1997 and   
     2003.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.311     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.312
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit IV-10, page IV-24.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economic impact of GLI on individual states does not closely follow the
     pattern of direct compliance costs.  Just as the ill effects of pollution  
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     are easily transported across state boundaries, so are the costs of        
     environmental clean-up easily transmitted between states.                  
                                                                                
     [Exhibit IV-10 shows how direct compliance costs translate into changes in 
     manufacturing output on a state-by-state basis, for Scenario A-High in the 
     year 2005.  While Michigan, New York and Ohio experienced compliance costs 
     on the order of $600 million each, their loss in manufacturing output      
     varied widely, because of their role in the national economy.]  [The       
     economics of New York and Michigan each produce inputs to thousands of     
     facilities that will be affected in each of these states, and consumer     
     goods for many of the workers that will be laid off.]  [On the other hand, 
     a large proportion of Ohio's discharges are oil refineries, which do not   
     have strong backward linkages, so the state is somewhat insulated from the 
     costs of the clean-up program.]  [conversely, states such as Illinois,     
     Pennsylvania and Minnesota, precisely because of their low direct          
     compliance costs, exhibit a high ratio of output loss to direct cost.  This
     is not because the income multiplier is higher in those states, but simply 
     because these states will continue to soak up larger indirect effects the  
     larger the clean-up costs incurred by their neighbors.  [To further        
     illustrate this point, consider New Jersey, which will have no compliance  
     costs at all, but significant indirect effects.]                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.312     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.313
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .313 imbedded in .312.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exhibit IV-10 shows how direct compliance costs translate into changes in  
     manufacturing output on a state-by-state basis, for Scenario A-High in the 
     year 2005.  While Michigan, New York and Ohio experienced compliance costs 
     on the order of $600 million each, their loss in manufacturing output      
     varied widely, because of their role in the national economy.              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.313     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.314
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .314 imbedded in .312.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The economies of New York and Michigan each produce inputs to thousands of 
     facilities that will be affected in each of these states, and consumer     
     goods for many of the workers that will be laid off.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.314     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.315
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .315 imbedded in .312                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, a large proportion of Ohio's discharges are oil         
     refineries, which do not have strong backward linkages, so the state is    
     somewhat insulated from the costs of the clean-up program.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.315     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.316
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .316 imbedded in .312.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------

Page 10069



$T044618.TXT
     
     Comment:
     Conversely, states such as Illinois, Pennsylvania and Minnesota, precisely 
     because of their low direct compliance costs, exhibit a high ratio of      
     output loss to direct cost.  This is not because the income multiplier is  
     higher in those states, but simply because these states will continue to   
     soak up larger indirect effects the larger the clean-up costs incurred by  
     their neighbors.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.316     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.317
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .317 imbedded in .312.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To further illustrate this point, consider New Jersey, which will have no  
     compliance costs at all, but significant indirect effects.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.317     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.318
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit IV-10, page IV-24.                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The distribution of employment loss for all four scenarios is depicted in  
     Exhibit IV-10, which again shows New York, Michigan, and Wisconsin bearing 
     the brunt of the costs.                                                    
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     Response to: P2744.318     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.319
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Appendix B.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As more information regarding the impact of GLI becomes available, state   
     officials and other interested parties will be motivated to re-cast the    
     estimates using updated cost estimates.  Tables in Appendix B shows how    
     costs from individual states are propagated to other states.               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.319     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.320
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The manufacturing sector will bear the brunt of the impact of GLI, and the 
     DRI Regional Model indicates that industries will not prove very adept at  
     passing off these costs on to the consumer.  Because compliance costs are  
     primarily fixed capital costs, that cannot be adjusted ex post according to
     the level of output, the effect of GLI behaves similar to a non-distorting,
     lump sum tax.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.320     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.321
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "lump sum nature" of the compliance costs explains why the ratio of    
     foregone output to compliance cost for GLI is fairly low - roughly 2:1.    
     [Furthermore, because the manufacturing sector is capital-intensive, the   
     loss of jobs is relatively modest for an impact of this size.  Thus the    
     total loss in personal income in the region is actually smaller that the   
     magnitude of the capital cost outlays.  On balance sheets, profits will be 
     affected far more than payroll expenditures.]                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.321     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.322
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .322 imbedded in .321.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, because the manufacturing sector is capital-intensive, the    
     loss of jobs is relatively modest for an impact of this size.  Thus the    
     total loss in personal income in the region is actually smaller than the   
     magnitude of the captial cost outlays.  On balance sheets, profits will be 
     affected far more than payroll expenditures.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.322     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.323
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To the extent that profits will suffer, those few facilities that were on  
     the verge of shutdown will be pushed over the threshold by this regulation.
     [But on the whole, the economic system will spread the costs among         
     industries relatively efficiently, and for the most part, owners of capital
     will be the primary losers.]  This does not show up in the DRI model's     
     reporting of personal income losses, because profit losses can only affect 
     this measure through lower dividends, and dividend payments tend to        
     fluctuate less than corporate profits.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.323     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.324
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .324 imbedded in .323.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     But on the whole, the economic system will spread the costs among          
     industries relatively efficiently, and for the most part, owners of capital
     will be the primary losers.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.324     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.325
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the regional model does not depict individual firms, but industries at the 
     state level, so shutdowns cannot be predicted directly.  this is picked up 
     indirectly by incorporating the historical relationship between increases  
     in the local cost of doing business relative to competitive pressures      
     determine the number of jobs in each industry, and when prices rise to the 
     point where they are less competitive, a combination of layoffs and        
     shutdowns adjusts the size of the industry.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.325     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.326
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibits IV-12 and IV-13, pages IV-26 and IV-27.     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Two figures are provided here to illustrate the sector-specific impacts of 
     GLI (Exhibits IV-12 and IV-13).  The two most extreme scenarios are        
     portrayed, showing loss of output in the year 2005.  [For Scenario A-High, 
     primary metals, transportation equipment, and non-electrical machinery are 
     hit the hardest, absorbing $2 billion or 44% of the total loss in output.  
     [For Scenario B-Low, transportation equipment, non-electrical machinery,   
     and chemicals are affected the most, although the magnitudes are far       
     smaller at $43 million.]                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.326     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.327
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .327 imbedded in .326.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For Scenario A-High, primary metals, transportation equipment, and         
     non-electrical machinery are hit the hardest, absorbing $2 billion or 44%  
     of the total loss in output.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.327     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.328
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .328 imbedded in .326.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For Scenario B-Low, transportation equipment, non-electrical machinery, and
     chemicals are affected the most, although the magnitudes are far smaller at
     $43 milliion.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.328     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.329
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibits IV-14 and IV-15, page IV-28.                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     For six industries with the highest impact in each scenario, the compliance
     costs are compared with the total loss in output in Exhibit IV-14 and      
     IV-15.  It should be kept in mind that the ratios between costs and output 
     loss shown in this figure are not multipliers, since they do not isolate   
     incremental cost increases from one industry, but represent the total      
     impact of cost increases in all sectors taken together.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.329     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.330
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Appendix B.                                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Looking at indivdual industry multipliers, as reported in Appendix B, we   
     find that sectors such as transportation equipment and chemicals have      
     multipliers almost three times the size of those for primary metals and the
     paper industry.  [The former industries have a high impact because they    
     currently purchase a vast quantity of inputs from local producers, and when
     they reduce their output levels, the entire region suffers.  [The latter   
     set purchase most of their inputs in raw form, and therefore reduced output
     in these sectors does not impact the region to the same degree.  These     
     industries will attempt to pass on their increased costs in the form of    
     price hikes, but when their customers in the Great Lakes region find these 
     products too expensive, they can generally find substitutes from suppliers 
     outside the Basin.]                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.330     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.331
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .331 imbedded in .330.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The former industries have a high impact because they currently purchase a 
     vast quantity of inputs from local producers, and when they recuce their   
     output levels, the entire region suffers.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.331     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.332
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .332 imbedded in .330.                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The latter set purchase most of their inputs in raw form, and therefore    
     reduced output in these sectors does not impact the region to the same     
     degree.  These industries will attempt to pass on their increased costs in 
     the form of price hikes, but when their customers in the Great Lakes region
     find these products too expensive, they can generally find substitutes from
     suppliers outside the Basin.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.332     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.333
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While many observers have become alarmed at the potential for GLI costs to 
     exceed $2 billion, it should be emphasized that even an impact of this size
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     would be imperceptible in a region this large.  The eight states bordering 
     the Lakes comprise nearly one-third of the total US population, and over   
     one-third of the manufacturing output.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.333     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.334
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit IV-16, page IV-29 not Exhibit IV-15, as the 
text states   
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As shown in Exhibit IV-15, the worst-case scenario would reduce personal   
     income by less than one-tenth of one percent, and manufacturing output by  
     0.33%.  These magnitudes are nearly imperceptible; the region can clearly  
     afford the GLI.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.334     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.335
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of course, a reduction in manufacturing output of 0.33% should not be taken
     lightly, and every effort should be made to make GLI more cost-effective,  
     so that those resources can be directed toward their best possible use: it 
     may be, for example, that non-point source reductions will have a high     
     price tag (15), and the bulk of the regions capacity to absorb costly      
     legislation should be reserved for the projects that will have the greatest
     impact on beneficial uses of the Lakes.                                    
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     ---------------------------------                                          
     (15) Non-point source reductions of toxic pollutants are expected to impact
     coal-fired electricity generation, for example, and the multiplier effects 
     from these compliance costs are likely to be significantly higher, since   
     they impact all sectors of the economy, including residential, in the first
     round.  On balance, however, DRI would expect the overall economic impact  
     per cost per pound of, say, mercury removed to be far lower for non-point  
     sources than for point sources.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.335     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.336
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exhibit IV-17                                                              
                                                                                
     Putting the Economic Impact into Perspective                               
                                                                                
     Costs of GLI Relative to Great Lakes Economy For the Year 2005             
                                                                                
     Percentage Loss in Manufacturing Output (Relative to Base):                
                                                                                
     B-Low Scenario - 0.008%; B-High Scenario - 0.057%; A-Low Scenario - 0.088%;
     A-High Scenario - 0.337%                                                   
                                                                                
     Percentage Loss in Personal Income (Relative to Base):                     
                                                                                
     B-Low Scenario - 0.002%; B-High Scenario - 0.016%; A-Low Scenario - 0.024%;
     A-High Scenario - 0.094%                                                   
                                                                                
     Loss in Personal Income per Resident (1992 dollars):                       
                                                                                
     B-Low Scenario - $0.55; B-High Scenario - $3.90; A-Low Scenario - $5.91;   
     A-High Scenario - $22.95                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.336     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.337
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The benefits of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (GLI) must        
     ultimately be measured in terms of their effect on the fitness of Great    
     Lakes water for its designated uses.   These uses include drinking,        
     swimming, protecting aquatic life, and fish consumption.  Our best overall 
     indicator of the condition of the Lakes is represented by the number of    
     shoreline miles meeting the standards for a designated use.                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.337     
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.338
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A water body's fitness for its designated use is affected by the level of  
     existing and incremental contamination.  The main intent of the GLI is to  
     reduce the incremental contamination, known as "loadings," taking place    
     each year.  However, the degree to which the GLI would achieve reductions  
     in either existing levels or loadings is difficult to measure.             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.338     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.339
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .340 is imbedded in comment .339                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We present information showing that virtually all shoreline miles of the   
     Great Lakes meet the standards that ensure their fitness for drinking and  
     swimming.   [The problems associated with toxins in the Great Lakes center 
     upon aquatic wildlife.  Fish consumption advisories exist throughout the   
     Great Lakes.  Currently PCBs are responsible for the fish consumption      
     advisories and these advisories are not going to be lifted for some        
     decades--with or without the GLI.]                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.339     
     
     EPA agrees that it may take a long time to eliminate all fish consumption  
     advisories in the Great Lakes System.  EPA believes, however, that         
     implementation of the final Guidance will help shorten the time needed, and
     will reduce the likelihood that advisories would be needed for additional  
     pollutants in the future.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the problems with toxic pollutants in the Great    
     Lakes System are limited to effects on wildlife.  Humans and aquatic life  
     are also adversely affected by current levels of contaminants in the Great 
     Lakes ecosystem.  Also, EPA does not agree that PCBs are the only pollutant
     responsible for fish advisories.  Mercury and other pollutants are also    
     responsible for significant numbers of advisories in the Great Lakes       
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     See sections I, II, and IX of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.340
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .340 is imbedded in comment .339                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The problems associated with toxins in the Great Lakes center upon aquatic 
     wildlife.  Fish consumption advisories exist throughout the Great Lakes.   
     Currently, PCBs are responsible for the fish consumption advisories and    
     these advisories are not going to be lifted for some decades -- with or    
     without the GLI.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.340     
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     See response to comment number G2688.002 and Section I.B of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.341
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Once the PCB levels have been reduced through a natural process of         
     volatilization, fish advisories in the Niagara River and Lake Ontario may  
     be lifted due to GLI, because GLI is projected to eliminate some 95% of    
     current dioxin loadings from all sources.  This is the single most tangible
     benefit of GLI.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.341     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See response
     to comment number G2688.002.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.342
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In sum, the changes in beneficial uses following the implementation of GLI 
     will be modest, and largely contingent on future actions regarding         
     non-point sources.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.342     
     
     EPA does not agree that implementation of the Guidance only produce modest 
     changes regarding beneficial uses in the Great Lakes System.  EPA          
     recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution such as contaminated         
     sediments and air deposition are a significant problem in the Great Lakes  
     and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point and nonpoint     
     sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA   
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     used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable    
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those addressing
     nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to 
     comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.343
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-1, page V-2                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exhibit V-1 shows the number of Great Lakes shoreline miles for each of the
     eight Great Lakes and the number of miles of shoreline meeting the         
     designated use for drinking water.  For those states that report on        
     drinking water, 98% of the shoreline miles fulfill the state's criteria for
     drinking water supply.  The relatively large number of shoreline miles in  
     Michigan not meeting their designated use for drinking water is due largely
     to taste and odor problems caused by algae blooms in Saginaw Bay.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.343     
     
     For a full discussion of the provisions on the human health component of   
     the final Guidance, including drinking water and the consumption of Great  
     Lakes fish, see Section V of the SID.                                      
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that most waters of the Great Lakes meet the designated uses for
     drinking water and swimming.  EPA believes that because of bioaccumulation,
     fish consumption generally presents a greater concern than drinking water  
     or recreational activities as human exposure routes for toxic pollutants in
     the Great Lakes System.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.344
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     At the request of DRI/McGraw-Hill, the U.S. EPA searched its Federal       
     Reporting Data System for all notices of exceedances of MCLs for surface   
     water supply systems anywhere in the eight Great Lakes states during       
     federal fiscal year 1991. (This search did not examine exceedances of MCLs 
     for parameters like turbidity and bacteriological contaminants, which are  
     not addressed by the GLWQG).                                               
                                                                                
     Only 11 relatively small water supply systems indicated exceedances of MCLs
     at some time during the year.  Nine of these 11 exceeded the MCL for total 
     trihalomethanes, which are more likely to be formed during the disinfection
     of water with chlorine than to be present in the water supply itself.  Only
     two small systems, serving a total of 2,300 people, had exceedances of MCLs
     for contaminants other than trihalomethanes, and these systems do not take 
     their water from the Great Lakes.                                          
                                                                                
     Exhibit V-2                                                                
                                                                                
     Great Lakes Shorelines Meeting Designated Use for Swimming                 
                                                                                
     State: Minnesota; Shoreline Miles: 272; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Full 
     - 23.2, Partial - 0; Not - 0; Not Assessed:248.8                           
                                                                                
     State: Wisconsin; Shoreline Miles: 840; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Full 
     - 780; Partial: 40; Not: 20; Not Assessed: 0;                              
                                                                                
     State: Illinois; Shoreline Miles: 63; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Full - 
     62.3, Partial - 0.7*, Not - 0; Not Assessed: 0;                            
                                                                                
     State: Indiana; Shoreline Miles: 43; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Full -  
     43, Partial - 0, Not - 0; Not Assessed: 0;                                 
                                                                                
     State: Michigan**; Shoreline Miles: 3288; Miles Meeting Designated Use:    
     Full - 3287, Partial:; Not: <1;                                            
                                                                                
     State: Ohio; Shoreline Mile: 236; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Full - 231,
     Partial - 5, Not - 0; Not Assessed: 0;                                     
                                                                                
     State: Pennsylvania+; Shoreline Miles: 45++; Miles Meeting Designated Use: 
     Full - 0, Partial - 0, Not - 0; Not Assessed: 0;                           
                                                                                
     State: New York; Shoreline Miles: 577; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Full  
     -483, Partial - 94, Not - 0; Not Assessed:;                                
                                                                                
     *Partial support with minor impairment                                     
     **Michigan does not use partial designations.                              
     +Not reported                                                              
     ++Estimated                                                                
     Source:  State 1992 305b reports.                                          
                                                                                
     [The results of this database search and the data in Exhibit V-1 do not    
     necessarily mean that chemical contaminants are not present or not detected
     in the waters of the Great Lakes.  Rather, they indicate that, with minor  
     exceptions, contaminants in waters of the Great Lakes are not present at   
     concentrations high enough to cause concern, given state and federal       
     standards for drinking water].                                             
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.344     
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     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Sections
     I and V of the SID.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.345
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .345 is imbedded in comment .344.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results of this database search and the data in Exhibit V-1 do not     
     necessarily mean that chemical contaminants are not present or not detected
     in the waters of the Great Lakes.  Rather, they indicate that, with minor  
     exceptions, contaminants in waters of the Great Lakes are not present at   
     concentrations high enough to cause concern, given state and federal       
     standards for drinking water.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.345     
     
     For a full discussion of the provisions on the human health component of   
     the final Guidance, including drinking water and the consumption of Great  
     Lakes fish, see Section V of the SID.  See response to P2744.343           
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.346
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-2, page V-3                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Almost all (97%) of the assessed waters of the Great Lakes meet their      
     designated use for swimming.  Where waters are determined not to be meeting
     their designated uses for swimming, the cause is usually bacteriological   
     contamination.  High turbidity levels are also responsible for beach       
     closings along the New York shoreline of Lake Ontario.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.346     
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     For a full discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance and their    
     relationship to designated uses, see Section II of the SID.  See response  
     to P2744.343.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.347
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-3, page V-4                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The amount of shoreline meeting its designated use for protecting aquatic  
     life varies tremendously among the Great Lakes states, as shown in Exhibit 
     V-3.  These variations are more indicative of differences in the way the   
     states determine whether the designated use is met than of actual          
     differences in water quality.  Nevertheless, the degree of use attainment  
     is substantially less for protecting aquatic life than for drinking or     
     swimming.  This reflects the fact that water quality standards for many    
     chemicals are more stringent for the purpose of protecting aquatic life    
     than for the purpose of drinking or swimming.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.347     
     
     For a full discussion of the provisions of the final Guidance and their    
     relationship to use attainment in the Great Lakes basin, especially with   
     respect to aquatic life, see Sections II and III of the SID.               
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that there are inconsistencies in the level of protection of    
     water quality standards and implementation procedures within the Great     
     Lakes System.  EPA believes the final Guidance will increase the degree of 
     consistency in these programs.  See sections I and II of the SID for EPA's 
     analysis of this issue.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.348
     Cross Ref 1: cc:HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Fish consumption advisories exist throughout the Great Lakes.  This fact is
     illustrated in Exhibit V-4, which shows that nearly all of the Great Lakes 
     shoreline miles fail to fully meet their designated use for fish           
     consumption.  These advisories are based upon the presence of chemicals in 
     the Great Lakes ecosystem that are long-lived and tend to accumulate in    
     body fat (except mercury, which accumulates in muscle).                    
                                                                                
     Exhibit V-4                                                                
                                                                                
     Great Lakes Shorelines Meeting Designated Use for Producing Fish for       
     Consumption                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     State: Minnesota; Shoreline Miles: 272; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Not -
     272                                                                        
                                                                                
     State: Wisconsin; Shoreline Miles: 840; Miles Meeting Designated Use:      
     Partial - 840                                                              
                                                                                
     State: Illinois; Shoreline Miles: 63; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Not -  
     63                                                                         
                                                                                
     State: Michigan; Shoreline Miles: 3288*; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Not 
     - 3288                                                                     
                                                                                
     State: Ohio; Shoreline Miles: 236; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Partial   
     -236                                                                       
                                                                                
     State: Pennsylvania; Shoreline Miles: 45**; Miles Meeting Designated Use:  
     Partial - 45+                                                              
                                                                                
     State: New York; Shoreline Miles: 577; Miles Meeting Designated Use: Full  
     -85, Partial - 492                                                         
     *Michigan does not use partial designations.                               
     **Estimated                                                                
     +Assumed based on fish consumption advisories                              
     Source:  State 1992 305b reports.                                          
                                                                                
     These chemicals, which the GLI refer to as bioaccumulative chemicals of    
     concern (BCCs), accumulate to increasing concentrations along the food     
     chain.  Therefore, their concentrations in fish are orders of magnitude    
     higher than those in the water in which the fish live.  In general, the    
     older and larger the fish, the higher it is in the food chain, and the     
     greater its fat content, the higher the concentrations of BCCs it will     
     contain.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.348     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  See Section I of the SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.349
     Cross Ref 1: cc:HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-5, page V-6                                
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The issue of contamination of fish consumed by humans is important because 
     it represents the primary means by which humans are exposed to toxins in   
     the Great Lakes.  this is illustrated for the case of PCBs in Exhibit V-5, 
     which shows that human exposure to these substances by means of fish       
     consumption is tremendous multiple of that occurring by means of air       
     inhalation or drinking water.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.349     
     
     See Section I.B of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2744.350
     Cross Ref 1: cc:HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-5, page V-6                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be noted that the fish consumption rate used in Exhibit V-5 is   
     that used by the EPA as the national rate of freshwater fish cosumption,   
     which has been criticized as being too low. (1,2) Higher fish consumption  
     rates, whether they be for average consumers or subsistence or sport       
     fishermen, would further emphasize the point that fish consumption is a far
     larger source of human exposure to PCBs than air or drinking water.        
     -------------------------------                                            
     (1) Colborn, Theodora E.; Davidson, Alex; Green, Sharon N., R.A; Dodge,    
     (Tony); Jackson, C. Ian; Liroff, Richard A.; 1990, Great Lakes Great       
     Legacy?  The Conservation Foundation Washington, DC/The Institute for      
     Research on Public Policy, Ottawa, Ontario.                                
                                                                                
     (2) Great Lakes Sport Fish Advisory Task Force, June 1993, Protocol for a  
     Uniform Great Lakes Sport Fish Consumption Advisory.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.350     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.351
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     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: cc:HH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-6, page V-7                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The contaminants responsible for fish consumption advisories and commercial
     fishing bans for the Great Lakes and connecting channels are listed in     
     Exhibit V-6.  With the exception of mercury and dioxins (which are produced
     as unwanted byproducts) the uses of all seven of these contaminants has    
     been banned or severely restricted in the United States and Canada.        
     However, despite these restrictions, large quantities of PCBs are still in 
     use in the United States in closed systems, primarily electrical           
     transformers, and may continue to enter the environment from leaks or      
     spills from this equipment.  Similarly, atmospheric deposition of DDT has  
     been estimated to be 10 per cent to 20 percent of its peak flux in the     
     1960s due to its continued use in Mexico and Central America. (3)          
     -------------------------                                                  
                                                                                
     Rapaport, R.A.; Urban, N.R.; Capel, P.D.; Baker, J.E.; Looney, B.B.;       
     Eisenreich S.J.; Gorham, E., 1985, "New" DDT inputs to North America:      
     atmospheric deposition.  Chemosphere 14:1167-1173.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.351     
     
     See Sections I.B and I.D of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.352
     Cross Ref 1: cc:HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-6, page V-7                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Actually, relatively few of the dozens of pollutants present in the Great  
     Lakes are responsible for fish consumption advisories for those waters.    
     This is the case even though states periodically survey fish for far more  
     pollutants than those listed in Exhibit V-6.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.352     
     
     EPA considered this comment in preparing the final Guidance.  See Section  
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.353
     Cross Ref 1: cc:HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibits V-5 and V-6, pages V-6 and V-7              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States differ in their procedures for issuing fish consumption advisories; 
     however, work is underway to create a uniform protocoal for advisories. (4)
     One likely outcome of this effort would be more stringent standards for    
     contaminant concentrations in fish than those issued by the Food and Drug  
     Administration, which some states use in issuing advisories.  It is unclear
     how these more stringent standards would change the data presented in      
     Exhibits V-5 and V-6.  Since fish consumption advisories for PCBs are      
     already ubiquitous throughout the Great Lakes states, for example, this    
     column of Exhibit V-6 would not be affected at all.                        
     --------------------                                                       
     (4) Great Lakes Sport Fish Advisory Task Force, June 1993, Protocol for a  
     Uniform Great Lakes Sport Fish Consumption Advisory.                       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.353     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID and response to comment number G2688.002.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.354
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-7, page V-8                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monitoring and reporting on the effect of fish consumption by land-bound   
     wildlife in the Great Lakes basin is not carried out as it is for human    
     consumption.  States are not required to report on the effects of water    
     quality on wildlife as part of their 305b reports.  Nevertheless, numerous 
     studies show a range of effects on fish-eating species in the Great Lakes  
     region.  These effects are presented in Exhibit V-7.                       
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     Response to: P2744.354     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     Section I.B of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.355
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI/McGraw-Hill requested data from the U.S. EPA on the 1991 point source  
     loadings to the Great Lakes basin for two dozen pollutants.  Our purpose   
     was to determine the baseline point source loadings for the pollutants seen
     as most responsible for impairing the uses of water and to determine how   
     total loadings of these pollutants might change upon implementation of the 
     GLI.                                                                       
                                                                                
     The loadings data were supplied by the Region V office of the EPA, by means
     of the agency's Permit Compliance System database.  This database compiles 
     the monthly discharge monitoring reports for all permitted facilities in   
     the Great Lakes basin.  The agency used the same procedures used to        
     calculate loads for our request as they have to answer Congressional       
     inquiries about loading rates and to write the Lake Michigan Lakewide Area 
     Management Plan.                                                           
                                                                                
     [The results of the EPA's calculation of pollutant loads are presented in  
     Exhibit V-8.  These data are given for each lake basin, and include        
     discharges directly to the lake and discharges to tributaries feeding the  
     lake.  The sums of the discharges to each Lake Basin are also listed.]     
                                                                                
     [Several aspects of the calculations used to arrive at the data in Exhibit 
     V-8 warrant explanation.  As noted above, these data are based on the      
     results of each facility's discharge monitoring report.  When monitoring   
     data have been reported as non-detectable, the EPA calculation of loads    
     takes these values to be zero.  For some pollutants, like cyanide and      
     mercury, several different methods may be used for measuring               
     concentrations.  Therefore, multiple loading rates are given, depending on 
     the method of analysis used.]                                              
                                                                                
     [Also, the data in Exhibit V-8 must be compared with other sources of the  
     same pollutants into the lakes.  Only then can one gain some sense of the  
     potential benefits to be achieved by reducing the loading from the         
     permitted sources.  Unfortunately, quantitative data on the loading of     
     pollutants to the Great Lakes from non-point sources are extremely rare,   
     although estimates have been made of the rate of atmospheric deposition for
     a number of compounds.  (Atmospheric deposition refers to toxic pollutants 
     that pass from the air into the water.)]                                   
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     [We present a comparison between point-source loadings and atmospheric     
     deposition in Exhibit V-9.  This table compares recent estimates of        
     atmospheric deposition of 12 toxic chemicals to the Great Lakes with the   
     loadings from Exhibit V-8.  This comparison is limited in that only a      
     subset (of 12) of the pollutants in Exhibit V-8 are listed, and more       
     importantly, in that other sources of pollutants are not listed at all.    
     These other sources include releases from contaminated sediments, surface  
     runoff, and contaminated ground water infiltration.  For the naturally     
     occurring substances (metals), data on natural fluxes from the atmosphere, 
     in tributaries, and from ground water must also be considered.]            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.355     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See         
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
     Section I of the SID.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.356
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-8, page V-9                                
            
          Comment .356 is imbedded in comment .355.                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results of the EPA's calculation of pollutant loads are presented in   
     Exhibit V-8.  These data are given for each lake basin, and include        
     discharges directly to the lake and discharges to tributaries feeding the  
     lake.  The sums of the discharges to each Lake Basin are also listed.      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.356     
     
     See response to comment number P2744.355.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.357
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-8, page V-9                                
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          Comment .357 is imbedded in comment .355.                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several aspects of the calculations used to arrive at the data in Exhibit  
     V-8 warrant explanation.  As noted above, these data are based on the      
     results of each facility's discharge monitoring report.  When monitoring   
     data have been reported as non-detectable, the EPA calculation of loads    
     takes these values to be zero.  For some pollutants, like cyanide and      
     mercury, several different methods may be used for measuring               
     concentrations.  Therefore, multiple loading rates are given, depending on 
     the method of analysis used.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.357     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See the     
     preamble to the final Guidance and Section I of the SID.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.358
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-8, page V-9                                
            
                                                                                    

          Comment .358 is imbedded in comment .355.                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, the data in Exhibit V-8 must be compared with other sources of the   
     same pollutants into the lakes.  Only then can one gain some sense of the  
     potential benefits to be achieved by reducing the loading from the         
     permitted sources.  Unfortunately, quantitative data on the loading of     
     pollutants to the Great Lakes from non-point sources are extremely rare,   
     although estimates have been made of the rate of atmospheric deposition for
     a number of compounds. (Atmospheric deposition refers to toxic pollutants  
     that pass from the air into the water.)                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.358     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.359
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-9, page V-10                               
            
          Comment .359 is imbedded in comment .355.                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We present a comparison between point-source loadings and atmospheric      
     deposition in Exhibit V-9.  This table compares recent estimates of        
     atmospheric deposition of 12 toxic chemicals to the Great Lakes with the   
     loadings from Exhibit V-8.  This comparison is limited in that only a      
     subset (of 12) of the pollutants in Exhibit V-8 are listed, and more       
     importantly, in that other sources of pollutants are not listed at all.    
     These other sources include releases from contaminated sediments, surface  
     runoff, and contaminated ground water infiltration.  For the naturally     
     occurring substances (metals), data on natural fluxes from the atmosphere, 
     in tributaries, and from ground water must also be considered.             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.359     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2744.360
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-10, page V-11                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exhibit V-10 illustrates the comparative roles of point-source discharges  
     and atmospheric deposition for four contaminants.  For PCBs, DDT, and      
     mercury, atmospheric deposition represents a multiple of point-source      
     loadings into the Great Lakes.  Dioxin is an exception in that its         
     point-source loadings exceed atmospheric deposition of the contaminant.    
     [The exhibit underscores the fact that in addressing only point-source     
     contributions, the GLI is addressing less than half of the pollution       
     problem in the Great Lakes.]                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.360     
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     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.361
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to Exhibit V-10, page V-11                              
            
          Comment .361 is imbedded in comment .360.                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The exhibit underscores the fact that in addressing only point-source      
     contributions, the GLI is addressing less than half of the pollution       
     problem in the Great Lakes.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.361     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID 
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.362
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any environmental benefits that result from the GLI will derive from the   
     reduction in pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes.  Accurately projecting 
     the change in loading would involve comparing the discharge from each      
     facility with and without the GLI.   This in turn would involve the        
     recalculation of permit limits for hundreds of facilities and thousands of 
     pollutants.  We have employed two approaches to reduce this burden.  In its
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     study of the compliance costs for the GLI, (5) the U.S. EPA selected a     
     sample of 50 facilities to represent the major dischargers to the lakes.   
     We extrapolated the effects on these facilities to the universe of         
     facilities in the Great Lakes regions based on the flow of the dischargers.
                                                                                
     We have also examined the effects the GLI would have on hypothetical       
     facilities.  The National Wildlife Federation (6) studied the effects on a 
     single facility in each of the Great Lakes states.  In an exercise         
     requested by Senator Carl Levin, the U.S. EPA has prepared comparisons of  
     permit limits calculated using existing state procedures for three         
     hypothetical facilities with the EPA'S interpretation of what the limits   
     would be under the Guidance. (7)                                           
     -----------------------------                                              
     (5) Science Applications International Corporation, April 16, 1993,        
     Assessment of Compliance Csots Resulting from Implementation of the        
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                               
                                                                                
     (6) Cutting the Poisons: Estimated Reductions in Point Source Loadings of  
     Great Lakes Toxic Pollution from the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, 
     May 11, 1993, National Wildlife Federation/Great Lakes Natural Resource    
     Center.                                                                    
                                                                                
     (7) Letter to Senator Carl Levin from Tudor T. Davies, Acting Deputy       
     Assistant Administrator, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, June 17,    
     1993.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.362     
     
     See response to comments P2744.377 and D2587.135.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.363
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In examining sample facilities as part of its cost study, the EPA based its
     changes in loadings on the difference between existing permit limits and   
     those of the GLI. (Where the permit required monitoring, but did not impose
     a limit, loadings were based on the highest reported effluent              
     concentration).                                                            
                                                                                
     This approach tends to overstate the loading reductions for three reasons: 
     [First, many facilities discharge at less than their permit limits.  Since 
     the EPA effectively assumed that all facilities discharge at their permit  
     limits, the actual reductions in loading after GLI implementation would be 
     lower than indicated.] [Second, in situations in which monitoring data were
     used to calculate loads, the practice of using the highest reported        
     concentration rather than an average overstates the actual loadings.       
     Again, these would overstate the reduction to be brought about by the GLI.]
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     [Third, in some cases where discharges are not significantly different from
     permit limits, the permit limits do not reflect current regulatory         
     requirements such as the National Toxics Rule.  Therefore, at least some of
     the loading reductions attributed to the GLI would actually be due to      
     another regulatory program.  (The EPA cost study made an ajustment for     
     bringing facilities up to current standards when estimating costs but not  
     when calculating loading reductions.)]                                     
                                                                                
     [Due to these shortcomings, DRI recommends using the EPA Permit Compliance 
     System data as a more accurate representation of baseline loadings..]      
                                                                                
     [Exhibit V-11 compares pollutant loadings and loadings reductions          
     restimated in the EPA study for major point source dischargers based on the
     differenct in permit limits for a sample of 50 facilities with the 1991    
     discharges calculated by the agency's Permit Compliance System (PCS).]     
                                                                                
     [In almost all cases, the loadings estimates from these two data sources   
     differ substantially.  With the exceptions of hexavalent chromium, cyanide,
     hexachlorobenzene, phenol, and dioxin, for which the PCS calculations range
     from slightly to significantly greater than the cost study estimates, the  
     cost study estimates of loading tend to be much higher than the loads      
     calculated by the PCS.  These differences are extremely large for some of  
     the metals, such as cadmium, copper, nickel and zinc, which account for a  
     large majority of the total pollutant load.]                               
                                                                                
     [The most likely reasons for the greater discharge estimates in the EPA    
     cost study are the use of permit limits to estimate loads and potential    
     lack of representativeness of the 50 sample facilities.]                   
                                                                                
     [Exhibit V-11 also shows the reduction in pollutant loadings estimated in  
     the EPA cost study for two water quality based effluent limitations        
     (WQBEL).  For WQBEL #1, the permit limits were set equal to the background 
     concentration in the receiving water when negative wasteload allocations   
     were calculated.  For WQBEl #2, the limit was set to the most stringent    
     water quality criteria when negative wasteload allocations resulted; thus, 
     this limit is considered to be more stringent.]                            
                                                                                
     [Because many of the loading reductions estimated in the cost study are    
     larger than the baseline loadings calculated by the Permit Compliance      
     System, their accuracy must be viewed with great suspicion.  This is       
     especially true for the metals like cadmium, copper, mercury, and selenium,
     which the cost study estimates to have some of the largest baseline        
     discharges and greatest reductions in discharges due to the GLI.]          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.363     
     
     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2587.135.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.364
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .364 is imbedded in .363                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fist, many facilities discharge at less than their permit limits.  Since   
     the EPA effectively assumed that all facilities discharge at their permit  
     limits, the actual reductions in loading after GLI implementation would be 
     lower than indicated.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.364     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.365
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .365 is imbedded in .363                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, in situations in which monitoring data were used to calculate      
     loads, the practice of using the highest reported concentration rather than
     an average overstates the actual loadings.  Again, these would overstate   
     the reduction to be brought about by the GLI.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.365     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.366
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .366 is imbedded in .363                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, in some cases where discharges are not significantly different from 
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     permit limits, the permit limits do not reflect current regulatory         
     requirements such as the National Toxics Rule.  Therefore, at least some of
     the loading reductions attributed to the GLI would actually be due to      
     another regulatory program.  (The EPA cost study made an adjustment for    
     bringing facilities up to current standards when estimating costs but not  
     when calculating loading reductions).                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.366     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.367
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .367 is imbedded in .363                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to these shortcomings, DRI recommends using the EPA Permit Compliance  
     System data as a more accurate representation of baseline loadings.        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.367     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.368
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .368 is imbedded in .363                              
            
                                                                                    

          Refer to Exhibit V-11, page V-13                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exhibit V-11 compares pollutant loadings and loadings reductions estimated 
     in the EPA study for major point source dischargers based on the difference
     in permit limits for a sample of 50 facilities with the 1991 discharges    
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     calculated by the agency's Permit Compliance System (PCS).                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.368     
     
     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2587.135.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.369
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .369 is imbedded in .363                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In almost all cases, the loadings estimates from these two data sources    
     differ substantially.  With the exceptions of hexavalent chromium, cyanide,
     hexachlorobenzene, phenol, and dioxin, for which the PCS calculations range
     from slightly to significantly greater than the cost study estimates, the  
     cost study estimates of loading tend to be much higher than the loads      
     calculated by the PCS.  These differences are extremely large for some of  
     the metals, such as cadmium, copper, nickel and zinc, which account for a  
     large majority of the total pollutant load.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.369     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.370
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .370 is imbedded in .363                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most likely reasons for the greater discharge estimates in the EPA cost
     study are the use of permit limits to estimate loads and the potential lack
     of representativeness of the 50 sample facilities.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.370     
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     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2587.135.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.371
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .371 is imbedded in .363                              
            
                                                                                    

          Refer to Exhibit V-11, page V-13                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Exhibit V-11 also shows the reduction in pollutant loadings estimated in   
     the EPA cost study for two water quality based effluent limitations        
     (WQBEL).  For WQBEL #1, the permit limits were set equal to the background 
     concentration in the receiving water when negative wasteload allocations   
     were calculated.  For WQBEL #2, the limit was set to the most stringent    
     water quality criteria when negative wasteload allocations resulted; thus, 
     this limit is considered to be more stringent.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.371     
     
     See response to comments D2594.014 and D2587.135.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.372
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .372 is imbedded in .363                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because many of the loading reductions estimated in the cost study are     
     larger than the baseline loadings calculated by the Permit Compliance      
     System, their accuracy must be viewed with great suspicion.  This is       
     especially true for the metals like cadmium, copper, mercury, and selenium,
     which the cost study estimates to have some of the largest baseline        
     discharges and greatest reductions in discharges due to the GLI.           
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     Response to: P2744.372     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.373
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The National Wildlife Federation (NWF)(8) calculated reductions in loadings
     for a hypothetical facility in each of the eight Great Lake states.  The   
     overall percentage reduction in loadings calculated in this study is       
     comparable to the 81% estimated in the EPA cost study.                     
     ------------------                                                         
     (8) Cutting the Poisons: Estimated Reductions in Point Source Loadings of  
     Great Lakes Toxic Pollution from the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, 
     May 11, 1993, National Wildlife Federation/Great Lakes Natural Resource    
     Center.                                                                    
                                                                                
     [This study suffers from the same problem as the EPA cost study: reductions
     in discharges are based on permit limits rather than actual discharges.]   
     [Perhaps more importantly, the NWF study examines only one facility and    
     makes the highly unreaslistic assumption that all of the wastewater from   
     the hypothetical facility comes from ground water.]                        
                                                                                
     [In addition, very few facilities other than power plants and some sewage  
     treatment plants discharge at rates exceeding 100 cubic feet per second (65
     million gallons per day), which is assumed in this study.  We are aware of 
     none discharging at this rate whose sole supply of water is ground water or
     that even have wells capable of producing at this rate.]                   
                                                                                
     [The assumption about ground water is important because the GLI does not   
     allow the use of intake credits when ground water is the source of the     
     waste water.  Therefore, the permit limits calculated in this example are  
     lower than they would be if the intake and receiving water body were the   
     same.  For the same reason, the reductions in loadings are greater than    
     they would otherwise be.  (The NWF study has also been criticized by the   
     state of Ohio for failing to properly calcuate permitted discharges under  
     existing state rules, thereby producing too high a baseline of discharges, 
     which also leads to the overstating of the potential reducttion in         
     dicharges.)(9)                                                             
                                                                                
     --------------                                                             
     (9) Cutting the Poisons: Estimated Reductions in Point Source Loadings of  
     Great Lakes Toxic Pollutioon from the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative,
     May 11, 1993, National Wildlife Federation/Great Lakes Natural Resource    
     Center.                                                                    
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     Response to: P2744.373     
     
     In response to the proposed Guidance, many independent studies were        
     performed to assess the impact of the Guidance and submitted as part of the
     public comments.  EPA was not able to review in detail the technical       
     quality and accuracy of all studies submitted. However, based in part on   
     EPA's review of the comments and studies submitted on the proposed         
     Guidance, many of the provisions in the final Guidance were revised to     
     allow greater implementation flexibility.  EPA's analyses of the costs and 
     benefits of the final Guidance were also modified based on these comments  
     and studies. The revisions to the cost/benefit analyses are described in   
     "Assessment of Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final 
     Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance."                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.374
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .374 is imbedded in .373                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This study suffers from the same problem as the EPA cost study: reductions 
     in discharges are based on permit limits rather than actual discharges.    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.374     
     
     See response to comments D2587.135 and P2744.373.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.374a
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .374a is imbedded in .373                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps more importantly, the NHF study examines only one facility and     
     makes the highly unrealistic assumption that all of the wastewater from the
     hypothetical facility comes from ground water.                             
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     Response to: P2744.374a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.375
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .375 is imbedded in .373                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, very few facilities other than power plants and some sewage   
     treatment plants discharge at rates exceeding 100 cubic feet per second (65
     million gallons per day), which is assumed in this study.  We are aware of 
     none discharging at this rate whose sole supply of water is ground water or
     that even have wells capable of producing at this rate.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.375     
     
     See response to comment P2744.373.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.376
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .376 is imbedded in .373                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The assumption about ground water is important because the GLI does not    
     allow the use of intake credits when ground water is the source of the     
     waste water.  Therefore, the permit limits calcuated in this example are   
     lower than they would be if the intake and receiving water body were the   
     same.  For the same reason, the reductions in loadings are greater than    
     they would otherwise be. (The NWF study has also been criticized by the    
     state of Ohio for failing to properly calculate permitted discharges under 
     existing state rules, thereby producing too high a baseline of discharges, 
     which also leads to the overstating of the potential reduction in          
     discharges.)(9)                                                            
                                                                                
     ---------                                                                  
     (9) Cutting the Poisons: Estimated Reductions in Point Source Loadings of  
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     Great Lakes Toxic Pollution from the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative, 
     May 11, 1993, National Wildlife Federation/Great Lakes Natural Resource    
     Center.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.376     
     
     See response to comment P2744.373.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.377
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The comparison requested by Senator Carl Levin (D, Michigan) in which state
     permit limits were compared with GLI limits for three hypothetical         
     facilities may provide the most useful illustration of the potential       
     effects of the GLI on permit limits and pollutant loadings.  The state     
     permit limits were calculated by personnel in the respective state         
     environmental agencies, who presumably best understand current state       
     regulations and policies.   The hypothetical facilities were conceived of  
     by the U.S. EPA, and thus possess a useful degree of realism.              
                                                                                
     [The results of the Levin request to the EPA are repeated for your         
     convenience in Exhibit V-12 for monthly average WQBELs, which give a better
     indication of the differences in loadings than daily maximums do.  Note    
     that the results in Exhibit V-12 are taken from the June 17, 1993 response 
     to Senator Levin, and not a later version (June 28).  The earlier version  
     is believed to be a more reasonable comparison because in the later version
     many state procedures that would result in stricter permit limits were not 
     employed; in addition, permit limits were presented even when analyses     
     revealing reasonable potential to exceed water quality criteria indicated  
     that no permit limits would be necessary.]                                 
                                                                                
     [The results summarized in Exhibit V-12 do not show a clear trend in       
     stricter permit limits with the GLI for the three hypothetical facilities. 
     In many cases, GLI procedures would result in no permit limits, while at   
     least some of the state procedures would require limits.]                  
                                                                                
     [Where the GLI does result in permit limits, the range of state limits     
     generally surrounds the value calculated using the GLI.  However, in each  
     case in which the GLI determined that a limit was necessary, the procedures
     for at least one of the states resulted in no limit being necessary.]      
                                                                                
     [When the GLI resulted in permit limits for mercury and PCBs, pollutants   
     for which the GLI establishes wildlife criteria, the limits are much lower 
     than those calculated by the states.  The GLI limits for these pollutants, 
     like most of the state limits, are far below current analytical            
     quantification levels; therefore, concentrations used to assess compliance 
     (the compliance evaluation level) would be orders of magnitude greater.  In
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     practical terms, until analytical methods improve significantly, the GLI   
     limits would differ litte from most of the state limits.]                  
                                                                                
     [The results of the Senator Levin exercise are consistent with other       
     analyses conducted by the states, which have questioned the additional     
     treatment requirements determined in the EPA cost study.  An analysis      
     conducted by the state of Michigan "eliminates essentially all of the      
     compliance costs" estimated by the EPA report to be necessary for          
     facilities in the state to comply with the GLI, because the GLI and        
     Michigan approaches to calculating WQBELs "at existing facilities are quite
     comparable."(10) but neither would they be reducing pollutant loadings.    
     Because roughly half of the major discharges to the Great Lakes basin are  
     located in Michigan, and a large fraction of pollutant discharges in the   
     basin come from the state, the conclusion reached by the state limit the   
     total reduction in point source discharges achievable by the GLI.]         
                                                                                
     --------------------------                                                 
     (10) Letter to G. Tracy Mehan, Director, Office of the Great Lakes from    
     James Grant, Chief, Great Lakes and Environmental Assessment Section,      
     Michigan Department of Natural Resources, June 11, 1993.                   
                                                                                
     (11) The "baseline," pre-GLI Michigan standards are currently under        
     challenge in Michigan state courts, and if the stringency of those         
     standards is not upheld, then the difference between existing and GLI      
     treatment costs will be wider.  While DRI has not reviewed the merits of   
     the legal dispute, and is thus in no position to comment on the possible   
     outcome, Michigan DNR officials with whom we consulted were confident that 
     their interpretation of the standards would be upheld.                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.377     
     
     The analyses performed by the Great Lakes States for Senator Levin         
     were limited in scope and based on an analysis of hypothetical             
     facilities.  The extensive cost analyses performed by EPA on a             
     sample of actual facilities provides a more accurate estimate of           
     the impact of the final Guidance on facilities in the Great Lakes          
     Basin.  Additional information regarding the cost analyses                 
     performed for the final Guidance can be found in the "Assessment of        
     Compliance Costs Resulting from Implementation of the Final Great          
     Lakes Water Quality Guidance."                                             
                                                                                
     See also response to Comment # P2585.014.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.378
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .378 is imbedded in .377                              
            
                                                                                    

          Refer to Exhibit V-12, page V-15                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results of the Levin request to the EPA are repeated for your          
     convenience in Exhibit V-12 for monthly average WQBELs, which give a better
     indication of the differences in loadings than daily maximums do.  Note    
     that the results in Exhibit V-12 are taken from the June 17, 1993 response 
     to Senator Levin, and not a later version (June 28).  The earlier version  
     is believed to be a more reasonable comparison because in the later version
     many state procedures that would result in stricter permit limits were not 
     employed; in addition, permit limits were presented even when analyses     
     revealing reasonable potential to exceed water quality criteria indicated  
     that no permit limits would be necessary.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.378     
     
     See response to comment P2744.377.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.379
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .379 is imbedded in .377                              
            
          Refer to Exhibit V-12, page V-15                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results summarized in Exhibit V-12 do not show a clear trend in        
     stricter permit limits with the GLI for the three hypothetical facilities. 
     In many cases, GLI procedures would result in no permit limits, while at   
     least some of the state procedures would require limits.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.379     
     
     See response to comment P2744.377.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.380
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .380 is imbedded in .377                              
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where the GLI does result in permit limits, the range of state limits      
     generally surrounds the value calculated using the GLI.  However, in each  
     case in which the GLI determined that a limit was necessary, the procedures
     for at least one of the states resulted in no limit being necessary.       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.380     
     
     See response to comment P2744.377.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.381
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .381 is imbedded in .377                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When the GLI resulted in permit limits for mercury and PCBs, pollutants for
     which the GLI establishes wildlife criteria, the limits are much lower than
     those calculated by the states.  The GLI limits for these pollutants, like 
     most of the state limits, are far below current analytical quantification  
     levels, therefore, concentrations used to assess compliance (the compliance
     evaluation level) would be orders of magnitude greater.  In practical      
     terms, until analytical methods improve significantly, the GLI limits would
     differ little from most of the state limits.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.381     
     
     See response to comments D2584.015, D2584.004, D2827.090, and              
     P2744.377.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.382
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OCS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .382 is imbedded in .377                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results of the Senator Levin exercise are consistent with other        
     analyses conducted by the states, which have questioned the additional     
     treatment requirements determined in the EPA cost study.  An anlysis       
     conducted by the state of Michigan "eliminates essentially all of the      
     compliance costs" estimated by the EPA report to be necessary for          
     facilities in the state to comply with the GLI, because the GLI and        
     Michigan approaches to calculating WQBELs "at existing facilities are quite
     comparable."(10)  If corrent, this means that facilities in Michigan would 
     not have to install additional treatment for their wastewaters but neither 
     would they be reducing pollutant loadings.  Because roughly half of the    
     major discharges to the Great Lakes basin are located in Michigan, and a   
     large fraction of pollutant discharges in the basin come from the state,   
     the conclusion reached by the state limit the total reduction in point     
     source discharges achievable by the GLI.                                   
                                                                                
     --------------                                                             
     (10) Letter to G. Tracy Mehan, Director, Office of the Great Lakes from    
     James Grant, Chief, Great Lakes and Environmental Assessment Section,      
     Michigan Department of Natural Resources, June 11, 1993.                   
                                                                                
     (11) The "baseline," pre-GLI Michigan standards are currently under        
     challenge in Michigan state courts, and if the stringency of those         
     standards is not upheld, then the difference between existing and GLI      
     treatment costs will be wider.  While DRI has not reviewed the merits of   
     the legal dispute, and is thus in no position to comment on the possible   
     outcome, Michigan DNR officials with whom we consulted were confident that 
     their interpretation of the standards would be upheld.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.382     
     
     See response to comments D2579.002 and P2744.377.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.383
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The actual degree of reduction in loadings will depend on the final form   
     the guidance takes and the interpretation of it.  Even if the initial      
     loadings calculated by the EPA cost study are too high, they are equal for 
     of both the scenarios evaluated.  The difference in the degree of loading  
     reductions is due to the difference in calculated permit limits.  Thus,    
     implementation procedures such as the strict interpretation of intake      
     credits and the elimination of mixing zones will reduce the level of       
     discharges from the affected facilities, even if in the larger context of  
     discharges to the lakes, as discussed below, the effects are small.        
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     Response to: P2744.383     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025, D2669.082, and D2587.135.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.384
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted above, virtually all of the reported Great Lakes shoreline miles  
     already meet their designated uses for drinking water, and drinking water  
     from the lakes is a minor source of exposure to residents in the basin.(12)
     The use of activiated carbon treatment by municipal drinking water systems 
     that failr to meet regulations for turbidity and coliform bacteria further 
     limits exposure to organic contaminants. (13)                              
                                                                                
     Thus the GLI can make little improvement in the amount of shoreline meeting
     its designated use for drinking water because there is so little room for  
     improvement.  Any reduction in pollutant concentrations in drinking water  
     will be of little significance because pollutant concentrations are found  
     only at very low levels in drinking water, levels below Guidance, which    
     have been established on the assumption of lifetime exposures and wide     
     margins of safety.(14)                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     (12) Environment Canada; Department of Fisheries and Oceans; Health and    
     Welfare Canada, March 1991, Toxic Chemicals in the Great Lakes and         
     Associated Effects, Synopsis.                                              
                                                                                
     (13) Coburn, Theodora E.; Davidson, Alex; Green, Sharon N.; Hodge, R.A.    
     (Tony); Jackson, C. Ian; Liroff, Richard A.; 1990, Great Lakes, Great      
     Legacy/ Conservation Foundation, Washington, D.C., The Institute for       
     Research on Public Policy, Ottowa, Ontario.                                
                                                                                
     (14) Environment Canada; Department of Fisheries and Oceans; Health and    
     Welfare Canada; March 1991, Toxic Chemicals in the Great Lakes and         
     Associated Effects, Synopsis.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.384     
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.385
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Little improvement in the degree of shoreline miles meeting designated uses
     for swimming is possible for the Great Lakes, again because almost all of  
     the shorelines already meet their standards for this designated use.       
     Because the parameters that result in the failure to achieve designated    
     uses for swimming, such as bacteriological contamination and high turbidity
     levels, are not addressed by the guidance, it will have no direct benefit  
     in increasing the number of shoreline miles available for swimming.        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.385     
     
     See response to comment D2587.143.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.386
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Improvements in aquatic life and reductions in fish consumption advisories 
     will result from decreases in the exposure of aquatic flora and fauna to   
     pollutants.  Absent complete mass balance modeling results on how exposures
     to organisms in each lake might change due to implementation of the GLI, we
     describe the relative loadings of several key pollutants to illustrate how 
     reduced point-source loads might affect concentrations in the lakes.       
                                                                                
     [Estimates of PCB loads to Lake Michigan are listed in Exhibit V-13.  Three
     types of sources are listed in this table; point source discharges,        
     atmospheric deposition, and loads associated with the flow of tributaries  
     into the lake.  Exhibit V-13 clearly indicates that tributary loads are the
     largest contributor to loadings in Lake Michigan, accounting for almost 85%
     of the total, while point source discharges make up less than 4%.  Although
     some double-counting occurs in this table because the tributary loads      
     include point source loadings, that amount cannot be significant.  The data
     for point source loadings includes point source loadings to tributaries.   
     Even if all of the point source loadings were subtracted from the tributary
     loadings, the total tribuatary loadings would change little. The principal 
     source of PCBs in the tributary loads is not municipal or industrial point 
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     sources, but the transport of sediments contaminated in the past.(15),(16)]
                                                                                
     [If the change in PCB concentrations in the Lake Michigan is taken to be   
     proportional to the change in loadings, then the potential decrease in     
     concentrations to be achieved by the GLI in its current form is negligible.
      This is illustrated in Exhibit V-14, which scales a typical concentration 
     of PCBs in the water by the change in loadings predicted to occur in the   
     EPA cost study of 50 sample companies. (17)                                
                                                                                
     Because of the small contribution of point sources to the lake, and the    
     modest reductions predicted to occur under either of the scenarios         
     evaluated (7.3% and 13% for WQBEL 1 and 2, respectively), the overall      
     change in concentrations is not discernible.]                              
                                                                                
     [Furthermore, even these reductions are most likely overestimates, for as  
     the EPA study notes, the assumption that facilities currently discharge at 
     their permit limits was "primarily the reason that reductions were         
     estimated for pollutants for which production has been banned (e.g. PCB,   
     4,4-DDT, etc.)(18)                                                         
                                                                                
     Similar results would be obtained if the same calculations were made for   
     Lake Superior.  Industrial and municipal point sources have been estimated 
     to account for 5%, 6%, and 7% of the PCBs, mercury, and lead loadings,     
     respectively, to the lake.(19)                                             
                                                                                
     Therefore, any loadings reductions projected to occur with the proposed GLI
     will not be sufficient to bring about major improvements in water quality.]
                                                                                
     --------------------                                                       
     (15) Hulsey, Brett; Peck, John; Savagian, Andrew; Clean Lakes, Clean Jobs: 
     A Case for Cleaning Up Contaminated Sediments to Make the Great Lakes Safe 
     for Industry and Fishing, Sierra Club Great Lakes Program.                 
                                                                                
     (16) ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, Vol. 27, No. 7, p. 1246,        
     Science, 1993.)                                                            
                                                                                
     (17) Science Applications International Corporation, April 16, 1993,       
     Assessment of Compliance Csots Resulting from Implementation of the        
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                               
                                                                                
     (18) Science Applications International Corporation, April 16, 1993,       
     Assessment of Compliance Csots Resulting from Implementation of the        
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.)                              
                                                                                
     (19) Diamond, M.; Mackay, D.; Sang, S.; Vlahos, P.; Voldner, E.; Dolan, D.;
     1992, Mass Balancing and Virtual Elimination, A Peer Review Workshop at    
     University of Toronto December 7-8, 1992.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.386     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.037, and D2723.004.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.387
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 10112



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .387 is imbedded in .386                              
            
                                                                                    

          Refer to Exhibit V-13, page V-19                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Estimates of PCB loads to Lake Michigan are listed in Exhibit V-13.  Three 
     types of sources are listed in this table: point source discharges,        
     atmospheric deposition, and loads associated with the flow of tributaries  
     into the lake.  Exhibit V-13 clearly indicates that tributary loads are the
     largest contributor to loadings in Lake Michigan, accounting for almost 85%
     of the total, while point source discharges make up less than 4%.  Although
     some double-counting occurs in this table because the tributary loads      
     include point source loadings, that amount cannot be significant.  The data
     for point source loadings includes point source loadings to tributaries.   
     Even if all of the point source loadings were subtracted from the tributary
     loadings, the total tributary loadings would change little.  The principal 
     source of PCBs in the tributary loads is not municipal or industrial point 
     sources, but the transport of sediments contaminated in the past. (15)(16) 
     ---------                                                                  
     (15) Hulsey, Brett, Peck, John; Savagian, Andrew; Clean Lakes, Clean Jobs: 
     A Case for Cleaning Up Contaminated Sediments to Make the Great Lakes Safe 
     for Industry and Fishing, Sierra Club Great Lakes Program.                 
                                                                                
     (16) ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE AND TECHNOLOGY, Vol. 27, No. 7, p. 1246,        
     Science, 1993.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.387     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.388
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .388 is imbedded in .386                              
            
                                                                                    

          Refer to Exhibit V-14, page V-20                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the change in PCB concentrations in the Lake Michigan is taken to be    
     proportional to the change in loadings, then the potential decrease in     
     concentrations to be achieved by the GLI in its current form is negligible.
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     This is illustrated in Exhibit V-14, which scales a typical concentration  
     of PCBs in the water by the change in loadings predicted to occur in the   
     EPA cost study of 50 sample companies.(17)                                 
                                                                                
     Because of the small contribution of point sources to the lake, and the    
     modest reductions predicted to occur under either of the scenarios         
     evaluated (7.3% and 13% for WQBEL 1 and 2 respectively), the overall change
     in concentrations is not discernable.                                      
                                                                                
     ----------                                                                 
     (17) Science Applications International Corporation, April 16, 1993,       
     Assessment of Compliance Csots Resulting from Implementation of the        
     Proposed Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance.                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.388     
     
     See response to comment D2587.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.389
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .389 is imbedded in .386                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, even these reductions are most likely overestimates, for as   
     the EPA study notes, the assumption that facilities currently discharge at 
     their permit limits was "primarily the reason that reductions were         
     estimated for pollutants for which production has been banned (e.g. PCB,   
     4,4-DDT, etc.).(18)"                                                       
                                                                                
     -----------------------                                                    
     (18) Science Applications International, April 16, 1993, Assessment of     
     Compliance Csots Resulting from Implementation of the Proposed Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Guidance.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.389     
     
     See response to comment D2587.135.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.390
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .390 is imbedded in .386                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similar results would be obtained if the same calculations were made for   
     Lake Superior.  Industrial and municipal point sources have been estimated 
     to account for 5%, 6%, and 7% of the PCBs, mercury, and lead loadings,     
     respectively, to the lake.(19)                                             
                                                                                
     Therefore, any loadings reductions projected to occur with the proposed GLI
     will not be sufficient to bring about major improvement in water quality.  
                                                                                
     -----------------------                                                    
     (19) Diamond, M.; Mackay, D.; Sang, S.; Vlahos, P.; Voldner, E.; Dolan, D.;
     1992, Mass Balancing and Virtual Elimination, A Peer Review Workshop at    
     University of Toronto December 7-8, 1992.                                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.390     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.037 and D2723.004.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.391
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In general, we expect the GLI to be responsible for only very modest       
     improvements in designated uses for aquatic life and fish consumption.  In 
     the case of pollutants responsible for fish consumption advisories (as well
     as effects on wildlife) the compounds believed to be responsible for       
     impairing uses are primarily ones whose production has already been banned.
                                                                                
     [Mercury and dioxin (an unwanted byproduct) are exceptions to this         
     generalization, but because of the relatively large atmospheric            
     contribution to mercury loadings (see Exhibit V-10), the potential mercury 
     reductions are also minor.]                                                
                                                                                
     [For dioxin, which has a minor atmospheric component, reductions in total  
     loadings could be significant if the data from the EPA's permit compliance 
     system are accurate and non-point sources are small.  However, even if     
     dioxin loadings are significantly reduced by the GLI, the small reductions 
     in loadings of the other pollutants means that few fish consumption        
     advisories might be removed and only one pollutant affecting fish and      
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     wildlife would be addressed.]                                              
                                                                                
     [Clearly, all of the sources of pollutants affecting the lakes must be     
     considered.  One way of setting priorities for reducing pollutant loads is 
     to use of mass balance models to predict where the largest benefit of      
     reducing loads can be achieved.  Such models could also answer the question
     of whether minor reductions in point source discharges would even be       
     necessary if the larger non-point sources were controlled.]                
                                                                                
     [The oft-stated argument is that all discharges of persistent toxins must  
     be eliminated because the long hydraulic retention time of the Great Lakes 
     basin means they will remain there for decades. However, the time          
     contaminants remain in the lakes actually bears little relationship to the 
     flushing time of the lakes.(20)(21)]                                       
                                                                                
     On a practical level, uncritical acceptance of this belief diverts energy  
     and resources from activities that would yield greater improvement in the  
     waters of the Great Lakes.                                                 
                                                                                
     ------------                                                               
     (20) ENVIRONMENT CANADA/DEPARTMENT OF FISHERIES AND OCEANS/HEALTH AND      
     WELFARE CANADA, March, 1991, Toxic Chemicals in the Great Lakes and        
     Associated Effects, Synopsis.                                              
                                                                                
     (21) Environment Canada; Department of Fisheries and Oceans; Health and    
     Welfare Canada; March 1991, Toxic Chemicals in the Great Lakes and         
     Associated Effects, Snyopsis.                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.391     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143, D2587.014, D2587.037, and       
     P2744.395.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.392
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .392 is imbedded in .391                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury and dioxin (an unwanted byproduct) are exceptions to this          
     generalization, but because of the relatively large atmospheric            
     contribution to mercury loadings (see Exhibit V-10), the potential mercury 
     reductions are also minor.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.392     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.014 and D2587.037.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.393
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .393 is imbedded in .391                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For dioxin, which has a minor atmospheric component, reductions in total   
     loadings could be significant if the data from the EPA's permit compliance 
     system are accurate and non-point sources are small.  However, even if     
     dioxin loadings are significantly reduced by the GLI, the small reductions 
     in loadings of the other pollutants means that few fish consumption        
     advisories might be removed and only one pollutant affecting fish and      
     wildlife would be addressed.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.393     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.394
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .394 is imbedded in .391                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearly, all of the sources of pollutants affecting the lakes must be      
     considered.  One way of setting priorities for reducing pollutant loads is 
     to use of mass balance models to predict where the largest benefit of      
     reducing loads can be achieved.  Such models could also answer the question
     of whether minor reductions in point source discharges would even be       
     necessary if the larger non-point sources were controlled.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.394     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.014.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.395
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .395 is imbedded in .391                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The oft-stated argument is that all discharges of persistent toxins must be
     eliminated because the long hydraulic retention time of the Great Lakes    
     basin means they will remain there for decades.  However, the time         
     contaminants remain in the lakes actually bears little relationsip to the  
     flushing time of the lakes.(20)(21)                                        
                                                                                
     On a practical level, uncritical acceptance of this belief diverts energy  
     and resources from activities that would yield greater improvement in the  
     waters of the Great Lakes.                                                 
                                                                                
     ------------                                                               
     (20) Environment Canada; Department of Fisheries and Oceans; Health and    
     Welfare Canada; March 1991, Toxic Chemicals in the Great Lakes and         
     Associated Effects, Synopsis.                                              
                                                                                
     (21) The "Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Proposed Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Guidance" was conducted for the US EPA by RCG/Hagler, Bailly, Inc.,
     April 15, 1993.                                                            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.395     
     
     The Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance was required by the Great Lakes     
     Critical Programs Act of November, 1990.  The Act codified the Great Lakes 
     Water Quality Initiative (GLWQI) effort, which was a joint endeavor of the 
     Great Lakes States and EPA to address water quality concerns in the Great  
     Lakes Basin that were associated with toxic water pollutants.  As part of  
     the basinwide effort to improve and protect water quality, the Great Lakes 
     Critical Programs Act (CWA Section 118(c)(2)) required EPA to publish      
     proposed water quality guidance for the Great Lakes Basin that conforms    
     with the objectives and provisions of the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Agreement.  The Critical Programs Act required that the guidance specify   
     the following for the Great Lakes Basin: minimum water quality criteria    
     protective of human health, aquatic life, and wildlife; antidegradation    
     policies; and implementation policies. The Guidance fulfills these         
     requirements.                                                              
                                                                                
     Further, the environmental rationale for establishing the Guidance is      
     extensive, and long retention times for persistent toxics is only one of   
     many criteria.  Other justifications include the especially serious        
     effects, including human health effects, caused by BCCs, and that existing 
     water quality criteria have not fully protected all wildlife species.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.396
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The US EPA Regulatory Impact Analysis(22) (RIA) reports that, in 3 case    
     studies of particular locations within the Great Lakes Basin, the value of 
     benefits provided by the GLI appears to be about the same order of         
     magnitude as the costs.  This result, however, arises from arbitrary and   
     quite optimistic assumptions on the proportional contribution GLI would    
     make to an increased consumer and producer surplus value of a water body.  
                                                                                
     [Specifically, EPA values the environmental benefits of the GLI by either: 
     obtaining a value for a possible change in water quality, such as from     
     current conditions to a "contaminant free" state, and assigning a portion  
     of that increment to the GLI; or assessing the value of a water system in  
     its current state and assuming a percentage increase that would result from
     the GLI.]                                                                  
                                                                                
     [EPA commonly assumes that GLI might account for as much as 50 per cent of 
     the potential incremental use value of a water body or as much as 20 per   
     cent of the current use value.  However, data on loadings, as noted above, 
     suggest that GLI would have effects at least an order of magnitude less.]  
                                                                                
     [Most of the benefits identified in the EPA study arise from increased     
     water body use for recreational fishing, commercial fishing, or wildlife   
     observation, and from higher non-use (or ecological) value.  The study     
     computes the GLI contribution to non-use value as 50 per cent of its       
     contribution to use value.  Thus, the full valuation of benefits hinge on  
     the assumptions determining the contribution to the use value of a water   
     body.]                                                                     
                                                                                
     [Not all the benefits estimated by the procedures just described can       
     realistically be expected to occur instantaneously.  Thus, EPA             
     alternatively assuming a phasing in to full benefits over 10 and 20 years.]
                                                                                
     ---------------------------------                                          
     (22) The "Regulatory Impact Analysis of the Proposed Great Lakes Water     
     Quality Guidance" was conducted for the US EPA by RCG/Hagler, Bailly, Inc.,
     April 15, 1993.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.396     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.037, D2823.019, and P2744.399.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.397
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .397 is imbedded in .396                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, EPA values the environmental benefits of the GLI by either:  
     obtaining a value for a possible change in water quality, such as from     
     current conditions to a "contaminant free" state, and assigning a portion  
     of that increment to the GLI; or assessing the value of a water system in  
     its current state and assuming a percentage increase that would result from
     the GLI.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.397     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.037.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.398
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .398 is imbedded in .396                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA commonly assumes that GLI might account for as much as 50 per cent of  
     the potential incremental use value of a water body or as much as 20 per   
     cent of the current use value.  However, data on loadings, as noted above, 
     suggest that GLI would have effects at least an order of magnitude less.   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.398     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.037.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.399
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .399 is imbedded in .396                              
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of the benefits identified in the EPA study arise from increased water
     body use for recreational fishing, commercial fishing, or wildlife         
     observation, and from higher non-use (or ecological) value.  The study     
     computes the GLI contribution to non-use value as 50 per cent of its       
     contribution to use value.  Thus, the full valuation of benefits hinge on  
     the assumptions determining the contribution to the use value of a water   
     body.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.399     
     
     Benefits analyses traditionally emphasize use values. Whether or not       
     recreational or other use benefits reflect society's prime motivation for  
     environmental protection measures is unclear; however, because recreational
     activities are amenable to various nonmarket valuation techniques (e.g.,   
     travel cost models), they have received considerable empirical attention   
     from economic researchers over the past two decades. Thus, there is a      
     considerable body of knowledge relating to recreational fishing and related
     activities which generally indicates that water-based recreation is a      
     highly valued activity in today's society. Accordingly, many benefits      
     analyses focus on recreational values because they are well understood,    
     there is a large body of empirical research to draw upon, and the          
     associated benefits tend to be quite large.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.400
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .400 is imbedded in .396                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Not all the benefits estimated by the procedures just described can        
     realistically be expected to occur instantaneously.  Thus, EPA             
     alternatively assuming a phasing in to full benefits over 10 and 20 years. 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.400     
     
     Please see response to comment G2571.024a.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.401
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lower Fox River Case Study.  The EPA study estimates that, in the Lower Fox
     River watershed, the GLI would add benefits valued at 3 to 12 million      
     (1992) dollars annually, with .9 to 5.7 million coming from increased      
     recreational fishing, .2 to .3 million from commercial fishing, 1.3 to 1.8 
     million from wildlife observation, and .5 to 3.7 million from nonuse       
     valuation.  These values assume that the GLI would account for: 50 per cent
     of potential incremental value from increased trout and salmon sports      
     fishing; 20 to 100 per cent of potential incremental value from greater    
     yellow perch sports fishing; and 5 per cent greater value from wildlife    
     observation.                                                               
                                                                                
     Saginaw River and Bay Case Study  For Saginaw River and Bay, the EPA study 
     estimates that the GLI would contribute benefits totaling 1.9 to 16.7      
     million (1992) dollars annually.   The overall benefits reflect a 0.9 to   
     8.1 million value for enhanced recreational fishing, 0.2 to 0.7 million    
     from increased commercial fishing, .1 million from better waterfowl        
     hunting, and .2 to .7 million from wildlife observation.  These values     
     assume that the GLI would contribute: 50 per cent of the potential value   
     increase from recreational fishing; 10 per cent greater value from         
     commercial fishing; 10 per cent greater value from waterfowl hunting; and 5
     to 10 per cent greater value from wildlife observation.                    
                                                                                
     Black River Case Study  The EPA study estimates that, by enhancing the     
     fishing and swimming in the Black River, the GLI would add benefits        
     totaling from .1 to 1.2 million (1992) dollars annually.  The values in    
     this case build upon an earlier study of the benefits of transforming the  
     Black River from its current state in 1982 to "fishable" water quality.(23)
                                                                                
     The EPA study assumes that, as compared with the total benefits of moving  
     from 1982 water quality to fishable water quality, the GLI contributions   
     would account for: 1 to 5 per cent as much value from better recreational  
     angling; and 1 to 5 per cent as much value from recreational boating.      
                                                                                
     [As shown in Exhibit V-15, the EPA cost estimates for the three case       
     studies lie within the range of benefits for two of the cast study sites,  
     and exceeds the maximum estimated benefits by a factor of ten for the Black
     River site.  Because the site-specific approach may overlook benefits      
     accruing to residents elsewhere on the lakes, and because the monetization 
     of environmental benefits is an art more than a science, these results, if 
     taken on their own, would not indicate an alarming imbalance between costs 
     and benefits.]                                                             
                                                                                
     [However, the costs used here are based on the EPA Cost Scenario #2, which 
     is one-tenth as large as DRI's worst-case cost scenario (A-High). When     
     compared to those larger estimates, the EPA benefit estimates confirm the  
     main conclusion of this report, that if the GLI provisions causing         
     potential "cost spikes" are not modified, there is a danger that the costs 
     of the GLI will far exceed reasonable ranges of benefit measures.]         
                                                                                
     ------------------------------------                                       
     (23) An Economic Assessment of the Benefitsw of the Final Effluent         
     Limitations Guidelines for Iron and Steel Manufacturers, US EPA/OPA, 1982. 
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     Response to: P2744.401     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.045, D2587.017, and D2587.037.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.402
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .402 is imbedded in .401                              
            
                                                                                    

          Refer to Exhibit V-15, page V-24                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As shown in Exhibit V-15, the EPA cost estimates for the three case studies
     lie within the range of benefits for two of the cast study sites, and      
     exceeds the maximum estimated benefits by a factor of ten for the Black    
     River site.  Because the site-specific approach may overlook benefits      
     accruing to residents elsewhere on the lakes, and because the monetization 
     of environmental benefits is an art more than a science, these results, if 
     taken on their own, would not indicate an alarming imbalance between costs 
     and benefits.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.402     
     
     Please see response to comment G2571.024a.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2744.403
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .403 is imbedded in .401                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the costs used here are based on the EPA Cost Scenario #2, which  
     is one-tenth as large as DRI's worst-case cost scenario (A-High).  When    
     compared to those larger estimates, the EPA benefit estimates confirm the  
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     main conclusion of this report, that if the GLI improvisions causing       
     potential "cost spikes" are not modified, there is a danger that the costs 
     of the GLI will far exceed reasonable ranges of benefit measures.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.403     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.017 and D2587.045.D2744.403          
                                                                                
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2744.404
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA describes the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance as taking an      
     ecosystem approach to the regulation of toxins.  The reason for this       
     description seems to be that for the first time, federal guidance on water 
     quality contains criteria for the protection of animal species that do not 
     live in the water but are nevertheless exposed to toxins in the water      
     through their diet.                                                        
                                                                                
     [While such an approach is certainly needed, it is debatable whether it can
     be considered novel, or to what degree it really represents and ecosystem  
     approach.]                                                                 
                                                                                
     [Traditionally, one of the criteria established for water quality has been 
     the protection of human health from adverse effects of eating fish in      
     contaminated waters, which like wildlife, accumulate certain toxins in     
     their fat or flesh.  What is new about the guidance is that it considers   
     effects on fish consumers others than humans, namely several species of    
     birds and mammals.]                                                        
                                                                                
     [Unfortunately, the approach taken by the guidance looks at only one part  
     of the ecosystem, the accumulation of contaminants through the food chain. 
     A true ecosystem approach would fully consider all sources and fates of    
     contaminants in the Great Lakes basins, as well as its biological and      
     physical characteristics.  This is much closer to the approach taken in    
     Lakewide Area Management Plans (LAMPs).  Because the LAMPs focus on only   
     one lake each, they might be considered less comprehensive than an         
     ecosystem analysis of the entire basin.  However, the large differences in 
     physical and biological characteristics among the lakes may make them a    
     more reasonable unit for ecosystem analysis.]                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.404     
     
     EPA recognizes that chemical contaminants are only one of the threats to   
     the health of the Great lakes Basin Ecosystem.  The stresses associated    
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     with physical and biological stressors are also of concern.  Other programs
     and activities are currently being implemented by EPA and other State and  
     Federal agencies to address biological and physical problems in the Great  
     Lakes (see Section I.D of the SID).  The focus of the Water Quality        
     Guidance for the Great Lakes System, however, is on a consistent approach  
     for reducing the threat to the Great Lakes System from chemical stressors. 
     Additionally, EPA will continue to evaluate the appropriateness of any     
     additional measures for restoring the Great Lakes System that are          
     identified through the LaMP process.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2744.405
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .405 is imbedded in .404                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While such an approach is certainly needed, it is debatable whether it can 
     be considered novel, or to what degree it really represents and ecosystem  
     approach.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.405     
     
     See response to comment number P2744.404.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK
     Comment ID: P2744.406
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .406 is imbedded in .404                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tradionally, one of the criteria established for water quality has been the
     protection of human health from adverse effects of eating fish in          
     contaminated waters, which like wildlife, accumulate certain toxins in     
     their fat or flesh.  What is new about the guidance is that it considers   
     effects on fish consumers others than humans, namely several species of    
     birds and mammals.                                                         
     
     

Page 10125



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: P2744.406     
     
     For the first time, EPA is proposing criteria and methodologies for the    
     protection of wildlife.  See Section VI of the SID.See Section I of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.407L
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info: Comment .407L is imbedded in .404                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Unfortunately, the approach taken by the guidance looks at only one part of
     the ecosystem, the accumulation of contaminants through the food chain.  A 
     true ecosystem approach would fully consider all sources and fates of      
     contaminants in the Great Lakes basins, as well as its biological and      
     physical characteristics.  This is much closer to the approach taken in    
     Lakewide Area Management Plans (LAMPs).  Because the LAMPs focus on only   
     one lake each, they might be considered less comprehensive than an         
     ecosystem analysis of the entire basin.  However, the large differences in 
     physical and biological characteristics among the lakes may make them a    
     more reasonable unit for ecosystem analysis.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.407L    
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.408
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The failure of the guidance to take a true ecosystem approach may best be  
     illustrated in the establishment of a the wildlife criterion for mercury.  
     As a naturally occurring element, mercury would be expected to be present  
     in all water bodies.  This raises the question of its concentration would  
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     be in an unpolluted environment and what the proper water quality criterion
     should be.  The guidance back-calculates an acceptable concentration using 
     a dose that does not cause adverse effects on wildlife and a               
     bioaccumulation factor to relate the concentration in water to the         
     concentration in the food of the wildlife.                                 
                                                                                
     [There are several problems with the criterion calculated in this way.     
     While methyl mercury is the form of primary concern, the water quality     
     criterion is based on all forms of mercury regardless of their relative    
     toxicity.  A large degree of uncertainty surrounds the magnitude of the    
     bioaccumulation factor which is used to calculate the water quality        
     criterion, to such a degree that the proposed criterion is lower than what 
     the concentration would be in a pristine environment.]                     
                                                                                
     [For a relatively pristine lake, expected mercury concentrations have been 
     cited by one source to range from 0.4 to 0.8 ng/l(17), compared to the GLI 
     wildlife criterion of 0.18 ng/l.]  [Mercury concentrations in Lakes        
     Superior and Huron, the cleanest of the Great Lakes, measured at <6.2 and  
     4.9 ng/l, respectively (2).]  [Atmospheric deposition of mercury to the    
     lakes is a far larger source than municipal and industrial discharges, yet 
     preindustrial deposition rates have been estimated to be 30% of their      
     current levels.]  [When natural inflows from tributaries and ground water  
     are added to the natural rates of atmospheric deposition, it seems unlikely
     that the concentrations in the lakes ever was or ever will be as low as the
     wildlife criterion proposed int he GLI, even in the absence of             
     anthropogenic inputs.]                                                     
                                                                                
     [The use of an ecosystem approach that includes the mass balance modeling  
     of contaminants in the lakes could serve would serve two important         
     purposes.  For naturally-occurring compounds, mainly the metals, it would  
     provide needed information on how natural flows compare with those due to  
     man's activities.  For all of the pollutants, it would indicate the        
     relative significance of pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control
     strategies to enhance the ecosystems of the lakes.  Combined with          
     information on the costs of the various control strategies, it would point 
     toward the most cost-effective solutions to the problems of toxic          
     pollutants in the Great Lakes.]                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.408     
     
     See responses to comments D2829.009 (for discussion of below background    
     concerns for mercury), P2674.042 (for a discussion of the wildlife criteria
     methodologies), both the GLWQI wildlife criteria documents and the         
     Technical Support Document for the Development of Wildlife Criteria,       
     Sections IV of the SID for the BAF issues, and Sections VIII A, and H of   
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.409
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .409 imbedded in comment .408                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are several problems with the criterion calculated in this way.      
     While methyl mercury is the form of primary concern, the water quality     
     criterion is based on all forms of mercury regardless of their relative    
     toxicity.  A large degree of uncertainty surrounds the magnitude of the    
     bioaccumulation factor which is used to calculate the water quality        
     criterion, to such a degree that the proposed criterion is lower than what 
     the concentration would be in a pristine environment.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.409     
     
     See section IV, and sections VIII. C and E of the SID.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.410
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .410 imbedded in comment .408                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For a relatively pristine lake, expected mercury concentrations have been  
     cited by one source to range from 0.4 to 0.8 ng/l(17), compared to the GLI 
     wildlife criterion of 0.18 ng/l.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.410     
     
     See responses to comments D2829.009 and Sections VIIIC. E, H and Section IX
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.411
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .411 imbedded in comment .408                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury concentrations in Lakes Superior and Huron, the cleanest of the    
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     Great Lakes, measured at <6.2 and 4.9 ng/l, respectively (2).              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.411     
     
     See responses to comments D2829.009 and Sections VIIIC. E, H and Section IX
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.412
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .412 imbedded in comment .408                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Atmospheric deposition of mercury to the lakes is a far larger source than 
     municipal and industrial discharges, yet preindustrial deposition rates    
     have been estimated to be 30% of their current levels.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.412     
     
     See responses to comments D2829.009 and Sections VIIIC. E, H and Section IX
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2744.413
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .413 imbedded in .408                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     When natural inflows from tributaries and ground water are added to the    
     natural rates of atmospheric deposition, it seems unlikely that the        
     concentrations in the lakes ever was or ever will be as low as the wildlife
     criterion proposed in the GLI, even in the absence of anthropogenic inputs.
     
     
     Response to: P2744.413     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section 
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     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2744.414
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .414 imbedded in comment .408                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of the ecosystem approach that includes the mass balance modeling  
     of contaminants in the lakes could serve would serve two important         
     purposes.  For naturally-occurring compounds, mainly the metals, it would  
     provide needed information on how natural flows compare with those due to  
     man's activities.  For all of the pollutants, it would indicate the        
     relative significance of pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control
     strategies ot enhance the ecosystems of the lakes.  Combined with          
     information on the costs of the various control strategies, it would point 
     toward the most cost-effective solutions to the problems of toxic          
     pollutants in the Great Lakes.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.414     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance takes a true ecosystem approach that  
     considers and addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For 
     a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final 
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including efforts to indicate the relative significance of
     pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control strategies to enhance   
     the Great Lakes System, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.415
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A..DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes Economy"
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     According to the economic base (export base) theory of regional            
     development, a region's economic growth is enhanced by the sale of its     
     goods and services to markets outside the state.   By exporting, industries
     generate new income and wealth which, in turn, promotes the expansion of   
     sectors of the economy that serve primarily local markets.  As described in
     the accelerator/multiplier theory, business investment increases as the    
     capital stock adjusts to changes in output and employment.  New job        
     opportunities also attract an immigration of population, increasing the    
     demand for new housing.                                                    
                                                                                
     The ability of the economy to sustain higher growth is, however,           
     constrained by competitive forces captured in the model.  The entry of new 
     workers into the labor force lags behind the gains in employment, causing  
     labor markets to tighten.  The resulting upward pressure on wage rates     
     contributes to a general acceleration in each state's consumer price level.
     Higher operating costs for businesses and higher living costs for residents
     move the economy back toward a trend rate of growth, although altered by   
     the new industry structure.                                                
                                                                                
     This dynamic process represents a departure from the simple export base    
     theory.  The multiplier response to an initial stimulus is not constant,   
     but rises initially with higher consumption and investment and then falls  
     as resource constraints and cost pressures impair each state's competitive 
     position.  Moreover, the response to an economic stimulus will vary across 
     industries and states, depending on their technologies, cost structures,   
     and interindustry purchasing relationships.  Part of the income created by 
     export sales will be spent on goods and services provided by firms outside 
     the state; this leakage diminishes the export multiplier.                  
                                                                                
     [The industrial structure of the Great Lakes Regional Model embodies       
     several innovations in regional modeling, including the incorporation of   
     explicit cost measures and interindustry demands.  For 20 manufacturing    
     industries and eight states, the model determines constant-dollar (real)   
     shipments, employment, wage rates, wage and salary income, and an input    
     cost index.  The eight nonmanufacturing sectors include all variables      
     except real shipments.]                                                    
                                                                                
     [In constructing the model, DRI/McGraw-Hill utilized its proprietary       
     quarterly database of real industry shipments by state.  DRI has developed 
     this database from five-year and annual Census Bureau surveys.  With       
     limited degrees of freedom, the equation structures are simple yet         
     powerful.  For each industry, a state's share of national production is    
     driven by its input costs, interindustry generated demand (within the state
     and/or the Great Lakes region), and tax rates--all expressed relative to   
     the nation's.  In some industries, relative income, population, or final   
     demand measures are also included.]                                        
                                                                                
     [The set of interindustry generated demand variables is unique and captures
     a supplying industry's potential sales to other industries within the state
     or region.  Purchase coefficients, expressed as a percentage of purchasing 
     industries' output, are derived from DRI/McGraw-Hill's  Interindustry Model
     and vary over time as technologies and industry structures change.]        
                                                                                
     [The Great Lakes states, like other regions, have clusters of              
     interdependent firms in related industries.  Some firms will sell their    
     products outside the region, while supporting firms will provide raw       
     materials, components, and support services.  For example, the lumber      
     industry will benefit from an increase in shipments of paper or furniture, 
     while the demand for steel will increase with sales of machinery or        
     transportation equipment by firms within the region.  The interindustry    
     generated demand variables within the Great Lakes Regional Model capture   
     these cluster relationships.]                                              
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     [Another important feature of the model is the explicit representatiion of 
     industry costs.  Each industry cost index has four components--wages, the  
     rental price of capital, electricity costs, and material costs.            
     DRI/McGraw-Hill's Factor Input Margin model was used to determine the      
     contribution of different factors of production to total input costs by    
     industry at the national level.  The weights applied to the four factor    
     inputs vary over time with shifts in technology and production processes.  
     The cost indexes capture regional variations in industry wage rates and    
     electricity prices.  Although the model was estimated using national       
     measures of capital and material costs, regional variations can be         
     introduced in impact simulations.  For example, the financing costs of     
     investments to meet water quality standards can be intorduced through each 
     industry's capital cost index.  The model can then be solved to determine  
     impacts of the change in capital costs on industry shipments and           
     employment, incomes, consumer prices, population, and construction         
     activity.]                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.415     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.416
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .416 imbedded in comment .415                         
            
                                                                                    

          Excerpt form "Appendix A..DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great Lakes 
Economy"
          Model                                                                     

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The industrial structure of the Great Lakes Regional Model embodies several
     innovations in regional modeling, including the incorporation of explicit  
     cost measures and interindustry demands.  For 20 manufacturing industries  
     and eight states, the model determines constant-dollar (real) shipments,   
     employment, wage rates, wage and salary income, and  an input cost index.  
     The eight nonmanufacturing sectors include all variables except real       
     shipments.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.416     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.417
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .417 imbedded in comment .415                         
            
                                                                                    

          Excerpt form "Appendix A..DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great Lakes 
Economy"
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In constructing the model, DRI/McGraw-Hill utilized its proprietary        
     quarterly database of real industry shipments by state.  DRI has developed 
     this database from five-year and annual census Bureau surveys.  With       
     limited degrees of freedom, the equation structures are simple yet         
     powerful.  For each industry, a state's share of national production is    
     driven by its input costs, interindustry generated demand (within the state
     and/or the Great Lakes region), and tax rates--all expressed relative to   
     the nation's.  In some industries, relative income, population, or final   
     demand measures are also included.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.417     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.418
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .418 imbedded in comment .415                         
            
                                                                                    

          Excerpt form "Appendix A..DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great Lakes 
Economy"
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The set of interindustry generated demand variabvles is unique and captures
     a supplying industry's potential sales to other industries within the state
     or region.  Purchase coefficients, expressed as a percentage of purchasing 
     industries' output, are derived from DRI/McGraw-Hill's Interindustry Model 
     and vary over time as technologies and industry structures change.         
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     Response to: P2744.418     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.419
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .419 imbedded in comment .415,                        
            
          Excerpt from "Appendix A...DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great Lakes 
Economy
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes states, like other regions, have clusters of interdependent
     firms in related industries.  Some firms will sell their products outside  
     the region, while supporting firms will provide raw materials, components, 
     and support services.  For example, the lumber industry will benefit from  
     an increase in shipments of paper or furniture, while the demand for steel 
     will increase with sales of machinery or transportation equipment by firms 
     within the region.  The interindustry generated demand variables within the
     Great Lakes Regional Model capture these cluster relationships.            
     
     
     Response to: P2744.419     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.420
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .420 is imbedded in comment .415.                     
            
          Excerpt from "Appendix A... DRI/McGraw Hill Model of the Great Lakes      

          Economy"                                                                  

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another important feature of the model is the explicit representation of   
     industry costs.  Each industry cost index has four components--wages, the  
     rental price of capital, electricity costs, and material costs.            
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     DRI/McGraw-Hill's factor Input Margin model was used to determine the      
     contribution of different factors of production to total input costs by    
     industry at the national level.  The weights applied to the four factor    
     inputs vary over time with shifts in technology and production processes.  
     The cost indexes capture regional variations in industry wage rates and    
     electricity prices.  Although the model was estimated using national       
     measures of capital and material costs, regional variations can be         
     introduced in impact simulations.  For example, the financing costs of     
     investments to meet water quality standards can be introduced through each 
     industry's capital costs index.  The model can then be solved to determine 
     impacts of the change in capital costs on industry shipments and           
     employment, incomes, consumer prices, population, and construction         
     activity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.420     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.421
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A..  DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great
Lakes       
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes model projects the real value of shipments in 20           
     manufacturing industries, defined at the two-digit Standard Industrial     
     Classification (SIC) level.  The primary source for historical data on     
     nominal shipments by industry is the Bureau of the Census, U.S. Department 
     of Commerce.  These nominal shipments are then deflated by the U.S.        
     producer price indexes (rebased to 1987=1) for the corresponding two-digit 
     SIC industries to obtain real shipments in constant 1987 dollars.  [Monthly
     producer price data are available from the Bureau of Labor Statistics for  
     the nation as a whole, but not for individual states.]  For each industry, 
     annual real shipments are then distributed to a quarterly frequency using  
     the profile of each state's employment multiplied by the national ratio or 
     real shipments to employment.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.421     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.422
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.422 is imbedded in comment #.421.  Excerpt form 
"Appendix A..    
          DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great Lakes Economy"                         

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Monthly producer price data are available from the Bureau of Labor         
     Statistics for the nation as a whole, but not for individual states.       
     
     
     Response to: P2744.422     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.423
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes regional model combines the industry shipments database    
     with DRI's Interindustry Model to construct a powerful set of equations    
     linking potential supplier production to changes in purchaser activity.    
     These equations link one industrial sector to another by insuring that     
     suppliers share in the growth of their principal end-markets.              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.423     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.424
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More deterministic input/output structures apply fixed regional purchase   
     coefficients in deriving a local area input/output matrix.  In contrast,   
     DRI/McGraw-Hill's Great Lakes model uses generated interindustry demand    
     variables, while maintaining the desirable competitive features of a       
     behavioral model.  Rather than assigning weights mechanically, we use these
     interindustry demand variables as explanatory factors in the estimation of 
     industrial shipments equations.  These econmometric equations yield a      
     coefficient on the interindustry demand variable which indicates for each  
     industry the degree to which local suppliers satisfy local end-market      
     demand.                                                                    
                                                                                
     A sample interindustry demand equation for Great Lakes' industry j, which  
     principally sells to industries x, y, and z, is as follows:                
                                                                                
     GQ(jGL subscript) = B(jx subscript) *Q(xGL subscript) + B(jy subscript)    
     *Q(yGL subscript) + B(jz subscript) *Q(zGL subscript)                      
                                                                                
     GQ represents interindustry demand for industry j, and Q represents output 
     of industries x, y, or z in the eight Great Lakes states (GL).  The        
     coefficients B(jx subscript), B(jy subscript), and B(jz subscript) measure 
     purchases from industry j as a percentage of total output in industries x, 
     y, and z.  These shares are determined exogenously using DRI's             
     Interindustry modeling system.  The shares change over time, according to  
     the evolving input-output relationships projected by DRI's Interindustry   
     Service.  [The model includes interindusty generated demand variables for  
     each state and the Great Lakes region.  The relative importance of state   
     versus regional end-markets is determined in the estimation of econometric 
     equations.  Michigan's rubber and plastic industry shipments, for example, 
     are driven by generated demands of Michigan industries, reflecting the     
     dominant role of the state's automotive industry.  On the other hand,      
     Indiana's rubber and plastic industry depends interindustry generated      
     demand from end-markets throughout the Great Lakes region.]                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.424     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.425
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.425 is imbedded in comment #.424.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The model includes interindustry generated demand variables for each state 
     and the Great Lakes region.  The relative importance of state versus       
     regional end-markets is determined in the estimation of econometric        
     equations.  Michigan's rubber and plastic industry shipments, for example, 
     are driven by generated demands of Michigan insutries, reflecting the      
     dominant role of the state's automotive industry.  On the other hand,      
     Indiana's rubber and plastic industry depends interindustry generated      
     demand from end-markets throughout the Great Lakes region.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.425     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.426
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total output in each manufacturing industry is modeled as a function of    
     several explanatory variables.  Each concept is expressed as its state     
     value relative to its national value, measuring the competitiveness of each
     state economy.  A state's share of the national market in a given industry 
     thus depends on relative interindustry demand, relative "final demand,"    
     relative production costs, and relative business tax rates.  "Final demand"
     is represented by state's or region's share of national income or          
     population.  [Production costs include the industry's wage rate, the rental
     price of capital, electricity prices, and the wholesale price of           
     intermediate materials.]  The basic functional form for the shipments      
     equations for state R is:                                                  
                                                                                

Page 10138



$T044618.TXT
     Q(iR subscript)/Q(iUS subscript) = f(GQ(iGL subscript)/GQ(iUS subscript),  
     FD(iR subscript)/FD(iUS subscript), COST(iR subscript)/COST(iUS subscript, 
     TB(R subscript) - TB(US subscript))                                        
                                                                                
     where                                                                      
     Q(iR subscript) represents state shipments in industry i;                  
     Q(iUS subscript) is national shipments in industry i;                      
     GQ(iGL subscript) and GQ(iUS subscript) are the interindustry generated    
     demand measures for industry i in the Great Lakes and the U.S.;            
     COST(iR subscript) and COST(iUS subscript) are production cost indexes for 
     industry i;                                                                
     and TB(R subscript) and TB(US subscript) represents business taxes as a    
     share of personal income.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.426     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.427
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.427 is imbedded in comment #.426.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Production costs include the industry's wage rate, the rental price of     
     capital, electricity prices, and the wholesale price of intermediate       
     materials.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.427     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.428
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
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          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many cases, the state-specific interindustry demand variable (GQ(R      
     subscript)) replaces the Great Lakes variable.  Final demand terms (which  
     represent consumer spending, government purchases, investment, and exports)
     do not enter the shipments equation for every industry because some        
     industries produce goods almost entirely as inputs to other industries.    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.428     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.429
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A".. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great
Lakes       
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry-specific shipments are then used to determine employment by state 
     in 20 manufacturing industries.  Total manufacturing shipments affect      
     employment in mining; wholesale and retail trade; and transportation,      
     communications, and public utilities.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2744.429     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.430
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes model projects state-level employment in 20 manufacturing  
     industries and eight nonmanufacturing industries.  Manufacturing employment
     is modeled at the two-digit SIC code level of detail, while                
     nonmanufacturing employment roughly follows a one-digit classification.    
     The U.S. Department of Labor's Bureau of Labor Statistics (BLS) is the     
     primary source of employment data.  Monthly series are seasonally adjusted 
     and converted to a quarterly frequency.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.430     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.431
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes model uses industry shipments, national labor productivity,
     and relative wage rates to estimate manufacturing employment by state for  
     20 industries.  Equations are estimated in log-linear form.  Employment is 
     primarily a function of each state's real shipments and national labor     
     productivity, but is also affected by cost considerations.  The ratio of a 
     state's manufacturing wage rate to the nation's captures regional          
     variations in labor productivity.  High-wage states, for example, are      
     likely to be characterized by high capital-to-labor ratios and high labor  
     productivity.  The ratio of industrial wage rates relative to the          
     industry's total cost index (including capital, energy, and material costs)
     captures substitutions between labor and other factors of production, such 
     as capital and energy.  [The general form of the manufacturing employment  
     equations is as follows:                                                   
                                                                                
     E(iR subscript)/Q(iR subscript) = f(Q(iUS subscript)/E(iUS subscript), RW  
     (iR subscript)/RW(iUS subscript), RW(iR subscript)/Cost(iR subscript)      
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     where                                                                      
     E(iR subscript) is employment in industry i in Great Lakes state R,        
     Q(iR subscript) is output in industry i in Great Lakes state R,            
     Q(iUS subscript)/E(iUS subscript) is output per worker nationally in       
     industry i,                                                                
     RW(iR subscript)/RW(iUS subscript) is the state's wage rate relative to the
     nation's in industry i, and                                                
     RW(iR subscript)/COST(iR subscript) is the state's wage rate relative to   
     total costs in industry i.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.431     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.432
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.432 is imbedded in comment #.431.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The general form of the manufacturing employment equations is as follows:  
                                                                                
     E(iR subscript)/Q(iR subscript) = f(Q(iUS subscript)/E(iUS subscript),     
     RW(iR subscript)/RW(iUS subscript), RW(iR subscript)/Cost(iR subscript)    
                                                                                
     where                                                                      
     E(iR subscript) is employment in industry i in Great Lakes state R,        
     Q(iR subscript) is output in industry i in Great Lakes state R,            
     Q(iUS subscript)/E(iUS subscript) is output per worker nationally in       
     industry i,                                                                
     RW(iR subscript)/RW(iUS subscript) is the state's wage rate relative to the
     nation's in industry i, and                                                
     RW(iR subscript)/COST(iR subscript) is the state's wage rate relative to   
     total costs in industry i.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.432     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
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     Comment ID: P2744.433
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The model determines nonmanufacturing employment in eight sectors, listed  
     in order of size:  services; wholesale and retail trade; state and local   
     government; finance, insurance, and real estate; transportation,           
     communications, and utilities; construction; federal government; and       
     mining.  While these sectors sell primarily to local markets, they also    
     serve markets outside the state.  Thus, nonmanufacturing employment is     
     subject to the forces of regional competition.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2744.433     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.434
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each nonmanufacturing employment equation has a unique specification to    
     reflect the different drivers of each sector.  The dependent variable is   
     the ratio of state employment to national employment in a given sector.    
     Key explanatory variables are expressed as state-to-nation ratios.         
     Equations are estimated in log-linear functional form.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.434     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.435
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The key determinant in most nonmanufacturing employment equations is real  
     discretionary income, which represents consumers' purchasing power.        
     Discretionary income is total personal income less tax payments, utility   
     consumption, and saving.  Tax payments subtracted from personal income     
     include not only personal taxes but individual payments of sales and       
     property taxes.  Each state's nominal discretionary income is then deflated
     by a state-specific consumer price index (CPI).  Thus, an increase in a    
     states's CPI will reduce real income, leading to weaker demand for goods   
     and services and lower employment in nonmanufacturing industries.          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.435     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.436
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the state and local government sector, real income reflects both demand 
     for public services and revenue-raising capacity.  In some equations, state
     and local tax revenues directly influence government employment.           
     Population, rather than income, is the dominant explanatory variable in    
     equations for federal government employment.                               
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     Response to: P2744.436     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.437
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Employment in most nonmanufacturing industries is also affected by each    
     state's wage rate relative to the nation's.  The difference between a      
     state's effective state and local business tax rate and the nation's       
     influences employment in services, trade, and finance.  The business tax   
     rate is defined as the sum of business payments for corporate, sales, and  
     property taxes divided by total personal income.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.437     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.438
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Employment in construction is driven by real investment in structures,     
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     population, and relative wage rates.  Real investment in structures has two
     components -- residential (determined by housing starts and real           
     discretionary income) and nonresidential (determined by non-construction   
     employment).  Housing starts, in turn, are modeled as a share of the       
     nation's and are driven by relative changes in population and levels of    
     real discretionary income.  Measures of construction activity also affect  
     employment in finance, insurance, and real estate.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.438     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.439
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, mining employment is driven by total manufacturing shipments,     
     investment in structures, and the mining industry's relative costs.        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.439     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.440
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Great Lakes model projects total personal income and its components for
     all eight states.  Historical data is provided by the U.S. Department of   
     Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis' Survey of Current Business and other
     unpublished materials.  Personal income is the sum of three sets of        
     concepts:                                                                  
                                                                                
     Total Personal Income =                                                    
     Wage and Salary Disbursements +                                            
     Nonwage Taxable Income +                                                   
     Nontaxable Income                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2744.440     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.441
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In each industry, wage and salary disbursements are the product of average 
     annual wage rates and employment.  Total wage and salary income is summed  
     over the 20 manufacturing and eight nonmanufacturing industries in each    
     Great Lakes state.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.441     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.442
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
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          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonwage taxable income breaks down further:                                
                                                                                
     Nonwage Taxable Income =                                                   
     Dividends, Interest, and Rent +                                            
     Proprietors' Income +                                                      
     Residence Adjustment -                                                     
     Personal Contributions for Social Insurance                                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.442     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.443
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For each Great Lakes state, dividends, interest, and rent are estimated as 
     a share of the nation's.  The explanatory variable is the ratio of each    
     state's total personal income to the nation's in previous periods.         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.443     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.444
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Farm proprietors' income is the net profits of unincorporated farms,       
     reflecting cash receipts for crops and livestock minus expenses.  In the   
     model, each state's farm income is driven by national farm income and      
     state's consumer price index relative to the nation's.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.444     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.445
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Personal contributions for social insurance include individual payments    
     toward social security and government pensions and are estimated as a share
     of Great Lakes' wage and salary disbursements.  Determinants are the U.S.  
     ratio of social insurance contributions to wage and salary income, as well 
     as each state's average wage rate relative to the nation's.                
     
     
     Response to: P2744.445     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.446
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The residential adjustment is a measure of commuter income, defined as the 
     difference between labor income earned by residents employed out-of-state  
     and income earned by nonresidents working in the state.  It is determined  
     by wage and salary disbursements, other labor income, and personal         
     contributions for social insurance in the Great Lakes region (positively)  
     and in the specific state (negatively).                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.446     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.447
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonwage nontaxable income breaks down into two components:                 
                                                                                
     Nonwage Nontaxable Income =                                                
     Transfer Payments +                                                        
     Other Labor Income                                                         
                                                                                
     [Transfer payments include payments to individuals for social security,    
     welfare benefits, Medicaid, Medicare, unemployment insurance, and pensions 
     of retired government workers.  For each Great Lakes state, transfer       
     payments are determined by the state's population and U.S. per capita      
     transfer payments from federal, state, and local governments.]             
                                                                                
     [Other labor income is defined as nonwage labor income, including fringe   
     benefits such as health insurance and private contributions to retirement  
     plans.  Other labor income is estimated as a share of each states's total  
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     wage and salary disbursements.  Explanatory variables include the U.S.     
     ratio of other labor income to wage and salary disbursements, along with   
     each state's average wage rate relative to the nation's.]                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.447     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.448
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.448 is imbedded in comment #.447.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Transfer payments include payments to individuals for social security,     
     welfare benefits, Medicaid, Medicare, unemployment insurance, and pensions 
     of retired government workers.  For each Great Lakes state, transfer       
     payments are determined by the state's population and U.S. per capita      
     transfer payments from federal, state, and local governments.              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.448     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.449
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.449 is imbedded in comment #.447.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Other labor income is defined as nonwage labor income, including fringe    
     benefits such as health insurance and private contributions to retirement  
     plans.  Other labor income is estimated as a share of each state's total   
     wage and salary disbursements.  Explanatory variables include the U.S.     
     ratio of other labor income to wage and salary disbursements, along with   
     each state's average wage rate relative to the nation's.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.449     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2744.44?
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Nonfarm proprietors' income represents the earnings of self-employed       
     individuals.   The state/national ratio of nonfarm proprietors' income is  
     modeled as a function of lagged moving averages of the states' share of    
     U.S. personal income or wage and salary disbursements.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2744.44?     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.450
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the Great Lakes model, personal income is key factor driving housing    
     activity, tax payments, and employment in several nonmanufacturing sectors.
     As a measure of "final demand", personal income also is a determinant of   
     production in several manufacturing industries.  The concept used          
     production and employment equations is "real discretionary income", defined
     as total personal income excluding taxes and saving, and adjusted for      
     inflation using each state's consumer price index.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.450     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.451
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The model projects average wage rates by state in all 20 manufacturing and 
     eight nonmanufacturing industries.  Wage rates are defined as annual wage  
     and salary payments per worker, expressed in thousands of dollars.  The    
     primary source for wage rate information is the U.S. Department of         
     Commerce, Bureau of Economic Analysis' Regional Economic Measurement       
     Division.  Wage rates are computed by simply diving wage and salary        
     disbursements by employment.                                               
                                                                                
     [In many industries, a state's wage rate relative to the nation's is       
     determined by an average of past relative consumer prices, reflecting the  
     price expectations that underlie wage claims.  Thus, price expectations    
     adapt gradually to the recent history of inflation.  In order to retain and
     attract employees for a given level of output, employers must maintain     
     real, or inflation-adjusted, wage levels.  To capture the effects of labor 
     market tightness on wage rates, several equations include the difference   
     between the state and national unemployment rate.]                         
                                                                                
     [The interaction between rising wages and prices in the model generates a  
     mild wage-price spiral that is dampened as higher wage rates adversely     
     affect each state's competitive position (reducing labor demand) and draw  
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     more workers into the labor force (increasing labor supply).  A slackening 
     labor market then puts offsetting downward pressure on wages.]             
                                                                                
     [Wage rates determine total wage and salary disbursements in the state,    
     which comprise over half of total personal income.  In addition, wage rates
     are an important component of industry cost indexes, which determine an    
     industry's cost competitiveness and demand for its products.  An industry's
     relative wage rate directly affects its employment, as high relative wages 
     are associated with high labor productivity.]                              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.451     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.452
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.452 is imbedded in comment #.451.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many industries, a state's wage rate relative to the nation's is        
     determined by an average of past relative consumer prices, reflecting the  
     price expectations that underlie wage claims.  Thus, price expectations    
     adapt gradually to the recent history of inflation.  In order to retain and
     attract employees for a given level of output, employers must maintain     
     real, or inflation-adjusted, wage levels.  To capture the effects of labor 
     market tightness on wage rates, several equations include the difference   
     between the state and national unemployment rate.]                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.452     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.453
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
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Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.453 is imbedded in comment #.451.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The interaction between rising wages and prices in the model generates a   
     mild wage-price spiral that is dampened as higher wage rates adversely     
     affect each state's competitive position (reducing labor demand) and draw  
     more workers into the labor force (increasing labor supply).  A slackening 
     labor market then puts offsetting downward pressure on wages.              
     
     
     Response to: P2744.453     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.454
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.454 is imbedded in comment #.451.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wage rates determine total wage and salary disbursements in the state,     
     which comprise over half of total personal income.  In addtion, wage rates 
     are an important component of industry cost indexes, which determine an    
     industry's cost competitiveness and demand for its products.  An industry's
     relative wage rate directly affects its employment, as high relative wages 
     are associated with high labor productivity.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2744.454     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.455
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to more accurately capture the competitive effects of increased   
     input costs on industrial production, DRI has constructed a set of input   
     cost indexes that fully integrate national and regional industry cost      
     information.  Wage rates alone do not fully describe the comparative       
     advantage (or disadvantage) of firms in a particular industry.  Energy,    
     material, and capital costs, as well as their factor contributions to total
     input costs, also play important roles.                                    
                                                                                
     [DRI's Factor Input Margin (FIM) model uses input-output analysis to       
     determine the contribution of different factors of production (labor,      
     captial, materials) to total input costs by industry at the national level.
     The FIM model is a component of DRI's regularly maintained interindustry   
     data base.  Over time, the factor proportions of total input costs change  
     with shifts in technology and evolving interindustry relationships.  DRI   
     forecasts these factors' contributions for 82 industries, which then may be
     aggregated for analysis at the two-digit SIC code level.]                  
                                                                                
     [Using the national proportions of industry input costs, state industrial  
     cost indexes are constructed by using state-specific factor prices.  In    
     order to construct an industry's cost index, factor prices are simply      
     indexed to their 1987 values and then weighted by their shares of input    
     costs.  Electricity prices reflect energy input costs, wage rates reflect  
     labor costs, the rental price of capital reflects capital costs, and       
     changes in a broad index of producer prices reflect material costs.]       
                                                                                
     [The state-specific information in wages and electricity prices provides a 
     foundation for analyzing how input costs are rising (or falling) relative  
     to the nation and provides richer detail for describing the competitive    
     position of a state's industry.  In the historical database and the        
     baseline projections, the capital and material costs terms do not vary     
     across states.  However, variations are introduced in the forecast         
     simulations to capture the direct capital costs of investments to reduce   
     water pollution and the resulting indirect increases in region's material  
     costs (paper, steel, etc.).]                                               
                                                                                
     [Industry input costs are directly employed in the specification of        
     manufacturing shipments.  In this manner, changes in relative input costs  
     help determine regional shifts in industrial production.]                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.455     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.456
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.456 is imbedded in comment #.455.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI's Factor Input Margin (FIM) model uses input-output analysis to        
     determine the contribution of different factors of production (labor,      
     capital, materials) to total input costs by industry at the national level.
     The FIM model is a component of DRI's regularly maintained interindustry   
     data base.  Over time, the factor proportions of total input costs change  
     with shifts in technology and evolving interindustry relationships.  DRI   
     forecasts these factors' contributions for 82 industries, which then may be
     aggregated for analysis at the two-digit SIC code level.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.456     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.457
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.457 is imbedded in comment #.455.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using the national proportions of industry input costs, state industrial   
     cost indexes are constructed by using state-specific factor prices.  In    
     order to construct an industry's cost index, factor prices are simply      
     indexed to their 1987 values and then weighted by their shares of input    
     costs.  Electricity prices reflect energy input costs, wage rates reflect  
     labor costs, the rental price of capital reflects capital costs, and       
     changes in a broad index of producer prices reflect material costs.        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.457     
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     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.458
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.458 is imbedded in comment #.455.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The state-specific information in wages and electricity prices provides a  
     foundation for analyzing how input costs are rising (or falling) relative  
     to the nation and provides richer detail for describing the competitive    
     position of a state's industry.  In the historical database and the        
     baseline projections, the captial and material costs terms do not vary     
     across states.  However, variations are introduced in the forecast         
     simulations to capture the direct capital costs of investments to reduce   
     water pollution and the resulting indirect increases in region's material  
     costs (paper, steel, etc.)                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.458     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.459
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.459 is imbedded in comment #.455.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Industry input costs are directly employed in the specification of         
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     manufacturing shipments.  In this manner, changes in relative input costs  
     help determine regional shifts in industrial production.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.459     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.460
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     DRI constructs consumer price indexes for the states utilizing CPIs        
     reported by the Bureau of Labor Statistics for 27 metro areas and four     
     Census regions.  This is necessary because the BLS does not report CPIs at 
     the state level.  Since not all metro area price indexes are reported each 
     month, DRI has interpolated between data points.  The complete monthly data
     are then seasonally adjusted and converted to a quarterly frequency.  The  
     Pennsylvania index, for example, is a weighted average of the Philadelphia,
     Pittsburgh, and Northeast regional CPIs.  Weights for the two metro areas  
     are based on their respective shares of Pennsylvania's population; prices  
     for the remainder of the state follow the regional CPI.                    
                                                                                
     [Each state's consumer price index is forecast as a function of the        
     national consumer price index, and weighted relative changes in electricity
     costs and wage rates.  While all components of the consumer price index    
     cannot be modeled directly, relative movements in wage levels provide a    
     good proxy for changes in omitted consumer prices.]                        
                                                                                
     [Each state's consumer price index plays an important role in the model's  
     dynamics.  Discretionary income measures are deflated by the consumer      
     prices to gauge changes in "real" income.  Real income changes drive       
     employment growth in most nonmanufacturing sectors and several             
     manufacturing industries.]  [Consumer prices also play a role in           
     determining nominal wage rates.]                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.460     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.461
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.461 is imbedded in comment #.460.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each state's consumer price index is forecast as a function of the national
     consumer price index, and weighted relative changes in electricity costs   
     and wage rates.  While all components of the consumer price index cannot be
     modeled directly, relative movements in wage levels provide a good proxy   
     for changes in omitted consumer prices.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2744.461     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.462
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.462 is imbedded in comment #.460.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each state's consumer price index plays an important role in the model's   
     dynamics.  Discretionary income measures are deflated by the consumer      
     prices to gauge changes in "real" income.  Real income changes drive       
     employment growth in most nonmanufacturing sectors and several             
     manufacturing industries.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.462     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.463
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.463 is imbedded in comment #.460.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consumer prices also play a role in determining nominal wage rates.        
     
     
     Response to: P2744.463     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.464
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The model includes projections of the total population in each of the eight
     Great Lakes states.  The U.S. Department of Commerce, Bureau of the Census 
     is the primary source of demographic data.  The total population series is 
     distributed from an annual to a quarterly basis and constrained across all 
     states to the national population series developed by DRI's U.S.           
     Economic Service.                                                          
                                                                                
     [The principal determinant of regional population growth is employment     
     growth.  People tend to follow jobs, explaining migration to rapidly       
     expanding regions.]  [Other factors contributing to migration across state 
     boundaries include wage rates and per capita incomes.]  [Time trends and   
     the share of U.S. population aged 65 and over capture the trend towards    
     retirement in the sun belt.]                                               
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     [Population is used as a measure of demand in several of the model's       
     employment equations, real shipments of the printing and publishing        
     industry, government transfer payments to individuals, and home-building   
     activity.]                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2744.464     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.465
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.465 is imbedded in comment #.464.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The principal determinant of regional population growth is employment      
     growth.  People tend to follow jobs, explaining migration to rapidly       
     expanding regions.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.465     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.466
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.466 is imbedded in comment #.464.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Other factors contributing to migration across state boundaries include    
     wage rates and per capita incomes.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.466     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.467
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.467 is imbedded in comment #.464.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Time trends and the share of U.S. population aged 65 and over capture the  
     trend towards retirement in the sun belt.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.467     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.468
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.468 is imbedded in comment #.464.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Population is used as a measure of demand in several of the model's        
     employment equations, real shipments of the printing and publishing        
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     industry, government transfer payments to individuals, and home-building   
     activity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2744.468     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.469
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"                                                                  

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes model projects each state's labor force, employment, and   
     unemployment rate, as measured in the Bureau of Labor Statistics' household
     survey of employment by state.  This household survey differs from the     
     establishment survey that is used in the model's payroll employment        
     equations.  The household survey corresponds to place of residence and     
     captures the proprietors and self-employed who are not included in the     
     establishment count.  Moreover, the household survey counts the number of  
     workers, while the establishment survey counts the number of jobs in the   
     state.  Thus, persons holding more than one job are treated differently in 
     the two surveys.  The series are seasonally adjusted and converted to a    
     quarterly frequency.                                                       
                                                                                
     [Each state's labor force is a function of the national labor force;       
     payroll employment relative to the nation's, which captures the            
     availability of jobs for new entrants; and real per capita discretionary   
     income growth, which captures changing consumer confidence and households' 
     needs to find new sources of income.  Each state's share of national       
     employment by place of residence is determined by the state's payroll      
     employment relative to the nation's.  Unemployment rates are determined    
     from the labor force and employment as a simple identity.]                 
                                                                                
     [The unemployment rate is a critical barometer of consumer confidence and  
     an important determinant of housing activity and home prices.  As a measure
     of labor market tightness, the unemployment rate also helps to determine   
     wage rate growth in several industries.]                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2744.469     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.470
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.470 is imbedded in comment #.469.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Each state's labor force is a function of the national labor force; payroll
     employment relative to the nation's, which captures the availability of    
     jobs for new entrants; and real per capita discretionary income growth,    
     which captures changing consumer confidence and households' needs to find  
     new sources of income.  Each state's share of national employment by place 
     of residence is determined by the state's payroll employment relative to   
     the nation's.  Unemployment rates are determined from the labor force and  
     employment as a simple identity.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2744.470     
     
     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/STAT
     Comment ID: P2744.471
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Excerpt form "Appendix A.. DRI/McGraw-Hill Model of the Great 
Lakes        
          Economy"  Comment #.471 is imbedded in comment #.469.                     

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The unemployment rate is a critical barometer of consumer confidence and an
     important determinant of housing activity and home prices.  As a measue of 
     labor market tightness, the unemployment rate also helps to determine wage 
     rate growth in several industries.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2744.471     
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     See response to comment D2589.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/STAT    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA has issued the GLWQG as proposed regulation.  The New York State     
     Department of Environmental Conservation fee that this is                  
     counter-productive and inconsistent with the intent of the steering        
     committee that shaped the                                                  
     GLWQG.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.001     
     
     See response to comments D2721.040 and D1711.014.                          
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If regulations are issued, the Department recommends that only the goals of
     each part of the GLWQ be established in regulation, but the details of how 
     to achieve them be finalized as guidance.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.002     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2746.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The level of technical detail currently proposed in the GLWQG will         
     unnecessarily restrict the permit development process and decrease         
     effectiveness in protecting water quality.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.003     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has revised the proposed Guidance to reduce
     the amount of detail of many provisions without sacrificing the objectives 
     of the provisions.  Examples of such revisions include simplification of   
     implementation procedures for TMDLs and reasonable potential in appendix F 
     of part 132.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2746.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulating the details of antidegradation will inhibit our ability to      
     integrate antidegradation with other NYS pollution prevention and toxic    
     reduction initiatives.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.004     
     
     The final Guidance addresses this comment in two ways.  First, much of the 
     detail that was included in the implementation elements of the proposed    
     Guidance is included in the final Guidance only as guidelines to assist    
     States and Tribes in implementing antidegradation.  Second, States and     
     Tribes are not required to adopt the antidegradation provisions of the     
     final Guidance that are applicable to non-BCCs.  Thus, no new requirements 
     are  imposed upon States and Tribes to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for the majority of pollutants.  States and     
     Tribes must adopt the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance that
     are applicable to BCCs.                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, some of the procedures in the proposed regulation for aquatic 
     life/human health/wildlife criteria development, implementation and        
     antidegradation have not been sufficiently tested technically to warrant   
     their promulgations regulation.  Adoption of a regulation implies a high   
     degree of confidence in the specific requirements which make up the        
     regulation.  That is not the case with many of the proceduresin the GLWQG. 
     Although the concepts have basic scientific and engineering validity, the  
     specific requirements have not been subject to scientific scrutiny and     
     practical application.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.005     
     
     See response to comment number P2746.043.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Department recommends that the finaly GLWQG not be promulgated as      
     regulations.  If, however, regulations are promulgated, they shoud not     
     include the level of detail currently included in the proposal.  The       
     objectives of the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance can be achieved       
     through including the goals of each part of the GLWQG in regulation and    
     publishing Technical Support Docment as appendices.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.006     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2746.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLWQG calls for the elimination of mixing zones in            
     establishing permit limits for Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs),
     ten years after promulgation.  This procedure will result in maximum       
     effluent concentrations of BCCs being equal to the most stringent water    
     quality criteria applicable.  The effect of this procedure is that the     
     concept of dilution or assimilative capacity which is based on the         
     biological breakdown of organic wastes, will no longer be applicable to    
     persistent bioaccumulative synthetic organic chemicals.  The application of
     this procedure is not necessary to meet any specific water quality         
     criterion.  Rather, it represents a regulatory tool to move beyond water   
     quality criteria toward the ultimate goals of the Clean Water Act and the  
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, virtually eliminating the discharge of
     persistent toxics from point sources.  We feel that the reductions in      
     discharges of BCCs that will result from this policy are necessary.  We    
     recommend that the gradual elimination of mixing zones for BCC's in ten    
     years, remain in the GLWQG as proposed.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.007     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions,
     which EPA has retained in the final Guidance, with a modification to allow 
     a limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges based on  
     economic and technical considerations.  See the discussion in the SID at   
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2746.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Our proposed modifications to the GLWQG address the way substances other   
     than BCCs are dealt with.  We would support the objectives of the GLWQG    
     through tying antidegradation review to pollution prevention efforts such  
     as the Department's proposed regulations requiring the development of Toxic
     Chemical Reduction Plans for certain facilities. This proposal wil require 
     facilities to develop pollution prevention plans as a part of their permit 
     process.  This should lead to reduction in pollution, particularly toxics, 
     for non-BCCs.  Non-BCCs would not be required to go through the cost       
     analysis and social/economic justification steps of the full               
     antidegradation review process (these two steps were most confusing and    
     seen as most onerous by people reviewing the antidegradation proposal and  
     need only be applied to BCCs).  However, specific waterbodies could be     
     designated where a full antidegradation review process would be required   
     for all substances.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.008     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter's suggestion.  The Federal           
     regulations at 40 CFR 131.12 clearly require a determination of whether or 
     not a lowering of water quality is necessary to accommodate important      
     social and economic development.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2746.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The following chart compares the basic elements of the GLWQG proposal and  
     our recommended modifications.                                             
                                                                                
     The Department supports the GLWQG antidegradation proposal for             
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs), involving all three levels of 
     antidegradation review listed above.  For Non-BCCs, we recommend a modified
     antidegradation review process that includes a review of pollution         
     prevention measures.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.009     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
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     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2746.010
     Cross Ref 1: BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Resolution of our primary concern about the GLWQG (guidance vs. regulation)
     becomes critical if modifications are needed to better integrate           
     antidegradation with the Department's pollution prevention activities.     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.010     
     
     EPA is certain that States and Tribes will find the final Guidance         
     sufficiently flexible.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2746.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A distinction should be made between BCCs and non-BCCs in applying EEQ.    
     For BCCs, the objective is virtual elimination.  Therefore, the more       
     stringent method of determining EEQ by Numerical Mass Loadings is the      
     appropriate option.  For non-BCCs, use of Notification Limits would be     
     appropriate.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.011     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2746.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal provides a regulatory means for ratcheting down permit limits.
     The proposal has been criticized as being a disincentive to good           
     performance.  It has also been put forward that some dischargers would     
     intentionally achieve less than optimal treatment or delay pollution       
     prevention activities in order to reserve permit capacity.  We do not      
     believe this to be the case.  Many of the most significant dischargers will
     be required to develop and implement waste minimization plans under        
     proposed state regulations.  In addition, as a matter of practical         
     operation of a treatment facility, the operator will strive for effluent   
     quality better than required in order to provide a buffer against permit   
     violations.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.012     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2746.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An agressive Pollution Prevention program is the appropriate vehicle for   
     assuring that dischargers are minimizing releases to the extent possible.  
     We recommend that existing effluent quality remain a consideration in the  
     antidegradation procedures and that the Numerical Mass Loading Limitations 
     approach be used for BCCs and the Notification Limits approach for         
     non-BCCs.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.013     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are potentially hundreds of substances for which states will be      
     required to develop Tier II values.  There are two elements to this issue: 
     the generation and summarization of the data needed to develop values, and 
     the actual development of values by a regulating agency.  The GLWQG        
     represents a potential for large scale duplication of effort by the various
     states and for great differences in the values derived.  As proposed, the  
     regulations will result in excessive repetition of expensive experiments.  
     Since the generation of data would be dictated by the timing for permit    
     renewals, the result could be that permittees discharging small quantities 
     will pay for expensive experiments while large permittees will get a free  
     ride.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.014     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It would be more efficient for USEPA to generate data for Tier II values.  
     The substances selected and the amount of data generated would be based on 
     USEPA's assessment of the threat each substance posed.  Duplicative efforts
     could be avoided and interstate consistency would be promoted if USEPA     
     develops mini-criteria documents that summarize existing literature that   
     can be used to derive Tier II values for all substances for which the GLWQG
     requires values to be developed.                                           
                                                                                
     States would still review any new literature, and recent data, and develop 
     the criteria/values in accordance with their methdologies, which by        
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     definition will be at least as stringent as the GLWQG methodologies.       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.015     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The determination of Tier II values for the protection of human health,    
     wildlife, and aquatic life is proposed in the GLWQG.  Because there are    
     problems with the proposed methdologies for the development of the wildlife
     criteria (discussed later in this document), Tier II values for wildlife   
     should not be required.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.016     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.017
     Cross Ref 1: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that USEPA develop mini-criteria documents that summarize     
     existing literature that can be used to derive Tier II values.  For the    
     situation where there is insufficiet information in the literature to      
     develop a Tier II value, USEPA rather than permittees should generate the  
     necessary data.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.017     
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     Also, EPA agrees it may be necessary to issue GLI criteria                 
     guidance documents in the future.  See section II.C.1 of the SID           
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA should consider elimination of wildlife criteria from the requirement
     to drive Tier II values.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.018     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.125 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Compliance Evaluation Level proposed is below the Practical            
     Quantitation Limit (PQL) currently used by the Department in discharge     
     permits.  the NYSDEC's position is that when the numerical value of the    
     calculated water quality based effluent limit falls below the analytical   
     detection limit, it represents an appropriate long-term goal for the       
     permit, but not an appropriate enforceable permit limit.  Any process which
     results in a numerical effluent limit which is analytically not measurable 
     or technically not achievable, will draw us inexorably into unproductive   
     areas of variance processing or litigation.  In the past four years we have
     experienced the harsh reality of continuous, yet-to-be resolved, litigation
     on whether a PCB effluent limit below the PQL can be achieved, measured or 
     enforced.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.019     
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     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that when an eforceable numerical effluent limitation is      
     necessary, it should be specified at the Practical Quantitation Limit      
     (PQL).  The language on definition of permit exceedence, as proposed in the
     GLWQG, is unnecessary if the limit is set at the PQL.  This is because     
     using the PQL results in making a permit violation difficult to dispute    
     through statistical arguments.  The nature of the PQL being both a         
     confirmation of the presence of a substance and an indication of the       
     quantity present in the sample (with statistically demonstrable certainty).
     
     
     Response to: P2746.020     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2746.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     USEPA has been promoting as national policy the watershed approach for     
     pollutant evaluation and maintenance of water quality.  The NYSDEC has used
     the watershed approach for several years.  The major advantages of the     
     watershed approach are that it deals with the entire water body system and 
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     its simplicity in being able to incorporate all sources of a given         
     pollutant:  point sources, nonpoint sources, natural soil derived          
     background concentrations, atmospheric deposition, and the hyhdrological   
     characteristics of the basin or watershed.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.021     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that both approaches be accepted and adopted in the Great     
     Lakes Guidance at the present time.  The states can choose which approach  
     to use. In the long-term, the preferred process should be the              
     watershed/basin approach.  A set period of time, two permit cycles--ten    
     years for example, should be established as a phase over period from the   
     source specific or segment approach to the watershed/basin approach.       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.022     
     
     EPA has combined proposed options A and B into a single TMDL procedure but 
     has preserved flexibility for the States and Tribes (represented by the    
     choice of options) in a number of respects. For a discussion of this       
     flexibility, see the SID at VIII.C.2. Because EPA did not retain the two   
     separate approaches for the reasons described in the SID at VIII.C.2., EPA 
     does not adopt the suggestion that a phase-in period be adopted to         
     facilitate a transition from the source-specific or segment approach to the
     watershed/basin approach.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2746.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Selection of a cancer risk level is not a technical issue but rather a     
     policy decision.  The decision is complicated by the fact that a           
     quantitative risk assessment is a highly uncertain procedure such that it  
     cannot be used to predict cancer occurrence.  It should also be understood 
     that the commonly used phrase "one-in-one million" is incomplete.  The     
     complete mathematical description is a "95% confidence level that the risk 
     does not exceed one-in-one million."  A calculation of the most likely     
     estimate of a 10 risk is different than an estimate of non-exceedance and  
     will often be a much less stringent value.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.023     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2746.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated elsewhere, NYS believes the GLWQG should be guidance rather than 
     regulation.  This will allow the states to set appropriate risk levels.    
     Regardless of its final form, however, we believe the cancer risk level    
     should be 10.  Because of the generally conservative nature of risk        
     assessment, it is difficult to say that the GLWQG proposal of 10 is not    
     sufficiently protective.  We can only say that it is ten times less        
     stringent than that used by NYS.  [In addition to providing greater        
     protection than a 10 level, it will result in greater nationwide           
     consistency.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2746.024     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2746.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [As stated elsewhere, NYS believes the GLWQG should be guidance rather than
     regulation.  This will allow the states to set appropriate risk levels.    
     Regardless of its final form, however, we believe the cancer risk level    
     should be 10.  Because of the generally conservative nature of risk        
     assessment, it is difficult to say that the GLWQG proposal of 10 is not    
     sufficiently protective.  We can only say that it is ten times less        
     stringent than that used by NYS.]  In addition to providing greater        
     protection than a 10 level, it will result in greater nationwide           
     consistency.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.025     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2746.026
     Cross Ref 1: ADD/HHC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also believe that using a more stringent risk level (i.e. 10) greatly   
     reduces the need to consider additivity of carcinogens in permits, which   
     would be a cumbersome process.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2746.026     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2746.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The GLWQG overstates the environmental importance of the background levels 
     of pollutants in intake water.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2746.027     
     
     Response to P2746.027:  This comment is included in comment                
     #P2746.238 and is addressed in the response to that comment.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2746.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidance may result in situations requiring a discharger to   
     remove pollutants that it did not add to the waste-stream.  Those who are  
     responsible for sources of non-natural background levels of pollutants must
     be made to remove their contributions not downstream users.                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.028     
     
     Response to: P2746.028:  This comment raises the same basic issue          
     as that addressed in comment P2588.078 and is addressed in the             
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2746.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adequate protection of the environment can be achieved by establishing     
     "net" limits for dischargers.  These net limits consider pollutants found  
     in non-contact cooling water or raw supply water (intake credits).         
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     Response to: P2746.029     
     
     The appropriateness of intake credits in different situations is addressed 
     in detail in the SID at Sections VIII.E.3-7.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2746.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     The guidance must allow for consideration of intake pollutants in setting  
     Water Quality Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs).  However, specifying to the  
     minute detail, factors that must be considered is not needed nor           
     appropriate.  The need for a permit limit or monitoring related to intake  
     credits should be based on data and professional judgement.                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.030     
     
     The final guidance, unlike the proposal, does allow for consideration of   
     intake water pollutants in developing WQBELs.  In developing the final     
     Guidance, EPA balanced the need for flexibility to consider case-specific  
     factors with the goal of GLI to provide for consistency among State        
     implementation procedures.  See generally, SID at Section VIII.E.4-7.  For 
     example, although the final Guidance does require monitoring, it leaves to 
     the permitting authority the discretion to determine appropriate monitoring
     parameters and frequencies on a case-by-case basis.  See SID at Section    
     VIII.E.7.b.ii.(B).                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2746.030a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: .030a embedded in .031                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed wildlife criterion for Mercury has been characterized by      
     representatives of the states and the regulatory community as very         
     stringent (180 parts per quadrillion) and not achievable.  This element of 
     the GLWQG is one of the most significant in terms of affecting the overall 
     cost of implementation.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.030a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2746.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed wildlife criterion for Mercury has been characterized by      
     representatives of the states and the regulatory community as very         
     stringent (180 parts per quadrillion) and not achievable.  This element of 
     the GLWQG is one of the most significant in terms of affecting the overall 
     cost of implementation.  The Department has conducted a review of the      
     criterion document that indicates that the GLWQG has followed the standard 
     setting procedures accurately.  These procedures do, however, require the  
     selection of a species sensitivity factor (SSF) without providing an       
     objective way of doing so.  The GLWQG selected an SSF pf 0.1 for deriving  
     this criterion, and, as a result, could be overly stringent by a factor of 
     10.                                                                        
                                                                                
     We recommend that USEPA reconsider the species sensitivity factor used to  
     derive the mercury criterion.  USEPA should consider field information     
     which may indicate that levels above the proposed criterion are acceptable.
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.031     
     
     See response to D2709.016, D2860.028, the final GLWQI wildlife criteria    
     document for mercury and the Technical Support Document for the Derivation 
     of Wildlife Criteria.                                                      
                                                                                
     Also see comment P2829.009 and Section IX of the SID.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2746.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG was developed with considerable input by the states.  However a  
     number of issues remain to be resolved before the Guidance is in a form    
     that is implementable by the states.  USEPA should revise the GLWQG using a
     process that involves the states.  At this time it is not clear what role  
     the states will have in this process.                                      
                                                                                
     We recommend that USEPA make the states an integral part of its process in 
     finalizing the Guidance.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.032     
     
     See response to comment G2571.103.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2746.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although nonpoint sources are referenced throughout the GLWQG, the Guidance
     focuses on point source controls (how to develop water quality based permit
     effluent limits).  The Guidance does not deal with the abatement of the    
     nonpoint sources that are thought to contribute a significant share of the 
     toxic pollutants entering the Great Lakes.                                 
                                                                                
     The second element of the Greater Lakes Water Quality Initiative, referred 
     to as the Great Lakes Toxics Reduction Initiative (GLTxRI) is focusing on  
     nonpoint sources.  The GLTxRI proposes to look at nonpoint source pathways 
     for toxics.                                                                
                                                                                
     Three approaches are proposed as a framework for the project:  an          
     evaluation of existing control activities;  identification of pollution    
     prevention/source reduction actions; and an identification of relative     
     contributions.  We believe that this is a reasonable approach to the issue.
                                                                                
     Nonpoint source control strategies are as abundant and unique as the source
     categories they control.  Some approaches to control are best addressed at 
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     the state level, through implementation of state and federal programs.     
     Others are best implemented at the county and municipal level and others   
     will require action at the individual landowner or average citizen's level.
     Many of the Great Lakes priority toxics should be dealt with through       
     regional programs and initiatives  However, these programs must be         
     coordinatedwith the states' ongoing nonpoint source control programs and   
     Federal requirements under the Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments 
     (sect 6217), the Clean Air Act Amendments (Sect. 122), and expected        
     additional nonpoint source requirements under the Clean Water Act          
     reauthorization.  USEPA must remain aware of other requirements and build  
     upon them rather than creating new requirements.  The states and USEPA     
     should take a team approach and get together to develop a nonpoint source  
     startegy built upon ongoing activities that will result in reductions of   
     toxics.                                                                    
                                                                                
     We recommend that USEPA move forward in assessing toxics from nonpoint     
     sources to the Basin.  USEPA and the states should work together to develop
     a nonpoint source strategy, built upon ongoing activities, that will result
     in reductions of toxics.  We emphasize that this effort be coordinated with
     other ongoing programs without duplication or creation of unnecessary      
     requirements, and it should begin immediately.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2746.033     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance takes a true ecosystem approach that  
     considers and addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For 
     a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final 
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including efforts to indicate the relative significance of
     pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control strategies to enhance   
     the Great Lakes System, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2746.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In developing the Guidance, pollution trading was discussed but procedures 
     are not included in the GLWQG.  NYS believes that the concept is           
     inappropriate for implementation in the Great Lakes Basin.  The concept of 
     trading between and among sources is appropriate whan all sources are      
     governed by the same regulatory program principles.  However, it is        
     inappropriate to consider trading among sources that are regulated         
     differently.  Many of the sources of toxics in the Great Lakes are nonpoint
     in nature.  Currently the differences in the point source and nonpoint     
     source programs are such that pollution trading between source categories  
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     should not be considered.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.034     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2746.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, trading of pollution credits for BCCs from sources that can   
     achieve reductions to those that cannot will not support the overall       
     objectives of virtual elimination of discharges.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.035     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2746.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [We believe that pollution trading of BCCs is not appropriate.]  In        
     addition, trading among different source categories is not appropriate.    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.036     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2746.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe that pollution trading of BCCs is not appropriate.  [In         
     addition, trading among different source categories is not appropriate.]   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.037     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/OFFS
     Comment ID: P2746.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If, however, pollution trading is included in the final GLWQG, in order to 
     be environmentally beneficial, overall reductions in toxics (individually  
     or regionally) must be a part of the program.  Overall reductions in total 
     emissions should, in fact, be a program objective.  Reductions could be    
     achieved through offsets to the loadings allowed to be traded.             
     
     
     Response to: P2746.038     
     
     See responses to comments D2589.010 and P2607.002A.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/OFFS        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2746.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York State believes that water quality criteria derived for the        
     protection of Great Lakes aquatic life should consider all available       
     toxicological information for all Great Lakes species of aquatic life.     
                                                                                
     The GLWQG includes procedures for deriving water quality criteria which are
     designed to protect "recreationally and commercially important" species of 
     aquatic life.  The proposal would presumably allow the exclusion of        
     available toxicological data for sensitive species that were judged to be  
     recreationally or commercially unimportant.  The proposed approach would   
     not neccessarily provide ecosystem protection, would not be consistent with
     the Clean Water Act, the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  Adequate    
     protection of Great Lakes species now will help prevent the populations of 
     these species from declining to the point where they must be protected     
     under the Endangered Species Act.                                          
                                                                                
     The steps necessary to protect all Great Lakes species for which           
     toxicological data are available will have little additional economic      
     impact and will satisfy the requirements of the Clean Water Act and the    
     Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.                                       
                                                                                
     New York State believes there is no ecological basis for withholding       
     protection of some species from the impacts of toxic substances.           
     Procedures to determine water quality criteria should account for          
     demonstrated toxicity to all Great Lakes species.  All available data for  
     all Great Lakes species should be used in deriving water quality criteria. 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.039     
     
     EPA does not believe its procedures allow exclusion of reliable            
     toxicological data from any freshwater species resident to North America.  
     All such available data is used in derivation of the criteria.  EPA does   
     not consider its procedures to withhold protection from certain species.   
     EPA does not consider a procedure which simply sets the criterion at the   
     lowest observed effect level to be appropriate, because criteria based on  
     small data sets would then be inherently biased to be less stringent than  
     criteria based on large data sets.  EPA is not aware of any procedure that 
     will generate criteria guaranteed to protect all species, tested and       
     untested.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A major concern of the Department is the proposal to publish the GLWQG as  
     regulations.  The level of technical detail currently proposed in the GLWQG
     will unnecessarily restrict the permit development process and decrease    
     effectiveness in protecting water quality.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.040     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2746.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulating the details of antidegradation will inhibit our ability to      
     integrate antidegradation with other NYS pollution prevention and toxic    
     reduction initiatives.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.041     
     
     See response to comment P2746.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     some of the procedures in the proposed regulation for aquatic life/human   
     health/wildlife criteria development, implementation and antidegradation   
     have not been sufficiently tested technically to warrant thier promulgation
     as regulation.                                                             
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     Response to: P2746.042     
     
     See response to comment number P2746.042.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A regulation, federal or state, conveys the strong position that its       
     instructions must be carried out "to the letter".  Adoption of a regulation
     implies a high degree of confidence in the specific requirements which make
     up the regulation.  That is not the case with many of the procedures in the
     GLWQG.  Although the concepts have basic scientific and engineering        
     validity, the specific requirements have not been subjected to scientific  
     scrutiny and practical application.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.043     
     
     EPA and the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative (the Initiative)          
     Committees (i.e., Steering Committee, Technical Work Group, Public         
     Participation Work Group) were committed to using the best available       
     science to develop programs to protect the Great Lakes System since the    
     beginning of the Initiative effort.  In the 1986 Great Lakes Toxic         
     Substances Control Agreement, the Governors of the Great Lakes States      
     recognized that the problem of persistent toxic substances was the foremost
     environmental issue confronting the Great Lakes.  They also recognized that
     the regulation of toxic contaminants was scientifically complex because the
     pollutants are numerous, their pathways into the Lakes are varied, and     
     their effects on the environment, aquatic life and human health were not   
     completely understood.  Based on the importance of the Great Lakes Basin   
     Ecosystem and the documented adverse effects from toxic contamination,     
     however, the Governors directed their environmental administrators to      
     jointly develop an agreement and procedure for coordinating the control of 
     toxic releases and achieving greater uniformity of regulations governing   
     such releases within the Great Lakes basin.                                
                                                                                
     As discussed further above, the Initiative was subsequently created to     
     begin work on these goals.  EPA and the Great Lakes States, with input from
     interested parties in the basin, began collecting and analyzing data,      
     comparing regulatory requirements and technical guidance in their various  
     jurisdictions, and drafting specific methodologies and procedures to       
     control the discharge of toxic contaminants.  The provisions of the final  
     Guidance were based in large part on these prior efforts of the Initiative 
     Committees, and incorporate the best available science to protect human    
     health, wildlife and aquatic life in the Great Lakes System.  For example, 
     the final Guidance includes new criteria and methodologies developed by the
     Initiative Committees to specifically protect wildlife; incorporates recent
     data on the bioavailability of metals into the aquatic life criteria and   
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     methodologies; incorporates Great Lakes-specific data on fish consumption  
     rates and fish lipid contents into the human health criteria; and provides 
     a better methodology to determine the bioaccumulation properties of        
     individual pollutants.                                                     
                                                                                
     For a full discussion of the scientific basis for individual provisions of 
     the Guidance, see the applicable sections of the SID, preamble to the final
     Guidance, and technical support documents.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The theme of the GLG and certain of its topics are candidates for          
     regulatory material.  These include the principal of meeting water quality 
     standards, the elements to be considered in translating standards to       
     enforceable permit limits, and the concept and generic process of          
     implementing the antidegradation policy.                                   
                                                                                
     Other parts of the GLG, particularly the subjective technical              
     determinations, should be left to "professional judgement" under the       
     general direction of USEPA published guidance.  These include the          
     methodologies for criteria and standard development, the procedures for    
     data analysis and interpretation, and the details of the antidegradation   
     policy.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.044     
     
     See responses to comment numbers P2769.085, P2585.015 and P2585.014.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2746.045
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:

Page 10190



$T044618.TXT
     For the Procedure 1. Site Specific modification, the                       
     Parts Acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     This is acceptable as a regulation.  It only describes general principles  
     and procedures for when development of a site specific criteria is         
     appropriate.  It does not contain technical protocols.                     
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed (Guidance Material) are as follows:      
                                                                                
     This procedure refers to an EPA guidance document for the technical        
     details.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.045     
     
     EPA has provided guidance on deriving site-specific modifications to       
     criteria for aquatic life criteria in Chapter 3 (and Appendix L) of the    
     U.S. EPA Water Quality Standards Handbook, Second Edition - Revised, 1994. 
     In Section VIII.A. of the SID, EPA has also provided guidance on which     
     components of the aquatic life, wildlife, human health and BAF             
     methodologies which can be modified.  States and Tribes may use any        
     scientifically appropriate and technically defensible method for deriving  
     site- specific criteria.  As is the practice under the National Program,   
     States and Tribes are still required to provide scientific justification   
     and documentation verifying that the methods employed and data used is both
     scientifically and technically defensible.  The State or Tribe must also   
     show that any less stringent site-specific modification would not cause    
     declines in downstream water quality.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2746.046
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Procedure 2. Variances, the                                        
     Parts Acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     Acceptable as a regulation.  It contains general condition under which a   
     variance may be requested and procedures to do it.  There are no specific  
     technical procedures.                                                      
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed are as follows:                          
                                                                                
     None.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.046     
     
     EPA agrees and has retained provisions for variances in the Great Lakes    
     Water Quality Guidance.                                                    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Procedure 3. TMDLs, the                                            
     Parts Acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     Paragraph A, B and C under Options A and B establish the requirement for a 
     TMDL process, set the objectives and define the operationg procedures for  
     lake discharges and eliminating mixing zones.  Acceptable as reg.          
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed (Guidance Materials) are as follows:     
                                                                                
     Paragraph D in Options A and B describe specific processes and technical   
     procedures which require professional judgement, are subject to change, and
     must remain guidance.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.047     
     
     EPA appreciates the statements in the comment in support of the general    
     conditions, mixing zones and open waters portions of the proposal and has  
     retained them with changes as discussed in the SID at VIII.C.1 through C.5.
      EPA disagrees with the comment insofar as it recommends that no procedures
     for addressing tributaries be incorporated into the final Guidance.  For   
     the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.6., EPA believes that some level
     of consistency is important among the States and Tribes Great Lakes System,
     thus justifying its inclusion in the final Guidance.  However, the final   
     Guidance also provides a greater degree of flexibility that afforded by    
     either proposed procedure.  For more details, see the discussion in the SID
     at VIII.C.6.                                                               
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2746.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Procedure 4. Additivity, the                                       
     Parts acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     No procedure is provided but a "Preamble" discussion requesting comment is 
     available.  This should not be a regulation.  As proposed, it is only      
     source specific, and not applicable to an entire waterbody.  It is         
     technical indefensible and therefore subject to change.                    
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed (Guidance Material) are as follows:      
                                                                                
     The concept has not been sufficiently developed to even consider as        
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.048     
     
     EPA does not agree that the additivity provisions are technically          
     indefensible or that the concept of additivity has not been sufficiently   
     developed.  See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the
     additivity provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer      
     effects.  See response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion
     on why an additivity provision is warranted.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2746.049
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Procedure 5. Reasonable Potential, the                             
     Parts Acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     The concept is appropriate for consideration as a regulation.  The preamble
     and paragraph A are acceptable.  The concept and necessity of consideration
     of Intake Credits (paragraph E) is acceptable; that is paragraph E.1.a, b  
     and c and E.4.  Paragraph F.1 and 2 are acceptable.                        
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed (Guidance Material) are as follows:      
                                                                                
     Paragraph B and C, describing acceptable data sets and calculation of      
     Projected Effluent Quality (PEQ), are exceedingly technical, require       
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     professional judgement and are subject to change.  Paragraph D -- the      
     procedural concepts are already in Paragraph A.  It does not contain enough
     technical direction, which should be in guidance anyway.  The level of     
     detail related to mixing zones (E.1.d) and fish tissue data (F.3) is       
     technically unsubstantiated and subject to change.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.049     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.a, Developing      
     Preliminary Wasteload Allocations; Section VIII.E.2.b, Developing          
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations; Section VIII.E.2.f, Determining          
     Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II Values are Not Available; 
     Section VIII.E.2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential Using Fish Tissue     
     Data; and Section VIII.C.4, Special Provisions for BCCs; Section           
     VIII.C.5.a, Mixing Zones for Non-BCCs; and VIII.C.6.c, Mixing Zones for    
     Non-BCCs.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2746.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Procedure 6. Whole Effluent Toxicity, the                          
     Parts Acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     Not acceptable as regulation.  The necessity for WET limits is             
     unnecessarily redundant.  The GLG requires development of numerical,       
     pollutant specific WQBELs which are more precise and technically           
     unenforceable.                                                             
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed (Guidance Material) are as follows:      
                                                                                
     The technical detail involved is subject to change, its interpretation     
     subject to professional judgement, and is technically subjective.  This    
     must remain as guidance.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.050     
     
     EPA considers both chemical-specific limits and WET limits valuable in     
     protecting water quality and advocate that these types of permit controls  
     be applied independently.  The exception is when documentation is provided 
     that clearly demonstrates that the narrative WET criterion can be achieved 
     by controlling whole effluent toxicity with chemical-specific limits alone.
      The commenter provided insufficient detail to allow EPA to meaningfully   
     reply to allegations that the WET procedure is inadequate.                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2746.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Procedure 7. Loading Limits, the                                   
     Parts Acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     Acceptable as regulation subject to change based on detailed comment.      
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed (Guidance Material) are as follows:      
                                                                                
     None.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.051     
     
     EPA has not changed Procedure 7 in any significant way from the proposal.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Procedure 8. WQBEL Below LOQ, the                                  
     Parts Acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     The concept is acceptable as regulation subject to change based on         
     technical detailed comments submitted, i.e., definition of minimum level   
     (ML) and compliance evaluation level (CEL).  Paragraphs A, B, C, D, E and G
     are acceptable, not Paragraph F.                                           
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed are as follows:                          
                                                                                
     Paragraph F contains technically unsubstantiated procedures to identify    
     pollutant concentrations below detection, and must be guidance only.       
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     Response to: P2746.052     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: P2746.053
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the Procedure 9. Compliance Schedules, the                             
     Parts Acceptable as Regulation are as follows:                             
                                                                                
     Paragraphs A and B are acceptable.                                         
                                                                                
     Areas Where Flexibility is Needed (Guidance Material) are as follows:      
                                                                                
     Paragraph C detailing Tier II procedures must remain as guidance based on  
     Tier II comments.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.053     
     
     The final Guidance retains section C which outlines the approach for       
     permitting authorities to implement regarding Tier II limits, reasonable   
     periods of time for additional studies and compliance with final permit    
     limits.  EPA retains this section as a rulemaking rather than guidance to  
     promote consistency among the Great Lake States.                           
                                                                                
     EPA has generally retained the proposed Tier II provisions in the final    
     Guidance, as discussed in section II.C.2 of the SID. Therefore, EPA        
     disagrees that paragraph C should be optional. EPA has, however, included  
     increased flexibility in the Guidance for State and Tribal adoption and    
     implementation of methodologies.  See sections II.C and II.D of the SID for
     EPA's analysis of this issue.                                              
                                                                                
     The final rule retains section C which outlines the approach for permitting
     authorities to implement regarding Tier II limits, reasonable periods of   
     time for additional studies and compliance with final permit limits.  EPA  
     retains this section as a rulemaking rather than guidance to promote       
     consistency among the Great Lake States.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2746.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The definitions in Section 132.2 should, where at all possible, be         
     identical to thse used in the Appendices to Part 132.  If the same         
     definition is used in an Appendix as in 132.2, it is redundant to repeat   
     it.  It is even less appropriate to define the same term differently       
     between the Appendix and 132.2, if it is intended to have the same meaning.
      Bioaccumulation Factor (BAF) is an example of a term somewhat diffferently
     defined in 132.2 and Appendix B to Part 132.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.054     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment and has deleted or modified several definitions
     in the proposed section 132.2 to resolve differences with definitions that 
     also appear in the appendixes to part 132. By making these changes, EPA has
     reduced the use of redundant definitions where appropriate, but has in some
     cases retained definitions in both section 132.2 and one or more appendixes
     to assist readers who may use parts but not all of the final Guidance on a 
     regular basis.  See section II.B of the SID for EPA's analysis of this     
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2746.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New York State has commented elsewhere that the GLWQG should be guidance   
     and not a regulatory requirement.  Accordingly, we believe EPA should      
     publish all criteria as guidance and states should have the flexibility to 
     use that guidance to adopt state standards as needed.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.055     
     
     EPA does not agree that the amendments to section 118(c)(2) of the CWA     
     directed EPA simply to publish non-binding guidance. This section not only 
     directs EPA to provide guidance to the Great Lakes States on minimum water 
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
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     for the Great Lakes System, but also requires the States to adopt water    
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for waters within the Great Lakes System which are consistent with such    
     guidance or be subject to EPA promulgation (Section 118(c)(2)(C)).  EPA    
     believes that whether States and Tribes adopt minimum standards, policies, 
     and procedures consistent with the final Guidance, or whether EPA          
     promulgates them, the Congress intended that the final Guidance would      
     establish minimum, and ultimately, enforceable requirements for the Great  
     Lakes System.  See section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this    
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE                                                                      
                                                                                
     Are there less costly approaches [than the Tier II approach] to regulate   
     pollutants for which inadequate data exist to derive Tier I criteria that  
     would fully protect human health, wildlife and aquatic life in the Great   
     Lakes System?                                                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION                                                             
                                                                                
     Yes.  States should not be required to derive separate values for wildlife 
     (a major work effort for the State to derive the value and a substantial   
     burden on permittees to generate the data) where a human health value is   
     likely to be protective of wildlife as well.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.056     
     
     Please see response to D2741.076.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Comment on four approaches described in II.D.3. of the Preamble in the     
     absence of a Tier I criterion.                                             
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:                                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA presented only 3 approaches in II.D.3., they are discussed below.      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     Use of Tier II methodology in absence of sufficient data to develop a Tier 
     I criterion is reasonable.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.057     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T1
     Comment ID: P2746.058
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL
     Cross Ref 2: cc HH
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements, II.D.2.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Comment on an approach described in the Preamble for the use of Tier I     
     methodologies required under Section 132.4(c) [for the State to develop a  
     numeric Tier I criterion according to Tier I methodologies if minimum data 
     requirements are met], and any alternative approaches.                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     This seems to be a reasonable approach, except that the states should not  
     have to derive separate human health and wildlife criteria where one is    
     likely to be protective of the other.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.058     
     
     Please see response to comment D2847.006.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T1           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2746.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements,  II.E.1.c,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA requests comments on all aspects of the issue including proposed       
     applicability provisions, the exceptions described in the Preamble and any 
     suggested alternatives.                                                    
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:                                                                  
                                                                                
     It is not clear as to which issue EPA is referring.                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     No comment.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.059     
     
     No response necessary.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2746.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Should the final rules require some or all of the proposed Guidance or     
     alternative requirements to be applied to any excluded pollutants?  Are any
     modifications necessary to apply the proposed methodologies or procedures  
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     to any of these pollutants?                                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     It is not necessary to apply the GLWQG to the excluded pollutants, which   
     are conventional and traditional pollutants.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.060     
     
     See response to: P2656.260                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2746.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements, II.F.,                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Comment on all aspects of the exclusion in Section 132.4(g), including     
     whether the final Guidance should specify minimum requirements for use of  
     this exclusion, demonstration elements, or procedures for EPA review of    
     these submissions.                                                         
                                                                                
     RECOMENDATION:                                                             
                                                                                
     No minimum requirements for use of this exclusion are necessary.           
     Case-by-case justification is appropriate.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.061     
     

�     EPA agrees that the scientific defensibility exclusion in  132.4(g)       
�     (redesignated as  132.4(h) in the final Guidance) should be maintained    

     without further detailed guidance on minimum requirements, demonstration   
     elements, or review procedures. Since the nature of the exclusions cannot  
     be predicted in detail, such guidance would need to be highly speculative  
     and likely could not anticipate all the circumstances.  EPA anticipates    
     that the State and EPA Regions will be able to address most situations in a
     reasonable way using professional judgment.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2746.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements, II.G.4.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Comment on the lists of BCCs and potential BCCs, the methodology used to   
     derive them, and all aspects of the issues related to BCCs.  In particular,
     should any or all of the potential BCCs be listed as BCCs and [provide] any
     additional data relevant to these determinations.                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     The discussion in the preamble on potential BCCs is unclear and the        
     rationale cannot be discerned.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2746.062     
     
     EPA has deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, for the
     reasons stated in section II.C.9 of the SID.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2746.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements,  II.H., Regulations Section 132.5       
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Comment on all aspects of proposed Section 132.5.  Comment on alternative  
     procedures that would be efficient and effective and would satisfy the     
     statutory requirements.  Should the final Guidance specifically distinguish
     between the NPDES program elements and water quality standards elements of 
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     Part 132, or should EA make this determination on a case-by-case basis for 
     each Part 132 submission?                                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     State adoption of the GLWQG methodologies and criteria into regulation is a
     lengthy and lobor intensive undertaking.  For NYS to have this completed   
     and submitted to EPA within 18 months of the date of final publication of  
     132.5 is unreasonable.  New York does not expect to simply adopt the GLWQG 
     regulations verbatim.  It must evaluate its procedures, including decisions
     concerning greater stringency and also evaluate the procedures for use in  
     the rest of the state and for groundwater.  This evaluation, justification 
     and rulemaking will require about 3 years.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.063     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2746.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements, II.I.,                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Should the final Guidance require verbatim adoption of all elements?       
     Comment also on the lack of this requirement in the proposed Guidance.     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     Verbatim adoption would appear to exclude a state from being more          
     stringent.  This is not appropriate and may not have been EPA's intention. 
     New York has expressed elsewhere that the GLWQG should be guidance and     
     states should be allowed flexibility in adopting appropriate regulations.  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.064     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2746.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements, II.I.,                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Is the approach of EPA not allowing a State's more restrictive provisions  
     to offset relaxation of other specific elements of the final Guidance an   
     appropriate one?  If not, under what circumstances should such relaxation  
     be allowed?                                                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     In some cases, where the outcome is the same, EPA should allow a state to  
     be less stringent in one area of the methodology if it is more so in       
     another.  New York has commented elsewhere that the GLWQG should be        
     guidance and not a regulatory requirement.  This would allow a flexible    
     approach where the overall regulations rather than individual components   
     would be evaluated in the final analysis.  Requiring each component to be  
     as stringent as the Guidance is unreasonable and may force states to adjust
     their procedures to avoid becoming overly stringent.  Such adjustment could
     create inconsistencies with other state programs which may be undesirable. 
                                                                                
     For example, GLWQG proposes 15 g/day fish consumption at a lipid content of
     5%.  NYS uses 33 g/day and assumes 3% lipid.  Although NYS's lipid content 
     assumption is less conservative than that of GLWQG, in the key factor of   
     daily fish lipid intake, NYS is more stringent than GLWQG (1 g vs 0.75 g). 
                                                                                
     If New York were required to use 5% lipid, it might be appropriate to      
     revise its fish consumption rate to maintain the same overall stringency as
     New York currently has and which is more stringent than the GLWQG.  Such   
     revisions are needless and undesirable.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.065     
     
     EPA agrees that requiring each element of a State's or Tribes adopted      
     provisions to be as protective as the final Guidance may be unrealistic and
     overly prescriptive.  For this reason, the final Guidance states that      
     adoption of a more protective element in one provision may be used to      
     offset a less protective element in the same provision as long as the      
     submitted provision is consistent with the Guidance.  At the same time, the
     final Guidance provides that adoption of a more protective element in one  
     provision is not justification for adoption of a less protective element in
     another provision of this part.  Such an approach, which would allow       
     offsets between various provisions, would be technically and               
     administratively unworkable for reasons stated in section II.D.2 of the    
     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that requiring each element of a State's or Tribes adopted      
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     provisions to be equivalent to or more protective than the final Guidance  
     may be unrealistic and overly prescriptive. For this reason, "offsets"     
     within a provision are not precluded by the final Guidance, as long as the 
     submitted provision is consistent with the Guidance.  At the same time, the
     final Guidance provides that adoption of a more protective element in one  
     provision is not justification for adoption of a less protective element in
     another provision of this part.  Such an approach, which would allow       
     "offsets" between various provisions, would be technically and             
     administratively unworkable for reasons stated in section II.D.2 of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2746.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements, II.J.,                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Should EPA issue National guidance or propose any modifications to 40 CFR  
     Parts 122-124, 130 and 131 in the future to correspond with specific       
     elements of the proposed rule?                                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     Although New York State prefers the GLWQG to go forth as guidance and not a
     requirement, if EPA does establish it as a requirement it should be a      
     requirement for the Nation as a whole in one rulemaking.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.066     
     
     EPA does not agree that the amendments to section 118(c)(2) of the CWA     
     directed EPA simply to publish non-binding guidance. This section not only 
     directs EPA to provide guidance to the Great Lakes States on minimum water 
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for the Great Lakes System, but also requires the States to adopt water    
     quality standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures 
     for waters within the Great Lakes System which are consistent with such    
     guidance or be subject to EPA promulgation (Section 118(c)(2)(C)).  EPA    
     believes that whether States and Tribes adopt minimum standards, policies, 
     and procedures consistent with the final Guidance, or whether EPA          
     promulgates them, the Congress intended that the final Guidance would      
     establish minimum, and ultimately, enforceable requirements for the Great  
     Lakes System.  See section II.D.2 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this    
     issue.                                                                     
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     EPA does not agree that there should be a national regulation in place of  
     the final Guidance.  See section II.F of the SID for EPA's analysis of this
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2746.067
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:                                                                 
                                                                                
     Preamble, regulatory requirements, II.K.,                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA is considering requiring States and Tribes to modify aquatic life and  
     wildlife criteria/values on a site-specific basis to provide protection    
     appropriate for endangered and threatened species, and requests comments on
     such an approach.                                                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     While we support the protection of endangered and threatened species, as   
     stated elsewhere, NYS believes the GLWQG should be guidance rather than    
     regulation.                                                                
                                                                                
     We are unable to comment on the proposed approach because EPA has provided 
     no details of how it would work.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.067     
     
     For more information on protection of threatened or endangered species see 
     Sections VIII.A.2., III.B.3., and II.G. of the SID.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2746.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.B.1.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should the guidelines include a provision for lowering an FAV for  
     "ecologically important" species?  Also, how should such species be defined
     for the Great Lakes, and are they adequately protected by the proposed     
     guidance?                                                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS believes the proposed GLWQG provides sufficient       
     protection for species in the GL basins.  EPA should, however, expect some 
     differences among states in implementing the proposed guidelines.          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.068     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2746.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.B.I.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Comment on the preference for freshwater acute-chronic ratios in    
     calculating a Final Chronic Value to protect species within the Great Lakes
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS believes that there is no demonstrated need for       
     distinguishing between freshwater and saltwater acute-chronic ratios in    
     calculating a FCV for the GLWQG.  EPA should utilize the National Guidance 
     approach for data acceptability for determining the inclusion of           
     acute-chronic ratios.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.069     
     
     See response to comment P2720.037.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2746.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble,aquatic life, III.B.1.                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should the guidance contain a provision for a CCC based on impacts 
     to wildlife?  Is it necessary for the aquatic life guidance to have        
     provisions to ensure protection of wildlife rather than a separate         
     methodology directed at protection of wildlife.                            
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     NYS believes that using seperate wildlife methodologies as proposed in the 
     GLWQG allows more accurate, species specific protection to wildlife than   
     would wildlife-based aquatic life provisions.  EPA should eliminate any    
     provisions for protecting wildlife through aquatic life criteria.          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.070     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2746.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.B.1.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  EPA believes that provision for usage of FDA action levels would be
     duplicative and less specific for the Great Lakes, and thus the proposed   
     guidance only provides for the derivation of a CCC based either on a FCV or
     FPV.  EPA requests comments on this issue, and especially on the issue of  
     deleting the use of a FRV.                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The FDA action level is a human health value and,         
     therefore, is not directly applicable to protection of aquatic life.  The  
     FCV, for protection of aquatic animals, together with the FPV, for         
     protection of aquatic plants provide sufficient protecton for aquatic life.
     NYS believes that it is appropriate to eliminate FDA action levels from the
     derivation of CCC's.                                                       
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     Response to: P2746.071     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2746.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.B.1.,                             
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is the bioavailability of contaminants adequately addressed using  
     site-specific modification approaches?  Are there alternatives to          
     addressing the issue of expressing toxicity of both bioavailable and total 
     contaminant concentrations?                                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  In accordance with recent USEPA guidance on the subject,  
     USEPA should promulgate metals criteria as dissolved.  States, however,    
     would be allowed to adopt total recoverable metals if they so choose.      
     States would be allowed to use total recoverable, a more stringent         
     crtierion, because it meets the consistency definition of the GLWQG.]      
                                                                                
     The regulations also should allow site-specific modification of the        
     criteria, either as total recoverable or dissolved.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.072     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020                                          
                                                                                
     EPA encourages site-specific modification of criteria where appropriate.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2746.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.B.1.                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is the bioavailability of contaminants adequately addressed using  
     site-specific modification approaches?  Are there alternatives to          
     addressing the issue of expressing toxicity of both bioavailable and total 
     contaminant concentrations?                                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  In accordance with recent USEPA guidance on the subject,  
     USEPA should promulgate metals criteria as disolved.  States, however,     
     would be allowed to adopt total recoverable metals if they so choose.      
     States would be allowed to use total recoverable, a more stringent         
     criterion, because it meets the consistency definition of the GLWQG.]      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.073     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2746.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.B.2.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  EPA requests comments on the alternative proposal of requiring     
     States and Tribes to adopt the current National criteria for these         
     pollutants even though these National criteria are based on methods        
     developed before 1985 or on less than the minimum data requirements for the
     1985 method.                                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS believes that adoption of national criteria developed 
     before 1985, especially thsoe not meeting minimum data requirements for the
     1985 method, is inappropriate for the proposed GLWQG.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.074     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/AL
     Comment ID: P2746.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, this Guidance would leave the derivation of aquatic life      
     criteria for aluminum to the States. EPA requests comment on this approach 
     and alternatively whether EPA itself should derive aquatic life criteria   
     for aluminum.                                                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  EPA should develop a scientifically sound criteria        
     document for aluminum, as it has for other important toxic metals, using   
     the National Guidance and Interim Guidance for metals.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.075     
     
     See response for comment P2656.200.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2746.076
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  For nine compounds or chemcial groups, the data used in the 1980   
     and the 1985 national criteria development did not meet Tier I requirements
     for development of aquatic life criteria.  It is unclear whether or not an 
     evaluation of literature and data generated since 1980 or 1985 was         
     conducted to ascertain compliance with Tier I requirements for development 
     of aquatic life criteria.                                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  Some of the compounds or compound groups have produced          
     (historically or currently) major impacts on the well being of communities 
     of aquatic life or wildlife.  The nine chemicals involved are aldrin,      
     chlordane, DDT, endosulfan, heptachlor, lindane, PCB, toxaphene and        
     chlorphyrifos.  In addition, it was noted, sufficient data are available to
     develop an aluminum criterion but time and resource limitations had        
     prevented criteria recommendations.                                        
                                                                                
     ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED:  A review of aquatic toxicology literature  
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     generated since 1980 or 1985.                                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  USEPA should clarify the status of compliance with Tier I 
     requirements with respect to data generated since 1980 or 1985.  If        
     sufficient information is available, USEPA should generate proposed        
     criteria for the compounds noted above.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.076     
     
     All 1980 criteria were evaluated for compliance with the newer minimum data
     requirements.  Several did not meet the requirements, as discussed in 58 FR
     20852.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2746.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  Should EPA promulgate the National criteria values for those       
     pollutants which have more stringent National criteria values?             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: EPA should utilize only the criteria that are developed    
     with the GLWQG methodologies in the GL basin.  Where the National criteria 
     are different, the National criteria are inappropriate.                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.077     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.C.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  EPA requests comments on the need for requiring limitations based  
     upon Tier II values as well as using WET in place of Tier II value, and    
     other options for harmonizinag the two requirements.                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS believes that limitation based on chemical specific   
     Tier II values is appropriate when Tier I data requirements cannot be met. 
     NYS also believes that when chemical specific data are absent, WET is an   
     appropriate basis for limitation.                                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.078     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For further discussion see response to      
     comment D3382.097.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.C.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is it appropriate to utilize short-term chronic tests to derive    
     Tier II values?                                                            
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS believes that the use of short-term tests to derive   
     Tier II values is not appropriate.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.079     
     
     See response to comment P2576.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.C.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should short-cut toxicity methods be used to derive Tier II values?
     EPA asks for recommendaitons on specific methods.                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Short-cut toxicity methods are appropriate for Tier II    
     values.  No comment on specific methods.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.080     
     
     See response to comment P2576.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.C.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Comment on the use of assumed ACRs in place of experimentally      
     derived ACRs, and particularly on the use of 18 as the default ACR.        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS supports the use of assumed ACRs and the use of 18 as 
     a default ACR in the GLWQG.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.081     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, aquatic life, III.C.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is the selection of an 80th percentile in establishing adjustment  
     factors appropriate?  Also, what about the use of factors "with daphnid    
     data" as opposed to the higher adjustment factors that would be necessary  
     if data for the specified daphnids are not required?                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS believes that the 80th percentile is appropriate as   
     proposed in the GLWQG.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.082     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2746.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Aquatic Life - Fed Reg 4/16/93 p. 20856 III.C.                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  The headings of Table III - 3 are reversed.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.083     
     
     EPA acknowledges the comment.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2746.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     REFERENCE:  Aquatic Life - Fed Reg 4/16/93 p. 20856 III. C. 1. b.          
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  The criteria development process of the International Joint        
     Commission used for criteria noted in the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Agreement needs to be accurately portrayed.                                
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  USEPA states that the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement       
     objectives have no technical basis and that the objectives were not        
     developed in consultation with states or tribes.  USEPA is wrong on both   
     counts.  Reports developed by the IJC Water Quality Boards and/or Aquatic  
     Ecosystem Objectives Committee provided the methodology employed in        
     developing water quality objectives, the studies and rational used in      
     deriving the objectives and the persons and agencies.  The representatives 
     included the federal government, states, provinces and academia; tribes    
     were not represented.  The proposed objectives were subjected to the public
     hearing process prior to being adopted by the U.S. and Canada.             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The preamble should be modified to portray the foundations
     of, and participation in, the development of water quality objectives in   
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement, in an accurate manner.            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.084     
     
     See the SID, especially Sections I and II, for a response to this and      
     related issues..                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2746.085
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/CRIT/CD
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  Criteria not based on impacts to region-specific organisms.        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  If the GLWQG is intended to be a region-specific program, 
     then any new criteria should be derived based on impacts to region-specific
     organisms.  This does not appear to be the case.  Rather, any new data that
     were available since the national criteria were derived were used, whether 
     the species was a Great Lakes species or not.  For example, the lowest new 
     LC50 data for the GLWQG cadmium criterion is for the striped bass, which is
     not a Great lakes species.  This is important data, and should perhaps be  
     used to revise the national cadmium criterion.  However, it is not         
     applicable to a Great Lakes Regional criterion, because to the best of our 
     knowledge, striped bass do not occur in the Great Lakes.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.085     
     
     See response to G2575.053.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2746.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.a., 3/31/93, double  
     spaced, p. 277.                                                            
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should Appendix B of Part 132 provide more guidance on the quality 
     of acceptable data?  Also, what additional factors should be reviewed for  
     acceptability of data?                                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The GLWQG is adequate; however, EPA should develop        
     additional procedures for verifying the health of the test organisms to    
     insure that flawed estimates of BAFs measured from unhealthy fish are      
     easily recognizable.  Inaccurte BAFs from unhealthy fish could then be     
     adjusted to provide appropriately consistent protection of consumers of    
     contaminated fish.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.086     
     
     The methodology for laboratory determination of bioconcentration factors   
     (see ASTM Standard E1022) specifies that a bioconcentration test should be 
     considered unacceptable if the test organisms were diseased, unhealthy, or 
     affected by the concentration of the test material.  The restrictions      
     against diseased and unhealthy animals are the same as for toxicity tests  
     with aquatic animals.  These restrictions do not guarantee that test       
     animals will never be diseased or unhealthy, but stricter requirements are 
     not considered feasible at this time.  EPA does not know of a validated    
     procedure for adjusting BCFs from unhealthy fish.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2746.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.a., double spaced,   
     3/31/93, p. 277.                                                           
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Comment on the GLWQG methods for developing a value for a BAF and  
     the preferred order.                                                       
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  It should be recognized that few reliable measurements of BAFs  
     are expected, given the difficulty of obtaining sufficient control or      
     knowledge of exposure conditions.                                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The preferred order of the GLWQG is appropriate, given the 
     difficulties described above.                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.087     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment, however the order has been slightly revised.  
     See IV.B.2.a.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2746.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.a., double spaced,   
     3/31/93, p. 277.                                                           
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Comment on the derivation of BAFs for inorganic chemicals such as  
     mercury and selenium.                                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Mercury -  EPA's step-by-step, proportioned derivation of 
     the mercury BCF is appropriate because of mercury's complexity of          
     speciation, toxicity and bioconcentration.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.088     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FS
     Comment ID: P2746.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.a., double spaced,   
     3/31/93, p. 277.                                                           
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Measured and predicted BAFs.                                       
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  NYS believes that measured BAFs are preferable to measured BCFs 
     for criteria development.  For consistency within the Great Lakes Guidance,
     however, measured BAFs for fish species not inhabiting the Great Lakes     
     should be excluded from criteria development.                              
                                                                                
     Conceptually a BAF is preferable to a BCF by their respective definitions. 
     Measured BAFs, therefore, should be preferable.  Measured field BAFs       
     reported in the literature, however, may be highly inaccurate because of   
     the uncontrolled conditions that occur in the field including variable     
     exposures and the occurrence of sediments pore - water at much higher      
     concentrations than the water column [BAF equation relates fish tissue     
     concentrations to water column and not to pore - water].  Consequently,    
     professional judgement of acceptability must be used before a reported     
     measured BAF is judged acceptable.                                         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.089     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that measured BAFs are preferable to measured  
     BCFs, and with the commenters preference for Great Lakes data over data    
     from other bodies of water because it better represents the physical,      
     chemical, and hydrological conditions present within the Great Lakes.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FS           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2746.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/WL/PCR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.b.iii., double       
     spaced, 3/31/93, pp.280-281.                                               

Page 10219



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Comment on the standard percent lipid values proposed in the       
     Guidance.  Specifically, are the trophic levels chosen to derive the human 
     health and wildlife standard percent lipid values appropriate, or should   
     the consumption weighted human health value of 4.7 percent be used in lieu 
     of the 5.0 percent lipid value currently proposed?  Also, is the margin of 
     safety provided by the use of the proposed values of 5.0 and 7.9 percent   
     lipid (which over estimate mean lipid values of fish consumed by Great     
     Lakes human and wildlife) necessary?                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS believes that the proposed trophic levels values for  
     human health and wildlife are appropriate but that the weighted human      
     health value (4.7%) should be used.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.090     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2746.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.b.iii., double       
     spaced, 3/31/93, p.281.                                                    
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  What solvent should be used in the measurement of percent lipids?  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  NYS believes that the methylene/chloride lipid extraction 
     is most ideal.  For final GLWQG, EPA should research the bioaccumulative   
     significance of different lipid fractions as a priority for the protection 
     of consumers of contaminated fish.                                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.091     
     
     EPA is not requiring the use of a standardized extraction method or a      
     consistent system to measure lipid content because the data at the present 
     time is not definitive.  Commenter proposed different lipid extraction     
     solvents but no rationale for selecting between the solvents was presented.
      EPA agrees with the commenter that further research on lipids should be a 
     priority.  EPA was not able to carry out the research necessary to         
     comprehensively address the issue of the bioaccumulative significance of   
     different lipid extractions due to the time constraints imposed by the     
     court ordered deadline.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2746.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.c., double spaced,   
     3/31/93, p.283.                                                            
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Comment on the basic premise that a BCF may overestimate or        
     underestimate a BAF.                                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The BCF will underestimate the BAF for water-borne        
     substances that are hydrophobic, lipophilic, poorly metabolized in aquatic 
     organisms, and which, therefore, biomagnify.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.092     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the BCF will underestimate the BAF for  
     water-borne substances that are hydrophobic, lipophilic, poorly metabolized
     in aquatic biota and which, therefore, biomagnify.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2746.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.c., double spaced,   
     3/31/93, p. 283.                                                           
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Comment on the appropriateness of FCMs based on the Thomann model. 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The FCMs, based on the Thomann Model, may well be          
     appropriate, but EPA should explain the biological assumptions upon which  
     the FCMs rely.  EPA should further define and quantify the uncertainty     
     associated with predicted BAFs from FCMs.                                  
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     Response to: P2746.093     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has better explained the biological assumptions 
     used in deriving the FCMs.  In addition, EPA has performed a statistical   
     analysis of the measured and BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas       
     (1993).  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993)      
     against the field- measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the      
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two- fold     
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold         
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2746.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.d., double spaced,   
     3/31/93, p. 285.                                                           
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Comment on suggested methods to adjust predicted BAFs for chemicals
     that are metabolized.  Also, comment on the types of chemicals or chemical 
     groups for which the BAF might be affected by metabolism and the possible  
     use of an "effective FCM", as described in the Preamble, to account for    
     metabolism when measured BAFs are not available, but measured BCFs are     
     available and any other alternative methods not described.                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The provision of the BAF methodology for predicting BAFs  
     of metabolized chemicals in the proposed GLWQG is appropriate for          
     conservative protection of fish consumers.  Because bioaccumulative,       
     metabolized chemicals exhibit such variable and unpredictable BAFs, EPA    
     should provide scientifically sound guidance for greater accuracy and      
     certainty in predicting their BAFs to more accurately protect consumers of 
     fish.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.094     
     
     EPA believes that use of the "effective FCM" has limited applicability and 
     may generalize the effects of metabolism. However, by including a BAF      
     predicted from the BSAF methodology as the second data preference, EPA is  
     including an additional method for calculating BAFs that accounts for      
     metabolism.  In addition, since only field-measured BAFs, BAFs derived from
     the BSAF methodology, BAFs less than 125 can be used to derive Tier I      
     criteria for human health and wildlife, metabolism is either accounted for 
     in Tier I criteria or cannot substantially reduce the criteria.            
                                                                                
     EPA has not required the use of the an "effective FCM" in the final        
     Guidance, but recognizes that it is a valid method that could be used by   
     States or Tribes to account for metabolism.                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2746.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.e., double spaced,   
     3/31/93, p. 286.                                                           
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Comment on the merit of the approaches described in the Preamble   
     for refining the predicted BAFs, in light of the fact that standard lipid  
     values, FCMs and measured and predicted BAFs do not take into account      
     bioavailability and partitioning.  Also, provide any additional            
     recommendations for dealing with bioavailability and partitioning of       
     chemicals of concern.                                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The BAF prediction procedure in the proposed GLWQG is     
     appropriate at this time.                                                  
                                                                                
     For consistent environmental protection, however, the EPA should refine the
     methods for predicting BAFs to account for bioavailability and partitioning
     as soon as possible.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.095     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the BAF prediction procedure is         
     appropriate.  EPA has revised the methodology to account for               
     bioavailability and partitioning of chemicals.  In the final Guidance, EPA 
     has decided to use the freely dissolved concentration of organic chemicals 
     in the derivation of baseline BAFs and the total concentration of the      
     chemical for derivation of Tier I human health and wildlife criteria.  The 
     fraction of the chemical in the ambient water that is freely dissolved will
     be calculated using the Kow for the chemical and the concentration of DOC  
     and POC in the ambient water.  For further details on derivation of this   
     equation, see the final BAF TSD which is available in the public docket for
     this rulemaking.                                                           
                                                                                
     Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the concentration of the freely  
     dissolved chemical in water permits the derivation of generic BAFs devoid  
     of site-specific influences and considerations, such as varying            
     concentrations of POC and DOC and allows consistent usage and derivation of
     the BAFs throughout the Guidance.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
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     Comment ID: P2746.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, bioaccumulation factors, IV.B.3.f., double spaced,   
     3/31/93, p. 287.                                                           
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Comment on other approaches which might be used to identify         
     pollutants of greatest concern to the Great Lakes (e.g chemical release and
     production data plus chemical toxicity and persistence). Also, comment on  
     the use of BAFs to identify those pollutants of greatest concern.          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: NYS supports identifying pollutants of greatest concern    
     with BAFs as proposed in the GLWQG. [Because of the numerically imprecise  
     nature of measured and estimated BAFs, EPA should expect some              
     implementation differences among states in the GL Basin.]                  
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.096     
     
     See response to: P2746.097                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2746.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.097 is imbedded in comment #.096.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because of the numerically imprecise nature of measured and estimated BAFs,
     EPA should expect some implementation differences among states in the GL   
     Basin.                                                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.097     
     
     EPA understands that there may be some differences among States and Tribes 
     in implementing the special provisions for BCCs, but expects that          
     implementation will result in improved consistency throughout the Great    
     Lakes System in controlling persistent, bioaccumulative pollutants.        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.1.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should EPA require states to adopt Tier 1 criteria identical to    
     National guidance for organoleptic substances developed under 304(a) Clean 
     Water Act?  National organoleptic-based criteria exist for 13              
     chemicals/classes.  Should these criteria be updated if incorporated in    
     final GLG to reflect new data or a different methodology?                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  It is reasonable to include organoleptic criteria as part 
     of the GLWQG.  [However, the requirement for adoption raises that issue of 
     whether the GLWQG should be guidance or regulation, which is addressed     
     elsewhere.]  If there is a reason to change methodologies and/or the       
     criteria themselves, that should be done.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.098     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.099 is imbedded in comment #.098.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the requirement for adoption raises the issue of whether the GLWQG
     should be guidance or regulation, which is addressed elsewhere.            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.099     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.100
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.1.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should organoleptic criteria be developed for chemicals other than 
     those listed on p. 299 and at what priority compared to derivation of Tier 
     1 criteria and values for other pollutants on Table 6 of 40 CFR Part 132?  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  EPA should develop additional criteria based on           
     organoleptic effects.  Priority should be based on frequency of occurrence 
     and damage to the use of the resource.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.100     
     
     See response to comment P2742.237.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2746.101
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.3.                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Lifetime cancer risk level in developing Human Health criteria.    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  [As stated elsewhere, NYS believes the GLWQG should be    
     guidance rather than regulation. This will allow the states to set         
     appropriate risk levels.]  Regardless of its final form, however, we       
     believe the cancer risk level should be 10 (exp-6).  In addition to        
     providing greater protection than a 10 (exp-5) level, it will result in    
     greater nationwide consistency.  We also believe that using a more         
     stringent risk level (i.e. 10 (exp-6)) greatly reduces the need to consider
     additivity of carcinogens in permits, which would be a cumbersome process. 
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     Response to: P2746.101     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2746.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.102 is imbedded in comment #.101.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated elsewhere, NYS believs the GLWQG should be guidance rather than  
     regulation.  This will allow the states to set appropriate risk levels.    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.102     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.4.a.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Issue of adjustment factor of (L/Le) (exp 3) appropriate for cancer
     studies with less than lifetime duration?                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The use of some adjustment for less than lifetime duration
     is appropriate; we have no comment, however, on the specific choice of a   
     factor.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.103     
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     See response to P2656.233.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.4.a.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Interspecies scaling factor in calculation of risk-associated dose:
     Use of 2/3 exponent and possible use of 3/4 exponent.                      
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  Selection of appropriate, consistent scaling factors for use by 
     all federal agencies is being considered by an inter-agency work group, and
     EPA may reopen the comment period on GLWQG if this is resolved in time.    
     Existing NYS methodology in regulation requires use of the 2/3 exponent,   
     which is more stringent than the 3/4 exponent or use of body weight.       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Any change to a less conservative factor (e.g. 3/4         
     exponent) should be done only if EPA can demonstrate that the surface area 
     factor is overly conservative and scientifically inappropriate, and that a 
     different factor gives a truer estimation of actual risk to humans.        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.104     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2746.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.4.b., Fed. Reg 4/16/93, Part 132   
     Appendix C II.B.                                                           
                                                                                

Page 10228



$T044618.TXT
     ISSUE:  Should EPA specify in the methodology a longer list of deleterious 
     effects that noncancer criteria should protect against?                    
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  EPA does not make clear the list it is referring to, but        
     apparently means acute/subacute, chronic/subchronic and                    
     reproductive/developmental.                                                
                                                                                
     ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED:  Does EPA intend to include immunotoxicity  
     as an effect it wants carefully considered?                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We do not think that every conceivable type of adverse    
     nononcogenic effect should have to be listed in order for criteria to be   
     derived to be protective against such effect.  However, II.B. in Appendix C
     does not appear to allow the flexibility to include other effects the way  
     EPA in the Preamble believes that it does.  EPA should reword II.B. to use 
     language like "including but not limited to" before it lists the effects.  
     [If EPA intends to include immunotoxicity as an effect it wants carefully  
     considered, listing it would be appropriate.]                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.105     
     
     See response to 2741.103.  EPA intended, with its list, that all studies   
     which exhibit possible adverse effects be reviewed and ultimately be       
     protected against when criteria and values are developed.  EPA believes the
     list as stated encompasses any effect which can be deemed adverse including
     immunotoxicity, based on a States or Tribe's judgment.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2746.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.106 is imbedded in comment #.105.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA intends to include immunotoxicity as an effect it wants carefully   
     considered, listing it would be appropriate.                               
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.106     
     
     EPA believes the list of deleterious effects listed in the proposed        
     preamble encompasses any effect which can be deemed adverse, including     
     immunotoxicity, based on a State or Tribe's professional judgment.  Thus   
     EPA is retaining the proposed list in the final Guidance.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

Page 10229



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.4.b.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Generally, comment on species selection in calculating the         
     acceptable daily exposure (ADE) as described on pp. 316-317.  Specifically,
     should the most sensitive animal species be used as a default when the most
     biologically relevant species is not identified, or should another approach
     be used?                                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We support the EPA approach as described, including the   
     use of the most sensitive animal species as a default when the most        
     biologically relevant species is not identified.  This is a reasonable and 
     prudent approach for the protection of human health.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.107     
     
     EPA agrees with comment                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.4.b., Part 132 Appendix C          
     III.B.4.a.                                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Are the proposed uncertainty factors (UFs) appropriate or should   
     others be used?                                                            
                                                                                
     COMMENTS AND RECOMMENDATIONS:  This a lengthy issue, as EPA proposes a     
     number of UFs to be used in noncarcinogen risk assessment.                 
                                                                                
     Intraspecies UF                                                            
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     The UF of 10 to protect sensitive subpopulations of humans (III.B.4.a. of  
     Appendix C to Part 132) is appropriate.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.108     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.  In addition, EPA has modified the language in the
     final Guidance to clarify the use of uncertainty factors.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: P2746.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UFs for Study Duration and Adequacy of Data                                
                                                                                
     EPA needs to clarify the GLWQG in these areas.  They describe (III.B.4.c.  
     of Appendix C to Part 132) a UF of up to 10 to account for less than       
     chronic duration of an animal study.  Two paragraphs later, in 4.e., they  
     describe an additional UF of between one and 10 for "limited effects data  
     or incomplete subacute or chronic toxicity data."  The TSD describes one   
     use of this UF to be as an additional UF to account for study duration when
     using a 28-day exposure.  This implies a total UF of up to 100 to account  
     for study duration:  up to 10 from 28 days to 90 days and up to an         
     additional 10 from 90 days to chronic.  We don't object to this but the    
     proposed regulations should be clarified as to the intended use of the UF  
     in III.B.4.e. of Appendix C to Part 132 and as to whether a total UF of up 
     to 100 is intended for a 28-day study.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.109     
     
     The final Guidance has been changed to clarify use of uncertainty factors  
     associated with less chronic and subchronic data  (see II.B.4 of the final 
     Guidance).                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/MD
     Comment ID: P2746.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 10231



$T044618.TXT
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Confusion also arises from the discussion of minimum data requirements for 
     Tier II in II.B.2. of Appendix C to Part 132, where it states "An          
     additional uncertainty factor may be applied...in addition to the standard 
     uncertainty factors which account for intra- and interspecies              
     variability...in order to further accommodate the extrapolation of short   
     study duration (28-days) to lifetime exposure and to compensate for the    
     lack of complete toxicological data base."  EPA should confirm that they   
     are referring to the UF in III.B.4.e.  If so, they should clarify II.B.2.  
     to that effect, with a reference to III.B.4.e. as a UF addition to the one 
     in III.B.4.c. to extrapolate from subchronic to chronic.  The language     
     about intra- and interspecies certainty is not needed here.                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.110     
     
     EPA has changed the final Guidance to clarify the use of uncertainty       
     factors with regard to Tier II value derivation.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, is the UF described in III.B.4.e. of Appendix C of Part 132   
     intended to be used for Tier I as well as Tier II?  It would seem that Tier
     I criteria should not need this type of UF to be applied, but the          
     discussion of total uncertainty (III.B.4.f.) implies that it can be used   
     for Tier I criteria.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.111     
     
     EPA has changed the language in the final Guidance to clarify the use of   
     uncertainty factors for Tier I criteria and Tier II values. The language   
     states that the maximum uncertainty factor in deriving a Tier I criterion  
     is 10,000 and 30,000 for a Tier II value.  (See III.B.4.g.)                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2746.112
     Cross Ref 1: 

Page 10232



$T044618.TXT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Interspecies UF                                                            
                                                                                
     EPA should seriously consider replacing the proposed interspecies UF of 10 
     with the interspecies scaling factor (body weight to 2/3 or 3/4) that the  
     GLWQG will use for carcinogen risk assessment.  The UF of 10 is not likely 
     to be equally appropriate for data from all species of mammals, whereas the
     interspecies scaling factor would.  After extrapolating using the scaling  
     factor, any true interspecies uncertainty could be accounted for by the use
     of a small uncertainty factor.                                             
                                                                                
     If EPA does not change to an interspecies scaling factor, we would like    
     them to justify why such a scaling factor is appropriate for interspecies  
     conversion for carcinogens but not for noncarcinogens.                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.112     
     
     EPA agrees with comment and will consider the use of a scaling factor in   
     noncancer risk assessments.  Generally, however, the interspecies scaling  
     factor, used in determining cancer potency, has been used to determine     
     equivalent doses between species, with less emphasis on the                
     pharmacodynamics between the species.  (The mechanism for cancer has       
     historically been considered similar between animal and man.)  The         
     interspecies uncertainty factor, used in noncancer risk assessments, is    
     designed specifically to account for possible differences between species  
     in terms of toxicological sensitivity.  For example, do mica and rats react
     similarly to a chemical as humans.  The interspecies uncertainty factor    
     conservatively assumes that humans may be at least 10 times more sensitive 
     than tested mammalian species, in the absence of pharmacokinetic data that 
     indicates otherwise.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Total Uncertainty                                                          
                                                                                
     The maximum total uncertainty of 30,000 seems appropriate for Tier II      
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     values but we question if Tier I criteria should be derived if the         
     uncertainty is that great.  We ask EPA to confirm their allowance of a     
     maximum total uncertainty of 30,000 for Tier I criteria.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.113     
     
     EPA has changed the final Guidance to clarify  that an uncertainty factor  
     of 10,000 is the maximum allowable uncertainty factor for a Tier I         
     criterion.  This is consistent with Agency practices in developing RfDs.   
     While very rare, an uncertainty factor of 10,000 is the upper limit the    
     Agency believes is scientifically defensible in developing an RfD.  The    
     maximum uncertainty factor of 30,000 for Tier II is also retained in the   
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.4.c.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should EPA deviate from IRIS values in deriving Great Lakes        
     criteria (because of new data, different procedures or interpretation,     
     etc.).                                                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  By definition, use of the GLWQG methodologies and whatever
     data are selected is the best scientific determination and should be used. 
     Where IRIS is not the best scientific determination, it should not be used.
     
     
     Response to: P2746.114     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.5.a.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is the use of a 70 kg body weight assumption appropriate, and      
     should body weights of sensitive subpopulations (e.g. children) be used    
     where that subpopulation is most sensitive?                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We see no reason to deviate from a 70 kg body weight for  
     adults.  Whenever there is an indication that children might be more       
     sensitive than adults, values protective of them should be derived using   
     body weight and water consumption values appropriate for children.         
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.115     
     
     See section V.C.5.a. of the Supplemental Information Document.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.5.b.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Are exposure periods of less than 70 years appropriate to account  
     for mobility of individuals in and out of the Great Lakes Basin?           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  It is not clear if EPA expects that people will be exposed
     to higher or lower levels of contaminants during the years spent outside of
     the Great Lakes Basin than during the years within the Great Lakes Basin   
     and how EPA intends to adjust their GLWQG criteria and methodologies to    
     account for this.  We suggest that this kind of fine tuning is impractical 
     and futile to attempt.                                                     
                                                                                
     When setting standards, the only pratical assumption is that exposures in  
     and outside the Basin are at levels that are comparably protective.        
     Therefore no adjustment is appropriate.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.116     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.5.b.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should longer (than 70 years) lifetime exposure periods be used    
     (e.g. 75 years).                                                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We don't see how assuming a longer lifetime exposure      
     period would be translated into a different human health methodology or    
     result in different criteria or values.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.117     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.5.c.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should a factor be included for incidental dermal exposure which   
     occurs through recreational activities?                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We are not aware of a strong need for a separate factor to
     account for incidental dermal exposure from recreational activities.  In   
     fact, we believe that the emphasis in the GLWQG on oral exposure during    
     recreational activities is excessive.  A better approach would be to use a 
     more conservative relative source contribution assumption for both BCCs and
     non BCCs to account for all exposure other than drinking water and fish,   
     rather than trying to fine tune the methodologies to account for every     
     minor waterborne exposure possibility.                                     
                                                                                
     However, if EPA decides to continue to try to address recreational         
     exposure, they should do it right and address dermal as well as ingestion, 
     as dermal often constitutes a greater recreational exposure than ingestion.
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     Response to: P2746.118     
     
     See response to comment P2718.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.5.d.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should surface water criteria for waters designated for drinking   
     water uses assume consumption of untreated water, as proposed?             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Generally, yes.  In some situations, waters are consumed  
     without treatment and, in most cases, current water treatment systems do   
     not reliably remove significant amounts of toxic substances.  [Furthermore,
     requiring water treatment systems to treat additional pollutants or        
     pollutant loads will shift the cost of treatment from the generator to     
     others and this is unfair.]                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.119     
     
     See response to comment D2724.599.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.120
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.120 is imbedded in comment #.119.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, requiring water treatment systems to treat additional         
     pollutants or pollutant loads will shift the cost of treatment from the    
     generator to others and this is unfair.                                    
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     Response to: P2746.120     
     
     See response to comment D2724.599.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.5.d.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is a water consumption rate of 2 L/day protective of both drinking 
     water and incidental ingestion exposure for waters that may be used as both
     a drinking water source and for recreation?                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Yes, it is.  To one significant figure, 2.01 is no        
     different from 2.  To infer that 2.01 L/day is a substantial improvement   
     over 2 L/day would grossly overrepresent the confidence in the value of 2. 
     2 L/day should be retained as adequately protective of both uses.          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.121     
     
     See response to comment D3053.041.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFEREMCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.5.d.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Selection of standard value for daily water ingestion:  Is a value 
     other than 2 L/day (e.g. 1.4 L/day) more appropriate?                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  2 L/day is a conservative and reasonable assumption,      
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     widely used and accepted; we see no reason to change it.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.122     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Comment 126                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.g.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should actual data be used (when available) to calculate the surface
     water exposure contribution to total human exposure for both               
     bioaccumulative and nonbioaccumulative chemicals, instead of the proposed  
     default approach for nonbioaccumulatives only?                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: No, it should not.  Please refer to the related issue,     
     "Should an alternative default RSC be used...".(Issue #H-21)               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.123     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment 126                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.g.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should a "basement" and "ceiling" ranging from 20-80% be used when  
     actual data indicate the RSC to be less than 20% or greater than 80%?      
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     RECOMMENDATION: No, they should not.  Please refer to related isuue on     
     "Should an alternate default RSC be used..." (Issue #H-21)                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.124     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment 126                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.g.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should 100% exposure from surface water be used for all pollutants? 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: No, it should not.  Please refer to related issue, "Should 
     an alternative default RSC be used..." (Issue # H-21)                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.125     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.g.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  H-21                                                               
                                                                                
     Should an alternative default RSC be used (other than 80% for BCCs and 100%
     for non-BCCs in deriving noncancer criteria/values)?                       
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     RECOMMENDATION: In the GLWQG, EPA states that surface water is the major   
     source of exposure to BCCs and allocates the majority (80%) of the ADI to  
     this source.  However, for non-BCCs, for which EPA states surface water is 
     a minor source, EPA allocates more (100%) of the ADI to surface water, not 
     less.  This appears to represent reverse logic.                            
                                                                                
     [The RSC should not be based on current levels of contamination.           
     Theoretically, the ADI should be allocated among sources (water, air, food,
     etc.) in a way that would minimize the cost of reducing total exposure down
     to that amount.  this is not practically possible, however.  Although      
     somewhat arbitrary, the allocation of 40% of the ADI for fish and drinking 
     water consumption seems reasonable for all substances, with the balance    
     allocated to air, food, and other routes.]                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.126     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .127 is imbedded in comment .126.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The RSC should not be based on current levels of contamination.            
     theoretically, the ADI shoud be allocated among sources (water, air, food, 
     etc.) in a way that would minimize the cost of reducing total exposure down
     to that amount.  This is not practically possible, however.  Although      
     somewhat arbitrary, the allocation of 40% of the ADI for fish and drinking 
     water consumption seems reasonable for all substances, with the balance    
     allocated to air, food, and other routes.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.127     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.g.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should an RSC approach be used in calculating cancer values?        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: No.  It is appropriate to select a risk level for the      
     combined water and fish exposure.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.128     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment 133                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.h.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the final methodology specify a different set of exposure    
     assumptions [than 15 g fish/day and 2 L/day] for use in deriving criteria  
     protective of acute and subchronic effects?                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: See related issue on "Should EPA require the derivation of 
     criteria/values addressing short-term, high level exposures...". (Issue #  
     H-27)                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.129     
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.200.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.h.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should all exposure levels (water consumption, fish consumption) and
     exposure duration be changed in order to develop a criterion exclusively   
     developed for a child?                                                     
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: EPA is unclear as to whether this would be an option to be used  
     in addition to developing values for adults, or as a replacement.          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.130     
     
     The RfD is designed to be protective of all individuals, including         
     children.  However, in some cases, States may want to alter the exposure   
     assumptions if they believe that it is more appropriate. Therefore, States 
     and Tribes have the option of developing more stringent criteria on a      
     chemical-by-chemical basis if they believe it is more appropriate, based on
     the mechanistic properties and anticipated exposures for that chemical, to 
     specifically protect women, children or any subpopulation for which the    
     State determines that modification of the default assumptions would be     
     appropriate. However, in these cases, all assumptions should be changed to 
     reflect the target population.  For example, if a criterion is developed   
     expressly to protect children, then the body weight, drinking water intake,
     fish consumption intake, and any other exposure assumptions included should
     all be indicative of a child's exposure.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment 133                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.h.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Are exposure periods other than one and 10 days more appropriate for
     deriving values?                                                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: See related issue on "Should EPA require the derivation of 
     criteria/values addressing short-term, high level exposures...". (Issue #  
     H-27)                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.131     
     
     See response to comment P2576.119.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment 133                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.h.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should 448g (1 lb) and 2240g (5 lb) be used on a reasonable,        
     worst-case one-day and 10-day fish consumption estimates, respectively for 
     deriving one- and 10-day values protective of acute and subchronic effects?
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: See related issue on "Should EPA require the derivation of 
     criteria/values addressing short-term, high level exposures...". (Issue #  
     H-27)                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.132     
     
     See response to comment P2576.119.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2746.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.5.h.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  H-27                                                               
                                                                                
     Should EPA require the derivation of criteria/values addressing short-term,
     high level exposures where sufficient data exists and providing that the   
     more stringent of the chronic and acute/subchronic criteria/values apply in
     regulating CWA discharges?                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The GLWQG methodologies to protect against chronic exposure
     should yield highly protective numbers.  EPA should justify the public     
     health need to develop additional numbers for acute and subchronic effects 
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     before requiring states to do so.  EPA should avoid fine-tuning its        
     requirements to the point that limited state resources are diverted from   
     activities that are clearly valuable.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.133     
     
     See response to comment G3207.018.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2746.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment 143                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.6.a,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE: EPA wants comments on the procedures proposed for deriving Tier I   
     criteria and Tier II values for possible carcinogens (Class C).            
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The procedures are adequate as proposed, but see related   
     comment on minimum database requirement for carcinogens.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.134     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2746.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.6.a.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should an additional uncertainty factor (up to 10) be used in       
     deriving a noncancer endpoint for group C chemicals to provide protection  
     against possible carcinogenicity?                                          
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     RECOMMENDATION: We do not recommend the use of an additional uncertainty   
     factor when deriving a non-cancer endpoint to account for possible         
     carcinogenicity.  There is no scientific basis for the factor.  The        
     arbitrary addition of uncertainty factors can result in a loss of          
     credibility of the standard and can undermine our programs.                
                                                                                
     The approach as proposed in the GLWQG to derive risk-based numbers for     
     those possible carcinogens where data warrant is appropriate.  For those   
     group C chemicals that do not meet this requirement, EPA should consider   
     additional studies.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.135     
     
     See response to P2718.130                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.6.b.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Is the use of a Tier II human health methodology appropriate?  How  
     appropriate is the specific approach that is proposed?  Are other          
     methodologies more appropriate, and are there practical options            
     [alternatives] to the use of a Tier II methodology?                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The use of a Tier II methodology seems appropriate.  Our   
     comments on specific aspects on the human health methodologies are provided
     in response to other questions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.136     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.6.b.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: It is appropriate to use surrogate chemicals to develop Tier II     
     values?                                                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Yes, it is.  This approach has been used in NYS to develop 
     ambient water quality guidance values.  Examples include values for general
     PAHs based on correlation to benzo(a)pyrene.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.137     
     
     See response to P2742.267                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.6.b.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: To avoid unnecessary testing, an alternative Tier II approach would 
     require testing only for those chemicals of concern for which a surrogate  
     cannot be determined.  Is this alternative feasible and does it have       
     scientific merit?                                                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The GLWQG methodologies should allow for development of    
     Tier II values based on chemical correlation, but EPA should realize that  
     this will not reduce the requirement for Tier II data generation by a      
     significant extent.                                                        
                                                                                
     See our related comment on the requirement to generate data for Table 6    
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.138     
     
     See response to P2742.267                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/MC
     Comment ID: P2746.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Preamble, human health, V.B.8.,                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE: EPA requests comments on the proposed HCVs and HNCs in Table 3 of   
     proposed 40 CFR Part 132.                                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: Presumably EPA mean HNVs not HNCs.                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The criteria document for the Tier II Human Cancer         
     Criterion for methylene chloride contains an apparent typographical error  
     in the calculation fo the HCV for nondrinking water sources.  The          
     calculation shows a BAF of 3.5 1/kg rather than 2.5 1/kg.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.139     
     
     EPA has changed the BAF for methylene chloride (and all BAFs in the GLWQI) 
     to reflect differences by trophic level.  The new BAFs for methylene       
     chloride are 1 for Trophic level 3 and 2 for Trophic level 4.  These are   
     part of the criteria and value calculations for methylene chloride.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P2746.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.B.8.,                                
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  What approach should EPA take to establishing dioxin criteria for  
     the GLG prior to completion of its ongoing dioxin studies?                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  EPA should hold off on finalizing GLWQG dioxin criteria   
     until the ongoing studies are complete.  However, that process should be   
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     completed as soon as possible.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2746.140     
     
     See response to comments D2724.224 and D2741.115.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/CN
     Comment ID: P2746.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, human health, V.D.1.a.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should the (slightly more stringent) drinking water National       
     criterion be promulgated for cyanide, [apparently] in place of the proposed
     GLWQG value?                                                               
                                                                                
     ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED:  It is not clear from EPA's explanation in  
     the Preamble what the exact and full nature of and extent of the           
     differences are between the two values.  It would seem that if the GLWQG   
     fish consumption rate is greater than that used for deriving National      
     criteria that the GLWQG value would be more stringent, so the difference   
     must lie in terms of rounding and one or more unnamed factors.             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Values proposed under the GLWQG should be developed in    
     accordance with the methodologies also proposed under the GLWQ.  If EPA is 
     not satisfied with the product of their methodologies, they should change  
     the methodologies rather than circumventing them.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.141     
     
     In the final Guidance, the new GLWQI human health drinking water criterion 
     (600 ug/L) for cyanide is more stringent than the criterion listed in the  
     National Toxics Rule (700 ug/L).  This is due to the use of a relative     
     source contribution of 0.8 in setting GLWQI criteria.  The same study is   
     used in deriving both criteria. EPA will not use the National Toxics Rule  
     criterion for cyanide in the GLWQI.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Regulations Section 132.4                   
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Human Health Criteria Deriving Methodologies                       
                                                                                
     Lack of consistency with methodology for Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA) and
     National guidance for deriving ambient criteria under the Clean Water Act  
     (CWA).                                                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The GLWQG contains provisions in the human health criteria
     deriving methodologies that differ substantially from those used to derive 
     drinking water MCLs under the SDWA or those being considered for revision  
     to the National guidance for ambient criteria under the Clean Water Act    
     (CWA).  Examples include Relative Source Contribution (RSC), separate vs.  
     combined values for fish and drinking water [GLWQG proposes combined, EPA  
     preliminary recommendation for National guidance for CWA ambient criteria  
     is for separate values] and derivation of values for class C carcinogens.  
                                                                                
     EPA should strive for consistency among its water-related human health     
     methodologies, not just consistency within the Great Lakes Basin.  To have 
     such major differences is an unwarranted inconsistency, and opens EPA to   
     criticism.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.142     
     
     See response to G2788.010                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2746.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  Minimum data for carcinogens.                                      
     Clarification needed in description of minimum data requirements for       
     carcinogens.                                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The entire II.A of this Appendix needs to be substantially
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     clarified.  It is presented in such a muddled fashion as to require        
     multiple, careful reading (by one familiar with carcinogen classification) 
     to even begin to understand its provisions.                                
                                                                                
     [The first sentence in II.A.1 is unclear in its reference to "weight of    
     evidence."]  [Definitions for human and probable and possible human        
     carcinogens could be removed from the text and placed in a list of         
     definitions.]  [The sentence that begins with "Possible human carcinogens, 
     may be suitable for Tier 1 criterion development..." should be modified to 
     clearly differentiate that subgroup of possible carcinogens that are       
     suitable for Tier 1 criterion development.  The description of "limited    
     evidence" in the first paragraph of A.1. partially and confusingly overlaps
     with the A.1.b.ii.  All of A.1.a. and A.1.b. should be removed from the    
     text and placed in a Table.]                                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.143     
     
     The final guidance has been rewritten to enhance clarity and increase      
     flexibility with regard to group c chemicals.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2746.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .144 is imbedded in comment .143                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The first sentence in II.A.1 is unclear in its reference to "weight of     
     evidence."                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.144     
     
     The final Guidance has been rewritten to clearly indicate what "weight of  
     evidence " means for both Tier I and Tier II.  There is also a description 
     of each of the EPA Cancer Classification Groups (human, probable, possible 
     carcinogens) and an explanation of sufficient and insufficient cancer      
     evidence.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2746.145
     Cross Ref 1: cc Reg def
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .145 is imbedded in comment .143                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Definitions for human and probable and possible human carcinogens could be 
     removed from the text and placed in a list of definitions.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.145     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment, however, has decided to keep the definitions  
     of human, probable and possible carcinogens in the text related to         
     carcinogens to enhance the reader's understanding of sufficient and        
     inadequate human cancer evidence.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2746.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .146 is imbedded in comment .143                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sentence that begins with "Possible human carcinogens, may be suitable 
     for Tier 1 criterion development..." should be modified to clearly         
     differentiate that subgroup of possible carcinogens that are suitable for  
     Tier 1 criterion development.  The description of "limited evidence" in the
     first paragraph of A.1. partially and confusingly overlaps with the        
     A.1.b.ii.  All of A.1.a. and A.1.b. should be removed from the text and    
     placed in a Table.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.146     
     
     Language has been rewritten and modified to allow for case-by-case         
     determinations for all potential carcinogens.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P2746.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because there are some possible human carcinogens for which the weight of  
     evidence is not sufficient even to derive Tier II human cancer values, EPA 
     should consider adding a note at the end of A.2. that for such possible    
     human carcinogens, a noncancer value should be derived.  This note may     
     deviate from the approach of giving pure minimum data requirements, but    
     would be useful to the reader who may not realize this from the Preamble.  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.147     
     
     See response to P2746.146                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/FC
     Comment ID: P2746.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  - Human Health                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Proposed fish consumption level of 15 g/day should be re-evaluated.
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The fish consumption rate of 15 g/day and 5% lipid content
     is based on consumption of fish caught only in the Great Lakes Basin.  For 
     the resulting standard to be protective, there must be no exposure to the  
     substance from fish caught outside the Great Lakes.  We believe that it is 
     more appropriate to assume that all consumed fish could be contaminated to 
     the level of the standard.  Consequently, EPA should derive a fish         
     consumption rate and lipid content for the entire fish diet of people in   
     the Great Lakes Region.                                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.148     
     
     See response to comments P2771.193 and P2742.051.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/FC
     Comment ID: P2746.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Ideally, EPA should select a consumption rate that is as great as or       
     exceeds virtually all consumption rates.  If a lower consumption rate is   
     selected EPA should acknowledge this limitation on the resources and       
     explain what cautions it intends to advocate to those who might exceed the 
     selected consumption rate.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.149     
     
     See response to comments P2771.200 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/1993; Regulations Section 132.3 (c)             
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Clarification needed regarding criteria in Table 3 of Part 132 and 
     their adoption requirements.                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Proposed Section 132.3(c) requires states to adopt the    
     human health criteria in Table 3.  However, this Table contains both cancer
     and noncancer criteria for many of the substances.  We presume that EPA    
     intends for states to adopt only the more stringent of the two.  If this is
     EPA's intent, either 132.3 should be clarified to state this, or Table 3,  
     should be modified to include only the more stringent.  If EPA's intent is 
     for states to adopt both types, please provide justification for this,     
     which would be burdensome and provide no environmental benefit.            
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     Response to: P2746.150     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter, that only the more stringent criterion will 
     be adopted into State water quality standards.  The noncancer and cancer   
     criteria are both listed for information purposes only: A State or Tribe   
     will know EPA has reviewed the database for both noncancer and cancer      
     effects and independently developed separate criteria.                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2746.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, Table 3 lists only Tier 1 criteria - shouldn't these be called "HNCs"
     and "HCCs" rather than "HNVs" and "HCVs"?                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.151     
     
     EPA agrees with comment.  Changes have been made in accordance with        
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2746.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.B.3.,                                   
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should (1) the TSD be combined with the Method for publication in  
     the CFR, or (2) only the Method be published in the CFR and the TSD be     
     widely distributed?  If option 1 is pursued, are there components of the   
     TSD which should not become binding requirements?                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  A TSD should be just that - support.  It should not be    
     promulgated as Federal regulation.  Option 2 is preferable.                
     

Page 10255



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: P2746.152     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.052 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2746.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.B.3.a.i.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is the use of a NOAEL that is estimated from a LOAEL (as is        
     proposed) appropriate for Tier I criteria and Tier II values?              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  This is accepted practice in deriving values for the      
     protection of human health and would be appropriate for wildlife as well.  
     However, due to the uncertainty of this estimation (i.e. the NOAEL might be
     more than 10 x lower than the LOAEL), this practice should be limited to   
     deriving Tier II values.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.153     
     
     Please see comments P2593.035, P2574.042, and P2742.707 for the response to
     this comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2746.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  EPA seeks comments on the provisions to allow for adjustments to   
     the NOAEL for subchronic to chronic extrapolation [factor of 1.0 to 10].   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  This type of extrapolation is appropriate.                
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     Response to: P2746.154     
     
     Please refer to comment P2576.136 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2746.155
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.B.3.a.iii.,                             
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  EPA requests comments on the guidance provided in determining the  
     value of a species sensitivity factor (SSF).                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  As stated in separate comment, we do not believe the      
     wildlife methodologies are sufficiently developed to warrant the           
     requirement for states to derive wildlife values on a wholesale basis.  The
     fundamental weakness in these methodologies is the lack of a sufficient    
     scientific basis for selecting the magnitude of the SSF.  The concept of a 
     SSF is reasonable and has a basis in the human health methodologies, but   
     what is lacking is information on how to select the SSF.  The comparative  
     lethality data that EPA presents in the TSD is for a limited number of     
     substances and species and, most importantly, may not be predictive of     
     interspecies differences in sensitivity to the kinds of effects of greatest
     concern for wildlife (e.g., 3rd or 4th generation reproductive failure or  
     subtle developmental changes).  Thus, wildlife values cannot reliably be   
     determined for most substances at this time.                               
                                                                                
     Given the lack of a method for selecting a SSF, states will be forced to   
     guess at a SSF.  This will result in EPA having to address differences in  
     wildlife values from state to state.                                       
                                                                                
     [As stated elsewhere, New York State believes the GLWQG should be guidance 
     rather than regulation.  EPA should not require states to develop any      
     wildlife values at this time, but should conduct research on the process of
     determining SSF's.  We would also welcome additional EPA-derived,          
     scientifically defensible Tier I criteria or Tier II values to protect     
     wildlife.]                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.155     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2746.156
     Cross Ref 1: cc Back/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .156 is imbedded in comment .155.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated elsewhere, New York State believes the GLWQG should be guidance  
     rather than regulation.  EPA should not require states to develop any      
     wildlife values at this time, but should conduct research on the process of
     determining SSFs.  We would also welcome additional EPA-derived,           
     scientifically defensible Tier I criteria or Tier II values to protect     
     wildlife.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.156     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2746.157
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.B.3.a.iv.,                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  EPA requests comment on the intraspecies uncertainty factor (ISF)  
     that would protect sensitive individuals within a population in the        
     development of site-specific criteria.                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We believe that an ISF is appropriate as proposed.        
     However, EPA presents it two different ways in the GLWQG.  In VIII.A. of   
     the Preamble, the ISF is in the numerator of the equation for the wildlife 
     value, with a value of 0.1 or less.  In VI.B. of the Preamble, EPA proposes
     an ISF of 10 or greater (evidently in the denominator).  EPA should clarify
     its presentation of the ISF to avoid confusion.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.157     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.144 for a response to this comment.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/FOR
     Comment ID: P2746.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.B.3.a.v.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should the hazard component in Appendix D to part 132 [NOAEL x SSF]
     should be replaced with the formula:                                       
                                                                                
              ED                                                                
     _______________________(described on pp. 385-386)?                         
     UFs x UFc x UFe x UFi                                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Yes.  The [NOAEL x SSF] is confusing because the NOAEL may
     or may not have been adjusted for duration or derived from a LOAEL, etc.   
     The alternate formula is more clear with respect to what the value is from 
     and what UFs are being applied, and is more akin to the generally accepted 
     noncarcinogenic human health formula.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.158     
     
     EPA received several comments on the use of the alternate equation         
     described in the proposed Guidance.  Many of the comments were supportive  
     of using the alternate equation.  The only concern expressed was that the  
     alternate equation more clearly showed how the uncertainty factors are to  
     be applied, potentially leading to a conclusion that there is a large      
     degree of uncertainty in the methodology.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA chose a modification of the alternate equation to more clearly describe
     the criteria calculation steps.  The specific modifications are discussed  
     below.                                                                     
                                                                                
     Several changes were made to the alternate equation as proposed.  The      
     intraspecies UF was removed, which was to be applied when additional       
     protection of the individual or more sensitive members of a species was    
     deemed appropriate.  Guidance for modifying the criteria to provide for    
     this added protection is provided in Procedure 1, appendix F of the final  
     Guidance, and in the final Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Technical  
     Support Document for Wildlife Criteria.  In addition, the subscripts for   
     the three remaining UFs were changed to be consistent with U.S. EPA (1991).
      Finally, several of the representative species feed at two or more trophic
     levels, which was not readily apparent in the proposed equation.  To more  
     clearly characterize uptake through food, the food ingestion rate for each 
     trophic component has been calculated, and these are presented in Table 1  
     (discussed below).  The uptake through the food is calculated by summing   
     all the products of the trophic level-specific food ingestion rates and the
     appropriate BAF.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/FOR      
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2746.159
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.B.3.b.i.,                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Are the representative species identified for protection an        
     appropriate choice?  EPA requests documentation of the basis for           
     considering other species.                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  While the mink, river otter, belted kingfisher, osprey and
     bald eagle are representative top predators, other species may be more     
     sensitive or representative of Great Lakes species, e.g. gulls, cormorants,
     mergansers, herons and terns.  [Species such as waterfowl that consume     
     benthic invertebrates should be included as well.  The bioaccumulation of  
     contaminants through consumption of invertebrates is certainly as important
     an exposure route as the consumption of contaminants bioaccumulated in fish
     flesh.]                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.159     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for a partial response to the comment.   
                                                                                
     Further, there are two important factors contained in the appendix D       
     methodology that affect the magnitude of risk experienced by wildlife      
     species:  exposure and sensitivity (including toxicokinetic and            
     toxicodynamic considerations).  The five representative species were       
     selected because they are the most highly exposed wildlife species in the  
     Great Lakes basin, providing a degree of conservatism to the methodology.  
     (Please note that the osprey, which was one of the five representative     
     species in the proposed Guidance was replaced in the final Guidance by the 
     herring gull, one of the species listed by the commenter.)  Varying        
     sensitivities among the wildlife species is addressed through the selection
     of the interspecies uncertainty factor.  Finally, biouptake through the    
     invertebrate community is addressed through the selection of the           
     bioaccumulation factor, which can be based on the biota-sediment           
     accumulation factor, described in the appendix B methodology.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/RISK/TROP
     Comment ID: P2746.159a
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .159a is imbedded in comment .159.                    
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Species such as waterfowl that consume benthic invertebrates should be     
     included as well.  The bioaccumulation of contaminants through consumption 
     of invertebrates is certainly as important an exposure route as the        
     consumption of contaminants bioaccumulated in fish flesh.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.159a    
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/RISK/TROP     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2746.160
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to their smaller size, terns may have a higher daily intake per unit of
     body mass than kingfishers resulting in a greater contaminant exposure per 
     unit of body mass.  In addition, contaminant levels and associated effects 
     have been documented for terns.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.160     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2746.161
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Canadian Wildlife Service has amassed a large body of literature on    
     herring gulls, showing impacts on this species in Lakes Huron and Ontario. 
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     Response to: P2746.161     
     
     Please refer to comment P2653.050 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2746.162
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The population of double crested cormorants has increased dramatically,    
     from near zero to 1000's of pairs.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.162     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2746.163
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, osprey and bald ealges may not be the best indicators since   
     they are highly susceptible to human disturbances.  Thus, it may be        
     difficult to differentiate between the impact of human disturbances and    
     those from chemical contaminants.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.163     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to the comment.         
                                                                                
     Additional response:                                                       
                                                                                
     Wildlife criteria are designed to provide water concentrations of          
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     bioaccumulative chemicals that should not be detrimental to wildlife       
     populations.  In deriving these criteria, piscivorous birds and mammals    
     were considered as the species most at risk to bioaccumulative compounds   
     because of their exposure through the food chain.  Of the many piscivorous 
     species in the Great Lakes basin, five were selected as representative of  
     the much larger assemblage, based on their body mass, dietary habits, and  
     foraging behavior.  It is assumed that criteria based on these five species
     should be protective for the other piscivorous species they represent, as  
     well as the non-piscivorous species whose exposures to persistent          
     bioaccumulative compounds is much lower.                                   
                                                                                
     Clearly, the populations of wildlife in the Great Lakes basin can be       
     impacted by a variety of ecological stressors, including chemicals, habitat
     destruction, etc.  The wildlife criteria derived from appendix D only      
     address the role of persistent bioaccumulative chemicals, and does not take
     into account the role of physical and histological stressors.  However, in 
     the context of an integrated, multi-stressor, ecological risk assessment,  
     the wildlife criteria, and their associated analyses, can provide important
     insights into the potential role of persistent bioaccumulative compounds.  
     In this context, the criteria specify concentrations of chemical that if   
     met should be protective of wildlife populations.  Clearly, the assessment 
     of physical and biological stressors is also needed to evaluate completely 
     wildlife risk.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2746.164
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.B.3.b.iii.,                             
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Are the assumptions that oral ingestion is the most significant    
     route of exposure for bioaccumulative pollutants and that these pollutants 
     pose the greatest risk to wildlife species a correct one?                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  These assumptions are likely to be correct.  Other sources
     are not likely to be significant, however, we have no hard information to  
     support this.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2746.164     
     
     As explained in comment P2593.035, the appendix D methodology is required  
     only for bioaccumulative pollutants (and only for the derivation of Tier I 
     criteria).  EPA would agree that other routes of exposure may be more      
     significant for other types of contaminants; however, per the response to  
     comment P2746.170 there is a lack of sufficient understanding to adequately
     address uptake through these other routes.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.165
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  EPA requests comments on minimum database requirements for Tier I  
     criteria and Tier II values.                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The minimum requirements when laboratory data are used    
     seem reasonable.  Given the lack of field data, Tier II values for most    
     substances will be developed based on laboratory mammal data, from which   
     reasonable estimation of mammalian and especially avian wildlife values    
     will be impossible given the lack of information on selecting a SSF (see   
     separate comment on SSF).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.165     
     
     Please refer to comments D2860.079 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.166
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the (preferred) field studies, little guidance is given other than they
     must be of a minimum of subchronic duration, which leaves considerable room
     for interpretation as to what constitutes such duration.  EPA should       
     consider specifying a certain percentage of the lifetime of the species    
     studied.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.166     
     
     Please refer to comments P2656.176 and D2860.079 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2746.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.C.4.,                                   
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  EPA requests comments on the use of an acute to chronic conversion 
     ratio.  Such a ratio is applied to acute toxicity data (typically          
     mortality) to estimate chronic effect levels.  Also, comment is requested  
     on the proposal not to incorporate the use of an acute-to-chronic          
     conversion factor in the Tier I methodology and on the proposal that Tier  
     II values not be based solely on acute toxicity data, instead requiring the
     use of subchronic and chronic data to derive an effect value.              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Given the limited database for wildlife and the fact that 
     lethality data are likely not predictive of, for example, 3rd generation   
     reproductive failure or subtle developmental changes, it is not appropriate
     to use acute data or an acute-to-chronic conversion ratio to derive Tier I 
     criteria or Tier II values for wildlife.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.167     
     
     Please refer to comment D2741.132 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed regulations appropriately require a minimum of a 28 day study 
     for Tier II value development, if lab data are used.  Use of data from     
     shorter duration lab studies is not appropriate for Tier II value          
     derivation.                                                                
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     Response to: P2746.168     
     
     Please refer to comment D2860.079 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the GLWQG indicates that LD50 or eight-day LC50 values may be 
     used in a supporting role, but does not give any guidance on how such data 
     should be used.  EPA should explain how such data should be used.          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.169     
     
     Please refer to comment D2741.132 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T2       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2746.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.F.1.,                                   
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  W-17                                                               
                                                                                
     How can reptiles and amphibians be incorporated into the proposed GLWQI    
     methodology?  Give suggestions for an alternative wildlife criteria        
     methodology considerate of impacts on reptiles and amphibians.             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  We're not certain if standards protective of birds and    
     mammals are sufficiently protective of reptiles and amphibians.  EPA should
     solicit or develop data on this.                                           
                                                                                
     In the interim, however, we recommend that the wildlife methodologies be   
     modified to allow but not require the use of reptile and/or amphibian data 

Page 10266



$T044618.TXT
     and/or extrapolation of other data to reptiles and amphibians.             
     Specifically, we suggest the addition of the option to calculate taxonomic 
     class-specific wildlife values for reptiles and amphibians.  Either of     
     these values would become the Tier I criterion or Tier II value if more    
     stringent than the avian or mammalian class value.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.170     
     
     EPA considered modifying the methodology to include consideration of       
     reptiles and amphibians in its development of wildlife criteria.  However, 
     because the methodology was modified to be only required for the derivation
     of Tier I criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals of concern, because EPA   
     believes that the scientific principles governing the biouptake of         
     contaminants through the diet and through other routes of exposures for    
     reptiles and amphibians is not sufficiently understood, and because there  
     is very limited toxicity data for reptiles and amphibians, EPA declined to 
     expand the methodology at this time to include those two classes of        
     vertebrates.  EPA, however, will continue to pursue at a National level the
     development of methodologies or approaches for deriving water quality      
     criteria based on reptiles or amphibians.  Finally, States and Tribes      
     retain authority under Section 510 of the Clean Water Act to derive        
     criteria to protect any wildlife taxon that are more stringent than        
     criteria resulting from the appendix D methodology.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2746.171
     Cross Ref 1: cc Back/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Preamble, wildlife, VI.F.2.,                                   
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  How if at all should the GWQLG approach be modified for development
     of a National wildlife criteria procedure?                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  EPA needs to develop considerably more information for    
     determining species sensitivity factors before going forth with this       
     Nationally as anything other than guidance.  [Another issue is that the    
     species selected as Representative Species in the GLWQG may not be         
     appropriate for use in the other regions of the U.S.]  Please also refer to
     our separate comments about guidance vs. regulation and our specific       
     comments on the proposed wildlife methodologies.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.171     
     
     EPA has revised the final Guidance to limit the application of the wildlife
     methodology to BCCs, and to eliminate provisions for development of Tier II
     wildlife values.  See section VI of the SID for EPA's analysis of this     
     issue.                                                                     
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     See response to comment P2746.066                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2746.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .172 is imbedded in comment .171.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another issue is that the species selected as Representative Species in the
     GLWQG may not be appropriate for use in other regions of the U.S.          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.172     
     
     See response to: P2582.010 and see response to: P2629.023.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2746.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg 4/16/93; Part 132, Appendix D, II. B. & C.            
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Apparent inconsistency in deriving wildlife values for             
     Representative and non-Representative Species.                             
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Where a non-Representative Species is most sensitive, its 
     wildlife value becomes the taxonomic class-specific value, but where a     
     Representative Species is most sensitive, it becomes part of a geometric   
     mean.  The use of a mean, geometric or otherwise for the Representative    
     Species would not seem to afford protection to the most sensitive of the   
     Representative Species.  Is this EPA's intent?                             
                                                                                
     NYS believes that the most sensitive species should be protected, whether  
     Representative or not.                                                     
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     Response to: P2746.173     
     
     EPA revised the proposed Guidance to eliminate the different application of
     wildlife values for representative and non- representative species.  The   
     toxicity data used to derive an appendix D criteria are now extrapolated to
     the representative species.                                                
                                                                                
     Under the final Guidance, the States and Tribes must derive and evaluate   
     species-specific criteria in those instances where species are listed      
     pursuant to section 4 of the Endangered Species Act (see procedure 1 of    
     appendix F).  Further, under Section 510 of the Clean Water Act, States and
     Tribes, at their discretion, can develop criteria more stringent than those
     developed through the appendix D methodology.                              
                                                                                
     EPA proposed the use of representative species, and the associated         
     geometric mean, because of the limited toxicology data that are available  
     (i.e., there are not sufficient data to derive criteria through the        
     statistical approaches used in deriving aquatic life criteria).  Instead,  
     EPA has developed a methodology that is focused on deriving values to be   
     protective of those species most likely at risk from bioaccumulative       
     chemicals, which are piscivorous wildlife.                                 
                                                                                
     Through an analysis of the piscivorous wildlife in the Great Lakes basin,  
     including an evaluation of their dietary preferences, foraging behaviors,  
     and body mass and associated caloric intake requirements, two mammals and  
     three birds were selected as being representative of piscivorous wildlife  
     in the basin.  Thus, the selection of these species is based on those      
     organisms that most reasonably reflect the range of potential exposures to 
     piscivorous species in the Great Lakes.                                    
                                                                                
     In deriving the test dose, numerous attributes concerning laboratory and   
     field studies are evaluated, and in general that study which reflects the  
     lowest exposure level associated with toxicological endpoints that can be  
     attributed to potential population effects, is selected.  As a consequence,
     generation of wildlife values should include data from the most sensitive  
     species studied to date.                                                   
                                                                                
     Based on available data, an interspecies uncertainty factor ranging from a 
     minimum of one to a recommended cap of ten is then applied to the test dose
     to estimate the effective dose to the representative species.  Based on    
     these extrapolation uncertainties, and uncertainties in the exposure       
     parameters, the geometric mean of the representative wildlife values likely
     best reflects the central tendency of those wildlife most at risk to       
     persistent bioaccumulative chemicals.  If in an analysis for a specific    
     pollutant, a State or Tribe believes that the available data indicate a    
     specific species will be significantly at risk if the geometrically-based  
     criterion were implemented, it can propose a more stringent criterion, as  
     discussed above.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2746.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Part 132, Appendix D                        
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Requirement to develop wildlife values for many substances is      
     unnecessary and not achievable by the proposed methodologies.              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  New York State strongly supports EPA's effort to protect  
     wildlife in the Great Lakes Basin and commends their efforts to develop    
     wildlife methodologies.  For substances for which values to protect human  
     health are not protective of wildlife, separate wildlife values should be  
     derived and we welcome EPA's derivation of Tier I wildlife criteria.       
     However, there is neither the need nor scientific capability to derive     
     wildlife values on a wholesale basis.                                      
                                                                                
     Values to protect human health are likely to be protective of wildlife for 
     many substances.  The requirement in the GLWQG for states to develop       
     wildlife values for virtually all substances is thus burdensome and        
     unnecessary and will force states to pull limited resources away from      
     higher priority projects.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.174     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.176 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2746.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the methodologies for deriving wildlife values are untested   
     and inadequate for the vast majority of substances.  The lack of           
     multigenerational wildlife studies for most substances means that the vast 
     majority of wildlife values will be Tier II that must somehow be           
     extrapolated from laboratory rodent data.  This extrapolation will be      
     reduced to a guess because of the lack of information on interspecies and  
     interclass differences in sensitivity [i.e., no useable guidance on        
     determining species sensitivity factors (see related issue)].              
     
     
     Response to: P2746.175     
     
     Please refer to comments D2860.079 and P2593.035 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2746.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be noted that human health standards often result in permit      
     limitation and reporting as non detectable.  A more stringent standard to  
     protect wildlife, therefore, will not necessarily result in more stringent 
     limitations or in further pollution abatement.  Although NYS would like    
     wildlife criteria for all substances, the work effort to achieve this may  
     be couterproductive given the limited State and Federal resources to fund  
     other programs of proven effectiveness.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.176     
     
     EPA disagrees that the method will require States or Tribes to engage in   
     "counterproductive" criteria development.  Initially, EPA has limited the  
     scope of the appendix D methodology to only Tier I criteria development for
     bioaccumulative chemicals of concern (BCC).  The methodology is only       
     recommended for use to derive Tier II values or Tier I criteria for        
     non-BCCs.  In addition, the Clearinghouse described in the SID is expected 
     to aid significantly the States and Tribes in the derivation of appendix D 
     criteria.  Finally, EPA believes that there may be cases where water       
     quality-based effluent limits, that are based on appendix D criteria, may  
     be developed that are above detection levels.  The number of cases in which
     this occurs is expected to increase as the level of detection becomes more 
     stringent.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2746.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Part 132, Appendix D, p.21029               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  There may be some confusion over the application of the term       
     "wildlife value" to both Tier I criteria and Tier II values.               
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     RECOMMENDATION:  EPA should use a different term for "wildlife value."     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.177     
     
     Please refer to comment P2593.035 for the response to this comment.        
     Because Tier II is no longer part of the appendix D methodology, EPA       
     believes that the confusion raised in the comment no longer exists.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2746.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble; VII.5.                            
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Social or Economic Development Demonstration                       
                                                                                
     DISCUSSION:  [1. How broadly defined should the area in which the waters   
     are located to be defined?                                                 
                                                                                
     From a national or regional perspective the social and economic impact of  
     many situations is insignificant.  From the local point of view, it may be 
     critical that the investment succeeds.  That is, the number of jobs;       
     increase in personal income and/or wages; reduction in local unemployment  
     rate or social services expenses; increase in tax revenue and provision of 
     necessary social services are both absolutely and relatively significant.  
     If the area of impact is to be national, or broadly regional (Great Lakes  
     basin) or by state, it should be debated and adopted nationally not        
     regionally.  If anti-degradation is the objective and a stream is to be    
     degraded, the discharger may locate outside the Great Lakes Basin, where   
     there are less damaging environmental concerns with no resulting adverse   
     economic impact.]                                                          
                                                                                
     2.  Is there sufficient detail to assist the Great Lakes states and Tribes 
     in making consistent decisions?                                            
                                                                                
     There is enough information to gage absolute impact; not enough information
     to judge relative impact because identifying the baseline depends on the   
     answer to question 1.                                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Provide clear guidance but not as regulation on hoew to   
     conduct a social and economic development demonstration.                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.178     
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     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, with respect to defining the area in which the social and     
     economic development occurs, the area benefitting from the activity        
     responsible for the lowering of water quality should be correlated to the  
     area affected by the lowering of water quality.  In other words, reductions
     in water quality within the Great Lakes System should not result solely in 
     benefits to other parts other parts of the system or elsewhere in the      
     country.  The intent of the requirement is to ensure that the communities  
     affected by a reduction in water quality are also those that receive any   
     social or economic benefit that may result.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2746.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .179 is imbedded in comment .178.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  How broadly defined should the area in which the waters are located be 
     defined?                                                                   
                                                                                
     From a national or regional perspective the social and economic impact of  
     many situations is insignificant.  From the local point of view, it may be 
     critical that the investment succeeds.  That is, the number of jobs;       
     increase in personal income and/or wages; reduction in local unemployment  
     rate or social services expenses; increase in tax revenue and provision of 
     necessary social services are both absolutely and relatively significant.  
     If the area of impact is to be national, or broadly regional (Great Lakes  
     basin) or by state, it should be debated and adopted nationally not        
     regionally.  If anti-degradation is the objective and a stream is to be    
     degraded, the discharger may locate outside the Great Lakes Basin, where   
     there are less damaging environmental concerns with no resulting adverse   
     economic impact.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.179     
     
     See responses to comments D1996.044 and P2746.178.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2746.180
     Cross Ref 1: cc Back/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble; VII.7.b.                          
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Antidegradation Demonstration Issues: Economic Recovery            
                                                                                
     Should there be special provision for firms recovering from poor economic  
     conditions and what form should the provisions take?  Is the proposed      
     guidance flexible enough to allow for the unique situation of the          
     recovering firm?                                                           
                                                                                
     DISCUSSION:  There are a number of questions that should be answered before
     a policy is established that allows escape from compliance with an         
     antidegradation policy.  What indicators will determine economic downturn? 
     General national economic statistics, regional statistics, or industry     
     sector statistics?  What will the trigger points be in determining how the 
     firm in question is disadvantaged?  Who will make the determination?  Is   
     the firm's position the result of an economic downturn or is it poor       
     performance leading to permanant industrial restructuring and reduced need 
     for a portion of the waste assimilative capacity pool?  How will           
     determinations affect other proposed users of the waste assimilative       
     capacity pool?                                                             
                                                                                
     USEPA is not currently capable of making those decisions.                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The degree of uncertainty above illustrates the need to   
     provide these portions of the GLWQG as guidance not regulation.  USEPA     
     should provide a model that would result in consistency application by the 
     states.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.180     
     
     The final Guidance affords States and Tribes more flexibility in           
     implmenting antidegradation than the proposed Guidance.  States and Tribes 
     are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific antidegradation provisions 
     for the control of BCCs.  For all other pollutants, States and Tribes are  
     free to adopt whatever antidegradation provisions they choose, provided the
     antidegradation provisions are consistent with the requirements of 40 CFR  
     131.12.  The final Guidance serves as a model of the type of               
     antidegradation provisions States and Tribes could adopt consistent with 40
     CFR 131.12.  Other EPA guidance documents, such as EPA's Water Quality     
     Standards Handbook (USEPA, August 1994) provide direction to States and    
     Tribes in interpreting the regulations concerning antidegradation.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2746.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Rule, PART 132 Appendix E, I.               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is there a need for addressing groundwater in an antidegradation   
     program?                                                                   
                                                                                
     DISCUSSION:  The proposed rule only applies to surface waters.  The effect 
     of permitted discharges upon groundwater is markedly different than upon   
     surface waters both in terms of pollutant fate and location of discharge.  
     Persistent toxics can be bound in the soil and held from impacting the     
     underlying water while volatile organics and pesticides may travel to the  
     groundwater and not degrade.  Although the goals of an antidegradation     
     policy can be assigned to groundwater, the details of accomplishment would 
     be very different.                                                         
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Philosophically accept the goals of an antidegradation    
     policy as applying to groundwater.  There should be an antidegradation     
     policy to protect groundwater at some time in the future.                  
                                                                                
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Rule, Appendix E to Part 132, I.            
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Nonpoint Sources                                                   
                                                                                
     DISCUSSION:  The proposed rule applies to nonpoint sources as well as point
     sources.  Nonpoint source pollution is most often related to actions and   
     situations not subject to control documents.  It is not practical to       
     effectively apply the policy to nonpoint sources without some kind of a    
     control document.                                                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Include nonpoint sources as part of our policy goals.     
     Look for appropriate mechanisms to apply antidegradation to nonpoint       
     sources.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.181     
     
     To the extent that a hydrologic connection exists between ground waters and
     surface waters, such that a discharge to groundwater will result in a      
     lowering of surface water quality, the antidegradation provisions of the   
     final guidance will apply.  where no such connection exists, the States or 
     Tribes may nonetheless, chose to adopt antidegradation provisions which    
     apply to groundwater.                                                      
                                                                                
     With respect to nonpoint sources, and the final Guidance reflects the need 
     to ensure that all regulated actions undergo an antidegradation review when
     a significant lowering of water quality is proposed.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2746.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Rule, Appendix E Section 132, I, B.         
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  What is the preferred approach to implementing an antidegradation  
     policy?                                                                    
                                                                                
     DISCUSSION:  EPA proposes a universal pollutant-by- pollutant approach to  
     all waterbodies equally.  This does not allow the state to target its      
     important natural resources using the regulatory resources available at any
     given time.  With the continuing constriction of regulatory resources we   
     need the option of directing our efforts to where environmental benefits   
     are most important.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.182     
     
     The final Guidance allows States and Tribes to identify specific waters    
     that are not ecologically, recreationally, or aesthetically significant and
     do not have the potential to become so, and exclude such waters from the   
     protection afforded high quality waters for non-BCCs.  This should assist  
     States and Tribes in using their resources most efficiently.  The de       
     minimis provisions should also assist States and Tribes in prioritizing    
     their efforts under antidegradation.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.183
     Cross Ref 1: cc Back/GR
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII.  General Implementation      
     Proceedures, Section C - Total Maximum Daily Loads, Overview issue.        
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is the General Implementation Procedure entitled "Total Maximum    
     Daily Loads" sufficiently developed technically that it should be proposed 
     as a regulation under the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.            
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  EPA has recently published technical support and guidance       
     documents dealing with the total maximum daily load development process and
     water quality based toxics controls.  The most recent of these are the     
     technical support document for Water Quality Based Toxics Control, March   
     1991 and Guidance for Water Quality Based Decisions; the TMDL Process      
     published in April 1991.  Both of these documents define the TMDL Process, 
     theoretically describe how the process should be carried out, emphasize    
     that the analysis should be conducted on a watershed/basin approach, and   
     strongly suggest that the process should be a phased developmental         
     approach.                                                                  
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     A TMDL is defined as the greatest amount of loading that a waterbody can   
     receive without violating water quality standards and is equivalent to the 
     sum of the wasteload allocation of point sources plus the load allocation  
     of nonpoint sources (which includes background concentrations of the       
     pollutant) plus the application of a margin of safety to account for       
     uncertainties in the development process.  From a practical standpoint,    
     there are many areas of uncertainty in TMDL development which requires     
     professional judgement.  One of the greatest uncertainties deals with      
     estimating nonpoint source loadings and the mechanism for integrating      
     nonpoint source loadings with point source loadings.  It is commonly       
     accepted that point source analyses are conducted under critical low flow  
     conditions, (usually the 7Q10 flow) but there is no single commonly        
     accepted flow that should be the basis for nonpoint source analysis.  An   
     indication that these issues are unresolved is shown by the fact that in   
     December of 1992 EPA established a TMDL workgroup for the express purpose  
     of developing technical support documentation for integrating episodic,    
     rainfall related events into the TMDL process.                             
                                                                                
     The total maximum daily load description in the General Implementation     
     Procedures of the GLWQG is basically a statement of the experiences of     
     implementing two different procedures for development of TMDLs.  The two   
     options outlined in the Initiative reiterate the principles that are       
     contained in existing technical support documents.  Both options focus on  
     point source assessment primarily, with option B providing mathematical    
     formulations for assessing discharge loadings under specific effluent flow 
     conditions and receiving water conditions.  Neither option describe how    
     nonpoint source loadings can be integrated into the process.               
                                                                                
     The TMDL process is as much art as it is science.  As such it requires a   
     large amount of best professional judgement in identifying loadings and the
     conditions under which to apply those loadings.                            
                                                                                
     Publication of a national regulation implies that procedures are outlined  
     to completely address a given specific issue.  This is certainly not the   
     case with the TMDL process, whether it applies to the Great Lakes or to any
     watershed or river basin in any state in this country.                     
                                                                                
     The absence of specific technical guidance for development of complete     
     TMDLs that address point, nonpoint and background loads should preclude    
     this portion of the implementation procedures from being published as a    
     national or Great Lakes regulation.                                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The total maximum daily load process (Paragraph D) as     
     contained in the general implementation procedures of the Great Lakes Water
     Quality Initiative should be withdrawn from the GLWQ regulation and        
     published as technical guidance only.                                      
                                                                                
     Should it be retained in the regulations of the GLWQG, it must be          
     sufficiently qualified to indicate that adequate information is not        
     available to include nonpoint source loadings in the same technical        
     assessment with point source loadings, best professional judgement must be 
     applied to the selection of a margin of safety, and the TMDL process is    
     recognized as a phased approach to addressing the problem which will be    
     improved as better information becomes available.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.183     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter's suggestion that the TMDL procedure be   
     withdrawn from the final Guidance because of the absence of specific       
     technical guidance for calculating and addressing nonpoint source          
     contributions.  However, EPA acknowledges that the development of TMDLs    
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     requires considerable professional judgment and that the presence of       
     nonpoint source loadings can complicate TMDL development and               
     implementation. Accordingly, EPA specifically addresses this issue in the  
     final Guidance as part of general condition 1 and has included a discussion
     of the phased approach to TMDLs in the SID.  See SID at VIII.C.1.  See     
     response to comment P2771.393.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.184
     Cross Ref 1: cc Back/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE:  We do not yet know how to integrate nonpoint sources into the TMDL 
     process.  The phased approach is preferred for nonpoint TMDLs.             
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  The preamble correctly stresses the fact that the phased        
     approach should be used in developing TMDLs/WLAs.  Our lack of quantititve 
     loading information, particularly for nonpoint sources, precludes us from  
     doing the perfect TMDL the first time around.  The phased approach is a    
     must.                                                                      
                                                                                
     The implication in this part of the preamble is that nonpoint sources can  
     be integrated into the watershed TMDL.  This is not true.  We do not have  
     enough specific loading information, nor do we know that critical design   
     flow under which to develop the TMDL.  EPA has a TSD workgroup addressing  
     these issues now.                                                          
                                                                                
     The beauty of the phased approach is that it allows us to deal with the    
     information we have at hand.  For example, a TMDL can be developed         
     initially for point sources only at a given critical low flow.  At a later 
     point in time when loading information on nonpoint sources is available, it
     can first be determined whether nonpoint sources are an important element  
     in the particular pollutant TMDL.  If so, the second phase TMDL can be     
     developed implementing point and nonpoint source loads.                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Change the preamble to clarify that adequate information  
     may not be available to develop TMDLs that involve nonpoint sources and the
     phased approach is required.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.184     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment insofar as it suggests that nonpoint sources
     cannot be integrated into TMDLs for technical reasons. However, EPA        
     acknowledges that the development of TMDLs requires considerable           
     professional judgment and that the presence of nonpoint source loadings can
     complicate TMDL development and implementation.  EPA also recognizes that  
     the regulatory authority does not always possess all of the information it 
     requires to develop and implement a TMDL that will assure attainment of    
     water quality standards immediately.  Accordingly, EPA specifically        
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     addresses this issue in the final Guidance as part of general condition 1  
     and has included a discussion of the phased approach to TMDLs in the SID.  
     See SID at VIII.C.1.  See response to comment P2771.393.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.2.a-d.                                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  The preamble gives a simplistic and overly optimistic description  
     of what can be accomplished in a TMDL.                                     
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  The degree of specificity which can be accomplished in          
     developing wasteload allocations through the TMDL process is dependent on  
     the complexity of the tools at your disposal.  If a simple mass balance    
     approach is used to develop the TMDL certainly one cannot incorporate fate 
     effects, sediment, or mixing zones.  If a more complex tool is used such as
     a steady state mathematical model, some of these factors may be            
     incorporated.  Certainly when a time variable model is available a very    
     detailed and specific TMDL/WLA can be developed.                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The preamble must emphasize that the TMDL process,        
     particularly the phased approach, builds over time based on the information
     available.  We do not know today how to integrate nonpoint source loadings 
     into a point source regulatory, TMDL/WLA/permit development process.  the  
     EPA Water Quality Criteria & Standards Newsletter of April 1993 (copy      
     attached) recognizes the limitations of the TMDL process.  We believe this 
     puts the process in its proper perspective with regard to steady state     
     analysis for point sources and the ability to deal with nonpoint sources.  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.185     
     
     See response to comment number P2746.184 and P2771.393.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.4.f                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  TMDLs must consider pollutant contributions from sediment to the   
     water column.                                                              
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  Depending on the tool available to do the TMDL, that is a mass  
     balance approach or a steady state model or a time variable model, and the 
     data available on pollutant degradation, fate or transport, it is not known
     whether the impact of sediments can be incorporated in the TMDL process.   
     Given that information listed above will not be available to deal with     
     sediments, it is highly unlikely that they can be incorporated in the TMDL 
     process.                                                                   
                                                                                
     General condition six requiring that sediments be included is also         
     contradictory to the phased approach.  The phased approach is based on     
     dealing with what you have information on and addressing other aspects at a
     later point in time when further information is available.                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The word "must" should be taken out of general condition  
     six.  It should be left optional depending on the availability of          
     information.  If this change is not made, it is then recommended that      
     general condition six be removed in its entirety.                          
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.186     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment.  For the reasons set forth in the SID at  
     VIII.C.3.g., EPA retains the general condition pertaining to contributions 
     from sediments with only minor modifications.  EPA also disagrees that     
     considering the impact of sediments contradicts EPA's support for a phased 
     approach to TMDL development where appropriate.  Indeed, a water body in   
     which contaminated sediments contribute significant loadings can be a good 
     candidate for a phased approach to TMDLs insofar as the regulatory         
     authority may need additional time to achieve sediment remediation.  See   
     discussion of the phased approach to TMDL development in the SID at        
     VIII.C.1. See response to comment P2771.393.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.4.g., general condition seven                       
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  TMDLs must consider pollution resulting from wet weather events.   
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  It is not known at this time how to integrate wet weather events
     with low flow/point sources in the TMDL process.  In December 1992, EPA    
     established a TMDL work group to address this very issue.  It is therefore 
     not appropriate to require incorporation of processes that we know we      
     cannot address.                                                            
                                                                                
     This is exactly why the phased TMDL approach is discussed and recommended  
     in the GLWQG.  Phasing in pollutant sources as information is available on 
     those sources is the preferred approach.  That is why a margin of safety is
     incorporated in the TMDL process, so that we can account for what we       
     anticipate are unknown source loads.                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Delete the requirement for including wet weather events in
     TMDLs.  This can be accomplished by deleting the last three sentences in   
     general condition seven.  This is not an acceptable approach.  As an       
     alternative, general condition seven should be deleted in its entirety.    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.187     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.3.h., EPA has decided not to
     delete the general condition requiring that TMDLs reflect discharges       
     resulting from wet weather events, where appropriate and where sufficient  
     data are available.  EPA acknowledges, however, that the phased approach to
     TMDL development might be an appropriate way to address water quality      
     problems associated with wet weather events.  For a discussion of the      
     phased approach to TMDL development, see the SID at VIII.C.1.  See response
     to comment P2771.393.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.4.h                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  When pollutant loading data is used to estimate the ambient        
     background concentration, should degradation and transport be applied.     
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  It is always preferable to use actual measured ambient pollutant
     concentrations for background loadings.  When a background load is         
     calculated from loading data, and the source is significantly upstream of  
     the water body segment under evaluation, it would appear appropriate to    
     apply degradation transport.  The errors introduced via the assumption that
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     must be made can be significant.                                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Actual ambient measurement is the first and best choice.  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.188     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.189
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.4.h                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Use of fish tissue data to calculate background concentrations.    
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  This method is least acceptable as it requires the least        
     technically defensible information with which to do the calculation, namely
     bioaccumulation factor.  It is not recommended that this approach be used  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Delete reference to use of fish tissue data to calculate  
     background concentrations.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.189     
     
     EPA disagrees with this comment and retains the reference to fish tissue   
     data as potentially acceptable data for use in calculating representative  
     background concentrations.  For a discussion of EPA's reasons, see the SID 
     at VIII.C.3.i(i).  However, EPA does express its general preference for    
     ambient monitoring data, unless circumstances provide otherwise.  See SID  
     at VIII.C.3.i(i). See response to comment P2771.049.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.190
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, C.4.h                                                         
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  When ambient concentrations are below the detection level, use 1/2 
     of the detection level as the background concentration; when ambient data  
     are below detection level, use the midpoint between detection and          
     quantification level.                                                      
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  When the majority of ambient data is below detection, many      
     factors should be considered in evaluating those results including criteria
     or standard for the pollutant under investigation, numerical detection     
     relative to the criteria, and the number of data points available, etc.    
     Arbitrarily requiring selection of a mid-level as the background           
     concentration is not technically defensible.  Rather than mandating that a 
     particular detection level or fraction of the detection level concentration
     be applied, this should be left to professional judgement given the        
     specific situation.                                                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Delete the requirement to use 1/2 of the detection level  
     as a background concentration.  Leave the evaluation up to the professional
     judgement of the analyst.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.190     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the SID at VIII.C.3.i(iii). See        
     response to comment P2771.049.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2746.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII.  General Implementation      
     Proceedures, Section C.5.a                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Restricting discharge of bioaccumulative chemicals of concern      
     (BCCS) within ten years.                                                   
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  NYS agrees with the concept of eliminating or restricting the   
     discharge of BCCS after a ten year period.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.191     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions,
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     which EPA has retained in the final Guidance, with a modification to allow 
     a limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges based on  
     economic and technical considerations.  See the discussion in the SID at   
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.6.a                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  What are the relative merits of the different formats for mixing   
     zones under option A and option B for "Open Waters/Lake" discharges.       
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  In the overall scheme of things, the difference between formats 
     in the two options is insignificant.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.192     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by combining options A and B into a single  
     TMDL procedure.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2 for more        
     information about this decision.  See response to comment P2771.393.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 3E of procedure 3B that describes provision of a different mixing  
     zone could not be found.                                                   
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     Response to: P2746.193     
     
     EPA hopes that the consolidation of proposed options A and B in the final  
     Guidance corrects the perceived error.                                     
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.7.a                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should the final rule allow the use of more sophisticated dynamic  
     flow models.                                                               
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  The request for comment is inconsistent with EPA's national     
     guidance on the phased approach of development of TMDLs and therefore      
     should not even be asked.                                                  
                                                                                
     The phased approach of TMDL development, by definition, is a mechanism of  
     moving from the simplistic to the more complex depending on the severity of
     the problem and the amount of data available.  The intitial phase of TMDL  
     development is starting with a mass balance approach.  As more information 
     is available or if the problem is acute, one should move toward and use    
     sophisticated dynamic flow models.  It is not a question of whether the    
     rule should allow the use of more sophisticated tools, but when their use  
     will evolve over time as more information becomes available.               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.194     
     
     EPA disagrees with the comment insofar as it opposes the use of dynamic    
     flow models as an alternative to mass-balanced, steady- state models in    
     TMDL development.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.6.a.  However, EPA  
     does not believe that this provision is inconsistent with the development  
     of TMDLs under a phased approach. For a discussion of the phased approach  
     to TMDL development, see the SID at VIII.C.1.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2746.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.7.b                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should the final rule specify a design flow for implementing acute 
     aquatic life criteria.                                                     
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  The design flow recommended for applying chronic aquatic life   
     criteria is the 7Q10 flow which is exceeded 99.8% of the time.  The EPA    
     guidance for applying acute chronic life criteria of the 1Q10 flow is      
     exceeded 99.97% of the time.  The difference in the percent exceedence     
     between the two flows is infinitesimal.  Therefore the 7Q10 flow should be 
     applied also to the acute chronic life criteria.                           
                                                                                
     [There is an advantage to keeping the number of critical low flows which   
     must be generated and applied to human, aquatic or wildlife criteria to a  
     minimum.  All of these flows must be calculated.  Most states only have    
     7Q10 flow and, average flow.  Resources will not be available to generate  
     all of these low flows at the locations for which they will be required.   
     Although it looks good from a theoretical standpoint to reference all these
     different "critical' flows for specific criteria applications, from a      
     technical and practical standpoint the difference is not relevant.]        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The final rule should specify the use of the 7Q10 flow and
     implementing the acute aquatic life criteria.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2746.195     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2746.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .196 is imbedded in comment .195                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is an advantage to keeping the number of critical low flows which    
     must be generated and applied to human, aquatic or wildlife criteria to a  
     minimum.   All of these flows must be calculated.  Most states only have   
     7Q10 flow and, average flow.  Resources will not be available to generate  
     all of these low flows at the locations for which they will be required.   
     Although it looks good from a theoretical standpoint to reference all these
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     different "critical' flows for specific criteria applications, from a      
     technical and practical standpoint the difference is not relevant.         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.196     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2746.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.7.b                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Should the 30Q5 design flow be used for implementation of wildlife 
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  NYS has no basis for assessing whether a 30Q5 flow is           
     appropriate.  The preamble also discusses alternative flows of a 365Q5 and 
     365Q10 flows.  It will take additional resources to calculate these        
     uniquely different flows at all locations they will be required.  Since we 
     are only applying very few wildlife criteria at this time, it is suggested 
     that the 7Q10 flow, for the sake of simplicity, be also applied to wildlife
     criteria.                                                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Apply the 7Q10 flow when implementing the wildlife        
     criteria.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.197     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.7.c.ii second from the last paragraph in this       
     section.                                                                   
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  The paragraph reads "where numerical criteria or values have not   
     been calculated, a case by case determination must be made as to the       
     loading of pollutants to the tributary that are consistent with attainment 
     of narrative water quality criteria and protection of designated and       
     existing uses".  A TMDL can only be developed where a numeric criteria     
     exists for a pollutant.                                                    
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:   A TDML/WLA cannot be developed for a narrative "only" criteria.
     It is not clear what the reason for this paragraph is, particularly        
     relevant to narrative water quality criteria.                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Delete this particular paragraph from the preamble.       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.198     
     
     EPA disagrees that a TMDL cannot be developed for a pollutant based on a   
     narrative water quality criterion and has retained specific reference to   
     narrative criteria thoughout procedure 3 of the final Guidance.  See, e.g.,
     general condition 2 and Section D.  However, EPA has not included the      
     quoted provision in the final Guidance. For a discussion of the tributaries
     portion of the procedure 3, see the SID at VIII.C.6.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2746.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.7.c.iii,                                            
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  This section discusses the basin margin of safety, how the margin  
     of safety should vary with uncertainties in the loading calculation, and   
     the probability that a margin of safety may not be necessary when          
     conservative assumptions are applied in the TMDL analysis.                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  This is an excellent description of the applicability of a      
     margin of safety.  There are times when a margin of safety may be and      
     should be used and there are times when it should not be used.  This       
     paragraph clearly lays out the circumstances of both situations.           
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     Response to: P2746.199     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2746.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE:  Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.7.c.v.                                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Basin allocations and nonpoint source loadings.                    
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  The paragraph discusses the role of nonpoint sources in load    
     allocations, the basis for assuming there will be reductions of nonpoint   
     source loadings, and specifies a time period for reductions of nonpoint    
     source loadings (8 years).                                                 
                                                                                
     It is common knowledge that there is greater uncertainty estimating        
     nonpoint source loadings.  Today there is very little data available to    
     quantitive the nonpoint source loadings, particularly over variable flow   
     conditions.  There is even less information available to be duscussing     
     reductions in nonpoint source loadings, particularly to ascribe a          
     "reasonable time period" of eight years within which a reduction in        
     nonpoint source loads will occur.  There is too much uncertainty with      
     nonpoint sources to deal with them specifically in the TMDL descriptive    
     process.                                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  Delete references to time periods in the basin allocations
     paragraph.  Reference should and must be made relative to including, where 
     possible and necessary, nonpoint source loadings in the allocation process,
     but we cannot become more specific at this time.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.200     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2746.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .201 is imbedded in comment .202.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation        
     Proceedures, Section C.7.c.vi                                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE: In discussing site specific cross checks of TMDLs, these two        
     paragraphs contain specific language with regard to treatment of nonpoint  
     sources.                                                                   
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: Relative to the discussion of nonpoint source loadings in the    
     previous issue statement, the same thing applies here.  There is too much  
     specific discussion with regard to nonpoint sources for which we have very 
     little quantitative information.  Therefore, it is not appropriate to be   
     specific with regard to discussing the relevance of nonpoint sources in the
     site specific cross check.                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.201     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2746.202
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation       
     Proceedures, Section C.7.c.vi                                              
                                                                                
     ISSUE: In discussing site specific cross checks of TMDLs, these two        
     paragraphs contain specific language with regard to treatment of nonpoint  
     sources.                                                                   
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: Relative to the discussion of nonpoint source loadings in the    
     previous issue statement, the same thing applies here.  There is too much  
     specific discussion with regard to nonpoint sources for which we have very 
     little quantitative information.  Therefore, it is not appropriate to be   
     specific with regard to discussing the relevance of nonpoint sources in the
     site specific cross check.]                                                
                                                                                
     With regard to load trading between point and nonpoint sources, the GLWQI  
     Workgroup clearly decided to delete reference to load trading.  The second 
     paragraph in this section contains such a reference.  Estimates of nonpoint
     source loadings are going to be difficult enough let alone to discuss them 
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     in the context of trading with point sources, i.e., voluntary vs.          
     regulatory control processes.                                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The GLWQG should be much less specific with regard to      
     discussing nonpoint sources.  Remove entirely the discussion with regard to
     trading of point and nonpoint sources whether at a site specific location  
     or in the basin generally.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.202     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2746.203
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation        
     Proceedures, Section C.7.d.i                                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Option B is described in this preamble as being capable of deriving 
     tributary basin and source specific wasteload allocations.  Emphasis is on 
     point sources. (The above is stated in the overview of option B).          
                                                                                
     The section on "source specific TMDLs" states that when background         
     concentrations are applied in the formula, all upstream loadings are       
     accounted for.                                                             
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The original version of option B was titled a source specific    
     approach for TMDLs.  The narrative now attributes option B to being capable
     of deriving tributary basin wasteload allocations.  The narrative contends 
     that when upstream loadings are accounted for by applying a background     
     concentration, a tributary basin wasteload allocation is being developed.  
     This is certainly a simplistic basis for calling it a "basin" allocation   
     process.                                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The preamble and regulation should clearly point out that  
     Option B has significant limitations as a "basin" allocation process.      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.203     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.204
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation        
     Proceedures, Section C.7.e., Pollutant Degradation                         
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should some or all physical transport processes be precluded from   
     consideration in the development of TMDLs in wasteload allocations.        
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The TMDL processes as discussed by the Technical Work Group of   
     the GLWQI, that is the tributary basin approach and the source specific    
     approach, did not include much if any discussion of pollutant degradation, 
     degradation in a mixing zone, intermedia transfers, volatilization, and    
     bioaccumulation.  Both optional TMDL processes were envisioned as steady   
     state mass balance type calculations to arrive at an effluent limit.  Not  
     precluded from the discussions was the fact that more complex water quality
     model TMDL processes incorporating chemical and physical processes could be
     incorporated or developed in a TMDL process.                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The discussion on "pollutant degradation" is interesting   
     but does not put the TMDL concept in perspective.  The principles were not 
     discussed in sufficient detail as applying to the TMDL process develped by 
     the Technical Work Group.  As such, consideration should be given to       
     removing this section from the discussion.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.204     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the SID at VIII.C.8.                   
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation        
     Proceedures, Section C.8., Pollution Trading Opportunities                 
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     ISSUE: Pollution trading in the TMDL process.                              
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The Technical Work Group discussed but decided not to include the
     concept of pollution trading in the GLWQG.  The TMDL process is an attempt 
     to integrate a point source regulatory program and a nonpoint source       
     voluntary program.  The concept of trading between and among sources is    
     appropriate when all sources are governed by the same regulatory program   
     principles.  However, the concept of trading with nonpoint source          
     activities, which are not regulated, is one that should not even be        
     discussed within the Initiative guidance.                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Delete the discussion on pollution trading opportunities.  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.205     
     
     EPA has retained a brief discussion in the SID of the pollutant trading    
     opportunities presented by TMDLs.  See the SID at VIII.C.10.  However, EPA 
     also acknowledges the concerns raised by the commenter regarding assurances
     of nonpoint source loading reductions and has incorporated them into its   
     discussion of this topic.  For additional discussion of the need for       
     assurances regarding anticipated nonpoint source loading reductions, see   
     the SID at VIII.C.1 and VIII.C.3.c.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.206
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ISSUE: What are the relative merits of the two optional TMDL approaches    
     with regard to addressing acute toxicity.                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The two TMDL options have a vastly different genesis; they       
     address chronic and acute criteria in different manners and each individual
     approach in its own right possibly correct.                                
                                                                                
     The option A tributary basin approach develops a TMDL by applying chronic  
     criteria only and then does an individual cross check at the site specific 
     discharge location by looking at both the chronic and acute criteria.  In  
     this instance there is no stipulation for a numerical mixing zone.         
                                                                                
     The option B approach was originally developed as a source specific TMDL   
     analysis which had a formulation which addressed near field mixing and far 
     field mixing.  Its focus was to apply chronic and acute criteria where such
     criteria were present in the state regulatory standards.                   
                                                                                
     Within the precepts that they were developed, both approaches are          
     appropriate.                                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Continue to include both options in the GLWQG.  Both       
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     approaches should be accepted and adopted in the Great Lakes Guidance at   
     the present time.  In the long-term, the preferred process should be the   
     watershed/basin approach.  A set period of time, two permit cycles--ten    
     years for example, should be established as a phase over period from the   
     source specific or segment approach to the watershed/basin approach.       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.206     
     
     EPA has combined proposed options A and B into a single TMDL procedure but 
     has preserved flexibility for the States and Tribes (represented by the    
     choice of options) in a number of respects. For a discussion of this       
     flexibility, see the SID at VIII.C.2. Because EPA did not retain the two   
     separate approaches for the reasons described in the SID at VIII.C.2., EPA 
     does not adopt the suggestion that a phase-in period be adopted to         
     facilitate a transition from the source-specific or segment approach to the
     watershed/basin approach.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2746.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation         
     Proceedures, Section C.10.                                                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Mixing zones which may extend from a tribuatry into a lake.         
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The basic premise of a tributary TMDL is to assure that water    
     quality standards are met at all points in the tributary.  By definition   
     this means that water quality standards will also be met in the lake into  
     which the tributary discharges.                                            
                                                                                
     If a discharge is located at the mouth of the tributary, common sense only 
     dictates that a mixing zone for that discharge will extend out into the    
     lake.  To assure equity and fairness, professional judgement will have to  
     be applied to analyze the situation.                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The preamble should remain as drafted.  Do not make any    
     changes with regard to mixing zones at the mouth of tributaries.           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.207     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2746.208
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .208 is imbedded in .210.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation        
     Proceedures, Section C.11                                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Is there consistency between TMDL options A and B.                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: There is consistency between the two options in the broadest     
     sense; they are both methods to develop TMDLs and their stated objective is
     to meet water quality standards.  The approach used, however, is           
     drastically different.                                                     
                                                                                
     First the tributary approach of option A.  This approach looks at a        
     tributary basin/watershed in its entirety.  As such, it has flexibility to 
     incorporate any and all pollutant source loadings.  It is conducted under  
     steady state conditions at critical low flows.  It is basically similar to 
     EPA's proposed guidance for TMDL development and watershed management.     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.208     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2746.209
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .209 is imbedded in comment .210.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The option B TMDL approach is defined as a procedure to derive a tributary 
     basin and source specific wasteload allocation.  This is a contradiction.  
                                                                                
     The option B approach was originally develped as a source specific         
     individual discharge analysis.  As such, it was geared to look at both     
     mixing zone issues and a mixed waterbody situation.  Calling it a basin    
     approach by including ambient background information which is              
     representative of upstream sources is optimistic at best.  It is more      
     realistically a single source assessment or a basin segment assessment     
     including several sources.  It does not have the flexibility of            
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     incorporating individual source loadings, whether they be point, nonpoint, 
     atmospheric deposition.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.209     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA hopes that any contradictions contained in proposed Option B have been 
     addressed through the selective consolidation of proposed Options A and B. 
     See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.2.  That section of the SID also   
     discusses the flexibilty built into the single TMDL procedure specified in 
     the final Guidance.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2746.210
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [REFERENCE:                                                                
                                                                                
     Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII.  General Implementation Procedures,      
     Section C.11                                                               
                                                                                
     ISSUE:                                                                     
                                                                                
     Is there consistency between TMDL options A and B.                         
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:                                                                  
                                                                                
     There is consistency between the two options in the broadset sense; they   
     are both methods to develop TMDLs and their stated objective is to meet    
     water quality standards. The approach used, however, is drastically        
     different.                                                                 
                                                                                
     First the tributary approach of option A.  This approach looks at a        
     tributary basin/watershed in its entirety.  As such, it has flexibility to 
     incorporate any and all pollutant source loadings. It is conducted under   
     steady state conditions at critical low flows.  It is basically similar to 
     EPA's proposed guidance for TMDL development and watershed management.]    
                                                                                
     [The option B TMDL approach is defined as a procedure to derive a tributary
     basin and source specific wasteload allocation.  This is a contradiction.  
     The option B approach was originally developed as a source specific        
     individual discharge analysis.  As such, it was geared to look at both     
     mixing zone issues and a mixed waterbody situation.  Calling it a basin    
     approach by including ambient background information which is              
     representative of upstream sources is optimistic at best.  It is more      
     realistically a single source assessment or a basin segment assessment     
     including several sources.  It does not have the flexibility of            
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     incorporating individual source loadings, whether they be point, nonpoint, 
     atmospheric deposition.]                                                   
                                                                                
     If implemented in the perspective with which they were developed, both     
     options could be equally applicable to generate TMDLs and wasteload        
     allocations which would meet water quality standards. If one believes USEPA
     national guidance, the basin or watershed approach is the one that all     
     regulatory entities should be striving to implement.  To accommodate the   
     transition from a source specific to a basin approach, it is suggested that
     both options be retained within the initiative and regulatory agencies be  
     allowed to pursue either option.  Within a given time frame, say about 10  
     years, it should be expected that all state agencies would be implementing 
     a version of the basin or watershed approach.                              
                                                                                
     If it is accepted that both options would be retained in the final Great   
     Lakes Guidance, the preamble could be adjusted to explain that these are   
     two examples of implementing national operating principles dealing with    
     TMDLs.                                                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:                                                            
                                                                                
     Retain both options in the Great Lakes guidance; regulatory agencies are   
     allowed to select either of the options for implementation and permit      
     development; a time period should be specified wherein the basin/watershed 
     approach is the process of choice over the long term.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.210     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2746.211
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation        
     Proceedures, Section C.11                                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Is a ten year implementation period for the elimination of mixing   
     zones for BCCs reasonable.                                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The elimination of mixing zones for BCCS is a reasonable first   
     step toward achieving the ultimate goal of elimination of discharge of     
     pollutants.  It was a concept adopted by all members of the Steering       
     Committee and appears to be an appropriate policy for pursuit in the Great 
     Lakes Basin.                                                               
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: A ten year implementation period for restrictions of BCCS  
     is reasonable.                                                             
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     Response to: P2746.211     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions,
     which EPA has retained in the final Guidance, with a modification to allow 
     a limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges based on  
     economic and technical considerations.  See the discussion in the SID at   
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2746.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. General Implementation        
     Proceedures, Section C.11                                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Acute mixing zones; should they be allowed, should there be a       
     maximum size established.                                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The significance of acute criteria and acute mixing zones is only
     relative in respect to the overall approach that is applied to develop     
     TMDLs in the control of discharge of pollutants.  As a general statement,  
     acute criteria are approximately ten times greater than chronic criteria.  
     In the basin/watershed TMDL approach a TMDL and wasteload allocations is   
     developed to meet chronic criteria.  This usually results in the           
     establishment of a chronic effluent limit which usually meets acute critria
     constraints within the mixing zone.  In cases where it does not, a separate
     acute mixing zone analysis could be undertaken.                            
                                                                                
     RECOMMEDATION: Specific criteria relative to acute mixing zones should not 
     be included in the TMDL guidance.  Evaluation of mixing zones should be    
     left to professional judgement within the context of the optional TMDL     
     development process chosen by the respective state.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2746.212     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P2746.213
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Preamble VIII. D. Additivity                 
                                                                                
     ISSUE: M-3                                                                 
                                                                                
     Should GLWQG require states to account for additivity of carcinogens in the
     calculation of discharge permits?                                          
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The GLWQG does not now propose an additivity requirement, but    
     requests comment on the possibility of requiring states to implement an    
     additivity provision in their permitting process.  NYS does not employ an  
     additivity provision in calculating permit limits.                         
                                                                                
     The additivity provision attempts to set permit limits such that the sum of
     the risks of individual carcinogens does not exceed, say 10(exp-5) rather  
     than having each carcinogen at 10(exp-5) with the total risk, therefore,   
     being greater where there are multiple carcinogens.  (EPA recognizes that  
     the provision as described doesn't fully accomplish this and is just an    
     approximation.  To fully accomplish this objective would require a truly   
     unworkable permit calculation system).                                     
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: [The additivity provision would result in cumbersome       
     specifications and compliance reporting of permit effluent limitations.]   
     [In addition it would, as acknowledged, not achieve the nominal objective  
     where there are multiple permittees with carcinogens.]  [Cancer risk levels
     of 10(exp-5) or 10(exp-6) for individual carcinogens are sufficiently low  
     and are calculated with sufficient conservatism such that it is not        
     necessary to consider additivity.  Furthermore, rather than employing an   
     additivity provision, which is cumbersome, it would be more efficient to   
     simply use a more stringent risk level for individual carcinogens (see     
     comments on risk level).]                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.213     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P2746.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .214 is imbedded in .213.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The additivity provision would result in cumbersome specifications and     
     compliance reporting of permit effluent limitations.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.214     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P2746.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .215 is imbedded in .213.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition it would, as acknowledged, not achieve the nominal objective   
     where there are multiple permittees with carcinogens.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.215     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P2746.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .216 is imbedded in .213.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cancer risk levels of 10(exp-5) or 10(exp-6) for individual carcinogens are
     sufficiently low and are calculated with sufficient conservatism such that 
     it is not necessary to consider additivity.  Furthermore, rather than      
     employing an additivity provision, which is cumbersome, it would be more   
     efficient to simply use a more stringent risk level for individual         
     carcinogens (see coments on risk level).                                   
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     Response to: P2746.216     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2746.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.A.2.,   
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should EPA specify methodology for calculating a preliminary        
     effluent limitation?  Are there other alternative methodologies?           
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: [This guidance contains very specific procedures for calculating 
     preliminary effluent limits.  This level of detail is not necessary to     
     obtain consistency in the Great Lakes Basin].  [The procedures are useful, 
     but would be better if applied as guidance.  Alternative methods are       
     available and suggestions are made in the following pages.]                
                                                                                
     [ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED: Does this procedure apply only to Table 6  
     pollutants?  If so the applicability should be clearly stated in opening   
     paragraph of this procedure.]                                              
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The procedure to assess reasonable potential to exceed     
     water quality standards should be published a guidance, perhaps in a       
     Technical Support Document.  This would provide the states some flexibility
     but would also allow the guidance to be improved and updated periodically  
     if EPA funding is available.  This degree of specificity in the regulation 
     is not appropriate.  The regultory process is too unwieldy to allow for    
     legitimate changes based on new information.                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.217     
     
     In response to the question asking whether this procedure applies only to  
     Table 6 pollutants,  the opening paragraph of procedure 5, appendix F of   
     the final Guidance clearly states in reference to the PEL:PEQ comparison in
     procedure 5, that "[i]f a permitting authority determines that a pollutant 
     is or may be discharged into the Great Lakes System at a level which will  
     cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or contribute to an         
     excursion above any Tier I criterion or Tier II value, the permitting      
     authority shall incorporate a water quality-based effluent limitation      
     (WQBEL) in an NPDES permit for the discharge of that pollutant."  Thus, by 
     definition, the PEL:PEQ comparison in procedure 5 applies to pollutants for
     which Tier I or Tier II values exist.  Such pollutants are not necessarily 
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     limited to the pollutants in Table 6.                                      
                                                                                
     In response to the comment suggesting that the entire reasonable potential 
     procedure needs to be flexible and in the form of guidance, EPA believes   
     that final procedure 5 contains considerable flexibility for States and    
     Tribes in adopting procedures for determining when WQBELs are necessary.   
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2, General           
     requirements of Procedure 5; section a, Developing Preliminary Wasteload   
     Allocations; section b, Developing Preliminary Effluent Limitations; and   
     section c, Determining reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent 
     Limitations Using Pollutant Concentraion Data.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2746.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .218 is imbedded in .217.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMMENTS: This guidance contains very specific procedures for calculating  
     preliminary effluent limits.  This level of detail is not necessary to     
     obtain consistency in the Great Lakes Basin.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.218     
     
     See response to comment number P2746.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2746.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .219 is imbedded in .217.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     COMMENTS: The procedures are useful, but would be better if applied as     
     guidance.  Alternative methods are available and suggestions are made in   
     the following pages.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.219     
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     See response to comment number P2746.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2746.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .220 is imbedded in .217.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ADDITIONAL INFORMATION NEEDED: Does this procedure apply only to Table 6   
     pollutants?  If so the applicability should be clearly stated in opening   
     paragraph of this procedure.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.220     
     
     See response to comment number P2746.217.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2746.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F. Procedure 5.A.2.    
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the preliminary effluent limitation be expressed in exactly  
     the same terms as the wasteload allocation? (i.e. Annual average PEL based 
     on WAC for human health protection).                                       
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: It is desirable to express the preliminary water quality limit in
     the same terms as the wasteload allocation, but not necessary.  For        
     instance the permit writer could establish a variability ratio to transform
     a monthly average limit to a daily maximum.  Effluent limits, in general,  
     should not be expressed in terms longer than monthly average in order to   
     stay within the DMR report format.                                         
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: If permit limit time frames must be specified, apply human 
     health, wildlife and chronic aquatic as monthly averages and acute aquatic 
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     as daily maximums.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.221     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.b, Developing      
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2746.222
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 3,        
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should probabilistic or dynamic modeling procedures be used for     
     preliminary wasteload allocations instead of the procedures proposed in    
     Procedure 3 of Appendix F.                                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The professional responsible for calculating water quality limits
     and wasteload allocations should employ the best technical and scientific  
     tools available if time and resources are available and if it improves the 
     wasteload allocation procedure.                                            
                                                                                
     Recommendation: More sophisticated modeling techniques for wasteload       
     allocations should be allowed but not specified.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.222     
     
     See Supplementary Implementation Document Section VIII.E.2.c for a         
     discussion on the use of dynamic modelling techniques in calculating       
     preliminary wasteload allocations, wasteload allocations, and in           
     determining reasonable potential.  See also Supplementary Information      
     Document Section VIII.c.6.a, Steady State vs. Dynamic Modelling.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2746.223
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.B.1,    
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Is using the statistical approach in Procedure 5.B.1.d (i.e. 95th   
     percentile) sufficient?  Are the requirements within Procedures 5.B.1.a -  
     5.B.1.c useful and appropriate?  Is the 99th percentile an appropriate     
     estimate of the maximum effluent concentration for reasonable potential?   
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The function of the projected effluent quality PEQ is to         
     reasonably represent the worst case effluent loading to be discharged.     
     When sufficient data is available, the 95th percentile method is preferred 
     for projecting a reasonable upper bound for PEQ.  [This procedure does not 
     allow for judgement in interpreting effluent data.  For instance, existing 
     data could be flawed by improper sampling or analytical protocol, by       
     insufficient limits of detectability, poor plant performance or upset.  The
     permit writer must be able to evaluate data before calculating PEQ.  A PEQ 
     that is too high or too low could overstate or understate "reasonable      
     potential" which could result in distorted wasteload allocations or        
     unneeded WQBELs.  The procedures set forth are useful if the data is       
     sufficient and valid.] [In many cases the technology-based effluent limit  
     as the legal "upper bound" is a much better measure of worst case and is   
     therefore an appropriate measure of PEQ.]  [Conversely if a facility is in 
     noncompliance and must reduce discharge, existing effluent data is a poor  
     measure of PEQ.]                                                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  This whole procedure of calculating PEQ should be         
     specified as guidance.  If a statistical measure must be employed, use 99th
     percentile for daily maximum limits, 95th percentile for monthly average   
     limits assuming log-normal distribution of effluent data.  Allow the use of
     BAT limits as PEQ where they exist.  Allow for interpretation of data for  
     validity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2746.223     
     
     See response to comment number P2585.153.  In addition, final procedure 5  
     specifies the 95th percentile as the minimum precentile to be used when    
     determining projected effluent quality.  For a more complete discussion,   
     see Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using  
     Pollutant Concentration Data.  In response to one specific statement made  
     by the commenter that if a facility is in noncompliance, than existing     
     effluent data is a poor measure of PEQ and should not be used, EPA         
     disagrees. EPA does not believe it makes sense to disregard the existing   
     representative effluent monitoring data of a discharge for the sole reason 
     that the discharger is in non-compliance with their existing permit limits.
      The natural extension of such an approach would be to reward non-compliers
     by not including WQBELs in their permits, when at the same time including  
     WQBELs in the permits of similar dischargers that are in compliance.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2746.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .224 is imbedded in .223.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This procedure does not allow for judgement in interpreting effluent data. 
     For instance, existing data could be flawed by improper sampling or        
     analytical protocol, by insufficient limits of detectability, poor plant   
     performance or upset.  The permit writer must be able to evaluate data     
     before calculating PEQ.  A PEQ that is too high or too low could overstate 
     or understate "reasonable potential" which could result in distorted       
     wasteload allocations or unneeded WQBELs.  The procedures set forth are    
     useful if the data is sufficient and valid.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.224     
     
     With regard to the comment suggesting that false data could trigger the    
     need for a permit limit, an implicit and obvious assumption in the proposed
     and final PEQ procedure is that the effluent pollutant concentration data  
     used to project maximum effluent quality is valid data that is             
     representative of the effluent.  Permittees should ensure they are         
     reporting valid, representative data.  Where the permittee believes certain
     effluent measurements to not be representative of the effluent, the        
     permittee should bring this to the permitting authority's attention.       
                                                                                
     EPA's position is that valid, representative effluent data must not be     
     ignored.  The final guidance provides flexibility to States to adopt a     
     reasonable potential statistical procedure that among other attributes,    
     accounts for and captures long term effluent variability and accounts for  
     limitations associated with sparse data sets.  Where a State fails to adopt
     such a procedure, the final Guidance specifies the statistical procedure   
     EPA would promulgate for a State should it become necessary (EPA           
     procedure). It is essentially the same procedure that was proposed for data
     sets of ten or less data points.  The final guidance leaves room for State 
     procedures to differ from EPA's as long as the basic characteristics       
     outlined in section 5.B of Appendix F are adhered to.  The EPA procedure is
     offered as one alternative, and would only be required, where a State      
     failed to adopt a PEQ procedure consistent with the characteristics        
     outlined in 5.B.  For a more complete discussion, see Supplementary        
     Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential  
     to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant             
     Concentration Data.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2746.225
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .225 is imbedded in .223.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     In many cases the technology-based effluent limit as the legal "upper      
     bound" is a much better measure of worst case and is therefore an          
     appropriate measure of PEQ.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.225     
     
     The final guidance provides flexibility to States to adopt a reasonable    
     potential statistical procedure that among other attributes, accounts for  
     and captures long term effluent variability and accounts for limitations   
     associated with sparse data sets.  Where a State fails to adopt such a     
     procedure, the final Guidance specifies the statistical procedure EPA would
     promulgate for a State should it become necessary (EPA procedure). It is   
     essentially the same procedure that was proposed for data sets of  ten or  
     less data points.  The final guidance leaves room for State procedures to  
     differ from EPA's as long as the basic characteristics outlined in section 
     5.B of Appendix F are adhered to.  The EPA procedure is offered as one     
     alternative, and would only be required, where a State failed to adopt a   
     PEQ procedure consistent with the characteristics outlined in 5.B.  For a  
     more complete discussion, see Supplementary Information Document Section   
     VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary     
     Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2746.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .226 is imbedded in .223.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Conversely if a facility is in noncompliance and must reduce discharge,    
     existing effluent data is a poor measure of PEQ.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.226     
     
     See response to comment number P2746.225.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2746.227
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F. Procedure 5.B.1.a   
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the permitting authority make a determination of reasonable  
     potential on the basis of one effluent value?  Are there other procedures  
     to determine the probability of the effluent to cause a water quality      
     violation?                                                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: In most cases the state would not want to make a determination of
     reasonable potential on the basis of one effluent value.  For an existing  
     facility it is preferable to require additional sampling, usually a        
     short-term high intensity monitoring program on which to base permit       
     decisions.                                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Provide the guidance on the statistical methods to         
     calculate projected effluent quality PEQ for less than 10 data points.     
     However, it should be the option of the permit agency to require the       
     requisite data upon which to base an informed decision on reasonable       
     potential.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.227     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.E.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/EDOM
     Comment ID: P2746.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.B.2     
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Is the level of 50 percent of the preliminary water quality limit   
     reasonable to insure that a WQBEL is necessary in an effluent dominated    
     situation?  (i.e. less than 1:1 dilution at 7Q10). Should the 95th         
     percentile or some other method used?                                      
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The setting of available dilution at 7Q10 already provides one   
     safety factor.  It may not always be appropriate to reduce all loadings by 
     a factor of 50% even at waste flow equal to or greater than 7Q10.  The 95th
     percentile is an appropriate measure of PEQ for chronic concerns.          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The recommendation on allocation procedures should be made 
     by the Water Quality Evaluation Section.  The Bureau of Wastewater         
     Facilities Design feels that 50% may be too conservative if we are already 
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     using 7Q10.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.228     
     
     See response to comment number P2718.288.  See also Response to comment    
     number P2720.246.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/EDOM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2746.229
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.C,       
                                                                                
     ISSUE:  Is the procedure for 10 or less data points necessary?  Are 10 or  
     less data points sufficient to determine reasonable potential?  Is the     
     coefficient of 0.6 for 10 or less data points appropriate?                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: In the past, when DEC wanted to calculate PEQ for sparse data, we
     would apply an arbitrary multiplication factor of up to 5.0 based on the   
     reviewers best professional judgement.  It is preferable to replace        
     arbitrary multipliers with a statistically based approach to calculate PEQ.
     However, the permit writer must be able to use professional judgement as to
     the validity/applicability of the data and the ability to require more     
     data.                                                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Include the methods for ten or less data points as         
     guidance.  Let the permit writer employ professional judgement as to the   
     validity of data, detection levels, plant performance/compliance and status
     of BAT.                                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.229     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/DATA
     Comment ID: P2746.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.C       
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Is existing guidance sufficient for determining the need for WQBEL  
     in the absence of effluent data?  Should procedures be specified to assess 
     reasonable potential in the absence of facility specific data?             
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The guidance in Procedure 5.C is adequate for calculating PEQ for
     less than ten data points.  However, other factors might be a better       
     measure of PEQ such as the BAT limit if applicable.  Procedures are not    
     necessary in the absence of facility specific data if an analytical method 
     exists for the substance.                                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Keep the procedure for PEQ for less than ten data points as
     guidance.  Provide the permit writer the flexibility to require more       
     effluent data upon which to calculate PEQ and assess reasonable potential. 
     The Clean Water Act provides ample authority require effluent data.        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.230     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/DATA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2746.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93, Section 132, Appendix F, Proceedure 5.D.1.   
                                                                                
     ISSUE: M-1                                                                 
                                                                                
     In D.1 of Procedure 5 of Appendix F, the requirement (as we've underlined) 
     in first sentence is not clear:  The GLWQG states in that sentence, "...for
     each pollutant in Table 6...known or believed to be present in its effluent
     at a level for which data sufficient to calculate Tier II values for       
     noncancer human health...does not exist..."                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: EPA should clarify this requirement.  How is the presence  
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     of a chemical at a particular level pertinent to the existence of data?    
     EPA should be basing the requirement in D.1. on the presence of a chemical 
     at a level likely to be harmful.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2746.231     
     
     The provision noted in the comment has been clarified in the final         
     Guidance.  It reads, "...for each pollutant listed in Table 6 of part 132  
     that a permittee reports as known or believed to be present in its         
     effluent, and for which pollutant, data sufficient to calculate Tier II    
     values for non-cancer human health, acute aquatic life and chronic aquatic 
     life do not exist, the permitting authority shall:...                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2746.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Proceedure 5.D.1 and
     5.D.2                                                                      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: M-2,                                                                
                                                                                
     Requirement to develop criteria/values and data:  Avoidance of duplication 
     of effort and timing of permit issuance.                                   
                                                                                
     There are potentially hundreds of substances for which states will be      
     required to develop Tier II values.  This represents a potential for large 
     scale duplication of effort by the various states and for great differences
     in the values derived.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.232     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2746.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATION: To avoid duplicative efforts and promote interstate        
     consistency EPA should develop mini-criteria documents that summarize      
     existing literature that can be used to derive Tier II values for all      
     substances for which the GLWQG requires states to develop values.  These   
     documents will provide states with a common starting point.  States would  
     still review any new literature and derive the critria/values in accordance
     with their methodologies, which by definition will be at least as stringent
     as the GLWQG methodologies.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.233     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For the situation where there is insufficient information in the literature
     to develop a Tier II value, EPA rather than permittees should generate the 
     necessary data.  As proposed, the regulations will result in excessive     
     repetition of expensive experiments.  The burden of generating data would  
     be dictated by the timing for permit renewals.  The result could be that   
     permittees discharging small quantities will pay for expensive experiments 
     while large permittees will get a free ride.  Furthermore, these substances
     are uniformly used throughout the nation by public and private sectors;    
     therefore, the cost should be spread evenly.                               
                                                                                
     It would be more efficient for EPA to generate data for Tier II values.    
     The substances selected and the amount of data generated would be based on 
     EPA's assessment of the threat each substance posed.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.234     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2746.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Where a Tier II value must be derived from existing  literature or from the
     generation of new data, the regulations should explicitly allow issuance of
     the permit pending derivation of a Tier II value with the ability to reopen
     the permit as needed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.235     
     
     EPA believes there is sufficient time in the permit issuance process prior 
     to permit issuance to generate any necessary Tier II values.  The final    
     procedure 5 does not therefore include the explicit provision requested by 
     the commenter.  See also Supplementary Information Document Section        
     VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable        
     Potential for Pollutants When tier II Values are Not Available.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2746.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lastly, EPA should consider elimination of wildlife criteria from the      
     requirement to derive Tier II values (see separate comments on wildlife    
     methodologies).                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.236     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2746.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2746.237     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2746.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .239 is imbedded in .238                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Comments of Procedure 5.E. and the Preamble discussion on           
     alternatives for consideration of intake pollutants.                       
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The GLWQI greatly overstates the environmental importance of     
     intake pollutants.  This issue is more of a permitting compliance issue.   
     The decision and options presented in the preamble are exhaustive and      
     unnecessary.                                                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.238     
     
     This comment is essentially the same as comment D2746.030 and is addressed 
     in response to that comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPTN
     Comment ID: P2746.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     RECOMMENDATION: The guidance should allow the states to consider intake    
     pollutants in the setting of WQBELs.  The states could simply require a    
     WQBEL, require intake monitoring and subtract intake pollutants mass or    
     concentration and use professional judgement on chemical alteration or     
     mixing zones.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2746.239     
     
     The final Guidance, unlike the proposal, allows the State to consider      
     intake pollutants in setting WQBELS by allowing "no net addition" limits in
     situations that meet all requirements of the reasonable potential test     
     except that the discharger adds mass of the pollutant to that already in   
     the intake water.  Determining whether the discharger meets the eligiblity 
     requirements is left to the best professional judgment of permitting       
     authority.  See generally SID at Section VIII.E.4-7.                       
                                                                                
     Mixing zone provisions are included in procedure 3 of appendix F and       
     discussed in the SID at Section VIII.C.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPTN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: ref:  p. 14 of commenter P2746                                
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the Guidance define the phase "same body of waters" or allow 
     the permitting authorities discretion to interpret this phrase on a        
     case-by-case basis?                                                        
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: DEC usually restricts net effluent limits (i.e. intake pollutant 
     subtraction) for discharges to the same body of water as the intake water  
     supply.  In some cases it may be appropirate to extend the "same body of   
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     water" criteria to a drainage basin or sub-basin.  An example is the       
     Western Adirondacks where there is a pervasive low natural background level
     of phenols (as measured by 4 APP) due to dissolved humic matter.  Not      
     allowing for intake allowances from streams with no upstream point source  
     phenol discharge is overly restrictive and not environmentally beneficial. 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Do not define "same body of water." Allow the states to    
     consider intake pollutants in setting WQBELs. (See page 14)                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.240     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv., EPA believes that a     
     definition of "same body of water" is important to provide consistency and 
     to help ensure that the same body of water determination supports the      
     rationale for providing special consideration of intake pollutants.  At the
     same time, the definition in the final Guidance establishes a framework for
     making case-by-case determinations, which provides considerable flexibility
     for States in making this determination.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the Guidance specify a maximum limit to the size of a water  
     segment to be considered the same body of water?                           
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The consideration of intake pollutants should generally apply    
     within a reasonable distance.  However, one must consider natural          
     background and non-point source contributors such as contaminated          
     sediments.  The discharge should not be required to install expensive      
     treatment for merely returning contaminated water.  Would it be reasonable 
     to require carbon treatment for a background level of 10 ppt PCB if that is
     the background as in Lake Ontario?  What environmental benefit would be    
     accomplished by treating minute volumes of background contaminant levels?  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The guidance should not define a maximum limit to the size 
     of a water segment to be considered same body of water.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.241     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter's recommendation. Also see the response to   
     comment #P2746.240.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Under what circumstances should the phrase "same body of water"     
     apply to waters in the same water shed.  (i.e., clean vs. dirty) How should
     "same body of water be interpreted, what other factors are needed in this  
     determination, and what alternative interpretations are there?             
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The "same body of water" could be a basin, sub-basin, segment    
     etc. For purposes of consideration of intake pollutants other factors such 
     as natural background, non-point sources, atmospheric deposition, and      
     non-controllable contributions to intake water pollutants must be          
     considered.  Based upon these factors "same body of water" interpretation  
     must be flexible.                                                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Allow states to consider intake pollutants in developing   
     WQBELs without specifying detailed procedures.  By forgoing the reasonable 
     potential procedure and requirements a WQBEL with allowance for measured   
     intake pollutants, 5.E. and the alternatives discussed in the preamble are 
     unnecessary.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.242     
     
     EPA agrees that flexibility is needed for making "same body of water"      
     determinations, but also believes that a definition of "same body of water"
     helps ensure minimum consistency.  As explained in the SID at              
     VIII.E.7.a.iv, the final Guidance includes a defintion of "same body of    
     water" that seeks to balance these considerations.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.1.b,  
                                                                                
     ISSUE: How should "contribution of no additional amount" be interpreted for
     non-attainment waters?  Should statistics or minimum data requirements be  
     employed?                                                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: [It seems appropriate to not allow additional contributions for  
     BCCs.  However, this is very conservative approach for all pollutants.]    
     Statistics and minimum data requirements can be set by professional        
     judgement.                                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Limit BCCs to no additional contribution. Do not specify   
     minimum data requirements or statistics.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.243     
     
     The final guidance does not differentiate types of pollutants eligible for 
     the intake pollutant procedures. Limiting the discharge of any intake      
     pollutant in a non-attainment water to "no net addition" ensures that the  
     receiving water quality is not made worse and thereby exacerbate an        
     existing non-attainment problem.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .244 is imbedded in .243.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It seems appropriate to not allow additional contributions for BCCs.       
     However, this is very conservative approach for all pollutants.            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.244     
     
     This comment duplicates P2746.244.  See response to that comment.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.,     
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the conditions of "chemical and physical alteration" or      
     "adverse water quality inputs" be specified and how should these phrases be
     interpreted?  Should the parameters needing this evaluation be identified; 
     and should statistical methods or minimum data be required?  Should the    
     extent of the change in the environmental parameters without existing      
     impacts on WQ be specified?                                                
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: Again, this procedure and discussion overstates the importance of
     intake pollutants and provides criteria that are difficult to apply.  The  
     "chemical/physical alteration" and adverse water quality impact are not    
     necessary if the WQBEL is included.                                        
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Do not specify complicated conditions for consideration of 
     intake pollutants if the WQBEL is specified in the permit.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.245     
     
     The final Guidance retains the "chemical or physical alteration"           
     requirement for the reasons stated in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vii.   
     EPA notes that this requirement must be met to establish eligibility for   
     special consideration for intake pollutants, which precedes situations     
     where a WQBEL would be in a permit.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the allowance of intake pollutants increase the concentration
     at the edge of the discharge mixing zone?  Is this provision needed?       
     Should allowance for evaporation of cooling water be specified?            
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: DEC rarely uses a mixing zone analysis for flowing streams, but  
     does for lake discharges.  If a standard exceedance is predicted in either 
     case, we require a WQBEL regardless of intake pollutant concentration.  The
     evaporative cooling water consideration is not necessary when applying mass
     limits as we currently do.                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Specify the WQBEL in terms of mass discharge which negates 
     concern over concentrating the pollutant via evaporative losses.           
     

Page 10319



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: P2746.246     
     
     This issue is addressed in the SID at section VIII.E.7.a.vi.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.247
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the location of the intake and outfall be evaluated?  Should 
     a maximum distance between intake and outfall be specified?  Should a time 
     interim between intake and discharge be specified?                         
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The location and distance of intake and outfall should be        
     evaluated especially if transferring out of a "dirty water" to a "clean    
     water".  However, there are many factors to consider and should be left to 
     the professional judgement of the permit writer.                           
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The location and distance from intake to outfall should be 
     evaluated.  However, the location and distance are case-by-case factors and
     should not be specified in this regulation.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.247     
     
     EPA generally agrees that the final Guidance need not specify the maximum  
     distance or time interval between the intake and outfall in definining same
     body of water. However, EPA considers these important factors for          
     considering on a case-by-cases basis, as suggested by the commenter.  See  
     generally, SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.248
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the guidance specify minimum monitoring requirements for     
     consideration of intake pollutants?  Should permitting authorities be      
     required to specify factors in making this determination?  Would other     
     permit conditions be adequate?                                             
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: Monitoring intake and effluent is the minimum required to        
     consider intake pollutants.  Other monitoring may be necessary on a        
     case-by-case basis.  Other factors considered need not be specified in this
     regulation.  Other permit requirements can be specified in accordance with 
     our guidance and professional judgement.                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The guidance should not specify minimum monitoring         
     requirements.  The permit fact sheet can be used to describe factors       
     considered when applying WQBELs on a "net" basis.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.248     
     
     The final Guidance does not specify minimum monitoring requirements, but   
     does require that appropriate monitoring provisions be included in the     
     permit.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.ii.  Similarly, the final Guidance  
     leaves to the permitting authority's discretion the information needed to  
     demonstrate eligibility for special consideration of intake pollutants.    
     See generally SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.249
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should procedure 5 (intake pollutants) be expanded to cover all     
     pollutants including the excluded pollutants in Table 5? Should the        
     guidance identify pollutant characteristics that may prevent demonstration 
     of any proposed requirement of procedure 5.E?                              
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: In general, net limits are not necessary for readily treatable   
     and degradable pollutants such as the excluded pollutants.                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The guidance should not apply to excluded pollutants.  BCCs
     deserve a more rigorous review but allowance of "net" WQBELs is still      
     necessary.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.249     
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     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.ii, the intake pollutant     
     procedures, as written, do not apply to excluded pollutants.  However, EPA 
     believes that reasons supporting the intake pollutant procedures could be  
     applied to excluded pollutants as well as to any other pollutant.          
     Similarly, the provisions for "no net addition" limits are not limited to  
     BCCs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2746.250
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should procedure 5.E also address simple pass through of unaltered  
     pollutants?                                                                
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: If the WQBEL is specified assuming simple pass through and intake
     pollutant monitoring is required, complicated procedures to assess         
     reasonable potential of intake pollutants are not needed.                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: In general, Procedure 5.E. is unnecessary if WQBELs are    
     required forgoing the "reasonable potential" aspects of 5.E.               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.250     
     
     The intake pollutant reasonable potential procedures in the final Guidance 
     assume that the permitting authority needs to make a preliminary           
     determination that the discharge causes, has the reasonable potential to   
     cause or contribute to an eceedance of water quality standards before a    
     WQBEL can be put in the permit.  States, of course, may choose to forego   
     the "reasonable potential" determination before establishing WQBELs.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT2
     Comment ID: P2746.251
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E,      
     Option 2,                                                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should EPA include a provision that would allow the permitting      
     authority to modify WQBELs to reflect credit for intake pollutants if      
     pollutants are returned to the same body of water?  Should the procedure be
     limited to intake water pollutants that result in a minimum specified      
     decrease in the total mass of the pollutant in the receiving water and/or  
     improvement in water quality?  Should an intake water pollutant credit be  
     limited to one-permit term if the State has not completed a TMDL for the   
     water quality impaired receiving water?                                    
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: EPA guidance or regulation must allow for consideration of intake
     pollutants when developing WQBELs.  A minimum decrease in mass is not      
     appropriate or necessary and a one-time permit term is moot in New York    
     because we have TMDLs in all our drainage basins.                          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATIONS: The guidance must allow for consideration of intake       
     pollutants in setting WQBELs.  However, the need for a permit limit or     
     monitoring should be based on data and professional judgement, not the     
     permit renewal cycle.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2746.251     
     
     As discussed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7, the final Guidance does     
     provide for consideration of intake pollutants in setting WQBELs.  The     
     availability of "no net addition" limits does not depend on a minimum      
     decrease in mass. The final guidance does impose time limitations on "no   
     net addition" limits as way to provide incentives for development of TMDLs 
     or comparable assessment and remediation plans under procedure 3.A. of the 
     appendix F.  EPA notes that where a WLA applicable to a particular         
     discharger is included an EPA-approved or prepared TMDL under 40 CFR Part  
     130.7 or in an assessment and remediation plan approved under procedure    
     3.A. of appendix F, it would be the basis for the WQBEL, not the intake    
     pollutant procedures in procedure 5.D and E of appendix F.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT3
     Comment ID: P2746.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.,     
     Option 3,                                                                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should EPA extend the concept of intake credits for WQBELs to       
     situations where all or a portion of the intake water source is a different
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     body of water than the receiving water?  Should this be limited to cases   
     that specify a minimum decrease in concentration of the pollutant and what 
     conditions should be specified?  Should this procedure only be for         
     non-BCCs?                                                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: In some cases it is appropriate to consider intake pollutants for
     inter body transfer of water if the background concentrations of the       
     pollutants are similar.  It should not be limited to decreasing the        
     concentration of the pollutant.  The notion that an industrial treatment   
     plant should be accountable to "cleanse the stream" of background pollution
     is not appropriate.  The remediation of background pollution properly rests
     with the regulatory agency and parties responsible for background          
     pollution.                                                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The guidance should allow for consideration of intake      
     pollutants for other than the same body of water for cases where the       
     background concentration is similar.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2746.252     
     
     As explained in the SID at Sections VIII.E.4.c. and 5, EPA does not believe
     that special consideration for intake pollutants from different bodies of  
     water is appropriate, even where background levels are similar.  Also see, 
     response to comment D2798.058.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT3          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2746.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.,     
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Are there comments on any aspect of procedure 5.E.?  Should EPA     
     consider other options?  EPA will specify the extent to which the states   
     may consider intake pollutants in calculating WQBELs.  Is this appropriate?
     Are there alternatives?                                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: EPA should allow for consideration of intake pollutants.   
     However, specifying to the minute detail factors that must be considered is
     not needed or appropriate.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2746.253     
     
     This comment is similar to comment #P2746.030 and is addressed in the      
     response to that comment.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2746.254
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.E.,     
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should final requirements addressing intake pollutants be restricted
     to pollutants that due to non-point sources are present throughout the     
     Great Lakes System at about the same concentration which already exceeds   
     the water quality criteria?                                                
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: See previous comments on the issue of intake pollutants.         
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Do not restrict consideration of intake pollutants to      
     pollutants that are pervasive throughout the Great Lakes Basin due to      
     non-point sources.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2746.254     
     
     EPA agrees that special consideration of intake pollutants can be applied  
     appropriately even if the pollutant is not pervasive throughout the Great  
     Lakes system. See SID at section VIII.E.7.a.ii.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2746.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93, Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 5.F.3.,   
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Should the term "water body" be defined in the guidance?  If so,    
     what factors should be considered?                                         
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: See previous discussions on intake pollutants.                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The term "water body" should not be defined.               
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     Response to: P2746.255     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv., EPA believes that       
     determining whether a discharge of intake pollutant is to the same body of 
     water is a case-by-case decision, but that minimum consistency can be      
     assured through specifying certain factors that must be considered by the  
     permitting authority in making this determination.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2746.256
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 6.A.1.    
                                                                                
     ISSUE: The GLWQG states that "No discharge shall exceed 1.0 acute toxic    
     unit (TUa) at the point of discharge."                                     
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: This is an arbitrary determination without technical             
     justification.  Effectively no mixing zone is allowed.  The EPA Technical  
     Support Document of March 1991 on page 33 allows for existence of an acute 
     mixing zone.  In well mixed conditions, meeting the TUa of 1 will be       
     unnecessarily stringent.  The chronic mixing zone may be met well within   
     the allowable mixing zone, but because the TUa is not met at the discharge 
     point may require a TRE when a reasonable acute mixing zone may be         
     sufficiently protective.                                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION:  The TSD allows for acute mixing zones.  An acute mixing   
     zone would be appropriate as described on pages 33 and 34 of the TSD.  That
     is a 0.3 TUa met at the edge of the acute mixing zone would be adequate and
     technically defensible.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.256     
     
     See comment P2656.366 for the discussion regarding the use of an acute     
     mixing                                                                     
     zone in the WET procedure.  In addition, EPA modified the reasonable       
     potential equations such that they are consistent with the TMDL mixing zone
     provisions.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2746.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 6.C.1.a   
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Proceedure 6.C.1.a. states that the permitting authority "Shall     
     establish a water quality-based effluent limitation (WQBEL) or WQBELs for  
     WET to ensure compliance with Section A."                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENT: A monitoring requirement with appropriate guidelines for          
     conducting a toxicity reduction evaluation (TRE) when excessive toxicity is
     demonstrated is sufficient.                                                
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: A WET monitoring requirement with a TRE program which is   
     implemented when unacceptable toxicity occurs should be established in the 
     permits.  A monitoring requirement only is required when there is a        
     reasonable potential for toxicity.  A limit should be established only as  
     the objective of a TRE.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.257     
     
     While EPA agrees that TREs are valuable tools in identifying and           
     eliminating whole effluent toxicity, EPA does not agree that TREs can be   
     used as a substitute for WET limits in permits.  Once reasonable potential 
     has been established, the Guidance requires that appropriate WET limits be 
     included in the permit.  A TRE can then be performed to identify the       
     sources of toxicity and if steps are taken to reduce or eliminate the      
     toxicity, allow for the possible removal of the WET limits.  Without the   
     WET limits, however, the permitting authority cannot assure that WET water 
     quality standards will be attained.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2746.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 7         
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Comments requested on all aspects of Procedure 7 - Loading Limits.  
     Should limits being expressed in terms of mass and concentration limits be 
     limited to a class of pollutants such as persistent or bioaccumulative     
     pollutants?                                                                
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     COMMENTS: In general the impact on the receiving stream is better defined  
     in total mass, not concentration.  Mass limits the total discharge and the 
     rate and cannot be met by dilution.  From an environmental perspective,    
     mass limits are necessary.  Mass effluent limits also facilitate dividing  
     waste assimilative capacity among discharges when performing a TMDL.       
     Concentration limits can be applied in cases of 1:1 dilution or less when  
     the effluent is the dominant flow in the stream.  In these cases the       
     effluent must meet the ambient standard.                                   
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Water quality limits should be expressed in terms of mass  
     to facilitate wasteload allocation and prevent compliance by dilution.     
     Concentration limits should be optional.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2746.258     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2746.259
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 7.A,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Comments on Procedure 7.A are requested.  Should mass limits be only
     expressed as monthly averages in combination with appropriate concentraion 
     limits?                                                                    
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The effluent limits for mass should be expressed in consistent   
     terms with the policies for WQBELs.  Concentration limits if used should   
     follow the same convention.  However, if the state can establish a         
     variability ratio between monthly and daily limits it could be appropriate 
     to have either or both.                                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Require WQBELs to be expressed in terms of mass.  Allow    
     states to determine the time frame and averaging period (i.e. monthly      
     average, daily maximum etc.)                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.259     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  EPA will defer to existing State and Tribal 
     procedures for establishing averaging periods for permit limits that are   
     consistent with the water quality criteria they are intended to protect.   
     For example, a daily maximum limit is appropriate for protecting the       
     receiving waterbody from acute toxicity.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2746.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 7.B,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Comments are requested on what facility flow rate should be used for
     calculating mass limits?                                                   
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The calculation of PEQ and the subsequent wasteload allocation   
     should be based on statistical analysis of actual mass discharge rates.  As
     such, the flow rate for calculating mass is the flow on the day the sample 
     was taken.  This renders the discussion on flow rate moot.  When the WQBEL 
     is developed and applied as a mass limit, it must be achieved regardless of
     flow.  This is another factor why mass discharge limits are preferable to  
     concentration limits.                                                      
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The PEQ, which is used to assess reasonable potential,     
     should be based on actual mass discharge data (i.e. actual concentrations  
     and actual flows).  WQBELs should be expressed as mass limits which must be
     achieved regardless of flow.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.260     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for a discussion of the rationale for requiring both 
     mass-based and concentration-based permit limits.  The final Guidance      
     provides the permiting authority with flexibility to select an appropriate 
     permitted effluent flow rate provided it is used in the WLA and TMDL       
     procedures.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2746.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 7,        
                                                                                
     ISSUE: EPA requests comments on how wet weather events and increased       
     discharge rates should be considered in calculating mass loading rates.    
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: Projected effluent quality PEQ should be calculated based on     
     actual mass discharge rates.  As such, it is important to have sufficient  
     numbers of representative effluent flow data.  If the PEQ is correctly     
     based on representative data, variability will be accounted for in the     
     calculation.  If the WQBEL is based on mass, concentration is not as       
     important as flow.  The only factor left to consider is the averaging      
     period.  For acute concerns, monthy averages are not adequate protection.  
     For all other environmental concerns monthly average is adequate.          
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Require PEQ to be based on actual effluent data that is    
     representative of the range of flow rates.  Use monthly average mass limits
     for all concerns except acute aquatic which should be daily maximum limits.
     The permit writer can use judgement in required monitoring frequencies.    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.261     
     
     EPA agrees that States and Tribes should be able to use BPJ in setting     
     mass-based permit limits to control POTWs subject to wet weather flow      
     variability.  See comment G2764.010.                                       
                                                                                
     In addition, see comment P2629.126 for a discussion of the rationale foe   
     requiring both mass-based and concentration-based permit limits.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2746.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 7,        
                                                                                
     ISSUE: EPA requests comments on: the approach in the guidance to account   
     for wet weather variability; the effect of wet weather events on compliance
     with mass effluent limits, should only monthly average loadings be used for
     mass WQBELs.                                                               
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: Wet weather variability for PEQ is addressed by actual mass      
     discharge rates if the data is representative.  Compliance for daily       
     maximum is still difficult.  For monthly limits, more frequent monitoring  
     will damper variability.  Acute aquatic conerns should be daily maximum    
     limits.                                                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: 1. Require WQBELs and PEQ in terms of mass loadings. 2.    
     Require sufficient representative data for PEQ in accordance with BPJ. 3.  
     The permit writer can use BPJ in assigning monitoring frequencies to       
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     account for wet weather and dampen variability.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.262     
     
     EPA agrees that States and Tribes should be able to use BPJ in setting     
     mass-based permit limits to control POTWs subject to wet weather flow      
     variability.  See comment G2764.010.                                       
                                                                                
     In addition, see comment P2629.126 for a discussion of the rationale foe   
     requiring both mass-based and concentration-based permit limits.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 8.A,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: The GLG requires specification of both the Water Quality Based      
     Effluent Limit and the Compliance Evauation Level which is set at the ML,  
     in the permit when the WQBEL is less than the ML.                          
                                                                                
     COMMENTS:  We feel that when the numerical value of the calculated water   
     quality based effluent limit falls below the analytical detection limit, it
     represents an appropriate long term goal for the permit, but not an        
     appropriate enforceable permit limit.  Any process which puts a numerical  
     effluent limit in a permit which is analytically not measurable or         
     technically not achievable, will draw us inexorably into unproductive areas
     of variance processing or litigation.  In the past four NYSDEC years we    
     have had the harsh reality of continuous, yet-to-be resolved litigation on 
     whether a PCB effluent limit below the PQL can be achieved, measured or    
     enforced.                                                                  
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: When a enforceable numeric effluent limitation is          
     necessary, specify an effluent limit at the Practical Quantitation Limit   
     (PQL).  If the limit is set a level that renders the statistical           
     uncertainty of a permit violation difficult to dispute (i.e., the PQL), the
     language on definition of permit exceedance is unnecessary.                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.263     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 8,        
                                                                                
     ISSUE: The use of specifying the Minimum Level (ML) as the compliance      
     evaluation level.                                                          
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: We feel strongly that this draft guidance is seriously flawed in 
     its reliance on the concept of Minimum Level (ML).  For years, with EPA    
     encouragement and endorsement, the entire scientific and regulatory        
     community has been moving toward universal recognition of the terms MDL and
     PQL.  Within this draft guidance or other EPA guidance we can find no      
     precise definition of the ML and we can find no consistent relationship to 
     the generally recognized MDL or PQL.                                       
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: The S/NPDES should contain effluent limits which to the    
     maximum extent practicable removes the cloud of uncertainty of enforceable 
     permit violations and which does not create the situation of a moving      
     target for compliance for the regulated, the regulators and third parties. 
     EPA should concentrate on development of more sensitive and reliable       
     analytical methods for pollutants of concern, especially PCBs, Dioxins and 
     Furans.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2746.264     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.265
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Procedure 8.C.                  
                                                                                
     ISSUE: Specification that average of all values for applicable averaging   
     period is an exceedance of the CEL is exceeded.                            
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: We are opposed to the concept of a compliance evaluation level,  
     preferring to set the limit at the PQL which moots the need to specify     
     exceedance definitions.                                                    
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Employ the use of PQLs and delete CEL and exceedance       
     definitions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2746.265     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.266
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 8.D,      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: The specification of the minimum monitoring of potential pollutant  
     sources in the pollutant minimization program PMP in 8.D. 1 & 2.           
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The level of monitoring the locations, sample types should be    
     based on best professional judgement.  In general semi-annual monitoring of
     sources and quarterly monitoring of effluent is not sufficient.            
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Require monitoring that is sufficient and representative   
     based on the best professional judgement of the state.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2746.266     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 8.F       
                                                                                
     ISSUE: The requirement to perform bioconcentration/bioaccumulation studies 
     and apply threshold criteria for unacceptable contamination in fish tissue 
     for BCCs.                                                                  
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: Bioaccumulation studies have not been adequately tested or       
     procedurally defined to apply as an indication of compliance.  It is       
     interesting and developing science but premature and inappropriate to use  
     as a regulatory tool at this time.                                         
                                                                                
     The document entitled "Draft Assessment and Control of Bioconcentratable   
     Contaminants in Surface Water" is not adequate for use by permittees to    
     determine bioconcentration of a substance.                                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Delete the requirement of bioconcentration/bioaccumulation 
     studies (i.e. 8.F).  Use the PMP program in 8.D as the focus for reducing  
     BCCS.  [EPA should concentrate on developing the uniform national protocol 
     of bioaccumulation monitoring.]                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2746.267     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2746.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .268 is imbedded in .267.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should concentrate on developing the uniform national protocol of      
     bioaccumulation monitoring.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2746.268     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS
     Comment ID: P2746.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     REFERENCE: Fed. Reg. 4/16/93; Section 132, Appendix F, Procedure 9.A.      
                                                                                
     ISSUE: The proposed regulation does not adequately address design          
     requirements and non-compliance follow-up.                                 
                                                                                
     COMMENTS: The GLWQG should explicitly state that treatment facilities to   
     meet new or more restrictive limitations for new or increasing dischargers 
     must be designed to comply with the required effluent limitations.  In     
     addition, the guidance should indicate that if a permittee is found to be  
     in violation, it will be subject to administrative orders.                 
                                                                                
     RECOMMENDATION: Add language requiring that treatment facilities to meet   
     new or more restrictive limitations for new or increasing dischargers must 
     be designed to comply with the required effluent limitations.  Add language
     clearly stating that if a permittee is found to be in violation, it will be
     subject to administrative orders.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2746.269     
     
     Although, the final Guidance provides to permitting authorities the        
     flexibility of up to a five year compliance schedule for existing          
     (including increasing) dischargers, EPA still maintains that facilities    
     must comply with new Great Lakes limits.  New dischargers as defined in the
     Great Lakes rule will not be allowed a compliance schedule and will be     
     required to comply upon discharging.  If a facility violates the permit    
     limit or its condition, it is up to the permitting authority's discretion  
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     as to how to enforce its State-issued permit as long as it is consistent   
     with federal enforcement regulations.  There are several enforcement       
     approaches and EPA can not limit a permitting authority by requiring that  
     it issue an Administrative Order upon each permittee's violation.          
                                                                                
     Although, EPA has provided a compliance schedule of up to three years for  
     existing (including increasing) dischargers which is at the discretion of  
     the permitting authority, EPA still maintains that facilities must comply  
     with new Great Lakes limits.  New dischargers as defined in the Great Lakes
     rule will not be allowed a compliance schedule and will be required to     
     comply upon discharging.  If a facility violates the permit limit or its   
     condition, it is up to the permitting authority's discretion as to how to  
     enforce its State-issued permit as long as it is consistent with federal   
     enforcement regulations.  There are several enforcement approaches and EPA 
     can not limit a permitting authority by requiring that it issue an         
     Administrative Order upon each permittee's violation.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2769.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is important to emphasize that the GLI merely begins the coordinated    
     process of restoring the Great Lakes ecosystem.  The federal government and
     the Great Lakes States must next focus on controlling toxic emissions from 
     diffuse, non-point sources, since these sources are generally believed to  
     be the greatest contributors of toxics to the Great Lakes ecosystem.       
     
     
     Response to: P2769.001     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  EPA also recognizes, however,    
     that the Guidance is one component of the overall strategy to protect and  
     restore the Great Lakes basin ecosystem.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D of the SID 
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2769.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indiana therefore recommends that our efforts to address diffuse and       
     non-point sources include the coordination of existing programs addressing 
     these sources and the short-term targeting of highest priority toxics.     
     These efforts should then be followed by a broader, long-term strategy for 
     diffuse and non-point source toxic controls.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2769.002     
     
     EPA recognizes that the Guidance is one component of the overall strategy  
     to protect and restore the Great Lakes basin ecosystem and agrees that EPA 
     and the States should continue to coordinate existing programs to address  
     all sources of pollution in the Great Lakes System.  For a discussion of   
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including those addressing nonpoint sources of pollution, see Section I.D  
     of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and       
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2769.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IDEM is strongly supportive of the process utilized to develop the GLWQG   
     and commends U.S. EPA for developing the GLWQG with the active             
     participation of the Great Lakes States.  This inclusive process was very  
     valuable because it allowed U.S. EPA and the affected States to jointly    
     explore and evaluate available scientific informataion and the public      
     policy issues associated with the proposed GLWQG.  We would recommend that 
     this proceess be utilized in any future activities of this nature.  For    
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     example, we strongly urge U.S. EPA to include the Great Lakes States in the
     review of comments submitted on the proposed GLWQG and in the development  
     of the final guidance.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2769.003     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2769.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One aspect that concerns IDEM is the requirement that criteria or values be
     calculated for aquatic life, human health and wildlife for all the         
     substances for which Tier I values are not proposed in the guidance        
     whenever the State may need to regulate the substance.  At present, IDEM   
     does not have aquatic life criteria for many substances for which it has   
     human health criteria; no human health criteria (at least as calculated by 
     the GLWQG methodology) for several substances for which there are aquatic  
     life criteria, and no wildlife criteria.  Under the GLWQG procedures, it   
     appears that States will be required to establish Tier I criteria or Tier  
     II values to protect aquatic life, human health and wildlife for any       
     substance that needed to be regulated or controlled.                       
                                                                                
     The concern is not that this is inappropriate, but that these requirements 
     would be quite difficult for IDEM to meet.  First, we have very limited    
     staff and time available for criteria development activities.  Second, our 
     access to the scientific literature and data is very limited, and review of
     this literature and data to determine if it conforms to GLWQG data         
     acceptability requirements would be quite time consuming.  Literature and  
     data review and criteria development should be a full time activity for    
     several staff, and IDEM currently has no staff or funding to perform this  
     activity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2769.004     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2769.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern is the issue of maintaining consistency of Tier I criteria 
     and Tier II values determined by the different States.  Will they all be   
     utilizing the same data to determine the criteria?  Under the current      
     structure several States may develop criteria or values for the same       
     substance and these criteria may vary.  The guidance does require that EPA 
     develop and publish a list of the Tier II values calculated by the States. 
     It is not clear what procedures EPA will use to determine which values to  
     publish if there are different values developed by different States.       
     
     
     Response to: P2769.005     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2769.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: REF: Comments 004 and 005 for "these issues"                  
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One way to perhaps resove many of these issues would be to have one agency 
     or State be responsible for the data acquisition, review and criteria      
     development on behalf of all Great Lakes States.  If a State needed a      
     criterion or value for a substance, the State would make a request to the  
     designated agency or State who would then develop it.  Under this approach,
     all States would be using the same criteria or values developed from one   
     database.  EPA, Michigan, or perhaps Wisconsin may be the best candidates  
     because (1) Wisconsin and Michigan were lead States in criteria and        
     procedure development for the GLWQG (Wisconsin-wildlife, and Michigan and  
     EPA - aquatic life and human health) and (2) Michigan and EPA already have 
     staff conducting these determinations.                                     
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     The consortium approach could be funded by contributions from all Great    
     Lakes States.  This approach would surely be more efficient in both money  
     and personnel requirements than for each State to try to perform these     
     functions individually.  This approach has been discussed in the past, and 
     at least some States in Region V appeared to be amenable to the idea.      
     However, to date, nothing has beeen done to initiate this process.  EPA    
     should approach all Great Lakes States to see if they would support this   
     idea or if they now feel they have adequate staff to perform these         
     functions on their own.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.006     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2769.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern is that the GLWQG does not specify in what analytical form 
     (total, total recoverable, soluble, dissolved, etc.) the criteria proposed 
     are to be expressed.  This concern is, ultimately, how to consider         
     bioavailability of substances and may be of most concern with regard to    
     aquatic life criteria and values.  IDEM recognizes the problems in trying  
     to address this issue.  The bioavailability of a substance in the water    
     certainly affects its toxicity, and bioavailability may vary with the site.
     Expressing the criteria in the bioavailable form (soluble, dissolved) would
     more accurately relate to the toxicity of the substance in the water.      
     However, the bioavailability of a substance in an effluent may differ from 
     its bioavailability in a receiving water.  Further, current federal        
     regulations regarding NPDES permits require effluent limits to be expressed
     in total or total recoverable form.  Also, measuring only the bioavailable 
     form may not adequately address sediment contamination.  Conversely,       
     measuring the substance in the total or total recoverable form may         
     substantially overestimate its toxicity in the ambient water.  As the GLWQG
     offers no guidance on this issue, it appears that the choice is left open  
     to the States.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2769.007     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2769.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In the preamble, the GLWQG proposes to address this issue by using the    
     Water Effects Ratio approach, a site-specific criteria modification        
     procedure.  It is unclear whether this will work satisfactorily.  For      
     States which choose to express the criteria in the bioavailable form, there
     would be no reason to do the Water Effect Ratio approach as the measurement
     itself should reflect the bioavailable (toxic) portion of the substance in 
     the water at that site.]  [If a State chooses to express the criteria in   
     the total or total recoverable form, the Water Effect Ratio approach will  
     likely produce a large number of different site-specific criteria.  This   
     will make the original criteria almost meaningless as a regulatory tool and
     consistency between (and even within) States will disappear (even though   
     actual toxicity may be adequately addressed in each case).]  [Developing,  
     reviewing and possibly promulgating these various site-specific criteria   
     modifications would be time and resource consumptive.  We have had several 
     dischargers attempt to do site-specific criteria development in Indiana,   
     and it has been very time consuming, expensive, and frustrating for all    
     concerned and, in most cases, these attempts were unsuccessful.]  It would 
     seem that expressing the criteria in some form which reflects              
     bioavailability would be most appropriate (and provide for more            
     consistency) in ambient waters.  However, how to address effluent limits   
     and possible sediment contamination may still be of concern.  IDEM realizes
     the difficulty of this problem, but it is just as difficult to address on a
     state by state (or site by site) basis.  IDEM recommends that the final    
     guidance more fully and specifically address this issue.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2769.008     
     
     See response to comment D2634.060 and P2771.025.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2769.009
     Cross Ref 1: imbedded in P2769.008
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble, the GLWQG proposes to address this issue by using the     
     Water Effects Ratio approach, a site-specific criteria modification        
     procedure.  It is unclear whether this will work satisfactorily.  For      
     States which choose to express the criteria in the bioavailable form, there
     would be no reason to do the Water Effect Ratio approach as the measurement
     itself should reflect the bioavailable (toxic) portion of the substance in 
     the water at that site.  [If a State chooses to express the criteria in the
     total or total recoverable form, the Water Effect Ratio approach will      
     likely produce a large number of different site-specific criteria,  This   
     will make the original criteria almost meaningless as a regulatory tool and
     consistency between (and even within) States will disappear (even though   
     actual toxicity may be adequately addressed in each case).]  [Developing,  
     reviewing and possibly promulgating these various site-specific criteria   
     modifications would be time and resource consumptive.  We have had several 
     dischargers attempt to do site-specific criteria development in Indiana,   
     and it has been very time consuming, expensive, and frustrating for all    
     concerned and, in most cases, these attempts were unsuccessful.]  [It would
     seem that expressing the criteria in some form which reflects              
     bioavailability would be most appropriate (and provide for more            
     consistency) in ambient waters.  However, how to address effluent limits   
     and possible sediment contamination may still be of concern.  IDEM         
     reallizes the difficulty of this problem, but it is just as difficult to   
     address on a state by state (or site by site) basis.  IDEM recommends that 
     the final guidance more fully and specifically address this issue.]        
     
     
     Response to: P2769.009     
     
     See response to comment D2634.060 and P2771.025.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2769.010
     Cross Ref 1: imbedded in P2769.008
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [In the preamble, the GLWQG proposes to address this issue by using the    
     Water Effects Ratio approach, a site-specific criteria modification        
     procedure.  It is unclear whether this will work satisfactorily.  For      
     States which choose to express the criteria in the bioavailable form, there
     would be no reason to do the Water Effect Ratio approach as the measurement
     itself should reflect the bioavailable (toxic) portion of the substance in 
     the water at that site.] If a State chooses to express the criteria in the 
     total or total recoverable form, the Water Effect Ratio approach will      
     likely produce a large number of different site-specific criteria.  This   
     will make the original criteria almost meaningless as a regulatory tool and
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     consistency between (and even within) States will disappear (even though   
     actual toxicity may be adequately addressed in each case).  [Developing,   
     reviewing and possibly promulgating these various site-specific criteria   
     modifications would be time and resource consumptive.  We have had several 
     dischargers attempt to do site-specific criteria development in Indiana,   
     and it has been very time consuming, expensive, and frustrating for all    
     concerned and, in most cases, these attempts were unsuccessful.]  [It would
     seem that expressing the criteria in some form which reflects              
     bioavailability would be most appropriate (and provide for more            
     consistency)) in ambient waters.  However, how to address effluent limits  
     and possible sediment contamination may still be of concern.  IDEM realizes
     the difficulty of this problem, but it is just as difficult to address on a
     state by state (or site by site) basis.  IDEM recommends that the final    
     guidance more fully and specifically address this issue.]                  
     
     
     Response to: P2769.010     
     
     See response to comment D2634.060 and P2771.025.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2769.011
     Cross Ref 1: imbedded in P2769.008
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Developing, reviewing and possibly promulgating these various site-specific
     criteria modifications would be time and resource consumptive.  We have had
     several dischargers attempt to do site-specific criteria development in    
     Indiana, and it has been very time consuming, expensive, and frustrating   
     for all concerned and, in most cases, these attempts were unsuccessful.    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.011     
     
     See response to comment D2634.060 and P2771.025.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2769.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another concern for IDEM is the issue of the status of existing numerical  
     criteria for aquatic life and human health that Indiana already has in its 
     water quality standards.  Indiana's existing numerical criteria are        
     equivalent to the current National Ambient Water Quality Criteria as       
     published by EPA.  IDEM has no concern or question about the use of the    
     proposed Tier I aquatic life, human health, and wildlife criteria in place 
     of the existing criteria in our standards.  But IDEM is concerned about the
     existing numerical criteria for substances for which no proposed GLWQG Tier
     I criteria exist.  May Indiana continue to utilize its existing numerical  
     criteria for these substances or must Indiana calculate and utilize Tier II
     values (or possibly Tier I criteria) for these substances?                 
     
     
     Response to: P2769.012     
     
     Please see responses to comments D2717.047, G1726.001, and G1715.005.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2769.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: REF: "New T 2" means "as opposed to those already on the books
in each     
          State"                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the interest of consistency, it would seem appropriate for the States to
     calculate and utilize new Tier II values, especially for the human health  
     values which may be quite different from the existing criteria due to the  
     many different assumptions (BAF vs. BCF, fish consumption rates, etc.) that
     go into the criteria calculation.  However, this effort would be very      
     resource consumptive for IDEM.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2769.013     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2769.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IDEM would strongly urge EPA to calculate and publish additional aquatic   
     life, human health, and wildlife Tier I criteria for those substances for  
     which the data are available to do so (e.g., aquatic life criteria for     
     aluminum) and to develop the necessary data and calculate Tier I criteria  
     for those substances that lack only one or two or the required data sets   
     (e.g., aquatic life criteria for lead).                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.014     
     
     See response to: D2621.010                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2769.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, as expressed earlier, IDEM has real concerns as to: (1) how to      
     maintain consistency among the Tier II values established by the States;   
     and (2) with the amount of effort and time it will take the States to      
     determine these values for all the substances for which Tier I criteria do 
     not exist.  IDEM strongly urges EPA to generate more Tier I criteria as    
     soon as possible and provide for a process to assure that all States are   
     quickly advised of all Tier II values as they are developed.               
     
     
     Response to: P2769.015     
     
     Please see response to comments P2585.058 and P2656.058.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2769.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would also recommend that EPA utilize the Federal Register process to   
     provide notice and receive comments on additional Tier I criteria as they  
     are determined.  Once finalized, the Tier I criteria would be available to 
     the States to incorporate into their water quality standards during        
     triennial reviews.  We would support the alternative mentioned in the      
     preamble (II.D.2) that Tables 1 through 4 be amended in future rulemakings 
     to include these new Tier I criteria after they are finalized.             
     
     
     Response to: P2769.016     
     
     See response to: P2585.058                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2769.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One other concern with the Tier II concept is how antibacksliding will     
     apply to effluent limits derived from Tier II values.  We feel the         
     discussion in the preamble is still somewhat ambiguous and needs further   
     clarification by EPA.  We would propose that effluent limits based on Tier 
     II values not be subject to the antibacksliding provisions even after they 
     become effective.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2769.017     
     
     See response to: P2576.077                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2769.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  For those substances for which the criteria are dependant on a water   
     quality characteristic (pH, hardness, etc.) the Final Acute Value (FAV) and
     Final Chronic Value (FCV) equations should be included in the proposed     
     GLWQG (Tables 1 and 2) in addition to, or in place of, the criteria at a   
     particular pH or hardness.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2769.018     
     
     EPA agrees.  The Rule has been changed accordingly.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2769.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  In the preamble, EPA asks whether the FAV or FCV should be lowered to  
     protect commercially or recreationally important species and whether       
     "ecologically important" species should also be included for consideration 
     here.  IDEM agrees with lowering the FAV or FCV to protect commercially or 
     recreationally important species but would recommend that "ecologically    
     important" species not be included.  The TWG could not determine an        
     appropriate definition for "ecologically important" species as all species 
     are of some ecological importance.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.019     
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     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2769.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  In the preamble, EPA asks if the Final Residue Value should be omitted 
     from consideration in the determination of the FCV.  We would recommend    
     that the Residue Value component should not be included in the             
     determination of the FCV.  The purpose of its inclusion in the 1985        
     National Guidelines was to provide some protection for wildlife and humans 
     from the residues of certain substances in the aquatic organisms they may  
     consume.  Since the GLWQG provides for the determination of criteria or    
     values to protect wildlife and humans from these types of exposure, there  
     should be no reason to include this residue component in the determination 
     of the FCV for aquatic life.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2769.020     
     
     EPA agrees.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2769.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  [In the preamble, EPA asks whether "short term" chronic aquatic        
     toxicity tests would be appropriate for use in calculating Tier II aquatic 
     life chronic values.  IDEM would support the use of short term chronic     
     tests (7-day Ceriodaphnia and fathead minnow chronic tests) in the         
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     calculation of acute to chronic ratios and thus in the determination of    
     Tier II chronic values.]  The results from these tests could also be used  
     to fulfill part of the Tier I data requirements without undo concern even  
     though the 7-day fathead minnow short term chronic test does not consider  
     reproductive effects.  We would not support using the results of these     
     tests as the FCV.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2769.021     
     
     See response to comment P2576.089.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2769.022
     Cross Ref 1: imbedded in P2769.021
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble, EPA asks whether "short term" chronic aquatic toxicity    
     tests would be appropriate for use in calculating Tier II aquatic life     
     chronic values.  IDEM would support the use of short term chronic tests    
     (7-day Ceriodaphnia and fathead minnow chronic tests) in the calculation of
     acute to chronic ratios and thus in the determination of Tier II chronic   
     values.  [The results from these tests could also be used to fulfill part  
     of the Tier I data requirements without undo concern even though the 7-day 
     fathead minnow short term chronic test does not consider reproductive      
     effects.  We would not support using the results of these tests as the     
     FCV.]                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2769.022     
     
     See responses to comments P2576.082 and P2576.090.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2769.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble, EPA also asks if the 80th percentile level chosen for the 
     "Secondary Adjustment Factors" and the restriction that data from at least 
     one of three daphnid species must be available to determine a Tier II value
     is appropriate.  IDEM supports the 80th percentile level as appropriate as 
     it provides for a rather high level of conservatism but is not             
     unreasonable.  It is similar to the level that IDEM currently uses in its  
     alternative preocedures for calculating criteria when sufficient data are  
     not available to calculate criteria using the National Guidelines.  This   
     level for the "Secondary Adjustment Factors" may produce values that are   
     stringent enough that dischargers may feel it worthwhile to develop the    
     additional data needed to develop Tier I criteria.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.023     
     
     See response to comment P2656.199.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2
     Comment ID: P2769.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It also appears reasonable to require that data from one daphnid species be
     present in the database as the adjustment factors increase susbstantially  
     if data from one daphnid species are not reequired (factors range from 242 
     to 7.2 when this is not a requirement and from 20 to 3.6 when daphnid are  
     required.)  Additionally, toxicity data for one of the daphnid species are 
     not difficult to generate if it is not available.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2769.024     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment.  For further explanation of EPA's position   
     see response to comment D2791.103.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2769.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  IDEM supports the exposure assumptions for determining human health    
     criteria and values in the proposed GLWQG.  These are basically the same   
     exposure assumptions IDEM currently uses with the exception of the fish    
     consumption rates.  Indiana utilizes the national average consumption rate 
     of 6.5 grams/day, but would agree that the consumption rate of 15 grams/day
     of sport caught fish may more accurately represent the proper assumption to
     protect consumers in the Great Lakes Basin.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2769.025     
     
     See response to comments P2576.009 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2769.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would also support the cancer risk level of 1 in 100,000 (10-5) as      
     proposed in the GLWQG.  This is the same risk level that IDEM currently    
     uses and we feel that it is an "acceptable" risk level when compared to    
     other risks that would seem to be deemed "acceptable."  The TWG and the    
     Steering Committee both agreed on this risk level.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.026     
     
     See response to comment D2903.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2769.027
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  IDEM does not support the use of Relative Source Contribution factors  
     for non-BCCs.  IDEM agrees with the TWG reasoning as stated in the preamble
     that more effective control of these substances would occur via other      
     regulatory programs if the major sources of these substances are through   
     the air, food, etc.  Use of these factors would produce overly conservative
     criteria for surface waters with little measurable benefits.               
     
     
     Response to: P2769.027     
     
     See response to comment P2718.125.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2769.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Indiana currently has no numerical wildlife criteria in its water      
     quality standards.  Indiana has a procedure to be used to derive wildlife  
     criteria when necessary and this procedure differs from that in the        
     proposed GLWQG.  Indiana's methodology assumes exposure only from water    
     intake whereas the GLWQG wildlife procedure includes both water intake and 
     fish intake.  Including exposure by fish intake also necessitates the use  
     of bioaccumulation factors to account for the ability of certain substances
     to magnify as they move up the food chain.  We feel the GLWQG proposed     
     methodology represents an improvement to Indiana's current procedure.      
     
     
     Response to: P2769.028     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.164 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2769.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  IDEM would propose that more guidance is necessary on how to select the
     appropriate "species sensitivity factor," "intraspecies uncertainty factor"
     and the determination of adverse effect endpoints if these are going to be 
     consistently and appropriately applied by the different States in wildlife 
     criteria or value calculations.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2769.029     
     
     Please see comments P2718.144, P2629.054, and P2742.326 for the response to
     this comment.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/T1
     Comment ID: P2769.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  The wildlife methodology as proposed by the TWG and Steering Committee 
     placed much more emphasis on the need for reproductive/developmental       
     effects studies in the minimum database for Tier I criteria.  This is not  
     included as a database requirement in the methodology as proposed in the   
     GLWQG.  IDEM would recommend that reproductive and developmental effects   
     studies be a requirement of the Tier I database.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2769.030     
     
     Please refer to comment P2742.326 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/T1       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2769.031
     Cross Ref 1: cc: LOQ/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The mercury wildlife criterion is currently proposed at 0.00018 ug/l   
     which is about three orders of magnitude below the current detection limit.
     The immediate impact of this stringent criterion will not be significant   
     because, at this time, mercury would be regulated by a compliance level in 
     the permit set at the Limit of Quantification (LOQ) under Indiana's rules  
     and by the Minimum Limit (ML) under the GLWQG.  (Theses are roughly        
     equivalent measurements.)  This is the same way other substances which have
     permit limits below a detection level are limited iin IDEM's discharge     
     permits.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2769.031     
     
     See comment response D2829.009 and Sections VIII A, C, E, and H, as well as
     Section IX of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2769.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. Mercury is a naturally occurring substance and might be expected to be  
     found at some background level absent any human influence.  Many of the    
     other substances which have criteria below detection levels are man-made or
     are by-products which are the result of human activities, and therefore,   
     background levels of these substances might realistically be expected to be
     near zero absent human activities.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.032     
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     See responses to comment D2829.009 and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section  
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2769.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Some available evidence indicates that the proposed criterion may be    
     below "natural" background levels.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.033     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009 and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section  
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/Hg
     Comment ID: P2769.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It appears that much of the mercury in the Great Lakes Basin may come from 
     nonpoint sources and much of the cost of end-of-pipe compliance with this  
     criterion may come from POTWs who receive mercury in the influent through  
     runoff of rainfall containing this substance.                              
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     Response to: P2769.034     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2769.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     d. Some States believe that the data may support a different, somewhat less
     stringent criterion, i.e., Michigan is prepared to provide data to support 
     a criterion of 0.0006 ug/l instead of the 0.00018 ug/l proposed.  It is    
     unclear if this marginally higher criterion will alleviate any of the      
     perceived problems with the mercury wildlife criterion.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.035     
     
     See response to D2790.016.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2769.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     IDEM's recommendations with regard to the mercury wildlife criterion are as
     follows:                                                                   
                                                                                
     [1. If data exist to justify a less stringent criterion, then these data   
     should be utilized and a new criterion proposed.                           
                                                                                
     2. If the proposeed criterion is below what can be determined as "natural" 
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     background levels, then these background levels should be considered in    
     setting the criterion.]                                                    
                                                                                
     3. Other sources of mercury, such as air emissions from coal fired electric
     generating plants, need to be controlled as well as water point and        
     nonpoint sources.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2769.036     
     
     See responses to P2769.035, D2860.028, D2860.029, D2860.026, P2576.128,    
     D2829.009, and see Sections VIII.C and H of the SID.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2769.037
     Cross Ref 1: imbedded in P2769.036
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [IDEM's recommendations with regard to the mercury wildlife criterion are  
     as follows:]                                                               
                                                                                
     1. If data exist to justify a less stringent criterion, then these data    
     should be utilized and a new criterion proposed.                           
                                                                                
     2. If the proposed criterion is below wwhat can be determined as "natural" 
     background leevels, then these background levels should be considered in   
     setting the criterion.                                                     
                                                                                
     [3. Other sources of mercury, such as air emissions from coal fired        
     electric generating plants, need to be controlled as well as water point   
     and nonpoint sources.]                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2769.037     
     
     See responses to comments D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2769.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. In the preamble, EPA asks whether only bioaccumulation factors (BAFs)   
     should be utilized to determine Bioaccumulative Chemicals of Concern (BCCs)
     or whether an evaluation of persistence should also be utilized.  IDEM     
     would propose that persistence should be considered along with             
     bioaccumulation when well accepted methods for determining persistence are 
     developed.  This question was discussed rather extensively at the TWG      
     meetings.  The general conclusion was that there is currently no good way  
     to utilize data on persistence, that the data were often lacking or        
     difficult to verify and that some pollutants that were persistent did not  
     bioaccumulate to any degree.  The TWG felt that, at the present time,      
     bioaccumulation was the most important faactor to be evaluated.  No        
     scientifically justifiable level of persistence could be agreed upon by the
     TWG.  The GLWG approach is consistent with the means adopted by IDEM to    
     identify these types of chemicals.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.038     
     
     See response to: P2576.110.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2769.039
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  IDEM supports the proposal that a BAF of 1000 at 5% lipids is an       
     appropriate level by which to define BCCs.  Indiana has used this BAF level
     to establish its own list of BCCs.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.039     
     
     EPA agrees that the cutoff level for BCCs should be a human health BAF of  
     1000, and has included this definition in the final Guidance.  In          
     developing the list of BCCs in Table 6A, EPA has used standard lipid values
     of 3.12 percent in edible tissue of trophic level four fish and 1.84       
     percent in edible tissue for trophic level three fish for use in           
     determining human health BAFs for organic chemicals in place of the lipid  
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     value originally proposed.  The reasons for the use of these lipid values  
     is explained in section IV of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2769.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  IDEM would agree that bioconcentration alone does not adequately       
     address the biomagnification which occurs for certain substances through   
     the food chain.  Whenever these types of data (bioaccumulation factors) are
     not available, some method needs to be utilized to derive appropriate      
     approximations of these factors.  The Food Chain Multiplier (FCM) concept  
     is one approach that attempts to do this.  However, this method is still   
     being peer reviewed and undergoing public comment.  It appears that this   
     method may overestimate BAFs for some substances and underestimate them for
     others.  Also, this approach does not address metabolism as a possible     
     mechanism to reduce biomagnification for certain substances.  We would     
     agree that some method to address bioaccumulation potential in the absence 
     of field derived data is necessary.  This FCM approach appears to be the   
     best proposal currently available, but further verification is needed.     
     
     
     Response to: P2769.040     
     
     See response to comment D2587.096.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA does not believe that additional validation of the Gobas 1993 model is 
     needed.  EPA does acknowledge that a model is not a perfect simulation of  
     what is occurring in an aquatic ecosystem. However, based on the comparison
     to the field-measured BAFs (from Oliver and Niimi, 1988), the 1993 Gobas   
     model acceptably predicts BAFs for the Great Lakes System.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2769.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It may be difficult to demonstrate that implementation of the              
     antidegradation policy will actually meet the intended purpose.  From time 
     to time, the NPDES permitting authorities, both State and Federal, are     
     asked by Congress to report the success of their programs.  Nationally,    
     there is a general understanding that the NPDES program has been very      
     succeessful at improving surface water quality, but it has been somewhat   
     difficult to present information that actually supports the improvement.   
     The traditional method of reporting success has been to identify the number
     of NPDES permits issued and the number of enforcement actions taken to     
     bring permittees into compliance with their permit conditions.  There has  
     been little information presented that demonstrates surface water quality  
     improvements.  This is unfortunate because a major measure of success      
     should be the health of the aquatic community.  At some time in the future,
     permitting authorities will likely be asked to report the success of this  
     policy to Congress.  We recommend that the guidance address how we will    
     measure and report the results of implementing the antidegradation policy. 
     
     
     Response to: P2769.041     
     
     The commenter is correct in asserting that it is difficult to measure the  
     success of a State's or Tribe's antidegradation provisions.  The success of
     antidegradation is probably best measured on a case-by-case basis as       
     pollution prevention opportunities identified or in terms of minimization  
     of reduction in water quality.  Another, more universal measure might be   
     through a measured reduction in the water bodies listed as impaired in     
     305(b) reports or that fewer new water bodies are added to the list of     
     impaired waters.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2769.042
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also recommend that a time frame be included in the guidance that would 
     require an evaluation of the antidegradation policy and whether the policy 
     meets the intended purposes.  Specifically, 1) guidance should require that
     the success of the antidegradation policy be measured by the use of        
     relevant and appropriate environmental indicators; and 2) the indicators   
     should be measured as a base-line and again approximateley 5 years after   
     States implement the antidegradation policy.  If the evaluation            
     demonstrates that the antidegradation policy is successful, its            
     implementation would continue; conversely, if the policy is found to not be
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     successful, it would then be revised and improved or discontinued.         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.042     
     
     This comment fails to grasp the fundamental purpose of a State's or Tribe's
     antidegradation policy; that is to protect water quality necessary to      
     support uses, to protect water quality in high quality waters unless lower 
     water quality is necessary to support important social and economic        
     development, and to protect water quality in waters that constitute        
     outstanding national resources.  In all cases, if antidegradation is       
     applied appropriately, there should be no detectable difference between the
     biota before and after an action.  Thus the suggested evaluation would be  
     ineffective in measuring the success of the implementation of              
     antidegradation.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2769.043
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This policy will increase the resource drain on the regulatory agencies.   
     We are not sure how many antidegradation reviews will be required over the 
     course of the next few years.  We do believe that each review will take    
     many months and will require the efforts of a significant number of staff. 
     This will be a costly effort for the IDEM.  Also, conducting these reviews 
     will require professional expertise in the areas of economics, pollution   
     prevention and wastewater treatment technology.  We recommend that EPA     
     coordinate basin-wide training for State and federal staff to facilitate   
     the review of antidegradation requests.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.043     
     
     The final Guidance should not result in significantly greater resource     
     requirements than what is necessary to implement existing regulations.     
     That is because the final Guidance defers to existing regulations for all  
     pollutants except BCCs and because discharges containing BCCs are a        
     relatively small subset of the total discharges to the Great Lakes.  As a  
     result, the administrative requirements of the final Guidance should be    
     comparable to those under the existing regulations.  EPA intends to have   
     extensive outreach to States and Tribes subsequent to publication of the   
     final Guidance.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2769.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  The complexity of issuing NPDES permits will increase under this       
     guidance and, therefore, may add to the time required to issue permits.    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.044     
     
     The complexity of permit review and the time necessary to issue permits    
     should not change substantially for the majority of permits as a result of 
     the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance.  For all pollutants  
     except BCCs, the final Guidance defers to the existing requirements imposed
     by the current Federal regulations.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2769.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are interpreting the guidance to require an antidegradation             
     demonstration for any proposed increase in the rate of mass loading of a   
     BCC above the EEQ from a point or nonpoint source.  For non-BCCs (except   
     for the Table 5 pollutants), we interpret the determination of a           
     "significant lowering of water quality" as follows:                        
                                                                                
     A. This definition does not include:  1.  renewals of existing NPDES       
     permits where there is no increase in the discharge flow; the limitations  
     stay the same as in the previous permit or the limitations become more     
     stringent due to more stringent water quality standards;  2. existing point
     or nonpoint sources that are expanding operations or increasing their      
     discharge flow rate as long as the ambient stream concentration does not   
     increase outside the mixing zone, or the lowering of water quality meets   
     the "de minimis" test (uses less than 10% of the unused assimilative       
     capacity); or  3.  new point or nonpoint sources that can meet the existing
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     water quality in the receiving stream or the lowering of water quality     
     caused by the new discharge would meet the "de minimis" test.  The "no     
     ambient change" test would not be available for a new discharger, unless   
     the new discharge is to a zero flow stream.                                
                                                                                
     B.  This definition does include:  1.  existing, expanding point or        
     nonpoint sources that increase their volume of discharge that either causes
     the ambient concentration outside the mixing zone to increase or causes a  
     loading increase to the stream greater that the "de minimus" test allows   
     (greater than 10% of the unused assimilative capacity). 2.  new point or   
     nonpoint sources that propose to discharge to a stream that has a          
     measurable flow.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2769.045     
     
     These provisions have been changed substantially in hte final guidance.    
     See Section VII.C.2 of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2769.046
     Cross Ref 1: REF: Pages 25-26 of comments
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Pages 25-26 includes comments P2769.089 through P2769.092     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We suggest that the antidegradation policy may not need to address an      
     existing, expanding discharger and refer the reader to Attachment A of     
     these comments for a full explanation.  For this type of discharger, we    
     believe that a properly conducted WLA calculation would not allow the      
     establishment of a WQBEL that would exceed the ambient concentration of a  
     pollutant downstream of the discharge and at the edge of the mixing zone.  
     
     
     Response to: P2769.046     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  A properly conducted WLA will not always
     preclude degradation because a WQBEL may not always be the most stringent  
     limit affecting a discharge.  Where a discharger is operating under        
     BAT-based limits or some other limits not based on water quality standards,
     there is an opportunity for degradation.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2769.047
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble, Part VII.E.2.a., Specific Tests Included in De Minimis    
     Demonstration, on Page 20903, a definition of "total assimilative capacity"
     is offered.  It is defined as the product of the applicable water quality  
     criteria times the critical low flow for the water body in the area where  
     the water quality is proposed to be lowered.  It further states, "The total
     assimilative capacity should remain relatively constant over time, changing
     only as the applicable criteria change or the critical low flow of the     
     receiving water changes, for instance, due to physical diversions or new   
     flow data used to calculate the critical low flow." The issue here centers 
     on how "the area where the water quality is proposed to be lowered" will be
     defined.                                                                   
                                                                                
     There are two areas that can be defined, either immediately upstream of the
     point source or downstream of the point source at the edge of the mixing   
     zone.  The "no ambient change" test stongly implies that this "area" is    
     downstream of the point source at the edge of the mixing zone and would    
     allow the upstream flow and the point source flow to be added together to  
     determine "total assimilative capacity" and the "unused assimilative       
     capacity".  Conversely, the statement "The total assimilative capacity     
     should remain relatively constant over time..." implies that the "area" is 
     upstream of the point or nonpoint source.  There is an apparent conflict in
     what is implied.  We recommend the "area" be defined as that area          
     downstream of the point source (or nonpoint source) at the edge of the     
     mixing zone and suggest that clarifying language be added at Appendix      
     E.II.a., Definitions, to the definition of "Significant lowering of water  
     quality" at the third and fourth bullets as follows:  "..., unless the     
     ambient concentration of the pollutant in the affected water body          
     downstream of the point source, outside...", and"..., unless the ambient   
     concentration of the pollutant in the affected water body downstream of the
     nonpoint source, outside...".  Also, in the definition of "De minimis" at  
     the fourth bullet, we suggest the following:  "...as the product of the    
     applicable water quality criterion times the sum of the critical low flow  
     and the proposed new discharge flow,...".                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2769.047     
     
     The final Guidance cross-references the loading capacity calculated in the 
     development of a TMDL to clarify that total assimilative capacity and      
     loading capacity are functionally equivalent.  That is, it is not necessary
     to recalculate assimilative capacity of a water body where loading capacity
     has already been established under the TMDL procedures.  In addition, the  
     description of unused assimilative capacity has been changed to account for
     background loading and clarify that unused assimilative capacity should be 
     based on permitted rather than actual discharge levels.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2769.048
     Cross Ref 1: cc: ADEG/DMIN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Related to this issue is the setting of the margin of safety (MOS).  In    
     examples in Attachment A, when the total assimilative capacity is          
     calculated downstream of the point source, the MOS is 25% or higher.  We   
     recommend that language be added to Procedure 3.A.4 and 3.B.4 allowing the 
     permitting authority to establish a MOS based on adding the receiving      
     stream flow and the point or nonpoint source flow together.                
     
     
     Response to: P2769.048     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.e.  See response to comment P2771.393.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2769.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Antidegradation Policy proposes that any increase, above a defined     
     baseline, in the rate of mass loading of a BCC from either a point or      
     nonpoint source be considered "significant lowering of water quality."  It 
     further proposes that the future rate of mass loading of BCCs be restricted
     to levels that are representative of typical operation at the time the     
     permitting authority is considering issuance, reissuance or modification of
     the permit, unless an increase is justified through an antidegradation     
     demonstration.  The levels that are representative of typical operation are
     defined as "Existing Effluent Quality" or EEQ.  Establishing an EEQ will   
     not be a difficult process for the permitting authority when monitoring    
     data are available and when most of the data is reported in measurable     
     concentrations.  But, when all of the monitoring data are reported as "less
     than" values, it becomes a completely different matter.                    
     In NPDES permits issued in Indiana, of the 28 pollutants identified as BCCs
     in Table 6.A., only mercury is routinely limited and mostly in municipal   
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     permits.  There are approximately 8 permits that limit PCBs.  Most of these
     permittees never report detecting these pollutants.  Will we require a     
     municipality that has never detected mercury in its discharge and plans to 
     increase its design flow to present antidegradation demonstration?  This   
     would appear to place the municipality in a predicament.  It could not     
     prove that there would not be an increase.  Would the municipality be      
     required to conduct a caged fish study to demonstrate the presence of      
     mercury?  If mercury was found by the study, would having the municipality 
     perform an antidegradation demonstration be meaningful?  We do not think it
     would.  This same situation would apply to an industrial facility.         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.049     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2769.049(a)
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that a provision be added to the definition of "significant   
     lowering of water quality" that exempts point and nonpoint soures from the 
     definition when all (or most) of their monitoring data is reported as "less
     than" values.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2769.049(a)  
     
     Because the detection levels for BCCs are often times much larger than the 
     criteria for the BCCs,  a determination of significant lowering of water   
     quality cannot be made solely on the basis of monitoring data.  Thus, an   
     entity which proposes a production process which generates dioxin, but that
     amount of dioxin cannot reliably measured in the effluent, must still go   
     through an antidegradation demonstration.                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2769.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We support the concept that an antidegradation demonstration include       
     pollution prevention and enhanced treatment components, but are concerned  
     with the additional number of staff and the level of staff expertise that  
     will be needed to review and approve these submittals.  For there to be a  
     consistent review of the submittals between the States and EPA Regions, we 
     believe funding should be made available to support the additional work    
     load and that adequate training be coordinated among the States.  We would 
     suggest that this support should come from EPA.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2769.050     
     
     See response to comment D2621.014                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2769.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We do not support the concept that States be left to develop their own     
     guidelines for evaluating pollution prevention alternatives that are       
     identified by the permittee as prudent and feasible.  This would likely    
     lead to inconsistent implementation of the guidance.  The potential for    
     inconsistency would be greatly reduced were EPA to coordinate pollution    
     prevention implementation training under the GLWQG.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2769.051     
     
     See response to comment D2859.155.                                         
                                                                                
     In addition, as stated in the referenced response, EPA is not leaving the  
     evaluation of pollution prevention evaluations solely to the States and    
     Tribes.  The SID accompanying the final Guidance provides direction to     
     States in Tribes.  In addition, trained staff as well as additional        
     guidance materials are available from EPA to assist States and Tribes.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2769.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend a reevaluation of the GLWQG restriction allowing States to    
     develop only more protective wildlife criteria or values.  This appears to 
     be more restrictive than may be necessary because if new toxicity data were
     presented that would support a relaxation of the criteria, a State would   
     have no opportunity to use the new data to calculate a less restrictive    
     criteria by any means other than the criteria revision process.            
     
     
     Response to: P2769.052     
     
     Please refer to comment D2719.073 for the response to this comment.        
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA believes that where new toxicity data are available, then 
     the appropriate basin-wide criteria, developed under appendix D should be  
     recalculated, rather than implementing new criteria through appendix F.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/BAF
     Comment ID: P2769.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since this provision will identify the BBCs in Table 6A as a permanent     
     list, new bioaccumulation data showing a change in a bioaccumulation factor
     that would warrant the removal of the pollutant from Table 6A could not be 
     used to remove the pollutant.  New data on Table 6B pollutants (potential  
     BCCs) showing a larger bioaccumulation factor that would warrant listing   
     the pollutant as a BCC would be allowed, but data showing a smaller factor 
     would not allow removal of the pollutant from the 6B list.  We believe this
     is more restrictive than may be necessary and should be reevaluated.       
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     Response to: P2769.053     
     
     EPA believes the final Guidance provides flexibility to not apply the      
     special BCC provisions if new information becomes available to show that a 
     pollutant currently treated as a BCC does not meet the definition of BCC.  
     Although EPA believes it is unlikely, it is possible that a BCC listed in  
     Table 6A may be found to have a site-specific BAF of less than 1000.  In   
     this situation, the State or Tribe would not need to apply the special BCC 
     provisions at that site.  States and Tribes may also use the scientific    

�     defensibility exclusion in  132.4(h) of the final Guidance to avoid use of
     the special BCC provisions in these situations.  As discussed in section II
     of the SID, EPA will operate the GLI Clearinghouse as a means to share     
     pollutant information, including data on BAFs, as quickly as possible.  If 
     new information becomes available showing a chemical to have a field-      
     measured BAF of less than 1000, for example, this information would be     
     reviewed by EPA and other Clearinghouse participants and placed in the     
     Clearinghouse, where States and Tribes would be alerted.  See section      
     II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
                                                                                
     As discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA has some concern that       
     inconsistencies could arise among States and Tribes concerning future      
     identification of BCCs under the above approach.  EPA believes operation of
     the Clearinghouse will minimize this possibility.  Nevertheless, if serious
     inconsistencies arise, EPA may from time to time publish available BAF data
     for a pollutant and solicit public comments. EPA could then issue final    
     technical assistance and recommendations concerning the pollutant to assist
     State and Tribal revisions to water programs.                              
                                                                                
     EPA has deleted the list of potential BCCs from the final Guidance, as     
     discussed in section II.C.9 of the SID.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/BAF           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/HH
     Comment ID: P2769.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, we recommend a reevaluation of the GLWQG restriction only allowing  
     States to develop more protective human health criteria or values.  This   
     appears to be more restrictive than may be necessary.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2769.054     
     
     See response to comment D2604.057.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/HH            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2769.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The variance procedure in the proposed guidance is markedly different than 
     the variance provisions found in Indiana's regulation.  In Indiana, a      
     variance may be requested for two reasons: 1) the permittee has attained   
     the lowest achievable discharge rate (LADR); or 2) achieving the LADR or   
     WQBEL poses an undo hardship or burden upon the applicant.  The variance   
     request may be submitted at any time from the time the NPDES application is
     submitted until after the permit is issued.  The variance may be public    
     noticed with the public notice of a draft NPDES permit renewal or          
     modification.  The differences between IDEM's variance procedure and the   
     guidance's procedure will probably require revision to Indiana's           
     regulations on variance.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2769.055     
     
     No response necessary.                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: P2769.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 2 does need to be clarified in two areas.  In C., Conditions to  
     Grant a Variance, language should be added clarifying that conditions 1-5  
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     relate to the receiving stream conditions.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2769.056     
     
     By their own terms these conditions apply to waterbody conditions in the   
     waterbody on which the variance would be applied.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/TIME
     Comment ID: P2769.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In D., Timeframe to Submit Application, it should be made clear that the   
     permittee may need to appeal the issuance of the permit pending the        
     resolution of the variance request.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2769.057     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC/TIME    

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: P2769.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The proposed variance procedure allows the State to grant a variance for   
     any one of six possible reasons as outlined in 40 CFR 131.10(g) (the       
     provision for downgrading a stream use).  This proposal was based on a 1985
     memorandum from EPA's Director of the Office of Water Regulations and      
     Standards in response to questions raised on water quality standards       
     variances.  During the TWG sessions, we were not in favor and did not      
     support adding the first five reasons to the variance procedure.  Our      
     objections are as follows:                                                 
                                                                                
     1.  The first five reasons listed are related to existing stream conditions
     which, for the most part, are irreversible, at least in the near term.  The
     sixth reason concerns the widespread social economic impacts in the        
     community (area) where the discharger is located.                          
                                                                                
     2.  One of the final conditions in a permit containing a variance is that  
     "reasonable progress be made toward attaining the water quality standards  
     for the water body as a whole through appropriate conditions."             
                                                                                
     It would seem unlikely that the "reasonable progress" condition could be   
     met for the first five reasons included in the proposed guidance for       
     granting a variance (those concerning existing stream conditions).  These  
     were originally listed as reasons for downgrading stream uses because there
     would appear to be no real expectations that these conditions could be     
     remedied by any reasonable means or costs.  Thus, downgrading of the use   
     may be appropriate. It would appear very difficult, then, for a discharger 
     to show that "reasonable progress" is being made to comply with the water  
     quality standards if the variance was issued for any of these five reasons.
     
     
     Response to: P2769.058     
     
     EPA has clarified the "reasonable progress" requirement in section VIII.B  
     of the SID.  A State or Tribe may limit variances to those based on        
     social/economic factors (or any other subset of the factors set forth in   
     the final Guidance.)  This would be more stringent than EPA's minimum      
     requirements and allowable under Section 510 of the CWA.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: P2769.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In addition, once a variance is granted for any of the first five reasons, 
     we believe it will be difficult to justify denial of a variance to others. 
     For instance, assuming a discharger is issued a variance for copper because
     of condition 4 (Dams, diversions, or other hydrologic modifications        
     preclude the attainment of the water quality standard and it is not        
     feasible to restore the water body to its original condition...), there    
     would be no rationale for denying that discharger a variance for cyanide   
     even though the cost to control cyanide might be reasonable and affordable.
      The stream conditions (the basis for the variance) are the same.  Or,     
     another discharger on this stream may request a variance for copper even   
     though their control costs might be reasonable and affordable. Further, how
     would the discharger show reasonable progress toward attaining the water   
     quality standard when the basis for the variance is not controllable by the
     discharger?                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2769.059     
     
     EPA disagrees.  The requirement for compliance with an initial effluent    
     limitation which, at the time the variance is granted, represents the level
     currently achievable by the permittee should prevent the scenerio          
     described.  See Response ID: P2769.058 and Section VIII.B of the SID for   
     further discussion of these issues.                                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: P2769.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the preamble, EPA requests comments on a proposal that the first five   
     reasons for issuing a variance might be better handled through the         
     development of variances for an entire water body segment for certain use  
     classifications.  This approach might be appropriate but few details were  
     given.  This might eliminate the administrative burden on both the State   
     and the discharger by only having to go through the variance process once  
     rather than for each discharger and/or pollutant.  This might work where   
     stream conditions might be correctable in a reasonable, long-term time     
     frame such as with mine drainage problems.  However, this does not seem to 
     be too different than downgrading the use designation of a stream and then 
     reviewing the appropriateness of maintaining that use designation every    
     three years as is now required.  The process might be easier to do under   
     the variance process than under the water quality standards revision       
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     process required to change a use designation.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2769.060     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/CON
     Comment ID: P2769.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also asks for comments on whether further guidance is needed on how to 
     determine widespread social and economic impact.  It seems that this is an 
     area where more guidance is needed.  The variance procedure offers no      
     procedure for determining widespread social and economic impact, but the   
     preamble indicates that these processes would be the same or similar to    
     those provided in the antidegradation social and economic impact analysis. 
     The antidegradation guidance lists several factors that should be          
     considered, but offers no guidance on what values to assoicate with these  
     factors, i.e., how many new jobs or how much increase in personal income,  
     etc, is sufficient to justify the issuance of the variance.  The TWG       
     engaged in considerable discussion of this issue but nothing was proposed. 
     The rationale for not proposing guidance was that different situations may 
     require different analyses.  This may be true, but some guidance on how to 
     make interpretations on these factors would seem to be appropriate.  If no 
     guidance on how to interpret these factors is given, then each State or    
     Tribe will be trying to do this on their own and may yield a wide variety  
     of processes and results.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2769.061     
     
     EPA agrees that additional economic guidance may be helpful.  EPA is       
     currently developing Interim Econimic Guidance for Water Quality Standards 
     Workbook the availability of which will be noticed in the Federal Register.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2769.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3: Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs), Wasteload Allocations      
     (WLAs) and Load Allocations (LAs) for Point and Nonpoint Sources           
                                                                                
     We believe that there are no environmental or procedural advantages derived
     from using one of the Options over the other.  Also, we believe that       
     current IDEM practices are as protective of the environment as either      
     Option, but procedurally, we believe that our practices are much easier to 
     implement.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2769.062     
     
     EPA has combined proposed options A and B into a single TMDL procedure but 
     has preserved flexibility for the States and Tribes (represented by the    
     choice of options) in a number of respects. For a discussion of this       
     flexibility, see the SID at VIII.C.2. Because EPA did not retain the two   
     separate approaches for the reasons described in the SID at VIII.C.2., EPA 
     does not adopt the suggestion that a phase-in period be adopted to         
     facilitate a transition from the source-specific or segment approach to the
     watershed/basin approach.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2769.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indiana has practiced a form of TMDL determination, wasteload allocations  
     (WLAs) (or Source Specific TMDLs discussed in the guidance), since it began
     operation of the NPDES permitting program in the mid-1970s.  Our process   
     accounts for the loading from nonpoint sources (defined as upstream        
     background) and provides for a MOS by limiting the receiving stream flow   
     used to calculate the TMDL to one-half the Q7,10.  Indiana has also        
     performed TMDL determinations, that were essentially identical to this     
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     guidance procedure, on the Grand Calumet River and on the Wabash River     
     between Lafayette and Terre Haute, where there are a number of point source
     discharges within a short distance of each other.                          
                                                                                
     The major difference between Indiana's current practice and the            
     requirements of this part may be in the frequency in which TMDLs appear to 
     be required.  The GLWQG indicates that a TMDL determination may be a common
     occurrence.  A TMDL determination appears to be applicable when point      
     source dischargers are located in close proximity to each other on a       
     receiving stream where the accumulative discharges from each facility may  
     significantly impact water quality and therefore have the reasonable       
     potential to cause or contribute to an excursion above the WQS.  When point
     source dischargers are not in close proximity, we believe a WLA or Source  
     Specific TMDL provides ample water quality protection.  Since most of the  
     point source dischargers in Indiana are some distance apart and tend to not
     have an accumulative effect on water quality, it may be that TMDL          
     determinations in Indiana will be the exception and not as frequent an     
     occurrence as the guidance would suggest.  Our recommendation is that the  
     guidance not place as great an emphasis on the TMDL procedure.  A State    
     should be allowed an option to use either a TMDL or a WLA procedure.       
     
     
     Response to: P2769.063     
     
     EPA has addressed this comment by revising general condition 1 to provide  
     that at a minimum TMDLs shall be established in accordance with the listing
     and priority setting process established in section 303(d) of the Clean    
     Water Act and at 40 CFR 130.7.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.a.   
     EPA notes, however, that TMDLs need not be complex, multisource analyses to
     satisfy the requirements of section 303(d) and that the analyses that the  
     State has historically performed as part of its NPDES permit program may   
     very well qualify as TMDLs.  See response to comment P2771.393.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2769.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On March 1, 1993, Indiana adopted a regulation phasing out the use of      
     mixing zones for BCCs.  Indiana supports the phase-out of mixing zones for 
     all discharges of BCCs within the Great Lakes System.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2769.064     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions,
     which EPA has retained in the final Guidance, with a modification to allow 
     a limited exception to the phase-out for existing BCC discharges based on  
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     economic and technical considerations.  See the discussion in the SID at   
     VIII.C.4.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2769.065
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Indiana believes that the approaches to additivity as proposed in the      
     preamble will be very difficult to implement when we develop discharge     
     permits and assess ambient water quality.  [We would support the Toxicity  
     Equivalency Factor (TEF) approach to determining discharge permit limits   
     for dioxins and dibenzofurans, but would not support including PCBs in this
     approach at this time.]  We would recommend that the default assumption of 
     additivity not be included in the guidance at this time especially as it   
     might be applied to ambient waters.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2769.065     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.  See  
     section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.  See   
     response to comments P2656.032 and P2576.025 for a discussion on why an    
     additivity provision is warranted.  See response to comment D2710.059 and  
     .060 on implementation of the additivity provisions.  The final Guidance   
     does not contain TEFs for PCBs.  See section VIII.7 of the SID for a       
     discussion on the TEFs for dioxins and furans.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2769.066
     Cross Ref 1: imbedded in P2769.065
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Indiana believes that the approaches to additivity as proposed in the     
     preamble will be very difficult to implement when we develop discharge     
     permits and assess ambient water quality.]  We would support the Toxicity  
     Equivalency Factor (TEF) approach to determining discharge permit limits   
     for dioxins and dibenzofurans, but would not support including PCBs in this
     approach at this time.  [We would recommend that the default assumption of 
     additivity not be included in the guidance at this time, especially as it  
     might be applied to ambient waters.]                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2769.066     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the default assumption 
     of additivity.  See response to comment G2572.048 for a discussion of TEFs 
     for PCBs.                                                                  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2769.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Part A. Developing Preliminary Effluent Limitations on the Discharge of
     a Pollutant From a Point Source.                                           
                                                                                
     In this procedure, effluent limits based on human health and wildlife      
     protection are to be expressed as monthly limitations.  Limits based on    
     protection of aquatic life from chronic effects shall be expressed as      
     monthly or weekly limitations.  Limits based on protection of aquatic life 
     from acute effects shall be expressed as daily limitations.                
                                                                                
     This approach is different than current practices in Indiana.  We make     
     limitation determinations using the TSD method.  We will actually calculate
     a WLA for a pollutant for each of the standards (acute and chronic aquatic 
     life and human health).  The most stringent WLA is then converted to a     
     monthly average and a daily maximum limit.  For instance, if the WLA       
     derived from the chronic aquatic life criterion were more stringent than   
     the other criteria, both the monthly average and the daily maximum limits  
     would be based on chronic protection of aquatic life.  The guidance method,
     therefore, is different than Indiana's current practices and Indiana's     
     approach may not be considered consistent with the guidance.               
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     We recommend that the guidance allow a state to set average and maximum    
     limits using either the guidance provision or the TSD method.  We believe  
     that either method will protect aquatic life and human health, but we      
     prefer continuation of the TSD method.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2769.067     
     
     The final guidance does not establish methods for translating wasteload    
     allocations into WQBELs and therefore would not, in EPA's view, prevent    
     IDEM from continuing with its current approach to setting WQBELs.  EPA     
     notes that the provision at 5.A of the proposal and final Guidance for     
     developing preliminary effluent limitations addresses only preliminary     
     effluent limitations which are necessary for determining reasonable        
     potential under procedure 5.  The provision at 5.A does not address the    
     method a State or Tribe uses to calculate actual effluent limitations.     
     With the exception of provision 5.E of appendix F of the final Guidance,   
     Consideration of Intake Pollutants in Establishing  Water Quality- Based   
     Effluent Limits, the final Guidance does not specify a procedure for       
     translating wasteload allocations into WQBELs.  The Final guidance does    
     specify at 5.F.2.a the provisions that wasteload allocations are to be     
     consistent with; and at 5.F.2.b of appendix F, that States and Tribes are  
     to develop effluent limitations consistent with these wasteload allocations
     in accordance with existing State or Tribal procedures for converting      
     wasteload allocations into WQBELS.  See also discussions on Basis for      
     Effluent Limitations in Supplementary Information Document Section         
     VIII.E.2.h and on Developing Preliminary Effluent Limitations in           
     Supplementary Information Docuement Section VIII.E.2.b.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2769.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures to determine a "reasonable potential" (on Pages 21040 and   
     21041 present a straightforward, structured approach for permitting        
     authorities to follow.  This structured approach is much different than the
     "best professional judgement" method used by IDEM to determine when a      
     pollutant should be included in a NPDES permit.  Currently, IDEM permit    
     writers evaluate the permittee's effluent data and pollutants discharged at
     levels close to Indiana's water quality standards are evaluated to         
     determine if the pollutants should be included in a NPDES permit.  When    
     there is a question of whether a pollutant should be included, the permit  
     writer will generally not include a limitation in the permit, but will     
     require further monitoring of the effluent for that pollutant.  Subsequent 
     monitoring data may cause the permit to be modified and new limits included
     in the permit.                                                             
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     Whether this guidance procedure will improve the protection of the         
     environment over what is Indiana's current practice cannot be determined.  
     Determining what pollutants are limited in NPDES permits using the guidance
     procedures may create more consistency between permit writers in the Great 
     Lakes States, but will also be more difficult to implement, at least in the
     short term, and will add to the time it takes to train permit writers and  
     write and review NPDES permits.                                            
                                                                                
     We recommend that the use of this procedure be an option that can be used  
     if a permitting authority so chooses.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2769.068     
     
     As discussed in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2,   
     General Requirements of Procedure 5, EPA received numerous comments        
     requesting additional flexibility for States and tribes in the             
     determiniation of the need for WQBELs.  EPA also received strong support   
     for the specific procedures as proposed. In response, EPA has incorporated 
     considerable flexibility in numerous aspects of procedure 5 in a way that  
     EPA believes does not sacrifice consistency between States and Tribes.  See
     comment discussions in Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2769.069
     Cross Ref 1: REF: Comment 004
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Part D. Developing Necessary Data To Calculate Tier II Values Where    
     Such Data Does Not Exist.                                                  
                                                                                
     It will be difficult and resource-intensive for IDEM and other Great       
     Lakes States to comply with the requirements of Procedure 5, Part D.       
     This issue is discussed in more detail under General Comments in the       
     Criteria section of IDEM's comments.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2769.069     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2769.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  We think the purpose of defining a procedure in the GLWQG to address   
     intake water pollutants may have been lost.  Intake water pollutants become
     a permit issue when the receiving stream is the source of the intake water 
     and the pollutant concentration in the receiving stream exceeds or is close
     to exceeding the water quality standard.  We recommend that this important 
     concept be included in this procedure.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2769.070     
     
     The proposed rule, which would establish a "reasonable potential" test     
     specifically for intake water pollutants, would apply regardless of the    
     levels of pollutants in the background waters.  This feature has been      
     retained in the final Guidance.  The final Guidance, unlike the proposal,  
     also includes procedures for considering intake water pollutants in        
     establishing WQBELS when for discharges to receiving waters that exceed an 
     applicable water quality standard.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2769.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are concerned that the permitting authority will have difficulty in     
     verifying if a discharger has altered the identified intake water          
     chemically or physically in a manner that would cause adverse water quality
     impacts to occur that would not occur if the pollutants were left instream.
                                                                                
     One method to verify that these changes have not occurred would be to      
     require the discharger to perform routine whole effluent toxicity (WET)    
     tests on both the intake and effluent waters.  Another method that could be
     used to verify if a chemical or physical change has occurred would be to   
     require the permittee to perform routine sampling of the intake and        
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     effluent waters and analyzing the waters for the "total" and "bioavailable"
     form of the pollutant in question.  An increase in the "bioavailable" form 
     of the pollutant in the effluent could be considered a "change" that would 
     disqualify the permittee for the section E. provision.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2769.071     
     
     As explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.vii, the permitting authority
     has discretion to determine the most appropriate method for demonstrating  
     that eligibility conditions for the intake pollutant procedures are met.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2769.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is unclear what is meant by the provision which states that the timing  
     and location of the discharge would not cause adverse water quality impacts
     to occur from the discharge of the identified intake water pollutant that  
     would not occur if the pollutants were left instream.  Clarification to    
     these areas of the guidance is appropriate.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2769.072     
     
     This issue is discussed in more detail in the SID at Section VIII.a.viii.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2769.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     It may be difficult for the permittee to continuously comply with all five 
     of the guidance conditions.  This may make it impossible for the discharger
     to qualify for "intake credits" under this provision as currently written. 
     Conditions 2 and 4 state that a facility cannot cause any increase in mass 
     or concentration of an identified intake water pollutant.  It may be       
     impossible for a facilty to not cause some increase in mass or             
     concentration, even if only through evaporative loss.  We would recommend  
     that some modification be made to conditions 2 and 4 that would allow this 
     provision to be more workable.  One possible revision could be to add an   
     exemption clause to Conditions 2 and 4 when the increase is due solely to  
     evaporative loss.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2769.073     
     
     The final Guidance provides for consideration of intake pollutants in      
     establishing WQBELs even if the discharger adds mass of a pollutant to that
     already in the intake water, as explained generally in the SID at Section  
     VIII.E.4.b.  The "no additional mass" requirement for Procedure 5.D. is    
     explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.b.i.  The "no increased           
     concentration" requirement is addressed in Section VIII.E.7.a.vi.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2769.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQG does not provide for "intake credits" under the Reasonable       
     Potential provisions for situations where the intake water comes from a    
     different source than the receiving water.  Indiana's current procedures   
     and the procedure proposed by the TWG (Option 4 in the Preamble, Page      
     20965) directly address this situation.  In both cases, the effluent       
     limitation would be based on meeting the lowest applicable water quality   
     criterion, although under certain circumstances the limitation may range up
     to the concentration of the substance in the receiving water.  According to
     EPA, there is a question of legality as the limit would allow for an       
     exceedance of a water quality standard.  Theoretically, under the proposed 
     guidance provision, the permitting authority could determine there is no   
     reasonable potential for an action by the discharger to cause or contribute
     to a water quality standard exceedance.  Therefore, no permit limit would  
     be needed and this would avoid the issue of a permit containing a limit    
     which might result in a water quality standard exceedance.  We reluctantly 
     support this proposed procedure, but are concerned that BPJ plays an       
     important role in the determination of reasonable potential which does     
     expose the States to permit-by-permit action and there would be less of an 
     opportunity for challenge.                                                 
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     Response to: P2769.074     
     
     To clarify:  the proposal and the final Guidance require that the          
     "reasonable potential determination" be made using Procedure 5.A.-C. of    
     appendix F, rather than the intake pollutant reasonable potential procedure
     (5.D. of appendix F) when the effluent contains intake pollutants from a   
     different body of water.  Where "reasonable potential" exists (i.e., a     
     WQBEL is needed), the final Guidance provides that WQBELs for discharges of
     intake pollutants from a different body of water be set at criteria in the 
     absence of a TMDL or assessment and remediation plans approved in          
     accordance with Procedure 3.A. of appendix F, as would Option 4.  Unlike   
     Option 4, the final Guidance does not provide for limits less stringent    
     than criteria based on the discharger undertaking certain activities.      
     EPA's decision on this issue is explained in the SID at Sections           
     VIII.E.4.c. and 5.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2769.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the guidance provision found in Section E.2. be modified 
     to allow the influent and receiving stream monitoring requirements to be   
     removed from the permit after a period of time when the permittee          
     demonstrates it is not responsible for the pollutant.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2769.075     
     
     This comment is addressed in the SID at section VIII.E.7.b.ii.(B).         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WET
     Comment ID: P2769.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 6: Whole Effluent Toxicity Requirements for Point Sources        
                                                                                
     This procedure appears to require all permittees, both major and minor,    
     that discharge into the Great Lakes system to pass acute and chronic WET   
     tests.  We recommend that the requirement be limited to those facilities   
     known or expected to discharge toxics.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2769.076     
     
     EPA agrees that all facilities do not require WET monitoring or WET permit 
     limits.  However, EPA expects States and Tribes to evaluate facilities for 
     the likelihood of discharging toxic pollutants and to conduct reasonable   
     potential determinations for discharges likely to have toxic chemicals in  
     their effluent.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WET              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2769.077
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Procedure 7:  Loading Limits (See Attachment C for further discussion)    
     We have the following recommendations:  (1) Modify Procedure 7 to refer to 
     the current 40 CFR 122.44(d) and 40 CFR 122.45(f) provisions that allow BPJ
     to determine when mass limits were necessary to protect water quality;] and
     (2) exempt municipalities entirely from the requirement to be limited by   
     mass limitations or a provision be added to this procedure that would      
     exempt violations of mass limits when caused solely by wet weather events. 
     Violations caused by wet weather are generally outside the control of the  
     permittee.  A permittee should not be penalized for "violations" caused by 
     wet weather.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2769.077     
     
     EPA has determined that both mass-based and concentration-based permit     
     limits are appropriate for the dischargers in the Great Lakes System.  See 
     comment P2629.126 for the discussion of the rationale.                     
                                                                                
     EAP does agree that the permitting authority should be given flexibility to
     address wet weather flow variations at POTWs in establishing mass-based    
     permit limits.  See comment G2764.010.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2769.078
     Cross Ref 1: Imbedded in P2769.077
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 7:  Loading Limits (See Attachment C for further discussion)     
     We have the following recommendations:  (1) Modify Procedure 7 to refer to 
     the current 40 CFR 122.44(d) and 40 CFR 122.45(f) provisions that allow BPJ
     to determine when masss limits were necessary to protect water quality;    
     [and (2) exempt municipalities entirely from the requirement to be limited 
     by mass limitations or a provision be added to this procedure that would   
     exempt violations of mass limits when caused solely by wet weather events. 
     Violations caused by wet weather are generally outside the control of the  
     permittee.  A permittee should not be penalized for "violations" caused by 
     wet weather.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2769.078     
     
     See comment P2769.077.                                                     
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2769.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Indiana, when WQBELs are at levels that are below the level of          
     quantification (LOQ), we include language in the NPDES permit that says the
     permittee will be considered in compliance with the permit so long as the  
     permittee reports the analytical result as less than LOQ.  Our regulation  
     does not define minimum level (ML), but our understanding is that it is    
     similar or equal to LOQ values.                                            
                                                                                
     We are concerned with the guidance choosing ML as the compliance evaluation
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     level (CEL).  It is our understanding that ML values have only been        
     determined for a few organic substances.  We also understand that work is  
     in progress to establish MLs for other pollutants.  We recommend that a    
     provision be added to this procedure that would allow States to use a value
     other than the ML, if an ML has not yet been developed for a pollutant.    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.079     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2769.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance says that when a permit is issued that requires compliance    
     with an ML, the permit will also require implementation of a pollutant     
     minimization program.  The permittee will also be required to submit an    
     annual report to the permitting authority that discusses the status of this
     program.  It is unclear what the permitting authority will be required to  
     do with these reports and what resources will be required to review and    
     respond to the reports effectively.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2769.080     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ/BCC
     Comment ID: P2769.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance also says that if this issue affects a BCC, the permittee will
     be required to conduct studies of its effluent to determine if the         
     pollutant is bioconcentrating or bioaccumulating in fish.  Resident fish   
     monitoring, caged fish monitoring, effluent pollutant bioconcentrating     
     studies and other approvable procedures shall be required as part of the   
     permit condition.  We are unsure of the reliability of these tests to      
     provide information which will support further action by the permitting    
     authority and, again, are unsure what resources will be required to review 
     and respond to the reports effectively.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.081     
     
     EPA has concluded that biomonitoring and biouptake studies should not be   
     required for all facilities that discharge BCCs.  As discussed in the      
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of     
     Quantification, section 4, Pollution Minimization Program, and section 5,  
     BCC Requirements, the States and Tribes should be given discretion as to   
     when such types of monitoring would be beneficial and necessary to         
     determine if a facility is doing everything practicable to comply with the 
     WQBEL.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2769.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The guidance imposes significant new resource burdens on State permitting  
     programs and may slow the State's efforts to issue/reissue NPDES permits.  
     To offset these new burdens, Indiana requests that EPA provide additional  
     funding assistance to States for NPDES permitting.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2769.082     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2769.083
     Cross Ref 1: cc: VAR/COND
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Almost no guidance is given in the GLWQG section discussing a variance from
     a water quality standard regarding how to conduct the social/economic      
     inquiry required under Item 6 of the reasons to grant a variance and how to
     evaluate the results.  Some guidance is given in the antidegradation (AD)  
     portion of the GLWQG as to what factors to consider in the assessment of   
     social/economic impact.  These AD factors include such things as increases 
     in jobs, increases in personal income, reduced unemployment rates, new     
     provisions for social services, increased tax revenues, etc., and should be
     applicable to the variance issue.  However, no guidance is given as to how 
     to assess these data once they are collected.                              
                                                                                
     We would recommend that if we are going to continue to use this language   
     and require these types of demonstrations by the regulated community, then 
     some definitive guidelines need to be developed.  The States and EPA should
     reach consensus regarding what it is they should measure for this          
     demonstration, as well as how to interpret the results of these            
     measurements once the information is collected.  Although some minimal     
     guidance is provided on what information to collect, there is a troublesome
     lack of consensus as to how to interpret and apply this information to the 
     variance and antidegradation decision-making process after the information 
     is collected.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2769.083     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2769.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Great Lakes States had a very active role in the development of the    
     proposed GLWQG.  Although the proposed guidance did not reflect complete   
     agreement among the States on its content, the States felt that there was  
     enough agreement (as much as could be reached by the Technical Work Group  
     and Steering Committee) to go forward with what had been developed to allow
     for additional public input into the development of the final guidance.    
     The Technical Work Group and Steering Committee ended the development stage
     of the GLWQG with the understanding that once public comments had been     
     received and compiled, the States would again play an active role with EPA 
     in the evaluation of these comments and the development of the final       
     guidance.                                                                  
                                                                                
     At present, there is concern among the States whether this cooperative,    
     inclusive process will continue.  Indiana requests that active State       
     participation in the finalization of the guidance continue in a manner     
     similar to that of pre-guidance publication via the TWG and Steering       
     Committee.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2769.084     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/GR
     Comment ID: P2769.085
     Cross Ref 1: cc: REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several States have expressed concern that the GLWQG goes beyond the       
     requirements of the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act and is taking the    
     form of a "regulation" instead of providing "guidance" to the States.  The 
     concern is that the States will be given insufficient flexibility when     
     implementing the GLWQG in their own rules and regulations if the guidance  
     is considered regulation rather than guidance.                             
                                                                                
     Indiana recommends that EPA continue to monitor the consistency and        
     equivalency of State programs within the boundaries and objectives of the  
     guidance, while affording the States an appropriate degree of flexibility  
     as they develop their own unique rules.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.085     
     
     Promoting consistency in standards and implementation procedures while     
     providing for appropriate State and Tribal flexibility was the third       
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     principle in EPA's development of the final Guidance. A primary impetus for
     the Great Lakes Governors' Toxic Substances Control Agreement, the GLWQI,  
     and the requirements set forth in the Critical Programs Act was a          
     recognition of the need to promote consistency in the minimum water quality
     standards, antidegradation policies, and implementation procedures adopted 
     by the Great Lakes States to protect human health, aquatic life and        
     wildlife.  Although provisions in the CWA provide for the adoption of and  
     periodic revisions to State water quality criteria, such provisions do not 
     necessarily ensure that water quality criteria of adjoining States are     
     consistent within a shared water body.  For example, State acute ambient   
     water quality criteria in place in six of the eight Great Lakes States     
     include a range of 1.79 to 15.0 fg/L for cadmium in order to protect       
     against acute effects for aquatic life, and from 0.21 to 1.33 fg/L for     
     dieldrin.  Other examples of variations in acute ambient water quality     
     criteria include: nickel, which ranges from 290.30 fg/L to 852.669 fg/L;   
     lindane, with a range of no criteria in place to 1.32 fg/L; and mercury,   
     ranging from 0.5 fg/L to 2.4 fg/L.  Similar ranges and disparities exist in
     the chronic ambient water quality criteria and human health criteria       
     adopted by the Great Lakes States.                                         
                                                                                
     Disparities also exist among State procedures to derive individual         
     discharge permits from water quality criteria.  Wide variations exist, for 
     example, in procedures for granting mixing zones, interpretation of        
     background levels of pollutants, consideration of pollutants present in    
     intake waters, controls for pollutants present in concentrations below the 
     level of detection, and determination of appropriate levels for the        
     discharge of multiple pollutants.  Additionally, when calculating exposure 
     factors in fish that will be consumed by humans and wildlife, some States  
     consider accumulation through multiple steps in the food chain             
     (bioaccumulation) while others consider only the single step of            
     concentration from the water column (bioconcentration).  Further           
     disparities exist in different translator methodologies in deriving numeric
     values for implementing narrative water quality criteria; different        
     assumptions when calculating TMDLs and wasteload allocations, including    
     different assumptions about background concentrations, mixing zones,       
     receiving water flows, or environmental fate; and different practices in   
     deciding what pollutants need to be regulated in a discharge, what effect  
     detection limits have on compliance determinations, and how to develop     
     whole effluent toxicity limitations.                                       
                                                                                
     These inconsistencies in State standards and implementation procedures have
     resulted in the disparate regulation of point source discharges, which may 
     have led to disputes in the past among the Great Lakes States.  In the     
     Great Lakes Toxic Substances Control Agreement, however, the Governors     
     recognized that the water resources of the basin transcend political       
     boundaries and committed to taking steps to manage the Great Lakes as an   
     integrated ecosystem.  The Great Lakes States, as part of the Initiative   
     Committees, recommended provisions that were ultimately included in the    
     proposed Guidance for coordinated review and development based on their    
     extensive experience in administering State water programs and knowledge of
     the significant differences in these programs within the basin.  The final 
     Guidance incorporates the work begun by the Initiative Committees to       
     identify these disparities and improve consistency in water quality        
     standards and permit procedures in the Great Lakes System.                 
                                                                                
     Although improved consistency in State water programs is a primary goal of 
     the Guidance, it is also necessary to provide appropriate flexibility to   
     States and Tribes in the development and implementation of water programs. 
     In overseeing States' implementation of the CWA, EPA has found that        
     reasonable flexibility is not only necessary to accommodate site-specific  
     situations and unforeseen circumstances, but is also appropriate to enable 
     innovation and progress as new approaches and information become available.
      Many commenters urged EPA to evaluate the appropriate level of flexibility
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     provided to States and Tribes in the proposed Guidance provisions.  EPA    
     reviewed all sections of the proposed Guidance and all comments received to
     determine the appropriate level of flexibility needed to address these     
     concerns while still providing a minimum level of consistency between the  
     State and Tribal programs.  Based on this review, the final Guidance       
     provides flexibility for State and Tribal adoption and implementation of   
     the final Guidance provisions in many areas, including the follo           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/GR          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2769.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This provision requires that if a discharger's existing effluent quality   
     for a BCC is better (cleaner) than that required by the water quality      
     standard, the renewal permit will contain a limit for that pollutant at the
     99th percentile of the existing effluent quality.  The concern with this   
     provision is that it may provide a disincentive for a discharger to treat  
     its wastewater as well as it possibly could.  That way, the discharger     
     would have a better chance of receiving a more favorable permit limit at   
     the time of renewal of its discharge permit.                               
                                                                                
     This provision of the guidance does appear to promote a disincentive for a 
     facility to provide the best operation, maintenance and treatment that it  
     can.  If one assumes that past performance can be maintained (whether it   
     was good or bad) then, if the facility continues "normal" operation, it    
     should meet EEQ requirements most of the time.  If this level of treatment 
     could be maintained at all times, this would not necessarily be seen as a  
     disincentive to "good" operation or an invitation to "bad" operation.  The 
     issue then becomes one of what to do about a lack of a compliance "margin  
     of safety" for the facility which may be needed at times of facility       
     upsets, chemical spills, equipment failure, etc.                           
                                                                                
     Option 2 in the Preamble appears to offer some relief from this situation. 
     It requires a narrative statement in the permit which prohibits the        
     facility from taking any deliberate action that would cause an increase in 
     the mass loading rate of a BCC above that listed in the permit.  It would  
     also require monitoring and a notification "trigger" that would require the
     facility to notify the permitting authority when an exceedance occurs and  
     to explain the reason for the exceedance.  This provision would allow some 
     leeway for legitimate uncontrollable incidents that may cause exceedances  
     of EEQ based limits.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2769.086     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2769.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Alternatively or in addition, perhaps the guidance could contain a list of 
     circumstances which might occur at a facility that would not require the   
     facility to conduct the antidegradation review for occasional excursions   
     above EEQ for BCCs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2769.087     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.  In addition, the final Guidance        
     includes a list of the types of actions for which antidegradation review is
     necessary.  In general, actions that will not result in an increased load  
     of BCCs to the Great Lakes System are not addressed by the required        
     portions of the antidegradation provisions of the final Guidance and are   
     instead subject to general State or Tribal antidegradation provisions.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2769.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, the Clean Water Act limits the duration of a NPDES permit to    
     five years.  Many believe that this is too short of a time frame.  The     
     greater the frequency of permit issuance, the greater the administrative   
     burden on the permitting authority.  Further, the greater the frequency of 
     modification, the lesser the confidence level a permittee may have         
     regarding its ability to fully amortize the cost of longer-term capital    
     equipment used to meet current effluent limits.                            
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     We support a permit term of longer than five (5) years.  A permit term of  
     between 7 and 10 years is recommended.  This type of change would require a
     revision to the Clean Water Act.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2769.088     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2769.089
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Essential to the "intake credit" issue is the determination of a value to  
     apply to a pollutant in the intake waters.  In Procedure 3, Options A and  
     B, Section 8, there is a discussion of establishing the "representative    
     background concentration" of pollutants in the receiving stream which are  
     then used to develop TMDLs and reasonable potential determinations in      
     Procedure 5.  This "representative background concentration" would be used 
     to establish the level of the pollutant in the intake waters.              
     Representative background concentrations are to be determined on a         
     case-by-case basis using acceptable available data on the specified        
     watershed, water body or water body segment, or on similar water bodies,   
     and best professional judgement.  The phrase "available data" includes     
     ambient water column measurements, caged fish tissue measurements, and     
     pollutant loading data.  The phrase "acceptable available data" means the  
     background concentration values that are available and that are acceptable 
     to the permitting authority based on "best professional judgement" or BPJ. 
                                                                                
     Thus, establishing a "representative background concentration" and thence  
     establishing an intake water value for the reasonable potential            
     determination rests entirely on a "best professional judgement"            
     determination that is made by the permitting authority (the State) and its 
     attendant acceptance by the appropriate EPA Region permit review staff. We 
     have no recommendation, but want the record to show that the guidance      
     appears to present a procedure that can be consistently implemented, but,  
     in reality, is purely a BPJ method which can lead to much inconsistency.   
     
     
     Response to: P2769.089     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.C.3.h, General         
     Condition 9 - Background.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2769.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the critical issues in establishing a water quality-based effluent  
     limitation (WQBEL) is selecting a stream design flow to protect aquatic    
     life and human health.  The guidance has defined the stream design flow for
     protecting aquatic life from the chronic effects of a toxic pollutant as   
     the Q7,10. (For protecting aquatic life from the acute effects of a toxic, 
     the receiving stream flow is not a necessary data point since the WQBEL is 
     established at the end of the pipe.)  For human health, the stream design  
     flow is the harmonic mean flow; for wildlife protection, the Q30,5 flow.   
                                                                                
     With this in mind, it is reasonable that the establishment of a            
     representative background concentration (a BPJ determination) should be    
     made for the Q7,10, the harmonic mean, and the Q30,5 flows.  Therefore, to 
     protect aquatic life from the chronic effects of a toxic pollutant, only   
     data representing the condition of the stream at the Q7,10 flow would be   
     considered as "acceptable available data" when calculating a WQBEL.        
     Similarly, for human health protection, the data collected during the      
     harmonic mean flow and for wildlife, at the Q30,5 flow.  Again, we have no 
     recommendation, but want the record to show that this is a viable BPJ      
     determination.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2769.090     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.C.4, Special Provisions
     for BCCs; Section VIII.C.5.a, Mixing Zones for Non-BCCs; and VIII.C.6.c,   
     Mixing Zones for Non-BCCs.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2769.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Another concern that centers on the "acceptable available data" issue is   
     the current acceptability of the existing receiving stream data.  The      
     national data base, STORET, contains stream data dating back many years.   
     Much of the data in STORET is reported as "less than detection" and the    
     detection values used just a few years ago are much higher than the GLI    
     water quality standards.  Therefore, most of the data that are available   
     today may be of no use to permitting authorities.  And, for the guidance to
     be implemented fairly and consistently, may require the collection of new  
     receiving stream information that is not now available.  This is a problem 
     the guidance does not address specifically.  We would recommend that the   
     guidance make some attempt to address this issue.  One possible            
     recommendation would be to not implement the guidance during the next round
     of permitting and require the permittees, through the first round of       
     permits written under the guidance, to collect additional stream data to be
     used to implement the guidance more correctly during the second round of   
     permitting under the guidance.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2769.091     
     
     In response to several public comments, EPA has pointed out in several     
     places in this response to comments document that data used as the basis   
     for determining the need for WQBELs should always be determined by the     
     permitting authority to be adequate to make decisions regarding when WQBELs
     are required and what the level of the WQBEL should be before they are used
     for those purposes.  The permitting authority should exercise good         
     judgement in determining the adequacy of such data.  In addition, current  
     Federal Regulations require permitting authorities to develop a fact sheet 
     or statement of basis of each draft NPDES permit and to make the draft     
     permit, including the fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit,      
     available through public notice.  (40 CFR 124.7, 124.8, and 124.56) The    
     fact sheet or statement of basis of the permit, and the findings           
     characterized in it, including any determinations that WQBELs are needed   
     and the basis for such findings, are reviewable by the public prior to     
     issuance of the final NPDES permit.  See also responses to comments        
     numbered P2588.322, D2722.117, and G3201L.041.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2769.092
     Cross Ref 1: cc: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: cc: AL/BA
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A final concern we have with the issue of background concentrations and its
     relationship to intake pollutants centers on the bioavailability of        
     pollutants, especially metals, in receiving streams.  EPA has spent        
     considerable time in evaluating bioavailability and recently issued an     
     interim guidance for metals that addressed this issue.  This interim       
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     guidance was written after the TWG and Steering Committee completed its    
     development of the GLWQG and was published shortly before the publication  
     of the GLWQG and was not available in time to be included in the GLWQG.  In
     the preamble, there is some discussion of bioavailability and a request for
     comments.  A reading of the interim guidance document suggests that        
     bioavailability is an important consideration when attempting to establish 
     a WQBEL.  Therefore, it would appear that bioavailability should be        
     discussed and addressed during this comment period.  Recent studies        
     conducted by permittees in Indiana and EPA's interim guidance shows that,  
     depending on the metal, between 50 and 90% of a "total" metal measured in  
     receiving stream water may not be bioavailable.  This is significant       
     because if a determination on reasonable potential for intake water        
     pollutants came down to using a value of a pollutant reported as "total" or
     reported as "bioavailable", one State's BPJ could choose "total" and       
     require the permittee to treat its waters to meet the WQBEL and another    
     State's judgement could choose "bioavailable" and not require any limit at 
     all.  This could not be considered "consistent" applicability of the GLWQG.
     We would recommend that the guidance be revised to establish that          
     "bioavailability" be the main consideration when a State establishes a     
     "representative background concentration."                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2769.092     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section III.B.6, Bioavailability.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2769.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble goes on to quote the TSD as clarifying that mass limits are   
     especially important for the control of bioconcentratable pollutants or    
     those pollutants with effluent concentrations (limits?) that are below     
     detection limits.  We question this logic.                                 
                                                                                
     We are not aware that there has ever been a link made between the mass of a
     pollutant in a point source discharge and the rate at which the pollutant  
     bioconcentrates.  There are studies that show elevated concentrations (not 
     mass) in a water body has resulted in the pollutant bioconcentrating at    
     unacceptable rates in aquatic life.  There are also studies that show the  
     release of a pollutant from the sediment can result in bioconcentration.   
     Past sources, both point and nonpoint, may have discharged at high         
     concentrations which would have allowed bioconcentration to occur both in  
     the water column and from the sediment, it was not necessarily the mass    
     loading alone that caused the bioconcentration to occur.  We believe that  
     the water quality standards proposed in the guidance and our own State     
     standards are sufficient to and are somewhat based on preventing           
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     bioconcentration from occurring in the water column and should be adequate 
     to prevent bioconcentration.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2769.093     
     
     See comment P2771.397 for the rationale for including mass-based WQBELs for
     BCCs.                                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2769.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Sediment protection is another issue and is correctly addressed by sediment
     standards, not by adding another layer of conservatism to protect the water
     column from point and nonpoint source discharges through the use of mass   
     limits.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2769.094     
     
     See comment P2771.396.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2769.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second part of the TSD clarification refers to mass limits being       
     important for those pollutants with effluent concentrations (limits?) that 
     are below detection limits.  We are curious as to how a mass limit based on
     an undetectable WQBEL would be enforced.  As the guidance states, when a   
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     WQBEL is below detection, the permit establishes the compliance evaluation 
     level (CEL).  For a violation of a mass limit to occur would require, in   
     our opinion, the permittee to violate the CEL.  Any compliance with the CEL
     would automatically be a compliance with the mass limit.  We do not        
     understand why it is "important" for mass limits to be included in permits 
     when, for a violation of a mass limit to occur, a violation of the CEL must
     also occur.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2769.095     
     
     The commenter is correct in asserting that for WQBELs below the level of   
     quantification, a violation of a mass-based limit would likely require a   
     violation of the "CEL" or the presence of quantifiable data.  However,     
     future compliance determinations with the massed-based limits as well as   
     the concentration-based WQBELs are subject to improvements in analytical   
     methods, which will eventually lead to a direct measure of compliance.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2769.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The preamble goes on to quote the September 26, 1984, Federal Register,    
     where it says "mass-based limits are necessary and encouraged to prevent   
     the use of dilution as a means of treatment...".  We acknowledge that there
     are point source dischargers who would augment their discharge with clean  
     water in an attemmpt to comply with their permit limitations.  Whether this
     augmentation would cause a water quality problem is another matter.  We    
     believe that the provision in 40 CFR 122.44(d) concerning BPJ provides the 
     permitting authority the authority to require mass limitations when it is  
     determined to be necessary.  As an aside, we do not believe that a         
     municipality is in a situation where flow augmentation would be a viable   
     alternative and do not believe they should be included in this category.   
     
     
     Response to: P2769.096     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2771.001
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE, like many other industrial companies locatd within the Basin and many  
     publicly-owned treatment works ("POTWs"), has serious concerns regarding   
     the proposed GLI.  Those concerns include questions regarding: (1) the need
     for and potential benefit of, more strigent WQBELs for dischargers in the  
     Basin; (2) the science underlying the propsoed GLI WQS and implementation  
     procedures; and (3) the technical and economic feasibility of complying    
     with WQBELs derived from the GLI WQS using the GLI implementation          
     procedures.  The proposed GLI appears to GE - and most companies and POTWs 
     - to promise an extremely small environmental benefit at a very large cost 
     that will have a disproportionate impact on industry and municipalities    
     located in already economically distressed areas.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI, as proposed, will do almost nothing to reduce Great Lakes         
     Pollution, since the point sources that would be regulated by the GLI      
     contribute a small fraction of the pollutant loading to the Lakes.  In     
     addition, past and ongoing reductions in pollution call into question      
     whether the GLI as presently proposed is needed at all.  Existing and      
     planned regulatory programs will reduce much of the existing pollutant     
     loading to the Great Lakes -- from both point sources and numerous other   
     sources -- without the need for the GLI.  Moreover, several of the proposed
     GLI WQS are simply not warranted, either because they are not needed to    
     protect the environment or because they are unattainable due to natural    
     sources or past chemical release that have caused nationwide -- and perhaps
     worldwide -- background concentrations in excess of the proposed  GLI WQS. 
     Thus, EPA is flaunting congressional intent in seeking to promulgate a     
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     regulation that will not solve the problem sought to be addressed by the   
     GLI while ignoring the real problem - non-point sources.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance is not needed for the reasons stated  
     in the preamble to the final Guidance and Section I.B of the SID.  EPA also
     recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem in 
     the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both point  
     and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the underlying     
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint) and use of the best science available to protect human health,   
     aquatic life and wildlife in the Great Lakes basin, see Section I.C of the 
     SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing 
     Great Lakes program efforts, including efforts designed to identify sources
     of pollutant problems and mechanisms to address those problems, see Section
     I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and   
     D2597.026.  For a discussion of the costs and benefits, as well as the     
     reductions in pollutant loadings, expected to accrue as a result of        
     implementation of the final Guidance, see Section IX of the SID.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of GE's major concerns with the new GLI WQS is that they are, for the  
     most part, established using risk assessment techniques that are outdated, 
     fail to recognize recent advances in risk assessment, and ignore recent EPA
     headquarters guidance.  The SAB has criticized the GLI's human health risk 
     assessment methodology for not following the most updated approaches for   
     exposure assessment and carcinogen classification.  The Office of          
     Management and Budget (OMB) also has serious concerns with the GLI human   
     health methodology.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.003     
     
     In deriving GLWQI criteria, EPA examined the latest toxicological data and 
     latest EPA findings (data, RfDs and q1*s on IRIS), combined with updated   
     exposure information (recent angler surveys in the Great lakes Basin, BAF  
     derivations, fish lipid calculations).                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI contains sereral examples of faulty risk assessment methodology.   
     The "Tier II" approach, more than any thing in the GLI, stands traditional 
     risk assessment methodology on its head.  As pointed out by OMB, the Tier  
     II procedure would allow the use of a single, defective toxicity study to  
     be used to set an enforceable WQS that would supersede any state WQS as    
     well as GLI WQS based on protection of a different endpoint or species.  An
     additional safety factor would be used in setting WQS based on such a      
     study.  As stated by OMB, "[t]aken to its logical limits, this approach    
     would lead to very strigent restrictions, such as banning use of a         
     substance, based on the results of a single poorly conducted and           
     inconclusive test." (OMB 1933 at 19)                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.004     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2771.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Virtually all members of the risk assessemnt community recognize flaws in  
     current methodology and express uncertainty regarding whether risk         
     assessment, as currently practiced, truly predicts risk.  Numerous studies,
     including several conducted by EPA, are currently under way to re-examine  
     risk management techniques.  The fact that so many such efforts are ongoing
     illustrates the uncertainty underlying today's risk assessment techniques. 
     GE believe that promulgation of additional risk-based regulatory standards 
     should await consensus on whether the results of current risk assessemnt   
     techniques have any relation to actual risk and in what areas further      
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     expenditures for environmental controls are justified.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.005     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment for the reasons stated in Section II.C
     of the SID.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that promulgation of additional risk-based regulatory   
     standards should wait for the consensus on whether the results of cuurent  
     risk-assessment techniques have any relation to actual risk and in what    
     areas further expensitures for environmental controls are justified.  EPA  
     relied upon several underlying principles in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best availbale science to provide protection to human  
     health, wildlife and aquatic life.  For a discussion of these principles,  
     see Section I.C of the SID.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.006
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     . EPA Needs to Provide Guidance on Defining "Adverse Effects"              
                                                                                
     Policies are greatly needed for differentiating among those biological     
     effects of a chemical that are considered to be adverse and warranting     
     attention from those that are merely indicators of individual exposure at  
     high doses and not necessarily related to the adverse effect being studied.
     
     
     Response to: P2771.006     
     
     EPA defines adverse effect, in the final Guidance, as any deleterious      
     effect to organisms due to exposure to a substance. This includes effects  
     which are or may become debilitating, harmful or toxic to the normal       
     functions of the organism, but does not include non-harmful effects such as
     tissue discoloration alone or the induction of enzymes involved in the     
     metabolism of the substance.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P2771.007
     Cross Ref 1: cc: WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     . EPA Should Adopt a "Weight of Evidence" Approach for Evaluting Toxicity  
     Studies                                                                    
                                                                                
     Conservatism is hazard identification is manifested when regulatory        
     agenices place on emphasis on data that chemicals might pose adverse       
     effects, and little weight on data that suggest that chemicals fail to     
     cause adverse effects.  Emphasizing animal study data while virtually      
     ignoring studies showing no adverse effects in man may be considered       
     prudent and health protective, but does not represent a balance of         
     scientific information and can result in promulgation of standards that are
     overly stringent.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.007     
     
     See response to P2771.125                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     . Determining the Carcinogenic Potency of Chemicals                        
                                                                                
     EPA typically views all positive findings in animal bioassays as suggesting
     equally serious human health hazards.  Although EPA recognizes the         
     difference in potency of chemical carcinogens tested in animal bioassays,  
     it does not evaluate the probability that such chemicals may not be human  
     carcinogens.  Many chemicals that have been proven to be carcinogenic at   
     high does in animal bioassays  have not been shown to be carcinogenic in   
     humans at near enivironmental or occupational exposure levels.             
                                                                                
     EPA should develop a formal and consistent methodology for assessing the   
     probability that compounds actually pose a threat to humans.  This program 
     should go beyond the Agency's current category approach for carcinogens (A,
     B1, B2, C, D, E).  Many factors other than those reviewed by EPA should be 
     considered when attempting to predict whether a specific chemical poses a  

Page 10404



$T044618.TXT
     significant cancer hazard to humans.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.008     
     
     With regard to EPA's reliance on positive studies, and our lack of         
     consideration of negative results, EPA agrees that the main focus when     
     evaluating the potential adverse effects of a chemical are on studies that 
     show adverse effects.  However, EPA believes this is reasonable to ensure  
     that humans are protected against potential adverse effects.  Unless       
     pharmacokinetic data clearly indicates that adverse effects in tested      
     animal species are in no way related to possible adverse effects in humans,
     EPA will continue to rely upon positive results in animal studies to assess
     risk to humans.                                                            
                                                                                
                                                                                
     Also see response to P2656.222                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: P2771.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     .  Current EPA Methodology is Likely to Overestimate Carcinogenic Risks for
     Most Chemicals                                                             
                                                                                
     Currently, EPA determines the carcinogenic potency of environmental        
     contaminants using a linearized multi-stage (LMS) model.  The LMS model    
     assumes that there is a direct linear relationship between the dose of the 
     chemical and carcinogenic effect and, therefore, that there is no threshold
     for carcinogenic effect.  This model likely to overestimate the low-dose   
     cancer risk for animal carcinogens.  However, a number of chemicals may    
     exhibit a non-linear dose response curve at low doses and are likely to    
     have a genuine or practical threshold.  The increased acceptance of the    
     nonlinearity of dose and effect at low doses is evidenced by a growing     
     consensus among risk assessment practitioners that the LMS model is        
     inappropriate for a variety of chemicals. [Given the uncertainity in       
     carcinogenic dose response modeling, the Agency should reexamine the       
     evidence for carcinogenic risk that can be derived from human epidemiology 
     studies.  In many cases human epidemiology studies can and should be used  
     to validate or confirm estimates of carcinogenic potency.  In general, when
     epidemiology data are available, it is not appropriate to accept only the  
     results of mathematical models that analyze rodent data without serious    
     consideration given to the human experience.]                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.009     
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     See response to P2656.228                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: P2771.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .010 is imbedded in comment .009.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the uncertainty in carcinogenic dose response modeling, the Agency   
     should reexamine the evidence for carcinogenic risk that can be derived    
     from human epidemiology studies.  In many cases human epidemiology studies 
     can and should be used to validate or confirm estimates of carcinogenic    
     potency.  In general, when epidemiology data are available, it is not      
     appropriate to accept only the results of mathematical models that analyze 
     rodent data without serious consideration given to the human experience.   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.010     
     
     Please see response to comment P2771.133.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     . Need for a Coherent Policy on Interspecies Scaling Factors               
                                                                                
     EPA, FDA, and the Consumer Products Safety Commission (CPSC) recently      
     reached a consensus on a method for cross-species scaling (estimated as the
     ratio of human body weight to rat body weight to the 3/4 power) and        
     proposed it as a uniform compromise policy position.  The GLI should use   
     this consensus policy as a reasonable default scaling factor.              
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     Response to: P2771.011     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2771.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     . EPA Needs to Acknowledge the Uncertainty and Conservative Bias in        
     Existing Noncarcinogenic Risk Assessment                                   
                                                                                
     Under EPA's current method of evaluating noncarcinogenic risks, the Agency 
     develop reference doses (RFD) for individual compounds.  This methodology  
     used to develop RfDs starts with toxicological data from animal studies and
     applies a series of uncertainty or "safety" factors to estimate a dose     
     which is unlikely to cause adverse effects in humans.  The current system  
     of "safety" factors used by EPA makes worst case assumptions concerning the
     relative toxicity of compounds in animals and humans, and relative toxicity
     of the compound in short and long-term animal studies, and conservative    
     assumptions concerning the relationship between observed doses and         
     thresholds.  When these conservative assumptions are combined, the         
     magnitude of the safety factory is overestimated for many compounds.       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.012     
     
     See responses to D3382.011 and D3382.058                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR
     Comment ID: P2771.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .012                                                      
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     EPA has acknowledged that there is at least an order of magnitude of       
     uncertainty in its estimates of the RfDs; however, the Agency has not      
     acknowledged the conservative bias in its RfDs.  Risk managers need        
     quantitative guidance for incorporating this conservative bias into risk   
     management decisions.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.013     
     
     See response to D3382.057                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Having reviewed in detail the methodology used by the GLI to derive the    
     proposed human-health based WQS, GE strongly believes that the GLI has     
     relied on invalid and/or unsupported scientific theories, and has used     
     several overly conservative assumptions.  These actions have lead directly 
     to development of WQS that are much more stringent than reasonably         
     necessary and will lead to the development of WQBELS that are              
     technologically or economically impossible to attain.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.014     
     
     EPA believes the risk assessment methods used in the GLWQI are the best EPA
     methods available today.  Many new methods are emerging in the risk        
     assessment of carcinogens and noncarcinogens, however, these are not yet   
     fully realized or adopted as final Agency policy.                          
                                                                                
     With regard to exposure assumptions, see response to P2585.069.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of many of the compounds for which the GLI has established     
     human health-based WQS based on carcinogenicity, GE believes that the GLI  
     has improperly analyzed animal feeding studies, has given undue credence to
     studies which are demonstrably invalid, and has refused to discount the    
     results of early studies when subsequent, better performed, studies have   
     called into question the results of the earlier studies.  The GLI has also 
     erred in several instances by using the derived cancer potency factor for  
     one chemical as the cancer potency factor for related, but chemically very 
     different, compounds.  Further, the GLI has consistently ignored           
     pharmokinetic, clinical and epidemiological studies that cast serious doubt
     that a chemical suspected to cause cancer in animals actually causes cancer
     in other animal species or in humans.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.015     
     
     Comment is taken out of context.  Without specific details as to           
     which chemicals are being cited, there is no way to respond to the         
     comment.                                                                   
                                                                                
     In deriving GLWQI criteria, EPA examined the latest toxicological          
     data and latest EPA findings (data, RfDs and q1*s on IRIS),                
     combined with updated exposure information (recent angler surveys          
     in the Great lakes Basin, BAF derivations, fish lipid                      
     calculations).                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2771.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to illustrate GE's concerns, GE has used the derivation of WQS for
     PCBs as an example of the GLI's methodological errors.  GE believes that   
     the GLI's cancer risk assessment for PCBs is flawed in the following       
     respects:                                                                  
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     .  The GLI improperly establishes a single cancer slope factor for all     
     PCBs.  The evidence is clear that different Aroclors have shown different  
     cancer responses in test animals.                                          
                                                                                
     .  The GLI improperly relies on a rat feeding study involving oral exposure
     of rats to Aroclor 1260 which has recently been reevaluated.  Had the      
     reevaluated results been used, the cancer potency factor of 60% chlorinated
     PCBs whould have been significantly lower.                                 
                                                                                
     .  The GLI has assumed, contrary to virtually all credible data, that      
     lesser-chlorinated PCBs have the same cancer-causing potential as Aroclor  
     1260, the most highly chlorinated PCB mixture tested for cancer potency.   
     In fact, there is virtually no data indicating that the lesser chlorinated 
     PCBs are carcinogenic to rats.  Moreover, there is virtually no evidence   
     that the lesser-chlorinated PCBs have any adverse health effects.          
                                                                                
     .  The GLI has wholly disregarded a mass of data indicating that PCBs are  
     not human carcinogens and have few, if any, adverse health effects.        
                                                                                
     .  In converting the rat study dose response data into comparable doses for
     humans, the GLI used a scaling factor based on ratios of skin area, rather 
     than body weight.  The former approach has been questioned, and EPA has    
     recently endorsed the use of a scaling factor based on body weight ratios. 
     This correction in itself would lead to a significant decrease in the human
     cancer potency factor.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.016     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR
     Comment ID: P2771.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's methodology for determining human health-based WQS based on      
     non-cancer effects suffers from some of the same problems discussed above. 
     As an example, the GLI's "Tier 2" assessment of the non-cancer toxicity of 
     PCBs relies on a demonstrably deficient study (Barsotti and Van Miller     
     1984) and then applies a safety factor of 1000 to derive a WQS that is so  
     low as to be beyond reason (20 pg/1).                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.017     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2/NCR        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In deriving WQS based on fish consumption, EPA has used a fish consumption 
     factor that is unsupported by available data and has ignored cooking and   
     cleaning loss.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.018     
     
     See response to comments P2771.195 and P2771.192.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In deriving WQS based on water consumption, EPA has overestimated water    
     consumption and recreational exposure.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.019     
     
     See response to comments D2724.599 and D3053.041.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has overestimated duration of exposure for purposes of estimating risk 
     to the Great Lakes region population.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.020     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that the GLI's bioaccumulation factor (BAF) method, used to    
     assess the alleged relationship between chemical concentrations in the     
     water column and chemical concentrations in fish, is totally lacking in    
     scientific basis because it ignores the fact that the primary source of    
     bioaccumulating chemicals in fish is contaminated sediment.                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.021     
     
     In the proposal, EPA used the pelagic food web model of Thomann (1989) to  
     derive FCMs.  EPA agrees with the commenter that sediment food web pathways
     are important for some bioaccumulative chemicals.  In the final proposal,  
     EPA has changed from the model of Thomann (1989) to the model of Gobas     
     (1993) for determining the FCMs because the model of Gobas (1993) includes 
     both benthic and pelagic food web pathways.  EPA's methodology for         
     determining BAFs in the final proposal allows the use of field measured    
     BAFs and BAFs derived using the BSAF methodology.  BAFs derived using      
     either of the above two procedures include both benthic and pelagic food   
     web components and thus, do not ignore contaminated sediments.             
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if GE were to assume the validity of the GLI's method, the calculated 
     BAF for PCBs should be an order of magnitude lower than the GLI's proposed 
     BAF.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.022     
     
     EPA does not agree.  In the final proposal, excellent agreement exists     
     between BAFs predicted using FCMs and Kows of the chemicals, and field     
     measured BAFs.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model      
     (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the
     fifty-two pollutants which have field-measured BAFs for at least three fish
     shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold      
     difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three- fold        
     difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).  For a discussion of  
     the PCB BAF, see the Technical Support Document.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's procedure for establishing WQS for PCBs based on aquatic toxicity is 
     technically flawed in at least one significant respect - EPA has relied on 
     laboratory studies conducted under conditions that do not mimic natural    
     conditions and, therefore, result in false positive indications of         
     toxicity.  The failure to observe in the field those toxic effects         
     predicted in the laboratory is readily explained by this experimental      
     error.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.023     
     
     EPA has not derived Tier I criteria for PCBs.  EPA believes that the Tier I
     methodology can and should be used to calculate Tier I aquatic life        
     criteria for PCBs.  If local conditions affect the toxicity of PCBs, then  
     site-specific criteria should be calculated to mitigate "field" conditions.
      The Tier I methodology (Appendix A) does also allow field studies of good 
     quality to be used in the derivation of Tier I criteria.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's WQS for metals are based on data that represent the toxicity of      
     metals primarily in the free ion form.  On the other hand, EPA recommends  
     that NPDES permit limits be based on total recoverable metals.  WQBELS for 
     metals have typically been calculated by assuming that the WQS (which are  
     based on dissolved or free ion metals concentrations) are equal to total   
     recoverable metals concentrations.  This assumptions is not scientifically 
     supported and ignores the toxicological basis of the WQS and a wealth of   
     data on the bioavailability of metals.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.024     
     
     See response to comment P2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.025
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Office of Water has recognized the problems with basing permit limits
     on total metals to protect aquatic life from toxicity and has recognized   
     that permit limits for metals should be calculated to account for the      
     bioavailable fraction.  Recently, EPA's Interim Metals Guidance (USEPA     
     1992a) has recommended determining compliance with WQS by measuring        
     dissolved metals in ambient waters and comparing such measurements to      
     discharge criteria appropriate for dissolved metal.  The Interim Metals    
     Guidance also advocates an alternative approach, the "Water Effects Ratio,"
     or "WER."  The WER approach is scientifically defensible, but the cost of  
     adjusting WQBELs through site-specific measurement of dissolved and total  
     recoverable metals.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.025     
     
     EPA believes that the use of dissolved criteria for metals will reduce the 
     need for using a water-effect ratio, since the criteria itself would       
     reflect the bioavailable portion of the metal.  While EPA understands the  
     concern about the cost of implementation of the water-effect ratio, it has 

      not eliminated its use.  Use of the dissolved metal fraction to express   
     aquatic life criteria for metals may not resolve all bioavailability       
     issues.  Therefore water effect ratios may be needed on a case-by-case     
     basis and the final rule allows States and Tribes to establish             
     site-specific aquatic life criteria based on a water effect ratio.         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2634.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that the most scientifically justified approach for            
     establishing permit limits for metals is to base such limits on the        
     dissolved metals concentrations in the discharge.  [Alternatively, in the  
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     event that the GLI goes forward in adopting permit limits based on total or
     total recoverable metals, then the standard should provide for calculating 
     NPDES permit limits using partitioning coefficients developed by           
     site-specific study of the receiving waters or published partitioning      
     coefficients.]                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.026     
     
     In the final guidance EPA has expressed the metals criteria as dissolved   
     because we believe, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely  
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
     organism.                                                                  
                                                                                
     However, for the reasons stated in the memorandum issued to all EPA        
     Regional Water Management Division Directors providing policy and guidance 
     on the interpretation and implementation of aquatic life criteria for the  
     management of metals (The Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on 
     Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria, October 
     1, 1993), permit limits must be written as total recoverable               
     concentrations.  The October 1 memo discusses the implementation of        
     dissolved criteria and the resultant permit limitations.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .027 is imbedded in comment .026.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Alternatively, in the event that the GLI goes forward in adopting permit   
     limits based on total or total recoverable metals, then the standards      
     should provide for calculating NPDES permit limits using partitioning      
     coefficients developed by site-specific study of the receiving waters or   
     published coefficients.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.027     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commenter that site-specific partitioning coefficients 
     or translators may be used to determine the fractions of total and         
     dissolved metals in implementing metals criteria expressed as dissolved or 
     total recoverable concentrations.  Guidance on this is given in Interim    
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     Guidance on Determination and Use of Water-Effect Ratios for Metals (EPA,  
     February 1994) and The Office of Water Policy and Technical Guidance on    
     Interpretation and Implementation of Aquatic Life Metals Criteria (October 
     1, 1993).                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that the GLI's procedure for establishing WQS for PCBs based on
     wildlife toxicity is technically flawed in the following respects:         
                                                                                
     [. The GLI would based wildlife protection WQS on species that are not     
     typically inhabitants of the region and that appear extremely sensitive to 
     certain chemicals.]                                                        
                                                                                
     [. The GLI uses questionable body weights and food and water ingestion     
     rates in assessing risk to these animals.                                  
                                                                                
       - Wildlife protection-based WQS for PCBs and other chemicals are based   
     primarily on protection of mink.  The GLI assumes that mink's diet consists
     entirely of fish at trophic level 3.  In fact, a relatively small          
     percentage of minks' diet consists of trophic level 3 fish.  Therefore, the
     GLI has substantially overestimated the exposure of mink to PCBs and other 
     chemicals that bioaccumulate.]                                             
                                                                                
       [- The GLI has relied on a flawed mink-feeding study to derive a wildlife
     WQS for PCBs.  Measurements of PCBs in mink trapped in the wild cast doubt 
     on the validity of the study's conclusions.]                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.028     
     
     Please see comments P2771.031, P2771.241, P2590.028, P2576.135, and        
     P2590.040 for the response to this comment.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 10417



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info: Comment .029 is imbedded in comment. 028.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GI would based wildlife protection WQS on species that are not typical 
     inhabitants of the region and that appear extremely sensitive to certain   
     chemicals.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.029     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .030 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI uses questionable body weights and food and water ingestion rates  
     in assessing risk to these animals.                                        
                                                                                
     - Wildlife protection-based WQS for PCBs and other chemicals are based     
     primarily on protection of mink.  The GLI assumes that minks' diet consists
     entirely of fish at trophic level 3.  In fact, a relatively small          
     percentage of minks' diet consists of trophic level 3 fish.  Therefore, the
     GLI has substantially overestimated the exposure of mink to PCBs and other 
     chemicals that bioaccumulate.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.030     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.  The   
     second part is further explained in the response to comment P2576.135.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .031 is imbedded in comment .028.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has relied on a flawed mink-feeding study to derive a wildlife WQS 
     for PCBs.  Measurements of PCBs in mink trapped in the wild cast doubt on  
     the validity of the study's conclusions.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.031     
     
     See response to P2771.253 and P2771.247 through P2771.250. Without further 
     explanation of the alleged flaw in the study, EPA cannot provide a more    
     focused response.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tier II process employs an extremely conservative methodology for      
     deriving WQS.  Moreover, the Tier II approach would shift the normal burden
     of proof from the regulator to the regulated community for substances about
     which toxicity data is incomplete, inconclusive or unsubstantiated.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.032     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the Tier II approach, permittees would be faced with a very difficult
     choice between two costly alternatives: embarking on extensive researh     
     projects needed to prove that Tier II WQS are overly stringent, or         
     attempting to meet the Tier II WQS by installing treatment technology or   
     changing production processes.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.033     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, violation of a permit limit based on a Tier II standard would    
     create a legal liability which subjects the permit holder to potential     
     enforcement action by the government or citizens' group.  "Violation" of   
     standards based on admittedly insufficient or questionable data should not 
     be used to impose substantial civil or criminal penalties or terms of      
     imprisonment.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.034     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2771.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, permit limits established under Tier II procedures may be subject 
     to the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act and would "lock  
     in" the Tier II requirements.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.035     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of the SID,   
     for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2771.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Congress did not intend to take away the Great Lakes states' ability to    
     develop use designations and to develop WQS protective of those uses.      
     Congress wanted to promote greater consistency among the states' regulatory
     programs, while still allowing a reasonable degree of flexibility for      
     different state approaches to protecting water quality.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.036     
     
     See response to: G2650.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2771.037
     Cross Ref 1: cc: SS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            

Page 10421



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the GLI should not ignore the reality that certain tributaries of
     the Great Lakes, as well as certain shoreline areas of the Great Lakes,    
     cannot attain the general use standard stringent GLI WQS.  Some waters     
     cannot attain all conceivable uses, regardless of the stringency of        
     government regulations.  GE therefore believes that the states should      
     retain the authority to designate less protective uses, at least in Great  
     Lakes tributaries and shoreline areas.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.037     
     
     See response to: G2650.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/AL
     Comment ID: P2771.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE also believes that site-specific adjustments of WQS, to make them either
     more or less stringent, should be allowed in three circumstances: (1) to   
     conform to a designated use other than general use: (2) in recognition of  
     site-specific factors (e.g., water chemistry, native species) while still  
     protecting the designated use; and [(3) based on any of the grounds set    
     forth in the GLI for granting a temporary variance, including technical and
     economic infeasibility, so long as the designated use is protected.]       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.038     
     
     In some cases, calculation of a less stringent site - specific criterion   
     may obviate the need for a variance.  However, the concepts behind the two 
     approaches (variances and SS. mods) are different, and the two approaches  
     are not interchangeable.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/AL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2771.039
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .039 is imbedded in comment .038.                     
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (3) based on any of the grounds set forth in the GLI for granting a        
     temporary variance, including technical and economic infeasibility, so long
     as the designated use is protected.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.039     
     
     no response necessary                                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR
     Comment ID: P2771.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, technological inability to meet GLI WQBELs must be recognized as a
     fact and temporary variances must be available to provide facilities       
     sufficient time to investigate compliance options.  Temporary variances    
     should be available in instances where presently available wastewater      
     treatment technology simply cannot attain WQBELs or the technology cost    
     would require the plant to shut down or institute measures that are unduly 
     expensive.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.040     
     
     EPA believes that the final Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance variance    
     provisions provide the States sufficient flexibility to address            
     technological infeasibility.  Variances are allowed for "...human caused   
     conditions that cannot be remedied..." and this factor may be applicable if
     meeting WQS is indeed technologically infeasible.  However, EPA expects    
     States and Tribes to evaluate all  alternatives before determining that    
     meeting standards is technologically infeasible.  That certain technology  
     is expensive is insufficient; in such cases the social and economic impact 
     factor should be used.                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     .  Wasteload Alloation -- Watershed Management                             
                                                                                
     GE strongly believes that the Great Lakes Critical Programs act envisioned 
     a watrshed management approach to the Great Lakes and that EPA should      
     follows that vision.  A watershed management approach must contain certain 
     important elements missing from the GLI.                                   
                                                                                
     A watershed approach to water quality management must address all          
     pollutants causing water quality impairment and other factors interfering  
     with use attainment.                                                       
                                                                                
     WQS must be attained by controlling point and nonpoint sources, including  
     agricultural run-off, urban run-off, combined sewer overflows, and air     
     deposition.                                                                
                                                                                
     [A watershed management approach should require sufficient studies to      
     determine the attainable uses of waterbodies within the watershed and the  
     specific WQS required to protect those uses.]                              
                                                                                
     A watershed approach to water quality management should focus not only on  
     the easiest sources to regulate -- point sources, which have been subject  
     to NPDES permit requirements for two decades -- but also on sources that   
     remain largely unregulated and are the cause of most of the current        
     non-attainment of existing WQS.                                            
                                                                                
     [In establishing reductions from within classes of sources (that is, either
     point or nonpoint), the implementing authority should be required to do so 
     in an environmentally sound, fair, and cost-effective manner.]             
                                                                                
     [It is important that a watershed management approach move toward achieving
     WQS compliance in a fair and efficient manner.  A watershed management     
     program should provide sufficient time for TMDL studies to be performed and
     the required controls assessed.  In the interim period, point sources      
     should not be subjected to further ad hoc WQBELs which may not be fair or  
     cost effective.  During this interim period, all NPDES permits for a       
     watershed should be extended to a single expiration date, so that new      
     permits can be issued for all sources at the same time once the TMDL       
     process is completed.  Moreover, all such new permits should be subject to 
     public notice and comment at the same time (perhaps as part of a watershed 
     management plan), so that the public has a chance to comment not just on   
     the limitations imposed on individual dischargers, but also on fairness and
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     cost effectiveness of the new permits as a whole.[                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.041     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance takes a true ecosystem approach that  
     considers and addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For 
     a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final 
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see the preamble to the final Guidance and   
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance  
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including efforts to      
     indicate the relative significance of pollutant sources and the            
     effectiveness of control strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026. See also Sections II and VIII.B, VIII.C and VIII.E
     of the SID for a discussion of the use of variances, phased TMDLs, and     
     intake water provisions.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .042 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A watershed management approach should require sufficient studies to       
     determine the attainable uses of waterbodies within the watershed and the  
     specific WQS required to protect those uses.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.042     
     
     EPA believes that the implementation of the final Guidance is a necessary  
     step in achieving a consistent level of protection of the Great Lakes Basin
     Ecosystem.  It is an important component of a watershed protection approach
     for the area, and will help establish equitable strategies to control      
     pollution sources.  See sections I.C and I.D of the SID for EPA's analysis 
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .043 is imbedded in commet .041.                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In establishing reductions from within classes of sources (that is, either 
     point or nonpoint), the implementing authority should be required to do so 
     in an evironmentally sound, fair, and cost-effective manner.               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.043     
     
     See response to comment D2595.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .044 is imbedded in comment .041.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is important that a watershed management approach move toward achieving 
     WQS compliance in a fair and efficient manner.  A watershed management     
     program should provide sufficient time for TMDL studies to be performed and
     the required controls assessed.  In the interim period, point sources      
     should not be subjected to further ad hoc WQBELs which may not be fair or  
     cost effective.  During this interim period, all NPDES permits for a       
     watershed should be extended to a single expiration date, so that new      
     permits can be issued for all sources at the same time once the TMDL       
     process is completed.  Moreover, all such new permits should be subject to 
     public notice and comment at the same time (perhaps as part of a watershed 
     management plan), so that the public has a chance to comment not just on   
     the limitations imposed on individual dischargers, but also on the fairness
     and cost effectiveness of the new permits as a whole.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.044     
     
     With respect to the suggestion in the comment that point sources should not
     be subjected to additional costly or unfair water quality-based effluent   
     limitations while necessary nonpoint source controls are being developed   
     and implemented, EPA refers the commenter to the discussion of the phased  
     approach to TMDL development in the SID at VIII.C.1.  Also relevant is the 
     are the provisions in general condition 3 pertaining to load allocations,  
     which are discussed in the SID at VIII.C.3.c.  EPA also acknowledges the   
     comment advocating the practice of synchronizing permits within a water    
     body to facilitate implementation of the TMDL.  EPA agrees that reissuing  
     NPDES permits for all affected sources at the same time is a sensible way  
     of implementing a TMDL for the receiving water, and nothing in the final   
     Guidance precludes a State or Tribe from adopting that approach.  Response 
     to P2771.044See response to comment P2771.393.                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, by requiring that a WQBEL be included in a permit when the maximum  
     value, or 99th percentile of all water sampling results (the "projected    
     effluent quality" or "PEQ") exceeds the projected effluent limit ("PEL"),  
     EPA necessarily gives too much credence to analytical data at the high end 
     of a range of sampling results.  The combination of this conservative      
     "reasonable potential to exceed" methodology and EPA's proposal that a     
     single analytical result indicating an exceedance of a WQBEL can           
     constitute a violation, means that analytical errors or variability can    
     result in enforcement action against a discharger.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.045     
     
     See response to comment number D2722.117.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2771.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the permitting authority should not have the authority to require  
     permittees to develop data sufficient to derive a Tier II standard based on
     "ambient screening of values" generated from "Quantitative Structure       
     Activity Relationships" or other toxicity information.  This screening     
     approach is without scientific support and will likely lead to many        
     discharges being required to develop the same data, at a very high cost.   
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     Response to: P2771.046     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory              
     Requirements Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II              
     Methodologies.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2771.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the part of EPA's "reasonable potential to exceed" proposal         
     concerning regulation of pollutants in intake water is deficient. EPA is   
     proposing to require dischargers, subject to extremely limited exceptions, 
     to treat and remove pollutants that are not added by their own operations, 
     but that are already present in their intake water.  That is inequitable   
     and, contrary to EPA's assertions, not required or allowed by the Clean    
     Water Act.  The Clean Water Act only allows EPA to regulate "additions" of 
     pollutants to U.S. waters by point sources.  If the pollutants in a point  
     source discharge were not added by the discharger, but were present in the 
     intake water at the outset, then EPA simply has no jurisdiction to require 
     the discharger to remove those pollutants.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.047     
     
     See SID, Section VIII.E.5.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE urges EPA to adopt a modified version of Procedure 3, Option 3A.        
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     Response to: P2771.048     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the SID at VIII.C.2. See response to   
     comment P2771.393.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TMDLs should be required whenever the background concentration of a        
     pollutant in a waterbody or a portion thereof exceeds natural background,  
     i.e., the concentration of a chemical expected to be present due to natural
     sources, such as degassing of natural soils and mineral runoff from natural
     soils.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.049     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2771.050
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMOL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure should state specifically that where WLAs are known and LA   
     can be accurately estimated by subtracting the sum of WLAs from the known  
     background concentration, the MOS should be small.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.050     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2771.051
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMOL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure should state that nonpoint source load allocations should not
     be based on existing loading rates or anticipated increased loading rates; 
     rather, the states should be required to use anticipated lower nonpoint    
     source loading rates which are anticipated to occur through aggressive     
     implementation of state nonpoint source control programs, combined sewer   
     overflow programs, and MACT controls under the Clean Air Act.              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.051     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.c
     and at VIII.C.1.  See response to comment P2771.393.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure should provide that contribution from sediments shall be     
     accounted for by concentrations measured in the water column, not by any   
     additional factor (which would be duplicative since ambient water column   
     concentrations reflect any contribution from sediments).                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.052     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure should require that background be calculated either through  
     water column data or mass loading data, and that caged fish data cannot be 
     used to estimate background concentrations.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.053     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.054
     Cross Ref 1: cc:ADEG/DEMO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure should state that if a TMDL includes a reserved allocation   
     for future growth, the antidegradation procedure does not mandate an       
     antidegradation demonstration for increases of loadings within the future  
     growth allocation.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.054     
     
     See section VII of the Supplementary Information Document.                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2771.055
     Cross Ref 1: cc:TMOL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing zones for BCCs should not be limited to a 10:1 dilution ratio for   
     discharges to open waters of the Great Lakes.  Moreover, mixing zones for  
     BCCs should not be eliminated in 10 years for existing discharges, and new 
     sources should be allowed mixing zones.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.055     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.4 and VIII.C.5, EPA         
     disagrees with these comments.                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2771.056
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, mixing zone studies should be allowed, if appropriate, to         
     establish larger mixing zones for all chemicals.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.056     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Point source WLAs should never be set equal to zero.  The procedure should 
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     provide that when background exceeds the WQS, point sources shall be       
     allowed to discharge a concentration equal to the WQS until a multiple     
     source TMDL is performed and a source specific WLA is established for the  
     discharger.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.057     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The flows used for determining maximum allowable loading consistent with   
     WQS attainment should be modified consistent with the assumptions          
     underlying establishment of the WQS.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.058     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedure should specify the allocation methods that can be used to    
     allocate the WLA among point source dischargers.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.059     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The site-specific chronic and acute "cross-checks" must assume             
     implementation of the load reductions determined to be necessary, including
     reductions from nonpoint sources.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.060     
     
     The proposal contained a requirement that mixing zones for non-BCCs in the 
     open waters of the Great Lakes (OWGLs) be based on a 10:1 dilution         
     fraction.  EPA received comments supporting and opposing the use of the    
     10:1 dilution fraction.                                                    
                                                                                
     In response to comments, EPA has specified the use of the 10:1 dilution    
     fraction and provided the opportunity for the  use of an alternative mixing
     zone following the completion of a mixing zone demonstration.  For a more  
     detailed discussion of the final mixing zone provision for non-BCCs and EPA
     rationale, see section VIII.C.5.a of the Supplementary Information         
     Document.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistent with its recent proposed guidance on calculations using below   
     detection level data, EPA should assign "zero" values to ambient monitoring
     results below detection levels.  In the event that EPA intends to pursue   
     its current non-zero approach, EPA should increase the threshold number of 
     above-MDL values.  Regulators should be prohibited from applying non-zero  
     presumptions about below-MDL data until several above-MDL results have been
     reported and the regulator has obtained additional, indpendent information 
     supporting a conclusion that the pollutant is present in the waterbody.    
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     Response to: P2771.061     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To more accurately and equitably calculate background concentrations to be 
     used in maximum daily load determinations, GE proposes that EPA modify the 
     proposed procedure. [First, data used to determine pollutant background    
     concentrations should be no more than five years old.][Second, permitting  
     authorities should be required, where possible, to elliminate erroneous,   
     outlying, or currently unrepresentative data from the data set using       
     factual information and statistical methods.][Third, where it is           
     appropriate to assign non-zero numbers to unquantifiable results, GE       
     proposes a statistically valid sliding scale to assign concentration values
     to any non-detect measurements.]                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.062     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.063
     Cross Ref 1: cc: LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .063 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, data used to determine pollutant background concentrations should be
     no more than five years old.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.063     
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     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.064
     Cross Ref 1: cc: LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .064 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, permitting authorities should be required, where possible, to      
     eliminate erroneous, outlying, or currently unrepresentative data from the 
     data set using factual information and statistical methods.                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.064     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc: LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .065 is imbedded in comment .062.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, where it is appropriate to assign non-zero numbers to unquantifiable
     results, GE proposes a statistically valid sliding scale to assign         
     concentration values to any non-detect measurements.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.065     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
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     Comment ID: P2771.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI requires permitting authories to impose mass limits, in addition to
     concerntration limits, in implementing WQBELs.  GE believes that its       
     proposal is scientifically insupportable.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.066     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, if mass limits are required by the GLI, they should be based on a 
     flow rate that represents, not average effluent flow, but rather an        
     appropriate measure of flow that does not result in exceedance of mass     
     limits whenever the discharger's flow is above the average.  The flow to be
     used for this purpose should be the highest daily maximum flow during a    
     period representative of the discharger's normal operations.               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.067     
     
     See comment P2720.207 for a discussion of the use of appropriate facility  
     flows in setting mass-based limits.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, if stormwater flow is subject to WQBELs, the measure of flow     
     should include the flow resulting from a 10-year, 24-hour storm event.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.068     
     
     Stormwater point sources are not covered by Procedure 7.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Contrary to existing state and Federal law and guidance, the GLI proposes  
     that below detection level anlytical results be assigned positive values.  
     Moreover, the GLI proposes to impose several onerous requirements when a   
     facility is subject to WQBELs that are below the detection level even when 
     the facility has never detected the pollutant in question in its effluent. 
     The primary requirement is that the facility adopt and implement a complex 
     chemical minimization program that requires: (1) semi-annual in-plant      
     monitoring of potential sources of the chemical; (2) quarterly monitoring  
     for the pollutant in the influent to the treatment system; (3) submittal of
     a control strategy to maintain all potential sources of the pollutant below
     the detection level; and (4) submittal of an annual status report providing
     information on all possible sources of the chemical, all actions taken to  
     eliminate the chemical, and all monitoring results.                        
                                                                                
     GE does not believe any of these compliance documentation requirements are 
     warranted, scientifically supportable, or required under the Clean Water   
     Act or the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.069     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2771.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has considered, but has not yet proposed, an "additivity" procedure
     whereby the effects of carcinogens would be considered "additive" and would
     result in a lowering of WQBELs for all carcinogens present in a            
     discharger's effluent.  That additivity assumption has no basis; unless the
     various substances have exactly the same mechanisms of toxic action and    
     affect the same receptor organs, then additivity would not occur and should
     not be presumed.  As recommended by the Science Advisory Board, additivity 
     should be considered on a case-by-case basis, and should be used in        
     implementation only if the premitting agency finds that several pollutants 
     have the same mechanisms of toxic action and affect the same organs.       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.070     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TEFs are calculated by EPA using the highest toxicity value for a chemical,
     rather than the mean of the range of values that have been determined for a
     chemical.  This leads to calculation of TEFs that greatly overestimate     
     toxicity.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.071     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
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     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not specify whether the highest toxicity value for 
     a chemical msut be used when calculating TEFs.  This decision is left to   
     the discretion of the States and Tribes.                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TEF approach necessarily assumes that TEFs for individual chemicals,   
     including PCBs, can be added together to determine the toxicity of the     
     mixture as a whole.  There is, however, no evidence that supports this     
     assumption.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.072     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree with comments that it is inappropriate to assume that   
     the effects from the different identified congeners are additive.  As with 
     most chemicals, there is limited data on the effects of interactions of    
     these congeners.  However, there is ample evidence suggesting that there is
     a common mechanism of action for the expression of toxicity for the 17     
     dioxin/furan congeners for which TEFs have been developed (the common      
     mechanism being a binding of these compounds to the Ah receptor).  As      
     discussed above and in the 1986 Chemical Mixture Guidelines, in situations 
     where there is a lack of data on the effects of interactions but it can be 
     shown that the chemicals act through the same mechanism of action, then the
     use of dose addition is a reasonable and scientifically supported mechanism
     to address potential adverse impacts from multiple pollutants.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The toxicity values used to calculate TEFs are based on short term         
     laboratory tests involving either acute toxicity or enzyme induction in    
     laboratory animals or cell cultures.  These phenomena are then assumed to  
     predict the arcinogenicity of a compound.  There is little scientific      
     evidence supporting this assumption.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.073     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA recognizes that the majority of toxicity tests used to calculate the   
     TEFs are based on short-term tests.  The short-term lab tests indicate that
     while the doses necessary to elicit the toxic response differ in each case,
     the data demonstrate that the relative potency of the different compounds  
     compared to 2,3,7,8- TCDD is generally consistent from one end point to    
     another.  EPA believes this evidence of the structure-activity             
     relationships shown between the different congeners can be assumed to be   
     sufficiently strong that estimates of the long-term toxicity of minimally  
     tested congeners of CDDs/DCFs can be reasonably inferred on the basis of   
     the available information.  In other words, while EPA recognizes that the  
     majority of the toxicity data on the different congeners is from short-term
     tests, it believes based on the data cited in the 1989 Risk Assessment     
     Forum document, which was reviewed by scientists from throughout the world,
     that it is reasonable to presume that the long-term effects of the         
     different dioxin-like congeners including cancer can be predicted from the 
     array of short-term tests performed to derive the TEFs used in the final   
     Guidance.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The validity of GE's concerns is well illustrated by a comparison of cancer
     potency factors determined for certain commercial PCB mixtures using       
     long-term animal studies with the cancer potency of such mixtures predicted
     by the TEF approach. The TEF approach over-estimates the cancer potency of 
     these mixtures by factors as great as 466.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.074     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
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     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.075
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI proposes a water quality antidegradation regulation that would be  
     required to be adopted and enforced by the states.  GE believes that the   
     antidegradation regulation will effectively preclude many plant expansions 
     and modifications that would result in only minor changes in the nature of 
     a facility's effluent.  Perhaps more importantly, the regulation would make
     it extremely difficult for plants to increase their production rate over   
     average levels, even if their wastewater discharge still would comply with 
     permit limits.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.075     
     
     Obviously, EPA disagrees with this comment.  States should have            
     antidegradation provisions in their current water quality standards that   
     are consistent with 40 CFR 131.12.  The antidegradation provisions         
     contained in the final Guidance reflect EPA's understanding of what an     
     antidegradation policy and implementation procedures should look like under
     131.12.  Except for the special requirements applicable to BCCs, States and
     Tribes should be implementing antidegradation in a manner consistent with  
     the policy and procedures described in the Guidance.  In fact, because the 
     procedures contained in the final Guidance are essentially EPA's general   
     program guidance on antidegradation, EPA concluded that there was no need  
     to publish them as part of the final Guidance.                             
                                                                                
     This comments also blurs the distinction in the proposed Guidance between  
     BCCs and non-BCCs.  Antidegradation review of any proposed increase is     
     required only when BCCs are present in the discharge.  If BCCs are not     
     present, antidegradation review would occur only if a change in permit     
     limits is requested.  Thus, there are no constraints at all under          
     antidegradation on plants that comply with permit limits and do not        
     discharge BCCs.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that the GLI's antidegradation provision is inconsistent with  
     existing law, provides the permitting authority excessive authority, is    
     counterproductive, unnecessarily creates a new political arena in which    
     companies' expansion plans will be assessed, and will ultimately halt      
     future development in the Great Lakes region.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.076     
     
     Contrary to the position expressed by the commenter, the antidegradation   
     provisions contained in both the proposed Guidance and the final Guidance  
     are consistent with existing regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  In fact, the   
     antidegradation standard contained in the final Guidance is taken          
     essentially verbatim from the existing regulations.  It is possible that   
     States are not implementing the antidegradation requirements of their water
     quality standards in a manner consistent with Federal regulations.  EPA    
     will need to monitor antidegradation implementation more closely in the    
     future.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE operates approximately 75 facilities that would likely be impacted by   
     the GLI.  One-third of those facilities are located within the Great Lakes 
     drainage basin, including appliance, electrical distribution and control,  
     lighting, medical equipment, motors, power generation and locomotive       
     manufacturing plants and apparatus service shops. Given the number of GE   
     facilities that could potentially be affected by the GLI, GE undertook to  
     quantity the cost impact of the proposed rule on the Company.              
                                                                                
     At one of GE's facilities, Transportation Systems in Erie, Pennsylvania, GE
     conducted a comprehensive, detailed cost impact analysis involving sampling
     of plant effluent and calculation of WQBELs based on the GLI WQS.          
                                                                                
     Under the most likely scenario, the costs for attaining and maintaining    
     discharge compliance under the GLI are between $39.7 million and $56.8     
     million in capital costs and between $2.2 million and $2.6 million annually
     in operation and maintenance costs beyond what would be rquired under      
     Pennsylvania law.  If end-of-pipe treatment is required for mercury, the   
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     incremental costs would be as much as $75.3 million (capital) and $3.1     
     million/yr (annual operation and maintenance).                             
                                                                                
     These compliance costs do not take into account all costs for the GE Erie  
     plant to comply with the GLI.  It is uncertain whether sufficient land is  
     available at the plant for construction of the new facilities that would be
     required to comply with the GLI.  Additional forested land may need to be  
     cleared and used.  Land clearing costs and piping costs to and from this   
     location are not included in the capital cost.                             
                                                                                
     If the GLI is promulgated in its proposed form, compliance costs for GE    
     Erie will, over time, be substantially larger than set forth above for at  
     least three reasons.  First, the above costs etimates have not taken into  
     account the impact of the "phase out" of mixing zones ten years after GLI  
     promulgation for chemicals that bioaccumulate, such as mercury.  Second,   
     the above cost estimates have not considered the impact of the GLIs        
     stringent antidegradation provisons on potential plan modifications or     
     increased production.  Third, the above cost estimates have not assessed   
     the impact of the GLI's "Tier 2" provisions that may result in more        
     stringent WQS for many chemicals.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.077     
     
     See response to comments D2669.082, D1711.017, D2098.038, and D2579.003.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE has also estimated GLI compliance costs for the othr facilities it      
     operates in the Great Lakes basin and states.  Based on preliminary        
     determinatins, the impact of the GLI company-wide could be as high a $176  
     million.  The following table summarizes the potential costs to meet the   
     GLI standards at 41 GE facilities, 16 of which are located in the Great    
     Lakes Basin and 25 of which are situated outside of the drainage basin but 
     within the Great Lakes states.  Given that most of the Great Lakes states  
     have stated that they will likely apply the GLI state-wide, these costs are
     appropriate for EPA to consider in assessing the impact of this proposed   
     rule.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.078     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's economic impact analysis of the GLI predicts annualized costs for    
     compliance ranging from $79.5 million to $505.5 million.  This estimate    
     should be contrasted with the estimate of the Council of Great Lakes       
     Governors that annualized costs of GLI compliance will be $2.3 billion.    
     EPA's figures should also be contrasted with GE's compliance cost estimate 
     for one facility, its Transportation Systems plant in Erie, Pennsylvania.  
     As discussed above, capital costs for this single facility range between   
     $39.7 and $75.3 million.  Given the high costs estimated for GLI compliance
     at GE's Erie plant, as well as the fact that there are 272 major industrial
     dischargers, 316 major municipal wastewater treatment plant dischargers,   
     and 3,207 minor dischargers located in the Great Lakes Basin, GE strongly  
     believes that the Governors' Council's estimate of GLI compliance costs is 
     more accurate than EPA's.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.079     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that it is easy to explain the substantial differences between 
     EPA's cost estimate, on the one hand, and the Council of Great Lakes       
     Governors' estimates, on the other.  The deficiencies in EPA's cost impact 
     analysis are clear from a close review of EPA's "Technical Background      
     Document for the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Implementation         
     Procedures Compliance Cost Study."                                         
                                                                                
     Those deficiencies include use of unsupported assumptions, lack of         
     sufficient information to make informed conclusions, and gross             
     underestimates of treatment technology costs.                              
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     Response to: P2771.080     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE and others have determined that the GLI will have little beneficial     
     impact on Great Lakes water quality.  EPA, nevertheless, has claimed       
     substantial benefits from the GLI and has sought to substantiate that claim
     through the use of a contingent valuation methodology  (CVM) to project    
     non-use benefits.  GE believes that EPA should not, and cannot, rely on CVM
     estimations of non-use value to justify its projection of the regulatory   
     benefits of the GLI.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.081     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA correctly states that to compare benefits to costs of regulation one   
     must have reliable benefits information.  In making its non-use value      
     projections, however, EPA predicates its determination solely on the use of
     CVM in certain of its case studies.  The extensive legal and policy debate 
     concerning the application CVM to non-use evaluation, most of which EPA has
     ignored in this rulemaking, demonstrates that CVM, at least in its current 
     state of development, suffers from serious flaws, rendering its results    
     unreliable.  These flaws make it wholly inappropriate at this time for EPA 
     to use CVM as a source of benefits information for the GLI.                
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     Response to: P2771.082     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2771.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I.  NEED FOR THE GL                                                        
                                                                                
     It is axiomatic that government regulations should not be adopted unless   
     they address a real problem and will make substantial progress at solving  
     that problem.  Although Great Lakes pollution may be a problem, the fact is
     that the GLI will do almost nothing to solve that problem since the sources
     that would be regulated by the GLI contribute a small fraction of the      
     pollutant loading in the Lakes.  In addition, past and on going reductions 
     in ambient concentrations of many pollutants call into question whether the
     GLI as presently proposed is needed at all. Moreover existing and planned  
     regulatory programs will reduce much of the existing pollutant loading to  
     the Great Lakes -- from both point sources and numerous other sources --   
     without the need for the GLI.  Finally, it is clear that several of the    
     proposed GLI WQS are simply not warranted, either because they are not     
     needed to protect human health or the environment or because they are      
     unattainable due to natural sources of the chemical or current background  
     concentrations in excess of the proposed GLI standards.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.083     
     
     See Sections I and II of the SID for a full discussion of these issues.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     A.  Contribution of Point Sources to Great Lakes Pollution                 
                                                                                
     As noted above, the proposd GLI is simply not warranted because it will not
     make a significant difference in pollutant levels in the Great Lakes.      
     Point sources addressed by the GLI contribute only a small amount of       
     current pollutant loadings to the Lakes.  By far the greatest portion of   
     pollutant loadings to the Great Lake (90% or more for some areas) comes    
     from other sources, such as nonpoint runoff, air pollutant desposition, and
     pollutants from historical discharges currently present in sediments in the
     Lakes (Mackay, D. et al. 1992).  For example, a recent study of the Green  
     Bay area in Wisconsin estimated that over 90% of PCB loadings to that area 
     come from sediments, and concluded that imposing additional controls on    
     point sources would accomplish only a 1 1/2% reduction in loadings to the  
     Bay (Raucher, R. et al. 1993).  According to a report prepared for the     
     International Joint Commission, the following percentages of current PCB   
     loadings to the Great Lakes result from air deposition: Superior -- 90%;   
     Michigan -- 58%; Huron -- 78%; Erie -- 13%; and Ontario -- 7%.  (Strachan, 
     W.M.J., and Eisenreich, S.J. 1988).  Data presented in a draft study       
     commissioned by the Great Lakes Council of Governors indicates that of the 
     total pollutant loadings contributed by point sources and air deposition,  
     point source discharges of DDT, mercury and PCBs are approximately 14%, 10%
     and 25%, respectively, (DRI 1993 at V-10).  It should be noted that these  
     percentages do not take into account contributions from other non-point    
     sources such as urban and agricultural runoff, sediment and leaking waste  
     sites.  Thus, the percentage loadings of these pollutants by point sources 
     would actually be lower than those provided above.  Given the various point
     contributions that scientists and others have calculated for the Great     
     Lakes, there is little question that point source discharges comprise the  
     smallest segment of Great Lakes pollutant loading.(1)  Therefore, requiring
     additional reductions in point source discharges will not make a great     
     difference in the pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.084     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance will not make a significant     
     difference in the Great Lakes for the reasons stated in the preamble to the
     final Guidance and Sections I and II of the SID.  EPA believes that the    
     final Guidance takes a true ecosystem approach that considers and addresses
     both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the     
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     efforts to indicate the relative significance of pollutant sources and the 
     effectiveness of control strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A good example of the futility of the GLI is in the reductions in mercury  
     loadings that would be achieved.  Mercury is a naturally occurring element 
     that would be expected to be present in the Great Lakes regardless of human
     activity.  Natural airborne mercury comes form the oceans and natural soil 
     processes, such as wind erosion and soil degassing, as well as volcanoes   
     and forest fires.  (KBN Engineering 1992 at 1-8) Most anthropogenic        
     releases of mercury are to the atmosphere and are precipitated with        
     rainfall.  In the Great Lakes region, it has been estimated that 90% of the
     mercury in Great Lakes waters is due to this phenomenon.  (DRI 1993 ES-7)  
     In the U.S., five sources account for over 80% of airborne mercury         
     releases: fossil fuel combustion (35%), primary leads melting (19%);       
     municipal waste incineration (18%), medical waste incineration (9%) and oil
     combustion (4%).(2)  According to the Center for Clean Air Policy and the  
     group Clean Water Action, electric utilities alone account for 500 million 
     pounds per year of mercury emission in the United States.  By contrast, DRI
     (1993) has estimated that point sources discharge 1200 pounds per year into
     the Great Lakes.  This accounts for at most 10% of total mercury loadings  
     to the Great Lakes.  (DRI 1993 at ES-7).                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.085     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final Guidance is a futile effort that will not
     make a significant difference in the Great Lakes for the reasons stated in 
     the preamble to the final Guidance and Sections I and II of the SID.  EPA  
     believes that the final Guidance takes a true ecosystem approach that      
     considers and addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For 
     a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final 
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including efforts to indicate the relative significance of
     pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control strategies to enhance   
     the Great Lakes System, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also Sections VIII.B,     
     VIII.C and VIII.E of the SID for a discussion of the use of variances,     
     phased TMDLs, and intake water provisions to address existing pollutants in
     the ambient water.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Ref to .084                                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ----------------------------------------                                   
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     (1) Estimates of the distribution of Great Lakes' pollutant loadings       
     between water discharges and air emissions vary depending on the source of 
     the data, how calculations were performed, and who performed them.  The    
     highest estimate that GE has seen is that 15% of Great Lakes pollution     
     results from point source wastewater discharges.  Based on a report        
     prepared by the environmental group Citizen Action, ("Poisoning the Great  
     Lakes: Manufacturers' Toxic Chemical Releases" (based on 1989 TRI data), it
     can be estimated that less than 0.9% of releases of toxic chemicals to the 
     Great Lakes in 1989 resulted from direct discharges to the Great Lakes     
     Basin.  Assuming that all indirect discharges to POTWs within the basin    
     reach surface waters, it can be estimated from this data that no more than 
     8.2% of releases to the Great Lakes in 1989 resulted from direct or        
     indirect discharges.  Thus, the remaining 99.1% or 91.8% of releases would 
     have resulted from air emissions.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.086     
     
     EPA does not agree that the remaining 99.1 percent or 91.8 percent of      
     releases would have resulted from air emissions alone. The remainder of    
     these releases might be attributable to other nonpoint sources of pollution
     including, but not limited to, contaminated sediments and urban and        
     stormwater run-off.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used
     in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable         
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including efforts to      
     indicate the relative significance of pollutant sources and the            
     effectiveness of control strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The impact of the GLI on reduced discharges of copper is another example of
     the minimal beneficial impact of the GLI.  A large, but unqualified, amount
     of copper is discharged to the atmosphere from weathering of rocks,        
     windblown dust, volcanos and other natural sources.  An estimated 28,848   
     million tons of copper enter the nation's waterways annually -- 68% of this
     amount is from natural weathering of disturbed soil.  (ATSDR 1990 at 70) In
     fact, runoff is the major source of copper levels in surface water.        
     Domestic wastewater is the major anthropogenic source of copper to         
     waterways.  (ATSDR 1990 at 71) Industrial sources of copper to water are   
     small by comparison.  (ATSDR 1990 at 71-72) Although GE is not aware of an 
     estimate of total copper loading from industrial sources, it is clear that 
     the 68% of total copper loadings from natural sources will not be addressed
     by the GLI and probably cannot be controlled.  Thus, it is unreasonable to 
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     expect that the GLI will have any significant impact on reduction of copper
     concentrations in the Great Lakes or that any further controls on          
     industrial point sources of copper can substantially reduce copper loadings
     in any waterbody.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.087     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance will have a minimal beneficial impact 
     of the Great Lakes for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final     
     Guidance, Sections I, II and IX of the SID and technical support documents.
      For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the  
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including efforts to indicate the relative          
     significance of pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control         
     strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see Section I.D of the SID   
     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections VIII.E, VIII.B and VIII.C of the SID to address pollutants   
     existing in ambient water.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -------------------------------------------                                
     (2) "Inventory of Air Emissions of Mercury," Paper presented to Air and    
     Waste Management Association's 1993 meeting by Anne Pope of EPA and Tom    
     Lapp, Dennis Wallace and Robin Jones of the Midwest Research Institute.    
     (Cited in Solid Waste Report, July 1, 1993 at 208) Mercury emissions to the
     air in the U.S. totalled an estimated 346 tons in 1990.  As noted above,   
     five sources accounted for 84% of airborne mercury: Coal burning, 121 tons;
     primary lead smelting, 65 tons; municipal waste combustion, 61 tons;       
     medical waste combustion, 30 tons; and oil combustion, 15 tons.            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.088     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance will have a minimal beneficial impact 
     of the Great Lakes for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final     
     Guidance, Sections I, II and IX of the SID and technical support documents.
      For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the  
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including efforts to indicate the relative          
     significance of pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control         
     strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see Section I.D of the SID   
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     and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2771.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref to .085.                                                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2771.089     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2771.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is clear that the proposed GLI WQS for several chemicals are not        
     necessary, either because they are not needed to protect human health and  
     the environment or because they are simply unattainable due to natural     
     sources of the chemical or current background concentrations that are in   
     excess of the standards.  For example, a study concerning Lake Erie found  
     that precipitation in the area contained pollutant levels above EPA's      
     proposed water quality criteria. (Kelly, T. J. et al. 1991)                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.090     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See Sections I and IX of the SID.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2771.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A simple comparison of the GLI WQS for several chemicals to ambient levels 
     of those chemicals in unpolluted waters illustrates that the GLI standards 
     are unduly stringent.  For example, two estimates of the "baseline"        
     concentration of mercury in unpolluted marine waters are 0.005-0.006 ug/l  
     (Matsunaga, K. 1979 at 63-65)and 0.059 ug/l (Fitzgerald, W.F. 1979 at      
     161-174).  Concentrations in estuarian waters have been reported to be in  
     the range of 0.002 to 0.45 ug/l.  Moreover, mercury has been found at      
     levels greater than 0.5 ug/l in 15-30% of wells tested in groundwater      
     surveys.  (USEPA 1985a) These ambient levels are far in excess of the      
     proposed GLI WQS for mercury of 0.00018 ug/l.  The conclusion is           
     inescapable that the GLI WQS cannot be attained in the Great Lakes or      
     anywhere else.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.091     
     
     aSee responses to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H,            
     and Section IX of the SID.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2771.092
     Cross Ref 1: cc:WL/CRIT/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact that significant concentrations of mercury exist in unpolluted    
     waters should not be surprising.  Weathering of mercury-bearing minerals in
     igneous rocks releases about 800 metric tons of mercury per year to surface
     waters.  (Gavis, J. and Ferguson, J.F. 1972 at 986-1008) Moreover, as      
     discussed above, mercury is released to the atmosphere due to degassing of 
     mineral mercury, at a rate of 25,000-150,000 metric tons per year.         
     (WHO 1976 at 121)                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.092     
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     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See the     
     preamble to the final Guidance and the SID for further discussion          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2771.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the GLI WQS for mercury is probably not attained or attainable in any
     waterbody on the planet, it is difficult to accept EPA's conclusion that   
     the GLI's mercury standard is necessary to protect human health and        
     wildlife.  Since ambient levels of mercury in unpolluted waters do not pose
     health threat, GE submitts that it is wholly unreasonable to set a WQS for 
     mercury lower than ambient levels in such waters, that is, between 0.059   
     and 0.005 ug/l.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.093     
     
     See responses to comment D2829.009 and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section  
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.094
     Cross Ref 1: cc:AL/CRIT/PCB, HH/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is similarly clear that the GLI's proposed WQS for PCBs of 0.000003 ug/l
     bears no relation to reality when compared to ambient levels found in      
     waters far removed from industrial wastewater discharges or solid waste    
     disposal areas.  According to sources cited by ATSDR, concentrations of    
     PCBs in the open waters of the oceans range from 0.00002 to 0.00059 ug/l,  
     or between 10 and 200 times higher than the proposed GLI WQS.              
     (ATSDR 1991 at 128)                                                        
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     Response to: P2771.094     
     
     See response to D3204.004.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/CRIT/PCBs
     Comment ID: P2771.095
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/PCB, AL/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These figures are consistent with PCB concentrations found in rainwater in 
     rural areas (0.001 to 0.050 ug/l), rainwater at sea (0.0005 to 0.010 ug/l),
     and snow in Antarctica (0.00016 ug/l to 0.001 ug/l).  (ATSDR 1991 at 129)  
     All of these data illustrate two facts: (1) the proposed GLI WQS for PCBs  
     is exceeded in all, or virtually all waters on the planet; and (2) absent  
     data suggesting that all fish on earth are unsafe to consume due to PCB    
     contamination, the GLI WQS for PCBs is unsupportable.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.095     
     
     EPA agrees that PCBs are ubiquitous in the environment.  However, the      
     reason a criterion is developed is to reduce all possible inputs into the  
     environment, point and nonpoint sources, so that the eventual ambient level
     of PCBs will be so low as to not pose a threat to human health or the      
     environment.  Without an ambient water criterion or goal, point sources and
     nonpoint sources would continue to contribute PCBs (in the form of point   
     source discharges and nonpoint source runoff and aerial deposition) to the 
     Great Lakes Basin at an unacceptable level and rate.  The reason the PCB   
     criterion is low is due to the cancer potency and the bioaccumulative      
     nature of the chemical class.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2771.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Data on PCB contamination of lake sediments at locations far from discharge
     pipes and other locations where PCBs were, in the past, released in        
     significant quantities, correlate with PCB concentrations found in         
     waterbodies throughout the world.  PCB levels of 0.098 to 0.054 mg/kg (ppm)
     were found in sediment in four remote, high-altitude lakes in the Rock     
     Mountain National Park.  (ATSDR 1991 at 129) These data correlate well with
     the mean concentrations of PCBs in sediments from the Great Lakes, which   
     ranged between 0.034 and 0.3 ppm.  (ATSDR 1991 at 130).  This indicates    
     that: (1) air deposition, not minute discharges of PCBs in wastewater, is  
     the cause of most of the wide-ranging PCB contamination of sediments; (2)  
     that a WQS for PCBs of 3 parts per quadrillion is completely unrealistic)  
     and (3) that imposing further point source controls today has no chance    
     whatsoever of narrowing the gap between ambient concentrations and the     
     proposed standard.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.096     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See also    
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and P2597.026, as well as
     Sections I.B, I.D.5 and IX of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2771.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Comment .097 is imbedded in comment .096.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (2) that a WQS for PCBs of 3 parts per quadrillion is completely           
     unrealistic;                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.097     
     
     In reviewing public comments in the process of revising the PCB criterion, 
     U.S. EPA contends that the final value is reasonable.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CU
     Comment ID: P2771.098
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI WQS for copper are also unattainable due to natural sources and    
     unaviodable contamination through use of copper piping.  Under the GLI,    
     typical WQBELs for copper will be in ther range of 5.2 ug/l to, perhaps,   
     100 ug/l.(3)  Copper is widely distributed in water since it is a naturally
     occurring element.  As noted previously, 68% of the total copper loading to
     surface water comes from natural sources.  According to one study, copper  
     levels in surface water range from 0.5-1000 ppb, with a median of 10 ppb;  
     seawater contains from <1-5 ppb. (Davies and Bennett 1985; Perwack et al.  
     1980; Yeats 1988; Mart et al. 1984)  The geometric mean and median         
     concentration of dissolved copper n surface water, based on 53,862         
     occurrences in EPA's STORET database, are 4.2 and 4.0 ppb, respectively.   
     (Eckel and Jacob 1988)                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.098     
     
     Whether a standard can be attained is not a consideration in setting water 
     quality standards.  Water Quality Standards are goals for water quality of 
     the waterbody.  Variances to water quality standards are discussed in      
     Section VIII.B. of the SID and in Appendix F, procedure 2 of part 132.  In 
     addition, point sources can explore the possibility of sharing             
     responsibility for meeting these standards under the phased TMDL described 
     in Section VIII.C. of the SID.                                             
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CU
     Comment ID: P2771.099
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Copper concentrations in drinking water vary widely as a result of         
     variations in pH, hardness of the water supply and copper picked up in the 
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     water distribution system. (Davies and Bennett 1985) Copper concentrations 
     in drinking water range from a few pub to 10 ppm.  In New Jersey, over 100 
     wells were found to contain copper levels in excees of 64 ppb.  In a study 
     in Seattle, Washington, the mean copper concentrations in running and      
     standing water were 0.16 and 0.45 ppm, respectively, and 24% of standing   
     water samples exceeded 1.0 ppm.  (Maessen et al. 1985) Attached as Appendix
     3 is a summary from the ATSDR Toxicological Profile for Copper of copper   
     levels found in waterbodies and drinking water.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.099     
     
     See response to P2771.101.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.100
     Cross Ref 1: cc: RIA/COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The data make it clear that the GLI WQS for copper will be unattainable,   
     due primarily to natural sources, in many waterbodies.  Moreover, given the
     range of copper concentrations in tap water, it is clear that many         
     dischargers will not be able to meet GLI WQS and WQBELs for copper even if 
     they do not add copper to the water they receive from their water supplies.
     Thus, absent replacement of copper pipes in millions of homes, businesses  
     and factories, or universal POTW and industrial treatment for copper, the  
     GLI copper WQS and WQBELs simply cannot be attained.(4)                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.100     
     
     See the SID for a response to this comment and related issues.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/CU
     Comment ID: P2771.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .098                                                      
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     --------------------------------------------                               
     (3) The AWQS for copper is 5.2 ug/l at 50 ppm hardness and this would also 
     be the WQBEL if the background concentration equaled the WQS.              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.101     
     
     See response D2584.001 with respect to the implications for permit limits  
     generally when background levels of a pollutant exceed the applicable      
     criteria.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .100.                                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     -------------------------------------------                                
     (4) Although it is clearly economically infeasible to replace all copper   
     piping throughout the Great Lakes states, it may also be technologically   
     infeasible.  A possible substitute -- galvanized pipe -- would likely cause
     violations of the proposed GLI WQBELs for zinc.  Drinking water samples    
     from galvanized pipe plumbing systems in Seattle, Washington, were found to
     contain zinc concentrates between 128 and 1,279 ug/l.  (Maessin et al.     
     1985) The AWQS for zinc is 60 ug/l at hardness of 50 ppm.  Even assuming a 
     dilution factor of 10 in calculating a WQBEL, numerous tap water discharges
     from facilities using galvanized pipe would exceed GLI WQBELs.  PVC pipe   
     may be an alternative, although EPA has warned of the dangers of PVC pipe, 
     and the International Joint Commission's proposed ban on the use of        
     chlorine would make this option unavailable.  Thus, the GLI WQS for copper 
     is totally unrealistic and, like the proposed WQS for mercury and PCBs,    
     probably unnecessary.                                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.102     
     
     See response to comment D2827.068.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
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     Comment ID: P2771.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The need for the GLI is also called into question by substantial, ongoing, 
     reductions in pollutant loadings to the Great Lakes.  Moreover, reductions 
     in the use and discharge of many chemicals continue to take place.  Mercury
     emissions to the air have been decreasing over the past several years and  
     will continue to decrease in the future due to decrease in industrial      
     usage, and the ban on mercury use in paints and pesticides.(5)             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.103     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Section I.D.@ of the SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2771.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: see President's Council on Environmental Quality 1990.   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Available data indicate continuing, sharp declines in pollutant            
     concentrations in the Great Lakes and other waterbodies.  According to the 
     Michigan Department of Natural Resources, for example, "levels of PCB, DDT,
     mirex and mercury in lake trout and herring gull eggs decreased            
     dramatically in the mid to late 1970s after extensive controls and         
     restrictions on the use of these chemicals were implemented  (Michigan     
     Department of Natural Resources 1992 at Vol. 12, p. 84).  Other studies    
     have shown a rapid and continuing decline in the PCB content of fish tissue
     (Hesselberg, et al. 1990 at 121-129; Miller et al. 1992 at 792-754).  The  
     concentrations of dieldrin, DDT and PCBs in coho salmon have all fallen by 
     between 17 to 80 percent between 1980 and 1986. (6) Schmitt et al. (1985)  
     published a summary of PCB concentrations in freshwater fish in several    
     regions, including the northeast, the upper Mississippi River system, the  
     Ohio River system, Cape Fear, N.C. and the Great Lakes.  It was reported   
     that the maximum fish PCB concentration at each station decreased between  
     1976 and 1978 and between 1978 and 1980.  (1976-77: 0.88 ppm; 1978-79: 0.85
     ppm; 1980-81: 0.53 ppm).  The concentratins of dieldrin, hexachlorobenzene 
     and dioxin in the eggs of piscivorous herring gulls, measured at several   
     Great Lakes locations, all show substantial declines, in some instances as 
     much as 95 percent, between the years 1974 to 1989.(7)                     
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     Response to: P2771.104     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of te SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2771.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref: See President's Council on Environmental Quality 1990.   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     ---------------------------------------------                              
     (5) Demand for mercury fell from 1335 tons in 1989 to 520 tons in 1991.    
     Decreases cut across all industrial use categories.  Demand decreases will 
     continue to affect the magnitude of mercury emission.   ("Inventory of Air 
     Emissions of Mercury," Paper presented to Air and Waste Management         
     Association's 1993 meeting by Anne Pope of EPA and Tom Lapp, Dennis Wallace
     and Robin Jones of the Midwest Research Institute.  (Cited in Solid Waste  
     Report, July 1, 1993 at 208)                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.105     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2771.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The reductions of PCB concentrations in the Great Lakes are consistent with
     reductions in PCBs concentrations in a variety of "environmental           
     compartments." Regulatory Network, Inc. (1992; Appendix 4), made the       
     following findings:                                                        
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     . Based on FDA data, PCB levels in the human diet are less than 1% of what 
     they were in the early 1970s;                                              
                                                                                
     .  EPA data show a decrease in the percentage of persons with over 1 ppm of
     PCBs in adipose tissue from 62% in 1972 to 2% in 1984; and                 
                                                                                
     . Studies by the National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration and other 
     groups have shown a steady decline in PCB contamination in fish and        
     shellfish from the early 1970s to the late 1980s by factors ranging from 2 
     to 10.                                                                     
                                                                                
     [Given these ongoing declines in ambient concentrations of pollutants in   
     the Great Lakes and elsewhere, it is questionable whether further controls,
     particulary of minor sources such as point source wastewater discharges,   
     are necessary at all.  As discussed in the next section, the need for      
     additonal point source controls is also called into question by further    
     reductions in loadings that will be achieved by existing, and soon to be   
     implemented, regulatory programs.]                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.106     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .107 is imbedded in comment .106.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given these ongoing declines in ambient concentrations of pollutants in the
     Great Lakes and elsewhere, it is questionable whether further controls,    
     particularly of minor sources such as point source wastewater discharges,  
     are necessary at all.  As discussed in the next section, the need for      
     additional point source controls is also called into question by further   
     reductions in loadings tht will be achieved by existing, and soon to be    
     implemented, regulatory programs.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.107     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance will have a minimal beneficial impact 
     of the Great Lakes for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final     
     Guidance, Sections I, II and IX of the SID and technical support documents.
      For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the  
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including both regulatory and non- regulatory       
     efforts to indicate the relative significance of pollutant sources and the 
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     effectiveness of control strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2771.108
     Cross Ref 1: cc: IMP GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  Expected Reductions from Other Regulatory Programs                     
                                                                                
     Existing regulatory programs, as well as numerous governmental initiatives,
     will have a far greater effect on cleaning up the Great Lakes than the GLI 
     could ever hope to have.  These programs will likely assure attainment of  
     many of the proposed GLI WQS.                                              
                                                                                
     As EPA well knows, significant environmental progress has been achieved    
     under a myriad of existing regulations.  In addition to the Clean Water    
     Act, the Clean Air Act, Comprehensive Environmental Response, Compensation 
     and Liability Act ("CERCLA"), Emergency Planning and Community             
     Right-to-Know Act ("EPCRA"), Federal Insecticide, Fungicide and Rodenticide
     Act ("FIFRA"), Resource Conservation and Recovery Act ("RCRA"), National   
     Enviromental Protection Act ("NEPA"), and Toxic Substances Control Act     
     ("TSCA") have all contributed to reductions in pollutant loadings to the   
     nation's waters.                                                           
                                                                                
     New programs under several of these statutes, as well as continued         
     implementation of existing progress, will continue to reduce pollutant     
     loadings to the Great Lakes.  Existing programs include state              
     implementation of water quality management programs required by the Clean  
     Water Act, CERCLA cleanups (including remediation of Great Lakes sediments 
     "hot-spots"), RCRA hazardous waste management and corrective action        
     regulations, FIFRA regulation, and Clean Air Act VOC emissions limitations 
     and National Emissions Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants ("NESHAPs"). 
     New federal programs which will greatly reduce pollutant loadings to the   
     Great Lakes include MACT standards under the Clean Air Act, remediation of 
     the 43 Areas of Concern ("AOCs") identified by the Great Lakes Water       
     Quality Agreement ("GLWQA"), the Great Lakes Toxins Reduction Initiative,  
     and Lake-Wide Managment Plans ("LaMPs").  Perhaps most importantly,        
     existing Clean Water Act programs establishing water quality-based controls
     have only begun to be implemented, but are likely to have a substantial    
     impact on Great Lakes Water Quality.  The 1987 Clean Water Act amendments  
     required the states to adopt new WQS and more stringent implementation     
     procedures.  EPA has only recently compelled the states to perform what the
     CWA requires by threatening, and then promulgating, federal WQS for states 
     that failed to perform their obligations.  As of December 22, 1992, all    
     states either had water quality regulations in place that comply with the  
     1987 CWA amendments, or EPA promulgated such regulations for them.  Now is 
     the time to allow those regulations to work, rather than proposing further 
     point source regulation.  Given that the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act 
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     does not compel EPA to focus on point sources, EPA should focus now on     
     non-regulated, nonpoint sources, while waiting to see the results of the   
     new state and federal water quality regulations.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.108     
     
     For a full discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes  
     program efforts, see responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and 
     D2597.026.  See also Section I.D of the SID.Comment ID:  P2771.108         
                                                                                
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See  
     also Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.109
     Cross Ref 1: cc: IMP/GEN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     New programs targeting non-point sources in the Great Lakes also promise   
     substantial environmental benefit and should be allocated adequate state   
     and federal resources:                                                     
                                                                                
     .  Under LaMPs, states must  show by 1996 how they will control toxins from
     pipelines, urban and rural runoff and air-borne deposits.  These plans will
     identify critical pollutants in the Great Lakes which interfere with       
     beneficial uses of the Lakes and develop and implement plans to address the
     primary sources of the critical pollutants.  The proposed LaMP for Lake    
     Michigan is under final review and implementation is expected to begin in  
     1994.                                                                      
                                                                                
     LaMPs are one the most effective means by which the goals of the CWA and   
     GLWA can be met, according to an Ohio EPA review of the GLI (See Appendix  
     1). According to the State of Ohio, to implement only the GLWQI guidance,  
     focusing only on point source discharges, will result in an ineffective use
     of scarce resources and failure to achieve the toxins cleanup sought.      
                                                                                
     . Under the GLWQA, the U.S. and Canada agreed to develop Remedial Action   
     Plans ("RAPs") for 43 "hot spots" in the Great Lakes.  These plans are     
     designed to assess sediment contamination that interferes with attaining   
     beneficial uses of the Lakes, evaluate potential remedial measures, and    
     schedule their implementation.                                             
                                                                                
     . The Great Lakes Toxins Reduction Initiative ("GLTxRI") aims to establish 
     a consistent, comprehensive and uniform approach to reducing all toxic     
     pollutant sources to the waters of the Great Lakes System.  The GLTxRI aims
     toward a long range coordination of the various media programs and a short 
     range effort to establish multi-media control over PCBs and mercury.       
                                                                                
     Other important programs have been developed in response to the GLWQA,     
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     including Sediment Remediation Demonstration Projects and Sediment Confined
     Disposal Facility Management.  EPA's document, "Contaminated Sediments --  
     Relevant Statements and EPA Program Activities" (USEPA 1990) provides a    
     summary of the 31 EPA programs addressing sediment contamination and/or    
     remediation and the 43 federal statutory sections addressing sediment site 
     characterization, contaminant source control or sediment remediation.      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.109     
     
     For a full discussion on how the Guidance complements these efforts, see   
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.  See also 
     Section I.D of the SID.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.110
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, it is clear that the Great Lakes are much cleaner today than they    
     were 10 or 20 years ago due to existing federal and state regulations.  New
     programs, as well as volutary pollution control efforts by municipalities, 
     governments and the private sector, will continue to result in dramatically
     improved Great Lakes water quality.  Clearly, Great Lakes water quality    
     will continue to improve without the GLI as it has been proposed.          
                                                                                
     Therefore, GE believes that any new programs should be evaluated in light  
     of the incremental difference that they would make in Great Lakes water    
     quality.  A new program will not be worthwile unless it brings about a     
     significant additional improvement in water quality.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.110     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017, D2587.045, D2587.014, and D1711.014.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.110A
     Cross Ref 1: cc: BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, GE finds it significant that EPA is presently in the process of   
     developing a strategic plan which will enable the Agency for the first time
     to take a holistic approach to water quality management.  (USEPA 1993a) The
     plan will focus on watershed protection and control of all sources of      
     pollutants to the nations' waters.  This plan will also establish tools for
     water quality standard attainment using an appropriate balance of controls.
     (USEPA 1993a).  This plan should be finalized before further action is     
     taken to reduce point source discharges while ignoring non-point sources.  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.110A    
     
     See response to comment D2579.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of GE's major concerns with the new GLI WQS is that they are, for the  
     most part, established using risk assessment techniques that are outdated, 
     fail to recognize recent advances in risk characterization and risk        
     assessment, and ignore recent EPA headquarters guidance modifying the way  
     the EPA offices are required to conduct assessments and report their       
     results.                                                                   
                                                                                
     As noted above, the SAB has criticized the GLI's human health risk         
     assesment methodology for not following the most updated approaches for    
     exposure assessment and carcinogen classification used by EPA and other    
     federal agencies, and has cautioned EPA against setting inflexible         
     standards based on Tier II water quality criteria.  OMB also has serious   
     concerns with the GLI human health methodology.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.112     
     
     See response to D3382.054 and G3207.003                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     As pointed out by OMB, the proposed GLI fails to follow EPA guidance in    
     conductinG risk assessments.  (OMB 1993 at 17-18)  Specifically, OMB found 
     that the GLI failed to characterize fully the scientific uncertainty in    
     risk assessments, failed to properly estimate exposure, and failed to      
     separate risk assessment from risk management.  Moreover, given that the   
     GLI regulation will mandate risk assessment methodology to be followed by  
     the states, OMB concluded that the GLI "for the first time would codify    
     faulty risk assessment methodology." (OMB 1993 at 18 (emphasis in          
     original))                                                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.113     
     
     EPA believes a risk characterization for the entire GLWQI has been         
     conducted.  See the Regulatory Impact Analysis document for a detailed     
     discussion of risk characterization.  Also see the U.S. EPA 1991 review    
     draft Great lakes Basin Risk Characterization study.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE agrees that the GLI contains several examples of faulty risk assessment 
     methodology.  The "Tier II" approach, more than any thing in the GLI,      
     stands traditional risk assessment methodology on its head.  As pointed out
     by OMB, the Tier II procedure would allow the use of a single, defective   
     toxicity study to be used to set an enforceable WQS that would supersede   
     any state WQS as well as GLI WQS based on protection of a different        
     endpoint or species.  (OMB 1993 at 18-19)  Incredibly, an additional safety
     factor of up to 10 would be used in setting WQS based on such a study.  As 
     stated by OMB, "[t]aken to its logical limits, this approach would lead to 
     very stringent restrictions, such as banning use of a substance, based on  
     the results of single poorly conducted or inconclusive test." (OMB 1993 at 
     19)                                                                        
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     Response to: P2771.114     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Perhaps even more incredibly, the Tier II procedure allows for derivation  
     of WQS based on cancer slope factors even when the data is inadequate for  
     Tier 1 criteria devlopment due to lack of a statistically significant      
     relationship demonstrating carcinogenic effects.  OMB opined that this     
     procedure "builds policy on bad science" and correctly concluded that the  
     Tier II procedure, in effect, rejects statistical inference and makes it   
     virtually impossible to conclude that any chemical is not a carcinogen.    
     (OMB 1993 at 22)                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.115     
     
     See response to D2724.591                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even the Tier I safety factors used in establishing human health criteria  
     for noncarcinogens are unduly stringent.  According to OMB, these factors  
     "would embed a set of conservative assumptions within its estimating       
     process, instead of developing unbiased estimates of the concentrations    
     that correspond to specified levels of risk."  (OMB 1993 at 20)  OMB states
     that the cumulative effect of the safety factors for noncarcinogens is to  
     set WQS that could be 100,000 times more stringent than levels at which an 
     effect was seen in laboratory animals.  According to Dourson and Stara     
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     (1983), much more scientifically supportable ar a factor of 10 for         
     interspecies adjustment, a factor of 2 for adjustment from subchronic to   
     chronic effects, and a factor of no more than 5 to adjjust from a LOAEL to 
     a NOAEL, for a total safety factor of no more than 250  (OMB 1993 at 21)   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.116     
     
     EPA has changed the final Guidance to limit the size of the uncertainty    
     factors used in developing Tier I criteria and Tier II values.   The       
     language states that the maximum uncertainty factor in deriving a Tier I   
     criterion is 10,000 and 30,000 for a Tier II value.  (See III.B.4.g.)  It  
     is also noted in the final Guidance that uncertainty factors of 10 for each
     area of uncertainty are said to be "generally used."  Uncertainty factors  
     less than 10 can be applied for any one area of uncertainty if             
     scientifically justified.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     OMB also found fault with the GLI for mandating use of the linear          
     multi-stage model in developing cancer slope factors, even though EPA      
     guidance allows use of other models, as further discussed below.  The      
     linear multi-stage model generates upper-bound estimates of cancer potency 
     that are likely to be too high in 95% of all cases.  (OMB 1993 at 21-22)   
     Failure to use other models, as appropriate and consistent with EPA's own  
     guidance, lends another element of conservatism to the GLI risk assessment.
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.117     
     
     See Response to D2619.026                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Human Risk Assessment Branch (HRAB) of the Office of Water, recently 
     made several recommendations regarding establishment of human health-based 
     WQS in a document entitled "Revision of Methodology for Deriving National  
     Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of Human Health: Report  
     of Workshop and EPA's Preliminary Recommendations for Revision".  (USEPA   
     1993b)  Several of the recommendations are at odds with the GLI procedures 
     for developing human health-based WQS.                                     
                                                                                
     [First, both the workshop participants and the HRAB encouraged             
     site-specific, rather than universal, risk analyses for setting human      
     health-based WQS.  The workshop recommended that:                          
                                                                                
     Site specific criteria should be developed that allow sufficient           
     flexibility for application to specific conditions. ... As much information
     as is available should be taken into account including locale-specific food
     and water consumption statistics.                                          
                                                                                
     (USEPA 1993b at 53)  HRAB concurred, stating that "[s]ite specific ctiteria
     can be developed if toxicological and/or exposure data justify such        
     modifications."  (USEPA 1993b at 54)]                                      
                                                                                
     [Second, the workshop encouraged establishing WQS for individual chemicals,
     rather than classes of chemicals.  According to the workshop               
     recommendation, WQS for classes of chemicals can be developed, but only if 
     they can be justified "through analysis of SAR (structure/activity         
     relationships), pharmokinetic data, mechanistic data, and extrapolation    
     from limited acute or chronic toxic testing."  Workshop Report at 55-56.]  
                                                                                
     [Third, both the workshop and HRAB cautioned against deriving WQS or WQBELs
     using the concept of additivity.  They concluded that the EPA must         
     recognize that:                                                            
                                                                                
     the database on assessing toxicity and carcinogenicity of chemical mixtures
     is currently very limited.  Therefore, the decision to assess the          
     carcinogenic potential of given mixtures, based on the contribution of all 
     significant contaminants, rather than on the carcinogenic potential of a   
     given individual contaminant, should be taken only after careful           
     evaluation.                                                                
                                                                                
     (USEPA 1993b at 18)                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.118     
     
     See response to comment P2771.119.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .119 is imbedded in comment .118.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, both the workshop participants and the HRAB encouraged              
     site-specific, rather than universal, risk analyses for setting human      
     health-based WQS.  The workshop recommended that:                          
                                                                                
     Site specific criteria should be developed that allow sufficient           
     flexibility for application to specific conditions. ... As much information
     as is available should be taken into account including locale-specific food
     and water consumption statitistics.                                        
                                                                                
     (USEPA 1993b at 53) HRAB concurred, stating that "[s]ite specific criteria 
     can be developed if toxicological and/or exposure data justify such        
     modifications."  (USEPA 1993b at 54)                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.119     
     
     The Agency disagrees with the commentor's statement that GLI procedures are
     at odds with several of the recommendations for developing human           
     health-based WQS contained in an HRAB document titled " Revision of        
     Methodology for Deriving National Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the   
     Protection of Human Health".                                               
                                                                                
     First, regarding site-specific criteria, both guidances allow use of       
     site-specific modifications to derive human health criteria.               
                                                                                
     Secondly, regarding establishing WQS for classes of chemicals, the         
     Methodology Revision Workshop recommended development of WQS's for         
     individual, rather than classes of chemicals. Furthermore, it recommended  
     developing WQS's for classes only if they can be adequately justified.     
     While GLI does not specify a process for development of criteria for       
     pollutant classes, in some cases, such as PCBs, this is a reasonable       
     approach. With regard to the National AWQC Methodology Revisions, the issue
     of developing criteria for pollutant classes is still under Agency review. 
     The Science Advisory Board (SAB) report included only preliminary          
     recommendations. At present, there are no final EPA Guidelines on this     
     issue.                                                                     
                                                                                
     On the issue of deriving WQSs or WQBELs using the concept of additivity,   
     see Section VII.D.6 of the SID for details.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .120 is imbedded in comment .118.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Second, the workshop encouraged establishing WQS for individual chemicals, 
     rather than classes of chemicals.  According to the workshop               
     recommendation, WQS for classes of chemicals can be developed, but only if 
     they can be justified "through analysis of SAR (structire/activity         
     relationships), pharmokinetic data, mechanistic data, and extrapolation    
     from limited acute or chronic toxicity testing."  Workshop Report at 55-56.
     
     
     Response to: P2771.120     
     
     See response to comment G3207.036.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2771.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .121 is imbedded in comment .118                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, both the workshop and HRAB cautioned against deriving WQS or WQBELs 
     using the concept of additivity.  They concluded that EPA must recognize   
     that:                                                                      
                                                                                
     the database on assessing toxicity and carcinogenicity of chemical mixtures
     is currently very limited.  Therefore, the decision to assess the          
     carcinogenic potential of given mixtures, based on the contribution of all 
     significant contaminants, rather than on carcinogenic potential of a given 
     individual contaminant, should be taken only after careful evaluation.     
                                                                                
     (USEPA 1993b at 18)                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.121     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is not surprising that the GLI's and EPA's risk assessment methodology  
     for setting WQS should be subject to such criticisms from within the       
     government.  The Deputy Adminitrator recently issued guidance to all Agency
     risk managers and risk assessors calling for more careful and candid risk  
     assessment, and for use of professional judgment rather than mechanistic   
     formulas in performing this work.  According to Deputy Administrator       
     Habicht: 1.) in general, [risk assessment] information should be presented 
     as carefully selected highlights from the overall assessment.  In this     
     regard, common sense regarding information needed to fully inform Agency   
     decision-makers is the best guide for determining the information to be    
     highlighted in decision packages and briefings. 2.) Regarding the interface
     between risk assessment and risk management, risk assessment information   
     must be clearly presented, separated from any non-specific risk management 
     considerations.  Discussion of risk management options should follow, based
     on consideration of all relevant factors, scientific and non-scientific.   
     3.) Regarding risk characterization, key scientific information on data and
     methods (e.g., use of animal or human data for extrapolation from high to  
     low doses, use of pharmacokinetics data) must be highlighted.  We also     
     expect a statement of confidence in the assessment that identifies all     
     major uncertainties along with comment on their influence on the           
     assessement, consistent with guidance [accompanying the subject            
     memorandum]. 4.) Regarding exposure and risk characterization, it is Agency
     policy to present information on the range of exposures derived from       
     exposure scenarios and on the use of multiple risk-descriptors (i.e.,      
     central tendency, high end of individual risk, population risk, important  
     subgroups, if known) consistent with terminology in the [guidance          
     accompanying the memorandum] and Agency guidelines. (USEPA 1992c)          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.122     
     
     See response to D2595.042                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2771.123
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should also not be surprising that industry has serious disagreements   
     with the risk assessment methodology used in the GLI, as well as the       
     results of application of that methodology.  Virtually all members of the  
     risk assessement community recognize flaws in current methodology and      
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     express uncertainty regarding whether risk assessment, as currently        
     practiced, truly predicts risk.  As EPA is well aware, numerous studies,   
     including several conducted by EPA, are currently under way tore-examine   
     risk management techniques.  EPA's Office of Technology Assessment,        
     Division of Biological and Behavioral Sciences, is preparing a risk        
     assessment report reviewing the assumptions underlying EPA's risk          
     assessment guidelines in light of the fact that research methods have      
     changed dramatically in recent years while the guidelines have not.  As    
     discussed above, EPA's Office of Water, Human Risk Assessment Branch, has  
     recently suggested modifications to EPA's methodology for developing WQS to
     protect human health.  (USEPA 1993b)  EPA is also engaged in a major effort
     to review all of its methodology for establishing WQS.  EPA's Science      
     Advisory Board has recently released a draft version of its rewiew of      
     OSWER's draft "Risk Assessment Guidelines for Superfund, Human Health      
     Evaluation Manual." (USEPA 1993c) In January 1993, the Committee of Risk   
     Assessment Methodology of the National Research Council published "Issues  
     in Risk Assessment" (NRC 1993) focusing on the use of the Maximum Tolerated
     Dose in animal bioassays for cancer risk assessment and use of the         
     two-stage linear model for cancer risk assessment.  The Committee on Air   
     Pollution Assessment of the National Academy of Sciences Board on          
     Environmental Studies and Toxicology is working on a risk assessment report
     required by the Clean Air Act.  In January of 1993, the Government         
     Accounting Office issued a report on EPA's implementation of the Superfund 
     Progeram entitled "Superfund Program Management" (USGAO 1993) in which it  
     recommends that EPA do more work in the area of relative risk              
     identification and prioritize its options consistent with relative risks.  
                                                                                
     The fact that all of these efforts are ongoing illustrates the uncertainty 
     underlying today's risk assessment techniques and the widely-held belief   
     that EPA's risk assessment methodology does not accurately predict risk.   
     This fact leads GE to the conclusion that promulgation of additional       
     risk-based regulatory standards should await consensus on whether the      
     results of the risk assessment techniques have any relation to actual risks
     and in what areas further expenditures for environmental controls are      
     justified.                                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     '                                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.123     
     
     EPA does not agree that promulgation of additional risk-based regulatory   
     standards should wait for the consensus on whether the results of cuurent  
     risk-assessment techniques have any relation to actual risk and in what    
     areas further expensitures for environmental controls are justified.  EPA  
     relied upon several underlying principles in developing the final Guidance,
     including using the best available science to provide protection to human  
     health, wildlife and aquatic life.  For a discussion of these principles,  
     see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of the provision in  
     the final Guidance, see Section II.C of the SID.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.124
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/DEF
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL
     Cross Ref 3: cc WL
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE therefore believes that EPA needs to finalize its review of risk        
     assessment methodology and promulgate new guidance before it imposes       
     additional risk-based regulatory standards on industry and municipalities. 
     GE offers the following recommendations regarding appropriate risk         
     management assessment methodology that should be considered in establishing
     methodologies under the GLI.                                               
                                                                                
     1.  EPA needs to Provide Guidance on Defining "Adverse Effects"            
                                                                                
     Policies are greatly neded for differentiating among those biological      
     effects of a chemical that are considered to be adverse and warrant        
     attention from those which are merely indicators of individual exposure and
     do not necessarily represent adverse affects on an organism.  This guidance
     should be developed within a forum that allows the scientific community to 
     help develop policies based on the most recent and reliable information    
     available.  It is important that the best data and scientific judgment be  
     used when determining a chemical's toxicity.  The current default postion, 
     however, makes the tacit assumption that any biological changes in any test
     strain or species are adverse unless proven otherwise.  Although there are 
     EPA-sponsored workshops underway to address some of these issues, see,     
     e.g., The Report of the Neurotoxicity Risk Assessment Guidelines Peer      
     Review Workshop, (USEPA 1992d), considerable debate remains regarding the  
     definition of adverse effects.  EPA should be encouraged to develop        
     guidelines that distinguish which actions of a chemical are linked to      
     clinically adverse effects from those that are indicators of exposure.     
                                                                                
     This issue is particularly relevant in the area of immunotoxicity.         
     Immunotoxicologists have developed a wide array of sensitive assays that   
     can detect subtle, short-term reversible changes in the immune suystems of 
     animals as a result of low-level chemical exposure.  (Roitt et al. 1992)   
     These assays were developed as tools to explore cellular interactions in   
     the immune system.  However, the relationship of these changes to          
     clinically significant adverse effects (e.g., decreased resistance to      
     disease or immune-based disorders) has not been demonstrated.  (Burrell et 
     al. 1992)                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.124     
     
     See response to P2771.006.  In addition, if immunotoxic effects result from
     exposure to a chemical and these effects can be viewed as harmful or toxic 
     to the normal function of the organism (i.e., chronic insult to the immune 
     system could result in decreased resistance to disease or immune-based     
     disorder, as the commenter points to), then the immunotoxic effect would be
     viewed as adverse under the final Guidance.  Obviously, judgment will be   
     needed on a case-by-case basis, in some situations which are not clear-cut,
     to make decisions on what is exactly an adverse effect.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P2771.125
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
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     Cross Ref 2: cc WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  EPA Should Adopt a "Weight of Evidence" Approach for Evaluating        
     Toxicity Studies                                                           
                                                                                
     Conservatism in hazard identification is manifested when regulatory        
     agencies place an emphasis on data that chemicals might pose adverse       
     effects, and little weight on data that suggest that chemicals fail to     
     cause adverse effects.  Emphasizing study data that show adverse health    
     effects in animals while virtually ignoring studies showing no adverse     
     effects may be considered prudent and health protective, but does not      
     represent a balance of scientific information.  (Nichols and Zeckhauser    
     1988)  Frequently, extraordinary confidence is placed on studies that      
     suggest that a chemical may pose a particular hazard, while only modest    
     considerations given to the study's quality.                               
                                                                                
     More recently, the scientific community and some regulators have come to   
     accept that not all scientific data are equal, and that only data of       
     similar quality should be compared when drawing conclusions regarding toxic
     effects based on multiple studies.  This philosophy, known as a "weight of 
     evidence" approach, represents an important refinement that should be      
     applicable to both hazard identification and dose response assessment.     
     (Sielken 1985; Anderson 1989; Evans et al. 1982; Gray et al. 1993)  The    
     benefit of using a "weight-of-evidence" approach is that it will minimize  
     the possibility that huge sums of money are spent to conduct several high  
     quality toxicity studies simply to refute the results of one or two poorly 
     controlled ones.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.125     
     
     With regard to the comment that EPA should apply a weight-of-evidence      
     approach in developing noncancer criteria and values, EPA believes it does 
     employ a weight-of-evidence approach in that it evaluates all the data     
     before choosing a specific study upon which quantification is based.  EPA  
     believes its process for evaluating noncancer effects is similar to the    
     cancer weight-of- evidence approach.  For example, in developing a         
     noncancer criterion, EPA reviews all the toxicological effects data and    
     determines which study appears to reflect the most critical endpoint.      
                                                                                
     Negative studies (i.e., those that do not elicit a response) as well as    
     positive studies (i.e., those that do elicit a response) are considered.   
     IRIS coversheets describe the critical study which serves as the basis for 
     an RfD but also lists all the critical and supporting studies that were    
     considered in the development of the RfD.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the main focus when evaluating the potential adverse       
     effects of a chemical are on studies that show adverse effects.  However,  
     EPA believes this is reasonable to ensure that humans are protected against
     potential adverse effects.  EPA will continue to focus  on studies which   
     are most relevant to the consideration of human risk assessment and with   
     the development of more pharmacokinetic data, which can clearly identify   
     metabolic/toxicokinetic differences between species, the confidence in     
     making human risk assessments will increase.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: P2771.126
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EPA typicaly views all positive findings in animal bioassays as        
     suggesting equally serious human health hazards.  In reality, chemical     
     carcinogens may have tissue specific effects, and different mechanisms of  
     action and pharmacokinetics.  Additionally, chemicals may differently      
     exhibit carcinogenic effects under specific animal bioassay conditions that
     are unrelated to reasonable human exposures.  Finally, as discussed in the 
     previous section, studies vary in quality and power.                       
                                                                                
     The EPA recognizes the difference in potency of chemical carcinogens tested
     in animal bioassays but does not evaluate the probability that such        
     chemicals may not be human carcinogens.  Many chemicals that have been     
     proven to be carcinogenic at high doses in animal bioassays have not been  
     shown to be carcinogenic in humans at near environmental or ocupational    
     exposure levels.  As an example, more than six hundred chemicals have been 
     found to produce tumors in anumal studies yet, less than twenty are known  
     to be human carcinogens.  (USEPA 1985b)  Even after accounting for the     
     typical shortcomings of may epidemiology studies (small sample size and    
     poor quantitative knowledge of relatively small exposures), it is clear    
     that many potent rodent carcinogens do not pose an equivalent cancer hazard
     in humans.  (Houk 1990; Kimbrough 1990; Moore et al. 1993)                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.126     
     
     The final Guidance recommends the use of human epidemiological data in     
     making a cancer assessment, if the data support  a causal association      
     between exposure to the chemical and cancer.  In the absence of sufficient 
     evidence from epidemiological studies, EPA recommends the use of studies   
     from biologically relevant species. In the absence of a biologically       
     relevant species, the EPA recommends the use of studies from the most      
     sensitive species (see response to D3382.059 for a more detailed           
     discussion).                                                               
                                                                                
     See also response to D3382.054 on the use of all data and an emphasis on   
     mechanism of action.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: P2771.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .127.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of the clear reasons for this is the inability of animal studies to    
     differentiate between coumpounds that act as initiators and those that act 
     as promoters.  It is generally held that the mechanism of chemical-induced 
     carcinogenesis can be characterized as a multistaged process and that the  
     various stages can be divided into two fundamental actions, initiation and 
     promotion.  Initiation is a rapid, and generally irreversible event,       
     accomplished by a single application of a sub-threshold dose of a          
     carcinogen.  This event ultimately produces a relatively stable change in  
     cellular DNA, thereby predisposing the cell to cancer development.         
     Promotion is the secondary process characterized by the selective clonal   
     expansion of initiated cells to form a cancer.  By definition, a chemical  
     promoter does not initiate the formation of cancer, but may enhance the    
     carcinogenic potency of another compound (increase the number of tumors or 
     decrease the latency of their appearance.  Exposure to chemical initiators 
     alone can result in a measurable incidence of cancer in animal bioassays.  
     However, this is not the case with promoters.  A single application of a   
     chemical promoter is not sufficient to cause cancer, even when applied to  
     initiated cells.  In order to observe a carcinogenic effect, an initiated  
     cell must be repeatedly exposed to the promoter chemical.  Therefore,      
     promoter-related carcinogenesis is situation-specific and depends on       
     exposure to a chemical initiator.  By themselves, promoters pose little    
     risk of causing cancer in animals or humans.  Therefore, classification of 
     promoters under EPA's present cancer scheme (A, B1, B2, C, D, E) may       
     overestimate the risk of these compounds for causing cancer in humans.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.127     
     
     If a chemical is considered a promoter, rather than an initiator, and it   
     can be demonstrated that the chemical operates on a threshold basis, the   
     final Guidance allows for such a showing and the development of a cancer   
     criterion on such a basis.  However, justification is required in order to 
     follow such a course of action.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: P2771.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should develop a formal and consistent methodology for assessing the   
     probability that compounds actually pose a threat to humans.  This program 
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     should go beyond the agency's current category approach for carcinogens (A,
     B1, B2, C, D, E).  Many factors should be considered when attempting to    
     predict whether a specific chemical poses a significant cancer hazard to   
     humans.  As previously discussed, the most important of these factors is   
     teh ability to differentiate between chemicals that are initiators and     
     those which are promoters.  Other factors that should be considered when   
     attempting to predict whether a specific chemical poses a significant      
     carcinogenic hazard to humans include: the number of animal species tested,
     including not only those that test positive, but also those that test      
     negative; the number and types of tumors occurring in animals (or more     
     specifically the types of tumor found in each animal species tested); the  
     latency of tumor development, and the incidence of each specific tumor type
     (without mixing tumors of different tissue orginal or etioloty: the        
     relative potency of the dose used to induce carcinogenesis compared to a   
     dose which causes minimally significant systemic effects or to the maximum 
     tolerated dose (MTD); and finally, the dose-response relationship.  (Squire
     1981; CDHS 1986; USEPA 1986a; Paustenbach 1989a)                           
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.128     
     
     See responses to D3382.054 and G3207.004.   Many of the comments made by   
     commenter are addressed in the revised Cancer Guidelines and will be       
     adopted by the GLWQI methodology once the Cancer Guidelines are finalized. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Current EPA Methdology is Likely to Overestimate Carcinogenic Risks for
     Most Chemicals                                                             
                                                                                
     Currently, EPA determines the carcinogenic potency of environmental        
     contaminants using a linearized multi-stage (LMS) model.  This model is    
     likely to overestimate the low-dose carcinogenic risk for animal           
     carcinogens.  The LMS model assumes that there is a direct linear          
     relationship between the dose of the chemical and carcinogenic effect and  
     therefore, there is no threshold for carcinogenic effect.  this assumption 
     is based on an elemantary theory of the mechanism of chemical              
     carcinogenesis, in which a single chamical molecule can form an adduct to  
     DNA, and thereby result in cancer,  However, a number of chemicals which   
     produce a carcinogenic response by other mechanisms and that may exhibit a 
     non-linear dose response curve at low doses are likely to have a genuine or
     practical threshold.  (Butterworth and Slaga 1987)  The increased          
     acceptance of the nonlinearity of dose and effect at low doses is evidenced
     by a growing consensus among risk assessment practitioners that the LMS    
     model is inappropriate for dioxin, thyroid-type carcinogens,               
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     nitrilotriacetic acid, trimethylpentane and, presumably, similar           
     non-genotoxic chemicals.  (Paynter et al 1988; Anderson and Alden 1989;    
     Paustenbach 1989a; USEPA 1992e)                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.129     
     
     See response to D2619.026 with regard to use of the LMS.  It should be     
     noted that the final Guidance does allow the regulation of chemicals on a  
     threshold basis if it can be scientifically justified.  The final Guidance 
     states: A non-threshold mechanism of carcinogenesis shall be assumed unless
     biological data adequately demonstrate the existence of a threshold on a   
     chemical-specific basis.                                                   
                                                                                
     With regard to use of the entire database, EPA has changed the final       
     Guidance to recommend that States/Tribes specifically review all data with 
     regard to carcinogenicity.  To determine the weight of evidence of         
     carcinogenicity of a chemical, and to determine its classification, EPA now
     requires States/Tribes to consider the following data:                     
     mutagenicity/genotoxicity (determinations of whether the chemical interacts
     directly with DNA); structure activity; metabolism and mode of action.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regulatory agencies have acknowledged a wilingness to consider other models
     that estimate more realistic risks at low doses.  (Anderson et al. 1987;   
     Paynter et al. 1988; Andersen and Alden 1989)  Models incorporating        
     biologic mechanisms of action can reduce the uncertainty in the            
     extrapolation of risks from high dose animal bioassays to low dose human   
     exposures.  As discussed above, initiation and promotion represent two     
     different mechanisms by which a chemical may produce a carcinogenic        
     response in test animals.  This distinction is important since the theory  
     on which the LMS model is based is not valid for promoters.  (NRC 1980;    
     Weisburger and Williams 1987)                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.130     
     
     If a chemical is considered a promoter, rather than an initiator, and it   
     can be demonstrated that the chemical operates on a threshold basis, the   
     final Guidance allows for such a showing and the development of a cancer   
     criterion on such a basis.  However, justification is required in order to 
     follow such a course of action.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While initiators are assumed to be better modeled by a linear dose response
     assumption (Weisburger and Williams 1987), this is not a proven scientific 
     fact.  Ottobonni (1984) suggested that initiators (genotoxic agents) may   
     also exhibit thresholds at low doses.  These thresholds may result from a  
     number of factors including DNA repair mechanisms, cell depth, or lethal   
     cellular mutations.  Therefore, there is considerable uncertainty in the   
     assumption of an absence of a threshold.                                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.131     
     
     See response to D3382.054 and P2585.072.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This uncertainty in carcinogenic dose response has been acknowledged by EPA
     (Anderson 1989) in a qualitative fashion; however, the agency has never    
     attempted to develop quantitative descriptions of this uncertainty.  The   
     risk manager needs to know the ranges of equally plausible risk estimates. 
     (USEPA 1992c)  The practice of providing a single point estimate of        
     carcinogenic potency does not provide the risk manager with sufficient     
     information to make a reasoned decision concerning carcinogenic risks.  EPA
     should provide a range of carcinogenic potencies that reflects both the    
     uncertainty in the mechanism and the dose response curve (modeling         
     uncertainty), as well as the uncertainty that is due to the limited number 
     of animals used in bioassays.  These uncertainties can be expressed in the 
     forms of confidence limits around the carcinogenic potency estimate.  The  
     Agency should solicit help from academia and industry experts in developing
     this approach.  EPA should also develop separate approaches for compounds  
     that are shown to produce the carcinogenic effects by promotion and        
     initiation.                                                                
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     Response to: P2771.132     
     
     See response to D3382.054.  EPA does acknowledge the inherent uncertainty  
     in the cancer risk assessment. EPA derives criteria using a cancer potency 
     factor which ia an upper 95th percentile confidence limit of the           
     probability of response based on human or experimental animal data.  This  
     plausible upper bound estimate means EPA is reasonably confident that the  
     "true risk" will not exceed the risk estimated by the LMS model, may be    
     less than predicted, and could be as low as zero.                          
                                                                                
     If the commenter believes the LMS is inappropriate, the final Guidance     
     allows the option of employing other models, if they can be scientifically 
     justified.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In addition, if all data are examined, as is required in the final         
     Guidance, and they indicate that another model, other than the LMS, is more
     suited to the database, then it should be applied.  It is anticipated that 
     an examination of all the data (including data on mechanism, including     
     promotion and initiation tendencies) will help provide the risk assessor   
     and risk manager with the strengths and uncertainties of a given database  
     and cancer potency.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given the uncertainty in carcinogenic dose response modeling, the Agency   
     should reexamine the evidence for carcinogenic risk that can be derived    
     from human epidemiology studies.  It has been stated that epidemiologic    
     studies are not as statistically robust as animal studies and, therefore,  
     are not as useful.  (Silbergeld et al. 1988)  Although this may be a       
     legitimate concern, in may cases, human epidemiology studies can and should
     be used to validate or confirm estimates of carcinogenic potency.  In      
     general, when epidemiology data are available, it is not appropriate to    
     accept only the results of mathematical models that analyze rodent data    
     without serious consideration given to the human experience.  (Cook 1982;  
     Dinman and Sussman 1983; Layard and Silvers 1989)  An example of where an  
     animal study yielded implausible results is ethylene dibromide (EDB).  In  
     1982 it was claimed that workers exposed for 8 hrs/day for 40 years to the 
     OSHA threshold limit value (TLV) for EDB of 20 ppm incurred a risk of 999  
     in 1,000 of developing cancer.  However, epidemiological evidence of actual
     cancer incidence in these workers did not show an increase in the cancer   
     rate.  (Cook 1993)  Although the EDB risks suggestd by the low-dose animal 
     models may ititially seem plausible, the human epidemiologic evidence makes
     it clear that these workers are not kikely to die prematurely as the model 
     predicted.  (Hertz-Piciotto et al. 1988)                                   
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     Response to: P2771.133     
     
     EPA encourages the use of well conducted epidemiological studies when there
     is sufficient evidence to support a causal association between exposure to 
     the chemical and cancer or noncancer effects. EPA also realizes that in    
     many cases, there are confounding factors such as lifestyle choices        
     (smoking, drinking, dietary choices) which can obscure or affect possible  
     associations.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the six criteria presented by commenter P2654.153 are      
     valuable in assessing eoidemiological data, and may incorporate these      
     criteria into EPA's proposed Cancer Risk Assessment Guidelines.  Presently,
     the proposed Cancer Risk Assessment Guidelines are undergoing internal and 
     external review.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See Fed. Reg. 24152 (June 5, 1992)                            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Reliance on toxicity scaling factors introduces another element of         
     conservatism to dose response.  When evaluation most toxicologic effects,  
     statisticians and biologists have generally assumed that at a given dose,  
     the rodent response to a chemical will be nearly identical to the human    
     response.  However, several factors need to be considered when trying to   
     predict how humans will respond compared to rodents.  (Hart and Fishbein   
     1985; Davidson et al. 1986)  For example, different biologic half-lives    
     between rodents and humans can be expected for virtually all chemicals.    
     Often, for a given chemical, these differences will vary in predictable    
     manner based simply on the body weight to surface area ratio and/or life   
     span.  (D'Souza and Boxenbaum 1988)  Consequently, for regulatory purposes,
     surface area corrections have been used in an attempt to adjust for the    
     pharmacokinetic differences between rodents and humans.  However, other    
     work suggests that body weight is a more valid scale-up factor if no       
     compelling information to the contrary is available.  (USFDA 1986; Allen et
     al. 1988)  EPA, FDA, and the Consumer Products Safety Commission (CPSC)    
     reached a consensus on a method for cross-species scaling (estimated as the
     ration of human body weight to rat body weight to the 3/4 power) and       
     proposed it as a uniform compromise policy position.(1)  EPA is encouraged 
     to finalize this consensus policy and use body weight ratio to the 3/4     
     power as a reasonable default scaling factor.                              
      __________________________________________________________________________
     (1)57 Fed. Reg. 24152 (June 5, 1992)                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.134     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.135
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA should allow the use of chemical-specific scaling factors 
     derived from physiologically-based pharmocokinetic (PB-PK) models, which   
     more accurately predict the human response from rodent data.  (Krewski et  
     al. 1987; Menzel 1987)  These models quantitatively account for the various
     differences between the test species and humans by considering body weight,
     metabolic capacity and byproducts, respiration rate, blood flow, fat       
     content, and a number of other parameters.  Although PB-PK models often    
     rely on some frequently debated assumptions such as the delivered dose of  
     an unstable metabolite to a target organ, PB-PK models represent some of   
     the most important advances in health risk assessment.  (Portier and Kaplan
     1989)  PB-PK modeling is often considered valid when the elimination and   
     metabolism data from the rat successfully predict the actual blood levels  
     and the rate of elimination of the chemical measured in humans.  (Ramsey   
     and Andersen 1984; Paustenbach et al. 1988)                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.135     
     
     In the final Guidance, EPA allows the use of pharmacokinetic data and      
     models in support of reduced uncertainty factors and alternative cancer    
     models.  If scientific data justify the use of a different scaling factor, 
     States or Tribes may employ an alternative to the 2/3 surface area scaling 
     factor.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.136
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.   EPA Needs to Acknowledge the Uncertainty and Conservative Bias in     
     Existing Noncarcinogenic Risk Assessment                                   
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     Under EPA's current method of evaluating noncarcinogenic risks, the Agency 
     develops reference doses (RfD) for individual compounds.  RfDs are doses   
     below which individuals can tolerate exposure without risk of adverse      
     effect.  The methodology used to develop RfDs starts with toxicological    
     data from human or animal studies and applies a series of uncertainty or   
     "safety" factors to estimate a dose which is unlikely to cause adverse     
     effects in humans.  (Dourson and Stara 1983)  As noted above, the current  
     system of "safety" factors used by EPA especially in the GLI makes worst   
     case assumptions concerning the relative toxicity of the compound in       
     animals and humans, the relative toxicity of the compound in short-and     
     long-term animal studies, and conservative assumptions concerning the      
     relationship between observed doses and thresholds.  When these            
     conservative assumptions are combined, the magnitude of the safety factor  
     is overestimated for many compounds.  As a result, the RfD is significantly
     lower than the dose necessary to protect human health.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.136     
     
     See responses to D3382.011 and D3382.058                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.137
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has acknowledged that there is at least an order of magnitude of       
     uncertainty in its estimates of the RfDs (USEPA 1993e); however, the Agency
     has not acknowledged the conservative bias in its RfDs.  Risk managers need
     quantitative guidance for incorporating this conservative bias into risk   
     management decisions.  One approach that may provide useful information    
     would be to perform uncertainty analysis on the safety factor program using
     the Monte Carlo or other statistical techniques.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.137     
     
     EPA agrees with comment in part.  See response to D3382.083 for response on
     Monte Carlo modeling.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C
     Comment ID: P2771.138
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.   The GLI's Human Health-Based Water Quality Standards                  
                                                                                
     1.   Derivation of Cancer Potency Factors                                  
                                                                                
     In the case of many of the pollutants for which the GLI proposes to        
     establish human health-based WQS based on carcinogenicity, GE believes that
     EPA has improperly analyzed animal feeding studies.  Sometimes this failure
     involves giving undue credence to studies which are demonstrably invalid;  
     sometimes it involves failure to discount the results of earlier studies   
     when subsequent, better performed studies have called into question the    
     results of earlier studies.  Occasionally, EPA's errors involve reliance on
     test results using a single species of animal, or one sex of a species,    
     when the other sex and other species have wholly failed to show the same   
     carcinogenic response.  EPA has also erred by using the derived cancer     
     potency factor for one chemical as the cancer potency factor for related,  
     but chemically very different, compounds.  Finally, EPA consistently       
     ignores pharmokinetic, clinical and epidemiological studies that cast      
     serious doubt on the assumption that a chemical suspected to cause cancer  
     in animals actually causes cancer in other animal species or in humans.    
                                                                                
     As an example of the types of errors EPA has made, we discuss below the    
     GLI's analysis of the carcinogenicity of PCBs (2).                         
                                                                                
     ________________________(2) PCBs are a class of compounds consisting of    
     biphenyls chlorinated to varying degrees.  The Aroclors are characterized  
     by four digit numbers.  The first two digits indicate that the mixture     
     contains biphenyls (12); the last two digits give the weight percent of    
     chlorine in the mixture (e.g., Aroclor 1242 contains biphenyls with        
     approximately 42% of chlorine).                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.138     
     
     See response to comments P2654.261, P2654.105 and P2771.170.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/C          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.139
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              

Page 10486



$T044618.TXT
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.   Cancer Risk Assessment for PCBs                                       
                                                                                
     As the following comments will detail, EPA has made at least four errors in
     deriving a human health-based WQS for PCBs based on cancer risk assessment:
                                                                                
     First, EPA proposes to establish a cancer potency factor for all of the 209
     PCB congeners based on the results of a study using one commercial PCB     
     mixture, Aroclor 1260, that contains only the more highly chlorinated PCBs.
      The more highly chlorinated PCBs appear to be the only PCBs to have any   
     potential for causing cancer at all.                                       
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.139     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.140
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, to establish that cancer potency factor, the GLI relies on the     
     results of a single study (Norback and Weltman 1985) using female rats of  
     one species; the GLI wholly ignores the fact that male rats of the same    
     species showed no statistically significant cancer response, that other    
     species of rats showed a much lower cancer response, and that animals in   
     other genera showed no cancer response at all.  Simply using all of the rat
     data for Aroclor 1260 to calculate a cancer potency factor results in      
     almost a three-fold decrease in the estimated potency factor for that      
     compound.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.140     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.141
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the GLI ignores the fact that the original tissue slides used in the
     Norback and Weltman study have been recently reevaluated by a panel of     
     expert toxicologists using the most current National Toxicological Program 
     guidance.  The result of that review is that the cancer potency factor     
     calculated by Norback and Weltman has been substantially reduced.          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.141     
     
     See response to comment P2654.263.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.142
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, the GLI ignores animal studies, clinical studies, and              
     epidemiological studies showing that even the most chlorinated PCBs cannot 
     possibly have a potency factor anywhere as high as that calculated by EPA. 
     Although GE realizes that toxicologists must be careful in relying on the  
     results of negative epidemiological studies, when, as in the case of PCBs, 
     several excellent epidemiological studies have been performed using large  
     numbers of workers heavily exposed to a chemical over a long number of     
     years, and the results of those studies have been negative, GE submits that
     such results must be factored in to the conversion of an animal cancer     
     potency factor to a human cancer potency factor.                           
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     Response to: P2771.142     
     
     See response to comments P2654.261, P2654.105 and P2771.170.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.143
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (i)   The Bases Of The GLI's Cancer Potency Factor For PCBs                
                                                                                
     EPA's perception of the cancer risk posed by PCBs is undoubtedly influenced
     by out-of-date information that has been read by some scientists and       
     indicating that PCBs, as a class, are potent human carcinogens.  These     
     include the 1968 "Yusho" human poisoning incident in Japan, which produced 
     chloracne and other symptoms, and the 1975 finding, by Dr. Renate Kimbrough
     of the Centers for Disease Control, that high dosage feeding with Aroclor  
     1260, a mixture containing highly chlorinated PCBs, caused liver cancer in 
     rats.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.143     
     
     See response to comments P2654.261 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.144
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since EPA's initial regulation of PCBs in 1979, substantial additional     
     information about PCBs have been developed.  In particular, recent         
     scientific studies have shown that:                                        
                                                                                
     The adverse health effects observed in the "Yusho" incident are not        
     attributable to PCBs.                                                      
                                                                                
     Although Kimbrough's finding regarding Aroclor 1260 has been supported by  
     subsequent studies, subsequent feeding studies have shown that lower       
     chlorinated mixtures do not cause liver cancer.  Moreover, the potential of
     Aroclor 1260 to cause liver cancer has been shown to be less than          
     originally determined.  Further, other data from these and other studies   
     suggest that Kimbrough's results are not relevant to human carcinogenicity.
     
     
     Response to: P2771.144     
     
     See response to comments P2654.261 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.145
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, new scientific information pertaining to the human health     
     effects of PCBs have been discovered.  These findings indicate that:       
                                                                                
     Exposure to PCBs in the environment today does not result in elevated PCB  
     blood levels.                                                              
                                                                                
     Clinical studies of workers exposed to PCBs show no association between    
     adverse health effects and high levels of exposure.                        
                                                                                
     Epidemiology (mortality) studies of PCB exposed workers do not indicate    
     that PCB exposure leads to increased mortality, whether based on overall   
     cancer mortality or deaths due to individual cancer types.                 
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     [The perceived relationship between PCB exposure and chloracne is most     
     likely spurious.  Any observed linkage likely arises from contamination of 
     PCBs and from uses of PCBs in conjunction with active agents.]             
                                                                                
     [Any suggestion that reproductive or neurodevelopmental effects in humans  
     is related to low-level exposure to PCBs has not been validated.]          
                                                                                
     These findings strongly suggest that human health risks from PCB exposure  
     have been significantly overestimated in current regulations and that GLI, 
     as well as EPA, should undertake a thorough reevaluation of the actual     
     risks posed by PCB exposures.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.145     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.146
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .146 is imbedded in .145.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The perceived relationship between PCB exposure and chloracne is most      
     likely spurious.  Any observed linkage likely arises from contamination of 
     PCBs and from uses of PCBs in conjunction with active agents.              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.146     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.147
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .147 is imbedded in .145.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any suggestion that reproductive or neurodevelopmental effects in humans is
     related to low level exposure to PCBs has not been validated.              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.147     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.148
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the GLI, EPA uses the same risk associated cancer potency factor in     
     setting a water quality standard for PCBs as EPA did in the recent federal 
     water quality rule (also known as the "National Toxics Rule").(3)  That    
     potency factor was taken from the IRIS database.  According to the IRIS    
     database, this carcinogenicity asseessment for PCBs was last revised on    
     January 1, 1990.  At that time, EPA decided to evaluate the cancer risk of 
     PCBs based on D.H Norback and R.H. Weltman(1985), rather than Kimbrough et 
     al. (1975).  Norback and Weltman's study involved feeding Aroclor 1260 to  
     70 male and 70 female Sprague-Dawley rats at 100 ppm for 16 months,        
     followed by a 50 ppm diet for 8 months, then a basal diet for 5 months.    
     Treated females exhibited an incidence of 43/47 hepatocellular carcinomas. 
     Males exhibited an incidence of 2/46 carcinomas.  Based on the incidence   
     data for females only, the carcinogenic potency (or cancer slope factor,   
     q1*) was estimated using a linearized multi-stage, low-dose response model,
     and a species scaling factor based on the ratio of rat to human skin       
     surface area.  The potency of all PCBs was estimated to be 7.7             
     (mg/kg/day)(exp-1).                                                        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.148     
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     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.149
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Previously, EPA had used a lower cancer potency factor for PCBs in         
     establishing a PCB water quality standard.  EPA's orginal guidance         
     establishing water quality criteria for PCBs, "Ambient Water Quality       
     Criteria for Polychlorinated Biphenyls," was published in 1980.  (USEPA    
     1980a)  The human health-based criteria for PCBs was established by        
     applying a linear multistage cancer assessment model to the result of a    
     study performed by Kimbrough, et al. (1975).  (USEPA 1980A at C-80  to C-86
     and C-114 to C-117).  The relevant data from Kimbrough et al. (1975) was an
     observation of the incidence of hepatocelluar carcinoma in 26 of 184 rats  
     treated orally with Aroclor 1260 at a nominal concentration of 100 ppm for 
     21.5 months (a dose of 4.42 mg/kg/day), compared to an incidence of 1 of   
     173 in controls.  Id. at C-117.                                            
                                                                                
     In setting the 1980 water quality standard, EPA assumed an average         
     consumption of two liters per day of water, and the consumption of 6.5     
     grams per day of the fish.  Using the multistage model, EPA derived a      
     cancer potency factor of 4.3396 (mg/kg/day)(exp-1) and a resultant water   
     quality criteria, at the 10(exp-5) cancer risk level, of 0.79 ug/l.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.149     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.150
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (ii)   Existing Data Do Not Support GLI's Cancer Potency Factor For PCBs   
                                                                                
     As noted above, the EPA's GLI human health risk assessment is flawed by at 
     least four respects:                                                       
                                                                                
     [(a)  It improperly relies on a rat feeding study involving oral exposure  
     of rats to Aroclor 1260 which has recently been reevaluated.  Had the      
     reevaluated results been used, the cancer potency factor for 60%           
     chlorinated PCBs would have been significantly lower.]                     
                                                                                
     [(b) EPA has assumed, contrary to virtually all credible data, that lesser 
     chlorinated PCBs have the same cancer-causing potenetial as Aroclor 1260,  
     the most highly chlorinated PCB mixture tested for cancer potency.  In     
     fact, there is virtually no data indicating that the lesser chlorinated    
     PCBs are carcinogenic.  Moreover, there is virtually no evidence that the  
     lesser chlorinated PCBs have any adverse health effects.]                  
                                                                                
     [(c) EPA has wholly disregarded a mass of data indicating that PCBs are not
     human carcinogens and have few if any adverse health effects.]             
                                                                                
     [(d)  In converting the rat study data dose response data into comparable  
     doses for humans, the GLI used a scaling factor based on ratios of skin    
     area, rather than body weight.  EPA has already agreed to the use of a     
     scaling factor based on body weight rations.  This correction in itself    
     would lead to a significant decrease in the human cancer potency factor.]  
                                                                                
     These issues are addressed in turn.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.150     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105, P2654.249 and P2771.170.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.151
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .151 is imbedded in 152.                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     (a)  It improperly relies on a rat feeding study involving oral exposure of
     rats to Aroclor 1260 which has recently been reevaluated.  Had the         
     reevaluated results been used, the cancer potency factor for 60%           
     chlorinated PCBs would have been significantly lower.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.151     
     
     See response to comment P2654.263.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.152
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .152 is imbedded in .150.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (b)   EPA has assumed, contrary to virtually all credible data, that lesser
     chlorinated PCBs have the same cancer-causing potential as                 
     Aroclor 1260, the most highly chlorinated PCB mixture tested for cancer    
     potency.  In fact, there is virtually no data indicating that the lesser   
     chlorinated PCBs are carcinogenic.  Moreover, there is virtually no        
     evidence that the lesser chlorinated PCBs have any adverse health effects. 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.152     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.153
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: Comment .153 is imbedded in .150.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (c)   EPA has wholly disregarded a mass of data indicating that PCBs are   
     not human carcinogens and have few if any adverse health effects.          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.153     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.154
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .154 is imbedded in .150.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In converting the rat study data dose response data into comparable doses  
     for humans, the GLI used a scaling factor based on ratios of skin area,    
     rather than body weight.  EPA has already agreed to the use of a scaling   
     factor based on body weight ratios.  This correction in itself would lead  
     to a significant decrease in the human cancer potency factor.              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.154     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.155
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/AO
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (a) In Establishing a Cancer Potency Factor for 60% Chlorinated PCBs, as   
     Well as the Other PCBs, GLI Relied on the Results of a Study that Has      
     Recently Been Reevaluated                                                  
                                                                                
     In its assessment of PCB toxicity, GLI relies heavily on outdated          
     information and assumptions concerning PCB toxicity.  GLI's estimate of    
     carcinogenic potency for all PCBs was based on part of a single study: the 
     Norback and Weltman (1985) study of female Sprague-Dawley rats exposed to  
     Aroclor 1260, a 60% chlorinated PCB.  As estimates for all of the PCBs on  
     the results of a study of only one PCB.  However, just as troublesome is   
     the fact that GLI has ignored recent scientific data demonstrating that the
     cancer potency of Aroclor 1260 has been overestimated based on the results 
     of the Norback and Weltman study.                                          
                                                                                
     Recently, the liver tissue slides from each of the five original PCB       
     studies (Kimbrough et al. 1975; Linder et al. 1974; Norback and Weltman    
     1985; NCI 1978; Schaeffer et al. 1984) were screened by a panel of expert  
     pathologists using current guidelines for interpreting liver lesions.      
     (IEHR 1991) (See Appendix 2)  These guidelines were developed by the       
     National Toxicological Program (Maronpot et al. 1986; McConnell et al.     
     1988) and have been endorsed by EPA.  The panel's proceedings were observed
     by representatives from EPA, FDA, Experimental-Pathology Laboratories,     
     Inc., the Institute for Evaluating Health Risks, and participants in the   
     original studies.                                                          
                                                                                
     The reevaluation was performed because the classification scheme for       
     proliferative lesions in the rat liver has changed significantly since the 
     original rat bioassay results for PCBs were published.  The current        
     classification scheme for liver neoplasms, developed by the National       
     Toxicology Program (NTP) (Maronpot et al. 1986; McConnell et al. 1988) and 
     endorsed by USEPA (1986b), employs four diagnostic categories for          
     proliferative lesions of the liver:  (1) foci of cellular alteration, (2)  
     hyperplasia, (3) hepatocellular adenoma, and (4) hepatocellular carcinoma. 
     In particular, the current NTP guidelines distinguish between hyperplasia, 
     a nonneoplastic response to degenerative changes in the liver, and adenoma,
     a benign condition involving clear differentiation of cells from the       
     surrounding tissue. (Maronpot et al. 1986; USEPA 1986b)  Several important 
     studies conducted prior to the development of the current classification   
     scheme, including Norback and Weltman (1985), employed terminology such as 
     hepatomas, neoplastic nodules, hyperplastic nodules, and hepatocelluar     
     neoplasms to describe certain liver lesions. (Kimbrough et al. 1975; Linder
     et al. 1974; NCI 1978; Norback and Weltman 1985; Schaeffer et al. 1984)    
     These pathologic descriptions do not conform to the current classification 
     criteria and terminology, and in some cases, may include both neoplastic   
     and nonneoplastic lesions under the same term.  Thus, it was believed that 
     these earlier studies may have significantly overestimated cancer risk.    
                                                                                
     As expected, the early studies had indeed overestimated cancer risk.  (IEHR
     1991; Appendix 2)  Although the IEHR review confirmed that the female rats 
     exposed to 60 percent chlorine mixtures developed tumors, the expert panel 
     found that the number of animals with benign or malignant liver tumors was 
     less than originally reported.  Using Norback and Weltman (1985), IEHR     
     found that the potency estimate based on female rats decreases from 7.7 to 
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     5.1 (mg/kg/day)(exp-1).  Using a geometric average of all positive studies 
     (as advocated by IEHR (1991) for PCBs containing 60 percent chlorine), the 
     potency decreases to 1.9 (mg/kg/day)(exp-1).  In light of the IEHR review, 
     GE submits that GLI should establish a cancer potency factor of 1.9        
     mg/kg/day for 60% chlorinated PCB mixtures and that the slope factor for   
     60% mixtures should be reduced still further as the result of performing   
     species scaling on the basis of body weight, rather than surface area.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.155     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comments P2654.263, P2654.105, P2654.249 and P2771.170.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.156
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/AO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (b)  GLI has Improperly Applied the Cancer Potency Factor for 60%          
     Chlorinated PCBs to Lesser Chlorinated PCBs.                               
                                                                                
     In addition to demonstrating that 60% chlorinated PCB mixtures have a lower
     carcinogenic potential than assumed by EPA, the IEHR study resulted in a   
     reversal of the original conclusions of a study using Clophen A30 (a       
     mixture containing about 42 percent chlorine).  (Schaeffer et al. 1984)    
     IEHR concluded that the actual results of the Schaeffer study were negative
     as to the carcinogenicity of this PCB mixture.  Moreover, the panel        
     confirmed that the study of Aroclor 1254 (a mixture containing 54 percent  
     chlorine) performed by the National Cancer Institute (NCI 1978) was        
     negative.  Therefore, under current risk assessment guidelines, these      
     compounds should not be regarded as carcinogens. (USEPA 1985b)  This       
     position has been taken by the State of California in its regulation of the
     PCBs under Proposition 65.  Thus, the only positive animal studies         
     remaining in EPA's 1988 reassessment are those using PCB mixtures          
     containing 60 percent chlorine and, as discussed above, even in those      
     studies the carcinogenic potency was significantly overestimated.          
                                                                                
     The basic conclusions of the IEHR review were that different PCB mixtures  
     have significantly different carcinogenic effects and that some mixtures   
     are not carcinogens.  Therefore, the appropriate regulation of PCBs        
     requires distinguishing between different PCB mixtures.  Thus, the cancer  
     potency factor used by GLI is incorrect in light of this new scientific    
     information, and the human health risk assessment performed using the      
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     erroneous factor comes to invalid conclusions.                             
                                                                                
     It has been a basic policy of EPA to assume that individual chemicals in a 
     chemical class will differ in their carcinogenic potential.  In the OSTP   
     guidelines on chemical carcinogens, it was concluded that "ordinarily, not 
     all chemicals belonging to any class are carcinogenic, nor are all those   
     compounds within a class which exhibit carcinogenicity equally potent."    
     (USEPA 1985b)                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA has recognized the need to adjust potency estimates for certain members
     of chemical classes.  For example, EPA's rule on incidental generation of  
     PCBs in manufacturing operations recognizes the difference between very    
     lightly chlorinated PCBs and other PCBs by applying discounting factors of 
     50 and 5, respectively, for the toxic potential of mono- and               
     di-chlorobiphenyls.  Thus, for purposes of determining if a chemical       
     mixture containing incidentally-generated PCBs reaches the regulated level 
     of 50 ppm, the concentration of mono-chlorinated biphenyl is divided by 50,
     and the concentration of di-chlorinated biphenyl by 5.                     
                                                                                
     In addition, EPA's Human Risk Assessment Branch (HRAB) of the Office of    
     Water recently encouraged EPA to establish WQS for individual chemicals,   
     rather than classes of chemicals.  According to HRAB, WQS for classes of   
     chemicals can be developed, but only if they can be justified "through     
     analysis of SAR (structure/activity relationships), pharmokinetic data,    
     mechanistic data, and extrapolation form limited acute or chronic toxicity 
     testing."  (USEPA 1993b)                                                   
                                                                                
     Similarly, regulations and health standards for many other chemicals       
     recognize that individual members of chemical families are not equally     
     hazardous.  For example, in the PCDD (dioxin) and PCDF (furan) families,   
     which EPA has determined are more toxic than PCBs, only about ten percent  
     of the individual PCDD and PCDF congeners are considered toxic enough to   
     be measured for risk purposes.  This ten percent consists of congeners and 
     have chlorines in the 2,3,7,8-positions, with additional chlorines in other
     positions.  Other examples of differential regulation within a chemical    
     family include FDA and EPA standards that measure and regulate methyl      
     mercury, instead of total mercury, and chromium +6(hexavalent chromium),   
     instead of total chromium.                                                 
                                                                                
     Thus, a clear policy and precedent exists for treating different PCBs      
     differently.  According to Dr. John Moore, persident of IEHR, the panel's  
     clarification of the results of the origninal studies presents EPA with the
     opportunity of modernizing PCB cancer risk assessments by (1) developing   
     separate risk assessments for each of the major PCB formulations, and (2)  
     utilizing all the available data when calculating cancer potency for PCB   
     mixtures below 60 percent chlorination(4).  (IEHR 1991; Appendix 2).       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.156     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105, P2654.263 and P2771.170.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.157
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/AO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (c)   Both Animal and Human Studies Call Into Question EPA's Belief that   
     PCB's are Human Carcinogens.                                               
                                                                                
     Although there is little question that 60% chlorinated PCBs are rat        
     carcinogens, there is little or no information indicating that they are    
     human carcinogens.  Rather, both animal and human studies call into        
     question EPA's assumption that PCBs cause cancer in humans.                
                                                                                
     Animal Studies.                                                            
                                                                                
     Although the Kimbrough, et. al. (1975) and subsequent studies have         
     confirmed that 60% chlorinated PCBs are rat carcinogens, other evidence    
     calls into question whether such PCBs are human carcinogens.  A review of  
     the PCB animal studies shows that:                                         
                                                                                
     PCB-exposed rats, including those with liver tumors, lived significantly   
     longer than controls.                                                      
                                                                                
     PCB-exposed rats had significantly fewer cancers of all types, i.e., sum of
     all cancers, than did controls.                                            
                                                                                
     Rat liver tumors, although formally classified as cancers, did not         
     metastasize to other organs or invade blood vessels.                       
                                                                                
     In other words, PCB exposure in rats appears to produce non-invasive, non  
     life-threatening rat liver tumors and indeed may well produce beneficial   
     effects (significant life extension and reduction in number of other       
     cancers relative to the controls).  These conclusions seriously call into  
     question the relevance of the rat liver tumors to human risk.  They provide
     additional assurance that a declassification of PCB mixtures having less   
     than 60 percent chlorination as animal carcinogens can be made without     
     endangering human health.                                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.157     
     
     See response to comment P2654.105.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.158
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment 156.                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is, of course, significant that almost all (88 percent) of the PCBs sold
     in this country by the sole domestic supplier from 1957 to the end of      
     production were mixtures that were below the 60 percent chlorination level.
     
     
     Response to: P2771.158     
     
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.159
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/EXP/AO
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Epidemiology Studies                                                       
                                                                                
     Epidemiology studies also call into question whether the rat studies       
     showing 60% chlorinated PCBs to be carcinogens can be extrapolated to      
     humans.  If fact, recent human epidemiology studies do not support the     
     conclusion that exposure to high concentrations of PCBs result in elevated 
     cancer risks in humans.  Data from these studies have failed to demonstrate
     any consistent tumorigenic effects among populations exposed to high       
     concentrations of PCBs.                                                    
                                                                                
     The most celebrated incident in which PCBs became linked to causing cancer 
     in humans is the so-called "Yusho" incident.  In 1968, about 1500 persons  
     in Japan became ill after consuming rice oil that was accedentally         
     contaminated with a PCB mixture known as "Kanechlor 400."  (Amano et al.   
     1984)  A similar incident, known as "Yucheng," occurred in Taiwan in 1979. 
     Typical symptoms were chloracne, swelling of eyelids, eye discharges, brown
     pigmentation of the nails and skin, and curling of fingernails and         
     toenails.  Signs of the disease were also observed in some offspring of    

Page 10501



$T044618.TXT
     affected mothers.  Although the major symptoms disappeared over the next   
     sixteen to twenty years, subsequent studies suggested a possible increase  
     of cancer and adverse development and behavioral effects in offspring.     
                                                                                
     The cause of the incident was extensively studied and the rice oil was     
     found to contain high levels of polychlorinated dibenzofurans ("PCDFs"), a 
     chemical that is 100 to 1,000 times more toxic than PCBs.  After finding   
     that workers exposed to much higher levels of PCBs showed minimal adverse  
     health effects, and after performing dose-response studies on the rice oil 
     mixture, Japanese and Taiwanese scientists concluded that PCDFs were the   
     prime causal factor in the Yusho and Yucheng incidents. (Kashimoto et al   
     1986)                                                                      
                                                                                
     In 1985, Dr. Kimbrough and Dr. Goyer of the National Institutes of Health  
     unequivocally concluded:                                                   
                                                                                
     The scientific community assumes now that most of the effects observed in  
     these two outbreaks were caused by the ingestion of the polychlorinated    
     dibenzofurans.                                                             
                                                                                
     (Kimbrough et al. 1985)  Likewise, the Halogenated Organics Subcommittee of
     EPA's Science Advisory Board reviewed a PCB health advisory from EPA and   
     concluded that:                                                            
                                                                                
     The health effects section suggest that the short-term human exposure to   
     Yusho poisoning ia representative of polychlorinated biphenyl toxicosis.   
     Recent studies indicate that the major etiologic agents in Yusho were      
     polychlorinated dibenzofurans rather than polychlorinated biphenyls.  Thus,
     a discussion of the human health effects of polychlorinated biphenyls      
     should not use 'Yusho' as an example.  Industrial exposure data more       
     accurately reflect human health effects.                                   
                                                                                
     (Doull et al. 1986)                                                        
                                                                                
     Significantly, this scientific reinterpretation of the Yusho and Yucheng   
     incidents is consistent with data from animal studies that show a          
     relatively low level of acute toxicity - e.g., LD50s ranging from about 1  
     to 11 g/kg-body-weight in rats, depending on the Aroclor mixture.          
     Moreover, this explanation is consistent with the numerous studies         
     (discussed below) that show no significant adverse health effects in       
     workers who had been exposed to average levels of PCBs higher than the     
     Yusho patients were.                                                       
                                                                                
     Subtracting Yusho from the universe of epidemiological studies leaves ten  
     other referenced studies, six of which (Brown and Jones 1981; Brown 1981;  
     Gustavsson et al. 1986; Davidoff and Knupp 1979; Brown 1987; and Zack and  
     Musch 1982) reported no incidents of cancer significantly elevated above   
     calculated endpoints.  EPA has interpreted the other four studies (Bahn et 
     al. 1976, 1977; Bertazzi et al. 1987; Sinks et al. 1991; and Liss 1990 (see
     Appendix 5)) to suggest that exposure to PCBs causes cancer in humans.     
     This interpretation in not consistent with good science as the following   
     discussion shows.                                                          
                                                                                
     Bahn et al. (1976, 1977) evaluated the incidence of tumors occurring in a  
     New Jersey petrochemical facility where Aroclor 1254 had been used from    
     1949 to 1957.  A significantly increased incidence of malignant melanomas  
     was observed among research and development workers (2 of 31) and refinery 
     personnnel (1 of 41).  In an update of that same study, NIOSH (1977)       
     observed eight cancers in the total study population (5.7 expected).  Three
     of these tumors were melanomas and two were pancreatic cancers.  The       
     incidence of these tumor types was reported to be significantly above      
     calculated expectations, although no data were presented.  (ATSDR 1988)    
     The results of this study were further confounded by the small cohort size 
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     and the fact that the workers in this facility were exposed to numerous    
     other chemicals.  (Bahn et al. 1977; Lawrence 1977)                        
                                                                                
     Bertazzi et al. (1987) conducted a retrospective cancer mortality study of 
     544 male and 1,556 female workers who had been employed for at least one   
     week in the manufacture of PCB-impregnated capacitors in an Italian plant  
     between 1946 and 1978.  Mortality was examined for that cohort from 1946 to
     1982 and was compared to both national and local mortality rates.          
     Mortality due to all cancers (14 observed vs. 5.5 national and 7.6 local)  
     and due to cancer of the gastrointestinal tract (6 observed vs. 1.7        
     national and 2.2 local) was significantly increased among male workers.    
     Death rates from hematologic neoplasms and from lung cancer were also      
     elevated, but not significantly.  Overall mortality was significantly      
     increased above local rates (34 observed vs. 16.5 local) in the female     
     population.  Total cancer deaths (12 observed vs. 1.1 local) were also     
     significantly elevated over local rates in the female population.          
                                                                                
     The results of the Bertazzi et al. (1987) study are limited by the small   
     number of cancer cases observed and the limited latency period (ATSDR 1989;
     Kimbrough 1987).  A major problem in the study design was the one week     
     minimum period of employment required for inclusion in the study and the   
     inclusion in the cohort of workers who had no PCB exposure.  This makes it 
     difficult to assume that excess cancer cases are attributable to PCB       
     exposures rather than to other factors.  This study also did not show a    
     dose-response relationship or any direct relationship between latency and  
     the disease.  Moreover, the results of this very small study are           
     dissimilar from the results of much larger and statistically more valid    
     studies of similar worker populations in the United States and Canada.     
                                                                                
     Liss (1989 [unpublished]) (see Appendix 5) conducted a retrospective cohort
     mortality and cancer incidence study of 1,073 workers employed between 1960
     and 1976 at a transformer manufacturing plant (Ferranti-Packard Ltd.) in   
     Ontario.  Cohorts were defined in this study by exposure intensity and     
     frequency to characterize those who had worked, and those who had never    
     worked, in a job considered to be "exposed."  Among females, there were few
     deaths; one each occurred due to cancer of the lung and of the breast in   
     the "ever exposed" group, and one death from lung cancer occurred among the
     "nonexposed" group.  Overall mortality among males was less than expected  
     when compared to the population of Ontario.  Mortality due to all malignant
     neoplasms was elevated, but not significantly so, in "ever exposed"        
     workers.  This elevation was due primarily to statistically significant    
     increases in deaths from cancer of the brain and nervous system (4 observed
     vs. 1.2 expected) and prostate (5 observed vs 1.2 expected).  The brain    
     cancer incidence rate among "ever exposed" males was significantly elevated
     over the expected rate (4 observed vs. 0.9 expected) and the prostate      
     cancer incidence rate was elevated, but not significantly so.              
                                                                                
     A separate analysis of 159 men who had ever worked in the "highest         
     exposure" jobs indicated that deaths from all malignancies were fewer than 
     expected, and no deaths due to cancer of the brain or prostate were        
     observed.  In this "highest exposure" group, no significant increase in    
     cancer incidence rates were observed.  Among male workers not known to have
     been exposed, deaths from malignant neoplasms were less than expected, and 
     deaths due to cancer of the gallbladder or bile ducts were significantly   
     elevated (2 observed vs. 0.11 expected).                                   
                                                                                
     From these results, the author concluded that, because no brain or prostate
     cancers were observed in the "highest exposure" group, the relationship of 
     these excesses to PCB exposure is not confirmed.  In addition, no liver,   
     biliary tract or gall bladder cancers were observed among workers in       
     exposed jobs, nor were deaths or cases of tumors of the lynphatic and      
     hematopoietic tissue significantly elevated above expected rates.          
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     Sinks et al. (1991) conducted a retrospective cohort mortality analysis of 
     3,588 workers who were employed for at least one day at an electric        
     capacitor manufacturing plant between 1967 and 1977.  Aroclor 1242 was used
     in this plant through 1970, and Aroclor 1016 was used from 1970-1977.      
     Mortality from all causes and from all cancers was less than expected.  A  
     significant increase in mortality rate was observed for skin cancer (8     
     observed vs. 2 expected) and death rates from brain and nervous system     
     cancers were non-significantly elevated over expected rates.  No excess    
     deaths were observed from cancers of the rectum or lung, liver biliary and 
     gall bladder, or from hematopoietic malignancies.  Based on a cumulative   
     dose estimate, which incorporated information on job station history,      
     limited PCB environmental sampling data, and serologic data, the authors   
     were not able to establish a clear relationship between latency or duration
     of employment and risk for malignant melanoma.  Sinks et al. (1991) point  
     out that the skin cancer excesses are not consistent with those of similar 
     studies.  Though and excess of malignant melanomas was reported by Bahn et 
     al. (1976; 1977), there were a number of problems with that particular     
     study (discussed above) which confound the results.  The authors also point
     out that mortality may not be the best index of risk for malignant         
     melanoma, as survival can be affected by differences in health care        
     quality.  In addition, other limitations include the lack of evaluation of 
     exposure to other chemicals (metals, solvents etc,), the relatively short  
     latency period, the samll number of deaths within the cohort, the possible 
     misclassification of brain cancer cases.                                   
                                                                                
     By contrast, the largest study of PCB exposed workers involved a cohort of 
     6,292 persons employed for at least three months during the period         
     1946-1976 at the GE Hudson Falls and Ft. Edward facilities (Taylor 1988)   
     (see Appendix 6).  This study showed no increase in cancer mortality or in 
     overall mortality compared to the national averages.  Neither deaths due to
     malignant melanoma, lymphopoietic cancers of the combination of liver,     
     gallbladder and biliary cancers were significantly elevated, and brain     
     cancers were well below the expected value.  PCB exposure was shown to be  
     negatively associated with (not statistically significant to) cancer       
     mortality (all types combined) and lung cancer (the only cancer outcomes   
     with numbers of cases sufficient to permit a regression analysis).  In     
     other words, as PCB exposure increased, the numbers of overall cancer      
     deaths and lung cancer deaths decreased.  This study was initiated when Dr.
     Taylor, an employee of NIOSH, was assigned to the New York State Department
     of Health (NYSDOH) and involved collaboration with other scientists at     
     NYSDOH.  Unfortunately, IRIS fails even to mention the largest and most    
     relavant epidemiological report in existence.                              
                                                                                
     Thus, none of the cancer incidence and mortality studies demonstrate a     
     cause-effect relationship betweeen PCB exposure and cancer.  Not only do   
     the individual studies fail to show causation, but the weight of the       
     evidence from the studies taken collectively fails to establish any such   
     relationship.                                                              
                                                                                
     The scientific convention applied in weight-of-the-evidence evaluation of  
     epidemiological studies requires (a) the observation of a specific cancer  
     endpoint, and (b) the meeting of other criteria (strength of association,  
     dose-response relationship, temporally correct association, specificity of 
     the association, and biological plausibility) before a causal relationship 
     between an agent such as PCBs and cancer can be inferred.  (Hill 1965;     
     Mausner and Kramer 1985; USEPA 1985b; IARC 1987)  In the PCB studies, small
     increases in a wide variety of cancer endpoints were seen in different     
     populations with no common thread, and several studied populations showed  
     no increases at all.  The discrepancies can be explained in innumerable    
     ways, including exposures to other chemicals, population life stypes, and  
     even chance.(5)  Thus, little evidence exists that PCBs are human          
     carcinogens, and the weight of the evidence fails to establish a definitive
     causal realtionship between exposure to PCBs, even in high concentrations, 
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     and the incidence of cancer in humans.(6)                                  
                                                                                
     GE's analysis of the epidemiological data is consistent with that of Chase,
     Doull, Friess, Rodricks and Safe (1989) (see Appendix 7), who concluded:   
                                                                                
     There is insufficient evidence to show a causal relationship between PCB   
     exposure and the subsequent development of any form of cancer.  In light of
     the long-term and widespread usage of PCBs in the workplace and, in some   
     cases the extensive exposures of workers, it is likely that evidence of    
     carcinogenicity in humans would have been observed in the various          
     epidemiological studies discussed above if PCBs were in fact potent        
     carcinogens.                                                               
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     Comment:
     (5) Nicholson's (see Appendix 8) "meta" analysis indicates a significant   
     increase in deaths resulting from a grouping of liver, biliary and gall    
     bladder cancers.  However, when the data from the Taylor and Sinks (NIOSH) 
     studies were added to the Nicholson combined cohort, with appropriate      
     adjustments because of overlap of Taylor's cohort with two of the previous 
     cohorts in the Nicholson study, the results were not statistically         
     significant.  Other considerations further reduce the likelihood of a      
     PCB-related increase.  For example, five of the persons had worked a year  
     or less in PCB exposed jobs; five of the eleven cancers were not confirmed 
     pathologically; and only one of the cancers was confirmed as intrahepatic  
     (the animal studies indicate that only hepatocellular carcinomas occur).   
     Furthermore, the epidemiology of liver, gall bladder, and biliary tract    
     cancer indicates that the etiologies of these cancer types are quite       
     different and suggest that they should be studied separately when          
     attempting to determine causality.  Although this evidence does not support
     a finding that PCB exposure causes liver, biliary and gall bladder in      
     humans, it is prudent to continue to observe results in this area for      
     further clarification.                                                     
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     Comment:
     (6) EPA has analyzed data that demonstrates that its methodology for       
     calculating PCB cancer risk is incorrect.  In EPA's Phase 1 RI/FS Report on
     the Hudson River Superfund Site (USEPA 1991a), EPA concludes that if the   
     EPA cancer slope factor is applied to the maximum allowed OSHA PCB exposure
     limit in the workplace, an estimated cancer risk of 3.4 in a exposed       
     population of 10 would exist.  Since the literature contains numerous      
     epidemiological studies of capacitor worker cohorts having significant     
     long-term high exposures to 42 percent and 54 percent chlorinated PCBs in  
     the workplace, and no virulent cancer epidemic such as would have been     
     predicted by the current EPA approach has been discovered, this is a       
     further demonstration that EPA's treatment of all PCBs and probable human  
     carcinogens is unsupported by empirical evidence and good science.         
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (d)   Workplace Exposure to PCBs at Elevated Levels Has Not Been Related to
      Increased of Incidence Any Disease.                                       
                                                                                
     It is also significant that clinical studies of PCB-exposed workers do not 
     indicate that non-cancer adverse health effects are associated with high   
     PCB exposures.                                                             
                                                                                
     Generally.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The most extensive long-term exposure of humans to PCBs has occurred in    
     capacitor plants; 17 capacitor plants in the United States used PCBs.  Many
     employees in these plants had daily PCB skin contact for years and inhaled 
     PCBs (primarily Aroclor 1242 or 1016) at levels in the 100 to 1000 ug/m    
     range.(7)                                                                  
                                                                                
     In capacitor plants, the most frequent health effect attributed to PCBs was
     transient skin rashes that affected a small percentage of exposed          
     employees.  In contrast to chloracne, this condition responded to simple   
     topical treatment and employee reassignment to other work areas.  The      
     medical records of these worker populations have shown no obvious incidence
     of systemic disease attributable to PCBs.                                  
                                                                                
     Medical surveillance by GE of a group of 174 heavily exposed capacitor     
     workers has consisted of multiple examinations over the last fifteen years.
     (Lawton 1985)  The length-of-service of this group averages over 20 years  
     and ranges from 1 to 40 years.  Medical examinations of these workers have 
     not revealed serious health problems related to PCB exposure.  The         
     pulmonary function tests of the non-smokers in this heavily exposed        
     population were within normal range.                                       
                                                                                
     PCB blood tests of the workers have indicated a mean serum level of about  
     500 ppb.  Ten percent of the individuals' analyses were above 1000 ppb.    
     (By comparison, mean serum PCB background levels for people exposed to     
     environmental background levels in the United States range from 2 to 24    
     ppb, with a mean of approximately 6 ppb.)  In this group, the only clinical
     parameter found to be statistically correlated with serum PCB level is that
     of serum triglicerides.  The interpretation of this correlation is         
     confounded by the fact that PCBs distribute equally among all lipid pools  
     in the body, including those in the blood; hence, for any given PCB body   
     burden, increased serum PCB levels are probably the result, not the cause, 
     of increased serum lipids.  Thus, for any given PCB body burden, increased 
     serum PCB levels are probably the result, not the cause, of increased serum
     lipids.  (Brown 1984)                                                      
                                                                                
     A number of other worker clinical studies have been carried out in this    
     country and abroad.  (Ouw et al. 1976; Maroni et al. 1981a; Maroni et al.  
     1981b; Hasegawa et al. 1972; Kitamura et al. 1973; Karppanen 1973)         
     Observations of high PCB blood levels, some dermal conditions, and isolated
     cases of chloracne have been reported in the industrial hygiene literature 
     of Japan, Finland, Australia and Italy.  Although the reported biochemical 
     examinations identify scattered individual abnormalities in serum enzymes, 
     the various liver function tests were generally considered normal.  The    
     Italian chlroacne cases were observed in men who had worked where the air  
     levels of Aroclor 1254 were 5200 to 6800 ppb (i.e., 10 to 14 times the U.S.
     permissible exposure level).  The Finnish capacitor workers were also found
     to be in good health, despite PCB concentrations in their blood            
     approximately 50 times greater than that of a control group.  The          
     researchers were unable to detect any biological effect caused by PCB in   
     these workers.                                                             
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     The findings from these studies were summarized by A.B. Smith, M.D., of    
     NIOSH, as follows:                                                         
                                                                                
     None of the published occupational or epidemiological studies (including   
     ours) have shown that occupational exposures to PCBs is associated with any
     adverse health outcome...except for the occurrence of chloracne.           
                                                                                
     (Smith et al. 1982) Notably, chloracne was not observed by the NIOSH       
     researchers.  The relationship of PCB exposure to occurrence of chloracne  
     is discussed next.                                                         
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     In the United States, notable studies include: (1) Westinghouse Capacitor  
     Workers et al, NIOSH (1981), updated by G. Steele, ISBH, and NIOSH (1990); 
     (2) Utility Transformer Service Employees, by A.B. Smith, et al. NIOSH     
     (1981); (3) Government Service Administration Transformer Service          
     Employees, by E. Emmett, et al., Johns Hopkins Univ, (1985-88); (4) Penn   
     Central Transformer Service Employees, Wash. Occup. Health Associates      
     (1983); (5) Sangamo Capacitor workers, by D.H. Robinson, South Carolina    
     State Department of Health and Environmental Control (1978); (6) GE        
     Capacitor Workers, by I. Selikoff, A. Fischbein, et al., Mt Sinai Hosptal  
     1976-79).                                                                  
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     Comment:
     Chloracne.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The first incident relating chloracne to PCB exposure was reported in 1936.
     (Jones and Alden 1936)  After performing skin patch tests with suspect     
     chemicals, including PCBs, on PCB-exposed workers, the authors concluded   
     that the cause was an impurity in the benzene used to make the biphenyl,   
     and that "the chlorinated diphenyl can absolutely be absolved as the       
     irritating agent."                                                         
                                                                                
     The second episode involving PCBs and chloracne occurred in 1950 and 1951, 
     when 14 people were exposed to PCB vapors (reported at 100 ug/m(exp 3) from
     a leaky heat exchanger, and seven of the 14 developed chloracne.  (Meigs et
     al. 1954)  A third episode was noted in the early 1960s when 13 of 16      
     people exposed to vapors from an oven in which PCB-plasticized enamels were
     being baked were similarly affected.  (Birmingham 1964)  Other occurrences 
     of chloracne have involved PCB usage abroad, where data on conditions of   
     use or containment concentrations do not permit reliable conclusions to be 
     drawn about the cause of the health effect.                                
                                                                                
     In light of the circumstances surrounding these isolated PCB incidents,    
     i.e., impurities in the materials and the heating of PCBs under oxidative  
     conditions, it seems reasonable to attribute teh chloracne to contamination
     by polychlorinated dibenzofurans (PCDFs).  As demonstrated by the          
     Yusho/Yucheng incidents and confirmed in the laboratory, PCDFs can be      
     formed by partial oxidation of PCBs at elevated temperatures.  PCDFs also  
     occur in varying concentrations in commercial PCB mixtures with higher     
     concentrations in Japanese and European products than in Aroclors.  As     
     pointed out by NIOSH (1977), "[c]hloracne has frequently been associated   
     with processes where the PCBs were heated."                                
                                                                                
     Perhaps most revealing, however, is the fact that in three largest and most
     recent studies of capacitor manufacturing and transformer repair workers,  
     not one case of chloracne was identified.  (Smith et al. 1982; Lawton et   
     al. 1985; Emmet et al. 1988)  This result is particularly significant      
     because the mean PCB serum levels in one of the studies were two orders of 
     magnitude greater than national population mean levels, and because one of 
     the researchers, Dr. E. Emmett of Johns Hopkins University, was a          
     dermatologist and made a special search for signs of chloracne.            
                                                                                
     In short, much like the intial hypothesis that surrounded the Yusho        
     incident, subsequent study has shown that any relationship between the PCB 
     exposure and chloracne is likely spurious.  No reliable study has shown    
     that, absent confounding factors, PCB exposure causes chloracne.           
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     Reproductive Outcome.                                                      
                                                                                
     One of the early studies to evaluate the impact of PCBs on reproductive    
     outcome was conducted by Taylor et al. (1984), who reported a slight       
     decrease in mean birth weight and gestational age of 51 infants born to    
     women with a history of high exposure to Aroclors 1254, 1242, and/or 1016. 
     As with many epidemiological studies, the inability to control a variety of
     confounding factors compromised the study.  According to ATSDR (1989), "the
     results of this study are considered suggestive but inconclusive because   
     the effects were small and confounding factors such as smoking and alcohol 
     consumption, prenatal care, underlying medical conditions, maternal weight,
     and previous history of low birth weight were not considered."             
                                                                                
     In a recent report (see Appendix 9), Harold Humphrey, Ph.D., Michigan Dept 
     of Public Health, discusses the evidence associating environmental         
     contaminants and reproductive outcomes.  He summarizes a series of studies 
     carried out by Fein, Jacobson and himself as follows:                      
                                                                                
     In a Michigan study of 242 children born of mothers who ate sport-caught   
     Lake Michigan Fish and 71 comparison children, investigators used maternal 
     fish consumption and maternal serum and cord blood PCB levels to estimate  
     exposure.  They found an association between maternal fish consumption and 
     smaller birth size and an association between cord blood PCB levels and    
     depressed Brazelton scales and poorer visual recognition memory at seven   
     months of age.  Like the Bayley scales used in North Carolina, the         
     Brazelton scales represent an indication of poorer cognitive performance   
     that could possibly be related to learning.  When the Michigan children    
     were evaluated again at age four, researchers found that deficits in body  
     size (weight gain) persisted and indicators of poorer cognitive performance
     (McCarthy verbal and quantitative performance scales) continues to be      
     present and associated with in utero exposure as measured by cord blood PCB
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     In the same publication (see Appendix 9), Nigel Paneth, MD, MPH of Michigan
     State University points out numerous shortcomings in the Jacobson et al.,  
     studies, including:                                                        
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     The difficulty of assesing exposure through interviews of mothers regarding
     fish consumption, especially individual fish species.                      
                                                                                
     Selection of controls.  All mothers with intermediate levels of fish       
     consumption were eliminated from the study.  The control sample was        
     restricted to one-third teh size of the exposed group, placing "enormous   
     weight on the 71 women chosen (as controls) to represent the entire        
     universe of unexposed mothers."  A random, rather than a matched sample, of
     controls was chosen.  This decision may have introduced major confounding  
     factors, since a variety of socioeconomic and other maternal               
     characteristics greatly influence such outcomes as birth weight and        
     cognitive function.  For example, powerful factors such as increased       
     consumption of alcohol, caffeine and cold medicines, and lower maternal    
     weight were reported for the exposed mothers relative to the controls.     
     This introduces a strong bias toward adverse reproductive/developmental    
     outcomes in the exposed group that may be impossible to correct.           
                                                                                
     Paneth also points out that fish consumption did not predict PCB exposure  
     based on maternal serum levels.  Therefore, if any relationships of adverse
     outcomes are real, they must be associated with factors other than PCBs.   
     Obvious chemicals for consideration are pesticides, heavy metals, and      
     chlorinated dibenzofurans and dioxins.  Unfortunately, these chemicals were
     not evaluated as part of the study.  This possibility was recognized by    
     Jacobson, who noted that "since behavioral deficits are unrelated to cord  
     blood level, it is possible that toxins other than PCBs found in these same
     contaminated fish are responsible."  (Jacobson et al. 1985)                
                                                                                
     In her review of the Fein et al. (1984) and Jacobsen et al. (1983,1984)    
     studies, Kimbrough (1991) concluded that the findings are difficult to     
     evaluate because: (1) exposure in the population was not well defined; (2) 
     dose response relationships were not well established; (3) other           
     potentially confounding factors, such as exposure to heavy metals, were not
     considered; and (4) the mothers' lifestyle, well-being, and genetic make-up
     were not considered.  Kimbrough concluded that while these findings need to
     be studies further, it appears that if PCBs make any contribution to the   
     factors affecting birth weight, growth and development, their contribution 
     is likely to be minor.                                                     
                                                                                
     Rogan et al. (1986b) reported the results of a prospective study of 912    
     children born between 1978 and 1982.  In that study, cord blood PCB levels 
     and maternal mild PCB levels were studied.  Maternal milk PCB levels were  
     measured periodically for the duration of lactation.  A modified version of
     the BNBAS (Jacobson et al. 1984) was administered to all neonates within 31
     days of birth.  Multiple regression analysis was used to assess the        
     relationships between birth weight, head circumference, and the BNBAS      
     scores to PCB and DDE levels in maternal milk.  Although the authors       
     analyzed for PCBs in cord and maternal serum, only milk fat PCB levels were
     used in the statistical analyses.  Parameters used as covariates in the    
     BNBAS analysis included: mother's age, education, occupation, smoking      
     history, alcohol consumption; level of fish consumption during pregnancy;  
     infant's race, sex, birth weight and age at which the BNBAS was            
     administered, and number of hours since the infant was last fed.           
                                                                                
     In contrast to Jacobsen et al.(1984), Rogen et al. (1986a) found no        
     association between levels of PCB and birth weight or head circumference.  
     The only significant findings for the BNBAS were tonicity or reflex cluster
     scores.  Within the tonicity cluster, higher PCB levels were found to      
     correlate with reduced muscle tone and activity, but only at the highest   
     PCB levels.  Within the reflex cluster, both PCBs and DDE were associated  
     with hyperreflexia.  The PCB effect was observed only at the highest PCB   
     levels, whereas the effect of DDE increased as dose increased.  The authors
     concluded that although they observed hypotonicity and hyperreflexia       
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     associated with PCBs, "there remains the possibility that even the measured
     amount of PCBs or DDE is a surrogate for some other agent." (Rogan et al.  
     1986a).                                                                    
                                                                                
     In a follow-up study, Gladen et al.(1988) assessed mental and psychomotor  
     development in 858 children from the earlier Rogan et al.(1986a, 1986b)    
     studies.  In this study, the Bailey Scales of Infant Development were      
     applied at age 6 and 12 months.  Again, an estimate of the mothers body    
     burden of PCBs and DDE at birth (i.e., breast milk levels expressed as     
     levels in milk fat at the time of birth) was used as a measure of exposure 
     of the neonates prior to birth.  Neither postnatal PCB or DDE exposure were
     found to be related to either the Mental Development Index (MDI) or the    
     Psychomotor Development Index (PDI) scores.  For prenatal exposure, these  
     authors reported decreasing PDI scores with increasing maternal milk fat   
     PCB levels and increasing MDI scores with increased maternal milk fat DDE  
     levels.  Correlation coefficients for both effects were statistically      
     significant (p<0.05).  When discussing their findings, Gladen et al.(1988) 
     noted that their observed association between the Bailey Scales of Infant  
     Development and exposures to PCB and DDE "is an observation rather than an 
     experimental finding and is seen for the first time at these exposure      
     levels; it is, of course, possible that it is related to some factor that  
     we did not measure, or to residual uncontrolled confounding."              
                                                                                
     Gladen and Rogan (1991) recently reported the results of a follow-up study 
     to the Rogan et al. (1986a, 1986b, 1988) cohort.  These investigators      
     administered the McCarthy Scales of Children's Abilities at 3, 4, and 5    
     years of age.  In addition, report card grades for at least one school year
     were evaluated for each child.  Exposure measurements were identical to    
     those of Rogan et al.(1986a. 1986b. 1988).  Gladen and Rogan (1991) found  
     no association between transplacental PCB exposure and McCarthy scores.    
     For postnatal exposure, there was an insignificant decrease in verbal and  
     memory scores in teh mid-exposure group, but not in the high exposure      
     groups in 3-year-old children.  No relationships were observed in the same 
     children at 4 and 5 years of age.  The authors concluded that "in these    
     data the association of prenatal PCB exposure with delayed development,    
     seen previously up to 2 years of age in children, does not persist.  We    
     were unable to confirm an association between prenatal PCB exposure and    
     scores on the McCarthy Memory and Verbal Scales at 4 years of age."        
                                                                                
     Upon review of the Gladen et al.(1988) study, Cole (1991) commented that:  
                                                                                
     The association reported between PCBs and PDI is almost certainly          
     attributable to chance, bias or to residual confounding...More importantly,
     the study provides as much or more evidence in refutation of a causal      
     interprepation of this association as does in favor.  This contracausal    
     evidence appears in paper's Table II which shows PDIs at 6 and 12 months   
     according to 'Transplacental' PCB exposure divided into 8 levels.  The     
     lowest exposure category (0.0-0.9 ppm PCB) has a PDI score (at 6 months) of
     118.0 while the highest (4.0+ppm PCB) has a score 110.9.  However the      
     PCB-PDI association is, in fact, found only if these two extreme exposure  
     groups are compared with one another.  When one looks within the data there
     is no suggestion of a continuous (or dose-response) relationship.  Indeed, 
     excluding the two extreme exposure groups (both of which include relatively
     small numbers of children) leaves a pattern that suggests that higher PCBs 
     are associated with a higher PDI.  For example, children in exposure levels
     2 and 3 (1.0-1.4 and 1.5-1.9 ppm PCB) have a PDI score of 116.4 (N-52).    
     The information at age 12 months also suggests that any overall            
     asssociation derives primarily from finding in extreme categories.         
                                                                                
     Despite the statistical significance of the PCB-PDI findings, chance       
     remains a highly credible explanation.  For one reason, if 8 independent   
     evaluations of non-existent associations are made, there is a 50% chance   
     that one statistically significant finding will emerge.  In this study     
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     there is only one independent finding regarding PCBs.  For another reason, 
     we no not know how many comparisons were actually made.  The METHODS       
     section of the paper clearly indicates that observations were made at 9    
     different ages.  (It is not clear whether PDI and MDI were assessed at each
     age.)  Why were findings at 6 and 12 months the only ones presented?       
                                                                                
     Bias is a substantial possibility as an explanation of these results.      
     Examiners were aware of the children's nursing status and, no doubt, of    
     many other aspects of each child (i.e., in effect, socio-economic status). 
     There could easily be a tendency to score low those children who appear4ed 
     poorer (of course, such children would tend to have higher PCB levels (and 
     vice-versa)).  In this regard it is important to keep in mind that a       
     slight, almost trivial, bias of this sort could produce the weak and       
     inconsistent association that was reported.                                
                                                                                
     Finally, both residual confounding by factors studied (e.g., education) and
     complete confounding by those not studied (e.g., income) could produce the 
     weak result seen.  While good efforts were made to control confounding for 
     some factors, such efforts are always imperfect.  Uncontrolled factors, of 
     course, could have enormous effects.                                       
                                                                                
     In conclusion, this study provides some evidence that PCBs and PDI at ages 
     6 months and 12 months are not inversely related and may even be directly  
     related.  The weak inverse association reported can not be interpreted in  
     causal terms.                                                              
                                                                                
     While numerous epidemiological studies have investigated the potential     
     relationship between PCB exposure and adverse neurodevelopmental effects,  
     the results of these studies are generally inconclusive.  (ATSDR 1989;     
     Kimbrough 1987, 1991; Paneth 1991, Appendix 9)  Although maternal milk PCB 
     levels and cord serum PCB levels may be markers of exposure, it is possible
     that the observed effects may result from confounding factors such as      
     exposure to PCBs that are now measured routinely.                          
                                                                                
     In summary, GE believes that these findings indicate that PCBs are not     
     related to non-cancer adverse health effects.  They also, therefore, call  
     into question the need to promulgate stringent water quality criteria for  
     PCBs based on alleged human health impact.                                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.165     
     
     See response to comment P2654.261.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.166
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/T1/NCR/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:

Page 10513



$T044618.TXT
     (e)   Environmental Expsure to PCBs Does Not Lead to Elevated Blood Levels 
     of PCBs.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Not only is there no statistically significant data from epidemiologic     
     studies indicating that PCBs are human carcinogens or cause other adverse  
     health effects, it is also significant that elevated levels of PCBs        
     resulting from environmental exposure have not been found in humans in     
     recent comprehensive studies.                                              
                                                                                
     The Centers for Disease Control have conducted a study of PCB blood levels 
     of persons thought to have the highest risk of exposure to PCBs at twelve  
     waste sites where PCBs had been disposed.  (Stehr-Green et al. 1988)  Site 
     contamination levels ranged from 3,436 to 330,000 ppm on-site to 3 tp      
     133,000 off site.  Persons who were chosen for inclusion in the study      
     reported participating in activities involving one or more contamination   
     pathways (e.g., swimming in contaminating waters, eating contaminated fish,
     direct contact with contaminated soils, etc.).                             
                                                                                
     The blood-level screening study resulted in a finding that:                
                                                                                
     [I]n 10 of the 12 site-specific investigations conducted under this        
     protocol, no excess proportion of potentially exposed persons was found to 
     have serum PCB levels greater than 20 ppb attributable to nonoccupational  
     exposures from the sites in spite of high PCB levels in soil or leachate on
     the sites.  As a result, we concluded that there was no need for further   
     studies.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Moreover, in the two settings where elevated blood levels were found, one  
     was thought to be attributable to "historical prevalence of occupational   
     exposures," and the other (in New Bedford, Massachusetts) was believed to  
     be a result of substantial consumption of PCB-contaminated fish.  As a     
     result of the latter finding, the Centers for Disease Control embarked on a
     broad population survey of PCB blood levels in New Bedford.  (Miller et al.
     1991)  That study found that levels in 1985-86 were within national        
     population background levels.                                              
                                                                                
     In addition, ATSDR surveyed a population of residents of Paoli,            
     Pennsylvania, who lived in a neighborhood where PCB levels in residential  
     soil ranged from 1 to 6,400 ppm.  (ATSDR 1987; Appendix 10).  The study    
     found that "[t]he geometric mean and distribution of serum PCB             
     concentrations in this group did not differ from the means and distribution
     of a large sample of persons from across the United States having no known 
     environmental exposure."  Accordingly, the report concluded that "the      
     population near the site in Paoli did not show exposure different from     
     other U.S. populations having no known ususual source of exposure."        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.166     
     
     EPA believes the epidemiological data, including blood level analyses, is  
     equivocal.  See response to comments on epidemiological studies associated 
     with PCBs (P2654.261).                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.167
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
                                                                                
     PCB-contaminated fish could reasonably be anticipated to increase PCB body 
     burdens.  The four studies published to date that have examined this issue 
     have reported varied findings.  While Humphrey (1980) found a relationship 
     between elevated PCB body burdens and fish consumption, three later studies
     reported equivocal or negative results.  These four studies are reviewed in
     the order in which they were published.                                    
                                                                                
     Under the sponsorship of the FDA, the Michigan Department of Public Health 
     conducted a study of 182 adults who consumed fish from the Great Lakes.    
     Fifty-eight percent of those studied had ingested more than 26 pounds of   
     fish per year (Humphrey 1980).  The PCB blood levels in these people       
     appeared to be significantly associated with their level of fish           
     consumption.  The mean blood PCB concentration was 73 ppb for those who    
     consumed more than 26 pounds of fish compared to only 20 ppb for           
     individuals consuming six pounds or less, and 17 ppb for those who consumed
     no fish.  A study has also been conducted of residents of Triana, Alabama, 
     where higher than normal PCB and DDT contamination has been found in local 
     fish.  (Kreiss et al. 1981)  In 458 residents, serum PCB levels ranged from
     3 to 158 ppb.  The mean serum PCB level was 22.2 ppb.  Thirteen percent of 
     the Triana, Alabama residents studies had serum PCB levels in excess of 40 
     ppb.                                                                       
                                                                                
     The first of the two more recent studies, conducted by the Massachusetts   
     Department of Public Health, is known as the Greater New Bedford PCB Health
     Effects Study. (MDPH 1987)  Phase I of this study was designed to determine
     the prevalence of elevated serum PCB levels in residents of Greater New    
     Bedford had serum PCB levels in excess of regulatory guidelines (2 ppm in  
     most species) was then performed.  Serum PCB levels of this group were also
     within the typical range of the U.S. population.                           
                                                                                
     The second most recent study analyzed serum PCB levels of Los Angeles      
     residents who ate locally caught fish.  (Gossett et al. 1989) These        
     investigators identified a select population of persons who reported eating
     locally caught fish 1-2 times a week (44%), 3-4 times a week (44%), or more
     than five times a week (12%).  Elevated PCB blood levels were not found and
     fish consumption did not correlate with serum PCB concentrations.          
     Similarly, two investigations of reproductive effects in residents         
     consuming contaminated fish from the Great Lakes did not find signficant   
     differences between teh PCB tissue levels of "fish eaters" and "non-fish   
     eaters."  (Fein et al. 1984; Smith 1984)                                   
                                                                                
     The studies suggest that an increased potential for environmental PCB      
     exposure via the consumption of fish containing PCBs may not result in a   
     dose sufficient to elevate PCB body burdens.  Several factors that can     
     limit an individual's PCB exposure from contaminated fish may explain this 
     finding: (1) method of cooking and preparation (i.e., removal of skin and  
     fat from the fish) can reduce the amount of PCBs consumed; (2) creel       
     surveys (number, weight, and species of fish caught) have shown that       
     anglers often times catch and consume species with lower PCB levels than   
     the average levels found in the total fish population, and; (3) the        
     elimination rate of PCBs from the body may equal or exceed the dose        
     received from fish consumption.                                            
                                                                                
     In addition, it has been found that the following unusually high exposures,
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     the level of PCBs in human tissue will return to background levels with    
     time.  Chen et al.  (1982) reported half lives for PCBs in human tissue    
     between 6 and 10 months; Lawton et al. (1985) reported approximately one   
     year as the half life; Jan and Tratnik (1988) reported 6-8 months as the   
     half life; Steele et al.(1986) reported half lives of 6-7 months for the   
     lesser chlorinated PCBs and 33-34 months for the higher chlorinated PCBs   
     with teh overall half life elimination rate resembling the lower figure,   
     and; Yakushiji et al. (1984) reported the longest half life --7.1 +- 2.7 --
     years for women occupationally exposed to PCBs and gave a half life of 2.8 
     +- 1.1 years for infants who breast fed from these women.  The most        
     consistently reported half-life for PCBs in these studies is 6 to 12       
     months.                                                                    
                                                                                
     These findings - that exposure to PCBs in the environment do not result in 
     elevated blood levels and that the following high exposures the levels of  
     PCBs quickly return to normal - strongly indicate that the public health   
     risks of PCB sites are much lower than originally assumed.                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.167     
     
     See response to P2771.166                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.168
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b.   Recommendations For Developing Appropriate Cancer Potency Factor For  
     PCBs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     As discussed above, GE believes that EPA's estimates of the cancer potency 
     of highly chlorinated PCBs are based on outdated and technically incorrect 
     information.  Moreover, recent studies have concluded that PCB mixtures    
     having less than 60% chlorination are not carcinogenic.  Therefore, EPA    
     should now reevaluate its approach toward the regulation of the lesser     
     chlorinated PCBs.                                                          
                                                                                
     The approach that GE believes EPA should adopt in the GLI is to regulate   
     PCBs according to their degree of chlorination, rather than as a group.  On
     the basis of the recent scientific studies described above, and in         
     particular the IEHR study, GE submits that a clear and sufficient          
     scientific basis is now available to warrant regulation of PCBs by their   
     degree of chlorination ("closest Aroclor" approach).  To accomplish this,  
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     GE believes both a short-term and a long-term plan is needed.              
                                                                                
     For the short term, IEHR's reevaluation of the results of earlier rodent   
     studies allows EPA to treat the risk assessment of Arclors 1260,1254 and   
     1242 differently.  For Aroclor 1260, using only EPA's preferred study,     
     Norback and Weltman (1985), as re-read by IEHR (1991), and using EPA's     
     former scaling factor of body weight(exp 2/3), the cancer potency of       
     Aroclor 1260 decreases from 7.7 to 5.1 (mg/kg/day)(exp -1).  Therefore, it 
     is clear that no basis now exists for EPA to continue to use a cancer      
     potency factor of 7.7 (mg/kg/day)(exp -1).                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.168     
     
     See response to comments P2654.105, P2654.249 P2654.263 and P2771.170.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.169
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE further believes that the most precise estimate of cancer potency for   
     Aroclor 1260 can be derived using all of the experimental rat data.  Using 
     a geometric average of all positive studies, as advocated by IEHR (1991),  
     and using EPA's former scaling factor of body weight(exp 2/3), the potency 
     of Aroclor 1260 decreases to 1.9 (mg/kg/day)(exp -1).  GE believes this    
     approach is justified because there is simply no logical basis to continue 
     EPA's current practice of only using the results obtained in female        
     Sprague-Dawley rats.  It should be noted that three seperate strains of    
     rats have been used in the relevant studies and that the similarity of     
     response of each strain is apparent when one compares female Sherman rats, 
     male Wistar rats, and female Sprague-Dawley rats.  Male Sprague-Dawley     
     rats, while developing the same type of liver tumors, did so at a lower    
     incidence.  To assume that this reduced response reflects a generic        
     tendency of male rats not to develop tumors is not supported by the data.  
     The greater incidence of liver tumors (91.2%) was observed in male Wistar  
     rats.  The results in male Wistar rats also do not support continuing the  
     practice of censoring the male Sprague-Dawley results from the calculation 
     of a cancer slope factor.  Employing the geometric mean of the cancer      
     potency factors of the four rat study groups - female Sherman, male Wistar,
     male Sprague-Dawley, and femal Sprague-Dawley - would reflect a less       
     arbitrary use of all existing data.  There is ample precedent for this     
     approach in a number of Agency decisions.                                  
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     Response to: P2771.169     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/C/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.170
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to Aroclors 1254 and 1242, there is simply no evidence that   
     these lesser chlorinated PCBs are carcinogenic.  Accordingly, the best     
     estimate for the carcinogenic risks from intake of water and/or fish       
     contaminated with these compounds is zero.  A highly conservative          
     alternative assumption to this zero estimate can be made by interpreting   
     the negative bioassays to produce non-zero estimates of potency.  Using    
     this approach, and EPA's former scaling factor of body weight (exp 2/3),   
     cancer potencies of 0.2 (mg/kg/day)(exp -1) for Arclor 1242 amd 0.3        
     (mg/kg/day)(exp -1) for Aroclor 1254 can be derived.  GE believes that, at 
     a minimum, EPA should use these reduced potencies on a basis for           
     establishing water quality standards for these compounds until sufficient  
     data on non-carcinogenic endpoints is available and has been assessed for  
     estimating risk.  While GE does not subscribe to utilizing this data, i.e.,
     negative studies, to define cancer potency factors, it would clearly be    
     protective of human health and the environment.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.170     
     
     The Agency believes that it is not reasonable to develop a criterion for   
     each of the PCB Aroclor mixtures.  PCBs are mixtures of chlorinated        
     biphenyls.  Each mixture may contain up to 29 possible individual          
     compounds.  These mixtures are prepared by treating biphenyls and chlorine 
     under alkaline conditions and are characterized by the chlorine contents of
     mixtures.  For example, Aroclor 1242, 1254 and 1260 contain 42, 54, and 60 
     percent chlorine, respectively.  It should be noted that these mixtures are
     not characterized by the occurrence of each possible compound in the       
     mixture.  Each of the mixtures would be expected to contain all            
     combinations of chlorinated compounds even though some of them in small or 
     trace amounts. In summary, because there are insufficient data regarding   
     which components of the mixtures are carcinogenic, the use of a single     
     quantitative risk estimate (i.e., Aroclor 1260) for all PCB mixture has    
     been judged by EPA to be the most prudent risk assessment approach. In     
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     addition, it should be noted that studies (of less than lifetime duration) 
     have reported induction of liver tumors in rats or mice following          
     administration of lower chlorinated PCB mixtures.  Thus, in the absence of 
     information ruling out the possibility that certain PCB isomers are not    
     carcinogenic, EPA believes it is reasonable to adopt the conservative      
     assumption that all Aroclors may contain chlorinated carcinogenic PCB      
     isomers.  Some of the specific justification in support of EPA's position  
     is discussed below.                                                        
                                                                                
     As noted in IRIS, PCB mixtures assayed in studies were commercial          
     preparations and may not be the same as mixtures of isomers found in the   
     environment.  Although animal feeding studies demonstrate the              
     carcinogenicity of commercial PCB preparation, it is not known which of the
     PCB congeners in such preparations are responsible for these effects, or if
     decomposition products, contaminants or metabolites are involved in the    
     toxic response.                                                            
                                                                                
     Although it is known that PCB congeners vary greatly as to their potency in
     producing biological effects, for purposes of the carcinogenicity          
     assessment Aroclor 1260 is intended to be representative of all PCB        
     mixtures.  There is some evidence that mixtures containing more highly     
     chlorinated biphenyls are more potent inducers of hepatocellular carcinoma 
     in rats than mixtures containing less chlorine by weight.                  
                                                                                
     While EPA agrees with commentors that: (a) animal studies with lower       
     chlorinated PCB mixtures have not shown the same carcinogenic response as  
     exposure to Aroclor 1260, and (b) some lower chlorinated PCB mixtures have 
     not demonstrated any carcinogenic response, it would not be feasible,      
     practical, or beneficial to the public's understanding and perception of   
     health risks from PCBs to set criteria for each isomer in the mixture found
     in commerce and in the environment.  Thus, even if EPA were to set separate
     criteria for each congener, this would have little practical application,  
     given the nature of PCBs in the environment.                               
                                                                                
     Also see response to comment P2654.105.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.171
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/TC/C/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted above, EPA policy has been to extrapolate from rats to humans on  
     the basis of relative skin surface area, which is equivalent to the ratio  
     of body weight to the 2/3 power, based on a study (Freireich et al. 1966)  
     that did not consider carcinogenicity as the endpoint of concern and,      
     therefore, is inapplicable to extrapolating from rats to humans when       
     deriving cancer potencies.  Recent reviews of interspecies scaling factors 
     indicate that all measures of dose, except dose rate per unit of body      
     weight, tend to overestimate risk. (Mordenti 1986; Brown et al. 1988; Crump
     et al. 1989)  Consistent with these studies, the Federal Drug              
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     Administration ("FDA") and the Centers for Disease Control have been       
     performing species scaling (USFDA 1986; Bayard 1988) based on the ratio of 
     animal to human body weight.  GE, therefore, would propose that the GLI    
     perform scaling by the ratio of animal body weight to human body weight.   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.171     
     
     See response to comment P2654.249.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.172
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 57 Fed. Reg. 24152 (June 5, 1992)                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the alternative, GE suggests that GLI perform species scaling consistent
     with the recent compromise proposed by EPA, FDA and the Consumer Product   
     Safety Commission.  Under that agreement, EPA would use a scaling factor   
     based on the ratio of animal to human body weights, to the 3/4 power       
     (mg/kg/day(exp 3/4)(exp 8)).  Use of this scaling factor to establish human
     health-based WQS (USEPA 1993b at 17) has also been recommended by the Human
     Risk Assesment Branch of the Office of Water.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.172     
     
     See response to comment G2575.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.173
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As noted above, using the "reread" tumor incidence reported IEHR (1991) for
     the female rats in the Norback and Weltman (1985) bioassay, and the        
     previous EPA scaling method, results in a cancer slope factor 5.1          
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     (mg/kg-day)(exp -1) for Aroclor 1260.  Using body weight(exp 3/4) results  
     in a cancer slope factor of 3.3 (mg/kg-day)(exp -1) for Aroclor 1260.      
                                                                                
     Using the geometric mean of all positive studies for Aroclor 1260 and the  
     previous EPA scaling method, the cancer slope for Aroclor 1260 is 1.9      
     (mg/kg-day)(exp -1).  Using the body weight(exp 3/4) scaling factor, the   
     cancer slope factor becomes 1.2 (mg/kg-day)(exp -1).                       
                                                                                
     As noted above, the cancer slope factor for Aloclor 1242 using the previous
     EPA scaling factor is 0.2 (mg/kg-day)(exp-1).  Using body weight (exp3/4), 
     the cancer potency factor becomes 0.13 (mg/kg-day)(exp-1).                 
                                                                                
     Also noted above, the cancer slope factor for Aroclor 1254 using the       
     previous EPA scaling factor is 0.3(mg/kg-day)(exp -1).  Using body         
     weight(exp 3/4), the potency factor becomes 0.2(mg/kg-day)(exp -1).        
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.173     
     
     See response to comments P2654.249, P2654.263, P2654.249, and P2654.105.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.174
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.   Derivation of Reference Dose (Non Cancer)                             
                                                                                
     As noted previously, both SAB and OMB have criticized several of the GLI's 
     procedures from performing human, non-cancer, risk assessment.  GE agrees  
     with those criticisms and believes that the GLI's Tier II non-cancer risk  
     assessment for the PCBs illustrates some of these problems(exp 8).         
     Moreover, GE believes that the GLI's non-cancer risk assessment for PCBs   
     suffers from some of the same problems discussed above in connection with  
     the GLI's PCB cancer assessment.  Specifically, GE believes that the GLI   
     has improperly analyzed the PCB animal studies, has given undue credence to
     studies which are demonstrably invalid, and has refused to discount the    
     results of earlier studies when subsequent, better performed, studies have 
     called into question the results of those earlier studies.  Moreover, the  
     "safety factors" used in the PCB non-cancer risk assessment are            
     substantially overprotective.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.174     
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     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.175
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI's "Tier II" assessment of the non-cancer toxicity of PCBs relies on a  
     demonstrably deficient study (Barsotti and Van Miller 1984) and then       
     applies a safety factor of 1000 to derive a WQS that is so low as to be    
     beyond reason (20 pg/l)(exp 10).  This was done in accordance with GLI's   
     newly developed Tier II policy of determining WQS for chemicals for which  
     an adequate toxicological database does not exist and, on top of that,     
     using extremely conservative safety factors to derive a human health       
     acceptable daily exposure.  Issues concerning the Tier II methodology and  
     use of several-fold safety factors is discussed further below.             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.175     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.176
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A detailed discussion of GLI's derivation of the human health, non-cancer  
     WQS for PCBs serves well to illustrate the deficiencies in GLI's           
     methodology.  Although the human, non-cancer value (HNV) was calculated    
     based on the NOAEL derived from the Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) study,  
     the GLI cited three additional primate studies to support its use of       
     Barsotti and Van Miller (1984).  No studies in other laboratory animals    
     were cited by GLI, although numerous chronic studies exist on the          
     noncarcinogenic effects of PCBs in mice, rats, minks, and guinea pigs.  The
     four primate studies cited by the GLI are discussed below, and their       
     deficiencies are noted.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.176     
     
     See response to comments P2771.180 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.177
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (i)  Barsotti (1980) and Barsotti and Van Miller (1984)                    
                                                                                
     The Barsotti (1980) and Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) studies, in which   
     female Rhesus monkeys were fed Aroclor 1016, found a statistically         
     significant reduction of birthweight in offspring of the monkeys fed       
     Aroclor 1016, as compared to control animals.  However, for several very   
     good reasons, these studies were rejected for use by EPA in establishing a 
     water standard for PCB and should not be used to set GLI WQS.              
                                                                                
     The GLI discussion of the Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) is a relatively   
     accurate, but brief, summary of the methods and findings reported by the   
     authors.  However, several methodological problems have come to light which
     should be considered by the EPA.  The GLI support documents indicated that 
     Barsotti (1980) and Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) fed rhesus monkeys diets
     containing 0, 0.25, or 1.0 ppm Aroclor 1016.  According to Barsotti (1980),
     however, animals were actually fed a diet containing either 0, 0.025, or   
     1.0 ppm Arclor 1016, which correlates to daily doses of approximately 0,   
     0.0007, 0.007, or 0.03 mg/kg-day.  Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) did not  
     discuss the 0.025 ppm group, but Barsotti (1980) indicated that this dose  
     group was eliminated from the study due to a contamination problem.        
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     As noted by the GLI, mean birth weights in the high dose group were        
     significantly lower than those of controls.  However, as discussed below,  
     the observed differences in birth weights could be the result of, or       
     largely influenced by, non-treatment related factors such as genetic       
     differences, pre-pregnancy birth weight, length of gestation, maternal age,
     and sex of the offspring.                                                  
                                                                                
     First, Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) reported that all animals were feral 
     and that the control animals were purchased in 1973, whereas the           
     experimental animals were purchased in 1977.  Because the control animals  
     had been in captivity longer that the experimental animals, it is possible 
     that pre-pregnancy maternal health was better, and pre-pregnancy maternal  
     weights were greater in the control animals due to extended time on a      
     control diet.  Therefore, it is plausible that differences in general      
     health and maternal weights may have influenced infant birth weights.      
     Given the different dates of purchase, it is also possible that significant
     differences in genetic makeup existed betweeen the two groups of monkeys.  
     Barsotti (1980) reported that feral animals were captured in India, but did
     not describe the area from which the animals were captured.  Animals       
     obtained from different geographic areas may be different strains or of    
     different genetic makeup; these variations could have affected the birth   
     weight of the offspring.  Finally, because control animals and experimental
     animals were purchased four years apart, the control animals were likely,  
     on average, to be older than the experimental animals.  Neither Barsotti   
     (1980) nor Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) reported maternal age individual 
     maternal body weights.                                                     
                                                                                
     Second, although birth weights of animals in the high dose group and the   
     control group differed statistically, both groups appear to be within the  
     range of historical measurements.  In a study of physical growth in rhesus 
     monkeys, Van Wagenen and Catchpole (1956) reported a mean birth weight of  
     465 +- 70 g for females and 490 +- 60 g for males.  These data suggest that
     normal birth weights, for both sexes, range from about 395 g to 550 g.  The
     birth weights of infants in the Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) study appear
     to have ranged from about 393 g to 576 g.  The birth weights of infants in 
     the Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) study appear to have ranged from about  
     393 g to 576 g.  On the low end of birth weights, it appears that nearly   
     all animals were probably within the normal range of birth weights.  On the
     high end, however, it appears that control animals in the Barsotti and Van 
     Miller (1984) study may have been moderately heavier than normal.          
     Therefore, the difference between the 1.0 ppm group and controls may be the
     result of control animals that were not truly representative of            
     experimental animals with respect to birth weights.  In addition, although 
     there may have been a statistically significant difference between the high
     dose group and the control animals, there appears to be no significant     
     difference between the high dose group and historical controls.            
                                                                                
     Third, Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) and Barsotti (1980) provided only    
     limited information on other potential cofactors.  Neither study reported  
     maternal ages or individual birth weights or sex of individual offspring.  
     In addition, although the authors noted that all animals carried their     
     infants to term, the length of gestation was not reported.  As a result of 
     this lack of data, the effects of possible differences in the maternal age,
     prepregnancy maternal weight, sex of offspring, or length of gestation     
     cannot be evaluated.  Each of these factors could significantly affect     
     birth weights.                                                             
                                                                                
     Fourth, Barsotti and Van Miller(1984) did not discuss the apparent         
     polybrominated biphenyl (PBB) contamination of monkey chow, which was      
     reported previously by Barsotti (1980).  During analysis of subcutaneous   
     tissues, PBBs were detected in animals from 0.025 ppm group.  Barsotti     
     (1980) concluded that "the 0.025 ppm Aroclor 1016 group received PBB diets 
     for an undetermined time due to a mix up at the pelleting site."  Although 
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     Barsotti (1980) did not report PBB feed analysis for the other dose groups,
     the possibility exists that other feeds were also contaminated.            
                                                                                
     Finally, in addition to the PBB contamination of the monkey chow, a review 
     of the gas chromatograms for tissues from both mothers and offspring       
     indicate teh presence of peaks 125 and 146 that were not observed in the   
     Aroclor 1016 used in the experiment.  These peaks suggest ortho-coplaner   
     congeners that have dioxin-like toxicity and are evidence of               
     cross-contamination during the Aroclor 1060 experiment, probably by Aroclor
     1248, which was being used in a concurrent experiment.  The presence of    
     these congeners must account for the dioxin-like toxic effects observed in 
     the offspring and may well account for the reduced birth weights observed. 
     Aroclor 1248 was also observed in five of eight animals tested prior to the
     start of the experiment.  Three of the animals showed non-detect levels of 
     PCBs (limit of detection 0.002 ug/g).  The fact that this contamination was
     not uniform indicates that it was not due to background contamination of   
     the food as purchased.  This finding should have led the investigators to  
     test all animals so they could either minimize, or at least account for,   
     any effect on the study results.  The failure to do so invalidates these   
     studies from serious consideration for quantitative risk assessment.       
                                                                                
     In summary, a number of methodological problems with the Barsotti and Van  
     Miller (1984) study should be further evaluated by GLI, and important      
     questions answered before this study should be considered for use in       
     establishing regulatory criteria.  These are:                              
                                                                                
     Did pre-pregnancy maternal body weights influence birth weights?           
                                                                                
     Did maternal age influence birth weights?                                  
                                                                                
     Did PBB contamination of feed confound the results?                        
                                                                                
     Did the ratio of male/female infants impact the results?                   
                                                                                
     Could length of gestation have affected the outcome?                       
                                                                                
     Did dioxin-like congeners not found in Aroclor 1016 confound the results?  
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.177     
     
     See response to comments P2771.180 and P2771.170.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.178
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Barsotti et al. (1976) study originally consisted of 9 female monkeys  
     fed a diet containing 2.5 ppm Aroclor 1248, 9 female and 4 male monkeys fed
     a diet containing 5.0 ppm Aroclor 1248, and 12 female and 6 male controls. 
     In the breeding study portion of the experiment, 8 surviving females from  
     each dose group were allowed to breed with the control males.  All dosed   
     females developed severe toxic effects after two months including acne,    
     alopecia, and swollen eyelids.  (Barsotti et al. 1976)  Although the       
     authors reported decreased birth weights in the combined dose groups, "for 
     an agent to be classified as a developmental toxicant, it must produce     
     adverse effects on the conceptus at exposure levels that do not induce     
     severe toxicity in the mother (e.g., substantial reduction in weight gain, 
     persistent emesis, hypo- or hyperactivity, convulsions).  Adverse effects  
     on development under these conditions may be secondary to the stress on the
     maternal system (Manson and Kang 1989)."  Thus the interpretation of this  
     study is, at best, equivocal with respect to developmental toxicity.       
     Additional information on this design of this study have been reported by  
     Barsotti (1980).                                                           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.178     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.179
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (iii)  Allen et al. (1980)                                                 
                                                                                
     Allen et al. (1980) reported a statistically significant difference in     
     birth weight between rhesus monkeys in the 5.0 ppm dose group and controls,
     but not between the 2.5 ppm dose group and controls. Similar to the earlier
     discussion of the Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) study, the mean birth     
     weights in the 2.5 ppm group (480+-83g) and the 5.0 ppm group (440+-55g)   
     are clearly within the normal range of about 395 g to 550 g for rhesus     
     monkeys reported by Van Wagenen and Catchpole (1956).  Furthermore, as     
     discussed previously, the female monkeys receiving the PCB doses in this   
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     study were observed to have severe adverse effects from the exposure       
     (Barsotti et al. 1976); therefore, it cannot be determined whether the     
     effects observed in infants were the direct result of dosing or due to     
     maternal toxicity.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.179     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T2/NCR/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.180
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (iv)    Bowman et al. (1978)                                               
                                                                                
     Bowman et al. (1978) studied behavioral effects in the three surviving     
     infants from the 2.5 ppm dose group previously described by Barsotti (1980)
     and Allen and Barsotti (1976).  These investigators selected four of the   
     twelve control animals used by Barsotti (1980) and Allen and Barsotti      
     (1976) as the control animals for this study.  The limited number of       
     experimental animals in this study raises questions about the significance 
     of the findings.                                                           
                                                                                
     Thus, upon critical examination of the chronic PCB developmental and       
     reproductive studies conducted on rhesus monkeys (Allen adn Barsotti 1976; 
     Allen et al. 1980; Barsoti and Van Miller 1984; Bowman et al. 1978), there 
     appears to be sufficient evidence to suggest that factors other than PCB   
     treatment may be associated with the observed effects, particularly with   
     respect to studies of Aroclor 1016.  It should be noted that nearly every  
     study on reproductive or developmental effects from chronic exposure to PCB
     mixtures cited by the GLI was conducted at the same laboratory (Biotron    
     Laboratory, University of Wisconsin-Madison) by the same core group of     
     researchers.  It is conceivable that the problems regarding PBB            
     contamination, cross-contamination withother chemicals used in the         
     laboratory, such as dixoin, and limited characterization of control animals
     in the Barsotti (1980) and Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) Aroclor 1016     
     studies may have also occurred in the Aroclor 1248 studies conducted by    
     Allen et al. (1980), Allen and Barsotti (1976), and Bowman et al. (1978.   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.180     
     
     The final criteria document does not contain a Tier 2 value for PCBs.      
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     While                                                                      
     the comments are no longer relevant to the document, the response below are
     provided for purposes of background information regarding EPA's evaluation 
     of                                                                         
     this issue.                                                                
                                                                                
     EPA supports the scientific basis, as shown in IRIS, for the derivation of 
     a                                                                          
     Tier 2 human noncancer level of protection for PCBs from Barsotti and van  
     Miller (1984) study in rhesus monkeys fed Aroclor 1016 which is a          
     commercial                                                                 
     mixture of PCBs devoid of chlorinated dibenzofurans.  Analysis of the      
     commercial feed used for this study revealed contamination with congeners  
     specific for Aroclor 1248, present in the parts per billion range. These   
     congeners were present in the control as well as test diets. The conversion
     factors were as follows: dams received a total average intake of 4.52 mg/kg
     (0.25 ppm) or 18.41 mg/kg (1 ppm) throughout the 21.8-month (654 days      
     dosing                                                                     
     period. These dose are equivalent to 0.007 mg/kg/day and 0.028 mg/kg/day,  
     respectively. The decrease in birth weight in rhesus monkeys in the        
     high-dose                                                                  
     (0.028 mg/kg/day) group was significantly lower than controls. Further     
     statistical analysis of the infant birth weight data by the Agency         
     indicated                                                                  
     that gestation length did not significantly affect birth weight and the    
     distribution of male and female infants in the various dose groups could   
     not                                                                        
     account for the differences in birth weights among the dose groups. Agency 
     reanalysis of the data confirmed the significant decrease in body weight   
     for                                                                        
     the high-dose infants, although slightly different average values were     
     obtained. Males that had sired some infants were exposed to Aroclor 1248,  
     so                                                                         
     the birth weight data were also analyzed excluding these infants. The      
     results                                                                    
     for this adjusted data indicate that control infants weighed 528 g,        
     low-dose                                                                   
     (0.007 mg/kg/day) infants weighed 486 g, and high-dose (0.028 mg/kg/day)   
     infants weighed 421 g.  Even with this adjustment, there was still a       
     significant difference in birth weight for the high-dose group when        
     compared                                                                   
     with controls.                                                             
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with the commentors that the uncertainty factor of 1,000 based  
     on                                                                         
     interspecies (10X), intraspecies extrapolation (10X), and duration of the  
     study (10X) should be modified when calculating the Tier II ADE for PCBs.  
     The revised uncertainty factor in IRIS is 100.  Specifically, a 3-fold     
     factor                                                                     
     is applied to account for sensitive individuals. The results of            
     experimental                                                               
     studies, as well as data for human exposure to PCBs, indicate that infants 
     exposed transplacentally represent a sensitive subpopulation.  A factor of 
     3                                                                          
     is applied for extrapolation from rhesus monkeys to humans.  A full 10-fold
     factor for interspecies extrapolation is not considered necessary because  
     of                                                                         
     similarities in toxic responses and metabolism of PCBs between monkeys and 
     humans and the general physiologic similarity between these species.  In   
     addition, the rhesus monkey data are predictive of other changes noted in  
     human studies such as chloracne, hepatic changes, and effects on           
     reproductive                                                               
     function.  A factor of 3 is applied because of limitations in the data     
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     base.                                                                      
     Despite the extensive amount of animal laboratory data and human           
     epidemiological information regarding PCBs, the issue of male reproductive 
     effects is not directly addressed and two-generation reproductive studies  
     are                                                                        
     not available.  As the study duration (approximately 22 months) was        
     considered as somewhat greater than subchronic, but less than chronic, a   
     partial factor of 3 is used to account for extrapolation from a subchronic 
     to                                                                         
     a chronic RfD.  EPA disagrees with the commentors that the latter          
     uncertainty                                                                
     factor of 3 should be eliminated since the study wasn't a chronic feeding  
     study.                                                                     
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the above critical study was well conducted in a         
     sensitive                                                                  
     animal species (rhesus monkeys) that closely resembles humans for many     
     biological functions.  The investigators carefully documented the levels of
     test material and contaminants throughout the exposure and post-exposure   
     period in animal tissues.  Although these studies were performed in an     
     academic setting prior to the era of Good Laboratory Practices/Quality     
     Control-Quality Assurance, the study provides ample documentation of the   
     experimental protocol and quality of data collected.  While the group sizes
     for this study are small (8 monkeys/group) when compared with the standrds 
     for rodent studies, they are within the acceptable range for studies of    
     large                                                                      
     mammalian species as determined by EPA.                                    
                                                                                
     It is noteworthy that the Tier I Water Quality Criterion for PCBs of 3 E-3 
     ng/L for protection of human health is based on the carcinogenic potential 
     of                                                                         
     this chemical mixture.   A Tier I criterion for noncancer effects was not  
     developed for PCBs because Tier I specifies that at a minimum a criterion  
     must be based on a study of at least 10% of the test organism's lifespan.  
     The rhesus monkey study was 22 months long, less than 10% (24 months) of a 
     normal rhesus monkey's lifetime which is 20 years.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.181
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Use of Safety Factors                                                   
                                                                                
     In order to calculate an Acceptible Daily Exposure (ADE), GLI divided the  
     NOAEL from the Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) study (0.008 mg/kg-day) by a 
     1000-fold safety factor composed of one factor of 10 for intraspecies      
     variablity, a second factor of 10 for interspecies variability, and a third
     factor of 10 for subchronic exposure duration.                             
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     Response to: P2771.181     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.182
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed above, a safety factor of 250 should more than suffice for    
     converting NOAEL's to RfDs.  (OMB 1993 at 21)  More significantly, the IRIS
     work group just recently used a safety factor of 100(11) to convert the    
     Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) NOAEL into an RfD.  This factor included    
     consideration of the limitations in the PCB non-cancer database.  Although 
     the IRIS RfD for PCBs is undergoing peer review and cannot be considered   
     final, GE submits that the GLI should in no case use a safety factor of    
     more than 81 in determining an acceptable daily exposure (ADE) or RfD for  
     PCBs.                                                                      
                                                                                
     ----------------------------------                                         
     [(11)IRIS Database Name - Aroclor 1016 -- RN-12674-11-2 (1993).  The IRIS  
     database used a factor of 3 for sensitive individuals; a factor of 3 for   
     extrapolation to humans; a factor of 3 for limitations in the database; and
     a factor of 3 for the "somewhat greater than subchronic, but less than     
     chronic" study duration, for a total factor of 81.  This was apparently    
     "rounded-up" to 100.]                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.182     
     
     See response to comments P2771.182 and P2654.105.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.183
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     GE, however, believes that even a safety factor of 100 is overconservative.
      In the case of the 10-fold safety factor for exposure duration, the GLI   
     states that "none of these studies were chronic in duration, generally     
     spanning less than 10% of the expected lifespan of about 20 years (Gold    
     et.al. 1984)."(12)  This is not an accurate comparison.  Gold et.al. (1984)
     reported specifically on cancer bioassay protocols, not on protocols for   
     conducting developmental toxicity studies.  Clearly, for studies in which  
     carcinogenicity is the endpoint of interest, an exposure duration similar  
     to the animals' lifetime is desirous.  However, for the assessment of      
     reproductive and developmental effects, the critical exposure period is the
     period immediately prior to conception and throughout gestation as well as 
     during lactation for evaluating postnatal exposures (Johnson 1989;         
     Paustenbach 1989b).  Although a consensus has not been reached as to       
     whether exposures of 1 or 2 years are adequate for the assessment of       
     chronic toxicity in nonrodents, studies are generally conducted for 1 year.
      (Stevens and Gallo 1989)                                                  
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------                                     
     (12)GLI, Human Health Criteria Document (PCBs) at 136.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.183     
     
     With regard to uncertainty factors used with reproductive endpoints, a     
     number of factors must be considered:  Is the reproductive/developmental   
     endpoint clearly the most critical endpoint?  If not, an uncertainty of 10 
     may be justified to account for other possible noncancer endpoints which   
     did become evident due to the shortness of the study (lack of a complete   
     database).                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.184
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .184 is imbedded in comment .182                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (12)IRIS Database Name - Aroclor 1016 -- RN-12674-11-2 (1993).  The IRIS   
     database used a factor of 3 for sensitive individuals; a factor of 3 for   
     extrapolation to humans; a factor of 3 for limitations in the database; and
     a factor of 3 for the "somewhat greater than subchronic, but less than     
     chronic" study duration, for a total factor of 81.  This was apparently    
     "rounded-up" to 100.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.184     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.185
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Female monkeys in the Barsotti (1980) and Barsotti and Van Miller (1984)   
     study were fed a diet containing Aroclor 1016 for one year, seven months   
     prior to breeding and throughout gestation.  The normal gestational period 
     for rhesus monkeys is about 168 days.  (Jacobson and Windle 1960; Van      
     Wagenen 1958; Van Wagenen et al. 1959)  Thus, the exposure regimen used by 
     Barsotti and Van Miller (1984), covered the critical period of interest;   
     i.e., the period when a toxic response would be expected to occur.         
                                                                                
     In the case of human exposure and possible reproductive or developmental   
     effects, gestation is also the exposure period of interest.  (Amdur et al. 
     1991)  The ratio of gestational length to lifespan for monkeys and humans  
     is about 8 and 4, respectively, indicating that monkeys spend a            
     proportionately greater amount of their lifetime in a single gestational   
     period than do humans.  For the purpose of comparing exposure duration in  
     the Barsotti and Van Miller (1984) study and a biologically plausible human
     exposure scenario, the exposure duration of one year in monkeys appears    
     more than adequate for extrapolating to humans.  A safety factor to account
     for differences in exposure duration is therefore not necessary.           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.185     
     
     See response to comment P2771.180.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1
     Comment ID: P2771.186
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the 10-fold safety factor for interspecies variation (Klaassen   
     1986) is not necessary due to the physiologic similarities among different 
     primates, such as humans and monkeys (Kimbrough 1991).  Numerous studies of
     PCBs have indicated that nonhuman primates are more sensitive to the       
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     effects of PCBs and dioxins than man (Barsotti 1980; Kimbrough 1991).      
     Based on the premise that a 10-fold safety factor was traditionally derived
     for extrapolation from rats to humans (Paustenbach 1989a) and adjusting    
     that safety factor using a rat to monkey surface area and body weight      
     correction (Klaassen 1986), indicates that a 3-fold safety factor may be   
     more appropriate for extrapolating from monkeys to humans.  This is the    
     same safety factor used by the IRIS work group.  Finally, consistent with  
     the IRIS work group, GE believes that a 3-fold safety factor is sufficient 
     to account for limitations in the PCB non-cancer database.  Accordingly, GE
     submits that in deriving an RfD for PCBs, the GLI should use a total safety
     factor of 27  -- 3 for extrapolation to humans; 3 for sensitive individuals
     (interspecies variations); 3 for database limitations; and no factor for   
     study duration.                                                            
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.186     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.187
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. Fish Consumption                                                        
                                                                                
     The primary route of human exposure to many pollutants occurs through the  
     ingestion of fish obtained from waterways containing those compounds.      
     (Rifkin and LaKind 1991)  Because of this, the estimation of a             
     representative rate of fish consumption from potentially impacted waterways
     is important to the derivation of a scientifically-basedand                
     health-protective water quality criterion.  Most of the estimated rates of 
     fish consmption that are found in the scientific literature are based      
     either on national surveys or are specific to a particular region of the   
     United States.  (Puffer 1981; Humphrey 1978; Javitz 1980; Rupp et al. 1980)
      Many of these surveys have either not adequately characterized the types  
     of fish consumed (USEPA 1989), or made no distinction between the          
     consumption of commercially-harvested and recreationally-harvested fish.   
     (Javitz 1980; USEPA 1989)  These factors are important to define in a risk 
     assessment approach to derive a water quality standard, as there may be    
     inter-species differences in potential to bioaccumulate liphophilic        
     chemicals such as TCDD and PCBs.  (Spacie and Hamelik 1982; Spigarelli et  
     al. 1982; Lech and Peterson 1983; Niimi and Oliver 1983; Rand and          
     Petrocelli 1985; Gobas et al. 1987)  In addition, regional variations in   
     consumption of preferred species, availability of these species, access to 
     productive fisheries, length of fishing season and cultural heritage can   
     greatly influence fish ingestion habits.  EPA has stated that "whenever    
     possible, data on local consumption patterns should be collected or        
     obtained from a current database."  (USEPA 1989)                           

Page 10533



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     The GLI assumes a mean consumption rate of 15 g/day of regionally caught   
     fish to "estimate the consumption rate of the mean angler population and   
     their families for all sport fish caught."(13)  This consumption rate of 15
     g/day is based primarily on data from three regional surveys of sport      
     anglers in three Great Lakes states, specifically Michigan (West et al.    
     1989), Wisconsin (Fiore et al. 1989), and New York (Connelly et al. 1990). 
     Based on a review of these studies, the GLI assumed a "conservative mean   
     total of 24 meals per year of sport-caught and regional commercially-caught
     fish at 8 ounces per meal or up to 48 meals per year at 4 ounces per       
     meal"(14) which is equivalent to 15 g/day.  The value of 24 meals per year 
     apparently was based on an assumption of 42 total fish meals per year      
     consumed by anglers, of which 18 meals per year (43%) are sport-caught and 
     6 meals are commercially-caught within the region.  These values are       
     equivalent to approximately 11 g/day of sport-caught fish and approximately
     4 g/day of commercially-caught fish.                                       
                                                                                
     While it is appropriate to base the derived consumption rate on studies    
     from the Great Lakes Region, it is likely that 15 g/day overpredicts actual
     consumption.  There are several factors that could contribute to this      
     overprediction, including the following:  No allowance for the skewness of 
     fish consumption data;  Assumption that all consumed fish are from an      
     impacted waterway;  Imprecise estimation of sport-caught versus            
     commercially-caught fish meals.                                            
                                                                                
                                                                                
     ------------------------------------                                       
     (13)GLI Technical Support Document for Methodology for Derivation of Human 
     Health Criteria at 67.                                                     
                                                                                
     (14)Id.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.187     
     
     See response to comments P2771.192, P2771.193, P2771.194, and P2742.051.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.188
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (i) Skewness of Data                                                       
                                                                                
     The 15 g/day rate selected by the GLI for the derivation of human health   
     criteria is a mean value based on data for the angler populations of the   
     Great Lakes Region.  This mean value is heavily weighted by high           
     consumption rates for a relatively small portion of the regional angler    
     population.  It is well documented in the scientific literature that fish  
     consumption rates are positively skewed with most anglers eating little or 
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     no fish and a few anglers consuming higher quantities, i.e., the number of 
     anglers that eat small amounts of fish greatly exceeds the number of       
     anglers that eat large amounts of fish.  (Soldat 1970; Landolt et al. 1985,
     1987; West et al. 1989; Meunz and Peterson 1990; ChemRisk 1991a, b)        
     Because of the skewness of the consumption rate distributions, the mean    
     consumption rate is not representative of the "typical or average" consumer
     but rather represents a much higher percentile of the angler population.   
     This is recognized in the GLI Technical Support Document where it is stated
     that 15 g/day "represents at least the 95% exposure level for regionally   
     caught fish for the regional population as a whole, i.e., fisherpersons as 
     well as nonfisherpersons."  Rupp et al. (1980) estimated that the average  
     rate of freshwater fish consumption by adults in the east north central    
     region of the U.S. (Ohio, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin) was 2.0  
     g/day.  This is an average rate for the general population of this region  
     and includes non-consumers of freshwater fish as well as consumers.        
     The 90th percentile freshwater fish consumption rate for this region was   
     6.2 g/day.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The 15 g/day rate selected by GLI for the derivation of human health       
     criteria is a mean value based on data for the regional angler population. 
     Because the fish consumption rates are positively skewed, i.e., most       
     consumers eat small amounts of fish while a small segment of the population
     consists of high consumers, a median consumption rate would tend to        
     represent the "typical" angler, as it is a more accurate estimate of       
     central tendency within the angler population.  A far better approach would
     be to incorporate actual fish consumption distributions into a Monte Carlo 
     uncertainty analysis along with distributions of the other factors involved
     in calculating the human health criteria.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.188     
     
     See response to comment P2771.192.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.189
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (ii) Impacted Waterways.                                                   
                                                                                
     Implicit in the GLI fish consumption rate is the assumption that all fish  
     consumed are from impacted waterways.  While this assumption may be        
     appropriate if all angler occupied waterways in a region are subject to    
     discharges of a specific chemical, it is unreasonable when only a          
     percentage of the waterways is impacted.  For example, Connelly et al.     
     (1990) reported an average consumption rate of approximately 28 g/day for  
     New York anglers.  However, they also reported that the mean number of fish
     meals eaten from Lake Ontario was 7.  (Connelly et al. 1990)  If it is     
     assumed that meal size was 1/2 pound (227/g), this equates to a consumption
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     rate of 4.4 g/day.  Thus, on average, anglers consumed only a fraction of  
     their total fish from a single waterbody, indicating that they were getting
     their fish from a number of other sources.  Many of these sources may be   
     unimpacted by industrial discharges and chemical contamination.  Thus, if  
     only a portion of a region is impacted by discharges of the chemical of    
     concern it is inappropriate to assume that all of the fish consumed will   
     come from that portion.                                                    
                                                                                
     Another example is presented in a recent survey of Maine anglers which     
     reported consumption from all of Maine's rivers, streams, and brooks, and  
     did not focus solely on consumption from sections of the rivers in which a 
     specific chemical of concern has been detected.  Of the 748 favored fishing
     locations identified by survey respondents., only 27 were located either on
     those impacted river sections, or on tributaries, streams, or brooks       
     connected with those river sections.  Of the 464 respondents who reportedly
     consumed fish from rivers and streams, only 100 identified one of those    
     impacted locations as one of their five most frequently fished location.   
     In no case were all of the locations named by individual anglers           
     potentially impacted.  (ChemRisk 1991a, b)                                 
                                                                                
     It is likely that the consumption data for Great Lakes regional anglers    
     used to derive the 15 g/day value include consumption of species from      
     non-impacted portions of the Great Lakes, their tributaries, or other      
     non-impacted inland waters.  Thus, it is likely that only a fraction of the
     fish consumed by those anglers came from impacted waters.                  
     s                                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.189     
     
     See response to comment P2771.193.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.190
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (iii) Sport-Caught Versus Commercially-Caught Fish.                        
                                                                                
     While it is appropriate for the GLI to include commercially-caught fish in 
     the estimated fish consumption rate of the angler population, it is unclear
     how the GLI derives this proportion of the estimated rate.  The GLI        
     Technical Support Document indicates that, based on the Michigan (West et  
     al. 1989) and Wisconsin (Fiore et al. 1989) surveys, approximately 43% of  
     the fish meals consumed by the angler populations are sport-caught.  This  
     means that, at an assumed rate of 42 total fish meals per year for the     
     angler population, 18 meals per year are sport caught.  At 227 g (8 ounces)
     per meal, this equates to 11 g/day of sport-caught fish.  It is unclear    
     from the GLI Technical Support Document how the estimated 4 g/day (i.e., 15
     g/day minus 11 g/day) of commercially-caught fish from the region was      
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     calculated.  It is possible that 4 g/day is an appropriate value, because  
     the GLI document states that "the major amount of regionally caught        
     commercial fish are sold outside of the region and, therefore, generally   
     (are) not available to regional anglers."(15)  However, the specific       
     rationale for the 15 g/day figure needs to be clarified, especially in     
     terms of the proportion of this overall consumption rate that is attributed
     to commercially-caught fish from the region.                               
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------                                     
     (15)  GLI Technical Support Document on Methodology for Derivation of Human
     Heealth Criteria at 67.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.190     
     
     See response to comment P2771.194.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.191
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, it is likely that the assumed 15 g/day figure for fish         
     consumption is an overprediction of the actual fish comsumption rate for   
     the angler population of the Great Lakes Region.  [This mean consumption   
     rate is based on data for the angler population, including all sport-caught
     and commercially-caught species from both impacted and non-impacted waters.
      It is recommended that the GLI revise this value to reflect the median    
     consumption rate, which is a more accurate estimate of central tendency    
     within the anger popluation rather than the mean rate.]  [Refinements are  
     also recommended to account for the proportion of consumed fish (both      
     sport-caught and commercially-caught) from non-impacted waters.]  [In      
     addition, clarification is needed relative to the proportion of the overall
     consumption rate attributed to commercially-caught fish from the region.]  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.191     
     
     See response to comments P2771.194, P2771.193, and P2771.192.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.192
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .192 is imbedded in comment .191                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This mean consumption rate is based on data for the angler population,     
     including all sport-caught and ommercially-caught species from both        
     impacted and non-impacted waters.  It is recommended that the GLI revise   
     this value to reflect the median consumption rate, which is a more accurate
     estimate of central tendency within the anger population rather than the   
     mean rate.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.192     
     
     The consumption rate chosen (15 grams/day) represents the 90th percentile  
     for the overall population and the mean for sport anglers in the Great     
     Lakes region.  This value compares well with the most recent national fish 
     consumption data available, USDA's Continuing Survey of Food Intakes by    
     Individuals, which indicates a 90th percentile value of 17.25 grams/day for
     the general population (Jacobs 1994).  It is not the Agency's intention to 
     recommend a default that is indicative of the 90th percentile among special
     populations (e.g., sport anglers, native americans or other ethnic groups).
      EPA is very much aware that these special subpopulations may be subject to
     higher exposures.  Section V of the Supplemental Information Documents     
     explains how the final Guidance ensures full public health protection for  
     all affected populations.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.193
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .193 is imbedded in comment .191                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Refinements are also recommended to account for the proportion of consumed 
     fish (both sport-caught and commercially-caught) from non-impacted waters. 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.193     
     
     EPA agrees that it is generally unlikely that all fish eaten by consumers  
     would be from waters exceeding criteria for a pollutant. However, in an    
     effort to be protective of populations that do consume most or all of their
     fish from a given water body, EPA is assuming that all of the 15 grams/day 
     is from waters that are contaminated up to the criteria levels.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.194
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .194 is imbedded in comment .191                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, clarification is needed relative to the proportion of the     
     overall consumption rate attributed to commercially-caught fish from the   
     region.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.194     
     
     The value of 15 grams/day is representative of the type of fish consumed in
     the Great Lakes region and does not include, for example, marine species.  
     The consumption rate for Wisconsin may indeed vary, as one commenter has   
     suggested.  However, the value of 15 grams/day was chosen based on multiple
     studies that characterize sport fish consumption for the entire Great Lakes
     region.  (The total mean consumption for Michigan sport anglers was 24.5   
     grams/day; 14.5 grams/day from sport-caught fish and 9 grams/day which is  
     of an unknown origin.)  The majority of fish consumed by sport anglers is  
     represented by sport-caught fish.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.195
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b.    Cooking and Cleaning Loss.                                           
                                                                                
     Most people clean and cook fish before they consume it.  PCBs in fish will 
     be most highly concentrated in the body lipids.  Because there is fat lost 
     during cleaning and cooking, it is likey that some of the PCBs will be     
     removed when the fish are cleaned and cooked so that tissue concentrations 
     in the cooked fish will be lower than those measured in the raw fish.      
                                                                                
     Chemical losses have been observed in various methods of cooking of whole  
     fish and fish fillets containing PCBs.  (Zabik et al. 1979, 1982; Puffer   
     and Gossett 1983; Smith et al. 1973)  Zabik et al. (1979) studied the      
     changes in Aroclor 1254 levels in lake trout fillets after cooling by      
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     broiling, rosting, baking and microwaving.  Brioling redduced the          
     concentrations by an average of 53 percent, while roasting reduced levels  
     by and average of 34 percent.  Cooking fillets by microwave reduced levels 
     by an average of 26 percent.                                               
                                                                                
     Zabik et al. (1982) found similar reductions in the concentrations of total
     PCBs in carp fillets cooked by various methods.  Total PCB levels,         
     expressed on the basis of the fat content of the fillet, were reduced by 25
     percent by deep-frying, 27 percent by poaching, 25 percent by charbroiling,
     33 percent by microwaving, and 20 percent by roasting.  However,           
     conflicting information presented in the report results in a level of      
     uncertainty in the experimental results that compromises the reliability of
     the report's findings and conclusions.                                     
                                                                                
     Smith et al. (1973) reported that baking of chinook and coho salmon fillets
     reduced concentrations of Aroclors 1248 and 1254 by 11 to 16 percent.      
     Poaching resulted in 2 to 6 percent reductions of the two Aroclors.        
                                                                                
     Puffer and Gossett (1983) reported cooking losses of Aroclors 1254 and 1242
     resulting from pan frying of white croaker, a bottom feeding fish from the 
     southern coast of California.  In croaker obtained from Santa Monica Bay,  
     65 percent of the PCBs were lost during pan frying, while 28 percent of the
     PCBs were lost from the croaker obtained from Orange County.  These        
     differences were assumed to be a function of the differences in the initial
     levels of PCB contamination in the fish obtained from these two areas.     
     Fish taken from Santa Monica Bay contained PCB levels four times greater   
     than fish taken from Orange County.                                        
                                                                                
     Other studies (cidet in Puffer and Gossett 1983) have reported greater     
     reductions in PCB levels.  However, these studies have compared            
     concentrations in whole raw fish to concentrations in cooked fillets and   
     thus are of little use in estimating cooking loss from the fillet portion  
     alone.  However, based on a review of the PCB cooking losses reported in   
     the scientific literature, it is reasonable to conclude that at least 25   
     percent of the PCBs found in the fish fillet will be lost as a result of   
     cooking.  GE therefore encourages EPA to take cooking loss into            
     consideration in assessing the risk resulting from consumption of PCBs in  
     fish.  Attached as Appendix 11 is a detailed discussion of data supporting 
     a 25 % cooking loss for PCBs.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.195     
     
     EPA is aware that there are studies that indicate losses of chemical       
     concentrations via cooking of fish.  However, there are no definitive      
     studies that demonstrate an appropriate average loss to use for criteria   
     setting purposes.  In fact, there is great variation in the amount of      
     chemical loss.  This varies as a function of the class of chemical, the way
     that the fish is cooked (one commenter provided information that indicated 
     essentially no loss via poaching), and how the fish is prepared for        
     cooking. There is significant variation with this last factor alone.  While
     it is true that many people do trim and skin their fish before they cook   
     it, the Agency is concerned with those individuals and ethnic groups who   
     have provided information indicating that they cook fish untrimmed, with   
     the skin on, often using the juice of the fish as its own sauce, and may   
     eat most or all of that fish.  In these cases, there is essentially no loss
     from cooking, and the availability of the contaminant may be enhanced, if  
     the skin is not eaten, but the sauce is consumed.  It is the Agency's      
     intention to be protective of these groups.  Given the general lack of data
     that exists on this and the obvious variation that the limited data show,  
     EPA will conservatively assume no loss via cooking.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.196
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c.    Consumption of Drinking Water                                        
                                                                                
     The draft GLI guidance for deriving human health criteria assumes a default
     estimate of 2 L/day for adult human water consumption.  This conservative  
     estimate is not appropriate for deriving human health criteria; a value of 
     1.2 L/day is more reasonable.                                              
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.196     
     
     See response to comment P2771.197.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.197
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At the present time, the USEPA (1989) uses a value of 2.0 L/day to         
     represent the average adult consumption rate of water.  This value is based
     on the daily ration of water required by United States Army field          
     personnel. (USEPA 1989)  While this number may be appropriate for a        
     population that has little access to other beverages, it is likely to      
     overestimate actual water consumption by average adults.  In addition, due 
     to their increased physical exertion and exposure to the outdoors, Army    
     personnel are likely to require considerably more water in a day than the  
     average individual.                                                        
                                                                                
     Results of several studies have indicated that the average adult           
     consumption rate for liquids ranges from 0.4 to 2.2 L/day.  (Pennington    
     1983; NAS 1983; Cantor et al. 1987; Gillies and Paulin 1983; USEPA 1984;   
     ICRP 1974)  The FDA Total Diet Study (Pennington 1983) provided estimates, 
     broken down by age and sex, of average daily intakes of a large number of  
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     foods and beverages.  While the average adult consumes approximately 2     
     L/day of fluids (1.485 and 2.094 L/day for women and men, respectively),   
     women and men were reported to consume an average of only 0.456 L of water 
     daily.  Total water-based beverages (including water alone) consumed were  
     0.971 and 1.149 L/day for women and men, respectively.  The remainder of   
     fluid intake consisted of milk and milk-based drinks and soups; alcoholic  
     beverages including beer, wine, and hard liquor; and carbonated soft       
     drinks.  Although alcoholic beverages and carbonated sodas are water-based 
     beverages, it is likely that they are produced and bottled using non-local 
     sources of water.                                                          
                                                                                
     A number of additional studies have investigated the consumption rate of   
     drinking water by adults.  The National Academy of Sciences (NAS 1983)     
     calculated the average consumption rate of liquids to be 1.63 L/day, based 
     on data obtained in nine studies.  Cantor et al. (1987), in an             
     investigation of the relationship between drinking water and bladder cancer
     conducted for the National Cancer Institute, calculated the average water  
     consumption rate to be 1.39 L/day.  Gillies and Paulin (1983) reported a   
     range of 0.26 to 2.80 L/day with a mean intake of 1.256 + or - 0.39 L/day. 
     USEPA (1984) estimated tap water consumption intake levels by age, using   
     data collected by the Department of Agriculture.  The daily intake levels  
     for adults ranged from 1.24 to 1.73 L/day.  These levels included soft     
     drinks and alcoholic beverages.  The International Commission of           
     Radiological Protection (ICRP 1974) estimated the range of consumption to  
     be 0.4 to 2.2 L/day for adults.  In EPA's "Development of Risk Assessment  
     Methodology for Land Application and Distribution and Marketing of         
     Municipal Sludge," the EPA reports that mean water ingestion rates range   
     from 0.3 to 1.2 liters per day.                                            
                                                                                
     It is quite evident that the EPA's estimate of 2 L/day overestimates the   
     water consumption rate for the average individual.  As indicated by the    
     Pennington (1983) data, a large percentage of intake includes              
     non-water-based as well as water-based beverages from a remote source.  The
     Pennington (1983) data suggest that approximately 60% of the total dietary 
     fluid intake by the average adult consists of water or water-based soups or
     beverages.  If a total fluid consumption rate of 2L/day is reasonable, it  
     can be assumed that 60%, or 1.2 L/day, is water.  Since 2 L/day appears to 
     be a high estimate, GE recommends that the GLI use a water consumption     
     factor of 1.2 L/day.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.197     
     
     EPA believes that the assumption regarding drinking water consumption is   
     appropriate for development of Great Lakes criteria. Although the 2        
     liter/day value represents approximately the 85th percentile value of      
     drinking water consumption, according to the most recent available study   
     that specifically assesses total water and tapwater consumption (Ershow and
     Cantor, 1989), EPA believes that this level is not unreasonable and will be
     protective for the people in the Great Lakes for both drinking water as    
     well as any possible incidental ingestion exposures with waters which may  
     be both a drinking water source and used for recreation.                   
                                                                                
     EPA, in determining a water consumption rate, considered adopting the      
     average consumption rate (1.4 liters/day) as discussed in the preamble to  
     the proposal and suggested by some commenters. However, in choosing among  
     the available policy options, EPA chose 2 liters/day to provide an extra   
     degree of protection for those individuals (which may be a substantial     
     number of persons) who consume more than the population on average.  EPA   
     believes that this assumption is reasonable in light of the public health  
     protection goals of the CWA.                                               
                                                                                
     One commenter suggested that EPA consider several studies of drinking water
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     consumption which, according to the commenter suggest an average tapwater  
     consumption of 0.66 liters/day.  This commenter also asserted that EPA's   
     projection of average drinking water consumption was erroneously based on  
     consumption of all beverages, not just drinking water.  EPA disagrees with 
     this commenter on both counts.  First, EPA believes that it is appropriate 
     to rely principally on the Ershow and Cantor study because, as noted above,
     it is the most recent study on this issue which was specifically designed  
     to assess total water and tapwater consumption.  Second, this study        
     indicated an average tapwater consumption in the range discussed by EPA in 
     the proposal, not total beverage consumption, as suggested by the          
     commenter.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Also, EPA is aware of the studies referenced by this commenter. However,   
     EPA believes that the more recent study by Ershow and Cantor (1989) - a    
     study specifically designed to evaluate the consumption of total water and 
     tapwater - provides the best estimates of drinking water consumption and   
     supports the choice of 2 liters/day as a reasonably protective intake rate.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2771.198
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2771.198     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.199
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     d.    Recreational Exposure.                                               
                                                                                
     The GLI Technical Support Document includes an adjustment factor of 0.01   
     L/day for incidental water exposure for surface waters used only for       
     recreational activities.(16)  This value is based on the assumption that a 
     swimmer may consume a mouthful (30 ml) of water per swimming event.  Also, 
     it is conservatively assumed that there is an average of one swimming event
     per day during the four month warm weather period from mid-May through     
     mid-September.(17)  Although this incremental exposure value is generally  
     insignificant in comparison with potential exposure through ingestion of   
     fish, it almost certainly represents an overestimate of typical swimming   
     activity in the Great Lakes.                                               
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (16) GLI Technical Support Document on Methodology for Derivation of Human 
     Health Criteria at 70.                                                     
                                                                                
     (17) ID. at 61.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.199     
     
     As stated in the response above, EPA agrees that its inclusion is not      
     necessary for water bodies protected for drinking water but disagrees that 
     it is unrealistic or overly conservative for protecting human health during
     recreational uses of the Great Lakes.  The intake value of 30 mL of water, 
     one mouthful per event, is not an unrealistic value and is supported by the
     available information.  While this amount may be conservative for          
     individuals recreationally exposed on weekends only, it is the Agency's    
     intention to be protective of those who engage in recreational activities  
     more often during these months.  Because of this, EPA disagrees with the   
     idea that this necessarily represents an average exposure of 5 hours/day   
     (weekends only), as some commenters have suggested.  To be protective of   
     the many activities that may result in incidental ingestion (including     
     swimming, fishing, water skiing, and boating) and in the absence of any    
     data to indicate otherwise, EPA will use the value of 0.01 L/day of        
     incidental ingestion for setting criteria in areas not protected for       
     drinking water.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P2771.200
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     e.   GLI Has Used an Incorrect Estimate of Exposure Duration.              
                                                                                
     The GLI Draft Technical Support Document assumes that individuals will     
     consume fish at a constant rate throughout their entire lifetime.  However,
     a survey reported by Rupp et al. (1980) indicates that the national average
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     consumption rate of freshwater finfish is greatest for those people 18 to  
     98 years old.  (1.5 g/day; average range 0.30 - 2.3 g/day) and lowest for  
     those 1 to 11 years old (0.49 g/day; average range 0 - 1.0 g/day)  This    
     would suggest that a single consumption rate would not accurately estimate 
     fish consumption for an entire average lifetime.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.200     
     
     EPA agrees that fish intake rates do vary over the course of a lifetime.   
     However, the Agency believes that the human health criteria methodology,   
     including the 15 grams/day assumption, is adequately protective of the     
     Great Lakes population over a lifetime.  The states have the flexibility to
     establish criteria specifically targeted to provide additional protection  
     to sensitive subpopulations (e.g., pregnant/nursing women, infants,        
     children) or highly exposed subpopulations (e.g., Native Americans) by     
     using adjusted values for fish consumption, body weight, and duration of   
     exposure.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P2771.201
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI also assumes an exposure duration of 70 years.  This may be        
     appropriate if the impacted waterbody is large enough to allow individuals 
     to change their place of residence and still be close enough to the        
     impacted waterbody to be affected by it.  However, for smaller waterbodies,
     this assumption is likely to be inappropriate as individuals are less      
     likely to remain adjacent to smaller waterbodies when they move to a new   
     residence.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The EPA Exposure Factors Handbook (USEPA 1989) identifies 9 and 30 years as
     a representative of the average and reasonable upper bound, respectively,  
     of length of time residing in the same house.  EPA (1989) data indicate    
     that only 7 percent of the U.S. population live in the same home for 33    
     years or more.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.201     
     
     See response to comment D2859.118.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.202
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     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (iii)  Limitations of the BAF Approach                                     
                                                                                
     In the proposed rule, the GLI has determined a BAF for PCBs that reportedly
     accounts for both direct absorption from the water column and uptake that  
     occurs from bioaccumulation through the food chain.  The method used for   
     determining the bioaccumulation of PCBs in fish is based on field data.    
     EPA claims that it reflects both routes of PCB exposure to fish.           
                                                                                
     The BAF approach ws originally developed during the 1980s (USEPA 1980a;    
     Stepahn et al. 1985), reflecting the scientific understanding of that time.
     Several recent scientific publications have addressed certain shortcomings 
     of the BAF approach and of the traditional bioconcentration factor or BCF  
     approach.  (Thomann and Connolly 1984; Keenan et al. 1990a; LaKind and     
     Rifkin 1990; Rifkin and Lakind 1991; Sherman et al. 1992)  These studies   
     have established the following points.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.202     
     
     This comment does not contain any addressable comments.  The comment is    
     either missing something or is refering to the following comments.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.203
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, a number of studies have found that a large portion of the body     
     burden of lipophilic compounds such as PCBs in fish comes from the         
     ingestion of food and sediment rather than direct absorption from the water
     column.  PCBs are known to be poorly absorbed by fish across the gill      
     surfaces.  (McKim et al. 1985; Opperhuizen et al. 1985; Kenaga and Goring  
     1980; Spacie and Hamelik 1982; Borgmann et al 1990; Oliver 1984; Oliver and
     Niimi 1985; Oliver and Niimi 1988; Rand and Petrocelli 1985; Gobas et al   
     1987; Kuehl et al 1987a); Cooket et al. 1990; Rifkin and LaKind 1991)      
     These studies have also shown that food is the major route of uptake for   
     hydrophobic compounds such as PCBs and dioxins.  (Kenaga and Goring 1980;  
     Spacie and Hamelik 1982; Borgmann 1990; Oliver 1984; Oliver and Niimi 1985;
     Oliver and Niimi 1988; Thomann and Connolly 1984; Rand and Petrocelli 1985;
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     Gobas et al. 1987; Kuehl et al. 1987)  For example, using a field          
     calibrated model, Thomann and Connolly (1984) demonstrated that greater    
     than 99% of the PCBs observed in Lake Michigan lake trout can be attributed
     to contaminated food sources.  Similar results for dioxin have been        
     reported by Cook et al. (1990) who demonstrated that sediments and food    
     sources represent the most significant sources of dioxin found in lake     
     trout from Lake Ontario.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.203     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that a large portion of the residues for     
     hydrophobic chemicals in fishes are derived from food and sediment.  In the
     final guidance, FCMs have been derived using the model of Gobas (1993)     
     which includes both benthic and pelagic food web components.  Field        
     measured BAFs and BAFs derived using field measured BSAFs include all      
     routes of chemical exposure for the fishes, i.e., food, water, and direct  
     contact with the sediments.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.204
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the finding that PCBs are not well absorbed from the water column  
     by trophic level 4 organisms also applies to lower trophic lever organisms 
     in the food chain.  Thus, the majority of PCBs in the food chain are       
     derived from PCBs in sediments.  As a result, several authors have reported
     that levels of PCBs and other lipophilic compounds in fish are better      
     predicted by sediment levels than by water column measurements.  (Rifkin   
     and LaKind 1991)                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.204     
     
     EPA disagrees with statement that PCBs are not well absorbed from the water
     column by lower trophic level organisms.  The field measured BAFs for      
     zooplankton from the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988), see the GLWQI    
     Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation  
     Factors, demonstrates that PCBs are well absorbed from the water column.   
     EPA agrees with the commenter that a majority of the PCBs in the food web  
     are derived from the sediments in the Great Lakes.  EPA disagrees with the 
     comment that residues in fishes are better predicted by sediment levels    
     than by water column levels of the chemicals.  This commenter does not     
     understand that water column and sediment levels of the chemicals are      
     interconnected in any ecosystem and that residues in fishes can be         
     predicted equally well using either a sediment or water concentration as   
     your starting basis.  In the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the      
     Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors, the relationships between  
     BAFs and BSAFs have been derived demonstrating this interconnectedness.  In
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     the final guidance, EPA has included a BSAF approach to deriving BAFs, in  
     part, to permit the derivation of BAFs for chemicals with concentrations in
     the water column which are below method detection limits.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.205
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The finding that levels of PCBs and similar compounds in fish are          
     correlated to sediment levels is not surprising because the majority of    
     these compounds largely partition to sediment when introduced into an      
     aquatic system.  If detected in the water column, their concentrations are 
     usually extremely low.  (Oliver and Niimi, 1985; Lodge and Cook 1989)  The 
     hydrophobic or water insoluble nature of lipophilic compounds (Oliver and  
     Niimi 1985) and their affinity for organic carbon in the sediment means    
     that the amount of these compounds absorbed to organic matter will exceed  
     that dissolved in the aquatic system.  (Rifkin and LaKind 1991)            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.205     
     
     EPA agrees with the statement that residues in fishes and sediments are    
     correlated. The relationship or correlation between PCB residues in fishes 
     and in sediments are dependent upon a) the interconnectedness of the       
     sediment and water column compartments in an ecosystem and b) the type of  
     food web structure which exists in the ecosystem.   For the Great Lakes,   
     the disequilibrium between the chemical residues in the sediments and water
     column compartments was determined to be a factor of 25 from Kow and the   
     benthic food web pathway is important, e.g., the proportion of the food    
     from the benthic food web for sculpin, alewives, and smelt is 82%, 40%, and
     46%, respectively (See the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the        
     Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors for further information.)   
     These results indicate that residues in fishes and sediments for highly    
     hydrophobic chemicals should be correlated.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.206
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, levels of PCBs in Great Lakes sediments, water column, and biota are
     not likely to be in equilibrium.  PCBs levels in the different compartments
     of the Great Lakes ecosystem are affected by ongooing releases of PCBs to  
     the lakes, primarily from the atmosphere.  Nonpoint source atmospheric     
     loading of PCBs to the Great Lakes ranges from 20 to 150 ug/m(exp2)-yr     
     (Eisenreich et al. 1981) and can contribute up to 90 % of the total PCB    
     input to the Great Lakes.  (Strachan and Eisenreich 1988)  Eisenreich et   
     al. (1981) estimated that atmospheric deposition alone is increasing PCB   
     water column concentrations at a rate of 0.1 to 0.5 ng/L-yr.  Localized    
     areas of the Great Lakes with high levels of PCBs also release PCBs to the 
     atmosphere.  (Achman et al. 1983)  Finally, historic releases of PCBs to   
     the Great Lakes have resulted in a high degree of variation in PCB         
     concentrations in each of the Great Lakes' sediments.  (Stevens and Nielson
     1989)  In summary, diverse loading of PCBs to the Great Lakes water column 
     has resulted in a non-equilibrated ecosystem.  In addition, the localized  
     discharge of PCBs into a portion of a Great Lake will almost certainly     
     result in non-equilbrium conditions on a local level.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.206     
     
     EPA agrees that the Great Lakes are not at equilibrium.  Field measured    
     BAFs and BAFs predicted using the BSAF procedure (using data from the Great
     Lakes) includes the existing disequilibrium in the Great Lakes ecosystem.  
     The FCMs derived using the model of Gobas (1993) accounts for the          
     disequilibrium between the sediment and water column compartments by       
     inputting the appropriate concentrations of the chemicals for their        
     respective phases.  With the above methodologies, EPA has accounted for the
     disequilibrium which exists in the Great Lakes ecosystem in the derivation 
     of BAFs.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.207
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, while the Agency states that PCBs level in Great Lakes water are   
     correlated with PCBs in fish tisue, it is more accurate to state that both 
     water and fish PCB levels are a function of sediment PCB levels.  Because  
     sediments are a sink for PCBs and determine PCB concentrations in water and
     fish tissue, it follows that changes in water column concentrations that do
     not significantly change sediment levels will have little impact on fish   
     tissue levels.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.207     
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     EPA agrees with the commenter that PCB levels in sediment are              
     interconnected with the PCB levels in the fishes and water.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.208
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The result of these findings is that concentrations of PCBs in the water   
     column and changes in water column concentrations are expected to be poor  
     predictors of either short-term or long-term changes in PCB levels in fish.
     The reason for this is that since PCBs are poorly adsorbed by fish, changes
     in PCB water column concentrations will have little direct effect on fish  
     tissue levels.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.208     
     
     EPA disagrees.  First, this commenter does not understand that water column
     and sediment levels of the chemicals are interconnected in any ecosystem   
     and that residues in fishes can be predicted equally well using either a   
     concentration of the chemical in sediment or water as your starting basis. 
     In the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine     
     Bioaccumulation Factors, the relationships between BAFs and BSAFs have been
     derived demonstrating this interconnectedness.  Second, EPA has concluded  
     that the rate of change for chemicals such as the PCBs in the Great Lakes  
     is quite slow.  The residues of PCBs in fishes are predominantly driven by 
     the residues in the sediment since these chemicals are not in production   
     today.  The rate of change in PCB levels in the Great Lakes ecosystem is   
     ultimately driven by the rate of burial of the sediments contaminanted with
     PCBs in the basin and by the losses of the chemicals to the atmosphere.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.209
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Moreover, when the PCB level in sediment and the water column are not in   
     equilibrium, the water column cannot predict sediment levels and thus      
     cannot predict changes in the levels of PCBs entering a fish from the food 
     chain.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.209     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that the concentrations of the chemicals in the
     sediments and water are not at equilibrium in the Great Lakes.  EPA        
     disagrees with the comment that concentrations of the chemicals in water   
     column can not predict concentrations of the chemicals in the sediments    
     when disequilibrium conditions exist.  In the GLWQI Technical Support      
     Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors, a         
     relationship describing the disequilibrium between the concentrations of   
     the chemicals in sediments and water column was developed using the data of
     Oliver and Niimi (1988).  By knowing what the disequilibrium is between the
     sediment and water column for a chemical, BAFs can be predicted for PCBs   
     with a high degree of accuracy.  A comparison of the BAFs predicted by the 
     Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi   
     (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at 
     least three fish shows that differences between the mean BAFs are less than
     a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a         
     three-fold difference for 51 of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995).            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.210
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, sediment levels are likely to be much less influenced by discharges 
     of PCBs than water column levels.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.210     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that sediment levels are likely to be much   
     less influenced by discharges of PCBs than water column levels in the Great
     Lakes ecosystem.  This agreement assumes that the mass of PCBs in the      
     sediments is much larger than mass of PCBs in effluents discharged to the  
     Great Lake ecosystem.                                                      
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
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     Comment ID: P2771.211
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed use of a water column-to-tissue ratio based BAF in deriving a 
     WQS for the Great Lakes is therefore unrealistic.  Oliver and Niimi (1985) 
     concluded that an approach based on measured contaminants in the major food
     sources of fish, consumption rates, and biological half-lives would be a   
     better predictor of PCB accumulation than a water column BAF approach.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.211     
     
     EPA does not agree.  In the final guidance, BAFs used in developing water  
     quality criteria are obtained from, in decreasing order of preference, 1)  
     field measured BAFs from the Great Lakes, 2) predicted from BSAFs using    
     Great Lakes data, 3) the product of a laboratory measured BCF and FCM, and 
     4) the product of a FCM and the Kow of the chemical.  The BAFs obtained    
     from methods 1 and 2 include all aspects of the environmental behavior of  
     the chemical, e.g., metabolism, disequilibrium between the water column and
     sediments, and pelagic and benthic food web pathways.  The BAFs obtained   
     from methods 3 and 4 use FCMs derived using the model of Gobas (1993) which
     includes benthic and pelagic food web pathways and accounts for the        
     disequilibrium between the water column and sediments for the chemical.    
     EPA has concluded that field measured BAFs and BAFs predicted using the    
     GLWQI procedures are in excellent agreement. A comparison of the BAFs      
     predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from   
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have            
     field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between 
     the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52         
     pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51 of the 52         
     pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.212
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Agency may find it more appropriate to PCB loadings on a regional or   
     lake-by-lake basis rather than on a point source discharge basis.  Such an 
     approach would allow an evaluation of the relative contribution of         
     industrial sources to other sources and existing levels of PCBs in         
     sediments.  In any event, EPA's concern over existing PCB levels in the    
     Great Lakes does not justify a bioaccumulation methodology that ignores the
     major exposure pathway and poorly predicts body burden levels in fish.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.212     
     
     In the proposal, EPA used the pelagic food web model of Thomann (1989) to  
     derive FCMs.  In the final guidance, EPA has changed from the model of     
     Thomann (1989) to the model of Gobas (1993) to derive FCMs.  The model of  
     Gobas (1993) was selected because this model includes both pelagic and     
     benthic food web pathways.  EPA's procedure for determining BAFs in the    
     final guidance has excellent predictability.  A comparison of the BAFs     
     predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the field-measured BAFs from   
     Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two pollutants which have            
     field-measured BAFs for at least three fish shows that differences between 
     the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference for 46 of the 52         
     pollutants, and less than a three- fold difference for 51 of the 52        
     pollutants (Zipf, 1995).                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.213
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Technical Factors in Deriving BAF Values                                   
                                                                                
     In this section, we examine two additional technical issues in the proposed
     BAF methodology:  selection of percent lipid level and the use of a single 
     BAF factor for all PCBs.  As discussed previously, GE believes that the    
     proposed BAF is not appropriate; however, it is important that the         
     following points be addressed in whatever methodology is used to evaluate  
     the bioaccumulation potential of PCBs.                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.213     
     
     The selection of the percent lipid values to be used in the calculation of 
     human health and wildlife criteria is presented in the BAF TSD.  Use of a  
     single BAF for PCBs in the final guidance does not assume that all PCB     
     congeners are equally bioavailable and accumulate at equal rates.  The mean
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     values for Kow and BAF were calculated by weighting congener-specific      
     values for Kow and BAF according to the prevalence of the congeners in     
     salmonids in the Great Lakes, based on data presented by Oliver and Niimi  
     (1988).  By weighting according to the prevalence in salmonids, the        
     differences in bioavailability and accumulation rates are taken into       
     account.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.214
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Selection of an Appropriate Measure of Water Column Concentrations         
                                                                                
     In developing the proposed PCB criteria for the GLI, the Agency chose to   
     use a BAF based on the centrifuged water concentration of PCBs (Oliver and 
     Niimi 1988) rather than the total water column level (including suspended  
     sediment, colloidal bound, and dissolved phase).  In determining what      
     measurement of water concentration is appropriate for deriving a BAF, it is
     important to consider how the BAF will be used in regulating industrial    
     discharges.  (Sherman et al. 1992)  In the case of the GLI, the BAF will be
     used to define an acceptable environmental concentration or WQS for PCBs.  
     The WQS, in turn, is used to derive permit levels for the total amount of  
     PCBs in industrial and municipal effluents.  Since the proposed criteria   
     are based on a BAF derived from centrifuged water concentrations and the   
     regulatory permit levels are based on whole water concentrations, the      
     derivation of the WQS is not consistent with its use.  The difference      
     between centrifuged and total water column concentrations for many         
     effluents may result in a large discrepancy in the criteria (Sherman et al.
     1992).  Therefore, in order to be consistent with the proposed use of the  
     criteria, the BAF must be based on the whole water (including suspended    
     sediment, colloidal bound, and dissolved phase) concentration or total     
     loading (nominal concentration) of PCBs to the system.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.214     
     
     The derivation and use of the BAF for PCBs is consistent in the final      
     guidance.  The data of Oliver and Niimi (1988) concerning concentration of 
     chemicals in water were interpreted as containing no POC and therefore all 
     of the chemical in the water was either freely dissolved or associated with
     DOC.  The freely dissolved concentration of each chemical was calculated   
     using the concentration of DOC and the Kow of the chemical.  The baseline  
     BAFs were correctly based on the freely dissolved concentration. Human     
     health and wildlife BAFs are derived from the baseline BAFs for use in the 
     derivation of criteria.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2771.215
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Selection of an Appropriate Fish Lipid Level                               
                                                                                
     PCBs have been shown to accumulate disproportionally in the lipid portion  
     of fish tissues.  Under the Agency's proposal, BCFs and BAFs are normalized
     to an appropriate percent lipid.(18)  For the protection of human health,  
     the appropriate value should reflect the lipid in the edible fish tissue   
     (filet) of those species consumed.  The proposed assumption of five percent
     lipid does not accurately represent the edible portion of Great Lakes fish 
     consumed by humans, but rather is an estimated average lipid lievel for all
     fish in all of the Great Lakes.  The GLI reports a mean edible fish lipid  
     content of 5.25% (standard deviation = 3.68) for all fish from data pooled 
     for the Great Lakes. (19)  This average includes salmonids, non-salmonid   
     game fish and non-game fish species sampled in the Great Lakes.  People do 
     not consume all Great Lakes fish species, and the fish that are eaten are  
     consumed disproportionally from that indicated by the GLI calculation.  The
     fish lipid levels reported for filet portions of two popular game fish,    
     large rainbow trout and large coho salmon, collected in Lake Ontario ranged
     from 1.3 to 3.4%.  (Oliver and Niimi 1988)  These data strongly suggest    
     that the Agency's estimate for percent lipid is too high and that a        
     weighted average should have been used to estimate the percent lipids in   
     the species that anglers actually consume.  This weighted average should   
     reflect the range of lipid levels in various species and the frequency at  
     which the various species are consumed by  Great Lakes anglers.            
     _________________________                                                  
     [(18)  EPA assumes that the PCB content of fish is related to percent      
     lipid. In fact, it has recently been shown that the concentrations of PCBs 
     in rainbow trout collected in Lake Ontario bear no discernable relationship
     either to the size of the fish or to the percent lipid of the fish,        
     although positive correlations may begin to appear when PCB concentrations 
     of fish taken from a single location are compared to length and percent    
     lipid.  (Murray and Burmaster 1993; Appendix 12).  According to the        
     authors, these findings "contradict the widely held view that the          
     concentration of highly lipophilic compounds are directly proportional to  
     the lipid content of the individual fish or to the lipid content of the    
     species," but do suggest that fish exposed to similar local conditions     
     (e.g., locally similar PCB concentrations in the water column, suspended   
     sediments or bed sediments) may show a relation between length and/or      
     percent lipid and fish tissue PCB concentration.  See Appendix 12 at 6,    
     8-9.                                                                       
                                                                                
     A subsequent study of lake trout and walleye taken in Lakes Superior,      
     Michigan, Huron, Ontario and Erie came to similar conclusions.  (Murray    
     (unpublished) in 1993; Appendix 13).]                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.215     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2771.216
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 215                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [(18)  EPA assumes that the PCB content of fish is related to percent      
     lipid.  In fact, it has recently been shown that the concentrations of PCBs
     in rainbow trout collected in Lake Ontario bear no discernable relationship
     either to the size of the fish or to the percent lipid of the fish,        
     although positive correlations may begin to appear when PCB concentrations 
     of fish taken from a single location are compared to length and percent    
     lipid.  (Murray and Burmaster 1993; Appendix 12).  According to the        
     authors, these findings "contradict the widely held view that the          
     concentration of highly lipophilic compounds are directly proportional to  
     the lipid content of the individual fish or to the lipid content of the    
     species," but do suggest that fish exposed to similar local conditions     
     (e.g., locally similar PCB concentrations in the water column, suspended   
     sediments or bed sediments) may show a relation between length and/or      
     percent lipid and fish tissue PCB concentrations.  See Appendix 12 at 6,   
     8-9.                                                                       
                                                                                
     A subsequent study of lake trout and walleye taken in Lakes Superior,      
     Michigan, Huron, Ontario and Erie came to similar conclusions.  (Murray    
     [unpublished] 1993; Appendix 13).                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.216     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.217
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Single Accumulation Factors Representing Chemical Congener Groups          
                                                                                
     PCBs and other chemicals represent a group of structurally related         
     compounds or congeners.  However, regulatory agencies almost always        
     evaluated them as if they are a single chemical.  Variations in PCB        
     congener structure can affect the solubility, bioavailability, and         
     ultimately the potential for specific congeners to accumulate in the       
     tissues of aquatic organisms.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.217     
     
     The final guidance does not treat the PCB congeners as a single chemical.  
     Mean values for Kow and BAF were calculated by weighting congener-specific 
     values for Kow and BAF according to the prevalence of the congeners in     
     salmonids in the Great Lakes, based on data presented by Oliver and Niimi  
     (1988).                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.218
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has recommended a single human health BAF for trophic level four of
     1,776,860 L/kg for total PCBs.  The application of a single BAF to estimate
     all PCB congener accumulation in fish assumes that all PCBs congeners are  
     equally bioavailable and accumulate at equal rates.  However, the degree of
     chlorination and the molecular positions of chlorination affect the water  
     solubility (bioavailability) as well as the rate of uptake and depuration  
     in an organism.  The biological half-life, based on whole-body tissue      
     analysis, for specific PCB isomers range from as low as 5 days for         
     3,3'-dichlorobiphenyl, 196 days for 2,5,4'-trichlorobiphenyl, 890 days for 
     2,5,3'5'-tetrachlorobiphenyl, to over 1,000 days for many penta-, hexta-,  
     octa-, and decachlorobiphenyls.  (Niimi and Oliver 1983)  Results reported 
     by Lech and Peterson (1983) reveal that higher chlorinated PCBs            
     bioaccumulate to a greater extent than lesser chlorinated PCBs.  In        
     general, mono-, di-, and trichlorobiphenyl congeners can be metabolized by 
     fish more efficiently than higher chlorinated congeners.  (Lech and        
     Peterson 1983)  This is evident in the wide range of reported BCFs and     
     BAFs.  Depending on the PCB congener or Aroclor examined, the GLI asserts  
     that BCFs and BAFs range from 3,000 L/kg to 1,181,818 L/kg for trophic     
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     level four fish.  (See Table 1 in Appendix 14).                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.218     
     
     Use of a single BAF for PCBs in the final guidance does not assume that all
     PCB congeners are equally bioavailable and accumulate at equal rates.  The 
     mean values for Kow and BAF were calculated by weighting congener-specific 
     values for Kow and BAF according to the prevalence of the congeners in     
     salmonids in the Great Lakes, based on data presented by Oliver and Niimi  
     (1988). By weighting according to the prevalence in salmonids, the         
     differences in bioavailability and accumulation rates are taken into       
     account.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.219
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative to a total PCB value, Oliver and Niimi (1988, 1989)      
     recommend developing congener-specific BAFs for PCBs.  These values could  
     be derived from the data set provided by EPA in its GLI Technical Support  
     Document for Derivation of Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation       
     Factors.  At a minimum, a BAF for the lower chlorinated PCB congeners      
     (mono-, di-, and trichlorobiphenyl) and a BAF for the higher chlorinated   
     congeners (penta-, hexa-, octa-, and decachlorobiphenyls) should be        
     developed to more accurately estimate the accumulation of PCBs in fish     
     tissue.  To be consistent with BAF values derived for other GLI chemicals  
     of concern, EPA should evaluated BAFs by fish species and then determine   
     the geometric mean of this set.  The geometric mean can then be normalized 
     to the appropriate lipid level.  If EPA insists on using a BAF approach,   
     the wide variations in physicochemical properties among the various        
     congener groups warrant the derivation of specific BAF values to accurately
     and scientifically estimate bioaccumulation.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.219     
     
     The final guidance uses a mean BAF for PCBs that is a weighted geometric   
     mean of congener-specific BAFs derived from data presented by Oliver and   
     Niimi (1988).  As demonstrated in the BAF TSD, this mean BAF is similar to 
     the BAF that would be calculated from the data of Oliver and Niimi (1988)  
     for total PCBs in fish and in water.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.220
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (v)  Critique of Oliver and Niimi (1985 and 1988)                          
                                                                                
     In deriving a human health-based BAF for PCBsm the GLI reported 12         
     field-measured BAFS.  All 12 values were based on two studies conducted by 
     Oliver and Niimi.  (1985 and 1988)  In the GLI, EPA reported values        
     (normalized to 1.0% lipid) ranging from 26,667 for trichlorobiphenyl in    
     salmon to 1,250,000 for hexachlorobiphenyl in trout and 355,373 for total  
     PCBs in salmon,  EPA adjusted the total PCB value of 355,373 (Oliver and   
     Niimi 1988) to a 5% lipid content which resulted in a human health BAF of  
     1,776,860 for PCBs.                                                        
                                                                                
     Review of this study reveals a number of issues that invalidate the use of 
     BAFs derived from this data set for regulatory purposes.  GE's review      
     identified the following problems:                                         
                                                                                
     The existence of widespread spatial and temporal variations in the data    
     collected;/the use of unadjusted whole fish rather than edible fillet      
     measurements in calculating the BAF for the human exposure pathway; and/the
     calculation of BAFs based on centrifuged water concentrations and not whole
     water column concentrations.                                               
                                                                                
     The study conducted by Oliver and Niimi (1988) focused on the potential    
     trophic level transfer of PCBs and other chlorinated hydrocarbons in the   
     Lake Ontario Ecosystem.  Water samples were collected in April of 1984 from
     seven locations in the middle of Lake Ontario, near the centers of the     
     various lake basins.  The samples were taken at a depth of 10 meters.  The 
     samples were passed through a centrifuge to remove suspended particulate.  
     Thus, the resulting water concentrations do not represent the level of PCBs
     in the whole water concentrations.                                         
                                                                                
     Fish samples used in the study consisted of one composite sample of five   
     slimy sculpin, a 12-fish composite of alewive, a 20-fish composite of large
     rainbow trout, six eight-fish composites of small smelt, and 60 salmonids. 
     The salmonids consisted of 20 coho salmon, 20 rainbow trout, 10 lake trout,
     and 10 brown trout.  The fish were collected in 1981, 1982, and 1986 at    
     locations along the shores of western Lake Ontario.                        
                                                                                
     The BAFs derived from this data set combined fish collected along one      
     shoreline and water data collected from the center of Lake Ontario.  Fish  
     samples were taken from shore locations where sediment levels could have   
     been elevated by historical discharges and non-point sources.  The water   
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     samples were taken from locations (deep portions of the lake) where        
     sediment levels almost certainly would have been lower.  Thus, spatial     
     variations in the collection of the water and fish samples are likely to   
     have substantially overestimated the actual BAF value.                     
                                                                                
     The BAFs calculated by EPA from this data represent field measurements;    
     however, the centrifuged water concentration does not serve as a useful    
     variable for calculating the BAF because it does not represent the major   
     pathway by which fish are exposed to PCBs.  As discussed previously, the   
     hydrophobic nature of most PCBs results in the majority of congeners being 
     bound to organic matter in the sediment or suspended to organic matter in  
     the water column.  Lake Ontario contains approximately 2 ng/L organic      
     carbon.  (Baker et al. 1986)  As much as 50% of the measured chemicals     
     could be bound to this colloidal matter.  (Baker et al. 1986; Oliver and   
     Niimi 1988)  The actual PCB exposure to fish, taking into account suspended
     sediment and colloidal bound PCBs (i.e., whole water concentration), is    
     likely higher than the value represented by the centrifuged concentration. 
     By using the whole water concentration, the denominator of the BAF ratio   
     would increase and the resulting BAF value would likely be significantly   
     lower.                                                                     
                                                                                
     [In addition to relying on centrifuged water concentrations of PCBs and the
     problems of spatial and temporal variations of the data set, the values    
     derived by EPA represent accumulation in whole fish and not edible fish    
     fillets.  Even fish concentrations reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988) are 
     whole fish values.  Although not explicitly stated in the published        
     article, the referenced methodology (Niimi and Cho 1981) and similar       
     research bo Oliver and Niimi (1985,1989) indicates that whole fish analyses
     were conducted.  Whole fish values are not appropriate for deriving human  
     health-based standards.  EPA (1989) advocates the use of the edible        
     portions of the fillet data, if available, or dividing the whole body      
     concentration by two to provide an estimated filet concentration.  Thie    
     correction was not conducted by the Agency.  Applying this correction would
     reduce the reported BAF by 50% to 177,686 (1% lipid)].                     
                                                                                
     The EPA also reports the GLI BAF values as salmon values; however the data 
     in this study do not provide PCB date for salmon, but for salmonids        
     (soft-finned fish family).  In this study, salmonids consisted of 60 fish: 
     20 rainbow trout, 20 coho salmon, 10 brown trout, and 10 lake trout.       
     Although analyzed separately, these data were only reported as an average  
     for all 60 fish and not just the salmon.  This example further indicates   
     the Agency's need to thoroughly review and understand the available        
     scientific literature.                                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.220     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has improved the procedure for determining BAFs.
      One of the major improvements was the accounting for the freely dissolved 
     portion of the chemical in the water column.  By taking into account the   
     freely dissolved fraction of the chemical, appropriate corrections have    
     been made for the concentrations of the chemicals in water reported by     
     Oliver and Niimi (1988).   (Note, the concentrations of the chemicals in   
     water reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988) include both the freely dissolved
     and DOC bound fractions of the chemical.)   Furthermore, appropriate       
     corrections have been made to the BAFs used in the final water quality     
     criteria which are based upon the total concentration of the chemical in   
     the water.                                                                 
                                                                                
     In the final guidance, EPA in developing the water quality criteria used   
     the percent lipid values for the human exposure route based upon the       
     consumption of the edible portion of the fishes and for the wildlife       
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     exposure route based upon the consumption of whole fishes.  The use of     
     lipid normalization in the GLWQI BAF procedure permits the adjustment of   
     residues obtained on a whole fish basis to a edible portions and similarly 
     from edible portions to a whole fish basis as well.  There is a large body 
     scientific evidence supporting the use of lipid normalization in deriving  
     BCFs and BAFs, e.g., see Mackay (1982), Connell (1988), and Barron (1990). 
     In addition, lipid normalization is used consistently in food web models   
     for predicting bioaccumulation, e.g., see Gobas (1993), Thomann et al      
     (1992), Thomann (1989), Connolly and Pedersen (1988) and Thomann and       
     Connolly (1984).                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees with commenter that some spatial and temporal variations might  
     exist the in the data collected by Oliver and Niimi (1988).  However,      
     fishes provide spatial and temporal integration of the chemical exposure.  
     The commenters imply that spatial and temporal variations made the data of 
     Oliver and Niimi unacceptable.  EPA does not agree because of the excellent
     agreement observed between the BAFs determined from the data of Oliver and 
     Niimi (1988) and those predicted using the model of Gobas (1993).  A       
     comparison of the BAFs predicted by the Gobas model (1993) against the     
     field-measured BAFs from Oliver and Niimi (1988) for the fifty-two         
     pollutants which have field- measured BAFs for at least three fish shows   
     that differences between the mean BAFs are less than a two-fold difference 
     for 46 of the 52 pollutants, and less than a three-fold difference for 51  
     of the 52 pollutants (Zipf, 1995). The model of Gobas (1993) requires as   
     input the concentrations of the chemicals in the sediment and ambient      
     water, the structure of the food web, the lipid contents and weight of the 
     organisms, and the organic carbon content of the sediments.  The model of  
     Gobas (1993) does not require the input of chemical residues in the        
     organisms.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P2771.221
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .221 is imbedded in comment .220                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to relying on centrifuged water concentrations of PCBs and the 
     problems of spatial and temporal variations of the data set, the values    
     derived by EPA represent accumulation in whole fish and not edible fish    
     fillets.  Even fish concentrations reported by Oliver and Niimi (1988) are 
     whole fish values.  Although not explicitly stated in the published        
     article, the referenced methodology (Niimi and Cho 1981) and similar       
     research by Oliver and Niimi (1985, 1989) indicates that whole fish        
     analyses were conducted.  Whole fish values are not appropriate for        
     deriving human health-based standards.  EPA (1989) advocates the use of the
     edible portions of the fillet data, if available, or dividing the whole    
     body concentration by two to provide an estimated filet concentration.     
     This correction was not conducted by the Agency.  Applying this correction 
     would reduce the reported BAF by 50% to 177,686 (1% lipid).                
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     Response to: P2771.221     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.222
     Cross Ref 1: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (VI)  Modeling Bioaccumulation Under the GLI and Alternative Assumptions   
                                                                                
     Background/The GLI will use WQS to evaluate industrial discharges and      
     derive WQBELs.  In choosing to use the WQS for this purpose, EPA is        
     asserting that the methodology used to establish the criteris is           
     appropriate to evaluate the risks associated with exposure to contaminants 
     discharged to the lakes.  However, the analysis in this section will show  
     that proposed methodology systemically overestimates risks resulting from  
     water column concentrations of PCBs, and especially from industrial        
     discharges that affect only small portions of a lake.                      
                                                                                
     Under the methodology for establishing the GLI WQS, EPA has made the       
     assumption that the levels of contamination in fish tissue can be predicted
     based on measurements of the contaminant in water and a simple BAF ration. 
     As noted above, recent studies have demonstrated that direct absorption of 
     PCBs across the gills is not a significant route of uptake for fish.  PCBs 
     are now known to enter fish by means of accumulation in the food chain.  As
     noted previously, this route of exposure to the fish is not influenced by  
     PCBs in the water column but is directly dependent on the level of PCBs in 
     sediments.  This finding suggests that changes in the water column will not
     result in a direct change in fish tissue levels.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.222     
     
     EPA does not agree.  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine
     all routes of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food,  
     in the aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure  
     do not assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall     
     expression of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the     
     chemical in water column as a reference point.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.223
     Cross Ref 1: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Modeling of Fish Tissue Concentrations                                     
                                                                                
     This finding is demonstrated in the attached modeling analysis of the      
     relationship between and increased (or decreased) loading of PCBs and      
     changes in PCB levels in fish tissue (See Appendix 15). The analysis       
     evaluates the effect of increased water column concentrations (resulting   
     from industrial discharges of other sources) on fish tissue under three    
     sets of assumptions or scenarios.  Under the first scenario, the model (1) 
     estimates the effect of the increased loading of PCBs to the water column  
     by assuming that the PCBs remain in the water column, and (2) calculates   
     the level of PCBs in fish by assuming that the fish tissue concentrations  
     are solely a function of direct uptake from the water column. These are the
     assumptions used in the proposed GLI.  In the second scenario, the model   
     (1) estimates the effect of an increased loading of PCBs on the            
     concentration of PCBs in both the water column and sediments, and (2)      
     calculates the level of PCBs in fish by assuming that fish tissue          
     concentrations will increase largely as a function of changes in sediment  
     concentrations.  Both the first and the second scenarios assume that the   
     fish will spend its entire life near the area of the increased loading and 
     will be in equilibrium with the changes in water and sediment levels of    
     PCBs (i.e., the EPA assumption).  In the third scenario, it is assumed that
     PCB levels in fish tissue will largely change with sediment concentration; 
     however, the fish are assumed to spend only five percent of their life span
     in the area affected by the increased loading (i.e., with the higher water 
     column and sediment concentrations).                                       
                                                                                
     In each of the scenarios, the model begins with an estimate of the PCB     
     concentrations in fish prior to the increased loading.  At a specified time
     (year zero) the loading begins and the effect of the discharge on the      
     water, sediment and fish tissue concentrations of PCBs over time is modeled
     until the fish come into equilibrium with the discharge.  All three        
     scenarios make identical assumptions about the area of the lake that is    
     affected, the amount of sediment and water in the affected portion of the  
     lake, and the volume and composition of the PCB waste that is c\discharged.
      The models also assume that PCBs would occur at background levels similar 
     to those in Lake Ontario.  The amount of the increased loading was selected
     so as to cause a doubling of the existing water column levels.  Details of 
     the modeling assumptions and methods are provided in Appendix 15.          
                                                                                
     Figures 1, 2, 3 and 4 (Appendix 14) present the results of the modeling.   
     Figure 1 presents the results of the first scenario.  The increased loading
     results in a rapid change in the water column concentration.  In this      
     scenario, the PCB levels in the water reach an equilibrium concentration   
     that is twice the initial concentration in approximately 7 days.  Since the
     fish tissue level is a direct function of the water column concentration,  
     the fish tissue concentration also doubles over background levels.         
                                                                                
     Figure 2 presents the results of the second scenario.  In this scenario, a 
     portion of the PCBs released to the water column are assumed to partition  
     to the sediments.  In contrast to the water column, the concentration of   
     PCBs in the sediments increased very slowly (over several decades).  Since 
     PCB levels in fish tissue are largely determined by sediment mediated      
     pathways (i.e., benthic food chain pathways), the concentrations in fish   
     tissue also change very slowly.  As a result, fish tissue levels do not    
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     equilibrate with the discharge for many years.  During the period of time  
     until the fish tissue equilibrates, the EPA assumption will overestimate   
     exposure.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Figure 3 presents the results of the third scenario.  Under this scenario, 
     the fish were assumed to be affected by the increased water and sediment   
     concentrations for five percent of their life span.  At all other times the
     fish are assumed to be exposed to sediment with background levels of PCBs. 
     As the model indicates, even after the levels of PCBs reach equilibrium in 
     the water column and the sediments, the concentrations in fish tissues     
     remain essentially unchanged.                                              
                                                                                
     Figure 4 (see Appendix 14) presents a summary of the changes in PCB        
     concentration in fish tissue levels in the three scenarios of a common     
     timeline.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Conclusions/ [The intent of this modeling exercise was to determine the    
     reasonableness of the EPA assumption for bioaccumulation.  The first       
     scenario presents estimes of changes in fish tissue levels that are        
     consistent with the assumptions in the proposed GLI BAF methodology.       
     However, these assumptions are not supported by current science.  The      
     additional scenarios demonstrate how estimates of fish tissue              
     concentrations change when more realistic assumptions are made.]           
                                                                                
     [Several conclusions can be drawn from this analysis.  First, for compounds
     such as PCBs, there will be a large lag time between any changes in fish   
     tissue concentrations and an increased, or reduced, loading to the Great   
     Lakes.  As Figure 4 indicates (Appendix 14), PCB levels in fish do not     
     reach equilibrium with an incrased environmental concentration for at least
     50 years.  This time lag suggests that changed in discharges will not have 
     any short-term effects on fish tissue levels; rather, increased or         
     decreased discharges will result in very long-term changes in PCB levels.  
     This fact invalidates EPA's used of a fish concentration/water             
     concentration BAF which postulates a direct temporal relation between water
     concentrations of PCBs and fish concentrations.]                           
                                                                                
     [Second, the BAF approach will greatly overestimate the actual change in   
     fish tissue levels when the fish do not spend the majority of their time in
     the area affected by a higher, or lower, PCB water column concentration.   
     While the model assumed that the fraction of a time a fish spent in the    
     assumed impacted area was five percent, in reality the fraction will be    
     much smaller.]                                                             
                                                                                
     [Third, since changes in fish tissue levels likely to occur as the result  
     of increased or decreased water column loadings are small, the most        
     appropriate approach for managing risks associated with PCB bioaccumulation
     in fish must be evaluated in terms of the relative contribution of the     
     streams to the total amount of PCBs in a lake's sediments.  A total net    
     loading limit for PCBs should also be based on the lake's ability to remove
     PCBs.  A total limit for a lake could then be approtioned to various       
     sources, especially major sources such as non-point source discharges and  
     sources of pollutants deposited from the atmosphere.]                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.223     
     
     The first modeling scenario provided by the commenter is not a correct     
     picture of EPA's BAF methodology.  The commenter claims that "fish tissue  
     concentrations are solely a function of direct uptake from the water       
     column".  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all routes
     of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in the      
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     aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do not  
     assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall expression 
     of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the chemical in    
     water column as a reference point.  This use of the BAF in GLWQI is        
     fundamentally different than that implied by commenter.                    
                                                                                
     The second modeling scenario provided by the commenter is not a correct    
     picture of EPA's BAF methodology.  The commenter "calculates levels of PCBs
     in fish by assuming that fish tissue concentrations will increase largely  
     as a function of changes in sediment concentrations" and that the fish are 
     in equilibrium with the water and sediment levels of PCBs.  As discussed   
     above, the BAFs used by EPA in the final guidance include all routes of    
     chemical exposure.  In addition, EPA has account for the disequilibrium    
     between the water column and sediments in the BAF methodology. With the    
     model of Gobas (1993), disequilibrium between the water column and the     
     sediments is accounted for because this model requires the input of        
     concentrations of the chemical in the sediment and water column.  The model
     of Gobas (1993) includes both the benthic and pelagic food web pathways and
     thus, includes chemical exposure from contaminated sediments.              
                                                                                
     The third modeling scenario provided by the commenter mixes bioaccumulation
     processes with exposure scenarios.  Bioaccumulation processes and exposure 
     scenarios are distinctly different.  The commenter makes the valid point   
     that residues in fishes resulting from bioaccumulation processes are       
     dependent upon the exposure history of the fishes.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.224
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .224 is imbedded in comment .223                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The intent of this modeling exercise was to determine the reasonableness of
     the EPA assumption for bioaccumulation.  The first scenario presents       
     estimates of changes in fish tissue levels that are consistent with the    
     assumptions in the proposed GLI BAF methodology.  However, these           
     assumptions are not supported by current science.  The additional scenarios
     demonstrate how estimates of fish tissue concentrations change when more   
     realistic assumptions are made.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.224     
     
     The first modeling scenario provided by the commenter is not a correct     
     picture of EPA's BAF methodology.  The commenter claims that "fish tissue  
     concentrations are solely a function of direct uptake from the water       
     column".  In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all routes
     of exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in the      
     aquatic ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do not  
     assume simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall expression 
     of the total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the chemical in    

Page 10565



$T044618.TXT
     water column as a reference point.  This use of the BAF in GLWQI is        
     fundamentally different than that stated by commenter.                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.225
     Cross Ref 1: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .225 is imbedded in comment .223.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several conclusions can be drawn from this analysis.  First, for compounds 
     such as PCBs, there will be a large lag time between any changes in fish   
     tissue concentrations and an increased, or reduced, loading to the Great   
     Lakes.  As Figure 4 indicates (Appendix 14), PCB levels in fish do not     
     reach equilibrium with an increased environmental concentration for at     
     least 50 years.  This time lag suggests that changes in discharges will not
     have any short-term effects on fish tissue levels; rather, increased or    
     decreased discharges will result in very long-term changes in PCB levels.  
     This fact invalidates EPA's use of a fish concentration/water concentration
     BAF which postulates a direct temporal relation between water              
     concentrations of PCBs and fish concentrations.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.225     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is using BAFs which combine all routes of       
     exposure, i.e, from water, sediment, and contaminated food, in the aquatic 
     ecosystem.  These BAFs by including all routes of exposure do not assume   
     simple water-fish partitioning but rather are an overall expression of the 
     total bioaccumulation using the concentration of the chemical in water     
     column as a reference point.  This use of the BAF in GLWQI is fundamentally
     different than that stated by commenter.                                   
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.226
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .226 is imbedded in comment .223.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the BAF approach will greatly overestimate the actual change in    
     fish tissue levels when the fish do not spend the majority of their time in
     the area affected by a higher, or lower, PCB water column concentration.   
     While the model assumed that the fraction of time a fish spent in the      
     assumed impacted area was five percent, in reality the fraction will be    
     much smaller.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.226     
     
     The commenter mixes bioaccumulation processes with exposure scenarios.     
     Bioaccumulation processes and exposure scenarios are distinctly different. 
     The commenter makes the valid point that residues in fishes resulting from 
     bioaccumulation processes are dependent upon the exposure history of the   
     fishes.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.227
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .227 is imbedded in comment .223.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, since changes in fish tissue levels likely to occur as the result of
     increased or decreased water column loadings are small, the most           
     appropriate approach for managing risks associated with PCB bioaccumulation
     is to evaluate total loadings on a regional or lake-by-lake basis.  The    
     risks from bioaccumulation in fish must be evaluated in terms of the       
     relative contribution of the streams to the total amount of PCBs in a      
     lake's sediments.  A total net loading limit for PCBs should also be based 
     on the lake's ability to remove PCBs.  A total limit for a lake could then 
     be apportioned to various sources, especially major sources such as        
     non-point source discharges and sources of pollutants deposited from the   
     atmosphere.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.227     
     
     EPA agrees that management of risks associated with PCB loadings and       
     contamination is a difficult problem that, in the final analysis, may need 
     to be addressed on a regional or lake-by-lake basis.  For a discussion of  
     the loading limits provisions of the final Guidance, see the SID at VIII.G.
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.228
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (vii)  Derivation of Alternative BAFs for the Great Lakes                  
                                                                                
     As discussed above, GE has a number of technical concerns with the GLI     
     methodology used to derive a BAF for PCBs.  However, should the Agency     
     insist in using this approach, it is essential that the Agency determine   
     how well the proposed BAF predicts the relationship between water column   
     data and fish tissue levels at various locations in the Great Lakes.  In   
     the GLI proposal, EPA has based its estimate of the BAF for PCBs on a      
     single source of data.  (Oliver and Nimi 1988)  The Oliver and Nimi (1988) 
     study is based on data collected from a single lake and is subject to a    
     number of limitations.  It is important that the BAF also be shown to      
     accurately predict fish tissue levels in the other Great Lakes.  As noted  
     by Rowen and Ramussen (1992), the relationship between environmental levels
     and fish tissue levels will vary from lake to lake due to differences in   
     species of fish present, food chain, and the lake's hydrology.  Therefore, 
     GE has collected data on the concentration of PCBs in fish and the water   
     column from specific regions of each of the Great Lakes and has developed  
     independent measurements of BAFs for these regions.  These estimates       
     provide detailed information of the spacial variation and uncertainty in   
     BAF values.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.228     
     
     In the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine     
     Bioaccumulation Factors, EPA has demonstrated that lipid normalized BAFs   
     which are based upon the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in 
     the ambient water are in good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay,
     a shallower, smaller, and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.  
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.229
     Cross Ref 1: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Data Collection/ In the review of the available field data for the Great   
     Lakes, 10 regulatory and non-regulatory agencies in the United States and  
     Canada as well as 28 researchers were contacted.  Water column data,       
     measured as total water column PCB concentration (including suspended      
     sediment, colloidal bound, and dissolved phase), and fish fillet           
     concentrations for total PCBs were compiled.                               
                                                                                
     Fish tissue data were obtained from Chuck Cox with the Ontario Ministry of 
     the Environment, EPA Region 5 (David De Vault database), New York State    
     Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC), Presque Isle Bay        
     Remedial Action Plan, and published data from Suns et al. (1991) (Table 3  
     in Appendix 14).  The data obtained from the Ontario Ministry of the       
     Environment consisted of measurements of PCBs in the 937 fish taken from   
     Lakes Ontario, Huron, Erie, and Superior.  EPA Region 5 provided data on   
     155 fish from Lakes Erie, Huron, Ontario, Superior, and Michigan.  NYSDEC  
     provided date on fish from Lake Erie and Suns et al. (1991) provided 43    
     additional data points for Lake Ontario.  Data from the Presque Isle Bay   
     Remedial Action Plan (PADER 1992) provided additional fish tissue data for 
     Lake Erie.  Water column data were obtained from Serge L'Italien of        
     Environment of Canada for Lakes Erie, Huron, Ontario, and Superior         
     (L'Italien 1993).  EPA's STORET database provided additional water column  
     data for these four Great Lakes.                                           
                                                                                
     Data Analysis/ In performing this analysis, GE began by plotting each fish 
     and water column data point on NOAA chargs of the Grat Lakes and color     
     coding the data to distinguish the year the data were collected.  To       
     minimize spatial and temporal variations BAF analyses were conducted in    
     localized "regions" of the Great Lakes.  A "region" was defined based on   
     the following criteria:  home range of samples fish/ spacial distribution  
     of the available data/ hydrologic considerations, such as a semi-enclosed  
     bays/ a minimum of ten measurements of PCBs in fish or fish composites.    
                                                                                
     The home ranges of 13 fish species present in the Great Lakes are          
     summarized in Table 2 (Appendix 14).  With the exception of rainbow trout, 
     most Great Lakes fish species are found within an 80 km range.  The        
     diameter of each regional area is approximately 80 to 100 km.  The spatial 
     distribution of data points, especially the fish tissue collection points, 
     limited the number of regions within a lake that could be analyzed.  For   
     example, data were available for 30 fish in Lake Michigan; however, all the
     fish were collected from one location.  As a result, only one region of    
     Lake Michigan could be analyzed.  Hydrologic characteristics were          
     considered in defining regional areas for bays such as the Georgian Bay, in
     Lake Huron.  Using these criteria, 14 localized regions were tentatively   
     identified as having sufficient data to allow a calculation of a BAF value.
     Figures 5 through 9 (Appendix 14) provide the locations of each region in  
     the various Great Lakes.                                                   
                                                                                
     After fourteen regions were identified, four regions were found to have    
     little or no available information on the levels of PCBs in the water      
     column.  One of the remaining regions (Thunder Bay) only had measurements  
     of Aroclor 1254, not total PCBs in fish tissues.  This could result in low 
     estimates of BAF values.  Therefore, data from this region were not used in
     any subsequent analyses.  The remaining nine regions were reasonable       
     scattered across four of the Great Lakes.                                  
                                                                                
     To keep temporal variations to a minimum, only water column data collected 
     within one year of fish tissue data collection were included in this       
     analysis.  In addition, fish concentrations of PCBs were normalized to 1%  
     lipid.  The majority of PCB concentrations were reported as total PCBs,    
     with the exception of the NYSDEC database which reported the sum of Aroclor
     1254 and Aroclor 1260.  In thie analysis, the combined Aroclors were       
     considered to be a reasonable measure of total PCBs.                       
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     The method used to calculate the BAFs for each region is as follows.       
     First, the average whole water concentration for PCBs within each          
     identified region was estimated by taking the arithmetic mean of all water 
     samples within the region.  Second, individual BAFs for each normalized PCB
     fish concentration, within the region, were derived by dividing the fish   
     concentration by the average water concentration.  The geometric mean of   
     each set of BAF values was calculated to determine the region-specific BAF.
     This approach is consistent with the methodology proposed by USEPA in the  
     GLI.                                                                       
                                                                                
     One problem with developing regional BAF values is evaluating the impact of
     alternative assumptions for water column measurements that were below the  
     analytical levels of detection (non-detects).  The approach used to deal   
     with such samples was to calculate BAFs under three different assumptions. 
     The first assumption was that a non-detect sample contained PCB            
     concentrations equal to the limit of detection.  The second assumption was 
     that non-detects contained PCBs at a concentration of 1/2 the limit of     
     detection.  Finally, as a third option, BAFs for each of the regions were  
     calculated using only water column measurements that were greater than the 
     detection limits.                                                          
                                                                                
     Figure 10 in Appendix 14 presents the results of the three different       
     scenarios.  As the Figure indicates, the different assumptions on how to   
     deal with non-detects did not have a significant impact on the estimates of
     BAFs.  The range of BAFs for the i\nine regions was slightly higher when   
     non-detects were discarded and was lowerst when all non-detects were       
     assigned concentrations equal to the detection limit.  Based on this       
     analysis, GE decided to treat non-detects by assuming a concentration of   
     1/2 of the analytical detection limit.  All further discussions are based  
     on this assumption.                                                        
                                                                                
     Discussion of Results/ [The results of the analysis suggest that had EPA   
     sought to investigate all of the available data on the relationship between
     PCBs in the Great Lakes water column and levels in fish, the Agency could  
     have identified large amounts of data for most of the Great Lakes.  The    
     decision on the part of the Agency to choose the results of a single study 
     from one of the five lakes to develop a BAF for PCBs that applies across   
     the Great Lakes Basin appears to be a poor use of the available data.]     
                                                                                
     [The results of the analysis performed by GE indicates that there is a     
     large amount of variability in the ratio of water column concentrations to 
     fish tissue levels (BAF) when measured at different times and locations in 
     the Great Lakes.(20)  In general, the BAF values calculated for the        
     different regions were found to be significantly lower than the value of   
     1,700,000 proposed in the GLI.  In particular, the BAFs for Lakes Erie and 
     Huron were much smaller than the BAFs for Lake Ontario.  This finding is   
     similar to the observations on sediments made by Rowen and Rasmussen       
     (1992).  Since the Oliver and Niimi (1988) study on which the GLI's BAF is 
     proposed was performed using Lake Ontario data, the proposed BAF for PCBs  
     in the GLI may not be appropriate for use in other Great lakes.]           
                                                                                
     [Table 4 in Appendix 14 presents a summary of the available data and       
     estimated BAFs for each of the regions.  There was significant variation in
     the estimated BAFs.  The geometric means for the nine regions ranged from  
     21,000 to 410,000.  The BAF values for individual fish ranged from 3,400 to
     8,800,000, or more than three orders of magnitude.                         
                                                                                
     Table 4 also presents the BAF calculated by EPA based on the Oliver and    
     Nimi (1988) study.  As noted in Table 4, all values are normalized to 1%   
     lipid.  As the Table indicates, the EPA estimate of the BAF is much higher 
     than the BAFs for most of the regions.  However, the EPA estimate is       
     similar to the BAFs for Lake Ontario (see Figure 11).  Since the EPA BAF is
     based on data from Lake Ontario (nimi and Oliver 1988), these findings     
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     suggest that the BAF proposed by EPA may only be valid for Lake Ontario or 
     portions of Lake Ontario.                                                  
                                                                                
     In contrast to the Lake Ontario estimates, the values for the other Great  
     Lakes had an average (geometric) value of 40,000, eight times lower than   
     the EPA estimate.  The finding that there are significant differences in   
     the BAFs for different lakes is not surprising.  As discussed above, local 
     water column concentrations are not expected to be effective predictors of 
     fish tissue concentrations.                                                
                                                                                
     Table 4 in Appendix 14 also indicates that the BAF approach is a very poor 
     predictor of individual fish tissue levels.  As indicated by the range of  
     fish-specific BAFs given in Table 4, even when fish are normalized to a 1% 
     lipid level, the ratios of individual fish concentrations to average water 
     column concentration ranged by more than two orders of magnitude for most  
     regions.]                                                                  
                                                                                
     [There are two conclusions that can be reached from this data.  First,     
     there is no single ratio of water column-to-fish tissue (BAF) that is valid
     for all of the Great Lakes.  This again suggest that the proposed BAF      
     approach is not appropriate for PCBs.]                                     
                                                                                
     [Second, EPA's proposed BAF will result in a significant over-prediction of
     the potential for bioaccumulation for at least three of the Great Lakes    
     (Erie, Huron, Superior).  Given this analysis, EPA should seek to develop  
     alternative methods of evaluating bioaccumulation that are not based on    
     water column measurements.]                                                
                                                                                
     [If the Agency persists in using a BAF water column approach, the BAF      
     values established by the Agency must be based on data from all of the     
     Great Lakes, not just Lake Ontario.]                                       
                                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     (20)  [This finding of a wide variation in BAF values was cooroborated by a
     statistical analysis of the data GE collected for Lake Ontario.            
     (Burmaster, et al. 1993; Appendix 16)  That analysis sought to fit normal  
     and lognormal distributions to concentration data for PCB and for          
     lipid-normalized PCBs in fillets of brown trout, lake trout, rainbow trout,
     chinook salmon, coho salmon, and smallmouth bass from the western, easter, 
     and northeast basins of Lake Ontario.  In addition, the study sought to fit
     normal and lognormal distributions to concentration data for PCBs in       
     unfiltered water samples from the same three basins.  Then, the analysis   
     estimated lognormal distributions for the ordinary bioaccumulation factor  
     (BAF) and for the lipid-normalized BAF of PCBs in these species.  The      
     results of the analyses were summarized by the authors as follows:         
                                                                                
     Overall, we show that the median BAF value for fish fillets taken from Lake
     Ontario ranges from 145 thousand for smallmouth bass in Basin 3, the       
     northeastern basin, to 1.5 million for chinook salmon in Basin 1, the      
     western basin.  Even within a single basin, there are large differences    
     between the estimated BAF values for different species, partly because the 
     lipid contents of the fillets vary so much from species to species (as well
     as within a single species).                                               
                                                                                
     Given the large variation from basin to basin for the same species, and    
     given the large variation from species to species within the same basin, we
     conclude that a single value for the BAF for PCBs for all species and for  
     all lakes is scientifically incorrect.  We conclude that it is simply not  
     possible to pick a single number to represent the BAF for PCBs for even a  
     single species in a single lake, much less for many species in several     
     different Great Lakes.]                                                    
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     Response to: P2771.229     
     
     The analysis performed by GE suffers from a number of technical            
     difficulties.  First, in calculating the BAFs for total PCBs, no           
     corrections were made for the effects caused by dissolved and particulate  
     organic carbon in the ambient water.  EPA's SAB (December 1992) indicated  
     that these effects can not be ignored.  In the final guidance, EPA has a   
     methodology to account for the effects by dissolved and particulate organic
     carbon.  Second, the water data suffers from detection limit problems.     
     This commenters as well as many other commenters would criticize EPA for   
     using this data below the detection limit by either assuming a value, e.g.,
     1/2 the detection limit, or ignoring the data entirely.  Third, the data   
     used by the commenter suffers from the lag time problems.  Fourth, the     
     commenter made no attempts to review the data for quality.  Data quality   
     problems can not be ignored.  Fifth, the commenters are working with total 
     PCBs instead of individual PCB congeners.  These commenters, especically   
     since they have numerous peer-review publications reporting PCB results on 
     a congener level, know the difficulties associated with the total PCB      
     numbers.                                                                   
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenters conclusions.  EPA has demonstrated in the
     GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to Determine            
     Bioaccumulation Factors that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in 
     good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller,   
     and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.  These BAFs derived    
     using EPA's BAF methodology do not suffer from the above difficulties.     
                                                                                
     In the final guidance, water quality criteria are based upon the total     
     concentration of the chemical in the ambient water.  In deriving the       
     criteria, representative values for the DOC and POC in the Great Lakes were
     used to convert the BAF from a freely dissolved to total basis.  It should 
     be noted that site-specific modifications can be made in the final guidance
     which would permit the critera value to become larger or smaller.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.230
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .230 is imbedded in comment .229.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results of the analysis suggest that had EPA sought to investigate all 
     of the available data on the relationship between PCBs in the Great Lakes  
     water column and levels in fish, the Agency could have identified large    
     amounts of data for most of the Great Lakes.  The decision on the part of  
     the Agency to choose the results of a single study from one of the five    
     lakes to develop a BAF for PCBs that applies across the Great Lakes Basin  
     appears to be a poor use of the available data.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.230     
     
     As discussed in the response to comment P2771.229, the commenter's analysis
     suffers from a number technical difficulties.  The commenter criticized EPA
     for the "poor use of available data".  The commenter has assembled a       
     hodgepodge of data. EPA after careful consideration of the available data  
     used a used high quality data set to derive the lipid normalized BAF based 
     upon the freely dissolved concentration of the chemical.                   
                                                                                
     EPA has demonstrated that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the   
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in 
     good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller,   
     and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.231
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .231 imbedded in comment .229.                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The results of the analysis performed by GE indicates that there is a large
     amount of variability in the ratio of water column concentrations to fish  
     tissue levels (BAF) when measured at different times and locations in the  
     Great Lakes.(20)  In general, the BAF values calculated for the different  
     regions were found to be significantly lower than the value of 1,700,000   
     proposed in the GLI.  In particular, the BAFs for Lakes Erie and Huron were
     much smaller than the BAFs for Lake Ontario.  This finding is similar to   
     the observations on sediments made by Rower and Rasmussen (1992).  Since   
     the Oliver and Niimi (1988) study on which the GLI's BAF is proposed was   
     performed using Lake Ontario data, the proposed BAF for PCBs in the GLI may
     not be appropriate for use in other Great lakes.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.231     
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     EPA disagrees with the conclusion of the commenter.  As discussed in the   
     response to comment P2771.229, the commenter's analysis suffers from a     
     number technical difficulties.  In the GLWQI Technical Support Document for
     the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors, EPA has demonstrated   
     that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the freely dissolved       
     concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in good agreement   
     between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller, and more         
     eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.232
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .232 is imbedded in comment .229.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Table 4 in Appendix 14 presents a summary of the available data and        
     estimated BAFs for each of the regions.  There was a significant variation 
     in the estimated BAFs.  The geometric means for the nine regions ranged    
     from 21,000 to 410,000.  The BAF values for individual fish ranged from    
     3,400 to 8,800,000, or more than three orders of magnitude.                
                                                                                
     Table 4 also presents the BAF calculated by EPA based on the Oliver and    
     Nimi (1988) study.  As noted in Table 4, all values are normalized to 1%   
     lipid.  As the Table indicates, the EPA estimate of the BAF is much higher 
     than the BAFs for most of the regions.  However, the EPA estimate is       
     similar to the BAFs for Lake Ontario (see Figure 11).  Since the EPA BAF is
     based on data from Lake Ontario (Niimi and Oliver 1988), these findings    
     suggest that the BAF proposed by EPA may only be valid for Lake Ontario or 
     portions of Lake Ontario.                                                  
                                                                                
     In contrast to the Lake Ontario estimates, the values for the other Great  
     Lakes had an average (geometric) value of 40,000, eight times lower than   
     the EPA estimate.  The finding that there are significant differences in   
     the BAFs for different lakes is not surprising.  As discussed above, local 
     water column concentrations are not expected to be effective predictors of 
     fish tissue concentrations.                                                
                                                                                
     Table 4 in Appendix 14 also indicates that the BAF approach is a very poor 
     predictor of individual fish tissue levels.  As indicated by the range of  
     fish-specific BAFs given in Table 4, even when fish are normalized to a 1% 
     lipid level, the ratios of individual fish concentrations to average water 
     column concentration ranged by more than two orders of magnitude for most  
     regions.                                                                   
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     Response to: P2771.232     
     
     As discussed in the response to comment P2771.229, the commenter's analysis
     suffers from a number technical difficulties.  In the GLWQI Technical      
     Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors,   
     EPA has demonstrated that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the   
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in 
     good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller,   
     and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 231                                                       
            
          Comment .233 is imbedded in comment .229.                                 

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (20)  This finding of a wide variation in BAF values was corroborated by a 
     statistical analysis of the data GE collected for Lake Ontario.            
     (Burmaster, et al. 1993; Appendix 16)  That analysis sought to fit normal  
     and lognormal distributions to concentration data for PCB and for          
     lipid-normalized PCBs in fillets of brown trout, lake trout, rainbow trout,
     chinook salmon, coho salmon, and smallmouth bass from the western, eastern 
     and northeast basins of Lake Ontario.  In addition, the study sought to fit
     normal and lognormal distributions to concentration data for PCBs in       
     unfiltered water samples from the same three basins.  Then, the analysis   
     estimated lognormal distributions for the ordinary bioaccumulation factor  
     (BAF) and for the lipid-normalized BAF of PCBs in these species.  The      
     results of the analyses were summarized by the authors as follows:         
                                                                                
     Overall, we show that the median BAF value for fish fillets taken from Lake
     Ontario ranges from ~ 145 thousand for smallmouth bass in Basin 3, the     
     northeastern basin, to ~ 1.5 million for chinook salmon in Basin 1, the    
     western basin.  Even within a single basin, there are large differences    
     between the estimated BAF values for different species, partly because the 
     lipid contents of the fillets vary so much from species to species (as well
     as within a single species).                                               
                                                                                
     Given the large variation from basin to basin for the same species, and    
     given the large variation from species to species within the same basin, we
     conclude that a single value for the BAF for PCBs for all species and for  
     all lakes is scientifically incorect.  We conclude that it is simply not   
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     possible to pick a single number to represent the BAF for PCBs for even a  
     single species in a single lake, much less for many species in several     
     different Great Lakes.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.233     
     
     Comment:  P2771.233                                                        
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     As discussed in the response to comment P2771.229, the commenter's analysis
     suffers from a number technical difficulties.  In the GLWQI Technical      
     Support                                                                    
     Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors, EPA has   
     demonstrated that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the freely    
     dissolved                                                                  
     concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in good agreement   
     between                                                                    
     Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller, and more eutrophic body  
     of water                                                                   
     than Lake Ontario.                                                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.234
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .234 is imbedded in comment .229.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are two conclusions that can be reached from this data.  First, there
     is no single ratio of water column-to-fish tissue (BAF) that is valid for  
     all of the Great Lakes.  This again suggests that the proposed BAF approach
     is not appropriate for PCBs.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.234     
     
     As discussed in the response to comment P2771.229, the commenter's analysis
     suffers from a number technical difficulties.  In the GLWQI Technical      
     Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors,   
     EPA has demonstrated that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the   
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in 
     good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller,   
     and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.235
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .235 is imbedded in comment .229.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA's proposed BAF will result in a significant over-prediction of 
     the potential for bioaccumulation for at least three of the Great Lakes    
     (Erie, Huron, Superior).  Given this analysis, EPA should seek to develop  
     alternative methods of evaluating bioaccumulation that are not based on    
     water column measurements.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.235     
     
     Comment:  P2771.235                                                        
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     As discussed in the response to comment P2771.229, the commenter's analysis
     suffers from a number technical difficulties.  In the GLWQI Technical      
     Support                                                                    
     Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors, EPA has   
     demonstrated that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the freely    
     dissolved                                                                  
     concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in good agreement   
     between                                                                    
     Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller, and more eutrophic body  
     of water                                                                   
     than Lake Ontario.                                                         
                                                                                
     This commenter does not understand that water column and sediment levels of
     the                                                                        
     chemicals are interconnected in any ecosystem and that residues in fishes  
     can be                                                                     
     predicted equally well using either a sediment or water concentration as   
     your starting                                                              
     basis.  In the GLWQI Technical Support Document for the Procedure to       
     Determine                                                                  
     Bioaccumulation Factors, the relationships between BAFs and BSAFs have been
     derived demonstrating this interconnectedness.  In the final guidance, EPA 
     has                                                                        
     included a BSAF approach to deriving BAFs, in part, to permit the          
     derivation of BAFs                                                         
     for chemicals with concentrations in the water column which are below      
     method                                                                     
     detection limits.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.236
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .236 is imbedded in comment .229.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the Agency persists in using a BAF water column approach, then BAF      
     values established by the Agency must be based on data from all of the     
     Great lakes, not just Lake Ontario.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.236     
     
     As discussed in the response to comment P2771.229, the commenter's analysis
     suffers from a number technical difficulties.  In the GLWQI Technical      
     Support Document for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors,   
     EPA has demonstrated that lipid normalized BAFs which are based upon the   
     freely dissolved concentration of the chemical in the ambient water are in 
     good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green Bay, a shallower, smaller,   
     and more eutrophic body of water than Lake Ontario.                        
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.237
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  The GLI's Wildlife Protection-Based WQS                                
                                                                                
     The GLI defines its WQS based on protection of wildlife as the             
     concentration of substances which, if not exceeded, protects avian and     
     mammalian wildlife populations inhabiting the Great Lakes Basin from       
     adverse effects associated with the ingestion of surface waters and aquatic
     life taken from the waters of the Great Lakes Basin.(21)                   
                                                                                
     In order to derive a wildlife criterion, quantitative information on a     
     number of wildlife species, in their natural setting, would be ideal.      
     Unfortunately, field date are limited or nonexistent concerning the effects
     of the substances under consideration to wildlife,  Regardless, the GLI has
     attempted to develop wildlife criteria protective of all avian and wildlife
     species based on five selected species.  The wildlife criteria are intended
     to take into account the animal's size, foraging style, and diet           
     consumption rates for protected mammals (mink and river otter) and birds,  
     (kingfisher, osprey and eagle) which have been selected as the             
     representative mammalian and avian species for calculation of              
     wildlife-based WQS.                                                        

Page 10578



$T044618.TXT
                                                                                
     EPA's wildlife criteria methodology is based largely on the Agency's risk  
     assessment method for human health.  However, that methodology is not      
     appropriate for wildlife.  For example, the human health method focuses on 
     individuals, considers extremely subtle effects, and does not allow for    
     species sensitivity.  An entirely different methodology is necessary to    
     develop supportable wildlife criteria.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.237     
     
     Please see the response to comment P2574.042.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.238
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (23)  As previously noted, the NOAEL may be adjusted using a species       
     sensitivity factor (SSF).  According to the GLI, this provides protection  
     for the most sensitive species and ranges between 0.1 and 1.0.             
                                                                                
     However, little information is given on how to select a SSF.  In the       
     calculation of the avian WV for PCBs, a species sensitivity factor of 0.3  
     is applied to ring-necked pheasant.  In the calculation of the avian WV for
     mercury, a species sensitive factor of 0.1 is applied to mallard.  Is a    
     mallard 10 times less sensitive than a kingfisher, osprey, or eagle?  How  
     does EPA know that kingfisher, ospery and eagle are 3 times more sensitive 
     than ring-necked pheasant?  What data are used to support using these      
     factors?                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.238     
     
     Please refer to comment P2629.054 for the response to this                 
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2771.239
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  Parameters Used in Development of Wildlife WQS for PCBs                
                                                                                
     a)  Representative Species/ As noted above, piscivorous species were       
     identified as the focus of concern for the development of wildlife criteria
     in the Great Lakes region.  According to the GLI, an analysis was performed
     to determine which species inhabiting the Great Lakes basin represent avian
     and mammalian species most likely to experience significant exposure to    
     contaminants in aquatic ecosystems.  Representative species were primarily 
     selected based on animal size and foraging style.  The result of this      
     analysis was the identification of three avian species and two mammalian   
     species for protection.                                                    
                                                                                
     Three raptorial birds--bald eagle (Haliaeetus leucocephalus), osprey       
     (Pandion haliatus) and belted kingfisher (Cervie alcyon)--and two mammalian
     piscivores--(Mustela vison) and river otter (Lutra candensis)--were        
     selected as representative species for the Great Lakes region.  Ideally, it
     would have been more representative to select species that are more        
     abundant in this region.  Bald eagles and otter are scarce or non-existent 
     in the majority of this region (i.e. the lower lakes), although it is      
     reasonable to assume that all of these species occur somewhere in the Great
     Lakes region.  As previously discussed, our focus is on the mink since this
     species was identified as the most sensitive of the five species.          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.239     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to the comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.240
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b)  Body Weights/Food and Water Ingestion Rates                            
                                                                                
     According to the GLI, adult male mink range from 0.9 to 1.6 kg while female
     mink range from 0.6 to 1.1 kg.  (Linscombe et al 1982)  The use of an      
     average adult mink body weight of 1.0 kg is an appropriate value for this  
     analysis.                                                                  
                                                                                
     Studies by Aulerich et al. (1973) and Bleavins and Aulerich (1981) suggest 
     that a 1 kg mink would consume about 12% to 16% of their adult body weight 
     per day.  Based on these studies and other studies in the literature, the  
     use of an average food consumption rate of 0.15 kg per day seems           
     appropriate for this analysis.                                             
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     The water ingestion rate for the mink of 0.099 L/day is based on the       
     allometric equation developed by Calder and Braun (1983) and Nagy (1987).  
     These same authors also developed an allometric equation for food ingestion
     rates.  The GLI clearly states that these equations are only used if       
     insufficient data exists for the development of drinking and feeding rates.
     Based on the collective experience of mink breeders and others who have    
     raised these animals in captivity, it is hard to imagine that actual       
     drinking rates could not have been obtained.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.240     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.241
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c)  Percentage of Diet Comprised of Fish and Other Aquatic Organisms       
                                                                                
     The GLI asserts that mink are opportunistic carnivores that sometimes      
     consume up to 100% aquatic organisms, with fish usually making up less than
     50% of their total intake.  (Aulerich et al. 1973; Alexander 1977;         
     Linscombe et al. 1982; Newell et al. 1987)  Based on this information, the 
     GLI assumes that 100% of the mink diet is comprised of aquatic organisms   
     (primarily small fish).  Review of Aulerich (1973) and Linscombe et al.    
     (1982) indicates that the 100 percent value used in the GLI is exaggerated.
      In addition, the GLI assumes that all aquatic organisms bioaccumulate     
     contaminants at the same rate as fish.  It is unlikely that this is true of
     frogs and amphibians.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.241     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
                                                                                
     As identified in Table D-2 of part 132, appendix D, which was developed    
     pursuant to U.S. EPA (1995a), EPA has determined that the appropriate      
     dietary composition for the mink is 90 percent forage fish and 10 percent  
     terrestrial animals.  The appendix B methodology assumes no exposure       
     through the terrestrial component of the food wed.  Therefore, differences 
     in the biouptake of a contaminant through non-fish prey, which may be      
     different than that for fish, is insignificant in the methodology.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.242
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A 30% fish diet was used by Aulerich et al. (1973) in their mink feeding   
     studies because it was the percentage used in mink ranching to yield an    
     optimal product.  However, such an optimal portion of fish is not always   
     available to wild populations which feed on a diversified diet of frogs,   
     crayfish, invertebrates, muskrats and any other prey items that they can   
     find and kill.  (Linscombe et al. 1982)  In fact, according to Linscombe et
     al. (1982), the occurrence of fish in the mink diet ranges from 11 to 31%  
     and the actual volume of fish measured in mink stomachs has ranged from    
     only 6 to 20%.  Other aquatic organisms such as crayfish and frogs occur in
     the mink diet at a frequency between 29 to 46%, while the actual volume of 
     these two aquatic organisms in the mink diet--both of which feed primarily 
     on aquatic organisms--a conservative estimate would project that           
     approximately 30% of the mink's diet is composed of animals feeding on     
     aquatic organisms, not 100% as asserted in the draft GLI.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.242     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.040 and P2771.241 for responses to this     
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.243
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .242.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, Baker (1983) states that the diet of mink is composed of an array
     of foods, many often seasonal.  Baker summarized many references and gives 
     both a summer and winter dietary breakdown.                                
                                                                                
     Summer/% by volume                                                         
     crayfish/68                                                                
     mammals/19                                                                 
     frogs/3                                                                    
                                                                                
     Winter/% by volume                                                         
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     mammals/56                                                                 
     fish/18                                                                    
     frogs/9                                                                    
     birds/6                                                                    
                                                                                
     On an annual basis, this data indicates that the mink diet consists of an  
     average of 34% crayfish and 9% fish--both of which feed primarily on       
     aquatic organisms--for a total of 43% aquatic organisms, not 100% as       
     assumed by the GLI.  Moreover, this data does not support mink being       
     primarily a piscivorous species, trophic level 3, but actually feeding     
     mostly on crayfish, tropic level 2, in summer, and mammals during the      
     winter.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.243     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.040 and P2771.241 for responses to this     
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.244
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also important to point out that mink prefer to feed in wetland      
     habitats with brushy or wooded cover (Marshall 1936) and in areas with     
     little human development.  (Racey and Euler 1983)  In addition, mink are   
     typically found in habitats associated with small streams rather than      
     larger bodies of water.  (Davis 1960)  Based on these habitat preferences, 
     it seems likely that most mink would be found in adjacent tributaries,     
     rather than on the shores of the Great Lakes.  In any case, it points out  
     the value of site-specific considerations and the difficulty in developing 
     generic wildlife criteria for so vast a region.  Fish caught in these      
     tributaries are not necessarily in equilibrium with potential contaminants 
     as in the Lakes themselves.  Thus, it is likely that only a portion of the 
     mink's diet of aquatic organisms will be at concentrations observed in fish
     tissues from the Great Lakes.  In addition, because terrstrial habitats    
     adjacent to large sections of the Great Lakes where mink are likely to live
     support abundant populations of suitable prey, it is most likely that the  
     portion of fish and other aquatic organisms in the diet of mink falls at   
     the lower end of the ranges reported in the literature.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.244     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.245
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although it is conceivable that an individual mink may consume up to 100 % 
     aquatic organisms and, within that total, up to 50 % fish, the literature  
     does not support such a high level of consumption and certainly not on a   
     routine basis for any significant portion of the population.  It would seem
     more appropriate to assume that a typical mink in the Great Lakes basin    
     would consume somewhat less that 40 % aquatic organisms which feed on      
     aquatic food sources, with the remainder of their diet being comprised of  
     non-aquatic prey.  This revised estimate is particularly defensible in     
     light of the fact that apportionment of the diet between various sources on
     a mass basis is better predicted on the basis of relative volume than by   
     relative frequency of occurrence.  (Nizon et al. 1970; Korshgen 1966;      
     Keenan et al. 1989)                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.245     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.246
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     d.    Determination of Trophic Level                                       
                                                                                
     It was assumed that the mink's diet is comprised of trophic level 3 fish.  
     The GLI is correct that mink would not consume trophic level 4 fish since  
     large predator fish would not typically be found near shore within the     
     hunting range of the mink.  Therefore, mink would primarily consume small  
     fish (e.g. sculpin), within trophic level 3.  It is important to note that 
     no other representative species of fish are mentioned in any of the GLI    
     documents.  In fact, other aquatic organisms consumed by mink (crustaceans,
     frogs, aquatic insects, etc.) are not mentioned as potential organisms     
     within trophic level 3 at all.  Since the GLI intends to use the wildlife  
     criteria for the purpose of setting regulatory standards, it is indeed     
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     troublesome that undocumented assumptions have been made such as the one   
     involving the trophic level of the mink diet.                              
                                                                                
     In summary, the GLI has inappropriately assumed that 100 % of the mink's   
     diet is comprised of trophic level 3 fish, when over 60 % of the mink's    
     diet was identified as organisms other than fish or other animals that feed
     on aquatic food sources.  Thirty-six to 40 % is a better estimate of minks'
     consumption of aquatic organisms that feed on aquatic food sources.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.246     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.040 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.247
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     e.    Wildlife NOAEL for PCBs                                              
                                                                                
     As the GLI's review of wildlife criteria for PCBs clearly points out, there
     are a number of published mink studies that consider different levels of   
     exposure to various mixtures and specific congeners of PCBs.  The GLI      
     selected three mink ranch studies (Platonow and Karstad 1973; Aulerich and 
     Ringer 1977; Aulerich et al. 1985) as the potential basis for the          
     development of a NOAEL for mink (and otter).  A critique of the three      
     referenced studes is presented in the following paragraphs along with a    
     discussion of the merit of using laboratory or modeling-derived data for   
     the development of a NOAEL for wildlife.                                   
                                                                                
     The reproductive success of mink fed beef contaminated with 3.57 or 0.64   
     mg/kg Aroclor 1254 was evaluated in the study by Platonow and Karstad      
     (1973).  Mink diets containing 3.57 mg/kg Aroclor 1254 experienced 100 %   
     mortality.  Decreased reproductive success was observed in mink fed a beef 
     diet containing 0.64 mg/kg Aroclor 1254.  Unfortunately, the results of the
     Platonow and Karstad (1973) study are confounded by the fact that the      
     reproductive sucess in the control group (1.8 kits per female) was also    
     poor when compared to other studies (> 6 kits per female).  (Wren 1991)    
     The commercial grade ration fed to the controls did contain significant    
     concentrations of other compounds, include DDE (0.012 ppm), DDD (0.01 ppm),
     DDT (0.033 ppm) and PCBs (0.3 ppm).  It is not clear whether the reduced   
     reproductive success observed in the 0.64 mg/kg group was directly         
     attributable to the presence of PCBs in the minks' diet.  In addition, some
     authors (Ringer 1983; Hornshaw et al. 1983) have suggested that the effects
     of metabolized PCBs (i.e. PCBs that have been fed to and metabolized by    
     cows before being introduced to the mink diet) may be considerably more    
     toxic than those derived directly in the diet.  Further, the authors also  
     report that many of the symptoms exhibited by the test animals, such as    
     reproductive failure, weight loss, and tarry feces (indicative of          
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     gastrointestinal hemorrhaging), are also common symptoms of starvation and 
     that the "mink lost appetite and did not eat enough of the feed that was   
     put before them."  These observations could imply that a no effects level  
     for dietary intake of PCBs is below 0.3 ppm (for "metabolized" Aroclor     
     1254), or conversely, that the effects observed by Platonow and Karstad    
     (1973) are due to factors other than PCB toxicity (e.g., another           
     contaminant in the feed).                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.247     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that there are deficiencies in using the     
     Platnow and Karstad (1973) study to establish a Test Dose for wildlife     
     criterion derivation.  This is discussed in the proposed and final PCB     
     wildlife criteria document.  In the final mammalian PCB value derivation,  
     careful attention is placed on all relevant studies, as was done in the    
     proposed criterion and discussed in this comment.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.248
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Aulerich and Ringer (1977) fed mink PCB supplemented diets containing 2 ppm
     Aroclor 1016, 1221, 1242, or 1254 for 297 days.  Aroclor 1254 was the only 
     PCB mixture that had an adverse effect on reproduction.  Aulerich and      
     Ringer (1977) concluded that the dietary threshold levels are 30 times     
     greater than the 0.64 mg/kg level identified in the beef-diet study.       
     (Platonow and Karstad 1973)  The authors aldo concluded that the higher the
     chlorine content of the Aroclor, the greater the detrimental effect of the 
     particular PCB on reproduction in mink.  (Aulerich and Ringer 1977)  This  
     may be explained by the fact that higher chlorinated PCBs have a longer    
     half-life in mammalian tissues than do the lesser-chlorinated compounds.   
     (Curley et al. 1971; Hornshaw et al. 1983)  According to the GLI, the LOAEL
     of 300 ug/kg/day derived from the study of Aulerich and Ringer (1977) was  
     the most appropriate daily dose rate to  use in calculating a mammalian    
     wildlife value for total PCBs.  It is important to point out that this     
     value of 300 ug/kg/day was based on the 2 ppm actually derived in the      
     Aulerich and Ringer (1977) study.  The GLI applied a food consumption and  
     body weight factor adjustment based on the values provided in table 3 of   
     the Technical Support Document for Derivation of Wildlife Criteria.        
     Unfortunately, since the specific calculation is not presented in the      
     procedure or technical support document, verification of the conversion    
     from the original Aulerich and Ringer (1977) study was not possible.       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.248     
     
     As discussed in this comment, the same considerations in selecting the     
     definitive study to derive a mammalian PCB value was used in developing the
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     final value.  In the final criteria document all calculations are clearly  
     described.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.249
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As demonstrated by Ringer (1983), reproductive success was impaired in     
     minks fed 2 mg/kg Aroclor 1254, yet adverse reproductive effects were not  
     observed in mink fed the same concentration (2 mg/kg) of Aroclors 1016,    
     1221, or 1242.  Similarly, as pointed out by Ringer (1983), Bleavins et al.
     (1980) have shown that the feeding of 5 mg/kg of Aroclor 1242 is           
     detrimental to reproduction, whereas dietary concentrations of Aroclor 1016
     as high as 20 mg/kg did not impact the reproductive success of mink.       
     Aulerich and Ringer (1977) also developed LD(50) values based on results   
     during a 14-day treatment period.  They determined an LD(50) of > 750      
     mg/kg, but less than 1,000 mg/kg for Aroclor 1254.  This range of LD(50)   
     values contradicts findings of all other feeding studies in the following  
     ways:  (1) they indicate toxicity levels that are several orders of        
     magnitude higher than those indicated by other studies (perhaps because of 
     the short duration of the study period), and (2) they indicate             
     sensitivities that decrease inversely with degree of chlorination, whereas 
     the opposite is indicated by other feeding studies.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.249     
     
     U.S. EPA agrees with the basic point of this comment, which suggests that  
     subchronic/chronic feeding studies, as opposed to single dose mortality    
     studies, are most appropriate for deriving mammalian wildlife PCB values.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/UF
     Comment ID: P2771.250
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/PCB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Another study referenced by the GLI demopnstrated that certain symmetrical 
     PCBs congeners are more toxic to mink than are some of the Aroclors (1254, 
     1242, 1016) discussed thus far.  (Aulerich et al. 1985)  Mink fed diets    
     containing 0.5 mg/kg 3,4,5,3',4',5'-hexachlorobiphenyl (345 HCB) exhibited 
     100 percent mortality within 60 days.  Those animals receiving 0.1 mg/kg   
     345 HCB in the diet showed 50 percent mortality in 3 months.  These effects
     are more severe than the reproductive effects observed by Platonow and     
     Karstad (1973) in mink fed 0.64 mg/kg in a beef diet.  Again, it is clear  
     that the relative presence of specific PCB congeners need to be identified 
     before implementing criteria that are based on the toxicity of Aroclor     
     1254.  There is ample data available from a number of mink ranch studies to
     develop fish flesh criteria for a variety Aroclors.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.250     
     
     U.S. EPA agrees that the toxic effects of PCB, PCDFs and PCDDs can be      
     highly dependent upon the congeners that comprise a given mixture.  This   
     issue is especially noteworthy in the context of those congeners that act  
     through a mode of action similar to that of TCDD.  Unfortunately, there do 
     not currently exist a data set of test results that meet the minimum GLI   
     requirements which could be used to derive PCB-congener-specific wildlife  
     values. However, U.S. EPA feels that it is clear from the scientific       
     literature that PCB mixtures, as represented by Arochlor 1254, can be used 
     to assess the toxicity of those compounds to mink, and associated wildlife.
                                                                                
     Because U.S. EPA is concerned about the effects of congeners, especially in
     mixtures, the Agency has agreed to work with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife    
     Service to hold a workshop to develop Toxic Equivalency Factors for PCBs,  
     PCDDs, and PCDFs that are applicable for wildlife criteria development.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/UF       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.251
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     One of GE's greatest concerns is the GLI's over-reliance on laboratory and 
     mink-ranch studies.  The use of mink ranch studies as a replacement for    
     species-specific field studies is indicative of the preferential treatment 
     given to laboratory-derived data over that observed in the natural field   
     setting.  While the basic modeling approach used by the GLI provides one   
     means by which to evaluate potential impacts on individual wildlife, the   
     limitation of this approach must be clearly understood.  Numerous          
     assumptions are required regarding diet, length of time actually exposed,  
     bioaccumulation in dietary components, half-life, etc., not the least of   
     which is the use of a laboratory-derived toxicity benchmark value to assess
     the impacts upon free-ranging wildlife species.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.251     
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     See responses to P2771.253 and P2653.050.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.252
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, reports of PCB concentrations in wild mink cast serious doubt on  
     the utility of laboratory studies for predicting the effect of PCBs on     
     these animals.  There are no data available that accurately document mink  
     dietary exposures to PCBs in the wild; however, concentrations of PCBs     
     measured in mink in field studies can be compared with measurements of PCBs
     in mink tissue after laboratory feeding studies to estimate the acutal     
     impact of PCBs on wild mink.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.252     
     
     See response to P2771.253.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.253
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Platanow and Karstad (1973), Aulerich and Ringer (1977), Hornshaw et al.   
     (1983), and Jensen (1977) report concentrations of PCBs in tissues of mink 
     under controlled feeding conditions.  Platonow and Karstad (1973) report   
     the following concentrations of Aroclor 1254 during or immediately         
     following the dosing period of reproductively impaired mink (weight basis  
     not reported): blood (0.12-1.80 ppm); brain (0.52-4.72 ppm); liver         
     (1.1-11.99 ppm); kidney (1.2-7.12 ppm); muscle (0.62-3.31 ppm); and heart  
     (1.1-8.32 ppm).                                                            
                                                                                
     Aulerich et al. (1973) and Aulerich and Ringer (1977) report that animals  
     that died during their experiments had average PCB residues of             
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     approximately 11 ppm in brain tissue; 5 ppm in liver, kidney, spleen, lung,
     and muscle tissue; and 3 ppm in heart tissue.(24)                          
                                                                                
     Hornshaw et al. (1983) report that reproductively impaired mink had mean   
     adipose tissue concentrations of PCBs ranging from approximately 11 ppm to 
     30 ppm Aroclor 1254.  However, there is considerable uncertainty about the 
     reported effects at 10 ppm because no significant effects were observed in 
     the same experiment at adipose tissue concentrations up to 11 ppm.         
                                                                                
     Jensen (1977) reports no observed effects in mink with 14 ppm PCBS in      
     extractable fat (mink fed 0.05 ppm PCBs) and significant reproductive      
     impairment (probability level not given) in mink with 86 ppm (mink fed 3.3 
     ppm) and 280 ppm (mink fed 11 ppm) PCBs in extractable fat (the basis for  
     quantification of PCBs was not documented by the author).                  
                                                                                
     Proulx et al. (1987) report concentrations of PCBs in wild mink trapped in 
     five locations in the vicinity of Lake Erie (Ontario, Canada).  Fifty-five 
     carcasses (sex unreported) were obtained from trappers and the heads, lower
     legs, and stomach contents were discarded.  PCBs were quantified in        
     homogenized samples by comparison to 1:1 standards of Aroclor 1254:Aroclor 
     1260.  Geometric mean concentrations of Aroclors 1254 and 1260 ranged from 
     0.08 to 1.71 ppm net weight and 1.81 to 29.17 ppm lipid normalized.  three 
     of the locations sampled exhibited geometric mean concentrations of 10.74, 
     26.12, and 29.17 ppm (lipid normalized).  These values are close to or     
     exceed values reported by Hornshaw et al. (1983) for mink adipose tissues  
     that were associated with complete reproductive failure or mortality.      
     Consequently, Proulx et al. (1987) conclude that the PCB levels observed in
     wild animals were probably high enough to cause reduced reproductive       
     success and PCB poisoning.  The fact that these animals were trapped alive 
     would appear to rule out the latter conclusion.  Moreover, the former      
     conclusion regarding reduced reproductive success seems doubtful given that
     numerous animals were trapped in these locations -- if the geometric mean  
     concentration made reproduction impossible or unlikely for many            
     individuals, it is hard to imagine offspring from a few unimpaired         
     individuals sustaining a population in the wild.  This conclusion is also  
     difficult to sustain because of uncertainty about whether the samples      
     obtained from trappers accurately represent wild populations of mink.  For 
     example, Proulx et al. (1987) present no information on the sex of the     
     trapped animals; therefore, it is not appropriate to make direct           
     comparisons to controlled studies that used primarily females.             
                                                                                
     Although the existing scientific literature strongly suggests that farm    
     mink are sensitive to dietary exposures to PCBs, there is considerable     
     uncertainty about dietary levels that can be expected to produce effects in
     wild populations.  For example, different organs and methods were used for 
     measuring body burdens of PCBs, making it difficult to derive definitive   
     conclusions regarding the association between body burdens and adverse     
     effects such as reproductive impairment or mortality.  Wren (1991) compiled
     and evaluated all existing records on mink and otter harvesting in the     
     Great Lakes Region and concluded that current data are inadequate to       
     determine whether organochlorine compounds are resulting in                
     population-level impacts to mink (and otters) in the region.               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.253     
     
     Four comments were received that assert ranch mink are significantly more  
     sensitive to PCBs than are wild mink and that the uncertainty in           
     extrapolating toxic responses between these groups negates the ability to  
     derive criteria.  U.S. EPA asserts that the uncertainty in using data from 
     ranch-raised mink to derive PCB-mammalian wildlife values protective of    
     wild mink is not excessive.  In deriving the wildlife values, exposure     
     parameters based on wild mink, not ranch mink, were used, which reduces a  
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     component of the uncertainty.  These comments assert that field studies    
     based on trapped mink suggest that wild mink are less sensitive than ranch 
     mink.  U.S. EPA finds it difficult to evaluate the sensitivity of ranch and
     wild mink using epidemiological studies, where the influence of emigration 
     may bias the interpretation.  To truly evaluate the toxicological responses
     requires comparable toxicological studies. Unfortunately such studies are  
     not presented in the comments. U.S. EPA contends that it is reasonable to  
     establish a mammalian value for PCBs based on toxicological studies using  
     the ranch mink, which is one of the two representative species established 
     in the GLI.  Finally, the use of ranch mink is not inconsistent with the   
     general use of hatchery raised fish or game-farm raised quail, ducks etc.  
     in the development of aquatic life criteria and/or the registration of     
     pesticides.                                                                
                                                                                
     With respect to Wren (1991) reference, we concur that current data are     
     inadequate to determine whether organochlorine compounds are resulting in  
     population-level impacts to mink and otters in the Great Lakes region.  It 
     is partially because of the lack of data on populations that the           
     toxicological endpoints on which wildlife criteria are based are frank     
     individual endpoints.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.254
     Cross Ref 1: See 253
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (24) PCBs were measured by these authors by comparison to a standard       
     composed of equal parts of Aroclors 1242, 1248, and 1254; quantification   
     was based on the area under the four major peak regions in the             
     chromatogram.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.254     
     
     Please refer to comment D2724.180 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2771.255
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is true that either laboratory modeling or the results of field research
     can provide information upon which conclusions about risk can be made with 
     reasonable confidence.  Which approach (or combination) is chosen should   
     depend upon the relative strengths of the experimental designs, the caliber
     of data developed by the experiments, and the extensiveness and accuracy of
     the available information of exposure and species' ecological requirements.
     Often, ecotoxicologists are able to combine the findings of laboratory and 
     field experimentation to estimate risks and establish safety factors, and  
     this integration of the two approaches is the most preferable.  Properly   
     designed and executed field research (combined with measurements of        
     residual concentrations and histopathology) in and of itself can provide   
     definitive information on the presence or absence of adverse health effects
     to individuals.  Similarly, properly executed laboratory dose-response     
     tests using appropriate species can provide definitive  determination of   
     the concentrations of PCBs that affect adult, young, or embryonic life     
     stages of the test species.  These concentrations can be used as toxicity  
     benchmnarks; in doing this, environmental toxicologists must keep in mind  
     that extrapolation from an artificial laboratory environment to that of a  
     complex natural environment must be done with real care and with an        
     understanding of the limitations of such extrapolations.  And modeling     
     certainly has an important role in combination with these toxicity         
     benchmarks in risk estimation and decision-making, so logn as the model has
     been validated and calibrated for the types of situations for which it is  
     being used to estimate risks, and so long as the data and assumptions      
     applied in the model are of sufficient quality to provide realistic        
     predictions.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.255     
     
     Please refer to comment P2653.050 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.256
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/METH/UF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     f.    Wildlife Safety Factors                                              
                                                                                
     Based on the LOAEL of 300 ug/kg/day, the GLI applied two ten-fold safety   
     factors in calculating a NOAEL.  The first 10-fold factor is based on the  
     traditional LOAEL to NOAEL uncertainty factor.                             
                                                                                
     The GLI also applied an additonal factor based on a 10-fold subchronic to  
     chronic uncertainty factor.  The rationale behind applying this additonal  
     factor is based on the determination that a 297 day feeding study is not   
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     long enough to be considered an chronic study.  To support this factor, the
     GLI refers to a 400 day study by den Boer (1984) which concludes that an   
     exposure duration of 400 days may be necessary to determine all significant
     chronic effects.  However, GE believes that the application of this        
     additional safety factor has not been adequately supported from a          
     scientific viewpoint because, in the assessment of reproductive effects,   
     the critical exposure period is the period immediately prior to conception 
     and throughout gestation and lactation (for evaluatin posnatal exposures). 
     (Johnson 1989; Paustenbach 1989b)  Therefore, this additional factor should
     not have been used in the development of the NOAEL.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.256     
     
     In reviewing and revising the PCB mammalian value, U.S. EPA carefully      
     assessed all public comments received.  Based on this review, U.S. EPA has 
     reduced the subchronic to chronic uncertainty factor from 10.0 to 1.0.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/PCB      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.257
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.    Aquatic WQS for PCBs                                                 
                                                                                
     GE believes that EPA's procedure for setting WQS for PCB's based on aquatic
     toxicity is flawed in at least one respect.  In establishing a WQS for     
     PCBs, EPA has relied on laboratory studies conducted under conditions that 
     do not mimic natural conditions and, therefore, result in false positive   
     indication of toxicity.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.257     
     
     EPA is currently developing methodologies for derivation of sediment       
     quality criteria.  The Great Lakes States and Tribes will be able to       
     utilize these methods and criteria as they are developed.  See response to 
     comment P2771.023.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.258
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Laboratory studies on the toxicity of PCBs to aquatic organisms typically  
     have indicated toxicity at very low levels.  However, in contradiction to  
     this experimental finding, large spills of PCBs to water bodies appear to  
     have caused little or no impact on the biota.  GE believes that these      
     seemingly disparate facts are readily explainable by PCB chemistry.        
                                                                                
     Spills of PCBs into waterways have occurred in the past, some of them large
     and intensively investigated.  In 1969, there was an accidental release of 
     at least several hundred pounds of Aroclor 1254 from a heat exchanger      
     located in a plant on the Escambia River, and inlet of Escambia Bay, near  
     Pensacola, Florida.  In 1974-75, there was mobilization of an estimated    
     500,000 pounds of PCBs (Aroclors 1016, 1242, and 1254) into the upper      
     Hudson River following the removal of a dam at Ft. Edward, NY, that had    
     accumulated PCB-containing sediments.  Had the PCBs behaved as             
     water-soluble toxicants, the toxicity values listed in the EPA Criteria    
     Document predict that the Escambia River discharge (into salt water) should
     have produced a fish kill in roughly 200,000 acre-ft. of water, or most of 
     Escambia Bay.  The second (into fresh water) should have resulted in a fish
     kill covering about 750,000,000 acre-ft., i.e., the entire Hudson River,   
     Long Island Sound, and New York Bight.  In fact, extensive field studies of
     the Escambia Bay spill by the New York State Department of Environmental   
     Conservation failed to reveal any evidence whatsoever of fish kills, fish  
     pathology, or aquatic population changes.  The Gulf Breeze investigators   
     specifically pointed out that there was "no evidence that Aroclor in the   
     water, sediments, or biota of Escambia Bay was toxic to shrimp."  Nor has  
     there been a field report of PCB-related aquatic toxicity from any other   
     spill area.                                                                
                                                                                
     This apparent failure to observe in the field those toxic effects predicted
     in the laboratory may be readioly explained:  in the laboratory testing    
     system the PCBs are located almost entirely within the water column and are
     present at large fractions of their solubility limits.  As a result, there 
     is a large thermodynamic driving force for the transport of the PCBs from  
     the water phase to the biota present in the test system.  Conversely, in   
     the real world situation of an environmental spill, the levels of PCBs in  
     the water phase (e.g., in the water column, as measured after filtration)  
     are barely detectable, if at all, and the PCBs are found instead to be     
     firmly bound to sediments.  Thus, any practical assessment of the          
     biological threat posed by PCB contamination of the aquatic environment    
     requires examination of the levels of PCBs in aquatic sediments, not their 
     levels in the water column.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.258     
     
     EPA is currently developing methodologies for derivation of sediment       
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     quality criteria.  The Great Lakes States and Tribes will be able to       
     utilize these methods and criteria as they are developed.  Also see        
     response to comment P2771.023.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/PCB
     Comment ID: P2771.259
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to the extremely low solubility of the more chlorinated PCBs which are 
     likely to be more toxic, they are unlikely to be present in the water      
     column even when they are present in sediments.  Nevertheless, EPA has     
     established the same WQS for all of the PCB congeners.  Thus, the majority 
     of the PCBs likely to be found in the aquatic environment are low-toxicity;
     nevertheless, under EPA's proposal they would be regulated at a level      
     established for a PCB that is not likely to be present.                    
                                                                                
     Thus, EPA is doing more than simply being conservative.  Rather, by setting
     the same WQS for PCBs that may be present in the water column in           
     concentrations exceeding the standard as for the PCBs that will likely not 
     be present in the water column in concentrations exceeding the standard,   
     EPA is, in effect, requiring that treatment technology or environmental    
     clean-up will be required to assure compliance with WQS even if the PCBs on
     which the WQS are based are not present in the water column.  GE believes  
     that this result is inevitable if the proposed WQS is applied to all PCBs  
     and that such result would work an arbitrary and unreasonable hardship on  
     the regulated community.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.259     
     
     See response to comment P2771.023.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.260
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.    Aquatic WQS For Metals                                               
                                                                                
     EPA's WQS for metals are based on data that represent the toxicity of      
     metals primarily in the free ion form.  (USEPA 1992a at 4) ("Interim Metals
     Guidance")  On the other hand, EPA recommends that NPDES permit limits be  
     based on total recoverable metals.(25)  WQBELs for metals have typically   
     been calculated by assuming that thw WQS (which are based on disolved or   
     free ion metals concentrations) are equal to total recoverable metals      
     concentrations.  This assumption is not scientifically supported and       
     ignores the toxicological basis of the WQS and a wealth of data on the     
     bioavailabily of metals.  (See, e.g., USEPA 1993d) ("Annapolis Conference  
     Report")  According to the Annapolis conference Report, "the dissolved     
     metal concentration better approximates the bioavailable fraction of       
     waterborne metals than the total recoverable concentration of metals.  In  
     some cases, even the dissolved concentration may overestimate the          
     bioavailable fraction for metals that stgrongly complex to either inorganic
     or organic ligands."                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.260     
     
     See response to comment P2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.261
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In an aqueous environment, metals can exist in two physical forms --       
     dissolved (soluable) or solid (particulate).  It is well documented that   
     the toxic form of most metals is the free metal ion and possibly some very 
     labile metal complexes.  This is the form of metals that is bioavailable,  
     i.e., the form that induces the adverse (toxic) response in aquatic        
     organisms.  (O'Donnel, J.R. et.al. 1985)  EPA has recognized this fact in  
     its water quality criteria documents.  (see, e.g., USEPA 1985c)            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.261     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.262
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact that most of the metals in natural waters are not bioavailable has
     been understood for years.  Even the dissolved metals fraction in such     
     waters is likely to consist largely of biologtically unavailable forms of  
     metals.  Equating total metals NPDES permit limits to the dissolved metals 
     standards ignores the toxicity data which are the basis of the EPA water   
     quality criteria by assuming that these criteria should be translated      
     directly to permit limits based on total recoverable metals.               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.262     
     
     See response to comment D2620.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.263
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The analytical method for total recoverable metals will dissolve metals    
     that are insoluble under natural conditions, and thus are not bioavailable.
     The test procedure is performed by digesting the water sample in hot acid  
     at a pH near zero.  There is no relationship between the amount of metal   
     that will dissolve in a pH zero solution and the bioavailability of a metal
     in a receiving water with a minimum pH of 6.5.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.263     
     
     EPA believes that, in general, the dissolved metal fraction more closely   
     approximates the bioavailable fraction of metal in the water column than   
     does total recoverable metal. Aquatic life criteria are designed to protect
     aquatic organisms from water column toxicity.  The primary mechanism for   
     water column toxicity is adsorption at the gill surface which requires     
     metals to be in the dissolved form. The use of the dissolved form of the   
     metal will, therefore, better approximate the toxicity to the aquatic      
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     organism.                                                                  
                                                                                
     However, depending on the physical form and species, the concentration of  
     dissolved and total metals can be the same or significantly different.  For
     discharges, EPA regulates the concentration or amount of total metal to    
     assure that all forms and species are controlled.  In the ambient          
     environment, EPA recognizes that the dissolved form may be of environmental
     significance.                                                              
                                                                                
     In the final rule, aquatic life criteria for the nine metals proposed in   
     Tables 1 and 2 of part 132 are expressed as dissolved concentrations.      
     Conversion factors for the proposed total recoverable metals criteria were 
     derived and publicly noticed on August 30, 1994 (59FR44678).  EPA adjusted 
     these conversion factors and used them to convert the proposed criteria    
     from total recoverable concentrations to dissolved concentrations for the  
     final Guidance. EPA will promulgate dissolved metals criteria in Tables 1  
     and 2 of part 132 for States and Tribes who fail to adopt approvable metals
     criteria.                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.264
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In  natural aqueous systems, and in treated effluents, the chemistry of    
     most metals favors the formation of insoluble particulates, i.e., a large  
     fraction of the metals in the water column is associated with suspended    
     solids.  The relationship between dissolved and particulate metals is      
     termed partitioning.  The ratio of the total water column concentration of 
     a metal to its dissolved concentration is correlated to the suspended      
     solids concentration by using a partitioning coefficient (also known as a  
     distribution coefficient).  EPA has developed relationships between        
     suspended solid concentrations and metals partitioning coefficients for    
     streams and lakes, based on STORET data.  (Delos et al. 1984)  These       
     partitioning coefficients can be used to calculated the dissolved and      
     particulate metals concentrations in an effluent or receiging water for any
     specified suspended solid concentration.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.264     
     
     See the response to comment P2656.188.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.265
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's Office of Water has recognized the problems with basing permit limits
     on total metals to protect aquatic life from toxicity.  In EPA's Technical 
     Support Document for Water Quality-Based Toxics Control (USEPA 1991b)      
     ("WQBEL TSD"), EPA has recognized that permit limits for metals should be  
     calculated to account for the bioavailable fraction.  (USEPA 1991b at 111) 
     EPA states that WQBELs that are based on dissolved metals WQS should       
     account for the dissolved/particulate relationship.  EPA suggests three    
     methods for making this calculation: (1) using the partitioning coefficient
     suspended solids equations developed by Delos, et.al. (1984); (2) using    
     site-specific partitioning data; or (3) using a geochemical model to       
     estimate equilibruim metals specification (the third approach actually     
     requires the same data needed for the other tow alternatives).  (USEPA     
     1991b at 111)                                                              
                                                                                
     More recently, the Interim Metals Guidance has recommended determining     
     compliance with WQS by measuring dissolved metals in ambient waters and    
     comparing such measurements to criteria appropriate for dissolved metal.   
     According to the Guidance, the WQS themselves might need to be adjusted by 
     a small amount to account for the small fraction of metal that is in solid 
     form during toxicity testing used to develop WQS.  Compliance with WQBELs  
     would be determined by measuring total recoverable metals, consistent with 
     40 CFR Secion 122.45, but the WQBEL would be adjusted to take into account 
     "the fraction of effluent total recoverable metal that would exist as      
     dissolved metal under the conditions of the receiving water."  Conservative
     values for this fraction could be assumed, or could be based on            
     site-specific sampling.  (USEPA 1991b at 6)                                
                                                                                
     The Interim Metal Guidance and the Annapolis Conference Report also        
     advocate an alternative approach, the "Water Effects Ratio," or "WER."  The
     WER approach was recently adopted by EPA in the Nation Toxics Rule.  57    
     Fed. Reg. 60848 (December 22, 1992).  A WER is the ratio between a WQS     
     derived using laboratory water (in which metals will be primarily          
     dissolved) and a WQS derived using site receiving water (in which metals   
     will be primarily solid).  The national or state WQS would then be made    
     into a site-specific standard by multiplication by the WER.  The WER       
     approach is scientifically defensible, but the cost of implementing it,    
     including the necessary toxicity testing, is excessive compared to the     
     costs of adjusting WQBELs through sife-specific measurement of dissolved   
     and total recoverable metals.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.265     
     
     See response to comment P2771.025.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/BA
     Comment ID: P2771.266
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most scientifically justified approach for establishing permit limits  
     on metals is to base such limits on the dissolved metals concentrations in 
     the discharge.  This approach is consistent with 40 CFR Section            
     122.45(c)(2), which provides for case-by-case permit limits if it is       
     necessary to express a permit limit in the dissolved or valent form to     
     carry out the provisions of the Clean Water Act.  The water quality        
     criteria for metals, which are adopted pursuant to Secion 303 of the Clean 
     Water Act, are provisions of the Act and are therefore subject to this     
     exception.  Since the criteria are based on the dissolved form of the      
     metals, and since particulate metals in most effluents are not subjected to
     conditions that would cause them to dissolve, it is appropriate to         
     establish permit limits based on dissolved metals.  Alternatively, in the  
     event that the EPA goes forward in adopting permit limits pased on total or
     total recoverable metals, then the standards should provide for calculating
     NPDES permit limits using partitioning coefficients developed by           
     site-specific study of the receiving water or published partitioning       
     coefficents.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.266     
     
     See response to comment P2771.026                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/BA            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.267
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     E.    Tier II Standards                                                    
                                                                                
     As previously discussed, the GLI establishes a methodology for developing  
     Tier II values for protecting aquatic life, human health and wildlife when 
     there are inadequate scientific data to develop water quality (Tier I)     
     criteria.  The GLI proposes to use Tier II WQS to set NPDES permit limits  
     and for other compliance purposes.  If used for compliance, GE believes    
     that Tier II WQS should undoubtedly result in overly restrictive and       
     unnecessarily costly control requirements.                                 
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     Response to: P2771.267     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2771.268
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed previously, the Tier II process employs an extremely          
     conservative methodology for deriving WQS.  Moreover, the Tier II approach 
     would shift the normal burden of proof from the regulator to the regulated 
     community for substances about which toxicity data is incomplete,          
     inconclusive, or unsubstantiated.  Tier II WQS would have to be achieved   
     within three years of adoption in an NPDES permit, unless the permitee can 
     prove that a less stringent standard is merited.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.268     
     
     See response to: D2741.076                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2771.269
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the Tier II approach, permittees would be faced with a very difficult
     choice between two costly alternatives for which the environmental benefits
     are uncertain.  They could embark on extensive resaerch projects needed to 
     prove that Tier II WQS are overly stringent, or they could attempt to meet 
     the Tier II WQS by installing treatment technology or changing production  
     processes.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The first option is expensive and uncertain as to its ultimate outcome.    
     EPA acknowledges in the GLI preamble that typical studies needed to develop
     and evaluate the necessary data can cost more tha $120.000 per study.      
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     Further, typical studies many take 24 months or longer to complete, leaving
     very little time to install treatment technology within the three year     
     deadline.  Clearly, POTWs and industrial dischargers will not have         
     sufficient time to complete research and studies and then install          
     additional equipment, if needed.  Moreover, adding more equipment or       
     changing production processes, even if technically feasible, may place the 
     plant at a competitive disadvantage if subsequent research proves the GLI  
     Tier II WQS to be overly stringent and if competing plants outside the     
     Great Lakes Basin are not forced to meed the same discharge levels.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.269     
     
     Same response as D2724.147.  Also if a Tier II value is modified to be less
     stringent after the compliance date for a limit based on the original Tier 
     II value the limit may still be modified as long as antibacksliding        
     requirements are met pursuant to the provisions of section 402(o) of the   
     Clean Water Act.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.270
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Besides the practical problems resulting from use of Tier II WQS, there are
     serious scientific issues as well.  For example, in sharp contract to EPA's
     normal Tier I aquatic toxicity methodology, Tier II methods allow the      
     derivation of an aquatic WQS even if the eight minimum data requirements   
     for calculating a Tier I aquatic WQS -- long a part of EPA's standard      
     setting methodology -- are not met.  It is, in fact, possible to derive a  
     Tier II WQS from the results of a single acute toxicity teset.  Similar    
     scientific issues, discussed above, arise in connection with the Tier II   
     human health and wildlife methodologies.  As noted previously, these       
     methodoligies have also been criticized by the SAB and OMB.                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.270     
     
     See response to comment D2741.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.271
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 

Page 10602



$T044618.TXT
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the questionable science of the Tier II methodology is simply    
     unnecessary.  As EPA has admitted, whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing   
     reduces or eliminates the need for at least some Tier II Limits: "EPA      
     recognizes that Tier II requirements for aquatic life and WET testing      
     overlap substantially... EPA requests comment on the need for requiring    
     limitations based upon Tier II values as well as using WET in place of a   
     Tier II value, and other options for harmonizing the two requirements."(26)
     Given that the Tier II values are based on less than an adequate database, 
     the results of WET testing should certainly have greater weight in         
     determining whether a discharge is protective of aquatic life.             
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (26) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20854                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.271     
     
     See response to comment D2595.002.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.272
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, there are two good legal reasons why Tier II WQS should not be    
     imposed.                                                                   
                                                                                
     First, NPDES permit limits establish specific, legally enforceable         
     requirements.  Violation of a permit limit creates a legal liability which 
     subjects the permitee to potential enforcement action by the government or 
     citizens' groups.  Violation of "standards" based on admittedly            
     insufficient or questionable data should no -- and cannot -- be used to    
     impose substantial civil or criminal penalties or terms or imprisonment.   
                                                                                
     [Second, permit limits established under Tier II procedure would be subject
     to the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act and would "lock  
     in" the Tier II requirements.  As discussed above, Tier II values are      
     calculated in such a way that they will almost certainly be more stringent 
     than the Tier I criteria that are subsequently calculated.  If a discharger
     is issued a permit limit based upon Tier II values, it should be able to   
     later have that limit modified to reflect the less stringent Tier I        
     criterion.  However, a number of parties, including the SAB, have expressed
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     concern that the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act may    
     prevent such adjustments.]                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.272     
     
     See response to comments D2741.076.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2771.273
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .273 is imbedded in .272.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, permit limits established under Tier II procedures would be subject
     to the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act and would "lock  
     in" the Tier II requirements.  As discussed above, Tier II values are      
     calculated in such a way that they will almost certainly be more stringent 
     that the Tier I criteria that are subsequently calculated.  If a discharger
     is issued a permit limit based upon Tier II values, it should be able to   
     later have that limit modified to reflect the less stringent Tier I        
     criterion.  However, a number of parties, including the SAB, have expressed
     concern that the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act may    
     prevent such adjustments.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.273     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of            
     the SID, for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2771.274
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA responds in the GLI preamble by stating that "EPA believes that in most
     cases the anti-backsliding provisions of the Clean Water Act will not      
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     prevent adjustments to either Tier II values or Tier I criteria."(27)  EPA 
     provides two arguments in support of that position.  Initially, EPA argues 
     that "anti-backsliding requirements do not apply to changes made in an     
     effluent limitation prior to its compliance date."(28)  However, the       
     anti-backsliding provisions of Section 402(0) of the CWA contain no such   
     exception.  Therefore, this alleged exception to anti-backsliding does not 
     appear to have a statutory basis and, thus, it is far from clear that a    
     discharger will be able to obtain an adjustment to a Tier II-bases permit  
     limit prior to its compliance date.  As a practical matter, that is        
     probably not a realistic option anyway, because dischargers will be given  
     no more than three years in which to comply with new permit limits, and it 
     is unlikely that many new Tier I criteria will be derived, much less       
     approved, within that period.                                              
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (27) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20837                                                 
                                                                                
     (28) Id.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.274     
     
     EPA does not agree.  There is flexibility provided by EPA's interpretation 
     of sections 402(o) and 303(d)(4) to allow relaxation of effluent           
     limitations in many circumstances. Specifically, EPA does not interpret    
     section 402(o) to require compliance with both sections 402(o)(2) and      
     303(d)(4), but only with one or the other (as well as 402(o)(3)) in order  
     to establish less stringent limitations.  See section II.C.3 of the SID for
     EPA's analysis of this issue.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2771.275
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also argues that even if the Clean Water Act anti-backsliding          
     provisions do apply, they may not bar adjustments from Tier II-based limits
     to Tier I-based limits.  Under Section 402(o) of the CWA, WQBELS can be    
     relaxed if the conditions in Section 402(o)(2) or section 303(d)(4) are    
     satisfied.  EPA apparently believes that under these statutory provisions  
     permits can be modified to delete Tier II numbers.  This is far from clear.
     
     
     Response to: P2771.275     
     
     See responses to P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section II.C.3 of            
     the SID, for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2771.276
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .276 is imbedded in .275.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 303(d)(4)(A) authorizes imposition of a less stringent WQBEL if two
     conditions are met:                                                        
                                                                                
     the existing permit limit was based on a TMDL or other WLA established     
     under Section 303 of the Act; and                                          
                                                                                
     attainment of WQS is assured, or the non-attained use is removed.          
                                                                                
     One cannot reasonably rely on satisfying the second part of this provision.
     After promulgation of the GLI, removal of uses is virutally impossible,    
     particularly given the GLI's virtual prohibition of state modification of  
     uses and the use attainability provisions of EPA's antidegradation policy. 
     Moreover, whether "attainment of WQS is assured" generally is beyond the   
     control of any particular discharger.  In most areas of the Great Lakes    
     Basin, there is no way that attainment of WQS will be assured without      
     significant additional controls on nonpoint runoff, air deposition,        
     sediments, and other significant contributors to pollutant loadings --     
     controls that are not likely to be imposed for years, if ever.             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.276     
     
     Response to ID P2771.276:  See the regulatory requirements                 
     "Response to Comments" document which addresses antidegradation            
     comments and the SID (section II).  The final Guidance contains            
     procedures for considering intake water pollutants in determining          
     whether pollutants in a discharge cause, have the reasonable               
     potential to cause, contribute to an exceedance of the water               
     quality standard (i.e., need a WQBEL) and for adjusting that limit         
     in certain situations to account for intake pollutants.  The               
     general issue of intake credits is discussed in Section VIII.E.3-7         
     of the the SID.  Also see discussion of TMDLs in Section VIII.C.Comment ID:
      P2771.276                                                                 
                                                                                
     Response:                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2771.277
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .277 is imbedded in .275.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Section 303(d)(4)(B), provides a second exception to the anti-backsliding  
     rule by authorizing the issuance of less stringent WQBEL if:               
                                                                                
     the revised limit is consistent with the state's antidegradation policy;   
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     the new limit continues to assure compliance with applicable water quality 
     standards.                                                                 
                                                                                
     It would be extremely difficult to meet the first test if states are forced
     to adopt antidegradation provisions similar to those proposed by the GLI.  
     Those provisions impose onerous restrictions on dischargers seeking to     
     increase loadings.  In waters not attaining WQS, no increased discharge is 
     allowed.  For BCCs, proposed increases above existing effluent quality     
     (EEQ) into attainment waters automatically trigger a stringent             
     antidegradation review.  In the Tier II context, that would mean that a    
     facility discharging at levels somewhat below its Tier II permit limits    
     would be unable to seek aby increase in that discharge level without       
     triggering antidegradation review.                                         
                                                                                
     Even for non-BCC's, the antidegradation procedures would present serious   
     probelms in trying to change a Tier II limit.  The trigger for a non-BCC   
     would be an above-de minimis increase in a permit limit; but if the permit 
     limit is based on Tier II values, then a discharger seeking an adjustment  
     to incorporate the new Tier I criterion would automatically trigger the    
     review.  Once that review is triggered, the requested increase will not be 
     allowed unless the discharger passes a series of stringent tests.  Unless a
     discharger satisfies the permit authority with respect to each and every   
     one of those criteria, the proposed increase to a Tier I-bases permit limit
     will not be allowed.  Given the obvious difficulties in meeting all of     
     these conditions, it is likely that few, if any, dischargers will pass     
     through the antidegtradation review and obtain permission to comply with an
     adjusted permit limit based upon Tier II criteria.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.277     
     
     EPA continues to believe that the anti-backsliding provisions of the CWA   
     will in most cases not prevent adjustments to either Tier I criteria or    
     Tier II values.  See responses to: P2656.091 and P2656.092, and section    
     II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                        
                                                                                
     Antidegradation requirements do apply to an analysis of the anti-          
     backsliding requirements, as provided under section 402(o)(3). However,    
     this is consistent with the general requirement under the CWA that permits 
     comply with water quality standards including antidegradation.  See the    
     NPDES regulations (40 CFR 122.44(b) and (d)) on establishment of WQBELs to 
     ensure compliance with water quality standards, including antidegradation  
     policies.  Specific issues concerning compliance with antidegradation in   
     the Great Lakes are addressed in section VII of this document.  The        
     antidegradation provisions of the proposed Guidance have been revised to   
     provide more flexibility while still assuring appropriate consistency of   
     programs within the Great Lakes System.  Great Lakes States and Tribes may 
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     develop their own approaches for implementing the prohibition against      
     deliberate actions of dischargers that increase the rate of mass loading of
     BCCs without an approved antidegradation demonstration.  Furthermore,      
     States and Tribes have flexibility in adopting antidegradation provisions  
     regarding non-BCCs.  See section VII of the SID for EPA's analysis of this 
     issue. Comment ID:  P2771.277                                              
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2592.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2771.278
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE, therefore, offers the following specific recommendation.  Tier II      
     values should not be used to establsh compliance limits in permits.        
     Rather, Tier II values should only be used as "triggers" to require        
     assessment of site-specific impacts.  Then, available scientific           
     information on impacts would be considered to develop permit conditions    
     which would ensure compliance with narrative water quality critieria.      
     After a Tier II "trigger," permits could be modified to require additional 
     chemical and biological monitoring of effluents and receiving waters and/or
     special fish studies or, alternatively, provide the permittee the          
     opportunity to develop data sufficient for establishing a Type I criterion.
     
     
     Response to: P2771.278     
     
     See response to comments D2741.076.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.279
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Footnote (1) is comment .280.                                 
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Use Designation -  The GLI proposes to apply the acute and chronic     
     aquatic life WQS to all waters in the Great Lakes System ("GLS").  Under   
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     the GLI, the wildlife protection WQS will also apply to all GLS waters.    
     The human health/public water supply WQS will apply to all open waters of  
     the Great Lakes ("OWGL"), all connecting waters of the Great Lakes, and all
     other waters designated by the states as public drinking water supplies.   
     The human health/non-public water supply WQS will apply to all other       
     waters.  This proposal to establish one set of uniform criteria will, in   
     effect, eliminate state use designations within the Great Lakes Basin.(1)  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.279     
     
     See response to: P2771.280 and G2748.008                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.280
     Cross Ref 1: see 279
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (1)  The GLI preamble explains how the proposed GLI differs from current   
     law.  After first stating that the GLI does not affect states' authority   
     over use designation, the preamble goes on to state that "the proposed     
     Guidance differs from current national requirements by generally requiring 
     State and Tribal application of the criteria, values and methodologies in  
     the proposed Guidance to all waters of the Great Lakes system regardless of
     existing state or tribal use designations."  58 Fed. Reg. 20838.  This     
     does, in fact, effectively remove the states' authority over use           
     designation.  The four minor exceptions to the GLI's removal of the states'
     use designation authority cited by the preamble -- (1) state ability to    
     adopt more stringent standards; (2) the authority to adopt less stringent  
     aquatic life standards; (3) the ability to designate waters subject to the 
     GLI's more stringent human health WQS applicable to public water supplies; 
     and (4) continued state freedom to regulate the Table 5 excluded pollutants
     as they see fit -- do nothing to change the conclusion that the GLI would  
     strip the states of their long-recognized authority to designate the uses  
     of waters within their jurisdictions.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.280     
     
     EPA carefully considered the concerns expressed in this and related        
     comments, but continues to believe the proposed approach of general        
     basin-wide application of criteria is appropriate. See section II.C.4 of   
     the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                                  
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance approach removes States' and Tribes'  
     authority over use designation.  States and Tribes retain their authority  
     over designated uses.  Such designated uses contrinue to be important for  
     many purposes under the CWA, including interpreting narrative criteria.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.281
     Cross Ref 1: .
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref 136 Cong. Rec. H12325-26 (Oct. 27, 1990)                  
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  States Should Regain the Ability to Designate Uses                     
                                                                                
     Congress did not intend in the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act to take   
     away the state's ability to develop use designations and to develop WQS    
     protective of those uses.  Congress wanted to promote greater consistency  
     among state regulatory programs, while still allowing a reasonable degree  
     of flexibility for different state approaches to protecting water quality. 
     According to the House Committee Report on the Great Lakes Critical        
     Programs Act:  The Committee notes that States will continue to have a     
     reasonable degree of flexibility in developing water quality standards,    
     consistent with the requirements of Section 303 of the Federal Water       
     Pollution Control Act.  H.Rep. No. 101-704 (1990), at 8.  The ability of   
     states to maintain flexibility in developing designated uses was discussed 
     during the House debate on the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act by        
     Congressman Stangeland, a supporter of the Act.  According to Congressman  
     Stangeland:(2)  The committee intends to give States as much flexibility as
     possible in meeting the goals and requirements of this legislation, the    
     Clean Water Act, and the international agreement.  Each State must have the
     latitude to establish its own water quality standards and designated uses  
     as long as those actions are consistent with legal requirements and will   
     help to achieve a uniform, basin-wide approach to improve water quality.   
     ____________________________________                                       
     (2) 136 Cong. Rec. H12325-26 (Oct. 27,1990).                               
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.281     
     
     See response to: P2771.280                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.282
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref H. Rep. No. 740 101st Cong. 2nd sess. 8(1990).            
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Moreover, the House Public Works Committee noted in its report that "States
     will continue to have a reasonable degree of flexibility in developing     
     water quality standards, consistent with the requirements of section 303 of
     the Federal Water Pollution Control Act."(3)                               
     ____________________________                                               
     (3)  H.Rep. No. 740, 101st Cong., 2nd Sess. 8 (1990).                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.282     
     
     See response to: D2596.037                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.283
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is true that several Congressmen indicated the desire to promote        
     uniformity in state regulatory approaches towards the Great Lakes.         
     However, Congressman Stangeland's statement demonstrates that the Congress 
     apparently did not mean, when discussing uniformity, that all states should
     be required to implement the exact same program, the contents of which     
     would be dictated by EPA.  While Congressman Stangeland mentioned a        
     "uniform, basin-wide approach," he stated in the same sentence that "[e]ach
     State must have the latitude to establish its own water quality standards  
     and designated uses."  Thus, Congress intended EPA to establish guidance   
     that would move the Great Lakes states towards greater consistency among   
     their water quality programs, but did not intend the states to lose the    
     authority to take account of local factors and concerns in implementing    
     water quality regulations.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.283     
     
     See responses to comments G3162.005 and D2724.351.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.284
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In their comments on the GLI, the Chemical Manufacturers Association (CMA),
     and the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition (GLWQC) address this issue of  
     Congressional intent in greater detail.  We agree with those portions of   
     CMA's and GLWQC's comments that establish that there is, in fact, nothing  
     in the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act indicating that the Act was       
     intended to modify the states' primacy in regulating water quality and that
     the EPA has recognized that, in enacting the Clean Water Act, Congress     
     desired state primacy in setting WQS.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.284     
     
     See response to: P2771.280 and G2748.008                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.285
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although GE believes that states should retain the ability to designate    
     uses, GE also believes that EPA is correct in, in effect, designating a    
     uniform, general use for Open Waters of the Great Lakes ("OWGL") (aquatic  
     habitat, wildlife habitat, and protection of human health from fish        
     consumption and incidental drinking water consumption), so long as the term
     OWGL is defined as waters outside of harbors and breakwaters and not       
     immediately adjacent to the shoreline where human activity may impact      
     aquatic or wildlife habitat.  Moreover, GE agrees that a second uniform use
     (protection of human health from water consumption) should be applicable at
     drinking water intakes.  Thus, GE agrees that no portion of the OWGL, as   
     defined above, should be subject to a WQS less stringent than protection of
     human health and aquatic and wildlife habitat.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.285     
     
     See Section II.C.4. of the SID for EPA's analysis regarding use            
     designations.  Site-specific modifications may be made to all waters of the
     Great Lakes System.  If there is appropriate scientific justification and  
     the data warrants, site-specific criteria may be applied regardless of     
     whether the site is in the open waters or the tributaries.Response to      
     comment: P2771.285                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.286
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the other hand, the GLI should not ignore the reality that certain      
     tributaries of the Great Lakes, as well as certain shoreline areas of the  
     Great Lakes, cannot attain the general use standard.  It is a fact that    
     some waterbodies do not attain all of their conceivable uses.  It is also a
     fact that some waters cannot attain all conceivable uses, regardless of the
     stringency of government regulations.(4)                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.286     
     
     EPA recognizes that some waters of the Great Lakes System do not attain    
     current standards.  This is consistent with findings discussed in section I
     of the SID.  Under criteria adopted by the States to be consistent with the
     final Guidance, it is possible that additional waters will initially not   
     meet standards.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.287
     Cross Ref 1: SEE 286
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (4)  Of course, cost must play a role in use designation.  Some causes of  
     water quality impairment can be cured only through radical societal change,
     or by expenditures that would have a major impact on the economy.  An      
     obvious example is impairment of urban rivers that could be cured only     
     through massive public and private expenditures and/or major changes in the
     way people live.  Another example is impairment of waters resulting from   
     generalized sediment contamination caused by past disposal practices.  As  
     another example, some streams in the midwest and northeast, like many      
     streams in the southwest, are effluent dependent, i.e., in the absence of  
     wastewater discharges, they would be dry for a good portion of the year and
     would support little, if any, aquatic life or wildlife and could not be    
     used for fishing or other human activity.  Such streams would be subject to
     the GLI WQS and would require dischargers to incur the high costs of       
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     treatment necessary to comply with those standards with little, if any,    
     environmental benefit or, alternatively, to cease discharging, with a      
     consequent loss of aquatic habitat.  Recognizing this problem, Region 9 has
     issued its "Interim Final Guidance for Modifying Water Quality Standards   
     and Protecting Effluent-Dependent Ecosystems" (July 17, 1992). (Appendix   
     17)  The Region 9 guidance introduces the "Ecological Benefit Comparison"  
     approach which allows for modification of uses or WQS or removal or uses   
     based on a demonstration that "the ecological value of using an effluent to
     support riparian and aquatic habitats exceeds the ecological benefits of   
     removing the discharge from the water body."  This site-specific approach, 
     albeit widely applicable in arid regions and less so in other parts of the 
     country, typifies the kind of authority states need to adjust WQS and      
     designated uses to take into account local conditions without adversely    
     affecting -- and sometimes aiding -- the environment.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.287     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that the lack of flexibility for States to set 
     less stringent site-specific crieria for wildlife and human health could   
     result in requirements to implement costly control technologies that may   
     not significantly benefit the environment. Therefore, the Final GLI        
     Guidance allows for site- specific modifications for  lowering wildlife and
     human health criteria when sufficient scientific justification is provided.
                                                                                
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support of use of Region 9's Guidance for  
     arid areas, but notes that this is outside the scope of the Final Guidance.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.288
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE also believes that the states should retain the authority to designate  
     less protective uses in Great Lakes tributaries and shoreline areas, so    
     long as such designations, and their concomitant WQS, do not cause         
     non-attainment of the general use in OWGLs and the drinking water use in   
     designated public water supply water waterbodies.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.288     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment that the States should retain the authority to 
     designate less protective uses in Great Lakes' tributaries and shoreline   
     areas, so long as such designations and their concomitant WQS do not cause 
     non-attainment of the general use in OWGLs and the drinking water use in   
     designated public water supply waterbodies. States and Tribes retain such  
     authority under implementation of the final Guidance. See section II. C. 4 
     of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.                             
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     See response to comment D2604.057.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.289
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE also believes that this state flexibility does not conflict with a      
     watershed approach to water quality management.  Of course, a watershed    
     approach may require redesignation of some waters within a watershed to    
     avoid conflicts among varying state designations.  However, this does not  
     mean that a watershed approach requires that use designations be identical 
     for downstream waters and their tributaries, or even for all portions of a 
     single waterbody.  For example, a river within an urban area may be        
     incapable of use as a fishery or sanctuary for wildlife due to lack of     
     habitat.  Such a river may also be incapable of use as a drinking water    
     source due to unavoidable contamination from runoff, or even due merely to 
     the potential for contamination by a spill.  Such a water should probably  
     bear an appropriate use designation that does not include fishing, wildlife
     habitat and drinking water as protected uses.  This does not mean, however,
     that downstream waters should not bear higher use designations.  As        
     discussed below, implementation procedures can assure that upstream water  
     quality does not cause non-attainment of downstream WQS.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.289     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.290
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A necessary corollary of the power to designate use designations is the    
     power to modify them, either to make them more or less protective.         
     Although there should be a presumption against modifying use designations  
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     to make them less protective, that presumption must be rebuttable with     
     reasonable evidence of nonattainability of the designated use, especially  
     in light of the stringency of certain recently developed WQS.              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.290     
     
     See response to: P2771.280                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.291
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     States must retain the ability to modify designated uses based on any of   
     the grounds which currently justify removing designated uses, as set forth 
     in 40 C.F.R. Section 131.10(g).  Section 131.10(g) allows states to remove 
     a designated use, which is not an existing use, if the state can           
     demonstrate that attaining the designated use is not feasible because:  (1)
     naturally occurring pollutant concentrations prevent the attainment of the 
     use; (2) natural, ephemeral, intermittent or low flow conditions or water  
     levels prevent the attainment of the use (unless these conditions may be   
     compensated for by the discharge of a sufficient volume of effluent        
     discharges without violating State water conservation requirements to      
     enable uses to be met); (3) human-caused conditions or sources of pollution
     prevent the attainmenet of the use and cannot be remedied or would cause   
     more environmental damage to correct than to leave in place; (4) dams,     
     diversions or other types of hydrologic modifications preclude the         
     attainment of the use, and it is not feasible to restore the water body to 
     its original condition or to operate such modification in a way that would 
     result in the attainment of the use; (5) physical conditions related to the
     natural features of the water body, such as the lack of a proper substrate 
     cover, flow, depth, pools, riffles, and the like, unrelated to water       
     quality, preclude attainment of aquatic life protection uses; and (6)      
     controls more stringent than those required by sections 301(b) and 306 of  
     the Clean Water Act would result in substantial and widespread economic and
     social impact.(5)  As provided for in 40 C.F.R. Section 131.10(g),         
     technical and economic feasibility, when likely to have widespread social  
     and economic impacts, must play a role in use designation.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.291     
     
     See response to: P2771.280                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.292
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  States Should Have the Ability to Impose Site-Specific WQS             
                                                                                
     Just as the GLI would, in effect, eliminate that states' power to designate
     uses in the Great Lakes basin, so would it limit the states' authority to  
     impose less stringent WQS on a case-by-case basis, even when the GLI's     
     general use was being protected.  As noted above, human health-based and   
     wildlife-based WQS, as well as bioaccumulation factors, could be modified  
     by the states only to make them more stringent.  Aquatic life-based        
     standards could theoretically be made more or less stringent, so long as   
     such modified standards were established consistent with USEPA guidance.   
     GE believes that site-specific adjustments of WQS, to make them either more
     or less striingent, should be allowed in three circumstances:  (1) to      
     conform to a designated use other than a general use; (2) in recognition of
     site-specific factors (e.g., water chemistry, native species) while still  
     protecting the designated use; and (3) based on any of the grounds set     
     forth in the GLI for granting a temporary variance, including technical and
     economic infeasibility, so long as the designated use was protected.       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.292     
     
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
                                                                                
     See Section II.C.4 of the SID for a discussion on the designated uses.  EPA
     does not agree that site-specific modifications should be based on any     
     grounds set forth in the GLI for granting a temporary variance.            
     Site-specific modifications are designed to be permanent, while variances  
     must be renewed every five years. The conditions for the variance, such as 
     economic and technical feasibility, may change over a five year period and 
     should not be grounds for granting a site-specific modification.           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.293
     Cross Ref 1: SEE 291
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (5) Inconsistent with the existing EPA guidance, the GLI only provides for 
     temporary variances rather than use designation changes based on these     
     factors.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.293     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.294
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  States Should Retain the Ability to Develop WQS to Conform to a        
     Designated Use                                                             
                                                                                
     Clearly, if a non-OWGL is given a designated use other than a general use, 
     the states need the ability to adjust WQS consistent with designated uses. 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.294     
     
     See response to: P2771.280                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.295
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  States Should Retain the Ability to Develop WQS Based on Site-Specific 
     Factors while Protecting the Designated Use                                
                                                                                
     The GLI would severely limit the ability of the States to establish        
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     site-specific WQS, even when protecting the designated use and even when   
     fully justified by local conditions.  Specifically, although less sringent 
     aquatic criteria are permitted due to local water quality parameters or    
     sensitivity of local aquatic organisms, less stringent criteria are not    
     permitted for wildlife, human health, and bioaccumulation factors.         
     Acknowledging that the approach is "somewhat overprotective," EPA's        
     rationale for not allowing less stringent criteria for wildlife, human     
     health and bioaccumulation factors is founded on the overly simplistic     
     premise that wildlife and humans are mobile and that there are not natural 
     conditions which preclude fish consumption (by humans or wildlife) and     
     recreational activity at any specific site.  GE believes that EPA has gone 
     beyond simply being overly protective to being scientifically unsound.     
     Specifically, the Agency's approach does not recognize the enormous        
     diversity and complexity of the ecosystems comprising the Great Lakes      
     Basin.  It ignores that fact that there are natural conditions that do     
     encourage or limit populations and activities of wildlife and humans in    
     specific areas.  For example, all species of wildlife are not naturally    
     found in all regions of all Great Lakes States.  If a particularly         
     sensitive species of wildlife on which a WQS is based does not inhabit a   
     region because of natural factors, it does not make sense to impose that   
     WQS in the region.  Doing so imposes significant economic costs on all     
     dischargers in the region and yet yields no discernible benefit.  Because  
     these factors do vary substantially throughout the Great Lakes Basin, it is
     essential that States have the ability to develop scientifically sound     
     site-specific WQS which recognize unique local conditions.  GE, therefore, 
     recommends that states be provided the ability to set site-specific        
     criteria, either more or less stringent, where scientifically justified    
     based on local conditions.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.295     
     
     EPA agrees that both more and less stringent modifications of the BAFs     
     should be allowed on a site-specific basis if there is scientific          
     justification.  In the final Guidance, EPA is allowing site-specific       
     modifications to the BAF based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F,   
     Procedure 1.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2771.296
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has long allowed states to adopt WQS that deviate from federal water   
     quality criteria based an local conditions, including water chemistry and  
     indigenous aquatic life.  The GLI should allow similar flexibility with    
     respect to wildlife that are not, and perhaps never have been, present in  
     certain areas of the Great Lakes Region.  For exmaple, mink have not been  
     present along the shores of urban cities in the Great Lakes for 100 years  
     or more, and there would appear to be no good reason to require            
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     wildlife-based WQS to assure compliance with mink protection-based WQS in  
     urban rivers.  Constraining the states in this manner is not required by   
     the Great Lakes Critical Programs Act and is inconsistent with previous EPA
     guidance.(6)  Thus, GE believes that both aquatic and wildlife             
     protection-based WQS for a given water must be based on the protection of  
     species that relistically would live and reproduce in that water.          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.296     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and D2719.073 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS/WL
     Comment ID: P2771.297
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (6)  The following example demonstrates the type of situation in which     
     site-specific factors would dictate a change in an aquatic life WQS.  The  
     current method for developing the aquatic life WQS for copper is based on  
     equations set forth in an EPA document entitled "Ambient Water Quality     
     Criteria for Copper."  EPA developed the current copper equations based on 
     the toxicity of copper to four sensitive genera of aquatic organisms:  (1) 
     Ptychocheilus (Squawfish), (2) Daphnia (water flea), (3) Ceriodaphnia      
     (water flea), and (4) Gammarus (scuds).  The genus Ptychocheilus           
     (Squawfish), however, is not found in any portion of the Great Lakes region
     or in any area in the entire eastern half of the United States; it is found
     only in the western portion of the United States.  Because the genus       
     Ptychocheilus is not found in the Great Lakes System, there is no reason to
     establish WQS to protect this very sensitive species.  Adjusting the       
     equations to eliminate this sensitive organism results in a WQS for copper 
     which is protective of a midwest receiving stream without being overly     
     protective.  GE believes that states must have the ability to establish    
     wildlife protection WQS based on similar site-specific factors.            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.297     
     
     Please refer to comments P2590.028 and D2719.073 for the response to this  
     comment.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS/WL            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.298
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  States Should Have the Ability to Develop Site-Specific WQS Based on   
     Any of the Grounds Set Forth in the GLI for Obtaining a Variance           
                                                                                
     Site-specific adjustments of WQS should be allowed, on an indefinite basis,
     on the grounds set forth in the GLI for granting a temporary variance.     
     Under the proposed GLI, a variance can be granted if the permittee         
     demonstrates to the State that attaining the WQS is not feasible based on  
     one of the six conditions currently allowed as the basis for changing use  
     designations (discussed above), and: (a) a showing that the variance       
     requested conforms to the requirements of the State's antidegradation      
     procedures; and (b) a demonstration of the extent of any increased risk to 
     human health and the environment associated with compliance with the       
     variance as compared with compliance with the WQS absent the variance.     
     Moreover, in order to grant a variance, the state must conclude that any   
     increased risk is consistent with the protection of public health, safety  
     and welfare.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.298     
     
     The final Guidance allows site-specific modifications to criteria and      
     values on a permanent basis, in accordance with procedure 1 of Appendix F, 
     without meeting the six conditions referenced in the comment.  See Section 
     VIII.A. of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                       
                                                                                
     States and Tribes may modify use designations in accordance with 40 CFR    
     131.10.  The effect of modifying use designations under the final Guidance,
     however, may be limited.  See Section II.C.4. of the SID for EPA's analysis
     of this issue.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2771.299
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under the GLI, variances are only available for a period not to exceed     
     three years and, upon expiration of the variance, a new showing of         
     nonattainability is required.  It would be extremely unfair to force       
     dischargers to make such a showing every three years, expecially where the 
     conditions necessary to justify a variance are, by their very nature,      
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     stable conditions.  Thus, EPA should allow WQS to be permanently changed   
     based on the factors set forth in the variance provision of the GLI.       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.299     
     
     EPA has changed the variance term to five years, subject to a review at the
     three year point.  Variances are not intended to be perminant changes to   
     WQS.  See section VIII.B of the proposal and of the SID for discussions of 
     the purpose of the variance concept.                                       
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2771.300
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C. States Should Have the Ability to Grant Temporary Variances Based on    
     Technical Infeasibility.                                                   
                                                                                
     The preceding discussion sets forth GE's position on the reasonableness of 
     making permanent adjustments to WQS if such adjustments are based on one of
     the six criteria discussed above.  However, site-specific adjustment of WQS
     does not address the issue of technical infeasibility that will likely be a
     major conpliance hurdle for dischargers, given the stringency of many of   
     the GLI standards.  Temporary variances should be available in instances   
     where presently available wastewater treatment technology simply cannot    
     attain WQBELs or the technology cost would require the plant to shut down  
     or institute measures that are unduly expensive.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.300     
     
     Consistent with EPA's national policy, the final procedure allows variances
     where standards are unattainable because controls more stringent than those
     required by Sections 301(b) and 306 of the CWA would result in substantial 
     and widespread economic and social impact.                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/COND
     Comment ID: P2771.301
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As proposed, the requirements set forth in the GLI for obtaining a variance
     are extremely onerous.  Temporary variances are allowed for economic and   
     technical infeasibility only upon a showing of widespread and substantial  
     economic harm.  It would be almost impossible for a small discharger to    
     meet this burden, even in instances where the inability to comply with a   
     WQBEL would result in a plant closing.  Thus, in addition to a showing of  
     "widespread and substantial economic harm," temporary variances should be  
     available upon a showing that the discharger is using BAT technology, is   
     unable to meet the WQBEL using that technology, and that the cost of       
     installing additional technology or adopting other control measures would  
     be disproportionately costly in relation to the increment of pollutant     
     removed using controls or technology above and beyond BAT.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.301     
     
     See Response ID: D2719.102                                                 
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/COND         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/LEN
     Comment ID: P2771.302
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE also has concerns with the duration of variances allowed by the proposed
     GLI.  Instead of specifying that a variance issued to an individual        
     discharger would last for the entire five-year term of the discharger's    
     NPDES permit, EPA limits the term of a variance to three years. EPA        
     justifies that restriction based on the fact that the states are required  
     by the Clean Water Act to conduct triennial reviews of their WQS.  However,
     that issue could be dealt with easily, without limiting the terms of       
     variances, by simply providing that variances would last for an entire     
     permit term, but would be subject to reopening and modification at the end 
     of three years, based upon the state's review of its WQS.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.302     
     
     EPA agrees.  See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/LEN          

Page 10623



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC/LEN
     Comment ID: P2771.303
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should also modify its variance procedure to allow a discharger to     
     petition for a variance within 30 days after issuance of a proposed permit,
     rather than after issuance of a final permit.  If a variance cannot be     
     applied for until after the permit is final, as EPA has proposed, the      
     discharger may not be able to obtain the variance, due to the Clean Water  
     Act's anti-backsliding provisions.  Allowing petitions after the proposed  
     permit is issued would help to alleviate that problem.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.303     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.C.  
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the proposed procedure should be more flexible. See section
     VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2771.304
     Cross Ref 1: SEE 303
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedural changes to the variance provisions discussed above would be 
     of significant value.  In addition, there is a need for a more fundamental 
     change in the variance program.  EPA should significantly expand its       
     variance procedure, to allow for the issuance of a waterbody-wide variance 
     (except in open waters of the Great Lakes and waters used for drinking) in 
     the case of a ubiquitous pollutant that is found in most waterbodies in a  
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     specific watershed at similar concentrations.  Such a variance would       
     address the problem caused by the extreme stringency of the GLI's proposed 
     WQS.  As noted previously, even precipitation in many areas may have       
     pollutant levels above the GLI WQS, but below levels attainable with       
     existing technology.  Dischargers in such areas should not have to petition
     for individual variances.  Rather, a waterbody-wide variance to address all
     such dischargers would be an efficient way to solve the problem.           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.304     
     
     See section VIII.B of the SID for a discussion of this issue.              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: VAR/PROC
     Comment ID: P2771.305
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The variance provisions of the GLI should also be revised to explicitly    
     allow new dischargers to obtain short, temporary variances.  Under the GLI,
     new dischargers must design their facilities and treatment systems to meet 
     WQS and, therefore, such dischargers are not afforded the oppportunity to  
     apply for variances.  GE agrees in concept with this approach.  However, as
     provided for under EPA pretreatment regulations, new dischargers should be 
     allowed a designated period of time after start-up to bring the new        
     facility into compliance.  This time period would give new dischargers the 
     opportunity to make adjustments necessary to ensure that equipment is      
     operating properly to ensure compliance with discharge limitations.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.305     
     
     See Response ID: G2635.011                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO VAR/PROC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2771.306
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .307 is imbedded in comment .306.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  Wasteload Allocation/Watershed Management Approach                     
                                                                                
     EPA has characterized the GLI as a watershed management approach to water  
     quality regulation.  It does,in fact, have a few of the features of        
     watershed management, including centralized control and regulation of an   
     entire basin, rather than individual waterbodies.  However, overall, the   
     GLI bears no resemblance to true watershed management.  (Specifically, it  
     regulates only a small portion of the total pollutant loading to the Great 
     Lakes watershed; it makes no attempt to understand the difference among    
     waterbodies in the watershed and regulate them accordingly; and it provides
     no mechanism for fair and even-handed regulaton of both point and nonpoint 
     sources discharging pollutants which directly, or indirectly, reach the    
     watershed.)                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.306     
     
     See response to: P2606.373                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.307
     Cross Ref 1: Imbedded in .306.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Specifically, it regulates only a small portion of the total pollutant     
     loading to the Great Lakes watershed; it makes no attempt to understand the
     difference among waterbodies in the watershed and regulate them            
     accordingly; and it provides no mechanism for fair and even-handed         
     regulaton of both point and nonpoint sources discharging pollutants which  
     directly, or indirectly, reach the watershed.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.307     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance only addresses a small portion of the 
     pollutant loading to the Great Lakes basin and that it provides no fair    
     mechanism for the regulation of point and nonpoint sources.  For a         
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including both regulatory and non- regulatory efforts to  
     indicate the relative significance of pollutant sources and the            
     effectiveness of control strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2771.308
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As articulated in the Office of Water's Strategic Plan, discussed above,   
     EPA has expressed its intent to incorporate a watershed management approach
     to wastewater regulation.  GE believes that EPA should follow that vision  
     in adopting the GLI guidance.  However, a watershed management approach    
     must contain certain important elements that are currently missing from the
     GLI.  Those elements are discussed in the remainder of this section.       
     First, a watershed approach to water quality management must address all   
     pollutants causing water quality impairment and other factors interfering  
     with use attainment.  Thus, in the case of a water protected for aquatic   
     life, WQS must address not only "toxic" chemicals from industrial sources, 
     but also oxygen depletion, turbidity, algal growth, nutrient loading and   
     other causes of impairment.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.308     
     
     See response to: P2606.373                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2771.309
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, WQS must be attained by controlling point and nonpoint sources,    
     including agricultural run-off, urban run-off, combined sewer overflows,   
     and air deposition.  For point sources, this is done primarily through     
     imposition of WQBELs in NPDES permits.  With respect to non-point sources, 
     EPA and the states must exercise authority to mandate installation of      
     control technology and/or best management practices.  That authority could 
     be exercised through adoption of regulations of general applicability      
     mandating municipalities, farms, and silvicultural operations to install   
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     pollution prevention facilities (such as buffer strips, runoff detention   
     basins, and sediment traps) and follow best management practices (such as  
     effective animal waste management, utilization of cover crops, terracing,  
     debris removal, and water diversion).  It is important that a watershed    
     approach to water quality management focus not only on the easiest sources 
     to regulate -- point sources which have been subject to NPDES permit       
     requirememts for two decades -- but also on sources that remain largely    
     unregulated and are the cause of most of the current non-attainment of     
     existing WQS.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.309     
     
     EPA agrees that both point and nonpoint sources of pollution need to be    
     controlled in order to restore and protect the Great Lakes System.  For a  
     discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final   
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including both regulatory and non-regulatory efforts to   
     indicate the relative significance of pollutant sources and the            
     effectiveness of control strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.310
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, a watershed management approach should require sufficient studies to
     determine the attainable uses of waterbodies within the watershed and the  
     specific WQS required to protect those uses.  As discussed previously,     
     uniform uses and WQS are not required; however, given the potential impact 
     of upstream waters on downstream water quality, a watershed management     
     approach must provide procedures to coordinate federal and state           
     implementation so that downstream water quality is protected.  Thus,       
     althought upstream waters can have less stringent use designations and WQS 
     than downstream waters, upstream waters cannot be allowed to cause         
     nonattainment of WQS in downstream waters.(7)                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.310     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2771.311
     Cross Ref 1: CC: TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, under a watershed management approach, it is important that        
     cost/benefit play a role in the selection of the alternatives used to      
     secure attainment of WQS.  In other words, the least expensive methods of  
     obtaining the highest benefit should be required.(8)  Conversely, expensive
     or difficult to implement methods should not be adopted, and no method     
     should be adopted if it will not, alone or in combination with other       
     methods, cure water quality impairment. In this circumstance, modification 
     of the use designation may be appropriate.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.311     
     
     See response to: G2650.002                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2771.312
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (7) However, where the upstream water is a tributary of the downstream     
     water (rather than an upstream segment of the same water), downstream      
     nonattainment should be measured at a point after the mixing of the        
     upstream water with downstream water.  Allowance for a mixing zone is      
     necessary because compliance with the more stringent downstream WQS at the 
     mouth of the tributary would, in effect, obviate the use designation and   
     less stringent WQS applicable to the upstream water.  GE believes that the 
     best way to protect downstream waters is to require that the states and    
     EPA, on a case-by-case basis, impose additional controls on upstream point 
     and nonpoint sources where necessary to prevent downstream nonattainment.  
     Where waters under state jurisdiction are causing nonattainment of WQS in  
     waters under either EPA or state jurisdiction, EPA should have the power to
     require the state to impose additional controls.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.312     
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     See section VIII.C of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/APP
     Comment ID: P2771.313
     Cross Ref 1: SEE 311
     Cross Ref 2: CC: TMDL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (8)  That is, in establishing controls, the implementing authority should  
     be required to compare the costs and benefits of achieving WQS by          
     combinations of point and nonpoint control strategies.  As an example, if  
     it were determined that obtaining a loading reduction of 100 pounds per day
     of biological oxygen demand would cost $1,000 if implemented through       
     nonpoint source controls and $10,000 if implemented through point source   
     controls, the implementing authority would be required, to the extent      
     practicable, to obtain the reduction through nonpoint source controls.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.313     
     
     EPA disagrees that the State or Tribe should be required to evaluate costs 
     and benefits of different combinations of point and nonpoint source control
     strategies.  Since the final Guidance does not specify how loading capacity
     should be apportioned between point and nonpoint sources, States and Tribes
     may use any appropriate method to do so, as long as the resulting TMDL     
     implements water quality standards with a margin of safety.  EPA has not   
     included any provisions in the final Guidance regarding such methods, not  
     only because it would be extremely difficult to develop guidance that would
     anticipate the large number of different combinations of point and nonpoint
     circumstances that can occur, but also because EPA does not believe it is  
     the role of the Federal government to prescribe such methods.              
                                                                                
     The TMDL process in the final Guidance provides an opportunity for         
     pollution trading in the water quality program as long as CWA goals and    
     requirements are met.  For purposes of the final Guidance, trading refers  
     to approaches which introduce market incentives into water quality control 
     decisions by acknowledging the ability of a point source to achieve water  
     quality-based loading reductions through creative, enforceable market      
     mechanisms.  EPA encourages States to look for pollution trading           
     opportunities as TMDLs are established.  However, trading opportunities may
     be limited by the general conditions and specific requirements (e.g.,      
     mixing zones for BCCs) that apply to all TMDL development.                 
                                                                                
     See section VIII.C of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/APP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
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     Comment ID: P2771.314
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fifth, in establishing reductions from within classes of sources (that is, 
     either point or nonpoint), the implementing authority should be required to
     do so in an environmentally sound, fair, and cost-effective manner.  For   
     example, an upstream discharger using only the most basic wastewater       
     treatment technology should not be allowed to discharge wastewater that    
     uses up 90% of the assimilative capacity of a river while a downstream     
     discharger must install expensive controls so as not to use up the         
     remaining 10%.  Rather, the "playing field" should be leveled by requiring 
     the upstream discharger to install improved control technology before      
     consideration is given to requiring additional reductions from the         
     downstream discharger.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.314     
     
     EPA acknowledges the commenter's concern that TMDLs be developed in an     
     environmentally sound, fair and cost-effective manner.  EPA also           
     acknowledges the commenter's concern that an upstream discharger should not
     be allocated 90% of the assimilative capacity of the water, so that        
     downstream users are left with the remainder. However, the Clean Water Act 
     accords States and Tribes considerable flexibility in developing TMDLs to  
     achieve water quality standards, including in the allocation of wasteloads 
     among different ustream and downstream point sources.  In order to protect 
     the discretion vested in States and Tribes by the Clean Water Act, EPA has 
     not imposed restrictions on how WLAs are to be assigned to point sources.  
     See generally discussion in the SID at VIII.C.1, C.2, and C.3.             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.315
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, it is important that a watershed management approach use fair and 
     efficient implementation and administrative procedures.  Sufficient time   
     should be provided for TMDL studies to be performed and the required       
     controls assessed.  In the interim period, point sources should not be     
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     subjected to further ad hoc WQBELs which may not be fair or cost-effective.
     During this interim period, all NPDES permits for a watershed should be    
     extended to a single expiration date, so that new permits can be issued for
     all sources at the same time once the TMDL process is completed.  Moreover,
     all such new permits should be subject to public notice and comment at the 
     same time (perhaps as part of a watershed management plan), so that the    
     public has a chance to comment not just on the limitations imposed on      
     individual dischargers, but also on the fairness and cost effectiveness of 
     the new permits as a whole.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.315     
     
     With respect to the suggestion in the comment that point sources should not
     be subjected to additional costly or unfair water quality-based effluent   
     limitations while necessary nonpoint source controls are being developed   
     and implemented, EPA refers the commenter to the discussion of the phased  
     approach to TMDL development in the SID at VIII.C.1.  Also relevant is the 
     are the provisions in general condition 3 pertaining to load allocations,  
     which are discussed in the SID at VIII.C.3.c.  EPA also acknowledges the   
     comment advocating the practice of synchronizing permits within a water    
     body to facilitate implementation of the TMDL.  EPA agrees that reissuing  
     NPDES permits for all affected sources at the same time is a sensible way  
     of implementing a TMDL for the receiving water, and nothing in the final   
     Guidance precludes a State or Tribe from adopting that approach.  Response 
     to P2771.044See response to comment P2771.393.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.316
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that North Carolina's basin-wide approach to water quality     
     management contains several elements with the potential to convert the     
     laudable concept of watershed management as envisioned by EPA into a       
     practical program.  The most important of those elements are identifying   
     problem areas and sources, deriving basin-wide TMDLs, targeting of the msot
     significant sources (point or non-point), placing all NPDES permits for    
     dischargers to a watershed on the same renewal schedule, allocating waste  
     load allocations among both point and non-point sources on an equitable    
     basis, allowing for pollutant trading among dischargers, and recognizing   
     that final implementation of a watershed-based water quality management    
     system will take several years.(9)  Development of these concepts in       
     implementation of a true watershed approach to the Great Lakes would result
     in far greater improvements to Great Lakes water quality than the GLI as it
     is currently proposed.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.316     
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     EPA agrees that North Carolina's basin-wide approach is often cited as     
     being on the forefront of watershed management approaches.  The position of
     the Great Lakes States as initially expressed by State representatives on  
     the Initiative Committees, however, greatly influences the construct of    
     this guidance.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.317
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Reasonable Potential To Exceed WQS                                     
                                                                                
     GE agrees with EPA that the GLI should include provisions for determining  
     the circumstances under which a permit writer should include a WQBEL in an 
     NPDES permit for a particular discharger -- i.e., a "reasonable potential  
     to exceed" (RPTE) test.  Including such a provision in the GLI promotes    
     consistency among permits and saves valuable environmental agency resources
     by avoiding the need to include a WQBEL for all GLI pollutants in all NPDES
     permits.  GE also agrees that the principles set forth at 40 C.F.R. Section
     122.44(d) should be used to determine "reasonable potential" when effluent 
     monitoring data is unavailable. Nevertheless, GE disagrees with three      
     aspects of the GLI's RPTE test in several important respects which are     
     discussed in more detail below.  First, by requiring that a WQBEL for an   
     acute criterion be included in a permit when the maximum value, or 99th    
     percentile of all water sampling results (the "projected effluent quality" 
     or "PEQ") exceeds the projected effluent limit ("PEL"), and that a WQBEL   
     for a chronic criterion be included when the 99th percentile of the        
     distribution of monthly or weekly averages exceeds the PEL, EPA necessarily
     gives too mcuh credence to analytical data at the high end of range of     
     sampling results.  EPA well knows that such data may reflect statistical   
     "outliers."  EPA states in the GLI preamble that this extremely            
     conservative approach to determining "reasonable potential to exceed" is   
     intended to recognize effluent variability and the uncertainty resulting   
     from analyses of typically small data sets.(10)  What EPA does not         
     recognize is that a single analytical "outlier,"  resulting from either    
     analytical error or inherent variablity of analytical results at the low   
     concentrations at which analysis must be performed to determine GLI        
     compliance, can result in the unnecessary imposition of WQBELs.  As        
     discussed later in this section, the combination of this conservative RPTE 
     methodology and EPA's proposal that a single analytical result indicating  
     an exceedance of a WQBEL will constitute a permit violation, make it likely
     that analytical errors or variability can result in enforcement action     
     against a discharger.(11)                                                  
                                                                                
     _____________________________                                              
     (10) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20947.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.317     
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     See response to comment number D2722.117 and P2746.224.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.318
     Cross Ref 1: See 316
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (9)  For example, North Carolina's schedule for preparing the first        
     Basinwide Management Plan for the Tar-Pimlico Basin sets forth a start date
     of January 1991 for compiling existing watershed data, twelve interim stpes
     (with associated start and completion dates) leading to the Development of 
     a Basin Management Plan, and a final completion date of January 1995 for   
     issuance of all NPDES permits to dischargers in the basin consistent with  
     the Basin Management Plan.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.318     
     
     EPA acknowledges this comment.  See response to comment P2771.393.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2771.319
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, GE disagrees that the RPTE provisions should provide permit writers
     the authority to require permittees to develop data sufficient to devise a 
     Tier II standard based on "ambient screening values" generated from        
     Quantitative Structure Activity Relationships.  As described in the        
     comments of the Chemical Manufacturers Association and others, this        
     screening approach is without scientific support and will likely require   
     many dischargers to develop duplicative data, at a very high cost.         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.319     
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     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2771.320
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, GE disagrees with the GLI's stringent limits on the availability of 
     intake credits in the RPTE analysis.  For several reasons, the limited     
     nature of the GLI intake credit provision will make it available to few, if
     any dischargers, is extremely inequitable, and, contrary to EPA's          
     assertion, is not mandated by the Clean Water Act.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.320     
     
     The many issues related to intake credits, including those raised by this  
     comment, are addressed in the SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2771.321
     Cross Ref 1: See 318
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (11)  This problem exists whether "reasonable potential" is being          
     determined for an acute criterion (based on daily monitoring values) or a  
     chronic criterion (based on monthly average or weekly average values).  As 
     EPA is aware, many permits which require sampling for toxic pollutants     
     require sampling two or four times per month.  The potential for an        
     artifically high analytical value to result in an artifically high monthly 
     or weekly average is, therefore, great.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.321     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
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     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.  See also response to comment number         
     P2588.322                                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.322
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a.  Statistical Flaws in the GLI RPTE Methodology                          
                                                                                
     Under the GLI, a reasonable potential to exceed exists when, based on an   
     analysis of relevant data, an effluent in conjunction with other sources of
     pollutants is projected to cause an exceedance of a WQS.(12)  To make this 
     determination, permitting authorities must consider relevant data including
     facility-specific effluent monitoring data, information regarding controls 
     on point and non-point sources, data regarding the variability of the      
     pollutant in the facility's effluent, and dilution of the effluent in the  
     receiving water.(13)  Where facility-specific data is available, the GLI   
     provisions require permitting authorities to follow a prescribed procedure 
     to make the RPTE determination.  Initially, the authorities must develop a 
     preliminary effluent limitation ("PEL") that ensures that all Tier I       
     criteria and Tier II values will be met in-stream after discharge.  Then,  
     the authority must follow the methods described in Procedures 5.B or 5.C to
     determine both the projected effluent quality ("PEQ") that will be         
     discharged and whether a WQBEL must be included in an NPDES permit based on
     established ratios between the PEQ and the PEL.  For the reasons stated    
     below, GE urges EPA to revise the methods described in Procedures 5.B and  
     5.C for determining PEQ.                                                   
                                                                                
     (i)  EPA's Methods for Determining Preliminary Effluent Quality from       
     Greater Than Ten Data Samples                                              
                                                                                
     From a technical perspective, the provision regarding calculation of the   
     daily PEQ from more than ten data points is confusing and should be        
     modified to eliminate either the reference to the maximum daily            
     concentration or to the 99th percentile of the distribution.  As currently 
     drafted, Procedure 5.B generally requires the permitting authority to      
     specify the daily PEQ as the greater of:  (i) the maximum daily effluent   
     concentration; or (ii) the 99th percentile of the distribution of the daily
     effluent monitoring data.  By definition, however, the maximum daily       
     effluent concentration is always greater than the 99th percentile of the   
     distribution of daily effluent concentrations.  (Strait 1983)(14)  GE      
     suggests, for purposes of consistency, that the daily effluent PEQ be      
     defined in the same manner as the weekly or monthly PEQs, and without      
     reference to the greater of two values.                                    
                                                                                
     _____________________________                                              
     (12) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20945.                                                
     (13) Id.                                                                   

Page 10636



$T044618.TXT
     
     
     Response to: P2771.322     
     
     EPA received many comments requesting additional flexibility and simplicity
     in the reasonable potential procedures, noting that other equally valid    
     statistical procedures could be used to estimate the upper bound or        
     projected maximum effluent concentration of a particular facility.  EPA    
     also received comments providing strong support for the specific           
     statistical procedures for characterizing effluents in the proposaed       
     guidance.  EPA has concluded that these comments can all be satisfied.  The
     final procedure 5 of appendix F specifies that States and Tribes adopt     
     statistical procedures for specifiying PEQ consistent with the essential   
     characteristics of the procedures for PEQ that EPA proposed.  The final    
     Guidance provides flexibility to the States and Tribes to specify procdures
     that adhere to these essential characteristics.  In this way, the final    
     procedure 5 provides necessary flexibility without sacrificing the equally 
     necessary consistency.  In addition, in simplifying the reasonable         
     potential procedures, EPA eliminated the distinction between the procedure 
     for data sets with fewer than 10 values and for data sets with 10 or more  
     values.  In addition, final procedure 5 specifies the 95th percentile as   
     the minimum precentile to be used when determining projected effluent      
     quality.  Finally, final procedure 5 does not contain the special provision
     for effluent dominated streams that was proposed (see response to comment  
     number P2718.288).  For a more complete discussion, see Supplementary      
     Information Document Section VIII.E.1-2, Reasonable Potential.  See        
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2, General Requirements  
     of Procedure 5; in partcicular see subsection E.2.c, Determining Reasonable
     Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant   
     Concentration Data.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.323
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (ii)  EPA Should Eliminate its Use of the 99th Percentile to Determine PEQ 
                                                                                
     On a fundamental level, GE believes that EPA's use of the 99th percentile  
     to determine PEQ does not effectuate EPA's objective of accounting for     
     effluent variability.(15)  GE recommends that EPA adopt a more rigorous    
     statistical approach that considers both variations in actual pollutant    
     concentrations and statistical variations inherent in analyses of the same 
     effluent concentrations.  Moreover, the focus of EPA's method should shift 
     from likely maximum pollutant concentrations to typical contaminant        
     loadings, taking into account not only maximum and minimum pollutant       
     loadings but also the frequencies of pollutant concentrations in the       
     effluent.                                                                  
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     Response to: P2771.323     
     
     Final procedure 5 specifies the 95th percentile as the minimum precentile  
     to be used when determining projected effluent quality. See response to    
     comment number P2771.322 and Supplementary Information Document Section    
     VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary     
     Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.324
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At the outset, EPA fails to define, for purposes of PEQ determinations     
     under the GLI, what is meant by the term "effluent variability."  Two      
     different interpretations of the term are possible, and both are relevant  
     to accurate PEQ determinations.  On the one hand, effluent variability     
     could refer to actual fluctuations in the effluent concentrations.  These  
     fluctuations might occur if the dischrger increases or decreases its       
     operating hours, modifies its operating conditions, or otherwise varies its
     pollutant loadings to the receiving waters.  These fluctuations clearly are
     relevant for determining whether, under normal operating conditions and    
     normal variations in those conditions, the discharger's effluent has the   
     reasonable potential to cause or contribute to a WQS exceedance.           
                                                                                
     In a different vein, "effluent variability" also could refer to statistical
     variations that exist in analysis of effluent samples.  For replicate      
     analyses, these variations lead to different reported effluent values for  
     identical actual effluent concentrations.  For particular measurements,    
     these variations can be addressed numerically by reporting confidence      
     intervals along with actual measured data values (i.e., 10 ppm +- 1 ppm).  
     Because these statistical variations lead to differences in reported data, 
     they can significantly affect PEQ determinations even though they do not   
     reflect actual differences in effluent concentrations.  In an effort to    
     improve the accuracy of PEQ values, permitting authorities should adopt    
     estimation methods that statistically minimize the effects of analytical   
     variability on PEQ calculations.                                           
                                                                                
     EPA must determine which form of effluent variability it intends to address
     in Procedures 5.B. and 5.C. before formulating a rigorous statistical      
     program to accomplish its goals.  As currently formulated, EPA's methods   
     appear to incorporate a hodge-podge of statistical principles in an effort 
     to address both forms of variability.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.324     
     
     The intent of the proposed and final provisions to specify PEQ as the upper
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     bound of the projected lognormal distribution of effluent data points is to
     compensate for the fact that effluent quality varies over time, not, as the
     commenter suggests to also compensate for the fact that analytical         
     measurements of a known concentration of chemical will vary around a       
     central tendency.   EPA did not propose and is not including in the final  
     Guidance a procedure for compensating for analytical variability.  The     
     procedures provide a common statistical approach for estimating the upper  
     bound of an effluent data distribution based on a limited number of actual 
     data points and in so doing compensates for the fact that the smaller the  
     data set, the less likely it is that one will have observed the            
     statisitcally projected upper bound value associated with the data set.    
     With regard to the comment that not all data is statistically valid, an    
     implicit and obvious assumption in the proposed and final PEQ procedures is
     that the effluent pollutant concentration data used to project maximum     
     effluent quality is valid data that is representative of the effluent.     
     Permittees should ensure they are reporting valid, representative data.    
     Where the permittee believes certain effluent measurements to not be       
     representative of the effluent, the permittee should bring this to the     
     permitting authority's attention.  See also Supplementary Information      
     Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential Using        
     Pullutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.325
     Cross Ref 1: See 322.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (14) According to Strait, "[a] number, x, is called the 99th percentile of 
     a set of numbers if 99 percent of the numbers in the set are less than x." 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.325     
     
     EPA understands the rule attributed to Strait, however, it is clear that   
     the commenter misunderstood what EPA proposed with regard to the 99th      
     percentile value.  The commenter's assertion that the maximum effluent     
     concentration will always be greater than the 99th percentile of the       
     distribution of the daily values of the facility-specific effluent         
     monitoring data is incorrect.  The 99th percentile of the distribution of  
     the daily values, described in the proposal is, and was intended in the    
     proposal to be, the 99th percentile of the projected population of effluent
     data, projected based on the actual observed effluent data.  This 99th     
     percentile is not, as the commenter suggests, the 99th percentile of actual
     observed data.  The reason that this provision was proposed and that an    
     upper bound (95th percentile) PEQ specification requirement is contained in
     the final Guidance is to ensure that PEQ is a statistical estimate of a    
     worst case or upper bound of effluent quality.  The EPA procedure in the   
     final Guidance recognizes that in the vast majority of cases, the projected
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     upper bound value will be greater than the observed maximum value, but that
     occassionally, the observed maximum will be greater than the projected     
     upper bound.  In this latter case, the EPA procedure requires PEQ to be    
     specified as the greater value: the observed maximum.  See also            
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining         
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using  
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.326
     Cross Ref 1: See 323
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (15) See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20947, where EPA asserts that Procedures 5.B.1.a. 
     through c. provide "a statistical approach to better characterize the      
     effects of effluent variability as measured by a predicted maximum effluent
     concentration."                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.326     
     
     See response to comment number P2771.324.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.327
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The 99th percentile method begins with the unfounded and unexplained       
     assumption that the 99th percentile is a "reasonable measure of the maximum
     effluent concentration."(16)  From the perspective of actual effluent      
     variability, it is unclear why EPA intends to have permitting authorities  
     roughly approximate maximum effluent concentrations at the 99th percentile 
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     level when those authorities could just as easily include actual maximum   
     concentration data in the PEQ calculations.  If one of EPA's goals when    
     setting PEQs is realistically to reflect actual effluent variability, this 
     goal would be advanced more readily by obtaining additional actual         
     monitoring data (assuming that the data is statistically valid), rather    
     than by statistically approximating maximum effluent concentrations.  The  
     99th percentile method does not facilitate consideration of actual effluent
     variability.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.327     
     
     As explained in the supplementary information Document Section E.2, General
     Requirements of Procedure 5, EPA strongly encourages collecting additional 
     effluent data to supplement exisiting effluent data bases.  EPA also       
     believes that it is appropriate and scientifically valid to make           
     determinations about the need for WQBELs in discharge permits based on     
     small data set.  For more discussion on the purpose of an upper bound      
     estimate see responses to comments numbered D2826.034 and 2771.324.  See   
     also Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining    
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using  
     Pollutant Concentration Data.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.328
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's 99th percentile standard for PEQ determinations also does not        
     adequately address concerns over analytical variability.  Without          
     attempting factually or statistically to verify the accuracy of effluent   
     monitoring data, EPA's 99th percentile standard arbitrarily presumes that  
     all data points above the 99th percentile level are invalid and should be  
     excluded from PEQ determinations.  This presumption is fallacious for      
     several reasons.                                                           
                                                                                
     Where independent measurements are taken of different effluent             
     concentrations on differenct dates at a particular outfall, the statistical
     reliability of a particular effluent measurement is unrelated to where that
     measurement falls on a distribution that contains other independent        
     effluent measurements.  Instead, the reliability of one measurement depends
     upon the accuracy of that measurement compared to the actual concentration 
     for that measurement and the precision of that measurement relative to     
     replicate measurements of the same data point (i.e., duplicate or split    
     samples).  It is possible, therefore, to have very reliable measurements   
     above the 99th percentile and statistically questionable results in the    
     40th percentile.  EPA's 99th percentile standard is ineffective to         
     eliminate statistically questionable data.                                 
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     Response to: P2771.328     
     
     See response to comment number P2771.324.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.329
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even if EPA's method did eliminate some erroneous outlying data above the  
     99th percentile from designation as the PEQ, the method would not eliminate
     the effects of this erroneous data on calculation of the PEQ because that  
     erroneous data would be used to determine the value of the 99th percentile.
     The degree to which erroneous data skews PEQ calculations depends upon the 
     number of data points in the distribution, the difference between the      
     accurate and erroneous readings, and the numbers of erroneous readings in  
     the data distribution.  The following three examples illustrate these      
     effects.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Assume that the following table contains data reflecting the measured      
     effluent concentration of a particular pollutant, and that the final data  
     point is an erroneous measurement:                                         
                                                                                
                                 Reported Values                                
                                                                                
               0.10 ppm                                0.32 ppm                 
               0.16 ppm                                0.35 ppm                 
               0.24 ppm                                0.38 ppm                 
               0.28 ppm                                0.41 ppm                 
               0.30 ppm                                1.00 ppm                 
                                                                                
     The 99th percentile for this data set is 0.94 ppm, even though all but one 
     reported effluent concentration for the set was below 0.41 ppm.  The       
     average effluent concentration for this data distribution is 0.32 ppm.     
     Clearly, setting the PEQ value at the 99th percentile does not eliminate   
     the effects attributable to an erroneous outlying data point.              
                                                                                
     The effect of outlying data points on PEQ calculations becomes more        
     pronounced as the number of outlying points increases.  The following      
     effluent data is identical to the data above, except that two more         
     erroneous data points were added at the high end of reported values.       
                                                                                
                                 Reported Values                                
                                                                                
               0.10 ppm                                0.35 ppm                 
               0.16 ppm                                0.38 ppm                 
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               0.24 ppm                                0.41 ppm                 
               0.28 ppm                                0.98 ppm                 
               0.30 ppm                                0.99 ppm                 
               0.32 ppm                                1.00 ppm                 
                                                                                
     The 99th percentile for this data set is 0.9988 ppm, while the average is  
     0.43 ppm.  Use of the 99th percentile standard eliminates the last         
     erroneous data point from consideration as the PEQ, but does not mitigate  
     the effects of erroneous data points on PEQ calculations.                  
                                                                                
     Finally, the addition of more valid data points does not significantly     
     improve PEQ calculations if two or more invalid data points exist near the 
     99th percentile.  The following effluent data is identical to the data     
     above, except that one invalid data point was eliminated and nine valid    
     data points were added:                                                    
                                                                                
                                 Reported Values                                
                                                                                
               0.10 ppm                                0.32 ppm                 
               0.12 ppm                                0.34 ppm                 
               0.16 ppm                                0.34 ppm                 
               0.21 ppm                                0.35 ppm                 
               0.21 ppm                                0.38 ppm                 
               0.24 ppm                                0.39 ppm                 
               0.27 ppm                                0.39 ppm                 
               0.28 ppm                                0.41 ppm                 
               0.30 ppm                                0.99 ppm                 
               0.31 ppm                                1.00 ppm                 
                                                                                
     Despite the addition of numerous valid data points and the elimination of  
     one invalid point, the 99th percentile for this data set is 0.998 ppm, only
     0.0008 ppm lower than the previous PEQ.  Clearly, EPA's 99th percentile    
     standard is ineffective to eliminate statistically questionable data and   
     may result in skewed PEQ calculations.                                     
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.329     
     
     The commenter makes an interesting point that erroneous data can skew a PEQ
     calculation.  As stated above and in the Supplementary Information Document
     Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the         
     Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data,       
     permitting authorities and permittees should ensure that only valid,       
     representative effluent data are used to make PEQ determinations.  EPA does
     not advocate the use of erroneous data.                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.330
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Along with generating statistically questionable results, EPA's 99th       
     percentile method proceeds from a faulty premise:  namely that when        
     determining a permittee's reasonable potential to contribute to an         
     exceedance of a water quality standard, permitting agencies should focus   
     only on the maximum effluent concentration discharged by the permittee at  
     some time in the past, as reflected in previous monitoring data.(17)  On   
     its face, this method does not authorize permitting authorities to discard 
     erroneous prior monitoring results; to determine the causes of prior       
     maximum pollutant discharges and discard data based on former facility     
     conditions that caused the excursions; or to reject monitoring data        
     collected before the installation of control equipment.  GE believes that  
     EPa must clarify its guidance to address these concerns.                   
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (17) See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20947 & 21040.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.330     
     
     See response to P2771.329.  See also response to comment number P2588.323. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/NEED
     Comment ID: P2771.331
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because erroneous PEQ calculations could prompt a permitting authority to  
     place unnecessary WQBELs in a discharger's permit, GE recommends that EPA  
     adopt a rigorous statistical approach to ensure that PEQ calculations are  
     based on sound monitoring data reflecting the actual concentration of      
     pollutants in a discharger's effluent.  At a minimum, such an approach     
     should:                                                                    
                                                                                
     Provide permitting authorities with clear authority to review previous     
     monitoring data in light of actual operating conditions at a facility and  
     disregard statistically invalid or erroneous data points.  If possible, the
     method should prescribe a statistical procedure to reject outlying data.   
     (See Skoog 1982).                                                          
                                                                                
     Take into account the analytical variability of each effluent measurement. 
                                                                                
     Incorporate information about the value and frequency of each effluent     
     concentration, to ensure that the RPTE determination will reflect routine  
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     operating conditions at a facility rather than aberrant discharges.        
                                                                                
     Establish time constraints on the age of effluent data that may be used to 
     make PEQ determinations.  Older effluent data may not be as reliable as    
     current data.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.331     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, Determining     
     Reasonable Potential to Exceed Preliminary Effluent Limitations Using      
     Pollutant Concentration Data.  See also response to comment number         
     P2588.322  See also response to comment number 2588.323.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/NEED          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.332
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that EPA's alternate statistical approach described under      
     Procedure 5.B.1.d. may satisfy many of these requirements.  That procedure 
     authorizes permitting authorities, in certain circumstances, to calculate  
     PEQ "as the 95 percent confidence level of the 95th percentile based on a  
     log-normal distribution of the effluent concentration."(18)  At the very   
     least, GE suggests that EPA require permitting authorities to apply this   
     approach in all cases where ten or more effluent data samples exist.  Under
     the GLI, EPA has not authorized permitting authorities to use this approach
     in effluent-dominated situations on the basis that adequate guidance for   
     application of this method has not been formulated.(19)  In light of the   
     serious deficiencies with the 99th percentile method, as described above,  
     GE urges EPA to abandon that approach and devote its effort toward         
     improving the alternative statistical procedure discussed in the guidance  
     or developing another statistical method that can be applied in all        
     circumstances.                                                             
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
                                                                                
     (18) See Procedure 5.B.1.d., to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 132, App. F. 
                                                                                
     (19) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20949.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.332     
     
     As described in the Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.E.2.c, 
     Determining Reasonable Potential to Exceed the Preliminary Effluent        
     Limitations Using Pollutant Concentration Data, the final procedure 5      
     contains alternative approaches to estimating PEQ.  Procedure 5.B.1 is     
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     essentially the same as as the procedure proposed at 5.B.1.d.  Procedure   
     5.B.2, as described in the Supplementary Information Document is really a  
     set of provisions that State and Tribal procdures are to be consistent     
     with.  EPA believes that the provisions at 5.B.2 are consistent with the   
     procedure at 5.B.1 and that they are based on essentially the same         
     principles of statistics.  As described in the Supplementary Information   
     Document, States and Tribes have the flexibility under the provisions at   
     5.B.2 to adopt procedures that differ from the procedure at 5.B.1 as long  
     as their procedures are consistent with the provisions in 5.B.2.  In       
     addition, as described in the Supplementary Information Document Section   
     VIII.E.2.d, the final Guidance does not contain the special provision for  
     effluent dominated streams that was proposed.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/PEFL
     Comment ID: P2771.333
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (iii)  RPTE Where the PEL is Below the Detection Limit                     
                                                                                
     GE believes that the GLI should also include special provisions addressing 
     RPTE where the PEL is below the detection limit.  Under the GLI's proposed 
     procedure, for pollutants with WQS below the analytical detection limit, a 
     single sample exceeding the detection limit will result in a finding that  
     there is a reasonable potential to exceed the standard.  This will occur   
     even if the single measurement is suspected to be a sampling or analytical 
     artifact, because the regulation gives no direction on how analytical data 
     are to be judged as reliable.  In the absence of additional information, it
     may be appropriate to impose a WQBEL in this situation.  However, permit   
     writers should have additional flexibility to determine whether permit     
     limits are required when the discharger has provided the permit writer     
     additional relevant information or has made additional efforts to assess   
     the quality of its discharges.  Moreover, as discussed above, a modified   
     statistical procedure can be used to assist the permit writer in discarding
     "outliers."                                                                
                                                                                
     Specifically, the procedure should provide that the permit writer must     
     consider the following factors in determining if a "reasonable potential to
     exceed" exists:                                                            
                                                                                
     based on knowledge of the discharger's operations, the reasonableness of   
     the assumption that the discharger added the pollutant to its wastewater;  
                                                                                
     whether the pollutant is "ubiquitous";                                     
                                                                                
     whether the data point is an "outlier", analytical or sampling artifact,   
     etc.                                                                       
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     any other relevant factors                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.333     
     
     See responses to comments numbered D2722.117, G3201L.041 and P2588.322.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/PEFL          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2771.334
     Cross Ref 1: cc WET
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, as discussed above, just as permitting authorities should not have
     the authority to require permittees to develop data sufficient to derive a 
     Tier I value, they should not have the authority to require permittees to  
     develop data sufficient to derive a Tier II standard based on "ambient     
     screening values" generated from Quantitative Structure Activity           
     Relationships or other toxicity information.  As described in the comments 
     of the Chemical Manufacturers Association and others, this screenng        
     approach is without scientific support and will likely require many        
     dischargers to develop duplicative data at a very  high cost.  Moreover,   
     WET testing, fish tissue analysis and biological assessments of receiving  
     waters should more than suffice to assess the potential toxic effect of a  
     permittee's effluent.  If EPA really feels it necessary to develop data    
     sufficient for developing Tier II values, it is much more cost effective   
     for EPA to fund the necessary research than to authorize numerous          
     permitting authorities to require a host of dischargers to perform         
     duplicative work.  Finally, GE is aware of no authority in the Clean Water 
     Act allowing a permitting authority to require permittees to perform       
     generalized toxicity studies, in contrast to the recognized authority to   
     require toxicity analyses of a permittee's own effluent.                   
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.334     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements 
     Section C.2, Adoption and Application of Tier II Methodologies.  See also  
     Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.1-2, Reasonable Potential, 
     Section 2.f, Determining Reasonable Potential for Pollutants When tier II  
     Values Are Not Available.  In addition, EPA disagrees with the commenter's 
     assertion that the Agency is without authority to authorize States and     
     Tribes to require permittees to generate Tier II data (or as the commenter 
     puts it, "generalized toxicity studies").  Where the permitting authority  
     has determined that a permittee is discharging a pollutant at levels that  
     may be of environmental concern, studies regarding the effect of that      
     pollutant on human health and aquatic life for purposes of determining     
     reasonable potential and appropriate WQBELs is clearly related to the      
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     facility's effluent discharge and its impact on human health and the       
     environment, and carrying out such studies is clearly a reasonable step in 
     ensuring that the requirements of the CWA are met.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2771.335
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should not downplay the potential impact on the regulated community of 
     a RPTE test that errs too much toward imposing WQBELs when they may not be 
     needed.  Placing an unneeded WQBEL in a permit places a permittee at       
     significant risk of unjustifiably being charged with a Clean Water Act     
     violation.  The Agency is well aware of two facts: (1) laboratory errors   
     happen; and (2) the courts have generally held that sampling results       
     reported on DMRs cannot be questioned by a permittee in an enforcement     
     case.  Thus, mere inclusion of an unneeded WQBEL in a permit increaes the  
     risk that a permittee will one day be fined, in an EPA enforcement action  
     or citizen suit, for an apparent violation that simply did not happen.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.335     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance, but does not 
     agree that the Guidance promotes the use of a RPTE test that errs too much 
     toward imposing WQBELs when they may not be needed.  For a general         
     discussion of the provisions included in the final Guidance, see Section   
     II.C of the SID.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.336
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE also disagrees with the provisions of the RPTE proposal concerning      
     regulation of pollutants in intake water.  In essence, EPA is proposing to 
     require dischargers, subject to extremely limited exceptions, to treat and 
     remove pollutants that are not added by their own operations but are       
     already present in their intake water.  In other words, dischargers will be
     responsible for pollutants in the water that they use from surface water   
     bodies or groundwater, despite the fact that those pollutants are naturally
     present or were introduced as a result of past practices by other          
     dischargers.  This provision is both unfair and in excess of the authority 
     granted EPA by the Clean Water Act.  The Clean Water Act only allows EPA to
     regulate "addition" of pollutants to waters of the United States.  If the  
     pollutants in a point source discharge were not added by the discharger,   
     but were present in the intake water at the outset, then EPA has no        
     jurisdiction to require the discharger to remove those pollutants.         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.336     
     
     See SID, Sections VIII.E.3-7.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2771.337
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI approach to intake water pollutants, when read with other 
     GLI provisions, is a substantial narrowing of the approach currently taken 
     by EPA.  Under the Agency's current regulations and guidance, a permit     
     writer may take into account the presence of intake water pollutants, as   
     appropriate, when deriving WQBELs.  Based on the flexibility of the current
     approach, many states, including Wisconsin and Michigan, incorporate a "no 
     net discharge" policy when deriving WQBELs.                                
                                                                                
     Under the GLI, however, a permit writer may only allow an intake credit    
     when determining whether a discharger has a "reasonable potential" to      
     exceed WQS if the discharger meets the following five specific conditions: 
                                                                                
     -  the facility withdraws 100% of its intake water from the same body of   
     water into which the discharge is made:                                    
                                                                                
     -  the facility does not add any additional mass of the pollutant in       
     question;                                                                  
                                                                                
     -  the facility does not alter the pollutants chemically or physically in a
     manner that would cause adverse water quality impacts;                     
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     -  there is no increase of the pollutant at the edge of the mixing zone;   
     and                                                                        
                                                                                
     -  the timing and location of the discharge would not cause adverse water  
     quality impacts.                                                           
                                                                                
     Virtually no permittee will be able to satisfy these conditions.  For      
     ubiquitous chemicals such as mercury, PCBs and copper, a permittee will    
     never be able to prove it is not adding any amount of the chemical to its  
     wastewater.  GE's study of its Erie Transportation plant, discussed below, 
     indicates the difficulty of demonstrating that a discharger does not add   
     mercury to wastewater, even when the plant does not use that chemical in   
     its processes.  The Lead and Copper Rule preamble,(20) as well as the ATSDR
     Toxicological Profile for Copper (ATSDR 1990 at 2), demonstrate that copper
     pipes will always add a small amount of copper to a wastestream.  If that  
     trace amount is an "addition," trace amounts of pollutants in process      
     chemicals will also be viewed as "additions".                              
                                                                                
     _______________________________                                            
     (20) 56 Fed. Reg. 26460 (June 7, 1991) at 2.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.337     
     
     With respect to the issue of what constitutes EPA's "current" approach, see
     response to comment P2574.002.  With respect to the availability of special
     consideration of intake pollutants generally under the final Guidance, see 
     SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.  With respect to the "no mass added" requirement
     for determining whether a WQBEL is needed, see response to comment         
     P2588.075.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2771.338
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, there are relatively few plants that discharge 100% of their     
     intake water back to the same water body from which it was drawn.  Under   
     this test, a discharger which withdraws water from a river or other        
     tributary of one of the Lakes and then discharges the water to the Lake    
     itself cannot obtain an intake credit, even if the discharger adds         
     absolutely no pollutants to the water between intake and discharge.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.338     
     
     The definition of "same body of water" in the final Guidance is not as     
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     rigid as the commenter suggests.  See SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/PROP
     Comment ID: P2771.339
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the exception would be totally unavailable to POTWs.  POTWs   
     take in water from numerous commercial, industrial and domestic sources,   
     and therefore could not satisfy the tests laid out in EPA's exception, even
     for pollutants that were naturally present in rainfall that runs off into  
     sewers tributary to the POTW.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.339     
     
     This comment raises the same atmospheric deposition issue as comment #     
     P2744.201 and is addressed in the response to that comment.  The definition
     of "same body of water" in the final Guidance allows for a finding of "same
     body of water" even if the discharger is an intermediate or indirect user  
     of the water supply, as explained in the SID at Section VIII.E.7.a.iv.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/PROP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2771.340
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA argues that the problems arising from the limitations in the GLI's     
     intake water provision can be mitigated by TMDLs, use designation,         
     site-specific WQS, and variances.  It is difficult to believe EPA is       
     serious.                                                                   
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     Response to: P2771.340     
     
     This comment raises the same general issue as comment P2588.072 and is     
     addressed in the response to that comment.  Also see response to comment   
     P2771.345.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2771.341
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the TMDL procedure cannot solve the problem.  Of course, a TMDL     
     requiring upstream reductions in loading could eliminate the intake water  
     pollutant problem for a downstream discharger.  All that one need assume is
     that: a TMDL is actually performed by the permitting anthority; the TMDL is
     performed before the GLI goes into effect and the discharger's permit is   
     modified to include GLI WQBELs; and the TMDL calls for reductions in       
     upstream loadings and actually achieves them (including, as necessary,     
     reductions from non-point sources and natural background concentrations).  
     It is difficult to believe that all of these things could occur in time to 
     prevent a discharger from being required to attain WQBELs lower than the   
     concentration of its intake water and that they would ever happen at all   
     were the sources of the intake water pollutant a non-point or natural      
     source.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.341     
     
     The final guidance includes a procedure for considering intake water       
     pollutants in developing WQBELs in the absence of a TMDL or a comparable   
     assessment and remediation plan to attain water quality standards approved 
     in accordance with procedure 3.A. of appendix F.  The commenter's concerns 
     about the feasiblity of TMDLs are addressed in the SID at Section          
     VIII.E.4.a.  Also see, the discussion of the phased approach to TMDL       
     development in the SID at Section VIII.C.1.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/MODS
     Comment ID: P2771.342
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, use designatiOn clearly cannot provide a discharger any relief from
     an intake water problem since the GLI provides the states no authority to  
     designate any uses less stringent than the general use required by uniform 
     impostion of GLI WQS.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.342     
     
     See response to: P2656.355                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/MODS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/SS
     Comment ID: P2771.343
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, site-specific WQS can provide no relieve because the states can only
     make aquatic toxicty WQS less stringent and can do so only to reflect      
     differences in native aquatic species and physical and hydrologic          
     conditions.  None of these potential reasons for less stringent aquatic    
     toxicity WQS include upstream pollution causing intake water to exceed     
     applicable WQBELs.  Also, none of them address modification of other than  
     aquatic life WQS.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.343     
     
     EPA recognizes that site-specific modifications to criteria and other      
     existing mechanisms need to be supplemented with a permit-based mechanism  
     for considering intake pollutants in determining whether a WQBEL is needed,
     and if so, how to account for intake pollutants in setting the WQBEL.  See 
     generally SID at Section VIII.E.3-7.                                       
                                                                                
     The final Guidance allows for more or less stringent modifications to BAFs 
     and to criteria for aquatic life, human health, and wildlife.  See Section 
     VIII.A. of the SID.                                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/SS            

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/VARI
     Comment ID: P2771.344
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, variances will be available to dischargers needing intake credits 
     under only limited circumstances.  First, no variance is available if the  
     combination of BAT technology and "cost effective and reasonable best      
     management practices for nonpoint source control" can attain an applicable 
     standard.  Second, four of the six reasons for which variances can be      
     granted will rarely, if ever, be applicable; (1) natural, ephemeral,       
     intermittent or low flow conditions prevent attainment; (2) dams or similar
     diversions prevent attainment; (3) physical conditions (e.g., lack of      
     proper substrate cover) prevent attainment; and (4) controls more stringent
     than BAT would result in widespread economic and social impact.  The other 
     two reasons -- (1) naturally occurring pollution prevents attainment; and  
     (2) human caused conditions that cannot be remedied or would cause more    
     environmental damage to correct than to leave in place -- may have limited 
     applicability.  But neither of them address the more typical situation     
     where one or more upstream discharges cause a facility's intake water to be
     polluted.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.344     
     
     See response to comment P2656.358.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/VARI          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2771.345
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, it is clear that the limited GLI provisions regarding TMDLs, use     
     designation, site-specific WQS, and variances will not solve the problems  
     presented by the GLI's limited intake credit provision.                    
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     Response to: P2771.345     
     
     EPA agrees that it would be appropriate to establish a permit-based        
     mechanism for consideration intake water pollutants in determining whether 
     a WQBEL is needed and, if so, in the development of the WQBEL, as explained
     in the SID at Section VIII.E.4.  Section VIII.E.6 of the SID also explains 
     that the existing mechanisms also remain viable tools for addressing       
     non-attainment waters and should be considered.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.346
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also argues, however, that the GLI's resrictions on granting intake    
     credits is required by law.  EPA relies on Section 301(b)(1)(C) of the     
     Clean Water Act to argue that more extensive intake credits cannot be      
     allowed.  That section simply requires that NPDES permits contain effluent 
     limiations "necessary to meet water quality standards."  EPA's NPDES       
     regulations interpret that section as requiring WQBELs for those pollutants
     that are discharged at a level which will cause or have the reasonable     
     potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance of state water quality   
     standards.(21)  It is difficult to see how the discharge of a pollutant    
     already present in a waterbody "causes or contributes" to an exceedance of 
     a WQS.  Thus, GE believes that Section 301 does not prohibit an intake     
     credit provision that gives a discharger a full credit for the discharge of
     pollutants present in its intake water.                                    
                                                                                
     ______________________________________                                     
     (21) 40 CFR 122.44(b)(1)(i).                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.346     
     
     EPA agrees with this commenter that, in the circumstances delineated in the
     final Guidance, the discharge of intake pollutants from the same body of   
     water does not pose "reasonable potential."  These circumstances are       
     present where the discharger meets the conditions in Procedure 5.D.3 of    
     Appendix F of the Guidance.  These conditions require, among other things, 
     that 100% of the pollutant be from the receiving water itself.  EPA        
     believes that the mere transfer of such pollutants downstream in the same  
     body of water, without any additional amount of the pollutant being added  
     by the discharger (and other applicable conditions being met), does not    
     pose "reasonable potential." However, as explained in section VIIIE.3-7 of 
     the Supplementary Information Document, EPA believes that the addition of  
     mass of a pollutant by a discharger to a waterbody exceeding standards for 
     that pollutant may have the reasonable potential to cause or contribute to 
     a violation of water quality standards.  Unlike the proposal, however, the 
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     final Guidance establishes special procedures for the establishment of     
     WQBELs for intake pollutants which allows the permittee to discharge the   
     same mass of the pollutant in its intake water from the same body of water,
     even if some of that mass was contributed by the discharger itself.        
                                                                                
     EPA's interpretation of the scope of section 301(b)(1)(C) of is explained  
     in section VIII.E.5 of the SID.                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/STAT
     Comment ID: P2771.347
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref, 693 F. 2d 154 (D.C. in 1982)                             
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA also relies on case law to argue that discharging a pollutant that was 
     already present in intake water is an "addition" of a pollutant subject to 
     regulation under the Clean Water Act.  EPA does not, however, cite National
     Wildlife Federation v. Gorsuch"(22) where the court held that "[a]ddition  
     [of a pollutant] from a point source occurs only if the point source itself
     physically introduces a pollutant into water from the outside world."      
     Further, although EPA attempts to distinguish Appalachian Power Co. v.     
     Train"(23)  that case remains the only precedent which definitely addresses
     the concept of requiring a facility to remove pollutants in its intake     
     water.  The court stated:                                                  
                                                                                
     It is industry's position that EPA has no jurisdiction under the Act to    
     require removal of any pollutant which enters a plant through its intake   
     stream.  We agree.  The act prohibits only the additon of any pollutant to 
     navigable waters from a point source.  Those constituents occurring        
     naturally in water ways or occurring as a result of other industrial       
     discharges, do not constitute an addition of pollutants by a plant through 
     which they pass.                                                           
                                                                                
     Thus, GE believes that the GLI's proposed limitation on the availability of
     intake credits is not supported by legal or policy reasons.  GE believes   
     that EPA should revise its proposal to allow for direct, complete "intake  
     credits" for any pollutants in the discharger's intake water.  Credits     
     should apply to calculations of permit limits and to the determination of  
     whether the pollutatant should be regulated in a permit at all.  If the    
     discharger does not make any significant addition to the amount of         
     pollututation already present in the intake water, there should be no      
     permit limit for that pollutant.                                           
                                                                                
     ___________________________________                                        
     (22) 693 F.2d 154 (D.C. Cir. 1982)                                         
                                                                                
     (23) 545 F.2d 1351 (4th Cir. 1976)                                         
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     Response to: P2771.347     
     
     EPA has addressed the legal points raised by this commenter in section     
     VIII.E.5. of the SID.  The commenter's suggestion regarding a              
     "significance" test for intake pollutant is addressed in section VIII.E.7. 
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/STAT          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/OPT4
     Comment ID: P2771.348
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE therefore believes that the GLI's intake water provision should be      
     broadened substantially.  Specifically, GE urges EPA to adopt Option 4 of  
     the GLI's suggested intake credit options.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.348     
     
     See response to comment P2574.083.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/OPT4          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.349
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In discussions above concerning use designation and site-specific          
     adjustments to WQS, GE set forth its vision for a watershed management     
     approach to water quality regulation that would address all sources of     
     pollution within a watershed, treat those sources fairly, and provide a    
     better chance of attaining designated uses and their associated WQS than   
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     would the GLI.  Compared with GE's proposal, both of the wasteload         
     allocation options set forth by the GLI have little chance of accomplishing
     their goal of attaining WQS and will treat both industrial and municipal   
     dischargers inequitably.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.349     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter's statement that the TMDL procedures in   
     the final Guidance will probably not accomplish their goal of attaining    
     water quality standards or that they will treat both industrial and        
     municipal dischargers inequitably.  EPA has incorporated in the final      
     Guidance and into its policy guidance (in the form of the SID) provisions  
     that will help States and Tribes to consider and successfully address the  
     impacts of nonpoint sources. See, for example, the discussion in the SID on
     the phased approach to TMDL development at VIII.C.1.  By reducing (or      
     reasonably expecting to reduce) loadings from the nonpoint sources, States 
     and Tribes will be able to allocate somewhat larger loads to point sources 
     while still attaining water quality standards.  EPA has also authorized a  
     limited exception to the mixing zone phase-out for existing discharges of  
     BCCs on the basis of economic and technical considerations, which should   
     also help to prevent inequitable treatment of point sources.  See          
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.350
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes, however, that the GLI's Option 3A comes closer than Option 3B 
     to managing water quality on a watershed basis.  Option 3A is based on the 
     proper assumption that WQS can only be attained by :  first, determining   
     all point and nonpoint source loadings (WLAs and LAs) to a waterbody;      
     second, determining the TMDL for the waterbody and an appropriate margin of
     safety ("MOS"); and, third, dividing the WLA among point source discharges.
     
     
     Response to: P2771.350     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTB
     Comment ID: P2771.351
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Option 3B, on the other hand, begins on the wrong foot by assigning WLA's  
     to point sources using dilution formulas based on background concentrations
     and various arbitrary restrictions on allowable dilution, and then         
     providing for a TMDL "cross check."                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.351     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTB        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.352
     Cross Ref 1: see comments 353 to 372
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Neverless, Option 3A would be acceptable to GE only if the following       
     modifications were made:                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.352     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.353
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL LA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, A.1. and A.2 -- TMDLs should be required whenever the        
     background concentration of a pollutant in a waterbody or a portion thereof
     exceeds natural background, i.e., the concentration of a chemical expected 
     to be present due to natural sources, such as degassing of natural soils   
     and mineral runoff from natural soils.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.353     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2771.354
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, A.3. and D.4. -- The procedure states that the size of the   
     MOS should reflect the degree of uncertainty in estimating the LA and total
     of point source WLAs.  The procedure should state specifically that, where 
     WLAs are known and LA can be accurately estimated by subtracting the sum of
     WLAs from the known background concentration, the MOS should be small.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.354     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2771.355
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, A.5., A.9. and D.2.b. -- The procedure should state that     
     nonpoint source load allocations should not be based on existing loading   
     rates or anticipated increased loading rates; rather, the states should be 
     required to use anticipated lower nonpoint source loading rates which are  
     anticipated to occur through aggressive implementation of state nonpoint   
     source control programs, combined sewer overflow programs, and MACT        
     controls under the Clean Air Act (scheduled for implementation in the      
     1990's).                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.355     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.c
     and at VIII.C.1.  See response to comment P2771.393.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.356
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, A.6. -- The procedure should provide that contribution from  
     sediments shall be accounted for by concentrations measured in the water   
     column, not by any additional factor (which would be duplicative since     
     ambient water column concentrations reflect any contribution from          
     sediments).                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.356     
     
     See response to comment P2771.052.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.357
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure A3, A.8. -- The procedure should require that background be      
     calculated through water column data where available and that mass loading 
     data be used only when water column data is not available or sufficent to  
     caluclate background.  Caged fish data should not be used to estimate      
     background concentrations.  As explained in GE's comments above on         
     bioaccumulation factors, fish tissue data bear no quantifiable relation to 
     water column concentrations.  Moreover, as discussed below, only ambient   
     monitoring data is appropriate for establishing background concentrations. 
     [Finally, as also discussed further below, non-detect data should generally
     be taken to be zero for purposes of determining the average background     
     concentration.]                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.357     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.358
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in 357                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, as also discussed further below, non-detect data should generally 
     be taken to be zero for purposes of determining the average background     
     concentration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.358     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.359
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     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, A.11. -- The procedure should state that if a TMDL includes a
     reserved allocation for future growth, no antidegradation demonstration is 
     required for increases of loadings within the future growth allocation.    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.359     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2771.360
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: 361 embedded in 360                                           
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, B.1. and C.1 -- Mixing zones for BCCs should not be limited  
     to a 10:1 dilution ratio for discharges to OWGLs.  [Moreover, mixing zones 
     for BCCs should not be eliminated in 10 years for existing discharges, and 
     new sources should be allowed mixing zones for BCCs.]                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.360     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.4 and VIII.C.5, EPA         
     disagrees with these comments.                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2771.361
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: embedded in 360                                               
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, mixing zones for BCCs should not be eliminated in 10 years for   
     existing discharges, and new sources should be allowed mixing zones for    
     BCCs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.361     
     
     For the reasons set forth in the SID at VIII.C.4, EPA disagrees with these 
     comments.                                                                  
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2771.362
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, mixing zones studies should be allowed, if appropriate, to        
     establish larger mixing zones for all chemicals.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.362     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.363
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, C.1. -- WQBELs for lake discharges that are based on         
     restrictive dilution formulas should not be inmposed in permits before a   
     lake TMDL is performed and necessary reductions from all point and nonpoint
     sources are determined.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.363     
     
     See section VIII.C of the Supplementary Information Document.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.364
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, C.4 -- Point source WLAs should never be set equal to zero.  
     The procedure should provide that when background exceeds the WQS, point   
     sources shall be allowed to discharge at a concentration equal to the WQS  
     (or a higher level allowed by an intake credit) until a multiple source    
     TMDL is performed and a source specific WLA is established for the         
     discharger.  That WLA may, of course, be lower than the WQS.  The state's  
     failure to perform a TMDL should not be reason to impose a zero discharge  
     standard on a discharger.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.364     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.365
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, D.1. -- The flows used for determining maximum allowable     
     loading consistent with WQS attainment should be adjusted to be consistent 
     with the exposure periods used in the toxicity studies which form the basis
     of the WQS.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.365     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.366
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As OMB has pointed out, harmonic mean stream flow should not be required   
     for use in performing TMDLs for WQS based on protection of human health    
     because the harmonic mean flow can be less than the geometric mean by a    
     factor of two.  (OMB 1993 at 8-9)                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.366     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.367
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The 7-day, 10 year flow for chronic aquatic life criteria is also overly   
     conservative because the chronic WQS are based on toxicity tests of at     
     least 24 days; the 5-year, 30-day low flow would be more appropriate.      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.367     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.368
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, using the 5-year, 30-day low flow, for wildlife criteria is too   
     conservative in that wildlife WQS are based on tests significanty in excess
     of 30 days.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.368     
     
     See section VIII.C.6.b of the Supplementary Information Document.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2771.369
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/OPTA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Adding a further level of conservatism, the dilution formulas allow        
     dischargers to use only a fraction of the design flow (the dilution flow)  
     in calculating a WLA.  This conservatism is clearly unnecessary in         
     combination with an appropriate design flow and an MOS.  GE therefore      
     submits that the dilution fraction be removed from the stream dilution     
     formula.                                                                   
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     Response to: P2771.369     
     
     See response to comment D2722.072.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.370
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure D.7. -- The procedure should specify the allocation methods that 
     can be used to allocate the WLA among point source dischargers, and state  
     which methods set forth at page 69 of EPA's Technical Support Document for 
     Waste Quality-Based Toxics Control may and may not be used.  The Technical 
     Support Document sets forth the following wasteload allocation methods. 1. 
     Equal percent removal (equal percent treatment) 2. Equal effluent          
     concentrations 3. Equal total mass discharge per day 4. Equal mass         
     discharge per capita per day 5. Equal reduction of raw load (pounds per    
     day) 6. Equal ambient mean annual quality (mg/l) 7. Equal cost per pound of
     pollutant removed 8. Equal treatment cost per unit of production 9. Equal  
     mass discharged per unit of raw matrial used 10. Equal mass discharged per 
     unit of production 11a. Percent removal proportional to raw load per day   
     11b. Larger facilities to achieve higher removal rates 12. Percent removal 
     proportional to community effective income 13a. Effluent charges (dollars  
     per pound, etc) 13b. Effluent charge above some load limit 14. Seasonal    
     limits based on cost-effectiveness analysis 15. Minimum total treatment    
     cost 16. Best availability technology (BAT) (industry) plus some level for 
     municipal inputs 17. Assimilative capacity divided to require an "equal    
     effort among all dischargers" 18a. Municipal: treatment level proportional 
     to plant size 18b. Industrial: equal percent between best practicable      
     technology (BPT) and BAT, i.e., Allowable wasteload allocation:            
     (WLA)=BPT-X/100 (BPT-BAT) 19. Industrial discharges given different        
     treatment levels for different stream flows and seasons.  For example, a   
     plant might not be allowed to discharge when stream flow is below a certain
     value, but below another value, the plant would be required to use a higher
     level of treatment than BPT.  Finally, when stream flow is above an upper  
     value, the plant would be required to treat to a level comparable to BPT.  
                                                                                
     The GLI should consider selection of those methods that have the most      
     potential for equitable treatment of similarly situated point source       
     dischargers.  Methods 1,2,5,6,7, 14 and 17 appear to provide such          
     treatment.  Other methods that clearly impose uneven burdens on different  
     classes or types of dischargers should not be considered.  Methods 3,4 and 
     5 appear to fall in this category.  Moreover, load allocation from nonpoint
     sources should assume reductions from nonpoint wastewater sources and air  
     disposition sources, as discussed above.  All required load reductions from
     point and nonpoint sources should be assumed to occur at the same time and 
     should be imposed in all point source NPDES permits and all nonpoint source
     control mechanisms at the same approximate date.                           
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     Response to: P2771.370     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.371
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Procedure 3A, D.8. and D.9. -- The site-specific chronic and acute         
     "cross-checks" must assume the necessary load reductions determined in     
     procedure D.7, including reductions from nonpoint sources.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.371     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.372
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the GLI should address the unique opportunities for incorporating 
     market-based approaches, such as pollution trading, in pursuing attainment 
     of water quality standards.  Market-based approaches are more likely to    
     lead to a speedier attainment of standards, with less economic disruption  
     to the region.  Such approaches will encourage permittees to address       
     significant pollution problems first, where major reductions in pollution  
     loadings may be realized at lower incremental costs, or by utilization of  
     readily available pollution prevention techniques.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.372     
     
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for market-based approaches in     
     pursuing attainment of water quality standards.  For a discussion on EPA's 
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     assessment of the opportunities afforded by TMDL development for pollution 
     trading, see the SID at VIII.C.10.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.373
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Procedures for Determining Background Levels                            
                                                                                
     As part of TMDL calculations, regulators must determine the existing       
     background concentrations of pollutants in the waterbody.  General         
     Condition 8 for Procedures 3A and 3B of the GLI sets forth a method for    
     calculating such "representative" background concentrations.  This         
     procedure fails to assure, however, that background calculations will, in  
     fact, be representative of actual background concentrations.               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.373     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/OPTA
     Comment ID: P2771.374
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (i) EPA Should Eliminate the Discretion Currently Afforded to Regulators to
     Select the Type of Data That Will Be Used to Calculate Background          
     Concentrations, Except in Specific Circumstances.                          
                                                                                
     The background determination procedure authorizes permitting authorities to
     use one of three data sets to estimate background concentrations of        
     pollutants.  To enhance uniformity in background determinations, GE        
     suggests that EPA modify the GLI to require states to use ambient          
     monitoring data, except in specified circumstances.                        
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     Response to: P2771.374     
     
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/OPTA        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.375
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: SEE 375                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's express purpose in proposing a TMDL calculation procedure is to      
     establish a consistent calculation approach to replace the myriad of       
     different approaches currently being used by the eight Great Lakes States. 
     (24)                                                                       
                                                                                
     The GLI proposes two options for calculating TMDLs; however, both options  
     contain the same ten general conditions that apply to each TMDL            
     calculation.(25)                                                           
                                                                                
     EPA established these general conditions to "assure that TMDL calculations 
     (would) employ consistent methodologies, analytical approaches and         
     assumptions."(26)                                                          
                                                                                
                                                                                
     General Condition 8 requires permitting authorities to follow a specified  
     procedure to determine background concentrations for pollutants.  The first
     step, however, allows the authority to select one of three data sets to be 
     used to make background concentration determinations: ambient water column 
     measurements, pollutant loading data, and caged fish tissue measurements.  
     While the GLI concedes that ambient monitoring data generally are          
     preferred, EPA also states that other data might be more informative in    
     certain circumstances.(27)                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA provides no additional guidance to permitting authorities regarding    
     which data set to select.                                                  
                                                                                
     EPA's lack of guidance undermines the uniformity EPA intended to achieve by
     establishing a TMDL method.  Unlike ambient monitoring data, which measures
     pollutant concentrations directly, two of the three data sets listed by EPA
     require considerable data manipulation to convert the reported values into 
     values reflecting background pollutant concentrations.  For fish tissue    
     data, regulators must rely on assumptions about pollutant absorption and   
     accumulation.  For pollutant loadings, regulators must consider pollutant  
     degradation and transport and must assume that loadings from all potential 
     sources have been included.(28)                                            
                                                                                
     Each of these conversions incorporates experimentally developed            
     approximations that may not be valid in a particular case.  Moreover, the  
     distorting effects attributable to these approximations will increase as   
     the actual background concentration of a particular pollutant decreases.   
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     Regardless of a particular method's validity, it is highly unlikely that   
     the same estimate of "representative" background concentration will be     
     derived under each of these methods, even at the same or similarly situated
     facilities.                                                                
                                                                                
     In the face of these difficulties, EPA does not adequately justify its     
     decision to allow regulators to pick-and-choose among divergent methods.   
     EPA first contends that sufficient ambient monitoring data may be          
     unavailable in some cases.(29)                                             
                                                                                
     EPA could resolve this concern, however, by requiring use of ambient data  
     except when sufficient ambient data is unavailable.  Under these           
     circumstances, EPA could provide regulators with guidance about which      
     alternate data set to use. (30)                                            
                                                                                
     _____________________________                                              
     (24)  58 Fed. Reg. at 20928-29.                                            
                                                                                
     (25)  58 Fed. Reg. at 20929.                                               
                                                                                
     (26)  58 Fed. Reg. at 20929.                                               
                                                                                
     (27)  58 Fed. Reg. at 20929.                                               
                                                                                
     (28)  58 Fed. Reg. at 20930.                                               
                                                                                
     (29)  58 Fed. Reg. at 20929                                                
                                                                                
     (30)  It seems unlikely that a regulator that had insufficient water       
     quality monitoring data would have sufficient caged fish tissue data.      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.375     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(i).  See response to comment P2771.393.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.376
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .375                                                      
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA next states that other data sets might be more informative when ambient
     data includes data points below the method detection level.                
                                                                                
     Use of alternative data sets under these circumstances raise particular    
     concerns.  As discussed above, fish tissue sampling and pollutant loading  
     methods allow regulators indirectly to calculate expected pollutant        
     concentrations through the use of experimental assumptions and conversion  
     factors.  The more conservative these assumptions, however, the more likely
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     regulators are to calculate higher background pollutant concentrations.    
     Worse yet, after deriving calculated values, regulators will be unable to  
     verify their calculations against actual test data, precisely because      
     ambient data concentrations are below the detection limit.  GE recommends  
     that, at a minimum, if the calculated concentration exceeds the MDL, but   
     the ambient data does not show any detectable concentration, regulators    
     should discard the calculated values in favor of the observed non-detect   
     values.                                                                    
                                                                                
     ________________________                                                   
     (31) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20929                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.376     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(i).                                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.377
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, EPA has already established a procedure to address non-detect 
     ambient data (discussed below).  Although this procedure contains several  
     assumptions that GE believes should be modified, the effect on dischargers 
     of applying this procedure is uniform.  The effects on dischargers of      
     applying yet undeveloped assumptions in fish tissue sampling or pollutant  
     loading calculations are less predictable.                                 
                                                                                
     For these reasons, GE encourages EPA to revise Procedure 3 in the following
     manner: [Require regulators to use ambient monitoring data to calculate    
     background concentrations of pollutants unless sufficient data is          
     unavailable.] [Provide regulators with guidance regarding the appropriate  
     and inappropriate uses of other data sets to calculate background          
     concentrations.] [It seems unlikely that a regulator that had insufficient 
     water quality monitoring data would have sufficient caged fish tissue      
     data.] [Require regulators to disregard fish tissue or pollutant loading   
     calculations when those calculations predict background concentrations     
     above the MDL for ambient monitoring data, and such concentrations were not
     detected by ambient monitoring.] [Require regulators to cross-check        
     background calculations for a particular facility with those at surrounding
     facilities to ensure that the results are consistent.] [Attempt to         
     "calibrate" the fish tissue and pollutant loading models with real data,   
     where available, so that when ambient data is unavailable, regulators can  
     have additional confidence that the projected background concentrations    
     predicted by these calculations reflect actual ambient values.]            
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     Response to: P2771.377     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(i).                                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.378
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .378 is imbedded in comment .377.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Require regulators to use ambient monitoring data to calculate background  
     concentrations of pollutants unless sufficient data is unavailable.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.378     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(i).                                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.379
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .379 is imbedded in comment .377.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Provide regulators with guidance regarding the appropriate and             
     inappropriate uses of other data sets to calculate background              
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.379     
     
     EPA provides guidance to States and Tribes in the Supplementary Information
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     Document to assist them in choosing among data sets in order to calculate  
     background concentrations.  See discussion in the SID at VIII.C.3.i(i).    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.380
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 375                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (30)  It seems unlikely that a regulator that had insufficient water       
     quality monitoring data would have sufficient caged fish tissue data.      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.380     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(i).                                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.381
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .381 is imbedded in comment .377.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Require regulators to disregard fish tissue or pollutant loading           
     calculations when those calculations predict background concentrations     
     above the MDL for ambient monitoring data, and such concentrations were not
     detected by ambient monitoring.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.381     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(i).                                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.382
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .382 is imbedded in comment .377.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Require regulators to cross-check background calculations for a particular 
     facility with those at surrounding facilities to ensure that the results   
     are consistent.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.382     
     
     In order to afford States and Tribes flexibility in evaluating and choosing
     among possible acceptable data sets when calculating background            
     concentrations, EPA has decided not to specify procedures for this but     
     rather authorizes the use of best professional judgment for the selection  
     of the one data set that most accurately reflects or estimates background  
     concentrations. If a State or Tribe wishes to cross-check background       
     calculations for a particular facility with those at surrounding facilities
     to ensure that the results are consistent, it may do so, but EPA is not    
     requiring this.  For further discussion regarding the choice of acceptable 
     data sets, see the SID at VIII.C.3.i(i).                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.383
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .383 is imbedded in comment .377.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Attempt to "calibrate" the fish tissue and pollutant loading models with   
     real data, where available, so that when ambient data is unavailable,      
     regulators can have additional confidence that the projected background    
     concentrations predicted by these calculations reflect actual ambient      
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.383     
     

Page 10676



$T044618.TXT
     In order to afford States and Tribes flexibility in evaluating and choosing
     among possible acceptable data sets when calculating background            
     concentrations, EPA has decided not to specify procedures for this but     
     rather authorizes the use of best professional judgment for the selection  
     of the one data set that most accurately reflects or estimates background  
     concentrations. If a State or Tribe wishes to cross-check background       
     calculations for a particular facility with those at surrounding facilities
     to ensure that the results are consistent, it may do so, but EPA is not    
     requiring this.  For further discussion regarding the choice of acceptable 
     data sets, see the SID at VIII.C.3.i(i).                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.384
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (ii) EPA Should Revise Its Procedure for Addressing Non-Detect Results and 
     Results Below the Quantitaion Level.                                       
                                                                                
     Recognizing that, for a given data set, some data points may indicate that 
     a pollutant is not present at a level capable of being detected or         
     quantified by the analytical method in use, EPA included in General        
     Condition 8 of Procedure 3, a process for assigning values to these        
     non-detect or non-quantifiable numbers.  This process states that, where at
     least one data point is above the detection level for a particular         
     pollutant, the concentration of non-detect determinations for that         
     pollutant should be set at one-half the method detection level.  Similarly,
     for a pollutant detected between the MDL and the quantification limit, the 
     GLI states that the concentrations should be set at the midpoint between   
     the MDL and the quantification limit.  GE requests that EPA modify this    
     approach to eliminate overly-conservative assumptions and to better        
     approximate the likely distribution of ambient monitoring data.            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.384     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(iii).                                                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.385
     Cross Ref 1: cc LOQ
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consistent with its recent proposed guidance on calculations using below   
     detection level data (USEPA 1991f), EPA should assign "zero" values to     
     ambient monitoring results below detection levels.  Because calculated     
     background concentrations are used to determine TMDLs and to judge whether 
     WQBELs must be placed in NPDES permits, the regulatory consequences of     
     overestimating these background concentrations is severe for dischargers.  
     EPA has already required inclusion of other "margins of safety" into its   
     TMDL analysis to account for "uncertainty about the relationship between   
     pollutant loads and water quality."(32)  Thus it is unnecessary for EPA to 
     presume that the concentration of non-detect values is greater than zero.  
                                                                                
     __________________________                                                 
     (32) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20927.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.385     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(iii).                                                           
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.386
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the event that EPA intends to pursue its current non-zero approach, EPA 
     should increase the threshold number of above-MDL results that will trigger
     application of its presumption regarding below-MDL values.  As discussed in
     connection with WQBELS below the detection level, analytical methods       
     generally are less reliable at lower analyte concentrations.  (CMA         
     1990).(33)  Consequently, the degree of uncertainty associated with        
     measurements of analyte concentrations near the MDL tends to be much       
     greater than the uncertainty associated with higher analyte concentrations.
      When only one analytical reading from a data set falls above the MDL, it  
     is uncertain whether that reading reflects an accurate data measurement or 
     an erroneous result.  To address this problem, regulators should be        
     prohibited from applying presumptions about below-MDL data until several   
     above-MDL results have been reported and the regulators have obtained      
     additional, independent information supporting a conclusion that the       
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     pollutant of concern probably is present in the water body.                
                                                                                
     _______________________________                                            
     (33) According to the White Paper, "at concentrations below PQL,           
     performance of even the best of 'good' laboratories deteriorates rapidly." 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.386     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL
     Comment ID: P2771.387
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, to more accurately and equitably calculate background             
     concentrations to be used in maximum daily load determinations, GE proposes
     that EPA modify Procedure 3 to incorporate the following suggestions.  Data
     used to determine pollutant background concentrations should be no more    
     than five years old.  This requirement both ensures that background        
     concentrations accurately reflect current water loadings and achieves      
     greater uniformity in test methods and detection levels used to determine  
     background concentrations.   Also, permitting authorities should be        
     required, where possible, to eliminate erroneous, outlying, or currently   
     unrepresentative data from the data set using factual information and      
     statistical methods.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.387     
     
     For a response to this comment, see the discussion in the SID at           
     VIII.C.3.i(i).                                                             
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2771.049.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP
     Comment ID: P2771.388
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     After permitting authorities have eliminated questionable values, data sets
     used to establish background concentrations should contain at least ten    
     data points.  Where background concentrations are fairly uniform, this     
     approach will provide permitting authorities with sufficient data to       
     perform statistical analyses.  Where background concentrations vary widely 
     from non-detect values to quantifiable detections, this requirement will   
     increase the likelihood that the final background concentration will be a  
     reliable approximation of the actual concentration.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.388     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section VIII.C.3.h, General         
     Condition 9 - Background Concentarions of Pollutants.  Also see response to
     comment number P2588.322 for a discussion on data management (including    
     background data).                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.389
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 386                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (33)  According to the White Paper, "at concentrations below PQL,          
     performance of even the best of 'good' labortories deteriorates rapidly."  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.389     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.390
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For data points that are below the method detection level, permitting      
     authorities should begin by presuming that the background concentration of 
     the pollutants measured by those data points is zero.  That presumption    
     should be adjusted only if: the permitting authority has process           
     information or other data which suggests that the pollutant of concern is  
     present in the waterbody; and, at least three of the data points or five   
     percent of the measurements (for data sets containing over 60 data points) 
     are above the MDL.  Where the zero presumption can be modified, a sliding  
     scale should be used to assign concentration values to any non-detect      
     measurements.  This scale should equate the assigned value with a value    
     generated by multiplying the MDL by the precentage of the measurements that
     exceed the MDL.  For instance, if ten percent of the data values exceed the
     MDL, then the non-detect measurements should be assigned a value of ten    
     percent of the MDL.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.390     
     
     EPA has addressed the interpretation of background data that is below the  
     quantification level in the TMDL procedures.  Based upon the comments      
     received EPA has modified the Guidance from the proposal.  Please see the  
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on TMDLs for a thorough          
     discussion of the available options for interpreting non-quantifiable      
     background sample data.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.391
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This approach for addressing non-detect measurements has several advantages
     over the current GLI approach.  By requiring more measurements above the   
     MDL before assigning non-zero values to non-detect measurements, this      
     approach more effectively controls for single erroneous data points in a   
     data base.  It also requires permitting authorities to confirm the expected
     presence of pollutants of concern by reference to information other than   
     monitoring data.  Finally, this method roughly correlates the non-zero     
     value assigned to non-detect numbers with the probability of detecting the 
     contaminants.  Where a large number of data points exists above the MDL    
     level, it is more likely that background concentrations for data points    
     below the MDL level will be fairly close to the MDL.  Conversely, where    
     only a few data points exceed the MDL, it is more likely that background   
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     concentrations for data points below the MDL level will be a smaller       
     fraction of the MDL.  GE's proposed percentage system approximates this    
     distribution more readily than does EPA's fifty percent approach.          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.391     
     
     EPA has addressed the interpretation of background data that is below the  
     quantification level in the TMDL procedures.  Based upon the comments      
     received EPA has modified the Guidance from the proposal.  Please see the  
     Supplemental Information Document chapter on TMDLs for a thorough          
     discussion of the available options for interpreting non-quantifiable      
     background sample data.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.392
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 390-391                                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For intermediate data points that are between the MDL and the              
     quantification level(34)  ("QL"), the GLI should adopt an approach similar 
     to that proposed for below-MDL data.  The approach should begin from the   
     assumption that the background concentration of pollutants measured by     
     intermediate data points is the MDL.  That presumption should be adjusted  
     only if at least three of the data points, or five percent of the          
     measurements for data sets containing over 60 data points, are above the   
     QL.  Where the MDL presumption can be modified, a sliding scale again      
     should be used to assign concentration values to intermediate measurements.
     This scale should equate the assigned intermediate value with a value      
     generated by the following equation: Intermediate Value = MDL + (% values  
     above QL) (QL-MDL).  This means that as the number of data points above the
     QL increases, the value assigned to those data points between the MDL and  
     the QL also will increase.  This proposal has many of the same advantages  
     as GE's suggestion for addressing below-MDL data.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.392     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/LA
     Comment ID: P2771.393
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     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL/MOS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although there will always be some uncertainty in quantifying nonpoint     
     source load allocation (LA), the range of uncertainty will depend on       
     numerous factors, including the level of effort put into the TMDL, the     
     available data, and the specific pollutant for which a TMDL is being       
     determined.  GE believes that the MOS used in the TMDL calculation should  
     be left up to the sound discretion of the permitting authority.            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.393     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/LA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.394
     Cross Ref 1: cc TMDL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's Procedure 7 would require permitting authorities to impose mass  
     limits, in addition to concentration limits, in implementing WQBELs.  GE   
     believes that this proposal is scientifically insupportable.  However, if  
     implemented, it is essential that mass limits be based on an appropriate   
     measure of flow.                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.394     
     
     See comment P2629.126 for the rationale for using both concentration-based 
     limits and mass-based limits in NPDES permits.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.395
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info: See 392                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (34)  As discussed below in connection with treatment of WQBEL values below
     quantification levels, GE strongly advocates that EPA consistently define  
     the term "quantification level" to mean the practical quantitation level.  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.395     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.396
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. The GLI Rationale For Mass Limits Is Insupportable                      
                                                                                
     EPA asserts that mass-based WQBELs are appropriate in order to prevent     
     accumulation of pollutants in the Great Lakes, which are claimed to act as 
     a sink.  Given the manner in which the GLI derives WQS, this is a          
     non-sequitur.                                                              
                                                                                
     First, with respect to non-BCCs, the fact is that the GLI WQS are based on 
     concentrations of chemicals in water that are believed by EPA to result in 
     harm to aquatic life, wildlife or human health.  For non-BCC's, the harm   
     results from direct exposure to aquatic life in the water column and from  
     direct exposure to humans and wildlife through water consumption.          
     Accumulation in fish is not an issue since the chemicals do not            
     bioaccumulate and accumulation in sediment is not an issue since the       
     chemicals do not bioaccumulate and accumulation in sediment is not an issue
     since the GLI WQS have not been established to protect sediment quality.   
     If and when EPA establishes sediment quality criteria and uses these       
     criteria to establish WQS protective of sediment quality, it may be        
     appropriate to convert those new sediment-based WQS into mass-based WQBELs.
     Until EPA determines what level of sediment quality is protective of       
     aquatic life, it has no scientific basis to improve mass-based WQBELs.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.396     
     
     EPA did not intend to use mass-based limits as the principal means to      
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     protect                                                                    
     sediment water quality, rather the mass-based WQBELs are intended to       
     facilitate antidegradation determinations with the goal of limiting future 
     increases in the loading of BCCs and other pollutants to the Great Lakes   
     System.  See comment P2629.126 for a discussion of the rationale for       
     requiring both concentration-based and massed-based NPDES permit limits.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.397
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With respect to BCCS, it is also a fact that the GLI WQS are based on      
     concentrations of chemicals in water that are believed by EPA to cause harm
     to aquataic life, wildlife or human health, through either direct contact  
     with, or ingestion of, water, or through consumption of fish in which the  
     chemical has bioaccumulated.  Protection of human health and wildlife is   
     assured, according to EPA, by use of a BAF, which is a simple ratio of the 
     concentration of a chemical in fish tissue to the concentration in water.  
     Thus, EPA assumes that water quality -- not sediment quality -- accounts   
     for observed concentrations of BCCS in fish.  As pointed out above, GE does
     not believe that there is a scientific basis for the use of such a fish    
     tissue/water BAF to establish WQS, and that a more sophisticated approach  
     -- which takes into account the significant contribution of BCCS to fish   
     through sediments -- is required to determine a scientifically supportable 
     BAF.  However, EPA has not pursued such an approach, and has not considered
     sediment as a source of BCCs in fish.  As such, EPA has not developed any  
     scientifically supportable rationale for establishing mass-based WQBELs to 
     prevent accumulation of BCCs in the Great Lakes Basin.  Until EPA does, it 
     cannot impose massbased WQBELs on the vague ground that such WQBELs are    
     necessary to prevent accumulation of chemicals in the Great Lakes.         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.397     
     
     EPA has determined that the mass-based WQBELs for BCCs are necessary for   
     the                                                                        
     antidegradation determinations which are triggered by an increase in mass  
     discharge above the mass-based permit limit.  In addition, see comment     
     P2629.126 for EPA's rationale for requiring both conentration-based and    
     mass-based WQBELs.                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has modified its BAF procedures to account for the impact of sediments 
     on the bioaccumulation of toxic compounds.                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.398
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Unnecessary Penalty For Variations In Flow                              
                                                                                
     If mass limits are required by the GLI, they should be based on a flow rate
     that represents, not average effluent flow, but rather an appropriate      
     measure of flow that does not result in an exceedance of mass limits       
     whenever a discharger's flow is above average.  For compliance with daily  
     maximum limitation, the flow used to calculate a mass limit should be the  
     highest daily maximum flow during a period representative of the           
     discharger's normal operations.  A "period representative of the           
     discharger's normal operations" would include a period corresponding to    
     elevated flow due to production peaks which have occurred and are          
     reasonably likely to re-occur, but would exclude high flows due to         
     equipment failure or other unusual circumstances.  Similarly, for          
     compliance with monthly average limitations, the appropriate flow would be 
     the highest monthly average flow for a period representative of the        
     discharger's normal operations, again including production peaks that are  
     likely to re-occur.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.398     
     
     See comment P2720.207 for a discussion of the use of appropriate facility  
     flows in setting mass-based limits.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.399
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, if stormwater flow is subject to WQBELs, the measure of flow     
     should include the flow resulting from a 10-year, 24-hour storm event.     
     Only by using maximum flows representative of normal operations is it      
     possible to prevent a discharger from violating a mass limit while doing   
     nothing wrong -- e.g., failing to maintain or properly operate treatment   
     equipment, failure to maintain source control procedures, etc.             
     

Page 10686



$T044618.TXT
     
     Response to: P2771.399     
     
     Stormwater point sources are not covered by Procedure 7.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.400
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE is aware that EPA has in other contexts refused to use maximum flows to 
     calculate mass discharge standards.  For example, EPA has stated in a      
     pretreatment program guidance document that in calculating mass-based      
     pretreatment standards, the POTW should use "long term average flow."      
     (USEPA 1985d at 2-8 to 2-12).  However, that guidance also states that the 
     measure of long term average flow should be "reasonable" and indicates that
     the POTW should take account of unusual situations.  (USEPA 1985d at 2-10  
     ("By long term average, we mean an average based on production over an     
     extended period of time that captures a normal range of variation in       
     production")).                                                             
                                                                                
     The pretreatment guidance manual clearly indicates that, when EPA refers to
     "long-term average" production rate or wastewater volume, it is referring  
     to something other than a true average of historical data.  The guidance   
     gives an as example a hypothetical facility that had the following         
     production for five years: Year: Production (Tons/Yr); 1980: 375,000; 1981:
     284,000; 1982: 304,000; 1983: 292,000; 1984: 301,500                       
                                                                                
     The example also postulates that 1980 production is not representative     
     because the facility moved some of its production to another plant at the  
     end of 1980.                                                               
                                                                                
     To determine an appropriate measure of production to calculate an          
     equivalent mass limit, the guidance would discard the 1980 data as         
     unrepresentative.  However, the guidance would select the 1982 production  
     rate to use in calculating the equivalent mass standard.  According to the 
     guidance, "(u)sing the data for the highest year is meant to provide an    
     allowance for large-scale variations affecting production, such as economic
     cycles, which may be repreated during the term of the permit.  Such large  
     scale variations are not likely to have been taken into account when       
     standards were developed."(36)                                             
     _____________________                                                      
     (36) Id. at 2-10                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.400     
     
     The Guidance provisions ensure that there is consistency between the       
     facility flows used in the TMDL and WLA calculations and the flow          
     limitations imposed in the NPDES permit.  As discussed in comment          
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     P2720.207, the States and Tribes have some discretion in setting the       
     appropriate facility flow limit and can account for the expected flow      
     variations described in this example.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LL
     Comment ID: P2771.401
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although EPA contemplates that in most cases a permit will establish a     
     single set of equivalent mass-based and/or concentration-based standards   
     (which can be varied if large changes in production rate or wastewater flow
     occur), the pretreatment guidance manual does state that control           
     authorities may establish "tiered" permits or other control mechanisms --  
     establishing two or more sets of discharge standards -- where              
     warranted.(36)  Examples of situations where tiered control mechanisms     
     might be warranted are planned plant expansions, where it is known that    
     production will increase substantially at a future date, or facilities that
     have historically had substantially varying levels of production.  An      
     example of the latter situtation is a "swing" plant whose production is low
     during months when demand is low and goes into full production during      
     months when demand is high.                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (36) Id. at 2-19 to 2-21.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.401     
     
     The Guidance provisions ensure that there is consistency between the       
     facility flows used in the TMDL and WLA calculations and the flow          
     limitations imposed in the NPDES permit.  As discussed in comment          
     P2720.207, the States and Tribes have some discretion in setting the       
     appropriate facility flow limit and can account for the expected flow      
     variations described in this example.                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.402
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Compliance Evaluation Levels                                            
                                                                                
     In Procedure 8 of the GLI, EPA proposes a process for implementing WQBELs  
     that are below analytical levels of quantification.  This policy comprises 
     three major elements: inclusion in an NPDES permit of a WQBEL below the    
     analytical detection limit; establishment of a compliance evaluation level 
     ("CEL") for each WQBEL; and formulation of a procedure to determine whether
     DMR data reflects a violation of the CEL.  For the reasons discussed below,
     GE advocates that EPA reconsider many elements of the proposed CEL         
     procedure.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.402     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.403
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref 33 U.S.C. Section 1305(a)(1)(A)                           
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     a. Unenforceable WQBELs Should Not Be Included in NPDES Permits            
                                                                                
     Under the GLI, many dischargers will be required to meet new discharge     
     limits based on WQBELs that are below levels that can be quantified        
     accurately using established analytical techniques.  In such situations,   
     the GLI requires inclusion in NPDES permits of both a WQBEL and a          
     compliance evaluation level ("CEL").  The CEL, defined as "the level at    
     which compliance with a water-quality based effluent limitation...is       
     assessed."(37) becomes the actual, enforceable permit limit for the        
     regulated pollutant.  For WQBELs below the quantification level of the     
     required analytical method, the WQBEL serves no direct enforcement or      
     permitting function.                                                       
                                                                                
     By including unenforceable WQBELs in a permit, the GLI exposes a discharger
     to a significant risk of citizen suits, even if the discharger complies    
     with the terms and conditions of its NPDES permit.  Under the Clean Water  
     Act, citizens may bring suit "against any person...who is alleged to be in 
     violation of (A) an effluent standard or limitation..."(38)  The GLI makes 
     clear that, although the CEL is the level at which compliance will be      
     measured by the EPA, the WQBEL is considered to be the applicable effluent 
     limitation.(39)  Thus, it appears that citizens could attempt to bring an  
     action against a discharger that exceeds its WQBELs, even if that          
     discharger complies with the CELs established in its permit.  Given that   
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     the CEL is the level at which EPA will measure compliance, the GLI should  
     not include below detection level WQBELs in permits, thereby potentially   
     encouraging frivolous litigation.                                          
     __________________________                                                 
     (37) 58 C.F.R. at 21010                                                    
                                                                                
     (38) U.S.C. Section 1365(a)(1)(A) (emphasis added).                        
                                                                                
     (39) See 58 Fed. Reg. at 21,044 (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 132,     
     Appendix F, Procedure 8A) ("The CEL is the level at which compliance with  
     an effluent limit is assessed").                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.403     
     
     See response to comment P2574.115.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.404
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     b. Discretion Granted to Permitting Authorities to Establish Enforcement   
     Levels Under the GLI Undermines EPA's Goal of Consistent Implementation.   
                                                                                
     The GLI is intended by EPA to establish a more uniform level of water      
     quality control over throughout the Great Lakes System by promulgating     
     numeric water quality criteria and consistent methods for converting those 
     criteria into water quality based effluent limitations.(40)  Contrary to   
     this purpose, EPA's GLI compliance procedures for permit limits below      
     analytical detection levels raise the specter that similarly situated      
     dischargers will be subject to inconsistent standards for permit           
     enforcement, even though these dischargers are governed by the same        
     substantive effluent limitations.                                          
                                                                                
     The GLI would establish procedures intended to result in uniform WQBELs    
     applicable to similarly situated dischargers.  For WQBELs below analytical 
     quantification levels, however, compliance would be determined under       
     Procedure 8.C. by reference to compliance evaluation levels ("CEL") that   
     are included in the permit.  These would incude CELs for monitoring        
     compliance with daily maximum standards as well as weekly and monthly      
     average CELs.  A discharger violates its permit: on a daily basis if any   
     pollutant is discharged in an amount greater than or equal to the daily CEL
     for that pollutant; and on a weekly or monthly basis if any pollutant is   
     discharged in an average amount greater than or equal to the weekly or     
     monthly CEL for that pollutant.                                            
     (See 58 Fed. Reg. at 21,044 (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 132, Appendix
     F, Procedure 8A) ("The CEL is the level at which compliance with an        
     effluent limit is assessed")).                                             
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     Rather than establishing the relevant compliance levels, however, the GLI  
     gives permitting authorities considerable latitude to define daily, weekly,
     and monthly CELs.(41)  Because CELs are the basis for evaluating permit    
     compliance with WQBELs below quantification levels, the definition of      
     different CELs by different permitting authorities will result in          
     establishment of disparate limits for the same contaminants of concern.    
     Two similarly situated permittes subject to the same WQBELs for the same   
     effluent into the same Great Lake might be subject to different compliance 
     determinations, depending upon the CEL selected by the permitting authority
     (one state might use the ML as its baseline while the other state might    
     rely upon the MDL).                                                        
     ____________________________                                               
     (40) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20825, 20840 (emphasis added).                        
                                                                                
     (41) See 58 Fed. Reg. at 20977-78.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.404     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.405
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 403                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (39)  See 58 Fed. Reg. at 21,044 (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Part 132,    
     Appendix F, Procedure 8A) ("The CEL is the level at which compliance with  
     an effluent limit is assessed").                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.405     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.406
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A similar problem exists with respect to the averaging procedure used to   
     determine compliance with weekly or monthly WQBELs that are below the      
     detection level.  In a particular month, a permittee that analyzes its     
     effluent will report specific numerical analyte concentrations on those    
     days when the measured value exceeds the ML and "non-detects" when the     
     analyte concentration is below the ML.  To calculate the monthly average,  
     the permittee must add together all of the reported daily values for the   
     month and divide by the number of reported values.  Obviously, the         
     calculated monthly average will depend significantly upon the default      
     numerical value assigned by the permitting authority to the non-detect     
     values reportd during the month.  Again, two similarly situated permittees 
     subject to the same WQBELs for discharging the same effluent into the same 
     Great Lake might be subject to different weekly or monthly compliance      
     determinations depending upon the averaging parameter selected by the      
     permitting authority (one state might use zero, another state might use    
     one-half of the ML, and a third state might use the MDL as the default     
     averaging value).(42)                                                      
     ___________________________                                                
     (42) See 58 Fed. Reg. 20978                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.406     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.407
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This inconsistency in CELs and averaging procedures is particularly        
     troubling under the Clean Water Act because permit violators are subject to
     both civil and criminal penalties of up to $25,000 per violation, even for 
     negligent violations of the permit.(43) Although two similarly situated    
     permitees would be governed by the same substantive legal standard, one    
     permittee might be allowed to continue discharging its effluent while the  
     other permittee would be subject to an enforcement action and substantial  
     fines because of the enforcement procedures selected by the permitting     
     agency.  This result runs contrary to the intent of the GLI to promote     
     uniformity in control of discharges to the Great Lakes.                    
                                                                                
     This approach also raises due process and equal protection concerns under  
     the United States Constitution because it results in selective enforcement 
     of the same substantive legal standard against similarly situated          
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     dischargers through the application of different procedural standards.  In 
     light of the purposes behind the GLI, there is no rational basis for       
     distinguishing between the enforcement mechanisms and compliance standards 
     that govern similarly situated dischargers.                                
     _____________________________                                              
     (43) U.S.C. Section 1319(c)                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.407     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.  In addition, EPA does not agree that   
     use of different averaging procedures in different States and Tribes       
     violates either the due process or equal protection clauses of the         
     Fourteenth Amendment to the United States Constitution.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.408
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the discretion afforded to permitting authorities under the GLI to
     establish compliance levels for WQBELs below quantification may subject    
     permitting authorities to inconsistent legal directives.  On the one hand, 
     for all WQBELs below quantification limits, EPA requires permitting        
     authorities to include quantitative CELs in permits, which will set de     
     facto compliance standards that are less stringent than the                
     non-quantifiable WQBELs proposed by EPA.  On the other hand, the GLI only  
     authorizes states to adopt water quality standards that are consistent with
     or more stringent than states to adopt water quality standards that are    
     consistent with or more stringent than EPA standards.(44)  Thus, the       
     discretion provided by EPA in the WQBEL procedure appears to contradict the
     limitations established by EPA in the regulatory text of the GLI.          
     _________________________                                                  
     (44)  58 Fed. Reg. 21013 (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Section 132.4(h).    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.408     
     
     The quantification levels (previously known as "CELs") do not establish de 
     facto effluent limitations.  Consequently, the premise of this comment is  
     inaccurate.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.409
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To alleviate the numerous enforcement difficulties created by affording    
     discretion to permitting authorities under Procedure 8, GE advocates that  
     EPA specifically adopt the compliance evaluation limits and the averaging  
     procedures discussed below.  By allowing permitting authorities to define  
     different compliance limits, EPA is undermining the uniformity that is a   
     basic goal of the GLI.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.409     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.410
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref 56 Fed. Reg. 26459, 26511 (June 7, 1991)                  
            
                                                                                    

          Ref 50 Fed. Reg. 46902 (November 13, 1985)                                

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     c. For WQBELs Below the Quantification Level, EPA Should Set the Compliance
     Evaluation Level ("CEL") at the Practical Quantitation Level ("PQL") for   
     the Pollutant of Concern.                                                  
                                                                                
     Because WQBELs for some GLI pollutants would be set at levels that cannot  
     be quantified analytically, the GLI requires permitting authorities to     
     include compliance evaluation limits ("CEL") in NPDES permits.  Possible   
     points at which to set a CEL for a WQBEL below quantification include the  
     minimum level ("ML"), the method detection limit ("MDL"), and the practical
     quantitation limit ("PQL").(45)                                            
                                                                                
     The GLI adopts the ML approach, stating that when the WQBEL is less than   
     the minimum level, the CEL will equal the ML.(46)  The ML is defined as    
     "the level at which the analytical system gives recognizable spectra and   
     acceptable calibration points, based upon interlaboratory analyses for the 
     analyte in the matrix of concern."(47)                                     
                                                                                
     Although GE believes that setting the CEL equivalent to the ML is          
     preferable to certain other approaches for defining the CEL (particularly  
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     since the ML incorporates interlaboratory sampling variability and allows  
     for matrix effects), GE believes that the best available approach is to    
     equate the CEL with the practical quantitation limit ("PQL").  Developed in
     connection with programs under the Safe Drinking Water Act, the PQL is     
     defined as "the lowest concentration that can be reliably achieved by      
     well-operated laboaratories within specified limits of precision and       
     accuracy during routine laboratory operating conditions."(48)  PQLs are    
     determined through interlaboratory performance evaluation studies          
     ("round-robin studies"), where possible, and are set at a concentration    
     where at least three-quarters of the laboratories involved in the studies  
     are able to measure within a specified acceptance range of the accurate    
     analytical value for a known solution.(49)  Most PQLs fall roughly within  
     "5 to 10 times" the MDL achieved by good laboratories.(50)                 
     _________________________                                                  
     (45) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20977                                                 
                                                                                
     (46) 58 Fed. Reg. at 21010                                                 
                                                                                
     (47) 58 Fed. Reg. at 21011 (to be codified at 40 C.F.R. Section 132.2)     
                                                                                
     (48) 56 Fed. Reg. 26459, 26511 (June 7, 1991) (emphasis added).            
                                                                                
     (49) Id. at 26511                                                          
                                                                                
     (50) Id.; See 50 Fed. Reg. 46902 (Nov. 13, 1985)                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.410     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.411
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Using the PQL as a compliance evaluation limit offers several advantages   
     over use of the ML.   First, using PQLs increase the consistency of        
     enforcement decisions among permitting jurisdictions.  PQLs already have   
     been established for more analytes and analytical methods than have MLs.   
     (Klodowski 1993)(51)  Where PQLs or MLs are not available, the GLI requires
     permitting authorities to select another unspecified method to define      
     CELs.(52)  If permitting authorities select different CELs, inconsistent   
     compliance determinations will result.  Consistency and predictability in  
     compliance determinations will be achieved if CELs are based on the larger 
     number of available PQLs rather than on the smaller number of available    
     MLs.                                                                       
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     __________________________                                                 
     (51)  See also 58 Fed. Reg. 20977 (EPA lists three methods for which MLs   
     have been determined).                                                     
                                                                                
     (52)  See 58 Fed. Reg. 20978                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.411     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.412
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref 56 Fed. Reg. 26511                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also for compliance purposes, greater certainty that a CEL actually has    
     been violated exists if that violation is measured by reference to a PQL   
     than by reference to an ML.  Where possible, PQLs are set at analytical    
     levels that can be attained by 75 percent of commercial laboratories using 
     good laboratory practices.(53)  This means that a majority of commercial   
     laboratories will accurately detect an exceedance at the PQL level.  MLs,  
     on the other hand, are set at levels obtained by laborataories operating   
     under the best sampling and testing conditions.  When a commercial         
     laboratory operating under standard conditions detects an exceedance at the
     ML level, it is likely that the laboratory will have obtained an erroneous 
     result. (CMA 1990)                                                         
                                                                                
     The consequences of such erroneous results can be detrimental both for     
     dischargers and for enforcing agencies.  For dischargers, enforcement      
     actions under the Clean Water Act can be maintained soley on the basis of  
     erroneous data submitted in a discharge monitoring report ("DMR"), without 
     any requirement that the enforcing agency conduct independent testing to   
     verify the result.(54)  To contest the accuracy of a monitoring result     
     during an enforcement action, a discharger must show that actual errors    
     occurred during performance of the test to account for the erroneous       
     reading.(55)  Inaccuracies in test results often arise because different   
     operators run tests using different equipment under different laboratory   
     conditions, rather than because any one operator has made an identifiable  
     analytical error. (Klodowski 1993).(56)  Consequently, dischargers         
     generally will be foreclosed from contesting the validity of test results  
     in an enforcement action.                                                  
                                                                                
     Under these circumstances, it is important to eliminate as much analytical 
     variability as possible from final test results.  This objective can be    
     achieved by setting the compliance standard at the PQL, which is an        
     analytical level that can be attained by a majority of commercial          
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     laboratories, rather than at the ML, which can be obtained only by a       
     minimal number of laboratories under ideal conditions.                     
     _________________________                                                  
     (53) 56 Fed. Reg. 26511                                                    
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.412     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.413
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The consequences of relying on erroneous results can also be detrimental   
     for enforcing agencies.  First, prosecution of permittees for exceedances  
     that do not actually occur calls into question the validity of an agency's 
     enforcement efforts.  Second, these unnecessary enforcement efforts may    
     deplete resources that could be spent addressing other quantifiable and    
     verifiable environmental problems.  Third, analytical variability at very  
     low detection levels can result both in erroneous positive results and in a
     failure to detect actual exceedances.  By establishing a CEL that can be   
     achieved accurately by a higher percentage of commercial laboratories, EPA 
     can be more certain both that it is prosecuting all actual NPDES violators 
     and that it is not prosecuting permittees that are in compliance with NPDES
     permits.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.413     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.414
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .412.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (54) United States v. Ward, 448 U.S. 242 (1980); Public Interest Research  
     Group v. Elf Atochem, 817 F.Supp, 1164, 1177 (D.N.J. 1993); Public Interest
     Research Group v. Rice, 774 F.Supp. 317, 325 (D.N.J. 1991).                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.414     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.415
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .412.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (55) Public Interest Research Group v. Elf Atochem, 817 F.Supp. at 1178;   
     SPIRG v. Tenneco Polymers, 602 F.Supp. 1394, 1400 (D.N.J. 1985).           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.415     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.416
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .412.                                             
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (56) See also Chemical Manufacturers Association v. EPA, 870 F.2d 177, 230 
     (5th Cir. 1989) ("The analytical methods for measuring pollutants become   
     unreliable at the low concentrations EPA has established in the            
     limitations.  Two different laboratories, each using acceptable methods,   
     may measure the pollutant in a given sample and reach different results,   
     yet neither lab may be demonstrably wrong.  This has been referred to above
     as 'analytical variability.'")                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.416     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.417
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For these reasons, GE supports use of the PQL rather than the ML to define 
     the CEL.  Regardless of which standard is selected, however, GE strongly   
     suggests that EPA reject the Method Detection Limit ("MDL") as an          
     appropriate means for defining the CEL in the absence of an applicable PQL 
     or ML.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.417     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.418
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As currently drafted, the GLI suggests that permitting authorities may use 
     the MDL directy to define the CEL.(57)  From a statistical standpoint,     
     however, the MDL is not suited for use as a CEL.  When determining whether 
     a particular discharger complies with a permit limit, permitting agencies  
     should be more concerned with the accuracy of the analytical data than with
     the precision of that data.  Accuracy refers to the correspondence between 
     a particular analytical measurement and its true or accepted value;        
     precision describes the agreement between two or more analytical           
     measurements that have been made using the same analytical method. (Skoog  
     and West 1992)                                                             
                                                                                
     A permittee will have violated its permit only if the actual concentration 
     of an analyte in the permittee's effluent exceeds a specific numerical     
     value established in a permit.  It is irrelevant to the permitting         
     authority whether replicate testing of a sample generates data points that 
     fall within an acceptable statistical range (precision) of one another, if 
     the mean of those data points (used for compliance purposes) does not      
     coincide with the actual concentration of the relevant analyte in the      
     sample (accuracy).  Because the MDL reflects the precision that can be     
     attained for a particular analytical method at very low analyte            
     concentrations rather than the accuracy with which the method can quantify 
     low concentrations, use of the MDL as a compliance limit is technically    
     unsound.                                                                   
     _________________________                                                  
     (57)  58 Fed. Reg. 20978.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.418     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.419
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. 40 C.F.R. Section 136.2(f) Part 136, App.B               
            
                                                                                    

          Ref. 56 Fed. Reg. 26510                                                   

                                                                                    

          Ref. 56 Fed. Reg. 5095                                                    
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     For a particular method and under certain laboratory conditions, the MDL   
     does indicate the minimum concentration of an analyte that a given         
     laboratory technician can detect with 99 percent confidence that the next  
     measurement of the actual analyte concentration will be greater than zero, 
     based on a statistical analysis of the precision of the analytical         
     method.(58)  The MDL does not provide any information regarding the        
     likelihood that the next sampling result will accurately quantify the      
     concentration of analyte. For any single analytical measurement near the   
     MDL, then, the measured concentration of the analyte could be less than,   
     equal to, or greater than actual concentration of the analyte.  Moreover,  
     because analytical methods are less reliable at lower concentrations, the  
     range of possible measured values associated with a single actual analyte  
     concentration near the MDL tends to be much greater than the range         
     associated with higher analyte concentrations. (Strait 1983: CMA 1990 at 9)
                                                                                
     Where compliance determinations are based on a limited number of samples,  
     it is imperative that the compliance level in the permit be established    
     where: (i) the ability of the method accurately to quantify the actual     
     analyte concentration is more certain; and (ii) the range of possible      
     measured contaminant values corresponding to an actual contaminant value is
     much narrower.  While GE believes that the MDL might provide useful        
     information about the lowest concentration of an analyte that can be       
     detected qualitatively by an analytical method under ideal conditions      
     without matrix interferences, GE believes that the MDL should not be used  
     as an accurate, enforceable quantitation limit for a particular analyte.   
                                                                                
     In a number of recent rulemakings and guidance documents, EPA has          
     recognized the inherent difficulties with use of the MDL as a quantitative 
     permit limit.  MDLs for particular contaminants are derived from           
     single-labortory testing conducted by experienced laboratory personnel     
     under controlled, research-type conditions.(59)  For the most part, these  
     MDLs cannot be duplicated by personnel in commercial laboratories          
     performing routine laboratory analyses.(60)  Indeed, many MDLs are not     
     reproducible over time even in the same research laboratory.  This means   
     that many commercial laboratories performing conventional wastewater       
     analysis would be unable even qualitatively to detect analytes at the MDL  
     level, much less quantitatively to report accurate concentrations.         
                                                                                
     Moreover, different laboratories analyzing the same sample routinely will  
     report statistically inconsistent results.  This lack of consistency is    
     particularly significant in enforcement cases where both the enforcing     
     agency and the permittee are analyzing split samples of the same           
     wastestream.  The permittee legitimately may fail to detect the contaminant
     at the MDL level.  The enforcing agency also validly may report that the   
     MDL has been exceeded.  A third laboratory employed to resolve the dispute 
     may reach a third result that is statistically sound but different from the
     first two.  Neither the regulator nor the permittee will have a technical  
     foundation for differentiating between or disregarding any of the analyses 
     or for concluding that one of these tests more accurately reflects the true
     concentration of the contaminant at the MDL level.  GE believes that it is 
     technically questionable to establish quantitative compliance limits at    
     levels at which there will significant legitimate disagreement about the   
     amount of analyte present in a sample.                                     
     __________________________                                                 
     (58) See 40 C.F.R. Section 136.2(f) and Part 136, app. B.                  
                                                                                
     (59) 56 Fed. Reg. 26510; 56 Fed. Reg. 5095                                 
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     (60) 56 Fed. Reg. 26510                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.419     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.420
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. 40 C.F.R. Part 136, App. B                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, along with concerns over the reproducibility and consistency of   
     data at the MDL level, EPA has recognized that agency-established MDLs do  
     not account for matrix interferences that can restrict a laboratory's      
     ability to quantify contaminant levels in wastewater.  EPA establishes its 
     MDLs for particular methods in reagent-grade water using a spiked sample of
     the relevant contaminant.(61)  Reagent-grade water is "a water sample in   
     which analyte and interferant concentrations are not detected at the method
     detection limit of each analyte of interest."(62)  Because wastewater      
     effluent may contain significant levels of interferants, it may be         
     impossible for a laboratory to quantify analyte concentrations at the MDL  
     level in that effluent.  GE advocates that EPA establish CELs at points    
     which minimize the affects of matrix interferants on most analyses and     
     assure that laboratories accurately can quantify analyte concentrations in 
     most common wastewater matrices.                                           
     _______________________                                                    
     (61) 40 C.F.R. Part 136, app. B. See 56 Fed. Reg. 5089, 5095 (Feb. 7, 1981)
     (describing process for establishing MDL for dioxin detection using method 
     1613).                                                                     
                                                                                
     (62) 40 C.F.R. Part 136, app. B (emphasis added)                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.420     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
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     Comment ID: P2771.421
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .420                                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     (61) 40 C.F.R. Part 136, app. B. See 56 Fed. Reg. 5089, 5095 (Feb. 7, 1991)
     (describing process for establishing MDL for dioxin detection using method 
     1613)                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.421     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.422
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: .423, .424 embedded in .422                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Even though MDLs are insufficient, standing alone, to serve as quantifiable
     effluent limitations in permits, GE recognizes that it is possible to      
     estimate interim MLs or PQLs through use of multiples of MDLs.(63)  In the 
     event that EPA expects permitting authorities to adopt this procedure, GE  
     proposes that EPA modify the GLI guidance as follows:                      
                                                                                
     [Insert a clarifying statement that MDLs may not be used independently as  
     CELs in permits because most laboratories cannot accurately quantify       
     pollutants at the MDL level.]                                              
                                                                                
     [Establish a uniform multiplier for the MDL to be used to establish MLs or 
     PQLs in the absence of accurate analytical data.  This multiplier should be
     between 5 and 10, and should reflect the importance of basing permitting   
     and enforcement decisions on accurate, quantifiable data.]                 
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (63) See 56 Fed. Reg. 26511 (PQLs set at roughly 5 to 10 times MDLs).      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.422     
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     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.423
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .423 is imbedded in .422                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Insert a clarifying statement that MDLs may not be used independently as   
     CELs in permits because most laboratories cannot accurately quantify       
     pollutants at the MDL level.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.423     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.424
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .424 is imbedded in .422                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Establish a uniform multiplier for the MDL to be used to establish MLs or  
     PQLs in the absence of accurate analytical data.  This multiplier should be
     between 5 and 10, and should reflect the importance of basing permitting   
     and enforcement decisions on accurate, quantifiable data.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.424     
     
     These comments and concerns related to the determination of the            
     quantification level and associated quality assurance issues are addressed 
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     in the Supplemental Information Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs
     below the Level of Quantification at section 2, Compliance Issues.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.425
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the above discussion focuses on the technical aspects of          
     establishing CELs, there are also legal considerations that mitigate in    
     favor of establishing CELs at the PQL level.  In prosecuting criminal      
     enforcement cases, permitting authorities must prove beyond a reasonable   
     doubt that a discharger has violated discharge limits.  In civil cases,    
     permitting authorities must establish a permit violation by a preponderance
     of the evidence.  If CELs are set at the MDL level, permitting authorities 
     may have more difficulty satisfying these legal burdens for concentrations 
     near the MDL because replicate sampling and testing is likely to produce   
     results that are both significantly above and significantly below the      
     permit limit.  With CELs at the PQL level, permitting authorities will have
     less difficulty because the accuracy of testing methods improves at higher 
     concentrations.  In sum, GE believes that enforcement decisions should be  
     based only on PQL data, which confirms the presence or absence of a        
     contaminant above the permit limit to a reasonable degree of statistical   
     certainty.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.425     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.426
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     d. For WQBELs Below the Quantification Level, EPA Should Incorporate into  
     the GLI the Weekly and Monthly Averaging Methods Established in a Recently 
     Proposed Guidance Document.                                                
                                                                                
     To determine compliance under the GLI with weekly and monthly CELs, an     
     "averaging" method must be developed for handling data sets that include   
     both quantifiable and non-quantifiable sampling results.  The GLI provides 
     no guidance on this issue, indicating that permitting authorities must     
     formulate an averaging method for treating this data.  In opposition to    
     this position, GE advocates that: (i) as discussed above, EPA should       
     establish a uniform method for averaging this data to avoid inconsistent   
     enforcement determinations against similarly situated dischargers; and (ii)
     EPA's method should assign a "zero" value to non-quantifiable results.     
                                                                                
     ____________________                                                       
     (64) 58 Fed. Reg. 21044                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.426     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.427
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On December 23, 1992, EPA's Office of Water released a proposed "National  
     Strategy for the Permitting, Monitoring, and Enforcement of Water          
     Quality-Based Effluent Limitations Set Below Analytical Detection Levels." 
     (USEPA 1992f)  This National Strategy proposes that permitting authorities 
     should require dischargers to report zero discharge of a contaminant when  
     the analytical result for that contaminant falls below the CEL.  According 
     to the National Strategy, this approach has two advantages: It ensures a   
     margin of relief to the permittee to avoid false positives leading to      
     violations; and, In the case that the analytical value is non-zero, it     
     provides certainty to the compliance personnel that a violation has indeed 
     occurred when noted on the DMR.                                            
                                                                                
     The same considerations prompting use of a zero DMR value generally support
     use of zero values for daily and weekly averaging in connection with the   
     GLI.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.427     
     
     See resopnse to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.428
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the GLI contains provisions that counteract any potentially   
     detrimental effects of using zero values for non-quantifiable results.  All
     dischargers subject to WQBELs below the level of detection must institute a
     pollution minimization program to "reduce all potential sources of the     
     pollutant to maintain the effluent at or below the WQBEL." (USEPA 1992f at 
     10)  This means that even if a discharger reports a zero value for a       
     non-quantifiable pollutant, that permittee still is required to undertake  
     measures to reduce the discharge of that pollutant into the receiving      
     waters.  It is contradictory on the one hand to mandate implementation by a
     permittee of a pollution prevention program and on the other hand to       
     assume, by assigning a non-zero value to non-quantifiable monitoring       
     results, that the permittee's program has failed to maintain discharges of 
     the particular pollutant below the WQBEL level.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.428     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.429
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Ref. 33 U.S.C. Section 1319                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, assigning non-zero values to non-quantifiable pollutants is       
     tantamount in some cases to presuming, without validation, that the        
     discharger has violated its CEL.  EPA is not authorized by statue to create
     such a presumption.  Rather, the Clean Water Act requires EPA to prove,    
     through the use of valid data, that a particular discharger has violated   
     the terms and conditions of its permit.  GE believes, therefore, that EPA  
     should clarify the GLI to require permitting authorities to assign "zero"  
     to all non-quantifiable monitoring results.                                
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     ____________________                                                       
     (65) See 33 U.S.C. Section 1319.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.429     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.430
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Chemical Minimization Programs                                          
                                                                                
     GE also believes that the GLI pollutant minimization program requirements  
     are unnecessary and contrary to the Clean Water Act.                       
                                                                                
     The proposed GLI implementation procedures obligate a permit writer to     
     include in a permit a provision requiring a permittee to conduct a         
     "pollutant minimization program" whenever a WQBEL is below the detection   
     level associated with the most sensitive analytical techniques specified or
     approved under 40 CFR Part 136.  At a minimum, the program must include the
     following: An annual review and semi-annual monitoring of potential sources
     of pollutants; Quarterly monitoring for the pollutant in the influent to   
     the wastewater treatment system; Submittal of a control strategy designed  
     to proceed toward the goal of maintaining all sources of the pollutant to  
     the wastewater collection system below the WQBEL; When the sources of      
     pollution are discovered, implementation of appropriate control measures   
     consistent with the control strategy; and An annual status report.         
                                                                                
     Incredibly, the obligations to conduct a pollutant minimization program are
     not conditioned on detectable levels of the pollutant remaining in the     
     effluent.  In other words, as long as a WQBEL is below the minimum level, a
     permittee will be required to conduct a pollutant minimization program.    
     Equally incredible is the Agency's expressed goal of maintaining all       
     sources of the pollutant to the wastewater collection system below the     
     WQBEL.  In other words, the pollutant concentrations in all intenral       
     streams must be below detectable levels.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.430     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.431
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The simplest reason why pollutant minimization programs are unnecessary is 
     that such programs completely ignore the reason permittees install         
     wastewater treatment plants -- removal of pollutants.  Second, there is a  
     huge disparity between the costs of such programs and their beneift, if    
     any.  Third, EPA's requirement of a pollutant minimization program         
     represents an unprecedented governmental scrutiny of industrial processes. 
     Results of a pollutant minimization program will inevitably lead to state  
     regulatory authorities dictating complex industrial processes.  Fourth,    
     where reduction of pollutant discharges is warranted it is illogical and   
     potentially inequitable to restrict the method to achieve that reduction to
     'minimization' when treatment may be more efficient and cost effective.    
     Options including minimization should be evaluated, but the best method for
     reduction should be the choice of the discharger, not the regulator.       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.431     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.432
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Just as importantly, the Clean Water Act does not provide any authority for
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     mandatory pollutant minimization programs.  The Agency relies on its own   
     May 21, 1990 strategy for the regulation of discharges of certain          
     pollutants from pulp and paper mills as a rationale for such a program.    
     However, this guidance document can obviously not provide the Agency the   
     authority it seeks to implement.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.432     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2771.433
     Cross Ref 1: cc:RIA COST
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI would require that these pollution prevention programs be carried  
     out with considerable rigor.  In particular, the programs would include    
     periodic review and monitoring, development of "approvable" control        
     strategies, "revision" procedures, periodic identification of potential    
     sources of toxics within the plant, and an annual status report with a list
     of all actions taken to eliminate these pollutants.  With such detailed and
     burdensome procedures, even the direct costs of these pollution prevention 
     programs are likely to be substantially higher than the $25,000 per plant  
     estimated by EPA.                                                          
                                                                                
     Apart from the direct costs of implementing pollution prevention programs, 
     the pollution prevention requirements will likely impose substantial costs 
     in terms of reducing production levels, changing production processes, and 
     even foregoing new market opportunities in order to make progress in       
     eliminating all traces of these chemicals from internal wastewater streams.
     EPA has failed to address all of these important cost categories in its GLI
     cost impact analysis.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.433     
     
     EPA has considered the comments and concerns presented above and has       
     addressed them in the Supplemental Information Document chapter on WQBELs  
     Below the Level of Quantification.  Please see section 4, Pollution        
     Minimization Program (PMP), for a discussion of the provisions and         
     objectives of the PMP.                                                     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.434
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has considered, but has not proposed, an "additivity" procedure    
     whereby the effects of carcinogens would be considered "additive" and would
     result in a lowering of WQBELs for all carcinogens present in a            
     discharger's effluent.  The GLI has also considered, but not proposed, an  
     additivity procedure for dibenzo-p-dioxins, chlorinated dibenzofurans, and 
     "for other pollutants for which available scientific information supports a
     reasonable assumption that the pollutants produce the same toxic effects   
     through the same mechanism of action, and for which toxic equivalency      
     factors and bioaccumulation equivialency factors may reasonably be         
     calculated."  The toxic equivalency factor, or "TEF," would result in      
     reduction of wildlife WQS and human health based WQBELs based on non-cancer
     effects.  For the reasons set forth below, GE believes that the additivity 
     procedure for carcinogens and the TEF procedure for specified chemicals    
     lack scientific basis.  [Moreover, GE believes that if the TEF approach is 
     adopted, it should not apply to PCBs because it has been demonstrated that 
     TEFs do not predict the toxic effects of these chemicals.]                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.434     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs. See response to comment 
     P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific support for the TEF approach. 
     See response to comment P2771.072 for a discussion on the additive effects 
     of the different dioxin congeners.  See response to comment P2771.073 for a
     discussion on using the TEF approach for both cancer and noncancer effects.
      See response to comment P2656.340 for a discussion on using the TEF       
     approach as one component in establishing water quality standards.         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.435
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .435 is imbedded in comment .434.                     
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, GE believes that if the TEF approach is adopted, it should not   
     apply to PCBs because it has been demonstrated that TEFs do not predict the
     toxic effects of these chemicals.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.435     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2771.436
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1. Additivity for Carcinogens                                              
                                                                                
     EPA suggests that for carcinogens, it can be logically presumed that the   
     effects of multiple substances present in a discharge can be added together
     to yield a total impact.  That additivity assumption has no basis; unless  
     the various substances have exactly the same mechanisms of toxic action and
     affect the same receptor organs, then additivity would not occur.  As EPA  
     is well aware, chemicals determined to cause cancer in animals and/or      
     humans have been shown to affect a wide variety of organs.  Moreover, the  
     mechanisms of carcinogenesis of these chemicals appear to vary widely,     
     although, in truth, very little is known at this time regarding the        
     mechanisms by which chemicals cause, or promote, tumors.  Therefore,       
     additivity should not be presumed.  As recommended by the SAB, additivity  
     should be considered on a case-by-case basis, if the permitting agency     
     finds that several pollutants have the same mechanisms of toxic action and 
     affect the same receptor organs.  (USEPA 1992b) GE agrees with this SAB    
     recommendation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.436     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.437
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. Toxicity Equivalency Factors for Wildlife Effects and Non-Cancer Human  
     Health Effects                                                             
                                                                                
     As noted above, GE does not believe that TEFs accurately predict toxicity  
     for any compound.  Moreover, it has been adequately demonstrated that TEFs 
     do not predict the toxicity of PCBs.  Accordingly, GE urges EPA not to     
     adopt a TEF procedure in the GLI and, that if it does, it specifically     
     exclude PCBs from the chemicals which would be subject to the procedure.   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.437     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.438
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     TEFs were developed to estimate the relative carcinogenicity of            
     structurally similar compounds during the late 1970's when it became       
     apparent that dioxin congeners other than 2,3,7, 8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-   
     dioxin (2,3,7,8-TCDD) had been released into the environment, particularly 
     from combustion sources (USEPA 1989).  Early attempts to assign relative   
     toxicity values were developed for assessing risk associated with the      
     emissions of chlorinated dibenzo-p-dioxins (CDDs) and chloronated          
     dibenzofurans (CDFs) from the high temperature incineration of             
     polychlorinated biphenyls (PCBs) and the combustion of municipal wastes.   
     (USEPA 1981, 1982)  In 1989, EPA proposed interim guidelines for estimating
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     the risks associated with mixtures of CDDs and CDFs following the          
     International Toxic Equivalency scheme (I-TEF) developed through an        
     international project under the auspices of the North Atlantic Treaty      
     Organization's Committee on Challenges of Modern Society (NATO/CCMS) (NATO 
     1989). More recently, the EPA has expanded the TEF scheme to include PCB   
     congeners.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The TEF methodology involves the assignment of a TEF value of 1.0 to       
     2,3,7,8-TCDD.  TEF values for the remaining congeners range from zero to   
     one and represent an estimate of relative toxicity using 2,3,7,8-TCDD as   
     the reference measure of toxicity.  With the exception of 2,3,7,8-TCDD,    
     hexa-CDD and CDFs, all the TEF values are estimated from short-term in vivo
     and in vitro acute toxicity data from rodent studies (EPA 1989, 1991c; NATO
     1989).  For each congener, one or more of the following endpoints were used
     to derive the TEF value:  enzyme induction, immunotoxicity, thymic atrophy,
     body weight gain, potential bioaccumulation, teratogenicity, and lethality.
     For example, an I-TEF of 0.5 was assigned to 1,2,3,7,8-penta-CDD based     
     primarily on mouse lethality data.  The rationale for using such a scheme, 
     of course, is to predict carcinogenic potency for compounds for which      
     chronic carcinogencity bioassays have not been conducted.  Clearly the     
     appropriateness of this approach rests upon the scientific validity of     
     extrapolating from toxic endpoints such as lethality to tumorigenesis.     
                                                                                
     For most dioxin and furan congeners, the supporting evidence for the       
     assignment of a TEF in the regulatory setting is not convincing.  EPA      
     (1989) acknowledges this and states:                                       
                                                                                
     With the exception of 2,3,7,8-TCDD the 2,3,7,8-hexaCDDs and 2,3,7,8-TCDF,  
     the TEFs are not based on the results of major animal (reproductive,       
     carcinogenic) studies.  Generally, TEFs are based on estimates of the      
     relative toxicity in in vitro tests whose relationships to the chronic     
     effects of concern is largely presumptive (emphasis added).                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.438     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs. See response to comment 
     P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific support for the TEF approach. 
     See response to comment P2771.072 for a discussion on the additive effects 
     of the different dioxin congeners.  See response to comment P2771.073 for a
     discussion on using the TEF approach for both cancer and noncancer effects.
      See response to comment P2656.340 for a discussion on using the TEF       
     approach as one component in establishing water quality standards.         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.439
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of TEFs implies that all biological effects of exposure are        
     equivalent and are scientifically valid predictors of carcinogenic         
     potential.  Such biological effects include reproductive, immunological,   
     and growth rate effects, as well as induction of certain relatively        
     non-specific hepatic enzymes such as aryl hydrocarbon hydroxylase (AHH).   
     Neubert (1991) recently outlined a number of prerequisites which would have
     to be fulfilled in order to consider the TEF approach valid from a         
     scientific point of view.  These include: 1) the actions of the congeners  
     must be strictly additive in the dose range to be evaluated; 2) the        
     dose-response curves for the various congeners must run parallel; 3) the   
     organotropic manifestations of all congeners must be identical, also over  
     the dose relevant ranges; 4) dose-response curves for various toxicological
     endpoints for a given congener must run parallel; 5) for extrapolations    
     between species the kinetics must be identical, or differences have to be  
     taken into consideration; and, 6) with respect to a risk assessment in man,
     toxic or biological manifestations in the lower dose ranges are of special 
     interest, and LD50 values and effects induced by highly toxic doses are of 
     minor importance.                                                          
                                                                                
     According to Neubert (1991), for most dioxin and furan congeners, most of  
     these issues have not been resolved to date.  The author further states    
     that "in fact, there is not a single pair of congeners for which           
     substantial and sufficient information on dose-responses for various       
     toxicological and biological endpoints is available."                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.439     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific       
     support for the TEF approach.                                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.440
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Safe (1990) recently proposed an expansion of the TEF scheme to include    
     brominated dibenzo-p-dioxins and dibenzofurans (BDDs and BDFs), PCBs, and  
     polybrominated biphenyls (PBBs).  Similar to the I-TEF scheme for CDDs and 
     CDFs, Safe (1990) used various measures of noncancer toxicologic endpoints 
     to derive TEFs for coplanar and mono-ortho coplaner PCBs, as well as for   
     certain diortho coplaner PCBs.  These groups of PCB congeners were selected
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     because of commonality with regards to Ah receptor activity and because of 
     the correlation between structure-binding and structure- activity          
     relationships. (Safe 1990)                                                 
                                                                                
     Safe's (1990) hypothesis that all toxic responses to these coplaner        
     compounds are mediated through a common cytosolic receptor protein and     
     involve the induction of various cytochrome P-450 enzymes including AHH is 
     consistent with the research of others.  (Litterst et al. 1972; Alvarez et 
     al. 1973; Alvarez and Kappas 1975; Poland and Glover 1977; Parkinson et al.
     1981; Bandiera et al. 1983; Leece et al. 1985)  However, these biochemical 
     responses are not unique to certain coplaner halogenated compounds; i.e,   
     dioxins, furans, and coplaner PCBs.  In actuality, the induction of P-450  
     enzymes is a common, toxicologic response to many xenobiotic compounds as  
     well as many naturaly occurring compounds such as indoles.  (Fiala et al.  
     1985; Hodgson and Levi 1987) Indoles are commonly found in table vegetables
     such as cabbage, cauliflower, brussel sprouts, and broccoli and are        
     considered by many to have a beneficial effect through their action as     
     dietary anticarginogenic agents because they induce AHH.  (Fiala et al.    
     1985) Hundreds of different organic compounds, including drugs and         
     insecticides, have been shown to induce cytochrome P-450; the only criteria
     necessary for induction appears to be lipophilicity.  (Hodgson and Levi    
     1987)                                                                      
                                                                                
     Given the uncertainty and lack of supporting toxicological documentation,  
     and the current understanding of carcinogenic mechanisms, dioxins, furans, 
     and PCBs should not be regulated using the TEF approach.  The use of       
     cytochrome P-450 and AHH induction and other acute and subchronic          
     toxicologic endpoints for estimating carcinogenic potency is not           
     appropriate.  Furthermore, the criteria outlined by Neubert (1991) have not
     been satisfactorily addressed.  There is no evidence that the dose response
     curves for the different congeners are parallel, nor is there evidence that
     the dose response curves for all toxicologic endpoints for a given congener
     are parallel.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.440     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     See response to comment P2656.339 for a discussion on the scientific       
     support for the TEF approach.                                              
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.441
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     EPA has also incorporated into its dioxin reassessment the determination of
     toxic equivalency factors (TEFs) for varions "coplanar" PCB congeners and  
     their mono-ortho-chloro derivatives, based on the belief that these        
     congeners express toxicity similar to dioxin.  EPA would measure levels of 
     "coplanar" PCBs in human serum samples, for which dioxin/dibenzofuran      
     values are already known, and subsequently determine where humans fit on   
     the dose-response curve for enzyme induction.  EPA would then assess the   
     risk for all health effects related to exposure to dioxin and dioxin-like  
     compounds.                                                                 
                                                                                
     This approach is fine in principle, since it attempts to combine several   
     different chemical families into one formula for estimating risk, but it is
     one against which certain scientific information, which will be summarized 
     below, argues strongly.                                                    
                                                                                
     In opening remarks at a December, 1990, Workshop on the Application of     
     Toxic Equivalency Factors (TEFs) to PCBs, Dr. Donald Barnes presented      
     "seven guiding criteria for the successful application of TEFs to any given
     complex mixture."  One of the most important of these was "demonstrated    
     additivity between the toxicity of individual congeners."  Dr. Barnes      
     further stated that "the use of TEFs implicitly presumes additivity, so    
     that there should be some evidence of additivity is a reasonable assumption
     for the group of chemicals in question, in this case PCBs.  Additiviy is   
     crucial and is easily tested based on available data."                     
                                                                                
     Dr. Stephen Safe presented data at the same workshop that he regarded as   
     "limitations of the TEF approach for commercial PCB mixtures..."  Based on 
     his calculation of toxic equivalents (TEs) using analytical data for       
     coplanar congeners (IU PAC #s 77, 126, and 169) from Kannan (1988), Safe   
     calculated expected ED(50) values of AHH induction and immunotoxicity for  
     Aroclors 1242, 1248, 1254, and 1260 and compared them to observed values of
     Aroclors.  Based on these comparisons he concluded, regarding              
     immunotoxicity, that "for Aroclors 1254 and 1260, the TEF approach provided
     good correspondence between the calculated values and the observed values. 
     The situation is different for the lower chlorinated Aroclors.... For these
     two lower chlorinated Aroclors, therefore, the risk assessors would        
     overestimate the toxicity."  Similarly, in the case of AHH induction, he   
     concluded that TEFs overestimated the toxicity of the lower chlorinated    
     Aroclors, but provided reasonable good correspondence for Aroclors 1254 and
     1260.                                                                      
                                                                                
     As indicated by Dr. Safe, his estimates of TEs included only contributions 
     from the coplanar congeners.  The mono-ortho coplanar congeners, which are 
     now included in EPA'a assessment of TEFs(66), were not included.           
     Contributions to TEs from these congeners can now be included based on     
     analytical data from Schulz et al. (1989) for the eight mono-ortho         
     congeners for which TEFs have been assigned.  (Unfortunately, Schulz et al.
     (1989) did not analyze Aroclor 1248, so further comparisons cannot be made 
     regarding this Aroclor.  However, Aroclor 1232 can be included since it is 
     known to be a ~50-50 mixture of Aroclors 1221, which contains no TEs, and  
     1242.  The TE value is assumed to be 50 % that of Aroclor 1242.  The       
     recalculated TEs for these Aroclors and Clophen A 30 are given in Table 1. 
                                                                                
     Expected ED(50) values for immunotoxicity and AHH induction were           
     recalculated using the total TEs from Table 1 and the method of calculation
     described in U.S. EPA (1991d).  Results are given in Tables 2 and 3,       
     respectively, along the with original expected-values (using only coplanar 
     congener TEs) and test results observed for the Aroclors (USEPA 1991d).    
     Finally, ratios of observed to recalculated expected values are given.  The
     results of this reanalysis indicate that TEFs overestimate toxicity in     
     every case.  In every case but one, the overestimation exceeds an order of 
     magnitude.  Therefore, it is clear that the principle of additivity is not 
     met for two of the basic indicators of dioxin-like toxicity, AHH induction 
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     and immuno-toxicity, and that toxic equivalents will substantially         
     overestimate the toxicity of PCB mixtures.                                 
                                                                                
     An even more important test of the utility of toxic equilavents for the    
     estimation of PCB risks is the issue of carcinogenicity, which is the basis
     for risk assessments for both dioxin and PCBs.  The recent update of liver 
     tumor pathology carried out by the Institute for Evaluating Health Risks   
     (IEHR 1991) provides valid data for comparing tumor potency of PCB mixtures
     with levels of TEs.  Data in Table 4 indicate that there is no correlation 
     between the daily feedings of TCDD equilavents contained in the PCB        
     mixtures Clophen A30, Aroclor 1254, and Aroclor 1260 with the cancer       
     potency resulting from long-term feeding studies in rats.  Secondly, the   
     daily feedings of TCDD equivalents in the studies involving Clophen A30 and
     Aroclor 1254 were 2.7 and 6.5 times, respectively, the daily feeding of    
     TCDD in the Kociba experiment.  If PCB toxic equivalents were behaving like
     dioxin, and if the effects were additive, tests with these mixtures should 
     have shown a powerful carcinogenic effect.  Both of these tests were       
     negative.                                                                  
                                                                                
     -----------------------------                                              
     (66) Dr. Safe agrees that it is appropriate to include data on mono-ortho  
     coplaner congeners in calculating TES (personal discussion with S. Safe,   
     December, 1991).                                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.441     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs.                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.442
     Cross Ref 1: see 441
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment .441.                                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has considered a proposal to require the use of TEFs in setting    
     water quality-based effluent standards for PCBs.  This would assume that   
     TEs are additive and reasonably predictive of the toxicity of mixtures.    
     Data presented above indicates that assumptions about additivity are       
     inappropriate, and that the TEF approach does not realibly predict the     
     toxicity of PCB mixtures in terms of AHH induction, immunotoxicty of       
     carcinogenicity.  In other words, PCB congeners having certain dioxin-like 
     properties when tested individually do not behave like TCDD in PCB         
     mixtures.  These analyses should lead EPA to reconsider its assumptions    
     about additivity.                                                          
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     Response to: P2771.442     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not contain TEFs for PCBs.                         
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.443
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There are two major problems with the use of TEFs in regulations.  These   
     problems, the inclusion of "not detected" (ND) values in TE calculations,  
     and the assumption of equal bioconcentrations of all congeners, need to be 
     resolved before TEFs can be used in the regulatory arena.  In many, if not 
     most cases, the analytical results for PCDD and PCDF congeners would be    
     below detection limits for the particular analytical technique.  Neither   
     the EPA nor the SAB provide guidance on how to deal with values below the  
     detection limit.  How is the regulated community to incorporate "Not       
     Detected" or "Not Quantifiable" values into the TEF concept?  Should one   
     use zero or the detection or quantification limit as the concentration     
     factor for all non-detected or non-quantifiable congeners?  Depending on   
     the value chosen for "not detected," the calculated TEF can vary by an     
     order of magnitude.  For a complex sample where all the congeners are below
     the detection limit, it is possible for the calculated TEF to exceed the   
     allowable level, even if no PCDDs or PCDFs are detected, depending on how  
     "non-detects" are treated.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.443     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final additivity provisions do not specify how States and Tribes should
     address "non-detect" values in the calculation of toxic equivalence        
     concentrations.  The decision on how to address "non-detects" is left to   
     the individual State programs and existing EPA regulations and guidance.   
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not assume all of the 17 congeners have equal      
     bioaccumulation potential.  The final Guidance uses bioaccumulation        
     equivalency factors to account for the different bioaccumulation potential 
     of the 17 congeners.                                                       
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.444
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As the concept of using TEFs for PCBs appears to be gaining momentum within
     the Agency, we urge caution as this approach is considered.  Objective     
     review of the conceptual basis of TEFs for PCBs reveals serious            
     deficiencies.  It is not clear that the TEFs for PCBs that are currently   
     receiving the most attention are, in fact, at all representative of        
     environmental and health endpoints of importance.                          
                                                                                
     GE believes that the PCB TEF system will not stand up to careful scrutiny. 
     While the system may be appropriate to guide research and possibly even to 
     assist risk managers conceptualize risks, it certainly is not strongly     
     enough based to support regulatory standards.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.444     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not include TEFs for PCBs.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2771.445
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A single example may provide the most telling argument for caution.  Risk  
     assessment and regulation of 2,3,7,8-TCDD, and by analogy the other PCDDs  
     and PCDFs, is based almost exclusively on the cancer risk associated with  
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     these chemicals.  Even though a wide range of animal toxicities are        
     acknowledged to be associated with exposure to 2,3,7,8-TCDD and seem to    
     result from the same receptor-mediated mechanism, it is the cancer endpoint
     that drives risk assessments and, thus, regulations.  One of the primary   
     driving forces for the development of TEFs for PCDDs and PCDFs was the lack
     of carcinogenicity data for the individual congeners.  TEFs were, largely  
     developed so the cancer potency factor for 2,3,7,8-TCDD could be applied to
     PCDD and PCDF mixtures in clean-up situations.                             
                                                                                
     Logic would argue that if PCBs, or more specifically selected PCBs, are to 
     be managed or regulated based on TEFs and their 'dioxin-like' properties,  
     those TEFs should bear some relationship to the endpoint of most concern   
     within the Agency, cancer risk.  Yet, the available animal data for PCBs   
     provides evidence directly controverting this logic.  Data presented by Dr.
     Safe at the December Washington conference indicate that the TEFs for      
     commercial PCB products are the highest in the lower chlorinated products  
     such as Aroclor 1232 an Aroclor 1242.  Aroclor 1260, the most highly       
     chlorinated of the products discussed, has the lowest TEQ, as calculated by
     the proposed scheme.  However, PCB products chlorinated at the 60% level or
     higher are the only mixtures of which there is sufficient evidence of      
     rodent carcinogenicity.  Dr. Safe acknowledged at the conference that the  
     carcinogenicity of PCB mixtures has nothing to do with the 'dioxin-like'   
     congeners.  It is, therefore inappropriate to treat these congeners as     
     "dioxins" for risk assessment and regulatory purposes.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.445     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not include TEFs for PCBs.                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.446
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix E to the GLI sets forth a water quality antidegradation regulation
     that would be required to be adopted and enforced by the states.  GE       
     believes that the antidegradation regulation will effectively preclude many
     plant expansions and modifications that would result in only minor changes 
     in the nature of the effluent or quantity of pollutants discharged by a    
     facility.  Perhaps more importantly, the regulation would make it extremely
     difficult for plants to increase their production rate over average levels,
     even if their wastewater discharge still would comply with permit limits.  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.446     
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     See response to comment P2771.075.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.447
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The most significant aspects of the antidegradation regulation are as      
     follows.  Where any state-designated uses of a waterbody are already       
     impaired, i.e., the applicable GLI WQS are exceeded, the water quality many
     not be lowered with respect to the pollutants causing the impairment.      
                                                                                
     Where, for any chemical parameter, the water quality exceeds the level     
     necessary to support propagation of fish, shellfish and wildlife, as well  
     as recreation, the water will be considered "high quality" for that        
     parameter and that quality cannot be lowered unless the state, through a   
     complicated process involving public participation, finds that "allowing   
     lower water quality is necessary to accommodate important economic or      
     social development in the area where the water is located."                
                                                                                
     To achieve these objectives, the model regulation includes a complicated   
     implementation procedure.  That procedure applies to all "decisions or     
     actions" that have a potential to result in "significant" lowering of water
     quality.  A "significant" lowering of water quality would occur when:      
                                                                                
     There would be any increse in the mass loading of a BCC contributed to a   
     water by an existing point source or any new discharge of a BCC by a new   
     point source.  An increase in mass loading from an existing source would   
     include an increase over the baseline level, sometimes called "existing    
     effluent quality," or "EEQ," calculated from historical average discharge  
     levels; or                                                                 
                                                                                
     There would be more than a de minimis increase in the mass loading of a    
     non-BCC to a water from an existing or new point source.  To be "de        
     minimis," (1) the lowering of water quality could not use more than 10% of 
     the "unused assimilative capacity" of the water, and (2) for non-GLI       
     pollutants, no more than 90% of the total assimilative capacity has been   
     used.                                                                      
                                                                                
     If an action would result in a significant lowering of water quality, it   
     would be prohibited unless the person proposing the action submitted an    
     antidegradation demonstration to the state and the demonstration was       
     approved.  Such a demonstration would need to include:                     
                                                                                
     A "pollution prevention alternative analysis" that addresses alternatives  
     to eliminate or significantly reduce the lowering of water quality,        
     including chemical substitution, water conservation, in-plant waste        
     reduction, recycle/reuse, and manufacturing process changes;               
                                                                                
     An "advanced treatment analysis" that evaluates the costs that would be    
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     required to eliminate the significant lowering of water quality; and       
                                                                                
     An assessment of the "important social or economic" developments to the    
     area that would result from the proposed significant lowering of water     
     quality.                                                                   
                                                                                
     Upon submittal of an antidegradation demonstration, the demonstration would
     be reviewed by the state to determine if it is "necessary to accommodate   
     important economic or social development," as described above.  In         
     considering the demonstration, the state would be required to do the       
     following:                                                                 
                                                                                
     If any of the pollution prevention alternatives were determined to be      
     "prudent and feasible" and capable of reducing the lowering of water       
     quality, the permitting authority could require that the alternatives be   
     implemented as part of an authorization to lower quality or the authority  
     could deny the demonstration;                                              
                                                                                
     If advanced treatment technology to eliminate the significant lowering of  
     water quality would cost 10% or less than the cost incurred by the source  
     to achieve compliance with federal technology-based effluent guidelines and
     water quality based effluent limitations, the permitting authority would   
     have to deny the request to lower water quality; and                       
                                                                                
     If the proposed social or economic development did not include:  (1) an    
     acceptable increase in the number of jobs in the area; (2) an acceptable   
     increase in personal income in the area; (3) an acceptable reduction in the
     unemployment rate or other social service expenditures; (4) an acceptable  
     increase in tax revenues; or (5) adequate provision of necessary social    
     services, the permitting authority would have to deny the request to lower 
     water quality.                                                             
                                                                                
     If the permitting authority tentatively decided to allow the significant   
     lowering of water quality, that decision would be subject to public notice 
     and participation, after which the authority would issue a final decision. 
                                                                                
     GE believes that the GLI's antidegradation provision is inconsistent with  
     existing law, provides the permitting authority excessive authority, is    
     counterproductive, unnecessarily creates a new political arena in which    
     companies' expansion plans will be assessed, and will ultimately halt      
     future development in the Great Lakes region.  These concerns are addressed
     below.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.447     
     
     See response to comment P2771.076.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.448
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A.  Consistency with Law                                                   
                                                                                
     The proposed antidegradation procedure is inconsistent with the terms of   
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.  Article IV, Section 1(c) of that 
     Agreement provides as follows:                                             
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the adoption of Specific Objectives, all reasonable and    
     practicable measures shall be taken to maintain or improve the existing    
     water quality in those areas of the boundary waters of the Great Lakes     
     System where such water quality is better that that prescribed by the      
     Specific Objectives, and in those areas having outstanding natural resource
     value.                                                                     
                                                                                
     (emphasis added).  GE believes that the proposed antidegradation provisions
     are neither reasonable nor practicable.  Where a waterbody complies with   
     the extremely stringent GLI WQS, it is not reasonable to require a company 
     to participate in a complex and expensive regulatory proceeding, in which  
     virtually unfettered discretion resides in the hands of the permitting     
     authority, before it undertakes a plant expansion that will result in a    
     small increase in pollutant loadings to a clean waterbody.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.448     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VII.     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/P2
     Comment ID: P2771.449
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is not reasonable, in order to obtain permission for a small increase in
     pollutant loading to an unimpaired waterbody, to expend potentially        
     enormous sums of money on a "pollution prevention alternative analysis"    
     which must investigate, among other things, chemical substitution and 100% 
     wastewater recycle.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.449     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/P2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: P2771.450
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It may very well not be reasonable to require expenditures of an additional
     10% of costs for BAT and WQBEL-attainment technology to avoid a small      
     increase in discharge.  In many cases, the arbitrary 10% rule would require
     expenditures well in excess of the cost of the proposed expansion and make 
     the project economically unfeasible.  The 10% figure is clearly too high   
     for very small increases in loadings and has no relation to the benefits of
     avoiding the additional discharge.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.450     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2771.451
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, it is not reasonable to require a company to justify the need 
     for plant expansion or increased production under the vague standard of    
     "important social or economic benefit" development.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.451     
     
     EPA disagrees.  It is entirely reasonable to impose such a requirement     
     where a party wishes to use a public resource for private gain.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/TECH
     Comment ID: P2771.452
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A few examples help demonstrate the unreasonableness and impracticability  
     of the GLI antidegradation regulation.  Assume a company that is located in
     a rural area, discharges to a relatively small receiving water and has 10  
     process lines that use toluene as an ingredient.  When the company desires 
     to add an eleventh line in response to market demands, it would apparently 
     need to undertake extensive research and development efforts into the      
     potential for replacing toluene with a chemical not regulated by the GLI.  
     Toluene is not a carcinogen and is one of the least toxic chemicals        
     regulated by the GLI.  Given the likely higher toxicity of chemicals that  
     might replace toluene, an R&D project seeking chemial substitution in this 
     case may not be appropriate; in any event, having the requirements for such
     a project triggered by a proposal to add one additional process line seems 
     entirely unreasonable.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.452     
     
     See response to comment D2741.170.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/SE
     Comment ID: P2771.453
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As another example, take a company which wishes to expand its plant, by    
     installing new automated equipment to enable it to fill increased orders   
     due to an economic upturn.  The equipment will be purchased from           
     out-of-state and the plant will need to hire only two new employees to     
     operate it.  Failure to fill the orders could cause the company's customers
     to move to other suppliers.  By any reading of the GLI antidegradation     
     rule, hiring two employees would not be considered "an important social or 
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     economic development in the area in which the waters are located."  As a   
     result, such a company could be forced to close its business or move its   
     facility out-of-state, with a consequent loss of jobs and income in the    
     community in which it is located.  To conform to the GLWQ Agreement, the   
     proposed antidegradation procedure must be changed substantially to meet   
     the "reasonable and practical" standard.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.453     
     
     See response to comment D1996.044.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/SE          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2771.454
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI antidegradation procedures are also inconsistent with     
     EPA's current antidegradation regulations.  The focus of the existing      
     regulations is on ambient water quality.  Small changes in loadings that   
     have no effect on ambient concentrations in the water body are not of      
     consequence under the existing policy.  The draft Great Lakes proposal     
     would make a fundamental change to existing policy by shifting the focus to
     any increase in the mass loading of a BCC from an individual source.  The  
     proposed change is unnecessarily stringent because some increases in       
     discharges -- even of BCCs -- have a negligible effect on ambient          
     concentrations, and hence water quality, because of adsorption,            
     biodegradation, and volatilization.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.454     
     
     EPA disagrees.  Currently, national regulations governing the              
     implementation of the antidegradation policy found at 40 CFR 131.12 do not 
     exist.  However, the provisions of the final Guidance are consistent with  
     Agency guidance which has been developed for use in implementing 40 CFR    
     131.12.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2771.455
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI antidegradation provisions are counterproductive and will create   
     perverse incentives incompatible with EPA's goal of reducing pollution.    
     For one, since increases in loadings of BCCs above current levels would be 
     prohibited, sources may seek to maintain discharge loadings at levels close
     to permit levels in order to preserve operational flexibility.  Thus, an   
     unintended consequence of the proposed antidegradation rule could very well
     be to increase loadings of some chemicals, where normal fluctuations in    
     operations might otherwise lower them.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.455     
     
     This comment refers to the use of EEQ to implement antidegradation in the  
     proposal.  This concept was not included in the final Guidance.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2771.456
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Moreover, the antidegradation rule could increase the total toxicity of    
     certain discharges.  In instances where a source wished to lower the net   
     toxicity of a discharge, by increasing the loadings of one chemical and    
     decreasing the loadings of others, it would have to obtain prior approval. 
     Approval would follow only after a lengthy review procedure, including     
     extensive pollution prevention studies.  As a result, sources would be less
     likely to undertake changes in the mix of pollutants it discharges, even   
     when doing so would otherwise entail little or no cost and would result in 
     a net decline in overall toxicity and an improvement in water quality.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.456     
     
     See response to comment D2724.545.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.457
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the antidegradation rule may, by virtue of its success at halting 
     industrial development in the Great Lakes region, have serious unintended  
     consequences, such as increased unemployment and lower tax revenues, as    
     plants move out of the basin to accommodate their expansion plans.  In an  
     already economically depressed area, the GLI will certainly do nothing to  
     help the business climate.  In fact, it will circumvent state incentives to
     encourage new business development and make it virtually impossible for    
     states to compete for new plants that will improve their economies.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.457     
     
     EPA is confident that the adverse impacts of the antidegradation provisions
     of the final Guidance on the Great Lakes region will be minimal.  First,   
     States and Tribes are only required to adopt Great Lakes-specific          
     antidegradation provisions for BCCs; the final Guidance places no new      
     demands on States and Tribes with respect to non-BCCs.  Second, the Great  
     Lakes-specific provisions contained in the final Guidance no longer include
     EEQ-based permit limits as a means of implementing antidegradation for     
     BCCs.  This change from the proposed Guidance should minimize any negative 
     impacts of the final Guidance on the regulated community.  Finally, the    
     number of facilities discharging BCCs and therefore subject to the Great   
     Lakes antidegradation provisions is small, so the impact of the final      
     Guidance on the Great Lakes region as a whole should also be small.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.458
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation procedure also creates a new and unnecessary political 
     arena in which plant expansion plans are apt to be judged not on their     
     environmental impact, but on a myriad of other, irrelevant factors.  Public
     participation is clearly important to the environmental regulatory process,
     and the public should have opportunities both for input into whether       
     proposed projects comply with regulatory requirements and for assuring that
     regulators do their jobs.  But how will a permitting agency be able to make
     fair decisions, under the "feasible alternatives" and "economic and social 
     benefit" tests, if the public, for emotional or political reasons, dislikes
     a company's business or business practices for reasons unrelated to        
     environmental protection?  Will a non-unionized company be judged on the   
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     same grounds as a unionized company?  Will a defense contractor be allowed 
     to expand even if it would provide many new jobs?  That the potential for  
     such issues to be raised is more than mere speculation is illustrated by   
     the recent boycott announcement by adoption rights advocates against Maytag
     Company merely because it is located in Iowa in response to a recent Iowa  
     Supreme Court decision regarding parental rights of biological versus      
     adoptive parents.  GE believes that these new and extremely vague tests,   
     particularly "economic and social benefit," can only lead to further misuse
     of environmental regulation in attempts to achieve unrelated goals.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.458     
     
     Although extensive direction on implementing antidegradation is provided,  
     the final Guidance cannot anticipate every possible situation that might   
     arise.  EPA is confident that States and Tribes have implemented, and will 
     continue to implement antidegradation in a fair and equitable manner.      
     Since the current regulations were promulgated in 1983, EPA is aware of no 
     incidences where an antidegradation review was delayed for any reason other
     than water quality concerns.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/BCC
     Comment ID: P2771.459
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation provision is apt to halt development in the Great Lakes
     states.  The restriction on any increase in the actual mass loading rate of
     BCC's is particularly burdensome, especially if phenol and toluene --      
     currently "potential" BCCs -- are later considered to be BCCs.(1)  As the  
     economy continues to recover from the recent recession, firms in the Great 
     Lakes States facing these new regulatory restrictions -- especially firms  
     with low levels of BCCs in their discharge streams -- will find it         
     difficult to return to the production levels of the 1980s.                 
                                                                                
     __________________________________                                         
     (1)These chemicals are used in a variety of industrial processes, from     
     printing to manufacture of other organic compounds, and are widely used    
     throughout the Great Lakes states.  Phenol is extremely biodegradable and, 
     due to that characteristic, is not considered to be capable of causing     
     significant environmental impairment.  A ban on the increased discharge of 
     these chemicals, and for that matter, all chemicals deemed to be BCC's, can
     have no other impact than to require companies to take their expansion     
     plans to locations other than the Great Lakes basin.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.459     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2616.018.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2771.460
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The prohibition on increases in the rate of discharge of BCCs from any     
     source above levels currently being discharged i.e., "existing effluent    
     quality" or "EEQ", is particularly troublesome.  This ban would apply even 
     if a source were allowed higher levels by permit.  This policy applies to  
     both industrial and municipal discharges and has enormous adverse          
     implications for future economic growth of the Great Lakes Region.         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.460     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.461
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 460                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This proposal, for instance, would make it extremely difficult if not      
     impossible to obtain production increases in plants currently operating at 
     less than full capacity and below allowable permit limits.  Due to the     
     recession and cyles in demand for industrial products, many production     
     facilities are operating at less than full capacity, and will remain that  
     way unless some flexibility and reasonableness are provided for in the     
     final rule.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.461     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2771.462
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 460                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These chemicals are used in a variety of industrial processes, from        
     printing to manufacture of other organic compounds, and are widely used    
     throughout the Great Lakes states.  Phenol is extremely biodegradable and, 
     due to that characteristic, is not considered to be capable of causing     
     significant environmental impairment.  A ban on the increased discharge of 
     these chemicals, and for that matter, all chemicals deemed to be BCC's, can
     have no other impact than to require companies to take their expansion     
     plans to locations other than the Great Lakes basin.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.462     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2771.463
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 460                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, wastewater treatment plants are designed with excess capacity and  
     normally operate at a better removal efficiency than that required by      
     permit to ensure that violations do not occur.  The GLI policy, however,   
     would eliminate the plant's ability to operate within a "margin of safety" 
     because the enforceable permit limits will be reduced to whatever levels   
     are actually discharged.  In order to avoid civil or criminal penalties,   
     therefore, permittees will be forced to maintain or adopt production       
     cutbacks to account for inherent process or treatment variability.         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.463     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/EEQ
     Comment ID: P2771.464
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 460                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the proposed antidegradation policy would freeze the production     
     process in time, and preclude normal activities such as process changes,   
     product line changes, changes in inputs, modifications to waste handling   
     equipment and new sanitary or industrial hookups to municipalities unless  
     the facility was able to show widespread social and economic harm.  This is
     because even a minor change in any of these parameters could increase      
     concentrations of some substances in discharges over current levels, even  
     if they can be accommodated within current permits.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.464     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/EEQ         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2771.465
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, even though EPA does not in this Initiative create new regulatory  
     authority over nonpoint sources, the proposal would ban normally allowed   
     nonpoint source activities such as new construction activity and new air   
     emissions from factories or incineration if those sources are subject to   
     any other Federal, State or local regulation.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.465     
     
     Please see response to comment ID  D2621.002.                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2771.466
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, antidegradation would apply even in cases where the cause is not  
     discernable, such as normal aging of municipal treatment plants or         
     industrial waste treatment processes, even if existing permit limits can be
     fully met.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.466     
     
     See response to comment D2098.021.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DEMO
     Comment ID: P2771.467
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The antidegradation demonstration requirements, however, are perhaps the   
     most burdensome aspect of the regulation.  Companies are accustomed to     
     making demonstrations to environmental agencies regarding things that can  
     be quantified -- e.q., showing that "fenceline" emissions with air quality 
     standards or that a waste meets RCRA delisting criteria.  They know, up    
     front, what they have to do to make these demonstrations.  They can assess,
     up front, their chances for success, the cost of the necessary data        
     collections, and the length of time involved.  But how, exactly, does one  
     demonstrate that a recycle technology is or is not "prudent or reasonable."
      How does one demonstrate that a planned expansion will result in "economic
     or social benefits" sufficient to please the regulatory agency?  What will 
     it cost to perform the required "pollution prevention alternative          
     analysis"?  How long will the antidegradation demonstration process take?  
     And finally, why would a company with an option to expand a plant anywhere 
     else than the Great Lakes Basin choose to try to expand in the Basin?      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.467     
     
     See response to comment D2758.037.                                         
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DEMO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.468
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that a rational, environmentally protective antidegradation    
     procedure can be developed as part of the GLI.  GE believes that the       
     antidegradation procedure should be as follows:                            
                                                                                
     [The trigger for antidegradation review, both for BCC's and non-BCC's,     
     should be an increase in a permit limit or discharge of a new pollutant.]  
                                                                                
     [Once the antidegradation analysis is triggered, a discharger should be    
     able to obtain approval of its proposed increase if it meets either of the 
     two following tests:                                                       
                                                                                
     a de minimis test, which would require that the increase cause no          
     significant impact on water quality (this test would be satisfied if the   
     increase did not lead to an exceedance of the prescribed wasteload         
     allocation); or                                                            
                                                                                
     a cost test, which would require that the discharger show excessive control
     costs to avoid the increase in permit limits and an effect on important    
     social and economic development if the increase is not allowed.]           
                                                                                
     [A discharger should not have to pass a separate and distinct pollution    
     prevention alternatives test as part of the antidegradation analysis.      
     Pollution prevention should be considered in the cost test performed to    
     determine whether excessive control costs would be required to increase the
     permit limit.]                                                             
                                                                                
     [As discussed above, GE believes that Tier II values should not be used to 
     develop enforceable permit limits.  However, if EPA does proceed to develop
     Tier II-WQBELs limits, then the antidegradation rules should not be applied
     to those limits.  Given the lack of technical basis for the Tier II values,
     a discharger should not be required to make a demonstration under the      
     antidegradation rules in order to obtain a change in such a limit.]        
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.468     
     
     See responses to comments D2723.136 and D2856.050.                         
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.469
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.469 is imbedded in comment #.468.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [GE believes that a rational, environmentally protective antidegradation   
     procedure can be developed as part of the GLI.  GE believes that the       
     antidegradation procedure should be as follows:]  The trigger for          
     antidegradation review, both for BCC's and non-BCC's, should be an increase
     in a permit limit or discharge of a new pollutant.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.469     
     
     EPA does not agree that changes in permit limits should be the trigger for 
     antidegradation review for BCCs as well as non-BCCs. The Great Lakes are   
     particularly sensitive to adverse impacts from BCCs, consequently, any     
     increase in the loading of such pollutants to the Great Lakes System must  
     be carefully assessed. This is especially important given the fact that for
     many BCCs, criteria are less than the levels of detection for commonly     
     available analytical methods.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/DMIN
     Comment ID: P2771.470
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.470 is imbedded in comment #.468.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [GE believes that a rational, environmentally protective antidegradation   
     procedure can be developed as part of the GLI.  GE believes that the       
     antidegradation procedure should be as follows:]  Once the antidegradation 
     analysis is triggered, a discharge should be able to obtain approval of its
     proposed increase if it meets either of the two following tests:           
                                                                                
     a de minimis test, which would require that the increase cause no          
     significant impact on water quality (this test would be satisfied if the   
     increase did not lead to an exceedance of the prescribed wasteload         
     allocation); or                                                            
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     a cost test, which would require that the discharger show excessive control
     costs to avoid the increase in permit limits and an effect on important and
     economic development if the increase is not allowed.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.470     
     
     The commenter suggests that the de minimis provisions of the proposed      
     Guidance should be replaced with a two-pronged de minimis test.  According 
     to the commenter, increased discharges should be allowed if either there   
     will be no significant impacts to the receiving water or the costs to the  
     discharger to mitigate the significant impacts will be excessive and will  
     limit important social and economic development.                           
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that the tests suggested by the commenter would         
     constitute de minimis reductions in water quality.  Any adverse impact on a
     receiving water is a violation of a State's or Tribe's water quality       
     standards and is therefore not permissible.  De minimis provisions in a    
     State's or Tribe's antidegradation policy and implementation procedures are
     intended to reduce the administrative burder associated with               
     antidegradation, not to eliminate the protection of high quality waters and
     undermine water quality standards.                                         
                                                                                
     Protection of high quality waters under antidegradation makes sense for a  
     number of reasons.  Antidegradation benefits the environment by minimizing 
     the extent to which enviromental quality is reduced as a result of growth  
     and development. Antidegradation also benefits the environment be ensuring 
     that environmental quality is considered in decisions regarding growth and 
     development.  Antidegradation benefits the public by preserving water      
     quality improvements gained at public expense, whether through remediation 
     of past contamination, construction of waste water treatment plants or     
     increased prices for goods and services.  Antidegradation also ensures that
     the public has an opportunity to voice an opinion regarding decisions that 
     will affect water quality.  Finally, antidegradation benefits dischargers  
     by conserving assimilative capacity.  Antidegradation recognizes that the  
     capacity of the Nation's waters to receive effluent from discharges is     
     limited, and that once that capacity is fully allocated, further increases 
     are not possible. Implementation of antidegradation ensures that limited   
     resources are used in the most efficient manner possible for the benefit of
     all.  Dischargers may also benefit from the antidegradation review by      
     identifying new or improved technology that is less detrimental to the     
     environment and still allows growth and development to occur.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/DMIN        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/PL
     Comment ID: P2771.471
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/SE
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.471 is imbedded in comment #.468.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [GE believes that a rational, environmentally protective antidegradation   
     procedure can be developed as part of the GLI.  GE believes that the       
     antidegradation procedure should be as follows:]  A discharger should not  
     have to pass a separate and distinct pollution prevention alternatives test
     as part of the antidegradation analysis.  Pollution prevention should be   
     considered in the cost test performed to determine whether excessive       
     control costs would be required to increase the permit limit.              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.471     
     
     See response to comment D2098.027.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2771.472
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/T2
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.472 is imbedded in comment #.468.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [GE believes that a rational, environmentally protective antidegradation   
     procedure can be developed as part of the GLI.  GE believes that the       
     antidegradation procedure should be as follows:]  As discussed above, Ge   
     believes that Tier II values should not be used to develop enforceable     
     permit limits.  However, if EPA does proceed to develop Tier II-WOBELs     
     limits, then the antidegradation rules should not be applied to those      
     limits.  Given the lack of technical basis for the Tier II values, a       
     discharger should not be required to make a demonstration under the        
     antidegradation rules in order to obtain a change in such a limit.         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.472     
     
     Antidegradation applies to any activity that will lower water quality and  
     is independent of permit limits.  In the final Guidance, EPA suggests      
     linking antidegradation requirements to requests for increased permit      
     limits for non-BCCs as a means of reducing the administrative burden       
     stemming from the antidegradation provisions.  There is no basis for       
     distinguishing between achieveable limits based on tier I criteria and     
     those based on tier II values.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.473
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE operates over 75 facilities that would likely be impacted by the GLI if 
     it is adopted as proposed.  One-third of those facilities are located      
     within the Great Lakes drainage basin, and are engaged in a variety of     
     operations, including manufacture of appliances, electrical distribution   
     and control equipment, light bulbs and fixtures, medical equipment, motors,
     generators, turbins, and locomotives, as well as apparatus service.  Many  
     of these facilities discharge to publicly-owned treatment plants (POTWs)   
     and are subject to Metal Finishing and other categorical pretreatment      
     standards.  Given the number of GE facilities that could potentially be    
     affected by the GLI, GE undertook to quantify the cost impact of this      
     proposed rule on the company.  At one of GE's facilities, Transportation   
     Systems in Erie, Pennsylvania, GE conducted a comprehensive, detailed      
     analysis involving sampling of plant affluent and calculation of WOBELs    
     based on the GLI WQS.  Due to financial and time constraints, GE predicted 
     the likely cost impact on the remainder of its Great Lakes facilities based
     on engineering estimates and EPA cost curves for various treatment         
     technologies.  Based on this preliminary review, GE could be required to   
     spend up to $177 million to achieve compliance with the GLI.  Even with    
     such large expenditures, there is no guarantee that GE facilities would be 
     able to reduce discharges to the levels of certain of the GLI standards due
     to the lack of technology available to treat to such lowe levels.  The     
     following discusses GE's cost studies and review of available treatment    
     technology.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.473     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.474
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE conducted a detailed study of the impact of the proposed GLI on its     
     plant in Erie, Pennsylvania.  GE also assessed the cost of compliance with 
     recently amended Pennsylvania water quality standards and determined the   
     incremental costs, if any, necessary to comply with the GLI.  The results  
     of the study are set forth in Appendix 18 and are summarized in the        
     remainder of this section.                                                 
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     The Erie plant manufactures railroad locomotives and related equipment.    
     The plant is located on a 350 acre site adjacent to Lake Erie;             
     manufacturing buildings total 5 million square feet.  The plant employs    
     5,000 workers and has been in operation since 1910.  The plant has spent   
     over $2.7 million for improved wastewater treatment technology over the    
     past three years.                                                          
                                                                                
     The plant operates several manufacturing processes, including metals       
     machining, electroplating, and painting.  The plant's sanitary wastewater  
     is discharged to the City of Erie POTW, but process wastewater from        
     electroplating, phosphatizing, slag crushing and sluicing, and ash         
     handling, as well as non-contact cooling water, coal pile runoff, and      
     stormwater, is discharged to Lake Erie through an NPDES permitted outfall. 
     Two internal outfalls tributary to outfall 001 include limits for pH, oil  
     and grease, TSS, iron, manganese, cadmium, copper, chromium, lead, nickel, 
     silver and zinc maximum limits.  These limits are based on BAT-based       
     effluent guidelines and impose average limits in the part per million      
     range.  The plant's current NPDES permit also covers other outfalls        
     consisting mainly of stormwater with limits for ph, oil and grease,        
     dissolved iron, TSS and phosphorus.  The plant's current NPDES permit was  
     issued in 1990 and expires in September, 1995.  The permit does not include
     water quality-based effluent limitations.                                  
                                                                                
     GE's analysis of the impact of the GLI on the Erie plant consisted of:     
                                                                                
     determining background levels of GLI-regulated chemicals, using the Option 
     3B mixing zone formula for lakes to determine WOBELs that would be         
     applicable to the facility under the GLI;                                  
                                                                                
     determining WQBELs that may apply under Pennsylvania's water quality       
     regulations;                                                               
                                                                                
     sampling of outfalls to determine compliance with calculated GLI and       
     Pennsylvania WQBELs;                                                       
                                                                                
     in-plant and up-steam sewer sampling to evaluate source control and        
     wastewater treatment options;                                              
                                                                                
     determining the most cost-effective source control and/or treatment        
     options;                                                                   
                                                                                
     preliminary design of selected source control/treatment options; and       
                                                                                
     determining of capital and operating costs to implement those options.     
                                                                                
     GE was able to determine a range of costs for compliance with the GLI over 
     and above the costs of complying with Pennsylvania water quality standards 
     regulations; however, no single cost stimate was possible.  This was due to
     three factors.                                                             
                                                                                
     First, Pennsylvania has not adopted, nor is it in the process of developing
     implementation procedures for converting WQS into WQBELS for discharges to 
     lakes.  If Pennsylvania does not adopt such procedures by 1995, when the GE
     Erie NPDES permit is due for renewal, the incremental cost of complying    
     with the GLI would be calculated from the "baseline" of compliance with the
     plant's current, technology-based effluent limits.  If the state does adopt
     implementation procedures prior to 1995, the incremental costs of complying
     with the GLI would be smaller but still substantial.  Thus, GE calculated  
     incremental GLI compliance costs using both the baseline of the current    
     permit and a baseline developed from the assumption that Pennsylvania will 
     use existing USEPA implementation guidance to impose WQBELs on the GE Erie 
     facility within the next few years.                                        
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     Second, the GLI preamble indicates that the states will have the discretion
     to determine whether the GLI implementation procedures apply to stormwater.
      Since GE Erie's stormwater has been covered by its NPDES permit for       
     several years, and since most of that stormwater is combined with the      
     facility's treatment process wastewater, it appears likely that GE Erie    
     stormwater would be covered by the GLI implementation procedures and would 
     have to meet GLI WQBELs.  Nevertheless, because this matter is uncertain,  
     cost estimates wee developed under both the assumption that GE Erie        
     stormwater would be covered by the GLI and that it would not.              
                                                                                
     Third, mercury is one of the constituents for which controls would be      
     required at GE Erie to attain both the GLI and potential Pennsylvania      
     WQBELs.  The GLI and potential Pennsylvania WQBELs for mercury are low,    
     although the GLI WQBEL is several orders of magnitude lower than the       
     Pennsylvania WQBEL and is well below the analytical detection level for    
     this constituent.  Following USEPA's cost estimation procedures, GE assumed
     that control for mercury should be achievable through pollutant            
     minimization/source control and attempts to estimate the costs of such     
     control were made.  GE believes that there is a good chance that source    
     control will result in attainment of the potential Pennsylvania WQBELs and 
     has assigned a cost estimate for that control consistent with USEPA's GLI  
     cost impact analysis.  However, given the very low mercury concentration   
     that must be achieved under the GLI and the inability at this time to      
     identify a source of mercury at the plant, only a range of source control  
     cost estimates can be provided for GLI compliance.  Further, the need to   
     install extremely expensive end-of-pipe treatment equipment cannot be ruled
     out, and GE has also developed an estimate of these costs for mercury      
     treatment.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Based on the results of the study, copper, cadmium, and mercury            
     concentrations in Outfall 001 effluent were found to be above projects GLI 
     WQBELs.  Only the mercury concentration in Outfall 001 effluent was above  
     the predicted Pennsylvania WQBELs.  No arsenic data were obtained, however,
     because no standard was developed for this parameter in pre-publication GLI
     drafts.  Thus, arsenic data would be needed to fully evaluate compliance   
     with predicted Pennsylvania WQBELs.                                        
                                                                                
     In view of the low GLI standards and the presence of copper and cadmium in 
     all wastewaters at GE Erie, Treatment of all facility wastewaters was      
     assumed to be needed to achieve discharge compliance under the GLI for     
     those parameters.  Source control was determined to be infeasible because  
     of the ubiquitousness of these metals at low concentrations throughout the 
     plant.  Cadmium, for example, is not used in any plant process and its     
     source at trace levels could not be determined.  Following USEPA's GLI cost
     impact analysis methodology, it was assumed that the plant could attempt to
     control mercury to GLI WQBELs through waste minimization studies and source
     control.  However, source control might be prohibitevely expensive and     
     final effluent treatment for mercury might still be required.              
                                                                                
     Compliance with the potential Pennsylvania WQBEL for mercury was thought to
     be possible through waste minimization studies and source control.         
     However, derivation of the costs to comply with copper and cadmium         
     Pennsylvania WQBELs assumed installation of a high-rate effluent diffuser  
     and its attendant costs.                                                   
                                                                                
     Because GE Erie's combined sewer system commingles pretreated process      
     wastewaters, boiler blowdown, non-contact cooling waters and stormwater    
     runoff from the site, the design flow for evaluating treatment options and 
     design depends on whether GLI WQBELs will apply to both process wastewater 
     and stormwater.  Since the plant's existing permit applies to stormwater   
     discharges, it was thought likely that all of the plant's wastewater flow  
     would be subject to GLI WQBELs.  However, since the GLI may leave the      
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     states the option to apply GLI WQBELs to stormwater, the treatment options 
     evaluated include options based on both segregation of stormwater and      
     treatment of the combined process wastewater and stormwater flows.         
                                                                                
     Three treatment scenarios, all of which would use the same treatment       
     approach in a new treatment facility, but which would treat different      
     volumes of water, were proposed to comply with the GLI WQBELs:             
                                                                                
     Scenario 1 - This scenario, based on a design flow rate of 7.0 mgd,        
     involves treating all GE Erie wastewatersand stormwater runoff in a new    
     treatment plant.  This scenario includes facilities for collecting,        
     pumping, and equalizing the large quantities of stormwater runoff from the 
     site prior to treatment.                                                   
                                                                                
     Scenario 2 - This scenario, based on a design flow rate of 4.0 mgd,        
     involves segregating current dry weather flows for treatment in a new      
     facility that excludes the large volumes of stormwater runoff from the     
     site.  Costs were added for segregating, piping, and pumping current dry   
     weather flows to the new treatment plant.                                  
                                                                                
     Scenario 3 - This scenario is similar to Scenario 2, but also involves     
     construction of cooling towers to allow recycle of the large volumes of    
     non-contact cooling water.  In this scenario, the process flows would be   
     combined with the blowdown from new cooling towers for treatment in a new  
     facility.  A design flow rate of 2.0 mgd was assumed.                      
                                                                                
     Similar scenarios were assumed for installation of the high rate effluent  
     diffuser upon which the Pennsylvania WQBELs are based.  Cost estimates were
     developed for diffusion of all plant wastewater (Scenario 1), all dry      
     weather flow (Scenario 2), and dry weather flow reduced in volume by       
     installation of cooling towers (Scenario 3).                               
                                                                                
     The estimated construction costs and annual operation and maintenance costs
     of the facilities required under the various regulatory and treatment      
     scenarios are summarized below.                                            
                                                                                
                         SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE COSTS                            
                     Without End-Of-Pipe Mercury Treatment                      
                                                                                
                                                 Capital Cost        O&M Cost   
     Treatment Option                              $ million      $ million/yr  
                                                                                
     GLI-based WQBELs                                                           
                 1                                   58.8                2.6    
                 2                                   24.6                1.6    
                 3                                   22.2                1.4    
                                                                                
     Pennsylvania WQBELs - Current Permitting Approach                          
                 1                                    0.0                0.0    
                 2                                    0.0                0.0    
                 3                                    0.0                0.0    
                                                                                
     Pennsylvania WQBELs - TSD Permitting Approach                              
                 1                                   17.1                0.4    
                 2                                    9.9                0.3    
                 3                                   13.4                0.6    
                                                                                
     Difference (GLI from current Pennsylvania)                                 
                 1                                   56.8                2.6    
                 2                                   24.6                1.6    
                 3                                   22.2                1.4    
                                                                                
     Difference (GLI from Pennsylvania standards with TSD permitting)           
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                 1                                   39.7                2.2    
                 2                                   14.7                1.3    
                 3                                    8.8                0.8    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.474     
     
     See response to comments D1711.017 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: P2771.475
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 474                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The table below summarizes construction and operation and maintenance costs
     that would be required, in the possible event that mercury source control  
     failed to achieve necessary reductions and end-of-pipe mercury treatment   
     had to be installed to comply with the GLI WQBELs.                         
                                                                                
                             SUMMARY OF COMPLIANCE COSTS                        
                         With End-Of-Pipe Mercury Treatment                     
                                                                                
                                                 Capital Cost    O&M Cost       
     Treatment Option                              $ million   $ million/yr     
                                                                                
     GLI-based WQBELs                                                           
                 1                                   75.3            3.1        
                 2                                   37.0            1.9        
                 3                                   27.9            1.6        
                                                                                
     Pennsylvania WQBELs - Current Permitting Approach                          
                 1                                    0.0            0.0        
                 2                                    0.0            0.0        
                 3                                    0.0            0.0        
                                                                                
     Pennsylvania WQBELs - TSD Permitting Approach                              
                 1                                   17.1            0.4        
                 2                                    9.9            0.3        
                 3                                   13.4            0.6        
                                                                                
     Difference (GLI from current Pennsylvania)                                 
                 1                                   75.3            3.1        
                 2                                   37.0            1.9        
                 3                                   29.7            1.6        
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     Difference (GLI from Pennsylvania standards                                
     with TSD permitting)                                                       
                 1                                   58.2            2.7        
                 2                                   27.1            1.6        
                 3                                   16.3            1.0        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.475     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.476
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 474                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that Scenario 1, involving treatment/diffusion of all facility 
     wastewater, is the most likely of the scenarios.  Under this scenario, the 
     costs for attaining and maintaning discharge compliance under the GLI are, 
     at a minimum, $39.7 million in capital costs and $2.2 million annually in  
     operation and maintenance costs beyond what would be required under        
     potential Pennsylvania WQBELs.  If end-of-pipe treatment were required for 
     mercury, the incremental costs would be as much as $58.2 million (capital) 
     and $2.7 million/yr (annual operation and maintenance) beyond the potential
     Pennsylvania WQBELs.                                                       
                                                                                
     Costs of reducing pollutant discharges are often assessed by USEPA using a 
     cost per pound of pollutant reduction approach which adjusts for the       
     relative toxicity of pollutants using "toxicity weighting factors."  Under 
     this USEPA approach for Scenario 1, the incremental cost of pollution      
     reduction at GE Erie under the GLI would be in the range $1,659 to $2,247  
     per "pound equivalent", depending on whether end-of-pipe treatment for     
     mercury were required.  This compares to a cost of only $20.80 per pound   
     equivalent as the maximum expected by the USEPA for the incremental cost of
     GLI compliance.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.476     
     
     See response to comments D2579.003 and D2584.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.477
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 474                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be noted that the compliance costs set forth in the above tables 
     do not take into account all costs for GE Erie to comply with the GLI.  It 
     is uncertain whether sufficient land is available at GE Erie for           
     construction of the new facilities that would be required to comply with   
     the GLI.  Additional forested land may need to be cleared and used.  Land  
     clearing costs and piping costs to and from this location are not included 
     in the capital costs, nor are costs included for any associated remediation
     efforts, if needed, to site the treatment facilities at this location or   
     elsewhere at the GE site.  Furthermore, if the GLI is promulgated in its   
     proposed form, compliance costs for GE Erie will, over time, be            
     substantially larger than those set forth above for at least three reasons.
      First, the above cost estimates have not taken into acount the impact of  
     the "phase out" of mixing zones ten years after GLI promulgation for       
     chemicals that bioaccumulate, such as mercury.  Second, the above cost     
     estimates were not able to consider the impact of the GLI's stringent      
     antidegradation provisions on potential plant modifications or increased   
     production.  Third, the above cost estimates have not assessed the impact  
     of the GLI's "Tier 2" provisions that may result in more stringent WQS for 
     many chemicals.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.477     
     
     See response to comments D2669.082, D2098.038 and D2579.003.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.478
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 474                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE's cost impact analysis has indicated that the proposed GLI regulations  
     will have a significant economic impact on the GE Erie plant.  Much        
     additional work and expense will be required to achieve compliance with    
     WQBELs anticipated under the GLI.  WQBELs resulting from implementation of 
     the GLI will likely require expenditures of capital costs ranging from     
     $22.2 to $56.8 million dollars.  These costs are in excess of the expected 
     capital costs of compliance under Pennsylvania WQBELs by approximately $8.8
     to $39.7 million.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.478     
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     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.479
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  Impact On GE's Other Facilities                                        
                                                                                
     GE has also estimated GLI compliance costs for many of the other facilities
     it operates in the Great Lakes Basin and states.  Based on preliminary     
     determinations, the impact of the GLI on facilities evaluated, including   
     the Erie facility, could be as high as $177 million.  The following table  
     summarizes the potential costs GE estimates would be required in order to  
     meet the GLI standards at 41 of its facilities, 16 of which are located in 
     the Great Lakes Basin, 25 of which are situated outside of the drainage    
     basin but within the Great Lakes states.  Given that most of the Great     
     Lakes states have stated thay they will likely apply the GLI state-wide,   
     these costs are appropriate for EPA to consider in assessing the impact of 
     this proposed rule.                                                        
                                                                                
                    Potential Cost Impact of the GLI on GE Facilities           
                                                                                
                 Facilities in    Facilities Outside    Total Facilities in     
              Great Lakes Basin   Great Lakes Basin     Great Lakes States      
                                                                                
                 Capital/O&M         Capital/O&M          Capital/O&M           
                                                                                
     Aircraft Engines             $25.2 mil./$2.24 mil.  $25.2 mil./$2.24 mil.  
                                                                                
     Apparatus                                                                  
     Service    $545,000/$80,000  $1.62 mil./$250,000    $2.165 mil./$330,000   
                                                                                
     Corp. R&D                    $12 mil./$572,000      $12 mil./$572,000      
                                                                                
     Elec. Dist.                                                                
     & Control  $1 mil./$70,000                          $1 mil./$70,000        
                                                                                
     Lighting   $11.0 mil./$814,000 $5.33 mil./$309,400  $16.3 mil./$1.123 mil. 
                                                                                
     Medical                                                                    
     Systems    $1.3 mil./$578,000                       $1.3 mil./$578,000     
                                                                                
     Motors     $1.9 mil.                                $1.9 mil.              
                                                                                
     Plastics                     $570,000/$100,000      $570,000/$100,000      
                                                                                
     Power                                                                      
     Systems                      $60 mil./$5 mil.       $60 mil./$5 mil.       
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     Trans-                                                                     
     portation  $57 mil./$2.6 mil.                       $57 mil./$2.6 mil.     
                                                                                
     Total                                                                      
     Capital                                                                    
     Costs      $72.7 mil.        $104.7 mil.            $177.4 mil.            
                                                                                
     Total                                                                      
     O&M Costs  $ 4.1 mil.        $  8.6 mil.            $ 11.9 mil.            
                                                                                
     Due to time constraints and cost limitations, detailed estimates similar to
     those developed for the Erie, PA facility could not be calculated for all  
     of the GE facilities.  Instead, estimates had to be derived based on a     
     combination of engineering estimates and cost curves developed by EPA in   
     costing various treatment technologies.  Although these estimates are      
     inherently preliminary due to the complexity involved in determining       
     precisely what limits GLI-based permits would ultimately have, they do     
     provide an order of magnitude estimate of likely expenditures required by  
     the GLI.  Actual costs are expected to be much higher if the GLI is        
     ultimately implemented as proposed for the following reasons:              
                                                                                
     Many GE facilities lacked monitoring data necessary to evaluate whether and
     what type of treatment technology or other controls would be required to   
     meet discharge limits.  For this reason, GE was not able to generate costs 
     for many of its potentially affected facilities.  GE strongly disagrees    
     with the assumption that EPA made in its cost assessments, that in cases   
     where a facility lacks data, no additional costs are assumed to be required
     for GLI compliance.  Given the stringency of the GLI water quality         
     standards, it is, in fact, likely that under the GLI, permit writers will  
     substantially broaden permit application requirements, requiring extensive 
     sampling for all GLI parameters.  Facilities will for the first time more  
     than likely find trace ubiquitous amounts of certain pollutants, especially
     metals, mercury and possibly PCBs, that will be present in excess of the   
     low GLI standards.  As a result, there is a strong likelihood that such    
     facilities will be required to incur significant capital costs to address  
     these pollutants.  Furthermore, the only option many if not most POTWs will
     have to attempt to achieve compliance with their NPDES permits will be to  
     directly apply the GLI standards to their industrial users, in effect      
     requiring zero discharge (or discharge below the detection limit) for many 
     GLI parameters.  As a result, many indirect dischargers will likely become 
     subject to much lower limits than they are presently required to meet.     
     Thus, actual costs will probably be much higher than can be presently be   
     quantified using existing data.                                            
                                                                                
     For the estimates for the Aircraft Engines, Research and Development,      
     Medical Systems, Plastics, Power Systems and certain of the Lighting       
     facilities, the cost curves understate likely compliance costs.  Plants in 
     these business used cost curves for organic checmical and metals treatment 
     presented in EPA's Development Document for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics
     and Synthetic Fibers (OCPSF) Point Source Category.  (USEPA 1987) Smaller  
     facilities used cost curves for package granural activated carbon systems  
     presented in EPA's Estimate of Small System Water Treatment Costs (USEPA   
     1984a) and cost curves for sulfide precipitation systems presented in EPA's
     Summary Report:  Control and Treatment Technology for the Metal Finishing  
     Industry:  Sulfide Precipitation.  (USEPA 1980b) ("Sulfide Precipitation   
     Report")  The OCPSF carbon adsorption cost curves for organic chemical     
     treatment do not include costs for coagulation and prefiltration which     
     would likely be required prior to carbon treatment in order to achieve the 
     non-detect GLI limits for organic pollutants such as PCBs.  Similarly, the 
     OCPSF sulfide precipitation treatment cost curves for metals removal do not
     include sludge disposal and post-filtration costs, the latter of which     
     would be required to maximize metals removal efficiencies.  Given the need 
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     to account for such treatment, certain actual costs would be higher than   
     the estimates provided above.                                              
                                                                                
     A number of different approaches were used to address how GE facilities    
     might achieve compliance with the GLI standards.  In addition to           
     traditional end-of-pipe treatment, GE considered conversion to zero        
     discharge, closed-loop recycling of non-contact cooling water, and         
     ancillary process equipment replacement as means of reducing pollutant     
     discharges.  In fact, at nearly half of the facilities GE was able to      
     evaluate, zero discharge was determined to be the most cost effective means
     of complying with the GLI standards.  Thus, GE's costs do not represent    
     worst-case assumptions that provide in all casesfor end-of-pipe treatment. 
     However, because of the unavoidable presence of low-level pollutants caused
     by a variety of factors such as leaching of metals from pipes, presence of 
     contaminants from historical practices, and ambient conditions, many       
     facilities could not rely on source control methods, including materials   
     substitution, and had to estimate costs for end-of-pipe treatment to meet  
     the extremely low GLI standards.  The table below indicates the various    
     control strategies evaluated to achieve GLI compliance.                    
                                                                                
               Anticipated Controls Required To Address GLI Pollutants          
                                                                                
          Zero        Metals        Ion        Carbon      Water     Equipment  
       Discharge   Precipitation  Exchange   Absorption   Recycle    Replacement
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.479     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.480
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C. Technical Infeasibility of Meeting GLI Standards                        
                                                                                
     The cost estimates described above provide an indication of how expensive  
     it would be to take steps to comply with GLI water quality standards.  They
     do not, however, address the issue of whether compliance can be achieved.  
     Given the GLI's extremely stringent standards for pollutants such as PCBs, 
     mercury, copper, zinc and other metals, and considering the performance    
     capabilities of technologies and strategies available to control these     
     parameters, it will not be technically feasible to meet many of the GLI    
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     standards, regardless of how many millions of dollars are spent at Great   
     Lakes facilities.                                                          
                                                                                
     It is clear that most, if not all, lake discharges will be unable to comply
     with GLI WQBELs using technologies identified by EPA as constituting the   
     "Best Available Technology," upon which EPA's categorical effluent         
     limitations are based.  For example, under Option B of the GLI, WQBELs for 
     lake discharges will be no higher than levels approximating 10 times the   
     GLI's most stringent chronic WQ's.(1)  Appendix 19 sets forth the GLI's    
     most stringent chronic WQs multiplied by 10, and the BAT standards under   
     federal effluent guidelines for the Organic Chemicals, Plastics and        
     Synthetic Fibers Category (facilities using end-of-pipe treatment and      
     facilities not using end-of-pipe treatment) and the Metal Finishing        
     industrial categories.(2)  As indicated in Appendix 19, in the case of many
     pollutants regulated by the GLI, including chromium, copper, cyanide,      
     hexachlorobenzene, hexachloroethane, nickel and zinc, ten times the GLI's  
     most stringent chronic WQs is substantially less than the lowest level     
     attainable using BAT.  For example, in the case of copper, ten times the   
     GLI standard is lower than the lowest BAT standard by a factor of 20; for  
     chromium, the factor is two; for nickel, the factor is five; and for zinc, 
     the factor is two.                                                         
                                                                                
     __________________________                                                 
     (1)Individual waste load allocations (WLAs) under the lake dilution formula
     will be limited to ten times the WQs; smaller "dilution" factors will be   
     allowed if background exceeds zero.  Calculation of WQBELs from WLAs using 
     EPA's Technical Support Document results in WQBELs that are typically 10%  
     to 50% lower than the WLAs.                                                
                                                                                
     __________________________                                                 
     (2)BAT standards for these two industrial categories were used for the sake
     of comparison because they include standards for most of the pollutants    
     regulated by the GLI and express those standards in terms of concentration,
     rather than mass per unit of production.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.480     
     
     See response to comments D2827.068 and D1711.015.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/MOS
     Comment ID: P2771.481
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 480                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Individual waste load allocations (WLAs) under the lake dilution formula   
     will be limited to ten times the WQS; smaller "dilution" factors will be   
     allowed if background exceeds zero.  Calculation of WQBELs from WLAs using 
     EPA's Technical Support Document results in WQBELs that are typically 10%  
     to 50% lower than the WLAs.                                                
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     Response to: P2771.481     
     
     See response to comment P2771.060.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/MOS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: P2771.482
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/OSC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It should be noted that mercury, the pollutant that poses the greatest     
     technological feasibility issue, is not regulated under most categorical   
     effluent standards and thus, a GLI/BAT comparison cannot be made here.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.482     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.483
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, the same problem exists with respect to treatment of mercury, as  
     is further discussed below.                                                
                                                                                
     BAT for these categories was based on biological treatment, for organics,  
     and chemical precipitation, for metals.  Since these technologies are      
     obviously not capable of attaining GLI WQBELs, it appears that more        
     expensive technology, such as ion exchange, carbon adsorption, or membrane 
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     processes, will be necessary to attempt to attain GLI WQBELs.  However, as 
     discussed below, it is questionable whether any available technology is    
     capable of achieving GLI WQBELs for some of the regulated chemicals.       
                                                                                
     EPA would apparently agree that certain GLI WQS and WQBELs are unattainable
     using known treatment technology.  According to EPA's Treatability         
     Database, maintained by the Agency's Risk Reduction Engineering Laboratory 
     (USEPA 1991e) ("RREL Treatability Database"), it is clear that certain GLI 
     WQS are not attainable.  The following table presents EPA's best           
     information regarding treatability of certain pollutants and compares      
     treatability levels to the GLI criteria for these pollutants.              
                                                                                
     Pollutant   Lake Concentration    RREL Treatability Level   GLWQI Criterion
                       (ng/L)                  (ng/l)                 (ng/L)    
                                                                                
     Total PCBs          0.6                     40.0                0.003      
     2,3,7,8-T-CDD       0.00035                 0.87                0.0000096  
     Mercury             3.0                     130                 0.18       
     DDT                 0.12                    20.0                0.00087    
                                                                                
     It should be kept in mind that many of the treatability levels contained in
     the RREL Treatability Database are lowest reportable results, are often    
     based on bench or pilot scale tests conducted under ideal conditions, and, 
     thus, are not necessarily repeatable results.  Notwithstanding these       
     caveats, the above table shows that there are no available treatment       
     technologies that can attain the proposed GLI standards for these          
     pollutants.  Even the treatment technologies that result in the theoretical
     treatability levels shown above will be technically and economically       
     impractical.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.483     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.484
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 481                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAT standards for these two industrial categories were used for the sake of
     comparison because they include standards for most of the pollutants       
     regulated by the GLI and express those standards in terms of concentration,
     rather than mass per unit of production.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2771.484     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.485
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Treatment of metals is perhaps the best example of this problem.  Sulfide  
     precipitation is commonly considered the most effective process for        
     achieving the lowest possible metals concentrations in wastewater          
     treatment, because metal sulfides are more insoluble than corresponding    
     metal hydroxides.  Depending on solution pH and the metal of concern,      
     dissolved metal sulfide concentrations can theoretically be achieved at    
     concentrations ranging from 0.5 mg/l to as low as 10-12 mg/l.  (USEPA 1980b
     at 3).  However, these projected values represent ideal conditions         
     involving pure metal in distilled water and do not account for matrix      
     effects of wastewater.  By contrast, a full-scale study involving treatment
     of industrial wastewater illustrated that under optimum treatment          
     conditions, zinc was removed from a wastewater sample to a concentration of
     120 ug/l.  (USEPA 1980b at 39)  By comparison, the proposed GLI zinc       
     standard is 60 ug/l.  In the case of nickel, the lowest achievable level   
     was  100 ug/l (USEPA 1980b at 39), as compared to the GLI nickel standard  
     of 29 ug/l.  Although this represents a single test case, it is well       
     established within the metal finishing industry that, in practice, sulfide 
     precipitation achieves effluent concentrations ranging from approximately  
     10-500 ug/l for common heavy metals.  These levels are far above the GLI   
     standards for cadmium, chromium, copper, cyanide, nickel and mercury.      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.485     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2771.486
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2771.486     
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.487
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is no guarantee that other sophisticated wastewater treatment        
     technologies will be any more successful in bringing metals levels below   
     GLI standards.  For example, in recent bench and pilot scale tests EPA     
     conducted on cyanide and metal-bearing waste streams (Hassan et al. 1991;  
     Appendix 20), the lowest concentration achieved for copper was 20-58,700   
     ug/l, as compared to the GLI standard of 5.2 ug/l; and 70-11,600 ug/l for  
     nickel, as compared to the GLI standard of 29 ug/l.  In the case of zinc,  
     certain one-time bench scale tests were able to achieve concentrations     
     ranging from non-detect to 50 ug/l.  However, in a pilot scale test on an  
     industrial wastewater sample using alkaline chlorination, lime             
     precipitation, anion exchange (for cyanide polishing) and cation exchange  
     (for metals polishing), the effluent ranged from 70-80ug/l.  Although low, 
     these concentrations exceed the GLI zinc standard of 60 ug/l.              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.487     
     
     See response to comment D1711.015.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: P2771.488
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The issue of technical and economic feasibility is most problematic in the 
     case of mercury.  As discussed above, the GLI standard for mercury is so   
     low that it is more than an order of magnitude below present limits of     
     detection and naturally occurring levels in pristine areas of the world.   
     Because the mercury standard is so stringent, it is likely that many       
     facilities will find mercury if required to sample for it and will have to 
     spend millions of dollars attempting to meet an unattainable standard.     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.488     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2771.489
     Cross Ref 1: cc RIA/COST/HG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE's lamp manufacturing facilities provide an especially good example of   
     this dilemma.  GE Lighting operates 19 facilities in the Great Lakes       
     region, nine of which are located in the drainage basin.  Almost half of   
     Lighting's plants have or in the past have had mercury present on-site     
     either for use in the production of fluorescent and metal halide lamps or  
     in ancillary plant equipment.  Use of mercury in lamp manufacturing is     
     tightly controlled, and ongoing equipment inspection and maintenance       
     programs are in place to prevent releases.  However, low trace levels of   
     mercury will unavoidably be present in facility effluent due to ambient    
     site conditions.                                                           
                                                                                
     Mercury is the only known material that is suitable for production of      
     fluorescent and metal halide lamps, which are preferred for their energy   
     efficiency.  Thus, use of mercury at fluorescent lamp manufacturing        
     facilities is critical.  GE Lighting and other lamp manufacturers have been
     working over the last several years to reduce the mercury concent of       
     fluorescent and metal halide lamps as much as possible without compromising
     product quality.  In fact, these effort resulted in a 14% reduction in the 
     average mercury content of standard four-foot, 1 1/2-inch diameter, cool   
     white fluorescent lamps in the five year period from 1985-1990.  A further 
     decrease of approximately 35% is predicted by 1995.  (NEMA 1992; Appendix  
     21).                                                                       
                                                                                
     Notwithstanding the lighting industry's ability to achieve significant     
     reductions in the use of mercury, the fact remains that this substance is  
     an essential component of fluorescent and metal halide lamps and, thus,    
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     manufacturers will unavoidably have small but detectable amounts of mercury
     in their wastewater discharges, even in cases where wastewaters are treated
     using sophisticated, state-of-the-art technology.  The only way to         
     eliminate mercury use would be to cease production of fluorescent lamps and
     increase manufacture of incandescent lamps.  Even if such a step were      
     economically and socially viable, eliminating production of                
     mercury-containing lamps would actually result in increased releases of    
     mercury to the environment as discussed below.                             
                                                                                
     Incandescent lamps are three to four times less efficient than fluorescent 
     lamps and thus require higher levels of fossil fuel consumption for their  
     operation.  As discussed at the beginning of these comments, power plants  
     are presently one of the largest contributors of atmospheric mercury       
     pollution, and, if use of incandescent lamps increased dramatically as a   
     result of the phase out of fluorescent lamp manufacture, power plant       
     emissions would increase substantially.  For example, it has been estimatd,
     based on 1980 global lumen hour levels, that if all mercury-containing     
     lamps were replaced by incandescent lamps of equivalent light output, an   
     additional 2000 TWh/y would be needed globally.  This would require 600MT  
     of coal or its equivalent, resulting in estimated emissions of 300 tons of 
     mercury, or about ten times the mercury content of the replaced lamps.(3)  
     Although these estimates are global in nature, they illustrate that        
     eliminating mercury in lamp manufacture would in fact cause an increase in 
     overall mercury emissions.                                                 
                                                                                
     __________________________                                                 
     (1)Competitech, Rocky Mountain Institute, Snowmass, CO, 1988 (cited in     
     "Management of Mercury Lighting Products," Kevin Bagley, paper presented at
     First European Energy Efficiency Conference, Sweden, 1991.)                
                                                                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.489     
     
     See response to comment D2584.004.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: P2771.490
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See 489                                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Competitech, Rocky Mountain Institute, Snowmass, CO, 1988 (cited in        
     "Management of Mercury Lighting Products," Kevin Bagley, paper presented at
     First European Energy Efficiency Conference, Sweden, 1991.)                
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     Response to: P2771.490     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004 and D2579.003.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: P2771.491
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given that mercury use at lamp manufacturing facilities cannot be          
     completely eliminated through source reduction efforts, the real issues are
     whether it is technologically feasible to control mercury to the levels    
     dictated by the GLI and whether the expenditures required to do so are     
     warranted, given the minimal reductions to be achieved in Great lakes      
     mercury loadings.  To put this issue in context, one of GE Lighting's lamp 
     manufacturing facilities has estimated, based on 1992 sampling data, that  
     it discharges less than two tablespoons of mercury per year in its         
     effluent.  Thus, assuming that available technology could consistently     
     reduce discharge concentrations to non-detect (which is still an order of  
     magnitude above the GLI mercury standard), the reduction achieved would be 
     a matter of ounces, since the plant is already discharging extremely low   
     levels.  It is difficult to understand how the hundreds of thousands of    
     dollars that this facility would be required to spend can be justified,    
     which GE does not believe is possible, the issue of technical feasibility  
     remains.  [Our review of the technical literature indicates that there is  
     no technology which has been identified that can consistently treat down to
     the GLI standard or even to the method detection limit for mercury.]       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.491     
     
     See response to comments D2584.004, D1711.015, and D2579.003.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: P2771.492
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in 491                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Our review of the technical literature indicates that there is no          
     technology which has been identified that can consistently treat down to   
     the GLI standards or even to the method detection limit for mercury.       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.492     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2584.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: P2771.493
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although information in the RREL Treatability Database suggests that       
     mercury concentrations in water can theoretically be treated down to 0.130 
     ug/l, full scale treatment of industrial wastewater has not yielded        
     concentrations lower than just above the mercury detection limit of 0.2    
     ug/l.  This level is consistent with manufacturer guarantees and wastewater
     treatment technology studies.  As the following table (Eckenfelder 1989)   
     indicates, none of the known mercury technologies can achieve effluent     
     concentrations below the detection limit of 0.2 ug/l:                      
                                                                                
                                                                                
                              Achievable Effluent             GLI Wildlife      
     Technology            Mercury Concentration (ug/l)     Criterion (ug/l)    
                                                                                
     Sulfide precipitation           10-20                       .00018         
     Alum co-precipitation            1-10                                      
     Iron co-precipitation          0.5-5                                       
     Ion Exchange                     1-5                                       
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     Carbon Adsorption             0.25-20                                      
                                                                                
     In considering these technologies, it should be noted that, with respect to
     ion exchange, vendors of this technology have found that after treating to 
     such low levels, it is not possible to regenerate the resins.  In those    
     cases, ion exchange would not be an economically viable wastewater         
     treatment option.  In addition, although carbon adsorption has been used in
     attempts to treat mercury-containing wastewater, application of this       
     technology to mercury is extremely difficult and performance is            
     inconsistent.                                                              
                                                                                
     Given these treatment capabilities, there is no guarantee that facilities  
     where mercury is present will be able to consistently meet the GLI mercury 
     standard.  Regardless of how much money is spent to control mercury        
     discharges, under the GLI, such facilities would likely find themselves in 
     periodic, if not continuous, non-compliance.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.493     
     
     See response to comments D1711.015 and D2584.004.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.494
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's economic impact analysis of the GLI predicts annualized costs for    
     compliance ranging from $79.5 million to $505.5 million.  This estimate    
     should be contrasted with the estimate of the Great lakes Water Quality    
     Coalition (GLWQC) and the preliminary estimate of the Council of Great     
     Lakes Governors that GLI compliance will cost in the range of $2.3-7       
     billion per year.  EPA's figures should also be compared to GE's compliance
     cost estimate for one facility, its Transportation Systems plant in Erie,  
     Pennsylvania.  As discussed above, the compliance costs for this single    
     facility range between $39.7 and $56.8 million.  Given the high costs      
     estimated for GLI compliance at GE's Erie plant, as well as the fact that  
     there are 272 major industrial discharges, 316 major municipal wastewater  
     treatment plant dischargers, and 3,207 minor dischargers located in the    
     Great Lakes Basin, GE strongly believes that the GLWQC and the Governor's  
     Council's estimates of GLI compliance costs are more accurate than EPA's.  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.494     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.495
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE believes that it is easy to explain the substantial differences between 
     EPA's cost estimate, on the one hand, and the GLWQC's and the Council of   
     Great Lakes Governors' estimates, on the other.  The deficiencies in EPA's 
     cost impact analysis are clear from a close review of EPA's "Technical     
     Background Document for the Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance             
     Implementation Procedures Compliance Cost Study."  The TBD provides the    
     results of individual evaluations performed on "59 sample facilities       
     selected to represent the universe of direct dischargers to the Great Lakes
     System."  Several deficiencies in EPA's cost impact analysis are listed    
     below, along with specific examples from the TBD.                          
                                                                                
     Where a pollutant is not limited in a facility's permit, has not been      
     detected in wastewater samples (or has not been sampled for), or is not    
     "expected to be present based on a review of EPA's Development Documents   
     for effluent guidelines," EPA assumes that the pollutant is not present at 
     levels requiring treatment to meet GLI WQBELs.  This methodology sounds    
     appropriate, especially given the cost and time limitations imposed on     
     EPA's contractor, but in fact results in a gross underestimation of        
     compliance costs.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.495     
     
     Please see response to comments D2587.143, D2587.014, D2587.017, D2669.089,
     D2723.004, and D2724.617.P2771.495                                         
                                                                                
     See response to comment D2594.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.496
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, in the case of facilities which are not subject to EPA effluent     
     guidelines, EPA had no Development Document to rely on to determine whether
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     a pollutant was "expected to be present" and, therefore, relied only on    
     existing permit limits and available sampling data to determine if a       
     pollutant was present.  In such cases, EPA did not use other sources of    
     information -- or general knowledge of industrial operations -- to assess  
     whether a pollutant was likely to be present and, of course, did not       
     conduct any sampling.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.496     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.497
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, with respect to ubiquitous chemicals such as copper, PCBs, and     
     mercury, for which the GLI would establish very stringent WQBELs, EPA      
     assumed that these chemicals would not be present in the absence of        
     information that they were present.  As discussed above, it is likely that 
     such substances will need treatment in many dischargers' effluent.         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.497     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.498
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, given the stringency of WQBELs established under the GLI, the fact  
     that a facility has not detected a pollutant using standard analytical     
     methods does not mean that the pollutant is not present at concentrations  
     that would require treatment or pollutant minimization under the GLI.      
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     Response to: P2771.498     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.499
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     City of Battle Creek (TBD at 10-1). Of the unerse of GLI parameters, the   
     City's NPDES permit includes limits for only cyanide, cadmium and PCBs. The
     TBD assumed that no other GLI pollutants were present in the City's        
     wastewater (e.g., that mercury and copper were not present).               
     
     
     Response to: P2771.499     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.500
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dunlop Tire Corporation (TBD at 9-1). Only zinc was considered by the TBD  
     as potentially exceeding GLI WQBELs. No reason is stated for this          
     conclusion. In fact, effluent from a tire manufacturer would be expected to
     contain several chemicals regulated by the GLI.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2771.500     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.501
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cyprus Northshore Mining (TBD at 1-1). Costs of GLI compliance were        
     evaluated at only two outfalls of this multiple outfall taconite mine      
     because the facility's permit requires monitoring for GLI pollutants only  
     at these two outfalls.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.501     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.502
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tilden Mining Co. (TBD at 1-26). Compliance costs were assumed to be zero  
     because the facility's permit does not limit GLI chemicals, the facility's 
     permit application had reported that sampling had not detected certain of  
     the GLI-regulated chemicals, and the EPA effluent guideline Development    
     Document indicated that the category would not discharge GLI chemicals. In 
     fact, this iron ore mine would be expected to discharge several metals     
     regulated by the GLI.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2771.502     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 10762



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.503
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cyprus Northshore Mining (TBD at 1-1). A $65,650 capital cost was assumed  
     for treating copper, zinc and cadmium by chemical precipitation and        
     settling of a 12,000 gpd average wastewater flow. Since the facility       
     discharges to a stream with a 7Q10 low flow of zero, the GLI WQBEL will    
     equal the GLI WQS. Hydroxide precipitation cannot reliably achieve the WQS 
     for thise metals and sulfide precipitation also may not be sufficient.     
     Reverse osmosis or on advanced membrance technology would probably be      
     required. Based on GE's own anticipated costs, it is likely that           
     installation of such technologies would far exceed $65,650.                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.503     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.504
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cyprus Northshore Mining (TBD at 1-1). The TBD states that treatment is not
     required for outfall 304. Comparison of existing permit limits and GLI     
     WQBELs indicates otherwise.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.504     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/HG
     Comment ID: P2771.505
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Verona Wellfield (TBD at 9-24). For this groundwater remediation project   
     under Superfund, the TBD states that mercury has been detected in treated  
     groundwater at levels exceeding the WQBEL and the detection level. The TBD 
     then states that the mercury concentration can be brought below the        
     detection level through source control. Exactly how source control can be  
     used in connection with groundwater remediation is not clear-perhaps the   
     TBD author would suggest shutting down the groundwater remediation project.
     
     
     Response to: P2771.505     
     
     See response to comments D2684.008 and D2594.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.506
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TBD ignores ambient levels of chemicals and unavoidable contamination. 
     In none of the 59 case studies does the TBD contemplate that treatment will
     be required to meet WQBELs for mercury, PCBs or dioxin, three compounds    
     with extremely low WQS. Rather, the TBD assumes that treatment is not      
     available to achieve WQBELs or detection limits for these chemicals, but   
     that WQBELs can be achieved by pollutant minimization studies and source   
     control measures (e.g., Appleton Papers, Inc. TBD at 3-1). With respect to 
     treatment, available technology may or may not be able to consistently     
     treat these chemicals below detection levels. However, whether or not      
     compliance can consistently be achieved, the expense involved, certainly   
     with respect to PCSs and mercury, will be enormous. Source control, on the 
     other hand, in many cases cannot achieve WQBELs or non-detect for these    
     chemicals at a cost below the cost of treatment. Source control at a large 
     plant that has historically used PCBs or mercury would likely require      
     removing and replacing all sewers, sumps and other facilities that once    
     handled, contacted, or contained these chemicals. Attaining WQBELs or      
     non-detect for mercury at a coal burning power plant would either require  
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     treatment of all stormwater contacting coal piles or placing a roof over   
     the piles. Neither option could be implemented at the source control costs 
     estimated for such facilities. For example, the source control cost for the
     Port Washington Power Plant, (TDB at 8-35) is $300,000.                    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.506     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.507
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TBD assumes that metals contained in coal pile run-off (including      
     mercury) can be treated in existing treatment facilities with no           
     consideration of treatment of wet weather flows.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.507     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.508
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Michigan Sugar Co. (TBD at 2-1 and TBD at 2-21). The TBD assumes that coal 
     pile run-off from two Michigan Sugar Co. plants averaging 534 gpd and 6700 
     gpd, respectively, can be treated in existing treatment facilities. This   
     assumption ignores treatment of peak flows during storm events. The study  
     should have estimated the cost of sumps, piping to the treatment system,   
     and a retention pond to store peak flow.                                   
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     Response to: P2771.508     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.509
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The TBD, following the GlI methodology, determines the pollutants for which
     WQBELs must be established by performing the "reasonable potential to      
     exceed analysis." After determining that there is a reasonable potential to
     exceed a WQBEL for a given pollutant, the TBD then evaluates the cost to   
     comply with the WQBEL for that pollutant. However, in doing so, where      
     existing, but limited, sampling data indicate that the highest             
     concentration at which a chemical has been detected is somewhat less than  
     the WQBEL, the TBD assumes a compliance cost of zero. Since dischargers    
     must comply with effluent limitations 100% of the time, it is difficult to 
     see how EPA can determine that a discharge has a reasonable potential to   
     exceed a limit, and then conclude that the facility does not need to take  
     any action to assure compliance with that limit.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.509     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.510
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appleton Papers, Inc. (TBD, p.3-1). The TBD determined that the facility   
     had a reasonable potential to exceed WQBELs for zinc and copper. However,  
     because the average copper concentration was less than one-half of the     
     WQBEL, the TBD assumed that treatment for zinc was not required, even      
     though the projected effluent quality for zinc exceeded the WQBEL. This    
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     assumption was made on the extremely questionable basis that a prior draft 
     permit for the facility had proposed a WQBEL for zinc, but had not included
     that limit in the final permit. Thus, the TBD assumed that the facility    
     "must have proven compliance with the proposed [zinc] limitation."         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.510     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.511
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         With respect to the TBD's cost impact analyses for POTWs, in only one  
     case is a cost assumed for additional treatment of wastewater. In all other
     cases, it is assumed that cost minimization studies and source controls    
     (e.g., more stringent local limits) can achieve compliance with WQBELs.    
     This is almost certainly incorrect. Given both the stringency of many of   
     the WQBELs and the large number of indirect discharge sources of GLI       
     chemicals (both domestic and industrial), it does not appear feasible for a
     POTW to attain many of the WQBELs without treatment. Wastewater discharged 
     by domestic sources is largely outside of POTW control. Given that many of 
     the GLI chemicals for which stringent WQBELs will be imposed are ubiquitous
     (e.g., copper and mercury) and/or contained in numerous household products 
     (mercury in thermometers, selenium in dandruff shampoo; copper in household
     pipes, chromium and cadmium in paints, it is difficult to conceive that    
     source control will suffice to attain GLI WQBELs.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.511     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.512
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         The City of Clyde (TBD, p. 10-17), for example, apparently serves few  
     industrial discharges. The City's wastewater apparently contains an average
     of 0.2 ug/l mercury compared with a WQBEL of 0.00018 ug/l. The City's      
     average effluent flow is 1.5 mgd. This equals 5.689 million liters per day.
     Thus, the City's effluent contains 1,136,000 ug of mercury per day, i.e.,  
     1.136 grams. The City's WQBEL would limit its discharge to 1368 up of      
     mercury per day, i.e., 0.001 grams. Since a mercury fever thermometer      
     contains 0.59 grams of mercury (NREL 1993 at 32), it is clear that if one  
     resident of the City of Clyde breaks a single thermometer, the POTW will be
     out of compliance with its mercury limit.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2771.512     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2771.513
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         EPA simply does not have sufficient data to analyze the cost impact of 
     the GLI. In many cases, EPA comes to conclusions regarding cost impact     
     based on no data (the assumption being that no compliance costs need be    
     incurred if a pollutant has never been sampled for) or limited data (the   
     conclusion often being that if a handful of samples have detected a        
     pollutant at quantifiable levels, those samples fairly reflect the         
     long-term average and maximum concentration of the pollutant in the        
     facility's effluent). The lack of sufficient data means that the usefulness
     of EPA's cost analysis is limited - it is simply not logical to conclude   
     that a plant lacking data for GLI pollutants need not incur compliance     
     costs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.513     
     
     Please refer to the response to comment number P2771.495.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.514
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
         As discussed above, GE and others have determined that the GLI will    
     have little beneficial impact on Great Lakes water quality. EPA,           
     nevertheless, has claimed substantial benefits from the GLI and has sought 
     to substantiate that claim through the use of a contingent valuation       
     methodology (CVM) to project non-use benefits. GE believes that EPA should 
     not, and cannot, rely on CVM estimations of non-use value to justify its   
     projection of the regulatory benefits of the GLI.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2771.514     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.515
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA has failed to offer supportable record evidence to justify its         
     determination that "there is reason to anticipate that non-use benefits are
     relevant and may be appreciable for the proposed Guidance." (1).           
                                                                                
     __________________________________                                         
     (1) 58 Fed. Reg. at 20999.                                                 
                                                                                
     EPA correctly states that to compare benefits to costs of a regulation, one
     must have reliable benefits information. In making its non-use value       
     projections, however, EPA predicates its determination solely on the use of
     CVM in certain of its case studies. The extensive legal and policy debate  
     concerning the application of CVM to non-use valuation, most of which EPA  
     has ignored in this rulemaking, demonstrates that CVM, at least in its     
     current state of development, suffers from serious flaws, rendering its    
     results unreliable. These flaws make it wholly inappropriate at this time  
     for EPA to use CVM as a source of benefits information for the GLI.        
     
     
     Response to: P2771.515     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.516
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal makes clear that EPA is aware that its policy decisions       
     concerning the use of CVM in deriving non-use benefits estimates are part  
     of a more general legal and policy debate over the use of CVM studies in   
     environmental regulation and litigation. In addition to proceedings being  
     conducted by both the Interior Department and the National Oceanic and     
     Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) concerning CVM's use in litigation (2),  
     EPA itself has charged the Science Advisory Board's Environmental Economics
     Advisory Board (EEAC) specifically with the task of assessing whether CVM  
     can produce reliable non-use values for quantifying benefits of            
     environmental regulation. Most of the comments submitted in these          
     proceedings, which have yet to be completed, are sharply critical of use of
     CVM for reliably estimating non-use values.                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.516     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.517
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     _______________________________                                            
     (2) DOI, Natural Resource Damage Assessments; Notice of Proposed           
     Rulemaking, 56 Fed. Reg. 19752 (April 29, 1991); NOAA, Natural Resource    
     Damage Assessments; Advance Notice of Proposed Rulemaking, 57 Fed. Reg.    
     8964 (March 13, 1992).                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.517     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.518
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The combined record of these proceedings provides an extensive account of  
     the present state of economic learning on CVM, all of which compels the    
     conclusion that CVM has not been established as a valid and adequately     
     reliable method for projecting non-use natural resource values for         
     regulatory decisionmaking. The principal, and currently insurmountable,    
     reliability problems with CVM that have been identified are as follows.    
     
     
     Response to: P2771.518     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.519
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, there is no way of substantiating CVM's findings by reference to    
     observable economic conduct. Indeed, the conclusions of CVM studies are    
     often inconsistent with observed economic conduct. (Seip & Straud 1991;    
     Duffield & Patterson 1992; Cummings 1992; Desvouges et al. 1992) There may 
     be techniques to narrow variations in the values produced by CVM studies by
     redesigning CVM instruments, excluding outlier responses, calibration      
     averaging, and other statistical techniques. However, none of these        
     techniques can establish that the individuals to whom non-use welfare      
     losses are attributed would actually pay the amounts claimed in order to   
     avoid the supposed losses.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2771.519     
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     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.520
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, quite apart from this basic methodological flaw, applications of   
     contingent valuation (CV) to determine non-use values displays enormous    
     variations, contradictions, and other arbitrary qualities. Recent studies  
     have shown that CV results for non-use values do not adequately take       
     account of substitutes and are highly susceptible to an aggregation or     
     embedding effect. Thus, they produce, on the one hand, similar values for a
     large group of resources as for a single or a few resources, and on the    
     other hand, very different values for the same resource depending on the   
     level of aggregation. (Kahneman 1986; Kahmenman & knestsch 1992; DesVouges 
     et a. 1992; Kemp & Maxwell 1992.) Similarly, recent studies have shown that
     non-use values derived from CV are extremely sensitive to the elicitation  
     format and to the sequence and wording of the questions (McFadden & Leonard
     1992; McFadden 1992; Kahneman 1992), and that prederences for one commodity
     over another can even be reversed depending on the format. (Kahneman 1992) 
     These studies also show that the sensitivity of CV estimates of non-use    
     values to economically irrelevant variables and their lack of sensitivity  
     to relevant factors (e.q., quantity) suggest that more sophisticated       
     questioning will no cure the problems. Furthermore, as shown by reviews of 
     recent "state-of-the art" CV studies, the resulting estimates often rise to
     the level of "egregious" overestimates, and are so high as to be           
     implausible and incredible, particularly in relation to actual             
     environmental expenditures. (Mead 1992; Hausman 1992; Zeckhauser 1992) (3).
     The severity of these shortcomings preclude a determination that CV is at  
     present a valid, adequately reliable method of imposing regulatory         
     policymaking.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2771.520     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.521
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, psychologists have now directly tested psychological precepts in  
     the CV context to examine survey respondents' assessments of non-use       
     values. These researchers have concluded that the responses to CV surveys  
     do not, in fact, reflect a valuation of the particular resource or         
     commodity under study. Rather, psychologists believe that valuations of    
     non-use resources reflect valuations of entirely different matters:        
     generalized attitudes and feelings about the environment; ethical values   
     about injury; moral satisfaction obtained by supporting a "good cause";    
     symbolic statements of the importance of the environment; perceptions of   
     civic duties; or an informal, untethered social benefit-cost analysis.     
     (Schkade and Payne 1992; Payne 1992; Kahneman 1992) These psychological    
     studies confirm many economists' suspicions that CV does not measure what  
     it claims to measure, casting great doubts on the basic legitimacy of CV   
     measurements for non-use values.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.521     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.522
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the GLI, EPA maintains that "careful design and implementation of       
     surveys allow researchers to test for (and account for) potential biases   
     and embedded values ... and there are many high quality CVM research       
     efforts that provide credible and reliable information." (4) While this may
     be true in the context of using CV to measure use values (for which, in any
     event, there are more reliable measurement methodologies than CV), EPA     
     erroneously implies that survey designers have been able to remedy such    
     defects in the specific context of measuring non-use values. EPA's one     
     paragraph treatment of CV in the non-use valuation context grossly         
     trivializes this fundamental contextual distinction.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2771.522     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.523
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See .520.                                                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     _____________________                                                      
     (3) For example, as noted by Mead (1992), results of a CV survey on        
     preserving the spotted owl showed nationwide estimates in the range of $4.6
     to $13.8 billion per year, and a CV survey on preserving the whooping crane
     resulted in a "best estimate" of $32 billion per year. By contrast, annual 
     giving to all environmental charities in the United States in 1991 amounted
     to $2.5 billion. (Zeckhauser 1992)                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2771.523     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.524
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current inability of survey designers to cure fundamental reliability  
     defects of CV for determining non-use values is illustrated by the         
     "state-of-the-art" CV study of groundwater values commissioned by EPA and  
     subject to review in a forthcoming report by the EEAC. Following a series  
     of EEAC meetings in which numerous EEAC members questioned the reliability 
     of the study for regulatory policymaking purposes, the authors of the study
     provided an "additional explication" in which they acknowledge continued   
     difficulties in addressing certain survey design problems and indicated    
     that their survey should be viewed as "exploratory" and "experimental" in  
     nature. (McClelland et al. 1993)                                           
     
     
     Response to: P2771.524     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.525
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The authors further point out that no CV study to date has been able to    
     address the key survey design issues which the NOAA Panel identified as    
     being essential to a reliable study. The significance of this fact will be 
     emplified if, as expected, the EEAC report does not endorse the NOAA       
     Panel's report on the ground that certain members believe that the NOAA    
     Panel's policy recommendations are not sufficiently stringent to ensure    
     reliability. In this regard, GE strongly objects to EPA's suggestion in the
     GLI proposal that reliability standards can be more relaxed in the         
     regulatory, as opposed to private litigation, context and that the         
     "[flailure of the CVM studies utilized in the case studies analyses to     
     conform to all of the NOAA recommendations should therefore not            
     automatically preclude them from being considered as a source for benefits 
     information." Plainly, if the case studies are defective and, hence,       
     unreliable as a threshold matter from a economic standpoint, then it would 
     be arbitrary and capricious to rely on the unreliable results of such      
     studies.(5)                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2771.525     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.526
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     _________________                                                          
     (5) The EEAC has been divided over whether a valid distinction exists that 
     "greater" assurance of reliability is required in the context of private   
     litigation than is necessary in the context of setting public policy. In   
     addition to those who have argued that there should be no difference, some 
     have posited that greater stringency is warranted in rulemaking given the  

Page 10775



$T044618.TXT
     much broader impact of a rule.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2771.526     
     
     Please see response to comment D2669.089.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2771.527
     Cross Ref 1: cc/REG
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The EEAC report on the CVM groundwater study is due by the end of September
     1993. This report should be given due weight by EPA insofar as it most     
     directly bears upon the issues relevant to the appropriateness of EPA's    
     relying on CV in making an economic benefits determination in the          
     policymaking context. GE asks that the EEAC's report be made part of the   
     rulemaking record once it is released.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2771.527     
     
     Due to limited resources, EPA has not obtained this report for the record. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OTHER
     Comment ID: P2772.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GSD is a member of the Great Lakes Water Quality Coalition (GLWQC).  The   
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     City of Gary is aware of the technical review of the GLI undertaken by that
     organization.  We are in agreement that the proposal contains many         
     technical flaws and advocates regulatory concepts which have not been      
     sufficiently developed for application.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2772.001     
     
     EPA does not agree that the final GUidance contains many technical flaws   
     and advocates regulatory concepts which have not been sufficienly developed
     for application.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied 
     upon in developing the final Guidance, including use of the best available 
     science for the protection of aquatic life, wildlife and human health, see 
     Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on the science used to     
     develop the various components of the final guidance,see the preamble to   
     the final Guidance and the applicable provisions of the SID.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2772.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most important, is the fact that the focus of the GLI proposal has been    
     placed on point sources, where discharge limitations have long been in     
     place.  As a result, little or no environmental benefit will come from the 
     imposition of this program.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2772.002     
     
     EPA does not agree that the Guidance will have a minimal beneficial impact 
     of the Great Lakes for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final     
     Guidance, Sections I, II and IX of the SID and technical support documents.
      For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the  
     final Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control     
     pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For   
     further discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great     
     Lakes program efforts, including both regulatory and non- regulatory       
     efforts to indicate the relative significance of pollutant sources and the 
     effectiveness of control strategies to enhance the Great Lakes System, see 
     Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003,         
     G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2772.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The City of Gary is proud of the ongoing efforts to restore water quality  
     in the Grand Calumet River.  We are active participants in the Remedial    
     Action Plan (RAP) activities.  Our review of the proposal leads us to the  
     conclusion that the GLI, as drafted will not address the issues necessary  
     to remove this river from the list of Great Lakes Areas of Concern (AOCs). 
     
     
     Response to: P2772.003     
     
     EPA does not agree with this this comment for the reasons stated in the    
     preamble to the final Guidance, Sections I, II and IX of the SID and       
     technical support documents.  For a discussion of the underlying principles
     EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including establishing equitable
     strategies to control pollution sources (point and nonpoint), see Section  
     I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the final Guidance          
     complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including both regulatory 
     and non- regulatory efforts to indicate the relative significance of       
     pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control strategies to enhance   
     the Great Lakes System, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2772.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additionally, the costs of the GLI are of great concern.  We are also aware
     of the Municipal Treatment Plant GLI Impact Survey conducted by the GLWQC. 
     In it, costs to refit and operate treatment facilities were determined for 
     each medium and large municipal treatment system within the Great Lakes    
     Basin.  The capital costs for Gary were estimated at $110 million with     
     increased annual operation costs estimated at $17 million.  This is 55     
     times greater than the currently scheduled capital reinvestment in the     
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     plant and equipment.                                                       
                                                                                
     Annual operating, maintenance, and replacement costs are expected to       
     double, costing $34 million annually.  These increased costs must be paid  
     by customers proportionate to their use of the wastewater treatment        
     facilities, a burden that our struggling industries and shrinking pool of  
     residential property owners cannot afford.  These estimated costs will     
     restrict severely the GSD's  ability to provide cost effective effluent    
     treatment services for new or expanded commercial or industrial users and  
     the city's redevelopment efforts.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2772.004     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2772.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another immediate concern relates to the administrative burden which the   
     GLI proposal would place on GSD operations.  In cooperation with the       
     Georgia-Pacific Corporation, one of our industrial users, the GSD asked the
     consulting engineering firm RUST Environment and Infrastructure to conduct 
     an indepth study of costs and steps necessary to file an application for   
     NPDES permit renewal under the proposed regulation.  The GSD permit is     
     currently up for renewal.  A comparison of the application preparation     
     process is therefore, timely.                                              
                                                                                
     A complete report and partial mock-up of the anticipated application       
     package accompanies this letter.  The costs for performing the needed      
     studies and preparing the forms are estimated at $3 million.  The time     
     period needed to do all of the field and laboratory work is estimated at   
     four years.  This time restraint alone will deliver a death blow to any    
     redevelopment decisions which ride on the abliity to quickly sign a        
     pretreatment agreement which depends upon renewal or modification of our   
     discharge permit.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2772.005     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2772.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Again, let me assure you that the City of Gary is committed to sound       
     environmental protection practices.  We are equally committed to job       
     creation and retention for our citizens.                                   
                                                                                
     In recent times our city has experienced high unemployment and ancillary   
     effects associated with a substantial high rate of unemployment on the     
     community, i.e., decaying infrastructure, crime, substance abuse, high     
     infant mortality rates, increasing high school drop-out rates, etc.  This  
     negative climate would not exist with more jobs.                           
                                                                                
     Environmental coalition representatives have indicated that they support   
     the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) because quality of the environment is     
     paramount to the quality of human life.  We contend that improved          
     infrastructures, decreased crime, increased school enrollment and jobs are 
     the factors that define our quality of life.  The GLI will have a negative 
     impact on our quality of life.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2772.006     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.158.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P2772.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GLI will greatly limit, and most likely reverse, expansion of existing zone
     businesses.  According to figures supplied by the Gary Urban Enterprise    
     Association, Inc. (GUEA), an organization created in 1985 to eliminate     
     blight in the enterprise zone, GLI will adversely effect eighty-five       
     percent (85%) of the jobs potentially available in the zone.  This number  
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     is substantially higher because of the steel and steel-related industries  
     that would otherwise be attracted to the zone.  In an already cost         
     competitive economy, businesses are unwilling to incur the additional costs
     as imposed by GLI.  At a time when Great Lakes cities are struggling to    
     make the transition from the decline of steel, auto, paper and petroleum   
     industries GLI will land a fatal blow.  [Finally, at a time that our       
     congress has begun to hear the concerns of mayors regarding mandates with  
     our funding, the GLI represents a serious reversal of that movement.]      
     
     
     Response to: P2772.007     
     
     Please see response to comment D2587.158.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2772.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Imbedded in comment #.007.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, at a time that our congress has begun to hear the concerns of     
     mayors regarding mandates with our funding, the GLI represents a serious   
     reversal of that movement.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2772.008     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2772.009
     Cross Ref 1: See attachment for 2772
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     A recent study of the potential additional administrative costs imposed by 
     EPA's proposed Great Lakes Initiative regulations has shown that the basic 
     sampling, testing, and paperwork required to issue or renew just one permit
     under the regulations would cost millions of dollars for a medium sized    
     facility.  The study, prepared by RUST Environment & Infrastructrure,      
     examined one particular case: the renewal of Gary, Indiana publicly owned  
     treatment works, the Gary Sanitary District (GSD) wastewater discharge     
     permit.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The total estimated cost to the state and municipality to complete the     
     permit renewal process for GSD was $3,011,325.  This compares to           
     approximately $100,000 under curent policy.  The additional work required  
     includes:                                                                  
                                                                                
     -  background scientific research and testing needed before the permit     
     preparation process can even begin,                                        
     -  actual preparation of the permit application, and                       
     -  long term costs for the municipality, primarily from generating more    
     detailed information on a wide variety of substances.                      
                                                                                
     The cost estimates are solely for paperwork and application requirements.  
     None of the costs are associated with actually improving water quality.    
     
     
     Response to: P2772.009     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2772.010
     Cross Ref 1: See attachment for 2772
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The study also states that it will take considerably longer for a new or   
     renewed permit to be prepared and issued--4 years under the Great Lakes    
     Initiative as opposed to the nine months under current regulations.        
     
     
     Response to: P2772.010     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
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     Comment ID: P2772.011
     Cross Ref 1: See attachment for 2772
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed GLI regulations would set limits on the discharge of up to 138
     substances into the Great Lakes, based on a strict and complex methodolgy  
     laid out by EPA.  However, limits have only been developed for a fraction  
     (13 percent) of the substances that EPA proposes to regulate.  The Great   
     Lakes States and wastewater dischargers will be responsible for calculating
     limits for the remaining substances.  The total cost for doing so is       
     estimated at $1,524,350.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2772.011     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2772.012
     Cross Ref 1: See attachment for 2772
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, in applying for a permit renewal, the discharger (in this case
     the Gary Sanitary District) will need to provide detailed data to the      
     state; much of this data does not currently exist.  For example, GSD will  
     need to collect information on discharges by other facilities and on       
     background levels of pollutants in the water.  In many cases, limits are so
     low that they cannot be measured with state-of-the-art scientific          
     equipment.  The costs associated with collecting this information and      
     preparing the permit application are estimated at $187,625.                
     
     
     Response to: P2772.012     
     
     See response to comment D2595.022.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST/OCS
     Comment ID: P2772.013
     Cross Ref 1: See attachment for 2772
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further costs will be incurred if it appears that GSD has a potential to   
     exceed the new discharge limits for any substance.  It will need to spend  
     over a million dollars for each pollutant to conduct a more detailed       
     analysis.  Dischargers such as the Gary Sanitary District will also incur  
     other long term costs such as establishing pollutant minimization programs 
     and meeting further paperwork requirements.  Long term costs, assuming     
     conservatively that only one substance (such as mercury) will require      
     further analysis, are estimated at $1,299,350.                             
     
     
     Response to: P2772.013     
     
     See response to comment D2579.003.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST/OCS     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: P2846.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ORA  is particularly interested in water quality issues, since six out 
     of the nine New York counties affected by the Great Lakes Initiative, are  
     rural.  They are Chautauqua, Orleans, Wayne, Cayuga, Oswego and Jefferson  
     counties.  While the ORA is pleased with the level of attention being given
     to the quality of our waters, the source of our main concern is the        
     financial impact of this Initiative.  There are many other federal and     
     State regulations1 being imposed on small communities which are already    
     adding to their financial burden.  The resulting increased costs for       
     industrial and municipal water discharges will only translate into higher  
     costs to consumers, through higher taxes, user fees and costs for goods and
     services.  One example is the recently imposed Water Filtration Regulations
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     which have been estimated to cost each household from $220 to $1,000 a year
     depending on the size of the community.  The smaller communities will be   
     paying the higher cost.  Already the hardest hit communities are finding it
     very difficult to comply.                                                  
                                                                                
     -------------                                                              
                                                                                
     1  Some of these regulations include the Surface Water Treatment Rule, Lead
     and Copper Rule, Phase II and V Rules, and the Radon and Disinfection      
     By-products Rules.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2846.001     
     
     See response to comment D1711.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
     Comment ID: P2846.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, we believe that if technologically feasible, the retrofitting   
     should be subsidized by the Federal government.  Some financial assistance 
     should be allocated.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2846.002     
     
     See response to G1990.002                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/UNI
     Comment ID: P2846.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc. REG/ADP
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The ORA is also concerned about the proposed establishment of "consistent  
     water quality goals and control discharges throughout the Great Lakes      
     Basin."  Instituting one set of water quality standards with no regard to  
     local conditions does not take into consideration the diversity of the     
     ecosystem.  In addition, some of the areas within the Basin are able to    
     handle higher concentrations of discharge than others, without compromising
     water quality.  The GLI must provide for State flexibility to accommodate  
     for the diversity of its natural and economic resources.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2846.003     
     
     See response to comment number P2769.085.  See Sections I.C and II.C of the
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/UNI         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/COV
     Comment ID: P2846.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc. RIA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In terms of the GLI's "antidegradation procedures for protecting existing  
     levels of water quality where standards have been attained," we have strong
     concerns.  Allowing social and economic justifications to serve as a basis 
     for lowering water quality could be dangerous.  The ORA believes that aside
     from setting an unsuitable example, it can lead to a class issue:  only    
     those that can afford it will be able to enjoy a higher water quality.  It 
     is risky to compromise standards which will have a direct effect on public 
     health for the economy.  The focus of this Initiative should stay away from
     the process and concentrate on the outcome.                                
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2846.004     
     
     Antidegradation is one several areas in the water quality standards program
     where strictly environmental concerns comingle with economic               
     considerations.  There are situations where environmental and economic     
     goals are in juxtaposition.  The final Guidance provides a mechanism for   
     identifying and addressing these situation.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/COV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA
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     Comment ID: P2846.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the above approach is taken, we suggest that strong emphasis be given to
     long-term solutions to social and economic problems being addressed, i.e.  
     if industry is introduced, it should have the potential of creating jobs at
     present and, more importantly, for maintaining those jobs in the future.   
     [Furthermore, with a view towards sustained development, mitigation efforts
     should be considered and long-term plans should be drafted to correct      
     whatever degradation was permitted.]                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2846.005     
     
     See response to comments D1711.025 and D1711.014.                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2846.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.005.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, with a view towards sustained development, mitigation efforts 
     should be considered and long-term plans should be drafted to correct      
     whatever degradation was permitted.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2846.006     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2846.007
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, since fifty percent of population that live in the Basin, are 
     Canadian, the ORA believes that any programs to prevent further degradation
     of the Great Lakes as well as any clean up initiatives, must be followed by
     both Canada and the United States.  The lack of Canadian participation in  
     this Initiative needs to be addressed.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2846.007     
     
     See response to comment number D2867.087 regarding the steps EPA is taking 
     to work with Canada to control pollution sources in the Great Lakes basin. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2846.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the ORA is also concerned regarding the lack of focus on other    
     than point source pollution in the Great Lakes Initiative.  Many other     
     sources of pollution are affecting the Basin's quality of water, such as   
     air, sediments, and non-point sources.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2846.008     
     
     EPA believes that the final Guidance takes a true ecosystem approach that  
     considers and addresses both point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For 
     a discussion of the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final 
     Guidance, including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution 
     sources (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further     
     discussion on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes       
     program efforts, including efforts to indicate the relative significance of
     pollutant sources and the effectiveness of control strategies to enhance   
     the Great Lakes System, see Section I.D of the SID and responses to comment
     numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                                
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: P2846.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The ORA appreciates the opportunity to comment on the proposed initiative  
     to assist in developing ways to mitigate adverse impacts on rural residents
     and looks forward to participating throughout the remainder of your        
     deliberations.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2846.009     
     
     See response to comment D2856.014.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2884.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, the health of the Great Lakes is of vital importance to the health, 
     environment and economy of the citizens of Wisconsin.  Almost half of      
     Wisconsin residents live in the Lake Michigan and Lake Superior watersheds.
      Toxics in the Great Lakes can adversely affect the health of our citizens,
     and their ability to enjoy the fish, wildlife and other natural resources  
     of these lakes.  The Great Lakes are a draw and a resource for sustainable 
     businesses.  Efforts must be made to eliminate toxics in the lakes to      
     ensure a better quality of life for all who live near or enjoy the unique  
     beauty of the Great Lakes.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2884.001     
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     EPA agrees with this comment and believes that the Guidance is but one     
     component in the overal strategy to protect and restore the Great Lakes.   
     For further discussion on how the Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes 
     program efforts, including Lakewide Management Plans, see Section I.D of   
     the SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and          
     D2597.026.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: P2884.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the water quality criteria established under the GLI will          
     eventually be applied to non-point sources in GLI "Round 2."  Any weakening
     of the proposed standards would cumulatively affect the level of toxics    
     discharged into the Great Lakes if "weakened standards" were applied to    
     nonpoint sources.  We urge the EPA to proceed as quickly as possible in    
     developing implementation standards for nonpoint sources.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2884.002     
     
     EPA recognizes that nonpoint sources of pollution are a significant problem
     in the Great Lakes and believes that the final Guidance addresses both     
     point and nonpoint sources of pollution.  For a discussion of the          
     underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including 
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     the Great Lakes Toxic Reduction Effort (Round 2), see Section I.D of the   
     SID and responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2884.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the goal of the GLI must be to eliminate toxics in the Great Lakes  
     System, not merely to achieve minimal toxics water quality levels.  "It is 
     the goal of the state of Wisconsin to eliminate the discharge of pollutants
     into the waters of the state ... ," sec. 147.01(1)(a), Wis. Stats.         
     Elimination also is the goal of the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement.   
     Any significant compromise on the proposed standards would distance the    
     U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and Great Lakes States from     
     achieving their statutory obligation.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2884.003     
     
     EPA believes the Guidance satisfies the requirements of the Clean Water    
     Act, Great Lakes Critical Programs Act of 1990 and Great lakes Water       
     Quality Agreement as discussed in the preamble to the final Guidance, the  
     SID and supporting documents.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: P2884.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to prevent the weakening of the standards of any state, the EPA   
     should adopt standards for all toxics which are at least as stringent as   
     the most stringent standards in place in any of the Great Lakes states.    
     
     
     Response to: P2884.004     
     
     See response to comments D2587.017 and D1711.014.                          
                                                                                
     See response to: D2838.039                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2884.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The phasing out of mixing zones should be retained.  Because of the harm   
     caused by persistent bioaccumulative toxics, all efforts should be made to 
     eliminate the discharge of these toxics into the Great Lakes as soon as    
     possible.  The phasing out of mixing zones will be a particularly effective
     tool in achieving this goal.  It is estimated that the elimination of      
     mixing zones will reduce the loadings of BCCs by 75-80%.  This level of    
     reduction as a result of one requirement is excellent.                     
                                                                                
     [There is a tremendous volume of BCCs already present in the Great Lakes   
     and tributary waters due to contaminated sediments and ongoing atmospheric 
     disposition, and due to the length of time it takes for these toxics to    
     degrade or flush out of the Great Lakes system.  Prevention of new loadings
     now will shorten the length of time needed to eliminate toxics from the    
     Great Lakes.  To enhance this effect, the length of time for phasing out   
     the mixing zones for BCCs should be shortened through incremental          
     reductions.]  [In addition, mixing zones for all persistent toxics should  
     be phased out.]  The eventual goal should not be only to reach certain     
     numeric water quality criteria for minimal protection of human health and  
     wildlife, but to eliminate persistent toxics from the Great Lakes.  To this
     end, the phasing out of mixing zones for all persistent toxics would be an 
     effective tool in eliminating toxics from the Great Lakes.  [Mixing        
     techniques to dilute effluents prior to discharge should also be           
     prohibited.]                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2884.005     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.                                         
                                                                                
     EPA appreciates the commenter's support for the BCC mixing zone provisions 
     of the proposal, and has retained them in the final Guidance, with a       
     modification to allow a limited exception for existing discharges of BCCs  
     based on economic and technical considerations.  EPA affirms that the BCC  
     mixing zone provisions in the final Guidance are intended to be consistent 
     with the overall policy in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement in favor
     of the virtual elimination of persistent toxic substances.  For the reasons
     set forth at VIII.C.4, EPA disagrees that the time for phasing out mixing  
     zones for existing discharges of BCCs should be shortened, but EPA notes   
     that States and Tribes are always free to establish a shorter phase-out    
     period if they choose.  EPA also disagrees that the mixing zone            
     prohibitions should be extended to other persistent toxics because, in     
     EPA's view, these toxics do not present the same threat as BCCs.  For a    
     discussion of the special circumstances associated with BCCs, see the SID  
     at I, II.C.8, and VIII.C.4.  With respect to the comment that the final    
     Guidance should also prohibit mixing techniques to dilute effluents prior  
     to discharge, EPA does not believe such prohibition is necessary here      
     because the existing regulations governing the discharge of pollutants to  
     POTWs already prohibit use of dilution as a substitute for treatment,      
     except where expressly authorized by an applicable pretreatment standard or
     requirement.  See 40 CFR 403.6(d).  In addition, many effluent guidelines  
     limitations and standards also prohibit the use of dilution to meet the    
     promulgated limitations and standards.  See, e.g., 40 CFR part 439         
     (pharmaceutical industry) and recent proposal to revise such guidelines.   
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     Moreover, the NPDES permit regulations also authorize the permit writer to 
     establish in-plant monitoring requirements and effluent limitations when,  
     for example, dilution of internal wastestreams makes it infeasible or      
     impractical to monitor for or detect the pollutant at the point of         
     discharge.  See 40 CFR 122.44(i) & 122.45(h).                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2884.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.006 is imbedded in comment #.005.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     There is a tremendous volume of BCCs already present in the Great Lakes and
     tributary waters due to contaminated sediments and ongoing atmospheric     
     disposition, and due to the length of time it takes for these toxics to    
     degrade or flush out of the Great Lakes system.  Prevention of new loadings
     now will shorten the length of time needed to eliminate toxics from the    
     Great Lakes.  To enhance this effect, the length of time for phasing out   
     the mixing zones for BCCs should be shortened through incremental          
     reductions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2884.006     
     
     For the reasons set forth at VIII.C.4, EPA disagrees that the time for     
     phasing out mixing zones for existing discharges of BCCs should be         
     shortened, but EPA notes that States and Tribes are always free to         
     establish a shorter phase-out period if they choose.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2884.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.007 is imbedded in comment #.005.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     In addition, mixing zones for all persistent toxics should be phased out.  
     
     
     Response to: P2884.007     
     
     EPA disagrees that the mixing zone prohibitions should be extended to other
     persistent toxics because, in EPA's view, these toxics do not present the  
     same threat as BCCs.  See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a    
     discussion of the special circumstances associated with BCCs, see the SID  
     at I, II.C.8, and VIII.C.4.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2884.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.008 is imbedded in comment #.005.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mixing techniques to dilute effluents prior to discharge should also be    
     prohibited.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2884.008     
     
     EPA does not believe that it is necessary to prohibit, in the final        
     Guidance, the use of mixing techniques to dilute effluents prior to        
     discharge, because the existing regulations governing the discharge of     
     pollutants to POTWs already prohibit use of dilution as a substitute for   
     treatment, except where expressly authorized by an applicable pretreatment 
     standard or requirement.  See 40 CFR 403.6(d).  In addition, many effluent 
     guidelines limitations and standards applicable to direct and indirect     
     dischargers also prohibit the use of dilution to meet the promulgated      
     limitations and standards.  See, e.g., 40 CFR part 439 (pharmaceutical     
     industry) and recent proposal to revise such guidelines.  See also 60 Fed. 
     Reg. 5464, 5486-87 (Jan. 27, 1995) (proposal for centralized waste         
     treatment industry). Moreover, the NPDES permit regulations also authorize 
     the permit writer to establish in-plant monitoring requirements and        
     effluent limitations when, for example, dilution of internal wastestreams  
     makes it infeasible or impractical to monitor for or detect the pollutant  
     at the point of discharge.  See 40 CFR 122.44(i) & 122.45(h).              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2884.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Due to the uncertainty of the toxicity of some chemicals, the EPA          
     guidelines propose to set conservative limits for their discharge under    
     Tier II criteria.  The uncertainty regarding these chemicals is the result 
     of minimal studies on their toxicity.  The Wisconsin Public Intervenor     
     applauds the EPA for taking a "prevention of harm" stance on toxics.  At   
     the same time, we urge the EPA to strengthen these preventative measures by
     expanding the list of substances subject to Tier II formulations, and by   
     requiring dischargers to provide data on new or untested chemicals in their
     effluents.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2884.009     
     
     See response to comment D2750.020.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2884.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is appropriate that discharges of chemicals of unknown toxicity be      
     severly limited.  Most chemicals discharged into the environment should be 
     presumed toxic until proven otherwise.  Opponents of Tier II criteria argue
     that they should be able to discharge these untested chemicals without     
     restriction or at much higher levels, until the chemicals or higher        
     discharge levels are proven unsafe.  This position flies in the face of    
     past history on toxic contamination.  From PCBs to DDT to Atrazine,        
     chemicals have been discharged into the environment with assurances or     
     assumptions that they were safe.  Their use was not restricted or banned   
     until after they caused harm to human health, wildife or the environment.  
     To accept the argument of opponents of Tier II criteria would be to invite 
     one toxic crisis after another.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2884.010     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2884.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II criteria are that "ounce of prevention," and should be retained to 
     prevent new toxics from replacing old toxics as the major threat to water  
     quality.                                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2884.011     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposed guidelines recognize the need to provide special protections  
     for Lake Superior, but do not go far enough to insure such protection will 
     be provided.  The antidegradation provisions of the GLI define three       
     "Special Protection" designations for Lake Superior.  The special          
     designations are to partially implement the goals of the Binational Program
     to Restore and Protect the Lake Superior Basin.  The goals of the          
     Binational Program are to establish a "Lake Superior Zero Discharge        
     Demonstration Program" and to achieve "zero discharge and zero emmission of
     certain designated persistent bioaccumulative toxic substances."  The      
     guidance the GLI offers in attaining these goals, however, fails in the    
     following respects.                                                        
                                                                                
     [The GLI has it backwards in its approach to protecting Lake Superior.     
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     Rather than providing the greatest level of water quality protection to the
     greatest area of water, the provisions of the GLI will result in providing 
     the greatest level of protection to the smallest area of water.  The       
     discharge of toxics will still be permitted in most of the waters of Lake  
     Superior.  Under the GLI, states have the option of designating areas of   
     Lake Superior as Outstanding National Resource Waters (ONRW).  But there   
     appears little likelihood that states will apply this designation to any   
     area of waters except those for which discharges, point or nonpoint, are   
     minimal or non-existent.  Examples given by the states for areas to be     
     designated as ONRW include National Parks, State Parks, National Lakeshores
     and Refuges.  The effect of the special designations, even where they      
     occur, will be merely to retain the status quo.  Degraded areas will not be
     upgraded, while areas for which there is currently little danger of harm   
     might receive the most stringent designation.]  [To truly protect Lake     
     Superior, all U.S. portions of Lake Superior should be presumed eligible to
     be designated ONRW, with the burden on the states to show why certain      
     waters should be exempt.]                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2884.012     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.013 is imbedded in comment #.012.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI has it backwards in its approach to protecting Lake Superior.      
     Rather than providing the greatest level of water quality protection to the
     greatest area of water, the provisions of the GLI will result in providing 
     the greatest level of protection to the smallest area of water.  The       
     discharge of toxics will still be permitted in most of the waters of Lake  
     Superior.  Under the GLI, states have the option of designating areas of   
     Lake Superior as Outstanding National Resource Waters (ONRW).  But there   
     appears little likelihood that states will apply this designation to any   
     area of waters except those for which discharges, point or nonpoint, are   
     minimal or non-existent.  Examples given by the states for areas to be     
     designated as ONRW include National Parks, State Parks, National Lakeshores
     and Refuges.  The effect of the special designations, even where they      
     occur, will be merely to retain the status quo.  Degraded areas will not be
     upgraded, while areas for which there is currently little danger of harm   
     might receive the most stringent designation.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2884.013     
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     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 is imbedded in comment #.012.                   
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     To truly protect Lake Superior, all U.S. portions of Lake Superior should  
     be presumed eligible to be designated ONRW, with the burden on the states  
     to show why certain waters should be exempt.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2884.014     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recognize that some areas of Lake Superior, such as the Duluth-Superior 
     area would meet this burden and will not be able to meet the ONRW criteria 
     at this time.  However, the states should demonstrate why areas cannot be  
     in compliance within a given time frame.  If the necessary showing is made,
     these areas may be exempted from the ONRW designation.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2884.015     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Lake Superior Basin-Outstanding National Resource Water (LSB-ONRW) or  
     Outstanding International Resource Water (OIRW) designations, as applied to
     both point and nonpoint dischargers, would then be made for these areas.   
     
     
     Response to: P2884.016     
     
     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The designations of (LSB-ONRW) and (OIRW) also need to be redefined.  As   
     currently defined, these two designations govern only to point source      
     discharges.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2884.017     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although the implementation procedures of the GLI apply essentially to     
     point sources, the water quality criteria developed in the GLI will (and   
     should) eventually apply to nonpoint sources as well.  If there is to be   
     consistency without later amending the designations to apply to nonpoint   
     sources, the designations should govern to both point and nonpoint sources.
     
     
     Response to: P2884.018     
     
     See response to comment D1996.035.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, the GLI should not leave to the absolute discretion of each   
     state the designation of Lake Superior waters under any of the three       
     categories.  Currently, the inclusion of the designations in the GLI as    
     part of the antidegradation provisions are as a guidance only.  EPA        
     proposes not to promulgate the provisions if a state fails to make the     
     designations.  It is inconsistent with the purpose of the GLI and the      
     Binational Program to allow the states the option of not implementing      
     special protections.  We urge that the selection of designations not be    
     left exclusively to the states, but as stated above, that all of Lake      
     Superior be designated ONRW, with the burden on the states to prove        
     otherwise.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2884.019     
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     See response to comment D605.011.                                          
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, if the selection of designations is to be left to the states, the 
     states should be required to make special designations of all Lake Superior
     wates within their respective jurisdictions, and to make such designations 
     within the same time frame as they are required to be in compliance with   
     the GLI as a whole.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2884.020     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI is also inadequate as a guidance on Lake Superior because it does  
     not go far enough in achieving the goal of "zero discharge and zero        
     emission of certain persistent bioaccumulative toxic substances."          
     
     
     Response to: P2884.021     
     
     See response to comment D1996.010                                          
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Presently, only nine chemicals are listed as Lake Superior                 
     "Bioaccumulative Substances of Immediate Concern."  In order to achieve the
     stated goal of the Binational Program, all "persistent" bioaccumulative    
     toxic substances should be listed, not just those of immediate concern.    
     
     
     Response to: P2884.022     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2884.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI recognizes the ecological importance of Lake Superior, but must be 
     strengthened significantly to truly protect this Outstanding National      
     Resource.  As signatories to the Binational Program, the states have a     
     special obligation to ensure that all necessary measures are taken.  We    
     urge the EPA to promulgate mandatory provisions for the protection of Lake 
     Superior.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2884.023     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2884.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If the CEL is set at the WQBEL, dischargers will be responsible for        
     discharges above the WQBEL unless they have a variance.  But, WQBELs for   
     some toxic pollutants will be set below current levels of detection by     
     existing standard laboratory analyses.  To solve the apparent compliance   
     dilemma, the GLI proposed various methods for setting the CEL at or near   
     the detection level rather than the WBQEL.  This method of compliance      
     determination will allow many toxics to be discharged at levels            
     significantly higher than the WQBEL.  Unfortunately, many substances, such 
     as PCBs, are harmful in amounts far below the level of detection.          
     
     
     Response to: P2884.024     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2884.025
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CEL must be set at the WQBEL if the WQBEL is to retain any validity as 
     a standard, and if it is to eventually serve the purpose of protecting     
     human health, wildlife and aquatic life.  Setting compliance levels on the 
     basis of levels of detection that are above the levels determined to       
     protect human health and the environment is inconsistent and misleading to 
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     the public.  Industry and municipalities should not be able to state, "we  
     are in full compliance with the standards," with the implication that the  
     discharges are "safe" for human health and the environment.  At the very   
     least, the GLI should not allow the discharge of bioaccumulative chemicals 
     of concern above the WQBEL.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2884.025     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2884.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The present inadequacies of standard testing should not justify a greatly  
     increased level of toxic discharges into the Great Lakes.  The compliance  
     problem calls for creative solutions, not the virtual abandonment of the   
     WQBELs.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2884.026     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2884.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dischargers are concerned about their ability to comply with these low     
     level discharge limits, and their potential liability for failure to       
     comply.  These concerns might have some validity if dischargers were       
     required to meet the GLI standards tomorrow with today's testing methods.  
     However, dischargers will have years, and for many dischargers a full      
     decade, before they will be required to meet these standards.  This grace  
     period is ample time for dischargers to implement pollution prevention     
     programs and develop alternative testing methods.  Moreover, the argument  
     that it is technologically infeasible to detect many of the substances at  
     levels of concern does not always hold water.  Non-technology-based        
     detection methods, including aquatic organism bio-uptake and detection in  
     waste sources and flows "upstream" of diluted outfall effluents, should be 
     examined as methods of determining discharges of concern.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2884.027     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2884.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The CEL must be set at the WQBEL if the water quality goals of the GLI are 
     to be achieved.  During the grace period between the effective date of the 
     GLI, and the time compliance is required, the EPA should establish an      
     advisory task force to assist dischargers in developing pollution          
     prevention strategies, and to push for better testing methods.             
     
     
     Response to: P2884.028     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2884.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI should not include a separate procedure for "intake credits" for   
     point source dischargers in the Great Lakes Basin.                         
     
     
     Response to: P2884.029     
     
     EPA agrees with the many commenters who advocated development of procedures
     to consider intake water pollutants in the permitting process to address   
     widespread problems of elevated background levels of pollutants.  EPA has  
     carefully limited special consideration of intake pollutants to situations 
     where the discharge of intake pollutants does not result in increased      
     adverse effects on the receiving water.  At the same time, EPA has limited 
     the time period for which "no net addition" limits are available to        
     encourage development of comprehensive plans for addressing impaired       
     waters.  See generally the SID at Section VIII.E.4.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN/VARI
     Comment ID: P2884.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Any such inclusion is superfluous to established national regulatory       
     procedures on intake water pollutants.  It would allow dischargers to      
     obtain adjustments to the WQBELs without going through the full analysis   
     required in the variance procedures.  Such procedures would also further   
     complicate enforcement problems in determining compliance with a WQBEL     
     which is below the level of detection.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2884.030     
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     With respect to the first point, see response to comment P2742.582.  The   
     intake pollutant procedures operate regardless of the level of the         
     pollutant in the intake water or in the effluent. Therefore, EPA fails to  
     understand how intake pollutant procedures will complicate enforcement     
     problems in determining compliance with a WQBEL below the level of         
     quantitation.  Establishing and determining compliance with WQBELs below   
     the level of quantitation is discussed in the SID at VIII.H.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN/VARI          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IN
     Comment ID: P2884.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many dischargers have caused contamination of sediments and groundwater    
     through past discharges, and through this contamination the pollution of   
     the intake water of downstream users.  It is "fair" that dischargers who   
     have contributed to the pollution of the downstream intake waters          
     contribute to the cleanup of their past contamination.  Dischargers argue  
     that as a matter of "fairness," they should not have to clean up pollutants
     in their intakes which they are not responsible for.  This argument has    
     merit only to the extent that the discharger has not contributed to the    
     presence of pollutants in the receiving water.  For those dischargers who  
     at present, and historically, have used the intake water for cooling only, 
     the variance procedures are sufficient, and no special provision on intake 
     credits is necessary.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2884.031     
     
     The commenter's statement about the adequacy of existing procedures for    
     considering intake pollutants is addressed in the response to comment      
     P2884.031.  The commenter suggests that providing an intake pollutant      
     procedure such as that in the proposal is not necessary because in some    
     instances, point source discharges may have contributed to the elevated    
     levels of pollutants in the background water.  EPA does not consider this a
     compelling reason to deny consideration of intake pollutants through a     
     permit-based mechanism that regulates present discharges.  Other remedies  
     are available to deal with historical sources of pollution, such as TMDLs  
     or comparable assessment and remediation plans.  Also see response to      
     comment G3485.008.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IN               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2884.032
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge diligent oversight of the implementation of the GLI by EPA.  States
     are required to adopt regulations consistent with the final guidance within
     two years of publication.  There are no provisions in the GLI for interim  
     monitoring by EPA of state's efforts to ensure that all states will be in  
     full compliance within two years.  In fairness to states which will make   
     the effort to be in timely compliance, it is incumbent upon the EPA, under 
     the Critical Program Act, to ensure full compliance by all states within   
     two years.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2884.032     
     
     Please see section II of the SID.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2884.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We urge the EPA to adopt in the final guidance those standards and         
     procedures which will lead to the eventual elimination of toxic discharges 
     into the Great Lakes.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2884.033     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance includes criteria and procedures which will 
     further improve the water quality in the Great Lakes for the reasons stated
     in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and supporting documents.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I.  Mercury                                                                
                                                                                
     A.  National Biomonitoring Studies Do Not Show Widespread, Elevated Levels 
     Of Mercury in Great Lakes Fishes.                                          
                                                                                
     EPA regards mercury as a "bioaccumulative chemical of concern" (58 Fed.    
     Reg. 21015 (1993)).  But UWAG believes that EPA's resultant bioaccumulation
     factors for mercury are the product of overly conservative or incorrect    
     input variables.  In fact, actual measurements (not theoretical values) of 
     tissue residue levels in Great Lakes fish do not support EPA's premise that
     mercury levels in these organisms are unacceptable.                        
     
     
     Response to: P2960.001     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.002
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.001.                                            
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     Results of national biomonitoring studies regarding contaminant levels in  
     fish have been reported by Schmitt and Brumbaugh (1990), Schmitt et al.    
     (1990), and U.S. EPA (1992).  These studies indicate both temporal (i.e.,  
     historical) and spatial (i.e., location-specific) trends in pollutant      
     residues detected in fish from numerous drainage basins.  Two of these     
     studies (Schmitt and Brumbaugh, 1990; U.S. EPA, 1992) can be used to assess
     the relative degree of mercury contamination in Great Lakes fish.          
                                                                                
     Schmitt and Brumbaugh (1990) reported levels of heavy metals in whole fish 
     samples. Fish collected from the Great Lakes did not show consistently high
     levels of metals.  Levels of mercury in Great Lakes fish were not elevated 
     compared to fish collected from other sites outside the Great Lakes basin. 
     Several sampling sites on the Great Lakes contained fish with historically 
     decreasing tissue concentrations of toxic metals.                          
                                                                                
     The most recent national survey of contaminant residues in fish was        
     published by U.S. EPA (1992).  Six sites on the Great Lakes were used for  
     fish collections.  It should be noted that EPA selected these sites as     
     "targeted sites"; that is, the sites received influence from suspected     
     point-source discharges or from non-point sources.  EPA also selected      
     background sites, which did not experience any point-source or             
     agricultural/urban runoff impacts.  The location of the Great Lakes        
     "targeted" sites and the resulting concentration of mercury in fillet or   
     whole-body samples is given below:                                         
                                                                                
     Results of mercury analysis of fillet samples or whole fish collected from 
     six Great Lakes sites, 1987-88                                             
     Location, Species, % Lipid, Mercury(ug/g), Percentile Rank*                
     Olcott, NY (L. Ontario), chinook sal., 4.2, 0.32, 75th                     
     Rochester, NY (L. Ontario), brown trout, 11.9, 0.24, 50th-75th             
     Erie, PA (L. Erie), white sucker, 7.3, 0.02, <10th                         
     Waukegan, IL (L. Michigan), lake trout, 17.5, 0.22, 50th-75th              
     Ashland, WI (L. Superior), carp, 13.7, 0.21, 50th-75th                     
     Erie, PA (L. Erie), fr. drum, 1.8, 0.20, 50th-75th                         
     *Based on cumulative frequency distribution given on p. 66 of U.S. EPA     
     (1992).                                                                    
                                                                                
     These results indicate that all fish collected from Great Lakes sites had  
     mercury concentrations which equaled or were less than the 75th percentile 
     concentration of mercury among all fish analyzed for mercury nationwide.   
     The majority of samples (four of six listed above) had mercury             
     concentrations between the 50th percentile concentration (0.18 ug/g) and   
     75th percentile concentration (0.32 ug/g).  All of the six samples had fish
     mercury concentrations which were less than the mean mercury concentration 
     at unimpacted background sites (0.34 ug/g)(U.S. EPA, 1992).  This indicates
     that mercury levels were not elevated in fish collected from suspected     
     point-source discharges.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2960.002     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: P2960.003
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.001.                                            
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, none of the samples collected approached the FDA action limit 
     concentration of 1.0 ug/g (1.0 ppm) or the more strict consumption advisory
     level of 0.5 ug/g used by some states, such as Michigan.  These results    
     indicate that the majority of fish collected by U.S. EPA in 1987-88 at     
     Great Lakes locations do not show greatly elevated mercury concentrations. 
     
     
     Response to: P2960.003     
     
     The objective of FDA action levels differ from the objective of Clean Water
     Act water quality criteria.  EPA believes that a determination as to       
     whether fish caught from the Great Lakes System contain elevated levels of 
     mercury should be made by referencing the fish tissue levels corresponding 
     to the mercury criteria in the final Guidance.                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.004
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.001.                                            
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's map of mercury concentrations shown as a function of geographic      
     distribution (p. 66 in U.S. EPA, 1992) clearly do not show the Great Lakes 
     as a "hot spot" or elevated mercury levels in fish.  Given the above       
     information, UWAG believes that levels of mercury in Great Lakes fish are  
     clearly not elevated, at least when compared to unimpacted background sites
     distributed around the United States.                                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2960.004     
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     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2960.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Similarly, Rohrer et al. (1982) reported concentrations of pesticides,     
     PCBs, and metals in coho and chinook salmon from various tributaries to    
     Lake Michigan, Lake Huron, and Lake Erie.  Chlorinated hydrocarbon         
     (pesticide) contaminants were present at significantly lower levels than   
     were found in salmon samples collected in 1971.  No sample of either       
     species exceeded the FDA action levels for DDT, dieldrin or mercury.       
     
     
     Response to: P2960.005     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2960.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     B.  The Canadian Monitoring Program                                        
                                                                                
     Monitoring results from Canada also rebut the claim that there is a        
     widespread mercury contamination problem in the Great Lakes.  The Ontario  
     Ministry of Environment and Energy conducts fish contamination monitoring  
     sampling on an annual basis at locations on the Great Lakes (Lake Superior,
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     Huron, Erie and Ontario) and at inland rivers and lakes.  This standardized
     sampling program began in 1976 and is clearly the most consistent long-term
     contaminant monitoring study on the Great Lakes.  Between 8,000-10,000 fish
     are annually collected, processed and analyzed for contaminant levels.     
     Ontario consumption advisories are based on mercury concentrations in      
     boneless, skinless fillets taken from the dorsal portion of fish.  The most
     recent consumption guide is enclosed as Appendix 14.                       
                                                                                
     An analysis of the frequency of consumption advisories for locations on    
     Lake Superior, Huron, Erie and Ontario does not indicate a widespread fish 
     contaminant problem (see Appendix 15).  The Ontario Ministry of Environment
     and Energy, in fact, does not believe that fish contaminant advisories are 
     a widespread problem for the Great Lakes (Chuck Cox, Ontario Sport Fish    
     Contaminant Monitoring Program, 416/314-7901).  Although elevated          
     concentrations of mercury (i.e., equal to or greater than 0.5 ug/g) in fish
     are found at specific locations, these sites have been historically        
     contaminated by process wastewaters or continue to be influenced by grossly
     contaminated sediments.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2960.006     
     
     See the SID, especially Section I, for a response to this and related      
     issues.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2960.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In contrast to the Ontario monitoring program, the Canadian Department of  
     Fisheries and Oceans analyzes whole-body samples of Great Lakes fish from  
     various locations.  These researchers found a significant decreasing trend 
     of mercury concentrations in Lake Ontario lake trout from 1977 to 1988, as 
     well as a significant decreasing trend of mercury concentrations in rainbow
     smelt and slimy sculpin from Lake Ontario.  In contrast to the contaminant 
     residue trends for organochlorine pollutants, the steadily decreasing      
     levels in the three fish species were parallel, indicating a more rapid,   
     uniform biological response to decreased mercury loadings compared to the  
     other persistent pollutants.  The authors estimated that the half-life for 
     mercury in Lake Ontario (based on residue levels in three fish species) is 
     10 years.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2960.007     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     C.  EPA's Aquatic Life Criteria Provide Overly Redundant Protection To The 
     Four Most Sensitive Species and Should Be Recalculated By Deleting An      
     Anomolous LC50 Value                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA has proposed a mercury (II) Criterion Maximum Concentration (i.e.,     
     acute ambient water quality criterion) of 0.83 ug/l for the protection of  
     aquatic life (58 Fed. Reg. 20853).  The rationale and toxicity database    
     used for the derivation of this value is given in EPA's support document,  
     "Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative Water Quality Criteria for Protection
     of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Criteria Document - Mercury."  While UWAG
     does not object to EPA's stated approach to the derivation of aquatic life 
     criteria per se, the derivation of the porposed Criterion Maximum          
     Concentration for mercury (II) provides overly redundant protection to the 
     four most sensitive species.                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2960.008     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that the criteria for mercury        
     provides overly redundant protection to the four most sensitive species.   
     EPA simply collects the information found in the scientific literature,    
     reviews it for quality considerations and utilizes all available quality   
     data in the derivation of the criteria using the methodology found in      
     Appendix A of this rulemaking.  EPA does not purposefully disregard data   
     because other taxonomically similar genera are already represented in the  
     dataset.  If the data are available and of adequate quality, they are      
     utilized to derive the criteria.  EPA does not understand how utilizing all
     available, quality information is considered redundant.  EPA does not      
     dictate what information is published and made available by the scientific 
     community.  Rather, EPA utilizes the information made available to the     
     public.  More information on the derivation of the mercury criteria is     
     available in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria for
     the Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, UWAG questions the technical basis for EPA's selection of the 
     amphipod Crangonyx pseudogracilis as the most sensitive freshwater species.
     The basis for these comments is given below.                               
                                                                                
     EPA lists the four most sensitive species and genera to mercury (acute     
     exposure) as follows:                                                      
                                                                                
     Rank, Genus Mean Acute Value(ug/l), Species, Species Mean Acute Value(ug/l)
     4, 10, Gammarus sp. (amphipod), 10                                         
     3, 3.3, Daphnia Magna, 3.7                                                 
     2, 2.9, Ceriodaphnia reticulata, 2.9                                       
     1, 1.0, Crangonyx pseudogracilis (amphipod) 1.0                            
                                                                                
     A cursor examination of this species' sensitivity ranking indicates a      
     preponderance of acute values for test organisms in only two taxonomic     
     families:  Gammaridae (Crangonyx and Gammarus) and Daphnidae (Ceriodaphaia 
     and Daphnia).  UWAG believes that this redundancy of taxonomic             
     representation in the four most sensitive genera is unnecessary.  There is 
     no other proposed acute aquatic life criterion which exhibits the same     
     magnitude of taxonomic redundancy.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2960.009     
     
     See response to comment P2960.008.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG  also questions the validity of the reported LC50 value of 1.0 ug/l   
     for Crangonyx pseudogracilis.  This value is given in Martin and Holdich   
     (1986).  The researchers provide two LC50 values for Crangonyx in this     
     paper:  a 48-hour LC50 of 470 ug/l Hg+2 and a 96-hour LC50 of 1.0 ug/l     
     Hg+2.  EPA apparently (and arbitrarily, UWAG  believes) excluded the       
     48-hour LC50 value and selected the much more conservative 96-hour value of
     1.0 ug/l, which is between two and three orders of magnitude below the     
     48-hour LC50.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2960.010     
     
     See response to comment P2960.012.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The enormous difference is anomalous.  In assessing the validity of the    
     selected value of 1.0 ug/l, UWAG has listed the relative differences       
     between the 48-hour LC50 and 96-hour LC50 for other metals tested by Martin
     and Holdich.  Below is a comparison of these values, with order of         
     magnitude differences indicated:                                           
                                                                                
     Metal, 48-hr. LC50(mg/l), 96-hr. LC50(mg/l), Order of Magnitude Difference 
     mercury (II), 0.47, 0.001, between 2-3                                     
     aluminum (III), 12.8, 9.19, within 1                                       
     cadmium (II), 34.6, 1.70, between 1-2                                      
     chromium (III), 388, 291, same                                             
     chromium (VI), 2.69, 0.81, within 1                                        
     cobalt (II), 167, 39.2, within 1                                           
     copper (II), 2.44, 1.29, same                                              
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     iron (II), 143, 95.0, within 1                                             
     iron (III), 160, 120, same                                                 
     lead (II), 43.8, 27.6, same                                                
     molybdenum (VI), 3,618, 2,650, same                                        
     nickel (II), 252, 66.1, within 1                                           
     silver (I), 0.006, 0.005, same                                             
     tin (II), 71.8, 50.1, same                                                 
     vanadium (V), 42.0, 12.3, same                                             
     zinc (II), 121, 19.8, within 1                                             
                                                                                
     The above table clearly indicates that the difference between the 48-hour  
     LC50 and the 96-hour LC50 for mercury (II) exposure is substantial enough  
     that EPA should re-evaluate the validity of the lower value; the order of  
     magnitude for all other metals is no more than 1-2, with the vast majority 
     of differences being within 1, or the same order of magnitude difference.  
     The same pattern is evident when 96-hour toxicity test results for         
     Crangonyx sp. are compared with 96-hour results for Asellus aquaticus, a   
     related amphipod species (Martin and Holdich, 1986).                       
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2960.011     
     
     See response to comment P2960.012.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's acute toxicity database for mercury seemingly indicates that         
     Crangonyx sp. is more sensitive to metals than either Daphnia or           
     Ceriodaphnia.  UWAG's examination of EPA's acute toxicity database for     
     proposed Great Lakes acute aquatic criteria indicates the opposite,        
     however.  For at least seven metals, both Daphnia and/or Ceriodaphnia and  
     Gammarus are ranked as being more sensitive than Crangonyx.  These metals  
     are cadmium, chromium (III), chromium (VI), copper, nickel, silver and     
     zinc.  The following table lists these results.                            
                                                                                
     Genus mean acute values for Crangonyx, Gammarus, Daphnia, and Ceriodaphnia 
     for 7 metals proposed for Great Lakes aquatic life criteria                
                                                                                
     Genus Mean Acute Values (ug/l)                                             
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     Metal, Crangonyx, Gammarus, Daphnia, Ceriodaphnia                          
     cadmium, 1,700, - , 19.3, -                                                
     chromium (III), 291,000, 3,200, 16,010, -                                  
     chromium (VI), 583, 67.1, 28.9, 45.1                                       
     copper, 1,290, 22.1, 14.5, 9.9                                             
     nickel, 66,100, 13,000, 1,500, -                                           
     silver, 5.0, 4.5, 2.16, 3.92                                               
     zinc, 19,800, 8,100, 299.8, 93.9                                           
                                                                                
     This table clearly indicates that Crangonyx is not more sensitive to metals
     than Gammarus, Daphnia and Ceriodaphia, as EPA's mercury acute toxicity    
     data base suggests.  UWAG is not aware of any documented toxic mode of     
     action for mercury (i.e., acute exposure) that is fundamentally different  
     from that of other metals.  UWAG believes that this is sufficient evidence 
     to delete the reported 96-hour LC50 value of 1.0 for Crangonyx and replace 
     it with the more valid 48-hour LC50 value of 470 ug/l.  If this replacement
     is completed, and the LC50 for Asellus aquaticus of 1.99 ug/l Hg+2 (Martin 
     and Holdich 1986) is inserted into the acute toxicity database, the new    
     resulting Criterion Maximum Concentration for mercury is 1.85 ug/l, and the
     resultant Criterion Continuous Concentration is 0.99 ug/l.  UWAG urges EPA 
     to make these changes based on a critical examination of the acute toxicity
     database for mercury.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2960.012     
     
     EPA agrees with the commenter that the difference between the 48- hour LC50
     and the 96-hour LC50 for mercury(II) exposure for Crangonyx pseodogracilis 
     is substantial.  EPA also questions the soundness of the lower value.  The 
     96-hour LC50 value of 1.0 ug/L was not used in the derivation of the final 
     aquatic life mercury criteria.  EPA subjects data for all species and      
     pollutants to the same procedures and at the time of proposal did not      
     recognize the substantial difference in these values from the same study.  
                                                                                
     In response to the comment comparing mercury exposures across species to   
     other metals, EPA is not aware that the modes of action are known for each 
     of the metals.  EPA does not agree with this portion of the comment and did
     not base the withdrawal of the Crangonyx pseodogracilis 96-hour LC50 for   
     mercury on similar or differing modes of action.                           
                                                                                
     EPA disagrees with the commenter that the LC50 for Asellus aquaticus should
     be added to the acute toxicity database for derivation of the mercury      
     criteria.  Appendix A clearly specifies that only species resident to North
     America should be used in the derivation of criteria.  Asellus aquaticus is
     not resident to North America.                                             
                                                                                
     More information on the derivation of the final mercury criteria may be    
     found in "Great Lakes Water Quality Guidance Water Quality Criteria for the
     Protection of Aquatic Life in Ambient Water, Final Criteria Documents."    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     D.  EPA'S Proposed Bioaccumulation Factor for Mercury                      
                                                                                
     1.  The Use Of Water Column-Based BCF Or BAF Values To Derive Criteria For 
     Bioaccumulative Chemicals Like Mercury May Be Inappropriate.               
                                                                                
     The formula used by EPA to develop mercury criteria addresses fish tissue  
     levels by including a bioaccumulation factor (BAF)(58 Fed. Reg. 21,023 col.
     1).  The definition of BAF includes its use as a predictive factor of a    
     fish's uptake of dissolved mercury from the water column (via respiration) 
     and from ingestion of food.                                                
                                                                                
     UWAG believes that EPA has inadequately and incompletely considered the    
     scientific literature on mercury before proposing the Great Lakes Giudance.
      See, for example, the works cited in Zillioux, E., Porcella, D., and      
     Benoit, J., 1993, "Mercury in Wetlands", Environmental Toxicology and      
     Chemistry (in press).                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2960.013     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More specifically, EPA has failed to take into account how mercury actually
     behaves in lakes and rivers.  Most of the total mercury in ambient water is
     present as inorganic mercury, which has very low water solubility, is      
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     readily complexed, and precipitates to sediments.  UWAG has retained Tetra 
     Tech, Inc. to model the cycling of mercury in two of the Great Lakes:      
     Superior and Erie.  In both Lake Erie and Lake Superior, Tetra Tech found  
     that 93% of the mercury inputs became bound to the sediments.  The results 
     of that modeling are enclosed as Appendix 16.  Because of these features of
     the chemistry of mercury, fish do not accumulate mercury primarily from the
     water column.  For example, Parkman and Meili (1993) found that mercury    
     accumulation in macroinvertebrates was a function of feeding behavior and  
     food quality.  In their study, the lowest mercury  concentrations among    
     profundal chironomids were found in predators, while the highest           
     concentrations occurred in detritivores (which obtain much mercury via     
     sediments).  This pattern is not consistent with widely held theories on   
     biomagnification, which predict that bioaccumulation of bioaccumulative    
     pollutants increases with trophic levels.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2960.014     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2960.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF/SPE/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, there is only a narrow range of chemicals for which the water     
     column-based BCF/BAF approach is relevant,1 and mercury is not one of them.
      UWAG therefore believes that mercury BCF/BAF values should not be         
     calculated using EPA's water column-based paradigm.                        
                                                                                
     -----------------                                                          
     1  For example, Weiniger (1978) estimated that the bioconcentration of PCBs
     from water in Lake Michigan lake trout was only about 1% of the total PCB  
     residue of fish.  The remaining 99% was calculated to have come from the   
     sediment-based food chain of this species.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2960.015     
     
     The mere fact that uptake of some chemicals is mostly via the              
     sediment-based food chain does not mean that water column-based BCF-BAF    
     approach is invalid.  Such models as the Gobas model take into account the 
     sediment-based food chain and the resulting water column-based BAFs agree  
     with field-measured BAFs.  The Gobas model cannot be applied to mercury and
     so a different kind of model has to be used, but the approach is similar   
     and appropriately takes into account the sediment-based food chain by using
     field-derived biomagnification factors between trophic levels 1 and 2 and  
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     between trophic levels 2 and 3.  The data of Weiniger (1978) do not        
     demonstrate that the water column-based paradigm is invalid.               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.016
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The inappropriateness of the water column model and the resulting proposed 
     wildlife criterion of 0.18 ng/l is vividly highlighted by a comparison of  
     this criterion with mercury rainfall concentrations.  Recent studies have  
     corroborated that rainfall in the Great Lakes basin averages approximately 
     10 ng/l.  As pointed out in Section I.A above, mercury levels in Great     
     Lakes fish are well within acceptable concentrations.  Since the rainfall  
     input level of 10 ng/l has not caused lake-wide stresses to aquatic life   
     and wildlife attributable to mercury, EPA has not justified the necessity  
     of proposing an even lower criterion for point-source discharges.          
     
     
     Response to: P2960.016     
     
     See response to comment D2829.009, and Sections VIII.C, E, H, and Section  
     IX of the SID.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2960.017
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.015.                                            
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1  For example, Weiniger (1978) estimated that the bioconcentration of PCBs
     from water in Lake Michigan lake trout was only about 1% of the total PCB  
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     residue in fish.  The remaining 99% was calculated to have come from the   
     sediment-based food chain of this species.                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2960.017     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I.B of the SID.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an alternative to EPA's water column approach, the predator-prey        
     accumulation factor could be used, as accumulation of mercury from food is 
     significant (Watras and Bloom, 1993; Spry and Wiener, 1991).               
                                                                                
     In short, a scientifically defensible mercury criterion (see, e.g., Tetra  
     Tech model in Appendix 16) must take into account that fish accumulate most
     of their mercury by ingestion of contaminated sediments and prey items, not
     by gill uptake of dissolved mercury.  UWAG proposes to EPA, therefore, that
     the proposed generic, single BAF value be replaced by a site-specific BAF  
     value (see the next section of these comments) where demonstrated, or that 
     a predator-prey accumulation factor be used.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2960.018     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2960.019
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF/HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc. BAF/WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2. EPA's Regulatory Assumption Of A Generic BAF Value Is Oversimplistic And
     Disregards Documented Variations In Bioaccumulation Due To Limnological    
     Variables.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The formula used by EPA to derive human health and wildlife mercury        
     criteria incorporates a bioaccumulation factor (BAF) value (58 Fed. Reg.   
     21,023).  The BAF value is a relative measure of a pollutant's (measured or
     predicted) propensity to increase in concentration through trophic level   
     transfer and from the water column.  EPA's BAF model does not consider the 
     cycling of mercury between the water column and sediments.  This value     
     represents a predictive factor of a fish's uptake of dissolved mercury from
     the water column (via respiration) and from ingestion of food.  A single,  
     generic BAF value is proposed by EPA for the entire Great Lakes drainage   
     basin.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2960.019     
     
     EPA agrees that a variety of processes affect the BAF for mercury, which is
     why the final guidance allows the derivation of site-specific BAFs and     
     criteria if adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses 
     are protected.  It is a reasonable approach to set a system-wide criterion 
     and allow site-specific modifications when justified.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2960.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The underlying assumption of a single BAF value is that the chemical       
     partitioning, biological transformation (i.e., conversion of inorganic     
     mercury to methylmercury), and magnitude of mercury bioaccumulation is     
     predictably equal among all water body types in the Great Lakes drainage   
     basin. UWAG also disagrees with the use of a single value to encompass all 
     of the Great Lakes.  The designation of a single BAF value is              
     oversimplistic and ignores documented variations in mercury accumulation.  
     
     
     Response to: P2960.020     
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     EPA agrees that a variety of processes affect the BAF for mercury, which is
     why the final guidance allows the derivation of site-specific BAFs and     
     criteria if adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses 
     are protected.  It is a reasonable approach to set a system-wide criterion 
     and allow site-specific modifications when justified.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.021
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF/HH
     Cross Ref 2: cc. BAF/WL
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA's technical background document, "Derivation of Proposed Human Health  
     and Wildlife Bioaccumulation Factors From The Great Lakes Initiative" (see 
     58 Fed. Reg. 21022), presents a step-by-step analysis of the input         
     variables (i.e., underlying technical assumptions) for the proposed        
     bioaccumulation factor for mercury.  Item #2 (p. 55) states that "...25%   
     would seem to be a reasonable estimate of the percent of the total mercury 
     that is methylmercury in the water column of the Great Lakes."  EPA cites  
     the paper by Kudo et al. (1982), who reported that the methylmercury       
     proportion in three discrete rivers was similar, about 30%.  EPA does not  
     mention, however, that two of the three rivers studies by Kudo et al.      
     (1982) were historically impacted by industrial discharges. The Suiman     
     River was described as follows:                                            
                                                                                
     Until several years ago, the river received industrial effluent containing 
     mercury form a chemical company.  The maximum mercury concentration in bed 
     sediments near the effluent of the chemical company was over 100 ppm (dry),
     the entire course of the waterway was badly contaminated, and fishing was  
     prohibited. (p. 1011).                                                     
                                                                                
     The Ottawa River, which EPA cites as having a methylmercury proportion of  
     33%, is described as having "received wastewater from various industries   
     (mainly pulp and paper)"(p. 1011).  UWAG questions the validity of these   
     mercury speciation data as representing open waters of the Great Lakes.    
     
     
     Response to: P2960.021     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comment #.021.                                            
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, UWAG questions these data due to the fact that they were not  
     measured using clean laboratory techniques.  The Michigan Environmental    
     Science Board (1993) stated that "[t]he ratio of methylmercury to total    
     mercury in the aquatic systems [i.e., the water column] studied so far     
     seems to range from 0.1 [10%] to 0.3 [30%]."  Bloom et al. (1991) reported 
     that the methylmercury to total mercury proportion in water samples from   
     various Wisconsin lakes ranged between 7-26%.  If the most shallow lake is 
     deleted from the data set (Max Lake; maximum depth = 3 meters), then the   
     range becomes 7-14%.  Importantly, these measurements were made using clean
     sampling and analysis techniques.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2960.022     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2960.023
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF/SPE/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tetra Tech's simulation of Lakes Erie and Superior indicate even lower     
     percentages of methylmercury in the Great Lakes.  Tetra Tech estimates that
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     only 5% of the mercury in the Lake Erie water column in methylmercury.     
     Only 8% of the mercury in the Lake Superior water column is methylmercury. 
                                                                                
     The limnological factors which affect the methylation of mercury are fairly
     well known, ATSDR (1992) summarize these factors:                          
                                                                                
     Sulfur-reducing bacteria are responsible for most of the mercury           
     methylation in the environment...with anaerobic conditions favoring their  
     activity.  The rate of methylmercury formation is largely determined by the
     concentration of methyl cobalamine compounds, inorganic mercuric ion, and  
     the oxygen concentration of the water, with the rate increasing as the     
     conditions become anaerobic...Increased dissolved organic compound levels  
     reduce methylation of mercury in the water column...low pH and high mercury
     sediment concentrations favor the formation of methylmercury. (pp121-122)  
     
     
     Response to: P2960.023     
     
     See the SID for s response to this comment and related issues.             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2960.024
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     UWAG believes that the varying limnology of the five Great Lakes will      
     result in varying total mercury concentration, varying methylmercury       
     concentrations, and varying ratios of methylmercury to total mercury in    
     both the water column and sediment partitions.  Thus, UWAG believes that   
     the derivation of lake-specific bioaccumulation factors should be allowed  
     when a discharger can prove empirically that EPA's model assumptions (such 
     as the ratio of methylmercury to total mercury) are not appropriate for a  
     specific water body.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2960.024     
     
     In the final guidance, derivation of site-specific BAFs for mercury may be 
     derived if adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses  
     are adequately protected.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2960.025
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     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF/SPE/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In deriving a single bioconcentration factor (BCF) value for mercury EPA   
     states:                                                                    
                                                                                
     As explained in the U.S. EPA criteria document (U.S. EPA 1985), Olson, et  
     al. (1975) and Makim et al. (1976) both found that the BCF for             
     methylmercury was inversely related to the concentration in the water. (p. 
     60 of Bioaccumulation Factors Support Document; emphasis added).           
                                                                                
     This acknowledgement has two important consequences for EPA's proposed     
     mercury criteria:  [first, the establishment of a simple BAF for all water 
     bodies cannot be justified.  A literal reading of this statement implies   
     that EPA should establish lower BCFs for water bodies with high water      
     column concentrations, and higher BCFs for water bodies with lower water   
     column levels.] [Secondly, the prediction of a bioconcentration factor in  
     the 2nd- or 3rd-order trophic level organisms (e.g., fish) is unreliable   
     using water column methylmercury concentration data alone.  The            
     limnological processes which direct the rate of methylmercury formation and
     bioaccumulation are multi-variable and interacting.]  EPA defines a single 
     BCF value by stating:                                                      
                                                                                
     ...the most appropriate freshwater BCFs to use are 81,667 from Olson et al.
     (1976), and 33,333 from Makim et al. (1976), which results in a geometric  
     mean BCF of 52,175 for methylmercury.  This BCF relates the concentration  
     of methylmercury in the water column to the concentration of total mercury 
     in fish.  (p. 56 of Bioaccumulation Factors support document).             
                                                                                
     While a geometric mean is often a reasonable statistical tool to average   
     randomly distributed data points, its use in this case is not warranted    
     because the two data points are not randomly distributed.  UWAG believes   
     that a specific water body within the Great Lakes drainage basin           
     encompasses limnological features which could result in a vastly different 
     BCF value compared to EPA's generic value of 52,175.                       
     
     
     Response to: P2960.025     
     
     Although the laboratory data indicate that the BCF for mercury probably is 
     related to the concentration of mercury in water, the water quality        
     criterion in the final guidance is derived to apply to a specific          
     concentration of mercury in water.  A criterion has to be derived using a  
     specific value for the BCF.  EPA has tried to use the value of the BCF that
     best applies to the concentration in water that is the criterion.  EPA     
     agrees that a variety of processes affect the BAF for mercury, which is why
     the final guidance allows the derivation of site-specific BAFs and criteria
     if adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses are      
     protected.  When faced with the variability that is inherent in BCFs, BAFs,
     etc., EPA believes that use of a mean value is usually the best approach;  
     the geometric mean is the most appropriate mean to use for BCFs and BAFs.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2960.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.025.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     first, the establishment of a simple BAF for all water bodies cannot be    
     justified.  A literal reading of this statement implies that EPA should    
     establish lower BCFs for water bodies with high water column               
     concentrations, and higher BCFs for water bodies with lower water column   
     levels.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2960.026     
     
     EPA does not agree with the commenter that establishment of a BAF for all  
     water bodies cannot be justified.  EPA has revised the methodology to      
     account for bioavailability (for further discussion, see Section IV.B.6 of 
     the SID).                                                                  
                                                                                
     Based on the information in the Notice of Data Availability (59 FR 44678)  
     and comments reviewed, EPA has decided to use the freely dissolved         
     concentration of organic chemicals in the derivation of baseline BAFs and  
     the total concentration of the chemical for derivation of Tier I human     
     health and wildlife BAFs. Basing the measured and predicted BAFs on the    
     concentration of the freely dissolved chemical in water permits the        
     derivation of generic BAFs devoid of site-specific influences and          
     considerations, such as varying concentrations of POC and DOC and allows   
     consistent usage  of the BAFs throughout the Great Lakes System.           
                                                                                
     EPA acknowledges that the freely dissolved concentration of a chemical is  
     difficult to measure, however, the Kow, DOC and POC can be measured or     
     estimated and used to calculate the freely dissolved concentration.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P2960.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.025.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Secondly, the prediction of a bioconcentration factor in 2nd- or 3rd-order 
     trophic level organisms (e.g., fish) is unreliable using water column      
     methylmercury concentration data alone.  The lilmnological processes which 
     direct the rate of methylmercury formation and bioaccumulation are         
     multi-variable and interacting.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2960.027     
     
     EPA agrees that a variety of processes affect the BAF for mercury, which is
     why the final guidance allows the derivation of site-specific BAFs and     
     criteria if adequately justified by acceptable data and if downstream uses 
     are protected.  It is a reasonable approach to set a system-wide criterion 
     and allow site-specific modifications when justified.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ENV
     Comment ID: P2960.028
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BAF/SPE/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several field studies have documented the factors which affect the         
     bioaccumulation of mercury in resident fish species.  The few selected     
     studies discussed here support UWAG's argument that water column mercury   
     levels are not good predictors of subsequent methylmercury biomagnification
     through the food web.  Cope et al. (1990) studied the factors which were   
     correlated with mercury concentration and burden (i.e., mass) in 2-year old
     yellow perch from 10 seepage lakes.  The authors found that sediment       
     concentrations of mercury explained a high proportion (r[exp 2]0.71) of the
     total mass of mercury in yellow perch.  Alkalinity, pH, lake color, and    
     sediment volatile matter were other limnological variables which were      
     significantly correlated, or were significant factors in multiple          
     regression models, to mercury concentration levels in yellow perch.        
     
     
     Response to: P2960.028     
     
     EPA considered this comment in developing the final Guidance.  See Section 
     I of the SID.                                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/ENV         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.029
     Cross Ref 1: cc. BACK/ENV
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Water quality factors were cited by Grieb et al. (1990), Haines et al. (in 
     press), Bodaly et al. (1993), and Lange et al. (1993) in explaining the    
     bioavailability and hence bioaccumulation, of mercury in lake systems which
     were geographically disjunct.  All of these studies showed that mercury    
     levels in piscivorous fishes were strongly related to lake-specific        
     limnological characteristics.  At selected acidic seepage lakes, Grieb et  
     al. (1990) found that fish tissue mercury concentrations were low in lakes 
     with high DOC (dissolved organic carbon) concentrations; the authors       
     hypothesized that DOC reduced the bioavailability of water column mercury  
     due to chemical binding processes.  Similarly, Haines et al. (in press)    
     found that lake color, humicity, and acidity were important factors        
     affecting fish mercury content in Russian lakes.  Bodaly et al. (1993)     
     reported that mercury concentrations in four fish species were             
     significantly positively correlated with mean water temperatures in the    
     epilimnion of selected Ontario lakes.  The authors also found that mercury 
     methylation rates were dependent on water temperatures.  Finally, Lange et 
     al. (1993) reported that high lake productivity (i.e., chlorophyll a       
     concentrations, and alkalinity tended to result in largemouth bass having  
     lower mercury concentrations in these lakes.  The authors stated:          
                                                                                
     The influence of physical and chemical lake variables on mercury           
     accumulation in fish varies greatly, indicating that localized effects play
     an important role in the biological availability of mercury.  (p. 80;      
     emphasis added)                                                            
                                                                                
     In summary, UWAG  believes that the water column-exposure model which EPA  
     uses to determine bioaccumulation factors for mercury is technically       
     flawed.  The behavior of mercury is such that, for most water bodies within
     the Great Lakes basin, the initial sink (i.e., transport site) is the      
     sediments.  This is especially applicable to point-source discharges.      
     Wastewater discharges are typically released to a near-shore location,     
     rather than an open-water (i.e., pelagic) location.  Relative to the       
     potential biological availability of mercury which is discharged from a    
     point source, the biological/chemical characteristics of nearby sediments  
     will determine this potential.  A model which does not account for the     
     cycling of mercury between water and sediments cannot accurately predict   
     the propensity of fish to uptake mercury discharged from point sources.    
     EPA states that "the predicted HHBAF [human health bioaccumulation factor] 
     and WLBAF [wildlife bioaccumulation factor] for mercury will be derived to 
     relate the concentration of methylmercury in fish at trophic levels 3 and 4
     in the Grat Lakes to the concentration of total mercury in the water       
     column." (p. 55 of Bioaccumulation Factor Support Document).  UWAG believes
     that this water column-based paradigm should be corrected to reflect a     
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     sediment-based paradigm, with predator-prey accumulation factors.  As ATSDR
     (1992) states:                                                             
                                                                                
     At a pH 4-9, and a normal sulfide concentration, mercury will form mercury 
     sulfide, which precipitates out and removes mercury ions from the water,   
     reducing the [water column] availability to fish.  (p. 122).               
     
     
     Response to: P2960.029     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2960.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Tetra Tech simulation attached to these comments is such a             
     sediment-based paradigm.  It demonstrates that most mercury becomes buried 
     in sediments and only extremely minute amounts are accumulated in fish.  It
     also shows a 30-fold difference between the percentage of mercury          
     incorporated by Lake Erie fish, that is 0.00061%, and the percentage of    
     mercury incorporated by Lake Superior fish, that is 0.02%.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2960.030     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OTHER
     Comment ID: P2960.031
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     II.  PCBS                                                                  
                                                                                
     UWAG generally endorses the comments on polychlorinated biphenyl compounds 
     (PCBs) prepared by TERRA, Inc., and filed in this rulemaking docket by the 
     Utility Sold Waste Activities Group, the PCB Panel of the Chemical         
     Manufacturers Association, and the National Electrical Manufacturers'      
     Association.  Those comments identify a number of concerns about the       
     proposed Great Lakes Guidance.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2960.031     
     
     EPA received numerous comments on the proposed Guidance and has modified   
     the final Guidance to address many of issue raised in those comments.  For 
     a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied upon in developing the
     final Guidance, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion of   
     the Guidance provisions, including bioaccumulative chemicals of concern    
     such as PCBs, see Section II of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P2976.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service commends the Agency for proposing water quality standards      
     (WQS), pursuant to Section 118 (c)(2) of the Clean Water Act (CWA) as      
     amended by the Critical Programs Act of 1990 (Public Law 101-596)(CPA),    
     which significantly strengthen and close major gaps and inconsistencies in 
     the WQS program.  In particular, the Service believes that the water       
     quality criteria and procedures for the protection of wildlife, Tier II    
     procedures for protection of wildlife, aquatic life, and human health, the 
     antidegradation procedures, and implementation procedures all represent    
     major advances in the WQS program.                                         
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     Response to: P2976.001     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment and believes that pollution prevention
     and source reduction are key to further improvements in the water quality  
     of the Great Lakes.  For a discussion of how the Guidance complements      
     ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including those promoting source      
     reductions and pollution prevention, see Sections I.C and I.D of the SID.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2976.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of wildlife criteria, the Service believes that National       
     Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits within the Great    
     Lakes Basin often will contain water quality-based effluent limits (WQBEL) 
     based on wildlife criteria.  These WQBELs will provide a level of          
     protection for wildlife in the Basin which has been attempted previously   
     only in the States of Wisconsin and Michigan.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2976.002     
     
     Please refer to comment F387.004 for the response to this comment.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2976.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of Tier II narrative procedures for the protection of wildlife,
     aquatic life, and human health, the Service believes that significantly    
     better coverage in NPDES permits of discharged pollutants within the Basin 
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     will be possible by deriving WQBELs from these procedures.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2976.003     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P2976.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Service notes that regulation of new, or newly recognized,
     pollutants can occur with greater speed and flexibility using these        
     procedures without sacrificing the more straightforward Tier I numeric     
     criteria also in place.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2976.004     
     
     Please see response to comment D2741.076.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2976.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of antidegradation procedures, the Service believes that this  
     rule will provide much needed comprehensive guidance on interpretation of  
     Federal Regulations at 40 CFR 131.12.  This should significantly reduce    
     inconsistencies between the various Great Lakes States in implementation of
     antidegradation requirements.                                              
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     Response to: P2976.005     
     
     See response to comment D2591.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: IMP/GEN
     Comment ID: P2976.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the case of implementation procedures, the Service believes that this   
     rule provides critical guidance on interpreting numeric and narrative water
     quality criteria in the development of WQBELs and narrative requirements in
     NPDES permits.  The Service notes that the Agency previously has devoted   
     considerable effort through actions such as the "National Toxics Rule" to  
     assure that States have consistent water quality criteria.  Now, the       
     implementation procedures in this rule will bring consistency to the far   
     more variable procedures used by States to implement those criteria in     
     NPDES permits.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.006     
     
     EPA agrees with this comment for the reasons stated in Section I.C of the  
     SID.                                                                       
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that the Guidance implementation procedures will bring          
     consistency to procedures States use to implement water quality criteria in
     NPDES permits.  For a discussion of the underlying principles EPA relied   
     upon in developing the final Guidance, including promoting consistency in  
     standards and implementation procedures while allowing appropriate         
     flexibility to States and Tribes and providing an accurate assessment of   
     costs and benefits, see Section I.C of the SID.  For a general discussion  
     of the various components of the Guidance, including implementation        
     procedures, see Section II.C of the SID.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO IMP/GEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service endorses the procedures of the Guidance as a major step forward
     for surface water discharge regulation in general, and the WQS program in  
     particular.  However, the Service believes that the coverage and           
     applicability of those procedures, as currently proposed, severely         
     undermine their effectiveness.  In particular, the exclusion of several    
     toxic pollutants from the Guidance seems unwarranted and unjustified.      
     
     
     Response to: P2976.007     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In additon, the focus on 28 "bioaccumulative contaminants of concern" (BCC)
     seems actually to exclude many of the persistent toxins addressed by the   
     1987 Amendments to the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) and the 
     1986 Great Lakes Toxic Substances Control Agreement (Governors' Agreement) 
     from those Guidance procedures which best protect the Basin and insure     
     consistency between States.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2976.008     
     
     EPA does not agree that the list of BCCs should be modified to include     
     automatically all "persistent toxic substances" listed in the Great Lakes  
     Water Quality Agreement, or the 1986 Governors' Agreement.  EPA believes   
     that BCCs should be defined using appropriate data on BAFs, since these are
     the types of persistent, bioaccumulative chemicals that are of most concern
     to the Great Lakes System, as discussed in sections I and II.C.8 of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLWQA and Governors' Agreement also specifically identify the Great    
     Lakes as an integrated ecosystem and focus on protection of the integrity  
     of this ecosystem; however, the Guidance specifically changes the focus of 
     procedures by excluding protection of "ecologically important" species in  
     the Great Lakes ecosystem.                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2976.009     
     
     See the response to comment P2976.050.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: P2976.010
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The procedures for site-specific criteria and variances for individual     
     NPDES permits appear to give the Agency and the States unilateral latitude 
     in adjusting criteria without consulting the Service pursuant to the ESA   
     when threatened or endangered species may be present.                      
     
     
     Response to: P2976.010     
     
     In February, 1995, EPA and the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)        
     completed consultation under section 7 of the Endangered Species Act on the
     publication of the final Guidance.  As a result of the consultation, the   
     two agencies agreed that the final Guidance should be modified to provide  
     that Great Lakes States and Tribes must develop more stringent             
     site-specific modifications of criteria and values to protect listed and   
     proposed species where necessary to ensure that water quality is not likely
     to cause jeopardy to the species.  The two agencies also agreed on other   
     provisions in the final Guidance to restrict certain actions States and    
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     Tribes may take to allow lowering of water quality in high quality waters, 
     to grant variances, and to allow mixing zones.  EPA will consult with the  
     FWS concerning EPA's actions to approve State submissions under section    
     132.5,and EPA intends to consult on approval actions under 40 CFR part 131 
     for water quality standards in the Great Lakes System, including criteria  
     modifications and water quality standards variances, that may affect listed
     species.  See section II.G of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2976.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, chemicals that may bioaccumulate or bioconcentrate at intermediate
     levels in the food chain but that are metabolized by higher trophic level  
     organisms appear to escape necessary regulation because the procedures of  
     the Guidance focus so heavily on the top trophic levels.  This is of       
     particular concern because many of these chemicals are known or suspected  
     carcinogens.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2976.011     
     
     The methodology for development of BAFs for organic chemicals in appendix B
     includes procedures for calculating field-measured and/or predicted BAFs   
     for all trophic levels, and allows, on a case-specific basis, wildlife BAFs
     to be weighted to reflect the proportion of plants, invertebrates, and fish
     in the diet of the species to be protected.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2976.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     [Therefore, the Service recommends that ammonia, chlorine, and hydrogen    
     sulfide be removed from proposed 40 CFR 132 Table 5,] [that "BCCs" be      
     replaced with "persistent toxin" throughout all procedures of the Guidance 
     (with limited exceptions as described below) and include, at a minimum, all
     chemical elements and compounds identified as persistent and toxic         
     pollutants in the GLWQA,] [that all references to economically and         
     recreationally important species be revised to include ecologically        
     important species,] [that explicit language be included in 40 CFR 132      
     Appendix F that the Service must be consulted when site-specific criteria  
     or variances may affect threatened or endangered species,] and that        
     modifications to the bioaccumulation procedures and the aquatic life       
     procedures be made.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2976.012     
     
     These issues were addressed in consultation with the Fish and Wildlife     
     Service.  See SID.                                                         
                                                                                
     EPA has made modifications to the BAF and aquatic life methodologies in the
     final Guidance.  See sections I, II, III and IV of the SID for EPA's       
     analysis of these issues.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.013 imbedded in #.012.                              
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, the Service recommends that ammonia, chlorine, and hydrogen     
     sulfide be removed from proposed 40 CFR 132 Table 5,                       
     
     
     Response to: P2976.013     
     
     After careful consideration of comments, EPA has retained chlorine and     
     ammonia in Table 5 of the final Guidance.  Note, however, that inclusion of
     these two chemicals does not extend to chlorination by-products, or        
     nitrogenous chemicals other than ammonia.  Such chemicals are subject to   
     the provisions of the final Guidance.  EPA agrees with comments to remove  
     hydrogen sulfide from Table 5 of the final Guidance.  See section II.C.5 of
     the Supplemental Information Document for EPA's analysis of this issue.    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

Page 10839



$T044618.TXT
==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.014 imbedded in #.012.                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     that "BCCs" be replaced with "persistent toxin" throughout all procedures  
     of the Guidance (with limited exceptions as described below) and include,  
     at a minimum, all chemical elements and compounds identified as persistent 
     and toxic pollutants in the GLWQA,                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2976.014     
     
     See response to: P2976.025.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.015 imbedded in #.012.                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     that all references to economically and recreationally important species be
     revised to include ecologically important species,                         
     
     
     Response to: P2976.015     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ESA
     Comment ID: P2976.016
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     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment #.016 imbedded in #.012.                              
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     that explicit language be included in 40 CFR 132 Appendix F that the       
     Service must be consulted when site-specific criteria or variances may     
     affect threatened or endangered species,                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2976.016     
     
     See response to: P2976.010                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ESA          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service disagrees with the exclusion of ammonia, chlorine, and hydrogen
     sulfide from the Guidance procedures and State adoption requirements and   
     recommends that these three pollutants be removed from Table 5.            
     
     
     Response to: P2976.017     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.018
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service recommends removal of the language in paragraph (g) allowing   
     additional pollutants to be excluded from Guidance procedures and State    
     adoption based simply on a State demonstration.  Rather, pollutants which  
     are shown to be unsuitable for the Guidance procedures should be formally  
     added to Table 5 as they are discovered.  Formal inclusion in Table 5 would
     guarantee that all States in the Basin, and the wider public, could        
     formally review the rationale for exclusion, and would assure consistency  
     across the Basin.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2976.018     
     
     EPA does not agree that the scientific defensibility exclusion should be   
     eliminated from the final Guidance.  EPA has determined that the scientific

�     defensibility exclusion proposed in  132.4(g) is necessary and appropriate
     to include in the final Guidance.  Based on long experience in implementing
     the CWA, EPA has found that no matter how carefully a regulatory           
     requirement is planned, there is no way to anticipate all possibilities.   
     In the water quality standards program in particular, new scientific       
     information inevitably arises that cannot always be accommodated within    
     existing program structures.  Eliminating the exclusion would likely       
     require future rulemaking by EPA, States, and Tribes to adjust to new      
     scientific information.  Because rulemaking is often a long process,       
     eliminating the exclusion would make it very difficult to adapt quickly to 
     new information when necessary.                                            
                                                                                
     EPA believes that the exclusion will be implemented in a way that will     
     maintain a reasonable consistency in State and Tribal programs.  As        
     explained in the preamble to the proposed Guidance (58 FR 20843), EPA      
     Regional Offices will work with the States and review State demonstrations 
     during water quality standards submissions, TMDL approvals, and NPDES      
     program implementation. Through this process, the Regional Offices and     
     States will ensure that the scientific defensibility exclusions, if        
     approved, will be consistent with the Guidance, other EPA regulations, and 
     current EPA policy and guidance.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     The Agency has provdied a rationale for excluding pollutants from the      
     Guidance procedures in the preamble on page 20842 at II.E.2.b.ii. Excluded 
     Pollutants.  The Agency states that if some Guidance procedures are        
     applicable to certain excluded pollutants, thay may be used by States, but 
     are not required.  However, the Service believes that Guidance procedures  
     are as applicable to ammonia, chlorine, and hydrogen sulfide as to any     
     other toxic substance.  In fact, many Great Lakes States include water     
     quality criteria for ammonia and chlorine in their current WQS and WQBELs  
     for ammonia and chlorine in their current NPDES permits.                   
     
     
     Response to: P2976.019     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service notes that massive discharges of ammonia and chlorine currently
     impact rivers throughout the Basin, including large rivers.  Native mussels
     have been completely displaced in many areas due to ammonia and chlorine.  
     Ammonia has even contaminated the sediments of some rivers, and            
     organo-chlorine complexing is suspected in many municipal treatment plants 
     which use chlorine disinfection.  The Service also notes that WQBELs for   
     ammonia and chlorine are only sporadically included in NPDES permits       
     throughout the Basin.  Final effluent limits for total residual chlorine   
     (TRC) in NPDES permits in the Basin range from <0.038 mg/l (the final acute
     value or FAV) to 0.5 mg/l (technology-based) to higher where variances or  
     zones of initial dilution (ZID) have been granted.  Therefore, the Service 
     cannot concur with the Agency's assertion that current controls are        
     adequately protective and consistent.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2976.020     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the Service disagrees with the Steering Committee conclusion  
     that development of criteria for ammonia and chlorine would be burdensome, 
     since toxicologic data are widely available, and have already been used by 
     the Agency in Federal water quality guidance and States within the Basin in
     WQS.                                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2976.021     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The second argument for exclusion of these pollutants is that the Guidance 
     procedures would need to be modified to handle pollutants like color and   
     alkalinity, presumably because they are not expressed in normal            
     toxicological concentration units.  However, the Service notes that not    
     only can ammonia, chlorine, and hydrogen sulfide be so expressed, in       
     theory, but for ammonia and chlorine, they are in fact so expressed in     
     Federal water quality criteria, State WQS, and State NPDES permits.  Even  
     the need to account for pH and temperature when dealing with ammonia is    
     neither new nor particularly difficult.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2976.022     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------

Page 10844



$T044618.TXT
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the Service recognizes Agency and State concerns, as expressed    
     repeatedly in Technical Work Group (Work Group) and Steering Committee     
     meetings, that water quality-based control of ammonia and chlorine can be  
     very expensive, especially for municipalities.  However, since the Guidance
     provides for economically-based variances and degradation, and the CWA does
     not provide for economically-based water quality criteria development, the 
     Service does not consider this a valid concern.                            
     
     
     Response to: P2976.023     
     
     See response to comment P2976.013.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/EXP
     Comment ID: P2976.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service recommends treating pollutants by their proper chemical        
     designations and developing criteria as appropriate.  In other words, if a 
     pollutant is a discrete chemical entity (element or compound), then it     
     should not be listed as an excluded pollutant in Table 5 just because it   
     may be difficult to deal with.  Some discrete chemical entities may still  
     be excluded from coverage under this Guidance because they are not directly
     toxic (e.g., phosphorus), but this exclusion is appropriate under the terms
     of the Guidance and its focus on toxic chemical control.  By this          
     rationale, properties such as color, alkalinity, and temperature may still 
     be excluded appropriately in Table 5 or revised versions of Table 5.       
     
     
     Response to: P2976.024     
     
     EPA agrees that Table 5 should be retained in the final Guidance, because  
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     for the affected pollutants it would be scientifically and technically     
     inappropriate to require use of some or all of the methodologies and       
     procedures put forth in the final Guidance.  EPA also agrees that          
     pollutants should not be listed in Table 5 just because they "may be       
     difficult to deal with."  For reasons discussed in the Supplemental        
     Information Document, however, sulfide and hydrogen sulfide have been      
     removed from the list.  In addition, to provide a more descriptive title,  
     Table 5 has been renamed "Pollutants Subject to Federal, State, and Tribal 
     Requirements."  See section II.C.5 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this   
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/EXP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service agrees that BCCs are among the pollutants of greatest concern  
     to the Great Lakes Basin and applauds the special provisions in the        
     Guidance procedures which target BCCs and BSICs.  However, the Service     
     believes that those special provisions should apply to a much broader class
     of pollutants, namely persistent toxins.  Therefore, the Service recommends
     removal of the definition of BCCs at 40 CFR 132.2, Appendix                
     F.II.A.Definitions (page 21031) and its replacement with a definition of   
     persistent toxins, consistent with the GLWQA.                              
     
     
     Response to: P2976.025     
     
     EPA does not agree that highly persistent pollutants should be subject to  
     the special provisions developed for BCCs even if they are not highly      
     bioaccumulative.  First, as discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID, the    
     special provisions for BCCs in the final Guidance are designed to ensure   
     that exposure to humans and wildlife from BCCs is minimized.  The most     
     likely fate for many persistent but not highly bioaccumulative pollutants  
     is to be deposited in sediments, where they will likely remain for long    
     periods.  The potential for exposure to humans and wildlife while possible 
     is diminished because the contaminants do not bioaccumulate and in many    
     cases are buried in the sediments.                                         
                                                                                
     Second, the threat these pollutants pose to benthic and other aquatic      
     organisms that come in direct contact with the sediment is being addressed 
     through other approaches.  Benthic organisms are represented in the        
     methodology for development of criteria to protect aquatic life.  In       
     addition, the potential toxicity to benthic organisms from desorption of   
     pollutants from sediment is addressed in existing State programs on a      
     case-by-case basis through implementation of narrative criteria.  EPA has  
     also developed a methodology which, when finalized, will be available to   
     assist States and Tribes in addressing the potential toxicity to benthic   
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     organisms more systematically.  In January 1994 EPA published a notice     
     announcing the availability of proposed national sediment quality criteria 
     for the protection of benthic organisms, guidelines for deriving these     
     criteria on a site-specific basis, and the technical basis for deriving the
     criteria (59 FR 2652, January 18, 1994).  EPA is analyzing the comments    
     received in response to the notice, and will be developing final sediment  
     quality criteria based on the analysis.  When the methodology is finalized,
     it will be available for EPA, States, and Tribes to develop sediment       
     quality criteria for the protection of benthic organisms.  This approach is
     scientifically more appropriate for the control of persistent but not      
     highly bioaccumulative pollutants than the special provisions developed for
     BCCs in the final Guidance.  The BCC provisions were designed to reduce    
     loadings, not to specifically achieve protective levels of contaminants in 
     sediments.                                                                 
                                                                                
     Third, it is reasonable to limit application of the special BCC provisions 
     to highly bioaccumulative pollutants.  The special provisions for BCCs and 
     the methodology for defining these pollutants were developed by the senior 
     water program managers in the eight Great Lakes States and three EPA       
     Regional Offices.  These managers selected this approach based on their    
     many years of regulating pollutants, including direct experience in the    
     Great Lakes basin.                                                         
                                                                                
     For these reasons, EPA does not agree that the final guidance's special    
     provisions for BCCs should apply to all pollutants defined as "persistent  
     toxins" in the Great Lakes Water Quality Agreement. Rather, these          
     provisions should apply only to those pollutants that meet the definition  
     of BCCs in the final Guidance.                                             
                                                                                
     See section II.C.8 of the SID for EPA's analysis of these issues.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     all references to BCCs in all parts of 132, including the Appendices,      
     should be replaced with references to persistent toxins, with the exception
     of Appendix F, Procedure 8.F. (page 21044) where BCCs should be replaced   
     with "any pollutant known or suspected to bioaccumulate".                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.026     
     
     See response to: P2976.025.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

Page 10847



$T044618.TXT

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.027
     Cross Ref 1: pertains to Procedure 8.F.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This determination of bioaccumulation potential must be based on the lipid 
     content applicable to the wildlife procedure in Appendix B, not on the     
     lower human health value.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.027     
     
     EPA does not agree that the definition of BCCs should use the wildlife BAF.
      In the final Guidance EPA has retained the proposed approach that uses the
     human health BAF.  EPA recognizes that using the wildlife BAF could have   
     been selected as an alternative that would have the same practical effect  
     as lowering the human health BAF cutoff below 1000.  For the reasons       
     described in section II.C.8 of the SID, EPA did not agree that such a      
     lowering would be appropriate.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the list of BCCs in Section 132 Table 6.A. should be supplemented with, at 
     a minimum, the list of persistent toxins included in Annex 1, I.A.         
     Persistent Toxic Substances of the GLWQA.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.028     
     
     See response to: P2976.025.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2976.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the special provisions in Appendix E, II.A. and E. which currently apply   
     only to BSICs and only when states make special use designations should be 
     made to apply to all persisitent toxins discharged to all parts of the Lake
     Superior Basin, regardless of subsequent State use designations.           
     
     
     Response to: P2976.029     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service agrees that those persistent toxins with BAFs greater than 1000
     pose an even higher risk than those with low BAFs.  However, this is no    
     justification for excluding any of the persistent toxins from the special  
     provisions currently reserved for BCCs (except for tissue residue          
     monitoring, pursuant to Appendix F, Procedure 8.F. for persistent toxins   
     known not to bioaccumulate).                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2976.030     
     
     See response to: P2976.025.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The fact that the Great Lakes serve as a sink for persistent toxins,       
     whether they bioaccumulate greatly, moderately, or not at all, necessitates
     that all of the provisions and protection of the Guidance procedures be    
     brought to bear in their control.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2976.031     
     
     See response to: P2976.025.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The claim that data on half-lives of pollutants in the Great Lakes could   
     not be developed seems disingenuous, especially for toxic metals (e.g.,    
     aluminum, cadmium, copper, lead, magnesium, manganese, selenium, thallium, 
     and zinc) for which the concept of half-lives is based on sub-atomic       
     processes rather than chemical reactions.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.032     
     
     EPA agrees that half-lives can be developed for some fate-and- effect      
     processes for some pollutants.  For this reason, EPA has included a        
     consideration of persistence in the definition of BCCs, by providing that  
     chemicals with half-lives of less than eight weeks in the water column,    
     sediment, and biota are not BCCs.                                          
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     For additional information in response to this comment, see response to    
     P2976.025.                                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service notes that Annex 1 of the GLWQA actually lists pollutants which
     are "persistent toxic substances."  Therefore, the Service believes that   
     consistency with the GLWQA, as required by the CPA, demands that the entire
     list of "persistent toxic substances" be viewed as persistent and toxic,   
     regardless of the Agency's ability to add to that list based on additional 
     half-life data.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2976.033     
     
     See response to P2976.025.                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service also notes that most of the 28 BCCs currently listed are       
     already very strictly regulated.  Therefore, the Service recommends        
     expansion of the list of substances to be covered by the special BCC       
     provisions to all persistent toxins, many of which are more widespread and 
     just as serious a problem to the Basin as the BCCs currently listed.       
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     Response to: P2976.034     
     
     See response to P2976.025.                                                 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service recognizes Agency and State concerns (as expressed repeatedly  
     in Work Group and Steering Committee meetings) that water quality-based    
     control of many persistent toxins can be very expensive, especially for    
     municipalities controlling metals.  However, since the Guidance provides   
     for economically-based variances and degradation the Service does not      
     consider this a valid concern.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.035     
     
     EPA decided not to include as BCCs pollutants that are persistent but not  
     bioaccumulative, for the reasons stated in section II.C.8 of the SID, and  
     in the response to P2976.025.                                              
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service believes that the Steering Committee finding that persistent   
     toxins with BAFs over 1000 pose particularly high risks in no way justifies
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     excluding from the most protective procedures in the Guidance, most of the 
     persistent toxins identified by the GLWQA, the Governors' Agreement, and   
     the "Great Lakes Strategy" as the pollutants of greatest concern to the    
     Basin.  Indeed, there is no good technical reason for targeting BCCs rather
     than persistent toxins for mixing zone elimination, for exemption from de  
     minimis allowances for degradation of high quality waters, for special     
     consideration under antidegradation for Lake Superior, nor for fish tissue 
     monitoring (except for those persistent toxins which do not bioaccumulate).
     
     
     Response to: P2976.036     
     
     See response to P2976.025.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service agrees that biomagnification tends to concentrate in the food  
     chain those persistent toxins with very high BAFs even more than           
     bioconcentration does those with moderate BAFs.  However, even persistent  
     toxins with minimal BAFs present an extraordinary problem for the Great    
     Lakes Basin in that they are trapped in sinks for very long time periods.  
     These persistent toxins pose unacceptable risks to life in the Basin       
     whether they are trapped in wildlife, fish, vegetation, sediments, or the  
     water column.  Therefore, the Service disagrees with the Agency and the    
     Steering Committee assertions that only BCCs should be targeted by the     
     special provisions of the Guidance.  Rather, the Service agrees with the   
     GLWQA, the Governors' Agreement, and the Agency's "Great Lakes Strategy"   
     findings that all persistent toxins should be targeted for special emphasis
     by regulatory agencies.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2976.037     
     
     See response to P2976.025.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/CAN
     Comment ID: P2976.038
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Agency contends on page 20857 in III.D.1.b. that inconsistencies with  
     the GLWQA are justified by the Agency's view that the GLWQA needs          
     revisions.  The Service recognizes that Congress likely did not intend     
     verbatim adoption of all GLWQA specifics into the Guidance criteria and    
     procedures.  However, the Service disagrees with both contentions of the   
     Agency that the Agency may disregard portions fo the GLWQA based on        
     unilateral findings of needed revisions, and that the Guidance             
     "...conform[s] with the more general objectives of the [Great Lakes Water  
     Quality] Agreement" with regard to targeting BCCs rather than persistent   
     toxins.  The Service believes that this change of focus from "persistent   
     toxic substances" to BCCs is clearly in conflict with the intent and plain 
     language of GLWQA.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2976.038     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance satisfies all of the requirements of the    
     GLWQA for the reasons stated in the preamble to the final Guidance, the SID
     and the technical support documents.  EPA also believes, however, that the 
     Guidance is but one component in an overall Great Lakes strategy to control
     all sources of pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a discussion of   
     the underlying principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance,       
     including establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources   
     (point and nonpoint), see Section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion  
     on how the final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, 
     including the Remedial Action Plans and Lakewide Management Plans required 
     by Article VI, Annex 2 of the GLWQA, see Section I.D of the SID and        
     responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.           
                                                                                
     EPA believes the Guidance  satisfies all of the requirements of the Great  
     Lakes Water Quality Agreement (GLWQA) for the reasons stated in the        
     preamble to the final Guidance, the SID and the technical support          
     documents.  EPA also believes, however, that the Guidance is but one       
     component in an overall Great Lakes strategy to control all sources of     
     pollution to the Great Lakes System.  For a discussion of the underlying   
     principles EPA used in developing the final Guidance, including            
     establishing equitable strategies to control pollution sources (point and  
     nonpoint), see section I.C of the SID.  For further discussion on how the  
     final Guidance complements ongoing Great Lakes program efforts, including  
     the Remedial Action Plans and Lakewide Management Plans required by Article
     VI, Annex 2 of the GLWQA, see section I.D of the SID and responses to      
     comment numbers P4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.                        
                                                                                
     Additionally, EPA believes that the final Guidance fully conforms with the 
     objectives in the GLWQA, and that revisions to that Agreement are not      
     necessary or appropriate at this time.  See section III.E of the SID for   
     EPA's analysis of this issue.                                              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/CAN         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc ADEG/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service notes that by preventing de minimis loading increases only for 
     BCCs, the Agency has addressed only one type of sink, the food web, and    
     that only partially.  The Service certainly agrees that addressing this    
     sink is important.  However, any persistent toxin must be viewed as likely 
     to enter Great Lakes Basin sinks, whether in the sediments, the water      
     column, or the food web.  Therefore, the Service believes that de minimus  
     loading increases should be prevented for all persistent toxins, rather    
     than BCCs only.  The Service also wholeheartedly endorses the special      
     provision itself which prevents de minimis lowering of high quality waters 
     and agrees with the Agency that any increased loading (of persistent       
     toxins) should be viewed as a significant lowering of water quality.  The  
     Service believes that this special provision will be highly efficacious in 
     preventing routine loading increases to Great Lakes sinks.                 
     
     
     Response to: P2976.039     
     
     See response to P2976.025.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SKIPPEDNUMBER
     Comment ID: P2976.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: P2976.040     
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2976.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service believes that all persistent toxins may particularly degrade   
     the ecosystem of Lake Superior, because, relative to the other Great Lakes,
     Lake Superior is least degraded and most likely to provide sinks.          
     Therefore, the Service objects to both the narrowing of persistent toxins  
     to the subset of BCCs, and the further narrowing of BCCs to the subset of  
     BSICs.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2976.041     
     
     See response to comment D605.073.                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2976.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service believes that the special provisions for Lake Superior should  
     apply to the entire Lake Superior Basin, regardless of future State use    
     designations.  To do otherwise is to abandon the goals of the CPA, GLWQA,  
     and this Guidance to protect the unique resources of the Great Lakes and to
     assure consistency between the States, since States would be under no      
     obligation to implement these special provisions.                          
     
     
     Response to: P2976.042     
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     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2976.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service is aware of the Agency's position that only States can         
     designate uses.  However, the Agency clearly has the authority, pursuant to
     the CPA, to require special provisions,  applicable to Lake Superior, in   
     the same manner that they are requiring special provisions throughout the  
     Guidance which are applicable to the Great Lakes, regardless of State use  
     designations.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2976.043     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG/LSUP
     Comment ID: P2976.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service also recognizes Agency and State concerns (as expressed        
     repeatedly in Work Group and Steering Committee meetings) that these       
     antidegradation provisions could be very expensive, especially for         
     municipalities.  However, since the Guidance provides for                  
     economically-based variances and degradation, even for current BSICs       
     discharged to "Lake Superior Basin ONRWs" the Service does not consider    
     this a valid concern.                                                      
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     Response to: P2976.044     
     
     See responses to comments D605.011 and 605.072.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG/LSUP        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Agency provides specific rationale for targeting BCCs for mixing zone  
     elimination within 10 years in the preamble under VIII.C.5. Special        
     Provisions for BCCs on page 20931.  The Service concurs with the actual    
     procedure as a valid and efficacious measure to reduce loadings to Great   
     Lakes sinks.  However, the Service reiterates that this measure is         
     appropriate for all persistent toxins, rather than BCCs only.              
     
     
     Response to: P2976.045     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA appreciates the commenter's support  
     for the BCC mixing zone provisions of the proposal, and has retained them  
     in the final Guidance, with a modification to allow a limited exception for
     existing discharges of BCCs based on economic and technical considerations.
      See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA disagrees that the mixing 
     zone prohibitions should be extended to other persistent toxics because, in
     EPA's view, these toxics do not present the same threat as BCCs.  See the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a discussion of the special        
     circumstances associated with BCCs, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Finally, the Agency admits in the preamble under IX.F.4. Elimination of    
     Mixing Zones for BCCs and 5. Prevalence of Tier II BCCs and Potential BCCs 
     (pages 20990 and 20991) that only 10% of facilities (2 of 20 examined) in  
     the Basin are likely to actually need tighter end-of-pipe controls in order
     to comply with elimination of mixing zones for BCCs, and significant new   
     controls for Tier II BCCs are unlikely to be needed.  In both cases, the   
     reason for relatively minor increased costs is that most BCCs are already  
     banned or controlled below levels of detection (only endrin and heptachlor 
     would need tighter controls at the 2 of 20 examined facilities).  The      
     Service notes that one of the dominant effects of so narrowing special     
     provisions of the Guidance to BCCs only, is that changes in actual         
     end-of-pipe controls are relatively insignificant.  Therefore, the Service 
     recommends expanding the special provisions to cover all persistent toxins,
     including those which are more likely to result in actual end-of-pipe      
     reductions.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2976.046     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.EPA appreciates the commenter's support  
     for the BCC mixing zone provisions of the proposal, and has retained them  
     in the final Guidance, with a modification to allow a limited exception for
     existing discharges of BCCs based on economic and technical considerations.
      See the discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  EPA disagrees that the mixing 
     zone prohibitions should be extended to other persistent toxics because, in
     EPA's view, these toxics do not present the same threat as BCCs.  See the  
     discussion in the SID at VIII.C.4.  For a discussion of the special        
     circumstances associated with BCCs, see the SID at I, II.C.8 and VIII.C.4. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.047
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "such controls" means phase-out of mixing zones               
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service notes that, in those cases where a discharger can demonstrate  
     that such controls would pose undue economic burden, economic-based        
     variances and degradation allowances are provided in the Guidance          
     procedures.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P2976.047     
     
     EPA acknowledges the comment pertaining to undue economic burden           
     associated with the BCC mixing zone provisions.  For that reason           
     and the reasons set forth in greater detail in the SID at VIII.C.4,        
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     EPA authorizes a limited exception to the mixing zone phase-out for        
     existing discharges of BCCs based on economic and technical                
     considerations.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: TMDL/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     given the limited real change anticipated, the Service supports a faster   
     elimination of mixing zones, namely at the next reissuance of any affected 
     permits.  We note that with provision for economically based variances and 
     compliance schedules, the real effect of this change may be as much as 5 or
     more years away, but there seems to be no scientific reason to delay this  
     needed action.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.048     
     
     See response to comment P2576.196.For the reasons set forth at VIII.C.4,   
     EPA disagrees that the time for phasing out mixing zones for existing      
     discharges of BCCs should be shortened, but EPA notes that States and      
     Tribes are always free to establish a shorter phase-out period if they     
     choose.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO TMDL/BCC         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2976.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In fact, protection of ecosystem integrity, as measured by various         
     functions and processes, is not the same as protection of all the          
     components of an ecosystem.  Very few species are individually so vital to 
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     an ecosystem as to cause major ecosystem dysfunction should they disappear,
     but preservation of biodiversity is a recognized mission of both the Agency
     and the Service.  Biodiversity depends on the representation of species,   
     not just functions; therefore, protection of all species should be         
     contemplated by the Guidance.  In addition, there are Endangered Species   
     Act (ESA) implications to a policy that knowingly allows the potential loss
     of species on the basis that they have no commercial or recreational value.
     This aspect will be dealt with in detail in comments on ESA concerns to    
     follow.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2976.049     
     
     EPA is not aware of any procedure that will generate criteria guaranteed to
     protect all species.  See also the response to comment P2746.039.          
     Compliance with the Endangered Species Act is addressed in Section III.B.3.
     of the SID.                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T1
     Comment ID: P2976.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As regards the issue of a failure to reach consensus on the definition of  
     ecologically important species, the Service does not believe that this is  
     an adequate reason for ignoring the potential 50% mortalitiy of as many as 
     5% of the species in an aquatic system.  we suggest that an ecologically   
     important species is any species except a generally recognized exotic      
     species, pest species, or disease vector.  At a minimum, this definition of
     excluded species is a beginning and it is far superior than the limited    
     protection offered by the criterion of commercially and recreationally     
     important species.  While it may require professional judgement, and there 
     may be some disagreement on specific exclusions, the Service believes that 
     the implications of species loss far outweigh the problems of not achieving
     absolute consensus on the list of species deserving protection.            
     
     
     Response to: P2976.050     
     
     See the discussion on ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID.  See also the response to comment P2746.039.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T1            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/T2

Page 10861



$T044618.TXT
     Comment ID: P2976.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition to use of ecologically important species for deriving Tier I   
     acute criteria, the Service believes that Tier I chronic, and Tier II acute
     and chronic criteria should include provision for lowering to protect      
     ecologically important species as defined above.  We believe that the same 
     rationale pertaining to Tier I criteria applies to these criteria.  In     
     light of the stated policy of the Parties to the GLWQA that seeks to       
     prohibit the "discharge of toxic substances in toxic amounts," the Service 
     believes that the absence of acute and chronic toxicity to any ecologically
     important species must be the measure of conformance with the intent of the
     GLWQA and the CWA.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2976.051     
     
     EPA disagrees with commenters that it is necessary to include a provision  
     for lowering the FAV for "ecologically important" species.  EPA believes   
     that the Tier I methodology as proposed, utilizing all available data,     
     adequately protects "ecologically important" and "culturally important"    
     species.  Further, EPA is unable to develop meaningful and workable        
     definitions for these terms that would distinguish ecologically or         
     culturally important species from other species.                           
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that threatened and endangered species should be protected, but 
     does not believe the use of "ecologically important" species is the best   
     mechanism.  Instead, EPA has added a provision to procedure 1 of Appendix F
     of the final Guidance specifying that States and Tribes must adopt         
     site-specific criteria modifications to protect threatened and endangered  
     species that are listed or proposed under the Federal Endangered Species   
     Act.  This provision is discussed further in Section II.G. and VIII.A. of  
     the SID.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The final Guidance does not include a provision for lowering the FAV or SAV
     for "ecologically important" species nor provides a definition for         
     "ecologically important".  However, under Section 132.4(i) which allows    
     States and Tribes to adopt more stringent provisions, a State or Tribe may 
     independently choose to lower the FAV or SAV to protect "ecologically      
     important," "culturally important," or any other group of species that it  
     defines.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL/T2            

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/DEF
     Comment ID: P2976.052
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Therefore, we suggest changing each reference to recreationally or         
     commercially important species in the Guidance to ecologically,            
     recreationally, or commercially important species.  Alternatively,         
     ecologically important species would suffice and be simpler because this   
     single descriptor includes recreationally and commercially important       
     species.  In particular, on page 21011 at 132.2.Definitions, under Final   
     Acute Value and Final Chronic Value, "commercially or recreationally       
     important species of the Great Lakes System" should be changed to read     
     "ecologically important species of the Great Lakes System."                
     
     
     Response to: P2976.052     
     
     See Section III.B.3. of the SID.  The commenter's suggestion that          
     "ecologically important" species should include commercially and           
     recreationally important species does not constitute a complete definition 
     of "ecologically importance" for EPA to consider.  The commenter does not  
     explain which additional types of species the term should include.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/DEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, the calculating algorithm for Tier I criteria and Tier II     
     values should be supplemented by the addition of a statement that the      
     criterion (either acute or chronic) will be lowered to 50% of the lowest   
     Species Mean Acute Value (SMAV) or Species Mean Chronic Value (SMCV) if    
     necessary to protect an ecologically important species; in fact, in the    
     case of large data sets, the calculating algorithm may often be unnecessary
     because the criterion will be equal to 50% of the SMAV or SMCV of the most 
     sensitive species.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P2976.053     
     
     See the discussion of ecologically important species in Section III.B.3. of
     the SID, and see the response to comment P2746.039.                        
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ESA
     Comment ID: P2976.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, as stated in the preceding comments on ecologically important       
     species, the nature of ecological systems mandates that all species must be
     considered as potentially important to ecosystem  welfare and biodiversity.
     The potential loss of any species caused by pollution effects is therefore 
     unacceptable because that loss may lead to a species reaching the state of 
     being threatened, endangered, or extirpated by an avoidable activity.      
     Given the rapidity with which losses can occur compared with the time      
     required to document and process listing proposals, significant losses of  
     species must be avoided if they are anticipated.  Depending on the         
     correspondence of ranges of species and pollution effects, even a single   
     discharge permit might lead to extirpation of a species if toxicity data   
     are not used.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2976.054     
     
     See Section II.G of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RP/ABT2
     Comment ID: P2976.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     in the case where an endangered, threatened, or proposed aquatic species or
     critical habitat is present, but data on toxicity to that species are not  
     available, an interim risk evaluation must be performed.  Recognizing that 
     this is an area requiring decision-making in the face of uncertainty, the  
     Service believes that the guidelines developed for pesticide hazard        
     evaluations by the Agency can be used to trigger an endangered species     
     consultation.  Those guidelines specify that for endangered aquatic        
     organisms, an Estimated Environmental Concentration (EEC) of <5% of the    
     LC50 or <10% of the LC10 or <chronic no-effect level for the most sensitive
     aquatic species tested does not pose unacceptable risks of harmful effects 
     to an endangered species (Urban, D.J., and N.J. Cook.  1986.  Hazard       
     evaluation division standard evaluation procedure:  ecological risk        
     assessment.  EPA 540/9-85-001).  A site-specific evaluation of risk can be 
     performed by substituting the lower of the above referenced acute EECs for 
     the SMAV and the chronic EEC for the SMCV to derive a hypothetical risk    
     trigger.  Each of these EECs should be calculated separately based on the  
     most sensitive species for which data are available within a data category.
     The lowest of these three EECs can then be used to calcultate the          
     hypothetical criterion using the normal Tier I or II procedures to protect 
     ecologically important species.  This hypothetical criterion can then be   
     compared to the projected environmental concentration to determine whether 
     or not a consultation is required.                                         
                                                                                
     Third, in the case where an endangered, threatened, or proposed wildlife   
     species or critical habitat is present, but data on toxicity  to that      
     species are not available, an interim risk evaluation must be performed.   
     The preamble contains a discussion of an alternative wildlife methodology  
     on page 20880 at VI.B.3.a.iv.  Intraspecies variablity and v. Alternative  
     formula for Hazard Component of Equation in which an additional factor of  
     10 is used to adjust for protection of all members of a population.  A     
     procedure parallel to the Aquatic Life procedure should be employed for    
     triggering consultation;  this Aquatic Life procedure is discussed in the  
     previous paragraph.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2976.055     
     
     See Supplementary Information Document Section II, Regulatory Requirements,
     Section G, Implementation of Endangered Species Act.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RP/ABT2          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ESA
     Comment ID: P2976.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc VAR
     Cross Ref 2: cc SS
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Fourth, in any case where a variance is to be granted, or where any other  
     deviation from previously reviewed standards and criteria is invoked, the  
     Service believes that an endangered species consultation must be initiated 
     in order to assure that the requirements of the ESA are met.  The reason   
     for this is that presumably, adoption of Tier I criteria or Tier II values 
     will have satisfied a general Basinwide evaluation for endangered species  
     protection, but invoking a more liberal standard might not provide needed  
     protection.  The site-specific reasons for invoking a more liberal standard
     must be evaluated on a case-by-case basis if the requirements of the ESA   
     are to be met.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.056     
     
     Under section 7 of the ESA, EPA is obligated to consult with the FWS       
     concerning actions carried out, authorized, or funded by EPA that may      
     affect listed species.  As discussed above, EPA will consult with the FWS  
     concerning EPA's actions to approve State and Tribal submissions under     
     section 132.5.  EPA also intends to consult on approval actions under 40   
     CFR part 131 for water quality standards in the Great Lakes basin,         
     including criteria modifications and water quality standards variances,    
     that may affect listed species, submitted as revisions to a State's or     
     Tribe's water quality standards.  The FWS and EPA recognize that to        
     accomplish timely implementation of standards that may affect listed       
     species, early involvement and technical assistance by the FWS is needed.  
     For example, EPA and the FWS will meet during the triennial period for     
     reviews of water quality standards under section 303(c) of the CWA,        
     preferably during the period when EPA and a State or Tribe discuss the     
     extent of an upcoming review. EPA and FWS agree that meetings, discussions,
     and exchanges of information throughout the process--from State and Tribal 
     development, adoption, submission of standards, through EPA final          
     action--will facilitate the consultations required by the ESA. EPA will    
     also invite and encourage the States and Tribes to participate actively in 
     the consultations.  See section II.G of the SID for EPA's analysis of this 
     issue.                                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/ESA
     Comment ID: P2976.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Fifth, the Service reminds the Agency that under the ESA, we must have the 
     ability to review actions under the Guidance for conformance with the ESA. 
     In particular, we are concerned that in rare instances, an NPDES permit    
     might need review if an endangered species or critical habitat is found to 
     be present, or new data are obtained on the biology of a species, even     
     after the permit has taken effect.  Because endangered species, and their  
     critical habitats, are by definition rare and often sporadic in occurrence,
     new discoveries are an ever-present possibility.  In these cases where the 
     Service must use its latest information in meeting our responsibilities    
     under the ESA, it is not clear how an existing permit might be modified to 
     conform to requirements of the ESA.  This issue must be addressed during   
     the consultation process on the Guidance.  It is also the case that        
     site-specific conditions might sometimes require more stringent permit     
     limits than otherwise would be necessary.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.057     
     
     EPA consulted informally on this and other issues with the FWS in          
     developing the final Guidance.  Based on the consultation, the FWS         
     concluded that the implementation of the final Guidance is not likely to   
     adversely affect endangered or threatened species in the Great Lakes       
     System.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that it is desirable for permit authorities to consider         
     reviewing a NPDES permit if new information concerning listed species      
     indicates a possible problem.  Although EPA lacks authority under teh CVWA 
     to require State permit authorities to revise or reissue permits once      
     issued, EPA can and will encourage States to do so where appropriate.  See 
     section II.G of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: SS
     Comment ID: P2976.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     there are particular pairs of the endangered bald eagle (Haliaeetus        
     leucocephalus) whose diets include a large component of fish-eating birds. 
     These particular pairs might not receive adequate protection under a       
     wildlife criterion that uses a maximum trophic level of 4 for wildlife     
     species.  In the rare instances where such a pair is discovered in a       
     habitat affected by an NPDES permit, a site-specific evaluation would be   
     necessary to ensure their protection.  The Service believes that these are 
     exceptional cases and that they should be handled on a site-specific basis 
     rather than by attempting to forecast every possible unusual ecological    
     circumstance.                                                              
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     Response to: P2976.058     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section VIII.A.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO SS               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P2976.059
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service is concerned that there is no mechanism in the bioaccumulation 
     procedures IV.  of the preamble and Appendix B of Part 132 to deal with    
     chemicals which may be metabolized by high trophic level organisms, but    
     pose a substantial risk to consumers of lower trophic species.  For        
     instance, there are wildlife species (e.g., raccoon (Procyon lotor), great 
     blue heron (Ardea herodias)) that eat diets heavily weighted to            
     invertebrates and amphibians; we are concerned that some chemicals [e.g.,  
     polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs)] may be present at higher          
     concentrations in the foods of these species than in the top trophic level 
     open water fish used to derive wildlife criteria.  This may also be a      
     concern for certain segments of the human population that heavily utilize  
     these same types of food items.  The Service recognizes the attempt by the 
     Work Group to deal with bioaccumulation appropriately, but we believe the  
     above examples were overlooked in the Work Group deliberations.            
     
     
     Response to: P2976.059     
     
     See response to comment P2976.011.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2976.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     We suggest revising the bioaccumulation procedures in Appendix B (pages    
     21023 and 21024) to eliminate references to "fish at or near the top of the
     aquatic food chain" and similar statements that appear repeatedly in III.  
     Overview of Procedure through VI. Determination of BAFs for Organic        
     Chemicals.  We believe that the statements in VI.D.5. should be emphasized;
     it is our understanding that this statement reflects the intent of this    
     procedure and that the wording emphasizing fish species often may be       
     misinterpreted.  We would append to the statement in VI.D.5. that the      
     highest BAF or bioconcentration factor (BCF) known should be used in       
     criterion calculation regardless of the trophic position at which it was   
     measured.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.060     
     
     The methodology for development of BAFs for organic chemicals in appendix B
     includes procedures for calculating field-measured and/or predicted BAFs   
     for all trophic levels, and allows, on a case-specific basis, wildlife BAFs
     to be weighted to reflect the proportion of plants, invertebrates, and fish
     in the diet of the species to be protected.                                
                                                                                
     If a listed wildlife species in the Great Lakes basin were found to be more
     highly exposed to a bioaccumulative pollutant because of its diet than the 
     representative species used in the wildlife criteria methodology, then     
     procedure 1.A of appendix F would specify that a site-specific modification
     is needed to protect such species.  The site-specific modification could   
     utilize the method described above to weight the BAFs based on the diet of 
     the listed species.                                                        
                                                                                
     EPA and the FWS agreed that the final methodology for the development of   
     bioaccumulation factors in appendix B, and procedure 1 of appendix F for   
     site-specific modifications, provide adequate protection for listed        
     wildlife species that may consume highly contaminated prey at lower trophic
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     The final Guidance specifies use of the geometric mean of available BAFs.  
     EPA thinks that this approach is appropriate in deriving system wide BAFs. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2976.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As an illustration of our concern with this issue, we submit the following 
     data for several PAH chemicals and heavy metals:                           
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     [Compound,Lipid Nomalized BCF]                                             
     HCBP,   7,072,427                                                          
     BaP,    4,563,601                                                          
     TCBP,   2,892,280                                                          
     Pyrene, 1,843,929                                                          
                                                                                
     Data for zebra mussels from: Bruner, K.A. 1993. Bioconcentration and       
     trophic transfer of lipophilic contaminants by the zebra mussel, Dreissena 
     polymorpha:  the role of lipid content, body size, and route of exposure.  
     Ph.D. thesis, Ohio State University, Columbus, OH. 128 pp.                 
                                                                                
     [Compound/Element, BCF Invertebrates, BCF Fish]                            
     Fluoranthene, 10,000, 3,119                                                
     Lead, 1,700, 50                                                            
     Zinc, 1,130, 432                                                           
                                                                                
     Data from:  Passino-Reader, D.R., Hudson, P.L., and Hickey, J.P. 1992.     
     Baseline hazard evaluation for aquatic life of priority consideration areas
     under the Assessment and Remediation of Contaminated Sediments (ARCS)      
     Program:  Generic document.  Revised Report.  Prepared for Great Lakes     
     National Program Office, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Chicago, IL.
                                                                                
     These data illustrate three points.  First, for several of the PAH         
     chemicals, BAFs or BCFs are higher for invertebrates than for fish.        
     Clearly, wildlife species or people eating foods from lower trophic levels 
     are more at risk than if they were eating high trophic level fish.         
     [Second, these PAHs should be included in the list of chemicals of most    
     concern (presently designated BCCs) because of high BCFs or BAFs (>1,000).]
     [Finally, several of the inorganic chemicals (metals) have BCFs high enough
     to include them in the list of BCCs, or persistent toxic substances if our 
     previous comments are adopted.]  We believe that these three points require
     the Agency to revise its list of chemicals of concern and more thoroughly  
     research BCFs and BAFs before final adoption of the Guidance.              
     
     
     Response to: P2976.061     
     
     EPA agrees with the Service that the data in the comment indicates that for
     several of the PAH chemicals, BAFs are higher for invertebrates than for   
     fish.  The methodology for development of BAFs for organic chemicals in    
     appendix B includes procedures for calculating field-measured and/or       
     predicted BAFs for all trophic levels, and allows, on a case-specific      
     basis, wildlife BAFs to be weighted to reflect the proportion of plants,   
     invertebrates, and fish in the diet of the species to be protected.        
                                                                                
     If a listed wildlife species in the Great Lakes basin were found to be more
     highly exposed to a bioaccumulative pollutant because of its diet than the 
     representative species used in the wildlife criteria methodology, then     
     procedure 1.A of appendix F would specify that a site-specific modification
     is needed to protect such species.  The site-specific modification could   
     utilize the method described above to weight the BAFs based on the diet of 
     the listed species.                                                        
                                                                                
     The two agencies agreed that the final methodology for the development of  
     bioaccumulation factors in appendix B, and procedure 1 of appendix F for   
     site-specific modifications, provide adequate protection for listed        
     wildlife species that may consume highly contaminated prey at lower trophic
     levels.                                                                    
                                                                                
     EPA does not agree that a chemical should be considered a BCC just because 
     it has a BCF and/or BAF that is above 1000 with one or more invertebrates. 
     BCCs are intended to be chemicals that pose a major risk to consumers      
     within the Great Lakes basin, and the assessment of such risks must take   
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     into account more than just the BCF and/or BAF with one or more            
     invertebrates.                                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [As an illustration of our concern with this issue, we submit the following
     data for several PAH chemicals and heavy metals:                           
     (Compound, Lipid normalized BCF)                                           
     HCBP    7,072,427                                                          
     BaP     4,563,601                                                          
     TCBP    2,892,280                                                          
     Pyrene  1,843,929                                                          
     Data for zebra mussels from:  Bruner, K.A. 1993. Bioconcentration and      
     trophic transfer of lipophilic contaminants by the zebra mussel, Dreissena 
     polymorpha:  the role of lipid content, body size, and route of exposure.  
     Ph.D. thesis, Ohio State University, Columbus, OH. 128 pp.                 
                                                                                
     (Compound/Element, BCF Invertebrates/BCF Fish)                             
     Fluoranthene    10,000/3,119                                               
     Lead            1,700/50                                                   
     Zinc            1,130/432                                                  
     Data from: Passino-Reader, D.R., Hudson, P.L., and Hickey, J.P. 1992.      
     Baseline hazard evaluation for aquatic life of priority consideration areas
     under the Assessment and Remediation of Contaminated Sediments (ARCS)      
     Program:  Generic document.  Revised Report.  Prepared for Great Lakes     
     National Program Office, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Chicago, IL.
     These data illustrate three points.  First, for several of the PAH         
     chemicals, BAFs or BCFs are higher for invertebrates than for fish.        
     Clearly, wildlife species or people eating foods from lower trophic levels 
     are more at risk than if they were eating high trophic level fish.]        
     Second, these PAHs should be included in the list of chemicals of concern  
     (presently designated BCCs) because of high BCFs or BAFs (>1,000).         
     [Finally, several of the inorganic chemicals (metals) have BCFs high enough
     to include them in the list of BCCs, or persistent toxic substances if our 
     previous comments are adopted.  We believe that these three points require 
     the Agency to revise its list of chemicals of concern and more thoroughly  
     research BCFs and BAFs before final adoption of the Guidance.]             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.062     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, several of the inorganic chemicals (metals) have BCFs high enough 
     to include them in the list of BCCs, or persistent toxic substances if our 
     previous comments are adopted.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.063     
     
     EPA has included all inorganic chemicals (including organometals) as BCCs  
     for which a human health BAF for that chemical derived from a              
     field-measured BAF or a laboratory-measured BCF exceeds 1000.              
                                                                                
     For further information on related issues, see response to P2976.025.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P2976.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We also note that Passino-Reader et al. (1993) report BCFs >1,000 for      
     either invertebrates or fish for the following chemicals:  Cadmium, Iron,  
     Manganese, Benzo(a)anthracene, Benzo(a)pyrene, Benzo(ghi)perylene,         
     Benzo(k)fluoranthene, Dibenzo(ah)anthracene, Indeno(1,2,3-bc)pyrene.  These
     chemicals should also be added the list of BCCs or its successor.          
     
     
     Response to: P2976.064     
     
     EPA does not agree that the chemicals listed in the comment should be added
     to the list of BCCs.  For reasons discussed in section II.C.8 of the SID,  
     EPA believes the definition of BCC needs to take into account metabolism.  
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     EPA therefore modified the proposed definition of BCC to state that the    
     minimum BAF information needed to define an organic chemical as a BCC is   
     either a field-measured BAF or a BAF derived from the BSAF methodology, and
     that the minimum BAF information needed to define an inorganic chemical,   
     including an organometal, as a BCC is either a field-measured BAF or a     
     laboratory-measured BCF. None of the chemicals listed in the comment has a 
     BAF that exceeds a human health BAF of 1000 as derived from the above      
     methods.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2976.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/BCC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service believes that many substances that bioaccumulate in some       
     portion of the food chain may be overlooked by concentrating on BAFs at the
     highest trophic levels.  In the case of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons   
     (PAHs), in particular, abundant evidence is available that supports        
     bioaccumulation at intermediate trophic levels and loss at the top trophic 
     levels.  These intermediate trophic levels are a hazard to many species    
     that feed at those levels even though they may not be present at the very  
     top of the trophic structure.  These chemicals are often associated with   
     temporary intermediate transfer to the sediment compartment of the         
     ecosystem and the Service believes that BAFs for any trophic component     
     should be used for determining regulatory controls for the most hazardous  
     exposure of ecosystem components.  Literature support for this contention  
     includes:                                                                  
                                                                                
     Black, J.J., M. Holmes, and B. Paigen. 1980. Fish tumor pathology and      
     aromatic hydrocarbon pollution in a Great Lakes estuary. Environ. Sci. Res.
     16:559.                                                                    
                                                                                
     Baumann, P.C., W.D. Smith, and M. Ribick. 1982. Hepatic tumor rates and    
     polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbon levels in two populations of brown        
     bullheads.  Pages 93-102 in: Cooke, M.W., A.J. Dennis, and G.L. Fisher     
     (eds.). Polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons: sixth international symposium on
     physical and biological chemistry.  Battelle Press, Columbus, Ohio.        
                                                                                
     Maccubbin, A.E., P. Black, L. Trzeciak, and J.J. Black. 1985. Evidence for 
     polynuclear aromatic hydrocarbons in the diet of bottom-feeding fish.      
     Environ. Contam. Toxicol. 34:876-882.                                      
                                                                                
     Niimi, A.J., and G.P. Dookhran. 1989. Dietary absorption efficiencies and  
     elimination rates of polycyclic aromatic hydrocarbons (PAHs) in rainbow    
     trout.  Environ. Toxicol. Chem. 8:719-722.                                 
                                                                                
     Gardner, G.R., P.P. Yevich, J.C. Harshbarger, and A.R. Malcolm.  1981.     
     Carcinogenicity of Black Rock Harbor sediment to the eastern oyster and    
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     trophic transfer of Black Rock Harbor carcinogens from the blue mussel to  
     the winter flounder.  Environ. Health Perspect. 90:53-66.                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.065     
     
     The methodology for development of BAFs for organic chemicals in appendix B
     includes procedures for calculating field-measured and/or predicted BAFs   
     for all trophic levels, and allows, on a case-specific basis, wildlife BAFs
     to be weighted to reflect the proportion of plants, invertebrates, and fish
     in the diet of the species to be protected.                                
                                                                                
     If a listed wildlife species in the Great Lakes basin were found to be more
     highly exposed to a bioaccumulative pollutant because of its diet than the 
     representative species used in the wildlife criteria methodology, then     
     procedure 1.A of appendix F would specify that a site-specific modification
     is needed to protect such species.  The site-specific modification could   
     utilize the method described above to weight the BAFs based on the diet of 
     the listed species.                                                        
                                                                                
     The two agencies agreed that the final methodology for the development of  
     bioaccumulation factors in appendix B, and procedure 1 of appendix F for   
     site-specific modifications, provide adequate protection for listed        
     wildlife species that may consume highly contaminated prey at lower trophic
     levels.                                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P2976.066
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We note that there is no provision in the Guidance that enables the Agency 
     to protect aquatic life from the bioaccumulative effects of chemicals.  The
     entire Appendix A is concerned only with acute and chronic toxicity of     
     chemicals via aqueous exposure.  Although data may not be as abundant on   
     dietary exposure routes, they do exist.  The Service believes that a       
     mechanism parallel to the wildlife procedure in Appendix D must be         
     developed and available for routine use as part of the Guidance.  This is  
     especially important for classes of compounds which have shown carcinogenic
     potency in field studies.  Without a new procedure, we do not see any      
     mechanism for incorporating data such as that found in:  Black et al.      
     (1980), Baumann et al. (1980), or, Myers, M.S., J.T. Landahl, M.M. Krahn,  
     L.L. Johnson, and B.B. McCain. 1990.  Overview of studies on liver         
     carcinogens in English sole from Puget Sound; evidence for a xenobiotic    
     chemical etiology I:  Pathology and epizootiology.  Sci. Total Environ.    
     94:33-50.                                                                  
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     Response to: P2976.066     
     
     Although EPA is working on procedures for assessing risk to aquatic life   
     from highly bioacumulative chemicals and/or procedures for deriving aquatic
     life criteria (based on toxicity to aquatic life) for such chemicals, the  
     procedures are not sufficiently developed to establish a methodology and/or
     criteria because the state of the science has not advanced enough for      
     regulatory purposes.                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2976.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additivity                                                                 
                                                                                
     Section VIII.D. Additivity (pages 20939-20944) contains a detailed         
     discussion of additivity and requests comments on how to proceed.  The     
     Service notes that there is no proposal to consider additivity and that    
     this section is reserved as Implementation Procedure 4 of Appendix F of    
     Section 132.  We find it extremely difficult to deal concretely with such a
     request because whatever procedure is eventually adopted will not receive  
     the same level of public comment and review as the rest of Section 132.    
     However, we will offer some suggestions for the Agency's use in devising a 
     final proposal on this topic.                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2976.067     
     
     See section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity 
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non- cancer effects.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2976.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We fully concur with the statements in VIII.D.1. Introduction (page 20939) 
     that dose additivity should be assumed for chemicals with similar effects  
     and mechanisms of toxic action.  Unfortunately, data are scarce on how to  
     apply this concept in general.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.068     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2976.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Service has been dealing with specific classes of chemicals, most      
     notably the dioxin (PCDD), furan (PCDF),  and polychlorinated biphenyl     
     (PCB) chemicals that appear to mimic many of the toxic effects of 2,3,7,8  
     tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD).   The results of these investigations  
     appear to support the detailed discussions of toxic equivalency factors    
     (TEFs) in VIII.D.2.c.,d., and e. on pages 20940-20943.  In particular,     
     there seems to be broad conceptual support for using TEFs for regulatory   
     purposes but no proposed set of TEF values has yet been assessed adequately
     to support final adoption of a particular set of TEFs.  We note that       
     results often differ greatly depending on the system used to assay         
     differential toxic manifestations.  We support, as an interim measure, the 
     use of TEFs for PCDDs, PCDFS, and PCBs as suggested in VII.D.4.Section E., 
     TEFs applied to Wildlife Effects, with two reservations.                   
                                                                                
     First, there is no reason to exclude the toxic effects on Aquatic Life from
     this regulatory scheme.  Therefore, we suggest that the system of TEFs     
     should be applied equally to any implementation of Appendices A or D to    
     Part 132.  [Second, because of the above mentioned uncertainties in        
     proposed TEFs, we believe that a major effort must be made to achieve      
     consensus on the values used.  Some of the uncertainties may be related    
     only to the differences between poikilothermic and homeothermic organisms  
     and merely generating independent TEF schemes for Appendices A and D will  
     lead to an adequate consensus for application of this system to regulatory 
     actions.]                                                                  
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     Response to: P2976.069     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA believes the WET provisions in appendix F, procedure 6 of the final    
     Guidance are a reasonable mechanism to account for additive effects to     
     aquatic life.                                                              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that further evaluation is necessary on the use of TEFs for     
     wildlife.  EPA, in cooperation with the Fish and Wildlife Service (FWS)    
     will host a workshop on the subject of TEFs for those PCDDs, PCDFs, and    
     PCBs that have been identified as exhibiting toxicity similar to           
     2,3,7,8-TCDD to wildlife.  The workshop will examine existing toxicity     
     data, as it relates to TEFs and research and data needs, and the use of    
     TEFs when establishing TMDLs or WQBELs.  The findings of these workshops   
     will be used to evaluate the feasibility of utilizing TEFs in the          
     development of wildlife criteria.  Any methodologies developed by EPA as a 
     result of these efforts will be submitted to the EPA SAB for review and    
     distributed for public comments.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2976.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in comment #.069.                            
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, because of the above mentioned uncertainties in proposed TEFs, we  
     believe that a major effort must be made to achieve consensus on the values
     used.  Some of the uncertainties may be related only to the differences    
     between poikilothermic and homeothermic organisms and merely generating    
     independent TEF schemes for Appendices A and D will lead to an adequate    
     consensus for application of this system to regulatory actions.            
     
     
     Response to: P2976.070     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that for wildlife there needs to be a major effort to achieve   
     consensus on the TEF values used.  EPA, in cooperation with the Fish and   
     Wildlife Service (FWS) will host a workshop on the subject of TEFs for     
     those PCDDs, PCDFs, and PCBs that have been identified as exhibiting       
     toxicity similar to 2,3,7,8-TCDD to wildlife.  The workshop will examine   
     existing toxicity data, as it relates to TEFs and research and data needs, 
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     and the use of TEFs when establishing TMDLs or WQBELs.  The findings of    
     these workshops will be used to evaluate the feasibility of utilizing TEFs 
     in the development of wildlife criteria.  Any methodologies developed by   
     EPA as a result of these efforts will be submitted to the EPA SAB for      
     review and distributed for public comments.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2976.071
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, consistency requires that Bioaccumulation Equivalency Factors 
     (BEFs) as discussed in VIII.D.2.d. on page 20942 be evaluated for use in   
     conjunction with any TEFs.  The overwhelming effect of BAFs in determining 
     criteria for BCCs demonstrates that this is an important component in      
     evaluating risk from any strongly bioaccumulative chemical.  The Service   
     urges the Agency to deal with these issues publicly at the earliest        
     opportunity.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2976.071     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
                                                                                
     EPA agrees that for wildlife there needs to be a major effort to achieve   
     consensus on the TEF values used.  EPA, in cooperation with the Fish and   
     Wildlife Service (FWS) will host a workshop on the subject of TEFs for     
     those PCDDs, PCDFs, and PCBs that have been identified as exhibiting       
     toxicity similar to 2,3,7,8-TCDD to wildlife.  The workshop will examine   
     existing toxicity data, as it relates to TEFs and research and data needs, 
     and the use of TEFs when establishing TMDLs or WQBELs.  The findings of    
     these workshops will be used to evaluate the feasibility of utilizing TEFs 
     in the development of wildlife criteria.  Any methodologies developed by   
     EPA as a result of these efforts will be submitted to the EPA SAB for      
     review and distributed for public comments.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2976.072
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
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     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, the Service believes that TEFs should be used to implement     
     water quality criteria for PCDDs, PCDFs, and PCBs, but that definitive data
     are lacking to establish precise values for these TEFs. [ In addition, BEFs
     should be used in conjunction with TEFs for such implementation.] [Finally,
     the importance of this issue requires immediate attention to resolving the 
     scientific questions inherent in the discussion of TEFs and BEFs for these 
     categories of chemicals.]                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.072     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2976.073
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.072.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, BEFs should be used in conjunction with TEFs for such         
     implementation.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P2976.073     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/TEF
     Comment ID: P2976.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.072.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the importance of this issue requires immediate attention to      
     resolving the scientific questions inherent in the discussion of TEFs and  
     BEFs for these categories of chemicals.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2976.074     
     
     See Section VIII.D.7 of the SID for a discussion on the use of TEFs for    
     dioxins and "dioxin-like" PCBs for human health and wildlife.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/TEF          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD
     Comment ID: P2976.075
     Cross Ref 1: ref comments #.067-.074.
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On the issue of other categories of chemicals with similar properties,     
     notably, similar modes of action and chemical structure, the Service       
     believes that the above comments are equally applicable but that data for  
     implementing those comments are even less available.  We urge the Agency to
     expand efforts to generate these data.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2976.075     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 for a discussion on the assumption of      
     additivity for carcinogens; D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments;
     P2656.032 for a discussion on why an additivity provision is warranted; and
     Section VIII.D.6.a and b of the SID for a discussion of the additivity     
     provisions in the final Guidance for cancer and non-cancer effects.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2976.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     On page 20836 at II.D.2.Application of Tier I Methodologies, and 3.        
     Application of Tier II Methodologies, the Agency discusses several options 
     and requests comments on which to adopt.  The Service believes that Tier I 
     and Tier II methodologies should be mandatory among the States, and that   
     the criteria calculated therefrom be included in WQS in the various States.
     No other option will result in the desired standardization of programs     
     basin-wide for the reasons cited by the Agency on pages 20838 and 20839.   
     
     
     Response to: P2976.076     
     
     See response to: P2607.020                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/ADP
     Comment ID: P2976.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the Service supports the application of site-specific criteria as 
     a more appropriate mechanism for developing criteria and values than       
     through a use-designation mechanism as discussed on page 20840.            
     
     
     Response to: P2976.077     
     

�     EPA agrees.  With one exception, the proposed provisions of  132.4(d)     
     specifying the applicability of criteria and values have not been changed  

�     in the final Guidance.  The exception is that  132.4(d)(4) has been       
     modified to eliminate the requirement for States and Tribes to adopt       
     provisions consistent with the Tier II wildlife methodology, as discussed  
     above and in section VI of the SID.  See also section VIII.A of the SID for
     EPA's analysis of site-specific modification provisions.                   
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO REG/ADP          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/NATL
     Comment ID: P2976.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, on page 20848 at II.J. Precedential Effect of Elements of the 
     Guidance, the Agency requests comments on whether or not the elements of   
     this Great Lakes Guidance should be used as a basis for proposing          
     modifications to 40CFR parts 122-124, 130 and 131.  The Service strongly   
     endorses this concept and urges the Agency to begin to take such action as 
     soon as practicable.  The result will be much greater uniformity in WQS    
     programs nationwide and consequent improvements in the waters of the Nation
     generally.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P2976.078     
     
     See response to: P2576.057                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/NATL         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/REPR
     Comment ID: P2976.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Wildlife Criteria                                                          
                                                                                
     As previously noted, the Service supports the development of criteria for  
     the protection of wildlife and recognizes that this is a new development in
     WQS programs.  Two particular points need to be made in this connection.   
     First, although there is extensive discussion in the preamble at           
     VI.B.3.b.i. Approach Used to Select Representative Species Identified for  
     Protection on pages 20881 and 20882, and in the technical support document 
     for wildlife criteria, there seems to be great confusion about why the 5   
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     representative wildlife species were chosen.  The confusion arises from a  
     perception that these species in particular are protected while other      
     species may not be.  Further clarification that these species were chosen  
     to represent the extremes of physiologic and behavioral parameters is      
     apparently necessary.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P2976.079     
     
     Please refer to comment P2590.028 for the response to this comment.  In    
     addition, please refer to U.S. EPA, 1995 for further documentation on the  
     selection of the representative species.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/REPR     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH/FOR
     Comment ID: P2976.080
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service believes that the alternative formulation at VI.B.3.a.v. on    
     page 20881 is superior to the proposed formulation because, as noted, the  
     sources of uncertainty in the calculations are more clearly identified.    
     This may lead to a refinement of the data base through further research and
     more definitive criteria.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.080     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.158 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH/FOR      

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2976.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Concentrations Below the Limit of Detection                                
                                                                                
     At VIII.H. WQBELs Below the Limit of Detection, on page 20978, the Agency  
     requests comments and suggestions on one of the technically most difficult 
     environmental enforcement issues.  While the discussion in this section is 
     thorough, it does not result finally in any useful recommendation on       
     dealing with the issue.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P2976.081     
     
     These comments and concerns are addressed in the Supplemental Information  
     Document.  Please see the chapter on WQBELs Below the Level of             
     Quantification at section 1, Expressing a WQBEL Below the Minimum          
     Quantification Level, and section 2, Compliance Issues.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2976.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The proposal to allow permitting authorities to specify their own methods  
     for "averaging' values runs directly counter to the stated objectives of   
     the Guidance in furthering comparability in programs between the various   
     jurisdictions.  This lack of leadership is unfortunate, but understandable.
     Therefore, the Service offers the following proposal and justification.    
                                                                                
     [According to Kushner (1976. Atmosph. Environ. 10:975), the substitution of
     1/2 the detection limit for censored values (i.e., those below the         
     detection limit) introduces a small, but acceptable for most purposes, bias
     in a geometric mean.  Of more concern is the standard error of such a      
     contrived mean, which will be small (because of the substituted            
     half-detection limit values).  The actual uncertainty increases with the   
     number of substitutions.  The precision of such a contrived estimate is    
     therefore easily overestimated (i.e., the uncertainty is underestimated).  
     Given enough uncensored data, the distribution of censored values can be   
     estimated using measured values; this is a better approach in that         
     confidence limits can also be stated.  In the absence of sufficient data to
     apply a regression approach, we suggest a more conservative approach that  
     reflects inherent uncertainty.                                             
                                                                                
     This approach is to add to 0.5 (a proposed constant) some quantity that    
     decreases with the proportion of the values below the detection limit.  We 
     propose 0.5 X p, where p is the decimal proportion of censored (i.e.,      
     unmeasured) values.  If, for example, 10 samples were measured and 9 values
     were above and one below the detection limit, the substituted value would  
     be 0.95 X the detection limit.  If only 1 of the 10 values was above the   
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     detection limit, then the value would be 0.55 X the detection limit.  The  
     main uses of such an approach should be in Appendix F, Procedure 3.A.8.    
     Background Concentrations of Pollutants, where the quantity [0.5 + (0.5 X  
     p)] is used for determining average below the detection limit and likewise,
     in Procedure 8,C. Daily, Weekly and Monthly Limits, where the same quantity
     is substituted in calculations of these various averages to measure        
     performance against the compliance enforcement limit (CEL).]               
                                                                                
     [This approach has two advantages.  First, it provides a quantitative      
     incentive to improve detection capabilities in that the better the         
     chemistry, the lower the assumed non-detect background and effluent        
     concentrations. Second, using specified methodology, there is an incentive 
     to gather more data to decrease the value of p.  Because there are         
     practical limits to this latter strategy, the best procedure for decreasing
     the asumed concentrations is to develop better analytical methods. We      
     believe that this is an important contribution to environmental            
     improvement.]                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P2976.082     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2976.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.082.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     According to Kushner (1976. Atmosph. Environ. 10:975), the substitution of 
     1/2 the detection limit for censored values (i.e., those below the         
     detection limit) introduces a small, but acceptable for most purposes, bias
     in a geometric mean.  Of more concern is the standard error of such a      
     contrived mean, which will be small (because of the substituted            
     half-detection limit values).  The actual uncertainty increases with the   
     number of substitutions.  The precision of such a contrived estimate is    
     therefore easily overestimated (i.e., the uncertainty is underestimated).  
     Given enough uncensored data, the distribution of censored values can be   
     estimated using measured values; this is a better approach in that         
     confidence limits can also be stated.  In the absence of sufficient data to
     apply a regression approach, we suggest a more conservative approach that  
     reflects inherent uncertainty.                                             
                                                                                
     This approach is to add to 0.5 (a proposed constant) some quantity that    
     decreases with the proportion of the values below the detection limit.  We 
     propose 0.5 X p, where p is the decimal proportion of censored (i.e.,      
     unmeasured) values.  If, for example, 10 samples were measured and 9 values

Page 10885



$T044618.TXT
     were above and one below the detection limit, the substituted value would  
     be 0.95 X the detection limit.  If only 1 of the 10 values was above the   
     detection limit, then the value would be 0.55 X the detection limit.  The  
     main uses of such an approach should be in Appendix F, Procedure 3.A.8.    
     Background Concentrations of Pollutants, where the quantity [0.5 +(0.5 X   
     p)] is used for determining average below the detection limit and likewise,
     in Procedure 8, C. Daily, Weekly and Monthly Limits, where the same        
     quantity is substituted in calculations of these various averages to       
     measure performance against the compliance enforcement limit (CEL).        
     
     
     Response to: P2976.083     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: LOQ
     Comment ID: P2976.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.082.                                    
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     This approach has two advantages.  First, it provides a quantitative       
     incentive to improve detection capabilities in that the better the         
     chemistry, the lower the assumed non-detect background and effluent        
     concentrations.  Second, using specified methodology, there is an incentive
     to gather more data to decrease the value of p.  Because there are         
     practical limits to this latter strategy, the best procedure for decreasing
     the assumed concentrations is to develop better analytical methods.  We    
     believe that this is an important contribution to environmental            
     improvement.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P2976.084     
     
     See response to comment P2576.029.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO LOQ              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/CHLORDANE
     Comment ID: P2976.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
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     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Chlordane                                                                  
                                                                                
     Of the constituents present in the chlordane mixture, only cis(alpha)      
     -chlordane and its principal metabolite, oxychlordane, constitute much of a
     threat.  Consequently, it may be more meaningful to compute BAFs and       
     criteria for the sum of these two constituents than to attempt anything for
     the entire mixture.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P2976.085     
     
     If more sufficient data were available concerning the concentrations,      
     toxicities, and BAFs of the components and metabolites of chlordane, it    
     might be possible to address them in a more elegant manner.  The resulting 
     criteria might or might not be substantially different from those given in 
     the GLI.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2976.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Mercury                                                                    
                                                                                
     There is no statement regarding field-measured BAFs for mercury.  Surely,  
     these measurements are available in fish and water and they should be used 
     to verify the theoretically derived BAFs, or in place of them.             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.086     
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     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Hg
     Comment ID: P2976.087
     Cross Ref 1: cc WL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 2: cc AL/CRIT/Hg
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     methylation is a bacterially mediated process through which inorganic      
     mercury is converted to methyl mercury with a consequent increase in BAF   
     and toxicity.  A more conservative approach should be used whereby all     
     mercury is assumed to be methyl mercury for the purposes of BAF and        
     criterion calculation.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2976.087     
     
     For a discussion on the derivation of the final BAF for mercury, see       
     Section IV.B.9c of the SID, the final TSD for BAFs and comment D2724.145.  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE/Se
     Comment ID: P2976.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     Lemly and Smith (1987. U.S. Fish Wildl. Serv. Leaflet 12) summarized a     
     substantial literature on the environmental dynamics of selenium.  They    
     reported BAFs in predatory fish of >2,000.  Lemly (1986. Pages 153-162 in: 
     Summers, J.B., and S.S. Anderson, eds. Toxic substances in agricultural    
     water supply and drainage.  U.S. Committee on Irrigation and Drainage,     
     Denver, CO) also reported field-measured BAFs as high as 35,000.           
     Biomagnification of this magnitude has led to extirpations of fish         
     populations and severe wildlife deformity problems.  Clearly, selenium     
     requires regulation as a highly toxic, bioaccumulative chemical.  Much of  
     the early confusion on this issue resulted from the form of selenium used  
     in toxicity tests.  It is now evident that organic forms of selenium are to
     blame and that they may be abundant in the environment under some          
     circumstances.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P2976.088     
     
     EPA agrees that available data indicate substantial bioaccumulation of     
     selenium (presumably as organoselenium) in some situations, but the data do
     not provide a sufficient basis for deriving a high BAF for selenium for the
     Great Lakes.                                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Many data were excluded from calculations used to generate criteria without
     adequate justification.  The general rules for inclusion of data are given 
     in the Preamble, but these rules are vague and subject to considerable     
     interpretation and professional judgement.  For example, no statistician   
     would condone exclusion of results because they differ from the central    
     trend by 10-fold without a valid, a priori reason.  The only valid way to  
     exclude data a posteriori is through the analysis of outliers; there are no
     scientifically defensible "eyeball" methods.  In fact, many statisticians  
     even question the use of outlier techniques.                               
     
     
     Response to: P2976.089     
     
     EPA stands behind the judgements made in derivation of the criteria, and   
     believes they are reasonable.  EPA recognizes that there are usually likely
     to be some alternate reasonable interpretations.                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.090
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the criterion documents themselves, the studies from which data were    
     excluded are listed in the text, but the full citations are not presented, 
     nor are the reasons for exclusion given.  Thus it is impossible to form    
     opinions on the validity of the judgements made.                           
     
     
     Response to: P2976.090     
     
     In some cases full citations were omitted from the proposal.  The full     
     citations are provided in the final package.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.091
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A considerable body of literature also appears to have been overlooked.    
     
     
     Response to: P2976.091     
     
     EPA is not aware of such a considerable body of data.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.092
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     the Service recommends that a more thorough review of the literature be    
     conducted and that the criterion documents be more completely documented as
     to why certain data were used and other excluded.  [Under later specific   
     comments, we mention tasks for a proposed clearinghouse for Guidance       
     information; this seems to be particularly important initial task for such 
     a group.]                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.092     
     
     EPA agrees that this might be task for a clearinghouse.                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.093
     Cross Ref 1: cc REG/OT
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment imbedded in #.092.                                    
            
                                                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Under later specific comments, we mention tasks for a proposed             
     clearinghouse for Guidance information; this seems to be a particularly    
     important initial task for such a group.                                   
     
     
     Response to: P2976.093     
     
     See response to comment P2976.092.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/Pb
     Comment ID: P2976.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Lead                                                                       
                                                                                
     The statement about a relation between the acute to chronic ratio (ACR) and
     the Acute Value (AV) is not supported by the data presented in Table 3.    
     For example, the fathead minnow AV is 2100 ug/l, with an ACR of only 6.4;  
     The AV for Daphnia magna is 612-952 ug/l, but its corresponding ACR is     
     18.1.  This is an inverse relationship, not a direct relationship.         
     Moreover, the ACR for salmonids is 50-70.  These recreationally,           
     economically, and ecologically important species do not seem adequately    
     protected by the proposed chronic criterion based on an ACR of only 4.77.  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.094     
     
     EPA did not propose Tier I aquatic life criteria for lead, because only    
     seven of the eight minimum data requirements were fulfilled.  EPA does not 
     specify Tier II values in the final Guidance.  Tier II values are to be    
     derived by the States and Tribes.                                          
                                                                                
     In 1985, when the National aquatic life criteria for lead were derived, EPA
     decided to issue the criteria without fulfilling the minimum data          
     requirements.  The Initiative Committees decided, for the purpose of       
     consistency within the GLI, not to derive Tier I criteria unless all of the
     minimum data requirements of the Tier I methodology are fulfilled.  Some of
     the data mentioned in this comment are in the 1985 National criteria       
     document for lead, but others are not.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TOX
     Comment ID: P2976.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Toxaphene                                                                  
                                                                                
     Cited items are not present in the references; it is impossible to         
     ascertain their contents and verify the rationale for their exclusion.     
     
     
     Response to: P2976.095     
     
     Without further detail, EPA is unable to respond to this concern.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TOX
     Comment ID: P2976.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Also, toxaphene is a complex mixture with components that weather          
     differentially in the environment.  In the Great Lakes, the mixture only   
     vaguely resembles technical material (Ribick et al..  1982. Environm. Sci. 
     Technol. 16:310).  Moreover, Gooch and Matsamura (1987. Arch. Environm.    
     Contam. Toxicol. 14:349) showed that only a few toxaphene components       
     present in Great Lakes fish are toxic, but that the toxic components       
     persist. It appears that the ratio of toxic to other constituents is       
     greater in the Great Lakes than in laboratory tests with technical mixture.
     The proposed criteria are based on laboratory exposures to technical       
     toxaphene.  These values need to be corrected for the ratio of toxic to    
     other components already present in the Great Lakes and in any discharge or
     activity to be regulated.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P2976.096     
     
     EPA did not calculate any Tier I criteria for toxaphene.  EPA did solicit  
     comment on whether the national criteria for toxaphene should be adopted by
     (or promulgated for) States rather than deriving Tier II values for        
     toxaphene.                                                                 
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     With regard to the commenters concern that laboratory exposures do not     
     resemble natural or field conditions,  EPA has provided several mechanisms 
     that can be used to take into account any potential differences in         
     bioavailability, for toxicity variations due to water or effluent          
     chemistry, or persistence for any substance.  Use of a Water Effect Ratio  
     (WER) or one of the other site-specific modification procedures can address
     these potential differnces between laboratory and field conditions.        
     Guidance on WERs may be found in the "Interim Guidance on Determination and
     Use of Water Effect Ratios for Metals" (U.S. EPA, 1994).  Site-specific    
     modifications are discussed in section VIII.A. of the SID and in Appendix  
     F, procedure 1 of part 132.                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL/CRIT/TOX
     Comment ID: P2976.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     among the data excluded were those summarized by Mehrle and Mayer (1975.   
     Pages 301-314 in: Suffet, I.H., ed. Fate of pollutants in air and water    
     environments.  Wiley Interscience, New York) which showed no-effect        
     concentrations for several sublethal endpoints (including growth) that were
     lower than the proposed criteria.                                          
     
     
     Response to: P2976.097     
     
     See response to comment P2976.096.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/OT
     Comment ID: P2976.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Clearinghouse for data                                                     
                                                                                
     On page 20836 at II.D.2 Application of Tier I Methodologies, the Agency    
     describes the formation of a clearinghouse for Tier I and II data.  The    
     discussion is extremely vague given the critical part such an information  
     nexus will provide in fostering uniformity between the various             
     jurisdictions.  The Service supports such a mechanism for data handling but
     does not feel that enough information is given to comment on the details of
     the proposal.  In particular, the Service has accumulated a considerable   
     quantity of applicable data and expertise.  We are curious as to how our   
     data and expertise are to be integrated into the clearinghouse concept.  We
     are also concerned with procedures to ensure adequate peer review of       
     submitted data.  Whenever professional judgement is applied, extraordinary 
     effort must be expended to demonstrate that decisions have not been made   
     arbitrarily.  The description of the proposed clearinghouse is             
     disappointingly vague on this point.                                       
     
     
     Response to: P2976.098     
     
     EPA has provided additional information concerning the GLI Clearinghouse in
     Section II.C.1 of the Supplemental Information Document.  For additional   
     information, please also refer to response D2719.056.                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/OT           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: AL
     Comment ID: P2976.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Definition of Aquatic and Wildlife Species                                 
                                                                                
     Two large taxa are overlooked in the Guidance documents.  Classes Reptilia 
     and Amphibia are significant components of the fauna of the Great Lakes    
     ecosystem.  Although data are sparse, some consideration for the welfare of
     these important groups should be given in the Guidance.  The Service has   
     wrestled with this issue and offers the suggestion that members of the     
     class Amphibia should be treated as Aquatic Life because of their virtually
     obligatory relationship with water during some life stages.  In our        
     opinion, exposure of amphibians to toxic substances will more likely       
     resemble that of wholly aquatic organisms than of more terrestrial birds   
     and mammals.                                                               
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     Response to: P2976.099     
     
     The existing criteria derivation procedures do not call for data from      
     either class.  EPA considers reptiles to fall under wildlife criteria, not 
     aquatic life criteria.  EPA sees merit in protecting amphibians under the  
     aquatic life criteria, and is considering adding testing requirements for  
     amphibians to the future guidance on deriving national criteria.  However, 
     lack of data and lack of time for additional testing make such requirements
     inappropriate for the criteria in this Rule.                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO AL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL
     Comment ID: P2976.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     we believe that members of the class Reptilia should be treated as wildlife
     species for purposes of criterion development and application because they 
     are at best only partially aquatic at any point in their life history (at  
     least Great Lakes species).  While we recognize the essentially ad hoc     
     nature of this suggestion, we believe it is necessary to make some effort  
     to include these organisms in the Guidance and we offer this as a starting 
     point.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P2976.100     
     
     Please refer to comment P2746.170 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/METH
     Comment ID: P2976.101
     Cross Ref 1: cc SS/WL
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     An Alternative Wildlife Model                                              
                                                                                
     Although the basic wildlife criterion model is supported by an extensive   
     oral exposure experimental data base, other approaches are possible.  In   
     particular, the concept of defining critical tissue concentrations and     
     modeling exposure scenarios based on them was discussed at the National    
     Wildlife Criterion Workshop in Charlottesville, VA in 1992.  This concept  
     received favorable comments but was recognized as still in the formative   
     stages.  However, the Service believes that in limited instances, enough   
     data are available to utilize such an approach.  In particular, this       
     approach will be extremely useful in site-specific criterion development   
     where a large amount of data on specific wildlife species of interest are  
     available.  We note that the particulars of this model parallel the more   
     traditional approach, but in some instances, they will yield much more     
     accurate estimates of risk than the oral dosage model.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2976.101     
     
     Please refer to comment P2718.151 for the response to this comment.        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/METH          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADEG
     Comment ID: P2976.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In Appendix E to Part 132 to II.A. Definitions, Outstanding National       
     Resource Waters (ONRWs) are defined as those designated by the States.  The
     Service believes that a mechanism should be created that will allow other  
     governmental land management entities to designate their lands as ONRWs    
     subject to the criteria for eligibility listed.  It seems inconsistent that
     the responsible entity cannot seek the highest form of protection for its  
     eligible lands without recourse to an outside entity.  As an alternative, a
     mandatory listing by a State upon application by another governmental      
     entity might suffice for direct listing by the entity.                     
     
     
     Response to: P2976.102     
     
     See response to P2742.470.                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADEG             

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: UNCODED
     Comment ID: P2976.?
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     It is also unclear exactly how the BCFs mentioned at this place are to be  
     used.  We suggest emphasizing that if a known BCF is higher than measured  
     or calculated BAFs, the BCF should be used because there are wildlife      
     species and human population segments that eat low trophic level organisms.
     
     
     Response to: P2976.?       
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3208L.001
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/METH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Most of these comments deal with the appropriate method for deriving BAFs. 
     As these comments and GE's initial GLI comments point out, the GLI's       
     proposed method for deriving and using BAFs is not well supported by the   
     scientific data or bioaccumulation models. GE urges EPA to review closely  
     the Workshop and SAB recommendations regarding derivation of BAFs, as well 
     as these comments and GE's initial GLI comments, and thoroughly reevaluate 
     the GLI proposal with respect to this important issue.                     
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.001    
     
     See IV.B.2 of the SID for a discussion of the hierarchy for selecting BAFs.
                                                                                
     Further, EPA believes that the state of the science supports the use of    
     BAFs. EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report  
     on the Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality        
     Initiative stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and              
     scientifically credible than existing BCF procedures and that the use of   
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     the BCF, FCM, and BAF approach appears to be fundamentally sound           
     (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  In a subsequent SAB report on August 12, 1993  
     on the ongoing revision of the methodology for deriving National Ambient   
     Water Quality Criteria for the protection of human health (EPA-SAB-DWC-    
     93-016), the Drinking Water Committee reported on a similar BAF            
     methodology.  Although cautioning that its "criticisms should not be taken 
     as a recommedation to relax standards or to ignore the potential for       
     bioaccumulation where it is known to play an important role," the Drinking 
     Water Committee also stated that "for the time being, the Agency should    
     focus attention on BCFs rather than BAFs, because of the higher likelihood 
     of collecting an adequate BCF database."  In evaluating the two SAB        
     committee reports, it is important to keep in mind that the first commitee 
     was reviewing the proposed BAF methodology for the Great Lakes guidance,   
     while the second committe was reviewing a similar proposed methodology that
     would be applicable nation-wide.  Thus, the second committee's             
     recommendation that a sufficient BAF database may not be available at the  
     present time to derive BAFs for chemicals for nationwide criteria guidance 
     does not imply that sufficient information is not available to develop BAFs
     for regional water quality standards in the Great Lakes.  Indeed, to rely  
     on BCFs in the Great Lakes System would be directly contrary to the        
     Drinking Water Committee's exhortation that their criticism not be taken as
     a recommendation "to ignore the potential for bioaccumulation where it is  
     known to play an important role."  EPA has revised the BAF methodology     
     where possible at this time to take into account the concerns raised by    
     both SAB Committees, and believes after careful review of SAB and public   
     comments that use of BAFs in this guidance represents the most             
     scientifically defensible approach for accounting for chemical uptake by   
     aquatic biota in the Great Lakes System.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: USEPA Workshop Report, Human Risk Assessment Brach, Health and
Ecological  
          Criteria, Jan 8, 1993.                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Workshop Committee recommended that BAFs should be calculated on the   
     basis of "freely dissolved chemical concentrations."(4)  In making this    
     recommendation, the Workshop Committee acknowledged that there is no       
     evidence currently available that demonstrates that "freely dissolved      
     chemical concentration" is the superior measure for determining BAF and BCF
     values.(5)  HRAB concurred with the recommendation that dissolved          
     concentrations be used to derive BAFs.(6)  The SAB Report acknowledged the 
     difficulty in accounting for differences in bioavailability of dissolved   
     and absorbed constituents of total water column concentrations, recommended
     that, for the time being, the Agency focus its attention on BCFs rather    
     than BAFs, and advocated additional research in this area.                 
                                                                                
     __________________________                                                 
     (4) Workshop Report at 74.                                                 
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     (5) Id.                                                                    
                                                                                
     (6) Id.                                                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.002    
     
     See IV.B.6 of the SID for a discussion of "freely dissolved", and IV.B.2 of
     the SID for a discussion of the SAB comments and recommendations.          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Although GE agrees that more research is needed, GE believes that there is 
     sufficient scientific basis to make a choice between use of total water    
     concentration data and dissolved water concentration data for purposes of  
     deriving BAFs for lipophilic compounds.  Moreover, GE believes that        
     exisiting scientific knowledge points clearly to use of total water column 
     data for this purpose.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.003    
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See IV.B.6. of the SID.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the use of "freely dissolved concentrations" of lipophilic         
     compounds in determining BAFs is inconsistent with the use of BAFs in      
     developing water quality standards ("WQS") and water quality based effluent
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     limitations ("WQBELs"), and measuring compliance with WQBELs.  As discussed
     in Sherman et al. (1992), it is essential to examine how a BAF will be used
     in determining a BA methodology.  In the case of the GLI, BAFs will be used
     to define WQS for lipophilic chemicals, including PCBs.  The WQS, in turn, 
     will be used to derive WQBELs establishing the total allowable amount of   
     such chemicals in industrial and municipal effluents.  Since the proposed  
     GLI WQS are based on BAFs derived from centrifuged water concentrations and
     since the regulatory permit levels are based on total water concentrations,
     the derivation of the WQS is not consistent with the method for measuring  
     compliance with the WQS.  The difference between the centrifuged and total 
     water column concentrations for many effluents will be large (Sherman et   
     al. 1992), resulting in the potential for enforcement actions against      
     dischargers for violations of WQBELs even though the applicable WQS are    
     attained.  Therefore, in order to be consistent with the proposed use of   
     WQS, BAFs for lipophilic compounds must be based on the whole water        
     (including suspended sediment, colloidal bound, and dissolved phase)       
     concentration.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.004    
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See IV.B.6. fo the SID.              
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: Baher et al, 1986 from reference page                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, the analytical problems with measuring dissolved concentrations of
     highly hydrophobic compounds point toward the use of total water column    
     concentrations.  For example, PCBs have been shown to be significantly     
     associated with suspended particles.  Stevens and Neilson (1989) have shown
     that when lake or river water is centrifuged and particulate material is   
     removed, the PCB concentrations are reduced.  However, even when the water 
     is centrifuged or filtered, the remaining PCBs cannot be regarded as being 
     truly dissolved since PCBS are known to bind to collodial organic material 
     (Baker et al., 1986).  Thus, the true concentration of PCBs that is "freely
     dissolved" is largely unknown for the Great Lakes or any other water body. 
     The vast majority of data available on PCB levels reflect total or         
     centrifuged water concentrations, and do not account for colloidally-bound 
     PCBs.  Therefore, the fact is that EPA simply does not have reliable       
     dissoloved water concentration data to derive BAFs.                        
                                                                                
     Thus, the choice between use of total and dissolved concentrations for     
     deriving BAFs for lipophilic compounds -- given the current state of       
     scientific knowledge -- is not difficult.  Only use of total water column  
     concentrations is consistent with existing analytical techniques,          
     scientific knowledge regarding aquatic uptake of lipophilic compounds, and 
     the regulatory uses of BAFs.                                               
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     Response to: P3208L.005    
     
     EPA diagrees.  Based upon the criticisms in EPA's SAB (December 1992)      
     review of the GLWQI methodology, EPA has included in the final guidance a  
     procedure to determine the fraction of chemical that is freely dissolved in
     the ambient water.  This procedure accounts for the sorption of the        
     chemical by dissolved (colloidal) and particulate organic carbon (DOC and  
     POC) in the ambient water.  In deriving the BAFs used in the final         
     guidance, corrections were made for POC and DOC.  In addition, the use of a
     freely dissolved basis for determining the BAFs allows consistency with the
     basis of the BAFs predicted using the model of Gobas (1993).               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should consider the sensitivity, accuracy, and precision of the        
     analytical methods used to measure chemical concentrations in fish tissue  
     and water.                                                                 
                                                                                
     The Workshop recommended that EPA consider the sensitivity, accuracy, and  
     precision of the analytical methods used to measure chemical concentrations
     in fish tissue and water.(7)  GE agrees with this recommendation and urges 
     that this evaluation include, on a chemical specific basis, the            
     appropriateness of the type of fish tissue and water concentration         
     measurements taken.   As discussed in the previous section, the dissolved  
     water phase is not the most appropriate measure of water column            
     concentration for lipophilic chemicals.  When evaluating human health      
     concerns, it is also essential that BAFs use measurements of concentration 
     in the edible tissue or "fillet" portion of the fish, rather than the whole
     body concentration.(8)                                                     
                                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (7) Workshop Report at 68.                                                 
                                                                                
     (8) See GE's initial comments at 2-73.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.006    
     
     EPA agrees with the comments regarding consideration of the quality of data
     when deriving BAFs and also the comments regarding edible fish tissues.    
     See IV.B.3.a of the SID for human health lipid discussion.  See IV.B.6 for 
     a discussion regarding the use of freely dissolved concentrations in       
     deriving baseline BAFs.                                                    
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     EPA should consider the resident or home range of the organisms being      
     sampled and the amount of time they are within that range.                 
                                                                                
     The Workshop recommended that EPA consider the resident or home range of   
     the organisms being sampled.(9)  GE agrees with this recommendation and    
     also urges EPA to evaluate the temporal and spatial relationship of the    
     water sample collected to represent the organism's exposure.  For example, 
     if fish tissue samples are collected in an area of a lake potentially      
     affected by current or past municipal or industrial discharges, water      
     samples used to derive a BAF should not be collected from more pristine    
     areas of the lake.                                                         
                                                                                
     As explained in GE's initial comments, it is essential that the Agency     
     determine how well the proposed BAF predicts the relationship between water
     column data and fish tissue levels at various locations in the Great Lakes.
     In the GLI proposal, EPA has based its estimate of the BAF for PCBs on a   
     single source of data.  (Oliver and Niimi 1988)  The Oliver and Niimi      
     (1988) study is based on data collected from a single lake and is subject  
     to a number of limitations.  As noted by Rowen and Rasmussen (1992), the   
     relationship between environmental levels and fish tissue levels will vary 
     from lake to lake due to difference in species of fish present, food chain,
     and the lake's hydrology.  Therefore, as described in GE's initial         
     comments, GE collected data on the concentration of PCBs in fish and the   
     water column from specific regions of each of the Great Lakes and developed
     independent measurements of BAFs for these regions.(10)                    
                                                                                
     The results of GE's analysis indicate that there is a large amount of      
     variability in the ratio of water column concentrations to fish tissue     
     levels (BAFs) when measured at different times and locations in the Great  
     Lakes.(11)  In general, the BAF values calculated for the different regions
     were found to be significantly lower than the value of 1,700,000 proposed  
     in the GLI.  In particular, the BAFs for Lake Erie and Huron were much     
     smaller than the BAFs for Lake Ontario.                                    
                                                                                
     Table 1 presents a summary of the available data and estimated BAFs for    
     each of the regions.  There was significant variation in the estimated     
     BAFs.  The geometric means for the nine regions ranged from 21,000 to      
     410,000.  The BAF values for individual fish ranged from 3,400 to 8,800,000
     or more than three orders of magnitude.                                    
                                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (9) Workshop Report at 68.                                                 
                                                                                
     (10) See GE's initial comments at 2-77 to 2-83.                            
                                                                                
     (11) See GE's initial comments at 2-80 to 2-82.                            
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     Response to: P3208L.007    
     
     EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site- specific       
     characteristics, based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 
     l, if scientifically defensible.  See IV.B.2.b of the SID for discussion of
     field measured BAFs, and IV.B.3.a of the SID for a discussion of site      
     specific lipid values.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     First, there is no single ratio of water column-to-fish tissues (BAF) that 
     is valid for all of the Great Lakes.  This again suggests that the proposed
     BAF approach is not appropriate for PCBs.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.008    
     
     EPA does not agrees with the comment.  See IV.B.9.b. of the SID for        
     disussion of PCB BAFs.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, EPA's proposed BAF will result in a significant over-prediction of 
     the potential for bioaccumulation for at least three of the Great Lakes    
     (Erie, Huron, Superior).                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.009    
     
     See IV.B.9.b. and VIII.A. of the SID.                                      
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Given this analysis, EPA should seek to develop alternative methods of     
     evaluating bioaccumulation that are not based on water column measurements.
     If the Agency persists in using a BAF water column approach, then BAF      
     values established by the Agency must be based on data from all of the     
     Great Lakes, not just Lake Ontario.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.010    
     
     See IV.B.9.b of the SID for PCBs, and IV.B.2.c of the SIDfor a discussion  
     of BSAFs, and IV.B.2.a of the SID for a discussion of the hierarchy of     
     methods.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Evaluating the stability of the water column concentration in the area     
     sampled.                                                                   
                                                                                
     The Workshop Report states that EPA should evaluate the stability of the   
     water column concentration in the area sampled, "including an understanding
     of recent chemical spills or intentional discharges."(12)  GE agrees with  
     the need to understand the stability, or conversely, trends, in water      
     column concentrations.  GE also agrees that EPA should endeavor to         
     understand the impact of both recent, and past, chemical spills and        
     intentional discharges.  Such an endeavor will likely lead to the          
     conclusion that spills primarily influence sediment concentrations and have
     only a short term effect on water column concentrations.  Such an endeavor 
     will also lead to the conclusions that bioaccumulation can only be         
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     understood in relation to sediment concentrations, and that BAFs can       
     properly be determined only by reference to concentrations in sediment, not
     concentrations in the water column.                                        
                                                                                
     _________________________                                                  
     (12) Workshop report at 68.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.011    
     
     EPA agrees that sediments are important repositories of chemicals that can 
     bioaccumulate in aquatic organisms.  See IV.B.2.a,c of the SID.            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.012
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Depending on the PCB congener or Aroclor examined, the GLI asserts that    
     BCFs  and BAFs range from 3,000 L/kg to 1,181,818 L/kg for trophic level   
     four fish.  The combination of use of a single BAF for all PCBs, together  
     with the use of a single cancer slope factor or RfD for all PCBs,          
     substantially skews the risk assessmeNt for this class of chemicals and    
     results in WQS for lesser chlorinated PCBs that are overprotective by      
     orders of magnitude(14).                                                   
     _________________________                                                  
     (14)  See pages 2-41 to 2-43 and 2-70 to 2-71 of GE's initial comments.    
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.012    
     
     EPA has developed the BAF for the PCB mixture as suggested by the          
     commenter, see the response to comment P3208L.013                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     As an alternative to a total PCB value, Oliver and Niimi (1988, 1989)      
     recommend developing congener-specific BAFs for PCBs.  These values could  
     be derived from the data set provided by EPA in its GLI Technical Support  
     Document for Derivation of Human Health and Wildlife Bioaccumulation       
     Factors.  (EPA, 1993b)  At a minimum, a BAF for the lower chlorinated PCB  
     congeners (mono-, di-, and trichlorobiphenyl) and a BAF for the higher     
     chlorinated congeners (penta-, hexa-, octa-, and decachlorobiphenyls)      
     should be developed to more accurately estimate the accumulation of PCBs in
     fish tissue.  Moreover, to be consistent with BAF values derived for other 
     GLI chemicals of concern, EPA should evaluate BAFs by fish species and then
     determine the geometric mean of this set.  The geometric mean can then be  
     normalized to the appropriate lipid level.  The wide variations in         
     physicochemical properties among the various congener groups warrant the   
     derivation of specific BAF values to more accurately and scientifically    
     estimate bioaccumulation.                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.013    
     
     EPA agrees.  In the TSD, EPA has developed BAFs for individual PCB         
     congeners using the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988).  For the PCB      
     mixture, a weight BAF was determined using the concentrations of the PCBs  
     in fish from the Great Lakes.  BAFs for the PCB mixture were determined for
     trophic levels 3 and 4. The trophic level 3 values includes both sculpin   
     and alewife data.                                                          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.014
     Cross Ref 1: cc AL/BA
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: U.S. EPA Workshop Report Human Risk Assessment Branch, Health 
& Ecological 
          Criteria, Jan. 8, 1993                                                    

                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Examining pharmacokinetics, especially the bioavailability, distribution,  
     persistence and metabolism of chemicals                                    
                                                                                
     The Workshop Report's final recommendation, added by HRAB, is to examine   
     pharmacokinetics, especially the bioavailability, distribution, persistence
     and metabolism of chemicals when determining BAFs.(15)  Due to the         
     preferential accumulation in various fish tissue of many chemicals,        
     including certain metals (methyl mercury) and chlorinated compounds (PCBs  
     and dioxins), it is important to examine pharmacokinetics.                 
                                                                                
     Similarly, as discussed above, lower chlorinated dioxin and PCB congeners  
     have relatively short half-lives in many organisms.  These variations need 
     to be considered in developing BAFs.                                       
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     _________________________                                                  
     (15) Workshop Report at 69.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.014    
     
     See IV.B.9 of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH
     Comment ID: P3208L.015
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/FS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: U.S. EPA Workshop Rep and SAB report, Oliver & Niimi 1988 from
ref. page.  
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed above, the GLI proposal to establish a BAF for PCBs fails to  
     take into account several of the five factors recommended for consideration
     by the Workshop and SAB.  First, the study conducted by Oliver and Niimi   
     (1988) did not obtain measurements of PCBs in the water column and fish in 
     a consistent manner.  Water samples were collected from seven locations in 
     the middle region of Lake Ontario, near the center of the various lake     
     basins, at a depth of 10 meters.  In contrast, the fish were collected     
     along the western shoreline.  The spatial variations in these data will    
     likely overestimate the actual BAF value.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.015    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An additional problem with the data used in deriving the BAF for PCBs is   
     that the data were taken from only one lake, Ontario.  As discussed above, 
     data exists to calculate lake basin-specific BAFs.                         
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     Response to: P3208L.016    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, the samples were passed through a centrifuge to remove suspended   
     particulate.  The resulting water concentrations represent the dissolved   
     and colloidal fractions of PCBs and not whole water concentration.  As     
     discussed previously, the dissolved water fraction does not accurately     
     represent PCB exposure to fish and is an inappropriate methodology for this
     compound.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.017    
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has included a procedure to determine the       
     fraction of chemical that is freely dissolved in the ambient water.  This  
     procedure accounts for the sorption of the chemical by dissolved           
     (colloidal) and particulate organic carbon (DOC and POC) in the ambient    
     water.  In deriving the BAFs used in the final guidance, corrections were  
     made for POC and DOC.                                                      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Third, the BAF for PCBs is based on measurements of PCBs in whole fish and 
     not filet values.  While Niimi and Oliver (1988) do not explicitly state   
     that whole fish were used, the referenced methodology (Niimi and Cho, 1981)
     and similar research by Oliver and Niimi (1985; 1988) clearly indicate that
     whole fish measurements were performed.  Whole fish values are not         
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     appropriate for deriving human health based standards.  The Workshop Group 
     advocates the use of the edible portion or fillet data.                    
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.018    
     
     EPA agrees.  In the final guidance, the BAFs used in the human health water
     quality criteria are based upon the edible portion/fillet of the fishes.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P3208L.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Workshop Report states that site-specific BAFs are preferable to other 
     accumulation estimates, including BCFs.  However, the SAB report recommends
     that the Agency focus its efforts on deriving BCFs.  This SAB              
     recommendation is based on the limited availability of data for deriving   
     BAFs and the complexities involved with evaluating and deriving BAF values.
                                                                                
     Although the quantity of available data should generally not be used to    
     justify the use of scientifically unsound methodologies, there does appear 
     to be merit in the SAB recommendation.  GE believes that the relatively    
     extensive data available for PCBs at least allows for sophisticated        
     analysis of that data, the development of theoretical models of aquatic    
     uptake of PCBs, and efforts towards model validation.  However, such a     
     model does not exist for other chemicals.   Moreover, even where a large   
     database exists -- as for PCBs -- it is clear that much further effort is  
     needed to fully understand chemical uptake, pharmacokinetics,              
     bioavailability, distribution, persistence and metabolism.  In the absence 
     of both sufficient data and knowledge, the SAB is being pragmatic -- and   
     honest -- in suggesting that EPA continue to rely on BCFs until the needed 
     data and scientific understanding are developed.                           
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.019    
     
     EPA believes that the state of the science does support the use of BAFs.   
     EPA's Science Advisory Board (SAB) in its December 16, 1992, report on the 
     Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative    
     stated that the BAF procedure is more advanced and scientifically credible 
     than existing BCF procedures and that the use of the BCF, FCM, and BAF     
     approach appears to be fundamentally sound (EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005).  See 
     SID section IV.B.2 for further discussion of SAB comments regarding the    
     relative merit of BAFs and BCFs.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P3208L.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE recommends that EPA develop an estimate of percent lipid that is based  
     on the lipid levels in the species that anglers actually consume.  This    
     estimate should reflect the range of lipid levels in various species and   
     the frequency with which the various species are consumed by anglers.      
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.020    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P3208L.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These estimates of percent lipid should reflect the lipid levels in the    
     edible fish tissue (fillet) of those species consumed.  GE has observed    
     that the use of lipid normalized fish tissue concentrations often blurs the
     distinction between PCB concentrations in whole fish and in fish fillets.  
     While it may be valid to normalize measurements of PCBs in various fish    
     species with different lipid contents in order to minimize interspecies    
     variability, it is not acceptable to adjust the concentrations of PCBs     
     measures in whole fish on the basis of estimates of the relative ratio of  
     percent lipids in whole fish versus fillet.  Rather, EPA should establish  
     the BAFs only from measurements of PCBs in actual fillets.                 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.021    
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3208L.022
     Cross Ref 1: cc BAF/HH
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     GE encourages EPA to use the results of published literature and the new   
     studies by Dr. Zabik to develop cooking method-specific estimates of       
     reduction of PCBs and other lipophilic compounds.  Such information could  
     be combined with information on cooking practices for Great Lakes fish to  
     develop specific estimates of the percent reduction in PCBs that can be    
     associated with cooking.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P3208L.022    
     
     See Response to comment P2771.018 et al.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference "Revision Document" refers to:  Revision of 
Methodology for      
          Deriving National Ambient Water Quality Criteria for the Protection of    

          Human Health:  Report of Workshop and EPA's Preliminary Recommendations 
for
          Revision throughout this document.                                        

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  Several places in the Exposure Chapter provide examples of potential   
     exposure parameter values(1).  We believe they should be regarded as just  
     that:  examples.  They should not be regarded as explicit or implicit      
     recommendations for parameter values to be used in the Great Lakes         
     Guidance, because limited or no justification is offered in the            
     recommendations for their use.  No parameter value should be used in the   
     Great Lakes Guidance without detailed justification for the specific       
     numeric value chosen.  The Revision Document provides good guidance on the 
     types of considerations that should go into the justification of a         
     parameter value.  However, because these considerations were not           
     implemented in the workshop to derive values, no justifiable numeric value 
     can be taken from this document.                                           
     _______________________________________                                    
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     (1)An example of incidental water ingestion rate is provided on page 42,   
     while examples of short and long term fish ingestion rates are given on    
     pages 44 and 45, respectively.  Examples of possible statistical confidence
     levels that might be described as high end exposure parameter values are   
     given on several pages.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P3209.001     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.002
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference pages 3-6 for details to this comment.              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the exposure assessment portion of the revision document needs  
     to provide specific recommendations in these areas.  We recommend that a   
     level of confidence be specified for the overall exposure assessment.      
     Stochastic methods, such as monte carlo simulations of exposure, should be 
     used to determine the distribution of plausible estimates of exposure, and 
     the estimated exposure at the specified confidence level selected for      
     criteria derivation.  The selected percentile used for the exposure        
     estimate in criteria derivation should be balanced against the risk level  
     determined to be allowable.  It is important to recognize in setting this  
     policy that protection of certain highly exposed individuals may not be    
     possible.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.002     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.003
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 7 for discussion                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
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     Comment:
     1.  We agree that where Great Lakes water is used for human consumption    
     this is an appropriate exposure pathway to consider.  The recommendations  
     in the Revision Document do not indicate how such a value would be         
     employed.  The appropriate implementation would be application to specific 
     areas of the lakes where drinking water is withdrawn or has a reasonable   
     chance of being withdrawn in the future.  AWQC-DW would not be a relevant  
     standard in other portions of the lakes.                                   
                                                                                
     Comments elsewhere in the exposure assessment discussion suggest (i.e.,    
     page 39) that the lower of the AWQC-DW or AWQC-FC should "drive" the value 
     used to regulate discharges.  It is inappropriate to base a discharge limit
     on an AWQC generated from an irrelevant exposure scenario.  Thus, using the
     lower of these two values to derive a Great Lakes-wide criteria would only 
     be correct if point discharges in areas not near drinking water intakes    
     were allowed to take credit for the substantial mixing that might occur    
     before effluent reached an area where the drinking water pathway was       
     considered a reasonable exposure scenario.                                 
                                                                                
     Based on this understanding of how the standard would be applied, we are   
     also essentially in agreement with the recommendation of the Office of     
     Water that separate AWQC-DW and AWQC-FC should be derived.  Perhaps a more 
     appropriate approach would be to derive an AWQC based on both drinking     
     water and fish consumption, as is currently done, to be applied in areas   
     where drinking water withdrawal occurs, and an AWQC-FC for the remainder of
     the Lakes.  In practice, this alternative may not be substantially         
     different than deriving criteria solely on drinking water exposure or fish 
     consumption.  For most compounds either the drinking water (for compounds  
     with low BAF) of the fish consumption portion (for compounds with high BAF)
     dominate the criteria to such a degree that inclusion of the other exposure
     pathway causes minimal change in the derived criteria.                     
     
     
     Response to: P3209.003     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.004
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 7 for discussion                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  While consistency between the SDWA and CWA is an admirable goal, it is 
     questionable whether the philosophy of standard setting is compatible      
     between the regulations.  The proposed Great Lakes Guidance under the CWA  
     seems to rely primarily on risk-based standard setting, while the SDWA     
     combines risk-based standards and technology-based standards.  MCLs based  
     on technology could be either higher or lower than those calculated using  
     the risk-based formula in the proposed Great Lakes Guidance(3). (most are  
     lower).                                                                    
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     The proposed Great Lakes Guidance also accepts the concept of an extra     
     cancer risk level (i.e., 10(exp -5)) below which any potential effects may 
     be regarded as sufficiently small to be allowable.  In the SDWA, all       
     chemicals presumed to be without threshold for toxic effect (i.e.,         
     carcinogens) have MCLGs of zero.  Use of these MCLGs as an AWQC-DW would be
     incompatible with the proposed Great Lakes Guidance.  The Science Advisory 
     Board (SAB), in their comments on the Revision Document also noted that    
     "...introducing this concept into the AWQC is likely to confuse the public,
     distort the relative importance of carcinogens (versus untested            
     contaminants), and result in the misdirection of resources if applied to   
     the permitting process (e.g., PCBs, dioxins and dibenzofurans,             
     trichloroethylene, tetrachloroethylene)." (page 24 of the SAB review).     
                                                                                
     Finally, the SDWA acknowledges the greater uncertainty associated with the 
     assumption that C-level carcinogens actually cause cancer in humans, as    
     opposed to the use of this postulate for A- and B-level carcinogens.  MCLs 
     and MCLGs are calculated differently in these two cases (the cancer slope  
     factor is not used for C-level carcinogens).  The proposed Great Lakes     
     Guidance would utilize cancer slopes factors for A- B- and C-level         
     carcinogens in calculating AWQC, regardless of the broad differences in    
     certainty relating to the actual carcinogenic effects of these compounds.  
     We have commented previously on our belief that data of such variable      
     quality should not be considered in the same Tier(4).                      
                                                                                
     Therefore, simply making water concentration limits equal among regulations
     does not achieve consistency.  Basic policy concerning acceptable levels of
     risk, appropriate exposure assumptions, and how to handle uncertainty must 
     be standardized in order to have consistent regulations.  The Great Lakes  
     Guidance has specific policy associated with it.  It is inappropriate to   
     develop policy and then subordinate it to the policy of a different act    
     where differences cause variance in numerical limits.                      
     ________________________________                                           
     (3)For instance, the MCLs for benzene and vinyl chloride are technology    
     based in that they are set at concentrations that may be reliably detected 
     using available analytic techniques.  At the MCL concentrations (5 ug/L and
     2 ug/L for benzene and vinyl chloride, respectively) the cancer risk       
     calculated from the standard drinking water exposure scenario would be 4 x 
     10(exp -6) for benzene and 1 x 10(exp -4) for vinyl chloride.  The former  
     value is less than that allowed under the Great Lakes Guidance (1 x 10(exp 
     -5)) and the latter is higher.                                             
                                                                                
     (4)A new, 5-tier system is discussed elsewhere in the Revision Document.   
     Under this new system, the Office of Water would still allow AWQC for      
     C-level carcinogens, calculated using cancer slope factors, to be regarded 
     as enforceable criteria, rather than unenforceable values.                 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.004     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.005
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N

Page 10915



$T044618.TXT
     Supporting Info: Reference page 7 for discussion                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  We do not view use of MCLGs, where they are different than MCLs, for   
     AWQC-DW as consistent with the SDWA.  MCLs are the enforceable standards of
     the SDWA.  The Office of Drinking Water recognizes that MCLGs may not be   
     feasible to reach (particularly for carcinogens, where MCLGs are set at    
     zero) given current technology, and presents these values as goals, not    
     enforceable standards (52 FR 25692).  Because the AWQC-DW would be used for
     developing enforceable permit limits, this suggests that the appropriate   
     selection from the SDWA would be the MCL.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.005     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.006
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 7 for discussion                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The majority of MCLs for non-carcinogens are calculated employing an   
     arbitrary relative source contribution (RSC).  This is patently            
     incompatible with the recommendation of the Workshop Panel.  While the     
     Office of Water recommendation was to allow such defaults, we disagree (as 
     described later) and view the use of MCLs employing this factor for AWQC-DW
     as inappropriate.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.006     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.007
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 12 for discussion                              
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  As previously mentioned, it is important to understand the level of    
     protection of the overall exposure estimate, not just a single exposure    
     parameter.  For this reason, we strongly agree with the Office of Water's  
     call to determine the frequency distribution water intake on a L/day or    
     L/kg-day basis.  Although the Workshop Panel suggested calculating exposure
     for a "range" of exposures, the only estimates suggested are average and   
     "high end".  These values do not portray the full range of possible water  
     intakes, or how the use of any specific value for water ingestion would    
     affect the percentile level of the overall estimate.  We therefore urge    
     consideration of the full frequency distribution of intake rates, not just 
     "average" and "high end".                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.007     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.008
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 12 and comment .007 for discussion             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  In this regard, it should be noted that the drinking water consumption 
     rates (in L/day) provided in the Nationwide Food Consumption Survey (NCFS) 
     have been studied to determine frequency distributions that might be       
     applied(5).                                                                
     ________________________________                                           
     (5)Roseberry, A.M., and D.E. Burmaster Lognormal distributions for water   
     intake by children and adults.  Risk Analysis 12:99-104, 1992.             
     
     
     Response to: P3209.008     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.009
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  If ingestion rates in L/kg-day are developed it must be recognized that
     these values would not be constant in time due to changes in both ingestion
     rates and body weight with age.  One must account for this by, for         
     instance, determining distributions in separate age "bins."  Using these   
     values to develop criteria for chronic exposures (particularly lifetime    
     exposures used for carcinogens), would require that they be time-weighted  
     according to the proportion of the total exposure period the hypothetically
     exposed individual would be in each age bin.  One cannot use one specific  
     high (or low) rate of exposure if that rate would not be maintained        
     throughout the period of exposure.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.009     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.010
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The ingestion rates provided in the Roseberry and Burmaster paper are  
     for tap water, which is defined as water ingested directly or mixed in     
     processed drinks or food (this is distinct from total water intake, which  
     would also include intake of water naturally in foods).  As part of the    
     characterization of exposure it will be necessary to determine how much of 
     the water in processed foods or drinks comes from the Great Lakes.  A      
     method for conducting this characterization was not discussed in the       
     Revision Document or the Great Lakes Guidance.                             
     
     
     Response to: P3209.010     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
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     Comment ID: P3209.011
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference pages 14-18 for details to this comment             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The difficulties with the RfD mentioned briefly here are addressed         
     extensively in the Non-Cancer Chapter of the Revision Document.  We        
     recommend that an RSC not be applied until the Workshop Panel              
     recommendations for reviewing and revising RfD estimates have been         
     completed.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.011     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.012
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comment .011                                        
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  We recommend that, in the absence of data to the contrary, an RSC to   
     account for other routes of exposure to chemicals in Great Lakes water be  
     small for high molecular weight organic compounds or metals, because they  
     do not volatilize appreciably and would not be expected to be significantly
     absorbed through the skin during the short course of showering or bathing. 
     These exposure pathways may be important for volatile compounds.  Thus, for
     volatile compounds, we agree with the Office of Water that analysis using  
     specific and validated models of exposure via such routes as dermal        
     absorption or inhalation of volatile compounds is necessary in order to    
     determine if the applicaiton of an RSC for these exposures is needed.      
     These models would have to account for the losses of volatile compounds    
     between water intakes and the ultimate point of exposure.                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.012     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.013
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  We fully agree with the Workshop Panel that the only technically sound 
     approach to determining RSCs is to obtain actual data on exposure.  Default
     RSCs are not genuine and necessary adjustments to the exposure assessment. 
     The SAB has similarly stated in its review that "The Committee feels that  
     apportionment of exposures for development of AWQC can only be attempted   
     when reliable exposure data are available.  In the absence of such data,   
     arbitrary "defaults" or "high end estimates of consumption" should not be  
     used and the AWQC should be based on water sources only..." (page 23 of the
     SAB review).                                                               
                                                                                
     We are particularly concerned that, when a default is allowed, insufficient
     effort could be expended to determinie a technically justifiable value.    
     Defaults should not be allowed where it is possible to calculate an        
     adjustment.  Where there is truly no information, it may be necessary to   
     use a default RSC.  But in these cases, it should be made perfectly clear  
     that the default RSC is an uncertainty factor.  Earlier in the comments, we
     expressed concern over giving equal regulatory status to criteria of vastly
     different certainty.  It is questionable if criteria that are derived using
     default RSCs should be placed in the same tier as those with               
     empirically-derived RSCs.                                                  
                                                                                
     The Revision Document does not propose a protocol for determining RSCs; we 
     suggest the following:                                                     
                                                                                
     a)  If a well-conducted multimedia exposure for a chemical has been        
     reported in the literature, it would be the basis of the RSC.  The study   
     should be cited and reviewed for its appropriateness in the Technical      
     Support Document describing the derivation of the criteria.  This would    
     include reporting (or deriving, where the information is not in the        
     original report) the level of certainty, or preferably, the frequency      
     distribution of plausible "background" intake values used in determining   
     the RSC.                                                                   
                                                                                
     b)  If a multi-media background exposure assessment has not been conducted,
     one should be performed based on literature values from market basket      
     surveys for food and single media exposure assessments for other media.    
     Validated methods for determining dermal absorption and volatilization     
     uptake, which account for losses between lake water intake and the exposure
     point might be used here.  A report on the methods and findings of this    
     assessment, including frequency distributions of plausible RSCs should be  
     reported in the Technical Support Document.                                
                                                                                
     c)  Failing the availability of market basket surveys, etc., exposure      
     estimated from published information on chemical constituent concentrations
     in media and exposure equations should be used to determine background     
     uptake.                                                                    
                                                                                
     d)  If data on chemical concentrations in media or appropriate exposure    
     equations for calculation of background are unavailable, a qualitative     
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     discussion of possible exposures in other media should be presented.  If   
     background exposures are potentially important a default RSC should be     
     used.  These defaults would be explicitly identified as uncertainty factors
     rather than measured adjustment factors, and the criteria would be placed  
     in a tier indicative of the uncertainty of the data (Tier 2 in the proposed
     Great Lakes Guidance scheme).                                              
     
     
     Response to: P3209.013     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.014
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  The Office of Water's recommendation of using "high end" exposure      
     estimates to develop an RSC may or may not be appropriate, depending on how
     such a method affects the confidence level of the overall exposure         
     estimate.  Please note our earlier comments:  that use of multiple         
     parameter values, all at the high end, will yield an overall exposure      
     estimate that is unrealistically high.                                     
     
     
     Response to: P3209.014     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.015
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  No technical reason exists for placing a floor or ceiling on the value 
     of an RSC when actual data contrary to such limits are available.          
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     Response to: P3209.015     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.016
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     6.  The Revision Document has made an excellent risk management            
     recommendation in suggesting that risk managers responsible for the        
     regulation of chemicals in various media must be discussing integrated     
     methods for reducing exposures based on relative contributions and the     
     ability to control exposures.  The SAB has also recognized the need to     
     place risks associated with various sources into proper perspective so as  
     not to "...focus intense regulatory attention on insignificant problems,   
     thus wasting scarce resources that should be available for more significant
     health risks."  (page 22 of the SAB review).  Information on sources of    
     loading of important chemicals regulated under the proposed Great Lakes    
     Guidance suggest that no appreciable change in Lakes loading will result   
     from implementation of the proposed water quality criteria.  This is       
     because loadings from sources other than point discharge predominate.  If  
     this is truly the case, the Great Lakes Guidance would seem to contradict  
     the Revision Document's recommendation for integrated risk management.  The
     SAB also commented on the Revision Document's apparent failure to reflect  
     an integrated regulatory plan which they felt was an "...important and     
     appropriate stategy" (page 9 of the SAB review).                           
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.016     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.017
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accounting for incidental ingestion of water during recreational activities
     (page 41)                                                                  
                                                                                
     The Workshop was questioned with regard to the use of an "incidental       
     ingestion" rate of 0.01 L/day in addition to other exposure parameters in  
     deriving AWQC.  The Workshop Panel regarded the exposure from this route to
     be minimal, except for microbiological exposure, and advised not using it  
     is deriving AWQC for chemicals.  The Office of Water advised using an      
     unquantified value of ingestion for microbiological criteria and provided  
     an example where, under the assumption that 0.01 L/day is an appropriate   
     incidental ingestion rate, AWQC based solely on fish consumption would not 
     be adequately protective.                                                  
                                                                                
     1.  While we suspect that the Workshop Panel is correct that incidental    
     exposure to water while swimming is negligible, we recognize that this     
     hypothesis should be tested for confirmation.  The Office of Water's       
     example using phenol is insufficient to reject the hypothesis because the  
     assumed incidental ingestion rate is entirely unsubstantiated.  We are     
     unaware of any data on the actual volume of incidental ingestion or,       
     indeed, of much information on the frequency that individuals might swim in
     the Great Lakes.  That data must be obtained before the importance of      
     incidental ingestion can be ascertained and an incidental ingestion        
     adjustment factor, if necessary, can be derived.  For different reasons the
     SAB stated that "...the circumstances in which a separate criterion for    
     incidental ingestion would be necessary are so rare that they do not       
     warrant serious consideration by the Agency" (page 26 of the SAB review).  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.017     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.018
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Comment .018 is imbedded in comment .019.                     
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Accounting for absorption (page 42)                                        
                                                                                
     The Workshop was asked if measured absorption factors should be considered 
     in determining exposures.  The Workshop Panel indicated that the best or   
     most appropriate data should be used in all aspects of exposure assessment 
     and that, where data were not available to support important decisions,    
     they should be generated.  The Office of Water recommended that            
     bioavailability data be used where it was available.                       
                                                                                
     1.  Absorption adjustment factors are appropriate for all exposure         
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     assessments and are used to make the dose estimates compatible with the    
     toxicity factor used in the risk assessment.  The absorption observed in a 
     toxicity experiment may be different from that encountered during human    
     exposures due to the effects of different exposure routes, the media       
     containing the chemical, or interspecies differences.                      
     
     
     Response to: P3209.018     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.019
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     [Accounting for absorption (page 42)                                       
                                                                                
     The Workshop was asked if measured absorption factors should be considered 
     in determining exposures.  The Workshop Panel indicated that the best or   
     most appropriate data should be used in all aspects of exposure assessment 
     and that, where data were not available to support important decisions,    
     they should be generated.  The Office of Water recommended that            
     bioavialability data be used where it was available.                       
                                                                                
     1.  Absorption adjustment factors are appropriate for all exposure         
     assessments and are used to make the dose estimates compatible with the    
     toxicity factor used in the risk assessment.  The absorption observed in a 
     toxicity experiment may be different from that encountered during human    
     exposures due to the effects of different exposure routes, the media       
     containing the chemical, or interspecies differences.]                     
                                                                                
     2.  We strongly agree with the Workshop Panel's recommendation that data   
     important to decision making should be generated where they are not        
     available.  Absorption data, as well as other exposure parameters, are in  
     this category.  Our difficulty with the Office of Water recommendation is  
     that it makes it too easy to rely on default factors.  We view the majority
     of default adjustments as equivalent to uncertainty factors.  There is a   
     significant difference between being uncertain because no data or means to 
     generate them are available versus simply not looking or conducting the    
     investigations required to make a determination.                           
     
     
     Response to: P3209.019     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P3209.020
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference pages 25-26 for discussion                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  We agree that developing a distribution of plausible fish consumption  
     rates both among the general population and specialized populations is an  
     appropriate step in identifying the consumption rate to use in deriving an 
     AWQC-FC.  We reiterate our concern, however, that the selection of fish    
     consumption rates representative of an upper bound be balanced against the 
     conservatism of other exposure parameter inputs in order to arrive at a    
     reasonable overall exposure estimate.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P3209.020     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P3209.021
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference pages 25-26 for discussion                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  We further agree that consumption rates are likely to vary             
     significantly and that this needs to be taken into account.  To do this, we
     prefer the first of the methods suggested by the Workshop Panel.  The Panel
     recommended selecting a prudent confidence level for ingestion from data on
     the general population, provided that data can be shown not to be biased   
     away from specialized populations (i.e., high ingestion rate subpopulations
     are appropriately represented in the study with relation to their          
     prevalence in the general population).  The confidence level for the high  
     ingestion rate individuals will be lower and should be explicitly stated.  
     Our view of prudent is that it should be at a percentile such that, when   
     all exposure parameters are taken into account, the percentile of the      
     overall exposure estimate falls within the bounds specified by the EPA.    
     Basing the ingestion rate solely on high ingestion rate subpopulations will
     cause unrealistic exposure rates to be applied to a majority of the        
     population and used in a risk assessment employing toxicity factors        
     designed to protect even highly sensitive individuals (the probability that
     individuals in the highest percentiles for fish ingestion are also the most
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     sensitive is entirely unknown).                                            
                                                                                
     Note too, that the SAB, for alternate reasons did not support the use of   
     high end fish consumption rates, protective of heavy consumers, in the     
     derivation of AWQC.  Instead the SAB recommends such subpopulations be     
     protected by basing "...health standards on the levels of chemical that are
     found in fish, not in effluents." (page 27 of the SAB review).             
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.021     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P3209.022
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference pages 25-26 for discussion                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  Our understanding is that NCFS data on fish consumption will not       
     include a delineation of fresh versus saltwater fish until the 1994 survey.
     Additionally, the regional "bins" for the NCFS are quite large.  These     
     represent severe limitations to the use of these data for determining      
     regional exposures to fresh water fish such as is required for the Great   
     Lakes Guidance.                                                            
                                                                                
     Data from the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS), as analyzed in     
     Rupp, et al.(8) report consumption rates in the general population by      
     species.  Thus, these data may be more suitable for developing the         
     distributions for fresh water fish consumption recommended by the Workshop 
     Panel at this time.  We recognize limitations in these data as well.  For  
     example, specific sources of fish (e.g., the Great Lakes) were not         
     identified and this analysis is for data collected in the early seventies, 
     when consumption habits were different.  For the present however, we       
     believe this represents a better dataset than currently available NCFS     
     data.  That conclusion was also reached by Ruffle, et al. (1993), who have 
     developed probability distributions for fish consumption from the Rupp     
     analysis of the NMFS(9).  These distributions have been adjusted to account
     for changes in fish consumption habits since the data were collected.      
     ______________________________                                             
     (8)Rupp, E.F., F. Miller, and C. Baes Some results of recent surveys of    
     fish and shellfish consumption by age and region of some U.S. residents.   
     Health Physics 39:165-174, 1980.                                           
     (9)Ruffle, B., D.E. Burmaster, D.E., P.D. Anderson, and H.D. Gordon        
     Lognormal distributions for fish consumption by the general U.S.           
     population.  Submitted for publication May, 1993.                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.022     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P3209.023
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference pages 25-26 for discussion                          
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  For the purposes of comparing high end fish ingestion rates to the     
     general population it would be consistent with Great Lakes Guidance to use 
     specific Great Lakes data to the fullest extent possible.  From this       
     perspective, the fish consumption survey of West(10) reports specifically  
     on Great Lakes fish consumption patterns in Michigan anglers and the work  
     of Cox, et al. (1990) reports on consumption patterns of Ontario Sport fish
     (11).  These data have recently been used to estimate distributions of     
     average daily consumption rates in this special population(12),(13) and the
     latter was used by us in a Monte Carlo simulation method for determining   
     AWQC-FC.                                                                   
     ___________________________________                                        
     (10)West, P.C., J.M. Fly, R. Marans, and F. Larkin Michigan Sport Anglers  
     Fish consumption Survey:  A Report to the Michigan Toxic Substance Control 
     Commission, Natural Resource Sociology Research Lab Technical Report #1,   
     May, 1989, and supplements of September, 1989 and October, 1989            
     (11)Cox, C., A. Vaillancourt, and A.F. Johnson The Results of the 1989     
     "Guide to Eating Ontario Sport Fish" Questionnaire, Ontario Ministry of    
     Environment and Energy, ISBN 0-7729-7084X.  June, 1990.                    
     (12)Murray, D.M and Burmaster, D.E. Estimated distributions for average    
     daily consumption of total and self-caught fish for adults in Michigan     
     angler household.  Submitted for publication.                              
     (13)Burmaster, D.E., D.M. Murray, and P.D. Anderson Distributions of the   
     average daily consumption rates of self-caught and store-bought fish by    
     Ontario adults who ate fish from the Great Lakes in 1988.  Submitted for   
     publication.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P3209.023     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P3209.024
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference pages 25-26 for discussion                          

Page 10927



$T044618.TXT
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     5.  Neither the Workshop Panel nor the Office of Water responded to the    
     question of whether a survey should be conducted to determine appropriate  
     fish consumption rates.  In view of the limitations of the currently       
     available data, a comprehensive survey that employs several different      
     methods analyzed by the Office of Water(14), to specifically address the   
     needs of the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative must be conducted.  The  
     survey would need to:                                                      
                                                                                
     Be representative of the general population in the Great Lakes Region, but 
     also include a representative frequency of potential high consumption rate 
     subpopulations;                                                            
                                                                                
     specifically identify the fraction of fish consumed that is caught the     
     Great Lakes;                                                               
                                                                                
     identify exposure patterns, i.e., how often and what kind of fish are eaten
     from the Great Lakes; what is the per meal mass of ingestion, and,         
                                                                                
     provide physical descriptions of the respondents that would be for         
     determining if it is defensible to make a determination of ingestion on a  
     body weight-corrected basis.                                               
     ___________________________                                                
     (14)U.S. EPA Office of Water Consumption Survey for Fish and Shellfish.  A 
     Review and Analysis of Survey Methods.  EPA 822/R-92-001.  February, 1992. 
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.024     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.025
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 31 for discussion                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     1.  We believe, and the SAB has also stated on page 25 of its review, the  
     consideration of acute doses due to occasional high intake rates of fish is
     appropriate.  However, we also believe that the methods for developing BAFs
     used by EPA in the Great Lakes Guidance are conservative to an extent that 
     they assure virtually all criteria, acute or chronic, are implicitly       
     calculated on greater than average chemical concentrations.  Thus, no      
     further consideration of high acute exposures due to occasional high       
     chemical concentrations in fish is needed.  Siimilarly the SAB "...cautions
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     the Agency, however, to be certain that these criteria are not applied to  
     adverse health effects which are not reasonably anticipated to result from 
     single, acute exposures..." (page 25 of the SAB review).  Please see our   
     comments on BAFs elsewhere.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.025     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.026
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 31 for discussion                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  We strongly agree with the Workshop Panel that in determining exposures
     scenarios for acute effects one must work closely with those developing the
     toxicity factors to be used in criteria derivation.  Entirely different    
     RfDs will be needed.  The exposure durations of the toxicology studies used
     for RfD derivation must be matched as closely as possible to the assumed   
     exposure durations.  In this regard, it is very important to identify what 
     is meant by acute, since several different short-term exposures, all       
     characterized as "acute," may be required to address different concerns.   
     For instance, it is not appropriate to use the daily dose of the 9-12 day  
     exposures commonly used in teratology studies to develop an RfD for an     
     exposure that is expected to occur only once.  Conversely, an adjustment of
     the NOAEL from a single dose study would be needed to account for exposure 
     duration differences if it were to be used to assess a 14-day exposure.    
     The best approach to making such adjustments would be to base them on a    
     full understanding of the pharmacokinetics of the chemical of concern.     
     
     
     Response to: P3209.026     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P3209.027
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 31 for discussion                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     3.  It is questionable whether the data are available, or at least have    
     been analyzed in an appropriate fashion, to make an adequate determination 
     of the appropriate short-term ingestion rates that should be used for      
     developing criteria based on acute effects.  This is particularly true if  
     one is interested in special populations that may not be well represented  
     in general surveys.  It may be necessary to survey the specialized         
     populations to determine what short-term ingestion rates are pertinent.    
     Since most consumption surveys have been aimed at determining the long-term
     average daily intake of fish, reanalysis may be required to determine the  
     distribution of sizes of a single meal.  The data for this analysis will   
     have to be selected carefully.                                             
     
     
     Response to: P3209.027     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/FC
     Comment ID: P3209.028
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference page 31 for discussion                              
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     4.  While we recognize that the consumption values presented in the        
     Revision Document are only examples, we would be very interested in how the
     Office of Water arrived at a value of 1500 g/day as a high end acute       
     consumption rate.  We have not seen this value identified in any documents 
     on fish consumption in the past and do not know where such a rate might be 
     obtained.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.028     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/FC        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.029
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The body weight exposure parameter (page 45)                               
                                                                                
     The Workshop was asked if a standard body weight assumption of 70 kg.      
     should be used and if a separate value should be used for children.  The   
     Workshop Panel recommended considering developing exposure parameters such 
     as fish or water ingestion on a mass/kg body weight - day basis, if        
     feasible.  The Office of Water made the same recommendation, but also      
     indicated the acceptability of the use of 70 kg for adults and 10 kg for   
     children in the mean time.                                                 
                                                                                
     1.  We have previously commented on the linking of body weight with other  
     exposure parameters.  We see nothing wrong with this appraoch, provided the
     data are provided as a frequency distribution rather than a point estimate,
     such that the percentile level of the overall exposure estimate can be     
     discerned.  We have also cautioned previously, that these distributions    
     would be expected to change with the age of the exposed individual and this
     must be factored into their use in for criteria derivation.                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.029     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.030
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Workshop was asked about the use of pharmacokinetic data.  The Workshop
     Panel indicated that discussion was not specific, but indicated that the   
     use of pharmacokinetics could be used only when sufficient data were       
     available.  They cautioned against the use of defaults.  The Office of     
     Water recommended that use of pharmocokinetic data in route specific       
     differences be considered in estimating total exposure and allocating      
     risks.                                                                     
                                                                                
     1.  We agree with the Workshop Panel that the use of default factors is    
     inappropriate, not only for pharmacokinetic scaling, but for any adjustment
     of toxicity or exposure estimte, unless it is explicitly identified as an  
     uncertainty factor.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.030     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section          
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.031
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Reference comment .030.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     2.  Pharmacokinetic data can and should be used for more than making dose  
     estimates across exposure routes.  We believe pharmacokinetic information  
     can do much to enhance the compatibility of the toxicity and exposure      
     portions of the risk assessment process.  For instance, pharmacokinetic    
     analysis might be to determine such things as absorption differences       
     between different ingested media (e.g., correcting exposure from fish to be
     compatible with an RfD based on a drinking water study), the effect of     
     intermittent dosing will have on toxicity prediction using data from a     
     continuous exposure experiment, etc.  Development and use of such          
     information should not be optional, it should be part of the Great Lakes   
     Guidance research requirements.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P3209.031     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: P3209.032
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The goals and scope of the "Interim Report on Data and Methods for         
     Assessment of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life and
     Associated Wildlife" are shown on page x of the Interim Report document.   
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     Generally, we believe this document has met many of these goals.  However, 
     we have several concerns about (1) basing the BAFs calculated on only the  
     total or dissolved water column concentrations while the regulatory        
     agencies using this document normally use nominal concentrations (total    
     amount of material added per unit volume of water), (2) limiting the data  
     cited for BAFs to those studies that allow calculations of BAFs based on   
     actual water column concentrations, (3) the absence of important research  
     needs relating nominal to total or dissolved water column concentrations,  
     (4) the limited data base for depuration rates, BSAFs and BEFs, and (5) the
     minimal data available on mammalian toxicology which may be driving the    
     acceptable concentrations to inappropriate levels.                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.032     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3209.033
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BAFs in this document are entirely based on water column concentrations,   
     but regulatory agencies using this document normally use nominal           
     concentrations.  USEPA's desire to express BAFs based on the dissolved or  
     total water column concentration only is presented in this document.       
     However, any water concentration that is in equilibrium with the dissolved 
     fraction should be equally valid for the derivation of BAFs.  This includes
     the nominal water concentration which is the total amount of material added
     per unit volume of dilution water.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.033     
     
     The baseline BAFs based on the freely dissolved concentration of the       
     chemical in the water column is the most scientifically defensible BAF.    
     Even if the concentration of POC and DOC cannot be measured in the water   
     column, EPA has set forth procedures to derive the fraction freely         
     dissolved.  Use of the nominal concentration may be applicable if the BSAF 
     methodology had not been incorporated in the final Guidance.  The BSAF     
     methodology provides field measured data from which the baseline BAF can be
     derived.  The nominal concentration can provide a high estimate which then 
     needs to incorporate fate processes.  Use of nominal concentrations may be 
     more applicable for permitting or TMDLs.                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3209.034
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Since the water column concentration and the nominal concentration are so  
     different and regulatory agencies nearly always use nominal concentrations,
     calculation of BAFs based on nominal concentrations should be included in  
     this document.                                                             
     
     
     Response to: P3209.034     
     
     See response to comment P3209.033.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3209.035
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     At least, an additional explanation of the difference between the nominal  
     concentration and the concentrations used for the BAFs in this document is 
     needed.  This explanation should be accompanied by a strong statement that 
     the BAFs used in regulatory activities and BAFs described in this document 
     should be based on similar derivations including consistent water          
     concentrations.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P3209.035     
     
     See response to comment P3209.033.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3209.036
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 3 of the Comments on the "Interim Report on data and 
methods for  
          assessment of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life 
and
          Associated Wildlife", if needed.                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Limiting the data cited for BAFs to only those studies that allow          
     calculations of BAFs based on actual water column concentrations is        
     probably the result of a decision to base all BAFs on the total or         
     dissolved water column concentration.  However, this results in the        
     exclusion of studies that allow the calculation of BAFs based on nominal   
     concentrations.  Regulatory agencies using this document will almost       
     certainly find BAFs based on nominal concentrations to be of the greatest  
     value.                                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P3209.036     
     
     See response to comment P3209.033.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3209.037
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Research is needed into the relationship between the nominal, and total or 
     dissolved water column concentrations.  Since the BAFs described in this   
     document are based only on the water column total or dissolved             
     concentration, the section concerning future studies describing exposure to
     dioxins or similar compounds does not include research into the factors    
     affecting concentrations remaining in the water column in various types of 
     water bodies.  The authors have indicated that more work on models         
     describing the fate and transport of hydrophobic compounds is needed.      
     However, if exposures to TCDD and similar compounds were based on nominal  
     concentrations as well as water column concentrations, additional areas of 
     research would probably have included factors affecting the relationship   
     between nominal and water column concentrations.  Such factors are likely  
     to be greatly different between water bodies such as large lakes and       
     streams, but an understanding of these factors will be needed if regulatory
     agencies are expected to use the BAFs from this document in a consistent   
     manner across many water bodies.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P3209.037     
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     See response to comment P3209.033.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.038
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The data base for uptake and depuration rates, BSAFs and BEF should be     
     expanded.  Additioanl data are available which indicate the range of BSAFs 
     is greater than that given in this document.  Reliance on BSAFs from       
     systems that are probably not in equilibrium such as Lake Ontario and the  
     Passaic River may be misleading.  Also, BSAFs for other organisms from the 
     same system, particularly BSAFs for TCDF for Lake Ontario fish other than  
     lake trout would be useful in determining if this species is unusual for   
     this compound, and if the BEF given reflects other species in the same     
     system.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P3209.038     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA has included a BSAF methodology for determining 
     BAFs for bioaccumulative chemicals.  The GLWQI Technical Support Document  
     for the Procedure to Determine Bioaccumulation Factors for the GLWQI has an
     extensive discussion on the BSAF and BEF methodology.  Lists of BSAFs and  
     BEFs for chemicals in the Great Lakes have been provided.  EPA has shown in
     the  Technical Support Document that lipid normalized BAFs determined using
     the BSAF methodology are in good agreement between Lake Ontario and Green  
     Bay, a shallower, smaller, and more eutrophic body of water than Lake      
     Ontario.  In addition, these BAFs agree well with field measured BAFs from 
     the data set of Oliver and Niimi (1988).                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P3209.039
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     The data for the effects of TCDD on mammalian species are extremely        
     limited, yet these data limit the acceptable concentration of TCDD.  The   
     actual limit set is based upon the thesis that the greater sensitivity of  
     mink during testing for mortality indicates that this species will be      
     equally sensitive during long term reproductive studies which have yet to  
     be carried out.  Based on these considerations, it would be inappropriate  
     to base a value as critical as a wildlife criterion on such extrapolated   
     data.  These studies are needed but until they are actually completed the  
     wildlife criteria should not be based on the projected reproductive success
     of species that were sensitive during testing for mortality.               
     
     
     Response to: P3209.039     
     
     Consistent with peer-reviewed Interim Report (U.S. EPA, 1993), the final   
     mammalian wildlife value still incorporates an interspecies uncertainty    
     factor of 10 for extrapolating toxic effects of TCDD from the rat to the   
     mink.  Based on a comparison of extended LD50 studies, U.S. EPA contends   
     that an interspecies uncertainty factor of 10 is not unduly conservative.  
     Based on a 1993 U.S. EPA sponsored workshop comprised of non-Agency        
     scientists (U.S. EPA, 1994a), it was concluded that the data and methods   
     reported in the Interim Report, and reflected in the GLI wildlife values,  
     were sufficient to conduct TCDD ecological risk assessments.  More broadly,
     the U.S. EPA SAB has found that, in general, there is a sufficient         
     scientific basis to develop wildlife criteria for bioaccumulative chemicals
     (U.S. EPA, 1994b).                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: P3209.040
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Of particular concern in the case of the proposed TCDD BAFs is the measure 
     of the water concentration used.  The Interim Report uses the total water  
     column concentration in equilibrium with the sediments as predicted by a   
     mass balance model.  Presuming the modeling was done correctly (see        
     Additional Concerns later in this report) and the total water column       
     concentration is in equilibrium with the truly dissolved fraction, the fish
     tissue concentration measured is likewise an equilibrium value, because    
     both water column concentrations and all food chain elements are expected  
     to be in equilibrium.  The BAFs thus derived and reported on TABLE 3-2     
     would be valid measures of TCDD bioaccumulation.  However, using data from 
     the same Lake Ontario study, other equally valid BAFs can be calculated.   
     
     

Page 10937



$T044618.TXT
     Response to: P3209.040     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/SPE
     Comment ID: P3209.041
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Information in the Interim Report and the Lake Ontario Bioaccumulation     
     Study indicates that the equivalent total loading of TCDD that the model   
     would calculate to be in equilibriium with the observed surface sediment   
     layer concentration of 110 pg/g would be about 2kg/yr.  The total flow     
     through Lake Ontario is about 7100 m(exp 3)/sec.  This corresponds to a    
     nominal concentration in Lake Ontario of about 9 pg/L.  Thus, the BAF based
     on the nominal concentration and the Interim Report fish lipid             
     concentration of 194 pg/g would be about 21,600 L/kg at 100% lipid.        
     Therefore data from the very same study can be used to calculate equally   
     valid BAFs which span 2 orders of magnitude simply by using a different    
     water concentration basis in each calculation.                             
     
     
     Response to: P3209.041     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/METH
     Comment ID: P3209.042
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A great deal of additional data not cited in the Interim Report are        
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     available for the calculation of BAFs based on nominal concentrations.  Of 
     greatest interest is that when all of the studies are summarized in the    
     same manner based on the nominal concentrations and adjusted for the       
     percent of lipid, the BAFs are not highly variable even across greatly     
     different water bodies, including Lake Ontario.                            
     
     
     Response to: P3209.042     
     
     EPA disagrees that a great deal of additional data not cited in the Interim
     Report are available for the calculation of BAFs. The Interim Report on    
     dioxin is a peer review reported and presents the most complete and        
     comprehensive state-of-the-art summary on dioxin.  Furthermore, a workshop 
     composed of experts on dioxin have concluded that "TCDD risk assessments   
     could be conducted at present using data and methods described in the      
     Interim Report" (USEPA 1994).                                              
                                                                                
     BCFs and BAFs determined using nominal concentration (the concentration    
     based upon the amount of chemical added to the water) instead of measured  
     concentration of the chemical in the exposure system is bad science.       
     Standardize methods for measuring BCFs (ASTM 1985) require that exposure   
     concentrations be measured.                                                
                                                                                
     ASTM, 1985  "Standard Practice for Conducting Bioconcentration Tests with  
     Fishes and Saltwater Bivalve Mollusks", Designation E 1022-84, 1986 Annual 
     Book of ATSM Standards, vol. 11-04, Publication Code number (PCN):         
     01-110485-48, pp. 702-724 (1985).                                          
                                                                                
     USEPA 1994  Workshop of the use of available data and methods for assessing
     the ecological risks of 2,3,7,8-TCDD to aquatic life and associated        
     wildlife  EPA/630/R-94/002)                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/METH         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.043
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: "They"... refers to Sherman & Keenan.                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     They argue, and we agree, that because the nominal concentration is used as
     the basis for writing permit limits this must be the concentration used to 
     calculate the BAF.  To use a BAF based on any other concentration would    
     constitute a scientifically incorrect application of the BAF.              
     
     
     Response to: P3209.043     
     
     EPA does believes that BAFs and permit limits for organic compounds are    
     appropriately based on the total concentration of the compounds.  See      
     IV.B.6 of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.044
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, this document should much more clearly indicate that a BAF based  
     on the total amount in the water column is not the same as a BAF based on  
     the total amount added to the water body and diluted by the amount of water
     present in the system (the nominal concentration) and such BAFs are not    
     directly interchangeable.  If the BAFs from the Interim Report are used by 
     regulatory agencies, factors to adjust for differences in the amount of    
     2,3,7,8-TCDD remaining in the water column must also be applied.  We would 
     expect that this adjustment will be greatly different between large lakes  
     and streams.  In fact, the very large differences in dynamics between lake 
     and stream systems indicates that the modeling in Lake Ontario to predict  
     water column concentrations may be of little utility for riverine systems. 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.044     
     
     EPA disagrees with the usage of nominal concentration.  See discussion in  
     section IV. B. section 6.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.045
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 11 of the comments on the "Interim Report on data and
methods for 
          assessment of 2,3,7,0-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life 
and
          Associated Wildlife", if needed.                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     BSAFs from the experimental streams and several other sites are also listed
     below.  We found that the range of BSAFs was much greater than indicated by
     EPA in the Interim Report.  We believe more consideration should be given  
     to the range of BSAFs and more data are needed, particularly since some of 
     the systems used for the BSAFs were believed to be in disequilibrium and   
     stream and lake systems may have substantially differing BSAFs.            
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     Response to: P3209.045     
     
     BSAFs include all effects associated with fate of the chemical for the     
     ecosystem where the BASFs were determined.  The BASF methodology for       
     predicting BAFs in the final guidance requires that the BASFs be determined
     for the ecosystem of interest.  For the Great Lakes, EPA has shown that    
     BAFs determined using the BSAF methodology are in good agreement between   
     the Green Bay ecosystem and the Lake Ontario ecosystem.  Green Bay is a    
     shallower and more eutrophic ecosystem than Lake Ontario.                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.046
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 12 of the comments on the "Interim Report on data and
methods for 
          assessment of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to Aquatic Life 
and
          Associated Wildlife", if needed.                                          

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Additional data on other species from Lake Ontario would help resolve this 
     matter, but a great deal of data should be collected from other sources    
     before representative BEFs are reported in a document such as this.  It is 
     possible that when the ranges of BSAFs and BEFs are more clearly defined   
     they may be great enough to have little value in understanding the actual  
     BAFs of the compounds, or they may produce a much greater understanding of 
     how various fish species accumulate and depurate each compound.            
     
     
     Response to: P3209.046     
     
     EPA disagrees with the commenter.  EPA has used the best data available to 
     derive the BEFs reported in the final guidance. (Note, BEFs are the ratio  
     of BAFs.)  EPA has demonstrated that good agreement exists between BAFs    
     derived using the BSAF methodology with data from Green Bay and with data  
     from Lake Ontario.  The Green Bay ecosystem is a much shallower and more   
     eutrophic than Lake Ontario.  Furthermore, EPA has demonstrated good       
     agreement between the BAFs derived using the BSAF methodology and field    
     measured BAFs from Lake Ontario.  This agreement provides strong support   
     for the applicability of the BEFs derived using Lake Ontario data to the   
     other Great Lakes.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.047
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAFs described in this document are based only on the water column     
     total or dissolved concentration.  However we have indicated that the      
     document should include the use of nominal concentrations for the          
     calculation of BAFs.                                                       
     
     
     Response to: P3209.047     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment.  See IV.B.6 of the SID discussion on  
     bioavailability.                                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.048
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The section concerning future studies describing exposure to dioxins or    
     similar compounds does not include research into the factors affecting     
     concentrations remaining in the water column in various types of water     
     bodies.  The authors have indicated that more work on models describing the
     fate and transport of hydrophobic compounds is needed.  However, if        
     exposure to TCDD and similar compounds in this document include nominal    
     concentrations, additional areas of research into the factors affecting the
     relationship between nominal and water column concentrations will be       
     needed.  Such factors are likely to be greatly different between water     
     bodies such as large lakes and riverine systems.  If regulatory agencies   
     are expected to use the BAFs from this document in a consistent manner     
     across many water bodies, an understanding of those factors will be needed.
     
     
     Response to: P3209.048     
     
     EPA disagrees with the usage of nominal concentration.  See discussion in  
     section IV. B. section 6.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
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--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/TCDD
     Comment ID: P3209.049
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pages 14 to 19 of the comments on the "Interim Report on 
data and      
          methods for assessment of 2,3,7,8-Tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin Risks to    

          Aquatic Life and Associated Wildlife", if needed.                         

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Interim Report proposes the establishment of a wildlife risk assessment
     for 2,3,7,8-tetrachlorodibenzo-p-dioxin (TCDD).  One of the areas          
     specifically addressed in the assessment is the determination of exposure  
     concentrations which would not cause reproductive toxicity in sensitive    
     piscivorus mammals. Since it has been suggested that the mink is a species 
     sensitive to the toxic effects of TCDD, the USEPA has attempted to base    
     these determinations on concentrations of the chemical which would not     
     adversely affect the reproductive success of this species.                 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.049     
     
     U.S. EPA agrees that is necessary to develop a criterion for TCDD that is  
     protective for reproductive effects in piscivorous mammals and asserts that
     final criterion achieves this goal.                                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/TCDD     

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.050
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BAFs presented in this document are greatly dependent on one study, the
     Lake Ontario Biocaccumulation Study, as their basis.  All of the water     
     column concentrations from that study are modeled, not measured.  Thus all 
     BAFs are greatly dependent on the ability of the model to correctly predict
     water column concentrations.  It appears that the intended purpose of the  
     model was to predict the relative response of Lake Ontario to an           
     incremental change in the TCDD input.  It was never intended for use as a  
     accurate predictor of TCDD concentrations but rather its purpsoe was to    
     predict changes in concentration.  In addition, the model was only         
     partially calibrated (mass laoding was not measured) and it was not        
     validated.                                                                 
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     Response to: P3209.050     
     
     The Interim Report on dioxin is a peer review reported and presents the    
     most complete and comprehensive state-of-the-art summary on dioxin.  In the
     final guidance, EPA has included a method to derive BAFs using field       
     measured BSAFs.  This method does not require the measurement of the       
     concentration of the chemical in the water for TCDD.  This method was      
     included because of its ability to derive BAFs for chemicals present at    
     concentrations below method detection limits.  In the TSD, EPA demonstrates
     that BAFs derived using this method for Lake Ontario and Green Bay are in  
     good agreement and that theses BAFs are also in good agreement with field  
     measured BAFs from Lake Ontario.  In the final guidance, no model was used 
     to predict water column concentrations of TCDD.                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.051
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The sensitivity analysis performed on an earlier model indicated that it is
     quite sensitive to organic carbon partitioning parameters.  Thus, slight   
     changes in those parameters could have a large effect on the model.  Since 
     the Interim Report provides little justification for the parameters used in
     the new model, we cannot judge whether or not they are valid for the       
     situation being modeled.  Before EPA promulgates criteria based on the BAF 
     derived using the model, all interested parties should have the opportunity
     to review and comment on the model.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.051     
     
     In the final guidance, EPA is not using a model to predict TCDD            
     concentrations in the water column.  See the response to comment P3209.050.
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.052
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An additional laboratory study by Cook et al. (1990) used concentrations in
     the sediment, food, and water column that were similar to Lake Ontario.    
     They found BAFs an order of magnitude lower than those in the Lake Ontario 
     study.  The laboratory study was not used for BAFs in the Interim Report.  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.052     
     
     The commenter does not understand that BAFs can only be determined from    
     field measurements.  The laboratory exposures in general can not include   
     the effects occurring in nature caused by food web interactions,           
     bioavailability considerations, and sediment interactions.  This is why the
     data of Cook et al. (1990) was not used in the Interim Report to determine 
     a BAF for TCDD.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.053
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The authors explained that the high concentrations of sediment in the water
     column may have made the dioxin in the water unavailable, and unmeasurable 
     and therefore the BAFs were not useful.  This argument is not very         
     convincing because the laboratory study and the Lake Ontario study both    
     indicate the great majority (75% or more) of TCDD found in the fish in     
     those systems comes from the food or sediment.  These sources should have  
     been similar between systems and the TCDD should have been similarly       
     available.  The model predicted the TCDD in the water column should have   
     been measurable, but it was not.  EPA indicated that this may be due to    
     high TSS, but it is also possible that the model did not correctly predict 
     the water column concentration.  This study should be reconsidered as a    
     fundamentally sound source for BAF calculations.  In addition, Sherman and 
     Keenan (1992) have demonstrated how both studies can result in similar BAFs
     based on nominal concentrations.                                           
     
     
     Response to: P3209.053     
     
     The commenter doesn't understand that BAFs can only be determined from     
     field measurements.  See the response to comment P3209.052. In addition,   
     EPA disagrees with the usage of nominal concentration. See discussion in   
     section IV. B. section 6.                                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.054
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The BSAF concept/approach should not be given equal status to BAFs in the  
     document due to inadequate testing and field experience.  The presentation 
     of the BSAF concept in the report suggests that this approach is equivalent
     and equally predictive of bioaccumulation when compared to the BAF approach
     which has been used for many years and which has limitations that are well 
     understood.  This misleading impression should be corrected because the    
     BSAF approach has neither undergone non-agency scientific scrutiny nor is  
     there a historical track record indicating its efficacy.                   
     
     
     Response to: P3209.054     
     
     EPA does not agree with the comment that BSAFs should not be given equal   
     status to BAFs.  EPA has placed BAFs based on BSAFs second in the hierarchy
     of preferred methods for deriving BAFs. See IV.B.2.a,c of the SID.         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.055
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Based on two previous evaluations of the approach using historical data    
     (see, Exhibit 4 to these comments) the BSAF approach was found to be less  
     accurate and more variable when compared to the lipid-normalized           
     nominal-concentration BAF approach.  The BSAF approach should be           
     characterized as a developing approach whose limitations are not presently 
     well defined.  Until such time that the approach's limitations are         
     characterized, its use in regulatory matters should be avoided when a BAF  
     approach is applicable.                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P3209.055     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See IV.B.2.a,c of the SID.          
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG/T2
     Comment ID: P3209.056
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  AL/T2
     Cross Ref 2: cc:  AL/CRIT/TCDD
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If EPA decides to proceed, we urge that the studies cited in the Interim   
     Dioxin Report be subjected to detailed review to ensure they meet all the  
     data quality requirements laid out in the proposed procedure.  We further  
     urge that all valid data be used to carry out the calculation.  Though many
     of the studies will result in effect concentrations being expressed as     
     "greater than" those studies should be included in the database if the     
     daphnid data are included in the calculations.  If the daphnid data are not
     included, then the database is insufficient to support development of a    
     Tier II criterion.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.056     
     
     Please see section V.D.1.b of the SID.                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG/T2           

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: P3209.057
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to the "Revision of Methodology for Deriving National 
Ambient Water 
          Quality Criteria for the Protection of Human Helath:  Report of Workshop  

          and EPA's Preliminary Recommendations for Revision."                      

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Federal Register did not indicate which of the many recommendations    
     were being considered for incorporation into the Great Lakes Guidance (or  
     which version of the recommendation, where the Workshop Panel and EPA's    
     Office of Water recommendations differ).  Our view is that certain         
     recommendations in the Revision Document represent progress in regulatory  
     science and should be incorporated into the Great Lakes Guidance, while    
     others are inappropriate or poorly conceived and should not be used.       
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     Response to: P3209.057     
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science as discussed in   
     Section I.C of the SID.  See also response to comment numbers P2574.006.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.058
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with this overall hierarchy of potential sources of BAFs with two 
     exceptions.  First, the current FM methodology is not scientifically       
     supportable, is unlikely to predict reliable or defensible BAFs, and should
     not be considered in the derivation of BAFs.                               
     
     
     Response to: P3209.058     
     
     See IV.B.2. and IV.B.4 of the SID.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.059
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB, in its review also comments that "...the techniques proposed      
     `...have not been applied to enough field conditions to judge if the       
     predictions are realistic,' and to note that they were `..particularly     
     concerned that metabolism is not included [in some of the theoretical      
     modeling].'  Finally, the document concluded that this `is clearly an area 
     in which more research is needed'" (page 20 of the SAB review)             
     
     
     Response to: P3209.059     
     
     See discussion of SAB comments and metabolism in Section IV of the SID.    
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.060
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, while we agree with the use of site-specific data whenever         
     possible, we believe that closer examination of the utility of a reliable  
     site-specific food chain model is warranted, before the collection of      
     site-specific data for development of a measured BAF is given universal    
     preference over the use of such a model.  In its review the SAB has also   
     correctly identified numerous sources that contribute to variability of    
     field derived BAFs that must be accounted for.  The expsense and time      
     required to collect sufficient data to generate a BAF may exceed the cost  
     of development of a foodchain model that reliably and accurately predicts  
     BAFs.                                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P3209.060     
     
     See IV.B.2,4, and VIII.A of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.061
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While the workshop recommends that FMs only be used as a last resort, and  
     only after modification of the FM methodology to account for metabolism,   
     the Human Risk Assessment Branch and Office of Water (HRAB/OW) repeatedly  
     recommend the existing default FMs be used to estimate BAFs.  We strongly  
     disagree with the repeated HRAB/OW recommendation that the existing FM     
     methodology be used to derive BAFs.  The details of the methodology have   
     never been peer reviewed or made publicly available.  We have reviewed     
     selected aspects of the default FM procedure (presented in detail elsewhere
     in our GLI comments) and found it to be very sensitive to inputs and to    
     predict results that are inconsistent with the biology of organisms living 
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     in the Great Lakes and predictions of earlier models.                      
     
     
     Response to: P3209.061     
     
     See IV.B.4 of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.062
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     More importantly, the inputs used for lipid content, at a minimum, are not 
     applicable to the Great Lakes, nor likely any other water body in the      
     United States.  Use of Great Lakes-specific lipid inputs results is a      
     drastic (almost 10-fold) reduction in the FMs predicted by the procedure.  
     It also leads to predictions that are more consistent with earlier models  
     and the biology of organisms living in the Great Lakes.  The default FM    
     procedure clearly does not meet the SAB's opinion "...that AWQC criteria   
     must be based on sound environmental data and good science with a minimum  
     number of assumptions" (page 21 of the SAB review).  On the basis of our   
     preliminary investigations, and the SAB's opinion stated in its review, we 
     urge in the strongest possible manner that the repeated references to the  
     use of the default FM procedure be deleted from the Revision Document.     
     
     
     Response to: P3209.062     
     
     See IV.B.2 and 4 of the SID.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.063
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Revision Document proposes the use of reference fish tissue residue    
     concentrations for threshold (RCC) and carcinogenic chemicals              
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     (RCC(subscript c)).  The derivation of the RCC and RCC(subscript c) follows
     largely the procedure used previously to derive water quality standards    
     with two modifications.  First, the RCC includes adjustment of the         
     reference dose for other potential sources of a chemical.  We have         
     commented elsewhere (comments on the exposure recommendations of the       
     Revision Document) about our concerns of employing default values for the  
     other potential sources of chemicals and will not repeat those comments    
     here except to reemphasize the importance of basing any such adjustments on
     actual data and not default assumptions.  In its review, the SAB has also  
     rejected the "...routine use of the percentage and subtraction methods for 
     the allocation of the RfD." (page 4)                                       
     
     
     Response to: P3209.063     
     
     The reference fish tissue residue concentration is not used in the         
     Guidance, and therefore the commenter's concerns are not relevant in this  
     context.                                                                   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.064
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Second, we question the need for developing RCCs of RCC(subscript c)s since
     such concentrations are implicit in the existing methods used to calculate 
     water quality criteria.  At a minimum, if such concentrations are to be    
     recommended within the Revision Document, their intended use(s) needs to be
     explicitly discussed.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P3209.064     
     
     See response to comment P3209.063.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.065
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     With regard to the other recommendations to consider regarding             
     bioaccumulation of chemicals as related to the derivation of water quality 
     criteria presented at the end of this section, we believe and recommend    
     that the "existing FM-BCF approach" be eliminated as an option for         
     obtaining BAFs.  Particularly, if the suggestion of eliminating the use of 
     BCFs with no adjustment for magnification is adopted.                      
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.065     
     
     EPA does not agree with this comment.  See IV.B.2.a,d and IV.B.4 of the    
     SID.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.066
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     While we agree with the third recommendation, that ideally BAFs be based   
     upon freely dissolved chemical in water versus total chemical in water, we 
     also appreciate the lack of available methods and data that would enable   
     the widespread use of BAFs derived with either of these water              
     concentrations.  We recommend that the Revision Document acknowledge the   
     historical use of BAFs (or BCFs) based upon nominal concentrations in the  
     permit limitation process and provide clear definitions of BAFs derived    
     from all three types of water concentrations (dissolved, total water       
     column, nominal).                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.066     
     
     See response to comment P3209.033.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.067
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We further recommend that a section be added to the Revision Document, or  
     any other document that will serve as the basis for the derivation of water
     quality criteria, that describes how these three distinct BAFs are related 
     to one and another and that sets forth the strategy and tools EPA will     
     follow and use in converting to BAFs based upon a dissolved or total water 
     column concentration from the existing use of BAFs and BCFs based upon     
     nominal concentration.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P3209.067     
     
     EPA does no agree with the use of nominal concentrations in BAFs and BCFs. 
     See IV.B.6 of the SID.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Revision Document does not specify whether the order of the            
     recommendations in this section represents the priority assigned by the    
     workshop.  If they are presented in order of priority, then placement of   
     the recommendation to adapt and improve food chain models last in the list 
     of recommendations is inappropriate.  The availability of such a model (or 
     models) is central to the development of reliable and accurate BAFs based  
     upon total or dissolved water concentrations and also for the development  
     of scientifically justified FMs.  We believe development of validated and  
     calibrated food chain models is of high priority and recommend the Revision
     Document also adopt this priority.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.068     
     
     See IV.B.2.a, and IV.B.4 of the SID.                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.069
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We strongly disagree with the HRAB/OW recommendation that, when field data 
     are unavailable, a BAF be derived using the BCF-FM approach.  The existing 
     BCF-FM approach should not be used and either field data should be         
     collected or a site-specific food chain should be run to derive a BAF.     
     
     
     Response to: P3209.069     
     
     EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site- specific       
     characteristics, based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 
     l, if scientifically defensible.  See IV.B.2.b of the SID for discussion of
     field measured BAFs, and IV.B.3.a of the SID for a discussion of site      
     specific lipid values.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/HH/PER
     Comment ID: P3209.070
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the workshop recommendation that default lipid values not be 
     used and that lipid content of relevant site-specific species be used.  In 
     the absence of such data, we believe the HRAB/OW recommendation that       
     estimates of lipid can be made using other sources is a workable           
     alternative.                                                               
     
     
     Response to: P3209.070     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section IV.      
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/HH/PER       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/BCC
     Comment ID: P3209.071
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BAF/FCM
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe it is important to point out, and the recommendations fail to do
     so, that the derivation of "true" BCFs in the laboratory for chemicals with
     log K(subscript ow) of greater than 5, is exceptionally difficult, even if 
     the recommended criteria are met.  Indeed, if the criteria are met (such as
     requiring a minimum 28 days exposure duration), it is unlikely the derived 
     BCF will be a "true" BCF.  Some of the concentration of chemical in the    
     fish will be due to uptake from the "food chain" in the experimental system
     and will incorrectly be assumed to have come entirely from the water       
     column.  The use of such "BCFs" with an FM, will lead to a double counting 
     of the food chain contribution and possibly an inappropriately high BAF.   
     We recommend the Revision Document be modified to explicitly consider      
     experimental conditions that could lead to the overestimation of           
     accumulation as well as underestimation of bioconcentration.  It is also   
     important to note the SAB's emphasis on focussing on accurately measuring  
     BCFs before BAFs "...because of the higher likelihood of collecting an     
     adequate BCF database" (page 21 of the SAB review).                        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.071     
     
     Organic chemicals with high Kows have low rates of uptake, which is why it 
     takes a long time to reach steady state in the test organism.  Thus the    
     major problem in the determination of laboratory-measured BCFs for such    
     chemicals is that the BCF will be too low, due to low rate of uptake and   
     due to growth dilution. The low rate of uptake means that uptake through   
     the food chain is not likely to be substantial in a laboratory             
     bioconcentration test.                                                     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/BCC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.072
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the workshop recommendation that edible portion (fillet, skin
     off) is the appropriate residue concentration to use in the exposure       
     assessment.  We have difficulty with HRAB/OW's implied reservation with    
     using fillet concentrations and expressed need to consider the potential   
     consumption of other body parts of fish.  The consumption of other body    
     parts of fish represents an infrequent behavior limited to very few people.
     Only when data suggest that such behavior is prevalent or the focus of a   
     risk assessment is solely on the subset of the population exhibiting such  
     behavior, should data on chemical concentrations of other body parts of    
     fish be collected.                                                         
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     Response to: P3209.072     
     
     See response under exposure-effects from cooking fish in response P2771.018
     et al.  See Section V of the SID. See response to comment P2771.195.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.073
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  HH/EXP/FC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     HRAB/OW mentions that cooking may affect the bioavailability of a chemical.
     This comment requires clarification.  Is it the bioavailability or the     
     concentration of a chemical that is affected by cooking?  We know of no    
     data demonstrating that cooking affects bioavailability.  On the other     
     hand, abundant data exists demonstrating that cooking affects the          
     concentration of several chemicals in fish.                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.073     
     
     See response on cooking fish P2771.018 et al. See response to comment      
     P2771.195.                                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.074
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We disagree in the strongest possible manner with the HRAB/OW              
     recommendation that BAFs be developed using the default BCF-FM approach    
     when fiscal/temporal constraints preclude the development of site-specific 
     BAFs.  Given the problems we have identified with the default FM approach, 
     discussed above and elsewhere in our comments, no fiscal or temporal       
     constraint can justify the use of the default FM approach.                 
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     Response to: P3209.074     
     
     EPA  disagrees with the comment. See  IV.B.2, and IV.B.4 of the SID.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc:  BACK/SAB
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB felt the scientific uncertainty associated with derivation of BAFs 
     to be significant enough to quote at length from their earlier comments on 
     the Great Lakes Initiative (pages 19-20).  In particular, with regard to   
     the FCM, the SAB states "Given these potentials for error, EPA should      
     discuss and quantify the variance in field derived BAFs in its guidance,   
     along with FCM estimates, and attempt to identify the magnitudes of natural
     variability and analytical errors in each criterion data base, and estimate
     the impacts on the BCFs and FCMs" (page 20 of the SAB review).  The SAB    
     goes on to state a concern "...that the Agency may have misinterpreted the 
     above-cited SAB report as a blanket endorsement of these techniques for    
     developing AWQC before a firm scientific basis for doing so has been       
     developed" (page 20 of the SAB review).  The SAB concludes that "...AWQC   
     criteria must be based on sound environmental data and good science with a 
     minimum number of assumptions" (page 21 of the SAB review).  Clearly the FM
     procedure does not have such a basis.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P3209.075     
     
     See discussion of FCMs in IV.B.4, sound science, SAB comments and field    
     derived BAFs in IV.B.2 in SID.                                             
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.076
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In response to this issue, the workshop presents a series of three         
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     equations it states are in the GLI and can be used to calculate a BCF.  We 
     are unable to identify those equations in the GLI.  Further, as reproduced 
     in the Revision Document, we are unable to determine how these equations   
     could be used to derive a BCF.  Thus we cannot comment on these further.   
     If these are to be used for calculating a BCF, we urge that their          
     presentation in the Revision Document be clarified.                        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.076     
     
     EPA thanks the commenter for their input.  For a discussion of derivation  
     of BCFs see IV.B.2.d of the SID.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.077
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated repeatedly above, we do not believe the existing FM approach is  
     scientifically valid.  Thus we disagree with the workshop's recommendation 
     that, as a secondary approach, BAFs be calculated using a BCF and FM.  Also
     see the concerns expressed by the SAB on pages 19 and 20 if its review.  We
     do, however, agree that food chain models are appropriate for the          
     derivation of BAFs.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.077     
     
     See discussion of FCMs in section IV.B.4 of the SID.                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.078
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The workshop and HRAB/OW appear to recommend that only one BAF be used and 
     that, if several studies are available, the highest BAF from those studies 
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     be used.  Even assuming that all available studies are equally credible, we
     do not be believe it is appropriate to always use the highest BAF.         
     Consideration needs to be given to the factors causing the range of BAFs.  
     These may have to do with the trophic level of the organisms studied, the  
     ecosystems they were studied in, or some other unique aspect of the biology
     of the organisms.  All of these could lead to the use of a BAF other than  
     the highest BAF measured, if the conditions of the system in question      
     better match the conditions under which one of the lower BAFs was derived. 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.078     
     
     In the final Guidance, the following language is found in Appendix B of    
     part 132:                                                                  
                                                                                
     For each trophic level, a species mean baseline BAF shall be calculated as 
     the geometric mean if more than one measured baseline BAF is available for 
     a given species.  For each trophic level, the geometric mean of the species
     mean baseline BAFs shall be calculated.                                    
                                                                                
     Clearly, the highest BAF is not used in the final Guidance.  For a more    
     detailed explanation, see the final TSD for BAFs and Appendix B of part    
     132.                                                                       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.079
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     If indeed all of the BAFs are technically sound, then we would suggest the 
     workshop and HRAB/OW recommendation to use the highest BAF is              
     inappropriate.  If the distribution of BAFs is lognormal or broad, de facto
     use of the highest BAF may substantially overestimate the central tendency 
     of the distribution.  The purpose of such an overestimation is unclear.    
     Water Quality Criteria already have built into them a substantial margin of
     safety.  This does not need to be increased through the selection of a     
     conservative BAF.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.079     
     
     See response to comment P3209.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.080
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We would recommend, if a range of valid BAFs is truly available, that Water
     Quality Criteria be derived using quantitative probablistic techniques that
     use the full range of BAFs as well as the other parameters that determine  
     Water Quality Criteria.  If the historical point estimate approach is to   
     remain in use, then in a situation where multiple BAFs are available, a BAF
     more closely approximating the central tendency of the BAF distribution    
     should be employed.  The choice of which statistical descriptor to use     
     (i.e., geometric mean, arithmetic mean, median, etc.) will depend upon the 
     shape of the distribution of BAFs.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.080     
     
     See response to comment P3209.078.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.081
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Further, the recommendation that a single BAF, nevermind the single highest
     BAF, be used directly contradicts the development of BAFs in the GLI.      
     First, trophic level-specific BAFs can be derived using the FM methodology.
     The methodology predicts lower BAFs for lower trophic levels.  This is     
     expected, appropriate and defensible.  If people consume trophic level 2 or
     3 aquatic organisms, then a BAF for trophic level 2 or 3 organisms should  
     be used in risk assessment, even though those BAFs will almost certainly be
     lower than a BAF for trophic level 4.  Second, the GLI presents a single   
     BCF or BAF for a given chemical, even when several BAFs are available in   
     the literature.  That single BCF or BAF is the geometric mean BCF or BAF.  
     Thus the recommendations in the Revision Document directly contradict the  
     procedures proposed in the GLI.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P3209.081     
     
     See response to comment P3209.078.  EPA has calculated BAFs for trophic    
     levels three and four.  Site-specific BAFs could include modifications     
     toreflect local consumption patterns.                                      
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     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.082
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We suggest the Revision Document include explicit discussion of:  the      
     differences between the dissolved concentration, total water column        
     concentration and nominal concentration; how they are related; and, how    
     BAFs can and cannot be applied to these concentrations to accurately       
     predict fish tissue concentrations.                                        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.082     
     
     See response to comment P3209.033.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.083
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As discussed in our response to the issues, we concur with the             
     recommendation that measured site-specific BAFs take precedence over other 
     BAFs and we strongly disagree with the use of a default BCF-FM procedure to
     derive BAFs under any circumstances.  We also believe that the workshop's  
     apparent recommendation to measure a site-specific BAF in lieu of          
     collecting data for a food chain model deserves more careful consideration,
     especially if the requirements for a measured site-specific BAF are those  
     described in response to Issue 10.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.083     
     
     See discussion of hierarchy of methods, IV.B.2.a, and FCM, IV.b.4 of the   
     SID.  EPA is allowing for modifications to the BAF based on site-specific  
     characteristics, based on the procedure set forth in Appendix F, Procedure 
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     l, if scientifically defensible.                                           
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.084
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The collection of data for the purpose of deriving a measured BAF can be a 
     resource intensive and lengthy process as accurately identified by the SAB 
     on page 19 of its review.  If a valid and accurate food chain model is     
     available and can be used to predict site-specific BAFs, then the costs of 
     acquiring the appropriate information to run the model should be weighed   
     against the costs associated with collecting data needed to derive a       
     measured BAF.                                                              
     
     
     Response to: P3209.084     
     
     Regulatory agencies and dischargers will inevitably take into consideration
     economic factors such as those described in deciding whether or not to     
     collect data for field measured BAFs. EPA is allowing for modifications to 
     the BAF based on site- specific characteristics, based on the procedure set
     forth in Appendix F, Procedure l, if scientifically defensible.  Also see  
     IV.B.4 of the SID.                                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.085
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We believe the workshop response to this issue has captured the general    
     concern of matching a BAF with a fate and transport model that predicts the
     appropriate water concentration.  However, we would also suggest that the  
     workshop response to this issue understates the practical and technical    
     difficulty of employing relatively complicated models, that predict        
     dissolved concentrations in a regulatory setting and on a nationwide basis.
     For example, if Water Quality Criteria are derived using BAFs and water    
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     concentrations based upon dissolved chemical concentration, then it will be
     necessary to develop methods that can measure dissolved concentration of   
     chemicals in effluents to be regulated.  For some chemicals, such          
     techniques are not presently available.                                    
     
     
     Response to: P3209.085     
     
     EPA agrees with the comment.                                               
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF
     Comment ID: P3209.086
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The workshop response to this issue recognizes that the dilution models    
     used to date are "simple".  They in fact do not even calculate a total     
     water column concentration, but a nominal water concentration.  Models that
     predict total and dissolved water column concentrations can be far more    
     complicated.  If the intent is to use BAFs based upon these concentrations,
     then it is imperative that these more complex fate and transport models be 
     made widely available and people be trained in their use.  This must occur 
     in conjunction with, and perhaps precede, the recommendation that BAFs     
     based upon total or dissolved water column concentrations be used in place 
     of BCFs or BAFs based upon nominal concentration.                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.086     
     
     See response to comment P3209.033.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BAF/FCM
     Comment ID: P3209.087
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The recommendations refer to the use of measured site-specific data taking 
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     precedence over data developed in the laboratory.  As indicated above, we  
     concur with this recommendation.  We would add to the response to this     
     issue, however, that chemical-specific food chain models, that account for 
     biotransformation or reduced uptake, have been developed and can also be   
     used to estimated BAFs for chemicals or species with these properties.  The
     recommendations of the workshop and HRAB/OW should be modified to reflect  
     this fact.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.087     
     
     See IV.B.2.a, IV.B.3 and IV.B.4 of the SID.                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BAF/FCM          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.088
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As articulated by the Cancer Risk Workgroup in the PR document, successful 
     revision of the 1980 methodology for deriving human health ambient water   
     quality criteria can occur only after the maximum use of all available data
     is made, especially in the areas of biological and genetic mechanisms of   
     action relevant to the evaluation of tumor data.  This implies a desire by 
     the Cancer Risk Workgroup to apply a flexible approach in deriving Water   
     Quality Criteria for the protection of human health (WQC-HH) that utilizes 
     the best available science and minimizes the reliance on standardized      
     default values and assumptions.                                            
     
     
     Response to: P3209.088     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T/C
     Comment ID: P3209.089
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In accommodating the use of the best available science in the cancer       
     methodology approach to deriving chemical-specific WQC-HH, the highest     
     confidence in the derived WQC-HH will be provided.  However, the minimum   
     data requirement of the five tiers proposed in the PR approach suggests    
     that dose-response data generated through the use of pharmacokinetic models
     should be given the highest confidence (Tier I).  This is an inappropriate 
     distinction to make concerning the applicability of all pharmacokinetic    
     models.  Not all paradigms are equal in their abilities to accurately model
     pharmacokinetic data.  Some models are designed to address specific        
     chemicals or functions and thus are not applicable to other chemicals.  It 
     is most appropriate to evaluate a particular pharmacokinetic model, based  
     on its merits in the performance of an assigned chemical-specific task, and
     then appropriately weigh and integrate the information derived with the    
     entirety of the remaining data.  Only in this fashion should a model, and  
     the associated confidence in its ability to provide information, be        
     incorporated into the derivation of chemical-specific WQC-HH.              
     
     
     Response to: P3209.089     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T/C
     Comment ID: P3209.090
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Currently, EPA determines the carcinogenic potency of environmental        
     contaminants using a linearized multi-stage (LMS) model(9).  The LMS model 
     assumes that there is a direct linear relationship between the dose of the 
     chemical and a carcinogenic effect and therefore, the model is based on the
     assumption that there is no threshold for carcinogenic effect.  This       
     assumption is based on an elementary theory of the mechanism of chemical   
     carcinogenesis, in which a single chemical molecule can form an adduct to  
     DNA and thereby result in cancer.  However, a number of chemicals which    
     produce a carcinogenic response by other mechanisms, and that may exhibit a
     non-linear dose-response curve at low doses, are likely to have a genuine  
     or practical threshold(10).  The application of the LMS model is likely to 
     overestimate the low-dose carcinogenic risk for many animal carcinogens.   
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     _________________                                                          
     (9)EPA. 1986. Guidelines for Carcinogen Risk Assessment.  U.S.             
     Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. Federal Register.        
     September 24.                                                              
                                                                                
     (10)Butterworth, B.E. and T. Slaga. 1987. Nongenotoxic Mechanisms in       
     Carcinogenesis.  Banbury Report 25. New York, NY: Cold Spring Harbor Press.
     
     
     Response to: P3209.090     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T/C
     Comment ID: P3209.091
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/RISK
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The increased acceptance of the nonlinearity of dose and effect at low     
     doses is evidenced by a growing consensus among risk assessment            
     practitioners that the LMS model is inappropriate for dioxin, thyroid-type 
     carcinogens, nitrilotriacetic acid, trimethylpentane and, presumably,      
     similar non-genotoxic chemicals(11)(12)(13)(14).  In fact, some regulatory 
     agencies have shown a willingness to consider other models that estimate   
     more realistic risks at low doses(15)(16)(17).  For example, the EPA(18)   
     has considered using the one-hit, the Probit, the Weibull, the Logit, and  
     the multi-hit models for extrapolating low dose human risk from high dose  
     animal studies.                                                            
                                                                                
     _________________                                                          
     (11)Paynter, O.E., G.J. Burin, R.B. Jaeger, and C.A. Gregorio. 1988.       
     Goitrogens and thyroid follicular cell neoplasia: Evidence for a threshold 
     process.  J. Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 8:102-119.                         
                                                                                
     (12)Andersen, R.L. and C.L. Alden. 1989. Risk assessment for               
     nitrilotriacetic acid (NTA). In: The Risk Assessment of Environmental and  
     Human Health Hazards: A Textbook of Case Studies. D.J. Paustenbach, (ed.). 
     New York, NY: John Wiley and Sons. 390-426.                                
                                                                                
     (13)Paustenbach, D.J. 1989b. Important recent advances in the practice of  
     health risk assessment: Implications for the 1990s. Toxicol. Appl.         
     Pharmacol. 10:204-243.                                                     
                                                                                
     (14)EPA. 1992a. Final Guidelines for Exposure Assessment. U.S.             
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     Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC. 57 FR 104. May 29.        
                                                                                
     (15)Andersen, M.E., H.J. Clewell, M.L. Gargas, F.A. Smith, and R.H. Reitz  
     1987. Physiologically based pharmacokinetics and the risk assessment       
     process of methylene chloride. Toxicol. Appl. Pharmacol. 87:185-205.       
                                                                                
     (16)Paynter, O.E., G.J. Burin R.B. Jaeger, and C.A. Gregorio. 1988.        
     Goitrogens and thyroid follicular cell neoplasia: Evidence for a threshold 
     process. J. Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 8:102-119.                          
                                                                                
     (17)Andersen, R.L. and C.L. Alden. 1989. Risk assessment for               
     nitrilotriacetic acid (NTA). In: The Risk Assessment of Environmental and  
     Human Health Hazards: A Textbook of Case Studies. D.J. Paustenbach, (ed.). 
     New York, NY: John Wiley and Sons. 390-426.                                
                                                                                
     (18)EPA 1988a. Proposed Guidelines on Exposure Related Measurements. U.S.  
     Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, D.C. 53 FR 232. December 2.   
     
     
     Response to: P3209.091     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.092
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In addition, while these models, including the LMS model, are essentially  
     statistical curve fitting models, time-to-tumor and mechanistic models may 
     provide a more accurate estimate since they incorporate biological         
     information(19).  Models incorporating biologic mechanisms of action can   
     reduce the uncertainty in the extrapolation of risks from high dose animal 
     bioassays to low dose human exposures. For example, initiation and         
     promotion represent two different mechanisms by which a chemical may       
     produce a carcinogenic response in test animals.  This distinction is      
     important since the theory on which the LMS model is based is not valid for
     promoters(20)(21).                                                         
                                                                                
     ___________________                                                        
     (19)Klaassen, C.D., M.O. Amdur, and J.Doull. 1986. Casarett and Doull's    
     Toxicology: The Basic Science of Poisons. New York, NY: MacMillan          
     Publishing Company.                                                        
                                                                                
     (20)NRC 1980. Lead in the Human Environment. Washington, D.C.: National    
     Academy of Sciences. 1-525.                                                
                                                                                
     (21) Weisburger, J. and G. Williams. 1986. Chemical Carcinogens. In:       
     Casarett and Doull's Toxicology. The Basic Science of Poisons. C. Klaassen,
     M. Amdur and J. Doull (eds.). New York, NY: MacMillan Publishing Co.       
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     99-173.                                                                    
                                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.092     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.093
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refers to pages 11 & 12 for discussion.                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In light of the current EPA/FDA/CPSC consensus on a more appropriate       
     rat-to-human scaling factor, it would be inappropriate to utilize a cancer 
     slope factor (CSF) that was derived using an older methodology.  Therefore,
     we urge EPA to be attentive to this recent shift to a consensus scaling    
     approach, and offer that it be used as the point of departure for scaling  
     carcinogenic compounds evaluated under the Great Lakes Initiative.  AFPA   
     supports the recommendation of the PR Workgroup in calling for the adoption
     of body weight to the 3/4 power but that the use of chemical-specific data 
     to derive an appropriate dose-scaling factor is preferable when available  
     (PR, p.17). AFPA, on the other hand, does not support the qualifier added  
     by the HRAB/OW to the Workgroup recommendation.  Namely, that the consensus
     position be adopted "when it becomes an Agency policy."                    
     
     
     Response to: P3209.093     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.094
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Emphasizing study data that show adverse health effects in animals while   
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     virtually ignoring studies showing no adverse effects may be considered    
     prudent and health protective, but does not represent a balance of         
     scientific information(25).  Frequently, extraordinary confidence is placed
     on studies that suggest that a chemical may pose a particular hazard, while
     only modest consideration is given to study quality, or to studies that    
     suggest a chemical may not pose a particular hazard.                       
                                                                                
     _________________                                                          
     (25)Nichols, A.L. and R.J. Zeckhauser. 1988. The perils of prudence: How   
     conservative risk assessments distort regulation? Regul. Toxicol.          
     Pharmacol. 8:61-75.                                                        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.094     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.095
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The "weight-of-evidence" approach presently used in the EPA's cancer       
     classification scheme does not evaluate negative evidence of               
     carcinogenicity.  Furthermore, it is typical that only the most sensitive  
     carcinogenic endpoint is used to define a chemical's carcinogenic potency. 
     This is true regardless of the amount or quality of data that might be     
     available suggesting the lack of a carcinogenic effect.  To date, there is 
     no mechanism for which negative data is evaluated in the determination of  
     either "weight of evidence" or in the derivation of carcinogenic potency   
     for a given chemical.                                                      
     
     
     Response to: P3209.095     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.096
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Cancer risk methods for deriving WQC protective of human health (WQC-HH)   
     should include evaluation of all available data, including positive and    
     negative animal bioassays as well as short-term genetic toxicity and       
     related bioassays.                                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.096     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.097
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The mechanisms by which all available data may be utilized in the cancer   
     risk methodology to derive WQC-HH are not obvious and should be developed. 
     However, it is clear that the use of "all the available data" was meant to 
     include not only an evaluation of assays that indicate carcinogenic effect,
     but also those which demonstrate a lack of carcinogenic activity.          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.097     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.098
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pages 16 & 17 for discussion.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Consequently, the mere availability of positive animal data does not and   
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     should not be construed to be definitive evidence of carcinogenesis in     
     humans.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P3209.098     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.099
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The issue of human relevance is far more complicated than simply relating  
     chronic animal bioassay results to human health risks.  It also includes   
     the relevance of site-specific criteria, such as exposure, and             
     species-specific criteria, such as absorption.  The EPA currently assumes  
     that the absorption of an ingested dose is 100% of that administered.  This
     assumption is made even when experimental evidence indicates otherwise(33).
     The relevance of animal bioassay data in the derivation of water quality   
     criteria that are protective of human health should be addressed on a      
     case-by-case basis.  For carcinogenic compounds in which the endpoint of   
     toxicological concern is determined not to be relevant to human biology or 
     expected exposure, we request that this information be given no weight by  
     EPA in the development of final Great Lakes Water quality criteria.        
                                                                                
     ________________                                                           
                                                                                
     (33)EPA. 1990. Drinking Water Criteria Document for Stable Strontium.      
     Prepared for the Office of Drinking Water. Prepared by the Environmental   
     Criteria and Assessment Office/Office of Health Effects Assessment, U.S.   
     Environmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH.                           
     
     
     Response to: P3209.099     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P3209.100
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 18 for discussion.                                   
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, it is not correct to assume additivity for chemical carcinogens in
     mixtures as a default position or under any circumstances without specific 
     data to indicate that such an approach is warranted.                       
     
     
     Response to: P3209.100     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P3209.101
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Simple additivity can not accurately or adequately account for the         
     carcinogenic risk of such mixtures and should not be used even as a        
     default.  The SAB(34) agrees that the "assumption of additivity for        
     chemical carcinogens is difficult to accept as a default at low doses."    
     This is because additivity assumes a common mechanism of action, which is  
     an infrequent condition since chemicals are known to have their            
     carcinogenic effect by a wide variety of mechanisms and to affect different
     target tissues.                                                            
                                                                                
     _______________                                                            
     (34)SAB. 1992. An SAB Report: Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great     
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative. Prepared Jointly by the Great Lakes Water  
     Quality Subcommittee of the Ecological Processes and Effects Committee and 
     the Drinking Water Committee.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,       
     Science Advisory Board, Washington, D.C. EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005. December.
     
     
     Response to: P3209.101     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects  
     and D2098.040 for a discussion on the SAB comments.                        
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
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     Comment ID: P3209.102
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Furthermore, compounds that have their carcinogenic effect by different    
     mechanisms, initiation or promotion, are likely to be synergistic (more    
     than additive) at effective doses, but less than additive or lacking       
     response at low doses.                                                     
     
     
     Response to: P3209.102     
     
     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: ADD/HH/C
     Comment ID: P3209.103
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The SAB(35) concluded that it would be "unwise to project potential errors 
     of an interaction on top of errors in risk assessment and projections of   
     bioaccumulation."  However, the SAB(36) agreed that the probability of     
     interaction between carcinogens should be evaluated on a case-by-case      
     basis.  This suggests that all available information inferring interaction 
     at low doses can be integrated into the overall cancer risk assessment for 
     complex mixtures and does not preclude the use of the best available       
     science in such determinations.                                            
                                                                                
     _________________                                                          
     (35)Ibid.:  (34)  SAB.  1992. An SAB Report: Evaluation of the Guidance for
     the Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Prepared Jointly by the Great   
     Lakes Water Quality Subcommittee of the Ecological Processes and Effects   
     Committee and the Drinking Water Committee.  U.S. Environmental Protection 
     Agency, Science Advisory Board, Washington, D.C. EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005.  
     December.                                                                  
                                                                                
     (36)Ibid.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.103     
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     See response to comment D605.26 and D2098.040 and Section VIII.D.6.a and b 
     of the SID for discussion on additivity for cancer and non-cancer effects. 
                                                                                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO ADD/HH/C         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.104
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The regulatory utility of a risk level is that chemicals may be ordered    
     with respect to potency and their exposure restricted to an acceptable     
     level of risk.  However, these point estimates do not indicate either the  
     uncertainty inherent in the original studies, nor the confidence one might 
     place in the final cancer risk estimates.                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.104     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.105
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to page 20 & 21 for discussion.                         
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     These shortcomings can overcome by simply preserving the uncertainty       
     reported by the authors of the critical study and carrying forward this    
     uncertainty in the calculation of the q1*.  The result would be a point    
     estimate with a measure of the uncertainty associated with a measure of the
     uncertainty associated with that value (q1* +-standard measure of error).  
     Another method that could be used to indicate the uncertainty inherent in  
     the measures employed is to report a range of carcinogenic potencies       
     observed between all carcinogenic animal chronic bioassays. Reporting a    
     narrow range of bioasay carcinogenic potencies would promote confidence in 
     the assertion that the q1* value is reproducible and is associated with a  
     reasonable level of precision, at least among animal bioasays. On the other
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     hand, the reporting of a broad range of potencies would infer less         
     confidence both in the ability of any one assay to be predictive of a      
     specific carcinogenic endpoint as well as in the appropriateness of using  
     any one assay for extrapolating animal bioassay data to human carcinogenic 
     potential.                                                                 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.105     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.106
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See comments 104 & 105.                                       
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The use of these approaches would avoid the pitfalls of arbitrarily        
     reducing experimental animal bioassay data to a singular "representative"  
     value, without any indication of the variation inherent in its measure.    
     Furthermore, minimum data requirements might be specified for the use of   
     such values in low-dose extrapolation models.  The implications of such an 
     approach, involving carrying the experimental variation forward into the   
     development of water quality criteria, would be increased confidence in the
     result being a useful predictor of both the range of permissible surface   
     water contaminant concentrations and the level of confidence associated    
     with such values.                                                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.106     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P3209.107
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pages 22 & 23 for discussion.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
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     However, the EPA's present cancer classification scheme does not           
     differentiate between these mechanisms.  This system equally weights       
     chemical initiators, which may only require a small single exposure to     
     produce cancer, with chemical promoters, which require multiple, interval  
     dependent, and relatively large exposures over a long period of time, and  
     that are contingent on a previous initiation event.                        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.107     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P3209.108
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In the study of carcinogenesis, differentiation into multiple stages has   
     served to focus research attention on the different mechanisms by which    
     cancers occur.  Because the EPA's present cancer classification scheme does
     not differentiate between these mechanisms, it fails to adequately or      
     accurately identify chemical carcinogens and the context in which they are 
     of regulatory concern.  A modified or new cancer classification scheme     
     should be developed that would integrate all of the available information  
     and utilize the best available science.  Moreover, the utility of the      
     resulting classification should indicate minimum data requirements for the 
     application of the most appropriate low dose extrapolation models.  Such a 
     scheme should also be able to integrate short-term cancer bioassays and    
     related in vitro tests into the overall cancer assessment.                 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.108     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P3209.109
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     However, our recommendations go further by suggesting that the EPA should  
     modify or develop a cancer classification scheme to meet the requirements  
     outlined in the PR document as well as those suggested by the SAB(37).  The
     common theme in these documents is that the derivation of WQC-HH for       
     carcinogens should be based in the knowledge of carcinogenic mechanism and 
     include an integration of all available data.  Minimally, the modification 
     of the existing cancer classification scheme, or development of a new      
     scheme, is necessary to meet these criteria and provide a basis for the    
     inclusion of the best available science into the development of            
     chemical-specific WQC-HH.                                                  
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (37)  SAB.  1992. An SAB Report: Evaluation of the Guidance for the Great  
     Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Prepared Jointly by the Great Lakes Water 
     Quality Subcommittee of the Ecological Processes and Effects Committee and 
     the Drinking Water Committee.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency,       
     Science Advisory Board, Washington, D.C. EPA-SAB-EPEC/DWC-93-005.          
     December.                                                                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.109     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P3209.110
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The Workshop also recommended that the use of an additional uncertainty    
     factor, applied to a non-cancer endpoint to compensate for a weak          
     carcinogenic concern, is inappropriate and not a scientific concern.  We   
     agree that the use of an additional safety factor should not be applied    
     since it is more appropriately an application of risk management policy and
     is not a scientific issue.  Disappointingly, the Workshop failed to reject 
     outright the use of an additional uncertainty factor, suggesting instead   
     only that the approach be consistent across the Agency and not be limited  
     to one program.  From our perspective, there is no scientific justification
     for the use of an additional uncertainty factor in this regard.  The result
     of such a policy would be an increase in the level of uncertainty in the   
     regulatory values derived, and a decrease in their scientific robustness.  
     Therefore, while seeking to promote consistency in the methodology for     
     deriving WQC-HH, application of arbitrary safety factors to chemicals      
     classified as C carcinogens would actually promote inconsistencies among   
     derived criteria values.                                                   
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     Response to: P3209.110     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/GRPC
     Comment ID: P3209.111
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In order to overcome these limitations in classifying carcinogens to       
     facilitate both consistency in the application of WQC-HH methodologies and 
     in deriving health-based criteria values, EPA should adopt a modified or   
     altogether new cancer classification scheme.  Such a scheme should         
     significantly enhance the regulatory value of data showing weak            
     carcinogenic responses, allowing interpretive insight into the putative    
     mechanism of carcinogenesis.  By permitting incorporation of all pertinent 
     data into the carcinogenic classification process, the issue of arbitrary  
     safety factors might be reduced or eliminated.  The present classification 
     scheme does not allow for such mechanistic interpretations, and therefore, 
     inappropriately resorts to the use of additional uncertainty factors as a  
     default substitute of available mechanistic data.                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.111     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/GRPC          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.112
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An expanded severity of effect discussion should address the issue of      
     relative severity among target organs and whether or not additional safety 
     factors should be used for certain endpoints.  Although, the majority      
     opinion of the PR Workgroup was to reaffirm the development of noncancer   
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     risk values based on the more limited interpretation and use of the        
     severity concept as indicated in the 1980 guidelines, we disagree with this
     more limited interpretation.  Furthermore, we urge that scientifically     
     justifiable data should be used to help select an appropriate UF.          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.112     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.113
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 28 for discussion.                                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The current default position, however, makes the tacit assumption that any 
     biological changes in any test strain or species are adverse unless proven 
     otherwise.  Although there are several EPA-sponsored workshops underway to 
     address some of these issues, considerable debate remains regarding the    
     definition of adverse effects.  EPA should strive to develop guidelines    
     that distinguish which actions of a chemical are linked to clinically      
     adverse effects from those that are simple indicators of exposure.         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.113     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.114
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We agree with the majority opinion of the PR Workgroup which recommended   
     that EPA convene a peer review group to formally address the issue of      
     developing RfD range estimates in contrast to the singular values currently
     used.  It was suggested that specific topics be explored including NOAEL   
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     variability, defining what constitutes an adverse effect, and other        
     considerations involving selection of uncertainty factors.  We further     
     recommend that the peer review panel focus on the issue of developing RfD  
     ranges which are based on the variance of the underlying study.  Other     
     revlevant issues which should be evaluated include severity of effect data 
     and the application of physiologically-based pharmacokinetic models.       
     
     
     Response to: P3209.114     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.115
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     An interesting approach for addressing the uncertainty surrounding the     
     setting of an RfD was presented in Minority Opinion 1 to the Workshop      
     Recommendation (PR, p. 20).  In this approach, based on the work of Lewis  
     et al.(39), scientific judgement and expert opinion are used to select each
     adjustment factor to be applied to the NOAEL based on the quality and the  
     relevance of the underlying study.  As described in the PR document, any   
     information about the effects of the chemical on humans is incorporated    
     into the determination of the factors.  Then, the critical effect, the     
     NOAEL, and the values selected for the adjustment are subjected to         
     consensus review.  We encourage EPA to consider approaches such as this one
     in the development of Great Lakes Water Quality Criteria for the protection
     of human health.                                                           
                                                                                
     ___________________________________________________________________________
                                                                                
     (39)  Lewis, S.C., J.R. Lynch, and A.I. Nikiforov. 1990. A new approach to 
     deriving community exposure guidelines from "No-observed-adverse-effect    
     levels". Regul. Toxicol. Pharmacol. 11:314-330.                            
     
     
     Response to: P3209.115     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.116
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
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     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As stated by the SAB, application of a "protective order of magnitude"     
     around the RfD to create the impression that an RfD range estimate has been
     determined is not a useful approach since there is no way to determine the 
     precision of a given RfD.  The assumption of an arbitrary order of         
     magnitude range around an RfD does not diminish the level of uncertainty   
     associated with the RfD itself.  It is essentially a risk management       
     technique and does not belong in the guidance for developing Great Lakes   
     Water Quality Criteria for the protection of human health.                 
     
     
     Response to: P3209.116     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.117
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See page 32 for list of issues.                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Because the issues of severity of effect and adverse effects are so        
     complex, EPA should prioritize these issues among the top priority of      
     concerns of the RfD/RfC Workgroup.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.117     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.118
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Another important element critical to the successful resolution of the     
     above-mentioned RfD/RfC Workgroup tasks concerns the issue of EPA making   
     the entire Integrated Risk Information System process (IRIS) more          
     accountable to both the public and the regulated community and to ensure a 
     neutral scientific review process.                                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.118     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.119
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     A serious limitation of the current IRIS system is that it establishes     
     toxicological reference values without opportunity for review by the       
     regulated community.  Draft versions of regulatory values or the technical 
     basis for selecting the values are not available for review and comment    
     until after they have appeared in the IRIS database.  At that time they may
     already be in use.  Thus, regulated community has no opportunity to comment
     on proposed revisions until they are finalized.  Additionally, EPA conducts
     only limited internal peer review of source documents and health summaries 
     used to derive the regulatory values.                                      
     
     
     Response to: P3209.119     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.120
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
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     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Still another limitation with the IRIS system is that new information on   
     the toxicology of compounds submitted to the agency is not managed in an   
     accountable way.  Under the current process, the IRIS program accepts      
     information at any time on any compound in the IRIS system.  The Agency    
     also notifies the regulated community of its intention to revise RfDs and  
     carcinogenic potencies for specific compounds and invites submission of    
     relevant data.  However, the Agency is not required to formally respond to 
     submissions of new data or to document the manner by which new data were   
     reviewed.  This overt lack of accountability poses a serious threat to the 
     spirit and intent of the PR Workgroup's desire to embrace the concept of   
     "best available science" in deriving WQC-HH under the Great Lakes          
     Initiative.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.120     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.121
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to pages 35,36 and 37 for discussion.                   
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a solution to the current shortcomings of the IRIS program, EPA should  
     be encouraged to open up the program to greater public involvement, to     
     establish a system of external peer review, and to develop better          
     accountability for responding to new information.                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.121     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.122
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: Refer to pages 38 & 39 for discussion.                        
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     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The workshop and HRAB/OW recommendations support further research and      
     development of methodologies in this area.  However, these groups also     
     recommend the development of short-term Health Advisory Doses (HADs),      
     derived from the same methodology as RfDs without the use of an uncertainty
     factor for a less-than-lifetime exposures.  This is at best a poorly       
     conceived interim measure, since the use of HAD methodology in the         
     construction of short-term WQC-HH, is not scientifically justified.        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.122     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/EXP/AO
     Comment ID: P3209.123
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The PR document is also concerned with the ability of HAD values to protect
     the health of sensitive human populations (children and pregnant women),   
     and offers flexibility in the form of allowing site-specific emergency     
     health advisory levels, complete with qualifying information.  However,    
     this methodology is flawed in that it does not identify a critical         
     short-term chemical-specific effect.  Rather, it assumes that the critical 
     effect of the chronic bioassay will be protective of potential short-term  
     effects if the appropriate safety factors are applied.  As suggested above 
     in Section 3.2.2, the recommendation that a Workgroup be convened, could   
     also be instrumental in identifying, defining, and resolving issues related
     to the development of a methodology for the derivation of short-term WQC   
     values.  Certainly, if the HAD methodology becomes an accepted interim     
     approach in deriving short-term WQC values, the flexibility to             
     scientifically justify a better suited methodology should be allowed and   
     supported by the Agency.                                                   
     
     
     Response to: P3209.123     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/EXP/AO        

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/T1/MD
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     Comment ID: P3209.124
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info: See pages 40 & 41 for discussion.                             
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We are cognizant, however, that only a limited number of chemicals have    
     such robust information available.  Until such information is available for
     all Great Lakes compounds of interest, a hierarchy is needed to enable     
     scientifically-based decisions to be made using less-than-complete data.   
     In addition, even when sufficient mechanistic and pharmacokinetic data     
     exist, it should be recognized that not all pharmacokinetic models and data
     are equal.  Consequently, we recommend that Tier 1 minimum data            
     requirements should be listed as potential or suggested minimum            
     requirements, and that in all cases, an evaluation of the data, the model, 
     and its application should be made prior to its use in the derivation of   
     WQC-HH.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P3209.124     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/T1/MD         

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.125
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     We recommend that the PR Workgroup's Five Tier approach be simplified to a 
     Three Tier approach since the regulatory endpoints of interest can be      
     sufficiently represented by three Tiers.  Tier I in this simplified        
     framework would include those compounds that would have been grouped under 
     Tiers I and II of the PR Workgroup's Five Tier system, since all of these  
     chemicals would possess sufficient information for which a cancer slope    
     factor, an RfD, or a WQC-HH could be calculated.  This would include       
     chemicals classified as A and B carcinogens, as well those C carcinogens   
     for which there is sufficient carcinogenic, developmental, or reproductive 
     information to base the development of slope factors or RfDs.              
     
     
     Response to: P3209.125     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.126
     Cross Ref 1: cc HH/GRPC
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Tier II would be comprised of the same chemicals that would have appeared  
     in Tier III of the Five Tier system, and would include those chemicals for 
     which there is insufficient information from which to derive an RfD or a   
     cancer potency, yet enough information to suggest the development of an    
     interim value.  Tier II would also include chemicals in cancer             
     classification C for which there is insufficient information concerning    
     reproductive/developmental toxicity.  Information on chemicals in Tier II  
     would be utilized to derive interim WQC-HH values.                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.126     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.127
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Finally, Tier III would include chemicals that would otherwise be          
     categorized in either Tier IV and V of the Five Tier scheme.  Since both of
     these classifications did not permit the derivation of WQC-HH values, it   
     makes no sense to divide them into two tiers upon which criteria cannot be 
     developed.  The simplified Three Tier approach we have proposed contains   
     the same information as the Five Tier scheme from the standpoint of        
     calculating WQC-HH values.  Conceptually, this simplified approach is no   
     less useful than the Two- or Five-Tiered approach for deriving WQC-HH      
     values for regulatory purposes or for encouraging the development of       
     additional information about chemicals for which no WQC-HH can presently be
     calculated.                                                                
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     Response to: P3209.127     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.128
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In recognition of the SAB and PR Workgroup conclusions that the application
     of "best available science" be incorporated into the entire process of     
     deriving WQC-HH values, the issue of data quality management unquestionably
     should be a critical focal point in ensuring the success of EPA's efforts. 
     In particular, EPA must be careful to ensure that "minimum data            
     requirements" defined for each tier classification ranking do not preclude 
     the incorporation of data that exceed the minimum level acceptable.        
     
     
     Response to: P3209.128     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.129
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Thus, the overriding concern is that EPA include recommendations for data  
     quality that exceed a minimum level so that a chemical can be appropriately
     classified using the most scientifically defensible data.                  
     
     
     Response to: P3209.129     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.130
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In summary, due to the profound impact tier classification will have on the
     development of a chemical-specific WQC-HH values, EPA needs to ensure that 
     the issue of data quality be addressed by an independent peer review group.
      The tier ranking system must be flexible enough to allow for the inclusion
     of scientific data that exceeds a stipulated minimum data quality, while   
     simultaneously screening out inferior data.  AFPA recognizes that this will
     be a difficult endeavor requiring the participation of industry, academia, 
     and state and federal regulatory bodies to achieve a state-of-the-art      
     ranking system.                                                            
     
     
     Response to: P3209.130     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.131
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     WQC-HH methodology must allow for the incorporation of state-of-the-art    
     mechanistic, pharmacokinetic, and organ system data in the determination of
     meaningful criteria.  Failure to allow for the incorporation of such       
     high-quality toxicological data will result in an exclusionary methodology 
     that impedes the progress of science, and ultimately penalizes society by  
     imposing overly restrictive, default-driven criteria that may prove to be  
     exceedingly costly in order to attain compliance.                          
     
     
     Response to: P3209.131     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.132
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Serious consideration must be given to the development of minimum data     
     quality requirements which are to be applied consistently in the evaluation
     of all toxicological data before the data are matched to an appropriate    
     tier category.  The current tier classification system (both in the        
     preamble [Tiers I and II] and in the PR document [Tiers I - V]), present   
     generic minimum data quality requirements, however these requirements are  
     presented at the expense of potential exclusions of important data that    
     might result in an entirely different classification if greater flexibility
     existed within each system.                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3209.132     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH/RISK
     Comment ID: P3209.133
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Regarding carcinogenic compound analyses, there is virtually unanimous     
     support for revision of EPA's 1986 Cancer Risk Guidelines to reflect       
     advancements in the toxicological understanding of carcinogenesis.  Every  
     effort must be made to ensure that ranges in potency are preserved (as     
     opposed to average point estimate values) to more accurately preserve the  
     variability of the data in the foundational animal bioassays.  This would  
     in turn result in ranges of WQC-HH, in contrast to single, point estimate, 
     values.                                                                    
     
     
     Response to: P3209.133     
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     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH/RISK          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: P3209.134
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Several issues surrounding noncancer health effects were identified by the 
     SAB and PR Workgroup.  Among the most important are methodologies to allow 
     for more precise identification of safety factors to account for severity  
     of effect in animal bioassays, a standardized definition of adverse        
     effects, development of reference dose ranges which are based on the       
     variance of data quality for the underlying study, assessment of the       
     importance of developing criteria based on short-term exposures, and       
     finally, the recommendation that EPA convene an independent Workgroup to   
     execute each of these significant noncancer tasks.                         
     
     
     Response to: P3209.134     
     
     Please refer to the Supplementary Information Document at Section V.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/BEN
     Comment ID: P3617L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     I am writing, although belatedly, to thank you for your letter of 3 June   
     and the copy of your report, Great Lakes Water Quality Initiative.  Rarely 
     does one get an opportunity to see how one's basic research is used and I  
     was very happy to see that my work has been of service to you.             
                                                                                
     I think your report presented an excellent case for the benefits of        
     improving water quality in the Great Lakes.  I was impressed by the manner 
     in which you weaved together economic effect, health effect and more       
     general ecological effect in making the case.  I think it is important to  
     understand that most businesses still regard pollution mitigation and      
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     environmental protection as an external tax and not as an ordinary part of 
     doing business.  Thus, as your report notes, there is always strong        
     resistance--even when the ultimate effect (such as pollution prevention) is
     increased competitiveness and profitability.                               
                                                                                
     As a UM alumnus, I wish you the best of success.  Thanks again for sending 
     the report.                                                                
     
     
     Response to: P3617L.001    
     
     Please see response to comment G2571.024a.                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/BEN          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: CS/EXTS
     Comment ID: r2576.233
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? Y
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Appendix F -- IMPLEMENTATION PROCEDURES                                    
                                                                                
     Procedure 9:  Compliance Schedules                                         
                                                                                
     9:C                                                                        
                                                                                
     There is considerable concern from certain sections of the public regarding
     the use of Tier II values to establish effluent limitations in permits and 
     the potential effects of the antibacksliding provisions on the Tier        
     II-based limits.  The Guidance says that Tier II-based limits that are     
     revised before they are effective are not affected by antibacksliding.  EPA
     should also consider exempting Tier II based limits from antibacksliding   
     even after they become effective.  We feel this change will provide better 
     acceptance of the Tier II concept.                                         
     
     
     Response to: r2576.233     
     
     See response to: P2576.077                                                 
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO CS/EXTS          

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: WL/CRIT/Hg
     Comment ID: r2604.075
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/NPS
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
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     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The majority of the mercury currently in the waters of the Great Lakes     
     basin is believed to come from atmospheric sources.  Total elimination of  
     mercury from point sources would be costly and would probably not result in
     ambient levels below the proposed wildlife criterion, or result in a       
     significant improvement in water quality.                                  
     
     
     Response to: r2604.075     
     
     The compliance schedule provisions of the Guidance are intended to dispel  
     ambiguity as to when antibacksliding requirements apply.  They specify that
     antibacksliding requirements are not applicable until the compliance date  
     of an effluent limitation, that is, until after any appeal which resulted  
     in a stay has been completed and any compliance schedule has run.  See     
     section II.C.3 of the SID for EPA's analysis of this issue.                
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO WL/CRIT/Hg       

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: REG
     Comment ID: r2624.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
                                                                                    

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     In many areas, the language in the guidance is vague and contradictory.  It
     is our understanding that the primary intent is to regulate point sources  
     of pollution.  Yet the Great Lakes Initiative (GLI) seems to establish a   
     basic threshold that all activities requiring a Section 404 or NPDES permit
     are covered without actually making specific reference to stormwater,      
     dredging, or wetland fill activities in the guidance.                      
     
     
     Response to: r2624.001     
     
     See response to comment P2771.393.                                         
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO REG              

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: HH
     Comment ID: r2829.026
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     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     Dow Corning recognizes that EPA has not included improper studies          
     purporting to link human health learning disabilities with Great Lakes     
     contaminants.  Studies which have attempted to make this linkage have      
     significant epidemiological deficiencies and have not properly accounted   
     for such variables as smoking, alcohol consumption, and other environmental
     exposures to heavy metals.  Hovinga, et al. (1993) document that any       
     studies of fish eating populations, particularly in Michigan, must         
     appropriately consider the above variables in order to reach valid         
     conclusions.  Dow Corning supports the Agency's decision not to include    
     studies which have failed to properly accounted for human health variables 
     in the record for this guidance.                                           
     
     
     Response to: r2829.026     
     
     Please see response to comment P2771.133.                                  
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO HH               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: OT
     Comment ID: SKIPPED NUMBER
     Cross Ref 1: cc BACK/CAN
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As one example of the far reaches of the Guidance, the Guidance would      
     impose a Tier 2 value methodology and usage on the Great Lakes Basin       
     ("Basin"), notwithstanding the fact that such a system is unproven,        
     exceedingly conservative, potentially costly, and not even remotely        
     suggested by the Agreement (Section 4).                                    
     
     
     Response to: SKIPPED NUMBER
     
     EPA believes that the Guidance is based on sound science as discussed in   
     Section I.C of the SID.  See also response to comment numbers P2574.006.   
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO OT               

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
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RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: A
     Comment ID: State Governme
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: N
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? 
     Supporting Info: The TSD is not clear whether Trophic level 3 FCMs, needed for 
calculation  
          of additional wildlife criteria, are the means of the FCMs for sculpin,   

          alewives and smelt.                                                       

     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     
     
     Response to: State Governme
     
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO                  

==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: BACK/NPS
     Comment ID: y2848.068
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     The GLI's antidegradation policy applies to diffuse sources of pollution.  
     However, the GLI qualifies its diffuse source coverage by stating that it  
     applies only to the extent "independent regulatory authority" exists to    
     enforce water quality standards against nonpoint sources of pollution.     
     Requiring "independent regulatory authority" could be the exception that   
     eats the GLI's otherwise strong rule on diffuse source controls.           
                                                                                
     EPA should clarify what is meant by requiring "independent regulatory      
     authority" for the GLI to apply to diffuse sources of pollution.           
     
     
     Response to: y2848.068     
     
     See responses to comment numbers F4030.003, G3457.004 and D2597.026.       
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO BACK/NPS         
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==================================================
--------------------------------------------------
     Subject Matter Code: RIA/COST
     Comment ID: `````L.001
     Cross Ref 1: 
     Cross Ref 2: 
     Cross Ref 3: 
     RAP/LaMP-related? N
     Supporting Info:                                                               
            
     Action Item Notes:                                                             
              
     --------------------------------------------------
     
     Comment:
     As a National League of Cities Director and Mayor of America's 17th largest
     city, I appreciate this opportunity to join my colleagues from across the  
     Great Lakes region in calling for changes to the proposed Great Lakes      
     Initiative.  As troubled as I am about the potential ramifications of the  
     GLI -- in particular the high costs with marginal benefits to my city's    
     taxpayers and industries -- I see great potential for good to come from    
     this process.                                                              
                                                                                
     Every day we hear how America's cities are struggling to survive under an  
     ever-growing burden of crime and other social problems.  Our financial     
     resources are reaching their limits, if they haven't been exceeded already.
                                                                                
     At the same time, we as Great Lakes municipal leaders must continue our    
     efforts to improve our local environments and the precious natural resource
     that benefits all of us -- the Great Lakes.                                
                                                                                
     For those two reasons, the GLI, as proposed, must be changed.              
                                                                                
     We cannot afford more federal mandates that offer little benefit at high   
     cost.  We cannot afford more federal mandates thrust upon us with no       
     federal funding support.  We cannot afford the consequences of             
     environmental regulations that are policy-made for the sake of policy, and 
     totally disregards the very basic and necessary issue of cost efficiency.  
                                                                                
     We can, however, afford well-conceived, scientifically supportable policy. 
     The opportunity to develop the kind of policy that benefits the environment
     and economy of this region is before us today.                             
                                                                                
     But it can only come from a process that: includes release of studies      
     showing the cost impact of the GLI to the general public; provides further 
     focus on the problems associated with unfunded federal mandates, and;      
     includes all representatives of those affected by the GLI including        
     municipalities.                                                            
                                                                                
     As you know, I am not alone in this call.  Municipal Leagues in all eight  
     Great Lakes states have strongly criticized the GLI, as have more than two 
     dozen U.S. Senators and Representatives.                                   
                                                                                
     In today's post-Cold War global economy, we in the Midwest have great      
     opportunity and great optimism.  But we need our federal government as a   
     partner, not an adversary.  Whether we are in business or government, we   
     must shed the old way of doing things and embrace new ideas, new concepts, 
     new models based upon fact and solid science, not myth.                    
                                                                                
     Today, I urge the adoption of the following additional basic principles:   
     Congress and the Administration should act immediately to guarantee that   
     costs associated with any future federal mandates are fully funded by the  
     federal government and prohibit the enforcement of any unfunded mandates.  
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     As legislation containing existing mandates is re-authorized, Congress and 
     the Administration should also act to reduce the current burden of unfunded
     costs of such mandates borne by state and local governments.               
     
     
     Response to: `````L.001    
     
     Please see the SID, especially Section IX, for EPA's analysis of this and  
     related issues.                                                            
     --------------------------------------------------
RESPONSE TO RIA/COST         

==================================================
<End of search>
�
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